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We investigate the energy-constrained (EC) diamond norm distance between unitary channels
acting on possibly infinite-dimensional quantum systems, and establish a number of results. Firstly,
we prove that optimal EC discrimination between two unitary channels does not require the use
of any entanglement. Extending a result by Acin, we also show that a finite number of parallel
queries suffices to achieve zero error discrimination even in this EC setting. Secondly, we employ
EC diamond norms to study a novel type of quantum speed limits, which apply to pairs of quantum
dynamical semigroups. We expect these results to be relevant for benchmarking internal dynamics
of quantum devices. Thirdly, we establish a version of the Solovay—Kitaev theorem that applies to
the group of Gaussian unitaries over a finite number of modes, with the approximation error being

measured with respect to the EC diamond norm relative to the photon number Hamiltonian.

Introduction.— The task of distinguishing unknown
objects is arguably a fundamental one in experimental
science. Quantum state discrimination, one of the sim-
plest examples of a problem of this sort, has gained a cen-
tral role in the flourishing field of quantum information
science. The optimal measurement for discriminating be-
tween two quantum states via quantum hypothesis test-
ing was found by Holevo and Helstrom @ ]. Subsequent
fundamental contributions related to state discrimination
include the operational interpretation of quantum rela-
tive entropy ﬂﬂ] and of a related entanglement measure
via quantum generalisations of Stein’s lemma ﬂa—@], the
identification of a quantum Chernoff bound for symmet-
ric hypothesis testin ], and the discovery of quan-
tum data hiding .

While quantum states are simpler objects, quantum
processes, or channels, are more fundamental ﬂﬁ] The
basic primitive in distinguishing them is that of binary
channel discrimination: two distant parties, Alice and
Bob, are granted access to one query of one of two chan-
nels /" and ., with a priori probabilities p and 1 — p,
and they have to guess which channel was chosen. The
best strategy consists of Alice preparing a (possibly en-
tangled) bipartite state |¥), ,,, sending the system A
through the noisy channel, and the auxiliary system (or
ancilla) A’ through an ideal (noiseless) channel to Bob,
who then performs state discrimination on the bipartite
system AA’ that he receives. When both /4 and ./ are
unitary channels, however, the auxiliary system is not
needed [18] (c.f. [19, Theorem 3.55]). Experimentally,
this simplification is helpful, as it exempts us from using:
(a) an ancilla and entanglement; and (b) an ideal side
channel, which might be technologically challenging.

More insight into the channel distinguishability prob-
lem can be gained by looking at multi-query discrimina-
tion @@] When the channels are unitary, a seminal

result by Acin states that perfect discrimination is pos-
sible with only a finite number of queries E, @], a phe-
nomenon that has no analogue for states [25]. The same
result can be achieved by using an adaptive strategy that
requires no entanglement m]

It is common to assume that any arbitrary quantum
operation can be employed for the discrimination task at
hand. This is, however, often unrealistic, due to tech-
nological as well as physical limitations. This is the case
e.g. when the quantum states (respectively, the channels)
to be discriminated are distributed among (respectively,
connect) two parties who can only employ local oper-
ations assisted by classical communication. Such a re-
striction could severely hinder the discrimination power,
both for states ﬂﬂ@] and for channels ﬂﬁ, ]

Another example of physical restriction comes about,
for instance, when one studies continuous-variable (CV)
quantum systems, e.g. collections of electromagnetic
modes travelling along an optical fibre. This setting,
which constitutes the basis of practically all proposed
protocols for quantum communication, is of outstanding
technological and experimental relevance M Ac-
cordingly, the theoretical study of CV quantum channels
is a core area of quantum information E—@] CV chan-
nel discrimination can be thought of as a fundamental
primitive for benchmarking such channels.

When accessing a CV quantum system governed by
a Hamiltonian H, one only has access to states p with
bounded mean energy Tr[pH]| < E. This fundamentally
unavoidable restriction motivates us to look into energy-
constrained (EC) channel discrimination [21,36-38]. In
our setting, we separate the energy cost of manufactur-
ing probes from that of measuring the output states @],
and only account for the former. This is justified opera-
tionally by thinking of the unknown channel (either /" or
M) as connecting an EC client to a quantum computing
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server that has access to practically unlimited energy. In
the above context, the figure of merit is the so-called EC
diamond norm distance |4 — 4 |%F 36, 37, ld).

In this paper, we (1) study the EC diamond norm
distance between unitary channels, and employ it to es-
tablish (2) operationally meaningful quantum speed lim-
its ] for experimentally relevant Hamiltonians, as well
as (3) a Solovay-Kitaev theorem @, ] for Gaussian
(i.e. symplectic) unitaries. Our first result states that
optimal EC discrimination of two unitary channels does
not require any entanglement (Theorem[I]). This extends
the analogous result for unconstrained discrimination |19,
Theorem 3.55]. In the same setting, we then generalise
Acin’s result Nﬁ], proving that a finite number of parallel
queries suffices to achieve zero error (Theorem [2)).

We then employ the EC diamond norm distance to
quantify in an operationally meaningful way the speed
at which time evolutions under two different Hamilto-
nians drift apart from each other (Theorem [3). Our
result amounts to a quantum speed limit ﬂﬂ] that ap-
plies to a more general setting than previously investi-
gated ], namely, that involving two different uni-
tary groups. As a special case, we study evolutions in-
duced by quadratic Hamiltonians on a collection of har-
monic oscillators (Corollary ). Analogous estimates are
then given for the case in which one of the two channels
models an open quantum system (Theorem [) [58].

Our last result is a Solovay-Kitaev theorem [42, @]
for Gaussian unitaries (Theorem [B). It states that any
finite set of gates generating a dense subgroup of the
symplectic group can be used to construct short gate se-
quences that approximate well, in the EC diamond norm
corresponding to the photon number Hamiltonian, any
desired Gaussian unitary. The significance of our result
rests on the compelling operational interpretation of the
EC diamond norm in terms of channel discrimination:
the action of the constructed gate will be almost indis-
tinguishable from that of the target on all states with a
certain maximum average photon number.

The setting.— Quantum states on a Hilbert space H
are represented by density operators, i.e. positive trace-
class operators with trace one, on H. Quantum channels
are modelled by completely positive and trace preserving
(CPTP) maps acting on the space of trace-class operators
on H. A Hamiltonian on H is a densely defined self-
adjoint operator H whose spectrum sp(H) is bounded
from below. Up to re-defining the ground state energy,
we can assume that minsp(H) = 0, in which case we call
H grounded. In what follows, for a pure state [1)) € H, we
will denote with ¢ := [¢){¢| the corresponding density
matrix.

CV quantum systems, i.e. finite collections of harmonic
oscillators, or modes, are central for applications @, @]
The Hilbert space of an m-mode system is formed by
all square-integrable functions on R™, and is denoted by
Hy i= L* (R™). The creation and annihilation operators

corresponding to the 5" mode (j = 1,...,m) will be de-
noted by a; and aj, respectively. They satisfy the canon-

ical commutation relations (CCRs) [ay, az] = d,i. In the

(equivalent) real picture, one defines the position and mo-

aj+a; 1

aj—a
mentum operators T; = and p; := =<, organ-
p S Ty 2 pj NoTl g

ised in the vector R := (z1,p1,...,Tm,pm)T. The CCRs
now read [R, RT] = iQ,, with Q,,, == (% %))@m.
sian unitaries are products of exponentials e~
where () is an arbitrary 2m x 2m symmetric matrix, and
%RTQR is called a quadratic Hamiltonian. Gaussian uni-
taries are in one-to-one correspondence with symplectic
matrices via the relation Ug < S defined by U ;Rj Us =
>k SjkRi. The corresponding unitary channel will be

denoted with %g(-) := US(-)U;. Recall that a 2m x 2m
real matrix S is called symplectic if SQ,,ST = Q,,, and
that symplectic matrices form a group, hereafter denoted
by Spy,, (R) [59).

The energy cost of a channel discrimination protocol
comes from two main sources: first, the preparation of
the probe state to be fed into the unknown channel, and,
second, the subsequent quantum measurement, which in-
escapably requires energy to be carried out @] In this
paper we consider only the first contribution, i.e. the en-
ergy cost of the probe. Operationally, we can separate the
above two contributions by considering the following set-
ting. An unknown channel, either #4_,p (with a priori
probability p) or M4, g (with a priori probability 1 — p)
connects two distant parties, Alice (the sender) and Bob
(the receiver). We assume that Alice’s equipment only
allows for the preparation of probe states with an average
energy at most F, as measured by some positive Hamil-
tonian H 4 > 0 on the input system. No such restriction
is placed on Bob, who can carry out any measurement he
desires, and whose task is that of guessing the channel.
We can further distinguish two possibilities: (i) Alice is
limited to preparing states p4 on the input system A,
to be sent to Bob via the unknown channel; or (ii) she
can prepare a (possibly entangled) state paas, where A’
is an arbitrary ancilla, and send also A’ to Bob via an
ideal (noiseless) channel. The energy constraint reads
Tr[paHA] < E, where in case (ii) we set pa := Tra paar.
The error probability corresponding to (ii) takes the form
PSH’E(/V,,%;p) = % (1 — Hp/V—(l—p)/%Hf*E), where for
a superoperator £, that preserves self-adjointness the
EC diamond norm is defined by

(Za®ida) (Pan)l,, (1)

Gaus-
3RTQR,

|2al" = sup
AA

Tr WaHa <E

where |- | is the trace norm, while the supremum is over

all states |¥) , 4, on AA’, with A" being an ancilla, whose

reduced state on A has energy bounded by E. A similar
expression but without A’ holds in setting (i).

Results.— Throughout this section we discuss our

main findings. Complete proofs as well as additional



technical details can be found in the Supplemental Ma-
terial [60].

(1) EC discrimination of unitaries. Our first result
states that the above settings (i) and (ii) are equiva-
lent in the case of two unitary channels. This generalises
the seminal result of Aharonov et al. HE] (cf. HE, Theo-
rem 3.55]), and implies that optimal EC discrimination
of unitaries can be carried out without the use of any
entanglement.

Theorem 1. Let U,V be two unitaries acting on a
Hilbert space of dimension dimH > 3, and call %(-) :=
UCUT, 7 () :== V(-)VT the associated channels. Let H
be a grounded Hamiltonian, and fir E > 0. Then

H.E
| —7|;" = sup
W H[YHY<SE

-2 /1— inf UtV ).
V1t IOV

(% =7) ()],

In other words, in this case the supremum in ([ can be
restricted to unentangled pure states.

The above result can be used to estimate the EC di-
amond norm distance between displacement channels.
These are defined for z € R?™ by D, (-) := D(2)()D(2)",
where D (z) = e 22l Letting N = 2 a;aj be
the total photon number Hamiltonian, one has that

Vi—e lwliEr < Lyp _p, VB
= 2 z wlle

sin (min{Hz—wa(E)a g}) » (3)

%(\/E-F\/E'i—i-l)

Using the structure of the symplectic group, we also ob-
tain the following upper bound for the difference of two
symplectic unitaries: given S, 5" € Sp,,, (R),

N

F(E):

%H%S —Us|F < \/(x/6+\/ﬁ+5\/§m) (E+1)
g (1687 Sllee) VI(S)7LS =12,
g(x):= i + 427,

rx+1

(4)
where || - [|oo and || - |2 denote the operator norm and the
Hilbert—Schmidt norm, respectively. We can also exploit
Theorem [I to immediately extend a celebrated result by
Acin [23] (see also [25,[26]), and establish that even in the
presence of an energy constraint (which is particularly
relevant in the case of unitaries acting on CV quantum
systems), a finite number of parallel queries achieves zero-
error discrimination.

Theorem 2. In the setting of Theorem /[, there exists a
positive integer n such that n parallel uses of U and 7

can be discriminated perfectly using inputs of finite total
energy F, i.e.

Hiny, E
<o

|%®" — 7| -2, (5)
where H,) = Z?:1 H; is the n-copy Hamiltonian, and
Hi =1® - IQH®I - ®I, with the H in the j"
location.

(2) Quantum speed limits. Our first application deals
with the problem of quantifying the relative drift caused
by two different unitary dynamics on a quantum system.
This may be important, for instance, in benchmarking
internal Hamiltonians of quantum devices.

In what follows, our findings are generally presented in
the form of an upper bound on the EC diamond norm
distance between time evolution channels. This is an
alternative yet completely equivalent reformulation of a
quantum speed limit. To recover the standard one ],
one has to turn the inequality around and recast it as a
lower bound on the time taken to reach a certain pre-
scribed distance @ Our first result extends previous
findings by Winter [37, Theorem 6] and some of us ﬂa,
Proposition 3.2] by tackling the case of two different uni-
tary groups.

Theorem 3. Let H, H' be self-adjoint operators. With-
out loss of generality, assume that 0 is in the spectrum
of H. Let the ‘relative boundedness’ inequality

|(H = H") || < alH [ + 5 (6)

hold for some constants a, 5 > 0 and for all (normalised)
states [1y. Then the unitary channels
e~ iH ()giH

Uy(-) = L () = e (7)

satisfy the following: for allt =0 and E > 0,

|2, — 7)1 F < 2v2vaEt + /2t (8)

Let us note that (8) admits a simple reformula-
tion in terms of the Loschmidt echo operator M; :=
¢iH'te=iHt [6() [61]. The relative boundedness condition
() is not merely an artefact of the proof, and is there
to ensure that low energy eigenvectors of H do not have
very high energies relative to H’, which would trivialise
the bound (). The estimate in () can be shown to
be optimal up to multiplicative constants: in general,
the diffusive term proportional to v/t cannot be removed
even for very small times @, § T1L.B].

A special case of Theorem [ that is particularly rele-
vant for applications is that of two quadratic Hamiltoni-
ans on a collection of m harmonic oscillators, or modes.

Corollary 4. On a system of m modes, consider
the two Hamiltonians H = ZT:l dja;aj and H' =



PV (Xjka;ak + Yipajar + Yj”,‘ca;aL), where d; > 0
for all j, and X,Y are two m x m matrices, with X
Hermitian. Then the corresponding unitary channels ()

satisfy @) for allt =0 and E > 0, with

a =107 (V31X - Dl + (1+4/2) 171e).

