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The development of quantum computers has reached a great milestone, in spite of restrictions on important
quantum resources: the number of qubits being entangled at a single-location quantum computer. Recently,
there has been somework to combine single-location quantum computing and quantum networking techniques
to develop distributed quantum systems such that large entangled qubit groups can be established through
remote processors, and quantum algorithms can be executed distributively. We present DisQ as a framework
to facilitate the rewrites of quantum algorithms to their distributed versions. The core of DisQ is a distributed
quantum programming language that combines the concepts of Chemical Abstract Machine (CHAM) and
Markov Decision Processes (MDP) with the objective of providing a clearly distinguishing quantum concurrent
and distributed behaviors. Based on the DisQ language, we develop a simulation relation for verifying the
equivalence of a quantum algorithm and its distributed versions. We present several case studies, such as
quantum addition and Shor’s algorithm, to demonstrate their equivalent rewrites to distributed versions.

1 Introduction

Quantum computing has shown a great potential for quantum advantage to program substantially
faster algorithms compared to those written for classical computers, e.g., Shor’s algorithm [Shor
1994] can factor a number in polynomial time – this problem is classically not known to be
polynomial-time-computable. However, near-term intermediate-scale quantum (NISQ) computers
have scalability challenges in executing practical quantum applications [Caleffi et al. 2022].
Quantum qubit entanglement, a major resource utilized in quantum algorithms, becomes the

major bottleneck because a single-location NISQ computer usually has a fixed maximum of the
allowed entangled qubit number due to machine limitations. For example, executing Shor’s algo-
rithm requires around 5, 000 coherent and entangled qubits, while current single-location quantum
computers can only support around 50 such qubits. Such limitations cannot be mitigated by single-
location parallelism and concurrency. Hence, In recent years, quantum teleportation-based remote
location quantum networking techniques have been explored to distributively execute quantum
algorithms [Caleffi et al. 2022; Tang and Martonosi 2024]. These approaches aim to implement such
strategies on real quantum hardware, ultimately leading to the formation of distributed quantum
processors [Chen et al. 2023; Chu et al. 2024], confirmed by experimental results [Inc et al. 2024a;
Main et al. 2024]; industries started the development of distributed quantum processors [IonQ 2024;
Swayne 2024]. The key idea is combining the two techniques to create large entangled qubit groups
and mitigate the scalability challenge with the cost of some manageable overheads. In addition,
it is easier for a single quantum processor unit in this scheme to include different techniques to
guarantee the qubit’s correctness and reliability.
Existing quantum circuit-based programming languages [Feng et al. 2012; Gay and Nagarajan

2005; Ying and Feng 2009] focus on developing quantum parallelism and concurrency that can be
used for simulating quantum distributed systems but do not explicitly support the specification of
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the quantum distributed deployment mechanism. Simulating a quantum distributed system through
a single-location quantum concurrency model may misrepresent some key features in combining
the quantum circuit and networking techniques. For example, qubits in a single location cannot
be a message transmitted to remote locations or manipulated by operations in remote locations,
as the only way to communicate the information in these qubits is through quantum networking
techniques. Moreover, the simulation relations in these frameworks are defined based on traditional
deterministic bisimulation, which captures the probabilistic features in quantum programs through
some quantum state representations, e.g., density matrices. Such simulations might not be practical
in dealing with large quantum programs, as we need to show that a defined distributed quantum
program must respect its original sequential program behavior.
To effectively translate sequential quantum programs into their distributed counterparts, we

propose DisQ, a programming language framework inspired by the classical Chemical Abstract
Machine (CHAM) [Berry and Boudol 1992]. DisQ allows for the definition, distinction, and analysis
of both concurrent and remotely distributed quantum programs. DisQ utilizes the CHAMmembrane
concept to model remotely distributed quantum systems. Each membrane is a self-contained
computation node, representing a single-location quantum computer. It may containmany processes
that can share quantum resources and perform intra-location communication, having concurrent
behaviors. Membranes can also perform inter-membrane communicationwith each other, with some
constraints imposed for capturing the quantum distributed system behaviors i.e., the communication
between two different membranes can be either through a quantum channel, the abstraction of
remote Bell pair used in quantum teleportation to transmit quantum qubit information, or classical
message communications, such as the ones in 𝜋-calculus [Milner et al. 1992].

To properly identify quantum qubit resources in intra- and inter- communications, where qubits
can be shared among processes and can only be communicated through quantum channels among
membranes, we include the locus concept [Li et al. 2024], a syntactic structure used to indicate a
group of qubits possibly being entangled, allowing users to locally identify the qubits in a membrane
while keeping other unrelated qubits invisible to the membrane, and permit the sharing of qubits
among processes in a single membrane. The DisQ type system guarantees these properties.

We model the distributed quantum program semantics using a Markov Decision Process (MDP),
where transition labels are assigned probability values, enabling the possibility to leverage tra-
ditional probabilistic simulation relations for reasoning about quantum programs. However, a
significant challenge arises because different branches of the MDP may lead to the same states
at measurement points. Hence, we propose a novel simulation relation that focuses on quantum
measurements as critical sequence points, rather than equating step-by-step operational behaviors.
In particular, we introduce the concept of simulation over pairs of sets of states, rather than indi-
vidual states, providing a more comprehensive framework for validating the equivalence between
a sequential quantum program and its distributed version.

DisQ aims to help rewrite sequential quantum programs to distributed ones, making executing
non-trivial quantum programs possible in the near term. We have the following contributions.
• We develop DisQ, with its syntax and semantics, to capture both single-location quantum

concurrency and remote-location distributed behaviors, where we impose proper conditions
on the system to allow users to explore the boundaries of distributing quantum algorithms.
• The DisQ semantics is defined based on the combination of quantum system behaviors and

traditional MDPs used for probabilistic programming. To the best of our knowledge, this is
the first quantum program semantics based on traditional MDPs.
• Based on the locus concept, we develop a type system where the type soundness guarantees

the deadlock freedom in the system as well as the proper classification between single and
remote location communications.
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• We develop a simulation relation to establish similarity between sequential and distributed
quantum programs based on traditional MDP probabilistic simulations.
• We experiment with representative case studies, including quantum addition circuits and

Shor’s algorithm, showing the utility of DisQ in analyzing sequential quantum programs and
their distributed versions. Additionally, we show that DisQ can facilitate the cost evaluation
of such distribution based on real-world quantum distributed computation models.

2 Background

Here, we provide background information on quantum computing, describing concurrent and
distributed quantum systems. We show related works in Section 7.
Quantum Data. A quantum state (datum) 1 consists of one or more quantum bits (qubits), which
can be expressed as a two-dimensional vector

( 𝛼
𝛽

)
where the amplitudes 𝛼 and 𝛽 are complex

numbers s.t. |𝛼 |2 + |𝛽 |2 = 1. We frequently write the qubit vector as 𝛼 |0⟩ + 𝛽 |1⟩ (the Dirac notation
[Dirac 1939]), where |0⟩ =

( 1
0
)
and |1⟩ =

( 0
1
)
are computational basis-kets. When both 𝛼 and 𝛽 are

non-zero, we can think of the qubit being “both 0 and 1 at once,” a.k.a. in a superposition [Nielsen
and Chuang 2011], e.g., 1√

2
( |0⟩ + |1⟩) represents a superposition of |0⟩ and |1⟩. Larger quantum

data can be formed by composing smaller ones with the tensor product (⊗) from linear algebra. For
example, the two-qubit datum |0⟩ ⊗ |1⟩ (also written as |01⟩) corresponds to vector [ 0 1 0 0 ]𝑇 .
However, many multi-qubit data cannot be separated and expressed as the tensor product of smaller
data; such inseparable quantum data are called entangled, e.g. 1√

2
( |00⟩ + |11⟩), known as a Bell pair.

We can rewrite the Bell pair to
∑1
𝑏=0

1√
2
|𝑏𝑏⟩, where 𝑏𝑏 is a bit string consisting of two bits, each of

which must be the same value (i.e., 𝑏 = 0 or 𝑏 = 1). Each term 1√
2
|𝑏𝑏⟩ is named a basis-ket [Nielsen

and Chuang 2011], consisting an amplitude ( 1√
2
) and a basis |𝑏𝑏⟩.

|0⟩ 𝐻 • . . .

|0⟩ • . . .

|0⟩ . . .
.
.
...
.

. . . •
|0⟩

Fig. 1. GHZ Circuit

Quantum Computation and Measurement. Computation on a quan-
tum datum consists of a series of quantum operations, each acting on
a subset of qubits in the quantum datum. In the standard presentation,
quantum computations are expressed as circuits, as shown in Figure 1,
which depicts a circuit that prepares the Greenberger-Horne-Zeilinger
(GHZ) state [Greenberger et al. 1989] — an 𝑛-qubit entangled datum
of the form: |GHZ𝑛⟩ = 1√

2
( |0⟩⊗𝑛 + |1⟩⊗𝑛), where |𝑑⟩⊗𝑛 =

⊗𝑛-1
𝑗=0 |𝑑⟩. In

these circuits, each horizontal wire represents a qubit, and boxes on these
wires indicate quantum operations, or gates. The circuit in Figure 1 uses
𝑛 qubits and applies 𝑛 gates: a Hadamard (H) gate and 𝑛 − 1 controlled-not (CX) gates. Applying
a gate to a quantum datum evolves it. Its traditional semantics is expressed by multiplying the
datum’s vector form by the gate’s corresponding matrix representation: 𝑛-qubit gates are 2𝑛-by-2𝑛
matrices. Except for measurement gates, a gate’s matrix must be unitary, thus preserving appropri-
ate invariants of quantum data’s amplitudes. A measurement (computational basis measurement)
operation extracts classical information from a quantum datum. It collapses the datum to a basis
state with a probability related to the datum’s amplitudes (measurement probability), e.g., measuring
1√
2
( |0⟩ + |1⟩) collapses the datum to |0⟩ with probability 1

2 , and likewise for |1⟩, returning classical
value 0 or 1, respectively. A more general form of quantum measurement is partial measurement,
which measures a subset of qubits in a qubit array; such operations often have simultaneity effects
due to entanglement, i.e., in a Bell pair 1√

2
( |00⟩ + |11⟩), measuring one qubit guarantees the same

outcome for the other — if the first bit is measured as 0, the second bit is too.
1Most literature usually mentions quantum data as quantum states. In this paper, we refer to them as quantum data to avoid
confusion between program and quantum states.
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QuantumConcurrent, Networking, and Distributed Systems. Quantum networking techniques
[Wehner et al. 2018] are developed for hybridizing the existing classical network infrastructure to
construct the next generation of communication networks, a.k.a. quantum internet, featured with
quantum mechanics [Granelli et al. 2022], which can provide more secure message communications
than the existing infrastructure. Essentially, quantum networking techniques are based on quantum
teleportation [Bennett et al. 1993; Rigolin 2005], where a Bell pair is viewed as quantum channels.
The Bell pair circuit model (similar to the GHZ circuit above) serves as the theory basis of quantum
channels while the real-world remote networking communication is based on more complicated
networking techniques [Lago-Rivera et al. 2023; Pirandola et al. 2015; Shi and Qian 2020], different
from the circuit-based quantum computing.
Quantum distributed computing utilizes quantum networking techniques to connect different

single-location quantum computers to create a larger entanglement group, breaking the single-
location computer entanglement scalability challenges [Padavic-Callaghan 2023], for executing
comprehensive quantum algorithms in NISQ computers. The common ground of different proposals
[Barral et al. 2024; Caleffi et al. 2022; Cuomo et al. 2020; Davarzani et al. 2022; DiAdamo et al. 2021;
Häner et al. 2021; Inc et al. 2024b; Muralidharan 2024; Parekh et al. 2021; Tang and Martonosi
2024; Yimsiriwattana and Lomonaco Jr. 2004] is that the system connects different single-location
quantum circuits, via remote location entanglement links, supported by quantum networking
techniques. Other than the entanglement links, they ensure that the single-location machines and
networking machines do not talk to each other, to keep each system self-closed to ensure the
coherence of quantum qubits in different machines.
Quantum concurrent systems [Gheorghica 2023; Häner et al. 2022; Hillmich et al. 2020; Pysher

et al. 2010] tried to utilize software and hardware multi-threaded techniques to improve the
performance of executing quantum algorithms concurrently or parallelly. It is easy to confuse
quantum concurrent and distributed systems. For example, [Meter and Devitt 2016] discussed how
a quantum computer structure can be distributed to finish a task concurrently, and Beals et al.
[2013] discussed how a single-location algorithm can be distributed to run in concurrent quantum
systems. Because of the quantum decoherence limitations, single-location concurrent techniques
might not achieve the goal of quantum distributed computing, so these two systems are different
in the NISQ era. DisQ tries to capture the difference.
Markov Chains and Decision Processes. A Markov chain [Markov 1906, 1907] is a stochastic
model describing a sequence of possible events in which the probability of each event depends only
on the state attained in the previous event, and the probability of a program execution depends
on the multiplication of the chain of the probabilities of events. It provides a standard labeled
transition description of defining the semantic behaviors of probabilistic programming by viewing
probabilistic as labels in semantic transitions; such labels are intrinsic and cannot be masked away.
Markov decision process [Puterman 1994] extends a Markov chain by combining a nondeterministic
choice with a probabilistic transition. Here, every step of computation is essentially a combination
of two steps. We first make a nondeterministic choice—in DisQ, the choice is selecting membrane
locations for an event happening—we then make a probabilistic move with a probability label.
3 Overview of Our Solution Strategy

Here, we present the features of DisQ and discuss the rationale behind them, followed by the
necessity (and challenges) of describing a new equivalence relation to prove the correctness of
constructing distributed quantum programs in DisQ with respect to their sequential version.
3.1 The CHAMModel and DisQ

The key feature of DisQ is its capability to model distributed quantum systems while explicitly
representing the remote locations of subsystems. This allows for specifying both intra-location
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(concurrent behaviors in a single location) and inter-location (distributed behaviors among remote
locations) communication between subsystems. In light of this, the language is inspired by the
chemical abstract machine (CHAM) description introduced by Berry and Boudol [Berry and Boudol
1992]. In the CHAM, the distributed and concurrent behaviors are modeled as chemical reactions
between (abstract) molecules residing in a chemical solution that enables such reactions. The
CHAM includes the concepts of membranes (or subsolutions), where the molecules inside the
membranes can freely react; such behaviors correspond to concurrent behaviors. The reaction
between molecules residing in two different membranes, corresponding to distributed behaviors,
is allowed via a process referred to as airlocking. Intuitively, airlock allows for identifying and
isolating a specific molecule in a membrane to get it ready for reaction with some other molecule
(similarly airlocked) from a different membrane.

Classical Framework Level Interpretation. We first show a simple grammar containing only
classical operations to highlight the distributed natural in the CHAM. In DisQ, we use the concept
of membranes to express the grouping of distributed subsystems in different locations; that is, each
membrane can be viewed as a quantum computer system at a particular location. We explicitly
annotate the membranes with the location information to identify the locations of the quantum
systems that are interacting with each other. Before formally introducing the language features of
DisQ necessary for describing quantum systems, we first offer a gentle overview of its structure,
incorporatingmembranes, airlock, and the standard process algebraic notion of concurrency (similar
to 𝜋-calculus). to outline the salient features (and challenges) in developing DisQ. Consider a simple
grammar for communicating processes with membranes:

𝑅 ::= 0 | 𝐷.𝑅 𝐷 ::= 𝑎!𝑣 | 𝑎?(𝑦) 𝑃 ::= {|𝑅 |}𝑙 | 𝑅{|𝑇 |}𝑙
Here, a process of type 𝑅 can be either a terminating process 0 or a sequential process where its

behavior evolves by either performing a send-action (𝑎!𝑣 : send 𝑣 over channel 𝑎) or receive-action
(𝑎?(𝑦): receive some data over channel 𝑎 and write to 𝑦). Two processes interact (synchronize) by
sending and receiving messages over the same channel. The membrane description 𝑃 is either a
membrane {| . |}𝑙 containing a multiset of processes of type 𝑅 denoted by 𝑅 with explicit location
information captured as 𝑙 , or a membrane with an airlocked process 𝑅{|𝑇 |}𝑙 where 𝑅 is ready to
interact with some other airlocked process associated with a different membrane. A DisQ program
is a set of such membranes. Observe the inherent non-determinism in the interaction between
processes within each membrane and between processes in different membranes. Any two processes
in each membrane with appropriate send/receive actions may be non-deterministically selected for
interaction; similarly, any two membranes with appropriate airlocked processes can be chosen for
interactions across membranes. This is similar to the CHAM model.

Extending to Quantum. We augment the above basic actions with ones involving quantum
operations as necessary (the DisQ syntax presented in Figure 5). Here, we focus on distributing the
GHZ example in Section 2, with a single-location circuit 2𝑛 qubit GHZ program (𝑛 is of the order
of 100), for qubit array 𝑥 [0, 𝑛) and 𝑦 [0, 𝑛) implementation as the follows.

𝑥 [0] ←− H .𝑥 [0] | 𝑥 [1] ←− CX . ... .𝑥 [𝑛-1] | 𝑦 [0] ←− CX . ... .𝑦 [𝑛-2] | 𝑦 [𝑛-1] ←− CX . 0
Here, 𝑠 ←− 𝜇 denotes the application of the gate 𝜇 to the range 𝑠 and . is the sequence operator. If we

view each membrane is a separate quantum processor, we can distribute the program to two parts,
in two different membranes, containing the first and second half of the operations, to reduce the
qubit numbers needed in each membrane. However, local qubits in a quantum processor, modeled
by a membrane, cannot be transferred or referenced by another processor, and two processors
require a quantum channel to communicate a qubit of information. Once a quantum channel is
established, we can utilize quantum teleportation to transmit the qubit information from one to
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the other. We will discuss the processes 𝑇𝑒 and 𝑅𝑡 in Example 3.1 to illustrate the teleportation
strategy. Using such a quantum channel, we can then distribute the above GHZ program at two
locations 𝑙 and 𝑟 ; we will discuss this using the concept of membranes in Example 3.2.

Example 3.1 (Processes of Teleporation). We show the two processes of quantum teleportation,
with example transitions in Appendix D.1. The 𝑇𝑒 (𝑠1, 𝑠2) and 𝑅𝑡 (𝑠3) processes below can be placed
in two different membranes 𝑙 and 𝑟 , as it teleports the quantum information in 𝑠1 to 𝑠3 in the 𝑟
membrane. The processes require 𝑠2 and 𝑠3 to refer to the same quantum channel. In DisQ, we
require they have the same name.

