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ABSTRACT

We study expected runtimes for quantum programs. Inspired by re-
cent work on probabilistic programs, we first define expected run-
time as a generalisation of quantum weakest precondition. Then,
we show that the expected runtime of a quantum program can
be represented as the expectation of an observable (in physics).
A method for computing the expected runtimes of quantum pro-
grams in finite-dimensional state spaces is developed. Several ex-
amples are provided as applications of this method, including com-
puting the expected runtime of quantum Bernoulli Factory – a
quantum algorithm for generating random numbers. In particu-
lar, using our new method, an open problem of computing the ex-
pected runtime of quantum randomwalks introduced by Ambainis
et al. (STOC 2001) is solved.

CCS CONCEPTS

• Theory of computation → Pre- and post-conditions; Pro-
gram analysis; Denotational semantics.

KEYWORDS

Quantum programming, quantumweakest precondition, expected
runtime, physical observable, termination, quantum random walk

1 INTRODUCTION

Over the last few years, one has seen exciting progress in quan-
tum computing hardware, such as Google’s 53-qubit Sycamore [5],
IBM Q [13] and USTC’s 62-qubit Zu Chongzhi [17]. This progress
further motivates one to expect that the Noisy Intermediate-Scale
Quantum (NISQ) technology [31] will find some practical applica-
tions in the next 5-10 years.

QuantumResource andRuntime Estimation: Resource and
runtime estimation will be particularly important in programming
NISQ devices because they are too resource-constrained to sup-
port error correction, and running long sequences of operations
on them is impractical. On the other hand, resource and runtime
estimation may help us understand the separation between the
quantum algorithms that can be run on NISQ devices and those

that must wait for a larger quantum computer. Indeed, quantum
resource and runtime estimation problem has already attracted
the attention of quantum computing researchers; for example, re-
source and timing analysis was incorporated into quantum compi-
lation framework ScaffCC [21]; an estimation of required qubits
and quantum gates for Shor’s algorithm to attack ECC (Elliptic
Curve Cryptography) was given in [32]. But current research in
this area has been carried out mainly in a manner of case by case.
Certainly, a more principled approach to this problem would be
desirable.

Techniques in Probabilistic Programming: Recently, a se-
ries of powerful techniques for resource and runtime estimation
of probabilistic programs have been proposed (see for example
[6, 7, 9, 11, 12, 25, 30]). In particular, inspired by Nielson’s Hoare-
like proof system for reasoning about the running times of non-
probabilistic programs [28], a weakest precondition calculus was
developed in [22, 23] for analysing the expected runtimes of ran-
domised algorithms and probabilistic programs. It has been suc-
cessfully applied to estimate the expected runtimes of several inter-
esting example probabilistic programs, including the coupon col-
lector’s problem, one-dimensional random walk and randomised
binary search. Furthermore, an analysis that can derive symbolic
bound on the expected resource consumption of probabilistic pro-
grams was presented in [26] by effectively combining the weakest
precondition reasoning for probabilistic programs [10, 15, 22, 36]
with the automatic amortised resource analysis (AARA) for non-
probabilistic programs [8, 9, 18, 19]. The strength of this approach
is that it can be fully automated by reducing the bound analysis
to LP (Linear Program) solving, and its effectiveness was demon-
strated by automatic analysis of a large number of challenging ran-
domised algorithms and probabilistic programs.

From Quantum Weakest Preconditions to Quantum Ex-

pected Runtimes: The well-known statistical nature of quantum
systems immediately suggests the possibility of extending the tech-
niques discussed above for solving the corresponding problems in
quantum computing. Fortunately, a foundation for this research
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was already laid in the seminal work [16]where the notion ofweak-
est quantum precondition was defined. The aim of this paper is to
extend the line of research initiated by [16] and to develop a weak-
est precondition calculus for reasoning about the expected run-
times of quantum programs. Our basic ideas in the extension from
quantum weakest precondition to quantum expected runtimes are
largely inspired by the results achieved in the studies of expected
runtimes of probabilistic programs [22, 23]. But several challenges
exist in the transition from the probabilistic case to the quantum
case:

• Conceptual challenge: The expected runtime ert(() of a prob-
abilistic program ( is defined in [22, 23] as a transformer of
runtime functions, which are modelled as mappings from
the state space to nonnegative real numbers or ∞ that are
linear on the probabilistic combination of states. Whenever
generalised to the quantum case, expected runtime func-
tions are no longer linear on the superposition of pure states
due to the Born rule in quantum mechanics. Thus, we need
to find an appropriate interpretation for them as observ-
ables in quantum physics (or mathematically as Hermitian
operators) so that they can be effectively manipulated and
computed. We resolve this issue using several mathemati-
cal techniques developed in the previous work on quantum
weakest preconditions [16] and quantum Hoare logic [37].

• Computational challenge: Although quantum gates are mod-
elled as unitary operators, quantummeasurements are used
in the guards of conditional statements and loops. Thus, super-
operators are inevitably involved in their denotational se-
mantics and computing their weakest preconditions. How-
ever, super-operators are (completely positive)mappings from
(linear) operators to themselves and are much harder to ma-
nipulate than ordinary operators. Fortunately, some matrix
representations of super-operators in Hilbert spaces with fi-
nite dimensions have been developed in quantum physics.
We are able to generalise this technique (as tailored in [39];
also see [38], Section 5.1.2) into our weakest precondition
calculus for expected runtimes of quantum programs.

Contribution of this Paper: This paper presents a weakest
precondition approach for reasoning about the expected runtimes
of quantum programs by overcoming the above two challenges.
More concretely, we achieve the following contributions:

(1) By generalising the notion of quantum weakest precondi-
tion [16], we formally define the expected runtimes of quan-
tum while-programs. In particular, a quantum observable
representation of them is given (Theorem 1). The signifi-
cance of this representation is three-fold. Firstly, it provides
a physical interpretation of the notion of expected runtime.

(2) Secondly, as a corollary of Theorem 1, for quantum pro-
grams in finite-dimensional Hilbert spaces, we show that
almost surely terminating on an input state is equivalent to
positive almost-sure termination (i.e. with a finite expected
runtime) on the same state (Theorem 2). This result is less
evident than its counterpart for probabilistic programs be-
cause the interference of amplitudes in quantum computing
makes it hard to track the evolution of states of quantum
programs.

(3) Thirdly, an effective method for computing the expected
runtimes of quantumprograms in finite-dimensional Hilbert
spaces can be developed based on Theorem 1. More explic-
itly, by combining the observable representation with the
matrix representation of super-operators,we develop amethod
for computing the expected runtimes of quantum programs.
Thismethodworks both numerically and symbolically, with
the numerical computation fully automated. It is worthmen-
tioning that our method can deal with the case of infinite
execution paths, which was excluded in the method of [21].

(4) The effectiveness of our method is tested by several case
studies, including a key step of quantum Bernoulli factory
for random number generation. In particular, we solve an
open problem of computing the expected runtime of the quan-
tum walk on an =-circle for any = and an arbitrary initial
state. The previously known result about this problem is
that the expected runtime is = when starting in a basis state
for = < 30 (see [39] or Section 5.1.3 of [38]).

Related Works: The research on formal reasoning about ex-
pected runtimes of quantum programs was initiated in [29]. The
aim of [29] is the same as that of this paper, but the technical re-
sults of the two papers are very different. After giving a weakest
precondition-style definition of expected runtime for quantumpro-
grams, [29] focused on a case study of analyzing the runtime of (a
simplified version of) the BB84 quantum key distribution proto-
col, and our contributions 2) - 4) listed above were not considered
there. Perhaps, a more essential difference between [29] and our
work is that in [29], quantum programs are treated as a kind of
probabilistic programs and their expected runtimes are evaluated
by directly applying the techniques for probabilistic programs. We
argue that such a generalization does not make use of the unique
properties of quantum systems, and thus cannot be used to handle
programs that have quantum-specific behaviours. To be more spe-
cific, let us consider the example quantum walk, where quantum
interference happens. Using the definition of [29], a fixed point
equation can be derived whose solutions are upper bounds of the
expected runtime of the quantum walk, but solving this equation
is hard because the quantum walk is treated as a probabilistic pro-
gram and thus its quantum-specific feature is lost. In contrast, in
our approach, a different fixed point equation is derived, and it can
be solved by sufficiently exploiting mathematical properties of the
involved quantum operations (as super-operators).

Organization of the Paper: We start from several working ex-
amples in Section 2.1, and then the syntax and semantics of quan-
tum programs are reviewed in Section 2.2. The expected runtime
of quantum programs are defined in Section 3. The observable rep-
resentation is presented in Section 4.1. Based on it, we prove the
equivalence of almost surely termination and positive almost-sure
termination of quantum programs in Section 4.2. A method for
computing the expected runtimes of quantumprograms is presented
in Section 5. The case studies are given in Section 6. For the sake
of readability, proofs of our results can be found in the appendices.

2 QUANTUM PROGRAMS

In this section, we set our stage by reviewing the syntax and seman-
tics of the quantum programs considered in this paper. We assume
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that the reader is familiar with basic ideas of quantum comput-
ing; otherwise, she/he can consult the standard textbook [27] or
the preliminary sections of quantum programming literature, e.g.
[33, 34].

2.1 Working Examples

Let us start with several simple examples. They are deliberately
chosen as the quantum analogues of some examples considered in
[22, 23] so that the reader can observe the similarity and subtle
differences between probabilistic and quantum programs.

We first consider the process that keeps tossing a fair coin until
the first head occurs. This process can be described as a probabilis-
tic program:

%geo ≡ while (2 = 1){2 := 0 ⊕ 1

2

2 := 1} (1)

where 0, 1 are used to indicate the heads and tails, respectively, and
%1 ⊕0 %2 stands for a probabilistic choice that chooses to execute
%1 with probability 0 and to execute %2 with probability 1 − 0. A
quantum analogue of this program is given as the following:

Example 2.1 (�antum Geometric Distribution). A quan-

tum coin can be modelled as a quantum bit (qubit for short) variable

@. Using the Dirac notation, we write |1〉, |0〉 for the head and tail,

respectively. Quantum coin @ can be in states |1〉, |0〉 as a classical

coin, but it can also be in a superposition 0 |0〉 + 1 |1〉, where 0,1
are complex numbers satisfying the normalisation condition |0 |2 +
|1 |2 = 1. Thus, its state space is the 2-dimensional Hilbert space

H@ = span{|0〉, |1〉} with head |1〉 and tail |0〉 as its basis states. To
detect the state of the quantum coin, we need to perform quantum

measurement on it. Here, we use the measurement " in the compu-

tational basis {|0〉, |1〉}, which is mathematically modelled as a pair

of operators" = {"0, "1} with "0 = |0〉〈0| and "1 = |1〉〈1|. For
example, when performing " on a quantum coin in superposition

0 |0〉 +1 |1〉, we will see the tail |0〉 with probability |0 |2 and the head
|1〉 with probability |1 |2.

A quantum program that behaves in a way similar to %geo is de-

fined as:

&geo ≡ while " [@] = 1 do @ := � [@] od (2)

where � is the Hadamard gate represented by the matrix

� =
1
√
2

(
1 1

1 −1

)

which transforms the tail |0〉 and head |1〉 into their equal superpo-
sitions |+〉 = 1√

2
( |0〉 + |1〉) and |−〉 = 1√

2
( |0〉 − |1〉).

It is interesting to compare programs %geo and &geo carefully.
First, coin tossing is treated in %geo as an abstract program con-
struct ⊕ 1

2

without specifying how to implement it. However, in

&geo we have to explicitly describe it as a physical process: it is
realised by first applying the Hadamard gate � on quantum coin @
and then measuring @ in the computational basis. Second, the coin
2 in %geo is always in either state 0 (tail) or 1 (head) although we
cannot predict its next state with certainty before tossing it. But if
the quantum coin @ is initialised in tail |0〉 (respectively, head |1〉),
then the Hadamard gate will transform it into a superposition |+〉
(or |−〉) of the head and tail. Third, checking the loop guard in %geo
does not change the state of coin 2 . However, in &geo we need to

perform measurement " on quantum coin @ when checking the
loop guard in order to acquire information about @ and the mea-
surement will change the state of @; for example, if @ is in state
|+〉 before the measurement, then after the measurement @ will be
in state |0〉 with probability 1

2
and in |1〉 with probability 1

2
, but

no longer in |+〉. It is even more interesting to note that there are
(uncountably) infinitely many operators and measurements rather
than � and " in &geo suited to implement the fair coin tossing.

Another example considered in [22] is the following one-
dimensional random walk with an absorbing boundary:

�rw ≡ G := 10; while (G > 0){G := G − 1 ⊕ 1

2

G := G + 1} (3)

It starts from position 10 and shifts on a line to the left or right
with equal probability in each step until reaching the boundary at
position 0. A quantum counterpart of this random walk, namely
the semi-infinite Hadamard walk, was defined in [4].

