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Abstract—1In our previous work [1], we have shown that the
use of a quantum architecture in decentralised control allows
access to a larger space of control strategies beyond what is
classically implementable through common randomness, and can
lead to an improvement in the cost — a phenomenon we called the
quantum advantage. In the previous part of this two part series,
we showed, however, that not all decision problems admit such an
advantage. We identified a decision-theoretic property of the cost
called the ‘coordination dilemma’ as a necessary condition for
the quantum advantage to manifest. In this article, we investigate
the impact on the quantum advantage of a scalar parameter that
captures the extent of the coordination dilemma. We show that
this parameter can be bounded within an open interval for the
quantum advantage to exist, and for some classes, we precisely
identify this range of values. This range is found to be determined
by the information of the agents.

I. INTRODUCTION

While common randomness is a classically implementable
means of generating strategic distributions in decentralised
control, it does not provide access to all strategies allowed
within the information structure of a problem [2]. We have
shown that there exist implementable quantum strategies that
leverage quantum entanglement to access to some of the
gap between what is informationally allowed and what is
classically implementable [1]. In particular, we formulated
quantum strategies for static teams of decentralised agents,
where the agents’ actions are conditioned on outcomes of
strategically performed measurements on a shared quantum
system, in addition to their local information. This allows
access of correlations beyond the locally correlated ones and
thus offers a strict cost improvement over a classical decision
set-up. For problems with static information structure, we
then portrayed that finding the quantum optimum requires an
optimisation of a linear objective over an abstractly specified
convex, non-compact set of quantum strategies.

Our idea indeed originates from the fact that the phe-
nomenon of entanglement in quantum mechanics allows for
non-local correlations in systemic behaviour among spatially
decentralised systems. The non-locality of these correlations is
beyond what is achievable with classical systems. We refer the
reader to [3], [4] and [5] for more about non-local quantum
correlations and their applications to information processing.

Entanglement as of today, is a powerful but an expensive
technological resource. It is thus important to isolate a class
of decision problems that admit the quantum advantage. This
motivates our decision-theoretic inquiry of the origins of the
quantum advantage in static teams. In the first part [6] of this
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two part series of articles, we establish a decision-theoretic
structure called the coordination dilemma as central to the
manifestation of the quantum advantage in a binary team
superstructure. Our results thereby specify a sharp decision
theoretic boundary, problems outside which do not admit
a quantum advantage. In this article, we investigate within
this boundary to further shave-off such problems, and thus
provide a bounding set containing problems with the quantum
advantage within our superstructure.

The extent of the coordination-dilemma in a problem in-
stance is captured by a scalar parameter y in our superstruc-
ture. In our first result, we identify a tight interval of values
of x corresponding to instances that admit the no-signalling
advantage. These intervals consequently contain the entire
set of instances that admit the quantum advantage, since all
quantum strategies respect the no-signalling constraints.

We also show that for the problems in our superstructure
all quantum strategies can be implemented using entangled
systems with one qubit per decision maker. This allows us to
specify the set of quantum strategies parametrically. We use
this parametric set-up to investigate the quantum advantage
within a specific class of problems where both the agents
record equally informative observations of the natural state.
We specify a tight interval of values of x which corresponds to
all instances within this class that admit a quantum advantage.
We find that this interval is a strict subset of the one that
admits the no-signalling advantage, and thus the presence of
no-signalling advantage within a problem is an insufficient
condition for the quantum advantage to exist.

Our scrutiny of a binary team superstructure in this two part
series of articles thus presents some analytical insight into the
association of the quantum advantage in a control problem
with its decision-theoretic character.

A. Organization

This article is organised as follows. In Section II, we briefly
recall the team superstructure we work with, from Part 1,
and introduce our inquisition here. In Section III, we show
sufficiency of strategies on entangled qubits and develop a
parametric characterisation for the reduced strategic space. In
Section IV, we isolate a bounded set of problem instances
using the no-signalling relaxations. In Section V, we perform
an in-depth analysis of problem instances within a problem
class and deliver tight bounds on the extent of the necessary
coordination dilemma for quantum advantage to appear in this
class.



II. PROBLEM SUPERSTRUCTURE AND THE COORDINATION
DILEMMA

We briefly recollect the basic ideas from part I [6]. Our
interest is in the following superstructure of static binary team
problems with agents A, B. For i € {A, B}, the set of actions
available to agent i is the ordered set U; = (u,u}) and the set
of observations of the agent is Z; = {0, 1}. The state of nature
is specified as a tuple (£4,&p,&w) € EaAXEpxEw = {0,1}3
distributed according to a prior P € P(E4 x Ep X Eyy). Cost
functions within our superstructure are functions ¢ : U4 X
Up x Zw — {0, —1, —x} constrained to obey {(ua,up,0) €
{0,—1} and ¢(ua,up,1) € {0,—x} for some parameter
x > 0. A problem instance D in our superstructure can thus
be specified as a tuple (M, N,P,U,Up,x) where x > 0
is a parameter and M, N are 2 x 2 matrices in {0, —1}%*2
which capture the cost of D as {(u¥y,u},0) = [M]iy1 j41
and £(u'y, u’,0) = X[N]i+1 j4+1. Our superstructure partitions
into 28 = 256 different problem classes for different tuples
V = (M, N), and we denote each such class by C(V).

A policy or a strategy Q(.|.) € P(Ua X Up|Z4 X ER) is
a conditional distribution of u4, up and the space of such
available distributions depends upon the class of strategies
being considered—classical £, quantum Q and no-signalling
NS are the ones relevant to most of our discussion. A quantum
advantage manifests in a problem instance if some policy in
@ attains a cost strictly lower than the optimal classical cost,
i.e. the cost of optimal policy in £. A problem class is said to
admit a quantum advantage if and only if it contains a problem
instance that admits a quantum advantage. A no-signalling
advantage is defined in a similar fashion.

In our previous article [1], we demonstrated the existence
of quantum advantage in decentralised control through a
decentalised estimation instance within this superstructure. In
the first part of this series [6], we exhaustively scanned through
the above superstructure and investigated the presence of the
quantum advantage in each of the problem classes. After
systematic elimination of classes that do not admit the no-
signalling or the quantum advantage, the following problem
classes survive and are the centre of our attention in this article.

1) The CAC class — C(V): V. = (M,N) =

1 0) (0 1 o , o
((O 1) ) (1 0)) and its equivalent C(V') where V' :=

(M',N') := (RM,RN) for R= (|

(M,N) here, the CAC form. We use the notation V, =
(M., N,.) to refer to the CAC form throughout this article.
We call the set {C(V.),C(RV,)} orbit of the CAC class.

2) The 3-CAC class - C(V): V. = (M,N) =

(1 O) , (0 1) and classes C(V') for all V' € (V,Q)

. We call the tuple

0 0 10
where
(V,9) = {V,RV,VR,RVR, EV,R(EV), (EV)R, R(EV)R}
(D
((1) (1) and EV = E(M,N) = (N, M). We refer to

the tuple (M, N) in the -CAC form with through the notation
Vi = (M, N1) hereafter. The set of classes C((V31;(2)) are

for R =

called classes in the orbit of the %-CAC class.

Notice that the nature of the cost function in both CAC
and %-CAC classes makes it favourable for the agents to
concentrate the mass of their policy Q(.|.) on the profiles
{(u%,u%), (uly,uk)} that correspond to the agents matching
the indices of their actions (or ‘coordinating’) when &y = 0,
and mismatch these indices (‘anticoordinate’) when &y = 1.
This feature seems to be central to an appearance of the
quantum advantage for classes in our superstructure and we
refer to this feature as the coordination dilemma. The relative
importance of matching or mismatching the agents’ actions,
i.e., the extent of the coordination dilemma is in some sense
captured by the cost parameter x for each given prior on
the agent’s observations. In this article we ask the following
question for each of the two problem classes: given a prior on
the agents’ observations, what values of x pose a coordination
dilemma to the agents that is resolvable through classical
strategies just as well as the quantum strategies? Alternatively,
we seek to contain the values of x that correspond to problem
instances which benefit from a quantum resource in each of
the classes CAC and 3-CAC.

It is possible to simplify this structure of the set of quan-
tum strategies in binary teams. We present such a structural
characterisation of the quantum strategic space Q for binary
teams in Section III. In particular, we show that it is sufficient
to consider strategies that correspond to dim(H;) = 2 for
i = A, B. This further allows us to reduce the optimization
problem infgeo J(Q; D) to a parametric form.

