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Abstract

We investigate the connection between the complexity of nonlocal games and the arithmeti-
cal hierarchy, a classification of languages according to the complexity of arithmetical formulas
defining them. It was recently shown by Ji, Natarajan, Vidick, Wright and Yuen that deciding
whether the (finite-dimensional) quantum value of a nonlocal game is 1 or at most % is com-
plete for the class 24 (i.e., RE). A result of Slofstra implies that deciding whether the commuting
operator value of a nonlocal game is equal to 1 is complete for the class I (i.e., coRE).

We prove that deciding whether the quantum value of a two-player nonlocal game is ex-
actly equal to 1 is complete for I'l,; this class is in the second level of the arithmetical hierarchy
and corresponds to formulas of the form “Vx 3y ¢(x,y)”. This shows that exactly computing
the quantum value is strictly harder than approximating it, and also strictly harder than com-
puting the commuting operator value (either exactly or approximately).

We explain how results about the complexity of nonlocal games all follow in a unified man-
ner from a technique known as compression. At the core of our II,-completeness result is a
new “gapless” compression theorem that holds for both quantum and commuting operator
strategies. Our compression theorem yields as a byproduct an alternative proof of Slofstra’s
result that the set of quantum correlations is not closed. We also show how a “gap-preserving”
compression theorem for commuting operator strategies would imply that approximating the
commuting operator value is complete for I1;.

*h.mousavi@cs.columbia.edu
+saj jad@umd.edu
ihyuen@cs .columbia.edu



Contents

1

Introduction

1.1 The compression paradigm . . . . .. ... ... ... .. ...

1.2 Overview of the gapless compression theorem . . . .. ... ... ... ... ... ..
1.2.1 QuestionReduction . . .. .. .. . . . ... e
1.2.2 AnswerReduction . ... .. ... .. . .. ...
1.2.3 From gapless to gapped compression . . . . ... ... ... .. ... . ...,

1.3 The synchronous strategies framework . . ... ... ... ... ............

Preliminaries

2.1 Algebras, states,andnorms . . . .. ... oL L Lo
2.2  Measurements and distance measuresonthem . . . .. ... ... ... ... .. ...
2.3 Utility lemmas about measurements . . . . . ... ... ... ... ... .. ...
2.4 Nonlocal games, strategies, and verifiers . . . . ... .. ............. .. ..
2.5 Asymptotics and approximationbounds . . . . .. ... oo L o000

Nonlocal game rigidity

3.1 TheMagicSquaregame . . . ... .. ... ... ... ...
3.2 The 2-out-of-n MagicSquaregame . . . ... ... ... ... ... ... .. ...
3.3 The Question Sampling game . . . . .. ... ... ... ... ... ..

Question Reduction

41 OVEIVIEW . . . o vt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e
42 Definition of Introspectiongame . . . ... ... ... Lo L L L L
4.3 Completeness of Introspection . . . .. ... ... .. ... ... ... 0 L.
44 Soundness of Introspection . . . . ... ... L L
45 Proof of Theorem 4.1 . . . . . . . . . e

Answer Reduction

51 Overview . . . . . . .. e
5.2 The answer-reduced decision procedure . . . . . .. ... ... . o L.
5.3 Completeness of answer reduction . . . . ... ... ... ... 0 L 0L
54 Soundness of answer reduction . . . . . ... Lo Lo
55 Proofof Theorem 5.1 . . . . . ... . ... . .. . ...

Compression of nonlocal games and their applications

6.1 Gaplesscompression . . . . .. ... ... L
6.2 Super COMPression . . . . . . . . .. . ... i
6.3 IIj-completeness of the exact co-value problem . . . . ... ...............
6.4 Ilr-completeness of the exact g-value problem . . . ... ... ... ... .. ... ..
6.5 Necessity of compression . . . .. .. ... ... ... .. o oo

The pasting lemma

Complexity of noncommutative polynomial optimization



1 Introduction

A nonlocal game describes a scenario in which a (classical) verifier plays a game with two sep-
arated, but possibly entangled, players (who we’ll call Alice and Bob). In the game, the verifier
samples a pair of questions (x,y) from a question distribution ., sends x to Alice and y to Bob, and
then receives answers a and b from the players. The verifier then computes a decision procedure
D(x,y,a,b) to determine whether the players win or lose. We assume that Alice and Bob know
the question distribution and decision procedure before the game starts, and cooperatively select
an entangled strategy to maximize their probability of winning.

Recent results have shown that the optimal winning probability, called the value, of a non-
local game is uncomputable in general. Surprisingly, the study of the complexity of nonlocal
games is also intimately tied to questions outside of complexity theory. For example, Slofstra’s
result about the undecidability of whether a nonlocal game has a perfect quantum strategy (i.e.
a strategy that wins with probability 1) was a byproduct of his showing that the set of quantum
correlations is not closed [Slo19b, Slo19a]. As another example, the complexity-theoretic result
MIP* = RE [JNV*20a] (which implies that there is no algorithm to even approximate the quan-
tum value of a nonlocal game) yields negative answers to both Tsirelson’s Problem from quantum
information theory and Connes” Embedding Problem from operator algebras [Con76, Ozal3].

These uncomputability results for nonlocal games demonstrate that the space of quantum
strategies is terribly complex — no algorithm can optimize over them, even approximately! This
is already quite striking, but a closer look at these results indicates that more can be said: different
computational problems for nonlocal games can be uncomputable in incomparable ways. To explain
this we need to define two relevant models of entangled strategies.

Strategies for nonlocal games. The most general model we consider is the class of commuting
operator strategies. Let G = (X, A, i, D) denote a nonlocal game with question alphabet X, an-
swer alphabet A, question distribution y, and decision procedure D : X x X x A x A — {0,1}.
A commuting operator strategy & for a game G is specified by the following data: a separable
Hilbert space #, a unit vector |i) € H (called the state), and sets of measurements A = {A*}rex
and B = {BY},cy acting on H satisfying the following:

e Forall x, y, the measurements A* = {A¥},c 4 and BY = {Bj }4c 4 are sets of bounded positive
operators on ‘H, with each set summing to the identity, and

¢ Forall x,y,a,b, the operators A} and Bg commute.

Given questions (x,y), the probability that the players respond with answers (a,b) is given by
(| AZ B]|). The two conditions on the measurement operators above ensure that this is a valid
probability distribution over A x A, and furthermore the commutation condition ensures that the
strategy is non-signaling, meaning that the marginal probability that a player responds with an
answer only depends on their question (and not the other player’s question).

The value of a commuting operator strategy & = (|¢), A, B) in a game G is given by

W(G,7) = T uay) (WIATBY) Dl ab).
x,y,4,

The commuting operator value of a game G is defined as

weo(G) = sup w(G, ).

commuting operator &
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Intuitively, the commuting operator value of a game represents the players” maximum success
probability allowed under quantum mechanics.

An important subclass of commuting operator strategies are the finite-dimensional ones, i.e.
where the underlying Hilbert space # is equal to C“ for some integer d. We define the quantum
value' of a game G to be

wy(G) = sup w(G,¥).
finite-dimensional &
In the finite-dimensional setting, commuting operator strategies coincide with strategies in the
tensor product model: one can find two finite-dimensional Hilbert spaces H 4, Hp, a bipartite state
) € Ha ® Hp, and measurements { A} on H 4 and {B}} on H3 such that

($|A7 Byly) = (9| A7 @ By|¢) .

For a proof, see [SW08, Theorem 1]. Tensor product strategies give a natural way to model the
behavior of spatially separated players, and this is perhaps the most commonly studied model
of strategies for nonlocal games. General commuting operator strategies, on the other hand, do
not assume that there is an a priori tensor product decomposition of the Hilbert space, but only
that the non-signaling property is enforced via commutativity of the players’ measurements. The
commuting operator model of quantum correlations arise naturally in algebraic formulations of
quantum field theory [SWO08, Fri12].

It is easy to see that w;(G) < w(G). Tsirelson’s Problem is essentially a question about
whether w;(G) = we(G) for all games G; in other words, can all commuting operator strate-
gies (which might be infinite dimensional) be approximated arbitrarily well by finite-dimensional
ones [SW08]? Furthermore, it was shown that Tsirelson’s Problem is equivalent to Connes” Em-
bedding Problem, which was a long-standing question in operator algebras about the approx-
imability of von Neumann algebras by finite-dimensional matrix algebras [Con76, JNP*11, Fril2,
Ozal3]. As previously mentioned, these questions about finite-dimensional approximability of
infinite-dimensional objects are intimately connected to questions about computability of the value
of nonlocal games.

Computability of nonlocal games. We now define computational problems associated with
computing the value of nonlocal games. Fix 0 < ¢ < 1 and a value type t € {g,co}. Define
two sets of nonlocal games

LI :={G:wi(G) =1} and te:=1{G:wi(G) <1—¢}.

These two sets are disjoint, and when ¢ = 0, the union of these two sets is all nonlocal games.
These two sets give rise to a decision problem: given a nonlocal game G in the union L} U L2,
decide whether G is a “yes” instance or a “no” instance.

When ¢ = 0, this decision problem corresponds to exactly computing either the quantum or
commuting operator value. When ¢ > 0, this problem corresponds to approximating the value,
because being able to compute w;(G) up to additive £5 error allows one to decide whether G €

L{®orGe L{e. Thus we call deciding between L{* and L}% the exact t-value problem, and deciding

between L/ and L2 for € > 0 the approximate t-value problem (we usually think of € as 1/2, but the

specific value is immaterial, as long as it is strictly positive).
We summarize the results known so far about the computability of nonlocal games:

IThe reason for this name, as opposed to “finite-dimensional value”, is historical: the study of nonlocal games has
largely focused on the setting of finite-dimensional strategies.
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1. In[Slo19b], Slofstra showed that the exact co-value problem is hard for the class coRE, which
is the complement of RE, the set of recursively enumerable languages. In other words,
there exists a computable reduction from Turing machines M to nonlocal games G such
that w¢,(G) = 1if and only if M does not halt.

Furthermore, the exact co-value problem is contained in coRE due to the existence of a
semidefinite programming hierarchy that converges from above to the commuting opera-
tor value of a given nonlocal game [NPA0S, DLTWO08]. Thus the exact co-value problem is
complete for coRE.

2. In [Slo19a], Slofstra showed that the exact g-value problem is also hard for coRE. However,
no upper bound on the complexity of the exact g-value problem was given.

3. In [JNV*20a], Ji, Natarajan, Vidick, Wright and Yuen showed that the approximate g-value
problem is hard for RE. In other words, there exists a computable reduction from Turing
machines M to nonlocal games G such that if M halts then w,(G) = 1, otherwise w,(G) < 3.

Furthermore, the approximate g-value problem is contained in RE due to the fact that a
brute-force enumeration algorithm can find a finite-dimensional strategy that succeeds with
probability arbitrarily close to 1, provided that w,;(G) = 1. Thus, the approximate g-value
problem is complete for RE.

While these results show that the exact g-value, exact co-value, and approximate g-value problems
are all undecidable, they are undecidable in different ways. For example, a basic result in com-
putability theory is that the classes RE and coRE are incomparable (i.e. they do not contain each
other). Thus the approximate g-value problem cannot be reduced to the exact co-value problem
and vice versa.? Similarly, because both RE and coRE can be reduced to it, the exact g-value prob-
lem must be strictly harder than both the approximate g-value and exact co-value problem (in the
sense that a Turing machine equipped with the ability to compute the exact co-value of a game
provably cannot solve the exact g-value problem).

We note that (a) since the complexities of the g-value and co-value problems are different,
but (b) a positive answer to Tsirelson’s Problem implies that they are the same, it must be that
Tsirelson’s Problem (and thus Connes” Embedding Problem) has a negative answer.

These results still leave two main open questions about the complexity of nonlocal games:

1. What is the complexity of the exact g-value problem (i.e. deciding whether w;,(G) = 1).

2. What is the complexity of the approximate co-value problem (i.e. deciding whether w¢, (G) =
1or we(G) < 3)?

In this paper we resolve the first open question by characterizing the complexity of the exact
g-value problem:

Theorem 1.1. The problem of deciding whether w,;(G) = 1 for nonlocal games G is complete for IT5.

The class I1; is in the second level of the arithmetical hierarchy, which is an infinite hierarchy of
complexity classes® 5>, Zx and (>, T that characterize the complexity of languages according

2The notion of reduction that we consider here are many-one reductions, i.e., yes instances are mapped to yes instances,
and no instances are mapped to no instances.

3In computability theory these classes are usually denoted as 22 and Hg. For simplicity we have dropped the
superscripts.



to arithmetical formulas that define them. The class Xy consists of all languages reducible to decid-
ing whether a given Xy-sentence is true. A Ly-sentence S is of the form Jxq Vxp 3 - - ¢p(xq,..., xx)
for some computable predicate ¢. Similarly, the class IT; consists of all languages reducible to
deciding a given ITi-sentence is true; these are sentences of the form Vx; 3xa V- - - ¢(x1, ..., xx).

At the zeroth (k = 0) level, the classes Xy = Il correspond to the set of decidable languages,
and the first level classes ¥ and Il; are simply RE and coRE respectively. The class I, is in
the second level of the arithmetical hierarchy, and contains both X; and I1;. It is a well-known
fact from computability theory that the levels of the arithmetical hierarchy are all distinct, and
furthermore % # I for all k > 1.

Although we do not resolve the second open question, it is conjectured that the approximate
co-value problem is complete for coRE = I1;. A positive resolution of this conjecture would com-
plete the picture of the computability landscape of nonlocal games, depicted in Figure 1, and give
a pleasing correspondence between different nonlocal game problems and classes in the arithmeti-
cal hierarchy.

e=0 e>0
wy(G) £ ¢ | I (this paper) 1 [JNV*20a]
weo(G) £ e | T [Slo19b] I'Ty (conjectured)

Figure 1: A characterization of the complexity of computing the value of a nonlocal game in terms of the
arithmetical hierarchy, depending on whether the quantum or commuting operator value is being consid-
ered, and whether the value is being computed exactly or approximately. The top left entry is the main
result of this paper, and the lower right entry is conjectured.

We mention that the approximate and exact g- and co-value problems are used in defining the
four complexity classes MIP*, MIP;, MIP and MIPy’, respectively. In particular, the above figure
corresponds to the results MIP* = RE = £;, MIPj = I, and MIP® C MIPg” = coRE = TI1;.

A priori, this tight correspondence between nonlocal games and the arithmetical hierarchy
seems quite surprising. On one hand, computing the value of a nonlocal game corresponds to
a continuous optimization problem over a space of quantum states and quantum measurements,
possibly in infinite dimensions. On the other hand, deciding whether a quantified sentence is true
is a discrete problem in symbolic logic ostensibly having nothing to do with quantum physics.
Furthermore, the reader may notice that there are several interesting asymmetries in Figure 1,
illustrating that this correspondence has rich and unexpected behavior: if we assume the conjec-
ture about the approximate co-value problem, then both exact and approximate computation of
the commuting operator value are equivalent to deciding Il;-sentences, whereas for the quan-
tum value, the complexity splits depending on whether we are considering exact or approximate
computation.

Connections with noncommutative polynomial optimization. We also point out that the afore-
mentioned complexity results can be viewed as characterizations of the complexity of noncom-
mutative polynomial optimization, an important subject in mathematics, physics and computer sci-
ence [NPA08, DLTW08, PAM ™10, NT14]. The general formulation of noncommutative polyno-
mial optimization (ncPO for short) is the following: given Hermitian polynomials p, 41, ..., qx in
2n-noncommutative variables (x1,...,x,,x5,..., ;) over C, compute the value of the following



optimization program:

sup  (P|p(X)[¢)
s.t. gi(X) = 0 fori=1,...,m

The supremum is over choices of tuples (#, X, ¢) where H is a Hilbert space, X is an n-tuple
of bounded operators acting on #, and |¢) is a unit vector on H. The notation p(X) and g;(X)
indicates that we evaluate each of the indeterminates x; with the operator X; and x; with the
adjoint X7, respectively. We consider two different variations of a ncPO program P; if we restrict
the supremum to vary only over finite — but unbounded — dimensional Hilbert spaces then we call
the program finite-dimensional and let wg, (P) denote the value of the program. Otherwise we call
the program infinite-dimensional and let we (P) denote the value.

The complexity results in Figure 1 can be recast as the following. Given a ncPO program P and
a real number ¢ € R, deciding whether

1. wgn(P) > cis complete for I'l.
2. We(P) > cis complete for IT;.
3. |wgin(P) — c| < ¢ for fixed ¢ > 0 is complete for ;.

The reason for this is because on one hand we can encode the t-value of a nonlocal game for
t € {g,co} as a ncPO program that is finite-dimensional if t = g and infinite-dimensional if ¢ = co;
on the other hand the complexity of solving an ncPO program is upper-bounded by I1,, I1;, or ¥4
depending on the variant of the problem. Although this connection is fairly straightforward, for
completeness we provide the details in Appendix B.

We note that, by comparison, the analogous problems for commutative polynomial optimization
over R are decidable; this is because deciding whether a semialgebraic set defined by polynomial
equalities/inequalities over IR is empty is contained in PSPACE [Can88].

The main conceptual result of our paper is that all of the complexity statements about non-
local games expressed in Figure 1 can be established in a unified manner via a technique called
nonlocal game compression. At the heart of the proof of MIP* = RE is a gap-preserving compression
theorem for the g-value of games. The centerpiece of the present paper is a gapless compression
theorem that holds for both the g- and co-value of games. First we show that this gapless compres-
sion theorem directly gives an alternate proof of the I1;-completeness of the exact co-value prob-
lem [Slo19b], as well as an alternate proof of Slofstra’s result that the set of quantum correlations
is not closed (i.e. there is a nonlocal game G with w,(G) = 1, but there is no finite-dimensional
strategy with success probability 1) [Slo19a].

We then combine our gapless compression theorem with the gap-preserving one of [[NV*20a]
to obtain the I'l,-hardness of the exact g-value problem, establishing Theorem 1.1. Finally, we also
show how a gap-preserving compression theorem for the co-value of games would imply that the
approximate co-value problem is complete for coRE = IT;.

Another goal of this paper is to give a self-contained proof of a compression theorem that (a)
illustrates the key ideas of the gap-preserving compression results of [NW19, NV *20a], (b) gen-
eralizes these ideas to the infinite-dimensional commuting operator setting, and (c) is presented
in a language that is more accessible to researchers coming from operator algebras and related ar-
eas of mathematics. The proofs of the gap-preserving compression theorems of [NW19, JNV*20a]
are quite involved and rely on sophisticated results ranging from self-testing [WBMS16a, NV18]
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to the quantum soundness of the low-degree test [IV12, JNV20b] to gap amplification meth-
ods [BVY17]. These components are needed for the gap-preserving aspect of their compression
theorem. Working in the “gapless regime” allows us to work with much simpler versions of these
components (or circumventing them entirely).

In Section 1.1 we give an overview of how compression of nonlocal games yields the complex-
ity characterization shown in Figure 1. In Section 1.2 we give an overview of how our gapless
compression theorem is proved. In Section 1.3 we explain the synchronous strategies framework,
which our results are expressed in. This framework gives an elegant way to work with both g-
and co-type strategies in a unified manner, and brings out the connection between nonlocal games
and operator algebras.

1.1 The compression paradigm

Intuitively speaking, a nonlocal game compression procedure for t-type strategies (where t €
{g, co}) is a computable map Compress that takes an infinite sequence 4 = (G,,),eN of polynomial-
complexity nonlocal games to another infinite sequence 4’ = (G}, ),en such that for every n € IN,

e The optimal success probability of t-strategies in G}, is related in a predictable way to the
optimal success probability of t-strategies in G, and

* The complexity of the game G}, is much smaller than that of the original game G,, where we
measure the complexity of a game based on the number of time steps required by the verifier
to compute the decision procedure.

This second item is what motivates the name “compression”.

The “polynomial-complexity” condition on the input sequence 4 = (G, )nen of games means
that the complexity of each game G, is bounded by O(n°) for some constant ¢ > 0, and the com-
pression procedure Compress will depend on this constant. Furthermore, ¢ and %4’ are specified
via Turing machines which play the role of the verifier for the games in the sequences. Thus the
map Compress is a map from Turing machines to Turing machines. Importantly, the map Compress
itself is also computable by a Turing machine.

Depending on which value type t € {g,co} we consider, how the optimal ¢-strategies of G,
and G, are related to each other, and how much smaller the complexity of G}, is than of G,, we
obtain different compression procedures. The different compression procedures, in turn, allow us
to establish the different entries of the correspondence outlined in Figure 1.

We now give a high-level sketch of this connection.

Gapped compression for g-type strategies. The MIP* = RE result of [[NV'20a] relies on the fol-
lowing gap-preserving (or gapped for short) compression procedure for g-type strategies (i.e. finite-
dimensional strategies).

Theorem 1.2 (Gap-preserving compression, informally stated [[NV*20a]). There exists a computable
map GappedCompress, that, given a sequence of games 4 = (Gp)neN, Outputs a sequence of games
4’ = (G},)nen such that the complexity of 4" is O(logn), and furthermore if the complexity of 4 is at
most poly(n), then for all n € N,

* Ifwy(Gy) =1, then wy(G),) = 1.

¢ £(Gl, 1) > max {5((;,1,%), 2”}.



Here, for a nonlocal game G and real number 0 < p < 1, the quantity £(G, p) is defined to
be the minimum dimension of a strategy & such that w(G,¥) > p. If there is no strategy that
achieves winning probability p, then £(G, p) is defined to be oco.

The reason GappedCompress, is called “gap-preserving” is because if wy (G, ) = 1, then wy(G;,) =

1, and otherwise if w,(G,) < %, then w,(G),) < % In other words; the gap between 1 versus 1/2
in the two different possibilities for wy,(G,) is preserved for w,;(G;,). The second “if” follows from
the second item of Theorem 1.2: if there are no finite-dimensional strategies for G, that succeed
with probability at least %, then £(Gy, %) = oo, and therefore £(G), %) = oo, which implies that
there is no finite-dimensional strategy for G, that has value at least 3.

To show that every arithmetical sentence S of the form 3x ¢(x) can be transformed into an
equivalent game Gg (which is essentially equivalent to the statement MIP* = RE), the compression
procedure of Theorem 1.2 is used to construct an infinite sequence of games 4 = (G, )nen that
depends on the sentence S. If ¢(x) is true for some x < n (meaning that S is true), then the game
Gy, has the property that w,(G,,) = 1; otherwise Gy, is designed to be equivalent to the game G, ;,
the compression of G,+1 through the gap-preserving transformation GappedCompress,. In other
words, the sequence of games ¥ is effectively a self-compressing sequence of games. By inductively
utilizing the guarantees of the gapped compression procedure, we get that in the case that S is
true, we have w,(G,) = 1 for all n, and if S is false, w;(G,) < % for all n.* Finally, the game G is
then chosen to be the first member G; of the sequence 4.

Where does the poly(n)-complexity assumption on 4 and the O(log n)-complexity of ¢4’ con-
sequence of Theorem 1.2 come in? We can imagine that the behavior of the verifier in the game G,
is specified by the following pseudocode:

1 The verifier checks whether ¢(x) is true for some x < n. If it is, then accept.

2 Otherwise, compute ¢4’ by running GappedCompress, on the description of the sequence
4.

3 Play the game G

q

!/

v41, the (1 4 1)-st game of the sequence 4’.

Pseudocode 1: The game G, encoding X.1-sentences.

For simplicity we assume that ¢(n) is computable in time O(n). Then the complexity of the
game G, can be computed as O(n?) + O(1) + O(logn) = poly(n). The O(n?) comes from evalu-
ating ¢ on n different inputs; the O(1) comes from the complexity of executing the compression
procedure; and the O(logn) comes from the complexity of the compressed game G;,,;. So the
sequence of games ¢ has complexity poly(n), and thus the consequences of the assumption (the
first and second items) are satisfied.

Gapless compression for g- and co-type strategies. We now turn to gapless compression pro-
cedures. As suggested by the name, these are compression procedures that do not necessarily
preserve any gap in the values of the “input” sequence of games. The main technical contribution
of this paper is the following gapless compression theorem:

Theorem 1.3 (Gapless compression, informally stated). For t € {q,co} there exists a computable
map GaplessCompress, that, given a sequence of games 4 = (Gy)ueN, outputs a sequence of games
4" = (G},)nen such that the complexity of 4’ is O(logn), and furthermore if the complexity of 4 is at
most poly(n), then for all n € IN,

“The choice of % is inconsequential here; everything stated here holds true for any constant that’s strictly less than 1.



o Ifwi(Gy) <1, then wi(G),) < 1.

e wi(G)) > (1 —a)+ awi(Gy), where 0 < a < 1is a universal constant.
o £(G,,1) > max {E(Gn,l), 22"}.

Notice that the first and second items imply that w;(G,) = 1 if and only if w;(G},) = 1. In the
case of t = ¢, this gapless compression theorem appears to be a weaker version of Theorem 1.2,
except the second item makes it incomparable: whereas the gapped compression theorem only
works on games that either have value 1 or at most 3, the gapless compression theorem works for
all games. In fact, the compression procedure of Theorem 1.3 is gap-shrinking: given a game G,
with value w;(G,,) < 1, the compressed game G, has value w;(G,,) < w(G),) < 1. Intuitively, by
repeatedly applying a gapless compress procedure to an initial game with value strictly less than
1, the sequence of compressed games obtained have value that get arbitrarily close to 1.

Gapless compression theorems allow us to show that deciding the truth of sentences S of the
form Vx ¢(x) (i.e. ITj-sentences) can be reduced to deciding whether the quantum (or commuting
operator) value of nonlocal games is exactly 1. Analogously to the proof sketched for MIP* = RE,
we construct a self-compressing sequence of games 4 = (Gy),en that depends on the given
sentence S = Vx ¢(x). In pseudocode, the games have the following behavior:

1 The verifier checks whether ¢(x) is false for some x < n. If it is, then reject.
2 Otherwise, compute ¢4’ by running GaplessCompress, on the description of 4.

3 Play the game G, ;, the (1 4- 1)-st game of the sequence 4’.

Pseudocode 2: The game G, encoding I1;-sentences.

Again we assume that ¢(n) is computable in O(n) time, implying that the games in the se-
quence %4 have poly(n)-complexity. The difference between this construction of G, and the previ-
ous one is that instead of checking whether ¢(x) is true for some x < #, the verifier now checks
whether it is false for some x. Using the gapless compression theorem, we get that if ¢(x) is true
for all x (meaning S is true), then we have the following chain of inequalities:

wi(Gn) = wi(Gyyq)
> (1—a)+awi(Gpir)

=(1—a)+ lXUJt(G;wZ)
>(1—a)+a((l—a)+awi(G),))

The equalities follow from construction of the games, and the inequalities follow from the second
item of Theorem 1.3. Since & < 1, this implies that w;(G,) is at least (1 — &) (a +a>+a’+---) =1,
and thus w(G,) = 1.

On the other hand, if S is false, then there is some n for which w;(G,,) = 0. Working backwards,
we deduce that w¢(G;,) < 1 (by the first item of the gapless compression theorem), so therefore
wt(Gy—1) < 1, which means that w;(G],_;) < 1, and so on. Thus for all k < n we have w;(Gy) < 1.

Finally, the game Gg is then chosen to be the first member G; of the sequence 4.

Since deciding the truth of Il;-sentences is an undecidable problem, this gives an alternate
proof of the undecidability of determining whether w;(G) = 1 for t € {g,co}, first proved by

Slofstra [Slo19b, Slo19a]. His proof is based on very different techniques based on group theory
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and approximate representation theory. As mentioned previously, the main result of Slofstra’s
work is that the set of quantum correlation C; is not closed. We can also prove this separation as a
corollary of our results in section 6.3.

Combining gapped and gapless compression. The main application of our gapless compres-
sion theorem is to combine it with the gapped compression theorem of [JNV*20a] to prove The-
orem 1.1, which establishes the IT,-completeness of deciding whether the quantum value of a
nonlocal game is equal to 1. The two compression theorems, interleaved together, allow us to
transform sentences S of the form Vx 3y ¢(x, y) (i.e. IT-sentences) to an equivalent nonlocal game
Gs (i.e. S is true if and only if w,(Gs) = 1).

Fix a Ily-sentence S = Vx3y¢(x,y). The key idea is that S can be equivalently expressed
as S = VmS,, where m ranges over the positive integers (rather than binary strings) and S, is
the X1-sentence 3n ¢p(m, n), where n also ranges over the positive integers. Leveraging the ;-
sentences-to-nonlocal games reduction from [[NV20a], we get that for all m € IN there exists
a nonlocal game H,, (computable from S;;) such that wq(Hm) = 1if and only if S, is true. In
particular S is true if and only if Vn w,(H,) = 1.

Now we design a sequence of games 4 = (G, )nen encoding the sentence S as follows.

1 Using the reduction from [JNV*20a], compute the description of the game H,
corresponding to the Xi-sentence S,,.

2 Compute the game sequence 4’ = (Gj,)sen by running GaplessCompress, on the
description of 4.

3 With probability 1, play the game G/, 1, the (1 4+ 1)-st game of the sequence 4’.

4 Otherwise with probability , play the game H,,

Pseudocode 3: The game G, encoding II,-sentences.

