arXiv:2411.04057v1 [quant-ph] 6 Nov 2024

A UNIFIED APPROACH TO QUANTUM DE FINETTI THEOREMS
AND SOS ROUNDING VIA GEOMETRIC QUANTIZATION

SUJIT RAO

ABSTRACT. The sum-of-squares hierarchy of semidefinite programs has become a common
tool for algorithm design in theoretical computer science, including problems in quantum
information. In this work we study a connection between a Hermitian version of the
SoS hierarchy, related to the quantum de Finetti theorem, and geometric quantization of
compact Kihler manifolds (such as complex projective space CP?, the set of all pure states
in a (d 4+ 1)-dimensional Hilbert space). We show that previously known HSoS rounding
algorithms can be recast as quantizing an objective function to obtain a finite-dimensional
matrix, finding its top eigenvector, and then (possibly nonconstructively) rounding it by
using a version of the Husimi quasiprobability distribution. Dually, we recover most known
quantum de Finetti theorems by doing the same steps in the reverse order: a quantum
state is first approximated by its Husimi distribution, and then quantized to obtain a
separable state approximating the original one. In cases when there is a transitive group
action on the manifold we give some new proofs of existing de Finetti theorems, as well
as some applications including a new version of Renner’s exponential de Finetti theorem
proven using the Borel-Weil-Bott theorem, and hardness of approximation results and
optimal degree-2 integrality gaps for the basic SDP relaxation of QUANTUM MAX-d-CUT
(for arbitrary d). We also describe how versions of these results can be proven when there
is no transitive group action. In these cases we can deduce some error bounds for the
HSoS hierarchy on complex projective varieties which are smooth.

1. INTRODUCTION

Quantum mechanics and quantum information are often thought of as being similar
to classical probability theory, but the analogy is of course not exact and must break
down at some point. The point where the analogy fails is often illustrated through the
use of quasiprobability distributions, which associate a classical “distribution” (over phase
space) to a quantum state in a way which preserves as many properties as possible. In
the semiclassical limit A — 0, the mapping must preserve essentially all properties of the
state. A popular choice is the Wigner quasiprobability distribution, which preserves many
properties of the original quantum state, but may take on negative values and is thus not
a classical probability distribution.

Elsewhere in computer science, negative probabilities have arisen in optimization. One
technique for approximating solutions to non-convex problems involves relaxing a problem
of the form max,cp p(z) for some domain D and objective function p into a convex problem
of the form max,cppy E,[p()], where P(D) is set of probability distributions over D. Since
this new convex problem often has dimension which is exponentially or infinitely large, the
strategy of sum-of-squares (SoS) optimization is to further enlarge the set of distributions

to degree-k pseudo-distributions, which have an efficient finite-dimensional representation.
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Such pseudo-distributions also have an interpretation in terms of negative probabilities: a
degree-k pseudo-distribution can be defined as a density function P : D — R (relative to
some base measure y) such that [, ¢(x)P(x)du(z) > 0 for all degree-k polynomials ¢ which
are sums-of-squares. As the degree k — oo, the value of the relaxed problem approaches
that of the original one.

It is natural to ask whether there is a connection between these two notions of negative
probability, where where the inverse 1/h of the semiclassical parameter is analogous to the
SoS degree k. In this work, we propose an affirmative answer to this question.

1.1. Approaches to nonlinear classical optimization. For solving purely a classi-
cal problem which is nonlinear, such as optimization of a nonlinear polynomial function
over a compact semialgebraic set, a common approach involves first constructing a finite-
dimensional linear approximation to the problem, solving it, and then using the solution
to approximate the original nonlinear problem. Indeed, the sum-of-squares optimization
hierarchy does exactly this, where the finite-dimensional approximation is a semidefinite
program with a linear objective function. Another common approach is to construct a
finite set of reasonably separated points on which the objective function can be evaluated,
and then approximating the optimum on the entire space by the optimum on the finite set.
In either case, the approximation to the nonlinear problem must be finite in some way —
being finite-dimensional in the case of linearization, or having finite cardinality in the case
of brute-forcing over a finite subset.

Motivated by physics, one general approach to approximating a nonlinear function by
a linear operator is quantization. In quantization one thinks of a nonlinear function as
being a classical observable on some phase space, and the corresponding linear operator
is the corresponding quantum observable acting on a Hilbert space, which should again
correspond to the classical phase space in some way. The correspondence should depend
on a parameter A, and in the semiclassical limit 2~ — 0 the correspondence should become
closer and closer.

This approach suggests that there should be corresponding algorithms for various com-
putational tasks, but for optimizing a nonlinear polynomial function in particular there
is a clear analogy: one would first quantize the objective function, and then approximate
its minimum or maximum by the minimum or maximum of the corresponding observable.
One could even try to approximate the optimal solution itself by finding a classical dis-
tribution over the phase space which approximates the top eigenstate of the observable,
and then sampling from it. One of the most common such quasiprobability distributions
is the Husimi Q-function, which, unlike other common quasiprobability distributions, such
as the Wigner function or Glauber-Sudarshan P-function, is nonnegative and integrates
to 1, giving a well-defined classical probability distribution. The parameter A then allows
one to tune the approximation, for which a smaller value of A would give a more accurate
approximation but require more resources computationally.

Conversely, one could also try to approximate a quantum state by a classical objective.
Without additional assumptions one typically expects a quantum state on a large number
of sites to have nontrivial entanglement. However, under symmetry conditions the princi-

ple of monogamy of entanglement suggests that no two sites should be strongly entangled
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with each other, implying that the overall state behaves classically. Indeed, the quantum de
Finetti theorem [13] formalizes this intuition with a quantitative error bound. The construc-
tion in the de Finetti theorem is quite similar to the rounding algorithm described above
— one can think of the Husimi quasiprobability distribution as a mapping from a quantum
mixed state to a classical mixed state, and the Glauber-Sudharshan P-quantization as a
mapping in the opposite direction, such that the two maps are approximate inverses.

1.2. Results in this paper. As we will see, it is possible to make sense of some version of
this quantization-based optimization algorithm. It will turn out to be exactly the same as a
Hermitian version of the sum-of-squares hierarchy, but several assumptions will need to be
made on the original problem. First, the domain M of the optimization problem should be
a compact semialgebraic set in order for the original optimization problem to make sense
and for a Hermitian SoS relaxation to even be defined. To be able to think of M as a
classical phase space we will also need M to be a smooth manifold, and have a Poisson
bracket defined on pairs of classical observables, which is the minimum structure needed
to define time-evolution of a system in classical mechanics. Because of the quantization
procedure we use, we will actually need to further assume that the Poisson bracket comes
from a symplectic structure on M and that M is also a polarized Kéahler manifold (comes
with a holomorphic line bundle £ — M which defines an embedding into a projective
space).

1.3. Content of this paper. In Section 2l we give a more detailed technical overview and
give a more precise definition of quantization. Then in Section [3] we describe one of the
simplest examples of quantization, which is a single bosonic mode with phase space C =
R2. (Despite the Hilbert space being infinite-dimensional in this case, it is overall simpler
because there is no topology involved.) In Section [ we describe geometric quantization,
which is one standard approach to quantizing a compact phase space, which in general
must be topologically nontrivial. In Section [ we state and prove Theorem [I9, which is
a version of the de Finetti theorem generalized to the geometric quantization framework.
Finally in Section [l we show how to deduce various known quantum de Finetti theorems,
including a version of Renner’s exponential de Finetti theorem and the de Finetti theorem
for irreducible representations of U(n), from our general theorem, and how to deduce some
new de Finetti theorems for other phase spaces, including smooth projective varities; in
these cases we need to apply some recent results in geoemtric analysis and complex geometry
to show that the assumptions of Theorem [I9 can be satisfied, and also to explain how they
can be used to deduce quantitative error bounds.

2. TECHNICAL OVERVIEW

2.1. Hermitian sum-of-squares hierarchies. Consider the problem of optimizing a
polynomial function p : M — R, where M is a compact manifold (with additional structure
to be specified later). One hypothetical class of algorithms could take the following form:

(1) Treating the manifold M as a classical phase space, choose some A and quantize
M to obtain a finite-dimensional Hilbert space H. Then quantize p to obtain a

self-adjoint observable Q(p) : H — H.
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(2) Calculate the minimum or maximum eigenvalue of Q(p) and corresponding eigen-
vector ¢ € H.

(3) Round v to a point € M by sampling from a probability distribution over M
whose density is given by the Husimi Q-function of ¢ (which is nonnegative and
integrates to 1). Actually sampling from the corresponding probability distribution
could be nontrivial and may only give a nonconstructive approximation bound, as
opposed to a full rounding algorithm.

Such an algorithm was implicit in a paper of Quillen [43]. In Quillen’s result, we take
M = CP? (complex projective space, the manifold of pure states in a d-dimensional Hilbert
space), the quantization ) to be an analog of the Husimi quantization rule, and the Husimi
Q-function to be an analog of the usual bosonic Husimi Q-function. The problem of cal-
culating the extremal eigenvalue of Q(p) turns out in this case to be the same as the SDP
coming from a degree-k Hermitian sum-of-squares relaxation, with 4 = 1/k. Quillen’s paper
only proves an asymptotic result for the minimization problem (equivalently, showing that
a nonnegative Hermitian polynomial is a Hermitian sum-of-squares), but the techniques use
quantization formulas involving creation and annihilation operators and are very similar to
the proofs in [36, Theorem 2.2] and [48, Theorem 4.4] of the quantum de Finetti theorem
using Chiribella’s formula [12, Equation (6)].

2.1.1. Analysis of the approximation and duality between quantization rules and quasiproba-
bility distributions. A quasiprobability distribution defines a linear map P : B(H) — P(M)
from density matrices to signed measures of total mass 1 on the classical phase space M.
Assuming M comes with a canonical measure (for example, if it has a canonical Riemann-
ian metric), then we can try to take the transpose or adjoint of P to obtain a quantization
rule Q : C*°(M) — B(H). The fact that @ is the adjoint of P means that it satisfies the
property
(. P(0)) = (@Q(1).0).

On the left-hand side (-, -) denotes the expectation value of a classical function with respect
to a measure of total mass 1, and on the right-hand side it denotes the expectation of a
quantum observable with respect to a mixed state or density matrix.

The analysis requires calculating the expectation value of a classical function f with
the Husimi Q-function, which requires quantizing the classical function with respect to the
corresponding quantization rule. This quantization rule will end up being the Glauber-
Sudarshan P-quantization rule. Since the original relaxation was defined using the Husimi
Q-quantization rule, the analysis depends on analyzing the difference between the quanti-
zation of f using the P-rule and the quantization of f with respect to the Q-rule. General
intuition from quantum mechanics predicts that the difference is O(h) (ignoring constants
depending on M and f), which is the same as O(1/k). Indeed, we will see that a math-
ematically rigorous analysis recovers the same error bound and can also determine the
dependence on M and f.

2.1.2. Compactness of the classical phase space and finite-dimensionality of the quantum
Hilbert space. Note that the classical phase space is compact and the Hilbert space H

is finite-dimensional, The intuition for this might be a little bit unclear, but a standard
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explanation is that the dimension of the Hilbert space corresponds to the total number of
“cells” of size h needed to cover M. If the classical phase space is compact and has finite
volume, the Hilbert space will then be finite-dimensional. As A — 0 we have dim H — oo.
This matches the sum-of-squares perspective, where 1/k = i — 0 is equivalent to the SoS
degree k — oo and the size of the SDP correspondingly increases.

An alternative explanation starts from the quantum dynamics with a finite-dimensional
Hilbert space, assuming that the operators satisfy certain commutation relations. Using a
spin-s Hilbert space, if we define h = 1/s then after doing a rescaling the spin operators
satisfy the relations

[z, y] = ihz
ly, z] = ihx

Thus a classical description of the dynamics in the limit &~ — 0 should label a state by a
point (z,y, 2) € S? in the sphere, and the algebra of classical observables on S? should have
a Poisson bracket matching the quantum commutators to first order in hA. In particular,
the phase space in this case should be S?, which is compact.

