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1 Introduction

Truly concurrent process algebras are generalizations to the traditional process algebras for true
concurrency, CTC [6] to CCS [1] [2], APTC [7] to ACP [3], 7 [8] to 7 calculus [4] [5], APPTC
[9] to probabilistic process algebra [10] [1I] [12].

In quantum process algebras, there are several well-known work [13] [16] [17] [14] [15] [20] [21]
[13] [23], and we ever did some work [26] [27] [28] to unify quantum and classical computing
under the framework of ACP [3] and probabilistic process algebra [10].

Now, it is the time to utilize truly concurrent process algebras APTC [7] and APPTC [9] to
model quantum computing and unify quantum and classical computing in this book. This book
is organized as follows. In chapter [2, we introduce the preliminaries. In chapter Bl and ] we
introduce the utilization of APTC to unify quantum and classical computing and its usage
in verification of quantum communication protocols. In chapter Bl and [B] we introduce the
utilization of APPTC to unifying quantum and classical computing and its usage in verification
of quantum communication protocols.



2 Backgrounds

To make this book self-satisfied, we introduce some preliminaries in this chapter, including some
introductions on operational semantics, proof techniques, truly concurrent process algebra [7]
[6] [8] which is based on truly concurrent operational semantics, and also probabilistic truly
concurrent process algebra and probabilistic truly concurrent operational semantics, and also
operational semantics for quantum computing.

2.1 Operational Semantics

The semantics of AC'P is based on bisimulation/rooted branching bisimulation equivalences, and
the modularity of ACP relies on the concept of conservative extension, for the conveniences, we
introduce some concepts and conclusions on them.

Definition 2.1 (Bisimulation). A bisimulation relation R is a binary relation on processes such
that: (1) if pRq and p = p' then ¢ = ¢’ with p'Rq’; (2) if pRq and ¢ = ¢’ then p = p’ with
p'Rq'; (3) if pRq and pP, then qP; (4) if pRq and qP, then pP. Two processes p and q are
bisimilar, denoted by p ~mgar q, if there is a bisimulation relation R such that pRq.

Definition 2.2 (Congruence). Let X be a signature. An equivalence relation R on T(X) is a
congruence if for each f € X, if s;Rt; for i€ {1,-,ar(f)}, then f(s1, Sars)) R (t1, 5 tar(s))-

Definition 2.3 (Branching bisimulation). A branching bisz’mulatz’on relation R s a binary re-
lation on the collection of processes such that: (1) zprq and P 4 p’ then either a =T and P 'Rq

or there is a sequence of (zem or more) T-transitions q 5.5 qo such that pRqy and qg AN q

with p'Rq’; (2) if pRq and q N q' then either a =7 and qu or there is a sequence of (zero or
more) T-transitions p L.5 po such that poRq and pg N p wzth p'Rq’; (3) if pRq and pP,

then there is a sequence of (zero or more) T-transitions q 5.5 qo such that quO and qoP;

(4) if pRq and qP, then there is a sequence of (zero or more) T-transitions p 5o Dopo such
that poRq and poP. Two processes p and q are branching bisimilar, denoted by p ~pprr q, if
there is a branching bisimulation relation R such that pRq.

Definition 2.4 (Rooted branching bisimulation). A rooted branching bisimulation relation R is
a binary relation on processes such that: (1) if pRq and p = p' then q = ¢' with p’ ~yar ¢'; (2)
if pRq and q > ¢’ then p > p' with p' ~piar ¢'; (3) if pRq and pP, then qP; (4) if pRq and qP,
then pP. Two processes p and q are rooted branching bisimilar, denoted by p ~pmym q, if there
1s a rooted branching bisimulation relation R such that pRq.

Definition 2.5 (Conservative extension). Let Ty and Ty be TSSs (transition system specifica-
tions) over signatures ¥ and ¥, respectively. The TSS To @ T} is a conservative extension of
Ty if the LTSs (labeled transition systems) generated by Ty and Ty @ Ty contain exactly the same
transitions t — t' and tP with t € T(3o).

Definition 2.6 (Source-dependency). The source-dependent variables in a transition rule of p
are defined inductively as follows: (1) all variables in the source of p are source-dependent; (2)
if t Lt s a premise of p and all variables in t are source-dependent, then all variables in t'
are source-dependent. A transition rule is source-dependent if all its variables are. A TSS is
source-dependent if all its rules are.



Definition 2.7 (Freshness). Let Ty and Ty be TSSs over signatures ¥y and X1, respectively. A
term in T(To ® T1) is said to be fresh if it contains a function symbol from 31 N\ Xg. Similarly,
a transition label or predicate symbol in T is fresh if it does not occur in Ty.

Theorem 2.8 (Conservative extension). Let Ty and Ty be TSSs over signatures Yo and X1,
respectively, where Ty and Ty & Th are positive after reduction. Under the following conditions,
To® Ty is a conservative extension of Ty. (1) Ty is source-dependent. (2) For each p € Ti,
either the source of p is fresh, or p has a premise of the form t S or tP, where t € T(Xg), all
variables in t occur in the source of p and t', a or P is fresh.

2.2 Proof Techniques

In this subsection, we introduce the concepts and conclusions about elimination, which is very
important in the proof of completeness theorem.

Definition 2.9 (Elimination property). Let a process algebra with a defined set of basic terms
as a subset of the set of closed terms over the process algebra. Then the process algebra has the
elimination to basic terms property if for every closed term s of the algebra, there exists a basic
term t of the algebra such that the algebra- s =t.

Definition 2.10 (Strongly normalizing). A term sg is called strongly normalizing if does not
an infinite series of reductions beginning in sq.

Definition 2.11. We write s >y, t if s >* t where -* is the transitive closure of the reduction
relation defined by the transition rules of an algebra.

Theorem 2.12 (Strong normalization). Let a term rewriting system (TRS) with finitely many
rewriting rules and let > be a well-founded ordering on the signature of the corresponding algebra.
If s >1po t for each rewriting rule s -t in the TRS, then the term rewriting system is strongly
normalizing.

2.3 APTC with Guards — APTCq

Definition 2.13 (Prime event structure with silent event and empty event). Let A be a fized
set of labels, ranged over a,b,c,--- and T,e. A (A-labelled) prime event structure with silent event
T and empty event € is a tuple € = (E, <, §,\), where E is a denumerable set of events, including
the silent event T and empty event €. Let k= E\{7, €}, exactly excluding T and e, it is obvious
that 7* = e. Let \: E — A be a labelling function and let \(7) = 7 and \(e) = e. And <, § are
binary relations on E, called causality and conflict respectively, such that:

1. < is a partial order and [e] = {e' € Ele’ < e} is finite for all e € E. It is easy to see that
e<t*<e =e<T<-<T<€, thene<e.

2. | is irreflexive, symmetric and hereditary with respect to <, that is, for all e,e’,e" € E, if
efe <e’, then efe”.

Then, the concepts of consistency and concurrency can be drawn from the above definition:



1. e,e’ € E are consistent, denoted as e ~ €', if =(efe’). A subset X CE is called consistent,
ife~e forallee € X.

2. e,e' €E are concurrent, denoted as e || €, if ~(e <e€'), ~(e' <e), and —(efe’).

Definition 2.14 (Configuration). Let £ be a PES. A (finite) configuration in & is a (finite)
consistent subset of events C ¢ &, closed with respect to causality (i.e. [C]=C), and a data
state s € S with S the set of all data states, denoted (C,s). The set of finite configurations of €
is denoted by (C(€),S). We let C = C\{r} U {e}.

A consistent subset of X ¢ E of events can be seen as a pomset. Given X,Y c[E, X ~Y if X and

Y are isomorphic as pomsets. In the following of the paper, we say C; ~ Cy, we mean Cy ~ Cs.

Definition 2.15 (Pomset transitions and step). Let £ be a PES and let C € C(E), and @ + X CE,
fCnX =@ and C'=CuX €C(E), then (C,s) LR (C',s") is called a pomset transition from
(C,s) to (C',s"). When the events in X are pairwise concurrent, we say that (C,s) X, (C',s")

X X
is a step. It is obvious that > ——-"="— and RN SN for anyeeE and X c E.

Definition 2.16 (Weak pomset transitions and weak step). Let € be a PES and let C € C(E),
and @+ X cR, if CnX =@ and C' = Cu X € C(E), then (C,s) E (C',s") is called a weak
pomset transition from (C,s) to (C',s"), where we define LT 8T And ééiii, for
every e € X. When the events in X are pairwise concurrent, we say that (C, s) EN (C')s") is a

weak step.

We will also suppose that all the PESs in this paper are image finite, that is, for any PES £ and
CeC(€)and ac A, {e e E[(C,s) > (C",s'Y AX(e) = a} and {e e E[(C,s) = (C",s') AX(e) = a} is
finite.

Definition 2.17 (Pomset, step bisimulation). Let &, & be PESs. A pomset bisimulation is a
relation R € (C(&1),S)x(C(&2),S), such that if ((C1,s),(Ca,s)) € R, and (C1, s) X, (C1,s") then
(Ca,s) Xe, (C4,8"), with X1 cEy, Xo € Ey, X1 ~ X9 and ((C1,s'),(C%,s")) € R for all s,s" € S,
and vice-versa. We say that £1, E2 are pomset bisimilar, written & ~, £z, if there exists a pomset

bisimulation R, such that ((@,3),(d,3)) € R. By replacing pomset transitions with steps, we

can get the definition of step bisimulation. When PESs & and & are step bisimilar, we write
&1 ~s &

Definition 2.18 (Weak pomset, step bisimulation). Let &1, & be PESs. A weak pomset bisimu-

lation is a relation R € (C(&1),S) x(C(&2),S), such that if ((C1,s),(Ca,s)) € R, and (C1, s) EST

X ~ ~
(C1,s") then (Cy,s) == (C4,s"), with X7 ¢ Eq, Xo € Eg, X1 ~ X9 and ((C1,s"),(C5,s")) € R
for all s,s" €S, and vice-versa. We say that &1, € are weak pomset bisimilar, written & ~p Ea,
if there exists a weak pomset bisimulation R, such that ((&,3),(d,2)) € R. By replacing weak

pomset transitions with weak steps, we can get the definition of weak step bisimulation. When
PESs &1 and &y are weak step bisimilar, we write £1 ~4 Es.

Definition 2.19 (Posetal product). Given two PESs &1, &, the posetal product of their config-
urations, denoted (C(&1),S)x(C(&2),S), is defined as



{({C4,s), f,{Ca,s))|C1 €C(&1),C2 € C(E), f : C1 » Cy isomorphisms}.

A subset R < (C(&1),S)x(C(&2),S) is called a posetal relation. We say that R is downward closed
when for any ({C1,s), f,{C2,5)), ({C1,8"), f',{C3,8")) € (C(&1), S)X(C(&2),5), if ({C1, ), £,{C2,5)) €
(C1, "), f1,(C4, 8")) pointwise and ((C1,s"), f',{C5,s")) € R, then ({(C4,s), f,(C2,s)) € R.

For f: X1 — Xy, we define f[x1— xo]: Xju{x1} > Xou{xa}, z € Xyu{ay},(1)f[z1~ x2](2) =
xo,if z = x1;(2)f[x1 ~ x2](2) = f(2), otherwise. Where X1 CEq, Xo € Ey, 21 € Eq, 29 € Eg.

Definition 2.20 (Weakly posetal product). Given two PESs &1, &, the weakly posetal product
of their configurations, denoted (C(&1),S)x(C(&2),S), is defined as

{((C1, ), [,{Ca,s))|C1 € C(&1),Ca € C(&), f : C1 — Co isomorphism)}.

A subset R ¢ (C(&1),S)x(C(&2),S) is called a weakly posetal relation. We say that R is
downward closed when for any ((C1,s), f,(Ca,s)), ((C1,s"), f,(C5,5")) € (C(&1), S)x(C(&2),S), if
((C1,8), f,(Ca,8)) € ((C1,s"), f1,(C4, ")) pointwise and ((C1,s"), f',(C4,s")) € R, then ((C1,s), f,{C2,s)) €
R.

For f: X1 - Xo, we define flx1 — xo] : Xyu{x1} > Xou{xa}, erXlu{xl},(J)f[xlA = mg](z) =
xo,if z = x1;(2)f[x1 ~ x2](2) = f(2), otherwise. Where X1 € Ey, X9 € Eo, z1 € Ey, 29 € Es.
Also, we define f(7°) = f(77).

Definition 2.21 ((Hereditary) history-preserving bisimulation). A history-preserving (hp-) bisim-
ulation is a posetal relation R c (C(E1),S)X(C(&2),S) such that if ((Ch,s), f,{C2,s)) € R, and
(C1,8) 5 (C1,8), then (Ca, ) =5 (Ch, "), with ((C},5"), fler = ea],(Ch,s')) € R for all s,s" € S,
and vice-versa. £1,E are history-preserving (hp-)bisimilar and are written £1 ~py Es if there ex-

ists a hp-bisimulation R such that ({(@,2),d,(@,2)) € R.

A hereditary history-preserving (hhp-)bisimulation is a downward closed hp-bisimulation. &1,

are hereditary history-preserving (hhp-)bisimilar and are written €1 ~ppy Ea.

Definition 2.22 (Weak (hereditary) history-preserving bisimulation). A weak history-preserving

(hp-) bisimulation is a weakly posetal relation R € (C(E1), S)x(C(&2),S) such that if ((C1,s), f,(Ca,s)) €
R, and (C1,s) = (C},s'), then (Cy,s) => (C}, '), with ((C},s'), f[e1 — e2],(C}, ")) € R for

all s,s" € S, and vice-versa. &1,E are weak history-preserving (hp-)bisimilar and are written
&1~y E if there exists a weak hp-bisimulation R such that ((2,9),2,(,2)) € R.

A weakly hereditary history-preserving (hhp-)bisimulation is a downward closed weak hp-bisimulation.
E1,& are weakly hereditary history-preserving (hhp-)bisimilar and are written 1 ~ppy Eo.

Definition 2.23 (Branching pomset, step bisimulation). Assume a special termination predicate
}, and let \/ represent a state with \/ |. Let £, & be PESs. A branching pomset bisimulation
is a relation R < (C(&1),S) x(C(&2),S), such that:
1. if ({(Ch,5),(Ca, 8)) € R, and (Cy,s) = (C}, s} then
o cither X =7*, and ((C],s'),(Ca,s)) € R with s" € 7(s);

e or there is a sequence of (zero or more) T-transitions (Ca,s) — (C3,s°), such that

((C1,5).(C9, %)) € R and (€, ) 25 (C4, ') with ((C,),(Ch,s')) € R;



2. if ((C1,5),(Ch,s)) € R, and (Ca, s) > (Ch,s') then
o cither X =7*, and ((C1,s),(C5,s")) € R;
e or there is a sequence of (zero or more) T-transitions (C1,s) R (CY,8°), such that

(09, 5°),(Cy, 8)) € R and (C?, %) Z> (C!, s} with ((C}, '), (C}, ")) € R;

3. if ((Cy,s ), Cs,s)) € R and (C4,s) |, then there is a sequence of (zero or more) T-transitions
(Cy, s) T5(C9,5°) such that ((C1,s),(CY,5°)) € R and (C9,5°) |;

(
(
4. if ((C1,s ), (Cq,)) € R and (Cy,s) |, then there is a sequence of (zero or more) T-transitions
(C1,5) T5 (CY,s°) such that ((CY,s°),(Cy,s)) € R and (C?,s°) |.

We say that &1, & are branching pomset bisimilar, written €1 ~yy, 2, if there exists a branching
pomset bisimulation R, such that ({(@,@),(2,2)) € R.

By replacing pomset transitions with steps, we can get the definition of branching step bisimula-
tion. When PESs &1 and & are branching step bisimilar, we write £ ~ps Es.

Definition 2.24 (Rooted branching pomset, step bisimulation). Assume a special termination
predicate |, and let \/ represent a state with \/|. Let &1, E; be PESs. A rooted branching pomset
bisimulation is a relation R < (C(&1),S) x (C(&2),S), such that:

1. if ({C1,8),(Ca,5)) € R, and (Cy,s) 2> (C1,8") then (Ca,s) 2> (Ch.s') with (C,s) =
(C3,5");

2. if ((C1,5),(Ca, ) € R, and (Ca,s) 2> (Ch,s') then (C1,s) 2> (C},s') with (C1,s) =
(C3,5");

3. if ((C1,s),(Ca,s)) € R and (Cy,s) |, then (Ca,s) |;

4. if ((C1,8),(Ca,s)) € R and (Ca,s) |, then (C1,s) |.

We say that &1, & are rooted branching pomset bisimilar, written & =y, Ea, if there exists a
rooted branching pomset bisimulation R, such that ((@,2),{(D,2)) € R.

By replacing pomset transitions with steps, we can get the definition of rooted branching step
bisimulation. When PESs £ and & are rooted branching step bisimilar, we write £1 ~pps Eo.

Definition 2.25 (Branching (hereditary) history-preserving bisimulation). Assume a special
termination predicate |, and let \/ represent a state with \/ |. A branching history-preserving
(hp-) bisimulation is a weakly posetal relation R ¢ (C(&1),S)x(C(&2),S) such that:

1. 'Lf((Cl,S),f,(CQ,S>) GR; and <C1’S> i) <C{?S,> then

e cither e; =7, and ((C1,s'), fle1 = 7],(Ca,s)) € R;

e or there is a sequence of (zero or more) T-transitions (Cy, s) R (C9,8°), such that
(C1,8), £,(CE,5%) € R and (3, 80) 2> (CY ') with ({C), fler v €], (Ch)) €
R;



2. if ({C1.8). £.(C2,)) € R, and (Cs,5) = (G}, ') then
o cither ex =7, and ((C1, s), flea = 7°2],(C},s")) € R;

e or there is a sequence of (zero or more) T-transitions (C1,s) =, (CY,5%), such that

(C9,s°), £,(Co,5)) € R and (C?,s°) =5 (CF, ') with ((CL,s"), f[ex = e1],(Ch,s")) €

R;

3. if ((C1,s), f,(Ca,s)) € R and (C1,s) |, then there is a sequence of (zero or more) -
transitions (Cy, s) — (CY,s°) such that ((C1,s), f,{C9,5°)) € R and (CY, s°) |;

4. if ((Cy,s), f,(Ca,s)) € R and (Cy,s) |, then there is a sequence of (zero or more) T-
transitions (C1,s) — (C,s°) such that ((C?,s°), f,(Ca,s)) € R and (C?,s°) |.

&1,& are branching history-preserving (hp-)bisimilar and are written & ~ppy, E if there exists a
branching hp-bisimulation R such that ((@,2),2,(@,9)) € R.

A branching hereditary history-preserving (hhp-)bisimulation is a downward closed branching hp-
bisimulation. &1,E are branching hereditary history-preserving (hhp-)bisimilar and are written
E1 ®ppnp Eo.

Definition 2.26 (Rooted branching (hereditary) history-preserving bisimulation). Assume a

special termination predicate |, and let \/ represent a state with \/ |. A rooted branching history-
preserving (hp-) bisimulation is a weakly posetal relation R < (C(&E1),S)x(C(&2),S) such that:

1. if ({C1,8), f,{Ca,5)) € R, and (Cy,s) = (C},5"), then (Ca,s) > (Ch,s") with (C},5") ~ppnp
(C3,5");

2. if ((C1,5), f,(Ca,8)) € R, and (Ca,s) => (Ch,5"), then (C1,s) —> (C1,s") with (C},5") mppy
(C3,5");

3. if ({C1,8), f,(C2,5)) € R and (C1,s) |, then (Ca,s) |;

4. if ((C1,5), f,{C2,s)) € R and (Cy,s) |, then (C1,s) |.

&1,& are rooted branching history-preserving (hp-)bisimilar and are written £y ~pppy E2 if there
exists a rooted branching hp-bisimulation R such that ({(@,@),2,(@,@)) € R.

A rooted branching hereditary history-preserving (hhp-)bisimulation is a downward closed rooted
branching hp-bisimulation. &,E are rooted branching hereditary history-preserving (hhp-)bisimilar
and are written & ®ppppp E2.

2.3.1 BATC with Guards

In this subsection, we will discuss the guards for BATC, which is denoted as BATC¢. Let E be
the set of atomic events (actions), G, be the set of atomic guards, § be the deadlock constant,
and € be the empty event. We extend G to the set of basic guards G with element ¢, v, -,
which is generated by the following formation rules:

¢ 5= 0le|~gly) € Garlp + Yo - b



No. Axiom

Al z+y=y+=x

A2 (z+y)+z=z+(y+2)
A3 z+z=x

A4 (x+y)-z=xz-2+y-2
A5 (z-y)-z=a-(y-2)

A6 zr+d==x
AT d-x =6
A8 e-x=z
A9 z-e=zx
Gl ¢-—-¢p=9
G2 ¢p+-¢p=c¢
G3  ¢d=§

G4 gz +y)=dr+y

G5 ¢(z-y)=gz-y

G6  (p+¢)x=dx+Yx

G7T  (¢-)-z=0¢ (¢-2)

G8  ¢=¢if Vse S.test(p,s)

G9  Po- =0 if Vs €S, Ji < n.test(=¢;,s)
G10 wp(e,¢)e¢ = wp(e,¢)e

G11 —|wp(6,¢)6—|¢ = ﬁwp(e,qﬁ)e

Table 1: Axioms of BATCq

In the following, let eq,eq,€],eh, € E, ¢,1 € G and let variables x,y, z range over the set of terms
for true concurrency, p, q, s range over the set of closed terms. The predicate test(¢, s) represents
that ¢ holds in the state s, and test(e,s) holds and test(d,s) does not hold. ef fect(e,s) €
S denotes s’ in s — s’. The predicate weakest precondition wp(e, @) denotes that Vs,s’ €
S,test(¢p,ef fect(e,s)) holds.

The set of axioms of BATCg consists of the laws given in Table [

Note that, by eliminating atomic event from the process terms, the axioms in Table [ will lead
to a Boolean Algebra. And G9 is a precondition of e and ¢, G10 is the weakest precondition of
e and ¢. A data environment with ef fect function is sufficiently deterministic, and it is obvious
that if the weakest precondition is expressible and G9, G10 are sound, then the related data
environment is sufficiently deterministic.

Definition 2.27 (Basic terms of BATCg). The set of basic terms of BATCq, B(BATCq), is
inductively defined as follows:

1. Ec B(BATCg);
2. G c B(BATCG);

3. ifeeE,te B(BATCg) then e-te B(BATCq);



{€,8) > (V)
if s eef fect(e,s)

e,s) = (V.

(¢,5) > (V:5)
(,5) = (/. 5') (,5) = (a',')
(@ +y.s) > (Vo) (z+y,s) > (2/,s)
{y.5) = (V.5 {y.5) = (¥, ")
(@+y,s) > (Vos) (zt+y,s) > (y,s)
(,5) = (V. 5') (,5) = (2’ ')

<£C-y,8>£><y,8’> <£U-y,5>£><$'-y,8’)

if test(g, s)

Table 2: Single event transition rules of BATCg

4. if e G,t e B(BATCg) then ¢-te B(BATCg);
5. if t,s e B(BATCg) then t +se B(BATCg).

Theorem 2.28 (Elimination theorem of BATC¢). Let p be a closed BATC¢ term. Then there
s a basic BATCg term q such that BATCg+p=q.

We will define a term-deduction system which gives the operational semantics of BATCq. We
give the operational transition rules for €, atomic guard ¢ € G4, atomic event e € [E, operators -
and + as Table[@2shows. And the predicate 5 \/ represents successful termination after execution
of the event e.

Note that, we replace the single atomic event e € [E by X € [E, we can obtain the pomset transition
rules of BATCg, and omit them.

Theorem 2.29 (Congruence of BATC with respect to truly concurrent bisimulation equiva-
lences). (1) Pomset bisimulation equivalence ~, is a congruence with respect to BATCg.

(2) Step bisimulation equivalence ~5 is a congruence with respect to BATCg.

(3) Hp-bisimulation equivalence ~py is a congruence with respect to BATCg.

(4) Hhp-bisimulation equivalence ~ppyp is a congruence with respect to BATCq.

Theorem 2.30 (Soundness of BAT'C modulo truly concurrent bisimulation equivalences). (1)
Let x and y be BATCq terms. If BATC +~x =y, then x ~, y.

(2) Let x and y be BATCq terms. If BATC v x =y, then x ~5 y.
(3) Let x and y be BATCq terms. If BATC v x =y, then x ~pp y.
(4) Let x and y be BATCq terms. If BATC v+ x =y, then & ~ppp y.



Theorem 2.31 (Completeness of BATCg modulo truly concurrent bisimulation equivalences).
(1) Let p and q be closed BATCq terms, if p ~p q then p =q.