Since the reduction of [JNV'20a] is polynomial-time computable, the game H, has poly(n)
complexity. The compressed game G, _; has O(logn) complexity, due to the guarantees of the
GaplessCompress, procedure. This implies that each game G, in the sequence 4 has poly(n)
complexity. If S is true (meaning that S, is true for all m) then we can establish the following

relationship between w;(G,) and wy(Gy41):

1 1
wy(Gy) = qu( vi1) + qu(Hn) (Definition of the game G,)

1 1

= qu( ;H)—FE (S true = wy(H,) =1 for all n)
1 1

> 5 ((1 —u)+ ocwq(GnH)) + 5 (Theorem 1.3)

®
-1-2 (1 - wq(GnH))

This is equivalent to 1 — w,(G,) < %(1 — wq(GnH)) and by induction this means that 1 —

k
wy(Gp) < (%) (1 — a)q(GHk)) for all k € IN. As k goes to infinity, this means that w,(G,) is
arbitrarily close to 1, and thus equal to 1.
On the other hand, if S is false, then there is some n for which S, is false and consequently
wy(Hy,) < 1. This means w,(G,) < 1. By the gapless compression theorem (Theorem 1.3) we
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deduce that w,(G;,) < 1, so therefore w,;(G,-1) < 1, which means that w,;(G;,_;) < 1, and so on.
Thus for all k < n we have w,(Gy) < 1.

Finally, the desired game Gg is then chosen to be the first member G; of the sequence 4.

We observe that for this argument it did not matter that reduction from X;-sentences S, to
games H, is gapped (in the sense that w,(H,) = 1if S, is true and w,(H,) < 3 otherwise). All
that mattered was that there was some reduction from ¥;-sentences to nonlocal games such that
the game value reflects the truth of the sentence. This raises an interesting question for whether it
is possible to prove the II,-hardness result using “just” a gapless compression theorem.

Gapped compression for commuting operator strategies? It is still unknown whether the prob-
lem of approximating the commuting operator value is as hard as deciding I'l;-sentences, which
would mean that exact and approximate computation of the commuting operator value are equiv-
alent in difficulty. Once again, the question boils down to the existence of a gapped compression
procedure for commuting operator strategies. Suppose the following conjecture held:

Conjecture 1.4 (Gap-preserving compression for commuting operator strategies). There exists a
computable map GappedCompress,, that, given a sequence of games 4 = (Gp)neN, Outputs a sequence of
games 4" = (G},)nen such that the complexity of 4’ is O(logn), and furthermore if the complexity of 4
is at most poly(n), then for alln € IN,

1.

® If“]co(Gn) =1, then ww(G;)
® Ifwco(Gn) < %, then wCO(G;) < %

We can then design a sequence of games % as follows. Let M denote a Turing machine that,
given a description of a nonlocal game F (note that this is a single game, rather than a sequence of
games), halts if w¢, (F) < 1 and otherwise runs forever. The semidefinite programming hierarchies
of [NPA(O8, DLTWO08], or the procedure described by [GH13], can be used to implement M.

1 The verifier checks whether ¢(x) is false for some x < n. If it is, then reject.

2 Compute the description of the nonlocal game Gj, the first game of the sequence 4.
3 Run M on input G; for n steps. If it halts, then accept.
4
5

Otherwise, compute 4’ by running GaplessCompress,, on the description of 4.
/

Play the game G, _ ;,

the (n + 1)-st game of the sequence 4’.

Pseudocode 4: The game G, to decide I1;-sentences.

The complexity of 4 is poly(n) so the consequences of Conjecture 1.4 hold. Let S denote the
sentence Vx ¢(x) for some O(n)-time computable predicate ¢. Suppose S were true. Then Step 1 of
Algorithm 4 would never reject. Suppose that w.,(G1) < 1. Then by definition, M will halt in some
number of steps T. Thus w¢(G,) = 1foralln > T. For n < T, we have that w(G,) = 1 if and
only if we,(G;, ;) = 1 (by design of G,,), which is if and only if we (Gpi1) = 1 (by Conjecture 1.4).
By an inductive argument we get that w.,(G1) = 1, which contradicts our assumption. Thus we
get weo(Gy) = 1.

On the other hand, suppose that S were false. Let m denote the least integer such that ¢(m) is
false. First, it cannot be the case that M halts in fewer than m steps. If it halted in n steps for n < m,
then w.,(G,) = 1 by construction. However, by construction and Conjecture 1.4 this means that
weo(Gp—1) = 1, and so on, ultimately yielding that w,(G1) = 1. This is a contradiction, as the fact
that M halts implies that w.,(G1) < 1.
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Next, we see that w,;(G,) = 0 because ¢(m) is false. By Conjecture 1.4, this means that
Weo(G—1) < %, and so on, ultimately yielding that w.(G1) < %, as desired. Letting Gs = Gj,
this completes the reduction from the problem of deciding I'l;-sentences to approximate co-value
problem.

We discuss a plausible approach to proving Conjecture 1.4 in Section 1.2.

Finally, we note that there is something bizarre about the use of the Turing machine M in this
construction. Regardless of whether S is true or false, in both cases, the verifier in the game G, never
witnesses the Turing machine M halting! Thus, it may appear that M’s halt/non-halt behavior is
irrelevant to the decision procedures of the games {G,}. However, if we remove line 3 from
Algorithm 4, then it is no longer clear how to reason about the value of the game G;! In particular,
when S is true, there is no n for which we can definitively identify the value of G,, because we
have an “infinite recursion” where G, is the same game as the compression of G,,;1, which in turn
is the same game as the compression of G,42, and so on. Thus, inserting M in the description of
the games seems to force the sequence of games {G, } to “examine its own (commuting operator)
value,” which in turn allows us — mathematicians looking in from the outside — to pin down the
value of G, for all n. We find it a fascinating question of whether it is possible to deduce the value
of the games {G,, } with line 3 removed.?

Are compression theorems necessary? We have just demonstrated that, equipped with the ap-
propriate compression procedures, we can characterize the complexity of the quantum and com-
muting operator value of nonlocal games. Could compression theorems be necessary? That is, does
knowing that (say) exactly computing the commuting operator value is equivalent to deciding I1;-
sentences imply the existence of a compression procedure like the one given by Theorem 1.3?

In [MNY20], it was shown that MIP* = RE (i.e. the ¥;-hardness of the approximate g-value
problem) implies a gap-preserving compression theorem for quantum strategies (i.e., Theorem 1.2).
We show that this equivalence between compression and complexity of nonlocal games is more
general:

¢ The II;-hardness of the approximate co-value problem implies a gap-preserving compres-
sion theorem for commuting operator strategies.

¢ The I;-hardness of the exact co-value problem implies a gapless compression theorem for
commuting operator strategies.

* The Il)-hardness of the exact g-value problem implies a gapless compression theorem for
quantum strategies.

We prove these equivalences in Section 6.5.

Relation to previous work The idea of using compression in order to obtain complexity lower
bounds for nonlocal games was first due to Ji [Jil7]. There, he showed that the complexity of de-
ciding between w,(G) = 1and w,;(G) < 1—1/poly(|G|) where |G| denotes the description length
of the game G is at least as hard as solving NEXP-complete problems. His result, however, only
applied to games with more than two players (in fact his result applies for games with 10 players).
The techniques used to compress games use a variety of tools from quantum information the-
ory, including quantum error correcting codes and the Feynman-Kitaev history state construction.

5This trick of inserting the Turing machine M into the description of the game is also used by [JNV'20a] to construct
an explicit game whose commuting operator value differs from its quantum value.
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This compression technique was further developed by [FJVY19], who prove a gapless compres-
sion theorem that can be recursively composed in order to obtain arbitrarily large complexity lower
bounds for nonlocal games. The lower bounds obtained by [FJVY19] still only apply to games
with three or more players, however. This is a fundamental limitation of the compression ap-
proach of [Jil7, FJVY19] because they rely on using quantum error-correcting codes to perform
secret sharing, which require 3 or more parties.

Obtaining complexity lower bounds for two player games have wider implications and re-
quire new techniques. For example, the connection between Connes” Embedding Problem and
the approximate g-value problem only hold for two player games. Compressing two-player non-
local games was first pioneered by [NW19] and then further developed by [JNV*20a] to prove
MIP* = RE. These works use very different tools such as classical and quantum low-degree tests
and probabilistically checkable proofs (PCPs).® The gapless compression theorem of this paper
is based on a simplified version of these techniques, which allows us to obtain our I'l,-hardness
result for two-player games.

In [MNY20], we obtained I1,-hardness for the exact g-value problem for games with three or
more players. This is because we combined the gapless compression theorem of [FJVY19] with
the gapped compressed theorem of [[NV*20a]. However as mentioned the requirement to have
games with at least three players is intrinsic to the work of [Jil7, FJVY19]. Furthermore, all pre-
vious works only study the setting of finite-dimensional (i.e. g-type) strategies; ours is the first to
study compression of games in the commuting operator setting.

1.2 Overview of the gapless compression theorem

We now provide an overview of the proof of Theorem 1.3, our gapless compression theorem. The
compression theorem technically is about a procedure for transforming a sequence of games into
another, but for simplicity we discuss compression as transforming individual games.

The high-level structure of the compression procedure follows the paradigm first established
by [NW19] and developed further by [[NV*20a]. Let G denote an “input” game where the ques-
tion lengths, answer lengths, and complexity of the decision procedure are poly(n). The game G
is transformed into a “compressed” game G’ where the complexity of the decision procedure is
polylog(n). This transformation consists of two steps, the first one called Question Reduction and
the second called Answer Reduction. We describe these two steps next.

Fix an input game G = (X, A, D). All games involved use the uniform distribution over
questions; for this reason we omit mention of the question distribution when specifying a nonlocal
game. Fix a value type t € {g,co}.

1.2.1 Question Reduction

The Question Reduction step transforms G into the Introspection game G™ = (xintro, fintro pyintro)
where

log | X" = O(loglog | X|)
log | A™°| = poly (log | A|)
Complexity of D" = poly(Complexity of D) .

The Introspection game G is equivalent to G in the sense that the value of w;(G™™) = 1 if and
only if w(G) = 1.

®View Section 2 of [NW19] for a more in-depth overview of the differences.
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At an intuitive level, the question lengths are reduced in G"'™ by asking the players to “ask
themselves” - i.e., to introspect — their own questions from X'. The players in G"™ are each asked
to sample a question x € X’ and answer with 2 € A as they would have answered in the original
game G. If the players’ responses are (x,a) and (y, b), the decision procedure in G will check
that D(x,y,a,b) = 1.

In order for the values of G and G to be meaningfully related, we need to ensure that (a)
the players sample their introspected questions x and y from the uniform distribution (instead of,
say, always picking a fixed (x*,y*) for which they have prepared winning answers), and (b) the
tirst player does not have any knowledge of the second player’s question y and the second player
does not have any knowledge of the first player’s question x.

Forcing players to behave honestly according to (a) and (b) crucially relies on a property called
rigidity that holds for some nonlocal games. A nonlocal game G is rigid if the state and measure-
ment operators of any near optimal strategy for G satisfy very rigid constraints. For introspection,
we need a family of games, called Question Sampling games where the nth member of this fam-
ily is denoted by QS,,. Each game has two special questions labeled by measure-standard-basis
and measure-orthogonal-basis and players in QS,, are required to respond to these questions with
strings in {0, 1}". Furthermore these games exhibit rigidity in the following sense; in any near op-
timal strategy for QS,, the players must share n EPR pairs, and the player answering the measure-
standard-basis (resp. measure-orthogonal-basis) question, must measure their share of entangled
state using a measurement that is close, in some metric, to the standard basis measurement (resp.
orthogonal basis {|+), | —) } measurement).

For simplicity suppose that the question set for the game G is X = {0,1}". Then the Intro-
spection game G, at its core, is the QS,, game”: to introspect the verifier just asks the player the
measure-standard-basis question. The verifier then takes advantage of the other special question,
measure-orthogonal-basis, to ensure that the properties (a) and (b) of introspection questions are
satisfied. The proof of this fact is a direct consequence of the rigidity property of the Question
Sampling game as described earlier.

There are many candidate games for Question Sampling if we only cared about the rigidity
property mentioned above. One example is the parallel-repeated Magic Square game [CN16]. What
makes the search for a family of games QS,, more challenging is the additional requirement im-
posed by the property

log | x| = O(loglog | X|).

To satisfy this requirement the Question Sampling can have at most poly(n) questions. So overall
QS,, must be a game with poly(n) questions for which any optimal strategy uses n EPR pairs. Any
family of games satisfying this property is said to be efficiently rigid. Efficiency is referring to the
fact that games with small number of questions are certifying Hilbert spaces of large dimension
(2" in the case of QS,,). The family of games where the nth game is the nth parallel-repeated Magic
Square game is not efficiently rigid because the number of questions grows as 2°("). In Section 3.2
we introduce a family of games called 2-out-of-n Magic Square and prove it is efficiently rigid.
Introspection first appeared in [NW19] followed by a more sophisticated version in the MIP* =
RE result. To obtain the gapped compression in that paper, the Question Reduction step must
also be gap-preserving, i.e., in addition to the above requirements for introspection, it must be
that if w,(G) < 1/2, then w,(G™™) < 1/2. For gapped introspection, in addition to efficient
rigidity, we need to make sure that in any strategy winning QS,, with probability at least 1 — ¢,

’To be more precise the game G"™ is QS, extended so that it has a small number of additional special questions.
The cross-checks between these special questions force the players to behave “honestly” (i.e., to sample (x,y) from the
uniform distribution), or risk losing the game with some nonzero probability.
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the measurement for measure-standard-basis question is poly(e, logn)-close (in operator norm)
to the standard-basis measurement. The crucial point is that the error function has logarithmic
dependence on n. This is what we call an efficiently robust rigidity result. The 2-out-of-n Magic
Square game is not highly robust because the error function has a polynomial dependence on
n. The game used in the MIP* = RE result that exhibits this additional robustness requirement
is called the quantum low-degree-test [NV18]. The proof of rigidity for this game is considerably
more complicated than the proof of rigidity for the 2-out-of-n Magic Square game. Also, in our
setting we only need to introspect games with uniform question distributions. We believe these
simplifications in the gapless setting help illuminate the core ideas behind introspection.

1.2.2 Answer Reduction

The Answer Reduction step transforms G into the game G** = (X", 42", D) where

log | X*"| = poly(log | X)
log |A™] = O(1)
Complexity of D™ = poly(log Complexity of D) .

The game G®™ is equivalent to G in the sense that the value of w;(G**®) = 1if and only if w(G) =
1.

The idea is to delegate computing the decision procedure D(x, y, a,b) to the players. Then have
them certify their computation using a constant sized certificate. In this paper we use the Cook-
Levin reduction: this is an efficient transformation that maps a Turing machine M and input string
w to a 3SAT formula ¢y and variable assignment 77, such that M(w) = 1if and only if 77, satisifes
@M. Furthermore, w is embedded in the beginning of 7, . Clauses of the 3SAT formula ¢y can
be computed hyper-efficiently (which allows us to exponentially reduce the verifiers runtime).
We use this to reduce the Turing machine D, that computes the decision procedure for fixed
questions (x,y), and the players answers (a,b) to a 35AT formula ¢, and assignment 77, ;. The
verifier will now compute a random clause of this formula, and ask the players to provide the
assignments specified by 7, , to the variables in the clause.

There are three immediate issues we must address in this scheme. First, in our current game no
individual player has access to both questions to produce the 3SAT formula ¢,,. Secondly, if we
allow one of the players to have access to both questions, in order to compute ¢, ,, we must ensure
that the answers (4, b) (and certificate 77, ;) are produced in such way that a only depends on x and
b only depends on y. Lastly, we have to make sure the player in fact returns the corresponding
assignments specified by 77, , and does not change this depending on the clause we query.

Fortunately, all three issues can be addressed by oracularization. This takes our original game
and transforms it to a new game G°™° where the verifier sends one player a question x € X and
the other a pair of questions (x,y) € X2. When a player receives a single question x we call them
an isolated player. When a player receives a pair (x,y) we call them an oracle player. The players
win if the oracle player responds with an answer pair (a,b) € A% such that D(x,y,a,b) = 1 and
the isolated player responds with answer a (resp. responds with answer b). Intuitively, in G°™¢ an
oracle player must “simulate” the behavior of the two players in G, and the isolated player (who
only receives half of the oracle question) is used to check that the oracle player’s answers (a, b) are
produced in a way that 2 only depends on x and b only depends on y, solving our first two issues.

Now we can go ahead and apply the Answer Reduction protocol on the game G°¢, where the
oracle player responds with assignments for our clause queries as described before, but the iso-
lated player is asked a random bit of their original answer a (resp. b). In particular we query only

16



from those clauses which contain at least one variable from the beginning of 7,; which embeds
a (resp. b), we make sure the two players answers match on this assignment. This allows us to
continue enforcing the no communication requirement after Answer Reduction. It also ensures
that the oracle player is in fact providing assignments to the clause variables from 77, ;. Therefore
G uses constant sized answers and has exponentially more efficient verifier complexity.

1.2.3 From gapless to gapped compression

We highlight the primary differences between our gapless compression theorem and the gapped
compression theorem of [JNV*20a].

e In MIP* = RE, instead of using the Cook-Levin reduction, the Answer Reduction trans-
formation uses probabilistically checkable proofs (PCPs) in order to control the amount of gap
shrinkage. The soundness of the PCP construction in [JNV*20a] is based on the soundness
of something called the classical low-degree test against entangled provers [JNV20b], which
is a very technically challenging part of their analysis.

¢ As explained earlier, the Question Reduction step in MIP* = RE uses the robust rigidity of
the quantum low-degree test [NV18]. Contrast this with our gapless compression theorem
that does not require a robust rigidity test.

e The proof of MIP* = RE uses a parallel repetition theorem. Roughly speaking, parallel repeti-
tion theorems state that if the quantum value of a game G is less than 1, then the value of the
game G", that is obtained from G by playing n instances of G in parallel, decays exponen-
tially with n. This is needed because both the Question Reduction and Answer Reduction
transformations shrink the gap by some amount, and parallel repetition is used to amplify
the gap back to some constant amount.

In this paper we transfer many of the ideas from [JNV20a] to the infinite dimensional set-
ting, allowing us to get a gapless compression theorem for commuting operator strategies. As
discussed earlier proving Conjecture 1.4 requires a gapped compression theorem for the com-
muting operator strategies. Just like in the case of g-strategies, we would also need to establish
commuting-operator analogues of the three ingredients described above: (1) soundness of the clas-
sical low-degree test, (2) soundness of the quantum low-degree test, and (3) a parallel repetition
theorem.

The first item has been resolved in a forthcoming paper [JNV*21]. The second item requires a
proof that the quantum low-degree test is sound against commuting operator strategies. Finally,
parallel repetition is well studied in the context of (finite-dimensional) quantum strategies [JPY14,
DSV14, BVY17] but nothing is known yet in the context of commuting operator strategies (aside
from the parallel repetition result of [CSUUO08], but this only holds for XOR games).

Given the commuting-operator analogues of these tools, however, the I1;-completeness of the
approximate co-value problem should then follow from the argument described in Section 1.1.

1.3 The synchronous strategies framework

As mentioned, another goal of this paper is to present the proof of the gapless compression theo-
rem (Theorem 1.3) in a way that distills, into their simplest form, the techniques and conceptual
components that go into establishing its much more sophisticated cousin, the gap-preserving com-
pression theorem of [[NV*20a]. To that end, we express and prove all our results in the framework
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of synchronous strategies, a class of strategies first studied by [PSS*16]. Working with these strate-
gies simplifies our arguments both notationally as well as conceptually (as compared to working
with general nonlocal games and general strategies).

A synchronous strategy & for a game G is specified by a separable Hilbert space H (which
could be infinite-dimensional), a von Neumann algebra &/ on #, a tracial state on the algebra o/,
8 and a set of projective measurements { M*} . y in the algebra «f (each M* is a set of projections
{M} } e 4 summing to the identity). Given questions (x,y), the probability of obtaining answers
(a,b) is given by T(MZ Mj). Thus the probability that the strategy & succeeds in the game G is
given by

Yo oulxy) ) D(x,y,a,b)T(Mjf Mz) :
xyeX abeA

Readers who are not familiar with von Neumann algebras and tracial states may find the finite-
dimensional setting easier to understand. When H = C’ for some dimension 7, then we can
without loss of generality take the algebra o/ to be the set B(#) of all bounded operators on ‘H
(which in finite dimensions is simply the set of all linear operators). In this case there is a unique

tracial state, which is the normalized trace T(X) = ltr(X). In terms of strategies for nonlocal

games, this corresponds to the players using the same projective measurements for each question

and sharing the maximally entangled state |®) = L Y _,|e)|e). Such a strategy has the property
r

that if both players receive the same question x € X, they always output the same answer a € A
(this is why these strategies are called “synchronous”).

In the infinite-dimensional setting, synchronous strategies give rise to commuting operator strate-
gies: for every synchronous strategy ¥ = (1, {M*}) with Hilbert space #, there exist another
Hilbert space H’, a state |ip) € H', and measurements {A*}, {B*} on H' for the players respec-
tively such that for all x,y € X and a,b € A, the operators A} and BZ commute and we have

T(My My) = (y| A} By|y) -
For a proof, see [PSS* 16, Theorem 5.5].

Remark 1.5. On the need to specify a von Neumann algebra o as part of the strategy: unlike in the finite-
dimensional setting, we cannot without loss of generality take < to be all of B(H); this is because there may
not necessarily be a tracial state on B(H).

Synchronous strategies arise naturally when considering synchronous games: these are games
where the players must output the same answers whenever they receive the same question (i.e.
D(x,x,a,b) = 0 whenever a # b). This simple restriction on the rules of the game has the follow-
ing consequences for optimal strategies:

Theorem 1.6 (Adapted from Theorem 3.2 of [HMPS17] and Theorem 3.6 of [KPS18]). Let G =
(X, A, u, D) be a synchronous game such that p(x,x) > 0 for all x € X. Then if we,(G) = 1 then there
exists a synchronous strategy & = (7, {M*}) for G that achieves value 1. If furthermore w,;(G) = 1,

then there exists a sequence {¥, }neN of finite-dimensional synchronous strategies whose values approach
1.

Many games studied in quantum information theory and theoretical computer science are
synchronous games; for example the games constructed in the proof of MIP* = RE are all syn-
chronous. In this paper, we also focus exclusively on synchronous games. For this reason, we

8 A von Neumann algebra o on a Hilbert space H is a *-subalgebra of B(H) (the set of bounded operators on ) that
contains the identity operator and is closed under the weak operator topology. A tracial state T on the algebra « is a
positive, unital linear functional that satisfies the trace property: T (AB) = T (BA) forall A,B € «.
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focus on analyzing the synchronous value of games: we define

wi(G):= sup w(G,¥) and w(G):= sup w(GY).
synchronous & finite-dimensional
synchronous

Since synchronous strategies correspond to commuting operator strategies, we have that w3, (G) <
weo(G) and similarly wi (G) < wq(G); Theorem 1.6 implies that w;(G) = 1ifand only if w(G) =1
for t € {g,co}. Thus we do not lose any generality by restricting our attention to synchronous
strategies.

The benefits of working within the synchronous games framework is that strategies only re-
quire specifying one set of measurements for both players (instead of having to keep track of
one for Alice and one for Bob), and furthermore the state T has the cyclic trace property. Work-
ing in the synchronous setting significantly simplified many of our proofs, in particular those of
rigidity and introspection. Previous rigidity results needed to characterize the shared state upto
isometry and find a concrete representation of the measurement operators as matrices. In the
synchronous setting however we are able to completely sidestepped these technical issues. We
need only to show that certain algebraic relations such as commutation or anticommutation are
satisfied by any optimal strategy, which allows for a much cleaner argument. Furthermore, work-
ing in the synchronous games framework allows for a unified treatment of both the finite- and
infinite-dimensional settings.

This paper builds upon arguments and techniques from a number of previous results. There
has been great success in pinning down the algebra of optimal strategies within the synchronous
games setting. It is our hope that expressing our results in the language of synchronous games
will facilitate connecting our work to the world of functional analysis and operator algebras.
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2 Preliminaries

For an integer d € IN we write [d] to denote {1,2,...,d}. For functions f,g1,..., : NfF — N,
we write f < poly(g1, ..., k) if there exists a constants C, E > 0 such that for all sufficiently large

ar, ..., g,
4

flay, ..., ax) < CHgi(al,...,ak)E.
i=1
Let A(x1,...,x;) denote a k-input Turing machine, which is a Turing machine with k input
tapes, a single work tape, and a single output tape. Then TIME4(x1, ..., xx) denotes the maximum
of the description length of A, and the running time of A on input (x1, ..., x;) (which may be oo
if A never halts on that input). For an integer n € IN, we let TIME4(n) denote the maximum of
TIMEA(n,x2,...,x;) overall xp,...,x; € {0,1}* (Where n is provided to A in binary).

2.1 Algebras, states, and norms

Let H be a separable Hilbert space and let B(#) denote the set of bounded linear operators on #.
We write 13, to denote the identity operator on H (and simply write 1 when the Hilbert space is
clear from context).

A von Neumann algebra on a Hilbert space H is a unital *-subalgebra of bounded operators
B(H) that is closed in the weak operator topology. Given two von Neumann algebras ¢/ and % on
Hilbert spaces H 4, Hp respectively, the tensor product algebra o/ ® % is defined to be the closure
under the weak operator topology of the x-subalgebra generated by {A @ B € B(Hs ® Hp) : A €
Ad,Be€B}.

Let ¢/ C B(#) denote a von Neumann algebra on 7. We say that a positive linear functional
T:9 —Cis

e Unitalif t(1) =1;

* Normal if for all families (P;);c; of pairwise orthogonal projections in ¢/, we have T ( Yicr Pi) =
Yier () ;
* Tracial if for all A, B € o, we have T(AB) = ©(BA) ;

In this paper, T will always represent a positive linear functional that is tracial, normal, and uni-
tal. We call such functionals a normal tracial state. For brevity we often drop the “normal” qual-
ifier. For an in-depth reference to von Neumann algebras, we refer the reader to Blackadar’s
textbook [Bla06].

We record some basic properties of tracial states. First, tracial states satisfy the Cauchy-Schwarz
and Holder inequalities, i.e.

[T(A*B)]? < T(A"A)T(B'B)  and  |T(A"B)| < ||A]l-7(|B)

where || - || denotes the operator norm, and |B| = +/B*B. Second, tracial states give rise to a
seminorm on ¢: we define the T-norm of an operator A € « to be

JAlle = /T(4*A) = \/T(A4").

The || - || norm satisfies the triangle inequality: i.e., ||A + B||: < ||A||x + || B|+-

If H is finite dimensional (i.e. isomorphic to C%) then there is a unique tracial state on the
algebra B(?), which is the dimension-normalized trace %tr(A). Thus in this case the T-norm is the
normalized Frobenius norm.
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Proposition 2.1. If T and o are tracial states on von Neumann algebras <l and 9B respectively, then T ® o
is a tracial state on the von Neumann algebra o & 9.

Proposition 2.2. Let A,B € &. Then ||AB||+ < || Al - || B+
Proof.

|AB||x = /T(BB*A*A)

<\/lA*All - ©(BB") (Holder)
= [|A[l - IB|«
]

The following proposition allows us to exchange any operator A in any expression CAD with
a nearby operator B and obtain a new expression CBD close to the original expression.

Proposition 2.3. Let C,D € o be any operators with ||C||, ||D|| < 1. If A,B € o and ||A — B||r <,
then ||CAD — CBD||; < eand |t(CAD — CBD)| <.

Proof. By Proposition 2.2
IC(A = B)D|Z < [ICI*IDI*A - BIF < [|A - B3
We also have

[7(C(A — B)D)|> = |[1(DC(A - B))|?
< t(DCC*D*)T((A— B)*(A—B)) (Cauchy-Schwarz)
< |lA- B3

In the last line we used that T7(DCC*D*) < 1. Indeed, if ||[M|| < 1, then by Holder |T(M)| <
|M*||T(I) < 1. O

In applications of Proposition 2.3 we usually find ourselves in a situation where C and D are
products of projections and unitaries. Since the operator norm is submultiplicative, i.e., | MN|| <
| M|||IN]|, the operator norm of any product of projections and unitaries is bounded above by 1.
Thus the assumptions of the proposition are readily verified.

Proposition 2.4. Let U be any unitary. If |T(1 — U)| < ¢, then |1 — U||; < v/2¢
Proof.

11— U = o((1— )" (- U)) = 7(20 - U - U*) < 2(l - U)].
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2.2 Measurements and distance measures on them

Let ¢/ denote a von Neumann algebra with a normal tracial state 7. Let M = {M,},c4 and
N = {N,},e4 denote sets of operators in ¢, indexed by a finite set .A. Then we measure the
distance between M and N, denoted by | M — N||, as

IM=Nl:= /Y M)~ NaJf?.
ac A

We say that M is d-far from N, denoted by M, ~s N,, if || M — N||: < 6. We also occasionally use

the notation | M||: = /Yse 4 [|Ma|%.

Lemma 2.5. Let M = {M,},c4 and and N = {N, },c 4 denote sets of operators indexed by a finite set
A. Then
IM = Nl < [|Mllz + [IN]|- .