2
B =X — Dy + 4/ B 4+ 2m2| V],
where Djj, = d;djy.

We now look at the more general scenario where the
discrimination is between a closed-system unitary evo-
lution and an open-system quantum dynamics. We ex-
pect this task to be critical e.g. in benchmarking quan-
tum memories, where the effects of external interactions
are detrimental and must be carefully controlled. Open
quantum systems are described by quantum dynami-
cal semigroups (QDSs) [62,63], i.c. families of channels
(A¢);= that (i) obey the semigroup law, A;ys = Ay 0 A
for t,s > 0, and (ii) are strongly continuous, in the sense
that lim; o+ |A¢(p) — p|; = 0 for all p. QDSs take the
form A; = e, where the generator & is assumed to
be of Gorini-Kossakowski-Lindblad-Sudarshan (GKLS)
type | and acts on an appropriate dense subspace
of the space of trace class operators as

P(X) = —i[H, X] + %Z <2LgXLZfLZL4XfXLZLg) .
‘

(10)
Here, H is the internal Hamiltonian, while the Lindblad
operators Ly (¢ = 1,2,...) model dissipative processes.
In our approach these can be unbounded, and hence our
results significantly generalise previous works on quan-
tum speed limits in open systems @]

Theorem 5. Let H be a self-adjoint operator with 0 in
its spectrum, and set Uy(-) = e” (et Let (Ay),=
be a QDS whose generator & is of GKLS-type and sat-
isfies the relative boundedness condition

SIS mnw| <atEmles o

for all (normalised) states |y, where f >0 and 0 < a <
1 are two constants. Then it holds that

% — ATV < 4 <\/\/§aEt + Bt) (12)

forallt =0 and E > 0.

Once again, the role of condition (IIJ) is that of en-
suring that the Lindblad operators do not make low en-
ergy levels decay too rapidly, an effect that we could ex-
ploit to design a simple discrimination protocol with a
small energy budget. We now demonstrate the applica-
bility of our result by looking at the example of quantum

4

Brownian motion ﬂ@, @] Consider a single quantum
particle in one dimension, subjected to a harmonic po-
tential and to a diffusion process. The Hilbert space is
Hi = L*(R); we set H = 2(2? + p?) and Ly = vz + id¢p
(¢ = 1,2), where p := fid% is the momentum opera-
tor, and g, 4, € C. In this case ([ is satisfied e.g. with
a = (Jm1] + 16:))* + (|72 + [62])?, provided that the right-
hand side is smaller than 1, and 8 = |y1||d1]+|7v2]|d2| + 5,
where k = 0.2047 is a constant [60]. Therefore, (I2)
yields an upper estimate on the operational distinguisha-
bility between closed and open dynamics for given wait-
ing time and input energy.

(8) A Gaussian Solovay-Kitaev theorem. The cele-
brated Solovay-Kitaev theorem @, ] is a fundamental
result in the theory of quantum computing. In layman’s
terms, it states that any finite set of quantum gates that
generates a dense subgroup of the special unitary group
is capable of approximating any such desired unitary by
means of short sequences of gates. In practice, many
of the elementary gates that form the toolbox of CV
platforms for quantum computing @, ] are modelled
by Gaussian unitaries. Therefore, a Gaussian version of
the Solovay—Kitaev theorem is highly desirable. In es-
tablishing our result, we measure the approximation er-
ror for gates on an m-mode quantum system by means
of the operationally meaningful EC diamond norm dis-
tance relative to the total photon number Hamiltonian
N=3", a;f- aj.

Theorem 6. Let m € N, » > 0, E > 0 and define

SY);m(R) to be the set of all symplectic transformations S
such that ||S||c < 7. Then, given a set € of gates that
is closed under inverses and generates a dense subset of
é?);m([R), for any symplectic transformation S € é\f);m(lR)
and every 0 < 8, there exists a finite concatenation S’ of
poly(logd—1) elements from &, which can be found in
time poly(log §—1) and such that

|%s — %5 |)F < Fm)G(r)VE+1V6,  (13)

where Us(+) = US(-)U;, and

F(m) = 2/ v3m (V6 + VIO + 5v2m)
G(r) = (VA + V20 +2)) Vr +2).

The above result guarantees that any Gaussian unitary
can be approximated with a relatively short sequence
of gates taken from our base set. Note that the se-
quence length increases with both the squeezing induced
by S (quantified by the parameter |S|) and the energy
threshold E. Theorem [Glalso guarantees that finding the
relevant gate sequence is a computationally feasible task,
thus bolstering the operational significance of the result.
Finally, in the Supplemental Material @] we show that
sets of the form & = F U {S}, where # generates a dense



subgroup of the passive Gaussian unitary group and S
is an arbitrary non-passive Gaussian unitary, satisfy the
denseness assumption of Theorem [Gl

Conclusions.— We investigated the EC diamond
norm distance between channels, which has a compelling
operational interpretation in the context of EC channel
discrimination. For the case of two unitary channels,
we showed that optimal discrimination can be carried
out without using any entanglement, and with zero error
upon invoking finitely many parallel queries. An open
question here concerns the possibility of obtaining the
same result by means of adaptive rather than parallel
strategies. This is known to be possible in the finite-
dimensional, energy-unconstrained scenario ﬂﬁ]

We then studied some problems where the EC dia-
mond norm can be employed to quantify in an opera-
tionally meaningful way the distance between quantum
operations. We provided quantum speed limits that ap-
ply to the conceptually innovative setting where one com-
pares two different time evolution (semi-)groups, instead
of looking at a single one, as previously done.

Finally, we established a Gaussian version of the
Solovay—Kitaev theorem, proving that any set of Gaus-
sian unitary gates that is sufficiently powerful to be ca-
pable of approximating any desired Gaussian unitary can
do so also efficiently, i.e. by means of a relatively small
number of gates. Our result bears a potential impact on
the study of all those quantum computing architectures
that rely on optical platforms.
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Supplemental Material: Energy-constrained discrimination of unitaries, quantum
speed limits and a Gaussian Solovay—Kitaev theorem

I. NOTATIONS AND DEFINITIONS

A. Operators and norms

Given a separable Hilbert space H, we denote by B(#H) the space of bounded linear operators on H, and by 7,(H),
the Schatten p-class, which is the Banach subspace of B(H) formed by all bounded linear operators whose Schatten
p-norm, defined as | X|, = (Tr |X|P)*P is finite. Henceforth, we refer to 7;() as the set of trace class operators.
The set of quantum states (or density matrices), that is positive semi-definite operators p € 71(H) of unit trace, is
denoted by D(H). The Schatten 1-norm, |- |1, is the trace norm, and the corresponding induced distance (e.g. between
quantum states) is the trace distance. Note that the Schatten 2-norm, |- |2, coincides with the Hilbert—Schmidt norm.

We denote by Ma,, (R) the set of 2m x 2m real matrices, and by Sp,,, (R), the set of symplectic matrices in Ma,, (R),
i.e. matrices S € Ma,, (R) satisfying the condition S€2,, ST = Q,,, where €2,,, denotes the 2m x 2m commutation matrix:

o= (") (s1)

Any symplectic matrix S has determinant equal to one and is invertible with S~—! € Sp,, (R). Hence, Sp,,,(R) is a
subgroup of the special linear group SLay, (R).

For a pair of positive semi-definite operators, A, B with domains Dom(A4),Dom(B) € H, A > B if and only if
Dom (AY?) < Dom (B'?) and |A'/? |¢>H2 > | BY/? |z/J>H2 for all |)) € Dom (AY2). If p is a quantum state with
spectral decomposition p = . p; |¢;){¢i|, and A is a positive semi-definite operator, the expected value of A on p is
defined as

Tpdl = Y pa2ien| eRe v ooy (52)

1:p;>0

here we use the convention that Tr[pA] = +oo if the above series diverges or if there exists an index ¢ for which
p; > 0 and |¢;) ¢ Dom (Al/ 2). This definition can be extended to a generic densely defined self-adjoint operator
A on H, by considering its decomposition A = A, — A_ into positive and negative parts, with A4 being positive
semi-definite operators with mutually orthogonal supports. The operator A is said to have a finite expected value
on p if (i) |¢;) € Dom (Aip) ~ Dom (A17/2) for all 4 for which p; > 0, and (i) the two series ZipiHAir/Q |i> H2 both
converge. In this case, the following quantity is called the expected value of A on p:

2
Te[pA] = Y. pi|A 100y — D) pi
12 pi >0 12 pi >0

“Pi 1 Pi

2

AY? |y (S3)

Obviously, for a pair of operators A, B satisfying A > B, we have that Tr[pA] = Tr[pB].

Let A be an (unbounded) operator A on some Banach space X, with domain Dom(A). Such an operator is called
closed if its graph, that is {(|z), A|z));|z) € Dom(A)} ¢ X x X, is closed. The spectrum of a closed operator A is
defined as the set [70, Definition 9.16]

sp(4) :={Xe C: Al — A is not bijective}.

Henceforth, we often suppress the identity operator I in the expression (A — A) for notational simplicity. Here, a
closed operator B is said to be not bijective if there exists no bounded operator C' with the property that: (i) for all
|ty € H, one has that K |[¢)) € Dom(B), and moreover BK |¢)) = |¢); and (ii) for all [¢)) € Dom(B), it holds that
KBly) = |[¢)). We remind the reader that the spectrum of a self-adjoint positive operator is a closed subset of the
positive real half-line m, Proposition 9.20].

A quantum channel with input system A and output system B is any completely positive, trace-preserving (CPTP)
linear map A : T1(Ha) — T1(Hp), where H 4, Hp are the Hilbert spaces corresponding to A, B, respectively. Our
input Hilbert spaces H 4 are often equipped with Hamiltonians, which we define as follows.



Definition S1. A Hamiltonian on a Hilbert space H is a self-adjoint positive operator H = 0 on H with dense domain
Dom(H) € H. A Hamiltonian H is said to be grounded if its ground state energy is zero, in formula minsp(H) = 0.

Next, given a superoperator & : T1(Ha) — T1(Hp) that preserves self-adjointness, we introduce the family of
energy-constrained diamond norms (or simply EC diamond norms) ﬂﬁ, lad, ﬂ]

H,E
[Zals"™ = sup I(Za®Ir) (par)l, = sup |
pARGD('HAR):Tr[pAHA]SE |\I/>AR:Tr[\I/AHA]SE

(Za®Ir)(Yar)ly,  (S4)

where £ > 0, R is an arbitrary auxiliary quantum system (ancilla), and the Hilbert space associated with the
composite AR is simply Har = Ha ® Hg. The rightmost equality in (84]) follows by restricting the supremum to
pure states par = |W)(¥| 4, which is possible due to purification and the data processing inequality.

B. Phase-space formalism

In this paper, given m € N, we are concerned with the Hilbert space H.,, := L?(R™) of a so-called m-mode oscillator,
which is the space of square-integrable functions on R"*. We denote by z; and p; the canonical position and momentum
operators on the j* mode. The j*" creation and annihilation operators a; = (z; — ipj)/ﬂ and a;f- = (x; + ipj)/\/i
satisfy the well-known canonical commutation relations (CCR):

[aj,ar] =0, [aj,aL] =i, (S5)

where I denotes the identity operator on H,,. In terms of the vector of canonical operators R := (21,p1, ..., Tm,DPm)s
the above relations take the compact form [R;, Ri| = i(2,) jk, where £, denotes the 2m x 2m standard symplectic
form defined in ([S1). We will often omit the subscript m if the number of modes is fixed. The total photon number
is defined by

m

Nim Yale - Y SRR &)
7j=1

Jj=1

The following formulae involving displacement operators and characteristic functions follow the conventions of the
monograph by Serafini @, Chapter 3]. Given a real vector z € R*™ we define the displacement operator P(z) as

D(z) == exp [i2zTQR] = exp [iZ(Qz)jRj =9(-2)". (S7)

J

Due to (S5)), the following ‘Weyl commutation relation’ is valid for any z,w € R?™:
D(2)D(w) = e 2P (2 + w). (S8)
A quantum state on H., is fully determined by its characteristic function x, : R*™ — C, given by
Xp(2) == Tr[p 2(=2)]. (S9)

A density operator is said to represent a Gaussian state if its characteristic function is that of a multivariate Gaussian
distribution, in formula [34, Eq. (4.48)]

Xp(z) = exp [—% 2TQT~Qz + iuTQz] ,

where p1 € R*™ is its mean vector, i.e. a real vector of mean values p1; := Tr[pR;], and 7 is the covariance matriz of p,
that is, the 2m x 2m real symmetric matrix whose entries are defined by

Yjk = Tr[p{Rj — pj, R — px}],

with {-, -} being the anti-commutator. In the general case of a (not necessarily Gaussian) state p, its covariance matrix
needs to satisfy the so-called uncertainty inequality

v =i0.



A bosonic Gaussian channel ® : T;(H,,) — T1(H.n) is defined as a linear map which, for all z € R?™, operates on
9(z) according to

ON(D(2)) = D(AXQT2) exp [—EZTQTYQZ - ivTQz] , (S10)

where ®' denotes the dual map of ® with respect to the Hilbert-Schmidt inner product, for a given fixed real vector
veR? and Y, X € My, (R), with Y being a symmetric matrix, such that the following complete positivity condition
is satisfied:

Y >i(Q— XTQX). (S11)

A Dbosonic Gaussian channel @ is hence uniquely characterized by the triple (X,Y,v) for which (S1I) holds. It
maps Gaussian states to Gaussian states, transforming the mean vector p and the covariance matrix v of the input
Gaussian state as follows:

O:p— Xp+uv; v XyXT+Y.

An important subset of bosonic Gaussian channels is the set of Gaussian unitary channels. The latter are char-
acterized by triples of the form (X,0,v), with X € Sp,,,(R), and v € R?*™ arbitrary. In the important case in which
X = I, the channel acts as follows: ®(-) := D(v)(-)D(v)'. In the case in which v = 0 and X € Sp,,,(R), the channel
is characterized by its induced action on the phase space R?>™: for all z € R?™,

31 (D(2)) = D(X2).