𝑇𝑒 (𝑠1, 𝑠2) = 𝑠1 | 𝑠2 ←− CX . 𝑠1 ←− H .𝑏1 ← M 𝑖(𝑠1) .𝑏2 ← M 𝑖(𝑠2) .𝑎!𝑏1 .𝑎!𝑏2 . 0
𝑅𝑡 (𝑠3) = 𝑎?(𝑏1) .𝑎?(𝑏2) . if (𝑏1) {𝑠3 ←− Z} . if (𝑏2) {𝑠3 ←− X} . 0

The two processes are executed in a DisQ program, {|𝑇𝑒 (𝑠1.𝑠2) |}𝑙 , {|𝑅𝑡 (𝑠3) |}𝑟 , with 𝑠2 and 𝑠3 being
an one qubit quantum channel. In 𝑙 , the applications of CX and H gates encode the qubit 𝑠1 with
the channel 𝑠2, i.e., 𝑠1, 𝑠2, become entangled. The two measurements (M 𝑖 ) divides the information
in 𝑠1 into two parts: 𝑏1 and 𝑏2. These information are transferred via classical channels carrying
the classical bits 𝑏1 and 𝑏2. Further note, additional quantum information is passed along due
to quantum entanglement (recall that 𝑠2 and 𝑠3 are the same quantum channel and 𝑠1 and 𝑠2 are
entangled, i.e, 𝑠3 is entangled as well). On receiving the two bits from membrane 𝑙 , the membrane 𝑟
restores the quantum information in 𝑠1 by conditionally (depending on 𝑏1 and 𝑏2) applying Z and X
to 𝑠3. After the process, 𝑠3 has all the information in 𝑠1.

Example 3.2 (Distributed GHZ). We construct the GHZ state distributedly for the range 𝑥 [0, 𝑛)
in membrane 𝑙 and range 𝑦 [0, 𝑛) in membrane 𝑟 . The two membranes’ 𝑐 [0] qubits differ, but they
refer to the same quantum channel.

𝑅 ( 𝑗 ) = if (𝑗+1 < 𝑛) 𝑥 [ 𝑗 ] | 𝑥 [ 𝑗+1] ←− CX .𝑅 ( 𝑗+1) else 0 𝑇 ( 𝑗 ) = if (𝑗+1 < 𝑛) 𝑦 [ 𝑗 ] | 𝑦 [ 𝑗+1] ←− CX .𝑇 ( 𝑗+1) else 0
{|𝑥 [0] ←− H .𝑅 (0) .𝑇𝑒 (𝑥 [𝑛-1], 𝑐 [0] ) |}𝑙,{|𝑅𝑡 (𝑐 [0] ) .𝑐 [0] | 𝑦 [0] ←− CX .𝑇 (0) . 0 |}𝑟

Observe that, the program syntax does not tell variable scopes and types. In addition, the
teleportation is valid in Example 3.1 only if 𝑠2 and 𝑠3 are entangled and belong to a quantum
channel, but the program syntax does not directly tell if the two 𝑐 [0] variables in the twomembranes
are entangled or not. This relies on an analysis to resolve the variable and entanglement scopes,
which is captured by introducing 1) loci (𝜅) to group possibly entangled qubits, 2) standard kind
environments (Ω) to record variable kinds (explained below) and scope for a membrane and 3) locus
type environments (𝜎) to keep track of both loci and their quantum state types.
There are two kinds of data: scalar (C) and quantum (Q(𝑛), representing 𝑛 qubit arrays). For

simplicity, in a local membrane, we assume no aliasing in variable names and no overlapping
between qubit arrays referred to by any two different variables; variables and locations are in
distinct categories. The valuation of scalar kind data is either of type bitstrings (𝑑) or natural
numbers (𝑛). On the other hand, quantum data valuations are represented using a varied Dirac
notation

∑𝑚
𝑗=0 𝑧 𝑗𝛽 𝑗𝜂 𝑗 , where 𝑚 is the number of basis-kets in the quantum data. We extend the

basis-ket structure, such that each basis-ket datum contains not only an amplitude 𝑧 𝑗 and a basis
vector 𝛽 𝑗 , but also a frozen basis stack 𝜂 𝑗 , which stores basis vectors not directly involved in the
current computation. The necessity for the frozen basis stack will be elaborated on later. The type
of this quantum data describes how the qubit vectors relate to each other, introduced in Li et al.
[2024]. This paper considers the most general type EN (entanglement).
A kind environment (Ω) classifies variables in a DisQ program as a classical or quantum kind.

Quantum data are conceptually stored as a heap (a quantum state Φ ≜ 𝐾 : 𝑞), partitioned into
regions described as loci (𝐾) in DisQ; each region contains possibly entangled qubits, with the
guarantee that cross-locus qubits are not entangled. Each locus can be viewed as a chain of disjoint
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Basic Terms:
Nat. Num 𝑚,𝑛 ∈ N Bit 𝑏 ::= 0 | 1 Bitstring 𝑑 ∈ 𝑏+ Variable/Classic Chan 𝑥, 𝑦, 𝑎

Amplitude 𝑧 ∈ C Basis Vector 𝛽 ::= ( |𝑑 ⟩)∗ Location 𝑙, 𝑟 ,𝑢 Quantum Chan 𝑐

Modes, Kinds, Types, and Classical/Quantum Data:
Kind 𝑔 ::= C | Q(𝑛)
Classical Scalar Data 𝑣 ::= 𝑑 | 𝑛

Frozen Basis Stack 𝛾 ::= (|𝛽 |)
Full Basis Vector 𝜂 ::= 𝛽𝛾

Basic Ket 𝑤 ::= 𝑧𝜂

Quantum Type 𝜏 ::= EN | ...

Quantum Data 𝑞 ::=
∑𝑚
𝑗=0 𝑤𝑗

Quantum Loci, Environment, and States
Qubit Array Range 𝑠 ::= 𝑥 [𝑛,𝑚)
Local Locus 𝜅 ::= 𝑠 concatenated op |

Locus 𝐾 ::= ⟨𝜅 ⟩𝑙 concatenated op |

Kind Environment Ω ::= 𝑙 → 𝑥 → 𝑔

Local Type Environment 𝜎 ::= 𝜅 : 𝜏 concatenated op ·∪
Type Environment Σ ::= 𝐾 : 𝜏 concatenated op ·∪
Local Quantum State (Heap) 𝜑 ::= 𝜅 : 𝑞 concatenated op ·∪
Quantum State (Heap) Φ ::= 𝐾 : 𝑞 concatenated op ·∪

Syntax Abbreviations and Basis/Locus Equations
1𝛾 ≃ 𝛾 ∑0

𝑗=0 𝑤𝑗 ≃ 𝑤0
∑𝑚

𝑗=0 𝑤𝑗 ≃
∑

𝑗 𝑤𝑗 𝑧𝛽 (| ∅ |) ≃ 𝑧𝛽 𝑧𝛽 (|𝛽 ′ |) ≃ 𝑧𝛽𝛽 ′ 𝑥 [𝑛,𝑛+1) ≃ 𝑥 [𝑛]
𝑥 [𝑛,𝑛) ≡ ∅ ∅ | 𝜅 ≡ 𝜅 |𝑑1 ⟩ |𝑑2 ⟩ ≡ |𝑑1𝑑2 ⟩ ⟨𝑞 | 𝑞′ ⟩𝑙 ≡ ⟨𝑞⟩𝑙 | ⟨𝑞′ ⟩𝑙 𝑥 [𝑛,𝑚) ≡ 𝑥 [𝑛, 𝑗 ) | 𝑥 [ 𝑗,𝑚) if 𝑗 ∈ [𝑛,𝑚]

Fig. 2. DisQ data element. Each range 𝑥 [𝑛,𝑚) in a locus represents the number range [𝑛,𝑚) in physical

qubit array 𝑥 . Loci are finite lists, while type environments and states are finite sets. The operations after

"concatenated op" refer to the concatenation operations for loci, type environments, and quantum program

states. Term 𝑎 is no more than a variable, but we refer to it specifically for classical channels in this paper.

region segments labeled with explicit information about the location of local state variables, e.g.,
⟨𝑐 [0]⟩𝑙 | ⟨𝑐 [0]⟩𝑟 suggests that the two qubits, both named 𝑐 [0], in locations 𝑙 and 𝑟 are possibly
entangled. Note that the 𝑙 notation in loci captures location information.

In describing a local quantum state (𝜑) in a membrane, we disregard the location information; we
can utilize local loci (𝜅) to refer to a quantum datum locally to a specific location. Each local locus
consists a list of disjoint ranges (𝑠), each represented by 𝑥 [𝑛,𝑚)—an in-place array slice selected
from 𝑛 to𝑚 (exclusive) in a physical qubit array 𝑥 (always being Q kind). Ranges in a local locus
are pairwise disjoint, written as 𝑠1 | 𝑠2. The quantum type of these quantum data describes their
relationship and is denoted by Σ ≜ 𝐾 : 𝜏 associated with the corresponding valuationsΦ ≜ 𝐾 : 𝑞. We
also include local type environments 𝜎 ≜ 𝜅 : 𝜏 associated with the corresponding local valuations
𝜑 ≜ 𝜅 : 𝑞, which forms the state at each location (referred to as a local state).

Figure 2 also presents some notational convenience (≃) and syntactic equivalences (≡), where ≃
is used for abbreviations. For instance, we abbreviate a singleton range 𝑥 [ 𝑗, 𝑗+1) as 𝑥 [ 𝑗]; we omit
the frozen basis stack notation (| |) in a basis-ket presentation and color the frozen basis stack with
a hat sign −, e.g., 1√

2
|0⟩ |1⟩ means 1√

2
|0⟩ (| |1⟩ |); additionally, 1√

2
|0⟩ |1⟩ means 1√

2
|0⟩ |1⟩ (|∅|).

Example 3.3 (Example Transitions). Below are the nondeterministic Transitions for Example 3.2
with 𝑛 > 2; Omitted fragments are denoted by .... We use the ⟨⟩𝑙 structure in locus ⟨𝑥 [0, 𝑛)⟩𝑙 to indi-
cate that the qubits in membrane 𝑙 . We first apply a H operation to 𝑥 [0] in 𝑙 in step (2), and then apply
a CX to ⟨𝑥 [0]|𝑥 [1]⟩𝑙 in step (4), which is the application in step (4) (evolving from𝑅(0) to𝑅(1)). Steps
(1) and (3) rewrites the states to ideal forms.Φ = {⟨𝑐 [0]⟩𝑙 | ⟨𝑐 [0]⟩𝑟 :

∑1
𝑗=0

1√
2
| 𝑗⟩ | 𝑗⟩ , ⟨𝑦 [0, 𝑛)⟩𝑟 : |0⟩}.
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(1)
(
{⟨𝑥 [0, 𝑛) ⟩𝑙 : |0⟩} ·∪ Φ, {|𝑥 [0] ←− H .𝑅 (0) .𝑇𝑒 (𝑥 [𝑛-1], 𝑐 [0] ) |}𝑙,{| ... |}𝑟

)
(2) ≡

(
{⟨𝑥 [0] ⟩𝑙 : |0⟩ , ⟨𝑥 [1, 𝑛) ⟩𝑙 : |0⟩} ·∪ Φ, {|𝑥 [0] ←− H .𝑅 (0) .𝑇𝑒 (𝑥 [𝑛-1], 𝑐 [0] ) |}𝑙,{| ... |}𝑟

)
(3) 𝑙 .1−−→

(
{⟨𝑥 [0] ⟩𝑙 :

∑1
𝑗=0

1
2 | 𝑗 ⟩ , ⟨𝑥 [1, 𝑛) ⟩𝑙 : |0⟩} ·∪ Φ, {|𝑅 (0) .𝑇𝑒 (𝑥 [𝑛-1], 𝑐 [0] ) |}𝑙,{| ... |}𝑟

)
(4) ≡

(
{⟨𝑥 [0, 2) ⟩𝑙 :

∑1
𝑗=0

1
2 | 𝑗 ⟩ |0⟩ , ⟨𝑥 [2, 𝑛) ⟩𝑙 : |0⟩} ·∪ Φ, {|𝑅 (0) .𝑇𝑒 (𝑥 [𝑛-1], 𝑐 [0] ) |}𝑙,{| ... |}𝑟

)
(5) 𝑙 .1−−→

(
{⟨𝑥 [0, 2) ⟩𝑙 :

∑1
𝑗=0

1
2 | 𝑗 ⟩ | 𝑗 ⟩ , ⟨𝑥 [2, 𝑛) ⟩𝑙 : |0⟩} ·∪ Φ, {|𝑅 (1) .𝑇𝑒 (𝑥 [𝑛-1], 𝑐 [0] ) |}𝑙,{| ... |}𝑟

)
Here, locus ⟨𝑐 [0]⟩𝑙 | ⟨𝑐 [0]⟩𝑟 indicates that the quantum channel 𝑐 [0] has two qubits in both

membrane 𝑙 and 𝑟 and their quantum data might entangle with each other. The qubit order in a
locus fixes the qubit basis-vector location, e.g., in line (4), the locus ⟨𝑥 [0, 2)⟩𝑙 ’s data, 12 (

∑1
𝑗=0 | 𝑗⟩ |0⟩),

indicates that 𝑥 [0]’s basis-vector refers to | 𝑗⟩ and 𝑥 [1]’s basis-vector refers to |0⟩; thus, when we
applying CX to 𝑥 [0] | 𝑥 [1] (equivalence to 𝑥 [0, 2)), it controls on the | 𝑗⟩ to flip the bit in |0⟩, for
every 𝑗 . We call the corresponding basis bits of qubits or locus fragments for a datum (or a basis-ket
set) as the qubit’s/locus’s position bases of the datum (or the basis-ket set).
In the above transitions, we also perform state equivalence rewrites to rewrite the state in an

ideal form for applications, e.g., line (2) cuts off locus ⟨𝑥 [0, 𝑛)⟩𝑙 (equivalence to ⟨𝑥 [0]⟩𝑙 | ⟨𝑥 [1, 𝑛)⟩𝑙 )
to two loci ⟨𝑥 [0]⟩𝑙 and ⟨𝑥 [1, 𝑛)⟩𝑙 , so the Hadmard applies to the first one. Line (4) takes the 𝑥 [1]
qubit from the second locus to join the first one above. Such rewrites are type-guided in DisQ, i.e.,
we use the associated type environment to gear the quantum state rewrites because we require the
type environment and quantum state always have the same domain; details are in Section 4.3.

Example 3.4 (Frozen Stack Example).

({𝑐 [0] :
1∑︁
𝑗=0

1
2
| 𝑗 ⟩ | 𝑗 ⟩ }, 𝑐 [0] ← X.0) 1−→ ({𝑐′ [0] | 𝑐 [0] :

1∑︁
𝑗=0

1
2
|¬𝑗 ⟩ | 𝑗 ⟩ }, 0)

({⟨𝑐 [0] ⟩𝑙 | ⟨𝑐 [0] ⟩𝑟 :
1∑︁
𝑗=0

1
√
2
| 𝑗 ⟩ | 𝑗 ⟩}, {|𝑐 [0] ← X.0 |}𝑟 )

𝑟 .1−−→ ({⟨𝑐 [0] ⟩𝑙 | ⟨𝑐 [0] ⟩𝑟 :
1∑︁
𝑗=0

1
√
2
|¬𝑗 ⟩ | 𝑗 ⟩}, {|0 |}𝑟 )

We utilize locus structure to enable locality. In Example 3.4, locus ⟨𝑐 [0]⟩𝑙 | ⟨𝑐 [0]⟩𝑟 contains
qubits in membranes 𝑙 and 𝑟 , and we apply X gate to the locus locally in 𝑟 , where we first localize
the locus to focus on 𝑐 [0] in 𝑟 . Consequentially, the locus’ quantum data should only mention the
part in 𝑟 , and push the part in 𝑙 to unreachable positions. The issue with dealing with quantum data
is that it might contain entanglement, which makes individual qubit states inseparable. We utilize
the frozen stack to hide the local unreachable qubit information. For example, the localization
of the above locus does not mention the locus fragment ⟨𝑐 [0]⟩𝑙 , as we push its position basis to
the frozen stack of each basis-ket as | 𝑗⟩ and finishes the upper-level computation with the stack.
Eventually, we retrieve the frozen position basis from the stack after the transition on the bottom.

3.2 Markov Decision Processes and DisQ

In DisQ, to capture the probabilistic nature of the quantum systems, we introduce and associate
probabilities with the semantics of each interaction. Unlike the CHAMmodel, where all interactions
are nondeterministic, in our case, the choice of the membrane is nondeterministic, while the
interaction proceeding the choice is probabilistic (e.g., the choice of the process that evolves in
the non-deterministically selected membrane is probabilistic). Hence, in the presence of both
nondeterminism and probabilities, the semantics of systems described in our language DisQ is
captured usingMarkovDecision Processes (MDP), where each evolution involves a nondeterministic
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choice followed by a probabilistic move. Consider the following example evolution of a system
described in DisQ with all classical operations:

{|𝑎!𝑣.0, 0|}𝑙, {|𝑎?(𝑦).0, 0|}𝑟
𝑙 . 12−−→ 𝑎!𝑣.0{|0|}𝑙, {|𝑎?(𝑦).0, 0|}𝑟 (1)
𝑟 . 12−−−→ 𝑎!𝑣.0{|0|}𝑙,𝑎?(𝑦).0{|0|}𝑟 (2)
𝑙 .𝑟 .1−−−→ {|0, 0|}𝑙, {|0, 0|}𝑟 (3)
𝑙 .1−−→ {|0, 0|}𝑟

𝑟 .1−−→ ∅ (4)

There are two membranes at locations 𝑙 and 𝑟 , each containing two processes. Each step in
the evolution includes a nondeterministic choice followed by a probabilistic one. For instance,
in the first step (1), the nondeterministic choice results in the selection of membrane in location
𝑙 (left membrane) followed by the probabilistic choice of airlocking the process 𝑎!𝑣 .0 in that
membrane. This is presented in the annotation of the transition. Observe that, we have considered
that selecting the processes in the left membrane is equally probable. Further, observe that there
is another nondeterministic choice in selecting the membrane at location 𝑟 . Proceeding further
in the next step (2), we have considered a nondeterministic choice of selecting the membrane at
location 𝑟 followed by probabilistically selecting the process 𝑎?(𝑦).0 to be airlocked. At this point,
there are three nondeterministic choices: select the left membrane, select the right membrane, and
select both membranes. The last choice is possible due to the presence of two airlocked processes
in the membranes that are ready to interact. In Step (3), we show the third choice labeled as 𝑙 .𝑟
followed by the probability of interaction (in this case, the probability is 1 as there is exactly one
probabilistic choice). In Step (3), we also implicitly present that the processes, after interacting, are
absorbed back into their respective membranes.

Note that the multiplication of probabilities along a path shows the path probabilities, e.g., in the
above, the specific evolution happens with probability 1

2 ×
1
2 × 1 =

1
4 . We permit the probabilistic

selection of a terminating process (0), which can reflexively transition to itself, and a membrane
can terminate, transitioning to ∅, only if all processes inside a membrane are 0, as in line (4).
Quantum computation is essentially probabilistic and can be described by a classical Markov

decision process. One such example is the repeat-until-success scheme, where the success of a
quantum program component execution depends on the success observation of a measurement
result. In the hidden subgroup algorithm for an additive group Z𝑚 , it is required to prepare a
quantum superposition state 1√

𝑚

∑𝑚
𝑗=0 | 𝑗⟩ (note:𝑚 ≤ 2𝑛 might not be 2𝑛).

