An Algebraic Method to Fidelity-based Model Checking over
Quantum Markov Chains

Ming Xu, Jianling Fu, Jingyi Mei, Yuxin Deng

Shanghai Key Laboratory of Trustworthy Computing, & MoE Engineering Research Center of Software/Hardware
Co-design Technology and Application, East China Normal University, Shanghai, 200062, China

Abstract

Fidelity is one of the most widely used quantities in quantum information that measures the dis-
tance of two quantum states through a noisy channel, a kind of quantum operations. In this paper,
we consider the model of quantum Markov chain (QMC), in which transitions are weighted by
super-operators to characterize quantum operations and the initial quantum state is left para-
metric. A quantum analogy of probabilistic computation tree logic, called QCTL, is introduced
to take into account fidelity, instead of probability measure, over QMC. The key to the model
checking problem lies in computing the fidelity of the super-operator valued measure specified
by a path formula in QCTL. It is minimized over all initial quantum states, which is intended for
analyzing the system performance in the worst case. We achieve it by a reduction to quantifier
elimination in the existential theory of the reals. The method is absolutely exact, so that model
checking QCTL formulas against QMC:s is proved to be decidable in exponential time.

Keywords: Model Checking, Formal Logic, Quantum Computing, Computer Algebra

1. Introduction

Markov chains (MCs) have attracted a lot of attention in the field of formal verification [6} 2].
In 1989, Hansson and Jonsson introduced probabilistic computation tree logic (PCTL) to specify
quantitative properties over MCs, and presented an algorithm to check whether a property ¢
holds over an MC 9t or not [19]. The time complexity is polynomial w.r.t. the size of both
¢ and M. Later, more efficient approximation algorithms were presented and implemented in
various model checkers, such as PRISM [22], Storm [8]], and EPMC [12], to solve numerous
practical problems. Such model checkers provide a Boolean answer to the decision problem:
Does Mt satisfy ¢? In case of a negative answer, a counter-example can be provided [[18] to
locate the potential bug. Thereby, the model checking technology has achieved great success in
both academic and industrial communities.

Quantum hardware has been rapidly developed in the last decades, particularly in very recent
years. For example, in December 2020, the quantum computer Jiuzhang implemented a type of
Boson sampling on 76 photonic qubits, in which case the quantum computer spent less than 20

Email addresses: mxu@cs . ecnu.edu.cn (Ming Xu), scsse_£3j12015@126. com (Jianling Fu),
mjyecnu@163. com (Jingyi Mei), yxdeng@sei.ecnu.edu.cn (Yuxin Deng)

Preprint submitted to Theoretical Computer Science August 17, 2022



seconds while a classical supercomputer would require 600 million years [30]. One year later,
IBM’s latest quantum-computing chip established a milestone of sorts: it packed in 127 qubits,
and several hundred qubits are expected within the next few years [3]]. In the meantime, quantum
software will be crucial in harnessing the power of quantum computers, such as the BB84 pro-
tocol for quantum key distribution [5], Shor’s algorithm for integer factorization [25], Grover’s
algorithm for unstructured search [16]], and the HHL algorithm for solving linear equations [20].
To ensure the reliability of quantum software, verification technologies are urgent to be devel-
oped for quantum systems and protocols. Due to the features in quantum mechanics, three major
challenges in verification are:

1. the state space is a continuum, where quantum states are represented by density operators
that are positive semi-definite matrices with trace (the sum of diagonal entries) being unit,

2. quantum operations, which are mappings from density operators to themselves, are much
complicated to be described, and

3. to get classical information from quantum states, one has to exploit the quantum measure-
ment that destroys the original quantum states.

To tackle them effectively, researchers imposed some restrictions on the quantum model and the
properties to be checked. Gay et al. [14} [15] restricted the quantum operations to the Clifford
group gates (including Hadamard, CNOT and phase gates), restricted the state space to a set
of finitely describable states called stabilizers that is closed under those Clifford group gates,
and applied PRISM to check the quantum protocols — superdense coding, quantum teleporta-
tion, and quantum error correction. Whereas, Feng et al. proposed the model of super-operator
weighted Markov chain [11]], in which super-operators are used to characterize the general quan-
tum operations. It gave rise to an alternative way to finitely describe states. The model was
shown to be able to describe a kind of hybrid systems [23]], whose state space has both discrete
and continuous components although the evolution is discrete-time. Under the model, the au-
thors considered the reachability probability [29]], the repeated reachability probability [10], and
the model checking of linear time properties [23]] and a quantum analogy of computation tree
logic (QCTL) [11]]. A key step in their work is decomposing the state space (known as a Hilbert
space) into a direct-sum of some bottom strongly connected component (BSCC) subspaces plus a
maximal transient subspace. Here the BSCC subspaces are the state sets in which any two states
can reach each other almost surely under the given quantum operation. After decomposition, all
the aforementioned problems were shown to be computable/decidable in polynomial time.

The above works focus only on the probability measure of quantitative properties, where
the probabilities are taken from the traces of density operators. For example, let us consider a
quantum particle in state

|11 0
Po = [0 0}-

After travelling through a noisy channel &, the state pg is changed into p; = E(pg) as follows,

1 o] e oo
P =10 o P =0 1)

The two states pg and p; are obviously different states, but distinguishing them relies on a perfect
measurement, which cannot be achieved in general. Direct comparison with the probability
measure tells nothing, as py and p; have the same probability measure 1. Some key information
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concerning the quantum states has been lost when we only focus on their probability measure.
To address this issue, we resort to fidelity.

Fidelity is a basic concept in quantum information that prescribes the quantification of the
similarity degree of two quantum states. For a fixed quantum channel &, the fidelity between
quantum states p and &(p) characterizes precisely how well the channel could preserve the quan-
tum information. Qualitatively, the fidelity, ranging over the unit interval [0, 1], attains its min-
imum if and only if the column space of p and &(p) are mutually orthogonal, and attains its
maximum value 1 if and only if p = &E(p). It decreases as two states become more distinguish-
able, where the distinguishability reflects the effect of a quantum channel. In the aforementioned
example, the fidelity between pg and p; attains the minimum O as expected although the probabil-
ity measures of py and p; are both 1. Hence the probability measure does not suffice to recognize
general quantum states in the situation where the preservation of quantum information is viewed
as an important indicator, but the fidelity does!

In this paper, we consider the fidelity-based property over (super-operator weighted) quan-
tum Markov chains (QMCs). This property is specified by another quantum analogy of com-
putation tree logic (QCTL), including a novel kind of fidelity-quantifier formula instead of the
trace-quantifier formula in [[11]. Since the state formulas and the path formulas in QCTL are mu-
tually inductive, we perform the model checking in three steps: i) decide the basic state formulas,
ii) synthesize the super-operators of path formulas, and iii) decide the fidelity-quantifier formu-
las. The last step plays a central role in the model checking, and depends on the second step.
To effectively synthesize the super-operators, we first remove the BSCC subspaces that cover all
fixed-points of a super-operator in consideration. By Brouwer’s fixed-point theorem, the direct-
sum of all these BSCC subspaces are easily obtained. We explicitly express the super-operators
using matrix representation, thus complete the synthesizing. Finally, the fidelity-quantifier for-
mula over QMC is decided by a reduction to quantifier elimination in the existential theory of
the reals. The complexity of our method is shown to i) be exponential time for the QMC with a
parametric initial quantum state; and ii) (as an immediate corollary) be polynomial time for the
QMC with a concrete initial quantum state.

Finally, we summarize the contributions of the paper as follows:

1. auseful fidelity-based QCTL is presented;

2. all BSCC subspaces are removed by a simple approach, which is more efficient than the
existing approach in [10];

3. the complexity is compatible/competitive when the QMC is provided with an initial quan-
tum state, e. g. in [28].

Organization of the paper. Section 2| gives the basic notions and notations from quantum com-
puting. Sections [3| and [] introduce the model of QMC and the logic — QCTL, respectively.
Section [5] presents the model checking algorithm, incorporating with an algebraic approach to
the fidelity computation. Section []is the conclusion.

2. Preliminaries

Here we recall some basic notions and notations in quantum computing. Interested readers
can refer to [24] [11] for more details. Let [n] (n € Z*) denote the finite set {1,2,...,n}, and
9H a Hilbert space with dimension d := dim(#H) throughout this paper. We will adopt the Dirac
notations that are standard in quantum computing:
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e |y) stands for a unit column vector in H labelled with ;
o (Y] :=|y)" is the Hermitian adjoin (i. e., complex conjugate and transpose) of [¢);

o (Y|Y2) := (Y| |2) is the inner product of i) and |if;);
o |1 ){(¥| is the outer product.

Specifically, |i) with i € [d] denotes the vector, in which the ith entry is 1 and others are 0. Thus,
(ili) = 1 and (i|j) = 0 hold for any positive integer j # i by orthonormality.

Linear operators. One of the most popular ways to describe quantum states and operations is
employing linear operators. Before describing quantum information, we give the definitions of
several classes of linear operators. Let Ly be the set of linear operators on H. Such a subscript
H will be omitted for conciseness if it is clear from the context. A linear operator 7y is Hermitian
if y = y'; it is positive if (Y| |¢) > 0 holds for any |) € H. The trace of a linear operator y
is given by tr(y) := Y14 (Wil v ;) for any orthonormal basis {|;) : i € [d]} of H. The trace is
defined to be linear in its input. A density operator (resp. partial density operator) p is a positive
operator with trace 1 (resp. < 1), which will be used to express quantum states later. Let D be
the set of partial density operators on , and D' the set of density operators.

Extension to a composite system. Sometimes, we need to consider a system composed of two
subsystems, say, whose Hilbert spaces are H and H’, respectively. Then the elements of the
composite system H ® H’ are of the form |1, "), a shorthand of | [y') := |¢) ® [¢’), where ®
denotes tensor product, for |y) € H and |y") € H'. Itis easy to validate that (1, |2, ¥5) =
Wily2) (¥ |¥5) holds for any |y1),2) € H and |y)), ) € H’. For any linear operators
v € Lgrand vy’ € Lgp, the product operator y ® ¥’ has the partial traces trep (y ® y') := tr(y’)y
and trgy(y ® y') := tr(y)y’, which result in linear operators on H and H’, respectively.

