arXiv:1511.05006v3 [cs.CC] 22 Jan 2021

An Extended Coding Theorem with Application to Quantum Complexities

Samuel Epstein^∗

February 5, 2021

Abstract

This paper introduces a new inequality in algorithmic information theory that can be seen as an extended coding theorem. This inequality has applications in new bounds between quantum complexity measures.

1 Introduction

In Epstein and Levin 2011, a new inequality in the field of algorithmic information theory was proven. For a finite set of natural numbers D, it was shown that the size of the smallest description of an element of D, min_{x∈D} K(x), is not much smaller than the negative logarithm of the algorithmic probability of the set, − log ∑ x∈D m(x). This inequality holds for non-exotic sets whose encoding has little mutual information with the halting sequence, I(D; H) = K(D) − K(D|H).

min_{x∈D} K(x) <^{log} − log ∑ x∈D m(x) + I(D; H).

Due to algorithmic conservation laws, there are no algorithmic means to produce sets with arbitrary high mutual information with the halting sequence. In this paper, we introduce an update on the above inequality, proving for non-exotic maps f between whole numbers with a finite domain, min_{x∈Dom(f)} K(x) + f(x) is close to the amount − log ∑ x∈Dom(f) m(x)2

−f(x). Exotic maps f have

encodings with high mutual information with the halting sequence, I(f; H), with min x∈Dom(f) K(x) + f(x) <^{log} − log ∑ x∈Dom(f) m(x)2^{−f(x)} + I(f; H).

The above inequality can be seen as an extended coding theorem. It has applications in proving tighter bounds between algorithmic quantum complexities. In particular, we show that for a nonexotic pure quantum state |ψ⟩, its Vitányi complexity, Hv, is smaller than its Gács complexity, Hg, with

Hv(|ψ⟩) <^{log} Hg(|ψ⟩) + I(|ψ⟩ : H)

∗JP Theory Group. samepst@jptheorygroup.org

The term I(|ψ⟩ : H) represents the amount of mutual information between two infinite sequences; one infinite sequence is the halting problem, the other infinite sequence is an infinite encoding of the quantum state |ψ⟩.

Finally this paper contains a section relating quantum Kolmogorov complexity and Gács entropy, resolving, in part, open issue (1) of Gács (2001).

2 Related Work

The study of Kolmogorov complexity originated from the work of [Kolmogorov 1965]. The canonical self-delimiting form of Kolmogorov complexity was introduced in [Levin 1974] and [Chaitin 1975]. The universal probability m was introduced in [Solomonoff 1964]. More information about the history of the concepts used in this paper can be found in the textbook [Li and Vitányi 2008]. The main theorem of this paper is an inequality that has the mutual information of a string with the halting sequence. More background on this term can be found in [Vereshchagin and Vitányi 2004b]. Lemma 4.1, uses the notion of stochasticity. A string is stochastic if it is typical of a simple probability distribution. Aspects involving stochastic objects were studied in [Shen 1983, 1999; V’Yugin 1987]. Stochasticity is one area of study in algortihmic statistics, which can be found in [Vereshchagin and Vitányi 2004a; Vereshchagin and Vitányi 2010; Vereshchagin 2013; Vereshchagin and Shen 2016].

3 Conventions

We use R, N, W , C , {0, 1}^∗, and {0, 1}^∞ to represent reals, natural numbers, whole numbers, complex numbers, finite strings, and infinite strings. Let X_{≥0} and X_{>0} be the sets of non-negative and of positive elements of X. The length of a string x∈{0, 1}^n is denoted by ‖x‖ = n. The removal of the last bit of a string is denoted by (p0^−)=(p1^−)=p, for p ∈ {0, 1}^∗. For the empty string ∅, (∅^−) is undefined. We use {0, 1}^{∗∞} to denote {0, 1}^∗∪{0, 1}^∞, the set of finite and infinite strings. The ith bit of a string x ∈ {0, 1}^{∗∞} is denoted by x[i]. The first n bits of a string x ∈ {0, 1}^{∗∞} is denoted by x[0..n]. The indicator function of a mathematical statement A is denoted by [A], where if A is true then [A] = 1, otherwise [A] = 0. The size of a finite set S is denoted to be |S|. As is typical of the field of algorithmic information theory, the theorems in this paper are relative to a fixed universal machine, and therefore their statements are only relative up to additive and logarithmic precision.

For positive real functions f the terms <^+f, >^+f, =^+f represent <f+O(1), >f−O(1), and =f±O(1), respectively. In addition^∗<f,^∗>f, and^∗= denote < f/O(1), > f/O(1) and = f ∗ /O(1), respectively. For nonnegative real function f, the terms <^{log}f, >^{log}f, =^{log}f represent the terms <f+O(log(f+1)), >f−O(log(f+1)), and =f±O(log(f+1)), respectively. A discrete measure is a nonnegative function Q : W → R_{≥0} over whole numbers. The support of a measure Q is the set of all elements a ∈ W that have positive measure, with Supp(Q) = {a : Q(a) > 0}. The mean of a function f : W → R by a measure Q is denoted by E_Q[f] = ∑ a∈W f(a)Q(a). We say measure Q is a semimeasure iff E_Q[1] ≤ 1. Furthermore, we say that measure Q is probability measure iff E_Q[1] = 1. The image of a measure Q with respect to a (partial) function f : W → W is defined to be (fQ)(x) = ∑ { Q(y) : f(y) = x, y ∈ W }. If Q is a semimeasure then fQ is also semimeasure (and analogously for probability measures and total functions).

3.1 Self Delimiting Codes

The prefix operator over two strings is denoted by ⊑, where for finite string x ∈ {0, 1}^∗ and arbitrary string y ∈ {0, 1}^{∗∞}, we say x ⊑ y iff there exists some z ∈ {0, 1}^{∗∞} such that xz = y. Furthermore, x ⊑ x for x ∈ {0, 1}^∞. When it is clear from the context, we will use whole numbers and other finite objects interchangeably with their binary representations. For example, each whole number n ∈ W can be associated with the (n + 1)th string of a length increasing lexicographical ordering {ξ_n}^∞_{n=1}, ξ_n ∈ {0, 1}^∗, with

(0, 0), (1, 1), (2, 00), (3, 01), (4, 10), (5, 11), (6, 000) . . .

Thus ξ_6 = 000. A prefix free set of of codes S ⊂ {0, 1}^∗ is a set of strings such that there does not exist two distinct strings x, y in S where one string is a prefix of the other, x ⊑ y. By the Kraft inequality, for such a prefix free set S of strings, ∑ x∈S 2^{−‖x‖} ≤ 1. We say such S is a self-delimiting code because there exists a method to determine where each code word x ∈ S ends without reading past its last symbol. One such code word is ⟨x⟩^′ = 1^{‖x‖}0x, where the decoding algorithm would first count the number of 1^′s before the first 0 to determine the length of x and then output the ‖x‖ remaining bits in the input, (corresponding to x). Thus ‖⟨x⟩^′‖ = 2‖x‖+1. For a finite string x, we use ⟨x⟩ ∈ {0, 1}^∗ to denote a more efficient self-delimiting code, with ⟨x⟩ = ⟨ξ_{‖x‖}⟩^′0x. For example, ⟨11111⟩ = 11011011111. Thus ‖⟨x⟩‖ ≤ ‖x‖+2⌈log ‖x‖⌉+2.