Example 3.5 (The State Preparation of Hidden Subgroup). We implement the distributed hidden
subgroup algorithm as program {|𝑅 |}𝑙,{|𝑇 ′ |}𝑟 , where the superposition preparation process as
process𝑅 below 2.𝑇 teleports qubits frommembrane 𝑙 to 𝑟 , and𝑇 ′ carries the rest of the computation
of the hidden subgroup algorithm in membrane 𝑟 .

𝑅 = 𝜈 𝑥 (𝑛).𝜈 𝑦 (1).𝑥 [0, 𝑛) ←− H .𝑥 [0, 𝑛) | 𝑦 [0] ←− 𝑥 < 𝑚 @𝑦 [0] . 𝑣 ← M 𝑖(𝑦 [0]) . if (𝑣) 𝑅 else 𝑇

In executing the program, we might select membrane 𝑙 to make a move to execute its process
𝑅. Locally, the execution of process 𝑅 prepares the desired superposition state in a probability 𝑚

2𝑛 .
𝑥 [0, 𝑛) | 𝑦 [0] ←− 𝑥 < 𝑚 @𝑦 [0] is a quantum oracle operation to compare the basis-ket bitstrings
(as natural numbers) in the quantum array 𝑥 with the number𝑚 and store the result in 𝑦 [0]. A
simplified transition step is listed below, and the detailed transitions are given in Appendix D.3.

(∅, {|𝑅 |}𝑙,{|𝑇 ′ |}𝑟 ) −→ ...
𝑙 .1. 𝑚2𝑛−−−−−→ ({⟨𝑥 [0, 𝑛)⟩𝑙 : 1√

𝑚

∑𝑚
𝑗=0 | 𝑗⟩}, {|𝑇 |}𝑙,{|𝑇 ′ |}𝑟 )

2The 𝜈 𝑥 (𝑛).𝑅 operation creates 𝑛 qubit array 𝑥 , with initial value |0⟩, used in the process 𝑅. This syntactic construct for
constructing new arrays is presented in Appendix A.
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𝑙. 1

r. 1

𝑙.
𝑚

2𝑛

𝑙.
2𝑛 −𝑚

2𝑛

…

Fig. 3. Transition Automaton

We show the initial part of the MDP-based transition au-
tomaton for the program (Example 3.5) in Figure 3, as an evi-
dence of showing the power of analyzing distributed quantum
algorithms in MDP. Here, only the marked red part happens
in the single process 𝑅 above, and the top-level membrane
execution is represented as the root node (marked back on
the left) that has non-deterministic edges choosing 𝑙 and 𝑟 for execution. The 𝑙 .1 edge points to
the process-level execution in 𝑅 and it represents that we choose to execute the process in 𝑙 . The
self-edge in the marked red node represents the𝑦 [0]’s measurement resulting in 0 with a probability
1 − 𝑚

2𝑛 , and the measurement of 1 moves to the next marked red node. Going through each edge
results in a further probability reduction. For example, every step of measuring out 0 for 𝑦 [0]
indicates going through the circular edge and results in a 1 − 𝑚

2𝑛 probability reduction along the
execution path from the root node to the current state.

3.3 Equivalence Relation for DisQ Programs

Given that DisQ program encodes distributed quantum programs, it is necessary to ensure the
correctness of such encoding by comparing its behavior against the corresponding sequential
quantum programs. Typically, the correctness is ensured by proving that any relevant behavior
exhibited in the sequential program is also exhibited by its distributed counterpart, and vice versa.
In process algebraic terms, such an equivalence is characterized using bisimulation, simulation,
and trace equivalence relations. At a high level, these relations equate to the behavior of reachable
configurations after one or more equivalent steps (see [Milner 1980] for details). Equivalence
between steps is captured by the labels of the steps, and equivalence between configurations is
decided by the valuations of variables that describe those configurations. In the context of distributed
quantum programs (encoded by DisQ), such a notion of equivalence may not be appropriate.

𝐺 𝐻

𝐺1 𝐻1 𝐻2

1 𝑝 1 − 𝑝

𝑑 𝑑 𝑑

Fig. 4. Sim Diagram

First, the variables in the quantum programs involve both classical and
quantum data. One of the key aspects of quantum data is that its impact
is only manifested if measured. In other words, quantum states are not ob-
servable unless measured. Furthermore, the ordering of quantum operation
on quantum data may not impact the result of its final measurement. For
instance, applying an X gate followed by a Hadamard gate (H) on a qubit
results in the same measure of the qubit when compared to the application
of a H gate followed by a Z gate. However, simply comparing the measure-
ment results might not capture the quantum natures that are not observable
by sampling tests. For example, two quantum qubits have the states 1

2 ( |0⟩ + |1⟩) and
1
2 ( |0⟩ − |1⟩),

i.e., the second state has a local phase. Clearly, the two quantum states are not equivalent, but
sampling measurement results always produce a 50% chance of 0 or 1 for both states. On the other
hand, quantum programs usually have ancillary qubits supporting the program execution, such
as the 𝑦 [0] qubits in Example 3.5. The quantum states of these ancillary qubits do not affect the
program’s correctness. As a tradeoff, we make three adjustments in our equivalence relation: 1) we
view quantum measurements on a locus as a sequence point for comparing the quantum states;
2) we provide labels 𝑖 in the measurement syntax, as 𝑥 ← M 𝑖(𝜅), to indicate that the specific
measurement operations should be ignored in the equivalence check; and 3) any quantum data not
at the sequence point must not impact/decide the equivalence between the quantum configurations.

Second, the action labels in DisQ correspond to the location information capturing the nondeter-
ministic choice and the probability associated with action for a process at the non-deterministically
selected location. The specific location information, while important in describing programs in
DisQ, is irrelevant for checking equivalence between two programs expressed in DisQ. A simple and
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Unitary Expr 𝜇

Bool Expr 𝐵

Local Action 𝐴 ::= 𝜅 ←− 𝜇 | 𝑥 ← M [𝑖 ](𝜅)
Communication Action 𝐷 ::= 𝑎!𝑣 | 𝑎?(𝑦)
Process 𝑅,𝑇 ::= 0 | 𝐷.𝑅 | 𝐴.𝑅 | if (𝐵) 𝑅 else 𝑇

Membrane 𝑃,𝑄 ::= {|𝑅 |}𝑙 | 𝑅{|𝑇 |}𝑙 | 𝜕 𝑐 (𝑛).𝑃
Fig. 5. DisQ Syntax. We have the syntactic sugar: if (𝐵) {𝑅}.𝑇 = if (𝐵) 𝑅.𝑇 else 𝑇 . [𝑖] indicates the
measurement result is ignored (having label 𝑖) or not. Other syntax is in Appendix A.

straightforward way to address this issue is to discard the location information when describing the
equivalence relation. This leaves us with the problem of handling the probability information that
labels each transition/step. This problem can be intuitively described as follows. Consider that there
is a system that evolves from a configuration𝐺 with probability 1 to a configuration𝐺1 and consider
another system that evolves from a configuration 𝐻 with probability 𝑝 to a configuration 𝐻1 and
with probability 1 − 𝑝 to a configuration 𝐻2, shown in Figure 4. Assume that the configurations 𝐺
and 𝐻 have the same relevant data and measurements, and similarly, configurations 𝐺1 and each
of 𝐻1 and 𝐻2 have the same data and measurements 𝑑 . By the standard notions of (bi)simulation
equivalence, 𝐺 will not be equivalent to 𝐻 owing to the fact the probability of evolution to 𝐺
to 𝐺1 does not "match" with the probability of evolution from 𝐻 to 𝐻1 or 𝐻 to 𝐻2. However, the
probability measure for 𝐺 to evolve to 𝐺1, and 𝐻 to 𝐻1 and 𝐻2 are identical (i.e., 1).

Therefore, it is necessary to introduce a new notion of equivalence relation. At its core, this new
equivalence relation is defined over the set of equivalent configurations. When a configuration
evolves, we partition the destination configurations into equivalent classes, and we compute the
probability of evolving to each equivalent class as the sum of the probabilities leading to each
element in the class. For instance, in the above abstract example, 𝐺 evolves 𝐺1 with probability 1.
On the other hand, 𝐻 evolves to 𝐻1 and 𝐻2, where 𝐻1 and 𝐻2 are identical and hence belong to the
same equivalent class. The probability for evolving from 𝐻 to the class containing 𝐻1 and 𝐻2 is
𝑝 + (1 − 𝑝) = 1. Based on this observation, we can conclude that 𝐺 is equivalent to 𝐻 because they
are identical, and each can evolve to equivalent classes 𝐺1 and {𝐻1, 𝐻2} with probability 1.
We will elaborate and formalize this new notion of our equivalence relation in Section 5.

4 DisQ Formalism

This section presents the DisQ’s syntax, semantics, type systems, and the type soundness theorem.
We use distributed GHZ (Examples 3.2 and 3.3) as our running example.

4.1 Syntax for The DisQ Language

A DisQ encoding of a distributed quantum algorithm is described using a multiset of location-
specific quantum processes. We define the syntax (Figure 5) over a membrane (a concept borrowed
from the CHAM: see Section 3.1). There are three types of membrane descriptions: a multiset of
processes ({|𝑅 |}𝑙 ) with location information (𝑙), an airlocked process associated with a membrane
(𝑅{|𝑇 |}𝑙 ) and a membrane which evolves after a new length 𝑛 channel (𝜕 𝑐 (𝑛)) is initiated (𝜕 𝑥 (𝑛).𝑃 ).
The last type is necessary to facilitate communication between processes in different membranes.
The operation 𝜕 𝑐 (𝑛) creates a quantum channel (𝑐). If we have 𝜕 𝑐 (𝑛).𝑃, 𝜕 𝑐 (𝑛).𝑄 with 𝑃 and 𝑄
being in membranes 𝑙 and 𝑟 , they collaboratively create an 2𝑛-qubit Bell pair, each membrane
shares an 𝑛 qubit array, pointed to by loci ⟨𝑐 [0, 𝑛)⟩𝑙 and ⟨𝑐 [0, 𝑛)⟩𝑟 , respectively. This is similar to
𝜋-calculus style creation of new channels.

A process 𝑅, localized to a membrane, can be understood as a sequence of local (𝐴) or communi-
cation actions (𝐷). Here, we permit classical process algebraic message transmission operations
(𝑎!𝑣 and 𝑎?(𝑦)); they are the only communication actions that can perform direct message passing
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between different membranes, and the manipulations of quantum channels are done through local
quantum actions that might lead to global side effects. We include quantum unitary operation𝜅 ←− 𝜇,
applying a unitary operation 𝜇 to a local locus 𝜅, as well as quantum measurement 𝑥 ← M [𝑖 ](𝜅),
measuring the qubits referred to by 𝜅 and storing the result as a bitstring 𝑥 . In DisQ, we abstract
away the detailed implementation of 𝜇 and assume that they can be analyzed by some systems
describing quantum unitary circuits, e.g., VOQC [Hietala et al. 2023]. In a process, we also permit a
classical conditional if (𝐵) 𝑅 else 𝑇 . The expression 𝐵 is arbitrary classical Boolean expression 𝐵,
implemented using bit-arithmetic, i.e., 1 as true and 0 as false.

4.2 DisQ Semantics

The DisQ semantics is based on a combination of Markov-chain and Markov-decision process and
can be divided into two categories, for process and membrane level semantics. The process level

semantics is shown in Figure 6, which is expressed as a labeled transition system (𝜑, 𝑅)
𝜉 .𝑝
−−→ (𝜑 ′,𝑇 ),

where 𝑅 and 𝑇 are processes, 𝜑 and 𝜑 ′ are the pre- and post- local quantum states described in
Figure 2, 𝜉 is the transition label being empty (𝜖) or a quantum state, and 𝑝 is the probability of
the single step transition. The membrane level semantics defines the nondeterministic behaviors
of a DisQ program, shown in Figure 7. It is formalized as a labeled transition system (Φ, 𝑃)

𝛼.𝑝
−−→

(Φ′, 𝑄) where 𝛼 (either 𝑙 .𝜉 or 𝑙 .𝑟 .𝜉) captures the membrane locations (𝑙 or 𝑙 .𝑟 ) participating in the
nondeterministic choice of the transition followed by a label (𝜉), 𝑝 represents the probability of the
transition, and Φ and Φ′ are the global pre- and post- quantum states described in Figure 2.

Process Level Semantics. A DisQ process is a sequence of actions, and rules in Figure 6 define
the semantics for a local action prefixed in a process. Rule S-Self shows that the process semantics
in a membrane is reflexive and can make a move to itself to preserve the stochastic property in a
Markov chain, explained shortly below. Rule S-OP applies a quantum unitary operation to a locus
𝜅’s quantum data. Here, the locus fragment 𝜅 to which the operation is applied must be prefixed
in the locus 𝜅 | 𝜅′ that refers to the entire quantum data 𝑞. If not, we will first apply equivalence
rewrites, explained in Section 4.3 and Li et al. [2024], to move 𝜅 to the front. With 𝜅 preceding the
rest fragment 𝜅′, the operation’s semantic function ⟦𝜇⟧𝑛 is then applied to 𝜅’s position bases in the
quantum value 𝑞. More specifically, the function is only applied to the first 𝑛 (equal to |𝜅 |) basis
bits of each basis-ket in the value while leaving the rest unchanged. For example, in Example 3.3
line (4), to apply CX to the ⟨𝑥 [0, 2)⟩𝑙 , we use rewrites to ensure that 𝑥 [0, 2) is prefixed in the locus
and it is arranged as 𝑥 [0] followed by 𝑥 [1].

A measurement (𝑥 ← M [𝑖 ](𝜅).𝑅) collapses qubits in a locus 𝜅, binds a C-kind integer to 𝑥 , and
restricts its usage in 𝑅. Rule S-Mea shows the partial measurement behavior 3. Assume that the
locus is 𝜅 | 𝜅′; the measurement is essentially a two-step array filter: (1) the basis-kets of the value
is partitioned into two sets (separated by +): (∑𝑚𝑗=0 𝑧 𝑗 |𝑑⟩ |𝑑 𝑗 ⟩) + 𝑞⟨𝜅,𝑑 ≠ 𝜅⟩, by randomly picking a
|𝜅 |-length basis 𝑑 where every basis-ket in the first set have 𝜅’s position basis 𝑑 ; and (2) we create a
new array value by removing all the basis-kets not having 𝑑 as prefixes (the 𝑞⟨𝜅,𝑑 ≠ 𝜅⟩ part) and
also removing the 𝜅’s position basis in every remaining basis-ket; thus, the quantum value becomes∑𝑚
𝑗=0

𝑧 𝑗√
𝑝
𝜂 𝑗 . Since the amplitudes of basis-kets must satisfy

∑
𝑖 |𝑧𝑖 |2 = 1, we need to normalize the

amplitude of each element in the post-state by multiplying a factor 1√
𝑝
, with 𝑟 =

∑𝑚
𝑗=0 |𝑧 𝑗 |2 as the

sum of the amplitude squares appearing in the post-state. The rule’s transition is labeled with 𝜉 .𝑝 ,
referring to the quantum state before the measurement result, depending on having label 𝑖 and
the probability of having the result. An example 𝑖 labeled measurement is Example 3.5, having

3A complete measurement is a special case of a partial measurement.
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S-Self
(𝜑, 0) 1−→ (𝜑, 0)

S-OP
(𝜑 ·∪ {𝜅 | 𝜅′ : 𝑞}, 𝜅 ←− 𝜇.𝑅) 1−→ (𝜑 ·∪ {𝜅 | 𝜅′ : ⟦𝜇⟧|𝜅 |𝑞}, 𝑅)

S-IFT
(𝜑, if (1) 𝑅 else𝑇 ) 1−→ (𝜑, 𝑅)

S-IFF
(𝜑, if (0) 𝑅 else𝑇 ) 1−→ (𝜑,𝑇 )

S-Mea
𝑝 =

∑︁
𝑗

|𝑧 𝑗 |2 𝜉 =
(∑︁

𝑗

𝑧 𝑗 |𝑑 ⟩ 𝜂 𝑗 + 𝑞⟨𝜅,𝑑 ≠ 𝜅 ⟩
)?[𝑖 ]

(𝜑 ·∪ {𝜅 | 𝜅′ :
∑︁
𝑗

𝑧 𝑗 |𝑑 ⟩ 𝜂 𝑗 + 𝑞⟨𝜅,𝑑 ≠ 𝜅 ⟩}, 𝑥 ← M [𝑖 ](𝜅).𝑅)
𝜉 .𝑝
−−→ (𝜑 ·∪ {𝜅′ :

∑︁
𝑗

𝑧 𝑗√
𝑝
𝜂 𝑗 }, 𝑅 [𝑑/𝑥 ] )

⟦𝜇⟧𝑛 (∑𝑗 𝑧 𝑗 |𝑑 𝑗 ⟩ 𝜂 𝑗 ) ≜
∑
𝑗 𝑧 𝑗 (⟦𝜇⟧ |𝑑 𝑗 ⟩)𝜂 𝑗 where ∀ 𝑗 |𝑑 𝑗 | = 𝑛

(∑𝑖 𝑧𝑖 |𝑐𝑖 ⟩𝜂𝑖 + 𝑞) ⟨𝜅,𝑏 ⟩ ≜
∑
𝑖 𝑧𝑖 |𝑐𝑖 ⟩𝜂𝑖 where ∀𝑖 . |𝑐𝑖 | = |𝜅 | ∧ ⟦𝑏 [𝑐𝑖/𝜅 ]⟧ = true

Fig. 6. DisQ single process semantic rules. 𝑞?[𝑖 ] results in 𝑞 if 𝑖 not show up, and 𝜖 otherwise.

S-Mem
𝑛 = |𝑅,𝑇 |

(Φ, {|𝐷.𝑅,𝑇 |}𝑙 )
𝑙 . 1𝑛−−→ (Φ, 𝐷.𝑅{|𝑇 |}𝑙 )

S-Move
𝑛 = |𝑅,𝑇 | ( {𝜅 : 𝑆 |𝜅 | (𝑞) }, 𝑅)

𝜉 .𝑝
−−→ ({𝜅′ : 𝑞′ }, 𝑅′ )

(Φ ·∪ {⟨𝜅 ⟩𝑙 | 𝐾 : 𝑞}, {|𝑅,𝑇 |}𝑙 )
𝑙 .𝜉 .