Proof. We compute:

2
IM—=NI? =} M — No|z

aeA

< (XL IMalP) + (X INGlP) +2( X I Malle - NG

(ﬂezA o|1?) (ag aI?) (gg alle - INGll )

< (L IM?) + (X INalP) +2, /3 IMalB- [Y NGl
acA acA acA acA

= (Il + N1l

The first inequality follows from the triangle inequality of the T-norm, and the second inequality
follows from Cauchy-Schwarz. O

A positive operator-valued measure (POVM) on H with outcomes in a finite set A is a set of positive
operators { M, },e 4 such that Y, 4 M, = 1. A projective measurement is a POVM such that each
element M, is a projection. For a projective measurement M = {M,} it holds that M,M, =
0, pM, where 6, is Kronecker delta. So operators belonging to the same projective measurement
commute. We say two measurements M = {M,} and N = {N;} commute, if M;N, = N, M, for
all a,b.

To denote “data processed” measurements, i.e., apply a function f : A — B to the outcome of
a measurement, we use the following notation: M ] denotes the POVM with elements

M = 2 M

forall b € B. As an example, suppose A = {0,1}" and B = {0,1}. Then we write M,_,, to
denote the processed measurement that measures a string 4, and then returns the i-th bit of a. To
refer to the element of M, ,, corresponding to outcome b € {0,1}, we write M, ,, ;- For a
predicate P : A — {0,1}, we also use the notation

Mgp@) = ), M.
a:P(a)=1

For example, the operator M(,.¢(,)..;] denotes the sum over all M, such that f(a) # b.
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We introduce two important distance measures between POVMs that will be used throughout
this paper. All operators referred to in the following are assumed to be elements of a von Neumann
algebra ¢/ on which a tracial state 7 is defined.

The first distance measure we define is called inconsistency. Let M, N denote POVMs with
outcomes in a finite set A (called the answer set or outcome set). We say that M and N are J-

inconsistent if

Y T(MaNy) <6

abeA:

a#b
When the answer set A is clear from context, we write M, ~s N, to denote that M and N are
J-inconsistent.

The second distance measurement we introduce is called closeness. We say that sets of POVMs
M, N are J-far if
[M—N|<é.

Similarly, when the answer set A is clear from context, we write M, ~; N, to denote that M and
N are J-far. Observe that this notion of closeness is also well-defined when the operators M,, N,
are not necessarily positive. Thus we will also write M, ~; N, to denote closeness of arbitrary
operator sets that are indexed by an answer set .A.

2.3 Utility lemmas about measurements

We now establish several utility lemmas concerning consistency, closeness, and measurements.

Lemma 2.6 (Cauchy-Schwarz for operator sets). Let M = {M;},e4 and N = {Nj },c 4 denote sets
of operators (not necessarily POVMs). Then

T e N[ < (X IMal2) - (X IN2)

ac A acA acA

Proof. For every a € A, we have that |T(M, - N;)| < |[Mq]|7 - ||N;z]|- by the Cauchy-Schwarz
inequality for tracial states. Applying the triangle inequality and Cauchy-Schwarz again we have

(Z! (M, N)|) < (X 1Ml INalle)” < ONIZORONIVE]

O]

| (Mo Ny)
acA

Lemma 2.7 (Data processing inequality for consistency). Let M = {M,} and N = {N,} be POVMs
with outcomes in A such that M, ~s N,. Let f : A — B. Then

Mifip) =25 Nigp] -
Proof.
Y. tMypNygp) = Y, T(MaNy) < ) T(MaNy) <0
b#£b'eB b£b' eB atdeA
aa €A
F(a)=b,f(a)=V
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Lemma 2.8 (Consistency to closeness). Let M = {M,} and N = {N,} be POVMs with outcomes in
A such that M, ~s N,. Then M, ~ /35 Na-

Proof.
2 M= Nl = [ (M= M)
a a
< \/Z (M, + Ny — MyN,)
a
a
< \/ZZT(MLI(]]' - Na))
a
< V2.
The first inequality follows because M, — M2 > 0 as {M,} are POVMs. The second inequality
follows from Jensen’s inequality. O

Lemma 2.9 (Closeness to consistency). Let M = {M,} be a projective POVM and let N = {Nj },c4
be a POVM with outcomes in A. Suppose that M, ~5 N,. Then M, ~s Nj,.

Proof. Applying Cauchy-Schwarz twice, we get

ZT(Ma(ﬂ —N;)) = ZT(Ma(Ma —N;))

< \/;T(Mg) : \/;r«Mg — No) (M, — N,)*)

<96

where we used that Y, T(M?) = 1. O

Lemma 2.10 (Consistency implies similar probabilities). Let M = {M,} and N = {N,} be POVMs
with outcomes indexed by A. Suppose that M, ~5 N,. Then

Y |T(Ma — N,)| < 26.
aeA

Proof. Let Sy = {a:1t(M,) > ©(N,;)} and Ty = {a: ©(N,) > 7(M,)}. Then

Yo T(Ma = Na)| = ) t(Ma—No) + Y T(Na — My).
aeA a€Sy beTy

Then, since T(M,;N,) < T(N,), we have

Y T(My—Ng) < Y T(Ma(1—=Np)) < ) 1(Ma(1— N,)) < 6.

a€Sy a€eSy ac A
Similarly ) per, T(Ny — M,) < 6. This completes the proof. O

Lemma 2.11. Let M = {M,},ea, N = {Ng}se4 be sets of operators (not necessarily POVMs), and let
R = {Ry }pep beaset of operators such that y_, R; Ry, < 1. Suppose that M, =5 N,. Then RyM, ~5 RyN,
where the answer summation is over (a,b) € A x B. Similarly, if y_,, R,R; < 1, we have MRy, =5 N;Ry.
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Proof. We prove the approximation R,M, ~; RyNg:

Y IRe(Ms = N2 = Y v((Ms— No)'RiRy(Ms — No))
acAbeB acAbeB

= ;T<(Ma — Nﬁ*(;RZ&,) (M, — Na))
< Y (Mo~ N0 (Ma — No))

= LM — Nz

< 6.

where in the first inequality we used the assumption that )}, R; R, < 1. The proof for the approx-
imation M,;R;, =5 N,R}, is similar. O

The following lemma states that POVMs that are almost projective (in the sense that each
POVM element is close to its square) is close to a projective maesurement. A version of this was
first proved in the finite-dimensional setting by [KV11], improved quantitatively in [JNV*20b],
and recently extended to the setting of von Neumann algebras by de la Salle [d1S21].

Lemma 2.12 (Projectivization of POVMs [d1S21]). Let {M,} C o be a POVM with outcomes indexed
by a finite set A. Suppose that the following holds:

Y (M, — M) <e.
a

Then there exists a projective measurement {P,} C ol such that

Pu s Mu

proj
where Sproj = dproj(€) is a function that depends on e (but independent of A) and goes to zero as e — 0.

The next lemma allows us to “paste” multiple approximately-commuting measurements to-
gether to form a joint projective measurement.

Lemma 2.13 (Pasting lemma). Let {M1), M®), ..., M&)} C of be a set of projective measurements
with outcomes in a finite set A. Suppose that for all i # j, we have that

MO MY~ MOl

where the answer summation is over (a,b) € A?. Then there exists a projective measurement R = {Rz} C
o with outcomes in AX such that for all i € [K],

(i)

R[E’_Nllw] %(Spusting Mb
where Spasting = Opasting (K, €) is a function that goes to 0 as e — 0.

We prove Lemma 2.13 in Appendix A.
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2.4 Nonlocal games, strategies, and verifiers

Nonlocal games. A nonlocal game G is a tuple (X, A, i, D) where X’ is a finite question set, A is a
finite answer set, y is a probability distribution over X x X,and D : X x X x A x A — {0,1} is
a function called the decision predicate. A game G is synchronous if for all x € X, if D(x, x,a,b) =1
if and only if 4 = b. We call a question pair (x,y) € X x X trivial if D(x,y,a,b) = 1 for all
(a,b) € A x A; otherwise we call (x, y) nontrivial.

In this paper, we only consider games that are synchronous and whose question distribution
is uniform over the question set; thus we denote games G by tuples (X, A, D).

Strategies. A tracial strategy & for a game G = (X, A, u, D) is a pair (T, {M*},cxr) where there
is a separable Hilbert space H such that { M*} is a set of POVMs on H with outcomes in A, and T
is a normal tracial state on a von Neumann algebra ¢/ containing the set { M} },,. The value of a
tracial strategy & in G is defined as

w(G,¥) =Y, uxy) Y. D(xyab)c(M;My)
xyeX abe A

A tracial strategy  is called synchronous if { M*} are projective measurements. A tracial strategy
S is finite dimensional if H = C? for some d. A tracial strategy & commutes on a set C C X x X if
for all (x,y) € C measurements M* and MY commute, i.e., M} M; = M; M7 foralla, b € A.

The synchronous commuting operator value of a synchronous game G, denoted by w3, (G), is de-
fined as the supremum of w (G, ¥) over all synchronous strategies & for G. The synchronous quan-
tum value of G, denoted by w; (G), is defined as the same thing except the supremum is restricted
to finite-dimensional synchronous strategies.

The entanglement requirement £ (G, oc) for a game G and a € [0, 1] is the minimum dimension
of any finite-dimensional synchronous strategy # for G with quantum value at least «. If no such
strategy exists then £ (G, oc) = oo.

We introduce the notion of an oracularizable strategy; the significance of this notion is that the
answer reduction transformation (discussed in Section 5) requires games to have oracularizable
strategies. “Oracularizability” is an invariant maintained by our compression procedure (as well
as the compression procedures of [NW19, NV 20a]).

Definition 2.14 (Oracularizable strategy). A synchronous strategy & for a synchronous game G is
oracularizable if the strategy commutes on the set of nontrivial questions of G.

Verifiers. We introduce the notion of a verifier, which gives a uniform way to describe infinite
sequences of nonlocal games.

Definition 2.15 (Verifiers). Let 4 = (G, )neN denote an infinite sequence of synchronous games where
Gn = (X, Ay, Dy) and the sets X, = {0,1}", A, c {0,1}* for some polynomial-time computable
function £, of n. A verifier V for % is a pair (D, C) of Turing machines where D is a 5-input Turing
machine and C is a 3-input Turing machine, such that for all n € IN, the following hold:

1. D(n,x,y,a,b) = Dy(x,y,a,b) forall (x,y) € X, X X, and (a,b) € A, x A,, and
2. C(n,x,y) = lifand only if (x,y) € X, X X, is a nontrivial question pair for G,.

The Turing machines C and D are respectively called a question checker (or simply just a checker) and
decider for 4. When n is written on the first input tape of D and C, the Turing machines discard any
string that comes after the {,,’th bit in the second and third input tapes.
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Verifiers play a crucial role in the compression theorems of this paper and [JNV'20a], as they
allow for an effective method (“effective” in the computability sense) for encoding infinite se-
quences of nonlocal games.

Remark 2.16. Although we have defined the games in the sequence %4 corresponding to a verifier "V to have
questions and answers consisting of binary strings, we often treat the questions and answers as sets with
more structure, such as tuples. There, we implicitly assume an efficiently computable representation of set
elements as binary strings is fixed.

We note that the Turing machine D in the definition of verifier ¥ for an infinite sequence
4 = (Gn)nen of games already implicitly specifies the set of nontrivial questions for each G,. For
our compression procedure, however, it will be necessary to be able to quickly compute whether
a question pair is nontrivial, and having a separate Turing machine C for this is helpful for sepa-
rately keeping track of the decision procedure complexity versus the complexity of deciding the
set of nontrivial questions.

2.5 Asymptotics and approximation bounds

We end the preliminaries section with a short discussion of asymptotics in the analyses of the
Rigidity, Question Reduction and Answer Reduction sections. The bounds and approximations
in this paper are functions of two quantities: one is the game index n, which indicates the n-th
element of an infinite sequence 4 = (G, ),en of games; we take 1 to go to infinity and use 1 to
measure sizes of question/answer alphabets, as well as the time complexity of the deciders. The
other quantity is ¢ where 1 — ¢ is a lower bound on the synchronous quantum or synchronous
commuting operator value of a nonlocal game G under consideration. We treat ¢ as a quantity
that goes to 0.

All of our approximations in this paper will generally depend on both n and e. From the
assumption that the value of the game is at least 1 — ¢ we will derive consequences for a pair of
measurements { M, }, {N, }. For example we may prove that M, ~5(ne) Na Where 6 : IN x RT —
R is any function that is continuous in the second argument and is such that é(1,0) = 0 for all
n. We call such functions proper error functions. We usually let the dependence on 7 to be implicit
and simply write d(¢) for proper error functions.

Every instance of J in this paper should be understood as a function that is different from all the
previous instances of § except for the aforementioned two properties. For example if M, ~5() Na
and N; ~;() P by the triangle inequality we have

Y 1M — Pal? < 23 [ Mo — Nall? +2 1 [[No = Pul?
a a a

so we can write M, ~) Ps; every occurrence of J(¢) in these three approximations can be a
different proper error function.

As such in this paper we usually do not keep track of the specific approximation bounds. For
POVMs {M,} and {N,} we will often write M, ~ N, to denote M, ~5(e) Na for some proper
error function 6(e). We also use the notation M ~ N, for any two operators M, N, to indicate that
|M — N||: = 0as ¢ — 0. Similarly we may write 7(M) ~ T(N) to indicate that 7(M — N) — 0 as
¢ — 0. We recommend reading the proof of Theorem 3.1 carefully to get used to these conventions.
The proof contains techniques that are used over and over in this paper.
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Averaging argument. A simple but prevailing idea in many of the proofs in this paper is the
observation that, if a strategy in a game G has a value at least 1 — ¢, then the winning probability
conditioned on any event that has a nonzero probability is at least 1 — 4 (¢) for some error function
¢ that has some dependence on the probability of the conditioning event (we usually ignore this
dependence). So for example since the probability distribution on questions is uniform in all our
games, the event that players receive a fixed question pair (x,y) has probability 1/|X|*> where X
is the question set of the game. Then the probability of winning conditioned on players receiving
question pair (x,y) is at least 1 — |X'|%¢ = 1 — §(e). We usually abbreviate this by simply saying
“by an averaging argument, the probability of winning conditioned on players receiving question
pair (x,y) is 1 — d(e).” Since we are working in the gapless regime, we do not need to keep track
of the dependence of ¢ on |X'| which allows us to just simply write J(e).

The implication of cross-checks between nontrivial question pairs. We explain another proof
technique that appears repeatedly in the following sections of the paper. Suppose {q,7,qr} € X
are three questions in a game G (gr is a single question different from g and r). The answer to ques-
tions g, , gr are expected to be in three sets A, B, A x B, respectively. Furthermore suppose that
the winning condition dictates that D(q, gr,a, (a’,V")) = 1 iff a = a’ and that D(r,gr,b, (a’,V")) =1
iff b = b'. Clearly (g,gr) and (r, gr) are nontrivial question pairs in this game.

Now one very useful observation is that if (7, {N*},cx) is any strategy that wins this game
with probability at least 1 — ¢, then it must be that

NINj =5 NjNG,

or in other words the measurements N7 and N" approximately commute. To see this, first note
that by an averaging argument the probability of winning conditioned on receiving question pair
(q,q7r) is 1 — &(e). This fact can be stated as follows

1-6(e) < Y T(NINT) =Y o(NINT)
aeApeB ' aeA

where N/ is the marginal measurement projection Y 3 N7,. We can rewrite this as
Ng 25(8) Ng: .

By an application of Lemma 2.8 we get
Ng %(5(8) Ng,r .

By the symmetry we similarly get
T~ qr
Nb N(S(S) N-,h .

where N ‘7; is the marginal measurement projection ) ¢ 4 Nglrb.
Using Proposition 2.3, we get
NIN; ~5e) NOUNj .

With another application of Proposition 2.3, we get
NITNp 50 NITNT, .
By the triangle inequality we can combine these to get

NINj ~g(e) N N7, .
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Since projection operators belonging to the same projective measurement commute, we have
r r r r
Ni'NT = NN

Finally by two more applications of Proposition 2.3 and the triangle inequality, we get the desired
result
NINj ~50) NyN7 .
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3 Nonlocal game rigidity

A fundamental component of compression theorems are the use of nonlocal games with specific
rigidity properties. Informally speaking, a nonlocal game G is rigid if the state and measurement
operators of an optimal strategy for G must satisfy very rigid constraints — even to the point of
being uniquely specified up to conjugation by isometries.

The most well-known example of a rigid game is the CHSH game [CHSH69], named after
physicists Clauser, Horne, Shimony and Holt. In this game Alice and Bob receive questions x,y €
{0,1} and answer with bits a,b € {0,1}. They win if and only if 2 + b = xy mod 2.

It is well-known that the CHSH game satisfies w,(CHSH) = we,(CHSH) = 1+ 2%@, and
the optimum is achieved by a simple two-dimensional strategy (that we call the canonical strategy)
where the players share the entangled state |[EPR) = (|0) ® [0) + |1) ® |1))/+/2, and Alice and
Bob’s measurement operators are defined to be the following: for alla,b € {0,1},

1. A is the projection onto the eigenspace of Z = <(1) _01) with eigenvalue (—1)°.

2. Al is the projection onto the eigenspace of X = (? (1)> with eigenvalue (—1)".

3. B is the projection onto the eigenspace of (Z + X)/+/2 with eigenvalue (—1)°.
4. B} is the projection onto the eigenspace of (Z — X)/+/2 with eigenvalue (—1)°.

(The CHSH game is not a synchronous game and optimal strategies for CHSH are not synchronous,
so in general Alice and Bob will have different measurement operators for each question).

It turns out that any finite-dimensional strategy achieving the optimum value for CHSH must
be equivalent to the canonical strategy just described: if the state |¢) belongs to H4 ® Hp for
tinite-dimensional Hilbert spaces H 4, H 3, then there exist isometries V4, Vi acting on H4, Hp
respectively such that (V4 ® V3)|¢) = |[EPR) ® |¢) for some auxiliary state |¢), and furthermore
under the isometries the players’ measurement operators are equal to the canonical measurements
described above. Since we can only characterize quantum strategies up to local isometries (i.e.
applying local isometries to a strategy cannot change its success probability), this shows that the
canonical strategy is essentially the unique strategy achieving the optimum winning probability
for CHSH.

Furthermore, the rigidity of the CHSH game is robust: strategies that are approximately opti-
mal for CHSH must be approximately equivalent, up to local isometries, to the canonical strategy.
The rigidity of the CHSH game has been studied extensively in quantum information theory and
has found applications to quantum cryptography and quantum complexity theory; see [SB20] for
a survey of self-testing and its applications.

In this paper, we propose a more abstract formulation of nonlocal game rigidity: we say that
a game G is rigid if there is a set of algebraic relations that are (approximately) satisfied by the
measurement operators in any strategy & for G that (approximately) attains the optimal value.
We no longer worry about characterizing the state vector or finding a concrete representation of
the measurement operators as matrices.

For example, the rigidity of the CHSH game can be formulated as follows: any quantum
strategy where their shared state is |¢) and Alice’s and Bob’s projective measurements are { A} }

9A standard result in the theory of nonlocal games is that any finite-dimensional strategy can be expressed as a
tensor-product strategy [SWO08, Theorem 1].
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and {B]} respectively that achieves value w,,(CHSH) in the CHSH game must generate anti-
commuting observables: defining the self-adjoint unitary operators U° = AJ — Al and U' = A} —
Al, we must have that UU!|yp) = —UU°|4); the same holds with Bob’s operators. Furthermore,
this anti-commutation relation establishes that the Hilbert space must have dimension at least 2.

Establishing anti-commutation relations between the observables induced by an optimal strat-
egy is usually the first step in “traditional” proofs of CHSH rigidity; this step is key to proving
that the state and measurements are isometric to |[EPR) and the Pauli Z and X observables, respec-
tively. In this paper, however, we solely focus on the algebraic relations between the measurement
operators — these are the only properties that are needed for our applications. This allows us to
shortcut some of the complexity of typical arguments for nonlocal game rigidity.

Aside from providing simplifications, we believe that this algebraic perspective on rigidity will
be beneficial for studying nonlocal games and their connections to subjects such as approximate
representation theory and operator algebras.

3.1 The Magic Square game

We illustrate how rigidity results can be formulated in the synchronous games framework us-
ing the Mermin-Peres Magic Square game (often called Magic Square game for short) [Mer90, Per90,
Ara02]. Rigidity of Magic Square is first proved in [WBMS16b]. The Magic Square is a game where
the players’ goal is to convince the verifier that they can assign values to the cells of a 3 x 3 grid
such that the sum of cells within a row or column is even, except in the last column, where the
sum should be odd. Of course, it is impossible to deterministically assign values satisfying these
constraints, but when the players use a quantum strategy it appears as if they are performing the
impossible.

We can view the Magic Square game as corresponding to a system of linear equations over Z,:
let s11,...,533 denote variables for the nine squares of the 3 x 3 grid, as depicted below:

511 | S12 | S13
521 | S22 | S23
531 | S32 | S33

There are three constraints for the rows and three constraints for the columns:

S11+812+813 =0 S11+ 521 +831 =0
S21+ 522+ 523 =0 S12+ 522+ 532 =0
$31 + 532 +3533 =0 S13+853+s33=1

In the standard formulation of the Magic Square game, one player is chosen to be a constraint
player, meaning that they receive a random equation e = {s;,j, S;,j,, Sisj; } from this linear system.
The other player is chosen to be the variable player, meaning that they receive a random variable s;;
from the equation e. The constraint player is supposed to respond with an assignment from {0, 1}
to each of the variables in their received equation, and the variable player is supposed to respond
with an assignment to their variable. The players win if the constraint players” assignment sat-
isfies the given equation and if the variable player’s assignment is consistent with the constraint
player’s answers (i.e. the constraint player’s assignment for the other player’s received variable
must match the variable player’s response).

We only deal with games with uniform question distributions in this paper, so the variant of
the Magic Square game (which we abbreviate as MS) that we consider is where the questions to
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Alice and Bob are uniformly and independently chosen from Xy;s = Xeqs U Xyars Where

Xeqs = {rll r2,73,C1,C2, C3}/

Xyars = {511,512,513,521,522, 523,531,532, 533}-

Here r; (resp. ¢;) stands for the equation associated with the ith row {si1,si2,si3} (resp. jth col-
umn {sl]-, $2j, 33]-}). For every constraint e in the Magic Square linear system, let A, denote the set
of functions f, that map variables in e to {0,1}. The answer set is Ays = Aeqs U Avars Where
Aegs is the the union of A, over all constraints ¢, and Ayars = {0,1}. The decision procedure
Dwms(x,y,a,b) for the Magic Square game is described by the following table: if (x, y) (resp. (v, x),
as the game is symmetric) is one of the nontrivial question pairs listed, then the players win if
and only if the winning condition for the answers (a,b) (resp. (b, a)) is satisfied. Otherwise, if the
question pair is nontrivial, the players automatically win.

Nontrivial Question Pair (x,y) Winning Condition on Answers (a,b)
xX=y a=">

X € Xegs, Y € Xyars and y is a variable in a € Aeqgs satisfies equation x and a(y) = b
equation x

Table 1: The nontrivial question pairs and winning conditions for the Magic Square game.

We now define a value-1 synchronous strategy for the Magic Square game. Let H be a Hilbert
space and for each variable s;; let O denote a self-adjoint unitary operator (called an observable)
acting on H. Suppose that by arranging them into a 3 x 3 grid, the observables satisfy the follow-
ing algebraic relations:

1. (R1) The product of observables in a row or column multiply to 1, except in the last column,
where they multiply to —1.

2. (R2) Two observables in the same row or column commute with each other;
3. (R3) Two observables not in the same row or column anti-commute with each other.

First, we note that it is possible to find such a set of observables satisfying these algebraic relations
(see Figure 2 for an example of unitary operators acting on C? ® C2).

ZR1 | 1®Z ZRZ
1®X | X®1 X®X
ZRX | XQ®Z | XZ®ZX

Figure 2: An example of optimal observables for the Magic Square game, where the X and Z operators are
the same as in the canonical CHSH strategy.

Second, we note that relation R3 is actually a consequence of relations R1 and R2. For example
to obtain O 0?2 = —0??0!! one could repeatedly apply R1 and R2 in the following order

(Oll OZZ)Z — (012 013)(023 021)(021 031)(032 012)
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_ 012(013 023) (021 021) (031 032)012
=-020¥0® 0" =1 (3.1)
However we include R3 because the anti-commutation relation turns out to be the most important
one in our applications of rigidity.
Given a set O = {O"} of observables satisfying relations R1, R2, and R3, we can define the

synchronous strategy & = (t,{M*}) where 7 is a tracial state on the von Neumann algebra
generated by the observables O. For a variable question s;;, define the measurement operator

Mzij to be the projection onto the eigenspace of O" with eigenvalue (—1)?. To aid notation we

abbreviate MZ” as M. The operator M¢ corresponding to a constraint question ¢ € Xegs is the
product

M (3.2)
S]I'}_E[E a(slj)
where the product is over variables s;; occurring in equation ¢, and 4 is an assignment to variables
in e. Notice that because of relation R2, if s;,;,, 8;,;, € e then
M, MP = 1/4(1+ (=1)"0" ) (14 (=1)0%)
=1/4(1 + (=1)2022) (1 + (—1)10"1)
_ agqi2f2 Aqith
— Mb2 Mbl
for every by, by € {0,1}. So the order of the product in Equation (3.2) doesn’t matter, and thus M
is also a projection.
It is easy to verify that this strategy for the Magic Square game attains winning probability
1; this relies on the relations R1 and R2. Let us verify this in a few simple steps. Conditioned on
players receiving a trivial question pair, the players winning probability is 1 (as in this case players
win regardless of their answers). Conditioned on receiving the same question, the players respond
with the same answer with probability 1 because # is a projective strategy. Indeed conditioned
on receiving question pair (s;;, s;;), the probability of winning is
(MY M) +t(MT M) = o(MJ + M7y = (1) = 1.
Similarly conditioned on question pair (e, e) € Xegs X Xegs, the probability of winning is
Y, T(MiMg) = ) t(Mg) =T(1) = 1.
acA; acA,

Finally, conditioned on receiving question pair (r;, s;j), the probability that the constraint player’s
assignment for s;; matches the variable player’s answer to s;; is

YorMiMy )= Y L t(MiMy)

IZE.Ar[ beAvars IZGAyi
a(sij):b
= Y tM{M)= Y t(M))=11)=1
beAvars be-Avars

and the probability that the constraint player’s assignment satisfies equation r; is

Y oMy X (—1)n e ()
acA, ac Ay,
a(sip)+a(si)+a(si)=0
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_ HEZA (_1)H(Sil)+a(5i2)+ﬂ(si3)T(M{l}(sﬂ) MzizZ(s,Q) Mf(si3))

=7(0"0?0%) =1(1) = 1.

A similar calculation holds for question pairs (cj,s;;). Since conditioned on any question pair
the winning probability is 1, we conclude that w(MS, ) = 1. It should also be clear that this
strategy is oracularizable, meaning that measurements corresponding to nontrivial question pairs
commute. Finally, letting O be the Pauli observables in Figure 2, we obtain a finite dimensional
oracularizable perfect synchronous strategy for the Magic Square game defined over the Hilbert
space C*.

We now establish the rigidity of the Magic Square game. Let ¥ = (7, {M*}) denote a syn-
chronous strategy for the Magic Square game. Each {M,'};c 4, is a projective measurement with
outcomes b € Ays. Without loss of generality, we assume that the measurements corresponding
to variable questions s;; only produce either 0 or 1 as answers, i.e.,

M +M)=1. (3.3)

This is because for variable questions we can always define Mij to be the orthogonal projection

1 — M, and this cannot decrease the winning probability. Similarly, without loss of generality, we
assume that the projective measurement { M5} ,c 4,,, corresponding to constraint question e only
produces assignments in A, thatis },c 4 M; = 1.

For every variable s;; € Xyars, define the observable

o' = M — MY

Note that O is a self-adjoint unitary operator (because of the assumption in eq. (3.3)) and that MZ]
is a projection onto an eigenspace of O".

The rigidity of the Magic Square game is expressed in the following way: if & is an (approxi-
mately) optimal strategy for the Magic Square game, then the observables must (approximately)
satisfy the algebraic relations R1, R2, and R3.

Theorem 3.1 (Rigidity of Magic Square). Let & = (t,{M"}) be a synchronous strategy such that
w(MS, &) > 1 —e. Let {O"} denote the observables associated to the strategy. Then

1. (R1) The product of observables in a row or column approximately multiply to 1, except in the last
column, where they approximately multiply to —1:

01 0?0" myy 1 fori=1,2,3,
OV 0% 0¥ m5) 1 forj=1,2,
013 023 O33 %5(8) ~1.
2. (R2) Two observables in the same row or column approximately commute with each other, that is for
alli,j, k € [3]
Oij Oik %5(8) Oik Oz] ,
Oji Oki %5(5) Oki O]l )

34



3. (R3) Two observables not in the same row or column anti-commute with each other, so for example

Oll 022 %5(8) —022 Oll , 012 021 ’Q“J&(s) _021 Ol2 ,

In all of these approximations & is some proper error function such that 6(e) < 32| Xuvs|v/e.

Proof. We saw earlier that R3 is implied by R1 and R2. This is also the main idea behind the proof
here. We first show that {O"} approximately satisfies R1 and R2, then we use a derivation similar
to (3.1), to conclude that R3 is approximately satisfied.