Linear subspaces. There are two important subspaces of a Hilbert space related to particular
linear operators. The support supp(y) of a Hermitian operator vy is the subspace of H spanned
by all eigenvectors of y associated with nonzero eigenvalues. It can be computed in such a way:
let the spectral decomposition [24, Box 2.2] of y be

Y= A, (1)

i€[d]

where 4; € R (i € [d]) are all eigenvalues of y and |i;) are the corresponding eigenvectors; then
supp(y) is span({|;) : i € [d] A 4; # 0}). A projection subspace is given by a projector P, which
is a positive operator of the form e, Vi){i;| for some orthonormal |y;) (i € [m]) withm < d.
Obviously, there is a bijective map between projectors P = 3 () [t/;){¥i| on H and projection
subspaces of HH that are spanned by {|y;) : i € [m]}.

Quantum states. According to the postulate of quantum mechanics [24, Subsection 2.2.1], quan-
tum operations take place in the Hilbert space HH whose elements are expressed by some or-
thonormal basis {|i) : i € [d]}, where each basis element |i) represents a state vector. Then any
unit element ) = 3,4 ¢; [i) of HH represents a quantum state, which is entirely determined by
those coefficients ¢; € C (i € [d]), satisfying 3’14 lci?> = 1, under that basis. General quantum
states are represented by the probabilistic ensembles {(p;, [/;)): 1 < i < k} for some p; > 0 with
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Zf.‘zl pi = 1, which means we are in |i;) with probability p;. An alternative representation is us-
ing density operators p = Zf-‘z 1 Di [yl Here those |;) are not necessary to be orthonormal. To
be more explicit, thanks to the spectral decomposition [24, Box 2.2], we have p = Z;‘il A [,
where |4;) are eigenvectors interpreted as the eigenstates of p and A; are eigenvalues interpreted
as the probabilities of taking the eigenstates |4;). It is worth noting that the spectral decompo-
sition of p is not unique, but the number of nonzero eigenvalues is unique since it is exactly the
rank of p. When there is only one eigenstate with unit probability, p is said to be a pure state, i.e.
o = W)y for some |iy) € H, in this case, we can also use the vector |i) to express the pure state;
otherwise it is a mixed state. In other words, a pure state indicates the system state which we
completely know; a mixed state gives all possible system states with a total probability of one.

Quantum operations. To characterize the change between the general quantum states expressed
by density operators, we employ the notion of super-operator & on H that is a linear operator on
Ly A super-operator is completely positive if for any Hilbert space H’, the trivially extended
operator &® 74, maps the set of positive operators on Lyger to itself, where 74, is the identity
super-operator on H’. Let S be the set of completely positive super-operators on H. A more
detailed description of super-operator is given below.

By Kraus representation [24, Theorem 8.3], a super-operator & is completely positive on H if
and only if there are m linear operators E;, E,, ..., E,, € £ (called Kraus operators) with m < &2,
such that for any y € £, we have

&y) = ) E/yE]. 2)

€[m)

Here, each term E, yE; ensures that the map is from Hermitian operators y to Hermitian opera-
tors E, yET, and further from positive operators to positive operators, as well as their sum. The
description of & is entirely determined by those Kraus operators {E; : ¢ € [m]} (with the brace
notation). Thus, we have:

o the sum &, + &, of super-operators & = {Ej, : € € [m]} and &, = {Ey¢ : € € [my]} is
given by the union {E; , : £ € [m]} U {Ey, : € € [m2]};

o the composition &, o &, is given by {Ex r,E1 ¢, : €1 € [m] A £ € [ma]};

o the product super-operator &; ® &, is given by {E; ¢, : €1 € [m1]} ® (Eay, : & € [ma]} =
{E1e, ®Epy, 1 €1 € [m1] A€o € [m2]}.

It is easy to validate that E® &' (y ® ') = E(y) ® E'(¥’) holds for any y € Ly and y' € Lyy.

An operation in a probabilistic system is required to preserve the probability; it is required
to preserve the trace in a quantum system, which could be realized as follows. A trace pre-order
< is defined on S as: & < &; if and only if tr(E;(p)) < tr(E(p)) holds for any p € D. The
equivalence & ~ &; means & < &; and &, 2 &,. For a super-operator & = {E; : £ € [m]}, the
completeness & =~ I holds if and only if 3’ e, E;Eg = I where I is the identity operator. Here
the completeness means the trace-preserving, as

tr(E(p)) = tr[ Z E, pE}] = tr[z E/E p] = tr(Ip) = tr(p). 3)

te[m] te[m]

Let SS7 be the set of trace-nonincreasing super-operators &, i.e., S = (& € S : & < I}. Later
on, we would characterize quantum operations by these super-operators & € S<Z.
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Figure 1: The organization of basic notions

Summarizing the notations, we would like to use letters in bold font, e. g. E, F, I, P, for linear
operators with two exceptional Greek letters — 7y intended for Hermitian operators and p for
density operators, and use letters in calligraphic font, e.g. &, F, I, P, for super-operators. All
the above categories of notions are organized as Figure [I] where the exceptional category of
fidelity will be delivered in Section

3. Quantum Markov Chain

Here we introduce the model of quantum Markov chain, and then establish the measurable
space over its paths for formally reasoning about quantitative properties. Let AP be a set of
atomic propositions throughout this paper.

Definition 3.1 ([11, Definition 3.1]). A labelled quantum Markov chain (QMC for short) € over
Hilbert space ‘H is a triple (S, Q, L), in which

e S is a finite set of classical states,

<7 . .. . .
® 0: S XS — 85 isa transition super-operator matrix, satisfying Y,es Q(s,1) ~ I for
each s € S, and

o L:S — 24P is q labelling function.

The QMC € is a composite system of two components: a classical subsystem S and a quan-
tum one H. We employ the following Dirac notations to encode the classical component, so that
the two components can be unified into a composite quantum system. Let |s) (s € §) be the
quantisation of each classical state s that is the unit vector in which the entry corresponding to
s is 1 and others are 0, and {|s) : s € S} a set of orthonormal states serving as the quantisation
of §. Then the classical subsystem S induces a Hilbert space C := span({|s) : s € S}), and the
composite classical-quantum system is defined on the enlarged Hilbert space H.q := C®H. The
dimension of Hq is N := nd where n = |S|, which will be used to reflect the size of the input
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model €. The instantaneous descriptions (IDs) of € are uniformly represented by the density
operator 0 = s |$){s| ® p; on H,q with partial density operators p, € Dy distributed over
classical states s € S, satisfying ) g tr(o;) = 1. The initial ID is left parametric in the model,
particularly suitable for the uncertainty in quantum system.

For a classical state s € S, the super-operators Q(s, t) (¢ € S') characterize the changes from
state s with partial density operator p; to state t with p,. Summarizing over all successors 7 € S,
they are required to preserve the trace, i.e., meeting the completeness Y ,c¢ O(s,f) ~ 7. All
single transition super-operators Q(s,?) (s,t € S) on H can be extended to {|f){s|} ® O(s,?) on
Heq. After {|1)(s|} ® O(s, 1) acts on an ID, the super-operator {|¢)(s|} changes the classical state
from s to ¢, while Q(s, f) changes the quantum state from p; to Q(s, )(py).

Example 3.2. Let us consider the QMC €, = (S, Q, L) over a 2-qubit (4-dimensional) Hilbert
space H = span({|1, 1),1,2),12,1),12,2)}) as shown in Figure|2| The classical state set S is
{50, 81, 82, 83, S4, S5}, where L(ss) = {0k}, L(s4) = {error}, and other states are labelled with (.
If the ID of €1 is 01 = |s1){s1|® p1 + |$2)(s2| ® 02 for some partial density operators p1, p> € Dy
satisfying tr(oy) + tr(o2) = 1, it means that we are in classical state s carrying unit quantum
information p1 [tr(py) with probability tr(p;) and in classical state s, carrying unit quantum in-
formation p, [tr(p,) with probability tr(p;).

Q(SZ,S())
ok m error
@ O(50, 55) 5 O(s0, 51) /51\ O(s1, 52) 5 (52, 53) Q O(s3, 54) @
(51, 89 \\/

0O(s3, 50)

Figure 2: A sample QMC

The transition super-operator matrix Q is given by the following nonzero entries in Kraus
representation:

OCs0, 1) = {11+ 11, 5 11, =X1, 2]}, Q(s0, 5)

5 11,2)(1.21,12)Q2l e I},

(3
Os1,50) = {11, XL+, 211L,2XL =), Qsi,52) = (311,2X1, -1, 12)21 T,
O(s2,50) = {2 XL = X®X}, O(s2,53) = (R IeL 21eX),
O(s3,50) = {210 Z, 2 Z 1), O(s3,54) = (101, % Z®Z),
O(s4,54) ={IQ1}, O(ss,s5) = {I®1},

where |£)y = (1) + [2))/ V2, T = [1)(1] + [2)(2| is the identity operator, X = |1)2| + |2X1] is
the bit flip and Z = |1)(1| — |2)(2| is the phase flip. In a super-operator Q(s,t), each Kraus
operator makes a part of change moving p; to p,. For instance, % [1,2)(1, —| in Q(s1, s2) moves
% [1,2)(1, —| ps, 11, =X1, 2| from classical state s\ to sy. After Q(s1, $2) acts on ps,, the resulting
partial density operator Q(sy, s2)(ps,) would constitute the quantum information ps, at classical
state sp. It is easy to validate that the completeness },.q O(s,t) ~ I holds for each s € SF_]

IThe intention of those super-operators is to characterize the computation through a noisy channel with trace-
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Actually, the model of QMC is more expressive than that of the ordinary Markov chain (MC).
It can be seen from the following lemma:

Lemma 3.3. Given an MC M = (S, Q, L), it can be modelled by a QMC € = (S, Q, L) over ‘H,
even when H is one-dimensional.