𝑝
𝑛−−−−→ (Φ ·∪ {⟨𝜅′ ⟩𝑙 | 𝐾 : 𝐹 (𝑞′ ) }, {|𝑅′,𝑇 |}𝑙 )

S-Comm
(Φ, 𝑎!𝑣.𝑅{|𝑀 |}𝑙 , 𝑎?(𝑥).𝑇 {|𝑁 |}𝑟 )

𝑙 .𝑟 .1−−−→ (Φ, {|𝑅,𝑀 |}𝑙 , {|𝑇 [𝑣/𝑥 ], 𝑁 |}𝑟 )
S-Rev
(Φ, 𝑅{|𝑇 |}𝑙 )

𝑙 .1−−→ (Φ, {|𝑅,𝑇 |}𝑙 )

S-NewChan
loc(𝑃 ) = 𝑙 loc(𝑄 ) = 𝑟

(Φ, 𝜕 𝑐 (𝑛) .𝑃, 𝜕 𝑐 (𝑛) .𝑄 ) 𝑙 .𝑟 .1−−−→ (Φ ·∪ {⟨𝑐 [0, 𝑛) ⟩𝑙 | ⟨𝑐 [0, 𝑛) ⟩𝑟 ↦→
𝑛-1⊗
𝑗=0
(

1∑︁
𝑑=0

1
√
2
|𝑑 ⟩) }, 𝑃,𝑄 )

S-End
(Φ, {|0 |}𝑙 )

𝑙 .1−−→ (Φ, ∅)

𝑆𝑛 (∑𝑗 𝑧 𝑗 |𝑐 𝑗 ⟩ 𝛽 𝑗 (|𝛽 ′𝑗 |) ) ≜
∑
𝑗 𝑧 𝑗𝛽 𝑗 (| |𝑐 𝑗 ⟩ 𝛽 ′𝑗 |) where ∀ 𝑗 |𝑐 𝑗 | = 𝑛

𝐹 (∑𝑗 𝑧 𝑗𝛽 𝑗 (| |𝑐 𝑗 ⟩ 𝛽 ′𝑗 |) ) ≜
∑
𝑗 𝑧 𝑗 |𝑐 𝑗 ⟩ 𝛽 𝑗 (|𝛽 ′𝑗 |)

Fig. 7. Membrane-level semantic rules. loc(𝑃) produces the location in membrane 𝑃 .

transitions in Appendix D.3 step (5). Measurement operations cause locus scope changes in the
quantum state, and DisQ ensures the program correctness by our type system in Section 4.3. Rule
S-IFT and S-IFF describe the semantics of classical conditionals.

Membrane Level Semantics. Figure 7 shows the membrane level semantics. A DisQ program
is a set of membranes. We assume that the evaluation of the membrane set is compositional, i.e.,
every subset of the set can make a move.
The transitions of the processes in a membrane can be understood as a Markov chain, in the

sense that every process in a membrane has the chance to be selected to perform a location action
or a communication action that requires an airlock step. This indicates that the chance of selecting
any of the processes in a membrane equals 1

𝑛
, where 𝑛 is the number of processes in the membrane.

The connection between a process transition and a membrane level transition, with the above
probability chance calculation, is encoded as rules S-Mem and S-Move. The former handles the
airlock mechanism for airlocking a process, ready for communication with another membrane, and
the latter connects local action transitions with transition behaviors at the membrane level.
In S-Move, the locus ⟨𝜅⟩𝑙 | 𝐾 is assumed to map to the data 𝑞 in the quantum state, and the

prefixed action in 𝑅 coincidentally is applied to the locus 𝜅 (in membrane 𝑙), which is guaranteed
by the DisQ type system. In evaluating one step action in 𝑅, we use the operator 𝑆 |𝜅 | to select
the 𝜅’s position bases and push the rest of the position bases to the frozen basis stacks. Once the
process level transitions the state to 𝜅′ : 𝑞′, we pull back the frozen bases from the stacks through
the operator 𝐹 and manage the global final state for the global locus ⟨𝜅′⟩𝑙 | 𝐾 to be 𝐹 (𝑞′). In the
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T-OP
Ω;𝜎 ·∪ {𝜅 | 𝜅′ : 𝜏 } ⊢𝑙 𝑅 ⊲ 𝜎 ′

Ω;𝜎 ·∪ {𝜅 | 𝜅′ : 𝜏 } ⊢𝑙 𝜅 ←− 𝜇.𝑅 ⊲ 𝜎 ′

T-Mea
Ω (𝑙 ) [𝑥 ↦→ C];𝜎 ·∪ {𝜅′ : 𝜏 } ⊢𝑙 𝑅 ⊲ 𝜎 ′

Ω;𝜎 ·∪ {𝜅 | 𝜅′ : 𝜏 } ⊢𝑙 𝑥 ← M [𝑖 ](𝜅).𝑅 ⊲ 𝜎 ′

T-If
Ω ⊢𝑙 𝐵 : 𝐶 Ω;𝜎 ⊢𝑙 𝑅 ⊲ 𝜎 ′ Ω;𝜑 ⊢𝑙 𝑇 ⊲ 𝜎 ′

Ω;𝜎 ⊢𝑙 if (𝐵) 𝑅 else𝑇 ⊲ 𝜎 ′

T-Send
Ω ⊢𝑙 𝑎 : 𝐶 Ω ⊢𝑙 𝑣 : 𝐶 Ω;𝜎 ⊢ 𝑅 ⊲ 𝜎 ′

Ω;𝜎 ⊢𝑙 𝑎!𝑣.𝑅 ⊲ 𝜎 ′

T-Rev
Ω ⊢𝑙 𝑎 : 𝐶

Ω (𝑙 ) [𝑥 ↦→ 𝐶 ];𝜎 ⊢𝑙 𝑅 ⊲ 𝜎 ′

Ω;𝜎 ⊢𝑙 𝑎?(𝑥).𝑅 ⊲ 𝜎 ′

T-NewC
loc(𝑃 ) = 𝑙 loc(𝑃 ′ ) = 𝑟 Ω (𝑙 ) [𝑐 ↦→ Q(𝑛) ]; Σ𝑙 ·∪ {⟨𝑐 [0, 𝑛) ] ⟩𝑙 : EN} ⊢ 𝑃 ⊲ Σ′

𝑙

Ω (𝑟 ) [𝑐 ↦→ Q(𝑛) ]; Σ𝑟 ·∪ {⟨𝑐 [0, 𝑛) ] ⟩𝑟 : EN} ⊢ 𝑃 ′ ⊲ Σ′𝑟 Ω; Σ ⊢ 𝑄 ⊲ Σ′

Ω; Σ𝑙 ·∪ Σ𝑟 ·∪ Σ ⊢ 𝜕 𝑐 (𝑛) .𝑃, 𝜕 𝑐 (𝑛) .𝑃 ′,𝑄 ⊲ Σ′
𝑙
·∪ Σ′𝑟 ·∪ Σ′

T-Mem
has_mea(𝑅) ¬has_mea(𝑇 ) ∀ 𝑗 ∈ [0, |𝑅 | ) . Ω;𝜎 𝑗 ⊢𝑙 𝑅 𝑗 ⊲ 𝜎

′
𝑗 Ω;𝜎 ⊢𝑙 𝑇 ⊲ 𝜎 ′ Ω; Σ ⊢ 𝑄 ⊲ Σ′

Ω; ⟨ (
×

𝑗 ∈ [0,|𝑅 |)
𝜎 𝑗 ) ·∪ 𝜎 ⟩𝑙 ·∪ Σ ⊢ {|𝑅,𝑇 |}𝑙 ,𝑄 ⊲ ⟨ (

×
𝑗 ∈ [0,|𝑅 |)

𝜎 ′𝑗 ) ·∪ 𝜎 ′ ⟩𝑙 ·∪ Σ′

⟨𝜎 ⟩𝑙 ≜ ∀⟨𝜅 ⟩𝑟 : 𝜏 ∈ ⟨𝜎 ⟩𝑙 . 𝑟 = 𝑙

Fig. 8. DisQ type system. has_mea(𝑅) means every 𝑅 ∈ 𝑅 contains a measurement operation syntactically.

label 𝑙 .𝜉 . 𝑝
𝑛
, we make a nondeterministic choice of location 𝑙 , 𝑝 is the probability of a one-step move

in 𝑅, and 𝜉 is the label associated with the location action transitions introduced in Figure 6. Rule
S-Rev permits the release of an airlock.
Note that, in DisQ, every membrane has a fixed amount of processes in its lifetime. In rules

S-Mem and S-Move, each probabilistic choice of performing a process has a probability 1
𝑛
where 𝑛 is

the number of processes in the membrane. To guarantee the equal distribution of the probabilistic
choice of a process, we include rule S-Self in Figure 6, as a 0 process can make a move to itself. In
the end, if every process in a membrane turns to 0, rule S-End permits its termination.

Rule S-NewChan creates a new quantum channel between the membranes 𝑙 and 𝑟 , which results
in a 2𝑛-qubit Bell pair connecting 𝑙 and 𝑟 , each of which shares 𝑛 qubits, referred to by the channel
name 𝑐 . The DisQ type system ensures that the two different 𝑐 arrays are only used in the two
different membranes, respectively; thus, no name collision is introduced. Rule S-Comm performs a
classical message communication inherited from traditional 𝜋-calculus [Milner et al. 1992].
Both S-NewChan and S-Comm transitions have labels 𝑙 .𝑟 .1, meaning that the nondeterministic

event happens across the 𝑙 and 𝑟 membranes. The probability 1 in the above three rules indicates
that the transitions happen 100% once a nondeterministic choice is made.

4.3 DisQ Type System

The DisQ type system also has two levels of typing judgments. The membrane level judgment
is Ω; Σ ⊢ 𝑃 ⊲ Σ′, stating that 𝑃 is well-typed under the environments Ω and Σ. The process level
typing judgment is Ω;𝜎 ⊢𝑙 𝑅 ⊲ 𝜎 ′, stating that 𝑅 is well-typed under the environments Ω and 𝜎 in
membrane 𝑙 . The C-mode variables in a kind environment Ω are populated through message receipt
and quantum measurement operations, while the Q-kind variables are populated through a channel
𝜕 𝑐 (𝑛) creation operation. The type rules are in Figure 8. For every type rule, well-formed domains
(Ω ⊢ dom(Σ)) (or (Ω ⊢𝑙 dom(𝜎))) are required but hidden from the rules, such that every variable
used in all loci of Σ (or 𝜎) must appear in Ω. The type system enforces three properties below.

Ensuring Proper Parameter Kinds and Scopes. The type system ensures the scoping properties
in variables and channels, e.g., quantum channels and variables have kind Q(𝑛), while classical
channels and variables have kind C. Quantum variables and channels can possibly be modified inside
a membrane but cannot be referred to by operations from distinct membranes, and some operations,
such as message sending and receiving, can only refer to classical variables and channels. All these
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scoping properties are enforced by the type system. The Boolean (Ω ⊢𝑙 𝐵 : 𝐶) and arithmetic
(Ω ⊢𝑙 𝑣 : 𝐶) expression checks (Appendix B) in rules T-IF, T-Send, and T-Rev, ensure that these
expressions can only produce classical results and that their parameters are classical.
Ensuring Proper Locus Partitioning and Locality. The type system also ensures that loci

are properly partitioned in different membranes, and each membrane refers only to the permitted
local loci. Rules T-Mem and T-NewC partition loci by partitioning type environment, indicated by ·∪,
into pieces for different membranes. Rule T-Mem ensures a properly separated analysis of different
loci and quantum parameters in different membranes, where the structure ⟨𝜎⟩𝑙 is a subset of the
type environment and represents a procedure of collecting all the loci referred to membrane 𝑃
residing in location 𝑙 , and type check 𝑃 with the subset ⟨𝜎⟩𝑙 . T-NewC enables the individual analysis
of quantum channels shared by the two membranes, e.g., the quantum channel referred to by the
locus ⟨𝑐 [0]⟩𝑙 | ⟨𝑐 [0]⟩𝑟 in Example 3.2. In analyzing the channel creation, we separately have a type
environment Σ𝑙 with ⟨𝑐 [0]⟩𝑙 : EN to type check 𝑃 , and another type environment to type check 𝑃 ′.
Specifically, we ensure that the measurement locus scopes properly partitioned and preserved.

For example, rule T-If requires the output type environments to be the same for the two branches
(𝜎 ′). This indicates that if one branch contains a measurement on certain loci, the other branch
must contain a similar measurement of these loci. In rule T-Mem, depending on whether or not a
process contains measurement operations (has_mea), the quantum qubit resource sharing scheme is
different.We collect all the local loci (Ï

𝑗∈[0, |𝑅 | )𝜎 𝑗 ) ·∪ 𝜎 in 𝑙 , and partition the set further into different
disjoint union sets. For the processes (𝑅), containing measurement operations, we type check each
𝑅 with a disjoint set 𝜎 𝑗 . This forbids 𝑅 the possibility of sharing qubits with other processes. If a
process contains a measurement, it is not suitable for having single-location concurrent behaviors
with other processes because this would create the potential that other processes might refer to a
measured qubit. For the processes 𝑇 , having no measurements, we permit a shared qubit set 𝜎 .

Guiding Locus Equivalence and Rewriting. The DisQ type system maintains the simultaneity
of loci in type environments and quantum states through the type-guided state rewrites, formalized
as equivalence relations. We saw the GHZ examples in Example 3.3 that we might need to merge
two entanglement groups or rearrange the qubit positions in loci. Such rewrites are formulated as
type equivalence relations, which are associated with simultaneous quantum state rewrites; the
details are introduced in Li et al. [2024] and Appendix A. Here, we provide a taste of how such
rewrites can happen. A locus represents a possibly entangled qubit group. In many cases, we need
to utilize the locus information in the type environment to guide the equivalence rewrites of states
guarded by the locus. We associate a state 𝜑 , with a type environment 𝜎 by sharing the same
domain, i.e., dom(𝜑) = dom(𝜎). Thus, the environment rewrites (⪯) happening in 𝜎 gear the state
rewrites (≡) in 𝜑 . One example rewrite is to add an additional qubit 𝑥 [ 𝑗+1] to a local locus 𝑥 [0, 𝑗),
and rewrite it to 𝜅 (𝑥 [ 𝑗-1] | 𝑥 [0, 𝑗-1) | 𝑥 [ 𝑗]), which can also cause the state rewrites happen
accordingly as (from left to right):
{𝑥 [0, 𝑗 ) : EN} ·∪ {𝑥 [ 𝑗 ] : EN} ⪯ {𝑥 [0, 𝑗 + 1) : EN} ⪯ {𝜅 : EN}
{𝑥 [0, 𝑗 ) : ∑1

𝑑=0
1√
2
|𝑑 ⟩ |1⟩} ·∪ {𝑥 [ 𝑗 ] : |0⟩} ≡ {𝑥 [0, 𝑗 + 1) : ∑1

𝑑=0
1√
2
|𝑑 ⟩ |1⟩ |0⟩} ≡ {𝜅 :

∑1
𝑑=0

1√
2
|1⟩ |𝑑 ⟩ |0⟩}

The DisQ Metatheory. We prove our type system’s soundness with respect to the semantics,
assuming well-formedness. The type soundness theorem is split into type progress and preservation.
The theorems rely on the definitions of wellformed domains (Ω ⊢ Σ) and wellformed states
(Ω; Σ ⊢ Φ), shown in Appendix C. The progress theorem shows that a well-typed DisQ program
can always make a move without resulting in deadlocks. Certainly, a DisQ program can diverge,
leading to future studies.

Theorem 4.1 (Type Progress). If Ω ⊢ Σ, and Ω; Σ ⊢ Φ, there exists 𝛼 , Σ′ and 𝑃 ′, (Φ, 𝑃) 𝛼−→ (Φ′, 𝑃 ′).
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Type preservation states that our type system ensures the three properties above and that the
DisQ semantics can describe all different quantum operations without losing generality because
we can always use the equivalence rewrites to rewrite the locus state in ideal forms.

Theorem 4.2 (Type Preservation). If Ω ⊢ Σ, Ω; Σ ⊢ 𝑃 ⊲ Σ′, (Φ, 𝑃) 𝛼−→ (Φ′, 𝑃 ′), and Ω; Σ ⊢ Φ, then
there exists Ω1 and Σ1, Ω1; Σ1 ⊢ 𝑃 ′ ⊲ Σ′.

5 DisQ Observable Simulation

Here, we formally define the DisQ simulation, where we are interested in universal path properties,
e.g., for all computation paths, the probability of a specific measure result is 𝑝; such properties
enable the construction of equivalence between a quantum program and its distributed version.
To utilize DisQ to rewrite a sequential quantum program to a distributed one, it is necessary

to develop an equivalence checker to show the two programs are semantically equivalent; such a
task is typically tackled through (bi)simulation, i.e., two programs are equivalent, if and only if
they are (bi)similar. As in Section 3.3, the traditional (bi)simulation might be too strong to show
the equivalence between a sequential and a distributed program. We define the DisQ observable
simulation relation based on the marking sequence points of measurement operations without
labels 𝑖 , the core component of the DisQ equivalence checker; example utilities are in Section 6.

The DisQ semantics (Section 4) describe a labeled transition system (Φ, 𝑃)
𝛼.𝑝
−−→ (Φ′, 𝑃 ′), where Φ

and Φ′ are quantum states, 𝑃 and 𝑃 ′ are DisQ programs, and 𝛼.𝑝 is a label; 𝛼 is either a label in the
DisQ semantics (𝑙 .𝜉 or 𝑙 .𝑟 .𝜉), or an invisible label (𝜖). We can view a pair (Φ, 𝑃) of quantum state
and DisQ program as a transition configuration. The DisQ observable simulation is defined over
finite sets of configurations, named as 𝐺 or 𝐻 , each element in the set has the form (Φ, 𝑃)𝑝 , where
(Φ, 𝑃) is a transition configuration and the probability 𝑝 is the accumulated probability. We define a
syntactic sugar𝐺𝑝 (or𝐻 𝑡 ), where the extra flag 𝑝 (or 𝑡 ) refers to that for all (Φ𝑗 , 𝑃 𝑗 )𝑝 𝑗 , 𝑝 =

∑
𝑗 𝑝 𝑗 (or

𝑡 =
∑
𝑗 𝑝 𝑗 ), with 𝑗 ∈ [0, |𝑀 |). We also allow users to define label mask functions𝜓 : 𝛼 → 𝛼 to mask

a specific set of labels to be invisible, i.e., users are allowed to perform𝜓 (𝛼.𝑝) = 𝛼.𝑝 or𝜓 (𝛼.𝑝) = 𝛿.𝑝 ,
where 𝛿 = 𝜉 or 𝛿 = 𝜖 . We first define set transitions related set of transition configurations𝐺 below.

Definition 5.1 (DisQ Configuration Set Transition). Given a transition configuration set 𝐺 , we
define set transition 𝐺

𝛼−→ 𝐺𝑡1 below.

• for every (Φ𝑗 , 𝑃 𝑗 )𝑝 𝑗 in𝐺 , we have (Φ𝑗 , 𝑃 𝑗 )
𝛼.𝑡 𝑗−−−→ (Φ′𝑗 , 𝑃 ′ 𝑗 ), and𝐺1 contains all configurations

(Φ′𝑗 , 𝑃 ′ 𝑗 )𝑝 𝑗 ∗𝑡 𝑗 transitioned from (Φ𝑗 , 𝑃 𝑗 ), and 𝑡 =
∑
𝑗 𝑝 𝑗 ∗ 𝑡 𝑗 , with 𝑗 ∈ [0, |𝐺 |).

Definition 5.2 (DisQ Observable Simulation). Given two transition configuration sets 𝐺 and 𝐻 , 𝐺
simulates 𝐻 , written as 𝐺 ⊑ 𝐻 , iff
• 𝐺 = 𝐺1 ∪ 𝐺2 𝐺1

𝛼−→ 𝐺
𝑝

3 , where 𝛼 ≠ 𝜖 , if there is 𝐻1, 𝐻2, 𝐻3, such that 𝐻 = 𝐻1 ∪ 𝐻2, and
𝐻1

𝛼−→ 𝐻 𝑡3 , and 𝑝 ≈ 𝑡 , and 𝐺3 ∪𝐺2 ⊑ 𝐻3 ∪ 𝐻2.

