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Abstract

Complexity theory traditionally studies the hardness of solving classical computational problems. In
the quantum setting, it is also natural to consider a different notion of complexity, namely the complexity
of physically preparing a certain quantum state. We study the relation between two such state complex-
ity classes: statePSPACE, which contains states that can be generated by space-uniform polynomial-
space quantum circuits, and stateQIP, which contains states that a polynomial-time quantum verifier
can generate by interacting with an all-powerful untrusted quantum prover. The latter class was recently
introduced by Rosenthal and Yuen (ITCS 2022), who proved that statePSPACE C stateQIP.

Our main result is the reverse inclusion, stateQIP C statePSPACE, thereby establishing equality
of the two classes and providing a natural state-complexity analogue to the celebrated QIP = PSPACE
theorem of Jain, et al. (J. ACM 2011). To prove this, we develop a polynomial-space quantum algorithm
for solving a large class of exponentially large “PSPACE-computable” semidefinite programs (SDPs),
which also prepares an optimiser encoded in a quantum state. Our SDP solver relies on recent block-
encoding techniques from quantum algorithms, demonstrating that these techniques are also useful for
complexity theory.

Using similar techniques, we also show that optimal prover strategies for general quantum interactive
protocols can be implemented in quantum polynomial space. We prove this by studying an algorithmic
version of Uhlmann’s theorem and establishing an upper bound on the complexity of implementing
Uhlmann transformations.

*Email: tmetger @ethz.ch
TEmail: hyuen@cs.columbia.edu


http://arxiv.org/abs/2301.07730v2
mailto:tmetger@ethz.ch
mailto:hyuen@cs.columbia.edu

Contents

1

Introduction

I.1 Ourresults. . . . . . . . .. . . . e
1.2 Technical overview of the SDPsolver . . .. .. ... ... ......
1.3 Openproblems . . ... ... .. ... .. ... .. ... ...

Preliminaries
2.1 Polynomial-space states and unitaries . . . . . .. ... ... .....
2.2 Exponentially precise PSPACE-computable polynomial approximations

Block encodings

3.1 Preparing block encodings . . . . ... ... ... ...........
3.2 Basic operations on block encodings . . . . ... ... ...
3.3 Renormalising block encodings by fixed-point amplitude amplification .
3.4 Applying polynomials to block encodings . . . . . ... ... ... ..
3.5 Preparing the Gibbs state of a block-encoded Hamiltonian . . . . . . .

Solving exponentially large SDPs in polynomial space
4.1 Multiplicative weights update algorithm for the feasibility SDP . . . . .
4.2 Implementing the MMWU algorithm using block encodings . . . . . .

Application to quantum state complexity

5.1 Quantum interactive protocols . . . . . . . .. ... ... ... ..
5.2 TheclassstateQIP . . . . . . . .. ..
5.3 An SDP for quantum interactive protocols . . . . . ... ... .....
54 Solvingthe SDP. . . . . . .. ...

statePSPACE is closed under purification

Uhlmann Transformation Problem and the complexity of optimal provers
7.1 Uhlmann’s theorem and the Uhlmann Transformation Problem . . . . .
7.2 From the Uhlmann Transformation Problem to optimal quantum provers
7.3 Proof of the Algorithmic Uhlmann’s Theorem . . . . . ... ... ...

Robust oblivious amplitude amplification

Details of SDP for stateQIP protocols

12
13
14

17
18
18
20
22
23

25
25
30

35
35
36
37
39

42

44
45
46
47

57

60



1 Introduction

Classical complexity theory studies the hardness of computational problems on classical computers.
Quantum complexity theory so far has been mostly focused on the hardness of solving classical computa-
tional problems, i.e. problems with classical inputs and outputs, on quantum computers. However, quantum
computers are not restricted to solving classical problems; they can also perform inherently quantum tasks
such as quantum state synthesis, where the goal is to physically synthesize a quantum state satisfying certain
properties. Examples of such tasks include preparing ground states of a local Hamiltonian or trying to clone
a quantum money state. Recent explorations of the complexity of such state synthesis problems have often
yielded surprising results without classical analogues [Aar16, INNT21].

Here, we focus on interactive proofs for state synthesis, a notion recently studied by Rosenthal and
Yuen [RY22]. In this model, a polynomial-time quantum verifier is given some implicit description of a
family of quantum states (|¢/,,))nen and, given an index n € IN, has to synthesize an approximation to |¢,)
with the help of an untrusted but all-powerful prover. On the one hand, the prover in principle has the
ability to help the verifier synthesize the state |i/,), which may be extremely complex and require more than
polynomial time to synthesize by oneself. On the other hand, the verifier now has to ensure that the prover
is not maliciously misdirecting the verifier to synthesize some other state that is far from |y, ). The question
raised by [RY22] is the following: what states are synthesizable in this interactive model?

To study this question formally, we need to introduce the state complexity classes stateQIP and
statePSPACE from [RY22]. Unlike traditional complexity classes, which are sets of decision languages
(each of which is a set of binary strings), state complexity classes are collections of infinite sequences of
quantum states. We give somewhat informal definitions of these classes here; for formal (and slightly more
general) definitions, see Section 2.1 and Section 5.2.

For a function ¢ : IN — IR, we define statePSPACE 5, to denote the class of state sequences ([¥/,))neN
such that there is a space-uniform family of polynomial-space quantum circuits C, (a “synthesis algorithm’)
where for sufficiently large n, the output of C, is a state that is §(n)-close in trace distance to |,). We call
§(n) the closeness guarantee of the synthesis algorithm. !

Similarly, the class stateQIP s, is defined as the class of state sequences ([,) ). such that there is
a quantum interactive protocol between a (quantum) prover and (quantum) verifier satisfying the following
for all sufficiently large n: if the verifier on input 1" accepts with probability at least %, its output state con-
ditioned on accepting is guaranteed to be §(n)-close to |¢,) (this is the soundness condition). Furthermore,
there exists a prover that is accepted by the protocol with probability 1 (this is the completeness condition).

The main result of [RY?22] is the following:

Theorem 1.1 ([RY22]). For all functions 6(n) and polynomials q(n), it holds that statePSPACE,) C
StateQIP(S(n)-i-l/q(n)‘

Their protocol takes advantage of the IP = PSPACE protocol of [LFKN92, Sha92] by running expo-
nentially many different invocations of it in superposition, and carefully performing checks to ensure that
a malicious prover is not surreptitiously entangling himself with the desired output state. The protocol and
its analysis highlight many of the challenges that one encounters in the state synthesis setting, such as the
unclonability of quantum states, the difficulty of testing the equality of quantum states, and the general lack
of search-to-decision reductions [INN*21].

ICloseness guarantees of state complexity classes are an important aspect of their definitions. Tolerating some error in the
output state allows for different state complexity classes to be meaningfully compared with each other. Furthermore, unlike with
many models of randomized computation, it is unclear whether the closeness guarantee can be generically amplified.



1.1 Our results

Our main result is the reverse containment stateQIP C statePSPACE — in other words, the statement that all
states that can be verifiably synthesized in an interactive proof can also be synthesized in polynomial space.
More precisely, we prove the following.

Theorem 1.2 (Main theorem). For all functions 6(n) and polynomials q(n), it holds that stateQIP s, C
statePSPACE(;(n)H/q(n).

We note that both inclusions of Theorems 1.1 and 1.2 incur an inverse polynomial loss in the closeness
parameters. This appears to be inherent to comparing state complexity classes; simulating one computational
model with another to perform state synthesis is likely to introduce additional error. However Theorems 1.1
and 1.2 show that the additional error can be made to be an arbitrarily small inverse polynomial.

By defining stateQIP and statePSPACE as the intersections over all polynomials p(n) of stateQIP )
and statePSPACE, /), respectively, we can combine Theorem 1.1 and Theorem 1.2 to establish the equal-
ity stateQIP = statePSPACE.?> This can be viewed as the state synthesis analogue to the celebrated
QIP = PSPACE-theorem of Jain, Ji, Upadhyay, and Watrous [JJUW11], which showed that the class of
polynomial-space computable decision problems is the same as the class of decision problems decidable by
a quantum interactive proof.

The difficult direction in [JJUW11] is showing the inclusion QIP C PSPACE, i.e. showing that a de-
cision problem that can be decided with a quantum interactive proof can also be decided in PSPACE. This
is the same direction as our Theorem 1.2. To prove QIP C PSPACE, [JJUWI11] first show that the ac-
ceptance probability of a QIP protocol can be computed by a particular exponentially large semidefinite
program (SDP). Given its exponential size, this SDP cannot even be written down in PSPACE. How-
ever, [JJUW11] show that its value can be approximated by an algorithm using the matrix multiplicative
weights update (MMWU ) framework [AK16, Kal07], and that the output of this algorithm can be approxim-
ated using polynomial-depth (but exponentially wide) classical circuits, described by the complexity class
NC(poly). This analysis is quite involved because it requires careful treatment of the approximation error
and leverages several highly non-trivial results on implementing matrix functions with depth-bounded clas-
sical circuits [Csa75, BvzGH82, BCP83, BOFKT86, Nef94]. Having established an NC(poly)-algorithm
for computing the particular SDP arising from QIP protocols, the result of [JJUW11] follows because
PSPACE = NC(poly) [Bor77].

Similarly to [JJUW11], we can express a given stateQIP-protocol as an exponentially large SDP. How-
ever, when trying to adapt the SDP algorithm of [JJUW11] to this problem, one faces several obstacles. The
main difficulty is that the SDP from [JJUW11] is meant to approximate the maximum acceptance probability
of a quantum verifier, meaning that the SDP algorithm is solving a classical decision problem (“is the value
of this SDP higher or lower than some threshold?”’). This makes it natural to use tools from classical com-
plexity theory such as NC(poly) = PSPACE. In contrast, in the state synthesis setting we want to synthesize
the output state of the verifier, which is generally a highly entangled state on many qubits. Such a state
corresponds to an (exponentially large) feasible solution of an SDP, but it is not sufficient to approximate
the value of that SDP or compute individual entries of this feasible solution: instead we want to physically
generate a quantum state whose (exponentially large) density matrix corresponds to a feasible solution.

ZHowever, one could also consider taking the intersection over all exponentially small closeness guarantees (in fact, this is how
statePSPACE is defined in [RY22]) — but then it is not clear whether there are nontrivial state sequences in stateQIPqy_p), for
example. This suggests that allowing inverse polynomial error is the more natural notion in state complexity. We leave determining
the properties of stateQIP s(n) for negligibly-small 6 (n) for future work.



A secondary difficulty is that the SDP algorithm from [JJUW11] requires the SDP to have a special form.
For QIP-protocols, this special form can always be achieved by compiling the protocol into a three-round
format. It is an open question whether the same holds for stateQIP, i.e. whether all stateQIP protocols can
be parallelized to three rounds (or even any constant) — straightforward applications of the parallelization
strategy of [KWO00] do not seem to work. Hence, the SDP of a stateQIP protocol does not have the special
form required in [JJUW11].

It seems plausible that the NC(poly)-based approach of [JJUW11] could be adapted to the stateQIP-
setting, too, e.g. by using a generalization of their approach presented in [GW12] and finding a way of
converting that algorithm into one that physically prepares a quantum state corresponding to a feasible
solution. However, faced with the above difficulties, we use an entirely different approach and develop a
quantum polynomial space algorithm for solving exponentially large SDPs. This provides a much more nat-
ural approach in the state complexity setting because our algorithm solves the SDP by actually constructing
a quantum state corresponding to a feasible solution instead of using classical computation to approximate
the SDP value, and we give a direct analysis that does not use classical circuit complexity results.

Using this approach, we prove Theorem 1.2 as a consequence of a more general result: a general
polynomial-space quantum algorithm for solving a large class of exponentially-sized SDPs and preparing
a nearly optimal solution to the SDP as a quantum state. Most of this paper is devoted to the construction
and analysis of this algorithm and we apply it to prove Theorem 1.2 in Section 5. As a bonus, this algorithm
also gives an alternative proof of QIP = PSPACE that requires no parallelization of the QIP protocol and no
direct use of classical circuit complexity results. We now describe this quantum algorithm and its analysis
in more detail.

Quantum algorithms for exponentially large SDPs. It is a well-known fact that optimizing an SDP
can be efficiently reduced to finding a feasible solution to an SDP. Thus in this paper we focus solely on
feasibility SDPs, for which we use the following standard form: a (feasibility) SDP instance is a pair (®,B),
where @ : L(CP) — L(CP) is a superoperator that maps D x D Hermitian matrices to D x D Hermitian
matrices and B is a D x D Hermitian matrix.> A feasible solution for (®, B) is a positive semidefinite matrix
X € L(CP) that satisfies ®(X) = B. An e-feasible solution X is one where ||®(X) — B||; < €, where |- ||;
denotes the trace norm. We assume for normalization that Tr(X) = 1; this can be done by rescaling the
instance and rescaling the error parameter €. As usual, in order to study the asymptotic complexity we
implicitly consider families of such SDPs indexed by a size parameter n and let the dimension D = 2Pol¥(®) 4
Our goal is to design a quantum algorithm that solves such SDPs using poly(n) qubits.

Our algorithm can solve the class of feasibility SDP instances (®, B) that are both (a) small-width and (b)
PSPACE-computable. The small-width property means that || B|| < 1 and the adjoint map ®* is contracting,
ie., ||®*(Y)|l~ < 1 whenever ||Y ||« < 1. The PSPACE-computability of (®,B) means that each matrix
entry of B is computable in polynomial-space (i.e. there exists a polynomial-space algorithm that, given
(log D = poly(n))-bit indices i, j, outputs B;;), and for all inputs X the matrix entries of ®(X) are computable
by a polynomial-space algorithm that has oracle access to matrix entries of the input X. When we say that
an algorithm is provided a PSPACE-computable SDP (®,B) as input, we mean that it has access to the
PSPACE-procedures for computing these entries. We now state our main technical result:

30f course, more generally @ could have differing input and output dimensions. However, by adding spurious dimensions, we
can always ensure that the input and output have the same dimension, so this assumption is without loss of generality.

4When applying this algorithm to SDPs derived from stateQIP protocols, this parameter n corresponds to the number of qubits
used by the verifier in the protocol.



Theorem 1.3 (Quantum solver for small-width, PSPACE-computable SDPs). For all polynomials g(n),
there exists a polynomial-space quantum algorithm that, given as input a small-width PSPACE-computable
SDP instance (®,B), outputs a 1/q(n)-feasible solution X as a quantum state.

We make some remarks about the “small-width” property. This is very likely necessary as the class
of PSPACE-computable SDPs are expressive enough to capture EXP-hard computations — this is a con-
sequence of the fact that solving LPs and SDPs is complete for P under logspace reductions [Ser91].
It is widely believed that PSPACE # EXP, so therefore we do not expect general PSPACE-computable
SDPs to be solved in polynomial space (even with a quantum algorithm). Furthermore, many works on
fast parallel algorithms for solving SDPs assume that some notion of “width” associated with the SDP is
small [AHKOS5, KL96, JUWO09, JJUW11]. While the definition of width differs slightly from paper to paper
they all roughly measure the extent to which the constraints can be violated. The small-width property as
we have defined it is also a measure of how far the primal constraints can be violated by a density mat-
rix X: using the variational characterization of the spectral norm and Holder’s inequality, we have that
|D(X) = Bl < [|Blle+ maxy.jy <1 (& (V). X) < [1Blle + maxy.jyy,<1 [9* (V)| IX | which is at most
2 since we assumed X is a density matrix. It turns out that this bound controls the number of iterations
required by the algorithm.

Our SDP solver is inspired by recent works on solving SDPs on quantum computers [BS17, BKL"17,
VAGGdW20], which implement the Arora-Kale MMWU-based SDP solver [AK16] using quantum tech-
niques. However, we cannot directly use their SDP solvers because they target SDPs with polynomially-
many trace constraints (i.e. constraints of the form Tr(A ;X ) = b; for some collection of matrices {A;}; and
scalars {b;} ;). Our notion of PSPACE-computable SDPs, when expressed in terms of trace constraints, can
generally involve exponentially many trace constraints (because @ is an exponentially-large superoperator).
The solvers of [BS17, BKL"17, VAGGdW?20] find an approximate solution X that can violate each of the
exponentially many constraints by an additive €. This is weaker than what we demand, which is that the
trace distance between ®(X) and B is at most €.

We instead design a solver, also based on the MMWU framework, for solving feasibility SDPs of the
form ®(X) = B for density matrices X. If the dimension of the SDP is D = 2P°¥(") and the SDP has the
small-width property, then the algorithm runs in poly(n) iterations and uses poly(n) qubits, and constructs a
potential solution X at each iteration.® The solution is encoded in the form of a block encoding [GSLW19,
Gil19, LC19], which is a poly(n)-qubit unitary U whose top left corner approximates X. Importantly this
unitary U is computed by an explicitly-described polynomial-space quantum algorithm. To implement
each step of the MMWU algorithm, we make use of recent techniques for transforming block encodings
in quantum algorithms (see [MRTC21] for a survey). In this way, our SDP solver is fully “quantized” in
that every step of the algorithm relies heavily on quantum algorithmic techniques, providing an arguably
more direct and intuitive approach than the NC(poly)-based method of [JJUW11]. We give a more detailed
overview of our SDP solver in Section 1.2.

Closure of statePSPACE under purification. Rosenthal and Yuen [RY22] defined the state complexity
classes statePSPACE and stateQIP to be classes of sequences of pure states. Their construction of interact-

> A simple illustration of the gap between the two notions of approximate feasibility is the following: consider an SDP instance
(@, B) that enforces the constraint that X = B. This corresponds to exponentially many trace constraints, e.g., forcing equality of
each matrix entry of X and B; however deviating by € in every entry is a far more lenient condition than deviating by € in trace
distance.

SHowever, implementing each iteration as a quantum procedure requires exponential time, so the algorithms as a whole requires
exponential time (but, importantly, only a polynomial number of qubits).



ive proofs for state synthesis to prove Theorem 1.1 required that the states being synthesized are pure, and
left open the question of whether the result could be extended to families of mixed states.

More precisely, define a sequence of mixed states (p,)nen to be polynomial-space computable if there
exists a space-uniform family of general quantum circuits C,, (which may have mid-circuit measurements as
well as the ability to reset qubits) that output p,,. Can such a sequence also be interactively and verifiably
synthesized?

One might be tempted to “purify” the output of the general quantum circuits C, by appealing to the
principle of deferred measurement. However, the circuit C,, may in general make an exponential number
of intermediate measurements, and the standard way of deferring the measurements is to add an additional
ancilla qubit for each intermediate measurement, yielding an exponential blow up of the space complexity.
The recent results of [FR21, GR21] on eliminating intermediate measurements do not immediately apply
here (as far as we can tell) because [FR21] only deals with decision problems and [GR21] does not eliminate
qubit reset operations.

Our next result is that statePSPACE is closed under purification, where now we allow statePSPACE to
contain not just sequences of pure states but also mixed states that are computable in polynomial space.

Theorem 1.4 (statePSPACE is closed under purification). Let (pp)nen € statePSPACE5(,) denote a
sequence of mixed states for some error function §(n). Then there exists a sequence (|y),)neN €
statePS PACE2 NG of pure states such that each |yr,) is a purification of py.

This theorem justifies broadening the definition of statePSPACE and stateQIP to include mixed
states. The result statePSPACE = stateQIP still holds: to interactively synthesize a sequence (p,), €
statePSPACE, the verifier can instead interactively synthesize a purification (|y,)), and then trace out a
part of the output state to get p,.” Conversely, the main result of this paper, that stateQIP C statePSPACE,
holds irrespective of whether the desired state to be synthesized is pure or not.

We prove Theorem 1.4 in Section 6. The proof leverages the same algorithmic techniques that we use
for our SDP solver, namely performing (space-efficient) transformations on block encodings in order to go
from a block encoding of a mixed state to a block encoding of its purification.

Complexity of optimal provers. So far, we have focused on which quantum states a polynomial-time
verifier can prepare by interacting with an all-powerful quantum prover. Switching our focus to the prover,
it is natural to ask what computational resources are actually needed to implement the actions of an optimal
prover in a quantum interactive protocol. Jain, Ji, Upadhyay, and Watrous [JJUW11] showed that estimating
the acceptance probability of optimal provers for a family of interactive protocols is complete for PSPACE.
However, this does not immediately tell us whether the optimal provers’ unitary operations can be uniformly
computed by a family of polynomial-space quantum circuits.’

The main difficulty is in translating a statement about the complexity of a decision problem (i.e. “is
there a prover that makes this verifier accept with high probability?”’) to a statement about the complexity of
an associated unitary synthesis problem (i.e. “implement the unitary operations of a prover that is accepted
with high probability”). In general, we do not have a very clear understanding of how these complexities

TTechnically, Theorem 1.4 is not quite sufficient for this argument: we also need that the verifier can efficiently compute a
description of the classical Turing machine that outputs the circuits for synthesising the purifications (|i,)), from the description
of the Turing machine that outputs the circuits for synthesising (pn),. We show that this is the case in the full version of the theorem
(Theorem 6.1).