II. ENERGY-CONSTRAINED DISCRIMINATION OF UNITARIES
A. Entanglement is not needed for optimal energy-constrained discrimination of two unitaries

As we have seen in the main text (Theorem[I), the expression for the EC diamond norm distance between two unitary
channels can be considerably simplified, eliminating in particular the need for local ancillary systems. This generalises
the seminal result of Aharonov et al. [1§] (for an explicit proof, sce Watrous [19, Theorem 3.55]). Such extensions
are made possible by the many improvements over the Toeplitz—Hausdorff theorem that have been investigated in the
dedicated literature

Theorem[Il Let U,V be two unitary operators on a Hilbert space H of dimension dim H > 3, and call %(-) := U(-)U",
7 () == V(-)VT the associated unitary channels. Let H > 0 be a grounded Hamiltonian on H, and fix £ > 0. Then
the EC diamond norm distance between % and 7" satisfies that

N H,E: T i _ - . T 2
% =77 = s JURXUIUT=V XV, 2\/1 ol [TV, @

In other words, in this case the supremum in the definition of EC diamond norm can be restricted to unentangled
pure states.

Before we delve into the proof of Theorem [Il we need to recall some basic results in matrix analysis. For an n x n
complex matrix Z, the field of values of Z is defined by ﬂﬁ, Definition 1.1.1]

F(Z) = Z|p) : [ppeC'h = C. (512)

For a thorough introduction to the subject, we refer the reader to the excellent book by Horn and Johnson ﬂﬁ,
Chapter 1]. The fundamental result here is the following.

Theorem S2 (Toeplitz-Hausdorff [76, [77]). For every complez matriz Z, the field of values F(Z) < C defined by

(S12) is convex.

The above result is proved in many textbooks ﬂﬂ, Section 1.3]. Here we will rather be interested in more recent
improvements. A very intuitive generalised notion is that of k-dimensional field of k matrices. For a set of k complex
matrices Z1, ..., Z; of size n x n, set

F(Zy, o Z) = (2] - (IZ3[y))T : [y e €} (513)



In general F, (Zy, ..., Zx) = C*; however, if the matrices Z; are Hermitian, we will rather have that Fy, (Z1,...,2Zy) <
R*. In this language, the Toeplitz-Haussdorf theorem can be also cast in the following alternative form: for every two
Hermitian matrices X,Y of the same size, the 2-dimensional field of values F»(X,Y) < R? is conver. Naturally, this
is the same as Theorem [S2] up to the identifications Z = X +iY and R? ~ C. It turns out that something stronger
holds.

Theorem S3 (Au-Yeung-Poon @@) For any three Hermitian matrices X,Y,Z of the same size n = 3, the
associated 3-dimensional field of values F3(X,Y,Z) < R® defined by ([B13) is conver.

We are now ready to prove our main result.

Proof of Theorem[1l. We start by following the general approach put forth by Watrous ﬂﬁ, Theorem 3.55]. Let
|¥) e H®H' be an arbitrary bipartite pure state with Schmidt decomposition

|¥) = Z\/E|€i> Ifi) -

The energy constraints on ¥ reads

<\IJ|H®I|\IJ>=Zpi<ei|H|ei>< E. (S14)

Furthermore, remembering that [||a){a| — |6)(B]]; = 24/1 — [{a|BY|? for every pair of pure states |a), |3), we have
that
1 . 1 2
1@ =7)@id) (W)} = 3 [V D ¥X¥| (U D - (Ve ) )XY (Ve
=1 [V e nw)[
2
—1- .

Zpi <€Z|UTV|€Z>

Therefore, denoting by p := >, p; |e;){e;| the reduced state of ¥ on the first subsystem, we immediately see that

\u -7 |5F = 24/1 —vg (UTV)?, (S15)

vp(W) = inf Tr[pW]|. S16
W)= inf [TrpW] (516)
Note that the function vg in (SI6) is well defined on all bounded operators.
The next step is to recast the above function in terms of an optimisation over states with finite rank. Define the
modified function

vp(W):= inf  |Tx[pW]| (S17)
p:rk(p) <o,
Tr[pH]<E
We claim that in fact it holds that

To see why this is the case, start by noting that vg (W) < vg (W) holds by definition. The other direction can be proved

as follows. Consider a state p such that Tr[pH] < E, and let p = 3.,°_, A [¢){¥x| be its spectral decomposition,
with Az > 0 for all k. Define p,, := ZZ;& Ak, as well as the two auxiliary states p,, := p% Zz;é Ak | ybr| and o, =
171pn ka:n A [0k XUk |, so that p = pppn+(1—pp)oy,. Note that lim, o p, = 1 and therefore also lim,, o, Tr[p, H] =
Tr[pH] < E. Since E > 0 = minsp(H), we can pick a vector |¢) € Dom(H) such that 0 < (¢|H|¢) < E [7d,
Proposition 9.18]. For all sufficiently large n € N, set

Wy, 1= qnPn + (1 —qn) |¢><¢| )

B lH)
an {1’ Te[pn H] — <¢|H|¢>} |




Note that ¢, is well-defined for all sufficiently large n, and that lim,, 4 g, = 1. Clearly, rk(w,) < tk(p,) +1<n+1,
and moreover

Tr[wn H] = qn (Tr[pn H] — (¢|H|$)) + (9| H|p) < E.

Also, since

Hp_wnul = H(pn - Qn)pn + (1 _pn)Un - (1 - Qn) |¢><¢|H1 < |pn - in + 2 —Pn —Qn,

we deduce that

lim [[p —wnf, =0.

Since W is bounded, this implies that
lim Tr[w, W] = Tr[pW].

n—0o0

Therefore,

Te[pW]] = Tim [Tr|w, W]| = vp(W).

n—0o0

Since this holds for all p appearing in the infimum in (S16), we obtain (SIg]).
We now show that one can further simplify (SIT) by restricting the infimum to pure states only. That is, we claim
that

vp(W) = inf KW )l . (519)
|ypYeDom(H/?):
Y| H|Y)<E

Clearly, plugging (S19) into (SI18)-(SI6) would conclude the proof. Therefore, it remains only to prove (S19). We
write that

_ 1 . )
vp(W) = inf inf | Tr[pW
(V) = itk [Tl
3<dim S<oo Tr[pH]|<E

inf inf Va? + y?
ScDom(HY?), (z,y,2)econv(Rs):
3<dim S<o 2<E

inf inf /a2 +y?
ScDom(HY?), (z,y,2)eRs:
3<dim S<w z2<E

= inf inf w
ScDhom(HY?), |)ES, W)
3<dimS<owo (P|H|Y)SE

- inf KW
[Y>eDom(H/?):
YIH[Y)SE

=

The above identities can be justified as follows. As a start, 1 is just a rephrasing of (S18); since enlarging S cannot
decrease the infimum, the added constraint that dimS > 3 causes no loss of generality, and is there just for future
convenience. In 2 we defined the regions

Rs = Fy (HSWRHTS, Wk, HSHHTS> ,

where Ils : H — S is the orthogonal projection onto the finite-dimensional subspace S, and W = Wg + iW;, with
Wr, Wi bounded and self-adjoint. Note that the convex hull of #s appears because all density operators p € D(H)
are convex mixtures of pure states. In step 3 we applied the Au-Yeung—Poon Theorem [S3] which guarantees that % s
is already a convex region of R3. This is made possible by the fact that HSWRH‘TS, HSWIHT, and [IsH H:rs are all
finite-dimensional linear operators, i.e. matrices. O

Remark 1. In the finite-dimensional case, for a normal @] matrix Z the field of values coincides with the con-
vex hull of the spectrum, in formula F(Z) = conv (sp(Z)). In particular, in that case F(Z) will be a poly-
gon. In general, this seems to be no longer the case when one imposes an energy constraint. In other words,
{W )« |y e H, (Y|H|p) < E} < C will not be a polygon even when W is normal.



B. Perfect discrimination with energy constraint in the multi-copy setting

The following generalises a celebrated result by Acin ﬂﬁ], subsequently improved by Duan et al. ﬂﬁ, @, @]

Theorem 21 Let U,V be two distinct unitary operators on a Hilbert space ‘H of dimension dim H > 3, and denote
by %(:) := U(-)UT, 7 () := V(-)VT the associated unitary channels. Let H > 0 be a grounded Hamiltonian on H.
Then there exists a positive integer n such that n parallel uses of % and 7 can be discriminated perfectly with some
finite total energy E < o0, i.e.

H(n),E
o

| 2% — 7| =2, (S20)

where H ) = 2?21 Hj is the n-copy Hamiltonian, and H; :=I®--- IQ H®I---®I, with the H in the 4t location.

Proof. For a bounded operator W and E > 0, define the region of the complex plane
Sp(W) = {LIWy) : W[H[Y) < E;[[¢)] =1}

By Theorem [I] we have that |% — %HfE = 2 if and only if 0 € Sg(UTV). It is not too difficult to see that when W
is a normal operator it holds that

int (conv(sp(W))) = U Se(W) < conv(sp(W)), (S21)

where sp(W) is the spectrum of W. The upper bound follows trivially from the spectral theorem, while the lower bound
can be proved as follows. Let z € int (conv(sp())) be a complex number. Clearly, there exists w; € sp(W) (i = 1,2, 3)
such that z € int (conv{w;};). Pick € > 0 small enough so that in fact z € conv{w}}; whenever |w; — w;| < € for all
i =1,2,3. By the well-known existence of approximate eigenvectors of bounded operators HE, Proposition 7.7], we can
find normalised vectors |1); ) such that |[W |1, ) — w; |1 )| < €/2. This in particular implies that [{i;|[W ;) — w;| < €/2.

Since H is densely defined, we can approximate each |¢);) with a vector |¢;) € Dom(H) to any desired degree of
accuracy. In particular, we can safely assume that [{¢;|W|¢;) —w;| < € for all ¢ = 1,2,3. Clearly, we will have
that (¢;|H|¢p;) < E for some E < oo. Moreover, our assumptions imply that z € conv {{(¢;|W|¢;)};. Therefore, by
the standard Toeplitz-Hausdorff Theorem [S2 (see the original works [76, [77]), a linear combination |¢) of the three
vectors |¢;y will be such that {(¢|W|¢) = z. By multiple applications of the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality, it is easy to
show that {¢|H|¢) < 3E. Incidentally, the Au-Yeung—Poon Theorem [S3 would allow us to get the better estimate
{(p|H|p) < E, which is however not needed. Therefore, 2z € S35(W), which completes the proof of (S2TJ).

From now on we can follow the blueprint of Acin’s proof ﬂﬁ] Set W = UTV. Since U # V and thus W # I,
we have that © = sup,, ,respw) {arg(w) —arg(w’)} > 0, where arg(w) € (—m,7]. Picking n := |Z] + 1, we have
that 0 € int (conv (sp (W®™))). By (S21)), this implies that 0 € S5 (W®™) for some E < oo, in turn ensuring that
|2 — 7 HF =2, 0

Without further information on the interplay between the unitaries U,V and the Hamiltonian H, it is in general
not possible to say anything more specific about the value of the threshold energy F that allows to eventually achieve
perfect discrimination as per Theorem [21 To see this, consider the following example.

Example 1. Let H = C? be the Hilbert space of a single qubit. Set H = [1){(1|, U = I, and V = |0)(0| + €% |1){1| =
¢, where 0 < 0 <. Let E > 0 be such that [%%" — ‘7®n”f(")7E = 2 for some positive integer n, where as usual
H,y = Z?:l H;. Then it holds that

1 6
E>—+ —. S22
12 * 90 (522)
Before delving into the proof of (S22)), let us discuss its consequences. Since 6 is arbitrary, it implies that no substantial
improvement over Theorem [2] is possible unless we give some additional information on the relationship between H

on the one hand and U,V on the other.
We now prove ([S22]). We use Theorem[Ilto deduce from the hypotheses the existence of some vector |¥) € (([32)®n =
C?" such that (¥|H(,)|V) < E and [(¥|V®"|¥)| = 0. Defining the random variable K € {0,...,n} with probability



7

distribution pr == 3; ; cqoysy, o [C¥LIL-- )%, we see that EK = ZZ o kpe < E and |Y,_ pre™®| = 0. By
Markov’s inequality, for every fixed k € {0,...,n} we have that Pr{K > k} < =, while

0=Ee" > Pr{K <k —1}cos((k —1)0) — Pr{K >k} = cos((k — 1)8) — (1 + cos((k — 1)8))

> b

)

from which we deduce that
k
ax cos((k —1)0)
ke{0,...,n} 1 + cos((k — 1)0)

E>

max k cos((k —1)6)

>
kef0,...,n} 2
k 1

> 1—=(k—1)%
P o ,n}2( 5k =1) )

T 1 242 1
> - N — J—
?3§2<1 5@ 1)9> 4

(V02 +6+20) (0 (V2 +6-0)+6) 1
540 4

[l

1 6

= + —.
96

Here, 1 holds by applying Lagrange’s theorem, because the derivative of the function x +— 3 (1 — %(w — 1)26‘2) is at

most 1/2, and there is always an integer at a distance at most 1/2 from every real number. Finally, 2 follows by an
elementary maximisation whose details we leave to the reader.

III. TIME EVOLUTION AND QUANTUM SPEED LIMITS

We now turn to the study of the estimates on quantum evolutions for two different channels under energy constraints.

A. Proof of Theorem [3l and Corollary [

We start by considering the dynamics of a closed quantum systems evolving under the action of one of two distinct
Hamiltonians in the presence of an energy constraint. These bounds immediately lead to a quantum speed limit,
namely to a bound on the minimum time required for the two different dynamics to evolve a given state to a pair of
states which are a pre-specified distance d apart. The theorem is stated in a slightly more general form than in the
main text, where H is taken to be equal to Hy.