• (Φ, 𝑃)
𝜖.𝑝′

−−−→ (Φ′, 𝑃 ′) with (Φ, 𝑃)𝑝 ∈ 𝐺 , then (𝐺 − {(Φ, 𝑃)𝑝 }) ∪ {(Φ′, 𝑃 ′)𝑝∗𝑝′ } ⊑ 𝐻 .
• (Φ, 𝑄) 𝜖.𝑡

′
−−→ (Φ′, 𝑄 ′) with (Φ, 𝑄)𝑡 ∈ 𝐻 , then 𝐺 ⊑ (𝐻 − {(Φ, 𝑃)𝑡 }) ∪ {(Φ′, 𝑃 ′)𝑡∗𝑡 ′ }.

One can develop a (on-the-fly) algorithm for observable simulation as a least fixed point computa-
tion of negation of simulation relation [Basu et al. 2001]. Instead of computing𝐺 ⊑ 𝐻 , we compute
not_sim({𝐺}, {𝐻 }) ≜ ¬(𝐺 ⊑ 𝐻 ). Here, we start with two configuration sets, each containing only
the initial configurations, i.e., 𝐺 and 𝐻 are respectively initialized as {𝐺} and {𝐻 }, as they contain
all the possible initial states for the two programs being simulated. In each iteration, we partition a
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Fig. 9. Ripple-Carry adder circuits. (a): sequential version, (b): distributed version. 𝑥 ′1 is the overflow bit.

configuration set in the different sets, if the transition configuration set leads to different labels,
e.g., in the first iteration, we partition 𝐺 into different sets, such as 𝐺 = 𝐺1 ⊎𝐺2 ⊎ ..., for each 𝐺 𝑗 ,
we guarantee that𝐺 𝑗

𝛼 𝑗−−→ 𝐺
𝑝

𝑗
for one observable label 𝛼 𝑗 . Then, we check if there is also a partition

in 𝐻 , such that 𝐻 = 𝐻1 ⊎𝐻2 ⊎ ..., for each 𝐻 𝑗 , we make sure that 𝐻 𝑗
𝛼 ′𝑗−−→ 𝑁𝑢𝑗 for the same label 𝛼 ′𝑗 .

For 𝐺 𝑗 , if we cannot find 𝐻 𝑗 , such that 𝐺 𝑗 ⊑ 𝐻 𝑗 , the not_sim predicate holds. Otherwise, we loops
to check not_sim({𝐺 𝑗 }, {𝐻 𝑗 }). We take the least-fixed point of the computation, and the negation
of the computation result conducts the simulation relation between 𝐺 and 𝐻 .
We implement a DisQ interpreter in Java and implement the not_sim function on top of our

DisQ interpreter as our simulation checker. We then utilize the simulation checker to validate the
simulation relation between sequential quantum programs 𝑃 and their distributed versions 𝑃 ′, i.e.,
𝑃 ′ ⊑ 𝑃 . Since 𝑃 is typically a sequential program, a simulation check is enough to equate the two.
Certainly, one can easily construct a bisimulation checker based on our simulation framework for
other utilities. We enable the simulation checks for all case studies in the paper.

6 Case Studies

We show two examples of utilizing distributed systems to develop quantum distributed algorithms,
with more in Appendix D. We show a small cost evaluation, based on the DisQ modeling for
distributed quantum channels, in Section 6.3.

6.1 DistributedQuantum Adders

Quantum oracle circuits are reversible and used as subroutines in many quantum algorithms; they
usually perform the quantum version of some classical computations, e.g., the oracle component
in Shor’s algorithm is a quantum version of a modulo-multiplication circuit. They are usually the
most resource-consuming component in a quantum circuit [Li et al. 2022] and can be implemented
as arithmetic operations based on quantum addition circuits. Distributing the execution of oracle
circuits to remote machines can greatly mitigate the entanglement resource needs in a single
location. Here, we show the example of distributing a quantum ripple-carry adder [Cuccaro et al.
2004]. We also describe the distributing QFT-based adders in Appendix D.2.
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Fig. 10. The adder automaton.

Figure 9a shows the sequential circuit of a three-qubit ripple-carry adder, where we add the
value of a three-qubit array 𝑡 to the value stored in the three-qubit array 𝑦, with a two-qubit array
𝑥 storing extra carry qubits, one for the initial carry and the other for an overflow indicator.

𝑥 [0] | 𝑦 [0] | 𝑡 [0] ←− MAJ .𝑥 [0] | 𝑦 [0] | 𝑡 [0] ←− UMA . 0

A quantum ripple-carry adder is constructed by a series of MAJ operations followed by a series
of UMA operations, each of which has a diagram on the left side of Figure 9a. To understand the
effect of the MAJ and UMA pairs, we show the application of such a pair to qubits 𝑥 [0], 𝑦 [0], and
𝑡 [0] above. Here, 𝑥 [0] is a carry flag for lease significant bits, and 𝑦 [0] and 𝑡 [0] are the two bits to
add. The application of the MAJ operation adds 𝑡 [0] to 𝑦 [0], computes the carry flag for the next
significant position, and stores the bit in 𝑡 [0]. The application of the UMA operation reverses the
computation in 𝑥 [0] and 𝑡 [0] back to their initial bits, but computes the additional result of adding
𝑥 [0], 𝑦 [0], and 𝑡 [0], stored in 𝑦 [0]. As shown in Figure 9a, we arrange the MAJ and UMA sequences
in the pattern that every MAJ and UMA pair is placed to connect a carry bit and two bits in the same
significant position of arrays 𝑦 and 𝑡 . The CX gate in the middle of the circuit produces the overflow
flag stored in 𝑥 [1]. We define these steps in DisQ as the following operations.
We distribute the adder to be executed in two membranes, 𝑙 and 𝑟 , as shown in Figure 9b.

Here, we further concurrently execute the two MAJs and UMAs, respectively, through two different
processes in 𝑙 . To enable the communication between 𝑙 and 𝑟 , we utilize the two processes, 𝑇𝑒 and
𝑅𝑡 in Example 3.1 for performing membrane-level quantum data transmission based on quantum
teleportation. Below, we define the distributed ripple-carry adder (Figure 9b).

Example 6.1 (Distributed Ripple-Carry Adder). The following program represents a 3-qubit dis-
tributed ripple-carry addition circuit and has two membranes 𝑙 and 𝑟 . Qubits 𝑥 [0], 𝑦 [0, 2), and
𝑡 [0, 2) belong to membrane 𝑙 , and qubits 𝑥 [1], 𝑦 [2], and 𝑡 [2] belong to membrane 𝑟 . Qubit arrays 𝑦
and 𝑡 are the input qubits storing two 3-qubit bitstrings as numbers, 𝑦 stores the final output of
adding the two numbers, and 𝑥 [0] is an ancilla initial carry qubit, 𝑥 [1] stores the overflow bit.
𝜕 𝑐 (2) . {|𝑥 [0] | 𝑦 [0] | 𝑡 [0] ←− MAJ . 𝑡 [0] | 𝑦 [1] | 𝑡 [1] ←− MAJ .𝑇𝑒 (𝑢 [1], 𝑐 [0] ) . 0,

𝑅𝑡 (𝑐 [1] ) . 𝑡 [0] | 𝑦 [1] | 𝑐 [1] ←− UMA .𝑥 [0] | 𝑦 [0] | 𝑡 [0] ←− UMA . 0 |}𝑙 ,
𝜕 𝑐 (2) . {|𝑅𝑡 (𝑐 [0] ) .𝑐 [0] | 𝑦 [2] | 𝑡 [2] ←− MAJ . 𝑡 [2] | 𝑥 [1] ←− CX .𝑐 [0] | 𝑦 [2] | 𝑡 [2] ←− UMA .𝑇𝑒 (𝑐 [0], 𝑐 [1] ) . 0 |}𝑟

In this program, membranes 𝑙 and 𝑟 represent different quantum computers. We assume each
permits an entanglement of maximal 6 qubits, which means that each computer is not enough
to execute the three-qubit adder, requiring 8 qubits for execution, so they need to collaborate in
executing the adder. We utilize the first process in membrane 𝑙 to compute the two MAJ applications
to 𝑦 and 𝑡 , then teleport 𝑡 [1] to membrane 𝑟 to compute the addition of the third qubits (𝑦 [2]
and 𝑡 [2]). The teleportation relies on the quantum channel ⟨𝑐 [0]⟩𝑙 | ⟨𝑐 [0]⟩𝑟 and stores 𝑡 [1]’s
information in ⟨𝑐 [0]⟩𝑟 . Membrane 𝑟 deals with the third qubits with 𝑡 [1]’s information in ⟨𝑐 [0]⟩𝑟
and teleports the result carry bit 𝑐 [0] to the second process in membrane 𝑙 , via the quantum channel
⟨𝑐 [1]⟩𝑙 | ⟨𝑐 [1]⟩𝑟 ; the 𝑐 [0] bit is stored in ⟨𝑐 [1]⟩𝑙 . The second process in membrane 𝑟 applies the
remaining UMA operations. In the procedure of teleporting qubit 𝑡 [1] to 𝑐 [0] in membrane 𝑟 , as
well as teleporting qubit 𝑐 [0] in membrane 𝑟 to 𝑐 [1] in membrane 𝑙 , the 𝑡 [1] and 𝑐 [0] qubits are
destroyed, so the total number of entangled qubits in every given time of a membrane is less than 6.
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To show the equivalence between the sequential ripple-carry adder and its distributed version,
we have the following proposition. Since the DisQ simulation requires sequence points of mea-
surements, we assume that the sequential adder and its distributed version are extended with
measurement operations at the end to measure all qubits.

Proposition 6.2 (Distributed Addition Simulation). Let Dis-Adder refer to the distributed
ripple-carry adder program in Figure 9b and Adder refer to the sequential ripple-carry adder
algorithm in Figure 9a, if we equate 𝑡1 in Adder and 𝑐1 in Dis-Adder, thus, Dis-Adder ⊑ Adder.

To understand the simulation in Proposition 6.2, we need to understand the probabilistic transi-
tions in the distributed adder, shown as an automaton in Figure 10. The (1) step creates a two-qubit
quantum channel in membranes 𝑙 and 𝑟 . The label 𝑙 .𝑟 .1 means that we make a non-deterministic
choice in 𝑙 and 𝑟 with a probability 1, referring to only one way of making the channel creation. The
(2) transition step has three possibilities. The transitions in the second process in 𝑙 (having a label
𝑙 . 12 ) and membrane 𝑟 (having a label 𝑟 .1) represent airlocks on membranes 𝑙 and 𝑟 , respectively, but
the airlocks are message receiving operations that are not available at this point; thus, the next
very next steps of the two transitions can only perform releasing the airlocks through S-Rev. This
is why two self-edges point to (2) in Figure 10. The only transition, pushing step (2) to step (3) in
the automaton, is the execution of the first process in membrane 𝑙 (Figure 9b) to execute an MAJ
operation. The label 𝑙 . 12 means that the transition is one of two possible choices in membrane 𝑙 .
The same situation happens in step (3), as an MAJ operation in the first process in 𝑙 can push the
automaton towards the next step.
Steps (4) to (8) in the automaton represent the procedure that passes a classical message from

membrane 𝑙 to 𝑟 . In step (4), 𝑙 ’s second process is still waiting to receive a message, but 𝑙 ’s first
process and membrane 𝑟 can perform two airlocks, representing a classical communication can
be established between the two. Depending on which of the two airlocks performs first, we can
transition to either (5) or (6) for performing one of the airlocks, followed by edges from (5) and (6)
to (7), indicating the other airlock transition. Since airlocks can be released, we have backward
edges from (7) to (5) and (6) and edges from (5) and (6) to (4). The transitions from (7) to (8) commit
the message-passing communication between membranes 𝑙 and 𝑟 . Transition (9) performs a local
action in membrane 𝑟 . At this point, the prefixed actions in the two processes in membrane 𝑙
do not change program states, i.e., the first process in 𝑙 is 0, possibly performing S-Self, and the
second process is waiting to receive a classical message from membrane 𝑟 . Therefore, we have two
self-edges in (9) labeled with 𝑙 .

The simulation of the sequential and distributed adders’ program transitions equates to two sets
of program states reaching the same states before measurements. In our Java simulation checker,
we implement the not_sim algorithm in Section 5. In each node in the transition automata, e.g.,
Figure 10, we collect the set of nodes for the next possible moves, with the validation of equating the
label values on the two sides of the simulation. Quantum data are represented as symbolic values in
our checker, and we validate the equivalence of two quantum data by performing property-based
testing with many randomly generated assignments for the symbolic values to check the validity
of the logical equivalences of quantum data predicate representations.

6.2 Distributed Shor’s Algorithm

Shor’s algorithm [Shor 1994], a well-known quantum algorithm potentially showing quantum
advantages, factorizes a large number, and its core part is the quantum order finding circuit.
Unfortunately, the quantum computing power required to execute Shor’s algorithm, particularly in
terms of the number of qubits, currently exceeds our available capabilities. Some studies [Xiao et al.
2023; Yan et al. 2022; Yimsiriwattana and Lomonaco Jr. 2004] are exploring more effective algorithm
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Fig. 11. The quantum order finding circuit of Shor’s algorithm. (a): sequential version, (b): distributed version.

execution methods. Notably, several of these works highlight the potential of rewriting Shor’s
algorithm in a distributed manner to reduce the number of entangled qubits needed on a single
machine. There are two main observations regarding these algorithms: first, they aim to distribute
the quantum component involved in order-finding; second, they utilize quantum teleportation
to delegate parts of the order-finding process to different machines for execution. These studies
illustrate one or two specific cases of how the algorithm can be effectively distributed.
Here, we show a way of distributing Shor’s algorithm through DisQ and show the simulation

between the sequential (Figure 11a) and the distributed versions (Figure 11b). Given two 𝑛-length
qubit arrays 𝑥 [0, 𝑛) and 𝑦 [0, 𝑛), the order finding part (Figure 11a) of Shor’s algorithm can be
divided into three components: 1) we apply 𝑛 Hadamard gates H to prepare the superposition
state in 𝑥 [0, 𝑛), 2) we use an 𝑛 step for-loop to apply a controlled-𝑈 operation, controlling on 𝑥 [ 𝑗]
and applying 𝑈 to 𝑦 [0, 𝑛) for 𝑗 ∈ [0, 𝑛), each 𝑈 (𝑣2𝑗 ) operation applies a modulo-multiplication
𝑣2

𝑗 ∗ 𝑦 [0, 𝑛) %𝑁 to the qubit array 𝑦 [0, 𝑛), and 3) we apply QFT−1 and measurement, as the phase
estimation step, to 𝑥 [0, 𝑛). We now show the distributed version below.

Example 6.3 (Distributed Shor’s Algorithm). We show below a distributed quantum order finding
algorithm, the quantum component of Shor’s algorithm, using three membranes 𝑙 , 𝑢, and 𝑟 . Initially,
𝑙 and 𝑢 holds 𝑛-qubit 𝑥 and 𝑦 qubit arrays, respectively, while membrane 𝑟 does not hold any qubits.
𝑥 [0, 𝑛) has initial state |0⟩, while 𝑦 [0, 𝑛) qubit array has initial state |1⟩. Membranes 𝑙 and 𝑢 share
an 𝑛-qubit quantum channel 𝑐 , while membranes 𝑢 and 𝑟 share an 𝑛-qubit quantum channel 𝑐′.
Processes:
𝐻𝑒 ( 𝑗 ) = 𝑥 [ 𝑗 ] ←− H .𝑇𝑒 (𝑥 [ 𝑗 ], 𝑐 [ 𝑗 ] ) 𝐻𝑒𝑅 (𝑛) = 𝑅𝑒𝑐 (0, 𝑛, 𝐻𝑒 )
𝑀𝑒 ( 𝑗 ) = 𝑅𝑡 (𝑐 [ 𝑗 ] ) .𝑐 [ 𝑗 ] | 𝑦 [0, 𝑛) ←− CU(𝑣2𝑗 , 𝑁 ) .𝑇𝑒 (𝑐 [ 𝑗 ], 𝑐′ [ 𝑗 ] ) 𝑀𝑒𝑅 (𝑛) = 𝑅𝑒𝑐 (0, 𝑛,𝑀𝑒 )
𝐸𝑑 ( 𝑗 ) = 𝑅𝑡 (𝑐′ [ 𝑗 ] ) 𝐸𝑑𝑅 (𝑛) = 𝑅𝑒𝑐 (0, 𝑛, 𝐸𝑑 )

Membranes:
𝜕 𝑐 (𝑛) .{|𝐻𝑒𝑅 (𝑛) |}𝑙 , 𝜕 𝑐 (𝑛) .𝜕 𝑐′ (𝑛) .{|𝑀𝑒𝑅 (0) |}𝑢 , 𝜕 𝑐′ (𝑛) .{|𝐸𝑑𝑅 (𝑛) .𝑐′ [0, 𝑛) ←− QFT−1 .𝑤 ← M (𝑐′ [0, 𝑛)) .𝑝𝑠 (𝑤 ) |}𝑟

The above distributed Shor’s algorithm is shown as the circuit diagram in Figure 11b. The purpose
of the distribution is to put 𝑥 and 𝑦 qubit arrays in two different machines, so the entangled qubit
numbers are limited to 𝑛 + 1 in each machine. To do so, we create three different membranes 𝑙 ,
𝑢, and 𝑟 to handle the three tasks in the order finding part above. Membrane 𝑙 is responsible to
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prepare superposition qubits in 𝑥 array through the 𝐻𝑒𝑅 process; we apply a H gate to ⟨𝑥 [ 𝑗]⟩𝑙 and
CX gate to the ⟨𝑥 [ 𝑗]⟩𝑙 and ⟨𝑐 [ 𝑗]⟩𝑙 qubits. Membrane 𝑢 entangles 𝑥 and 𝑦 arrays by executing the
for-loop through the𝑀𝑒𝑅 process; we apply 𝑛 controlled-𝑈 gates between ⟨𝑐 [ 𝑗]⟩𝑢 and the 𝑦 array
to entangle these two and apply 𝑛 CX gates between the ⟨𝑐 [ 𝑗]⟩𝑢 and ⟨𝑐′ [ 𝑗]⟩𝑢 qubits. Membrane
𝑟 applies the phase estimation step on the 𝑥 array through the 𝐸𝑑𝑅 process; it applies QFT−1 and
measurement to locus ⟨𝑐′ [0, 𝑛)⟩𝑟 once 𝑐′ [0, 𝑛) qubits are received.