Example 2.2 (Hadamard Walk). Let @ be a quantum coin with

a 2-dimensional state space H@ spanned by orthogonal basis states

|!〉 and |'〉, indicating directions Left and Right, respectively. We

introduce a quantum variable ? with state space H∞ spanned by

orthogonal basis {|=〉 : = ∈ Z}, where Z is the set of integers, and

|=〉 is used to denote position = on a line. Then the Hadamard walk is

considered as a composite system of @ and ? and thus its state space is

the tensor productH △
= H@ ⊗ H∞. A measurement that determines

whether the system is at position 0 is described as # = {#0, #1}
where#0 = |0〉? 〈0| and#1 = �?−#0, and �? is the identity operators

onH∞. To describe one step of the walk, we define a shift operator (

by

( |!,=〉 = |!,= − 1〉, ( |',=〉 = |', = + 1〉,
(together with linearity),meaning that the position shifts one position

to the left or to the right according to the state |!〉 or |'〉 of coin @.
Intuitively, the quantum walk repeatedly behaves as follows:

(1) Perform measurement # to see whether the system is at posi-

tion 0.

(2) If it is at 0, then terminate; otherwise, apply Hadamard gate�

to quantum coin @ in order to generate an equal superposition

of the directions Left and Right, and then move the position

according to shift operation ( and goto step 1.

Formally, it can be written as a quantum program:

&rw ≡ while # [?] = 1 do @ := � [@]; @, ? := ( [@, ?] od. (4)

An apparent difference between �rw and &rw is that the latter
can move to the left and right simultaneously; for example, if cur-
rently the coin is in state |'〉 and the position is =, then applying
Hadamard gate � yields a superposition 1√

2
( |!〉 − |'〉) of direc-

tions ! and ', and shift operator ( transforms to system to state
1√
2
( |!,= − 1〉 − |', = + 1〉). A more essential difference between

�rw and&rw is the so-called quantum interference: the coefficients
(called probability amplitudes) in a quantum state can be negative
(and imaginary) numbers (see the above example states), and thus
two paths of the walk &rw with positive and negative amplitudes
respectively can cancel one another. This feature has been exten-
sively exploited to design quantum walks-based algorithms faster
than the corresponding classical algorithms (see for example, [1–
3, 35]).
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The following probabilistic program was used in [22] to show a
fundamental difference between the runtime of non-probabilistic
programs and that of probabilistic programs:

� ≡ �1 : G := 1; 2 := 1;

while (2 = 1){2 := 0 ⊕ 1

2

2 := 1; G := 2G}
�2 : while (G > 0){G := G − 1}

(5)

Obviously, both of subprograms �1 and �2 have a finite expected
runtime on all inputs. However, it is easy to see that�1;�2 has an
infinite expected runtime. A quantum variant of this program is
given as the following:

Example 2.3. Let quantum variables @, ? , Hilbert spaceH@ ,H∞
and measurement # be the same as in Example 2.2. We introduce

the following two unitary operators on H∞ as quantum mimics of

assignments G := G − 1 and G := 2G , respectively, in the above pro-

gram � :

• The left-shift operator )! is defined by )! |=〉 = |= − 1〉 for
every = ∈ Z.

• The duplication operator � is defined as follows: � |=〉 = |2=〉
for = ≥ 0 and � |=〉 = | (=)〉 for = < 0. To make � be a

unitary operator onH∞,  must be chosen as a one-onto-one

mapping:

{−= : = ≥ 1} → {−= : = ≥ 1} ∪ {2= − 1 : = ≥ 1},

e.g.  (1 − 2=) = 2= − 1 and  (−2=) = −= for = ≥ 1.

Then we can define quantum program:

& ≡ &1 : while " [@] = 1 do @ := � [@]; ? := � [?] od;
&2 : while # [?] = 1 do ? := )! [?] od

(6)

The above quantum program& behaves similarly to probabilis-
tic program � when the input state is |', 1〉. It is worth noting an
interesting difference between the left-shift operator )! in & and
the shift operator ( in Example 2.2. Since )! always moves in the
same left direction, it can be defined simply onH∞. In contrast, (
moves in the direction determined by the quantum coin @, so it has
to be defined onH3 ⊗ H∞.

The three examples presented above may give the reader the
impression that quantum programs are very similar to probabilis-
tic programs. But we must point out that quantum programs are
notoriously harder to analyze than probabilistic ones, as we will
see from our example of the quantum walk in Section 6.2.

2.2 Syntax

The examples presented in the above subsection should give the
reader intuition about basic quantum program constructs. In this
subsection, we formally define the syntax of quantum programs
studied in this paper.

We choose to use the quantum while-language defined in [37,
38] for a consistencywith [22, 23], where probabilisticwhile-language
was employed. We assume a countably infinite set qVar of quan-
tum variables and use @, @0, @1, @2, . . . to denote them. The state
Hilbert space of a quantum variable @ is denoted H@ . A quantum
register is a finite sequence of distinct quantumvariables. The state
space of a quantum register @ = @0 . . . @= is then the tensor product
H@ =

⊗=
8=0H@8 .

Definition 2.1 (Syntax [37]). The set qProgs of quantumwhile-

programs is defined by the following syntax:

( ::= skip | (1; (2 | @ := |0〉 | @ := * [@] (7)

| if (�< ·" [@] =< → (<) fi (8)

| while " [@] = 1 do ( od (9)

A brief explanation of the above program constructs is given
as follows. The constructs skip and sequential composition (1;(2
are similar to their counterparts in the classical or probabilistic
while-programs. The initialisation @ := |0〉 sets the quantum reg-
ister @ to the basis state |0〉. The statement @ := * [@] means that
unitary transformation * is performed on the quantum register @.
The construct in (8) is a quantum generalisation of the classical
case statement. In the execution, measurement " = {"<} is per-
formed on @, and then a subprogram (< will be selected according
to the measurement outcome. The statement in (9) is a quantum
generalisation of while-loop, where the measurement " has only
two possible outcomes: if the outcome is 0, the program terminates,
and if the outcome 1 occurs, the program executes the loop body (
and then continues the loop. Most of these constructs were already
used in our working Examples 2.1, 2.2 and 2.3.

2.3 Semantics

For each quantum program ( , we write var (() for the set of all
variables @ ∈ qVar appearing in ( . The Hilbert space of program
( is the tensor product H( =

⊗
@∈var (() H@ . Let D(H( ) be the

set of all partial density operators (i.e. positive operators with the
trace ≤ 1) on H( . A state of program ( is then represented by
a partial density operator d ∈ D(H( ). Furthermore, a configura-
tion is defined as a pair ((, d) of a program ( and a state d . The
operational semantics of quantum programs can be defined as a
transition relation between configurations. Based on it, the follow-
ing denotational semantics can be derived, and will be extensively
used in this paper:

Lemma 1 (Structural Representation of Denotational Se-

mantics [37]). For any input state d ∈ H( , we have:

(1) [[skip]] (d) = d ;
(2) [[@ := |0〉]] (d) = ∑

= |0〉@ 〈= |d |=〉@ 〈0|;
(3) [[@ := *@]] (d) = * d* †;
(4) [[(1;(2]] (d) = [[(2]] ([[(1]] (d));
(5) [[if (�< ·" [@] =< → (<)fi]] (d) = ∑

< [[(<]] ("<d"
†
<);

(6) for loop while[", (] ≡ while " [@] = 1 do ( od:

[[while[", (]]] (d) =
∞⊔
:=0

[[while (:) [", (]]] (d),

wherewhile(:) [", (] is the :-fold iteration of the loopwhile:



while(0) [", (] ≡ abort,

while(:+1) [", (]
≡ if " [@] = 0 → skip

� 1 → (; while(:) [", (] fi
for : ≥ 0,

⊔
stands for the least upper bound in the CPO of

partial density operators with the Löwner order ⊑ (see [38],

Lemma 3.3.2), and abort is a program that never terminates

so that [[abort]] (d) = 0 for all d .
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We remark that a partial density operator d ∈ H( can be thought
of as a representation of a sub-distribution of pure states in H( .
Thus, the sum of partial density operators in the above lemma is
analogous to the sum of sub-distributions of states in probabilistic
programming.

It immediately follows from the above lemma that the denota-
tional semantics [[(]] of a quantum program is a (completely posi-
tive) super-operator,which is the mathematical formalism of quan-
tum operations or the (discrete-time) dynamics of open quantum
systems.

3 EXPECTED RUNTIME AS A REAL-VALUED
FUNCTION

In this section, we formally define the expected runtime function
of a quantum program ( as a real-valued function that maps an
initial state to the expected runtime on that state. This notion will
be further illustrated using our working examples given in Section
2.1.

The definition of expected runtime given in the present sec-
tion is intuitive because it is obtained by generalising the ideas
of [22, 23] from the probabilistic case to the quantum case. In the
next section, an elegant representation of the expected runtime
function will be developed in terms of observables, and thus a link
to quantum weakest precondition [16] is established.

3.1 Definition

We only consider the case where the state Hilbert spaces of all
quantum variables in a quantum program ( are finite-dimensional,
and thus H( is finite-dimensional too.

To simplify the presentation, let us first introduce several nota-
tions. For the measurement " = {"<} in if statement (8), and for
each possiblemeasurement outcome<, we define a super-operator

E"<
by E"<

(d) = "<d"
†
< for all density operators d . Similarly,

for the measurement " = {"0, "1} in while-loop (9), we define
super-operators E0 , E1 as

E0 (d) = "0d"
†
0
, E1 (d) = "1d"

†
1

for all density operators d .
A straightforward generalisation of the expected runtimes of

probabilistic programs defined in [22, 23] yields the following:

Definition 3.1. The expected runtime of a quantum program (

is a real-valued function ERT[(] : D(H( ) → R ∪ {∞} defined as
follows:

(1) ERT[skip] (d) = 0;

(2) ERT[@ := |0〉] (d) = tr d ;

(3) ERT[@ := * [@]] (d) = tr d ;

(4) ERT[(1; (2] (d) = ERT((1)(d) + ERT((2)([[(1]] (d));
(5) ERT[if (�< ·" [@] =< → (<)fi] (d) =

tr d + ∑
< ERT[(<] (E"<

(d));
(6) ERT[while " [@] = 1 do ( od] (d) =

lim
:→∞

ERT[while[: ] [", (]] (d),

where while[: ] [", (] is the first : iterations of the loop de-

fined by:




while[0] [", (] ≡ skip,

while[:+1] [", (]
≡ if " [@] = 0 → skip

� 1 → (; while[: ] [", (] fi

for : ≥ 0. [Note the difference between while[0] defined here
andwhile(0) in Lemma 1. This makeswhile[: ] andwhile(:)

different for all : ≥ 0.]

Intuitively, for any state d ∈ D(H( ), ERT[(] (d) is the ex-
pected runtime of program ( on input d . Our design decisions in
the above definition are explained as follows:

• As usual, we choose to assume the expected runtime of skip
to be zero. This will be used in defining the expected run-
time of a while-loop. It should be noted that the runtime of
skip is not equal to that of identity transformation @ := � [@],
which does nothing but takes 1 step.

• When applying to a density operator, the runtime of an ini-
tialisation or a unitary transformation is defined to be 1. We
would like to extend the domain ofERT[(] from density op-
erators to partial density operators for simplifying the pre-
sentation. It is reasonable to define their runtime applying
to a partial density operator d as tr(d) , which is the prod-
uct of probability tr d and 1. Such a definition is consistent
with the requirement that ERT[(] is linear.

• The runtime of sequential composition (1;(2 is defined in
the same way as the case of probabilistic programs. It is
worth noting that whenever ERT[(1] (d) = ∞, then the
second summand ERT[(2] ([[(1]] (d)) can be ignored.

• The runtime of an if statement is defined as the sum of the
runtimes of all branches plus tr(d), which can be thought
of as the time that the measurement in its guard takes.

• The runtime of a while statement is defined as the limit of
the runtime of its unfolding (iterations).

The function ERT for probabilistic programs was derived in
[22, 23] from their operational semantics. Here we choose to de-
fine ERT for quantum programs directly. Indeed, in the quantum
case, ERT can also be derived from the operational semantics (see
Section 3.2 of [38]), but the derivation is quite tedious. We believe
that a direct definition can make our main idea clearer, and leave
the derivation in the Appendix C for interested readers.

We now present several useful properties of the function ERT.
The following lemma gives a way for computing the runtime of
the iterations of a loop.

Lemma 2. For any input state d , we have:

ERT[while[= ] [", (]] (d) =
=−1∑
:=0

tr
(
([[(]] ◦ E1): (d)

)

+
=−1∑
:=0

ERT[(] (E1 ◦ ([[(]] ◦ E1): (d)).

where ◦ stands for the composition of super-operators.
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Essentially, the :-th term of the first part in the right-hand side
of the above equation is the time that the :-th measurement "
takes in the process of iterations, and the :-th term of the second
part is the time that the :-th application of ( takes.

We define the set of inputs from which the expected runtime of
program ( is finite:

)( = {d ∈ D(H( ) : ERT[(] (d) < ∞}. (10)

The following lemma shows the linearity of the expected runtime
of quantum programs over )( .

Lemma 3 (Linearity). For any d1, d2 ∈ )( and _1, _2 > 0 with

_1 + _2 ≤ 1:

ERT[(] (_1d1 + _2d2) = _1 ERT[(] (d1) + _2 ERT[(] (d2).

3.2 Examples

To illustrate the definition introduced in the above subsection, let
us compute the expected runtimes of the programs in our working
examples presented in Section 2.1. Some more practical examples
will be given in Section 6 as case studies.

