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Abstract

We show that the class MIP* of languages that can be decided by a classical verifier interacting
with multiple all-powerful quantum provers sharing entanglement is equal to the class RE of recursively
enumerable languages. Our proof builds upon the quantum low-degree test of (Natarajan and Vidick,
FOCS 2018) and the classical low-individual degree test of (Ji, et al., 2020) by integrating recent devel-
opments from (Natarajan and Wright, FOCS 2019) and combining them with the recursive compression
framework of (Fitzsimons et al., STOC 2019).

An immediate byproduct of our result is that there is an efficient reduction from the Halting Problem
to the problem of deciding whether a two-player nonlocal game has entangled value 1 or at most %
Using a known connection, undecidability of the entangled value implies a negative answer to Tsirelson’s
problem: we show, by providing an explicit example, that the closure Cg, of the set of quantum tensor
product correlations is strictly included in the set Cyc of quantum commuting correlations. Following
work of (Fritz, Rev. Math. Phys. 2012) and (Junge et al., J. Math. Phys. 2011) our results provide a
refutation of Connes’ embedding conjecture from the theory of von Neumann algebras.
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1 Introduction

For integer n,k > 2 define the quantum (spatial) correlation set Cqs(n, k) as the subset of R™F that
contains all tuples ( Pabxy) representing families of bipartite distributions that can be locally generated in
non-relativistic quantum mechanics. Formally, (papx,) € Cys(n,k) if and only if there exist separable
Hilbert spaces Ha and Hp, for every x € {1,...,n} (resp. y € {1,...,n}), a collection of projec-
tions {A7 },cq1,. k) on Ha (resp. {Bz}be{l,...,k} on Hp) that sum to identity, and a state (unit vector)
Y € Ha ® Hp such that

Vx,y € {1,2,...,n}, Vabe{l,2,...,k}, pabxyztp*(AZ@BZ)l,b. (1)

Note that due to the normalization conditions on ¢ and on {A}} and {Bj}, for each X, ¥, (Papxy) is a
probability distribution on {1,2,...,k}?. By taking direct sums it is easy to see that the set Cgs(1, k) is
convex. Let Cyq(n, k) denote its closure (it is known that Cys(n1, k) # Cya(n, k), see [Slo19a]).

Our main result is that the family of sets {Cyq(7, k) },, ke is extraordinarily complex, in the following
computational sense. For any 0 < ¢ < 1 define the e-weak membership problem for Cg, as the problem of
deciding, given 1,k € IN and a point p = (Papxy) € R™¥ whether p lies in Cya(n, k) or is e-far from
it in ¢1 distance, promised that one is the case. Then we show that for any given 0 < & < 1 the e-weak
membership problem for Cy, cannot be solved by a Turing machine that halts with the correct answer on
every input.

We show this by directly reducing the Halting problem to the weak membership problem for Cg,: we
show that for all 0 < & < 1 and any Turing machine M one can efficiently compute integers 1,k € IN and
a linear functional £ on R™¥ such that, whenever M halts it holds that

sup  [Lm(p)| =1, )
pEan(n,k)
whereas if M does not halt then
sup  [lu(p)| < 1-—ce. 3)
pEan(n,k)

By standard results in convex optimization, this implies the aforementioned claim on the undecidability of
the e-weak membership problem for Cy, (for any 0 < e < 1).

Our result has interesting consequences for long-standing conjectures in quantum information theory and
the theory of von Neumann algebras. Through a connection that follows from the work of Navascues, Piro-
nio, and Acin [NPAOS] the undecidability result implies a negative answer to Tsirelson’s problem [Tsi06].
Let Cyc(n, k) denote the set of quantum commuting correlations, which is the set of tuples (p,py,) arising

from operators { A} } and {B} } acting on a single Hilbert space H and a state ¢ € 7 such that
Vx,ye{l,...,n},Va,be{l,...,k},  paxy =9 (AiB))p and [A}, B)]=0. (4

Then Tsirelson’s problem asks if, for all n,k, the sets Cyq(n,k) and Cyc(n, k) are equal. Using results

from [NPAO8] we give integer #, k and an explicit linear function £ on R™¥ such that

1

sup |[l(p)| =1, but sup |4(p)| < 5
peCye(n,k) pECha(nk)

which implies that Cgq(11,k) # Cye(n, k). By an implication of Fritz [Fril12] and Junge et al. [INPT11]
we further obtain that Connes’ Embedding Conjecture [Con76] is false; in other words, there exist type II;



von Neumann factors that do not embed in an ultrapower of the hyperfinite II; factor. We explain these
connections in more detail in Section 1.3 below.

Our approach to constructing such linear functionals on correlation sets goes through the theory of inter-
active proofs from complexity theory. To explain this connection we first review the concept of interactive
proofs. The reader familiar with interactive proofs may skip the next section to arrive directly at a formal
statement of our main complexity-theoretic result in Section 1.2.

1.1 Interactive proof systems

An interactive proof system is an abstraction that generalizes the familiar notion of proof. Intuitively, given
a formal statement z (for example, “this graph admits a proper 3-coloring”), a proof 7t for z is information
that enables one to check the validity of z more efficiently than without access to the proof (in this example,
7t could be an explicit assignment of colors to each vertex of the graph).

Complexity theory formalizes the notion of proof in a way that emphasizes the role played by the veri-
fication procedure. To explain this, first recall that in complexity theory a language L is a subset of {0, 1}*,
the set of all bit strings of any length, that intuitively represents all problem instances to which the answer
should be “yes”. For example, the language L = 3-COLORING contains all strings z such that z is the
description (according to some pre-specified encoding scheme) of a 3-colorable graph G. We say that a
language L admits efficiently verifiable proofs if there exists an algorithm V (formally, a polynomial-time
Turing machine) that satisfies the following two properties: (i) for any z € L there is a string 7t such that
V(z, ) returns 1 (we say that V “accepts™), and (ii) for any z ¢ L there is no string 7t such that V(z, 7)
accepts. Property (i) is generally referred to as the completeness property, and (ii) is the soundness. The
set of all languages L with both these completeness and soundness properties is denoted by the complexity
class NP.

Research in complexity and cryptography in the 1980s and 1990s led to a significant generalization
of the notion of “efficiently verifiable proof”. The first modification is to allow randomized verification
procedures by relaxing (i) and (ii) to high probability statements: every z € L should have a proof 7t that is
accepted with probability at least ¢ (the completeness parameter), and for no z ¢ L should there be a proof
7t that is accepted with probability larger than s (the soundness parameter). A common setting is to take
c= % and s = %; standard amplification techniques reveal that the exact values do not significantly affect
the class of languages that admit such proofs, provided that they are chosen within reasonable bounds.

The second modification is to allow inferactive verification. Informally, this means that instead of re-
ceiving a proof string 7T in its entirety and making a decision based on it, the verification algorithm (called
the “verifier”) instead communicates with another algorithm called a “prover”, and based on the communi-
cation decides whether z € L. There are no restrictions on the computational power of the prover, whereas
the verifier is required to run in polynomial time.'

To understand how randomization and interaction can help for proof checking, consider the following
example of an interactive proof for the language GRAPH NON-ISOMORPHISM, which contains all pairs of
graphs (Go, G1) such that Gg and G are not isomorphic.” It is not known if GRAPH NON-ISOMORPHISM €
NP, because it is not clear how to give an efficiently verifiable proof string that two graphs Gg and Gq are

IThe reader may find the following mental model useful: in an interactive proof, an all-powerful prover is trying to convince
a skeptical, but computationally limited, verifier that a string z (known to both) lies in the set L, even when it may be that in fact
z ¢ L. By interactively interrogating the prover, the verifier can reject false claims, i.e. determine with high statistical confidence
whether z € L or not. Importantly, the verifier is allowed to probabilistically and adaptively choose its messages to the prover.

ZHere and in the rest of the section, we implicitly assume that graphs and tuples of graphs have a canonical encoding as binary
strings.



not isomorphic. (A proof of isomorphism is, of course, trivial: given a bijection from the vertices of Gy to
those of G it is straightforward to verify that the bijection induces an isomorphism.) However, consider
the following randomized, interactive verification procedure. Suppose the input to the verifier and prover
is a pair of n-vertex graphs (Go, G1) (if the graphs do not have the same number of vertices, they are
trivially non-isomorphic and the verification procedure can automatically accept). The verifier first selects
a uniformly random b € {0,1} and a uniformly random permutation ¢ of {1,...,n} and sends the graph
H = 0(Gy) to the prover. The prover is then supposed to respond with a bit b’ € {0,1}; if b’ = b the
verifier accepts and if b’ # b it rejects.

Clearly, if Gg and G, are not isomorphic then there exists a prover strategy to compute b from H with
probability 1: using its unlimited computational power, the prover can determine whether H is isomorphic
to Gg or to Gq. However, if Gg and Gy are isomorphic then the distribution of H is uniform over the
isomorphism class of Gg, which is the same as the isomorphism class of G1, and the prover (despite having
unlimited computational power) cannot distinguish between whether the verifier generated H using Go or
G1. Thus the probability that any prover can correctly guess b’ = b is exactly % As a result, we have
shown that the graph non-isomorphism problem has an interactive proof system with completeness ¢ = 1
and soundness s = % Note how little “information” is communicated by the prover: a single bit! The
extreme succinctness of the “proof” comes from the fact that whether Gq is isomorphic to G; determines
whether a prover can reliably compute, given the data available to it (which is Gy,G1, and H), the correct
bit b.

We denote by IP the class of languages that admit randomized interactive proof systems such as the one
just described. The class IP is easily seen to contain NP, but it is thought to be a much larger class: one
of the famous results of complexity theory is that IP is exactly the same as PSPACE [LFKN90, Sha90], the
class of languages decidable by Turing machines using polynomial space.? Thus a polynomial-time verifier,
when augmented with the ability to interrogate an all-powerful prover and use randomization, can solve
computational problems that are (believed to be) vastly more difficult than those that can be checked using
static, deterministic proofs (i.e. NP problems).

Multiprover interactive proofs. We now discuss a generalization of interactive proofs called multiprover
interactive proofs. Here, a polynomial-time verifier can interact with two (or more) provers to decide
whether a given instance z is in a language L or not. In this setting, after the verifier and all the provers
receive the common input z, the provers are not allowed to communicate with each other, and the verifier
“cross-interrogates” the provers in order to decide if z € L. The provers may coordinate a joint strategy
ahead of time, but once the protocol begins the provers can only interact with the verifier. As we will see,
the extra condition that the provers cannot communicate with each other is a powerful constraint that can be
leveraged by the verifier.

Consider the computational problem of deciding membership in a promise language called GAP-MAXCUT.
A promise language L is specified by two disjoint subsets Lyes, Lyo € {0,1}*, and the task is to decide
whether a given instance z is in Lyes or Ly, promised that z € Lyes U Ly,. In a proof system for a promise
language, the completeness case consists of accepting with probability at least ¢ if z € Ly,s, and the sound-
ness case consists of accepting with probability at most s if z € L,,. If z ¢ Lyes U Ly, then there are no
constraints on the behavior of the verifier.

The promise language GAP-MAXCUT is defined as follows: GAP-MAXCUT s (resp. GAP-MAXCUTy,)

3The reason PSPACE is considered a “difficult” class of problems is because many computational problems believed to require
super-polynomial or exponential time (such as 3-COLORING or deciding whether a quantified Boolean formula is true) can be
solved using a polynomial amount of space.



is the set of all graphs G with a cur (i.e. a bipartition of the vertices) such that at least 90% of edges cross
the cut (resp. at most 60% of edges cross the cut). For simplicity, we also assume that all graphs in
GAP-MAXCUTy,s U GAP-MAXCUTy, are regular, i.e. the degree is a constant across all vertices in the
graph.

The GAP-MAXCUT problem clearly lies in NP, since given a candidate cut it is easy to count the number
of edges that cross it and verify that it is at least 90% of the total number of edges. Observe that the length
of the proof and the time required to verify it are linear in the size of the graph (the number of vertices and
edges). Finding the proof is of course much harder, but we are only concerned with the complexity of the
verification procedure.

Now consider the following simple two-prover interactive proof system for GAP-MAXCUT. Given a
graph G, the verification procedure first samples a uniformly random edge e = {u, v} in G. It then sends a
uniformly random x € {u, v} to the first prover, and a uniformly random y € {u, v} to the second prover.
Each prover sees its respective question only and is expected to respond with a single bit, 4,b € {0,1}
respectively. The verification procedure accepts if and only if a = bif x = y,anda # bif x # y.

We claim that the verification procedure described in the preceding paragraph is a multiprover interactive
proof system for the language GAP-MAXCUT, with completeness ¢ = 0.95 and soundness s = 0.9, in the
following sense. First, whenever G € GAP-MAXCUT s then there is a successful strategy for the provers:
specifically, the provers can fix an optimal bipartition and consistently answer “0” when asked about a vertex
from one side of the partition, and “1” when asked about a vertex from the other side; assuming there exists
a cut that is crossed by at least 90% of the edges, this strategy succeeds with probability at least % + %0.9,
where the first factor % arises from the case when both provers are sent the same vertex, in which case they
always succeed.

Conversely, suppose given a strategy for the provers that is accepted with probability p = % + %(1 —9)
when the verification procedure is executed on a (regular) n-vertex graph G. We then claim that G has a
cut crossed by at least a 1 — 24 fraction of all edges. To show this, we leverage the non-communication
assumption on the provers. Since either prover’s question is always a single vertex, their strategy can be rep-
resented by a function from the vertices of G to answers in {0, 1}. Any such function specifies a bipartition
of G. While the provers’ bipartitions need not be identical, the fact that they succeed with high probability,
for the case when they are sent the same vertex, implies that they must be consistent with high probability.
Finally, the fact that they also succeed with high probability when sent opposite endpoints of a randomly
chosen edge implies that either prover’s bipartition must be cut by a large number of edges. Taking the
contrapositive establishes the soundness property.

We denote by MIP the class of languages that have multiprover interactive proof systems such as the
one described in the preceding paragraph. Note that, in comparison to the NP verification procedure for
GAP-MAXCUT considered earlier, the interactive, two-prover verification is much more efficient in terms
of the effort required for the verifier. Assuming the graph is provided in a convenient format,”’ it is possible
to sample a random edge and verify the provers’ answers in time and space that scales logarithmically with
the size of the graph. This exponential improvement in the efficiency of the verification procedure serves
as the starting point for another celebrated result from complexity theory: MIP is exactly the same as the
class NEXP [BFL91], which are problems that admit exponential-time checkable proofs.® The class NEXP

4The specific numbers 90% and 60% are not too important; the only thing that really matters is that the first one is strictly less
than 100% and the second strictly larger than 50%, as otherwise the problem becomes much easier.

SFor example, the graph can be specified via a circuit that takes as input an edge index — using some arbitrary ordering — and
returns labels for the two endpoints of the edge.

%An example of such a problem is the language SUCCINCT-3-COLORING, which contains descriptions of polynomial-size
circuits C that specify a 3-colorable graph G¢ on exponentially many vertices.



contains PSPACE, but is believed to be much larger; this suggests that the ability to interrogate more than
one prover enables a polynomial-time verifier to verify much more complex statements.

Nonlocal games. In this paper we will only be concerned with multiprover interactive proof systems
that consist of a single round of communication with two provers: the verifier first sends its questions to
each of the provers, the provers respond with their answers, and the verifier decides whether to accept or
reject. The class of problems that admit such interactive proofs is denoted MIP(2,1), and it is known that
MIP = MIP(2,1) [FL92]. Such proof systems have a convenient reformulation using the language of
nonlocal games, that we now explain.

In a nonlocal game, we say that a verifier interacts with multiple non-communicating players (instead
of provers — there is no formal difference between the two terms). An n-question, k-answer nonlocal
game & is specified by two procedures: a guestion sampling procedure that samples a pair of questions
(x,y) € {1,...,n}? for the players according to a distribution ¢ (known to the verifier and the players), and
a decision procedure that takes as input the players’ questions and their respective answers a,b € {1,...,k}
and evaluates a predicate D(x,y,a,b) € {0,1} to determine the verifier’s acceptance or rejection. In
classical complexity theory, the main quantity associated with a nonlocal game & is its classical value,
which is the maximum success probability that two cooperating but non-communicating players have in the
game. Formally, the classical value is defined as

val(®) = sup ) u(x,y) Y D(x,y,4,b)Papxy , 5)
peCe(nk) x,y ab

where the set C¢(n, k) is the set of classical correlations, which are tuples (p,py,) such that there exists a

set A with probability measure v and for every A € A functions A%, B* : {1,2,...,n} — {1,2,...,k}
such that

Vx,y €{1,2,...,n}, Va,be€{1,2,...,k}, Paxy = APr (AMx) =a A B'y) =b).

This definition captures the intuitive notion that a classical strategy for the players is specified by (i) a
distribution v on A that represents some probabilistic information shared by the players that is independent
of the verifier’s questions, and (ii) two functions A%, B that represent each players’ “local strategy” for
answering given their shared randomness A and question x or y. ’ Note that due to the shared randomness
A, the set C.(11, k) is a (closed) convex subset of [0,1]"°F.

To make the connection with interactive proof systems, observe that the assertion that L € MIP(2,1)
precisely amounts to the specification of an efficient mapping® from problem instances z to games &, such
that whenever z € L then val(®.) > 2, whereas if z ¢ L then val(®;) < 1. Thus the complexity
of the optimization problem (5) captures the complexity of the decision problem L. The aforementioned
characterization of MIP as the class NEXP by [BFL91] shows that in general this optimization problem is
very difficult: it is as hard as deciding any language in NEXP.

7For the functional analyst we briefly note that if we define a tensor

L= Z u(x,y)D(x,y,a,b)exa ® eyh € R @ R
x,y,a,b

then val(®) = ||L|| (L) k@1 (L) With @ denoting the injective tensor norm of Banach spaces. (For more connections between
interactive proofs, nonlocal games and tensor norms we refer to the survey [PV16].)

8Here by “efficient” we mean that there should be a polynomial-time Turing machine that on input z returns (i) a polynomial-size
randomized circuit that samples from y, and (ii) a polynomial-size circuit that evaluates the predicate D.



1.2 Statement of result

We now introduce the main complexity class that is the focus of this paper: MIP*, the “entangled-prover”
analogue of the class MIP considered earlier. Informally the class MIP*, first introduced in [CHTWO04],
contains all languages that can be decided by a classical polynomial-time verifier interacting with multiple
quantum provers sharing entanglement. We focus on the class MIP*(2, 1), which corresponds to the setting
of one-round protocols with two provers. Equivalently, a language L is in MIP*(2, 1) if and only if there is an
efficient mapping from instances z € {0, 1}* to nonlocal games &, such thatif z € L, then val*(&,) > 2/3
and otherwise val®(&,) < 1/3. Here, for an n-question, k-answer game &, we let val*(®) denote its
entangled value, which is defined as

val'(8) = sup ) u(x,y)) D(xY,a,b)pabny , (6)
pGCq(n,k) Xy ab

where the set Cy(n,k) is the set of all finite-dimensional quantum correlations, i.e. correlations of the
form (1) where H is restricted to be finite-dimensional. Although the sets C,(1, k) and Cys(n, k) in general
are distinct [CS18], it is an easy exercise to verify that they have the same closure Cqﬂ(n, k), and there-
fore the supremum in (6) can equivalently be taken over C,(1, k), Cys(11,k) or Cya(n, k). We use C; for
convenience in the analysis.

Since Cc(n,k) € Cy(n, k) for all n, k, we have that val(®) < val®(®); in other words, quantum spatial
strategies can perform at least as well as classical strategies in a nonlocal game.

The consideration of quantum strategies and the set Cys(#, k) for the definition of MIP* is motivated by
a long line of works in the foundations of quantum mechanics around the topic of Bell inequalities, that are
linear functionals which separate the sets C.(71, k) and Cys(n1, k). The simplest such functional is the CHSH
inequality [CHSH69], that shows C¢(2,2) € Cys(2,2). The CHSH inequality can be reformulated as a
game & such that val*(&) > val(®). This game is very simple: it is defined by setting yi(x,y) = § for
all x,y € {0,1} and D(x,y,a,b) = 1ifand only if 2 & b = x A y. It can be shown that val(&) = 2 and
val* (&) = % + ﬁ > %. The study of Bell inequalities is a large area of research not only in foundations,
where they are a tool to study the nonlocal properties of entanglement, but also in quantum cryptography,
where they form the basis for cryptographic protocols for e.g. quantum key distribution [Eke91].

The introduction of entanglement in the setting of interactive proofs has interesting consequences for
complexity theory; indeed it is not a priori clear how the class MIP* compares to MIP. Take a language
L € MIP(2,1), and let z be an instance. Then the associated game &; is such that val(®,) > % if z € L,
and val(®.) < I otherwise. The fact that in general val*(&.) > val(®.) (and that as demonstrated by
the CHSH game inequality can be strict) cuts both ways. On the one hand, the soundness property can be
affected, so that instances z ¢ L could have val*(®,) = 1, meaning that we would not be able to establish
that L € MIP*. On the other hand, a language L € MIP*(2,1) may not necessarily be in MIP, because for
z € L the fact that val*(®,) > 3 does not automatically imply val(®,) > 1 (in other words, the game &,
may require the players to use a quantum strategy in order to win with probability greater than 1/3). Just
as the complexity of the class MIP is characterized by the complexity of approximating the classical value
of nonlocal games (the optimization problem in (5)), the complexity of MIP* is intimately related to the
complexity of approximating the entangled value of games (the optimization problem in (6)).

In [IV12] the first non-trivial lower bound on MIP* was shown, establishing that MIP = NEXP C MIP*,
(Earlier results [KKM ™11, IKM09] gave more limited hardness results, for approximating the entangled
value up to inverse polynomial precision.) This was proved by arguing that for the specific games con-
structed by [BFL91] that show NEXP C MIP, the classical and entangled values are approximately the
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same. In other words, the classical soundness and completeness properties of the proof system of [BFLI1]
are maintained in the presence of shared entanglement between the provers. Following [IV12] a sequence of
works [Vid16, Ji16, NV18b, Jil7, NV18a, FIVY19] established progressively stronger lower bounds on the
complexity of approximating the entangled value of nonlocal games, culminating in [NW19] which showed
that approximating the entangled value is at least as hard as NEEXP, the collection of languages decidable
in non-deterministic doubly exponential time. This proves that NEEXP C MIP*, and since it is known that
NEXP C NEEXP it follows that MIP = MIP*.

In contrast to these increasingly strong lower bounds the only upper bound known on MIP* is the trivial
inclusion MIP* C RE, the class of recursively enumerable languages, i.e. languages L such that there
exists a Turing machine M such that x € L if and only if M halts and accepts on input x. This inclusion
follows since the supremum in (6) can be approximated from below by performing an exhaustive search in
increasing dimension and with increasing accuracy. We note that, in addition to containing all decidable
languages, this class also contains undecidable problems such as the Halting problem, which is to decide
whether a given Turing machine eventually halts.

Our main result is a proof of the reverse inclusion: RE C MIP*. Combined with the preceding observa-
tion it follows that

MIP* = RE,

which is a full characterization of the power of entangled-prover interactive proofs. In particular for any
0 < & < 1, it is an undecidable problem to determine whether a given nonlocal game has entangled value 1
or at most 1 — & (promised that one is the case).

Proof summary. The proof of the inclusion RE C MIP* is obtained by designing an entangled-prover
interactive proof for the Halting problem, which is complete for the class RE. Specifically, we design an
efficient transformation that maps any Turing machine M to a nonlocal game & 4 such that, if M halts
(when run on an empty input tape) then there is a quantum strategy for the provers that succeeds with
probability 1 in &, (i.e. val* (&) = 1), whereas if M does not halt then no quantum strategy can
succeed with probability larger than % in the game (i.e. val* (& ) < %). Furthermore, the game & x4
has the property that whenever val®(® () = 1 then this fact is witnessed by a synchronous strategy, i.e.
a strategy where the players always give the same answer when simultaneously asked the same question.
Synchronous strategies, or correlations, were first introduced in [PSS*16] and have played an important
role in approaches to CEP based on quantum information and the study of nonlocal games; see e.g. [KPS18]
and references therein. In the paper we use a terminology of projective, consistent and commuting (PCC)
strategies (see Definition 5.11 in Section 5.1), a notion which implies the notion of being synchronous.

A very rough sketch of this construction is as follows (we give a detailed overview in Section 2). Given
an infinite family of games {&, },c, we say that the family is uniformly generated if there is a polynomial-
time Turing machine that on input # returns a description of the game &,,. Given a game ® and p € [0, 1]
let £(®, p) denote the minimum local dimension of an entangled state shared by the players in order for
them to succeed in & with probability at least p.

We proceed in two steps. First, we design a compression procedure for a specific class of nonlocal
games that we call normal form. Given as input a uniformly generated family {&, },cn of normal form
games, the compression procedure returns another uniformly generated family {&/, },cn of normal form
games with the following properties: (i) for all , if val®(®,:) = 1 then val*(®/,) = 1, and (ii) for all n, if
val* (&) < 1 then val*(&/,) < 1 and moreover

&(8, %) > max {g(ﬁzn, %), 220(11)} .
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The construction of this compression procedure is our main contribution. Informally, it combines the
recursive compression technique developed in [Ji17, FIVY19] with the so-called “introspection” technique
of [NW19] that was used to prove NEEXP C MIP*. The introspection technique itself relies heavily on
the quantum low individual degree test of [NV 18a, INVT20] to robustly self-test certain distributions that
arise from constructions of classical probabilistically checkable proofs. The quantum low-degree test and
the introspection technique allow us to avoid the shrinking gap limitation of the results from [FIVY19].

In the second step, we use the compression procedure in an iterated fashion to construct an interactive
proof system for the Halting problem. Fix a Turing machine M and consider the following family of

nonlocal games {(’55&) n}ne]N5 for all n € N, if M halts in at most # steps (When run on an empty input

tape), then val” ((’55&) ,) = 1, and otherwise val® ((’53&) <30
Constructing such a family of games is trivial; furthermore, they can be made in the “normal form”
required by the compression procedure. However, consider applying the compression procedure to obtain a

family of normal form games {(’55\1/1) 1 Jnen. Then for all # € IN, it holds that if M halts in at most 2" steps
then val® ((’55\1/1)/,1) = 1, and otherwise val” ((’5(/\1/()”) < 1, and furthermore any strategy that achieves a value

. . . Q(n
of at least % requires an entangled state of dimension at least 22 "
Intuitively, one would expect that iterating this procedure and “taking the limit” gives a family of games

{(’55\04011 }nen such that if M halts then val® ((’55&0;) = 1forall n € IN, whereas if M does not halt then no
(e0)

finite-dimensional strategy can succeed with probability larger than % nd,, .,

for all n € IN; in particular
Val*(Qig\ilol)n) < % Formally, we do not take such a limit but instead define directly the family of games

{ @5\040)”}”@1\1 as a fixed point of the Turing machine that implements the compression procedure. The game

(o)

1 ‘We describe this in more detail in Section 2.

® o4 can then be taken as &

1.3 Consequences

Our result is motivated by a connection with Tsirelson’s problem from quantum information theory, itself
related to Connes’ Embedding Conjecture in the theory of von Neumann algebras [Con76]. In a celebrated
sequence of papers, Tsirelson [Tsi93] initiated the systematic study of quantum correlation sets. Recall the
definition of the set of quantum spatial correlations

Cys(1,k) = { (Pabxy) | Pavxy = (Y| A} @ Byl), ) € Ha ® He, Vxy, {A}}s, {B}s POVM}, (7)

where here |1./J> ranges over all unit norm vectors |1./J> € Ha ® Hp with H and Hp arbitrary (separable)
Hilbert spaces, and a POVM is defined as a collection of positive semidefinite operators that sum to identity.
(From now on we use the Dirac ket notation |¢) for states.) Recall the closure Cpq(1, k) of Cys(n1, k).

Tsirelson observed that there is a natural alternative definition to the quantum spatial correlation set,
called the quantum commuting correlation set and defined as

Coc(n, k) = {(Pabxy) | Pavry = (YIATBy1Y) } ®)

where |p) € H is a quantum state, {A}} and {B}} are POVM:s for all x,y, and [AY, BY] = 0 for all
a,b, x,y. Note the key difference with spatial correlations is that in (8) all operators act on the same (separa-
ble) Hilbert space. The requirement that operators associated with different inputs (questions) x, y commute

9There is nothing special about the choice of %; this can be set to any constant that is less than 1.
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is arguably a minimal requirement within the context of quantum mechanics for there to not exist any causal
connection between outputs (answers) 4, b obtained in response to the respective input.

The set Cyc(n, k) is closed and convex, and it is easy to see that Cy,(1,k) C Cye(n, k) for all n,k > 1.
When Tsirelson initially introduced these sets he claimed that equality holds. However, it was later pointed
out that this is not obviously true. The question of equality between C,c and Cgg, (for all 1, k) is now known
as Tsirelson’s problem [Tsi06]. Let C4(n, k) denote the same as Cys(n, k) except that both o and Hp
in (7) are restricted to finite-dimensional spaces. Then more generally one can consider the following chain
of inclusions

Cy(n, k) € Cys(n, k) € Cga(n, k) € Cye(n, k), 9)

for all n,k € IN, and ask which (if any) of these inclusions are strict. We let Cg, Cgs, Cgq, Cyc denote the
union of C,(n, k), Cgs(n, k), Cga(n, k), Cye(n, k), respectively, over all integers 1, k € IN. In a breakthrough
work, Slofstra established the first separation between these four correlation sets by proving that Cgs #
ch [Slo19b]; he later proved the stronger statement that Cqs #* Cqﬂ [Slo19a]. As a consequence of the
technique used to demonstrate the separation Slofstra also obtains the complexity-theoretic statement that
the problem of determining whether an element p lies in Cy, even promised that if it does, then it also lies in
Cya, is undecidable. Interestingly, this is shown by reduction from the complement of the halting problem;
for our result we reduce from the halting problem (see Section 1.4 for further discussion of this point).
Since his work, simpler proofs of Slofstra’s results have been found [DPP19, MR18, Col19]. In [CS18],
Coladangelo and Stark showed that C; # Cgs by exhibiting a 5-input, 3-output correlation that can be
attained using infinite-dimensional spatial strategies (i.e. infinite-dimensional Hilbert spaces, a state and
POVMs satisfying (7)) but cannot be attained via finite-dimensional strategies.

As already noted in [FNT14] (and further elaborated on by [FIVY19]), the undecidability of MIP*(2,1)
implies the separation Cy; # ch.m This follows from the observation that if Cy, = Cyc, then there exists
an algorithm that can correctly determine if a nonlocal game & satisfies val*(®) = 1 or val*(®) < 3 and
always halts: this algorithm interleaves a hierarchy of semidefinite programs providing outer approximations
to the set Cyc [NPAO8, DLTWO8] with a simple exhaustive search procedure providing inner approximations
to Cy. Our result that RE C MIP*(2,1) implies that no such algorithm exists, thus resolving Tsirelson’s
problem in the negative.

We furthermore exhibit an explicit nonlocal game & such that val* (&) < val®(®) = 1, where
val®(®) is defined as val*(®) except that the supremum is taken over the set Cyc(11,k) in (8). This in
turn yields an explicit correlation that is in the set Cyc but not in Cy,,. This game closely resembles the game
& ¢ described in the sketch of the proof that RE C MIP*, where M is the Turing machine that runs the
hierarchy of semidefinite programs on the game & 5 and halts if it certifies that val®® (&) < 1. It is in
principle possible to determine an upper bound on the parameters 7, k for our separating correlation from the
proof. While we do not provide such a bound, there is no step in the proof that requires it to be astronomical;
e.g. we believe (without proof) that 10% is a clear upper bound.

Connes’ Embedding Conjecture. Connes’ Embedding Conjecture (CEC) [Con76] is a conjecture in the
theory of von Neumann algebras. Briefly, CEC posits that every type II; von Neumann factor embeds into
an ultrapower of the hyperfinite II; factor. We refer to [Ozal3] for a precise formulation of the conjecture
and connections to other conjectures in operator algebras, such as Kirchberg’s QWEP conjecture. In inde-
pendent work Fritz [Fri12] and Junge et al. [JNP " 11] showed that a positive answer to CEC would imply

10Technically [FNT14] make the observation for the commuting-prover analogue MIP® (2,1), discussed further in Section 1.4,
but the reasoning is the same.
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a positive resolution of Tsirelson’s problem, i.e. that Cgs(n,k) = Cyc(n, k) for all n, k. (This was later
promoted to an equivalence by Ozawa [Ozal3].) Since our result disproves this equality for some 7, k it also
implies that CEC does not hold. In work that appeared subsequently to the first announcement of our results,
Goldbring and Hart [GH16, GH20] show using arguments from continuous logic that the uncomputability
of approximating val®(®) refutes the CEC. Interestingly, their argument uses general elementary consider-
ations from logic and completely bypasses Tsirelson’s problem and its equivalence with Kirchberg’s QWEP
conjecture. We note that using the constructive aspect of our result it may be possible to give an explicit
description of a factor that does not embed into an ultrapower of the hyperfinite II; factor, but we do not
give such a construction.

Entanglement tests. As a step towards showing our result for any integer n > 1 we construct a game
®,,, with question and answer length polynomial in the size of the smallest Turing machine M, that halts
(on the empty tape) in exactly 7 steps (i.e. the Kolmogorov complexity of n), such that val*(&,) = 1 yet
any quantum strategy that succeeds in &, with probability larger than % must use an entangled state whose

Schmidt rank is at least 22(")_ This is by far the most efficient entanglement test that we are aware of.

Prover and round reduction for MIP* protocols. Let MIP*(k,r) denote the collection of languages
decidable by MIP* protocols with k > 2 provers and r rounds. Prior to our work it was known how to
perform round reduction for MIP* protocols, at the cost of adding provers; it was shown by [Jil7, FIVY19]
that MIP*(k,r) C MIP*(k + 15,1) for all k, . However, it was an open question whether the complexity
of the class MIP* increases if we add more provers. Our main complexity-theoretic result implies that
MIP* = MIP*(2,1). This follows from the following chain of inclusions: for all polynomially-bounded
functions k, r,
MIP*(2,1) C MIP*(k,r) C RE C MIP*(2,1) .

The first inclusion follows since the verifier in an MIP* protocol can always ignore extra provers and rounds;
the second inclusion follows from a simple exhaustive-search procedure that enumerates over strategies for
a given MIP*(k, r) protocol; the third result is proven in this paper.'!

However, this method of reducing provers and rounds in a given MIP* protocol is indirect; it involves
first converting a given MIP* protocol into a Turing machine that accepts if and only if the MIP* protocol
has value larger than %, and then constructing an MIP*(2, 1) protocol to decide whether the Turing machine
halts. In particular this transformation does not generally preserve the complexity of the provers and verifier
in the original protocols. We leave it as an open question to find a more direct method for reducing the
number of provers in an MIP* protocol.

1.4 Open questions

We mention several questions left open by our work.

Explicit constructions of counter-examples to Connes’ Embedding Conjecture. We provide an ex-
plicit counter-example to Tsirelson’s problem in the form of a game whose entangled value differs from
its commuting-operator value. Through the aforementioned connection with Connes’ embedding conjec-
ture [Fril2, JINP*11, Ozal3], the counter-example may lead to the construction of interesting objects in

n fact, we note that the second term MIP*(k, r) can be replaced by QMIP* (k, r), which is the analogous class with a quantum
verifier and quantum messages, since the first inclusion is trivial and the second remains true. As a result, we obtain that QMIP* =
MIP*(2,1) as well.
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other areas of mathematics. A first question is whether it can lead to an explicit description of a type II;
factor that does not satisfy the Connes embedding property. Such a construction could be obtained along
the lines of [KPS18], using the fact that our game & such that val* (&) < val®(®) = 1 has the property
of being synchronous, i.e. perfect strategies in the game are required to return the same answer when both
parties are provided the same question.

Going further, one may ask if the example can eventually lead to a construction of a group that is not
sofic, or even not hyperlinear (see e.g. [CLP15] for the connection).

The complexity of variants of MIP*. Our result characterizes the complexity class MIP* as the set of
recursively enumerable languages. One can also consider the complexity class MIP®, which stands for
multiprover interactive proofs in the commuting-operator model. For the sake of the discussion we consider
only two-prover one-round protocols; a language L is in MIP°(2,1) if there exists an efficient reduction
that maps z € {0,1}* to a nonlocal game & such that if z € L then val®(®;) > 2, and otherwise
val®(&,) < %

The semidefinite programming hierarchy of [NPA08, DLTW08] can be used to show that MIP®(2,1)
is contained in the complement of RE, denoted as coRE: to certify that z ¢ L it suffices to run the hierarchy
until it obtains a certificate that val®(8,) < % Since it is known that RE # coRE,'? this implies that
MIP*(2,1) # MIP®(2,1).

It is thus plausible that MIP® = coRE,'* which would provide a very pleasing “dual” complexity
characterization to MIP* = RE. One possible route to proving this would be to adapt our gap-preserving
compression framework to the commuting-operator setting by showing that each of the steps (question
reduction, answer reduction, and parallel repetition) remain sound against commuting-operator strategies.
Using the connection established in [FNT14], this would imply that the operator norm over the maximal C*
algebra C*(F, * F,), where F; is the free group on two elements, is uncomputable.

Another interesting open question concerns the zero gap variants of MIP* and MIP°, which we denote
by MIP; and MIP{°, respectively. These classes capture the complexity of deciding whether a nonlocal game
& has entangled value (or commuting-operator value respectively) exactly equal to 1. In [Slo19a], Slofs-
tra shows that there is an efficient reduction from Turing machines M to nonlocal games &, such that
M does not halt if and only if val* (&) = val®®(& () = 1. This implies that coRE = MIP§’(2,1)
and furthermore coRE C MIP;. However, since RE C MIP*(2,1) C MIP;(2,1), this implies that
MIP;(2,1) is strictly bigger than both RE and coRE. In fact, it was shown by Mousavi, et al. [MNY20]
that the class MIP;(3,1) (the complexity class corresponding to determining whether val*(®) = 1 for
three-player nonlocal games) is equal to IT1J, which is the set of all languages L such that x € L if and
only if Vy, 3z R(x,y,z) = 1 for a computable function R that depends on L.!* Thus it is plausible that
the complexity landscape of nonlocal games looks like the following: MIP* = RE, MIPj = Hg, and
MIP®® = MIP{® = coRE. Such statements about the complexity of MIP* versus MIP°, in both the
gapped and zero-gap cases, may reveal additional insights into the difference between the tensor product
and commuting-operator models of correlations.
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14The class Hg is also characterized as being part of the second level of the arithmetical hierarchy from computability theory,
where RE = Z(l) and coRE = H(l) form the first level.
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2 Proof Overview

In this section we give an overview of the proof of the inclusion RE C MIP*. Since all interactive proof
systems considered in the paper involve a single-round interaction between a classical verifier and two
quantum provers sharing entanglement we generally use the language of nonlocal games to describe such
proof systems, and often refer to the provers as “players”. In a nonlocal game & (or simply “game” for
short), the verifier can be described as the combination of two procedures: a question sampling procedure
that samples a pair of questions (x, y) for the players according to a distribution y (known to the verifier and
the players), and a decision procedure (also known to all parties) that takes as input the players’ questions
and their respective answers a, b and evaluates a predicate D(x, y,a, b) € {0, 1} to determine the verifier’s
acceptance or rejection. Given a description of a nonlocal game &, recall that val™ (&) denotes the entangled
value of the game, which is defined as the supremum (6) of the players’ success probability in the game over
all finite-dimensional tensor product strategies. (We refer to Section 5 for definitions regarding nonlocal
games.)

Our results establish the existence of transformations on families of nonlocal games {®, },cn hav-
ing certain properties. In order to keep track of efficiency (and ultimately, computability) properties it is
important to have a way to specify such families in a uniform manner. Towards this we introduce the fol-
lowing formalism. A uniformly generated family of games is specified through a pair of Turing machines
V = (S, D) that satisfy certain conditions, in which case the pair is called a normal form verifier. The Tur-
ing machine S (called a sampler) takes as input an index n € IN and returns the description of a procedure
that can be used to sample questions (x,y) in the game (this procedure itself obeys a certain format asso-
ciated with “conditionally linear” distributions, defined below). The Turing machine D (called a decider)
takes as input an index 1, questions (x, y), and answers (a, b), and returns a single-bit decision. For the sake
of this proof overview we assume that the sampling and decision procedures run in time polynomial in the
index n; we refer to the running time of these procedures as the complexity of the verifier. Given a normal
form verifier V = (S, D) we associate to it an infinite family of nonlocal games {)/,, } indexed by positive
integers in the natural way.

The main technical result of this paper is a gap-preserving compression transformation on normal form
verifiers. The following theorem presents an informal summary of the properties of this transformation.
Recall that for a game & and probability 0 < p < 1, &(&, p) denotes the minimum local dimension of an
entangled state shared by the players in order for them to succeed in & with probability at least p.

Theorem 2.1 (Gap-preserving compression of normal form verifiers, informal). There exists a polynomial-
time Turing machine Compress that, when given as input the description of a normal form verifier V =
(S, D), outputs the description of another normal form verifier V' = (S',D’) that satisfies the following
properties: for alln € N, letting N = 2",

1. (Completeness) If val* (Vy) = 1 then val*(V},) = 1.

2. (Soundness) If val* (Vy) < % then val*(V)) < %

3. (Entanglement lower bound) &(V},, 1) > max{&(Vx, %),220(n>}.

The formal version of this theorem is stated in Section 12 as Theorem 12.1. The terminology compression is
motivated by the fact, implicit in the informal statement of the theorem, that the time complexity of the ver-
ifier’s sampling and decision procedures in the game V!, which is polynomial in 7, is exponentially smaller
than the time complexity of the verifier in the game My, which is polynomial in N and thus exponential in
n.
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Before giving an overview of the proof of Theorem 2.1 we sketch how the existence of a Turing machine
Compress with the properties stated in the theorem implies the inclusion RE C MIP*. Recall that the
complexity class RE consists of all languages L such that there is a Turing machine M that accepts instances
x in L, and does not accept instances x that are not in L (but is not required to terminate on such instances).
To show RE C MIP* we give an MIP* protocol for the Halting Problem, which is a complete problem for
RE. The Halting Problem is the language that consists of all Turing machine descriptions M such that M
halts when run on an empty input tape. (For the purposes of this overview, we blur the distinction between a
Turing machine and its description as a string of bits.) We give a procedure that given a Turing machine M
as input returns the description of a normal form verifier VM = (S M, DM) with the following properties.
First, if M does eventually halt on an empty input tape, then it holds that for all n € IN, val® (V,ﬁ\/l) =1.
Second, if M does not halt then for all n € N, val* (V') < 1.

We describe the procedure that achieves this. Informally, the procedure returns the specification of a
verifier VM = (SM, DM) such that DM proceeds as follows: on input (n,x,y,a,b) it first executes the
Turing machine M for 1 steps. If M halts, then D™ accepts. Otherwise, D computes the description
of the compressed verifier V' = (S’, D’) that is the output of Compress on input VM then executes the
decision procedure D’(n, x,y,a,b) and accepts if and only if D’ accepts.'”

To show that this procedure achieves the claimed transformation, consider two cases. First, observe that
if M eventually halts in some number of time steps T, then by definition val* (VM) = 1 forall n > T.
Using Theorem 2.1 along with an inductive argument it then follows that val” (V,é\/l) = 1foralln > 1.
Second, if M never halts, then observe that for any # > 1 Theorem 2.1 implies two separate lower bounds
on the amount of entanglement required to win the game V,ﬁ\/l with probability at least %: the dimension

is (a) at least 22Q(n>, and (b) at least the dimension needed to win the game sz}fl with probability at least
%. Applying an inductive argument it follows that an infinite amount of entanglement is needed to win the
game V,, with any probability greater than % Thus, a sequence of finite-dimension strategies for V), cannot
lead to a limiting value larger than 3, and val* (VM) < 1.

We continue with an overview of the ideas behind the proof of Theorem 2.1.

Compression by introspection. To start, it is useful to review the protocol introduced in [NW19] to
show the inclusion NEEXP C MIP*. Fix an NEEXP-complete language L. The MIP* protocol for NEXP
from [NV18b], when scaled up to decide languages from NEEXP, yields a family of nonlocal games {®, }
that are indexed by instances z € {0,1}*. The family of games decides L in the sense that for all z, the
game &, has entangled value 1 if z € L, and has entangled value at most % if z ¢ L. Furthermore, if
n = |z| is the length of z, the verifier of the game & has complexity poly(N) = exp(|z|) (recall that we
use this terminology to refer to an upper bound on the running time of the verifier’s sampling and decision
procedure). Thus, this family of games does not by itself yield an MIP* protocol for L. To overcome this the
main contribution in [NW19] is the design of an efficient compression procedure Com pressM" that applies
specifically to the family of games {&,}. When given as input the description of &, Com press"W returns
the description of a game &, such that if val*(®,) = 1, then val*(®}) = 1, and if val*(&,) < 1, then
val*(®.) < 3. Furthermore, the complexity of the verifier for &/, is poly(n). Thus the family of games
{&.} decides L and this shows that NEEXP C MIP*, which is the best lower bound known on MIP* prior
to our work.

Presented in this way, it is natural to suggest iterating the procedure Compress"" to achieve e.g. the
inclusion NEEEXP C MIP*. To explain the difficulty in doing so, we give a little more detail on the

I5The fact that the decider D™ can invoke the Compress procedure on itself follows from a well-known result in computability
theory known as Kleene’s recursion theorem (also called Roger’s fixed point theorem) [Kle54, Rog87].
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compression procedure. It consists of two main steps: starting from &, perform (1) question reduction, and
(2) answer reduction. The goal of (1) is to reduce the length of the questions generated by the verifier in
&, from poly(N) to poly(n). The goal of (2) is to achieve the same with respect to the length of answers
expected from the players. Furthermore, the complexity of the verifier of the resulting game &, should be
reduced from poly(N) to poly(n).

Part (1) is achieved through a technique referred to as “introspection” where, rather than sampling ques-
tions (x,y) of length poly(N) as in the game &, the verifier instead executes a carefully crafted nonlo-
cal game with the players that (a) requires questions of length poly(#), (b) checks that the players share
poly(N) EPR pairs, and (c) checks that the players measure the EPR pairs in such a way as to sample for
themselves a question pair (x, 1) such that one player gets x and the other player gets y. In other words, the
players are essentially forced to introspectively ask themselves the questions of &,.

After question reduction, the players still respond with poly(N)-length answers, which the verifier
has to check satisfies the decision predicate of the original game &,. The goal of Part (2) is to enable
the decision procedure to implement the verification procedure while not requiring the entire full-length
answers from the players. In the answer reduction scheme of [NW19] this is achieved by having the verifier
run a probabilistically checkable proof (PCP) with the players so that they succinctly prove that first, they
have introspected questions (x,y) from the correct distribution, and second, that they are able to generate
poly(N)-length answers (a,b) that would satisfy the decision predicate of the original game &, when
executed on (x,y) and (a,b). Since the questions and answers in the PCP are of length poly(#n), this
achieves the desired answer length reduction.

Iterating this scheme presents a number of immediate difficulties that have to do with the fact that the
sampling and decision procedures of the verifier in &, do not have such a nice form as those in &,. First
of all, the compression procedure of [NW19] can only “introspect” a specific question distribution of a
nonlocal game from [NV18b]; we call this distribution a “low-degree test distribution”.'® However, the
resulting question distribution of the question-reduced verifier, which is used to check the introspection,
has a much more complex structure. A similar issue arises with the modifications required to perform
answer reduction. In the PCP employed to achieve this the question distribution appears to be much more
complex than the low-degree test distribution (this is in large part due to the need for a specially tailored PCP
procedure that encodes separately different chunks of the witness, corresponding to answers from different
players). As a result it is entirely unclear at first whether the question distribution used by the verifier in &,
can be “introspected” for a second time.

To overcome these difficulties we identify a natural class of question distributions, called conditionally
linear distributions, that generalize the low-degree test distribution. We show that conditionally linear distri-
butions can be “introspected” using conditionally linear distributions only, enabling recursive introspection.
(In particular, they are a rich enough class to capture the types of question distributions produced by the com-
pression scheme of [NW19].) We define normal form verifiers by restricting their sampling procedure to
generate conditionally linear question distributions, and this allows us to obtain the compression procedure
on normal form verifiers described in Theorem 2.1.

Conceptually, the identification of a natural class of distributions that is “closed under introspection” is
a key step that enables the introspection technique to be applied recursively. (As we will see later, other

16The nonlocal game of [NV18b] is part of a more general family of games called “low-degree tests”, which have been studied
extensively for their applications in complexity theory [BFLI1], property testing [RS96], and PCPs [AS98]. Generally, the question
distribution of a low-degree test is a random question pair (x,y) where y is a randomly chosen affine subspace in F" and x is a
uniformly random point on y, where FF is a finite field and m > 2 is an integer. The specific low-degree test game in [NV18b]
(which is based on the low-degree test of [RS97]) uses two-dimensional subspaces; thus the question distribution of [RS97, NV18b]
is referred to as the “plane-point distribution”.

19



closure properties of conditionally linear distributions, such as taking direct products, play an important role
as well.) Since conditionally linear distributions are central to our construction we describe them next.

Conditionally linear distributions. Fix a vector space V that is identified with [F™, for a finite field [F and
integer m. Informally (see Definition 4.1 for a precise definition), a function L on V is conditionally linear
(CL for short) if it can be evaluated by a procedure that takes the following form: (i) read a substring z(1)
of z; (ii) evaluate a linear function L; on z(l); (iii) repeat steps (i) and (ii) with the remaining coordinates
z\z(l), such that the next steps are allowed to depend in an arbitrary way on L; (z(l)) but not directly on
z(1) jtself. What distinguishes a function of this form from an arbitrary function is that we restrict the
number of iterations of (i)—(ii) to a constant number (at most 9, in our case). (One may also think of
CL functions as “adaptively linear” functions, where the number of “levels” of adaptivity is the number of
iterations of (i)—(ii).) A distribution y over pairs (x,y) € V x V is called conditionally linear if it is the
image under a pair of conditionally linear functions L, LB : V — V of the uniform distribution on V/, i.e.
(x,y) ~ (L*(z), LB(z)) for uniformly random z € V.

An important class of CL distributions are low-degree test distributions, which are distributions over
question pairs (x,1y) where y is a randomly chosen affine subspace of IF" and x is a uniformly random
point on . We explain this for the case where the random subspace v is one-dimensional (i.e. a line). Let
V = Vx @ Vy where Vx = Vy = IF". Let L be the projection onto Vx (i.e. it maps (x,v) — (x,0)
where x € Vx and v € Vy). Define LB : V — V as the map (x,v) — (L5N(x),v) where LEN : Vx — Vx
is a linear map that, for every v € Vy, projects onto a complementary subspace to the one-dimensional
subspace of Vx spanned by v (one can think of this as an “orthogonal subspace” to the span of {v}). LB is
conditionally linear because it can be seen as first reading the substring v € Vy (which can be interpreted as
specifying the direction of a line), and then applying a linear map LN to x € Vx (which can be interpreted
as specifying a canonical point on the line £ = {x 4+ tv : t € F}). It is not hard to see (and shown formally
in Section 7.1.1) that the distribution of (L*(z), LB(z)) for z uniform in V/, is identical (up to relabeling) to
the low-degree test distribution (x, ) where ¢ is a uniformly random affine line in IF"™, and x is a uniformly
random point on £.

Our main result about CL distributions, presented in Section 8, is that any CL distribution y, associated
with a pair of CL functions (L*, LB) over a linear space V' = F", can be “introspected” using a CL
distribution that is “exponentially smaller” than the initial distribution. Slightly more formally, to any CL
distribution p we associate a two-player game &, (called the “introspection game”) in which questions
from the verifier are sampled from a CL distribution ' over F" for some m’ = polylog(m) and such
that in any successful strategy for the game &, when the players are queried on a special question labeled
INTRO, they must respond with a pair (x,y) that is approximately distributed according to y. (The game
allows us to do more: it allows us to conclude how the players obtained (x,y) — by measuring shared EPR
pairs in a specific basis — and this will be important when using the game as part of a larger protocol that
involves other checks.) Crucially for us, the distribution 3’ only depends on a size parameter associated with
(LA, LB) (essentially, the integer m together with the number of “levels” of adaptivity of L and L), but
not on any other structural property of (L*, LB). Only the decision predicate for the introspection game & u
depends on the entire description of (L4, LB).

We say a few words about the design of 3’ and the associated introspection game, which borrow heavily
from [NW19]. Building on the “quantum low-degree test” introduced in [NV 18a] it is already known how a
verifier can force a pair of players to measure # EPR pairs in either the computational or Hadamard basis and
report the (necessarily identical) outcome z obtained, all the while using questions of length polylogarithmic
in m only. The added difficulty is to ensure that a player obtains, and returns, precisely the information about
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z that is contained in LA (z) (resp. LB(z)), and not more. A simple example is the line-point distribution
described earlier: there, the idea to ensure that e.g. the “point” player only obtains the first component, x
of (x,v) € Vx @ Vy, the verifier demands that the “point” player measures their qubits associated with
the space Vy in the Hadamard, instead of computational, basis; due to the uncertainty principle this has the
effect of “erasing” the outcome in the computational basis. The case of the “line” player is a little more
complex: the goal is to ensure that, conditioned on the specification of the line ¢ received by the “line”
player, the point x received by the “point” player is uniformly random within £. This was shown to be
possible in [NW19].

We can now describe how samplers of normal form verifiers are defined: these are Turing machines
S that specify an infinite family of CL distributions {y,} by computing, for each index 7, the CL func-
tions (LA", LB ") associated with p,,. (See Definition 4.14 for a formal definition of samplers.) Thus, the
question distributions of a normal form verifier VV = (S, D) are the CL distributions corresponding to S.

Question reduction. Just like the compression procedure of [NW19], the compression procedure Compress
of Theorem 2.1 begins with performing question reduction on the input game. Given a normal form verifier
V = (8, D), the procedure Compress first computes a normal form verifier VINTRO = (SINTRO DINTRO)
where for all n € N, the game VINTRO consists of playing the original game Vy where N = 2", except
that instead of sampling the questions according to the CL distribution py specified by the sampler Sy,
the verifier executes the introspection game &, described in the previous subsection. Thus, in the game
VINTRO " \when both players receive the question labeled INTRO they are expected to sample (x,y) respec-
tively according to y, and respond with the sampled question together with answers 4, b respectively. The
decider DR on index 7 evaluates D(N, x,v,a,b) and accepts if and only if D accepts. As a result the
time complexity of decider D™ on index 7 remains that of D, i.e. poly(N). However, the length of
questions asked in VINTRO and the complexity of the sampler S™TRO are exponentially reduced, to poly(#).

For convenience we refer to the questions asked by the verifier in the “question-reduced” game VINTRO
as “small questions,” and the questions that are introspected by the players in VINTRO (equivalently, the
questions asked in the original game Vy) as “big questions.”

Answer reduction. Having reduced the complexity of the question sampling, the next step in the compres-
sion procedure Compress is to reduce the complexity of decider DN from poly(N) to poly (1) (which
necessarily implies reducing the answer length to poly(n)). To achieve this the compression procedure
computes a normal form verifier VAR = (SAR, DAR) from VINTRO guch that both the sampler and decider
complexity in VAR are poly(n) (here, AR stands for “answer reduction”).

Similarly to the answer reduction performed in [NW19], at a high level this is achieved by composing
the game V!N with a probabilistically checkable proof (PCP). In our context a PCP is a proof encoding
that allows a verifier to check whether, given Turing machine .4 and time bound T provided as input, there
exists some input x that A accepts in time T. The PCP proof can be computed from A, T, and the accepting
input (if it exists) and has length polynomial in T and the description length |A| of A. Crucially, the
verifier can check a purported proof while only reading a constant number of symbols of it, each of length
polylog(T, |.A]), and executing a verification procedure that runs in time polylog(T, |.A|).

We use PCPs for answer reduction as follows. The verifier in the game VAR samples questions as
would and sends them to the players. Instead of receiving the introspected questions and answers (x, y, 4, b)
for the original game Vy and running the decision procedure D(N, x, v, a,b), the verifier instead asks the
players to compute a PCP IT for the statement that the original decider D accepts the input (N, x,y,4,b) in
time T = poly(N). The verifier then samples additional questions for the players that ask them to return

INTRO
Va
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specific entries of the proof I'l. Finally, upon receipt of the players’ answers, the verifier executes the PCP
verification procedure. Because of the efficiency of the PCP, both the sampling of the additional questions
and the decision procedure can be executed in time poly(n).!”

This very rough sketch presents some immediate difficulties. A first difficulty is that in general no player
by themselves has access to the entire input (N, x,,a,b) to D, so no player can compute the entire proof IT.
We discuss this issue in the next paragraph. A second difficulty is that a black-box application of an existing
PCP, as done in [NW19], results in a question distribution for V'R (i.e. the sampling of the proof locations
to be queried) that is rather complex — and in particular, it may no longer fall within the framework of
CL distributions for which we can do introspection. To avoid this, we design a bespoke PCP based on the
classical MIP for NEXP (in particular, we borrow and adapt techniques from [BSS05, BSGH"06]). Two
essential properties for us are that (i) the PCP proof is a collection of several low-degree polynomials, two of
which are low-degree encodings of each player’s big answer in the game VINTRO and (ii) verifying the proof
only requires (a) running low-degree tests, (b) querying all polynomials at a uniformly random point, and
(c) performing simple consistency checks. Property (i) allows us to eliminate the extra layer of encoding
in [NW19], who had to consider a PCP of proximity for a circuit applied to the low-degree encodings of
the players’ big answers. Property (ii) allows us to ensure that the question distribution employed by VAR
remains conditionally linear.

Oracularization. The preceding paragraph raises a non-trivial difficulty. In order for the players to com-
pute a proof for the claim that D(N, x,y,a,b) = 1 they need to know the entire input (x,y,a,b). However,
in general a player only has access to their own question and answer: one player only knows (x,a) and
the other player knows (y,b). The standard way of circumventing this difficulty is to consider an “orac-
ularized” version of the game, where one player gets both questions (x,y) and is able to determine both
answers (a,b), while the other player only gets one of the questions at random, and is only asked for one of
the answers, that is then checked for consistency with the first player’s answer.

While this technique works well for games with classical players, when the players are allowed to use
quantum strategies using entanglement oracularization does not, in general, preserve the completeness prop-
erty of the game. To ensure that completeness is preserved we need an additional property of a completeness-
achieving strategy for the original game: that there exists a commuting and consistent strategy on all pairs of
questions (x, y) that are asked in the game with positive probability. Here commuting means that the mea-
surement { A} }, performed by the player receiving x commutes with the measurement {BZ }+p performed by
the player receiving y.lg Consistent means that if both players perform measurements associated with the
same question they obtain the same answer. If both properties hold then in the oracularized game when one
player receives a pair (x, ) and the other player receives the question x (say), the first player can simultane-
ously measure both {A}}, and {B} },, on their own space to obtain a pair of answers (a,b), and the second
player can measure { AX}, to obtain a consistent answer 4.

For answer reduction to be possible it is thus applied to the oracularized version of the introspection
game VINTRO This in turn requires us to ensure that the introspection game VNTRC has a commuting and
consistent strategy achieving value 1 whenever it is the case that val*(VINTRO) = 1. For this property to
hold we verify that it holds for the initial game that is used to seed the compression procedure (this is true
because we can start with an MIP* protocol for NEXP for which there exists a perfect classical strategy)

"This idea is inspired by the technique of composition in the PCP literature, in which the complexity of a verification procedure
can be reduced by composing a proof system (often a PCP itself) with another PCP.

18We stress that the commuting property only applies to question pairs that occur with positive probability, and does not mean
that all pairs of measurement operators are required to commute; indeed this would imply that the strategy is effectively classical.
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and we also ensure that each of the transformations of the compression protocol (question reduction, answer
reduction, and parallel repetition described next) maintains it.

Parallel repetition. The combined steps of question reduction (via introspection) and answer reduction
(via PCP composition) result in a game VR such that the complexity of the verifier is poly(#n). Further-
more, if the original game Vy has value 1, then V'R also has value 1. Unfortunately the sequence of
transformations incurs a loss in the soundness parameters: if val*(Vy) < %, then we can only establish that
val*(VAR) < 1 — C for some positive constant C < % (we call C the soundness gap). Such a loss would
prevent us from recursively applying the compression procedure Compress an arbitrary number of times,
which is needed to obtain the desired complexity results for MIP*.

To overcome this we need a final transformation to restore the soundness gap of the games after answer
reduction to a constant larger than % To achieve this we use the technique of parallel repetition. The parallel
repetition of a game @ is another nonlocal game &, for some number of repetitions k, which consists of
playing k independent and simultaneous instances of & and accepting if and only if all k instances accept.
Intuitively, parallel repetition is meant to decrease the value of a game & exponentially fast in k, provided
val*(®) < 1 to begin with. However, it is an open question of whether this is generally true for the
entangled value val®.

Nevertheless, some variants of parallel repetition are known to achieve exponential amplification. We
use a variant called “anchored parallel repetition” and introduced in [BVY17]. This allows us to devise
a transformation that efficiently amplifies the soundness gap to a constant. The resulting game VRF? has
the property that if val*(V/R) = 1, then val*(VRP?) = 1 (and moreover this is achieved using a com-
muting and consistent strategy), whereas if val*(V,®) < 1 — C for some universal constant C > 0 then
val* (VREP) < % Furthermore, we have the additional property, essential for us, that good strategies in
the game VRFP require as much entanglement as good strategies in the game VAR (which in turn require
as much entanglement as good strategies in the game Vy). The complexity of the verifier in VRE? remains
poly(n).

The anchored parallel repetition procedure, when applied to a normal form verifier, also yields a normal
form verifier: this is because the direct product of CL distributions is still conditionally linear.

Putting it all together. This completes the overview of the transformations performed by the compres-
sion procedure Compress of Theorem 2.1. To summarize, given an input normal form verifier V), question
reduction is applied to obtain V!NTRO answer reduction is applied to the oracularized version of VINTRO o
obtain VAR, and anchored parallel repetition is applied to obtain VRF?, which is returned by the compression
procedure. Each of these transformations preserves completeness (including the commuting and consistent
properties of a value-1 strategy) as well as the entanglement requirements of each game; moreover, the
overall transformation preserves soundness.
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3 Preliminaries

Notation. We use X to denote a finite alphabet. IN is the set of positive integers. For w € {0,1}, @
denotes 1 — w. Forw € {A,B}, W = Bif w = A and @ = A otherwise. (For notational convenience we
often implicitly make the identifications 1 <+ A and 2 <+ B.) We use F to denote a finite field. We write
M,,(IF) to denote the set of n x n matrices over I[F. We write I to denote the identity operator on a vector
space. We write Tr(+) for the matrix trace. We write 7 to denote a separable Hilbert space. For a linear
operator T, || T|| denotes the operator norm.

Asymptotics. All logarithms are base 2. We use the notation O(-), poly(+), and polylog(-) in the fol-
lowing way. For f,¢ : N — R, we write f(n) = O(g(n)) (omitting the integer n when it is clear from
context) to mean that there exists a constant C > 0 such that for all n € N, f(n) < Cg(n). When we
write f(ay,...,a;) = poly(ay, ..., ax), this indicates that there exists a universal constant C > 0 (which
may vary each time the notation is used in the paper) such that f(ay,...,a;) < C(ay---ax) for all pos-
itive a1, ...,ax. Similarly, when we write f(ay,...,a;) = polylog(ay,...,a), there exists a universal
constant C such that f(aq,...,a5) < CHLl logc(l + a;) for all positive a1, ...,a;. Finally, we write
log(ay, ..., ax) as short hand for [T%_; log(1 + a;)."

3.1 Turing machines

Turing machines are a model of computation introduced in [Tur37], and play a central role in our modeling
of verifiers for nonlocal games. Here we give an overview of certain aspects of Turing machines that are
relevant for this paper. For an in-depth treatment of Turing machines, we refer the reader to the textbooks
of Papadimitriou [Pap94] or Sipser [Sip12].

The tapes of a Turing machine are infinite one-dimensional arrays of cells that are indexed by natural
numbers. A k-input Turing machine M has k input tapes, one work tape, and one output tape. Each cell of
a tape has symbols taken either from the set {0, 1} or the blank symbol LI. At the start of the execution of a
Turing machine, the work and output tapes are initialized to have all blank symbols. A Turing machine halts
when it enters a designated halt state. The oufput of a Turing machine, when it halts, is the binary string that
occupies the longest initial stretch of the output tape that does not have a blank symbol. If there are only
blank symbols on the output tape, then by convention we say that the Turing machine’s output is 0.

Every k-input Turing machine M computes a (partial) function f : ({0,1}*)F — {0,1}* where the
function is only defined on subset S C ({0,1}*)* of inputs x on which M halts. We use M (x1,x2, ..., X)
to denote the output of a k-input Turing machine M when x; € {0,1}* is written on the i-th input tape for
i€{1,2,...,k}. If M does not halt on an input x, then we define M (x) to be L.

The time complexity of a Turing machine M on input x = (x1, X, ..., xx), denoted by TIME 5/ 4, is
the number of time steps that M takes on input x before it enters its designated halt state; if M never halts
on input x, then we define TIME  , = co.

Every Turing machine M has a canonical encoding as a bit string M € {0,1}*, called the canonical
description of M. The canonical encoding describes the finite number of states and transition rules of M.
The details of this encoding are not important for this paper; we assume that some “reasonable” encoding
scheme is used where the bit length of the encoding is at most some fixed polynomial in the number of
states. The length of the description M is denoted by | M|. For every integer k € IN and every string
a € {0,1}*, the k-input Turing machine described by « is denoted [a].

19The additional 1 in the argument of the log(+) is to ensure that this quantity is strictly positive.
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Throughout this paper we frequently give high-level descriptions of Turing machines in English lan-
guage, rather than explicitly describing them in terms of states and transition functions. In doing so we
implicitly assume that all such descriptions can be formally converted into a description in terms of states
and transition functions such that there is no hidden blow-up in the complexity of the representation.

We elaborate on several properties of Turing machines that are implicitly used throughout the paper.

Turing machine simulation. We frequently describe Turing machines as running or simulating other
Turing machines as “subroutines”. We assume that such simulations can be performed with a polynomial
overhead in terms of the time complexity. For example, suppose A4 is a 1-input Turing machine that has the
following high-level description: on input x (interpreted as an integer) it runs a 2-input Turing machine 5 on
the input (x, x?) and obtains an output y (if B halts), and then finally A returns the output y. We assume that
A can efficiently simulate the Turing machine 3, even though I has a different number of input tapes. This
is because every k-input Turing machine M can be efficiently simulated by a single fape Turing machine, as
given by the following result [HS65]. We assume that there is an unambiguous, binary encoding ency (x) of
k-tuples x € ({0,1}*)¥ that is computable in time O(k + |x1| + - - - + |xx|) where x; is the i-th component
of the tuple x.?

Theorem 3.1 (Efficient universal Turing machine [HS65]). For all k € IN there exists a single tape Turing
machine Uy (called a universal Turing machine) with such that for every x € ({0,1}*)¥ and « € {0,1}*,
if the tape of the Turing machine Uy is initialized with ency,1(«, x1, ..., X;) and [a]y halts within T steps
on input x then Uy halts in at most C(k - |a| - |x| - T) steps and the contents of its tape is [a](x). Here,
C, ¢ > 1 are universal constants, and |x| denotes the sum of lengths |x1| + - - - + | xx|.

Thus, the Turing machine A can simulate 13 on input (x, x?) as follows: it first computes the encoding
encs (E, x, x?) and writes this on a segment of the work tape. Then, it runs the Turing machine U from
Theorem 3.1 on this segment of the work tape, obtaining output y = B(x, x?) (if it eventually halts). Then,
it writes i onto the output tape of A. The total time complexity of A on input x then includes the time
complexity of computing the encoding, running Turing machine U, and writing the final output.

We also assume that the length of the canonical description of A depends only linearly on the canonical
description of the Turing machine B, so that |A| = O(|B]); the constant in the O(-) notation hides the
dependence on the description of the universal Turing machine U/, the computation of the encoding map
encs(+), etc.

Hardwiring constants. Throughout this paper, we often define Turing machines M with some num-
ber k of inputs, and then for some string a € {0,1}* define a (k — 1)-input Turing machine M, whose
behavior on input (y1,...,Yx_1) is to execute M on input (a,y1,...,Yx_1). Informally, the Turing ma-
chine M, “hardwires” the input a onto the first tape of M. We informally write M, (y1,...,Yk—1) =
M(a,y1,. - Yk-1)-

More precisely, the Turing machine M, on input (y1,...,Y,—1) first computes the encoding e =
enci1 (M, a,Y1,...,Yx—1), and then runs the universal Turing machine U} on input e. The description
of M, can be computed from M and a in time O(|a| + | M| + O(1)), where the O(1) comes from the
description length of the universal Turing machine .

Furthermore, the time complexity of the Turing machine M, on input (y1, ..., Yx_1) is at most
poly(la|, |y1l, ..., |yk-1], T) where T is the time complexity of M on input (4,1, ..., Yk—1). This bound

20A canonical choice of such an encoding is the following: a tuple (x1,...,xx) is in encoded into a concatenation of a “dual
rail” encoding of each x;: every bit of x; is expanded via the map 0 — 01, 1 — 10, and the end of the string x; is indicated by 00.
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comes from the complexity of encoding the inputs from the k tapes into the ency1(-) format, and then
simulating M on input (M, a,y1,...,Yk-1).

Description complexity bounds. When we bound the description lengths of the Turing machines pre-
sented in this paper, we do not worry about the exact details of how Turing machines are represented as
binary strings — as mentioned we assume that some reasonable encoding is used — but instead we distinguish
between whether the Turing machine description depends on any parameters used elsewhere in the paper.
Note that whether the description depends on any parameters is different from whether the Turing machine
takes parameters as input. For example, consider the following (high-level) descriptions of Turing machines

A and B:

1. Turing machine A takes two inputs («, x) and outputs the integer & X x where a, x are interpreted as
positive integers written in binary.

2. Turing machine 3 takes one input x and outputs the integer § x x where f is a fixed positive integer.

The description of A does not depend on any “external” parameters, so its description length |A| is
some universal constant, which we express as O(1). On the other hand, the description of B depends on
some fixed integer 3; in other words, the parameter 8 is “hard-wired” into B’s description. The description
of BB can be taken to be the following: B3 (which is a 1-input Turing machine) simulates the execution of the
2-input Turing machine A where the first input tape of A has the binary representation of  written onto
it and the second input tape has x (which is provided as input to B) written into it. Thus the description of
B includes the binary representation of B, the description of A (whose length is a universal constant), and
the description of the universal Turing machine (whose length is a universal constant). Thus the description

length of B is O(log B) + O(1) = O(log ).

Time complexity bounds. When we bound the time complexity of the Turing machines presented in this
paper, we similarly do not worry about the exact implementation details, but instead we assume that basic
computations such as integer arithmetic, string comparisons, etc. are all performed using reasonably efficient
algorithms that run in polynomial time in the length of the input. When running other Turing machines as
subroutines, we assume that there is some polynomial overhead due to Theorem 3.1.

Timeout counters. We sometimes define Turing machines that are required to halt if either the Turing ma-
chine or some subroutine takes a number of time steps that exceeds some specified threshold. For example,
we may write “Let M be the Turing machine that on input the description R of a Turing machine R and an
integer T, simulates R on the empty tape and halts if more than T steps are performed.”

This is useful for establishing an a priori bound on the time complexity of the Turing machine. In
particular we will be able to claim that M, as described above, always runs in time at most poly(T, | R,
irrespective of the running time of R itself.

We explain how such a Turing machine can be realized formally. We use a variant of the universal
Turing machine of Theorem 3.1. Using the theorem, it is straightforward to show that given a (single tape)
Turing machine R there exists another two-tape Turing machine M’ such that, whenever the second tape
is initialized to the binary representation of T, M’ simulates R and in-between every simulated step of R,
decrements the second tape and checks if it reaches zero. If it does, then M halts and rejects. Otherwise, it
continues.
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The time complexity of M’ is, by definition, at most O(T log T) for all inputs. The description length
of M is at most O(|R|), because this is the description size of the universal Turing machine, whose initial
tape has been hardwired with R. To convert back to a single tape Turing machine and obtain M from M’
we can use Theorem 3.1 again, at the cost of a polynomial blow-up in the time complexity.

Input representations. Although the inputs and outputs of a Turing machine are strictly speaking binary
strings, we oftentimes slightly abuse notation and specify Turing machines that treat their inputs and out-
puts as objects with more structure, such as finite field elements, integers, symbols from a larger alphabet,
and so on. In this case we implicitly assume that the Turing machine specification uses a consistent con-
vention to represent these structured objects as binary strings. Conventions for objects such as integers are
straightforward. For representations of finite field elements, we refer the reader to Section 3.3.2.