8Here, it is important that the question is about uniform computation of the provers’ actions; otherwise every unitary on n qubits
can be implemented via an n-qubit circuit of size 20() but there is no guarantee a priori that those circuits for a family of unitaries
can be specified in a space-uniform manner.



relate to each other — in fact, this is the essence of the Unitary Synthesis Problem posed by Aaronson and
Kuperberg [AKO7, Aar16] and explored in the interactive setting by Rosenthal and Yuen [RY22].
We show that indeed the optimal provers can be implemented in uniform quantum polynomial space.

Theorem 1.5 (Optimal provers in unitaryPSPACE, informal). Let (V,,),ew denote a family of polynomial-
time quantum verifiers. Let P, denote a prover that is accepted with (near) optimal probability by verifier
V., and let U, ; denote a unitary describing P,’s action in the j’th round of the interaction. Then for any
sequence j(n) of round choices, the family of unitaries (U, j())n is in unitaryPSPACE; /501y (-

Here, unitaryPSPACE s,y is a unitary complexity class, consisting of sequences of unitaries (Un)nen
such that there is a space-uniform family (C,),en of polynomial-space quantum circuits (which may involve
intermediate measurements and other non-unitary operations) where C,(|¢)) is §(n)-close to U, ) for all
input states |¢). The notion of unitaryPSPACE and other unitary complexity classes were introduced by
Rosenthal and Yuen [RY?22] to study the complexity of implementing unitary transformations. The formal
version of this theorem is presented as Theorem 7.1. We prove this as a corollary of a more general result
about implementing Uhlmann transformations, which we describe next.

Uhlmann Transformation Problem. The well-known Uhlmann’s theorem [Uhl76] states that for two
bipartite pure states |/) ,|¢) on registers A and B, there exists a unitary operator U (that we call an Uhlmann
transformation for the pair [) ,|¢)) acting only on register B such that

(YlIa®Ulp) =F(p,0),

where F(p,0) = ||\/p/||, denotes the (square root) fidelity between p = Trg(|¢)(y|) and o =
Trg(]¢){(¢|). In other words, if two pure states have reduced subsystems on which the states are close, then
to map one pure state close to the other it suffices to apply a unitary on the complement of the subsystem.

We consider an algorithmic version of Uhlmann’s theorem, which we call the Uhlmann Transformation
Problem: given circuits (or perhaps succinct descriptions of them) that output |) and |¢), implement an
Uhlmann transformation for the pair /), |¢).

We show that this problem is solvable in quantum polynomial space if the states ) and |¢) are in
statePSPACE (whereas Uhlmann’s theorem as an information-theoretic statement of course holds for arbit-
rary states). Concretely, we prove the following (see Theorem 7.4 for the formal statement):

Theorem 1.6 (Algorithmic Uhlmann’s Theorem, informal). Let (|¥/,))n, (|¢n))n be pure state families in
statePSPACE where for each n the states |r,)) ,|¢n) have the same number of qubits and the qubits can be
divided into two registers A,B,,. Then there exists a sequence of unitaries {K, }, € unitaryPSPACE, /poly(n)
such that K, acts on register B, and satisfies

1
poly(n)’

[, @ Kbl — | < 201 B, ) +

where p,, 0, are the reduced density matrices of |y, , |¢n) respectively on register A,,.

The relation between implementing an optimal prover strategy for a quantum interactive protocol and
the Uhlmann Transformation Problem is as follows: consider a quantum interactive protocol between a
verifier and prover, fix a round j, and suppose ]:,b>WMQ denotes the global pure state of the protocol right
after the j’th message has been sent to the prover and |¢)\y\q denotes the global protocol state after the
prover has responded with the (j+ 1)st message. Here W, M, Q denote the verifier’s private workspace, the



message register that is passed between verifier and prover, and the prover’s private workspace, respectively.
Since the state of the verifier’s private workspace register W has not changed between it sending out and
receiving the prover’s message, we have that Trymq(¥) = Trmq(¢). Therefore, by Uhlmann’s theorem there
exists a unitary U acting only on registers MQ such that (I @ U) |y) = |¢). Thus, to implement the prover
strategy it suffices to implement the Uhlmann transformations corresponding to purifications of consecutive
“snapshots” of the reduced state on the verifier and message registers WM. A consequence of our proof of
stateQIP C statePSPACE is that these purifications of the intermediate states are in statePSPACE. This,
combined with our Algorithmic Uhlmann’s Theorem (Theorem 1.6), implies that there exists a successful
honest prover strategy that can be computed in unitaryPSPACE (Theorem 1.5).

Our proof of Theorem 1.6 also uses the same quantum algorithmic techniques as used in our SDP solver:
given circuits for the states [,) ,|¢n), we constructively build a block encoding of the Uhlmann transform-
ation for the pair |y,),|¢,). This requires a number of transformations, including the oblivious amplitude
amplification procedure of [BCC™14]; we provide an analysis of it in the approximate setting, which to our
knowledge is novel.

Finally, we mention a broader motivation for considering the Uhlmann Transformation Problem. Al-
though abstractly defined, it turns out to be a common computational task occurring in a variety of unitary
synthesis problems, ranging from decoding black hole radiation [HP07, HH13, Aarl6] to quantum state
merging [HOWO07], entanglement distillation [ADHWO09], and attacks on quantum cryptography [LC97].
The recurrence of the Uhlmann Transformation Problem in these seemingly unrelated settings suggests that
it may play a fundamental role in a complexity theory of unitary synthesis tasks.

1.2 Technical overview of the SDP solver

As mentioned above, the technical tool underlying our main result stateQIP C statePSPACE is an al-
gorithm for solving exponentially large PSPACE-computable SDPs. Here we provide a brief overview
of the algorithm and its implementation with space-bounded quantum circuits. Instead of using the primal-
dual method of Arora and Kale [AK16], which was used in the original proof of QIP = PSPACE as well
as works on quantum SDP solvers [BS17, VAGGdW20], we instead adapt the zero-sum game approach
to solving SDPs; this was presented in the classical setting in [Kal07] and used in the quantum setting
in [Wul0, GW12, BKL*17].

At a high level, the algorithm works as follows. Let (®, B) be a small-width, PSPACE-computable SDP
instance with dimension D = 2P°%(") (meaning that & maps D x D Hermitian matrices to D x D Hermitian
matrices). Let € = 1/poly(n). Then, for T = E—? iterations, the algorithm generates a sequence of D-
dimensional density matrices p, 02, ..., or as follows:

1. Set p; = 1/D, the maximally mixed state.
2. Fort=1,...,T—1:
(i) Compute a Hermitian matrix H, such that (H,,®(p,) — B) = || ®(p;) — B||1-

exp (7 ed*(H, +---+H,)>
(i) Compute the density matrix p;11 = .
Tr (exp (— ed*(H, +~‘+Ht)> >

3. Output p = %Z,T:“ot.

As before, the map ®* is the adjoint of @ (which is also a PSPACE-computable superoperator). In each
iteration, the matrix H, can be thought of as identifying the directions in which the constraint ®(p,) = B is



violated by the current “hypothesis” p;. We can show that after T iterations, the averaged hypothesis state
p will be O(e)-close to minimizing the trace norm ||®(X) — B||;. If the SDP is indeed feasible, then p is
an O(e€)-feasible solution. We also show that this algorithm is robust in the sense that if we only use an
approximation to H, and compute p,,; up to some error, the output state p is still approximately feasible
(for a suitable choice of parameters).

We give a quantum implementation of this algorithm that uses poly(n) qubits of memory (but takes up
to poly(D) time steps). Instead of maintaining the actual density matrices {p, },, the algorithm maintains in
each iteration a block encoding of p;, which is a unitary U such that

a(l© (0 U ®[0%) =~ pr,

where @ > 0 is a scaling factor that we call the post-selection factor, and a is the number of ancilla qubits.
Importantly, the unitary U will be computable by a polynomial-space quantum circuit.

We now want to apply operations to this block encoding to turn it into a block encoding of p;11. For
this, we first compute a block encoding of ®(p,) and B; this uses the PSPACE-computability of the SDP
instance. We can combine this into a block encoding of ®(p,) — B by the linear combinations of unitaries
(LCU) technique [BCC*15, GSLW19].

To get the Hermitian matrix H,, ideally one would like to compute the sign function of ®(p,) — B
(i.e. the matrix function that maps every positive eigenvalue to 1 and negative eigenvalue to —1). We
instead compute a polynomial approximation of the sign function and apply it to ®(p,) — B to get (a block
encoding of) an approximation of H,. Because the eigenvalues of ®(p,) — B can be exponentially small,
we require an exponentially precise approximation to the sign function, necessitating an exponential-degree
polynomial. Unfortunately, existing approximations used in the block encoding literature [LC17, Gil19] are
only designed for polynomial degree and it is not even clear whether their coefficients can be computed
in PSPACE if the degree is exponential. This requires us to use a different approximation of the sign
function, which is simply its orthogonal projection onto the Chebyshev polynomials. The coefficients of this
expansion can be computed explicitly (up to exponential degree) and we can analyse its error by relating it to
the polynomial approximation from [LC17]. We can apply this polynomial approximation (with exponential
degree) to the block encoding of ®(p,) — B using polynomially many qubits and obtain a block encoding
of an exponentially good approximation to H,. Similarly, instead of computing the exponential function
exactly, we can use a polynomial approximation to construct the block encoding of (an approximation of)
the state o, (similarly to e.g., [GSLW19]); this step requires that ®* is contracting, as the polynomial
approximation of the exponential function can only be applied to matrices of bounded norm.

In this manner, we can transform a block encoding of p, into a block encoding of p,;;. However,
because the transformation applies exponential-degree polynomials, the post-selection factor @ grows expo-
nentially. Therefore, we need to use a fixed-point amplitude amplification procedure [Gro0OS5] (which again
only requires polynomial space, but exponential time) to restore the parameters of the block encoding of
Pr+1- As a result, we can turn a “good” block encoding of p; into another “good” block encoding of p;4 .
With a somewhat tedious error analysis and using the robustness of our SDP algorithm, we can show that
the final output of this procedure is a block encoding of an approximately feasible state p.

Unrolling the MMWU loop, we see that this block encoding is a recursive composition of block encod-
ings, where the recursion depth is polynomial. Since each recursion level only adds a polynomial additive
number of qubits to the required space, the overall space usage of the block encoding is polynomial.

From solving SDPs to stateQIP C statePSPACE. Having developed our SDP solver, we can use it to
show stateQIP C statePSPACE (allowing for inverse polynomial error as noted above). For this, we express
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the stateQIP-protocol as a feasibility SDP as described earlier. More precisely, this feasibility problem
has the property that any feasible solution corresponds to the intermediate states of running the stateQIP-
protocol with a successful prover; the last of these intermediate states is the output of the stateQIP-protocol,
which is what we want to synthesize. We can use our SDP solver to compute a block-encoding of an
approximately feasible solution to this SDP. Then, we can extract this approximately feasible solution from
the block encoding, so we obtain a statePSPACE-preparation procedure for a state whose density matrix is
an approximately feasible solution.

Unfortunately, unlike for QIP = PSPACE, an approximately feasible solution (i.e. a solution that only
violates the SDP by a little) is not sufficient. Additionally, we need to show that this approximately feasible
solution is close in trace distance to an exactly feasible solution, i.e. that the approximate solution can be
“rounded” to an exact solution. This is required because the definition of statePSPACE requires generating
the desired state up to some error in trace distance. We show in Lemma 5.7 that this rounding property
does indeed hold for any SDP derived from a stateQIP protocol. As a result, we obtain a statePSPACE
algorithm for preparing the output state of a given stateQIP protocol (up to arbitrary inverse polynomial
error), completing the proof.

1.3 Open problems

We end the introduction by listing some open problems.

(1) Can the completeness-soundness gap of stateQIP protocols be amplified without increasing the num-
ber of rounds?

(ii) Can the number of rounds in any stateQIP protocol be reduced to 3 (or any other constant)? This
would match the corresponding result for QIP protocols [VW16].

(iii) How do the exponential-precision versions of stateQIP and statePSPACE relate to each other?

(iv) Delavenne, et al. [DGLM?23] introduced the model of Merlin-Arthur proof systems for state syn-
thesis (see also [GMN22]), in which there is a single message from the prover to the verifier. They
showed that statePreciseQMA, in which the completeness-soundness gap can be inverse exponential,
is contained in statePSPACE. Does the converse hold? This would be an interesting analogue of the
PreciseQMA = PSPACE result of Fefferman and Lin [FL16].

(v) We proved that optimal prover strategies can be implemented in unitaryPSPACE. If we make a
complexity assumption, such as P = PSPACE, can optimal prover strategies be implemented in
unitaryBQP (i.e. implemented via polynomial-sized quantum circuits)?’

(vi) Rosenthal and Yuen [RY22] also defined unitary complexity classes unitaryQIP and unitaryPSPACE.
Does the analogous equality unitaryQIP = unitaryPSPACE hold? Neither unitaryPSPACE C
unitaryQIP nor unitaryQIP C unitaryPSPACE is yet known.

Organisation. The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 establishes the notation and conven-
tions used for quantum information theory, quantum circuits, and quantum states. In Section 3 we develop
primitives for transforming block encodings with exponential precision in polynomial (quantum) space. In
Section 4 we present our general quantum algorithm for solving PSPACE-computable SDPs and show that

9We thank William Kretschmer for suggesting this question to us.
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by using a block-encoding based implementation, it can be solved with a polynomial number of qubits.
In Section 5 we apply our SDP solver to stateQIP protocols and prove our main result, Theorem 1.2. In
Section 6 we prove that statePSPACE is closed under purification (Theorem 1.4). In Section 7, we show
that optimal prover strategies can be implemented in quantum polynomial space (Theorem 1.5) by studying
the more general Uhlmann Transformation Problem (Theorem 1.6).

Acknowledgments. We thank Omar Fawzi, Andrds Gilyén, William Krestchmer, Joe Renes, Gregory
Rosenthal, and David Sutter for helpful discussions. We thank anonymous reviewers for their helpful feed-
back. This work was done in part while the authors were visiting the Simons Institute for the Theory of
Computing. TM acknowledges support from the ETH Ziirich Quantum Center. HY is supported by AFOSR
award FA9550-21-1-0040, NSF CAREER award CCF-2144219, and the Sloan Foundation.

2 Preliminaries

Quantum information theory. A register R is a named finite-dimensional complex Hilbert space. If
A, B, C are registers, for example, then the concatenation ABC denotes the tensor product of the associated
Hilbert spaces. We abbreviate the tensor product state |0)*” as |0"). For a linear transformation L and
register R, we write Lg to indicate that L acts on R, and similarly we write pRr to indicate that a state p is
in the register R. We write Tr(+) to denote trace, and Trg(-) to denote the partial trace over a register R. We
denote the set of linear transformations on R by L(R). For a pure state |¢), we write ¢ to denote the density
matrix |¢)(¢|. We denote the identity transformation by I. For an operator X € L(R), we define || X|| to be
its operator norm, and ||X||; = Tr(|X|) to denote its trace norm. We write td(p,o) = ||p — o||; to denote
the trace distance between two density matrices p, o, and F(p,0) = ||\/p+/c||1 for the (square root) fidelity
between p,o.

Families of quantum circuits and states. For convenience we assume that all quantum circuits use gates
from the universal gate set {H,CNOT,T} [NC10, Chapter 4] (although our results hold for any universal
gate set consisting of gates with algebraic entries). A unitary quantum circuit is one that consists only of
gates from this gate set. A general quantum circuit is a quantum circuit that can additionally have non-
unitary gates that (a) introduce new qubits initialized in the zero state, (b) trace them out, or (c) measure
them in the standard basis. We say that a general quantum circuit uses space s if the total number of qubits
involved at any time step of the computation is at most s. The description of a general quantum circuit is a
sequence of gates (unitary or non-unitary) along with a specification of which qubits they act on. A general
quantum circuit C implements a quantum channel ®¢ : L(R) — L(R’) from some input register R to some
output register R’.

Definition 2.1 (Polynomial size and space circuit families). We say that (C,)nen is a family of polynomial-
size general quantum circuits if there exists a polynomial p such that C, has size (i.e. number of gates) at
most p(n). We say that (Cp)nen is a family of polynomial-space general quantum circuits if there exists a
polynomial p such that C, uses at most p(n) space.

Definition 2.2 (Uniform circuit families). A family of general quantum circuits (C,)uen is called time-
uniform (or simply uniform) if (C,).eN is polynomial-size and there exists a classical polynomial-time
Turing machine that on input 1" outputs the description of C,. Similarly, a family of general quantum circuits
(Cp)nen is called space-uniform if (Cp)nen is polynomial-space and there exists a classical polynomial-
space Turing machine that on input (1",i) outputs the i’th gate of C,,.
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Definition 2.3 (PSPACE-computability). Let € : IN — [0, 1] denote a function. Let (|¢y))neN, (Bn)nen »
and (®,),eN be a family of vectors, square matrices, and superoperators respectively whose dimensions
are bounded by 2P for some polynomial p(n). We let d,,d’ be such that |,) € C%, B, € C¥*%, and
®, 1 L(C%) — L(C%).

» We say that (|y,)), is e-PSPACE-computable if there exists a polynomial-space Turing machine A
that on input (1",i), with i € [dy,] outputs a complex number ; such that ||(a)ie(q,) — [¥n) |2 < €(n).

» We say that (By), is e-PSPACE-computable if there exists a polynomial-space Turing machine A that
on input (1,1, j), with i, j € [d,] outputs a complex number a;; such that ||(@i;) i j)eld,)x[4,) — Bnll1 <

e(n).

» We say that (®,), is e-PSPACE-computable if there exists a polynomial-space Turing machine A that
on input (1',i, j) for i, j € [d'], given oracle access to the entries of a matrix X € C>4 outputs a
value a; such that || (a27) :)ciq, 10 ~ P (X1 < €(n)-[X]]1.

If for every polynomial q(n), an object is 2400 _PSPACE-computable, we drop the explicit e-dependence
and simply call the object PSPACE-computable.

We will usually leave the size parameter n implicit and e.g. call a matrix PSPACE-computable without
explicitly specifying the family to which it belongs.

2.1 Polynomial-space states and unitaries

As mentioned in the introduction, state complexity classes are sequences of quantum states that require
certain resources (e.g. a polynomial number of qubits) to be synthesized. The first state complexity class we
need to introduce is statePSPACE. We use the following definition of statePSPACE, which generalizes the
definition presented in [RY22] to include sequences of mixed states.

Definition 2.4 (statePSPACE). Let 6 : IN — [0, 1] be a function. Then statePSPACEs is the class of all
sequences of density matrices (pp)neN such that each p, is a state on n qubits, and there exists a space-
uniform family of general quantum circuits (Cy,),c such that for all sufficiently large n € IN, the circuit C,
takes no inputs and C,, outputs a density matrix o, such that

td(oy, pn) < 6(n) .

We define pureStatePSPACE s fo be the subset of statePSPACEs consisting of families of pure states. We
define the class statePSPACE ro be

statePSPACE = ﬂstatePSPACEl/q(,,)
q

where the intersection is over all polynomials q : IN — R, and similarly define pureStatePSPACE.
The following lemma shows that the class statePSPACE s is robust under perturbation.

Lemma 2.5. Let (p,)new € statePSPACE s,y for some function 6(n). Suppose (f,)nen is a state sequence
satisfying td(Y,, pn) < €(n) for another function €(n). Then (p,)nen € statePSPACE s(,) 1 ¢ (n)-

Proof. Let A denote a statePSPACE s,y algorithm that synthesizes the sequence (o, )ne up to 6(n) error.
Then by the triangle inequality, it also synthesizes the sequence (5,).cN up to 6(n) + €(n) error. O
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In addition to state complexity classes, we also need to consider unitary complexity classes, which are
sequences of unitaries that require certain resources (e.g. a polynomial number of qubits acted upon by a
space-uniform circuit) to implement (i.e. to apply the unitary to any given input state).

Definition 2.6 (unitaryPSPACE). Let 6 : N — [0, 1] be a function. Then unitaryPSPACE is the class of
all sequences (Uy,)new such that each U, is a unitary acting on n qubits, and there exists a space-uniform
family of general quantum circuits (C,)new such that for all sufficiently large n € IN, for all n-qubit states
v) and

td(Cu(y), UypUT) < 6(n) .

We define the class unitaryPSPACE ro be

unitaryPSPACE = ﬂ unitaryPSPACE ., (_g(n))
q

where the intersection is over all polynomials q : N — R.

We will also need a version of unitaryPSPACE that does not allow mid-circuit measurements, which we
call pureUnitaryPSPACE.

Definition 2.7 (pureUnitaryPSPACE). Ler 6 : IN — [0, 1] be a function. Then pureUnitaryPSPACE; is the
class of all sequences (Uy)nc such that each U, is a unitary acting on n qubits, and there exists a space-
uniform family of unitary quantum circuits (i.e. there are no measurements or tracing out) (Cy)ueN such
that for all sufficiently large n € IN and for all n-qubit states ),

We define the class pureUnitaryPSPACE ro be

Caly}[0++-0) = (U 1)) [0-+-0) || <5(n).

pureUnitaryPSPACE = ﬂ pureUnitaryPSPACE ., ()
q

where the intersection is over all polynomials q : N — R.