Example 3.1. Consider repeated quantum coin tossing program

&geo defined in Eq. (2) with initial state |1〉. Denote command @ :=

� [@] by (� . Then by definition we obtain:

ERT[while [:+1] [", (� ]] ( |1〉〈1|)

=2 + ERT[while [: ] [", (� ]] ( |−〉〈−|)

where |−〉 = 1√
2
( |0〉 − |1〉). Moreover, we have:

ERT[while[:+1] [", (� ]] ( |−〉〈−|)

=
3

2
+ ERT[while[: ] [", (� ]] ( 1

2
|−〉〈−|).

Using Lemma 3 we further obtain:

ERT[while [:+1] [", (� ]] ( |1〉〈1|) = 2 +
:∑
9=1

3

29
.

Therefore, we have:

ERT[&geo] = lim
:→∞

ERT[while [:+1] [", (� ]] ( |1〉〈1|) = 5.

This shows that the expected runtime of quantum program &geo is

the same as that of its probabilistic counterpart �geo .

Example 3.2. Consider semi-infiniteHadamardwalk&rw defined

in Eq. (4) initialised in direction 2 := |!〉 and position @ := |1〉. It
was proved in [4] that its termination probability is 2/c . We can use

the tools developed here to prove that its expected runtime is ∞. Let

d = |!, 1〉〈!, 1| be the density operator corresponding to the initial

pure state. According to Theorem 8 in [4], we have:

∞∑
:=0

tr(E0 ◦ ([[(]] ◦ E1): (d)) =
2

c
.

Then using Lemma 2, we derive:

ERT[&qw ] (d) ≥
∞∑
:=0

tr
(
([[(]] ◦ E1): (d)

)

= tr d +
∞∑
:=1

(tr d −
:−1∑
9=0

tr(E0 ◦ ([[(]] ◦ E1) 9 (d)))

≥ 1 +
∞∑
:=1

(1 − 2

c
) = ∞.

Example 3.3. Consider quantum program& ≡ &1;&2 defined in

Eq. (6) with input @ := |'〉 and ? := |1〉. We show that similar to

its probabilistic counterpart � ≡ �1;�2, it has an infinite expected

runtime. Let d0 = |'〉@ 〈' | ⊗ |1〉? 〈1|. It can be shown in a way similar

to Example 3.1 that

ERT[&1] (d0) = 7.

Moreover, it can be proved by induction that

[[&1]] (d0) =
∞∑
:=1

1

2:
|!〉@ 〈! | ⊗ |2: 〉? 〈2: |.

Then we haveERT[&2] ( |!〉@ 〈! | ⊗ |C〉? 〈C |) = 2C+1 for C > 0. Finally,

we obtain:

ERT[&1;&2] (d0) = 7 +
∞∑
:=1

1

2:
(2:+1 + 1) = ∞.

4 EXPECTED RUNTIME AS AN OBSERVABLE

In the previous section, the expected runtime function ERT[(]
of a quantum program ( is simply seen as a real-valued function
from input states. This is consistent with the idea of expected run-
times as generalised weakest preconditions in [22, 23] for proba-
bilistic programs. However, quantum weakest preconditions are
defined in [16] as physical observables. The aim of this section
is to present a representation of expected run time ERT(() as a
physical observable, through which the close connection between
ERT(() and quantum weakest preconditions becomes clear. Such
a representation brings an additional benefit. Obviously, it is inef-
ficient to compute ERT[(] (d) by Definition 3.1 for each input d ,
especially when ( contains loops. The representation of ERT[(],
however, enables us to find a uniform way of computing expected
runtime ERT[(] (d) for all inputs d , which will be presented in
the next section.

4.1 Representation Theorem

The notion of observable is a cornerstone of quantum mechanics.
Recall from [27] (or any standard textbook of quantummechanics)
that an observable of a quantum system with state Hilbert space
H is mathematically described by a Hermitian operator� onH . It
determines a quantum measurement with the eigenvalues of� be-
ing the possible outcomes. If the system’s current state is d and we
perform themeasurement on it, then nondeterminismmay happen
here: different outcomes may occur with certain probabilities. But
we have a statistical law; that is, one can assert that the expectation
(average value) of the outcomes is tr (�d).

Now let us consider how ERT(() can be characterised in terms
of physical observable. First of all, we notice that for each quantum
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program ( , the linearity of ERT(() shown in Lemma 3 immedi-
ately implies that there exists an observable �( such that

ERT(()(d) = tr(�(d) (11)

for all d ∈ )( (the set of input states with finite expected runtimes;
see Eq. (10)). So, our actual problem is to find an explicit and struc-
tural representation of this observable �( .

To present the representation of�( , we need the following lemma
proved in [40]. Recall from [37] that tr([[(]] (d)) is the probability
that quantum program ( terminates with input d . Then for a den-
sity operator d , we say that ( almost surely terminates upon d
if tr([[(]] (d)) = 1. By linearity of trace and [[(]], this condition
should be rewritten as tr([[(]] (d)) = tr(d) if d is a partial density
operator.

Lemma 4 (Theorem 3.1 in [40]). For any quantumwhile-program

with state Hilbert space H , the set of the (unnormalised) pure states

from which ( almost surely terminates:

+( = {|k 〉 ∈ H : tr([[(]] ( |k 〉〈k |)) = tr( |k 〉〈k |)} (12)

is a subspace ofH ,which can be computed using the Kraus operator-

sum representation of [[(]].

We will also need the notion of the dual of a super-operator.
For any (completely positive) super-operator E on Hilbert space
H such that

E(d) =
∑
9

� 9 d�
†
9 ,

its dual E∗ is an operator on Hermitian operators defined by

E∗ (�) =
∑
9

�
†
9�� 9 .

The duality between operators E and E† is characterised by the
equation tr(�E(d)) = tr(E∗ (�)d).

Now we are ready to define the promised representation of ob-
servable �( .

Definition 4.1. Let � be an observable. Then the expected run-

time of quantum program ( followed by a continuation with expected

runtime represented by � is inductively defined as follow:

(1) ert[skip] (�) = �.
(2) ert[@ := |0〉] (�) = � + ∑

= |=〉@ 〈0|�|0〉@ 〈= |.
(3) ert[@ := * [@]] (�) = � +* †�* .

(4) ert[(1; (2] (�) = ert[(1] (ert[(2] (�)).
(5) ert[if (�< ·" [@] =< → (<)fi] (�) =

� +∑
< E∗

"<
(ert[(<] (�)).

(6) for loop while ≡ while " [@] = 1 do ( od:

ert[while] (�) =
∞∑
:=0

%while (E∗
1
◦ [[(]]∗): (� )%while + E∗

0
(�)

+
∞∑
:=0

%while (E∗
1
◦ [[(]]∗): ◦ E∗

1
(ert[(] (E∗

0
(�)))%while

where %while is the projection onto the almost surely terminating sub-

space+while of loop while ≡ while" [@] = 1 do ( od, as defined in

Lemma 4.

We note that ert[while] (�) always converges, as guaranteed by
the following lemma.

Lemma 5. Let while ≡ while " [@] = 1 do ( od be a quantum

loop and - be a positive operator. Then

∞∑
:=0

%while (E∗
1
◦ [[(]]∗): (- )%while

converges.

Similar to classical and probabilistic weakest-precondition style
calculus, Definition 4.1 is compositional for sequential programs.
The main difference between ert[(] (�) and its probabilistic coun-
terpart given in Table 1 of [23] is that the former is a Hermitian
operator, and the latter is a real-valued function. In particular, the
unit of time in their definitions is represented by the identity op-
erator � and the constant 1, respectively. On the other hand, from
Section 4 of [16] and Section 4.2.2 of [38], it is clear that whenever
the unit of time vanishes, ert[(] (�) degenerates to the weakest
preconditionF?.(.� of ( given postcondition �.

By induction on the structure of( , it is easy to show that ert[(] (�)
defined above is a positive (and thus Hermitian) operator. There-
fore, it is indeed (the mathematical description of) a physical ob-
servable.

In particular, the observable ert[(] (0) describes the expected
runtime of program ( without any continuation. To simplify the
presentation we abbreviate it to ert[(] in the absence of ambiguity.

The following lemma clarifies the relationship between ert[(] (�)
and ert[(].

Lemma 6. For any observable� and initial state d ∈,( , we have:

tr(ert[(] (�) · d) = tr(ert[(] · d) + tr(� · [[(]] (d)).

Nowwe can present the main result of this section. Note that all
elements of the almost surely terminating subspace +( defined by
Eq. (12) are pure states. We further define the set of partial density
operators upon which program ( almost surely terminates:

,( = {d ∈ D(H) : tr([[(]] (d)) = tr d}.
Then our representation of �( can be stated as the following:

Theorem 1 (Observable Representation of Runtime). For

any quantum program ( and for all d ∈,( , we have:

ERT[(] (d) = tr(ert[(] · d). (13)

The above theorem shows that observable ert[(] is an explicit
representation of �( defined in Eq. (11) over,( .

4.2 A Condition for Finite Expected Runtimes

The reader must have already noticed a gap between Eqs. (11) and
(13): the former is valid over)( and the latter is valid over,( . This
gap can actually be filled in by the following:

Theorem 2 (Eqivalence of Almost Sure Termination and

Finite Expected Runtime). Let ( be an arbitrary quantumwhile-

program with state Hilbert space H . Then for any partial density

operator d ∈ D(H):
ERT[(] (d) < ∞ ⇐⇒ tr([[(]] (d)) = tr d.

An immediate corollary of the above theorem is)( =,( . More-
over, it shows that a quantumprogram ( with input d almost surely
terminates if and only if it has a finite expected runtime.
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The above theorem further implies that if d ∈ ,( , then
ERT[(] (d) = tr(ert[(] ·d); otherwiseERT[(] (d) = ∞. However,
calculating the value of ert[(] is challenging when ( has loops.
This problem will be considered in Section 5.2.

Remember that in this paper, we only consider quantum pro-
grams in finite-dimensional Hilbert spaces. Then we can further-
more give a finite upper bound for the expected runtime for a quan-
tum program ( for all almost surely terminating inputs d ∈,( . Re-
call that for an operator� on a Hilbert spaceH , its norm is defined
as

‖�‖ = sup{|�|k 〉| : |k 〉 ∈ H and | |k 〉| = 1}.
Corollary 4.1 (Uniform Bound of Expected Runtime). For

any quantum program ( , let " be the norm of its expected runtime

observable: " = ‖ert[(]‖. Then for all d ∈,( , we have

ERT[(] (d) ≤ ".

5 COMPUTING EXPECTED RUNTIME

Theorem 1 established in the last section gives a physical interpre-
tation of expected runtime as an observable. As pointed out be-
fore, this observable representation provides us with an efficient
method for computing expected runtimes. More precisely, we see
from Eq. (13) that if the observable ert[(] is known, we can easily
compute the expected runtime ERT[(] (d) for any input d . There-
fore, in this section, we develop a method for computing ert[(]
based on the matrix representation of denotational semantics of
quantum programs, by extending and incorporating the approach
of [39] for termination analysis into the setting of expected run-
times.

5.1 Matrix Representation of Super-Operators

Recall from Lemma 1 that the denotational semantics of a quantum
program is a (completely positive) super-operator mapping par-
tial density operators (i.e. matrices in the finite-dimensional case
considered in this paper) to themselves. For the convenience of
the reader, in this subsection let us briefly review some necessary
mathematical tools for computing super-operators from [38] (see
Section 5.1.2 there).

Let us first show that an 3 × 3 matrix can be encoded as an
32-dimensional vector using a maximally entangled state. Assume
that {| 9〉} 9 is an orthonormal basis of H . Then we write: |R〉 =∑

9 | 9 9〉 for the (unnormalised) maximally entangled state in H ⊗
H .

Lemma 7. For any 3 × 3 matrix � = (�8, 9 ), we have:
(� ⊗ � ) |R〉 = (�0,0, �0,1, . . . , �0,(3−1) , �1,0, . . . ,

� (3−1),0, � (3−1),1, . . . , � (3−1),(3−1)).
(14)

Note that the left-hand side of Eq. (14) is a 32-dimensional vec-
tor.

As is well-known that in practice, an abstract super-operator is
usually hard to compute. But we can often use its matrix represen-
tation in the computation.

Definition 5.1. Suppose super-operator E on a Hilbert space H
has the Kraus operator-sum representation:

E(d) =
∑
<

"<d"
†
< (15)

for all d ∈ D(H). Then its matrix representation is defined as the

following operator on H ⊗ H :

"E =

∑
<

"< ⊗ "∗
<

where"∗
< is the conjugate of"< , and ⊗ stands for tensor product.

Note that when the dimension 3 = dimH < ∞, each"< in Eq.
(15) is a 3 × 3 matrix, and thus"E is a 32 × 32 matrix.

The next lemma gives a close connection between a super-operator
E and its matrix representation through the maximal entangle-
ment.

Lemma 8. For any 3 × 3 matrix �, we have:

(E(�) ⊗ � ) |R〉 = "E (� ⊗ � ) |R〉 (16)

We observe that in the left-hand side of Eq. (16) super-operator
E is applied to operator �, but all operations on the right-hand
side are matrix multiplications. As we will see below, a combina-
tion of the above two lemmas provides us with an effective way of
manipulating super-operators in computing the expected runtime
of quantum programs.

5.2 Computing the Expected Runtimes of
Loops

We see fromDefinition 4.1 that computing runtime observable ert[(]
is difficult only when ( contains while-loop. So, this subsection is
devoted to develop a method for computing the following runtime
observable of loop:

ert[while " [@] = 1 do ( od]
using the matrix representation introduced in the previous subsec-
tion.

