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POSITIVITY AND ENTANGLEMENT OF POLYNOMIAL
GAUSSIAN INTEGRAL OPERATORS

RICHARD BALKA, ANDRAS CSORDAS, AND GABOR HOMA

ABSTRACT. We investigate the positivity of self-adjoint polynomial Gaussian
integral operators Kpg, that is, the multivariable kernel kpg is a product of a
polynomial P and a Gaussian kernel kg.

We show that Kpg can be only positive if the Gaussian part is positive.
This has an important corollary for the bipartite entanglement of the density
operators Kpg: if the Gaussian density operator kg fails the Peres—Horodecki
criterion, then the corresponding polynomial Gaussian density operators Kpg
also fail the criterion for all P, hence they are all entangled.

We introduce a new preorder < on Gaussian kernels such that if kg, = kg,
then Kpg, > 0 implies Kpg, > 0 for all polynomials P. Therefore, deciding
the positivity of a polynomial Gaussian operator determines the positivity of a
lot of another polynomial Gaussian operators which have the same polynomial
factor. This preorder has implication for the entanglement problem, too.

We also prove that polynomial Gaussian operators with polynomials of odd
degree cannot be positive semidefinite.

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. History and motivation. The concept of self-adjoint integral operators has
been in the center of mathematical and physical research over the last century.
Fredholm, Hilbert, Mercer, and Schmidt were the first ones who established the
cornerstones of this area [1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6], which is still an active field of research, see
the monographs [7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12]. The foundation of quantum mechanics in the
1920s brought even more attention to the notions of integral operators and infinite
dimensional Hilbert spaces. One of the most important mathematical objects of
quantum information theory and quantum physics is the density operator which is
a positive self-adjoint trace class operator with trace one [13].

Technically, density operators acting on infinite dimensional Hilbert spaces can
be represented by L? kernels in position representation, or equivalently by Wigner
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functions in phase space, or with characteristic functions in another phase space
[14, 15]. Phase space methods were first applied by Weyl, Wigner, Husimi, and
Moyal [16, 17, 18, 19], and they found many applications in mathematics, quantum
chemistry, statistical mechanics, quantum optics and quantum information theory
[ ) ) ) ) ) ) ]

Despite the large literature on integral operators, it is still a very hard problem to
determine the spectrum, and even the positivity of operators in concrete cases. The
positivity check of different models of quantum mechanics has already started in the
1960s with the so-called KLM conditions [26, 27, 28], and later further studies of
trace class operators were carried out [11, 29, 30, 31, 32]. Tt is still an active area of
research to check the positivity of an operator without actually calculating the full
spectrum [12, 33]. The dynamics of the density operator of a subsystem are usually
given by master equations, where evolution in time is governed by partial differential
equations. Usually, a quantum-mechanical system interacts with external quantum
systems and these interactions significantly change the dynamics of the examined
subsystem, causing quantum dissipation and decoherence [34]. A good example
for this phenomenon is the quantum Brownian motion [35, 30], where the master
equations are derived from first principles and they may lead to positivity violations
of the density operator at a later time depending on the external parameters of the
model [37, 38, 39, 40].

At the beginning of modern quantum mechanics a new phenomenon, the quan-
tum entanglement and its complementary notion, the separability emerged [41, 42],
and they still pose serious challenges to both mathematicians and theoretical physi-
cists [13, 44]. In two breakthrough papers, Peres [15] and the Horodecki family [10]
independently found a necessary condition for bipartite separability by checking
positivity after the so-called partial transpose operation, which provides a very
important link between entanglement and positivity. Another important result is
due to Werner and Wolf, who proved (based on a previous work of Simon) that
the Peres—Horodecki criterion is a necessary and sufficient condition of separability
for all bipartite 1 versus n modes Gaussian quantum states [47, 48, 49, 50]. De-
termining entanglement of non-Gaussian density operators in infinite dimensional
Hilbert spaces is an extremely difficult task [51, 52, 53, 54]. Another approach to
the entanglement problem is using so-called witness operators given by Giihne and
T6th [55]. The situation becomes even more complicated if we consider the time
evolution of the entanglement of composite quantum systems [15, 56].

Gaussian kernels occur quite frequently in physics, for example coupled harmonic
oscillators in thermal distribution can be described by Gaussian operators of the
form p = exp ( - Bﬁosc)/ Tr [exp ( — ﬂﬁosc)], if the Hamiltonian operator ﬁosc is
at most quadratic in position and momentum operators [57]. The positivity of a
Gaussian kernel is fully determined by its covariance matrix (see [14]), while the
behaviour of non-Gaussian kernels is more subtle. Our main goal is to consider
more general polynomial Gaussian integral operators, that is, operators whose ker-
nels can be written as a polynomial multiple of a Gaussian, see (1.8) for the precise
definition. Contrary to the Gaussian case, for polynomial Gaussian operators no
finite positivity test is known. Polynomial Gaussian forms appear naturally in
physics. Examples in quantum optics can be found in [58]. Excited states of cou-
pled oscillators in position representation have also this form: polynomial Gaussian
operators can be obtained from those excited states by mixing some of them with
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positive weights [56, 59, 60]. Studying the entanglement of the above composite
system with the Peres—Horodecki criterion translates to checking the positivity of a
polynomial Gaussian operator. Our strategy is to prove results about the positiv-
ity of polynomial Gaussian operators, which can be translated to the language of
entanglement by the Peres—Horodecki criterion. The entanglement problems have
already found several applications in various disciplines e.g. quantum chemistry
[61], quantum information theory [(62, (3], quantum optics [58], quantum commu-
nication [64] and quantum computers [65]. A recent mathematical breakthrough
[66, 67] in the area of quantum computational complexity provides connection to the
areas of quantum information, operator algebras, and approximate representation

theory; in particular it solves Tsirelson’s problem [68] from quantum information
theory, and the equivalent Connes’ embedding problem [69] from the theory of von
Neumann algebras. For the above problems see also [70], where it is stated that

“finite dimensional quantum models do not suffice to describe all bipartite corre-
lations”, emphasizing the role of operators acting on infinite dimensional Hilbert
spaces. This wide applicability and connections between different areas served as a
source of inspiration for us, too.

1.2. Theoretical background. We denote by L? (R") the Hilbert space of the
complex-valued square integrable functions defined on R™ with the scalar product’
(f,9) = [gn f(x)g*(x) dz, where 2* denotes the complex conjugate of z. A kernel
k € L*(R?") defines a Hilbert-Schmidt integral operator &: L? (R") — L? (R") by
the formula

(1.1) @) @) = [ ks ) dy,

see e.g. [71, 72]. We call & self-adjoint if # = Rf. For continuous kernels & this
is equivalent to the property that x(y,z) = x*(z,y) for all z,y € R™. We say
that % is positive semidefinite if (Rf, f) > 0 for all f € L*(R"); we also use the
notation Kk > 0. If ¥ is positive semidefinite, it is necessarily self-adjoint. Every
Hilbert-Schmidt integral operator is compact, that is, the closure of the image of
the open unit ball under the operator is compact, see e.g. [73]. Therefore, it has
only countably many eigenvalues {;}52,, see [73, Theorem 4.25]. The eigenvalue
equation of K is a Fredholm-type integral equation

(1.2) /n K(x,y)¢i(y) dy = Nigi(w), where ¢; € L*(R™).