(2) Let p and q be closed BATCq terms, if p ~s q then p = q.
(3) Let p and q be closed BATCq terms, if p ~pp q then p = q.
(4) Let p and q be closed BATCq terms, if p ~pnp q then p=q.

2.3.2 APTC with Guards

In this subsection, we will extend APTC with guards, which is abbreviated APTCq. The set
of basic guards G with element ¢,, -, which is extended by the following formation rules:

¢ 3= 0le|~ply) € Garlg + |-l || ¥

The set of axioms of APT'C¢ including axioms of BAT'C¢ in Table[Iland the axioms are shown
in Table [B

Definition 2.32 (Basic terms of APT'Cq). The set of basic terms of APTCq, B(APTCg), is
inductively defined as follows:

~

. Ec B(APTCg);

2. G c B(APTCG);

3. ifeeE,te BLAPTCq) then e-t € B(APTCg);
4. if ¢ Gt e BLAPTCG) then ¢ -t e BLAPTCg):
5. if t,s e B(LAPTCg) then t+se B(APTCg).

6. ift,s e B(LAPTCg) thent || se B(APTCq).

Based on the definition of basic terms for APTCg and axioms of APTC¢q, we can prove the
elimination theorem of APTCq.

Theorem 2.33 (Elimination theorem of APTC¢q). Let p be a closed APTCq term. Then there
s a basic APTCg term q such that APTCg+p=q.

We will define a term-deduction system which gives the operational semantics of APTCq. Two
atomic events e; and es are in race condition, which are denoted e;%es.

10



No.
P1
P2
P3
P4
P5
P6
P7
P8
P9
P10
P11
C1
C?2
C3
C4
Ch
C6
C7
C8
9
C10
CFE1
CE2
CE3
CE4
CEb5
CEG6
CE7

Axiom
riy=zlly+a|y
rly=ylx

@y lz=z|(yll=2)
zly=zlly+yl =

(e1<e2) er| (e2-y)=(er | e2)-y
(e1<e2) (ex-x)| ea=(e1 | e2) x
(e1<e2) (er-) | (e2-y)=(er | e2) (= ¥ y)
(z+y)Lz=(@|L =)+ 2)

0 x=9¢

el x=x

x| e=x

e | ez =v(er,e2)

er](e2-y)=v(er,e2) y
(e1-x) | ea=~(er,e2)

(e1-2) | (e2-y) =v(e1,e2) - (z 1 v)
(z+y)|z=(z|2)+(y]?)
zl(y+z)=(z]y)+(z]2)

d|lz=06

x|d=9

elz=0

x|e=9

Oe)=e

©0)=0

Oe) =¢

Ox+y)=0(x)<y+6(y)< z

O(z-y) =6(x)-O6(y)

Oz Ly)=((O()<y) Ly)+((O(y)<z) [ z)
Oz |y)=((O(x)<y)|y)+({(O) < z)|z)

Table 3: Axioms of APTCg
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No.
U1l
U2
U3
U4
Ub
U6
Urv
U8
U9
U10
Ul11
U12
U13
Ul14
U15
D1
D2
D3
D4
D5
D6
G12
G13
G14
G15
G16
G17
G18
G19
G20
G21
G22
G23
G24

Axiom

(u(el,eg)) e1<er=T1
(f(e1,e2),e2<e3) e <ez=e;
(f(e1,e2),e2<e3) e3de =71
edd=e

0<de=9

ede=e

ede=e
(z+y)<z=(x<2)+(y< z)
(z-y)dz=(x<2) (y<2)
(wl ) az=(za2)] (ya2)
(zly)<dz=(x<2)|(y<2)
rd (y+2)=(z<y)<z
rd(y-2)=(x4y)<z
rd(yllz)=(zy)z
rd(ylz)=(z<y)<z
e¢ H Op(e)=e

eeH Jg(e)=9¢

op(6) =0

Or(x+y) = 0n(x) + Ou(y)
On(z-y) =0n(x) - Ou(y)
On(z L y)=0u(z) L 0u(y)
oz |Ly) =oz |l oy
¢(x|y) = oz | ¢y

Go |l -+ || dn =0 if Vsg,---, 8p € S,Fi <ntest(—p;, SoU--USp)

Table 4: Axioms of APTC¢(continuing)
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{e1,en}

” en73> - <\/7 Sl)

(el ||

(@1 11+ Il &n,s) > {V/9)
(2,5) = (Vo5') (y,s) = (Vos")

if s eeffect(er,s)u-

uef fect(en,s)

if test(¢1,8), -, test(¢n, s)

(2,5) = {a',5") (y,8) > (/os")

(@ 1l y,5) “22h (50 s (@ 1] g 5) “22h (a1 5 057
(2,5) S (Vos) (05) D (005" (m,5) D (as) (n5) D, s")
@ ys) L (s (s g gy s U s

(2,5) D> (Vos) (05) b (ea%en) {zys) S (a',') (w5) o (e1%es)
(x| y,8) = (y, ) (z | y,8) = (2" 1 y,s')
(,5) b (1,5) D (Vs") (e1%e) (w,5) (1.3 5 {0',5")_(ea%cs)
(x| y,s) = (x,s") (z | y,8) = (z 1 y',s")
(2,5) 5 (Vo5') (1,8) D (V8") (e15en) {m,5) S (alss) (15) D (Vos") (e1<ea)

{e1,e2}

(L y,s) —— (V,s"us")

e

(2,5) = (Vo5") (y,8) = (y/,5")

(e1<e2)

(oL y,s) 2,

<x/’ s'U s”)

(2,5) = {a',5") (y,8) > (y',5")

(e1 <e2)

{ee}
(@ || y,8) ——> (y, 8" Us")

(2,5) = (Vo5") (y,s) = (Vos")

(@ L y,s) S22

(@,5) = (2',s) -

(z' 1y s'us")

(@ |y, 5) D2 (e f fect(v(er, e2), 5))

€1

(2,5) = (Vo5') (y,8) = (y/,s")

(,5) < (/,5")
(w9, 5) 22 (1 ef Fect(v(en, e2), 5))

(2,5) = {a',5") (y,8) > (y',5")

(@ ]y, 5) 28Dt ef fect(r(er,e2),)) (x| w.s)

alevez) (" 3 o ef fect(y(e1,e2),s))

Table 5: Transition rules of APTCgq



(2,5) = (V8") (fleren))  (@8) = (V/i8")  (H(er )
(0(x),5) = {V/.') (0(2),5) = (V/,5")

(w,5) & (2',s") (fler,e2))  (w,s) 2> (2",s") (f(er,e2))

(B(2),s) = (B(a"),s) (6(x),s) = (B(a"),5")
{2,5) = (Vo5') (y,s) »2 (f(eren))  {w,s) = (@,s') (y,s) »  (f(er,e2))
(< y,5) > (V) (@< y.s) > {a',s")

(x,s) A, (Vos) (y,s)+»  (f(e1,e2),e2a<e3) (z,s) A, (',s") (y,s) »*  (f#(e1,e2),e2<e3)

(z<qy,s) = (V.5 (z<qy,s) = (a!,s)

(2,5) 2 (\,s') (y,8) »2 (f(er,e2),e1<e3)  (m,8) > (2,s") (y,8) »2  (f§(e1,e2),e1 < e3)

(<y,s) > (V.8) (w<y,s) > (2',s)
(z,5) = (2’ ")

) > V) . (e¢H)
(O(z),5) S (V. o) (O (), 5) S (O (2’), ')

Table 6: Transition rules of APTC¢ (continuing)

Theorem 2.34 (Generalization of APTCq with respect to BATCg). APTCgq is a generaliza-
tion of BATCq.

Theorem 2.35 (Congruence of APTC¢ with respect to truly concurrent bisimulation equiva-
lences). (1) Pomset bisimulation equivalence ~, is a congruence with respect to APTCqg.

(2) Step bisimulation equivalence ~s is a congruence with respect to APTCg.

(3) Hp-bisimulation equivalence ~py is a congruence with respect to APTCg.

(4) Hhp-bisimulation equivalence ~ppy is a congruence with respect to APTCgq.

Theorem 2.36 (Soundness of APTCg modulo truly concurrent bisimulation equivalences). (1)
Let x and y be APTCq terms. If APTC v~z =y, then x ~, y.

(2) Let x and y be APTCgq terms. If APTC v+ x =y, then x ~5 y.
(3) Let x and y be APTCq terms. If APTC v x =y, then x ~pp, y.
(4) Let x and y be APTCgq terms. If APTC v+ x =y, then x ~ppp .

Theorem 2.37 (Completeness of APTCg modulo truly concurrent bisimulation equivalences).
(1) Let p and q be closed APTCq terms, if p ~, q then p = q.

(2) Let p and q be closed APTCgq terms, if p~s q then p = q.
(3) Let p and q be closed APTCgq terms, if p ~pp q then p =q.
(4) Let p and q be closed APTCgq terms, if p ~pnp q then p = q.

14



(B, (Xl E)), 5) ~2, (/1)
(X B, 5) S22 (o

{e1,ex}

(ti(<X1|E>’ ) (Xn|E>)’ S)
(X B), s) 1, ) sy

(y,s")

Table 7: Transition rules of guarded recursion

No. Axiom
RDP (Xi|E)=t;({(X1|E, -, Xp|E)) (i€{l,-,n})
RSP ify;=t;(y1,,yn) for i e {1,---,n}, then y; = (X;|FE) (ie{l,---,n})

Table 8: Recursive definition and specification principle

2.3.3 Recursion

In this subsection, we introduce recursion to capture infinite processes based on APTCq. In
the following, F, F,G are recursion specifications, X,Y, Z are recursive variables.

Definition 2.38 (Guarded recursive specification). A recursive specification

Xl = tl(X17"'7Xn)

Xn = tn(Xla 7Xn)

is guarded if the right-hand sides of its recursive equations can be adapted to the form by ap-
plications of the axioms in APTC and replacing recursion variables by the right-hand sides of
their recursive equations,

(arr [L L a1iy)-s1(Xa, o Xp)+o+(apy L L akig ) sp(Xa, o Xp)+(brn [L - L b1jy ) ++(byy, L
where aii, -, a1y, Q1 ki, 011, 7, 0141, 0141, by, € K, and the sum above 1s allowed to be

empty, in which case it represents the deadlock 6. And there does not exist an infinite sequence
of e-transitions (X|E) - (X'|E) - (X"|E) — ---.

The RDP (Recursive Definition Principle) and the RSP (Recursive Specification Principle) are
shown in Table Bl

Theorem 2.39 (Conservitivity of APTCq with guarded recursion). APTCq with guarded
recursion is a conservative extension of APTCq.

15
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if test(T,s)

{1,8) = (V)
(r,8) > (Vo7(s))

Table 9: Transition rule of the silent step

Theorem 2.40 (Congruence theorem of APTCg with guarded recursion). Truly concurrent
bisimulation equivalences ~p, ~5 and ~p, are all congruences with respect to APTCg with guarded
TeCUTSIon.

Theorem 2.41 (Elimination theorem of APTCq with linear recursion). Fach process term
in APTCq with linear recursion is equal to a process term (X1|E) with E a linear recursive
specification.

Theorem 2.42 (Soundness of APT'C¢ with guarded recursion). Let x and y be APTCq with
guarded recursion terms. If APTCq with guarded recursion v+ x =1y, then

(1) x~sy.

(2) x~py.

(3) x ~np y.

(4) T ~hnp Y-

Theorem 2.43 (Completeness of APTCq with linear recursion). Let p and q be closed APTCq
with linear recursion terms, then,

(1) if p~s q then p=gq.

(2) if p~p q then p=q.

(3) if p~np q then p = q.

(4) if p ~hhp q then p = q.

2.3.4 Abstraction

To abstract away from the internal implementations of a program, and verify that the program
exhibits the desired external behaviors, the silent step 7 and abstraction operator 77 are intro-
duced, where I € Eu G, denotes the internal events or guards. The silent step 7 represents the
internal events or guards, when we consider the external behaviors of a process, 7 steps can be
removed, that is, 7 steps must keep silent. The transition rule of 7 is shown in Table[@ In the
following, let the atomic event e range over Eu{e}u{d}u{r}, and ¢ range over GuU {7}, and let
the communication function y:Eu {7} x Eu {7} - Eu {0}, with each communication involved
7 resulting in §. We use 7(s) to denote ef fect(r,s), for the fact that 7 only change the state of
internal data environment, that is, for the external data environments, s = 7(s).

Definition 2.44 (Guarded linear recursive specification). A linear recursive specification E is
guarded if there does not exist an, infinite sequence of T-transitions (X|E) - (X'|E) > (X"|E) &
-+, and there does not exist an infinite sequence of e-transitions (X|E) — (X'|E) - (X"|E) — ---.

16



No. Axiom

Bl e-T=e

B2 e (t-(z+y)+x)=ec-(x+y)
B3 z| t=x

G26 ¢-T=¢

G27 ¢ (T-(z+y)+x) =0 (z+y)

Table 10: Axioms of silent step

Theorem 2.45 (Conservitivity of APTCq with silent step and guarded linear recursion).
APTCq with silent step and guarded linear recursion is a conservative extension of APTCgq
with linear recursion.

Theorem 2.46 (Congruence theorem of APTCq with silent step and guarded linear recur-
sion). Rooted branching truly concurrent bisimulation equivalences mypp, ®pps and ~ppp, are all
congruences with respect to APTCg with silent step and guarded linear recursion.

We design the axioms for the silent step 7 in Table [I0l

Theorem 2.47 (Elimination theorem of APT'C¢ with silent step and guarded linear recursion).
FEach process term in APTCq with silent step and guarded linear recursion is equal to a process
term (X1|E) with E a guarded linear recursive specification.

Theorem 2.48 (Soundness of APTC¢ with silent step and guarded linear recursion). Let x
and y be APTCq with silent step and guarded linear recursion terms. If APTCq with silent
step and guarded linear recursion + x =y, then

(1) T ~rps Y.
(2) T ~rpp Y-
(3) T Srbhp Y-
(4) T ~rbhip Y-

Theorem 2.49 (Completeness of APTC¢q with silent step and guarded linear recursion). Let
p and q be closed APTCq with silent step and guarded linear recursion terms, then,

(1) if p ~rps q then p = q.

(2) if p~rpp q then p=q.

(3) if p ~rop q then p=q.

(4) if P ~ronnp q then p=q.

The unary abstraction operator 77 (I € EuU Gy) renames all atomic events or atomic guards in

I into 7. APTCq with silent step and abstraction operator is called APT'Cg,. The transition
rules of operator 7; are shown in Table [T1l

17



(z,s) 5 (', s")

@) > el
S

(r1(x),5) = (\/,s) (r1(x),s) = (rr(a'), ")
(,5) = (V. 5') (z,5) = (2’ ')

eel eel

(r1(x),5) = (V/,7(5)) (r1(x),s) = (rr(2"),7(s))

Table 11: Transition rule of the abstraction operator

No. Axiom

TI1 e¢l 7r(e)=e

TI2 eel 7i(e)=T7

TI3 717(6)=6

TI4 71(x+y)=711(x) +17(y)
TI5 7(z-y)=T7(x) 71(y)
TI6 71 | y) = 71(2) L 1)
G2 el 1(9) =0

G29 o¢el T1i(o)=71

Table 12: Axioms of abstraction operator

Theorem 2.50 (Conservitivity of APTCq, with guarded linear recursion). APTCgq, with
guarded linear recursion is a conservative extension of APTCq with silent step and guarded
linear recursion.

Theorem 2.51 (Congruence theorem of APTC;, with guarded linear recursion). Rooted branch-
ing truly concurrent bisimulation equivalences ~,p,, ®pps and ~ppp, are all congruences with re-
spect to APTCgq. with guarded linear recursion.

We design the axioms for the abstraction operator 77 in Table

Theorem 2.52 (Soundness of APTC¢. with guarded linear recursion). Let x and y be APTCg,
with guarded linear recursion terms. If APTCgq, with guarded linear recursion +~ x =y, then

(1) T ~rps Y-
(2) T ~rpp Y-
(3) T ®rphp Y-
(4) @ ®ohhp Y-

Definition 2.53 (Cluster). Let E be a guarded linear recursive specification, and I ¢ E. Two
recursion variable X and Y in E are in the same cluster for I iff there exist sequences of
. {b11,,b1:} {bm1,bmi} {c11,c15} {entyeng}
transitions (X|E) (Y|E) and (Y|E) (X|E),
where b117"'7bmi70117"'7cnj elu {T}
ay || | ag or (a1 || |l ar)X is an exit for the cluster C iff: (1) ai | - | ax or (a1 || - |L
ar)X is a summand at the right-hand side of the recursive equation for a recursion variable in
C, and (2) in the case of (ay || - || ax)X, either ay ¢ ITu{r}(l€{1,2,---,k}) or X ¢ C.

18



No. Axiom
CFAR 1If X is in a cluster for I with exits

{(all |_L |_L ali)yi,"',(aml \_L \_L ami)Ym,bll |_L \_L blj,"',bnl \_L |_L bnj},
then 7177 ((X|E)) =

7'-77(((111 |_L |_L ah‘)<Y1|E) + e+ (am1 \_L \_L ami)(Ym|E) +bn |_L |_L blj +---+bn1 \_L

Table 13: Cluster fair abstraction rule

Theorem 2.54 (Soundness of CFAR). CFAR is sound modulo rooted branching truly concur-
rent bisimulation equivalences ®yps, Nrpp, Rrphp ANA Xppphyp.

Theorem 2.55 (Completeness of APTC¢. with guarded linear recursion and CFAR). Let p
and q be closed APTCq_ with guarded linear recursion and CFAR terms, then,

(1) if p ~yps q then p = q.

(2) if p ~pyp q then p =q.

(3) if p ~rpnp q then p =q.

(4) if p ®rbhip q then p = q.

2.4 APPTC with Guards — APPTCg

Definition 2.56 (Prime event structure with silent event and empty event). Let A be a fized set
of labels, ranged over a,b,c,--- and T,e. A (A-labelled) prime event structure with silent event T
and empty event € is a tuple € = (E, <, f, §x A), where E is a denumerable set of events, including
the silent event T and empty event €. Let [k = E\{7, €}, exactly excluding T and e, it is obvious
that 7 = e. Let \:E — A be a labelling function and let \(T) =7 and \(€) = . And <, {, § are
binary relations on E, called causality, conflict and probabilistic conflict respectively, such that:

1. < is a partial order and [e] = {¢' € El¢’ < e} is finite for all e € E. It is easy to see that
e<t*<e =e<T<-<T<€, thene<e.

2. is irreflexive, symmetric and hereditary with respect to <, that is, for all e,e’,e" € E, if
efe <e"’, then efe’;

3. #x is irreflexive, symmetric and hereditary with respect to <, that is, for all e,e’,e" € E, if

efre <e’, then efre”.

Then, the concepts of consistency and concurrency can be drawn from the above definition:

1. e,e’ € E are consistent, denoted as e ~ €', if =(efe’) and —(efr€’). A subset X ¢ E is
called consistent, if e ~ €' for all e,e’ € X.

2. e,e' € E are concurrent, denoted ase || €', if =(e <e'), ~(e' <e), and ~(efe’) and ~(efr ).

19
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Definition 2.57 (Configuration). Let £ be a PES. A (finite) configuration in & is a (finite)
consistent subset of events C ¢ &, closed with respect to causality (i.e. [C|=C), and a data
state s € S with S the set of all data states, denoted (C,s). The set of finite configurations of £
is denoted by (C(£),8). We let C' = C\{r} U {e}.

A consistent subset of X ¢ E of events can be seen as a pomset. Given X,Y c[E, X ~Y if X and

Y are isomorphic as pomsets. In the following of the paper, we say C7 ~ Cy, we mean Cy ~ Cs.

Definition 2.58 (Pomset transitions and step). Let £ be a PES and let C € C(E), and @+ X CE,
fCnX =@ and C'=CuX €C(E), then (C,s) LR (C',s") is called a pomset transition from
(C,s) to (C',s"). When the events in X are pairwise concurrent, we say that (C,s) X, (C',s")

X X
is a step. It is obvious that > ——->"="— and SN SN for anyeeE and X c E.

Definition 2.59 (Probabilistic transitions). Let £ be a PES and let C € C(E), the transition
(C,5) % (C™, s) is called a probabilistic transition from (C,s) to (C™,s).

Definition 2.60 (Weak pomset transitions and weak step). Let € be a PES and let C € C(E),
and @+ X K, if CnX =@ and C" = Cu X € C(E), then (C,s) EN (C',s") is called a weak
* * X * *
pomset transition from (C,s) to (C',s"), where we define S2TL57 . And =257, for
every e € X. When the events in X are pairwise concurrent, we say that (C,s) SN (C'",s") is a

weak step.

We will also suppose that all the PESs in this chapter are image finite, that is, for any PES
£ and C e C(€) and a € A, {(C,s) & (C™,s)}, {e e E|(C,s) = (C",s') A X(e) = a} and {e ¢
E|(C, s) = (C",s") A M(e) = a} is finite.

Definition 2.61 (Probabilistic pomset, step bisimulation). Let &1, & be PESs. A probabilistic
pomset bisimulation is a relation R ¢ (C(&1),S) x (C(&2),S), such that (1) if ({(Cy,s),{Ca,s)) €
R, and (C,s) X, (C1,s") then (Ca,s) EiER (C4,8"), with X1 ¢ Eq, Xo ¢ Eg, X7 ~ X9 and
((C1,8'),(C4%,s")) € R for all s,s" € S, and vice-versa; (2) if ((C1,s),(Ca,s)) € R, and (Cy,s) >
(CT, s) then (Ca,8) % (CF,s) and ((CT,s),{CT,s)) € R, and vice-versa; (3) if ((C1,s),(Ca,s)) €
R, then pu(Cy,C) = u(C2,C) for each C € C(E)/R; (4) [V]r = {/}- We say that &1, & are
probabilistic pomset bisimilar, written £1 ~p, E, if there exists a probabilistic pomset bisimulation
R, such that ((@,2),(d,3)) € R. By replacing probabilistic pomset transitions with probabilistic
steps, we can get the definition of probabilistic step bisimulation. When PESs £ and & are
probabilistic step bisimilar, we write £1 ~ps E.

Definition 2.62 (Weakly probabilistic pomset, step bisimulation). Let &, & be PESs. A
weakly probabilistic pomset bisimulation is a relation R € (C(&1),S) x(C(&2),S), such that (1) if
((C1,s),(Ca,s)) € R, and (C1,s) EST (C1,8") then (Ca,s) 22, (C3, "), with X, € Ei, X ¢ Ey,
X1 ~ Xy and ((C],5"),(C%,s")) € R for all s,s' € S, and vice-versa; (2) if ({(C1,s),{C2,s)) € R,
and (C1,s) ~ (CT,s) then (Ca,s) 5 (CF,s) and ((CT,s),(CF,s)) € R, and vice-versa; (3) if
((Cy,8),(Ca,8)) € R, then u(C1,C) = u(Cq,C) for each C € C(E)/R; (4) [\V/Ir = {V/}- We
say that €1, & are weakly probabilistic pomset bisimilar, written & =y, Ea, if there exists a
weakly probabilistic pomset bisimulation R, such that ((@,d),(3,d)) € R. By replacing weakly
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probabilistic pomset transitions with weakly probabilistic steps, we can get the definition of weakly
probabilistic step bisimulation. When PESs £ and & are weakly probabilistic step bisimilar, we
write £1 ~ps Ea.

Definition 2.63 (Posetal product). Given two PESs &1, &, the posetal product of their config-
urations, denoted (C(€1),S)x(C(&2),S), is defined as

{({C1,8), f,{Ca,8))|C1 €C(&1),C2 € C(E), [ : C1 — Oy isomorphism}.

A subset R < (C(&1),S)x(C(&2),S) is called a posetal relation. We say that R is downward closed
when for any ((C1, 5), f,(C2, ), ((C1,8), [',{C3,8")) € (C(&1), SYX(C(E2), S), if ((C1, ), [,{C2,5)) <
(<C{7S,)7f,7 (Cé,8,>) pointwise and ((C{73,>7f,7 <C£7S,)) € R; then ((Cl78)7f7 <0278>) €R.

For f: X1 —» Xo, we define flx1 — xo] : Xyu{x1} > Xou{xae}, z € Xyu{x1},(1)f[z1 ~ 22](2) =
xo,if z = x1;(2)f[x1 ~ x2](2) = f(2), otherwise. Where X1 CEq, Xo € Ey, 21 € Eq, 29 € Eg.