We now explain the communications among the three membranes. Assuming that two 𝑛-length
quantum channels 𝑐 and 𝑐′ are created, the communications among the three membranes are
managed by 𝑐 and 𝑐′, indicated by the channel edges in Figure 11b, and they are managed in an
𝑛-step loop structure. In each 𝑗-th loop step, we use one qubit Bell pair in the quantum channel 𝑐 ,
connecting 𝑙 and 𝑢 as ⟨𝑐 [ 𝑗]⟩𝑙 and ⟨𝑐 [ 𝑗]⟩𝑢 , to transform the information in 𝑥 [ 𝑗] in membrane 𝑙 to
⟨𝑐 [ 𝑗]⟩𝑢 in membrane 𝑢; such a procedure is finished by single qubit teleportation. The 𝑗-th loop
step also contains several operations in membrane 𝑢, Here, we first apply the controlled-𝑈 and CX
gates mentioned above, and then perform a single qubit teleportation to transform the information
in ⟨𝑐 [ 𝑗]⟩𝑢 to ⟨𝑐′ [ 𝑗]⟩𝑟 in membrane 𝑟 . The blue arrow in Figure 11b indicates the order of each
loop step, including a single qubit teleportation for transforming ⟨𝑥 [ 𝑗]⟩𝑙 to ⟨𝑐 [ 𝑗]⟩𝑢 and another
teleportation for transforming ⟨𝑐 [ 𝑗]⟩𝑢 to ⟨𝑐′ [ 𝑗]⟩𝑟 . After the communication loop is executed, we
then apply the QFT−1 and measurement in membrane 𝑟 to ⟨𝑐′ [0, 𝑛)⟩𝑟 at once. The application 𝑝𝑠 (𝑤)
in Example 6.3 refers to the post-processing step after the quantum order funding step.
In every loop step, membrane 𝑢 only holds 𝑛 + 1 qubits; once the qubit ⟨𝑐 [ 𝑗]⟩𝑢 is destroyed

after its information is transferred to membrane 𝑟 . This discussion omits the fact that the modulo
multiplication circuit in membrane 𝑢 might require many more ancillary qubits, which can be
handled based on future circuit distribution, such as the addition circuit distributions in Section 6.1.
To equate Shor’s algorithm with the distributed version, we have the following proposition. It
is trivial to see that the distributed version simulates the original Shor’s algorithm since each
membrane above contains only one process, i.e., there is no concurrency, and non-determinism is
synchronized by classical message passing.

Proposition 6.4 (Distributed Shor’s Algorithm Simulation). Let Dis-Shors refer to the
distributed Shor’s program in Figure 11b and Shors refer to the sequential one in Figure 11a, with
two 𝑛-length input qubit arrays 𝑥 and 𝑦; if we equate the qubit array 𝑥 in Shors and the qubit array
𝑐′ in membrane 𝑟 in Dis-Shors, thus, Dis-Shors ⊑ Shors.

We utilize the same not_sim simulation checking procedure in Section 6.1 to validate Proposition 6.4.

6.3 Cost Evaluation Framework and Data Evaluation

RC-adder Shor’s GHZ
# Membranes 2 3 2

Max # of Qubits per Memb 7 n+1 n
# Gates + Overhead Gates 19 + 120 ∼ 424𝑛3 + 1954𝑛2 + 60𝑛 2n + 60

Table 1. Comparison of quantum circuits for different algorithms

It is important to use DisQ not only for distributing quantum algorithms but also for evaluating
the cost of such distributions. In the DisQ formalism, as we demonstrate, the separation between
regular quantum operations within processes and quantum channels for cross-boundary quantum
communication facilitates this evaluation. As shown in Table 1, the marked red numbers are the
overhead estimations of distributed algorithms (GHZ and the two algorithms above). We count the
gate numbers in a circuit as the execution time estimation. The overhead estimation is based on
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the ratio between the execution time of standard gates and quantum networking devices in real-
world experimental data [Chu et al. 2024], where communication via a remote location quantum
teleportation is about 60 times slower than a standard quantum gate (1 or 1 qubit gate).

From the table, we can see that the overhead cost of distributing algorithms will become lower if
we deal with more comprehensive quantum algorithms, e.g., in the simple quantum adder example,
the overhead is large, but the overhead of distributing Shor’s algorithm can be neglected. In GHZ,
the distributing cost is manageable if 𝑛 is greater than 100, which is a typical size in real-world
applications [Mandelbaum et al. 2023].
The second row of the table shows the number of needed coherent qubits in each membrane,

a.k.a. each single-location quantum computer. We only need a constant number of membranes to
reduce the qubit number in a membrane. In general, if we want to deal with a very large quantum
circuit, such as using Shor’s algorithm to factorize a number with 𝑛 = 2, 000 bits, we might need√
𝑛 different membranes to maintain the maximum number of qubits in each membrane to be

√
𝑛.

In this scenario, the overhead of Shor’s algorithm is 60𝑛 3
2 , which is still a tiny number compared to

the algorithm’s circuit size.

7 Related Work

Many previous studies inspire the DisQ development.
Concurrent Quantum Frameworks. Many previous works studied the possibilities of quantum
concurrency, in which a quantum program can be partitioned and run in a multi-threaded envi-
ronment. Ying and Feng [2009] proposed an algebraic logical system to help partition a sequential
quantum program into sub-components that can be executed in parallel, blurring providing the
properties on how a distributed quantum system can be constructed. Partitioned components might
share qubits, which indicates that the proposed partitions represent a concurrent system. Feng
et al. [2022] proposes a proof system for concurrent quantum programs based on quantum Hoare
logic [Ying 2012]. Ying et al. [2018, 2022] carefully design a quantum concurrent proof system by
combining the above two works to permit the concurrent quantum program verification. Zhang and
Ying [2024] extended the quantum concurrent proof system with the consideration of atomicity.

Eisert et al. [2000] showed theoretically the resource estimation of implementation a non-local
gate, without investigating the forms how long-distance entanglement can be established. Ardeshir-
Larijani et al. [2014] developed equivalence checkers for concurrent quantum programs, while
Ardeshir-Larijani et al. [2013] developed an equivalence checker for quantum networking protocols.

These works primarily focus on reasoning about quantum concurrent behaviors, assuming the
existence of distributed quantum programs and viewing the interactions among various distributed
components as concurrent processes. In contrast, DisQ identifies methods for constructing dis-
tributed quantum systems and analyzes how a sequential program can be transformed into a
distributed one, along with the implications of such distribution. The proof systems proposed by
Ying et al. [2018, 2022] assume that communication occurs through classical channels (unlike in
our case, where we also consider quantum teleportations as a means for communication). Addition-
ally, Zhang and Ying [2024] address atomicity, exploring the consequences when two concurrent
quantum programs manipulate the same qubits.
Quantum Process Algebra. Tafliovich and Hehner [2009] proposed a framework to specify
quantum network protocols. The DisQ’s design was inspired by several existing quantum process
calculi: qCCS [Feng et al. 2012; Qin et al. 2020; Ying et al. 2009], Communicating Quantum Processes
(CQP) [Gay and Nagarajan 2005], quantum model checker (MQC) [Davidson et al. 2012; Gay et al.
2013], QPAlg [Jorrand and Lalire 2004], and eQPAlg [Haider and Kazmi 2020]. These process calculi
are developed to describe quantum networking and security protocols.
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These quantum process calculi focus on modeling the concurrent aspects of quantum network
protocols through classical message-passing models. Qubits or references to qubits are passed
via different local parties (membranes). In DisQ, we model the distributed quantum environment,
where qubits are local to a membrane, and the communications need special quantum channels to
conduct. In addition, the DisQ semantics is based on Markov decision processes with probabilistic
features, which are utilized in our set simulation relation based on classical Markov decision
processes to check the equivalence between sequential and distributed quantum programs. This
semantic design allows us to use existing works on classical probability verification to reason
about the probabilities of quantum measurements. In contrast, previous works only capture the
non-determinism in their semantic designs, and their quantum simulation relations are based on
building a simulation relation over density matrices as quantum states.
Traditional Process Algebra. Communicating Sequential Processes (CSP) [Hoare 1985] and
Π-calculus [Milner et al. 1992] are process calculi suitable for defining concurrent systems based
on the message-passing model. Several bisimulation and trace-refinement protocol verification
methodologies exist for CSP and the Π-calculus [Gibson-Robinson et al. 2014; Ltd. 2010; Sangiorgi
1993]. The Chemical Abstract Machine [Berry and Boudol 1992] is the inspiration of DisQ.
Quantum Network Protocols and Some Early Distributed Works. Building quantum internet
and distributed systems was a long-existing dream for many researchers, with many theoretical
and implementation works. For example, [Beals et al. 2013] showed a theory of performing dis-
tributed quantum via quantum random access memory. Below, we mainly focus on works showing
implementability via NISQ computers. Quantum teleportation [Bennett et al. 1993; Rigolin 2005]
serves as the basis for quantum communication between two parties. Julia-Diaz et al. [Juliá-Díaz
et al. 2005] provides a two-qubit quantum teleportation protocol. Superdense coding [Bennett and
Wiesner 1992] encodes a classical message into a quantum channel. Quantum routing investigates
long-distance quantum message transmission, with quantum entanglement swaps being one of
the promising protocols for the task [Kozlowski et al. 2020; Pirandola et al. 2017; Wehner et al.
2018]. QPass and QCast are protocols based on the quantum-swap algorithm [Shi and Qian 2020] to
maximize the transmission chances through static and semi-dynamic analyses. Researchers devel-
oped their circuit implementations [Dahlberg et al. 2019; DiAdamo et al. 2022] and new protocols
for enhancing the reliability [Pirker and Dür 2019]. Chakraborty et al. [Chakraborty et al. 2019]
provided an alternative protocol for distributed routing. Li et al. [Li et al. 2021] and Caleffi [Caleffi
2017] provide systems to improve transmission chances and message delivery rates. Buhrman
and Röhrig [2003] examined the development of distributed quantum computing algorithms, and
Cuomo et al. [2023] proposed an optimized compiler for distributed quantum computing.
Single-threaded Quantum Circuit Programming Languages. There are many single-location
quantum circuit-based language development. Q# [Svore et al. 2018], Quilc [Smith et al. 2020],
ScaffCC [JavadiAbhari et al. 2015], Project Q [Steiger et al. 2018], Criq [Google Quantum AI 2019],
Qiskit [Aleksandrowicz et al. 2019] are industrial quantum circuit languages. There are formally
verifying quantum circuit programs, including Qwire [Rand 2018], SQIR [Hietala et al. 2021], and
QBricks [Chareton et al. 2021], quantum Hoare logic and its subsequent works [Liu et al. 2019;
Ying 2012; Zhou et al. 2023], Qafny [Li et al. 2024]. These tools have been used to verify a range of
quantum algorithms, from Grover’s search to quantum phase estimation. There are works verifying
quantum circuit optimizations (e.g., voqc [Hietala et al. 2023], CertiQ [Shi et al. 2019]), as well
as verifying quantum circuit compilation procedures, including ReVerC [Amy et al. 2017] and
ReQWIRE [Rand et al. 2018]. There are single-location circuit-based equivalence checkers [Chen
et al. 2022; Peham et al. 2022; Shi et al. 2020; Sun and Wei 2022; Wang et al. 2022, 2021; Yamashita
and Markov 2010] for verifying quantum compiler optimizations.
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8 Conclusion and Future Work

We present DisQ, a system for expressing distributed quantum programs, which are user-specified
rewrites of sequential programs. In DisQ, users can rewrite a sequential quantum program to a
distributed one that can be executed in a remote distributed quantum system, and DisQ is able to
verify their equivalence via the DisQ simulation mechanism. The benefit of such rewrites is to
mitigate the restriction of entangled qubit sizes in single-location quantum computers, where we
can utilize quantum networking techniques to allow a distributed quantum program to be executed
on remote quantum computers where a large entanglement can be built.
We present DisQ’s formal syntax and semantics as a model for a distributed quantum system

by combining the CHAM and MDP. We use a type system, with the type soundness, to guarantee
that the execution of DisQ program is deadlock-free and represents quantum program behaviors.
The DisQ simulation relation is developed based on equating sets of program configurations at the
sequence points of quantum measurements, by summing the probabilities of different branches
leading to the same outputs. We show by our case studies that the relation is capable of equating
sequential quantum programs and their distributed versions.
Based on DisQ, we plan to rewrite different quantum algorithms into distributed versions and

develop logical frameworks, such as temporal logics, on top of DisQ to reason about sophisticated
distributed quantum systems.

9 Data-Availability Statement

The software that is mentioned in Section 5 and supports Section 6 as well as the Coq proofs for
the theorems in Section 4, are available on Zenodo with DOI: 10.5281/zenodo.13924168, and will be
submitted for evaluation. The artifact is produced on the described experimental setting.
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A Full Syntax and More Semantics for The DisQ Language

Unitary Expr 𝜇

Bool Expr 𝐵

Local Action 𝐴 ::= 𝜅 ←− 𝜇 | 𝑥 ← M [𝑖 ](𝜅) | 𝜈 𝑥 (𝑛)
Communication Action 𝐷 ::= 𝑎!𝑣 | 𝑎?(𝑦)
Process 𝑅,𝑇 ::= 0 | 𝐷.𝑅 | 𝐴.𝑅 | if (𝐵) 𝑅 else 𝑇

Membrane 𝑃,𝑄 ::= {|𝑅 |}𝑙 | 𝑅{|𝑇 |}𝑙 | 𝜈 𝑥 (𝑛).𝑃 | 𝜕 𝑐 (𝑛).𝑃

S-NewVarP
loc(𝑃) = 𝑙

(Φ, 𝜈 𝑥 (𝑛).𝑃) 𝑙 .1−−→ (Φ ·∪ {⟨𝑥 [0, 𝑛)⟩𝑙 ↦→ |0⟩}, 𝑃)

S-NewVarR
(𝜑, 𝜈 𝑥 (𝑛).𝑅) 1−→ (𝜑 ·∪ {𝑥 [0, 𝑛)𝑙 ↦→ |0⟩}, 𝑅)

T-NewP
loc(𝑃) = 𝑙 Ω(𝑙) [𝑥 ↦→ Q(𝑛)]; Σ ·∪ {⟨𝑥 [0, 𝑛)]⟩𝑙 : EN} ⊢ 𝑃 ⊲ Σ′

Ω; Σ ⊢ 𝜈 𝑥 (𝑛).𝑃 ⊲ Σ′

T-NewR
Ω(𝑙) [𝑥 ↦→ Q(𝑛)];𝜎 ·∪ {𝑥 [0, 𝑛)] : EN} ⊢ 𝑃 ⊲ 𝜎 ′

Ω;𝜎 ⊢𝑙 𝜈 𝑥 (𝑛).𝑅 ⊲ 𝜎 ′

T-Par
𝜎 ⪯ 𝜎 ′ Ω;𝜎 ′ ⊢ 𝑒 ⊲ 𝜎 ′′

Ω;𝜎1 ·∪ 𝜎 ⊢ 𝑒 ⊲ 𝜎1 ·∪ 𝜎 ′′

T-ParM
Σ ⪯ Σ′ Ω; Σ′ ⊢ 𝑃 ⊲ Σ′′

Ω; Σ1 ·∪ Σ ⊢ 𝑃 ⊲ Σ1 ·∪ Σ′′

Fig. 12. DisQ complete syntax, additional semantic and type rules. Marked red parts are new syntax.

In Figure 12, we add the 𝜈 𝑥 (𝑛) operations in the process and membrane level to generate a blank
array (𝑥 ) of size 𝑛. Rule S-NewVarP introduces a new blank 𝑛-qubit quantum array in the membrane
𝑙 , and rule S-NewVarR introduces a new blank 𝑛-qubit quantum array in the process R. The type
rules T-Par and T-ParM perform equivalence rewrites as typing relationships in the process and
membrane levels, respectively.

A.1 DisQ Equivalence Relations

The DisQ type system maintains simultaneity through the type-guided state rewrites, formalized
as equivalence relations (Figure 14). The equivalence relations happen in our type rules T-Par and
T-ParM in Figure 12. We only show the rewrite rules for local loci, and the loci with membrane
structures can be manipulated through the merged rules in Figure 2, as well as a similar style of
permutation rules in Section 4.3. Other than the locus qubit position permutation being introduced,
the types below associated with loci in the environment also play an essential role in the rewrites.

Quantum Type 𝜏 ::= Nor | Had | EN

Quantum Value (Forms) 𝑞 ::= 𝑤 | 1√
2𝑛

⊗𝑛-1
𝑗=0 ( |0⟩ + 𝛼 (𝑟 𝑗 ) |1⟩) |

∑𝑚
𝑗=0𝑤 𝑗

The DisQ type system is inherited from the Qafny type system [Li et al. 2024] with three
different types. Quantum values are categorized into three different types: Nor, Had and EN. A
normal value (Nor) is an array (tensor product) of single-qubit values |0⟩ or |1⟩. Sometimes, a
(Nor)-typed value is associated with an amplitude 𝑧, representing an intermediate partial program
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(a) Environment Equivalence

𝜎 ⪯ 𝜎
{∅ : 𝜏 } ⊎ 𝜎 ⪯ 𝜎
{𝜅 : 𝜏 } ⊎ 𝜎 ⪯ {𝜅 : 𝜏 ′ } ⊎ 𝜎

where 𝜏 ⊑ 𝜏 ′
{𝜅1 | 𝑠1 | 𝑠2 | 𝜅2 : 𝜏 } ⊎ 𝜎 ⪯ {𝜅1 | 𝑠2 | 𝑠1 | 𝜅2 : 𝜏 } ⊎ 𝜎

{𝜅1 : 𝜏 } ⊎ {𝜅2 : 𝜏 } ⊎ 𝜎 ⪯ {𝜅1 | 𝜅2 : 𝜏 } ⊎ 𝜎

{𝜅1 | 𝜅2 : 𝜏 } ⊎ 𝜎 ⪯ {𝜅1 : 𝜏 } ⊎ {𝜅2 : 𝜏 } ⊎ 𝜎

(b) State Equivalence

𝜑 ≡ 𝜑
{∅ : 𝑞} ⊎ 𝜑 ≡ 𝜑
{𝜅 : 𝑞} ⊎ 𝜑 ≡ {𝜅 : 𝑞′ } ⊎ 𝜑

where 𝑞 ≡|𝜅 | 𝑞′
{𝜅1 | 𝑠1 | 𝑠2 | 𝜅2 : 𝑞} ⊎ 𝜑 ≡ {𝜅1 | 𝑠2 | 𝑠1 | 𝜅2 : 𝑞′ } ⊎ 𝜑

where 𝑞′ = 𝑞 |𝜅1 | ⟨ |𝑠1 | ≍ |𝑠2 | ⟩
{𝜅1 : 𝑞1 } ⊎ {𝜅2 : 𝑞2 } ⊎ 𝜑 ≡ {𝜅1 | 𝜅2 : 𝑞′ } ⊎ 𝜑

where 𝑞′ = 𝑞1 ⊲⊳ 𝑞2
{𝜅1 | 𝜅2 : 𝜑 } ⊎ 𝜎 ≡ {𝜅1 : 𝜑1 } ⊎ {𝜅2 : 𝜑2 } ⊎ 𝜎

where 𝜑1 ⊲⊳ 𝜑2 = 𝜑 ∧ |𝜑1 | = |𝜅1 |

Permutation:

(𝑞1
⊗

𝑞2
⊗

𝑞3
⊗

𝑞4 )𝑛 ⟨𝑖 ≍ 𝑘 ⟩ ≜ 𝑞1
⊗

𝑞3
⊗

𝑞2
⊗

𝑞4 where |𝑞1 | = 𝑛 ∧ |𝑞2 | = 𝑖 ∧ |𝑞3 | = 𝑘
(∑𝑗 𝑧 𝑗 |𝑐 𝑗 ⟩ |𝑐′𝑗 ⟩ |𝑐′′𝑗 ⟩ 𝜂 𝑗 )𝑛 ⟨𝑖 ≍ 𝑘 ⟩ ≜

∑
𝑗 𝑧 𝑗 |𝑐 𝑗 ⟩ |𝑐′′𝑗 ⟩ |𝑐′𝑗 ⟩ 𝜂 𝑗 where |𝑐 𝑗 | = 𝑛 ∧ |𝑐′𝑗 | = 𝑖 ∧ |𝑐′′𝑗 | = 𝑘

Join Product:
𝑧1 |𝑐1 ⟩ ⊲⊳ 𝑧2 |𝑐2 ⟩ ≜ (𝑧1 · 𝑧2 ) |𝑐1 ⟩ |𝑐2 ⟩

∑𝑛
𝑗=0 𝑧 𝑗 |𝑐 𝑗 ⟩ ⊲⊳

∑𝑚
𝑘=0 𝑧𝑘 |𝑐𝑘 ⟩ ≜

∑𝑛 ·𝑚 𝑧 𝑗 · 𝑧𝑘 |𝑐 𝑗 ⟩ |𝑐𝑘 ⟩
|𝑐1 ⟩ ⊲⊳

∑
𝑗 𝑧 𝑗𝜂 𝑗 ≜

∑
𝑗 𝑧 𝑗 |𝑐1 ⟩ 𝜂 𝑗 ( |0⟩ + 𝛼 (𝑟 ) |1⟩) ⊲⊳ ∑

𝑗 𝑧 𝑗𝜂 𝑗 ≜
∑
𝑗 𝑧 𝑗 |0⟩ 𝜂 𝑗 +

∑
𝑗 (𝛼 (𝑟 ) · 𝑧 𝑗 ) |1⟩ 𝜂 𝑗

Fig. 13. DisQ type/state relations. · is math mult. Term

∑𝑛 ·𝑚 𝑃 is a summation omitting the indexing details.⊗
expands a Had array, as 1√

2𝑛+𝑚
⊗𝑛+𝑚-2
𝑗=0 𝑞 𝑗 = ( 1√

2𝑛
⊗𝑛-1
𝑗=0 𝑞 𝑗 )

⊗
( 1√

2𝑚
⊗𝑚-1
𝑗=0 𝑞 𝑗 ).