3. WARM-UP: QUANTIZING A SINGLE BOSONIC MODE

To prepare for describing the quantization of a compact phase-space, we first describe the
quantization of the standard phase space R? = C for a single bosonic modes. At first this
may seem more technical since the resulting Hilbert space is infinite-dimensional, but in
some ways it is simpler: a compact phase space must be topologically nontrivial (since the
symplectic form defines a nonzero de Rham cohomology class), so one must consider sections
of a line bundle instead of holomorphic functions. For a non-compact phase space which
is contractible (is homotopy equivalent to a point) there are enough holomorphic functions
to define the Segal-Bargmann space, which is isomorphic to the usual single-mode Hilbert
space. A model of continuous-variable quantum computation, also represented using the
Segal-Bargmann space, was proposed in [11].

3.1. Classical phase space. The phase space for a single classical bosonic mode is M =
R? with position coordinate  and momentum coordinate p, and symplectic form dx A
dp. The symplectic form allows one to define the Poisson bracket {f, g} of two classical
observables f and g, which is a classical analog of the quantum commutator. The Poisson
bracket satisfies the properties

{x,py =1
{f,gh}y ={f.9}h+{f h}g.

In quantization, the goal is typically to construct a family of Hilbert spaces H; depending
on a parameter fi, along with a linear mapping from classical observables f : M — R (real-

valued functions on the phase space) to quantum observables Q(f) : Hn — Hrp (self-adjoint
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operators on the Hilbert space). The quantization map @ is usually also required to satisfy
that the quantum commutator agrees with the classical Poisson bracket to first-order in A.
Explicitly, we want to have [Q(f), Q(g)] = h{f, g} + O(h?).

3.2. Position-space quantization. For a bosonic mode, there is a standard construction
of a quantization arising from early work on quantum mechanics. The Hilbert space is

taken to be
e oo}
R

which is the space of normalized wavefunctions in position space. To quantize x and p, a
typical definition is

Hy, = L2(R) = {f : R — R measurable

Q) =(frz-[)
Q(p) = (f = ih(df /dx)).

To quantize more complicated observables, there are multiple different choices which are
used in different contexts. Concretely, if a classical observable f is a polynomial in x and
p one can try to define Q(f) as a particular noncommutative polynomial in Q(z) and
Q(p), but there will be multiple noncommutative polynomials which reproduce f in the
h — 0 limit (which corresponds to formally forcing Q(z) and Q(p) to commute). Some
common choices include always taking Q(x) to be on the left and Q(p) on the right (the
Mehta prescription), Q(p) always to the left and Q(z) always on the right (the Kirkwood—
Rihaczek prescription), or taking a uniform linear combination over all d! orderings for a
polynomial of degree d (the Weyl prescription, which is the most well-known and commonly
used). In terms of creation and annihilation operators, one can also consider rules where all
creation operators are to the left and annihilation operators are to the right (called Wick
or normal ordering, and adjoint to the Husimi Q-function), all creation operators are to the
right and all annihilation operators are to the left (called anti-Wick or anti-normal ordering,
and adjoint to the Glauber-Sudarshan P-function), or a uniform linear combination over
all d! orderings (which is again the Weyl prescription). More explicit formulas for these
quantization rules can be found in |14, Section 0.19]

3.3. Holomorphic quantization. When quantizing, one might expect that the wave-
functions should be defined over the entire phase space. However, as seen from the position
Hilbert space the wavefunctions in general should depend only on a single coordinate. One
can alternatively take momentum Hilbert space, where the wavefunctions depend on a mo-
mentum coordinate. Under a Fourier transform, the momentum Hilbert space defines a
representation of the position and momentum operators which is isomorphic to the position
Hilbert space.

In general forms of geometric quantization, the wave functions are defined on the entire
phase space and then required to be constant with respect to a “polarization.” For a
bosonic mode there are polarizations which recover the position and momentum Hilbert
spaces, as well as a continuum of polarizations interpolating between them. In this work we

will only use the “holomorphic polarization,” which in a sense is the one which is exactly
6



half-way in between. Explicitly, the holomorphic Hilbert space for a bosonic mode is

%/(C|f(z)|26_h|z|2 dz < oo} :

Instead of defining the position and momentum operators, it is slightly simpler to define
the creation and annihilation operators as

Q(“5) =t

T +ip
() = arja
where df /dz is the Wirtinger derivative of f. One can check that {z"/+/n!} is an orthonor-
mal basis of L? ;. An explicit isomorphism, known as the Segal-Bargmann transform, from
the position Hilbert space to L}, maps the n-particle number states as |n) +— 2"/v/n!. The
Segal-Bargmann transform also intertwines the creation and annihilation operators on the
holomorphic Hilbert space with those on the position Hilbert space.

Lﬁolﬁ(C) = {f : C — C holomorphic

3.4. Coherent states. The usual position and momentum operators are linear combina-
tions of the creation and annihilation operators, so all the quantization rules described
above can be defined on the holomorphic Hilbert space as well. The standard coherent
states of a harmonic oscillator correspond to the holomorphic functions

[¥a) = (2 > exp(—|al®) exp(az)).

This follows from taking the harmonic oscillator ground state, which corresponds to the
holomorphic function 1, and then applying a displacement operator to it. The Husimi
Q-function turns out to be

Qs(2) = | (al F) 2 = 21£(2) 2 exp(—|P%).

s
In fact, the more precise statement

(Yal f) = exp(~|al*) f(2)

is also true. In the following sections, we will take analogs of these formulas as characteri-
zations of the Husimi Q-function and coherent states for compact phase spaces.

4. QUANTIZING A COMPACT PHASE SPACE

Fix a compact Kéhler manifold (M, g,w,J), where g is the Riemannian metric, w is
the symplectic form, and J is the complex structure. The manifold M will serve as the
phase space of the classical mechanical system and the domain of a classical polynomial
optimization problem. Furthermore, fix some arbitrary Borel measure @ on M, which does
not necessarily have to be the volume measure coming from the Kéhler structure. This
additional generality will make it easier to bound the error in our generalized quantum de

Finetti theorem, and some intuition is given in the beginning of Section [l
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Ezample 1. A running example used throughout will be M = CP!, with its usual round
Riemannian metric, standard complex structure, and Fubini-Study symplectic form. This
is the same as the Riemann sphere in complex analysis, or the Bloch sphere S? in quantum
information. It is also the compact phase space corresponding to spin representations of
the angular momentum Lie algebra su(2).

Explicitly, the Kahler structure can be defined in coordinates. The standard atlas on
CP* has two charts, whose domains are CP'\ {co} = C and CP'\ {0}, thinking of CP! as
the Riemann sphere. (In the Bloch sphere, these can be identified with the +1 eigenstates
of the Pauli Z operator.) The intersection of the domains can be identified with C\ {0},
and the transition map between the two charts is z — 27!'. (This is an involution and
so it is in fact the transition map in either direction.) The tangent space has 1 complex
dimension, and the corresponding Hermitian metric is the 1-by-1 matrix (1 +|z]?)~! in the
chart whose domain is CP!\ {oco}. It can be checked that this metric is Kéhler.

Alternatively, one can use symplectic reduction to define the symplectic form, and then
recover the other parts of the Kéahler structure. In this case we would start with the
phase space C?, with the U(1) action given by z-v = 2v for z € U(1) and v € C% The
corresponding momentum map is %|v|2, and we first take the submanifold

fveC?: |vP=1})=5
The quotient by U(1) is then CP! & S? which can be identified with the Riemann sphere
or the Bloch sphere.

Further, fix a holomorphic line bundle £ — M with a Hermitian metric h,.

Definition 2 (Geometric quantization). The quantum Hilbert space associated to the pair
(M, L) is the space H, = I',o1(L) of holomorphic global sections of the bundle £. The
inner product on H is defined by

(51,52)71, 3:/th($1(93),$2(93))dﬂ(93)

where y is the measure on M from before.

For a fixed line bundle £ it is common to consider tensor powers £®* with the tensor
product Riemannian metric in the geometric quantization construction. Intuitively, the
value of k£ can correspond either to a “total energy” quantity, as explained in the example

below, or to k = 1/h as described in Section 2Z.1.21

Ezample 3. The spin phase space CP! has a standard holomorphic line bundle £ called
the canonical line bundle. The total space of the bundle can be identified with

{(z,v): 2 € CP',v € Cx C C?}

where x € CP! is identified with the corresponding one-dimensional subspace of C?. There
is a standard Hermitian metric on £ whose curvature is the standard Kahler structure on
CP!. If we take & = CP! x C to be the product line bundle and the line bundle to be

(£*)®* when quantizing, then the resulting Hilbert space is

Fhol((ﬁ*)(@k)gg (C[Zl, Zg]k



where Cl[zy, 29, is the space of homogeneous polynomials of degree k. This can be identified
with the Hilbert space of a spin-(k — 1)/2 degree of freedom, since both have the same
dimension. This Hilbert space is an irreducible representation of SU(2), where the action
of g € SU(2) is (9-p)(#1,22) = p(g- (21, 22)). To complete the identification we should also
specify how to quantize more general classical observables on the phase space, which will
be described later.

4.1. Husimi Q-function and coherent states.

Definition 4. Let s € H, be a pure state in the quantized Hilbert space. The Husimi
Q-function associated to s is Qs € C°°(M) defined by

Qs = he(5® s).
If p € End(H,) is a positive self-adjoint operator defining a mixed state, then it defines
a section s, € Fhol(ﬁ_ X L) where L X L is the external tensor product of the line bundles
L — M and £ — M, which results of in a line bundle over the product manifold M x M.
(It is known that 'y (£ X L) = Ty (L) ®@ Tuer(£).) The Husimi Q-function of p is then
defined by

Q, =hgos,oua
where 1a : M — M x M is the inclusion of the diagonal A C M x M defined by ta(z) =
(x,z). One can check that this agrees with the definition for pure states, in that the
same function is obtained by diagonalizing p and then taking the corresponding convex
combination of the Husimi Q)-functions of the eigenvectors of p.

The coherent states associated to a point in x € M can then be constructed from the
Husimi @-function. Specifically, the Q-function is usually thought of (when & is a product
line bundle) as defined by the squared inner product Q,(z) = |{c,|p|c,)|* where ¢, is the
coherent state associated to the point x. For us it will be easier to take the definition of
the @-function as above and then use it to define the coherent states by checking that the
function p — Q,(z) defines a positive-definite quadratic form of rank and trace 1. The
unique eigenvector of eigenvalue 1 of the quadratic form then gives the desired coherent
state.

Proposition 5. Fiz a point x € M. Define the sesquilinear map ez . : End(I'p(E® L)) —
C by

eca(p) = Qp(x)
and the function Ty : M — R by

Te(2) = 3 i)l

for any orthonormal basis {s;} of He. Using the inner product on Hg, we identify er ,
with a linear map He — Hy. Then cp, = er./Tr(x) defines a pure state, in that it has
the following properties:

(1) crq is linear

(2) ¢z is positive

(3) Tr CLa = 1



(4) rankcp, = 1.

Proof.

(1) From the definition of @), it follows that the map p — @), is linear, since h. is
bilinear. Then since h¢ is bilinear it follows that e, is also linear.

(2) Suppose that p is a positive operator. It suffices to show that e,(p) > 0. This
follows from the fact that @, is self-adjoint with respect to he, and that he, is a
positive Hermitian inner product on &,.

(3) For any orthonormal basis {s;} of H,, we have

TI‘ 6[;795 = Z 6£7x(§i X Si)

Thus
Tr CLa = Tl"(egm)/TE(SL’) =1.

(4) The map H, — L, given by s — s(x) goes from a finite-dimensional vector space
to a 1-dimensional vector space. Since e, , is a quadratic form given by composing
this map with the quadratic form A, the corresponding linear map must have rank
1. Then ¢, , is a scalar multiple of e, ., so it also has rank 1.

U
Proposition 6. The set {c; .} of coherent states spans H.

Proof. We use proof by contradiction. Suppose that the coherent states span a proper
subspace H' C H,. Let |¢) (1| be any pure state orthogonal to H'. Then

0= Tr(ceot) = (Tr(x) " ()],

for all x € M ,which implies that ¥(x) = 0 for all z. Thus ¥ = 0, which is a contradiction.
0

The purpose of the function 7, is to normalize the coherent states to be unit vectors.
To define the normalized POVM associated with the coherent states, we will need to “un-
normalize” and put this factor back in.