The encoding of a finite set {x_n}^m_{n=1} of strings (natural numbers) is defined to be ⟨{x_1, . . . , x_m}⟩ = ⟨m⟩⟨x_1⟩ . . . ⟨x_m⟩, and it is also denoted as ⟨x_1, . . . , x_m⟩. The encoding of a rational number r ∈ Q is defined to be ⟨r⟩ = ⟨p, q⟩ for reduced p/q = r. ⟨x, α⟩ = ⟨x⟩α for x ∈ {0, 1}^∗ and α ∈ {0, 1}^∞. For two infinite strings α, β ∈ {0, 1}^∞, their encoding is ⟨2⟩⟨α, β⟩ = α_1β_1α_2β_2α_3β_3 . . . . For sequences α, β, and γ, we have that ⟨α, β, γ⟩ = ⟨3⟩⟨⟨α, β⟩, γ⟩, and similarly for for n sequences. The encoding of a real r, ⟨r⟩, is the encoding of two infinite sequences of all rational number that are smaller and bigger than r, respectively. The terms Dom(F ) and Range(F ) denote the domain and range of a function F . If a function F from whole numbers to whole numbers has a finite domain, then its self delimiting code is denoted by ⟨F ⟩ = ⟨{(a, F (a)) : a ∈ Dom(F )}⟩. We call such functions, elementary maps. A (semi) measure Q : W → Q_{≥0} with a finite support and a range of nonnegative rational numbers is called a elementary (semi) measure, and its self delimiting code is denoted by ⟨Q⟩ = ⟨{⟨a, Q(a)⟩ : a ∈ Supp(Q)}⟩. Both elementary maps and measures admit a finite explicit descriptions.

3.2 Algorithms.

Our paper uses self-delimiting machines M which have four tapes: a main input tape, an auxiliary input tape, a work tape, and an output tape. The alphabet for all tapes is {0, 1, $}. We say that M computes the partial function T : {0, 1}^∗ × {0, 1}^{∗∞} → {0, 1}^∗, if whenever T_α(x) is defined, M outputs y = T_α(x) when given x ∈ {0, 1}^∗ and α ∈ {0, 1}^{∗∞} as input. More specifically,

1. M starts with all its heads in the leftmost square. The main input tape starts with x$^∞. The auxiliary tape is set to α if it is an infinite string, otherwise it starts with α$^∞. The work and output tape start with $^∞.

2. During its operation, M reads exactly ‖x‖ bits from the main input tape.

3. The output tape is y$^∞ when M halts.

When inputs x and α are not defined for T , we say T_α(x) =⊥ and the machine M does not perform the steps enumerated above. A partial function T is self delimiting, or prefix free, if there is a self delimiting machine that computes it. The domain of such T is prefix free, where for all x, y ∈ {0, 1}^∗, α ∈ {0, 1}^{∗∞}, with y ≠ ∅, it must be that T_α(x) = ⊥ or T_α(xy) = ⊥. For convenience, we use symbols to interchangeably to denote both the machines and also the partial functions (between finite strings) they compute.

We use a fixed universal prefix-free machine U, where for each prefix-free machine T , there exists t ∈ {0, 1}^∗ where U_α(tx) = T_α(x) for all x ∈ {0, 1}^∗ and α ∈ {0, 1}^{∗∞}. One example is for such t to be equal to ⟨i⟩, where i is the first index of T in an enumeration of self-delimiting machines. A set of whole numbers is (recursively) enumerable if it is the range of a partial recursive function. We say that a real valued function f : W → R over whole numbers is upper semi-computable if the set {(a, q) : f(a) < q ∈ Q} is enumerable. We say f is lower semi-computable if −f is upper semi-computable.

3.3 Left-Total Machines

The notion of the “left-total” universal algorithm is needed for the proof of both the mixed state and pure state coding theorems. We say x ∈ {0, 1}^∗ is total with respect to a machine if the machine halts on all sufficiently long extensions of x. More formally, x is total with respect to T_y for some y ∈ {0, 1}^{∗∞} iff there exists a finite prefix free set of strings Z ⊂ {0, 1}^∗ where ∑ z∈Z 2^{−‖z‖} = 1 and T_y(xz) ≠⊥ for all z ∈ Z. We say (finite or infinite) string α ∈ {0, 1}^{∗∞} is to the “left” of β ∈ {0, 1}^{∗∞}, and use the notation α ◁ β, if there exists a x ∈ {0, 1}^∗ such that x0 ⊑ α and x1 ⊑ β. A machine T is left-total if for all auxiliary strings α ∈ {0, 1}^{∗∞} and for all x, y ∈ {0, 1}^∗ with x ◁ y, one has that T_α(y) ≠⊥ implies that x is total with respect to T_α. An example can be seen in Figure 1.

Figure 1: The above diagram represents the domain of a left total machine T with the 0 bits branching to the left and the 1 bits branching to the right. For i ∈ {1..5}, x_i ◁ x_{i+1} and x_i ◁ y. Assuming T (y) halts, each x_i is total. This also implies each x^−_i is total as well.

For the remaining part of this paper, we can and will change the universal self delimiting machine U into a universal left-total machine U^′ by the following definition. The algorithm U^′ enumerates all strings p ∈ {0, 1}^∗ in order of their convergence time of U(p) and successively assigns them consecutive intervals i_p⊂[0, 1] of width 2^{−‖p‖}. Then U^′ outputs U(p) on input p^′ if the open interval corresponding to p^′ and not that of (p^′)^− is strictly contained in i_p. The open interval in [0,1] corresponding with p^′ is ([p^′]2^{−‖p′‖}, ([p^′]+1)2^{−‖p′‖}) where [p] is the value of p in binary. For example, the value of both strings 011 and 0011 is 3. The value of 0100 is 4. The same definition applies for the machines U^′_α and U_α, over all α ∈ {0, 1}^{∗∞}. We now set U to equal U^′.

Figure 2: The above diagram represents the domain of the universal left-total algorithm U, with the 0 bits branching to the left and the 1 bits branching to the right. The strings in the above diagram, 0v0 and 0v1, are halting inputs to U with U(0v0) ≠⊥ and U(0v1) ≠⊥. So 0v is a total string. The infinite border sequence B ∈ {0, 1}^∞ represents the unique infinite sequence such that all its finite prefixes have total and non total extensions. All finite strings branching to the right of B will cause U to diverge.

Without loss of generality, the complexity terms of Section 3.4 are defined in this section with respect to the universal left total machine U. The infinite border sequence B ∈ {0, 1}^∞ represents the unique infinite sequence such that all its finite prefixes have total and non total extensions. The term “border” is used because for any string x ∈ {0, 1}^∗, x ◁ B implies that x total with respect to U and B ◁ x implies that U will never halt when given x as an initial input. Figure 2 shows the domain of U with respect to B. The border sequence is computable from H.

For all total strings b ∈ {0, 1}^∗, we define the semimeasure m_b(x) = ∑ {2^{−‖p‖} : U(p) = x, p ◁ b or b ⊑ p}. If b is not total then m_b(x) =⊥ is undefined. Thus the algorithmic weight m_b of a string x is approximated using programs that either extend b or are to the left of b.