3.2 Linear spaces

Linear spaces considered in the paper generally take the form V = [F” for a finite field IF and integer n > 1.
In particular, when we write “let V be a linear space”, unless explicitly stated otherwise we always mean a
space of the form [F". Let E = {é;,é,,...,8,} denote the standard basis of V, where fori € {1,2,...,n},

¢ =(0,...,0,1,0,...,0)

has a 1 in the i-th coordinate and 0’s elsewhere. We write End (V') to denote the set of linear transformations
from V to itself.

Definition 3.2 (Register subspace). A register subspace S of V is a subspace that is the span of a subset of
the standard basis of V.>! We often represent such a subspace as an indicator vector u € {0,1}*, where
s = dim(V), such that if {éy,...,&;} is the standard basis of V then S = span{é;| u; = 1}.

Definition 3.3. Let £ = {¢;} be the standard basis of V = IF". For two vectors u = Y' u;é;, v =
Yi 1 vié; in V, define the dot product

n
u-v=Yy uw; €F.
i=1
Let S be a subspace of V. The subspace orthogonal to S in 'V is
St ={ueV:u-v=0forallveSs}.

Although the notation S does not explicitly refer to V, the ambient space will always be clear from context.

We note that over finite fields, the notion of orthogonality does not possess all of the same intuitive
properties of orthogonality over fields such as R or C; for example, a non-zero subspace S may be orthogonal
to itself (e.g. span{(1,1)} over IF,). However, the following remains true over all fields.

Lemma 3.4. Suppose S is a subspace of V. Then dim(S) + dim(S+) = dim(V'), and
(shHt=s.

2IThe use of the term “register” is meant to create an analogy for how the space of multiple qubits is often partitioned into
“registers” containing a few qubits each.
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Proof. The statement about the dimensions follows from the fact that vectors in S are the solution to a
feasible linear system of equations with dim(S) linearly independent rows; this implies that the solution
space has dimension exactly dim(V) — dim(S). Next, we argue that S C (S*)L. Letu € S. Since
all vectors v € S* are orthogonal to every vector in S, in particular u, this implies that u € (SH)*+. By
dimension counting, it follows that (S+)+ = S. O

Definition 3.5. Given a linear space V, two subspaces S and T of V are said to form a pair of complementary

subspaces of V if
SNT={0}, S+T=V.

In this case, we write V = S @ T. Any x € V can be written as x = x>+ xT forx° € Sand xT € Tin
a unique way. We refer to x° (resp. x7) as the projection of x onto S parallel to T (resp. onto T parallel to
S). We call the unique linear map L : V — V that maps x — x° the projector onto S parallel to T.

A given subspace may have many different complementary subspaces: consider the example of S =
span{(1,1)} in IF3. Different complementary subspaces include T = span{(1,0)} and T’ = span{(0,1)}.
It is convenient to define the notion of a canonical complement of a subspace S, given a basis for S.

Definition 3.6. Let E be the standard basis of linear space V = F". Let F = {vy,v2,...,0,} C V be a set
of m linearly independent vectors in V. The canonical complement F- of F is the set of n — m independent
vectors defined as follows. Write v; = 2}1:1 a;j¢;. Using a canonical algorithm for Gaussian elimination
that works over arbitrary fields, transform the m x n matrix (a;;) to reduced row echelon form (b;;). Let
J be the set of m column indices of the leading 1 entry in each row of (bi,]-). The canonical complement is
defined as F- = {&;: j & J}.

Remark 3.7. We emphasize that the canonical complement F is a set (rather than a subspace), and it is
defined with respect to a set of linearly independent vectors F. While there are equivalent ways of defining
a canonical complement of a subspace in a basis-independent manner, we use this particular definition
because it makes it clear that the canonical complement of a set F is efficiently computable.

Remark 3.8. Let E be the standard basis of V. Suppose subspace S is a register subspace of V spanned
by Eo C E. Then it is not hard to verify that the canonical complement of Eq is E \ Eg and the span of the
canonical complement coincides with S=.

Lemma 3.9. Let S be the span of linearly independent vectors F = {v1,...,v,,} C V and let F* be the
canonical complement of F as defined in Definition 3.6. Let T = span(F L). Then

S+T=V,SNT={0}.

Proof. To show the first item, we must show that every vector in V' can be written as a sum of an element of
S and an element of T. To do this, let A = (a;;) be the m x n matrix over IF whose rows are the vectors v;,
as in Definition 3.6. Write A = UB where U is invertible and B is in reduced row echelon form. Let | be
the set of column indices of the leading 1 entries in B, as in Definition 3.6. Now, the rows of B are linearly
independent and span the subpsace S, and the restriction of these rows to the columns in | are still linearly
independent and span IF”. Thus, for any vector u € V, there is some linear combination v of rows of B
such that # and v agree restricted to the columns in J. In other words, there exists v € S such that u; = v;
forall j € J. Hence, u = v + w for w € T, where T is the canonical complement. This shows S+ T = V.
Counting dimensions shows that necessarily SN T = {0}. O
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Definition 3.10. Let F C V be a set of linearly independent vectors. Let F- be the canonical complement
of F. Define the canonical linear map L € End (V') with kernel basis F as the projector onto T parallel to
S, where S = span(F) and T = span(F'). When the basis F for S is clear from context, we refer to this
map as the canonical linear map with kernel S.

Definition 3.11. Let L € End(V) be a linear map, and let F be a basis for ker(L)*. Define L* : V — V
as the canonical linear map with kernel basis F.

Lemma 3.12. Let L € End(V) be a linear map and F a basis for ker(L)*. Let L+ € End(V) be the
linear map defined in Definition 3.11. Then ker(L*+) = ker(L)".

Proof. First, to set notation, let S = span(F) = ker(L)* and T = span(F'). By Lemma 3.9, any vector
v € V can be uniquely decomposed as v = v° + v7.
Now we will show the lemma. First we show that if ker(L*) C ker(L)*. Let v € ker(L"), and write
v = v° + v!. By the definition of L, it follows that o7 = 0, and hence v € S = ker(L)".
It remains to show the other direction, that is ker(L)* C ker(L‘). Let v € ker(L)* = S. Then
v = v° + vT where T = 0, and hence by the definition of L, L*v = 0. Hence v € ker(L").
O

3.3 Finite fields

Let p be a prime and g = p* be a prime power. We denote the finite fields of p and g elements by IF, and
IF, respectively. The prime p is the characteristic of field IF;, and field IF,, is the prime subfield of IF;. We
sometimes omit the subscript and simply use F to denote the finite field when the size of the field is implicit
from context. For general background on finite fields, and explicit algorithms for elementary arithmetic
operations, we refer to [MP13].

3.3.1 Subfields and bases

Let g be a prime power and k an integer. The field IF; is a subfield of IFqk and IFqk is a linear space of
dimension k over IF;. Let {e,-}i-‘zl be a basis of IF« as a linear space over IF;. Introduce a bijection ; :

Foo — ]Ff; between F « and IF’q‘ defined with respect to the basis {e;}5_; by

Kg:a— (ai)le

where a = 2?21 a;e;. This map satisfies several nice properties. First, the map is an isomorphism of IF,-

vector spaces: it is IF;-linear and addition in ]Fqk naturally corresponds to vector addition in ]Ff;. Namely, for
alla,b € quk,

Kkq(a+b) =x4(a) +1x4(b) .

Second, multiplication by a field element in quk corresponds to a linear map on IF'q‘ . Foralla € IFqk, there
exists a matrix K, € M (IF;) such that for all b € F,

Kg(ab) = Ky x4(b) .

The matrix K, is called the multiplication table of a with respect to basis {e; Ll.
We extend the map «, to vectors, matrices and sets over quk. Forv = (vq,0,...,0,) € ]FZk’ define

Kq(v) = (Kq(vz-));l:1 € ]FZ” )
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Similarly, for matrix M = (M; ;) € My,x(Fx), define

Xq(M) = (KM,',]') € Mmk,nk(IFq) ’

the block matrix whose (i, j)-th block is the multiplication table K m;; of M;; with respect to basis {ei};‘:l.
For a set S of vectors in IFZk, define

x5(S) = {x4(v) :v € S} .
We omit the subscript and write x and x for x; and ), respectively when g equals to p, the characteristic of

the field.
The trace of quk over IF; is defined as

try . a — Tr(K,) (10)

for a € IFr, where Tr(K,) is the trace of the multiplication table of a4 with respect to the basis {¢;}. By
definition, the trace is an IF;-linear map from [F « to IF;. The trace is in fact independent of the choice of
basis, which can be seen from the following equivalent definition [MP13, Definition 2.1.80]:

=1
troi_o(a) = Z(:)aq] .
]:

A dual basis {e}, e, ... e} of {e1, ez, ..., e} is a basis such that tqu%q(eie;) = ¢;; forall i,j €

{L1,2,...,k}. A self-dual basis is one that is equal to its dual. If for some & € IFx the set {a? };:& forms a
basis of IF gk over qu, the basis is called a normal basis. Self-dual and normal bases do not exist for all fields
but are guaranteed to exist under certain conditions; in particular, if § = 2 and k is odd, as will be shown in
Lemma 3.16.

We record some convenient facts about the maps x(-) and x(-) for self-dual bases.

Lemma 3.13. Let q be a prime power, k an integer and {e;} a self-dual basis for IFqk over IFy. The map
K4(-) corresponding to {e;} satisfies the following properties:

L. Forall x € Fu, Kq(x) = (trge, (xer), ... trg, (xer)).
2. Forall x,y € By, trpe . (xy) = xq(x) - ().
3. Forall M € My, n(F ) and v € P, we have Xq(M)xy(v) = x5(Mv).

Proof. We show each property by direct calculation.

1. Let#,(x) = (x1,...,xk). Then by the definition of x;, x = }_; x;e;. Multiplying both sides by e; and
taking the trace yields tr.c_,, (xej) = ¥ xi tr %q(e,-e]-) = xj, where the last equality is by self-duality
of the basis.

2. Write x4 (x) = (x1,..., %) and k4 (y) = (y1,-..,Yx)- Then
trgeq(xy) = tqu%q(inyjeie]-)
if
- iny]- troe,q (eief)
g
= K9 (x) - %4 (),
where the last equality uses the self-duality of the basis.
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3. We compute the ith IF'q‘—block of x;(Mv):
Kq (MU)Z' = Z Kq (M”Z)])
)
= Z KM;‘;'KQ (Uf)
)

= Xq(M)ijrq(v;),
where we have applied the definition of the multiplication table K m;; and the map Xq(')-
O

For z € F" and V, W a pair of complementary subspaces, recall from Definition 3.5 the notation z" for
the projection of z onto V' and parallel to W.

Lemma 3.14. Let x,(+) denote the map corresponding to a basis {e;} for F i« over IFg. Let V be a subspace
of ]FZk with linearly independent basis {by, ..., b;} C ]FZk' Then the following hold:

1. x4(V) is a subspace of IFZ".
2. {xy(e;b;j) }i; is a linearly independent basis of ,(V') over Fy.

3. Let V,W be complementary subspaces of IFZk. Then V' = x4(V) and W' = x4(W) are comple-

mentary subspaces of FX", and furthermore for all vectors z € lF;’k, we have K, (zV) = K4 (z)V/ and

Wy w’
Kg(z") = x4(2)"™ .
Proof. For the first item, we first verify that «, (V) is a subspace. Since V is a subspace, it contains 0 € IFZk,

and therefore #,(0) = 0 is also in x,(V). Let u/,v" € x,;(V). Using that x, is a bijection there exist
u,v e IFZk such that u’ = x,(u) and v’ = x,(v). Therefore

u' + 0 = xg(u) +1,(0) = x5(u+0) € x5(V),

where the inclusion follows because V is a subspace and thus contains u + v. Finally, for all x’ € IF,, for all
v € V, wehave that X'k, (v) = #,(x'v) € ,(V') where we used that V is closed under scalar multiplication
by quk and thus by IF, (since IF; is a subfield of IFqk). Thus Kq(V) is closed under scalar multiplication by
F,.

For the second item, note that an element v € V can be expressed uniquely as v = 25‘:1 v;b; for
v; € quk. The element v; can further be written as Ej v;jej where v;; € IF,. Thus v is a linear combination
of the vectors {e;b; }, and therefore x,;(v) is a linear combination of the vectors {#;(e;b;) }. To establish that
the vectors { Kq (e]- b;)} are linearly independent, suppose towards contradiction that they are not. Then there
would exist a; ; € IF; such that at least one «;,j is nonzero and

0= Z Déi’qu (Ejbl)
i

=K (Z(; ije;)bi )

i

()
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where we define ; = }_; a;jej. Since at least one a;; # 0 and the {e;} are linearly independent over IF,
there exists i such that B; # 0, which means that there is a non-trivial linear combination of the basis ele-
ments b; that equals 0 under %, (). Since x,/(-) is injective, we get a contradiction with linear independence
of the {b;}.

For the third item, we observe that x,; (V) and x,; (W) must be complementary because #,(-) is a linear
map as well as a bijection. Let {v1,...,v,} and {0411, ...,0,} denote bases for V and W, respectively.
Thus the set {v1, ..., v, } forms a basis for IFZk, and from the previous item, the set {x,(e;v;) };,; is a basis

for IF’,;”. Furthermore, the sets {x;(e;v;)}; i=1,..m and {x;(ejv;) }; i=m-+1,..n are bases for ; (V') and x,(W),
respectively.
There is a unique choice of coefficients a;; € IFy such that x,(z) = }; ; a; jxq(e;v;). But then

Ky(2) =1 (Z Z"‘lief Ul)
_ Kl,@wi) ,

where we define a; = Z]- ajjej. Since Kq(-) is a bijection, this implies that z = Y ; «;v;, and therefore
V =¥y w;v; (and similarly 2"V = YL +1&;0;). This implies that

Kq(z)vl = iZai,qu(ejv,-) = Kq(ZV) ,

i=1 |

and similarly x ()W = xq(z"). This completes the proof of the lemma. O

3.3.2 Bit string representations

As mentioned at the end of Section 3.1, we sometimes treat the inputs and outputs of Turing machines as
representing elements of a finite field, or a vector space over a finite field. We discuss some important details
about bit representations of finite field elements and arithmetic over finite fields.

In the paper we only consider fields IF,« where k is odd.

Definition 3.15. A field size q is called an admissible field size if ¢ = 2* for odd k.

Elements of IF, are naturally represented using bits. To represent elements of IF,: as binary strings we
require the specification of a basis of IF,« over IF>. Given a basis {ei};‘:l of IFy«, every element a € IF,« has
a unique expansion 4 = Zle a;e; and can be represented as the k-bit string corresponding to k(a) € ng
Note that we omitted the subscript 2 of «x as it maps to the linear space over the prime subfield IF,. Thus the
binary representation of a € IFy is defined as the natural binary representation of «(a) € ng (which in turn
is the IF,-representation of a). Throughout the paper we freely associate between the binary representation
of a field element @ € F, and its [F>-representation, although—technically speaking—these are distinct
objects.

Given the representations x(a),x(b) of a,b € Fy, to compute the binary representation of a + b it
suffices to compute the addition bit-wise, modulo 2. Computing the multiplication of elements 4, b requires
the specification of the rnultlphcatlon tables {K,, € My (IF2)}%_; for the basis {e;}. Given representations
x(a) = (a;)%_,, x(b) = (b;)%_, for a,b € Fy respectively, the representation «(ab) of the product ab is

computed as
k k

k(ab) =Y ajx(eib) =) a;(Ke, k(b)) . (11)

i=1 i=1
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Thus, using our representation for field elements, efficiently performing finite field arithmetic in IF,x reduces
to having access to the multiplication table of some basis of [F,x over IF,.

The following fact provides an efficient deterministic algorithm for computing a self-dual normal basis
for IF,« over [F, and the corresponding multiplication tables for any odd k.

Lemma 3.16. There exists a deterministic algorithm that given an odd integer k > 0, outputs a self-dual
normal basis of Fyx over Iy and the multiplication tables of the basis in poly (k) time.

Proof. The algorithm of Shoup [Sho90, Theorem 3.2] shows that for prime p, an irreducible polynomial in
IF,[X] of degree k can be computed in time poly(p, k). Then, the algorithm of Lenstra [LJ91, Theorem 1.1]
shows that given such an irreducible polynomial, the multiplication table of a normal basis of ]Fpk over [F,
can be computed in poly(k, log p) time. Finally, the algorithm of Wang [Wan89] shows that for odd k and
a multiplication table K of a normal basis of IF,« over [F», a multiplication table K’ for a self-dual normal
basis of IFy over IFp can be computed in poly(k) time. Putting these three algorithms together yields the
claimed statement. O

For g = 2F for k odd (i.e. g is an admissible field size) we use the shorthand tr for tryo.

Lemma 3.17. Let k be an odd integer and {ei}le be a self-dual normal basis of Fox over IF. Then
tr(e;) = 1 for all i, and furthermore the representation k(1) of the unit 1 € Fo is the all ones vector in IFS

Proof. Since {e;} is a normal basis, e; = a? for some element & € IFor. Furthermore, for every element
b € o, we have that tr(b?) = tr(b). This is because

k=1 i+1 k=1 i
tr(p?) = Y b* =Y b* =tr(b),
i=0 i=0

where we use that b2 = b for all b € IF,i. Since ejq = €7, we get that tr(e;) = tr(e;) for all 7, j. It cannot
be the case that tr(e;) = 0 for all i. Suppose that this were the case. This would imply that tr(b) = 0 for all
b € Fy. But then forall j € {1,...,k} and for some b # 0, we would also have by item 1 of Lemma 3.13
that b; = tr(be;) = 0 where b = }; bje; with b; € IF>. This implies that b is the all zero element of Fy,
which is a contradiction. Thus tr(e;) = 1foralli =1,2,...,k.

The “furthermore” part follows item 1 of Lemma 3.13:

k(1) = (tr(1-e1),...,tr(1-e)) = (1,...,1).
U

Lemma 3.18. For any odd integer k, let {ei}le denote the self-dual normal basis of IFo« over IFy that is
returned by the algorithm specified in Lemma 3.16 on input k. Then the following can be computed in time
poly(k) on input k:

1. The representation k(a + b) of the sum a + b given the representations «(a) and x(b) of a,b € Fy.
2. The representation k(ab) of the product ab given the representations «(a) and k(b) of a,b € Fox.
3. The multiplication table K, € My (IFy) given the representation k(a) of a € Fo.

4. The representation x(a~') of the multiplicative inverse of a € Fo, given the representation «(a).
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5. The trace tr(a) given the multiplication table K, of a € Fox.

Furthermore, for all integers n, the representations of projections x(x°) and x(x") of x € Y for com-
plementary subspaces S, T of F can be computed in poly(k,n) time, given the representations x(x),
{x(v1),x(v2),..., k() } and {x(w1),x(w2),...,x(wy—m)} where {v;} and {w;} are bases for S and
T respectively.

Proof. Given an odd integer k as input, by Lemma 3.16 it is possible to compute the self-dual normal basis
{ei};‘:l together with the multiplication tables K,, fori = 1,2,...,k. Addition is performed component-
wise, and multiplication is done using Eq. (11). For the multiplication table K, it suffices to compute the k
products x(ae;) fori € {1,...,k}. To compute inverses, observe that k(1) = x(aa~!) = K,x(a~!). The
matrices K, are invertible over IF, so therefore x(a~') = K;'x(1); moreover, x(1) is the all-ones vector
by Lemma 3.17 and can thus be efficiently computed. Inverting the matrix can be done in poly(k) time via
Gaussian elimination. The trace of an element a € IFy is by definition the trace of the multiplication table
K,.

For the “Furthermore” part, we observe that since {v1, v, ..., vy } U{wy, wo, ..., w,_py} forms a basis
for IF)), there is a unique way to write x as a I, linear combination of {v;} and {w;}. Via Gaussian
elimination over IF,, the IF,-representation of the coefficients of this linear combination can be computed in
poly(n, k) time. Here we use that addition, multiplication and division over [F, can be performed in time
poly (k) using the previous items of the Lemma. O

Remark 3.19. Throughout this paper, whenever we refer to Turing machines that perform computations
with elements of a field F; for an admissible field size q = 2K we mean that that the Turing machines are
representing elements of IF, as vectors in {0, 1}" using the basis specified by the algorithm of Lemma 3.16
and performing arithmetic as described in Lemma 3.18.

3.4 Polynomials and the low-degree code

In this section, we introduce some basic definitions about polynomials over finite fields. An m-variate
polynomial f over IF; is a function of the form

flx1,..., xm) = ) Caxyl e X

xe{0,1,...,q—1}"

where {c,} is a collection of coefficients in IF;. We say that f has individual degree (at most) d if ¢, # 0
only if o; < d forall 1 < i < m, and that it has rotal degree (at most) d if c,, 7 O only if }; a; < d. (Affine)
multilinear polynomials are polynomials with individual degree 1.

Low-degree polynomials play an important role in this paper. For one, the classical and quantum low-
degree tests of Section 7 are nonlocal games that efficiently certify that the players’ answers are consistent
with low-degree polynomials. Low-degree polynomials are also crucial in the probabilistically checkable
proofs (PCP) construction that are used in “answer reduction” transformation (Section 10).

We recall the Schwartz-Zippel lemma:

Lemma 3.20 (Schwartz-Zippel lemma [Sch80, Zip79]). Let f, g : ng1 — IF; be two unequal polynomials
with total degree at most d. Then

Pr [f(x) =g(x)] <d/q.

~[Fm
x]Fq
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The low-degree code. The Schwartz-Zippel lemma implies that the set of low-degree polynomials form
an error-correcting code with good distance, which we call the low-degree code.”

Fix an integer m € IN and let M = 2™. For every y € {0,1}" define the following m-variate
multilinear polynomial over Fj:

indpy(x)= J[ x- J] Q—x)-

iy;=1 iy;=0

Here, we identify {0,1} as a subset of IF;. Notice that, when restricted to the subcube {0,1}", ind,, , is
zero everywhere except for when x = y. Fora € ]Fé\/I , label the coordinates of a as a, for y € {0,1}"
(identifying the latter set with {1, ..., M} using, say, the lexicographic ordering on strings). For any such a
define the multilinear polynomial g, : lF;” — [F,, called the low-degree encoding of a, as follows:

Qa(x) = Z ay -indm,y(x) . (12)
ye{o1}m

Note that for any y € {0,1}", g,(y) = a,. Furthermore, the map a — g, is linear: for every x € IF’,
8a(x) = a-indy(x), (13)
where ind,, (x) is the vector (indy,y (x))yeqo13m € FY".

Lemma 3.21. Let q be an admissible field size, and let M = 2" for some integer m. The complexity of
computing the evaluation of the low-degree encoding g,(x), given a € lFéVI and x € IF;” represented in
binary, is poly(M, logq).

Proof. Computing g,(x) requires computing the sum of products a,, - ind,, ,(x) over all y € {0,1}". Via
Lemma 3.18, evaluating ind,, , (x) takes time poly(m,logq) because it requires performing m multiplica-
tions of IF; elements, and therefore the product a,, - ind,,, (x) requires poly(m, log q) time. Computing the
sum over all y € {0,1}" requires M - poly(m,logq) = poly(M, logq) time, as claimed. O

Finally, for any H C [F; we define the decoding map Decy(+) which takes as input a polynomial
g + Fi' — [, and returns the following vector a € ]FS’I: forall y € {0,1}", if ¢(y) € H, then set

a, = g(y), and otherwise set a, = 0. Note that for all 2 € HM we have Decy(gs) = a where g, is the
low-degree encoding of a. For notational brevity we often write Dec(-) to denote the boolean decoding map

DeC{Orl} ()

3.5 Linear spaces and registers

For a set V, we write CV for the complex vector space of dimension |V |. The space C" is endowed with a
canonical orthonormal basis {|x) }xcy. By “a quantum state on V> we mean a unit vector

lY)y € c”.

ItV = 69?:1 Vi is the direct sum of subspaces Vj over IF, then C" can be identified with ®i-<:1 C", by
the identification of |xq & - -+ @ xi) with |x1) ® - - - @ |xx). As a special case, if {e;} is a basis of V the
decomposition V = @%_, (Fe;) yields the tensor product decomposition C¥ = @*_; CFl. We sometimes
refer to the spaces C/Fl as the “qudits” of CV (or of a state on it).

221t is also known as the generalized Reed-Muller code in the coding theory literature.
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Definition 3.22. For a linear space V over a finite field IF, define the EPR state on C¥ ® C" by

IEPR)y

- Lke

We also write [EPR)F, as [EPR,) and [EPR3) as [EPR).

3.6 Measurements and observables

Quantum measurements are modeled as positive operator-valued measures (POVMs). A POVM consists
of a set of positive semidefinite operators { M, },cs indexed by outcomes a € S that satisfy the condition
Y, M, = I. If the latter condition is relaxed to Y, M, < I then we refer to { M, } as a sub-measurement. We
sometimes use the same letter M to refer to the collection of operators defining the POVM. The probability
that the measurement returns outcome 4 on state |) is given by

Pr(a) = ($[Maly) -

APOVM M = {M,} is said to be projective if each operator M, is a projector (M2 = M,). This automat-
ically implies that operators M,, M, for distinct outcomes a # b are orthogonal (M,M; = M, M, = 0).
An observable is a unitary matrix. A binary observable is an observable O such that O? = I, i.e. O has
eigenvalues in {—1,1}.

We follow the convention that subscripts of the measurement index the outcome and superscripts of
the measurement are used to index different measurements. For example, we use {M;"b} to represent a
measurement indexed by x whose outcome consists of two parts @ and b. In this case, by slightly abusing
the notation, we use { M3 } and {Ml’f} to denote

ZMM, My =) Mg,
a

For any x, { M} and { M} } are POVMs sometimes referred to as the “marginals” of {M* ,}.

Definition 3.23. Let { M} },c4 be a family of POVMs indexed by x € X'. Let f : A — B be an arbitrary
function. We write {Mf}(-):b}} for the POVM derived from {M}} by applying the function f before
returning the outcome. More precisely,

Fomn = X M.
a:f(a)=b

If b is not in the image of f, then we define Mf‘f( )=b] to be 0. In cases where the outcome a has a natural

interpretation as a tuple (a1, ...,ax) we sometimes slightly abuse notation and write My ai=b] for some i €
{1,...,k} to denote
X _ X
[ai:b} - Z (al,...,ak) .
(al,...,ak):ai:b

We will make frequent use of Naimark dilation. In our setting, it can be formulated as follows. For a
proof, see [INV 120, Theorem 5.1]

Theorem 3.24 (Naimark dilation). Ler |¢) be a state in Ha @ Hp. Let A = {AX} be a sub-measurement
acting on Ha and B = { BZ} be a sub-measurement acting on Hg. Then there exists
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1. Hilbert spaces Ha, and Hpg

aux aux’

2. astate |aux) € Ha,, @ Hp

aux aux’

3. and two measurements A = {A*} and B = {EZ} acting on Ha & Ha
tively,

and Hg ® Hp, ., respec-

aux aux’

such that the following is true. If we write |() = |) ® |aux), then for all x,y,a, b,
(pl43 @ Byly) = (9147 @ By|9).

In addition,

aux) is a product state, meaning that we can write it as
laux) = |auxa) ® |auxg),

for |auxa) in Ha,,, and |auxg) in Hp

aux aux*

The second of these is the “orthogonalization lemma” from [KV11]. In the setting of symmetric strate-
gies, it states the following.
3.7 Generalized Pauli observables

For prime number p, the generalized Pauli operators over IF, are a collection of observables indexed by a
basis setting X or Z and an element a or b of IF,, with eigenvalues that are p-th roots of unity. They are

given by ‘
oX(@)=)_ li+a)(jl and ()= ) i), (14)
jeFy JEF,

27
where w = e 7, and addition and multiplication are over IF,. These observables obey the “twisted commu-
tation” relations
Va,b € F,, X (a) o?(b) = w " d?(b) X (a) . (15)

Similarly, over a field IF, with g a power of p, we can consider a set of generalized Pauli operators, indexed
by a basis setting X or Z and an element of IF; and with eigenvalues that are p-th roots of unity. For
a,b € F, they are given by

@)=Y li+a)jl  and )= ) "),

JEF, JEF,

where addition and multiplication are over IF,. For all W € {X,Z}, a,a’ € Fy, and b € T}, powers of
these observables obey the relations

(" (@)t"(@)) =" (a+a)  and (Tw(a))b = t"V(ab) .

In particular, since pa = 0 for any a € IF, we get that that (t"V(a))? = I for any a € FF,. The observables
obey analogous “twisted commutation” relations to (15),

Va,b €F,,  t%(a) t%(b) = w ") tZ(b) X (a) . (16)

It is clear from the definition that all of the TX operators commute with each other, and similarly all the
77 operators commute with each other. Thus, it is meaningful to speak of a common eigenbasis for all TX
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operators, and a common eigenbasis for all T4 operators. The common eigenbasis for the T operators is
the computational basis {|j) } jeF, - To map this basis to the common eigenbasis of the 7% operators, one can
apply the Fourier transform

1
F=— w™ @) |g) (p] . (17)

Explicitly, the eigenbases consist of the vectors |ep) labeled by an element e € Fyand W € {X,Z}, given
by

lex) = %;w“@m C e =1e).

We denote the POVM whose elements are projectors onto basis vectors of the eigenbasis associated with the
observables T by {7," }.. Then for all W € {X, Z} and a € [y, the observables 7" (1) can be written as

™) = ) @V, (18)
bel,
To invert this relation, we first quote the following useful Fourier fact.

Lemma 3.25 (Fact 3.2 of [NW19]). Let V be a subspace of F*. Forall v ¢ v

E wtr(u-v) -0,
u~V

where the expectation is over a uniformly random vector u from V.
We may now invert Equation (18):

E wftr(ab)TW a) = E COtr(ﬂ(b’fb)),tvl\/ — v , 19
acly ( ) b’;:Fq acly b b ( )
where the second step follows from Lemma 3.25.
For systems with many qudits, we will consider tensor products of the operators /. Slightly abusing
notation, for W € {X,Z} and a € IFj we denote by W (a) the tensor product TV (a1) ® ... @ ™ (ay,).
These obey the twisted commutation relations

Va,b € F;,  %(a)T?(b) = w™T@0) 2 (p) X(a) ,
where a-b =Y.' ;a;b; € Fy. For W € {X,Z} and e € F] define the eigenstates

lew) = [(en)w) ®...® [(en)w) ,

and associated rank-1 projectors V. Analogous versions of Equation (18) and Equation (19) relate the

multi-qubit observables and projectors:

™)=Y oV, (20)
beP;
E w W)= Y | @of@W0g = gV (1)
LZE]FE’ h/EIFg LZE]Fg

Since we only consider finite fields IF; such that g = 2 the maximally entangled state |EPRq> and the
corresponding qudit Pauli observables/projectors are isomorphic to a tensor product of maximally entangled
states |EPRy) and qubir Pauli observables/projectors respectively; this is shown in the next lemma. This is
used to argue that the Pauli basis test (described in Section 7.3) gives a self-test for Pauli observables and
maximally entangled states over qubits.
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Lemma 3.26. For all admissible field sizes q = 2K and integers L, there exists an isomorphism ¢ :
(CT®L — (C?)®LK such that®

¢ ® ¢ |[EPR,)®F = |EPRy) ¥ . (22)
Moreover, for all W € {X,Z} and for all u € IF{;

L k
= ¢ (QR0lY) ¢ (23)

i=1 j=1
Here, the (ujj);; denotes a vector of Fp values such that u; = Y ;uje; for all i € {1,...,L} with
{e1,...,ex} being the self-dual normal basis of IF, over T specified by Lemma 3.16. Fori € {1,...,L}
and j € {1,...,q} the (i,])-th factor (TXE denotes the projector % (I + (—1)"ic" (1)) acting on the s-th
qubit of |[EPR) Mk, where s = (i — 1)k + .
Proof. Define the isometry 8 : CT — (C?)®Fas 6 |a) = |a1) @ |ap) - - - |a;) where x(a) = (a1, a0,...,a;) €
IFS is the bijection introduced in Section 3.3 corresponding to the basis {e1,...,ex}. Observe that 6 ®
0|EPR,) = |EPR,)%,

Leta € Fy, and let k(a) = (ay,...,a;) € F. Then from (21), we get

Taw - E (_1)tr(ab) Tw(b)
belF,
— _1 tr(E]a]e]h) W b
thq( ) ° ( ) (24)
= 2 ibj 2 b; ,
b]e];:Fq( ] ‘ ( ej)

where b = }_; bje;; since the basis {e; } is self-dual, we have that b; = tr(be;). From (24) and the product
relation in (3.7) we get that

k
o= E (=05 (be)
by brelF; ]71
) @5)
=] E (-1 " (bje;),
]:1bj€]F2

where we have the used the fact that the expectation is over iid by, ..., by to take it inside the product in
the second line. Next we claim that for all ¢ € IF», we have TV (ce;) = 6Y¢"V/(c)0 where ™V (c) = T if
¢ = 0, and otherwise is the Pauli W observable acting on the j-th qubit of (C2)®k . This can be verified by
comparing the actions of both operators on the basis states of CY.

Thus we obtain that the right-hand side of (25) is equal to

k k
aibj 1gtaWi(b)o| = of _1\aib W (.
HbiIGEIFz |:90- ](b])9:| 0 ®<hj1€E]F2( 1) 7 (b]))e (26)
k
=0 (®a) )e. @7)
j=1

ZHere we have applied the natural identifications between (C7)®L ® (C1)®L and (C7 ® C7)®L, and between (C2)?LF
(C2)®Lk and (CZ ® C2)®Lk.
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Define ¢ = 6®L. Tt is evident that (22) holds for this choice of ¢, and it remains to show (23). The projector

7V can be decomposed as the tensor product @, TXY where TJ{Y acts on the i-th factor of (C7)®%. Express

each u; as Z]- ujjej where u;; € IFp. Then from Equation (27) we get that

oV | o, (28)

ll,‘j

L k
W W o_
W= Qu = ¢
i=1 =1

i=1j

which establishes Equation (23). O
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4 Conditionally Linear Functions, Distributions, and Samplers

4.1 Conditionally linear functions and distributions

We first introduce conditionally linear functions, which are used to specify the question distribution for
games considered in the paper in a way that the question distribution can be “introspected”, as described
in Section 8. Intuitively, a conditionally linear function takes as input an element x € V = [F" for some
n > 0, and applies linear maps L; sequentially on xVi where Vj, Vs, ... are a sequence of complementary
register subspaces such that both the linear maps L; and the subspace V; for j > 2 may depend on the values
taken by previous linear maps Lq(x"1), Lp(x"2), etc.

In the remainder of the section we use V to denote the linear space IF" for some integer n > 0. For
ease of notation we extensively use the subscript range notation. For example, if Vi, Vo, ..., V; are fixed
subspaces of Vand k € {1,2,...,¢} we write

Va= P Vi, Va= @V,

ji1<j<k jil>j>k

and it is understood that V. and V- are identical to V1 and V- j_1, respectively. Moreover, if V' is a
. q . . . /

register subspace of V, F : V/ — V' is a function, and x € V, we write xF to denote F (xV ). For example,

in the following definition x’ is used as shorthand notation for Ly (x"1).

Definition 4.1. Let V be F" for some n > 0. For all integers £ > 0 the collection of £-level conditionally
linear functions (implicitly, on V) is defined inductively as follows.

1. There is a single O-level conditionally linear function, which is the 0 function on V.

2. Let £ > 1 and suppose the collection of (¢ — 1)-level conditionally linear functions has been defined.
The collection of ¢-level conditionally linear functions on V consists of all functions L on V that can
be expressed in the following form. There exist complementary register subspaces V1 and V1 of V, a
linear function Lq on V7, and for all v € L1(V7), an (¢ — 1)-level conditionally linear function L~ ,
on V-1, such that for all x € V,

L(x) =x"+ Ly a0 (x"1).

The concept of conditionally linear functions is simple even though the notations seem complicated. It
is best understood using an operational definition illustrated in Fig. 1. We give an example of a 2-level CL
function in Example 4.3.

Remark 4.2. It follows from the above definition that all 1-level CL functions are linear.

Example 4.3. Consider V = IF% Then the following map
L: (x0,x1,x2) — (0, x0x2 + x1X2 + X0, X2)

on V is a 2-level CL function by choosing V; = span{(0,0,1)}, L; the identity function on V1, V, = Vli,
and
LZIXZ : (XO, xl,O) — (0, XoX2 + X1X2 + Xp, 0),

which is linear for all x; € F,. Note that intuitively the function L selects either xy or x7 in the second
coordinate conditioning on the value of x.
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Figure 1: An illustration of an ¢-level CL function L. First a register subspace V; and a linear map L; are
chosen and applied to obtain x'* = L{(x"1) € V;. Then depending the value of x'1, a register subspace V>
and a linear map L, .1, are chosen and applied to obtain xlr = 2l (x"2) € V; and so on. Finally, L(x)

is defiend to be Z£:1 xle,

Remark 4.4. Note that for any integer £ > 1 the collection of {-level CL functions trivially contains the
collection of (¢ — 1)-level CL functions: for this it suffices to note that the 0 function, which is a 0-level
CL function, is also a 1-level CL function by setting V1 = V, Vo1 = {0}, L1(x) = 0 forall x € V, and
L is the O map forall x € V.

>1,xM

Definition 4.5. Let L,R : V — V be conditionally linear functions. The conditionally linear distribution
ur r corresponding to (L, R) is defined as the distribution over pairs (L(x), R(x)) € V x V for x drawn
uniformly at random from V.

Throughout the paper we abbreviate “conditionally linear functions” and “conditionally linear distribu-
tions” as CL functions and CL distributions, respectively.

The following lemma elucidates structural properties of /-level CL functions. Recall that using our
shorthand notation, xL<k and x* in the lemma denote L_j(x) and Ly, (x"+) where u = L _¢(x).

Lemma 4.6. Let £ > 1 and V = F" for some integer n > 0. A function L : V — V is an {-level CL
function if and only if the following collection of functions and subspaces exists:

(i) Foreachk € {1,2,...,¢}, a function L<y : V — V called the k-th marginal of L;

(ii) For eachk € {1,2,...,0} and u € L_((V), a register subspace Vy ,, of V called the k-th factor
space with prefix u;

(iii) Foreachk € {1,2,...,4} andu € L_(V), a linear map Ly, : Vi ,, — Vi , called the k-th linear
map of L with prefix u;

such that the following conditions hold for all k € {1,2,...,(}.

1. L<yis a k-level CL function on V;
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2.V = EBZ 1V gt forallx € V;

3. Leg(x) = 21 1 xYi for all x € V, where L; is shorthand notation for L.

1x<z’

4. L - ng.
As in Item 3, we sometimes use Vi and Ly to denote Vy ,, and Ly ,, respectively, leaving the prefix u implicit.

Proof. We first prove the “if” direction: if there exist spaces and functions satisfying the conditions in the
lemma, the fact that L is an ¢-level CL function follows from Items 1 and 4 of the lemma statement.

We now prove the “only if” direction. Given a CL function L on V, we construct the k-th family of
subspaces and functions for all k € {1,...,¢} by induction on the level . First consider the base case
¢ = 1. Since L. = 0, we omit the mentioning of the prefix u € L.1(V). Define L<; = L, the factor
space V1 = V, and the linear map L1 = L. It is straightforward to verify that the conditions in the lemma
hold for these choices of linear maps and spaces.

Now, assume that the lemma holds for CL functions of level at most £ — 1, and we prove the lemma for
{-level CL functions. By definition, an /-level CL function L can be written as

L(x) =xb + Loy (xV>1)
for some linear map L1 : V3 — Vj and a family of (¢ — 1)-level CL functions
{L>1,v 1 Vor — V>1}UGL1(V1)

where V7 and V-1 are complementary register subspaces of V. Next, using the inductive hypothesis on the
(¢ —1)-level CL function L~ , we get that for all v € L1(V;) and all k € {1,2,. — 1} there exist k-th
marginal functions L <k " : Vo1 — V<1, k-th factor spaces V o and k-th hnear maps L of L+, with
prefix u € Lv - k(V>1) such that the conditions of the lemma for L~1,, hold.

Define the marginal functions L<y : V — V, factor spaces V} , and linear maps Ly ,, for L as follows.

vk, u

(i) Define L<; = L; and the first factor space to be Vi;
(i) Forallk € {2,3,...,¢}, define

Leg:x— x4t (xV>1) forx € V; (29)

xl1, <k

(iii) For all k € {2,3,...,¢} and u € L(V), define Vg, = V Lo and Ly, = =1L
v=u"1 € Ll(Vl) andw =u">1 € L;,<k71(V>1)'

0 k—1,w where

We verify that the conditions of the lemma are satisfied. Since L <k 1s by assumption a (k — 1)-level CL
function on V-1, we get that L is a k-level CL function on V from Eq. (29), establishing Item 1. By the
induction hypothesis, we have for all v € L1(V;) and y € V=g,

V>1 @ v,1,Y ;<1 (30)
which implies that for all x € V and v = xlr,
/ 4
V:V1 <@ le;<l) Vl@(@ le<:>:@Vi,xL<i'
i=2 i=1
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The first equality follows from Eq. (30) while the second and third equalities follow from the definition of
Vi u- This establishes Item 2.
Next, we have that forall x € V, v = xI, and k € {1,2,...,/},

Leg(x) = v+ L, i (x"1) (31)
k—1 , k

=v+ ) xlei=Y by, (32)
i=1 i=1

where L. . is the i-th linear map of L1, , with prefix Lv ~;(x) and L; is the i-th linear map of L with prefix
L_i(x). The second equality follows from the inductive hypothesis applied to Lv < and the third equality
follows from the definition of L;. Line (32) implies Item 3 of the lemma.

Finally, Item 4 follows from (31) where we set k = £ and observe that L’ <01 isequal to L_; .1,
by the inductive hypothesis. This shows that L.y, V ,, and Ly , satisfy the condltlons of the lemma and
completes the induction. U

We note that the marginal functions, factor spaces, and linear maps of a given CL function L may not be
unique; for example, consider the identity function on a linear space V = F". This is clearly a 1-level CL
function, but it can also be viewed as a k-level CL function for k € {2,...,n} with an arbitrary partition of
V into factor spaces.

Lemma 4.7. Let £,k > 0 be integers and U = F", V. = F" be linear spaces. Suppose L is a k-level CL
function on U and R,, is an {-level CL function on V for each u € L(U). Then the concatenation T of L
and {R, }, defined as

T(x) = L(xY) + RL(XU)(XV)

is a (k + £)-level conditionally linear function on U ® V.

Proof. We prove the claim by induction on k. The case k = 0 follows from the Definition 4.1. Assume
that the lemma holds for L being at most (k — 1)-level. By Definition 4.1, there are complementary register
subspaces Uj and U= of U, a linear function L; on Uy, and a family of (k — 1)-level CL functions L~1
for v € L1 (U;) such that

L(x%) = xb 4+ Loy, (xt1).

For all xL1, define the function T>1’ Lonls1@Vas
U1V u 14
T>1,xL1 (x -t ) - L>1,xL1 ('x >1) + RxL1+xL>1 ('x )I

and {RL(XU) =1 Where L>q is the shorthand notation of L_; ,1,. By the
induction hypothesis, T, ,1, is (k + ¢ — 1)-level conditionally linear. The lemma follows from Defini-
tion 4.1. U

the concatenation of L_; .1,

Lemma 4.8 (Direct sums of CL functions). Let V1) V(z), ooy Vm) pe register subspaces of V such that
V= @m ). Suppose that, for each j € {1,2,...,m}, LU) is an {j-level conditionally linear function

on V). Then the direct sum L. = DL, LY is an f-level CL function over V for £ = max;{/;}, where L is

defined by
— 3 L0 (x0)
j=1

forall x =Y, xU) € D v
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Proof. 1t is easy to see that an {-level CL function is also k-level conditionally linear for all k > £. Hence,
it suffices to prove the claim where ¢; = £ forj =1,2,...,m.

We prove the theorem by an induction on ¢. For £ = 1, the functions LY) are linear and the claim
follows by the fact that the direct sum of linear maps is linear.

Assume now the theorem holds for conditionally linear functions of level at most £ — 1 and LU) are
{-level conditionally linear functions for j = 1 2,,...,m. By definition, L") is the concatenation of condi-

tionally linear functions Lg ) on V ) and {L }U on V(l) of levels 1, and ¢ — 1 respectively. Furthermore,

>1v

m

m . . . . ()
X) = ZL(])(X(])) = .Z;(vf + Lg)l,vj((x(]))v>]1>)’

=1 J=

where v; = ng ) <(x(j ))Vl(j)> . By the induction hypothesis,

— Z{ L%J) ((x(]))Vl(”>’ Loy o(x%) ~y L(>])1 v]( ﬁjf)
j=

j=1

are 1-level and (¢ — 1)-level conditionally linear respectively for v = Yiv, V1= 69;”:1 Vl(j ), and Vo1 =
@;”:1 Vgl) . This proves that L is £-level conditionally linear. O

Lemma 4.9. Foreachi € {1,...,m} let L(i), R . v 5 v pe U;-level conditionally linear functions
andlet L,R : V. — V be the direct sums L = @; L; and R = ; R;, respectively, as deﬁned in Lemma 4.8.
Then the conditionally linear distribution yup R is the product distribution [T_; ;i) g over V- x V.

Proof. The distribution p g is the distribution over pairs (L(x), R(x)) where x is sampled uniformly from
V x V. By Lemma 4.8, this is equivalent to the distribution over pairs ((L;(x"))™, (R;(x"))™,) where x
is chosen uniformly at random from V. This distribution is exactly the product of the distributions p; () g
fori=1,2,...,m. O

CL functions used in the paper are frequently defined over a “large” field Fy: (e.g., the CL functions
used in the low degree tests of Section 7). However, the introspection protocol in Section 8 handles CL
functions defined over IFp. The following definition and lemma show that CL functions over prime power
fields can be viewed as CL functions over the prime field via a “downsizing” operation.

Definition 4.10 (Downsizing CL functions). Let V = ng be a linear space for a prime power g4 = p' for
odd t. Let L : V — V be a function. Let x(-) denote the downsize map from Section 3.3 corresponding
to the basis {e1,..., et} of IF; over IF, specified by Lemma 3.16. In particular, x is linear over IFj, and by
Lemma 3.14, the set k(V') is the linear space IF};’. Define the downsized function L* : x(V) — x(V) by
L¥=xoLox L

Lemma 4.11. Let V = ng for a prime power q = p'. Let L : V — V be an {-level CL function over V
for some integer £ > 0. Let L<j, V; y, and L; , denote the j-th marginal functions, factor spaces, and linear
maps corresponding to L as guaranteed by Lemma 4.6. Then L* : k(V) — x(V) is an {-level CL function
onV* =x(V) = IF’;t with marginal functions L It factor spaces V]Kv and linear maps L}‘,v that satisfy the
following forall j € {1,...,(}.

1. The j-th marginal function LKSj of L* is equal to x o L<j o K1
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2. Forallu € L<]-(V), the j-th factor space V],KK(M) and the j-th linear map L;F () of L¥ are equal to
K(Vj,u) and i o Lj () 0 5! respectively.

Proof. We prove the lemma by induction on £. Let L : V' — V be an £-level CL function. For the base case
¢ =1, observe that since x is a linear bijection between IF; and IF;7 as linear spaces over IF;, the function
L¥ is linear, and thus a 1-level CL function over K(V) = IF’;t. Furthermore, the first marginal function
L%, = L* = ko L<j ok 1; the factor space Vf = x(V;) = x(V),and Lf = L =k o Lyox L.

Assume that the statement of the lemma holds for some £ —1 > 1. Let L<j, V; ,, and L; , denote
the marginal functions, factor spaces, and linear maps corresponding to L as guaranteed by Lemma 4.6.
Recursively define the following functions and spaces, for j € {1,...,(}.

1. L;;j =KoL ox !
2. Forallu € Lj(V), set Vj;f;c(u) = (V) and set L;."K(u) =K0Lj o kL

We argue that {L% j}’ { Vj’fv}, and { L}‘/U} satisfy the conditions of Lemma 4.6 for the function L*, which
implies that L* is an /-level CL function over x (V).
We first establish Item 4 of Lemma 4.6. Since L<, = L, this implies

-1 -1
L*=xoLokx " =kxolLgox =LY,

as desired. Next, for all j € {1,2,...,¢}, for all y € x(V) with y = x(x) for some x € V, letting
uj = L.j(x), we have

/ 4 4
V) = x( @Vt ) = Br(Vi) = B Ve
= =1

=1

The first equality follows from Item 2 of Lemma 4.6, the second equality follows from Lemma 3.14, and
the third equality follows by definition. Since x(x<i) = L ;o k(x) = LC ; (y), this establishes Item 2 of
Lemma 4.6.

Next, we have forall j € {1,2,...,¢} and all y € (V) with y = x(x) for some x € V,

j
L’;]’(y) = (KongoK—l)(y) = (KOL<] ;K X ,xL<z

:ZLZ v; x ”L<z ZLZ v;

where v; = L¥ (y) = x(xL<i). The first equality follows from definition of L* j» the second equality follows
from y = x(x ) the third equality follows from Item 3 of Lemma 4.6 applied to L<;, the fourth equality
follows from the definition of the linear map LY _, and the fifth equality follows from Lemma 3.14. This
establishes Item 3 of Lemma 4.6 for LT i

Finally, since L<; is a j-level CL function over V, using the inductive hypothesis we have that LKS j is a
j-level CL function over (V') when j € {1,2,...,¢ — 1}. It remains to establish that L’ , is an {-level CL
function. Since L is an ¢-level CL function, there exists register subspaces V3, V-1 suchthat V = V; ® V.1,
a linear map L; : V; — Vj and a collection of (¢ — 1)-level CL functions {L~1, : V=1 — V>1}U€L1(V1)

l?}’
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such that L(x) = x!1 + Loy (xV>1) for all x € V. Observe that L% is a 1-level CL function on V} =
x(V1), and for o’ = x(v) € L(V]), the inductive hypothesis implies the function L¥ ; , is an (£ — 1)-level
CL function on VX, = x(V~1). Furthermore, since LY , = L*, we have that for all y € x(V') withy = x(x)

for some x € V,
Sy) = L) = Li () + L 1y (v™)

which implies that L , is an ¢-level CL function over k(V) = x(V7) @ x(V~1). This establishes Item 1 of
Lemma 4.6, and comf)letes the induction. O

Lemma 4.12. Let V = IFZ for some integer n and prime power g = p' for odd t. Let L,R : V — V
be CL functions. Let L*,R* : k(V) — (V) be the associated downsized CL functions, as defined in
Definition 4.10. Then the distribution ppx gx over k(V) x (V') defined in Definition 4.5 is identical to
the distribution of (x,y) € (V) x x(V) obtained by first sampling (x',y') according to yy r and then
returning (x(x"),x(y’)).

Proof. The fact that L*, R* are well-defined CL functions follows from Lemma 4.11. The lemma is imme-
diate from the definition of px g« and the fact that x is a bijection. O

4.2 Conditionally linear samplers

Samplers are Turing machines that perform computations corresponding to CL functions defined in Sec-
tion 4.1. The inputs and outputs of the sampler are binary strings that are interpreted as representing data
of different types (integers, bits, vectors in IF?, etc.). See Section 3.3.2 and in particular Remark 3.19 for an
in-depth discussion of representing structured objects on a Turing machine.

Definition 4.13. A function q : N — IN is an admissible field size function if for all n € IN, q(n) is an
admissible field size as defined in Definition 3.15.

Definition 4.14 (Conditionally linear samplers). Let g : IN — IN be an admissible field size function, and
let s : IN — IN be a function. A 6-input Turing machine S is a ¢-level conditionally linear sampler with
field size q(n) and dimension s(n) if for all n € IN, letting ¢ = q(n) and s = s(n), there exist ¢-level CL
functions L*", L®" : F; — TF; with marginal functions {Lzﬁjn} and factor spaces {V;,UL’[”} forw € {A,B}

satisfying the conditions of Lemma 4.6, such that forallw € {A,B},j € {1,..., ¢}, z € Fy:
* On input (71, DIMENSION ), the sampler S outputs the dimension s(1).

* On input (1, w, MARGINAL, j, z), the sampler S outputs the binary representation of L;U]” (2),

* Oninput (1, w, LINEAR, j, 1, y), the sampler S outputs the binary representation of L;”;l” (y), where u

.. w,n
is interpreted as an element of V. <

* On input (1, w, FACTOR, j, 1), the sampler S outputs the j-th factor space V]wu” of L¥" with prefix
ue Li’]” (V), represented as a vector in {0, 1}° indicating which elementary basis vectors of 7 span
the factor space.

We call IFZ((Z)) the ambient space of S on index n. We call the CL functions L*"" for w € {A,B} the CL

functions of S on index n. The time complexity of S, denoted as TIMEg(n), is the number of steps before
S halts for index n.
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Remark 4.15. Conditionally linear samplers are defined to have 6-input tapes, but depending on the input,
not all input tapes are read. For example, if the second input tape has the input DIMENSION, then the re-
maining input tapes are ignored. Thus for notational convenience we write samplers with different numbers
of arguments, depending on the type of argument it gets. The number of arguments is always at most 6,
however.

The following definition shows how samplers naturally correspond to conditionally linear distributions.

Definition 4.16 (Distribution of a sampler). Let S be a sampler with field size q(n), dimension s(n). For
each n € IN, let LA, LB denote the CL functions of S on index 1. Let jis , denote the CL distribution
Hpan pBn corresponding to (LA™, LB 1), as defined in Definition 4.5. We call us , the distribution of
sampler S on index n.

The following provides a definition of a “downsized” sampler that can be obtained from any sampler S
over an admissible field IF;.

Definition 4.17 (Downsized sampler). Let g : IN — IN be an admissible field size function. Let S be an
¢-level sampler with field size () and dimension s(#). Define x(S) as the following Turing machine. For

alln e N,w e {A,B},je{l,...,¢},andz € IF;logq where g = g(n) and s = s(n):

* On input (72, DIMENSION ), the sampler returns the output of S(7, DIMENSION ) multiplied by log g.

* On input (1, w, MARGINAL, ], z), the sampler x(S) returns the output of S(1, w, MARGINAL, j, ).

* On input (1, w, LINEAR, j, u’, ), the sampler x(S) computes u such that ' = x(u) and returns the
output of S(n, w, LINEAR, j, 1, ).

* On input (1, w, FACTOR, j, u"), the sampler x(S) computes u such that #’ = x(u) and the indicator
vector
C = S(n,w,FACTOR, j,u) € {0,1}°,

and returns the expanded indicator vector (D1, Ds, ..., Ds) € ({0,1}1°87)5 where D; is the all ones
vector in {0, 1}!°87 if C; = 1 and D; is the all zeroes vector otherwise.

The next lemma establishes that «(S) is a well-defined CL sampler, in the sense that it can be derived
from a family of CL functions as in Definition 4.14.

Lemma 4.18. Let ¢ > 1 be such that S is an (-level CL sampler, and let q(n) and s(n) be as in
Definition 4.17. Then the Turing machine x(S) is an {-level CL sampler with field size 2, dimension
s'(n) = s(n)logq(n), and time complexity

TIME,(s)(n) = O(TIMEg(n)logq(n)) .

Furthermore, for every integer n € IN the CL functions of k(S) on index n are (LA™)* and (LB")*, where
LA™, LB gre the CL functions of S on index n.

Proof. To show that x(S) is an ¢-level CL sampler we first show the “Furthermore” part, i.e. verify that
for any integer n > 1 the CL functions (L") and (LB ")* are its associated CL functions on index 7, as
defined in Definition 4.14.

Observe that for z € V, the binary representation of z as an element of {0,1}° 1089 passed as input to
S is, by definition (see Section 3.3.2), identical to the binary representation of x(z). Using the definition
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(Lv™M* = ko L»" ox~! forw € {A,B} this justifies that x(S) returns the correct output when executed
on inputs of the form (7, DIMENSION), (1, w, MARGINAL, j,z) and (n,w, LINEAR, j, u, ).

Next, if T is a register subspace of IF with indicator vector C € {0,1}°, then k(T is a register subspace
of IFSIqu with indicator vector D defined from C as in Definition 4.17. Thus the output of x(S) on input
(n,w, FACTOR, j, u’) is equal to the indicator vector of K(V;’UL’I”), which is the j-th factor space of L*"" with
prefix u’ = x(u).

The time complexity of x(S) is the same as with the sampler S, except it takes O(logg(n)) times

longer to output the factor space indicator vectors.
O
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5 Nonlocal Games and MIP*

We introduce definitions associated with nonlocal games and strategies that will be used throughout.

5.1 Games and strategies

Definition 5.1 (Two-player one-round games). A two-player one-round game & is specified by a tuple
(X, Y, A,B,u,D) where

1. X and Y are finite sets (called the question alphabets),

2. A and B are finite sets (called the answer alphabets),

3. uis a probability distribution over X’ x ) (called the question distribution), and
4. D: X x)Y x Ax B — {0,1} is a function (called the decision predicate).

Definition 5.2 (Tensor product strategies). A rensor product strategy . foragame & = (X, Y, A, B, 1, D)
is a tuple (|y), A, B) where

. is a pure quantum state, i.e. a unit vector in H 4 ® Hp for finite dimensional complex Hilbert
pure q P
spaces H 4, Hp,

« Aisaset {A*} such that for every x € X', A* = {A}},c4 is a POVM over H 4, and
* Bisaset {BY} such that for every y € Y, BY = {Bj }yep3 is a POVM over Hp.

Definition 5.3 (Tensor product value). The tensor product value of a tensor product strategy . = (|¢), A, B)
with respect to a game & = (X, ), A, B, 4, D) is defined as

val'(6,.7) = Y u(x,y)D(x,y,a,b) (y|Af @ B} |¢) .
x,y,a,b

For v € [0,1] we say that the strategy . passes (or wins) & with probability v if val*(®,.%) > v. The
tensor product value of & is defined as

val®(8) = supval®(&,.7),
K%

where the supremum is taken over all tensor product strategies . for .

Remark 5.4. Unless specified otherwise, all strategies considered in this paper are tensor product strate-
gies, and we simply call them strategies. Similarly, we refer to val* (&) as the value of the game ®.

Definition 5.5 (Projective strategies). We say that a strategy . = (|¢), A, B) is projective if all the mea-
surements { A%}, and {B} }, are projective.

Definition 5.6. A game & = (X,), A, B, u, D) is symmetric if the question and answer alphabets are
the same for both players (i.e. X = ) and A = B), the distribution p is symmetric (i.e. p(x,y) =
1(y, x)), and the decision predicate D treats both players symmetrically (i.e. for all x, y,a,b, D(x,y,a,b) =
D(y,x,b,a)).

We call a strategy . = (|ip), A, B) symmetric if |p) is a (pure) state in H ® H,, for some Hilbert space
‘H, that is invariant under permutation of the two factors, and the measurement operators of both players are
identical.
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We often specify symmetric games & and symmetric strategies . using a compact notation: we write
& = (X, A u,D)and . = (|¢p), M) where M denotes the set of measurement operators for both players.

Lemma 5.7. Let & = (X, A, u, D) be a symmetric game such that val* (&) = 1 — ¢ for some € > 0. Then
there exists a symmetric and projective strategy . = (|¢), M) such that val*(®,.) > 1 — .

Proof. By definition for any ¢ > ¢ there exists a strategy .¥" = (|¢’), A, B) such that val*(&,.s") >
1 — €. Using Naimark’s theorem (Theorem 3.24) we can assume without loss of generality that |¢') €
Cﬁ, & C‘é, for some integer d and that for every x, A* and B are projective measurements. Let

1

¥) 7

where |) is obtained from |¢p) by permuting the two players’ registers. Observe that |¢) is invariant under
permutation of AA” and BB'.

For any question x € X’ define the measurement M* = {M2>},c 4 acting on the Hilbert space C? @ C*
as follows:

(100 al1)s19") e + [1)al0)B[¥5) arwr) € (CR®CY) @ (CRRCyy),

M; = [0)(0] @ A7 +[1)(1] ® By ,

i.e. for |p) € C%, MX(|0)|@)) = |0)AZ¥|@) and M¥(|1)|@)) = |1)B¥|@). When Alice receives question
x, she measures M* on registers AA’, and when Bob receives question y, he measures MY on registers

BB’. Using that by assumption the decision predicate D for & is symmetric, it is not hard to verify that
val*(6,.7) = val*(8,.7). O

Definition 5.8. Let & = (X,), A, B, u, D) be a game, and let ./ = (|¢), A, B) be a strategy for & such
that Hy = Hp. Let S C X x Y denote the support of the question distribution , i.e. the set of (x,y) such

that p(x,y) > 0. We say that . is a commuting strategy for & if for all question pairs (x,y) € S, we have
[AX,B)] = Oforalla € A,b € B, where [A, B] = AB — BA denotes the commutator.

Definition 5.9 (Consistent measurements). Let .4 be a finite set, let [¢) € H ® H be a state, and let
{M, },c 4 be a projective measurement on H. We say that { M, },c 4 is consistent on |p) if and only if

When the state |p) is clear from context we simply say that { M, },c 4 is consistent.

The terminology “consistent” arises from the fact that when the measurement {M,} is performed on
both registers of |¢), the probability of obtaining twice the same outcome is

Y (WIMy @ Ma|p) = Y (I ® (Ma)?[p) = Y (¥[]Ix © Mo|9p) =1,

a a a

where the first equality is by definition of consistency, the second uses that { M, } is projective, and the last
uses Y , M, = 1.

Definition 5.10 (Consistent strategies). Let . = (|i), A, B) be a projective strategy with state i) €
‘H ® H, for some Hilbert space H, which is defined on question alphabets X and )’ and answer alphabets
A and B, respectively. We say that the strategy . is consistent if for all x € X, the measurement { AX },c 4
is consistent on |) and if for all y € ), the measurement {Bj },cp is consistent on [¢p).
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We almost always restrict our attention to symmetric strategies. In this case, consistency implies that
whenever both players are sent the same question, they provide the same answer.

Definition 5.11. We say that a strategy .7 for a game & is PCC if it is projective, consistent, and commuting
for &. Additionally, we say that a PCC strategy .¥ is SPCC if it is furthermore symmetric.

Recall that for a (pure) state |¢) € Ha ® Hp, the Schmidt rank of |¢p) is the smallest integer k such that

lp) =) ailui) @ [v;) ,

M-

i=1

for some orthonormal families {|u;)} C Ha and {|v;)} C Hp and a; > 0. The coefficients a; are uniquely
defined by |¢) and called Schmidt coefficients. The state |¢p) is called maximally entangled if a; = - for

NG
alli=1,...,k

Definition 5.12 (Entanglement requirements of a game). For all games & and v € [0, 1], let £ (&, v) denote
the minimum integer d such that there exists a finite dimensional tensor product strategy .# that achieves
success probability at least v in the game & with a state |¢) whose Schmidt rank is at most d. If there is no
finite dimensional strategy that achieves success probability v, then define & (&, v) to be oco.

Remark 5.13. A strategy % = (|¢), A, B) for a symmetric game & = (X, X, A, A, u,D) is called
synchronous if it holds that for every x € X and a # b € A, (p|A; ® Bi|) = O; in other words, the
players never return different answers when simultaneously asked the same question. As shown in [PSS*16]
the condition for a finite-dimensional strategy of being synchronous is equivalent to the condition that it is
projective, consistent, and moreover |) is a maximally entangled state. (The equivalence is extended to
infinite-dimensional strategies, as well as correlations induced by limits of finite-dimensional strategies,
in [KPS18].)

5.2 Distance measures

We introduce several distance measures that are used throughout.

Definition 5.14 (Distance between states). Let {|i,) }nen and {|),) }nen be two families of states in the
same space H. For some function 6 : N — [0, 1] we say that {|¢,,) } and {|¢;,) } are d-close, denoted as

1) =~ @), if |||wn) — [9))||* = O(8(n)). (For convenience we generally leave the dependence of the
states and ¢ on the indexing parameter 7 implicit, writing e.g. |) for |¢,).)

Definition 5.15 (Consistency between POVMs). Let X be a finite set and y a distribution on X. Let
|¢) € Ha ® Hp be a quantum state, and for all x € X, {AX} and { B} } POVMs. We write

A;@IB ~5 IA®B’};
on state |1) and distribution y if

E ) ($lA; @ Bjlp) = O(6) »
YH atb

In this case, we say that { AY } and { B} } are d-consistent on |¢).

24Here the use of the O(+) notation refers to the fact that the notation will often be used to measure consistency for famillies of
POVM and states indexed by an implicit parameter n € IN, which will always be clear from context but omitted for legibility, see
Definition 5.14. The O(+) is taken as 1 — oo,
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Note that a consistent measurement on |¢) according to Definition 5.9 is O-consistent with itself on the
same |) and under the singleton distribution, according to Definition 5.15 (and vice-versa). This is because

Z<¢|Ma®Ma|lP> =1 = Va, I® M) = M, ®1|y),

a
because using that { M, } is a POVM there must be equality in the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality
/2
= LMo e Milg) < (L1 M) (LMo @ 1) )<
a

Definition 5.16 (Distance between POVMs). Let X’ be a finite set and y a distribution on X. Let [p) € H
be a quantum state, and for all x € X', {M}} and {N}} two POVMs on H. We say that { M} } and {N}}
are 8-close on state | ) and under distribution y if

2
XJEMZ 1Mz = N |p)||” < 0(0),
a
and we write M} ~; N to denote this when the state i) and distribution y are clear from context. This
distance is referred to as the state-dependent distance.

Deﬁnition 5.17 (Distance between strategies). Let & = (X,), A, B, U, D) be a nonlocal game and let

= (y,A,B), " = (¢, A’,B') be strategies for &. For § € [0, 1] we say that .7 is -close to .7 if the
followmg conditions hold.

1. The states |), |) are states in the same Hilbert space H 4 ® Hp and are J-close.

2. Forall x € X,y € Y, we have AY =~ (A’)X and B ~; (B')], with the approximations holding
under the distribution y, and on either |ip) or |¢).

We record several useful facts about the consistency measure and the state-dependent distance without
proof. Readers are referred to Sections 4.4 and 4.5 in [NW19] for additional discussion and proofs.

Fact 5.18 (Fact 4.13 and Fact 4.14 in [NW19]). For POVMs { A} } and {B}}, the following hold.
1. IfA;C®IB 5 1A®B§thenA;‘®IB s 1A®B§

2. If A ® Iy =5 I ® BY and { AX} and {B}} are projective measurements, then A} ® Ig ~5 In ® B.

3. If A} ® Iy =5 In ® B} and either { AL} or {BX} is a projective measurement, then AX ® Ig ~5/2
I ® Bj.

Fact 5.19 (Fact 4.20 in [NW19]). Let A, B, C be finite sets, and let y be a distribution over question pairs
(x,y). Let {A;,} and {B;,} be operators whose outcomes range over the product set A x B. Sup-

pose a set of operators {CM}, whose outcomes range over the product set A x C, satisfies the condition
ZC(Cay,C)JrCay,C < Iforall aand all y. If A}, ~s B, on average over x sampled from the corresponding

marginal of distribution y, then Cj  A* , ~5 Cy .BX, on average over (x,y) sampled from .
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Proof. Fix questions x,y and answers a € A, b € B. We have then that
Yl (Cheas, — CheBE )W) = LWI(A7, — Bl (Coo) (Coe) (A = Brplw) - (33
c

§<¢’|( vy — BT (AL, — BY ) (34)
= || (A%, — B, ||| (35)

where the inequality follows from the assumption that ZC(C%C)‘LC%C < I. Thus we obtain the desired
conclusion

E Y [|(CheAl, - CLBE) )| < E D | <

(xy)~p ab,c (xy)~u ab
]

Fact 5.20. Let X, A denote finite sets, and let G denote a set of functions § : X — A. Let {A}}, {BX}
be POVMs indexed by X and outcomes in A. Let {S;} xex geg denote a set of operators such that for all

x e X, Zg(5§)+5§ < L. If A} =5 B} on average over x, then S;Ag( ) S"B"( )
Proof. We expand:
¥ x x i X tcox\tgx x X
1?;‘ Sg(Ag(x) - B o(x) H = ; wl( A ( )) (Sg) Sg(Ag(X) _Bg(x))|¢>
= EY (145 - +( Y (SH'SE)(Ar - BY)lg)
a 8§:g(x)=a
< B Y (9145 — B (A3 — BDI)
=EY.[I(A} = B9
*a

The inequality follows from the fact that zg:g(x):a(sgﬁsg < Zg(5§)+(5§) < I. The last line is at most &
by assumption, and we obtain the desired conclusion. U

Lemma 5.21. Let X and A be finite sets and y a distribution on X. Let { A} ,c 4 be a projective measure-
ment and let { B} } ,c 4 be a set of matrices. If AX =5 BX, then for all subsets S C A, we have

Y Alms Y AL-BL

aes aes

Proof. We expand:

2 2

E

X

Y (4x - ax-BY)ly)

aesS

E||L Al (Al Bz)m

a€esS

Z pl(A7 — B AL (AT - BD) )
Z — B,

a

where all expectations are taken according to . In the second line we used the projectivity of { A%}, and in
the third line we used that A} < I. O
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Fact 5.22 (Triangle inequality, Fact 4.28 in [NW19]). If A} ~s B} and B} ~. C}, then A} =5, C).

Fact 5.23 (Triangle inequality for “~", Proposition 4.29 in [JINV20]). If A*® Ig ~, In ® B}, CX ® Iz ~
In ® B;, and Ci & Iy >~y In @ Dy, then A7 @ Iy >~ 5 57 Ia ® Dy.

Fact 5.24 (Data processing, Fact 4.26 in [NW19]). Suppose A} @ Iy ~s Ipn ® B}. Then A’[‘f(.):h] ® Ig ~5

Ia ® By )=y

The state-dependent distance is the right tool for reasoning about the closeness of measurement operators
in a strategy. The following lemma ensures that, when two families of measurements are close on a state,
changing from one family of measurement to the other only introduces a small error to the value of the
strategy.

Lemma 5.25. Let {AY ,}, {BY, .}, {C} .} be POVMs. Suppose {BY , .} is projective, and

a,b,c a,b,c
Az,b & IB ~s IA ® B;,b P
szc,c ® IB s IA ® Bg,c 7

where recall that B | =} . By, . and similarly B; . = Y, B, .. Then the following approximate commu-
tation relation holds:
(A%, Call @ Ip =5 0.

Proof. Applying Fact 5.19to C; . ® Ig =5 I ® B} . and {A}, ® Iz}, we have
A pCa,e @ I =5 Ag y @ By . (36)

Similarly, applying Fact 5.19 to A} | ® Iy ~s Ix ® B} , and {Ix ® Bj .}, and using the fact that {B}, } is
projective, we have

A;C,b ® Bg,c s IA X B;,cBg,b

= IA®BZ,h,c' 6D
Combining Equations (36) and (37), we have
A;‘,bC;C ®Ig ~; A® By, - (38)
A similar argument gives
CocAnpy®@Ip =5 IAn® B, . (39)
The claim follows from Equations (38) and (39). O

The following lemma is a slightly modified version of [NW 19, Fact 4.34].

Lemma 5.26. Let k > 0 be an integer and let ¢ > 0. Let X be a finite set and y a distribution over X.
For each'1 < i < k let G; be a finite set of functions g; : Y — R; and for each x € X let {ng}gegi be
a projective measurement. Suppose that for all i € {1,...,k}, G; satisfies the following property: for any
two gi # §i € G, the probability that ;(y) = g(y) over a uniformly random y € Y is at most .

Let {Ax ,gk} be a projective measurement with outcomes (g1, ...,8x) € G1 X - -+ X Gy. For each

81,82, -+
1 <i <k, suppose that on average over x ~ y and y € Y sampled uniformly at random,

Aj[cevaly ()

) ® I8 > A @G : (40)

fevaly()=a]
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Define the POVM family {C, . o}, forx € X, by

81,82+
X _ kx 2,x ~lx 22,x .. ~kx
Cgl 82+ G ng 1G ng 1 Ggl :

Then on average over x ~ p and y € Y sampled uniformly at random,

X

Alevaly ()= (a1, a3, a)] © B k(o602 1o @ Cleyar, ()= (a1, 13, )] - (41)

Proof. The proof is identical to the one given in [NW19, Fact 4.34], with the only modification needed to
insert the dependence on x for all measurements considered. O

Lemma 5.27 (Fact 4.35 in [NW19]). Let D be a distribution on (x,y1,y2) € X X Yy X . Fori € {1,2}
let G; be a collection of functions g; : Vi — R; and let {(G;) é’ﬁ} geg; be families of measurements such that
{(G2)3}g is projective for every x. Suppose further that for every (x,y1) it holds that for g» # g5 € Go
the probability, on average over y, chosen from D conditioned on (x,y1), that g>(y2) = g5(y2) is at most

1. Let {AyY"*} be a family of projective measurements with outcomes (a1,a2) € Rq x Ry such that for
ie{1,2}

Axyl y2®l 5 I® (G)[eval () ll,'] (42)
and
Agias” ® 125 1@ Ay (43)
Define a family of measurements {3, o, } as
Jeng: = (G2)g,(G1)g, (G2)g, - (44)
Then there is a
(Spasting = (Spasting(ﬂz(s) = POIY(U/(S) (45)
such that
XY,
Aal{/al;/z ® I 2‘Spasting I® ]fcevalyl(-):al,evalyz(-):az] * (46)

Lemma 5.28 (Fact 4.32 of [NW19]). Let & be a nonlocal game, and let .#,.' be two strategies that are
d-close (in the sense of Definition 5.17) for § € [0,1], and use the same state ). If either . or /" is
projective, then |val*(8,.7) — val*(&,.7")| < O(5'/2).