We say that the operator & is trace class if >°;° |A;| < oo; in this case we define
the trace of K as

(1.3) Te(R) <37 A
=0
If £ is continuous, then (see [74] and the original [75]) we have the formula

(1.4) Tr(R) = /n k(z,z) da.

The Schwartz space S(R™) is the set of rapidly decreasing smooth functions defined
as follows. A smooth function f: R™ — C satisfies f € S(R™) if for all multiindices

n physics the usual convention is (f, g) = Jon [*(@)g(z) da.
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a=(a1,...,a,) € N* and 8 = (b1, ..., 8n) € N” we have

sup [4° (D )(@)] < o,

TER™
where we use the notation 2% = z{'---2%" and D? = 6161 -+ 9B for more on
Schwartz functions see e.g. [76, Section V.3]. If k € S(R?*") is a Schwartz kernel,
then & is a trace class operator, see [9, Proposition 287] or [74, Proposition 1.1] with
the remark afterwards. Note that in quantum mechanical descriptions of physical
systems our eigenvalues are probabilities. Thus, we say that p is a density operator
if it is positive semidefinite with Tr(p) = 1, so its eigenvalues satisfy \; > 0 and
Y o2 A = 1. For more on Hilbert-Schmidt, compact, and trace class operators see
e.g. [9, 10, 72]. Let x € S(R®") be a continuous kernel such that % is trace class.
The following theorem basically dates all the way back to Mercer [3].

Theorem 1.1 (Mercer). Assume that k € L*(R*") is a continuous kernel. Then

K s positive semidefinite if and only if for all x1,...,xr € R™ and ¢1,...,¢c; € C
we have
k
(1.5) Z cicik(zi, zj) > 0.
i,j=1

For an operator k the Wigner—Weyl transform connects the position repre-
sentation s (x,y) and the phase space representation® W (x,p) such that for all
z,y,p € R"™ we have

(1.6) W(z,p) = ﬁ /Rn exp {—ip"y}r (:c—i— %,w — %) dy,

and the inverse transform is
r+y .
(1.7) K(z,y) = / w (T,p> exp {ip" (x —y)} dp;

for more on these concepts the reader might consult the monograph [8]. Note that
here we used the convention that the Planck-constant satisfies i = 1.

1.3. Statement of results. Let A, B,C € R™*" such that A and C are positive
definite and B is arbitrary. We consider the Gaussian kernel kg: R — C as

ka(z,y) =exp{—(z—y) Az —y) —i(z —y) Bz +y) — (x+y) Cla+y)}.

Let P: R?" — C be a polynomial in 2n variables and define the polynomial Gaussian
kernel® kpg as*

(18) KPG(xvy) ZP(LL',y)FLG(JJ,y).

Since kpg € S(R?™), the operator Kpg is trace class. Note that if Kpg > 0 then P
must be self-adjoint, that is, P(y,x) = P*(x,y) for all z,y € R™.

2If % is a density operator, then W (x,p) is called Wigner function.

3The same terminology was used in [77] in a similar context.

“We could have added the linear term iDT (2 — y) + ET(z 4 y) to the exponent of kg with
some given vectors D, E € R™. However, D does not change the spectrum of Kpg, and E does
not change its positivity, so they are irrelevant to us.
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1.3.1. When the Gaussian is not positive. The following theorem is the main result
of our paper, stating that if a Gaussian operator is not positive semidefinite, then
the corresponding polynomial Gaussians cannot be positive semidefinite, either.

Theorem 1.2. Let P: R?™ — C be a non-zero polynomial and let kg: R>* — C
be a Gaussian kernel. If Kg is not positive semidefinite, then Kpg is not positive
semidefinite, either.

1.3.2. When the polynomial is of odd degree. We show that if a polynomial P is of
odd degree, then no corresponding polynomial Gaussian operator can be positive
semidefinite.

Theorem 1.3. Assume that P: R*™ — C is a polynomial of odd degree, and
kg: R?" — C is any Gaussian kernel. Then Kpg is not positive semidefinite.

The above theorem generalizes [33, Proposition 3.1], where the significantly easier
n = deg P = 1 case was settled. It also explains why polynomial Gaussian operators
with polynomials of odd degree do not really appear in physics.

Let us say that P is reducible to odd degree if there is an index set I C {1,...,n}
such that substituting z; = y; = 0 for all © € [ into P transforms P into a
polynomial of odd degree in 2(n — |I|) variables. Theorem 1.1 easily implies that
applying this transformation to a kernel maps a positive semidefinite operator into a
positive semidefinite one. Therefore, Theorem 1.3 immediately yields the following
generalization.

Theorem 1.4. Let P: R*™ — C be a polynomial which is reducible to odd degree,
and let kg: R?" — C be a Gaussian kernel. Then Rpg is not positive semidefinite.

1.3.3. A useful preorder on Gaussian kernels. We introduce a relation which allows
us to vary the Gaussian part in polynomial Gaussian (and more general) kernels.
Fix a positive integer n, and consider matrices A, B, C € R™*" such that both A and
C are symmetric. Define self-adjoint Gaussian functions § = (A, B,C): R?" — C
as
0(z,y) = exp {—(z —y) Az —y) —i(z —y)" Bz +y) — (z +y) Clz +y)} .

Clearly @ is a kernel in L?(R?") if and only if both A and C are positive definite.
We want to address the following problem.

Problem 1.5. Let 0: R>® — C be a given self-adjoint function and assume that
00(A;, B;, C;) € L2(R?™) fori € {0,1}. When is it true that

EE(A()?BO;OO) ZO — @(AlvBlacl) 20‘?
The following definition and theorem answer this problem completely.

Notation 1.6. Let I, € R™*™ denote the identity matrix. Let G(n) be the set of
triples (A, B, C) such that A, B,C € R™*™ and A, C are symmetric. Let

GT(n) = {(A, B,C) € G(n): A,C are positive definite and §(A, B,C) > 0} .

Definition 1.7. We define a relation (G, =) on G(n) as follows. For two triples
(Ao, Bo, Co), (Al, Bl, Ol) S g(n) we write (Ao, Bo, Co) = (Al, Bl, Cl) if there exists
r > 0 such that

(A1 — AO =+ ’I”In,Bl — Bo, C1 — OO + ’I”In) S g+(n)
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For two Gaussian kernels kg and k1 we write kg < k1 if their defining matrix triples
satisfy (A(), Bo, Oo) j (Al, Bl, Cl)

Remark 1.8. In Definition 1.7 the matrices A; — Ap and Cy — C are symmetric,
so for large enough r the matrices A; — Ao+, and C; —Cy+rl, are both positive
definite, yielding 0(A; — Ag+rl,, By — By, C1 — Co+rl,) € L>(R?"). Theorem 1.15
will imply that if (Ag, Bo, Co) <X (A1, B1,C1), then any choice of r > 0 witnesses it
as long as the matrices A; — Ag+rl, and C1; — Cy+rl, are positive definite. Hence
checking the relation < requires to determine the positivity of a single Gaussian
operator, which can be easily done by calculating the eigenvalues of a 2n x 2n
matrix as we will see in Claim 2.4.