Proor. The state set S and the labelling function L of the QMC € are directly taken from the
MC M = (S,Q,L). In M, the ID is given by some probability distribution that is in state s with
probability py, satisfying > s ps = 1, while the transition from s to 7 is given by the transition
probability Q(s, ). We are to encode them in € as follows. Let |) be a fixed element of H.
The ID of € is correspondingly given by the density operator Y, s ps [)(s| ® )| on Hq. We
choose Q(s, t) as the singleton {Q(s, H)2 1}, so that

OCs, H(ps W)W = [Q(s, ' Tps )Wl [Qs, ' 11 = QCs, Dps )y
{15l ® QCs, D(py s)(s] ® ) Wl) = Q(s, )ps 1] @ [ )Wl -

Thus the transition probability matrix Q is imitated by the transition super-operator matrix Q.
When dim(H) = 1, the same imitation follows with the linear operators I and |y){(¢/| both being
degenerated to the constant 1. (]

Sometimes, it is convenient to combine all the transition super-operator matrix Q(s, ) (s,t €
S) on H together to form a large single super-operator, namely ¥ := 3, s {{()(s|}® O(s, 1), on the
enlarged Hilbert space H.q. The enlarged transition super-operator  is functionally analogous
to the transition probability matrix in the MC.

Example 3.4. All the super-operators on H appeared in the QMC €, in Example could be
combined as a single super-operator on Hegy:

F = {ls1){sol} ® O(s0, 51) + {Is5){s0l} ® O(s0, 55) + {[s0){511} ® O(s1, S0) +
{Is2)(s11} ® O(s1, 52) + {[s0){s21} ® O(s2, 50) + {|53){52[} ® O(s2, 53) +
{150)(s3]} ® O(s3, 50) + {Is4)(s3]} ® O(s3, 54) + {[s4){s4]} & L + {|s5)(s5]} ® 1,

in which the left operand of the tensor product in a term is a super-operator on C and the right
operand is a super-operator on H. Applying F to the ID o1, we get a new ID

01 = lso)s1l} ® Q(s1, so)(Is1){s11® p1) + ({Is2){s11} ® Q(s1, $2))(p |s1){s1| ® p1) +
({Is0)(s21} ® O(s2, 50))(I52){52| ® 2) + ({I53)52[} ® O(52, 53))(|52){52| ® P2)
= [so){(sol ® O(s51, 50)(P1) + [52){52] ® O(551, $2)(P1) +
[50)<s0l ® O(s2, 50)(02) + [53)(s3] ® O(52, 53)(02),

which is easily calculated by the orthonormality (s;|s;) = 1 and (s;|s;) = 0 for i # j.

allocation of quantum information. In practice, the trace-allocation of quantum information has a large proportion of
being the identity operator I and a small proportion of being noise operators, e. g. the bit flip X and the phase flip Z,
which would change density operators. However, to present our method precisely, we focus more on the situation where
severe noises appear and choose an underlying graph with several cycles. Thus we set super-operator entries simply by
those noise operators.



A path w in the QMC € is an infinite state sequence in the form sg s1 §5 - - -, where s; € S and
OC(s;i, siv1) # 0fori > 0. Let w(i) be the (i+1)-th state of w fori > 0, e. g. w(0) = sp and w(1) = s,
for w = so 51 52 ---. We denote by Path(s) the set of all paths starting in s, and by Pathg,(s) the
set of all finite paths starting in s, i. e., Pathg,(s) := {® : & is a finite prefix of some w € Path(s)}.

Example 3.5. In the QMC €, shown in Example@ w1 = 380 81 80 S5 S5 -+ + IS a path starting
in s3, where wi1(0) = 53, w1(1) = w1 (3) = 59, W1(2) = 51, and w1(i) = s5 for i > 4; while
W1 = §3 80 S1 S0 S5 1S a finite prefix of wi. Therefore, we have w, € Path(s3) and &, € Pathg,(s3).

Since the initial ID of the QMC in Definition3.1]is parametric, it is necessary to develop some
measurement over paths, independent from concrete initial IDs, for reasoning about quantitative
properties. We resort to the notion of super-operator valued measure (SOVM) that is a function
from D to itself, and establish the SOVM space as follows. Recall that:

Definition 3.6. A measurable space is a pair (Q,X), where Q is a nonempty set and X is a o-
algebra on ) that is a collection of subsets of Q, satisfying:

o QeX and
e Y is closed under countable union and complement.

In addition, an SOVM space is a triple (Q, 2, A), where (Q, X) is a measurable space and A: £ —
S< s an SOVM, satisfying:

e A(Q) =< I, and
o A(H; A)) = X; A(A)) for any pairwise disjoint A; € X.

From the definition, we can see that an event A is (2, £)-measurable if A belongs to Z, and its
SOVM is given by the A defined on that .
For a given finite path & € Pathg,(s), we define the cylinder set as

Cyl(®) := {w € Path(s) : w has the prefix &}; 4)

and for B C Pathgy(s), we extend @) by Cyl(B) := Jgeg CyI(®). In particular, we have Cyl(s) =
Path(s). Let Q = Path(s) for a given s € S, and I1 C 22 be the countable set of all cylinder sets
{Cyl(®) : & € Pathsy(s)} plus the empty set 0. By [2, Chapter 10], there is a smallest o-algebra
¥ of II that contains IT and is closed under countable union and complement. It is clear that the
pair (Q, X) forms a measurable space.

Next, for a given finite path & = s¢ s1 - - - 5, we define the composed super-operator along
with @ as

ACYI®)) = { L ttn =0, (5)

O(sn-1,8p) 0 --- 0 Q(s0,51)  otherwise.
By [[L1, Theorem 3.2], the domain of A can be extended to X,i.e., A: ¥ — S5 , which is unique
under the countable union | J; A; for any A; € IT and is an equivalence class of super-operators in
terms of the equivalence <~ under the complement A° for some A € I1. Hence the triple (Q,Z, A)
forms an SOVM space.



Example 3.7. For each s € S, we can establish an SOVM space (Q, %, A) over the path set
Path(s) of €, in Example To demonstrate the generality of the method, we choose Q =
Path(ss). Then, for the finite path &, = s3 So S1 So S5, the SOVM could be calculated as

A(Cyl(@1)) = O(s0, 55) © Q(s1, 50) © Q(S0, 51) © O(s3, S0)
= Q(s0, 55) © Q(s1, %) © Q(s0, s1) 0 (B 1®Z, ZZ T}
= Q(s0, 55) © QCs1, 50) 0 (122 |1, +)(1, 1], 8211, -)(1,2))
= O(s0, 55) 0 {1232 |1, 1(1, 11, 12232 |1,2)(1, 2))

> 625
= (362 11,2)(1,2)).

In details, we calculate the composition of super-operators using right associativity, e. g.

O(s0, s1) © Q(s3, So)
= {11, +XL 1,21, -X1,2)} o {(EI®Z, ;§Z®I}

=B 1L+XL AR Z), £ 1, +X1L, 1(ZD), 1 1,-X1,2|(A® Z), 1= |1, -X1,2|(Z’ D)}
= {2 L XL B L] =5 11, =)L, 21, 2511, -1, 21)

= (2021 1,1, B2 1, -y, 21,

where the last equation follows from a combination of Kraus operators, saying

{5 11, =121, 55 11, =1, 21)(0)
= (=155 |1, =1, 2D) p (=75 11, 2)(1, =) + (55 11, X1, 2D p ({55 11, 2)(1, =)

= (8211, (1,2 p (B2 11,2)(1, -))

= (8211, 21, 20)(p).

4. Quantum Computation Tree Logic

In practice, the transition of quantum information suffers from all kinds of noises. It is
worth considering how close the output state is to the input one through a noisy channel. As we
mentioned in the introduction, fidelity is a useful tool in comparing quantum states, and in many
occasions, fidelity can detect the effect of a noisy channel but probability measure cannot. So we
introduce a quantum extension of computation tree logic (QCTL) based on fidelity. The main
ingredient is to replace the trace (probability) measure in the existing logic of [L1] with fidelity.

We first recall the notion of fidelity.

Definition 4.1. For a super-operator & € ST and a density operator p € D', the fidelity is

defined as
Fid(&, p) :=tr ( ‘/p1/28(p)p1/2) , (6a)

where p'/? = Dicld] /11.1/2 i)l is obtained from some spectral decomposition }cq Ai WiXWil of
p. In particular, when p is a pure state )|, it is simply

Fid(&, )W) := VW EWH WD 1v). (6b)
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The fidelity reflects how well the quantum operation & has preserved the quantum state p. The
better a quantum state is preserved, the larger the fidelity would be. It can be seen from a simple

case: assuming p = [y)(¥| and E(Y)(Y) = lo)(¢l, the fidelity Fid(&E, p) is just /(¥1) (plir), mea-

suring the angle between the two vectors |/) and |¢). Generally speaking, the fidelity measures
the average angle between the vectors in supp(p) and those in supp(&E(p)), which implies that
arccos Fid(&, p) would be a standard metric between p and E(p).

For a fixed trace-preserving super-operator &, we can see that the fidelity Fid(&, p), ranging
over [0, 1], varies with the density operator p. It attains the minimum if and only if the supports
of p and &(p) are orthogonal, and attains the maximum if and only if p = &E(p). For the sake of
conservation, we would like to study the system performance in the worst case. That is based on
the minimum fidelity of & defined by

Fid(&) := gelg} Fid(&,p) = &H}{ Fid(&, [y) (¥, )

where the last equation comes from the joint concavity [24, Exercise 9.19].
In the following, we present the syntax and semantics of the new logic, then compare it with
probabilistic CTL (PCTL) presented in [19] and with the QCTL in [11]].

Definition 4.2. The syntax of QCTL consists of state formulas ® and path formulas ¢:
O:=a| Q|0 AD; | Fr[@]
¢:=XD|D,UD, | D,UD,

where a € AP is an atomic proposition, ~€ {<,<,=,>,>,#} is a comparison operator, T €
Q N[0, 1] is a threshold, and k > O is a step bound.

The state formula §-.[¢] in QCTL is called the fidelity-quantifier formula, and other state for-
mulas are basic ones. The three kinds of path formulas X @, ®;U <k®, and @, U @, are the next,
the bounded-until and the unbounded-until formulas, respectively.