We can deduce a number of consistency conditions from the fact that the strategy & succeeds
with probability at least 1 — €. First, by a simple averaging argument, since every question pair
(x,y) € Xwms x Xus is sampled uniformly at random, the winning probability conditioned on
players receiving any fixed question pair (x,y) is at least 1 — | Xjys|?.

As a notation aid, let sz = M)’ denote a row measurement operator and C, = MZ/ denote a
column measurement operator. By the winning conditions in Table 1, the constraint and variable
players” answers must be consistent with high probability. In other words Y, A, T (R; MZ(Sq))
is at least as large as the probability of winning conditioned on players receiving question pair
(ri,sj) for every i,j € [3]. So from our remark earlier, we have

Y ot (R; ij(sij)) >1— | X% . (3.4)

a€A;,

For every row measurement operator R, we define marginal projection operators: for j € [3] and
b € {0,1} define )
R/= Y R

ac€A;: a(sij)=b

where the summation is over assignments a that assigns value b to variable s;;. This is a projection
and notice that for all assignments a to variables in r;, we have

R; — R;l Riz X Ri3

(sin) ~“als) "~ Ta(si)

It is also clear that {th]} befo1) forms a projective measurement. We can similarly define, for all

columns j and variables s;;, projective measurement {C{f} consisting of operators

. )
C) = Y Cl.
uGAC].: a(s;j)=b

We can rewrite (3.4) in terms of projective measurements {R;,]}be{o,l} as follows

2 i il _ YA i afil
1— |[XusPe< ¥ r(RaMu(sl_j))_ Yoy t(rRM) = ¥ T (RM]).
aec Ayi beAvars A€ 'Ari : beAvars
II(S,‘j):b
Using the notation for consistency between measurements, we can equivalently express this as

i ij
Ry ~|ays2e My
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where the answer set is Ayars = {0,1}. By Lemma 2.8, we convert consistency to closeness to
obtain

i ij
Ry =) xslvze My +
and with a similar argument for columns we get that
Ji if

At this point it will be more convenient for us to work with observables, rather than projection
operators. We have already defined observable O for each variable s;;; we now define observables
corresponding to the (marginal) constraint operators: for all 7, j € [3], define

Ri=RJ-R] and Ci=¢)-c].

The closeness between constraints and variable projective measurements can be expressed also in
terms of observables using the triangle inequality

107 = RY|IZ < 2| Mg — Ry[I7 +2[[M{ — RY[|7 < 4| Xys .
The same holds for columns, therefore overall we have proved that

Oij zz‘XMS‘\/g Rij, (35)
Ol] QZ‘XMS‘\/E C]l. (36)

Now using these relations, we can prove that variable observables in the same row or column
approximately commute. This follows from a few simple steps. First, by the triangle inequality,
for every i, j,k € [3] we can write

Hoij Oik _ Oik Oij||_2r < 2||Oz'j Oik _ Rij RikH% + 2||Rij Rik _ Rik Rz’jH% + zHRik Ri]' _ Oik Oz'jH_Zr
= 2||0% O — RY R¥||2 4 2||R* RT — O O'||2 . (3.7)

where we used the equality R R* = R RY which follows from the fact that projections RZ and R¥
are marginals of the same projective measurement { R, },c 4, and projections belonging to the same

pljpje'ctive measurement commute. By Proposition 2.3, frorp (3.5), we get th'at' Olio* 0| s | V2
RIO*. Again by Proposition 2.3, from (3.5), we get that RO A auslve RY R*. So by triangle
inequality we have

|07 O — R R¥||2 < 2||0T0* — RTO¥||2 4 2||O'TR* — RTR¥||2 < 16| Xy .
This is true for all i, j, k € [3], so in particular it also holds that
|R* R — O* O |2 < 16| Xps|%e.
Now plugging these in (3.7) we get that
|07 O — O* O'F||2 < 32| Aps|%e.
An identical argument can be applied to columns, so overall we proved
o'l o' R s V2 ok ol (3.8)
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— o
OO 2y vz OO, (3.9)

for every i,j,k € [3].

As mentioned in Section 2.5, in this paper we do not need to keep track of the specific approx-
imation bounds. As such, instead of carrying around subscripts like 4| Xys|v/2¢ in our approxi-
mations, we opt to instead write O Rs(e) R where ¢ is some error function such that 6(g) — 0
as ¢ — 0. For example in the rest of this paper the argument above will be abbreviated as follows:
From OV ~ 5(e) R for all i,j € [3] and repeated applications of Proposition 2.3, we obtain

Ol Ok (e Ril Rik — Rik Ril S ok ol |
so by the triangle inequality o o
Ol Ozk %5(8) Ozk Ol ,

where 6 (¢) are proper error functions. It is only in this proof that, for the benefit of the reader who
sees these approximations for the first time, we tried to give the arguments in full details and kept
track of all the error functions.

So far we obtained consequences of the fact that in a strategy with large winning probability
the constraint and variable players” answers are consistent with high probability. There are some
other relations that must hold in any approximately optimal strategy. For instance, with high
probability, the measurement outcome of a constraint measurement { M5} ,c 4, must be a satisfy-
ing assignment for the constraint e. Let us make this more precise. The probability of winning
conditioned on players receiving question pair (r;, sij) is at least 1 — |XM5\2£. By winning condi-
tions in Table 1, if players win on question pair (r;,s;;), then the assignment by the player receiving
question r; must satisfy constraint r;. So we can write

Z T (R;) > 1-— |XM5|28.
aEAri
a(sip)+a(si)+a(siz))=0

Now from the fact that {R.},c 4, is a projective measurement, we get that

Z (_1)“(5i1)+“(5i2)+‘1(5i3)~[ <sz> >1— 2|XMS‘2€/

a€A;,
and in terms of observables this can be equivalently written as
T (RilRizRi3> > 1 — 2| Xys|% .
By Proposition 2.4, we get that
R"RZR® mgp e 1 fori=1,2,3. (3.10)
Doing the same for columns we get
CINCPCP g g e 1 forj=1,2

and
31 ~32 ~33 .
cCr*C R Xis |/ -1
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Now by (3.5) and (3.10), and repeated applications of Proposition 2.3 and the triangle inequality,
for every i € [3], we obtain

HOil OiZ OI3H% S 2Holl Oiz Oi3 o Ril OiZ Ol3”'2( + 2HR11 OiZ Oi3 o Ril RiZ 013"%
+ 2HR11 RiZ Oi3 o Ril RiZ RZ3H~2[ + ZHRll RiZ Ri3 o HH%
< 32‘XM5’28.

Therefore we have
i1 ~i2 "3 ~ s
o 0“0 S 5 1 fori=1,2,3, (3.11)

and following the same argument for columns

17021 03 ~ P

OV 0¥ 0¥ myy szl forj=1,2, (3.12)
13 123 133
OB 0P 0%~y s — 1. (3.13)

Finally to prove the approximate anticommutation O!! 0?? ~ —0?20!!, we follow the idea in
the derivation 3.1: We start with (O!! O?2)? and step by step, using relations (3.11)-(3.13), substi-
tute O'! and O?? by unitaries that are nearby. By repeated applications of triangle inequality and
Proposition 2.3 and the approximate relations we established so far, we can write

(Oll 022)2 %16‘XMS|\/§ (012 013)(023 021)(021 031)(032 OlZ)
— 012(013 023)(021 021)<031 032)012
— 012(013 OZ3)(o31 032)012
~ 12 133 133 12
gy —02 0% 0% 0
= —]]_,

So altogether, with another application of triangle inequality, we obtain
1(0™ 0%)? + 1|« < 32| Xus|Ve.
Now since O 0?? is a unitary and the T-norm is unitarily invariant, we conclude that
|01 0% 4 0%0M ||, < 32| Ams|ve.

By symmetry, an almost identical argument can be applied to prove anticommutation relations for
all other pairs of observables not in the same row or column. O

As mentioned, the rigidity of the Magic Square and CHSH games are important stepping
stones for a number of results in quantum complexity theory and quantum cryptography. A cru-
cial component of obtaining strong lower bounds on the complexity of approximating the value
of nonlocal games has been through developing nonlocal games with highly efficient rigidity prop-
erties.

We measure efficiency via the tradeoff between the complexity of the game versus the complex-
ity of the algebraic relations that (approximately) optimal strategies must satisfy. For example, the
Magic Square game has |Xys|?> = 152 question pairs and a similar number of answer pairs, and
(approximately) optimal strategies must give rise to two pairs of (approximately) anti-commuting
observables {O!!,0??} and {0?!,0'?}, and furthermore these pairs must be independent in the
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sense that they (approximately) commute with each other. This implies that when the probability
of winning is sufficiently close to 1, the dimension of the Hilbert space must be at least 4. We say
that the Magic Square game certifies the existence of two independent anti-commuting observables
and certifies a Hilbert space of dimension at least 4. This is a consequence of the following general
statement:

Proposition 3.2. Let o denote a von Neumann algebra on a separable Hilbert space ‘H with a tracial
state T, and let A, ..., A" B B ¢ o denote self-adjoint unitary operators (i.e. observables).
Suppose for some € > 0 the following approximate commutation and anticommutation relations hold:

Vi, ADBO ~ B A0
Vi j, ADAD ~, ADAG BOBU) ~, BB ADBY) ~, BOAO

Then, for all sufficiently small €, it holds that dimH > (1 — 6(e))2" where 5(¢) is some proper error
function.

Proof. There is nothing to prove when H is infinite dimensional. So assume that # is finite di-
mensional. By Theorem 4.4.1 in [Jon09], every finite dimensional von Neumann algebra is a direct
sum of B(H') where H' are finite dimensional Hilbert spaces. So without loss of generality we
may assume @ = B(H) and that 7(-) = tr(-)/ dim H is the dimension-normalized trace.

Let Hg) be the projection onto (—1)b-eigenspace of A(). For every s € {0,1}" let
n n *
— (i) (i)
M, = (HHSZ ) (Hnsj )
i= i=

These operators are clearly positive semidefinite and a simple inductive argument shows that
Ysefo1yr Ms = 1. Therefore {M; }c (g1} is a POVM.

From approximate commutation relations between A()s we get that any pair Hgi) and Héj )
must approximately commute. Therefore by repeated applications of Proposition 2.3, we get that

M? zﬁ(s) Ms.

By Proposition 2.3 again, we obtain that T(M; — M?2) < 6(¢) for every s. So by Lemma 2.12, there
exists a projective measurement {Ps }c(01y» C o such that Ps ~(,) Ms.

By approximate anticommutation, we get B() A() B() Rs(e) —AW, We can express this in

terms of projective measurement {H(()i), Hgi)}

Using the relation I—I(()i) + H%i) = 1, we conclude that
BO I B a1V, (3.14)
Now if we define unitary operators U := [T/ (B))%*!, it is straightforward to show that

Ust Ms Ugy =250y My

forevery s, t € {0,1}" using (3.14) and approximate commutation and anticommutations between
A and B operators. This immediately implies that

T(M;) R5(e) T(Uss Ms U3 ;) = T(Ms).
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Now since projections {Ps} are close to operators {M;} we also have T(Ps) ~) T(P;) for every
s, t.

From 7(}; P;) = (1) = 1 and the fact that 7(P;) ~ t(P) for every s,t € {0,1}", we get that
T(Ps) ~5(¢) 27". In other words we have

(1-5(e)27" < T(P) < (1+5(e))2"

for every s. For all ¢ sufficiently small, we have é(¢) < 1, and thus 7(Ps) > 0. Since P; is a
projection and it is nonzero it must be that tr(Ps) > 1so t(Ps) = tr(Ps)/ dimH > 1/ dim H. We
can write

1/dimH < 7(P,) < (1+d(e))2 ™"

from which we conclude that

O]

It is possible to construct games that certify a larger Hilbert space. An example is the n-fold
parallel repetition of the Magic Square game, which is a nonlocal game where the verifier plays
n independent instances of the Magic Square game simultaneously with the two players. This
game is also rigid, and it certifies 2n pairs of independent anti-commuting observables and conse-
quently, by the proposition we just proved, certifies a Hilbert space of dimension 22". However the
complexity of the game also scales commensurately with the dimension: the number of questions
and answers grows as 200",

Are there games that certify a d-dimensional Hilbert space using much fewer than d ques-
tions/answer pairs? Chao, Reichardt, Sutherland and Vidick [CRSV18] and Natarajan and Vidick
[NV18] showed that there exist families of games {G,} where the n-th game G, certifies a 2"-
dimensional space using poly(n) question/answer pairs. The rigidity result of [NV18] is also
highly robust, in the sense that strategies for G, that succeed with probability 1 — ¢ must be J(¢)-
close to satisfying the target algebraic relations, for some function é(¢) that has a mild (e.g., loga-
rithmic) dependence on n. The existence of games with efficient and robust rigidity properties is
a key component of the gap-preserving compression theorem of [JNV *20a].!?

For our gapless compression result, we only need games with efficient rigidity properties (i.e.,
small game certifying a large Hilbert space), not necessarily highly robust ones. In this paper we
use a family of games that we call 2-out-of-n Magic Square, which is inspired by the family of games
introduced in [CRSV18], which we call 2-out-of-n CHSH. We describe the 2-out-of-n Magic Square
games next.

3.2 The 2-out-of-n Magic Square game

Fix an integer n > 0. The basic idea behind the 2-out-of-n Magic Square game, abbreviated
2-OF-n-MS, is that the players are asked to play n simultaneous instances of the Magic Square
game, but the verifier only asks the players for their responses for 2 instances. Define the question
set Xoornms = {(i,j) € [n]? i # j} x XI%,[S, and the answer set Ay.op.n-mMs = A%v[s- The deci-
sion predicate Dy.or.-ms(g, 7, a, ) is specified as follows, via its nontrivial question pairs and the
corresponding winning conditions for the answers.

101 fact, the result of [JNV'20a] implies that one can construct games with m questions/answers that certify d-
dimensional Hilbert spaces, and d can be an arbitrarily large (computable) function of m!
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Nontrivial Question Pair (g,7) Winning Condition on Answers (a,b)

q=r a=>b

qg=1_(i]}, xz-,xj),r = (k, £, yx, yo) Dwms(Xw, Yw, w, V) = 1 forallw € {i,j} N {k, ¢}
where {i,j} N {k,{} # @, and forallwin wherea = (u;, u;j),b = (v, v¢)

the intersection, (x4, y) is a nontrivial

question pair for MS

Table 2: The nontrivial question pairs and winning conditions for the 2-OF-n-MS.

In other words, each player gets asked to generate answers for two instances of the Magic
Square game, but do not know what instances the other player is asked about. If there is an
instance i that is asked to both players, then their questions and answers for instance i must satisfy
the Magic Square decision predicate.

It is easy to see that the 2-OF-n-MS has a perfect synchronous strategy: let $vs = (7, { M*}),
where T is a tracial state on some von Neumann algebra ¢/ on a Hilbert space #, denote the
perfect strategy for the Magic Square game described above. Then define the synchronous strat-

egy %ror-n-ms = (T, {M"*¥}), where M~V = { M;’,]l;x’y }apeAys 18 the projective measurement
defined such that

M =10 1M @1 1M el® - ©1cd™

in which MY and M are acting on the ith and jth copy of , respectively. Intuitively if a player re-
ceives the question (i, j, x,y) they perform independent Magic Square measurements correspond-
ing to questions x and y on the i-th and j-th copy of H, respectively, and respond with their
measurement outcomes. Clearly, the players” will win the instances that are shared between them.
The oracularizability of this strategy follows from the oracularizablity of the honest strategy of the
Magic Square game and the construction above: for example if (x;, y;) is a nontrivial question pair
in the Magic Square game, then measurements M"/*i*i and M¥¥i¥ commute for all j # k since
measurements M* and MY’ commute by the oracularizability of the honest Magic Square strategy
from the previous section.

The next lemma expresses the rigidity properties of the 2-OF-n-MS. Let {M;]bxy Yapedys de-
note a measurement corresponding to a question (i,j,x,y) € Xs.op-n-ms. Define the marginal
measurement operator

ix __ i,succ(i),x,x
Mﬂ - ZMa,b
b

i+1, i<mn,

where the sum is over answers b € Ay and succ(i) = {1 .
, i=n.

Note that for all (i, x) € [n] x Xys, the set {M5*},c 4,,s forms a projective measurement. Just
like with strategies for the Magic Square game, when x is a variable question in the Magic Square
game (i.e. it is s.4 for some ¢, d € [3]), we assume without loss of generality that

Mé/scd + Milscd — ]1
foralli € [n],c,d € [3]. For each variable s.; define the corresponding observable

icd _ i,8cd _ i,5cd
oA = Mis — ppiset
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Lemma 3.3 (Rigidity of the 2-OF-n-MS). Let ¥ = (t,{M*}) be a synchronous strategy such that
w(2-0F-n-MS, &) > 1 —e. Forall i € [n] define

AR — gill pic1) _ gi22
AR) — oi12 pi) — il
Then
vke ], AWBW ~, —BHA®
Yk, € [2n]and k #1, A® A0 ~ A AK) , j:108:10] ~ j:105:10) , Al D) ~ B A(K)
where 5(n,€) = poly(n) - poly(e) is a proper error function.

Proof. Fixing i € [n] and x,y € AXjys, the probability of winning the instance i Magic Square
game, conditioned on players receiving questions (i, succ(i), x, x) and (i,succ(i),y,y) is at least
1-— ’XZ-OF-n-MS|2€, thus

Y T(ME M) Duis(x,,a,b) > 1 — | Xo-op-n-ms|%e.
a,b
So conditioned on every question pair (x,y), the strategy (T, {M"*} cms) wins in the Magic
Square game with probability at least
1— \XZ_OF_H_MS|28 =1—poly(n,e).

Therefore by Theorem 3.1, for every i € [n], we have

2i—1 2i—1) 2i—1 2i—1 2i 2i) ~ 2i 2i
A( )B( ) ~poly(n,e) —B( )A( ) ,A( )B( ) ~poly(n,e) —B( )A( ) ,
2i—1 2i) ~ 2i 2i—1 2i—1 2i) ~ 2i 2i—1
A( )A( ) ~poly(n,e) A( )A( ) ,B( )B( ) ~poly(n,e) B( )B( ) ’
2i—1 2i) ~ 2i 2i—1 2i—1 2i) ~ 2i 2i—1
A( )B( ) ~poly(n,e) B( )A( ) ,B( )A( ) ~poly(n,e) A( )B( ) .

It is only left to prove that when k,I € [2n] and |k — I| > 1, it holds that
AR AD g AD AR BWBW ~; BUBK AR BD ~; B AR,

We prove the stronger statement that My M} a5 M)" M” foralli,j € [n],i # j,x,y € Xs,a,b €
Awms.

We give the proof for the case where j # succ(i) and i # succ(j). The proof for the other
cases follow the same idea. The proof is based on the cross-check between nontrivial question
pair (i,succ(i), x,x) and (i,j,x,y) on one hand and the cross-check between nontrivial question
pair (i,j,x,y) and (j,succ(j),y,y) on the other hand. We derive consequences of the fact that,
conditioned on players receiving questions (i, succ(i), x, x) and (i, j, x, ), they win instance i of the
Magic Square with high probability. Similarly we derive consequences of the fact that, conditioned
on players receiving questions (j, succ(j),y,y) and (i, j, x,y), they win instance j of Magic Square
with high probability. The consequences we derive are then used to prove the desired approximate
commutation relations.

Recall that by the winning conditions of the Magic Square game, if players win (in the Magic
Square game) when receiving the same question, then they must have responded with the same
answer. This can be expressed as

YY oM M) > 1 | Xy ops e

ae Aus b,ce Avs
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or in other words

Z T(M,i'x ZMla’,]c'x’y) >1- |X2—OF—71—MS‘2€
Cc

IZEAMS

In terms of consistency relations this can be expressed as My~ ¥ M l] .
Similarly we have

O (MO MY S 1 o s,
bGAMs C,dE.AMs

or in other words

Z M]y ZMl]xy > 1 - ‘XZ—OF-H-MS’2€ .

aE.AMS

In terms of consistency relations this can be expressed as M] Vs Y M l] =

Using Lemma 2.8 we turn the consistency relations to the followmg closeness relations

MZXN(SZM”M M]/ ZMZJXy

where J is some proper error function. Now using Proposition 2.3, we can write
X MY i,jxy i,jxy
i (M) (M)
(ZMllxy> (ZMllxy>

~ MY Afix
~ M)Y ME¥,

where the equality follows from the fact that projection operators belonging to the same projective
measurement commute. 0

Proposition 3.2 immediately implies that any strategy that succeeds for the 2-OF-n-MS with
probability 1 — ¢ must be on a Hilbert space of dimension at least (1 — poly(n)poly(6))2%", which
is nontrivial for 6 < 1/poly(n). Furthermore, this game is highly efficient because the number of
questions and answers grows only polynomially with n. Observe that

| Xp-op-n-ms| = 1%+ [ Xus|?, | Az ornms| = [Awms|?,

which means that the total number of question and answer pairs for the 2-OF-n-MS is O(n*),
where we treat the question and answer sizes of the Magic Square game as constant.

3.3 The Question Sampling game

For readers who are familiar with quantum information theory, the 2-OF-n-MS can be under-
stood in the following way. In the honest strategy for 2-OF-n-MS the two players share the state
|[EPR)®?" (i.e. 2n maximally entangled Bell pairs), and if we assume the perfect strategy for the
Magic Square game is the one coming from Figure 2, the observables A, ..., A", B B,
defined in Lemma 3.3, are A/) = Z; and B() = X; where Z; (resp. X;) represents the 2n-qubit op-
erator with the Z (resp. X) Pauli operator acting on the i-th qubit and identity everywhere else.
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Then by the rigidity of 2-OF-n-MS, in any approximately optimal strategy, there are observable
that are close to these Pauli operators. These Pauli operators act nontrivially only on a single qubit.
However for the question reduction in Section 4, we need access to the measurements that simul-
taneously measure blocks of qubits. To achieve this goal, in this section, we extend the 2-OF-n-MS
by including a few additional questions. By doing so, and as it becomes clear in a moment, we
guarantee that any optimal strategy for the extended game must be using these block-qubit mea-
surement operators.

We now introduce a family of synchronous games called Question Sampling games, denoted
by QS = {QS, }sen. The n-th Question Sampling game QS,, is an extension of the 2-OF-n-MS
where there are four additional questions S 4, Sg, E4, Ep, where S and E stand for sample and erase,
respectively. The answers for these additional questions are n-bit strings.

In the honest strategy for the Question Sampling game (which we formally introduce in a
moment), the S4 (resp. Sg) measurement is supposed to correspond to measuring the first n (resp.
second 1) EPR pairs in the standard basis, whereas the E 4 (resp. Eg) measurement is supposed to
correspond to measuring the first n (resp. second n) EPR pairs in a complementary basis.

The rigidity of the 2-OF-n-MS (Lemma 3.3) implies that measurements of strategy with high
winning probability give rise to 21 pairs of (approximately) anticommuting observables (A, B()),_ 2n)s
and the observables (approximately) commute across different pairs. This rigidity guarantee is
also present for the Question Sampling game QS,,, but furthermore the measurements correspond-
ing to the additional questions also satisfy the following:

* The measurements corresponding to S4 (resp. Sp) are approximately consistent with “si-
multaneously measuring” the observables A1), ..., A" (resp. A("+1), ..., A") to produce
an n-bit string answer.

¢ The measurements corresponding to E4 (resp. Ep) are approximately consistent with “si-
multaneously measuring” the observables B ..., BM (resp. B (n+l) B (2”)) to produce
an n-bit string answer.

Here, “approximate consistency” is used in the sense defined in Section 2.2. Furthermore, since
the observables referred to in each item above only approximately commute with each other, the
notion of simultaneous measurement is only meant in an approximate sense; we formalize this
below in Theorem 3.5.

We now formally define the game QS,, = (Q,, Xy, DQS”). Its question set is defined to be
Qn = Xpopn-ms U{Sa,Sp, Ea, Ep}, and thus |Q,| = poly(n). Its answer set is defined to be
Xy = As-op-n-ms U {0,1}", and thus |X,| = O(2").

Remark 3.4. The Question Sampling game and the Introspection game, appearing in the next section, are
the only games in this paper for which we use the symbol Q (instead of X) to refer to the question set.
In fact, for the Question Sampling game the letter X is reserved for the answer set. The reason for this
convention is because, as the name suggests, the Question Sampling game is meant to sample a question
pair (x,y) for another game (this should become clearer in the section on Introspection games).

The nontrivial questions and winning conditions of the decision procedure Dqg, (q,7,x,y) are
specified as follows (note that the answers are now denoted (x,y)). We only consider the case of
even 1. The case of odd # is slightly more tedious to write down.
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Nontrivial Question Pair (g, 7) Winning Condition on Answers (x,y)
q=r x=Yy

(g,7) is a nontrivial question for 2-OF-n-MS Dy op-n-ms(q,1,x,y) =1

q=(i,j,511,-) € Xp-opn-ms Wherei < Z,j> 5, x=(a;4a) € A,y € {0,1}", and ypi1 = a;
andr =S54

q=(i,j,512,.) € Xpopn-ms Wherei < 5,j> 5,  x=(a;a) € A,y € {0,1}", and yo; = 4
andr =S4

q=(i,j,511,.) € X.op-n-ms Wherei > 5, j < x = (aj,a;) € Ai,ls,y € {0,1}", and
andr = Sp Ya(i-1)-1 = aj

q=(i,j,512,.) € Xo.op-n-ms Wherei > 5, j < x = (a;,aj) € A%,[S,y € {0,1}", and
and r = Sp Yo(in) = i

NS
~

ST
~

q=(i,},52,.) € Xp.op-n-ms Wherei < 5,7 > 5, x = (a;,a)) € Ai,ls,y € {0,1}", and yo;—1 = a;
andr = E»

q = (i/j/ 521/‘) S XZ-OF-H-MS Wherei S %/] >
andr = E4

X = (ai’ (1]) E Ai/[S’ y E {Oll}n/ and yZi e (ZZ'

NI=
~

q="(i,j,522,.) € Xp-op-n-ms wherei > 2,j < x = (aj,aj) € A5,y € {0,1}", and
and r = EB yZ(i—%)—l = 4a;

q=(i,j,521,.) € Xo-op-n-ms Wherei > 5, j < x = (a;,a;) € .Ai,ls,y € {0,1}", and
and r = EB yZ(if%) = 4a;

ST
~

NI
~

Table 3: The nontrivial question pairs and winning conditions for the n-th Question Sampling game. We
used dot for example in (,,511,.) € Xoop-n-ms to indicate that the fourth coordinate does not matter as
long as the quadruple is a valid question in X5 of-;-Ms-

We now to describe an oracularizable synchronous strategy for QS,, with value 1. Let s =
(T, { M7} sexs) be the honest strategy for the Magic Square game on the Hilbert space Hys = C*
and let %5 opn-ms = (T, {M7} g€ Xyornnis) D€ its extension to a perfect oracularizable synchronous
strategy for the 2-OF-n-MS as defined in Section 3.2. We extend this to a perfect finite-dimensional
oracularizable synchronous strategy Yqs, for QS,,.
For every y € {0,1}" define
Myt = Myt M2 @ M M52 @ -+ - @ M M2 @ gan,
M5 =Tl @ M3 M52 @ M3 MS2 @ -+ @ M3 M2,
Myt == M M2 @ M2 M2 © -+ - @ M2 | M2 @ Tean,
M® = Tem @ M2 M2 @ M2 M2 @ -+ - @ M2 M2,
Note that measurements M** and M*2 (and similarly M2 and M*2) of the honest Magic Square

strategy commute as they belong to the same row. It is easily verified that {M;A }, {M;B H {Mf 43, {M;5 B}
are projective measurements and that #gs, = (7", {M7};cqy ) is a synchronous strategy for

QSn ‘11
111f we take the Magic Square strategy from Figure 2, these formulas simplify to

Myt = ly)y| ®1,
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Next we show that #os wins with probability 1. Fixani < 7,7 > 7, € Ajys. Conditioned on
players receiving the nontrivial question pair ((i,j,s11,t),Sa), which corresponds to the third row
in Table 3, the probability of winning is

Y Y tuMiay = Y r(MiEn M) = Y T(MSA) =1,

acAys ye{0,1}" ye{0,1}" ye{0,1}"
in which Mj"", is defined to be the marginal

517 . ij,511.t i—1 s n—i—1
My o=y Myl =10 @ My @1
aG.AMs
It is similarly verified that the probability of winning conditioned on any other question pair is 1.
Since ».or-n-Ms is oracularizable in 2-OF-n-MS, to verify the oracularizability of Yos we just
need to check commutativity between measurements for Su,Sg, E4, Ep on one hand and mea-
surements for (i, ],q;,q;) on the other hand. This follows very easily from the construction of the
measurements
M>4, M®®, MFA, MFP»

Finally we note that in the honest strategy 7(M34 M;B ) = 272" (and similarly T(ME MfB) =
272" for all x,y € {0,1}". We see in a moment that approximately optimal strategies approxi-
mately satisfy these relations.