Definition 2.64 (Weakly posetal product). Given two PESs &1, &, the weakly posetal product
of their configurations, denoted (C(&1),S)x(C(&2),S), is defined as

{((C1, 8), f,{Ca, s))|C1 € C(E1),Cy € C(&), f : C1 — Cy isomorphism}.

A subset R ¢ (C(&1),S)x(C(&2),S) is called a weakly posetal relation. We say that R is
downward closed when for any ({Ch,5), f,(Ca, ), (CL,8'), £,(Ch ') € (C(£1), SIRIC(E2), S), if
((Ch,5), £,{Co 5)) € ({C4, 8, £, (Ch ') pointuise and (Cs'), £, (Ch, ) € R, then ((Chs5), £,(Cars)) €
R.

For f: X1 - Xy, we define f[x1— 2] : Xyu{m1} > XoU{za}, 2z e Xyu{mi}, (1)f[21 = 22](2) =
xo,if z = x1;(2)f[x1 — x2](2) = f(2), otherwise. Where X1 € Eq, X5 € Eo, 1 € Eq, x5 € Eo.
Also, we define f(7*) = f(77).

Definition 2.65 (Probabilistic (hereditary) history-preserving bisimulation). A probabilistic
history-preserving (hp-) bisimulation is a posetal relation R € (C(€1),S)x(C(&2),S) such that (1)
if ((C1,8), f,{Ca,s)) € R, and (C1,s) = (C},s'), then (Ca,s) => (C4,s'), with ((C},s'), fler
e2],{C%,58')) € R for all s,s" € S, and vice-versa; (2) if ({(C1,s), f,{(Ca,s)) € R, and {C1,s) >
(CT, s) then (Co,s) % (CF,s) and ((CT,s), f,(CF,s)) € R, and vice-versa; (3) if (C1, f,Ca) € R,
then p(C1,C) = u(Cs,C) for each C € C(E)/R; (4) [V]r ={/}- &1, are probabilistic history-
preserving (hp-)bisimilar and are written &1 ~ppy Eo if there exists a probabilistic hp-bisimulation
R such that ((3,9),2,(2,3)) € R.

A probabilistic hereditary history-preserving (hhp-)bisimulation is a downward closed probabilistic
hp-bisimulation. &1,E2 are probabilistic hereditary history-preserving (hhp-)bisimilar and are
written 51 ~phhp 52 .

Definition 2.66 (Weakly probabilistic (hereditary) history-preserving bisimulation). A weakly
probabilistic history-preserving (hp-) bisimulation is a weakly posetal relation R < (C(&1),S)x(C(&2),S)
such that (1) if ((C1,s), f,(Ca,5)) € R, and (Cy,s) => (CI,s'), then (Ca,s) = (Ch, '), with
(C1,s"), fler = e2],(C4,s")) € R for all s,s" €S, and vice-versa; (2) if ((C1,s), f,{C2,s)) € R,
and (C1,s) * (CT,s) then (Ca,s) ~> (CF,s) and ((CT,s), f,{CF,s)) € R, and vice-versa; (3)
if (C1,f,C2) € R, then u(C1,C) = u(Cq,C) for each C € C(E)/R; (4) [V]r = {/}- &1,& are
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weakly probabilistic history-preserving (hp-)bisimilar and are written 1 ~ppy Eo if there exists a
weakly probabilistic hp-bisimulation R such that ({@,2),,(@,2)) € R.

A weakly probabilistic hereditary history-preserving (hhp-)bisimulation is a downward closed
weakly probabilistic hp-bisimulation. £, are weakly probabilistic hereditary history-preserving
(hhp-)bisimilar and are written E1 ~pppp Ea.

Definition 2.67 (Probabilistic branching pomset, step bisimulation). Assume a special termi-
nation predicate |, and let \/ represent a state with \/ |. Let &, € be PESs. A probabilistic
branching pomset bisimulation is a relation R < (C(&1),S) x (C(&2),S), such that:

1. if ((Cy, 5),{Ca, 8)) € R, and {C1,s) > (C!,8') then

o cither X =7°, and ((C],s'),(Ca,s)) € R with s" € 7(s);

e or there is a sequence of (zero or more) probabilistic transitions and T-transitions
(Cy, s) NCIAN (CY,5%), such that ((C1,s),{CY,5%)) € R and (CY,s°) E (C4,s") with
((C1,5),(Cy, ")) € R;

2. if ({C1,),(Ca, 8)) € R, and (Ca, s) > (C4, ') then

e cither X =77, and ((C1,s),(C5,s")) e R;

e or there is a sequence of (zero or more) probabilistic transitions and T-transitions
(C1,8) ~*T5(CY,5%), such that ((C?,s°),(Cy,s)) € R and (CY,s°) E (C1,s") with
(C1,5),(Cy, ")) € R;

3. if ((C1,8),(Ca,s)) € R and (C1,s) |, then there is a sequence of (zero or more) probabilistic
transitions and T-transitions (Cy,s) ~*~— (C3,s°) such that ((C1,s),(CY,5°)) € R and
(C3,s°) &

4. if ({C1,s),(Ca,s)) € R and (Co, s) |, then there is a sequence of (zero or more) probabilistic
transitions and T-transitions (C1,s) ~*~— (C9,s°) such that ((C?,s°),(Cy,s)) € R and
(CY, %) 1

5. if (C1,C2) € R,then pu(Cy,C) = u(Cq,C) for each C € C(E)/R;

6. [VIr={V}

We say that £1, € are probabilistic branching pomset bisimilar, written &€ ~pp, o, if there exists
a probabilistic branching pomset bisimulation R, such that ({3, 2),(2,2)) € R.

By replacing probabilistic pomset transitions with steps, we can get the definition of probabilistic
branching step bisimulation. When PESs £ and & are probabilistic branching step bisimilar,
we write £1 ~pps E.

Definition 2.68 (Probabilistic rooted branching pomset, step bisimulation). Assume a special
termination predicate |, and let \/ represent a state with \/ |. Let &1, & be PESs. A probabilistic
rooted branching pomset bisimulation is a relation R ¢ (C(&€1),S) x (C(&2),S), such that:
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1. if ({C1,8),(Ca, 8)) € R, and (C, s) ~2 (C}, ') then (Cy, s) ~— (C4, s") with (1,8} ~yp
(C3,5");

2. if ((C1,5),(Ca, 8)) € R, and (Cy, s) ~2 (C},s') then (Cy, s) ~— (O, 8') with (C1, 8} =y
(Cy,58");

3. if(<01,5>, <C255>) € R and (Cl78> l} then <C255> ‘L;

4. if ((C1,8),(Ca,s)) € R and (Ca,s) |, then (C1,s) |.

We say that £1, & are probabilistic rooted branching pomset bisimilar, written £1 ~pppy 2, if
there exists a probabilistic rooted branching pomset bisimulation R, such that ((@,2),(2,@)) € R.

By replacing pomset transitions with steps, we can get the definition of probabilistic rooted
branching step bisimulation. When PESs &1 and &y are probabilistic rooted branching step bisim-
ilar, we write & ~prps Ea.

Definition 2.69 (Probabilistic branching (hereditary) history-preserving bisimulation). As-
sume a special termination predicate |, and let \/ represent a state with \/ |. A probabilistic
branching history-preserving (hp-) bisimulation is a weakly posetal relation R ¢ (C(&1), S)x(C(&2),S)
such that:

1. if ((C1,8), f,(Ca,8)) € R, and (C1,s) = (Cl,s') then

e cither ey =7, and ((C1,s"), fler1 = 7],(C2,8)) € R;

e or there is a sequence of (zero or more) probabilistic transitions and T-transitions
(Cy, s) NERAN (C9,5%), such that ({C,s), f,(C9,s°)) € R and (C9,s°) =5 (Ch, s') with
((C1,8"), fler = e2],(Cy, ")) € R;

2. if ((C1, s), f,{Ca, 8)) € R, and (Ca,s) = (Ch,s') then

o cither ea =7, and ((C1, s), flea = 7],(C4,s")) € R;

e or there is a sequence of (zero or more) probabilistic transitions and T-transitions
(C1,8) ~*T5 (C9,5%), such that ((C?,s°), f,(Ca,s)) € R and (C?,s°) =5 (C1, s') with
((C{78,>7f|:62 e 61]7 (Cé7sl)) € R;

3. if ((Cy,s), f,{Ca,s)) € R and (C1, s) |, then there is a sequence of (zero or more) probabilis-
tic transitions and T-transitions (Cy,s) ~*— (CY,s°) such that ((C1,s), f,(CY,s°)) € R
and (C9,5°%) |;

4. if ((C1,8), f,{C2,5)) € R and (C2, s) |, then there is a sequence of (zero or more) probabilis-
tic transitions and T-transitions (Cy,s) ~*— (C?,s%) such that ((C?,s°), f,(Cy,s)) € R
and (CY,s°) |;

5. if (C1,C3) € R,then pu(C1,C) = u(Cy,C) for each C e C(E)/R;

6. [V1r=1{V}-
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E1,& are probabilistic branching history-preserving (hp-)bisimilar and are written E1 ~pppy Ea if
there exists a probabilistic branching hp-bisimulation R such that ({(@,2),2,{>,3)) € R.

A probabilistic branching hereditary history-preserving (hhp-)bisimulation is a downward closed
probabilistic branching hp-bisimulation. &1, are probabilistic branching hereditary history-
preserving (hhp-)bisimilar and are written £1 ~ppppp Ea.

Definition 2.70 (Probabilistic rooted branching (hereditary) history-preserving bisimulation).
Assume a special termination predicate |, and let \/ represent a state with \/ |. A proba-
bilistic rooted branching history-preserving (hp-) bisimulation is a weakly posetal relation R <

(C(&1),S)Yx(C(&2),S) such that:

1. if ((C1,58), f,{Ca,8)) € R, and (C1, ) ~=> (C1,s'), then (Ca, s) ~—> (Ch, s") with (C, s") #ppnp
(C3,58");

2. if ((Cy, 8), f,(Ca,8)) € R, and (Cy, s) ~—> (Ch,5"), then (C1,5) ~=> (C},s") with (C}, ') ~ppnp
(C3,5");

3. if ({(Cy,s), f,{(Ca,s)) € R and (Cy,s) |, then (Ca,s) |;
4. if ((C1,s), f,(Ca,s)) € R and (Ca,s) |, then (Cy,s) |.

E1,& are probabilistic rooted branching history-preserving (hp-)bisimilar and are written €1 ~prpnp
&, if there exists a probabilistic rooted branching hp-bisimulation R such that ((@,9),3,(3,3)) €
R.

A probabilistic rooted branching hereditary history-preserving (hhp-)bisimulation is a downward
closed probabilistic rooted branching hp-bisimulation. &,E are probabilistic rooted branching
hereditary history-preserving (hhp-)bisimilar and are written €1 ~prphnp Ea-

2.4.1 BAPTC with Guards

In this subsection, we will discuss the guards for BAPTC', which is denoted as BAPTCg. Let
E be the set of atomic events (actions), G4 be the set of atomic guards, 4 be the deadlock
constant, and € be the empty event. We extend G, to the set of basic guards G with element
¢,1, -+, which is generated by the following formation rules:

¢ 5= Ole|=@ly) € Garld + Y| Br Pl - ¥

In the following, let e1,eq,€],e, € E, ¢,1 € G and let variables x,y, z range over the set of terms
for true concurrency, p, q, s range over the set of closed terms. The predicate test(¢, s) represents
that ¢ holds in the state s, and test(e,s) holds and test(d,s) does not hold. ef fect(e,s) €
S denotes s’ in s — s'. The predicate weakest precondition wp(e,¢) denotes that Vs,s’ €

S, test(¢,ef fect(e,s)) holds.
The set of axioms of BAPTC¢ consists of the laws given in Table [I4l
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No.
Al
A2
A3
A4
Ab
A6
A7
A8
A9
PA1
PA2

PA3
PA4
PA5
G1
G2
PG1
G3
G4
PG2
G5
G6
PG3
G7
G8
G9
G10
G11

Axiom

T+Yy=y+x
(x+y)+z=x+(y+2)
ete=e

(x+y)-z=x-2+y -2
(z-y)-z=x-(y-2)

r+d==x

d-x=49

€-r==x

T-e=x

THrY=YyHBIx T

2By (YBp2) = (2B _2_ ) Bripmp 2
TE, T =2
(x@ry) - z=x-28,Yy-2

(x@E y)+z=(z+2)B; (y+2)
¢p--p=0

p+-p=c¢c

QB ~p=¢€

00 =0

o(x +y) = 6x + oy

P(z Bry) = dx Br Py
o(z-y)=dz-y

(¢ + ) = dw +

(¢ Br 1/1)36:@6 By YT

(0-v) x=¢-(4-)

¢ =cif Vs e Stest(op,s)
Do =0 if Vs e S, i <n.test(—p;,s)
wp(e,gb)egb:wp(e,qb)e
ﬁwp(e,qﬁ)e—‘gb: ﬁwp(e,qﬁ)e

Table 14: Axioms of BAPTCg
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u(e,é) =1
p(z-y, 2" -y) = pz,z")
p(x+y,2" +y') = p(x,2") - uly,y")
p(z By, 2) =Tz, 2) + (1= m)u(y, 2)
wu(z,y) = 0,otherwise

Table 15: PDF definitions of BAPTC

Note that, by eliminating atomic event from the process terms, the axioms in Table [I4] will
lead to a Boolean Algebra. And G8 and G9 are preconditions of e and ¢, G10 is the weakest
precondition of e and ¢. A data environment with ef fect function is sufficiently deterministic,
and it is obvious that if the weakest precondition is expressible and G10, G11 are sound, then
the related data environment is sufficiently deterministic.

Definition 2.71 (Basic terms of BAPTCg). The set of basic terms of BAPTCq, B(BAPTCg),
is inductively defined as follows:

~

. Ec B(BAPTCg);

2. G c B(BAPTCg);

3. ifecE,t e BIBAPTCG) then e-t € B(BAPTCg);
4. if b€ Gt e B(BAPTCG) then ¢-t ¢ B(BAPTCG);
5. ift,s e B(BAPTCg) then t+se B(BAPTCg);

6. ift,s e B(BAPTCg) thent®, s e B(BAPTCq).

Theorem 2.72 (Elimination theorem of BAPTC¢). Let p be a closed BAPTCq term. Then
there is a basic BAPTCg term q such that BAPTCg v+ p=q.

In this subsection, we will define a term-deduction system which gives the operational semantics
of BAPTC'. Like the way in [I0], we also introduce the counterpart é of the event e, and also
the set E = {¢|le e E}.

We give the definition of PDFs of BAPTC in Table

We will define a term-deduction system which gives the operational semantics of BAPTCg. We
give the operational transition rules for €, atomic guard ¢ € G4, atomic event e € E, operators
- and + as Table shows. And the predicate 5 \/ represents successful termination after
execution of the event e.
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(z,8) ~ (2',5) {y,8) ~ (y's5)
(z8ry,s)~(2',s) (zBry,s)~{ys)

(€,5) > (V)
) if s" eef fect(e,s)

> if test(¢, s)

(,5) = (V. 5') (@, 5) =~ (a’,s")

<£C-y,8>£><y,8’> <£U-y,8>£><$'-y,8’)

Table 16: Single event transition rules of BAPTCg
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Note that, we replace the single atomic event e € [E by X ¢ [E, we can obtain the pomset transition
rules of BAPTC¢, and omit them.

Theorem 2.73 (Congruence of BAPTC¢ with respect to probabilistic truly concurrent bisim-
ulation equivalences). (1) Probabilistic pomset bisimulation equivalence ~py, is a congruence with
respect to BAPTCg.

2) Probabilistic step bisimulation equivalence ~ps is a congruence with respect to BAPTCg.
P

8) Probabilistic hp-bisimulation equivalence ~upn, 18 a congruence with respect to BAPTCg.
php

(4) Probabilistic hhp-bisimulation equivalence ~pppy i a congruence with respect to BAPTCg.

Theorem 2.74 (Soundness of BAPTC¢ modulo probabilistic truly concurrent bisimulation
equivalences). (1) Let x and y be BAPTCgq terms. If BATC v x =y, then & ~p, y.

(2) Let x and y be BAPTCq terms. If BATC v+ x =y, then x ~ps y.
(3) Let x and y be BAPTCq terms. If BATC v x =y, then x ~ppp y.
(4) Let x and y be BAPTCq terms. If BATC v+ x =y, then © ~pppp Y.

Theorem 2.75 (Completeness of BAPTC¢ modulo probabilistic truly concurrent bisimulation
equivalences). (1) Let p and q be closed BAPTCq terms, if p ~p, q then p =q.

(2) Let p and q be closed BAPTCgq terms, if p ~ps q then p =q.
(3) Let p and q be closed BAPTCgq terms, if p ~pnp q then p=gq.
(4) Let p and q be closed BAPTCgq terms, if p ~phnp q then p =q.

2.4.2 APPTC with Guards

In this subsection, we will extend APPTC with guards, which is abbreviated APPTCqg. The

set of basic guards G with element ¢,1,---, which is extended by the following formation rules:
¢ = 0le|=l) € Garlp + Y|P Br Y] - Yl || ¥

The set of axioms of APPTC¢ including axioms of BATCq in Table [I4] and the axioms are
shown in Table I7

Definition 2.76 (Basic terms of APPTC¢). The set of basic terms of APPTCq, B(APPTCg),
1s inductively defined as follows:

1. Ec B(APPTCG);
2. G c B(APPTCg);

3. ifeeB,te BLAPPTCg) then e-t € B(APPTCg);
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No.
P1
P2
P3
P4
P5
P6
P7
P8
P9
P10
P11
C1
C?2
C3
C4
Ch
C6
C7
C8
9
C10
PM1
PM?2
PM3
PMA4
CFE1
CE2
CE3
CFE4
PCE1
CEb5
CEG6
CE7

Axiom

(z+x=z,y+y=y) zly=z|y+zly
zly=yllz

(@lly)lz=21(yll2)
(z+z=zy+y=y) zly=zlly+yl =
(e1<e2) e | (e2-y)=(e1 | e2) -y
(e1<e2) (ex-x) | ea=(e1 | e2) -z
(e1<e2) (er-2) | (e2-y)=(er | e2)-(z ¥ y)
(x+y) L z=(z |l 2)+ (| »)

O x=9¢

el x=x

x| e=x

e1| ez =(e1,e2)

e1|(e2-y) =(e1,e2) y
(e1-x)|ea=~(er,e2) x

(e1-x) | (e2-y) =~(e1,e2) (z 1 y)
(z+y)|z=(z|2)+(y]z)

| (y+z)=(z]y)+(z]2)

0|lx=0

x|d=0

elr=9

x|le=0

| (y&Er2) = (2|l y)Ex (x| 2)
(zEry) [l 2=(z | 2) B (y | 2)
z|(yBr2) = (z]y) Br (x| 2)
(zd8ry)|2=(2|2) B (y]2)

O(e)=e

O(6)=9¢

O(e) =¢

O(z+y)=0(zx)<y+O(y) <z

@(1‘ Hr y) = @(1‘) <y Eg @(y) dz
O(z-y)=0(z) 6(y)

Oz L y)=(O)<dy) L y)+({(O(y) <t )| =)
Oz |y)=((O(x)<y)|y)+((O(Y) < z)|z)

Table 17: Axioms of APPTCg
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Ul
U2
U3
PU1
PU2
PU3
U4
Ub
U6
v
U8
PU4
U9
U10
U11
U12
PUS
U13
U14
U15
D1
D2
D3
D4
D5
D6
PD1
G12
G13
G14
G15
G16
G17
G18
G19
G20
G21
G22
G23
G24

Axiom

(ﬂ(€1a€2)) e1dex=T7
(ﬂ(€1a€2),€2 <eg) e1<eg=e;
(f(e1,e2),e2<e3) e3de =71
(fr(e1,e2)) e1<ex=7
(HW(61’62)a62363) e; < esz=eq
(HW(61’62)a62363) e3<d el =7
edd=e

6de=9

ede=e

ede=e
(z+y)<dz=(x<2)+(y< 2)
(zEry)dz=(x< 2)8,; (y< 2)
(z-y)<dz=(x<2) (y< 2)
(zly)<Qz=(x<2)| (y<=2)
(z|y)<z=(x<2)|(y< 2)
rd(y+2)=(r<y)d z

z<4d (yBErz)=(x<dy)dz
< (y-z)=(r<dy)dz
z<d(yllz)=(x<dy)Qz

zd (ylz)=(z<y)<z
et¢ H Op(e)=e

ee H 3H(6)=5

ou(d) =6

Ou(xz+y) =0p(x)+0u(y)
Or(x-y) = O (x) - Ou(y)

O (z || y) = 0u(z) | 9u(y)

O (v 8, y) =0 () By O (y)
Pz L y) =dz | oy

Pz |y) = oz |y

ol =9

p|lo=9

d0|lp=96

plle=9¢

el o=9¢

dle=0

elp=9¢

oL -p=0

O(¢) =¢

on(¢)=¢

Go |l |l dn=0if Vsg,-+, 8 €S, i <ntest(—¢p;, sSoU--USp)

Table 18: Axioms of APPTC¢ (continuing)
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1(6,6) =1

plx § oy’ |y +2' |y') = pla, ") - py,y")
p(x ly. 2" Ly+y" L) =p(z.2") pw(y.y)

p(x Ly | y) = p(z, ")

p(xly, 2" |y') = ple,2") - uly,y")
1(O(x),0(2")) = p(x,a")
p(z <y, 2’ <y) = p(z,a’)
wu(z,y) = 0,otherwise

Table 19: PDF definitions of APPTC

4. if pe G,t e B(APPTCg) then ¢-te B(APPTCg);
5. ift,s e BLAPPTCg) thent+se B(APPTCg);
6. ift,s e B(LAPPTCg) then t@, s € B(APPTCg)

7. if t,s e BLAPPTCg) thent| se B(APPTCg).

Based on the definition of basic terms for APPTC¢q and axioms of APPTCg, we can prove the
elimination theorem of APPTCq.

Theorem 2.77 (Elimination theorem of APPTC¢). Let p be a closed APPTCg term. Then
there is a basic APPTCq term q such that APPTCq+p=q.

We give the definition of PDFs of APPTC in Table

We will define a term-deduction system which gives the operational semantics of APPTCg.
Two atomic events e; and e are in race condition, which are denoted e;%es.

Theorem 2.78 (Generalization of APPTC¢ with respect to BAPTCg). APPTCq is a gen-
eralization of BAPTCg.

Theorem 2.79 (Congruence of APPTCg with respect to probabilistic truly concurrent bisim-

ulation equivalences). (1) Probabilistic pomset bisimulation equivalence ~py, is a congruence with
respect to APPTCg.
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x~x y~y

zyy~a |y +a |y
z~x y~1qy
zly~a"[y+y =
x -~
zlly~a |y

x~a oy~

xly~a'|y
x -~

©(z) ~ O(a’)
x -~

rdy~x'dy

Table 20: Probabilistic transition rules of APPTCg

(2) Probabilistic step bisimulation equivalence ~ps is a congruence with respect to APPTCg.
(3) Probabilistic hp-bisimulation equivalence ~ppy, is a congruence with respect to APPTCgq.
(4) Probabilistic hhp-bisimulation equivalence ~phnp is a congruence with respect to APPTCg.
Theorem 2.80 (Soundness of APPTCg modulo probabilistic truly concurrent bisimulation
equivalences). (1) Let x and y be APPTCgq terms. If APTC v x =y, then x ~pp y.

(2) Let x and y be APPTCq terms. If APTC +x =y, then © ~ps y.

(3) Let x and y be APPTCq terms. If APTC v+~ x =y, then & ~ppp y;

(3) Let x and y be APPTCq terms. If APTC v+~ x =y, then & ~phnp Y-

Theorem 2.81 (Completeness of APPTC¢ modulo probabilistic truly concurrent bisimulation
equivalences). (1) Let p and q be closed APPTCgq terms, if p ~pp q then p =q.

(2) Let p and q be closed APPTCgq terms, if p ~ps q then p=q.

(3) Let p and q be closed APPTCg terms, if p ~pnp q then p = q.

(3) Let p and q be closed APPTCg terms, if p ~phnp q then p=q.

2.4.3 Recursion

In this subsection, we introduce recursion to capture infinite processes based on APPTCgq. In
the following, F, F,G are recursion specifications, X,Y, Z are recursive variables.