Since the definition of pureUnitaryPSPACE requires a unitary circuit that returns any ancilla qubits
to their original state, such unitaries can also be run coherently to simulate the controlled-U operation.
Also note that while our definition of statePSPACE allows inverse polynomial error, our definitions of
unitaryPSPACE and pureUnitaryPSPACE require inverse exponential error. The reason for this will become
clear later, but we briefly describe it here: we will show that we can approximate the output of Algorithm 1
to within inverse exponential error with polynomial-space unitaries, i.e. morally speaking, Algorithm 1 is a
pureUnitaryPSPACE-algorithm for this exponentially precise definition of pureUnitaryPSPACE. However,
Algorithm 1 itself (even for an exact implementation) can only produce a feasible density matrix to an SDP
up to inverse polynomial error, so if we use this algorithm for a statePSPACE procedure, we need to allow
inverse polynomial error in the statePSPACE-state preparation.

2.2 Exponentially precise PSPACE-computable polynomial approximations

We will make extensive use of block encodings, which we will introduce in Section 3, and will fre-
quently want to apply functions to such block encodings. However, we cannot apply general func-
tions to block encodings. Instead, we will need to approximate the function we want to apply as a
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linear combination of Chebyshev polynomials. Many prior works on the block encoding framework
(e.g. [GSLWI19, Gill9, LC17]) construct polynomial approximations to functions of interest. However,
these approximations are designed to be used in a regime where the degree of the approximation is polyno-
mial, which is required if one is restricted to polynomial time. This will not be sufficient for our purposes:
we will require approximations with exponential degree. Such approximations cannot be applied in polyno-
mial time, but as we will show in Lemma 3.13, they can be applied in quantum polynomial space. However,
simply using existing approximations and taking their degree to be exponential does not work: it is often not
clear whether the coefficients of the approximation are computable in PSPACE if the degree is exponential,
e.g. because these coefficients are expressed as products of doubly-exponentially small and large quantities.
In this section we construct exponentially good approximations to the sign function and the square root
function with PSPACE-computable coefficients using the orthogonal projection onto Chebyshev polynomi-
als, which can be computed in PSPACE by numerical integration. We begin by recalling the definition of
Chebyshev polynomials.

Definition 2.8 (Chebyshev polynomials). The Chebyshev polynomials (of the first kind) Ty (x) are defined
via the following recursion relation: Ty(x) = 1, T1(x) = x, and Tiy1(x) = 2kTi(x) — Tr—1 (x). Forx € [—1,1],
an equivalent definition is Ty(cos 0) = cos(k@).

We denote (f,g) := %f_llf(x)g(x)%
standard property that (-, -) is an inner product on the space of polynomials on [—1, 1] of some fixed degree.
Furthermore, the Chebyshev polynomials are an orthogonal basis on this space. More specifically, we can
express any degree-d polynomial P; as the following linear combination of Chebyshev polynomials:

. Itisa

d
Py = ( Z Ty, P T; 2.1
(The 1/2 factor for the k = 0 term is necessary because (T, Ty) = 2.) We will make use of the following
result from [Pow67].

Lemma 2.9. Suppose that a function f : [ 1,1] = R has an €-good uniform degree-d polynomial ap-
proximation Pj(x), i.e. max,c_y 11| f(x) — P;(x)| < €. Then the orthogonal projection of f onto degree-d

polynomials given by Py = <T° Sy Y (Ti, ) Tx satisfies maxe (1) | f(x) — Pa(x)| < O(elogd).

We can use this and the approximations constructed in [Gil19, LC17] to construct PSPACE-computable
approximations to the sign and square root function. We treat each function in turn.

Lemma 2.10 (Exponentially good approximation to the sign function). For any k > 2PV, there exists a
d=0 (log Y K) = 0(2POIY(")) and PSPACE-computable coefficients cy, ... ,cq such that the polynomial

sgn
Zc, :

is odd and satisfies | sgn(x) — P,¥" (x)| < k for all x € [—1,1]\ [—k,&], and |P}¥" (x)| < 1+« forall x € [—1,1].
Furthermore, the coefficient vector ¢ = (cy,...,cq) has norm bounded by ||c||; < O(logd).

Proof. We write f ~¢ . g if [f(x) —g(x)| < € for all x € [-1,1]\ [—«,«], and f ~ g if this holds for
k = 0. [LC17, Lemma 10] shows that sgn ~,) « g for g (x) := erf(kx) the rescaled error function and k =
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O(log(1/k)"/? /«). Furthermore, [LC17, Corollary 4] shows that for d = O(+/(k? +1log(1/«2))log(1/x2))
there exists a polynomial P; such that gx ~(.2) Fj.

Unfortunately, it is not clear whether the polynomial P; has PSPACE-computable coefficients with
respect to the basis of Chebychev polynomials when the degree is allowed to be exponential. However, we
can use the existence of P; combined with Lemma 2.9 to show that the orthogonal projection of g; onto
the Chebychev polynomials is also a good polynomial approximation, and the coefficients of this projection
will be PSPACE-computable. Concretely, define ¢y = <T°—2g"> and ¢; = (T;,gx) for i = 1,...,d and consider
the polynomial P,*" = Z?:o ¢iTi as in the lemma statement. Then, by Lemma 2.9, gx =2 10g4) PE". For
our choice of k and d, O(k*logd) = O(«k), so gk NO(K) ;gn. Combining this with sgn = ¢, « gk, We get that
sgn Ro ()« Py for d = O(log(1/k) /x) = 0(2P°Y()) Choosing the implicit constant in d = O(log(1/x) /)
large enough, we can ensure that sgn ~, P;g

Additionally, since g is an odd function and 7; is even if i is even, ¢; = O for even i. As a result, Pjgn
is a linear combination of the odd Chebyshev polynomials 7; for odd i, so Psgn is itself also an odd function
as claimed. Furthermore, with the implicit constant in d = O(log(1/«)/k) chosen large enough, gi ~ P;™";
since |gx(x)| <1 forx € [—1,1], this means that |P,*" (x)| < 1+ O(k) for x € [—1,1] as claimed.

It remains to argue that the coefficients ¢; are PSPACE-computable. For this, we observe that since
%gk(x) <k and %Ti(x) < O(i?) for all x € {0, 1}, the integrand in

d
VINE / Ti(x) gk (x

has derivative at most O(2P°Y(") for any i < d = O(2P°Y()). Therefore, we can perform numerical integ-
ration with exponentially many integration nodes to estimate (7}, gx) to within accuracy 27Poly()  Since the
integrand can also be evaluated to arbitrary accuracy in PSPACE, this means that we can compute ¢; in
PSPACE up to accuracy 2P,

Finally we need to bound the norm of the coefficient vector ¢ = (cy,...,cy4). For this, we define coeffi-
cients & := (T}, sgn). Direct integration shows that & = (—1)(-1/2 % 4 , SO ||c||1 =Y4 |&| = O(logd) by the
formula for partial sums of the harmonic series. We can now relate HCH and ||¢|| by noting that since g and
sgn differ by at most 1 on the interval [—«, k] and by at most O(k) on the rest of the interval, |c; — &| = O(k).
Therefore, | [|c||; —[|€]|; | < O(dk) = O(log(1/x)) = O(log(d)). As aresult, ||c||; = O(logd) as claimed. [

Lemma 2.11 (Exponentially good approximation to the square root function). For any k > 27PN there
existsad =0 <1°‘°;#> = O(ZPOIY(")) and PSPACE-computable coefficients cy, ... ,cq such that the polyno-

mial
d
P =Y
i=0

satisfies |/ -t P‘/—( )
Proof. Define the function g(x) = /(1 —c¢)*3! + ¢ for ¢ = «?/8. Then for any x € [-1,1], [\/(x+1)/2 —

g(x)| < /2. To see that this is the case, denote y = (x+ 1)/2. Then, using that g(x) > /(x4 1)/2 on the
interval x € [—1,1],

<k forall x € [-1,1].

8(0) =V (x+1)/2[ =/ (1 =c)y+e—/y.
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If y < c, this is trivially upper-bounded by v/2¢ = «/2. On the other hand, if y > ¢, we find that

=Dy
<Vc<«k/2.

<7
T2/ —=0)y

In the last line, we used 1 —¢ > 1/4 and y > c.

The proof now concludes in the same way as for Lemma 2.10: we define ¢y = <T"2’g>

and ¢; = (T;,g) for
i=1,...,d and consider the polynomial Pf = Zl['l:o ¢;T; as in the lemma statement. By [Gill9, Corollary
3.4.14], there exists a degree-d polynomial P; satisfying |g(x) — P;(x)| < «* for all x € [—1, 1] for some d =
O(log(1/k)/«?). Then, taking the implicit constants in the degree large enough and applying Lemma 2.9,
we find that [\/(x+1)/2 — Pﬁ}/—| <k for all x € [—1,1]. The coefficients ¢; are PSPACE-computable by the
same argument as in Lemma 2.10. ]

3 Block encodings

Definition 3.1. Let A € L(CP). Then a unitary U acting on C” @ H for some Hilbert space H of dimension
dim(#H) = 2% is an (@, €,a)-block encoding of A for some a > 1, > 0 if:

1A —a(I@ ) U [I2]0)]. <€

We call a the post-selection factor and € the error of the block encoding. The parameter a denotes the
number of ancilla qubits in the block encoding.

In the following, we present a number of lemmas that have the following form: given
pureUnitaryPSPACE-computable block encoding U with property X, there exist a pureUnitaryPSPACE-
computable block encoding V with property Y. Technically speaking these lemmas should refer to sequences
of block encodings (U,).en and (V,),env. However for clarity we omit the sequence notation, and impli-
citly assume that the block encodings being discussed are part of a uniformly-specified family of unitaries.
Throughout the paper, all parameters (such as the dimension D, the normalization «, the error €) except for
the ancilla size are functions of a parameter n that grows to infinity. The dimension D is always 2P(*) for
some polynomial p, i.e. up to polynomial factors we can think of n as the number of qubits on which the
matrix A acts.

In the following lemma statements, we write “poly(n)” as shorthand for some polynomial p(n) which
may depend on other polynomials specified earlier. For example, if we write “Let A € L(CP) for some
D = 2P°W (") Then there exists an e < 27P°Y(") guch that...” then we mean “Let p(n) be a polynomial and let
A € L(CP) for some D = 2P("), Then there exists a polynomial g(n), depending on p(n), and an € < 2~
such that...”.

Importantly, we need to keep the ancilla size as a separate parameter in order to argue that the ancilla
size increases by at most an additive polynomial in n in each transformation to the block encoding (instead
of e.g. being squared). For this, in each of the lemmas below, we will argue that the transformation maps a
block encoding with a ancilla qubits to a block encoding with a + poly(n) ancilla qubits, where the poly(n)-
term is understood to be independent of a. If we were to set a = poly(n) and simply argue that each
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transformation maps from poly(n) to poly(n) number of ancillas, then the distinction between an additive
and multiplicative polynomial increase in the ancilla number would be lost. This distinction will become
important when we implement the MMWU algorithm with block encodings in Section 4.2.

3.1 Preparing block encodings

We recall the following results from [Gill9] that enable us to prepare block encodings of PSPACE-
computable matrices and reduced density matrices of quantum states.

Lemma 3.2 (Block encodings for entry-computable matrices). Let A € L(CP) be an e-PSPACE-computable
matrix whose entries have magnitude at most 1 (with D = 2000 (n) 4 mentioned above ). Then there exists a
(D,€,1+1ogD)-block encoding of A that is pureUnitaryPSPACE-computable.

Proof. Define the following unitary U which acts on 2log D + 1 qubits: for j € [D], the unitary U maps the
basis vector |j) ® [0'°¢2) @ |0) to the state

1 & oD | - _ -
|9j>:ﬁziW@H@lgD|J>®(Aij|O>+ 1—|Aij|2|1>)

where H®1°2P denotes log D Hadamards applied to the binary representation of j, and A; ; denotes the
PSPACE-computable entries of A satisfying ||A —Al|; < e. Observe that the {|§;)}; states are orthonor-
mal and that U is pureUnitaryPSPACE-computable. We then see that

1 A
(I® (0ePTINU (1@ [0lePH)) = BZAij [0){(j| = D
L]

Thus |D(I® (0°2PHNU (1@ [01°8P+1)) — Al < ||A —Al|; < € as desired. O

Lemma 3.3. Let U € L(CP ® CP) be a pureUnitaryPSPACE-computable unitary such that |y) == U |0*1°¢D)
is a bipartite state on registers XY. Then there exists a pureUnitaryPSPACE-computable (1,0,21og D)-block
encoding of the reduced density matrix Try (| }¢]).

Proof. This follows from [Gil19, Lemma 3.3.2]. |
Recalling Definition 3.1, we immediately obtain the following robust version of the above lemma.

Corollary 3.4. Let U be a pureUnitaryPSPACE-computable unitary such that |) .= U |0") is an n-qubit
bipartite state on registers XY. Consider any state p on register X such that ||p — Try [[¥ )}y |]||.. < €. Then
p has a (1,€,n)-block encoding in pureUnitaryPSPACE.

3.2 Basic operations on block encodings

The next two lemmas describe how to obtain block encodings of products and linear combinations of block
encodings.

Lemma 3.5 (Products of block encodings). Let Uy be an (a,€a,a)-block encoding of a matrix A €
L(CP) and Ug be an (B,ep,b)-block encoding of a matrix B € L(CP). Suppose Uy and Up are
both in pureUnitaryPSPACE. Then there exists a (af3,Bes + aep,a + b)-block encoding of A - B in
pureUnitaryPSPACE.
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Proof. The statement follows directly from [Gill9, Lemma 3.3.10] by observing that if Us,Up are in
pureUnitaryPSPACE, then (I4 ® Uy )(Ig ® Up) is also in pureUnitaryPSPACE, where 4,1 are identities
acting on (potentially different) polynomial (in log D) numbers of qubits. O

Lemma 3.6 (Linear combinations of block encodings). Let m = m(n) < 2PV, y o € C" be PSPACE-
computable with ||y||; < 2PV and a; < 2P0 for all j. Let € > 27PW(M. Let Ay,...,A, € L(CP)
be matrices with (aj,€,a)-block encodings U; in pureUnitaryPSPACE. Then, for all polynomials g(n)
there exists a (||7]|;,]17]l; (279" + €'),a+ poly(n))-block encoding U of the linear combination Y. y;A; in
pureUnitaryPSPACE, where § = (a;y;)j=1,..m and € = €/ mina;.

Proof. We first observe that for all b > 0, if U is an (a,€,a)-block encoding of A, then it is also an
(/b€ ,a)-block encoding of A/b for all € > €/b. Therefore, U; is a (1,€’,a)-block encoding of A/« ; for
€' =¢/mine;.

Now define a vector j with entries j; = y;a;, and y = ﬁ Since y,a are PSPACE-computable, y’
is also PSPACE-computable. Then, we can adapt the technique from [GR02] to show that }; \/)7: i) is in
statePSPACE and its preparation uses O(log(m)) = poly(n) qubits. (Note that y may contain negative ele-
ments, so )’ is not necessarily a probability distribution, but it is easy to see that the technique from [GR02]
still works.)

Applying [Gil19, Lemma 3.3.9], we see that there exists a (1,279(") ¢/, a+ poly(n))-block encoding U
of y’j% for all polynomials g(n). From the proof of [Gil19, Lemma 3.3.9] it is also easy to see that since

the block encodings of A are in pureUnitaryPSPACE, so is the block encoding of Zy}%.
J

We can conclude the proof by observing that Y y;A; = ”)7”12)’9%, so U is a (|9, 191l (271" +
€'),a+poly(n))-block encoding of Y y;A ;. O

Lemma 3.7 (Purifying block encodings). Let U denote a pureUnitaryPSPACE-computable («a,€,a)-block
encoding of a matrix A € L(CP). Then there exists a pureUnitaryPSPACE-computable («,€,a+2logD)-
block encoding V of the matrix (A ®I) |®){0?°¢P| where |®) = % Z]D:1 |7) 1) is the maximally entangled
state of dimension D.

Proof. Consider the following circuit W on 4log D qubits, divided into registers X,Y of 2log D qubits each.
(i) Apply a unitary on Y that maps the all zeroes state to the maximally entangled state |D).
(i1)) Swap the registers X and Y.

Observe that, treating Y as the ancilla register, W is a (1,0,2log D)-block encoding of the matrix |®)(0--- 0]y
and is clearly pureUnitaryPSPACE-computable. Thus, using Lemma 3.5 we can combine the block encod-
ing U of A with the block encoding W to get a pureUnitaryPSPACE-computable («,€,a+ 21log D)-block
encoding V of A |®)(0?°¢P|, O

Lemma 3.8 (Partial trace of block encodings). Let A € L(X®Y) be a matrix (with Dx = dim(X),Dy =
dim(Y) < 2090 with an (a,€,a)-block encoding U in pureUnitaryPSPACE. Then there exists an
(Dya,2Dye€,a+ poly(n))-block encoding U of Try[A] (where the partial trace is over the second tensor
factor with dimension Dy ) in pureUnitaryPSPACE.

Proof. Let {|i)}i=1....10g,p, denote a basis for register Y (where we assume without loss of generality that
Dy is a power of 2) and let J; be a unitary acting on the Y register that maps |0) to |i). Observe that
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Try[A] = ¥, (Oy J;AJ [0)y. Since A has an (a,€,a)-block encoding U in pureUnitaryPSPACE and J; is
efficiently computable, it is easy to see that J;UJ; is an (@, €,a 4 log Dy)-block encoding of (0]y J;AJ; [0)y,
where now Y is included in the ancilla register of the block encoding. Furthermore, J;UJ; is clearly in
pureUnitaryPSPACE. Therefore, since D¥ < 2P°V(") we can apply Lemma 3.6 to obtain a (Dya,2Dye,a+
poly(n))-block encoding of Try[A] in pureUnitaryPSPACE. O

Lemma 3.9 (Applying superoperators to block encodings). Let @ : L(CP) — L(CP) be a PSPACE-
computable superoperator and A € L(CP) a matrix with an (a, €,a)-block encoding in pureUnitaryPSPACE.
Then, for all polynomials q(n) there exists a (aD>,2aeD +2D3279" a+ poly(n))-block encoding of ®(A)
in pureUnitaryPSPACE.

Proof. Define the Choi matrix

J =Y lidlx @ ®(|j)il)y € L(C”).
Note that
DA) =Trx(J(ARL)).

Since @ is PSPACE-computable, so is J. Therefore, using Lemma 3.2, for all polynomials g(n) there exists
a (D?,279" poly(n))-block encoding of J in pureUnitaryPSPACE. By assumption, A has an (a, €,a)-block
encoding U in pureUnitaryPSPACE, whence it is easy to see that Iy @ U is an («, €,a)-block encoding of
Iy ® A (and, after swapping the registers X and Y, also of A® Iy). Therefore, we can apply Lemma 3.5 to find
that there exists a (@D?, e +D*279" a4 poly(n))-block encoding of J(A ® Iy) in pureUnitaryPSPACE.
Then it follows from Lemma 3.8 and D < 2P°¥ () that there exists a (D>, 2aeD +2D>2-9" a4 poly(n))-
block encoding of ®(A) in pureUnitaryPSPACE. O

3.3 Renormalising block encodings by fixed-point amplitude amplification

The block encoding-based implementation of our SDP solver presented in Section 4 will run into the prob-
lem that the post-selection factor @ grows exponentially as we apply transformations to our block-encodings.
To remedy the situation, in this section we show that we can restore the post-selection factor to @ = 1 using
a fixed-point amplitude amplification scheme. This is formalised in the following lemma.

Lemma 3.10. Let y(n) < 2" and let U be a pureUnitaryPSPACE-computable (a, €, a)-block encoding
of the matrix | ){0'°¢D| for some log D-qubit state |\) and for some post-selection factor a < y(n). Then for
all polynomials q(n) there exists a (1,2 +279" a+2log D)-block encoding V of the matrix |iy)(01°¢P| .
Furthermore, V is pureUnitaryPSPACE-computable.

Proof. For simplicity we assume D = 2", although the proof also works for D = 2P°Y(") Note that U, by
definition, satisfies the following:

|| —atie @ huaeom)| <e.

This implies that
|lv) —ati® @)U 0+)

=
2
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where now the norm is the Euclidean norm. Let [') = ca (I ® (0%|)U |0"T¢) denote the n-qubit state where
¢ is such that |} has unit norm. It must be that ¢ satisfies 1 — € < ¢ < 1+ € so that overall |/’) is at least
2e-close to |¢). We can write

U [07) = (ca) ™" ') @[0°)

where IT =1 ®|0%)(0%| is the projector onto the ancilla register being zero.
We now appeal to the fixed-point amplitude amplification algorithm of [Gro05]:'°

Theorem 3.11 (Fixed point amplitude amplification [Gro05]). Let 0 < n < 1 and let U denote a unitary
such that for a vector |s) and a projector Tl we have |TIU |s) ||> = 1 —n. Form=1,2,... let U™ denote the
recursively defined unitary

U™ — U(m—l)RSU(m—l),TRtU(m—l)

where
Ry=1—e"/3|s\s| ,
R =1—e¢ "1,
and UY) = U. Then we have that |[TIU™ |s) |> =1 —*"
Applying Theorem 3.11 with 1 — 5 = (ca)~, |s> = |0"+"> and IT =1 ® |07)(0|, we get that V = U (™)

for 3" = 2¢q(n)y(n) satisfies
010 = /T |0/ 0[0°) +16')
where |6') is orthogonal to any state where the ancilla qubits are zero, and
" 1 \24(n)y(n) 1 \caq(n)
1 :1—(1——) 21—(1——) > 1274
ca ca

Note that the number of calls to U and U in the recursive construction of V = U is 3" = O(g(n)y(n)),
and also it does not involve any extra ancilla qubits. It is easy to see that the unitaries Ry and R; can be
computed efficiently.