Let # = (T,{M7};cqy, ) be a synchronous strategy for the Question Sampling game. For
convenience we use the notational shorthand

SA MSA and SB MSB
Ed = MEa and EB = mEs

for all x € {0,1}". We also define a family of observables derived from these measurements as
follows. Forall u € {0,1}",

o= Y (-1)**s? and OF= Y (-1)v*sE

xe{o,1}" xe{0,1}n
Ot = ) (-D"E! and OpF= )} (-1)"E.
xe{0,1}" xe{0,1}"

Note that by construction these are self-adjoint unitaries, and therefore observables. We call $4, S8
(resp. E4, EB) sampling measurements (resp. erasure measurements), and O54,0% (resp. OF4, OEB)
sampling observables (resp. erasure observables) . In what follows we write A = B, B = A.

Theorem 3.5 (Rigidity of the Question Sampling game). Let & = (1, {M1},cq,) be a synchronous
strateqy such that w(QS,,¥) > 1 —¢. Then forall W € {A, B},

MJF =1®|y)yl,
My* = Hy)y|H" @1,
ME? = 1@ HO"|y)(y|H"",

where H = E 711} is the Hadamard transform.

Sk
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1. The sampling (resp. erasure) measurements almost commute with one another, that is for every
x,y € {0,1}"

AcB . cBcA ApB . pBrA
S¢Sy = 5,5 and EYE, ~ EJEL .
2. Sampling measurements Sy almost commute with erasure measurements Ey, that is, for every x,y €
{0,137,
WrW . pWoW
Sy E;) = E/S, .
3. The erasure observables OV approximately permute the sampling measurements S" and vice versa.
That is, for every u, x € {0,1}",
OfwsWOEw ~ W . and  OWENOW =~ EY.,, .
where the arithmetic in the subscript is bitwise XOR.

4. Finally, for all x,y € {0,1}",

Q

T(SY)

27" and T(SKVSyW) ~ 27,
T(EY) =27

" and T(EZ"EyW) A 27

Q

We explained the usage of ~ in Section 2.5. For a detailed example see the proof of Theorem 3.1.

Proof. By the winning conditions of the game, for alli < n/2 and j > n/2, we have

1—46(¢e) > Z Z T (SfMZ’]'CfSu,Su)

b,ce{0,1} x€{0,1}":
Xpi—1=b
— A 1,j,511,5
- Z T (S[xHxZilb]< Z Mb,c " H)) :
be{0,1} ce{0,1}

By the proof of rigidity of 2-OF-n-MS we have M, ~ Y. c(o1) MS11 where MY s the
marginal Y .1} M;’scucc(i)’s“’s“ as defined in the previous section. So we can rewrite our earlier
inequality as

T (SQHMHM Mgsﬂ) >1—6(e) .
be{0,1}

Using Lemma 2.8 we can write this as closeness relation

A ~ AfLST1
S ~ Mb .

[x—=>x0i_1b]

With a similar argument we obtain
A ~ 1,8
S[Xszﬂb] ~ Mb .

Now using the identity

n
A _ A
Sy = HS[I/H%‘M]
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and repeated applications of Proposition 2.3, we obtain

n/2
~ 1,511 1,512
NHMxZL MxZI :
i=1

With a similar argument we obtain

n/2
H Ml+n/2 S11 Ml-‘rl’l/z 512

X2i—

n/2
~ is 1,8
NHM 22M 2

X2i— X2i

n/2
~ H M;C‘FVI/Z 522M1+ﬂ/2 S21 .
2i

X2i

Now by the definition of the sampling and erasure observables, we have

054~ (AW (A@)Y2 (A
OEA ~ (A (n/241) )ul(A(n/2+2)>u2 . (A(n))un ,
O ~ (B (B - (B0,
OEA ~ (B (n/241) )ul(B(n/Z—i-Z))uZ . (B(n))u,, ,

where A() and BU) are as defined in Lemma 3.3. Properties 1-3 now follow easily from the rigidity
of 2-OF-n-MS in Lemma 3.3.

Finally, we prove 4 using 1-3. We have OEWSWOEW ~ Sy for every x € {0,1}". Applying
Proposition 2.3, we obtain T(OWSWOEW) ~ 7(SW). By cyclicity of tracial states we have T(S¥) ~
7(S§). Now

ZSW (Sgn),

from which we get that T(MSZ") ~ 27" Similarly T(S¥) ~ 27" for x # 0.
Similar to the above line of reasoning, by repeated applications of Proposition 2.3 we have

1= x[y;r(szvs;“)
= Y 7((OEw)2(0,")2sYst)

~ Y T(OEvSOEwO, WSO, )
Xy

~ ) T(SpisE)
Xy

= 22 (SSI).

In the first approximation we used the fact that W operators approximately commute with W
operators. The proof for erasure measurements is identical. O
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Corollary 3.6 (Entanglement bound for Question Sampling). Let ¥ = (t,{M1},c0,) be a syn-
chronous strategy for QS,, over a von Neumann algebra 4 C B(H). If w(QS,,, &) > 1 — ¢ for sufficiently
small ¢ > 0, then dim(H) > (1 — 6(n, €))2%".

Furthermore there exists a projection I1 € o such that T(I1) ~ 272" and 1 ~ S SE..

Proof. The inequality dim(H) > (1 —6(n,€))2" is immediate from Lemma 3.3 and Proposition 3.2.
We now prove I1 exists. Let M = S£,SE5, S5, and note that {M, 1 — M} is a POVM. Indeed we have
0 <S4 (1 —SB,)S4 < 1 — M in positive semidefinite ordering. Since S¢, and S5, approximately
commute, we can write

M? = 55.55,58.54,5B,54,
~ 5458, S8
=M.

Therefore we also have (1 — M)? = 1 —2M + M? ~ 1 — M. So we can apply Lemma 2.12 to
obtain a projection IT € o such that IT ~ S£,SE, S5:. Now again since Sj, and S5, approximately
commute, we get that IT ~ S§,S5.. An application of Proposition 2.3 gives us 7(IT) ~ 7(5§.SE).
The result T(IT) ~ 272" now follows from item 4 in the preceding theorem.

t

We finish this section by stating a technical lemma. The lemma holds in a more general setting
but here we restricted attention only to the Question Sampling game.

Lemma 3.7. Let & = (7,{MT7},c0,) be a synchronous strategy for QS, over a von Neumann algebra
A C B(H) and suppose w(QS,, ) > 1 —e. Also let I1 be the projection in the preceding corollary and
let H be the subspace T1 projects onto. Then the set of operators

d ={IIMII: M e 4} C B(H)

is a von Neumann algebra with unit T1. Furthermore, the functional o : B(H) — C defined by c(N) =

Igﬁ;,for every N € B(#H), is a tracial state on .

Proof. For a proof that & is a von Neumann algebra see the section on “Elementary properties
of von Neumann algebras” in the notes by Vaughan Jones [Jon09]. The functional ¢ is a positive
linear functional because 7 is a positive linear functional. It is unital because o(ly) = o(I1) =
T(IT)/7(IT) = 1. Ttis cyclic on & because T is cyclicon o and o C 4. O
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4 Question Reduction

In this section we present the Question Reduction transformation, whose properties are given by
the following Theorem.

Theorem 4.1 (Question Reduction). Forall « € IN, there exists a polynomial-time algorithm QuestionReduction,
that takes as input a pair of Turing machines (D, C) and outputs a pair of Turing machines (D™, Cintro)

such that the following holds. If ¥ = (D,C) is a verifier for a sequence of games 4y = (Gy)yen and

ny € IN is an integer such that for all n > ny,

max {TIMEc(n),TIMED(n)} <n,

then "yintio. = (pintro Cintro) g g verifier corresponding to a sequence of games Gyinwo = (GINTO), N
with the following properties. There exists B = poly(a) € N and n™ = poly(B,ng) such that for all
n> n%)ntro

7

1. (Complexity bounds)

The questions of GI"™ have length at most logf n,
TIMEcinwo (1) < logPn, and
TIME pinwo (1) < 1P

2. (Completeness) For all oracularizable synchronous strategies & for G, there exists an oracularizable
synchronous strategy S ™ for G such that

w(G;ntrol yintro) 2 (U(Gn, y)
Furthermore, if & is finite-dimensional, then so is ™,

3. (Soundness) For all t € {q,co} we have
wi(Gy) <1 = wi(GN™) < 1,

4. (Entanglement bound) .
E(GIM°,1) > max {£(Gy,1),2%"} .

Intuitively, the Question Reduction transformation transforms a sequence of games (G1, G, . . .)
to a sequence (GIN™°, GIntro, ) of “Introspection games” such that the question lengths of the In-
trospection game G"™ is polylogarithmic in the time complexity of the “original game” G, while
the value of GI"™ approximates the value of G,. In particular, the value of GI"™ is 1 if and only
if the value of G, is 1. Furthermore, the time complexity of the Introspection game G"™ is poly-
nomial in the time complexity of the original game G,,. The reason this is called “Question Reduc-
tion” is because the question lengths of the original game G, can be as large as n* (because that’s
the time complexity of the decision procedure D,) and the question lengths of the Introspection
games are at most log? 7. The core of the Question Reduction transformation is the Introspection
protocol, which is a simplification of the one developed by [NW19, JNV'20a]. Aside from the fact
that we work in the setting of synchronous games, the two other major simplifications are that

* we only need to introspect games with uniform question distributions, and
¢ the transformation does not need to be gap preserving.

The bulk of this section will be spent on analyzing the Introspection protocol, and then in Sec-
tion 4.5 we prove Theorem 4.1.
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4.1 Overview

Let G = (X, A, D) be a synchronous game with X = {0,1}¢, A = {0,1}". We present a transfor-
mation G — G where G is called the Introspection game corresponding to G. The question
lengths of Gntro will be much smaller than those of G, but the values of the two games will still be
tightly related.

At an intuitive level, the question lengths are reduced in Gintro by asking the players to “ask
themselves” — i.e., to introspect — their own questions from X. The players in G are each
asked to sample a question x € X and answer with a € A as they would have answered in the
original game G if they have received question x. The players then each respond with a tuple
(x,a). If the players’ responses are (x,a) and (y, b), the decision procedure in G will check that
D(x,y,a,b) = 1.

In order for the values of G and G to be meaningfully related, we need to ensure that the
players sample their introspected questions x and y from the uniform distribution (instead of,
say, always picking a fixed (x*,y*) for which they have prepared winning answers). We ensure
this by introducing a small number of special questions in the game G, The cross-checks be-
tween these special questions force the players to behave “honestly” (i.e., to sample (x,y) from
the uniform distribution), or risk losing the game with some nonzero probability.

The Introspection game G™™ is an extension of the Question Sampling game QS, from Sec-
tion 3.3, where / is the bit length of questions in the original game G. Recall that the Question
Sampling game certifies that the players have measurements for questions S4, Sg, Ea, Ep satisfy-
ing the rigidity properties detailed in Theorem 3.5.

In addition to these questions, the Introspection game has an additional question I, which
stands for “introspect”. When a player receives question I, they are expected to answer with a
tuple (x,a,y,b) € (X x A)?, and the players win if D(x,y,4,b) = 1. The Introspection game cer-
tifies the measurement corresponding to I is consistent with the following measurement process:
performing both S 4, Sp measurements (which commute with each other) to produce (x,y) € X2,
and then performing measurements N* and NY (which commute with each other when (x,y) is a
nontrivial question pair in the original game) to produce (a,b) € A% Furthermore, N* commutes
with the Eg measurement and NY commutes with the E 4 measurement.

The fact that the I measurement is consistent with S4, Sg ensures that the distribution of the
pair (x,y) is uniform over X2. The fact that the the measurements N*, NY commute with the Ep
and E, measurements, respectively, ensures that the output a2 of N* does not depend on y and
similarly the output b of N¥ does not depend on x. Thus the measurements { N*} give rise to a
strategy for the original game G, and thus the value of G™™ is related to that of G.

There are several other questions that are used in the Introspection game G to ensure these
consistency properties. Overall, the number of questions in G™™ is |QS,| + 7, and thus the ques-
tion lengths represented in binary is [log(|QS,| +7)] = O(log(¥)).

We formally define the Introspection game next.

4.2 Definition of Introspection game

Throughout this section, we write W to denote a value from the set { A, B}, and we write

— [ B ifW=a4,
W“{ A if W=B.
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The Introspection game G"™ corresponding to G is a synchronous game (Qn°, Aintro, pintro)
with

Q" = Qus, U{ I YU{ Iw, IwSyw , IwEw }weiany
AP = Aog UXU(X X A)UX X AXX)U (X x AXX xA).

The symbol I stands for introspect, and S and E stand for sample and erase as in the Question
Sampling game. We emphasize that the symbols Iy Sy and Iy Eyy respectively are each individual
questions; for example I4Sp is distinct from the questions I4 and Sp, and is also distinct from the
question IgS 4.

The decision procedure D™ is specified by Table 4. On question pair (g,7) and answer pair
(4,b), the decision procedure checks if (g,7) is nontrivial according to the table, and if so, checks
the corresponding winning condition. For the sake of clarity, we omit the symmetric case where
the question pair is (r,q) and the answer pair is (b, a).

Nontrivial Question Winning Condition on Answers (4, b)

Pair (g,7)

g=r a="h

(q,7) is nontrivial for Dgs,(q,7,8,b) =1

Qs,

g=1 ((xA,xB) is trivial for G ) or (z =xwAc=awAD(xa,Xxp,a4,a5) = 1)
r=1Iy where 4 = (xa,a4,xp,a3) € (X x A)?2and b = (z,¢) € X x A
q = Iw z=xwAC=ay

r = IwSy where 4 = (xw,aw) € X x Aand b = (z,c,xp5) € X x A x X
q = Iw Z = Xw

r=Sw where 4 = (xw,aw) E X x Aandb=z€ X

g = Iy z=2xwAc=ay

r = IwEy where 4 = (xw,aw) € X x Aand b = (z,¢,x5) € X x Ax X
q= IWEW Z =Xy

r=Ey where 4 = (xw,aw, x57) € X x Ax X andb=z€ X

q = IwSw Z = Xy

r =Sy where 4 = (xw,aw, xy) €E X x Ax Xandb=z€ X

Table 4: The nontrivial question pairs and winning conditions for the Introspection game G,

The nontrivial question pairs of the Introspection game G™'™, apart from those in the Question
Sampling game QS,, are also depicted as a graph in Figure 3. The questions are connected via an
edge if they form a nontrivial question pair (and self-loops are not drawn for clarity).

The rationale behind the questions Iy Sy and Iy Eyy is the following. A player receiving the
composite question Iy Sy, for example, is expected to answer both questions Iy and Sy;. By cross-
checking this player’s answers against the other player (who may have received either Iy or Sy
alone), the game ensures that the measurements corresponding to Iy and Sy commute, and this in
turn enables the “honest” strategy in the completeness case to be oracularizable. This and more
will become clear in the next subsection.

52



14Sp Sp

Ep IAEB Iz I Ip IBE4 Ex

Sa IpSa

Figure 3: A node indicates a special question in GI"™. A pair of questions are connected with an edge if the
pair is a nontrivial question pair as defined in Section 2.4. There should also be loops on every node (which
we omitted here for clarity).

4.3 Completeness of Introspection

As mentioned earlier, we need to show that the value of the original game and the introspected
game are tightly related. This has two directions. First we need to show that if G has a perfect
strategy so does G™™; this is called the completeness property. In fact we prove the following
stronger statement.

Proposition 4.2 (Completeness of Introspection). For all oracularizable synchronous strategies & for
G, there exists an oracularizable synchronous strategy S ™ for G™ such that

w(Gintro/y)intro) > W(G,y) .
Furthermore, if & is finite-dimensional then so is ™%,

Recall that a synchronous strategy # for a synchronous game G is oracularizable if for every
nontrivial question pair (g,7), the corresponding measurement operators commute (see Defini-
tion 2.14).

Proof. Let ¥ = (¢, {N*}cx) be an oracularizable synchronous strategy for G and let #gs, =
(T, {M7}4e Qqsf) be the “honest” perfect oracularizable strategy for the Question Sampling game
QS; as defined in Section 3.3. Let Hqs,, Hy and dgs, € B(Hgs,), dy € B(Hgy) denote the
Hilbert spaces and algebras of the two strategies, respectively. We define a synchronous strategy
P = (o, {P1} ¢ ginwo ), which we call the honest Introspection strategy, for G™™ over the algebra

das, @ sy with the tracial state p = T ® 0. In this proof we use the shorthand notation S}, E}Y to

denote the operators M3", M:" from the strategy Fqs,, respectively.

The measurement operators are defined as follows. For all ¢ € Qqs, and x € Agg,, let pl =
M ® 1 where the 1 denotes the identity on the Hilbert space Hy. Since M is a projection on
Hqs,, the operators { P{} are also projections and furthermore form a measurement.

For all other questions g € Q" \ Qqg,, we define

IwSw W IwEw W
Pl =S¥ @ N¥, Py =S'S) @ Ny, Peny” = SYE) @ Ny

forall W € {A,B}, x,y € X, and a € A. The operator Pivg is clearly a projection (because
SXV, N are projections), and forms a projective measurement. In the honest Question Sampling

strategy the operators S and SyW commute (by Theorem 3.5), therefore P,ﬁY;jW forms a projective

- W ISy -~
measurement. Similarly S?¥ and E;’V commute, therefore Py ' forms a projective measurement.
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It should be clear now why we choose the notation Iy Sy and Iy Eg: in the honest Introspec-
tion strategy, we have that

IwSw Iy oW W pl IwEwy Iy ™W W pl
Py’ =Py S, =S," P and Py = Py E)) =E,' Py (4.1)

It remains to define the projective measurement {P! y ») for the Introspection question I. If
(x,y) € X x X is a nontrivial question in G, we define
I ._GgAgB y
Pyoyp =S Sy ® Ny Ny.

Since N; and le commute when (x,y) is nontrivial for G (because ¥ is oracularizable), we see
that P! _ ,,b 18 a projection. If on the other hand (x,y) is a trivial question in G, we define

pi [ SESEE () = (07,0)
xayb ) 0 otherwise.

This is clearly a projective measurement as well. Intuitively, when a player receives the question
I, they first perform the sampling measurements S# and S? (which can be performed simultane-
ously since they commute) to obtain a pair of questions (x,y) € X x X for the original game G.
If (x,y) is trivial for G, then the player outputs (x,0",y,0™). Otherwise, the player then simulta-
neously measures N* and NY (which commute since (x, y) is nontrivial for G) to obtain answers
(a,b) € A x A. The player then returns (x,a,y,b) as its answer.

Clearly ¥t is finite-dimensional when ¥ is finite-dimensional. Next we show that ¥ ig
oracularizable and has success probability 1 in the Introspection game G,

First, if (g,7) is a trivial pair of questions for G then by definition the players win with
probability 1 on those questions. Assume that (g, r) is a nontrivial question pair.

Suppose that (q,7) € Qgs,. Since Hgs, is oracularizable and (g,7) must also be nontrivial for
QS,, the measurement operators {P/} and {P.} commute. Furthermore, by design the strategy
Fs, succeeds with probability 1 in the game QS; and thus succeeds with probability 1 in G™°
conditioned on questions from Qqs, .

It remains to check the commutativity property and success probability for all question pairs
that are connected via an edge in Figure 3. For self-loops (i.e, question pairs (¢, q)), commutativity
and success probability 1 are trivially satisfied because the operators Pg are projections. We now
check the other nontrivial question pairs.

(Iw, Sw): Commutativity follows because
Pl pow = SV sV g NY = SV SV @ Nj = Pw Pl .

Here we used the fact that S}, SV are elements of the same projective measurement and thus
commute. The probability of winning conditioned on this question pair is

Yop(Py P) =) (S 8¢) o(N;) =} w(sy) = 1.

(Iw, IwSyy): Commutativity follows because

I IwSw W oW oW W oW oW IwSw plI
Pxfg PZ,C,yW =585, Sy ® NJ N =S, Sy Sy @ N2 NJ = PZ,C,yW ny,g.
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The second equality holds because if x # z, then S S = 0 and the equality holds trivially. If
W SW

on the other hand x = z, the equality holds because S, S,

commute with each other.
The probability of winning conditioned on this question pair is

IwSw
Yo o(P Pny™) = Y (P Py S)Y) =Y p(P) =1
x,a

x,0,Y x,0,Y

commute with each other and N, N7

where in the first equality we used (4.1).
(Iw, IwEy): The argument for this is nearly identical to that for the previous question pair, except
we replace the sampling measurement SW with the erasure measurement E".

(IwSw, Sy): Commutativity follows because
InSw W W W _ oW W _ oW plwSw
Py’ S =Py )Y SIY =S P SV = S1Y Py

where in the first equality we used (4.1), and then we used the fact that SV commute with P;%
The probability of winning conditioned on this question pair is

InSw oW W oW
Z o (P S;N) = Z P(PJ?,Z S‘yN SL/\/) = ZP(PJ%) =1

x,a,y x,a,y

where in the first equality we used (4.1) and in the second equality we used the fact that SyW is a
projection and forms a measurement.

(IwEw, Eyy): The argument for this is identical to that for the previous question pair, except we
replace the sampling measurement SW with EW.

(I, Iy): Assume without loss of generality that W = A. Commutativity is due to the following.
Suppose (x, ) is a trivial question pair for G. Then

Ployo Pt =57 8 S# @ NZ =St 5 SJ @ NZ = Pl Py
where 0 is shorthand for 0", and for all (a,b) # (0™,0™) we have
P!, ,» Pt =0=PA P

xayb ~zc T ,a,y,b

If (x,y) is a nontrivial question pair for G then

Py oyp Dot =S8 S) S8 @ Ny N NZ = 82 ¢ S) @ NI Ny N = P2 Pl

where the second equality holds because if x # z, then S4 55 S# = 0 and the equality holds

trivially. If on the other hand x = z, the equality holds because N, be , N} all commute (because
(x,y) is a nontrivial question pair and N}, N} are elements of the same projective measurement).

We calculate the probability of success as follows. If (x,y) is a nontrivial question pair in the
original game G we have

o(Pl,,p PA) =T(S¢ Sp 82) o(Ny Ni NZ) =272 0(N; NY) Loy

where we used the fact that in the honest strategy Fos, we have 7(S4 SE) = 272/, Notation
1,y c—, denotes the indicator variable for the equalities z = x,c = a. If (x, y) is trivial we have

p(Pi,a,y,b le,é) = 27% O'(N?) 1Z:x,a:b:0'” .
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So the probability of winning using ¥ conditioned on players receiving question pair
(I 14)is

Y. o(Prayp Pit) D™O(L 14, (x,0,y,b), (2,))

x,a,y,b,z,c
1 1
= 5w ) Y o(Ny NY) D(x,y,a,b)—kﬁ Y. Y o(NY)
(x{y) ab . (x,y) c
nontrivial for G trivial for G
1 1
= om0 ) Y _o(Ny NY) D(x,y,a,b)+ﬁ Y o1
(x,y) ab (oy)
nontrivial for G trivial for G
1 1
= ﬁ Z ZU(N; NZ) D(x/y/a/b)—i_ﬁ Z ZU(N; Ng) D(X,y,[llb)
(xy) ab (xy) ab
nontrivial for G trivial for G
=w(G,¥)

where in the third line we used that { N} is a measurement, and in the fourth line we used that
D(x,y,a,b) =1 for all trivial (x,y).

So conditioned on any pair of questions the players win with probability 1 using strategy
e except when they receive question pair (I, I4) or (I, I) in which case they win with proba-
bility w (G, ¥). From this we conclude that w (G0, #100) > (G, F). O

4.4 Soundness of Introspection

The second part of showing that the value of the original game and the introspected game are
tightly related is called soundness. Informally speaking the soundness property states that if the
original game has no perfect strategy, then neither does the introspected game.

In the soundness proposition below, we also prove a lower bound on the dimension of the
Hilbert space for any perfect strategy of G"™. We show this dimension is at least as big as the
maximum of 2% and the smallest dimension of a Hilbert space among all perfect strategies of G.
Recall that ¢ is the bit length of questions in G. This dimension lower bound will be used later in
the section on compression.

Proposition 4.3 (Soundness of Introspection). Forall t € {q,co}
Wi (GM0) =1 = wi(G) = 1.

Furthermore it holds that _
£(G™™ 1) > max {5((},1),2”} .

At a high level, the proof of Proposition 4.3 proceeds by taking a synchronous strategy intro —
(0, {P7} 4 ginwo) for G that succeeds with probability 1 — ¢, with ¢ sufficiently small, and “ex-
tracting” from it a strategy & = (0, {N*},ex) for the original game G that has value 1 — J(¢)
where J is a proper error function (see Section 2.5 for definition of proper error function). The
error function J also has a dependence on ¢, but since we do not need to carry that around, we
hide it in our notation J(¢).

Note that wS(Gintro) = 1 does not imply the existence of a finite-dimensional synchronous
strategy with value 1. All we can guarantee is that for every ¢ > 0 there exists a finite-dimensional
synchronous strategy with value at least 1 — e. On the other hand w$,(G™™) = 1 means that there
exists a perfect synchronous strategy for G,
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To make the notation easier to read, we use the following abbreviations for the measurements
P17 corresponding to the questions g € { I, Iw, IwSw, IwEw, Sw, Ew }weap S Q™. For all
We{A B}, x,yc Xandabec A,

_ pl w _ pl W W IwSw
Loayp = Prayp - Lig = Py (I"8™)xay = Pray
W W IwEyy W S w E
(I"E )x,a,y PxVZ,y , S, =Pw E} =P,

Furthermore, we define the erasure observables

Oy = ) (1) E,
yeX

for W € {A, B}. Unlike the section on Question Sampling, we do not need to define sampling ob-
servables for the purpose of proving the current proposition. We use - in the subscript to indicate
the data-processed measurement that ignores part of the measurement outcome, so for example

I~,a,y,b = Z Ix,a,y,br

xeX

Ix,~,y,b = Z Ix,a,y,b/
aeA

Ixrﬂm' = Z Ix,a,y,br
yeEX beA

etc. We may sometime drop - when there is no risk of ambiguity, for example we may write I}V
instead of I}V.

We first prove two key lemmas establishing that in any strategy with large value certain com-
mutation relations are approximately satisfied and that introspected questions are almost uni-
formly sampled. Throughout this section, we let #™° = (p, { P7},c o) be a fixed synchronous
strategy for G with value 1 — .

Lemma 4.4. The following approximate relations hold

IWNsw

x
LS, ~ S Iy,
L, S;V ~ sW LY,
IVEV ~ EV IV
%ol ~ o I,
Proof. As mentioned in Section 2.5, when we write IV ~ S we mean IV Rs(e) SW for some
function ¢ such that é(¢) — 0 as e — 0.

Since the strategy is winning with probability 1 — ¢, the winning probability conditioned on
receiving question (I, Syy) is at least 1 — | Q"°|2¢. The expression for the probability of winning
conditioned on players receiving question pair (Iy, Sy) is

Zp IW SW Dmtro(IW,SW, X El EP IW SW

X,y
= Zp (1Y sY).
X
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Therefore we have
Y o(¥sY)y~1,

X

or equivalently that I}V ~ S¥. By Lemma 2.8, we get that IV ~ S!V. By Proposition 2.3, we obtain

that IV, S‘y’v ~ IV, I;N from which we arrive at our first approximate commutation relation

W oW o W W _ fWW o cW W
Ix,a Sy NIx,u Iy _Iy Ix,aNSy Ix,a

where the equality in the middle follows because operators belonging to the same projective mea-

surement commute. This is the basic idea behind the proof of the remaining approximate relations.

Next we prove the approximate commutation relation I}%, EyW ~ EyW 1Y, (the relation I, SyW 7

SyW IV, is proved nearly identically). Similar to our argument above for (I, Sw), the players
winning probability conditioned on receiving question pair (Ey, IwEpy) is 1 — d(e), that is

Y T(EV(IVEY),) ~ 1
Y

from which, similar to the argument above, we arrive at EyW ~ (I WEW) y- With a similar argument,
this time starting from the winning probability conditioned on question pair (Iy, IwEy), we get

that 1)V, ~ (I WEW), ,. Putting these together we obtain
IV EY ~ (IWEW), o(1VEW),
= (IVE")y (I E" )
~ EV IV,
Finally the last approximate commutation relation follows

00 = ) (-1 EY

yeX

~ ;{(—1)%“15;v LY,
Y

oM.

Switching the order of multiplication in I}C’Xl EyW incurs an error of é(¢) for each x,a,y. So over
all the norm of Zyex(—l)y'ull/y EW — Zye;((—l)y'”EyW 1Y, is bounded above by | X x A x X|4(¢)

a
which is another error function J(¢). O

Next lemma establishes that the introspected questions are sampled almost uniformly from
the question set of the original game. We then use this to justify that I ,, ; is approximately I, 5 b
when x, y is a nontrivial question pair in the original game.

Lemma 4.5. Let I, = Iy, .. Then the following hold
Ly~ S¢SE,
1
p(Ly) = 520

Furthermore, if x,y is a nontrivial question pair in the original game, then for every a,b € A

~ TJA 1B
Ix,a,y,b ~ Ix,a Iy,b‘
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Proof. The players winning probability conditioned on receiving question pair (I,14) is 1 — é(e).
So Y, p(L,... I{) =1—6(e) where I = ¥, I,. Therefore I.,.. ~ I{ and consequently ... ~ S4
by Lemma 2.8. Similarly I,,.. ~ I} ~ S]. Thuswehave I,y = I,... I, = §{ S;. By Theorem 3.5
and Proposition 2.3, we conclude that p(Iy,) ~ 21?