Theorem Bl Let H, H' be self-adjoint operators, and let Hy be positive semi-definite. Without loss of generality,
assume that 0 is in the spectrum of H. Let H — H' be relatively bounded with respect to H, and let |H|"? be

relatively bounded with respect to H1/2. In other words, let there be constants «, 3,4, > 0 such that
[(H —H) W) | < a|H |y + B [¥y]  forall [4) e Dom(H), (523)
V2 ) |2 < JHG [0) 12 + 8 |0y | for all [) € Dom (Hy*) . (524)

Then, for all ¢ > 0 and for all normalised states [¢)), the unitary operators U, := e ="t V, := ¢~ 't gatisfy that

[(Us = Vo) [0 | < 24/ (O Holy + 6Vt + . (525)

The associated unitary channels %;(-) := U, (-)U/, Z(-) == Vi(-)V;' instead satisfy that
|%u: — 7|77 < 2v2/vE + 6vat + V25t (S26)

for all E = 0. In particular, the minimum time ¢ needed for (U;):wer and (Vi)ier to evolve a state [1)) to a pair of
states which are at a pre-specified distance d apart, i.e. such that |(U; — V4) |¢) | = d, is bounded from below by

0> 5 (VIR - v) (527)



where v(v)) = \/0(7 (WY|Holp) +6).

Ho,E

Remark 2. Note that |[(U; — V;) |¢) | = [(V,/U; — I)|¢) |, and that analogously |%; — 77" = ‘%T% —id
<&

The operator M, := V;TUt is called the ‘Loschmidt echo operator’. For a review of its known properties, we refer the
reader to [61].

Proof of Theorem[3 For all A > 0, we decompose the normalised state [¢)) as

[V) = |¥a) + |ea),
YAy == AN +iH) ™ ), (528)
loay == iH(A+iH) ™" [ih).

Note that neither |1, ) nor |py) are in general normalised. In fact, we can estimate their norms as follows. First,

[y | = A/l (02 + H) gy <1 (829)

for all A > 0 by operator monotonicity of the inverse. Second, denote with H = SSP(H) 2dE*(z) the spectral

decomposition of H, and define Ef as the measure on sp(H) such that Ef (X) := (Y|EH (X)) for all measurable
X < sp(H). Then,

[l [ = [H O + i ) oy |2

H2

_f LdEH(z)
sp(a) A2+ 22 v

(S30)
S s

=

A sp(H)
1
= WIIH D)

o (vl Holw) +6),

VAN

where 1 descends from the elementary inequality

)\2’2;2 < %, while 2 is an application of (§24]). Then,

(0 =V 199 2 inf {1(U: = Vi) ) | + (0 = Vi) [ 1}
< inf {10 = Vo) [ |+ 21 lea) [}
- {] | L GVl ds] 20 o) 1}
= st {| [ vt = i) as| + 210001}
5 : (S31)
&t { [ ot - v ool as + 21 1o 1}
< ot {1 sup [~ V] + 2 o) 1}
€ jut {1 sup ol Ve o) ]+ BIV: o) ) + 21 o 1

nf {t (@ H ) |+ Bl 1o 1) + 2] e [}



inf {5t] [ [ + (Aat +2)[[[ex) [}

< inf {Bt + (Aot + 2>\/ % (v (| Holp) + 6)} (S32)
Y Bt + 2+/v (Y[Holby + 6 Vot .

Here: 3, 4, and 5 are just the triangle inequality; in 6 we used (S23)); in 7 we observed that Vs commutes with H;
in 8 we noted that H |¢y) = —iX|py); in 9 we employed ([S29) and (S30); and finally in 10 we solved the elementary
minimisation in A. This proves (S25]).

Thanks to Theorem [T} to deduce (S26)) it suffices to substitute the preceding bound into

o~ 7)1 = sup |
{Y|Holp)<E

U | Uf = Ve [l V|

—2 swp \/1 - fwiivit| (33)

{PIHoly)<E

SV2 osup Uy = Vil
(| Hol)<E

Here, the inequality follows because 1 — [{(¥/|¢/) [ < 1 — R’y = %[ [¢') — |¢')|? holds for any two states

CONH2 O
We illustrate the applicability of Theorem [3] by deducing the following corollary.

Corollary @ On a system of m modes, consider the two Hamiltonians H = Hy = ZT:I dja;aj and H' =

Z;‘nk:1 (XjkaTak + Yjrajay + Yka ak), where d; > 0 for all j, and X,Y are two m x m matrices, with X Her-

mitian. Then the corresponding unitary operators Uy, V; and the corresponding unitary channels %;, 7; satisfy (S25)
and (526]), respectively, for all t > 0 and F > 0, with

a =107 (31X - Do+ (144/3) 1712).

m 2
B =X — Dy + 4/ EHE 4+ 2m2|Y ], (S34)
v=1
0=0.
where Dj, := d;0jx, and | - |, || - |2 denote the operator norm and the Hilbert-Schmidt norm, respectively.

Proof. We first record the following simple estimate, using that all the terms in the double sum are positive,

2
1 = 3, dud lalagalaxl) > 3 alPlalan 4 > Z%

7,k=1 k=1

The relative boundedness is due to the following simple estimate:

(-1l < 3 (1K — dibualan [0 ]+ [Vieasan [6)] + [Vhalal 109 )
7,k=1
< D Gk = gl | D adak 2+ 1YL (| D) lasaxlu 12+, ] > |a;a;|¢>|2)
gk=1 g k=1 g k=1 g k=1

|X = Dlla | D3 lafar [y 2+Y 2 || D) lagar )2+, | X5 lajag [) |2

Jik=1 Jik=1 Jik=1

= (I) =: (IT) =: (I11)



We then start by estimating (I):

Z lafar [y [* = Z lafax [9) | + 3, (Wlapajalaxle)

k=1 = k3]

= 2 laeut) P+ 3] lalor (afas + 1) 19)

k#j

<w|a ajalaglv) + ), (blafard)

k#j
< [DTHZIH [ 7 + (m = 1) Z lafar|v)
k=1

< LD EH ) 2+ (m — )LD 6l H )
3 —1)2
< Sz i+ P

L”MS H

k,j

Here, in the last line we noticed that

(m = DD oo WIH ) < (m = D[ D™ oo H 9) || < % ((m =12 + [DTHEH 1) %) -

Continuing with the estimate on (IT), and using that

la2 |9y |2 = Wlafaralarvy — (lafarlw) < |afax [¥) [,
we find

> lajax o) [? = Z lag [¥) > + > wlalajalaxl)
k=

J,k=1 Jj#k

S Z <¢|a;ajazak|1/f>
G k=1
< |ID7HZIH [ |

Turning now to (IIT), we use that

2 )2 = (lararalal v

k=1

<¢|akakakak|¢> - Z Wlagale)

k=1

<¢|akakakak|¢> +2 Z Wlagal )

k=1

MS TPz T3 HMS

<¢|akakakak|¢> +2 Z (Wlagal [Py + Z (Plafar|v)

k=1 k=1

Wl(afar)®) +3 Z Wlafaly) +2m| |¢) |2

k=1

E
Il
—

and combine this with

D lakal [y [? = . Wlajalaral i)

Jj#k J#k

= Z <¢|(a§aj + 1)(a2ak + Dy

Jj#k

= Y lalajafarly)y +2(m — 1) Z<¢|akak|¢>+2m< -1)

J#k k=1

10
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to find that

>, lajal o) |? = Z (Wlajazalar|ey + (2m + 1) Z<¢|akaklw>+2m2|\ [ 12

J,k=1 J.k=1 k=1
< [DTHENH [ 2 + (2m + DD oo [ HI) + 22| [) |2

3 m
< SIDTMZIH )2 + (2l 2m? ) | v P,
where in the last line we observed that

(2m + 1) D7 oo WIH ) < 2m + )| D™ oo | H [9) | < 5 ((2m +1)% + [DTHEIH [v) 7).

N =

Putting all estimates together yields

I = 1) 1031 < 107 e (V31X = Dl (14/3) 1Y) 1))

(S35)
™ 2
+<m7—;|x_m2+ @mt1? +2m2|¥|2) )

This proves that (§23) and (S24) hold with the choices in (S34)) for the parameters «, 8,7, d. We can therefore apply
Theorem [B] and conclude. g

Remark 3. In general, the dependence of the estimates in (S34)) on the Hilbert—Schmidt norm difference is not
optimal. To see this, we consider Y = 0 and X, X’ > 0 diagonal. In this case,

|(H = H) [¥)] =

Z X — Xp)aay, |¢>’

By the spectral theorem, there exists a unitary map Uy that transform azak into a positive multiplication operator

Mj,. This way, writing U = diag(Us, ..., U,,) we find that

[(H —H')[¢) ] =

Z (Xk — XU MU |1/1>’

m

Z ayak |¢>’

(S36)
< max | Xk — X7

S o |¢>’ = X~ X')o

k=1
<X oo X = X Nleo| H 9 ]

B. Tightness of Theorem

We now dwell on the problem of whether the estimates provided in Theorem [3] are tight. One could in fact expect
the trace distance between the states corresponding to different unitary evolution operators to grow linearly in the
time ¢ for very small ¢. Indeed, the angle 6(¢) between the evolved states should be proportional to ¢ up to higher-order
corrections, and the trace distance is just given by sin6(¢) ~ 6(¢t). Instead, Theorem B seems to suggest a faster than
linear growth for small times.

We will now argue that the dependence on v/t of the estimates in Theorem [J is actually tight, and that the
above intuition does not hold up upon a closer inspection. This fact manifests itself with especial clarity in infinite-
dimensional systems. We focus on a special case that already contains all the conceptual subtleties we wish to
investigate, namely, that corresponding to the choices H' = 0 and H = Hy = 0. In this especially simple setting
Theorem ] can be applied with o = =1 and § = § = 0. It yields the estimate

%, —id|™F < 2v/2F¢. S37
<

This case was already studied in ﬂa, Proposition 3.2]. Their estimate ﬂa, Eq. (3.6)] is basically the same as (S31),
although it features a slightly worse constant. Incidentally, this small improvement is made possible by Theorem [1I
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To build our intuition on solid grounds, let us clarify what is supposed to be meant by ‘small ¢’. In this problem
there are essentially two time scales. The first is determined by the input energy E and takes the value T := 1/E.
The second is instead linked to the absolute maximum value of the energy in the system, and we will denote it by
Ty = |H|;'. Note that Ty < Tr. Of course, if the system is infinite-dimensional it could well happen — and it
typically will happen — that Ty = 0, leaving only Ty as a meaningful time scale.

In light of these considerations, in general the expression ‘small ¢’ could either mean ¢t « T or the much stronger
inequality ¢t « Ty. If the latter is the case, it is not difficult to see that indeed

% —id| " < % — 1], < V2|U = T, < V21[H]oo . (S38)

However, no such estimate can be given when only ¢ « Ty is assumed. For a special case, this has already been
verified in @] To see why, let us fix a (small) value of s := Et, and let us study the universal function

1
p(s) = sup 5

| %y — 1), (S39)
H>0, minsp(H)=0 2

where the supremum is over all self-adjoint positive operators H > 0 with 0 in the spectrum, in either finite or infinite
dimension, and we set %y () == e *H ()t
Lemma S4. The universal function ¢ defined by (S39) satisfies that
s(m+2s) 24/s 3
> 2 = 0 (s%2) . 840
#(5) 2 +4rs +8s2 A (540)

where the expansion on the rightmost side is for s — 0. For s € [0,7/2] we have also the better bound

o(s) =2 foi). (S41)

s s

Proof. We start by proving ($40). Consider a single harmonic oscillator with creation and annihilation operators a'

and a, respectively, so that a'a is the photon number operator. For y € [0,1) and s > 0, construct H, = % ala,

and define the state
TSN el SIRLING (s12)
n=0
where |n) = (n!)~"%2(a’)™ |0) is the n*® Fock state. Note that Hy , > 0 and minsp(H;,) = 0. Moreover,
<7/}u|Hs,,u|1/),u> = % i n,un =S5,
n=0

where the last equality is deduced by summing the arithmetic—geometric series. A similar computation yields

: - —1 O-m)s n
(e ] = (1= )| 3 e 5 ‘
n=0
_ L—p
’1 - 'u/e_i (1*MI»L)S
_ L—p
\/1 + p? — 2 cos <(1;“)5)
Therefore,
1 L Hos s
pls) = 5 |%n. ,, —id])
1 :
> 5@, —id) ()

V1= Kl e,

20 (1 — Co8S (%))

1+ pu? —2pcos (%) '
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An analytical maximisation over u turns out not to be possible. However, we can get a sufficiently good estimate of
the bound by making the ansatz j = 252i7r’ which yields precisely (S40Q).

To prove (§41)) for 0 < s < 7/2, consider a single qubit with Hilbert space H = C2, equipped with the Hamiltonian
Hp = 1% [LX1], where p € [0,1) is an auxiliary parameter. Define the state [¢,) := \/p[0) + /1 — p[1), and note

that (,|Hs pltop) < s. Hence,

Hs p,s
o

1
o) > § ., ~id

A\

(@, i) @),
V1= Kl Heslip)
=24/p(1 —p) sin(m)’.

Again, maximising in p analytically is not feasible. The ansatz p = 1 — 2 however yields (S41)). This completes the
proof. O

The above lemma shows that if only the value of Et is specified, the best possible bound on the diamond norm
distance ||%; — idHf’E will necessarily contain the v/Et factor that is predicted by Theorem However, we know
from (S38) that for values of ¢ so small that ¢|H | « 1 the diamond norm will grow linearly in ¢. The problem with
this latter statement is that it becomes empty when we consider unbounded Hamiltonians on infinite-dimensional
systems. And in fact, for such Hamiltonians it can happen that the range of values of ¢ for which the growth is linear
vanishes altogether! To see this, consider the following example.

Lemma S5. Consider a single harmonic oscillator, and let the Hamiltonian be the number operator a'a. Consider
the unitary group of phase space rotations U(-) = efitaTa(-) eta'e For all § >0 and all E > 0 one has that

. aTa,E
lim —log | % —id||;, _ 1+5.

< S43
t—0+ —logt 2 (S43)

Remark 4. The left-hand side of (S43) is the growth exponent of the quantity |%; — ingTa’E for very small times.