III. STRUCTURAL CHARACTERISATION OF A QUANTUM
STRATEGIC SPACE

A quantum strategy () is a conditional distribution
on actions given the observations specified by a tuple
(Ha. Hp, pap, { Py, (€4)}{ P25, (€p)}) where Ha and Hp
are finite dimensional Hilbert spaces, pap is a positive op-
erator on H = H, ® Hp with unit trace, and Péi (&)
are projectors on H; for i = A, B. We refer the reader to
[1] for a general treatise on the implementation of quantum
strategies in a control scenario. It is intractable to investigate
the presence and the extent of the quantum advantage in
generic teams due to the abstract, non-compact specification
of the quantum strategic space Q. Naturally, the problem of
characterizing the quantum infimum and the corresponding
cost J§5(D) = infgego J(Q; D) is difficult. Fortunately, in
case of binary teams, as in our superstructure, we are able
to simplify this minimisation. Our main result here, greatly
reduces the difficulty of further analysis. The proofs of this
section, being tedious, have been deferrred to the appendix.
Following heirarchy of strategic spaces is an important element
of our analysis in this section: @ D Qs D QQ D Q5 where
e O, corresponds to the class of quantum strategies where
each agent has an access to a two-dimensional quantum
subsystem:

Qs i={(Ha, Hp, pap, {PLV (€4} AP (€8)})
|dim(H;)| =2 Vi€ {4,B}}. (2)



e O, corresponds to a subset of Qy where the composite
system shared among the agents is in a pure quantum state:

Q, = {(Ha, Hp, pap, {PIP (€} APE (€5)})]
Q€ Q2; INWap) € Ha®Hp : pap = [YaB) (Wal}. 3)

° @2 is the union @2 = UaG[O ] QF, where QF is the space
of strategies with the composite system is in a specific state
paB = |9%5) (P9 | as follows:

Q5 :={(Ha, Mg, pan. {P{P(€A)} APE (B)})]
dimHs =dimHp =2; pap = [®4p) (PUpl}, @)

@4 p) = coso/2|z}, 2f) +sine/2|zy, 25) . ()

where we denote |2;7) := (1,0)T (0,1)" and
24, 2B) = |24) ® |2B).

Our main result in this section is that it suffices to optimise
the expected cost of an instance D under strategy () over Qo

to find an optimal quantum strategy, i.e.

s lmD) =

inf J(@Q;D)= inf J(Q;D), (6)
Qe Qeds
for all instances D in our superstructure. Consequently, we
shall see that the abstract optimization on the LHS of (6)
reduces to a structured parametric optimization on the RHS.

Recall that J(Q; D) = 3.,  P(E)l(u, Ew)Q(ul§a,Ep) so
that J(Q;D) is a linear objective in ). Thus any infi-
mum attained over a set lies at an extreme point so that
infges J(Q; D) = infgeconvs J(Q; D) holds for all S C
P(U|Z). In Theorem 3.1, we establish that for binary teams
the set of all quantum strategies Q is the convex hull of qubit-
implementable quantum strategies Qs, i.e. Q = conv(Qs).
Following this in Proposition 3.2, we in turn show that qubit-
implementable strategies are the convex hull of strategies
implementable on pure qubit states, i.e. Qo = conv(Q,) and
that the equality Q, = @2 holds. Equation (6) then follows
immediately.

Theorem 3.1: Consider an instance D =
(M,N,P,Us,Up,x) and let J(Q;D) be the expected
cost of D under a strategy . Let Q be the set of all quantum
strategies and Qo C Q as in (2) be strategies implemented
using one qubit per decision maker. We then have

1) Q= conv(Qs).

2) infgeo, J(Q; D) = infgeo J(Q; D) for all instances D
in our superstructure.
Proof: See Appendix A. ]

Proposition 3.2: 1) For the strategic spaces Qp, conv(Q,)
and @2, the following two relgtions hold:
i) Qo = conv(Q,); i) @, = >
2) It follows for an instance D =
infg, J(Q; D) = infgeg J(Q; D).

Proof: See Appendix B. n

Proposition 3.2 reduces our search for the optimal cost to Qo
for any instance. Therefore in the subsection that follows, we
develop a parameterized specification of occupation measures
Q(ua,upléa,&p) corresponding to a strategy Q € Q.

(M7 N,P,UA,UB,X) that

A. Parametrization of strategies in Qs

For each i € {A, B}, let 6;¢,) and ¢; (¢, be real parameters
and define real unit vectors that correspond to them:

a(éa) =
b(ép) =

Now, using these real unit vectors, define corresponding
orthonormal bases on Hy and Hp given by

{la(€a)") ,[a(€a)7)} and  {[b(€B)"),[b(¢B)7)}  where
for i € {A, B},

[i(£)T) = cos(¢uso/2) |27) + e sin(duso/2) [27) (7
i(&)7) = —sin(bicen/2) |2;7) + it cos(bicen/2) |27) -
Further, define ‘action assignments’ as functions
uf (&), u; (&) : Z; — U;. Tt follows that since |Z;| = |U;| = 2
for i € {A, B}, we have 2% = 256 distinct choices of the

tuple ({u}(€a),ux(€a)}, {up(€p), up(Ep)}) that specifes
an action assignment. Further, let

(COS GQ(SA) sin d)a(gA), sin GG(EA) sin gﬁa(gA), COS ¢a(£A))7
(08 On(e) SN Pp(¢ ) 510 Ob(c ) SN Di(e )5 COS Pi(es) )-

(&) ) (€N T wi = uf (&) # vy (&)
1(&i) ™) (&)™ Uz—u_i U+1:
0 0therw1se

so that we can specify an arbitrary strategy ) € Q,asa tuple

Q = (a,{(0u(en), Paiea))} {Onep)s Poes))
{uh(€a),uz(€a)}, {ul(€n),up(En)}). (9)

Notice that we have dropped the Hilbert spaces from the spec-
ification, as well as replaced pap = |®*) (®*| with «. Further
through (8), the tuple ({(0a(e,)s Pa(ea))}s {(Oben): Poies)) s
{uhi(€a),ua(€4)}, {upy(€p), up(€p)}) specifies the mea-
surement strategy for (). This puts us in a position to explicitly
compute the occupation measures in the following parametric
form. N

Proposition 3.3: For Q € Qs specified as in (9),
the conditional probabilities Q(ul(€4),uf(¢p)|€a,ER),
Qi (€a), up(€n)l€n. E8). QUui(€a), up(En)lEns ) and
Q(ul(€a),ul(€8)|€a, Ep) are as tabulated in the Table I
below.

Proof: Proof is by straightforward computation as we
show in Appendix C. [ ]
We will denote the set of parameters o, {0;(¢,)}, {Pice,)} as
a, 6, ¢ for notational brevity. Similarly we will use {u:" (&)}
to denote an action assignment. It is of some interest to discuss
a physical realization of strategies in Qs as it allows us to
argue completeness of our search through a compact range of
the abovementioned parametrization. A detailed introduction
to dynamics and measurements of spin systems, along with the
parametrization provided by the Bloch sphere can be found
in [7].

The spin state of an electron is described within a two-
dimensional Hilbert space. Suppose that each of the agents
have access to an electron each for respective spin measure-
ments and that the agents share a common coordinate system
in physical space. Let the composite state of this electrons be



Occupation Measure Parametric Form
Q(uj( A4),U (§B)|§A, £) | cos? g cos? % cos? % + sin? g sin? % sin? % + ﬂa’ea(fA)79b(5B)7¢a(5A)7¢b(EB)
Q(uj(€a),up(€B)|€a,EB) | cos® § cos® % sin” @ + sin” 5 sin” %(2“) os” d)b(;B) — BB 1) Bt ) Bate a) Brien)
Q(u4(€a),up(Ep)I€a, Ep) | cos® 5 sin” % cos? %(53) + sin” % cos? %(&A) sin d)b(zEB) — BB 4) Brie ) Bate u) Prien)
Q(uy(€a) up(€p)l€a,ép) | cos® § sin” %SIHQ %(&B) + sin® 5 cos® %(gA) cos ¢b(2£3) T Bebaie ) One ) Poe n) B

TABLE I. Conditional Probabilities for strategy @ € Qg (Proposition 3.3). Here [,

i sin o cos(0q (e ) + Op(e)) SN Pare ) SIN Pp(e )

|®% ). Then, the state |i(&;)™) as described by (7) represents
an electron spin oriented along an axis #(¢;) in the shared coor-
dinate system on physical space of agents, and consequently
|i(&;)~) represents an orientation along —i(&;). A measure-
ment in the POVM {[i(¢)*) (i(&)*].|i(&)7) (i(&) 7|} con-
sequently corresponds to a spin measurement by agent ¢
along the axis ¢(§;), while a measurement in the POVM
{I,0} leaves the electron undisturbed. This realization admits
an analogue for each strategy in Qs. Hence, a search over
¢ € [0,7] and 6 € [0,27] which covers all orientations or
unit vectors in the physical space is sufficient to cover all
measurement bases in the two dimensional Hilbert space. The
parametrization discussed, along with the finite number of
action assignments consequently covers all possible measure-
ment strategies. These set of arguments render Qs compact
and the following proposition follows.