So far we established that any question pair (x,y) in the answer to the Introspection question
I occurs almost uniformly, that is with probability approximately 1/22. Fix a nontrivial question
pair x,y in the original game. The probability of the event that players receive question pair
(I, 1) and respond with (x,4,y,b) and (z,c), respectively, for some a,b,c € Aand z € X is
at least (1 — 5(g))272¢/| Q0|2 Since the overall strategy looses with probability at most ¢, the
probability of loosing conditioned on this event is bonded above by

22£’Qintro‘2€/(1 _ (5(8)) < 22£’Qintr0|2(l +(5(£>)€ — 5(8)

or in other words the probability of winning conditioned on this event is 1 — d(e). It is now a
simple exercise in probability theory to see that conditioned on receiving question (I,1,), the
probability that player receiving I answers with introspected questions (x, y) and the players win
is~ 2~

By the construction of the Introspection game, if the players win, then it must be that (z,¢) =
(x,a). Therefore we have

ZP(Ix,a,y,- Iyéa) = Zp(lx,u,y,b I}éu) ~ 272
a a,b

Using the relation [, ~ 55 that we proved earlier together with the approximate commutations in
Lemma 4.4, we obtain

ZP(Ix,u,y,-(SyB Iaéa 55)) ~ ZP(Ix,u,y,-(Iy Iaéa Iy)) = ZP(Ix,u,y,- Iaéu) ~ 27 (4.2)
a a a

Define positive semidefinite operators R; = Iy 4y, and S, = 55 I, 55, and write
Y IRa = Salls = Y- p(RZ + 7 — 2R, S,)
a a
<Y 0(Rq+ Sq — 2R,S,)
a
=Y " p(Ra) +0(Sa) —20(R4 Sa)
a

<2(140(e))27% —2(1 - 6(e))2%
= d(e).

The first inequality follows from the fact that R, S, are positive semidefinite with operator norm <
1. The last inequality follows from p(}, R,S;) =~ 272 which we proved in (4.2) and the following
two calculations

P(LR:) = plley) ~ 277,
p(;sa) = p(SPI S7) = p(If SY) ~ p(Sy Sp) ~ 272
We conclude that Iy, ,,. ~ Sf I;éa Sf ~ Iéa Sf . By a similar argument we get that
L.yp ~ I, S
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Putting these two together

_ ~ TA B 1B A TA A 1B B _ 1A A 1B B __ 1A B
Lonyb = Loay, Loy~ I8 SE I8, SA~ I8, SO 1B, 8B =14 1A 1B, 1P =12, IF,.

/!

O

We first sketch a proof of Proposition 4.3. The key step is to establish that, in any strategy
that wins with high probability in G, when players A and B receive questions I4 and I, re-
spectively, their answers (x4,a4) and (xp,ap) are such that (x4, xp) is uniformly distributed in
X x X and a4 has no dependence on xp and similarly ap has no dependence on x4. In other
words players introspectively asked themselves a uniformly random question (x4, xg) and pro-
duced answers (a4,ap) as they would have answered if they received question (x4, xp) in the
original game.

In Lemma 4.4, we proved that IV ~ S¥. This relation implies that on question Iy the player
effectively obtains xy part of the answer by measuring {S!'}. So, by the rigidity properties of the
Question Sampling game, we get that (x,, x;) is sampled (almost) uniformly at random from X’ x
X. We also showed in Lemma 4.5 that (x,, x;) in answer to question I are also distributed (almost)
uniformly. From the rigidity properties of the Question Sampling game, measurements S" and
EW (approximately) anticommute while they both (approximately) commute with measurements
S"W and EV. Additionally we saw in Lemma 4.4 that I"Y commutes with both S and E". These
relationships intuitively imply that the Hilbert space H can be (approximately) divided into a
tensor product Hy ® Hp ® H¢ of three Hilbert spaces such that the players measurements for
special questions Sy and Eyy are forced to act as identity on Hy;. Furthermore, the commutation
of I with S" and E" implies that operators I"V act trivially on the register H;. Now since xyy is
obtained by a measurement on Hy; we conclude that 2y has no dependence on xy;.

Putting these together, we get that the player with question Iy produces xy via a measurement
on Hy, then produces ay with a measurement that depends on xy and has a nontrivial support
only on the game register Hg. In other words I}, = S}¥ ® N7 for some N that acts as identity on
Hy- We can now let {N;'} be the measurements in a strategy in the original game G and show
that its value is large. In what follows we make this argument precise.

Proof of Proposition 4.3. Let ¥ = (p, {P7},cgino) be a synchronous strategy for G0 that has

value at least 1 — ¢. Let X, I1, <4, o be as defined in Lemma 3.7.
For every W € {A, B}, x € X and a € A define the operator

Wy =0y 1V, o} .

Note that for every W € {A,B} and x € X the operators {WX},c 4 are pairwise orthogonal
projections. For every x € X define the leftover operator

W—1- Y W
acA

Let A = AU {1} denote the expanded answer set. Then {W}},_ ; is a projective measurement
forevery W € {A,B},x € X.
Now for every x € X,a € A define

WX =11 W I1.
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These are clearly positive semidefinite operators and

YW =T (X W) =12 =11

acA acA

Since IT is projection onto #, the set of operators {W>},_ z are POVMs on # for every x.
Our first goal is to show that for every x,y € X, a,b € A it holds that

(A% B)) ~ p(I, 12y). (4.3)

We achieve this by repeatedly applying Proposition 2.3. First recall from Corollary 3.6 that IT ~
S§SB. Here we use 0 as a shorthand notation for 0. So we have

p(A7 By) = p(IT A7 T1 By IT)
~p(S§ Al S§ S5 By S6),

where we used Theorem 3.5 which states that S§' and SE approximately commute. We continue
by expanding A¥ and B} to obtain

p(Sy A7 Sg So By S5) =p(S5 (OF IZ, OF) Sg' S¢ (Oy Ly, Oy) Sp)

~p((07 ST I, S¢ 07) (Of 8y I, 57 Oy))
where in the last line, we used Theorem 3.5 which states that S}’ O} ~ O¥ S!V. By Lemma 4.4 we
have IV ~ S¥ so
p((O7 8¢ I5, ST 07) (Oy 8y Iy, Sy O))) = p((O7 I I, OOy Iy Iy, 1y OF))
~p((0F If, 09)(0y Iy, Oy))

where in the last line we used that IV = Y, I}, and that I}"}, are projections. Now using Lemma 4.4

again, we know that erasure observables O" approximately commute with i projections. We
also know that erasure observables O and O® approximately commute. So we continue as fol-
lows

o((Of If, 0£)(O) 17, Oy))

Q

p(Oy OF I1,15, OF OF)
p((07)? (0> I, 1)
P(Iaéu Iﬁb)~

Q

This completes the proof of Equation (4.3).
Our next goal is to show that POVMs {W}, are close to being projective measurements. To
this end, we first show that for any x € X and a,b € A

WIWE ~ Wi, (4.4)

where 1,_; is the indicator variable for the equality 2 = b. First expanding according to the
definitions

Wiwy =110l 1y, oY 1oy 1Y, oY 11
~ 110} 10 Oy (sy S¢S )oY 1Y, O 11
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where in the last line we used the fact that IT ~ SOW Sy SOW by Corollary 3.6. Now sampling
projections S commute with erasure observables O" and Introspection projections IV so

11 OY 1V oW (sl sy’ sihol 1, oW 11 ~ 11 sV o IV, o s§' oW 1% of¥ sV 11
~I10Y 1Y oY sy oy 1Y, oY 11
where in the last line we use the fact that IT =~ SOW ng SOW, and hence I1 SOW ~ Il = SOW IL
Now moving S} passed O using the relation OY S}V ~ S O, and then using the fact that
(OW¥)2 = I (as OY is an observable), we get
oy 1% o sg o 1y, oY ~T11 0y 1Y, s¥ (0¥)* 1Y, OY T1
=110y 1% s 1, oY 11
Now substituting IV in place of S}¥ we get
moy Y sy, of m~11oy 1% ¥ 1, oY 11
~ 1oy 1Y, 1Y, OY I1
= W; 5a,b/

where in the last line we used the fact that I}, and I ;"2 are orthogonal projections when a # b. This
completes the proof of Equation (4.4). From this, we immediately obtain that (W¥)? ~ W also.

So we established that
(Wi)? ~ Wy

forallx € X anda € A. Using Proposition 2.3, this in turn implies that

o(W3)?) = p(Wy)
for all 2 € A. By definition of ¢ it is also true that

o((W))?) = a(W;).
So far we established that WY, as operators in ¢ acting on H, are close to projections. So applying
Lemma 2.12, for every W € {A, B} and x € X, there exists a projective measurement {W;}, C
that is close to {WX},.

Our final goal is to build a strategy for G using these hard-earned projective measurements

{A*} and {BY}. On our way, we first need to relate { A} }, and {B} } to the original measurements
I#, and IyB,b. For every x,y € X,a,b € A, we can write

A*B Axp A 1B
(A*BY) ~ MWQ_PMﬁ@NPMﬁbwpﬁﬂﬁ)
oA, b ~ o4, b/ — P(H) ~ 2-2¢ ~ —20

From this and Lemma 4.5, if x, y is nontrivial in G, it holds that

1
ﬁo—(AichZ) ~ p<Ix,a,y,b)'
Therefore summing over all nontrivial question pairs, we have

1

Y o L Dapablo(aB)~ ¥ L Dyabp(laym)
Xy abeA XYy  abeA
nontrivial nontrivial
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A similar approximate identity holds when summing over trivial question pairs, that is

1
Z ﬁ Z D(x,y,a,b)U(A,’; Bz) ~ Z Z D(xfy/a/b>P<Ix,a,y,b)~
Yy abe A Y abeA
trivial trivial

Let us see why this is true. First using the fact that D(x,y,a,b) = 1 for all a,b and trivial question
pair x,y, we can write

1 1 1
) 7 Y. D(x,y,a,b)o(A; B)) =) % Y o(AXB))=Y i
Y a,beA Xy abeA Xy
trivial trivial trivial

where in the last equality we used the fact that Y, AY B] = L. Luckily, we also know that
p(Ley) =~ 21? by Lemma 4.5, and thus

1
Y 5~ ) ply)
Xy XY
trivial trivial
= 2 ) pllxayy)
XY abeA

trivial

= Z Z D(x,y, ”rb)P(Ix,u,y,b)
XY abeA
trivial

where in the last line we again used the fact that D(x,y,4,b) = 1 for all a,b and trivial question

pair x, y.
So overall we established that
1
Y57 ¥ D(oy,ab)o(A BY) ~ Y Y D(x,y,0,b)p(Liays):
Xy abeA X,y abe A

The right-hand-side is an upper bound on the probability of winning of ™™ conditioned on the
event that one of the players received the Introspection question I. This probability must be at
least 1 — 4(¢) by a simple averaging argument. So we have

1 X
Zﬂ Y D(x,y,a,b)o(A; By) =1—5(¢). (4.5)
¥y <7 apeA

To summarize, at a high level, we constructed a set of operators A and Bj that together resemble
a strategy for G albeit with two sets of measurement operators instead of one. It remains to show
that we can turn this into a synchronous strategy. From Equation (4.5), for every x € X it must be
that
Y D(x,x,a,b)0(A} By) =1—15(¢).
abeA

Since G is synchronous, we have D(x, x,a,b) = 0 whenever a # b. Therefore

Y o(A; By) =1—-46(e)
aeA
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or equivalently that A; ~ B} for every x € X. Therefore by Lemma 2.8, it holds that A} ~ B;
for every x € X. Therefore o(AX B]) ~ o(AX A}). Using this approximation in (4.5) we conclude
that

1

Y 5w L D(xyab)o(A7 A)) =1-6(). (4.6)
xyeX abeA

Now we reduced to one set of measurement operators A; that more closely resemble a syn-
chronous strategy for G. Unfortunately we are not quite there as the set of operators { A },c4
is not a projective measurement if A¥ # 0. We can resolve this issue by defining projective mea-
surements { N },c 4 for every x such that N. = A}, + A’ for some special element a* € A and
N = A} foralla # a*. Now & = (0,{N*},cx) is a synchronous strategy and is such that
o(NyN) > o(A2AY). So by (4.6), we have

1 X
w(GS)= ) 537 Y D(x,y,a,b)0(N;NJ) =1—6(e).
xyeX abeA

So for all sufficiently small ¢, if there exists a strategy ™™ with value at least 1 — ¢, we showed
the existence of a strategy for G with value 1 — §(¢). This in turn implies that for all t € {g,co}

wi(GM) =1 = wi(G) = 1.
Next we prove the inequality

£(G" 1) > max {5(@,1),2%} .

Suppose the finite dimensional strategy & ™™ = (p, { P1},c gino) defined over a Hilbert space H
has value 1. Then since the strategy restricted to the Question Sampling game also wins with
probability 1, from Corollary 3.6, we get that the dimension of # is at least 22,
It remains to show that £(G™°,1) > £(G,1). Consider the finite-dimensional strategy & =
(0, {N;}) constructed above for the original game G. The inequality now follows from the fact
that the strategy  is over the Hilbert space # defined in Lemma 3.7 which is a subspace of H.
O

4.5 Proof of Theorem 4.1

From Definition 2.15, we can let G, = (X}, A,, D,;) where X, = {0,1}" for some polynomial-time
computable function ¢, of n. As we indicated in Definition 2.15, the decider and checker Turing
machines discard any string that comes after the ¢,th bit in their second and third input tapes.
By assumption, for all sufficiently large n, we have ¢,, < n%, so from our previous statement, we
can simply assume that ¢, = n*. We design the algorithm QuestionReduction, so that GI"™ is
the Introspection game (G, )™ as defined in Section 4.2. From the definition of Introspection,
it is straightforward to see that a polynomial-time algorithm exists that computes a description
of intro. — (pintro Cintro) from a description of ¥ = (D,C). The question length of GI"™ is
poly(«,log n) by the definition of the Introspection game and the assumption that ¢, = n*.

Given a pair of questions in GI"'™, if they are both Question Sampling questions, then they are
a nontrivial question pair in the Introspection game if and only if they are a nontrivial question
pair in the Question Sampling game. If questions are both among special questions

Sa,Ea,1a, 1458, IaEB,SB, EB, I, IgSa, IRE 4,
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then the pair is nontrivial if they are connected by an edge or a self-loop in Figure 3. Since this
graph has constant size, this can be decided in O(1). If one question is a Question Sampling
question that is not any of S4, Sg, E4, Eg and the other is a special Introspection game question

I, IaSB, IAEg, I, IS, IBEA,

then the pair is trivial. Therefore the complexity of deciding if a pair is trivial in GI"™ is asymp-
totically the same as the complexity of deciding if a pair is trivial in QS,. which is poly(«,logn)
(see Table 3).

Next we bound the complexity of D™ (7). The bit length of questions in the Introspec-
tion game G is poly(a, logn). The answer length of GI"™ is n* (as the answer length of G,
is bounded by TIMEp(n)). So the decider can compute in time poly(n*) whether the answer
format of GI"'™ is respected. The decider, by simulating D(n) and C(n), can compute in time
poly(|D],|C|, &, n%) whether a give quadruple (q,7,4,b) is an accepting quadruple in GIM™ ac-
cording to Table 4.

The completeness, soundness, and the dimension bound follow immediately from Proposi-
tions 4.2 and 4.3.
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5 Answer Reduction

In this section we present the answer reduction transformation, whose properties are given by the
following Theorem.

Theorem 5.1 (Answer Reduction). Forall B € IN there exists a polynomial-time algorithm AnswerReductiong
that takes as input a pair of Turing machines (D, C) and outputs a pair of Turing machines (D*", C"%)

such that the following holds. If ¥ = (D,C) is a verifier for a sequence of games 4y = (Gy)yen and

ng € IN is an integer such that for all n > ny,

The questions of G, have length at most logF (1),
TIMEc(n) = logP 1, and
TIMEp(n) < nf

then the output V2" = (D3, C) is q verifier for a sequence of games Gyans = (G3™),eN with the
following properties. There exists v = poly(B) and ni™ = poly (7, no) such that for all n > ni"s,

1. (Complexity bounds)

TIMEDans (Tl) = log7 n
TIMECans (1’1) = 10g7 n.

2. (Completeness) For all oracularizable synchronous strategies & for Gy, there exists an oracularizable
synchronous strategy 2™ for Gi™ such that

1 1
WG, F™) 2 2+ 50 (Gu, ).

Furthermore, if & is finite-dimensional, then so is S

3. (Soundness) For all t € {q,co} we have

Wi (Gp) < 1= wi(G¥™) < 1.

4. (Entanglement bound)
E(GI™,1) > £(Gy,1) .

Intuitively, the answer reduction transformation transforms a sequence of games (Gy, G, . ..)
to a sequence (GJ™, G3™,...) such that the time complexity of the “answer reduced” game G5
(in terms of computing its decision predicate) is polylogarithmic in the time complexity T(n) of
the “original game” G,, and polynomial in the question length Q(n) of G,. The reason this trans-
formation is called “answer reduction” is as follows. Suppose the original game G, already has
polylogarithmic-length questions (i.e. Q(n) < poly(log T(n))), but the answer lengths are, say,
Q(T(n)); this will be the case when we apply answer reduction to the introspection games from
the previous section. The resulting game G3" then has time complexity poly(log T(n)) and in
particular both the question and answer lengths of G2™ are at most poly(log T'(n)).

We describe and analyze the answer reduction transformation G — G for a single game
(rather than a sequence), and then prove Theorem 5.1 in Section 5.5.
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5.1 Overview

Let Q, T € N be integers and let G = (X, A, D) be a synchronous game where X = {0,1}< and
A = {0,1}7, and TIMEp < T (meaning that on all inputs D halts within T timesteps). We can
assume via padding that all questions have the same length, and all the answers have the same
length.

Oracularization. We first give an overview of a transformation on G called oracularization. This
produces the following game G°?¢. The verifier may send a player either a question x € A’ or
a pair of questions (x,y) € X’?; thus the question alphabet is X U X2. When a player receives a
single question x we call them an isolated player and its question an isolated question. When a player
receives a pair (x,y) we call them an oracle player and its question an oracle question.

If both players receive the same question (either isolated or oracle), then they must return the
same answer. If one player receives an oracle question (x,y) € X2 thatis nontrivial for the original
game G and the other receives an isolated question x (resp. receives y), then the players win if the
oracle player responds with an answer pair (a,b) € A2 such that D(x,y,a,b) = 1 and the isolated
player responds with answer a (resp. responds with answer b). All other question combinations
are considered trivial for G°¢, and the players automatically win in those cases.

Intuitively, in the oracularization of G an oracle player must “simulate” the behavior of the
two players in G, and the isolated player (who only receives half of the oracle question) is used to
check that the oracle player’s answers (4, b) are produced in a way that a only depends on x and
b only depends on y.

Answer Reduction. We now give a high-level overview of the answer-reduced game G™ =
(xans, Aans Dans) - The questions of G* are of the form (g, p), where g is a game question and
p is a proof question. The game question g, intuitively, is meant to indicate a question from the
original game G. However, in the answer reduction transformation, the game questions g come
from the oracularization G°™° of G.

In the oracularized game G°, the players are supposed to respond with either an answer
from A or from A?, depending on whether they received an isolated or oracle question. In the
answer reduced game G, however, the players do not respond with a “full-sized” answer in
AU A2 Instead, the verifier expects that the oracle players will generate a proof 7t that they can
produce answers (a,b) € A? that satisfies the decision predicate of the game G, and furthermore
these answers can be produced in a way such that a only depends on x and b only depends on
y. The verifier does not examine this purported proof 7t in its entirety but instead uses the proof
question p to query it in a constant number of locations.

The main point is this: now the players only have to respond with a constant number of bits
corresponding to the proof locations queried, rather than with a symbol from the set .A U A2
(whose size we think of as growing to infinity). To ensure that the players” answers to the local
queries are consistent with a global proof string 77, and that the purported answers (a,b) (which
are included in 77) was generated “honestly” (e.g., 2 does not depend on x), the verifier performs
cross-checks between the two players. Before describing the format of the proof questions, we first
explain in detail what a proof is supposed to look like.

The starting point is the well-known Cook-Levin reduction from classical computer science: this
is an efficient transformation that maps Turing machines M to 3SAT formulas ¢ such that there
is an input w (called the witness) where M(w) = 1 if and only if ¢y is satisfiable. Furthermore,
it is well-known [Pap94, Chapter 20] that the clauses of the SAT formula ¢ can be computed
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extremely efficiently — in fact, in time that is logarithmic in the size of the entire SAT formula (if we
treat the description length of M as a constant):

Theorem 5.2 (Cook-Levin Theorem). For all 1-input Turing machines M and integers R,T € N,
there exists a 3SAT formula (M, T, R) (called a Cook-Levin SAT formula) with L = poly(|M|, T, R)
variables, such that

e Forall w € {0,1}R such that M(w) accepts within T time steps, there exists a unique satisfying
assignment 7t for the formula ¢(M, T, R), and furthermore 1t<g (the first R bits of 1) is w, and

e For all satisfying assignments 7t for the formula ¢(M, T, R), the Turing machine M accepts m<g
within T time steps.

Furthermore, there exists a polynomial-time algorithm CookLevin that takes as input a tuple (M, T, R, 1, j, k)
where R, T, i, ], k are integers written in binary, and outputs the literals of the clause(s) of (M, T, R) that
contains the i-th, j-th, and k-th variables (or outputs a null symbol if no such clause exists).

We note that while the algorithm CookLevin runs in polynomial time in the length of its input,
it runs in logarithmic time in the number of variables of the Cook-Levin SAT formula ¢(M, T, R).
This is because the length of the input tuple (M, T,R,i,j,k) is O(|M| +log T + logR + logi +
log j +log k), and since the variable indices i, j, k are at most poly(|M|, T, R), the time complexity
of the algorithm CookLevin is at most poly(|M|,log T,log R).

The verifier in the answer-reduced game G expects an oracle player who received game
question pair ¢ = (x,y) to compute a string 7 satisfying the following:

1. 7 is a satisfying assignment for the Cook-Levin SAT formula ¢(Dy, T,2T) where D, is the
1-input Turing machine that on input (a,b) € {0,1}?T executes the Turing machine D on
input (x,y,a,b), and

2. 7 is composed of three strings (a,b, 7') € {0,1}T x {0,1}T x {0,1}* where
L = poly(|Dyy|,T) = poly(|D|,Q, T). Here we used that the description length |D,,| =
O(ID| + |x[ + [y]) = poly(|Dl, Q).

Henceforth we shall abbreviate the Cook-Levin formula ¢(Dy,y, T,2T) as ¢y,

The verifier asks proof questions p in order to ascertain whether it is possible for an oracle
player to generate a proof 7 satisfying these conditions. This requires the verifier to ask proof
questions to both oracle players and isolated players. Oracle players (who get game question pair
g = (x,y)) can get asked to provide:

¢ A single bit 7; of the proof 7, or

* A triple of bits (71;, 71j, 7t) from the proof 71 (which may not necessarily correspond to a
clause in ¢, ;).

An isolated player (who gets a single question x or y) is asked to provide a pair of bits (a;,a;) of
their purported answer a € {0,1}7.

Thus the proof questions are sampled from the set [L] U [L]?> U [L]®. Thus the question and
answer sets for G*"* are

s = o s (L] U [L2 U [L]?) A" = {0,1} U{0,1}2U{0,1}°

where X°7¢ = X U X is the question alphabet for the oracularized game GO,
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Since the player answers (a,b) are supposed to be embedded into a proof 71, we use the fol-
lowing mapping to translate between indexing into answer a or b versus indexing into the proof
: given an index i € [T], the i-th bit of the first answer a (corresponding to the first question x) is
mapped to index (i) = i of the proof 77, and the i-th bit of the second answer b (corresponding to
the second question y) is mapped to index A(i) = T + i of 7.

5.2 The answer-reduced decision procedure

We now formally specify the decision procedure D2, On input (£, 7,4, b), it checks if (£,7) (resp.
(9, %)) is one of the nontrivial question pairs of G*, which are presented in Table 5. If so, then it
accepts if and only if the answers (&, b) (resp. (b, 4)) satisfy the corresponding winning condition.
Otherwise, if (£, 7) is a trivial question, the verifier automatically accepts.

Nontrivial Question Pair (%, ) Winning Condition on Answers (4, b)

r=7 a=>b

£ = ((x,y),i) where (x,y) is nontrivial for G (sj, sk, s¢) satisfies clause(s) specified by

7= ((xy),(jk ) wherei € {j,k, ¢} CookLevin(Dy,, T, 2T, j,k, £) and r; = s;, where
a=r €{0,1}, b= (sj,s,5) € {0,1}°

% = ((x,y),i) where (x,y) is nontrivial for G i =y

7= (x,(j, k) wherei € {n(j),n(k)} where d = r; € {0,1}, b = (aj,ax) € {0,1}?

£ = ((x,y),i) where (x,y) is nontrivial for G ri = by

7= (y,(j,k)) wherei € {A(j),A(k)} where 4 =r; € {0,1}, b= (b]-, by) € {0,1}?

Table 5: The nontrivial question pairs and winning conditions for the game G?"S.

Table 5 should be read as follows. In the second row, for example, the nontrivial question pair
is where £ = (g1, p1) where g1 = ¢&» = (x,y) € X? where (x,y) is nontrivial for G, p; = i for some
i € [L], and pa = (j,k,¢) € [L]® such that i € {j,k, £}. The answer 4 is expected to be a single bit
r;and b is expected to be a triple of bits (sj, Sk, S¢); otherwise the verifier rejects. The verifier then
checks that r; = s; (i.e. the first player’s assignment to the i-th variable of the proof is the same as
the second player’s assignment to the i-th variable), and the second player’s assignment (s, s, s¢)
satisfies the clause of ¢, , that involves the triple of variables (j, k, £). If there is no clause, then the
verifier accepts any assignment to those variables.

5.3 Completeness of answer reduction

We now prove the completeness property of the answer reduction transformation. Similarly to
Section 4, the completeness property implies that the value of G** is lower bounded by the value
of G.

Proposition 5.3. For all oracularizable synchronous strategies & for G, there exists an oracularizable
synchronous strategy ™ for G*" such that

1 1
W(G*, 9™ > 2+ 2 w(G, ).

Furthermore, if & is finite-dimensional then so is ",
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Proof. Let ¥ = (t,{M"}) be a tracial synchronous strategy for G that commutes on the set of
nontrivial questions of G. We now define a tracial strategy ¥ = (t,{N*}) for G*. Before
doing so, we define some intermediate measurements. Let X and .4 denote the question and
answer sets of G, respectively. Forall x,y € X,a,b € A:

Mz Mj if (x,y) is a nontrivial question for G

. N;/’é/ =<1 if (x,y) is a trivial question for Ganda = b =0
0 otherwise

o NI =M.

The POVM N¥ is projective because M* is projective. Note that whenever (x,y) is a nontrivial
question of G, the projectors M} and Mj commute, so N*¥ is always projective.
Now we define the measurements for &:

Xk — NX

1. N o N[“’_)(“jlﬂk)]
Wi — NY

2. N = NGy

y X,
3 NSO = Nl )
where here 7t denotes the unique satisfying assignment to the Cook-Levin SAT formula ¢, such
that 77 = (a, b, w) for some string w.
We now verify that the strategy 2" satisfies the desired properties: it is synchronous because
the measurements are all projective. It commutes on the nontrivial questions of G*"%, as seen by
the following case analysis: letting £ = (g1, p1) and 7 = (g2, p2),

1. If £ = 9, then clearly the measurements N* and N¥ commute with each other because they
are the same measurement.

2. Ifg1 = ¢ = (x,y), p1 = i,and p» = (j,k,¢), then N* and NV are marginalizations of the
same projective measurement { N*¥}, and thus N ¥ NY commute with each other.

3. If g1 = (x,y), p1 =i, = x (or g = y) and p2 = (j, k), then either (x,y) is a trivial question
for G (in which case N¥ is the identity measurement, which commutes with everything), or
(x,y) is a nontrivial question, in which case N* is a marginalization of the product M} Mj,
whereas N is a marginalization of M? (resp. M;{ ), which commutes with M;{ (resp. My).

Clearly, the dimensionality of #2" is the same as the dimension of .

Finally, we can evaluate the winning probability of 2" as follows: let 7y denote the probability
that at least one of the players that receives a question (g, p) where ¢ = (x,y) with (x, y) nontrivial
for G. If neither player receives such a game question, then either their question pair (£, ) is trivial
for G* (in which case the players win automatically), or £ = 7 (in which case the players win
because their strategy is synchronous).

Suppose one of the players (say, the first player) receiving such question pair £ = (g, p). Intu-
itively, this oracle player will simultaneously measure M* and MY to obtain answers (a, ). Since
x an y are drawn uniformly at random, the probability that D(x,y,a,b) = 1 is exactly w(G,¥).
Suppose (a,b) are winning answers. Then the oracle player can compute a satisfying assignment
m = (a,b,w) for the Cook-Levin formula ¢, , — this uses the assumption that TIMEp < T. Fur-
thermore, the second player, no matter what question i they receive, they will be able to obtain
perfectly consistent answers (if they receive game question (x,y), then they can obtain the same
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proof 7w = (a, b, w); if they receive game questions x or y, they will obtain the same answers a or
b, respectively). Thus the success probability of the strategy & overall is at least

w(G™, ) > (1—79)+vw(G,¥).