For simplicity, we write while for the loop

while " [@] = 1 do ( od.

Assume that ert[(] is given. First, we notice that computing
ert[while] directly using Definition 4.1 is very difficult because
(possibly infinitely) many iterations of super-operators are in-
volved there.

However, this difficulty can be circumvented with the matrix
representations of these super-operators. More precisely, repeat-
edly using Lemma 8, we obtain:

(ert[while] ⊗ � ) |R〉 (17)

=

( ∞∑
:=0

(
E% ◦ (E∗

1
◦ [[(]]∗):

)
(� + E∗

1
(ert[(])) ⊗ �

)
|R〉 (18)

=

( ∞∑
:=0

"% ("E∗
1
"[[( ]]∗ ): ⊗ �

)
·
(
(� + E∗

1
(ert[(])) ⊗ �

)
|R〉 (19)

where as in Definition 4.1, % is the projection onto the almost surely
terminating subspace +while of loop while, and

E% (d) = %d%†, E1 (d) = "1d"
†
1

for all d ,"% = % ⊗%∗ is the matrix representation of E% , and [[(]]∗
is the dual of super-operator [[(]] (the denotational semantics of
(). Note that the super-operators in the infinite series of (18) are
all transferred to their matrix representations in (19).
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Next we compute the infinite series of matrices in (19). Let us
introduce matrix:

' = "E∗
1
"[[( ]]∗ .

Then this infinite series can be simply written as:

∞∑
:=0

"%'
: . (20)

We see from Lemma 5 that (20) always converges. If the program
while almost surely terminates on all initial states (i.e., % = � ), then
(20) can be computed directly by

∞∑
:=0

"%'
:
=

∞∑
:=0

': = (� ⊗ � − ')−1 . (21)

In the case that % ≠ � , the series (20) can be computed using the
Jordan decomposition-based technique introduced in [39].

Suppose that the Jordan decomposition of ' is

' = �� (')�−1

where � (') is the Jordan normal form of ' such that

� (') =
;⊕

8=1

�:8 (_8) = diag( �:1 (_1), �:2 (_2), . . . , �:; (_; ))

where �:8 (_8) is a :8 × :8-Jordan block of eigenvalue _8 . Since all
super-operators considered in this paper do not increase the trace:
tr (E(d)) ≤ tr (d) for partial density operators d , we have:

Lemma 9 (cf. Lemma 4.1 in [39]).

(1) The eigenvalues satisfy: |_8 | ≤ 1 for 1 ≤ 8 ≤ ; .
(2) If |_8 | = 1, then the dimension of the 8th Jordan block is:8 = 1.

It is known frommatrix analysis [20] that whenever some eigen-
value _8 has module 1,

∑∞
:=0

': will be divergent. Fortunately, we
can remove these eigenvalues by changing ' to

# = �� (# )�−1

where the Jordan normal form � (') of ' is replaced by

� (# ) = diag( � ′
:1
(_1), � ′:2 (_2), . . . , �

′
:;
(_; )),

� ′:8 (_8) =
{
0 if |_8 | = 1,

�:8 (_8) otherwise,

that is, � ′
:8
(_8) is the same as the Jordan block �:8 (_8) of � (') when

the module of its eigenvalue is less than 1, but whenever eigen-
value _8 has module 1, then the corresponding 1-dimensional Jor-
dan block is simply replaced by 0. The following lemma guarantees
that such a modification is feasible:

Lemma 10 (cf. Lemma 4.2 in [39]). "%'
:
= "%#

: for all inte-

gers : ≥ 0.

As a result of the above lemma, the infinite series of matrices in
equation (19) can be computed as follows:

∞∑
:=0

"%'
:
= "%

∞∑
:=0

#:
= "% (� ⊗ � − # )−1. (22)

Plugging (22) into (19), we obtain:

(ert[while] ⊗ � ) |R〉

=

( ∞∑
:=0

"%'
:

)
·
(
(� + E∗

1
(ert[(])) ⊗ �

)
|R〉

= "% (� ⊗ � − # )−1 ·
(
(� + E∗

1
(ert[(])) ⊗ �

)
|R〉.

(23)

Since ert[(] is assumed to be given, (ert[while] ⊗ � ) |R〉 is com-
puted now. Furthermore, using Lemma 7, ert[while] can be re-
trieved from (ert[while] ⊗ � ) |R〉.

To conclude this section, we remark that for an arbitrary quan-
tum program ( , its expected runtime ERT[(] can be inductively
computed by the above procedure combined with Definition 4.1.
Furthermore, by Theorems 1 and 2, either ERT[(] (d) = ∞, or it
can be computed as ERT[(] (d) = tr(ert[(] · d).

6 CASE STUDIES

In this section, we present two more sophisticated examples to
show the power of our method for computing the expected run-
times of quantum programs developed in the last section.

6.1 Quantum Bernoulli Factory

Classical Bernoulli Factory (CBF) is an algorithm for generating
random numbers. More precisely, it simulates a new coin that has
probability 5 (?) of heads given a coin with unknown probability
? of heads, where 5 : [0, 1] → [0, 1] is a function.

Quantum Bernoulli Factory (QBF) was proposed in [14] as a
quantum counterpart of CBF. Comparing to CBF, QBF can utilize
a quantum coin like |?〉 = √

? |0〉 +
√
1 − ? |1〉. It was proved in [14]

that QBF can simulate a strictly larger class of function 5 than CBF.

Quantum Program QBF: An example that QBF can simulate
but CBA cannot is:

5 (?) = 1 − |2? − 1| =
{
2? ? ∈ [0, 1/2];
2(1 − ?) ? ∈ (1/2, 1] .

The key of simulating 5 is to simulate 5 ′(?) = (2? − 1)2 . To this
end, we construct a quantum coin

| 5 ′(?)〉 = (2? − 1) |0〉 + 2
√
? (1 − ?) |1〉

using the following program

QBF ≡ @1 := |1〉;@2 := |1〉; while " [@2] = 1 do ( od (24)

where " = {|0〉〈0|, |1〉〈1|} is the measurement on a qubit in the
computational basis, and the loop body is

( ≡ @1 := |?〉;@2 := |?〉;@1, @2 := * [@1, @2] (25)

with unitary transformation:

* =

©
«

1√
2

0 0 − 1√
2

1√
2

0 0 1√
2

0 1√
2

1√
2

0

0 1√
2

− 1√
2

0

ª®®®®®
¬
.
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Initialisation in |1〉 and |?〉 can be realised as follows:

@ 9 := |1〉 ≡ @ 9 := |0〉;@ 9 := - [@ 9 ]
@ 9 := |?〉 ≡ @ 9 := |0〉;@ 9 := *? [@ 9 ]

where *? is a unitary operator such that

*? |0〉 =
√
? |0〉 +

√
1 − ? |1〉.

It can be shown by a simple calculation that after every execution
of ( , the state of @1@2 is

|@1@2〉 =
1
√
2
(2? − 1) |00〉 + 1

√
2
|01〉 +

√
2? (1 − ?) |10〉.

Thus, whenever the loop terminates, the state of @1 is

|@1〉 = (2? − 1) |0〉 + 2
√
? (1 − ?) |1〉,

which is exactly | 5 ′(?)〉.
Using the techniques in [38], it can be verified that programQBF

is almost surely terminating.

Expected Runtime of QBF: Now we further compute the ex-
pected runtime of program QBF using the method developed in
the previous section. We first compute the expected runtime of the
while-loop in QBF. Let

, ≡ while " [@2] = 1 do ( od,

a direct application of formula (23) yields:

(ert[, ] ⊗ � )|R〉 = (� ⊗ � −"E∗
1
"[[( ]]∗ )−1 (� ⊗ � ) |R〉

+ (� ⊗ � −"E∗
1
"[[( ]]∗ )−1 (E∗

1
(ert[(]) ⊗ � ) |R〉

The left-hand side of the above equation is the vector representa-
tion of ert[, ] (see Lemma 7). The first term in the right-hand side
is the expected time that measurement " takes, and the second
term is the expected runtime that the loop body takes.

It is easy to see that ert[(] = 5 · � by the definition of ert. There-
fore, the runtime observable is:

ert[, ] =
©
«

1 0 0 0

0 3 0 0

0 0 1 0

0 0 0 3

ª®®®
¬
+

©
«

0 0 0 0

0 10 0 0

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 10

ª®®®
¬

=

©
«

1 0 0 0

0 13 0 0

0 0 1 0

0 0 0 13

ª®®®
¬

Hence, by Definition 4.1 we obtain the runtime observable of QBF:
ert[QBF] = 17 · � , where � is the identity operator. Thus, the ex-
pected runtime of QBF is ERT(&�� )(d) = 17 for all density oper-
ators. It is interesting to see that the expected runtime is indepen-
dent of the probabilistic parameter ? .

6.2 Quantum Random Walk

We were able to show in Example 3.2 by Definition 3.1 that the ex-
pected runtime of a simple quantumrandomwalk, namelyHadamard
walk, initialised in direction ! and position 1, is ∞. In this subsec-
tion, we consider a more complicated quantum random walk, a
quantum walk on an (= + 1)-circle with absorbing boundaries at

positions 0 and =, of which the expected runtime is hard to com-
pute using Definition 3.1 directly. Instead, we will compute it using
the method introduced in the previous section.

Quantum Program QW: The quantum coin is the same as
before, with H@ spanned by the orthonormal basis {|!〉, |'〉} as
its state Hilbert space. But the position space is an =-dimensional
Hilbert spaceH? with orthonormal basis {|0〉, |1〉, . . . , |=〉}, where
basis state |8〉 is used to denote position 8 on the circle. The state

space of quantumwalk isH △
= H@ ⊗H? . Each step of the quantum

walk consists of:

(1) Measure the position of the system to see whether it is the
absorbing boundary 0 or =. If it is the case, the walk termi-
nates; otherwise, it continues. Mathematically, the measure-
ment is described as" = {"0, "1}, where

"0 = |0〉? 〈0| + |=〉? 〈= |, "1 = �? −"0 =

=−1∑
:=1

|:〉? 〈: |.

(2) Toss the coin by applying an operator) onH@ :

) =

(
0 1∗48q

1 −0∗48q
)

where 0,1 are complex numbers satisfying the normalisa-
tion condition: |0 |2 + |1 |2 = 1. Note that the coin tossing
operator here is a general 2×2 unitary operator rather than
the Hadamard gate � .

(3) Shift the position to the left or right according to the state
of coin. The shift operator is given as

( =

=∑
8=0

|!〉〈! | ⊗ |8 ⊖ 1〉〈8 | +
=∑
8=0

|'〉〈' | ⊗ |8 ⊕ 1〉〈8 |

where ⊕ and ⊖ are addition and subtraction modulo = + 1.
Note that addition and subtraction modulo = + 1 are used
here because the walk is on an (= + 1)-circle.

The above process can be formally described as the following
quantum loop:

&,= ≡ while " [?] = 1 do @ := ) [@];@, ? := ( [@, ?] od (26)

ExpectedRuntime of QW: The expected runtime of&,= has
been an open problem since [4], and it was proved in [39] to be= for
a special initial state with = < 30. Here, we compute ERT(&,=)
for the general case using the method developed in the previous
section. To this end, let us write:

&, ′
= ≡ @ := ) [@];@, ? := ( [@, ?]

for its loop body. It was shown in Theorem 4.5 of [24] that &,=

almost surely terminates on all computational basis states. Based
on this, we can prove that &,= almost surely terminates on all
initial states by Lemma 4, and thus has a finite expected runtime by
Theorem 2. Then by formulas (23) and (21), the runtime observable
of&,= can be computed as follows:

(ert[&,=] ⊗ � ) |R〉 = (� ⊗ � − � ⊗ �∗)−1 (� ⊗ � ) |R〉
+ (� ⊗ � − � ⊗ �∗)−1 (E∗

1
(ert[&, ′

=]) ⊗ � ) |R〉
where

� = "
†
1
() ⊗ � )†(†.
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We are more interested in the first term in the right-hand side
of the above equation because it is actually the expected steps that
the quantum random walk goes plus one. Let

&= =

∞∑
:=0

(E∗
1
◦ [[&, ′]]∗): (� ).

Then we have:

(&= ⊗ � ) |R〉 = (� ⊗ � − � ⊗ �∗)−1 |R〉.

Consequently, 〈!, : |&= |!, :〉 and 〈', : |&= |', :〉 are exactly the ex-
pected steps that the quantum random walk takes when it begins
with states |!,:〉 and |', :〉, respectively.

In practice, it is a bit difficult to calculate &= if = is treated as
an abstract parameter. However, we can easily calculate&= when
= is a given integer. Moreover, we can guess a pattern - of &= for
arbitrary = from these results of some given values of =. Then, it is
sufficient to show that the pattern that we guessed is exactly &= .
Suppose that we have a matrix - such that

� + �-�† = - .

Then we obtain:

(- ⊗ � ) |R〉 = ((� + �-�∗) ⊗ � ) |R〉
= |R〉 + (� ⊗ �∗)(- ⊗ � ) |R〉

by Lemma 8. The previous equation is equivalent to

(� ⊗ � − � ⊗ �∗)(- ⊗ � ) |R〉 = |R〉

Since this quantum randomwalk is almost surely terminating, (� ⊗
� − � ⊗ �∗) is invertible. Thus, we have:

(&= ⊗ � ) |R〉 = (- ⊗ � ) |R〉.