Definition 7. The coherent state POVM associated to M, £, and p is defined to be
Tr(x)ep . dp(z).

Proposition 8. The coherent states define a resolution of the identity. FEquivalently, the
coherent state POVM is appropriately normalized, or

/ Tr(x)ep, dp(z) =idy,
M
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Proof. Let s € H, be any vector. It suffices to calculate

61 ([ Teweesau)) 1) = [ (Slecals) dut
~ [ 15t duta)

S|Hg
O]

4.2. Glauber-Sudarshan P-function. With the coherent states defined, we can define
the Glauber-Sudarshan P-function of an operator.

Definition 9. Let A € End(H.) be a self-adjoint operator. The Glauber-Sudarshan
P-function of A is any function f: M — R such that

A= [ Te@)f@ec.

and such that there exists some B € End(#,) such that f = @ is the Husimi Q-function
of B. The Glauber-Sudarshan P-quantization of a classical function f : M — R is
defined to be

/M Te(2) f(2)ce.0 dpi(x).

It may seem unnatural at first to require f to coincide with the Husimi Q-function of
some state, but this condition is actually needed for f to be uniquely defined. The condition
given by just the integral defines a finite number of linear constraints on f, since H, is
finite-dimensional, while the space of smooth functions is infinite-dimensional. Thus f is
not uniquely defined until we constrain it to be in a finite-dimensional subspace of C* (M),
which is exactly what the second condition does.

Proposition 10. The P-quantization defines a linear map C*°(M) — End(H) which is
the adjoint of the map sending an operator to its Husimi Q-function.

Proof. We have
<B, [ leea Tel) ) e du($)>= [ 1B ke o)) el o)

_ /M Te(x) (el Blec.) £(z) du(z)

Proposition 11. For any A, the Glauber-Sudarshan P-function exists and is unique.

Proof. Tt suffices to show that the map B — ()p taking a self-adjoint operator B to its
Husimi Q-function is injective (so an invertible linear map onto its image), which implies

that its adjoint is an invertible linear map from the image to the set of self-adjoint operators.
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To this end, suppose the Qp(z) = 0 for all z. Then (cz.|Blcc.) = 0 for all z. The
function (cg | Blcc,y) is holomorphic on M x M, and must be 0 because its restriction to
the diagonal is 0. Since {c, .} spans H, we get B = 0. O

4.3. Geometric quantization and vector bundles. In the previous section, we only
considered Hilbert spaces of the form I'yo (M, £) for a Hermitian line bundle £. For certain
applications, particularly to recover the exponential quantum de Finetti theorem of Renner
in Section [6.4] we will need to consider Hilbert spaces of the form I'yo (M, E ® L) where
£ is a Hermitian vector bundle with metric hg and £ is a Hermitian line bundle. For a
reference with slightly more detail we refer the reader to [34].

Our construction will essentially reduce to the case from before where £ is trivial. Specif-
ically, consider the unit sphere bundle S(€) over £. This has a U(1)-action given by
scaling any given section fiberwise by a unit complex number z € U(1). The quotient
P(&) .= S5(E)/U(1) is a projective space bundle over M and a complex manifold. We will
take M’ :=P(€) to be the new phase space in this construction, along with the projection
map py : M — M.

The manifold M’ has a holomorphic line bundle denoted Og(1), which when restricted
to any fiber P(€,) over x € M is the anticanonical line bundle. We have

Phot(M', Og(1)) =2 Tho(M, E)

and more generally
Fhol(M/> Og(l) ®p}k\/1,£) = Phol(Ma E® ,C)

where £ is a line bundle over M. Thus we may take the line bundle to be Og(1) ® p3}, L.

Lastly, we need to describe how to construct a Hermitian metric on Og(1) from the
one on &, as well as a measure ¢/ on M’ from the measure p on M and the Hermitian
metric on €. To define a Hermitian metric on Og(1), it will suffice to give a smoothly
varying Hermitian metric restricted to each fiber, which is the line bundle Op,)(1) over
pypy(z) =2 P(E,). This will just be the Fubini-Study metric induced by the inner product
he, on &,. Similarly, the measure ' will be defined by the formula

fdy! 3:/ (/ ) f‘p;wl,(m) dﬂvol,lP’(c%)) dp(z)
M’ M PX/I/(I)

where dfiyorp(e,) is the volume measure on pgj, (z) coming from the Fubini-Study metric,
which is in turn induced by the inner product hg,.

5. A GENERALIZED DE FINETTI THEOREM FROM QUANTIZATION

The proof of the de Finetti theorem involves first taking the Husimi Q-function of a
state p, and then taking the P-quantization with respect to a subsytem. The Q-function
in the first step is defined with respect to a system of coherent states on the larger Hilbert
space, while the P-quantization is defined with respect to a system of coherent states on
the subsystem Hilbert space. Naturally, the proof requires analyzing how coherent states
on the smaller and larger Hilbert spaces are related. It turns out that the proof strategy of
[13] and the proof of Chiribella’s formula [12] both depend on two key properties satisfied

by the coherent states:
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(1) The coherent states form a resolution of the identity. More precisely, we have

iy, = / ez} (ce.a] dpc(z)
M

for some appropriate positive measure p, over M.

(2) The coherent state on a larger Hilbert space is the tensor product of coherent states
on the subsystem Hilbert spaces. For the symmetric subspace, this is more precisely
stated as

k+l1 k l
Co k4l = Z®( = 2® X 2® = Czk ® Czl-

An analogous property holds for other irreducible representations of U(d).

Note that in property (2), there is an implicit identification of Hj.; as a subspace of H; ®
H,. In geometric quantization the two Hilbert spaces will be I'(£; ® £5) and I'(£1) @ '(Ls).
Instead of an inclusion, there is a canonical linear map My, ¢, : I'(£1)®T'(Ly) = ['(L1®Ly)
in the reverse direction which takes the fiberwise tensor product of two sections. The
identification of one Hilbert space as a subspace of the other is equivalent to the adjoint
M7, ., being an isometry after an appropriate normalization.

However, My, . isin general not an isometry. Recent work of Finski [22, Theorem 3.16]
implies that it does asymptotically becomes close to an isometry for powers of very ample
line bundles. Hence with the standard definitions, the coherent states will be equal to
tensor products of coherent states on subsystems only approximately.

Our approach will be slightly different from the standard construction of the Hilbert space
in geometric quantization, but later will simplify the error bounds. Instead of defining the
inner products on the Hilbert space using the volume form on M and Hermitian metric on
L, we will assume as given a family of inner products (-, ), on H, for every line bundle £
such that the adjoint M7 . is an exact isometry. From the perspective of classical sum-of-
squares optimization, this is also more useful as it allows one to choose a computationally
convenient set of inner products instead of having to compute a potentially complicated
integral.

Now property (2) will hold exactly, but property (1) will only hold approximately: the
measure ;4 which makes the coherent states into a resolution of the identity will now vary
depending on the line bundle £. Instead of needing to analyze how close a coherent state
is to the tensor product of two other coherent states, we just need to analyze how close
ir, and pp, are for two such measures, and this will turn out to be the supremum of the
Radon-Nikodym derivative duy, /dur, (roughly the ratio of the densities). In certain cases
there will be exact formulas for the Radon-Nikodym derivatives which recover the earlier
de Finetti theorems, while in other cases we will be able to deduce coarser asymptotics.

5.1. Precise setup. As before, we will fix a compact Kéhler manifold M. However, we
will now also consider a family L, ..., L,, of holomorphic line bundles over M, as well as
all (positive) tensor product line bundles of the form

L@
13



We will assume that each £; comes with some Hermitian metric, and use the tensor product
Hermitian metric on the (positive) tensor product bundles. For any line bundle £, the
metric will be denoted h,.

We will also additionally assume that each quantized Hilbert space H, comes with some
nondegenerate inner product (-,-)z. The multiplication maps will be denoted M, », :
He, @He, — Heyor,. We will assume that M7 ) is an isometry with respect to the inner
products on the Hilbert spaces.

We have not fixed a measure p over M yet, but will define one next. Specifically, we
want g to be chosen such that the inner product on H, induced by g and h, coincides
with (-, ) up to a scalar multiple. It is not immediately clear that such a measure exists,
but it will follow from some known results in functional analysis.

Before constructing the measure, note that the definition of the coherent states ¢, , and
the function T : M — R from Proposition Bl only use the inner product on H,, and do
not directly use the measure p. Thus the use of properties of the coherent states and the
function T in our construction of u is not circular. (Note that it would be circular to use
the resolution of the identity from Proposition [ in the construction of u, but we will not
use it.)

5.1.1. Husimi quantization rule. Let £ be a positive tensor product line bundle and {s;}
be an orthonormal basis of H . Define the Kodaira map v, : M — P(H,) by

Lg(l’) = CL-
In the rest of this article, we will assume that h., is the Hermitian metric on £ which is
the pullback under ¢z, of the Fubini-Study metric on P(H,,) induced by (-, -)z,. We only
make this assumption for the £;, and for their positive tensor products we take the tensor
product Hermitian metric as before.

Proposition 12. For any L; we have Ty, (x) = 1, where T is defined as in Proposition [3.

Proof. From the definition of the Fubini-Study metric, for any orthonormal basis s, and
x € P(Hr,) we have

S s(sale)ssala) = D I sa)P = 1,

In particular, the pullback to M is also the constant function 1. U

Definition 13. Let £, and L5 be positive tensor product line bundles and K = £; ® L.
The Husimi quantization map (or un-normalized cloning map) is defined as

Criox(A) = Mg, ,(A®idy, )M7, .,

where A is a self-adjoint operator on H,.

Definition 14. Let £ = ), L} be a positive tensor product line bundle and H = &), H%k
A function f : M; — R has degree L if there is a self-adjoint operator A : H, — H, such
that

F@) = (sa MEAMpsg)he(Mesa(x), Mesg(x))

a7ﬁ
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where M, : H — H, is the multplication map, and {s,} is a basis of H which is a tensor
product of orthonormal bases for each H.,. If additionally A can be chosen to be a positive
operator, then f is a degree £ sum-of-squares.

Proposition 15. If A" : H — H is self-adjoint, then

D (ar A'sg)he(Mesa(x), Mess(x))

aiﬁ
is a function of degree L corresponding to MpA M}.
Proof. Consider the linear map sending A’ to the function as defined in the given expres-
sion. A given basis vector |s,) (sg| is sent to hg(Mgsa(x), Mesg(z)). Thus the map is

the composition of A’ — My A’M} and the linear map sending |s;) (s2| € H, ® H, to
he(si(x), so(x)). O

Proposition 16. If f has degree L1 and g has degree Ly, then fg has degree L1 @ Ly and
f has degree L.

Proof. For the second statement, suppose

F(@) =) (sa, McAMs5) che(sa(x), 55(2)).

a,f
Then
F@) = (80, MEAM ) (Msa(x), Msp(x))
a,B
=Y (MFAM;sp, saYhe(Mesg(x), Mesa(x))
a,B
= (s, MEA"Mpsa)he(Mesg(x), Mesa(x))
a,B
= (S0 MEA"Msg)he(Mesa(x), Mess(x))
a,B

so we can take A* for f.
For the first statement, let A : H,, — H,, and B : Hy, — H, be the corresponding
operators for f and g respectively. Then

f(x)g(x)
= Z(‘Sal? MTAM1551><50427 M;BM2552>h51 (Mlsal (I)v Mlsﬁl (x))hﬁz(M2Sa2 (I)v M28ﬁ2 (ZL’))

a1,61
ag,f2

= Z<saa (MTAMl ® M2*BM2)SB>hE1®Ez (MCSG(I)’ Mﬁsﬁ(x))
a.p,

= (Sa. (MzMc, £,(A® B)M}, 1, Mz)sghhe,oc,(Mesa(x), Mzss())

a7B7
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using Proposition 15 0

Proposition 17. The constant function 1 has degree L for all L. If f has degree Ly, then
it also has degree L1 ® Lo for any positive tensor product L.

