Estimating distinguishability measures on quantum computers
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The performance of a quantum information processing protocol is ultimately judged by distin-
guishability measures that quantify how distinguishable the actual result of the protocol is from
the ideal case. The most prominent distinguishability measures are those based on the fidelity
and trace distance, due to their physical interpretations. In this paper, we propose and review
several algorithms for estimating distinguishability measures based on trace distance and fidelity.
The algorithms can be used for distinguishing quantum states, channels, and strategies (the last
also known in the literature as “quantum combs”). The fidelity-based algorithms offer novel phys-
ical interpretations of these distinguishability measures in terms of the maximum probability with
which a single prover (or competing provers) can convince a verifier to accept the outcome of an
associated computation. We simulate many of these algorithms by using a variational approach
with parameterized quantum circuits. We find that the simulations converge well in both the noise-
less and noisy scenarios, for all examples considered. Furthermore, the noisy simulations exhibit
a parameter noise resilience. Finally, we establish a strong relationship between various quantum
computational complexity classes and distance estimation problems.
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I. INTRODUCTION

In quantum information processing, it is essential to
quantify the performance of protocols by using distin-
guishability measures. It is typically the case that there
is an ideal state to prepare or an ideal channel to simu-
late, but in practice, we can only realize approximations,
due to experimental error. Two commonly employed
distinguishability measures for states are the trace dis-
tance [Hel67, Hel69] and the fidelity [Uhl76]. The former
has an operational interpretation as the distinguishing
advantage in the optimal success probability when try-
ing to distinguish two states that are chosen uniformly
at random. The latter has an operational meaning as
the maximum probability that a purification of one state
could pass a test for being a purification of the other (this
is known as Uhlmann’s transition probability [Uhl76]).
These distinguishability measures have generalizations to
quantum channels, in the form of the diamond distance
[Kit97] and the fidelity of channels [GLNO5], as well as
to strategies (sequences of channels), in the form of the
strategy distance [CDP08, CDP09, Gutl2] and the fi-
delity of strategies [GRS18]. Each of these measures
are generalized by the generalized divergence of states
[PV10], channels [LKDW18], and strategies [WW19].
The operational interpretations of these latter distin-
guishability measures are similar to the aforementioned
ones, but the corresponding protocols involve more steps
that are used in the distinguishing process.

Both the trace distance and the fidelity can be com-
puted by means of semi-definite programming [Wat13],
so that they can be estimated accurately with a run-
time that is polynomial in the dimension of the states.
The same is true for the diamond distance [Wat09b], fi-
delity of channels [YF17, KW21b], the strategy distance
[CDP08, CDP09, Gutl2], and the fidelity of strategies
[GRS18]. While this method of estimating these quan-
tities is reasonable for states, channels, and strategies

of small dimension, its computational complexity actu-
ally increases exponentially with the number of qubits in-
volved, due to the well-known fact that Hilbert-space di-
mension grows exponentially with the number of qubits.

In this paper, we provide several quantum algorithms
for estimating these distinguishability measures. Some of
the algorithms rely on interaction with a quantum prover,
in which case they are not necessarily efficiently com-
putable even on a quantum computer. In fact, the com-
putational hardness results of [Wat02b, RW05, Wat09c]
lend credence to the belief that estimating these quanti-
ties reliably is not generally possible in polynomial time
on a quantum computer. However, as we show in our
paper, by replacing the quantum prover with a parame-
terized circuit (see [CABT21, BCLK'22] for reviews of
variational algorithms), it is possible in some cases to es-
timate these quantities reliably. Identifying precise con-
ditions under which a quantum computer can estimate
these quantities efficiently is an interesting open question
that we leave for future research. Already in [WZCT21],
it was shown that estimating the fidelity of two quan-
tum states is possible in quantum polynomial time when
one of the states is low rank, and the same is the case
for estimating the trace distance under certain promises
[WGL*22, WZ23]. See also [CPCC20, CSZW22, TV21]
for variational algorithms that estimate fidelity of states
and [CSZW22, LLSL21] for variational algorithms to es-
timate trace distance. It is open to determine precise
conditions under which estimation is possible for channel
and strategy distinguishability measures.

We perform noiseless and noisy simulations of several
of the algorithms provided. We find that in the noise-
less scenario, all algorithms converge, for the examples
considered, to the true known value of the distinguisha-
bility measure under consideration. In the noisy simu-
lations, the algorithms converge well, and the parame-
ters obtained exhibit a noise resilience, as put forward in
[SKCC20]; i.e., the relevant quantity can be accurately
estimated by inputting the parameters learned from the
noisy simulator into the noiseless simulator.

Lastly, we discuss the computational complexity of
various distance estimation algorithms. We prove that
several fidelity and distance estimation algorithms are
complete for well-known quantum complexity classes (see
[Wat09a, VW16] for reviews of quantum computational
complexity theory). In particular, we prove that estimat-
ing the fidelity between two pure states, a mixed state
and a pure state, and estimating the Hilbert—Schmidt dis-
tance of two mixed states are BQP-complete problems.
These aforementioned results follow by demonstrating
that there is an efficient quantum algorithm for these
tasks and by showing a reduction from an arbitrary BQP
algorithm to one for these tasks. Thus, if we believe that
there is a separation between the computational power of
classical and quantum computers, then these estimation
problems are those for which a quantum computer has an
advantage. Several BQP-complete promise problems are
known, including approximating the Jones polynomial



[AJLO6], estimating quadratically signed weight enumer-
ators [KLO1], estimating diagonal entries of powers of
sparse matrices [JW07], a problem related to matrix in-
version [HHL09], and deciding whether a pure bipartite
state is entangled [GHMW15]. See [Zhal2] for a 2012
review of BQP-complete promise problems.

We then prove that the problem of estimating the fi-
delity between a channel with arbitrary input and a pure
state is a QMA-complete promise problem. We show
this by constructing an efficient quantum algorithm, aug-
mented by a single all-powerful prover, to solve this prob-
lem, and by showing a reduction from an arbitrary QMA
problem to one for this task. Lastly, we demonstrate that
the problem of estimating the fidelity between a chan-
nel with separable input and a pure state is QMA(2)-
complete. QMA(2) is the class of problems that can
be efficiently solved when augmented by two all-powerful
quantum provers who are guaranteed to be unentangled
[KMYO01, HM10].

In the rest of the paper, we provide details of the algo-
rithms and results mentioned above. In particular, our
paper proceeds as follows:

1. The various subsections of Section II are about es-
timating the fidelity of states, channels, and strate-
gies. We begin in Section IT A by establishing two
quantum algorithms for estimating the fidelity of
pure states, one of which is based on a state overlap
test (Algorithm 1) and another that employs Bell
state preparation and measurement along with a
controlled unitary (Algorithm 2).

2. In Section II1B, we generalize Algorithm 1 to esti-
mate the fidelity of a pure state and a mixed state
(see Algorithm 3).

3. In Section IIC, we establish several quantum al-
gorithms for estimating the fidelity of two arbi-
trary states. Algorithm 4 generalizes Algorithm 2.
Algorithm 5 generalizes the well-known swap test
to the case of arbitrary states. Algorithm 6 is
a variational algorithm that employs Bell mea-
surements, as a generalization of the approach in
[GECP13, SCC19] for pure states. Algorithm 7 is
another variational algorithm that attempts to sim-
ulate a fidelity-achieving measurement, such as the
Fuchs—Caves measurement [FC95], in order to esti-
mate the fidelity.

4. In Section IID, we generalize Algorithm 4 to a
quantum algorithm for estimating the fidelity of
quantum channels (see Algorithm 8). This algo-
rithm involves interaction with competing quan-
tum provers, and interestingly, its acceptance prob-
ability is directly related to the fidelity of chan-
nels, thus giving the latter an operational meaning.
Later, we replace the provers with parameterized
circuits and arrive at a method for estimating the
fidelity of channels.

10.

11.

12.

13.

. In Section IIE, we generalize the aforementioned

approach in order to estimate the fidelity of strate-
gies (a strategy is a sequence of quantum channels
and thus generalizes the notion of a quantum chan-
nel).

. In Section ITF, we briefly discuss alternative meth-

ods for estimating the fidelity of channels and
strategies, based on the approaches from Sec-
tion ITC for estimating the fidelity of states.

. Section IT G introduces a method for estimating the

maximum output fidelity of two quantum channels,
which has an application to generating a fixed point
of a quantum channel (as discussed later on in Sec-
tion VI).

. In Sections ITH and III, we generalize the whole

development above to the case of testing similarity
of arbitrary ensembles of states, channels, or strate-
gies. We find that the acceptance probability of the
corresponding algorithms is related to the secrecy
measure from [KRS09], which can be understood as
a measure of similarity of the states in an ensem-
ble. We then establish generalizations of this mea-
sure for an ensemble of channels and an ensemble
of strategies and remark how this has applications
in private quantum reading [BDW18, DBW20)].

. We then move on in Section III to estimating trace-

distance-based measures, for states, channels, and
strategies. We stress that these various algorithms
were already known, and our goal here is to in-
vestigate their performance using a variational ap-
proach. In Sections IITA, ITIIB, and IIIC, Algo-
rithms 14, 15, and 16 provide methods for esti-
mating the trace distance of states, the diamond
distance of channels, and the strategy distance of
strategies, respectively.

In Section IIID, we provide two different but re-
lated algorithms for estimating the minimum trace
distance between two quantum channels. The re-
lated approaches employ competing provers to do
S0.

In Section IITE, we generalize the whole develop-
ment for trace-distance based algorithms to the
case of multiple states, channels, and strategies.

In Section IV, we discuss the results of numeri-
cal simulations of Algorithms 4-8, Algorithms 14—
15, and Algorithm 19. We use both noiseless and
noisy quantum simulators and a variational ap-
proach with parameterized circuits.

In Section V, we prove that the problems of eval-
uating the fidelity between two pure states, a
pure state and a mixed state, and evaluating the
Hilbert—Schmidt distance of two mixed states are
BQP-complete (Theorem 12, 13, 14). We then



show that the problem of evaluating the fidelity
between a channel with arbitrary input and a pure
state is QMA-complete (Theorem 16). Finally, we
demonstrate that the problem of evaluating the fi-
delity between a channel with separable input and
a pure state is QMA (2)-complete (Theorem 17).

14. In Section VI, we discuss how Algorithm 10 can
generate a fixed-point state or an approximate
fixed-point state of a quantum channel.

We finally conclude in Section VII with a summary and
some open questions.

II. ESTIMATING FIDELITY

In this section, we propose algorithms for several dif-
ferent fidelity problems. A summary of all algorithms
presented in this section is available in Table I.

A. Estimating fidelity of pure states

We begin by outlining two simple quantum algorithms
for estimating fidelity when both states are pure. A
standard approach for doing so is to use the swap test
[BBD 97, BCWdWO01] or Bell measurements [GECP13,
SCC19]. The approaches that we discuss below are dif-
ferent from these approaches. The first algorithm is
a special case of that proposed in [Wat02b] (see also
[CSZW22]), as well as a special case of Algorithm 3 pre-
sented later. The second algorithm involves a Bell-state
preparation and projection, as well as controlled interac-
tions, and it is a special case of Algorithm 4 presented
later. We list both of these algorithms here for complete-
ness and because later algorithms build upon them.

Suppose that the goal is to estimate the fidelity of pure
states ¥° and ¢!, and we are given access to quantum
circuits U® and U that prepare these states when acting
on the all-zeros state. We now detail a first quantum
algorithm for estimating the fidelity

2
P9t = [(W'y")] (1)
Algorithm 1 The algorithm proceeds as follows:
1. Act with the circuit U° on the all-zeros state |0).

2. Act with UM and perform a measurement of all
qubits in the computational basis.

3. Accept if and only if the all-zeros outcome is ob-
served.

Algorithm 1 is depicted in Figure 1. The accep-
tance probability of Algorithm 1 is precisely equal to
[(0|UTU°|0) |27 which by definition is equal to the fidelity
in (1). In fact, Algorithm 1 is a quantum computational

UO UIT

0)— A

FIG. 1. This figure depicts Algorithm 1 for estimating the
fidelity of pure states generated by quantum circuits U°
and U'. In this, and all following figures, we use the con-
vention that a bold line represents a classical register.

implementation of the well known operational interpre-
tation of the fidelity as the probability that the state 1°
passes a test for being the state .

Our next quantum algorithm for estimating fidelity
makes use of a Bell-state preparation and projection. Its
acceptance probability is equal to

5 (14 VE@P, oh) @)

and thus gives a way to estimate the fidelity through
repetition. It is a variational algorithm that optimizes
over a phase ¢ and makes use of the fact that

max Re[e'” (0[)] = [(¥|y")]. (3)

$€[0,27]

This can be seen from the fact that the optimal phase ¢
picked is such that

ei(b — <¢1|1/10> ) (4)
| (1t 40)]
Let S denote the quantum system in which the states
Y9 and ¢! are prepared.

Algorithm 2 The algorithm proceeds as follows:

1. Prepare a Bell state

1B) 77 = —=(00) v+ [11)v7) (5)

V2

on registers T' and T and prepare system S in the
all-zeros state |0)g.

2. Using the circuits US and UL, perform the following
controlled unitary:

S liYile ® UL (6)

i€{0,1}

3. Act with the following unitary on system T’ :

0 €'¢



Problem

Algorithms

Approach

Comparison

F(,9)

Algorithm 1

State Overlap

Algorithm 2

Bell-State Overlap

Algorithm 1 is simpler than Algorithm 2. Algorithm 2
generalizes in a straightforward manner to testing fidelity
of mixed states.

F(, p)

Algorithm 3

State Overlap

F(po, p1)

Algorithm 4

Bell-State Overlap

Algorithm 5

Generalized SWAP
Test

Algorithm 6

Bell Measurement

Algorithm 7

Fuchs—Caves
Measurement

Algorithm 4 is a generalization of Algorithm 2 for mixed
state inputs. Algorithm 5 uses a controlled SWAP gate to
generalize the SWAP Test. Requires more qubits, but no
controlled unitaries to generate the states being tested.
Algorithm 6 uses a variational unitary on the reference
system of one state only. Algorithms 4, 5 and 6 are based
on learning the Uhlmann unitary and provides a lower
bound. Algorithm 7 is based on learning the optimal
Fuchs—Caves measurement and provides an upper bound.

F(No, N1)

Algorithm 8

Bell-State Overlap

F(Noy(n)7/\/’17(n))

Algorithm 9

Bell-State Overlap

Fmax(NO,Nl)

Algorithm 10

Bell-State Overlap

psim({P(%), 0"} e )

Algorithm 11

Bell-State Overlap

Generalization of Algorithm 4 to ensemble of states.

Psim({P(2), N }oex)

Algorithm 12

Bell-State Overlap

Generalization of Algorithm 8 to ensemble of channels.

psim,max({p(x)aNz}mEX)

Algorithm 13

Bell-State Overlap

Generalization of Algorithm 10 to ensemble of channels.

TABLE I. List of fidelity problems and algorithms addressed in this work. Approach used for each algorithm and comparison

within a type of fidelity problem is also presented.

4. Perform a Bell measurement
{@pr, Ity — @7} (8)

on systems T' and T. Accept if and only if the
outcome P/ occurs.

Figure 2 depicts Algorithm 2. After Step 3 of Algo-
rithm 2, the overall state is as follows:

1

V2 > lidrre??)s, (9)
je{0,1}

and the acceptance probability is equal to

2
1 g
(@lrr 7 > i |)s
jE{O,l} 2
2
1 el
1 Z <kk\JJ>T'T€j¢|W>S (10)

Gke{0,1} )

0y {H U(¢) HH AP
0) (A

0) — V' [~

FIG. 2. This figure depicts Algorithm 2 for estimating the
fidelity of pure states generated by quantum circuits U°
and U'. The third gate with U in the box is defined in (6).

=11 = ewns (1)
je{o,1} )
= 1 (24 2Refe?(ul). (12)
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FIG. 3. This figure depicts Algorithm 3 for estimating the
fidelity of a mixed state generated by a quantum circuit U°
and a pure state generated by U'.

By choosing the optimal phase ¢ in (3), we find that
the acceptance probability is equal to the expression
in (2). Note that, through repetition, we can execute
Algorithm 2 in a variational way to learn the optimal
value of ¢.

Later on, in Section V, we prove that a promise version
of the problem of estimating the fidelity between two pure
states is a BQP-complete promise problem.

B. Estimating fidelity when one state is pure and
the other is mixed

In this section, we outline a simple quantum algorithm
that estimates the fidelity between a mixed state pg and
a pure state 1g. It is a straightforward generalization of
Algorithm 1.

Let Uf ¢ be a quantum circuit that generates a purifi-
cation pprg of ps when acting on the all-zeros state of
systems RS, and let Ug’ be a circuit that generates ¥g
when acting on the all-zeros state.

Algorithm 3 The algorithm proceeds as follows:

1. Act on the all-zeros state |0)rs with the cir-
cuit Upyg.

2. Act with U;H on system S and perform a measure-
ment of all qubits of system S in the computational
basis.

3. Accept if and only if the all-zeros outcome is ob-
served.

Figure 3 depicts Algorithm 3. The acceptance prob-
ability of Algorithm 3 is equal to the fidelity F'(¢, p) =
(¥|p|v), which follows because

i g
| 015U Vs 0)ms |,
= Tr[(Ir @ [¥X¢]5) [eX el Rs] (13)

= Tr[[y)X¢]sps] (14)
= (Ylpl). (15)

We note here that it is not strictly necessary to have
access to the reference system R of |¢)rs in order to
execute Algorithm 3. It is only necessary to have some
method of generating the reduced state pg.

Later on, in Section V, we prove that a promise version
of the problem of estimating the fidelity of a pure state
and a mixed state is a BQP-complete promise problem.

C. Estimating fidelity of arbitrary states

In this section, we outline several quantum algorithms
for estimating the fidelity of arbitrary states on a quan-
tum computer, some of which involve an interaction with
a quantum prover (more precisely, the algorithms involv-
ing interaction with a prover are QSZK algorithms, where
QSZK stands for “quantum statistical zero knowledge”
[Wat02b, Wat09¢]). The algorithms are different from
the algorithm proposed in [Wat02b] (as also considered
in [CSZW22]), which is based on Uhlmann’s formula for
fidelity [Uhl76].