Definition 2.82 (Guarded recursive specification). A recursive specification

Xl = tl(X17"'7Xn)

Xn = tn(Xla aXn)
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o {e 7"'7671}
” en73> 1—> <\/7 Sl)

(evl ||

(@1 1 || dns5) > (Vs9)
(2,5) = (V5') (y,8) = (Vos")

if s eeffect(er,s)u-

uef fect(en,s)
if test(¢1,8), -, test(¢n, s)

(2,5) = {a',5") (y,8) > (/os")

(@ 1l y,5) “22h (50 s (@ 1] g 5) “22h (a1 5 057
(2,5) S (Vos) (05) D (005" (m,5) D (as) (n5) D, s")
@ ys) L (s (s g gy s U s

(2,5) D> (Vos) (05) b (ea%en) {zys) S (a',') (w5) o (e1%es)
(x| y,8) = (y, ) (z | y,8) = (2" 1 y,s')
(,5) b (1,5) D (Vs") (e1%e) (w,5) (1.3 5 {0',5")_(ea%cs)
(x| y,s) = (x,s") (z | y,8) = (z 1 y',s")
(2,5) 5 (Vo5') (1,8) D (V8") (e15en) {m,5) S (alss) (15) D (Vos") (e1<ea)

{e1,e2}

(L y,s) —— (V,s"us")

e

(2,5) = (Vo5") (y,8) = (y/,5")

(e1<e2)

(oL y,s) 2,

<x/’ s'U s”)

(2,5) = {a',5") (y,8) > (y',5")

(e1 <e2)

{ee}
(@ || y,8) ——> (y, 8" Us")

(@ L y,s) S22

(z' 1y s'us")

(2.5) D (Vos') (1.8) D (Vo) (2.5) D (2 5) {y.5) D (o)
(2 9,5) D25 (ef fect(v(en,en),8)) (@ | y,8) D (0t ef fect(v(en,e2), 5))

€1

(2,5) = (Vo5') (y,8) = (y/,s")

(2,5) = {a',5") (y,8) > (y',5")

(@ ]y, 5) 28Dt ef fect(r(er,e2),)) (x| w.s)

alevez) (" 3 o ef fect(y(e1,e2),s))

Table 21: Action transition rules of APPTCq
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€1

(z,8) = (V, S’) (h(erse))  {a5) = (Vis") (e e2))
(B(x),5) = {V/.') (0(2),5) = (/,5")
(@,5) = (¢',8") (e e2))  (x,5) = <£6" 8”) (#(e1,¢2))
(6(x),s) = (O(a"), ") (0(x),5) = (B(a"),s")

€1

= (Vos) gs) »2 (fleren))  (ws) = (als) (y.s) »2 (§(er e2))
(< y.s) = (V/.8") (€< y,s) > (a',s")

{z,s)

{2,5) = (V5) (y,s) »*  (f(er,e)iea<es) (w5) = (a',s) (y,S)ﬁei” (#(e1,e2), €2 < €3)

(2 <qy,s) = (V.5 (z<qy,s) = (a/,s)

e

(2.5) = (Vos) {y,s) »2  (f(er.en)er<es) {as) = (a's) (y,8) »2  (f(er.en).er <e3)
(<y,s) > (V.9) (w<y,s) > (a',s)

(2,8) = (Vo) (hn(erie2))  (z,5) = (/i5")  (fn(er,e2))
(B(x),5) = {V/.5") (8(2),5) = {V/,5")

(w,5) = (2, S) (hr(erie2))  (w,s) = (2", S") (4= (€1, €2))
(B(x),5) = (B(a"),s') (6(x),5) = (B(a"),5")

(w.5) = (Vo) {y.s) 2 (fnlere2)) {a.5) = (a's) (y.s) »  (fn(er,€2))

(< y,s) > (V,s) (< y,s) > (2,5
<£C,S>2><\/,S> <ya5> +3 (uﬂ(el’BQ)’62S€3) <£C,S>2><x',8’> <y 5) ( (61’62)’62S63)
(x<y,5) = (V.9) (€< y,s) = (2/,s")
(1’,8) E) <\/7 SI) <y73) 2 (uﬂ(61762)761 < 63) (1’,8) i) (.%',,S,> <y73) 2 (uﬂ(61762)761 < 63)
(x<y,s) > (V,s) (x<y,s) > (2,s')
(x,8) = (/,5) (c ¢ H) (x,8) = (2',§) (¢ H)

(Or1 (), 8) = (V. ") (01 (), 5) = (O ("), s")

Table 22: Action transition rules of APPTCg (continuing)
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(ti({(X1|E), - (Xn|E)), s) ~ (y, 5)
(XilE), s) ~ (y, )

(L (B (Xl E)), s) S22 (/)
(X|B), ) S0 ()
(E(XE), -, (Xal BY), 5) A2 ) 1
(X0]B), 5) L2 1 )

Table 23: Transition rules of guarded recursion

1s guarded if the right-hand sides of its recursive equations can be adapted to the form by ap-
plications of the axioms in APTC and replacing recursion variables by the right-hand sides of
their recursive equations,

((arnn [L L a114,) - s1( X1, X)) + -+ (apr L L @1ay) - s6(X1, X)) + (111 [ L
bij, ) + -+ (bygy L L buzp)) By o By (@1 L L @mtsy ) - 51( X1, X)) + -+ (@ L
oL @iy ) sk( X1y Xn) + (bman L L bmagy) + o+ (Omagy L - L bwntsi))

where a1, -+ Q11i, k15" Qlkiy,» 0111, 01151, D111, 01145 5 Gm11, *** Gmliy , QK15 " Gk, »
bi11, b1y binijy s bmij, € E, and the sum above is allowed to be empty, in which case it
represents the deadlock §. And there does not exist an infinite sequence of e-transitions (X|E) —
(X'|) > (X"|E) > -

Theorem 2.83 (Conservitivity of APPTCg with guarded recursion). APPTCq with guarded
recursion is a conservative extension of APPTCq.

Theorem 2.84 (Congruence theorem of APPTC¢ with guarded recursion). Probabilistic truly
concurrent bisimulation equivalences ~p,, ~p, ~php and ~ppyp are all congruences with respect to
APPTCq with guarded recursion.

Theorem 2.85 (Elimination theorem of APPTC¢ with linear recursion). Each process term
in APPTC¢ with linear recursion is equal to a process term (X1|E) with E a linear recursive
specification.

Theorem 2.86 (Soundness of APPTCq with guarded recursion). Let © and y be APPTCq
with guarded recursion terms. If APPTCq with guarded recursion — x =1y, then

(1) & ~ps y.
(2) & ~pp y-
(3) & ~phyp Y-
(4) T ~phhp Y-

Theorem 2.87 (Completeness of APPTCg with linear recursion). Let p and q be closed
APPTCq with linear recursion terms, then,

(1) if p ~ps q then p=q.
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T~ T

m if test(T,s)

(r,8) > (Vo7(s))

Table 24: Transition rule of the silent step

(2) if p ~pp q then p=q.
(8) if p~php q then p=gq.
(4) if P ~phnp q then p = q.

2.4.4 Abstraction

To abstract away from the internal implementations of a program, and verify that the program
exhibits the desired external behaviors, the silent step 7 and abstraction operator 7; are intro-
duced, where I € Eu G, denotes the internal events or guards. The silent step 7 represents the
internal events or guards, when we consider the external behaviors of a process, 7 steps can be
removed, that is, 7 steps must keep silent. The transition rule of 7 is shown in Table 24l In the
following, let the atomic event e range over Eu{e}u{d}u{r}, and ¢ range over Gu {7}, and let
the communication function v :Eu {7} x Eu {7} > Eu {4}, with each communication involved
7 resulting in §. We use 7(s) to denote ef fect(r,s), for the fact that 7 only change the state of
internal data environment, that is, for the external data environments, s = 7(s).

Definition 2.88 (Guarded linear recursive specification). A linear recursive specification E is
guarded if there does not exist an infinite sequence of T-transitions (X|E) 5 (X'|E) 5 (X"|E) -
-+, and there does not exist an infinite sequence of e-transitions (X|E) - (X'|E) -» (X"|E) - ---.

Theorem 2.89 (Conservitivity of APPTC¢ with silent step and guarded linear recursion).
APPTCq with silent step and guarded linear recursion is a conservative extension of APPTCgq
with linear recursion.

Theorem 2.90 (Congruence theorem of APPTCq with silent step and guarded linear re-
cursion). Probabilistic rooted branching truly concurrent bisimulation equivalences ~prip, ®pros,
Rprbhp 0Nd Xppppp are all congruences with respect to APPTCq with silent step and guarded
linear recursion.

We design the axioms for the silent step 7 in Table

Theorem 2.91 (Elimination theorem of APPTCg with silent step and guarded linear recur-
sion). Each process term in APPTCq with silent step and guarded linear recursion is equal to
a process term (X1|E) with E a guarded linear recursive specification.
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No. Axiom
Bl (y=y+yz=z+z) z-(y+7-(y+2))Brw)=z-((y+2) Brw)
B2 (y=y+y,z=z+z) x| (y+7l (y+2))Brw) =z ((y+2)Erw)

Table 25: Axioms of silent step

(z,8) ~ (2, 5)

(1r(2),8) ~ (1r(2"), 5)

@) S W) e S
(i), 5) > (V) (ri2).5) 5> (i (@) ')
o) S0 (w5 Sl

(r1(x),5) = (V/,7(5)) (r1(x),s) = (rr(2"),7(s))

Table 26: Transition rule of the abstraction operator

Theorem 2.92 (Soundness of APPTC¢ with silent step and guarded linear recursion). Let z
and y be APPTCgq with silent step and guarded linear recursion terms. If APPTCq with silent
step and guarded linear recursion + x =y, then

(1) x ~prbs Y-
(2) T ®prip Y-
(3) T ®prbhp Y-
(4) x ~prohhp Y-

Theorem 2.93 (Completeness of APPTC¢ with silent step and guarded linear recursion). Let
p and q be closed APPTCq with silent step and guarded linear recursion terms, then,

(1) ifp Npros 4 then p = q.

(2) if p Nprbp G then p=q.

(3) if p ®prohp q then p =q.

(3) if p ®pronhp q then p = q.

The unary abstraction operator 77 (I € EuGy;) renames all atomic events or atomic guards in 1

into 7. APPTC¢ with silent step and abstraction operator is called APPTCq.. The transition
rules of operator 77 are shown in Table

Theorem 2.94 (Conservitivity of APPTCg, with guarded linear recursion). APPTCg, with
guarded linear recursion is a conservative extension of APPTCq with silent step and guarded
linear recursion.

Theorem 2.95 (Congruence theorem of APPTC;, with guarded linear recursion). Probabilistic
rooted branching truly concurrent bisimulation equivalences ~prpp, Nprbs, Sprohp ONd Rprpppp aTe
all congruences with respect to APPTCgq, with guarded linear recursion.
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No. Axiom

TI1 e¢l tr(e)=e

TI2 eel 7r(e)=71

TI3 77(6) =0

TI4 mi(z+y) =71(x) +711(y)
PTI1 71i(zery)=1(x) 8, 77(y)
T15  7(z-y)=7i(z)-11(y)
TI16 (x|l y) =7r(2) L 71(y)
G28 ¢l T1(9)=0¢

G29 pel T11(p)=T7

Table 27: Axioms of abstraction operator

r=y+ (|l [ im) zy=y+y
Vi () =7 ()
x=z8; (u+(ir || | tm) x)2=2+u,2=2+2
To1(x) =7-77(2)
x=z+0 | L im) v,y=2z8; (u+ (1 ||| Jn) x)2=2+u,2=2+2
To7(x) =7 7(y) for y' =z @r (u+ (i [ L im)-y)

V Ry

V R3

Table 28: Recursive verification rules

We design the axioms for the abstraction operator 77 in Table

Theorem 2.96 (Soundness of APPTC¢. with guarded linear recursion). Let = and y be
APPTCq, with guarded linear recursion terms. If APPTCq. with guarded linear recursion
Fx =y, then

(1) @ ~prps Y-

(2) T ~prep Y.

(3) & Sprbip Y-

(4)  ®pronip Y-

Though 7-loops are prohibited in guarded linear recursive specifications in a specifiable way, they
can be constructed using the abstraction operator, for example, there exist T-loops in the process

term 774, ((X]|X = aX)). To avoid 7-loops caused by 7; and ensure fairness, we introduce the
following recursive verification rules as Table 28 shows, note that i1, iy, j1, -, jn € I SEN{7}.

Theorem 2.97 (Soundness of VR,V Ry, VR3). VRy, VRy and V R3 are sound modulo prob-
abilistic rooted branching truly concurrent bisimulation equivalences ®prpp, Sprbs, Sprohp 0nd

Nprbohhp-
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2.5 Operational Semantics for Quantum Computing

In quantum processes, to avoid the abuse of quantum information which may violate the no-
cloning theorem, a quantum configuration (C,s, o) [13] [16] [17] [14] [I5] [20] [21] [13] [23] is
usually consisted of a traditional configuration C, traditional state information s and state
information g of all (public) quantum information variables. Though quantum information vari-
ables are not explicitly defined and are hidden behind quantum operations or unitary operators,
more importantly, the state information g is the effects of execution of a series of quantum oper-
ations or unitary operators on involved quantum systems, the execution of a series of quantum
operations or unitary operators should not only obey the restrictions of the structure of the
process terms, but also those of quantum mechanics principles. Through the state information
0, we can check and observe the functions of quantum mechanics principles, such as quantum
entanglement, quantum measurement, etc.

So, the operational semantics of quantum processes should be defined based on quantum process
configuration (C,s, ), in which g = ¢ of two state information ¢ and ¢ means equality under
the framework of quantum information and quantum computing, that is, these two quantum
processes are in the same quantum state.

Definition 2.98 (Pomset transitions and step). Let € be a PES andletC eC(E), and @+ X CE,
fCnX =@ and C'=Cu X €C(E), then (C,s Q> — (C',s,0") is called a pomset transition

from (C,s,0) to (C';s,0"); if CnX =@ and C' = Cu X € C(E), then (C,s Q> (C',8,0) is
also called a pomset transition from (C,s,0) to (C', s, 0). When the events in X are pairwise
concurrent, we say that (C,s, o) X (C',s,0") or (C,s g) (C',s',0) is a step. It is obvious

X X
that »* =>—*=25 and »*>—>*=5 for anyeeE and X c E.

Definition 2.99 (Weak pomset transitions and weak step). Let £ be a PES and let C € C(E),

and 3+ X K, if CnX =@ and C' = CUX € C(E), then (C, s, 0) = (C’sg)m‘(C,s,g)i:»

(C', s, 0) is called a weak pomset transition from (C,s, o) to (C',s,0") or (C,s,0) to (C',s';0),

e , 7" e T X 1t e " .
where we define =2——->—. And ==2———, for every e € X. When the events in X are

pairwise concurrent, we say that (C,s g) (C')s,0") is a weak step.

Definition 2.100 (Probabilistic transitions). Let £ be a PES and let C € C(E), the transition
(C,5,0) > (C™,s,0) is called a probabilistic transition from (C,s,0) to (C™,s, o).

We will also suppose that all the PES& in this chapter are image ﬁnite that is, for any PES
€ and C « C(E) and a € A, {{C,s,0) % (C™,s,0)}, {e € IE|(C' 5,0) = (C',5,0") A Me) = al,
{e € E(C,s,0) > (C',s",0) A Ae) = a} and {e € E|(C,s,0) = (C",s,0') A Me) = a}, {e €

E|(C, s, 0) = (C",s', 0) A A(e) = a} is finite.

Definition 2.101 (Branching pomset, step bisimulation). Assume a special termination predi-
cate |, and let \/ represent a state with\/ |. Let &1, E; be PESs. A branching pomset bisimulation
is a relation R c(C(&1),S,0) x(C(&2),S,0), such that:

1. if ((C1,5,0),(Ca,5,0)) € R, and (Cy, s, 0) > (C1,s,0") then

e cither X =77, and ((C],s,0'),(C2,s,0)) € R with o' € 7(0);
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e or there is a sequence of (zero or more) T-transitions (Cy, s, 0) — (C’Q, 0y, such that

((C1,5,0).(C8. %) € R and (C3,0°) = (C4.5.0') with ((C}.5.0').(C3.5,)) € R;

2. if ((C1,5,0),(Ca,5,0)) € R, and (C1,5,0) = (C1,5', 0) then
o cither X =77, and ((C],5,0),(C2,s,0)) € R with s" € 7(s);

e or there is a sequence of (zero or more) T-transitions (Cy, s, 0) — (C’Z, 0y, such that

((Cla5’9>’<c2’9 >) €R and <C2’Q >:> <C2’S aQ) with (<C1’5 ’Q>’<C2’5 ’QD ER;

3. if ((C1,5,0).(Ca,5,0)) € R, and (Ca,s,0) = (C},5,0') then
o cither X =7, and ((C1,s,0),(C%,s,0')) € R;

e or there is a sequence of (zero or more) T-transitions (C1, s, 0) — (C 0y, such that
((Cl,g >’<0255’Q>) € R and <C159 > :> <C1’859 ) with (<0155’Q >’<C255,Q >) € R;

4. if ({C1,5,0).(Ca.5.0)) € R, and (Ca,5,0) ~> (C4.5', 0) then
o cither X =7, and ((C1,s,0),(C%,s",0)) € R;
e or there is a sequence of (zero or more) T-transitions (C4, s, o) - (CY, 0%, such that

((C9.%).(Ca.5,0)) € R and (CY, %) = (O, 8", 0) with ((C},',0).{Ch. 5", 0)) € R

5. if ({(Cy,s,0),(Ca,s, Q)) € R and (Cy,s,0) |, then there is a sequence of (zero or more)
T-transitions (Ca, s, 0) — (CQ, 0y such that ((C1,s,0),{CY,0")) € R and (CY, d°) |;

6. if ({(Cy,s,0),(Ca,s, Q)) € R and (Ca,s,0) |, then there is a sequence of (zero or more)
T-transitions (C1, s, 0) — (Cl, 0°) such that ({CY,0°),(Cy,s,0)) € R and (CY,0°) |.

We say that €1, & are branching pomset bisimilar, written €1 ~yy, Ea, if there exists a branching
pomset bisimulation R, such that ({@,2),(2,2)) € R.

By replacing pomset transitions with steps, we can get the definition of branching step bisimula-
tion. When PESs &1 and &y are branching step bisimilar, we write £ ~ps Es.

Definition 2.102 (Rooted branching pomset, step bisimulation). Assume a special termination
predicate |, and let \/ represent a state with \/|. Let &, E; be PESs. A rooted branching pomset
bisimulation is a relation R < (C(&1),S) x (C(&2),S), such that:

1. if ((C1,s,0),(Ca,s,0)) € R, and (C1,s, g) (C1,s,0") then (Ca,s, g) (C4,5,0") with
(C{737Q’) Rbp <C2737Q );

2. if ((C1,s,0),{Ca,s,0)) € R, and (C1,s, Q> (C1,s",0) then (Ca,s, Q) (C4,8',0) with
(C{VS,?Q) Nbp <0278 79)7

3. if ((C1,s,0),(Ca2,s,0)) € R, and (Cy, s, 0) R (C4,s,0") then (C1,s, ) =~ (C1,s,0") with
(C{,S, Q,> Rbp (Céasy Q,>;
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4. if ((C1,s,0),(Ca,s,0)) € R, and (Ca,s, Q) (C3,8",0) then (C1,s, Q) (C1,s
(C{VS,?Q) Nbp <0278 79)7

5. if ({(C1,8,0),(C2,5,0)) € R and (C1,s,0) |, then (Ca,s,0) |;
6. if ((C1,5,0),(C2,5,0)) € R and (Ca,s,0) |, then (C1,s,0) |.

,0) with

We say that &1, & are rooted branching pomset bisimilar, written & =y, €2, if there exists a

rooted branching pomset bisimulation R, such that ((@,2),{(D,2)) € R.

By replacing pomset transitions with steps, we can get the definition of rooted branching step
bisimulation. When PESs &1 and &y are rooted branching step bisimilar, we write £1 ~pps Eo.

Definition 2.103 (Branching (hereditary) history-preserving bisimulation). Assume a special
termination predicate |, and let \/ represent a state with \/ |. A branching history-preserving

(hp-) bisimulation is a weakly posetal relation R c (C(&1),S)x(C(&2),S) such that:

1. if ((C1,5,0), f,(C2,5,0)) € R, and (Ch,s,0) = (C1,5,0') then
o cither ey =7, and ((C1,s,0), flex = 7¢],(Ca,s,0)) € R;

e or there is a sequence of (zero or more) T- tmnsztzons (Cy,s,0) > (C’Z, a°), such

that ((Cl,s,g),f,(CS, M) € R and (CS, ) (Cé,s,g) with ((C1,s,0'), fler ~

62]’<C£’5’Q’>) € R;
2. if ((C1,5,0), f,(Ca,5,0)) € R, and (C1,5,0) = (C,5',0) then
o cither ey =7, and ((C1,s',0), fle1 = 7¢],(Ca,s,0)) € R;

e or there is a sequence of (zero or more) T- tmnsztzons (Cy,s,0) (C’Q, 0y, such

that ((ChSaQ)afa(CQ’ )) € R and <027 ) <0278 79) with (<Cl7s 7@)7

62]7<C£78,7Q)) € R;'
3. if ({C1,5,0), f,(Ca,5,0)) € R, and (Ca,s,0) = (C3,s,0') then
e cither es =7, and ((C1, s, 0), flea = 72],(C5,s,0")) € R;

e or there is a sequence of (zero or more) T-transitions (C1,s,0) — (C?

)
fler =

,0%), such

that ((CY,0°), f,(Ca,s,0)) € R and (C},0°) = (Cf,s,0') with ((Cf,s, @),f[62 >

61]7<C£787Q,)) ER;'
o cither ea =7, and ((C1, s, 0), flea = 72],(C4, 8", 0)) € R;

e or there is a sequence of (zero or more) T-transitions (C1,s,0) — (C?

,0%), such

that ((Clo’go>,f’<c255’g>) € R and <010590> i) (Cla ’Q> with (<C1,S Q)afl:e2 =

61], <C£asl7 Q)) € R;

4. if ((Cy,s,0), f,{Cy,s, Q)) € R and (C1,s,0) |, then there is a sequence of (zero or more)

T-transitions (Ca, s, g) (C9, 0% such that ((C1,s,0), f,{CY,0"°)) € R and (CY, 0

0) l';

5. if ((Ch,s,0), f,{Ca,s, g)) € R and (Cq,s,0) |, then there is a sequence of (zero or more)

T-transitions (C1, s, 0) = —(CY, 0°) such that ((CY,0°), f,{(Ca,s,0)) € R and (CY, 0
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E1,& are branching history-preserving (hp-)bisimilar and are written & ~ppy, Eo if there exists a
branching hp-bisimulation R such that ((@,0),2,(@,9)) € R.

A branching hereditary history-preserving (hhp-)bisimulation is a downward closed branching hp-
bisimulation. &1,E are branching hereditary history-preserving (hhp-)bisimilar and are written

&1 ~phnp Eo.

Definition 2.104 (Rooted branching (hereditary) history-preserving bisimulation). Assume
a special termination predicate |, and let \/ represent a state with \/ |. A rooted branching
history-preserving (hp-) bisimulation is a weakly posetal relation R < (C(&1),S)x(C(&2),S) such
that:

1. if ((C1,5,0), f,(Ca,5,0)) € R, and (Ch,s,0) > (C},5,0'), then (Ca,5,0) —> (Ch,s,0') with
(C1,5,0") mpnp (C3,8,0");

2. if(<C1,SaQ>afa<C2aS,Q>) GR’ and (Cl,S Q) (Cl?s Q) then <C2’S Q) <C25 ) with
(C{78,7 Q) thp <C£78,7 Q);

3. if(<017879>7f7<027879)) ER; and <0278 Q) <027S Q) then <Cl78 Q) <Clas Q) with
(C1,5,0") »onp (C3,8,0');

4. if ((C1,s,0), f,{Ca,s,0)) € R, and (Cs, s, g) (C4, 8", 0), then (C1,s, g) (C1, ', 0) with
(Cla ’Q> Rbhp <C255 05

)
)
5. if ({(C1,8,0), f,{C2,5,0)) € R and (C1,s,0) |, then (Ca,s,0) |;
6. if ((C1,s,0), f,{Ca,s,0)) € R and (Ca,s,0) |, then (C1,s,0) |.

&1,& are rooted branching history-preserving (hp-)bisimilar and are written £ ~pppy E2 if there
exists a rooted branching hp-bisimulation R such that ((@,2),d,(d,9)) € R.

A rooted branching hereditary history-preserving (hhp-)bisimulation is a downward closed rooted
branching hp-bisimulation. £1,&5 are rooted branching hereditary history-preserving (hhp-)bisimilar
and are written & ®pppnp E2.