Proof. These follow from an induction argument using Proposition [I2] and Proposition [16]
O

Proposition 18. The set of all functions with degree L, as L ranges over positive tensor
product line bundles, is dense in C(M,C). The set of all functions which are degree L
sums-of-squares is dense in C'(M,Rsq).

Proof. Set L = @.", L;. By assumption, ¢, defines a closed embedding into P(H,). In
particular, this shows that functions of degree L separate points in M. By the previous
propositions, the set of functions of degree £* for k& > 0 is an algebra closed under multipli-
cation and conjugation. Thus by the Stone-Weierstrass theorem such functions are dense
in C(M,C).

Suppose that f : M — Rsq is continuous and nonnegative, and let B = sup,¢,, f().
Let « : M — P(H,) be the Kodaira map. By the Tietze extension theorem there is a
continuous extension g : P(H,) — [0, B] such that f = g o¢. Define

I(2) =1 —dpg(z,2) = [{z,z)]?

which is a sum-of-squares on P(H.). Let Cj be such that Cy fP(Hﬁ) L.(x)* = 1 and let
hi : P(Hz) — R be defined by

hi(z) = Ci / o S ()

which is again a sum-of-squares. Let 0 € [0, €] be the modulus of uniform continuity for g
with respect to dpg (since M is compact). Then

|7 (2) = 9(2)| = Ch /m )(g(fﬁ) = g(2)L:(2)" dpps(x)

< eCk/ L(2)* dups(z) + BC'k/ L(z)* dpps(z)
{[{z,2)| =26} {l{=,z)|<d}

< e+ BCk(;k
< e + BC,e".

We know that Oy = O(k%™*z) for k large, so the right-hand side tends uniformly to
0 as k& — oo. Thus ¢ is approximated uniformly by sum-of-squares polynomials. By
Proposition the restriction of a sum-of-squares polynomial to M is again a sum-of-
squares polynomial, so this finishes the proof. O

5.2. The generalized quantum de Finetti theorem. In this section, we now state and
prove a general version of the quantum de Finetti theorem. The statement of the theorem
depends on the modified definition of coherent states, with respect to the inner products

which make the multiplication maps into isometries.
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Theorem 19. Let p1y be a mized state on Hr, o, and p be the reduced density matriz of
Mz, p,p2Mg, c, over Hy. Then py is e-close in trace distance to a mixture over coherent
states on Hr,, where r = dpz,/dpc,oc, is the Radon-Nikodym derivative, R = sup, ¢, (1 —
r(x)) and e = 2R.

The “tensoriztion” property of the coherent states, which is needed to prove Theorem [19]
is proven in the following Proposition 20l

Proposition 20. The tensor product of two coherent states is another coherent state cen-
tered at the same point, in the sense that

*
M£17£26£1®£2,wM£1,£2 = €Lz ® €Lox-
Proof. Let s; € H,, and sy € Hp,. We have

(51 ® s2les, o @ eryq]51 @ S2>H51®H¢2 = (s1lec, «|81) z, (S2]€cs2]52)
= he, (s1(2), 51(2)) ey (s1(2), s1(2))
and
(51 ® 82| Mp, ro€r 000 Mp, r,]81 @ S2) = (Mg, £,(51 @ 82)|ec,c00!Me, £.(51 @ 82))

= heic,((s1® $2)(2), (51 @ 52)(2)
= hr,o0,(51(2) ® s9(x), $1(x) ® so(x))
= he, (s1(2), s1(2)) by (s1(2), s1(2)).

Since set of all 51 ® so spans H,, ® H.,, this is sufficient for the equality. O

Proof of Theorem[19. We take the classical probability distribution P defining the mixture
to be the Husimi Q-function of p. From Section .1l and Proposition 20, this distribution
is characterized by the density

P(x) dpc,oc,(x) = Tr(es,or,e012) ditc,oc, (7).
Define

- / er,0P(2) djigyoc, (2)
M

to be the corresponding mixture of coherent states of H,,. We will show that o is close in
trace distance to p;.
To this end, we first rewrite p; as a mixture with respect to p.,, giving

pL= Trg((idy.tcl ®idH£2)le,g2012M£1,ﬁz)
~ 1 (e, © [ ecradnen(@)) o)
M
- / Try((idw,, @erya) Mz, o012 My 2,) diie, (%) (1)
M

- [ v due,(o

17



where we have defined

'LU(ZL') = Tr?((idH£1 ®e£27x))M21,£2p12Mﬁ1,52) € D(%ﬁ1)'

To bound the trace distance between p; and o, we have

pr— o] = ' [ worduesio) ~ [ o aPl)ducoe
M

'/ x) dpig, (v /Meﬁl,xP(x)r(a:) diic, o, ()

‘ | eenP@(1= 1) dcyoes(a).

For the second term, we have

)/M e, 2 P(x)(1 = 7(x)) dig,oc, (2)

< R)/ er, o P(x) dpig,or, ()
M

< R/ lec, | P(x) diig, o, (T)
M
— R/2

since each coherent state has rank 1. Thus it remains to bound the first term, for which

we have
'/ d:uﬁg / €y, :E d:u£1®[,2( )
M

_ /Mw() eey 2 P(@)) diic,(x)

_ / (W(2) — ey Tr(eeroanpre) diics (@)
M

- /M (W(2) — 10 Tr((C0r 0 © Co3a) Mi o2 prsMerscs) dica()

— /M(w(gp) — el Tr(ethw(iE))) dluﬁz (ZE)

| (0o~ e aw)ee, ) dies (o)
M

Using the identity

A~ BAB = (A— BA) + (A— AB) — (1 — B)A(1 — B)

for square matrices A and B (also used in the CKMR proof), we have

\ [ o) = ecsw(olec, e, ()] < ol +16]+ b
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where

- / (w(z) — e, gw()) dpc,(2)
5= / )ecs) dicy()
Y= /M (d —ec, o) (x) (id —ec, ) dpicy ().

For convenience, define p' := M} . p1oMy, r,. We then have

|

— |- / s Tra((ids,. @ecy.0)p) dpicy()
M

= o (of) - /M Tro((ecs0 ® can)p’) diic(2)

- /M Tra((ez,0 ® ec0)) diizsocs(z) — /M Trp((er,w ® ecr))) dpicy(z)|  (3)

N [V[ Tr2((e£1,x ® eﬁz,$>pl>(1 - 7’(?17)) dﬂﬁl@ﬁ? (flf)

<R [ Tual(enn ® cerl) dicioc (@
M
= R/2|p\|
= R/2.
Similarly, we can show
w(x) = Tr?(le,szuMﬁl,ﬁz (idﬂal ®€E2,w>>

and then by a similar argument show that |5| < R/2. For any & > 0 and projector P, we
have P*¢P > 0, so

Prep| = & Tr(ng) _ %Tr(Pg).
Thus

il < / 1d e, o) id —ec, )| di, (o)

=3 Ly (/M(ld er, ) w(r)(id —eg, 4) dM:Z(SC))

= £ T(0)

< |af
< R/2. (4)

Combining everything, this gives |p; — 0| < 2R. OJ
19



5.3. Explicit formulas for homogeneous spaces. Our statement of the generalized
quantum de Finetti theorem (Theorem [[9) requires bounds the error in terms of two mea-
sures which make the two families of coherent states into POVMs. Later we will show
that such measures always exist approximately. However, the resulting measures are not
necessarily explicit and a simple formula seems unlikely to exist in general. In the case
when the M and L, ..., L,, are suitably symmetric, we will show that the measure can
be chosen to be a fixed scalar multiple of the invariant measure on M, which is unique.
The Radon-Nikodym of two such measures becomes the ratio of the two scalars, which
is easier to calculate. While the symmetry condition may seem restrictive, many of the
earlier quantum de Finetti theorems can be deduced as special cases when this symmetry
condition holds. The details for several such de Finetti theorems are covered in Section
The precise symmetry condition we use is

Definition 21. The pair (M,{L4,...,L,,}) is homogeneous if there is a compact group
G acting transitively on M by Kéhler automorphisms and acting on each £; by bundle
automorphisms, such that the hermitian metric on £; is invariant under G' and the inner
product on H, is also invariant under G.

Proposition 22. Suppose that M and L are homogeneous with respect to G. Then cg g.. =
g-cc forallze M.

Proof. For any pure state 1, we have
Ti(ceg¥) = [U(g-2)[*
= (g7 )
= Tr(cz-(97'0g))

= Tl"((g ’ CC,z)w)'
]

Proposition 23. Suppose that M and L are homogeneous with respect to G. Then the
Hilbert space H, is an irreducible representation of G.

Proof. Suppose H' C H, is a G-invariant subspace. Let P be the orthogonal projection
onto ‘H'. Then

Tr(Pegy..) = Te(P(g - cc2))

=Tr((g~ Pg)ec.:)
= TI‘(PCLZ)

for all g € G and z € M. Since G acts transitively on M, this implies that the function
z + Tr(Pcg,) is constant. By Proposition [0 the coherent states ¢, , span H, so P is a
constant multiple of the identity. Thus H’ is either 0 or H. O

Proposition 24. Suppose that M and L are homogeneous with respect to G. Let j1, be
the volume measure on M normalized to have mass 1, which is the unique G-invariant

probability measure on M. Then taking py = (dim Hy )0 makes the coherent states into

a normalized POVM.
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Proof. We have

g (/Mcﬁ,zd/ivol(z)) :/M(g'cﬁ,z) dptver(2)

:/ CC,g-zd,Uvol(Z)
M

:/ Cﬁ,zd,uvol(z)
M

using Proposition and the G-invariance of .. Since the inner product on H, is G-
invariant, by Schur’s lemma the integral must be a scalar multiple of idy,. Then

Tr (/M cc.: duvol(Z)) = /N[Tr(cﬁ,z> dpyor(z) = 1

so the integral is (dim H,)"!idy,. Rescaling pi,o by dim H, then makes the coherent states
into a normalized POVM. U

Corollary 25. If M and L4, ..., L,, are homogeneous, then the error in the generalized de
Finetti theorem (Theorem[19) is bounded by 1 — (dim H,,)/(dim H,).

6. APPLICATIONS

6.1. The original quantum de Finetti theorem. We begin by showing how the gener-
alized quantum de Finetti theorem, Theorem [I9] has the usual quantum de Finetti theorem
as a special case. We will work this case out in slightly more detail than the other applica-
tions. To deduce the original quantum de Finetti theorem we will take M = CP4!, which
is the manifold of pure states in a d-dimensional Hilbert space. We will take £ to be the
dual of the canonical line bundle over CP¢~!, where the canonical line bundle has the total
space

{(z,v) : 2 € CP*' v € spanp{z}}.
Equivalently, the fiber over a point z € CP9! the 1-dimensional vector space spanc{z}.

We will take the hermitian metric on £ to be the usual Fubini-Study metric with respect
to the standard hermitian inner product on C¢.

6.1.1. Explicit charts for complex projective space. We first explicitly describe the Kahler
structure on CP4~1. Using homogeneous coordinates, let [z : - - - : 24] denote the point in
CP? ! corresponding to the subspace spanned by (z1, ..., z¢). An explicit family of charts
are defined on the open subsets

U =A{lz1: 124 | 2 #0}
with maps ¢; : U; — C%~! defined by

1
Gillz1 1 v 2a]) = — (21, s 21, 2ign, - 2a)-

<
21



For notational convenience, we will sometimes take the range of ¢; to be {z € C?: z; = 1},
inserting a 1 at the i-th position in the equation above. With this convention, we can
calculate that the transition maps ¢;_,; between the charts are
Wy
i— (W) = —W
o) = 2
which are holomorphic on their domains. To define local trivializations of the canonical line
bundle, we will use the same domains U;. The local trivialization ¢/ : 7' (U;) — C4~ x C
is given by
gi(w,v) = (¢s(w), v;)
and the transition maps are given by
W;
0w.0) = (01ms0). 220).
wj
For the line bundle £, we then obtain local trivializations

&5 (w, v) = (¢i(w), 1/v;)

and transition maps
w .
o w.0) = (010, 20).
Lastly, the Fubini-Study hermitian metric on £ is a smooth global section of £ ® £ given
in the chart U; by

'

hr.. = —.
L, (U7U> 1+|Z‘2

6.1.2. The disk bundle point of view. There is an alternative description of the Hilbert

spaces as subspaces of a single larger Hilbert space. For a slightly more detailed reference,

see |60, Section 2]. Consider £*, which is the canonical bundle over CP?, with the dual

hermitian metric. The unit circle bundle of L£* is
{(z.0) € £t [aln,.. = 1)
which turns out to be the same as the unit sphere
{zeCh: |z] =1} = S>.