Suppose that the goal is to estimate the fidelity of
states p& and p§, defined as [Uhl76]

F(p2, p§) = H\/p%\/pé

where the trace norm of an operator A is defined as
| A]|, == Tr[V AT A]. Suppose also that we are given access
to quantum circuits UI%S and U zlas that prepare purifica-
tions % ¢ and kg of p% and pk, respectively, when act-
ing on the all-zeros state |0) gs. Let us recall Uhlmann’s
formula for fidelity [Uhl76]:

2, (16)
1

F(p%, pk) = @0 rs|”, (A7)

max
[ rs, ¥t Rs

where the optimization is over all purifications ¢%¢ and
1/)1125 of p% and p}g, respectively. We note here that the
fidelity can be computed by means of a semi-definite
program [Watl3]. Also, the promise version of this
problem, involving descriptions of quantum circuits as
input, is a QSZK-complete promise problem [Wat02b],
where QSZK stands for quantum statistical zero knowl-
edge (see [Wat02b, Wat09c¢] for details of this complex-
ity class). Thus, it is unlikely that anyone will find a
general-purpose efficient quantum algorithm for estimat-
ing fidelity (i.e., one that does not involve interaction
with an all-powerful prover).

We note that the algorithms in this subsection need
the purification of the state of interest to be provided. In
scenarios where the purification of a state is not available,

there exist variational algorithms to learn the purification
[EBST23, CSZW22].



1. Controlled unitary and Bell state overlap

We now detail a QSZK algorithm for estimating the
following quantity:

1

5 (14 VF(ol, %)) - (18)
It is a QSZK algorithm because, in the case that the
fidelity v F(p%, p5) = 1, the verifier does not learn any-
thing by interacting with the prover (i.e., the verifier only
learns that the algorithm accepts with high probability).
This algorithm is somewhat similar to the quantum al-
gorithm proposed in [CHM " 16], which was used for esti-
mating a quantity known as fidelity of recovery [SW15].
It is also similar to the algorithm described in Figure 3
of [KWO00]. It can be understood as a generalization of
Algorithm 2 from pure states to arbitrary states.

Algorithm 4 The algorithm proceeds as follows:

1. The verifier prepares a Bell state
1
V2

on registers T' and T and prepares systems RS in
the all-zeros state |0)rs.

|®) 7 = —=(|00) /7 + [11)7:7) (19)

2. Using the circuits U}%S and U}%S, the verifier per-
forms the following controlled unitary:

S liYilr ® Uhs. (20)

i€{0,1}

3. The wverifier transmits systems T' and R to the
prover.

4. The prover prepares a system F in the |0)p state
and acts on systems T', R, and F with a unitary
Prigp_7npr to produce the output systems T and
F', where T" is a qubit system.

5. The prover sends system T" to the verifier, who
then performs a Bell measurement

{(I)T”Ta IT”T — q)T//T} (21)

on systems T" and T. The verifier accepts if and
only if the outcome ®pup occurs.

Figure 4 depicts Algorithm 4.

Theorem 1 The acceptance probability of Algorithm 4
is equal to

1

3 (1 + \/F(pos,pé)) : (22)

Proof. The proof can be found in Appendix A1. =

2.  Generalized swap test

We now detail another quantum algorithm for esti-
mating the fidelity of arbitrary states, which is a gen-
eralization of the well known swap test from [BBD'97,
BCWdAWO01]. We note that this algorithm was used
in [KWO00, Figure 3] as part of their proof that QIP
= QIP(3). A key difference between Algorithm 5 and
[KWO00, Figure 3] is that Algorithm 5 accepts if and only
if both qubits at the end are measured to be in the all-
zeros state, whereas it is written in [KWO00, Figure 3]
that their algorithm accepts if and only if the first qubit
is measured to be in the zero state.

Algorithm 5 The algorithm proceeds as follows:

1. The verifier prepares a Bell state
1
V2

on registers T' and T and prepares systems
R151R2S5 in the all-zeros state |0) g, s, R,S, -

|®) 7 = —=(|00) /7 + [11)7/7) (23)

2. Using the circuits Uyg and U}, the verifier acts on
R1S1R2S5 to prepare the two pure states |1/)PO>R151
1
and |,¢p >R25’2-

3. The werifier performs a controlled SWAP from
qubit T to systems S1 and Ss, which applies the
identity if the control qubit is |0) and swaps Sy with
Sa if the control qubit is |1).

4. The verifier transmits systems T', Ry, and Ry to
the prover.

5. The prover prepares a system F in the |0)p state
and acts on systems T', Ry, Ro, and F with
a unitary Prigp, r,ro1rr to produce the output
systems T" and F’', where T" is a qubit system.

6. The prover sends system T" to the verifier, who
then performs a Bell measurement

{¢T11T7 ITI/T — (PT//T} (24)

on systems T" and T. The verifier accepts if and
only if the outcome ®pup occurs.

Figure 5 depicts Algorithm 5.

Theorem 2 The acceptance probability of Algorithm 5
is equal to

(14 F(p%,p5)) - (25)

N |

Proof. The proof can be found in Appendix A2. =
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FIG. 4. This figure depicts Algorithm 4 for estimating the fidelity of mixed states generated by quantum circuits Ugg and Upg.
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FIG. 5. This figure depicts Algorithm 5 for estimating the
fidelity of mixed states generated by quantum circuits Ugg
and Ugg. Algorithm 5 represents a generalization of the well
known swap test for estimating the fidelity of pure states.

3. Variational algorithm with Bell measurements

A third method for estimating the fidelity of arbitrary
multi-qubit states is a variational algorithm that is based
on a generalization of the approach outlined in [GECP13,
SCC19]. The approach from [GECP13, SCC19] employs
Bell measurements to estimate the expectation of the
SWAP observable, which in turn allows for estimating
the fidelity of multi-qubit pure states. See also [Bru04].

We begin in this section by recalling the basic idea from
[GECP13, SCC19] for estimating fidelity of pure states.
Let ¥g and pg be m-qubit pure states of a system S
(so that S = Sy ---S,,, where each S; is a qubit system,
for i € {1,...,m}). Let Fgg denote the unitary swap

operator that swaps systems S and S, and recall that

Tr[Fs(vs ® 05)] = [(Wlo)[* = F(¥s, ps).  (26)

Consider that

FSS = Fslgl ® F52§2 ® T ® FS7n§7n' (27)

Now observe that

Fs5, = Z (=1 (I)ELZS‘L’ (28)

z,2€{0,1}

where the Bell states are defined as

[499) = = (J00) + [11).
[81) == —=(J00) = J11).
[810) = = (J01) + [10).
[#1) = = ([o1) = [10).

We then conclude that

F(¢s,ps)

<® F51§L> (Vs @ pg)
=1
=T || Y (nTTerE

=1 x;,2;€{0,1}

=Tr

(29)
(30)
(31)

(32)

(33)

(Ys ® pz)

(34)
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(35)

where

?75%9@% (36)

i=1

Thus, the approach of [GECP13, SCC19] is to esti-
mate F(1g, ¢s) by repeatedly performing Bell measure-
ments on corresponding qubits of 15 and g followed
by classical postprocessing of the outcomes. In par-
ticular, for j € {1,...,n}, set YV; = (fl)zﬁlzi'z"’,
where 1, 21,...,Zm,2m € {0,1} are the outcomes of
the Bell measurements on the jth iteration. Then set
Yn = >0, Y. By the Hoeffding inequality [Hoe63],
for accuracy ¢ € (0,1) and failure probability ¢ € (0, 1),
we are guaranteed that

Pr[|Y™ — F(¢s,0s)| <e] > 134, (37)

as long as n > E% ln(%). Thus, the algorithm is poly-
nomial in the inverse accuracy and logarithmic in the
inverse failure probability.

We now form a simple generalization of this algorithm
to estimate the fidelity of arbitrary states p2 and pj,
in which we perform a variational optimization over uni-
taries that act on the reference system of one of the states.
For i € {0,1}, let Upg be an m-qubit unitary that acts

on |0)gs to generate the m-qubit state |@/}"i>RS; ie.,

10°"Y rs = Uks|0) ks, (38)

such that
pls = Trg[[v? Yo' | rs]. (39)

Algorithm 6 Set the error tolerance € > 0. Set 1,6 €
(0,1). The algorithm proceeds as follows:

1. Prepare systems R1S1R2Ss in the all-zeros state
‘0>R15’1R252'

2. Act with the circuits Uy and Ukg on systems
R151R2S2 to prepare the two pure states |1/)po)3151
1
and [P YR, s, -

3. Perform a unitary Vg, (0) on system R;.

4. For j € {1,...,n}, where n > %ln(%), fori €
{1,...,m}, perform a Bell measurement on qubit i
of system Ry and qubit i of system Rs, with out-
comes ;Uﬁé and zj}%, and perform a Bell measure-
ment on qubit i of system S1 and qubit i of sys-
tem Sa, with outcomes % and 2. Set Y;(0) =
(_1)21":’1 I%Z}?Hﬂlszls

R,

0) =— .« FLV(©) A

|0> o1 R |pa|
N D
U Al

|0> S S2 | Bell

FIG. 6. This figure depicts Algorithm 6 for estimating the
fidelity of quantum states generated by quantum circuits U%g
and Ukg.

5. Set

Y (0) =

SRS

>_Yi0), (40)

as an estimate of

2

Fy = ’(WlleVR(@) ® Is|v” Vrs| (41)

so that

Pr[[Y™(0) — Fy| <n] >1-6. (42)

6. Perform a mazimization of the reward function
Y (0) and update the parameters in 6.

7. Repeat 1-6 until the reward function Y™ (0) con-
verges with tolerance €, so that |AY™(0)| < e,
or until some mazximum number of iterations is
reached. (Here AY"™(0) represents the difference
in Y™ (0) from the previous and current iteration.)

8. Output the final Y™(0) as an estimate of the fidelity
F(p, ps)-

Figure 6 depicts Algorithm 6. Since this is a varia-
tional algorithm, it is not guaranteed to converge or have
a specified runtime, other than running for a maximum
number of iterations. However, it is clearly a generaliza-
tion of the algorithm from [GECP13, SCC19], in which
we estimate the fidelity

(W0 |rsVi(8) ® s ) s|

— F(0, Va(0) s Va(6)T)  (43)

at each iteration of the algorithm. If we could actually
optimize over all possible unitaries acting on the reference
system R, then the algorithm would indeed estimate the
fidelity, as a consequence of Uhlmann’s theorem [Uhl76]:

F(p%, p) = sup F (¢, Vs V! 44
(Psms)*s“/lp (Vs VRVRsVR)- (44)
R



However, by optimizing over only a subset of all uni-
taries, Algorithm 6 estimates a lower bound on the fi-

delity F(p3, p}).

4. Variational algorithm for Fuchs—Caves measurement

Algorithm 4 from Section II C 1 is based on Uhlmann’s
formula for fidelity in (17), and the same is true for Al-
gorithm 5 from Section ITC2 and Algorithm 6 from Sec-
tion ITC3. An alternate optimization formula for the
fidelity of states p and p} is as follows [FC95]:

2
F(p,pg) = l min Z \/Tr §p3] Tr[ ASPS]] » (45)

where the minimization is over every positive operator-
valued measure {A%} = (i.e., the operators satisfy A% >0
for all  and )" A% = Is). A measurement achieving
the optimal value of the fidelity is known as the Fuchs—
Caves measurement [FC95] and has the form {|p, Xvz|}+,
where |p,) is an eigenvector, with eigenvalue A, of the
following operator geometric mean of p° and (p!)~! (also
called “quantum likelihood ratio” operator in [Fuc96]):

M o= (p1)71/2 \/(p1)1/2 20 (p1) /2 (p1)71/27 (46)

so that

M =" XeowXepal- (47)

That is, it is known from [FC95, Fuc96] that

2

F(ps, ps) = [Z VTl Xl 2] Tellin )l

(48)

Thus, we can build a variational algorithm around this
formulation of fidelity, with the idea being to optimize
over parameterized measurements in an attempt to opti-
mize the fidelity, while at the same time learn the Fuchs—
Caves measurement (or a different fidelity-achieving mea-
surement). In contrast to the other variational algo-
rithms presented in previous sections, this alternate ap-
proach leads to an upper bound on the fidelity.

Before detailing the algorithm, recall the Naimark
extension theorem [Nai40] (see also [Will7, Watl8,
KW20]), which states that a general POVM {A% }T
with m outcomes, acting on a quantum state p of a d-
dimensional system S, can be realized as a unitary in-
teraction Ugp of the system S with an m-dimensional
probe system P, followed by a projective measurement
{|z}x|p}+ acting on the probe system. That is,

= Tr[(Is ® |x)z|p)Usp(ps @ [OX0|p)UL ).
(49)

Tr[ASps]

10
It suffices to choose Ugp so that

Uspl)s|0)p =Y /AZ[)s|z)p. (50)

Thus, we can express the optimization problem in (45)
as follows:

VF(p%, p§) =

, Tr[(Is @ |z)z|p)Usp(p% @ [0X0|p)ULp]
Usp

T Al Tr[(Is @ |aXz|p)Usp(pk @ |0)0|p) UL p]
(51)

By replacing the optimization in (51) over all unitaries
with an optimization over parameterized ones, we arrive
at a variational algorithm for estimating fidelity:

Algorithm 7 Set n € N and the error tolerance € > 0.
The algorithm proceeds as follows:

1. For j € {1,...,n}, prepare system Sy in the state
pgl and system So in the state p}%, and prepare
systems Py and Py in the all-zeros state |0)p, ®

‘O>P2'

2. Act with the circuit Ug, p, (0) on systems S1 P, and
act with the same circuit Ug, p, (0) on systems SaPs.

3. Measure system Py in the computational basis and
record the outcome as y;, and measure system Py
in the computational basis and record the outcome
as z;.

4. Using the measurement data {yj} q and {z; }; 1
calculate the empirical dzstmbutzons po(xz) and
Go(x), where pg(x) is the empirical distribution re-
sulting from

po(x) =

Tr[(Is ® |2}zl p)Usp (0) (0§ © 0X0|P)ULp (O], (52)

and Go(x) is the empirical distribution resulting
from

qo(x) =
Tr[(Is @ |z)z|p)Usp(6)(ps @ [0X0|p) UL (0)].  (53)

5. Output

p97q0

ZW] o1

as an estimate of F(pg,qo)-

6. Perform a minimization of the cost function
F (Do, qo) and update the parameters in 6.
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FIG. 7. This figure depicts Algorithm 7 for estimating the
fidelity of quantum states p% and ps. The boxes enclosing
p° and p! indicate that these are some mechanisms by which
these states are prepared.

7. Repeat 1-6 until the cost function F(pg,Gp) con-
verges with tolerance €, so that |AF(pg,Go)| < e,
or until some mazximum number of iterations is
reached. (Here AF (pg,qp) represents the difference
in F(Po,qo) from the previous and current itera-
tion.)

8. Output the final value of F(pe,qp) as an estimate
of the fidelity F(p%, pt).

Figure 7 depicts Algorithm 7. As before, since this
is a variational algorithm, it is not guaranteed to con-
verge or have a specified runtime, other than running for
a maximum number of iterations. One advantage of this
algorithm is that it does not require purifications of the
states ,0% and pé. All it requires is a circuit or method
to prepare these states, and then it performs measure-
ments on these states, in an attempt to learn an optimal
measurement with respect to the cost function F(py, Gp).

In Algorithm 7, we did not specify how large n should
be in order to get a desired accuracy of the estimator
in (54) for the classical fidelity F(pg,qg). This estima-
tor is called a “plug-in estimator” in the literature on
this topic, and it is a biased estimator, which however
converges to F'(pg,qs) in the asymptotic limit n — oo.
As a consequence of the estimator in (54) being biased,
the Hoeffding inequality does not readily apply in this
case. As far as we can tell, it is an open question to
determine the rate of convergence of this estimator to
F(po,qo). Related work on this topic has been consid-
ered in [JVHW15, AOST17].

D. Estimating fidelity of channels

In this section, we outline a method for estimating
the fidelity of channels on a quantum computer, by
means of an interaction with competing quantum provers

11

[GW05, Gut05, GW07, Gut09, GW13]. The goal of one
prover is to maximize the acceptance probability, while
the goal of the other prover is to minimize the accep-
tance probability. We refer to the first prover as the
max-prover and the second as the min-prover. The spe-
cific setting that we deal with is called a double quantum
interactive proof (DQIP) [GW13], due to the fact that
the min-prover goes first and then the max-prover goes
last. The class of promise problems that can be solved
in this model is equivalent to PSPACE [GW13], which is
the class of problems that can be decided on a classical
computer with polynomial memory.

Let us recall that the fidelity of channels N§_, 5 and
N, g is defined as follows [GLNO5]:

F(NganleeB) = ;gg F(NgaB(pRA)aNjaB(pRA))a

(55)
where the infimum is over every state pra, with the ref-
erence system R arbitrarily large. It is known that the
infimum is achieved by a pure state g4 with the refer-
ence system R isomorphic to the channel input system A,
so that

F(NgaBaN}xaB) = fpngilF(NgaB(wRA)vNI}XAB(wRA))'

(56)
It is also known that it is possible to calculate the fidelity
of channels by means of a semi-definite program [YF17,
KW21b], which provides a way to verify the output of
our proposed algorithm for sufficiently small examples.
Suppose that the goal is to estimate the fidelity of
channels NY_, ; and N} _, 5, and we are given access to
quantum circuits Uz pp and Ul pp that realize
isometric extensions of the channels NY_, 5 and N} _, 5,
respectively, in the sense that

NA%B(WA) =
Tre[Uhg - pp(wa @ |0)0|p)(Uhg )], (57)

for i € {0,1}.
We now provide a DQIP algorithm for estimating the
following quantity:

5 (14 VEWS 5. ML) (59)

which is based in part on Algorithm 4 but instead fea-
tures an optimization over input states of the min-prover.

Algorithm 8 The algorithm proceeds as follows:
1. The verifier prepares a Bell state

€

V2

on registers T' and T and prepares system E' in
the all-zeros state |0) .

@) 7 = —=(100)77 + [11)77) (59)

2. The min-prover transmits the system A of the state
|Y)Rra to the verifier.



3. Using the circuits USp g and Ulg _.pgg, the
verifier performs the following controlled unitary:

Z |iXilr ® Uhp s pp-
1€{0,1}

(60)

4. The wverifier transmits systems T' and E to the
max-prover.

5. The max-prover prepares a system F in the |0)p
state and acts on systems T', E, and F with a uni-
tary Pr gp_ i to produce the output systems T"
and F’, where T" is a qubit system.

6. The maz-prover sends system T" to the verifier,

who then performs a Bell measurement

{®pup, Ipnp — Ogup} (61)

on systems T" and T. The verifier accepts if and
only if the outcome ®rup occurs.

Figure 8 depicts Algorithm 8.