Proof of LemmalSA Let 6 > 0 and E > 0 be given. Without loss of generality, we can assume that F < ggigg, with
¢ being the Riemann zeta function. Construct the states

1 o1
[ths) = n), (544)
¢(2+9) ,;1 ntor
E((2+9) E((2+9)
= - _— . S45
Clearly,
f _d+y
(sla’alis) C2+0) < @,
(¢s,5la"alps &) = E.
Now, let us compute
0 —itn
—itata 1 e 1 : —it
— = L
(Psle [Vs) D) 7;1 W T T2 1) ass(e™™),
where we introduced the polylogarithm Lig(z) := Zfil fl—z, where the series representation is valid provided that

|z| <1or|z] =1Dbut Rs > 1. We now use the series expansion

Lia(e") = D1 - o)) + D) S8

k=0
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that can be reportedly @] derived by analytical continuation from known identities ﬂ@, § 9.553]. Upon straightfor-
ward but tedious algebra, this yields

I(~1-4)

(sle™ @ O sy = 1 — RN sin (%‘S) o _ ﬁ (C(l + &)t — cos (%6) I'(—1-24) t1+5) +O(t%),

in turn implying that
1 . qiata : —ita'a 2
(31—iaz™") = s il )
(Plataly)<E
—itata 2
=>1- ’<¢5,E|€ ! |¢6,E>’

E<(2 + 6) EC(2 + 6) —itata
) D (WYsle [vs)

QEC(2+ 8T (—1-6) . (5

- s o (3) o)

thanks to Theorem [Il The lower bound in (§43) follows immediately. O

2

:1_’1_

What Lemma [S5l teaches us is that in an infinite-dimensional system equipped with an unbounded Hamiltonian the

growth of the quantity |%; — idHZTa’E is in general never linear, not even for very small times or very small energies.
Moreover, the best universal lower bound on the growth exponent is in fact 1/2, which matches the upper bound
given by Theorem

It is worth noting that the state |¢s ) used in the proof of Lemma[SBl has finite energy but infinite energy variance.
This feature is in fact responsible for the fast growth of the norm ||(%; —id)(¢s,£)|, with respect to ¢. If only states
with finite energy variance are considered, one can show that a linear growth is restored ].

C. On the possibility of ‘eventually perfect’ discrimination

In light of Theorem 2 we could wonder whether EC perfect discrimination between any two distinct unitary groups
Uy = e "5 and U] = e K" could always be achieved by simply waiting for a long enough time ¢. The following
example shows that, depending on the choice of a Hamiltonian H that measures the energy, this may not be the case.

Example 2. Let f1, fo € L?(R) be the two functions given by

K1 ]1cvcn (17)

Vita?’

k2 loaa(z)

fl(x) = m ’

fa(x) =
where

1 forze[2n,2n+1],neZ,
]leven(x) =

0 otherwise,

Load(z) = 1—loyen(2), and the constants r; are such that {7 dz | f;(x)[> = 1 for i = 1,2. We denote with | f1) and | fa)
the state vectors whose wave functions are given by (). Also, set F := span{|f1), | f2)}, so that H; = L?(R) = FQF*.
Note that the multiplication operator |z| satisfies that Dom (|z|*/2) n F = {0}. That is, all non-zero elements in F
have infinite energy with respect to the Hamiltonian |z|.

Now, define self-adjoint operators on Hi by

o R A |
K :=diag(1,0)®0, K -—2<_1 1>6L)0,
where the splitting is with respect to the above orthogonal decomposition of H;. Note that K and K’ only act
non-trivially on the F subspace. The EC diamond norm of the difference %; — %}, where %,(-) := e~ ()™ and
U() = e K (e | is given by

% -2 = sup 21— [(gleitK et gy
N (gllellgy<E
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This can be equal to 2 for some appropriate choice of t only if there exists a sequence of states (|gn))
itK ,—itK’
e g

neN

such that {gn||z|lgny < E for all n and moreover (g,le ny —— 0, which in turn implies that

— V/2. Since it is not difficult to verify by an explicit computation that

V1 —cos(t) [Tr [gn)],

where I is the orthogonal projector onto F, we see that we must have t = m and ||IIx |g,)| —— 1. Since F'is two-

H (e—itK _ e—itK/) |gn>

H(efitK 7th |gn>

dimensional, we can assume — up to considering subsequences — that IIp |gy ) — |g), where the wave function g €
L?(R) is normalised, i.e. S::g dz |g(z)|? = 1. Standard measure-theoretic results imply that up to taking a subsequence

we can further assume that g, % g, where ‘a.e.” stands for ‘almost everywhere’, i.e. lim, o gn(z) = g(z) for all
x € R\S, with S of zero Lebesgue measure. Applying Fatou’s lemma now shows that

+oo
olellsy = [ delellgto)l? < tmint [ algn (0 = Himint onllelan) < B
n—o0 o0 n—o0
which is a contradiction since we assumed that |g) € F' and |||g) | = 1, and non-zero elements of F' cannot be in the

domain of |z|"/2.

D. Open quantum systems

In this section we establish estimates on the dynamics of a quantum system with dissipation governed by an
unbounded Lindbladian of GKLS-type. In particular, we address the question by how much the dynamics of a closed
quantum systems can possibly differ from the dynamics of an open quantum system with the same Hamiltonian part
as the closed quantum system when an energy constraint is imposed.

Let (A¢)i=0 be a strongly continuous quantum dynamical semigroup (QDS) on 7i(H), that is a semigroup of
quantum channels A; indexed on some (time) parameter ¢t > 0. By strong convergence, we mean that for all p € D(H),
Ai(p) — p in trace norm, as ¢ — 0. This condition assures the existence of a (possibly unbounded) generator, call it
Z and of dense domain Dom(Z) < 71 (H), so that for all p € Dom(Z):

[t (Ae(p) —p) = Z(p)|1 =0 ast—0,

In the following, we will sometimes assume that the generator # has the standard GKLS form: Let G : Dom(G) <
H — H be the generator of a contraction semigroup (P;)i>o (i.e. |P:] < 1 for all ¢ > 0) and consider (possibly
unbounded) Lindblad operators (L;)ien with Dom(G) < Dom(L;) such that for all z,y € Dom(G) :

(Galyy + {x|Gyy + Y (Liz|Liy) = 0.

leN

There exists then a weak® continuous semigroup (AI) on the space of bounded linear operator B(H) with a generator
ZT such that for all S € B(H) and x,y € Dom(G)

LNS) (@, y) = (Ga[Syy + Y (Liw|SLiy) + ([ SGy) .

leN

In order to describe an open quantum system of Lindblad-type, we take G to be the formal operator G =
_%2100:1 LlTLl — ¢H. For G to be a generator of a contraction semigroup, it suffices to assume that ——Zl 1 LTLl
is relatively H bounded with H-bound < 1. Our main result of this section is the following;:

Theorem Bl Let % (p) = e Hipeiflt be the dynamics of the closed quantum system and assume that for all
1 € Dom(H) the following relative boundedness condition holds

[((=iH) = G) [¢) | = % DEIL) [ < o H [ | + Bl 19> ], (S46)

leN

with a < 1 and 8 € (0, ), then it follows that the difference of the dynamics of the closed quantum system, governed
by (%:)i>0, and the open quantum system, governed by (A¢);=0, satisfies

1%, — A FIE < 4 (21/4\/04Et + ﬂt) .
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Moreover, this implies that for (%:):wer and (At):=0 to evolve a state p by a distance d := |(%; — A+)p|1, we find the
quantum speed limit

- (NWQE T dp— 21/4@>2
= /8 .

Finally, let H be a Hamiltonian, then the QMSs (A:)=0 and (A})¢>0o for two different pairs of families of bounded
Lindblad operators (L;) and (L]) and generators G = —iH — 3>}, L;Ll and G' = —iH — >, (L)L}, respectively,
satisfies

|A7 = Ayllo <t (ILILz — (L)L + 1L = L (1 Lall + (1 2 I))- (547)
leN

Proof. In the sequel, we write X = X ®iden for operators X on H and also X =X® idg(cn) for superoperators.

We first establish a propagation estimate where we compare the QDS (A;)¢>0 and the semigroup defined by 7;(5) :=
PtTS’Pt. For this purpose, let € Dom(G), then

|7 = Ro)(ja) ey = sup (2|(7, - A])(S)a) = sup f < @l RS ds

IS|=1 Is|=1Jo ds

= sup
Is|=1

t
+ f (GP;_z|(AL(S))Pr_sz) + (Pr_sx|(AL(S))GPi_s) ds
0

Lt —{GP,_yx|(AL(9)P_yz) + (P (AL (9)) P_ .Gy ds

o (548)
+ ZJ (EiPr | (KL (S) EuPr o) ds)
1=170
ot t N .
< ZJ |Li Py gx||? ds = fzf R((P,_sx|GP_ ) ds
1=170 0
t d ~ -
- | SVl ds = ol ~ | Pl
Hence, we conclude that for a density operator p we have for the semigroup defined by ?Zt(p) = il tpe It
1% = Ro)(p)lx < (% — Z2)(p) |1 + (72 — A (p)
<2 = Pol + (1= r(PpPl)) = 20”5~ Pol + (= Hepe T~ PPl

o0 e ~
Z L;Lle—szp
=1

FU t - t
< (=Tt _ )|, < 4f (il — Gy | s = 2f

0 0 1

Now, let us decompose p = XA+ iH) ' p+iH(A+iH) 'p =: px — ox. We notice that by @, Theorem 7.1.20], the
relative boundedness of (—iH) — G with respect to H implies the relative boundedness of (—iH) — G with respect to



H with the same coefficient. Hence, we find, using the spectral decomposition py = 3 A il
~ o~ T L e oy
= Rl <4 | 135 5B Pl s

<4 sup H)\l/2 ZLTLZ A+ iH)™! 1ﬁ5p\|1/\1/2t
s€[0,t] l 1

1 0 N 1 ©
1/2 - T iHs hpiHs _ _ 1/2
< 4M7* sup <2 :E L] Li( A—i—zH —1g—iH. peH zH 2 §: ))\

s€[0,t]

2

1 & ~in ~ o~
<A sup (| DTN 5 DMILILiA + iH) " LeHs [,y AV

se[0,t] \ ;=1

* - - 2
<2 sup |30 (a HH()\ +if) |<pi>H ) P
SE[O,t] i=1

N
W~

a0
DIN2AH (A +iH) 7 ;) 2NVt + pt

i=1

<4 (m/trqfnp)xl/?t + ﬂt) .

On the other hand,

0
|(%: = Roaly < 2tlonl <2 [ | D Asup AH A+ i)~ oo [2 | A2 <y 2te(| H|p)A~
i=1 A>0

Choosing A = > \f -, we find from combining (S50) with (S5I)

1@~ Rool <4 (24 aw( iy + ot

To see (S4T), we use that for the basis expansion A} (p) = 37, A\ (s) [@n(5)Xon(s)]

t

IR~ K (o)1 = s T (&) - RD)(S)0) = sup | -me (K], (RI(5))p) ds

- sup ] (f An(5) (on () Ra(8) (@ — B)pu(s))

IS1=

n:

+ (G = G pn(8)[As(S)(G = C")pn(s))
leN

leN

<ty (IL?Lz — (L)LY + Lo = L (| Ll + LG I))-

+ 35 (UE = EDen()IRe () Lign(s)) + Ehipn () Ra()(Ti = Lon(s)) )ds
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(S50)

(S51)

(S52)

O

Remark 5. The relative boundedness condition (S46) ensures that the Lindblad operators L, do not induce very
fast transitions from low-energy subspaces of the Hamiltonian. If that were the case, then it would be possible to
discriminate the unitary evolution from the open-system dynamics even at very short evolution times by simply

preparing the ground state of H and then testing whether the evolved system is still in the same state.

We continue by giving some applications of Theorem [Bl Since the following example depends on the precise ratio

of masses we include physical examples in the following example:
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Example 3 (Linear quantum Boltzmann equation @, ]) Consider a particle with mass parameter M and a
closed quantum system described by the Hamiltonian Hy = —%A + V. The linear quantum Boltzmann equation
describes the motion of this particle in the presence of an additional ideal gas of particles with mass m distributed as
16(p) = e P75 where ps = \/2m/B.

In addition, we assume here the Born approximation of scattering theory @] Let myea = mM/(m + M) be the
reduced mass and ng,s the density of gas particles. We assume that the scattering potential between the gas particles
and the single particle is of short-range and smooth such that V' is a Schwartz function. The scattering amplitude is
then f(p) = —g=4F (V)(p/h), where & denotes the Fourier transform.

The ideal gas causes both an energy shift Hyer = 7277712%3?( £(0)) such that the full Hamiltonian reads H =
Hy + Hper and also leads to an additional dissipative part @]ﬂ Using the standard momentum operator P = —ihV,,
we can then introduce operators

2
i (1+ 2y |k + 2 (P|k)
LPK) = 44/ B T by exp ﬁ< ol a ) . (953)

2T Mired |K| 16m |k|?

The linear quantum Boltzmann equation describing the evolution of the particle state p is then

%p(t) = —i[H, p(t)] + Lg <ei<k|f>L(P, k)pL(P, k)fe~ k> %{p,L(P,k)TL(P, k)}) dk.

The perturbation H,e, and due to
f | L(P, k) L(P, k)| dk < o0,
|R3

the dissipative part are both bounded such that the dynamics of the linear quantum Boltzmann equation can be
easily compared to the asymptotics of the closed system governed by the equation % p(t) = —i[Hy, p(t)]. Since the
dissipative part is bounded, Theorem [Blimplies that the difference between the open quantum dynamics and the closed
quantum dynamics described by the Hamiltonian Hy is O(t).