5.3 The class MIP*

The complexity class MIP* of multi-prover interactive proof systems with entangled provers is the class
of languages that can be decided by a proof system in which a polynomial-time classical verifier interacts
with noncommunicating, computationally unbounded provers who may share a finite-dimensional entangled
state. In general there may be polynomially many provers, and the verifier may interact with them over
polynomially many rounds. In each round, the verifier generates a question for each prover and receives a
response from them. At the end of the interaction the verifier decides to either accept or reject. A language
L is in MIP* if for every input z € L, there exists a strategy that the provers can use to convince the verifier
to accept with high probability (> 2/3), and for every input z ¢ L, there is no strategy that the provers can
use to convince the verifier to accept with more than low probability (> 1/3). The former property is called
completeness of the proof system, and the latter soundness. The completeness and soundness probabilities
2/3 and 1/3 may be amplified by sequentially repeating the protocol.
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For a formal definition of the class MIP*, see e.g. [VW16, Section 6.1]. The main result of this paper
is a lower bound, and for this purpose, it suffices to restrict our attention to proof systems which involve
only two provers, one round of interaction, and completeness probability 1. This class is often denoted
MIPT ;,,(2,1). A formal definition for this restricted setting follows.

Definition 5.29. A language L is in MIP7 ; ,, if and only if there exist two randomized Turing machines S
and D with the following properties.

1. Efficiency: For every z € {0,1}* there is a game &, = (X, ), A, B, u, D) such that:

(a) The Turing machine S given input z runs in time poly(|z|) and returns a pair (x,y) € X x Y
such that the distribution of (x, y), over the random choices of S, is .

(b) The Turing machine D given as input z and a tuple (x,y,a4,b) € X x ) x A x B runs in time
poly(|z|) and returns D(x,y,a,b).”

2. Completeness: If z € L, then val*(8,) = 1

3. Soundness: If z ¢ L, then val*(&;) < 1/2.

We say that the pair (S, D) form an MIP* verifier for the language L, and the associated family of games
&, are an MIP* protocol for L.

It is clear that I\/IIP]k’1 /2(2, 1) C MIP* (the probability 1/2 of acceptance of inputs not in the language
may be reduced to 1/3 by sequential repetition as noted above). The main result of this paper is that
RE C MIP] /»(2,1). Since it is known that MIP* C RE it follows that MIPT ; ,(2,1) = MIP* = RE.

To show our lower bound it will suffice to consider an even more restricted class of MIP* verifiers, for
which the Turing machines S and D have a special structure which we refer to as normal form. This is
defined in the following subsection.

5.4 Normal form verifiers

We introduce a normal form for verifiers in nonlocal games. The normal form uses Turing machines to
specify the two actions performed by the verifier in a game: the generation of questions and the verification
of answers. For the generation of questions, we use the formalism of samplers introduced in Section 4.2.
The normal form for verifiers gives a uniform method to specify an infinite family of nonlocal games.

Definition 5.30 (Decider). A decider is a 5-input Turing machine D that on all inputs of the form (1, x, y,4a, b)
where 7 is an integer and x,y,a,b € {0,1}*, D halts and returns a single bit. Let TIMEp (1) denote the
maximum time complexity of D over all inputs of the form (1, x,y,a,b). When the decider D outputs 0 we
say that it rejects, otherwise we say that it accepts. Furthermore, we call the input 7 to a decider the index.

Definition 5.31. A normal form verifier is a pair V = (S, D) where S is a sampler with field size q(n) = 2
and D is a decider. The description length of V is defined to be |V| = max{|S|,|D|}, the maximum of
the description lengths of S and D. The number of levels of verifier V is defined to be the number of levels
of its sampler S.

2 Note that the running time of D should be poly(|z]), even for long inputs a,b. This can be ensured by having D return 0
whenever x, , a, b are too long with respect to |z\
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Next we introduce a notion of bounded normal form verifiers, in which a single parameter (in this case,
an integer A) specifies a bound on the time complexity of V), as well as on the description length of the
verifier.

Definition 5.32 (A-bounded verifiers). Let A € IN be an integer. A normal form verifier V = (S, D) is
A-bounded if the following two conditions hold

1. The time complexity bounds of the verifier TIMEg (1), TIMEp (1) are at most n** for n > 2.2
2. The description length of the verifier || is bounded by A.

Normal form verifiers specify an infinite family of nonlocal games indexed by natural numbers in the
following way.

Definition 5.33. Let V = (S, D) be a normal form verifier. For n € IN, we define the following nonlocal
game V), to be the n-th game corresponding to the verifier V. The question sets X and ) are {0, 1}T'ME5 (),
The answer sets A and B are {0, 1}T'MED(”). The question distribution is the distribution s , specified in
Definition 4.16. The decision predicate is the function computed by D(#, -, -, -, ), when the last four inputs
are restricted to X X ) x A x B. The value of the game is denoted by val* (V).

We note that the game V), is well-defined since for a normal form verifier the distribution s, , is sup-
ported on {0,1}TMEs(1) 5 £0,1}TMEs(") and a normal form decider always halts with a single-bit output.

Definition 5.34 (Verifier with commuting strategy). Let V = (S, D) be a normal form verifier. For v :
IN — [0,1] say that V) has a value-v commuting strategy if for all n € IN, the game V, has a value-v(n)
commuting strategy.

26We do not require the bound to hold for # = 1 as n”* is always 1 and hence it is usually not satisfied.
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6 Types

We augment the definition of conditionally linear functions with a construct we call fypes. A type t is an
element of a type set T, and a T -typed family of conditionally linear functions is a collection {L}e7
containing a CL function L. for each type t € 7. The utility of this definition is that it allows us to
define another object, namely conditionally linear distributions parameterized by an undirected graph G =
(T,E) on the set of types known as a fype graph. Given two T -typed families of conditionally linear
functions {Ly, },e7, {Ry}veT, the (T, G)-typed conditionally linear distribution corresponding to them is
the distribution which samples a pair of types (u,v) uniformly at random from the edges of G (with each
endpoint having equal probability as being chosen for u or v, respectively) and then samples (x,y) from
1L, R,- The output is the pair ((u, x), (v,y)).

The normal form verifiers we present in the paper frequently use typed CL distributions to sample
their questions, rather than untyped CL distributions. Types allow us to model the parts of their question
distributions which are unstructured and unsuitable for being sampled from CL distributions. A common
use of types is to allow the verifier to use previously defined games as subroutines. Here, the type helps
indicate which subroutine the verifier selects, and an edge in the type graph between two different types
allows us to introduce a test that cross-checks the results of one subroutine with the results of another.

Finally, we show how to convert any typed CL distribution into an equivalent (in the precise sense
defined below) untyped CL distribution with two additional levels, a technique we call defyping. This
entails showing how to “simulate” the graph distribution of G = (T, E), i.e. the uniform distribution on its
edges, using an untyped CL distribution. The simulation we give is based on rejection sampling and is only
approximate: its quality degrades exponentially with the number of types in 7. As a result, we will ensure
throughout the paper that all type sets we consider are of a small, in fact generally constant, size.

This section is organized as follows. In Section 6.1 we define typed variants of CL distributions, sam-
plers, deciders, and verifiers. In Section 6.2 we define a CL distribution which samples from the graph
distribution of a given graph G = (7, E). In Section 6.3 we define a canonical way to detype typed sam-
plers, deciders, and verifiers using the graph sampler from Section 6.2. We then prove the main result of the
section, Lemma 6.18, which relates the value of the detyped normal form verifier to the value of the original
typed verifier.

6.1 Typed samplers, deciders, and verifiers

Definition 6.1 (Typed conditionally linear functions). Let 7 be a finite set and V be [F” for some integer
n > 0. A T -typed family of {-level conditionally linear functions (implicitly, on V) is a collection { Lt }1e7
such that, for each t € T, L is an ¢-level conditionally linear function on V.

Definition 6.2 (Graph distribution). Let G = (U, E) be an undirected graph with vertex set U and edge
set E. Edges in E are written as multisets {u, v} of two vertices; the case u = v represents a self-loop.
Suppose there are m edges, k of which are self-loops. Then the graph distribution ug of G is the distribution
over U x U such that for every (u,v) € U x U,

1/(2m —k) if{u,v} €E,

0 otherwise.

pe(u,v) = {

This is identical to the uniform distribution over pairs (1, v) € U x U such that {u, v} € E.
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Definition 6.3 (Typed conditionally linear distributions). Let 7 be a type set and L = {L,},e7,R =
{R, }ve7 be T -typed families of conditionally linear functions on V. Let G = (T, E) be a graph with vertex
set T. The (T, G)-typed conditionally linear distribution u$ , corresponding to (L, R) is the distribution
over pairs ((u, x), (v,y)), where (u,v) is drawn from ¢ and (x, y) is drawn from pp g, .

Definition 6.4 (Typed conditionally linear samplers). Let g : IN — IN be an admissible field size function
and s : N — IN be a function. Let 7 be a finite type set and let G = (7T, E) be a graph with vertex
set 7. A 7-input Turing machine S is a (7, G)-typed, (-level conditionally linear sampler with field size
q(n) and dimension s(n) if for all n € N, letting g = g(n) and s = s(n), there exist 7 -typed families of
(-level conditionally linear functions {L:"}ee7 and {L2"} e on V = IF; where t € T, w € {A,B},
the conditionally linear function L{”" has marginal functions {L?’;’]} and factor spaces {Vtw]r;} satisfying
the conditions of Lemma 4.6, and forallt € 7, w € {A,B},j € {1,...,{},andz € V:

* On input (7, DIMENSION ), the sampler S returns the dimension s().

* On input (1, w, MARGINAL, j, z, t), the sampler S returns the binary representation of Lf’S” f (2).

* On input (1, w, LINEAR, j, 1, Y, t), the sampler S outputs the binary representation of Li”}”u (y),

* On input (1, w, FACTOR, ju, t), the sampler S returns the factor space Vtw]r; of L?””, represented as

an indicator vector in {0, 1}°.

We call IFZ((Z)) the ambient space of S. We call {Li"}, {Le""} the CL functions of S on index n. The time

complexity of S, denoted TIMEg(n), is the number of steps before S halts for index 7.

We assume that types t € T are represented using binary strings of length at most [log |7 |]; if a type
t is given as input to the sampler S and is not an element of 7, then the sampler returns 0. Furthermore,
as described in Remark 4.15 for un-typed samplers, we write typed samplers with different numbers of
arguments depending on the input. We note that Definition 6.4 includes the graph G as a parameter, even
though it is not explicitly used anywhere; this is so we can define the following concept, i.e. the distribution
of a typed sampler, which does depend on G.

Definition 6.5 (Distribution of a typed sampler). Let S be a (7, G)-typed sampler. Let L% = {L¥}, for
w € {A, B} be the CL functions of S on index n. The distribution of sampler S on index n, denoted yg o
is the (7, G)-typed conditionally linear distribution corresponding to (L*, LB).

Definition 6.6 (Downsizing typed CL samplers). Let S be a typed sampler. The typed downsized sampler
k(S) is defined as in Definition 4.17 with the only difference that the type t is included as part of the input
to the sampler, as in Definition 6.4.

Lemma 6.7. Let S be a (T, G)-typed L-level CL sampler, for some finite set T, graph G, and integer £ > 0.
Let g(n) and s(n) be as in Definition 6.4. Then k(S defined in Definition 6.6 is a (T, G)-typed {-level CL
sampler with field size 2, dimension s(n)logq(n), and time complexity

TIME,(s)(n) = O(TIMEs(n) logq(n)) .

Furthermore, for every integer n > 1, the CL functions of x(S) on index n are {(L{")* }peqa B} te7> 05
defined in Definition 4.10.
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Proof. The proof is analogous to the proof of Lemma 4.18, and we omit it. O

Definition 6.8 (Typed decider). A typed decider is a 7-input Turing machine D that on all inputs of the form
(n,u,x,v, y,a, b) where 7 is an integer and u, x, v, y,a,be {0, 1}*, D halts and returns a single bit. When
D returns 0 we say that it rejects, otherwise we say that it accepts. We use TIMEp(n) to denote the time
complexity of D on inputs of the form (1, .. .).

Definition 6.9. Let 7 be a finite set and let G = (7, E) be a graph. A (7, G)-typed normal form verifier
isapair V = (S, D) where S is a (7, G)-typed sampler with field size g(n) = 2 and D is a typed decider.

Definition 6.10. Let V = (S,D) be a (7, G)-typed normal form verifier. For n € IN, we define the
following nonlocal game V), to be the n-th game corresponding to the verifier V. The question sets X
and ) are 7 x {0,1}""Es(") The answer sets A and B are {0,1}T"™E2(")  The question distribution
is the distribution yg,n specified in Definition 6.5. The decision predicate is the function computed by
D(n,u,x,v,y,a,b), when the inputs ((u, x), (v,y),a,b) are restricted to X x )V x A x B. The value of
the game is denoted by val*(V,).

Forw € {A, B} and a question (u, x) to player w we refer to u as the question type and x as the question
content.

6.2 Graph distributions

We describe a construction of conditionally linear distributions which sample from the graph distribution
(see Definition 6.2) of a graph G = (U, E). We begin with a technical definition, followed by the definition
of the conditionally linear distribution.

Definition 6.11 (Neighbor indicator). Given a graph G = (U, E), the neighbor indicator of a vertex u € U
is the vector neigh (1) € F! in which, forall v € U,

) 1 if{u,v} €E,
neigh - (1), =

& G( Jo {0 otherwise.
In addition, the Fp-encoding of a vertex u € U is the vector encg(u) € 5 x Y given by encg(u) =
(eu,neigh-(u)), where ¢, is the standard basis vector with a 1 in the u-th position and 0’s everywhere else.

Definition 6.12 (Graph sampler). Let G = (U, E) be a graph with n vertices. Then the conditionally linear
functions corresponding to G are the pair of functions L2, Llé on linear space V; specified in Fig. 2 where
Ve = Vva © Vna @ Vyg @ Vns.

These conditionally linear functions do not simulate the graph distribution in the sense of sampling
directly from it. The following proposition, however, does show a sense in which these functions simulate
the graph distribution, namely via rejection sampling.

Proposition 6.13 (Simulating the graph distribution). Let G = (U, E) be a graph with n vertices and m
edges, k of which are self-loops. Let LA, Lg be the conditionally linear functions corresponding to G (see
Figure 2 for the definition and associated notation). Let (x,y) ~ i LA, LB Consider the event Eg that there
exists u,v € U such that the following two statements are true.

(i) x"VASWA = encg(u) and y"VBeV™e = encg(v),
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Subspaces
Vva Vna Vve VnB
5! 5! 5! 5!

Conditionally linear function L

1st factor subspace Vva @ VNa

Ist linear function Identity function

2nd factor subspace Vve ® Vng

2nd linear functions For all x € Vya & Vna, suppose there exists a # € U such that

x = encg(u). Then forall y € Vyg & Vng, Lé, 2 x Zeroes out all
entries of y except for (yVNB )u- Otherwise, Lé,Z,x =0.

Conditionally linear function L

1st factor subspace Vve & Vg

Ist linear function Identity function

2nd factor subspace Vva @ VNa

2nd linear functions Similarly defined as those for Lé by swapping Vya and Vya with

Vyp and Vg respectively.

Figure 2: Specification of the conditionally linear functions corresponding to G.

(ii) (xVNB)u = (yVNA)v =1
Then
1. Pryy (&) = (2m — k) /16"
2. Conditioned on Eg, (u,v) are distributed as the graph distribution of G (see Definition 6.2).

Note that g occurs if and only if both x"~® and yVNA are nonzero. In particular, if x and y are sampled
from u LA LB and given to the respective players, then at least one of them knows when the event £g does not
occur.

Proof. Let z be drawn uniformly at random from Vya & Vna @ Vys & Vg, and let x = Lé (z) and
y = L&(z). Then with probability n*/16", there exist u,v € U such that

xWa®Wa — encg(u) and y"VEPVNE = encg () .

Conditioned on this occurring, # and v are distributed as independent, uniformly random vertices in U. If
we further condition on {u,v} € E, which occurs with probability (2m — k) /n?, then by definition, (u,v)
is distributed as the graph distribution of G. But this event is exactly the event that £ holds on (x,y),
establishing the proposition. ]
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6.3 Detyping typed verifiers

We give a canonical method for taking a typed normal form verifier and producing an untyped normal
form verifier which simulates it. Throughout this section, 7 denotes a finite set, G = (7, E) denotes a
graph, and L2, Llé denote the conditionally linear functions corresponding to G acting on the vector space
Vo = Vya @ Vna @ Vyp @ Vg of dimension 4 - | 7| over Iy, as in Definition 6.12.

Definition 6.14 (Detyped CL functions). Let LA = {LA},LB = {LB} be T-typed families of /-level
conditionally linear functions on V. We define the detyped CL functions corresponding to (L*,LB) on G to
be the pair of (£ + 2)-level CL functions (R*, RB) = Detype(L*, LB) on linear space Vpprypr = Vg &V
as follows. Forw € {A,B}, and z € LY(V(), define the family of ¢-level CL functions {LY'} on V' as

{o if Vo = 0,

LY =
LY  otherwise, for z"Vv = ey.

zZ

We note that when z"N® is nonzero, it is always the case that z"V* = ¢, for a unique type t, by Definition 6.12.
Forw € {A,B}, R" is the concatenation of LY and {L¥'}, (cf. Lemma 4.7).

Definition 6.15 (Detyped samplers). Let S be a (7, G)-typed sampler. Foreachn € IN, let { L™}, {LE"}
be the CL functions of S on index 7, and set (RA", RB'™) = Detypes (LA, LB ™). Then the detyped
sampler Detype(S) is the (standard) sampler whose CL functions on index 7 are R*", RB"_ Its dimension
function is Speryes(1) = 4|7 | + s(n).

We note that Detype(S) is indeed a sampler in line with Definition 4.14, i.e. a sampler without types.

Definition 6.16 (Detyped deciders). Let D be a typed decider. We define the deryped decider Detypec (D)
to be the (standard) decider that behaves as follows: on input (1, x,y, 4, b), it attempts to parse x = (x/, x”'),
y = (y,y") € Vg x {0,1}* (using a canonical scheme for representing pairs of strings). If it cannot, it
accepts. Otherwise, suppose that there exists {u,v} € Eg such that, using notation from Definition 6.11,

x" = (ey,neigh;(u),0,ey), ¥ = (0,6, e, neigh.(v)) € Vya @ Va @ Vyg & Vs -
Then it returns the output of D on input (1, u, x”/,v,y",a,b). Otherwise, it accepts.

We note that we include the subscript “G” in Detype (D) because we do not specify a graph when
defining a typed decider (cf. Definition 6.8). This is different than the situation for samplers S, where we
do not include a subscript in Detype(S) because the graph G is already specified when defining S.

Definition 6.17 (Detyped verifiers). Let V = (S, D) be a (T, G)-typed normal form verifier. We define the
detyped verifier, denoted by Detype()), to be the (standard) normal form verifier (Detype(S), Detypec (D)).

Lemma 6.18 (Typed verifiers to detyped verifiers). Let V = (S, D) be a (T, G)-typed normal form verifier.
The detyped verifier Detype(V) = (Detype(S), Detypec(D)) satisfies the following properties: for all
n €N,

1. (Completeness) If V,, has a value-1 PCC strategy, then Detype(V), has a value-1 PCC strategy.

2. (Soundness) If val* (Detype(V),)) > 1 — ¢, then val*(V,) > 1 — 1671 - &. Furthermore,

& (Detype(V),, 1 —¢) > &(Vy, 1 — 1671 ¢).
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3. (Sampler parameters) If S is an {-level sampler, then Detype(S) is an (¢ + 2)-level sampler. The
time complexity of Detype(S) satisfies the following:

TIMEDetype(S) (1’1) = pOIY(|T’/ TIMES(”))'

4. (Decider complexity) The decider Detype (D) has time complexity poly (| 7|, TIMEp(n)).

5. (Efficient computability) The descriptions of Detype(S) and Detypec (D) are polynomial time com-
putable from the description of G and the descriptions of S and D, respectively.

Proof. Throughout this proof, we fix an index n. Let s = s(n) be the dimension of S. The ambient space
of Sis V = IF; and the ambient space of Detype(S) is Vperyre = Vg @ V. Let u,v € T. For this proof,
we introduce the notation

ViewA(u) = (eu,neigh(u),0,e,), view? (v) = (0,ey, ey, neigh(v)) € Vya @ Va @ Vyp @ VB -

Supposing that players A and B receive x and y in Vperype, and supposing that (x,y) satisfies event Eg
from Proposition 6.13, then x"¢ = view” (u) and y"¢ = view®(v) for a unique {u,v} € E.

Completeness. Let . = (|¢), A, B) be a value-1 PCC strategy for V,;. We construct a PCC strategy
PETYPE for Detype()V), with value 1. This strategy also uses the state [(). When a player receives a
question, they perform measurements described as follows.

Player A: given x € Vpgryeg the player checks if for some u € 7, xV6 = view” (u). If so, they perform
the measurement
{al}

to obtain an outcome a, which they use as their answer. If not, they reply with the empty string. (This
entails performing the measurement whose POVM element corresponding to the empty string is the
identity matrix.)

Player B: given ¥ € Vpgrype, the player checks if for some v € T, yVG = view® (v). If so, they perform
the measurement

to obtain an outcome b, which they use as their answer. If not, they reply with the empty string.

This strategy is projective and consistent because the only measurements it uses are those in . and “trivial”
measurements containing the identity matrix. Suppose the players receive questions x and y such that both
xVe = view”(u) and y¢ = view®(v). In this case, the questions (u, x") and (v,y") are in the support
of the question distribution of V. As a result, the players succeed with probability 1 on these questions,
and their measurements always commute. For the remaining pairs of questions, the decider Detypes (D)
always accepts, and the measurements always commute by virtue of the fact that at least one is trivial, i.e.
containing the identity matrix as a POVM element.
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Soundness. Let.” = (|¢), A, B) be a strategy for Detype()),, with value 1 — e. Suppose G has m edges,
k of which are self-loops. For any (x,y) drawn from pipeype(s),n» the decider Detypei (D) automatically
accepts unless (x", yVG) satisfies event £g from Proposition 6.13, which occurs with probability (2m —
k)/16!71. When this happens, "¢ and y"c are distributed as view” (u) and view® (v), where (u,v) are
distributed as the graph distribution on G. As a result, conditioned on &g, the probability that . succeeds
on Detype(V), is equal to the probability that the strategy .#" = (|¢), A’, B') succeeds on V,,, where

u,xV iew? (u),xV v,V view® (v),yV
(Al)a,x :ASIVIQW()X), (B/)by :BZ(J € ()y)

This means that

—k val*(V,, ")

val®(Detype(V)y, ) = <1 - G

1 1
< - - . * / .
< <1 16T> + o7 val*(V,, ")

Thus, .¥’ has value at least 1 — 1671 €. This proves the first statement in the soundness. As for the second,
. and .’ use the same state |¢), and therefore both strategies have the same Schmidt rank, which by
definition is at least &(V,, 1 — 1671 . ¢).

2m —k 2m
167!

Complexity. Definition 6.14 implies that Detype(S) is an (£ + 2)-level sampler by Lemma 4.7 and that
Vperyee has dimension 4|7 | 4 s. The claimed time bounds of Detype(S) and Detypeg (D) follow from the
fact that these perform simple, poly (|7 |)-time computations followed by running S and D as subroutines.

U
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7 Classical and Quantum Low-degree Tests

In this section we introduce the classical and quantum low individual degree tests, that form the basis of
our classical, quantum-sound and quantum PCP constructions. For quantum soundness of the classical test
we refer to [JNV20]. For the quantum test, we refer to [NV18a] and its adaptation to the low individual
degree test given in Appendix A. The protocol in this work combines both of these tests, using the quantum
low individual degree test for question reduction and the classical low individual degree test for answer
reduction. Section 7.1 below introduces the classical test, and Section 7.3 does the same for the quantum
test. Prior to doing this, we introduce the Magic Square game in Section 7.2, a key subroutine in the quantum
test.

7.1 The classical low-degree test

We begin with a generalization of the classical low-degree test known as the “simultaneous individual low-
degree test”. We sometimes refer to this as the “classical low-degree test” for short. The low-degree test is
used as a subroutine in the Pauli Basis test (see Section 7.3) as well as the answer-reduction normal form
verifier (see Section 10). We describe the test as a nonlocal game in Section 7.1.1 and show that the question
distribution can be implemented as a (typed) conditionally linear distribution (see Section 6 for the definition
of typed CL distributions).

7.1.1 The game

The game &' is parametrized by a tuple Idparams = (g, m, d, k) where m,d, k € IN are integers, g € N
is an admissible field size, and m divides q. We sometimes write h‘;arams to emphasize the dependence of
the classical low-degree test on the parameter tuple |dparams.

We first provide a high-level description of the game for k = 1. Tt is based on the low-individual
degree variant of the multilinearity test of [BFL91], where one player (called the “points player”) receives a
random point # € F”, and the other player (called the “lines player”) receives a random axis-parallel line
{ that contains u, i.e. the line parallel to the i-th axis which goes through point u, for uniformly random
i € {1,...,m}. The points player is supposed to respond with a value a € IF;, and the lines player is
supposed to respond with a univariate polynomial f, of degree at most d such that f;(1;) = a, where u; is
the i-th coordinate of u.

Suppose the players agree beforehand on a global polynomial ¢ : lF;” — IF; such that every variable
has degree at most d. Then a winning strategy is the following: the points player responds with g(u), and
the lines player responds with the univariate polynomial f, that is the restriction of g to line ¢; formally, for
t € Fy,

fo(t) = g(ug, up, ... ui—q, b Uig, oo Upy)

It is easy to see that fy(f) has degree at most d in the variable ¢. Thus in this case the players will pass the
low-degree test with probability 1. The low-degree testing theorem states that the converse approximately
holds: if the players pass the low-degree test with probability close to 1, then their responses must be
approximately consistent (in some sense) with a global polynomial g with individual degree d.

When k > 1, the players are supposed to respond with a fuple of answers; and the test is intended
to check that the players’ responses are consistent with a k-tuple of functions g; : IFZi — [, that are
polynomials where every variable has degree at most d.

The game that we use is slightly more elaborate than the “axis-parallel lines-versus-points” test just
described. In addition, we have two other subtests. One is a “diagonal line-vs-points” test: here, the points
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player receives a point u € IF;” as before, but the lines player receives a line ¢ that goes through u but is
not necessarily axis-aligned. Instead, it’s chosen by first picking an index i € {1,2,...,m} uniformly at
random, picking v € IF;” uniformly at random, and letting v = 7;_1(v) = (0,0,...,0,0;,0i11,...,0Um)
(i.e., 7t;_1 zeroes out the first i — 1 coordinates of its input). Then, the line is defined as the set

(={u+ts:teF,},

which is a uniformly random line in the affine subspace of IF;” corresponding to all points v whose first
(i — 1) coordinates match those of u. The points player responds with a value a € IF,, the lines player
responds with a univariate polynomial f; of degree md,?’ and the verifier checks that f;(t,) = a (where
t, € IF; is the projection of u onto the line £ with respect to a canonical parameterization of £).

The other additional test is a “consistency test”, where both players receive either the same points ques-
tion, the same axis-parallel lines question, or the same diagonal lines question. In all cases they are expected
to respond with the same answer.

Axis-parallel lines and diagonal lines. Before presenting a formal description of the game &', we first
define what we mean by lines, and their properties.

Definition 7.1 (Lines). A line £ in [Fj! specified by a pair (1,v) € (IF;”)2 is the subset

lu,v) ={u+to:tcF,} CF. (47)

We call the vector v a direction of line £(u,v).”®

A line ¢(u,v) is axis-parallel if there is a coordinate i € {1,2,...,m} for which v is equal to ¢;, the
i-th elementary basis vector in IFg'. We say that such a line £ is parallel to the i-th direction. A line l(u,v)
is diagonal if there exists ani € {0,1,...,m — 1} for whichv; = v, = --- =v; = 0.

The following Proposition establishes that, for a fixed direction, a line £ is an equivalence class of points
on the line.

Proposition 7.2. Let u,v € Fy'. Then for all u' € {(u,v), we have that £(u,v) = £(u', ).

Proof. Fix u’ € £(u,v). We have that u’ = u + tv for some t € F;. Leta € £(u,v). This means that
a=u+svforsomes € F,. Wealsohavethata = u+ (s —t+t)v =u+to+ (s —t)v = u' 4 (s — t)v,
so £(u,v) C £(u',v). A similar argument shows that £(u’,v) C £(u,v). O

We now specify a canonical representation of lines £ = ¢(u, v) as pairs (1o, v) where ug is a canonical
representative of { specified as follows. Let LLN : F7 — I}’ denote the canonical linear map with the
one-dimensional kernel basis {v} (see Definition 3.10 for a definition of canonical linear map). Note that
for all u € ¢, we have that L5™(u) is a point in £. This is because since the image and kernel of LLN
are complementary subspaces by definition (see Definition 3.10), any u € lF;” has a unique decomposition
u = ug + uy where ug is in the image of LLN and u; € ker(LLY), which by definition is the subspace
spanned by v. Thus u; = tov for some t € IF; and we have that ug = u — tv € £. In particular, if u € ¢
then up = L5N(u) € ¢ as well. Furthermore, since LS™ is a projection onto its image by definition, we have
LZI}‘ N(uo) = Up.

Next, note that for any u, 1’ € ¢, since u — u’ = sv for some s € I, it follows that LS™(u) = LEN(u').
Thus 119 = 1, and this shows that LLN gives a means to compute a canonical representative of lines.

27Since £ is no longer axis-parallel, the restriction of an individual degree-d polynomial g to a line ¢ may yield a degree md
polynomial.
Z8For convenience we explicitly allow v = 0, in which case the line is reduced to a singleton.
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Definition 7.3 (Canonical representative of a line). Let £ be a line in direction v. A canonical representative
of ¢ is the point 1y € IFZ' such that

ug = LEN(u)

forallu € /.

Question distribution. We now present the question distribution of the game " as a typed CL distribu-
tion (see Section 6 for the definition of typed CL functions and typed CL distributions). The type set 7P
of the game B'° we use is

T° = {POINT, ALINE, DLINE} .

The distribution over question types is uniform over 72 x TP,

We introduce the corresponding typed CL functions Lpoint, LarLives LpLine Where the corresponding CL
distributions p1,; .. Lowr @04 HLp; e, Lron: iMplement the axis line-versus-point and diagonal line-versus-
point distributions, respectively. The functions are parametrized by a field size g, a dimension #1, and three
complementary register subspaces Vy, Vi, Vy of some ambient space. The register Vx (which is isomorphic
to IF;”) is called the point register, Vi (which is isomorphic to IF) is called the coordinate register, and Vy
(which is isomorphic to ngi) is called the direction register, respectively. We let V' denote the direct sum
Vx @& Vi & Vy. We identify elements of V as triples (u,s,v) € ]FZ1 X By x IF;”.

Define Lpoinr to be the 1-level CL function that projects onto Vx: for every (u,s,v) € V,

LPOINT(u/ S, U) = (I/l, 0/ 0) . (48)
Define Ly e to be the following 2-level CL function:
LaLme(u,s,v) = (LeLiN(u),s,O) forall (u,s,v) €V, (49)

where LN is the linear function used to compute the canonical representative of lines (see Definition 7.3),
and i = x(s) where we define x(s) to be the unique integer such that

s=(x() —1)L 4 (50)
m
for some 0 < r < q/m, and we interpret the field element s € IF; as an integer between 0 and g — 1). The
function Lay g is the concatenation of the 1-level CL function that projects the subspaces V; & Vy down
to V1 (i.e. zeroes out the entire Vy register), and the family of 1-level CL functions {L{;{N} acting on Vx,
indexed by i € {1,2,...,m}. (See Lemma 4.7 for definition of CL function concatenation.) Thus Ly g
is a 2-level CL function.
Define Lpyng to be the following 3-level CL function: for all (u,s,v) € V,

Lois(u,8,0) = (LEY (1), 8,701 (0)) (51)
where i = x(s). The function Lpp g is the concatenation of the following CL functions (again, see

Lemma 4.7 for definition of CL function concatenation): (i) the identity function on Vi (which is a 1-
level CL function); (ii) for every i € {1,2,...,m} the 1-level CL function on Vv that maps v — 71;_1(v)
(i.e. it zeroes out the first i — 1 coordinates of v), and (iii) for every pair (s,v') € V; @ Vy, the 1-level CL
function L%,N acting on Vx. Thus Lpp ng is a 3-level CL function.

The following two lemmas establish that the CL functions Lpont, LaLve, LDLing giVe rise to the axis-
parallel line-versus-point and diagonal line-versus-point distributions.
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Lemma 7.4. Consider the pair (¢, u) sampled in the following way: first, sample the tuple ((up,s,0), (1,0,0))
from the CL distribution Jp,, . Leon: and let £ = £(ug,e;) where i = x(s). Then u is a uniformly random
point in IF;” and { is a line that goes through u and is parallel to a uniformly random axisi € {1,2,...,m}.

Proof. Since s is uniformly random in IF; and m divides q by assumption, we have that i is uniformly random
between {1,2,...,m} and therefore (uo, s) specifies a uniformly random axis-parallel line £(1,¢;). Since
ug = LgN(u), we have that u € £(ug, e;). O

Lemma 7.5. Consider the pair (¢, u) sampled in the following way: first, sample the tuple ((uo,s,v), (1,0,0))
from the CL distribution Ury, . Leons> and let £ = £(ug,v) where i = x(s). Then u is a uniformly random
point in IF;” and { is a random diagonal line that goes through u and shares the first i — 1 coordinates with
u, for uniformly random i.

Proof. The proof of this follows identically to Lemma 7.4. O
For later convenience we make the following definition.

Definition 7.6 (Line-point distributions). The axis line-point distribution D a1 ixg is the distribution pr,, . Loowr
over pairs (¢ = (up,e;),u) (we omit the O elements for simplicity). The diagonal line-point distribution
Dppine is the distribution prp, . rpone OVer (¢ = (uo,s,v),u). The line-point distribution Dy g is the
equal mixture of the axis-parallel line-point distribution and the diagonal line-point distribution. In other
words, a sample from Dy jyg is distributed as follows: with probability %, output a sample from Dy yg, and
with probability %, output a sample from Dpy iye.

Decision procedure The decision procedure D for the game &' is presented in Figure 3. The table at
the top specifies a parsing scheme for the questions and answers, depending on the type of question. For
example, when a player receives a question with type POINT, the question content X, a bit string of length
mlog g, should be interpreted by the decision procedure and the players as an element of the vector space
ngi, as indicated in Section 3.3.2. Similarly the answer to a question with type POINT is expected to be a bit

string of length klog g, and is interpreted as an element of IF’q‘. For questions with type ALINE, the question
content is a (mlogq + log q)-bit string, which is parsed as a pair (uo,s) € IFy' x IFg, which in turn can
be interpreted as a specification for an axis-parallel line £(uo, ¢;) in IFy' where i = x(s), as described in
Lemma 7.4. The answer is interpreted as the description of k degree-d univariate polynomials defined on
the line £(uo, e;), each polynomial given by a list of d + 1 coefficients. For questions with type DLINE, the
question content is a (2nlog q + log q)-bit string, which is parsed as a triple (u9,s,v) € Fi' x F, x FF
that specifies a diagonal line £(ug,v") where v = 7;_1(v) as described in Lemma 7.5. The answer is
interpreted as the description of k degree-md univariate polynomials defined on the line ¢(ug,v"). If the
answers returned by the players do not fit this format the decision procedure rejects.

We define a special class of measurements that are relevant to the soundness properties of the low-degree
test.

Definition 7.7 (Low-degree polynomial measurements). Define PolyMeas(m, d, q) to be the set of POVM
measurements whose outcomes correspond to (individual) degree-d polynomials of m variables over F,.
More generally, for an integer k and tuples m = (mq,my, ..., my),d = (d1,da, ..., dy) andg = (1,92, - - -, 9%)>
we let PolyMeas(m, d, g, k) be the set of measurements G = {Gg, ¢, ..., ¢ } Such that fori € {1,2,...,k},

gi s a polynomial g; : ]F;rf" — IF,;; with individual degree d; (see Section 3.4 for a definition of individual
degree).
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Type Question Content Answer Format

PoOINT u e Iqu Element of IF',;
ALINE (uo,s) € g < Iy k degree-d polynomials f; : F; — IF,
DLINE (uo,s,0) € Fy' x Fy x FY k degree-md polynomials f; : F, — IF,

Input to D" (ta,xa,ts, XB,aa,ap). In all cases where no action is indicated, accept. For
w € {A,B},

1. (Consistency test) If t4 = tg, accept iff ap = agp.

2. (Axis-parallel line-versus-point test) If t;,, = ALINE and ti = POINT, accept iff
fi(t) = (ag)j forall j € {1,2,...,k} where t € [F; is such that xi = 1 + te; where
i = x(s).

3. (Diagonal line-versus-point test) If t,, = DLINE and tz = POINT, accept iff f;(t) =
(ag)j for all j € {1,2,...,k} where t € IF; is such that xz = ug + tv', where v' =
7t;1(v) with i = x(s).

Figure 3: The decision procedure D" for the simultaneous low-degree test, parameterized by ldparams =
(q,m,d, k). The function x(s) is defined in Equation (50), and 77;_1 (v) zeroes out the first i — 1 coordinates
of v.

Quantum soundness of a version of the classical low-degree test for polynomials of low total degree was
claimed in [NV 18a], building on an analysis of a three-prover version of the test in [Vid16]. Unfortunately
there is a gap in the soundness analysis of this test. For our construction we use the low individual degree
test, whose quantum soundness is shown in [JNV20] and generalized in [INV"21]. We state the result in
the form that is most directly useful for us, and show how the stated result follows from [JNV21].

Theorem 7.8 (Quantum soundness of the simultaneous classical low-degree test). There exists a function
Sin(e,q,m,d, k) = a(dmk)*(e? + q=b + 27") for universal constants a > 1 and 0 < b < 1 such that
the following holds. For all ¢ > 0 and parameter tuple |dparams = (q,m, d, k), for all projective strategies

(¢, A, B) that succeed with probability at least 1 — € in the game &\, .., there exists measurements

G" € PolyMeas(m,d, q,k)

on Hy, for w € {A, B}, such that

POINT, ~ B
Anyay, o, © I8 50 Ia ® Gllg (1) 00(u), . (w)) (a1, 2, .., 28] 7
Gfx ] ® IB ZJLD IA ® BPOINT,u

(g1(u),82(1t),...8k(u))=(m, a2, ..., ar) ai,az, ..., ’

A ~ B
Gglrg2r~~~rgk ® IB —dw IA ® Gglrgz,---,gk ’

where 6.p, = O.p(€,q,m,d, k), and all three statements are with respect to the state |¢). In addition, the
first two approximations hold under the uniform distribution over u € F"', whereas there is no question
distribution associated with the third approximation.
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Proof. Let ldparams = (g,m,d, k) where m,d, k € IN are integers, ¢ € IN is an admissible field size, and
m divides g. Let ¥ = IF;. Let C C X7 be the Reed-Solomon code with degree d. Explicitly, C is the set of
all (p(x1),...,p(xu)) where p : F; — IF; is a univariate polynomial of degree at most d and x1, ..., X, are
an enumeration of IF;. Then in the (standard) notation from [INV*21] C is a linear [q,d + 1,n —d + 1]y
code.

Observe that the two-prover tensor code test, for the code C @m as described in [JNV 121, Figure 1 and
Figure 2], is identical to the game &P with parameters ldparams and k = 1, whose decider is presented in
Figure 3. This is because

1. The axis-parallel line-versus-point test from Figure 3 is identical to the axis-parallel lines test from [INV 21,
Figure 1], with the only difference that in Figure 3 the roles of A and B are chosen uniformly at ran-
dom. This is consistent with the two-prover variant of the tensor code test from [JNV 21, Section
4.1].

2. The diagonal line-versus-point test from Figure 3 is identical to the subcube commutation test from [JINV 21,
Figure 1], with again the added symmetrization between players.

3. The consistency test from Figure 3 is identical to the synchronicity test from [JNV 21, Figure 2].

As a result, [JNV 21, Theorem 4.7], in which we choose the parameter k as k = mdd, immediately
yields Theorem 7.8.

To conclude it remains to extend the result to the case of general k. This is done via a standard reduction,
following exactly the same steps as the derivation of Theorem 4.43 from Theorem 4.40 in [NW19]. O

7.1.2 Complexity of the classical low-degree test.

The CL functions and decision procedure of the low-degree test are incorporated as subroutines in some
of the normal form verifiers constructed in subsequent sections. The next lemma establishes the time com-
plexity of these procedures as a function of the parameter tuple Idparams = (g,m, d, k). The lemma also
establishes the time complexity of computing the description of the decision procedure DP as a Turing
machine, given the parameter tuple Idparams as input.

Lemma 7.9 (Complexity of the classical low-degree test). Let [dparams = (g,m, d, k) denote a parameter
tuple.

1. The time complexity of the decision procedure D"® parametrized by ldparams is poly(m, d, k,1og q).

2. The time complexity of evaluating marginals of the CL functions Lpoint, LaLing, and Lpy g at a given
input point is poly(m,log q).

3. The Turing machine description of the decision procedure D™ parametrized by |dparams can be
computed from |dparams in polylog(q,m,d, k) time.

Proof. Finite field arithmetic over IF; can be performed in time polylogg, by Lemma 3.18. The most
expensive step in D'” is to evaluate a univariate polynomial f : F, — IF’,; at some point £, € IF, that
corresponds to a point u € IF;”, which takes time poly(m, d, k,log g). The function Lponr is @ projection
onto Vx, which takes time poly(m,log q) to compute (it just involves “zeroing out” the registers outside of
Vx). The functions Ly ng and Lpy g require computing a canonical linear map, which requires performing
Gaussian elimination and can be done in time poly(m,logq).
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The Turing-machine description of the decision procedure D™P can be uniformly computed from the
integers (g, m, d, k) expressed in binary; the complexity of computing the description comes from describing
the parameter tuple Idparams, which takes time that is at most polynomial in the bit length of (g,m,d, k).

O

7.2 The Magic Square game

We recall the Magic Square game of Mermin and Peres [Mer90, Per90, Ara02]. The Magic Square game
is a simple self-test for EPR pairs (it tests for two of them). In addition, it allows one to test that a pair of
observables anticommutes. Here we use it as a building block to construct the quantum low-degree test.

There are several formulations of the Magic Square game; here we present it as a binary constraint
satisfaction game [CM14]. In this formulation of the game (denoted by ®y,g) there are 6 linear equations
defined over 9 variables that take values in IF;. The variables correspond to the cells of a 3 x 3 grid, as
depicted in Figure 4. Five of the equations correspond to the constraint that the sum of the variables in each
row and the first two columns must be equal to 0, and the last equation requires that the sum of the variables
in the last column must be equal to 1.

X1 | X2 | X3
X4 | X5 | X6
X7 | X8 | X9

Figure 4: The Magic Square game

The question set 7MS of the Magic Square game is the following:

TMCE = {CONSTRAINT; : i = 1,2,...,6},
TMY = {VARIABLE; : j = 1,2,...,9},
TMS _ MC MV

The questions CONSTRAINT; for i € {1,2,3} correspond to the three row constraints, the questions
CONSTRAINT4, CONSTRAINTS5 correspond to the first two column constraints, and question CONSTRAINT¢
corresponds to the third column constraint.

In the Magic Square game, the verifier first samples a constraint CONSTRAINT; € 7M€ uniformly
at random, and then samples VARIABLE;, one of the three variables in the row or column correspond-
ing to CONSTRAINT;, uniformly at random. One player is randomly assigned to be the CONSTRAINT
player, and the other is assigned to be the VARIABLE player. The CONSTRAINT player is sent the question
CONSTRAINT; and is expected to respond with three bits (By,, Bu,, Bos) € I3, where (v1,v2,v3) are the
indices of the three variables corresponding to CONSTRAINT;. The VARIABLE player is given question
VARIABLE; and is expected to respond with a single bit y € IF. The players win if the CONSTRAINT
player’s answers satisfy the equation associated with CONSTRAINT;, and 7y = f3;. More precisely, the veri-
fier samples an edge of the type graph (see Section 6) GMS in Fig. 5, sends one endpoint to a random player,
and the other endpoint to the other player.

The following theorem records the self-testing (also known as rigidity) properties of the Magic Square
game. Its self-testing properties are crucial to the Pauli basis test. In particular, it is used to enforce anti-
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VARIABLE;

CONSTRAINT] VARIABLE)

VARIABLE3
CONSTRAINT,

VARIABLEy
CONSTRAINT3

VARIABLE;
CONSTRAINTy

VARIABLEg
CONSTRAINTs

VARIABLE;
CONSTRAINTg

VARIABLEg

VARIABLEg

Figure 5: Type graph GMS for the Magic Square game.

commutation relations between certain pairs of operators. We will refer to this theorem in the proof of the
soundness of the Pauli basis test (Theorem 7.14 below) in Appendix A.

Theorem 7.10 (Rigidity of the Magic Square game). Let . = (|¢), A, B) be a strategy that succeeds in
the Magic Square game ™S with probability 1 — €, where |p) € Ha ® Hp is a state. Then there exist local
isometries ¢ : Ha — Har @ Han, o5 : Hp — Hp @ Hpr (where H ar, Hp = (C?)®? and H an, Hpr
are finite dimensional) and a state |AUX) € H an @ Hpn such that

L |[¢a® ¢plp) — [EPR2)“? @ [aUx) || < O(v/e),

2. Letting A = 4 AX ¢, and BZ = (,bBBZ(,bJ{;, we have that

i VARIABLE
Ab 1 ® IB/B// %\/E (Ug()A’ X IA//B/B//
A;/ARIABLBS ® Igign ~ e (U;,Z)A’ & Langrgr

® B;’ARIABLEl

IA/A// %\/E IA/A”B” X (U'hX)B/

5V,
IA/A” X Bh ARIABLEs %\/E IA’A”B” X (O'bZ)B/
where the = statement holds with respect to the state |EPR,) %7 ® |AUX) ovpr and the answer
summation is over b € {0,1}. As a consequence, letting
A VARIABLE; __ 7 VARIABLE; __ j VARIABLE
A = A, A

AVARIABLEs _ AVARIABLEs o AVARIABLE5
-0 1

it holds that

AVARIABLElAVARIABLE5 ® IB/B” %\/E _AVARIABLEsAVARIABLEl ® IB’B”

IA’A” ® BVARIABLE1 BVARIABLE5 ~ BVARIABLE5 BVARIABLE1 ,

\/E _IA’A” &
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where the notation M =~z N for M, N that are not POVM elements means

($|(M ~ N)"(M — N)lp) < O(9).

Proof. A proof of the rigidity of the Magic Square game can be found in [CS17, Theorem 6.9]. There are
a couple minor differences between their rigidity statement and the one stated here. First, they state that
the robustness of the Magic Square self-test is O(e); however they specify the closeness between the actual
and ideal states in terms of the trace norm, whereas we specify the closeness between ¢ ® ¢g|ip) and
|[EPR,)®2 ® |AUX) in terms of the Euclidean distance, which translates to O(+/¢) instead of O(e). Second,
their choice of ideal strategy specifies that the observables corresponding to VARIABLE; and VARIABLEs5
questions are | ® 0 and 0?0X ® ocZ0*; however under a local change of basis these are equivalent to
X ® I and 0 ® I respectively. O

We will need the following theorem, which shows that any pair of anticommuting observables can be
used to form a value-1 strategy for the Magic Square game.

Theorem 7.11. Let A = {Ap}per, and B = {By } e, be two-outcome projective measurements acting on
(CT)®" which are consistent on |EPR)®", and let O = Ag — Ay and O = By — By be the correspond-
ing observables. Suppose that O sOp = —OpQO 4. Then there exists a symmetric strategy . = (1, M) for
the Magic Square game with the following properties.

1. % is an SPCC strategy of value 1.
2. The state |1p) has the form [ip) = |EPR;)®" ® |[EPR3).
3. Forb € {0,1}, we have M;/ARIABLEI = Ay, ®Iand MZARIABL% =B, ® I

Proof. The strategy .7 is based on the canonical two-qubit strategy for the Magic Square game as described
in, for example, [Ara02]. The state is |f) = |[EPR;)®" ® |[EPRy). We specify the measurements of .7 in
Figure 6 as an operator solution for the Magic Square game, meant to be read as follows: each cell con-
tains a two-outcome projective measurement { Eg, E; } on (C7)®" @ C? written as its 41-valued observable
Eo — E1. When Player A or B receives the question VARIABLE; for j € {1,...,9}, they measure their
share of |i) using the measurement specified by the cell corresponding to VARIABLE j and receive a single-
bit measurement. When they receive the question CONSTRAINT; fori € {1,2,...,6}, they simultaneously
perform the three measurements in the corresponding row or column on |¢) to obtain three bits. For exam-
ple, if Player A receives question VARIABLE1, they measure |i) using the measurement {Ag ® I, A1 ® I}
corresponding to the observable 04 ® I (where the first operator acts on ]EPRq>®” and the second acts on
|EPR3)). Similarly, on question VARIABLE3, they use the measurement { By ® I, By ® I}. This establishes
Item 3 of the theorem.

First, we show that this gives a well-defined strategy. The VARIABLE; measurements are well-defined
because each cell contains a +=1-valued observable. This is obvious for all j # 9; when j =9, the bottom-
right cell contains O 4O ® c?0X. Because 0,4 and Op anti-commute,

0403 @ %0% = —0405 @ 0X0? = 0504 @ 0X0? = (0405 @ c?0X)T. (52)
As a result, this matrix is Hermitian. In addition,

(0408 @ 0%0%)? = (040p @ 0%0%) - (0504 @ 7X0?) = (040p - OpO,) @ (c?0X - 0cX0?) =1,
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04 1 I ® oX 04 @ oX

I ® o Op® 1 Op @ o4

Ox ® ol O ® oX 0,08 ® oloX

Figure 6: Observables for Magic Square strategy

where the first step uses Equation (52) and the final step uses the fact that O 4, Op, X, 0% are +1-valued
observables and hence square to the identity. As a result, this matrix is Hermitian and squares to the identity.
Therefore, it is a £1-valued observable.

As for the CONSTRAINT; measurements, we must show that the three measurements in each row and
column are simultaneously measurable. This is equivalent to the three £=1-valued observables being simul-
taneously diagonalizable, which is equivalent to them being pairwise commuting. This can be easily verified
for the cases of i = 1,2,4,5 (i.e. the first two rows and columns). In the case of i = 3, commutativity of
04 ® 0% and O @ o follows from Equation (52). Since these two matrices commute, they also commute
with their product (04 ® 07)(Op ® 0X) = 04 0p ® 0?0 X. The case of i = 6 is similar.

By construction, . is symmetric, and we have already shown that it is projective. It remains to show
that it is commuting, consistent, and value 1. To show that it is commuting, it suffices to show that the
measurement for each cell is simultaneously measurable with all three measurements in its row or column,
which was already proved above. Now we show consistency of the measurements. We will show this by
instead showing consistency of their observables. By this we mean the following: if E = {Ep, E1} is a
two-outcome projective measurement on 7 then its corresponding +1-valued observable O = Ey — Ej is
consistent on a state |¢) € H @ H if

ORIz |p) =Ia2 0 -|¢p).

This is in fact equivalent to the notion of E being consistent on |¢) from Definition 5.9. To see this, if E is
consistent on |¢), then so is O, because

O®Ig-|p)=(Eo—E1)®Ip-|¢p) =Ian® (Eo —E1) - |p) = [a @O -|¢),

where the second equality is by consistency of E. On the other hand, suppose O is consistent on |¢). Then
because Eg + Eq = I, we can write Eg = 3 - (I+ O) and E; = 1 - (I — O). As a result,

E®@Ip-|¢p) =5 -(I+0)@1Ip-|¢p) =1a @5 (I+0)-|p) =Is@E-|p),

and similarly for Eq. Thus, E is consistent on |¢). This proves the equivalence.

Now we use this to prove consistency of .. To begin, we note that because A and B are consistent on
|[EPR,)®" by assumption, so to are their £=1-valued observables O 4 and Op. Next, we note that oX and
are consistent on |[EPRy); to verify this, we recall that X |0) = |1) and ¢*|1) = |0), and so

cX @ Ig - |EPRy) = 0X @ I - %(yom + [11))
= \%(]10> +101)) = Iy @ X - %(ym +100)) = I ® o - |[EPR,).
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This shows ¢ is consistent on [EPR;), and a similar argument shows the same for . We now use these

two facts to show that the observable in each cell of Figure 6 is consistent on |if). To see why, consider the

| = 9 case:
(0405 ® 0%0*)a ® Iy - [EPR,)®" @ |EPR,)
= (0405 ®0%)a ® (I ®0X)g - |[EPR,)¥" ® |EPRy) (consistency of 0X)
= (0402 NA® (I®0%c?)p - [EPR,;)“" ® |[EPR,) (consistency of 0%)
= (04 ®1)a® (0 ® c*0%)p - |[EPR,)“" ® |[EPRy) (consistency of Op)
= I ® (0504 ® 0*0%)p - |[EPR,)®" ® |EPRy) (consistency of O 4)
=1\ ® (020 @ 70X - [EPR,)®" ® |EPRy). (by Equation (52))

The remaining cases of j € {1,...,8} are similar, and we omit them. This shows that the observable in
each cell is consistent on |¢), and as a result the corresponding two-outcome projective measurements are
consistent as well. As a result, the VARIABLE]- measurements are consistent.

As for the CONSTRAINT; measurements, each such measurement {F, . } ab,ce{0,1} 1s of the form Fope=
El. E% - E2, where E', E2, and E3 are VARIABLE measurements. But then consistency of F follows from
the VARIABLE consistencies:

Fope ® Inlty) = (Eg - Ef - E2)a @ In|y)
= (E}-E})a ® (ED)B|9) (consistency of E%)
= (Ez)a ® (E2 - Ep)Bl9) (consistency of E?)
= I, ® (E2-E2-EDgly) (consistency of E')
= I, ® (El - E; - E})g|v) (commutativity of E', E2, and E3)
= 1o @ Fopcltp).

Hence, all measurements are consistent.

Since all measurements are consistent, this implies that the answer bit of the player receiving a VARIABLE
question is always consistent with the corresponding answer bit of the player receiving the CONSTRAINT
question. Similarly, the answers of the player receiving the CONSTRAINT question always satisfy the given
constraint; observe that in all rows and the first two columns, the observables multiply to I, whereas the
observables in the last column multiply to —I. This implies that the strategy is value-1. To see why, let
us again consider a CONSTRAINT; measurement, which we write as F = {F, 4 },pcc {01} As above, it
can be written as F,; . = El. E% - E3, where E', E?, and E® are VARIABLE measurements. Consider the
measurement S = {Sg, S1} that corresponds to measuring {F, ; .} and then outputting the sum of measured
values of a4, b, and c. In other words,

So = Fo0,0 + Fop1 + Fi01+ Fi10 S1 = Foo1 + Fop0+ Fio0+ Fia1-
The following expression gives a convenient formula for the 4-1-valued observable So — S1:
(Eo — Ei) - (E§ — EY) - (E§ — Ef) = EQEGEG — EQEGE] — EERE) + EQETES + -+ = So — S1.

When we are looking at CONSTRAINT; fori € {1, 2,3,4, 5}, the left-hand side of this equation is equal to I,
and so I = Sy — S1. Because Sy and Sq are both positive semidefinite, this is true only if Sg = I and 51 = 0,
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which implies that the three bits output by F always sum to 0. As a result, this strategy always satisfies the
CONSTRAINT; question. On the other hand, when i = 6, then the left-hand side of this equation is equal
to —I, and so S; = I, and the three bits sum to 1. Thus, the strategy always satisfies the CONSTRAINT¢
question as well. This concludes the proof. O

7.3 'The Pauli basis test

We introduce the quantum low-degree test of [NV 18a] in the form of a slight modification to it by [NW19]
known as the Pauli basis test. Informally, the quantum low-degree test asks the players to measure a large
number of qubits and return a highly compressed version of the measurement outcome. The Pauli basis test
simply asks that the players return their uncompressed measurement outcomes, and it is designed by direct
reduction to the quantum low-degree test. In Section 7.3.1 we describe the Pauli basis test as a nonlocal
game &PAUL and show that its question distribution is implementable via a CL distribution, as we did with
the classical low-degree test in Section 7.1. In Section 7.3.2 we exhibit canonical parameters for the Pauli
basis test and give bounds on the time complexity of executing the test.

7.3.1 The game

We start by discussing parameter settings. The game ¢PAUM is parametrized by a tuple

gldparams = (gq,m,d) ,

PAULI

where q,m,d € IN are integers. We sometimes write Qiqldparams

basis test on the parameters.

Informally, the test is meant to certify that the players share a state of the form |EPRq>®M, where
M = 2" Its question set includes questions that are axis-parallel/diagonal lines and points in IF;”, which
are meant to correspond to questions in the classical low-degree test, and questions of the form (PAULI, W),
for W € {X,Z}. Upon receipt of a question of the latter form, the players are expected to perform the
POVM {7}, e and report the outcome /1 as their answer.

to emphasize the dependence of the Pauli

The key idea behind the test is for the provers to encode their outcomes using the low-degree encoding
from Section 3.4. Given an outcome h € ]Ff?\/I , the low-degree encoding of / is the polynomial gj, : lF;” —
IF;. Rather than asking the provers to always return the entire string &, many of the subtests in the game
GPAULL will “probe” limited information about & as follows: the verifier provides the provers with a string
uw € ", and using this they are expected to evaluate gj,(uy) € IF; and return it to the verifier. For
a fixed value of W, then, the prover’s responses to these “probes” should be consistent with some low-
degree polynomial in the input uyy. To check this, the verifier can perform the classical low-degree test from
Section 7.1. This ensures that the prover’s responses for the W = X basis are consistent with each other,
as well as their responses for the W = Z basis, although it does not test consistency between the X and Z
responses.

The next set of subtests the verifier performs ensure that the provers’ X and Z measurements are con-
sistent with each other. On the X side, consider the measurement in which the prover performs the {ThX}
POVM, receives outcome hy, and outputs gy, (ux) € IF;. For technical reasons that will become clear
shortly, it will be convenient for the prover’s measurement to have two outcomes rather than g outcomes. To
accomplish this, the verifier also provides the prover with an element rx € IFy; given this, the prover should
output not g, (ux) € IF, but tr(gy, (ux) - rx), which is an element of IF;. Similarly, on the Z side, suppose
the prover is provided 7 € IF;, performs {Thz } to receive hz, and outputs tr(gy, (11z7) - rz) € FF,. Together,
these two are a pair of two-outcome measurements, one in the X basis and one in the Z basis, and as it turns
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out, this pair of measurements either commutes with each other or anticommutes with each other (this is
why we modified the measurements to have only two outcomes). The key quantity to determine which of
these is the case is the following complicated-looking expression:

v = tr((indy (ux) - x) - (indw(uz) - 77)) -

If ¥ = 0, then these two measurements commute, and if 7y = 1, then these two measurements anticommute
(this fact is established in the proof of Lemma 7.13 below). In the ¢y = O case, the verifier can check
whether these two measurements commute by performing the “commutation check”, which asks the provers
to simultaneously measure both tr(gy, (ux) - 7x) and tr(g,, (uz) - rz) and report their values. In the v = 1
case, on the other hand, the measurements anticommute, which implies that they cannot simultaneously
be measured. In spite of this, the verifier can still check that the measurements anticommute by using the
Magic Square game from Section 7.2 above. As was shown in Theorem 7.11, any pair of anticommuting
measurements can be used to form a perfect strategy for the Magic Square game (and indeed the reverse is
true as well: any perfect strategy for the Magic Square game entails a pair of anticommuting measurements).
Together, these give the main subtests for the game &AM,

Definition 7.12 (Admissible parameters). We say that the tuple qldparams = (g, m, d) is admissible if q is
an admissible field size (Definition 3.15) and m|q.

Question distribution. We now describe the question distribution of the game &PV, and show that it is
a (typed) CL distribution. The question types in the game &AM are

TPAUL — ({POINT, ALINE, DLINE, PAULL PAIR} X {X,Z}) UTMS U {PAIR} , (53)

where TMS is the question type set of the Magic Square game defined in Section 7.2.

Before presenting the CL functions of the Pauli basis test, we first give an intuitive description of the
question distribution of the Pauli basis test: a pair of questions ((ta, x4 ), (tg, x)) in &PAU can be sampled
via the following procedure:

1. Sample a pair of types by sampling an edge (ta, tg) of the graph GFPAUH

at random (including the self-loops).

given in Figure 7 uniformly

2. Sample the following uniformly at random:

(a) (Points) ux,uyz € IF",

(b) (Directions) s € Fg, v € ngi,

(¢) (Qubit basis for (anti-)commutation) rx, 1z € IF,.
3. Forw € {A,B}and W € {X,Z},

(a) If t, = (POINT, W), then set x;,, = Uy,

(b) If t, = (ALINE, W), then set X, = (uo,s), where ug = LyN(uw), with i = x(s) (see
Section 7.1.1 for definition of LN and x(s)),

(c) If t, = (DLINE, W), then set x,, = (ug,s,0"), where i = x(s), ' = m;_1(v), and uy =
L%/N(MW)v

(d) If t, = CONSTRAINT; for some i € {1,...,6}, then set xy, = (ux, Uz, 7x,77),
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(e) If t, = VARIABLE; for some j € {1,...,9}, then set x,, = (ux, Uz, 7x,7z),
(f) If t, = PAIR, then set x,, = (ux, Uz, rx,7z),

(g) If tyy, = (PAIR, W), then set x,, = (Ux, Uz, ¥Xx,17)s

(h) If ty, = (PAULL, W), then set x5, = 0.

(DLINE, X) (ALINE, X)

\/ (PAauLL X)

VARIABLE; (POINT, X)
CONSTRAINT
! VARIABLE; (PAIR, X)
PAIR
CONSTRAINT) VARIABLE;3
(PAIR, Z)
CONSTRAINT3 VARIABLEy

(POINT, Z)

(PAuLL Z)
CONSTRAINT, VARIABLEs /\

VARIABLEs  (DLINE,Z) (ALINE,Z)

CONSTRAINTs

VARIABLE;
CONSTRAINTy

VARIABLEg

VARIABLEg

Figure 7: Graph GPAU for the Pauli basis test. Each vertex also has a self-loop which is not drawn on the
figure for clarity.

We now specify the corresponding CL functions for each of the question types in the Pauli basis test.

Conditional linear functions for the Pauli basis test. The CL functions corresponding to the Pauli basis
test question distribution are parameterized by the parameter tuple qldparams = (gq,m,d). Let VFAUH
denote the linear space (IFZ”)2 x Fg x Fy' x (IFg)?. The space VFAUM is decomposed into a direct sum
of the following register subspaces: Vx, Vz (which are m-dimensional), Vi (which is 1-dimensional), Vy
(which is m-dimensional), and Vg, Vg, (which are 1-dimensional). We identify elements of VFPAUL! as
tuples (ux, uz,s,v,rx,1z) € (IFj')* x Fy x F' x (F;)?. We define CL functions Ly : VFAVH — VPAUL!
for every type t € T PAULL

1. For W € {X, Z}, define Lpoinrw (tix, Uz, S,v,7x,tz) = Lpor(Uw, s, v) where Lpoyr is the 1-level
CL function defined in Equation (48).”

2. For W € {X,Z}, define Lapinew(ux, tz,5,0,rx,7z) = Lavine(tw, s, v) where Lap g is the 2-
level CL function defined in Equation (49).

The range Vx @ Vi ® Vy or Vz ® Vi @ Wy of Lpowr is embedded in VFPAUL in the natural way. The same convention is used
also in Item 2 and 3 for Lap ng and Lppng-
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3. For W € {X, Z}, define Lppxew(Ux, tz,5,0,rx,tz) = LpLine(#w, s, v) where Lpp g is the 3-
level CL function defined in Equation (51).

4. Fort € TMS U {PAIR, (PAIR, X), (PAIR, Z) }, L¢(ux, uz,s,v,rx,rz) = (ux,1uz,0,0,rx,77), i.e., it
projects onto Vx ® Vz @& Vg, @© Vr,. Thus L; is a 1-level CL function.

5. For W € {X,Z}, define Lpyy;;w = 0 as the identically 0 function. Thus it is a 0-level CL function.

We note that the maps Lpoint,w, LavLingw, LoLivgw act as the zero function on Vi © Vry @ Vr, where
W=XifW=ZandW =Zif W =X.

The question distribution of &AM is thus a typed CL distribution on 7 PAULT x PAULL 5 TPAULL 5
VPAULL where (ta, X4, tg, Xg ) is sampled by first uniformly sampling an edge (ta, tg) from the graph GPAVL!
defined in Figure 7, sampling a uniformly random z € VPAUM and then setting x;, = L, (z) for w €
{A,B}.

Decision procedure. The decision procedure for & AU is presented in Figure 8. Similarly to Figure 3,
we provide a table that summarizes a parsing scheme for the questions and answers, depending on the
type of question. The answers are bit strings that are interpreted as more structured objects such as ele-
ments over IF,, vectors, or polynomials, depending on the question. In the “low-degree check”, the de-
cision procedure DPAVM calls the classical low-degree decision procedure D'P parametrized by the tuple
ldparams = (gq,m,d, 1) (defined in Section 7.1) as a subroutine.
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Type

Question Content

Answer Format

(POINT, W) RS Iqu Element of IF,

(ALINE, W) (uw,s) € FY x I, Polynomial f : [F, — IF,
(DLINE, W) (uw,s,v) € Fy' x IFy x FFy! Polynomial f : IF, — IF,
PAIR (ux,uz,rx, rz) (IF7 my2 1F2 (Bx,Bz) € F5

(PAIR, W) (ux,uz,rx,rz) € ( my2 % 1F2 Element of [F,
CONSTRAINT;  (ux, Uz, rx,17) € (ngi) X 1F§ (o, Xy, 0oy) € TS
VARIABLE; (ux,uz,rx,17) € (IF;”) X ng Element of Fp

(PAuLL, W) 0 Element of IFéVI

Table: Question and answer format of the Pauli basis game.

On input (ta, XA, tB, XB,aa,aB ), the decision procedure DPAU performs the following checks
forw € {A,B}:

1. (Consistency check). If to = tg, acceptiff ay = ag.

2. (Low-degree). LetIdparams = (q,m,d,1).

(@ If t, = (POINT,W),tyz = (ALINE,W), accept if Dh‘%arams accepts
(POINT, Xy, ALINE, Xz, Ay, 075 ) -
(b) If t, = (PoINT,W),tz = (DLINE,W), accept if Dh‘;arams accepts

(POINT, Xy, DLINE, X, Az, 075) -

3. (Consistency check). If t;, = (POINT, W), tz = (PAULL W), accept if g, (xy) = ay,
where g, is the low-degree encoding of az € ]Fé\/I defined in Section 3.4.

In the remaining four cases, the decision procedure first computes the number

v = tr((indy (ux) - rx) - (indp (uz) - rz)) , (54)
where we recall the ind,,(-) vector from Section 3.4.

4. (Commutation check). If t;, = (PAIR, W), t; = PAIR, accept if a, = Bw or y # 0.
5. (Consistency check). Ift,, = (POINT, W),
ory # 0.

6. (Magic square check). If t;, = CONSTRAINT;, t; = VARIABLE/, accept if v = 0, or
ay satisfies constraint CONSTRAINT; and aj = ag

ts = (PAIR, W), accept if tr(ayry) = ag
7. (Consistency check). If t;, = (POINT, W), tz = VARIABLE;, accept if v = 0 or if
j=1W=X andtr(a,rx) = ag orif j = 5, W = Z, and tr(ayrz) = .

PAULI

Figure 8: Specification of the decision procedure Dql dparams-
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We describe an honest, value-1 PCC strategy for the Pauli basis test.
Lemma 7.13. The Pauli basis test &Y has a value-1 SPCC strategy.

gldparams

Proof. We begin by specifying the value-1 strategy . = (|i), E). The state is
lp) = |EPR,)“M ® [EPR,) .

Now we specify the measurements. We start with measurements associated with questions of type POINT,
ALINE, DLINE, and PAULI. Using notation introduced in Section 3.4, for W € {X, Z},

E(aPoINT,W)ry _ T[?(y):a] I,

ES{ALINE,W)rg _ T[I?([g«)\z:f] I,

ES{DLINE,W)rg _ T[I&-)\Ff] I,
E(aPAULLW) _ T;V QI.

Here, the bracket notation used to post-process measurement outcomes is defined in Definition 3.23. Thus,
for example, the measurement on question ((POINT, W), ) corresponds to first performing the measure-
ment {T,ZV } heFY > receiving an outcome i € IFM, and then outputting the value a = g, (y).

For ALINE and DLINE questions, the question content ¢ denotes either an axis-parallel line £(u, e;)
for some i € {1,2,...,m}, or a diagonal line £(19,v") for some v’ € FF'. As described at the beginning
of Section 7.3.1, axis-parallel lines are specified by pairs (1, s) € ng1 x F; and diagonal lines are speci-
fied by triples (uo,s,0v) € FJ' x Fy x F. The measurement on question ((ALINE, W), £), for example,
corresponds to first performing the measurement {T,fv } heF! to get an outcome & € IFM, and reporting the
univariate polynomial f;(t) = g, (1o + te;) where £ is specified by (uo,s) and i = x(s).

Next we specify the POVMs associated with questions of type CONSTRAINT, VARIABLE, and PAIR.
Questions with these question types have a question content that is a tuple w = (ux, uz,rx,rz) € (IF;”)2 X
lFé Given such a tuple, consider the two IF>-valued POVMs A = { A} }jcp, and B = {By, }jcp, defined as

_ X

Ab = Tio(g (ux) r)=t] © 1 (55)
_ 7

By = Te(g (uy)re)=6) @ I - (56)

We would like to determine when the two observables O4 = Ag — A1 and Og = By — By commute
or anti-commute. Towards this we derive alternative expressions for these observables from which their
commutativity becomes plain from inspection. We begin by inspecting the first matrices on the right-hand
sides of Equations (55) and (56):

w _ w
Tltr(g. (uw) rw)=t] = ) I
hetr(gn (uw) rw)=b

_ y o (57)
hetr((h - indy (uw))-rw)=b
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where (57) follows by Definition 13. As a result,

W w
Tlte(g. (uw) rw)=0] — Ttr(g. (uw) rw)=1]

S S (S SR

htr((h- 1ndm( W)) w)=0 hetr((h-indy (uw)) rw)=1
— Z (( “indy (uw))- fw)T;YV

W (ind, (uw)rw) , (58)
where the last step uses (20). As a result, Equation (58) and Equations (55) and (56) imply that
Oa = 8(ind,, (ux)rx) ® I, Op = t4(indy (uz)rz) @ 1.
Now, let ¥ = tr((ind,, (ux)rx) - (indy,(1z)rz)) € Fa, as in Equation (54). Then by Equation (16),
0405 = (—-1)"0p0,4 .

As a result, 7y quantifies whether the observables O 4 and Op commute, and therefore whether the measure-
ments A and B commute. If v = 0, they commute. If v = 1, they anti-commute. We now specify the
POVMs associated with questions of type CONSTRAINT, VARIABLE, and PAIR, considering separately the
cases when y =0ory = 1.

1. If y = 0, for each Bx, Bz € [F, define
P
EﬁAH;w Agy - Bg, , (59)
ELSPAIR,X),(,() _ Aa ) E’gPAIR,Z),w _ Ba '

The POVM associated with questions of type CONSTRAINT and VARIABLE are defined to be trivial.

In particular, we define

CONSTRAINT;,w __ - YARIABLE;, w
Eq0,0 =E, I,

and the remaining POVM elements in these measurements are set to be zero.