Theorem 3 The acceptance probability of Algorithm 8
18 equal to

5 (1 VW5 M) (62

Proof. The proof can be found in Appendix A3. =

Proposition 1 An alternative expression for the accep-
tance probability of Algorithm 8 is

min _max Tr[®rrrPr e (Masrree(pra))
PRA Prig_ypn

= max minTr[@rvrPreporr(Masrree(pra))s
,PT’EHT” PRA
(63)

where pra s a quantum state, Prgp_,7v 1S a quantum
channel, and Ma_77rpE is a quantum channel defined
as

Masrree(pra) =
1 g i ;

3 > lii)iilrr ® Upra @ 0X0]&)(U7)T,  (64)
1,j€{0,1}

with U = Ul 5 pp-

Proof. In Step 2 of Algorithm 8, the min-prover could
send a mixed quantum state pra instead of sending a
pure state. The acceptance probability does not change
under this modification due to the argument around
(55)—(56). Furthermore, due to the Stinespring dilation
theorem [Sti55], the actions of tensoring in |0)g, per-
forming the unitary Pr gpp_.7/p/, and tracing over sys-
tem I’ are equivalent to performing a quantum channel
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Pr:g_7+. Under these observations, consider that the
acceptance probability is then equal to

Tr[@rirPrg—rr(Mastree(pra))ls (65)

where the quantum channel M 4_, 7 rpg is defined in
(64). Performing the optimizations min,,, maxp_,, .,
then leads to the first expression in (63). Considering
that the set of channels is convex and the set of states
is convex, and the objective function in (65) is linear in
PRA for fixed PT/E—>T“ and linear in PT’E—)T” for fixed
PRrA, the minimax theorem [Sio58] applies and we can
exchange the optimizations. m

Proposition 1 indicates that if the provers involved can
optimize over all possible states and channels, then in-
deed the order of optimization can be exchanged. How-
ever, in a variational algorithm, the optimization is gen-
erally dependent upon the order in which it is conducted
because we are not optimizing over all possible states and
channels, but instead optimizing over parameterized cir-
cuits. In this latter case, the state space is no longer con-
vex and the objective function no longer linear in these
parameters. However, we can still attempt the following
“see-saw” strategy in a variational algorithm: first min-
imize the objective function with respect to the input
state ¥ra while keeping the unitary Pp gpp_7v g fixed.
Then maximize the objective function with respect to the
unitary Pr/gp_,pn o while keeping the state ¢4 fixed.
Then repeat this process some number of times. We con-
sider this approach in Section IV E.

E. Estimating fidelity of strategies

In this section, we extend Algorithm 8 beyond estimat-
ing the fidelity of channels to estimating the fidelity of
general strategies [GRS18], by conducting several rounds
of interaction with the min-prover followed by a single
interaction with the max-prover at the end.

We now develop this idea in detail. Let us first re-
call the definition of a quantum strategy from [GWO07,
CDP08, CDP09, Gut09, Gutl2, GRS18]. An n-turn
quantum strategy A with n > 1, input systems A,

.., A,, and output systems Bi, ..., B, consists of the
following:

1. memory systems My, ..., M,_1, and

2. quantum channels N3 5 N3a anp,s -
J\?I:igAn_laMn_an_ﬁ and Ny 4 p,-
It is implicit that any of the systems involved can be
trivial systems, which means that state preparation and
measurements are included as special cases.

A co-strategy interacts with a strategy; co-strategies
are in fact strategies also, but it is useful conceptually to
provide an explicit means by which an agent can interact
with a strategy. An (n— 1)-turn co-strategy S~ with
input systems B, ..., B, and output systems Ay, ...,
A, consists of the following:
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FIG. 8. This figure depicts Algorithm 8 for estimating the fidelity of quantum channels generated by quantum circuits US 5/, g
and U}/, 5. The min-prover prepares the state |1)) g4 and the max-prover acts with the unitary Pr/gp_spnpr.

N N? N

S S?
R, R, R;

FIG. 9. Interaction of a three-turn strategy N with a two-
turn co-strategy S@.

1. memory systems Ry, ..., Ry,

2. a quantum state pg, 4,, and

1 2
3. quantum channels Sg 5. g4,y SR, By s RsAzs -

n—1
and SRn_an—lﬁRnAn .

The result of the interaction of the strategy N with the
co-strategy S~ 1) is a quantum state on systems R,, B,
and we employ the shorthand

N o= (66)

to denote this quantum state. Figure 9 depicts a three-
turn strategy interacting with a two-turn co-strategy.
Let N and A" denote two compatible, n-turn
quantum strategies, meaning that all systems involved in
these strategies are the same but the channels that make
up the strategies are possibly different. The fidelity of
the strategies A" and A'H(") is defined as [GRS18]

F(N’OV(n),va(n)) =

inf FNO™ o §(=D AL(n) o s(=1)y - (67)
S n—1

where the optimization is over every co-strategy S("~1).
One can interpret the strategy fidelity in (67) as a gen-
eralization of the fidelity of channels in (55), in which
the idea is to optimize the fidelity measure over all pos-
sible co-strategies that can be used to distinguish the
strategies N and N Tt follows from a stan-
dard data-processing argument that it suffices to per-
form the optimization in (67) over co-strategies involv-
ing an initial pure state pr, 4, and channels S, p . 4.
S, BysRadys ---» and S}II:IB”?IHRRA” that are each
isometric channels (these are called pure co-strategies
in [GRS18]). We also note here that the measure in
(67) is generalized by the generalized strategy divergence
of [WW19].

The goal of this section is to delineate a DQIP algo-
rithm for estimating the fidelity of strategies N (") and
N To do so, we suppose that the verifier has access
to unitary circuits that realize isometric extensions of all
channels involved in the strategies. That is, for i € {0,1},
there exists a unitary channel Z/{Z’ll Bl My By By such that

i1
NA1—>1V[131 (pa,) =
i1
Trp, [UA1E1—>M131E1 (pa, ®10)X0[g;)] (68)

for every input state pa,; for j € {2,...,n — 1}, there
. : i\
exists a unitary channel U M1 Ay =M, B, E; such that



le/’lz-flAjanBj (pa;) =
Trg, [uzl\’jj,lAjEJ/.eMijEj (pa; ® ‘0><0|E;)}7 (69)

for every input state p4,; and there exists a unitary chan-
i,n
nel Uyy 4. g1 B, 5, Such that

7,M

M, _1A,—B, (pAn) =
Tre, [ujz\ﬂ,lAnE;LaBnEn (pa, ®10X0[g, )], (70)

for every input state pa,. We wuse the nota-
: 1,1 4,3
tion UAlEi%MlBlEl’ ]V[jflAjE;*)MijEj’ and

UZZ‘\ZLAATLE;%B,LETL to refer to the unitary circuits.
We now provide a DQIP algorithm for estimating the
following quantity:

1

5 (14 VEWO O N0y, (71)

which is based in part on Algorithm 8 but instead fea-
tures an optimization over all co-strategies of the min-
prover.

Algorithm 9 The algorithm proceeds as follows:

1. The verifier prepares a Bell state

1
| @) = ﬁ(|00>T'T + 1L)77) (72)
on registers T’ and T and prepares systems
By -+ By, in the all-zeros state |0) ;.. gy -

2. The min-prover transmits the system A of the state
|Y)ra to the verifier.

. — 0,1
3. Using  the circuits UAlE&%]\/MBlE1 and

Ui711E1—>M1B1E1’ the werifier performs the fol-
lowing controlled unitary:

> liXilr ® Ul s a3y (73)
1€{0,1}

4. The verifier transmits system By to the min-prover,
who subsequently acts with the isometric quantum
channel Sk g, g, 4, and then sends system Ay to
the verifier.

5. For j € {2,...,n—1}, circuits
0,5 1,5
M; 1A;E;—M,;B; E; and UMj—lAjEéﬁMijEj , the

verifier performs the following controlled unitary:

Z |Z><Z‘T ® UIi\;[i._lAjEJ{ﬁMijEj- (74>
i€{0,1}

using the

The verifier transmits system Bj to the min-prover,
who subsequently acts with the isometric quantum
channel Sg%ij—}RHlAHl and then sends system
Aji1 to the verifier.

14

. . . 0,n

6. Using  the circuits Uy 4 g p.p, 0nd
1 )

IV A E' B, E,, Uhe wverifier performs the
n-14nE},—-BnE,

following controlled unitary:

Z li)ilT ® Uli\ﬂ,]AnE;laBnEn' (75)
i€{0,1}

7. The verifier transmits systems T', E1, ..., E, to

the max-prover.

8. The maz-prover prepares a system F in the |0)p
state and acts on systems T', E1, ..., E,, and
F with a unitary Pr g, .., r—717 5 to produce the
output systems T" and F’, where T" is a qubit sys-
tem.

9. The maz-prover sends system T" to the verifier,
who then performs a Bell measurement

{®T”T7 IT//T — @T(/T} (76)

on systems T" and T. The verifier accepts if and
only if the outcome ®pup occurs.

Figure 10 depicts Algorithm 9.

Theorem 4 The acceptance probability of Algorithm 9
is equal to

(1 n \/}?(Noxn),Nl,(n))) 7 (77)

DO =

where VF(NO NV s the strategy fidelity defined
in (67).

Proof. The proof can be found in Appendix A4. =

F. Alternate methods of estimating the fidelity of
channels and strategies

We note briefly here that other methods for estimat-
ing fidelity of channels can be based on Algorithms 5, 6,
and 7. It is not clear how to phrase them in the language
of quantum interactive proofs, in such a way that the ac-
ceptance probability is a simple function of the channel
fidelity. However, we can employ variational algorithms
in which we repeat the circuit for determining an opti-
mal input state ¢)g4 for the channel fidelity. Then these
variational algorithms employ an extra minimization step
in order to approximate an optimal input state for the
channel fidelity.

Similarly, we can estimate the fidelity of strategies by
employing a sequence of parameterized circuits to func-
tion as a co-strategy and then minimize over them, in
conjunction with any of the previous methods for esti-
mating fidelity of states.
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FIG. 10. This figure depicts Algorithm 9 for estimating the fidelity of quantum strategies N and NV generated by

. . 1
quantum circuits U

A B{—M1B1E U M; 1 A;B,—M;B;E; L

i, n—1 ,Mm
U B, bz, and Uy

C\AwE! By En for ¢ € {0,1} and n = 3. The min-prover

prepares the state |1)) ra and acts with a co-strategy, while the max-prover acts with the unitary Pr g, .5, r—7/F’.

G. Estimating maximum output fidelity of channels

In this section, we show how a simple variation of Al-
gorithm 8, in which we combine the actions of the min-
prover and max-prover into a single max-prover, leads
to a QIP algorithm for estimating the following fidelity
function of two quantum channels N§_, 5 and N} _, 5:

Fanax(N°, N = sup F(WQ_, 5(pa), Na, 5(pa)), (78)

PA

where the optimization is over every input state p4. This
algorithm is based in part on Algorithm 4 but instead
features an optimization over input states of the prover.

Algorithm 10 The algorithm proceeds as follows:
1. The verifier prepares a Bell state
1
V2

on registers T' and T and prepares system E' in
the all-zeros state |0) .

)77 = —=(100)7v7 + [11)77) (79)

2. The prover transmits the system A of the state
|Y)Rra to the verifier.

3. Using the circuits U pp and Ulp _ pg, the
verifier performs the following controlled unitary:

Z li)ilr © Uhp—pp- (80)
1€{0,1}

4. The wverifier transmits systems T' and E to the
prover.

5. The prover prepares a system F' in the |0)r state
and acts on systems T', E, and F with a unitary
Prigp_srr g to produce the output systems T" and
F’, where T" is a qubit system.

6. The prover sends system T" to the verifier, who
then performs a Bell measurement

{(pT//Ta IT//T — @T(/T} (81)

on systems T" and T. The verifier accepts if and
only if the outcome @i occurs.

Figure 11 depicts Algorithm 10.

Theorem 5 The acceptance probability of Algorithm 10
is equal to

1
5 (1 VAW s M) (2

Proof. The proof can be found in Appendix A5. =

H. Generalization to multiple states

In this section, we generalize Algorithm 4 to multiple
states, by devising a quantum algorithm that tests how
similar all the states of an ensemble are to each other.

Suppose that we are given an ensemble {p(z), %}, »
of states of system S, with d = |X|, and we would like
to know how similar they are to each other. Then we
can perform a test like that given in Algorithm 4, but it
is a multiple-state similarity test. The main difference is
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FIG. 11. This figure depicts Algorithm 10 for generating a state pa that maximizes the fidelity of quantum channels generated

by quantum circuits US g/, g and Ul g, g

that the verifier prepares an initial entangled state that
encodes the prior probabilities {p(x)},., and the algo-
rithm employs d-dimensional control systems through-
out, instead of qubit control systems. We suppose that,
for all x € X, there is a circuit Ujg that generates a
purification |¢*)gg as follows:

V") rs = Uks|0)rs; (83)
ps = Trr[[v*" X" |rs]. (84)
Algorithm 11 The algorithm proceeds as follows:

1. The verifier prepares a state
|BP)pp =Y \/p(@)ax)rr (85)
TeX

on registers T' and T and prepares systems RS in
the all-zeros state |0)pg.

2. Using the circuits in the set {Ufg}zcx, the verifier
performs the following controlled unitary:

> la)zlr @ Ugs. (86)

reX

3. The wverifier transmits systems T' and R to the
prover.

4. The prover prepares a system F in the |0)p state
and acts on systems T', R, and F with a unitary
Prigp_npr to produce the output systems T and
F', where T" is a qudit system.

5. The prover sends system T" to the verifier, who
then performs a qudit Bell measurement

{ @, Irny — @i} (87)

on systems T" and T, where

Sy = |@XP| 7, (88)
1
P ™ = —F—= Tx)TrT. 89)
V= 2 3 o) (

The verifier accepts if and only if the outcome @iy
occurs.

Theorem 6 The acceptance probability of Algorithm 11
is equal to

2

Pem(1p(2). 98} sex) = 5 |00 3 VIEIVE (o, 05) |
75 zex
(90)
where the optimization is over every density operator og.
This acceptance probability is bounded from above by

TS REVERE . )

z,yeX :x<y
When d = 2, this upper bound is tight.
Proof. The proof can be found in Appendix A6. m
Corollary 7 The fact that the upper bound is achieved
in Theorem 6 for d = 2 leads to the following identity for
states p% and pY and probability p € [0,1]:

2
sup VPIVF(p%,05) + /1= pVF(p,05)
=1+ 2/p(1—p)VF(p%,ps), (92)

where the optimization is over every density operator og.



The acceptance probability in (90) is proportional to
the secrecy measure discussed in [KRS09, Eq. (19)],
which is the same as the max-conditional entropy of the
following classical-quantum state:

> p(@)|a)zlr ® p§. (93)

zeX

Indeed, it is a measure of secrecy because if an eavesdrop-
per has access to system S and if p§ ~ o forall z € & and
if p(x) =~ 1/d, then it is difficult for the eavesdropper to
guess the classical message in system 7T (also, the fidelity
is close to one). According to [SDG ™21, Remark 2.7] and
the expression in (A70) of Appendix A 6, the acceptance
probability in (90) is also a measure of the symmetric
distinguishability of the classical-quantum state in (93),
and thus gives this measure an operational meaning.

The upper bound in (91) on the acceptance proba-
bility has some conceptual similarity with known upper
bounds on the success probability in state discrimina-
tion [Mon08, Qiu08], in the sense that we employ the
fidelity of pairs of states in the upper bound. Finally, we
note some similarities between the problem outlined here
and coherent channel discrimination considered recently
in [Wil20]. However, these two problems are ultimately
different in their objectives.

I. Generalization to multiple channels and
strategies

We now generalize Algorithms 8 and 11 to the case of
testing the similarity of an ensemble of channels. The
resulting algorithm thus has applications in the context
of private quantum reading [BDW18, DBW20], in which
one goal of such a protocol is to encode a classical mes-
sage into a channel selected randomly from an ensemble
of channels such that it is indecipherable by an eaves-
dropper who has access to the output of the channel. We
also remark at the end of this section about a generaliza-
tion of Algorithms 9 and 12 to the case of an ensemble
of n-turn quantum strategies.

Let us first consider the case of channels. In more
detail, let {p(x), N%_, g}zecx be an ensemble of quantum
channels. Set d = |X|. We suppose that, for all z € X,
there is a circuit U% g/, pp that generates an isometric
extension of the channel N%_, 5, in the following sense:

Ni_p(wa) =
TreUip pr(wa @ |0)0|5) (Ui pr)']. (94)

The following algorithm employs competing provers, sim-
ilar to how Algorithm 8 does.

Algorithm 12 The algorithm proceeds as follows:

1. The verifier prepares a state

8 = 3 Vp@) ) (95)

zeX
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on registers T' and T and prepares system E' in
the all-zeros state |0)rs.

2. The min-prover transmits the system A of the state
|Y)Rra to the verifier.

3. Using the circuits in the set {U%p_ pglocx, the
verifier performs the following controlled unitary:

Z lzXzlr ® U pE- (96)
reX

4. The verifier transmits systems T’ and E to the
max-prover.

5. The max-prover prepares a system F in the |0)p
state and acts on systems T', R, and F with a uni-
tary Pr gr_7n g to produce the output systems T"
and F’', where T" is a qudit system.

6. The maz-prover sends system T" to the verifier,
who then performs a qudit Bell measurement

{@'Z‘//q’7 IT//T — @T(/T} (97)

on systems T" and T, where ®pur is defined
in (88). The verifier accepts if and only if the out-
come iy occurs.

Theorem 8 The acceptance probability of Algorithm 12
is equal to

psim({p(‘r)’Nm}wE/\’) =

2

= int sup 37 VPEIVEWEL p(vra) o) | - (98)

YRA o
RB

This acceptance probability is bounded from above by

1 2
ata”
inf Y Vp@pW) VNI p(Pra) NA 5 (URA)):
T, yeX:
<y

(99)
When d = 2, this upper bound is tight.
Proof. The proof can be found in Appendix A7. m

Corollary 9 The following identity holds in the special
case of two channels N3_, 5 and N'}_, 5 and probability
pe[0,1]:

VPVFN_ p(¥ra), 0rE)

VT =pVF(N}_,3(¥rA),0RB)

= 1+2\/P(17—P)££ \/F(NgaB (wRA),N}XaB(wRA))a
(100)

inf sup
YRA ORB

where the supremum is with respect to every density op-
erator orp.