3.4 Complexity

The Kolmogorov complexity of string x ∈ {0, 1}^∗ relative to string α ∈ {0, 1}^{∗∞} is defined to be K(x|α) = min{‖p‖ : U_α(p) = x}. We will use the term algorithmic entropy interchangeably with Kolmogorov complexity. The Solomonoff prior is defined to be the probability that U outputs x when given random bits as input, with m(x|α) = ∑ p : U_α(p)=x 2 −‖p‖. The function m is a universal lower semi-computable semi-measure, in that for any lower semicomputable semi-measure p, there exists c_p ∈ N such that for all x ∈ {0, 1}^∗, one has that p(x) < c_pm(x). By the coding theorem, for all x ∈ {0, 1}^∗, one gets that K(x) =^+ − log m(x). The halting sequence H ∈ {0, 1}^∞ is the characteristic sequence of the domain of U. Chaitin’s omega Ω ∈ R is the probability that the universal machine U will halt when given random bits as input, with Ω = ∑ a∈W m(a). The mutual information of two strings x and y, conditional to α ∈ {0, 1}^{∗∞} is I(x : y|α) = K(x|α) + K(y|α) − K(x, y|α). The information that the halting sequence H has about x (or any finite object it encodes), conditional to α ∈ {0, 1}^{∗∞} is denoted by I(x; H|α) = K(x|α)−K(x|α, H). This is the difference of the algorithmic entropy of x and the algorithmic entropy x relativized to H (with both complexities also relativized to α). We define information with respect to two infinite sequences α, β ∈ {0, 1}^∞, conditional to ξ ∈ {0, 1}^{∗∞}, as I(α : β|ξ) = log ∑ x,y∈{0,1}^∗ m(x|α, ξ)m(y|β, ξ)2 I(x : y|ξ), introduced in [Levin 1974].

This information function follows algorithmic conservation laws. The non-probabilistic conservation law states that for partial recursive f : {0, 1}^∞ → {0, 1}^∞, α, β ∈ {0, 1}^∞, I(f(α) : β) <^+ I(α : β) + K(f), where K(f) is the size of the smallest U program p ∈ {0, 1}^∗ which computes f, where U(pα) = p(α). This inequality and the probabilistic conservation inequality of I were stated in [Levin 1974], and their proofs can be found in [Vereshchagin 2019].

4 Extended Coding Theorem

The main theorem of this paper is the extended coding theorem, which states that for an elementary map f : W → W , with domain D, min_{a∈D} f(a) + K(a) is close to − log ∑ a∈D m(a)2^{−f(a)}, for maps that have low mutual information with the halting sequence.

Theorem.

For elementary map f, min_{a∈Dom(f)} f(a) + K(a) <^{log} − log ∑ a∈Dom(f) m(a)2 −f(a) + I(⟨f⟩; H). Proof Sketch. The proof of this theorem invokes Lemma 4.1 which is a statement similar to Theorem 4 except it uses an elementary semi measure and a stochasticity term instead of mutual information with the halting sequence. The elementary semi measure used is m_b for a total string b. The proof invokes Lemma 4.4 to replace the stochasticity term with mutual information with the halting sequence. Then conditioning of terms on b is removed.

The deficiency of randomness of x ∈ {0, 1}^∗ with respect to probability measure Q, conditional to v ∈ {0, 1}^∗, is d(x|Q, v) = ⌊ − log Q(x) ⌋−K(x|v), and we say x is typical of Q, conditional to v, if d(x|Q, v) = O(1). We say that x is stochastic if it is typical of some simple probability measure. Stochasticity is a fundamental part of algorithmic statistics, and a comprehensive survery of this topic can be found in [Vereshchagin and Shen 2016].

More formally, one says that x is (j, k) stochastic for j, k ∈ N if there exists a elementary probability measure Q, with ⟨Q⟩ = U(v), v = {0, 1}^j , and d(x|Q, v) ≤ k. We use the stochasticity function χ(x) = min{j+3 log(k) : x is (j, k) stochastic}. The conditional stochasticity form^1 is represented by χ(x|α), for α ∈ {0, 1}^{∗∞}. We recall from Section 3 that functions between whole numbers are called elementary maps if they have a finite domain. Semi measures over whole numbers with finite support and with a range containing only nonnegative rational numbers are called elementary semi measures.

Lemma 4.1. Let f be a elementary map and m be a elementary semi measure. Let a ∈ W vary over Dom(f). Then min_a f(a) + K(a|m) <^{log} − log ∑ a m(a)2^{−f(a)} + χ(f|m). Proof. If m is not a proper probability measure, and R is the support of m, we modify m to give an arbitary b ∈ W , the value of 1 − m(R). So m can be assumed to be an elementary probability measure. Since all terms in the theorem are conditioned on ⟨m⟩, we will also condition all complexity terms in the proof on ⟨m⟩ and drop its notation. More formally, U(x) is used to denote U_{⟨m⟩}(x), K(x) is used to denote K(x|m), and χ(f) is used to denote χ(f|m).

For any elementary map g, let g_n = g^{−1}(n) ∩ Supp(m) and let g_{≤n} = ∪^n_{i=0}g_i, for n ∈ W ∪ {∞}. Let s = ⌈− log ∑ a∈f_{≤∞} m(a)2 −f(a)⌉. Using the reasoning of Markov’s inequality, ∑ a∈f_{≤∞} m(a)2^{−f(a)} ≥ 2^{−s}, (1) ∑ a∈f_{≤∞}\f_{≤s} m(a)2^{−f(a)} ≤ ∑ a∈f_{≤∞}\f_{≤s} m(a)2^{−s−1} ≤ 2^{−s−1}, (2) ∑ a∈f_{≤s} m(a)2^{−f(a)} ≥ 2^{−s−1}. (3)

Equation (1) follows from the definition of s and Equation (3) follows from Equations (1) and (2). We now turn our attention to creating an elementary probability measure Q with the following properties:

1. f is typical of Q and Q is simple, i.e. there is a v ∈ {0, 1}^∗ with U(v) = ⟨Q⟩ and ‖v‖ + 3 log max{d(f|Q, v), 1} is not much larger than χ(f).

2. All strings in the support of Q encode elementary functions g whose range contain a lot of values that are not greater than s, with ∑ a∈g_{≤s} m(a)2 −g(a) ≥ 2−s−1. To accomplish this goal, we start with the program v^′ ∈ {0, 1}^∗ and elementary probability measure Q^′ that realizes the stochasticity of f, with U(v^′) = ⟨Q^′⟩, and also with the relation χ(f) = ‖v^′‖ +3 log max{d(f|Q^′, v^′), 1}. Note that this implies ⟨f⟩ ∈ Supp(Q^′). Let Q be the elementary probability measure equal to Q^′ conditioned on the set of (encoded) elementary maps g such that ∑ a∈g_{≤s} m(a)2 −g(a) ≥ 2−s−1. Thus Q(⟨g⟩) = [g ∈ S]Q′(g)/Q′(S), where S ⊂ {0, 1}∗ , the support of Q, is defined as S = {⟨g⟩ : g ∈ Supp(Q^′), ∑ a∈g_{≤s} m(a)2 −g(a) ≥ 2−s−1}. This Q is computable from v^′ and s. Using this fact, define the Q program v ∈ {0, 1}^∗, to be of the form