Definition 2.105 (Probabilistic pomset, step bisimulation). Let &1, €2 be PESs. A probabilistic
pomset bisz'mulatz’on is a relation R € (C(&£1),S)x(C(&2),S), such that (1) if ((C1,s, 0),(C2,s,0)) €
R, and (Cy,s, Q) 5 (01, s,0") then (Cy,s, 0) N (C4,s,0"), with X1 € By, X9 € Eg, X1 ~ Xo
and ((C1,5,0),(C%,s,0")) € R for all 9,0 € S, and vice-versa; (2) if ({(C1,s,0),(Ca,s,0)) € R,
and (C1, s, o) X, (C1,s",0) then (Ca, s, 0) BN (C4, 8", 0), with X1 € Eq, Xo € Eg, X; ~ Xy and
((C1,s",0),(CY,s",0)) € R for all s,s" € S, and vice-versa; (3) if ({(C1,s,0),(Ca,s,0)) € R, and
(C1,5,0) % (CT,s,0) then (Ca,s,0) > (CF,s,0) and ({(CT,s,0),(CF,s,0)) € R, and vice-versa;
(4) if ((C1,s,0),(Ca,s,0)) € R, then u(C1,C) = u(Csa,C) for each C € C(E)/R; (5) [V/1r={V}-
We say that &1, & are probabilistic pomset bisimilar, written E1 ~p, Ea, if there exists a proba-
bilistic pomset bisimulation R, such that ((@,d),(3,d)) € R. By replacing probabilistic pomset
transitions with probabilistic steps, we can get the definition of probabilistic step bisimulation.
When PESs €1 and &y are probabilistic step bisimilar, we write &1 ~ps Ea.

Definition 2.106 (Weakly probabilistic pomset, step bisimulation). Let £, & be PESs. A
weakly probabilistic pomset bisimulation is a relation R ¢ (C(&1),S) x (C(&2),S), such that
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(1) if ({(C1,s,0),{(Ca,s,0)) € R, and (Cl,s g) (C1,s,0") or (C1,s,0) = X, (C1,s",0) then

(Co,s,0) EEN (C4,5,0") or (Ca,s,0) EEN (C3, ', 0), with X; € B, Xo € By, X1 ~ Xy and
((C1,5,0'),(CY,s,0")) € R and ((C1, s, Q’) (CY,s',0)) € R for all s,s" € S, and vice-versa; (2) if
((C1,5,0),{C2,5,0)) € R, and (C1, s, 0) ~> (CT, 5, 0) then (Cy, s, 0) > (CF, s, 0) and ((CT,s,0),(CT,s,0)) €
R, and vice-versa; (3) if ((Cy,s,0),(Ca,s,0)) € R, then u(C1,C) = u(Cs,C) for each C €
C(E)/R; (4) [V]r ={/}- We say that &1, & are weakly probabilistic pomset bisimilar, written

&1 ~pp Ea, if there exists a weakly probabilistic pomset bisimulation R, such that ((@,2),(2,2)) €

R. By replacing weakly probabilistic pomset transitions with weakly probabilistic steps, we can

get the definition of weakly probabilistic step bisimulation. When PESs & and & are weakly
probabilistic step bisimilar, we write &1 ~ps Ea.

Definition 2.107 (Posetal product). Given two PESs &1, &, the posetal product of their con-
figurations, denoted (C(E1),S)x(C(&2),S), is defined as

{({C1,5,0), [,{Ca,5,0))|C1 € C(E1),Ca € C(E2), f : C1 — Co isomorphismy.

A subset R < (C(&1),S)x(C(&2),S) is called a posetal relation. We say that R is downward closed
whenfor any (<Cl787 Q)afa <02737 Q))? (<C{787 Q,)7f,7 (Céas7 Q,))a ((Clas7 Q) f <CQ7S Q)) ((Clas Q) f, <
<C(€1)7S);<C(€2)7S)7 if((ChS,Q),f, <027S7Q)) < (<C{7879’)7f,7 (Cé7379,)) and (<Cl7879) <0273 Q))
(<C{’S” Q)’f,’ <Cé’5,, Q)) pOZTLtU)ZS@ and ((C{’S’ Q’)’f,’ <C£’S’ Q’))’ (<C{’S” Q)’f,’ <Cé’5,, )) 6 R?

then (<01’S’ Q)’f’ <C2’S’ Q)) 6 R'

For f: X1 — Xy, we define f[x1— x2]: Xju{x1} > Xou{xae}, z € Xyu{xy},(1)f[z1~ z2](2) =
xo,if z = x1;(2)f[x1 ~ x2](2) = f(2), otherwise. Where X1 CEq, Xo € Ey, 21 € Eq, 29 € Eg.

Definition 2.108 (Weakly posetal product). Given two PESs &1, s, the weakly posetal product
of their configurations, denoted (C(&1),S)x(C(&2),S), is defined as

{({C1,5,0), f,{C2,5,0))|C1 € C(E1),C € C(&2), f : C1 = Ca isomorphism}.

A subset R < (C(E1),S)x(C(&2),S) is called a weakly posetal relation. We say that R is downward
closed when for any ((C1,s, 0), f,{C2,5,0)), ((C1,5,0'), f,(C,5,0')) € (C(€1), 5, 0)x(C(€2), 5, 0),
((C1ys,0), f,(Ca,5,0)), ((C1, 5", 0), f,(Cy, 8", 0)) € (C(€1), 5, 0)X(C(€2), 5, 0), if ({C1, 5, 0), £, (Chs 5, 0)) <
(C1s,0'), [1,(Cy,5,0)), ((Chy,0), f,(Cy5,0)) < ((C1, 8", 0), 7, {Cy, 8, 0)) pointwise and ((C1, s, ), f',(C:
R and ((C1,s',0), f',{C5, s, 0)) € R, then ({C4,s,0), f,{C2,s,0)) € R.

For f: X1 — Xa, we define flxy — 2] : Xyu{a1} - Xou{ze}, z € Xyu{a}, (1)f[x1 ~ 32](2) =
xo,if z = x1;(2)f[x1 — x2](2) = f(2), otherwise. Where X; C E1 X, ¢ Eg, 71 € By, my € Es.
Also, we define f(7*) = f(77).

Definition 2.109 (Probabilistic (hereditary) history-preserving bisimulation). A probabilistic
history-preserving (hp-) bisimulation is a posetal relation R ¢ (C(&y), S)_<C(€2) S) such that
(1) if ({C1,s,0),f,{Ca,s,0)) € R, and (C1, s, Q) 5 (C1,s,0'), then (Cy,s, Q> (C4,s,0"), with
(C1,s,0"), fler — 62] (C4,s,0")) € R for all g,g € S, and vice-versa; (2) if ((C1,s, 0), f,(C2,s,0)) €
R, and (C1,s,0) = (C{,s',0), then (Ca,5,0) = (C3,s', 0), with ((C1, s, )f[€1”€2] (C3,5",0)) €
R for all s,s" € S, and vice-versa; (3) if ((Cl,s,g),f,(Cg,s,g)) € R, and (C1,s,0) % (CT,s,0)
then (Ca, s, 0) > (CF 5, 0) and ({(CT, s, 0), f,{CT 5, 0)) € R, and vice-versa; (4) if (C1, f,C2) € R,
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then u(C1,C) = u(Ca,C) for each C € C(E)/R; (5) [\/Ir ={/}- &1,&2 are probabilistic history-
preserving (hp-)bisimilar and are written &1 ~ppy Eo if there exists a probabilistic hp-bisimulation
R such that ((2,2),9,(2,2)) € R.

A probabilistic hereditary history-preserving (hhp-)bisimulation is a downward closed probabilistic
hp-bisimulation. &1,E are probabilistic hereditary history-preserving (hhp-)bisimilar and are
written E1 ~phnp E2.

Definition 2.110 (Weakly probabilistic (hereditary) history-preserving bisimulation). A weakly
probabilistic history-preserving (hp-) bisimulation is a weakly posetal relation R ¢ (C(&1),S)x(C(&2),S5)

such that (1) if ((C1,s,0),f,(Ca,s,0)) € R, and (C1,s,0) = (C1,s,0"), then (Ca,s,0) =,
(Ch,s,0"), with ((C],s,0"), fler ~ e2], (CQ,s g)) € R for all o,0" € S, cmd vice-versa; (2)
if ((C1,s,0), f,{Ca,5,0)) € R, and (Cy,s,0) = (C1,s,0), then (Cy,s,0) => (C},s', 0), with
(C1,s",0), fle »—>eg] (C4,s",0)) € R foralls,s" € S, and vice-versa; (3) if ((C1,s,0), f,{Ca,s,0)) €
R, and (Cy,s,0) > (CT,s,0) then (Ca,s,0) > (CF,s,0) and ((CT,s,0), f,{CT,s,0)) € R, and

vice-versa; (4) if (C1, f,Cq) € R, then u(C1,C) = u(Cs, C) for each C € C(E)/R; (5) [V/]r ={V}-
E1,& are weakly probabilistic history-preserving (hp-)bisimilar and are written & ~ppy Eo if there

exists a weakly probabilistic hp-bisimulation R such that ((@,2),2,(2,D)) € R.

A weakly probabilistic hereditary history-preserving (hhp-)bisimulation is a downward closed
weakly probabilistic hp-bisimulation. £1,& are weakly probabilistic hereditary history-preserving
(hhp-)bisimilar and are written E; ~pppp Ea.

Definition 2.111 (Probabilistic branching pomset, step bisimulation). Assume a special ter-
mination predicate |, and let \/ represent a state with \/|. Let £, & be PESs. A probabilistic
branching pomset bisimulation is a relation R < (C(&1),S) x (C(&2),S), such that:

1. if ((Ch,5,0), (Cs5,0)) € R, and (Ch,5,0) > (C}, 5,0} then

o cither X =7, and ((C1,s,0'),(C2,s,0)) € R with o' € 7(0);

e or there is a sequence of (zero or more) probabilistic transitions and T-transitions
(Ca, s, 0) AN (C9, 0%, such that ((C1,s,0),(CY,0°)) € R and (CY, 0°) 2, (C4,5,0")
with ((CY,s,0'),(C4,s,0")) € R;

2. if ((C1,5,0),(Ca,5,0)) € R, and {C1,s,0) = (C},5',0) then
o cither X =7*, and ((C],s',0),(C2,s,0)) € R with s’ € 7(s);

e or there is a sequence of (zero or more) probabilistic transitions and T-transitions
* X
(Ca,5,0) ~* > (CY, 0%), such that (1,5, 0),(C, o)) € R and (C3, 0°) 5 (C4, o', o)
with ((C1,s',0),(C4,s",0)) € R;

3. if ((Ch,5,0),(Ca,5,0)) € R, and (Cs,5,0) ~> (Ch,5,0') then

o cither X =7, and ((C1,s,0),(C%,s,0')) € R;

e or there is a sequence of (zero or more) probabilistic transitions and T-transitions
(C1,s,0) AN (CY, 0%, such that ((CY,0"),(Cs,5,0)) € R and (CY, o°) EN (C1,s,0")
with ((C1,s,0'),(C},s,0")) € R;
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4' ,Lf ((Cla S, Q)? <02, S, Q)) € Rf and <02, S, Q) £> (Cé’ 5,7 Q) then
o cither X =7, and ((C1,s,0),(C%,s",0)) € R;
e or there is a sequence of (zero or more) probabilistic transitions and T-transitions
(C1,5,0) > (CD, "), such that ((CF, "), (Ca.5.0)) € R and (CY, %) = (CY. ', )
with ((C1, ', 0),(C3, 5", 0)) € R;
5. if ((Cy,8,0),(Ca,s,0)) € R and (C1, s, 0) |, then there is a sequence of (zero or more) proba-
bilistic transitions and T-transitions (Ca, s, 0) ~* = (C3, 0°) such that ((C1, s, 0),(CY, ")) €
R and (C3,0°) 1
6. if ((C1,s,0),(Ca,s,0)) € R and (Cya,s,0) |, then there is a sequence of (zero or more) proba-
bilistic transitions and T-transitions (C1, s, 0) ~* < (C?, 0°) such that ((C?, 0°),(C2, s, 0)) €
R and (CY, %) I;
7. if (C1,C9) € R,then u(Cy,C) = u(Cq,C) for each C € C(E)/R;
8. [VIr=A{V}-

We say that €1, £ are probabilistic branching pomset bisimilar, written & ~pp, Ea, if there ewists
a probabilistic branching pomset bisimulation R, such that ({(@,9),(d,2)) € R.

By replacing probabilistic pomset transitions with steps, we can get the definition of probabilistic
branching step bisimulation. When PESs £ and & are probabilistic branching step bisimilar,
we write £ ~pps E.

Definition 2.112 (Probabilistic rooted branching pomset, step bisimulation). Assume a special
termination predicate |, and let \/ represent a state with \/ |. Let 1, €2 be PESs. A probabilistic
rooted branching pomset bisimulation is a relation R < (C(&1),S) x (C(&2),S), such that:

1. if ((C1,5,0),(C2,5,0)) € R, and (Ci1,5,0) ~—> (C},5,0') then (Ca,s,0) ~>> (Ch,5,0)
with (C1, s, 0") ~pbp (CY,8,0");

2. lf ((Cl,S,Q),(CQ,S,Q)) € R; and (Cl,S,Q) M_& <C{78,79) then <CQ7879) M_& (Cé,S,,Q>
with <C{,S’, Q) Rpbp <C§,S’, Q);'

3. if ({C1,5,0),{Ca,5,0)) € R, and (Ca,s,0) ~>> (Ch,5,¢') then (C1,5,0) ~>> (C},5,0)
with (C1, s, 0") ~pbp (CY,8,0");
. X X

4- lf ((Cl,S,Q),(CQ,S,Q)) € R; and <027879) ~—> <C£78,79) then <Cl7879) ~—> (C{78,7Q>
with <C{,S’, Q) Rpbp <C§,S’, Q);'

5. if(<017379>7<027879)) € R and <Cl7879) l’7 then <CQ7879) l';

6. if ({(C1,s,0),(C2,5,0)) € R and (Cs,s,0) |, then (C1,s,0) |.

We say that £1, & are probabilistic rooted branching pomset bisimilar, written £1 ~pupp a2, if
there exists a probabilistic rooted branching pomset bisimulation R, such that ((@,@),(@,@)) € R.

By replacing pomset transitions with steps, we can get the definition of probabilistic rooted
branching step bisimulation. When PESs &1 and &y are probabilistic rooted branching step bisim-
ilar, we write & ~prps Ea.
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Definition 2.113 (Probabilistic branching (hereditary) history-preserving bisimulation). As-
sume a special termination predicate |, and let \/ represent a state with \/ |. A probabilistic
branching history-preserving (hp-) bisimulation is a weakly posetal relation R ¢ (C(&1),S)x(C(&2),S)
such that:

1. if ((C1,s,0), f,(Ca,s,0)) € R, and (Cy,s, g) (C1,s,0") then

e cither ey =7, and ((C1,s,0"), fle1 = 7],(Ca,s,0)) € R;
e or there is a sequence of (zero or more) probabilistic transitions and T-transitions

(Ca,s,0) NERAR (C9,0°), such that ({(C1, s, 0), f,{C3,0°)) € R and (CY, o°) = (C4, 5, 0')
with ((C1,s,0'), fler = e2],(C},s,0")) € R;

2. if ({(Cy,s,0), f,(Ca,s,0)) € R, and (Cy, s, g) (C1,s',0) then

e cither ey =7, and ((C1,s',0), fler = 7],(Ca,s,0)) € R;
e or there is a sequence of (zero or more) probabilistic transitions and T-transitions

(Ca,s,0) ~* 7> (C9, "), such that ({C1.s,0), f,{C3, ")) € R and (CY, ") > (C4, 5, 0)
with (<C{78,70)7f[61 g 62]7<C£78,7Q)) € R;

3. if ((C1,s,0), ,(Ca,5,0)) € R, and (C,5,0) = (C4,5,0) then
e cither ea =7, and ((C1, s, 0), flea = 7],(C, s,0")) € R;

e or there is a sequence of (zero or more) probabilistic transitions and T-transitions
with ((C1,s,0'), flea ~ e1],(C4,s,0")) € R;
4. if ((C1,5,0), f,(Ca,5,0)) € R, and (Ca,s,0) = (C3, 5, 0) then

e cither ea =7, and ((C1, s, 0), flea = 7],(C4, s', 0)) € R;
e or there is a sequence of (zero or more) probabilistic transitions and T-transitions

(Ch,s,0) ~* T (CD, %), such that ((CY, "), f,{Ca,s,0)) € R and (CY, 0°) 2> (C1, &', 0)
with ((C1,s',0), flez = e1],(C3, 5", 0)) € R;

5. if ((Ch,s,0), f,{Ca,s,0)) € R and (C4,s,0) |, then there is a sequence of (zero or more)

pmbabilz’stic transitions and T-transitions (Ca, s, ) NCIR (C9,0°) such that ((C1, s, 0), f,{CY, %)) €
R and (CY,0°) |;

6. if ((C1,s,0),f,(Ca,s,0)) € R and (Ca,s,p) |, then there is a sequence of (zero or more)

pmbabilz’stic transitions and T-transitions (C1, s, ) REAR (CY, 0°) such that ((CY, %), f,(Ca, s, 0)) €
R and (CY,0°) |;

7. if (C1,C2) € R,then u(Cy,C) = u(Ca,C) for each C € C(E)/R;
8 [VIr=1{V}

&1,& are probabilistic branching history-preserving (hp-)bisimilar and are written E; ~pppy Eo if
there exists a probabilistic branching hp-bisimulation R such that ({(@,2),2,{3,2)) € R.
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A probabilistic branching hereditary history-preserving (hhp-)bisimulation is a downward closed
probabilistic branching hp-bisimulation. &1, are probabilistic branching hereditary history-
preserving (hhp-)bisimilar and are written £1 ~ppppp Ea.

Definition 2.114 (Probabilistic rooted branching (hereditary) history-preserving bisimula-
tion). Assume a special termination predicate |, and let \/ represent a state with \/ |. A

probabilistic rooted branching history-preserving (hp-) bisimulation is a weakly posetal relation
Rc(C(&1),5)x(C(&),S) such that:

1. if ({C1,8,0), f,{C2,5,0)) € R, and (C1,s,0) ~— (C},s,0'), then (Ca,s,0) ~—=> (Ch,s,0)
with (C1,,0") pbhp (C4,8,0');

2. if ((Cy1,s,0), f,{Ca,5,0)) € R, and (C1,5,0) ~—> (C},5', 0), then (Ca, s, 0) ~— (Ch, ", 0)
with <C{,S,a Q) Npbhp (Cé’sl’ Q);

3. if ({C1,5,0), f,{C2,5,0)) € R, and (Ca,s,0) ~—> (Ch,5,0'), then (Ci,s,0) ~—> (C],s,0')
with (C1, s, 0") N pbhp (Ch,s,0");

4. if ((C1,8,0), f,(Ca,5,0)) € R, and (Ca, s, 0) ~—> (Ch,s',0), then (C1,s,0) ~— (C1, 5, 0)
with <C{,S,a Q) Npbhp (Cé’sl’ Q);

5. if ({(C1,8,0), f,(C2,5,0)) € R and (C1,5,0) , then (Ca,5,0) I;
6' lf ((Cla 87 0)7 f7 <CZ7 87 Q)) € R and <CQ7 87 Q) \L; then <Cl7 87 Q) \L
&1, & are probabilistic rooted branching history-preserving (hp-)bisimilar and are written €1 ~pypnyp

&y if there exists a probabilistic rooted branching hp-bisimulation R such that ((@,0),D,{(3, D)) €
R.

A probabilistic rooted branching hereditary history-preserving (hhp-)bisimulation is a downward
closed probabilistic rooted branching hp-bisimulation. &,E are probabilistic rooted branching
hereditary history-preserving (hhp-)bisimilar and are written E ®prphhp Ea-
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3 APTCq for Open Quantum Systems

In this chapter, we introduce APTC¢ for open quantum systems, including BATCq for open
quantum systems abbreviated ¢gBAT C¢ in section Bl APTCq for open quantum systems ab-
breviated ¢APTC¢ in section B2 recursion in section B3] abstraction in section B4l quantum
entanglement in section and unification of quantum and classical computing for open quan-
tum systems in section

Note that, in open quantum systems, quantum operations denoted E are the atomic actions
(events), and a quantum operation e € E.

3.1 BATCg for Open Quantum Systems

In this subsection, we will discuss gBAT'C¢. Let E be the set of atomic events (actions), G4 be
the set of atomic guards, § be the deadlock constant, and € be the empty event. We extend G
to the set of basic guards G with element ¢, ,---, which is generated by the following formation
rules:

¢ 5= 0le|~gly) € Garldp + Yo - b

In the following, let e1,eq,¢e],e, € E, ¢,9 € G and let variables z,y,z range over the set of
terms for true concurrency, p,q, s range over the set of closed terms. The predicate test(¢, s, o)
represents that ¢ holds in the state s, o, and test(e, s, 0) holds and test(d, s, o) does not hold.
ef fect(e,s,0) € S denotes ¢’ in g 5 o'. The predicate weakest precondition wp(e, ¢) denotes
that Vo, 0" € S,test(¢,ef fect(e, s, 0)) holds.

The set of axioms of gBATCg consists of the laws given in Table

Note that, by eliminating atomic event from the process terms, the axioms in Table 29 will lead
to a Boolean Algebra. And G9 is a precondition of e and ¢, G10 is the weakest precondition of
e and ¢. A data environment with ef fect function is sufficiently deterministic, and it is obvious
that if the weakest precondition is expressible and G9, G10 are sound, then the related data
environment is sufficiently deterministic.

Definition 3.1 (Basic terms of ¢BATC¢). The set of basic terms of gBATCq, B(¢BATCg),
1s inductively defined as follows:

1. EcB(gBATCg);

2. GcB(¢qBATCg);

3. ifecE,te B(gBATCg) then e-t e B(¢qBATCg);
4. if pe G,t e B(qBATCq) then ¢-t e B(¢qBATCg);

5. if t,s e B(¢BATCq) then t+s e B(¢gBATCg).
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No. Axiom

Al z+y=y+=x

A2 (z+y)+z=z+(y+2)
A3 z+z=x

A4 (x+y)-z=xz-2+y-2
A5 (z-y)-z=a-(y-2)

A6 zr+d==x
AT d-x =6
A8 e-x=z
A9 z-e=zx
Gl ¢-—-¢p=9
G2 ¢p+-¢p=c¢
G3  ¢d=§

G4 gz +y)=dr+y

G5 ¢(z-y)=gz-y

G6  (p+¢)x=dx+Yx

G7T  (¢-)-z=0¢ (¢-2)

G8 ¢=¢€if Vs,pe S.test(op,s,0)

G9  po- =0 if Vs,0€ S, 3i < n.test(—=¢;, s, 0)
G10 wp(e,¢)e¢ = wp(e,¢)e

G11 —|wp(6,¢)6—|¢ = —&Up(@,(ﬁ)e

Table 29: Axioms of gBATCq

Theorem 3.2 (Elimination theorem of ¢BATCq). Let p be a closed ¢gBATC¢ term. Then
there is a basic gBATCg term q such that gBATCa+p=q.

Proof. The same as that of BATC¢g, we omit the proof, please refer to [7] for details. U

We will define a term-deduction system which gives the operational semantics of gBATCg. We
give the operational transition rules for €, atomic guard ¢ € G4, atomic event e € E, operators
- and + as Table shows. And the predicate 5 V/ represents successful termination after
execution of the event e.

Note that, we replace the single atomic event e € [E by X ¢ [E, we can obtain the pomset transition
rules of gBATC¢, and omit them.

Theorem 3.3 (Congruence of gBATC¢ with respect to truly concurrent bisimulation equiva-
lences). (1) Pomset bisimulation equivalence ~y is a congruence with respect to ¢gBATCg.

(2) Step bisimulation equivalence ~5 is a congruence with respect to gBATCg.

(3) Hp-bisimulation equivalence ~py is a congruence with respect to ¢gBATCg.