Proposition 3.4: There is a strategy
(a,{0,6}, {uf(&)}) = Q € Qi with & € [0,27] and
¢ € [0, 7] that attains the optimal quantum cost, i.e.
inf

Jo(D) = J(Q; D)
{u (&)}s, a,0€[0,7], 0€[0,27]

Further, owing to this correspondence with the discussed
physical realization, one can specialize the z axis of the
physical space along the axis a(0) without loss of generality.
Hence,

(10)

20:¢20:0 (11)

is an optimal solution of the problem (10). We further em-
phasize from (10) that for every o € [0,7],0,¢ € R that
specify a strategy Q = (a, 0, ¢, {uF(&)}:), there exist 0 €
[0, 27], ¢° € [0, 7] such that

Q% = (a,6°¢°, {uf(&)}) =Q

since one can always find such §° € [0,2n],¢" € [0, 7] that

match the axial orientations of i(&;) for each i asserted by
0,0 €R.

12)

IV. NO-SIGNALLING ADVANTAGE IN CAC AND %-CAC
ORBITS

We now probe the non-local advantages within the CAC
and %-CAC classes. In particular, notice that the parameter
X in the cost function captures the degree of coordination
dilemma faced by the decision makers. It is natural to inquire
if the existence of non-local advantage is limited to a range of
values of x. It is indeed intuitive to expect that as y — 0
that the players are are better of choosing a deterministic
coordination strategy v; = u (7°°%) instead of incurring

a(64):06(63) Pale 4) Po(ep)

the damage caused by randomization inherent to non-local
strategies. Similarly for y — oo, one intuitively expects
a deterministic anti-coordination strategy v4 = u%,vp =
uly (w°991) to outperform any of the no-signalling randomized
strategies. In this section, we specify explicit intervals of x
which subsume the no-signalling advantage in CAC and 1/2-
CAC problem classes

We briefly recall the strategic classes in our consideration
— the local polytope L, the no-signalling polytope NS and
the quantum ellitope Q from [6]. £ is the convex hull of the
set IT in the space of occupation-measures, where II is the
simplex of all deterministic strategies. N'S is specified by the
set of linear-equalities known as the no-signalling conditions
that assert absence of communication between A and B. Q
is the set of all quantum strategies specified by states and
projectors on finite dimensional Hilbert spaces. We have this
structure obeying £ C Q C NS. L shares all of its sixteen
vertices with N'S. NS has eight additional vertices which
we call the non-local vertices. The sixteen vertices shared by
the two polytopes correspond to local, deterministic strategies
which constitute II and are denumerable as (see Proposition
3.2 in [6])

1 (i,j) = (aa @ B,7¢B ©9)
0 otherwise

)

0 (uly, upl€a, €5) = {

(13)
where o, 3,7,0 € {0,1} and the eight non-local vertices are
denumerable as Q% (uy, uls|€a, ER) =

1/2
0

The expected cost under a vertex Q> is J(Q*?%; D) =

—%Z

£a,8B,Ew

1D =8646BRlADBEBDO

, (14
otherwise (14

P(&a, &, éw)l(ua, up, Ew)

X(~Ea-Ep@a-EadB-Ep@d) (15)

where «, 3,6 € {0, 1}. We denote the expected cost of a policy
Q given an instance D by J(Q; D). For S € {II, £, Q, NS},
we use the notation JE(D) := infgeg J(Q;D). We say
that the instance D admits the quantum (no-signalling) ad-
vantage if J5(D) < J:(D) (Jis(D) < JE(D)). Since
J(Q; D) is linear in @, the infima in £ and NS are at-
tained at the vertices. Thus Jj:(D) = Jj(D) and an in-
stance D admits a no-signalling advantage if and only if
ming g se 0,13 J(Q*"°; D) < ming 4 5 50,1y J (7775 D).
Following proposition provides the bounds on the range of



values x for which an instance D in CAC admits a no-
signalling advantage. We then derive such bounds for the other
problem classes equivalent to CAC.

Proposition 4.1 (No-signalling advantage in CAC): An in-
stance D = (M., N.,P,Us,Up, x) in CAC does nor admit a
no-signalling (and hence a quantum) advantage for values of
x outside the interval (,%) where y,Y respectively are

L Cere P €5, 06 €3 @4 D L5 D)
050 Se, e, PEaep. D(Ea o 00 Ea® B E500)’

e PEaEB 0)(~ Ea € D64 © B Ep )
O‘B‘SZ§A§B P(€a & 1)(~Ea-EpDa-EaDB-Ep D)

Proof: ~ Consider deterministic strategies 7°°°° and
701 We have for instance D € CAC, {(u'y,u7,0) =
i @& j) and Ll(uly,ul,1) = —xi @& j so that
']( 0000, D) = _ZSA, B]P)(‘EAagB.a O)’ and J(T0001;D? =

ngA ¢n P(€4,€p5,1). It is straightforward to substitute
¢(.) in (15) and conclude for all Q*%% that J(7%°°1; D) —
J(Q*%; D) < 0 for all y > ¥ and J (7% D) — (Qaﬂé) <
0 for all x < . [ |

We now address the other instance in the orbit of CAC. With
reference to proof of Proposition 4.2 in [6], it has been shown
that for D’ = (RM.,RN.,P,Uy,Ug) with Uy = {ul,u%},
J(@Q;D") = J(Q; D) for all strategies (). Thus, J¢(D) =
J§(D') for S € {L£L,NS}. Consequently, D’ does not admit
the no-signalling, and hence the quantum advantage outside
the same interval ().

We have similar bounds for instances in %-CAC and the
problem classes in it’s orbit.

Proposition 4.2 (No-signalling advantage in 5-CAC):
An instance D = (M3, Ny, P,Ua,Up,X) in f—CAC does
not admit a no-signalhng (and hence a quantum) advantage
outside the interval (X%,X%) where X1 =/2 and X, =

in Denin P €. 0)(1+E€a- B a-EadB-Ep D)
B8 23, e, P(6a,€8,1)(Ea- €D - Ea® B Ep D I)
Proof: For instance D € 3$-CAC, we have
O(uly, ), 0) = — ~ (i V §) and L(uy,ul, 1) = —xi ® j.
Consider deterministic ~ strategies 7°0%0; J(7990%; D) =
—>enep P(€a,€p,0)  and 70001, J(7000L: D) =
“XDtatn P(£4,€p,1). Tt 1is, as before, elementary
to substitute £(.) in (15) and conclude for all Q%%
that J(70%% D) — J(Q*°) < 0 for all x > X3 and
J (7090 D) — J(Q*#%) < 0 for all x < X;- [
Remark: Notice that since (1 4+ &4 - & Da- EaBB-E @
0) 22840 a-Ea®B-Ep D@6, X, > X, and recall
X: = X/2. Thus, (X%,X%) C (X)) and the no-signalling
advantage for %-CAC is subsumed within a narrower interval
than the interval that subsumes the no-signalling advantage for

—(~

CAC. O
Now to attend the orbit of V1 notice that in-
stances D’ = (RM1 RN, P U, I/{B, x) and D"

(My, Ny, P U U, ) with LIA = {uly,u%} and U} =
{uly, ul} obey J(Q:D") = J(QD') = J(Q:D) with
D = (MiR,N1R,P,Ua,Ug,x) following proof of Propo-
sition 4.2 in [6] as before. Thus RV, ViR RViR do

not admit the no-signalling and quantum advantage out-
side the interval (Xl,XI) Now consider C(EVy) > D =

(N1 M1 ]P’ UA,UB x) where P is such that }P’(§A,£B, 0) =

(gAagBa )’ (5143637 )A (fAﬁgB’ ) and X\ = l/X

Notice then for any @, ((,-,0) = £(-,,1)/x,£(-,-,1) =
0(-,-,0)/x so that J(Q; D) = 1J(Q D).

Thus D does not admit the no-signalling, and hence the
quantum advantage if D does not. It follows that instances in
C (EV1) do not admit the no signalling, and hence quantum
advantage outside interval (1/X1,1/x,), and so do not the

instances in C({REV1,EV1R, REV1 R}Q) retracing arguments
before. The intervals ( ) and (X17 1) provide a bounded

set of instances within CAC and 1/2 CAC respectively that
subsume the instances which admit a quantum advantage since
Jirs(D) = Ji(D) = J§(D) = J;(D). We seek to
exhaustively isolate instances that admit a quantum advantage
in the next section, albeit, for algebraic simplicity,xs within a
a subset of the CAC problem class.