1This is formally represented as χ(x|α) = min{j + 3 log(k) : ∃v ∈ {0, 1}^j , Uα(v) = ⟨Q⟩, d(x|Q, ⟨v, α⟩) ≤ k}.

v = v_0v_sv^′, where v_0 ∈ {0, 1}^∗ is helper code of size O(1), and v_s ∈ {0, 1}^∗ is a shortest U-program for s. So ‖v‖ <^+ ‖v^′‖ + K(s). We define d = max{d(f|Q, v), 1} and we have that ‖v‖ <^+ ‖v^′‖ + K(s), ‖v‖ + 3 log d <^+ ‖v^′‖ + K(s) + 3 log d <^+ ‖v^′‖ + K(s) + 3 log(max{− log Q(f) − K(f|v), 1}) <^+ ‖v^′‖ + K(s) + 3 log(max{− log Q^′(f) − K(f|v), 1}) (4) <^+ ‖v^′‖ + K(s) + 3 log(max{− log Q^′(f) − K(f|v^′) + K(v|v^′), 1}) (5) <^+ ‖v^′‖ + K(s) + 3 log(max{− log Q^′(f) − K(f|v^′) + K(s), 1}) (6) <^{log} ‖v^′‖ + K(s) + 3 log(max{− log Q^′(f) − K(f|v^′), 1}), ‖v‖ + 3 log d <^{log} χ(f) + K(s). (7)

Equation (4) follows from Q(f) = Q^′(f)/Q^′(Supp(Q)), and thus − log Q(f) ≤ − log Q^′(f). Equation (5) follows from the inequality K(f|v^′) <^+ K(f|v) + K(v|v^′). Equation (6) follows from v being computable from v^′ and v_s, and thus K(v|v^′) <^+ K(s).

We now create a small set of lists of numbers A that will intersect with the range of a large percentage of the support of Q. We do so by using the probabilistic method. Let c ∈ N be a constant solely dependent on the universal Turing machine U to be determined later. We use an elementary measure w_n over lists A^n of (possibly repeating) whole numbers of size cd2^{s+1−n} where w_n(A^n) = ∏_{cd2}s+1−n i=1 m(A^n_i ). For a set of s + 1 lists A = {A^n}^s_{n=0}, we a measure w over A, where w(A) = ∏_s n=0 w_n(A^n).

For a set of lists A and elementary function g, let 1(g, A) = 1 if g_n ∩ A^n = ∅ for all n ∈ [0, s], and 1(g, A) = 0, otherwise. Thus E_{g∼Q}E_{A∼w}[1(g, A)] = ∑ g Q(g) s∏ n=0 (1 − m(g_n))^{|An|}

≤ ∑ g Q(g) s∏ n=0 exp{−|A^n|m(g_n)} (8)

= ∑ g Q(g) exp { − s∑ n=0 |A^n|m(g_n) }

= ∑ g Q(g) exp { − s∑ n=0 cd2^{s+1−n}m(g_n) }

= ∑ g Q(g) exp { −cd2^{s+1} s∑ n=0 m(g_n)2^{−n} }

E_{g∼Q}E_{A∼λ}[1(g, A)] ≤ ∑ g Q(g) exp {−cd} = exp {−cd} . (9)

Equation (8) follows from the inequality (1−a)≤e^{−a} over a ∈ [0, 1]. Equation (9) follows from the definition of the support of Q, where g ∈ Supp(Q) iff ∑ a∈g_{≤s} m(a)2 −g(a) ≥ 2−s−1. By the

probability argument, there exists a set of lists A = {A^n}^s_{n=0} such that |A^n| = cd2^{s+1−n} and E_{g∼Q}[1(g, A)] ≤ exp{−cd}. There exists a brute force search algorithm that on input c, d, v, outputs A. Note that the strings s and ⟨Q⟩ are computable from v. This algorithm computes all possible sets of lists A^′ = {A^{′n}}^s_{n=0}, |A^{′n}| = cd2^{s+1−n}, A^{′n} ⊆ Supp(Q) and outputs the first A^′ such that E_{g∼Q}[1(g, A^′)] ≤ exp{−cd}. The existence of such an A^′ is guaranteed by Equation (9). So

K(A) <^+ K(c, d, v). (10)

We now show that there is an n where f_n ∩ A^n ≠ ∅. To do so, we show that any function g in the support of Q whose range does not interesct with A, i.e. 1(g, A) = 1 will have a very high deficiency of randomness with respect to Q and v. For all such g and proper choice of c solely dependent on U, d(g|Q, v) = ⌊− log Q(g)⌋ − K(g|v) > − log Q(g) − (− log 1(g, A)⌊e^{cd}⌋Q(g) + K(1(·, A)⌊e^{cd}⌋Q(·)|v)) − O(1) (11) > cd log e − K(1(·, A)⌊e^{cd}⌋Q(·)|v) − O(1) > cd log −K(A, c, d|v) − O(1) > cd log e − K(c, d) > d. (12) With c being chosen, it is removed from consideration for the rest of the proof, with c ∈ Ø(1).

Equation 11 is due to the fact that for any elementary semimeasure P , K(x) <^+ K(P ) − log P (x). Equation 12 is due to Equation 10. So 1(f, A) = 0, otherwise by the above equation, d(f|Q, v) > d, causing a contradiction. So there exists n ∈ [0, s] with a ∈ f_n ∩ A^n and

K(a) <^+ log |A^n| + K(A^n) <^+ log |A^n| + K(A) + K(A^n|A) <^+ (log d + s − n) + K(d, v) + K(n) (13) =^+ log d + s − f(a) + K(d, v) + K(f(a)) K(a) + f(a) <^+ log d + s + K(v) + K(d) + K(f(a)) K(a) + f(a) <^{log} s + ‖v‖ + 3 log d (14) K(a) + f(a) <^{log} s + χ(f) (15) min a∈f_{≤∞} K(a) + f(a) <^{log} − log ∑ a∈f_{≤∞} m(a)2^{−f(a)} + χ(f). (16)

Equation (13) follows from Equation (10), and from c ∈ O(1). Equation (14) follows from K(x) <^{log} ‖x‖ for x ∈ {0, 1}^∗ ∪ W . Equation (15) follows directly from Equation (7). Equation (16) follows from the definition of s and its form proves the theorem.

Proposition 4.2. For border prefix b ⊑ B, K(b|H) <^+ K(‖b‖) and ‖b‖ <^+ K(b).

Figure 3: The above figure shows an example of the domain of left-total U with the terms used in Lemma 4.4. x^∗ = 0110010 and v = 01100. Since v is total and v^− is not, v^− is a prefix of the border sequence B. In the above example, assuming all halting extensions of v produce a unique output, |Support(Q)| = 5, and Q(x) = 2^{−‖x∗‖+‖v‖} = 0.25.

Proof. The border B is computable from the halting sequence H, so it follows easily K(b|H) <^+ K(‖b‖). We recall that Ω = ∑ x m(x) is Chaitin’s Omega, the probability that U will halt. It is well known that the binary expansion Ω^′ ∈ {0, 1}^∞ of Ω is Martin Löf random. Given b ⊏ B, ‖b‖ ∈ Σ^n, one can compute Ω̂ = ∑ {2^{−‖y‖}[U(y) ≠⊥] : y ◁ b} with differs from Ω in the summation of programs which branch from B at positions n + 1 or higher. Thus Ω − Ω̂ ≤ 2^{−n}. So n <^+ K(Ω^′[0..n − 1]) <^+ K(Ω^′[0..n − 1], b) <^+ K(Ω^′[0..n − 1]|b) + K(b) <^+ K(b).