Example 4 (Damped and pumped harmonic oscillator @]) The closed-system dynamics shall just be described
by a rescaled number operator H = (a'a for some ¢ > 0. We then consider in addition damping V' (p) := wapaJr
and pumping W(p) = VTGTPG operators with transition rates 7,7, > 0. The physical processes of damping and
pumping the system can then be described by Lindblad operators L, := ,/7ja and Ly := \/TTaT. The operator

K = —% (LIL |+ L?LT) is then dissipative and self-adjoint, such that Theorem [l applies, if the transition rates are

assumed to be sufficiently small. Theorem [ implies that the difference between the open quantum dynamics and the
closed quantum dynamics described by the Hamiltonian H is O(v/t + t).

Next, we study the evolution of quantum particles under Brownian motion which is obtained as the diffusive limit
of the quantum Boltzmann equation, cf. @, Section 5).

Example 5 (Quantum Brownian motion [67, 68]). We take as a Hamiltonian H = — dd:2 + 22 the harmonic oscillator
and consider as Lindblad operators modified creation and annihilation operators L; = v;x + 3; % for ;4,85 € C. The
dynamics of a particle undergoing a quantum Brownian motion is then described by the following Lindblad equation

Ovp = —i[H, p] +1i(\/2) ([p, {z, p}] — [, {p, p}]) — Dppl, [z, p]] = Daz[p, [p; p]]

§ Daylp. 1] + Dyale [p, 1] (554)

_ mlP+el?
2

2 2 T T
with diffusion parameters D, , Dpp = 1Bil 41821 ’;%I v Dap = Dpy = 73‘%771&;7252, and A\ =S (7{[31 + 7;[32) .

The auxiliary operator K = fé 2521 L;Lj is then relatively H-bounded and, assuming parameters ~;, 8; are suffi-
ciently small, the operator G = iH — K is the generator of a contraction semigroup on Dom(H). As in the previous
example, TheoremBlimplies that the difference between the open quantum dynamics and the closed quantum dynamics
described by the Hamiltonian H is O(y/t + t).
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Example 6 (Quantum optics / Jaynes-Cummings model @]) Quantum systems that couple a harmonic oscillator
to another two-level systems are common toy examples in quantum optics and often referred to as Jaynes-Cummings
models. One example of a Jaynes-Cummings model is the coupling of a two-state ion to a harmonic trap with trapping
strength v > 0. In addition, for detuning parameter A and Rabi frequency €2, the Lindblad equation with Hamiltonian

A Q0
H = Icava'a + 50" 5 (04 +0_)sin (n(a +a')),

where 7 is the Lamb-Dicke parameter, and with Lindblad operators L = v/To_, LT = v/To, has been introduced in
@] for this model. The parameter I' models the decay rate of the excited state of the ion. The underlying Hilbert
space can therefore be taken as ¢2(N)® C? and as the Lindblad operators are just bounded operators, all conditions of
Theorem[Blare trivially satisfied. The boundedness of the Lindblad operators implies therefore that by Theorem [l that
the difference between the open quantum dynamics and the closed quantum dynamics described by the Hamiltonian
H is O(t).

In greater generality, various models of quantum optics can be cast in the following form @] As the Hamiltonian
part H we take for matrices h; € cM»xM

N
H = (hj [ J(al) (ax)™ +H. a.)
k=1

on a Hilbert space Z = (2(N)®N ® CM; (In the above, H.a. stands for "Hermitian adjoint’). The Lindblad operators
are also rescaled creation and annihilation operators of the form L, = Agay or Ly = )\kaL, i.e. aj is the annihilation
operator acting on the k-th factor of the tensor product £2(N)®Y and \; > 0 is assumed to be a positive semi-definite
matrix on CM.

To conclude, operators —%LLL;C are self-adjoint and dissipative and thus for a large class of Hamiltonians H the

asymptotics of Theorem [is applicable and yields a O(+/t +t) estimate on the difference between the open and closed
system quantum dynamics described by H, only.

IV. ENERGY-CONSTRAINED DISCRIMINATION OF GAUSSIAN UNITARY CHANNELS

Throughout this section, we will bound the EC diamond norm distance between two Gaussian unitary channels,
with the energy being computed with respect to the total photon number Hamiltonian N of (SG]).

A. Displacement unitaries

Here, the main off-the-shelf result that we will use to deduce our upper bounds has been found by Pfeifer HE] An
important consequence can be phrased in our language as follows.
Theorem S6. For a self-adjoint operator K on a Hilbert space H, let Ui(-) = e~ ()™ be the corresponding
channel unitary group. Let H be a Hamiltonian that satisfies K?> < vH + §I for some constants v,6 € R. Then, for
all t,t' € R and for all E > 0 it holds that

% 1% ~ %] 2% < sin (min {|¢ — ¢|\7ET 5, 2}) (S55)

Proof. Thanks to Theorem[I} we need only to compute inf ) gy <p ‘<1/J|ei(t*t/)K |1/1>‘ Thanks to a result by Pfeifer [47,
Eq. (3b)], for all states |¢) and s € R it holds that

|<w|ei5K|z/1>| > cos (min{|s| Ay K, g}) ,

where Ay K = \/(1/)|K2|1/)> — (| K |9)? is the standard deviation of K on |¢). By hypothesis, however,

Ay K < UKy < /v QH[W) + 6.
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Therefore,
(e’ t)K|1/J>’ > cos (mln{|t7t’|\/»yE7+ })

Plugging this into () proves the claim. O

<¢\H|¢><E

In what follows, for z € R?™ we denote with
D.() = 2(2)()2(2)' (S56)

the ‘displacement channel’ corresponding to the displacement unitary operator PD(z) := e 25 ()i Jefined in (D).
Our purpose here is that of estimating the EC diamond norm distance between displacement channels with respect
to the total photon number Hamiltonian (S@l). To this end, let us introduce the notion of squeezing operator. For a
squeezing vector r € R™, set

)
S(r) := exp lg er(xjpj +pjxj)1 =S(=n)'. (S57)
J
The action of S(r) on the canonical operators can be written as
S(r)'w;S(r) = e "ay,  S(r)p;S(r) = ep; . (S58)

The squeezed vacuum states are given by

65 = 5()10) = ®( N tanh<rj>"|2n>). (s59)

They satisfy
<Cr|x§|gr> = e ) <Cr |p§|Cr> = e (S60)

Before we establish our bounds on the EC diamond norm distance between displacement channels, we need a couple
of lemmata.

Lemma S7. Let o, B € R be real coefficients. Then the inequality o (# - %) + BI = p? between operators acting
on Hi = L?(R) holds if and only if a > 2 and 23 = a — r/a(a — 2). The same is true if one exchanges p and x.

Proof. First of all, evaluating both sides on a highly squeezed state |(.), where R 3 7 — o0, and using (S60), yields
the necessary condition § > 1. Therefore, from now on we assume that o > 2. We can transform the inequality into

an equivalent form by conjugating by the squeezing operator S(rg), where ro := + 71n ( ) We obtain that

0< (5 1) S00)'pS(r0) + 5 S(ro)'a*S(ro) + (8- 5) 1

= (5 1) (500)'pS(0)* + 5 (S(ro)'aS(r0))” + (8- 5) 1
(5ot e (g
ala—2) (2 +p®) + ([37%)]

The positivity of the operator on the last line is thus equivalent to the condition that %«/a(a —2)+B8—5 =0. The
proof with x and p exchanged is totally analogous. [l

Incidentally, one can immediately deduce the following corollary.

Corollary S8. For all E = 0 it holds that

swp ) = 5 (VB4 VETT) (S61)

(Plataly)<E

where the supremum is over all normalised states |y € Hq whose mean photon number does not exceed E.
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2

Proof. Thanks to Lemma [S7 and remembering that afa = 12% — %, we see that

wp W) < i {aE Lo lm} - L (WE+vET1)

(platalp)<E 2 2

To show that this bound is tight, it suffices to verify that it is achieved for [¢) = |¢.), withr = In (VE + VE +1). O

We are now ready to prove the following.

Proposition S9. For z,w € R*™, let D,, D,, denote the displacement channels defined by (S56). Then for all E = 0
we have that

2 1 1
\/1 _ o (VEVEFI) ful? S ID- = Dy < sin <min {ﬁ Iz — w] (\/E +VE + 1) , g}) . S
where N is the total photon number Hamiltonian of (S8). In particular, for |z —w| — 0 we have that

1D =Dy = |z —w| (VE+ VE+1) +0 <((\/E +VEFT) |z - w|)2> . (562)

oy
L

Proof. Thanks to Theorem [I] we have that

1
2

1
SID =D F = s A1 (WD) D))

WINYHY<E

= sup \/1— K| D (2 — w)|y)|?
GINYHY<E

_ . .

- \/1 P S Ol

where in the last line we set v := z — w. We can simplify the above expression by performing a passive Gaussian
unitary on [¢). Since passive Gaussian unitaries commute with N, doing this does not affect the energy constraint,
and amounts to a transformation v — Ku, where K € SOg,,(R)[)Spy,,(R) is an orthogonal symplectic matrix.
Since this action is well-known to be transitive (see e.g. @, Lemma 13]), we will henceforth assume without loss of
generality that u = (0, |ul|,0,...,0)7, i.e. that D(u) = e *IulP1,

To upper bound inf y|yjyy<p |<¢|e—iHUHP1|¢>|2, start by taking as ansatz the squeezed state |¢)) = |(.), where
r = (r1,0,...,0) € R™, and sinh*(r1) = {((|N|(,) = B, that is, 7, = In (VE + VE + 1). We obtain that

. illulpy |2 —illullpy o |
<¢|1\1/?1E>SE‘<¢|6 ' W’ < [KGrle |<T>’
— <0|S’(T)Te_iH“Hp1S(r)|0>‘2

_ lvote=ilel s 86 oy
{Ole |0)

- <0|efz'uuueﬁp1|0>‘2

— bl

— o~ s (VE+VEFT)Jul®

This proves the lower bound on 3 |D, — DwHiV’E in ([S9).
To prove the upper bound, we use Theorem [S6in conjunction with our Lemma[S7 Setting K = |u|p; and H = N,
Lemma [ST] guarantees that K2 < vH + § holds with v = |Ju|?a and § = @ (a —ala— 2)) for all a > 2. Hence,
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by (S33)

1 1
5 D= = D[ < inf sin (min{|z - w|\/aE + % - 5Val@-2), g})

— gin (min{|zw| ir;fQ\/aEJr % - % ala - 2), g})
— sin <min{% Iz —wl (VE+VE+1), g}) .

This proves the upper bound in (§9). O

B. Symplectic unitaries

Now, let us turn our attention to the other important class of Gaussian unitary channels, namely symplectic
unitaries. First, we use the well-known polar decomposition of symplectic matrices (see m, , @])

Lemma S10. for any S € Sp,,,(R), there exists a positive symplectic matriz P € Sp,,,(R), as well as an orthogonal
symplectic matriz O, such that

S = PO.
Moreover, both O and P belong to exp(sps,, (R)), where sp,,, (R) denotes the symplectic Lie algebra.

The above lemma will be combined with the following corollary of Theorem Bl in order to derive a bound on the
energy constrained diamond norm difference between two symplectic unitaries:

Corollary S11. For any S € exp(sp,,,(R)), it holds that

%s — i |F < 24/ (V6 + V10 + 5v2m) | In(S) |5 (B + 1),
Proof. Thanks to Theorem [ applied with Hy = N, we see that for any quadratic Hamiltonian of the form
H = ij (Xjka;ak + Yjrajar + Ykaa;aL) with X = XT, the energy constrained diamond norm between the uni-

tary conjugation Zx y (.) :== e () (i.e. for t = 1) and the identity superoperator id (i.e. for H' = 0) is upper
bounded as follows:

|%xy —id [P <2v2 \/a E+ 3 (S63)
where a and . Here, we recall that the constants o and 8 have to satisfy

WIH|l) < a Ny + B[]

Let us first show the stronger relative N-boundedness of H by a slight adaptation of the calculations in the proof of
Corollary @t for all ¢y € Dom(N),

IH )| <102, | X5 lafar |y 2+ Yl | (| X5 lagar )2+ | > lafal )2

j,k=1 j,k=1 Jk=1

(m —1)2 ((2m+ 1)2
2

3 3 5 3
< 1 Xl SN2 + = 91 ) + 1Yl ( INI2 + +om?)|[[WIF)" (364)

1 1
< 75 (VBIX T + VEIV ) INW)L + 5 ((m = 1) 1X T+ (m + 1)1Y o) 1)1
= a||N|P)| + b || .

Now the N-boundedness derived in ([S64)) implies the relative form-boundedness of H with respect to N ﬂ@, Theo-
rem X.18]: for all 4 > 0 and any |¢)) € Dom(XN),

1
2

WIH) < (a+ g) WINTE) + (pa + ) HJ)
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Choosing 1 = 1, we can therefore take o = 8 = a + b in (S63)), so that

|“xy —id |YF < 2v24/(a + b)(E +1). (S65)

Next, let us call s the element in sp,,,(R) such that S = exp(s), and let xy = %s. We introduce a basis
{Bab}a,befzm) Of 599, (R) [86]: for any i, j € [m]:

Biji=—Eitmj— Ejtmi (i <J), Bitmj+m = Eijim + Ejivm (i <J);  Bijm = —Eitmjrm + Eji,

)

where Eq p := |a){b|. A simple counting argument shows that the number of such generators is equal to the dimension
m(2m + 1) of sp,,, (R). Next, normalizing the above matrices, we end up with the orthonormal basis: B; ; := Bi;i/V?2

and BH—m J+m = Bivm j+m/\/7 2 fori < j, Bi,i = Xi,i/2 and Bi+m,i+m = i+m,i+m/27 and Bi,j-ﬁ-m = Bi,j-ﬁ-m/\/i for
all 4, j € [m]. Therefore, the element s € sp,,, (R) can be written as

. - . . R. . . D 2 _ 2 2 2
5= E Si,j Bij + Sitm,j+mBitm j+m + § Sij+m Bijtm, = Islz = St Sitmj+m T E Sij+m o
i1<J 4,7 I1<J %,

where the coeflicients s, take real-valued. Now, the following expressions for the representations B  of the basis
elements B, ; in terms of the creation and annihilation operators can be found in @ here we chose a slightly different

normalisation, B, = ’LX((lg in the notations of @ :

1
Bij=§(aTaJ+aTal+5UI+a aT-f—az )

)

. i

Bism, jtm = 5 (aTaJ + aTaZ + 6551 — aja} alaJ)
- 1

Bijtm = 5( —ala; + aTaJr — a;a;) .