Remark 10 We note here that we can generalize the
developments in this section and the previous one to
the case of quantum strategies, in order to test how
similar strategies in a set are to each other.  Let
{p(x), N* M} cx be an ensemble of quantum strategies,
each of which has n turns. Then the acceptance probabil-
ity of an algorithm that is the obvious generalization of
Algorithms 9 and 12 is given by

2
1
- inf supzx/ L)WVFWN®M o SY gp 5 )1 )

Sn—1)

(101)
where the infimum is with respect to every (n — 1)-turn
pure co-strategy that leads to a quantum state N o
S=1 (as discussed around (66)) and the supremum is
with respect to every state ogr,p,. The erpression in
(101) is a similarity measure for the strategies in the en-

semble {p(z), N* (M} cx.

We can also generalize Algorithm 10 from Section II G,
to estimate the following similarity measure for an ensem-
ble {p(z),N%_, p}eex of channels:

2

! VI@VEWE 5(oa)05)| |

— | su 102
d PA,EB;( ( )
where the optimization is over all density operators pa
and op. As is the case with Algorithm 10, there is a
single prover who is trying to make all of the channel
outputs look like the same state. Again we suppose that
there is a circuit U% 5/, g that generates an isometric
extension of the channel N§_, 5, in the sense of (94).

Algorithm 13 The algorithm proceeds as follows:

1. The verifier prepares a state

Z V(@) |zz) oy

reX

|®F) i (103)

on registers T' and T and prepares system E' in
the all-zeros state |0) g .

2. The prover transmits the system A of the state
|)Rra to the verifier.

3. Using the circuits in the set {U% g _ pglocx, the
verifier performs the following controlled unitary:
Z leXzlr ® Uip - BE- (104)
zeX

4. The verifier transmits systems T’ and E to the
max-prover.

5. The prover prepares a system F in the |0)p state
and acts on systems T', R, and F with a unitary
Prigp_i g to produce the output systems T and
F', where T" is a qudit system.
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6. The prover sends system T" to the verifier, who
then performs a qudit Bell measurement

{ @i, Ipnp — Pprp}

on systems T" and T, where ®rur is defined in
(88). The verifier accepts if and only if the outcome
P occurs.

Theorem 11 The
rithm 13 is equal to

psim,max({p(x)a-/\/m}xeﬁf) =

2
2z Lbuf Z \/p \/;./\/A_Hg (pa),oB)| -

zeX

(105)

acceptance probability of Algo-

(106)

This acceptance probability is bounded from above by

1 + gx

d d
sup > Vp@)p()VEWNELE(pa) Vi p(pa)-
pa z,yeX:x<y

(107)
When d = 2, this upper bound is tight.

Proof. For a fixed state ¥ g4 of the prover, the problem
is equivalent to that specified by Algorithm 11, for the en-
semble {p(z), F(N3_ 5(pa)}tecx, where ps = Tra[tral.
Thus, all of the statements from Theorem 6 apply for this
fixed state. We arrive at the statement of the theorem
after optimizing over all input states. m

III. ESTIMATING TRACE DISTANCE,
DIAMOND DISTANCE, AND STRATEGY
DISTANCE

We now review several well known algorithms for
estimating trace distance [Wat02b], diamond distance
[RWO05], and strategy distance [GWO07, Gut09, Gutl2]
by interacting with quantum provers. Later on, we re-
place the provers with parameterized circuits to see how
well this approach can perform in estimating these dis-
tinguishability measures. A summary of the algorithms
is presented in Table II.

A. Estimating trace distance

The trace distance between quantum states p% and pg
is defined as ||p% — p§||,, where [|A]|; = Tr[VATA] It
is a well known and operationally motivated measure of
distinguishability for quantum states.

We suppose, as is the case in Section II C, that quan-
tum circuits UI%S and U}%S are available for generat-
ing purifications of the states p% and p}. That is, for
i€ {0,1},

ps = Trg[Uks|0X0|rs (Uks)']- (108)
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Problem Algorithms Comparison
oo — pall, Algorithm 14 Algorithm 14 does not r?quire thfe purifying system, unlike
fidelity algorithms.
[INo — N1, Algorithm 15 -
H/\/‘O»(n) —NBM) Algorithm 16 -
on
Algorithm 17 Algorithm 18 swaps the role of the max-prover and
||N0 -M ||<>,min min-prover from Algorithm 17.
Algorithm 18
pg({p(2), p* tacx) Algorithm 19 Generalizes Algorithm 14 to ensemble of states.

TABLE II. List of trace distance problems and algorithms addressed in this work. Approach used for each algorithm and
comparison within a type of trace distance problem is also presented.

However, the purifying systems are not strictly necessary
in the operation of the algorithm given below, which is an
advantage over some of the algorithms from Section IT C.

The following QSZK algorithm allows for estimating
the trace distance [Wat02b], in the sense that its accep-
tance probability is a simple function of the trace dis-
tance:

Algorithm 14 ([Hel67, Hel69, Hol72, Wat02b])
The algorithm proceeds as follows:

1. The verifier picks a classical bit i € {0, 1} uniformly
at random, prepares the state py, and sends sys-
tem S to the prover.

2. The prover prepares a system F in the |0)F state
and acts on systems S and F with a unitary
Psp_7p to produce the output systems T and F’,
where T is a qubit system.

8. The prover sends system T to the verifier, who then
performs a measurement on system T, with out-
come j € {0,1}. The verifier accepts if and only if
1=7.

This algorithm has been well known for some time

[Hel67, Hel69, Hol72, Wat02b] and its maximum accep-
tance probability is equal to

max

1 07, 1 1
amnax o Ti[Aps] + 5 Tr[(I — A)ps]

-~ % (1 + % lps = pls\h) - (109)

This follows because the acceptance probability can be
written as follows, for a fixed unitary P = Psp_,7p of

the prover:

1 . i

3 > Tr[(JiYilr ® Ie ) P(ps @ |0)0] ) P1]

ie{0,1}
1 . i

=3 > Te[(0|p PY(iXilr ® Ie)P|0)ppls]  (110)
i€{0,1}
1 i

9 Z Tr[Asps], (111)
i€{0,1}

where we have defined the measurement operator A%, for
i€{0,1}, as

A% = (0|p(Psr—rr) (liXi|r ® Ip/) Psp—7r|0) R,
(112)
and it is clear that Zz’e{o 1} A% = Is. By the Naimark
extension theorem [Nai40] (see also [KW20]), every mea-
surement can be realized in this way, so that

1

max —

> Tr[(li)ilr @ Ie ) P(pls @ [0)0] ) PT]
i€{0,1}
= max 1Tr[A Q] + 1Tlr[(I—A) L. (113)
o A;ogaAgI 2 PslTy Psl:

Thus, by replacing the actions of the prover with a pa-
rameterized circuit and repeating the algorithm, we can
use a quantum computer to estimate a lower bound on
the trace distance of the states p2 and ps. An approach
similar to this has been adopted in [CSZW22].

We note here that the following identity holds also
[Hel67, Hel69, Hol72] (see also [KW20, Theorem 3.13]):

: 1 0 1 1
admin 5 Ti[Aps] + 5 Tr[(Z — A)ps]



=3 (1 - % HPOS - P}v“H1> - (114)

B. Estimating diamond distance

The diamond distance between quantum channels
N . 5 and NV} _, 5 is defined as [Kit97]

Vi s = Nasgl, =

0 1
Sup ’|NA~>B (prA) — NA%B(pRA)Hl . (115)
PRA
where the optimization is over every bipartite state pra
and the system R can be arbitrarily large. By a well
known data processing argument, the following equality
holds

IS5 = Mg, =

Iqil}?j( ||Ng—>B(wRA) - N}l—)B(wRA)Hl s (116)

where the optimization is over every pure bipartite state
1 ra and the system R is isomorphic to the channel input
system A. The diamond distance is a well known and
operationally motivated measure of distinguishability for
quantum channels [RW05, GLNO05].

We suppose, as is the case in Section IID, that quan-
tum circuits Uy, pp and Ulp g are available for
generating isometric extensions of the channels N9_, 5
and N}_, 5. That is, for i € {0,1},

b () = Tre[Ulp S pe(() @ 0X0[2) Uip - pp)]-
(117)
However, the environment systems are not strictly neces-
sary in the operation of the algorithm given below, which
is an advantage over some of the algorithms from Sec-
tion IID.

The following QIP algorithm allows for estimating the
diamond distance [RWO05], in the sense that its accep-
tance probability is a simple function of the diamond
distance:

Algorithm 15 ([RWO05]) The algorithm proceeds as
follows:

1. The prover prepares a pure state ra and sends
system A to the verifier.

2. The verifier picks a classical bit i € {0, 1} uniformly
at random, applies the channel Ny_, 5, and sends
system B to the prover.

3. The prover prepares a system F in the |0)p state
and acts on systems R, B, and F with a unitary
Prpr_s7r to produce the output systems T and F’,
where T is a qubit system.

4. The prover sends system T to the verifier, who then
performs a measurement on system T, with out-
come j € {0,1}. The verifier accepts if and only if
i=7.
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This algorithm has been well known for some time
[RW05] and its maximum acceptance probability is equal
to

1

1
(13-l ) 9

Thus, by replacing the actions of the prover with a pa-
rameterized circuit and repeating the algorithm, we can

use a quantum computer to estimate a lower bound on
the diamond distance of the channels N'_, 5 and N} _, 5.

C. Estimating strategy distance

We already provided the definition of a quantum
strategy in Section IIE, and therein, we discussed the
strategy fidelity (see Eq. (67)). The strategy distance
[GW07, CDP08, Gut12] is conceptually similar, but it is
defined with the trace distance as the underlying metric:

H NO(m) _ prL(n)

‘NO,(n) 0 S=1) _ prL(m) os(”*l)H . (119)
1

on

sup
S(n=1)

where the supremum is with respect to every co-strategy
S™=1 that leads to the quantum states N0(") o S(?—1)
and N'L(") o §(n—1) (here we have employed the same
notation used in (66)). The strategy distance is an op-
erationally motivated measure of distinguishability for
quantum strategies.

The following QIP algorithm allows for estimating the
strategy distance [GWO07], in the sense that its accep-
tance probability is a simple function of the strategy dis-
tance:

Algorithm 16 ([GWOT7]) The algorithm proceeds as
follows:

1. The prover prepares a pure state Yra and sends
system A to the verifier.

2. The wverifier picks a classical bit i € {0,1} uni-

formly at random, applies the channel N211—>M1B17
and sends system By to the prover.

3. The prover acts with the isometric channel
Sk B, R4, nd then sends system Ay to the ver-

ifier.

4. For k € {2,...,n—1}, the verifier applies the
channel NJZ\/’Ii_lAkaM,ﬁBk and transmits system By
to the prover, who subsequently acts with the iso-
metric channel SIk{kBk‘)Rkﬁ—lAk+1 and then sends

system Agy1 to the verifier.

5. The verifier applies the channel J\ffwz
sends system B, to the prover.

_1An*>Bn and



6. The prover prepares a system F in the |0)p state
and acts on systems Ry, B,, and F with a unitary
Pr, B, r—7F to produce the output systems T and
F', where T is a qubit system.

7. The prover sends system T to the verifier, who then
performs a measurement on system T, with out-
come j € {0,1}. The verifier accepts if and only if
1=7.

This algorithm has been well known since [GW07] and
its maximum acceptance probability is equal to

n) . (120)

Thus, by replacing the actions of the prover with a pa-
rameterized circuit and repeating the algorithm, we can
use a quantum computer to estimate a lower bound on
the strategy distance of the strategies N (") and A1:(")
See [Gut12, KW21a] for semi-definite programs for eval-
uating the strategy distance of two strategies.

1 1
(1 ,H 0,(n) _ prLi(n)
3 (143 e -w

D. Estimating minimum trace distance of channels

In this section, we show how to estimate the following
trace distance function of channels N§_, 5 and N} _, 5 by
means of a short quantum game (SQG) algorithm:

ipILfHNXHB(pA> _NAHB(pA)Hl ) (121)
where the optimization is over every input state p4. The
algorithm features a min-prover and a max-prover. Short

quantum games were defined and studied in [GWO05,
Gut05].

Algorithm 17 The algorithm proceeds as follows:

1. The min-prover prepares a state Vs and sends
system A to the verifier.

2. The verifier picks a classical bit i € {0, 1} uniformly
at random, applies the channel Ny_, 5, and sends
system B to the maz-prover.

3. The maz-prover prepares a system F in the |0)p
state and acts on systems R, B, and F' with a uni-
tary Prpr—T1r' to produce the output systems T
and F’, where T is a qubit system.

4. The maz-prover sends system T to the verifier, who
then performs a measurement on system T, with
outcome j € {0,1}. The verifier accepts if and only

ifi=j.
For a fixed state g 4 of the min-prover, it follows from
Algorithm 14 that the acceptance probability is equal to

1

1
3 (14318 sl ~Mhnol ). (122
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where py = Trg[tgpa]. Since the min-prover plays first
and his goal is to minimize the acceptance probability, it
follows that the acceptance probability of Algorithm 17
is given by

1
5 (1 + HNO - Nl”o,min) 5 (123)
where
1,
”NO _N1||<>,min = ilplif HNg_)B(,OA) —N}‘_)B(pA)Hl .
(124)

Another way to estimate the minimum trace distance
of channels in (121) is to swap the roles of the max-prover
and min-prover in Algorithm 17:

Algorithm 18 The algorithm proceeds as follows:

1. The max-prover prepares a state Yhpa and sends
system A to the verifier.

2. The verifier picks a classical bit i € {0, 1} uniformly
at random, applies the channel Ny_, 5, and sends
system B to the min-prover.

3. The min-prover prepares a system F in the |0)p
state and acts on systems R, B, and F' with a uni-
tary Prprp—7Tr to produce the output systems T
and F’, where T is a qubit system.

4. The min-prover sends system T to the verifier, who
then performs a measurement on system T, with
outcome j € {0,1}. The verifier accepts if and only

ifi=j.

For a fixed state 1) 4 of the max-prover, it follows from
(114) that the acceptance probability is equal to

1

3 (15 IV sl =N slon)], ) (29

where p4 = Trg[tga]. Since the max-prover plays first
and his goal is to maximize the acceptance probability, it
follows that the acceptance probability of Algorithm 17
is given by

1 1
9 (1 D) ileAf ||N2—>B(pA) - N1}1—>B(pA)H1> - (126)
Although the quantities estimated by Algorithms 10
and 17 or 18 are similar (and related to each other by
standard inequalities relating trace distance and fidelity
[FvdG99]), the algorithms are very different in that the
channel output is available at the end of Algorithm 10,
whereas it is not at the end of Algorithms 17 and 18. This
has implications for applications in which it is helpful to
have access to the channel output, for example, when one
is trying to find the fixed point of a quantum channel.



E. Generalization to multiple states, channels, and
strategies

Each of the algorithms from the previous subsections
has a generalization to multiple states, channels, and
strategies. We go through them briefly here. The main
idea is that, rather than randomly picking from a set of
two resources, the verifier picks randomly from a set of
multiple resources and then a prover has to guess which
one was chosen. The main difference with the binary
case is that there is not a closed-form expression for the
acceptance probability in terms of a metric like the trace
distance or derived metrics, but rather the optimization
is phrased as a semi-definite program that can be solved
numerically or used in some cases to obtain analytical
solutions (for example, if there is sufficient symmetry).

Suppose that we are given an ensemble {p(z), p%}zcx
of quantum states. The verifier picks z randomly ac-
cording to p(z), prepares pg, and the prover has to guess
which state was prepared. The acceptance probability is
given by

pg({p(2), p" tzex) : (127)

sup Z

{ S}TEX xeX

TI' ASpg]v

where the optimization is over every POVM {A%} ..
In the case that |X| = 2, this acceptance probability has
the explicit form

1
5(1+pr%—(1—p)plsHl) (128)
To account for multiple states, we modify Algorithm 14
as follows: the verifier’s variable i € {0,...,|X| —1} is
randomly selected and the prover’s guess j is chosen from
the same set. System T therein is generalized to be a
[log, | X[]-qubit system. When |X| is a power of two,
there is a perfect match between the number |X| of mea-
surement outcomes and the dimension of system T'. The
verifier accepts if the outcome j equals the state i that
was picked. If |X]| is not a power of two, the follow-
ing algorithm handles this case by coarse graining some
of the measurement outcomes together. This is relevant
because most quantum computers are qubit-based.

Algorithm 19 The algorithm proceeds as follows:

1. The verifier selects an integer i € {0,...,|X|—1}
at random according to p(i), prepares the state pl,
and sends system S to the prover.

2. The prover prepares a system F composed of
[logy |X|] qubits in the |0)F state. The prover then
acts on systems S and F with a unitary Psp_rp,
producing the output systems F' and T, where T is
a system of [logy | X|] qubits.

3. The prover sends system T to the verifier, who then
performs a computational basis measurement on
system T, with outcome j € {0, ..., 208 1*1 1},
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4. The verifier accepts under two conditions.
e j<|X|—1andi=j.
ej>|X|—1andi=0.
This algorithm is a direct generalization of Algo-
rithm 14. To understand its connection to (127), con-

sider that, for a fixed unitary Psp_,7p/, its acceptance
probability is given by

> p() Te[(|i)ilr @ Ir) P(ps @ [0)0|r) PT]
i€{0,....| x| -1}
oMoga| X1
+p(0) > Tr[(l5)ilr ® Ie ) P(ps @ |0)0] ) P1]
=l
(129)
= > (@) Te[0|pP(|iilr ® Ip:)P|0)pps]

i€{0,..| X|—1}

ooga | X1
+p(0) > Te[0[PT(j)jlr @ Ir) Pl0)rpls]
=l
(130)
= Y p) TN (131)

i€{0,...,| X|—1}

where we have defined the following measurement oper-
ators:

AS = (0|p PT(|0X0|7 ® Ir/)P|0)F
ollog2| X1
+ > 0lpP(|5)ilr © Ie)Pl0)F,  (132)
j=|X]|
and for all 4 € {1,...,|X| —1}:
A = (0| pPT(|i)i|7 ® Ip/)P|0)F (133)

As such, we coarse grain all measurement outcomes in
{0,|X],|X|+1,...,2Ml¥1} into a single measurement
outcome. By the Naimark extension theorem, every mea-
surement with |X| outcomes can be realized in this way,
so that maximizing the expression in (129) over every
unitary P gives a value equal to that in (127).

On the one hand, if |X| is a power of two, then it
follows that |X'| = 2M1°821¥11 and the outcome j > |X|—1
never occurs. On the other hand, if || is not a power of
two, then |X| < 2M1°821¥11 and the outcome j > |X| — 1
does occur.