V. QUANTUM ADVANTAGE IN CAC

In this section, we focus on the CAC class of instances and
specialise to a set of prior distributions that induce symmetric
correlations between the observations &4 and £ and the
natural state &py. Notice from (10) that, given an instance
D, the optimization of the cost J(Q; D) over the space of
quantum policies has both, an element of discrete optimization,
involving an optimal choice of the action assignments uli (&),
as well as an element of continuous optimization for choice
of the parameters «, 6 and ¢.

Our interest lies in isolation of instances D where J§(D) <
J}(D). To approach such an isolation, we first resolve the dis-
crete element of the optimization problem in (10) in subsection
below, and obtain an optimal action assignment. This delivers
a parametric form of an optimal quantum strategy, and a
minimization over the continuous space of «, 6, ¢ remains. We
subsequently address this and obtain expressions for optimal
f in terms of parameters of the instance D, and show, in
particular, the optimality o = /2, which corresponds to a
maximally entangled state of two qubits. In the subsection
that follows, we isolate instances in the considered class of
problems that admit a quantum advantage.

A. Parametric form of the Optimal Quantum Strategy

Recall from Proposition 4.1 that given a prior P, the
quantum advantage for instances in CAC with values of yx is
subsumed within the interval (,Y). We now specialise to the
following subclass of CAC where the agents’ observations are
asymmetric but equally informative and specify a tight interval
of values for x, for which the corresponding instances in the
class admit the quantum advantage.

Definition 5.1: We define sym-CAC as the set of all in-
stances D : (M,N,P,Ua,Up,x) € CAC for which where
the prior P is specified through (16) for some s,k,t >
0,284+ 2k +4t =1;s > k:

P(57§7§) =S, P(£7§7 ~ 6) =k

P&~ & &) =P(~E,68) =1, (16)



for each £ € {0, 1}. This prior on states of nature corresponds
to scenarios where both agents’ observation is symmetrically
correlated with the state &y that appears in the cost function.
Henceforth, we specify an instance D in sym-CAC as the tuple
(M, N, (s,k,t),Us,Up, x). An important subset of instances
in sym-CAC is the set of priors that obey s = A2, k = (1—\)?
and ¢ = A1 — \) for a A € (1/2,1). This set represents
independent, i.i.d measurements for each agent i € {A, B}
recorded according to the probability law P(§; = &w|w) =
A. Behaviour of the quantum advantage in this subset of
instances has been numerically investigated in [1]. It is easy
to obtain by direct substitution, for any instance in sym-CAC
(or even CAC for that matter),

J(Q; D) = —xP(w = 1)+ a7
D (XP(6a,€8,1) = P(€4,6,0))Q(ua = upléa, Ep)
£a.éB

= —XPEw =1) = Y k(€a,€8)Q(ua = upléa, €p)

£a.8B

where we have defined x(€4,&5) = xP(€a,¢B,1) —
P(£4,£5,0). We identify the optimal classical strategies and
corresponding costs for instances in sym-CAC in the following
proposition, which we prove in Appendix D.

Proposition 5.1: We have for
(M, N, (s,k,t),Us,Up, x) € sym-CAC ,

D =

—X(s+k+2t) X € [sH/k+t,00)
nf J(m, D)= =(1+x)(s +1) X € (M54t 5+/i+1)
—(s+k+2t) x€(0,k+t/s4i]

(18)
where II is the set of all deterministic strategies.

Recall that we specify a strategy ) € @2 as a tuple as in
(9). Thus, optimisation of J(Q; D) over the whole strategic
space under consideration requires (in general), search over
all values of «, 6, ¢ for each of the 256 action assignments in
% . We now find an optimal action assignment for instances
in sym-CAC.

Proposition 5.2: Let Qo(a, 0, d) := (, 6, ¢, {vE (¢ )}) de-
note a quantum policy with the action assignment v (¢;) =

v; (&) = wu} for all i = A,B. Then the assign-
ment {vF (&)} is optimal, ie. for any instance D in
CAC and hence sym-CAC, inf, g4 J(Qo(a,0,¢);D) =

ocq J(Q: D).

Proof: The proof has been relegated to Appendix E.

Theorem 5.3: For instances D € sym-CAC, let
(Oé*, ¢*7 9*) = arg inf(a,d)G[O;n’]GE[O,Qw]) J(an D) Then
a* = /2 and 65 (&;) are given by 0,0 =0, 0,1 = 7,

0 1>0 0 sy— k>0
b0 = X ;01 = X (19)
™ x—1<0 T sy —k<O0.

Proof: Consider J(QS; D) from (17) and notice from
Table I that for all £4,&p: Q(UA = uB\gA,gg) =

c0s? a(e4)/2CO8? Poep)/2 + sin? bae4)/25in? du(ep) /2

+1/25in acos(Oae 1) + Op(e)) SN Pa e ) SIN Pp(e )

The «, 6 dependence of the cost is subsumed within the term

DI
§A7§B

Since sin ¢;(¢,) > 0 for each 4, it is now easy to notice how
a=m7/2 and cos(@a(“) + Opep)) = —sign(xP(4,6p, 1) —

P(€4,£5,0)) are the minimising conditions. For D €sym-
CAC, using (16), these conditions simplify to a solution
0.0 = 0, 0,1 = 7 and 6y, 01 obeying (19) as asserted by
our theorem. This completes the proof. [ ]

(£a,€B) sinacos(Oge ) F0b(e ) SIN P 1) SIN Pp(e )

B. Thresholds for sym-CAC

In this section, we isolate the range of values of y that admit
a quantum advantage for sym-CAC. Specialise to ¢,0 = 0
as allowed by the discussion around (11). For x € [1,s/k),
notice from (19) that the minimizing parameters are 09 =
0pp = 0, 8,y = 7 and @« = 7/2 so that the cost of
Q= QW/Q (7/2,{0,0}, {v(&)}) assumes the form (recall
the optimal action assignments v;- from Proposition 5.2),

j(X’ d)ala ¢b07 ¢b1) =

= X(s 4k +2t) + (xt=t/2)(2 + cos ¢p1 + cos(Pa, + Pb,))+
(xs=k/2)(1 + cos(@a1 + ¢p1)) + (XF—5/2)(1 4 cos dpg) (20)

Similarly for x € (k/s,1), we have the minimizers 0,9 =
0,041 = 7,0, = m and ; = 0. Corresponding cost J(Q; D)
is then of the form J(x, a1, Pvo, Pp1) :=

—X(s+k +2t) + (xt=/2)(2 + cos ¢p1 + co8(Pa, — b))+
(xs=k/2)(1 + cos(@a1 + Pp1)) + Xk—s/2(1 + cos dpo) 21)

Thus using Theorem 5.3, 3.4 and 5.2, we conclude Jé(D) =

HllIl(qulbf j(X? ¢a1; ¢b07 ¢b1)a lgfl(Xa d)ala ¢b07 ¢b1))- (22)

This reduces an instance in sym-CAC to an optimization
problem in three parameters — ¢q,1, Ppo and ¢p1. Denote the
set of values of x for which an instance D in sym-CAC admits
quantum advantage by
X = € RY| inf J(Q;D) < inf J(m;D)}. 23
{x | fnf J(Q; D) < inf J(m D)} (23)
By substituting (16) in Proposition 4.1, we have ¥ = s/,
X = k/s whereby X' C (¥/s,5/k). In the following Theorem,
we exactly characterize X
Theorem 5.4: Aninstance D = (M, N, (s, k,t),Ua,Up) €
sym-CAC admits a quantum advantage if and only if y € X.
Moreover X = (x¢h, x")\ {1} and Yy, and x!" are given by
2+ k2 + (k+s)t

24 k2 4 (k+s)t)> 1
2ks + (k + s)t + ( 2ks + (k + s)t )
Proof: See Appendix F.
An important finding of Theorem 5.4 is that the presence of
the no-signalling advantage does not guarantee the presence of
a quantum advantage since x** > ¥ and x;, < x. We further
note that the Theorem 5.4 analytically explains our numerical
investigation in [1]. In particular, we plot Figure 2 in [1] by
varying x across instances D = (M, N, (s, k,t),Ua,Up, x) €
sym-CAC with s = A2k = (1 —MN)? and t = A1 — \)




where A =
contained within an interval x € (xi,x™") =
and dissapears at y = 1.

0.8. We see that the quantum advantage is
(0.16,6.34)

VI. CONCLUSION

We have identified, in Section IV, the necessary extent of
the coordination dilemma for a quantum advantage to manifest
in the corresponding problem instance. Further, in Section V,
for a symmetric prior on the agents’ observations, a necessary
and sufficient characterisation of this extent was provided. Our
results capture the coupled role of the agents’ information
and the cost function of the problem in determining the
manifestation of a quantum advantage in decentralised control.