The unit sphere is a real-analytic submanifold of C?, and thus it has the structure of a
Cauchy-Riemann manifold (CR manifold). In particular, this gives a notion of holomorphic
function over S?*~! which are restrictions of holomorphic functions defined on the open
unit disk bundle whose boundary is the circle bundle. We can then consider the Hilbert

space
/ P du < oo}
S2d*1

where p is now the U(d)-invariant measure on S?¥~1. In particular, g is invariant under
the U(1) action which acts fiberwise (thinking of S?*~! as a circle bundle over CP*!),
or which acts by scalar multiplication (thinking of S??~! as a subset of C?). Then there

is a U(1)-action on L2 (5%?71), and one can consider the decomposition into irreducible
22
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representations of U(1). It is known that the space of holomorphic sections of Fourier
weight k is exactly Hq [60].

In the case of CP?"!, we use this to explicitly determine H,x. We see that L2 (S*1)
is spanned by all monomials 2 for a € ZZ,. If a € U(1), then

a- 2% = (az)* = allz®

so z* has Fourier weight equal to the total degree |«|. Thus H;r is spanned by monomials
of total degree k, which can be identified with the symmetric subspace Sym*(C%).

6.1.3. Deducing the quantum de Finetti theorem. We will treat the pair (CP4"!, £) as being
homogeneous under the group action of the unitary group U(d), and then take u to be the
unitarily invariant measure.

Proposition 26. The unitary group U(d) acts transitively on the pair (CP41, L).

Proof. We define the U(d) action by g - vo* = (gv)(gv)*, where vv* is the projector onto
a 1-dimensional subspace of C? (which represents a point in CP4~1). This extends to an
action on the total space of the canonical bundle by

g-(z,0)=(g-z,9v)
where gv denotes applying a unitary to a vector.

To show that the action is transitive, let 21, 2o € C? be any two unit vectors. There exist
two orthonormal bases of C? enlarging the sets {z;} and {25} respectively. The unitary
which takes one basis to the other will then take z; to 25, and thus take the corresponding
points of C?~! to each other.

To show that the Fubini-Study metric is invariant under G, it suffices to consider the
subgroups G; = U(d—1) which preserve the i-th coordinate, since these subgroups generate
all of U(d). For g € G;, we have ¢;(g-w) = g - ¢;(w). Thus

, ov’ v’ ,
heg(v,0') = 1+ g 22 T 14 2|2 = he.(v,0)

where the middle equality uses the fact that g preserves the i-th coordinate. O

The original quantum de Finetti theorem is stated for states on the symmetric subspace,
so to recover it we will need to show that this agrees with the Hilbert space constructed in
geometric quantization.

Proposition 27. The Hilbert space H r is isomorphic to the symmetric subspace Sym* C9.

Proof. Let s € H,r be global section. In the chart U;, the restriction of s is some holomor-
phic function s; : C*~! — C. Using the transition map between U; and U, we have

k
Zi Zj
Sj(zla--->Zj—1>Zj+1>---aZd) =\ Si f(zl,---,Zi—1>2i+1,--->zd)

Zj i
on the appropriate domain. In order for each s; to be holomorphic on all of C4~!, we must
have that

Zfsi(zl/zia cey Zi—l/zia Zi—l—l/ziv cey Zd/zi)
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is a homogeneous polynomial of degree k which does not depend on 7. Thus the isomorphism
can be taken to be the linear map which sends s € Hx to the corresponding homogeneous

polynomial of degree k, which can be identified with an element of the symmetric subspace.
OJ

Proposition 28. The coherent state at a point z € CPY! is 2% € H i C (CH®F, where
we identify the coherent state with its images under the multiplication maps.

Proof. By applying Proposition and taking tensor products, it suffices to prove the
statement for k£ = 1. Let w € C? be a unit vector i be some index such that w; # 0. Let
s € H, be some section. By Proposition 27, there is some a such that s(z) = a - z in the

chart U;, using the convention that z; = 1. Calculating in the chart U;, we have
1

|s(w)[* = WW' (w/w)]* = la-w]?
finishing the proof. O

Proposition 29. If p is a mived state on Sym™(C?), then Tr,_y, p is e-close in trace distance
to a mixture over coherent states, where € < 2dk/n.

Proof. We apply Theorem [[9 and Corollary 25l to CP?! and £. We get the statement for

some e satisfying
. n—k(rd
(<9 1_dlzr.nSym (C%)
dim Sym"(C9)

()

Then
(") =k +d=1)Y/((n = k)!(d—1))
(";ﬁlzl) (n+d—1)!/(nl(d—1)!)
(n=k+d-1)!/(n—-k)
B (n+d—1)!/n!
_d_ln—k—l—z
N Py n+1
n—k+1\""
n+1
d—1
(i
n+1
-1 (d—1)k
- n+1
>
n
using the binomial theorem in second-to-last line, so € < 2dk/n. O
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6.2. A multi-symmetric quantum de Finetti theorem. One simple way to construct
new Kéhler manifolds from existing ones is by taking products. Standard results |[59] show
that the product of two compact Kéahler manifolds is again a compact Kéahler manifold in
a canonical way. In particular, if M; and M, are compact Kahler manifolds each with lines
bundles £; and L5, then we have two maps

p12M1XM2—>M1 p21M1XM2—>M2

which project onto the first and second coordinate respectively, and we also have the
corresponding pullback bundles p;£; and p;L,. The external tensor product of £; and
Lo is defined to be

LXK Ly = piLy @ p3Ls.

Remark 30. The external tensor product should not be confused with the standard tensor
product of two line bundles over the same manifold. The relation between them is as
follows: if £; and L, is line bundles over the same space M, then £; X L, is a line bundle
over M x M. The restriction of £, X L, to the diagonal subset {(m,m):m e M} = M is
isomorphic to £ ® Ly over M.

We will not prove the following result, but the proof can be found in standard complex
geometry texts [59].

Proposition 31. Let L; be a holomorphic line bundle over M; fori € [n], and assume that
all M; are compact. Denote L =X!" ,L;. Then

He = Q) He,.
=1

Proposition 32. Fori € [n] let z; € M; and cg, ., be the corresponding coherent state for
some line bundles L; over M;. Denote M = [[}_, M;, £L =K, L;, and z = (z1,. .., 2,).
Then ¢z, = Qi Crivzi-

Proof. Consider sections s; € H, for i € [n]. Denote s = @), s;. Then

n 2 n
‘<S,®C£i7zi> = H|<Si’cﬁz‘,zz‘>ﬁz‘|2
1=1 L 1=1

- H he(si(2), 8i(2:))

= hg(s, Z)
The coherent states are uniquely characterized by the linear functional they define, and by
Proposition [31] the tensor product sections span H,. Thus the equality follows. O

Some standard facts on group actions give the following proposition for homogeneous
spaces.

Proposition 33. Suppose for i € [n| that M; and L; are homogeneous for a G;-action on
M;. Then [, M; and X}, L; are homogeneous for the action of [[;_, Gi.
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By combining this with the proof of the original quantum de Finetti theorem, we get
the following “multi-symmetric” quantum de Finetti theorem. A two-sided version of the
quantum de Finetti theorem was studied in [29]. A similar result to ours was given in [30,
Theorem 14] based on the general theorem in [32] with a proof closer to the original proof
of the quantum de Finetti theorem. For qubits the coherent states can also be described
in spherical coordinates on the Bloch sphere, which are known as Bloch coherent states.
A version of this de Finetti theorem written in terms of Bloch coherent states was also
shown in [37]. For simplicity of notation we prove our result only when certain indices and
parameters are equal, but one can easily generalize it to recover the results of [30] or [37].

Proposition 34. Suppose p is a quantum state on m registers, where the j-th register
contains n qudits of dimension d, which is simultaneously invariant under permutations of
the n qudits within each register. Then the reduced state of p on the first k qudits within
each register is e-close to a mizture over coherent states, where ¢ < 2dek.

Proof. We apply Theorem 9 and Corollary 25 to (CP?!)™ and the line bundles £y =
Q. (prL;)" and Ly = @, (p;L:)"*. We get the statement for some e satisfying

dimﬂg
<2(1-—"7+
€= ( dim,H£2)

dim(Sym"*(C4))2m™
’ (1  dim(Sym(Ch)em )

(i (s ey

From the proof of 29 we then get

(dimSym"_k(Cd))m . (1 B %)m

dim Sym"(C4) n

SOGSQdek. OJ

6.2.1. Integrality gaps for ncSoS relaxations of QUANTUM MAX-CUT and QUANTUM
Max-d-CuT. As an application of the multi-symmetric de Finetti theorem, we will show
that the quantum Heisenberg model on a sufficiently symmetric graph approximates the
classical Heisenberg model. From this, one can construct integrality gaps for SDP relax-
ations of QUANTUM MAX-CUT and QUANTUM MAX-d-CUT from integrality gaps for
relaxations of the limiting classical problems. The technique will in fact also give some
hardness of approximation results.

Previously, it was known that the integrality gap for QUANTUM MAX-CUT is a particular
constant related to the integrality gap for the rank-3 Grothendieck problem [28], but only
assuming an isoperimetric-type inequality which is still conjectural. That inequality implies

that a specific family of instances gives the integrality gaps for the level-1 ncSoS relaxation
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of QUANTUM MAX-CuUT. The result shown here does not make such an assumption, but
also does not determine the precise numerical value of the integrality gap.

Proposition 35. Let G be a weighted graph and G' = K, x G be the cartesian product
of K with G. Then the maximum energy of the QUANTUM MAX-d-CuT Hamiltonian
on G' is contained in the interval [C,C + O(1/k)|, where C is the optimal solution of the
rank-(2d — 1) Grothendieck problem on G.

Remark 36. One can visualize G’ as being G where each vertex v has been replaced by
a “cloud” {v} x [k] of k vertices, and an edge connects (v,7) to (w,j) with weight w/k?
whenever (v, w) € F(G) has weight w.

Proof. Let Hg be the QUANTUM MAX-d-CuT Hamiltonian for G’. Since Hg is in-
variant under the (Si)" action where the i-th permutation permutes the i-th cloud, it
is supported on the subspace H' = (Sym"(C%))®" C (CH)®". Moreover, let H,,1 =
1-— Zf:l(Xa)U,l(Xa)wJ be the term corresponding to an edge ((v,1), (w,1)). Then the

sum of terms corresponding to {((v,4), (w, 7)) : 4,7 € [k]} is
Z ooty Hywi0mms = Z gHy 016"

o,0’,7,7'€S) ge(Sk)™

= PH’Hv,w,IPH”

By summing over edges in G, if we let Hg denote the QUANTUM MAX-d-CUT Hamiltonian
fOl" G then we have Hgl = PH/(HG ® id(cd)@(k—l)n)P’H’.

Letting x € (S**=1)" be the optimal solution of the rank-(2d — 1) Grothendieck problem
over G and z € (CP?)" its image under the quotient map, we have that (co« ,|Her|cpr ) is
equal to the value of x. Thus the largest eigenvalue of H¢ is at least C.

For the other inequality, let p be a state with maximal energy. Then p is supported on
H', so by Proposition [34] the reduced state p; on the set of subsystems V(G) x {1} is e-close
in trace distance to a mixture p’ over coherent states. Thus

| Te(Harp) — Te(Hap')| = | Tr(Pu(Ho © i gasn) Paop) — Tr(Hop)
= | Te(Hopn) — Tr(Hop)

S |HG|op|p1 - p,|
S |HG|op€~

Lastly, by the argument in the previous paragraph Tr(Hgp') is equal to the expected
objective function value of the rank-(2d — 1) Grothendieck problem with respect to the
Husimi Q-distribution of p. Thus there is some feasible solution  whose value is within e
of Tr(Hg/p), and the optimal solution also satisfies this. O

Theorem 37. The integrality gap for the level-1 ncSoS relazation of QUANTUM MAX-
d-CuUT 1is equal to the integrality gap for the level-1 SoS relaxation of the rank-(2d — 1)
Grothendieck problem.