Note that (&= ⊗ � ) |R〉 is an encoding of&= according to Lemma 7.
Then we can conclude that &= = - by Lemma 7.

Now we compute&= in the following four steps:

Step 1: Reduce to real coin tossing operators: The entries of
coin tossing operator ) are allowed to be complex numbers. But
we can show that it is sufficient to deal with the case where all
entries of) are reals. Since) is unitary, by the / -. decomposition
(see Theorem 4.1 in [27]), we can find reals G,~, U, V, X so that

) = 48U
(
4−8 (V+X)G 4−8 (V−X)~
48 (V−X)~ −48 (V+X)G

)
, G2 + ~2 = 1.

Note that �-�† is irrelevant to U , we can assume U = 0 here.
Consider another quantum walk that uses the coin-tossing op-

erator:

) ′
=

(
G ~

~ −G

)

Note that all entries of matrix ) ′ are reals. Let

�′ = "†
1
() ′ ⊗ � )†(†,

(& ′
= ⊗ � ) |R〉 = (� ⊗ � − �′ ⊗ �′†)−1 |R〉.

Then we have:

Lemma 11. &= and & ′
= are related by a unitary operator % :

&= = %†& ′
=%

where:

% =

(
%! 0

0 %'

)
,

%! =

=∑
:=0

4−8 [ (V+X):+2X ] |:〉〈: |, %' =

=∑
:=0

4−8 (V+X): |:〉〈: |.

With the above lemma, we only need to consider the case where
q = 0 and 0,1 are both reals.

Step 2: Find the pa�ern of &=: To this end, we first compute
&= with the Hadamard coin-tossing operator) = � for some fixed
=’s. Our results shows that &= has the form:

&= =

(
�= �

†
=

�= �=

)
(27)

where �= , �= and �= are all (= + 1) × (= + 1) matrices. Moreover,
we see that the non-zero entries (�=)8, 9 and (�=)8, 9 in �= and �=
are all quadratic polynomials of 8 and 9 , and the non-zero entries
(�=)8, 9 in �= are linear in 8 and 9 .

Step 3: Solution of &=: Finally, we can present a solution of
&= for a general coin tossing operator) with real entries. We use
pattern (27), so what we need to compute are matrices �= , �= , and
�=. Let

5= ( 9, :) = (−1)
9−:
2 · 1

2

02
· ( 9 mod =) · (= − 1 − :),

ℎ= ( 9, :) = (−1)
9−:
2 · 1

0
· ( 9 + : − =).

The solutions of �=, �= and �= can be given as follows:

(�=) 9,: =




5= ( 9, 9) + 1
+ ( 9 mod =) 9 = :,

5= ( 9, :) 0 < 9 < : < = and 2 | ( 9 − :),
5= (:, 9) 0 < : < 9 < = and 2 | ( 9 − :),
0 otherwise,

(�=) 9,: =

{
ℎ= ( 9, :) 0 < 9 ≤ : < = and 2 | ( 9 − :),
0 otherwise,

(�=) 9,: = (�=)=− 9,=−: .

Step 4: Verification of &= : The correctness of the above solu-
tions can be verified by checking the following equation:(

�= �
†
=

�= �=

)
= � + �

(
�= �

†
=

�= �=

)
�†

= � +
(
"1 0

0 "1

) (
0(

†
!

1(!

1(
†
!

−0(!

) (
�= �

†
=

�= �=

)

·
(
0(! 1(!

1(
†
!

−0(†
!

) (
"1 0

0 "1

)
,

where (! =
∑=
8=0 |8 ⊖ 1〉〈8 |. This equation can be divided into four

equations for the sub-matrices. Each of them can be checked di-
rectly by matrix calculation. As an example, we check the equation
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for the top left submatrix, which is

�= = �= +"1 (02(†!�=(! + 12(!�=(†!
+ 01(!�=(! + 01(†

!
�
†
=(

†
!
)"1

According to the construction of �= , there are two cases which
depend on whether the element of �= is on the diagonal. These
two cases can be reduced to the equations:

(�=) 9, 9 = 1 + 02 · (�=) 9−1, 9−1 + 12 · (�=)=−( 9+1),=−( 9+1) ,
(�=) 9,: = 02 · (�=) 9−1,:−1 + 12 · (�=) 9+1,:+1 − 01 · (�=) 9+1,:−1

(28)

for 0 < 9 < : < =. Both of the above equations can be checked by
simple calculation. As a result, we have:

Proposition 6.1. The expected steps of &,= starting from state

|!, :〉 and |', :〉 are:
〈!, : |&= |!, :〉 = 5= (:, :) + (: mod =) + 1,

〈', : |&= |', :〉 = 5= (= − :, = − :) + ((= − :) mod =) + 1

respectively. More generally, if starts from

|R〉 =
=∑

:=0

(U: |!,:〉 + V: |', :〉),

the expected step of &= is:

〈R |&= |R〉 =
=∑
9=0

[(
5= ( 9, 9) + ( 9 mod =) + 1

)

·
(
U∗9 U 9 + V

∗
=− 9V=− 9

)]
+
=−1∑
9=1

[
ℎ= ( 9, 9)(U∗9 V 9 + V

∗
9U 9 )

]

+
∑

0< 9<:<=,2 | (:− 9)

[
ℎ= ( 9, :)

(
V∗9U: + U∗:V 9

)

+ 5= ( 9, :)
(
U∗9U: + U∗

:
U 9 + V∗=− 9V=−: + V∗

=−:V=− 9
)]

It deserves to mention that the first term in Eq. (28) coincides
with the expected runtime of classical random walk on an =-circle
which moves to : − 1with probability 02 and moves to = − (: + 1)
with probability 12 from position 0 < : < =. For example, the
expected steps taken by the quantum random walk on a 6-circle
starting from state |!〉|:〉 are equal to the expected runtime of the
classical random walk in Figure 1 starting from : and terminating
at C .

7 CONCLUSION

In this paper, we defined the expected runtimes of quantum pro-
grams as a generalisation of quantumweakest precondition [16]. A
representation of the expected runtimes as a quantum observable
was presented. This representation gives a physical interpretation
of the notion of expected runtime. Based on it, we develop an effec-
tive method for computing the expected runtimes of quantum pro-
grams in finite-dimensional Hilbert spaces using the mathematical
tool of the matrix representation of super-operators. We demon-
strated the power of our computational method through several
case studies, including the expected runtime of quantum Bernoulli

0 C

1 4

2 3

1

02

12
02

12

02

12

02

12

Figure 1: Classical randomwalk related to the quantum ran-

dom walk on 6-circle

factory— a quantumalgorithm for generating random numbers; in
particular, our method is able to compute the expected runtime of
quantumwalk on an=-circle, for arbitrary=, an arbitrary quantum
coin and an arbitrary initial state, and thus solve an open problem.

The basic idea of this paper came from recent work on the cor-
responding problem for probabilistic programs [22, 23, 26], but the
computational method presented in this paper is quite different
from there. Except for a weakest precondition calculus, a set of
proof rules for reasoning about the expected runtime of probabilis-
tic programs was also presented in [22, 23]. It is also possible to de-
velop some similar proof rules for quantumprograms by extending
quantum Hoare logic [37].

Our approach to computing the expected runtime of quantum
programs is limited to the case of finite-dimensional Hilbert spaces
and thus cannot deal with the quantum integer type. Nevertheless,
most of the existing quantum algorithms have been designed in
the finite-dimensional case, and our results can be applied to them.
On the other hand, the infinite-dimensional case is certainly an
interesting (and challenging, we believe) topic for future research.

We saw in Subsection 6.2 that the computation of the expected
runtime of a quantum program can be much more involved than
that of a probabilistic program. So, one of the most important top-
ics for future research is efficient symbolic automation of our com-
putational method; more specifically, for example, how to combine
the quantum weakest precondition-style reasoning developed in
this paper with the automatic amortised resource analysis (AARA)
[8, 9, 18, 19, 26] for computing the expected runtimes of more com-
plicated quantum programs.
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Supplementary material and deferred proofs

A BASICS OF QUANTUM THEORY

Quantum computing acts on microsystems which dominated by quantum mechanics and can be described by linear algebra over the field
of complex numbers C. Analog to the classical logical bit with one of two possible values 0 or 1, a quantum bit (aka qubit) also has two basis

states which are conventionally denoted by Dirac—or “bra–ket”—notation as |0〉 and |1〉, representing two column vectors |0〉 =
(
1

0

)
and

|1〉 =
(
0

1

)
. Different from classical state, the pure state of a qubit can also be in a superposition of basis states, i.e., 00 |0〉 + 01 |1〉, where

00, 01 ∈ C satisfying normalization condition |00 |2 + |01 |2 = 1, for example,

|+〉 ≡ 1
√
2
( |0〉 + |1〉), |−〉 ≡ 1

√
2
( |0〉 − |1〉)

are also pure states. The set of all states (without normalization condition) equipped with inner product formulate the two-dimensional
Hilbert spaceH2. Similarly, a quantum integer (aka quint) analog to classical integer has infinite basis states |0〉, |1〉, |2〉, . . . and a pure state
of quint has form 00 |0〉 + 01 |1〉 + 02 |2〉 + · · · with ∑∞

9=0 |0 9 |2 = 1. We useH∞ to denote the infinite-dimensional Hilbert space.
The evolution of a quantum system is described by linear transformations on Hilbert space. For closed systems, the evolution is deter-

ministic and may be represented by a unitary transformation, i.e., a unitary matrix * . For example, the frequently used Hadamard gate �

has the matrix form 1√
2

(
1 1

1 −1

)
, and if we apple it to a qubit state |0〉, the final state we obtained is

� |0〉 = 1
√
2

(
1 1

1 −1

) (
1

0

)
=

1
√
2

(
1

1

)
=

1
√
2
( |0〉 + |1〉) = |+〉.

Another important evolution is quantum measurement, which is often used to extract classical information from quantum states. Math-

ematically, a measurement is described by a collection of matrices " = {"9 } with completeness equation
∑

9 "
†
9"9 = � where � is the

identity matrix. Performing a measurement" on the state |B〉 yields an classical outcome 9 with probability ‖"9 |B〉‖2 and the state changes
to"9 |B〉/‖"9 |B〉‖ correspondingly. Consider the measurement in the computational basis, i.e., " = {"0 = |0〉〈0|, "1 = |1〉〈1|} (the matrix

form of " is

{(
1 0

0 0

)
,

(
0 0

0 1

)}
), if we measure state |+〉 using " , we have probability ‖"0 |+〉‖ =

1

2
to obtain classical outcome 0

and the state changes to "0 |+〉/‖"0 |+〉‖ = |0〉, and similarly we also have the rest probability ‖"1 |+〉‖ =
1

2
to get outcome 1 with the

post-measurement state |1〉. It should be point that we can not directly read the state of a quantum program, This means that the access of
information of quantum state often results in changes in the state.

Quantum measurement brings probabilism to quantum programs, i.e., the quantum state may not completely known. A conventional
way to handle this is to use density operator language, where quantum states are described by matrices instead of vectors. Consider a
quantum system which is in one of the states |B 9 〉 with respective probability ? 9 , its density operator is defined by

d ≡
∑
9

? 9 |B 9 〉〈B 9 |.

For example, after we perform " = {"0 = |0〉〈0|, "1 = |1〉〈1|} on state |+〉, the post-measurement state is either |0〉 or |1〉 with same
probability 1

2
, and if we ignore the classical outcome and only focus on the quantum state, such post-measurement state should be described

by density operator

1

2
|0〉〈0| + 1

2
|1〉〈1| = 1

2

(
1 0

0 1

)
.

Mathematically, a density operator refers to positive semi-definite matrix d with trace (i.e., the sum of diagonal elements) tr(d) = 1, and for
those with trace less equal 1, we call it partial density operator. Correspondingly, in density operator language, a unitary transformation*
maps density operator d to * d* † where * † is the conjugate-transpose of * , and a measurement " = {"9 } applied on d yields outcome 9

with probability tr("9 d"
†
9 ) and post-measurement state

"9 d"
†
9 /tr("9d"

†
9 ).

We may also describe the evolution of an open system deterministically using density operator language, which is known as quantum
operation. A well-known representation of quantum operations is the operator-sum representation: for a quantum operation E, there
exists matrices {� 9 } such that � − ∑

9 �
†
9 � 9 is positive and for all density operator d as input, the output state E(d) after performing E is

E(d) =
∑
9

� 9 d�
†
9 .



�antum Weakest Preconditions for Reasoning about Expected Runtimes of �antum Programs (Extended Version)

Finally, it is frequently to consider the composite quantum systems made up of two (or more) distinct physical systems. Suppose we have
two qubits @1 and @2 and the states of each system is |k1〉 and |k2〉 respectively, then the joint state of the total system is described by
tensor product |k1〉 ⊗ |k2〉, and may be written in abbreviation |k1〉|k2〉 or |k1,k2〉. Together with the superposition principle, there exists
state such as |Q〉 = 1

2
( |0〉|0〉 + |1〉|1〉) which cannot be written as the tensor product of two single-qubit states |B1〉 and |B2〉, and we call

such states (with property that it cannot be written as a product of states of its component systems) entangled states.