The following theorem states that this is precisely the right definition for us.

Theorem 1.9. For (Ay, By, Cy), (A1, B1,C1) € G(n) the following are equivalent:
(1) (Ao, Bo,Co) = (A1, B1,C1);
(2) for each self-adjoint o: R*" — C if 00(A;, B;, C;) € L*(R*") for i € {0,1}
and 0’9(140, Bo, Oo) > O, then 0’9(141, Bl, Cl) > O,’
(3) for every self-adjoint Gaussian kernel o if 00(A;, B;,C;) € L*(R*™) for
i€ {0, 1} and Ue(Ao,Bo,CQ) >0, then U@(Al,Bl,Cl) > 0.
The next corollary shows how to use this theorem in practice. It states that
deciding the positivity of a single operator determines the positivity of a lot of
other operators as well.

Corollary 1.10. Let a self-adjoint function o: R*" — C and (Ao, By, Co) € G(n)
be given such that o0(Ao, By, Co) € L*(R?"), and consider all triples (A1, B1,C1)
for which (A1, B1,Cy) € L*(R?™). Assume that we have already determined the

positivity of EE‘(AO, By, Cy), then there are two possibilities:
(Z) a\H(Ao,Bo,CQ) >0= 5'\6‘(141,31, Cl) >0 for all (Al,Bl, Cl) > (AQ,BQ, Co),'

(lZ) Ue(Ao,Bo,CQ) Z 0= 0'6‘(141,31, Cl) ;_5 0 for all (Al,Bl, Cl) j (AQ,BQ, Co)
Theorem 1.9 (and directly Fact 4.1) imply that the relation = is transitive, and

clearly reflexive, which makes it a preorder. The following claim describes the
polynomials which define positive operators with any positive Gaussian factor.

Claim 1.11. We have (I,,0,1,) < (A, B,C) for all (A, B,C) € G"(n). Hence for
a self-adjoint polynomial P: R*™ — C the following are equivalent:

(1) PO(A,B,C) >0 for all (A, B,C) € G*(n);

(2) PO(I,,0,1,) > 0;

(3) Zf,j:l cic;fP(:vi,:vj) >0 for all x1,...,2, € R™ and ¢q,...,c; € C.

As it is much easier to check (3) than (1), the above equivalence is especially
useful. We demonstrate this by the following example.

Example 1.12. Let P: R? — R defined as P(z,y) = x‘y™ + 2™y’ with £,m € N.
Then P satisfies Claim (1.11) (1) if and only if £ = m. Indeed, if £ = m then
(3) is clearly satisfied. Assume to the contrary that £ > m. Applying (3) with
c1 =2,c0 =—1, 1 =z, r5 = y and using the notation A\ = % we obtain that

(1.9) 0 < 8™ — 4(zfy™ 4 2™yb) + 2yt T™ = 225 (N — 2)(\™ — 2).

We can choose ,y > 0 such that \™ < 2 < A, which contradicts (1.9).
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Corollary 1.13. Let (A;, B;,C;) € G(n), i € {0,1}. Then
(1) (Ao, By, Co) = (A1,B1,C1) = Ay — C1 > Ay — Co,
(2) A1—01 > AQ_CQ and B1— By is symmetric:> (AQ,BQ,C()) = (Al,Bl,Cl).

Notation 1.14. Let (4;,B;,C;) € G(n), (i = 0,1). We define the equivalence
relation (Ao, By, Co) =~ (A1, B1,C4) such that

(Ao, Bo, Co) = (A1, B1,C1) and (A, B, C1) 2 (Ao, Bo, Co).
The next theorem characterizes the equivalence of the triples (A, B, C) € G(n).

Theorem 1.15. Let (A;, B;,C;) € G(n), i € {0,1}. The following are equivalent:

(1) (Ao, Bo,Co) = (A1, B1,C1),
(2) Ay — Cy = Ay — Cy and By — By is symmetric.

1.3.4. Entanglement. Here we enclose an introduction of entanglement, then we
deduct some consequences of our earlier positivity results. A physical system in
quantum mechanics can be described by a density operator p: H — H acting on
a complex Hilbert space H, see e.g. John von Neumann’s original works [13, 78].
Here we will consider the Hilbert space of square integrable complex functions
H = L? (R"), where n is the number of degrees of freedom in our physical system.
Our indices 1,...,n correspond to variables which might, for example, represent
the location or moment of some particles. We can divide our system to m physical
subsystems by partitioning our index set {1,...,n} into m pairwise disjoint sets
P, ..., P, of sizes di,...,d,,, respectively, where Z;nzl dr, = n. For any k €
{1,...,m} let H;, = L? (RP’“) =~ [2(R%), which is the Hilbert space belonging to
the kth physical subsystem. This partition decomposes H to the tensor product

(1.10) 1= QM.
k=1

For more information on C*-algebras see e.g. [79].

Definition 1.16. Let p: L? (R") — L2 (R") be a density operator and assume
that m physical subsystems are given by an m-element partition P = {Py,..., Py}
of {1,...,n}, and let Hy,...,H,, be the corresponding Hilbert spaces. We call p
separable with respect to P if it can be written as

(1.11) Z ﬁ , where 7; > 0 and ij =1,
Jj=1 k=1 j=1

and p pJ : Hy — Hy, are density operators for all j > 1. We say that p is entangled
with respect to P if it cannot be written as (1.11).

Definition 1.17. Let P and P’ be two partitions of {1,...,n}. We say that P is
a refinement of P’ if for all P € P there is a P’ € P’ such that P C P'.

The definition of separability easily implies the following, which allows us to
prove multipartite entanglement by proving bipartite entanglement for a coarser
two-element partition.

Fact 1.18. Assume that partition P is a refinement of P'. If the density operator p
is separable with respect to P, then it is separable with respect to P’. Equivalently,
if p is entangled with respect to P’, then it is entangled with respect to P, too.
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From now on, we only consider the bipartite case, that is, a 2-element partition
P = {P1, P2} of our index set {1,...,n} with given sizes dy,ds. We consider
the separability of density operators p with respect to P. By varying the indices if
necessary, we may assume without loss of generality that P, = {1,...,d;} and P, =
{d1 +1,...,n}. Recall that the Wigner—Weyl transform (1.6) and its inverse (1.7)
provide the connection between the phase space and the position representations.
If p is separable with respect to P, similarly to (1.11) it can be written in phase
space representation as

W(z,p) = W(z®,pM; 2 p@) = iﬂjW}l) (@, pM) - W]@) (@, p?),
j=1

where m; > 0 and Zjoil m; = 1, and Wj(i) is the phase space representation of the
density operator ﬁj(l)
we used the notation

coming from Definition 1.16 for all ¢ € {1,2} and j > 1, and

T = (xl,...,xn)T, M = (xl,...,xdl)T, and 22 = (:Cd1+1,...,:vn)T;
T
)

T
b= (pla' "7pn)T7 p(l) = (pla' -y Pdy ) and p(2) = (pd1+1;- .- ;pn) .