Thus, the element s € spy,, (R) is represented on L?(R™) by

. 1 5
s = \f Z Si .J 1 N + 51+m Jj+m Bz+m J+m + = Z 51 7 B’L 7 + Sz+m 1+mBz+m i+m + — 2 Z 5i,j+mBi,j+m

i<j
~ Z.ZXM a;a; +Y;;a;a; + }/ZT]CLZ a; = =iH,
4,J
for some complex coefficients X; ; = X JT = and Y; ;, where the symbol =~ in the last line means up to irrelevant

constant terms. Comparing the two above expressions for §, we find the correspondence:

1 1 1 1
Xij = = (8i,j + Sitm,j+m)i<j + == (84, + Sjm,i+m)0j<i + 5 (Si,i T Sitm,i+m)0ij + =—=(8ji4m — Sij+m),
¥ 2\/5( ¥ +m,j+ ) <J 2\/5(37 Jtm,it )J< 2( ) +m,it ) ¥ 2\/5( Jstt »J+ )

1 1 v
Y= ﬁ(s” = Sitm,j+m)0icj + 2\/—(83‘,1' = Sjmiitm)Oj<i + 7(Sii = Sitm,i+m)0ij — W R

An easy calculation allows us to conclude that | X |2, Y]]z < |s|2. This together with the bound (S68) allows us to
conclude that

[%xy — TP < 24/ (VB + V10 + 5v3m) [s]2 (B + 1),

The result follows since the unitary conjugation #x,y is by definition the unitary representation of the symplectic
transformation S. O

Theorem S12. Let m € N and E = 0. Then, for any S, S’ € Sp,,,(R),

s — 512 < 2] (V6 + V10 +532m) (B 1) (g + VRIS ST ) VIS TS Tl

1SH
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Proof. First, by the unitary invariance of the trace distance, we have that
|%s — %s/| 37 = |51 0 Us —1d [P = |%sy-15 —id |77,

where the last identity comes from the group homomorphism property of S%s. Next, since (S)'~1S € Sp,,,(R), we
have from Lemma [S10 the existence of O, P € exp(sp,,,(R)), O being an orthogonal matrix and P being a positive
matrix, such that S = PO. Therefore

|%s — Us/|F = |%po —id |F
= |%poUo —id |)F
< |(%p —id) o Uo| P + |Uo —id | P
= [%p —id | + | %0 —id |37,

where the last line stands from the fact that %o is a passive unitary transformation, so that for any initial finite
energy state p € D(H), Tr[N%o(p)] = Tr[Np]. Using Lemma [SI0 together with Corollary [S11] we have that

[%p —id|"F < 24/ (V6 + VIO + 5v2m) [ In(P)[z (E + 1)
%o —id |NVF < 2\/(\/6+ V10 + 5v2m) | In(0) |2 (E + 1) .

Now, since P is a positive symplectic matrix, its eigenvalues come in pairs of positive numbers (z;, zj_l), say for z; > 1.
Therefore we have by functional calculus that

(P[5 = (In(z)? +In(z;1)?) =23 In(=)® <23 (2 — 1) < D (57 = 1) + 25 (1 = 27)%) < |P%| P~ 13
J J J J

so that [In(P)|y < | Plleo|P — 1]l2. As for O, it is a standard exercise to relate | In(O)[z to O — I]s (see e.g. [8,

Exercise B.5]):

7T
In(0)l2 < 310 — 1.

Putting both bounds together, we have found that

|%s — s |F < 20] (V6 + VIO +5v8m) (B +1) (/510 ~ T + v/TPTos [P~ 12)
<2/ (VB + VIO + 5v2m) (B + 1) ( Ty + VIO 51) VIG5 =11,

where we used the continuity bounds for polar decompositions @, Corollary VIL.5.6 and Theorem VIL.5.1], together
with | P = [|(S") 715 in the last line above. O

V. A SOLOVAY-KITAEV THEOREM FOR SYMPLECTIC UNITARIES

A. The standard Solovay—Kitaev theorem

Given a unitary operation U, determining how short a concatenation of base gates is required to approximate U
is a fundamental problem in quantum computation with practical relevance in the construction of efficient quantum
processors. The celebrated Solovay—Kitaev theorem ﬂﬂ, |3_1|] provides an answer to this question by exhibiting an
efficient algorithm for quantum compiling (see also the following non-exhaustive list ﬂﬁ, @—@] of more modern
treatments, generalizations and refinements):

Theorem S13 (Solovay—Kitaev). For any Uy, ...,U, € SU(d) such that the group {Uy,...,Uy) they generate is dense
in SU(d), there exists a constant C and a procedure for approximating any U € SU(d) to a precision € > 0 with a
string of Uy, ..., Uy, and their inverses of length no greater than Clog®(1/e), where ¢ ~ 4 and C is independent of U
and e. This procedure can be implemented in a time polynomial in log(1/e).

The Solovay—Kitaev Theorem has the following important corollary @, Corollary 8].

Corollary S14. For any family of universal gates, there exists a constant C' such that any quantum circuit with ¢
arbitrary gates can be constructed from fewer than C¢log®(£)log(1/0) universal gates with probability of error at most

J.
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B. A Gaussian Solovay—Kitaev theorem

The proof of the Solovay—Kitaev theorem consists of an iterative procedure for the construction of e-nets over
the set SU(d) around the identity. It relies on the approximation of SU(d) by its Lie algebra and for this reason is
generalisable to any compact semi-simple Lie group. An extension to the case of a non-compact Lie group G whose
Lie algebra g is perfect (that is, g = [g, g]) was provided by [96]. Fortunately, the symplectic group Spy,, (R) belongs
to this class. However, the distance used in order to measure the approximation in @] is a Riemannian left-invariant
distance on the group G (see also M) whose physical interpretation (for instance in terms of the maximal
amount squeezing allowed) is not obvious at first glance. Here, we propose to extend the Solovay—Kitaev theorem to
the setting where one wants to approximate a quantum circuit made out of m-mode Gaussian unitary gates. Our

main theorem is the following: we recall that the number operator is defined as N := ZT:I a;[aj.

Theorem [6l Let m e N, r > 0, E > 0 and define Sp5,,(R) to be the set of all symplectic transformations S such that
|S —I||sx < r. Then, there exists a constant C' = C(r) < (2 +r)(47r% + 104r + 156) such that given 0 < g9 < C(r)~?,
any co-net A, of elements in Sp5 (R) of size |#z,| < (3r/eo)*™" is such that for any symplectic transformation

S € Spy,,(R) and every 0 < §, there exists a finite sequence S’ of poly(log §~!) elements from ./, and their inverses,
which can be found in time poly(log §~!) such that

|%s — Us/ | NE < 2\/\/%@@ V10 + 5\/§m) (E+1) <ﬁ+ V2 + 1)) Vi +1)3.

Remark 6. Notice the slight difference with the formulation in the main article, where é\f)gm(ﬂ?) was taken as the set

of symplectic transformations S such that ||S|s < 7. This is due to the fact that, while %;m([R) is physically better
motivated since it corresponds to the maximum amount of squeezing generated by S, the proof relies on a refined
estimation of the distance |S — I|s from the identity map. Also, observe that the above version of Theorem [d is
slightly more general than that in the main text, as it is formulated by means of nets instead of generating sets. To
see this, let us assume e, < g9 — v, v > 0, are fixed. Then a generating set can approximate any ej,-net to accuracy
~ with constant depth (depending on m), leading to an eo-net /., of size less than (3r/e))*™". Since ¢ is fixed,
the efficiency of this operation is neglected as compared to the precision ¢ in our analysis. The result of Theorem
follows directly from the proof of the above theorem adapted to the net /., .

Before delving into the proof of Theorem[fl we want to dwell on the problem of establishing easily verifiable sufficient
conditions in order for a set of symplectic matrices to generate a dense subgroup of Sp,,,(R). We prove the following.

Lemma S15. Let # = {Kq,..., K, } < Spy,, (R) nSO2,,(R) be a finite set of orthogonal symplectic matrices. Assume
that the subgroup (K they generate is dense in Spy,,(R) N SOamn(R). Then, for any symplectic matriz S that is not
orthogonal, the subgroup & := (K U {S}) is dense in the whole Sp,,, (R).

Remark 7. It is well known @] that orthogonal symplectic matrices of size 2m form a group that is isomorphic to
the unitary group of size m, in formula Sp,,, (R) " SO2;,,(R) ~ U,,(C). Therefore, the problem of determining whether
(X is dense in Spsy,, (R) N SO2., (R) is entirely equivalent to that of deciding whether a finite set of unitary matrices
generates a dense subgroup of U,,(C). Curiously, this is the exact same situation encountered in the context of the
standard Solovay—Kitaev Theorem

Proof of Lemma[S813 Throughout the proof, we will make repeated use of the Euler decomposition theorem for
the symplectic group @] It guarantees that any symplectic T' can be decomposed as T = PAQ, where P,Q €

SP2m (R) N SO2,(R) and A = @, (%J Hgl), with p; > 1 for all j. Note that {u;}, = sv(T) n [1,0), where sv
denotes the set of singular values, and that 5 > 1 for some j if and only if 7" is not orthogonal.

Now, let € denote the closure of €. Observe that € is closed under products and contains SO2,,(R). Thanks to
this and to the Euler decomposition theorem, it suffices to show that for every set of numbers p1, ..., tm = 1 there
exists T' € € such that sv(T) N [1,00) = {y;},. To construct such T start by setting S’ := (SC)™ 19, where C is the
symplectic orthogonal matrix that permutes the modes cyclically, i.e. Cpy = 1 if p = ¢+ 2 (mod 2m), and Cpy = 0
otherwise. It is not difficult to verify that sv(S’) n [1,00) is made of one element only, namely A := A; ...\, with
multiplicity m. Since S is not orthogonal, there exists jo such that \j, > 1, and hence also A > 1. Note that S’ € <,
and hence also D%m € €, where D) := (3 Agl) . Now, pick an integer n such that A" > max; p1;. Let the rotation

matrix of angle 6 be denoted by R(6) := (€8 = sinf) For angles 6; € [0,7/2] to be determined, set

sinf cos@

my\n my 7 A" cosf;  —sind;
T = (DP™) ((‘DJ R(ej)) (DSm)" = @ ( sin 0 ’ AT COSJGJ‘) '
J
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Note that T € €. The singular values of the above 2 x 2 blocks can be computed explicitly. For the j* block, they
take the form {n(\*",0;), n(\*",0;)~'}, where

0k, 0) = 7/l 0) + /SO, 07 — 1,

C(5.0) = kY41

Ew cos®(0) + sin®(0) .

Clearly, n(\?",0) is a continuous function of 6 € [0,7/2]. Since n(A\?",0) = A*" > pu; and n(A\*",7/2) = 1 < uj,
we can find angles 6; € [0,7/2] satisfying 7(\2",0,) = pu; for all j. Therefore, we constructed T € & such that
sv(T) n [1,00) = {p;};. Since the numbers g1,..., 1, > 1 were arbitrary, this implies that € = Sp,,,(R), as
claimed. O

C. The proof

The proof of Theorem [6l is an adaptation of an argument by Aharonov et al. @, Theorem 7.6], which applies to
the case of the group Sp,,,(R). We will leverage the estimates derived in Theorem Thanks to these bounds, we
can directly see that Theorem [f] can be reduced to a result on approximations of symplectic matrices.

Proposition S16. With the notations of Theorem[8, the sequence S’ satisfies
HS - S,Hoo <9.
By Before proving Proposition [S16 we show how it implies Theorem

Reduction of Theorem [@ to Proposition [S16. By the bound found in Theorem [S12] we have that

+V/21(8) 7S] ) VI(S) 1S = T

™
1S +1

< 2/ Vam(V6 + V0 + 5v2m) (B + 1) (VA + V2(r + 1) Vi + 1V[S — 570,

% — s |2F < 20] (VB +VI0 +5v2m) (B + 1) W 1S

which is precisely the bound stated in Theorem [l

Hence, we have reduced the problem to that of proving Proposition[S16l Notice that from now on, the problem has
become finite dimensional. As in the original proof of the Solovay-Kitaev theorem, our strategy reduces to finding
approximations of elements S € Spfm([R). First of all, we need a rough estimate on the cardinality of an e-net for this
set.

Lemma S17. Let r > 0. Then, for any 0 < e <, there exists an e-net Nz for (Sps,,(R),d), where we recall that

SPhm(R) = {S € 8Py (R), |8 — oo <7},

4am?

such that |Nz] < (38—T>

Proof. Let #. < Sph,,(R) be a maximal set such that |S — S|, = ¢ for all S # S’ € M. (such a set always exists
by application of Zorn’s lemma). Moreover, /; is an e-net: indeed assume that there exists S € Sps, (R) such that
S — 5o = € for all §" € #. Then {S}|J - is a set that strictly contains /; and satisfies the assumption of an
e-set. But this contradicts the maximality of /.. Next, for any S € Sps,,,(R) and § > 0, we denote the closed ball
around S of radius J as:

B5(S) = {T € $p5,,(R) : |T — S)ox < 8}

By definition of an e-net, the elements of {3, /2(S)}ser. are pairwise disjoint. Therefore,

o 1(Bepa(9) = n( | Ber2(9))

SeNe SeN
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where i denotes the Lebesgue measure on My, (R) = RZ™ m)® Next, for any T € Uses. B B2(S), there exists Sy € .
such that

€ 3r
s tr s —,

IT = Ileo < T = Sl + |57 — I < 5

()

so that (Jge . B /Q(S) < B (I). Therefore, by invariance of the Lebesgue measure under translations:

(el 1 (Bepa(D) = D) 1(Bepa(S)) < (B (9)) -
SeNe

3r
2

3r
2

The result follows after using the well-known expression
7T2m2 T,4m2

1(Br(I)) = “am

for the volume of a hyperball on R4, O

As in the proof of the original result by Solovay and Kitaev, this basic first estimate turns out to be sub-optimal
around the identity. As expected, a slight adaptation of the treatment of the finite dimensional unitary case (see e.g.
%]) carries through almost without any difficulty. In fact, the treatment of the special linear group carried out in

| extends almost without any change to the present symplectic setting. However, we recall the argument in @] in
order to provide explicit estimates.