2. If ¥ = 1, then O, and Op anti-commute. In this case we define measurements ECONSTRAINT, @ apq
EVARIABLE, @ " for all i € {1,...,6} and j € {1,...,9} to be those guaranteed by Theorem 7.11.
Measurements associated with inputs of type PAIR are defined to be trivial. In particular, we define

PAIR,X), PAIR,Z),
EPAIR,w:E(()A )W:E(() )W:I,

and the remaining matrices in these measurements are set to be zero.

This completes the specification of the strategy.

Now, we show that . is a value-1 SPCC strategy. It is clearly symmetric and projective. To show that it
is consistent, we note that all measurements are Pauli basis measurements, which are consistent, or measure-
ments produced by Theorem 7.11, which are also consistent. The only exception is the PAIR measurement in
the v = 0 case, which by Equation (59) is a product of two commuting, consistent measurements, and so it is
therefore also consistent. To show that it is commuting, we note that for each W € {X, Z}, all (POINT, W),
(ALINE, W), (DLINE, W) and (PAULI, W) measurements commute as they are all measurements in the

83



Pauli W basis. Next, if v = 0 then the CONSTRAINT and VARIABLE measurements commute trivially, and

for W € {X,Z}, the (POINT, W) measurement commutes with the (PAIR, W) measurement, as they are

both W basis measurements, and the measurement EE’;HBZ) =A Bx B p, commutes with ELSPAIR’W)’W because

A and B commute. On the other hand, if v # 0, then the PAIR measurements commute trivially, and the
CONSTRAINT and VARIABLE measurements commute by Theorem 7.11. Finally, the (POINT, X) measure-
ment commutes with VARIABLE; because both are X-basis measurements, and likewise both (POINT, Z)
and VARIABLEj5 are Z-basis measurements.

It remains to show that . is value-1. Consider first the first three tests executed by the decision proce-
dure in Figure 8. The strategy passes the consistency checks with probability 1 because it is projective and
consistent. It passes the low-degree checks because it answers those consistently with an honest strategy in
the classical low-degree test.

Next, consider the remaining four tests. Fix an w = (ux, uz,rx,rz) and 7y as in (54). If v = 0, then
the strategy passes the commutation check with probability 1 by construction. As for the consistency check
in Item 5, we can write the (POINT, W) measurement as follows:

(POINT, W),y W

= Tte(g. (y)rw)=z]

(PAIR,W),w
tr( - o) =am] — E

®I=E;] ® I.
As aresult, due to the consistency of the (PAIR, W) measurement, the consistency check is passed with prob-
ability 1. On the other hand, if v # 0, then the strategy passes the Magic Square check by Theorem 7.11.
As for the consistency check in Item 7, we can write the (POINT, X) measurement as follows:

(POINT,X),y _ _X __ T'VARIABLE;, w

tr(-rx)=na] — Tlee(g (r)rx)=ar] @ T = Fag ®1,
where the last step is by Theorem 7.11. As these measurements are consistent, this test is passed with
probability 1. U

Soundness of the Pauli basis test. We state the soundness properties of the Pauli basis test. The following
is an adaptation of the self-testing statement in [NW19, Theorem 6.4].

Theorem 7.14. There exists a function
Sorp(e,m,d,q) = a(md)® (e’ + g~ +27bmd)

for universal constants a > 1 and 0 < b < 1 such that the following holds. For all admissible parameter
tuples qldparams = (q,m,d) and for all strategies . = (|¢), A, B) for the game @gﬁ‘é‘;ams that succeed
with probability at least 1 — ¢, there exist local isometries pa : Ha — Har @ Har, ¢ : Hp — Hgr @ Hyr
(where () € Ha @ Hp and H pon, Hgr = (C1)*M with M = 2™) and a state |AUX) € H o @ Hpr such

that
1. ||pa ® ¢pplYp) — |AUX) ® [EPR,)M|| < dqLp (e, m,d,q),
2. Letting AY = ¢4 AX ¢t and B] = (])Bng)g, we have for W € {X,Z}
A(PAULI,W)
u

@ Igrgr s (T4 ) ar ® Inprpr

~(PAULLW
Ipyrar @ B,S ) Ao Lararp @ (TX\/)B“ ,

@M

where the x5, statement holds with respect to the state |AUX) yrpr @ |EPRy) (i, and the answer

summation is over u € lFéVI
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We provide a proof of Theorem 7.14 in Appendix A.

The strategies described in the proof of Lemma 7.13 and in the conclusion of Theorem 7.14 are de-
scribed in terms of qudit Pauli measurements and maximally entangled states defined over g-dimensional
qudits. However, it is more convenient for our application of the Pauli basis test to instead deal with qubits.
In particular, we use the Pauli basis test in the “introspection game” of Section 8, where the players are com-
manded to sample questions according to a sampler S of a normal form verifier. By definition of normal
form verifier, S is a sampler over [F, and therefore it is natural to use a test for qubit Pauli measurements.

Since we use field sizes q that are powers of 2, Lemma 3.26 shows that the conclusions of Theorem 7.14
can also be described in terms of testing for maximally entangled states over qubits and qubit Pauli mea-
surements.

Corollary 7.15. There exists a function
Soun(e,q,m,d) = a(md)* (" +q~" +27""7)

for universal constants a > 1 and 0 < b < 1 such that the following holds. For all admissible parameter
tuples qldparams = (q,m,d) and for all strategies . = (|), A, B) for the game @gﬁ‘é‘;ams that succeeds
with probability at least 1 — ¢, there exist local isometries pa : Ha — Har @ Hpn, ¢ : Hp — Hp @ Hyr
(where |) € Ha @ Hp and H on, Hgr = (C2)MI8T with M = 2™) and a state |AUX) € H o @ Hy

such that
1. |[¢a ® g5lp) — |aUX) @ [EPRo)“MUBI| < dorp (e, m,d, q),
2. Letting AX = ¢ AL ¢ and B} = ¢gBl o}, we have for W € {X, Z}

% (PAULLW) ~ W
Au X IB’B// NJQLD (O'M )A” X IA/B’B”

PAULILW
IA N ® B( ) %(SQLD IA’A”B' X (O'LN)BN
here the ~ holds with h EPR,)>Mlogq
where the =5, , statement holds with respect to the state |AUX) g/ @ | 2>A//B//

summation is over u € IF{;VI. Here, ULEN denotes the tensor product of single-qubit Pauli measurements

and the answer

lo

M
R Qo

i=1 j=1

aQ
=

where x(u;) = (Uij)1<j<log q (Using the bijection x : Fy — 1F120gqfrom Section 3.3).

Proof. Lemma 3.26 implies that there are local isometries that map [EPR;)®M to [EPR;)®M1°84, and map

the generalized Pauli measurements 7.’ to @M, ®10gq - where x(u;) = (ui1, ..., Ujlogq). Combining
this with the isometries guaranteed by Theorem 7. 14 we obtaln the statement of the Corollary. ]

7.3.2 Canonical parameters and complexity of the Pauli basis test

We specify a canonical setting of the parameter tuple gldparams as a function of an integer R. We call
this canonical setting introparams because we use these in the “introspection” section (Section 8). We then
give bounds on the complexity of computing the decision procedure and CL functions of the Pauli basis test
corresponding to the parameter tuple qldparams, as a function of R.
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Definition 7.16 (Canonical parameters of the Pauli basis test). Let a, b be the universal constants specified
in Theorem 7.14. Let ¢ denote the smallest even integer that is at least (b + a)/b. For all integers R > 4,
define the tuple introparams(R) = (g, m,d) where

« g =2k fork = c[loglog R] + 1.
e m =2 where 2/ < c[log R] +1 < 2/*1,
e d=1.

Intuitively, this choice of parameters is such that the Pauli basis test certifies the presence of an M = 2"-
qudit EPR state (of local dimension ¢), or equivalently an M log g-qubit EPR state.

Lemma 7.17. For all integers R > 4, the parameter tuple introparams(R) = (gq,m,d) is admissible (see
Definition 7.12), satisfies 2™ > R, and furthermore there exist universal constants a' > 1and 0 < b’ < 1
such that the function éqLp (€, m,d, q) from Theorem 7.14 is at most

a'(log(R)" - " +log(R)™?) .

Proof. We verify the admissibility of introparams(R) first: the field size g = 2 is admissible because k is
odd. We have m|q because for all R > 4 we have

2 < 2c[logR] < 2log‘R < 2k
Next, we show that R < 2™. Since m = 2/ > (c/2) log R, we have that
m > RC/2 > R

where we used that ¢ > 2.

Finally, we show the desired bound on the error function dqrp (e,m,d,q). First, observe that 2—bmd <
q_b because k < m. Note that for R > 2, we have m < 2clog R, and furthermore g = 2k > log® R. Then,
we get

dorp(e,m,d,q) = a(md)* (e’ + g~ +27bmd) (by Theorem 7.14)
< a(md)® (e +297%) (because 270 < g=b)
= a(m)" (e’ +247Y) (because d = 1)
< a(2c)"1og"(R)(e" +247?) (because m < 2clog R)
< a(2¢)"10g”(R)(e" 4 2(log R) ~) (because g > log‘ R)
< 2a(2¢)"log”(R) (" + (log R) =)

a

2a(

2a(2¢)"((log R)%" + (log R)*~<t)

2a(2c)" ((log R)%" + (log R)’h) (because cb —a > b > 0)
a'((log R)" &’ + (logR) "),

IN

IN

where 4’ is defined as the quantity 2a(2c)?. This completes the proof of the lemma. O

Lemma 7.18. Fix an integer R > 4, let introparams(R) = (q,m,d). The integers (q,m,d) = introparams(R)
can be computed in time polylog R when given the binary representation of R as input.
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Proof. This follows from the definitions of the parameters in Definition 7.16.
O

Lemma 7.19. Let R > 4 be an integer, and let introparams(R) denote the parameter tuple specified by
Definition 7.16.

DPAULI

1. The time complexity of the decision procedure parameterized by introparams(R) is poly(R).

2. The time complexity of computing marginals of the CL functions Ly as well as the associated factor
spaces, fort € TFAUU, s polylog R.

3. The Turing machine description of the decision procedure DP*"™ parameterized by introparams can
be computed from the binary presentation of R in polylog(R) time.

Proof. Finite field arithmetic over IF; can be performed in time polylog g, by Lemma 3.18. The parameters
of introparams(R), which the decision procedure DPAU implicitly computes given R, can be computed
in time polylog(R), by Lemma 7.18. The most expensive step in DPAUM s to evaluate the low-degree
encoding g,(y) where a € ]Fé\/I and y € !, which takes time poly(M,logg) = poly(R) by Lemma 3.21.

The complexity of computing the CL functions L. for types t € 7 AU is dominated by the complexity
of computing the CL functions Lap g, LpLine, and Lpoint from the classical low-degree test, which takes
time poly(m, logq) = polylog(R).

The factor spaces of L depend only on the question type t (of which there are only constantly many),
and outputting the length-m indicator vectors of the factor spaces takes O(m) = polylog(R) time.

Finally, the time complexity of computing the description of DPAU from the binary representation
of R requires polylog R time, because the checks performed in the decision procedure DPAUL depend on
introparams which ultimately depends on R; we assume that the decision procedure computes the parameter
tuple introparams based on R. Thus the time complexity is dominated by the time to write R in binary. [
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8 Introspection Games

8.1 Overview

Consider a normal form verifier V = (S, D) (see Definition 5.33). In this section we design a normal form
verifier YINTRO = (SINTRO DINTRO) (cqlled the introspective verifier) such that in the n-th game VINTRO
(called the introspection game; see Definition 5.33 for the definition of the n-th game associated with a
normal form verifier) the verifier expects the players to sample for themselves questions x and y distributed
as their questions in the game Vy for index N = 2"—this is the “introspection” step. Note the exponen-
tial separation of the indices of the introspection game versus the original game! Our construction of the
introspection game generalizes the introspection technique of [NW19].

Recall the execution of the N-th game corresponding to the “original” verifier V (see Definition 5.33).
Let n > 1, N = 2", and suppose that the CL functions of S on index N are L*, LB acting on an ambient
space V. In the game Vy, the verifier first samples z € V uniformly at random and gives each player
w € {A, B} the question x;, = L¥(z). In this context, the string z is referred to as the “seed”. The players
respond with answers a4 and ag, respectively, and the verifier accepts or rejects according to the output of
D(N,XA,XB,LZA,LZB).

In the introspection game, with some constant probability independent of 7, the verifier sends
the question pair (INTRO, A) to player w and (INTRO, B) to the other player @, where w € {A,B} and
recall that W = B if w = A and W = A otherwise. The verifier expects player w to measure their share
of the state |[EPR)y using a coarse-grained Z-basis measurement whose outcomes range over LA (V), and
similarly player @ measures the state |[EPR)y using a coarse-grained Z-basis measurement with outcomes
that range over LB (V). If the players perform these measurements honestly, then the outcomes (x4, xg) are
distributed exactly according to s, n, the question distribution of the game Vy. Players w and W are then
expected to respond with the question x;, and xz that they each sampled, together with strings a,, and az,
respectively, which are intended to be the answers for the question pair (x4, xg) in the game Vy. In other
words, the players introspectively sample the question pair (xa, xg) and then respond with the question
itself and an answer for it.

To facilitate comprehension, we call the players that interact with the introspective verifier VINTRO the
“introspecting players”, and the players that interact with the “original” verifier VV the “original players”. To
ensure that the introspecting players follow the above procedure honestly, the introspective verifier VINTRO
first uses the (binary) Pauli basis test described in Section 7.3 to force the introspecting players to share the
state |[EPR)y. The Pauli basis test also ensures that the players measure o™ and report the outcome honestly
when they receive questions (PAULL, W) for W € {X,Z}. Forv € {A, B} the verifier cross-checks the
question pairs (INTRO, v) and (PAULL, Z) to enforce that the honest measurement is performed for question
(INTRO, ©).

The main difficulty in the soundness analysis is to ensure that the answer of player w who received
question (INTRO,v) depends only on L?(z) and not on any other information about the string z. First
assume for simplicity that LY is a linear function. As shown below (based on Lemma 8.4), LY(z) can be
obtained by measuring a specific collection of o observables; namely, the set

INTRO
Vi

{o?(u) : u € ker(L)*}. (60)
To prevent the player from obtaining any additional information the verifier needs to enforce that the player

does not additionally measure any o (u) for u ¢ ker(L?)*. (We refer to any such ¢ as a “prohibited”
z
o”.)
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The introspective verifier achieves this by sometimes sending the READ type question (READ, v) or
HIDEy type questions (HIDEy, v) to the players. When receiving the READ question, the players are required
to also measure observables from the set

{oX(r) : 7 € ker(LY)}, (61)

which (as shown in Lemma 8.5 below) commute with every Z-basis measurement in (60). On the other
hand, any prohibited ¢ (1) must anticommute with at least one of the o (), as otherwise u would be in
ker(L?)L. As aresult, honestly measuring the ¢ observables of (61) has the effect of preventing the player
from measuring any of the prohibited cZ observables, so that the answer a can effectively only depend
on the question L?(z). (In the protocol, the verifier asks the player to measure the function (L¢)*(z) in
the X basis, rather than all of the cX observables. By Lemma 8.4 the two are equivalent.) Similarly to
how questions (PAULI, Z) and (INTRO,v) are cross-checked, the questions (PAULI, X), (HIDEg, v) and
(READ, v) are cross-checked in order to ensure that the honest X-basis measurements are performed for the
HIDE questions and the READ questions.

When the CL functions L? are /-level for £ > 1, the introspective verifier sends one of O(¢) different
hiding questions to the players, chosen at random; together these hiding checks ensure that each of the con-
stituent linear maps of LY are honestly measured. Intuitively, these hiding questions “interpolate” between
questions (PAULI, Z), (INTRO, v) and (PAULI, X) in a way that, for all pairs of questions asked by the veri-
fier, the honest measurements commute. (See Figure 11 for an overview of the honest measurements.) This
strong commuting property of the strategy is essential for the oracularization transformation in Section 9 to
be possible.

A key property of the introspection game is that the distribution of questions (which include the Pauli
basis test questions as well as the introspection questions and the hiding questions) is also condition-
ally linear. This means that the introspection game can be ultimately specified by a normal form verifier
PINTRO — (GINTRO DINTRO) "wwhich is crucial for recursive compression of games. Moreover, while the time
complexity of the introspective verifier’s decider D™ remains polynomially related to that of D on index
N, the time complexity of the sampler S™TRC is polylog(N) (exponentially smaller), due to the efficiency
of the Pauli basis test. Finally, S™®° only depends on V' through the number of levels £ of S as well as
upper bounds on the time complexities of S and D.

8.2 The introspective verifier

LetV = (S, D) be an {-level normal form verifier. We call V, S, and D the “original” verifier, sampler, and
decider, respectively. For all original verifier }, we define the introspective verifier V'R in this section.
We use N = 2" to denote the index of the original verifier V' that is simulated by the introspective verifier
VYINTRO op index 7.

The introspective verifier corresponding to V and parameters (A,{) is a ryped normal form verifier
PINTRO. — - (SINTRO BINTRO) - sketched in Section 8.1 and specified in detail in the present section (see
Section 6 for the definition of typed normal form verifiers). In the following descriptions of the sampler
SINTRO and decider D'NTRO, all parameters are functions of the index 7, the number of levels £ of the sampler
S, and the parameter A; we often leave this dependence implicit.

Let R = N*, and let introparams(R) = (g, m, d) denote the parameter tuple specified in Section 7.3.2.
Note that introparams is implicitly a function of n (since R is a function of 7). The associated parameter
tuple introparams is intended to parametrize a Pauli basis test that certifies the presence of Q = 2™ log g-
qubit EPR states; intuitively, these qubits are meant to serve as the source of randomness for the CL functions
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of the original sampler S. Since we will assume that the original verifier V is A-bounded, the original
sampler S on index N has time complexity at most R, and therefore the amount of randomness needed is at
most R. By Lemma 7.17, the number of qubits Q in the EPR states is at least R, and thus the EPR qubits
can be used to properly introspect the original game.

Recall that the players in the introspection game are referred to as “introspecting players” and the players
in the original game are referred to as “original players”. We use the following notation in order to distin-
guish between questions and answers meant for the introspecting players versus the original players. The
questions and answers of the introspecting players are denoted by hatted variables (e.g., £ and 4). Similarly,
the associated question types are denoted using hatted variables f. The questions and answers of the original
players in the original game Vy are denoted using non-hatted variables (e.g. x, 4, and so on).

Types and type graph. The type set 7N for the introspective verifier INTRO jg

TINTRO _ PAULL (({INTRO, SAMPLE, READ } U ( CJ{HIDEk} )) X {A,B}) ,
k=1

where 7 PAUl is the type set of the Pauli basis test, defined in Section 7.3. The type graph GINTR is specified
in Figure 9.

(DLINE, X) (ALINE, X)
(HIDE;,A) (HIDE, A) (HIDE;, A)

» (PauLL X)

VARIABLE; (POINT, X) \‘—.

CONSTRAINT

1 VARIABLE, (PAIR, X)  (HIDE,B) (HIDE, B) (HIDE,, B)

PAIR
CONSTRAINT, VARIABLE;
(PAIR,Z)  (SAMPLE,B) (INTRO,B)  (READ,B)
CONSTRAINT; VARIABLE (POINT, Z) /v .
(PAULL Z)

VARIABLE
CONSTRAINT, 5 /\ \A _ )

VARIABLE (SAMPLE,A) (INTRO,A)  (READ,A)
CONSTRAINTs 6  (DLINE, Z) (ALINE Z)

VARIABLE;
CONSTRAINTg

VARIABLEg

VARIABLEg

Figure 9: Type graph G™TRO for the introspection game. Each vertex also has a self-loop which is not drawn
in the figure for clarity.

Sampler. We first define a 3-level (70, GINTRO)_typed sampler SR, which has field size q(n)
and dimension 3m(n) + 3, where q(n) and m(n) are specified by introparams(R).  Note that the di-
mension matches that of the space VAU of the CL functions of the Pauli basis test parameterized by
introparams(R), specified in Section 7.3.1.
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Fix n € IN. We specify the CL functions of S™™© on index 7. Since the functions L?’” and L?’” are
identical for all # and £, we omit the superscripts A and B. For types £ € 74U, the CL functions L are
given by those specified in Section 7.3.1, parameterized by introparams(R). For types £ € T INTRO\ TFAULL
the associated CL functions are defined to be O-level CL functions (i.e., they are the 0 map). This means that
for question types such as t = (INTRO,v) or t = (SAMPLE, v) for v € {A, B} the associated question is
solely comprised of the question type label.

Finally, we define the typed sampler S™RO to be x(S™TR0), the downsized sampler (Definition 6.6)
corresponding to S™TO. The typed CL functions associated with the Pauli basis test are 3-level; using
Remark 4.4 and Lemma 4.11 it follows that S™TRO is a 3-level typed sampler.

The following lemma establishes the complexity of the sampler S™TRO as well as the complexity of
computing a description of it from the parameters (A, £).

Lemma 8.1. There exists a 2-input Turing machine ComputelntroSampler that on input (A, £) outputs a
description of the sampler S™™ (corresponding to parameters A, £) in time polylog(A, £). Furthermore,

1. TIMEgivro (1) = poly(n, A, £), and
2. SINTRO ¢ 4 3-level typed sampler.

Proof. Define the following 9-input Turing machine RawlIntroSampler, that does not depend on any pa-
rameters (so that its description length is constant). On input (A, ¢',n’,x},...,xg), the Turing machine
RawlIntroSampler computes the output of the typed sampler S™T®O (parameterized by (A, £)) with in-
put tapes set to (n’,x],...,x;). In more detail, the Turing machine RawlntroSampler first computes
introparams(R) for R = 27", Using Lemma 7.18, this computation takes time poly log(R). Next, de-
pending on the contents of the last 7 input tapes of RawlntroSampler, the Turing machine evaluates the
dimension of S™NTRO (which can easily be computed from introparams(R)), or one of the CL functions,
or returns a representation of a factor space of SINTRO. If the type passed as input is £ € TPAUM then by
Lemma 7.19 this takes time polylog(R). If £ € T™NTRO\ TPAUL! then this can be done in O(log ¢’) time (to
read the input type). Overall, RawIntroSampler runs in time poly log(R, ¢').

We now define the Turing machine ComputelntroSampler as follows. On input (A, £), ComputelntroSampler
outputs the description of RawlIntroSampler with the first two input tapes hardwired to A and /¢, respec-
tively, yielding the sampler S™TR° corresponding to parameters (A, £). Computing this description takes
O(log A 4 log ¢) time.

The time complexity of S™TRO follows from the time complexity of RawlntroSampler and the number
of levels is by construction. O

Decider. The typed decider DNTRO i specified in Figure 10. We explain how to interpret the figure,
including the notation. (It may also be helpful to review the description of the intended strategy for the
players in the game, described in Section 8.3.)

Question and answer format. The decider takes as input a tuple (1, ta, £, t, £, 44, dp) where (ty, £)
denotes the question for introspecting player w € {A, B}, and 4,, denotes their answer. As in the specifi-
cation of the Pauli basis test, in Figure 10 we include an “answer key” indicating how the players’ answers
are parsed, depending on the question type. When the question type is from 7 PAUM the question and an-
swer format are as described in Figure 8. When the question type is in 7 NTRO \ TPAULL the answer format
is described in the table at the top of Figure 10.% For each such question, there is an associated variable

30There is no question format specification for the question types in 7INTRO \ TPAULL pecayse the question is solely comprised
of the question type label.
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Type Answer format

(INTRO, V) (y,a) € Vx{0,1}*
(SAMPLE, v) (z,a) e Vx{0,1}*

(READ, v) (y,y*,a) € VxVx{0,1}*
(HIDEy, v) (y,yL X) EVXV XV

In the following, whenever S or D is called as a subroutine, D™ aborts and rejects if the
subroutine takes more than N” time steps. On input (n,%a, £a,ts, £p,4a,45), the decider
DINTRO first computes the dimension s(N) of V by calling the original sampler S on input
(N, DIMENSION ). The decider rejects if s(N) > N*, or if max{|da|,|dg|} > 3-2" -logqg
where introparams(N*) = (gq,m,d). Otherwise, it performs the following tests for all
w,v € {A,B}. (If no test applies, the decider accepts.)

1. (IA’auli te;st). If t5, 8 € TPAUY, the decider accepts if DmEOL;arams accepts the input
(tA/ XA, tB, XB, aA/ aB)-

2. (Sampling tests).
(a) If £, = (PAULL Z) and £ = (SAMPLE, v), accept if 4Y, = zz.
(b) Ift, = (INTRO, v), twz = (SAMPLE, v), accept if y,, = L?(zg) and a,, = az.
3. (Hiding tests).
(a) Ift, = (INTRO, ), 7 = (READ, v), accept if iy, = Yz and a, = ag.
(b) If t, = (HIDE,, v), ty = (READ, v), accept if y,, < = Y, <¢, and = y%.
(c) If £, = (HIDEg, v), t = (HIDEgq,v) for some k € {1,2,...,¢ — 1}, accept if

i 1
Yw,<k = Yw,<k» Yw,<k = Y5,<k 7 Xw,>k+1 = Xw,>k+1

L
and yw k+1 — (LZ+1 u) (xZU,kJrl) where u = Yz, <k-

(d) If t, = (PAuLL X), tz = (HIDEy,v), accept if y%,l = (L”) (ay}) and 43" =
Xw, >1-

4. (Game test). If §, = (INTRO,A) and tz = (INTRO,B), accept if D accepts
(N, Yo, Y, tw, Gw).-

5. (Consistency test). If o = tg, accept if and only if 45 = dp.

Figure 10: The typed decider D™NTRO for the introspective verifier, parameterized by integers A, £, on index
n. N denotes 2", V is the ambient space for S, and {L”},c(4 g} the associated CL functions on index N.
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v € {A, B} that indicates to the introspecting player which original player it is supposed to impersonate in
the introspection game.

In the figure, V denotes the ambient space of the original sampler S on index N = 2". We assume
that the original verifier V is A-bounded and in particular the running time of the original sampler S (and
therefore its dimension) is at most R = N*. If the dimension were larger than N*, the decider DINTRO
would always reject in the beginning.

Since V is isomorphic to IF;(N), where s(N) is the dimension of S, the space V is identified in a
canonical way as the register subspace of IFZQ spanned by eq, ..., e;ny Where ¢; is the i-th elementary basis
vector. For example, if £, = (READ,v), then syntactically the player’s answer is a triple (y,y*,a) in
ng X IF;2 x {0,1}*. We assume that the decider D™ computes the dimension s(N) of the subspace
V by calling S on input (N, DIMENSION), and if y, yL are not presented as vectors in the subspace V,
then the decider rejects. Thus in the analysis we directly consider y, yL as vectors in V. In Figure 10, the
components of the players’ answers are subscripted by the player index. For example, if player w receives
question (HIDEg, v), then their answers are denoted by (Y, Yo, X ).

The notation used in the “answer key” is meant to give an indication of the intended meaning of the
players’ answers. We use i to denote a vector that is supposed to be the result of measuring a CL function
L% yL is supposed to be the result of measuring “dual” linear maps L' (as used in Step 3 in Figure 10); x is
supposed to be the result of X measurements, and z is supposed to be the result of ¢% measurements. We
use a to denote the introspected answers meant for the original decider D.

CL functions and factor spaces. For v € {A,B}, let L” = L%N denote the CL function for original
player v specified by S on index N = 2. For z € V, the decider D™ computes L?(z) by calling S on
input (N, v, MARGINAL, /, z).

Fory € Vandk € {1,...,¢} we define register subspaces V/(y) by induction on k. For k = 1, V’(y)
is the first factor space®! of LY and is independent of y. Suppose V]-v (y) has been defined for all j < k. Then

we define the marginal space V?, (y) = @k 1 V¥(y), and define V(y) as the k-th factor space V¢ of L

with prefix u = LY, (y). We also define V_ (y) VZ21(y), and VZ, (y) to be the complementary register
subspace to VZ, (y) within V.

The decider D™NTR® computes factor spaces V” (y) from y € V in the following sequential manner:
first, the indicator vector for the factor space V 1s computed by calling the original sampler S on input
(N, v, FACTOR, 1,0). Let y; denote LY(y). Then forj € {2,...,¢}, the factor space V]”(y) is computed
by calling S on input (N, v, FACTOR, j, Y<_1), where y<; 1 = L%jfl (y).

Finally, Lemma 4.6 implies that the CL function LY gives rise to functions {LZ/M} where for all k and
prefixes u, L{  is a map from V[ to V,jfu.

Detailed explanation of the steps of D'N™°. We give more details on the implementation of decider
DINTRO gpecified in Figure 10.

1. The decider DR first checks that the answers are not too long; the maximum-length answer
should be a tuple (y,y*,a) in response to question (READ, v) where y,y- € V and a is an answer
intended for the original decider D on index N (which we assume runs in time at most N*), or a tuple
(y,y*,x) € V x V x V inresponse to question (HIDE, v). Either way, the maximum answer length
should be 3Q = 32" -loggq = poly(R) bits long. This check is necessary in order to ensure that
the decider D'NTRO halts in time that is a fixed polynomial of R = N*.

31See Lemma 4.6 for the definitions of factor spaces of a CL function.
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2. If the question types for the players are both in 7 PAUL, DINTRO executes the decision procedure DPAVL!
for the Pauli basis test parametrized by introparams(R) = (gq,m,d) (see Section 7.3.1 for the defi-
nition of DPAUM).  The Pauli basis test is intended to ensure that the players share at least Q > R
EPR pairs, where Q = 2" logg. This number of EPR pairs is chosen so that, under the assumption
that the original verifier V) is A-bounded (see Definition 5.32), the time complexity of S on index N
(and therefore its dimension) is at most R = N*. When analyzing the Completeness, Soundness, and
Entanglement properties of the introspective verifier V!NTR, we assume that the original verifier V is
A-bounded (see Theorem 8.3).

3. In Step 2a of D'NTR_ player w € {A, B} receives question (PAULI, Z) and player @ receives question
(SAMPLE, v), for some v € {A, B}. According to the answer key, player w is expected to return an
answer d,, € lFé2 and player W is expected to respond with a pair (yz,az) € V x {0,1}*. Thus,
the dimension of answer 4, may be larger than that of yg; this is the reason that Step 2a checks
consistency between yz and the projection of 4, to V.

4. In Step 2b of DINTRO player w € {A, B} receives question (INTRO, v) and player 0 receives question
(SAMPLE, v). As specified by the “answer key”, player w responds with (1, 45,) € V x {0,1}* and
player @ responds with (zz,az) € V x {0,1}*. The decider D™™®° checks that a,, = az and
Yw = L?(zw) where L? denotes the CL function for player v specified by S for index N = 2". The
CL function is computed by calling S on input (N, v, MARGINAL, ¢, z).

5. In Step 3b, DNTRO checks that the answer of player w who received (HIDE, v) is consistent with the
answer of player W who received (READ, v). One of the checks is that y,, .y = Yz < ; these are,
respectively, LY (v ) and LY ,(yz).

6. In Steps 3c, the vectors x;, ~k4+1 and Xz, 41 denote the projections of x;, and xz to the factor spaces

Vi1 (Ww) and V2, ., (yw), respectively. Similarly, y%’ 4.1 denotes the projection of Y= to the factor

space V! ; (Y ) and Xy, x4 1 denotes the projection of xy, to the factor space Vi, ; (y). We emphasize
that the latter factor space depends on yz and not yw.32

The decider also has to compute (L7 ) (xw,k11). According to Definition 3.11, this requires

k"rl,]/ﬁlgk

specifying a basis for ker(L? )*. To compute the value, the decider performs the following

k+1, yw, <k
steps:

(a) Call S on input (N, v, FACTOR,k + 1,y7 <) to obtain a subset H = {hy,...,h,} of the

(N)

canonical basis for IF; that is a basis of the register subspace V,/ ; (yw)-

(b) Fori € {1,2,...,m} compute ¢c; = S(N, v, LINEAR, k + 1, Yz <k, h;). Compute a matrix

representation M for L} L,y <k in the basis H, whose columns are the vectors ci,...,Cy as
' Yw, <

elements of V! ; (V).
(c) Using a canonical algorithm for Gaussian elimination, compute a basis F for ker(M).

(d) Compute the canonical complement S of F, as in Definition 3.6. S is a basis for ker (L} Ly < )+,

(e) To compute (L7 )* on input X, k+1, compute the canonical linear map with kernel basis

Nk Ly </
S (see Definition 3.10) on input x, j41.

32This is because it is the 7 player who receives the (HIDEg, 1, v) question, and in the “honest” strategy (described in Section 8.3)
they are supposed to measure k registers to obtain a sequence of values (yz,1, w2, - - -, Y ) Which specify the (k + 1)-st factor
subspace, whereas the w player is only supposed to measure k — 1 registers.
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7. In Step 3d, the player w that receives (PAULI, X) is expected to return an answer 4y, in IFZQ . Part of
this step checks that the projection of 4, to V-1 is equal to xz,~1 (Which is the projection to V- of
the third component of the answer triple of player 7 that receives question (HIDEq, v)).

8.2.1 Complexity of the introspective verifier

In this section we determine the complexity of the introspective verifier. The following lemma establishes
the complexity of the decider D™™®° as well as the complexity of computing a description of it from the
parameters (A, ) and the description of the original verifier V = (S, D).

Lemma 8.2. There exists a polynomial time Turing machine ComputelntroDecider that on input (V, A, ()
outputs a description of a Turing machine where:

1. Its description length is at most poly(A, £).

2. Its time complexity is at most TIME pimo (1) = poly(Z)‘”, 0).

Furthermore, if |V| < A, then the output of ComputelntroDecider is the introspective decider D™

corresponding to verifier V and parameters (A, ().

Proof. Define the following 10-input Turing machine RawlIntroDecider, which is a universal Turing ma-
chine that computes the same function as the introspection decider DINTRO, except it also takes as in-
put extra inputs to specify the sampler, decider, and the parameters A, £ that are used in D™NTR_ Since
RawlntroDecider is a universal Turing machine, its description length is constant. More formally, on input

/ / / !/ / / /
(VAL 0! xy, x5, ..., xg),

the Turing machine RawlIntroDecider computes the output of the decider DR corresponding to V', A, ¢/
with input tapes set to (', x/, . . ., x;). In more detail, the Turing machine D'"®° first computes introparams(R)
for R = 2\, Using Lemma 7.18, this computation takes time polylog(R). It then executes the tests de-
scribed in Figure 10. Write V' = (S’, D’). The complexity of performing the entire procedure is subsumed

by the complexity of the following steps:

1. Running the decider DPAUM, which takes time poly(R) by Lemma 7.19;
2. Running the decider D’ (on index N’ = 2"") for at most 22" steps;

3. Running the sampler S’ (on index N”) in order to compute the dimension s(N”) and the marginal and
factor spaces, and the CL functions as described in Section 8.2. S’ is called at most poly(s(N’), ')
times; due to the timeout, each call takes time at most AN

4. Computing (LY ) (xz k) in Step 3c. This only requires to perform Gaussian elimination and other
simple finite field manipulations that can be implemented in poly(s(N')) time.

All other tests are elementary. Thus the time complexity of RawlIntroDecider is poly(R,¢’). Note that
the bound is independent of }': due to the abort condition in the definition of DR the Turing machine
DINTRO ghorts if the runtime of S’ or D’ is larger than 21"

We now define the Turing machine ComputelntroDecider: on input (), A, £), it first determines whether
the description length |V| of the verifier is at most A.** If it isn’t, then it sets V' = (S’, D’) where S’, D’

33This can be done by keeping a counter of O(log A) bits, and incrementing it as the input V is being scanned through. If at any
point the counter exceeds A, the scanning stops.
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are the trivial Turing machine whose description is 0. Otherwise, ComputelntroDecider sets V' = V. Note
that by construction, the description length of V' is at most A, and that the time complexity of computing
the description of V' is polynomial in | V| and log A.

Then ComputelntroDecider outputs the description of RawlIntroDecider with the first three input tapes
hardwired to V', A, and £, respectively, yielding the decider D™ corresponding to the verifier V' and pa-
rameters (A, £). Computing this description takes poly(|V|,log A, log ¢) time. Thus overall the complexity
of ComputelntroDecider is poly(|V|,log A, log ¢), which is polynomial in its input length.

The description length of D'NTRO is simply the description length of RawlntroDecider (which is a uni-
versal constant), plus the description length of V' (which is at most A), plus the description lengths of A
and ¢, which altogether totals poly(A, £) as desired. The time complexity of DR follows from the time
complexity of RawlntroDecider, which we established is poly(R, £) = poly(2**, £).

Finally, we note that if || < A, then by construction the output of ComputelntroDecider is the decider
DINTRO ¢corresponding to the verifier V and parameters (A, £). O

8.2.2 Introspection theorem

We are now ready to state the introspection theorem.

Theorem 8.3 (Introspection theorem). There is a polynomial time Turing machine ComputelntroVerifier
which takes as input a tuple (V, A, £) for A, ¢ € IN and returns the description of the introspective verifier
YINTRO  For all £ € IN, VINTRO js g 5-level normal-form verifier with complexity measures

TIMESINTRO (Tl) = pOly (7’1, /\, 6),
TIME’DINTRO (7’1) = pOly (2)U’l, g),
|DINTRO| = poly (A, £).

Moreover, for all {, there exist constants a > 0, 0 < b < 1 (depending on £), and a function 6 (s,n) =
a((An)®® + (An)~Y) such that for alln € N and & > 0 the following statements hold if V is a A-bounded
L-level verifier.

1. (Completeness) If Von has a projective, consistent, and commuting (PCC) strategy with value 1 then
VINTRO 4150 has a PCC strategy with value 1.

2. (Soundness) If val* (VINTRO) > 1 — ¢, then val* (V) > 1 —6(¢, n).

3. (Entanglement) The entanglement bound & defined in Definition 5.12 satisfies

E(VRT,1 —¢) > max {&(Var, 1—d(e,m)), (1 d(e,m)) 22"} .

Proof. The Turing machine ComputelntroVerifier does the following on input (), £): it first computes

SINTRO — ComputelntroSampler(A, £) ,

DINTRO — ComputelntroDecider(V, A, £) ,

using Lemmas 8.1 and 8.2, runs the detyping procedure from Definition 6.17 to compute

VINTRO VINTRO)

= Detype(
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where VINTRO — ( SINTRO HINTRO) and then outputs the resulting detyped verifier. This takes time poly(|V|,log A, log ¢),

which is polynomial in the input length of ComputelntroVerifier. The complexity parameters of the typed
sampler S™TRO and typed decider D™NTRO follow from Lemmas 8.1 and 8.2. The complexity parameters of
the detyped verifier VINTRO then follow from Lemma 6.18. As VINTRO ig a 3-level verifier, VINTRO s 5-level
as detyping will increase the number of levels by at most 2.

The completeness part of the theorem is proven in Section 8.3 and the soundness and entanglement
properties are proven in Section 8.4. O

8.3 Completeness of the introspective verifier

In this section we establish the completeness property of the introspection game: if for N = 2", Vy has
a PCC strategy (see Definition 5.11) with value 1, then so does VINTRO_ For this we describe the actions
that are expected of the players in the introspection game (i.e. the “honest strategy’’). We first prove several
preliminary lemmas that will be used in both the completeness and soundness analysis.

8.3.1 Preliminary lemmas

The lemmas in this section are stated for general fields IF and generalized Pauli observables and projectors,
although in the application to introspection games we use IF = IFp, w = —1, and qubit Pauli observables
and projectors. Furthermore, the Pauli observables TW(U) and projectors TJ,N act on CF* for some integer k
(in our application, we set k = R).

The following lemma generalizes Eq. (21).

Lemma 8.4. Let L : FX — F* be a linear map, and let W € {X,Z}. For each a in the range of L, let
u, € F* be such that L(u,) = a.

1. For eachv € ker(L)™*,
TW(U) — Z wtr(ua-v)T[VI}/(.):
a€Fk

al
2. For all a in the range of L,

W _ —tr(v-uy) W
Tr(y=g = [E w T (v).
[L()=al v~ker(L)+ ( )

Proof. Let V denote the image of IF¥ under L. Leta € V, v € ker(L)*. For all u,u’ € L™'(a), we have
that u — u’ € ker(L) and thus tr(u - v) = tr(u’ - v). As aresult, using (20), for any v € ker(L)" it holds
that

TW(Z)) _ Z wtr(u-v),d/\/ _ Z Z wtr(u-v)TJlN _ Z wtr(ua-v)r[li\/('):a} _ Z wtr(u”'v)T[va(.):a] ,

u€elpk a€V uel-1(a) acV a€lpk

where in the last equality we used that for a ¢ V, the projector T[W(.) d vanishes. This shows the first item.

97



For the second item,

144 W
Ty = 2o T

uel=1(a)

_ —tr(u-v) W

- E, Bl

_ —tr((ug+u)v) W
_ueg(L)viEJFk<w T (U)>
_ | ker(L)|

_ |1Fk’ Z << E wftr(u-v)) wtr(ua-v)TW(v)>

velFk u~ker(L)
_ E wftr(v-ua)TW(v) ,
veker(L)+

where the second equality follows from (21) and the last uses the fact that |IF*| = |ker(L)|| ker(L)"|, as
shown in Lemma 3.4, and Lemma 3.25 applied to the expectation over u. O

Lemma 8.5 (Commuting X and Z measurements). For all linear maps L, R : F* — F¥ such that
ker(R)* C ker(L),
the measurements {T[%(-):b]}beﬂ:k and {T[)1<{(~):d} }de]Fk commute.

Proof. Letb,d € [Fy. If either b is not in the range of L, or d is not in the range of R, then at least one of
T[ZL (-)=b] OF T[}f{(.): d is 0, and thus the operators trivially commute. Otherwise, both b and d are in the range

of L and R, respectively. Letag € L™1(b), co € R™1(d). By Lemma 8.4,

TZ = E w—tr(wao)TZ u),
[L()=t] ueker(L)+ ( )
X = E w—tr(v~co)TX 0) .
[R(+)=d] veker(R)* ( )

For any v € ker(R)*, by assumption v € ker(L), so for u € ker(L)" it holds that u - v = 0. Thus 7% (u)
and 7% (v) commute, and it follows that T[ZL (-)=b] and T[)I({(-) 4) commute as well. O

8.3.2 Completeness of the introspective verifier
Proof of the completeness part of Theorem 8.3. We analyze the completeness of the typed verifier PINTRO,
the corresponding completeness of the detyped verifier VINTRO = Detype(VIN™R?) follows from Lemma 6.18,

and the fact that the type set 7 ™NTRO has size O(£).

Completeness. We first show completeness. Let # > 1 be an index for VN8O and N = 2" be the
corresponding index for V. Since we assume that the verifier V' is A-bounded, we have that

max { TIMEg(N), TIMEp(N)} < N* =R. (62)

This assumption on the time complexity of V' ensures that D™NTRO never aborts due to a timeout. Let L? =
L%N denote the CL function of the original sampler S on index N corresponding to player v € {A, B}. Let
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R = N*, and let introparams(R) = (g,m,d), as in Section 8.2. Set Q = Mlogg where M = 2 ; this
represents the number of qubits that are certified by the Pauli basis test parameterized by introparams(R).

Let . = (|Aux), A, B) be a PCC strategy for V) with value 1. We first construct a PCC strategy
INTRO for the typed verifier VINTRO with value 1. We then conclude using Lemma 6.18.

% (% (%

Vi V; V3 AUX

Z Z Z X X
(INTRO, ) ot o, ot A*/B
(SAMPLE, v) o’ o’ o’ A¥/B¥

Z X Z X Z X X /g
(READ, v) op O o7 Oy or i1 A*/B

Z X Z X X
(HIDE3, v) op O o7 O Or I

Z X X X
(HIDEy, v) op O i o I
(HIDE1, v) o X X I

The left-most column denotes the introspection/hiding questions that a player may receive. The
top row denotes the registers corresponding to the factor spaces of a CL function LY (we note that
the partition of the registers depends on the prefixes), as well as the register corresponding to the
state |AUX) coming from the original PCC strategy .&. We use ULZ]_ as shorthand for O'[ZLU ()=x]

jrx<j
for oX JL()=xd]" A symbol I means that the register is left unmeasured.
j j

<J

. . X
and similarly o; - e,

Figure 11: Summary of the honest strategy .7/ /NTRO for WINTRO for a 3-level sampler.

Remark 8.6. Note that by definition in VIR the players receive questions (x,y) that are sampled ac-

cording to the distribution yg:::z , associated with the downsized typed sampler Kk(SINTRO) " Using the

definition of the downsized typed sézmpler, Definition 6.6, and Lemma 4. 12 the distribution is identical to the

distribution yglgzsz o up 1o the bijective mapping x. This mapping can be computed by the players them-
' . . GINTRO

selves. Therefore, we construct a strategy for players that receive questions from u Sivtro and a strategy

. 1 : .
for questions from ygI:IZZ , Jollows immediately.

The strategy .7N™%° uses the state |[EPR)®(Q*+1) © |AUX), where recall that [EPR,) = %(|00> +

|11)). For all register subspaces K C ]FZQ (see Definition 4.1 for the definition of register subspace), when-
ever we refer to “register K, we mean the qubits of ]EPR2>®Q corresponding to K (see Section 3.5). The
most frequent register subspace we consider is V, spanned by ey, . . ., e5n). We write V for the complement
of V, i.e. the register subspace spanned by e;(n)41, - - -, €q. (Note that s(N) < R by assumption (62), and
by Lemma 7.17 we have R < M < Q.) Then |EPR;)®? = |EPR)y @ |EPR ).

Let .#,PAUM be the honest Pauli strategy with respect to introparams defined in the proof of Lemma 7.13.
Using the isomorphism between C7 and (C2)®1°84 specified by Lemma 3.26, the measurements of .7/ FAUM
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can be treated as qubit Pauli measurements acting on the maximally entangled state over qubits. Furthermore

the questions and answer labels of the measurements can be viewed as binary strings using the bijection

x:F, — IFIZqu specified in Section 3.3. For a question with a type from 7 PAUM

the player measures
the shared state [EPR;)®(Q*1) using the measurements specified by .#PAUM, and reports the measurement
outcomes. When a player receives questions of type £ € 7T INTRO\ TPAULL they perform measurements
described as follows. (Below, whenever we write a Pauli operator ¢V the register on which the operator
acts should always be clear from context, and is implicit from the space in which the outcome a ranges.)
The reader may find it helpful to consult Figure 11 to see a summary of the honest strategy ./ /NTRO for the

special case when ¢ = 3.

(INTRO, v): The player performs the measurement

{0y} (63)

to obtain an y € V. Intuitively, the player has now introspectively sampled the question y for original
player v in game Vy. The player then measures |[AUX) using player A’s measurement {AZ} from .
if v = A and using player B’s measurement { Bg} if v = B to obtain an answer a. The player replies
with (y,a).

SAMPLE, v): The player measures their share of |EPR )y in the Z basis to obtain z € V. Using this, the
play g y
compute the question y = L?(z). The player then uses player v’s strategy and question y to measure
|AUX) and obtain outcome a. The player replies with (z,a).

(READ, v): The player first performs all measurements as in the (INTRO, v) question for player v and
records the outcomes as y € L(V) anda € {0,1}*. Forj € {1,2,...,¢}, the player measures their
share of the state [EPR )y with the measurement

X
e )=y byt 64)

to obtain y+ = yi 4+ yﬁ. Here L]-L is shorthand for the function (L;’ y )t defined in Item 6 of
4 Y<j

the decider description in Section 8.2. (That these operators are simultaneously measurable with the

measurement in (63) follows from Lemma 8.5 and the fact that ker(Lji)l = ker(L;) by Lemma 3.4

and the definition of L]-L in Section 8.2.)

The player measures |AUX) with player v’s measurement strategy in .# for question y to obtain a and
replies with (y,y*, a).

(HIDEg, v): The player performs the following sequence of measurements: first measure {‘T[ZLU(-)—yl]} on
9()=
register V to obtain y1. Then, use y; to specify the second linear function L " (-) and measure
register V3 using {U[ZU, (nyz]} to obtain y,. This process continues until the (k — 1)-th linear
’ 54, ()=

4
map Ly,

e + ykfl'
Next, for j € {1,2,...,k} the player measures

(-) has been measured to obtain yj_; in factor space V" Lety =11 +y2 +

1/ Yek—1

{"[}ff(o—yﬁ}y; ’
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where Ljl denotes the linear map (L;?,yq)L asin the case (READ,v). Lety™ = y{ +y5 + -+ yi,
where each y]-L is a vector in the factor space Vjvy . Finally, the player measures register V7, (y)
Y<j

using {(735(> k} to obtain outcome x~ . Let x = x-. The player replies with (y, yl, X).

By definition, when player w performs the honest measurement for question (INTRO, A) and player @
performs the honest measurement for question (INTRO, B), the joint outcome (1, y’) has distribution ps N.
In this case, the players play according to strategy .#” and succeed with probability 1. In all other cases,
it is straightforward to verify that the players succeed in all tests performed by DNTRO (Figure 10) with
probability 1. As a result, the value of this strategy is 1.

The strategy .#’™NTRO is projective by construction. It is also consistent because of the assumed consis-
tency of the strategy .7 as well as consistency of the honest Pauli strategy .#”PAU", Furthermore, note that
SINTRO o]y calls .7 for both players on question pairs such that both types are in {INTRO, SAMPLE, READ }.
In all these cases, . is called on a pair of questions (v, ') distributed as (L?(z), L (z)) for v, v’ € {A, B}
and z uniform in V. When v # v/, any such pair by definition has positive probability under j.s ,, and so
by assumption the associated measurements from . commute. On the other hand, when v = ¢/, then the
players apply the same measurements from .#, and because . only uses projective measurements, their
measurements commute as well. Examining all other cases, it follows by direct inspection that the strategy
commutes on all question pairs whose corresponding types appear as an edge in the graph G'N™8°, Thus the
strategy commutes with respect to the support of the distribution y Sivtro_ - O

Remark 8.7. For future reference, we note that on any input (V, A, £), the Turing machine ComputelntroVerifier
always returns a normal form verifier VINTRO = (SINTRO DINTROY __ oyop if V) itself is not the description

of a normal form verifier. This is because, for any two integer A, {, ComputelntroSampler(A, £) returns a
sampler with field size 2, and for any V = (S, D), A and { the decider D™™ specified in Figure 10 takes

7 inputs and always halts with a single-bit output, even if S or D themselves do not halt.

8.4 Soundness of the introspective verifier

The main result of this section is the soundness part of Theorem 8.3.

8.4.1 The Pauli twirl

A key tool in the proof of soundness is the Pauli twirl. In this section we introduce the Pauli twirl and
establish several of its properties. The section closely follows Sections 8 and 10 of [NW19].
To begin, we define the twirl with respect to an arbitrary distribution over unitaries.

Definition 8.8 (Twirl). Let i be a probability distribution over a finite set of unitary matrices. Then for any
matrix A, the twirl of A with respect to pi, denoted .7),(A), is defined as

Tu(A) = UJEH(UAW) :

In the next two lemmas we consider the Pauli twirl, in which the distribution y is over subsets of Pauli
observables. First, we show how the Pauli twirl acts on Pauli matrices. Then, using this, we derive an
expression for the Pauli twirl applied to general matrices.
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Lemma 8.9 (Pauli twirl of Pauli matrices). Let V be a subspace of Fk, let W € {X, Z } and let yu be the
uniform distribution over {tV(w) : w € V}. Let W' # W and u € TF*. Then

: ™(u) ifuevt,
Tu(T (u)) = . N
0 fugv-—-.
Proof. Letu € F*. Letc =1if W = Zand letc = —1if W = X. Then
Fu(V' () = E (@) ()" (2)")
z~V

= E ("9 ()t (2)7" (2)")

z~V
= ( E wc'tr(”'z)> ™ (u) .
z~V
The lemma now follows from Lemma 3.25 and the fact that ¢ - u € V- if and only if u € V*. O

Lemma 8.10 (Pauli twirl of general matrices). Let V = FX and let L : V — V be a linear map. Let { be
the uniform distribution over {1%(z) | z € V'} and x the uniform distribution over {t*(x) | x € ker(L)}.
Let M be a matrix acting on CV & Ha, where H  is a finite dimensional Hilbert space. Then there exist
matrices { MY }ye L(v) acting on Ha such that the twirl of M with respect to { and X is given by

(Fxo Z@1a)(M) = ¥ 7)oy © MY (65)
ye

Moreover; if we apply (65) to each element of a POVM measurement {M,}, then for each y € V, the set
{M3} also forms a POVM measurement.

Proof. The collection {T%(x)T%(z) }x.cv forms a basis for the complex linear space of matrices acting on
CV. As a result, we can write
M Z T ® Mx zZ 7

x,zeV

for matrices My, on H . We now use Lemma 8.9 to compute the twirl first with respect to ¢ and then with
respect to ¢ and x:

(Zr@ L) (M) =Y Te(T5(x)) T4 (2) ® My, = ) %(2) ® My, ,

x,zeV zeV
(Z(O%@)IA Zg ®MOZ_ Z TZ(Z)®M()IZ.
zeV z€ker(L)+

Forally € V, let Uy denote an arbitrary element of L‘l(y) if y is in the image of L; otherwise, set Uy = 0.
Expanding 74 (z) using the first part of Lemma 8.4,

Z 4(2) @ My, = Z Zw (uy-2 J—y] ® Mo,z

z€ker(L)+ z€ker(L)L Y

Yoy ( L wtr(”y'Z)Mo,z)- (66)
Y

ze€ker(L)+

Equation (65) follows by setting MY = Zzeker( L)L 'ty )Mo -
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For the “moreover” part, note first that whenever M > 0 it holds that any twirl satisfies 0 < .7, (M). As
aresult, each matrix MY must be positive semi-definite due to Equation (66) and the fact that the {T[ZL(-):y} Hy

matrices are orthogonal projections. Next, suppose { M, } is a POVM measurement, and write N = Y, M,
for the identity matrix. Then by linearity, for each y € V, ), M7 = NY. In addition, Noo = I, and
N, . = 0 otherwise. As a result, NY = Ny = I, and so {Mj } also forms a POVM. O

In the next few lemmas we derive a sufficient condition for a measurement to be close to its own Pauli
twirl, namely that it satisfies certain commutation relations with the Pauli basis measurements.

Lemma 8.11 (Commuting with Pauli basis implies commuting with Pauli observables). Ler X, A be finite
sets and D be a distribution over X. For each x € X, let Vy be a register subspace of V.= FX, and let
Ly : Vy — Vi be a linear map.

Consider a state | 1) = |EPR)y ® |AUX), where |EPR)y € Ha @ Hp, for Ha, Hp = CV, is defined
in Definition 3.22 and |AUX) € H ,» @ Hpy is arbitrary. For each x € X, let { M} },c 4 be a measurement
on Ha @ Har. Let W € {X, Z}. Then the following are equivalent on the state |):

* On average over x ~ D,

(M5, (T ey @ i, @ Ia)] @ I = 0.
* On average over x ~ D and v drawn uniformly from ker(Ly)"*,
My, (Y (o) @I, @ 1y)] @ Ig ~ 0.

In the equations above, for each x € X we decompose Ha = C* ® CY and interpret T[ L (-)=y] and T ( )
forv € ker(Ly)™" as acting on C"x.

Proof. Forx € X,a € A, y in the range of Ly, and v € IF* define
A;C’y = [M;C, (T[LINX(,):y] ® IV’C® IA/)] ® Ig,
AZ(U) = [Mg, (TW(U) X IVX® IA')] ® Ig .

By the first item of Lemma 8.4, for each v € ker(L,)*,

= ) Wt Aoy s

yeVy

where for every y in the range of Ly, u,, is a fixed element in L} (y). The expression for the closeness of
AF to 0 on average over x ~ D and v ~ ker(Ly)" (i.e. the second quantity of the Lemma statement), is

equal to
o2 185)

XND v~ker

and can be expanded as

E E Y WZ (=)o) (AT )AT ) (67)

x~D y~ker(Ly)t+
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If y # y', then by definition Ly(uy) # Ly (1), and so u,
V = ker(L,)") thus implies that (67) equals

XED;WI;((AZ,WA - E ZHA ol

which is the closeness of A7, to 0 on average over x ~ D. Thus, A7 (v) =, 0 on average over x and v if
and only if Af;’y ~. 0 on average over x. U

— uy is not in ker(Ly). Lemma 3.25 (with

Lemma 8.12 (Commuting implies twirl). Let X’ be a finite set and D a distribution on X. For each x € X,
let {M*} be a POVM on Ha, and let iy be a distribution over unitary matrices acting on Ha. Suppose
that on average over x ~ D and U ~ i it holds that

(MI, U @I =~ 0,
where the commutator is evaluated on a state | () € Ha & Hg. Then on average over x ~ D,
M; ®Ig =~ 7, (M) ® Ip .
Proof. Observe that

E Y (70 - M) o iyl = B T B @M U) o mln) 6)

Applying Jensen’s inequality, the right-hand side of (68) is at most

E,E Ll u[mz, ut)) @ Isly)|* = EE ZH[M;C,LI*]@)IBW)

using the unitary invariance of the Euclidean norm. This last quantity is O(¢), by assumption. O

Lemma 8.13 (Commuting with each implies commuting with both). Let X be a finite set and D a distri-
bution on X. For each x € X, let {M}} be a POVM on Ha and let i1, yix2 be two distributions over
unitary matrices acting on H . Suppose that for each i € {1,2}, on average over x ~ D and U; ~ iy ;,

[M;, Uf] © I ~ 0, (69)

where the expression is evaluated on some state |(p) € Ha @ Hg, where Hg = Ha. Suppose further that
on average over X ~ D and Uy ~ iy,

W @I~ [4 @ Uy . (70)

(The corresponding statement for i = 1 is not needed.) Then on average over x ~ D, Uy ~ My, and

u2 ~ ,ux,2»
(M}, uful] @ I = 0.

Proof. The claim follows from the following sequence of approximations:

MAUTUS @ Iy =~ MXUT @ U, (by (70))
~ UMY @ U,y (by (69) fori = 1)
e UTMUL © I (by (70))
~ UTUIM @ Iy, (by (69) for i = 2)

where each step also uses Fact 5.19. This is equivalent to [Mj{, UI U; ] ® Ig =, 0, completing the proof. [

104



The following is a slight generalization of [NW19, Fact 4.25], and we give a similar proof.

Lemma 8.14 (Close to sub-measurement implies close to measurement). Let X, A be finite sets and D be
a distribution on X. Suppose that for each x € X, { A} },c 4 is a projective measurement and {BX},c 4 is
a set of matrices such that each B} is positive semidefinite and }_, B < I. Suppose {C}},c 4 is a POVM

such that C; > B for all x and a. Then if, on average over x ~ D, A} ~. By, then, on average over
X ~ D, A;C 172 Cg.

Proof. By the triangle inequality,
IEZII (A7 = CHI)II? <21EZ|| (A7 = Bl +2E ;II(C5—35)|¢>|IZ~
The first term on the right-hand side is O(¢) by assumption. For the second,
E ZII (Ci—B)IY)I* =E ZﬂXlPI(C’C By)?|p) < Zﬂ: p[(Ca = B)lw)
=1-EY(IBily) <1-E}(I(B)1y)

where the middle inequality uses 0 < C¥ — BY < [ for all x,a. Write 1 = [E, Y, (1| (AZX)?|4), which holds
because A is a projective measurement. Then

E L (9I((40) — (B))ly) = R(E L (wl(A5 +B) (A~ B)y))
<E LA B LA - BIIP

where the first equality follows from the fact that A} and B} are Hermitian. For each x € X the first square
root is O(1). This allows us to move the expectation into the second square root by Jensen’s inequality. The
result is O(g'/2) by assumption. O

Now we put everything together to show the main result of this section.

Lemma 8.15. Let X', A be a finite sets and D be a distribution over X. For each x € X, let V. be a register
subspace of V.= FX, let U, be a register subspace of Vy, and let L, : U, — Uy be a linear map.

Consider a state | 1) = |EPR)y ® |AUX), where |EPR)y € Ha @ Hp, for Ha, Hp = CV, is defined
in Definition 3.22 and |AUX) € M, ® Hy is arbitrary. For each x € X, let {M;‘,a}yeux,ﬂeA be a
projective measurement on Hy, @ H . Suppose that on average over x ~ D the following conditions
hold.

(Consistency):  (My @ Iy [ ()= y] @I @ Iy) ®Ig =0,
(Commutation): [M" @ Iy, T ® I ® IA/] ®RIg ~: 0,
(M50 ® Iy, T )y @ 1u7® Iy] ® I ~ 0.
Here, the projector T[ZLx (-)=y) Gcts on the register subspace Hyy,, and U, and Vy denote the complementary

register subspaces of Uy and V, respectively, within V. Furthermore, the answer summations are over all
y,z€ Uyanda € A
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Then for each x € X and y € Uy, there exists a POVM measurement {M;C’y }a cqon Hyu, ® Ha
such that on average over x ~ D,

(M}, @ k) ® I = (T[i(-):y] ® My ® va) ®Ip .

Proof. For each x € X, let , be the uniform distribution over U, and ), be the uniform distribution over
ker(Ly). Applying Lemma 8.11 to the first commutation assumption (letting “L,” in Lemma 8.11 be the
identity map on U, and letting “D” be the uniform distribution over ker(L,)* = U,), we get that on
average over x ~ X and v ~ (,, we have

[M;,a®17x, Tz(v)®IU71® IA’] ®IB %EO,

Applying Lemma 8.11 to the second commutation assumption (letting “L,” in Lemma 8.11 be the L;- in the
statement of Lemma 8.15 and letting D be the uniform distribution over ker(L; )", which is ker(Ly) by
Lemma 3.12), we get on average over x ~ X and v ~ (,, we have

[M;,a ® va, TX(U) ® Iu—x® IA’] & IB e 0.
By Lemma 8.13, this implies that on average over x ~ D, u ~ {,, and v ~ Xy,
[M;,a ® IV_X' Tz(u)TX(U) ® Iu—x® IA’] & IB e 0.
By Lemma 8.12 and Lemma 8.10, this implies that on average over x ~ D,

M, @ Ly ® Iy ~e (Ty, 0 T, (M} ) @ Iy ® I

= (L oMy )@1 @lp, (71)
Yy eVy

/!
for some POVM measurement {M;Z } on Hyu, ® Har
In the following sequence of equations, whenever an operator does not act on a subsystem it should be
assumed that it is appropriately tensored with the identity. For clarity, we explicitly indicate using a subscript
A or B whether a Pauli operator acts on H  or Hg. Then on average over x ~ D we have

M, =M, M (M* is projective)
=S M;,a . (T[ZLX (-):y}) A (Consistency assumption)
~p M; 2 (T[ZL,((J:y})B (Paulis are self-consistent)
~ Z Xy Z .

e (2 (e a @M ) © (702 (Equation (71))
S Z T[L T[Lx ()= y]) A® M;‘;Z' (Paulis are self-consistent)

= (T[Lxc):y})A ®Myq

where = indicates equality with respect to the state |[EPR)y ® |AUX), and we have repeatedly used
Fact 5.19. This is essentially the statement promised by the lemma, except that {M;g }4 does not nec-
essarily sum to identity (since we only sum over a). To remedy this, define M,/ = Yy M;C,yLZ and note that

MY > M;g, so by Lemma 8.14 and the fact that M* is projective,
(My,, ® Iy) ® Ip =a,2 <T[ZLX(.):y] ® MY @ IVX) @ Ig . (72)

{M;"} is the POVM measurement guaranteed in the lemma statement, which concludes the proof. O
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8.4.2 Preliminary lemmas

We show a few simple lemmas that allow us to argue about measurements that have a decomposition across
a tensor product of two Hilbert spaces, within the space of a single player.

Lemma 8.16. Let A, B be finite sets. Let |p) € Ha ® Hg be a state. Consider the following: for all
aec A

1. Let Ha,a Hp,a, Har o and Hy: , be Hilbert spaces such that
Ha = HA,a &® HA’,a and Hp = /HB,Q X HB/,a ,

and let |Pque,a) € Ha,a @ Hp,a be a “question state” and |Pns,a) € Hpr , @ Hp' , be an “answer
state” such that |) = |Poug,a) @ |Pans,a)-

2. Let Qg be projectors on Hp, 4 such that {Q,; ® Iy, a} forms a projective measurement on Ha and
let { A} }pe and { B} }pe be matrices acting on H o/ ;.

3. Let D be the distribution on A obtained by measuring ) using {Qs ® Iy, Yaca-
Then the following are equivalent:

* On average over a ~ D and with respect to state | ),

(IHA,u ® AZ) ® Ip ~ (IHB,a ® BZ) ®Ip .

* (Qu® AY) @I ~¢ (Qa ® B}) ® Ig on state |1p).
Proof. Expand
Y Qe ® A — Qu @ By) @ Ip - [$ous,a) ® |Pans,a) ||’
a,b

=) Q. ® (A} — B}) ® I - [pque,a) ® [Pans,a) ||
a,b

’ 2

= Z HQa ® IHB,a’¢QUEra> HZ : H (AZ - BZ) ® IHB/,H|1~/JANS,LZ>
ab

‘ 2

2
=Y 1Qu @ a9} - || (4§ — Bf) © Iy, [ans,a)
a,b
‘2

:alEDZ | 13,,, © (Af — B) @ In - [que,a) @ [$ans, )|
~D%

= E Z H(AZ - BZ) ® IHB/,a’¢ANS,a>
a~D b

‘ 2

In going from the third to the fourth line we used the fact that

i

2
HQa X IHB,a’¢QUE,a>H2 = HQa ® IHA/,H ® Ig[Pqu,a) @ [Pans,a) ‘ = HQa ® IHA/,H ® I )

Hence, the first line is O(¢) if and only if the last one is. O
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Lemma 8.17. Ler A, B,C be finite sets. Let |) € Ha ® Hp be a state, and let {A, p}acApep and
{By,c}acAccc be POVMs acting on H a. Suppose further that:

1. The measurements approximately commute, i.e.
[Ag b Bac] ®Ip =50,
where the approximation holds with respect to the state |).

2. Forall a € A, there exist Hilbert spaces Ha,a, H ' 4o HB,a» Hy 50 and states |Poue,a) € Ha,a ®
HB,a» |Pans,a) € Har o @ Hyr , such that
Ha=Haa®Ha 4,
Hp = Hp,a ®HB/,a ,
9) = [You,a) @ [Pas,a) -

3. Forall a € A, there exist projectors Q, on Ha,, and matrices { A} }yep, {B:}cec acting on Hy ,
such that {Q, ® Iy A,,a} is a projective measurement on Ha and

Aa,b = Qa®Aaz Ba,c = Qa@Bz-
Then
Iy, ® A}, I, , @Bl @ Ig =50,

on average over a ~ D where D is the distribution on A obtained by measuring ) using {Q, ®
Iy }aeA-
Ala

Proof. The assumptions of the lemma imply that

(Qu®ApBY) ® Ip = ((Qu ® Ap) - (Qa ® B)) ® Ip (Q, is a projector)
= (Agp - Bae) ® Ip (Item 3)
~5 (Bac+ Aap) @ Ip (Item 1)
= ((Qe®B{) - (Qu®@ Ap)) ® Ip (Item 3)
= (Qu® BfAp) @ Iy . (Q, is a projector)

We apply Lemma 8.16 as follows. The set “.A” in Lemma 8.16 is the same as A here, and the set “B” is
the product set B x C here. The matrices “{A7}” are { A}B?} here and “{Bj }” are { B{ A} } here. We then
obtain, on average over a ~ D,

(I, ® ApBY) @ I =5 (I, , ® BIAY) @ I -
This implies the conclusion of the lemma. U

Lemma 8.18. Let ) be a finite set and for all y € Y let {AY .} be a POVM on Ha. Let {By,y,.} be a
projective measurement on Hg. Suppose that

Y ($|lAY . @ By y:|gp) > 10 (73)

XY,z

Then with respect to state |),
In® Bx,y,z s A%,z & Bx,y .
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Proof. Using the fact that { By, v .} is projective, we have By, y,z = By, yB: forall x,y, z, so that (73) implies

Z <¢|Az,z ® Bx,sz|1~/]> >1- J.

X, Y,z

Define A, = Zx,y AZ,Z ® By, and B, = I, ® B,. The above equation simplifies to

Y (p|lA:Byp) >1 6.

Y.z

This implies that AZ s BZ as

YAz = B ) ||* = Yo (| A% + B2|y) — 2(p| A.B.|y) < 25,

z

where the equality uses the fact that A, and B, commute. To conclude the proof, we have

IA & Bx,y,z = IA & Bx,sz s (IA & Bx,y) Z Ai/,z & Bx’,y’ = Az,z & Bx,y/

x/, y/

where the approximation follows from A, ~; B, and Fact 5.19.

8.4.3 Soundness proof

We analyze the soundness of the introspective verifier.

Proof of the soundness part of Theorem 8.3. Let V = (S, D) be a normal form verifier such that S is an
¢-level sampler. Recall the definition of the introspective verifier VINTRO = (SINTRO DINTRO) corresponding
to V from Section 8.2. Fix an index 7 > 1 and let N = 2". Let R = N and introparams(R) = (g,m, d),
as in Section 8.2.

As in the proof of completeness part of Theorem 8.3, we make the following simplifications. First,
we analyze the soundness of the typed introspective verifier PINTRO. the soundness of the detyped verifier
VYINTRO. — Detype(VINTRO) follows from Lemma 6.18 and the fact that the type set 7N"R has size O(£).
Second, analogously to Remark 8.6 without loss of generality for notational simplicity we consider strategies
for questions sampled from S™TRO rather than the downsized sampler S™NTRO.

Suppose that val*(VINTRO) > 1 — ¢ for some 0 < & < 1, and let ¥ = (|if), A, B) be a strategy for
VINTRO with value at least 1 — . Since . has success probability that is strictly positive, the decider D'NTRO
does not automatically reject, which means that

s(N) < N*. (74)

We analyze each of the tests performed by D'NTRO (see Figure 10) in sequence, and state consequences of
each test. We start with Item 1, the Pauli test.

Lemma 8.19. There exists a function 51(¢, R) = a((log R)*" + (log R)~?) for universal constants a > 1
and 0 < b < 1 such that the following holds. Let Q = M]loggq, where M = 2™. There is a projective
strategy ' = (), A, B) for VINTRO that succeeds with probability at least 1 — 1 and furthermore

$)aB = |EPR2) S, @ [AUX) yrpr (75)
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for some bipartite state |AUX), and for all W € {X,Z},

P. w W PAULLW _ W
AxAULI, =V, BxAULI =V, (76)

where oV acts on the first s(N) qubits of player A’s share (resp. B’s share) of |[EPR)®<.

Proof. Given the definition of the type graph G™N™, for ((fa, £a), (fs, £)) sampled according to p giveo
it holds that (£, fg) € TPAUL x TPAUL with constant probability. Therefore, conditioned on the Pauli test,
Item 1, being executed, .’ must succeed in the test with probability 1 — O(e).

Observe that conditioned on the test being executed, the distribution of ((fa,£4), (Fs, £8)) is, by defi-
nition, exactly the distribution of questions in the Pauli basis game with parameters gldparams, as described
in Section 7.3.1. By Corollary 7.15 it follows that there exists a local isometry ¢ = ¢o ® ¢p and a state
|AUX> € HAH &® HBH such that

1¢(|)) — [EPR2)“C @ |aUX)||* < §'(¢,R) , (77)

where ¢’ (g, R) is an upper bound on dqLp (O(€), g, m, d) that only depends on € and R, as stated in Lemma 7.17.
In addition, defining A = ¢a A% ¢} for all questions £ and answers 4, for W € {X, Z} it holds that

AEAULI,W ® IB %5’(&1{) U'JCN X IB ’ (78)

and a similar set of equations hold for operators associated with the second player. Using Naimark’s theorem
as formulated in [JNV 20, Theorem 5.1], at the cost of extending the state |[AUX) we may assume that
the measurements are projective without loss of generality. Define the strategy .’ which uses the state
|[EPR,)®C ® |AUX) and measurement operators { AX } and { B} for all questions %, except for (PAULI, W)-
type questions where instead the Pauli measurements Ug‘/ are used. Using (77) and (78) the strategy .’
succeeds in VINTRO with probability at least 1 — ¢’ (g, R).

The claimed bound on 1 follows from the bound given in Lemma 7.17. U

In the remainder of the proof we analyze the strategy .’ from Lemma 8.19. We use the following
notation conventions:

1. We use indices A and B to label each player’s Hilbert space after application of the isometry ¢ from
Lemma 8.19.

2. We write V for the register subspace of IF2Q spanned by ey, ..., €5 and V for its complement. (Note
that by definition of introparams in Section 7.3.2 it holds that s(N) < R < Q, where the first
inequality follows from (74).)