Then, we get that

(I 0NV ]0"9) = /1 —53" |¢)

Recall that U, and thus V act on 7+ a qubits. Now define a unitary V that acts on 21+ a qubits as follows:
first, in the last n +a qubits, it computes V. Then, it swaps the first n with the second n qubits. It is
straightforward to verify that V is pureUnitaryPSPACE-computable, and that

(1®<0n+a|) I®|0n+a / 3m |l// On

Thus we have
[l = @ v o) = w3t — vT=a"w/ol||
< ||y = |, + (1= vT=77)

<2e+274M

This directly implies that V is a (1,2€ +279" a+2n)-block encoding of [)(0---0|, as desired. O

100ne could also try to use [YLC14], which has a quadratic speedup compared to the algorithm of [Gro(05], but we use the latter
because of its simpler description.
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3.4 Applying polynomials to block encodings

Given a block encoding of some matrix A, we will want to transform this into a block encoding for a
matrix p(A) for some polynomial p. We begin with the case where p is a Chebyshev polynomial 7} (see
Lemma 3.12), in which case this transformation is relatively straightforward; the only difference to previous
work [Gil19, GSLW19] is that we require the degree of the Chebyshev polynomial to be exponentially large.
Since the Chebyshev polynomials for a basis of fixed-degree polynomials, we can extend this result to arbit-
rary polynomials p(-) by taking linear combinations of Chebyshev polynomials (Lemma 3.13). In particular,
this allows us to approximately apply the sign function and the square root function to block encodings using
the polynomials approximations developed in Section 2.2 (see Lemma 3.14 and Lemma 3.15).

Lemma 3.12 (Chebyshev polynomials of block encodings). Let k = 2P and let A € L(CP) denote
a Hermitian matrix with an (a,€,a)-block encoding U in pureUnitaryPSPACE. Then there exists a
(1,4k+\/€/a,a+ 1)-block encoding V of Ti(A/a) computable in pureUnitaryPSPACE.

Proof. Let A € L(CP) denote the matrix (I ® (0%|)U (I ®|0%)). It follows from [Gil19, Lemma 2.2.7] that
there is a (1,0,a+ 1)-block encoding V of T;(A). Furthermore, this block encoding makes k queries to U
and is computable in pureUnitaryPSPACE (provided that U is computable in pureUnitaryPSPACE).

The robustness of the Quantum Singular Value Transform [Gil19, Lemma 2.4.3] implies that || T;(A/a@) —

Ti(A) ||l < 4k/||A/a — Al < 4k+/€/a. O

Lemma 3.13 (Arbitrary polynomials of block encodings). Let k = 2P°%(") and ler P(x) = Z’;Zl c¢;Tj(x)
denote a linear combination of Chebyshev polynomials with a PSPACE-computable coefficient vector
¢ =(cj)j=1,. k Let A € L(CP) be a Hermitian matrix with an (a,€,a)-block encoding U computable
in pureUnitaryPSPACE. Then for all polynomials q(n) there exists a (||c||1,||c|l1 (279" + 4k /€/a),a+
poly(n))-block encoding V of P(A/«a) that is computable in pureUnitaryPSPACE.

Proof. This follows directly from Lemma 3.12 and Lemma 3.6. O

In particular, we can apply Lemma 3.13 to the polynomial approximation of the sign function that we
constructed in Lemma 2.10.

Lemma 3.14 (Sign polynomial applied to block encodings). Let A € L(CP) be a Hermitian matrix with an
(a,€,a)-block encoding computable in pureUnitaryPSPACE with @ < 208 () Then, for all d < 2P°Y (") and
all polynomials q(n), there exists a (¢’ ,a'(279" +4d\/€/a),a+ poly(n))-block encoding of P;¥"(A/a) in
pureUnitaryPSPACE, where Psgn is the polynomial approximation of the sign function from Lemma 2.10
and o' < O(logd) = poly(n) is PSPACE-computable (given d).

Proof. By Lemma 2.10, we can write Pjgn (x) = Zf-l:() ¢;T;(x) as a linear combination of Chebchev polyno-
mials with PSPACE-computable coefficients ¢;. Furthermore, Lemma 2.10 shows that the coefficient vector
c=(c1,...,cq) satisfies ||c||; = O(logd) = poly(n). Then, we get from Lemma 3.13 that for all polynomials
q(n), Pi¥"(A/a) has a (a’,a'279" +4da’\/€/a,a+ poly(n))-block encoding in pureUnitaryPSPACE with
PSPACE-computable a = ||c||; = O(logd). O

By the same argument as for Lemma 3.14, we can also apply the square root polynomial from
Lemma 2.11 to a block encoding.

Lemma 3.15 (Square root polynomial applied to block encodings). Let A € L(CP) be a Hermitian matrix
with an («,€,a)-block encoding computable in pureUnitaryPSPACE with a < 2P°W(). Then, for all d <
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2PN and all polynomials q(n), there exists a (a',a’279") 4 4da’\/€/a,a+ poly(n))-block encoding of
P[}/ (A/a@) in pureUnitaryPSPACE, where Pﬁ}/— is the polynomial approximation of the square root function
from Lemma 2.11 and o' = O(d) is PSPACE-computable (given d).

Proof. The proof is identical to that of Lemma 3.14, with the only exception that here we use the trivial
bound ¢; < O(1) for the coefficients of the polynomial Pﬁ}/— from Lemma 2.11, leading to a PSPACE-
computable @' < O(d) (rather than o’ < O(logd) as in Lemma 3.14; one can prove logarithmic scaling
with a little extra work in this case, too, but we will not need it). O

From this, we can obtain the following corollary for square roots of block encoded positive semidefinite
matrices.

Corollary 3.16. Let A € L(CP) be a positive semidefinite matrix with an («,€,a)-block encoding comput-
able in pureUnitaryPSPACE with PSPACE-computable o < 2P°Y") and any € > 27PW") Then, there ex-
ists an (o', c\/€,a+ poly(n))-block encoding of \/A in pureUnitaryPSPACE for some PSPACE-computable
a,/7€ < 2poly(n)‘

Proof. By assumption we have an (a,e€,a)-block encoding of A, and we trivially have a (1,0,0)-block
encoding of I. Therefore, using Lemma 3.6 (with a sufficiently large g(n)) there exists a (2a,4a€,a+
poly(n))-block encoding of B := A — al in pureUnitaryPSPACE. Since A has an (a,€,a)-block encoding,
|All. < a, so B/a has eigenvalues in the interval [—1,1]. Now choose d = O(log(€)/€) large enough such

that the polynomial Pd\[ from Lemma 2.11 satisfies /25! —Pd\[ (x)‘ < /e for all x € [—1,1]. With this

H& B (Bfa)| = H\/ Bl b B/

Using Lemma 3.15, we have an (@,d2 9" + 8dd+/€,a + poly(n))-block encoding of PJ/—(B/a) in
pureUnitaryPSPACE for PSPACE-computable @ < 2P°(n) and all polynomials g(n). With a sufficiently
large choice of ¢(n) and using Equation (3.1), this is also an (&, (10d@ + 1)+/€,a + poly(n))-block encod-
ing of v/A/v/2a. By Definition 3.1, this is equivalently a (v/2ad, (10d@ + 1)v/2a+/€,a + poly(n))-block
encoding of v/A. Defining o' = v/2a@ and ¢ = (10da + 1)+/2a completes the proof. O

choice,

<e. 3.1)

3.5 Preparing the Gibbs state of a block-encoded Hamiltonian

For our implementation of the SDP solver in Section 4, we will need to prepare (block encodings of) Gibbs
states, i.e. states of the form exp(—BH)/Tr[exp(—BH )] for some Hamiltonian H that is provided in the form
of a block encoding. The following lemma shows how to approximate the exponential of a block encoding
by means of a Taylor expansion.

Lemma 3.17 (Exponential function applied to block encoding). Let A € L(CP) be Hermitian with
|A|l.. = poly(n) and an (@,€,a)-block encoding U in pureUnitaryPSPACE. Let 8 < poly(n). Then, for
all polynomials k(n), there exists an (o ,4ka’/€/a + 2e*PIAl-=k q + poly(n))-block encoding of P4 in
pureUnitaryPSPACE for some PSPACE-computable o' (a,8,k) < (aB)*.

Proof. Let m = ||A||., = poly(n). On the interval [—m/a,m/a], taking the Taylor expansion of degree k
of x — exp(Bax) yields a polynomial Py that satisfies |P(x) —exp(Bax)| < e2A"~*. We can express Py as
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a linear combination of Chebyshev polynomials of degree up to k: P, = Z];:O ¢;T;. For k < poly(n), it is
easy to verify that ¢; is non-negative and can be computed in PSPACE.!! Then, o’/ := ¥ |c;| is PSPACE-
computable, too, and we can bound o’ < k(a3)~.

By Lemma 3.13, for all polynomials g(n) we get a pureUnitaryPSPACE-computable (a/’,a/'qu(") +
4ka’'\/€/a,a + poly(n))-block encoding of Pi(A/a), which, by the triangle inequality, is also a
(a',a’279") 4 4ka'\/€/a + e*P"* a+ poly(n))-block encoding of exp(BA). Choosing a sufficiently large
g(n) such that @279 < 2Am=k \e obtain the desired result. O

Lemma 3.17 shows how to apply the exponential function to a block encoding, but we do not necessarily
know the normalisation factor Tr[exp(—/BH )] that we need to use for the Gibbs state. Instead of computing
this factor explicitly, we can prepare a block-encoding of [I')(0...0|, where |I') is a (normalised) purification
of the Gibbs state. To this, we can apply the amplitude amplification scheme from Lemma 3.10 to set
the post-selection factor to @ = 1. The advantage of this approach is that to apply Lemma 3.10, we only
need a crude bound on Trlexp(—BH)| to determine the minimum number of iterations in the amplitude
amplification scheme, but we do not need a precise estimate of Tr[exp(—BH )] as doing too many iterations
in the amplitude amplification scheme does not do any harm. The output of the amplitude amplification is
a block encoding of a normalised purification of the Gibbs state with @ = 1; in Corollary 3.19, we use this
block encoding to prepare the desired (mixed) Gibbs state with the correct normalisation Trexp(—SH )| and
post-selection factor a = 1.

Lemma 3.18 (Preparing a purified Gibbs state). Let A € L(CP) be Hermitian on n = logD qubits with
A|l.. < p(n) for some polynomial p(n) and an (a,€,a)-block encoding U in pureUnitaryPSPACE. Let
B < poly(n). Then for all polynomials q(n) there exists a (1,c /€ +2-9" a+ poly(n))-block encoding V
of the matrix |T'){0*"

c(a,B,p) < 2poly(n) jg g PSPACE-computable function.

, where |I) is a (normalised) (2n)-qubit purification of the Gibbs state %. Here,

Proof. Choose a PSPACE-computable k(n) = poly(n) such that 2eAP()—k < 2-4(n)=2=Br(")/2 " Then
Lemma 3.17 yields an (o’,€,a+ poly(n))-block encoding of ¢#4/% for a PSPACE-computable o’ (a, 3, k)
and € = i(f/ VE+274=2=Pr(")/2 By Lemma 3.7 there exists a (¢, €’,a+ poly(n))-block encoding V of
the matrix (e#4/2@1)|®)(0---0|, where |®) is the maximally entangled state on CP @ CP.
Define the normalised state
(PA2eD)|®)  (PA2R1)|P)

D= reniel, = e D

IT") is a purification of the (normalised) Gibbs state eA4 /Tr(ef*). We can rescale our block encoding by a
factor v := /D /Tr[ePA] and get that V is equivalently a (a'v,€'v,a + poly(n))-block encoding of [T'){0--- 0.
Since ||A||.. < p(n), we have that Tr(ef4) > De #P("). Therefore, we can simplify the error terms and find
that V is an (a'v,€” +279"=2 a+ poly(n))-block encoding of [T)(0...0| for €” = wﬁ > €v.
We can now apply Lemma 3.10 with y = o/efP(")/2 > o'\ /D /Tr[ePA] to obtain a (1,2¢€” 42790 a4

poly(n))-block encoding of [I'){0---0| in pureUnitaryPSPACE. To conclude, we define c(a,p,k,p) =
8ka Br(n)/2
a

. Since @ (a, B,k) is a PSPACE-computable function, so is ¢, concluding the proof. O

Tn fact, c¢j can be computed in P. One explicit way of doing this is as follows: compute the (non-negative) coefficients of the
truncated Taylor series of exp(Ba-) and express each monomial as a sum of Chebyshev polynomials with non-negative coefficients
using [SV14, Theorem 3.1]; then combine terms. Since the degree is polynomial, there are at most a polynomial number of terms,
and the coefficients for each term can be computed in P.
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Corollary 3.19 (Preparing a mixed Gibbs state). Let A € L(CP) be Hermitian on n = logD qubits with
lIAll.. < p(n) for some polynomial p(n) and an («,€,a)-block encoding U in pureUnitaryPSPACE. Let
B < poly(n). Then for all polynomials q(n) there exists a (1,c\/€ +279" a+ poly(n))-block encoding of
the Gibbs state (ﬁm) Here, c(a,, p) < 2PY" is g PSPACE-computable function.

Proof. By Lemma 3.18, there exists a pureUnitaryPSPACE-computable (1,c/€,a+ poly(n))-block encod-

ing V of |T)(0*"| with a PSPACE-computable c(a,f,k, p), where |I') is a purification of the Gibbs state
oA

T The corollary then follows from Corollary 3.4. O
Tr(eP7)

The following corollary shows that we can also “extract” a purification of the Gibbs state (as a quantum
state, not inside a unitary block encoding) from Lemma 3.18.

Corollary 3.20 (Extracting a Gibbs state from a block encoding). Let A € L(CP) be Hermitian on n qubits
with ||A||., = p(n) for some polynomial p(n) and an (a,€,a)-block encoding U in pureUnitaryPSPACE.
Let B < poly(n). Then for all polynomials q(n) there exists a unitary V in pureUnitaryPSPACE such that
|V 10212)(0% 2| VT — [T @ [0°)(0°] ||, < 2¢y/€+279", where |T') is a (2n)-qubit purification of the
Gibbs state r(e;,) b =a-+poly(n), and c(a,B,p) < 2p9(") s g PSPACE-computable function.

Proof. By Lemma 3.18, there exists a (1,cy/€ 4279 b)-block encoding V of the matrix |[')(0*"|, where
IT) is a (normalised) purification of the Gibbs state % and b = a+ poly(n). The result then follows
straightforwardly from Definition 3.1 and the triangle inequality. O

4 Solving exponentially large SDPs in polynomial space

We will use the block encoding framework introduced in the previous section to solve SDP feasibility
problems, which are specified by a Hermiticity-preserving linear map ® : L(H) — L(*) and a Hermitian
matrix B € L(H); the goal is to find a positive semidefinite X such that ®(X) = B. In particular, we are
interested in the case where the underlying Hilbert space H has exponentially large dimension, but the
instance (®,B) (a) has small-width and (b) is PSPACE-computable. The small-width condition means that
|Blle < 1 and ||®*(Y)||ec < ||Y||co. PSPACE-computability of @ and B are as defined in Definition 2.3. For
this case we construct a quantum polynomial-space algorithm that prepares a quantum state p whose density
matrix is an approximately feasible point, i.e. |®(p) — B||; = 0. In Section 5, we then use this algorithm
as a quantum polynomial-space procedure to prepare the output states of stateQIP-protocols by expressing
such protocols as a feasibility SDP.

4.1 Multiplicative weights update algorithm for the feasibility SDP

Our SDP feasibility algorithm will be based on the matrix multiplicative weights update (MMWU) fram-
work [AK16, KalO7]. In this section, we describe the algorithm at an abstract level using subroutines
GIBBSORACLE and TRACEDISTANCEORACLE, and prove that if these subroutines satisfy certain proper-
ties (see Definition 4.1), then the algorithm is correct, i.e produces a valid (approximately) feasible output.
In Section 4.2, we will show how to implement these subroutines, as well as the algorithm as a whole, using
the block encoding framework.
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Let B denote a D x D Hermitian matrix. Let @ denote a Hermiticity-preserving linear map on the space
of D x D operators.'? Suppose that (®, B) has small width. The goal is to identify an approximately feasible
point of the following set:

{p density matrix : ®(p) = B} .

We say that a density matrix p is e-feasible for (®,B) if
|P(p) —Bll1 <€

where || - ||; denotes the trace norm.

Our Algorithm 1 will be able to handle not just the case where the feasibility SDP (®, B) has an exactly
feasible point (that we are trying to approximate), but also the case where only approximately feasible solu-
tions exist. For this, it will be convenient to consider the following optimisation problem, which computes
the minimum approximation error that we need to allow for the approximately feasible set to be non-empty:

B=min max (®(p)—B,H) 4.1)
P H:|H|l.<1
where the minimization in the first optimization problem is over all density matrices p and the maximiz-
ation is over all Hermitian matrices H with spectral norm at most 1. For fixed p, the inner maximization
maxg|g|.<1(P(p) — B,H) is simply the trace norm of ||®(p) — Bl|;; here we use the variational charac-
terization of the trace norm. Thus, the solution to Equation (4.1) is the minimum S such that there exists a
B-feasible density matrix p for (®,B). If S is non-empty, then g = 0.

We then consider Algorithm 1, which takes as input the instance (®,B) and a parameter € > 0 and
is meant to output an approximately point encoded as a quantum state. This algorithm uses subroutines
TRACEDISTANCEORACLE and GIBBSORACLE, which we describe in more detail below. The approx-
imation error of the output will depend both on the parameter € as well as the solution to Equation (4.1)
for (®,B) and the “goodness” of the subroutines TRACEDISTANCEORACLE and GIBBSORACLE (see
Definition 4.1).

12More generally, ® could be a linear map L(CP") — L(CP), i.e. the input and output dimensions need not match. Indeed, this
will be the case when applying our SDP algorithm in Section 5. However, we can always make the input and output dimensions
match by padding, which we will do implicitly whenever necessary.
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Algorithm 1. Matrix multiplicative weights algorithm for general SDPs
Input
* SDP described by (®,B), where B € L(CP).
* Parameter € > 0.
* Trace distance oracle TRACEDISTANCEORACLE.
* Gibbs oracle GIBBSORACLE.
Algorithm
LT« [22].
2. p1<1/D.
3. Fort=1,...,T:

(i) H; < TRACEDISTANCEORACLE (®(p,) — B).
(i) pr+1 < GIBBSORACLE(®*(H;+ -+ H;),€).

4. Output p := %Zthl Pr.

To analyse the correctness of Algorithm 1, we need to specify what guarantees the subroutines
TRACEDISTANCEORACLE and GIBBSORACLE are required to satisfy. They are procedures that take as
input an operator in L(C”) and output an operator in L(CP). Intuitively, TRACEDISTANCEORACLE is
meant to approximate the optimal H in Equation (4.1) and GIBBSORACLE is meant to approximate the
Gibbs state of a given Hamiltonian.

Definition 4.1 (Good trace distance and Gibbs oracles). We call a trace distance oracle
TRACEDISTANCEORACLE (C,6)-good if for all Hermitian operators M € L(CP) with |M||., < C, we have

|ITRACEDISTANCEORACLE (M)||,, <2 and |(TRACEDISTANCEORACLE(M),M) — |[M||,| <6.

Hoo

Similarly, we call a Gibbs oracle GIBBSORACLE (C,8)-good if for all operators M with |M||,. < C and
|B] <1, we have

exp(—BM)
Tr(exp(—BM))

With this, we can prove that Algorithm 1 is correct, i.e. outputs an approximately feasible solution. This
is formalised by the following theorem.

<.

HGIBBsORACLE(M,/B) - <
1

Theorem 4.2. Let & : L(CP) — L(CP) denote a Hermiticity-preserving superoperator and let B € L(CP),
and suppose that (®,B) has small width. Let €,6 > 0. Suppose we run Algorithm 1 with a (2,6)-good
trace distance oracle and a ([2InD/€?],5)-good Gibbs oracle. Then, the output p of Algorithm 1 is a
(2B + 11€ + 26)-feasible density matrix, where f3 is the solution to Equation (4.1).
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Note that if the feasible region for (®,B) is nonempty, then 8 = 0 and the algorithm outputs a O(e)-
feasible solution. This theorem relies on the following lemma, which is proved in many forms in many
papers that use the matrix multiplicative weights update framework; we include a full proof here for the
sake of completeness.

Lemma 4.3. Running Algorithm 1 with the parameters specified in Theorem 4.2, the sequence of density
matrices pi,...,pr generated by the algorithm satisfies

A" (H -+ Hr)) > <i<pf,¢*<ﬂt>>> ~ D oT(etosinn2e) . @2)

t=1
We defer the proof of this lemma and first show how Theorem 4.2 follows from Lemma 4.3.