We begin by proving a bunch of technical lemmata. The first one is a direct extension of a result by Aharonov et
al. [99, Lemma B.1]:

Lemma S18. Let S = OP be the polar decomposition of S € Sp,,,(R). Then for all e > 0,
[S—Ilwo<e = [O—1I|on,|P—1I|e<3e

Proof. This follows directly from classical results by Bhatia @, Theorem VIL.5.1 and Exercise VIL.5.3] together with
the fact that |S™1[o = | S|e for S € Spy,, (R). O

We recall that given two elements S, S’ in Sp,,,(R), their group commutator is defined as [S, S'] := SS’S~15"~1L.
The next lemma is adapted from a result by Aharonov et al. @ Section B.5].

Lemma S19. Let € € [0,1], and let O € SOq(R) ﬂszm( ) be such that |O — I|s < e. Then there exist two
matrices OV, 0 € Sp,, (R) such that [OW) —I|4, [0 — 1|y < 2/ and |O — [[0(1),0(2)]]Hoo <832

Proof. Since O € SOa,,(R), there exists an orthogonal transformation K € Sps,,(R)[]SO2,(R) and parameters
0:=(6y,...,00m) € [—m, 7™ such that O = KD(0) KT [34, Appendix B and Section 5.1.2.1], where

N[ cosB; sin;\ K
Do) = 6:) (— sin 0; cos6‘j> o @DJ'
j=1 Jj=1

Therefore, we can reduce the problem to that of approximating D(6) by unitary invariance and the fact that K is
symplectic. In each block j, the matrix D; can be diagonalized as

Now, since for each j it holds that 2 |sin (0;/2)| = |D; — Il < |D(0) — I|x < €, we have that [|Hj|e = |0;] <
2arcsin(1/2) e. Next, define the Hermitian matrices

e (01 e (01
Fy=i 5(10)’ G = 5(10)'

One can easily check that [F;,G,] = iH; and that |Fj|«, |Gjle = q/% yaresin(1/2) e =: ¢; 4/e. Next, define

0, = O’ = % we also have that

. . 3
10; = I, |0 = oo < eVF =1 < 1VE eV < 1€ VE < 5\/g (566)
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Now, denoting the group commutator by [Si, So] := S1525; 'S5 " € Sps,, (R), we have that for any two matrices
A, B such that |A|s, B« <4, |el4P] - [[eA,eB]}HOO < 63 for a constant ca < 5. Therefore,

19
<SP < =2 (S67)

iHy _10. 0"
€ 105,031 10

We now construct the two matrices

oV =K|(@PVIO,V|KT, 0P =K|PV'O,V|KT.
j=1 j=1
First, observe that thanks to (§66) we have that [O®) — 1| ,|0® — 1| <3,/ Also, since

N G t A1, _ (cosh(a;) sinh(ay)
v OJV—< 0 eaj>’ V2OV = (sinh(ay) cosh(ay))

where o := y/%, and these clearly belong to Sp,(R), both O and O belong to Sp,,, (R). Finally,

Ho - [[0<1>,0<2>]}HOO - HD(H) _IKTOWK, KTOPK] HOO

= max |e'fi — [[O~J,O;]]
Jj=1,...m 0
19 4,
< — 9
10°
where the last estimate follows from (S67). This completes the proof. O

We proceed similarly on the positive part of Sp,,, (R):
Lemma S20. Let € € [0,1] and P € TI(m) := {S € Sp,,,(R) : ST =5,5 > 0} be such that |P — I||c < e. Then there
ezist two matrices P, P?) e Spy (R) such that |[PY) — IHOO,HP(Q) - IHOO < 1442 and ||[[PY, PO] — PHOO <

9 .3/2
g%,

Proof. Thanks to unitary invariance and to the existence of a Williamson decomposition of P @, Proposition 2.13], we
can assume without loss of generality we that P is a diagonal operator of the form P = diag(A1,1/A1,..., A, 1/Am)
for some parameters Aj,..., A, =1, with A\; — 1 < ¢ for all j.

Now, consider a block of the form diag(A;,1/);). It can be written as ei, where H; := diag(f;, —6;) is such that
e’ = )\j. We immediately deduce that 0 < 6; < In(1 +¢) < &. Next, we define the matrices

e (01 e (01
Fj= 5(10)’ Gj = E(l@)’

so that H; = [F},G,]. Note that |F|_ ,|G;] , =1/ % < 4/5. Exactly as in the proof of Lemma [ST9 one can verify

that P; := e’ and P} := e are in Spy(R), and that moreover

|Pj = TJoo, | P} = Too < eV9/% —1 < eV -1 <2722 e < 1444,

where for the second to last inequality we leveraged the elementary fact that eV — 1 < ye¥. As above, observing for
any two matrices A, B such that [ Ao, |B|s < 6, it holds that [el*5] — [e#, eP]| < 56%, we finally obtain that

9
H; _[p. —3/2 3/2 _ 2 _3/2
le [P, Pj]|,, <5-2 /2 3/ <55/.
The result follows after taking the direct sum all the blocks, indexed by 7 = 1,...,m. [l

The last Lemma is a quantitative version of Lemma B.2 in @]
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Lemma S21. Fiz € [0,1). Let€,d satisfy 0 +e < i, and let V, W, V., W be four matrices such that [V — f/HOO, W —
Wl <e and |V = I| g, |W = I||c < 8. Then,

-~ 16 — 12u + 4p? 7—9u+ 13p® — 3
V,w]-[V,W < ) . S68
VWl -, w1| Ty S e (S68)
For example, for = 1/5 we obtain that
Vw17, w] H < 270¢ + 142, (S69)
[ee]

Proof. We first start by denoting eA:=V —V and eB := W — W, so that |A]., |B|w < 1 by assumption. We start

by recording an elementary observation: if X is any matrix such that |[X —I|| , < p < 1, then X is invertible, and

moreover

HX — IHoo
1—p
1

1, < 2 571

|[x=t-1], < (S70)

To see why this is the case, first note that the eigenvalues of X are at a distance at most p from 1, hence none of
them can vanish. Then,

1 S S X -1
-1 _ _ _ _ -1 _ _ n _ n = “lleo
bt =, = - - -1 = S -xr| < R i-xi < 5.
In our case, this implies that all the operators V, W, V, W are invertible. Moreover,
_ _ - < 1
Voo 9 |7 1 < 7= (572)
_ _ 1
HV 171”00’ HW 171”00< ﬂ’ (573)
- < 0+
it e <22 £
Now, consider that
V3oVl eV AV = (V4 ed) ™t -Vl pevtav !
=(V+eA) (V- (V+ed) VI +eVtav?
= —e(V+eA) AVt yev-tay—!?
=c(V' = (V4+ed) AV
=V H((V+eAd) = V)(V +ed)tAav!
=V TTAWV +eAd)tAav!
—2y—tAv—tav L.
Then,
[v.w] -1V, W]
=VWwvaiwl —vwyviw!
—(V-V)WV W V(W — W)V + VW (f/fl - V*l) Wl vy (W*l - W*l)
(S75)

—c (Aﬁ/f/—lvif—1 F VBV Wl —vwylAv W — VWV—1V—1W—1BW—1>
+ &2 (VWV—lAV—lAV—lﬁ/—l n VWV—1W—1BW—1BW—1)

=cZy+¢e%7y ,
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where
Zy= A(WVTW 1) = (Vv AV A) + (VBYV T - B) - (VWY TV TIW T BT - B),
(S76)
Zy = VWV AV AV W+ VWV W' BW ' BW ! (S77)

We can now proceed to estimate the operator norm of the various terms in (S76) and (S77). To this end, we make
systematic use of the telescopic bound

T

u-xy [ x

=1 =1 ( I1 XjHXj) = ZHXrInm [T 1%L, . (879
k=1 \j=k+1 j=k . k=1 j=k+1 . j=k+1
Then, using (S72)-(S74) in conjunction with (S7g),
S i1 fo i1 ) 0+¢ d+e  3—p 2—pu
la(wvrw I>HOO<HWV W IHOO< TR e il s v tR R s R CI)
Also,
ywyStavwet - Al < vwvet - v i s vt -
o0
(ttpg, 88 1, 5 d+e
T\l-p lep 1-p) A=) A-p)? 1-p (S80)
_ 5—2u+ p? €
el pnc T

Continuing, we find that

[vav=twot =B < - |7 ]+ [pi ]
o ©
< 0 n 0+e +5+a
I CTET) R G R E R (S81)

3—pn 2—pn
- 5+
(T=p?  (I=p?
The norm of the last term in (S76) can be bounded as

€.

VWYY B Bl < W [V W VL W 1, Wyt ]

(1+p)? 6 5(1+ p) § § )
SU—pPi—p 0—w? "0-p Ta-p T (882)
_572u+,u 5.

FE=mE

Putting together (S79)-(582), we obtain that

16— 120+ 442 .~ 5—3p
1Z1]., < 5+ €. (S83)
N Cn A (R
We now proceed to upper bound the operator norm of the matrix Zy defined by (S77). This is simply done by
combining (S§72) with the triangle inequality. One obtains that

|Za1., )

< HVWV*A(/*AV*W*H + HVWV*W*BVV*BW*H
o0
< VI Wl [V, |77

2
- 2(1+ u)4
(1—p)
Plugging (S83) and (S84) into (STH) yields the claim (SG8)). O

WL, (ssa)

VL W i [V [ [
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We are now ready to prove Proposition [SI6l

Proof of Proposition[S16. The proof follows from a direct extension of the standard Solovay-Kitaev algorithm. The
latter is based on a recursive routine SK(.S, n) indexed by an integer n € N that receives the transformation S € Sp5,,, (R)
and returns a product S,, of symplectic matrices such that ||S,, — S|« < €, given some approximation constant &,
which we will determine. We first briefly describe the routine before analysing its efficiency. For n = 0, given some
€0 > 0 to be determined later, construct an ep-net 4z, as in Lemma [ST7] and return Sy to be the element in /%, such
that | S —So|w < 0. Next for n = 0 assume given a sequence S,, := SK( S, n) of symplectic matrices in Sp,,, (R) such
that |S,,— S| x < &,. In what follows, we describe how to get the (n+1)*® round of approximation S,, ;1 :=SK(S, n+1):
first of all set A,, := S5, 1. Next, let A,, := O, P,, with O,, € Sp,,,,(R)JSO2,»,(R) and P, € II(m), be the polar
decomposition of A,,. By Lemma the matrices O,, and P, satisty O, — I|e, [|Pn — I||c < 3e,. Moreover, by
Lemma 813 there exist symplectic operators O5”, 0% such that [0S — I|,, < 3 /En and HO [0, 0| <
1 e Similarly, by Lemma [S20] there exist symplectic matrices P, PV, P such that HP — I < 1.44,/, and
1P, — [P, PSP < 2e %2 Calling the routines SK(P”,n) and SK(OY’,n), we find e, approximations P\’
resp. O;"), of P, resp. of 0. Define A,, := [[O,(ll),(i(f)]] .[[]5,?), 157(12)]], and S,41 := A,S,. Let us now analyse the
efficiency of the method. First of all, we verify that S,y is indeed closer from S than S,,. This can be verified thanks
to Lemma

—~

21107, 0PIV, PPN oo
Moo

3

—~

|An = Aullo < |00 P = [0, OPT [PV, PP [ec + IO, O] [PV, P,
<00 = [0, 0P Noo | Palloo + 105", OPTeo | P — [PV, P,
+ 1[0, 0P 1.IPM, PPT - [0, O] [P, PP

S

1 19 3 3 19 2.9

< n) == €n SVeEn+ —en)zen
1+r)1+r+e )105 +(1+2\/€_+105 )55

+1[05), 02T =105, 0P T PV, PP ] o + 1057, O o TPV, PP = [PV, PP oo

2 3

<(1+T)(1+r+an)% e @+—an)§ : (S85)
+45¢2 (|\ﬂ0;1>,05,2>1]\|w+\|up<1 2>11\| )

3 19 3.9 3

<(1+7‘)(1+7‘+8n)ﬁ +(1+ \/a+ %)g%

3 3
+45e2 (1+ (1 +r) 1 +r+e,) + 5«/sn + 9455)
4 3 3
< &7 (47r% + 1047 + 156) =: &7 C(r).
In 1 we used the estimates recalled above, as well as the fact that

[Palloo = [Anllo = 1SS oo < (14118 = Tlao) 17 o

(l

= (L+[S = I]o)Snlleo
(L+[S=TIoo)X+ S = Lo + [[Sn = Sle0)
T+r)(1+r+en),

—

NN

where (a) follows from the fact that S, is symplectic. In 2 and 3 we used Lemma [S2]] with § = %Msn and ¢ = g,
which we assume to satisfy the condition %\/En + &, < 1/5. We now prove that ¢, can be chosen to be of the form

¢ (cgg) A" | for some constants ¢ = ¢(m,r), and that S,, is a product of 11" generators. The statement holds
trivially for n = 0. Next, assume that it is true for n and consider the (n + 1)*® case. Using the estimate (S85)), we
have that

1941 = Slloo = [Sn(An = An)lwo < (19 = Slloo + [1Sleo) 1AR — Anle
<(247)C(r) el

—
Q
=

< (2 +1)C0r) [c_l(cao)(3/2)n]%
2+7)C(r) e Pens,
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where (a) above simply follows from the induction hypothesis. Therefore, choosing ¢ = [(2 +7r)C (T)]2 and imposing
that egc < 1 gives the convergence result. Remark that in this case, the condition that &, + %\/a < 1/5 is satisfied
for all n. Finally, it can be easily checked by induction that for each n, S, is a product of 9™ symplectic matrices.
The proof follows after choosing § = ¢,, for n large enough. O