Definition 4.3. The semantics of QCTL interpreted over a QMC € = (S, Q, L) is given by the
satisfaction relation [=:

skEa if s has the label ain €, i.e., a € L(s),

s E @ if s (£ @,

sE DO AD, if s E O AsE Oy,

s E §-4] if Fid(A({w € Path(s) : w  ¢}) ~ 7,
wEXO if w(l) E @,

wEO U0, ifdi<k: (wi)EDPAYj<i:w()E D),
wkE O UD, ifAi: (WO EDPAVYj<i:w())E D).

Other logic connectives V, — and <> can be easily derived by — and A as usual.

Here, the next formula X @ requires that the second state w(1) of the path w = w(0) w(1) W(2) - - -

should satisfy @; the bounded-until formula @, U <k®, requires that there is a state w(i) within the

step bound i < k satisfying @, and all proper predecessors w(}j) satisfy @;; the unbounded-until

formula @;U @, drops the step bound < k; letting A be the SOVM of all paths in Path(s) that
11



satisfy ¢, the fidelity-quantifier formula §..[¢] requires that the minimum fidelity of A should
meet the threshold ~ 7. In details, the trace-nonincreasing super-operator A is a function map-
ping from an initial quantum state p, € D' to a new quantum state p’ € D, and F-..[¢] is the
quantitative property asking whether the minimum of the fidelity Fid(p;, o), with p, ranging over
D', meets the threshold ~ 7. For example, suppose the super-operator A induced by ¢ is deter-
mined by the Kraus representation {‘51 [—)¢2[, |+){1]}. Given an initial density operator p; = |1){1|
(resp. ps = |2)(2]), the final quantum state after applying A involves into p’ = [+){+| (resp.
o = % |-){—I), and the fidelity between the pair of states is 1/ \2 (resp. 2 V2/5). With the initial
quantum state varying, &-.[¢] is used to compare the minimum fidelity Fid(A) among such pairs
of quantum states with the threshold 7.

For any path formula ¢, the path set A = {w € Path(s) : w = ¢} belongs to the o-algebra X
that contains all cylinder sets of Q = Path(s), since

o if = X @, A is the finite union of those cylinder sets Cyl(s f) that satisfy ¢ = ®;

o if ¢ = UKD, A is the finite union of Cyl(sy - - - s;) for some i < k, that satisfy sg = s,
s;i |E @2, and s; @, for each j < i;

e if = ®;U ®D,, A is the countable union of Cyl(sg - - - 5;) for some i > 0, that satisfy so = s,
s; |E @,,and s; = @, for each j < i.

Thereby, the set A is (€2, X)-measurable, and the SOVM A(A) is uniquely defined. For concise-
ness, we will write A(®) for A(Cyl(®)) and A(¢) for Al{w € Path(s) : w E ¢}) afterwards.

Example 4.4. Consider the path w| = s3 so S| So S5 S5 - - on the QMC €| shown in Example@]
where only state ss has the label ok, we can see

e w; F trueUok, as wi(4) E ok and w;(j) E true for each j < 4.

The SOVM A(&,) has been obtained as A(Cyl(w,)) = {5;?2\5& [1,2)(1,2|} in Example H Since
w; € Q = Path(s;) and w, E trueUok, the SOVM A(trueU ok) has the lower bound

(SN2 11,2)(1,2]).

Finally, we point out the difference between the PCTL in [19]], the QCTL in [11] and our
QCTL. The PCTL extends CTL by introducing a probability-quantifier ‘P..(¢) that compares the
probability of the measurable event specified by ¢ with the threshold 7, and decides it over an
MC with a specific initial ID (probability distribution over classical states). The QCTL in [[11]
introduces an SOVM-quantifier Q<g(¢) that compares the SOVM of ¢ with the super-operator
threshold & under the trace pre-order <, and decides it over a QMC with a specific initial ID
(density operator on Hq). Whereas, ours introduces a fidelity-quantifier §<-(¢) that compares
the fidelity of the SOVM of ¢ with the threshold 7, and aims to decide it over a QMC with a
parametric initial quantum state. The parametric model is more expressive, and thus our method
would be potentially applicable. How to consider the SOVM-quantifier on a parametric QMC
would be one of our future work.

5. Model Checking Algorithm

In this section, we present the main model checking algorithm for a given QMC € = (S, O, L)
and a QCTL state formula ®@. The algorithm would decide s = ® for a given state s € S, or
equivalently compute the set of all states satisfying @, i.e., Sat(®) := {s € § : s | ®}. Since the
definition of QCTL is mutually inductive, this goal will be reached in three steps:

12



1. deciding basic state formulas (except for the fidelity-quantifier one),
2. synthesizing the super-operators of path formulas, and
3. deciding the fidelity-quantifier formula.

5.1. Deciding basic state formulas
For basic state formulas, the satisfying sets are directly calculated by their definitions:
e Sat(a) ={s €S :aec L(s)};
o Sat(~®) = S \ Sat(P), provided that Sar(®) is known, and
o Sat(D A ©y) = Sat(®@) N Sat(D,), provided that Sat(P;) and Sar(D,) are known.

Obviously, the top-level logic connective of those formulas requires merely a scan over the la-
belling function L on S, which is in O(n) with n = |S|. Hence, deciding basic state formulas is in
linear time w.r. t. the size of C.

Example 5.1. From the QMC €, shown in Example[3.2] it is easy to calculate
e Sat(ok) = {s5}, Sat(error) = {s4};
e Sat(—ok) = S \ Sat(ok) = {sg, s1, $2, 53, S4};
e Sat(—error) = S \ Sat(error) = {so, 51, $2, 53, S5}, and

e Sat(—(ok V error)) = Sat(-ok A —error) = Sat(—ok) N Sat(—error) = {sq, 51, 52, 53}.

5.2. Synthesizing the super-operators of path formulas

According to the semantics of path formulas ¢ in QCTL and the SOVM A defined on ¢, we
will show that A(¢) is a countable (possibly infinite) sum of the SOVMs of disjoint cylinder sets.
Then we reformulate A(¢) using matrix representation to get an explicit (surely finite) form.

5.2.1. SOVM form

To characterize the disjointness of cylinder sets, we employ the tool of orthogonal projection
on density operators. Let P, denote the projection super-operator {|s){(s|]} ® 7 = {|s){s] ® I} on
the enlarged Hilbert space Hq, and Po = { X0 [)s1} ® T = {X o [s)(s| ® I}. The split o =
Pa(0)+P-a(0) does not hold for a general density operator o on Heg, €. g. for C = span({|s) , |)}),

0 = [5)(s| ® pys + [} ® ps.s + [1)(5]| ® pr.s + [1)1] @ prs
# [5)(s1 ® pys + )€1 © Pyt
= Ps(0) + Pi(0),

in which the quantum information |s){f| ® ps, + [£){s| ® p; s is lost by projection. However, thanks
to the mixed structure of the classical-quantum state o = ) g |5){s| ® ps; posed on the QMC, we
have the nice property

0= D IGI®p,+ Y. 1)s1® py = Pol0) + P-o0). (8)

SE® sE-@
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Note that the super-operator & = Y, s {I1)(s]} ® OC(s, ) defined in Section [3| keeps the mixed
structure of the classical-quantum state, i.e., F (o) is also of the mixed structure. Thus, the
split using projection on classical system does not lose any quantum information, which is an
important ingredient to build up disjoint cylinder sets over paths.

Fixing an initial classical state s, we have established the SOVM space over Path(s) in Sec-
tion The SOVMs of three kinds of path formulas — the next, the bounded-until and the
unbounded-until formulas — are obtained as follows.

o Supposing that Sa#(®) is known, we have
AX D) =A (H Cyl(s t)] = Z A(st) = Z (s, 1), (9a)
=D =D =@
where ¥ denotes disjoint union.

e Supposing that Sa#(®;) and Sa#(P,) are known, we have

k i-1
A@ U ) = A[@ {w € Path(s) : w(i) @2 A [\ w(j) [ ®1 A —'(Dz}
i=0 Jj=0

k i—1
D A[{w € Path(s) : w(i) £ @2 A [\ w(j) E @1 A ﬁcpz}
i=0 j=0

k
i=0

tre(Po, © (F 0 Po,p-,) © Py), (9b)

where tre is the partial trace that traces out the classical system C.

o Supposing that Saz(®,) and Sat(D,) are known, we have

o

i
o

i—1
A@UD,) = A[ + {w € Path(s) : w(i) | @2 A /\ w(j) E @) A ﬁcbz}]

J=0

12 L0]e

j=0

i-1
A[{w € Path(s) : w(i) E @2 A /\ w(j) E D1 A —'(Dz}

tre(Pao, © (F 0 Paoyn-a,)’ © Py). (9c)

L

1l
(=]

For the latter two cases, we classify all satisfying paths w upon the first timestamp i that satisfies
w(i) E ®; and w(j) E @, for each j < i (or equivalently the unique timestamp i that satisfies
w(i) F @7 and w(j) E @1 A =@, for each j < i). Thereby, the resulting sets A; = {w € Path(s) :
w(i) E @ A /\’j‘:l0 w(j) E @ A ~D,} are pairwise disjoint, while their SOVMs are obtained as
tre(Po, © (F 0 Pao,n-a,) 0 Py).

14



Example 5.2. Under the SOVM space (Q, X, A) with Q = Path(s3) established in Example 3.7}
we consider the path formula ¢; = trueUok. The satisfying path sets are pairwise disjoint
A ={weQ:w)EokA /\’j;i) w(j) E —ok} (i = 0), and their SOVMs are:

A(Ag) = tre(Pox © Ps;) = 0,

A(Ay) = tre(Pok © (F 0 P-ok) 0 Py,) =0,

A(A3) = trg(Pox © (F 0 Po)’ 0 Py,) = {3?7\55 11,2)1,2], Z 1221 ® Z, £ [2)(2| o I},

A(A3) = tre(Po o (F 0 P-g)’ 0 Py)) = 0,

A(A3) = tre(Poi o (F 0 P-o0) 0 Py,) = (592 [1,2)(1,2]),

A(As) = tic(Pok o (F 0 Pro)® 0 Py,) = (1282 2,2)(1, 2|, 22042 2, 1)(1, 2)),

and so on.