Proof of Theorem 4.2. Let p denote a density matrix achieving the minimum of Equation (4.1). We then
have

/lmin(q)*(Hl‘i‘"“"HT))_ <B7Ht> < <ﬁ,q>*(Ht)>— <B,H,>
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The last step uses that ||H;||., < 2 (from the trace distance oracle normalisation condition), and that = is

a feasible choice for Equation (4.1), so that <CI>( 0) — B, ngl\m> <||[®(p)—B|l,; =8

We now put this together with Lemma 4.3. Subtracting Y7, (B, H,) from both sides of Equation (4.2)
and re-arranging, we get

\H T

=~

T
InD
(®(p;) — B, Hy) < Apyin (D" (H +---+ Hy)) Z (B,Hy) —I-— + 2T (e + 6 + sinh(2¢))

=1

InD
<2TB+ 22 12T (e + 5+ sinh(2¢)) .
€
Since the trace distance oracle is (2,6)-good and by the norm conditions on ®* and B,
19(p0) = Bl = sup (1901 (o) — ) )
1%

< s|1V1>pTr<CI>*(| v)(v]) pt) + ‘Tr( Y| B)‘
< S|1V1>P\|¢*(|V>(V|)Hw+ 1Bl <2,

this implies that
(®(pr) —B,H,;) = || ®(p;) —Bl1 — 6
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Thus we get that
T

1 T
7 L1200~ Bl < z( )= B,H,)+6)

InD
<28+ Te +2(e+ 6+ sinh(2e))
€
<28+ 11e426

where in the last line we used that 2sinh(2¢) < 8¢ forall0 < e < land T > he‘—?.

Let p = %Zt pr denote the output of the algorithm. Then p is a (28+ 11e + 26)-feasible point for the
set .S, because

1< 1<
I9(0) =Bl = |7 L @) B = 7 Kl@to) Bl

This concludes the proof of Theorem 4.2. U
We now show Lemma 4.3.

Proof of Lemma 4.3. First we argue that the small width property implies ||®(p;) — B||« < 2. This is because
|B||le < 1 and

®(p,) || = d(p,),A) = LD (A
[P (/)| A:m@ﬁ (p1),A) A;ﬁﬂﬁf‘g(p’ (A))

< Tr(p,)- ®*(A)]l. < 1
< Tr(p;) Aﬁﬂﬁlxq” (Al <

where in the last line we used the fact that ||A]|. < ||A]]; < 1 and our norm assumption on ®*. Combined

with the fact that the trace distance oracle is (2,8)-good, we have ||H|| < 2. Forallr =1,...,T define

Xi+1 = exp(—e®*(H, + --- + H;)) and define g, = X, /Tr(X;). Since the Gibbs oracle is (27,6)-good and
€| D*(Hy + -+ Hy)[low < Yoy | (Hj)|oo < 2T this means that ||, — g1 < 6.
By the Golden—Thompson inequality, we have

Tr(Xe11) < Tr(X;) (pr, exp(—e " (H,)))

for all 7. Therefore, since Tr[X;] = Tr[1p] = D,

T
Tr(Xr41) < D [[(6r, exp(—e®*(H,))) - (4.3)
=1

By [VW16, Lemma 4.8], since ||®*(H,)||. < 2 (which follows from the small width property), we have the
inequality

(5, exp(—e @ (H,))) < exp ( — e exp(—2€) (5, D" (Ht)>> exp(2e sinh(2¢)) . 4.4)
On the other hand, we have that

Te(X7s1) > Amax (exp(—ecb* (Hy+ - —|—HT)) = exp (— € Amin(®* () + -+ —|—HT))) . @45)
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Combining Equation (4.3), Equation (4.4), and Equation (4.5) we get

exp (— € Amin (P (Hy + - - +HT))) <D Iﬁl [exp (— € exp(—2¢) (p;, P* (H,)>> exp(2e sinh(2e))] .

Taking natural logarithms of both sides we get

1= €

—_

T
InD .
Amin (®*(Hy + -+ Hy)) > exp(— <Z (0, D" (H,) > — —— —2T'sinh(2€) .
We conclude by observing that

(P, ®" (Hy)) = (1-2¢€) ) (pr, P (Hy))

1 t

(Epwun) 2
g

T
(01, P ‘ ;

and the third line comes from the fact that || p, — 5|1 < 6. O

exp(—2e)

=
=

t 1

Mﬂ

1

M=

<pn<1>*(Ht)>> —(2e+0)T
1

-
I

where the second line comes from

<1

Mﬂ

t=1

4.2 TImplementing the MMWU algorithm using block encodings

Having established the correctness of Algorithm 1, we need to show that if & and B are PSPACE-
computable, we can actually implement the algorithm in quantum polynomial space. For this, we will
make use of the block encoding framework. As a first step, we show that we can implement “good” trace
distance and Gibbs oracles on block encodings.

4.2.1 Implementing the trace distance and Gibbs oracles

Lemma 4.4 (Trace distance oracle). Let D€ IN, C > 1, and § > 0. Let k = &. Then, for sufficiently large
d=0 <w> the function TRACEDISTANCEORACLE (A) := P,*"(A/C) is a (C,6)-good trace distance
oracle for operators A € L(CP), where P;*" is the polynomial defined in Lemma 2.10.

Proof. Let A € L(CP) denote a Hermitian matrix with spectral norm at most C. The operator A/C has
spectral norm at most 1, and therefore by Lemma 2.10 the operator Psgn (A/C) has spectral norm at most 2.
This establishes the first property of a trace distance oracle as stated in Definition 4.1.
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LetA = Z?:l A;|v;)(v;j| denote the spectral decomposition of A. Let S = {j : |[1;/C| < «} (i.e. the set of
“small” eigenvalues) and let L denote the complement of § (i.e. the set of “large” eigenvalues). Then

Mo

[(PE"(A/C),A) —||A]l,| = > Pt (/€)= 4]

1

1= 7

< Y|P (4/C) = sen(4;/€)) -4

~
Il
—_

[F(4,/€) = sen( /)] Wyl+ 1 R (/€)= sen(y /O] 41
JE

~.
m
[

We bound the terms separately. First, for the small eigenvalues we have

Y|P (4;/C) —sgn(4;/C)|-|4,] < Y 34| <3DCk =6/2 .
Jjes Jjes

In the first inequality, we made use of the fact that |P;*"(1;/C)| < 2 and |sgn(4;/C)| = 1, the second
inequality follows from |4;| < Ck and |S| < D, and the final equality holds due to our choice of «.

For the large eigenvalues, we observe that if j € L, then |1;/C| € [«, 1], so by Lemma 2.10 for sufficiently
large d = O(log(1/k)/«) we have that |P,*"(1;/C) — sgn(1;/C)| < k. Hence

Y|P (4;/C) —sgn(4;/C)| - [4;] < Y «-[4;] <kDC < 5/2.
JEL JjeL

The second inequality follows because |L| < D and |4;| < C since ||Al|,, < C by assumption. The last
inequality holds due to our choice of k. Summing both bounds yields the desired result. O

Combining Lemma 4.4 and Lemma 3.14, we obtain the following result.

Corollary 4.5 (Trace distance oracle with block encodings). For any a < 2PN and § > 27pob(n),
there exists an (a,6)-good trace distance oracle TRACEDISTANCEORACLE that satisfies the fol-
lowing additional property: for any Hermitian A € L(CP) with an (a,€,a)-block encoding U in
pureUnitaryPSPACE and any polynomial q(n), there exists an (a',a/2~9" +a"\/€,a+ poly(n))-block en-
coding of TRACEDISTANCEORACLE (A) in pureUnitaryPSPACE, where o' = &'(a,6,D) = poly(n) and
a" =a"(a,8,D) < 20V gre PSPACE-computable functions derived from Lemma 3.14.

Lemma 4.6 (Gibbs oracle). For any k = poly(n) and & > 27PN there exists a (k,8)-Gibbs oracle
GIBBSORACLE that satisfies the following additional property: for any € € (0,1) and a < 2poly(n),
if a matrix A € L(CP) has an (a,6%/(2c¢2D?),a)-block encoding in pureUnitaryPSPACE, there is a
(1,0,a + poly(n))-block encoding of GIBBSORACLE(A,€) in pureUnitaryPSPACE. Here, c(a,€,k) is the
PSPACE-computable function defined in Corollary 3.19.

Proof. Tt suffices to define GIBBSORACLE on states that have an (@,6%/(2¢*D?),a)-block encoding in
pureUnitaryPSPACE because we will only apply GIBBSORACLE to such states in our block-encoding based
implementation of Algorithm 1 in Theorem 4.7.' For such A with ||A||,, < k, by Corollary 3.19 there exists

13Note that it is a slight abuse of terminology to call what we are constructing here a Gibbs oracle because (i) it is only defined
for certain matrices, and (ii) it requires as input not that matrix, but rather a block encoding of that matrix. However, in Theorem 4.7
whenever we are applying the Gibbs oracle, the input will be a matrix whose block encoding we have access to, so this slightly
weaker notion of a Gibbs oracle is sufficient for our purposes.
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a (1,6/D,b)-block encoding V of e#* /Tr[eP4] for b = a+ poly(n). We define GIBBSORACLE(A,B) =
(I® (0°|)V(I®0)), where |0%) acts on the ancilla register of the block encoding. By definition, V is a
(1,0,b)-block encoding of GIBBSORACLE(A, ). Furthermore,

A ePh
GIBBSORACLE (A ——F| <D|[(0---0|V|0---0) — —— <o
| ) | =2 00100 | <
because V is a (1,6/D,b)-block encoding of %. O

4.2.2 Space complexity of MMWU algorithm

We now show that the approximate feasibility problem can be solved in pureUnitaryPSPACE. For this, we
are going to instantiate Algorithm 1 with the trace distance and Gibbs oracles from the previous section. We
will then show that there exists a pureUnitaryPSPACE-computable block encoding of a purification of the
output state p of Algorithm 1. Note that with this implementation, there are three contributions to the final
error (i.e. the distance between the block-encoded purification and the feasible set of the SDP): the tolerance
€ with which we run Algorithm 1, the error ¢ that we allow in the trace distance and Gibbs oracles, and a
“block-encoding error” that arises because we can only prepare a block encoding of the final output state of
Algorithm 1 to within some tolerance.

Theorem 4.7. Consider a small-width PSPACE-computable SDP described by (®,B) and let D = dim(B) =
205 (1) - Choose any parameters

* € > 1/poly(n) (the tolerance € with which we are going to run Algorithm 1),

o § > 27PN (the error of the trace distance and Gibbs oracles with which we are going to instantiate
Algorithm 1),

* 277 for r = poly(n) (the allowed “block-encoding error” with which we are going to approximate a
purification of the output state of Algorithm 1).

Instantiate Algorithm 1 with error parameter € and
s the (@,8)-good trace distance oracle from Corollary 4.5 with & = D> + D and § as chosen above,
s and the (k,8)-Gibbs oracle from Lemma 4.6 with k = 2InD/€? and § as chosen above.

Then there exists a unitary V in pureUnitaryPSPACE and a purification ) of the output state p of this
instantiation of Algorithm 1 such that

[V [0---0)(0--- 0V — fy)iw |||, <277

We prove this theorem in two steps. First, we show that given good pureUnitaryPSPACE-computable
block encodings of the states p1, ..., p; in Algorithm 1, we can construct another good pureUnitaryPSPACE-
computable block encoding of p,1;. This means that we can implement the main iterative step in
Algorithm 1 using the block-encoding framework. Second, we show how to extract a purification of the
final output state of Algorithm 1 from the block encodings of the states py, ..., pr. We will do this by means
of Corollary 3.20. We state each of these two steps as separate lemmas.
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Lemma 4.8. Consider the same setting as in Theorem 4.7 and let p; be the intermediate states in
Algorithm 1. Then, the following holds for all t > 1: if every p1,...,p; has a (1,0,a)-block encoding in
pureUnitaryPSPACE, then p,. has a (1,0,a -+ poly(n))-block encoding. As before, poly(n) denotes a poly-
nomial that can depend on our parameter choice in Theorem 4.7, but not on a.

Proof. First note that in the lemma statement we assume that all of py,..., o, have the same ancilla size a;
this is without loss of generality since we can always add spurious ancillas, so a can be set as the maximum
ancilla size of py,...,p;.

We will construct a (1,0,a -+ poly(n))-block encoding of p;, step-by-step following Algorithm 1. Let
g(n) be a polynomial to be chosen later. Suppose thatz > 1 and py,...,p, have (1,0,a)-block encodings in
pureUnitaryPSPACE. We can perform the following steps for any i = 1,...,t.

(i) Block encoding of ®(p;). Since p; has a (1,0,a)-block encoding in pureUnitaryPSPACE and
@ is PSPACE-computable, we can apply Lemma 3.9 to get a pureUnitaryPSPACE-computable
(B1,1m1,b1)-block encoding of ®(p;) for

=D, n=D%274" b =a+poly(n).

(ii) Block encoding of B. Since B is PSPACE-computable, by Lemma 3.2 we can construct a (82,12, b2 )-
block encoding of B in pureUnitaryPSPACE for

Br=D, m=2"9"_" by =poly(n).

(iii) Block encoding of ®(p;) — B. Applying Lemma 3.6 and simplifying the error term, we obtain a
(B3,1m3,b3)-block encoding of ®(p;) — B in pureUnitaryPSPACE for

Bs=pBi+pB2, n3=4Bim, b3=a+poly(n).

(iv) Block encoding of H;. Applying Corollary 4.5 (with @ = D3> +D = B8y 4+ 8, and & as
chosen in Theorem 4.7), we get a (B4,n4,b4)-block encoding in pureUnitaryPSPACE of H; =
TRACEDISTANCEORACLE (®(p;) — B) for

Bi=a', nma=a271" +40"D*271M2 py =g +poly(n).

Here, o/ = o’(B3,6,D) = poly(n) and a” = " (B3,8,D) < 2P°Y(") are the PSPACE-computable func-
tions defined in Corollary 4.5.

(v) Block encoding of H| + - - -+ H;. Applying Lemma 3.6 to the block encodings of H; from the previous
step, we obtain a pureUnitaryPSPACE-computable (85,75, bs)-block encoding of H; + - - - + H, for

Bs=pat, ns=Pat(na+2"9"), bs=a+poly(n).
(vi) Block encoding of ®*(H| +---+ H;). It is easy to see that if ® is PSPACE-computable, so is the ad-
joint map ®*. Then, we can apply Lemma 3.9 (and simplify the error bounds) to obtain a (8,76, e )-

block encoding of ®*(H; + - - -+ H;) for

Bs = BsD*, 16 =2BsnsD+2D°271" | bhs = a+poly(n).
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(vii) Block encoding of p;; . o is obtained from ®*(H; + ---+ H;) by applying the (k,5)-good Gibbs

oracle provided by Lemma 4.6 with k = ZL%D and €,0 as chosen in Theorem 4.7.

We first observe that by combining all of the errors from the previous steps, we obtain an error
e < a@*274M/2 for some a* < 2P that depends on the parameters chosen in Theorem 4.7, but
is independent of g(n). This means that by picking a sufficiently large ¢(n) = poly(n), we can achieve
any desired inverse exponential value for ne. In particular, let ¢’ = ¢(Bg, €, k), where ¢ is the function

defined in Lemma 4.6, and note that ¢’ is independent of g(n), too. Then, we can pick g(n) = poly(n)
large enough'* such that 7g < 2c/6T2D2'

Next we note that t < T = In(D) /€2, since Algorithm 1 runs for 7 iterations. Furthermore, due to the
guarantee of the trace distance oracle, ||H;||,, < 2 for all i, so |H; +---H;||, < 2T. Since ®* is con-

tracting (this is the small-width requirement on the SDP (P, B)), this means that ||®*(H; + - - H,)||.., <
2T < k.

With this choice of g(n), the block encoding of ®*(H; + --- + H;) from the previous step therefore
satisfies the conditions on the input to the Gibbs oracle spelled out in Lemma 4.6. Hence, Lemma 4.6
implies that there is a (1,0, a+ poly (n))-block encoding of p, 1 = GIBBSORACLE(®*(H,+---+H;))
in pureUnitaryPSPACE. O

Lemma 4.9. Consider the same setting as in Theorem 4.7 and let p; be the intermediate states in
Algorithm 1. Then, the following holds for all t > 1: if every py,...,p; has a (1,0,poly(n))-block encoding
in pureUnitaryPSPACE, then for any polynomial r(n) there exists a unitary U,; in pureUnitaryPSPACE
such that U |0...0)0...0|U" is 277" _close in trace distance to a purification of p, 1.

Proof. From the proof of Lemma4.8 we know that if pj,...,p, have (1,0,a)-block encodings in
pureUnitaryPSPACE, ®*(H; + --- + H;) has a (B¢,n6,b¢)-block encoding in pureUnitaryPSPACE
with B¢,n6,b¢ as in the proof of Lemma4.8. Furthermore, as we showed in Lemma 4.8 (proof
step (vii)), ||®*(Hy+---H,)||l.. < k = 2InD/e*. Then, by Corollary 3.20 there exists a unitary V
in pureUnitaryPSPACE such that ||[V/[0---0)(0---0|V" — [yyi1)(Wr41]||. < 3cy/76 for the PSPACE-
computable function ¢(Bs,€,k) < 2P°%(") defined in Corollary 3.20. Since V [0)(0| VT — [y41)(;+1| has
rank at most 2, this implies ||V [0)(0] VT — |1//t+1><1//t+1|H1 < 6c,/16. Finally, as we observed in the proof
of Lemma 4.8, we can choose the polynomial g(n) in that proof large enough to make 7¢ an arbitrarily
small inverse exponential. In particular, this means that we can choose a sufficiently large ¢(n) (as a func-
tion of the parameter in Theorem 4.7) that ensures that 6¢,/n6 < 27" () for the polynomial r(n) chosen in
Theorem 4.7.1 U

We can now combine Lemma 4.8 and Lemma 4.9 to show Theorem 4.7.

Proof of Theorem 4.7. Choose a sufficiently large polynomial g(n) in the proof of Lemma 4.8 such that
Lemma 4.8 and Lemma 4.9 both hold for the choice of parameters in Theorem 4.7 and this choice of g(n).
Let p; be the states defined in Algorithm 1. Observe that p; = /D (on poly(n) qubits) is the reduced state
of a maximally entangled state of dimension D. This purification can be prepared efficiently without any
error (using only Hadamard and CNOT gates), so by Corollary 3.4 p; has a (1,0, poly(r))-block encoding in

14When running Algorithm 1, of course we need to make a choice for q(n) before running the algorithm. However, we can
simply pre-compute a* and ¢’ in PSPACE to pick an appropriate g(n) before running the actual steps of the algorithm.

I5Note that we made potentially different choices of g(n) here and previously in the proof of Lemma 4.8. However, this is
easily remedied by picking the maximum of the two choices of g(n), for which the guarantees of Lemma 4.8 and Lemma 4.9 hold
simultaneously.
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pureUnitaryPSPACE. Applying Lemma 4.8 iteratively, this means that py, ..., pr all have (1,0,a(n))-block
encodings in pureUnitaryPSPACE for some universal polynomial a(n) that can depend on the parameters
chosen in Theorem 4.7. (Concretely, we simply take a(n) to be the largest of the polynomial ancilla sizes
we get by applying Lemma 4.8 T times and can trivially pad all block encodings with smaller ancilla sizes.)

Then it follows from Lemma4.9 that for every ¢t = 1,...,7 there exists a unitary U, in
pureUnitaryPSPACE such that |y, ) := U; |0...0) is a purification of p, up to an error 2~"") in trace distance
(where r(n) is the polynomial we chose in Theorem 4.7). Since U; € pureUnitaryPSPACE (as opposed to
non-pure unitaryPSPACE), we can use a control register ranging across |1),...,|T) to combine Uy,...,Ur
into a unitary V in pureUnitaryPSPACE such that V' |0...0) = ﬁ Y. | |t)|:). From the guarantee on the

individual states |,) = U, |0...0) it follows that this is a purification of the output state p = %Z,T: 1 Pr up to
trace distance error 2~ ("), O

5 Application to quantum state complexity

We now turn our attention to quantum interactive protocols, and in particular interactive protocols for state
synthesis. We begin by formally describing generic quantum interactive protocols (Section 5.1) and define
the class stateQIP (Section 5.2). Following [JJUW11], we then show that we can express a stateQIP-
protocol as an SDP whose feasible points correspond to the state synthesised by the protocol (Section 5.3).
Applying our quantum polynomial-space SPD solver from Section 4 to this SDP allows us to show our main
result, stateQIP = statePSPACE (Section 5.4).

5.1 Quantum interactive protocols

Since in quantum computing the standard model of computation is the quantum circuit model (rather than
quantum Turing machines), we model the verifier in a quantum interactive protocol as a sequence of verifier
circuits, one for each input length. A verifier circuit is itself a tuple of quantum circuits that correspond to
the operations performed by the verifier in each round of the protocol.

More formally, an r-round quantum verifier circuit C = (C;) jelr] 18 a tuple of general quantum cir-
cuits that implement quantum channels ®c; : L(M;W;_1) — L(M;W;) for j < r, and &¢, : L(M,W,_1) —
L(ZSW,). For each round j, we think of M; as the register containing the incoming message from the prover
to the verifier and W,_; as the register containing the verifier’s private memory before round j; M J’ and W,
contain the outgoing message from the verifier to the prover and the verifier’s private memory after the j-th
round, respectively. At the end of the last round, the verifier produces an additional register Z containing
a single qubit indicating whether to accept or reject the prover, and a register S containing an output state
from the protocol. The size of a verifier circuit C is the sum of the circuit sizes of the C;’s.