B OPERATIONAL SEMANTICS OF QUANTUM WHILE-PROGRAMS

The denotational semantics in Lemma 1 and the ERT in Definition 3.1 can be derived from the operational semantics below.
For quantum program ( , a quantum configuration is a pair� = 〈(, d〉 where ( is a program or the termination symbol ↓, and d ∈ D(H( )

denotes the state of the quantum variables in ( . The operational semantics of quantum programs can be defined in a way similar to classical
programs:

Definition B.1 (Operational Semantics [37]). Let # be the largest number of outcomes of the measurement in the program. Let � =

{Sk, In,Un,Wh0,Wh1} ∪ {Br< | 0 ≤ < < # } be an alphabet which represent the set of program actions. The operational semantics of

quantum while-programs is a transition relation→ between quantum configurations defined by the transition rules in Figure 2.

(Sk) 〈skip, d〉 Sk−−→ 〈↓, d〉

(In) 〈@ := |0〉, d〉 In−−→ 〈↓, d@
0
〉

(UT) 〈@ := * [@], d〉 Un−−−→ 〈↓,* d* †〉

(SC)
〈(1, d〉

0−→ 〈( ′
1
, d ′〉

〈(1;(2, d〉
0−→ 〈( ′

1
; (2, d ′〉

(IF) 〈if (�< ·" [@] =< → (<) fi, d〉 Br<−−−−→ 〈(<, "<d"
†
<〉

(L0) 〈while " [@] = 1 do ( od, d〉 Wh0−−−−→ 〈skip, "0d"
†
0
〉

(L1) 〈while " [@] = 1 do ( od, d〉 Wh1−−−−→ 〈(; while " [@] = 1 do ( od, "1d"
†
1
〉

Figure 2: Transition Rules. In (In), d
@
0
=

∑
= |0〉@ 〈= |d |=〉@ 〈0|, where {|=〉} is an orthonormal basis of H@ . In (SC), we make the

convention ↓;(2 = (2. In (IF),< ranges over every possible outcome of measurement" = {"<}.

The rules (Sk) and (SC) are the same as in classical or probabilistic programming. Other rules are determined by the basic postulates
of quantum mechanics. In particular, (IF), (L0) and (L1) are essentially probabilistic, but we choose to present them as nondeterministic

transitions, following a convention from [34]: a probabilistic transition 〈(, d〉
?
→ 〈( ′, d ′〉 can be identified with the non-probabilistic tran-

sition 〈(, d〉→〈( ′, d ′′〉, where d, d ′ are density operators denoting the program states before and after the transition, respectively, ? is the
probability of the transition, and d ′′ = ?d ′ is a partial density operator. Obviously, transition probability ? can be retrieved from partial

density operator d ′′ as its trace: ? = tr(d ′′). For example in rule (IF), a measurement outcome< occurs with probability ?< = tr("<d"
†
< )

and in this case d< = "<d"
†
</?< will be the state after the measurement. They are combined into partial operator ?<d< = "<d"

†
<

denoting the program state after transition. This convention significantly simplifies the subsequent presentation, and its reasonableness is
guaranteed by the linearity in quantum mechanics.

Definition B.2 (Denotational Semantics [37]). The denotational semantics of a quantum while-program ( is the mapping [[(]] :

D(H( ) → D(H( ) defined by
[[(]] (d) =

∑
0∈�∗,〈(,d 〉

0−→
∗
〈↓,d′ 〉

d ′

for every d ∈ D(H( ), where
•−→
∗
is the reflexive and transitive closure of

•−→.

Intuitively, the output of quantum program ( on input state d is the sum of all partial states d ′ at which the program terminates in a
finite number of steps.

C DERIVATION OF ERT FROM OPERATIONAL SEMANTICS

The expected runtime function in Definition 3.1 can be obtained from the above operational semantics. We first define the time cost for
progressing one step in a quantum program.
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Definition C.1. The one-step time cost function 2 is defined by

• 2 (↓) = 0;

• 2 (skip) = 0;

• 2 (@ := |0〉) = 1;

• 2 (@ := * [@]) = 1;

• 2 ((1; (2) = 2 ((1);
• 2 (if (�< ·" [@] =< → (<)fi) = 1;

• 2 (while" [@] = 1 do ( od) = 1.

2 (() denotes the time cost for program ( to move one step in Definition B.1.
Note that the transition relation in Definition B.1 can be split into two functions )1 and )2 such that

)1 ((, 0) =
{
( ′ ∃d ′. 〈(, d〉 0−→ 〈( ′, d ′〉
skip otherwise,

)2 ((, 0, d) =
{
d ′ ∃( ′. 〈(, d〉 0−→ 〈( ′, d ′〉
0 otherwise.

Moreover, we can prove that )2 is linear on d . Then Definition B.2 can be written as

[[(]] (d) =
∑

0∈�∗,)1 ((,0)=↓
)2 ((, 0, d).

Now, we can give an alternative definition of ERT:

Definition C.2 (Alternative definition of ERT). The expected runtime of a quantum while-program ( on d ∈ D(H( ) is defined by

ERT′[(] (d) =
∑

0∈�∗,〈(,d 〉
0−→

∗
〈(′,d′ 〉

2 (( ′) tr(d ′) =
∑
0∈�∗

2 ()1 ((, 0)) tr()2((, 0, d))

The two definitions of ERT can be related by the following Lemma:

Lemma 12. For quantum program ( and state d ∈ D(H( ), we have ERT′[(] (d) = ERT[(] (d).

Proof. We proceed by induction on the structure of ( .

• ( ≡ skip , ( ≡ @ := * [@] and ( ≡ @ := |0〉: The result is straightforward.
• ( ≡ (1; (2: With the induction hypothesis, we have:

ERT′[(] (d) =
∑

0∈�∗,〈(,d 〉
0−→

∗
〈(′,d′ 〉

2 (( ′) tr(d ′)

=

∑
0∈�∗,〈(1,d 〉

0−→
∗
〈(′,d′〉

2 (( ′) tr(d ′) +
∑

0∈�∗,〈(1,d 〉
0−→

∗
〈↓,d′ 〉

©«
∑

0′∈�∗,〈(2,d′〉
0′−−→

∗
〈(′,d′ 〉

2 (( ′) tr(d ′)
ª®®®
¬

= ERT′[(1] (d) +
∑

0∈�∗,〈(1,d 〉
0−→

∗
〈↓,d′ 〉

( ∑
0′∈�∗

2 ()1((2, 0′)) tr()2 ((2, 0′, d ′))
)

= ERT′[(1] (d) +
∑

0′∈�∗

©
«

∑
0∈�∗,〈(1,d 〉

0−→
∗
〈↓,d′ 〉

2 ()1 ((2, 0′)) tr()2((2, 0′, d ′))
ª®®
¬

= ERT′[(1] (d) +
∑

0′∈�∗
2 ()1 ((2, 0′)) tr

©«
)2 ((2, 0′,

∑
0∈�∗,〈(1,d 〉

0−→
∗
〈↓,d′ 〉

d ′)
ª®®
¬

= ERT′[(1] (d) +
∑

0′∈�∗
2 ()1 ((2, 0′)) tr()2 ((2, 0′, [[(1]] (d)))

= ERT′[(1] (d) + ERT′[(2] ([[(1]] (d))
= ERT[(1] (d) + ERT[(2] ([[(1]] (d))
= ERT[(] (d).
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• ( ≡ if (�< ·" [@] =< → (<)fi: With the induction hypothesis, we have:

ERT′[(] (d) =
∑

0∈�∗,〈(,d 〉
0−→

∗
〈(′,d′ 〉

2 (( ′) tr(d ′)

= 2 (() tr(d) +
∑
<

∑
0∈�∗,〈(< ,"<d"†

< 〉
0−→

∗
〈(′,d′ 〉

2 (( ′) tr(d ′)

= tr(d) +
∑
<

ERT′[(<] (E"<
(d))

= ERT[(] (d)

• ( ≡ while " [@] = 1 do ( ′ od: With the induction hypothesis, we only need to show that:

ERT′[(] (d) = lim
:→∞

ERT′[while [: ] [", ( ′]] (d).

Let �(′,↓ = {0 ∈ �∗ | ∃d ′. 〈( ′, d〉 0−→ 〈↓, d ′〉}, we have

2 ()1((, 0)))2 ((, 0, d) ≠ 0

implies 0 = (Wh1 01)(Wh1 02) · · · (Wh1 0 9 )4
where 08 ∈ �(′,↓ and 4 is a prefix of (Wh0 Sk) | (Wh1�(′,↓)

and

for : > 0, 2 ()1(while[: ] [", ( ′], 0)))2 (while[: ] [", ( ′], 0, d) ≠ 0

implies 0 = (Br1 01)(Br1 02) · · · (Br1 0 9 )4
where 9 < :, 08 ∈ �(′,↓ and 4 is a prefix of (Br0 Sk) | (Br1�(′,↓)

Thus, it is sufficient to show that

2 ()1 ((, 0)) = 2 ()1(while[: ] [", ( ′], 0′)) and )2 ((, 0, d) = )2 (while[: ] [", ( ′], 0′, d)

for
– 0 < 9 ≤ :
– 08 ∈ �(′,↓ for 0 < 8 ≤ 9

– 4 is a prefix of (Wh0 Sk) | (Wh1 0 9 )
– 0 = (Wh1 01)(Wh1 02) · · · (Wh1 0 9−1)4
– 4 ′ is a prefix of (Br0 Sk) | (Br1 0 9 )
– 0′ = (Br1 01)(Br1 02) · · · (Br1 0 9−1)4 ′.
This can be check by induction on 9 .

�

D PROOF OF THEOREM 1

In order to prove this theorem, we need several technical lemmas.

Lemma 13. Let ( be a quantum while-program. Then

tr([[while " [@] = 1 do ( od]] (d)) = tr d

implies:

(1) lim
:→∞

tr([[(]] ◦ E1): (d) = 0;

(2) tr
(
[[(]] (E1 ◦ ([[(]] ◦ E1): (d))

)
= tr

(
E1 ◦ ([[(]] ◦ E1): (d)

)
for all : ∈ N.

Lemma 14. Let while " [@] = 1 do ( od be a quantum loop. Then the following two statements are equivalent:

(1) lim
:→∞

tr([[(]] ◦ E1): (d) = 0;

(2)
∑∞
:=0

tr([[(]] ◦ E1): (d) converges .
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Lemma 15. Let {�=} be an increasing sequence of positive operators onH , and let %1 and %2 be projections onto subspaces -1 and -2 ofH ,

respectively. If both
∞⊔

==0

%1�=%1 and

∞⊔
==0

%2�=%2

exist, then
∞⊔

==0

(%1 + %2)�= (%1 + %2)

exists, where %1 + %2 is the projector onto the direct sum space of -1 and -2.

The proofs of these lemmas are deferred to Appendix F.
To prove Theorem 1, we have to prove Lemma 6 at the same time.

Lemma 16 (Lemma 6 and Theorem 1). For any quantum program ( and for all d ∈,( , we have:

tr(ert[(] (�) · d) = tr(ert[(] · d) + tr(� · [[(]] (d))
and ERT[(] (d) = tr(ert[(] · d).

Proof. We proceed by induction on the structure of ( . Assume that d ∈,( .

• ( ≡ skip , ( ≡ @ := * [@] and ( ≡ @ := |0〉: The result is straightforward.
• ( ≡ (1; (2: With the induction hypothesis, we have:

tr(ert[(1;(2] (�) · d) = tr(ert[(1] (ert[(2] (�)) · d)
= tr(ert[(1] · d) + tr(ert[(2] (�) · [[(1]] (d))
= tr(ert[(1] · d) + tr(ert[(2] · [[(1]] (d)) + tr(� · [[(2]] ◦ [[(1]] (d))
= tr(ert[(1] (ert[(2]) · d) + tr(� · [[(1; (2]] (d))
= tr(ert[(1;(2] · d) + tr(� · [[(1; (2]] (d)).

and

ERT[(1; (2] (d) = ERT[(1] (d) + ERT[(2] ([[(1]] (d))
= tr(ert[(1] · d) + tr(ert[(2] · [[(1]] (d))
= tr(ert[(1] (ert[(2]) · d)
= tr(ert[(1; (2] · d).

• ( ≡ if (�< ·" [@] =< → (<)fi: With the induction hypothesis, we have:

ERT[(] (d) = tr d +
∑
<

ERT[(<] (E"<
(d))

= tr d +
∑
<

tr(ert[(<] · E"<
(d))

= tr

(
(� +

∑
<

E∗
"<

(ert[(< ])) · d
)

= tr(ert[(] · d).
and

tr(ert[(] (�) · d) = tr d +
∑
<

tr(E∗
"<

(ert[(<] (�)) · d)

= tr d +
∑
<

tr(ert[(<] (�) · E"<
(d))

= tr d +
∑
<

(tr(ert[(< ] · E"<
(d)) + tr(� · [[(< ]] ◦ E"<

(d)))

= tr d +
∑
<

tr(E∗
"<

(ert[(<]) · d) +
∑
<

tr(� · [[(<]] ◦ E"<
(d))

= tr((� +
∑
<

E∗
"<

(ert[(<])) · d) + tr(� ·
∑
<

[[(<]] ◦ E"<
(d))

= tr(ert[(] · d) + tr(� · [[(]] (d)).
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• ( ≡ while " [@] = 1 do ( ′ od: We first show that ERT[(] (d) = tr(ert[(] · d). From d ∈,( and Lemma 13, we obtain:

E1 ◦ ([[( ′]] ◦ E1): (d) ∈,(′

for all : ∈ N. For simplicity, we denote ert[( ′] by �(′ . Then it follows from Lemma 2 that

ERT[while[= ] [", ( ′]] (d) =
=−1∑
:=0

tr
(
([[( ′]] ◦ E1): (d)

)
+
=−1∑
:=0

ERT[( ′]
(
E1 ◦ ([[( ′]] ◦ E1): (d)

)

=

=−1∑
:=0

tr
(
([[( ′]] ◦ E1): (d)

)
+
=−1∑
:=0

tr
(
�(′ · E1 ◦ ([[( ′]] ◦ E1): (d)

)

= tr

( ( =−1∑
:=0

(E∗
1
◦ [[( ′]]∗): (� ) +

=−1∑
:=0

(E∗
1
◦ [[( ′]]∗): ◦ E∗

1
(�(′)

)
· d

)
.