Since ¥ < 1/2, the Proposition follows. O

5.4 Soundness of answer reduction
Proposition 5.4. Forallt € {g,co}, w;(G) < 1 = wj(G*™) < 1.

Proof. Let #3 = (t,{N?*}) be a tracial synchronous strategy for G that has value 1 —&. Our
goal will be to construct measurements { M¥} and {My”} that produce entire answer strings and
entire proof strings, respectively. They will be constructed from the N i and N*/* measurements
which only provide “local” views of purported answer and purported proof strings. In order
to “paste” these “local” views together into consistent “global” views, we will need to establish
pairwise consistency conditions between the measurement operators of the strategy &"°.

From the condition that the strategy 2" has value 1 — ¢, we obtain the following consistency
conditions pointwise over all x,y € X and i, ], k, ¢ € [L]:

XYA L nXYkAL
* N N[(Sj,sk,sz)HSiV

] wheneveri € {j,k, (},

xym(j) o ¥k xym(k) Xk
* Ne™ = Ny ayoa ) @A Ne ™ = Ny i

xyAG) o nYik xyAK) LAYk
* N7 = NGy osay) @0d Ny Nl a0l

In other words, the assignments to variables that are in common to both players” questions are
approximately consistent. Here and throughout this proof, all approximations “~” and “~” im-
plicitly hide some error function J(¢) that goes to 0 as ¢ — 0. Furthermore, the error function
will generally be different each time the “~" or “~” notation is used. (See Section 2.5 for a more
in-depth discussion of approximations and asymptotics).

We first prove a utility lemma, which will be used repeatedly throughout the analysis of sound-
ness:

Lemma 5.5. Let t € IN and let A = {A,} denote a projective measurement with outcomes in R!. For
i € [t], let B = {B.} be a POVM with outcomes in R. Suppose that for all i € [t],

A[rHr,-|c] =5 Bé
where the answer summation is over ¢ € R. Then for all permutations o € Sy, we have that

~ o(1)  po(2) o(t)
Ay ~t/20 Bru(l) ) B’a(z) B .

In other words, the measurement { A, } is tv/26-close to the product of the { B, }, in any order. Furthermore,

(1) po(2) a(t) o(1)  pe(2) o(t)
Brv(l) 'Brm) "'Brum ~2tv/26 Brp<1> 'Brp<z> T Brp(t)

for all permutations p,o € S.
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Proof. We first argue that
~ 1 2
Ay ~tV25 Bh 'BT2 '”Bf’t :

Using Lemma 2.8 we get that for all i € [t],
Appsrle] %5 By - (5.1)

Using Lemma 2.11 we can right-multiply Equation (5.1) for i = 1 by the measurement A, ,,, 4 to
deduce

A[ﬁ—wl] ’ A[ﬁ—wz] %\/ﬁ B}I ’ A[r|—>r2] (5.2)

Using using Lemma 2.11 again we get that the right hand side of Equation (5.2) is v/2é-close
to B}, - B2, and therefore via the triangle inequality we get

~ 1. p2
Alrsn) - Alron] o35 Bry - By
Notice that since A is projective, we have
Arsn) * Arosra) = Ao ()]
Thus Ay, )] R,./35 Br, - By, By repeatedly using Lemma 2.11, we deduce that
A, %t\/z—(ngl.sz...Bit

as desired. The same argument holds with any other ordering of the B'’s.
The “Furthermore” part of the lemma then follows from the triangle inequality. O

Constructing the M} measurements. The first step is to show that, for fixed x,y, the {N*¥/}
measurements approximately commute. y ' ‘
Fixi,j € [T]. Using Lemma 5.5 with A = N*"/, B! = N*v1() and B2 = N*¥10) we get

Nsx,yﬂi(f) ) er,y/ﬂ(i) ~ N;@M(i) ) Nsxry,n(j) _ (5.3)

The next step is to deduce that the marginalizations of the N X1] measurements commute. Since
NI o Nk and NX¥1V) ~ N¥IE for all k € [T]. Thus, using Lemma 2.11 twice

[(a;,ar)—a; 7] [(aj,a)—aj|s]
we get
xy () agxyn(i) o nxyn () | agxik ~ N N
Ns Ny ~ N [(aiax)—a;|r] ™ " V[(aj,ac)—>ajls] [(a;,ar)—a;r]
and similarly we get
xym (@) Ay () o ngxik BN
Ny N2 NiGagsain  Ni@a0mal) °

Using the triangle inequality and Equation (5.3), we get forall x € X and i,j,k € [T],

x,j,k x,ik x,i,k x,j,k

[(@ja)ails] (@) —ailr] ~ N[(ﬂfrﬂk)Hﬂi\r] (@) —ajls]
Fix an arbitrary k € [T] and define
Nx,i — Nx,z',k
r [(ﬂi/ﬂk)’—mi|"] ’

72



Fixan x € X'. We invoke the Pasting Lemma (Lemma 2.13) on the set of measurements { N Xy ic[T)s
and obtain a projective measurement M* = {MZ} with outcomes in {0,1}T such that for all i €
[T],

X X,1
[a—aj|r] ~ Nf’ :

Furthermore, by the triangle inequality, for all y € X we have that
~ NI (5.4)

x
[a—a]r]

Via the same arguments as above we have that er’i ~ N/ ’X’A(i), which means that

~ Nry,x,/\(i) )

X

[a—a;|r]
Constructing the My” measurements. Fix x,y € X and i,j,k € [L]. Using Lemma 5.5 with
A = NYiik Bl — N*¥i B2 — N*¥i and B® = N*¥K we get that the product of N NI and

N (using any ordering) is close to N*¥//k,
In particular, we have

er,y,i . N;c,y,j ~ N;c,y,j . er,y,i
Using the Pasting Lemma on the set of measurements { N*¥}, we obtain a projective measure-

ment M¥Y = { M} with outcomes in {0,1}R (i.e. proof strings) such that

XY ~ X,Y,1
M ~ NV

[rr—i]7]

Using Lemma 2.11 repeatedly, we get that for all 7, j, k € [L],

ME:ryHmh] ’ Mﬁryﬁnj\s] ’ MEC;ryanH] ~ N’?/y,i ) MEC7/ryH7rj|s] ’ Mf;ryﬁm(m
~ N;Cry,i . Nsx/%j . ME:{Van‘t]
~ NJYVE NV N
~ N

where the last approximation follows from our earlier application of Lemma 5.5. Since My” is
projective, we have that

MY ~ NXViik (5.5)

(7= (i, 7,1 ) [ (7,8,1)] 7,5,k

We now relate the M*Y measurements to the M* measurements constructed previously. Using
the triangle inequality with Equation (5.4) we get forall x,y € X and j € [T],

Xy ~ X
M[nwn,](]-)\r] ~ M[m—mﬂr} (5.6)
and similarly
xY ~ MY
M[anAUﬂA ~ M[MW] : (5.7)

Before proceeding we prove a utility lemma that allows us to argue that if all the marginaliza-
tions of projective measurements are close, then the original measurements must be close.

Lemma 5.6. Let A and B be projective measurements with outcomes in {0,1}X such that for all i € [K],
we have Ay, =i By Then



Proof. We prove this inductively on the prefix length of r. For the base case t = 1, we have
that A, =« By, by assumption. Let the inductive hypothesis be that for some t > 1,
Appsro,) Rt By, ) where r<; denotes the first ¢ bits of . Then using Lemma 2.11 twice, we get
that )

Alrsra] * Aprosra) R Blroro ] - Apnosr) Bx Birosre] - Blrosr )

which, via the triangle inequality, implies that

Alrsrri] ix Birosrg )

where we used the fact that the A and B measurements are projective. By induction, this statement
is true for all ¢, and since A, ,,_,| = Ay and B|,.,,_,| = B, we conclude the proof. O

Applying Lemma 5.6 to Equations (5.6) and (5.7) and interpreting the outcome of the M*¥
measurement as a triple (a,b,w) € {0,1}T x {0,1}T x {0,1}}, we get

Xy ~

M[(a,b,w)Ha] ~M; (5.8)
X,y ~ Y

M (b)) = My - (5.9)

Using Lemma 2.11 several times with Equations (5.8) and (5.9) we get

XYy X,y X,y - Xy Xy
M[(a,b,w)»—m] ) M[(a,h,w)»—>b] ) M[(u,h,w)Ha] ~ M’J; ) M[(a,b,w)Hb] ) M[(u,b,w)»—m]
~ y Xy
~ M - M 'M[(a,b,w)Ha]
~ M- M - M
and thus
X,y Ny y
M[(a,b,w)H(a,b)} ~ M(ch ) Mh 'Mf; : (5.10)

Evaluating the probability of success of the M* measurements. Define the tracial synchronous
strategy & = (7, { M*}) for game G. Its success probability can be lower-bounded as follows:

w(G,¥) = xEyZD(x,y,a,b) -T(MY MY)
7 ab

= E ZD(x,y,a,b) . T(M;‘-MZ - M)
xyab

5 Zb D(x,y,a,6) - (7 (M 0 amy) + T (Mihasony — Mi MY M;))

XY 4 X Ay Afx
= EL Dy b) (M) EL 7 (M) — M M M)

We bound the second term first. From Lemma 2.8 applied to Equation (5.10) we get that
Mﬁ’g/b’w)._) (ap) o Mz My - M¥ for some proper error function § = (¢). We then apply Lemma 2.10
to get that

<26.

Xy _ x Y X
x‘?yg"f(M[(a,b,w)H(a,bn M; M M;)
Next, we evaluate

xy
xl?y HZb: D(x,y,a,b) -7 (M[(a,b,w)ﬁ(a,b)]>
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=E Y D(xyab) 'T<MZ,'g,w)

X
24 a,b,w

= E ) 1[3w': (a,b,w') satisfies ¢y,,] T<M§Zw>

Yy a,b,w
> xEy Y 1[(a, b, w) satisfies ¢x,] - T<M;g w)
Y a,bw
=1- x],Ey ; 1[(a, b, w) does not satisfy ¢y ] - T(MZC,’Z,W)
a,b,w

where in the second line we use the conclusion of Theorem 5.2 that since TIMEp < T, we have
D(x,y,a,b) = 1 if and only if there exists a satisfying assignment (a,b,w’) for the Cook-Levin
formula ¢y .

Via the union bound, the probability that 7t = (a,b, w) does not satisfy ¢y, is at most the sum,
over all i,j,k € [L], that (7t;, 7;, 1) does not satisfy a clause in ¢, (if there exists such a clause).
Thus we have

xEy Y 1[(a,b,w) unsat. ¢.,] - T(Mzgw) < E ) ) 1[(m, 7, ) unsat. @] 'T(M;f['y>

" a,bw Yy ijk 7

We can now relate this quantity to the success probability of 2" in the answer-reduced game
G*s. Let 6 denote the probability that one of the players receives a question £ = (g, p) of the
form ¢ = (x,y) and p = (i, ], k), and the other player receives a question § = (¢’, p’) of the form
¢’ =xand p € {i,j, k}. In this situation, by the design of the decider (see Section 5.2), the verifier
checks whether the player who got question £ responds with proof bits (7r;, 77, i) that satisfy a
corresponding clause in ¢y ,. Thus, since the overall success probability of the strategy " in the
game G is at least 1 — ¢, it must be that conditioned on a player receiving question of the form
£ = (x,y,1,j,k), their answer does not satisfies a corresponding clause in the formula ¢, (if one
exists) with probability at most €/6. In other words:

E Y 1[(m, mj, ) unsat. ¢y, T(N,ﬁ,y;]]ﬁk) <e/o.

x’y’i’j’k 7T,‘,7T]',7'(k
Multiplying both sides by L3, we get that

ik
EY Y. 1[(m, 7, m) unsat. ¢ry] - T(Nywln) < Le/6.

Yy i,7,k 7T, 7T, T
Using Lemma 2.8 with Equation (5.5), we get that for every i, j,k € [L] and on average over x,y,

Xy x,0,5,k

~
(o= (7t 7y, 70 ) |rs k) —V 7S

for some proper error function v = v(e). Then using Lemma 2.10 we get that

E).

Y5t

T(Mx'y N"'y'”"‘)‘ <2

[t (7t,71,71) |75, ] T Vst
for every i, j, k € [L]. Putting everything together, we find that

x],Ey Z}:{ ; 1[(7t;, 7tj, i) unsat. @) - T (Mf{y)
ij,
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ik
< xEy Y. Y 1[(m, 7y, ) unsat. gxy] - T(NZrlm ) + 2v
74,7,k T, T

< L3<§+2v> .

Letl = L3 (5 + 21/) + 26. Then we deduce that

w(G¥)>1-1C.

Since §, v are proper error functions of ¢, so is {. Thus { — 0 as ¢ — 0. Furthermore, the strategy
& is finite-dimensional if and only if &2 is finite-dimensional. Thus, suppose that w;(G*) =1
for t = q (resp. for t = co). This implies that there is a sequence of finite-dimensional (resp.
commuting operator) strategies #?" such that w(G*", #?"%) approaches 1. This in turn implies
the existence of a sequence of finite-dimensional (resp. commuting operator) strategies ¥ such
that w(G, ) approaches 1, and thus w;(G) = 1. Taking the contrapositive, we conclude that

wi(G) <1 = wi(G™) < 1.

This finishes the proof of the Proposition. O

5.5 Proof of Theorem 5.1

We now prove the main result of this section, Theorem 5.1. Fix € IN. The algorithm AnswerReductiong,
oninput (D, C) where D is a 5-input Turing machine and C is a 3-input Turing machine, computes

the descriptions of 5-input and 3-input Turing machines D", C*" respectively as follows. Let
Q(n) =logf nand T(n) = nb.

Question checker C". At a high level, the Turing machine C?", on input (n, £, J) checks whether
the question pair (£, ) is nontrivial according to Table 5, where “G” in the table is supposed to
be the n-th game G, of the sequence specified by the verifier ¥ = (D,C), “Dy,” in the table is
supposed to be the Turing machine D, ,, which on input (a, b) outputs D(n, x,y,a,b), and “T” in
the table is supposed to be T ().

In order to compute whether (£,7) (or (7, £)) is one of the question pairs specified by Table 5,
the Turing machine C*" has to compute the question lengths of the n-th answer-reduced game
G*": it computes L,, the number of variables of a Cook-Levin formula corresponding to a Tur-
ing machine with description length |D| + O(logn) + 2Q(n). (This is the description length of a
Turing machine D, x,, which is D with (n, x,y) “hardwired” into it.) It then checks whether £, §
are (binary encodings of) elements of ({0,1}2") U {0,1}2Q") x ([L,] U [La]? U [L4)?), which is
the question alphabet of G3™°. It not, then it outputs 0. At this point, the Turing machine C*" has
ensured that (£, ) is a properly-formatted question pair in the n-th answer-reduced game G3™.

The Turing machine C® then attempts to parse (£,7) or (i, %) as one of the combinations
specified in Table 5 and outputs 1 if there is a match; otherwise it outputs 0. To determine whether
(x,y) € ({0,1}20")2 is nontrivial for G,, it computes whether C(n,x,y) = 1. This concludes the
description of C"*.

Decider D*™. The Turing machine D* on input (1, %,7,4,b) first computes C*(n, £,7). If the
outputis 0 (i.e. the question pair (£, ) is trivial), then the Turing machine D" accepts (i.e. outputs
1). Otherwise, it continues. It computes L, just like with C?¢, and then matches (£, 7) (resp. (7, £))
to one of the entries of the table. Since C*(n, £, ) = 1, there must be a match. The Turing machine
D2 then evaluates whether the winning conditions (,b) (resp. (b,4)) are satisfied according to
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Table 5. If the winning conditions are satisfied, then D" outputs 1 (accepts), otherwise it outputs
0 (rejects).

Now assume the conditions of Theorem 5.1; i.e., that ¥ = (D, C) is a verifier for a sequence of
games Yy = (Gy)nen and

1. The questions of G, have length at most Q(n),
2. TIMEc(n) < Q(n), and
3. TIMEp(n) < T(n).

Now we argue that the output V2" = (D", C) is a verifier for a sequence of games Y yans =
(Ga™s),.eN satisfying the conclusions of Theorem 5.1.

Complexity of the question checker C*". The question checker C*"* for the answer-reduced
game first has to compute L, the number of variables in the Cook-Levin formula corresponding
to Dy, xy- This requires computing the description length of D;, ,,, where x, y are questions in the
original game G,, which by assumption has length at most Q(n). It then has to check that the
questions (£, ) are properly formatted questions from the question alphabet of G5, which takes
time poly(Q(n),logLy). Then, it has to determine whether (%, ) matches one of the question
pairs in Table 5, which includes running the question checker C for the original verifier V. Thus
overall we have TIMEcas (1) < poly(|D|, |C|, Q(1),log T(n),logn) = poly(|D|,|C|, 8,1og’ n).

Complexity of the decider D, The time complexity of the answer-reduced verifier D" in-
cludes the complexity of computing the question checker C*"*(n, x, y) and computing the number
of variables L,. It also includes the complexity of computing a clause of the Cook-Levin formula
@n,x,y, Which involves invoking the algorithm CookLevin on the input (D, »,y, T(n),2T(n),1,j, k) for
some variable indices i, j, k € [L,], where (x, y) are questions for the original game G,, (which have
length Q(n) by assumption). Computing the description of Dj, x, takes time poly(| D/, | x|, |y|, log 1)
because it involves “hard-wiring” the integer n and strings x, y into the description of D. Thus
it takes at most poly(|D|, Q(n),log T(n),logn) to compute a clause. Computing the 7(-) and
A(-) maps also take time at most poly(log T(n)) (because it requires computing T(n)). Thus,
in total, the complexity of the answer-reduced verifier is poly(|D|,|C|,Q(n),log T(n),logn) =

poly(|Dl,[Cl, B, log’ n).

Completeness and Soundness. Completeness follows from Proposition 5.3. Soundness follows
from Proposition 5.4.

This completes the proof of Theorem 5.1.
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6 Compression of nonlocal games and their applications

In this section we describe the compression theorems and some of their applications.

6.1 Gapless compression

First we present the main technical result of this paper, which is a gapless compression theorem
for both the quantum and commuting operator value of nonlocal games. This theorem statement
is a formalization of Theorem 1.3 from the introduction.

Theorem 6.1 (Gapless compression of nonlocal games). For all « € IN there is a polynomial time
algorithm GaplessCompress, that takes as input a pair of Turing machines (D, C) and outputs a pair of
Turing machines (D', C") such that the following holds. If ¥ = (D, C) is a verifier for a sequence of games
4Gy = (Gy)nen and ny € N is an integer such that for all n > ny,

max {TII\/IEC(n),TIMED(n)} <n*, (6.1)

then V' = (D', C’) is a verifier for a sequence of games 4, = (G;,)nen with the following properties.
There exist an integer -y = poly(a) and njy = poly(~y, ng) such that for all n > ny,

1. (Complexity bounds)
max {TIME¢ (), TIMEp/(n)} <log”n .
2. (Completeness) For all oracularizable synchronous strategies & for Gy, there exists an oracularizable
synchronous strategy &' for G,, such that

(G ') 2 5+ 30(Gu ).

Furthermore, if & is finite dimensional, so is &'.
3. (Soundness) For all t € {q,co} we have

wi(Gy) <1= wi(G,) <1.

4. (Entanglement bound)
E(G),1) > max {&(Gy,1),2%"} .

We prove this by combining the question reduction and answer reduction algorithms of Sec-
tions 4 and 5. The algorithm GaplessCompress, is presented below. The parameter  in Algo-
rithm 5 is defined to be the same B = poly(«) from Theorem 4.1.

1 Input: D, C.

2 Compute (D"t°, Cintr®) — QuestionReduction,(D,C).
3 Compute (D’,C") = AnswerReductiong(D™ntr, Cintro),
4 Return (D', C’).

Pseudocode 5: GaplessCompress,
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Proof. First, it is clear that GaplessCompress, runs in polynomial time in the description length of
the input (D, C), because the algorithm QuestionReduction, runs in time poly(|D|, |C|) and the
algorithm AnswerReductiong runs in time poly(|D™|,|C™™™[) = poly(|D|,|C|). This last equal-
ity uses that max{|D™%°|, |C'"°|} < poly(|D|, |C|) because the running time of QuestionReduction,
is an upper bound on the length of the descriptions of DI""® and Cintro,

Next, suppose that ¥ = (D,C) is such that the time bound of (6.1) is satisfied. Then, the
complexity bounds on (D™, Cint0) given by the conclusion of Theorem 4.1 are exactly those that
satisfy the conditions of Theorem 5.1. Thus, the output (D', C’) of AnswerReductiong(D™°, Cntre)
satisfy the conclusions of Theorem 5.1 (with o = poly(p) = poly(«)) and thus this establishes the
desired complexity bounds on the output verifier *'.

Define the integers f = poly(a),n"™ = poly(B,ng) as given by Theorem 4.1. Then, define
the integers v = poly(B), nd" = poly (77, ni"™®) = poly(a®,ng) as given by Theorem 5.1. Define
ny = n3". We assume that n > nj, implies that n > max{no, ng‘tro} as well.

We now establish the completeness property of ¥'. Let n > nj. Let ¥ be an oracularizable
synchronous strategy for G,. By the completeness of Question Reduction, this implies there is an
oracularizable synchronous strategy & for Gi"™ such that

w(G}iqntro/yintrO) 2 w(Gn,y) .

Then, by the completeness of Answer Reduction, there is an oracularizable synchronous strategy
S’ for G, such that

1 1 i ; 1 1
W(Gl, ') > 5 + 2w (G, Pty > =4 2 0(G,, F) .
2 2 2 2
Furthermore, if & is finite-dimensional, then so are ¥ and ¥’.
We establish the soundness property of ¥/ by combining the soundness guarantees of Question
Reduction and Answer Reduction:

Wi (Gp) < 1= wi(GIM®) < 1 = wi(G}) < 1.

Finally, we establish the entanglement bound property by combining the entanglement bounds
from Question Reduction and Answer Reduction

E(G,1) > £(G™°,1) > max {E(Gn,1),22”} .

6.2 Super compression

The gapless compression procedure of Theorem 6.1 transforms uniform sequences of games (G1, Gy, . . .)
to another uniform sequence (G}, G, ...) that is, in a sense, exponentially more efficient. Using

this we prove a super compression procedure, which transforms a sequence of games (Gy, Gy, ...)

into a single game G’ such that w;(G’) = 1 if and only if wj(G,) = 1 for every sufficiently large n
and t € {g,co}.

Theorem 6.2 (Super compression of nonlocal games). For all « € IN there is a polynomial time algo-
rithm SuperCompress, that takes as input a pair of Turing machines (D, C) and outputs a pair of Turing
machines (DS"PT, CSUPeT) such that the following holds. If ¥ = (D, C) is a verifier for a sequence of games
4Gy = (Gy)nen and ny € N is an integer such that for all n > ny,

max {TII\/IEC(n),TII\/IED(n)} <n, (6.2)
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then "Y/SUPET = (DSUPET CSUPeT) s q verifier for a sequence of games Gryswer = (G T )nen stich that there
super

exist integers A = O(a) and x = poly(|D|, |C|, &, 1o, APYN)) and the x-th game in the sequence, Gy F°,
satisfies the following properties:

1. (Complexity bounds)

max {TlMECsuPer (K),TlMEDsuPer(K)} S K/\ .

2. (Completeness for t = q) If for all n > x we have

sup w(Gy, ) =1

finite-dim osync &y,

where the supremum is over finite-dimensional oracularizable synchronous strategies &, then wy (GP) =
1.

3. (Completeness for t = co) If for all n > «, there exists an oracularizable synchronous strategy &, for
Gy, such that w(G,, %) = 1, then ws, (G 7)) = 1.

super

4. (Soundness) Forall t € {qg,co}, if there exists an n > « such that w;(G,) < 1, then wi (G, © ) < 1.

5. (Entanglement lower bound) There is no finite-dimensional strategy S * such that w(Gy T, Fe To') =

1.

Note that, unlike Theorem 6.1, the conclusions of Theorem 6.2 pertain to a single game in the
output sequence Gyswer = (G, T ), of games, namely, Gy .

Ata high level, the games (G, " ), has the following structure: with probability 3, the verifier
in the game G, © plays the game G,,. With the other probability the verifier plays the game G, ,
where (G,),, is the compression of (G, ©*' ), using GaplessCompress from Theorem 6.1. Note the

self-referentiality! We now proceed with the proof.

Proof. Let (D, C) be a pair of Turing machines and let a be such that eq. (6.1) is satisfied. We first
define, for every integer A € N, a pair of Turing machines (D}, C;'7") whose descriptions are
given below in Algorithms 7 and 9. We will then identify a special A* and define the algorithm

SuperCompress, to output the descriptions of (D}:"*, C3:P).

Note that the descriptions of D}'*, C"P*" are self-referential: they perform computations on
their own descriptions. It is possible to define Turing machines in this manner; one can appeal to
either Kleene’s Recursion Theorem /Roger’s Fixed Point Theorem to argue that these descriptions
are well-defined (see, e.g. [Jon97, Chapter 14] for a modern explanation). The description lengths

of these Turing machines satisfy

max{| Dy, [CT[} < poly(A, D], |C]) .
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1 Input: n,x,y,a,b

2 If the following takes more than n* steps, then automatically reject.
3 Parse x = (ty,%) and y = (t,,7), where t,t, € {0,1}.

4 ifty = t, = 0 then

5 | If D(n,%,7,a,b) accepts, then accept. Otherwise, reject.

6 end

7 elseif t, = t, = 1 then

8 | Compute (D’,C") = GaplessCompress, (D3 ", Ci ).

9 If D'(n+1,%,7,a,b) accepts, then accept. Otherwise, reject.
10 end
11 On all other inputs, accept.

Pseudocode 6: Specification of Turing machine Df\uper.

1 Input: n,x,y

2 If the following takes more than n* steps, then automatically reject.
3 Parse x = (ty, %) and y = (t,,7), where t, t, € {0,1}.

4 if t, = t, = 0 then

5 | OutputC(n, %,79).

6 end

7 elseif t, = t, = 1 then

8 | Compute (D/,C") = GaplessCompress, (D3, Ci ).

9 | OutputC'(n+1,%,7).
10 end
11 On all other inputs, output 1.

Pseudocode 7: Specification of Turing machine Ciuper.

First, observe that by construction both DiuPer and CiuP “ when given index 7, run in time at
most n?. Thus, (Df\uPer, CiuPer) satisfy the complexity conditions of Theorem 6.1 for the algorithm
GaplessCompress,, and thus the output Turing machines (D’,C’) satisfy the complexity bounds
in the conclusion of GaplessCompress,, namely, that there exists ¥ = poly(A) such that for all
n € N,

max{TIMEp/(n), TIMEx(n)} <log"n .
The next claim shows that we can find an integer A* such that for sufficiently large #, the Turing

machines Diﬁper, Ci‘iper never encounter the time-out.

Claim 6.3. There exist integers A\* = O(a),x = poly(|D|,|C|, &, no, APYM)) such that for all n > «,

the Turing machines D3.F", CJ1P*" when given index n never reject due to exceeding the n*" time-out.

Proof. Next, the time complexity of D} ™" (resp. C3'**") without the automatic n” timeout is poly-

nomial in the complexity of running the decider D /checker C, computing GaplessCompress,, and
running the decider D’ (resp. checker C’). By our assumptions on (D, C), when n > ny we have the
bounds from eq. (6.1). The algorithm GaplessCompress, runs in time poly(|D} |, |C"P*|,A) =
poly(|D], |C|, A). Putting this together with the complexity bounds on D’ (resp. C’), we have that
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the complexity of D}"*" (resp. C;"F"), without the automatic timeout, is at most

o(n®-|D|-|C|-A-log"n)” (6.3)

for all n > ng, where ¢ € IN is some universal constant.
We can find integers A*, x € IN such that each component of the expression in (6.3) is at most
nM foralln > «. Namely:

¢ By taking A* > ¢ -« and k > o, we have that on*? < n foralln > k.
By taking A* > cand x > |D| - |C| - A*, we have that (|D| - |C| - A*)7 < n?" forall n > «.

* By taking A* > 2 and k > (- )7 where v = poly(A*), we have that log”?(n) < n'" for
all n > x.

Putting everything together, by setting A* = 2caandx = -« - |D|- [C| - A*- (y-0)77 - ng, we get
that the Turing machines Diﬁper and C;‘fper run in time that is less than n" for all n > «.
L]

We define the algorithm SuperCompress,, on input (D, C), to compute A* = O(«) and output

the descriptions of (D}.**, C3\P"). The algorithm clearly runs in polynomial time.