Our analysis through this two-part series, although restricted
to a binary superstructure, offers some crucial intuition towards
the nature of decision and control problems that benefit from
quantum architecture. The no-signalling relaxation provides
a generalizable approach to extract some structural charac-
teristics of such a nature through linear programming. The
non-trivial role of information in determining the quantum
advantage is also intriguing. We hope to further understand
the same in more general setting through our work that will
follow.
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APPENDIX
A. Proof of Theorem 3.1

Our proof borrows assistance from the following two results.
The former is a lemma in linear algebra due to Jordan, which
has been proved in [8] (see lemma on page 2). The latter is
an embedding result for quantum strategies.

Lemma 1.1: (Jordan’s lemma) Let P{, PY, Py and P} be
projection operators on an n dimensional Hilbert space # such
that P{ + PP = P + P! =1. Then Py, P, P} and P} are
simultaneously block diagonalisable with each block of size
at most two. i.e., there exists an ng < n and an orthonormal
basis {|wj> |w_j> 01 U{lw;j)})—a,,4+1 such that for each

Se{r), P, P, Plf} there exist coefficients {s,,} such that
no n
S = Z Z Sqr |wq> <wr| + Z Sjj |’lUj> <U}J| .
J=lgq,re{-j,j} j=2no+1

Proposition 1.2 (An embedding for quantum strategies):
Let Q = (Ha Hp. pan. {Pi) (€4)} {Pi3 (€5)}) be such
that dim(H4) < m and dim(#p) < n. Then there exists a
Q 5 Q = (Hy Ml (i (€)} AP (€8)}) such
that dim(H ) = m7d1m(7-[3) =nand Q =Q'.

Proof: Let dim(’HA) = mo < m and consider an
orthonormal basis {|w;)}7, spanning H’y, with {|w;)};"%
spanning H4. Similarly let dim(Hg) = no < n and
consider an orthonormal basis {|v;)}7_; spanning H'; with
{lw;)}72, spanning Hp. Let plyp € H)y ® Hp be such
that (w;, v;|p)yglwk, ve) = (wi,vj|paplwg,ve) for i,k <
mo, J, ¢ < no and (w;, v;|p)y glwk, ve) = O 0therw1se Since
H; C H} for i = A,B, pr0Jectors Pul (&) 1n ’H are
also valid projectors in H} so let P &) = Pul (&) 1
is now easy to see that Tr(P, (A)'(EA) ® P&B)’(gB)pAB) =
Te(PYY (€4) ® PL2)(€5)pas) so that Q' = Q. m
Now, we begin the proof of Theorem 3.1.

1) We will show that any strategy () € Q can be written as
a convex combination »-, . a;Q*, where Q% € Q, and
ajr 2> 0, Zj,k ajr = 1.

Let Q = (Ha, Hp, pan, {PS2 (€)1 {PL2) (€p)}) where
Ha and Hp are n and m dimensional Hilbert spaces re-
spectively, qui (&) are projection operators in H; for each
& €40,1},7i € {A, B} and they satisty Plié)(O)wLPﬁ) 0)=1
and P(i)( 1) + P(i)( 1) = I Define Hap = Ha ® Hp.

We employ Lemma 1.1 with Pg = P(A) (€). There exists
a basis {|w;), |w_;)} 2, U {|Jw;)}} s, 41 and coefficients

pij(ua,&a) such that w1th the specification p;_;(ua,€a) =
p—jj(ua,a) = p—j—j(ua,€a) = 0 for j > ng. Define
lw_j) =0 for j > 2ng and PP (£4) =
pjj(ua,€a) ;) (wil + pj—j(ua, £a) lwy) (w—j| (24)
+p—jj(ua,€a) lw_;) (wj| +p—j—j(ua,€a) [w—;) (w_j].
Now for Ny :={1,...,no} U{2no + 1, ...,
Pl (6a) =) PAO(Ea).

JENo

n}, we express

(25)

Correspondingly for m dimensional Hp, one has a simi-
lar block-diagonalizing orthonormal basis {|v) , [v_g)} ;2% U
{lvk) }iiom,+1 so that there exist coefficients g¢;;(up,&p)
such that from Lemma 1.1, with gr_x(up,€p) =
q,kk(uB,fg) = q,k,k(uB,fB) = 0 for £ > mg. Now let
|v_g) =0 for k > 2mg and

Pfék)(fB) = qrr(uB, &B) |vi) (VK| + @e—r(uB, &B) |vk) (V_k|
+ @k (up,EB) [v—k) (Vk| + q—k—k(uB,EB) [v_k) (V_k|.

(26)
Defining My := {1,...,mo} U{2mo +1,...,m} allows us the
expression
Z PB®M(¢ (27)
k€M,
pAB can be expressed as
pap =2, > Tap 28)

JENo ke My



where r]AkB denotes an operator of the form

"hp = o>

i,p==xj l,q=+xk

Zalapa |U)1,Ul> (U)p,Uq|-

Since pap = 0 we have Tr(r/f;) > 0 for all j €
No,k € MQ as we have <wij,vik|pAB|wij,vik) =
(W, Vgl wej, vig) > 0. Let HY) = span{|w;) lw_j)}
and H% = span{|v;),|v_k)}. Define an operator p’5 on
H, x ’H’g given by

ik . _ Tr(TAB) 17'1ka TAB #0
PaB = {0 TfAkB -0 (29)
We claim that p ’%B is a density operator when ) AB # 0.
Notice that Tr(p’yz) = 1 by definition and r*(p,q,%,l) =

r(i,l,p,q) for all i,1,p,q since pap in (28) is Hermitian
) that phy = php. Finally, pap = 0 since rffB =0
and Tr(ryz) > 0. Further, as defined by (24) and (26),
consider projectors r A(j )(5 4) and PfB(k)(f B) in spaces Hf;‘
and ’H’é respectively Recall (25) and (27) and specify strate-
gies Q7F = (M, Hly, pltg, Pl (€4), Pit? (€5)) for j €
No,k € My. Now 1 < dim(#),) = dim(H%) < 2 by
construction so from Proposition, we have Qj ke Q,, and
notice from (25), (27), (28) and (29) that Q(ua,up|éa, &) =
Tr(P (€4) ® Py (€)pan) =

_ ZTI, PA j) ®PB(]<: (é.B) ik )
= ZTr ) Te(PRAD) (£4) ® PE® (e5)p7t7)
= ZTr

Now Tr(rAB) > 0 and ijTr(rAB) = Tr(pap) = 1
whereby () is a convex combination of strategies Q% € Qs.
This completes the proof of the first part of the theorem.

2) First, note that the inequality infgeco, J(Q;D) >
infoeo J(Q; D) holds since Qs C Q. Suppose that
the inequality is strict so that infgeo, J(Q;D) =
infgeo J(Q; D) + § where § > 0. But 3Q € Q such
that J(Q; D) < infgeo J(Q; D) + §/2 by definition of an
infimum. Expected cost is a linear function of () so that
from part 1) we have @, Ja;; > 0,> aj; = 1,Q% € Oy
such that J(Q: D) = 3, s Y 3y (1, Q7 (uf€). Tt
follows that min; J(Q’*; D) < infgeo J(Q; D) +6/2 <
infgeg, J(Q; D) which is a contradiction. We hereby con-
clude our proof of the Theorem 3.1.

Q7 (ua,upléa, ) (30)

B. Proof of Proposition 3.2

1) Let us attend our first claim: 1)
Qy; = conv( QQ)) Consider an arbitrary @ =
(Ha, Hp,pap, AP (€4)1 P (€8)}) € Qs Then
there exist finitely many states (which we index by ¢ in some
finite range) |¢;) € Ha ® H p and corresponding probabilities

pi > 0,5 p; = 1 such that pap = >, pi [¥) (¥i] . Now
define
Qi = (Ha, ", [¥:) (Wil ,{P; A)(gA)}V {RE?(fB)}) €9,

From the linearity of trace, Q satisifies Q(ua,up|éa,&p) =

Tr (PABP(A (£a) P2 (¢ ) szQz ua,uBl§a, €B)-

Hence, @ € conv(Q,) holds. The claim Q» = conv(Q,)
follows since () was arbitrarily chosen.
Towards 1ii) Q2 = Q,, consider any @) € Qz:

Q = (Ha, My, [Vap) (Wap| {P{P ()} {PE) (€B)})

such that |1ap) € Ha ® Hp. Let {|z]),|z;)} denote
an orthonormal basis of H; for i = A, B. We can then
express \1#,43) € Ha ® Hp as a unit vector in the basis
{\ZA,ZB> |25, 25) 121, 25) , |24, 25) - Let such an expres-
sion be

[YaB) = c1 |24, 2h) +e2 |2k, 25) +ea 24, 25) +ealzy, 2p)

for some coefficients ci,co,c3,¢4 € C. It is well known
that each such [ 4p) admits a Schmidt decomposition [9],
i.e., for each (normalized) tuple (cq, ca, c3,c4) there exists an
a € [0,1] and orthonormal bases (also known as the Schmidt
bases), {|s}),[s1)} and {|t5),|t5)} of Ha and Hp such
that

[YaB) :=a |5X,t§> +v1—a?|sy.tg).