By Lemma 5, we have

∞∑
:=0

%( (E∗
1
◦ [[( ′]]∗): (� )%( and

∞∑
:=0

%( (E∗
1
◦ [[( ′]]∗): ◦ E∗

1
(�(′)%(

both converge. Then for d ∈,( , it holds that

ERT[(] (d) = lim
=→∞

tr

( ( =−1∑
:=0

(E∗
1
◦ [[( ′]]∗): (� ) +

=−1∑
:=0

(E∗
1
◦ [[( ′]]∗): ◦ E∗

1
(�(′)

)
· d

)

= lim
=→∞

tr

( ( =−1∑
:=0

%( (E∗
1
◦ [[( ′]]∗): (� )%( +

=−1∑
:=0

%( (E∗
1
◦ [[( ′]]∗): ◦ E∗

1
(�(′)%(

)
· d

)

= tr

( ( ∞∑
:=0

%( (E∗
1
◦ [[( ′]]∗): (� )%( +

∞∑
:=0

%( (E∗
1
◦ [[( ′]]∗): ◦ E∗

1
(�(′)%(

)
· d

)

= tr(ert[(] · d).

Then we show that tr(ert[(] (�) · d) = tr(ert[(] · d) + tr(� · [[(]] (d)). Note that since d ∈,( , we have %(d%( = d . Thus,

tr
( ( ∞∑

:=0

%( (E∗
1
◦ [[( ′]]∗): ◦ E∗

1
(ert[( ′] (E∗

0
(�)))%(

)
· d

)

=

∞∑
:=0

CA
( (
%( (E∗

1
◦ [[( ′]]∗): ◦ E∗

1
(ert[( ′] (E∗

0
(�)))%(

)
· d

)

=

∞∑
:=0

CA
( (
(E∗

1
◦ [[( ′]]∗): ◦ E∗

1
(ert[( ′] (E∗

0
(�)))

)
· (%( d%( )

)

=

∞∑
:=0

CA
(
ert[( ′] (E∗

0
(�)) · E1 ◦ ([[( ′]] ◦ E1): (d)

)

= tr
(
ert[( ′] (E∗

0
(�)) ·

( ∞∑
:=0

E1 ◦ ([[( ′]] ◦ E1): (d)
) )

= tr
(
ert[( ′] ·

( ∞∑
:=0

E1 ◦ ([[( ′]] ◦ E1): (d)
) )

+ tr
(
E∗
0
(�) ·

( ∞∑
:=0

[[( ′]] ◦ E1 ◦ ([[( ′]] ◦ E1): (d)
) )

= tr
(
ert[( ′] ·

( ∞∑
:=0

E1 ◦ ([[( ′]] ◦ E1): (d)
) )

+ tr
(
� ·

( ∞∑
:=0

E0 ◦ ([[( ′]] ◦ E1):+1 (d)
) )

= tr
( ( ∞∑

:=0

%( (E∗
1
◦ [[( ′]]∗): ◦ E∗

1
(ert[( ′])%(

)
· d

)
+ tr

( ( ∞∑
:=0

(E∗
1
◦ [[( ′]]∗):+1 (E∗

0
(�))

)
· d

)
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Then we have

tr(ert[(] (�) · d)

= tr
( ∞∑
:=0

%( (E∗
1
◦ [[(]]∗): (� )%( · d

)
+ tr(E∗

0
(�) · d) + tr

( ( ∞∑
:=0

%( (E∗
1
◦ [[(]]∗): ◦ E∗

1
(ert[(] (E∗

0
(�)))%(

)
· d

)

= tr
( ∞∑
:=0

%( (E∗
1
◦ [[(]]∗): (� )%( · d

)
+ tr

( ( ∞∑
:=0

%( (E∗
1
◦ [[( ′]]∗): ◦ E∗

1
(ert[( ′])%(

)
· d

)

+ tr
(
E∗
0
(�) · (%(d%( )

)
+ tr

( ( ∞∑
:=0

(E∗
1
◦ [[( ′]]∗):+1 (E∗

0
(�))

)
· d

)

= tr
( ∞∑
:=0

%( (E∗
1
◦ [[(]]∗): (� )%( · d

)
+ tr

( ( ∞∑
:=0

%( (E∗
1
◦ [[( ′]]∗): ◦ E∗

1
(ert[( ′])%(

)
· d

)
+ tr

( ( ∞∑
:=0

(E∗
1
◦ [[( ′]]∗): (E∗

0
(�))

)
· d

)

= tr
( ∞∑
:=0

%( (E∗
1
◦ [[(]]∗): (� )%( · d

)
+ tr

( ( ∞∑
:=0

%( (E∗
1
◦ [[( ′]]∗): ◦ E∗

1
(ert[( ′])%(

)
· d

)
+ tr

(
� ·

( ∞∑
:=0

E0 ◦ ([[( ′]] ◦ E1): (d)
) )

= tr(ert[(] · d) + tr(� · [[(]] (d))

�

E PROOF OF THEOREM 2

Proof. (⇐): Since H is finite-dimensional, we can conclude directly from Theorem 1.
(⇒): We proceed by induction on the structure of ( .

• The case of ( ≡ skip, @ := * [@] and @ := |0〉 is straightforward.
• ( ≡ (1; (2: From ERT[(] (d) < ∞, we can assert that ERT[(1] (d) < ∞ and ERT[(2] ([[(1]] (d)) < ∞. By the induction hypothesis
we have:

tr([[(1; (2]] (d)) = tr([[(2]] ([[(1]] (d)))
= tr([[(1]] (d)) = tr d.

• ( ≡ if (�< ·" [@] =< → (<)fi: It follows fromERT[(] (d) < ∞ thatERT[(<] (E"<
(d)) < ∞ for all<. By the induction hypothesis

we have:

tr([[(<]] (E"<
(d))) = tr(E"<

(d))

for all<. Then we obtain:

tr([[(]] (d)) =
∑
<

tr([[(<]] (E"<
(d)))

=

∑
<

tr(E"<
(d)) = tr d.

• ( ≡ while " [@] = 1 do ( ′ od: By Lemma 2 and ERT[(] (d) < ∞, we see that

lim
:→∞

tr
(
([[( ′]] ◦ E1): (d)

)
= 0

and

ERT[( ′] (E1 ◦ ([[(]] ◦ E1): (d)) < ∞

for all : . Therefore, we have:

tr
(
[[( ′]] (E1 ◦ ([[( ′]] ◦ E1): (d))

)
= tr(E1 ◦ ([[( ′]] ◦ E1): (d))
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for all : . Consequently, it holds that

=∑
:=0

tr(E0 ◦ ([[( ′]] ◦ E1): (d)) + tr(([[( ′]] ◦ E1)=+1 (d))

=

=∑
:=0

tr(E0 ◦ ([[( ′]] ◦ E1): (d)) + tr(E1 ◦ ([[( ′]] ◦ E1)= (d))

=

=−1∑
:=0

tr(E0 ◦ ([[( ′]] ◦ E1): (d)) + tr(([[( ′]] ◦ E1)= (d))

= . . .

= tr d.

Now let = → ∞. We obtain:

tr([[( ′]] (d)) =
∞∑
:=0

tr(E0 ◦ ([[( ′]] ◦ E1): (d))

= lim
=→∞

=∑
:=0

tr(E0 ◦ ([[( ′]] ◦ E1): (d)) + tr(([[( ′]] ◦ E1)=+1 (d))

= tr d.

�

F PROOFS OF OF TECHNICAL LEMMAS

F.1 Proof of Lemma 2

Proof. Induction on =.

• = = 0, ERT[skip] (d) = 0.
• Suppose

ERT[while[= ] [", (]] (d) =
=−1∑
:=0

tr
(
([[(]] ◦ E1): (d)

)
+
=−1∑
:=0

ERT[(] (E1 ◦ ([[(]] ◦ E1): (d))

for all d ∈ D(H). We have

ERT[while [=+1] [", (]] (d) =ERT[if " [@] = 0 → B:8? � 1 → (; while[= ] [", (] fi]

= tr d + ERT[(; while[= ] [", (]] (E1 (d))

= tr d + ERT[(] (E1 (d)) + ERT[while [= ] [", (]] ([[(]] ◦ E1 (d))

=

=∑
:=0

tr
(
([[(]] ◦ E1): (d)

)
+

=∑
:=0

ERT[(] (E1 ◦ ([[(]] ◦ E1): (d)).

�

F.2 Proof of Lemma 3

Proof. By induction on the structure of ( and using Lemma 2 when dealing with a loop. �

F.3 Proof of Lemma 4 [40]

Suppose the Kraus operator-sum representation of [[(]] is

[[(]] (d) =
∑
9

� 9 d�
†
9 .

Then for any |k 〉 ∈ H( , tr([[(]] ( |k 〉〈k |)) = tr( |k 〉〈k |) is equivalent to

tr( |k 〉〈k |) − tr([[(]] ( |k 〉〈k |)) = tr
(
|k 〉〈k | (�H(

−
∑
9

�
†
9 � 9 )

)

=〈k |
(
�H(

−
∑
9

�
†
9 � 9

)
|k 〉 = 0
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Since [[(]] is a super-operator,we have �H(
−∑

9 �
†
9 � 9 is positive. We conclude that |k 〉 is in the eigenspace of �H(

−∑
9 �

†
9 � 9 with eigenvalue

0.

F.4 Proof of Lemma 5

Let {|k 9 〉} be an orthonormal basis of +while in Lemma 4. Then by Lemma 13 we have:

lim
:→∞

tr([[(]] ◦ E1): ( |k 9 〉〈k 9 |) = 0.

By Lemma 14 we further see that

lim
=→∞

〈k 9 |
=∑

:=0

(E∗
1
◦ [[(]]∗): (� ) |k 9 〉 =

∞∑
:=0

tr([[(]] ◦ E1): ( |k 9 〉〈k 9 |)

converges. Therefore,
∞⊔

==0

( |k 9 〉〈k 9 |)
=∑

:=0

(E∗
1
◦ [[(]]∗): (� )( |k 9〉〈k 9 |)

exists. Let %while be the projector onto+while, then by Lemma 15 we know that
∞⊔

==0

%while

=∑
:=0

(E∗
1
◦ [[(]]∗): (� )%while

exists. Since 0 ⊑ - ⊑ 2� for some 2 > 0, we have:

0 ⊑ (E∗
1
◦ [[(]]∗): (- )

⊑ (E∗
1
◦ [[(]]∗): (2� ) = 2 (E∗

1
◦ [[(]]∗): (� )

for all : . Hence,
∞⊔

==0

%while

=∑
:=0

(E∗
1
◦ [[(]]∗): (- )%while

also exists. Thus,
∞∑
:=0

%while (E∗
1
◦ [[(]]∗): (- )%while =

∞⊔
==0

%while

=∑
:=0

(E∗
1
◦ [[(]]∗): (- )%while

converges.

F.5 Proof of Lemma 9

Similar to Lemma 4.1 in [39] (see also Lemma 5.1.10 in [38]).

F.6 Proof of Lemma 10

Similar to Lemma 4.2 in [39] (also see [38], Lemma 5.1.13).

F.7 Proof of Lemma 14

First, we have:

Lemma 17. Let �: (_) be a Jordan block of size : corresponding to eigenvalue _ with |_ | < 1. Then

∞∑
==0

�: (_)=

converges.

Proof. We have:

�: (_)= =

©
«

_= �1
=_

=−1 �2
=_

=−2 . . . �:−1
= _=−:+1

0 _= �1
=_

=−1 . . . �:−2
= _=−:+2

...
...

...
...

...

0 0 0 . . . _=

ª®®®®®
¬
.

Since |_ | < 1,
∞∑

==9+1
�
=− 9
= _=− 9
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converges for 9 = 0, 1, . . . , : − 1. Thus,
∞∑
==0

�: (_)=

converges. �

Proof of Lemma 14. (⇐): Obvious.
(⇒): Since

([[(]] ◦ E1): (d)

is positive for all : ,

lim
:→∞

tr([[(]] ◦ E1): (d) = 0

implies

lim
:→∞

([[(]] ◦ E1): (d) = 0.

Let ' be the matrix representation of [[(]] ◦ E1 and �� (')�−1 be the Jordan decomposition of '. Then we have:

lim
:→∞

': (d ⊗ � ) |Q〉 = lim
:→∞

(([[(]] ◦ E1): (d) ⊗ � ) |Q〉 = 0.