3. Whenever we write a Pauli operator U;N the register on which the operator acts should always be clear
from context, and is implicit from the space in which the outcome a ranges.

4. For measurement operators in the introspection game, the variables for the measurement outcomes
follow the specification of the “answer key” in Figure 8 (for 7 PAU-type questions) and Figure 10
(for all other question types). For example, the measurement operators {A}?AULI’W} corresponding
to question type (PAULI, W) are indexed by vectors x € ]F,%2 where Q = Mlogg where M = 2.
The measurement operators corresponding to question type (INTRO,v) for v € {A, B} are indexed
by pairs (y,a) € V x {0, 1}§3Q.34 We often refer to marginalized measurement operators, e.g., the

34Technically the answer 2 may be a binary string of any length; however, if 4 is too long the decider rejects due to the answer
length check. Thus we assume without loss of generality that the answer a is a binary string of length at most 3Q = 3 - 2" - logg.
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operator A;NTRO’U denotes marginalizing A;I:I,IT RO¥ over all a. In these cases, the part of the answer that

is marginalized over will be clear from context.

5. We use the notation ¢ to denote a function which is polynomial in é1, although the exact expression
may differ from occurrence to occurrence. The polynomial itself may depend on ¢, but we leave this
dependence implicit; due to the use of inductive steps that involve taking the square root of the error
¢ times in sequence (e.g. Lemma 8.24) the exponent generally depends on .

The next two lemma derive conditions implied by Items 2 and 3 of the checks performed by the decider
DINTRO gegeribed in Figure 10. As these two parts are performed independently for the two possible values
of v € {A, B}, we only discuss the case where v = A. For notational simplicity, whenever possible we omit
v when referring to the measurement operators. For example L, A]N;®° and B24M" are used as shorthand

Y,
INTRO, A
s Ay, a

notation for LA ,and BE,’ZMPLE’ A respectively.

Lemma 8.20 (Sampling test, Item 2 of Figure 10). Foreachk € {1,2,...,(},

In @ BSAMPLE ~ s 02 @ I, (79)
I ~ S
Ayoe @ s =5 In@ BT, 0 (80)

where z ranges over V and Yy <y ranges over L. (V). Moreover, analogous equations hold with operators
acting on the other side of the tensor product.

Proof. When ((fa,%a), (fg, £g)) is sampled according to g > €ach check in Item 2 of Figure 10 is
executed with probability Q(1/¢) (this is due to the number of types in 7 ™R and the structure of the type
graph G'NTR®). Therefore, in each of the checks specified by Items 2a and 2b, the strategy .#’ succeeds
with probability at least 1 — O(¥J), conditioned on the test being executed. Item 2a for w = A combined
with (76) implies (79). Item 2b for w = A, combined with Fact 5.24, implies (80). The lemma follows from

repeating the same argument with the tensor factors interchanged. O

Lemma 8.21 (Hiding test, Item 3 of Figure 10). For eachk € {1,...,{+ 1},

A;I\gi? ® Ig 5 [a ® B;f,f]; , 81)
and ifk < ¢,
HIDE, 7
Ih® By<k ‘ o U[L<k('):y<k] ®lp. (82)
Furthermore, for all j,k € {1,...,0 — 1} such that j < k, we have
AHIDEk I ~ AHIDE]H—] I ) 83
Y<i Vg © s~ Y<i vz © b (83)

Analogous equations to (81), (82), and (83) hold with operators acting on the other side of the tensor
product.

Proof. When ((fa, %), (fg, £5)) is sampled according to gnmo > €ach check in Item 3 of Figure 10 is
executed with probability ()(1/¢). Therefore, in each of the checks specified by Items 3a, 3b, and 3c
(conditioned on the right types) the strategy .’ succeeds with probability at least 1 — O(£9).
Item 3a for w = A combined with Fact 5.24 implies (81). Combining Egs. (79) and (80) with (81)
yields
IA ® BREAD ~s U[Zl‘<k('):y<k] ® IB ’ (84)

Y<k
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The fact that .’ is projective and succeeds in Items 3b and 3c of Figure 10 with probability 1 — O(£J),
along with Item 1 of Fact 5.18, imply (82).

We now establish the “Furthermore” part of the lemma statement. Let 1 < j < k < ¢ —1. Item 3c,
Item 1 of Fact 5.18, and Fact 5.24 imply that

AHIDEk In ~s | BHIDEk_H' 85
y<jry§j ©ip s I ® y<jry§j ®5)
Item 5 and Fact 5.24 imply
ATt 0 1~ s Ty @ BHIPERH 86
y<jry§j @l =5 la® y<jry§j ( )
This proves (83).
The lemma follows from repeating the same arguments with the tensor factors interchanged. O

We exploit the tests performed in Item 3 further to show the following lemma.

Lemma 8.22. Forallk € {1,2,...,0},

HIDE,
y<kr ylﬁ_r X>k

~ V4 X X
~6 (U[L<k(’):y<k] ® U[L;f,yd('):yl] ® Ux>k) ® Iy,

In®B

and an analogous equation holds with operators acting on the other side of the tensor product.

Proof. The proof is by induction on k. We first show the case k = 1. Under the distribution y Siveo ,,» the
check in Item 3d of Fig. 10 is executed with probablity ()(1/¢). That part of the check for w = A together
with Eq. (76) implies that
HIDE; X X
Iae& By%/m ~o (U[L%,M('):yﬂ ®oy,)®Is. (87)
This proves the case for k = 1. Next we perform the induction step. Assume that the lemma holds for some

ke {1,2,...,0—1}. The check of Item 3c is executed with probablity Q2(1/¢); using that .’ succeeds in
Item 3c (conditioned on the right types having been sampled) with probablity at least 1 — O(4J), we have

Yo (Al ®B P ) >1—O0((5) .

1 L 1
y yJ- . Y<ks [Lk+1,y<k(.)_yk+1}’ X>k+1 Y<kr Y17 X>k+1
<k Y17 X>k+1 -

We now apply Lemma 8.18, choosing the measurements A, B and outcomes x, ¥, z in the lemma as

follows:
“A” AHIDEk . . .« BHIDEITI ,
Y<ks [Lk+1,y<k('):yk+1]rx>k+l Y<kr Yip1r X>k+1
[TPCI N [T [TFSL I N 1
X Y<k, Y VY, Z0 (yk+1/ Xkt1) -

Note that here A does not depend on y, so we use the same A for all values of y. Lemma 8.18 with the
above choices of parameters implies that

HIDE HIDE HIDE
In®B s ATk N B, .
Yk Vi1 X5kt Vi Ly, )=Vl ok <

Q

VA X HIDE; 44
d (U[L<k(‘):y<k] ® )=y ® Ux>k+1) ® By,

Z Z X X
5 (L )=y T =) @ ity O=vtal © Tia) © I,

U-[LL
k1Y <t

Q

Q

Z X X
0 (U[L<k+1('):y<k+l] ® U[L#+l,y<k+1('):y?+1] ® Ux>k+1) ® I,
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where the input to Lkl+1, kit (+) is x4 1. The second approximation uses the induction hypothesis, Fact 5.24,
Fact 5.18, and Fact 5.19. The third approximation follows from Eq. (82) and Fact 5.19. The fourth approxi-
mation follows from the definition of CL functions. This completes the induction. O

Lemma 8.23. Forallk € {1,...,/(},

READ 7
Ih@ By<k,ykL ~o (U[L<k(') ® ‘7[LL

ky <

“y (=) © 18 (88)

Moreover, analogous equations hold with operators acting on the other side of the tensor product.

Proof. Lemma 8.22 and Fact 5.24 imply that

HIDE; X
Ayt o @18~ (U[L =yl © Tt L= }> ® g . (89)
Since the strategy .’ succeeds in Item 3b with probability at least 1 — O(£6) it follows from Fact 5.24 that
HIDE, READ
Ay, OB~ @B (90)

An inductive argument applied to (83) of Lemma 8.21, combined with Fact 5.24, implies that for all 1 <
k < £ we have

AHIDEk ® I ~ AHIDE, ® I (91)

Yk J'
Equations (89), (90), and (91), combined w1th Fact 5.24, then establishes the lemma statement. |
Lemma 8.24. Foreachk € {1,2,...,0+ 1}, there exists a product state |ANCy) = |ANCy o) @ |ANCip) €
Hay ® My and, for each y i € L x(V), a projective measurement {A;I\;,Rf YN that acts on Ha @ H Al

such that the following holds. First, for all'y € V, the operator A;I\;i? <k acts as identity on the register
subspace spanned by basis vectors for the subspace V(Y i), and as a consequence the operator

INTRO, Zo 7 INTRO, Y <k
Ay,a = Ol ( )=y ® Ayzwl 92)

is well-defined. Second, let 7]’ be the strategy defined as follows. The state is |EPR;)®9 ® |AUX) ®
|ANCy). The measurements are identical to those in .#' defined in Lemma 8.19, except that {AINTRO} is

replaced with {AINTRO Z<k} Then .7} succeeds with probability at least 1 — ¢ in the game VINTRO,

INTRO, Y1

Proof. The proof is by induction on k from 1 to £ + 1. The case k = 1 is trivial by setting Ay_, ,

A;N; RO for all y, a. Assume that for some k € {1,2,..., ¢} there exist projective measurements {A;Iizzo " Y<k }

for every vy and a strategy .}’ satisfying the conditions of the lemma statement. We show the statement
of the lemma for k + 1.

Commutation with Z-basis measurements. We first prove that on average over Yk, the measurement
INTRO, . . . . . v
operator Ay_ s <k which comes from the inductive assumption, commutes with the projective measure-

ment {7 } where the outcomes z range over the factor space Vi (yx).
To do so, we first apply Lemma 5.25 where we choose the measurements “A”, “B”, and “C” and
outcomes “a”, “b”, and “c” in the lemma as follows:

“A” . {AINTRO Z<k} , “B” . {BSAMPLE , “C” . {U—ZZ} ,

“ ” y<k , “b” . (yzk, ) , “C” sz
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To make sense of how the “B” POVM is indexed by “a”, “b”, and “c” as described above, we use the
following relabelling: for all (z, ), identify BS4MPL* with B;{";IE’IZPLE where y = L(z). Similarly, for the “C”
POVM, we identify O'ZZ with the operator (Tyz< .z Where y . = L.i(z). By applying Lemma 8.20 to .7} (the
strategy given by the inductive hypothesis) with “k” in Lemma 8.20 set to £, we have that

A}I/I’\IaTRO,Z<k ® Iy ~s Iy ® B;/ZMPLE 93)

where B;";MPLE = YzL(z)=y B2AMPLE_ Equations (79) and (93) imply that the conditions of Lemma 5.25 are
satisfied, and thus we obtain
[Apat® 7, 02 @ Iy =5 0 (94)

where in the answer summation, ¥ is a deterministic function of z. We now apply Lemma 8.17, choosing
the measurements “A”, “B”, “Q” and outcomes “a”, “b”, “c” in the lemma as follows:

WA . INTRO/Z< WP . 7 7 @y . 7z
A Ay T Y B O )y @051 0 QT =y )

a’iyek, b7 (yspa), “CCrzg.

. Z Z
Here, we write U[L<k(~):y<k] ® oz to denote

Y
Z/eV:
Lo (z)=y«
(2) V<) =z

We choose the Hilbert spaces “Ha,” and “Hp,” as the register subspace V_i(y<¢), and “H,s,” and
“Hp ;" as the register subspace V= (y<k) tensored with H ,» @ Hyr, the Hilbert space of the state |AUX).
Thus for every iy, the state |EPR>®Q ® |AUX) of the strategy ./’ can be decomposed into a tensor product
of a “question state” and an “answer state” as follows:

( [EPR2) Ver(y<k) > 2

Let py_, denote the distribution over outcomes y . generated by performing the “Q” measurement on
the state |[EPR)®<, which is equivalent to the distribution generated by the following procedure: (1) sample

a uniformly random z € V; (2) compute y = L(z); (3) return y. Then, since Equation (94) and the
INTRO,Z ¢

® <|EPR2>Vzk(y<k) ® |AUX>>

AatB.a HA’,aHB’,a

inductive hypothesis about the structure of A;_, 5 satisfy the conditions of Lemma 8.17, we obtain on
average over Y. ~ UL_,
INTRO, 7
(A, 02 @ 1p ~50. (95)

Here, the measurement outcomes zj range over Vi (y ).

Commutation with X-basis measurements. Next, we first prove that on average over i, the measure-
I , . v

ment operator Ayliii? <k commutes with the projective measurement {(T[)i L (=gt

> D=y}

} where the outcomes
ky <k )

yi are elements of the factor space Vi (y<¢).
We again apply Lemma 5.25, choosing the measurements and outcomes in the lemma as follows:
AP . INTRO,Z<]< 173 5210 READ TalllR 7 X
AT Ay BB T T A ey @, =)

[AP=l)

a’iyex, b7 (yspa), “c: ykl )
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Equations (81) (with “k” in Lemma 8.21 chosen to be £ + 1) and (88) imply the conditions of Lemma 5.25,
SO we obtain
INTRO, Z Z X ~
Aoz o @y @80, (96)

Lo () =y <] vk

We then apply Lemma 8.17 with the following choice of measurements and outcomes:

(13 2 . INTRO! Z< (13 2, Z X 13 2 Z
AT Ay T B 0y @, it T 0=y}

“a” . y<k , “b” . (yzk, a) , “C” . y# .
The Hilbert space and state decomposition are the same as in the previous invocation of Lemma 8.17.
Equation (96) and the inductive hypothesis satisfy the conditions of Lemma 8.17, and we similarly obtain
that on average over Yy ~ Ur_,,
I ,
(A '™ o (o] @18 =50, 97)

77 kL,y<k(')—yk

Applying the Pauli twirl. The last step is to apply the Pauli twirl to decompose the family of measure-
ments {A;I\;Rf & <} into a tensor product measurement, with the first part of the tensor product measuring
the k-th linear map of L.

Again applying Lemma 8.20 to .}/, and using Facts 5.24 and 5.18, we obtain that

INTRO, Z —~ 7
Ay, ® Ip ~s Tl ()=ys] © s
which is equivalent to, by the inductive hypothesis,
Z INTRO, y <k ~. L Z
)=yl © Ae I8 %5 01 )=y @ Oty ()= © I8 ©8)
Applying Lemma 8.16 to Equation (98), we conclude that
INTRO, ¥ ~ 7
Ay Ol RO, (g © T8 9

on average over Yk ~ UL _,.
Now we apply Lemma 8.15 with the following identification:

[IPL [P

X y<k 7 y : yk 7 “ﬂ” : (y>k/a) 7 “Lx” : Lk,]/<k 7
13 ’ 113 X e, INTRO/]/ k 113 X, Yy INTRO/]/Sk
Ux : Vk(y<k) , My,a : Aygk,a < , Ma : Ay>k,ll .

The “Consistency” condition is implied by Equation (99) and the “Commutation” conditions are implied by
Equations (95) and (97). We obtain that for all y<j there exists POVM measurements {A;ISRL? ’ygk} that
act as identity on the register subspace spanned by basis vectors for the subspace V_, () and, on average

over Yy ~ Hr_,, we have

INTRO, ~ V4 INTRO, y<
A @ty s (o, (e @ AT ) @ T (100)
Using the inductive assumption on the structure of A;Ng RO Z<k from (92), we get
INTRO, Z o zZ INTRO, y <
A @ Iy = (oo @A) © 1 (101)
~ Z INTRO, <
~o (U[Lgk('):ysd ® Ay ELE (102)
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where the second line follows from (100) and Lemma 8.16. By (102), replacing the projective measurement
{Apa" %<k} with the POVM

INTRO,ySk}

7
{U[Lgk('):ygk] ® Ay ia

in the strategy .} results in a strategy that succeeds with probability at least 1 — 6. To show that {A;ISRL? Y=k

can furthermore be turned into a projective measurement we use Naimark’s theorem as formulated in [JNV 20,
Theorem 5.1]. In particular, we see that the state |ANC’) it produces is a product state with no entanglement.
This yields a strategy .#", ; with ancilla state [ANCy;.1) = |ANCy)[ANC’), which establishes the induction
hypothesis for k + 1. This completes the proof of Lemma 8.24. O

Taking k = £+ 1 in Lemma 8.24 we obtain a strategy ./ = .7/ ; with value 1 — ¢ in which, given
question (INTRO, A), player A performs the measurement

{finyoy @ A5 (103)

for a family of measurements {A;NTRO’y} acting on the state |[EPR)y; ® |AUX) ® |ANC) where |ANC) =
|ANC/ 1) is unentangled. An analogous argument for Player B’s measurements shows that we may addi-
tionally assume Player B responds to the question (INTRO, B) using the measurement

{0fin(y=y @ Ba "7}, (104)

for a family of measurements {B}ZNTRO’y} acting on the state [EPR)y; ® |AUX) ® |ANC’), where |ANC’) is
unentangled. Summarizing, the strategy "/ uses the state

6) = |EPR)®? ® |AUX) ® |ANC) @ |ANC'),

and the measurements given by Equations (103) and (104).

To conclude the proof of the soundness part of the theorem we analyze Item 4 in Figure 10. The test
in Item 4 is executed with probability Q)(1/¢), so the strategy . succeeds with probability at least 1 — &
in that test, conditioned on the right types (here we absorb factors of O(¥) into §). Using (103) and (104),
conditioned on the test being executed the distribution of the part (v, yg) of the players’ answers in the
test is exactly the distribution y s n associated with game V. As a result, the strategy which uses the state
|[EPR)y ® |AUX) ® |ANC) ® |ANC) and measurements {AN™OYY {BIN""Y} succeeds with probability
at least 1 — ¢ in the game Vy. Thus, val*(Vy) > 1 — ¢. It remains to show that ¢ has the required form. As
6 = poly(¢'), 8'(¢,R) = a’((logR)"e” + (logR)~"'), and R = (2")*, there is a constant C > 1 such
that
z

d(e,n) <

(a’(()\n)“/sb/ - (An)_b/))
(a/)l/C((An)a’/C . 8b’/C + (An)—b’/C)
a((An)* e+ (An)7h),

IN N
O 0O

for 2 = max{C(a')1/€,a’/C}, and b = ' /C, where the second line uses the inequality (x + )/ <
xl/C+y1/Cforx,y >Q0and C > 1.

This establishes the soundness part of the theorem.

To show the entanglement bound, we observe that local isometries do not change the Schmidt rank of
a state. Define |} = ¢(|1p)) @ |ANC) ® |ANC'). Since the strategy (|¢'), {As ¥}, {By"™ Y} is
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S-close to (|6), {AN"¥}, {B™¥}) which has value 1 — &, the strategy (|¢'), {Ab ¥}, {B)"™¥})
has value at least 1 — 24 in the game Vy;, and therefore the Schmidt rank of ¢(|¢)) (and thus of |¢)) must
be at least &(Vn,1 — 20). Here, we use the fact that ancilla states are product states and therefore have
Schmidt rank 1.

Moreover, recall that ¢(|p)) is d-close to |EPR2)®9 ® |AUX) whose Schmidt coefficients are all at
most 27972, For any bipartite state |a) with Schmidt rank at most R and |b) whose Schmidt coefficients are
all at most B, it follows from the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality that |(a|b)|?> < RpB2. Therefore the Schmidt
rank of ¢(|¢)) (and thus of |¢)) is at least

(1-6)2-22> (1—6)%.2V",
where we used that Q = Mlogq > R (using the canonical parameter settings of Definition 7.16) and

5> |lo(lw)) — [0)]|> = 2 — 2R(0|p(|p)). Combining the two lower bounds on the Schmidt rank of |¢)
shows the desired lower bound on & (VINTRO 1 — ¢), O
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9 Oracularization

9.1 Overview

In this section we introduce the oracularization transformation. At a high level, the oracularization @ORAC
of a nonlocal game & is intended to implement the following: one player (called the oracle player) is
supposed to receive questions (x,y) meant for both players in the original game &, and the other player
(called the isolated player) only receives either x or y (but not both), along with a label indicating which
player in the original game the question is associated with (we refer to such players as the original players,
e.g. “original A player” and “original B player”). The oracle player is supposed to respond with an answer
pair (a,b), and the other player is supposed to respond with an answer c. The oracle and isolated player win
the oracularized game if (x,y,4,b) satisfies the predicate of the original game & and the isolated player’s
answer is consistent with the oracle player’s answer.

The oracularization step is needed in preparation to the next section, in which we perform answer re-
duction on the introspection game. To implement answer reduction we need at least one player to be able
to compute a proof, in the form of a PCP, that the decider of the original game would have accepted the
questions (x,y) and answers (a, b). This requires the player to have access to both questions, and be able to
compute both answers.

9.2 Oracularizing normal form verifiers

LetV = (S, D) be a normal form verifier such that S is an ¢-level sampler for some ¢ > 0. We specify the
typed oracularized verifier VORAC = (SORAC DORAC) qgsociated with V as follows.

Sampler. Define the type set 7O = {ORACLE, A, B}. (In the remainder of this section we refer to
the types in 7 ORAC as roles.) Define the type graph GORAC that is the complete graph on vertex set 7 ORAC
(including self-loops on all vertices). Define the 7 ORAC-type sampler SORAC as follows. For a fixed index
n € N, let V be the ambient space of S and L” for w € {A, B} be the pair of CL functions of S on index
n.

Define two 7 ORA-typed families of CL functions {L¥ : V — V}, forw € {A,B} and t € TORAC, as

follows:
[0 {Lt ift € {A,B},

€ Id ift = ORACLE.

In other words, if a player gets the type t € {A, B}, then they get the question that original player t would
have received in the game played by V,,. If they get type t = ORACLE, then they get the entire seed z that is
used by the sampler S, from which they can compute both L*(z) and LB(z), the pair of questions sampled
for the players in game V/,,.

By definition, the sampler distribution p Sorac, has the following properties.

1. Conditioned on both players receiving the ORACLE role, both players receive z for a uniformly ran-
domz e V.

2. Conditioned on both players receiving the isolated player role, the player(s) with role A (respec-
tively, B) receives L*(z) (respectively, LB(z)) for a uniformly random z € V.

3. Conditioned on player w € {A,B} receiving the ORACLE role and player @ receiving the isolated
player role, their question tuple is distributed according to ((ORACLE, z), (v, L?(z))) if w = A and
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((v,L?(z)), (ORACLE, z)) if w = B, where z € V is uniformly random and v indicates the role of
player w.

Decider. The typed decider DORAC is specified in Figure 12.

Input to decider DORAC: (n,ta, Xa,te, XB,aa,ag). Forw € {A,B}, if t;, = ORACLE, then
parse ay, as a pair (ay,a, ay,s ). Perform the following steps sequentially.

1. (Game check). Forall w € {A, B}, if t;,, = ORACLE, then compute Xy, = L?(x;) for
v € {A,B}. If D rejects (1, Xy A, Xw,B, Aw,A, Aw,B ), then reject.
2. (Consistency checks).
(a) If ta = tg and ap # ag, then reject.
(b) If for some w € {A, B}, t;, = ORACLE, ti € {A,B}, and ay, v, 7# az, then reject.

3. Accept if none of the preceding steps rejects.

Figure 12: Specification of the typed decider DORAC,

9.3 Completeness and complexity of the oracularized verifier
We determine the complexity of the oracularized verifier and establish the completeness property.

Theorem 9.1 (Completeness and complexity of the oracularized verifier). Ler V = (S, D) be a normal
form verifier. Let VORC = (SORAC DORAC) e the corresponding typed oracularized verifier. Then the

following hold.

« (Completeness) For alln € N, if V,, has a PCC strategy of value 1, then VORA has an SPCC strategy
of value 1.

o (Sampler complexity) The sampler SO depends only on S (and not on D). Moreover, the time
complexity of SORAC satisfies

TIME gorac (1) = O (TIMEg(n)),
Furthermore, if S is an (-level sampler, then SO*C is a (-level typed sampler:
o (Decider complexity) The time complexity of DORAC satisfies
TIME porac (1) = poly (TIMEp(n), TIMEg(n)) .
* (Efficient computability) There is a Turing machine ComputeOracleVerifier which takes as input
V = (S, D) and returns VORAC = (SORAC DORACY i time poly (|V)).

Remark 9.2. Unlike with the Introspection transformation, we do not detype the oracularized verifier
VORAC: this is because the analysis of the Answer Reduction transformation in Section 10 directly reduces
to the analysis of the typed oracularized verifier VORAC defined here.

Proof. We analyze the completeness and complexity properties of the typed verifier VORAC,
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Completeness. Forn € IN, let . = (|i), A, B) be a PCC strategy for VV,, with value 1. Consider the
following symmetric strategy .7 ORA¢ = (|¢), M) for VORAC, Depending on the role received, each player
performs the following:

1. Suppose the player receives role v € {A, B} and question x. Then the player performs the measure-
ment that player v would on question x according to strategy . to obtain outcome a (either { AX} or
{BZ}, depending on v). The player replies with a.

2. Suppose the player receives role v = ORACLE and question x. The player first computes v, = L¥(x)
forw € {A, B} where forw € {A, B}, L is the CL functions of S corresponding to player w. Then,

ORACLE, x

the player measures using the POVM { M, 2, where

MORACLE X _ BZI; AZ: ) (105)

aa,as

The projectors Aj» and Bj; commute because (ya,ys) is distributed according to ys , (over the
choice of x) and . is a commuting strategy for V,,. Thus Mgﬁ’;gw’x is a projector. The player replies

with (aA,aB).

The strategy .#ORAC is symmetric and projective by construction, and consistency follows from the
consistency of .. We now argue that the strategy is commuting and has value 1 in the game VORAC, We
consider all possible pairs of roles.

1. (Oracle, isolated) Suppose without loss of generality that player w = A gets the ORACLE role and
player w = B gets the isolated player B role. Then player w gets question x and player W gets
question LB(x), where x is uniformly sampled from V. The oracle player computes y, = L?(x)
for all v € {A,B}. Notice that (ya,ys) is distributed according to ps ,. The two players return
((aa,ag),a}) with probability

<¢|MORACLE,x ® Bz’B ’¢>
B

aa,as

= (y|Bi; Ay ® B |)

= (Yl An, ® By By [9)

= Oy, 0, (W A7} ® Bag [9)

where the first equality uses the definition of Mgﬁ’;gw’x from Eq. (105), the second equality uses
the consistency of ., and the third equality uses the projectivity of .. Notice that when ag = aj,
this is exactly the probability of obtaining answers (a,,ag) when player A and player B get question
pair (ya,ys) in the game V,,. Since . is value-1, the answers satisfy the decision procedure of V,
with probability 1. Thus the oracle’s answers pass the “Game check” of the oracularized decider with
certainty, and furthermore the oracle’s answers are consistent with the isolated player’s answers and

thus pass the “Consistency check” with certainty as well.

ORACLE, x

aa, B and Bayg follows from the commutativity of . for the game V/,.

Commutativity of M,

2. (Both oracle) If both players get the ORACLE role, then both players receive the same question x € V.
Using a similar analysis as for the previous item, the players return the same answer pair (thus passing
the “Consistency check™) and pass the “Game check”. Both players’ measurements commute because
they are identical.
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3. (Both isolated) Suppose that both players receive the same isolated player role (e.g., they both receive
the isolated player role A). They then perform the same measurements, which produce the same
outcomes due to the consistency of the strategy .#, and thus they pass the “Consistency check”.
Otherwise, suppose that one player receives the A role and the other player receives the B role. Then
the decider DORAC automatically accepts. Furthermore, their measurements commute because their
questions are distributed according to ps ,, and . is a commuting strategy with respect to ps ;.

Complexity. It is clear from the definition that SO*A¢ depends only on S. The time complexity of the
sampler SORAC is dominated by those of the sampler S. The complexity of DORAC is dominated by the
complexity of both S and D and performing consistency checks. The sampler SORAC is a max{/¢,1}-level
sampler because S is an /-level sampler and the new CL functions for t = ORACLE are 1-level.

Efficient computability. The description of SORAC can be computed, in polynomial time, from the de-
scription of & alone. The description of DORAC can be computed in polynomial time from the descriptions
of & and D. Moreover, in each case the computation amounts to copying the description of S and D
respectively, and adding constant-sized additional instructions.

O

9.4 Soundness of the oracularized verifier

Theorem 9.3 (Soundness of the oracularized verifier). Let V = (S, D) be a normal form verifier and
PORAC — (SORAC DHORACY pe the corresponding typed oracularized verifier. Then there exists a function
d(e) = poly(e) such that for all n € IN the following hold.

1. Ifval*(VORAC) > 1 — ¢, then val*(V,) > 1 — d(e).
2. Forall € > 0, we have that
E(VPRC 1 —€) > E(Vy,1—6(e))
where & (-) is as in Definition 5.12.

Proof. Fixn € N. Let /O = (|y), A, B) be a strategy for VORAC with value 1 — & for some 0 < & < 1.
Using Lemma 5.7 we may without loss of generality assume that .7’ O®A€ is projective. Let (t, x) € T ORAC x
V be a question to player w = A. In the event that t = ORACLE (which occurs with probability 1/3), let
Yy = L?(x) foreach v € {A, B}. From the consistency check performed by DORAC and item 1 of Fact 5.18,
we have that for all v € {A, B} and on average over x sampled by SORAC,

A’?I;RACLE,X @ Ig ~ [x ® Bg;yu ) (106)

Here, we used that with probability 1/9 player w = A gets the ORACLE role and player w = B gets the
isolated player v role; conditioned on this, player B gets question 1.
Using Fact 5.19 on (106), with the C operators from Fact 5.19 chosen as {AEAR,‘ZELE”C } here we get

AORACLE,x ® IB _ AORACLE,X X (AL(I)BRACLE,X ® IB)

aa,as aa,aB
~ ORACLE, x B,yB
~e AﬂA,ﬂB ) (IA ® BﬂB )
__ AORACLE, x B,ys
= AQRICLEX @ B (107)
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AORACLE, X
aa,as

where for the first equality we used that the POVM elements {
calculation for the second and third approximations below we get

} are projective. Using a similar

ORACLE, x —~ ORACLE, X B,ys

AaA,aB ® IB ~e AaA,aB ® BaB
~ ORACLE, X B,ys
~e AaA ® BﬂB
~ B’yB A/yA
~e IA ® BaB BIZA

A, B,ys
Re A ® BaAyABaBy ’

(108)

where the last line uses that starting from ASAR/;SE"‘ ® Iz we may perform all operations leading to the

before-last line hwile reversing the order in which B2 and B* are introduced.
Using Item 2a of the consistency check, we have that on average over a random y = L*(x) € LA(V),

AMY @ Iy o Iy @ B (109)

Define, for all y € LA(V), measurement operators {Cay }a Where CJ = AaA’y . Similarly, define D} = Bf &4
This defines a strategy . = (|¢), C, D) for the game V,, that we now argue succeeds with high probability.
Let x € V be uniformly random. Let yo = L*(x) and yg = LB(x).

ORACLE, x ~ B,ys pA,ya
AaA,aB & IB ~e IA ® BLZB BIZA

A, B,
%8 AaAyA ® BLZByB
=Cir @Dy .

The first approximation follows from Equation (108). The second approximation follows from Equa-
tion (109) and Fact 5.19 (where we let Cg in Fact 5.19 represent [ ® BEB’ B). The last equality follows
from definition of Cj+ and Dj>. The pair of questions (ya,yg) € V x V is distributed according to s, ,.
The game check part of DORAC succeeds with probability 1 — O(e), which implies that the answer pair
(aa,ap) that arises from the measurement AS)A%’ZELE”C ® Ip is accepted by the decider D on question pair
(ya,ys) with probability 1 — O(e). This in turn implies that the strategy . = (|¢), C, D) succeeds with
probability 1 — O(+/€) in the game V,,. As an additional consequence, the Schmidt rank of |i) must be at

least &(Vy, 1 — O(1/¢)). O
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10 Answer Reduction

In this section we show how to transform a normal form verifier V = (S, D) into an “answer reduced”
normal form verifier VAR = (SAR, DAR) guch that the values of the associated nonlocal games are directly
related, yet the answer-reduced verifier’s decision runtime is only polylogarithmic in the answer length of
the original verifier (the answer-reduced verifier’s sampling runtime remains polynomially related to the
sampling runtime of S). The polylogarithmic dependence is achieved by composing a probabilistically
checkable proof (PCP) with the oracularized verifier given in Section 9. This step generalizes the answer
reduction technique of [NW19, Part V].

Given index n € IN, the answer reduced verifier VAR simulates the oracularization VORAC of V on
index n. To do so, it first samples questions x and y using the oracularized sampler S ORAC and distributes
them to the players, who compute answers a and b. Let us suppose that the first player is assigned the
ORACLE role, and parse their question and answer as pairs x = (xa,xg) and a = (aa,ag), while the
second player is an “isolated” player receiving the question x, and responding with answer b. Instead of
executing the decider DORAC on the answers (a, b), the verifier VAR asks the first player to compute a PCP
IT of D(n,xa,xp,aa,a8) = 1, and the second player to compute an encoding gp of answer b. VAR then
requests randomly chosen locations of the proof IT and the encoding g;, and executes the PCP verifier on
the players’ answers. By the soundness of the PCP, VAR accepts with high probability only if the player’s
answers satisfy D(n,xa, xp,aa,a5) = L and b = a,.

There are several challenges that arise when implementing answer reduction. One challenge, already
encountered in [NW19], is that we need to ensure the PCP I'1 computed by the first player can be cross-tested
against the encoding g, computed by the second player (who doesn’t know the entire structure of the PCP
IT). This was handled in [NW19] by using a special type of PCP called a probabilistically checkable proof
of proximity (PCPP), which allows one to efficiently check that a specific string x is a satisfying assignment
to a Boolean formula ¢, as opposed to simply checking that ¢ is satisfiable. In a PCPP, an encoding of
the specific string x is provided separately from the proof of satisfiability. The answer reduction scheme
of [NW19] was able to use an “off-the-shelf” PCPP in a relatively black-box fashion to handle this.

In our answer reduction scheme, however, there is a further requirement: we need the question distri-
bution of the answer reduced verifier to be conditionally linear. This is necessary to maintain the invariant
that the verifier after each step of the compression procedure (introspection, answer reduction, parallel repe-
tition) is a normal form verifier. Unfortunately, simulating the question distributions of off-the-shelf PCPPs
with conditionally linear distributions can be quite cumbersome. Instead, we design a bespoke PCP verifier
for the protocol whose question distribution is more easily seen to be conditionally linear.

This section is organized as follows. We start with some preliminaries on formulas and encodings
in Section 10.1. In Section 10.2 we show how to use the Cook-Levin reduction to reduce the Bounded
Halting problem for deciders to a succinct satisfiability problem called Succinct-3SAT. Following this, in
Section 10.3, we reduce the Succinct-3SAT instance to an instance of a related problem called Succinct
Decoupled 5SSAT, which is easier to use in our answer reduction step. Then in Section 10.4 we introduce
a PCP for Succinct Decoupled SSAT. The verifier for the PCP expects a proof consisting of the evaluation
tables of low-degree polynomials, including the low-degree encodings of the players’ answers a and b.
In Section 10.5 we provide the definition of a normal-form verifier VAR that executes the composition of
VORAC with the PCP verifier from Section 10.4. In Section 10.6 we show completeness of the construction
and analyze its complexity. In Section 10.7 we prove soundness.
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10.1 Circuit preliminaries

Recall the definitions pertaining to Turing machines fromSection 3.1. In this section it is useful to model
computation using Boolean circuits. A Boolean circuit is a network of Boolean gates, connected by directed
“wires.” Incoming wires encode the input to the circuit, and outgoing wires encode the output. For the most
part, we will assume that the output of the circuit is a single bit, corresponding to a single output wire. The
in-degree of each gate (the “fan-in”) is restricted be at most 2, but there is no restriction on the out-degree
(the “fan-out”). The size of a circuit is the total number of gates and wires that it contains. For a more
detailed description, see Section 4.3 of [Pap94].

Remark 10.1 (Plugging integers into circuits). Let C be a circuit with a single input of length n. Inputs to C
are strings x € {0,1}". In this section, we will also allow C to receive inputs a € {0,1,...,2" —1}. In
doing so, we use the convention that a number a between 0 and 2" — 1 is interpreted as its n-digit binary
encoding binary, (a) when provided as input to a set of n single-bit wires. In other words, C(a) = C(x),
where x = binary, (a).

More generally, if the circuit C has k different inputs of length ny, . ..,ny, then we can evaluate it on
inputs 1 € {0,1,...,2" —1},...,a, € {0,1,...,2" — 1} as follows:

Clay,...,ax) =C(x1,...,xx),
where x1 = binary, (a1),...,x, = binary, (a).

A 3SAT formula is a Boolean formula in conjunctive normal form in which at most three literals appear
in each clause. More precisely, ¢ is a 3SAT formula on N variables x1, x2, . .., xn if it has the form /\;”:1 G
and each clause C; is the disjunction of at most three literals, where a literal is either a variable x; or its
negation —x;. We use x7 to denote the literal x; if 0 = 1 and —x; if 0 = 0.

Definition 10.2 (Succinct description of 3SAT formulas). Let N = 2", and let ¢ be a 3SAT formula on N
variables named xo,...,xy_1. Let C be a Boolean circuit with 3 inputs of length # and three single-bit
inputs. Then C is a succinct description of ¢ if for each i1, i,i3 € {0,1,...,N — 1} and 01,02, 03 € {0,1},

C(i1,i2,13,01,02,03) = 1 (110)
if and only if x?ll \% x?; \% x?; is a clause in ¢. In Equation (110), we use the notation from Remark 10.1.

Definition 10.3 (Succinct-3SAT problem). The Succinct-3SAT problem is the language containing encod-
ings of circuits C in which C is a succinct description of a satisfiable 3SAT formula ¢.

The Tseitin transformation is a mapping from circuits to Boolean formulas. The following summarizes
its properties; for an explicit construction, see [NW19, Section 3.8].

Definition 10.4. Let C be a Boolean circuit with 7 inputs and size s. Then the corresponding Tseitin formula
F is a Boolean formula on 7 + s variables with the property that for all x € {0,1}", C(x) = 1 if and only
if there exists w € {0,1}° such that F(x,s) = 1. The formula FF has size O(s) and a description of it is
computable from C in time O(s).

Definition 10.5. Let F be a Boolean formula over m variables. The arithmetization J,y, over [Fj is a
. !
function Fopi : ]FZ1 — IF; such that

Vx € {0,1}",  Famn(x) = F(x) . (111)
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Proposition 10.6. Let C be a circuit on n inputs with size s. Then the arithmetization F .y, of its Tseitin
formula is a polynomial over IF; on n + s variables with individual degree at most 2 in each variable. For
admissible field sizes q, a description of the polynomial F iy, can be computed in poly(s,log q) time it can
be evaluated at a specific point z € IFZ’JFS in time poly(s,logq).

Proof. The properties follow by inspecting the construction in Definition 3.27 and 3.28 of [NW19], together
with Lemma 3.18. In particular, the degree bound follows by observing that every variable in F occurs at
most twice, and therefore the arithmetization J ., has individual degree 2. U

10.2 A Cook-Levin theorem for bounded deciders

Definition 10.7 (Bounded Halting problem). The k-input Bounded Halting problem is the language BHj
containing the set of tuples (&, T, z1, . . ., zx) Where a is the description of a k-input Turing machine, T € IN,
z1,...,zx € {0,1}*, and M, accepts input (z1,...,zx) in at most T time steps.

We begin by defining natural encodings of a decider’s tape alphabet and set of states.

Definition 10.8 (Decider encodings). Let D be a decider with tape alphabet I' = {0,1,U} and set of
states K. We will write encr : T U {0} — {0, 1} for the function which encodes the elements of T, and a
special “[J” symbol described below, as length-two binary strings in the following manner:

encr(0) =00, encr(l) =01,
encr(U) =10, encr(0) =11.

In addition, we write encg : K — {0,1}* for some arbitrary fixed x-bit encoding of the elements of K,
where ¥ = [log(|K]|)].

Now, we give the main result of this section. It states that any decider D can be converted into a circuit C
which succinctly represents a 3SAT formula @3sat that carries out the time T computation of D. In addition,
C is extremely small—size poly log(T') rather than poly(T).

Proposition 10.9 (Succinct representation of deciders). There is an algorithm with the following properties.
Let D be a decider; let n, T, Q, and o be integers with Q < T and |D| < o, and let x and Yy be strings of
length at most Q. Then on input (D,n,T,Q,0,x,y), the algorithm outputs a circuit C on 3m + 3 inputs
which succinctly describes a 3SAT formula @ssat on M = 2" variables. Furthermore, @ssat has the
following property:

s Forall a,b € {0,1}?7, there exists a c € {0,1}M=4T such that w = (a, b, c) satisfies Qasar if and
only if there exist Aprefix, bprefix € {0,1}* of lengths £,, £, < T, respectively, such that

T—¢, T—¢
a = encr(aprefix, " ") and b = encr(bprefix, " ")

and D accepts (1, X,Y, Aprefix, bprefix) in time T.
Finally, the following statements hold:

1. The parameter m controlling the number of inputs to the circuit depends only on T and o, and

m(T, o) = O(log(T) +log(c)).

2. C has at most s(n, T, Q, o) = poly(log(n),log(T), Q, ) gates,
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3. The algorithm runs in time poly(log(n),log(T),Q, o),

4. Furthermore, explicit values for m(T,o) and s(n, T, Q,0) can be computed in time polynomial in

n,1og(T), Q, c.

Proposition 10.9 is essentially the standard fact that Succinct-3SAT is an NEXP-complete language,
i.e. that every nondeterministic computation which takes time 2" can be represented as a Succinct-3SAT
instance of size only poly(n). However, it has several peculiarities which requires us to prove it from
scratch rather than simply appealing to the NEXP-completeness of Succinct-3SAT. First, we require that the
coordinates of @ and b embed into w not randomly but as its lexicographically first coordinates (for reasons
that are explained below in Section 10.3). Second, we need explicit bounds on how quantities such as the
size of C relate to quantities such as ¢, an upper bound on the description length of D in bits.

To prove Proposition 10.9, we follow the standard proof that Succinct-3SAT is NEXP-complete as pre-
sented in [Pap94]. This proof observes that the Cook-Levin reduction, which is used to show that 3SAT
is NP-complete, produces a 3SAT instance whose clauses follow such a simple pattern that they can be
described succinctly using an exponentially-smaller circuit. One key difference in our proof is that we will
apply the Cook-Levin reduction directly to the 5-input Turing machine D, which by Section 3.1 has 7 tapes;
traditional proofs such as the one in [Pap94] would first convert D to a single-tape Turing machine Dgingle,
and then apply the Cook-Levin reduction for single-tape Turing machines to Dgingle. Though this adds no-
tational overhead to our proof, it allows us to more easily track of which variables in @3gaT correspond to
the strings a and b (see Proposition 10.9 to see what these refer to).

Proof of Proposition 10.9. The Cook-Levin reduction considers the execution tableau of D when run for
time T. The execution tableau contains, for each time + € {1,..., T}, variables describing the state of D
and the contents of each of its tape cells at time . More formally, it consists of the following three sets of
variables.

1. For each time + € {1,...,T}, tape i € {1,...,7}, and tape position j € {0,1,...,T + 1}, the
tableau contains two Boolean-valued variables

ctij = (cijiscrije) € {0,1}

which are supposed to correspond to the contents of the j-th tape cell on tape 7 at time ¢ according
to encr(+). The variables with j € {0, T + 1} do not correspond to any cell on the tape; rather, the
j = 0 variables correspond to the left-boundary of the tape, and the j = T + 1 variables correspond
to the right-boundary of the first T cells on the tape. These are expected to always contain the special
boundary symbol “[J”, i.e. ¢;;; should be equal to encr(CJ) whenever j € {0, T +1}. As we will
see below, it is convenient to define these so that for each t € {1,...,T},i € {1,...,7}, and
j€{1,...,T}, the variable Ct,i,j also has a variable to its left ¢;; ;1 and to its right ¢4 j 1.

2. For each time t € {1,...,T}, tape i € {1,...,7}, and tape position j € {0,1,...,T + 1}, the
tableau contains Boolean-valued variables /;;; € {0, 1} which are supposed to indicate whether the
i-th tape head is in cell j at time ¢. For the boundary cells j € {0, T 4 1}, we expect that h;; = 0 for
allt € {1,...,T}andi € {1,...,7}.

3. Foreach time t € {1,..., T}, the tableau contains k Boolean-valued variables

St = (St,ll- . -/St,K) S {0,1}K

which are supposed to correspond to the state of D at time ¢ according to encg(-).
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Finally, we let V denote the set of all of these variables. In other words,
V= {crijrteijr Uit U {Sert ek
In total, the number of variables in the execution tableau is given by
V| =O(T?+ T -log(|K|)) = O(T*+ T -log(|DY)) . (112)

The first term in Equation (112) corresponds to the tape cell encodings ¢ and ht,i,]-, and the second term
corresponds to the Turing machine state encodings s;. The second equality uses the fact that |[K| < |D)|.

As stated above, we expect the variables in )V to correspond to some time-T execution of the decider D.
However, in general these are just arbitrary {0, 1}-valued variables. We now describe a set of constraints
placed on these variables which, if satisfied, ensure they do indeed correspond to some time-T execution
of D. These constraints will be split into two categories: (i) the constraints corresponding to the boundary,
which ensure that the t = 1 variables are initialized to a valid starting configuration and the j € {0, T + 1}
variables are set according to Items | and 2, and (ii) the constraints corresponding to the execution of D,
which ensure that the variables at each time (¢ + 1) follow from the variables at time ¢ according to the
computation of D. We start with the boundary constraints, which are simple enough to be described with a
3SAT formula.

Definition 10.10. The boundary formula @goundary is the 3SAT formula on the variables ) described as
follows. Let 0 = enck(start) € {0,1}*, where start € K is the start state of D. For the t = 1 boundary,
PBoundary contains the following set of clauses.

Indices Clauses

ic{1,...,7} hy ;i1 (113)
ic{l,...,7}, j#1 =, j (114)
ke{l,...,x} s1% (115)
ie{l,...,7}, je{1,...,T} —C1,ij1 V TCLij2 (116)
ief{1,...,5}, j<je{1,..., T} —C1ija Ve (117)
ie{6,7},je{1,...,T} c1,i,j1 and =y o (118)

This is meant to be read as follows: for each row, the “Indices” column specifies the range of the indices
that the clauses in the “Clauses” column are quantified over. For example, row (113) specifies that for all
i € {1,...,7}, @Boundary contains the clause hy ;1. For the j € {0, T + 1} boundary, @poundary contains
the following set of clauses.

Indices Clauses
tG{l,...,T},ie{1,...,7},]'6{O,T+1},k€{1,2} Ctijk (119)

Rows (113) and (114) ensure that at time t = 1, each tape has exactly one tape head, and it is located
on cell j = 1. Row (115) ensures that at time f = 1, the state is given by the start state start. (Recall the
notation x{ to denote the literal x; if 0 = 1 and —x; if 0 = 0.) For the remaining rows, we recall that under
the encoding of the tape alphabet, encr(LJ) = 10 and encr([J) = 11. As a result, (i) row (119) ensures
that for all times and tapes, the cells j € {0, T 4 1} contain the [J symbol, (ii) row (116) ensures that for
time t = 1, nocell j ¢ {0, T + 1} contains the (J symbol, and (iii) row (118) ensures that for time t = 1
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and tapes 6 and 7, all cells j € {1,...,T} contain the LI symbol. Finally, row (117) says that for tapes
i € {1,...,5},if cell j contains LI, then every cell j/ > j must contain L/ as well. This means that the five
strings encoded by c11,...,c15 each consist of a string of 0’s and 1s followed by a string of LI’s. In short,
suppose we write 71, X, i, a, and b for the prefixes of these strings with no LI’s. If PBoundary 18 satisfied, then
the execution tableau correctly encodes that the tapes of D contain inputs 7, x, i, a, and b at time t = 1.

Next, we describe the execution constraints. These are more complicated than the boundary constraints,
and so we will begin by describing them in terms of a general Boolean circuit known as the local check
circuit. For any time t € {1,..., T — 1} and tape positions i, ...,j7 € {1,..., T}, the local check circuit
can check that the execution tableau properly encodes these tape positions at time ¢ + 1 by looking only at the
encodings of these tape positions and their neighbors (i.e. the tape positions j; + 1 foreachi € {1,...,7})
at time £.

Definition 10.11. In this definition, we will define the local check circuit Copeck- It has the following inputs.

e Foreachi € {1,...,7}, it has the eight inputs

CCheck,0,i,—1 CCheck,0,i,0 CCheck,0,i1 hcheck,0,i,—1  NCheck,0,i0  NCheck,0,i1 (120)
CCheck,1,i,0 hcheck 1,i,0

where the c-inputs are in {0,1}? and the h-inputs are in {0,1}.
* It has two inputs Scheck 0, SCheck 1 € {0, 1}*.

In addition, for each time t € {1,...,T — 1} and tape positions j,...,j7 € {1,..., T}, we will define a
circuit CCheck,t,jl,...,j7 by associating the inputs of Ccpeck With certain variables in V. We do this by associating
the following eight inputs from ) with the corresponding variables in Equation (120):

Ctiji—1  Chiji  Chiji+1 hiji—1 heiji Briji+
Cf-i-l,i,j,‘ ht-‘v—l,i,ji

as well as by associating s; and s;41 from V with Scheck 0 and Scheck 1, respectively.

We first define Copeck @s a function. In Proposition 10.12 below we give an implementation of this
function as a circuit. To do so it is convenient to define a function CCheck,t,jl,...,j7 for each value of ¢, 1, .. ., j7.
It will be clear that each of these is in fact the same function applied to different inputs, and hence this will

define Ccpeck as well. Now, the functions CCheck,t,jl,...,j7 perform the following computation.

* Suppose for each i € {1,...,7}, exactly one of the tape positions j; — 1, j;, and j; + 1 at time ¢
contains a tape head. First, CCheck,t,jl,...,j7 computes the transition function of the Turing machine
applied to the contents of these 7 tape positions, when the state of D at time t is Scheck,0. This
transition function produces the state of D and contents of these tape positions at time { + 1, as
well as directions to move the 7 tape heads in. Then CCheck,t,jl,...,j7 checks that the variables for the
tape positions ji,...,j7 and the state of D at time f + 1 match what they should be according to
the computed transition function. In addition, if a tape head is marked as moving into a tape cell
containing a [J symbol, that tape head remains in place instead.

* Suppose for each i € {1,...,7}, none of the tape positions j; — 1, j;, or j; + 1 contain a tape head
at time f. Then CCheck,t,jl,...,j7 checks that the variables for the tape positions ji,...,j7 at time { + 1
match the variables at time ¢.

* Otherwise, Ccheck t,jy,...,j; @CCEPLS.

e
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This defines Ccheckt,jy,...,j,» and therefore Ccpeck-

B vad
Definition 10.11 shows the utility of introducing the boundary variables ¢; ;o and ¢;; 741. The function
Ccheck checks the contents of a cell Ct,i,j at time £ + 1 by looking at the cell and its neighbors ¢t j—1, i j+1
at time . However, those cells with j € {1, T} only have either a left neighbor or a right neighbor, and so
without the boundary variables we’d have to introduce two other local check circuits designed just for these
boundary cases. The boundary variables then allow us to use the same local check circuit for all cells.

Proposition 10.12. A circuit Ccpecx 0f size size at most poly(|D|) which computes the function described
above can be computed in time poly(|D]).

Proof. The circuit has 7 - 12 + 2 - k = 84 + 2« total Boolean inputs, giving a total of 284 - 4¢ = O(|K|?)
possible input strings. For each possible fixed input string, the circuit Ccpeck checks if the actual input is
equal to the fixed input, which takes O(x) gates, and then it accepts if the fixed input should be accepting,
i.e. for each fixed input the correct output is hard-coded in the circuit. Doing so takes O(|K|? - k) gates.
Computing Ccpeck requires looping over all possible input strings and checking which ones are accepting
or rejecting. This requires computing the transition function of D, a task which takes time poly(|D|). The
proposition follows by noting that |K| < |D|. O

Proposition 10.13. Suppose that the execution tableau satisfies Ppoundary and the circuit Ccheck t j,,...j, JOT
eacht € {1,...,T—1} and j1,...,j7 € {1,...,T}. Then the execution tableau correctly encodes the
execution of D on input (n,x,y,a,b) when run for time T.

Proof. To show this, we will show for each time t € {1,... T} that the variables in the execution tableau
corresponding to time ¢ correctly encode the state of D and the contents of the seven tapes at time . The
proof is by induction on ¢. The base case of { = 1 follows from the tableau satisfying ¢Boundary-

Next we perform the induction step. Assuming the statement holds for time ¢t € {1,...,T — 1}, we
will show it holds for time t + 1 as well. Let i* € {1,...,7} be a tape, and consider a tape position
jir € {1,..., T}. We will show that the variables correctly encode the contents of this tape position at time
t + 1. Suppose one of the tape positions j;+ — 1, j;+, or j+ + 1 at time ¢ has a tape head. For each of the other
tapes i # i*, we select a tape position j; such that either j; — 1, j;, or j; + 1 has a tape head at time ¢. (These
positions are guaranteed to exist since each tape has exactly one tape head.)

By the induction hypothesis, for each tape i € {1,...,7} the variables corresponding to tape cells j; — 1,
ji» and j; + 1 correctly encode the contents of these cells at time {. By assumption, CCheCk,t,jl,...,j7 evaluates
to 1. In this case, it calculates the transition function of D to compute the contents of the tape cells jy, ..., j7
at time t + 1 and checks that the corresponding variables encode these contents. As a result, the tape position
ji+ on tape i* is correctly encoded. In addition, it computes the state of D at time t + 1 and checks that the
corresponding variables encode this state. This completes the induction step. The case when none of the
tape positions j; — 1, j;+, and j;» + 1 at time ¢ contain a tape head follows similarly. Finally, the variables
for all tape positions j € {0, T + 1} are correctly encoded due to PBoundary being satisfied. ]

Proposition 10.13 gives a set of constraints that ensure the execution tableau properly encodes the ex-
ecution of D. Our next step will be to convert these constraints into a single 3SAT formula. This entails
transforming each circuit Ccheck ¢ iy,... i, into a 3SAT formula. We do so using the following reduction.

Proposition 10.14 (Circuit-to-3SAT). There is an algorithm which, on input a size-r circuit C on variables
x € {0,1}", runs in time poly(r) and outputs a 3SAT formula ¢ on variables x € {0,1}" and y € {0,1}"
with O(r) clauses such that for all x, C(x) = 1 if and only if there exists a y such that x and y satisfy ¢.
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Proof. This is the textbook circuit-to-3SAT reduction. For each gate i € {1,...,r}, the algorithm intro-
duces a variable y; € {0, 1}, so that the total collection of variables is Vigtal = {Xi }ic 1,0} U¥iticq1,..r}-
Consider gate i € {1,...,r}, and let 21,2 € Vo be the pair of variables feeding into it. If gate 7 is an
AND gate, then ¢ includes the constraints

(mzaVz2Vy), (z1VzaV-y), (z1V-ozVay), (mziVzV-y). (121)

These constraints are satisfied if and only if y; = z1 A zo. The case of gate i being an OR gate follows
similarly. Finally, ¢ includes the constraint (y;+), where i* € {1,...,r} is the output gate. It follows that
x,y satisfy ¢ if and only if C(x) = 1 and for each i € {1,...,r}, y; is the value computed by gate i in
circuit C on input x. In total, ¢ has 4r 4 1 clauses and is computable in time poly(r). O

We now apply the algorithm from Proposition 10.14 to Ccpeck, Which by Proposition 10.12 has size r <
poly(|D|). This produces a 3SAT formula @cpeck on the variables in Copeck plus auxiliary variables aj for
k € {1,...,r} added by the reduction. Now, foreacht € {1,...,T—1} and jy,...,j7 € {1,..., T}, we
define a 3SAT formula @check t,jy,...j, analogously to CCheck,t,jl,...,jr We begin by associating those variables
in @check Which come from Ccpeck’s inputs with the variables in ) as in Definition 10.11. Next, for each
k € {1,...,r}, we introduce a new variable a,;, i € {0,1} and associate it with the variable a. This
defines @check t,jj,... j,- In summary, the final 3SAT instance produced by the Cook-Levin reduction is

¢ ‘= PBoundary A ( /\ (PCheck,t,jl,...,jy) . (122)
Ej1eeerf7

By Proposition 10.14, the execution tableau properly encodes the execution of D if and only if there exists
a setting to the auxiliary variables satisfying the 3SAT formula ¢. In total, ¢ contains

V| +0(T®) -r < O(T2 + T -log(|D|) + T® -poly(|D|)) = poly(T, |DJ) (123)

variables. The second term on the left-hand side of Equation (123) corresponds to the auxiliary variables
in each of the O(T®) copies of @cCheck- The inequality follows by Equation (112) and the fact that r <
poly(|D|).

Our next task is to represent the 3SAT formula ¢ succinctly. To do this, we will provide a circuit C
which succinctly describes a 3SAT formula @3saT which, while not literally equal to ¢, will be isomorphic
to it. This means that, for example, @3saT may not even have the same number of variables as ¢, but any
variable in ¢ will correspond in a clear and direct manner to a variable in @3saT, and any remaining variables
in @3saT do not appear in any clauses. This circuit is constructed as follows.

Definition 10.15. In this definition we construct the circuit C. It has three inputs z1, z», z3 of length m,
which we specify below in Equation (124), and three inputs 01, 02,03 € {O, 1}. Foreach v € {1, 2, 3}, each
zy 1s supposed to specify a variable in ¢ according to a format we will now specify. If z, is not properly
formatted, then it does not correspond to a variable in ¢; if any of z1, z, z3 is not properly formatted, then C
automatically outputs 0. Below, we will often write substrings of the z,’s as though they are integers from
some specified range, i.e. 2 € {b,...,c}. This means that a is represented as a binary string of length
[log(c + 1)], which is to be interpreted as the binary encoding of an integer between b and c.

The input z, is formatted as a string (w, &, B1, B2, B3, Ba)- The first substring w has length m — (|a| +
|B1] + - - - + |Bal) bits and is formatted to be the all-zeroes string. Its purpose is to pad the inputs to have
the length m we specify below. Next, a is formatted as an integer &« € {1,2,3,4}. The variable encoded
by z, is specified by B, and the other three 5’s should be the all-zeros string. We now specify the encoding
of By, conditioned on the value of a.
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1. By is formatted as (t,1, j, k), where
te{l,...,T}, ie{l,...,7}, je{0,1,...,T+1}, ke{1,2}.
This corresponds to the variable cy ; j k.

2. B is formatted as (t,1, j), where
te{1,...,T}, ied{1,...,7}, je{0,1,...,T+1}.
This corresponds to the variable ht,i,j«

3. Bs is formatted as (¢, k), where
te{1,...,T}, ke{l,...,x}.
This corresponds to the variable s; .
4. By is formatted as (f, 1, ..., j7, k), where
te{l,..., T—1}, j,...,j7€{L2,...,T}, ke{l,...,r}
This corresponds to the variable a; j, i, k.

In total, the length of these substrings is
& + |B1] + - + [Bs] = O(log(T) + log(x) + log(r)) = O(log(T) + log(|D])) .
As aresult, because |D| < o, the length of the “padding” w can be chosen so that each z; has length
m = O(log(T) +log(c)) . (124)

Checking that each z, is properly formatted can be done by checking that certain substrings of z1, zp, and
z3 encode integers which fall within specified ranges. This can be done using O(m) gates.

Having specified the inputs, we can now specify the execution of the circuit, and we may assume that
21, 22,23 are properly formatted. Implementing the clauses from @poundary is simple; we specify how to
implement the clause from Equation (113).

* Suppose for input z1, & = 2. Then B can be parsed as (¢,1, ). The circuit accepts if t = j = 1 and
01 = 1, regardless of z and z3. This ensures that @3sat includes x,, V x§§ V xgg for any z, z3, 02, 03,
which is equivalent to including the arity-one clause x,.

This can be implemented with O(m) gates. Similar arguments can be used to implement the clauses from
Equations (114)-(119) using O(m) gates apiece.

Implementing the clauses from the formulas ¢check t,j,,...j, i more challenging. From Equation (121),
we can see that any constraint in this formula always involves a variable of the form 4, :  for some

ke{l,...,r}

1. First check if one of its inputs z1, 2, z3 corresponds to such a variable. This can be done with O(1)
gates simply by checking if for any of the z;’s, a = 4. If so, this specifies the values of t,ji, ..., j7.
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2. Each variable in @cpeck t,jy,... j, 1S associated with a variable in @check- The circuit checks if all the z;’s
are contained in Pcpeck ;... j, and then it computes which variable in ¢cpeck they are associated with.
We include below the example of checking whether z; is associated with the variable ccpeck,1,1,0,0-

e The circuit C first computes t + 1, which takes O(m) gates. It then looks at z; and checks
if o = 1. If so, then By = (¥, i’,j', k'), and so it tests the equalities ' =t + 1,7 =1, = jy,
and kK" = 0, each of which takes O(m) gates to test. If so, then z; is associated with Ccheck 1,1,0,0-

There are poly(|D|) variables in ¢cpeck and, for each variable z;, it takes O(m) gates to determine
whether z; is associated with this variable. As a result, because |D| < o, this takes poly(c,log(T))
gates to compute.

3. Whether z1, z, and z3 share a clause in @check ;... j, depends only on which variables in @cpeck they
are associated with. As a result, after having computed these variables, the algorithm can hard-code
whether the circuit C should accept.

This completes the description of C. In total, it contains poly(c,log(T)) gates. Computing C first requires
computing @check, Which takes time poly(|D|) < poly(c) by Propositions 10.12 and 10.14. After that,
the steps outlined above for construction C take time poly(c,log(T)).

The circuit C succinctly describes ¢ in the loose sense described above. Recall that ¢ accepts if and
only if it encodes the execution of D up to time T. We now modify C to (i) hard code 7, x, and y onto D’s
input tapes, and (ii) ensure that D accepts. We demonstrate how to do so by hard coding 7 as an example.

* The input 7 is described by some string v of length £ = O(log(n)). We would like to hard-code the
string (v, ¢ ) into the first tape of D. To do this, we first check if z; corresponds to the variable
Ctijk for some values of ¢,1i,j,k. Then, we check if + = 1, the time where the inputs appear on the
tapes, and i = 1, corresponding to the first tape. If so, we branch on whether j < ¢. If it is, then if
k = 1 the circuit accepts if 01 = 0, and if k = 2 the circuit accepts if 0 = vj. Otherwise, if j > £,
then if k = 1 the circuit accepts if 0y = 1, and if k = 2 the circuit accepts if 0 = 0. This can be done
with poly(log(n),log(T)) gates.

This modifies ¢ so that it only accepts if 7 is written on its first tape at input. We can similarly hard-code x
and y onto the second and third input tapes and hard-code the accepting state as the final state of D. In
total, this takes poly(log(n), |x|, |y|,log(T),), which is poly(log(n), Q,1og(T),c) because x and y
have length at most Q.

It remains to ensure that the variables corresponding to the 4th and 5th at time t = 1 are the lexicographically-
first named variables in ¢. However, this is simple and can be done using poly(log(n), Q,log(T), o) gates.
This concludes the construction. O

10.3 A succinct SSAT description for deciders

Proposition 10.9 allows us to convert any decider D and inputs 7, x, y into a 3SAT formula ¢3gaT, suc-
cinctly described by a circuit C, which represents it. However, there are two undesirable properties of this
construction, which we describe below.

. . 0i 0i 0i . . .
1. First, evaluating any clause (wi11 V wi22 V wi; ) of @3sar requires evaluating the same assignment w
at three separate points. While this is fine when the assignment w is provided in full to the verifier,
it can be a problem when the verifier is only able to query the points in w by interacting with a
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prover. In this case, the verifier might send the prover the values i1, i, i3, who responds with three
bits by, by, b3 € {0,1}, purported to be the values w;,, w;,, w;, for some assignment w € {0, 1}M.
As it will turn out, in the answer reduced protocol below, the verifier will actually be able to force
the prover to reply using three different assignments. In other words, the prover will have three
assignments w1, wo, w3 € {0, 1}M such that, for any iy, iy, i3 provided to it by the verifier, it will
respond with by = wy;,, by = wy;,, b3 = w3 ,,. However, even given this there is no guarantee that
the three assignments are the same assignments (i.e. that wq = wy = w3). In the work of [NW19],
this was accomplished by an additional subroutine called the intersecting lines test, which would
enforce consistency between w1, wp, and ws. In this work, on the hand, we would like to relax the
assumption that wj, wy, and w3 must be the same. This will allow us to not use the intersecting
lines test, simplifying the answer reduction protocol. (In fact, the answer reduced verifier will not be
querying the assignments directly, but rather low-degree encodings of these assignments.)

2. Second, we are guaranteed that w = (a, b, c) satisfies @3sa7 if and only if D accepts (1, x,y,4,b).
However, it is inconvenient that a and b are contained as substrings of w. To see why, recall from
Section 9 that the oracularized verifier sometimes gives one prover a pair of questions (x,y) and
another prover just one of the questions—say, x. The answer reduced verifier will sample its questions
similarly; as for its answers, it might expect the first prover to respond with a string w = (a, b, ¢) that
satisfies @3saT and the second prover to respond with a string a’ such that @ = a’. Verifying that
a = a’ requires the verifier to sample a uniformly random point from w, restricted to the coordinates
in a. As it turns out, generating a uniform point from a substring is extremely cumbersome, though
not impossible, to do when the verifier’s questions are expected to be sampled from conditional linear
functions. To remove this complication, though, we would instead prefer if the provers’ answers were
formatted in a way that gave the verifier direct access to the strings a and b.

In the remainder of this section, we will show how to modify the Succinct-3SAT circuits produced by
Proposition 10.9 in order to ameliorate these two difficulties. Doing so entails modifying the @3sar formula
from Proposition 10.9 to produce a 5SAT formula @ssat. The clauses of @sgaT will be of the form

ait v b2 vV w vV wyh Vwg o,
where a, b, w1, wy, and w3 are five separate assignments which are not assumed to be equal. The guarantee is
that (a, b, w1, wy, w3) satisfies pssar if and only if D accepts (1, x,y,a,b). This addresses the two concerns
from above: each clause is totally decoupled, meaning it samples 5 variables from 5 different assignments,
and so no consistency check must be performed between the assignments. In addition, the first two strings
exactly correspond to a and b, addressing the second item.

We now formally define decoupled SSAT instances and how they succinctly represent bounded deciders.
Following that, we show how the succinct 3SAT instance @3sat produced by Proposition 10.9 can be modi-
fied to produce a succinct SSAT instance @sgat Which represents D.

Definition 10.16 (Decoupled 5SAT and its succinct descriptions). A block of variables x; is a tuple x; =
(x50, .-, XiN,—1). A formula ¢ on 5 blocks x1, Xy, ..., x5 of variables is called a decoupled SSAT formula
if every clause is of the form

vV x®

01 02 03 04
xl,il\/xz,izvx \/.x 5/i5 4

3,03 ¥ X4,y

(125)

fori; € {0,1,..., N; — 1} and 0y,...,05 € {0,1}. (Recall from Definition 10.2 that the notation x° means
xifo=1and ~xifo =0.)
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For each i € {1,2,...,5}, suppose each N; is a power of two, and write it as N; = 2". Let C be
a circuit with five inputs of length 11,1y, ..., 15 and five single-bit inputs. Then C succinctly describes
decoupled ¢ if, for all i; € {0,1,...,N; — 1} and 0,0y, ...,05 € {0,1},

C(i],iz,...,i5,01,02,...,05):1 (126)

if and only if the clause in (125) is included in ¢. As in Definition 10.2, we slightly abuse notation and
use the convention that a number a between 0 and 2" — 1 is interpreted as its binary encoding binaryni(a)
when provided as input to a set of 7; single-bit wires.

Definition 10.17 (Succinct descriptions for bounded deciders). Let D be a decider. Fix an index n € IN and
atime T € IN. Let L = 2¢ be a power of two that is at least as large as 2T Let x and y be strings, r € IN
and R =2".

Consider a circuit C with two inputs of length ¢, three inputs of length r, and 5 single-bit inputs. Let ¢¢
be the decoupled 5SAT instance with two blocks of variables of size L and three blocks of size R which C
succinctly describes. Then we say that C succinctly describes D (on inputs n, x, and y and time T) if, for
all a,b € {0, 1}, there exists wy, wp, w3 € {0,1}R such that a, b, wy, wy, w3 satisfy ¢ if and only if there
exist Aprefix, Uprefix € {0, 1} of lengths £, £, < T, respectively, such that

a = encr (ﬂpreﬁx ’ and b= enCF(bprefix ’

and D accepts (11, X, Y, Aprefix, Uprefix) in time T.

In this definition of succinct descriptions, the answers a and b are isolated, in that the first input of C of
length ¢ indexes into a and the second input of length ¢ indexes into b. The next proposition shows how to
construct such descriptions.

Proposition 10.18 (Explicit succinct descriptions). There is a Turing machine SuccinctDecider with the
following properties. Let D be a decider, let n, T, Q, and ¢ be integers with Q < T and |D| < 0, and
let x and y be strings of length at most Q. Then on input (D,n,T,Q, o, x,y), SuccinctDecider outputs a
circuit C with two inputs of length £y(T), three of length ro(T, 7), and five single-bit inputs which succinctly
describes D on inputs n, x, and y and time T. Moreover, the following hold.

1. 4y(T) = [log(2T)]7.
2. 1o(T,0) = O(log(T) + log(0)),
3. C has at most so(n, T, Q, o) = poly(log(T),log(n),Q, o) gates,

4. SuccinctDecider runs in time poly(log(T),log(n), Q, o), and the parameters €y, 1o, so can be com-
puted fromn, T, Q, o in time poly(log(T),log(n),log(Q), 7).

Proof. The Turing machine SuccinctDecider begins by running the algorithm in Proposition 10.9 on input
(D,n,T,Q,0,x,y) to produce a circuit Czsat on 3rg + 3 inputs, where rg = O(log(T) + log(c)) is the
parameter 11 from the proposition. Set £g = [log(2T)], L = 2% and R = 2". Given this, SuccinctDecider
returns the circuit C with inputs i1,ip € {0,1,...,L — 1}, i3, is,i5 € {0,1,...,R—1}, 01,02,...,05 €
{0,1}, and

C(il,iz,. . .,i5,01,02,. . .,05) = 1,
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if one of the following conditions hold.

Cssar (i3, is,15,03,04,05) =1,

(i1 < 2T) A (i1 = i3) A (01 # 03) ,

(ip < 2T) A (ip = i3 —2T) A (02 # 03),
(i1 > 2T) A (ipisodd) A (01 = 1),

(i1 > 2T) A (ipiseven) A (01 = 0) ,
(ip > 2T) A (ipisodd) A (02 = 1),

(ip > 2T) A (ip iseven) A (0 = 0) ,

(i3 =ia) A (03 # 04) ,

(is = i5) A (04 # 05) .

It is not hard to verify that testing “(7; < 2T)” can be done with O(fy) AND and OR gates, and testing
(ip = i3 — 2T) can be done with O(m) AND and OR gates. Using similar estimates for the remaining
sub-circuits, we compute

size(C) = size(Cssar) + O(ro + lo) = size(Casar) + O(ro)
< poly(log(T),log(n), Q, o) + O(log(T) + log(c)) -

In addition, due to the simplicity of these modifications, we conclude that the runtime of SuccinctDecider
is dominated by the runtime of the algorithm from Proposition 10.9, which is poly(log(T),log(n), Q, ).

Now we show that C succinctly describes D on inputs 7, x, and y and time T. To begin, we describe
the decoupled SSAT formula ¢¢. Let us first consider the constraints in ¢¢ which are implied by the final
constraint, i.e. those of the form

a;t v b2V (wr)y Vo (w2)it v (ws)is

whenever iy = i5 and 04 # 05. For any fixed 71, i3, i3, the negations 01,07, 03 can take any values, and
as a result, the first three bits in the constraint vary over all assignments in {0,1}3. This means that these
constraints are satisfied if and only if (wz)?: Vv (wg) is satisfied whenever iy = i5 and 04 # 05. This, in
turn, is equivalent to the constraint wy = ws. Carrylng out similar arguments for the entire circuit, we can
express the formula ¢ as follows.

¢c(a,b,wy, wy, w3) = @asat(wi, wo, w3) A (w11 =a1) A (w1 =by)
VAN (612 = (10)1‘/27]") VAN (bz = (10)L/27T) VAN (w1 = ZUQ) VAN (ZUZ = ZU3).