Proof. Fix an integer d > 2. For G a weighted graph, we denote by Ao(G) the maximum

energy of the QUANTUM MAX-d-CuT Hamiltonian of G, ncSDP;(G) the value of the
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optimal solution to the level-1 ncSoS SDP relaxation of QUANTUM MAX-d-CuT, OPT(G)
the optimal solution of the rank-(2d — 1) Grothendieck problem, and SDP;(G) the value
of the optimal solution to the level-1 classical SoS SDP relaxation of the rank-(2d — 1)
Grothendieck problem.

Let G be a weighted graph, £ > 0 an integer, and G’ = K}, X G be the cartesian product
of K with G, where all the weighted have been rescaled by 1/k* We first claim that
SDP|(G) = ncSDP(G’). To see this, note that the level-1 SDP for the rank-(2d — 1)
Grothendieck problem is invariant under an O(2d)-action which simultaneously rotates the
vector associated to each vertex. By Schur’s lemma, the SDP solution is of the form I5;& M
for some matrix M. Similarly, the level-1 SDP for QUANTUM MAX-d-CUT is invariant
under a U(d) X Sg-action where U(d) acts on the Lie algebra u(d) by the coadjoint action
and S, acts by permuting each “cloud.” Thus the SDP solution is of the form I(42_1y, ® M’
for some matrix M’. For both SDPs the objective functions are of the form C' — Tr(AM)
and C' — Tr(AM’) respectively, where A is the weighted adjacency matrix of G and C' is
the sum of all edge weights. These objective functions are equal, so in fact M = M’.

By Proposition B5, we have that |A\o(G') —OPT(G)| < O(1/k). By taking k — oo we see
that the ratio \o(G")/ncSDP;(G") converges to OPT(G)/SDP;(G). Since the integrality
gap of the SDP is an infimum over all instances and since this is true for all G, it follows
that the integrality gap for QUANTUM MAX-d-CUT is at most that of the rank-(2d — 1)
Grothendieck problem. To show the inequality in the other direction, let G be a graph
and z € (5??71)" be the optimal solution to the rank-k Grothendieck problem on G. Let
z € (CPY" be the image of x under the quotient and ¢, be the coherent state centered at
z for @ L;. Then (c.|Hglc,) is equal to OPT(G), so

Ao(G) - OPT(G)
neSDP(G) — SDP(G)

O

The approximation of the rank-(2d — 1) Grothendieck problem by QUANTUM MAX-
d-CuT also allows us to show hardness, assuming classical hardness of the Grothendieck
problem.

Proposition 38. Suppose that it is NP-hard to approximate the rank-(2d—1) Grothendieck
problem to within og. Then it is also NP-hard to approximate QUANTUM MAX-d-CUT to
within any o > ay.

Proof. Let A > 1 be an arbitrary integer. Consider the reduction from the rank-(2d — 1)
Grothendieck problem to QUANTUM MAX-d-CuUT which takes a graph GG on n vertices and
constructs a new graph G’ where each vertex is replaced with a cloud of size An vertices,
as defined in Proposition Then by Proposition [34] and Proposition B3], the maximum
energy of G’ is at least C' and at most

2nd 2d

C+—=C+—.

T T YT
For any fixed A, the existence of this reduction shows that it is NP-hard to approximate
QUANTUM MAX-d-CUT to within a + %d. Taking A to a sufficiently large constant then

proves the statement. O]
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6.3. The de Finetti theorem for representations of U(n). In [13], a de Finetti the-
orem for irreducible representations of the unitary group U(n) is shown. To fit this result
into the framework of geometric quantization we will use the Borel-Weil theorem [3, |56, [52]
from geometric representation theory, which realizes the irreducible representations of U(n)
as spaces of global sections of holomorphic line bundles. We will not prove the theorem
here but give some intuition relating it to the original quantum de Finetti theorem.

Definition 39. The flag variety F, (in type A) is the quotient GL,(C)/B,(C), where
B,, is the group of upper-triangular matrices.

Proposition 40. The flag variety is a smooth projective variety and Kdahler manifold with
a transitive action by U(n). As a manifold, it can also be realized as U(n)/U(1)", where
U(1)™ is the group of diagonal unitary matrices.

Theorem 41 (Borel-Weil). For every partition \ with at most n rows, there is a line
bundle Ly over F, such that Tyo(Ly) =V, where V) is the irreducible representation of

U(n) indexed by . Moreover, Ly @ L,, = Ly, for all \, i, and U(n) acts on Ly by bundle

automorphisms making the pair (F,, L)) homogeneous.

Applying Theorem [I[9 and Corollary 25 we obtain the de Finetti theorem for represen-
tations of U(n):

Corollary 42. If X and pv are partitions with at most n rows, then for any state p on Vi,

. . dimV,
we have that Tr, p is e-close to a mizture over coherent states for e <1 — .
M dim V4,

To give some intuition for how the line bundles £, are constructed, we will use an analogy
with the circle bundle picture. Consider the (non-monotonic) partitions e; which have a 1
in the i-th position and zeroes everywhere else. Constructing the vector bundle @, L.,
we can take the corresponding (S*)"-bundle (or torus bundle) M over F,. Decomposing
L} (M) into Fourier components using the U(1)"-action, it can be shown that the com-
ponent of Fourier weight A is isomorphic to V). It turns out that the torus bundle M
is just the unitary group U(n) itself, and so sections of £, are just holomorphic function
f:U(n) — C of Fourier weight A. This is equivalent to the condition that

f(tu) = xa () f (u)

for all ¢ € U(1)" and w € U(n), where x, is the 1-dimensional representation of U(1)"
corresponding to A. One can use this to prove the Borel-Weil theorem assuming known
results from representation theory, or use the Borel-Weil theorem to give alternative proofs
[56].

Additionally, in some cases the introduction of the phase space can simplify some calcu-
lations. For example, for rectangular partitions of the form A = (k,..., k,0,...,0) the line
bundles V) are invariant under the subgroup U(n;) x U(n2) C U(n) and so induce line bun-
dles over a Grassmannian manifold. The corresponding coherent states will end up being
tensor powers of Slater determinants, analogous to the usual case where the coherent states
are tensor powers of pure states. In future work the author will describe some applications

of this simplification.
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6.4. Renner’s exponential de Finetti theorem. Renner’s exponential de Finetti theo-
rem |45, Theorem 4.3.2] (see also [57], [24, Theorem 8], or [32, Corollary V.2]) approximates
the marginal of a symmetric quantum state by a classical mixture over larger classes of
states than the original de Finetti theorem, where the classes are indexed by an integer
parameter 0 < r < k. The resulting error bound has an exponential improvement in r
compared to the original quantum de Finetti theorem.

Definition 43. An r-almost product state on Sym”(C?) is a pure state which can be
written as

k—r
Pyt ey (1) ® 12)°477)
where [¢) € Sym"(C?%) and |z) € C? We will also say that a state is an (r, z)-almost
product state when the second tensor factor can be taken to be z.

The coherent states in the exponential de Finetti theorem are the r-almost product states.
In order to deduce the exponential de Finetti theorem from Theorem [I9 we will need to
construct a phase space and line bundles such that the corresponding coherent states are
r-almost product states. To do this, we will use the generalization in Section [£.3] of the
construction of the Hilbert space to vector bundles. Throughout, fix integers 0 < r < k. Let
2 = e; € C? be a nonzero vector and V, C Sym"*(C%) C (C?)* be the set of (r, z)-almost
product states. Let G := GLy(C) and P,, C G be the parabolic subgroup of matrices which
fix spanc{zo}. We let V, have the inner product given by restricting the one from (C%)%*,

Note that G/P,, = CP? and that V,, is invariant under the action of P, on (C%)®*. We
will take the vector bundle over CP? to be £ = (G x P., Vz)", which is holomorphic and
is homogeneous with respect to G. As a smooth vector bundle, we can also construct £
as U(d) Xy@yxv(d—1) Vzy, where U(1) x U(d — 1) is the group of unitary matrices which fix
spanc{z}. The fiber above a point |2) (z| € CP?%is V,, and we take the Hermitian metric on
& by restricting the constant Hermitian metric from the trivial bundles CP% x Sym*(C?) C
CP? x (C4)®*,

Following Section E£3], we take M to be the total space of the fiber bundle p : P(€) — CP?
with the Kahler metric given fiberwise by the Fubini-Study metric. We will take £, =
Og(1), which fiberwise is the anticanonical line bundle over each fiber, and £, = p*O(1),
which is the pullback along p of the anticanonical line bundle over CP%. Tt is known [34,
Equation A.2a] that the pushforward bundle p,£; is isomorphic to £.

Remark 44. The purpose of the line bundles over M is to make it easier to prove Theo-
rem [I9] which need a space indexing the coherent states in order to define a coherent state
POVM. However, the error bound is in terms of the dimensions of the Hilbert spaces, and
calculating those dimensions is easier to do in terms of vector bundles over CP? instead of
line bundles over M. The next two propositions formalize the needed facts.

Proposition 45. We have p.(£, ® L§) = & @ O(1)F.

Proof. First recall that the pushforward functor p, is the right adjoint of the inverse image
functor p*. The adjunction map Hom(p*A, B) = Hom(A, p.B) maps f : p*A — B to the
composition of p,f with the unit map 74 : A — p.(p*A). For the particular map p we

see that fiberwise over CP? the bundle p*A is trivial. Thus the pushforward p,.(p*A) is
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isomorphic on stalks to A and thus isomorphic to A, and it can be checked that the unit
of the adjunction is this isomorphism. Thus the adjunction map sends isomorphisms to

isomorphisms.
We have

Hom(€ @ O(1)%, p.(£1 ® £5)) = Hom(p*(€ @ O(1)"), L1 © L3)
= Hom((p"&) @ L5), L1 ® L5).

Since we have an isomorphism p,L£; = &, the argument from the previous paragraph
shows that there is an isomorphism p*€ = L;. By tensoring we get an isomorphism
p €LY = L, ® L5 Using the argument from the previous paragraph, the adjunction map
sends this to an isomorphism & ® O(1)* = p, (£, @ LE). O

Some intuition for the following proposition can be given based on the usual proof of the
original de Finetti theorem for CP¢. The canonical line bundle O(—1) can be thought of
as a subbundle of the trivial bundle CP? x C¢ where the fiber over x is the corresponding
1-dimensional subspace of C?. The higher tensor powers O(—1)¥ are then subspaces of
(ChH* whose fibers are the 1-dimensional subspaces spanned by x®*.

These subspaces are just the coherent states corresponding to the points x. Since global
holomorphic sections of the trivial bundle CP? x (C%)®* are elements of (C4)®*, an ap-
propriate (essentially bookkeeping) argument involving the duals of the bundles involved
shows that the space of global holomorphic sections of O(—1)¥ is the subspace of (C%)®*
spanned by the coherent states z®*. One could then use the usual representation-theoretic
argument to determine that the tensor power states span the symmetric subspace, instead
of using the argument we gave before. In the next two propositions we essentially carry
out the representation-theoretic argument for our vector bundle over CP?%, since a more
general theorem does not seem to be known.

Proposition 46. The space of global holomorphic sections of L1 ® Ef(n_k) is the smallest

U(d)-subrepresentation of Sym"(C%) @ Sym"™ *(C?%) which contains £, ® z?("_k),

Proof. By Proposition B3], the space of global holomorphic sections of £, ® £3~" over M is
isomorphic to the space of global holomorphic sections of £ ® O(1)"* over CP?. The dual
bundle £* ® O(—1)* is a holomorphic subbundle of a trivial bundle. Let the inclusion map
be
L& ®O(=1)F — CP? x (Sym*(C?) @ Sym™*(C%)).
Dualizing, we get a surjection
CP? x (Sym*(C?) @ Sym™ *(CH))* - £ @ O(1)*.