Proposition 4.3. If b ∈ {0, 1}^∗ is total and b^− is not total, then b^− is a border prefix, with b^− ⊏ B.

Proof. If b ∈ {0, 1}^∗ is total and b^− is not, then b^− has a total extension b^−0 and a non total extension b^−1, thus by the definition of the border sequence, b^− ⊏ B.

The following lemma shows that non-stochastic strings x are “exotic,” i.e. have high I(x ; H) information with the halting sequence.

Lemma 4.4. For x ∈ {0, 1}^∗, χ(x) <^{log} I(x ; H).

Proof. Let U(x^∗) = x, ‖x^∗‖ = K(x), and v be the shortest total prefix of x^∗. We define the elementary probability measure Q such that Q(a) = ∑ w 2^{−‖w‖}[U(vw) = a]. Thus Q is computable relative to v. In addition, since v ⊑ x^∗, one has the lower bound Q(x) ≥ 2^{−‖x∗‖+‖v‖} = 2^{−K(x)+‖v‖}.

Therefore d(x|Q, v) = ⌊− log Q(x)⌋ − K(x|v) ≤ K(x) − ‖v‖ − K(x|v) <^+ (K(v) + K(x|v)) − ‖v‖ − K(x|v) <^+ (‖v‖ + K(‖v‖) + K(x|v)) − ‖v‖ − K(x|v), d(x|Q, v) <^+ K(‖v‖). (17) Since v is total and v^− is not total, by proposition (4.3), v^− is a prefix of the border sequence B (see Figure 3). In addition, Q is computable from v. Therefore K(x|H) <^+ K(x|Q) + K(Q|H) <^+ K(x|Q) + K(v|H) <^+ − log Q(x) + K(‖v‖) (18) <^+ K(x) − ‖v‖ + K(‖v‖), ‖v‖ <^+ K(x) − K(x|H) + K(‖v‖), ‖v‖ <^{log} I(x; H). (19) Equation (18) is due to Proposition (4.2). Since Q is computable from v, one gets χ(x) <^+ K(v) + 3 log(max{d(x|Q, v), 1}) <^+ ‖v‖ + K(‖v‖) + 3 log(max{d(x|Q, v), 1}). Due to Equation 17, one gets χ(x) ≤ ‖v‖ + O(K(‖v‖)) <^{log} ‖v‖. Due to Equation 19, one gets χ(x) <^{log} I(x; H). Theorem 1.

For elementary map f, min_{a∈Dom(f)} f(a) + K(a) <^{log} − log ∑ a∈Dom(f) m(a)2 −f(a) + I(⟨f⟩; H). Proof. Let s = ⌈1 − log ∑ a∈Dom(f) m(a)2

−f(a)⌉ and let S(z) = ⌈− log ∑ a∈Dom(f) mz(a)2 −f(a)⌉ be a partial recursive function from strings to rational numbers. S is defined solely on total strings, where S(z) ≠⊥ iff z is total. For total strings z, z^−, one has that m_z− (x) ≥ m_z(x) and therefore S(z^−) ≤ S(z). Let b be the shortest total string with the property that S(b) < s. This implies S(b^−) =⊥ and thus b^− is not total. So by proposition (4.3), b^− ⊑ B is a prefix of border. Lemma 4.1, with U containing b on an auxilliary tape, with m(a) = m_b(a), provides a ∈ W such that K(a|m, b)+ f(a) <^{log} s + χ(f|m, b). Since K(m|b) = O(1), we have Equation (20). Lemma (4.4), conditional on b, results in Equation (21), with K(a|b) + f(a) <^{log} s + χ(f|b), (20) K(a|b) + f(a) <^{log} s + I(f; H|b), (21) K(a|b) + f(a) <^{log} s + K(f|b) − K(f|b, H). (22) Using the fact that K(a) <^+ K(a|b) + K(b), we get K(a) − K(b) <^+ K(a|b), and combined with Equation (22), we get Equation (23). Equation (24) is due to the chain rule K(b) + K(f|b) <^{log} K(f) + K(b|f). Equation (25) follows from the inequality K(f|H) <^+ K(f|b, H) + K(b|H). K(a) + f(a) <^{log} s + K(b) + K(f|b) − K(f|b, H), (23) K(a) + f(a) <^{log} s + K(f) + K(b|f) − K(f|b, H), (24) K(a) + f(a) <^{log} s + K(f) + K(b|f) − K(f|H) + K(b|H), (25) K(a) + f(a) <^{log} s + I(f; H) + (K(b|f) + K(b|H)). (26)

The remaining part of the proof shows that K(b|f) + K(b|H) = O(log(s + K(b))). This is sufficient to proof the theorem due to its logarithmic precision and by the right hand side of the inequality of Equation (23) being larger than s + K(b) (up to a logarithmic factor). Since b is a prefix of border, due to proposition (4.2), one gets that K(b|H) < O(K(‖b‖)) < O(log ‖b‖) < O(log K(b)). Thus combined with Equation (26) and also Equation (23), one gets

K(a) + f(a) <^{log} s + I(f; H) + K(b|f). (27)

We now prove K(b|f) <^+ K(s, ‖b‖). This follows from the existence of an algorithm, that when given f, s, and ‖b‖, computes S(b^′) for all b^′ ∈ {0, 1}^{‖b‖} ordered by ◁, and then outputs the first b^′ such that S(b^′) < s. This output is b otherwise there exists total b^′ ◁ b, with ‖b^′‖ = ‖b‖, and S(b^′) < s. This implies the existence of total string b^{′−} such that S(b^{′−}) < s. This contradicts the definition of b being the shortest total string with S(b) < s. So K(b|f) <^+ K(s, ‖b‖) and thus one gets the final form of the theorem, as shown below. Equation (28) is again due to the right hand side of Equation (23).

K(a) + f(a) <^{log} s + I(f; H) + K(s, ‖b‖), K(a) + f(a) <^{log} s + I(f; H), (28) min a∈Dom(f) K(a) + f(a) <^{log} − log ∑ a∈Dom(f) m(a)2^{−f(a)} + I(f; H).

Proposition 4.5. For all α ∈ {0, 1}^∞, x ∈ {0, 1}^∗, I(x ; H) <^+ I(α : H) + K(x|α).

5 Quantum

For a complex number c = a + bi, its conjugate is represented by c^∗ = a − bi, and we say that |c|^2 = c^∗c = a^2 + b^2. A complex number c is elementary if its real and imaginary components are rational, and its encoding is denoted by ⟨c⟩ = ⟨a, b⟩. We deal with a finite number n qubits, and we use the Hilbert space H_n = (C^2 )^{⊗n}. This is a complex vector space of dimension 2^n, where the scalar field is the set of complex numbers, C . Any vector is a linear combination of the orthonormal basis set {|β_i⟩}. Pure quantum states |ψ⟩ are represented as unit vectors in this space, with |ψ⟩ = ∑ i c_i|β_i⟩ and ∑ i |c_i|^2 = 1. For a pure state |θ⟩ of m ≤ n qubits, |θ0..⟩ is used to denote |θ⟩|0^{n−m}⟩. The bra ⟨ψ|, is a unit vector of the dual space of H_n .