Here, we write ¢35aT (w1, w2, w3) for the formula in which, for each constraint in @sgar, the first variable
is taken from w7, the second from w5, and the third from ws. In addition, we write a = (al,az), where
ay is the first 2T bits in a and a, is the remaining L — 2T bits, and similarly for b = (b1, by). We also
write wy = (w11, W12, W13), Where wq 1 contains the first 2T bits in wq, wyy contains the second 2T
bits, and w1 3 contains the remaining R — 4T bits. As a result, ¢ is satisfied only if w1 = wy = w3z =
(a1,b1,c) for some string ¢ € {0,1}R~4T. Tn this case, calling w = (a1, by,c), @c is satisfied only if
@3sat(w) is. By Proposition 10.9, this implies that there exists a string Aprefix Of length £, < T such that
a1 = encr (Aprefix, LT—¢4). This, in turn, implies that

a = (m,a2) = (encr(apresix, U ~), (10)"72T) = encr (aprefin, U"/>1) ,
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using the fact that encr(LJ) = 10, and similarly for b. Finally, Proposition 10.9 implies that D accepts
(11, X, Y, Aprefix, prefix) in time T. This completes the proof. O

As stated above, moving from 3SAT to 5SAT allows us to devote the first two inputs to @ and b. In
addition, we have added extra constraints into ¢¢ which enforce that w; = w, = w3, which means that we
can relax this assumption on these assignments.

We now show a simple transformation that takes in a succinct circuit C and outputs another succinct
circuit C’ whose 5 inputs are “padded” to contain more input bits.

Proposition 10.19 (Padding). Let C be a circuit of size s with two inputs of length ¢, three inputs of length r,
and 5 single-bit inputs. Suppose C succinctly describes D on inputs n, x, and y and time T. Then there is an
algorithm which takes as input (C,0,r,0',v"), with ' > € and v' > r, and in time poly(s, ¢, ") outputs a
circuit C' with the following properties. First, C' has two inputs of length {', three inputs of length v', and 5
single-bit inputs, and its size is s + poly(¢',1"). Second, it succinctly describes D on inputs n, x, and y and
time T.

Proof. Write L = 2/,R = 2" and L' = 2¢,R’ = 2. The algorithm constructs the circuit C’ which on
inputs iy,ip € {0,..., L' —1},13,14,i5 € {0,...,R"— 1}, and 04, ..., 05 € {0,1}, outputs 1 if and only if
one of the following conditions hold:

(11,12 < L) (ig,i4,i5 < R) /\C(il,iz,i3,i4,i5,01,02,03,04,05) =1 ,
(i1 > L)A(ipisodd) A (0 = 1),
(i1 > L) A (ipiseven) A (01 =0),
(ip > L) A (ipisodd) A (02 =1),

(ip > L) A (ipiseven) A (02 = 0) .

Now we show that C” succinctly describes D on inputs 7, x, and y and time T. To begin, we describe the
decoupled 5SAT formula ¢¢r. The second and third constraints imply that for each i1 > L, @/ contains the
constraint (a;,) if i1 is odd and (—a;, ) if 71 is even. Likewise, the fourth and fifth constraints imply that for
each iy > L, ¢¢ contains the constraint (b;,) if i is odd and (—a;, ) if 75 is even. Thus, we can express the
formula ¢ as follows.

@cr(a,b,wy, wa, w3) = @c(ay, by, w11, w1, wsp) A (a2 = (10)(L/_L)/2) A (b = (10)(L/_L)/2)- (127)

Here, we write a = (aq,a3) and b = (by, by), where a1, by have length L and a, b, have length L' — L, and
for each i € {1,2,3}, we write w; = (w;1,w;2), where w; 1 has length R and w; ; has length R’ — R.
Now, suppose there exist w1, wy, w3 such that a, b, wy, wy, w3 satisfy @c. Then because C succinctly
represents D, there exists Aprefix, Dprefix Of lengths €4, £, < T such that D accepts (n,x,y, Aprefixs bpreﬁx). In
addition,
ap = encr (aprefixz |—|L/27€a)/
and likewise for by. Equation (127) then implies that
a= (all 112) = (encr(apreﬁX/ |—|L/2_€a>/ (10)(L,_L)/2)
= (encr(apreﬁX/ |—|L/27€a)/ enCT(I—l) (LLL)/2)
= encr (Aprefix, LIF/271),

where the third step used the fact that encr(L/) = 10. As a similar statement holds for b, this establishes
that C’ succinctly describes D on inputs 7, x, and y and time T. O
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By combining Proposition 10.18 and Proposition 10.19 (choosing ¢ = r' = ry where rg is from
Proposition 10.18), we get the following:

Proposition 10.20 (Explicit padded succinct descriptions). There is a Turing machine PaddedSuccinctDecider
with the following properties. Let D be a decider, let n, T, Q, and ¢ be integers with Q < T and |D| < 0,
and let x and y be strings of length at most Q. Then on input (D,n,T,Q, 0, x,y), PaddedSuccinctDecider
outputs a circuit C with five inputs of length m(T, o) and five single-bit inputs which succinctly describes D
on inputs 1, x, and y and time T. Moreover, the following hold.

1. m(T,0) = O(log(T) +log(c)) and 2™ > 2T.

2. C has at most s(n, T, Q, ) gates, where s is such that s(n, T, Q,0) = poly(log(T),log(n),Q, o)
and 5m(T,0) +5+s(n, T, Q, ) is a power of 2.

3. PaddedSuccinctDecider runs in time poly(log(T),log(n), Q, o), and the parameters m(T,c),s(n, T, Q, o)
can be computed from n, T, Q, o in time poly(log(T),log(n),log(Q), ).

10.4 A PCP for normal form deciders

We give a probabilistically checkable proof (PCP) for the Bounded Halting problem specialized to the case
of normal form deciders. Our PCP will use standard techniques from the algebraic, low-degree-code-based
PCP literature. In particular, we slightly modify the PCP for Succinct-3SAT described in [NW19, Section
11] (which itself is based on the proof of the PCP theorem in [Har04]) to apply it to the decoupled Succinct-
SSAT instances described in Section 10.3. We follow their treatment closely. As the PCPs constructed in
this section are only an intermediate object towards the normal form verifier introduced in the next section
we do not include standard definitions on PCPs, and refer to these references (in particular [Har04]) for
background. We begin with some preliminaries.

10.4.1 Preliminaries

A key part of the PCP will be to design a function f : [F* — IF which is zero on the subcube Hgpeube =
{0,1}". Our next proposition shows that given such a function f, there is a way of writing it so that the fact
that it is zero on Hgypcybe 1S self-evidently true. Doing so involves showing that f can be written in a simple
basis of polynomials which are constructed to be zero on the subcube. This fact is standard in the literature
(see, for example, [BSS08, Lemma 4.11]), and we include its proof for completeness.

Proposition 10.21 (Polynomial basis of zero functions). Let F be a field. Define zero : F — IF as the
univariate polynomial x — x(1 — x). Define Hyypeure = {0,1}". Suppose f : F" — T is an individual
degree d polynomial such that f(x) = 0 for all x € Hgypeupe- Then there exist polynomials ¢y, . .., cy :
" — IF such that for all x € F",

n
f(x) =) ci(x) - zero(x;) .
i=1
In addition, for eachi € {1,...,n}, ¢; has individual degree-d.

Proof. To prove this, we first prove the following statement for each k € {0,1,...,n}: there exists an
individual degree-d polynomial 7y : [F* — IF and polynomials c1, ..., cx : [F" — TF such that

f(x) =) ci(x)-zero(x;) + re(x) . (128)

N.
Il >
._.l l
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In addition, for each i € {1,...,k}, ¢; has individual degree d and the degree of x; in ry is at most 1.

The proof is by induction on k, the base case of k = 0 being trivial. Now, we perform the induction
step. Assuming that Equation (128) holds for k, we will show that it holds for k + 1 as well. Let 7, be
the polynomial guaranteed by the inductive hypothesis. We now divide 7 by zero(xy 1) using polynomial
division. This guarantees a polynomial ¢, and an individual degree-d polynomial 71 (x) such that

rk(x) = cx1(x) - zero(xer1) + g (x)

In addition, cgq still has individual degree d (and in fact the degree of xy. 1 in cx.q is at most d — 2).
Furthermore, foreachi € {1,...,k+ 1}, rx, 1 has degree at most 1 in ;. Plugging this into Equation (128),

we see that
k+1

flx) =} cix) - zero(xi) + ries () - (129)
i=1
This completes the induction.
Applying the k = n case of Equation (128), we see that

f(x) = Zn:ci(x) -zero(x;) +r(x), (130)

i=1

where the degree of each variables in 7 is at most 1. Since f(x) vanishes on the subcube Hg;pcype, it must
also be that 7(x) vanishes on Hgpeupe as well. We claim that ¥ must therefore be the zero polynomial.

We prove this by showing the following statement: for every polynomial s(x, ..., x,) with individ-
ual degree 1 (i.e. a multilinear polynomial) that vanishes on all points x € {0,1}", s must be the zero
polynomial. We show this by induction on the number of variables.

Consider the base case n = 1. Then s is a univariate polynomial with degree at most 1. However it is
zero on two points, so therefore it must be the zero polynomial. Now for the inductive step: assuming the
proposition holds for some 1 > 1, we show that it holds for n 4 1 as well. For any multilinear polynomials,
we can write

S(X1,. v, Xpg1) = Xpp151(X1, oo, X)) +52(X1, -0, Xn)

where both s; and s, are n-variate multilinear polynomials. Fix x,.1 = 0. Then s(xy,...,x,,0) =
$2(x1,...,x,). Since s vanishes on {0,1}""!, this implies that s, vanishes on {0,1}" as well. By the
inductive hypothesis, s, is the identically zero polynomial. Now fix x,.1 = 1. Then s(x1,...,x,,1) =
s1(x1,...,xy). Again, since s vanishes on {0, 1}, this implies that s; vanishes on {0, 1}" as well. Again
by the inductive hypothesis, s1 is the identically zero polynomial. This shows that s is the identically zero
polynomial, completing the induction.

Thus, r is the zero polynomial. Applying this fact to Equation (130), we arrive at the statement in the
proposition. O

10.4.2 The PCP

The problem. The input to the PCP verifier is a tuple (D, n, T, Q, 0,1, x,y). Here, D is a decider, n, T,
Q, o and 7y are integers with Q < T and |D| < 0, and x and y are a pair of strings of length at most Q each.
The goal of the verifier is to check whether there exists two strings dpyrefix and bpreﬁx of length at most T
such that D halts on input (1, x, y, Aprefixs bpreﬁx) in time at most T. To do that the verifier makes random
queries to a specially encoded PCP proof 11, and decides whether to accept or reject based on the parts of
IT that it reads. The proof IT is encoded using a low-degree code whose parameters are controlled by <y: the
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larger <y, the smaller the soundness error in testing the code. We first set the parameters used in the PCP
construction.

Definition 10.22 (Parameters for the PCP). For all integers 1, T, Q, 0,y € IN such that Q < T and |D| <
o define the tuple pcpparams(n, T,Q,0,) = (q,m,d,m’,s) as follows. Let m = m(T,c), and s =
s(n,t,Q, o) be as in Proposition 10.20. Let a > 1and 0 < b’ < 1 be the universal constants from
Theorem 7.8. Define the following integers.

1. Let m" = 5m + 5 + s (recall that by Proposition 10.20, s is chosen so that m’ is a power of 2).

2. Letg = 2K where k is the smallest odd integer satisfying the following:

(a) k> <('yb’—|—3a’)/b’> -logs.
(b) (2+5k)m'/2F < 1/2.

() km' 2k < sV,

(d) 2* is divisible by m’.

3. Letd = k.

Givenn, T, Q, o, 7y represented in binary, the parameter tuple pcpparams(n, T, Q, ¢, y) can be computed in
time poly(log(n),log(T),log(Q),log(),log(0r)).

Next, we define the format of a valid PCP proof, which for our construction consists of evaluation tables
of low-degree polynomials.

Definition 10.23. Given n,T,Q, 0,y € N and (gq,m,d, m’,s) = pcpparams(n, T, Q, 0, 7), a low-degree
PCP proof is a tuple I1 of evaluation tables of polynomials g1,..., 5 : ng1 — Fyand co, ..., cp : IF;”, —
IF; with all polynomials having individual degree at most d. We divide the m’ input variables of ¢y, ..., Cyy
into blocks as follows:

!
]quaz:(xl,...,x5,o,w).
Iy Fp  FF

Definition 10.24. Given a low-degree PCP proof IT and a point z = (x1,...,x5,0,w) € IF;”,, where

X1,...,x5 € F" 0 € IF;, and w € IF;, the evaluation of I1 at z is given by

eval,(IT) = (a1,...,a5,B0,--.,Bmw) € IFSJ””, ,
where «; = g;(x;) and B; = cj(z).
Theorem 10.25. There exists a Turing machine M ar with the following properties.
1. (Input format) The input to M ag consists of two parts: a “decider specification” and a “PCP view.”

(a) (Decider specification) Let D be a decider, n, T, Q, 0 and <y be integers with Q < T, and o =
|D|, and let x and y be strings of length at most Q. Let (q,m,d, m’,s) = pcpparams(n, T, Q,c,y)
be as in Definition 10.22. Then the corresponding decider specification is the tuple

(D,n,T,Q,c,7,%,Y).
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(b) (PCP view) Let z € IF;”, and let & € IFS*’”/. Then the PCP view is the pair (z,E).
The Turing machine M aR returns either 1 (accept) or 0 (reject).
2. (Complexity): MR runs in time at most poly(log(T),log(n), Q, o, ).

For the remaining items, fix a decider specification (D,n,T,Q, 0,7, x, y); we think of M ar as a function
of the PCP view input only.

3. (Completeness): Suppose Aprefix, bprefix € {0,1}* are two strings of length £,, ¢, < T, respectively,
such that D halts and accepts in time T on input (n,x, Y, Aprefixs bpreﬁx). Let M = 2™ and write

|_|M/27€a) |_|M/27€b) ,

a = encr (aprefix ’ and b = encr(bpr‘?fix ’

where recall that by Proposition 10.20, m is chosen so that 2T < M, and U is a special symbol that
is encoded using two bits; thus a and b are each an M-bit string. Then there exists a low-degree PCP
proof (Definition 10.23) 11 = (g1,...,85,€0,--.,Cyr) With §1 = g, and go = gy, the low-degree
encodings of a and b, respectively (see Section 3.4), which causes M aR to accept with probability 1
over a uniformly random z € IF;”/.'

Pr (Magr(zeval(IT)) =1) =1.

ml
ze]Fq

4. (Soundness): Let 11 = (g1,...,85,C0,---,Cnr) be a low-degree PCP proof such that Magr at a
uniformly random z accepts with probability larger than psound = %

Pr (Mar(z eval;(IT)) = 1) > Psound -

ze]F{]’"
Then there exist strings a,b € {0, 1}M with the following properties.

(a) There exist strings Aprefix, bpreix € 10,1}* of length £y, €y, respectively, such that
a = encr (Aprefix , UM/2=ta)y  apd b = encr(bprefix , UM/2=6yy |

(b) D halts in time T and accepts on input (1, X,Y, Aprefix, bprefix)-

(c) a = Dec(g1) and b = Dec(g2), where Dec(-) is the Boolean decoding map of the low-degree
encoding defined in Section 3.4.

It is important to note that the soundness in Theorem 10.25 is only against low-degree proofs, which
is why we are able to obtain a soundness error independent of . The eventual answer-reduced verifier
(Theorem 10.27) will combine this PCP with the low-degree test, and the latter will introduce a dependence
on 7 in the soundness error.

Proof of Theorem 10.25. We present the description of the Turing machine M s in Figure 13.
Before establishing the Complexity, Completeness, and Soundness properties of M g, we point out
several important items. Recall that M = 2.
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The Turing machine M ag takes the following as input:
* Decider specification (D,n, T, Q, 7,7, x,Y)
* PCP view (z,5)
The Turing machine performs the following steps sequentially:

1. Compute C = PaddedSuccinctDecider(D,n, T, Q, 0, x,y). The circuit C has five m-bit
inputs and five single-bit inputs, and contains at most s AND and OR gates.

2. Compute the Tseitin formula F (Definition 10.4) corresponding to C, which is a boolean
formula on m’ = 5m + 5 + s variables. Let Fyi, : Iqu/ — IF; denote the arithmetization
of F (Definition 10.5).

3. Parse z = (x,0,w) € IF’qﬂ/ where x1,...,x5 € F™, 0 € ]Fg, and w € IFZ (Here
x is a variable which should not be confused with an input x to D.) Parse & =

!

(DC],...,DC5,‘BO,...,ﬁm/) EIFg+m .

4. (Formula test) Reject if By # Faritn (¥, 0,w) - (a1 — 01) - - - (5 — 05). Otherwise, con-
tinue.

5. (Zero on subcube test) Reject if By # YI"; Bi - zero(z;). Otherwise, accept.

Figure 13: The decision procedure M aR.

1. We recall what it means for the circuit C computed in Step 1 of Figure 13 to succinctly describe
the SSAT formula ¢¢. Let the inputs of the formula ¢ be strings a, b, us, ug, us € {0, 1}M. Then
for all x1,...,x5 € {0,1}" and 0 € {0,1}°, we have that C(xy,...,x5,0) = 1 if and only if
aill vV bE Vv ug%% \Y, ui‘,‘n \Y, ug?xs is a clause in @¢, where the coordinates of a, b, u3, 14, us are indexed
by strings of length m.
Furthermore, the formula ¢¢ is related to the decider D in the following way. For all a,b € {0, 1}M,
there exist us, ug, us € {0,1 }M such that a, b, u3, ug, us satisfy @¢ if and only if there exist Aprefix bpreﬁx €
{0,1}* of lengths ¢,, ¢, < T, respectively, such that

uM/Zféu) uM/Zféb)

a= eI’ICr(apreﬁX, and b = encr (bprefiX/

and D accepts (11, X, Y, Aprefix, bprefix) in time T.

2. We recall from Definition 10.4 that the boolean formula F is related to C in the following way. For all
x1,...,x5 € {0,1}" and o € {0,1}°, C(xy,...,x5,0) = 1if and only if there exists a w € {0,1}°
such that F(xq,...,x5,0,w) = 1. The size of the formula F is linear in the size of the circuit C,
which is s.

3. We recall from Definition 10.5 that the arithmetization Fy, := arith, (F) is a function Fypip :
IFZ1, — IF,; such that

V(x,0,w) € {0,1}’”/ , Faitn(x,0,w) = F(x,0,w) . (131)
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By Proposition 10.6, F,in 18 an individual degree 2 polynomial.

Complexity. We bound the complexity of the Turing machine M agr. From Proposition 10.20, Step 1 takes
time poly(log(T),log(n), Q,r). Computing the Tseitin formula in Step 2 takes time that is polynomial
in the size of the circuit C, which is poly(s) = poly(log(T),log(n), Q,c). The Formula Test, Step 4,
requires computing the arithmetization JF,.y, at a point z € ]F?/, which takes time poly(s,logg). The
Zero on Subcube Test, Step 5, takes time poly(1’,log q) to compute a sum of m’ products of IF; elements
(evaluating zero(-) takes time poly(logg)). Thus the complexity of M R is bounded by

poly(log(T),log(n),Q,c, )

using our choice of pcpparams from Definition 10.22. (The dependence on 7y comes form the setting of 4.)

Completeness. We now establish the Completeness property of M ar by concocting a PCP proof IT that
is accepted with probability 1.

Leta,b € {0,1}M be as specified in Item 3 of Theorem 10.25. Then by definition of the formula ¢
and the assumption that D halts and accepts in time T on input (1, x, y, Aprefixs bpreﬁx), there exist strings
us, ug, us € {0,1}M such that (a, b, u3, uy, us) satisfies @¢.

Let g1, g2 denote the low-degree encodings of a and b, respectively (see Section 3.4 for definition of
low-degree encoding), and let g3, g4, g5 denote the low-degree encodings of 13, u4, and us, respectively. In
particular, g1, ..., gs are m-variate multilinear polynomials, and for all x1,...,x5 € {0,1}™,

g1(x1) =ax,, (x2) =bx,, $(x3) =usy,, ga(xs) =usy,, g5(x5) =usy,,

where we index the coordinates of a, b, u3, u4, us by m-bit strings in the natural way.
. /
Next, define the polynomial cp : lF;” — F; as

co(x,0,w) = Faritn (¥, 0,w) - (g1(x1) —01) - -+ (g5(x5) — 05) .

Note that ¢ has individual degree 3, since as recalled in item 3 above Fm (%, 0, w) has individual degree
2 and each of the ¢;’s are multilinear).

We now show that co(x,0,w) = 0 for all (x,0,w) € {0,1}"". By construction, the arithmetization
Farith (X, 0, w) is either 0 or 1. If it is 0, then we are done. If it is 1, then this means that F(x,0,w) = 1,
which by definition means that C(x,0) = 1, which means that a3} V b3 V ug?XS V uZ"*M V ugi% is a clause in
the formula ¢¢. But since (a, b, us, us, us) satisfies ¢¢, this means that at least one of Ay, = 01, by, = 02,
U3y, = 03, Usy, = 04, OF U5, = 05. But this means that the product (g1(x1) —o01) - - - (g5(x5) —05) =0,
by definition of the g;’s. Thus co(x,0,w) = 0.

Thus, by Proposition 10.21, there exist polynomials c1, ..., Cyy : Ing/ — IF; of individual degree at most
3 that certify that ¢ vanishes on {0, 1}’”/. In other words, for all z € ]FZ1 (not just over the boolean cube),

we have

m/

co(z) =Y ci(z) - zero(z)) (132)

i=1
where zero(x) = x(1 — x).
Let the PCP proof IT be the collection of polynomials ( S1,-+-,85,€0,C1,- -, C' ), Where the gi’s act on
disjoint variables and the c;’s act on all of them. Let z € ]FZ1/ and let & = (a1,...,a5,B0,B1,---, Bu) =
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eval,(IT). The PCP view (z, E) passes the Formula Test always, because By = co(z) and &; = g;(z) for
i€{1,2,...,5}. The PCP view also passes the Zero on Subcube Test, because of Equation (132).

Thus the PCP view is accepted by the Turing machine Mg with probability 1. This establishes the
Completeness property.

Soundness. Fix a low-degree PCP proof IT = (g1,...,85,C0, - ., Cp) such that the PCP view (z, E) for
E = eval,(IT) causes M xR to accept with probability greater than psounq. This, in particular, implies that
the Formula Test is satisfied with high probability. With probability greater than pgoung over the choice of
Z ~ IF;”,, we have

c0(z) = Farith(2) - (g1(x1) —01) -+~ (g5(x5) — 05)

Note that co(z), by definition of low-degree PCP proof, has individual degree at most d. The right-hand
side has individual degree at most 2 + 5d, because F, i has individual degree 2 and the g;’s have in-
dividual degree at most d. Thus both sides have total degree at most (2 + 5d)m’. Suppose co(z) was
not identical to Fom(z) - (g1(x1) —o01) -+ (g5(x5) — 05). Then the Schwartz-Zippel lemma implies
that the probability they agree on a randomly chosen z is at most (2 + 5d)m’/q. By our choice of g,
m’, and d in Definition 10.22, this is less than psoung, Which is a contradiction. Thus co(z) is equal to
Jrarith(z) : (81 (Xl) — 01) s (g5(.X‘5) — 05) forall z € IFZZ,.

Next, we consider the Zero on Subcube Test. With probability greater than psoung over the choice of
Z ~ ]F?/, we have

co(z) =Y ci(z) - zero(z;).

1=

i=1
Again, the polynomials on both sides of the equation have individual degree at most d + 2, and therefore
total degree at most (2 + d)m’. By the Schwartz-Zippel lemma, the probability that both sides would agree
on the evaluation of a random z, if they weren’t equal polynomials, would be at most (2 + d)m’/g, which
is also less than pgoung- Thus ¢o(z) = Zl’-”:/l ci(z) - zero(z;) forall z € IFZ{. This in particular implies that

co(z) vanishes on the subcube {0,1}""

We can now decode assignments a, b, us, uy, us € {0,1}M that satisfy the formula ¢@c. Let a =
Dec(g1),b = Dec(g2),us = Dec(g3),us = Dec(gs),us = Dec(gs) where Dec(-) is the decoding
map defined in Section 3.4. The fact that ¢o(z) vanishes on the subcube {0, 1}’”/ implies that all clauses of
@c are satisfied by a,b, uz, us, us. By construction of @, this implies that there exists Aprefixs bpreﬁx such
that D(n, x,y, Aprefix, bpreﬁx) accepts in time T. This completes the proof of the Soundness property, and
the proof of the Theorem. O

10.5 A normal form verifier for the PCP

In this section we show how to convert the PCP from Section 10.4 into a normal form verifier. This results
in an “answer reduction” scheme: a way to map a verifier V into a new (typed) verifier VAR with a smaller
answer size.

Let V = (S, D) be a normal form verifier and (A, y, y) a tuple of integers. In the rest of this section we
define the (typed) answer-reduced verifier VAR = (3 AR f)AR) associated with V) and parameters (A, pt,y).
Completeness, complexity and soundness of the construction are shown in the following sections.
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10.5.1 Parameters and notation

We establish some notation and parameters that are used throughout Section 10.5. First, define the functions
T(n) = (2*)* and Q(n) = (An)*. (133)

In the main theorem of this section, Theorem 10.27, we assume that the input verifier V satisfies
TIMEp(n) < T(n) and TIMEg(n) < Q(n). (134)

In what follows we write T and Q as free parameters (though they are implicitly functions of the index n).
Next, for all integers n € IN define the PCP parameters (q,m,d, m’,s) = pcpparams(n, T, Q,c,7)
where 0 = |D|. Note that the parameters (g, m,d, m’,s) are all implicitly functions of .
Recall from Definition 4.16 the notation ps denoting the distribution over pairs of questions (x4, xp)
generated by S. We use yg a to indicate the marginal distribution of ps on the first question x,, and
SuUPP(pus) to indicate the set of question pairs that have nonzero probability under js.

Remark 10.26. Throughout Section 10.5, for convenience we often identify the label A with 1 and B with
2. For example, g is another label for the polynomial ;.

10.5.2 The answer-reduced verifier

Let V = (S, D) be anormal form verifier and (A, y, y) integers. All other required parameters and notation
are introduced in Section 10.5.1.

Sampler. In this section we define the (typed) sampler SAR for the (typed) answer reduced verifier PAR,

We first give an intuitive description of the sampler, and then proceed to give a formal definition. The
sampler SAR is a product of the oracularized sampler SORAC corresponding to S, and a typed PCP sampler
SPCP The corresponding question distribution p SAR is then a product distribution y Sorac X M gpep.

The PCP distribution  gpce corresponds to six copies of the classical low-degree test question distribu-
tion (see Section 7.1.1). Recall that the classical low-degree test is a nonlocal game that checks whether
the players’ answers are consistent with low-degree polynomials. The answer-reduced verifier will use
the classical low-degree test to check that the players respond with evaluations of low-degree polynomials
S1,-+-,85,€0,--.,Cy, and then process the evaluations using the PCP verifier M ar from Theorem 10.25.
Five of the six copies are meant to certify the “low-degreeness” of g1, ..., gs, and the sixth copy is used to
certify the “low-degreeness” of the entire bundle of polynomials g1, ..., gs,Co, ..., Cy. The reason that the
gi’s are checked individually is to ensure that they only depend on certain blocks of input variables, because
ultimately the soundness of the answer-reduced verifier reduces to the soundness of the PCP verifier M ag,
and Theorem 10.25 assumes that the polynomials g1, . . ., g5 of the PCP proof only depend on certain subsets
of variables.

We now formally define the typed PCP sampler SPCP_ The type set is

TPCP = {POINTy, ..., POINT} U {ALINEy, ..., ALINEg} U {DLINE, ..., DLINEg},
and the type graph GPCP = (TPCP EPCP) yses the complete edge set EPCP = TPCP » TPCP The ambient
vector space for the sampler is
5
VPCeP — (@ Vix@® Vi1 ® Vi,V) ® Vaux,x D Vaux1 D Vaux,v , (135)

i=1
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where the spaces V;x, V;y are each isomorphic to ngi, the space V;; is isomorphic to IFy, the spaces

Vaux,x, Vaux,v are each isomorphic to IF;;’*S, and the space V,ux,1 is isomorphic to IF;. In addition, de-
fine the following direct sums:

V6,X = (é Vi,X) ©® VAUX,X ’

Do

V6,I = ( Vz‘,I) @ VAUX,I ’

i=1

V6,V = ( Vi,V) @ VAUX,V .

@

—_

1=

Foralli € {1,2,...,6}, we call the space V; x the i-th point register, the space V; | the i-th coordinate regis-
ter, and the space V; y the i-th direction register (compare this with the subspaces defined in Section 7.1.1).
For every type t € TTCP, we define the following CL functions on VFCP:

* For the types t = POINT; for i € {1,...,6}, the corresponding 1-level CL function Lpom; 18
identical to the CL function Lpoyr defined in Equation (48), but acts on the subspace V;x ® V;1 ® V; v
(and zeroes out all the other registers).

* For the types t = ALINE; fori € {1,...,6}, the corresponding 2-level CL function Lapg, is
identical to the CL function Ly defined in Equation (49), but acts on the subspaces V;x © Vi1 ®
Viv.

* For the types t = DLINE; for i € {1,...,6}, the corresponding 3-level CL function Lppxg; is
identical to the CL function Lpp g defined in Equation (51), but acts on the subspaces V;x © Vi1 ®
Viv.

Observe that fori € {1,...,5}, the CL distributions yr,, . Leonr. a0 HLp e Loons. COrTespond to the
question distributions of the classical low-degree test parametefized bzy g and m (lsee Section 7.1.1 for the
definition of the low-degree test distributions, which only depend on the first two arguments of the 4-tuple
|dparams), and the CL distributions p. AL Lpont, and y Lotieg Leont, correspond to the classical low-degree
test parameterized by g and m’.

We finally give the formal definition of the sampler SAR The type set of SAR jg TAR — TORAC » TPCP

and the type graph is GAR = GO x GPP with edge set
EAR = {{(u,v), (W',V)}: {u,u'} € EO**“and {v,v'} € EP"} .

Let VORAC denote the ambient space of the oracularized sampler SORAC. The ambient space of SAR is then
the direct sum VORAC @ VPP For all type pairs (torac, tpcp) € T AR, the corresponding CL function
Ltoy e tocp 18 simply the direct sum of the CL functions Ly, (coming from SORAC) and Ly, (coming from
S PCP). Thus one can see that the distribution corresponding to & AR i the product distribution Sorac X
U gpcp-

Note that SAR is an max{/, 3}-level sampler, where ¢ is the number of levels of the sampler S.

Decider. The decider DAR is described in Fig. 14.
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Type Question Format Answer Format

POINT; fori =1,...,5 yie]Fg1 a; € Fy

ALINE; fori=1,...,5 vielF;”x]Pq hi:F; — Fy

DLINE; fori=1,...,5 vielF;”x]qu]P;” hi:F; — Ty

POINTg z=(y,0,w) € IF;”/ (af, ..., 0k, Bo, ..., Bur) € ]P*q”/+6
ALINEg veF! xF, (R, ... b, for. o ) s By — 0
DLINE v EF! X By xFI'  (Wy,...,H, fo,. ., fu) : g — F'+0

Table 1: Question and answer formats for types in 7 ¥ ¢F.

On input (1,ta, XA, ts, XB,aa,ap), the decider DAR parses ta, tg as (to,a,tra). and (tg s, trB)
respectively in 7 ORAC x TPCP parses xo and xp as (xg,a,X11,4) and (xg B, x11,8) respectively. The
answer format depends only on try A and tryp respectively and is as indicated in Table 1. The decider
performs the following steps sequentially, for all w € {A,B}:

1. (Global consistency check): If ty = tg, rejectif ay # ag.

2. (Input consistency check): If t;,, = ORACLE and to7 = v € {A,B}, and if (try, trim) =
(POINTg, POINT,), reject if ay # &), (where A <> 1 and B < 2, as per Remark 10.26).

3. (Input low degree test) If to,, = tomp = v € {A,B}, and if (trw tne) =
(POINT,, ALINE;) (resp. DLINE;, instead of ALINEy), execute Dtharams on input

(POINT, X7y, ALINE, X115, A, A5) (resp. DLINE instead of ALINE), where Idparams =
(q,m,d,1). Reject if D} rejects.

Idparams

4. (Proof encoding checks): If tg,, = tg 7 = ORACLE,

(a) (Consistency test) If (tryq, trim) = (POINT;, POINTg) for some i € {3,...,5}, reject if
a; # .

(b) (Individual low degree test) If (tryq, trim) = (POINT;, ALINE;) (resp. DLINE;) for some
i € {3,...,5}, execute Dtharams on input (POINT, X174, ALINE, X11 5, w, Az5) (resp.

DLINE). Reject if DIP rejects.

Idparams

(c) (Simultaneous low degree test) If (tryy, trim) = (POINTg, ALINEg) (resp. DLINEg),

execute DIIHI?) rame O inpUL (POINT, X171, ALINE, X11 5, Aw, z5) (resp. DLINE), where

Idparams’ = (g, m’,d, m' 4+ 6). Reject if Dtﬁ)aramsl rejects.

5. (Game check): If tg,, = ORACLE, then for v € {A, B}, compute xyo = L%(xQ). If tre =
POINTg, reject if MAr((D,n, T, Q, 7, Xw A, Xw,B), (2, 4w)) rejects. Otherwise, accept.

Figure 14: The decision procedure DAR_ Parameters T,Q,q,m, m’,d,y are defined in Section 10.5.1.

10.5.3 Main theorem for answer reduction

Theorem 10.27. There exists a polynomial time Turing machine ComputeAnsRedVerifier that, on input
(V, A, 1, 7v) where V is an {-level normal form verifier and A, i,y € IN, outputs the description of the
answer reduced verifier VAR = (SAR DAR) Let T(n) and Q(n) be the functions specified in Eq. (133),
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and suppose that V satisfies the complexity conditions specified in Eq. (134). Then VAR is max{¢ + 2,5} -
level, has time complexity bounds

TIMEgax (1) = O(TIMEgowc (1) + poly(log(T(n)), D], 7)) = poly((An)¥,|D],7),
TIMEpax () = poly (log(T(n)), Q(n), |D|,v) = poly((An)*,|D|,7),

and furthermore the sampler S®R only depends on S, the parameter tuple (A, 1, 7v), and the description
length | D| (but nothing else about D). Moreover; there exists a function

6(e,n) =ay"((A-|D|-n)™ - e+ (A-|D|-n)7H7)
for universal constants a > 0, 0 < b < 1, such that the following hold for all n > 2:

1. (Completeness) If V), has a projective, consistent, and commuting (PCC) strategy of value 1, then
VAR has an SPCC strategy with value 1.

2. (Soundness) If val* (ViR) > 1 — ¢ for some & > 0 then val*(V,)) > 1 — 6(g, n).
3. (Entanglement) Let & () be as defined in Definition 5.12. Then for all ¢ > 0,

EVAR 1) > &(Vy1—6(e,n)) .

Observe that TIMEpar (1) is polynomial in the logarithm of T(n), the runtime of the decider of V,
achieving the desired reduction in runtime and answer complexity.

Proof. The Turing machine ComputeAnsRedVerifier can be described as follows:

1. From the description of V, compute the description of the (typed) oracularized verifier YORAC =
(SORAC, DORAC) y5ing the Turing machine ComputeOracleVerifier from Theorem 9.1,

2. From the description of the typed sampler SORAC and the parameter tuple (A, u,y), compute the

descriptions of the typed sampler SAR as described in Section 10.5.2.

3. From the descriptions of the decider D and the parameter tuple (A, p, y), compute the descriptions of
the typed decider DAR as described in Figure 14.

4. Compute the detyped verifier VAR = (SAR, DAR) = Detype(VAR).

The Turing machine ComputeAnsRedVerifier takes time that is poly(|V|, log A, log u,log 7y), because each
step, including the detyping procedure, runs in time that is polynomial in the length of the input (V, A, 1, 7).

Properties of the sampler SAR. It can be verified via inspection that the typed sampler SAR depends on
SORAC (which itself only depends on S; see Theorem 9.1), and SPCP (which only depends on the parameter
tuple (A, 1, 7) and the description length |D|). Using Theorem 9.1, SORAC is a ¢-level typed sampler and,
therefore, SAR is a max{/¢,3}-level sampler as SPCPisa typed 3-level sampler. Using Lemma 6.18 for the
detyping it follows that SAR is a max{/ + 2, 5}-level typed sampler.
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Complexity. In addition to the running time of SORA the time complexity of SAR also includes the run-
ning time of & PCP which is dominated by the complexity of computing the CL functions Lpoinr;, LALing;
and Lpp iy, From Lemma 7.9, this takes time

poly(m',logq) = poly(7,s) = poly(log T,logn, Q, [D|,v) = poly(log T, |D|,7) ,
where the last equality uses the formulas (133). Therefore the time complexity of SAR is
O (TIME gowsc (n) + poly(log T(n), D], 7)) -

The complexity of SAR = Detype(S’ AR) then follows by Lemma 6.18 and Equation (134).

The decider DR executes subroutines D'? and M ag. The runtime of D" is poly(m,d, m’,logq).
The runtime of M 4R is given in Theorem 10.25; for T and Q as in (133) it is poly(log T, log n,log g, Q, | D|).

In addition to theese subroutines, DAR computes the CL functions L* and L® of the oracularized sam-
pler SORAC in Step 5 of Figure 14. By Theorem 9.1, the complexity of SORA€ is polynomial in the time
complexity of S, which by Equation (134) is at most Q (7).

Thus the overall time complexity of DAR, using both the PCP parameter settings of Definition 10.22
and the assumptions of Equation (134), is poly((An)*,|D|, 7). The complexity of Detype(D*R) follows
by Lemma 6.18.

Completeness, Soundness, and Entanglement. The Completeness property is established in Section 10.6
and the Soundness and Entanglement properties are proven in Section 10.7. ]

10.6 Completeness of the answer-reduced verifier

We establish the Completeness property of the answer reduced verifier as stated in Theorem 10.27.

Proof of the Completeness part of Theorem 10.27. We establish the Completeness property of VAR which
by the Detyping Lemma (Lemma 6.18) establishes the Completeness property of VAR,

Let n > 1 be an index for VAR, Let .# be a PCC strategy for V, with value 1. By Theorem 9.1 it
follows that there exists a symmetric PCC strategy .#”ORAC using a state 1) with value 1 for VORAC. We
define a strategy .AR for the typed verifier V;ZA‘R as follows. The shared state is |¢). Given the index n
and (A, p, ), each player can compute (g, m,d, m’,s) = pcpparams(n, T, Q, 7, 7y) (see Definition 10.22),
where T = T(n) and Q = Q(n) are as in (133), and o = |D|. Let M = 2™.

1. On receipt of a question ((tg,trr), (xg, x11)) a player first measures their share of [¢) using the
projective measurement for .’ ORA€ for the typed question (to,X@) to obtain an outcome ag. The
player then computes an answer, depending on tg, 29 and try, X1y, as follows:

(a) Suppose tg = v € {A,B} and t;7 € {POINT,, ALINE, } (resp. DLINE, instead of ALINE,).
Let ab = aq if ag has length at most T', and let ab be the truncation of ag to its first T symbols
otherwise. Let £, < T be the length of ab, and set

aly = encr(ag, UM/2 1),

Next, the player computes the low-degree encoding 8al) of a’Q’ using the low-degree encoding
described in Section 3.4, in the same way as described in Section 10.4.2. The player then returns
the restriction of 8al) to the axis-parallel line (resp. the diagonal line) specified by x7.
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(b) If to = ORACLE, for v € {A, B} the player computes questions x, = L”(x(), as in Step 1 of
DORAC The player parses ag as a pair (aa,ag). Let a)y = an if ax has length at most T, and
let 2/, be the truncation of a4 to its first T symbols otherwise. Let {4 < T be the length of a/,,
and set
al = encr(ay, UM/2=6),

Define a}j similarly. The player computes a PCP proof IT = (g1,...,85,¢0,...,Cp) as de-
scribed in the completeness case of Theorem 10.25 for the tuple (D, n, T, xa, xp), where the
polynomials g7, g» are low-degree encodings of a’ and aj, respectively.

i. Ift;; € {POINT;, ALINE; } (resp. DLINE; instead of ALINE;) fori € {1,...,5}, the player
returns the restriction of g; to the axis-parallel line (resp. diagonal line) of ng1 specified by
XI1.

ii. If t;; € {POINT, ALINEg} (resp. DLINE¢ instead of ALINEg), the player returns the
restriction of all the polynomials g1, ...,gs, Co, ..., Cpy to the axis-parallel line of ]FZ1/ (resp.
the diagonal line) specified by xpj.

(c) In all other cases the player returns 0.

The strategy .#“R is projective and consistent because .7 O%AC is. To show that it has value 1, we first
observe that by definition it satisfies all consistency checks. Moreover, the strategy passes all low-degree
tests with certainty because it always returns restrictions of consistent polynomials. Finally, it also passes
the game check with probability 1. This follows from the completeness statement of the PCP made in
Theorem 10.25 and the fact that, if D accepts the input (1, x4, Xp, a4, ap) in time at most T then it also
accepts (1, xa, X, dy,ay) in time at most T, where 4/, and aj are obtained from a, and ag by truncating
them to strings of length T if their lengths exceed T.

To show that .AR is commuting, note that using the product structure of SAR every typed question pair
with positive probability consists of a pair of questions ((tg a, Xg,a), (to,8, XQ,8)) With positive probability
for SORAC together with an arbitrary pair ((tria, x11a), (trie, xr1)). Using that .#ORA€ is commuting
and that the additional operations associated with ((trya, Xr1,4), (tr, Xr5)) amount to classical post-
processing it follows that .AR is commuting.

This establishes the existence of a symmetric PCC strategy for V;?R with value 1. By Lemma 6.18 it
follows that there exists a symmetric PCC strategy for ViR = Detype(f)AR)n with value 1.

O

10.7 Soundness of the answer-reduced verifier

Proof of the soundness part of Theorem 10.27. We first show the soundness for the typed verifier VAR,
Soundness for the detyped verifier VAR follows from Lemma 6.18, with a constant-factor loss using that
the type set 7 AR for VAR has constant size.

We proceed in two steps. Fix an index n > 1 and suppose that Val*(f/,fR) > 1 — ¢ for some ¢ > 0.
Observe that SORAC and SPCP both sample distributions that are invariant under permutation of the two
players; therefore, the same holds for SAR Moreover, the decider DAR treats both players symmetrically.
Therefore, the game played by V;?R is a symmetric game. Applying Lemma 5.7 it follows that there exists
a symmetric projective strategy . = (|g), M) for VAR with value greater than 1 — e.

We use the following shorthand notation. A pair of questions to the players is ((ta, ¥’y ), (tg, X5 )) where
forw € {A,B}, tw = (tQu, trw) and x5, = (X, X11,,)- When w is clear from context we omit it from

the subscript. Fixing a w, whenever tg = ORACLE we introduce x5 = L*(xg) and xg = LB (xg) and

149



often write directly the player’s question as xg = (xa, xg). Whenever to = v € {A, B} we slightly abuse
notation and write the question as xg = (Xo,v), explicitly including the type to clarify which player it
points to.

We denote the measurements used by both players in strategy . by {M(xQ)if“ }, where for the sake of
clarity we have notationally separated the two parts xg and xyy of the question and omitted explicit mention
of the associated types tg and ty (we include the type and write M(XQ)EH’XH when it is needed for clarity).
First we show that the strategy . is close to a strategy .#’ that performs “low-degree” measurements: upon
receipt of a typed question (t,x) = ((tg,tr1), (xo, x11)) a player first performs a measurement depending
on xg to obtain a tuple of low-degree polynomials, and then returns evaluations of those polynomials on
the subspaces (either axis-parallel or diagonal lines) specified by xr7. This step of the argument uses the
quantum soundness of the low-degree test performed in Steps 3 and 4 of Figure 14. Next, we “decode”
this strategy to produce a strategy . for VORAC with a high value. This step makes use of the classical
soundness of the underlying PCP shown in Section 10.4. The conclusion of the theorem then follows from
the soundness of VORAC (Theorem 9.3). We proceed with the details.

We start by showing a sequence of claims that establish approximations implied by the assumption that
AR succeeds with probability greater than 1 — ¢ in the decision procedure implemented by the decider in
Figure 14.

Claim 10.28 (Global consistency check, Step 1). On average over questions (ta, xa) = ((to,trr), (X, X))
sampled from the marginal distribution of i gar on the first player it holds that

M(xQ)i" @I ~¢ I® M(xg);" . (136)

Proof. First we observe that the condition ty = tp for the global consistency check, Step 1 in Figure 14,
holds with constant probability over the choice of a pair of questions (ta, Xa), (tg, xg) sampled according
to p£¢ar . Thus .7 must succeed in this test with probability 1 — O(e), conditioned on the test being executed:
this is because each of SORAC and SPCP have a constant probability of returning a pair of questions of the
same type.

Moreover, observe that conditioned on t, = tg a pair of questions ((ta,xa), (ta,XB)) ~ Hgar is
such that xo = xg = L, (z), where z is the sampler seed and L;, the CL function of type ta associated
with SAR. The claim then follows directly from the test and the definition of approximate consistency
(Definition 5.15). O

Claim 10.29 (Input consistency check, Step 2). For all v € {A,B}, on average over question pairs
(xa,xB) ~ pusandz = (y1,...,Ys5,0,w) € ngi/ sampled uniformly at random,

M(xa, x8)2ONT67 @ [ v [® M(xp,0)a0 ", (137)

where as in Remark 10.26 we made the identification 1 <> A and 2 <+ B. Moreover, an analogous relation
holds for operators acting on opposite sides of the tensor product.

Proof. Forw = A and fixed v € {A, B} there is a constant probability that to,, = ORACLE, toz = v,
and (trrq, trm) = (POINTg, POINT, ). Therefore, the input consistency check in Step 2 is executed with
constant probability, and .’ must pass it with probability 1 — O(¢), conditioned on the test being executed.

Moreover, conditioned on to,, = ORACLE, tqmz = v, and (tryw, trw) = (POINTg, POINT,), the
distribution of (xQw, Xow) is ((xa,xB), xy) for (xa,x) ~ ps and the distribution of (X114, Xr1w) is
(z,Yy) for a uniformly random z € ]F?/. Eq. (137) then follows directly from the specification of the test
and the definition of approximate consistency. The “moreover” part follows from the case w = B. O
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Claim 10.30 (Input low degree test, Step 3). For each v € {A,B} and for each x in the support of the
marginal of ug on player v there exists a measurement {Gg’v} € PolyMeas(m, d, q) such that the following
hold for some 61 = O(d.5(0(¢),q9,m,d, 1)), where .y, is defined in Theorem 7.8. For allv € {A,B}, on
average over x chosen from the marginal of us on player v and y, € lF;” sampled uniformly at random,

POINTy, Yo ~
M(x,v), @I~ I® G[evalyv( )—a] 7 (138)
POINTy, Yo ~s
[® M(x,0), 5 Glevalyy ()= @ 1/ (139)
Gy’ @I~ 10 GyY, (140)

where we used the notation evaly, (g) = g(yo) for the evaluation map.

Proof. Fix v € {A,B}. Forany w € {A,B} there is a constant probability that to,, = tom = ©
and (trrq, trim) = (POINT,, ALINE,) (resp. DLINE,). Therefore, the input low degree test in Step 3 of
Figure 14 is executed with constant probability, and . must pass it with probability 1 — O(e), conditioned
on the test being executed.

Observe that by definition the distribution of (xy o, X171 ) conditioned on tow = tow = 0, uniformly
random xg = (Xp,v), and (trrq, trgw) = (POINT,, ALINE,) (resp. DLINE,), where w € {A,B} is
uniformly random, is exactly the distribution of questions in the game &P described in Section 7.1.1,
parametrized by ldparams = (g,m,d, 1).

For every v € {A,B} and question x = LY(z) in the support of the marginal distribution of ys on
player v let € ;, be the probability that .# is rejected in Step 3, conditioned on the test being executed and on
average over w € {A,B}. Then [E[ey] = O(€), where the expectation is taken over a uniformly random
v € {A,B} and x = L?(z) for uniformly random z.

By definition it follows that the strategy SAR conditioned on the first part of the players’ questions being
tow = tow = vand xg A = XQp = X is a projective strategy that succeeds with probability 1 — &, in
the low-degree test Dldparams executed in Item 3.

We may thus apply Theorem 7.8 to obtain {Gg’v} € PolyMeas(m, d, q) such that (138), (139) and (140)
each hold with approximation error O (8, (ex,0,4,m,d,1)). Using that for fixed g, m,d the function ¢ —
dup(€,q,m,d, 1) is concave, the claim follows from Jensen’s inequality. |

Claim 10.31 (Proof encoding checks, Step 4). For each xq = (xa,xB) in the support of jis there exist
measurements {GéxA’xB)’l} € PolyMeas(m, d, q) for eachi € {3,4,5} and

(i) .} € PolyMeas(m',d, g, m’ +6)

such that the following hold for some
6 = 0(60(O(e),q,m,d, 1) + 6.p(O(e),q,m’,d,m" +6)) .

First, for all i € {3,4,5}, on average over (xa,xg) ~ us and z = (y1,...,Y5,0,w) of type POINT¢
sampled uniformly at random,

)POINT WYi

I® M(xa,x ~¢ M(xp,x8)5 0N @ 1. (141)
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Second, for all i € {3,4,5} and on average over (xa,xg) ~ s and y; € Fy' sampled uniformly at
random,

M(XA, XB)POINTI i X I 252 I &® G[(;fa'ﬁ?().’;:“] s (142)
GIA @ T vy, T GEA™) (143)

Third, for alli € {1,...,5} and j € {0,...,m'}, on average over (xa,xp) ~ Hs and z € IFS”/ sampled
uniformly at random,

POINTg,z XA,X
M(XA, xB)al 0(65 ,BO ,B / ® I _52 I ® ]e\f‘al B (le,...,tX5,ﬂ0,...,‘Bm/” ’ (144)
]XAX}ZCO o ®I_521®]XA3}B5CO . (145)

Moreover, analogous equations to (141), (142) and (144) hold with operators acting on opposite sides of
the tensor product. Here, recall the definition of PolyMeas(, -, -) from Definition 7.7.

Proof. The proof of the first item is similar to the proof of Claim 10.29, and we omit it.

The proof of the second and third items is similar to the proof of Claim 10.30, and we include more de-
tails. Fix ani € {3,4,5}. Forany w € {A, B} there is a constant probability that tg,, = tgz = ORACLE
and (trrq, trim) = (POINT;, ALINE;) (or DLINE; instead of ALINE;), in which case the individual low-
degree test in Step 4b is executed. Therefore, . must succeed in that part of the test with probability
1 — O(¢) conditioned on the test being executed.

Furthermore, for fixed i € {3,4,5} and uniformly random w € {A, B}, conditioned on the test being
executed for that i and w the distribution of (xy , X115) is exactly the distribution of questions in the game
&P described in Section 7.1.1, parametrized by ldparams = (g,m,d, 1).

For every i € {3,4,5} and x = (xa,xp) in the support of ps let €, ; be the probability that .7 is
rejected in Step 4b, conditioned on the test being executed for that i and on average over w € {A,B}. Then
for each 7, Eley ;] = O(€), where the expectation is taken over a uniformly random x ~ pg.

By definition of the individual low-degree test it follows from Theorem 7.8 that for every x = (x4, Xp)
in the support of ys and i € {3,4,5} there is a measurement {GéxA’xB)’l} € PolyMeas(m, d, q) such that
on average over i; € IF;”, of type POINT; sampled uniformly at random, Eq. (142) and (143) both hold
with approximation error O(dyp(€y,g,m,d,1)). Eq (142) and (143) follow using the concavity of d;, as a
function of e.

Finally we consider the simultaneous low-degree test, Step 4c. Here as well, using that there is a con-
stant probability that to,, = tom = ORACLE and (triq, trm) = (POINTs, ALINEg) (resp. DLINEg)
it follows that .”AR must succeed in that part of the test with probability 1 — O(S). Using a similar ar-
gument as before it follows from Theorem 7.8 (this time for parameters (gq,m’,d, m’ 4+ 6)) that for every

(xa,xp) there is a family of measurements {] flA 3}'; o } € PolyMeas(m’,d,q,m" 4 6) such that on

average over z € E™ sampled uniformly at random, Eq. (144) and (145) both hold with approximation
error O(6.5(0(e),q,m',d,m" +6)). O

The families of measurements {G;Q’i} and { ]xIQm Foor .} for xg in the support of ps and i €

{1,...,5}, whose existence follows from Claim 10.30 and Claim 10.31 have outcomes that are low (in-
dividual) degree polynomials: for the first family, individual degree d polynomials g : lF;” — TF,, and for

the second, tuples of individual degree d polynomials f;, c; Ing/ — Fy. Recall that m’ =5m+5+ s and
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that an element z € ]qu, is written as a triple (y,0,w) with x = (y1,...,Yys5) € ]Fg’”, o€ ]Fg and w € ]F;.
The following claim, whose proof is based on Lemma 5.26, shows that we can reduce to a situation where
the polynomials fi, ..., f5 returned by | are such that for each i € {1,...,5}, f; only depends on the y;,
and not on the entire variable z.

Claim 10.32. For all (xa, xp) in the support of us and individual degree d polynomials g1, .. ., g5 IF;” —
F; and co, ..., cp ]F?/ — IF, define

XA, XB _ ~xal a2~ (xaxB),3 ~(xa,xB)4 ~(xa,xB),5 1 (Xa,XB) ~(XA,¥B),5 ~(Xa,¥B),4 ~(XA,¥B),3 ~xp,2 ~xa,1
Agl,.--,g5,C0,~-~,Cm/ _Gg1 ng GgS Gg4 G85 COr-~-rCm/G85 G84 G83 ng Ggl 4
(146)

where the outcomes (f1, ..., f5) of the | operator in the middle have been marginalized over. Then there is
a

b3 = O((éLD(E, q,m',d,m + 6)1/2 + mT/d) 1/2>

such that
d3 > max {8, o1, 52}

and on average over (X, xg) ~ jis and z € ]FZ1/ sampled uniformly at random,

Aeva()=(p) © 1 =6 1O TR = (wp) - (147)

Moreover, a similar equation holds with the operators acting on opposite sides of the tensor product.

Proof. We apply Lemma 5.26 with the following setting of parameters. The number of sets of functions k
is set to 6. The question set X is set to the support of s, and the distribution y on it is the distribution ps.
The sets G; fori € {1,...,5} consist of individual degree d polynomials over Ing/ that depend only on the
i-th block of m variables. The set Gy consists of (m’ + 1)-tuples of individual degree d polynomials over

!/

F*.

! We first verify the assumption on the sets of functions. Since all polynomials have individual degree at
most d (and therefore total degree at most m’d), by Lemma 3.20 the parameter ¢ in Lemma 5.26 can be set
tom'd/q.

(xa,xB) }

The family of measurements {Agl,...,g .} in Lemma 5.26 is the family of measurements {] N

here, where we set g; = f; fori € {1,...,5} and g6 = (co,...,Cys). The measurements {Gg"} in
Lemma 5.26 are {GgA’i} fori € {1,2}, {GéxA’xB)’l} fori € {3,4,5}, and {]éxA’xB)} for i = 6. To ensure
that all polynomials are defined over the same range, we treat g : lF;” — IF, that is an outcome of some
{Gé’x } as a polynomial g’ : IFS”/ — IF;, where the role of the m variables of g is taken by the i-th block of
m variables of g’.

We verify that assumption (40) in the lemma holds with an error § = O((max{e, d1,,})"/?). For
i € {1,2} the assumption follows by combining (137) and (139) with (144) and Fact 5.24. Fori € {3,4,5}
we use (141) instead of (137) and (142) instead of (139). Finally, for i = 6 we use (145) and Fact 5.24. In
these derivations, we use Fact 5.23, the triangle inequality for “~".

The conclusion follows from Lemma 5.26, with an error 3 = O((6 + m’d/q)'/?). Observing that
€,01,00 = O(d.p(e, q,m',d, m" 4 6)), as can be verified from the definition of J,, given in Theorem 7.8,
and therefore 6 = O(J.p(¢e,q,m’,d, m’ 4 6)1/2), the claimed bound

b3 = O((éLD(E, q,m',d,m + 6)1/2 + mT/d) 1/2>
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follows.
O

At this point, we have constructed measurements G and A that return low-degree polynomials in a
similar way as is expected from the honest strategy in lA);f‘R, as described in the proof of Theorem 10.27.
These measurements can be used to specify a new strategy .#’ for the game )A/,?R as follows. The shared
state remains the state |) used in .. For w € {A,B}, upon reception of a question (ty, X)) player w
performs the following. If t;, = (thw, trr) is such that to,w = ORACLE, the player measures their share
of |ip) using the measurement A*Q« defined in Claim 10.32 to obtain a tuple (g1,...,85,¢0,--.,Cp) of
polynomials. The player then answers exactly as in the strategy described in the “completeness” part of the
proof of Theorem 10.27. Similarly, if tg, = v € {A, B} the player first measures their share of |) using
the measurement G*2«” from Lemma 10.30 to obtain a polynomial g as outcome; the player then answers
according to the same honest strategy.

Lemma 10.33. The strategy .’ succeeds with probability 1 — O(éé/ 2) in the game VR

Proof. First we establish useful consistency relations. By combining Equation (147) and Equation (144)
and applying Fact 5.24 we obtain that for all i € {1,...,5}, on average over (xa,Xp) ~ ps and z € IF;”,
sampled uniformly at random,

M(a, xu)50N © 1 g, 1@ ALY, ) (148)
and a similar equation holds with the operators acting on opposite sides of the tensor product. Next, combin-
ing (148) together with Equation (137) and Equation (138) it follows that for each v € {A, B}, on average
over (xa,xg) ~ psand z = (y1,...,Y5,0,W) € ]FZ1/ sampled uniformly at random,

Xo,0 ~ (xa,xB)

Glevalyy ()=a) @ T =6 TO NG o - (149)
From the Schwartz-Zippel lemma (Lemma 3.20) it follows that the probability that any two distinct individ-
ual degree d polynomials g, (an outcome of G**'?) and g, (an outcome of A¥axB)) aoree at a uniformly
random point y, € IF’ is at most m'd/q. Tt thus follows from (149) that for all v € {A,B}, on average

over (xa,xg) ~ ps and y, € ]Fé\/I sampled uniformly at random,
GE® © 1y 4 asg [ © AT (150)

We now show that . is accepted by V,‘?R with high probability. We bound the probability of succeeding in
each subtest.

First note that the strategy is accepted in Step 1 of Figure 14. For the G measurements, consistency
follows from (140). For the A measurements, note first that by (147) and (145) it follows that on average
over (xa, Xg) ~ Us,

XA,XB ~ XA,XB
A[eﬁ/alz(-):(a,ﬁ)} ® I~ 1® A[eAvalz(-):(a,ﬁ)] . (151)

Using that all outcomes of A*A*® are individual degree d polynomials and the Schwartz-Zippel lemma
(Lemma 3.20) it follows that whenever a measurement of A¥A~*B @ A*A*B returns distinct outcomes, the
outcomes take a different value at a uniformly random z with probability at least 1 — m’d /q. It then follows
from (151) and the fact that 3 > m’d/q by definition that the strategy .7’ is accepted in Step 1 with
probability 1 — O(d3).
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Next, the strategy is also accepted in the consistency check performed in item 2 due to (150), and the
consistency check in item 4(a) for the same reasons as for item 1. Finally, for the low-degree tests performed
in item 3 and items 4(b) and 4(c), the strategy succeeds due to consistency and the fact that, as long as both
players obtain the same polynomial outcomes, they pass the low-degree tests with probability 1.

It remains to analyze the strategy’s success probability in Step 5, the game check. Recall that this
check is nontrivial only when tg,, = ORACLE and try,, = POINT¢. By assumption the original strategy
. succeeds with probability 1 — O(e) in the game check. Thus, it will suffice to show that the answer
distribution from .’ is close to the answer distribtion from . whenever tow = ORACLE and try, =
POINT for either or both players w € {A, B}. For these question types, the measurement operator used by

S is M(xa, xB)l();gT6’z, and the operator used by .7 is AE;’?;TB(?): (wp)) By converting Equation (148) and
Equation (151) to ~ bounds using Fact 5.18, and then applying the triangle inequality (Fact 5.22) we obtain

that on average over (Xa,Xg) ~ Us,
XA X —~ POINTs,z
Afevalo()=(ap) © T %05 M(xar X8 ) )" ® Ta-
Thus, restricting to the game check, . and ./’ are d3-close in the sense of Definition 5.17. They both
use the same state, and moreover, . is projective. Therefore, by Lemma 5.28, this implies that .’ must
succeed in the game check with probability 1 — & — O((S;/ =1~ O((S;/ %). Thus, we have shown that .’
succeeds in all subtests of the game with probability 1 — 0(531,/ 2), and thus the lemma follows. O

We now complete the proof by a reduction to the game VORAC: from the strategy .7’ we construct a
symmetric strategy ." = (|¢), A) for PORAC by “decoding” the low-degree measurements G and A. The
state |¢) in .”" is identical to the state used in .’ (which is identical to the state used in .%’). To begin, we
define a decoding map A(-), which takes in a polynomial g : 7' — IF; and outputs a string in {0,1}*. This
map is computed as follows:

* First, compute a = Dec(g) € {0,1}M, where Dec is the (boolean) decoding of the low-degree code
defined in Section 3.4.

* If there exists an aprerix € {0,1}* of length £, < T such that a = encr(apreﬁx,l_lM/ 2=la), then
A(8) = aprefix- Otherwise, A(g) is allowed to be arbitrary.

We can now define the “decoded” measurements { A*“} and { A*A*8} as follows:

Ayt = GECAW(?):a] ’ A}”CAA'/;CS - AFX(,)'{)BA,B:(‘JA/“B)] ) (152)

Lemma 10.34. The strategy " succeeds with probability 1 — O(éé/ 2) in the game VORAC,

Proof. We consider the different subtests executed by DORAC (see Figure 12). We start with Step 2, the
consistency checks. Success in the first check, Step 2a, follows from the success of .’ in the global
consistency check, Step 1 of DAR  the definition (152), and the fact that conditioned on tg A = top =
ORACLE, the distribution of (xga,xgp) in VAR is the same as the distribution of (xa,xp) in VORAC,
conditioned on t4 = tg = ORACLE. Similarly, success in the second check, Step 2b, follows from success
of .’ in the input consistency check, Step 2 of DAR.

Next we consider the game check of DORAC, Step 1. To analyze the success probability of . we use
that .’ succeeds in the game check of DAR, Step 5, and the soundness of the PCP, as shown in Theo-
rem 10.25. Let psound be as in Theorem 10.25.
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Letw € {A,B}, (xa, xg) be in the support of ygs, and IT = (g1,...,85,C0,--.,Cp) an outcome of
A*A”B such that conditioned on that outcome being obtained by player w in the game check of DAR M ar
accepts the pair of inputs (D, n, T, Q,, xa, Xxg) and (z, a,,) with probability at least psoung over the choice
of a uniformly random z € ]FZ1/ and a,, = eval, (IT).

For any such IT, the soundness statement of Theorem 10.25 states that there exist as,ag € {0,1}* such
that D(n, x4, xp,aa,as) = 1 and furthermore a, = A(g,) for v € {A, B}. It follows that for any proof IT
returned by {Aff’xB} which is accepted with probability greater than pgo,nq in the game check of DAR it
holds that D(n, xa, xg, A(ga), A(g)) = 1. Using this observation we evaluate the probability q;,’ that the

strategy .’ succeeds in the game check of VORAC, Let q, be the probability that .#” succeeds in the game
check of DAR,

g'= E y (YA @ 1)

(xaxB)~ps ap,ap:D(n,xa,xp,a4,08)=1

- E y (WIAG™ @ 1)
(XAXB) ™IS TT.D (1, xp x50 (1), 0(g2)) =1

> E y WIAT™ @ 1]9) - Pr [Mag(z eval:(IT)) = 1]
(XAXB)~HS [1:D (1,00, 18,4 (g1),A(32)) =1 Iy

=q,— E ). (WIAG @ I|p) - Pr [Mag(z evalo(IT)) = 1]

(xaxB)~Hs IT1:D(n,xa,x8,M(81),A(82))=0 z~IFy

2 q(lg -(1- qg) " Psound -

Rearranging terms,
! 1 A
g > el g s (153)
1- Psound 1- Psound

Altogether, using Lemma 10.33 we have shown that .%”” is accepted in each subtest performed by DORAC
with probability at least 1 — 0(531,/ 2). Since every subtest occurs with constant probability, the lemma
follows. U

To conclude the proof of the soundness, we appeal to the soundness statement for PORAC, given in
Theorem 9.3. Now we establish the form of the error function J as stated in the theorem.
Let a’, b’ be the universal constants from Theorem 7.8 such that

Oip (S/ q,m, d, t) = a/(dmt)“l (Sb/ + q_b/ + Z—b/md)‘

By our choice of PCP parameters in Definition 10.22, we have that m < s, so therefore we can upper
bound the product dm’(m’ + 6) by cys® where ¢ > 1 is a universal constant. Furthermore, we see from
Definition 10.22 that 29" > g > s +34") /0 6 \we have

Sinle, q,m', d,m' +6) < a’(c*y)“, (53”/ e 2. -q_b/)
< 2a/(c,y)a’(53a/ -Eb/ + SSa’ .S—('yb’+3a/))
S a,//)/a” (Sa// . gh// + Sfﬂfb”) (154)

where we set a” = max{2a’c”,3a’} and b"" = b’. From Proposition 10.20 and Eq. (134) we have that s is
at most poly((An)#, o), so there exists a universal constant C > 0 such that for all n > 2,

s<C(A-c-n),
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Plugging this bound into Equation (154) and using the choice of ¢, d, m’ from Definition 10.22, we get that
there exist universal constants 2 > 1 and 0 < b < 1 such that

14\ 1/4
(5§/2:O<<5LD(s,q,m’,d,m’+6)1/2+m7d> )
<ay' (A-o-n)-eb + (Ao -n)Hb7).

To show the entanglement bound, we observe that the strategy . for PORAC constructed above uses the
same entangled state |() as the strategy .7 for VAR that we started with; the claimed bound follows. O
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11 Parallel Repetition

In each of the transformations on verifiers presented so far (introspection, oracularization, and answer re-
duction), the soundness gap of the resulting verifier is slightly degraded: while the completeness property
(i.e. the property of having a PCC strategy with success probability 1) is preserved, if the starting game V),
has value at most 1 — ¢, the resulting game V), has value at most 1 — (¢, n) for some function . In order to
apply the compression procedure recursively we need a way to restore the soundness gap after a sequence
of transformations. We accomplish this using (a modification of) the technique of parallel repetition. This
is a transformation of a two-player game & into another two-player game @& where the verifier samples k
independent pairs (x1,Y1), ..., (X, yx) from the question distribution y of &, sends the tuple (x, ..., xx)
to the first player to obtain an answer tuple (a1, . .., i), and sends the tuple (11, . .., yx) to the second player
to obtain an answer tuple (by, ..., bx). The players win if and only if D(x;,y;, a;,b;) = 1 for all i.

Intuitively, if the value of & is v < 1, then one would expect the value of ®X to decay exponen-
tially with the number of repetitions k. It is not true in general that the value of X is v¥, but exponential
decay bounds on the (tensor product) value of parallel-repeated games are known for specific classes of
games [JPY 14, DSV15, BVY17]. In particular, it was shown in [BVY 17] that the class of anchored games
satisfies exponential-decay parallel repetition, and furthermore every game can be efficiently transformed
into an equivalent anchored game. Put together, this gives a general soundness amplification procedure
called “anchored parallel repetition,” which we use in our compression procedure to reset the soundness gap
to a fixed constant.

We describe the “anchoring” transformation of a game & in more detail. The anchoring of & is another
game & where the verifier behaves as follows: it samples a question pair (x,y) from the question distri-
bution u of &, and then for each player independently changes their question to a special symbol _L (not
part of the original game &) with probability 1/2 to obtain new questions (x’,y’). The first player receives
question x” and responds with answer a; the second player receives question i’ and responds with answer
b. If neither player receives the question L, then they win if and only if D(x’,y/,a,b) = 1 where D is
the decision predicate of &. Otherwise, the players win if and only if the players receiving the question L
output a specific, fixed answer (e.g. 0).

It is easy to see that val* (& ) = 2 + val*(®). In particular, we have that val*(& ;) = 1 if and only
if val*(®) = 1. Bavarian, Vidick and Yuen proved the following bound on the entanglement requirements
of Qi'i, which is the k-fold repetition of & | .

Theorem 11.1 (Parallel repetition of anchored games, Theorem 6.1 of [BVY17]). There exists a universal
constant ¢ > 0 such that for all two-player games & and for all positive integers k, for all 0 < ¢ < 1, for

all p satisfying
- 4 e [ el k
P € P S

where s denotes the bit-length of the players’ answers in the game &, we have
gk, p) > &(6,1—¢).

We note that a corollary of Theorem 11.1 is that if val*(&) < 1 —e, then val*(&X ) < p forp =
% exp (— @) This is because if val” (Qj’j_) were larger than p, there would be a finite upper bound on

&(&%, p), but on the other hand &(®, 1 — ¢) is by definition infinite, a contradiction.
In this section, we present the anchoring and parallel repetition transformations on normal form verifiers;
starting with a normal form verifier V = (S, D), we first apply the anchoring transformation to obtain a
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normal form verifier VANCH = (SANCH DANCH) " then apply parallel repetition to obtain a normal form
verifier VREP = (SREP DREP) The main theorem of the section, Theorem 11.4, establishes the properties
of the verifier VRFP,

Remark 11.2. The parallel repetition theorems of [DSV15, Yuel6] are also applicable for the purpose of
amplification of the soundness gap, but are not sufficient for us. This is because the (proofs of the) parallel
repetition theorems of [DSV15, Yuel6] only imply that &(B*,v) > log & (8,1 — €), which is not sufficient
for the recursive compression application; we need a larger entanglement lower bound on &. The weaker
entanglement bound is due to the use of the “quantum correlated sampling lemma” of [DSV15]; it is an
open question whether there is an improved analysis that obtains a better entanglement lower bound.

11.1 The anchoring transformation

We present the anchoring transformation on normal form verifiers )V = (S, D), which produces another
normal form verifier VANCH = (SANCH DANCH) e first define a typed verifier VANCH = (SANCH DANCH)
and then detype VANCH using Lemma 6.18 to obtain VANCH,

Define the type set 7AN" = {GAME, ANCHOR} and type graph GANC" to be the complete graph over
TANCH glong with self-loops at each vertex. The Turing machine SANCH is defined as follows:

1. On input (1, DIMENSION), it returns S (7, DIMENSION).

2. On input (1, w, MARGINAL, j, z,t), it returns S(7n,w, MARGINAL, ) if t = GAME, and otherwise
returns the binary representation of the zero vector in IF5 where s = S (7, DIMENSION ).

3. On input (1, w, LINEAR, j,u,Y,t), it returns S(n, w, LINEAR, j,u,y) if t = GAME, and otherwise
returns the binary representation of the zero vector in IF5 where s = S(7, DIMENSION ).

4. Oninput (1, w, FACTOR, j, u,t), it returns S (1, w, FACTOR, j, u) if t = GAME, and otherwise returns
the binary representation of the zero vector in IF§ where s = S(#, DIMENSION).

Define the Turing machine DANCH that, on input (n,ta, Xa,te, XB,da,ap), if either ta or tg is equal to
the type ANCHOR, then the decider accepts as long as the players receiving the ANCHOR-type answer
with 0 (a player who receives the GAME type can respond with any answer). Otherwise, it accepts only if
D(n,xa,xp,aa,ap) accepts. Finally, define the Turing machines (SANCH, DANCH) g be the result of the
detyping transformation Detype(VANH) from Lemma 6.18 on the pair PANCH = (SANCH DANCH)

Note that this transformation is well-defined for any pair of Turing machines (S, D), even those that
don’t correspond to normal form verifiers! This transformation can be performed in time that is polynomial
in the length of the descriptions of S and D, and always outputs a pair of Turing machines (SANCH, DANCH)
However, the following proposition establishes that if V = (S, D) is furthermore a normal form verifier,
then so is VANCH = (SANCH ‘DANCH) with certain completeness, soundness, and complexity properties.

Proposition 11.3. IfV = (S, D) is a normal form verifier, then VANCH = (SANCH DANCH) s g pormal
form verifier satisfying the following for all n € IN.

1. (Completeness) If there is a value-1 PCC strategy for V,, then there is a value-1 PCC strategy for
VHANCH.

2. (Soundness) For all ¢ > 0, we have &(ViNH, 1 —¢) > & (Vn, 1—(4- 162)8).
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3. (Complexity) The time complexities of the verifier VANY satisfy

TIMEgaxen (1) = poly(TIMEg(n)) ,
TIMEpaxci () = poly(TIMEp(n)) .