The partial transpose (PT) in the first partition is a transformation on the Wigner
function as follows, see e.g. [15, 48]:

fpre def
(1.12) W (2, pM; 2@ p®) = W(x,p) = W (2, —pM; 2@ p®).
A similar definition for the partial transpose in the second partition is equivalent
for all practical purposes, see e.g. [55] for more details. In fact, this property

easily follows in the position representation. The following necessary condition of
separability were independently found by Peres [15] and the Horodecki family [16].

Theorem 1.19 (Peres—Horodecki criterion). If p is separable, then W(:v,p) defines
a density operator.

It appears that the another direction of the above theorem also holds if pg is
Gaussian and one set in the partition contains a single element, that is, either
d1 = 1 or do = 1. The following theorem was first proved in the case d; = ds = 1
by Simon [48], and the proof was generalized for the d; = 1 or do = 1 case by
Werner and Wolf [17]. Later Lami, Serafini and Adesso [50] simplified the proof
and summarized the current status of knowledge about this topic.

Theorem 1.20 (Werner-Wolf). Let pg be Gaussian and letd; =1 ordy = 1. Then

pc is separable if and only if Wq(x,p) represents a Gaussian density operator.

The kernel p(x,y) in position representation can be given according to (1.7),
which is separable if and only if we can write it in the following form:

(1.13)  plz,y) = p(a®,yD;2@ y@) = 3" 7,00 (20 y0) o) (22 @),
=1

where m; > 0 and Zj’;l m; =1, and pg-i) is the position representation of the density
operator ﬁj(i) for all i € {1,2} and j > 1, and we used the notation

T = (xl,...,xn)T, M = (xl,...,xdl)T, and 22 = (:Cd1+1,...,:vn)T;

@ = )"

T
Y= un) s v = (v, ya) ", and y Ydy41s- -+ Yn

)
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see e. g. [79, Section 6.3]. The condition Tr(p) = 1 in position representation means

(1.14) / p(z,z)dz = 1.

The PT operation in position representation is given as

(1.15)  pla,y) = p(aD,y ;2 yD) = Gz, y) = p(yD, 205 2? y).
Note that if py denotes the PT operation in the second coordinates then

plx,y) = ply®,2W; 2@ y@) = p* (21, 4Dy 2@ = (5y(z,9))",

and conjugating the kernel does not change the spectrum of a self-adjoint operator,
so the two possible forms of the PT transform are equivalent for our investigation.
For the sake of completeness, here we enclose Theorems 1.19 and 1.20 in position
representation, too.

Definition 1.21. A density operator p is called PPT (positive partial transpose),
if its partial transpose p(z,y) is a kernel of a density operator. A density operator
is called NPT (non-positive partial transpose) if it is not PPT.

Theorem 1.22 (Peres-Horodecki criterion). If p is a separable, then it is PPT.

Theorem 1.23 (Werner—Wolf). Let pg be Gaussian and let di = 1 or do = 1.
Then pg is separable if and only if it is PPT.

Definition 1.24. Let P be a self-adjoint polynomial and pg be a Gaussian density
operator and assume that Ppg is a kernel of a positive operator. Then we can
define the polynomial Gaussian density operator ppg such that its kernel ppg is a
constant multiple of Ppg, see (1.14) for the normalizing factor.

Recall the preorder < from Definition 1.7. The next corollary easily follows from
Theorem 1.9. It means that if we have an NPT polynomial Gaussian operator, then
we can find a lot of others by changing only its Gaussian factor.

Corollary 1.25. Let pg,, pc, be Gaussian density operators with pg, = pa,. Let
P be a self-adjoint polynomial and assume that ppa, and ppa, exist. Then

ﬁPGl is NPT — Z)\p(j,0 1s NPT.

From now on let P be a self-adjoint polynomial and let pg be a Gaussian density
operator such that the corresponding polynomial Gaussian density operator ppg
exists. Theorem 1.2 yields the next corollary.

Corollary 1.26. If pg is NPT, then ppg is NPT as well.
Theorems 1.2 and 1.23 imply the following corollary.
Corollary 1.27. Ifdy =1 or ds =1 and pg is entangled, then ppg is entangled.

The following problem asks whether Theorem 1.23 can be generalized to poly-
nomial Gaussian operators, that is, in the dy = 1 or d2 = 1 case the entanglement
reduces to a positivity check.

Problem 1.28. Let dy =1 or do = 1. If ppg is entangled, is it necessarily NPT?
In other words, is it true that ppg is separable if and only if it is PPT?
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1.4. Structure of the paper. We prove Theorem 1.2 in Section 2. First we prove
it in one dimension in Subsection 2.1, then we summarize the knowledge on the
symplectic decomposition of Gaussian operators in Subsection 2.2, and finally we
fully prove Theorem 1.2 in Subsection 2.3 by tracing back the general case to the
one-dimensional result. Section 3 is dedicated to the proof of Theorem 1.3. The
results concerning our preorder will be proved in Section 4, namely Theorems 1.9
and 1.15, Claim 1.11, and Corollary 1.13.

2. WHEN THE (GAUSSIAN IS NOT POSITIVE

The main goal of this section is to prove Theorem 1.2. First we will settle
the one-dimensional case in Subsection 2.1. Then in Subsection 2.2 we recall the
symplectic decomposition for Gaussian kernels, in particular we state Claim 2.4
which will be useful in Section 4, too. Finally, in Subsection 2.3 we trace back the
general case to the one-dimensional result using a symplectic decomposition based
on Williamson’s theorem [30].

2.1. The one-dimensional case. In this subsection we prove the following.

Theorem 2.1. Assume that P: R? — C is a non-zero self-adjoint polynomial and
let kg: R2 — R be a Gaussian kernel of the form

ka(w,y) = exp (—A(x —y)? = C(z +y)?)

such that Kg 1s not positive semidefinite, that is, C > A > 0. Then Kpg is not
positive semidefinite.

Proof. Assume to the contrary that Kpg is positive semidefinite. First we show
that R(z) = P(x,z) is a non-zero polynomial. Indeed, assume to the contrary that
R(z) = P(z,z) =0 for all z € R, then by (1.4) the sum of the eigenvalues equals

to
oo

(2.1) Tr (Rpg) = / kpa(z,z)dx = 0.

— 00
As Kpg is not the zero operator, it has non-zero eigenvalues. Hence Kpg has a

negative eigenvalue by (2.1), which contradicts that it is positive definite.
Now define the polynomial Q: R? — C as

Q(z,y) = P(x,—x +y) + P(—z +y, ).

As Q(z,22) = 2P(z, x), it follows that @ is not the zero polynomial. Therefore, we
can fix € € R such that Q(z, €) is a non-zero polynomial of x. Applying Theorem 1.1

for kpg withn =1, k =2, ¢c; = 1, and ¢c; = —1 implies that for all 1,22 € R we
have
(2.2) kpa(®1, 1) + kpa(®2, r2) > kpa(@1, 2) + kpa (w2, 21).