Mixed quantum states are represented as a probability distribution {p_i} over a set of pure states, {|ψ_i⟩}, where ∑ i p_i = 1 and for each i, p_i ≥ 0. A Hermitian matrix A, is a square 2^n × 2^n matrix that is equal to its own conjugate transpose, where a_{ij} = a^∗_{ji}. Unless otherwise stated, the dimenions of the matrices in this section are 2^n × 2^n. The conjugate transpose of a matrix is denoted by A^∗. The eigenvalues of a Hermitian matrix are always real. A Hermitian matrix A is called nonnegative, A ⪰ 0, if all its eigenvalues are nonnegative.

For Hermitian matrices A and B, we say A ⪰ B iff (A − B) ⪰ 0. For functions f whose range are Hermitian matrices, we use^∗<f and^∗> f to denote ⪯ f/O(1) and ⪰ f/O(1). We use^∗= f to denote^∗<f and^∗> f.

The trace of a matrix A is represented as Tr A = ∑ i ⟨β_i|A|β_i⟩ where {|β_i⟩} are the basis vectors.

Density matrices are nonnegative Hermitian matrices of trace equal to 1. Pure states |ψ⟩ have a dual representation as density matrices |ψ⟩⟨ψ|. Mixed states {p_i} over a set of pure states {|ψ_i⟩} have a dual representation as density matrices, as ∑ i p_i|ψ_i⟩⟨ψ_i|. A semi density matrix is a nonnegative Hermitian matrix of trace less than or equal to 1. Pure states are represented using the notation |ψ⟩, and (semi)-density matrices are represented using the notation ρ. A pure state |ψ⟩ = ∑ i c_i|β_i⟩ of n qubits is elementary, if all its coefficients c_i are elementary. Such elementary states admit a natural encoding ⟨|ψ⟩⟩ = ⟨{c_1, . . . , c_2n }⟩. Let P_n be the set of n-qubit pure quantum states. For such elementary states, their algorithmic probability is m(|ψ⟩) = m(⟨|ψ⟩⟩), and their Kolmogorov complexity is K(|ψ⟩) = K(⟨|ψ⟩⟩).

The identity matrix is denoted by I. A matrix V is elementary iff all its entries v_{ij} are elementary. Elementary matrices admit a natural encoding, ⟨V ⟩ = ⟨{v_{ij} : i, j ∈ [1, 2^n]}⟩. Let M_n be the set of elementary semi-density matrices of dimension 2^n. For ρ ∈ M_n, m(ρ) = m(⟨ρ⟩).

Transformations between states occur due to unitary matrices V of dimension 2^n. A matrix V is unitary iff V^∗V = V V^∗ = I. A semi-density matrix ρ is lower computable, if there is a program p to the universal Turing machine U that outputs an infinite sequence {⟨ρ_i⟩} of encoded elementary semi-density matrices where ρ_{i+1} ⪰ ρ_i and lim_{i→∞} ρ_i = ρ. We say that p lower computes ρ.

The universal lower computable semi-density matrix [Gács 2001] is μ, where if p lower computes n qubit semi-density matrix ρ, then μ^∗> m(p|n)ρ. Furthermore, μ^∗= ∑ ρ∈M_n m(ρ|n)ρ ∗= ∑ |ψ⟩∈P_n m(|ψ⟩|n)|ψ⟩⟨ψ|. We now describe an (infinite) encoding scheme for an arbitrary (not necessarily elementary) quantum pure state |ψ⟩. This scheme is defined as an injection between the set of pure states and {0, 1}^∞. We define ⟨|ψ⟩⟩ to be an ordered list of the encoded tuples ⟨⟨|θ⟩⟩, q, [|⟨ψ|θ⟩|^2 ≥ q]⟩, over all elementary states |θ⟩ and rational distances q ∈ Q_{>0} . For (semi)density matrix σ, with eigenvectors |θ_i⟩ and eigenvalues δ_i, we have ⟨σ⟩ = ⟨⟨|θ_1⟩⟩, ⟨δ_1⟩, . . . , ⟨|θ_n⟩⟩, ⟨δ_n⟩⟩. 6 Vitányi and Gács Complexities

The Gács entropy of a mixed state σ, is denoted to be Hg(σ) = ⌈− log Tr μσ⌉, introduced in [Gács 2001]. The Gács entropy of a pure state |ψ⟩ is Hg(|ψ⟩) = Hg(|ψ⟩⟨ψ|). The Vitányi entropy of a n qubit pure state |ψ⟩ is the classical encoding of an approximate pure state plus the fidelity error term with the original state, with Hv(|ψ⟩) = min_{|θ⟩∈Pn} K(|θ⟩|n) − log |⟨ψ|θ⟩|^2, introduced in [Vitanyi 1999]. Theorem 8 of [Gács 2001] establishes that Hg(|ψ⟩) <^+ Hv(|ψ⟩) <^{log} 4Hg(|ψ⟩). The following lemma is used to prove Theorem 1, which provides another bound between Hv and Hg. This bound shows that quantum states |ψ⟩ that have Hv(|ψ⟩) ≫ Hg(|ψ⟩) have large mutual information with the halting sequence H.

Lemma 6.1. For pure quantum state |ψ⟩, min_{|ϕ⟩} K(|ϕ⟩) − log |⟨ψ|ϕ⟩|^2 <^{log} − log ∑ |ϕ⟩ m(|ϕ⟩)|⟨ψ|ϕ⟩|^2 + I(⟨|ψ⟩⟩ : H). Proof. Let D be a finite set of elementary pure states, computable from ⟨|ψ⟩⟩ and the value g = ⌈− log ∑ |ϕ⟩ m(|ϕ⟩)|⟨ψ|ϕ⟩|^2⌉ such that − log ∑ |θ⟩∈D m(|θ⟩)|⟨ψ|θ⟩| 2 ≤ g + 1. It is computable because there exists an algorithm that can find D by the following method. The algorithm enumerates all elementary states |θ⟩. This algorithm approximates the algorithmic probabilities m(|θ⟩) (from below) with ^m(|θ⟩). This algorithm uses ⟨|ψ⟩⟩ to approximate |⟨θ|ψ⟩|^2 from below with ^|⟨θ|ψ⟩|^2.

This algorithm stops when it finds a finite set D such that − log ∑ |θ⟩∈D ^m(|θ⟩) ^|⟨θ|ψ⟩| 2 ≤ g + 1.

Thus we have that K(D|g, ⟨|ψ⟩⟩) = O(1). Let f : D → W be a elementary function such that |− log |⟨ψ|θ⟩|^2 − f(|θ⟩)| ≤ 1. One such f is computable relative to ⟨|ψ⟩⟩, and g. Firstly this is because D is computable from ⟨|ψ⟩⟩ and g. The individual values of f are computable from ⟨|ψ⟩⟩, since |⟨ψ|θ⟩|^2 can be computed to any degree of accuracy. So K(f|g, ⟨|ψ⟩⟩) = O(1) and − log ∑ |θ⟩∈D m(|θ⟩)2 −f(|θ⟩) ≤ g + 2. One then has that min_{|ϕ⟩} K(|ϕ⟩) − log |⟨ψ|ϕ⟩|^2 <^+ min_{θ∈D} K(|θ⟩) + f(|θ⟩) <^{log} − log ∑ |θ⟩∈D m(|θ⟩)2^{−f(|θ⟩)} + I(⟨f⟩; H). (29) <^{log} g + I(⟨f⟩; H) (30) <^{log} g + I(⟨|ψ⟩⟩ : H) + K(⟨f⟩|⟨|ψ⟩⟩) (31) <^{log} g + I(⟨|ψ⟩⟩ : H) + K(g)

<^{log} − log ∑ |ϕ⟩ m(|ϕ⟩)|⟨ψ|ϕ⟩|^2 + I(⟨|ψ⟩⟩ : H).