Take o = 2arccos(a). Further, we can find unitary operators
U; € B(H;), i € {A, B} that provide transformations among

(€19

the given basis vectors {|z;),[2;)},i = A,B and the
Schmidt bases as follows: Uy [2}) [th),Ualzy) =
It1),Up|2f) = |sh),Uslz5) = |sy). Notice that then

Ua®Up |®%5) = |¢AB> where we recall our notatlon |D% 5)
from (5) Define K57 (¢€4) = Ul PP (€4)Us, KB (gB) =
ULP, (fB)UB, and notice that K. ()t K (fz)
Ki(fi (fz)Kq(“) (&) = K,(”) (&) so that they are valid projection
operators. Define,
Q = (Ha, Hp,|9%5) (@45, {K (€4} {KE (€8)))-
Clearly Q € QF. Further notice that Q(ua,up|éa,&p) =
Tr(KL,) K& (€5) |99 ) (9%5)).  Substitutin
( uA (514) ® uB (§B)| AB>< AB|) g
K,S‘j)(fA) and 55?(53) and using the unitarity of U4, Up,
it follows that Q(uA,uB|§A,§B) =
Tr(P{ (€4) ® P (€p) [¥aB) (Wasl) = Qua, upléa, €p).
The claimed equality Q, = 0, follows since (2 was arbitrary.
2) Recall that infoeo J(Q; D) = infgeg, J(Q; D) holds
from Theorem 3.1. On the other hand, since Q = Qo,
inf,c5, J(Q; D) = infgeg, J(Q; D) follows. It remains to
show that infgeg, J(Q; D) = infgeg, J(Q; D) so suppose
otherwise, i.e., infoeg J(Q; D)—infgeo, J(Q; D) =6 > 0.
Recall that Q3 = conv(Q,). By definition of an infimum, we
have a Q € Q5 such that J(Q; D) < infgeg, J(Q; D)+46/2.
Now for some set of p; > 0,) .p; = 1, we have Q =
> piQi where Q; € Q,. It follows that min; J(Q;; D) <
infgeo, J(Q; D) + §/2 which contradicts the supposition.
Thus infgeg, = infgeo, J(Q; D). This finishes off our proof
of Proposition 3.2.



C. Parametric specification of Q%

We will drop the subscripts #(¢;) in the kets and on
parameters that refer to players and observations for now, for
their presence is apparent. So let

a := (cos O, sin ¢q, sin O, sin ¢g, cos ¢, ); A = {|a™),|a™)}

b := (cos 0 sin ¢y, sin Oy sin ¢y, cos gp); B := {|bT),[b7)}

Q(uf,up) = [{a™, b |2%) >
= |cos/2 (aT,bT|2T, 21 +sine/2 (a0 |27, 27) |?
Now using Bloch representation [9] for qubit states, we have
for i = a,b:
lit) = cos ¢i/2|2T) + ‘% sin ¢i/2
— (it]2") = cosdi/2, (iT|27) = e sin ¢i/2
li7) = —e Pisinei/2|2t) + cosdi/2]27)
— (i7|z") = —ePisindi/2, (i7|27) = cos bi/2
Indeed then,
Qul,u}) = +sin? (0, + 0;) sin? ¢/25in? ¢a/25in” 1 /2
€os @/2 cos $a/2 cos Po/2 + e~ gin a/2gin da/2 sin ¢v/2
| cos /2 cos #a/2 cos ¢/ “0at0) sin o2 8in 6a/2sin 0 /2)?
= cos® /2 cos® 6a/2 cos® #v/2 + sin? e/2sin? éa /2 5in” ¢ /2
+ 1/asin acos (0, + ) sin ¢, sin ¢y,

Other entries in Table I can be similarly computed.

D. Proof of Proposition 5.1

We have, from the simplification in Equation (17)
J(m;D) ==Y P(éa,&p, 0)m(ua = upléa,&p)
- XZP(§A7§B7 Dm(ua # upléa, &)
It is straightforward to compute that

J(7%%: D) = J(=z%°°: D) = —k — s — 2t;

J(@M D) = J(7°'; D) = —x(s + k + 2t);
J(71%% D) = J(7'1% D) = —k — s — 2xt;
J(@1 D) = J(7n'1% D) = —x(k + s) — 2t,

J(m; D) + x)(s + t) for = €
{70100 71000 70110 71010} and J(7; D) = —(1 + x)(k + ¢)
for m € {xl001 71011 70101 701113 proposition 5.1 now
follows trivially.

|

|
—
-

E. Proof of Proposition 5.2

We will require repeated reference to Table II throughout
this proof. We prove this proposition by establishing the
existence of a tuple a’,6° ¢° for each Q € Q such that
Qo = (a,6°,¢°, {v;"(&)}) satisfies J(Qo; D) < J(Q; D).
Let Q = (a,0, ¢, {uF(&)}i) € Q be arbitrary. Pertaining to
this arbitrary choice of ), we attend to the list of cases that
soon follow.

First, we introduce some notation we utilise extensively
through this proof, and sparsely later in this article.

o We denote J(Q'; D) — J(Q; D) =: A(Q’,Q) while the
instance D is fixed by context.

e Recall from (17) that k(€a,€5) = xP(€a,&B,1) —
P(&A,&B,O)-

o Denote d(Q',Q|{4,€B) = Q'(ua = upléa,ép) —
Q(ua = upl|éa,&p). It is then clear from (17) that
A(Q/a Q) = E€A7€B K:(angB)d(Q/7 Q|§A7£B)'

o Let Q = (0,0, {uF(&)}i). Then if the assignment
u obeys conditions of row X of Table II, we denote
Qua =upla, &) by Q* (ua = upléa,&B).

o C; denotes the set of assignments encapsulated by a Case

© below.
Case 1: Cy = {ulu; (&) # wu; (6)Vi € {A,B},& €
{0,1}}. |C4] = 16 (two choices for each of
uh(0),uf(1),up(0),uf(1)), and {vE(&)}; which s

particular to the our parameterised Qo(c,0,¢) obeys
v € (1. The key strategic ingredient that goes in the cost
is Q(ua = upléa,&p) computed for each case in Table II.
For strategies that resort to Case I, the relevant computation
is given by the rows IV and V in the table. Clearly, the
assignment {vF(&;)}; corresponding to Qo obeys conditions
of row IV. We show that o, 6° and ¢° can be tuned so
appropriately for Qg to match any Q. So let a° =

u) = uf (&)

32
otherwise (32)

g _ LY
(T 7+ 0(6) + 2m(&)r

where m(¢;) € {0, —1} is set to ensure ;) € [0,27) and

u) = uf (&)

) (33)
otherwise

o _ Jo&)

M T = (&) + 2n(&)m
where similarly n(§;) € {0,—1} is set so that ¢/ €
[0,27). It is now clear by an inspection of Table II that
V(ua = upléa,&8) = QV(ua = upl€a,€p) so that
J(Qo; D) = J(Q; D). We quickly illustrate one such in-
spection for the reader’s clarity. Suppose that the assignment
corresponding to our arbitrary @ obeys u’(£4) = ul and
uf(ég) = u% for a particular tuple €4,&p which per-
tains to row V. Our transformation (32), (33) then ensures
c0s? Pace 1)/2 = sin® dacex)/2 and B(a’,0°,¢°) = —B(a, b, )
so that QY (ua = upl€a, &) = QY (ua = upléa, &B).
Case 2: Cy = {u] (&) = uj (&) for a unique pair (j,&F) €
{A,B} x {0,1}}. We have |Cs| = 64 and v ¢ Cs. Let
Q = (0, ¢ {wF};) € Q where w € Cy. Use o/ = q,
wi(€) = uf (&) # w; (&) and wi (&) = u; (&) for
1 # j. We specialise to j = A,i = B as the argument for
j = B,i = A will then similarly follow. We have two subcases
within case 2.