Furthermore the number of levels of SAN! is £ + 2 and the dimension is s(n) + 8, where the number
of levels and dimension of sampler S is { and s(n) respectively.

4. (Efficient computability) The descriptions of SAN and DANY can be computed in polynomial time
from the descriptions of S and D, respectively. In particular, the sampler SANY only depends on the
sampler S.

Proof. If S is an {-level sampler with dimension s(7), then by construction SANCH js a (‘T ANCH GANCH).
typed sampler, with field size (1) = 2 and the same dimension s(#). It has the following CL functions. Fix

aninteger n € IN. Let V = IF;(n) denote the ambient space of S on index n. Let LA, LB : V — V denote
the CL functions of S on index 1. For w € {A, B} the associated CL functions { LN} of SANCH are

[ANCHW _ L® if t = GAME,
¢ 0 if t = ANCHOR .

Intuitively, when the type t sampled for player w is GAME, then they receive a question L¥(z) as they would
according to S. Otherwise if t = ANCHOR, then their question is the zero string. Thus if LY is an /-level
CL function, then Léi;}é’ % is also an ¢-level CL function, and Lﬁggg’oﬁ is a O-level CL function.

We analyze the completeness, soundness, and complexity properties of the typed verifier VANCH; the
corresponding properties of the detyped verifier VANCY follow from Lemma 6.18 and the fact that the type
set TANCH hag size 2.

Fix an index n € IN. For the completeness property, let .# be a value-1 PCC strategy for V,,. We define
a value-1 PCC strategy .ANCH for VANCH: whenever a player receives the ANCHOR type as a question
type, they perform the trivial measurement (i.e. measure the identity operator), and output 0. Otherwise, the
player performs the same measurement as in .#. This is clearly value-1 and PCC. Item 1 follows from this
and Lemma 6.18.

For the soundness property, we observe that if a strategy .#”AN" has value 1 — e in V;?NCH, then

3. p
1 &= 1 + Z
where p is the value of .”ANH in the game V,, and 1/4 is the probability that neither player receives the
question type ANCHOR; this follows from the distribution associated with the typed sampler SANCH. Solving
for p, this implies that &(VANCH 1 —¢) > &(V,, 1 — 4e). The soundness property (Item 2) then follows
from Lemma 6.18.
Items 3 and 4 are straightforward and also follow from Lemma 6.18. O

11.2 The parallel repetition transformation

Starting with the anchored verifier VANCH = (SANCH DANCH) " e then perform the parallel repetition
transformation.

Fix integers A, 7 € IN, and let k(1) = (An)1*¢)T where ¢/ > 0 is the universal constant such that
TIMEpases (1) < ¢/(TIMEp(n))€ for all n > 1. Define the Turing machine SR¥ (depending on A, T) as
follows.
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1. On input (1, DIMENSION), it computes s = SANH (57, DIMENSION ) and k = k(n), interprets s’ as a
positive integer and outputs k - s’

2. On input (1, w, MARGINAL,},z), it computes s’ = SANCH(5, DIMENSION) and k = k(n), parses
z=(z1,...,2x) € (ng)k, and then outputs

<3ANCH (n,w, MARGINAL, j, z1), ..., S*N(n,w, MARGINAL, j, zk)) .

3. On input (1, w,LINEAR,j,u,Y), it computes s’ = SANH(, DIMENSION) and k = k(n), parses
u=(uy,...,ux),y = (y1,...,y) € (IF5)X, and then outputs

(SANCH (n, w, LINEAR, j, u1,y1), - .., S®™N"(n, w, LINEAR, j, uy, yk)> :

4. On input (1, w, FACTOR, j,u), it computes s’ = SANCH (57, DIMENSION) and k = k(n), parses u =
(u1, ..., ux) € (IF5)K, and then outputs

(SANCH(n, W, FACTOR, j, 1), ..., S*N"(n, w, FACTOR, j, uk)) :

Intuitively, the Turing machine DREP behaves as follows. On input (1, x,y,a,b), Parse x,y,a,b as k(n)-
tuples of questions and answers, respectively, and accept if and only if DANH (1, x;, y;, a;, b;) accepts for all
i€{1,...,k(n)}. One potential issue is that, depending on how this parsing is implemented, the time com-
plexity of the decider could be unbounded (for example, if x is not properly formatted as a k(n)-tuple, then
DREP could take time that grows with the length of x, which could be much greater than TIME paxcs (12)).
To avoid this issue, the decider DREP checks if any component of the tuples x, , 4, b have length larger than
(An)T bits, and if so then it rejects (this includes the case that x, y,a, b are not properly formatted as k(n)-
tuples). Thus, as long as the time complexity TIMENY (1) is at most (An)™, then the strings x,v,a,b
never need to be longer than k(1) - (An)7 = (An)1+2¢)7 bits long in order to be accepted by the decider.

Note again that this transformation is well-defined for all Turing machines (SANCH, DANCH) ' The next
theorem shows that, if (SANCH, DANCH) g the anchoring of a normal form verifier V = (S, D), then
VREP — (SREP DREP) i also a normal form verifier with certain completeness, soundness, and complexity
properties. This is the main result of the section.

Theorem 11.4 (Anchored parallel repetition of normal form verifiers). There exist universal constants
¢, ¢’ > 0and a polynomial-time Turing machine ComputeRepeatedVerifier that given input a tuple (V, A, T)
where V = (S, D) is a pair of Turing machines and A, T are positive integers, outputs a pair of Turing ma-
chines VRE? = (SREP DREP) ych that the following holds. If V = (S, D) is an {-level normal form verifier,
then the output VR® is a normal form verifier satisfying, for all n € N, letting k(n) = (/\n)(HC/)T,

1. (Completeness) If V,, has a value-1 PCC strategy and TIMEp(n) < (An)T, then VRE? has a value-1
PCC strategy.

2. (Soundness) For all € > 0, for all
p> L—lexp (—c e’ k(n)/()m)“,) ,
€
we have &(VXE? p) > £(V,,1 —¢).
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3. (Complexity) The repeated verifier VR®® is (¢ + 2)-level and has time complexities
TIMEgre (1) = O(k(n) - TIMEg(n)) ,
TIME pres (11) = o(k(n)  max (TIMED(n), (An)f)) .

Furthermore, the repeated sampler SR¥* only depends on S and the parameters A, T.

Proof. The Turing machine ComputeRepeatedVerifier, given input (V, A, T), first computes the descrip-
tion of the Turing machines (SANCH, DANCH) and then their detyping (SANCH, DANCH) as described in
Section 11.1. Then, it computes the pair of Turing machines (SRE?, DREP) as described above. Clearly
ComputeRepeatedVerifier runs in polynomial time.

Suppose that S is an ¢-level sampler with dimension s(7). Then by Proposition 11.3, the number of
levels of SANCH js ¢/ = ¢ + 2, and its dimension is s'(n) = s(n) + 8. Then by construction the Turing
machine SR is a sampler with the following properties. It has field size (1) = 2 and it has dimension
sREP () = k(n)s'(n). We treat the ambient space VRE? of SREP on index 7 as the k(n)-fold direct sum of
the ambient space VANCH of SANCH on index n. For all integers n € N, w € {A, B}, the CL functions
LREPW . REP _y /REP of GREP are ag follows:

k(n)
LREP,w — @ Lw ,
i=1

where LA, LB : VANCH _ \VANCH are the CL functions of the sampler SAN" on index 7. The CL functions
LREP @ are (-level; the j-th factor spaces V].pr’ @ of LREP/W are defined as

k(n)
REP,w __ w
Vj,u - @ VL“;‘
i=1

forall u = (uy, ..., ug,)) where V7, is the j-th factor space of L with prefix u; € VANCH,

The number of levels of SREP is the same as SANCH, which is ¢/ = ¢ + 2.

Thus, assuming that V = (S, D) is a normal form verifier, we obtain that VREP = (SREP DREP) jg 4
normal form verifier, and thus defines an infinite family of games (VRF?), c.

Item | follows from the following straightforward observation: if . = (¢, A, B) is a value-1 PCC
strategy for V, and TIMEp(n) < (An)7, then it must be that the question and answer lengths in the
strategy . are at most (An)T. Now consider the strategy where the players share k(1) copies of |), and
for the i-th instance of the game VN, the players use strategy .# on the i-th copy of i) (and performing
the identity measurement whenever they receive the ANCHOR type). The total length of the questions and
answers in the repeated game are at most k(n) - (An)™. It is straightforward to check that this strategy has
value 1 and is PCC.

To show Item 2 we apply Theorem 11.1 and Proposition 11.3. The exponential decay bound on the
value of VREP presented in Theorem 11.1 depends on the answer length of the players in the game VANCH,
By Definition 5.33, this answer length is at most TIMEpaxcu (1) = ¢/ (TIMEp (1)< < (An)™ for some
universal constant ¢’ > 0 so the claimed bound follows.

Item 3 follows from the fact that computing the direct sum of k(#) CL functions and factor spaces of
the “single-copy” sampler SANCH requires k(7) times the complexity of the “single-copy” sampler, and the
complexity of SANCH follows from Proposition 11.3. The time complexity of the decider follows from the
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repeated decider having to run k(n) instances of the decider DAN" and take the logical AND of the k(n)
decider outputs, as well as the fact that the decider rejects (and thus halts) in the case that the question and
answer tuples are improperly formatted. The complexity of DAN! follows from Proposition 11.3 which in
turn runs an instance of the original decider D. Since the CL functions of the sampler SANH are (¢ + 2)-
level (by Proposition 11.3), and taking the direct sum of CL functions does not increase the number of levels
(by Lemma 4.8), the CL functions LRE> % are (£ + 2)-level.

The “Furthermore” part of the theorem can be easily verified by inspecting the construction of the
samplers SREP and SANCH, O
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12 Gap-Preserving Compression

We combine the transformations from the previous sections (the introspection games, answer reduction,
and parallel repetition) to obtain our main technical result, a gap-preserving compression theorem (Theo-
rem 12.1) for normal form verifiers.

Recall from Definition 5.32 that a verifier V = (S, D) is A-bounded if the description length W! =
max{|S|,|D|} is at most A and the time complexity bounds TIMEg(#) and TIMEp(n) are at most n’* for
all n > 2. The compression theorem states the existence of an efficient “compression procedure” Compress
that achieves the following. Given as input a A-bounded verifier VV and the parameter A, the procedure
returns a “compressed verifier” VCOMPR guch that the n-th game VSOMPR simulates (in a sense to be made
precise shortly) the N-th game Vy for N = 2", and furthermore both the sampler time complexity and the
decider time complexity of VSOMPR can be exponentially smaller than those of V), which can be as large
as N*. We note that the time complexity bounds of the compressed verifier hold without the assumption
that the input verifier is A-bounded. The completeness and soundness bounds of the theorem require the
A-boundedness of the input verifier ).

Theorem 12.1 (Compression theorem). There exists a universal constant Co > 0 and a polynomial-time
Turing machine Compress that takes as input a tuple (V,\) where V = (S, D) is a pair of Turing machines
and A > 0 is an integer; and outputs a 9-level normal form verifier VCOMPR = (SCOMPR DCOMPRY Ty time
complexities of SCOMPR, DCOMPR gqisfy

TIMESCOMPR (7’1) = pOIY(i’l, )\),
TIMEDCOMPR (7’1) = pOIY(i’l, )\)

The description of SCOMPR is independent of V and is computable from the binary representation of A in

time polylog(A). If furthermore V is a A-bounded, 9-level normal form verifier, then VMR satisfies the
following: for alln > Cy and N = 2",

1. (Completeness) If Vy has a value-1 PCC strategy, then VSMPR has a value-1 PCC strategy.

2. (Soundness) & (VSOMPR, %) > max {cf’(VN, %)’2NA71}‘

12.1 Proof of Theorem 12.1

Recall the following Turing machines.

1. ComputelntroVerifier takes as input a tuple (V, A, £) and returns in polynomial time a description of
the introspective verifier VINTRO corresponding to the verifier )V and parameters (A, ¢). (See Theo-
rem 8.3.)

2. ComputeAnsRedVerifier takes input (, A, y,y) and returns in polynomial time a description of the
answer reduced verifier VAR corresponding to )V and parameters (A, 1, 7y). (See Theorem 10.27.)

3. ComputeRepeatedVerifier takes input (), A, T) and returns in polynomial time a description of the
anchored repeated verifier VREP corresponding to V) and a number of repetitions k(1) = (An)7. (See
Theorem 11.4.)
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We specify the Turing machine Compress in Fig. 15. The universal constants y and 7y are specified in
Eq. (158), and the universal constant T is specified in Eq. (163).

Input: (V,A) where V = (S, D) is a pair of Turing machines and A is an integer.
1. Compute V(1) = ComputelntroVerifier(V, A,9).
2. Compute V) = ComputeAnsRedVerifier(V(l),A, wn,y).
3. Compute Ve = ComputeRepeatedVerifier(V(Z),A, T).

4. Return YCOMPR — 1(3)

Figure 15: The definition of the Turing machine Compress, where the universal constants y and 7y are
specified in Eq. (158), and the universal constant T is specified in Eq. (163).

Lemma 12.2. Let Compress be the Turing machine specified in Fig. 15. For all pairs of Turing ma-
chines V = (8, D) and integer A, the output of Compress(V, ) is a normal form verifier YV OMPR =
(SCOMPR DCOMPRY gyl that SCOMPR does not depend on V' but only on the parameter A. Furthermore,
there is a Turing machine ComputeSampler that on input A outputs the description of the compressed sam-
pler SCOMPR i time polylog(A).

Proof. The verifier VCOMPR — 1) jg a normal form verifier because the introspective verifier V() is a nor-
mal form verifier (even if the input V is not; see Remark 8.7), and the verifier transformations ComputeAnsRedVerifier,
ComputeRepeatedVerifier preserve the normal form (by Theorems 10.27 and 11.4).

The introspective verifier computed in Step 1 of Figure 15 has a sampler S (1) that only depends on the
parameter A, as implied by Lemma 8.1. The answer reduced verifier from Step 2 has a sampler S ) that,
according to Theorem 10.27, only depends on the sampler S 1), the parameter tuple (A, u,y), and the de-
scription length ]D(l) |. Note that S 1) only depends on A, the parameters (4, y) are universal constants, and
the description length of D) is at most the time complexity of ComputelntroVerifier on input (V(O), A,9),
which is polynomial in A. Thus § (2) only depends on A. Similarly, the sampler S () of the repeated verifier
from Step 3 only depends on the sampler S ) the parameter A, and the universal constant T, as implied by
Theorem 11.4. Therefore the final sampler SCOMPR = S() only depends on A.

Let V* be the pair of trivial Turing machines (0,0). Define ComputeSampler as the Turing machine
that on input A computes (S, DPUMMY) = Compress(V*, 1) and returns the description of S as the output.
By the above discussion, the description of & is the same as that of SC°MPR and the time complexity of
ComputeSampler is polylog(A) as Compress runs in polynomial time: this follows from the fact that the
Turing machines ComputelntroVerifier, ComputeAnsRedVerifier, and ComputeRepeatedVerifier all run in
polynomial time. O

Proof of Theorem 12.1. We evaluate the parameters of the verifiers generated in each step of the Compress
procedure. These parameters are summarized in Table 2 and are explained in the following. Let (V, A) be
the input to the Turing machine Compress. We write N to denote 2".

Introspection. The verifier V() = (S D, D(l)) is the introspective verifier corresponding to V) and pa-

rameters A and ¢ = 9 computed by ComputelntroVerifier. We state its parameters and properties in the
second row of Table 2 in terms of the index n € IN.
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Time complexity

Level Completeness Soundness
Sampler Decider

VW poly(m,A)  poly(N}) 5 valuelPCC  g(VV,1-g

) >m
V@ poly(n,A) poly(n, A) 7 value-1 PCC g’()}flz), 1—¢) > g(];r(ll), 1—g)
V@) poly(n,A) poly(n, A) 9 value-1 PCC g()}<3) > g(];r(lz), 1—&)

Table 2: Parameters and properties of the input verifier ), introspective verifier V1), answer reduced verifier
V@ and parallel repeated verifier V) computed by Compress. The quantities €1, €5 (which are functions
of n) are specified below in the main text.

The complexity bounds and the number of levels of the introspective verifier are given by Theorem 8.3.
Using that the argument ¢ in ComputelntroVerifier is set to 9, there exists a universal constant Ciyrro > 1
such that for all A € IN and for all # > Ciyrro, We have

TIMES(D (Tl) < ()\ . n)CINTRO,
TIMEp)(n) < 2Cmmorn (155)
|D(l)’ S CINTRO ACINTRO .

By Theorem 8.3 these bounds hold for all inputs (), A,9) (in particular these bounds do not assume that the
input )V is A-bounded or is even a normal form verifier).

The statements in the completeness and soundness entries of the row assume that the input verifier V
is 9-level and A-bounded. The completeness entry follows from Theorem 8.3 because in the completeness
case we assume the verifier V has a value-1 PCC strategy, and thus the resulting introspective verifier has a
value-1 PCC strategy. We deduce the soundness entry as follows. Let the function é (g, 1) from Theorem 8.3
be denoted by 61(eq,n). Leta; > 0,0 < by < 1 be the universal constants such that

d1(e1,m) =aq <(/\n)“1 -s?l + (/\n)_b1> (156)
By setting
_ 1 \Wh _ (4,10
&1 = <W> , C1 = (4&1) (157)

we get for all n > Cy,

(
< <(An)“1 (81)b1> +i
1 1
= “Ka) T3
<1

where we used the fact that A > 1 in the second line. Thus by the soundness guarantee of Theorem 8.3 we
get that

éa(V,(ll),l — 81) > max {éa(VN, %),21\’)\*1}
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for all n > Cj as desired.

Answer reduction. Let V() = (S, D)) denote the answer reduced verifier corresponding to V() and
parameters (A, i, y) computed by ComputeAnsRedVerifier where we define p and 7y as

p=[Chmol, 7= [bzibl] (158)
102

where a1, by are the universal constants defining &1 in Eq. (156), and b; is defined below in Eq. (161). The
third row in Table 2 gives the properties of the answer reduced verifier.

The bounds on the number of levels and the time complexities follow from Theorem 10.27: the number
of levels of the introspective verifier V) is 5, and therefore the number of levels of the sampler S @) s 7.
Furthermore, using the bounds on the complexities of S (1), D), and the bound on the description length
|D(1)] from Eq. (155), we get that assumption (134) is satisfied and thus by Theorem 10.27 there exists a
universal constant Cogr > 1 such that for all n > Cxg,

max{TIMES(z)(n),TIMED(z)(n)} < (A-n)Car (159)

The constant Car depends on the universal constants y,<y. Again, these time complexities do not depend
on whether the starting verifier VV is A-bounded.

For the soundness and completeness entries, we assume that the starting verifier V' is A-bounded. If we
further assume that V has a value-1 PCC strategy, then V() has a value-1 PCC strategy (by the completeness
guarantee of the introspective verifier), and then the completeness part of Theorem 10.27 guarantees that
V() also has a value-1 PCC strategy.

The soundness entry is argued as follows. Define d;(ep, 1) to be the function 5(e, 1) from Theo-
rem 10.27; write it as

baeam) =a' -9+ ((A- D] m)" - e 4 (A [DO] - m)787) (160)

for universal constants 4 > 0 and 0 < b’ < 1. By our bound on the description length of DD from
Eq. (155), we have that J, can be bounded by

br(e2,m) < a(Am)™ - € + (An) ™)
where we set
1 = max{a'y",a'y" (Ciyreo)™, (1 + Cryrro) '}, by =10, ¢y =ub'y. (161)

Since a’, V', i, v and Ciyrro are universal constants, so are dp, by, c2. By setting

_ €1 1/by B by /o ey
82_<W> o Co=(4a2)7 0 (8ar) M, (162)
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we get for all n > C,,

dr(ea,m) < az(()\n)“2 -832 + (An)_b27> n>1
—ay- (An)®= -2 4y - (An)P27ert gy
=ap - (An)® sgz +ay - (/\n)’(h”’”l/hl)(8a1)1/b1 e (Definition of &1)
<ap-(An)* sgz +ay - (An) /b1 (8a) V01 gy (Definition of )
< az(%) +%1 (n > Co, A > 1, def. of £5)
<e.

Thus by the soundness guarantee of Theorem 10.27 we get that
WP, 1—e) >V, 1-¢)

for all n > C, as desired.

Parallel repetition. Let V() = (S (3),2)(3)) denote the anchored repetition (see Section 11.2) of V(2)
computed by ComputeRepeatedVerifier, with parameters A and 7T defined below in Eq. (163). We state the
parameters and properties of V) in the fourth row of Table 2.

The number of levels of S©) is 9 by Item 3 of Theorem 11.4, because the number of levels of V)
is 7. The time complexities of S (3) and DO follow from Item 3 of Theorem 11.4 and the complexity
upper bounds on S ) and D specified in the third row of Table 2; in particular this uses the fact that
TIMEp@ (n) < (A-n)C4® < (A-n)T by the way we set T in Eq. (163). These bounds only depend on
the bounds stated for verifier V(2) in the third row of Table 2, and again do not depend on whether the input
verifier V is A-bounded.

For the soundness and completeness entries, we assume that the starting verifier V' is A-bounded. The
statement in the completeness entry follows from Item 1 of Theorem 11.4, where we assume that V' and thus
VD) and thus V@ all have value-1 PCC strategies; therefore V) would have a value-1 PCC strategy as
well.

The soundness entry is argued as follows. Let c3, c5 > 0 denote the universal constants ¢, ¢’ from Item 2
of Theorem 11.4. Recalling that &, (defined in Eq. (162)) is a function of n and A, define T to be the
minimum integer satisfying T > Cagr and

In— (163)

for all n > T and for all integer A > 1. The integer T is well-defined because the right-hand side is upper-
bounded by a fixed polynomial in A. Setting k(1) = (An)1+%)7 we have that for all n > max{t, Car}

i o 17 Tk i o 17 T 1
o exp( czey k(n)/(An) 3) =5 exp( c3 ey (An) ) <5

where we used our definition of k() and the definition of T. Thus by the soundness guarantee of Theo-
rem 11.4 we get that
1
W, 5) =W 1-e)
for all n > max{t, Car} as desired.
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Putting everything together. The verifier VCOMPR js 1(3) We now put together the bounds and parame-
ters from Table 2 to obtain the conclusions stated in Theorem 12.1.

The claim that the Turing machine Compress is polynomial time follows from the fact that the Turing
machines ComputelntroVerifier, ComputeAnsRedVerifier, and ComputeRepeatedVerifier all run in poly-
nomial time.

The claimed number of levels and time complexity of the sampler SCOMPR follows from the complexity
bounds in Table 2, which in turn only depend on the parameter A. In particular the sampler SCOMPR ig
independent of the input verifier V, as shown in Lemma 12.2. Finally, the claimed time complexity to
compute the description of SC°MPR also follows from Lemma 12.2.

The claimed time complexity of DCOMPR in the theorem statement also follows from Table 2.

We now establish the completeness and soundness properties of VCOMPR - Assume that the input verifier
V is 9-level and A-bounded. The completeness property (Item 1 in Theorem 12.1) follows from chaining
together the completeness properties of V,(la), Vy(lz), ,(11) and the assumption that Vy has a value-1 PCC
strategy.

We now establish the soundness property (Item 2 in Theorem 12.1). Set
Cy = maX{Cl,Cz,CAR,T} . (164)

Since C1, Cy, Car, T are all universal constants, C is also a universal constant. By chaining together the

soundness properties of V,Sg’), V,SZ), V,Sl), we get that

(go(v,f’),%) > WP 1—e) > W, 1—¢1) > max {&(Vy, %),2”—1}

for all n > Cy as desired. This concludes the proof of the theorem. O

12.2 An MIP* protocol for the Halting problem

For every Turing machine M, we construct a nonlocal game & such that val*(®) = 1 if M halts and
val* () < % otherwise. In what follows, to explicitly disambiguate between a Turing machine (which is a
tuple consisting of a set of states, transition rules, etc) and its description (which is a binary string), we use
calligraphic letters to denote the Turing machine M and an overline M to denote a description of M (see
Section 3.1 for a discussion of Turing machines and their descriptions).

First, we define a Turing machine F as in Fig. 16. For all Turing machines M and parameters A € IN
we define the decider Dﬁf to be the 5-input Turing machine

DY (n,x,y,a,b) = F(F, M, A, n,x,y,a,b)

i.e., on input (n,x,y,a,b) runs F with input (¥, M, A, n,x,y,a,b). We generally omit the subscripts
M, A for notational simplicity and denote the decider as DHALT. Define SHAMT = ComputeSampler())
and VHALT — (SHALT DHALT) By jngpecting the definition of the Turing machine JF in Fig. 16, one can
see that the description D computed by DHALT at Step 2 is the description of DHALT jtself.’> Therefore, the
input to the Compress Turing machine at Step 4 is the description of VAT and A.

We note that for all Turing machines M and integers A, the Turing machine DHA'T halts on all inputs.
This is because each step of F terminates in some finite time. This uses that the procedures ComputeSampler

35 Alternatively, we can use Kleene’s recursion theorem [Kle54] here so that DHALT s the fixed point of a Turing machine
similarly defined as . This approach was taken in an earlier version of the paper. We choose to present the proof without resorting
to Kleene’s recursion theorem for the sake of simplicity.
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Input: (ﬁ, M, A\, n,x, Y, 4, b) where R is the description of an 8-input Turing machine and M
is a description of a Turing machine M.

1. Run M on the blank input for 7 steps. Accept if it halts and continue otherwise.
2. Compute the description D of the 5-input Turing machine D defined as follows:
D', x,y,d b)) =R(R, M,A,n',x,y,a,b)
i.e., oninput (n’,x’,y,a’,b’) runs R with input (R, M, A, n’,x',y/,d’,b").
3. Compute the description S = ComputeSampler(A).
4. Compute the description VCOMPR = Compress(V, A) where V = (S, D).

5. Accepts if the decider DCOMPR of verifier VCOMPR accepts (1, x, v, 4, b).

Figure 16: Description of Turing machine /. The Turing machines ComputeSampler and Compress are
given in Lemma 12.2 and Theorem 12.1.

and Compress both terminate in finite time, and the decider DC°MPR terminates in finite time (as given by
Theorem 12.1), regardless of what input is given to Compress. Furthermore, the output of ComputeSampler
is always a sampler, which means that VHALT = (SHALT DHALT) jg by construction a normal form verifier.
We have the following lemma for VHALT,

Lemma 12.3. Let M be a Turing machine and A integer. Then the verifier VAU corresponding to M and
A has the following properties. For alln € N,

1. If M halts in n steps then val* (VYA = 1. In this case, there is a value-1 PCC strategy for the
game VHALT,

2. If M does not halt in n steps then V'™ has a value-1 PCC strategy if and only if VEOMPR does.
Furthermore, under the same assumption (that M does not halt in n steps) it holds that

éo(vyll‘lALT/ %) — éa(vr(l:OMPR, %) .
Proof. Suppose M halts in n steps. Then from the definition of F and DHALT, it follows that DHALT accepts
on input (1, x,v,4a,b) for all x,y,a,b, and hence val*(VIALT) = 1. A value-1 PCC strategy for VHALT js
the following trivial strategy: for all questions, the players always return a fixed answer (e.g. 0).

If M does not halt in 7 steps, then DHALT accepts on input (12, x,, 4, b) if and only if DCOMFR accepts
on (n,x,y,a,b). Since VI and VSOMPR yse the same sampler SHALT = ComputeSampler(A) by
construction, any strategy for VHALT is a strategy (with the same winning proabbility) for VEOMPR and vice
versa. This implies that there is a value-1 PCC strategy for VXA if and only if there is a value-1 PCC
strategy for VSOMPR The “Furthermore” statement also follows directly from this. U

We show in Lemma 12.5 below that for all Turing machine M there is a choice of A such that the
corresponding VHALT = (SHALT DHALT) i5 A hounded. We first show a technical lemma.
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Lemma 12.4. Suppose C,C’ € IN are integers. Then for all A > 4max{(4C)8¢,ClogC'} and n > 2,
C(C"- An)C < nh.

Proof. We aim to find a function f(C,C’) such that for all A > f(C,C’), it holds that C(C" - An)¢ < n?
for all n > 2. For this it suffices that

A > 4max{logC,C,ClogC’,Clog A} forall A > f(C,C’) (165)
This is because (165) implies that A > log C + C + Clog C’ + Clog A which, by exponentiating both
sides, gives

N > 210gC+C+C10g C'+Clogh _ —(C.2¢. (C/)L)C

Since n*~C > 2A=C for all n > 2, we get that n* = > C(C’A)C which is the desired inequality. It is easy
to verify that for all A > (4C)8C, we have A > 4C log A. Thus, setting

f(C,C") = 4max{(4C)8¢,Clog C'},
we obtain (165), which concludes the lemma. O

Lemma 12.5. There is an integer paramete;i, polynomial-time computable from the description of the
Turning machine M, and scaling as poly(|M|), such that the verifier VHALT corresponding to M and
parameter A is A-bounded and moreover TIMEpuair (1), TIMEguar (1) = poly(n

Proof. We first do an accounting of the time complexity of DHALT By definition, for all M and A, the
decider DHALT runs F on input (F, M, A, n,x, v, 4, b). Its running time is therefore a polynomial in the
time bounds of the following steps.

tlme

) time.
3. Computing the description SCOMPR: this takes polylog(A) time (by Lemma 12.2).

) time (by Theorem 12.1).

DCOMPR

5. Executing on input (1, x,y,4a,b): this takes poly(n, A) time (by Theorem 12.1).

), we have that the description length of D is bounded

by ‘D‘ ) Slmllarly, the description length of the sampler is bounded by ‘8 |
polylog(A) as Com puteSampIer runs in polynomial time in the bit-length of A. Therefore, the size of the
veriﬁer |V‘ i ). So the time complexity bound in Item 4 is at most

). We emphasize that we did not use the A-boundedness of the verifier V, as this is
what we want to prove here! Overall the total time complexity of DHALT can be bounded by

TIMEpiwer (1) < Cp ([ M| - |F| - A- 1), (166)

for some universal constant Cp > 0. By Lemma 12.4, we have forall A > A := 4max{(4CD)8CD, Cp log( |M‘ .
|F|)} and n > 2, we have TIMEpuur (1) < 1.
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Similarly, by Theorem 12.1 the sampler SYALT has running time poly(n, A) and therefore there is a
universal constant Cg > 0 such that

TIMEgnur (1) < Cs(A-n)Ss, (167)

which, again by Lemma 12.4, is at moin)L for A > Ay :=4- (4Cs)8%s and n > 2.
As we have shown |V| = poly(|M|, |F|,logA) and the description of the verifier V' is the same as

that of VHALT  there exists an integer Cy > 0 such that

|VHAT| < Cy (M| - | F| - log A)<.

Define Ay := (‘M| . |7|)2Cv - 22Cv_ One can verify that for all A > A5, we have that |VHALT| < A.

Finally, taking A = [max{)\o, A, Azﬂ completes the proof. The quantity ‘7‘ is a universal constant,
because the Turing machine J does not depend on A or M. The quantities Cp, Cs, Cy are universal con-
stants; therefore A, A1, Ay and thus A can be computed from | M |. It is clear that A = poly(|M]|). Finally,
for this value of A one immediately verifies from (166) and (166) that TIMEpuar (1), TIMEguas (1) =
poly(n, MD, as claimed.

O
Putting things together we obtain the following result.

Theorem 12.6. There exists a polynomial-time computable map from Turing machines M to games & that
satisfies the “efficiency” requirement from Definition 5.29 and is such that

1. If M halts on the empty input, then val*(®) = 1. Moreover, in this case there is a (finite-dimensional)
PCC strategy for the players in & that wins with certainty.

2. If M does not halt on the empty input, then val*(®) <

N[—=

Proof. The map from Turing machines to games is computed as follows. Given a Turing machine M, first
compute the parameter A as given by Lemma 12.5. This takes time at most poly(|M]), and furthermore
A = poly(|M]). Then, compute the description of the verifier VHALT = (SHALT DHALT) corresponding
to M and A by first computing the description of SHALT = ComputeSampler(A) and then computing the
description of the Turing machine DHALT that computes

DA (4, x,y,a,b) = F(F, M,n,x,y,a,b) .

Computing the description of VHAMT thus takes time polylog(A) + poly(]M|) which is poly(|M|). Fi-

nally, output the description of the game & = VgOALT where Cy is the universal constant given by Theo-

rem 12.1. Clearly this computation takes poly(|M|) time in total and, according to the “moreover” part of
Lemma 12.5, returns a sampler and decider for & that run in time poly( \M ) as required.

Now fix a Turing machine M and let &, denote the n-th game VHAMT of the verifier VHAYT computed
by the aforementioned map (so in particular the output game & is B¢, ). Suppose that M halts on the empty
input; let T be the minimum number of time steps required for M to halt on the empty input. Observe
that for all n > T, by Lemma 12.3 it holds that &,, has a value-1 PCC strategy. We will use this to show
inductively that &,, also has a value-1 PCC strategy, forall Co < n < T.

Claim 12.7. Let Co < n < T. Suppose that &, has a value 1 PCC strategy for all m > n. Then &,, also
has a value-1 PCC strategy.
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Proof. Since by assumption M does not halt in # steps, by Lemma 12.3 it holds that &,, has a value-1 PCC
strategy if @SOMPR does. Since VHAMT is A-bounded (by Lemma 12.5) and n > Cy, by Theorem 12.1 it
follows that SOMPR has a value-1 PCC strategy if &« does. Since 2" > n, this is true by the hypothesis of
the claim. Thus, &, has a value-1 PCC strategy as claimed. O

By Claim 12.7 and downwards induction on 7 (with the base case n = T), we have that &,, has a value-1
PCC strategy for all n > C. In particular, we have val*(®) = val*(&¢,) = 1. This shows the first item
in the theorem statement.

Now suppose that M does not halt on the empty input. We have that for all n € IN:

1 1
éa(an, E) — g(@SOMPRI E

1
> & () ra) 7
) = &(6n, 5)
where the equality follows from Lemma 12.3 and the inequality follows from Theorem 12.1 (again using
the A-bounded property of VHALT). By induction, we get that for all k € N,

1 1 1 COMPR 1 1 ( (k+1)(c )A
é&(@; E) = éo(QSCO/ E) > £<Q§g(k)(co)/ E) = g(®g(k)(co)/ E) > E 2'8 0) ’
where ¢()(-) is the k-fold composition of the function g(1) = 2" and the second inequality follows from
Theorem 12.1 again. Since g(-) is a strictly monotonically increasing function this implies that there is no
1

finite upper bound on &'(®, ;) and therefore every finite dimensional strategy for the game & must have

success probability at most % O

Recall the definition of the complexity class RE, which stands for the set of recursively enumerable
languages (also called Turing-recognizable languages). Precisely, a language L C {0,1}* is in RE if
and only if there exists a Turing machine M such that if x € L, then M (x) halts and outputs 1, and if
x ¢ L, then either M (x) outputs O or it does not halt. The Halting Problem is the language that contains
descriptions of Turing machines that halt on the empty input input. The following well-known lemma shows
that the Halting Problem is complete for RE, meaning that every language L € RE can be polynomial-time
reduced to the Halting Problem. We include the simple proof for convenience.

Lemma 12.8. The Halting Problem is complete for RE via Karp reductions.*®
Proof. To see that the Halting Problem is in RE, define M to take as input an x that represents a Turing
machine N = [x], and runs the universal Turing machine to simulate A/ on the empty input; if A/ halts with
a 1 then so does M.

To show that the Halting problem is complete for RE, let L € RE and M a Turing machine such that if
x € L, then M (x) halts and outputs 1. For an input x, let Ny be the following Turing machine. N first
runs M on input x. If M accepts, then Ny accepts. On all other outcomes, N goes into an infinite loop.
Thus N, halts if and only if x € L. O

Corollary 12.9. MIP* = RE.

Proof. Since the Halting Problem is complete for RE, and by Theorem 12.6 is contained in MIP’{/l 2 C
MIP* (see Definition 5.29), we have the inclusion RE C MIP*. The reverse inclusion MIP* C RE follows
from the following observation. Let L € MIP* . From the definition of MIP* (see e.g. [VW16, Section

36A Karp reduction between languages L and K is a polynomial-time Turing machine R such that x € L if and only if R(x) €e K
for all instances x € {0,1}*.
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6.1], from which we borrow the terminology used here) it follows that there exists a polynomial-time Turing
machine R such that for all x € {0,1}*, R(x) is the description of an m-turn verifier V, interacting with k
provers, where m and k are both polynomial functions of |x| and such that

val*(Vy) > 2/3 ifxelL
val* (V) <1/3 ifx &L

Consider the following Turing machine A: on input x, it computes Vy = R(x), and then exhaustively
searches over tensor-product strategies of increasing dimension and increasing accuracy to evaluate a lower
bound on val*(Vy). If val* (Vy) > 2/3, then for arbitrarily small J there exists a finite dimensional tensor-
product strategy for the players that achieves value 2/3 — § > 1/3. When the Turing machine A identifies
such a strategy it terminates, outputting 1. If there is no such strategy, then .4 never halts. This implies that
L € RE. O

12.3 An explicit separation

As discussed in Section 1.3, Theorem 12.6 implies that Cy,, the set of approximately finite-dimensional
correlations, is a strict subset of Cy, the set of commuting-operator correlations. This is because if Cpy =
Cye, then there exists an algorithm to approximate the entangled value of a given nonlocal game & to
arbitrary accuracy. On the other hand, Theorem 12.6 shows that deciding whether a game has entangled
value 1 or at most 1/2, promised that one is the case, is undecidable. Therefore the correlation sets must be
different.

In fact, Theorem 12.6 implies that there is an infinite family .# of Turing machines that do not halt on
an empty input such that for all M € ., the corresponding game & 5 has val* (& () < val®(& ),
where recall that val®®(® ) denotes the commuting-operator value of & ¢, which is the supremum of
success probabilities over all commuting-operator strategies for & ,,.>’ However, it is not immediately
clear, given a specific non-halting Turing machine M, whether the associated game &), separates the
commuting-operator model from the tensor product model of strategies. While Theorem 12.6 implies that
val* (&) < 3. it could also be the case that val®(& () = val*(® ) in that particular instance. We
conjecture that val®(® ) = 1 for all non-halting Turing machines M, but it appears to be difficult to
identify an explicit value-1 commuting operator strategy that demonstrates this.

In this section we identify an explicit game & that separates the tensor product model from the commuting-
operator model; we show that val*(&) < 1 but val®(®) = 1. Interestingly, the proof does not exhibit an
explicit value-1 commuting-operator strategy for &.

We construct the separating game in a similar manner to the games constructed in Section 12.2. Let
A denote the following 1-input Turing machine: it takes as input a description of a nonlocal game & and
runs the semidefinite programming hierarchy of [NPAO8, DLTWO08] to compute a non-increasing sequence
a1, &, . .. of upper bounds on val®(®) such that lim,_,. &, = val®®(®). The Turing machine A halts if
it obtains a bound a,, < 1. Thus this algorithm eventually halts whenever val® (&) < 1, and otherwise it
runs forever.

Consider the Turing machine N in Figure 17. We follow the same steps as in Section 12.2. Let D/%EP
be the decider that on input (1, x,v,a,b), runs A on input (N, A, n,x,y,a,b). We sometimes leave the

37To see why this holds, observe that if it were the case that val® (& () = val®(® ) for all but finitely many non-halting
M then we could construct an algorithm A to decide the Halting problem as follows. On input M, A first checks if M is one
of the finitely many Turing machines for which val* (& ) < val®(& ,); if so, then it outputs a hard-coded answer for whether
M halts on the empty tape or not. Otherwise, .A computes the nonlocal game & » and executes the aforementioned algorithm for
approximating the entangled value of games assuming that Cgq = Cye.
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parameter A implicit. Define S°*" = ComputeSampler(A) and V5" = (S5, DS*F). By the definition of
Turing machine N in Fig. 17, the description V computed by D3F" is the description of VS itself and the
input to Compress is the description of V5" and A. Define the game &5 = ngp where Cy is the constant

from Theorem 12.1. Then &5 is the game & computed in DSFP,
A similar argument to that of Lemma 12.5 shows that there exist choices of A (computable from the
description of 4) such that VSF? is A-bounded.

Input: (ﬁ, An,x,y,a, b) where R is the description of a 7-input Turing machine.
1. Compute the description S = ComputeSampler(\).

2. Compute the description D of the 5-input Turing machine D that on input (n',x',y,a,b")
runs R with input (R, A, n',x',y/,a’,b’). Let V = (S, D).

3. Compute the description of the game & = V), where Cy is the integer from Theorem 12.1.
4. Simulate A on input & for n steps and accept if A halts.
5. Compute the description VCOMPR = Compress(V, A).

6. Accept if the decider DCOMFR of verifier VCOMPR accepts (1, x, Y, 4, b).

Figure 17: Description of Turing machine A/. The Turing machines ComputeSampler and Compress are
given in Lemma 12.2 and Theorem 12.1.

Theorem 12.10. For the game &S* = V3 it holds that val* (&5*) < 3 and val®(&5*) = 1.

Proof. Suppose that val®®(®SF) = 1. The invocation of the Turing machine .A on input &SF* never halts,
and therefore the decider DS never accepts in Step 4 of Figure 17. Applying Theorem 12.1, we get that
EWVSE, L) > £(V5E, 1) and

& (VﬁEP, %) > 721

for all n > Cp. An inductive argument implies that there is no finite upper bound on & (VSEP, %), and thus
val®(B3*) = val" (V) < %, which implies the theorem.

On the other hand, suppose that val®®(&5F") < 1. Then there exists some m > Cp such that A
halts on input &SF? after m steps, so VSFP has a value-1 PCC strategy for all 7 > m (i.e. the players do
not respond with any answers). Thus by the completeness statement of Theorem 12.1 and an induction
argument analogous to the one in the proof of Theorem 12.6, we have that VSE? has a value-1 PCC strategy
for all n > Co, which implies that val* (&5F") = 1, a contradiction because of val® (&5F?) < val®(BSEP).
This completes the theorem. ]

175



A Analysis of the Pauli basis test

In this appendix we give a proof of Theorem 7.14. For convenience, we repeat the statement of the theorem
here.

Theorem A.1. There exists a function
dorp(e,m,d,q) = a(md)"(f 4 g~ + 27bmd)

for universal constants a > 1 and 0 < b < 1 such that the following holds. For all admissible parameter
tuples qldparams = (q,m,d) and for all strategies . = (|), A, B) for the game (’5qpf?j%];iams that succeed
with probability at least 1 — ¢, there exist local isometries pa : Ha — Har @ Hpn, ¢ : Hp — Hp @ Hyr
(where ) € Ha @ Hp and H on, Hgr = (C)EM with M = 2™) and a state |AUX) € H » @ Hpr such

that
1. ||pa ® PpplYp) — |AUX) ® [EPR,)*M|| < SqLp (e, m,d,q),

2. Letting AY = ¢4 AX ¢ and B] = (])Bng):{;, we have for W € {X,Z}

5 (PAULLW) ~ W
Ay ® Igrpr Rogup (T )ar @ Lyrprgr
5 (PAULLW) _ W
Inar @ By Nsown Iaars @ (T, )pr

@M

where the x5, statement holds with respect to the state |AUX) g @ |EPR) (i, and the answer

summation is over u € lFéVI.

We also recall the meaning of the parameters: g is the field size, m the number of variables, d the degree
of the low-degree code, and M = 2™ is the number of [EPR) states being tested for.

This appendix is structured as follows. First, we establish some preliminary facts and definitions in
Appendix A.1. In the remainder of the appendix, we show Theorem A.1 by showing how to construct a
representation of the Pauli group on the provers’ Hilbert space, starting from a strategy . that succeeds
in (’55@‘;33% with high probability. This is done in several stages: in Appendix A.2, we use the strategy
measurements to define a set of observables that correspond to a subset of the Pauli X and Z observables,
and show that these approximately satisfy the associated Pauli group relations. In Appendix A.3, we adjoin
ancillary registers containing EPR states to the provers’ state |), and define a new set of approximately-
commuting observables acting on the expanded state. In Appendix A.4, we combine the approximately-
commuting observables into a strategy for the classical low-degree test, and in Appendix A.5, we apply
the soundness theorem of the classical low-degree test to construct a single projective measurement that
simultaneously measures all of the approximately-commuting observables. Finally, in Appendix A.6, we
use this single simultaneous measurement to construct an exact representation of the Pauli group, show that
it is close to the original strategy observables on the expanded state, and deduce that the game &PAVL s

gldparams
a self-test for the strategy .7/ PAUM,

A.1 Preliminaries

Definition A.2. Given integer d, m and a prime power g we denote by ideg dm (IF;) the set of polynomials
in m variables with individual degree at most d in each variable. When the field is clear from context we
write ideg 4m- When the number of variables is clear from context we write ideg,. We denote by deg, the
set of polynomials with tofal degree at most d.
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Recall the low-degree code defined in Section 3.4, in which vectors h € IF{;VI get mapped to polynomials
gn € ideg; , (IF;) such that for every u € {0,1}", g,(u) = h, where the coordinates of / are indexed

by binary strings of length m. For x € IF;”, recall the definition of the vector ind,,(x) € lFéVI from
Section 3.4. Recall also the finite field trace tr(-) = trg_(+) : F; — Fy, where g = 2 for odd k, defined
in Section 3.3.1.

Call a tuple w = (ux, Uz, rx,rz) € (1F2”)2 x (IF4)? anticommuting if the quantity

Y = tl‘((T’X . indm(ux)) . (T’Z . 1ndm(uz)))
introduced in Equation (54) is not 0, and commuting if v = 0.

Fact A.3. The probability that a tuple w = (ux,uz,rx,tz) sampled uniformly at random from (IFZ”)Z X

(IFy)? is anti-commuting is at least
=g a-q-(1-%5)

1
2
The probability that w is commuting is also at least (1 — —> . %

Proof. First, note that ind, (1x) = 0 if and only if ux = 0. If ux = 0 then w is commuting. Otherwise, if
ux # 0, then observe that for all rx, 1z, uz,

tl‘((?’x . indm(ux)) . (T’Z . 1ndm (Mz))) = tr(rxrz(indm (Mx) . 1ndm(uz)))
= tr((rx72) * Sindn(ux) (¥2)) ,

where ginq,, (uy) is @ nonzero polynomial in ideg, , (IF;).

If rx = 0, then w is commuting. Condition on rx # 0. Since Sind,y (ix) # 0 has total degree at most md,
by the Schwartz-Zippel lemma the probability that ging,, (uy) (uz) is zero over a uniformly random choice of
uz is at most md/q. Conditioned on ging, (uy)(4z) # 0, the product (rx7z) * ind,, (ux) (#z) is a uniformly
random element of IF; when rz is chosen uniformly at random.

The probability that ux # 0,7x 7 0, &ind,, (uy) (Uz) 7# Oisatleast (1 —q~™") - (1—q~')- (1 —md/q)
since uy, rx, Uz are chosen independently.

Since g = 2t is an admissible field size, we have that for all a € ]Fq, the trace of a is equal to ) ; a;
where (a1, ...,a;) = k(a) € F are defined in Section 3.3.1. Thus the probability that a uniformly random
element of ]Fq has trace 0 is exactly 1/2. O

EX]

In this appendix we often use the “~2;” notation to specify closeness of general operators (not necessarily
POVMs) that are indexed by questions but not answers: given sets of operators { A*} and {B*} indexed by
questions x € X', we write A* ~; B* to denote

E {pl(A” = B)'(A* — BY)|p) < O(5)

where  is a question distribution and |¢) is a state that has been fixed by context. This will be useful for
expressing closeness of observables, for example. The following two lemmas relate the closeness between
sets of operators and weighted sums of those operators.

Lemma A.4. Let {A*} and {B*} be operators indexed by some finite set X, and let u be a probability
distribution over X. Let {ay} be a set of complex numbers such that |ay| < 1. Then if A* ~5 B* on
average over x drawn from y, then A ~s B, where A = Ey ayA* and B = Ey axB*.
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Proof. Expand

2
< (Bl =B

< E||(A* = B)[g) I
o)

The first inequality is the triangle inequality and the second inequality is Jensen’s inequality. O

Lemma A.5. Let A be a finite set. Let { A },e4 and { B },c4 be POVMs and let {a, } e 4 be a collection
of complex numbers on the unit circle. Let AX =Y, 0, AY and B* =Y, a,B}. Then

A =5 By implies A* =~y B*
ford =1]A|-¢

Proof. Expand

E[[(A* = BY )" = B T4} - Bl

2
glg(ZH(Az—B;)mn)
<E AT I(A3 - Bl
<[4l

The first inequality follows from the triangle inequality, the second inequality follows from Cauchy-Schwarz,
and the last inequality follows from the assumption that A} ~; B}. U

The following lemma shows that POVMs that are approximately projective (in the sense of being self-
consistent) are close to exact projective measurements. The lemma first appears in [KV11]; for a self-
contained proof, see [JNV20].

Lemma A.6 (Orthonormalization lemma). Let 0 < & < 1. There exists a function op0(0) = 0(51/ 4)
such that the following holds. Let |1./J> be a state on Hpa ® Hp where Ha, Hp are finite dimensional. Let
{Qu} and {R,} be POVM on H o and Hg respectively such that

Qu®Ig =5 In @Ry (168)
Then there exists a projective measurement {P,} such that
Pﬂ ® IB zﬂortho Q’l ® IB . (169)

A.2 Strategies

Let qldparams = (g,m,d) be an admissible parameter tuple (Definition 7.12) and let . = (|¢), M) be a
strategy for ng@‘;glram . that succeeds with probability at least 1 — ¢, where |¢p) is a bipartite state on registers

A and B, with associated Hilbert spaces H s and Hp respectively. For notational convenience we use M to
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denote the operators for both players; it will be clear from context which player’s operators we are referring
to (for example, we write MLSPOINT’W)’” ® Ip to indicate that ML(zPOINT’W)’u is viewed as an operator acting on
register A).

Using Naimark’s theorem (as formulated in [JNV 20, Theorem 5.1]), at the cost of extending the state
|¢) by adding sufficiently many qubits initialized in the |0) state we may assume that the measurements in

. are projective. Let
[¢") = (ly) ®[0---0)®[0---0))as

be the extended state. In the remainder of this section, we will work with the projective strategy on the
extended state, which we continue labeling |¢) (instead of |¢)) for notational convenience.

We introduce several additional notational shorthands. By definition the strategy .¥ contains mea-
surement operators for each of the possible question types and content summarized in Fig. 8, such as
{MgPOINT’W)’y}ae]F , foraly e IF;”, etc. For “line” questions (of type ALINE or DLINE) we will use
LINE as a formal placeholder for either type ALINE or DLINE; which type is meant will be clear from the
nature of the line. Moreover, we will use £ to denote the description of either an axis-parallel line (given
by a pair £ = (ug,s)) or a diagonal line (given by a triple £ = (1, s,v)). We also introduce the following
collection of observables constructed from the measurement operators in the strategy. For every u € F”,
r € Fy,and W € {X, Z}, define

W (u) = Y (—1)rln p{Pommie (170)
aclf,
The observable W" (1) acts on register A or B depending on whether M[(,POINT’W)’M is viewed as being an

operator acting on register A or B; this will be made clear from context.
Recall the definitions of (anti-)commuting tuple given at the start of Section A.1.

Lemma A.7. Assume that . succeeds in (’5qpf?j%];iams with probability at least 1 — ¢, for some ¢ > 0. Then
the following hold:

PAULI

gldparams’ we

1. (Consistency check) On average over (t, x) sampled from the question distribution of &
have that MY @ Iy ~, I, @ MY

2. (Low-degree check) For all W € {X,Z}, on average over ({,u) drawn from the line-point dis-
(LINEW),L (POINT,W),u

tribution (see Definition 7.6), we have M[eval ()=a] ® Ig >~ In ® M, , where the answer
summation is over a € .

3. (Pauli basis consistency check) Forall W € {X,Z}, on average over u € "', we have MLEPOINT’W)’” &

~ (PAULLW) (PAULLW) (PAULLW) .

Ig ~. IAn ® M[g,,(u):a} where M[gh(u):a] = Zheﬂq%gh(u):u M, and gy, is the low-degree en-
coding of h.

4. (Commutation check) For all W € {X,Z}, on average over commuting w = (ux,uz,rx,1z), we
have ML(ZPAIR’W)’W ®Ig ~: IA ® MPAIR’“), where the answer summation is over a € IFs.

[Bw=4]

5. (Commutation consistency check) For all W € {X, Z}, on average over commuting w = (ux,uz,rx,1z),

P W), PAIR, V), . .
we have M[(trﬁlrif):g}uw RIg ~: In ® ML(Z AIR W) “ where the answer summation is over a € F,.

179



6. (Magic square check) For any anticommuting w = (ux, Uz, rx,z) let Ay, be the value of the strategy

<|1/J>, {Mp‘fl‘?jfj,};‘ ANTEOY Y {M;] ARIABLEj'w}) in the game &MS. Then

E Aw=1-0(e).
wtr((rx-ux)-(rz-uz))#0

7. (Magic square consistency check) For all W € {X,Z}, on average over anticommuting w =
(ux, uz, rx,1z2),

[(t};?IrzT),i(:,ux @I ~ [y ® MLYARIABLEl,w , 171)
M[(tl:?IrI;;,:Z;},uz @I~ [y ® M;/ARIABLE5,(U , (172)

where the answer summations are over FF».

>

Furthermore, all of the approximations above hold with “=.” instead of “~.”, and they also hold with the
tensor factors interchanged.

Proof. Since the question types are sampled according to the type graph GPAU of finite size in Fig. 7 in the

game QSEI%I%LaIrams’ the probability of any of the subtests of Dgﬁ%glrams (described in Fig. 8) being executed is
at least some universal constant. Thus the consistency conditions expressed in Items 1, 2, 3 of the lemma
follow directly from the corresponding tests in Fig. 8 (where Item 2 follows from the consistency test that is

a subtest of D> ) and the fact that the strategy . is assumed to succeed with probability at least 1 — ¢

Idparams
: PAULI
n ®q|dparams '

For the remaining items, recall that by Fact A.3 the probability that a tuple w = (ux, uz, rx, rz) sampled
as question content for a question of type PAIR, (PAIR, W), CONSTRAINT; or VARIABLE; is commuting is
at least (1 —3md/q) - (1/2), which is at least 1/4 assuming 6md < q. We claim this assumption holds
without loss of generality. Indeed, observe that the function ¢ in Theorem A.1 is monotonically increasing
in a, so without loss of generality we may assume that @ > 6. Then it follows that we may assume that
6md < q without loss of generality, since otherwise, § > amd/q > 1 and the conclusion of the theorem
holds trivially. The same lower bound holds for the probability that w is anticommuting. Therefore, the
consistency conditions in Items 4, 5 and 7 of the lemma also follow directly from the corresponding tests in
Fig. 8. Finally, Item 6 in the lemma follows from the fact that the Magic Square check in Fig. 8 is executed
with constant probability over the choice of a pair of questions.

That all of the approximations in the Lemma statement also hold with ~, replaced by ~, is immediate
from Fact 5.18. U

Lemma A.8. The following hold for the observables defined in (170).

e Forall We {X,Z},r € IFy, on average over uniformly random u € ng1 we have

W' (u) @ Ip ~ In @ W (u). (173)

* On average over uniformly random w = (ux, Uz, x,7z),

X™(ux)Z"(uz) ® Ip
~ e (—1)lreindn() (zindn(42) 702 (14,) X% (ux) @ Tg . (174)
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Furthermore, all approximations above hold with the tensor factors interchanged.

Proof. We first establish (173). Fixa W € {X,Z} and r € FF,. From item 1 of Lemma A.7 and the data
processing inequality (Fact 5.24), using that the question type (POINT, W) has constant probability of being
sampled by SPAUH we get that on average over u € IF,,

(POINT,W),u (POINT,W),u
Miy(nZa) © 18 Re I @ My ) 2

where the answer summation is over a € [F,. Equation (173) follows directly from Lemma A.5.
We now establish (174). We have that on average over commuting w = (ux, Uz, rx,z) each of the
approximate consistency relations hold, for any W € {X, Z}:

M[(:;?IrNT)Wa)]MW RIg > Ia® M(PAIR’W)’w (Item 5 of Lemma A.7)
~, MFAIR 0 ®Ip (Item 4)
~e Iy ® Mg (Item 1 and Fact 5.24)

Fact 5.18 then implies that on average over commuting w,

(POINT,W),

u PAIR,
ltr(-rog)= }W®IB~€IA®MA “. (175)

[Bw=a

Since {MPAIR“J} is projective, Equation (175) puts us in a position to apply Lemma 5.25, setting A* b =

M(POINT X) ocr = MPONTZ)Hz ng B = M™% Tt follows that

[tr(-rx)=D] [tr(-rz)=c] ab,c
e M o,

on average over commuting . Then for every w = (ux, uz,7x,7z), since the measurements {M;*} are
projective we get that
. (POINT,X),u (POINT,Z),u
X (ux) 2% (uz) = (1= 2Mgt 55 ) (1 2MZ200 )
(POINT, X),ux (POINT,Z),uz (POINT,X),ux 4 s(POINT,Z),uz
= 1= 2Mprg=1) ~ M=) T A M=) M=t - (47D

Applying (176) with b = ¢ = 1 to commute the measurement operators in the the fourth term in (177), and
performing the same steps in reverse, we deduce that on average over commuting cw,

er (I/lx)ZrZ (uz) ¢ Zrz (I/lz)XrX (I/lx).

This shows the “commuting” part of (174).
Now we consider the case that w is anticommuting. Item 7 of Lemma A.7, combined with Lemma A.5,
implies that the following two approximations hold on average over anticommuting w:

X% (uX) ® IB R, IA ® MVARIABLEl,(U , (178)
Zrz (MZ) ® IB R IA ® MVARIABLE5,(4) , (179)
where forj c {1,5}, MVARIABLE],’(U _ M(;/ARIABLE]', . MVARIABLE]
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For all anticommuting w, let e, = 1 — A,, where A, is defined in item 6 of Lemma A.7. From item 6
of Lemma A.7 we get that [E anticomm, €0 < O(€). For each anticommuting w, Theorem 7.10 implies that

VARIABLE],w A fVARIABLEs,W0 ~_ o VARIABLE5,w A f VARIABLE] ,w
In®M M R —Ia®M M .

VEw

Thus, averaging over anticommuting w, and applying Jensen’s inequality to the definition of =2, we ob-
tain the same anticommutation relation with error Eanticomm. £/ 2 < (Ewanticomm. sw)l/ 2 — O(sl/ 2). In
summary, on average over anticommuting w,

IA ® MVARIABLEl,wMVARIABLE5,w %\/E _IA ® MVARIABLE5,wMVARIABLE1,w ) (180)
Using 5.19 twice we get from (178) and (179) that on average over anticommuting w,

er(ux)zrz (uZ) ® IB > IA ® MVARIABLEl,wMVARIABLEs,w , (181)
ZT)((MX)X}’Z (MZ) ® IB %8 IA ® MVARIABLE5,(4)MVARIABLE1,(,() . (182)

Using (180) we get that on average over anticommuting w, we have
er(uX)Zrz (Mz) ® Ig %\/g —7' (Mz)XrX (Mx) ® Ip .

This shows the “anticommuting” part of (174). O

A.3 Expanding the Hilbert space and defining commuting observables

Expanded state. We introduce registers A’, A”, B/, B” that are each isomorphic to (C7)®M. Define the
state

|¢>AA’A”BB’B” = (W’»AB ® |EPR11>§/Z\£” ® ’EPRQ>§/A§” ’ (183)

where we have added maximally entangled states in registers A’A” and B’'B”’; recall also that the state
|¢) is already implicitly appended with sufficiently many ancilla qubits initialized in the |0) state. For the
remainder of the Appendix all approximations will be evaluated with respect to this state.

Expanded observables. Forall W € {X,Z}, r € F,, and u € IF' define the following observable
W7 (u):

W (1) = W (u) @ T (r -ind, (u)) , (184)
where W' (u) is the observable defined in Equation (170) and " (r - ind,,(u)) is the generalized Pauli

observable (see Section 3.7) acting on (C7)®M.
For a € I, define corresponding projections

M’gPOINT,W)rM — E (_1)tr(ar) Wr(u) '

relf,
~(POINT,W),u . . . . . .
Note that M, can be equivalently written as a sum of projectors by applying Fourier identities.
Specifically, for W € {X,Z}, u € ), and a € FF,, define the projector
T;/V/u — T[?{(l[):a} e Z TIZ\] . (185)



~(POINT,W ), u

Then we can write M, as follows:
MLSPOINT,W)M _ gp (_1)tr(ar) W (1) ® TW(}’ - indy (1))
relq
_ IE (_1)1:1‘(111’) Z (_1)tr(ﬂ,r)MLE})OINT’W)'u ® Z (_1)tr(r(h-indm(u))),q]l/\/
reky ( '€, > ( heF; )
= E (_1)tr(ar) (_1)tr(a/r)M(}’OINT,W),u ® (_1)tr(g”r)TTC\//,u
relf, < a/ezﬂ;;q a > (a’qu 4 >

_ Z E (_1)tr((a+a’+a”)r) ML(;})OINT,W)’M ® T;//\//’u
ﬂ//alle]Fq T’G]Fq
_ Z Mlg})OINT,W),u ® T;//\//,u ,

a,a"€F,

a'+a"=a
where in the second line we have used Equation (170) on the first tensor factor and Equation (20) on the
second, and in the third line we have used Equation (185). For a fixed u € F", r € qu and b € [y, define a
projection
MﬁPOINT,W),u,r _ Z M’gPOINT,W),u ) (186)

acFy:tr(ar)=b

which can be equivalently written as

. 1 A
NN — (1+ (=1)"W(w) . (187)
The registers that the operators W' (1), ML(IPOINT’W)’”, and M;POINT’W)’L‘” act on depend on context. For

example if W’ (u) is viewed as an operator acting on register A, then we will view W’ (1) as acting on
registers AA’ (with the T" observable acting on register A’). We generally indicate via subscripts which
registers the operators act on (for example we will write (W" (1)) s a7 or (W' (1)) g ar)-

Partitioning the registers, and symmetries In the remainder of this section as well as Appendices A.4
and A.5, we will partition the six registers AA’A”BB’B” into two “parties” in two different ways. The first
is to consider AA’ together to form a single party, and BA” to form the second party. The second is to
consider BB to form the first party, and AB” to form the second party. Thanks to the symmetry of the Pauli
basis test under exchanging the two players, as well as the symmetry of the ancilla states in registers A’A”
and B'B”, every “bipartite” consistency relation we derive between two operators M, N will hold for both
of the two bipartitioning schemes, and with the first and second party interchanged. That is, whenever we
derive a bipartite relation of the form
Maar =5 Npar,

the same steps, with the registers appropriately changed, will also yield
Naar =5 Mpar,
Mgp' =5 Napr,
Npp' ~s Map-
Similarly, whenever we derive a single-party relation of the form M, ,; = N, »’, the same steps with

the registers appropriately changed will also yield the same relation on BA”, BB’ and AB”. We refer to
these relations as symmetric equivalents.
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Lemma A.9. There exists a function Saxmicom(€) = poly(€) such that the following holds.
1. (Self-consistency) For all W € {X,Z}, on average over r € F; and u € F[Y, we have

(MLSPOINT,W),M)AA/ ~, (M’gPOINT,W),u)BAH'

2. (Approximate commutation) On average over uniformly random w = (ux, uz,rx,tz), we have

~(POINT,X),ux,rx 13 (POINT,Z),uz,r7 ~ ~(POINT,Z),uz,rz +% (POINT,X),ux,rx
(Mb Mh’ )AA’ ~dAnTicom (Mb’ Mh )AA/ .

Furthermore, all symmetric equivalents of these approximations also hold.

Proof. Ttem 1, the self-consistency of { Y L(IPOINT’W)’”}, follows from the fact that the original points mea-

surements {MLSPOINT’W)’“} are approximately self-consistent between registers A and B in |$) (item 1 in

Lemma A.7), the Pauli projections {7,V (ind,,(u))} are perfectly self-consistent between registers A’ and
A", and Fact 5.24.

We now establish the approximate commutation relations. On average over uniformly random w =
(ux,uz,rx,rz), we have

M(POINT,X),MX,VX M(POINT,Z),uZ,rZ

b v
_ i([ (DR () (T (-1 2% (7))

_1
~ 3

where the first equality follows from (187). Note that

X (ux) 2" (uz)
= X" (ux)Z"(uz) ® TX(rX ~indm(ux))rz (rz -ind,, (uz))
~ e 27 (uz) X (ux) ® T4 (rz - indyy (uz))T* (rx - ind,, (ux))
= 7" (uz) X (ux) ,

where the first equality follows from (184) and for the second line we used the approximate (anti-)commutation
relation (174) for the X"% (ux) and Z"%(uz) observables, as well as the exact (anti-)commutation relations
for the T4 (rz - ind,, (uz)) and 7% (rx - ind,, (ux)) observables. This shows the desired approximate com-
mutation relation, with danticom = V. O

Lemma A.10. There exists a function yns(€) = poly(e) such that the following holds. For all W €

~(LINE,W),
My

{X,Z} and lines { there exists a projective measurement { } fedeg,,,(¢)> acting on registers AA’

or BA", such that:

1. (Self-consistency) For all W € {X,Z} and r € T, on average over a uniformly random pair (£, u)
drawn from the line-point distribution (Definition 7.6),

~(LINEW),¢ ~r(LINE,W),
(Mj(r ) ) AN R (Mj(r ) JBA” -
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2. (Consistency with points measurements I) On average over a uniformly random pair (£, 1) drawn
from the line-point distribution,

~(LINEW),¢ ~(LINEW),¢ ~ (POINT,W),
(Mj(f E) ) AN R (Mj(f E) Jan ® (Mj(f(;))INT )u)BA” ~

3. (Consistency with points measurements II) On average over a uniformly random pair (£, u) drawn
from the line-point distribution,

(M(LINE,W),E

~ (P W),
[evalu('):”})AA/ ~oLme (MLS ot )“)

BA" -

Furthermore, all symmetric equivalents of these approximations also hold.
Proof. Define the operator

M(LINE,W),( _ Z MJ(}INE,W),E ® TV/\{,( ,
f.f"edeg,,;,(0):
F+f=f

where the Pauli operator Tt acting on register A’ is obtained by measuring all M qudits in the basis W to

obtain an outcome h € ]Fé\/I and then returning the restriction f” of g, : ]FZ1 — IF; to the line £. Here, gy, is
the degree-d low-degree extension of / defined in (12).

~(LINE,W),
My

Item 1, the self-consistency of { )g}, follows from the fact that the original lines measure-

ment {M}LINE’W)’Z} is self-consistent between registers A and B in |¢) (Item 1 in Lemma A.7), the Pauli

projections {TVX’E} are perfectly self-consistent on between registers A’ and A”, and Fact 5.24.

Item 2, the consistency with the points measurements, follows because on average over (¢, 1) drawn
from the line-point distribution we have

(M) (188)
- ). (M}%INE'W)'K D Th ) an (189)
87 o)
) f',f"edzeg d(m:((Mf("LINE'W)'é ST (Mg ) an (190)
P
~, Z (MJ(I/LINE,W),Z ® TVX’E)AA/ ® (MJ(IE)(OMI)NT,W),M)BA” (191)
S8 et
= f/,f//edZeg d(g):(M},“NE'W)"Z @ T ) an ® (MUY @ Tl g ar (192)
TR
= Y wm™Megihwe (X MyTregin) a9
v o =y 70
= (M0 @ (N (194)
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Equation (190) follows from the projectivity of {M fLINE W), } Equation (191) follows from the consistency

between the line and point measurements (Item 2 in Lemma A.7) together with Fact 5.20. Equation (192)
follows from the exact consistency between the {7y} and {T/v" " } measurements on the A" and A”

registers. Equation (193) follows because the consistency of the T rneasurements force a’ = f'(u) and
"= f"(u) . This establishes Item 2, with approximation error ¢.

To show Item 3 we would like to first apply Fact 5.24 to Equation (194), to sum over all functions f that
evaluate to the same value at a given point #. Unfortunately, we cannot use the Fact as written, since the
bound in Item 2 is in terms of ==, not ~, and moreover the right-hand side does not have the form I ® B.
Instead, we show the desired bound by direct calculation from Equation (194)

e2E)(f] (M}“NE'WW ® (1= M) (195)
f
_ ]EZ LINEW (I— MJ((IEOINTW )’¢> (196)
“f
:]EZ Z IIJ’M (LINEW),L (I_M(POINTW) )’¢> (197)
a f:f(u)=a
= E L (pIMar s ® (L= MO ), (198)
a
where in going to the second line we have used the projectivity of the measurements {M (LINEW), /} and
{MaPOINT W), 1. Thus, we have deduced that
~(LINE,W),¢ ~ (LINEW),L ~ (POINT,W),u
(Mievat,()Za) a8 e Mgy ()2 )anr ® (Mo Joar - (199)
Since both the {M}LINE’W)’E} and {MSIPOINT’W)’”} measurements are projective, we also get
. (LINE,W), ¢
I= Z(M[eval (=) an’ © Igar
LINE w), (LINE W), ¢ (POINT,W),u
; ( leval, ( a])AA’ ® Igpr — (M[evalu( V) an ® (Ma )BA“)
+ L) an © (W0 (200

For projective sub-measurements { A;} and { B;} and a state |¢),

Y (ol (Ai = Bi)lp) =Y (9|Ai(Ai — B))lg) + ZXW(AI‘ — Bi)Bi|¢)

i i

< (Z<¢|A?!¢>)1/2(Z<¢|(Ai _ Bi)z,(m)
(o= 00%) " (Sloiato)”

<2( L {ol(4i = B)*lg))

1/2

1/2
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Applying this fact to the projective sub-measurements {(M[(eLVI;E(V\)] )aa’}a and {(M [eLVI;E(V\)])/}) AA! @
( LSPOINTW g} in (200) and using (199) gives
~(LINE,W),¢ P W
I N\/Z MevI;E )) a)aa ® (WIFONTIAY (201)

To go from (201) to Item 3 of the lemma we use another fact about projective measurements. For families
of projective measurements {A*} and {B}} acting on separate registers of a bipartite state |¢), suppose
I ~5 3 A7 ® Bf. Then

s> E|(1-Tare s
B(1+ @l DA e B) 1) - 2 (0145 0 Bilg)
~E) _(9lAT © Bfl)

where we used the projectivity in going from the second to the third line, to remove the square. Thus
E) (9lA} @ Bl¢) <
it
and Af ® I ~5 I ® Bf. By Item 1 of Fact 5.18, this in turn irnplies that AY ® I ~5 I ® B}. Applying this
fact to the projective measurements { (M [(eLVIaNlE(M)/ a]) A/ o and {(M (PoinT, W), “Ypar}in (201) gives

( ~(LINE,W), ¢

[eval, ()= }) A N\/ (M(POINTW) )

BA":

Taking the function Jp v in the lemma to be /¢, this yields the conclusion of Item 3 of the lemma. |

A.4 Combining the X and Z measurements

In this section our goal is to create a set of combined measurements that simultaneously measure the
approximately-commuting measurements constructed in the previous section. We do this first for the points.
Recall that H a and Hp denote the Hilbert spaces corresponding to registers A and B, respectively.

Lemma A.11. There exists a function 5q(e) = poly(e) such that the following holds. For every x,z € Ff
and H € {Ha, Hp} there are projective measurements {QZ;} apek, acting on H @ (C1)®M such that:

1. (Self-consistency) On average over uniformly random x,z € ]Fgﬂ

A

(QZZ ) AN’ g (QZ; )BA” - (202)
2. (Consistency with M) On average over uniformly random x,z € ",

(QZb)AA’ %5(2 (MISPOINT,X) MZ(JPOINT ) )BA” ’ (203)
(Qi)an g (KNP0 (204)
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Furthermore, all symmetric equivalents of these approximations also hold.

. AX,Z . . .
The construction of the measurements {(Q .t Whose existence is guaranteed in the lemma proceeds

in three steps. In the first step, for every (r,s) € IF% we combine the binary-outcome measurements

MLEPOINT’X)’X’V and MZ(JPOINT’X)’Z’S; this is made possible by their approximate commutation as shown in

Lemma A.9. In a second step, we show that the measurements thus constructed have a particular “ap-
proximate linearity” property, when seen as a function of the pair (7,s). This allows us, in the third step,
to combine them into a single measurement {QZ:;} with outcomes in lFé = lF%t by applying the following
result from [NV17]:

Theorem A.12 (Quantum linearity test). Let 0 < 6 < 1, let t be a positive integer, and let |{) be a state in
a Hilbert space Ha @ Hg. Let {O"} be a set of observables indexed by u € F} that act on H a. Suppose
that on average over u,u’ chosen uniformly from ]Fé, we have the following “approximate linearity” holds:

(Ouou’)A ~ (Ou-i-u’)A

where the = statement is taken with respect to the state (). Then there exists an extended state |P') \ x5 =
|P) aB ® |0) or in an extended space Hp @ Hp @ H o and observables {L"} acting on Ha @ H s such
that for all u,u’ € T,

ﬁuﬁu’ _ Eu—i—u’ and (ﬁu)AA’ ~ (Ou)A'
Furthermore, the observable L* = I when u = Q.
We now give the proof of Lemma A.11.