Substituting 1 = x and x2 = ¢ — x into (2.2) and using the notation

(2.3) E(z) = exp (4(A — C)2* — 4Aex + (A + O)e?)
we obtain that for all z € R we have
(2.4) E(z) [R(z) + R(e — z) exp(8Cex — 4Ce®)| > Q(w,¢).

The term 4(A — C)z? in (2.3) and A — C < 0 imply that the left hand side of
(2.4) tends to 0 as ¢ — co0. As Q(z,¢) is a non-zero polynomial of z, the limit
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lim Q(x,e) # 0 exists, because @ is either constant or the limit is 400 or —oo.
xr—r0o0
These and (2.4) imply that

(2.5) lim Q(z,¢) <O0.

100
Now consider the kernel

T(2,y) = zyrpa(T,y).
As kpg satisfies the Mercer-type inequalities (1.5), so does 7. Therefore, similarly

to (2.2) for all 1,22 € R we obtain that

(2.6) (21, 21) + 7(22, 22) > T(21, 22) + T(T2, 27).

Substituting z; = z and z2 = ¢ — x into (2.6) yields that for all z € R we have
(2.7)  E(z) [v°R(z) + (¢ — z)?R(c — z) exp(8Cex — 4Ce?)] > 2(e — 2)Q(x, €).
The term 4(A — C)2? in (2.3) and A — C < 0 imply that the left hand side of

(2.7) tends to 0 as ¢ — oo. Since lim z(e — x) = —o0, inequality (2.5) yields
T—r 00

lim z(e — 2)Q(z,€) = 400, which clearly contradicts (2.7). O

Tr—r00

2.2. Symplectic decomposition and Williamson’s theorem. The results of
this subsection are known, but we will need them in Subsection 2.3 and also in
Section 4. Recall that our Gaussian kernel kg : R?® — C is of the form

ka(z,y) =exp{—(z —y)"Alx —y) —i(z —y) "Bz +y) — (x +y) " Clz +y)},

where A, B,C € R™"*" such that A and C are positive definite and B is arbitrary.
It is well known that in dimension 1 the operator k¢ is positive semidefinite if and
only if A > C > 0, see e.g. [33] where even the eigenfunctions are calculated.

Calculating the Wigner—Weyl transform of k¢ (see [31, (2.18) and (2.19)] with
a slightly different terminology) yields the following formula in the phase space:

(2.8) We(z,p) = cgexp {—v"Gv},
where ¢ = 277 3" (det C)2 (det A) "2, and v = (z,p)T, and

_ (4C+BTA'B  1BTA!
(2'9) G= ( %A_lB iA_l

is a symmetric, positive definite® real 2n x 2n matrix®. Define the 2n x 2n matrix

0 I
°= (5 6)

where I,, is the n X n identity matrix and 0 is the n X n zero matrix. A 2n x 2n
real matrix S € Sp(2n,R) is called symplectic if it satisfies STQS = Q.

For the following important theorem see [9, Theorem 215], which states that
applying a symplectic transform in the phase space does not change the spectrum
of the operator.

5For the positivity of G one can simply check that vTGwv > 0 for all v € R2"; it also follows from
the fact that the Wigner-Weyl transform maps L2(R?™) to L2(R?™), so W is square integrable.
6In the literature G~ ! is called the Gaussian covariance matriz.
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Theorem 2.2 (Weyl correspondence). Assume that k € L*(R?™) and W is its
Wigner—Weyl transform, and let S € Sp(2n R) be a symplectic matriz. Then the
operator correspondmg to W oS equals S=1%S with some operator” S note that Kk
and S—1RS are in the same conjugacy class.

The following theorem is due to Williamson [30], see also [14, Subsection 3.2.3],
[9, Theorem 93], or [10, Theorem 8.11].

Theorem 2.3 (Williamson’s theorem). Let G € R?*"*2" be a symmetric, positive
definite matriz. There is a 2n x 2n symplectic matria® S € Sp(2n,R) such that

e (MO
(2.10) S GS_(O A)

where A is the n x n diagonal matrix

H1
A =
fin
Furthermore, pu, are positive and £y, are the eigenvalues’ of the matriz M = iGS).
By Theorem 2.3 we can diagonalize G from (2.9) with a symplectic matrix, that
is, there is a symplectic matrix S € Sp(2n, R) such that (2.10) holds. We apply the
linear transformation (2/,p’)T = ¢’ = Sv in the phase space; by Theorem 2.2 this

does not change the spectrum of Kg. Now (2.8) and (2.10) imply that the linear
transformation v — Sv yields the product formula

Wa(2',p') = ca [ We, (@t ph),
k=1

where

(2.11) We, (x,p) :exp{—uk(:zr2—|—p2)} .

The inverse Wigner transformation (1.7) allows us to factorize our kernel in position
representation as

(2.12) ra(@y) = ca [ rew(@h vi),
k=1

where (2.11) yields

1
w2 1 bk
2.13 = (= _ N2 _ FE 2|
213 e = (Z) ew{- - - Lty
Clearly, ki; > 0 if and only if kg, > 0 for all k, and by (2.13) this is equivalent to
pr < 1forall 1 <k <n. We emphasize this result in the following claim.

Claim 2.4 (Positivity of Gaussian operators). The Gaussian operator Kg is positive
semidefinite if and only if all the eigenvalues py from Theorem 2.3 satisfy py < 1.

"Note that the operator Sis explicitly constructed in [10, 14, 82].
8Note that finding such a matrix S is not easy in practice, see [32] for tackling this problem.
9The reciprocals 1/pu; are called the symplectic eigenvalues of the Gaussian covariance matrix.
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2.3. The general case. Before proving Theorem 1.2 we recall the following notion
tailor-made for our need. Define the partial trace'’ (see [33]) of a kernel k € S(R?")
in the coordinates s, ..., z, as the kernel n € S(R?) satisfying

n($17y1) :/ 5(1'171'2,-. 3 TnyY1,T2, ... 7:En)dx2 e dxn
Rn—1

Fact 2.5. kK and 7 are trace class with Tr(n) = Tr(R), and & > 0 implies 77 > 0.

Proof. As r € S(R*™) implies n € S(R?), we obtain that % and 7 are trace class.
Applying (1.4) for both 77 and &, and using the definition of 1 imply

Tr(n) = /Rn(:bl,:vl)dxl = /n k(z, z) de = Tr(R).

Now assume that & > 0. Let x1,...,2x € R and ¢1,...,¢; € C be arbitrary.
Theorem 1.1 implies that for every u € R"~! we have

k
(2.14) Z cicik(zi, u; j,u) > 0.
ij=1

The definition of 7 and integrating both sides of (2.14) with respect to u imply

k k
*
E cicin(wi, xj) = E cicj/ Kz, u; x5, u) du > 0.
i.j=1 i.j=1 g

Aszy,...,25 € Rand ¢, ..., c, € C were arbitrary, Theorem 1.1 yields 7 > 0. O
Now we are ready to prove Theorem 1.2.

Theorem 1.2. Let P: R?™ — C be a non-zero polynomial and let kg: R>* — C
be a Gaussian kernel. If Kg is not positive semidefinite, then Kpg is not positive
semidefinite, either.