A quantum prover P for an r-round quantum verifier circuit C is a tuple of quantum channels (Pp,) jc(,
where <I>pj : L(Mjlej_l) — L(Mij). By dilating, we can without loss of generality assume that the

prover’s channels are all unitary, i.e. ®p,(X) = U;XU J.T for some unitary map U;. Figure 1 shows how the
channels ®¢, and Pp, are connected to form a quantum interactive protocol.

Let x € {0,1}* denote a string whose length is at most the number of qubits in Wy. We write C(x)=P to
denote the interaction between the verifier circuit C and the prover P on input x, which means applying the
channels @c; and ®p, as pictured in Figure 1 to the initial state |x,0...0)y, [0...0), . We say that C(x) =P
accepts (resp. rejects) if measuring the register Z in the standard basis yields the outcome 1 (resp. 0).

For some fixed input x, we denote the intermediate states of the protocol by pr, where R can be any set
of registers that exist in the interactive protocol at the same time. For example, pm,w, denotes the reduced
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Figure 1: Generic quantum interactive protocol.

state on registers Mo and W after the second message from the prover to the verifier. Note that it is implicit
in the choice of register R which step in the protocol we are referring to. We say that the output of C(x)=P
conditioned on accepting is the density matrix

Trz[[1)(1|7 pzs]
(1] pz[1)

In other words, the output state is the reduced density matrix on register S of the protocol’s final state
conditioned on C(x)P accepting. (If the probability of accepting is 0, then we leave the output undefined.)

A quantum verifier V. = (V,),en is a uniform sequence of polynomial-size and polynomial-round
quantum verifier circuits.

5.2 The class stateQIP

Next, we define quantum interactive proofs for state synthesis and their associated complexity class.

Definition 5.1 (stateQIP). Let c,s,6 : IN — [0, 1] be functions. The class stateQIP, s is the set of state
families R = (p,), (Where p, is on n qubits'®) for which there exists an r(n)-round quantum verifier V.=
(Va)n for some polynomial r(n) such that for all sufficiently large n the following holds:

* Completeness: There exists a quantum prover P (called an honest prover) such that

Pr[V,SP accepts] > c¢(n).

* Soundness: For all quantum provers P, it holds that
if Pr]V,SP accepts] > s(n) then td(o, pn) <6(n) .
where o denotes the output of V,,SP conditioned on accepting.

Here the probabilities are over the randomness of the interaction.
Finally, define stateQIP s = stateQIP, Lo and
stateQIP = ﬂ stateQIP; /4(n)
q(n)

where the intersection ranges over all polynomials q(n).

16The assumption that p, is on n qubits is for convenience; this definition and our results can easily be generalized to the case
where each p, is a state on poly(n) qubits.
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The following lemma shows that the class stateQIP s is robust under perturbation.

Lemma 5.2. Let (p,)nen € stateQIP s, for some function 5(n). Suppose (pn)nen is a state sequence
satisfying td(pn, pn) < €(n) for another function €(n). Then (f,)neN € stateQIP 5,1 e (n)-

Proof. Let V denote a stateQIP s, -verifier for (p,)nen.  Then by the soundness property, if
Pr[V,, 5P accepts] > % this implies that the output o~ conditioned on accepting satisfies

td(o, pn) < td(o, pp) +td(pn, Pn) < 6(n)+ €(n)
by the triangle inequality. Thus V is a stateQIP s(,)1.¢ () -verifier for (5, )nen. O

The main result of [RY22] is the inclusion (|,)),en C stateQIP for all families of pure states
(|¢n))n € statePSPACE. We will prove in Theorem 6.1 that statePSPACE is closed under purification,
i.e. if a family of mixed states is in statePSPACE, then there exists a purification of those mixed states also
in statePSPACE. Putting these two facts together, we get the following:

Theorem 5.3. For all functions 6(n), for all polynomials q(n), we have
statePSPACE 5(,,) C stateQIP 50,41 /4(n) >

We note that, technically speaking, [RY22] require 6(n) = exp(—p(n)) for all polynomials p(n). To
see that this implies Theorem 5.3, consider a state sequence in (p,)new € statePSPACE s,y for an arbitrary
6(n) (not necessarily exponentially small). Then by definition there exists a state sequence (J,)neN €
statePSPACE, where, for all sufficiently large n, we have td(p,,5,) < 6(n). The main theorem of [RY22]
combined with Theorem 6.1 implies that (5,).en € stateQIP /4, for all polynomials g(n). Theorem 5.3
then follows from Lemma 5.2.

5.3 An SDP for quantum interactive protocols

We will now describe an SDP whose feasible points correspond to quantum states synthesised by a stateQIP-
protocol. For this, consider an r(n)-round stateQIP, s protocol with a verifier V = (V,,) for some family
of states (p,), and some (PSPACE-computable) c(n),s(n),6(n) such that c¢(n) —s(n) > 1/p(n) for some
polynomial p(n). For each n, V, implements a sequence of channels ®¢,,...,®¢,. We will characterise the
set of states that can be produced by such an interactive protocol (for all prover behaviour) as the feasible
set of a PSPACE-computable SDP. The SDP is the same as the one presented in the survey by Vidick and
Watrous [VW16, Section 4.3]; we in fact show that the same SDP can be solved in (quantum) polynomial
space.

Informally, this SDP has variables corresponding to intermediate states of the verifier during the pro-
tocol, and it enforces the following constraints on them:

(i) Each intermediate state is a valid quantum state, i.e. a positive semidefinite operator with trace 1.

(i) The reduced states on the verifier’s systems W; and message registers M; must be related to each other
by the verifier’s channels ®c,.

(iii) The prover’s actions have no effect on the verifier’s marginal of the state.

(iv) The verifier’s initial state on register Wy is the all-O state.
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(v) The verifier accepts with probability c(n).!”
It is not immediately obvious that these constraints are sufficient, but we will show that this is the case in
Lemma 5.4.

To formalise these constraints, as before we denote the intermediate states of the protocol by pr for
some collection R of registers that uniquely determines which step in the protocol we are referring to.
Specifically, we will be considering the intermediate states of the protocol on the message register and the
verifier’s private register, i.e. the states pm,w,, PMW; 5+ s PMW, 15 stw,-lg On these states, the above
constraints can be formalised as follows:

(i) pr>0and Tr[pgr] = 1forall R € {MW;_1,M!Wi},—; ., where we set M| := ZS to ease the notation.
(i) pmw; — Pc(pmw;, ;) =0fori=1,....r.
(iii) Try [pM{Wi} —Trw,, [omaw,] =0fori=1,....r—1.
(iv) pwy = 10-..0)(0...0fyy,-

V) Te[1)(1|z pz] = ¢(n).

We can write these constraints in the required form ®(A) = B of an SDP. For this, we consider A €
L (®rerR), where the tensor product is over R = {MjW,_1,M!Wi},—; .. Then, it is easy to see that
the constraints (i)-(v) can be written as linear constraints on A. More formally, there exist linear maps
@) and matrices BY) such that for all A € L(®gerR) that satisfies A > 0 and ®U)(A) = BUY) for all j,
the reduced states of A are states pr satisfying constraints (i)-(v). We can combine these constraints by
defining P(A) == + &, @) (A) and B = + @B/ to reach the desired SDP form ®(A) = B. Here, N is some
normalisation factor to be chosen later. We provide a formal description of the maps ®/) and the matrices
BUY) in Appendix B.

Each map @) only involves taking a partial trace, applying a verifier channel ®c,, and taking the
difference of such operations. It is easy to check that each of these is a linear map M whose adjoint
is contracting, i.e. satisfies || M*(X)||., < ||X||... Furthermore, taking the adjoint is a linear operation on
superoperators. Therefore, each (CID(j))* is the difference of at most two contracting superoperators, so each
(@W)* satisfies |‘(CI>(j))*(X)|‘N <2||X||..- Since the protocol has r(n) rounds, there are O(r(n)) different
constraints P(/). Taking the adjoint channel of the direct sum & = ﬁ D; @), we see that we can write
P = %Z(Cbm)*, so [|P*(X)]|.. < M |IX .. By choosing a sufficiently large N = O(r(n)), we can
therefore make sure that ®* is contracting. Furthermore, since the verifier circuits have at most polynomial

Hoo

17Note that in Definition 5.1, the verifier is required to accept with probability at least c(n). As the prover can always lower the
verifier’s acceptance probability by deviating from the desired behaviour with some small probability, without loss of generality we
can require the prover to achieve an acceptance probability of exactly c(n), which we assume is PSPACE-computable.

I8Note that these states share some registers. For example, both Pmw, and pm,w, are defined in part on register W,. However,
importantly these are two (a priori) independent states, i.e. they are nor two different reduced states of some larger state PM MW, -
As a result, the tensor product pyyw, ® pm,w; is well-defined as a state on M} W1MoWy, i.e. it includes two copies of Wi.
Whenever we refer to these intermediate states in this notation, we have to include sufficiently many registers as subscripts to make
sure that the states are uniquely identified. For example, we cannot simply write pyy, for the reduced state on register Wy as there
are two independent states, pyy;w, and pm,w;, , of which we could take the reduced state. We will always have to explicitly write

Trm, [erl Wl] or Try, [pMle] to avoid this ambiguity. This notation may seem slightly confusing at first encounter, but turns out
to be quite useful in this context.
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size, each ®¢, is PSPACE-computable; as a result, ® is also PSPACE-computable. Finally, it is easy to see
that || B||., < 1 and B is PSPACE-computable.
We can summarise these results into the following lemma.

Lemma 5.4. Fix verifier circuits C; in a stateQIP protocol. Let R == {M;W;_1, Mi’Wi},-:l ,,,,, + Then there
exists a PSPACE-computable superoperator ® and a PSPACE-computable matrix B with ||B||., < 1 such
that ®* is contracting and the following holds:

(i) For all prover channels ®p, that lead the prover to be accepted with probability c(n), the intermediate
states (pR)reRr in the protocol satisfy ®(Qrerpr) = B.

(i1) For all matrices A in the set

{AeL(@R) | A>0 and <I>(A):B}
ReR

there exist prover channels ®p, that lead the prover to be accepted with probability c(n) and for which
the intermediate states pR in the protocol are the partial traces of A on the corresponding registers.

Proof. We use the map @ and matrix B described above, for which we have already shown that they are
PSPACE-computable and satisfy || ®*(X)||., < ||X]|., and ||B||., < 1. From the construction of ® and B,
condition (i) is immediate. Condition (ii) holds because we can purify the verifier’s channels ®¢; and the
prover’s actions so that all intermediate states in the protocol become pure states; then, the condition follows

from the equivalence of purifications. We refer to [VW 16, Section 4.3] for a detailed argument. O

5.4 Solving the SDP

Theorem 5.5. For all ¢(n),s(n) > 1/poly(n) such that c(n) — s(n) > 1/poly(n), for all functions §(n), and
all polynomials g(n) > 0, we have

stateQIP. s s C statePSPACE; /-

Proof. Consider any sequence of states (7,),cn in stateQIP. ; s. By the definition of stateQIP there exists
an r(n)-round verifier V = (V,,) for some polynomial r(n) such that for all provers P, if P is accepted with
probability at least s(r), then the output state o~ conditioned on accepting satisfies td(o-, 7,,) < 6(n).

We now construct a statePSPACE procedure for preparing the state 7,. For simplicity, we leave the
n-dependence of this procedure implicit and set 7 = 7,,. Starting from the above verifier, we can apply
Lemma 5.4 to get a PSPACE-computable SDP (®,B) with the following properties (where R is as in
Lemma 5.4):

@ [[®*(X) |l < [IX]l. and [|B]|, < 1.

||oo — —

(i1) The set

S= {AGL(@R) . A>0 and CID(A):B} .1)

is not empty, i.e. the SDP (P, B) is feasible. This follows from the existence of an honest prover for
the stateQIP-protocol and condition (i) in Lemma 5.4.
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The SDP (&, B) satisfies the requirements of both Theorem 4.2 and Theorem 4.7. Therefore, we get that
for all € > 1/poly(n), there exists a unitary V in pureUnitaryPSPACE such that the state |¢') ==V |0...0)
is a purification of a state p’ such that ||®(p") —B||; <€, i.e. p’ is e-feasible. This also means that p’ €
statePSPACE,.

Intuitively, we would now like to show that our e-feasible p’ is in fact close in trace distance to an exactly
feasible p € S, as the definition of stateQIP only gives guarantees about exactly feasible, not approximately
feasible, states. However, it turns out that we can only show a slightly weaker statement: we can show that
o' is close in trace distance to a state p that satisfies all constraints in (P, B) exactly except the last constraint
(Tr[|1){1]; pz] = ¢(n)), which will only be satisfied up to inverse polynomial error. This is still sufficient: as
long as Tr[|1)(1|; pz] > c¢(n) — 1/poly(n) > s(n), the guarantees of stateQIP apply.

More formally, we define ® to be the same as @, except that we do not include the constraint
Tr[|1)(1]; pz] = c(n) (i.e. we leave out the term in the direct sum in the definition of ® corresponding
to this constraint). We likewise define B. Then, we define

S:{AeL(@R) : A>0 and ﬁ)(A):E}. (5.2)
ReR

Now, we can use Lemma 5.7, stated and proved below, which shows that there exists a p € S such that

td(p,p') < 2¢ (n)e'/* and Tr[|1)(1]5 pz] > c(n) — O(r(n))e — \/2r (n)e" /3.

for some polynomial #/(n) that only depends on the number of rounds of the protocol and is independent
from €. Since r/(n) = poly(n) and c¢(n) — s(n) > 1/poly(n) are independent of €, we can now choose
€ = 1/poly(n) small enough such that td(p, p’) < 1/g(n) and Tr[|1){1]; pz] > s(n).

Since p € S and Tr[|1)(1]; pz] > s(n), it follows from condition (ii) of Lemma 5.4 and the soundness of
the stateQIP-protocol for (1), that

Trw,z[|1)(1]7 pzsw,] n
td( e[| 1)(1]z pzsw,] > =0 -

Since p’ € statePSPACE, is 1/g(n)-close in trace distance to p, we have p’ € statePSPACE; /,(,) by

Lemma 2.5. By measuring the Z-register of p and post-selecting on receiving outcome 1 (which we can do

in polynomial space simply by repeating the preparation of p’), this also means that %

statePSPACE; /;(,). Combining this with Equation (5.3) and again using Lemma 2.5, we get that 7 €
statePSPACE 5(,) 11 /4(n) as desired. O

We now show the remaining step in the proof of Theorem 5.5. For this, we will need the follow triangle-
like inequality for the fidelity.

Lemma 5.6. Let p,0,7 be quantum states. Suppose that F(p,0) > 1—6 and F(o,7) > 1 —€ for 6,€ €
[0,1]. Then F(p,7) > 1—6—€—2V6e > 1—6—3/€.

Proof. From [Renl5, Proposition 10.5], we have that

Flp.r) = (1-8)(1—€) /(1 - (1-e)(1 - (1-5)?).

We can bound (1 —6)(1—€)>1—6—e€and (1—(1—€)?)(1—(1-0)?) < 4ded. O
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Lemma 5.7. Let (®,B) be the SDP associated with a stateQIP-protocol as constructed in Lemma 5.4.
Define S as in Equation (5.2). Then, there exists a polynomial v’ (n) that only depends on the number of
rounds r(n) such that for all € > 0 and an e-feasible p’ there exists a p € S satisfying

td(p,p') <2/ (n)e'/* and Tr[|1)(1], pz] > c(n) — O(r(n))e — /21 (n)e'/3..

Proof. First note that we only need to show that a p € S close to p’ exists, not that it can be constructed
efficiently. Due to the structure of (®,B), if p’ is e-feasible, so is the tensor product of reduced states of
o on all registers R € R. Therefore, for the rest of the proof we will assume that p’ is a product state and
construct another product state p € S, i.e. we write

Pr=Qrr and p=@Q pr.

ReR ReR

Furthermore, at the cost of incurring at most a factor O(r(n)) in the error € (which can be absorbed into
r'(n)), we can ensure that each pj is indeed a quantum state (instead of just being approximately normal-
ised). By a similar argument, we can also assume that py,, = [0...0)(0...0|yy, without loss of generality.

Because the trace distance is monotonic under partial trace, we can expand out the definition of & to see
that p’ being e-feasible implies that for all i,

@) lpypw, Pc(omw, ) < €

(i) 1 (Trwg [Py | T [ P ] ) < €

for € = O(r(n))e, where the factor O(r(n)) is from the renormalisation of the SDP that we performed in
Lemma 5.4 to make ®* contracting. We can convert these into the following fidelity requirements:

@) Flopw,» Pc(Pmw, ,)) = 1-¢€,

i) F (Trwg | o, | Trvt [ e | ) = 1= €

We can now construct a feasible p inductively as follows: set pm,w, = p;\/hWo' Fori=1,...,r—1, suppose
we have constructed a p\,w, , that satisfies

F(pMiWifpp;\/liWi,l) 2 l_gl

Then we set ppw; = P, (Pmw;,). We can bound F(pMi’me;\A!W-) as follows. By monotonicity of the
fidelity under quantum channels, I

Flomw,» @c; (Omw; 1)) = F(®c (omw_1), Pc; (Omw, ;) > 1 &

By fidelity requirement (i) and Lemma 5.6, this yields F(PMi’Wi Pw.) = 1—&i— 3+/€’. Using fidelity
requirement (ii), monotonicity of the trace distance under partial trace, and Lemma 5.6, this means that

F (Tflvl; [Plvlgwi] ;Trm,, [waiﬂwiD >1-&—-6Ve.

By Uhlmann’s theorem, there exists a o, ,w; such that

Trvy [pMi’Wi] =Trm,,, [pMa+1Wa] and F(pMiHWi,pfv,iHWi) >1-&—6Ve.
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We have therefore constructed pppw, and pw,,,w; from ppm,w; ;. Starting this procedure from pw,w, defined
above and applying this proceduré iteratively, we can construct p = ®RrcROR-

From the construction, it is clear that p € S. Furthermore, using the above error analysis for each
step and multiplicativity of the fidelity for tensor products, we get that F(p,p’) > 1 —r/(n)/€ for some
polynomial #/(n) that only depends on the number of rounds in the protocol; note that we have switched
back to € from €’ and absorbed the factor O(r(n)) into r/(n). (Here, we have not spelled out the last step of
the protocol that produces ZSW,, but this only adds an error €' by the same argument we used for applying
@, above.) By the Fuchs-van de Graaf inequality,

(p,p') < /1= (1 =207 (n)2/e)? < 20 (m)e /4.

This shows the first inequality claimed in the lemma. To show the second, we observe that

Tef|1)(1lz p2] = Te[|1)(1]zp7] — /2 (n)€!/* = e(n) — O(r(n))e — /27" (n)€"/S.

Here, the first inequality follows from Holder’s inequality and the second inequality holds because p’ is
e-feasible. U

Recalling the definitions of stateQIP and statePSPACE, we see that we can combine Theorem 5.3 and
Theorem 5.5 to get equality of these two state complexity classes.

Corollary 5.8. stateQIP = statePSPACE.

6 statePSPACE is closed under purification

In this section we show that statePSPACE is closed under purification, answering an open question
of [RY22]. This is formalized as the following theorem:

Theorem 6.1. Let (p,), € statePSPACEs be a family of density matrices for some function 6(n). Then
there exists a pure state family (|n)), € statePSPACE,, /5 such that for all n, |,,) is a purification of py.
Furthermore, a description of the Turing machine that outputs the circuits synthesizing (| ,)), can be com-
puted in polynomial-time from the description of the Turing machine that outputs the circuits synthesizing

(On)n-

To prove this theorem, we first need to show that the matrix elements of a density operator in
statePSPACE are PSPACE-computable (in the sense of Definition 2.3).

Lemma 6.2. Let (p,), € statePSPACE( be a family of density matrices. Then the entries of each density
matrix p, are PSPACE-computable.

Proof. We need to show that we can approximate the entries of p, to within error 27 for all polynomials
p(n) using polynomial space. Fix any such p(n). Let p, be a state on r, qubits and let S(n) = 4" .27P(),
Consider the following polynomial-space quantum algorithm to estimate entries of p,. On input (1", x,y),
where x,y € [2'"] are the indices specifying the matrix element we would like to compute, the algorithm does
the following: for each Pauli string P € {I,X,Y,Z}"™, compute an estimate ap such that |ap — Tr(p,P)| <
B(n) with probability at least 1 — 3(n). Output the number

1
ny:ﬁ Z (IP<X’P’y> :
PE{IX,Y,Z}n
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This algorithm uses polynomial space because it just has to keep track of the Pauli string P being estimated,
a running sum for c,y, and the space usage of estimating ap is O (r,, +log ﬁ) qubits. This is because a

single copy of p, can be generated each time and measured with respect to P for a total of poly(1/8(n))
times, and a counter is maintained to keep track of the estimate ap.