Now suppose that we are given an ensemble
{p(z),N%_, g}eex of quantum channels. Then a similar
modification of Algorithm 15 has acceptance probability

sip > p(a) Tr{A R NE L p(Ura)l,  (134)
T/JRA’{AEB}IEX reX

where the optimization is over every state ¥ra and
POVM {A%p},cr- In the case that |X| = 2, this ac-
ceptance probability has the explicit form

1
$ 0 s =0 -pNsll). (139



Suppose we are given an ensemble {p(x), N* (™} cy
of n-turn quantum strategies. A similar modification of
Algorithm 16 has acceptance probability

sup 3 pla) Te[Af g (W 0 SPD)], (136)
stV pex
{ARnpntiex

where the optimization is over every (n — 1)-turn pure
co-strategy ST~ and POVM {A%5}, v (recall (66) in
this context). In the case that |X| = 2, this acceptance

probability has the explicit form
)
where this is the strategy norm.
Finally, we can generalize Algorithms 17 and 18, with
the acceptance probabilities respectively given by

5 (14 [ — @ = pyare

(137)

inf sup Zp(ac) Tr[ABNG L g(pa)l, (138)
pa {A%}zEX zeX
swp it 3 ) TABNE p(oa) (139)
pa {A%}wex zeX

In the case that |X| = 2, these acceptance probabilities
become

1
2 ( —|—1anp./\/'A_>B(pA) (1_ )NA—>B PA Hl)
(140)

1
3 (1190~ 0 - Ao, )-
(141)

IV. PERFORMANCE EVALUATION OF
ALGORITHMS USING A NOISELESS AND
NOISY QUANTUM SIMULATOR

In this section, we present results obtained from nu-
merically simulating Algorithms 4-7 and Algorithm 14
on a noiseless quantum simulator and Algorithms 8, 15,
and 19 on both a noiseless and noisy quantum simulator.
In the first subsection, we introduce and discuss the cir-
cuit ansatz employed in these numerical experiments. In
the next subsection, we discuss the form of the states and
channels used for the numerical simulations. In the fol-
lowing subsections, we present the details of our numer-
ical simulations of Algorithms 4-7 for fidelity of states,
Algorithm 8 for the fidelity of channels, Algorithm 14 for
trace distance of states, Algorithm 15 for diamond dis-
tance of channels, and Algorithm 19 for multiple state
discrimination.

In the simulations below, we use a maximum num-
ber of iterations to be the stopping condition. We noted
that some algorithms - in particular, ones with multiple
provers - were more prone to get stuck in local minima
and optimization loops. We found that, in these scenar-
ios, using convergence as the stopping condition could
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lead to an unbounded number of iterations. In these
cases, we found that using a maximum number of itera-
tions was sufficient and effective.

All the program code for Algorithms 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 14,
15, 19, and corresponding SDPs can be found as arXiv
ancillary files with the arXiv posting of this paper.

A. Ansatz

To estimate the relevant quantities in this work, we
employ the hardware-efficient ansatz (HEA) [KMT*17].
The HEA is a problem-agnostic ansatz that depends on
the architecture and the connectivity of the given hard-
ware. In this work, we consider a fixed structure of the
HEA. Let X, Y, and Z denote the Pauli matrices. We
define one layer of the HEA to consist of the single-qubit
rotations e 1%/2Y¢=10/2X " each of which acts on a sin-
gle qubit and is parameterized by 6 and §, followed by
CNOTs between neighboring qubits. A CNOT between
the control qubit k£ and the target qubit ¢ is given by

=i /2N (Xe—12)

0X0l ® Lo + 1)Lk ® Xo. (142)

For our numerical experiments, we consider a suffi-
ciently large number of layers of the HEA. In princi-
ple, both the circuit structure and the number of layers
of the HEA can be made random and this randomness
can lead to better performance of variational algorithms
[BCVT21]. We leave the study of such ansatze for future
work.

The HEA is used both to create the states and chan-
nels, as well as to create a parameterized unitary that
replaces the provers. In the former two cases, the ro-
tation angles are fixed, but in the prover scenario, the
angles are parameters that are optimized.

B. Test states and channels

To study the performance of our algorithms, we ran-
domly select states and channels as follows. For n-qubit
states, we apply m layers of the HEA with randomly se-
lected angles for rotation around the z- and y-axes on
n+ k qubits initialized to the state |0)0|. This procedure
prepares a pure state on n+ k qubits and hence, a mixed
state on n qubits of rank < 2F.

To realize an n-qubit channel N4_. 5, we generate a
unitary Uap— pg on n + k qubits such that

NA—>B(UJA) =

Trg[Uap—pe(wa ®|0)0|p)Uap—pe)], (143)
where systems E’ and E each consist of k qubits. Due
the Stinespring dilation theorem [Sti55], this is a general
approach by which arbitrary channels can be realized.



For our experiments, we set U to consist of m layers of
the HEA itself, with randomly selected angles for rotation
around the z- and y-axes on n 4+ 1 qubits. Tracing out
one of the qubits gives a channel on n qubits, as required.

Several algorithms in our paper (see (6), (20), (60))
depend on having access to unitaries of the form

> liilr @ Ug = (00| @ U + [1X1| @ Ug.  (144)
1€{0,1}

These can be split into the sequential application of the
following two controlled unitaries:

0X0| ® I + [1)1| ® U3,

1)1 ® I + [0)0| ® U2, (145)

of which our algorithms make use.

C. Fidelity of states

In this section, we discuss the performance of Al-
gorithms 4-7 in the noiseless scenario to estimate the
fidelity between two three-qubit mixed states. Algo-
rithms 4-7 require different numbers of qubits for esti-
mating the fidelity between p and o. In particular, for
this case, Algorithm 4 requires eight qubits, along with
access to controlled unitaries, as defined in (145). Algo-
rithms 5, 6, and 7 require 13, 10, and 8 qubits, respec-
tively. We recall that Algorithms 4-6 require purifica-
tions of both p and o, while Algorithm 7 relies only on
access to p and o directly. Moreover, Algorithms 4 and
5 require measurements on two qubits, and Algorithm 6
requires Bell measurements on ten qubits. Finally, Algo-
rithm 7 requires two single-qubit measurements.

We now summarize the HEA employed. For Algo-
rithm 4, the prover unitary is created using five layers
of the HEA, which acts on four qubits. Similarly, in Al-
gorithm 5, we employ eight layers of the HEA that acts
on six qubits. In Algorithm 6, the ansatz acts on two
qubits, and we consider four layers of it. In Algorithm 7,
the ansatz acts on four qubits, and we apply eight lay-
ers of it. For our implementations, we picked these cir-
cuit depths so that the cost function is minimized. A
more general framework allows for the ansatz structure
to be unfixed and instead variable, but we leave the de-
tailed study of this, for our algorithms, to future work
[BCV+21].

We begin the training with a random set of variational
parameters. We evaluate the cost using a state vector
simulator (noiseless simulator) [AAMAT21]. We then
employ the gradient-descent algorithm to obtain a new
set of parameters. We note that in general, the true fi-
delity between states p and o is not known. Thus the
stopping criterion for these algorithms is a maximum
number of iterations. For our numerical experiments,
we set the total number of iterations to be 300. For each
algorithm, we run ten instances of the algorithm and pick
the best run for generating Figure 12.
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FIG. 12. Estimation of the fidelity between quantum states
versus the number of iterations. We implement Algorithms 4—
7 on a noiseless simulator to estimate the fidelity between
two three-qubit mixed states, each of rank < 4. For each
variational algorithm, we employ the HEA, as defined in Sec-
tion IV A. In particular, we start with a random parameter
vector § and then update it according to a gradient-based op-
timization procedure. The dashed-dotted curve represents the
true fidelity between two randomly chosen quantum states. In
each case, the optimization procedure converges to the true
fidelity with high accuracy. Algorithms 4—7 achieve an abso-
lute error in fidelity estimation of order 107°,107*,107?, and
1073, respectively.

In Figure 12, we plot the results of the numerical sim-
ulations. The dashed-dotted line represents the true fi-
delity between two random three-qubit quantum states p
and o, as described above. Each algorithm converges to
the true fidelity with high accuracy within a finite num-
ber of iterations. As discussed above, for each algorithm,
the HEA is of a different size. Thus, it is not straightfor-
ward to compare these different algorithms. In terms of
the convergence rate, we find that Algorithm 6 converges
to the true fidelity faster than all other algorithms. Algo-
rithms 4-7 achieve an absolute error in fidelity estimation
of order 107, 1074, 1079, and 103, respectively.

D. Trace distance of states

Using Algorithm 14, we estimate the normalized trace
distance 1 ||p— ||, between two three-qubit states p
and o, each having rank < 4, as defined above in Sec-
tion IV B. For our numerical experiments, we use a noise-
less simulator. Algorithm 14 requires eight qubits in total
and two single-qubit measurements. We employ ten lay-
ers of the HEA, which acts on four qubits. Similar to the
fidelity-estimation algorithms detailed above, we begin
with a random set of variational parameters and update
them using the gradient-descent algorithm.

As the true normalized trace distance between p and o
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FIG. 13. Estimation of the normalized trace distance between
quantum states versus the number of iterations. We imple-
ment Algorithm 14 on a noiseless simulator to estimate the
normalized trace distance between three-qubit mixed states,
each of rank four. Algorithm 14 achieves an absolute error in
trace distance estimation of order 107*.

is assumed to be unknown, we use a stopping criterion as
the number of iterations, which we take to be 300 itera-
tions. For Algorithm 14, we run ten instances of it and
pick the best run for generating Figure 13.

In Figure 13, we plot the results of Algorithm 14. The
dashed-dotted line represents the true normalized trace
distance between two random three-qubit quantum states
p and o, as described above. The absolute error in trace-
distance estimation is of order 1074,

E. Fidelity of channels

In this section, we discuss the performance of Algo-
rithm 8 in both the noiseless and noisy scenarios. The
channels in question are realized by using parameterized
unitaries and tracing out ancilla qubits, as discussed in
Section IV B. The algorithm employs a min-max opti-
mization and thus requires two parameterized unitaries
representing the min- and max-provers, respectively. The
controlled unitaries consist of one layer of the HEA, with
each consisting of random rotations about the z-axis, on
two qubits, thereby realizing the N7 _, 5 channels acting
on one qubit, for ¢ € {0,1}.

We now summarize the HEA employed in generating
the min- and max-provers. The min-prover unitary is
generated using two layers of the HEA, which acts on
two qubits. The max-prover unitary is generated using
two layers of the HEA, which acts on three qubits. The
rotation angles for both provers around the z- and y-
axes are chosen at random. The particular choices of the
number of layers are made so that the cost function is
minimized.
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We begin the training phase with a random set of vari-
ational parameters for both parameterized unitaries. For
the noiseless simulation, we evaluate the cost using a
state vector simulator (noiseless simulator) [AAMAT21].
For the noisy simulation, we use the QASM-simulator
with the noise model from IBM-Jakarta. Since the num-
ber of parameters is significantly higher than the previous
algorithms, to speed up the convergence, we employ both
the simultaneous perturbation stochastic approximation
(SPSA) method [Spa98] and the gradient-descent method
to obtain a new set of parameters.

The optimization is carried out in a zig-zag fashion,
explained as follows. The minimizing optimizer imple-
ments the SPSA algorithm and is allowed to run until
convergence occurs. Then, the maximizing optimizer,
implementing the gradient descent algorithm, runs for
one iteration. We note that in general, the true fidelity
between the channels N° and A? is not known. Thus,
the stopping criterion for these algorithms is a maximum
number of iterations. For our numerical experiments, we
set the total number of iterations to be 6000, mostly used
in the minimizing optimizer. The results of the numerical
simulations are presented in Figure 14.

Note that the graph presented in Figure 14 shows that
the convergence is highly non-monotonic, unlike the con-
vergence behavior presented in previous graphs. Each
iteration consists of a decrease in the function value, fol-
lowed by a single increasing iteration. This is clearly
indicative of the min-max optimization nature of the al-
gorithm. Furthermore, unlike other algorithms, the op-
timization value in this algorithm can overshoot the true
solution, due to the min-max nature of the optimization.
However, the noiseless plot indicates that, once it over-
shoots the solution, it oscillates with decreasing ampli-
tude and converges.

The noisy optimization converges as well, but it does
not converge to the known value of the root fidelity of
the two channels. However, the parameters found after
convergence exhibit a noise resilience, as put forward in
[SKCC20]; i.e., using the parameters obtained from the
noisy optimization in a noiseless simulator gives a value
much closer to the true value, as indicated by the solid
orange line in Figure 14.

F. Diamond distance of channels

In this section, we discuss the performance of Algo-
rithm 15 in the noiseless and noisy scenarios. Algo-
rithm 15 requires eight qubits. Similar to the previous
section, the channels in question are realized using the
procedure from Section IV B. The algorithm utilizes a
max-max optimization and thus requires two parameter-
ized unitaries representing the two max-provers. Each
unitary UYp _ gp, for i € {0,1}, consists of one layer
of the HEA with random rotations about the z- and y-
axes, on two qubits, each thereby realizing the one-qubit
channel N7 .
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FIG. 14. Estimation of the normalized fidelity between quan-
tum channels versus the number of iterations. We implement
Algorithm 8 to estimate the normalized fidelity between two-
qubit channels. The noiseless simulation achieves an absolute
error in fidelity estimation of order 10~*. The parameters ob-
tained from the noisy simulation, with the noise model from
IBM-Jakarta, achieve an absolute error of 10~2 on a noiseless
simulator.

We now summarize the HEA employed in generating
the two provers. The first prover, called the state-prover
because its goal is to realize an optimal distinguishing
state, is generated using two layers of the HEA, which
acts on two qubits. The second prover, called the max-
prover, is generated using two layers of the HEA, which
acts on three qubits. The rotation angles for both provers
around the z- and y-axes are chosen at random. The
particular choices of the number of layers are made so
that the cost function is minimized.

We begin the training phase with a random set of vari-
ational parameters for both parameterized unitaries. In
the noiseless simulation, we evaluate the cost using a
state vector simulator (noiseless simulator). In the noisy
setup, we use the QASM-simulator with the noise model
from IBM-Jakarta. Similar to the previous section, we
employ the SPSA optimization technique.

The optimization is carried out in two parts—the first
part uses the COBYLA optimizer [Pow94, VGO™20]
(non-gradient based), and the second part uses the SPSA
optimizer. In both stages, the optimization is carried out
in a zig-zag fashion, explained as follows. The first stage
allows for moving quickly into the neighbourhood of the
actual solution, but then slows down dramatically. Once
we approach the solution, we switch to a gradient-based
method that converges to the solution more quickly. In
both stages, we allow the state-prover and the max-
prover to be optimized for a fixed number of iterations
in a zig-zag manner. This is because, in general, the true
diamond distance between channels A and A is not
known. Thus the stopping criterion for these algorithms
is a maximum number of iterations. For our numerical
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FIG. 15. Estimation of the normalized diamond distance

between quantum channels versus the number of iterations.
We implement Algorithm 15 to estimate the normalized di-
amond distance between one-qubit channels. Algorithm 15
achieves an absolute error in diamond distance estimation of
order 107%*. The parameters obtained from the noisy simu-
lation, with the noise model from IBM-Jakarta, achieve an
absolute error of 1072 on a noiseless simulator.

experiments, we set the total number of iterations to be
1600. The results of the numerical simulations are pre-
sented in Figure 15.

Note that the noiseless graph presented in Figure 15
shows that the convergence is highly monotonic, unlike
the fidelity of channels (see Figure 14), because the opti-
mization is a max-max one, as opposed to the min-max
nature of Algorithm 8. The quick convergence, indicated
by the lower number of iterations, is a consequence of
this difference.

The noisy simulation converges as well, and similar
to the previous section, the parameters exhibit a noise
resilience. Once the COBYLA stage of the optimization
is completed, the SPSA optimization is more noisy, due
to the perturbative nature of the algorithm. Note that
the COBYLA optimizer operates in batches of 30, giving
an impression of smoothness.

G. Multiple state discrimination

In this section, we discuss the performance of Algo-
rithm 19 in the noisy and noiseless scenarios. We consider
a specific scenario of distinguishing three one-qubit mixed
states. Recall from Section IV B that the one-qubit states
are generated by using two layers of the HEA on two
qubits. We execute this on a qubit system, and hence we
use Algorithm 19. The algorithm requires twelve qubits
in total and three two-qubit measurements. The mea-
surement is realized using a parameterized unitary and
ancilla qubits. By Naimark’s extension theorem [Nai40],
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FIG. 16. Estimation of the optimal acceptance probability for
Algorithm 19. The noiseless simulation achieves an absolute
error of order 1074, The parameters obtained from the noisy
simulation, with the noise model from IBM-Jakarta, achieve
an absolute error of 1073 on a noiseless simulator.

an arbitrary POVM can be realized using this procedure,
so that there is no loss in expressiveness. The parame-
terized unitary required employs two layers of the HEA,
which acts on three qubits.

To speed up convergence, we use the SPSA algorithm
for the optimization. As the true value of the optimal ac-
ceptance probability between the three states is assumed
to be unknown, we set the stopping criterion to be a max-
imum number of iterations, which we take to be 250 it-
erations.

In Figure 16, we plot the results of simulating Algo-
rithm 19. The dashed-dotted line represents the opti-
mal acceptance probability of the three states, calculated
using the semi-definite program corresponding to (127).
The noiseless simulation converges to the known opti-
mal acceptance probability. The noisy optimization con-
verges as well, but it does not converge to the known
optimal acceptance probability. However, similar to the
previous sections, the parameters exhibit noise resilience,
as indicated by the solid orange line in Figure 16.

V. ESTIMATING DISTANCE MEASURES AS
COMPLEXITY CLASSES

We now turn our attention to the intersection of
our algorithms with quantum computational complex-
ity theory. In this section, we prove that several ba-
sic quantum complexity classes can be reframed as dis-
tance and fidelity estimation problems. That is, we show
that various distance and fidelity estimation problems
are complete for various quantum complexity classes.
Refs. [Wat09a, VW16] provide reviews of basic concepts
in quantum computational complexity theory for inter-
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ested readers.

In particular, here we summarize existing results link-
ing estimation problems to complexity classes, and fur-
thermore, we prove that five new distance estimation al-
gorithms that are complete for some complexity classes
of interest. First, we prove that promise versions of the
following estimation problems are BQP-complete:

1. estimating the fidelity between two pure states,

2. estimating the fidelity between a pure state and a
mixed state,

3. estimating the Hilbert—Schmidt distance of two ar-
bitrary states.