Inequality 29 is due to Theorem 4. Inequality 30 is due to the definition of f and D. Inequality 31 is due to Proposition 4.5.

Theorem 1. Hg(|ψ⟩) <^+ Hv(|ψ⟩) <^{log} Hg(|ψ⟩) + I(|ψ⟩ : H|n).

Proof. This follows directly from Lemma 6.1, relativized to n, and the fact that Hg(|ψ⟩) =^+ − log Tr μ|ψ⟩⟨ψ| =^+ − log ∑ |ϕ⟩ m(|ϕ⟩|n)|⟨ϕ|ψ⟩|^2. 7 Quantum Kolmogorov Complexity

Quantum Kolmogorov complexity, defined in [Berthiaume, van Dam, and Laplante 2001], uses a universal quantum Turing machine to define the complexity of a pure quantum state. The input and output tape of this machine consists of symbols of the type 0, 1, and #. The input is an ensemble {p_i} of pure states |ψ_i⟩ of the same length n, where p_i ≥ 0 and ∑ i p_i = 1. This ensemble can be represented as a mixed state of n qubits. If, during the operation of the quantum Turing machine, all computational branches halt at a time t, then the contents on the output tape are considered the output of the quantum Turing machine. The quantum Kolmogorov complexity of a pure state, QC[ϵ](|ψ⟩) is the size of the smallest (possibly mixed state) input to a universal quantum Turing machine such that fidelity between the output and |ψ⟩ is at least ϵ. The fidelity between a mixed state output σ and |ψ⟩ is ⟨ψ|σ|ψ⟩. We require that universal quantum Turing machine be conditioned on the number of qubits n, on a classical auxillary tape.

Theorem 2 proves that quantum states with low quantum Kolmogorov complexity have low Gács entropy. It is related to Theorem 9 in [Gács 2001] which bounds the larger quantity ⟨ψ| − log μ|ψ⟩ in terms of QC[ϵ](|ψ⟩) for ϵ > 1/2, but with a weaker error 2(1 − ϵ)n.

Theorem 2. For pure n-qubit quantum state |ψ⟩, Hg(|ψ⟩) <^+ QC[ϵ](|ψ⟩)+K(QC[ϵ](|ψ⟩)|n)−log ϵ.

Proof. For each k and t in N, let H_{k,t} be the smallest linear subspace spanning elementary k-qubit inputs to the universal quantum Turing machine M of size k that halt in t steps, outputing an n qubit mixed state. As shown in [Muller 2008], if t ≠ t^′, then H_{k,t} is perpendicular to H_{k,t}′ . Let P_{k,t} be the projection onto H_{k,t}. For each k and t, the universal quantum Turing machine defines a completely positive map Ψ_{k,t} over H_{k,t}, where Ψ_{k,t}(ν) = σ implies that the quantum Turing machine, with semi-density matrix ν of length k on the input tape will output the n qubit semidensity matrix σ and halt in time t. Let ρ be a k qubit mixed state that minimizes k = QC[ϵ](|ψ⟩) in time t. ρ ≤ P_{k,t} 2^{−k}ρ ≤ 2^{−k}P_{k,t} Ψ_{k,t}2^{−k}ρ ≤ Ψ_{k,t}2^{−k}P_{k,t} Ψ_{k,t}2^{−k}ρ ≤ ∑ t Ψ_{k,t}2^{−k}P_{k,t}

The semi density matrix ∑ t Ψ_{k,t}2^{−k}P_{k,t} is lower computable relative to k and n, so m(k|n)2^{−k}Ψ_{k,t}ρ ≤ m(k|n) ∑ t Ψ_{k,t}2^{−k}P_{k,t}^∗< μ m(k|n)2^{−k}⟨ψ|Ψ_{k,t}(ρ)|ψ⟩^∗< ⟨ψ|μ|ψ⟩ k + K(k|n) − log ϵ >^+ Hg(|ψ⟩).

Lemma 7.1. For each density matrix σ with k = ⌈− log ∑ ρ∈M_n m(ρ|n) Tr ρσ⌉, there is an ele-

mentary density matrix ρ such that

1. K(ρ|n) − log Tr ρσ <^{log} k,

2. K(ρ|n) <^{log} I(⟨σ⟩ : H|n) + O(log k).

Proof. By definition of μ, we have that k =^+ − log Tr μσ. For a given sequence x, we define the following semi-density matrix ν[x] = ∑ {2^{−‖y‖}|ϕ⟩⟨ϕ| : x ⊑ y, U_n(y) = |ϕ⟩ has n qubits}. Thus Tr ν[x] ≤ 2^{−‖x‖}. For i ∈ N, if B[i] = 0, let ν[i] be a 0 matrix, otherwise if B[i] = 1, then ν[i] = ν[B[0..i − 1]0]. This definition makes sense because B[0..i−1]0 is total whenever B[i] = 1. A visual description of ν[i] can be seen in Figure 4.

So 2^{−k ∗}= Tr μσ^∗= ∑_∞ i=1 Tr ν[i]σ. Since the trace of ν[i] is the weighted sum of a finite number of prefix free extensions of a string of length i, (or 0), Tr ν[i] ≤ 2^{−i}. So 2^{−k ∗}= ∑_{k+1} i=1 Tr ν[i]σ + ∑_∞ i=k+2 Tr ν[i]σ ∗ < ∑_{k+1} i=1 Tr ν[i]σ +2^{−k−1}. So ∑_{k+1} i=1 Tr ν[i]σ^∗> 2^{−k−1}. So there is an j, 1 ≤ j ≤ k +1 such that Tr ν[j]σ > c2^{−k−1}/(k + 1), where c is a positive rational constant solely dependent on the universal Turing machine U. Let j be the smallest index where this occurs.

We define ρ to be equal to ν[j]/ Tr ν[j]. ρ is an elementary density matrix, which is computable from the first j − 1 bits of the border sequence, with K(ρ|n) <^+ K(B[0..j − 1]|n) <^+ j + 2 log k. Since Tr ν[j] ≤ 2^{−j} , we have that − log Tr ρσ <^+ k − j + log k. So K(ρ) − log Tr ρσ <^+ k + 3 log k, proving (1).

Figure 4: The above figure shows an example ν[i], where B[i] = 1. Two extensions of B[0..i − 1]0 do not produce elementary pure states when given as input to the universal Turing machine U. They are x_2 and x_5. The semi density matrix ν[i] has Tr ν[i] ≤ 2^{−i} and is the weighted sum of elementary density matrices |θ_i⟩⟨θ_i|.