Case 2a: w}i(€p) = wi(€%) so that Q'(ua = up|€hy, &) =
Q" (ua = wupl&h,€p) and Q(ua = upléa,ép)

Q" (ua = upléa, €p). Set Doy = @ and Gy = Py(ep)-
Then, A(Q, Q") = Y, ¢, #(6a. €2)d(@, Qléa. é5) =

—sin o

2

sin ¢a(€2) Z K(EZ, fB) sin ¢)b(EB) COS(%(&;)*’%(@))-
§B

Case 2b: wgz(ép) = wh(€y) so that Q'(us =

upl€h,ép) = QV(ua = wupl¢,ép) and Qua =



No. Assignment Case (j = —1) Qu; = ujl&., &)

U | uf (&) =u; (&) = v (§) = u; (&) 0 (ui, ui (€))d(uy, uj (&)

I [ uf (&) =uy (&) = uj (&) # uy (&) C052(04/2) cos”(j(¢,)/2) + sin’(a/2) sin® (¢ ) /2)

W | /(&) = u; (&) = u; (§) # uj (&) cos®(a/2) sin” (¢, /2) + sin’(a/2) cos® (¢ (¢, /2)
- — ¢z i ¢] I d)l J &)

IV | uf (&) #uy (&) = uj (&) # u;(fj) cos® =52 cos? ; (5 + sin® —5t sin? = (E + 2Ba0:c,), 95(e;),%icg:) ices)
— —_ ¢’L ¢74

Vo uf (&) #up (&) = u;(fj) # uj (&) | cos ? =0 s n’ J(é > + sin® =5 cos® % - Qﬁaﬂi@i)ﬂj(sj)a¢z‘<si>v¢j<sp

TABLE 1II: Probability of equal actions over different assignment cases. Here ﬁmga(“),gb(sm,%( ) Poiep)

(1/4) sin o COS(@a(gA) + 91)(53)) sin ¢a(£,4) sin (;517(53)

upléa, &) = QT (ua = wupléa,&p). Similarly set
agy) = o and Gy, = ¢b<sB Then, A(Q,Q') =
Zf/‘ufB K(fAvgB)d(Q/a Q|§A1£B)

sina N .

= 5 sm ¢a(52) Z E({A, fB) sSin ¢b(£13) COS(G;(52)+9{;(§B))

&B

For each of the above two cases, notice that the transformation
6;(52) — Bg(gz)iﬂ takes A(Q', Q) — —A(Q',Q) so 3 9(’1(5*
such that A(Q, Q") < 0. This provides the construction of a ()’
for every () such that J(Q’; D) < J(Q; D). Since @’ pertains
to case 1 of our proof, it follows that 3 a Qu(a?,0°, ¢°)
obeying J(Qo(a”.8°,0°): D) < J(Q': D) < J(@: D).

Case 3: C3 = {3 (£4,&5) € {0,1}? such that u) (&) =
uy (&) and uf (&) # u; (&) for each i € {A, B} where
&=~ £} |Cs] = 64 Consider a Q' = (o,0,¢', {wi})
with w € C; and wi(€)) = ui (&) for each i. Indeed then,
M@, Q) = J(Q: D) - J(@'; D)

= k(€4 €5)d(Q", QIEA, €B) + k(€. €B)A(Q, QIEL. €B)

+ k(€4 E5)A(Q, QIEL, €5)

We have the following two sub-cases.

Case 3a: uli(£4) = uk(€)) so that Q(ua = up|&y, &) =
QM (ua = upl€i,&h), Qua = uplés,&p) = Q" (ua =
uB|£,*47£IB) and Q(UA - uB|£lAa€E) = QII(UA -
upl€ly, €h). Set wi(§h) = wi(€p) = up(§p) and &) =
®i(e;)- Now if qba(g ) = qbb(g;}) = 0, we find upon straightfor-
Ward evaluation that A(Q’, Q) =

— sin? o/a(k (€, €73) cos Puer,) + K (&4, ER) cos Pa(er,))
and that if gy = dpey) =™ AMQ, Q) =
cos? o/2(k (€%, €r) cos Poer,) + k(€y, &) cos ¢a(£:4))

so one of the above two ensure A < 0.

Case 3b: ul (&%) # uh(€y) in which case, Q(ua =
upléh, €p) = QM (ua = up|€i,&h), Qua = up|&h,&p) =
Q" (ua = upl€),€p) and Qua = wupléy,&p) =
QM (ua = upl€y,&p). Again set wi(€h) = wp(€p) =
up(€p) and ¢ ey = dige,). Now if dyes) = 0, dy(ey) =
we find upon straightforward evaluation that A(Q’, Q) =

— cos” o/2(k(Eh, ) cos Pyery + K€, ER) €OS Pa(er,))
=T, ¢b(fg) =0, A(Q/a Q) =
sin® o/2(k(£4, €5) €08 Py, ) + K(Eh, E) €08 Bager))

so one of the above two ensure A < 0.

and that if ¢+

Now note that Q" € Cy in both the sub-cases. Hence, there
exists a Qg (a?, 0%, ¢") can be found, as follows from the proof
of Case 1. This completes the proof for Case 3.

Case 4: {EI aunique j € {A, B} such that u D u; (&)
vV & and u; ({1) # u; (&) V{l, for i # j}, \C4\ = 112 We
argue for j = A, and j = B similarly follows. We have
uh(€a) = u;({A) = u(fA) V€4 then notice from Table I
(Proposition 3.3)

Qua,uj;(€8)I€A,EB)

= (cos® @/2cos® bucep)/2 + sin® @/28in” u(e5)/2) Gy u(er)

Q(ua,ug(€p)|€a,EB)

= (cos® a/2sin® ducep)/2 + sin® @/2 cos® u(ep)/2) Gy yu(er)

. _ + ) ) _
Now consider a Q" = (0,0',¢", {w;"(&)}i) where 0] ) =

Oice) ¥ is Pafen) =0, w € Cr, wi(€a) = u(8a) # wy(Ea),
w(Ep) = up(€p) and Dp(ep) 18 set by the equation

cos” Bpe ) = (cos” /2 cos? ducep /2 + sin® @/2sin? ducep /f2) .

The existence of such a ¢’ is guaranteed since RHS in
above equation is in [0, 1]. It is then immediate by inspection
(again using Table 1) that Q' = Q@ = J(Q;D) =
J(@Q;D) = AQ',Q) < 0. Again, since Q' € C1, the
required Qo(a?,0°, ¢°) can be found to settle case 4. This
completes our proof.

F. Proof of Theorem 5.4

Define, A*(x) = infgeg J(Q; D)
Then from (18) and (22), we have A*(x) <
X > 0, ¢ where we define A(x, ¢) :=

l(X7 (z)al: ¢b07 (bbl) + (S +k+ Qt) X € (07 k+t/s+t]
T06 Bt b0, 601) + (14 X)(s+8) x € (5t 53
J(X Pa1s Pros Pv1) + X (5 + K +2t) X € [sH/k+t,00)

where J (X, @a1, Ppo, Pp1) and J(x, Pa1, Pro, Pp1) are given by
(20) and (21) respectively. The proof idea is as follows.

o We show existence of a ¢ such that A(x, ¢) < 0 which
implies A*(y) < 0 corresponding to the presence of
quantum advantage at y, for all y € X.

o We show A(x,¢) > 0V ¢ € [0, 7], x € X which asserts
the absence of quantum advantage for all y € X¢ (Recall
from Corollary 3.4 and (22) that A*() is attained by a
tuple ¢ € [0, 7).

— infren J(m; D)}
A(x, ¢) for all




1) Consider the interval x € (k+t/s4t,54t/k+1). A*(x) <
A(Xa d)alv ¢b05 d)bl) = J(X7 ¢a17 ¢b0a ¢b1) + (1 =+ X)(S + t) =

(=xk+s/2) (1 — cos o) + tx—1)/2 (cos dp1 + €08 (Pa1 + Pp0))
+ (xs=k/2) (1 + cos (Pa1 + 1))

Notice A(x,,0,0) = V4A(x,7,0,0) = 0 Vx and consider
the Hessian evaluated at this point is

—xkts+t(x—1)/2 t(x—=1)/2 0
t(x—1)/2 tx—1)+(xs—k)/2 (xs—k)/2
0 (xs=k)/2 (xs=k)+t(x—1)/2

The determinant of the Hessian evaluates to 1/3(—1+ x)?(1+
x)(k — s)t? which is negative for all y except y = 1 since
s > k. Thus, the point (x,7,0,0) is not a local minimum
and by Taylor’s theorem, 3(x, ¢*) such that A(y,¢*) < 0
so that Vx € (k+t/ste,s+t/k4e) \ {1} = A*(x) < 0.
To show that A*(1) > 0, notice that A(1, a1, Pro, dp1) =
((5 — k)/2)(2 — cosdmo + cos(dar + Bu1)) > OVp. We
have shown that D admits a quantum advantage for all x €
(k+t/s+t,s+t/k+1)\ {1} = ;.