5.2.2. Preparation for the matrix form

We have obtained the SOVMs () of the three kinds of path formulas. But the super-operators
are not expressed in an explicit form, i.e., there are too many Kraus operators to make up the
super-operators A(¢). In particular, A(®,U @;) in is even not expressed in a closed form. We
notice that super-operators are linear functions in its input, e. g. E(ay; + by,) = a&(y1) + b&E(y7)
for any a,b € C. It implies that super-operators could be represented in matrix form. In the
next subsubsection, we will construct explicit matrix representations for these super-operators,
particularly for A(®;U ®,). Our approach has two steps:

1. using the non-explicit matrix representation of A(®,U ®,), which is analogous to a geo-
metric series with common ratio — the matrix representation of ¥, r-@, := ¥ © Po,r-d, >
since A(®; U @,) is calculated as an infinite sum in (@d);

2. reformulating it as an explicit matrix fraction.

However, Fo,,-0, may have some fixed-point y (or equivalently the matrix representation of
F o, r-0, has eigenvalue 1), which makes the directly obtained matrix fraction divergent. To over-
come the trouble, inspired by [10], we are to remove the bottom strongly connected component
(BSCC) subspaces I' that cover all fixed-points y of ¥, r-a,, 1. €., supp(y) € I'. Recall that:

Definition 5.3. For a super-operator & € S, a subspace T of H is bottom if for any pure state
[¥) € T, the support of E(W )W) is contained in T it is SCC if for any pure states 1), o) € T,
yr2) is in span(|J72, supp(E (w1 Y1) it is BSCC if it is bottom and SCC.

The bottom subspace means that any state |y) in " cannot leave I under the mapping of &; the
SCC means that any two states /) , |y2) in I can reach each other with some positive probability;
the BSCC means that any two states |/), [f2) in I can reach each other almost surely.

We characterize the fixed-point of Fo,,-0, by the stationary equation

Fon-0.V) =y (v=7"€ Ly, (10)

where y are unknown variables and ¢, r-@, gives rise to coefficients. It is a system of homoge-

neous linear equations. Let y; (i € [m]) be all linearly independent solutions of (I0). Thanks to

the property Fo, a0, = D ses Ps © Fa,r-0,, the number of real variables in the Hermitian opera-

tor y = s 15)(s| ® y, on Hq are bounded by nd?, as each Hermitian operator y, on H can be
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determined by d” real variables. So the number m of these linearly independent solutions is also
bounded by the number nd” of real variables in y. We proceed to find out the BSCC subspaces
by the following lemma.

Lemma 5.4. The direct-sum of all BSCC subspaces w. 1. t. Fo, r-o, is span(|J;ep,; supp(yi)).

Proor. We first prove I' := span(J;ep,,; supp(¥:)) is the direct-sum of some BSCC subspaces that
covers all fixed-point of ¥, r-0,, and then show it is the direct-sum of all BSCC subspaces.

Let yi = X jeny AijlVi,)(¥i | be the spectral decomposition of y;, where 4;; € R (j € [N])
are all eigenvalues of ; and [¥; ;) are the corresponding eigenvectors. Define

¥E= D ANl 1 € INTA 4y > O]
¥i = Y (A < j € INTA 435 <O,

where {| - |} denotes a multiset, as the positive and the negative parts of y;, respectively. Uti-
lizing the fact that £, A0, 1S completely positive, the positive part of Fo,r-0,(yi) is exactly
Fo,a-0,(y) while the negative part of Fo, r-a,(¥:) i8S Fo,n-a,(¥;). Since Fo,n-a,(¥i) = i, We
have Fo,r-0,(y;]) = v/ and Fo,n-0,(¥;) = ¥;. So we can see that ¥/ and —y; (i € [m]) are
positive solutions of (I0) that together can linearly express any solution of (T0).

For a fixed positive solution y = 3; 4;['¥;)(¥,| in the solution set {y; : i € [m]} U {~y; : i€
[m]} \ {0}, we have

Y = AiFo,n-0, (¥ )E D) = Fo,n-0,¥) — 4 F0, -0, (¥ )]
= Fo, n-a,(y = ;[P ) (¥;1)

is positive for each [¥;) (j € [m]), which implies supp(F o, r-a, (|'¥;){¥;)) is contained in supp(y)
= span(U;{|'¥»}). In other words, for any Kraus operator F; of F¢,r-a,, F¢['¥;) is in supp(y),
ie., QG ¥DMYiDF|¥Y;) = F/¥;). Furthermore, for any [¥) € supp(y), after expressing it as
¥ cil¥)) with Yerq lcif* = 1, we have

Foun-o,(¥XE) = > Fr [Z > cjci‘l‘l’jx‘l’zl] F,
4 J 1
ZMWAZ%ZZWMME
7 ¢ Jo1
- [Z |\P,»><\P,-|] Foo s (F)CF) (Z |%><‘PJ-I],
j J

which implies supp(Fo, r-a, (F)(*])) is contained in supp(y). Thus supp(y) is bottom w.r.t.
Fo,n-0,- Additionally, span(| ;2 supp(F k(¥ 2{(¥;1))) forms a BSCC subspace w.T.t. Fo,r-o,-
Hence, supp(y;) is the direct-sum of some BSCC subspaces of Hq, as well as I'. The latter
covers all fixed-points of Fo,r-a,, since any fixed-point of ¥, -0, can be linearly expressed by
{yf i€ [m]}U{—y; : i€ [m]}, whose supports are contained in I'.

We proceed to prove that I is the direct-sum of all BSCC subspaces. By the decomposi-

tion [29, Theorem 5] and [[17, Theorem 1], we have

ﬂcqul'ee@ri,
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where 7 is the maximal transient subspace w.r.t. Fo, -0, and each I'; is a BSCC subspace;
although the decomposition is not unique, the maximal transient subspace 7~ is unique as well as
the direct-sum of all BSCC subspaces I';. We assume by contradiction that I" does not contain all
BSCC subspaces. Then there is a BSCC subspace I'y orthogonal to I'. It is easy to see that

o the set D]ro of density operators o on I'g with unit trace is a convex and compact set in the
viewpoint of probabilistic ensemble form {(p;, ;) : p; > OAi € [d]} that is obtained from
the spectral decomposition 0 = 34 Pi Wi {Wil;

® Fo, -0, 1S a continuous function mapping Dll.o to itself.

By Brouwer’s fixed-point theorem [21, Chapter 4] that for a continuous function f mapping a
convex and compact set X to itself, there is a point x € X such that f(x) = x, we know there is
a fixed-point o9 of Fo, -, IN Z)}O. From the construction of I', however, we have supp(op) C T,
which implies Iy is not orthogonal to I" and thus contradicts the assumption. Hence we obtain
that I is exactly the direct-sum of all BSCC subspaces w.r.t. Fo, r-0,- O

We describe the procedure of computing the direct-sum I' of all BSCC subspaces w.r.t.
Fo, -0, N Algorithm By invoking it on the super-operator ¥, »~o, and the Hilbert space Hcq,
we would obtain the direct-sum I" in O(N®) arithmetic operations, which is more efficient than
the existing method [[10, Procedure GetBSCC] in O(N”) field operationsE]

Algorithm 1 Computing the direct-sum of all BSCC subspaces.
I' « BSCC(&E,H)

Input: & € S is a super-operator on the Hilbert space H of dimension d.
Output: T is the direct-sum of all BSCC subspaces w.r.t. &.
1. T« {0} > initializing I as the null space
2: compute all linearly independent solutions y; (i € [m]) of E(y) =y (y = v e L)
3: for each i € [m] do
4: I' « span(I" U supp(y,));
5: return I
Complexity: O(d).

Complexity ofAlgorithm The stationary equation y = &(y) can be solved in O(d®) by Gaussian
elimination, whose complexity is cubic in the number d? of real variables in y. The support
supp(y;) of an individual solution y; and the extended space span(I" U supp(y;)) can be computed
in O(d®) by the Gram—Schmidt procedure, whose complexity is cubic in the dimension d. Totally
they are in O(md>) € O(d>), as the number m of linearly independent solutions is bounded by d>.

2In [10], the authors need to determine all individual BSCC subspaces, collect those individual BSCC subspaces
of the desired parity, and thus check the w-regular properties. To this end, [10, Procedure GetBSCC] first computes
the direct-sum of BSCC subspaces corresponding to positive eigenvalues and the direct-sum of BSCC subspaces corre-
sponding to negative eigenvalues. If those direct-sums consist of more than one BSCC subspace, the procedure would
be respectively applied to the two direct-sums in a recursive manner. The overall complexity is O(N7). In our setting,
it suffices to compute the direct-sum of all BSCC subspaces, which saves the recursion to complexity O(N®). Addi-
tionally, determining positive/negative eigenvalues is a typical kind of field operations beyond arithmetic ones (addition,
subtraction, multiplication, and division). Obviously, the latters are of lower computational cost.
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In the following, we will remove the direct-sum I" of all BSCC subspaces using projection.
Let Pr = {Pr} where Pr is the projector onto T', i.e., Pr(Hq) = I'; Pro = {Pr.} where I'* is
the orthogonal complement of T, i.e., T® T+ = H.q. Again, thanks to the fact that the IDs
of the QMC are with the mixed structure o = Y s |$){s| ® ps, we have that Pr is of the form
Dises |)(s| ® Py where P; (s € §) are positive operators, as well as Pr. = Iy, — Pr.