Note if ap = Tr(p,P) exactly, then ¢y, = (x| p,|y). Thus with probability at least 1 —4™3(n), the
estimate cy, satisfies

oy — (x| puly) | < 27B(n) <2771

Now we argue that there is in fact a classical polynomial-space algorithm to compute cy,. This follows
from [Wat03], which shows that any quantum polynomial-space-computable language, where the quantum
circuits'® consist of gates with algebraic entries, is also PSPACE-computable with a quadratic blow-up
in space’’. Note that the classical polynomial-space algorithm will output a deterministic answer if the
quantum algorithm outputs that answer with high probability, so we do not need to take the failure probab-
ility of the quantum algorithm into account here. U

With this, we now proceed to prove Theorem 6.1.

Proof of Theorem 6.1. Let g, € statePSPACE be a family of density matrices such that td(p,, 5,) < 6(n).
By Uhlmann’s theorem, for all purifications |},) of g, there exists a purification |¢,,) such that

(W )@nl s [Fn)a]) <4/ 1=F(p pn)? < V26,

where we used the Fuchs-van de Graaf inequality.

Therefore, it suffices to find a purification of p, in statePSPACEs for ¢’ = (2 —v/2)v6. Let
D, < 2P°M(") denote the dimension of 3, and p(n) a polynomial to be chosen later. By Lemma 6.2 and
Lemma 3.2, there exists a pureUnitaryPSPACE-computable (D,,,2~7") poly(n))-block encoding U, of
(fn)n. By Corollary 3.16, there exists a pureUnitaryPSPACE-computable (a’,c2~P"/2 poly(n))-block
encoding V,, of \/p, for PSPACE-computable o’ ,c < 2Pol¥(") - (Note that here the fact that the ancilla
size increases by an additive polynomial is not relevant since we are not doing an inductive argument,
so we simply observe that the number of ancillas remains polynomial.) By Lemma 3.7, there exists a
pureUnitaryPSPACE-computable (o',c277"/2 poly(n))-block encodings W, of (v/5, ®1)|®,)(0|, where
|®,) is the maximally entangled state on CP» @ CPr.

Note that the state
|l//n> =V Dn( V ﬁn ®1) |CI)n>

is a purification of 5, and a normalized quantum state. Thus W, can also be viewed as
(v/Dpa',c/D,27 /2 poly(n))-block encoding of |1/, )(0].

Now consider the following algorithm: on input 1", run W, on input |0,0) and test whether the ancilla
register is in the zero state. If so, output the prepared state. Otherwise, discard all qubits, reinitialize the
workspace to all zeroes, and try again for r(n) number of times for some polynomial r(n) to be fixed later.
If after r(n) repetitions the procedure has not terminated, output the all zeroes state. This algorithm clearly
uses a polynomial number of qubits of space.

19In [Wat03] the model of quantum computation considered is actually quantum Turing machines, but this is equivalent to
considering uniform general quantum circuits.

20The task of computing the numbers ¢ vy can be efficiently reduced to decision problems by performing binary search on the bits
of cyy.
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Consider first the case where the algorithm is successful (i.e. does not output the all zeros state). Then
the state prepared by the algorithm is

|@n){uls = (VDua')? (0] Wa (10)(0] 5 [0)(0], )W, 10),, .

where we have introduced the labels S and A for the “encoded” and auxiliary register of the block en-
coding, respectively, and |0) denotes the all zeroes state on the respective system. Abbreviating B, =
vDy,a' (0|, W,|0),, we can now bound

|H¢n><¢n’ - ’&nx‘ﬁn‘ Hl = HBn ‘0><0‘SBH - ’¢~’n><lﬁn’H1
< ||Bx [0){0[5 By — [¢7) (015 [0){O[ s Ba |, + || 1¢72) (Ol 5 [0){O[ s B — [¢61) (O] 5 [0){O 5 [0) (a s ||
< [[Bu = 16} 1|, 1110XOL 1, 1Ballee 4 || 1) (O1 || . 110XO ] | B — 0} (ral ||
< 3c\/lTn27p(")/2,

where we repeatedly used Holder’s inequality and the last line follows because W, is a
(vDu',c/Dy27P™/2 poly(n))-block encoding of [¢7,)(0| and [|B, ||, < ||[#){0]||, + € < 2.

By definition, the probability of success in each attempt is @D, SO We can choose a sufficiently large
polynomial r(n) such that the probability of failure after r(n) repetitions is at most cv/D,;27PM/2 Thus the
state produced by the algorithm described above is (4¢y/D,2~7/2)-close to |, )(%,|. Choosing p(n) large
enough, we can ensure 4¢y/D,2 P"/2 < §'(n).

The “furthermore” part of the theorem follows from the observation that the circuits computing each
block encoding in the proof are simple, efficiently-computable functions of circuits of previous block en-
codings (or of the circuits synthesizing (0, ),). O

7 Uhlmann Transformation Problem and the complexity of optimal provers

The main result of this paper implies that the intermediate states of the verifier (i.e. the reduced state on
the verifier’s private workspace register and the shared message register) of a quantum interactive protocol,
interacting with an optimal prover, can be prepared in quantum polynomial space. However, this does not
immediately tell us what the complexity of implementing an optimal prover might be. As described in
Section 5.1, we can model a prover as applying a unitary operator in each round of the interaction. What is
the complexity of performing each unitary?

Here, it is important that we consider a uniformly generated sequence of verifiers (V,,),en: for a fixed
verifier V,,, an optimal prover can always be implemented by a circuit P, acting on poly(n) qubits and using
at most 2P°Y(") gates — this is true for every unitary on poly(n) qubits [NC10, Chapter 4.5]. However, this
generic fact does not guarantee that all of these circuits can be uniformly generated in either a time-efficient
or a space-efficient manner. A priori, it could be that the sequence of circuits (P,), can only be specified by
(say) an exponential space Turing machine; this would be a strange asymmetry between the complexity of
computing the verifier’s final state versus the complexity of the prover itself.

In this section, we show that the complexity of optimal provers in an arbitrary quantum interactive
protocol (not necessarily a stateQIP protocol) with efficient uniform verifiers is the same as computing the
intermediate states of the verifiers (which are computable in quantum polynomial space).

Theorem 7.1 (Complexity of optimal provers). Let (V,,)ne denote a family of r(n)-round quantum verifiers
for some polynomial r(n). Let w}, denote the optimal acceptance probability over all provers P, that interact
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with the verifier V,. Let q(n) be a polynomial and let (U, ;)< j<r(n) be the unitary operators of a prover P
(who applies U, ; in round j) satisfying

1

Pr[V,SP accepts] > w, — — .
q(n)

n

Then the family of unitaries (U, ), is contained in unitaryPSPACE, /,(,), where

r(n)

U= Y )il ®@Un; -
j=1

We prove Theorem 7.1 as a special case of a more general computational task that we call the Uhlmann
Transformation Problem, which we describe next.

7.1 Uhlmann’s theorem and the Uhlmann Transformation Problem

The well-known Uhlmann’s theorem states that the fidelity between two mixed states is equal to the largest
overlap between two purifications of those mixed states [Uhl76]. Using that any two purifications are related
by a unitary (or, more generally, a partial isometry) acting only on the purifying system, we can state
Uhlmann’s theorem in the following way.

Theorem 7.2 (Uhlmann’s theorem). Let |) g and |@) zg be pure states on registers AB and denote their
reduced states on register A by pa and op, respectively. Then, there exists a unitary Ug acting only on
register B such that

F(pna,on) = (¢[ag In@Ug) [¥) pp -

Uhlmann’s theorem motivates the following algorithmic question: how difficult is it to actually imple-
ment the Uhlmann unitary Ug?

Naturally, this will depend on the states |¢) and |). We can formalise this into an abstract computational
task, which we call the Uhlmann Transformation Problem and which is parameterised by two pure state

families (|¢,))new and (|¢n) )nenN-

Definition 7.3 (Uhlmann Transformation Problem). Let (|y,))new and (|¢n))nen be families of pure states
such that for each n, the states y,,) ,|@n) have the same number of qubits and the qubits can be divided into
two registers A, B,. The Uhlmann Transformation Problem for (|¢/,,))sew and (|¢n) )nen is the following:
given a classical description of these state families (e.g. in terms of circuit families generating these states),
implement the Uhlmann unitaries (U, ),ecN such that

F(pn,00) = (@n| (In, @ Un) [¥n)
where p, and o, are the reduced states on register A, of |¢,) and |,,), respectively.

In Definition 7.3, we have defined the Uhlmann Transformation Problem for any two sequences of pure
states (|n))new and (|¢n))new. For the rest of this section, we focus on the case where these two state
families are in statePSPACE. For this case, we will show that we can solve the Uhlmann Transformation
Problem (i.e. implement the unitaries (U,),ecv) in unitaryPSPACE. Specifically, we show the following
Algorithmic Uhlmann’s Theorem, which solves the Uhlmann Transformation Problem for the case of state
sequences in statePSPACE.
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Theorem 7.4 (Algorithmic Uhlmann’s Theorem). Let &6(n) be a function and let (|Wy))n,(|¢n))n €
statePSPACEs be pure state families. Suppose that for each n the states |W,) ,|¢,) have the same num-
ber of qubits and the qubits can be divided into two registers A,,B,. Then for all polynomials q(n) there
exists a sequence of unitaries (K,), in unitaryPSPACE such that K, acts on registers B,, and an ancilla
register R, and satisfies

|1a. K ledas, 005, ~ Wnls, 100, || <200 = (o)) + 0 (n) +279.

where p, and o, are the reduced density matrices on register A, of |W,,) and |¢,), respectively.

Furthermore, the description of the Turing machine that outputs the circuits implementing the unitaries
(Kn)n can be computed in polynomial time from the descriptions of the Turing machines that output the
circuits for preparing the states (|y,))n and (|@n))n-

We will prove Theorem 7.4 in Section 7.3. Before doing so, we show how this general result can be
used to analyse the complexity of optimal provers in quantum interactive protocols.

7.2 From the Uhlmann Transformation Problem to optimal quantum provers

The task of implementing optimal provers in quantum interactive protocols is a special case of the
Uhlmmann Transformation Problem. As a result, we can use Theorem 7.4 to prove Theorem 7.1 as fol-
lows. Let V,, denote an r(n)-round quantum verifier in a quantum interactive protocol. One example is of
course a verifier in a stateQIP protocol, but Theorem 7.1 is not restricted to this case. We will need that the
intermediate states on the verifier and message registers in the protocol have purifications in statePSPACE.
This follows straightforwardly by combining the proof of Theorem 5.5 with Lemma 3.7 and we formalise it
as Lemma 7.5 below. In contrast to Section 5.3, here we use the following simpler (but less general) notation
for the intermediate states of the protocol:

1 p&2n>w<n> denotes the state of the message register M(") and the private workspace W™ of verifier V,,

at the beginning of the verifier’s j’th turn.
(ii) O-IE/{Z")W(”) denotes the state of the message register and the verifier’s private workspace at the end of
the verifier’s j’th turn (i.e. after the verifier has applied its channel ®c;).

Note that here we assume without loss of generality that the workspace and message registers (W™ and
M), respectively) of verifier V, are identical in all rounds of the protocol; this can always be achieved by
padding with ancilla qubits.

Lemma 7.5. Let V, denote an r(n)-round quantum verifier (that receives no input state) with optimal ac-
ceptance probability w},. For all polynomials q(n) and for all n € IN, there exists a prover P, that is accepted
with probability at least w], — ﬁ for which the following additional property holds: there are families of
pure states

(1) morwo Qe Ings (€n.i)mewmqm)n.j € statePSPACE; /4,

()
MW

()

for some purifying registers Q™ that are purifications of the intermediate states p w and T of

the verifier V, interacting with the prover P,.
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Proof. Note that V,, need not be a verifier for a stateQIP-protocol, but can be a verifier for any interactive
quantum protocol (without an input state, i.e. the verifier’s starting state can be fixed to all-O without loss
of generality). In this more general case, the corresponding SDP we constructed in Section 5.3 is still well-
defined as it did not use any particular properties of state synthesis protocols.”! Following the same steps
as in the proof of Theorem 5.5, this means that there exists a prover who succeeds with probability at least
w* —1/g(n) and for which the intermediate states p(j ) . and o) ) are in statePSPACE| /4,2(,)- The
lemma then follows from Theorem 6.1. U

M MW MMW(n

Having shown that the intermediate states of the protocol have purifications in statePSPACE, we can
now use our Algorithmic Uhlmann’s Theorem (Theorem 7.4) to implement a unitaryPSPACE-prover that
performs the Uhlmann unitaries connecting these purifications. Since this prover produces exactly the same
states from the verifier’s point of view as the prover P, from Lemma 7.5 and that prover was accepted by
the verifier with probability w* — 1/¢(n), it follows that the unitaryPSPACE-prover that implements the
Uhlmann transformations is accepted with the same probability (up to an additional factor of the number of
rounds r(n) due to the error accumulating in each round). More formally, we show the following.

Proof of Theorem 7.1. For a given polynomial g(n), define ¢'(n) = g(n)r(n) and let

([¥n, i) mowmqe Injs (1€n,7) mowmgm )n,j € statePSPACE; /y(y)

be the purifications constructed in Lemma 7.5 for a prover P, that succeeds with probability w* — 1/4'(n).

We can also view these as purifications of the reduced states p\(/6)<n> and 0'\5\1/2

() ()

» on the verifier registers only.

Recall that by construction p and o, are the exact reduced states of the verifier V), interacting with

wn) win
the prover P,. Therefore, F (o-\(/\J/zm,p\(/%)l)) = 1, since the prover does not act on register W("). Then,

Theorem 7.4 implies that there exist unitaries {K, j}, j € unitaryPSPACE acting on MW" such that

H(idw<n> @ Kn ) [@n, i) wimmeqer — W¥n,j+1)wormmqe) , S 0(1/4 (n)).

Therefore, a prover P, that, in each round j € {1,...,r(n)} of the protocol, applies the unitary K,, ;, will be
accepted with probability w* — O(r(n)/q'(n)) = w* — O(1/q(n)) by the triangle inequality. O

7.3 Proof of the Algorithmic Uhlmann’s Theorem

In this section, we prove our Algorithmic Uhlmann’s Theorem (Theorem 7.4). As a first step, we show
Lemma 7.6, which gives an explicit form for the Uhlmann unitary in terms of the involved states |¢) and

|¢). For this, we need the following piece of notation: for a matrix A with a singular value decomposition
A =UZXV" and a function f : R — R such that £(0) = 0, we write

fA)=UfEV". (7.1)

This is well-defined because the span of the left singular vectors (resp. right singular vectors) corresponding
to a nonzero singular value of a matrix is unique.

2l Technically speaking the SDP in Section 5.3 is defined to search for provers that are accepted with probability c(n), the
completeness parameter, which is not necessarily the acceptance probability of an optimal prover. However, since the maximum
acceptance probability w}; is a PSPACE-computable quantity [JJUW11], we can set ¢(n) = w}; and still have a PSPACE-computable
SDP.
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Lemma 7.6 (Explicit Uhlmann unitary). Let [) g and |@) g denote pure states on registers A,B. Let p
and o denote the reduced density matrices on register A of |) and |¢), respectively. Define the operator

W = sgn(Tra (¥ )¢l))
acting on register B. Then W is a partial isometry satisfying
Flo,) = (Y| (Ia@W)|g) .

Proof. Assume without loss of generality that the dimensions of registers A and B are equal. Let |®)g
denote the unnormalized maximally entangled state between registers A and B. By the equivalence of
purifications, there exist unitary operators X,Y acting on register B such that

W)= VFOX|®)  and  |p)=\TRY|D) .
Thus
Tea(W){e]) = Tra (/5 & X [ D) VT YT)
— (a2 X)Tra (VP © 1) [@)(®] (VT 1) ) (I @ Y )
—X(Voyp) Y
where the transpose is with respect to the basis {|i) } in which |®) is equal to }; |i) |¢). Then we have
W = sen(X(vFyp) Y")
— Xsgn((voyp) )Y
=Xsgn(y/o/p) Y.

The operator W is a partial isometry, meaning that W' W is a projection onto its support:

WW = Ysen(vo/p) sen(v/oy/p) YT
=¥ (sen(vory/p)sen(vay/p)t )Y

= YUsgn(2)2T'y"

where A denotes taking the complex conjugate of the entries of A in the standard basis, and the singular
value decomposition of \/o/p is U YV7. Note that since £ > 0, we have sgn(X)? = sgn(X), which is an

orthogonal projection and since the singular value decomposition of W is XV sgn(Z)UTY T it follows that
WTW is the projection onto the support of W, as desired.
We now calculate

Wl Ia W) [0) = (@] (yE© X )(Ia @ Xsgn(Vayp) V) (Vo oY) [®)
— (@] Vv @sen(v/ry/p) )
— (@] v/ sen(v/T/p) © I D)

=Ti(VBVa sen(vT/p))

=Tr(|\/pVel)

=F(p,o)
where the second-to-last line follows from the fact that Tr(K sgn(K")) = Tr(|K|) for all matrices K, and the
last line follows by definition of the fidelity function. O
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We now state a “robust” version of Lemma 7.6.

Lemma 7.7 (Robust version of Lemma 7.6). Let « € (0,1), @ > 1, and let P;gn denote the odd degree-

d=0 (%) polynomial approximation to the sign function from Lemma 2.10. Let |r) o5, |¢) ag and p,o

be as in Lemma 7.6. Let N
W =P (Tra (Y ){¢]) /@)

where Psgn is applied in the sense of Equation (7.1). Then
W|IAn®@W |p) —F(p,o)| < O(dimA - ) .

Proof. First note that since Psgn is odd, Psgn(O) =0, so the application of P;gn in the sense of Equation (7.1)
is well-defined. Then, the proof is nearly identical to that of Lemma 7.6, but the sgn function is replaced
with the polynomial Psgn. The only difference is that we have to bound the difference

Tr(VAVT sen(vVavp)) - Tr(VaVE B (Vo b @) |

Let K = ,/p+/o and suppose it has singular value decomposition U YV'. Let (11,...,4,) denote the nonzero
diagonal entries of . Let S = {i : 4;/@ < «} denote the “small” singular values and let L denote the
complement (the “large” singular values). Then this difference is equal to

Tr(Z(sen(x) — B (2/@)))| < T Ail1 = B (4i/e)
— .Z_‘;l" I1—PE (/)| + X;A" 11— P (/)|
< O(tak) + O(tk) = O(tak)

where to bound the sum over S we used that |1 — P;#"(x)| < O(1) for all x € [—1,1] and to bound the sum
over L we used that |1;] < 1 for all i, and the fact that for x <x < 1 we have |1 — P;*"(x)| < « by definition.
Since ¢ (the number of singular values of K) is at most dim A, the lemma follows. O

In the proof of Theorem 7.4, we will need the following utility lemma that allows us to embed an
arbitrary square matrix R into a Hermitian matrix Q in a convenient way.

Lemma 7.8. Let R denote a square matrix with singular value decomposition ULV, Let Q denote the
Hermitian matrix
0= 0)1|®@R"+[1)(0|®R.

Let f: R — R be an odd function. Then
£(@) = 0)1[@ f(R)+[1)(0] © f(R)
where f(R) =Uf(Z)V.

Proof. We can rewrite Q as
Q=AX®I)AT
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where A = |0)(0| ® V + |1)(1| @ U (which is unitary) and X = <(1) (1)> is the single-qubit bitflip operator.

Then f(Q) =Af(X ®X)AT. Since f is an odd function and the eigenvalues of X ® ¥ are simply the diagonal
entries of X and their negations, we have (X ® X) = X ® f(X). This implies that

F(Q) =AX @ f(2)AT = |0)(1| @ f(R)" +[1)(0] @ f(R)
as desired. O

Another ingredient that we will require is a certain “robust” version of oblivious amplitude amplific-
ation [BCC*14], which is based on [Gill9, Theorem 3.2.5]. To state this, we first make the following
definition.

Definition 7.9 (Approximate isometry on a subspace). Let F' be an operator with singular value decom-
position ULV, and let A+, denote the span of columns of V (i.e. the right singular vectors) such that the
associated singular values are in the interval [1 — k, 1+ k|. Then we say that F is a k-approximate isometry
on a subspace I' if I is a subspace of Ay+,. If k =0, then we say that F is an exact isometry on I

In other words, F is a k-approximate isometry on a subspace I' if for every normalised |¢) € T,
(W|FTF ) € [1 —k,1+x].

The final ingredient we will need is a way to “reset” the post-selection factor a of a block encoding of
an approximate isometry F' on a subspace I to @ =~ 1. This can be accomplished using oblivious amplitude
amplification [BCC™14]. However, since F is an approximate, not an exact, isometry, and F only behaves
this way on a subspace, we cannot use the result of [BCC'14] directly. However, we can show that the
following robust version of oblivious amplitude amplification holds for block encodings of approximate
isometries. We defer the proof to Appendix A.

Lemma 7.10 (Robust oblivious amplitude amplification). Let J be an (a,€,a)-block encoding of an operator
W that is a k-approximate isometry on a subspace I. Let I = I ® |0%)(0%| denote the projector onto the
ancilla qubits of the block encoding being zero, let L =2I1—1I and let S = —JLJ'L. Then for all { € N and
all |¢p) €T,

Hst|oa> 16) — sin((2¢+ 1)6) [0%) W | ) H < cos((20+1)8) + O (kT )
where 6 = arcsin(a ™).
With these ingredients at hand, we can now prove our Algorithmic Uhlmann’s Theorem.