Proof of Lemma A.11. For convenience in the proof we slightly abuse the notation ~; to mean ~ for
some polynomial function § = poly(e) that may differ each time the notation is used.
First step: construction of projective binary measurements {R¢, }. For every w = (x,z,7,s) and

a,b € Fy, define a measurement operator

poly(e)

5 ~(POINT,Z),z,s ~(POINT,X),x,r 1 (POINT,Z),z,s
0, = RPN fPONTXIT lron)zs

It is clear that { R;‘fb}a,he]pz is a POVM. Observe that on average over uniformly random w,

AW ~(POINT,Z),z,5 37 (POINT,X),x,r
Rﬂrb ™~ V/danticom Mb ’ Ma 4 (205)

which follows from the approximate commutation relation of Lemma A.9 and the projectivity of {MIE
together with Fact 5.19. Next we show that {R‘; b} is approximately self-consistent: we aim to show that on
average over w, it holds that (R¥,) s =5 (R¥,) g~ for some polynomial function & = poly(e). To show
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this, we perform the following calculation: (recall the state ]1f7> defined in (183))

]EZ P|(RY)) anr ® (R ab)BA”’¢7>

S oo ]EZ (Pl NPT @ (R g |) (206)

{5}%/N4TICOM IEZ 1,@’ POINTZ MgPOINT,X),x )AA/ ® (M(POINT Z),z, M(POINTX )BA“|lI)> (207)
a,b

N\/_ IEZ 1127|(M1(;POINTZ ZS)AA’ ® (MISPOINT,Z),Z,S . M’gPOINTX )BA”W’> (208)

:152<¢|<M£P°I”'Z)' Dan ® (M) )

~e E L (B 5) 1) (209)
b

The approximation in (206) is derived by bounding the magnitude of the difference:

]:E Z lp’ POINT Z) . MgPOINT,X)/x,T)AA/ ® (I’ég_fb)BA// |¢)> '

B ~(P Z),z, P X
< \/152<¢!(R;fb N WUIN A NICAI
a,b

1/2
< V 5ANTICOM ’ \/I s

where the second line follows from Cauchy-Schwarz, and the third line follows from (205) and the fact
that ), b( ) < I. The approximation in (207) follows from a similar calculation. The approximation
in (208) is derlved by bounding the magnitude of the difference:

]E Z POINTZ (I _ M(POINT X),x, )) an @ (M(POINT WARS ML(zPOINTX ) )

(210)

e <; WPONTS g PN ) (21— WINPT 1y

a

IEZ<7;B|(I o M(,(zPOINT X) )AA/ ® (M(POINTX )BA,,|lP> (211)

a

= JEL I = M) @ (M0 g 1) 12)

POINT,X),x,

1 ~ A ~
- E]EZW”((MLI ) an @ Igpn — g © (M( Npar)2|P) (214)
a

= [T BL ) () 1) @13)

< Ve. (215)
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Here Equation (211) follows from the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, the projectivity of ML(IPOINT’X)’“, and the

fact that ) MZ(JPOINT’Z)’Z’S & MZ(JPOINT’Z)’Z’S < I. Equations (212) to (214) follow from projectivity and com-

pleteness of MLSPOINT’X)’x’r. Equation (215) follows from the self-consistency of V gPOINT’X)’x’r, established

in Lemma A.9.

The approximation in (209) follows from the self-consistency of MgPOINT’X)’x’r, again from Lemma A.9,
together with projectivity and Fact 5.18.

This shows that (IA{;‘fb) AA! 25 (th)B A7 as desired. Combined with Fact 5.18, we have

(R¥) an ~s5 (R¥)par - (216)

Finally we apply the orthonormalization Lemma (Lemma A.6) to {Rg’b} in order to obtain projective
measurements {I:gfb} such that on average over w,

LY ~s RY, . (217)

Second step: approximate linearity relations for {R;"b }. We proceed in three steps. First we establish

linearity relations for {MﬁPOINT’W)’u’r}. Forall W € {X,Z},u € F",r,v' € IF; and c € Fy,

~(POINT,W),u,r % (POINT,W),u,r" ~(POINT,W),u 3~ (POINT,W),u
IR it = T R gy
b,b'€F,: a,a €Fy:
b+b'=c tr(ar+a'r")=c
~(POINT,W),
— M. )
atr(a(r+1"))=c
~(POINT,W),u,r+1'
= M Jurtr (218)

where the second line follows from projectivity of {MLSPOINT’W)’M}.

Second we show approximate linearity of the {IA{Z‘fb}. On average over x,z € I and 7, 7', 5,s" € T,

Z ( ﬁx,z,r,s . Rx,z,r’,s’ )
b b
aba b’ “ a, AA!
a,Jr,a’ ,:c
b+b'=d

DX,Z,1,5 5x,z,1 s
~ L (RE), e (R (219)
ab,a b ’ AA ’ BA
a,—o—,a;’:c'
b+b'=d

s Z MZ(JPOINT,Z),Z,S ] M[EPOINT,X),X,I’) ® (MZ(J})OINT,Z),z,s’ ‘ MIS?OINT,X),XI;»/) (220)
aba b AA BA”
a+a'=c
b+b'=d

-~ ~(POINT,Z),z,8 ~(POINT,Z),z,s" 37 (POINT,X),x,r+7'
- hzb; <Mb AA/ ®© Mb’ M BA” @21
b+b'=d

~; Z (M(POINT,Z),Z,5> ® (MgPOINT,X),x,H—r’ ‘ M(})OINT,Z),Z,S/) ' (222)
b AA/ b BA//

bb':
b+b'=d
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In each approximation, the answer summation is over ¢,d € IF,. Each approximation follows by ap-
plying a previously derived approximation to part of the expression, together with Fact 5.19. Specifi-
cally, line (219) uses the self-consistency of {R;"b} shown in (216). Line (220) follows from using (205)

twice. Line (221) follows from the self-consistency and linearity properties of { Y gPOINT’X)’x’r} shown in

Lemma A.9 and (218) respectively. Line (222) follows from the approximate commutativity relation shown
in Lemma A.9. Continuing,

(222) ~ (MEPOINT'X)"‘"”’ : Mépom'z)'z's“/) (223)
BA//

5 <ﬁ2{/,§,1’+1’ ,5+8§ ) (224)

BA//
Ax,z,r+r,s+s'
s (R

Q

Q

: (225)
AA’

Line (223) follows from self-consistency and linearity properties of {MéPOINT’Z)’Z’S}. Line (224) follows

from (205) and Lemma A.9, and line (225) follows from the self-consistency of { Rgfb} from Eq. (216).

Third we deduce approximate linearity of the {I:;"b}. On average over x,z € F)', and r,7',s,s" € TF,,
we have

2x,z,r,8 §x,z,1 s _ & X,2,1,5 #xzr' s
Z (La,b La,,b/ >AA/ ~6 Z (La,b >AA/ ® (La’,b’ >BA//
ab,a b ab,a b
a+a'=c a+a'=c
b+b'=d b+b'=d

. [ PREIFT ST
= (R
AA

~ (B (226)
’ AA
The first two approximations follow from the closeness of the {R;fb} and {I:Zfb} guaranteed by (217) as
well as the self-consistency of {R;‘fb} shown in (216). The third approximation follows from the linearity
properties of {R;fh} in (222).
Third step: construction of {QZ;} For each w define an observable O = Y, e, (—1)*"P LY, . The
self-consistency of O“ between registers AA’ and BA” follows from the self-consistency of the {i;‘jb},

which is obtained by combining (216) and (217). We now verify approximate linearity. On average over
x,z € IFy', and r,1',s,s" €,

x,z,r,s Mx,zr s at+b+a’+b' $x,z,r,8 §x,z,1 8
O8O Y (-1) frars g
- a,b

a' b’
ab,a b’

~ Z( 1 ) c+c' tx,z,r—i—r’,s—o—s’

c,c’
c,c!

_ Ox,z,r+r/,s+s’

where the approximation follows from the approximate linearity properties of {ﬁ‘a*’ ,+ shown in (226). Iden-
tify the field IF,; with the vector space IF}, and thus we treat pairs (7, s) as vectors in IF%t. Forevery x,z € F”,
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we can apply Theorem A.12 to the collection of observables { O**"*}, . , to obtain the existence of “ex-
actly linear” observables { L¥*"*} that are d-close to {O¥#"*}, on average over the choice of x, z,7,s. By
assuming that |) has sufficiently many ancilla zero qubits, we do not need to extend the state further.

We are ready to define the measurements {QZ; whose existence is claimed in the statement of the
lemma. For all x,z € ng1 and a,b € IF;, define

A

Qx,g _ IE(_1)tr(ra—0—sb)£x,z,r,s
i .

7,8
This operator is a projection (and thus positive semidefinite):

(Q;C,Z)Z - E (_1)tr((r+r’)a+(s+s/)b)£x,z,r,s ﬁx,z,r’,s’
! r,s,r',s

- E (_1)tr((r+r’)a+(s+s’)b)Lx,z,r—i—r’,s—&-s’
r,s,;r',s

— ]E(_l)tr(ra+sb)£x,z,r,s )

r,s

The second equality follows from the exact linearity of the { L¥*"}. Next, the operators sum to identity:

Z Qx,; —F Z(_l)tr(m—i-sb)ﬁx,z,r,s
a,b o rs a,b

— Ex,z,O,O

=1.

Thus {QZ;} forms a projective measurement.
We establish self-consistency:

AX,Z
(Qa,b> AA/

|
/N
el

( o 1)tr(m+sb) Ex,z,r,s)

AA’

( o 1)tr(ra+sb) Ox,z,r,s)

AA/

BAH

r
(

~ <rls(_1)tr(ra+sb)0x,z,r,s>
(

The first approximation is due to Lemma A.4. The second approximation is due to Lemma A.4 and the
self-consistency of the { O**"} observables. The third approximation follows from Lemma A.4 again.
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Finally we show consistency with the {MgPOINT’W)’u}.

(03) s (Brmesiones)

7,5

— (]E Z(_l)tr(ra+sb)+c+d tx,z,r,s)
BA//

c,d
7,8
e, d

~ (IE Z( 1)tr(m+sb)+c+d szrs>BA”

c,d
7,8
" e,d

~; (]E Z(_l)tr(ya+5b)+c+d M‘gPOINT,Z),Z,s M(POINT,X),x,r) "

C
r,s d
(]EZ tr (sb) +dM(POINTZ zs) (IE Z tr (ra +CM(POINT X),x, >BA,,

= (IE Z Z (_1)tr(sb)+tr(sb/)Mé})omT,Z),z)
s 7 b

_ M(POINT,Z),Z . M(POINT,X),X
b a BA// :

. ( E Z(_1)tr(m)+tr(m’)Mé})OINT,X),x)

"
- BA

BA//

The second line follows from the definition of { O**"}. The third line follows from the closeness of {t‘?,)d}
and {IA{?,’d}. The fourth line follows from (205). The fifth line follows from (186), and the last line from
Lemma 3.25.

The above calculation establishes Equation (204) of the Lemma. To obtain Equation (203), which is the
same consistency relation with X and Z swapped, we may use Lemma A.9 immediately after the fourth line
to swap the two operators in the product, and then proceed as above.

An analogous derivation shows the same properties of {QA;CZ} with the tensor factors switched to BB’

and AB”, respectively. This concludes the proof of the lemma.
O

Lemma A.13. There exists a function ép(¢,m,d,q) = poly(e, md/q) such that the following holds. For
H € {Ha, Hg} and for every pair of lines {x and Ly there exists a POVM {Tﬁ(fzz} acting on H ® (C1)*M
with answers consisting of pairs of polynomials fx, f7 in deg, ,({x) x deg, ;({z) such that on average
over pairs ({x,x) and ({z,z) independently sampled from the line-point distribution,

Ox 0 Ax,
(T[e)f/alz() a,evalz(-):h])AA’ =sp (Q;;)BA”/

as well as all symmetric equivalents of this approximation. Moreover, if {y is axis-parallel, then fy €

deg,(Lw).

Proof. We construct the required measurements by combining the measurements MJ(CLINE W for W €

{X, Z}. For convenience in the proof we slightly abuse the notation ~5 to mean ~
mial function § = poly(e) that may differ each time the notation is used.

poly () for some polyno-

We first argue that the measurements { Q* o} obtained in Lemma A.11 are consistent with the { M (LINEW) [W}.
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Applying Fact 5.19 to (204), we get that on average over uniformly random x, z,

<ng) " (MS’OINT,Z),Z) i (MZ(JPOINT Z)2 > " (Qz;) "

~ ~(POINT,Z),z 37 (POINT,X),x
~o (Mb M, BA/

NX,Z
<Qﬂ,b) AA/ *

Since {Q b} is a projective measurement, applying Lemma 5.21 with (Q ) A A’ Playing the role of A} and

l

(Q ) anr - (MISPOINT ) “)pav playing the role of B, we obtain that

( i >AA’ Rs Z ( >AA/ . (MIEPOINT,Z)/Z>BA// ' 227)

We now show that on average over uniformly random X, z,

< A;’z) " NOQ ( L(IPOINT X),x )BA” ‘ (228)

This follows from (227) and the following calculation:

Z <QA;‘:Z) NG <MZ(JPOINT,Z),Z) i (M{EPOINT,X),X) BA//|¢)>

b
Xb: (M (POINT,Z), >BA” ) ((QAZ:Z> " _ <ML(1P01NT ,X),x >BA/,) ’1,5>
M (POINT,Z), ) o << ) ( (POINT,X), ) A,,) ’1,D> ‘
o) n

(
(M (POINT,Z), )BA” ) (( ( (POINT,Z),z LSPOINT,X),JC) BA,,> |1/A]>
(

(QZ;)AA, _ (MZ(JPOINT,Z),Z M(POINTX > A,,) |¢>H

2

)3

X,z

s
N

I
=[]

=
N

N
Sy

:

=
N

N
(S

IN
7]

R

4
a

o(s

<
~—

7

(POINT,Z),z

where the second line uses the property ), Mb = ], the third and fourth lines uses the projectivity of

{M (POINT.Z), } the fifth line uses M (POINT/Z), 2 < I, and the last line uses Equation (204). This shows (228).
A similar argument shows that

(QAZ'Z)AA’ S <M£POINT/Z),Z> BA" 22

Next, from Lemma A.10 we get that on average over (¢x,x) and (¢z,z) sampled independently from the
line-point distribution (Definition 7.6),

(ME:VISS(}? Ex} )BA” (M[SPOINT,X),X)BA” ) (230)
(Mg mar = (KT ) g (231)
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where we used both the self-consistency of the line measurements (item 1 in Lemma A.10) as well as their
consistency with the points measurements (item 3). To deduce both of these relations, we used Fact 5.18 to
convert between ~ and ~~ distance, and Fact 5.24 to sum over outcomes to the lines measurement. Since
the {M (LiNeW), } and {Q , } are projective, together with (228) and (229) by Fact 5.18 we get

AX,Z ~ ~(LINE,X),{x AX,Z ~ ~(LINE,Z),{z
( a >AA' e (M[evalx(-):a}> BA/ and (Qb )AA’ =50 (M[evalz(-):h]) BAY (232)
For all lines (x, {7z and (fx, fz) € deg,,;({x) X deg,,;({z) define the operator

Ox,07 _ (LINEX),lx A (LINEZ),lz 4 (LINEX),{x
T = My, My, Mg,

Then the collection {T X /Z} forms a valid POVM. Moreover, by the fact that {M (LINEW) EW} comes from
a valid strategy for the low degree test, it holds that fyy € deg,(¢w) whenver £y is axis—parallel, and thus
property holds for T as well.

It only remains to bound the consistency of {TEX EZ} with {Q .} Using the following choices of
measurements,

Ux,l7

u AX Y1 Y20 . AXZ w“ X . A (LINE/X)IKX “ X . A (LINEIZ)IKZ V78 rd Y72
Aal ap :Q (Gl)g : M ’ (Gz) M ’ ]81/82 : fo,fz ’

ab’ fx § "z

Then the hypotheses of Lemma 5.27 hold, with § in the lemma set to (5Q, and 7 in the lemma set to md /g
(this follows from the Schwartz-Zippel lemma applied to the polynomials fx, fz, which are of total degree
at most md). Applying the lemma, we conclude that

(QZ/’Z) N (T[i)\(/’:lzx(-):a,evalz(-):b}> " (233)

where 6p = poly(e,md/q) is the Opasting as given by Lemma 5.27, conditions (42) and (43) in the lemma
are given by (232) and (202) respectively, and the distribution over (fx, {z) are two independently and
uniformly chosen lines. This is a symmetric equivalent of the consistency relation in the conclusion of
Lemma. Thus, by applying an identical argument with the appropriate modifications to the registers, all
symmetric equivalents of this relation hold, establishing the conclusion of the Lemma.

O

A.5 Applying the classical low-degree test

In the previous section we showed how to combine the approximately commuting X and Z basis point and
line measurements into a joint point measurement and a joint line measurement. In this section we show
how these measurements can be combined in a single measurement that returns a pair of global polynomials
encoding the X-basis and Z-basis information, respectively, by applying the lemma that states quantum
soundness of the classical low-degree test, Theorem 7.8.

Introduce a “combining” map that takes two polynomials f, g € idegd’m (IFq) and returns a new poly-
nomial combiney , € ideg,,,, ,,(IF;) defined by

comblnefg( NN, \,B/) =uaf(x)+Bg(z) .

GIFm E]Fm E]Fq GIFq

This combining map can also be defined for polynomials restricted to lines. Let £ be a line in ]Fg’”Jr2 with
intercept u = (ux, Uz, Uy, ug) and slope v = (vx, vz, vy, vg). Let £x and £z be lines in IFy" such that for
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any point (x,z,a,) € £, it holds that x € {x and z € ¢z. Then for any two polynomials f € deg,, (¢x)
and g € deg,,,({z), we define combiney, € deg,, .,(¢) by

combine (u +t-v) = (uy +t-0q)f(ux +1t-vx) + (up+t-vp)g(uz +t-vz). (234)

In the following two lemma we define combined point and line measurements according to this definition
of combiney .

Lemma A.14. Forall x,z € IF;” and o, € qu and H € {Ha, Hp} there exists a projective measurement

{Qf’z’“’ﬁ }eek, acting on H ® (C1)®M such that the following holds:

1. (Self-consistency) On average over uniformly random (x,z,, B) € ]F%’”*Z;
(QFP) aar sy (QEFF)gar. (235)
2. (Consistency with M) On average over uniformly random (x,z, «, B) € 1133”“r 2,

AX,Z,K, ~ (P , X),x 3% (P Z),
(OFF) (o mg( Yo miPomvXy(pot )Z)BA,,, (236)

AXZ, ~ (POINT,Z),2 y%(POINT,X),
( gzaﬁ)AA’ %5Q( ). Mé OINTZ)E ppFOmT )x)BA,,' (237)

a,b:
aa+pb=c

Furthermore, all symmetric equivalents of these approximations also hold.

Proof. Define
AX,Z,0,B AX,Z
¢ - Z Qa,b'
a,b:
wa+pb=c

The self-consistency and consistency properties of { Qf’z’a’ﬁ } follow from the consistency properties of
{Q;} established by Lemma A.11, and Fact 5.24. O

Lemma A.15. There exists a function Scompine(€,m,d,q) = poly(m?e,md/q) such that the following
holds. For every line £ in F5"+* and H € {Ha, Hz} there exists a POVM {in} acting on H ® (C1)*M
with outcomes f € deg, , (L) such that on average over a uniformly random pair (¢, (x,z,«,B)) drawn
from the line-point distribution over IF%"”Z,

Ay AXZ,
(Q[eval(xlwlﬁ)(J:a])AA' zécombine (QZ i ‘B)BAN 7 (238)
(Qfeval(x,z,a,ﬁ)('):ﬂ})BB/ 2‘Scombine ( AZ’Z’“"B)AB” 7 (239)

where the answer summation is over a € qu. Moreover, if { is axis-parallel, then the outcome f S degd(ﬁ).

Before proving the lemma we give definitions regarding distributions over lines and points.
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Definition A.16. For any i € {1,...,m} the i-th restricted axis parallel line distribution Dy xg,; is the
restriction of Do ng to pairs (£, 1) where the line £ is along the direction ¢; (i.e. is of the form £ = (uy, ¢;).
Similarly, the i-th restricted diagonal line distribution Dpy g, is the restriction of Dpy g to pairs (¢, 1),
where the line ¢ = (1, s, v) is such that x(s) = i, and coordinates 1, ...,i — 1 of v are 0. (Recall that x is
defined in (50).)

Observe that Dapng is a uniform mixture over the distributions Dap g for i € {1,...,m}, and
likewise for Dprng- As a consequence, any approximation that holds on average over the line-point dis-
tribution Dy ng With error 6 holds over each of the i-th restricted distributions Dy xgi and Dpp g With
error 2md. Similarly, any approximation that holds over Dy g X Dy g holds over any product of the i-th
restricted distributions with error 4m?8. For example, by Lemma A.13 for any t;,t, € {ALINE, DLINE}
andi,j € {1,...,m}, we have

E E b TZX'ZZ 'R (I — D J|P) =0 m25 . 240
oD, (€z,2)~Dt2,jf§Z<¢|( o) an @ (L= (Qz r))parli) (m=6p) (240)

Lemma A.17. There exists a distribution D over tuples (£, {x, {7) with the following properties:
1. The marginal distribution over £ is the same as the marginal of the line-point distribution over IFé’””.

2. For any point of the form u = (ux,uz,«,B) lying on £, it holds that ux € lx and uy € {z.
Moreover, for u chosen uniformly at random in { the marginal distribution over ({x,lz,ux) (resp.
over ({x,{z,uz)) is such that the marginal over ({x,{z) is a mixture of DapLingi X DavLing; and
Dprigi X DpLingj for i,j € {1,...,m} and moreover, conditioned on ({x,{z), ux is uniformly
random on Lx (resp. Uy uniformly random on £z).

Proof. We describe D by giving a procedure to sample from it. We start by sampling (¢, 1) from the line-
point distribution over IF%"”Z. Write u = (ux, uz, «, ,B) There are two cases to consider: the case where
¢ is axis-parallel and the case where ¢ is diagonal. In each case, we sample lines /x and ¢z such that the
tuples (fx, ¢z, ux) and (¢x, {7z, uz) satisfy Property 2 of the lemma.

1. Suppose £ is an axis-parallel line (v, e;) where v = (vx, vz, ko, Bo). Then we sample (v, ix), (v5, iz) €
IF;” x {1,2,...,m} as described below, and set {x = (v, e ), lz = (v, e;,).

(@) If 1 < j < m, then set ix = j and choose iz to be uniformly random in {1,...,m}.

(b) If m+1 < j < 2m, then set ix to be uniformly random in {1,...,m} and iz = j — m.

(c) If 2m +1 < j < 2m + 2, then set ix and iz to both be uniformly random in {1, ...,m}.

(d) Let v/ be the canonical representative LeL,-)Ij(UX)’ and likewise let v/, be the canonical represen-

tative L-N(vz) (see Definition 7.3 for the definition of the canonical representative of a line).
'z

Note that vx lies on the line £x = (v, e;, ), and similarly for vz and {7 = (v, e;,).

We claim that this construction satisfies Property 2 of the lemma. We show this first (¢x, ¢7) and ux,
the other case being symmetric. If we are in case (a), then ux is a uniformly random point on the line
{x = (vx,ej) and {7 = (vz,e;,), which is independent from £x. Thus, the marginal distribution
over (¢x,ux) conditioned on j in this case is equal to D ALng; and furthermore even conditioned on
({x,ux), £z is distributed according to D ALINEi, for a uniformly random iz. Cases (b) and (c) are
analogous except that in this case even conditioned on j, ix is uniform.
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2. Suppose / is arandom diagonal line (v, s, w), where v = (vx, vz, &, B), and where w = (wx, wz, 7y, d)
is a direction vector whose first nonzero coordinate is j = x(s) (where yx is defined in Equation (50)).
We sample {x = (v, sx, wY) and {7 = (v/,,sz,w/,) in the following manner:

(@) If 1 < j < m, then wk = wx and w), = wy. We choose sx and sz such that x(sx) = j and
X(sz) = 1.

(b) If m+1 <j < 2m, then w% is a random diagonal line direction (and sx is chosen accordingly),
and w!, = wyz, with sz such that x(sz) = j — m.

() If 2m +1 < j < 2m + 2 then both wx, and wz are uniformly random, with sx and sz chosen
accordingly.
/I _ 7L T

(d) Setvy = Lw’,:((vx) and v, = ng(vz)'
We claim that this construction satisfies Property 2 of the Lemma. We show this first (¢x,fz) and
ux, the other case being symmetric. If we are in case (a), then ux is a uniformly random point on the
diagonal line (vy, sx, wx) which is equal to £x. Thus, the marginal distribution over (¢x, ux) condi-
tioned on j in this case is equal to Dppng,j- Furthermore, conditioned on (Ux,ux), {7z is distributed
according to Dpyng1. The other cases can be analyed analogously, with the only difference being
how the indices i, j of £x and ¢ distributions are chosen.

Let D be the distribution over tuples (¥, x,¢z) induced by this procedure. This distribution D satisfies
Property 1 in the lemma by construction, and Property 2 as argued above. O

Proof of Lemma A.15. We construct the measurements QA; out of the lines measurements T;;;’;ZZ guaranteed

by Lemma A.13. To do so we first show how to map any line-point pair (¢, 1) in the expanded space ]Fg’”Jr2

to two pairs ({x,ux) and ({z,uz) in Fy'. We will define Q! in terms of Tfff’fzz and show that the resulting

measurement is consistent with the combined points measurement Q*%%F from Lemma A.14.
To define Q° we make use of the distribution D from Lemma A.17. Let D), denote the distribution
derived from D by conditioning on the first element being ¢. Then for every line ¢ in ng’”” and function

f € deg,4.1)({), define

AL E T€Xr€Z

- fxifz ’
(£x,z)~Dy, fx€deg,,,((x), fz€deg,,,({z):

f=combines, r

where combiney, r, is defined in (234). Note that {QAJ{} forms a valid POVM for every choice of line ¢, and
moreover that combiney, r, is well-defined for the lines ¢, £x, £z because of Property 2 of Lemma A.17.
Observe that by Property 3 of Lemma A.17, whenever / is axis-parallel, £x and £ are axis-parallel also.
Thus, in this case, by Lemma A.13 it holds that the outcomes fx and f7 both have degree d. By definition
of combiney, r, it holds that the outcome f of {QAJ{} has degree d as well.
We argue the following bound:

E E ~ TngKZ ® (I — AX,Z N O(m - €1/4+51/4+51/4+51/2 )
(LLx,tz)~D (x,z,oc,ﬁ)egf;;l)b’ Juofz ( QfX(x),fZ(Z))’¢> ( | ’ © LINE))
(241)

This bound will follow from chaining the following three claims.
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Claim A.18.

E E TZX éz xz ~
(¢,x,t7)~D (x,z,a,ﬁ)e£f§2<¢’ fx fZ fx(x),fz(z) ’¢>
Z X)),
0 0 BBy L IR @ M Bt og) . e

(,x,t7)~D (x,z,a,B)€l Fofz

Proof. Form the difference and apply the Cauchy Schwarz inequality to obtain

T€X€Z® AX,Z M(POINTZ) M(POINTX
BB I iR © (@ e =M™ RS 19)|
1/2
< T[xéz N 2
o ((KKXIEZ)ND (x,z,0,B) € Z H fxfz > ’ >
. lx, iz xz _ 2y (POINT,Z),z 35 (POINT, X)), x\ | &y |(2 1/2
((M ]Ez)ND (x,z,1,8) effz H fofz %):f2(2) MfZ(Z) MfX(x) )|¢> ’ > ’

The first term above is at most 1. For the second term, writing

X,z (A2 ~(POINT,Z),z 1% (POINT, X)), x
Wa,b - (Qa,b - Mb M“ )

for short we bound it as

E YTz ews, ool < E E Y (plI@(WE)?P)

(€,0x /Z)ND(xza‘B Géf (Lx,tz)~D (x,z,0,B)EL ],
= B Lo (Wo)le)
x2) b

<(5Q.

Here the first inequality uses that for any x,z, 4, b, fo, P fx(x)=a,f2(2)=b Tf fZ < I. In the equality in the
before-last line, the expectation is over independent uniform x,z € IF;” The equality holds because for a
line ¢ sampled from the line-point distribution D, a uniformly random point (x, z, &, B) on £ is distributed

as a uniformly random point in IF%"”Z. The last inequality is by (204). O
Claim A.19.
E E TZX ly ® M(POINTZ) M( OINT,X),x
W O f§2<‘/” fer OMpi My )
~ a2 E E Y (@I e Mt e g . 24)

LINE (¢ 0x,07)~D (x,z,a, ‘B)effx f,

Proof. We form the difference and apply the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality

E E TEX EZ o(POINT,Z),z I — M(POINT,X),x ~
(6tx,tz)~D (x,z,a,ﬁ)eéfxzd; <lP’ fx fZ fz(2) ( Fx(x) )’¢>
1/2
< E TEX (Z (POINT Z),z 2
- <(M /Z)ND(xzaﬁ Z I fofr Mg ) 1)l )
1/2
. E fo fz M(POINT,X),X A 112 '
<(“ Az)~D (x,z,u,p) eéfzj; H fx(x) )) ’ >
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The first term above is at most 1. The second term can be bounded as

E T”x fz M(POINT,X),x )
(LLx,t7)~D (x,z,u,pB) engX:z H fx fz Fx(x) ) ‘
= E E Z ¢’T5X Lzx g ® (I M[SPOINTX) ) %)
(6LxLl7)~D (x,z0,B)€l 3
=1-— E E Z IIJ’TZX A7,x Q M(POINTX |1/]> (244)

(6lx,lz)~D (x,z,aB)el ]

where we used the shorthand T,*** = ¥ Frofrif(x)=a Tf}f’fezz and the second equality uses that {ML(IPOINT’X)’X}

is a projective measurement. Using the definition

Ox,07 _ r(LINEX),lx (LINE,Z), {7 (LINE,X),lx
Tf;: fzz M F .M f .M Fx

and the fact that {M (LiNe,X) EX} is projective we get

LINEX Ax (POINT, X)X
1— (244 E E o NI . 2
( )= (L,0x,07)~D (x,2,0,8) G/Za: evalx =a] a ’170> (245)

By Property 2 of Lemma A.17 the right-hand side of (245) is a mixture of terms of the form

A
(b }}')END (P jv‘;‘*:(’? 5 e MFONTE Gy (246)

fort € {ALINE,DLINE} and i € {1,...,m}. Hence by the discussion following Definition A.16 and item
3 of Lemma A.10 it follows that
(246) = O(m*SLie) -

Claim A.20.

E E TZX ly ® M POINTZ 1. (247)
(45, y)~D (x,z,a,ﬁ)e€f§2< ’ fx.fz ’¢> 51/4 51/4 +el/4)

Proof. At first we proceed similarly to the proof of Claim A.19, bounding the difference using Cauchy-
Schwarz as

E E T(X fz I— M(POINT,Z),Z ~
‘ (£,63,07)~D (x,2,0,)€l f§z<lp| ® f2(2) )W)
1/2
< TZX 0z A2
< B & IVTRE >\)
/2
: Tt fz M( OINT,Z),27 [ 2y 12 '
((KKXIEZ)ND(JCZ&;% eéfz H foZ fz(2) )’¢>‘ )
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The first term is at most 1. The second, as in the proof of Claim A.19, equals

1- E E Tgx 2z g M(POINTZ
(Zéxfz)ND(xzaﬁ)eiZb: | ’7vb>
= Ux,07,2 (POINT,Z) 2
=1- E E ) (§IT,""* o M, |6) 248)
(€x,7)~Dy;xDyjz€lz
=1- E E E ) ( lp,T[lg flz sevel()ot] ® MPONTDZ ) (249)

(EX fz)NDUXDt] ze€ly xely ab

where we use the shorthand TéX b2 — =Y fy ;}’: [i - al, ()=

distributions where t € {ALINE, DLINE} and i,j € {1,...,m}. Equality holds in (248) because by item
2 of Lemma A.17 for (¢,€x,{z) ~ D the marginal distribution on (¢x,¢z) is a mixture of the product
distributions D apngi X Davivgj and Dppigi X DpLingj» fori,j € {1,...,m}. Moreover, conditioned on
(¢x,z), z is a uniformly random point on £x. The last equality in (249) holds by definition of

b and Dy ; X Dy to denote a mixture over all such

Uxlz,z2 lx, Lz
Ty = 2T Jeval. ()=t
X

- E lxlz
xelx = Fafelr)=a fx/leval:(-)=0]

E A
= E Z [ei(/alz )=a,eval;(-)=b] *

xely
We next write

1— (249) E E Z lp,MaPOINT,X),XMlgPOINT,Z),Z ® MZ(JPOINT,Z),ZHB>

/50) E
\/—+ 5Q é Az NDt,XD”xeﬁszEZ ab

_ Z ¢|MbPOINT,Z), ® MISPOINT,Z B |¢>
b

21_\/51

where the first approximation follows from the discussion following Definition A.16 applied to the bounds

from Lemma A.17 and Lemma A.11, the second line uses that {M (PoINT.X), 1 is a measurement, and the

last is by self-consistency of the points measurements (Lemma A.9). O

Together, Claim A.18, Claim A.19 and Claim A.20 show (241). To complete the proof of (238), observe
that by Property 2 of Lemma A.17 the right-hand side of Equation (241) is a mixture of terms of the form
Together, Claim A.18, Claim A.19 and Claim A.20 show eq:qld-combined-lines-consistency. To complete
the proof of (238), observe that by Property 2 of Lemma A.17 the right-hand side of Equation (241) is a
mixture of terms of the form

Y (DT an @ (1= (QF ) 1))

(£x,X)~Dypi (€2,2)~Dyyj £,
for t;,tp € {ALINE,DLINE} and i,j € {1,...,m}. Hence using Equation (240) it follows that
(241) = O(m?5p) .

This establishes the first relation (238). An analogous argument shows the second relation.
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Lemma A.21. There exists a function 6s(e,m,d,q) = a(md)®(e* + g~ + 270") for some universal
constants a > 1,0 < b < 1 such that the following holds. For H € {Ha, Hp} there exists a projective
measurement {SAgX,gZ} acting on H ® (CT)*M with outcomes consisting of pairs (gx,8z) of polynomials
each inideg, , (F;) such that for W € {X, Z}, on average over uniformly random u € F},

A ~ W),u
(Steva, ()l an a5 (MEFONTIY (250)
(g[evalu(~w):a])BB' =5 (MngPOINT'W)'u)AB“/ (251)

where the notation eval, (-w) means the evaluation of the first outcome gx of S if W = X, or the second
outcome gz if W = Z, at the point u.

Proof. Lemma A.15 establishes the existence of a strategy .71, = (1, {ij} U {QA;C’Z""’I3 }) for the classical

LD

low-degree test &, dparams

for ldparams = (gq,2m + 2,d,1), with value 1 — dcompine- This strategy is not

necessarily projective because the measurement {in} is not guaranteed to be; however, we may projectivize
it by applying Naimark’s theorem to this measurement. This preserves the consistency (=) relation obtained
as the conclusion of Lemma A.15. Theorem 7.8 applied to this projectivized strategy implies the existence
of a POVM {§g} with outcomes ¢ € ideg,,,, ,(IF;) that is 6, p-self-consistent and consistent with the

“points” measurements {QA;C’Z’D";3 }, where 6, , = a(md)? (5" +g~b +270"4) for some universal con-

combine
stants 2 > 1,0 < b < 1 is given by Theorem 7.8. We may apply Naimark’s theorem once again to { §g} to
obtain a projective measurement with the same consistency guarantees, and henceforth, we will use {§ g} to
refer to this projective measurement.

We now argue that with high probability, the polynomial ¢ returned by the measurement {§g} has the
form g(x,z,a,B) = agx(x) + Bgz(z) for polynomials gx,gz € ideg, , (IFq). Let G denote the set of
such polynomials. On average over uniformly random (x, z, &, B),

(§g>AA’ = (SAg)iA/

Ry (Sg)an’ © (QA;(Z;;Z,!Z,;;))BA”
~oq (5)an (QUEh o) an
A ~ (POINT,X),x 1~ (POINT, Z),
Rg (Sg)an ® <Zlo¢b+ﬁb/:g(x,z,¢x,[3) M;(, o )XM;(,/ o )Z) BAY (252)
by’
A ~ (POINT,Z) z % (POINT,X),
o (Sg)AA’ 2 (Zlab+ﬁb/:g(x,z,zx,[3) MI(,/ OINT )ZMl(y OINT )x) . (253)
bb/

Here the first approximation uses the projectivity of {§g}, and the first approximation uses the consistency
of {Sg} with { Qrp } from Theorem 7.8, together with Fact 5.18 to switch from =~ to ~, and Fact 5.20.

The second, third and fourth approximations follow from the consistency properties of {Qz’z’“’ﬁ } from
Lemma A.14 combined with Fact 5.20. Note that we will need both Equation (252) and Equation (253) for
the subsequent calculations.
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For all g define [(g) = (Sg) aa’[1P). Then on average over uniformly random (x, z, , B),

2

X Z),
(X taeprmgtomgy MR L)
bbb’

xzaﬁ

= E Z 1acb+,3b/—g(x Z,0 ,B)lachr,Bb”— (x,z,0,B) <’~/Jg ’MbEOINT 2) MISPOINT/X)/leg})OINT/Z)’Z|1'/}g>
X2 b
Nl/q IE Z 1ab+/5b/f (220p) <ng’M (POINT,Z),z MISPOINT,X),xMIg})OINT,Z),z|¢)g> (254)
bH
where in the first equality, we used the fact that {MISPOINT’X)’X} is projective, and in the approximation, we
used that for fixed x,z,a, B with B # 0, if ab + b’ = g(x,z,«,B) and ab + BV = g(x,z,«, B), then
b’ = b". The probability that = 0 is 1/4, and the term under the approximation has an absolute value of
at most 1, so the error incurred is at most 1/4.
We will now show that the right-hand side of Equation (254) is small for polynomials ¢ that are not of

the desired form. Fix b, b’ € Fy, and let hy 1 (x,z, &, B) = g(x,2,&,B) — (ab + Bb’). Observe that since g
has individual degree d, so does hy, . Write

hpp (%, 2,0, B Z ho (%, 2) o' B/
i,j=0

for some polynomials iy, ;i(x,z) of individual degree at most d. Let G’ C ideg,,,, ,(IF;) denote the
polynomials that are linear in &, B, i.e., § = ag1(x,z) + Bg2(x,z). Fixa g & G'. Then hyp(x,z,a,B) is
a nonzero polynomial of total degree at most (2m + 2)d, and in particular there must exist an (i, j) such
that the polynomial hb,b/,z‘,j(X,Z) is not the identically zero polynomial. Call a pair (x,z) € lFé good if
hyp(x,z,a, ) is a nonzero polynomial function of &, B, and bad otherwise. The probability that (x, z)
is bad is at most (2m + 2)d/q by the Schwartz-Zippel lemma. Otherwise, conditioned on a good (x, z)
pair, the probability that hy,,(x,z,&,8) = 0 over the choice of &, B is at most (2m + Z)d /q, again by
the Schwartz-Zippel lemma. Thus for ¢ ¢ G’ we can upper-bound (254) by ﬂ H |lpg H Combined

with (252) we get that

g¢g’

* < O(bup + 6 +md/g). (255)

(Sg)anl)
Next, we argue that not only is ¢ linear in «, 8 with high probability, but also that ¢ = agx + Bgz
where ¢gx depends on x only and gz depends on z only. Fix a polynomial ¢ € G, i.e., g(x,z,a,B8) =

ag1(x,z) + Bg2(x, z) for polynomials g1, g2 € ideg,,, (IFy). Forall x,z € Fi', a, B,b,0" € IFy,

1sz+,3b’:zxg1(x,z)+[3g2(x,z) = 1b:g1(x,z)1b/:g2(x,z) + 1b7ég1(x,z)\/b/7ég2(x,z) ’ 104b+/5b/:¢xg1(x,z)+[3g2(x,z) .

By the Schwartz-Zippel lemma,

Elb#gl(x,z)\/b/#gz(x,z) ’ 1acb+,3b/:ag1(x,z)+/3g2(x,z) < 1/q . (256)

Let G' = G4 UG, UG, where G (resp. G'7) is the set of polynomials ¢ € G’ where ¢1(x,z) depends
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nontrivially on z (resp. g»(x, z) depends nontrivially on x). Fix ¢ € G.,. We can upper-bound (254) by

(POINT,Z),

p Hw’g H +E Zlb —a1(x2) =2 (x,2) <ng|MbPOINT g Mz(aPOINT'X) be “lig) (257)
—leg [k +1EZ(1E1w—gzxz) (Pl V " o) (258)

where the indicator 1,_g, () is removed using positivity in the inequality. To bound the second term
in (258), we use an argument similar to the one we used to derive (255). That is, say that a value of z is
good if g(+,z) is not a constant function. The probability that z is good is at least 1 — (2m + 2)d /g by the
Schwartz-Zippel lemma and the assumption that § € G/, (and so g» depends nontrivially on x). Moreover,
for each good z and for each b’ the expectation [Ey 1;— is at rnost (2m +2)d/q. Hence, we conclude

82(x,2)
that if ¢ (x, z) depends on x, then (258) is at most M be) 2 and thus
8€Gy
By starting with (253) instead (i.e., the order of Ml(fOINT 2)z2 and MZ(JPOINT’X)’X are switched), we can
perform similar reasoning to deduce that
g€0x
We thus obtain
o A A A2
g)AA! <) |(Sg)an’ (Sg)an’ (Sg)an' 1) || (261)
8#Y g2y’ g€ g8€g,

Let Jg be the error in the right hand side of Equation (262). Define a projective sub-measurement
{Sgx.5,} With outcomes gx, gz € ideg, , (IF;) by

A

SAgx,gz = Scombinegx,gZ . (263)

A bound on the incompleteness of SAgX,gZ follows from (262) and the projectivity of §g:

1- Z <¢7’(SAgx,gz)AA”¢7> = Z( ’ AA’W’

8x.82 g¢G P44

2 < 5. (264)

AA'
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We now bound the consistency of {Sg, ¢, } with the points measurements {M (PoINT, W) u }.

= Z< Pl(Sg)an'lP) (265)
N Z [(S¢) an' 1) (266)
€@
(POINT,Z),z 37 (POINT,X), ~
~(6g)1/2 X;E“ﬁng l/’| gx gz)AA/ ® (Zlab—kﬁb’*txgx( x)+Bgz(z )M Mb )x) BA,,”M
X,87
(267)
(OQ)l/2 E Z lp| gx gz)AA/ ® ( Z 1sz+,3b’:zxgx(x)—o—,Bgz(z):oéb”—O—ﬁb"
X,zZ,& ‘ng 87 b,b’,b”
~(POINT,X),x 4% (POINT,Z),z 37 (POINT,X), ~
FrEonNT Xy g )x) IB) (268)
~1/q xﬁﬁgzg: 7vb| gx gz)AA/ ® (Zlab+[3b’ agx (x)+Bgz(z)"
X,87
POINT,X),x 3 (POINT,Z),z 4% (POINT,X), ~
L L) (269)
(POINT, X),x 3% (POINT,Z),z 37 (POINT, X),x ~
~i/q E Y. (Dl(Sexgr)an @ <M < (x) Mgz(z) M () )BA//|¢>' (270)

gx /87

Here Equation (266) follows from (264). Equation (267) follows by approximation (253) together with the
Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the projectivity of § g

(POINT,Z),z 4% (POINT, X)),
) & 1 — M, M
xgE;‘ﬁgxgz 1/]’( gxgz AA (l;;" ab+pb'=agx(x)+Bgz(z) b ) A”>’¢>‘
E ,
\/xzo‘ﬁggz 1'/]’ gx gz)AA |1~/J>

2

N

A ,Z ,X),x
Ssxedan @ (1= (L Tavs prmaguo)+poote) My "2 2M7N00) Y1)
b,b’

Equation (268) follows by a similar calculation. To pass from here to Equation (269), we argue that for
a # 0, the indicator forces b = b”, and the terms where & = 0 are bounded in absolute value by 1/4.
Finally, to reach Equation (270), we apply Equation (256) to the expectation of the indicator over «, B.
Equation (270) tells us that

N ~ (P , X),x 3% (P Z),z (P , X)),
(S[evalx(-):a,evalz(-):b])AA/ ZO(Jng(&Q)l/ZJrl/q) (MLS OINT, )le(, OINT, )ZM,S OINT, )X)BA//' (271)

This is almost the desired conclusion of the lemma. The only issue is that {§ ¢x,g7 )} 1S a sub-measurement.
To address this, we complete SAgX,gZ by adding 1 -3, ., SAgX,gZ to an arbitrary measurement element. By
Equation (264), it follows that the consistency relation in Equation (271) holds for the completed mea-
surement with an error increased by dg. Let ds be this new, increased, error, and observe that o5 =
O(dg + (6g)Y/2 +d/q). Substituting in the bound on &g from Equation (262), we obtain that g =
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O(8up + (8)Y? + md/q) has the form a’ (md)® (¢!’ 4 g~ +27Y"?) for some universal constants a’ >
1,0 < b’ < 1. We thus conclude by an application of Fact 5.24 that Equation (250) holds for W = X.

To obtain the same result for W = Z, we perform exactly the same steps starting from Equation (265)
but with X and Z interchanged (so we use Equation (252) instead of Equation (253)). Finally, entirely
analogous calculations with the registers swapped yield Equation (251).

O

A.6 Pulling the X and Z measurements apart

Recall the decoding map of the low-degree code defined in Section 3.4. This map takes in a polynomial
g € ideg, n(F;) and returns a string Dec(g) € IFM consisting of the evaluations of ¢ on the points in the
hypercube {0, 1}’” We now use this decoding map to construct a new set of measurement operators out of
S. First, we introduce some notation. For all W € {X,Z} and all degree d polynomials g : IF’” — IFy

define projectors
AX O o
Sg =2.5gg and S Z Sex.g

where the measurement {Sq, o, } is given by Lemma A.21.
Forall W € {X,Z},ii € lFéVI and a € IF,, define the projector

wm= Yy 5 (272)
he]FéVI:h-ﬁ:a

where recall that T;l’v is the projector corresponding to measuring (C7)®M in the W basis and obtaining
h e lFéVI as the outcome. For all 7 € I‘Fé\/I define the projective measurement {MZV ’”}ﬂgpq by

M =355 @ Tibec(g)m-a() - G
8

If SAW is viewed as an operator acting on registers AA’ (resp. BB’) then we view Mw’ﬁ as an operator acting

on reglsters AA’A" (resp. BB B’ ') (When necessary we will 1ndlcate via subscripts which registers the
operators are acting on.) The Ma are projective because the SW and " operators are projective.
Forallj € {1,...,t} define the observable

Wia) = Y (—1)t@m pive, (274)

a

where {ej }je (1,...,t} denotes the self-dual basis for IF; over IF, specified in Section 3.3.1. Let ™ be the
generalized Pauli observable defined in Section 3.7. Observe that

( )3 (—1)tr(ej(DeC(gW)'ﬁ))égx,gz) = Y Y (—n)rlePeclew)mi_q)reEig, o5
8X,87 8x,8z h

=Y Y (1) tetaDec( gw)+a))5gv ® ( y Thw)

8w 4

_ ZZ tr (ej(#1-Dec( gw)+a))SW ® T

8w 4a

= Wf(g) ,

EF
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where the first equality uses the definition of " (e -") the second uses the definition of §W and regroups

terms, the third uses the definition (272) of T, ( ), and the last is by a change of variables. These equations
in particular show that the observable W]( ) is Hermitian and squares to the identity, because the measure-
ment {S ex,gz ) 1S projective. Furthermore, it can be verified by direct calculation that the observables Wi (if)
satisfy the same relations as the generalized Pauli group. Specifically, for all j,j" € {1,...,t},i,0 € IF;VI ,

o 71 (6)XI (1) i#T
X](M)Z] (U) = { 1)tr((e]12)(e]ﬁ))Z](ﬁ)X](ﬁ) ]: ]'l

The next lemma shows that the measurements {M;N ’ﬁ} and observables Wi (il) are consistent with the
original points measurements, and are self-consistent.

Lemma A.22. Let 05 as in Lemma A.21. For al W € {X,Z}, all ii € lFéVI and j € {1,...,t}, the
measurements {M;N 'ﬁ}a@p , and observables Wi (i1) satisfy the following properties:

1. (Consistency with points measurements) For all W € {X,Z}, forallj € {1,...,t}, and on average
over uniformly random u € F",

W.,ind, POINT,W),u
Loarar ® MG g M " @ Iypgs
and .
~W i PoINT,W),
Ma n m(u) X IBB/B// 255 IAA/A// X MLS )M

2. (Self-consistency) On average over uniformly random ii € FM,
W](ﬁ) ® IBB/B// %65 IAA/AH ® W](ﬁ) .

Proof. We show the first item of the lemma for the case when ML(IPOINT’W) acts on register A and M,

acts on registers BB’B” (the argument for when the A and B registers are interchanged proceeds analo-
gously):

W, ind,, (1)

Z<¢’M£POINT'W)'M ® M’Tl/\/,indm(u)|lp>

uemg 7
- éEI:Fm Z<¢7|(M§POINT,W)’M)A ® (SA;V)BB’ ® (T]g\(/ec(g)-indm(u)—a(indm(u)))B”|1'/}>
u 7 ga
W
= E Lo Mot ae @ (84 pr )
W), u A A
= B V(BN 0 @ (52w |)
uemy g
>1— 4

The second line follows from expanding the definition of M;N Andn (u) using (273), the third line follows

from the definition of M, (PorNT, W).u given in Section A.3, the fourth line follows from the fact that Dec(g) -
ind, (1) = g(u), and the fifth line follows from Lemma A.21. This implies the first item of the Lemma.
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To show the second item we first argue that, on average over i,

(mpe) e (M) (275)

AA/AH BB/B//

This follows because on average over u € IFS” and 1 € IFéVI we have
(mrm) (276)
M ) ( '@ ( (POINT W),u N) 277
s (7)o (28 an ® G @77)

Z( SA?[ AN @ (T(Ivgec(g) i) — (ﬁ))A"> ’ ( Z (M£POINT/W)IM)B & (Tsw(indm(u)))A”) (278)
8 r,5:r+s=g(u)

A P W), u
= I ($)an ® (1) ar @ (M{zo0 T )5 (279)

(Dec(g)—h)-ii=a
The first inequality follows from right-multiplying (276) by the approximation (297) in Lemma A.23 (to be

proved below) and using Fact 5.19. Line (278) follows from expandlng the definition of Ma . To obtain
Line (279), we expanded the definitions of T(Dec(g) 2)— , () and 7" (ind,, (1)) using Eq. (272), and the fact

that /1 - ind,, (u) = g1, (1) (due to Eq. (13)). Thus for all ¢ € ideg, ,,(F;) and s € IF; we have

T(Ivgec(g)ﬂ)—a(ﬁ) 'Tsw(indm(u)) = Z T;IN .

h:
(Dec(g)—h)-ii=a
n(u)=s

Using the self-consistency of {MLSPOINT’W)’M

e~ L (8w ((METT 8 ® @) - (METST), (250)
gh:

(Dec(g)—h)-it=a
S0 L B (M s e () @ (g)0) - (MENT) s

} shown in Lemma A.7, we then obtain

gh:
(Dec(g)—h)-ii=a
A ~ (P W), u P W), u
= (5 )an’ - ((M;(S)INT SING (T;I[V)A”) ' (MEgSIgI\S(u)) )B - (282)
gh:

(Dec(g)—h)-ii=a
The “~2y” in Line (281) indicates that the left hand side is equal to the right hand side when applied to the
state |1,L7> Line (281) follows from the self-consistency of the operators {7}* }, and Line (282) follows from
the definition of {M (POINT,W), “}. Using the fact that |)) = Y, (7)) g ® (1)) g |$), we get that

esm L (R e () - (MG 0 L @ )

gh: BB'B”
(Dec(g)—h)-ii=a

(283)

= L (M e @ar) - (e e @ (e ) - (284
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Line (284) follows from (283) by expanding the definition of {M (POINT, W),

average over u € [F”,

Cshrs L (B @ (@) @ (MG Yo @ (1)) . (289)
ghn:
(Dec(g)—h)-ii=a

“1. Next, we argue that, on

We show this by bounding the magnitude of the difference. Using the fact that é;ﬁv and T]y\/ are projective,
we have:

2

AW ~ W),u ~ W), u ~ 12
L 0 ME ) e @) ® T e © (o )ar 1)

ghh
(DeC() )
W A ~ W), u
=B Y (§1(((1= Mg - 8- (1= M) aw @ (1) ar)
ghh
~ (P W),u ~
(o @ () ) 19)
SEY (PN — M) S (1= M) ) (256)
8
<ds . (287)

~(POINT,W),u
(§—gn+8u ) (u ))BB’ ®

(Th, )~ is at most I. The inequality in Line (287) follows from the second item of Lemma A.23 (to be
proved below). Next, we show that on average over u € F”,

The inequality in Line (286) follows from the fact that for all g, h, the sum Y, (M

es)= L (San® @) - (S M ey © () (288)
(Deffgjg :) fi=a
~0(esvE) L (v e @) (S Mg e © (1))
“ gl
(289)
~ L (B e @)a) (6w @ (@) (2%0)
v el
“warg L (@ (@ar) (6w @ (W)) 291)
¢ o

(Dec(g)—h)-ii=a
Before we justify the sequence of steps to go from Line (285) to Line (291), we first argue how this estab-

lishes Line (275), and hence the second item of the Lemma statement.
Absorbing the error terms O(md/q) and O(4/€) into Js, we have shown that

(mr7) = . (San @ @) - ((8)ew @ (3.

8 —8w=88n
(Dec(g)—h)-ii=a
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Note that the conditions (Dec(g) —h) - = a and ¢ — g, = ¢’ — g are equivalent to the conditions
(Dec(g') —h')-1i =aand g — g, = §' — gyv. Thus the expression in (291) is symmetric between g, 1 and

g’ , 1, and so an analogous derivation shows that <1\7IZIN ﬂ) is dg-close to (291), and thus dg-close to
BB/B//

( V Z" ”) . This shows (275). Since {MZ" ﬁ} is projective, by using Item 2 of Fact 5.18, followed by
AAIA//
Fact 5.24, and then followed by Item 1 of Fact 5.18, we get for all j € {1,...,t}, on average over il € FM,

~ W, il — (NIW,i
( [tr(ej.):b}>AA’A// ~ds (M[tr(gj.):b})BB’B”

where the answer summation is over b € IF;,. Finally, the second item of the Lemma follows from apply-
ing Lemma A.S.

We now return to justifying the sequence of steps between Lines (285) and (291). The equality in
Line (288) follows by left-multiplying (285) by Igpr = ¥ o/ ( M) gB-

The approximation in Line (289). The approximation in Line (289) follows by bounding the magnitude
of the difference:

A A ~ W), u e
L (0w aw) - (M )19
hg N
(&' =8 ) () #(8—8n) (u)
(Dec(g)—h)-ti=a
- oW ~(POINT,W),u W
- hzh, B an © @) - (250 - S5
&8

~r (P W), u ~
Mgggg,:-gh)/)( ))BB’ ® (Tf{/y)B”) )

S Y W W "
<E ) <¢|<S§V)AA’®(T11N)A”) ' ((Mc(z})OINT e Sy My(PomT) )BB/®(ThV/V)B”>|lP>

gh/g//h/ LZ,
a'#g'(u)
_ ]]3 Z <1/}|(M£POINT,W),M . SA?/ . M’gPOINTW )BB’|¢> (292)
gazaZg(u)
~ ~ (P W), u A N
~o(ve) B L (DI = My ™) s @ (5 ) mr ) (293)
8
< s . (294)

The approximation in Line (293) follows from the following calculation:

((293) — (292)(

<|E Z <¢)|(M[§POINT,W)IM ) SA?/)BB’ ) ((ML(ZPOINT,W)’M)AB” o (ML(IPOINTW )BB )’¢>‘ (295)
* gaarg(u)
BT I g — (NN ) (S (M) g0 )
g ﬂ#g( )
(296)
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Using Cauchy-Schwarz, we can bound the first term on the right hand side of the inequality by

1/2
(HE Z <¢7|(M£POINT,W),M . SA;/\/ . M’gPOINT,W),u)BB,|¢>> .
guag(u)

~ ~ W),u ~ W),u A
(E T IAEONTIAY (RO ) - (8 g
" gaatg(u)

1/2
((A’/‘LSPOINT,W),M)AB” . (MgPOINT,W),u)BB,) ’¢>>

<V1-ye
~(POINT,W),u

The inequality follows from the self-consistency of M, , as established in Lemma A.9. Similarly,
we can bound the second term in Line (296) by +/¢. This establishes the approximation in Line (293).

The inequality in Line (294) follows from Equation (251) of Lemma A.21. This concludes the derivation
of the approximation in Line (289).

The approximation in Line (290). We establish this approximation by bounding the magnitude of the
difference:
‘2

EY| Lo (B0 @) (- 0= Mgy @ () ) 19)

h
A A ~ (P W),u A
=E Y (IO ® @) ar @ (1= Mg - Sy

~ (P W), u N
(1 DY) @ (of ) )

<E Y (I((1 = M) - S - (1= M) ™ ")) |9)
g/
<Js .

The last inequality follows from the second item of Lemma A.23 (to be proved below).

The approximation in Line (291). We establish this approximation by bounding the magnitude of the
difference:

N . 2
EL| L (0o @) (e @ @ ) 10)|
a g W
g’*gghiég*gh
(8" =8 ) (w)=(8—gn) (1)
(Dec(g)—h)-i

= LGN @ar) - (P)ee ® (@)er ) [9) - B1U(E — i) (1) = (2 = 21) ()]
hg N
8' 8w #8—8n

<md/q.
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The last inequality follows from the Schwartz-Zippel lemma: two distinct polynomials of total degree at
most md cannot agree on more than md /q fraction of points.
O

We now give a proof of the following Lemma, which was used in several derivations in Lemma A.22.

Lemma A.23. For W € {X,Z}, on average over u € F, we have that

L5 an @ (VG g = 1 @97)
8
and
(S (1= MUON)) 22, 0 (298)

where the answer summation is over ¢ € ideg; m(qu) Furthermore, all symmetric equivalents of these
approximations also hold.

Proof. We first prove Equation (297). From Equation (250) of Lemma A.21 we have that on average over
ue ]Fgﬂ
POINT,W),u ~
(P e M) g | > 1= 0 (299)

M(POINT,W),M

o) )Ba” ~s, 1. By Fact 5.18, we have that

which is equivalent to Zg(SA;N) an @ (

A ~(P W),
S (S an ® (NI Y g 1.
8

We now prove Equation (298). Equation (299) and Fact 5.18 shows that

AW (M(POINT W), u )

(5[ ()= a])AA’ ~ss BA"”

where the answer summation is over a € IF;. Left-multiplying this expression by (SAE;‘,Z(M):Q}) aa’ and using
Fact 5.19 we get

A

POINT,W),u

(Sg(u):a])AA’ R5s (SAK}/( )=a })AA/ ® (M( DIV
~ (SAKgV() i LSPOINTW) )AA’

where the second approximation follows from the following calculation:

q 9 W), u ~ W), u A~ 2

E L[| (Sliu—a)an - (M) g = (K170 ) )| (300)
a

< IE ZWA)’ <(M§P01NT,W),11)AA/ _ (MLSPOINT,W), ) A”) |¢’> (301)
a

:IEZ ‘(ML(IPOINT,W)IM)AA/ _ (MLSPOINTW ) A//|1P> ’ (302)
a

¢ (303)
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The first inequality follows from the fact that S EN( )=d] < [ for all a, and the second inequality follows from

the self-consistency of M (POINT, W), " (established in Lemma A.9). Thus

9 A ~ W), u
(Sli—a)an Rowste) Sl - M ™" anr -
On the other hand, notice that
9 ~ W), u A |12
FMEZ H(ng (I - Mél()f)m ")) anrl) ‘
P W A P w),
= LI = M) - S (1= M) s 1)

8
_ Z I_MaPOINTW) )'S[g( el (I_ML(ZPOINTW ))AA’|lp>

a

<O(ds +¢).
Equation (298) is thus obtained by absorbing ¢ into the function Js. U

The next lemma shows that we can construct local unitaries V4, V from the measurements S such that
the shared state |¢) is close to [AUX) ® |[EPR,)®M for some state |AUX), and the observables W/ (i) are

mapped to Pauli observables "V (¢;i7) acting on |[EPR,)©M. Using the consistency between the { M; AL - ]

(POINT,W), }aeJF established in Lemma A.22, and the consis-

(PAULLW)

measurements and the points measurements {Ma

tency between the points measurements and the “total Pauli measurements” {Mh } heF! established

in Lemma A.7, we deduce that the total Pauli measurements must be close (up to the local unitaries Vy4, Vi)
to the Pauli projectors {7V} nepy acting on [EPR,)®M

Lemma A.24. There exists a function SqLp (e, m,d, q) = O((%/4 +md/q) (where és is defined in Lemma A.21)
and unitaries Va acting on registers AA’ A" and Vg acting on BB'B” such that

1. There exists a state |AUX) on registers AA'BB' such that

HVA ® VB|P) anarsrs” — |AUX) Aarpp’ @ |EPR, >A”B”

S JQLD-
2. Forall W € {X,Z},h € IF{;VI
LW
Va (M;(lPAULI )>A V,I %JQLD IAA’ ® (TFILN)A”
LW
VB (M}(IPAULI )>B V]; %5QLD IBB’ X (T;EN)B//

where the ~ statements hold with respect to the state | AUX) s orgp’ & |EPR, oM q) AMR

Proof. Define the linear map

Va= ) (Sgugs)an @ (T¥(Dec(gz))T*(Dec(gx))) ar »
8X:82
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where the T%(+), T (-) act on (C7)®M. (Also note that the argument of 7% is Dec(gz) and the argument of
74 is Dec(gx).) We verify the unitarity of Va:

VAVA = ) (Sgigz) an’ © (T¥(Dec(gz)) 1% (Dec(gx))T*(Dec(gx)) T (Dec(gz))) ar
8Xx:82

= Z (ggx,gz)AA’ @ Ipn
8X/87

= I AA'A
where in the first line we used that the measurement {SAgX,gZ} is projective and in the second line we used

that the T4 and T observables are self-inverse. The unitary V3 is defined analogously. ‘
Let {ej}je{l,...,t} denote the self-dual basis for IF,; over IF, specified in Section 3.3.1, and let W/ be

the observables introduced in (274). Conjugating the observable W/ acting on the registers AA’A” by the
unitary V we get
Va Wi() Vi
_ Z (_1)tr(€/(DeC(gw).fl)) (SAgx,gz> W ® (TX(DeC(gZ))TZ (Dec(gx))rw (ejﬁ)
8x:82

77 (DeC(gx))+TX(DeC(8Z))+)A,,

= ¥ (Sosr) @ ()

8X,87

Ly ® (rw(ejﬁ)>A//,

where in the third line we used the (anti-)commutation relation

¥ (Dec(g2))T* (Dec(gx)) T (¢it) = (—1)"Pec@I D)W (¢;i1) T (Dec(gz)) T (Dec(gx)) -

An entirely analogous calculation shows that Vg Wi (1) Vi = Igp ® (TW (ejil )) .
iy B
Next, from the self-consistency property of the observables W/ specified in Lemma A.22 we get that for
We{X, 7z},

o . o . R
E E §|(W@el-1eWm) (W@ el-IeWm)g) <s,
je{1,...t} ag]}:y
which, since W/ is Hermitian, is equivalent to

E E (§|W(a) @ W(d)|§) >1—6s/2. (304)
je{1,...t} neF)

Let |8) = Vo ® Vg|$), and for W € {X, Z} define the operator

Hy= E E (i) ®1"(¢i)
je{1,...t} ﬁeIFQ’I

oM
= E ( E Tw(e]-s)®rw(e]-s))
je{1,...t} ‘s€l,;

- (EMe)e TW(S))W

s€lf,
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where in the second line we used that for all 7 € IF;VI, (i) = @M, vV (d;) with V(i) being the
generalized Pauli W observable acting on the i-th qudit. In the third line, we used the fact that for every
fixed j, we have Eser, T (ejs) @ T (ejs) = Eser, T" (s) ® 7" (s). Equation (304) is then equivalent to

(8|Hw|8) 2 1-65/2,

for W e {X,Z}.
Observe that

E t(5)T4(s) @ TX(5)74(s) = E Y (=1)")|a +s)a| @ (—=1)"") |b + s)(b)|

/ !
S,S S,S a bEJFq

—]E Z la + s)a| ® |a + s)a]

aeIFq
= |[EPR,)(EPR,|
where to go from the first to the second line we used Lemma 3.25. This implies that Hx Hy = ( Es s'cF, X(s)T4(s") @

oM
™X(s)T* (S’)) = |EPR,)(EPR,|*M. By the triangle inequality, we have

1Hx[8) — Hz[8)[| < [[|8) — Hx[8)[| + [[|9) — Hz[8)]] -
Note that for W € {X,Z},
118) — Hw|8) 1 = 1 —2(8|Hw|8) + (8| Hiy|9) < 2 —2(8| Hw|8) < Js ,
where in the inequality we used that Hyy < I. Furthermore,

(0| Hy|9) = || Hw|8)]>
= [19) + (Hw — 1)|8)|]*
> (19 = I (Hw — D)]8)]1)?

(1—105)*

>
>1—20s .

Therefore

2\/6s > ||Hx|®) — Hz|8)|*
= (9|H%|0) + (0|H2|9) — 2(8|HxH|8)
> 2 — 485 — 2(9|HxHz|8) ,

which implies that

(0|(IaaBp @ (|EPRq><EPRq|®M)A“B”)’19> > 1205 — /35 .

Define the unnormalized state |AUX;) on the registers AA’'BB’ as
|AUX0) aarsr = ((EPRg|*M) srpr - [9) aararprpr
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and define the normalized state |AUX) =
|[EPR,;)®M can thus be evaluated as

W!AUX@ The inner product between |9) and |AUX) ®

-
I 1auxo) ||
1

 auxo) |

(8](laux) ® [EPRg)“M) = - (9](]auxo) ® [EPRg)“M)

- (0[(Iaapp’ ® (|EPRQ><EPRq’®M)A”B”) |9)
1
= Mawsar” H1Avo)

= [l lavxo) |

> /1285 — /35
>1-0(V/3s) -

This implies |||#) — |AUX) ® [EPR,)®M||? < O(4/ds), which establishes the first item of the lemma.

We now establish the second item of the lemma. In what follows, all ~ and ~ statements hold with
respect to the state |¢). From Lemma A.7 we have the following implications: for all W € {X,Z} and on
average over u € [F",

M) @ Iy 2 Iyarar @ MO0 (305)
Lwpr @ ML(zPOINT,W), ~, LSPOINT,W), Ey (306)
where M [(;ﬁu W) = Yl (u) (PAULI’W). From Lemma A.22 we get that
MPONTIIM ) v ng T arar @ M0 (307)
Using Fact 5.23 with Equations (305), (306), and (307), we get
0 e . e B o

where we used that g > «.
Next, we have for all u € ]FZ1

Va MWmd m(1t)

= ¥ (Seusr),, @ (¥ (Dec(g2)) 7 (Dec(gx)) Ty ) indn (1) 7 (Dee(gx)) ¥ (Dec(gz))*) ,

Vi

=Y (Sosr),,® L (7¥(Dec(gz))r?(Dec(gx))mi' v (Dec(gx)) r* (Dec(gz))*)
8x:8z hig(u)=gw(u)—a

= SA ® TW ec
ggz< o) g () =g ) - (ot )

= S ® ™V
ggz< 8x gz)BB’ hzg}%_ﬂ( h >B”

=Igp @ (T[g,(u):g})la“ , (309)
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where in the second line we expanded out the definitions of Vg and MW Andy (1 (deﬁned in Eq. (273)); in

the third line we expanded out the definition of 7, (u)fﬂ(md (u)) (defined in Eq. (272)) and used the fact
that forall h € IF;VI, the inner product /1 - ind,, (1) is equal to g, (1); in the fourth line we used the identities

X Z_ X\t Z Z X Zi\t X
()T T ()" = Ty and  T7(s)T; ()" = T
and in the fifth line is due to the following short calculation: for all fixed gy we have

) v = ) o = ) o = Y
h+Dec(gw) h+Dec(gw) h+Dec(gw) n -
hign(u)=gw(u)—a h:gw (u)—gn(u)=a higw (u)+gn(u)=a h:gy (u)=a

The second equality from the fact that IF; is a field of characteristic 2 (so subtraction is the same as addition),
and the third equality follows from the fact that letting i’ = h + Dec(gw ), we have gy = g, + gw (in

other words, the low-degree encoding h +— g, is linear in h).

Let |A) = |AUX) ® [EPR,)®M. We show that Vy <M,$PAU“'W)) Vi R Taa @ (7)) ar (the
A

argument for the operators acting on registers BB’B” proceeds identically).

+
Z<A| (VA M;(ZPAULLW) V/’{ _ (T}‘{V)A,,) (VA M;(ZPAULLW) V/’{ _ (T;‘{V)An) IA)
h

=2 2R Y (A|Va MV VE (V) (A
h
—92_9 (PAULLW) 1+ w
=2-2) (A[VaM, Vi ®(5)p|A) (310)
h

where in the last line we used that (7))¥) ,v|[EPR,)*M = (7V)/|[EPR,)®™. We now claim that

YA VA M VE @ (1) g A)
h
Y (AVAMPIVE @ (o )pa) 311)
hh':
gn(u)=g (u)
W
=E Y (AVa Mg (523 VE ® (i ) |8)

acly,

%md/q

=

_ 2 (AVA MU VE @ Vi M v A) (312)
€l

where the equality in Equation (312) follows from the identity in Equation (309), and the approximation in
Equation (311) follows from the following calculation:

E Y (AVAaMPYVE @ (6h)pe|A)
L
gn(u)=gy (u)

= % (a0 = g0 0] ) VA MV (el
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In the last line we used that for for distinct 1 # h’, the polynomials g, # gy and thus by the Schwartz-
Zippel lemma can only agree on at most md /q fraction of points u € ]FZ1.

Continuing from Equation (312), we use the first item of the Lemma which shows that [||A) — |8) > <
O(+/4s) and equivalently ||[Vi @ VEA) — ) ]|> < O(\/ds), so

~ P, W ~W.,ind,, (1) | »
Eq. (312) Hg (4 E Z]F: <¢|Mfg;(%l:a]) @ WL () 5y
ackF,

>1-0(5%),
where the last line comes from (308). Together with Equation (310),
Eq. (310) < O(6¢/* +md/q) .
This concludes the proof of the second item of the lemma. U

We now prove Theorem A.1.

Proof of Theorem A.1. Let . = (¢, M) be a projective strategy for Qigfﬁi)glrams that succeeds with prob-
ability at least 1 — e, where |¢p) is a bipartite state on registers AB. As mentioned at the beginning of
Appendix A.2, we assume that the state |ip) is padded with sufficiently many ancilla |0) qubits. Let ¢ 5 be
the following isometry mapping the register A to the registers AA’A” where A’ and A” are isomorphic to
(C7)EM,

P 10)a > Va(|0)a @ (JEPRy)ZM) gran)

where V, is the unitary acting on AA’A” from Lemma A.24. Define the isometry ¢ analogously. Lemma A.24
then implies that there exists a state |[AUX) on registers AA’BB’ such that

[oa @ gsly) — 1a0x) & [EPR)™M " < daro

and for W € {X,Z},

P LW P W
pa (MY 08 s ()4 and g (Mg o msern ()

where the & statement holds with respect to the state [AUX) ® |[EPR,)®M. This shows that ZAVLL s

gldparams

a self-test for the strategy .’PAUM! with robustness dqrp (¢, m,d,g). We conclude the proof by making the
identification of registers AA’ with A’ and BB’ with B’ to be consistent with the statement of Theorem A.1.
We also note that, when unpacking the dependence on parameters ¢, 11, d, g, the function 5QLD(€, m,d, q) =
O((Sé/4 + md/q) has the form a(md)?(e® + = +270"4) for some universal constants 2 > 1,0 < b < 1,
as desired. O
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