Example 5.5. Consider the path formula ¢, = trueU=!’(ok V error) on the QMC €, in
Example[3.2] The repeated super-operator in the SOVM A(¢) is

Fokn—error := F © P_okpr-error = F © Ptrue/\ﬁ(ok\/error)

Is1)¢s0l @ [1, )1, 11, 3 [s1){s0l ® [1,=)(1, 21, 3 Is5)(sol ® 11, 2)(1, 2],
Is5)(s0l ® 12)(2l @ L, s0){s11 ® [1, 1)(1, +1, % Iso)(s11 ® 1, 2)(1, =1,

=<3 X ® 1,21, [, Isa)(s11 @ )2 ® L, 32 Iso){s2l ® X @ I,

% 150)(s2l @ X @ X, 22 s3)(s2] ® T® L, 33 [s3)(s2| @ I® X,

B 12 %

Blsoxsslelez, Llso)s 0 Ze L L ls)(s 0181 & [si)s| 0 Z Z

By solving the stationary equation Foxp-error(y) = y withy = Y5 |s)(s| ® y, and ys = yi, we
obtain the unique solution |so){so| ® |1, 1){1, 1| + [s;){s1]| ® |1, +){1, +|.

The BSCC subspaces T covering all the fixed-points of F—oxa—error IS actually span({|sp) ®
L, 1),|s1) ® |1, +)}). The projection super-operator Pr = {Pr} onto I is given by the projector
Pr = |s0){(so| @ |1, 1)1, 1|+ |s1){s1]®1|1, +){1, +|; the projection super-operator Pr. = {Pr.} onto
It is given by Pr. = I?—{cq — Pr. Thereby, the composite super-operator ¥ _oxa-error © Prr would
have no fixed-point. More computational details could be found in[Appendix A}

By the following lemma, we could see that the effect of A(®;U ®@,) is unchanged before and
after removing all BSCC subspaces.

Lemma 5.6. The identity Po, © (Fo,n-0,) = Pao, © (Fo, a0, © Pre)’ holds for each i > 0.

Proor. We will prove it by induction on i. When i = 0, the identity follows trivially. Assume
the identity holds for i < k. We proceed to show that it holds for i = k. Let $r = {Pr} and
Pr. = {Pr.}. For any |¥) € H,q, we have
P, © (Fo,n-0,) (EXED
= Po, © (Fo, -0, [(Pr + Pro) [(¥)P| (Pr + Pru)]
= Pa, 0 (Foun-0,) [Pr(YXYD + Pr W)W Pre + Pro (W)Y Pr + Pr- (W)(P))]
= Pa, © (Foun-0,)"" [Foin-a, © PrA¥)P]) + Fo, a0, (Pr )P Pr2) +
Fo,n-0, Pre )Y Pr) + Fo,n-0, 0 Pro((PXYD]
= Po, o (Faon-0,)""' [Pr © Fo,n-w, © Pr(¥XP]) + PrFo, a-a, (Pr [¥)(F| Pro) +
Fo,n-0, Pre V)| Pr)Pr + Fo, a0, © Pr- (¥)(FD]
= Po, o (Faoyn-d, © Pro) ™ (Pr o Fo, naw, © Pr(¥NP]) + PrFo, n-o, Pr PP Pre) +
Fo,n-0, Pre V) POPr + Fo, a0, © Pr(P)F))
= Po, o (Faoyn-d, © Pro) " o Fapnma, © Pre (W)
= Pa, © (Foyn-o, © Pro) (EXH),

where the fourth equation follows from the facts:
18



e Pr|¥W)isinTI, and

o letting F be a Kraus operator of o, r-a0,, then FPr [¥) is still in I';
the sixth equation follows from the facts:

e for k > 1, I'is orthogonal to I'*, and

e for k = 1, letting Po,r-0, = {Po,a-0,} and P-o, = {P-q,}, then T C P r-0,(Hcq) C
P_g,(Hq) is orthogonal to Pg, (Hcq).

5.2.3. Matrix form

Now we are going to represent A(®;U ®@,) using explicit matrices, which is based on the
matrix representation of the super-operators on . Recall from [28| Definition 2.2] that, given a
super-operator & = {E; : € € [m]} on H, it has the matrix representation

S2M(E) := Z E ®E;, (11)
te[m]

where * denotes complex conjugate. Let

o L2V(y) := X jern Cil ¥ 1)) li, j) be the function that rearranges entries of the linear operator
v as a column vector;

o V2L(V) := X jep €6 JI V[0){j| be the function that rearranges entries of the column vector
v as a linear operator.

Here, S2M, L2V and V2L are pronounced “‘super-operator to matrix”, “linear operator to vector”
and “vector to linear operator”, respectively. Then, we have the identities V2L(L2V(y)) = v,
L2V(&E(y)) = S2M(E)L2V(y), and S2M(E; o &) = S2M(E,)S2M(E;). Therefore, all involved
super-operator manipulations can be converted to matrix manipulations.

Next, we are to represent the super-operators on Hcq. Suppose that all classical states in S
are ordered as s; < --- < 5, where s; is the initial one, i.e., Q = Path(s;). We notice that for
any classical-quantum state 0 = ;e [si){(sil ® p; in Dy, Fo,n-0, © Pre(0) and Po,(0) keep
the mixed form 3¢, [si){si| ® p} for some p} € D. So, we can compressively define the matrix
representation of the density operator o on Hq as a column vector, consisting of n blocks as
entries, in which the ith entry is the column vector L2V(p;) for p;, i. €., M1 = 3¢ [0 L2V (p)).

After representing the density operator o as a column vector of dimension nd”, we proceed
to represent the super-operator ¥ as a square matrix adapted to that vector. Let Fo -0, =
i jetn s )(sill®O(siy 57) = Ui jepm Uells)(sil®Q; jc} where Q; ;¢ are Kraus operators of O(s;, s )
and Pr. = {Zke[n] |si){sk| ® Pi}. Then, 7'-(1)1/\_@2 o Pr. is

L U{Z |s,-><si||sk><sk|®Q,»,,»,¢»Pk} = | U{sisit@QijePi}. (12)

ijeln] € \keln] i.jeln] ¢
Using it, we further define:
e the matrix representation of o, r-e, © Pre as a square matrix, consisting of n*> blocks as
entries, in which the (j,7)-th entry is 3, Q; ;/P; ® Q;‘j P e,

My = > 1K@ QP ® Q; P (13a)
i,je[n] € 19



o the matrix representation of the projection super-operator Py, as a diagonal matrix, con-
sisting of n blocks as diagonal entries, in which the ith entry is Iygyy if 5; | @, holds and

0 otherwise, i. €.,
M; = Z{I 01l ® Inen 1 € [n] A si = D2}, (13b)

where {| - |} denotes a multiset.
All these matrix representations have been obtained by extending (TT) on H to the enlarged Heq.
Lemma 5.7. The matrix Iy, o7 — M, is invertible.

Proor. It suffices to show IM; has no eigenvalue 1. We assume by contradiction that there is an
eigenvector v of M, associated with eigenvalue 1. That is, M,v = v # 0. Then,

Y= Z Isi)(sil ® V2L(((i] ® Inigr)V)

i€[n]

is a linear operator on He,, satisfying Fo,n-0, © Pre(y) = v # 0, while yo = y + ¥ also a
linear operator on Hq, satisfying Fo,r-0, © Pri(yo) = yo # 0. By the definition of I', we
have supp(yp) C I', and thus Fo,r-0, © Pr:(¥0) = Fo,r-0,(0) = 0 # ¥, which contradicts the
assumption. O

Theorem 5.8 (Matrix representation). Let M, and M; be the matrices as defined in (13). Then
it is in polynomial time to obtain:

1. the explicit matrix representation of the super-operator A(X @) as .o S2M(Q(s1, 5)),
2. the explicit matrix representation of A(®,U <*®,) as

D€l 8 Ty M (g ot = ME™ )Ty o0 = M) ™ (1) @ Tygapo),

icln]

3. the explicit matrix representation of A(®,U ®,) as

Z((il ® Inar ) M3 (I 010 — M2) ™ (I51) ® i)

i€[n]

Proor. The matrix representations directly follow from the semantics of the next formula X @,
the bounded-until formula @, U ¥®,, and the unbounded-until formula ®; U ®,. For complexity,
we will analyze them in turn.

1. It is a sum of at most nd> matrix tensor products, each costs O(d*). In total, it is in
O(nd®) € O(NS).

2. The matrix Iy gx — M, is of dimension nd>. Computing its inverse costs On3d®). The
matrix power ]1\/[’5+1 amounts to

bo-2° 1 rby 2! b2
]M2 ]M2 IM2 s

where (by, ..., by, by) is the binary code of the positive integer k+1 with [ = [log,(k+2)]-1,
ie,k+1=>by-2°+b;-2' +--- + b, - 2! with b; € {0,1}. Computing ]M’;+1 requires
sequentially computing all the factors ]M%j (j € [1]), each of which costs O(n’d®); then
computing the product of those factors corresponding to b; = 1 costs O(n*d® log,(k)).
Other operations are merely a few matrix-vector multiplications over an nd>-dimensional
vector space, which costs O(n>d*). Totally, it is in O(n*d® log,(k)) € O(N°® log,(k)).
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3. Itis clearly in O(N®) by the previous analysis.

As aresult, the complexity is polynomial time w.r.t. N = nd (reflected in the size of €) and
linear time w. 1. t. log, (k) (reflected in the size of ¢). [l

Example 5.9. Consider the two path formulas
¢3 = true U (ok V error) and ¢4 = true USIS(ok V error)

on the QMC €, shown in Example For ¢4, the repeated super-operator F_oxp-error and the
projector Pr whose support covers all its fixed-points have been computed in Example[5.5] Then
the matrix representations are calculated as

M, = [s3)(s3] ® L2V (p3),

My = 3¢ Is1)¢s0l ® [1, =)(1, 2| @ |1, =X(1, 2] + 55 Is5){s0l @ [1,2)(1, 2 ® [1,2)(1, 2| +
Is5)(s0l @ 12)21 @ T @ [2)(2] ® T+ 52 [s0){s1] @ [1,2)(1, = @ [1,2)(1, =] +
25 s2)(s11 @ 11, 2X1, = @ [1,2)(L, =] + [s2)(s1| @ 2)2/ @ I® [2)(2 ® I +
B soXs2l @ X @I X @I+ 2k [so)(52] X @ X @ X @ X + 22 [53)(s0| @ IR IR I ® T +
B ) @I X @I X + 52 s0)(s3 ®I®Z QIR Z + 52 [s0)(s3]| @ ZRIR®Z T +
DO sy )(s3| @I @I®IR T+ Sk 5453 ®ZQ®ZR®ZRZ,

M3 = [s4)(s4] ®TI® I+ |55)(s5| @ IR,

in which all eigenvalues of M, are i% /50 + 2 V1273, i% /50 + 2V1273 and O of multi-

plicity 92. Since M, has no eigenvalue 1, the matrix inverse (Iy, o — M,)~! is well-defined as
expected. Finally the explicit matrix representation of A(¢3) and A(¢4) are obtained as

S2M(A(¢3)) = Z((SI ® Tper) M3 Iy or = M2) ™ (I53) © L),

seS

SIM(A(4)) = D (51 ® Iprer) M3 (T e — M3 g e — M) (153) @ Iy,

seS
More computational details could be found in[Appendix 4]

5.3. Deciding the fidelity-quantifier formula

In the previous subsection, we have constructed an explicit matrix representation M :=
S2M(E) for & = A(¢) where ¢ is the path formula in the fidelity-quantifier formula &..(¢). Now
we present an algebraic approach to compare the minimum fidelity Fid(&) with the threshold 7,
so that s = §..(¢) can be decided.