(4) Hhp-bisimulation equivalence ~ppy is a congruence with respect to gBATCq.
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{€,5,0) = (V,5,0)
if s eeffect(e,s)

(e.5.0) = (.5, 0')

(b,5,0) = (\/,5,0)

(z,5,0) > (\/,5,0) (z,5,0) > (z',5,0)
(z+y,50) = (V,s,0) (z+y,s0) = (2',5,0)

if test(¢, s)

{y,5,0) > (V/,5,0)) (y,5,0) > (y',5,0')
(z+y,5,0)0 = (V,5,0) (x+y,s0) = (¥,s,0)

e

(z,5,0) = (\/.5,0) (z,8,0) = (2',5,0)
(x'y’sag>i<y55,gl> <$'y,5,g>g<$,'y,8,gl>

Table 30: Single event transition rules of ¢BATCg

Proof. 1t is obvious that truly concurrent bisimulations ~,, ~g, ~p, and ~pp, are all equivalent
relations with respect to ¢BATCq. So, it is sufficient to prove that truly concurrent bisimulations
~py Vs, ~hp and ~pp, are preserved for - and + according to the transition rules in Table 30, that
is, if z ~, 2" and y ~p ¢/, then c+y ~p 2’ +y' and z -y ~, 2’ - ¢; if © ~5 2" and y ~5 ¢/, then
r+y~sx'+y and x-y~s 2’y if @ ~pp af and y vy Y thenz +y ~pp 2’ +y' and -y vy 27y
and if © ~ppp ' and y ~ppp ¥, then x+y ~ppp 2’ +y" and -y ~ppp ' -y’ The proof is quit trivial,
and we leave the proof as an exercise for the readers. ]

Theorem 3.4 (Soundness of ¢BATC modulo truly concurrent bisimulation equivalences). (1)
Let x and y be ¢qBATCgq terms. If qBATC +~x =y, then x ~p y.

(2) Let x and y be gBATC¢ terms. If gBATC + x =y, then x ~5 y.
(3) Let x and y be qBATCq terms. If gBATC v x =y, then x ~pp y.
(4) Let x and y be ¢qBATCq terms. If gBATC v x =y, then  ~ppp y.

Proof. (1) Since pomset bisimulation ~, is both an equivalent and a congruent relation, we only
need to check if each axiom in Table 29is sound modulo pomset bisimulation equivalence. We
leave the proof as an exercise for the readers.

(2) Since step bisimulation ~g is both an equivalent and a congruent relation, we only need to
check if each axiom in Table is sound modulo step bisimulation equivalence. We leave the
proof as an exercise for the readers.

(3) Since hp-bisimulation ~p, is both an equivalent and a congruent relation, we only need to
check if each axiom in Table is sound modulo hp-bisimulation equivalence. We leave the
proof as an exercise for the readers.

(4) Since hhp-bisimulation ~pp, is both an equivalent and a congruent relation, we only need
to check if each axiom in Table 29 is sound modulo hhp-bisimulation equivalence. We leave the
proof as an exercise for the readers. O
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Theorem 3.5 (Completeness of ¢BATCg modulo truly concurrent bisimulation equivalences).
(1) Let p and q be closed ¢gBATCq terms, if p ~, q then p =q.

(2) Let p and q be closed gBATCq terms, if p~s q then p=q.
(3) Let p and q be closed gBATCq terms, if p ~pp q then p =q.
(4) Let p and q be closed gBATCq terms, if p ~pnp q then p =q.

Proof. According to the definition of truly concurrent bisimulation equivalences ~, ~g, ~p, and
~hhps P ~p Q> D ~s @, P ~hp @ and p ~pp, g implies both the bisimilarities between p and ¢, and
also the in the same quantum states. According to the completeness of BAT'C¢ (please refer to
[7] for details), we can get the completeness of ¢BATCq. O

3.2 APTCg for Open Quantum Systems

In this subsection, we will introduce ¢ APT C¢q. The set of basic guards G with element ¢, v, -,
which is extended by the following formation rules:

¢ = 0le|~ly) € Garld + |-l || ¥

The set of axioms of APTC¢ including axioms of gBATCq in Table 29 and the axioms are
shown in Table 311

Definition 3.6 (Basic terms of gAPTC¢). The set of basic terms of gAPTCq, B(qAPTCg),
s inductively defined as follows:

~

. EcB(qAPTCg);

2. GcB(qAPTCg);

3. ifeeE,t e B(qAPTCq) then e-t e B(gAPTCq);
4. if e G,t € B(qAPTCgq) then ¢ -t € B(qAPTCq);
5. if t,s e B(qAPTCg) then t+s e B(¢APTCg).

6. ift,s e B(APTCg) thent | seB(¢APTCg).

Based on the definition of basic terms for gAPT'C¢; (see Definition B.6) and axioms of ¢APTCg,
we can prove the elimination theorem of gAPTCg.

Theorem 3.7 (Elimination theorem of gAPTCg). Let p be a closed gAPTCg term. Then there
s a basic gAPTCq term q such that gAPTCg v+ p=q.

Proof. The same as that of gAPTC¢, we omit the proof, please refer to [7] for details. U
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No.
P1
P2
P3
P4
P5
P6
P7
P8
P9
P10
P11
C1
C2
C3
C4
Ch
C6
C7
C8
C9
C10
CFE1
CE2
CE3
CFE4
CEb5
CEG6
CE7

Axiom
riy=zlly+a|y
rly=ylx

@y lz=z|(yll=2)
zly=zly+yl =

(e1<e2) er| (e2-y)=(er | e2)y
(e1<e2) (ex-x) | ea=(e1 | e2)-x
(e1<e2) (er-) | (e2-y)=(er | e2) (= ¥ y)
(z+y)Lz=(=|L =)+ 2)

O x=9¢

el x=x

x| e=x

e | ez =v(er,e2)

er](e2-y)=v(er,e2) y
(e1-x) | ea=~(er,e2) x

(e1-z) | (e2-y) =v(er,e2) (z 1 v)
(z+y)|z=(z|2)+(y]?)
zl(y+z)=(z]y)+(z]2)

d|lxz=06

x|d=9

elx=9¢

x|e=96

Oe) =e

©0)=0

O(e)=¢

O(x+y)=0(x)<y+6(y)< z

O(z-y) =6(x)-O6(y)

O Ly)=((O()<y) Ly)+((O(y)<z) [ z)
Oz |y)=((O(x)<y)|y)+((O() < z)|z)

Table 31: Axioms of gAPTCq
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No. Axiom

Ul (u(el,eg)) e1<ey=T

U2  (f(e1,e2),e2<e3) er<dez=e;
U3  (f(e1,e2),e2<e3) e3<der =7

U4 e<d=e
U5 d6<de=¢
U6 ede=e

Ur ede=e

U8 (zx+y)<dz=(x<d2)+(yd=2)
U9 (zy)dz=(x<2) (y<=2)
Ul (z]ly)<dz=(x<2)] (y<2)
Ull (z|y)<z=(zx<2)]|(y<2)
Ul2 z<(y+2)=(x<dy)<dz

Uld 24 (y-2)=(z<dy)< z

Uld z<(yll 2)=(z<y)<z
Uls z<(y|z2)=(x<y)dz

D1 e¢H Ou(e)=e

D2 ee H 8H(6):5

D3 0oy(6)=9

D4 Oy(x+y)=0(x)+90u(y)

D5  Oy(x-y)=0u(x) -0u(y)

D6 (x|l y)=0u(z) | 9u(y)
12 ozl y) - x|l oy

G13  @(z|y) =z |y

Gld 6| =0

G15 ¢|d=9¢

G16 6|¢=9

G17T ¢ €
G18 €| o
G19 ¢|e=
G20 e|¢p=9¢

G2l 6| =4

G2 O(6)=0

G23 Ou(¢)=¢

G24 ¢ || - || dn =0 if Vsg,eor, Spy 01,0 0n €S, 31 < n.test(=¢i, so U U, U U Uoy)

Table 32: Axioms of ¢APT Cg/(continuing)
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{ if s' eeffect(er,s)u---ueffect(en,s)
€1,,€
(61 || || Bn,S,Q>

L (Vs o)

(1 | [ Dns 5, 0) = (/> 5, 0) if test(¢r,s), - test(n,s)

(2,500 > (V.5.0) (1.5.0) = (V,5,0") (2,5.0) = (2,5,0) (y,5,0) = (/.5,0")

{e1,e2} {e1,e2}

(\/7$7Q,UQ"> (1’ ” y7879> — (.%',,S,Q,UQ">

(z[ly,s,0)

(z,5,0) > (.5,0)) (y.5.0) = (y,5,0") (2,800 = (2',5,0) (y,5.0) —>(y,s,0")

{e1,e2} {e1,e2}
<:U || yaS’Q> - <y,aS’Q, U Q”> <:C || yaS’Q> - <£C’ g y,aS’Q’ U Q”>

(2,5, 0) <> <¢sa><%sm3»(q%@><xsme<mse><%sm?»<m%@>

(x|l y.s,0) = (y,s,0) (zlly,s,0) = (' 1 y,s,0)
(%87@)—1 (y,5,0) = (V/,5,0") (e1%es) (x5, 0) 7i> {y, s, 9) (¥',5,0") (e1%e2)
(zlly,s,0) = (z,5,0") (z [l y,s,00 > (z 1 y',s,0")

(2,5,0) = (,5,0) (y,5,0) = (\/,5,0") (e1<e)
(@ L y,5,0) ~Zh (/5,070 0)
(z,5,0) = (2,5,0') (y,5,0) = (/,5,0") (e1<en)

fe1e2)
(| y.s,0) —

(z,5,0) = (V/.5.0') {y.8.0) = (,5,0") (e1<er)
y Ll

(x',s,0" U 0")

(x|l y,s,0 y',s,0' U 0")

(z,5,0) > (2',5,0") (y.5,0) > (y',5,0") (e1<e)

{e1,e2}
(@ | y5,0) =5 (2" § ¢, 5,0 U Q")

(z,5,0) = (\/,5,0") (y,5.0) = (/,5,0") (z,5,0) = (',5,0') (y,5,0) = (\/s5,0")

(e1,e2) (e1,e2)
(@ y,s,0) =5 (fsef fect(v(e1,e2),8),0) (@ |y, s,0) ———> (2,5, ef fect(v(e1,€2), ), 0)

(z,5,0) > (V.5.0) (y.5,0) = (y,5,0") (25,00 > (2',5,0") (y,5.0) = (y,5,0")

>7(172)< >7(172)<

<£C|y,8,@ y’,effect(y(el,eg),s),g) <x|y’859

Table 33: Transition rules of gAPTCg
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(25,00 = (/.3 9) (h(erre))  {a5,0) = (Vs @”) (#(e1,€2))

(O(2),5,0) = (V,5,0') (O(z),5,0) = (V/,5,0")
(2,5,0) = (a',5,0") (f(er,e2)) (w,5,0) = (2",5,0") (§(e1,e2))
(8(z),5,0) = (B(a'),5,0') (8(),5,0) = (B(a"),s,0")

(z,5,0) = (.8, 0') (%S o) »2  (f(er,e2))  (w,5,0) = (2/,5,0') (y,5,0) »2  (fer,e2))
(< y,s,0) > (/.5,0) (< y,s,0) > (z,s,0)

(r,5,0) > (\/,5,0) (y,5,0) »  (§(e1,e2),e0 < e3)
(z<y,8,0 = (V,5,0)

(2,5,0) = (2/,5,0)) (s, 9) +»%  (f(e1,e2), €2 < e3)
(< y,s,00 = (2',5,0')

(1’,8,@) = (\/7879,> <y7879> +€2 (u(61762)761 < 63)
(< y.5,0) > (V,5.0)

(z,5,0) = (¢/,5,0") (y,s, 9) »2  (f(e1,e2), 61 <e3)
(z<y,s,0) > (2,5, 0)

(z,5,0) > (¢89> (et ) (w89>e(l"89’> (c ¢ H)
(On(x),s,0) = (\/,5,0) (On(2),s,0) = (Ou(a’),s, )

Table 34: Transition rules of gAPTC¢ (continuing)

We will define a term-deduction system which gives the operational semantics of gAPTCq. Two
atomic events e; and es are in race condition, which are denoted e;%es.

Theorem 3.8 (Generalization of gAPTC¢ with respect to ¢BATCg). gAPTCg is a general-
ization of ¢gBATCq.

Proof. It follows from the following three facts.

1. The transition rules of ¢BATC¢ in are all source-dependent;

2. The sources of the transition rules gAPTC¢ contain an occurrence of §, or ||, or ||, or |,

or ©, or <, or Jy;

3. The transition rules of gAPTCq are all source-dependent.

So, gAPTC¢ is a generalization of gBATCg, that is, ¢BATCg is an embedding of gAPTCq,
as desired. 0
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Theorem 3.9 (Congruence of gAPTC¢ with respect to truly concurrent bisimulation equiva-
lences). (1) Pomset bisimulation equivalence ~y is a congruence with respect to gAPTCg.

(2) Step bisimulation equivalence ~5 is a congruence with respect to gAPTCg.
(3) Hp-bisimulation equivalence ~py is a congruence with respect to gAPTCg.

(4) Hhp-bisimulation equivalence ~ppy is a congruence with respect to gAPTCg.

Proof. It is obvious that truly concurrent bisimulations ~j,, ~5, ~, and ~pp, are all equivalent
relations with respect to gAPTC. So, it is sufficient to prove that truly concurrent bisimulations
~ps sy ~hp and ~ppy, are preserved for §, ||, |, |, ©, < and Oy according to the transition rules
in Table33] that is, if v ~p 2’ and y ~p v, thenx § y~, 2’ 1y, x|y~ |V, x|l y~p 2 [ ¥,
zly~p x|y, O(z)~, O("), sy~ 2’ Ay, and Oy (x) ~p O (x'); if z ~5 2" and y ~5 ¢, then
ciy~sz Ty, zly~s2" vy, zlly~sa" Ly, zly~sa'|y, 0(z)~ O(), zdy~s 2"y,
and O (x) ~s Og(a'); if @ ~pp 2’ and y ~pp ¢/, then @ § Yy ~pp 2" 1 Y, @ |y ~pp & || Y,
2Ly @ Ly 2|y @ |y O@) wnp O@), <y~ ' < s and (@) ~p O (')
and if & ~ppp @' and y ~ppp ¥, then @ 0y ~unp @ 3 Y 2 |y ~anp @' 1Y 2 L Y ~hnp 2" L Y,
|y ~pnp @'Y, O(2) ~ppp O(2'), <y ~pnp ' < y" and Og (x) ~ppyp O (x”). The proof is quit
trivial, and we leave the proof as an exercise for the readers. ]

Theorem 3.10 (Soundness of gAPTC¢g modulo truly concurrent bisimulation equivalences).
(1) Let x and y be APTCq terms. If gAPTCq v+ x =y, then x ~p y.

(2) Let x and y be gAPTCq terms. If APTCq v+ x =y, then x ~5y.
(3) Let x and y be gAPTCq terms. If gAPTCq + x =y, then x ~p, y.
(4) Let x and y be gAPTCq terms. If gQAPTCq +x =y, then & ~ppp y.

Proof. (1) Since pomset bisimulation ~, is both an equivalent and a congruent relation, we only
need to check if each axiom in Table [31] is sound modulo pomset bisimulation equivalence. We
leave the proof as an exercise for the readers.

(2) Since step bisimulation ~g is both an equivalent and a congruent relation, we only need to
check if each axiom in Table [3T] is sound modulo step bisimulation equivalence. We leave the
proof as an exercise for the readers.

(3) Since hp-bisimulation ~p, is both an equivalent and a congruent relation, we only need to
check if each axiom in Table BI] is sound modulo hp-bisimulation equivalence. We leave the
proof as an exercise for the readers.

(4) Since hhp-bisimulation ~pp, is both an equivalent and a congruent relation, we only need
to check if each axiom in Table 3] is sound modulo hhp-bisimulation equivalence. We leave the
proof as an exercise for the readers. O

Theorem 3.11 (Completeness of gAPTC¢ modulo truly concurrent bisimulation equivalences).
(1) Let p and q be closed qAPTCq terms, if p ~p q then p=q.

(2) Let p and q be closed gAPTCgq terms, if p~5 q then p = q.
(3) Let p and q be closed qAPTCq terms, if p ~py q then p =q.
(4) Let p and q be closed qAPTCq terms, if p ~php q then p = q.
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(H(XE), (X0 ). 5, 0) ~ (/5. )

{e1, e}

<<XZ|E)7 S, Q) - <\/7 S, Q,)
{e1,en}

{ti((Xa|E), - (Xn|E)), 5, 0) —— (y,5,)

{e € }
(Xi|E), 5, 0) "% (y,5,0')

Table 35: Transition rules of guarded recursion

Proof. According to the definition of truly concurrent bisimulation equivalences ~, ~g, ~p, and
~hhps P ~p @, D ~s @5 P ~hp ¢ and p ~ppy, ¢ implies both the bisimilarities between p and ¢, and
also the in the same quantum states. According to the completeness of APT'Cq (please refer to
[7] for details), we can get the completeness of gAPTCg. O

3.3 Recursion

In this subsection, we introduce recursion to capture infinite processes based on ¢APTCq. In
the following, F, F,G are recursion specifications, X,Y, Z are recursive variables.

Definition 3.12 (Guarded recursive specification). A recursive specification

Xi=t1(Xq,, Xn)

Xn = tn(Xla aXn)

is guarded if the right-hand sides of its recursive equations can be adapted to the form by ap-
plications of the axioms in gAPTC and replacing recursion variables by the right-hand sides of
their recursive equations,

(arr [L L @1iy)-s1(Xa, o Xp)+o+(apy L L akig ) sp(Xa, o Xp)+(brn [L - L b1jy ) ++(buy, L
where aiy, -, a1y, Q1,0 ki, 011,07, 0141, 01415+, by, € K, and the sum above is allowed to be

empty, in which case it represents the deadlock 6. And there does not exist an infinite sequence
of e-transitions (X|E) -» (X'|E) - (X"|E) — ---.

The RDP (Recursive Definition Principle) and the RSP (Recursive Specification Principle) are
shown in Table

Theorem 3.13 (Conservitivity of ¢APTCg with guarded recursion). ¢APTCq with guarded
recursion is a conservative extension of gAPTCg.

o7
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No. Axiom
RDP (Xi|E)=t;({(X1|E, -, Xp|E)) (i€{l,-~,n})
RSP ify;=t;(y1,,yn) for i e {1,---;n}, then y; = (X;|F) (ie{l,---,n})

Table 36: Recursive definition and specification principle

Proof. It follows from the following three facts.

1. The transition rules of gAPTC¢q in are all source-dependent;

2. The sources of the transition rules ¢gAPTCs with guarded recursion contain only one
constant;

3. The transition rules of gAPTC¢ with guarded recursion are all source-dependent.

So, gAPTC with guarded recursion is a conservative extension of gAPTCg, as desired. O

Theorem 3.14 (Congruence theorem of gAPTCg with guarded recursion). Truly concurrent

bisimulation equivalences ~p, ~s, ~pp and ~pp, are all congruences with respect to gAPTCq with
guarded recursion.

Proof. It follows the following two facts:

1. in a guarded recursive specification, right-hand sides of its recursive equations can be
adapted to the form by applications of the axioms in ¢APTC¢g and replacing recursion
variables by the right-hand sides of their recursive equations;

2. truly concurrent bisimulation equivalences ~, ~g, ~p;, and ~p;, are all congruences with
respect to all operators of gAPTC.

O

Theorem 3.15 (Elimination theorem of ¢APTCq with linear recursion). Each process term
in qAPTCq with linear recursion is equal to a process term (X1|E) with E a linear recursive
specification.

Proof. The same as that of gAPTCg with linear recursion, we omit the proof, please refer to
[7] for details. O

Theorem 3.16 (Soundness of ¢APTCg with guarded recursion). Let x and y be gAPTCg with
guarded recursion terms. If gAPTCq with guarded recursion +— x =y, then

(1) x~sy.
(2) x~py.
(3) x ~np y.
(4) T ~hnp Y-
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Proof. (1) Since pomset bisimulation ~, is both an equivalent and a congruent relation, we only
need to check if each axiom in Table 36l is sound modulo pomset bisimulation equivalence. We
leave the proof as an exercise for the readers.

(2) Since step bisimulation ~g is both an equivalent and a congruent relation, we only need to
check if each axiom in Table is sound modulo step bisimulation equivalence. We leave the
proof as an exercise for the readers.

(3) Since hp-bisimulation ~p;, is both an equivalent and a congruent relation, we only need to
check if each axiom in Table is sound modulo hp-bisimulation equivalence. We leave the
proof as an exercise for the readers.

(4) Since hhp-bisimulation ~p, is both an equivalent and a congruent relation, we only need
to check if each axiom in Table [36] is sound modulo hhp-bisimulation equivalence. We leave the
proof as an exercise for the readers. O

Theorem 3.17 (Completeness of g APT C with linear recursion). Let p and q be closed qAPTCg
with linear recursion terms, then,

(1) if p~sq thenp=q.
(2) if p ~p q then p = q.
(8) if p~np q then p = q.
(4) if p~nnp q then p=q.

Proof. According to the definition of truly concurrent bisimulation equivalences ~, ~g, ~p, and
~hhps P ~p Qs D ~s @y P ~hp @ and p ~pp, g implies both the bisimilarities between p and ¢, and
also the in the same quantum states. According to the completeness of APTCg with linear
recursion (please refer to [7] for details), we can get the completeness of ¢APTC¢q with linear
recursion. ]

3.4 Abstraction

To abstract away from the internal implementations of a program, and verify that the program
exhibits the desired external behaviors, the silent step 7 and abstraction operator 7; are intro-
duced, where I € Eu G, denotes the internal events or guards. The silent step 7 represents the
internal events or guards, when we consider the external behaviors of a process, 7 steps can be
removed, that is, 7 steps must keep silent. The transition rule of 7 is shown in Table 37l In the
following, let the atomic event e range over Eu{e}u{d}u{r}, and ¢ range over Gu {7}, and let
the communication function v :Eu {7} x Eu {7} > Eu {4}, with each communication involved
7 resulting in §. We use 7(s) to denote ef fect(r,s), for the fact that 7 only change the state of
internal data environment, that is, for the external data environments, s = 7(s).

Definition 3.18 (Guarded linear recursive specification). A linear recursive specification E is
guarded if there does not exist an infinite sequence of T-transitions (X|E) - (X'|E) 5 (X"|E) 5
-+, and there does not exist an infinite sequence of e-transitions (X|E) — (X'|E) - (X"|E) — ---.
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if test(T,s)

(1,8,0) > (\/,5,0)
(1,5,0) = (\/.7(5))

Table 37: Transition rule of the silent step

Theorem 3.19 (Conservitivity of gAPTC¢ with silent step and guarded linear recursion).
qAPTCq with silent step and guarded linear recursion is a conservative extension of gAPTCq
with linear recursion.

Proof. Since the transition rules of gAPTCg with silent step and guarded linear recursion are
source-dependent, and the transition rules for abstraction operator in Table B7 contain only
a fresh constant 7 in their source, so the transition rules of gAPTCg with silent step and
guarded linear recursion is a conservative extension of those of gAPTCy with guarded linear
recursion. ]

Theorem 3.20 (Congruence theorem of ¢ APT C with silent step and guarded linear recursion).
Rooted branching truly concurrent bisimulation equivalences ~ppp, ®yps, m{ghp and ~ppphp are all
congruences with respect to qAPT Cq with silent step and guarded linear recursion.

Proof. It follows the following three facts:

1. in a guarded linear recursive specification, right-hand sides of its recursive equations can
be adapted to the form by applications of the axioms in gAPTCg and replacing recursion
variables by the right-hand sides of their recursive equations;

2. truly concurrent bisimulation equivalences ~p, ~,, ~p, and ~pp), are all congruences with
respect to all operators of gAPTCg, while truly concurrent bisimulation equivalences ~p,
~g, ~pp and ~pp, imply the corresponding rooted branching truly concurrent bisimulations
Rrbp, Nrbss ®rbhp and ®ppphp, S0 rooted branching truly concurrent bisimulations g, ~pps,
~rphp and ~ppppy, are all congruences with respect to all operators of gAPTCg;

3. While E is extended to Eu {7}, it can be proved that rooted branching truly concurrent
bisimulations #,4,, ¥pbs, ®rphp and ~ppppp, are all congruences with respect to all operators
of gAPTCg, we omit it.

O

We design the axioms for the silent step 7 in Table

Theorem 3.21 (Elimination theorem of ¢ APT C¢ with silent step and guarded linear recursion).
FEach process term in qAPTCq with silent step and guarded linear recursion is equal to a process
term (X1|E) with E a guarded linear recursive specification.

Proof. The same as that of APTCg with silent step and guarded linear recursion, we omit the
proof, please refer to [7] for details. O
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No. Axiom

Bl e-T=e

B2 e (t-(z+y)+x)=ec-(x+y)
B3 z| t=x

G26 ¢-T=¢

G27 ¢ (T-(z+y)+x) =0 (z+y)

Table 38: Axioms of silent step

Theorem 3.22 (Soundness of gAPTC¢ with silent step and guarded linear recursion). Let x
and y be gAPTCq with silent step and guarded linear recursion terms. If gAPTCq with silent
step and guarded linear recursion + x =y, then

(1) T Rrps Y-

( 2) T Rrpp Y-

( 3) L Rrbhp Y-

(4) & Srbhip Y-

Proof. (1) Since rooted branching pomset bisimulation #,4, is both an equivalent and a congruent
relation with respect to gAPTC with silent step and guarded linear recursion, we only need to
check if each axiom in Table [38]is sound modulo rooted branching pomset bisimulation ~,;,. We
leave them as exercises to the readers.