Proof. Assume to the contrary that Kg is not positive semidefinite but kKpg is
positive semidefinite. Recall that kg in coordinate representation is
ke (x,y) = exp{—(z —y)T Az —y) —i(z —y) Bz +y) — (¢ + )" Clz +y)},

where A, B,C € R"*", and A,C are symmetric and positive definite. We will
use the notation and results of Subsection 2.2. We have seen in (2.8) that the
Wigner—Weyl transform of kg is

We(z,p) = cgexp {—v'Gv},
where v = (z,p)T and the constant cg > 0 and the symmetric, positive definite
matrix G € R?"*2" are given there. By differentiation under the integral sign we
obtain that the Wigner—Weyl transform of xpg satisfies
(2.15) Wea(z,p) = Q(x,p) exp { —v" G},
where @ is a polynomial in 2n variables. By Theorem 2.3 we can diagonalize G by
a symplectic matrix S € Sp(2n,R), that is,

A O
T _
(2.16) STGS = (o A),

where A € R™*" is a diagonal matrix with positive diagonal entries p.

10 physics the partial trace operation is applied for kernels of density operators.
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We will apply the linear transformation (2, p’)T = v’ = Sv in the phase space.
By Theorem 2.2 the operator corresponding to Wpg o S has the same spectrum
as Rpg, S0 it remains positive semidefinite. Now (2.15) and (2.16) imply that the
linear transformation v — Swv yields the product formula

Wea(2',p') = Q(z,p) [ [ We. (@, v,
k=1

where

We, (z,p) = exp {—px(z® +p°) } .
We have already calculated the inverse Wigner—Weyl transform (1.7) of the Gauss-
ian part [[,_, Wq,, see (2.8). By differentiating under the integral sign we easily
obtain that our inverse Wigner—Weyl transform only changes by a polynomial fac-

tor, that is, there is a polynomial R in 2n variables such that our kernel in position
representation is

n
H/PG('r/vy/) = R(xlvy/) H e (I;ca y;c)a

k=1
where kg, are the one-dimensional Gaussian kernels calculated in (2.13). As k¢
is not positive semidefinite, and in ki the same factors k¢, appear, we obtain
that there exists k such that Kg, is not positive semidefinite. We may assume
without loss of generality that this k£ equals 1. Now we can define the two-variable
polynomial

n
! / / ! / / ! / / / !
S(Ibyl) :/ . R(xla"-axnaylaxb"'axn) | | ’%Gk(xlka)de'” dxn
R'Vl*
k=2

Consider the partial trace of kpg in the coordinates x5, ..., /,, which yields the
one-dimensional kernel n given by

n(x/layi) = S(xllvyi)’{Gl (xllvyD

By Fact 2.5 the partial trace operator preserves positivity and the trace as well,
so ) > 0 and S is not the zero polynomial. However, n is the product of S and a
one-dimensional Gaussian kernel k¢, such that K¢, is not positive semidefinite, so
the positivity of 7 contradicts the one-dimensional result Theorem 2.1. (Il

3. WHEN THE POLYNOMIAL IS OF ODD DEGREE

The main goal of this section is to prove Theorem 1.3, but first we need some
preparation. We will need the Fourier transformation F: L?(R?") — L?(R?"), here
we use the convention that for all f € L?(R?") and u,v € R"™ we have

(3.1) F(f)(u,0) = / [ faa)e T ey,

We define the integral transformation £ for polynomial Gaussian kernels kpg
such that for all u,v € C™ we have

(3.2)  L(kpc)(u,v) = //Rzn rkpc(z,y)exp (—iu" (z —y) —v" (z + y)) dzdy.

In the following lemma we calculate the L-transform of a Gaussian kernel.
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Lemma 3.1. There is a positive constant ¢ = ¢(A, B, C') such that for all u,v € C*
our integral L(ka)(u,v) equals to

T
c-exp l— (%Bc_lv — u) (4A + BC_lBT)71 (%Bc_lv — u) + ivTC_lv

Proof. For a positive definite real matrix M and b € C" the following formula is

well known, see e. g. [34, Section 1.2. Appendix 2] for the proof:
(3.3) / exp [—z" Mz +b"z] dz = r exp (1bTM‘1b>.
n vdet M 4

First we make a change of variables from z,y to r = z —y and R = %ﬂ, note

that the determinant of its Jacobian matrix has absolute value 1. Then using (3.3)
with M; = 4C and by = —2(v +iBTr), and again with My = A + %BC*BT and
by =1 (%BC‘lv - u) we obtain that

L(kg)(u,v) = // exp [—TTAT —2ir"BR — 4RTCR — iu™r — 2vTR} dRdr
R2n

n 1,To1
_ miexp (v v) / exp [—rT (A—i— EBC—1BT> — (lUTC_l?}) r] dr
det(40) . 4 2

)

T
cexp l— (%BC‘lv — u) (4A+BC'B") ™ (%BC_lv _ u) n ivTc—lv

where ¢ = 7" (det (4AC + BC‘lBTC)) _%. This finishes the proof. O

Before proving Theorem 1.3 we also need a couple of facts.

Fact 3.2. Let Q: R?™ — C be a polynomial with 2n real variables.

(i) If Q takes only real values, then all of its coefficients are real;
(i) If Q has real coefficients and deg Q is odd, then Q takes negative values.

Proof. First we prove (i). We can write QQ = Q1 + iQ2, where the polynomials
Q1,Q2: R?™ — R have real coefficients. As Q takes only real values, we obtain that
Q2(z,y) = 0 for all z,y € R™, which implies that Q2 = 0. Then @ = @1, and the
claim follows.

Now we prove (ii). Let d = deg@, which is odd by our assumption. Let us
decompose Q as Q = Q1 + Q2 such that Q1,Q2: R?” — R are polynomials with
real coefficients, and @1 contains all the monomials of Q with degree d. Then clearly
deg Q2 < d and Q; is homogeneous of degree d, that is, Q1 (cz,cy) = c?Q1(x,y)
for all ¢ € R and z,y € R™. Fix zg,y0 € R™ such that Q;(xo,y0) # 0, and let
ro = Q1(xo,yo). Let us define the one-variable polynomial R: R — R as

R(c) = Q(cxo, cyo) = Tocd + Q2 (cxo, cyo)-

As deg Q2 < d, we have deg R = d and its leading coefficient is 1o # 0. As d is odd,
R takes negative values, which implies that @) takes negative values as well. (Il

Fact 3.3. Assume that k € L*(R?") is a self-adjoint kernel such that & is positive
semidefinite. Let g: R™ — C be a continuous function and suppose that the function
7(z,y) = g(x)g* (y)k(x,y) satisfies T € LY(R*"). Then ffR% 7(z,y)dedy > 0.
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Proof. As T € L*(R®"), the integral [[5., 7(z,y) dz dy exists. For positive integers
n define g, : R™ — C such that g, (z) = g(z) if |z| < n and g, (z) = 0 otherwise. As
g is continuous, we have g, € L?(R™). Therefore, the positivity of # implies that
for all n we have

0< //Rz gn()gr (Y)E(z, y) dody — //RQ T(z,y)dzdy
as n — 00, hence [[p., 7(2,y) dzdy > 0 holds. O

Now we are able to prove Theorem 1.3.