To facilitate our analysis, we first do the simplification:

o 5 | F<(¢) amounts to the quantified constraint

Q=3 W) e H : [FidE, )y <7 AV lp) € H : Fid(&, lp) ) < Fid(&, lpX¢D]
=3 y) € H : Fid&, )y < 7 (14a)
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e s ¥>:(¢) amounts to the quantified constraint

H =Wy e H: [FidE, )Xyl 2 7 AV ) € H : Fid(S, lp) ) < Fid(&, lpX¢D]
=V |y) e H :Fid(&, ly)Xyl) = 73 (14b)

e other comparison operators =, <, > and # can be easily derived by logic connectives as

s | &=r(¢) amounts to {1 A {o;

s E &<(¢) amounts to ~r;

s E &>:(¢) amounts to ~{1;

s E §z:(¢) amounts to =} V —p.

Suppose all entries in the Kraus operators E of & are algebraic numbers for the consideration
of computability. Recall that:

Definition 5.10. A number A is algebraic, denoted by A € A, if there is a nonzero Q-polynomial
f(2) of least degree, satisfying f(1) = 0. Such a polynomial f(z) is called the minimal polynomial

f,{ Of A

Clearly, algebraic numbers widely occur in quantum information, such as the irrational num-
ber 1/ V2 appearing in the definition of the most common quantum state |+) = (|1} + [2))/ V2.
We will formulate the constraints (T4) as Q-polynomial (polynomial with rational coefficients)
formulas in the decidable theory — real closed fields [26]:

Definition 5.11. The theory of real closed fields is a first-order theory Th(R; +, -;=,>;0,1), in
which

o the domain is R,

e the functions are addition ‘+’ and multiplication *-’,
e the predicates are equality ‘=" and order *>’, and

o the constants are 0 and 1.

Roughly speaking, the elements in Th(R; +, -;=,>;0, 1) are Q-polynomial formulas that are
composed from polynomial equations and inequalities (as atomic formulas), using logic connec-
tives ‘=, ‘A’, V7, ‘=’, ‘e’ and quantifiers ‘Y, ‘TF’.

The constraints (I4) are the sentences — the formulas whose variables |i4) are all (existen-
tially or universally) quantified, i.e., no free variable. We will encode them as A-polynomial
formulas, and further encode them as Q-polynomial formulas.

Since [/){¥| is pure, we predefine i) = 34 Xi i) Where x; (i € [d]) are complex parameters,
subject to 3;eq XiX; = 1. Under the purity, we have

Fid(&, )W) < 7 = WIEWXWD Iy) < 7°

(Z X (iI]S[ D7 il lix j|] [Z x| j>} <2

i€ld] i,jeld) Jjeld]
= (Z XX <i,j|]]M(Z XX |i,j)] <7, (15)
i,jeld] i,jeld]
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which results in an A-polynomial formula. Denote all parameters introduced here by X = (X;)iefa;.-
Further, we encode the constraint as

Dl =1 [ > xxd, jl]IM( D xx i, j)J < 72}, (16a)

i€[d] i, jeld] i, jeld]

glEHX:

which is the desired A-polynomial formula, involving at most
o 2d real variables (converted from d complex variables x) for expressing i),
e one quadratic equation for the purity, and
e one quartic inequality for the comparison.
Similarly, the A-polynomial formula for encoding the constraint (T4D)) is

xixi=1-— X x; (d, j | IM xixt i, jy| = 2. (16b)
pIRCEIE Dopetty] NI Sty B

i€[d] i,jeld] i,jeld]

H=EVX:

Suppose the input & involves real algebraic numbers A = {1; : j € [e]}. Then the A-
polynomial formulas (T6) are named by £;(A) and £ (A), respectively. To effectively deal with
them, we resort to the standard encoding of real algebraic number A that uses minimal polynomial
fa plus isolation interval I, which is given by linear inequalities, like z € I} = L < z < U for
some rational endpoints L and U of I, to distinguish A from other real roots of f;. In such a way,
to encode each real algebraic number A, we introduce at most

e one real variable z,
e one equation f = 0 of degree deg(f;), and
o two linear inequalities z > L and z < U from the isolation interval I, of 1.

For instance, the aforementioned algebraic number 1/ \2 occurring in |+) can be encoded as the
unique solution to 7> = % ANO<z<1.
The A-polynomial formulas {;(A) and {»(A) can be rewritten as the Q-polynomial ones:

H(N) =Tz /\(f/l,-(zj) =0Agz; GIA,-)/\QH(Z)] (17a)
J€lel

e =vz: | N\ =0Arzel) - §2<z)}, (17b)
J€lel

where z = (z;) [ are real variables introduced to symbolize A. Note that the existential quan-
tifier 4z and the universal quantifier ¥ z can be mutually converted here, since for each j € [e],
the solution (i.e., 1) to the subformula f; (z;) = 0 A z; € I, uniquely exists by the standard
encoding of 4;.

Finally, applying the existential theory of the reals [4, Theorem 13.13], we obtain:

Theorem 5.12 (Decidability). Iz is in exponential time to decide the fidelity-quantifier formula

Fre(9)-
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Proor. It suffices to show that the formulating subprocedure is in polynomial time, and that the
deciding subprocedure is in exponential time.

The encoding on the purity is plainly in O(d). Encoding the left hand side of the comparison
(e. g. the formula (T3)) involves a few matrix-vector multiplications over a d>-dimensional vector
space, which costs O(d*). Thus encoding the polynomial formulas (I7) is in O(d*), which means
that the formulating subprocedure is in polynomial time.

Then we analyze the deciding subprocedure, which invokes the following Algorithm[2on the
formulas (T7). Technically, the formulas have

e ablock of 2d + e real variables x and z quantified all by ‘3" for or all by ‘¥’ for (T7D),
e at most C = 2 + 3e distinct polynomials of degree at most D = max(4, max jee) deg(f2,))-

Thereby, the complexity is in C2¢+¢+! DO24+9) an exponential hierarchy. O

Algorithm 2 Existential Theory of the Reals [4, Theorem 13.13].
true/false « QE(Qx: F(x))

Input: Qx : F(x) is a quantified polynomial formula, in which
e x is a block of k real variables, which is quantified by Q € {V, d},
e cach atomic formula in F is in the form p ~ 0 where ~ € {<, <, =, >, >, #},

o all distinct polynomials p, regardless of a constant factor, extracted from those atomic
formulas p ~ 0 form a polynomial collection P,

o (C is the cardinality of P, and
o D is the maximum degree of the polynomials in P.

Output: true/false is the truth of Qx : F(x).
Complexity: C*!1Do®),

There are many packages that have implemented Algorithm |2} such as Repuck (a.k.a. Rep-
LoG [9]) and Z3 [7]].

Example 5.13. We reconsider the path formulas ¢3 and ¢4 in Example For the bounded-
until formula ¢4 = true U <I5(ok V error), the explicit matrix representation M of A(¢4) has
been obtained. Now we are to decide the fidelity-quantifier formula §<:(¢4).

After introducing the real variables n = R(x) and v = 3(X) where X = (x;)ic[4) encodes the
pure state W)Y, we have the desired polynomial formula

A, v il + VD= 1A R(u, v) < 721,

where ||u|| + ||v]| = 1 encodes the purity and h(p, v) < 72 encodes the comparison. The detailed
expressions could be found in[Appendix A]

Using Rebuck [9], the fidelity-quantifier formula §<3351,5000(¢4) is decided to be true while
F<67/100(P4) is false. In other words, Fid(A(¢s)) is in (%, %], which entails that nearly 67%
of the original quantum information at s3 would be delivered at the terminal s4 or ss within 15

steps through the noisy channel €,.
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path formula fidelity-quantifier formula decision minimum fidelity

¢3 = true U (ok V error) S<3ss1/5000(43) false (@ 6703 ]
F<6703/10000(¢3) true 3000 10000

¢4 = true U=5(ok V error) S67/100(P4) false (1. 3351
<3351/5000(¢4) true 1007 5000

Table 1: Results on deciding the fidelity-quantifier formulas

Similarly, for the unbounded-until formula ¢; = trueU (ok V error), we have that both
F>3351/5000(¢3) and F<e6703/10000(¢3) hold, as the above bounded-until formula approaches the
unbounded-until one. All the experimental results are summarized in Table([l|

Remark 5.14. When the initial density operator p is given and all the entries in the Kraus oper-
ators of Q(s,t) with s,t € S are rational, it would be in polynomial time to decide (s, p) E &-(¢),
since the time-consuming quantifier elimination is saved then. It is consistent with the existing

work [28]].