(2) Since rooted branching step bisimulation w,4s is both an equivalent and a congruent relation
with respect to ¢APTC with silent step and guarded linear recursion, we only need to check
if each axiom in Table is sound modulo rooted branching step bisimulation ~,;s. We leave
them as exercises to the readers.

(3) Since rooted branching hp-bisimulation ~,4p, is both an equivalent and a congruent relation
with respect to gAPTC with silent step and guarded linear recursion, we only need to check if
each axiom in Table [38is sound modulo rooted branching hp-bisimulation w~,4p,. We leave them
as exercises to the readers.

(4) Since rooted branching hhp-bisimulation ~,4pp, is both an equivalent and a congruent relation
with respect to APPTCq with silent step and guarded linear recursion, we only need to check
if each axiom in Table is sound modulo rooted branching hhp-bisimulation %45, We leave
them as exercises to the readers. O

Theorem 3.23 (Completeness of ¢APTC¢ with silent step and guarded linear recursion). Let
p and q be closed gAPTCq with silent step and guarded linear recursion terms, then,

(1) if p ~pps q then p = q.
(2) if p ~ppp q then p = q.
(8) if p ~rbhp q then p = gq.
(4) if P ®rbhip q then p = q.

Proof. According to the definition of truly concurrent rooted branching bisimulation equiva-
lences Rrbps ®rbs; Srbhp and Nrbhhps P ®rbp 45 P ®rbs 45 P Rrbhp 4 and p Nrbhhp 4 implies both the
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(w,8,9>—>6<%8,@) il (w,s,mj(x,s,m el
(T[(.%'),S,Q) - <\/7879’) <TI(1.)7S7Q) - <TI(1J)7S7Q,)
(Z’,S,Q)—’<\/,S,Q) eel (.%',S,Q —><$,S,Q) cel

(r1(2),5,0) = (V:7(s)) (rr(2),s,0) = (r1(2"),7(5))

Table 39: Transition rule of the abstraction operator

rooted branching bisimilarities between p and ¢, and also the in the same quantum states. Ac-
cording to the completeness of APTCq with silent step and guarded linear recursion (please
refer to [7] for details), we can get the completeness of ¢APTC¢ with silent step and guarded
linear recursion. O

The unary abstraction operator 77 (I € EUGy;) renames all atomic events or atomic guards in
into 7. gAPTC¢ with silent step and abstraction operator is called gAPTCg.. The transition
rules of operator 77 are shown in Table

Theorem 3.24 (Conservitivity of gAPTCq, with guarded linear recursion). gAPTCq. with
guarded linear recursion is a conservative extension of gAPTCq with silent step and guarded
linear recursion.

Proof. Since the transition rules of APTCq with silent step and guarded linear recursion are
source-dependent, and the transition rules for abstraction operator in Table contain only
a fresh operator 77 in their source, so the transition rules of gAPTCq. with guarded linear
recursion is a conservative extension of those of gAPTCg with silent step and guarded linear
recursion. U

Theorem 3.25 (Congruence theorem of gAPTC¢. with guarded linear recursion). Rooted
branching truly concurrent bisimulation equivalences ~ppy,, ®pps NZ l:hp’ and ~pphpp are all congru-
ences with respect to qAPTCq, with guarded linear recursion.

Proof. (1) It is easy to see that rooted branching pomset bisimulation is an equivalent relation
on gAPTCg, with guarded linear recursion terms, we only need to prove that ~,, is preserved
by the operator 77. It is trivial and we leave the proof as an exercise for the readers.

(2) It is easy to see that rooted branching step bisimulation is an equivalent relation on gAPT C
with guarded linear recursion terms, we only need to prove that ~,;s is preserved by the operator
77. It is trivial and we leave the proof as an exercise for the readers.

(3) It is easy to see that rooted branching hp-bisimulation is an equivalent relation on ¢APTCq.
with guarded linear recursion terms, we only need to prove that =, is preserved by the operator
77. It is trivial and we leave the proof as an exercise for the readers.

(4) It is easy to see that rooted branching hhp-bisimulation is an equivalent relation on ¢APT C
with guarded linear recursion terms, we only need to prove that ~,.u,p, is preserved by the
operator 77. It is trivial and we leave the proof as an exercise for the readers. ]
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No. Axiom

TI1 e¢l 7r(e)=e

TI2 eel Tr(e)=T1

TI3 77(6)=9¢

TI4 71(x+y)=711(x) +11(y)
TI5 7i(x-y) =71(x) 71(y)
TI6 71 | y) = i) L 71()
G $¢l Ti(6)=o

G29 ¢el T1i(o)=71

Table 40: Axioms of abstraction operator

We design the axioms for the abstraction operator 77 in Table 40

Theorem 3.26 (Soundness of gAPT C¢;. with guarded linear recursion). Let z andy be gAPT Ce,
with guarded linear recursion terms. If APTCq,. with guarded linear recursion +~ x =y, then

(1) z ~pps -
(2) © ~ppp Y.
(3) T ®php Y-
(4) T ~rbnnp Y-

Proof. (1) Since rooted branching step bisimulation w,4s is both an equivalent and a congruent
relation with respect to gAPTCq. with guarded linear recursion, we only need to check if each
axiom in Table [0l is sound modulo rooted branching step bisimulation x,.,s. We leave them as
exercises to the readers.

(2) Since rooted branching pomset bisimulation .4, is both an equivalent and a congruent
relation with respect to gAPTCq. with guarded linear recursion, we only need to check if each
axiom in Table is sound modulo rooted branching pomset bisimulation ~,4,. We leave them
as exercises to the readers.

(3) Since rooted branching hp-bisimulation ~,4p, is both an equivalent and a congruent relation
with respect to gAPTCq. with guarded linear recursion, we only need to check if each axiom in
Table is sound modulo rooted branching hp-bisimulation ~,4,,. We leave them as exercises
to the readers.

(4) Since rooted branching hhp-bisimulation ~,4pp, is both an equivalent and a congruent relation
with respect to gAPTCq. with guarded linear recursion, we only need to check if each axiom in
Table @(l is sound modulo rooted branching hhp-bisimulation #,p,. We leave them as exercises
to the readers. O

Definition 3.27 (Cluster). Let E be a guarded linear recursive specification, and I ¢ E. Two
recursion variable X and Y in E are in the same cluster for I iff there exist sequences of

b 7"'7bi bm 7"'7bmi ;7 Gl nly Cng
transitions (X|B) Aot mtobeid Snpy g (vipy Sl el oy
where biy, -+, by, c11,, cng € L U{T}.
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No. Axiom
CFAR 1If X is in a cluster for I with exits
{(all |_L |_L ali)yi,"',(aml \_L \_L ami)Ym,bll |_L \_L blj,"',bnl \_L |_L bnj},
then 7177 ((X|E)) =
Torr((ann Lo L @) (YalE) + -+ (ama L+ L ama)(Yim|EY +b1n L -+ |L baj + -+ b [L -+ L bnj)

Table 41: Cluster fair abstraction rule

ay || | ag or (a1 || | ak)X is an exit for the cluster C iff: (1) ay | | ax or (a1 | - |

ar)X is a summand at the right-hand side of the recursive equation for a recursion variable in

C, and (2) in the case of (a1 || -+ || ax)X, either aj ¢ Tu{r}(l € {1,2,---,k}) or X ¢ C.

Theorem 3.28 (Soundness of CFAR). CFAR is sound modulo rooted branching truly concur-
rent bisimulation equivalences ®yps, ®prpp, Nrphp aNd Spphpp-

Proof. (1) Since rooted branching step bisimulation »,;s is both an equivalent and a congruent
relation with respect to gAPTCq. with guarded linear recursion, we only need to check if each
axiom in Table E1] is sound modulo rooted branching step bisimulation ~,4,. We leave them as
exercises to the readers.

(2) Since rooted branching pomset bisimulation .4, is both an equivalent and a congruent
relation with respect to gAPTC¢. with guarded linear recursion, we only need to check if each
axiom in Table 1] is sound modulo rooted branching pomset bisimulation #,,. We leave them
as exercises to the readers.

(3) Since rooted branching hp-bisimulation »,4p, is both an equivalent and a congruent relation
with respect to gAPTCq. with guarded linear recursion, we only need to check if each axiom in
Table 41] is sound modulo rooted branching hp-bisimulation #~,4p,. We leave them as exercises
to the readers.

(4) Since rooted branching hhp-bisimulation ~,4pp, is both an equivalent and a congruent relation
with respect to gAPTCq. with guarded linear recursion, we only need to check if each axiom in
Table lis sound modulo rooted branching hhp-bisimulation #,pp,. We leave them as exercises
to the readers. O

Theorem 3.29 (Completeness of ¢APT'Cq. with guarded linear recursion and CFAR). Let p
and q be closed gAPT Cq.. with guarded linear recursion and CF AR terms, then,

(1) if p »rps q then p = q.
(2) if p~ppp q then p=q.
(3) if p ®rpnp q then p=q.
(4) if p ®rbhip q then p = q.

Proof. According to the definition of truly concurrent rooted branching bisimulation equiva-
lences ®rbps Nrbs; ®rbhp and ®rbhhps P ®rbp 45 P ®rbs 45 P ®rbhp 4 and p ®rbhhp 4 implies both the
rooted branching bisimilarities between p and ¢, and also the in the same quantum states. Ac-
cording to the completeness of APTC¢.. guarded linear recursion (please refer to [7] for details),
we can get the completeness of APTCq, with guarded linear recursion. O
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No. Axiom

SC1 (®-x=x
SC2 z-(S==z
SC3 el ®°=e
SC4  (OF° | e=e
SC5 el (@ y) =e:
SC6 @I (e y)=ec
SCT7T  (erx) || B =e-
SC8 (0 -x)| e=e-x

SCO (eon) L (@ y)=e (x 1 y)
SC10 (@ o) L (e-p)= e (x 1 y)

Table 42: Axioms of quantum entanglement

SERSERS

3.5 Quantum Entanglement

If two quantum variables are entangled, then a quantum operation performed on one variable,
then state of the other quantum variable is also changed. So, the entangled states must be
all the inner variables or all the public variables. We will introduced a mechanism to explicitly
define quantum entanglement in open quantum systems. A new constant called shadow constant
denoted (8)§ corresponding to a specific quantum operation. If there are n quantum variables
entangled, they maybe be distributed in different quantum systems, with a quantum operation
performed on one variable, there should be one (8)f (1 <i < n—1) executed on each variable
in the other n — 1 variables. Thus, distributed variables are all hidden behind actions. In the
following, we let (S) € E.

The axiom system of the shadow constant (S) is shown in Table

The transition rules of constant (S) are as Table 3] shows.

Theorem 3.30 (Elimination theorem of ¢APTCq, with guarded linear recursion and shadow
constant). Let p be a closed gAPTCq, with guarded linear recursion and shadow constant term.
Then there is a closed qAPTC term such that qAPTCgq, with guarded linear recursion and
shadow constant— p = q.

Proof. We leave the proof to the readers as an excise. U

Theorem 3.31 (Conservitivity of gAPTCg, with guarded linear recursion and shadow con-
stant). gAPTCq. with guarded linear recursion and shadow constant is a conservative extension
of qAPTCq. with guarded linear recursion.

Proof. We leave the proof to the readers as an excise. O
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(5,0 = (V,5,0)

e

(@,5,0) S (a,5,0) (y,5,0") 2 (. 5,0)
(| y,8,0) > (' 1 y,s,0)

e

(@,5,0) 5 (o5.0) (1.5,0") 2o (. 5,0)
(| y,5,0 > (y,5,0)

(2,5,0) > (Vs d) (w.5,0) > (5,0)
(| y.s,0) = (¥,5,0)

(2,5,0) & (Vo5,0) (:5,0) = (v/,5,0)
(| y,5,0) = (Vs5,0)

Table 43: Transition rules of constant (S)

Theorem 3.32 (Congruence theorem of gAPTCg, with guarded linear recursion and shadow
constant). Rooted branching truly concurrent bisimulation equivalences ®ppp, ®rps, Spbhp and
Rrphhp are all congruences with respect to qAPTCq, with guarded linear recursion and shadow
constant.

Proof. We leave the proof to the readers as an excise. U

Theorem 3.33 (Soundness of gAPT'C¢. with guarded linear recursion and shadow constant).
Let p and q be closed gAPTCq. with guarded linear recursion and shadow constant terms. If
qAPTCq, with guarded linear recursion and shadow constant— x =y, then

1. x Rrbs Yy
2. x Rrbp Y5
3.z Nrohp Y5

4. T Rrphhp Y-

Proof. We leave the proof to the readers as an excise. O

Theorem 3.34 (Completeness of gAPTCq. with guarded linear recursion and shadow con-
stant). Let p and q are closed gAPTCq, with guarded linear recursion and shadow constant
terms, then,

1. if p ~pps q then p = g;
2. if p~yip q then p =gq;
3. if p *rbhp q then p = g;

4 if P ®rbhnp q then p=q.

Proof. We leave the proof to the readers as an excise. U
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(¢,5,0) S (v, 5", 0)

(z,5,0) = (%s 0)
(z+y,5,0 = (V.5 0)

7

(z,5,0) = (2,5, 0)
(+y,s, Q) % (o', 0)
(y,s,0) = <¢s,m
(w+%8@) (V55 0)

(y.5,0) — (ys 0)
(x+%89) (', 0)

(z,5,0) = <¢Sw)
(z-1,5,0) = (y.5',0)

7

(z,5,0) = (z',5',0)
(@-y,5,0) S (2' -y, 5", 0)

Table 44: Transition rules of BATCq under quantum configuration

3.6 Unification of Quantum and Classical Computing for Open Quantum
Systems

We give the transition rules under quantum configuration for traditional atomic actions (events)

e’ ¢ E as Table 4] shows.

And the axioms for traditional actions are the same as those of gBATCg. And it is natural can
be extended to gAPTCg, recursion and abstraction. So, quantum and classical computing are
unified under the framework of gAPTCq for open quantum systems.
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A—|— Alice Bob

<}

Figure 1: The BB84 protocol.

4 Applications of ¢APTCg

Quantum and classical computing in open systems are unified with ¢gAPTCg, which have the
same equational logic and the same quantum configuration based operational semantics. The
unification can be used widely in verification for the behaviors of quantum and classical com-
puting mixed systems. In this chapter, we show its usage in verification of the quantum com-
munication protocols.

4.1 Verification of BB84 Protocol

The BB84 protocol is used to create a private key between two parities, Alice and Bob. Firstly,
we introduce the basic BB84 protocol briefly, which is illustrated in Figure [II
1. Alice create two string of bits with size n randomly, denoted as B, and K,.

2. Alice generates a string of qubits ¢ with size n, and the ith qubit in ¢ is |x,), where x is
the ¢th bit of B, and y is the ith bit of K.

3. Alice sends ¢ to Bob through a quantum channel @) between Alice and Bob.
4. Bob receives ¢ and randomly generates a string of bits By, with size n.

5. Bob measures each qubit of g according to a basis by bits of Bp. And the measurement
results would be K}, which is also with size n.

6. Bob sends his measurement bases By to Alice through a public channel P.

7. Once receiving By, Alice sends her bases B, to Bob through channel P, and Bob receives
B,.

8. Alice and Bob determine that at which position the bit strings B, and B are equal, and
they discard the mismatched bits of B, and By. Then the remaining bits of K, and Kj,
denoted as K, and K; with K, = K, = Kj.

We re-introduce the basic BB84 protocol in an abstract way with more technical details as
Figure [ illustrates.

Now, we assume a special measurement operation Rand[q; B,] which create a string of n random
bits B, from the ¢ quantum system, and the same as Rand[q; K,], Rand[q’; By]. M|q; Kp]
denotes the Bob’s measurement operation of q. The generation of n qubits ¢ through two
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quantum operations Setg, [¢q] and Hp,[q]. Alice sends g to Bob through the quantum channel
@ by quantum communicating action sendg(q) and Bob receives ¢ through @ by quantum
communicating action receiveg(q). Bob sends By to Alice through the public channel P by
classical communicating action sendp(Bp) and Alice receives By, through channel P by classical
communicating action receivep(By), and the same as sendp(B,) and receivep(B,). Alice and
Bob generate the private key K, ; by a classical comparison action ecmp(Kqp, Ko, Kp, Ba, Bp).
Let Alice and Bob be a system AB and let interactions between Alice and Bob be internal actions.
AB receives external input D; through channel A by communicating action receives(D;) and
sends results D, through channel B by communicating action sendg(D,).

Then the state transition of Alice can be described by qACP as follows.

A= Z receives(D;) - Aq
DiGAi

Ay = Rand[q; By - A

Ag = Rand[q; K,] - As

As = Setg,[q]- A4

Ay =Hp,[q]- As

As = sendg(q) - Ag

Ag = receivep(By) - A7

A7 =sendp(B,) - As

Ag = emp(Kop, Ko, Ky, By, By) - Ag

Ag = {By, = By, } - generate(K,) - A+ {By, # By, } - discard - A

where A; is the collection of the input data.
And the state transition of Bob can be described by qACP as follows.

B = receiveq(q) - By
By = Rand|q'; By] - B2
By = M[q; Kp] - Bs
Bs = sendp(By) - By
By =receivep(By,) - Bs
Bs = cmp(Kap, Ka, Ky, Ba, By) - Bs
Bs = {By, = By, } - generate(Ky) - By + {Bq, # By, } - discard - By
Br= > sendp(D,)-B
DoeA,
where A, is the collection of the output data.

The send action and receive action of the same data through the same channel can communicate
each other, otherwise, a deadlock § will be caused. We define the following communication
functions.
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v(sendg(q),receiveq(q)) = cq(q)
~v(sendp(By),receivep(By)) = cp(Bp)
~v(sendp(B,),receivep(By)) = cp(By)

Let A and B in parallel, then the system AB can be represented by the following process term.

71(0n(©(4 1 B)))

where H = {sendq(q),receiveq(q), sendp(By),receivep(By), sendp(B,), receivep(B,)} and I =
{Rand[q; Ba], Rand[q; K, ], Setr, [q], Hp,[a], Rand[q"; By ], M[q; Kb ], cq(q), cp(By),

CP(B(I)7 cmp(Ka,b7 Kaa Kb7 Baa Bb)a {Bai = Bbi}a {Bai * Bb¢}7

generate(K,), generate(Ky),discard}.

Then we get the following conclusion.

Theorem 4.1. The basic BB84 protocol 71(0g(©(A § B))) exhibits desired external behaviors.

Proof. We can get 77 (0 (O(A 1 B))) = Xp,en; 2Dyen, receives(D;) || sendp(D,) || 71(0a(O(A §
B))). So, the basic BB84 protocol 77(0n(©(A § B))) exhibits desired external behaviors. O

4.2 Verification of E91 Protocol

With support of Entanglement merge §, now, qACP can be used to verify quantum protocols
utilizing entanglement. The E91 protocol[31] is the first quantum protocol which utilizes entan-
glement and mixes quantum and classical information. In this section, we take an example of
verification for the E91 protocol.

The E91 protocol is used to create a private key between two parities, Alice and Bob. Firstly,
we introduce the basic E91 protocol briefly, which is illustrated in Figure 21

1. Alice generates a string of EPR pairs ¢ with size n, i.e., 2n particles, and sends a string of
qubits ¢, from each EPR pair with n to Bob through a quantum channel @), remains the
other string of qubits ¢, from each pair with size n.

2. Alice create two string of bits with size n randomly, denoted as B, and K.
3. Bob receives g, and randomly generates a string of bits B, with size n.

4. Alice measures each qubit of g, according to a basis by bits of B,. And the measurement
results would be K, which is also with size n.

5. Bob measures each qubit of g, according to a basis by bits of By. And the measurement
results would be Kj, which is also with size n.

6. Bob sends his measurement bases By to Alice through a public channel P.
7. Once receiving By, Alice sends her bases B, to Bob through channel P, and Bob receives

B,.
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Figure 2: The E91 protocol.

8. Alice and Bob determine that at which position the bit strings B, and B, are equal, and
they discard the mismatched bits of B, and B. Then the remaining bits of K, and Kj,
denoted as K, and K; with K,; = K = Kj.

We re-introduce the basic E91 protocol in an abstract way with more technical details as Figure
illustrates.

Now, M[qa; K,] denotes the Alice’s measurement operation of g,, and (5) MgaiKa] denotes the
responding shadow constant; M[qy; K| denotes the Bob’s measurement operation of ¢, and
® Mgy K] denotes the responding shadow constant. Alice sends ¢, to Bob through the quantum
channel @) by quantum communicating action sendg(g,) and Bob receives g, through @ by quan-
tum communicating action receiveg(gy). Bob sends By, to Alice through the public channel P by
classical communicating action sendp(Bp) and Alice receives By, through channel P by classical
communicating action receivep(By), and the same as sendp(B,) and receivep(B,). Alice and
Bob generate the private key K, by a classical comparison action ecmp(Kqp, Ko, Ky, Ba, By).
Let Alice and Bob be a system AB and let interactions between Alice and Bob be internal ac-
tions. AB receives external input D; through channel A by communicating action receive 4 (D;)
and sends results D, through channel B by communicating action sendg(D,).

Then the state transition of Alice can be described by qACP as follows.

A= > receivea(D;) A
DZ’GAZ'

Ay = sendg(qp) - A2

Az = M(qa; Ka] - A3

A3 = Omrigyir,) A

Ay =receivep(By) - As

As = sendp(B,) - Ag

Ag = cmp(Kop, Ko, Ky, By, By) - A7

A7 ={By, = By, } - generate(K,) - A+ {By, # By, } - discard - A

where A; is the collection of the input data.
And the state transition of Bob can be described by qACP as follows.
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B = receiveq(qp) - B1

B = ®Oufguray B2

By = M{qp; Kp] - Bs

Bs = sendp(By) - By

By = receivep(B,) - Bs

Bs = cmp(K o, Ko, Ky, Ba, By) - B

Bg = {By, = By, } - generate(Ky) - By + {Bq, # By, } - discard - By

Br= > sendp(D,)-B
DoeAy

where A, is the collection of the output data.

The send action and receive action of the same data through the same channel can communicate
each other, otherwise, a deadlock d will be caused. The quantum operation and its shadow
constant pair will lead entanglement occur, otherwise, a deadlock ¢ will occur. We define the
following communication functions.

V(sendq(qp), receiveq(g)) = co(qb)
~v(sendp(By),receivep(By)) = cp(Bp)
~v(sendp(B,), receivep(By)) = cp(By)

Let A and B in parallel, then the system AB can be represented by the following process term.

71(0n(©(A 1 B)))

where H = {sendq(q), receiveq(qy), sendp(By), receivep(By), sendp(By,), receivep(By,),

M[Qa§ Ka], @M[Qa§Ka]’ M[Qb, Kb]7 @M[qb;Kb]} and I= {CQ(Qb), CP(Bb)a CP(Ba)a M[qaa Ka]? M[Qba Kb]a
emp(Kqp, Ko, Ky, Ba, Bp), {Ba, = By, },{Ba, * By, },
generate(K,), generate(Ky), discard}.

Then we get the following conclusion.

Theorem 4.2. The basic E91 protocol T1(0p(A || B)) exhibits desired external behaviors.

Proof. We can get 77(0r(©(A § B))) = Xp,en, 2Dy, receives(D;) || sendp(D,) || 71(0n(0(A §
B))). So, the basic E91 protocol 77(9(©(A § B))) exhibits desired external behaviors. [

4.3 Verification of B92 Protocol

The famous B92 protocol[32] is a quantum key distribution protocol, in which quantum informa-
tion and classical information are mixed. We take an example of the B92 protocol to illustrate
the usage of qACP in verification of quantum protocols.

The B92 protocol is used to create a private key between two parities, Alice and Bob. B92
is a protocol of quantum key distribution (QKD) which uses polarized photons as information
carriers. Firstly, we introduce the basic B92 protocol briefly, which is illustrated in Figure Bl
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Figure 3: The B92 protocol.

1. Alice create a string of bits with size n randomly, denoted as A.

2. Alice generates a string of qubits g with size n, carried by polarized photons. If A; =0,
the ith qubit is |0); else if A; =1, the ith qubit is |+).

3. Alice sends ¢ to Bob through a quantum channel @) between Alice and Bob.
4. Bob receives ¢ and randomly generates a string of bits B with size n.