Fourth, we prove that the promise problem version of
estimating the fidelity between a pure state and a chan-
nel with arbitrary input is QMA-complete. Finally, we
show that the promise problem version of estimating the
fidelity between a pure state and a channel with a sepa-
rable input state is QMA(2)-complete. In Figure 17, we
summarize the various quantum complexity classes and
the representative fidelity and distance estimation algo-
rithms.

A. BQP-complete problems

First, we prove that promise versions of the problems
of evaluating the fidelity between two pure states, evalu-
ating the fidelity between a mixed state and a pure state,
and evaluating the Hilbert—Schmidt distance of two ar-
bitrary states are BQP-complete. Intuitively, this means
that these problems can be solved efficiently on a quan-
tum computer, and these problems furthermore capture
the full power of polynomial-time quantum computation
(in the sense that the ability to solve these problems im-
plies the ability to solve an arbitrary BQP problem).

Here, we reproduce the definition of BQP for conve-
nience. Note that our definition given here differs some-
what from the definition in [Wat09a], in that we restrict
the circuits considered to be unitary circuits; it is known
that the two different definitions are equivalent, in the
sense that the computational power of BQP does not
change. Let A = (Ayes, Ano) be a promise problem and
let a,b: N — [0,1] and p be polynomial functions. Then
A € BQP(a,b) if there exists a polynomial-time gener-
ated family Q = {Q,, : n € N} of unitary circuits, where
each circuit Q,, takes n+ p(n) input qubits and produces
one decision qubit D and n + p(n) — 1 garbage qubits
G, with the following properties (in what follows, we ab-
breviate each Q,, as Qsa_pc, thereby suppressing the
dependence on the input length n = |z| and explicitly
indicating the systems involved at the input and output
of the unitary):

1. Completeness: For all © € Ay,

Pr[@ accepts z]
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QIP-Complete
[KW00, Wat02a, RW05]

max (N (p), M())

l

QIP(2)-Complete
[Wat02a, HMW13]

max F'(p, N'(0))

QMA (2)-Complete
max F(1), V(o))

oc€eSEP

QSZK-Complete
[Wat02b, Wat09c¢]

F(p,0o)

QMA-Complete
max F(1), N (o))

BQP-Complete

F(y,¢)
F(, p)
lp—oall,

FIG. 17. List of distance estimation problems and the corresponding quantum complexity class. Entries in bold are the results
of our paper. In this diagram, ¢ and ¢ are pure states, p and o are mixed states, and N' and M are channels. Note that p
and o may be of different dimensions, depending on the context. The cells are organized such that if a cell is connected to a
cell above it, the complexity class for the lower cell is a subset of that for the the higher cell. For example, QMA is a subset of

both QIP(2) and QMA(2).

= | ((1]p ® I6)Qsa-pa(|z)s @ [0)4)|2
> af|z]). (146)

2. Soundness: For all x € A,,,

Pr[Q accepts z] < b(|z|), (147)
where, as clarified by the mathematical expression in
(146), acceptance is defined as obtaining the outcome

one upon measuring the decision qubit register D. BQP
is then defined as BQP(2/3,1/3).

1. Fidelity between two pure states

We now prove that the promise version of the prob-
lem of estimating the fidelity between two pure states is
BQP-complete. In this problem and all that follows, the
parameter = is the description of the circuits involved,
and the length |x| is the number of bits needed to de-
scribe these circuits.

Problem 1 ((«, §)-Fidelity-Pure-Pure) Let o and
be such that 0 < o < B8 < 1. Given are descriptions of

circuits Ug’b and Ug) that prepare the pure states g and
¢g, respectively. Decide which of the following holds.

F(,(/JS7¢S) Z 1 —Q,
F(¢g,0s) <1-0.

Theorem 12 The promise problem Fidelity-Pure-Pure
is BQP-complete.

Yes:
No:

(148)
(149)

1. («, B)-Fidelity-Pure-Pure is in BQP for all a < B.
(1t is implicit that the gap between o and S is larger
than an inverse polynomial in the input length.)

2. (e,1 — ¢)-Fidelity-Pure-Pure is BQP-hard, even
when € decays exponentially in the input length.

Thus, (a, §)-Fidelity-Pure-Pure is BQP-complete for all
(a, B) such that 0 < a < B < 1.

Proof. The containment of («, 8)-Fidelity-Pure-Pure in
BQP is a direct consequence of Algorithm 1.

So we focus on proving the hardness result. Consider
an arbitrary problem L in BQP. Thus, there exists a fam-
ily @ of circuits such that (146) and (147) hold. Given
an instance z, the acceptance probability of the BQP
algorithm is

Pace = [|({(1]p ® I)Qlz)s]0) ll5
= (2]5(0[4Q"(|11)1|p ® I)Q|z)s]0) a-

To prove the hardness result (i.e., to see that this is
an instance of Fidelity-Pure-Pure), we use the BQP-
subroutine theorem [BBBV97]. Intuitively, we act with
the circuit Qsa—pe on the input |x)g]|0)4, apply a
CNOT gate from the decision qubit to an ancillary qubit
initialized to |0)c, apply the inverse unitary QT, mea-
sure the output qubits, and accept if we get the state
|z)5|0)4|1)e. The acceptance probability of this proce-
dure is equal to

Pace = | ({z]5(04(1]0)QT CNOT pe Q(|2) 510) a]0) )
(151)

(150)

’ 2



Expanding CNOT p¢ as

CNOTpe = |[0X0|p ® Ic + |1X1|p ® X¢, (152)

where X ¢ denotes the Pauli-X operator, it follows that

Face = (215 (014QT(11)1]p ® I)Qlz)s|0)a]” . (153)

Comparing this expression to (150), we see that the mod-
ified circuit has an acceptance probability equal to the
square of the acceptance probability of the original BQP
problem. Thus, by repeating the modified algorithm suf-
ficiently many times, we can estimate the acceptance
probability p..c, and by taking a square root, we can
output an estimate of the acceptance probability pacc of
the original problem. In Appendix B, we derive the num-
ber of samples required to estimate p,.. with accuracy e
and error probability 4.

The last step to be shown is that the modified ac-
ceptance probability p.c.. can be rewritten as the fidelity
between two pure states. From (151), we see that

Brce = |((2]5(0]a(1]c)Q" CNOTpe Q(|2)s10) al0)c)|*

= F([Y)Xyl, [oXel), (154)
where

) = |2)s]0)all)c, (155)

|¢) = QT CNOT pc Q|z)5]0)4]0)c. (156)

Thus, an arbitrary instance of a BQP problem can be
rewritten as an instance of the fidelity between two pure
states, proving that Fidelity-Pure-Pure is indeed a BQP-
hard problem. =

2. Fidelity between a pure state and a mixed state

Problem 2 ((a, §)-Fidelity-Pure-Mixed) Let o and
B be such that 0 < a < 8 < 1. Given are descriptions
of circuits Uy and Ug’ that prepare a purification of a
mized state ps and a pure state Vg, respectively. Decide
which of the following holds.

Yes:  Flps,s) >
No:  F(ps,¥s) <1- 5.

Theorem 13 The promise problem Fidelity-Pure-Mized
is BQP-complete.

1—a,

(157)
(158)

1. («a, B)-Fidelity-Pure-Mized is in BQP for all a < (3.
(1t is implicit that the gap between o and B is larger
than an inverse polynomial in the input length.)

2. (e,1 — ¢)-Fidelity-Pure-Mized is BQP-hard, even
when € decays exponentially in the input length.

Thus, («, B)-Fidelity- Pure-Mized is BQP-complete for all
(a, B) such that 0 < a < B < 1.
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Proof. The containment of («a, 8)-Fidelity-Pure-Mixed
in BQP is a direct consequence of Algorithm 3.

So we focus on proving the hardness result. Let L be
an arbitrary promise problem in BQP, and let {¢%}, be
a family of efficiently preparable pure states witnessing
membership of L in BQP. System D is a decision qubit
indicating acceptance or rejection of x, and system G is a
garbage system that purifies D. Suppose that the family
{¢DG} has completeness 1 — ¢ and soundness d. If x
is a yes-instance of L, then by the definition of BQP, it
follows that |\(1\D|¢>I>Dg||2 >1—4. On the other hand,

if  is a no-instance of L, then ||<1|D|<;Sf”>DG||2 < 4. Since

I1p1¢*) pell; = (1p Tralébell) o
= F(‘ ><1|D,TI'G[¢D<;]),

it follows directly that this is an instance of (1 —§,6)-
Fidelity-Pure-Mixed, given that the reduced state
Tre[¢h ] can be prepared efficiently, as well as the state
|1X1|p. The desired hardness result then follows because
BQP(c,s) € BQP(4,1 — 9), for every & exponentially
small in the input length. m

(159)
(160)

3. Hilbert—Schmidt distance

The next result we prove is that the promise version
of the problem of estimating the normalized Hilbert—
Schmidt distance of two arbitrary states is BQP-
complete. Recall that the normalized Hilbert—Schmidt
distance of two states p and o is given by

Iy = s V/Tillo— 0]
— 0l = — —0

2 \/5 p
7\/']}

If p = o, then the Hilbert—Schmidt distance is equal
to zero. The prefactor of 271/2 is the correct normaliza-
tion by the following argument. Since Tr[pc] > 0, the
maximum value of the normalized distance satisfies

—\/Tr

ay
ik

] + Tr[o?] — 2 Tx[po]. (161)

| 4+ Tr[o?] — 2 Tr[po]

gﬁ Telp?] + Tr[o?)

<1, (162)

where the second inequality follows because the purity
of an arbitrary state p satisfies Tr[p?] < 1. The upper
bound is achieved by pure orthogonal states.

Problem 3 ((a, 8)-Hilbert—Schmidt-Distance)
Let o and B be such that 0 < a < [ < 1. Given are
descriptions of circuits Uy and Ufg that prepare a
purification of a mized states ps and og, respectively.
Decide which of the following holds.

Yes:

—osll,>1-a (163)

oy
\/ips



No:

ol <1-8. (164)

|
\/i pPs
Theorem 14 The promise problem Hilbert—Schmidt-
Distance is BQP-complete.

1. (o, B)-Hilbert-Schmidt-Distance is in BQP for all
a < B. (It is implicit that the gap between o and
B is larger than an inverse polynomial in the input
length.)

2. (e,1 — €)-Hilbert—Schmidt-Distance is BQP-hard,
even when & decays exponentially in the input
length.

Thus, (o, 8)-Hilbert—Schmidt-Distance is BQP-complete
for all (a, B) such that 0 < a < B < 1.

Proof. To show that the problem is BQP-complete, we
need to demonstrate two facts: first, that the problem is
in BQP, and second, that it is BQP-hard. Let us begin
by proving that the problem is in BQP. This part of the
proof is well known and understood by now, and it has
been used in many quantum algorithms. We discuss it
here for completeness. The intuitive idea is to estimate
each term in (162) separately using a swap test. A term
of the form Tr[po], where p and o are n-qubit states,
can be estimated by repeatedly performing a swap test
sufficiently many times to get a good estimate. Since
there are only three terms to estimate, it follows that the
problem is in BQP.

Next, we show that any problem in the BQP class can
be reduced to this problem. A simpler way to show this is
to map a known BQP-complete problem to our problem.
We now show that the BQP-complete Fidelity-Pure-Pure
problem can be reduced to this problem. A special case
of the Hilbert—Schmidt-Distance problem is when both
inputs are pure states. In this scenario, the normalized
Hilbert—Schmidt distance is given by

% Nl — [6Xell, = /1 — l(lo)
=V1=F(,¢).

Then the YES instance condition in (163) and (165) im-
ply that F'(¢, ¢) < a(2—«), in the case of a YES instance
of Hilbert—Schmidt-Distance, and the NO instance condi-
tion in (164) and (165) imply that F (i, ¢) > f(2— ), in
the case of a NO instance of Hilbert—Schmidt-Distance.
Since the function z — x(2 — ) is a bijection on the unit
interval [0, 1], it follows that the ability to decide Hilbert—
Schmidt-Distance for pure states implies the ability to de-
cide Fidelity-Pure-Pure, which is a BQP-complete prob-
lem by Theorem 12. We thus conclude that Hilbert—
Schmidt-Distance is BQP-Hard. This, along with the
fact that the problem is in the BQP class, concludes the
proof. m

(165)

Remark 15 The normalized Schatten-p distance be-
tween two states p and o is defined as

1 1
iy 1P = 175 (Tellp = o 7)) /7.

ol = 57 (166)
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We can formulate promise problems from these quanti-
ties, generalizing Hilbert—Schmidt-Distance in Problem 3.
Plugging pure states ¥ and ¢ into (166) and exploiting
the fact that the eigenvalues of ¥ — ¢ are equal to |sin 6
and —|sinf| [Will7, Proof of Theorem 9.3.1], where 0
satisfies F (1, ¢) = cos? 0, it follows that
1

217||¢—¢||p =V1=F(,9) (167)
for all p > 1. Thus, by the same reasoning given in the
second part of the proof of Theorem 1/, we conclude that
these promise problems are all BQP-hard.

Now consider that estimating the Schatten-2k distance
between two states, where k € N, is in BQP. For con-
stant k, each term in the expansion of ||p—a||§’,§ =
Tr[(p — 0)?*] can be estimated in polynomial time
[EAOT02], in fact in constant quantum depth [QKW22]
after the circuits that prepare multiples copies of p and
o are executed. Thus, combining with the above, we con-
clude that, for each constant k € N, the promise version
of the problem of estimating zlfw llp— ol is a BQP-
complete problem.

B. Fidelity between a pure state and a channel
(QMA-complete)

Next, we provide a proof that the promise version of
the problem of evaluating the fidelity between a chan-
nel and a pure state is QMA-complete. The definition
of QMA can be found in [Wat09a], reproduced here for
convenience (but again slightly different in that we con-
sider unitary circuits). Let A = (Ayes, Ano) be a promise
problem, let p, ¢ be polynomially-bounded functions, and
let a,b: N — [0,1] be functions. Then A € QMA ,(a,b)
if there exists a polynomial-time generated family of uni-
tary circuits @ = {Q, : n € N}, where each circuit Q,,
takes n + p(n) + ¢(n) input qubits and produces one de-
cision qubit D and n+p(n)+ ¢(n) — 1 garbage qubits G,
with the following properties (as before, we abbreviate
each @, as Qsap—pq, thereby suppressing the depen-
dence on the input length n = |z| and explicitly indicat-
ing the systems involved at the input and output of the
unitary):

1. Completeness: For all + € Ayes, there exists a
q(|z|)-qubit quantum state o such that

Pr[Q accepts (x,0)] = (1|p Trglwpe]|1) b (168)
> a(|z|), (169)
where
wWpag =
Qsap—pc(z)z]s ® |0X0|4 ® 0p)(Qsap—pc)'. (170)

2. Soundness: For all = € A, and every ¢(|z|)-qubit
quantum state o, the following inequality holds:

Pr[Q accepts (z,0)] < b(|z|). (171)



Then QMA = J, QMA,(2/3,1/3), where the union is
over every polynomially bounded function p.

Problem 4 ((«, §)-Fidelity-Channel-Pure) Let «
and B be such that 0 < a < 8 < 1. Given are descrip-
tions of circuits Uy | 5 and Ug that prepare a unitary
dilation of a channel

Nsp() = TrplUhpp(()s ® O><O|R)(U§§%—>BE()W )
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and a pure state Yp = Ug|0><O|B(Ug)T, respectively. De-
cide which of the following holds:

Yes: max F(Ns-p(ps),¥p) > 1—a, (173)
No:  max F(Ns-p(ps),¥p) <1—5,  (174)

where the maximization is over every input density oper-
ator pg.

Theorem 16 The promise problem Fidelity-Channel-
Pure is QMA-complete.

1. («a, B)-Fidelity-Channel-Pure is in QMA for all a <
B. (It is implicit that the gap between « and S
is larger than an inverse polynomial in the input
length.)

2. (e,1 — ¢€)-Fidelity-Channel-Pure is QMA-hard,
even when ¢ decays exponentially in the input
length.

Thus, (a, B)-Fidelity-Channel-Pure is QMA-complete for
all (o, B) such that 0 < a < B < 1.

Proof. To show that the problem is QMA-complete, we
need to demonstrate two facts: first, that the problem is
in QMA, and second, that it is QMA-hard.

Let us begin by proving that the problem is in QMA.
The intuitive idea is that the prover sends an optimal
state pg to the verifier, who then performs the channel
Ns_.g on it, followed by the unitary (Ug)T. The ver-
ifier then performs a computational basis measurement
on all registers of system B and accepts if and only if
the all-zeros measurement outcome occurs. Indeed, the
acceptance probability of this scheme is precisely equal
to the fidelity in (173):

(0|5(UE) Nsp(ps)UBI0) B
= (Y|sNsB(ps)|Y)s
= F(Ns—5(ps), ¥B).

To bring the original expression more closely to the form
given in (168), observe that

(175)

(015U Nsop(ps)UpI0)s = (1pXp(Uf) %

TTE[U/S’\%HBE“OXOIR®p5)(U£§%ﬁBE)T]UgXB|1>(B% :
176
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where Xp is understood to be the tensor power Pauli
X operator acting on all qubits of the B register. To
bring the final expression exactly into the form in (168),
we need a single decision qubit that we measure. We
can use a multi-controlled Toffoli gate from the B regis-
ter to a single qubit decision qubit. Thus, if we iden-
tify = with 0, o with pg, and @, with (Xp ® Ig) o
(UL © Tg) o Uy, pp, it follows that the problem
belongs to the QMA class.

Next, we show that any problem in the QMA class
can be polynomially reduced to this problem. Let P be
an arbitrary problem in the QMA class. This implies
that (168) and (171) must hold. This problem can then
be thought of as a fidelity problem with a channel M,
defined as

MGapp() = Tra[Q(lz)zls @ [0X0La ® (-))QT). (177)

Furthermore, we identify the state ¢ from the fidelity
problem with |1)}(1|p, and then we find that

(1p| Tra[Q(|z)z]s @ 004 © op)QN]|1)p
= (l|gMGap_p(a)l)c
= F(M*(0), [1)1]).

(178)
(179)

It follows directly that this is an instance of
(1 = a(]z|), 1 — b(]z|))-Fidelity-Channel-Pure, given that
the channel M, can be prepared efficiently, as well as
the state |1)(1|. The desired hardness result then follows
because QMA(1 —a(|z|),1 —b(|z])) € QMA(d,1—4), for
every 0 exponentially small in the input length. m

C. Fidelity between a pure state and a channel
with separable input (QMA (2)-complete)

Lastly, we provide a proof for the result that the
promise version of the problem of evaluating the fidelity
between a pure state and a channel with a separable state
as input is QMA (2)-complete. A state is separable if and
only if is it not entangled. A separable state ogg can be
expanded as follows:

osr =y p(k)|e"Nekls @ 6" )" g, (180)
k

where {p(k)}x is a probability distribution and
{le*N*|s}e and {|¢*X¢*|r}r are sets of pure states.
SEP is defined as the set of all separable states. QMA(2)
is a generalization of QMA with proofs that consist of two
systems guaranteed to be unentangled [KMYO01, HM10].