It remains to prove that K(B[0..j − 1]|n) <^{log} I(⟨σ⟩ : H|n) + K(k|n). By the definition of I, for I(H : ⟨σ⟩|n) = log ∑ x,y∈{0,1}^∗ 2^{I(x:y|n)}m(x|H, n)m(y|⟨σ⟩, n). > log ∑ x∈{0,1}^∗ 2^{I(x:x|n)}m(x|H, n)m(x|⟨σ⟩, n) >^+ log 2^{K(B[0..j−1]|n)}m(B[0..j − 1]|H, n)m(B[0..j − 1]|⟨σ⟩, n) =^+ K(B[0..j − 1]|n) − K(B[0..j − 1] | ⟨σ⟩, n) − K(B[0..j − 1] | H, n). Since the border sequence is computable from the halting sequence K(B[0..j − 1] | H) <^+ K(j) < O(log k), therefore it is sufficient to prove K(B[0..j − 1] | ⟨σ⟩, n) <^+ K(k, j|n) < O(log k).

Given k, j, ⟨σ⟩, and n, there is a program that can enumerate ν[x] over all total strings x of length j. This program also uses ⟨σ⟩ to compute from below Tr ν[x]σ, until it finds a string y such that Tr ν[y]σ > c2^{−k−1}/(k + 1). Note that there is a unique string y with this property and y = B[0..j − 1]0. Otherwise y = B[0..h − 1]0z, for some h < j, ‖h‖ + ‖z‖ = j, with B[h] = 1. However, then Tr ν[h] > c2^{−k−1}/(k + 1), causing a contradiction for the definition of j. Thus the program can find B[0..j − 1], completing the proof for (2).

Theorem 3 proves that quantum states with very low Gács complexity, Hg, will be easy to approximate with a small input to a universal quantum Turing machine. This addresses open question (1) of Gács 2001. Let Q_n be the set of n-qubit pure states. For a sequence |ψ_n⟩ ∈ Q_n of quantum states where Hg(|ψ_n⟩) = O(1), the following theorem shows that QC[Ω(1)](|ψ_n⟩) = O(1).

Theorem 3. QC[⟨ψ|μ|ψ⟩/Hg(|ψ⟩)^{O(1)}](|ψ⟩) <^{log} Hg(|ψ⟩).

Proof. We use reasoning from Theorem 7 in Gács 2001. From Lemma

Theorem

7.1, there exists a ρ such that K(ρ|n) − log ⟨ψ|ρ|ψ⟩ <^{log} Hg(|ψ⟩). Let ⌈− log ⟨ψ|ρ|ψ⟩⌉ = m. Let |u_1⟩, |u_2⟩, |u_3⟩, . . . be the eigenvectors of ρ with corresponding eigenvalues γ_1 ≥ γ_2 ≥ γ_3 . . . For y ∈ N, let ρ_y = ∑_y i=1 γ_i|u_i⟩⟨u_i|. We expand |ψ⟩ in the basis of {|u_i⟩} with |ψ⟩ = ∑ i c_i|u_i⟩. So we have that ∑ i γ_i|c_i|^2 ≥ 2^{−m}. Let s ∈ N be the first index i with γ_i < 2^{−m−1}. Since ∑ i γ_i ≤ 1, it must be that s ≤ 2^{m+2}. So ∑ i≥s γ_i|c_i|^2 < 2^{−m−1} ∑ i |c_i|^2 ≤ 2^{−m−1}, ⟨ψ|ρ_2m+2 |ψ⟩ ≥ Tr ⟨ψ|ρ_s|ψ⟩ > ∑ i<s γ_i|c_i|^2 ≥ 2^{−m} − ∑ i≥s u_i|c_i|^2 > 2^{−m−1}.

We now describe a program to the universal quantum Turing machine (with auxilliary tape containing ⟨n⟩) that will construct ρ_2m+2 . The input is an ensemble {γ_i}^{2m+2}_{i=1} of vectors {|cB(i)⟩}, where B(i) is the binary encoding of index i ∈ N which is of length m + 2. Helper code c of size =^+ K(p|n) transforms each |cB(i)⟩ into |u_i⟩. Thus the size of the input is <^+ K(p|n) + m <^{log} Hg(|ψ⟩). The fidelity of the approximation is ⟨ψ|ρ_2m+2 |ψ⟩ > 2^{−m−1} ≥ 2^{−Hg(|ψ⟩)−O(log Hg(|ψ⟩))} ≥ ⟨ψ|μ|ψ⟩/Hg(|ψ⟩)^{O(1)}. References

A. Berthiaume, W. van Dam, and S. Laplante. Quantum Kolmogorov Complexity. Journal of Computer and System Sciences, 63(2), 2001.

G. Chaitin. A Theory of Program Size Formally Identical to Information Theory. Journal of the ACM, 22(3):329–340, 1975.

Samuel Epstein and Leonid A. Levin. Sets have simple members. CoRR, abs/1107.1458, 2011.

URL http://arxiv.org/abs/1107.1458.

P. Gács. Quantum algorithmic entropy. Journal of Physics A Mathematical General, 34:6859–6880, 2001.

A. Kolmogorov. Three approaches to the quantitative definition of information. Problems in Information Transmission, 1:1–7, 1965.

L. Levin. Laws of Information Conservation (Non-growth) and Aspects of the Foundations of Probability Theory. Problemy Peredachi Informatsii, 10(3):206–210, 1974.

M. Li and P. Vitányi. An Introduction to Kolmogorov Complexity and Its Applications. Springer Publishing Company, Incorporated, 3 edition, 2008.

M. Muller. Strongly Universal Quantum Turing Machines and Invariance of Kolmogorov Complexity. IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, 54(2), 2008.

A. Shen. The concept of (alpha,beta)-stochasticity in the Kolmogorov sense, and its properties.

Soviet Mathematics Doklady, 28(1):295–299, 1983.

A. Shen. Discussion on Kolmogorov Complexity and Statistical Analysis. The Computer Journal, 42(4):340–342, 1999.

R. Solomonoff. A Formal Theory of Inductive Inference, Part l. Information and Control, 7:1–22, 1964.

Nikolay Vereshchagin. Proofs of conservation inequalities for levin’s notion of mutual information of 1974. eprint arXiv:cs.IT/1911.05447, 2019.

N. Vereshchagin. On Algorithmic Strong Sufficient Statistics. In Proceedings of 9th Conference on Computability in Europe , volume 7921 of LNCS, pages 424–433. 2013.

N. Vereshchagin and P. Vitányi. Algorithmic Rate Distortion Theory, 2004a.

http://arxiv.org/abs/cs.IT/0411014.

N. Vereshchagin and P. Vitányi. Kolmogorov’s Structure Functions and Model Selection. IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, 50(12):3265 – 3290, 2004b.

N. Vereshchagin and P. Vitányi. Rate Distortion and Denoising of Individual Data using Kolmogorov Complexity. IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, 56:3438–3454, 2010.

Nikolai K. Vereshchagin and Alexander Shen. Algorithmic statistics: forty years later. CoRR, abs/1607.08077, 2016. URL http://arxiv.org/abs/1607.08077.

P. Vitanyi. Three Approaches to the Quantitative Definition of Information in an Individual Pure Quantum State. eprint arXiv:quant-ph/9907035, 1999.

V. V’Yugin. On Randomness Defect of a Finite Object Relative to Measures with Given Complexity Bounds. SIAM Theory of Probability and Its Applications, 32:558–563, 1987.