Theorem 1.3. Assume that P: R*™ — C is a polynomial of odd degree, and
ka: R?™ — C is any Gaussian kernel. Then Rpg s not positive semidefinite.

Proof. Assume to the contrary that Kpg is positive semidefinite. Recall the integral
transformation £ from (3.2), and note that

exp (—iu’ (v — y) = v (@ +y)) = gun(®)9,,(¥),
where g, (z) = exp(—iuTz — vTz). Thus Fact 3.3 implies that
(3.4) L(kpc)(u,v) >0 forall wu,veR"

We want to calculate L(kpg) by differentiating under the integral sign of L(k¢).
We define the differential operators D; for all 1 < ¢ < 2n such that.

(i —4%) if1<i<n
D= iy
(i + ) fnt1<i<om

For any polynomial R = R(z,y) and 1 <7 < n by Lemma 3.1 we obtain that

(3.5) D;L(Rkg) = L(x;Rkg) and D,y L(Rkg) = L(yiRkg)-
For the polynomial P choose the set Z C N?” such that
P(z,y) = Z a(ky,. .. ko )i - xﬁ”yf"“ R T

Let us define the differential operator P(D) as

PD)= > a(ky,... ken)D}* - DS
(k1,..sk2n)ET
Then (3.5) implies that
(3.6) ﬁ(lip(;) = P(D)E(Iig).

Clearly (D¥'--- D" )L(kg) = Qiy.. kay L(KG), Where Qg,. 1, is a polynomial of
degree exactly k1+- - -+kay,. Therefore, by (3.6) we obtain that there is a polynomial
@ such that deg @ < deg P and

(3.7) ﬁ(lip(;) = Qﬁ(ﬁ@).

As L(kpg) takes only real values, so does @, hence the coefficients of @) are reals
by Fact 3.2 (i). Now it is enough to show that deg @ = deg P. Indeed, assume that
deg @ = deg P. Then by Fact 3.2 (ii) the odd degree polynomial @ takes negative
values, so L(kpg) takes negative values by (3.7) as well, but this contradicts (3.4).
Note that it is unclear yet why deg @ < deg P cannot happen due to cancellations
in the linear combination of the polynomials Q, . k., (k1,..., ko) € Z.
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Finally, we prove deg @ = deg P. Assume to the contrary that deg@ < deg P.
Observe that (3.2) provides an easy connection between the transforms F and L.
Applying this twice with (3.7) implies that

F(kpc)(u,v) = L(kpg) (%(u + ), %(v - u))
(3.8)

_Q( (u + ), %(U—u)) L(ke) (%(u—l—v),%(v—u))
= Q'(u,v)F (k) (u,v),

where Q' (u,v) = Q((u+v)/2,i(v—u)/2),s0 Q' is a polynomial with deg Q' < deg Q.
Now we will take the Fourier transform of both sides of the (3.8). On one hand, by
the Fourier inversion formula we have an absolute constant ¢, > 0 such that

(3.9)  F(F(kpc))(@,y) = curirc(—z, —y) = cn P(—2, —y)kc(—z, —y).

On the other hand, differentiating under the integral sign similarly as earlier and
using the above Fourier inversion formula, we obtain that there is a polynomial Q"
with deg Q" < deg Q' satisfying

(3.10)  F(Q'F(ka))(z,y) = Q"(z,y) F(F(ke))(@,y) = caQ" (2, y)kc(—x, —y).
By (3.8) the Fourier transforms in (3.9) and (3.10) are equal, which yields that
Q" (z,y) = P(—x,—y) for all z,y € R™. However, deg Q" < deg @ < deg P by our
indirect hypothesis, which is clearly a contradiction. This completes the proof. [

4. A USEFUL PREORDER ON (GAUSSIAN KERNELS

One of the main goals of this section is to prove Theorem 1.9, but first we need
some preparation.

Fact 4.1. Let u,v € L*(R?™) be self-adjoint kernels such that [i and U are positive
semidefinite. Then uv € L*(R?™) and v is positive semidefinite, too.

Proof. Clearly uv € L?*(R?*"). By the spectral theorem [72, Theorem 6.2] the
operator i has nonnegative eigenvalues {s;}i>0 with eigenfunctions {f;};>0, and
similarly 7 has nonnegative eigenvalues {t;} ;>0 with eigenfunctions {g;};>0. This
easily implies that the kernels u, v can be written as

wla,y) = sifi(@)fi(y) and v(z,y) =) tig(z)
i>0 j=>0

where the sums converge in L?(R?"). Then clearly

S siti () @) i) (),

k=0i+j=k

where the sum converges in L?(R?"). As the kernels (z,y) — (fig;)(z)(fig;)*(y)
define positive semidefinite operators and s;t; > 0 for all 4, j > 0, we obtain that
Jiv is positive semidefinite. O

Fact 4.2. Let 7 € L?(R?") be a kernel, and let g: R™ — C be a Lebesque measurable
function. Define r: R*™ — C as

k(z,y) = 7(z,9)9(x)g" (y).

If 7 is positive semidefinite and k € L*(R?"), then & is also positive semidefinite.
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Proof. Define h: R™ — R as h(z) = exp(—|g(x)]). Then h is Lebesgue measurable,
and 0 < |h(z)| <1 for all z € R™. Let
F = {P(z)h(z)exp(—|z|?) : where P: R" — C is a polynomial}

then [35, Corollary 14.24 or 14.7 Exercise 10] yields that F is dense in L?(R™).
Now we show that (Kf, f) > 0 for all f € F. Fix an arbitrary f € F. As hg is
bounded, clearly fg € L?>(R"). Then 7 > 0 yields (kf, f) = (7(fg), fg) > 0.
Finally, we prove that (£ f, f) > 0 for all f € L?>(R"). Since F is dense in L?(R™),
there is a sequence f; € F such that f; — f in L*(R"). Clearly (kf;, f;) — (Kf, f),
and we already showed that (Kf;, f;) > 0, thus we obtain (Kf, f) > 0. d

Now we are ready to prove Theorem 1.9.

Theorem 1.9. For (Ay, By, Cy), (A1, B1,C1) € G(n) the following are equivalent:
(1) (Ao, Bo, Co) = (A1, B1,C1);
(2) for each self-adjoint o: R*™ — C if 00(A;, B;, C;) € L*(R?*™) for i € {0,1}
and UH(AQ,BQ, Co) > O then 0'6‘(141,31,01) > O
(3) for every self- adjoint Gaussian kernel o_if U@(AZ,B“C) € L*(R*™) for
i€{0,1} and UG(AO,BO,CO) >0, then U@(Al,Bl,Cl) > 0.
Proof. The implication (2) = (3) is straightforward.

First we prove that (3) = (1). Choose r > 0 such that the matrices —Ag + 71,
and —Cy + rI,, are positive definite, and define

(4.1) o =0(—Ag+rl,,— By, —Co +rl,) € L*(R?").
Then 06(Ag, By, Co) = 0(rI,,0,71,) € L3(R2"), so clearly ¢0(Ag, By, Co) is posi-
tive semidefinite. Furthermore, (4.1) implies that
0'6‘(141, Bl, Cl) = 9(141 — Ao + TIn, Bl — BQ, Cl — Co + TIn) S LQ(RQn)
Therefore, (3) yields that
00(A1, B1,C1) = B(Ay — Ag + 11, By — By, C1 — Co +71,,) > 0
which implies (1) by definition.