𝜏 ⊑ 𝜏

Nor ⊑ EN

Had ⊑ EN

(a) Subtyping

𝑞 ≡|𝑞 | 𝑞

|𝑐 ⟩ ≡𝑛
∑0
𝑗=0 |𝑐 ⟩

1√
2𝑛

⊗𝑛-1
𝑗=0 ( |0⟩ + 𝛼 (𝑟 𝑗 ) |1⟩) ≡𝑛

∑2𝑛-1
𝑗=0

𝛼 (∑𝑛-1
𝑘=0 𝑟𝑘 · [( 𝑗 )] [𝑘 ])√

2𝑛
| 𝑗 ⟩

(b) Quantum Value Equivalence

𝑥 [𝑛,𝑛) ≡ ∅ ∅ | 𝜅 ≡ 𝜅 |𝑑1 ⟩ |𝑑2 ⟩ ≡ |𝑑1𝑑2 ⟩ ⟨𝑞 | 𝑞′ ⟩𝑙 ≡ ⟨𝑞⟩𝑙 | ⟨𝑞′ ⟩𝑙 𝑥 [𝑛,𝑚) ≡ 𝑥 [𝑛, 𝑗 ) | 𝑥 [ 𝑗,𝑚) if 𝑗 ∈ [𝑛,𝑚]

(c) locus Equivalence

Fig. 14. DisQ type/state relations.

state. A Hadamard (Had) typed value represents a collection of qubits in superposition but not
entangled, i.e., an 𝑛-qubit array 1√

2
( |0⟩ + 𝛼 (𝑟0) |1⟩) ⊗ ... ⊗ 1√

2
( |0⟩ + 𝛼 (𝑟𝑛−1) |1⟩), can be encoded as

1√
2𝑛

⊗𝑛-1
𝑗=0 ( |0⟩ + 𝛼 (𝑟 𝑗 ) |1⟩), with 𝛼 (𝑟 𝑗 ) = 𝑒2𝜋𝑖𝑟 𝑗 (𝑟 𝑗 ∈ R) being the local phase, a special amplitude

whose norm is 1, i.e., |𝛼 (𝑟 𝑗 ) | = 1. The most general form of 𝑛-qubit values is the entanglement (EN)
typed value, consisting of a linear combination (represented as an array) of basis-kets, as

∑𝑚
𝑗=0 𝑧 𝑗𝛽 𝑗𝜂 𝑗 ,

where𝑚 is the number of elements in the array. In DisQ, we extend traditional basis-ket structures
in the Dirac notation to be the above form, so each basis-ket of the above value contains not only
an amplitude 𝑧 𝑗 and a basis 𝛽 𝑗 but also a frozen basis stack 𝜂 𝑗 , storing bases not directly involved
in the current computation. Here, 𝛽 𝑗 can always be represented as a single |𝑐 𝑗 ⟩ by the equation
in Figure 2. Every 𝛽 𝑗 in the array has the same cardinality, e.g., if |𝑐0 | = 𝑛 (𝛽0 = |𝑐0⟩), then |𝑐𝑖 | = 𝑛
(𝛽 𝑗 = |𝑐 𝑗 ⟩) for all 𝑗 .

In DisQ, a locus represents a possibly entangled qubit group. From the study of many quantum
algorithms [Ambainis 2004; Beauregard 2003; Childs et al. 2007; Häner et al. 2017; Magniez et al.
2005; Nielsen and Chuang 2011; Rigolin 2005; Shor 1994], we found that the establishment of an
entanglement group can be viewed as a loop structure of incrementally adding a qubit to the group
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at a time, representing the entanglement’s scope expansion. This behavior is similar to splits and
joins of array elements if we view quantum states as arrays. However, joining and splitting two
EN-typed values are hard problems 4. Another critical observation in studying many quantum
algorithms is that the entanglement group establishment usually involves splitting a qubit in a
Nor/Had typed value and joining it to an existing EN typed entanglement group. We manage these
join and split patterns type-guided equations in DisQ, suitable for automated verification.

The semantics in Figure 6 assumes that the loci in quantum states can be in ideal forms, e.g., rule
S-OP assumes that the target locus 𝜅 are always prefixed. This step is valid if we can rewrite (type
environment partial order ⪯) the locus to the ideal form through rule T-Par and T-ParM in Figure 8,
which interconnectively rewrites the locus appearing in the state, through our state equivalence
relation (≡), as the locus state simultaneity enforcement. The state equivalence rewrites have two
components.

First, the type and quantum value forms have simultaneity in Figure 14, i.e., given a type 𝜏1 for a
locus 𝜅 in a type environment (Σ), if it is a subtype (⊑) of another type 𝜏2, 𝐾 ’s value 𝑞1 in a state
(Φ) can be rewritten to 𝑞2 that has the type 𝜏2 through state equivalence rewrites (≡𝑛) where 𝑛 is
the number of qubits in 𝑞1 and 𝑞2. Both ⊑ and ≡𝑛 are reflexive and types Nor and Had are subtypes
of EN, which means that a Nor typed value (|𝑐⟩) and a Had typed value ( 1√

2𝑛
⊗𝑛-1

𝑗=0 ( |0⟩ + 𝛼 (𝑟 𝑗 ) |1⟩))
can be rewritten to an EN typed value. For example, a Had typed value 1√

2𝑛
⊗𝑛-1

𝑗=0 ( |0⟩ + |1⟩) can be
rewritten to an EN type as

∑2𝑛-1
𝑖=0

1√
2𝑛
|𝑖⟩. If such a rewrite happens, we correspondingly transform

𝑥 [0, 𝑛)’s type to EN in the type environment.
Second, type environment partial order (⪯) and state equivalence (≡) also have simultaneity in

Figure 13 for local loci, and the relations between loci can be derived based on the following rules,
as well as permutations on ⊎ operations.

𝜎 ⪯ 𝜎′

⟨𝜎 ⊎ 𝜎1⟩𝑙 ⊎ Σ ⪯ ⟨𝜎′ ⊎ 𝜎1⟩𝑙 ⊎ Σ

𝜑 ⪯ 𝜑 ′

⟨𝜑 ⊎ 𝜑1⟩𝑙 ⊎ Φ ⪯ ⟨𝜑 ′ ⊎ 𝜑1⟩𝑙 ⊎ Φ

Here, we associate a state Φ, with the type environment Σ by sharing the same domain, i.e.,
dom(Φ) = dom(Σ). Thus, the environment rewrites (⪯) happening in Σ gear the state rewrites inΦ. In
Figure 13, the rules of environment partial order and state equivalence are one-to-one corresponding.
The first three lines describe the properties of reflective, identity, and subtyping equivalence. The
fourth line enforces that the environment and state are close under locus permutation. After the
equivalence rewrite, the position bases of ranges 𝑠1 and 𝑠2 are mutated by applying the function
𝑞 |𝜅1 | ⟨|𝑠1 | ≍ |𝑠2 |⟩. One example is the following local locus rewrite from left to right, where we
permute the two ranges 𝑥 [0, 𝑛) and 𝑦 [0, 𝑛).{

𝑥 [0, 𝑛) | 𝑦 [0, 𝑛) : EN
}

⪯
{
𝑦 [0, 𝑛) | 𝑥 [0, 𝑛) : EN

}{
𝑥 [0, 𝑛) | 𝑦 [0, 𝑛) : ∑2𝑛-1

𝑖=0
1√
2𝑛
|𝑖 ⟩ |𝑎𝑖 % 𝑁 ⟩

}
≡

{
𝑦 [0, 𝑛) | 𝑥 [0, 𝑛) : ∑2𝑛-1

𝑖=0
1√
2𝑛
|𝑎𝑖 % 𝑁 ⟩ |𝑖 ⟩

}
The last two lines in Figures 13a and 13b describe locus joins and splits, where the latter is an

inverse of the former but much harder to perform practically. In the most general form, joining
two EN-type states computes the Cartesian product of their basis-kets, shown in the bottom of
Figure 13; such operations are computational expensive in verification and validation. Fortunately,
the join operations in most quantum algorithms are between a Nor/Had typed and an EN-typed state,
Joining a Nor-typed and EN-typed state puts extra qubits in the right location in every basis-ket of
the EN-typed state.

4The former is a Cartesian product; the latter is ≥ NP-hard.
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B DisQ Kind Checking

Ω(𝑙) (𝑥) = C

Ω ⊢𝑙 𝑥 : Ω(𝑙) (𝑥)
Ω ⊢ 𝑎1 : 𝐶 Ω ⊢𝑙 𝑎2 : 𝐶

Ω ⊢𝑙 𝑎1 +𝑎2 : 𝐶
Ω ⊢ 𝑎1 : 𝐶 Ω ⊢𝑙 𝑎2 : 𝐶

Ω ⊢𝑙 𝑎1 · 𝑎2 : 𝐶

Ω ⊢ 𝑎1 : 𝐶 Ω ⊢𝑙 𝑎2 : 𝐶
Ω ⊢𝑙 𝑎1=𝑎2 : 𝐶

Ω ⊢ 𝑎1 : 𝐶 Ω ⊢𝑙 𝑎2 : 𝐶
Ω ⊢𝑙 𝑎1<𝑎2 : 𝐶

Ω ⊢ 𝑏 : 𝐶
Ω ⊢ ¬𝑏 : 𝐶

Fig. 15. Arith and Bool Kind Checking

The kind checking procedure Ω ⊢𝑙 − : 𝐶 verifies if − is a C kind term, based on the kind checking
in [Li et al. 2024], and the rules for arithmetic and Boolean expressions are in Figure 15. The
construct − here refers to arithmetic, Boolean equations, or a statement.

C Well-formedness

The correctness of our type system in Section 4.3 is assumed to have well-formed domains below.

Definition C.1 (Well-formed locus domain). The domain of a environment Σ (or state Φ) is well-
formed, written as Ω ⊢ dom(Σ) (or dom(Φ)), iff for every locus 𝜅 ∈ dom(Σ) (or dom(Φ)):
• 𝐾 is disjoint unioned, for every two ranges ⟨𝑥 [𝑖, 𝑗)⟩𝑙 and ⟨𝑦 [𝑖′, 𝑗 ′)⟩𝑙 in𝐾 , 𝑥 [𝑖, 𝑗)∩𝑦 [𝑖′, 𝑗 ′) = ∅.
• For every range ⟨𝑥 [𝑖, 𝑗)⟩𝑙 ∈ 𝐾 , Ω(𝑙) (𝑥) = Q(𝑛) and [𝑖, 𝑗) ⊆ [0, 𝑛).

Besides well-formed domain definition, we also require that states (Φ) being well-formed (Ω; Σ ⊢
Φ), defined as follows. Here, we use Σ(𝐾) and Φ(𝐾) to find the corresponding state entry pointed
to by a locus 𝐾 ′, such that there exists 𝐾1 . 𝐾

′ = 𝐾 | 𝐾1.

Definition C.2 (Well-formed DisQ state). A state Φ is well-formed, written as Ω; Σ ⊢ Φ, iff dom(Σ) =
dom(Φ), Ω ⊢ dom(Σ) (all variables in Φ are in Ω), and:
• For every 𝐾 ∈ dom(Σ), s.t. Σ(𝐾) = Nor, Φ(𝐾) = 𝑧 |𝑐⟩ (|𝛽 |) and |𝜅 | = |𝑐 | and |𝑧 | ≤ 1;
specifically, if 𝑔 = C, 𝛽 = ∅ and |𝑧 | = 1. 5
• For every 𝐾 ∈ dom(Σ), s.t. Σ(𝐾) = Had, Φ(𝐾) = 1√

2𝑛
⊗𝑛-1

𝑗=0 ( |0⟩ + 𝛼 (𝑟 𝑗 ) |1⟩) and |𝐾 | = 𝑛.
• For every 𝐾 ∈ dom(Σ), s.t. Σ(𝐾) = EN, Φ(𝐾) = ∑𝑚

𝑗=0 𝑧 𝑗 |𝑐 𝑗 ⟩(|𝛽 𝑗 |), and for all 𝑗 , |𝐾 | = |𝑐 𝑗 | and∑𝑚
𝑗=0 |𝑧 |2 ≤ 1; specifically, if 𝑔 = C, for all 𝑗 , 𝛽 𝑗 = ∅ and

∑𝑚
𝑗=0 |𝑧 |2 = 1.

D More Case Studies

We provide more case studies here.

D.1 Quantum Teleporation For Ensuring Entanglement Information

Quantum teleportation is a quantum network protocol that teleports information about a qubit to
remote locations. This section shows a general use of quantum teleporation to teleport entanglement
information. A key observation is that quantum entanglement is also a piece of information; thus,
when teleporting a qubit, the possible entanglement associated with the qubit should also be kept
by remote qubits.

To demonstrate the case, we use the processes in Example 3.1, as a membrane structure shown in
Example D.1 to teleport a qubit 𝑥 [1] — currently entangles with 𝑥 [0] — from membrane 𝑙 to 𝑟 . The
program first creates a shared quantum channel between the two membranes, referred to by ⟨𝑐 [0]⟩𝑙
5 |𝐾 | and |𝑐 | are the lengths of 𝐾 and 𝑐 , and |𝑧 | is the norm.
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and ⟨𝑐 [0]⟩𝑟 , and then teleport 𝑥 [1] to membrane 𝑟 to store the information in ⟨𝑐 [0]⟩𝑟 . The result
should show that the entanglement between 𝑥 [0] and 𝑥 [1] is transferred to be an entanglement
between 𝑥 [0] and ⟨𝑐 [0]⟩𝑟 .

Example D.1 (Quantum Teleportation Entanglement Preservation). The example has two mem-
branes. The program code of membrane 𝑙 is: 𝜕 𝑐 (1) . {|𝑇𝑒 (𝑥 [1] .𝑐 [0]) |}𝑙 , and The program code of
membrane 𝑟 is: 𝜕 𝑐 (1) . {|𝑅𝑡 (𝑐 [0]) |}𝑟 .

Membrane 𝑙 has initially two qubit entangled state 𝑥 [0, 2) : 𝑧0 |00⟩ + 𝑧1 |11⟩. 𝐾𝑐 and 𝐾𝑒 are:
𝐾𝑐 = ⟨𝑐 [0]⟩𝑙 | ⟨𝑐 [0]⟩𝑟 𝐾𝑒 = ⟨𝑥 [0, 2) | 𝑐 [0]⟩𝑙 | ⟨𝑐 [0]⟩𝑟

The following provides the first few transition steps, where ¬𝑏 is the bit-flip of the bit 𝑏. The 𝑅
process in steps (3) and (4) refers to 𝑅 = 𝑏1 ← M 𝑖(𝑥 [1]) .𝑏2 ← M 𝑖(𝑐 [0]) .𝑎!𝑏1 .𝑎!2 . 0.

(1)
(
{⟨𝑥 [0, 2) ⟩𝑙 :

∑1
𝑏=0 𝑧𝑏 |𝑏𝑏 ⟩}, 𝜕 𝑐 (1) . {|𝑇𝑒 (𝑥 [1] .𝑐 [0] ) |}𝑙 , 𝜕 𝑐 (1) . {|𝑅𝑡 (𝑐 [0] ) |}𝑟

)
(2) 𝑙 .𝑟 .1−−−→

(
{⟨𝑥 [0, 2) ⟩𝑙 :

∑1
𝑏=0 𝑧𝑏 |𝑏𝑏 ⟩ , 𝐾𝑐 : 1√

2
∑1
𝑏=0 |𝑏𝑏 ⟩}, {|𝑇𝑒 (𝑥 [1] .𝑐 [0] ) |}𝑙 , {|𝑅𝑡 (𝑐 [0] ) |}𝑟

)
(3) 𝑙 .1−−→

(
{𝐾𝑒 :

∑1
𝑏=0

1√
2
𝑧0 |00⟩ |𝑏𝑏 ⟩ + 1√

2
𝑧1 |11⟩ | (¬𝑏 )𝑏 ⟩}, {|𝑥 [1] ←− H .𝑅 |}𝑙 , {|𝑅𝑡 (𝑐 [0] ) |}𝑟

)
(4) 𝑙 .1−−→

(
{𝐾𝑒 :

∑1
𝑏=0

1
2𝑧0 |0⟩ |0⟩ |𝑏𝑏 ⟩ +

1
2𝑧0 |0⟩ |1⟩ |𝑏𝑏 ⟩ +

1
2𝑧1 |1⟩ |0⟩ | (¬𝑏 )𝑏 ⟩ −

1
2𝑧1 |1⟩ |1⟩ | (¬𝑏 )𝑏 ⟩}, {|𝑅 |}𝑙 , {|𝑅𝑡 (𝑐 [0] ) |}𝑟

)
In the above example, the system chooses to let membrane 𝑙 proceed and perform two transition

steps, by applying a CX and H gate operations to the loci 𝑥 [1] | 𝑐 [0] and 𝑥 [1], and the transitions
result in a quantum state at the line (4). Except for the first label, 𝑙 .𝑟 .1, all other labels show
a choice of 𝑙 , referring to the nondeterministic choice of picking membrane 𝑙 in the transition.
The probabilities are labeled 1 in all these 𝑙 choices since there is only one process choice in the
membrane. Certainly, membrane choice is nondeterministic, and one can make the wrong choice,
e.g., in line (3), instead of choosing membrane 𝑙 to make a move, membrane 𝑟 can perform the
move. Its prefixed action is waiting for a message that is unavailable. In such a case, membrane 𝑟
can wait for membrane 𝑙 to perform a move, or it can perform rule S-Rev to reverse the process and
release the airlock.