By construction the Turing machines (Di‘iper, Ciﬂper) satisfy the desired time complexity bound
on index n = x. What remains is to argue completeness and soundness. For notational simplicity
we fix A* and let (Dsuper’ Csuper) — (Dil*lper’ Ciliper)‘

Fix t € {g,co}. Since the Turing machines DS"P¢", CSUP¢' never reject due to the time-out, we
have that the verifier in the game G, 7" automatically accepts with probability 3 (when t, #
t,), plays the game G, with probability ; (when t, = t, = 0), and plays the game G, 41 with
probability } (when t, = t, = 1) where G/ is the (n + 1)-st game in the sequence of games
output by GaplessCompress on input (DSUPer, CSuper),

We first prove completeness for t = g. Suppose for all n > x we have

sup w(Gy, In) = 1. (6.4)
finite-dim osync ¥,

Define
super . super
c, = sup w(Gy P, PP
finite-dim osync PP

and define ¢ = inf,>« ¢,. We aim to prove that ¢ = 1; this would imply that w;(G,S;uPer) =1 for

all n > x. Suppose this were not true, so that 0 < ¢ < 1. We now show that ¢, > % > ¢ for all
n > «, which would contradict the fact that c is the infimum of the sequence (¢ )n>-

For all m > «, let: (a) ¥, be a finite-dimensional oracularizable synchronous (“finite-dim
osync”) strategy for Gy, (b) let #,,; 7 denote a finite-dim osync strategy for G, whose value is
at least ¢, and (c) let #;, denote the finite-dim osync strategy for G;,, given by the completeness
property of Theorem 6.1, whose value satisfies

1 1 u 1
(Gl F) 2 3 + 5GP 77 2 11E 69

We now construct, for all n > «, a finite-dim osync strategy 7, for G, P that has value at least

5 1
te, 190G ) 6.6)

1 1 1
W(Giuperzgn> > 5 + EW(Gn/yH + Z‘U( ;H-lf 14+1) >
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where the second inequality follows from eq. (6.5). The strategy 7, is constructed as follows.
Its tracial state is the tensor product of the tracial states from ¥, and , ,; since both of these
strategies are finite-dimensional so is the strategy 7,. When a player gets question x = (0, %), they
perform the measurement corresponding to question £ from the strategy ;. When a player gets
question x = (1, %), they perform the measurement corresponding to question £ from the strategy
. Thus when both players get questions whose first bit is 0, they are essentially playing the game
Gy, and when they both get questions whose first bit is 1, they are essentially playing the game
G, ;1 Taking the supremum of the right-hand side of eq. (6.6) over finite-dim osync strategies #,
for G, and using eq. (6.4), we get that ¢, > %, which yields a contradiction as desired.

The proof of completeness for t = co is virutally identical, except we consider all oracularizable
synchronous strategies, not just finite-dimensional ones.

We now prove the soundness property. Let t € {g,co}. Let n* > « be such that wj(G,-) < 1.
For all m > «, by construction of the game G P we have

WH(GIP) = 2 + 7} (Gu) + 3 (Ghr)
so therefore w{(G,.*"") < 1. By the soundness property of Theorem 6.1, this means that w{(G/.) <
1, and therefore w; (G .P) < 1. This in turn implies that wj(G,:¥%) < 1, and so on, until we obtain
wi(GyP") < 1, the desired conclusion.

Finally, we prove that there is no finite-dimensional perfect strategy for G, ' . Suppose for
contradiction that there a d-dimensional strategy FZP such that w(G,iuper, stuper) = 1. Then in
particular it must give rise to a d-dimensional strategy #,, ; such that w(G,_ {,¥,,,) = 1 (simply
by taking the measurement operators corresponding to questions x = (1, £)). By the entanglement
bound of Theorem 6.1, it must be that the dimension d is at least £ (Gi‘fler, 1). If this quantity
is infinite, then we arrive at a contradiction and are done. Otherwise, there is a d-dimensional
perfect strategy y:ir{er for Giipler. Again, this must imply a d-dimensional perfect strategy for
G,,,. Continuing in this fashion, we either obtain a contradiction or deduce the existence of a
d-dimensional perfect strategy for G;, for all m > . On the other hand, the entanglement bound
of Theorem 6.1 also implies that £ (G, 1) > 22" Thus, d > 22" for all m > «, contradicting the

assumption that d is finite. O

6.3 Il;-completeness of the exact co-value problem

As a warmup, we present an application of the super compression procedure to show that the
exact co-value problem (i.e. determining whether w.,(G) = 1) is complete for IT;, also known as
coRE. This was first shown by Slofstra [Slo19b] using very different techniques based on group
theory.

Theorem 6.4. The exact co-value problem is complete for I1;.

Proof. The easy direction is that the exact co-value problem is contained in Il; because one can
express it as a Iy sentence: for all nonlocal games G, wq(G) = 1 if and only if Vx ¢(x) where
¢(x) is a computable predicate that is true when the x-th level of the semidefinite programming
hierarchy of [NPA08, DLTW08] computes an upper bound of 1 on we,(G). In other words, the best
upper bound on the commuting operator value of G computed by the x-th level of the hierarchy
is 1. If this is true for all x, then this implies that w(G) = 1. On the other hand, if w,(G) < 1,
then there exists a level x such that ¢(x) is false.

Now we turn to the other direction. To prove I1;-hardness, we reduce an arbitrary I1; sentence
S = Vx ¢(x) to a nonlocal game G such that S is true if and only if we, (G) = 1.
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Define the Turing machine T, that halts on the empty input if and only if the sentence S is
false:

1 forx € {0,1}* do
2 | If ¢(x) is false then halt.
3 end

Pseudocode 8: Specification of Ty.

Next, define the sequence of games 9y = (G, ),en With verifier ¥ = (D, C), where C(x,y) = 1
if and only if x = y, and where the decider D is defined as follows:

1 Input: n,x,y,a,b

2 If T halts in n steps, reject.

3 If any of x,y, a, b exceed n bits, reject.
4 If x =ybuta # b, reject.

5 Otherwise, accept.

Pseudocode 9: Specification of Turing machine D.

Notice that max{TIMEp(n), TIME.(n)} < O(n), which is at most n? for sufficiently large .
Furthermore, w¢(G,) = 1 if and only if the Turing machine Ty does not halt in n steps. Fur-
thermore, if Ty does not halt in n steps, then there exists an oracularizable synchronous (“osync”)
strategy &, such that w(G,, #,) = 1: the strategy is to output a fixed answer no matter what the
question is.

We apply super compression to the family of games %,: the output of SuperCompress, (D, C)
where & = 2 is a verifier (DSUP¢T, CSUPeT) for a sequence of games §SPe" = (G,'P"), N such that
ws,(Gy ") = 1 if and only if there exists an osync value-1 strategy ¥, for G,, where « is defined
as in Theorem 6.2.

Thus if S is true, then T, never halts, and there exists an osync strategy #, such that w (G, %) =
1foralln € N, and thus w?,(Gy ') = 1. On the other hand, if S is false and Ty does halt in some

super

time £, then wi,(G,) < 1 for all n > t, which implies that wi, (G, * ) < 1.

By [PSST16], since Gy " is a synchronous game, we have that w?,(G; ¥~ ) = 1 if and only if
wCO(G,S(uper) = 1. This, combined with the fact that the mapping from the Il; sentence S to the
game G; ' is computable, implies that the exact co-value problem is IT;-hard.

O]

Note that the exact same proof, considering g-type strategies rather than co-type strategies,
shows that the exact g-value problem is hard for I1;. While we improve this lower bound to I1,
in the next section, we note that this directly implies that the set of quantum correlations is not
closed, a result that was also established by Slofstra in [Slo19a].!? Again, the proof approaches
are quite different: his proof uses techniques from approximate representation theory as well as
group theory.

12Briefly, the set of quantum correlations on n inputs and k outputs, denoted by C4(n,k), is the (convex) set of all
vectors pPryqp € R™*"%kxk such that

Pxyab = <¢|Ai; ® B]b/|1/]>
for some dimension d, some quantum state |¢p) € C? ® C%, and some POVMs {AX}, {Bg }.
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Corollary 6.5 ([Slo19a]). The set of quantum correlations is not closed.

Proof. Let S be a true I'T; sentence. The construction of the game G, - from S in Theorem 6.4, by
Theorem 6.2, has the property that w,(Gy ') = 1 but there is no finite-dimensional strategy &
that actually achieves value 1 in the game.

O

6.4 Il-completeness of the exact g-value problem

We now prove the main result of this paper, which is the I'l,-completeness of the exact g-value
problem. As explained in Section 1.1, we combine our gapless compression theorem with a con-
sequence of the MIP* = RE theorem from [JNV*20a], which we state in the following theorem.
In the theorem, nonlocal games G are represented via an integer n € IN, and a pair of Turing
machines (D, C) where D represents the decider for G (so is a 4-input Turing machine) and C rep-
resents the checker (so is a 2-input Turing machine). The game G is then defined to be (X, A, D)
where X = A = {0,1}". The checker C, on input (x,y) € X x X, indicates whether (x,y) is
trivial for G.

Theorem 6.6 ([JNV*20a]). There is a universal constant Aya: € IN and algorithm HaltingGame that
takes as input the description of a X1 sentence S and outputs a tuple (D, C) for a nonlocal game G such that

1. (Completeness) If S is true, then

sup w(G,¥) =1
finite-dim osync &

2. (Soundness) If S is false, then
wi(G) < 1.

3. (Complexity bounds) Letting |S| denote the description length of the sentence S, we have
max { TIMEc, TIMEp, TIME 1 inggane(s) } < O(I[**)

where TIMEc, TIMEp denote the time complexities of C, D (on any input), and TIME o1 4 ingcame(s)
denotes the time complexity of HaltingGame on input S.

Proof. This is a corollary of [[NV'20a, Theorem 12.7] which reduces the Halting problem to de-
ciding whether the g-value of a nonlocal game is equal to 1 or at most 1/2. To obtain the present
theorem, we first observe that every X; sentence S = Jx ¢(x) can be expressed as an equivalent
instance of the Halting problem: define the Turing machine Mg that on the empty input, starts
looping over all x and evaluates ¢(x). If it finds an x such that ¢(x) is true, then it halts. Clearly S
is true if and only if Mg halts.

The game H corresponding to Mg from [JNV'20a, Theorem 12.7] is synchronous and the de-
cider complexity is at most some polynomial in the description length of S. However, the question
distribution y of the game H is not uniform. Without loss of generality, assume that the question
and answer sets of H are represented by n-bit strings. Because the reduction from Mg to H is
efficient, we have that n = poly(|S]).

The game G that we construct will be H but with a uniform distribution over all n-bit question
pairs (x,y). Whenever a sampled question pair (x,y) is not in the support of y, the decider D of
G will automatically accept (and thus (x,y) is a trivial question). Otherwise, the decider from the

85



game H is invoked. The key thing to note is that w,(H) = 1if and only if w,;(G) = 1. Furthermore,
since G is a synchronous game (since H is a synchronous game), it holds that w3(G) = 1 if and
only if w,(G) = 1.

Finally, since determining the support of the question distribution of H can be done in poly(|S|)
time, we obtain a checker C for the game G that runs in poly(|S|) time. Thus, on input S, the algo-
rithm HaltingGame can output the tuple (D, C) which satisfies the conclusions of the theorem. [

We break up the proof of the I, completeness of the exact g-value problem into two parts.
First we show hardness.

Lemma 6.7. The exact q-value problem is hard for 11,.

Proof. Fix a I, sentence S = Vx3y ¢(x,y) where ¢ is a computable predicate. For every n € IN
define the X; sentence

Sn - Elyll' . ~/yl’l /\ 4)(1/]/1)
i=1

Thus the sentence S is true if and only if the sentences S, are true for all # € IN. Note that if S, is
true then S; is true for alli < n .
Using HaltingGame we construct the sequence of games 9, = (G,)qen With verifier ¥ =
(D,C). Let
Cp = sup w(Gy, In),

finite-dim osync &,

then these games have the property that ¢, = 1 if and only if the sentence S, is true.

1 Input: n,x,y,a,b

2 Compute the game decider and checker (D,, C,) for HaltingGame(S,).
3 If D, (x,y,a,b) accepts, then accept.

4 Otherwise, reject.

Pseudocode 10: Specification of Turing machine D.

1 Input: n,x,y
Compute the game decider and checker (D,,, C,,) for HaltingGame(Sy,).
3 Output C,(x,y).

N

Pseudocode 11: Specification of Turing machine C.
For large enough n the verifier is bounded by
max {TIMEC(n), TIMEp (n)} < phusact]
since

max { TIMEc,, TIMED, , TIMEgsyciaggane(s,) | < (18],

We apply super compression to the family of games %,: the output of SuperCompress, (D, C)
where & = Aga1y + 1 is a verifier (DSUPeT, CSUPeT) for a sequence of games §SPer = (G P en

such that w; (G,s(uper) = 1if and only if ¢, = 1 for all n > x, where « is defined as in Theorem 6.2.
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Therefore, w; (Giuper) = 1if and only if the sentences S, are true for n > x, which is equivalent

to the I, sentence S being true. We have therefore reduced the problem of deciding an arbitrary
I, sentence to deciding the exact g-value problem. O

Finally, we argue that the exact g-value problem is contained in I'l,.
Lemma 6.8. The exact q-value problem is in I1,.

Proof. We will state the exact g-value problem as a I, sentence. Fix a nonlocal game G then we
would like to decide if
sup w(G,¥) =1

finite-dim &

Let S? be an e-net for quantum strategies of dimension d € IN. This is a finite set, since
strategies of a fixed dimension form a compact set [GWO07]. Let S; = Ujen Sgl. Then we can
equivalently formulate the decision problem as

Ve € (0,1] 3% € S; such that w(G,¥) > 1 — 2¢.

This in turn is equivalent to the I, sentence

2
Vn € N 3% € S such that w(G,¥) >1— p

Putting the two together, we get:

Theorem 6.9. The exact g-value problem is complete for I1,.

6.5 Necessity of compression

We will show how to compress nonlocal games given many-one reductions from arithmetical hi-
erarchy classes to the corresponding t-value problems for t € {g,co}. This shows that, in a certain
sense, compression theorems are necessary for proving the complexity lower bounds indicated in
Figure 1. In particular we construct super compression procedures (procedures that map families of
games to a single equivalent game).

The following theorem was proved in [MNY20]:

Theorem 6.10. Assume that the approximate q-value problem is ¥.1-hard. Then there exists a computable
map GapCompress, that takes in as input a description of a sequence of games 4§ = (Gy)nenN and outputs
the description of a single game G’ such that

1. wy(G') = 1ifwy(Gy) = 1 for some game G, € 4.
2. wy(G') < Yifwy(Gy) < 1 for every game G, € 4.

Now we show that if the approximate co-value problem is I'l; hard, then there exists a gap-
preserving compression procedure for the commuting operator value of games.

Theorem 6.11. Assume that the approximate co-value problem is I1y hard. Then there exists a computable
map GapCompress,, that takes in as input a description of a sequence of games 4 = (Gp)nen and outputs
the description of a single game G’ such that
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1. weo(G') = 1if we(Gy) = 1 for every game G, € 4.
2. weo(G') < 3, otherwise.

Proof. Consider the following Turing machine T¢: it interleaves running some number of levels of
the NPA semidefinite programming hierarchy [NPAO8] on each game G, in the sequence, trying
to find a game m for which we(G,;) < 1. The completeness of the NPA hierarchy implies that
if weo(Gm) < 1 for some m, then eventually a certificate will be found. Thus the Turing machine
halts only if there exists m such that w¢,(Gn) < 1.

1 forn € N do

2 | forme{1,..,n}do

3 Run the first n levels of the NPA hierarchy for the game G,, € 4.
4 If there is a certificate that we,(Gy,) < 1 then halt.

5 end

6

Pseudocode 12: Specification of T/

Consider the sentence S defined as “Vn € IN, T does not halt in n steps”. Note that S is a
I'T; sentence, and since the approximate co-value problem is Il;-hard, this means there is a cor-
responding game G’ computable from S such that such that w.,(G') = 1 if T never halts (i.e.
Weo(Gm) = 1 for all m), otherwise we,(G') < 1. O

Next we show that I'l;-hardness of the exact co-value problem implies a gapless compression
theorem for the commuting operator value of nonlocal games.

Theorem 6.12. Assume that the exact co-value problem is 11y hard. Then there exists a computable map
GaplessCompress,, that takes in as input a description of a sequence of games 4 = (Gy,)neN and outputs
the description of a single game G’ such that we,(G') = 1 if and only if we,(Gy) = 1 foralln € N.

Proof. This follows exactly the same proof as above, except the reduction from the sentence S to
the game G’ is such that we, (G;,) = 1 for all m if and only if S is true if and only if we, (G') =1. O

Finally we prove that II,-hardness of the exact g-value problem implies a gapless compression
theorem for the quantum value of nonlocal games.

Theorem 6.13. Assume that the approximate q-value problem is I1,-hard. Then there exists a computable
map GaplessCompress, that takes in as input a description of a sequence of games 4 = (Gy)nen and
outputs the description of a single game G’ such that w,(G) = 1if and only if w,(G,) = 1 foralln € IN.

Proof. Consider the following Turing machine T(Z: it takes in as input a precision parameter ¢ and
an integer m, and it searches for a finite-dimensional strategy ¥ (specified with precision ¢) such
that the game Gy, in the sequence ¢ has w(G,,,¥) > 1 — 2¢. This can be done because given a
dimension d € IN and a precision parameter ¢, there is an algorithm to exhaustively search over
84, an e-net over d-dimensional quantum strategies.

88



1 Input: ¢, m

2 ford € N do

3 If there exists a strategy & € SY, an e-net for quantum strategies of dimension d,
such that w(G,, ¥) > 1 — 2¢, then halt.

4 end

Pseudocode 13: Specification of Tfig

Note that if w,(G;;) = 1, then for all ¢ > 0 there exists a finite-dimensional strategy that
achieves value at least 1 — 2¢. On the other hand, if wq(Gm) < 1, then there exists an ¢ for which
all finite dimensional strategies have value at most 1 — 2¢. Thus w,(G;;) = 1 for all m € IN if and
only if the following sentence S is true: “Vk, m Jn TLZ halts on input (%, m) in n steps”. Note that S

is a I'l, sentence, and by our assumption there exists a nonlocal game G’ that is computable from

S such that w,(G") = 1if and only if w,(G,;) = 1forallm € IN.
0
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A The pasting lemma

We now prove Lemma 2.13, which is reproduced below for convenience. Recall that ¢ is a von
Neumann algebra with a normal tracial state 7.

Lemma 2.13 (Pasting lemma). Let {M™M), M®), ..., MK} C o be a set of projective measurements
with outcomes in a finite set A. Suppose that for all i # j, we have that

where the answer summation is over (a,b) € AZ%. Then there exists a projective measurement R = {Rz} C
o with outcomes in AX such that for all i € [K],

R [E?—ﬂlz“ﬂ %(Spasting Ml(:)

where bpasting = (SPQSting(K,s) is a function that goes to 0 as ¢ — 0.

We introduce some notation. For every integer k > 1, vector 4 € Ak and operator index
sequence s € [M]*, define the operator
PSS = A(Sl) . A(Sz) .. -A(sk)
a ﬁl ﬁz ﬁk :
Note that P° = {P;}, 4 is a general set of operators (not necessarily a POVM, because the opera-
tors are not positive).
We first prove the following utility Lemma. We use the following notational convention: given
two operator sets C = {Cy},ea and D = {Dj}pep, we write C - D to denote the operator set

{Ca ' Db}aeA,beB-

Lemma A.1. For integers k > 1, for all all sequences s € [M]k,for all i € [M], we have
1Ps- AD — AW P3|l < ke

Proof. We prove this via induction on k. The base case for k = 1 follows from the assumption
of the approximate commutativity of the A() measurements. Assuming the inductive hypothesis
holds for some k > 1, we now prove it for k + 1: let s € [M]*,t € [M]. We can treat (s,t) as an
operator index sequence of length k + 1. Then for all i € [M], we have

[Pt AD — AW psty| =P AB . AD — AW ps. AW

< ’ Ps. (A(f) CAG A6 A(f)) ) + H (ps CAG _A0) .pS) AW (A1)

T

where the inequality follows from the triangle inequality of the T-norm on operator sets (Lemma 2.5).
We can bound the first term as

The inequality follows from the almost-commutativity of the A’s, and the first equality is because

pPs. (A(f) DA A0 AU))

- HAm CAG) Al 40
T

<e.

T

Y ((Agj) AL = ADADY (PR (A AL - A -Aét))>
It k
b
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Yt <<Al(7t) CAD 40 ‘Az(yt))*(Az(f) LAY A0 Az(;t)>>

bceA

where we used the fact that } ;. «(P2)*P; = 1.
The second term in (A.1) can be similarly bounded as
H <ps A A .p5> CAD

Ps-AD — AD . ps|| < ke

T

=
by the inductive hypothesis. Thus we can bound (A.1) by (k 4 1)e, completing the induction. [

For the remainder of the proof let k = M. Lets = (1,2,..., M) € [M]F denote an operator
index sequence. For all 7 € Ak define

Qs = F3(P7)" -

Note that Q7 is positive and furthermore {Qz} forms a POVM with outcomes in AFK (this uses the
fact that the A operators are projections).

(i),

We now calculate the closeness of Q5,7 to the individual A;"’s:

. AN 2
bg | Qe — AL 12 =Y T((Q[Ti»—)ﬁi\b] - Agl)) )

be A

<2-2Y 7(QuamAl)

beA
22 ()

We give a lower bound on the magnitude of the second term. Spliting the index sequence
s = (5<i,1,5~;) and answer tuples 4 = (d;, d;,d~;), we get

A0\ = s<i . AU pssi (pssiyx . A() | (ps<iyx . A ()
Cr(Qeay)) = T A i ()4 (52 - 47)

- A<i a>j a>i i A<i i

a
= ¥ (P (03 A7)

ﬁ<ilﬁi <i 1 <i
= e er) e (B agl () ag) - ag)- (7))
A<ifi
=1+ e A -(< i -Aé?—Aé?«zzo*))
< fi;

We can bound the magnitude of the second term using Cauchy-Schwarz:

E T( 5 < -Ag) . (( i) AL(;) _ Ag) . (Pf<1)*)>‘

_— A< A< i A<i
A<ifi
. * o
S<i ) A . pS<i S<i | (D) _ @) Pi<i Z 5<z . ( 5<i)*
¥ (B Aw - Pal) Bl As —Aa Bl ' s
<ifi; A
. 2
5<1 . A(l) . pS<i
‘1<z aj A<i||r
il
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< Me

where the last inequality follows from Lemma A.1. Thus we deduce that

Y 1Qusan) — AV |2 < V2Me . (A2)

be A

Next we argue that the Qj is “almost projective”. Using that ) ; 7(Qz) = Y7 T(PZ) = 1, we get

Lr(Q- Q) = Le(r - <)

(P —P5-Q

U
~——
_|_
—~
—~
|
@)

&
SN—r
O
N
~—

where in the last line we used that P; - (P5)* = Qg and )} ;7(Qz) = Y;7(P;) = 1. Using
Cauchy-Schwarz and the fact that Y ; [|P5[|2 and Y ;|/Qg||? are most 1, this last line is at most

2,/ 1|P; — Qzl|2. To bound this, we note that we can express P and Qz as longer products

Pf = P£S1) X pﬂ(ﬁ) ce PSsk) . pﬁsk) PY = P(Sl) . _P(Sk) . P(Sl)
b ay ’ f i N

a g g ¢ ay Ay a
where t = (51,51,...,sk,sk) € [M*and u = (s1,...,505...,51), and b = (d1,dy,...,4a, d;)
and ¢ = (dy,...,d,dy,...,d1). In particular, let 7 denote a permutation on 2k elements such that

—

n(b) =c. Thus

Y IR - Qall2 = “< —Pls

ge Ak

_ pu
ﬂPE

Let 77’ be a permutation that differs from 7t by a swap of adjacent elements. Then

Py

be A%k

2
gs

by our assumption on the almost-commutativity of the A’s. Since 7 can be formed from the
identity permutation by swapping at most (2k)? adjacent elements, by the triangle inequality we
have that

AZk

P” g 4k%e

and therefore } ; T (Qﬁ — Q%) < 8M?Z%.

Thus we can apply the Projectivization Lemma (Lemma 2.12) to the POVM {Qj;} to obtain a
projective measurement R = {R;} such that

Rz =~y Qg
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where 17 = 8,,0;(8M?¢) where 8,,,;(-) is the error function from the Projectivization Lemma. Using
the fact that R is projective, we get from Lemma 2.9 that

Rz ~y Qj.
Using the Data Processing Lemma for consistency (Lemma 2.7), we get that
Risa o) =0 Qlasaifp) -
Converting from consistency to closeness (Lemma 2.8) we get
R =, /2y Qi o
Finally, we get
IR — A9 < HR[ma,-] — Qi
< /214 V2Me .

|+ Qi = 4”

T
Thus we get

~ (i)
Riamafe) = /g vante Ao -
Setting dpasting (M, A, €) = /21 + v/2Me proves the Lemma.
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B Complexity of noncommutative polynomial optimization

For convenience we recall the general formulation of noncommutative polynomial optimization
(ncPO for short): given Hermitian polynomials p, 41, . .., g, in 2n-noncommutative variables
(x1,..., %, x7,...,x;) over C, compute the value of the following optimization program:

sup  (P|p(X)[¢)
s.t. gi(X) = 0 fori=1,...,m

The supremum is over choices of tuples (#, X, ¢) where # is a Hilbert space, X is an n-tuple
of bounded operators acting on H, and |¢) is a unit vector on . The notation p(X) and g;(X)
indicates that we evaluate each of the indeterminates x; with the operator X; and x; with the
adjoint X7, respectively. We consider two different variations of a ncPO program P; if we restrict
the supremum to vary only over finite — but unbounded — dimensional Hilbert spaces then we call
the program finite-dimensional and let wg, (P) denote the value of the program. Otherwise we call
the program infinite-dimensional and let we (P) denote the value.

Proposition B.1. Given a nonlocal game G = (X, A, u, D) there exists a ncPO program P where
wWiin (P) = wg(G) and weo(P) = weo(G).

Proof. Define the following optimization problem P over 4| X' || A| variables { A%}, {B} }, {(A})*}, {(B})*}.
The objective polynomial p to be optimized is

p= Y. Y, uxy) AiB,D(x,y,a,b).
xyeX abe A

To enforce that the operators { A¥}, {B} } correspond to POVMs, we add the constraints
1. A = (AY)*, B] = (B})* (i.e. the operators are self-adjoint);
2. Aj, B‘Z > 0 (i.e. operators are positive);
3. Y A =Yy BZ =1 for all x, y (i.e. operators form POVMs);
4. [AZ,B/] = 0 (i.e. Alice’s and Bob’s operators commute) .

It is easy to see that these constraints can be expressed as Hermitian polynomial inequalities.
The value of this optimization problem corresponds exactly to the definition of w, (in the finite-
dimensional case) and w,, (in the infinite-dimensional case). O

Theorem B.2. Deciding if wen (P) > ¢ or wgn(P) < ¢ — € for fixed € > 0 is complete for ¥;.

Proof. ¥4-hardness follows from Proposition B.1 and the X1-hardness of approximating w, [JNV*20a].

To show that the problem is contained in ¥, we first argue that, when restricting the Hilbert
space to have a fixed dimension d, a ncPO program P can be recast as a commutative polynomial op-
timization problem P; over C. Let p denote the objective polynomial and let g1, ..., g, denote the
constraint polynomials. Let x1,...,x, (and x7, ..., x;;) denote the indeterminates of the program.

The optimization problem P; is defined as follows. To every noncommutative indeterminate x;
we associate d? commutative indeterminates x?b for1 < a,b < d. Intuitively these indeterminates
correspond to the entries of the d x d matrix that is supposed to be substituted in for x;. We also
introduce d indeterminates v, . .., y, to represent the unit vector |¢) € C*.
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The objective polynomial of P; is a polynomial p,; that expresses the quantity
(plp(x1,..., %0, x7,...,x5)|¢) when |¢) and the indeterminates x; are substituted with the corre-
sponding complex numbers. There are constraint polynomials in P; that encode the fact that the
x; matrices are self-adjoint, and furthermore the vector (y,...,Yy,) is a unit vector. To check the
positivity constraints g; >~ 0 in P we can instead check that all the leading principal minors of
g; are positive. The order k leading principal minor of a d x d matrix is the determinant of the
submatrix obtained from deleting the last d — k rows and columns of the matrix.

Thus, by construction, the value of P; is the value of P when restricted to d-dimensional Hilbert
spaces. We thus have wg,(P) = limy_,o w(Py;). Therefore, if wg, (P) > ¢ then there exists d € IN
such that ¢ — w(Py;) < e. Otherwise, if wg, (P) < ¢ — e then no such d € N exists.

Therefore we have reduced the problem to deciding whether there exists a dimension 4 such
that ¢ — w(P;) < e. This corresponds to deciding a ¥; sentence as determining whether ¢ —
w(P;) < eis decidable, due to the decidability of the first order theory of the complex num-
bers [Har01] (which is analogous to the decidability of the first order theory of the reals [VDD88,
Can88]).

O

Theorem B.3. Deciding if wg, (P) > c is complete for I1,.

Proof. 11;-hardness follows from Proposition B.1 and Theorem 6.9.
Furthermore, deciding if wgn (P) > c is equivalent to deciding if ¢ — wgn (P) < % forevery n €
IN. Therefore, following from Theorem B.2, we can state the decision problem as a I'l, sentence. [

Theorem B.4. Deciding if we(P) > c is complete for I1;.

Proof. 11;-hardness follows from Proposition B.1 and Theorem 6.4. The inclusion is due to [PNA10]
where they construct a sequence of commutative polynomial optimization relaxations {P;};cn
where their values converge to the value of a given ncPO. Then we can decide if w«(P) > ¢ by
the I'l; sentence

VieN, w(P)>c

where the w(P;)’s converge from above to the the value of W (P). O
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