We reproduce the definition of QMA(2) for conve-
nience. Let A = (Ayes, Ano) be a promise problem,
let p,q,r be polynomially-bounded functions, and let
a,b: N — [0,1] be functions. Then A € QMA(2), 4(a,b)
if there exists a polynomial-time generated family of cir-
cuits @ = {Q, : n € N}, where each circuit @, takes
n + p(n) + q(n) + r(n) input qubits and produces one
decision qubit D and n + p(n) + q(n) + r(n) — 1 garbage



qubits G, with the following properties (again, we employ
the notation Qsap, p,—pc in what follows):

1. Completeness: For all © € Ay, there exists a
q(|z])-qubit state p and an r(|x|)-qubit state o such
that

Pr[Q accepts (z, p,0)] = (1|p Trglwpe]|1)p

> a(|zl), (181)
where
wpa = Qsap p,—pa(lr)zls @ |0)0[4®
pp, @ 0p,)(Qsaprpy—sna)t. (182)

2. Soundness: For all z € Ay, and every ¢(|z|)-qubit
state p and r(]z|)-qubit state o, the following in-
equality holds:

Pr[Q@ accepts (z, p,0)] < b(|z]). (183)

Then QMA(2) = U, QMA(2), (2/3,1/3), where the
union is over all polynomially bounded functions p and q.

Problem 5 ((«, §)-Fidelity-Pure-Channel-Sep-Inp)
Let « and B be such that 0 < a < B < 1. Given are
descriptions of circuits Udpp , ap and U}f that prepare
a unitary dilation of a channel

Nsroa(-) =
Tre [USJ}[RE—)AE’((')SR & |0><0|E>(U£§%EHAE’>T]7 (184)

and a pure state 4, respectively. Decide which of the
following holds:

Yes: max F(Nsr-a(osr),%a) >1—a, (185)
osrESEP

No: max F(Nsgp-a(osr),¥a) <1-—5. (186)
osrESEP

Theorem 17 The promise problem  Fidelity-Pure-
Channel-Sep-Inp is QMA(2)-complete.

1. («a, B)-Fidelity-Pure- Channel-Sep-Inp is in
QMA(2) for all « < B. (It is implicit that
the gap between o and 3 is larger than an inverse
polynomial in the input length.)

2. (e,1 — €)-Fidelity-Pure- Channel-Sep-Inp is
QMA(2)-hard, even when ¢ decays exponentially
in the input length.

Thus, («, B)-Fidelity-Pure-Channel-Sep-Inp is QMA(2)-
complete for all (o, B) such that 0 < o < 8 < 1.

Proof. To show that the problem is QMA(2)-complete,
we need to demonstrate two facts: first, that the prob-
lem is in QMA(2), and second, that it is QMA(2)-hard.
Let us begin by proving that the problem is in QMA(2).
The intuitive idea is that the two provers, using shared
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randomness, send an optimal separable state ogr to the
verifier, who then performs the channel Ngr_, 4 on it,
followed by the unitary (U}:)T. (Note that QMA(2) re-
mains unchanged if the provers have access to shared
randomness [HM10].) The verifier then performs a com-
putational basis measurement on all registers of system A
and accepts if and only if the all-zeros measurement out-
come occurs.

Consider that a separable state can be decomposed as

osr =y p(k)|e"}ek|s © 6" 6" . (187)
k

Indeed, the acceptance probability of this scheme is pre-
cisely equal to the fidelity in (185):

F(Nsr—~a(osr),¥a)
= (Y|aNsr—a(osr)|¥) a

= p(E) (Wl aNsr ()" s @ |67 )D¥ | R)[1) a.
k

The final expression is an average of individual elements.
Thus, taking a maximization over all separable states
and noting that the maximum is always greater than the
average, we conclude that

F
,Jnax (Nsr—a(osr),va)

= max (PlaNsroa(ps ® ¢r)|1h)a
lo)s,|é)r

= max (0[a(U}) Nsposa(ps @ or)ULI0)a. (188)
lp)s:|d)r

Thus, we see that

max_F(N OSR), = max (1|aXax
,max (Nsr—a(0sr),%a) MS’W)R( [aXa

U) Trp Uk ap (10)0|5 ® vs ® ¢r)x
(Ubrp—ap)NUS XAl 4,  (189)

where X 4 is understood to be the tensor-power Pauli X
operator acting on all qubits of the A register. To bring
the final expression into the precise form in (181), we
need a single decision qubit that we measure. We can
use a multi-controlled Toffoli gate from the A register to
a single qubit decision qubit. Thus, if we identify z with
0, p with g, o with ¢ and Q,, with (X4 ®Ig)o((U%) @
Tr) 0 UNwg s ap, it follows that the problem belongs to
the QMA(2) class.

Next, we show that any problem in the QMA(2) class
can be polynomially reduced to this problem. Let P be
an arbitrary problem in the QMA(2) class. This implies
that (181) and (183) must hold. This problem can then
be thought of as a fidelity problem with a channel M,
defined as

M p,pysp () = Tra[Qn(J2)z]s®[0)0[ 42 (-) P, 2 ) QL.
(190)



Furthermore, by identifying the state ¢ from the fidelity
problem with |1)1|, then we find that

(1 Tra[Q(lz)z]s ® |0)X0]a ® 1 @ ¥2)QT1)  (191)
= (M (1 @ ¢)[1) (192)
= F(Maz(¢1 @ 1), [1)1]). (193)

It follows directly that this is an instance of
(1 = a(]z|),1 — b(]z|))-Fidelity-Channel-Pure, given that
the channel M, can be prepared efficiently, as well as
the state |1)(1]. The desired hardness result then follows
because QMA(1 — a(]z|),1 — b(|z])) € QMA(4,1 — §),
for every § exponentially small in the input length (see
[HM10, Theorem 9]). m

VI. GENERATING FIXED POINTS OF
QUANTUM CHANNELS

In this section, we discuss how Algorithm 10 can gen-
erate a fixed-point state or an approximate fixed-point
state of a quantum channel. There are various associ-
ated subtleties in such a scenario that we consider.

As a special case of Algorithm 10, we can select N _, 5
to be a channel A/ with its output and input systems hav-
ing the same dimension (i.e., |A| = |B|), and we can se-
lect the second channel N} _, 5 to be the identity channel.
In this case, the quantity in (78) is always equal to one.
This follows from the well known fact that every quantum
channel with matching input and output systems has a
fixed point state [EHK78] (see also [Deu91l, Woll12]) and
because the prover’s goal is to maximize the acceptance
probability. That is, for every such channel A, there
exists a state p such that

N(p) = p,

and so the prover can simply send this state. Related to
this, there is a faithfulness property that holds. If the
acceptance probability is equal to one, then it follows
that

(194)

sup FN(p),p) =1, (195)
and we conclude that there exists a state p satisfying
(194) because the fidelity is continuous and the set of
density operators is convex and compact.

What is interesting in this case is that Algorithm 10
outputs a fixed point of the channel N. Fixed points
of quantum channels are important not only for under-
standing thermalization in a physical process [BCL*21]
(a fixed point can be understood as an equilibrium state
of the channel) but also in the Deutschian theory of closed
timelike curves [Deu91].

We can also modify this approach slightly and employ
Algorithm 13. In this case, the verifier can employ the
following ensemble of channels

1, L1
{L,N }z_o , (196)
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where N here is defined as
NE=No--oN.
—_—

£ times

(197)

In this case, the acceptance probability of Algorithm 13

is given by
1 L—1 2
[L sup - \/Fw«p),a)] .
P9 =0

This is again equal to one because the prover can trans-
mit a fixed point to the verifier, which satisfies

Np)=p Yle{o,...,L—1}. (199)

Similarly, in this case, a faithfulness property holds as
well. If the expression in (198) is equal to one, then
there exists a state p satisfying (199). Furthermore, Al-
gorithm 13 outputs a fixed point satisfying (198).

The cases outlined above are simple. The situation be-
comes more subtle when the verifier tries to use the state
sent by the prover to solve a computational problem, as
is the case in quantum computation in the presence of
Deutschian closed timelike curves [AW09]. In this case,
there are different goals, which are 1) to pass the test of
the verifier in Algorithm 13, as well as 2) to have the de-
cision qubit be as close as possible to the |1)1] state. In
this case, the prover need not send an exact fixed point,
but only send an approximate fixed point, satisfying

F(p,N(p)) 21—, (200)

(198)

or

L1 2
[i supz \/F(N‘f(p),a)] >1—c¢, (201)
7 =0

where ¢ € (0,1). The prover can do this to optimize
the overall acceptance probability of the QIP algorithm.
Somewhat counter-intuitively, approximate fixed points
need not be close to exact fixed points, as illustrated
by the following example. Suppose that N is a classi-
cal channel that takes 1 — 1 deterministically, but then
takes 0 — 0 with probability 1 — e and 0 — 1 with prob-
ability €. In this case, 1 is the exact fixed point of this
stochastic process, but 0 is an approximate fixed point
satisfying (200). However, 0 is completely distinguish-
able from 1 (the fidelity of these two classical states is
equal to zero).

In Appendix C, we discuss various issues related to
fixed points and approximate fixed points of quantum
channels when attempting to understand quantum in-
teractive proofs and the computational complexity of
Deutschian closed timelike curves.

VII. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we have delineated several algorithms for
estimating distinguishability measures on quantum com-
puters. All of the measures are based on trace distance or



fidelity, and we have considered them for quantum states,
channels, and strategies. Many of the algorithms rely on
interaction with a quantum prover, and in these cases, we
have replaced the prover with a parameterized quantum
circuit. As such, these methods are not guaranteed to
converge for all possible states, channels, and strategies.
It is an interesting open question to determine conditions
under which the algorithms are guaranteed to converge
and run efficiently.

We have also simulated several of the algorithms in
both the noiseless and noisy scenarios. We found that
the simulations converge well for all states and channels
considered, and for all algorithms simulated. As more ad-
vanced quantum computers become available (with more
qubits and greater reliability), it would be interesting to
simulate our algorithms for states and channels involv-
ing larger numbers of qubits. All of our Python code is
written in a modular way, such that it will be straightfor-
ward to explore this direction. Lastly, we proved several
complexity-theoretic results about various distance esti-
mation algorithms; in particular, we showed and, in some
cases, recalled that there is a fidelity or distance estima-
tion problem that is complete for the commonly studied
complexity classes BQP, QMA, QMA(2), QSZK, QIP(2),
and QIP.

Going forward from here, it remains open to determine
methods for estimating other distinguishability measures
such as the Petz—Rényi relative entropy [Pet85, Pet86]
and the sandwiched Rényi relative entropy [MLDS'13,
WWY14] of channels [LKDW 18] and strategies [WW19].
More generally, one could consider distinguishability
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measures beyond these. One desirable aspect of the al-
gorithms appearing in this paper is that they provide
a one-shot interpretation for the various distinguishabil-
ity measures as the maximum acceptance probability in a
quantum interactive proof (with the trace-distance based
algorithms and interpretations being already known from
[Wat02b, RW05, GW07, Gut09, Gut12]). However, it is
unclear to us whether one could construct a quantum in-
teractive proof for which the maximum acceptance prob-
ability is related to the Petz— or sandwiched Rényi rela-
tive entropy of a channel or a strategy.

Note added: While finalizing the results of our ini-
tial arXiv post [ARSW21], we noticed the arXiv post
[BBC21], which is related to the contents of Section III.
Ref. [BBC21] is now published as [BBC22].
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Appendix A: Proofs from main text
1. Proof of Theorem 1

Proof of Theorem 1.
the global state is

After Step 1 of Algorithm 4,
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After Step 2 of Algorithm 4, it is
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After Step 4 of Algorithm 4, it is
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For a fixed unitary P = Pp/gp_,7» s of the prover, the
acceptance probability is then

1 N
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In a quantum interactive proof, the prover is trying to
maximize the probability that the verifier accepts. So
the acceptance probability of Algorithm 4 is given by

2

, max o (®|prrP Z )7[¢") rs|0) F
T'RF—T!'F/ 16{0 1} 5
(A5)
Setting
Py, pr = (0|p» Prorp 10 50 0)700) o, (A6)
P pr = (Ugw Prigp—pr | 1)7/|0) p, (AT)
we have that
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The first inequality follows because P}, -, is a contrac-
tion for i € {0,1}, so that (P§_, 7 ) Ph_ m < Irr. Then
consider that

‘<wO|RS(PI%—>F’)TP11%—>F’|"/)1 RS‘
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= VF(p%, p§).

The last line is a consequence of the following reasoning
(which is the same as that employed in Section IIT in
[CHM*16]). The inequality

(O rs(PY_, w1 )T PE_ o/ [0 ) RS
s { 1) D el

(A13)

>VF(p,py) (Al4)

holds because the isometries P§_, . and Ph_, ., that
achieve the maximum for the fidelity are each contrac-
tions and the optimization is conducted over all contrac-
tions. The opposite inequality

|<¢O|RS(PR N Ph o) Rs|
s O

<VF(pg,ps) (Al5)

is a consequence of the fact that every contraction can
be written as a convex combination of isometries [Zhall,
Theorem 5.10]. Indeed, this means that, for each i €

{071}7
sz

where {p;(x)}, is a probability distribution and W5, .,
is an isometry, for each ¢ and . Then we find that
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Thus, an upper bound on the acceptance probability of
Algorithm 4 is as follows:

% (1 + \/F(pos,pé))-

This upper bound can be achieved if the prover applies
a unitary extension of the following isometry:

Pripporop = Y |i)polile ® Phy o ® (0], (A23)
1€{0,1}

(A22)

where P9 . , and P}, are isometries achieving the
maximum in the fidelity F(p2, pk). =



2. Proof of Theorem 2

Proof of Theorem 2.
the global state is

After Step 1 of Algorithm 5,

|¢)>T'T|O>Rls1R252' (A24)

After Step 2, the global state is
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After Step 3, it becomes
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The verifier then sends systems 7”7, Ry, and Ry to the
prover, who appends the state |0) » and acts with a uni-
tary Prig, r,F—17 . Without loss of generality, and for
simplicity of the ensuing analysis, we can imagine that
before applying the unitary Pr:g,r,r—77F’, the prover
applies a controlled SWAP to systems 7", R;, and Ro,
so that the state before applying Pr g, r,r—77F is as
follows:

1 0 1
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This follows because the prover can apply arbitrary uni-
taries to his received systems, and one such possible uni-
tary is to apply this controlled SWAP, undo it, and then
apply Pr'r, r,r—1 . However, the latter two unitaries
are a particular example of a unitary Pr g, g,r—17F’. SO
we proceed with the ensuing analysis assuming that the
global state, before the prover applies Prg, r,r—1F",
is given by (A27). Note that the actions of tensoring
in the state |0)r and applying Pr g, g, F—7 F’ together
constitute an isometry

Prir, o1 F = Prir, Ror 177 |0) ) (A28)
resulting in the state
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The verifier finally performs a Bell measurement and ac-

1 . . cepts if and only if the outcome ®7p occurs. The ac-
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The steps given above follow for reasons very similar to
those given in the proof of Theorem 1. Continuing, we

(

find that

B (A38) = o (14 VF(P @07, p @ ) (A39)

N | =
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where we used the multiplicativity of the fidelity for
tensor-product states to get (A40) and the symmetric
property of fidelity to arrive at (A41). Thus, we have
established (25) as an upper bound on the acceptance
probability. This upper bound can be achieved by set-
ting F/ ~ R1 Ry and

Prir,ror—1rrr = [0)17 (0|7 @ IR, Ry ® (0| (A42)

+ Dy (1 @ Ug, ® U;%z ® (0| F,
(A43)

where Ug, is a unitary that achieves the fidelity for
F(p°, pb), so that

VE(°, p") = (0 |rys, Un, [0 ) iy, -

This concludes the proof. m

(Ad4)

3. Proof of Theorem 3

Proof of Theorem 3.
the global state is

After Step 1 of Algorithm 8,

@)1 7[¢) RA|O) B/ (A45)
After Step 2 of Algorithm 8, it is
1 N
—= Y D)l rU'[¢) ral0) e, (A46)
\/i 1€{0,1}

where U' = Ui, pp for i € {0,1}. After Step 4 of
Algorithm 8, it is

1 . . i
Pl o5 X eldaUaalo0er | (A7)
ie{0,1}
where P = Prigp_prp. For a fixed wunitary

Pr/gp_ i of the max-prover and fixed state |¢)) ga of
the min-prover, the acceptance probability is then

2
(@|pn7P % > el U [v) ral00) £ e
2¢e{0,1} 9
2
=5 |(@lreP 3 (a2 ) ral00) e |
1€{0,1} 9
(A48)

In a competing-provers quantum interactive proof, the
max-prover is trying to maximize the probability that the
verifier accepts, while the min-prover is trying to mini-
mize the acceptance probability. Since the max-prover
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plays second in this game, the acceptance probability of
Algorithm 8 is given by

2

(BlrwrP Y id)rrU* 1) ral00) & F
1€{0,1}

1
min max —
[Y¥)ra P 2

2
(A49)
Applying the analysis of Theorem 1, it follows that

2

1 N i
max o (@|prTP E |id) 7 7U"|1) RAI00) B/
1€{0,1} 9

- % (1 + ﬁ(NgaB(wRA),N}‘_}B(z/)RA))) . (A50)

Thus, after applying the minimization over every input
state ©ra, the claim in (62) follows. m

4. Proof of Theorem 4

Proof of Theorem 4.
the global state is

|®) 17 |)) RAIO) Em,

where we have employed the shorthand E™ = Ef --- E..
After Step 6 of Algorithm 9, the global state is

After Step 1 of Algorithm 9,

(A51)

lo(w, {S7}721) =

% > r iU [T (S7U) ) Ral0) e,

i€{0,1} j=1

(A52)

where we have omitted many of the system labels for
simplicity. After Step 8 of Algorithm 9, the global state
is

Plo(y, {S7};20))- (A53)
For a fixed unitary P of the max-prover and a fixed pure
co-strategy (¢, {S? ?;11) of the min-prover, the accep-
tance probability is thus

(@ ]z Plo(w, {57121

In a double-prover quantum interactive proof, the max-
prover is trying to maximize the probability that the ver-
ifier accepts, while the min-prover is trying to minimize
the acceptance probability. Since the max-prover plays
second in this game, the acceptance probability of Algo-
rithm 9 is given by