Proof of Theorem 7.4. Assume for now that the state families (|, ))n, (|¢n))n are in statePSPACEy, i.e. they
can be synthesized exactly in quantum polynomial space; we will handle the approximate case at the end.
Let D, = 2P°Y(") denote the dimension of |i,,) , |@,), and let D and D denote the dimensions of the first
and second registers, respectively, so that D,, = D,,1 DS,Z).

By Lemma 6.2, the amplitudes of the states |,),|¢,) are PSPACE-computable, and as a result the
entries of the matrices [,,)(0],|0){¢p,| are PSPACE-computable, too. Therefore, by Lemma 3.2 for all poly-
nomials p(n) there are (@, €1, poly(n))-block encodings A, of |¢,)(0| and B, of |0){¢,| that are computable
in pureUnitaryPSPACE, where a; = D, and €; =27 Lemma 3.5 implies a (a2, €2, poly(n))-block en-
coding E, of |y,)(¢,| that is computable in pureUnitaryPSPACE, where @ = af and € = 2aj€;. By
Lemma 3.8, there exists an (a3, €3, poly(n))-block encoding F;, of

Ry = Tra([Yn)(¢nl)
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computable in pureUnitaryPSPACE where a3 = D,(f)cxz and €3 = 2D£,1)62.

At this point, we would like to apply the sgn function (or rather its polynomial approximation) to the
block encoding of R,,. Unfortunately, our tools for applying polynomials (in particular, Lemma 3.14) require
a block encoding of a Hermitian matrix, but R, is not Hermitian. We therefore employ the construction from
Lemma 7.8 and define the unitary

G =|0)1|@F +[1)0|®F, .

It is straightforward to see that G, is a (1, &4, poly(n))-block encoding of the matrix

0= — (10)(1| @ R+ [1)0] @R, ). (72)

1
=

K

for e4 = 2e3/@3. Let k > 27 Ply(n) {5 be chosen later and let Pjgn denote the degree-d = O<M>
polynomial approximation to the sign function from Lemma 2.10. Using Lemma 3.14, we obtain a
pureUnitaryPSPACE-computable (s, €5, poly(n))-block encoding H,, of P,*"(Q,) where @s = O(logd) and
€s = O(asd\/€).

We can connect a block-encoding of P;#"(Q,) to a block-encoding of P,*"(R,) (where P;*" is again
applied to the singular values of R,, see Equation (7.1)) by means of Lemma 7.8, which implies that H,, is a
(as, €s,poly(n))-block encoding of

0)(1|@W, + [1)(0] @ W,
where W, = P (Ry/a3). Now let J, = (X ® I)H, where X is the single-qubit bit-flip operator acting on the
first qubit; thus J, is a (s, €5, poly(n))-block encoding of

(X @ 1P (Qn) = [0)(0] © Wiy + [1){1] 0 W,

where W, = Pjgn (R,/a3). Viewing the first qubits as part of the ancilla register of the block encoding, we get

that J, is a (s, €5, poly(n))-block encoding of W,, and furthermore J, is pu reUnitaryPSPACE-computable.

We now want to apply Lemma 7.10 to J,,. For this, we define I';, to be the span of right singular vectors of
R, /a3 whose corresponding singular value is at least k. We then claim that W, is a k-approximate isometry
on the subspace I',,. To see that this is the case, let ULV denote the singular value decomposition of R,,/as3.
Since W, = U Psgn (Z)V7, the right singular vectors of R, /a3 whose singular values are at least x will now
have associated singular values in the interval [I — «, 1+ «| due to the guarantees of the polynomial Pjgn
given by Lemma 2.10.

This means that J, is a pureUnitaryPSPACE-computable (as,e€s,poly(n))-block encoding of the -
approximate isometry W, on the subspace I',,. Observe that we can turn this into a pureUnitaryPSPACE-

computable (a5, €s,poly(n))-block encoding of W with a5 =1/sin <m) for some integer £ € IN. To

see this, note that by tracking as through the proof, if follows that as is PSPACE-computable; therefore we

can classically compute the smallest a5 > a such that a§ = 1/sin (%) for some ¢ € IN. Then, we can
modify our block encoding J, by appending an additional ancilla qubit on which J,, acts as a (very small)
single-qubit rotation R such that (0| R|0) = @s/a5 < 1. To ease the notation, for the rest of the proof we

will simply assume without loss of generality that J,, is a pureUnitaryPSPACE-computable (as, €5, poly(n))-

block encoding of W with as = 1/sin (m)
For these values of @s, £, and 6 = arcsin(a ') as in Lemma 7.10, sin((2¢+1)8) = 1 and cos((2¢+ 1)) =

0, so it follows from Lemma 7.10 that for any |y) € I,

|10y 10) =109 W 16) |, < s (13)
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for K, = S*J, @’ = poly(n) and €5 = O (¢/k T €5) as in Lemma 7.10. Since J and L are pureUnitaryPSPACE-
computable, it follows that K}, is pureUnitaryPSPACE-computable, too.

Our unitaryPSPACE algorithm for the Uhlmann Transformation Problem associated with {[x), g }
and (|¢n)p g,) is the family of unitaries {K,},. ~We have already shown that this family is
pureUnitaryPSPACE-computable and from the construction is is clear that K;, does not act on A, as required.
To conclude the proof, we need to evaluate how well K, solves the Uhlmann Transformation Problem with
respect to the state pair (|¢,), |¥n)), i.e. we need to find an upper bound on

ia, @ Kalenine, 107} g, = W) a e, 100, |
=229 (| (07 (In, © K2 1) 0))

<2- 2F(pn70-n) +2‘ (%\ <Oa,’ (IAn ®Kn) ‘90n> ’Oa,> - F(pmo'n) > (7.4)

where R, contains the @’ = poly(n) qubits used by K, as ancillas.
By the triangle inequality:

(al (07 I(IA ©K) ) |07) = F(pn, o)

< | Wal (07 (U, @ K 00) 10°) = (Wl (0| (I, © W) i) 10°) | + | 1l 07 (I, & W) ) [0°) = (1, 7)

< | Wl (07 U, @ K~ In, @ Wa) g0} [0) | + O(D V)

‘ | (In, @ Ky — In, @ W,)TIr, |@n) [07) M Wl (07| (In, ® Ky — In, @ W)L, |@0) [0)) (+0 DVask)

where the second inequality follows from Lemma 7.7, and for the second inequality we have introduced
the projectors I, onto the subspace I, and I, onto the orthogonal complement and used the triangle
inequality.

We bound the first and second term in the last line separately. For the first term, define |¢,) =
I, [¢a) / [TIr, [¢a)l,- Since TIr, [ga)ll, < 1.

(Wl (0 (U, © K= In, @ W), o) 10°) | < | Wl (07 (U, © K= In, @ W) I 07|

H In, @Ky —In, @ Wp) | @) |07

‘SEG
2

by Equation (7.3). For the second term, we observe that (Ia, ® K, — Ia, ® Wn)ﬁrn does not act act register
A, and II, only acts on register B, so

(Wl (O (I, © K= I, © W), L) [0 | < [T | (K, = Wa) (71, Te, 1) 0] 0 10)(0” e, )|

n|| - HI:IF,,TTA,,H‘PnM‘ﬁnH Hl

by Holder’s inequality [Bhal3, Corollary IV.2.6]. Since K, is unitary and W, has spectral norm O(1) (due
to the boundedness of P,*"), the first factor is O(1). The second factor is equal to a3||R,IIr,||; which by
definition is equal to the sum of the singular values of R, that are less than a3«. Since there are at most DE,Z)

such singular values, we have that this is at most O (Dg,z)ay() .
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Inserting these two bounds, we get that

(O] (Wal (I @ K1) |0) | @) — F(omy o) | < O((DS + D )er3k) + €6 < O(Dyersk) + €6 -

We can simplify the error terms by noting that for sufficiently large as we have ¢ = O(as) Furthermore,
as = O(log(1/k)). Choosing k = €5 > 2PV () we get that

€6 = O(l\/k+€)=0(y/elog(1/es)).
Similarly, recalling that
a3 =DM ay =DV} = DV D? < D,

we get that O(D,a3k) = O(Dies). Tracking €5 through the proof, we see that for any given polynomial g(n),
we can find a (larger) polynomial p(n) such that setting €, = 2-7(") yields a value of €5 such that

O(y/&log(1/es)) + O(Dies) <2711

for sufficiently large n.
Inserting this into Equation (7.4), we get that

! ! 2 _
[1a, Kalind o, 100, = 1,100, |, = 201 =P+ 27

This completes the proof for the case where the states |, , |¢,) are in statePSPACE,.

To handle the case when the states |,,), @), can only be synthesized up to error §(n), we perform the
same analysis for the family (|¢/),))s., (|¢},))n € statePSPACE, such that |y,) and |¢),) (resp. |¢,) and |¢),))
are 6(n)-close, and then use the triangle inequality to deduce that
2
‘ +0(5(n)). 0

7@ K103 ) — 10} | < [[r K0} 2 — 10} 1)
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A Robust oblivious amplitude amplification

In this section we prove Lemma 7.10. Before doing so, we first present a utility lemma about embedding
almost unitary matrices in unitary matrices.

Lemma A.1 (Embedding almost-unitary matrices). Let A € L(C?) be such that (1—6)1 <X < 1. Let
A =UXV" denote its singular value decomposition. Let B=U~/1— X2V . Then the matrix

Ag = <‘; _AB> = |0)(0] @A — [0)(1] @ B+ [1)(0] @ B+ [1)(1| © A

is unitary and furthermore satisfies for all |¢) € C¢

110) Ale) —A0]0) ) [l < O(V5)
110)A" |¢) —A§10) [¢) [l < O(V3) .

Proof. 1t is easy to verify that Ag is unitary. To show the “furthermore” part, we calculate

S

110)A[¢) — Ao [0} |¢) [l2 = [[[1) @ B[@) [l < [|Bllec < |V 1= E?]|en -

The minimum singular value of ¥ is at least 1 — 6. Thus ||v/1 — 22| is at most /1 — (1 — )2 < O(\/6) as
desired. The calculation for the AT, Ag case is identical. |

Next, we recall the non-robust version of oblivious amplitude amplification from [BCC"14]. The fol-
lowing is essentially a rephrasing of [BCC' 14, Lemma 3.6] in terms of block encodings. Here we write the
ancilla qubits of the block encoding as the first register to match the notation of [BCC*14].

Lemma A.2 (Exact oblivious amplitude amplification). Let Jy be an («,0,b)-block encoding of an operator
W that is an (exact) isometry on a subspace T. Let TIy = |0°)(0°| ® I denote the projector onto the ancilla
qubits being zero, let Ly = 211y — I, and let Sy = —JOLOJgLO. Then for all ¢ € N and all |¢) €T,

|60107) 1) = sin((2¢+ 1)6) [0°) W |) || = cos((2¢+ 1))

where § = arcsin(a ™).

Proof. The proof is nearly identical to that [BCC™* 14, Lemma 3.6], but we briefly describe the modifications
one needs to make to the proof of [BCC* 14, Lemma 3.6] for the sake of completeness. For any state [) € T,
we have that

1 1
Jol0%)1y) =~ 10) W)+ 1 - — @)
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for W |/) a normalised state (because W is an isometry on I" and |) € ') and a state |®) such that
Iy |®1) = 0. The only difference to the starting point in [BCC*14] is that the above equation only holds
for [y) € I, not all |y).

With this, we can follow the steps of the proof of [BCC' 14, Lemma 3.7] unchanged, except that we
need the additional property that the subspace I is invariant under the operator Q defined in [BCC' 14,
Eqn. (12)]. This is easily seen to hold because in our case, we have Q = %WTW by the definition of block
encodings. With this, the calculation in [BCC' 14, Eqn. (13)] allows us to conclude that Q acts as a scalar
multiple of the identity on the subspace I'. Then, the remainder of the proofs of [BCC* 14, Lemmas 3.6 and
3.7] goes through unchanged. ]

We can now prove Lemma 7.10 via reduction to the non-robust version Lemma A.2.

Proof of Lemma 7.10. Let J be the (a,€,b)-block encoding of an operator W. Let AL, denote the span
of the right singular vectors of W whose corresponding singular values are in [1 — «, 1 + «]. Let I" denote
a subspace of Aj1,. Thus W is a k- approximate isometry on I'". Let W =UxV' denote its singular value
decomposition and write B

W =U(Zin+Zour)V'

where ¥;, denotes only the diagonal entries of X that are in the interval [1 —«, 1 +«], and £,,, = £ — X,
Define the matrix
W= U(Sgn(zin) =+ Zout)VJr

where sgn(X;,) denotes rounding all positive diagonal entries to 1 and keeping the zeros at zero. It is easy
to see that

W —W|l.. <x, (A1)

and furthermore, W is an (exact) isometry on the subspace I'.
Define the matrix J' to be J except the top left corner is replaced by W. In other words:

1
J =~ 00| @ W + (J—HJH)
@
where IT= |0?)(0%| ® I. Note that

HJ 7

- H— (0°[710% |

sl ol
<(k+e€)/a

Define J” = ﬁ] "for B = (k+€)/a. Using the triangle inequality and 1 —

‘ oo

1+,8 < B, we get that ||J —J"|| <

B+pB(1+p) < 3B for B < 1. Since J is unitary, its singular values are 1, so the singular values of J” are in
the interval [1 —3p,1].
We then apply Lemma A.1 to obtain a unitary Jy that has J” at its top left corner:

(0|21 Jo(j0)y@1)=J".
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Note that Jy is a (,0,b)-block encoding of W, where y = a(1+ ) = a + k + € and now the ancilla space
is b = a+ 1 qubits. We apply Lemma A.2 with b = a+ 1 to get that for all |¢) € T,

60107 19) = sin((2¢+ 1)86) 10") W I6) || = cos((2¢+ 1)60)

where 6 = arcsin(y~!). We can bound the difference between cos((2¢+ 1)6y) and cos((2¢+ 1)) as fol-
lows. Using that the derivative of cosine is at most 1 everywhere,

|cos((2041)0) —cos((20+1)8p)| < O(L- |60 — b)) .

Since @ = arcsin(e@ ') and 6y = arcsin((@ +«+¢€)~!) = arcsin(a~! —n) wheren =o' — (@ +k+€)" ! =
O((k+¢€)/a?) = O(B/a), we get that |§ — 6y| < O(B/a). Therefore, we obtain

Hs{;Jo 107 ) — sin((2¢+ 1)60) |07) W |¢) H — cos((20+1)6) + O(¢B/a) . (A2)
As a second step, we will show that
560107 10— 1057 [0) I8 | < O(¢/B). (A3)
For this, we employ a hybrid argument. By the triangle inequality:
[s6010) 16) — 10)5710%) 93| < |50 107} 18) — 5510} 119y |

-1
+ Y [[857410) 847104 1) — 5575 j0) 8110 )
k=0

Since Sf) is a unitary, the first term can be bounded as follows:
560107 16— S510) 7102 | = |[J0107) 1) — 10).110%) I8 | < || 10} I8} — 10" 10%) g} | + " = . .
The first term on the right hand side is at most O(/B) by Lemma A.1, and the second term is at most O(S3)

as argued previously.
To bound the terms in the sum, we first use that Sg_k_l is unitary, so

[56710) $4710%) 8} — 557410y 5°41710%) ) | = |5 10) — 10).$)5%710) 1) |

(Note that despite what this compact notation might suggest, of course Sy does not just act on the first qubit,
but the entire state.) Abbreviating |8) = S¥J|0%) |¢), this can be bounded as

| 50100~ 10)5)16) | = || oLosiiol0) ~ 0} s L) 6) |
= |[WoLos§ 10) = 10}sLs )L 6) |

< ||tozosg 10) ~ 10 20" )10y | + O(V/B)
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where in the second line we used that Ly = |0)(0| ® L, and in the third line we used that ||J —J” || < O(\/B).
Again using the triangle inequality and unitary invariance of the norm, we have

| oo 10) =102 )L 0) |
<510y~ 10) Uy DLlo) || + || zo 0} ~ 0y L)) LI} |
+|o10) = 10y 200) L1} | = O(+/B)

because the first and third terms are bounded by ||J —J"||. < O(y/B), and the second term is equal to 0
because Ly |0) = |0) L. This show that Equation (A.3) holds.
As a third step, we bound

H sin((2¢41)80) |0°) W ) — sin((2¢+1)6) |0°) W |¢) H < O((B)a)+. (A4)

This holds because we can first switch 6 to 6 inside the sine function using the same argument we used
for Equation (A.2), incurring an error O(/8/a). Then we can switch W to W, incurring an error « due to
Equation (A.1).

Combining Equation (A.2), Equation (A.3), and Equation (A.4) using the triangle inequality and keep-
ing the asymptotically dominant error term, we find that

Hsmoa> |6) — sin((2¢ + 1)8) [0°) W | ) H < cos((20+1)8) + O(¢+/B) + k
=cos((20+1)0) + O ((Vk+€)

B Details of SDP for stateQIP protocols

In this appendix, we give a formal description of the SDP for stateQIP protocols described in Section 5.3.
We focus on the primal form of the SDP as neither our Algorithm 1 nor our analysis requires the dual form.
As in Section 5.3, we will be considering the intermediate states of the protocol on the message register and
the verifier’s private register, i.e. the states PMiWos PM{Wy 5 - s PMW, 13 PMIW, » where we set M| = ZS to
ease the notation. Recall from Section 5.3 that our SDP needs to incorporate the following constraints (for
some ¢ = ¢(n), where we drop the n-dependence as we consider n fixed for the purposes of constructing the
SDP):

(1) pr>0and Tr[pR] =1forallR e {MiWi—17 Mi/Wi}i:I

----- re

@) praw, — P (o, 1) =0 for i =1,
(3) Tru [ngwi} —Trm,,, [om,w,] =0fori=1,...r—1.

@) pw, =10...0)(0...0lyy,.

(5) Te{|1)(1],p2) = c.
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We need to write these constraints in the required form ®(A) = B of an SDP. For this, we need to
combine that different states pm,w,, PMW, 5 - s PMW, 1 PMIW, into one large operator A. There are two
ways to do this: we could take either a direct sum or a tensor product of all the intermediate states. Both
options work. The direct sum will result in a smaller SDP (as the dimensions of the intermediate states are
added, not multiplied), while the tensor product will be slightly more convenient to work with. Since the
size of our SDP is anyway exponential, an additional exponential factor in the size does not bother us, so we
combine the states with a tensor product.

Concretely, we consider A € L (®rerR), where the tensor product is over R := {M;Wi_1,MiW;}i—;
As explained in Section 5.3, this will contain two copies of most of the individual registers involved (e.g. two
copies of M1, Wy, etc). We use the notation Tr\gr[A] to denote the partial trace over everything except
registers R for R € {M;W,_1, Mi’Wi}.22 We now need to write the constraints (1) - (5) as linear constraints
on A. To this end, we define the following linear maps and matrices, which implement the constraints (1) -
(5) above:

(1) T (A) = Tr[A] and B = 1 (interpreted as a 1 x 1 matrix). Note that the condition pg = Tr\r[A] >0
is implied by A > 0 (which is a condition on A in any SDP feasibility problem) and the constraint
Tr[A] = 1 implies the constraints Tr[Tr\g[A]] = 1 forall R € R, so I(V(A) = BW enforces constraint
(1) from above.

@ TP(A) = Tr\wwsy [A] — @c, (Tr aw; 1)[A]) and B> = Oy, for i = 1,...,r. Here, Oy, denotes
the square all-0 matrix of size dim(M!W;) x dim(M;W;).

() T (4) = Toog [ T g AT — T, [Trwiﬂwi)[Au and B = O, fori=1,....r— 1.
(4) TO(A) = Trw, [Tr\w,w, 4] and B4 = [0...0)(0... Ol

(5) TO(A) = Tr[(idw,s ® [1){(1|2)Tr\ (myw,)[A]] (recalling that My := ZS) and B®) = ¢ (interpreted as a
1 x 1-matrix).
By construction, it is clear that these linear constraints of the form I'(A) = B together implement the desired
constraints (1)-(5).
We now need to combine them into one linear operator @ and one matrix B. We can do so simply by
taking a direct a sum. To ease the notation, for this we relabel the linear constraints above as @) and BU)
(according to some arbitrary numbering scheme) so that

; 2
{CI)(J)}].:1 ..... 2r+2 — {F ; l( )7F,(/ 7 }l 1.,i'=1,....r—1
and {B(j>}j:1 ..... ari2 = {BY ,(2)73,(/)73(4 B il =1, 1 -

These are the linear maps and matrices referred to in Section 5.3. We can combine these constraints by

defining
D(A) = 1 ®U) d B= ! J

for some normalisation factor N = O(r) that is large enough so that ®* is contracting. (As shown in
Section 5.3, a factor of size O(r) will suffice for this.) Then, the feasibility SDP (®,B) will satisfy the
conditions of Lemma 5.4 as shown in Section 5.3.

22As in Section 5.3, if we use this notation R always has to include sufficiently many registers so that it uniquely specifies one
of the intermediate states, and it is understood that the partial trace then returns the corresponding intermediate state. In particular,
this is the reason for the slightly awkward notation in the implementation of constraint (3) below.
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