2) Now for the interval x € [s+t/k+t,00) where A*(x) <
A(X, Pa1, Pros Po1) = J (X Pars Do, Pb1) + X (k + 5+ 2t) :=

(xk=s/2) (1 + cos ¢po) + (xs=k/2) (1 + cos (¢a1 + ¢Pb1))
+ tx=1)/2 (2 4 cos Pp1 + €08 (Ppa1 + Pro)) (34)

Notice that A(x,0,m,7) = V4A(x,0,7,7) = 0Vx. Further
the Hessian evaluated at this point is

xk—s+t(x—1)/2 t(x=1)/2 0
t(x—1)/2 t(x—=1)+(xs—k)/2 (xs—k)/2
0 (xs=k)/2 tix—D+(xs—k)/2

and its determinant given by

(1/8)(x — D)t2(xk — s)(xs — k) + (=1 + x)*(k + s)t).

Since s > k, x > 1, the Hessian has a negative determinant
for all y satisfying

FOX) = (2(xk —s)(xs — k) + (=14 x)*(k+ s)t) < 0. (35)

This translates to y < x*" since x** is the larger root of the
quadratic f(). and we thus have existence of a (x, ¢*) such
that A(x, ¢*) < 0 so that Vx € [s+t/k+t, x™") , A%(x) < 0.
Next, we show that A*(x) > 0 Vx > x*". In Proposition 1.3
below, we have shown that the global minimum of A(x*", ¢)
in the cube ¢ € [0,7]® occurs at one of the vertices.
Substituting each of the vertices in (34) and using the fact
that x* > #% > 1 > &£ reveals that the global minimum
is attained at ¢ = (0,7, 7) i.e. A(x",0,7,7) = 0. We skip
the explicit evaluations due to paucity of space.

This establishes A*(y) = 0 for all x > x*" since for any ¢,
O A(x, ¢) = 5 (k(1+cos ppo) +1(2-+c0s Pp1 +c0S(Pa1 +Pb0))
$(1+cos(Pa1+¢p1))) > 0¥¢. Our arguments have thus shown
that quantum advantage is present for x € [s+t/k+t,x'") =:
X, and absent for y > x*".

3) Finally for the
A(Xa ¢a17 ¢b0a ¢b1) =

(0h=5/2) 1+ 05 o) + (X1=1/2)(2 + 08 s + c08(u, — )
+ (6 H2) (14 cos(gar + dur)) — (x — 15+ +20)

interval (0, k+t/s4¢), A*(x) <

(36)
Again, A(x,0,0,0) = V4A(x,0,0,0) = 0. Further, Hessian
evaluated at this point is
k—s t(x—1)
PR Hx—1) 2 k
tx—1)/a % + es=k)
0 (xs=Fk)/2

t(x—=1) 0
(xs—Fk)

2
tx=1)/2 4 (xs=k)/2

and has the determinant

(Y8)(1 = x)t(2(xk — s)(xs — k) + (=1 + x)*(k + s)t).

Thus, the Hessian has a negative eigenvalue for f(x) < 0.
This translates to x > Xy, since Xy, is the smaller root of
F(x)- Rest follows as before and we have A*(x) < 0 for
X € (xtn,1). For x < xtn, the point (x,0,0,0) turns into
a global minimum, and quantum advantage is lost for x <
Xth. Our arguments that show this mirror those in part 2). We
have shown in Proposition 1.3 below that the global minimum
of A(x:hn,d) occurs on one of the vertices of the cube ¢ €
[0, 7]%. We again find using x;p < FH+t/s+t < 1 < s+t/kts
and substituting each vertex in (36) that the global minimum
occurs at the ¢ = 0,0,0 and A* () = 0.

Now we can conclude A*(y) = 0 for all x < xyp, since
NAX, P) = 5 (k(=14cos po) +H(—2+ o pa1 — COS Ppo +
cos Pp1) + 8(—1 4 cos a1 + ¢p1)) < 0 V. This demonstrates
that the quantum advantage is present for x € (x¢n, k+t/s+t]
and absent for all x < .

Proposition 1.3: 1) Suppose A(x'", ¢) as defined in (34)
attains a global minimum at ¢* € [0, 7)3. Then ¢* is a
vertex of the cube [0, 7]3.

2) Suppose A(xtn,®) as defined in (36) attains a global
minimum at ¢* € [0,7]3. Then ¢* is a vertex of the
cube [0, 7]3.

Proof: 1) It is easy to check f(s/k) > 0 which implies
s/k > x!" so let o = —(x'"k —5)/2, B? = t(x'" —1)/2
and 62 = (xs — k) /2. We then have (for brevity we change
notation to A(¢) := A(x!", ¢)) the system V,A(¢) given by,

Do A = a? sin gpg — B2 sin(da1 + dpo) =0 (37)
gy A = —B%sin(Par + dpo) — 62 sin(Par + dp1) =0 (38)
Oy A = — B2 sin(dp1) — 02 sin(Pa1 + ¢p1) =0 (39)

We now find all solutions on C := [0, 7]3. It is easy to notice

that each vertex of C' is a solution. Further we also notice that

the vertices are the only solution on each of the faces of C'. To

check this, notice how ¢, € {0, 7} forces ¢po, Pp1 € {0, 7}

from (37) and (39) and repeat this argument for other faces.
Now, from (37), notice that

singpg > 0 = sin(¢q1 +dp0) > 0 = Pa1 + dro € [0, 7]

Comparing (38) and (39), we obtain sin ¢; = sin(¢dq1 + dpo)

so that ¢p1 € {da1 + dvo, ™ — (Pa1 + dvo)}. Suppose that
bp1 = T — (¢a1 + dpo) and substitute so in (38) to obtain



sin ¢po/ sin(éa1 + Ppo) < 0 which contradicts (37). Thus
b1 = a1 + dpo, SO substitute in (38) and using b = 5%/a?
and d*> = 62/B% , rewrite (37) and (38) respectively as
sin gpo = b? sin(@a1 + de0), sin(da1 + dro) + d? sin(2¢41 +
®po) = 0. from where it follows that

sin ¢b0 = —b2d2 sin (¢b0 =+ ¢a1)~

‘We now show there is no simultaneous solution to (37), (38)
and (39) in (0, 7)3. Suppose there is one. Expanding sinusoidal
sums in (40) and division by sin ¢yo recovers b?(cos ¢q1 +
cot @po sin ¢@,1) = 1. This allows the following simplification.

(40)

— b?d*(cos 21 + cot dpo Sin 2¢41) = 1
— b?d?(—1 + 208 (a1 (COS Pa1 + Ot Ppo sin da1)) = 1
08 a1 = Y2t — 1/d%) = Ya (e — 5°/5%)

Now recall f(x) from (35) and observe f(x!"*) = 0 that
asserts the following train of calculations, using substitutions
for a2, 3% and 62

(2(xk —8)(xs — k) + (=1 +x)*(k+s)t) =0
tx —1)%(s+k)

2(s — xk)(xs — k)

1/2(b% = 1/d?) = cos g1 =1 = a1 = 0.

This contradicts ¢ € (0,7)3. We have thus shown that the
solution set to V4A(¢) = 0 is precisely the set of vertices of
C. Extreme value theorem thus dictates that a global minimum
of A(¢) is attained on the boundary of C. Now similar
arguments can be repeated on a face of C' to push the location
of the global minimizer to the edges, and subsequently the
vertices. We show one such example and the rest follows
similarly. So look at the face ¢,1 = 0, let A(O, gpo, Pp1) =
§(¢). Then substituting ¢, in (37) and (39) forces the solution
to V40 = 0 on a vertex. Thus, ¢ attains a minimum on one
of the edges of the face ¢,1 = 0. So to look at the edge
¢a1 = 0,051 = 0, substitute this in (37) and notice that
A(X“’,O,qﬁbmo) attains a minimum on a vertex of C. It is
straightforward to repeat this argument for all faces and edges
which will establish the proposition.

2) The proof scheme is exactly the same. We prove the
less trivial part again, i.e. to show that V4A(xsn,¢) = 0
has no solution in the interior of C. Note that f(k/s) < 0
so 1 > 'S“jr'f > xun > k/s and let o = —(xmk — 5)/2,
B2 = —t(xen —1)/2 and 6% = (x5 — k)/2.Then (with the
notation A(¢) := A(xtn, @) the system V,A(¢) given by,

Do A = a” singpo — B sin(ga1 — gpo) =0 (41)
Dpr A = 7 sin(da1 — Ppo) — 67 sin(a1 + dp1) =0 (42)
Dy A = B sin(¢p1) — 6”sin(Ga1 + 1) =0 (43)

As before, all vertices of C' are solutions to the system and
vertices are the complete set of solutions on the bound-
ary. As before, we argue ¢p1 = @41 — ¢po and arrive at
sin ¢gpo = b% sin da1 — ¢po and sin gpg = b2d? sin(2¢41—Ppo ).
Following manipulations similar to before, one can show that
this forces ¢ to vertex. Maintaining rest of the proof scheme
completes the proof of part 2. [ |
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