Since � is nonsingular, we have:

lim
:→∞

� ('):�−1(d ⊗ � ) |Q〉 = 0.

By Lemma 5.1.10 in [38], suppose

� (') =
(
� 0

0 �

)
, (−1(d ⊗ � ) |Q〉 =

(
|D〉
|E〉

)

where� is an A -dimensional matrix contains Jordan blocks of eigenvalues of modules 1, � contains Jordan blocks of eigenvalues of module
less than 1, and |D〉 is an A -dimensional vector. It follows from Lemma 5.1.10 in [38] that � is diagonal unitary. Moreover, we have:

lim
:→∞

�: |D〉 = 0.

Then it holds that |D〉 = 0. Since the eigenvalues of all Jordan blocks in � are less than 1, by Lemma 17 we know that
∑∞
:=0

�: converges.
Hence,

∞∑
:=0

(
([[(]] ◦ E1): (d) ⊗ �

)
|Q〉 =

∞∑
:=0

': (d ⊗ � ) |Q〉

=(

(
0∑∞

:=0
�: |E〉

)

converges. Furthermore,
∞∑
:=0

tr([[(]] ◦ E1): (d) = 〈Q |
∞∑
:=0

': (d ⊗ � ) |Q〉

converges too. �

F.8 Proof of Lemma 13

Proof. We have:

trE0 ◦ ([[(]] ◦ E1): (d) + tr([[(]] ◦ E1):+1 (d) ≤ tr E0 ◦ ([[(]] ◦ E1): (d) + trE1 ◦ ([[(]] ◦ E1): (d)

= tr([[(]] ◦ E1): (d).

Here, the equality holds only if

tr
(
[[(]] ((E1 ◦ ([[(]] ◦ E1): )(d))

)
= tr(E1 ◦ ([[(]] ◦ E1): )(d)
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Moreover, we can derive that

tr(
=∑

:=0

E0 ◦ ([[(]] ◦ E1): (d)) + tr([[(]] ◦ E1)=+1 (d)

≤ tr(
=−1∑
:=0

E0 ◦ ([[(]] ◦ E1): (d)) + tr([[(]] ◦ E1)= (d)

≤ . . .
≤ tr d

by repeatedly using the inequality above. By the assumption we have:

tr([[while" [@] = 1 do ( od]] (d)) = lim
=→∞

tr(
=∑

:=0

E0 ◦ ([[(]] ◦ E1): (d))

= tr d.

Hence,

lim
:→∞

tr([[(]] ◦ E1): (d) = 0

Further more, for< > = we have:

tr

(
<∑
:=0

E0 ◦ ([[(]] ◦ E1): (d)
)
+ tr([[(]] ◦ E1)<+1 (d)

+ tr(E1 ◦ ([[(]] ◦ E1)= (d)) − tr
(
[[(]] (E1 ◦ ([[(]] ◦ E1)= (d))

)
≤ . . .

≤ tr

(
=∑

:=0

E0 ◦ ([[(]] ◦ E1): (d)
)
+ tr([[(]] ◦ E1)=+1 (d)

+ tr(E1 ◦ ([[(]] ◦ E1)= (d)) − tr
(
[[(]] (E1 ◦ ([[(]] ◦ E1)= (d))

)
= tr

(
=∑

:=0

E0 ◦ ([[(]] ◦ E1): (d)
)
+ tr(E1 ◦ ([[(]] ◦ E1)= (d))

= tr

(
=−1∑
:=0

E0 ◦ ([[(]] ◦ E1): (d)
)
+ tr(([[(]] ◦ E1)= (d))

≤ . . .
≤ tr d.

Let< → ∞. Then we obtain:

tr(E1 ◦ ([[(]] ◦ E1)= (d)) − tr
(
[[(]] (E1 ◦ ([[(]] ◦ E1)= (d))

)
= 0.

�

F.9 Proof of Lemma 15

We first have the following:

Lemma 18. Let {�=}∞==0 be increasing sequence of positive operators on finite-dimensional Hilbert space H . If there exists positive operator

� inH such that �= ⊑ � for all =, then
⊔

= �= exists.

Proof. Since H is finite dimensional, we know that

‖�‖ = sup
|k 〉≠0

‖�|k 〉‖/‖ |k 〉‖

exists. Consider increasing sequence {�=/‖�‖}, we have:
0 ⊑ �=/‖�‖ ⊑ �/‖�‖ ⊑ �

for all =. Then {�=/‖�‖} is sequence of quantum predicates. By Lemma 4.1.3 in [38] we know that⊔
=

�=/‖�‖
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exists. Then

�′
= ‖�‖

⊔
=

�=/‖�‖ =
⊔
=

�=

exists too. �

Proof of Lemma 15. Note that %1 + %2 is the projector onto the direct sum space

-1 ⊕ -2 = {U |k 〉 + V |i〉 : |k 〉 ∈ -1, |i〉 ∈ -2, U, V ∈ C}.

We are going to show that for every 9 ,

‖(%1 + %2)� 9 (%1 + %2)‖ ≤ 2 (‖%1� 9%1‖ + ‖%2� 9%2‖)

where 2 only depends on %1, %2 and does not depend on 9 .
Let {|k8〉} be an orthonormal basis of-1 and {|i8〉} an orthonormal basis of-2. Let {|8〉} be an orthonormal basis of-1⊕-2. Furthermore,

let =1 = 38< (-1), =2 = 38< (-2) and =3 = 38< (-1 ⊕ -2). By Schmidt orthogonalization there exists matrix + such that

©
«
|1〉
...

|=3〉

ª®®
¬
= +

©
«

|k1〉
...

|k=1
〉

|i1〉
...

|i=2
〉.

ª®®®®®®®®®®¬
Let

0 = max{|+8, 9 | : 8 ≤ =3, 9 ≤ =1 + =2},
and let |q〉 be an arbitrary unit vector in -1 ⊕ -2. Then we can obtain:

|q〉 =
∑
8

U8 |k8〉 +
∑
8

V8 |i8 〉

from + , where |U8 | < 0 and |V8 | < 0 for all 8 .
Since H is finite dimensional, it holds that

‖(%1 + %2)� 9 (%1 + %2)‖ = |〈q | (%1 + %2)� 9 (%1 + %2) |q〉|

for some |q〉 ∈ "1 ⊕"2 and ‖ |q〉‖ = 1. Let |"1 | = =1 and |"2 | = =2. Assume that

|q〉 =
∑
8

U8 |k8〉 +
∑
8

V8 |i8 〉

is obtained from + , and denote (%1 + %2)� 9 (%1 + %2) by �′
9 . Then we have:

‖�′
9 ‖ = |〈q |�′

9 |q〉|

=

�����
=1∑

8,:=0

U∗8 U: 〈k8 |�
′
9 |k:〉 +

=2∑
8,:=0

V∗8 V: 〈i8 |�
′
9 |i: 〉

+
=1∑
8=0

=2∑
:=0

U∗8 V: 〈k8 |�
′
9 |i: 〉 +

=1∑
8=0

=2∑
:=0

V∗8 U: 〈i8 |�
′
9 |k:〉

�����
≤ 02

(
=1∑

8,:=0

|〈k8 |�′
9 |k:〉| +

=2∑
8,:=0

|〈i8 |�′
9 |i: 〉|

+
=1∑
8=0

=2∑
:=0

|〈k8 |�′
9 |i: 〉| +

=1∑
8=0

=2∑
:=0

|〈i8 |�′
9 |k:〉|

)
.

By Cauchy-Schwarz inequality we can obtain that for a positive operator �

|〈i |�|k 〉| ≤
√
〈i |�|i〉〈k |�|k 〉 ≤ (〈i |�|i〉 + 〈k |�|k 〉)/2.

Furthermore, we have:

〈k8 |�′
9 |k8〉 = 〈k8 |%1� 9%1 |k8〉, 〈i8 |�′

9 |i8 〉 = 〈i8 |%2� 9%2 |i8 〉.
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Therefore, it holds that

‖�′
9 ‖ ≤ 02 (=2

1
+ =2

2
+ 2=1=2)

·
(
max
8

{〈k8 |%1� 9%1 |k8〉} +max
8

{〈i8 |%2� 9%2 |i8 〉}
)

≤ 2
(
‖%1� 9%1‖ + ‖%2� 9%2‖

)
.

By the assumption, let

� (1)
=

⊔
9

%1� 9%1, � (2)
=

⊔
9

%2� 9%2 .

Then we have:

(%1 + %2)� 9 (%1 + %2) ⊑2 (‖%1� 9%1‖ + ‖%2� 9%2‖)�

⊑2 (‖� (1) ‖ + ‖� (2) ‖)� .

Finally, by Lemma 18, we see that
⊔

9 (%1 + %2)� 9 (%1 + %2) exists. �

F.10 Proof of Lemma 11

Proof. We have shown in Section 6.2 that &= and & ′
= are the unique solutions of

� + �-�† = -

and

� + �′- ′�′† = - ′,

respectively. To obtain

&= = %†& ′
=%,

it is sufficient to show that %†& ′
=% is a solution of � + �-�† = - , which is equivalent to

� + �%†& ′
=%�

†
= %†& ′

=% = � + %†�′& ′
=�

′†%.

This can be obtained from �† = %†�′†% . Using the definitions of �, �′, and % , that equation is equivalent to(
G4−8 (V+X)(!"1 ~4−8 (V−X)(!"1

~48 (V−X)(†
!
"1 −G48 (V+X)(†

!
"1

)

=

(
G%

†
!
(!"1%! ~%

†
!
(!"1%'

~%
†
'
(
†
!
"1%! −G%†

'
(
†
!
"1%'

)
.

It can be shown by a simple calculation that the corresponding sub-matrices are equal. For example, we have:

%
†
!
(!"1%!

=(
=∑

:=0

48 [ (V+X):+2X ] |:〉〈: |) (
=∑

:=0

|: ⊖ 1〉〈: |) (
=−1∑
:=1

|:〉〈: |) (
=∑

:=0

4−8 [ (V+X):+2X ] |:〉〈: |)
!:1]TJ
/-,
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G CALCULATION OF EXAMPLES

G.1 Example 3.2

First, we show the following lemma:

Lemma 19. Let ( be a quantum while-program on H such that tr([[(]] (d)) = d for all d ∈ D(H), then
=∑

:=0

tr(E0 ◦ ([[(]] ◦ E1): (d)) + tr(([[(]] ◦ E1)=+1 (d)) = tr d

Proof. We have:
=∑

:=0

tr(E0 ◦ ([[(]] ◦ E1): (d)) + tr(([[(]] ◦ E1)=+1 (d))

=

=∑
:=0

tr(E0 ◦ ([[(]] ◦ E1): (d)) + tr(E1 ◦ ([[(]] ◦ E1)= (d))

=

=−1∑
:=0

tr(E0 ◦ ([[(]] ◦ E1): (d)) + tr(([[(]] ◦ E1)= (d))

= . . .

= tr d.

�

Let d = |!, 1〉〈!, 1|. According to Theorem 8 in [4], we have:
∞∑
:=0

tr(E0 ◦ ([[(]] ◦ E1): (d)) =
2

c
.

Then with Lemma 2 and Lemma 19, we obtain:

ERT[&qw ] (d)

≥
∞∑
:=0

tr
(
([[(]] ◦ E1): (d)

)

= tr(d) +
∞∑
:=1

(tr d −
:−1∑
9=0

tr(E0 ◦ ([[(]] ◦ E1) 9 (d)))

≥ 1 +
∞∑
:=1

(1 − c

2
)

= ∞.

G.2 Example 3.3

First, we calculate [[&1]] (d0). Let
(1 ≡ @ := � [@];? := � [?] .

Then we have:

[[&1]] (d0) =
∞∑
:=0

E"0
◦ ([[(1]] ◦ E"1

): (d0)

where
E"0

(d) = "0d"
†
0
, E"1

(d) = "1d"
†
1
.

Furthermore, we have:
[[(1]] ◦ E"1

(d0) = |−〉@ 〈−| ⊗ |2〉? 〈2|.
By induction, we obtain:

([[(1]] ◦ E"1
): ( |−〉@ 〈−| ⊗ |C〉? 〈C |) =

1

2:
|−〉@ 〈−| ⊗ |2:C〉? 〈2:C |

for C > 0. Then it follws that

[[&1]] (d0) =
∞∑
:=1

1

2:
|!〉@ 〈! | ⊗ |2: 〉? 〈2: |.
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Let (2 ≡ ? := )! [?]. For &2, we have:

ERT[while[:+1] [#, (2]] ( |!〉@ 〈! | ⊗ |0〉? 〈0|) = 1

and

ERT[while [:+1] [#, (2]] ( |!〉@ 〈! | ⊗ |C + 1〉? 〈C + 1|)

=2 + ERT[while[: ] [#, (2]] ( |!〉@ 〈! | ⊗ |C〉? 〈C |)
for C ≥ −1 and : ≥ 0. Consequently, we obtain:

ERT[while[: ] [#, (2]] ( |!〉@ 〈! | ⊗ |C〉? 〈C |) = 2C + 1

for −1 ≤ C < : − 1. Furthermore, we have:
ERT[&2] ( |!〉@ 〈! | ⊗ |C〉? 〈C |) = 2C + 1

for C ≥ −1 by definition. Finally, we can obtain:

ERT[&1;&2] (d0) = 7 +
∞∑
:=1

1

2:
(2:+1 + 1) = ∞

by Lemma 3.
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