Implementation. We have implemented the presented method in Wolfram language on the plat-
form MAaTHEMATICA, incorporated with the built-in tool Rebuck [9]. We provide all the function
prototypes of the proposed methods for deciding the fidelity-quantifier formulas, and package
them into user-friendly interfaces for users to call in the Wolfram file Functions.nb. The core
functions are delivered as follows:

e (QMCinitialize constructs and initializes QMC model with given information;

e ComputeBSCC computes the direct-sum of all BSCC subspaces w.r.t. a specified super-
operator;

e NextSOVM, BuntilSOVM and UBuntilSOVM synthesize the super-operator of three kinds
of path formulas respectively and return the corresponding matrix representation;

e DecideFidQuantifierFormu decides the truth of fidelity-quantifier formulas over a QMC
with parametric initial quantum state for a given threshold.

Thus we can for instance ensure good interactivity after inputting the data for QMC model
that compiles with the specification. Under a PC with Intel Core i7-6700 CPU and 8 GB RAM,
the overall performance of our running examples is acceptable and the detailed performance
when deciding the fidelity-quantifier formulas corresponding to four instances in Example [5.13|
is shown in Table Finally, we have to address that the fidelity computation for the QMC
with a concrete initial quantum state is always much efficient (usually within 1 second); while
the fidelity computation for the QMC with a parametric initial quantum state may be ineffi-
cient, since in the worst case the quantifier elimination is exponential-time. We carry on the
running examples in the paper in file Example-BasicInfo.nb. The source code of the imple-
mentation and more guidance for users are available at: https://github.com/melonysuga/
PaperFidelityExamples-.git.
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path formula fidelity-quantifier formula memory (MB) time (s)

< 76.60 1.66
¢3 = true U (ok V error) S<s351/5000(43)
<6703/10000($3) 76.61 1.59
127.68 2.78
¢4 = true U<(ok V error) <67/100(94)
<3351/5000(P4) 120.428 2.25

Table 2: Performance on deciding the fidelity-quantifier formulas

6. Conclusion

In this paper, we introduced a quantum extension of computation tree logic (QCTL), which
consisted of state formulas and path formulas. A model checking algorithm was presented over
the quantum Markov chains (QMCs). We gave a simple polynomial time procedure that could
remove all fixed-points w. . t. a super-operator. Then we synthesized the super-operators of path
formulas using explicit matrix representation, and decided the fidelity-quantifier formulas by a
reduction to quantifier elimination in the existential theory of the reals. Finally, model checking
QCTL formulas against QMCs were shown to be decidable in exponential time.

We believe that the proposed method could be extended to:

e synthesize the SOVM for the multiphase until formula ®, Ul ®, U™ ... &;_, U % &, with
proper time intervals I; that cannot be expressed by any nested binary until formula, like
O, U@, UL ... (0, ,U1®y)---), since all the time intervals I; in a multiphase until
formula are measured from the start of the path while all time intervals I; in a nested
binary until formula are measured from the immediately prior transition points (please
refer to [27]] for more details);

o synthesize the SOVM for the conjunction ¢; A ¢,, so that the conditional fidelity, similar
to conditional probability [[1,[13]], could be established;

o synthesize the SOVM for the negation —¢, so that the safety property J® = —(true U ~®)
could be analyzed;

e decide the analogy of SOVM-quantifier formula over parametric QMCs. The positive-
operator valued measure (POVM) would be a key tool to attack it.
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Appendix A. Some Computational Details

In Example [5.3] we have computed the projection Pr of the subspace I' covering all fixed-
points of F_oxa-error, and thus we get

Pr =1y, —Pr
= (IsoX<sol + [s1)Cs1] + [s2)Cs2l + [53)Csal + [s4){sal + [55)(s5) @ T T —
(Iso){sol ® [1, 11, 1| + [s1){s1] @ |1, +)(1, +])
= Iso){sol ® [1,2)(1, 2] + [s0)(s0l ® [2)(2| @ L + [s1){s1| ® 1, =)L, = + [s1){s1] ® [2)(2| ® I +
(Is2)(s2l + [s3)(s3| + [s4)(s4] + [s5)(s5) ®I® L

Applying the rule that the composition &, o &; is given by {Ex o, E1 ¢, : €1 € [m] A 3 € [ma]},
we calculate the Kraus representation of the super-operator ¥_oxa-error © Pr- as

s)Csol @ 11, +)(L, 11,  [s1)(sol @ [1,=)(1, 2], 2 [ss)(sol @ [1,2)(1, 2],

ss)(sol ® 12)2| ® L, [50){s1] @ |1, 1)(1, +|,4|So>(51|®|1,2><1,—|,

%|S2><S1| ®|1,2)(1, - | [s2)(s1] ®12)(2] ®I, 55 Iso) (s @ X @1, o
2 > |so)(s:l @ X @ X, 18 25 Is3)(s:| @I @1, 12 2 [s3)(s2] @I ®X,

25 Iso)(s3| ® I Z, 12 25 [s0)(s3| ® Z oI ¢ 35 184)(s3] RIRL 5 154X (s3|®Z®Z

{ Is0)<s0l ® |1, 2)(L, 2] + [s0) 50l ® |2)2| @ L + |s1){s1| @ |1, =){1, =| + [s1){(51| ® 22| ® I }
+ 52 )(s2| LRI + |s3)(s3| LRI + |s4)(54| IR I + |55)(s55| IR
% s1)(sol @ 11, =)(1, 2], 2 55)(s0l ® |1, 2)(1, 2], |s5){s0] ® [2)2| ® L,
3 < |soX(s1l®11,2)(1, |,5 Is2){s11 @1, 2><1 =[, Is2){s11 ® 12)(2| ® L,
= %S Z |5o)(s2| @ X ®1, %% Iso)s2| @ X ® X, 1 %5 O 153)(s52| IR,
= |s3)(s2l @ I® X, 52 25 [so)(s3| @ IR Z, 55 [so)(s3| @ Z 1,
B sl @10 L & lsi)s:| ® Z® Z

Each Kraus operator after tracing out the classical information is actually the corresponding
element Q; ;P in the matrix representation @ Then the explicit matrix form of IM, can be
computed as presented in Example [5.9] The same is applied to the computation of the matrix
representation IM3.

The matrix representation S2ZM(A(¢4)) of A(¢4) in Example@is

. 16 -1
D (i1 @ L) M (ot — My )T er — M)~ (14) @ Tygep)
i€[6]
— 7 135172248480317003605337382912
- I eIelel+ 5684341886080801486968994140625 Il’ 1><1’ 2' ® |1’ 1><1’ 2' +
l952505842866906373900886 182688
5684341886080801486968994140625 Il 2><1 2| ® |1’ 2><1’ 2| +

%(l],Z)(],Zl +12, 1)2, 1) @ (|11,2){1, 2] + |2, 1)¢2, 1) +

UL XL T +12,242, 2D @ (11, 1L 1]+ 12,242, 2]) + 3812, X2, 1@ 2, 1)(2, 1] +

288 225621334629609241922855424
625 |2’ 2><2’ 2' ® |2’ 2><2’ 2| + 9094947017729282379150390625 |2’ 1><1’ 2' ® |2’ 1><1’ 2| +

401104594897083096751742976
9094947017729282379150390625 |2 2><1 2| ® |2’ 2><1 2|
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and the matrix representation S2M(A(¢3)) is

Z((il ® Iptgr) M3 (Ipg, o1 — M2) ™' (14) ® L)
i€[6]

= ZIQI@I@ I+ ZESIL |1 1)(1,2]® |1, 1)(1,2] + 3219941570 |1, 2)(1, 2| ® [1,2)(1,2| +

9272485625 9272485625
231, 20(1L, 21+ 12, 102, 1) @ (|1, 2)(1, 2] + 12, 1)(2, 1]) +

%(ll, XL, 1 +12,2)2,2) @ (11, 1)1, 1] + 12, 2)(2,2|) +
D22, D2, 112, 12, 1]+ 32 12,2)(2,2| ® [2,2)(2, 2] +

625 625
373248 663552
Taeaso77 12, DXL 21 @ 12, XL, 2 + 13555557 12, 21, 21 @ 12, 2)(1, 2]

The expression ||y +]||V|| in Example‘5.13 is ,u% + v% +u% + V% +,u§ + vg +/1£21 + vi. Based on the

explicit matrix form IM = S2M(A(¢4)) obtained in Example [5.9] we can expand the expression
h(u, v) in the constraint as

ﬂvél + 3318403704685565836307974101662V2V2 + 5017502987841674535674567823313V4 + 1_4V2V2
62571 5684341886080801486968994140625 " 172 " 5684341886080801486968994140625 "2 ' 257173

+

10033612198548867359598636674 . 2. 2 4 4 6742 2 | 5494274924825481229075961726,,2. 2

9004947017729282379150390625 Y2¥3 V3 ¥ 525 V1Va ¥ 5004047017729282379150390625 V2 V4 T

14
25

2.2 6742 2 | 3318403704685565836307974101662 .2 2 4.2 2 674.2,2

4
V3Va + Yy T g5 VIHT t 5684341886080801486068094140625 Y2H1 T 25 Va1 t g5 Vally +

337 4 + 33l8403704685565836307974lOl662VZ 2 + 1003500597568334907l349l35646626v2 2 +
625H1 5684341886080801436068994140625 ¥ 1H2 5684341886080801486968994140625 V2H2

10033612198548867359598636674 ,,2,,2 , 5494274924825481229075961726 .2 2

9004947017729282379150390625 V3H2 T 5004947017729282379150390625 YaH2 T
3318403704685565836307974101662 , 2, 2 | 5017502987841674535674567823313 , 4 | 14.2, 2

5684341836080801486968994140625 112 + 5684341836080801486968994140625 2 + 25 V1H3 +

10033612198548867359598636674 ,,2,,2

4.2 2 14,2 2 10033612198548867359598636674 ,,2,,2

9094947017729282379150390625 *2H3
4
M3

22
+ 235 + 35 Vils + 25HIH3 + 500d087017729283379150300695 H2H3

6742, 2 | 5494274924825481229075961726 2,2 | 14 2 2 20, 674,22
+ 625 VM3 + 5000047017720282579150390623 V2Ma + 25 VaHay + 2Vipty + s Hipy +

5494274924825481229075961726 , 2, ,2 14,2 2

4
9094047017729282379150390625 HoMa + 25 M3Hy + Hy-
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