(A54)

. — 2
min  max |[(@[rr Plo(w, {S}Z1))]|, . (A55)
(w.{si};=H) F

Applying the analysis of Theorem 1, it follows that



ma [[(@or Pl(, (73200

_ % (14 VEWO0) 0 500, 1) 0 S0
(A56)

Thus, after applying a minimization over every pure co-
strategy S~ the claim in (77) follows. m

5. Proof of Theorem 5

Proof of Theorem 5.
the global state is

After Step 2 of Algorithm 10,

|®) 7 |¢) RA|O) B/ (A57)
After Step 3, the global state is
1 N
7 > 11Uk e pelt) rAlO) (A58)
1€{0,1}
After Step 5, it is
\7P > 0l rUke o pel$) al0) 6 (A59)

1€{0,1}

where P = Prgp_,pvp. For a fixed state |¢))ga and
unitary Pr:gpp_7 g of the prover, the acceptance prob-
ability is

1

3 (@|prrP Z ) 7UA g pEl¥) RAIO) B
1€{0,1} 9
(A60)
In a QIP algorithm, the prover chooses his actions in
order to maximize the acceptance probability, so that

the acceptance probability is

(®lpvpP > i

i€{0,1}

1
— sup

B TUAE/HBE|'(/}>RA|O>
W’>RA7

2
(A61)
By the same reasoning employed in the proof of Theo-
rem 1, we conclude that

1
2 5up (@lrorP Y || rUk g pslt) Ral0) e
1€{0,1} 9

- % (1 + ﬁ(NgﬁB(pA)7Nz}laB(pA))) . (A62)

where p4 is the reduced state of Yra (i.e., Trr[tvral =
pa). Now including the optimization over every pure
state ¥ ra, we conclude the claim in (82). m
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6. Proof of Theorem 6

Proof of Theorem 6.
the global state is

After Step 2 of Algorithm 11,

> V@) |zz)rr ") rs (A63)
reX
After Step 4, it is
P> /p@)|zz)rrd”) rs|0) (A64)
reX
where P = Prgp_prp. Then, for a fixed unitary

Pripp_rr s, the acceptance probability is

(@|7nrP > \/p(@)az)rr|™) rs|0) F

reX 2
2
sup (@77 ( |F/SPZ\/ z)|lzz) ") rs|0)F|
lo) pr s TeEX
(A65)
where the optimization is over every pure state

|p)rrs and we have used the fact that H|qb>||2 =

SUP| . gy =1 | (016)”
probability is given by

. This implies that the acceptance

(®|rrr(plmsP Y /pl@)ez)rrd®) rs|0)r

TEX
(A66)
Recall Uhlmann’s theorem [Uhl76], which is the state-
ment that

sup
lo)pr s, P

F(we,1c) = sup (e |lBcVE @ Icle®)sel®,  (A6T)

B

where we and 7¢ are density operators with respec-
tive purifications |¢“)Ypc and |p7)pc and the opti-
mization is over every unitary Vp. Observing that
the unitary Pprp_s7vpr acts on systems T'RF of
Y wex VP(@)|x2) 17 Yh*) RS|0) F and systems T"F' of
|D)7rr|@) pr g, that their respective reduced states on sys-
tems T'S are

> p(@)|e)zlr @ p, (AG8)
rzeX
T QOog, (A69)

where 7p is the maximally mixed state and og =
Trp [prs], and applying Uhlmann’s theorem, we con-
clude that the acceptance probability is given by

sup F <Z p(x)|z)z|r @ p§, 7T @ Us> (A70)
7s TEX
2
= |sup \/F(Z p(z)|xXz|r ® p§, 7T @ O’S> (AT1)
7s TEX




=3 bupZ\/ \/>p5,crg

78 zex

(A72)

In the second equality, we made use of the direct-sum
property of the root fidelity [KW20, Proposition 4.29].
We note here that the analysis employed is the same as
that used to show that the CLOSE-IMAGE problem is
QIP(2)-complete [HMW13, HMW14].

We can also write the acceptance probability as

2

(BlrwrP Y /p@)|az)rr|v®) rs|0)F

reX 2
2
> V@) Php [0 Rs||  (AT3)
reX 2
where we have defined
Pg g = (x|r Propp—srrp|x)|0) P (A74)
The upper bound in (91) follows because
) 2
LSS V@ PE 97 ns
reX 2
1 xT T
=4 Z v p(@)p(y) (¢ |RS(PR—>F/)TP1y%—>F/|1/)y>RS
T, yeX
(A75)
== Z )(¥* | Rrs( PR—>F’) Pp_p|Y") Rs
leX
2
+ Z Vp(@)p(y) Re[(¥* | s (P*)T PY|4Y) rs] (AT6)
1 2 N
<gto D Ve@pwVE(@s. %) (AT7)
T, YyeX x<y

where the first equality follows by expanding the norm,
the second by splitting the terms into those for which

= y and x < y, and the inequality follows because
(P%_ ) PE ;. < Ip and from reasoning similar to that
in the proof of Theorem 1.

The final statement about tightness of the upper bound
for the case d = 2 follows by picking P* and PY for z < y
to be isometries from Uhlmann’s theorem, as was done
at the end of the proof of Theorem 1. m

7. Proof of Theorem 8

Proof of Theorem 8. We can employ the result of
Theorem 6. For a fixed state ¥ g4 of the min-prover, the
acceptance probability is equal to

2

- supzx/ \/>NA_>B(¢RA) O'RB) ) (A78)

IRB pex
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as a consequence of Theorem 6. Thus, we arrive at the
claim in (98) by minimizing over every state 1)ga of the
min-prover.

The upper bound in (99) follows from the upper bound
n (91). Indeed, for a fixed state ¥)ga of the min-prover,
the acceptance probability in (A78) is bounded from
above by

7+7 > Vp@)pWVEWNEL p(Vra), Ni_ 5(¥RA)).

T,yeEX:
<y

(AT9)
After taking infima, we arrive at (99).
The final statement follows from the same reasoning
employed at the end of the proof of Theorem 6. m

Appendix B: Number of samples for
Fidelity-Pure-Pure

In Theorem 12, we argued that the problem Fidelity-
Pure-Pure is BQP-complete; i.e., every problem in BQP
can be reduced to this problem in polynomial time. In
this section, we discuss the number of samples required
to obtain a desired accuracy and confidence. Let us first
recall Hoeffding’s bound.

Lemma 18 (Hoeffding’s Bound) Suppose that we
are given n independent samples Y1, ...,Y, of a bounded
random variable Y taking values in the interval [a,b]
and having mean p. Set

1
Y, = E(YI +...4+Y) (B1)
to be the sample mean. Let € € (0,1) be the desired ac-

curacy, and let 1 — § be the desired success probability,

where § € (0,1). Then
Pr(]Y, —pl <el >1-34, (B2)
as long as
M? (2

where M :=b — a.

In the main text, we mapped a general BQP algorithm
to Fidelity-Pure-Pure. In a general BQP algorithm, we
measure a single qubit called the decision qubit, leading
to a random variable Y taking the value 0 with probabil-
ity 1 —p and the value 1 with probability p, where p is the
acceptance probability of the algorithm. We repeat this
procedure n times and label the outcomes Y7, ...,Y,. We
output the mean
.+Y)

— 1
Y, = - (Y1 + (B4)

as an estimate for the true value p (as seen in (150))

p = (z|s(0[aQ"(|11X1]p ® I6)Ql)s0) . (B5)



By plugging into Lemma 18, setting
p=p (B

6)
therein, and taking n to satisfy the condition n >

s ln( 5), we can achieve an error ¢ and confidence ¢
(as defined in (B2)).

Now, we see from (153) that the modified algorithm
has an acceptance probability p?, i.e., equal to the square
of the original BQP problem’s acceptance probability. In
the modified algorithm, we measure the decision qubit,
leading to a random variable Z taking value 0 with prob-
ability 1 — p? and the value 1 with probability p%. We
repeat the procedure m times and label the outcomes
Z1y.vvy Zom. We output the mean

T =~ (Z1+ .+ Z) (BT)
m
as an estimate for the true value p? (as seen in (153)).
Setting fi = p?, and plugging into Lemma 18, it follows
that

Pr[|Z, —ji| <% >1-06, (B8)

1 2
> —In(2).
m2 5 ln<6) (B9)

Consider the following inequalities:

if

62>|7 —/j|
Zom = 11?|
2
Z‘\/Zm

where the second inequality is derived from the fact that
Zm, € [0,1], so that |Zy, + p| > |Zy — p|. Thus,

(B10)

’ Zmu' <e (B11)

In other words,

220t = ez |\Zu-u] @12
so that
Pr [ \/Z—,u‘ gg] ZPerm—;f‘ < €7
>1-4. (B13)

Thus, \/Z,, is an estimator for p and taking

1 2
> In( = B14
= 2e4 n(5 ) ( )
suffices to achieve an error € and confidence ¢ in estimat-
ing p.
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Appendix C: Approximate fixed points and
Deutschian closed timelike curves

The computational complexity of computation assisted
by Deutschian closed timelike curves (CTCs) was solved
in [AW09], in which these authors showed that the power
of classical and quantum computing are equivalent and
equal to PSPACE, which is the class of decision prob-
lems solvable with polynomial memory. Let us briefly
review these results. In the Deutschian model of CTCs
[Deu91], we suppose that chronology-respecting qubits in
a state p can interact with chronology-violating qubits in
a state o according to a unitary transformation U. Let S
denote the quantum system for the chronology-respecting
qubits, and let C' denote the quantum system for the
chronology-violating qubits. Then the output state of
the transformation is as follows:

Tre[Usc(ps ® ac)Uly). (C1)

In an effort to avoid grandfather and unproved theorem
paradoxes, Deutsch postulates that nature imposes the
following self-consistency condition on the state of the
CTC qubits:

oc = Trs[Usc(ps ® oc)Ulcl. (C2)

At a first glance, this condition might seem innocuous,
but its implications for quantum information processing
are dramatic, essentially due to the fact that (C2) al-
lows for non-linear evolutions, which are disallowed in
standard quantum mechanics. Indeed, quantum proces-
sors assisted by Deutschian CTCs can violate the un-
certainty principle [BHW09, PRM13], can break the no-
cloning theorem [BWW13, YAT"15], and can solve com-
putational problems believed to be difficult [AW09].

The connection of Deutschian CTCs (D-CTCs) with
fixed points of channels is that the condition in (C2) de-
mands that the state of the CTC system be a fixed point
of the quantum channel Ny ,:

we = Nup(we) = Trs[Usc(ps @ we)Ulgl.  (C3)

Thus, this is how Section VI connects with Deutschian
CTCs.

The class of computational problems efficiently decid-
able by a quantum computer assisted by D-CTCs is
called BQPcrc, and it is formally defined as follows.
Set § € (0,1/2). Let G be a universal set of quantum
gates. A quantum D-CTC algorithm is a deterministic
polynomial time algorithm that takes as input a string
x € {0,1}" and produces an encoding of a unitary quan-
tum circuit U using gates from G. This unitary acts
on two systems of qubits, called S and C as discussed
above, which consist of p(n) and g(n) qubits, respectively,
where p(n) and ¢g(n) are polynomials. The system S is

initialized to the all-zeros state |O><O|?p(”), and the sys-

tem C is initialized to a state o¢ satisfying the causal



self-consistency condition in (C2) with pg = [0X0|5” )

That is, o¢ is such that
Nujoxoigr (7€) = o0 (C4)
Let M be a measurement of the last qubit of S in the

computational basis. The algorithm accepts the input z
if

M(Tre[Usc(|0)0[5""™ @ oc)Ukel) — (C5)
results in the output 1 with probability at least 1 — ¢ for
every state o satisfying (C2). The algorithm rejects if
(C5) results in output 1 with probability no larger than §
for every state o¢ satisfying (C2). The algorithm decides
the promise problem A = Ayes U Ay C {0,1}° (where
Ayes N Ano = 0) if the algorithm accepts every input
x € Ayes and rejects every input z € An,. BQPcrc
is the class of all promise problems that are decided by
some quantum D-CTC algorithm.

It is already known from [AWO09] that BQPcrc =
PSPACE, and it is also known that QIP = PSPACE
[JJUW11]. Thus, it immediately follows from these re-
sults that BQPcrc = QIP. Here, we discuss an attempt
at a direct proof that BQPcrc C QIP, which ideally
would be arguably simpler to see than by examining the
proofs of the equalities BQPcrc = PSPACE and QIP
= PSPACE individually. However, there are some dif-
ficulties in establishing this direct proof. We note here
that this is related to an open question posed in [Aar05,
Section 8], the spirit of which is to find a direct proof of
the containment BQPcrc C QIP.

Consider the following purported algorithm for simu-
lating BQP oo in QIP:

Algorithm 20 The algorithm proceeds as follows:

1. The verifier prepares a state

L-1 1
trr =5 T
£=0

on registers T' and T and prepares system ST in
the all-zeros state |0) gz

(C6)

2. The prover transmits the system C of the state
[Y)re to the verifier.

3. Using the circuit Ugc, the verifier performs the fol-
lowing controlled unitary:

L—-1
D10 © Ul (C7)
=0
where
Ugeo = (Us,cms,c 00 Us,c55,0) (C8)

¢ times
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4. The verifier transmits systems T' and S* to the
maz-prover.

5. The prover prepares a system F in the |0)p state
and acts on systems T', S*, and F with a unitary
Prigrp_ypnpr to produce the output systems T and
F', where T" is a qudit system.

6. The prover sends system T" to the wverifier, who
then performs a qudit Bell measurement

{¢T”T7 IT//T — (I)T”T} (09)

on systems T" and T, where ®pup is defined in
(88). The wverifier then initializes a system Sp41
to the all-zeros state |0)s, ., performs the unitary
Us,..c, and measures the decision qubit of system
Sr+1. The verifier accepts if and only if the out-
come ®pup occurs and the decision qubit is mea-
sured to be in the |1) state.

Proposition 2 The acceptance probability of Algo-
rithm 20 is equal to

[1)1lp ® o6,
Li“fc L Z f( Usc(0}0ls ® N (pe) Ul >
where

N(we) = Trs[Usc(|0)X0]s @ we)Ule]-

2

)

(C10)

(C11)

Proof. This follows by employing reasoning similar to
that for [Ros09, Lemma 4.2] (see also [KW00]). This rea-
soning is also very similar to the reasoning used around
(A65)—(AT2). For a fixed state 1)) gc of the prover, the
global state after Step 6 of Algorithm 20, but before the
measurements, is

L—-1
1
PUs, ¢ Y ,/Z|e£>T/TU§fC|o>SL+1 W re,  (C12)
=0

where P = Pp/gr p_,7v . Then, by splitting the systems
Sr+1C into the decision qubit D and denoting all other
qubits by G, the acceptance probability is given by

2
|' (I)|T”T<1|DPUSL+1C><

\[MET’T fc\0>sb+1|¢>rzc

(@[ (1l p(plrcPUs, o %
10 HO U )51 [9) o

= sup
o) rre

(C13)

Considering that the reduced state of

Eo RO U 0 [0) s ) e

over all systems sent to the prover, is

after  tracing

L—-1
13 It © M(pc), (C14)
£=0



where pe = Trg[tre], and the reduced state of
|®Yror|1) ple) Fra, after tracing over all systems mnot
transmitted by the prover, is

1 L—-1

=0t @ [1X1]p @ o¢,

Z (C15)
£=0

where o¢ = Trp/[pF/¢], we conclude by Uhlmann’s the-
orem that (C13) is equal to

sup F'
oa

( £ 30 1t @ N(po), )
%Zego [0l @ |1X1|p ® oG
1Y1|p ® og, ’

1 L-1
B li}? > ﬁ( Usc(0X0ls © N (pc))Ude )

(C16)

We conclude the expression in the statement of the the-
orem after optimizing over all input states of the prover.
]

In order to establish that BQP 1 is contained in QIP,
it is necessary to map yes-instances of the former to yes-
instances of the latter, and the same for the no-instances.
Accomplishing the first part of the task is straightfor-
ward. A yes-instance of BQPypc implies that there ex-
ists a fixed-point state pc such that

T [(|1X1p ® Ie)Uso(0X0ls ® po)Ulc] > 1-6.
(C17)
Thus, the prover transmits such a fixed-point state pc to
the verifier, and we find that the acceptance probability
is not smaller than

13 1)1 © o,
v L ; ﬁ( Usc(10)0ls ® N (pe)) U )

> sup F([1)(1]p @ o, Usc(|0)0ls @ po)UL ) (C18)
gG

2

> ‘ S>up (1 (¢lrcUscl0)sv) rel® (C19)
PIF'G
= (1| pUsc|0)s|¥) rell (C20)
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=Tr |(|1)X1]p ® Ic)Usc(|0X0]s ® pc)Ue
>1-0.

(C21)
(C22)

The first inequality follows because N*(pc) = pc for
all £.

It is less clear how to handle the case of a no-instance of
BQPcrc, because the definition of this complexity class
only specifies the behavior of the circuit when pc is an
exact fixed point of . Algorithm 20 attempts to ver-
ify whether the prover sends a fixed point, but it only
actually verifies whether the prover sends a state that is
an approximate fixed point. The acceptance probability
of Algorithm 20 is given by (C10) and is bounded from
above by

sup F(11{1]p ® o6, Usc (04015 ® Ne(pe))Uke )

pPC,0G
< sup(1|p Tra[Usc (|0X0]s © Nz (pe)) Uel1L) b,
pPc
(C23)

where the bounds follow from concavity of root fidelity
and the data-processing inequality for fidelity. In the
above, N, is the Cesaro mean channel:

L—-1
No(we) = % > N(we). (C24)
=0

This channel has the property that the sequence {N7}r
converges to the fixed-point projection channel P =
limz o Nz of N, so that P(wc) is guaranteed to be
a fixed point of NV for every input state we [Woll2]. Tt is
not clear how to obtain a channel independent bound
that relates the convergence of N to P, as a func-
tion of L alone. Furthermore, it is likely not possible
that the closeness of Nz, to P could generally be inverse
polynomial in L; for if it were, then one could simulate
BQPcre in BQP, because the verifier could apply the
map N7, and generate a fixed point of the channel with-
out the help of the prover. However, we now know that
BQPcpe = PSPACE [AW09], and it is widely believed
that PSPACE # BQP. In the case of a no-instance of
BQP o1, it is thus not clear how to relate the acceptance
probability of Algorithm 20 to the acceptance probability
of the no-instance of BQP opc. We leave this as a curious
open question.
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