We claim that the induced map on the spaces of global holomorphic sections of the two
bundles is also a surjection. Letting A be the first (trivial) bundle and B the second, we
have a long exact sequence

0— H(A/B) — H°(A) - H°(B) - H'(A/B) — -~
so it suffices to show that H'(A/B) = 0. Note that there is an isomorphism

A2 G xy (Sym*(CY) @ Sym™F(Cd))*
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so A is also a homogeneous vector bundle over CP?. Then we have
A/B = G xy (Sym*(C?) @ Sym™ *(Ch)* /(£ @ 25" )

so A/B is a homogeneous vector bundle. The Borel-Weil-Bott theorem [52, Proposi-
tion 11.4] then implies that H'(A/B) = 0, since the weights appearing in a fiber of A/B
are a subset of the weights appearing in a fiber of A.

Finally, we calculate the kernel of the surjection H°(A) — H°(B). Fiberwise, the
maps corresponds to restricting a linear function Sym”*(C?) @ Sym™ *(C?) — C to a
linear function &, ® 2™ % — C. Thus the kernel is precisely all linear functions on
Sym*(C?) ® Sym"*(C?) which vanish on the subspaces &, ® %% for all unit vectors
r € C?. Taking duals and using the fact that the irreducible representations of U(d) gives
the desired statement. O

Proposition 47. The space of global holomorphic sections of £1 ® L5 is a U(d)-
representation which is isomorphic to

@ Stn—ii(C?)
i=0

where S,(C?) denotes the irreducible representation of C* indexed by the partition p.
Proof. By Proposition [46], we know that the Hilbert space is

H = spang U U-(Ey@2"")
UeU(d)

and is contained in Sym*(C?) ® Sym"*(C?). By Pieri’s formula (see [5, Theorem 40.4] or
[38, Equation 5.16]), we have

Symk(Cd) ® Sym"‘k((Cd) = Symk(Cd) ® S(n—r) ((Cd)
~ P si(c)
A

where A has k additional boxes with no two in the same column, which is then
k
= @ Stn—trip—i(CY).
i=0

By Frobenius reciprocity, there is a U(d)-equivariant surjection
U(d ®(n—k
IndUElng(d—l)(gzo @z ) - H

from the induced representation to H. As a (U(1) x U(d — 1))-representation, we have
(€0 @25 ") = P Sym’(C) @ W
i=0

where W is the one-dimensional representation of U(1). It is known from the branching
rule from U(d) to U(1) x U(d — 1) [5, Theorem 41.1] that the induced representation of
an irreducible representation W®* @ Sy (C41) of U(1) x U(d — 1) contains S, (C?) once for

every p such that |pu| =k + |A and g > Ay > o > -+ > Ago1 > pa. O
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Proposition 48. We have

. n—2i+1(n—i+d—-1\/i+d—-2
dlmS(n—i,i)(Cd):m< d—1 )( d—2 )

Proof. We use Stanley’s hook-content formula [53, Theorem 7.21.2] to calculate the number
of semistandard Young tableaux of shape (n—1i,7) with entries bounded by d, which is then
equal to the dimension of S(,—;;(C?) [3, Proposition 41.2]. In the first row the content of
a cell in column ¢ is ¢ — 1, and in the second row the content of a cell in column c¢ is ¢ — 2.
For a cell in the first row and column ¢ > i, the hook length is n —r — ¢+ 1. For a cell in
the first row and column ¢ < 4, the hook length is n —r —c+2. For a cell in the second row
and column ¢, the hook length is » — ¢ 4+ 1. Overall, the denominator in the hook-content
formula is the product of the hook lengths, which is

(_il j)(fi%)(fb) —g;%%%%m—QWﬂ

The numerator, using the hook-contents, is

(o) (Tees) - (4555 (5557

Jj=-1

Taking the ratio gives

m—i+d—11i+d—2)!
(n—i+1)l(n—2i4+ 1)1 (n—2i)ll(d - 1)!(d —2)!
(m—i+d—1(i+d—2)!
(n—i+ Dlil(d—1)I(d — 2)!

-t () (aar)

- n—2i+1 n—i+d—1\/i+d—2
Con—i+1 d—1 d—2 )’

Proposition 49. We have

, n+d—r—1\[/d+r—1
it ()

Proof. From Proposition 47 and Proposition 48, we have

;L2 R = Z dim S(n—i,i)((cd)

Zn—%—l—l n—it+d—1\/1+d—2
_i: n—i+1 d—1 d—2 )
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We then prove the statement by induction on r. For the base case » = 0, we have

(n—l—d—r—l) <d+r—1) B <n+d—1)
d—1 d—1 d—1
= dim Sym™(C%)
= dim S(,)(C?).
For the induction step, we have

n+d—r—1\[/d+r—1 +n—2(7’—|—1)+1 n—(r+1)+d-1\[(r+1+d—2
d—1 d—1 n—(r+1)+1 d—1 d—2

n+d—r—1\[/d+r—1 n—2r—1/m+d—-r—-2\[(d+r—1
:< d—1 )( d—1 )+' n—r ( d—1 )( d—2 )
- (n+d—r=2) (dH+r-1)!'(n+d-r—-1 1 n—2r—1 1
T d=Dln—r—=1) rl(d—2) ( n—r .d—ljL n—r '7"—1—1)
m+d—r—=2)! (d+r—-1)!(n+d—r—1 n—2r—1
T d—Dln—n! Ad—2) < N R )
_ntd—r=2ld+r-1! (n—r)d=1+r+ D+ +1)(d-1)+(d-1)(-r—1)
 (d=Dn—7r)r(d-2)! (d—=1)(r+1)
_(ntd—r=2ld+r-1)! (n—r)(d+r)
o d=-Dln—7r)r(d—2) (d—1)(r+1)
_ (nt+d—r-2t (d+1)!
S d-D!n—r—1! (r+1D)!(d-1)

B n+d—r—2\/d+r
N d—1 d—1

completing the induction. 0

Theorem 50. Any state in 7—[51@5@(%@ s €-close to a conver combination of r-almost
2

631—0—%g>0+d_v.
n n

Proof. Consider the group U(d) acting on M by bundle automorphisms preserving the
Hermitian metrics on £; and £,. Under the projection p : M — CP? the U(d)-action
become the usual action on CP?. Recall that we have chosen the inner products on the
Hilbert spaces H, £ to be the restrictions of the inner products on (C%)®". Thus the

product states, where

unitary group U(V,,) acts on M, again preserving the Hermitian metrics, fiberwise on each
fiber of the projection over CP?. We take the measure on M to be the volume measure
of the Fubini-Study metric constructed from the Hermitian metric on £, which is invariant
under both the U(d — 1)- and U(V,,)-actions.

The decomposition of H Lr0e8n ) is multiplicity-free by Proposition 47, By a similar
argument as in Corollary 28] integrating the coherent state POVM over M will give a self-

adjoint operator which is a scalar multiple of the identity on each irreducible representation
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contained in H, _ -e(-». Restricting to a representation of U(1) x U(d — 1), the fact that
2

the Hilbert space is a representation of U(V,,) implies that each of these scalars must be
equal and the integral of the POVM is a scalar multiple of the identity.
To determine the scalar, we write the integral of the POVM as

o= [ ([ eetrio@) duests

:/ Py, dpps(z)
cpd

where Py, is the projector onto the subspace V, C H £1erdnh)- The second equality holds
2

due to the choice of the Hermitian metrics and inner products, which are such that the

coherent state c, is equal to the corresponding r-almost product state and the integral gives

the projector onto V.. Thus the correct normalization factor is (dim H,  .am-x)/(dim V).
2

We have

dimV;, = Z dim Sym’(C*™1)
i=0

= dim Sym"(C%)

(d+r—1
S\ d-1

so by Proposition 49 the normalization factor is

dim P, oegen (") ()
dm V., Gen
_(n+d—r—1
N d—1 '
We have
. , e n—k+d-1
dlm?-LE;@(nfmzdlmSym k(Cd):< Jo1 )
and
(n—l—d—l)_(n—r+d—1>ﬁn—i+d—1
n N n—r , n—1
=0
(n—r4d—1 ﬁn—i+d—1
N d—1 Pt n—i ’
Thus
n—k+d—1\/n+d—1 _1ﬁn—i+d—1
d—1 d—1 P n—1
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n—k+d—1 n+d—1\"'"n+d—1
() T

O )
(2 10)

applying the proof of Proposition 29 in the last line, giving the final error bound by Theo-
rem OJ

6.5. Error bounds for classical optimization. One of application of the original quan-
tum de Finetti theorem is for error bounds for certain classes separability testing problems.
In general, in separability testing one is given a density matrix p on a bipartite Hilbert
space H, ® Hp and wants to compute the value of the optimization problem

Jnax Tr((¢ @ ¢)p).

Since states of the form 1) ® ¢ are the extreme points of the convex set of separable states,
this quantity is roughly the distance of p to the set of separable states. One can recover
these results using the multi-symmetric quantum de Finetti theorem of Section [6.21

To see the general strategy for deducing an error bound from a de Finetti theorem,
suppose M is a compact Kahler manifold and f : M — R is a Hermitian polynomial of
degree-k on M. Concretely, this means that there is some line bundle £ over M and an
operator A : Hy — H, such that f(z) = (c,|A|c,) for any point z € M and corresponding
coherent state |c,). If Lo is some other line bundle on M, then the de Finetti theorem in
general gives us a bound of € on the trace distance between some state p and the mixture

p= / cc,. Tr(egr 2p) du(2)
M

over coherent states. Now take p to be the eigenstate of the operator A with the largest
eigenvalue. Since the trace distance is dual to the operator norm, this gives us a bound

¢ 2 | Tr(Ap) — Tr(Ap)|

=l [ oChce.) Tcerp) e
M

[l [ s Do) ).

Notice that the integral is the expectation value of f(z) with respect to the Husimi
quasiprobability distribution of the state p, which is nonnegative and integrates to 1. Thus

sup f(z / F(2) Tr(eer ) dp(2).
zeM
We also have
|A‘0p > sup f(z)
zeM
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since (c,|A|c.) = f(z), so computing |A|op is a relaxation of computing the maximum of
f. Combining the two inequalities shows that the bound given by the de Finetti theorem
is also a bound on how far |A|., can be from the true optimum of f.

By taking powers of the same line bundle £, we get a hierarchy of spectral algorithms for
optimizing Hermitian polynomial functions. Moreover, it turns out that this hierarchy is the
same as the well-known Hermitian sum-of-squares (HSoS) hierarchy which has previously
been studied in optimization and real algebraic geometry [42, 7,9, 15, 116, 130]. In the case
of CP?, the hierarchy can be defined as

min |Alop
st (257 A|2%") = f(2)Vz € CP?
A= A* € (Cdxd)®n

where f is a degree-2k bihomogeneous Hermitian polynomial. For optimization of real
polynomials over spheres, the traditional SoS hierarchy is defined in the same way except
that A is only required to be a symmetric matrix and f can be any degree-k homogeneous
polynomial with real coefficients.

In the real case the matrix A is not uniquely specified, as can be seen from the degree-4
polynomial zixox324. In the Hermitian case, one can check that the constraints uniquely
specify A: since the state (2®"| are in the symmetric subspace Sym"™(C¢%) we can assume
that A is supported on the symmetric subspace, and since f is Hermitian the equality
constraint uniquely specifies the matrix A. This matrix A must then be the quantization
of f since the state |2®") is the coherent state at the point z € M, from which the equality
constraint can be rewritten as Tr(c,A) = f(z).