Finally, we prove the implication (1) = (2). Let o: R?*" — C be a self-adjoint
function such that of(A;, B;,C;) € L?*(R?*") for i € {0,1} and 06(Ao, By, Cp) is
positive semidefinite. Choose 7 > 0 such that

é\(Al — Ao +rl,,By — By,C1 — Cy + TIn) >0
Let us define the kernels p, v, k € L2(R?") as

n= 09(A07 BOu CO)u

V= 6‘(141 — Ay + rl,, B1 — By, Ci—Cy+ TIn),

R = 0’9(141, Bl, Ol)
Then we have
(4.2) r(,y) = () (2,9)9()g" (y),
where

g(x) = exp (r|zf*).

We need to prove that & > 0. As i > 0 and ¥ > 0, Fact 4.1 implies that gv > 0.
Then (4.2) and Fact 4.2 with 7 = pv yield that & > 0. This completes the proof. O
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Now we are ready to prove Claim 1.11.
Claim 1.11. We have (I,,0,1,) < (A, B,C) for all (A, B,C) € G"(n). Hence for
a self-adjoint polynomial P: R®*" — C the following are equivalent:
(1) PO(A,B,C) >0 for all (A, B,C) € G*(n);
(2) PO(I,,0,1,) > 0;
(3) Zf,j:l cic;fP(a:i,a:j) >0 for all x1,..., 2, € R™ and c1,...,c, € C.

Proof. First we show that (I,,,0,I,) < (A, B,C) for all (4, B,C) € G*(n). Indeed,
let (4,B,C) € G*(n) and r = 1. Then

(A—I,+7rI,,B,C — I, +rlL,) = (4,B,C) € G"(n),
which implies (I,,0,I,) < (4, B, C) by definition.

Now we prove the equivalences. Clearly (1) = (2), and Theorem 1.9 yields
that (2) = (1). Since 0 = 0(I,,0,I,) satisfies 6(z,y) = E(z)E*(y) such that
E(r) = exp(—|z|?), we easily obtain that (2) < (3). O
Notation 4.3. For U,V € R™"*™ we write U > 0 if U is positive definite, U > 0 if
U is positive semidefinite, and U > V if U — V > 0.

Claim 4.4. Let A, B,C € R™*"™ such that A,C are positive definite.

(1) If (A,B,C) € G (n) then A> C;

(2) if A> C and B is symmetric then (A, B,C) € GT (n).
Proof. First we prove (1). Applying Theorem 1.1 for 8 = 6(A, B,C) with k = 2
and ¢; = 1,co = —1 for vectors z and —z we obtain

O(z,z) + 0(—x,—x) > 0(z, —x) + 6(—2x,x),
which easily implies that
2 exp ( — 4:CTC:U) > 2exp ( — 4:CTA:E).

Thus for all x € R"™ we have xT(A —C)z>0,s0 A—C >0, that is, A > C.
Now we prove (2). Note that 6(A, B,C)(x,y) only differs from 6(A4,0,C)(z,y)

by factors of the form f; ;(x)f7;(y), where

fij(x) = exp(—2iBjz;x;) foral 1 <i<j<n.
Since these factors do not change the spectrum, we obtain that 8(A, B,C) € G*(n)
if and only if §(A,0,C) € G (n). Hence we need to prove that 8(4,0,C) € Gt (n).
By Claim 2.4 this is equivalent to the fact that all positive eigenvalues of M = iGS)
are at most 1. We can calculate the characteristic polynomial as
P(\) = det (M — A,) = det (\*I, — A7'C).

Fix A > 1, it is enough to show that the P(\) # 0, for which it is enough to prove
that A\2I,, — A~1C is positive definite. As A > C, we obtain that I, > A~'C, so
NI, — A71C = (W2 = 1), + (I, — A71C) is the sum of a positive definite and a
positive semidefinite matrix, hence it is positive definite. O

Claim 4.4 and the definition of < immediately imply Corollary 1.13.

Corollary 1.13. Let (A;, B;,C;) € G(n), i € {0,1}. Then
(1) (Ao,Bo,Co)j(Al,Bl,Cl) = A —C; ZA()—C(),
(2) Al—C'l > Ao—CO and B1—By is symmetricé (A(),Bo,co) = (Al,Bl,Cl).
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In order to prove Theorem 1.15 we need the following fact.
Fact 4.5. If (I, B, I,,) € G (n), then B is symmetric.

Proof. Assume that (I, B, I,) € G"(n). By Claim 2.4 all positive eigenvalues of
M = iGQ) are at most 1. We can calculate the characteristic polynomial of M as

)
2
It is clear that the constant term of P is P(0) = det(—1,) = (—1)", so by Vieta’s
formula all roots of P are £1, both with multiplicity n according to Theorem 2.3.
This means that P(\) = (A2 — 1)". Let L be the coefficient of A\? in P()\) minus
the coefficient of A\? in (A% — 1)"; clearly L must be 0. Now we will calculate L
in another way. Let N(A) = (A* — 1)I,, — A(i/2) (B — BT). In the determinant
P(X\) = det(N()N)) if the term A\? comes only from the main diagonal, then it has
the same coefficient as the coefficient of A? in (A2 — 1)". As every non-diagonal
element of N()\) is a constant multiple of A, our only other option is to choose —1
from the main diagonal n — 2 times, and if the remaining rows and columns are of
number j and k, then its contribution to L is

P(A) = det (M — Az,) = det [(\> = 1)1, — A= (B—B")|.

(—1)"2 —f(B- -B -)Z(B i — B, )} *ﬂ(B- — By))?
D) ik kj 2 kj Jk - 4 Jk ky) -

We need to sum these for all pairs 1 < k < j < n, which implies that

(=t 2
L=>—— > (Bj—By).
1<k<j<n
As L =0, we have B = By for all 1 <k < j <n, so B is symmetric. O

Now we can prove Theorem 1.15.

Theorem 1.15. Let (A;, B;,C;) € G(n), i € {0,1}. The following are equivalent:
(1) (Ao, Bo, Co) ~ (A1, B1,C1);
(2) Ay — Cy = Ay — Cy and By — By is symmetric.

Proof of Theorem 1.15. Applying Corollary 1.13 (2) twice yields (2) = (1).
Now we prove (1) = (2). By Corollary 1.13 (1) we obtain that 41 —Cy = Ayg—Cb.
Let N = A; — Ag = C1 — Cy and choose r» > 0 such that

(A; — Ag +rl,, By — By,C1 — Co +7l,) = (N +rl,, By — Bo, N +rl,) € Gt (n).
Then (2) = (1) implies that

(N +rl,,By — Bo, N +rl,) ~ (I, By — By, I,),
so (I, B1 — Bo, I,) € G*(n). Thus Fact 4.5 implies that By — By is symmetric. [
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