After the transitions, process 𝑅 in membrane 𝑙 performs two measurements M 𝑖 (the 𝑖 flag refers
to that the measurement does not count as marking sequence points) on the qubits 𝑥 [1] and ⟨𝑐 [0]⟩𝑙 .
The measurements have four possibilities, referring to the four possible ways of combining the
two outcome bits for the two qubits. The final outcome of the four possibilities is the same. Below,
we show the transitions of one of the possibilities by probabilistically choosing the measurement
outputs of the two qubits to be 1. Here, 𝐾 ′𝑒 = ⟨𝑥 [0] | 𝑐 [0]⟩𝑙 | ⟨𝑐 [0]⟩𝑟 .

(5)
𝑙 .1. 12−−−→

(
{𝐾 ′𝑒 :

∑1
𝑏=0

1√
2
𝑧0 |0⟩ |𝑏𝑏 ⟩ − 1√

2
𝑧1 |1⟩ | (¬𝑏 )𝑏 ⟩}, {|𝑤 ← M 𝑖(𝑐 [0]) .𝑎!1 .𝑎!𝑏2 . 0 |}𝑙 , {|𝑇 |}𝑟

)
(6)

𝑙 .1. 12−−−→
(
{⟨𝑥 [0] ⟩𝑙 | ⟨𝑐 [0] ⟩𝑟 : 𝑧0 |0⟩ |1⟩ − 𝑧1 |1⟩ |0⟩}, {|𝑎!1 .𝑎!1 . 0 |}𝑙 , {|𝑇 |}𝑟

)
The above shows the transitions for the two measurement operations in membrane 𝑙 . Line (5)

performs the first measurement. As the process 𝑅 in Example D.1 measures 𝑥 [1] and assigns the
bit value to 𝑏1, which is 1 here. After the transition, every 𝑏1 occurrence is replaced by 1 in the
process. The probability of the measurement is 1

2 , which is computed by a geometric sum of all
the basis-kets ( 1√

2
𝑧0 |0⟩ |1⟩ |𝑏𝑏⟩ and − 1√

2
𝑧1 |1⟩ |1⟩ |(¬𝑏)𝑏⟩ for 𝑏 = 0 or 𝑏 = 1) where 𝑥 [1]’s position

basis is |1⟩. Line (6) repeats the process of lines (5), but for measuring ⟨𝑐 [0]⟩𝑙 and assigning 𝑏2
to 1. In this procedure, ⟨𝑐 [0]⟩𝑙 ’s position basis is |𝑏⟩ for the basis-kets 1√

2
𝑧0 |0⟩ |𝑏𝑏⟩ and |¬𝑏⟩ for

the basis-kets − 1√
2
𝑧1 |1⟩ |(¬𝑏)𝑏⟩, with 𝑏 = 0 or 𝑏 = 1. Measuring out 1 means that we left with

𝑧0 |0⟩ |1⟩ for the first group by setting 𝑏 to 1, and −𝑧1 |1⟩ |0⟩ for the second group by setting ¬𝑏
to 1; the combination of the two basis-kets is the resulting state at line (6). In the procedure, the
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|𝑎𝑛−1 ⟩ • |𝑎𝑛−1 ⟩
|𝑎𝑛−2 ⟩ • |𝑎𝑛−2 ⟩.

.

.
.
.
.

|𝑎0 ⟩ • |𝑎0 ⟩
|𝑏𝑛−1 ⟩

QFT

SR 0

SR 1
SR (n-1) QFT−1

|𝑎𝑛−1 + 𝑏𝑛−1 ⟩
. . .

|𝑏𝑛−2 ⟩ |𝑎𝑛−2 + 𝑏𝑛−2 ⟩
.
.
.

.

.

.

|𝑏0 ⟩ |𝑎0 + 𝑏0 ⟩

Fig. 16. Quantum QFT-Based Adder Circuit

SR m.
.
.

.

.

.
=

RZ (m+1)

RZ m
.
.
.

RZ 1

Fig. 17. SR unfolds to many RZ gates.

multiplication of the probabilities along the path of the transitions results in 1
4 , complying with the

probability of measuring out two 1s for the 𝑥 [1] and ⟨𝑐 [0]⟩𝑙 .

(7) 𝑙 .1−−→
(
{⟨𝑥 [0] ⟩𝑙 | ⟨𝑐 [0] ⟩𝑟 : 𝑧0 |0⟩ |1⟩ − 𝑧1 |1⟩ |0⟩}, (𝑎!1 .𝑎!1 . 0) {| ∅ |}𝑙 , {|𝑇 |}𝑟

)
(8) 𝑟 .1−−→

(
{⟨𝑥 [0] ⟩𝑙 | ⟨𝑐 [0] ⟩𝑟 : 𝑧0 |0⟩ |1⟩ − 𝑧1 |1⟩ |0⟩}, (𝑎!1 .𝑎!1 . 0) {| ∅ |}𝑙 ,𝑇 {|∅ |}𝑟

)
...

(9) 𝑙 .𝑟 .1−−−→
(
{⟨𝑥 [0] ⟩𝑙 | ⟨𝑐 [0] ⟩𝑟 : 𝑧0 |0⟩ |1⟩ − 𝑧1 |1⟩ |0⟩}, {|𝑎!1 . 0 |}𝑙 , {|𝑎?(𝑤) .𝑐 [0] ←− Z . if (𝑤 ) {𝑐 [0] ←− X} . 0 |}𝑟

)
(10) 𝑙 .1−−→

(
{⟨𝑥 [0] ⟩𝑙 | ⟨𝑐 [0] ⟩𝑟 : 𝑧0 |0⟩ |1⟩ − 𝑧1 |1⟩ |0⟩}, (𝑎!1 . 0) {| ∅ |}𝑙 , {|𝑎?(𝑤) .𝑐 [0] ←− Z . if (𝑤 ) {𝑐 [0] ←− X} . 0 |}𝑟

)
(11) 𝑟 .1−−→

(
{⟨𝑥 [0] ⟩𝑙 | ⟨𝑐 [0] ⟩𝑟 : 𝑧0 |0⟩ |1⟩ − 𝑧1 |1⟩ |0⟩}, (𝑎!1 . 0) {| ∅ |}𝑙 , 𝑎?(𝑤) .𝑐 [0] ←− Z . if (𝑤 ) {𝑐 [0] ←− X} . 0{|∅ |}𝑟

)
...

(12) 𝑙 .𝑟 .1−−−→
(
{⟨𝑥 [0] ⟩𝑙 | ⟨𝑐 [0] ⟩𝑟 : 𝑧0 |0⟩ |1⟩ − 𝑧1 |1⟩ |0⟩}, {|0 |}𝑙 , {|𝑐 [0] ←− Z .𝑐 [0] ←− X . 0 |}𝑟

)
(13) 𝑟 .1−−→

(
{⟨𝑥 [0] ⟩𝑙 | ⟨𝑐 [0] ⟩𝑟 : 𝑧0 |0⟩ |1⟩ + 𝑧1 |1⟩ |0⟩}, {|0 |}𝑙 , {|𝑐 [0] ←− X . 0 |}𝑟

)
(14) 𝑟 .1−−→

(
{⟨𝑥 [0] ⟩𝑙 | ⟨𝑐 [0] ⟩𝑟 : 𝑧0 |0⟩ |0⟩ + 𝑧1 |1⟩ |1⟩}, {|0 |}𝑙 , {|0 |}𝑟

)
The above transitions show the last few steps of evaluating Example D.1. In lines (7) to (12), we

transmit two classical bits from membrane 𝑙 to 𝑟 through classical message passing. In messaging
passing each bit, we first nondeterministically choose to airlock the two membranes through two
applications of rule S-Mem, as steps (7) and (8). Since each membrane contains only one process,
the probabilities of the choices are 1. We then perform the message communication by rule S-Comm
to transmit a message from membrane 𝑙 to 𝑟 . Since the choices have been made in (7) and (8), the
probability in (9) is 1. Lines (13) and (14) apply two gates to restore the qubit state of 𝑥 [1] in the
new qubit ⟨𝑐 [0]⟩𝑟 . After the transitions, the entanglement information is transferred from 𝑥 [1] to
⟨𝑐 [0]⟩𝑟 , as it is entangled with 𝑥 [0] now.

D.2 Distributed QFT Adder

A QFT-based adder (Figure 16) performs addition differently than a ripple-carry adder. It usually
comes with two qubit arrays𝑦 and𝑢, tries to sum the𝑦 bits into the𝑢 array, by first transforming𝑢’s
qubits to QFT-basis and performing addition in the basis, i.e., instead of performing bit arithmetic
in a ripple-carry adder, it records addition results via phase rotations. The final inversed QFT
operarion QFT−1 transforms the addition result in the qubit phase back to basis vectors. We show
the distributed version of a QFT-adder below, which has a different way of distribution than the
ripple-carry adder above.

Example D.2 (Distributed QFT Adder). We define the adder as the membrane definition below.
Membrane 𝑙 holds qubit array 𝑥 and membrane 𝑟 takes care of qubit array 𝑦, and they share two
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𝑛-qubit quantum channels 𝑐 and 𝑐′. C-SR( 𝑗) is the controlled SR operation, where 𝑐 [ 𝑗] | 𝑦 [0, 𝑛) ←−
C-SR( 𝑗) means controlling over 𝑐 [ 𝑗] on applying SR to the 𝑦 [0, 𝑛) range.

Recursive Combinator:
𝑅𝑒𝑐 ( 𝑗, 𝑛, 𝑓 ) = if ( 𝑗 = 𝑛) 0 else 𝑓 ( 𝑗) .𝑅𝑒𝑐 ( 𝑗+1)

Process Definitions:
𝑆𝑒 ( 𝑗) = 𝑇𝑒 (𝑥 [ 𝑗], 𝑐 [ 𝑗]) .𝑅𝑡 (𝑐′ [ 𝑗]) 𝑆𝑒𝑅(𝑛) = 𝑅𝑒𝑐 (0, 𝑛, 𝑆𝑒)
𝑅𝑒 ( 𝑗) = 𝑅𝑡 (𝑐 [ 𝑗]) . 𝑐 [ 𝑗] | 𝑦 [0, 𝑛) ←− C-SR( 𝑗) .𝑇𝑒 (𝑐 [ 𝑗], 𝑐′ [ 𝑗]) 𝑅𝑒𝑅(𝑛) = 𝑅𝑒𝑐 (0, 𝑛, 𝑅𝑒)

Membrane Definition:
𝜕 𝑐 (𝑛) . 𝜕 𝑐′ (𝑛) . {|𝑆𝑒𝑅(𝑛) |}𝑙 , 𝜕 𝑐 (𝑛) . 𝜕 𝑐′ (𝑛) . {|𝑦 [0, 𝑛) ←− QFT .𝑅𝑒𝑅(𝑛) .𝑦 [0, 𝑛) ←− QFT−1 . 0|}𝑟

In the above example, after the two 𝑛-qubit quantum channel (𝑐 and 𝑐′) are created, membrane 𝑟
transforms qubit array 𝑦 to be in QFT-basis. The loop in membrane 𝑙 sends a qubit in the 𝑥 array
at a time to membrane 𝑟 via a single qubit quantum channel in 𝑐 . In the 𝑗-th iteration, membrane
𝑟 receives the information in the qubit 𝑥 [ 𝑗], stored in ⟨𝑐 [ 𝑗]⟩𝑟 , and applies a C-SR operation that
controls over the qubit ⟨𝑐 [ 𝑗]⟩𝑟 on applying SR operation on the 𝑦 qubit array. Assume that the qubit
state in 𝑥 [ 𝑗] is |𝑑 𝑗 ⟩ (𝑑 𝑗 = 0 or 𝑑 𝑗 = 1), the controlled SR operation adds 2𝑗 ∗ 𝑑 𝑗 to array 𝑦’s phase
by performing a series of RZ rotations. Then, we teleport 𝑐 [ 𝑗] back to membrane 𝑙 via another
single qubit quantum channel in 𝑐′. After the loop, we apply an inversed QFT gate to transform the
addition result in 𝑦’s phase back to its basis vectors.

In each integration, after membrane 𝑙 teleports qubit 𝑥 [ 𝑗] to membrane 𝑟 , as well as membrane
𝑟 teleports qubit 𝑐 [ 𝑗] to 𝑐′ [ 𝑗] in membrane 𝑙 , the 𝑥 [ 𝑗] and 𝑐 [ 𝑗] qubits are destroyed, so the qubit
numbers in membranes 𝑙 and 𝑟 are always less than 𝑛 and 𝑛+1, respectively.

D.3 Hidden Subgroup Transitions

We show the transitions below. We have the following process variables for presentation.
𝑅′ = 𝑥 [0, 𝑛) | 𝑦 [0] ←− 𝑥 < 𝑚 @𝑦 [0] .𝑅′′ 𝑅′′ = 𝑣 ← M 𝑖(𝑦 [0]) . if (𝑣) 𝑅 else 𝑇

(∅, {|𝑅 |}𝑙,{|𝑇 ′ |}𝑟 )
(1) 𝑙 .1−−→ ({⟨𝑥 [0, 𝑛)⟩𝑙 : |0⟩}), {|𝜈 𝑦 (1).𝑥 [0, 𝑛) ←− H .𝑅′ |}𝑙,{|𝑇 ′ |}𝑟
(2) 𝑙 .1−−→ ({⟨𝑥 [0, 𝑛)⟩𝑙 : |0⟩ , ⟨𝑦 [0]⟩𝑙 : |0⟩}), {|𝑥 [0, 𝑛) ←− H .𝑅′ |}𝑙,{|𝑇 ′ |}𝑟
(3) 𝑙 .1−−→ ({⟨𝑥 [0, 𝑛)⟩𝑙 : 1√

2𝑛
∑2𝑛−1
𝑗=0 | 𝑗⟩ , ⟨𝑦 [0]⟩𝑙 : |0⟩}, {|𝑥 [0, 𝑛) | 𝑦 [0] ←− 𝑥 < 𝑚 @𝑦 [0] .𝑅′′ |}𝑙,{|𝑇 ′ |}𝑟 )

(4) ≡ ({⟨𝑥 [0, 𝑛)⟩𝑙 | ⟨𝑦 [0]⟩𝑙 : 1√
2𝑛

∑2𝑛−1
𝑗=0 | 𝑗⟩ |0⟩}, {|𝑥 [0, 𝑛) | 𝑦 [0] ←− 𝑥 < 𝑚 @𝑦 [0] .𝑅′′ |}𝑙,{|𝑇 ′ |}𝑟 )

(5) 𝑙 .1−−→ ({⟨𝑥 [0, 𝑛)⟩𝑙 | ⟨𝑦 [0]⟩𝑙 : 1√
2𝑛

∑2𝑛−1
𝑗=𝑚 | 𝑗⟩ |0⟩ +

1√
𝑚

∑2𝑛
𝑗=0 | 𝑗⟩ |1⟩}, {|𝑅′′ |}𝑙,{|𝑇 ′ |}𝑟 )

(6)
𝑙 . 𝑚2𝑛−−−−→ ({⟨𝑥 [0, 𝑛) | 𝑦 [0]⟩𝑙 : 1√

2𝑛−𝑚
∑2𝑛−1
𝑗=𝑚 | 𝑗⟩ |0⟩ +

1√
𝑚

∑𝑚
𝑗=0 | 𝑗⟩ |1⟩}, {|if (1) 𝑅 else 𝑇 |}𝑙,{|𝑇 ′ |}𝑟 )

(7) 𝑙 .1−−→ ({⟨𝑥 [0, 𝑛)⟩: 1√
𝑚

∑𝑚
𝑗=0 | 𝑗⟩}, {|𝑇 |}𝑙,{|𝑇 ′ |}𝑟 )

In the above transitions, steps (1) and (2) create an 𝑛 qubit array for 𝑥 [0, 𝑛) (as ⟨𝑥 [0, 𝑛)⟩𝑙 ) and a
single qubit for 𝑦 [0] (as ⟨𝑦 [0]⟩𝑙 ), and step (3) applies 𝑛 Hadamard gates to 𝑥 [0, 𝑛), resulting in an
𝑛-qubit uniformed superposition.

Step (4) rewrite the two qubit groups together into one as a locus ⟨𝑥 [0, 𝑛)|𝑦 [0]⟩𝑙 . Step (5) applies
a quantum oracle operation, i.e., a quantum comparison operator. For every 𝑥 [0, 𝑛)’s position basis
| 𝑗⟩, we check if it is greater than𝑚 or not. This step essentially partitions all the superposition
basis-kets into two groups labeled by the + operation in step (5). The first group contains basis-kets
where 𝑗 ≥ 𝑚 indicated by 𝑦 [0]’s position basis |0⟩, as well as the second group contains basis-kets
where 𝑗 < 𝑚 indicated by 𝑦 [0]’s position basis |𝑞⟩. Such a quantum oracle circuit implementation
is introduced in Li et al. [2022].
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Step (6) applies a partial measurement operation on 𝑦 [0] in membrane 𝑙 , with the measurement
result 1. This results in the basis-kets in 𝑥 [0, 𝑛) to collapse to the second group described above.
Since the total number of different basis-kets in the original uniformed superposition is 2𝑛 and
there are𝑚 different choices in the second group. This means that the measurement probability
is 𝑚

2𝑛 for measuring out 1. This also indicates that we also need to normalize the amplitudes in

the 𝑥 [0, 𝑛)’s remaining state, and the multiplication factor is
√︃

2𝑛
𝑚
, the square-root of the inverted

number of the probability value 𝑚
2𝑛 . This is why the result state amplitude value is

√︃
2𝑛
𝑚
· 𝑚2𝑛 = 1√

𝑚
.

The final step above performs a classical conditional.
The above transitions are only one of the possible path. It is possible that 𝑇 ′ in membrane 𝑟

might contain nondeterministic steps for executions. Another possibility is that the measurement
in line (5) can measure out 0, which leads to a repetition of the above transitions. This is also the
meaning of the repeat-until-success scheme, i.e., we try to generate the correct superposition by
conducting measurements, until the correct one appears, indicated by measuring out 1.
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