6.5.1. Optimization of sparse polynomials using creation and annihilation operators. An
immediate benefit of the quantization perspective is that it can allow us to write the
matrix A in terms of creation and annihilation operators (as was also done in [36] and
[48]), which can be more efficient computationally than writing A as a dense matrix as has
been done previously [30]. To see how creation and annihilation operators arise, first recall
that for CP? the quantized Hilbert space for the bundle £ is isomorphic to the symmetric
subspace Sym”(C¢. For the multi-mode Segal-Bargmann space, which is the quantization
of C% and is the Hilbert space of d bosonic modes, we have the isomorphism

Hsp = @ Sym"(C?)

n=0

which splits Hgg into the direct sum of n-particle subspaces. The coherent state corre-
sponding to a point z € C? is (up to a normalization constant) w +— exp(z - w) in the
holomorphic representation, which under the isomorphism corresponds to the concatena-

tion (1,2/1!,2%2/2!,...) of the coherent states for CP<.
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The annihilation operator a; for the mode i splits as a direct sum of operators Sym”(C¢) —
Sym" *(C%), and similarly for the creation operators a*. If

f = Z CQBZOCZB
la|=k
181=k

is a bihomogeneous Hermitian polynomial, then define

A= Z capla®)a’
|la|=k
|81=k
where a = (ay, ..., aq) is a vector of the annihilation operators. From the splitting of the a;
we see that A : Hgp — Hgp splits as a direct sum of operators 4,, : Sym"™(C¢) — Sym"(C?).
The identity a;csp . = zicsp,, for the bosonic coherent states, along with the expression for
the n-particle components of the coherent states, shows that

(7" An] 2%") = [f(2)

for all z € CP?, so A, is indeed the quantization of f.

Computationally, this gives a more efficient algorithm when the polynomial f is sparse.
In order to compute the largest eigenvalue of A one typically constructs A as a dense matrix
and uses the power method, which involves repeatedly multiplying a vector by A. If f is
sparse then one can instead use an implicit representation of A in terms of creation and
annihilation operators, for which a matrix-vector multiplication would use only 2k - nnz(f)
applications of a creation or annihilation operators, where nnz(f) is the number of nonzero
coefficients of f.

6.5.2. de Finetti theorems and bounds for the HS0S hierarchy on smooth projective varieties.
One can also generalize the results of the previous section to the setting where M is a
more general projective variety, assuming only that they are smooth and not that there is a
transitive action by a compact group. One issue that arises when there is no such transitive
action is that one cannot use arguments based on Schur’s lemma to appropriately normalize
the coherent state POVM. Instead we will prove the following proposition, which shows
that a measure which produces an approximately normalized POVM still suffices to prove
a de Finetti theorem.

Proposition 51. In the setup of Theorem[19, suppose pr, and pr,or, are such that they
define approximate coherent state POV Ms with incompleteness bounded by 6. That is,

'/ eryz dpie,(2) — idq.lc2 <4
M 1

and

‘/ €Li1®RLs,2 dluﬁz (Z) - idH£1®£2 <.
M
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Then the statement of Theorem [19 holds for a d-approzimately normalized mixture distri-
bution with error ¢ < 2R + 40 where

R = sup (1 - M(x))

z€EM d,uﬁ1®£2
as before. Specifically, if p12 is a mized state on Hr,gr, and py is the reduced density matrix
of Mz, r,p12Mpr, £, on He,, then py is e-close in trace distance to a mixture over coherent
states.

Proof. The proof is the same as the proof of Theorem [I9] except that an additional additive
error of ¢ is incurred in each steps where one of the POVMs is used. This first occurs in
Equation [ for which the equality will no longer hold exactly but only up to ¢ in trace
distance, showing that Equation 2l holds with an additional term of § on the right-hand side.
Similarly, an additional term of ¢ will be added to the right-hand side of Equation [3] where
the POVM for jiz, ¢, is used, eventually giving a slightly weaker bound of |a| < R/2 + 4.
The analogous argument for § will result in a bound || < R/2 + 0, and similarly in
Equation [ we will get a bound of |y| < R/2 + §. Summing gives an overall bound of
2R + 46. O

Now suppose M has some embedding ¢ : M — P(V') into some complex projective space
P(V) equipped with the Fubini-Study metric associated to some Hermitian inner product
on V and £ = +*O(1). Let the Hermitian metric h on £ be the pullback of the Fubini-
Study metric on O(1). The inner products on H,» are the restrictions of the ones on
hot(P(V), £F), which are given as before by integration with respect to the Fubini-Study
metric.

Example 52. There can be a transitive group action on M even if the metric A on L is not
invariant under the action. For example, csondier M = CP! and we consider the projective
embedding [v : y] + [2? : axy : 3?] for some constant a. If a # /2 then the U(2)-action
does not preserve the metric on O(2) pulled back from CP?, while if @ = /2 then the
metric is a rescaling of the one pulled back from O(2).

Consider the sequence of operators

Ay = (dimﬂﬁk)/ cer, dp(z) € End(Hr)

M
where p is the Fubini-Study volume measure on M normalized to have total mass 1. If
each Ay is close to the identity on H,« in the trace norm and the error decreases to 0 as
k — oo then we would have an approximate coherent state POV M.

This statement in the operator norm follows from [21, Theorem 1.8], which considers
the operator norms of the restriction map I'(P(V), O(1)¥) — TI'(M, £F) where the inner
products are given by integration with respect to some Riemannian volume forms on P(V)
and M. In particular, we can normalize by dim M+ and dimI'(O(1)*), which by the
Hirzbruch—Grothendieck—Riemann—Roch theorem (or Atiyah—Singer index theorem applied
to the 0 operator) is asymptotically vol(M)k4™M  Since the measure is normalized by
this dimension, we obtain the desired statement with the correct normalization. One can

also show convergence in the trace norm by taking traces of the corresponding Schwartz
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kernels of the operators, which converge by [21, Theorem 5.1]. In particular, combining
this argument with the above Proposition [51] gives an asymptotic form of the de Finetti
theorem. The proof of [21] relies on the asymptotic expansion of the Bergman kernel for
polarized Kahler manifolds, which becomes dramatically simpler when M and the metric
on L are invariant under a transitive group action.

To obtain error bounds on the HSoS hierarchy, one needs to bound the ratio P,_j/P, of
the densities defining the coherent state POVMSs, in addition to incurring an additive error
from the incompleteness of the POVMs. In particular, by applying this method one incurs
an additive error of ¢, — 0 as n — oo, and then a multiplicative error of C'k/n as in the
standard quantum de Finetti theorem but with a constant C' depending on the manifold
M instead of the usual factor of d. It is possible to explicitly calculate bounds on ¢, and C'
in terms of polynomials in the curvature tensor of the induced Fubini-Study metric on M,
by applying results from [21] on the Taylor expansion of the Toeplitz kernel of the sequence
of the operators Ai. In future work the author will give a rigorous proof that the POVM
densities P,, for sufficiently large n, can be taken to be smooth perturbations of the Kahler
volume measure of M, which would give a purely multiplicative error bound without any
additional additive error.

More qualitatively, a Hermitian Positivstellensatz is known in general. The proofs by
Quillen [43] (in the case M = CP?) and Catlin-D’Angelo [§] (for an arbitrary M and £)
can be interpreted as considering the direct sum of analog of the P- and Q-quantizations of
a Hermitian polynomial function f on the direct sum @, ., H» where the inner products
on each H« are rescaled by a constant ¢ (which differs between the two proofs). The as-
ymptotic expansion of the Bergman kernel is used again to show that the difference between
the direct sums of the P- and QQ-quantizations is a compact operator by realizing the direct
sum as either the Segal-Bargmann space (in Quillen’s proof) or the space of holomorphic
functions on the unit ball (in the Catlin-D’Angelo’s proof). Since the P-quantization is
manifestly PSD whenever f is nonnegative this implies that the Q-quantization is positive
operator for k sufficiently large. However, the analogs of the P- and Q-quantizations would
be defined with respect to the volume measure of the Kéhler metric on M, which is different
from the quantization rules we have defined here (but coincides when there is a transitive
group action fixing the metric). For a de Finetti theorem one needs the tensor product
property of the coherent states and so this essentially fixes the quantization rule to be the
one we have defined here.

For the analog of the Kikuchi hierarchy we describe in Section [6.5.3] convergence at a rate
of O(h) = O(1/k) has been shown in [35], except that the inner products on H « are given
by the operators A, we defined and not by restrictions of the inner products on I'(O(1)%).
This result again relies on the asymptotic expansion of the Bergman kernel, and relies also
on using the volume measure of the Kahler metric. From the proof of Proposition [I§ we can
deduce a similar result using the definition of the P-quantization as in Definition [ showing
that as k — oo the hierarchy of lower bounds on sup,.,, f(2) (given by the spectral norms
of the P-quantizations of f) converges asymptotically to the true value, although defining
the P-quantizations in this case again requires using the volume measure on M.
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Remark 53. Formulas for the Bergman kernel are relatively simple when there is a transitive
group action fixing the metric on £, it seems that in general not much is known beyond the
existence of an asymptotic expansion and some low-order terms. Some explicit formulas
for some particular cases of domains in C" are obtained in [27].

Remark 54. It seems that proving asymptotic convergence of the HSoS hierarchy defined
by restricting the inner products on the symmetric subspaces may not be possible without
some of the differential and complex geometry tools described above. If M — P(V)
is a smooth projective variety embedded in projective space, one can compose with the
Veronese embedding to get M < P(Sym'(V)). One can then take an arbitrary inner
product on Sym'(V) and construct the HSoS hierarchy by restricting the inner products on
Sym*(Sym’(V)) C (Sym'(V))®* in the same way, obtaining pullbacks of the Fubini-Study
metric on M. However, a theorem of Tian [55] and further results [60] show that pullbacks
of Fubini-Study metrics to M are dense in the space of all Kéhler metrics on M under the
C* topology. Thus it seems that any asymptotic convergence result for the HSoS hierarchy
is enough to conclude a statement about all Kahler metrics on M.

6.5.3. A Kikuchi-like hierarchy. The Kikuchi hierarchy was first defined over the boolean
hypercube in [58] as a spectral algorithm meant to be an alternative to the usual sum-of-
squares hierarchy, which in general is an SDP. In [25] an adaptation of the Kikuchi hierarchy
for optimization over spheres was proposed, also by giving a rule to convert a classical
polynomial objective function into a quantum Hamiltonian. However, the quantization
rule proposed in [25] is the same as the quantization rule we described in Section [6.5.1],
where all annihilation operators are to the right and all creation operators are to the left,
and it was shown that this gives the Hermitian sum-of-squares hierarchy. We will show
here that exactly the opposite quantization rule, where all annihilation operators are to
the left and all creation operators are to the right, gives a better analog of the Kikuchi
hierarchy. In the rest of this section, we will assume M = CP? and £ is the anticanonical
bundle over M.

To start, we give an alternative definition of the Kikuchi hierarchy. In [58], the hierarchy
was defined over the boolean hypercube {4-1}" as the linear map sending the monomial 2°
(where S C {0,1}") to the matrix

Ap(z®) = Lirar=silpre(m)
whose rows and columns are indexed by subsets of [n] of size k, and extended by linearity.
In the Fourier basis, this can alternatively be rewritten as

Ap(z®) = H([Zl)stﬂ([Zl)

k
combinations of monomials of degree exactly k, and M,s is the operator which pointwise

multiplies a boolean function by the polynomial function z°. Since the eigenvalues of M,
are exactly the values of p evaluated on all points of the boolean hypercube, the spectral

norms of the operators Ag(p) give lower bounds on the maximum of p.
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By analogy to the definition of Ay in terms of projectors, we will consider a bihomoge-
neous Hermitian polynomial p over M of degree k and define

Ak (p) = HkMka

where M, : L*(M, L*) — L*(M, £*) the multiplication operator of p acting on L? sections,
and Il : L?>(M, L*) — Hpx is the orthogonal projection onto the subspace of holomorphic
sections.

We claim that Ag(p) is in fact the P-quantization of p, that is

Ai(p) = /MP(Z)%,Z dp(z).

Suppose that s is a holomorphic section of £¥. Then
61 ([ ercersdu)) 19 = [ ) (slecnols) aute
M M
— [ PSP duca)
M

and
(s| e MpI1i|s) = (Tis, MpILis) p2(a, oy

= (8, MpS>L2(M’Ek)
=Afwwmwmn

Thus the quadratic forms defined by the two operators are equal, and hence the operators
themselves are equal.

It is known [6] that the Glauber-Sudarshan P-quantization rule for the phase space C?
can equivalently be defined as

pHAf@VHAW@

or if p is a polynomial, by quantizing such that all the creation operators are to the right and
the annihilation operators are to the left. By the correspondence between coherent states
for C? and coherent states for CP? discussed in Section and a similar argument as for
the Husimi quantization rule, it follows that the P-quantization rule for CP? can similarly
be described using creation and annihilation operators, thus proving the statement asserted
earlier.
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