5. If B; =0, Bob chooses the basis @; else if B; =1, Bob chooses the basis ®. Bob measures
each qubit of ¢ according to the above basses. And Bob builds a String of bits T, if the
measurement produces |0) or |+), then T; = 0; else if the measurement produces |1) or |-),
then T; = 1, which is also with size n.

6. Bob sends T to Alice through a public channel P.

7. Alice and Bob determine that at which position the bit strings A and B are remained for
which T; = 1. In absence of Eve, A; =1 - B;, a shared raw key K, is formed by A;.

We re-introduce the basic B92 protocol in an abstract way with more technical details as Figure
Bl illustrates.

Now, we assume a special measurement operation Rand[q; A] which create a string of n ran-
dom bits A from the ¢ quantum system, and the same as Rand[q'; B]. M|[q;T] denotes the
Bob’s measurement operation of ¢. The generation of n qubits ¢ through a quantum operation
Seta[q]. Alice sends ¢ to Bob through the quantum channel @ by quantum communicating
action sendg(q) and Bob receives ¢ through @ by quantum communicating action receiveg(q).
Bob sends T to Alice through the public channel P by classical communicating action sendp(T")
and Alice receives T through channel P by classical communicating action receivep(T"). Alice
and Bob generate the private key K, by a classical comparison action emp(K,;,T, A, B). Let
Alice and Bob be a system AB and let interactions between Alice and Bob be internal actions.
AB receives external input D; through channel A by communicating action receives(D;) and
sends results D, through channel B by communicating action sendg(D,).

Then the state transition of Alice can be described by qACP as follows.
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A=) receivea(D;) A
Dl'GAZ'

Ay = Rand[q; A] - Ao

Ay = Setalq]- A3

A3 = sendg(q) - Ay

Ay =receivep(T) - As

As = emp(Kop,T,A,B) - Ag

Ag ={A; = B;} - generate(K,) - A+ {A; # B;} - discard- A

where A; is the collection of the input data.

And the state transition of Bob can be described by qACP as follows.

B = receiveg(q) - By
B = Rand[q'; B] - Bs
Bo=M[q;T] Bs
Bs =sendp(T) - By
By =cmp(Kqyp,T,A,B) - Bs
Bs = {A; = By, } - generate(Ky) - Bg + {A; + B;} - discard - Bg
Bs= Y sendp(D,)-B
DoeA,
where A, is the collection of the output data.

The send action and receive action of the same data through the same channel can communicate
each other, otherwise, a deadlock § will be caused. We define the following communication
functions.

v(sendg(q),receiveq(q)) = co(q)
v(sendp(T),receivep(T)) = cp(T)

Let A and B in parallel, then the system AB can be represented by the following process term.

71(0n(©(A 1 B)))

where H = {sendq(q),receiveg(q), sendp(T'),receivep(T)} and I = { Rand|[q; A], Seta[q], Rand[q'; B],
M[Qa T]’ CQ(Q), CP(T), Cmp(Ka,ba T, A’ B), {Al = Bz}a {Az * Bl}a
generate(K,), generate(Ky), discard}.

Then we get the following conclusion.

Theorem 4.3. The basic B92 protocol T1(0 (A || B)) exhibits desired external behaviors.

Proof. We can get 77(0r(©(A § B))) = X p,en, 2Dyen, receives(D;) || sendp(D,) || 71(0n(0(A §
B))). So, the basic B92 protocol 77(9g(©(A § B))) exhibits desired external behaviors. [
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Figure 4: The DPS protocol.

4.4 Verification of DPS Protocol

The famous DPS protocol[33] is a quantum key distribution protocol, in which quantum in-
formation and classical information are mixed. We take an example of the DPS protocol to
illustrate the usage of ACP in verification of quantum protocols.

The DPS protocol is used to create a private key between two parities, Alice and Bob. DPS
is a protocol of quantum key distribution (QKD) which uses pulses of a photon which has
nonorthogonal four states. Firstly, we introduce the basic DPS protocol briefly, which is illus-
trated in Figure @l

1. Alice generates a string of qubits ¢ with size n, carried by a series of single photons possily
at four time instances.

2. Alice sends ¢ to Bob through a quantum channel @) between Alice and Bob.

3. Bob receives ¢ by detectors clicking at the second or third time instance, and records the
time into T with size n and which detector clicks into D with size n.

4. Bob sends T to Alice through a public channel P.

5. Alice receives T'. From T and her modulation data, Alice knows which detector clicked in
Bob’s site, i.e. D.

6. Alice and Bob have an identical bit string, provided that the first detector click represents
70" and the other detector represents ”1”, then a shared raw key K, is formed.

We re-introduce the basic DPS protocol in an abstract way with more technical details as Figure
[ illustrates.

Now, we assume M[q;T] denotes the Bob’s measurement operation of q. The generation of
n qubits ¢ through a quantum operation Set4[q]. Alice sends ¢ to Bob through the quantum
channel () by quantum communicating action sendg(gq) and Bob receives ¢ through @) by quan-
tum communicating action receiveg(q). Bob sends T to Alice through the public channel P by
classical communicating action sendp(T) and Alice receives T through channel P by classical
communicating action receivep(T'). Alice and Bob generate the private key K, by a classical
comparison action emp(Kgyp, D). Let Alice and Bob be a system AB and let interactions be-
tween Alice and Bob be internal actions. AB receives external input D; through channel A by
communicating action receive 4 (D;) and sends results D, through channel B by communicating
action sendg(D,).
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Then the state transition of Alice can be described by qACP as follows.

A= Z receives(D;) - A;
DiGAi

Ay = Setalq]- Asg

Ay = sendg(q) - A3
As =receivep(T) - Ay
Ay =cmp(Kqp, D) - A

where A, is the collection of the input data.

And the state transition of Bob can be described by qACP as follows.

B = receiveg(q) - Bq
By =M[q;T]- B>
Bs = sendp(T) - Bs
Bz = emp(Kap, D) - By
By = Z sendp(D,)- B
Do,
where A, is the collection of the output data.

The send action and receive action of the same data through the same channel can communicate
each other, otherwise, a deadlock § will be caused. We define the following communication
functions.

v(sendg(q),receiveg(q)) = cq(q)
~v(sendp(T),receivep(T)) = cp(T)

(1)

Let A and B in parallel, then the system AB can be represented by the following process term.

71(0n(©(4 1 B)))

where H = {sendg(q),receiveq(q), sendp(T),receivep(T)}
and I ={Setaq], M[q;T],cq(q),cp(T),cmp(Kap, D)}

Then we get the following conclusion.

Theorem 4.4. The basic DPS protocol 71(0p(O(A 1§ B))) exhibits desired external behaviors.

Proof. We can get 77(0p(O(A 1 B))) = Xp,en; 2D en, Teceives(D;) || sendp(D,) || 71(0u(O(A §
B))). So, the basic DPS protocol 77(9g(©(A § B))) exhibits desired external behaviors. [
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Figure 5: The BBM92 protocol.

4.5 Verification of BBM92 Protocol

The famous BBM92 protocol[34] is a quantum key distribution protocol, in which quantum
information and classical information are mixed. We take an example of the BBM92 protocol
to illustrate the usage of qACP in verification of quantum protocols.

The BBM92 protocol is used to create a private key between two parities, Alice and Bob. BBM92
is a protocol of quantum key distribution (QKD) which uses EPR pairs as information carriers.
Firstly, we introduce the basic BBM92 protocol briefly, which is illustrated in Figure [l

1. Alice generates a string of EPR pairs ¢ with size n, i.e., 2n particles, and sends a string of
qubits ¢ from each EPR pair with n to Bob through a quantum channel @), remains the
other string of qubits ¢, from each pair with size n.

2. Alice create a string of bits with size n randomly, denoted as B,.
3. Bob receives ¢, and randomly generates a string of bits B, with size n.

4. Alice measures each qubit of g, according to bits of By, if B, = 0, then uses z axis (—);
else if By, =1, then uses z axis (1).

5. Bob measures each qubit of ¢, according to bits of By, if By, = 0, then uses x axis (—); else
if By, = 1, then uses z axis (1).

6. Bob sends his measurement axis choices By, to Alice through a public channel P.

7. Once receiving By, Alice sends her axis choices B, to Bob through channel P, and Bob
receives B,.

8. Alice and Bob agree to discard all instances in which they happened to measure along
different axes, as well as instances in which measurements fails because of imperfect quan-
tum efficiency of the detectors. Then the remaining instances can be used to generate a
private key K.

We re-introduce the basic BBM92 protocol in an abstract way with more technical details as
Figure [l illustrates.

Now, M|[qq; Ba] denotes the Alice’s measurement operation of g,, and (5) M[ga:Ba] denotes the
responding shadow constant; M|[qp; By| denotes the Bob’s measurement operation of ¢, and
® May:Bs] denotes the responding shadow constant. Alice sends g, to Bob through the quantum
channel Q by quantum communicating action sendg(qy) and Bob receives ¢, through @ by
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quantum communicating action receiveg(gp). Bob sends By, to Alice through the public channel
P by classical communicating action sendp(By) and Alice receives By, through channel P by
classical communicating action receivep(By), and the same as sendp(B,) and receivep(By).
Alice and Bob generate the private key K, by a classical comparison action cmp(Kqp, Ba, By).
Let Alice and Bob be a system AB and let interactions between Alice and Bob be internal actions.
AB receives external input D; through channel A by communicating action receive(D;) and
sends results D, through channel B by communicating action sendg(D,).

Then the state transition of Alice can be described by qACP as follows.

A= ) receivea(D;) A
DZ’GAZ'

Ay = sendg(qp) - A2

Az = M[qa; Ba] - A3

As = Omrigym,) A4

Ay =receivep(By) - As

As = sendp(B,) - Ag

Ag = cmp(Kap, Ba, By) - A7

A7 ={By, = By, } - generate(K,) - A+ {By, # By, } - discard - A

where A, is the collection of the input data.
And the state transition of Bob can be described by qACP as follows.

B = receiveq(qp) - B1
B1 = ®uiqui.) " B2
By = M[qy; By] - B3
Bs = sendp(By) - By
By =receivep(By,) - Bs
Bs = emp(K o, Ba, By) - Bg
Bs = {By, = By, } - generate(Ky) - By + {Bq, # By, } - discard - By
Br= > sendp(D,)-B
DoeAy
where A, is the collection of the output data.

The send action and receive action of the same data through the same channel can communicate
each other, otherwise, a deadlock d will be caused. The quantum operation and its shadow
constant pair will lead entanglement occur, otherwise, a deadlock & will occur. We define the
following communication functions.

V(sendq(qp), receiveq(g)) = c(gb)
~v(sendp(By),receivep(By)) = cp(Bp)
~v(sendp(B,),receivep(By)) = cp(Bg)
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Let A and B in parallel, then the system AB can be represented by the following process term.

71(0n(©(A 1 B)))

where H = {sendq(q), receiveq(qy), sendp(By), receivep(By), sendp(By,), receivep(By,),

Ml:qa; Ba]7 @M[Qa;Ba]’ M[Qb, Bb]7 @M[qb;Bb]} and I = {CQ(qb)a CP(Bb)7 CP(Ba)7 M[Qav Ba]a M[qb7 Bb]7
Cmp(Ka,l”Ba’ Bb)’ {Bal = Bbl}a {Bal ;t Bb1}7
generate(K,), generate(Ky),discard}. Then we get the following conclusion.

Theorem 4.5. The basic BBM92 protocol 11(0g(©(A 1§ B))) exhibits desired external behav-

107S.

Proof. We can get 77(0r(©(A § B))) = Xp,ea, 2Dyen, receives(D;) || sendp(D,) || 71(0n(0(A §
B))). So, the basic BBM92 protocol 77(9r(©(A § B))) exhibits desired external behaviors. [

4.6 Verification of SARG04 Protocol

The famous SARG04 protocol[35] is a quantum key distribution protocol, in which quantum
information and classical information are mixed. We take an example of the SARG04 protocol
to illustrate the usage of qACP in verification of quantum protocols.

The SARGO04 protocol is used to create a private key between two parities, Alice and Bob.
SARGO04 is a protocol of quantum key distribution (QKD) which refines the BB84 protocol
against PNS (Photon Number Splitting) attacks. The main innovations are encoding bits in
nonorthogonal states and the classical sifting procedure. Firstly, we introduce the basic SARG04
protocol briefly, which is illustrated in Figure [6l

1. Alice create a string of bits with size n randomly, denoted as K.

2. Alice generates a string of qubits ¢ with size n, and the ith qubit of ¢ has four nonorthogonal
states, it is |+ ) if K, =0; it is | + z) if K, = 1. And she records the corresponding one of
the four pairs of nonorthogonal states into B, with size 2n.

3. Alice sends ¢ to Bob through a quantum channel @ between Alice and Bob.
4. Alice sends B, through a public channel P.

5. Bob measures each qubit of ¢ o, or o,. And he records the unambiguous discriminations
into K with a raw size n/4, and the unambiguous discrimination information into B, with
size n.

6. Bob sends By to Alice through the public channel P.
7. Alice and Bob determine that at which position the bit should be remained. Then the

remaining bits of K, and K} is the private key K.

We re-introduce the basic SARG04 protocol in an abstract way with more technical details as
Figure [@ illustrates.
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Figure 6: The SARGO04 protocol.

Now, we assume a special measurement operation Rand[q; K,] which create a string of n ran-
dom bits K, from the ¢ quantum system. M|[q; K] denotes the Bob’s measurement operation
of g. The generation of n qubits ¢ through a quantum operation Setg,[q]. Alice sends ¢ to Bob
through the quantum channel @) by quantum communicating action sendg(q) and Bob receives
g through @ by quantum communicating action receiveg(q). Bob sends By, to Alice through the
public channel P by classical communicating action sendp(Bp) and Alice receives By, through
channel P by classical communicating action receivep(By), and the same as sendp(B,) and
receivep(B,). Alice and Bob generate the private key K, by a classical comparison action
emp(Kop, Kq, Ky, By, By). Let Alice and Bob be a system AB and let interactions between
Alice and Bob be internal actions. AB receives external input D; through channel A by commu-
nicating action receive 4 (D;) and sends results D, through channel B by communicating action
sendp(D,).

Then the state transition of Alice can be described by qACP as follows.

A= Z receives(D;) - Aq
DiGAi

Ay = Rand[q; K, ] - A

Ag = Setg,[q]- A3

Az = sendg(q) - Ag

Ay = sendp(By,) - As

As = receivep(By) - Ag

Ag = emp(Kqp, Ko, Ky, Ba, By) - A7

A7 ={B,, = By, } - generate(K,) - A+ {By, + By, } - discard- A

where A; is the collection of the input data.

And the state transition of Bob can be described by qACP as follows.
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B = receiveq(q) - By

By =receivep(By) - By

By = M[q; K] Bs

B3 = sendp(By) - By

By = emp(Kqp, Ko, Ky, Ba, By) - Bs

Bs = {B,, = By, } - generate(Ky) - Bs + {Bq, #* By, } - discard - Bg

Bs= Y. sendp(D,)-B
DoelAo

where A, is the collection of the output data.

The send action and receive action of the same data through the same channel can communicate
each other, otherwise, a deadlock § will be caused. We define the following communication
functions.

v(sendg(q),receiveq(q)) = cq(q)
~v(sendp(By),receivep(By)) = cp(By)
~v(sendp(B,),receivep(Bg)) = cp(Bg)

Let A and B in parallel, then the system AB can be represented by the following process term.

71(0n(©(4 1 B)))

where H = {sendq(q),receiveq(q), sendp(By), receivep(By), sendp(B,), receivep(B,)} and I =

{Rand[q; Ka]? SetKa [Q], M[q; Kb]? CQ((]), CP(Bb)7
CP(Ba)a cmp(Ka,ln Kaa Kb7 Baa Bb)7 {Bai = Bb¢}7 {Bai * Bb¢}7
generate(K,), generate(Ky),discard}. Then we get the following conclusion.

Theorem 4.6. The basic SARGO4 protocol 71(0g(O(A § B))) exhibits desired external behav-
1078.

Proof. We can get 77 (0 (©(A 1 B))) = Xp,en; 2D en, Teceives(D;) || sendp(D,) || 71(0a(O(A §
B))). So, the basic SARG04 protocol 77(0g(©(A § B))) exhibits desired external behav-
iors. U

4.7 Verification of COW Protocol

The famous COW protocol[36] is a quantum key distribution protocol, in which quantum in-
formation and classical information are mixed. We take an example of the COW protocol to
illustrate the usage of ACP in verification of quantum protocols.

The COW protocol is used to create a private key between two parities, Alice and Bob. COW
is a protocol of quantum key distribution (QKD) which is practical. Firstly, we introduce the
basic COW protocol briefly, which is illustrated in Figure [1
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Figure 7: The COW protocol.

1. Alice generates a string of qubits ¢ with size n, and the ith qubit of ¢ is 70” with probability
%, ”1” with probability % and the decoy sequence with probability f.

2. Alice sends ¢ to Bob through a quantum channel ) between Alice and Bob.
3. Alice sends A of the items corresponding to a decoy sequence through a public channel P.

4. Bob removes all the detections at times 24 -1 and 2A from his raw key and looks whether
detector Dops has ever fired at time 2A.

5. Bob sends B of the times 24 + 1 in which he had a detector in Dojs to Alice through the
public channel P.

6. Alice receives B and verifies if some of these items corresponding to a bit sequence ”1,0”.
7. Bob sends C of the items that he has detected through the public channel P.

8. Alice and Bob run error correction and privacy amplification on these bits, and the private
key K, is established.

We re-introduce the basic COW protocol in an abstract way with more technical details as
Figure [T illustrates.

Now, we assume The generation of n qubits ¢ through a quantum operation Set[q]. M[q] denotes
the Bob’s measurement operation of ¢q. Alice sends ¢ to Bob through the quantum channel
() by quantum communicating action sendg(q) and Bob receives ¢ through @ by quantum
communicating action receiveg(q). Alice sends A to Alice through the public channel P by
classical communicating action sendp(A) and Alice receives A through channel P by classical
communicating action receivep(A), and the same as sendp(B) and receivep(B), and sendp(C)
and receivep(C'). Alice and Bob generate the private key K, ; by a classical comparison action
emp(Kqp). Let Alice and Bob be a system AB and let interactions between Alice and Bob be
internal actions. AB receives external input D; through channel A by communicating action
receive 4(D;) and sends results D, through channel B by communicating action sendg(D,).

Then the state transition of Alice can be described by qACP as follows.
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A=) receivea(D;) A
Dl'GAi

Ay = Set[q] - Az

Ay = sendg(q) - A3
Asz =sendp(A) - Ay
Ay =receivep(B) - As
As =receivep(C) - Ag
Ag = cmp(Kqp) - A

where A; is the collection of the input data.

And the state transition of Bob can be described by qACP as follows.

B = receiveg(q) - By

By =receivep(A) - By

By = M]|q]- B3

Bs = sendp(B) - By

By =sendp(C) - Bs

Bs = emp(Kqap) - Bs

Bs= Y sendp(D,)-B
DoelA,

where A, is the collection of the output data.

The send action and receive action of the same data through the same channel can communicate
each other, otherwise, a deadlock § will be caused. We define the following communication
functions.

v(sendg(q),receiveq(q)) = cq(q)

v(sendp(A),receivep(A)) £ cp(A)
~v(sendp(B),receivep(B)) = cp(B)
~v(sendp(C),receivep(C)) £ cp(C)

Let A and B in parallel, then the system AB can be represented by the following process term.

71(0n(©(A 1 B)))

where H = {sendg(q),receiveq(q), sendp(A),receivep(A), sendp(B),receivep(B),
sendp(C'),receivep(C)} and I = {Set[q], M[q],cq(q),cp(A),
cp(B),cp(C),cmp(Kap)}-

Then we get the following conclusion.
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Figure 8: The SSP protocol.

Theorem 4.7. The basic COW protocol 71(0g(O(A § B))) exhibits desired external behaviors.

Proof. We can get 77(0p(O(A 1 B))) = Xp,en; 2D en, Teceives(D;) || sendp(D,) || 71(0a(O(A §
B))). So, the basic COW protocol 77(0g(©(A 1§ B))) exhibits desired external behaviors. O

4.8 Verification of SSP Protocol

The famous SSP protocol[37] is a quantum key distribution protocol, in which quantum informa-
tion and classical information are mixed. We take an example of the SSP protocol to illustrate
the usage of qACP in verification of quantum protocols.

The SSP protocol is used to create a private key between two parities, Alice and Bob. SSP is
a protocol of quantum key distribution (QKD) which uses six states. Firstly, we introduce the
basic SSP protocol briefly, which is illustrated in Figure [8

1. Alice create two string of bits with size n randomly, denoted as B, and K,.

2. Alice generates a string of qubits ¢ with size n, and the ith qubit in ¢ is one of the six
states +x, +y and +z.

3. Alice sends ¢ to Bob through a quantum channel @) between Alice and Bob.
4. Bob receives ¢ and randomly generates a string of bits By with size n.

5. Bob measures each qubit of ¢ according to a basis by bits of By, i.e., x, y or z basis. And
the measurement results would be K}, which is also with size n.

6. Bob sends his measurement bases By to Alice through a public channel P.

7. Once receiving By, Alice sends her bases B, to Bob through channel P, and Bob receives
B,.

8. Alice and Bob determine that at which position the bit strings B, and B are equal, and
they discard the mismatched bits of B, and B. Then the remaining bits of K, and Kj,
denoted as K, and K; with K, = K, = K.

We re-introduce the basic SSP protocol in an abstract way with more technical details as Figure
Rl illustrates.

Now, we assume a special measurement operation Rand[q; B, ] which create a string of n random
bits B, from the ¢ quantum system, and the same as Rand[q; K,], Rand[q’; By]. M|q; Kp]
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denotes the Bob’s measurement operation of g. The generation of n qubits ¢ through two
quantum operations Setg,[q] and Hp,[q]. Alice sends g to Bob through the quantum channel
() by quantum communicating action sendg(q) and Bob receives ¢ through @ by quantum
communicating action receiveg(q). Bob sends By to Alice through the public channel P by
classical communicating action sendp(By) and Alice receives By, through channel P by classical
communicating action receivep(By), and the same as sendp(B,) and receivep(B,). Alice and
Bob generate the private key K, ; by a classical comparison action cmp(Kyp, Ko, Kp, Ba, Bp)-
Let Alice and Bob be a system AB and let interactions between Alice and Bob be internal actions.
AB receives external input D; through channel A by communicating action receive(D;) and
sends results D, through channel B by communicating action sendg(D,).

Then the state transition of Alice can be described by qACP as follows.

A= Z receives(D;) - Aq
DZ’GAZ'

A1 = Rand[q; B, ] - Ao

Ag = Rand|q; K,] - As

Az = Setk,[q]- A4

Ay=Hp,[q] A5

As = sendg(q) - Ag

Ag = receivep(By) - Ay

A7 = sendp(B,) - As

Ag = emp(Kqp, Ko, Ky, Ba, By) - Ag

Ag ={By,, = By, } - generate(K,) - A+ {By, + By, } - discard- A

where A; is the collection of the input data.
And the state transition of Bob can be described by qACP as follows.

B = receiveg(q) - By
By = Rand|[q'; By] - B2
By = M|q; K] - B3
Bs = sendp(By) - By
By =receivep(By,) - Bs
Bs = emp(Kqp, Ko, Ky, B, By) - Bg
Bs = {By, = By, } - generate(Ky) - By + {Bq, # By, } - discard - By
Br= Y sendp(D,)-B
Doel,

where A, is the collection of the output data.

The send action and receive action of the same data through the same channel can communicate
each other, otherwise, a deadlock § will be caused. We define the following communication
functions.
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v(sendg(q),receiveq(q)) = cq(q)
~v(sendp(By),receivep(By)) = cp(Bp)
~v(sendp(B,),receivep(Bg)) = cp(Bg)

Let A and B in parallel, then the system AB can be represented by the following process term.

71(0n(©(A 1 B)))

where H = {sendg(q),receiveq(q), sendp(By), receivep(By), sendp(By), receivep(Bg)} and I =
{Rand[q; Ba], Rand[q; Ko ], Setr, [q], Hp,[q], Rand[q"; By ], M[q; Kb ], ¢ (q), cp(By),
cp(Ba),emp(Kap, Ko, Ky, Ba, By),{Ba; = By, },{Ba, * By, },

generate(K,), generate(Ky), discard}.

Then we get the following conclusion.

Theorem 4.8. The basic SSP protocol T1(0ng(©(A § B))) exhibits desired external behaviors.

Proof. We can get 77(0r(©(A § B))) = X p,ea, 2Dyen, receives(D;) || sendp(D,) || 71(0n(0(A §
B))). So, the basic SSP protocol 77(0g(©(A § B))) exhibits desired external behaviors. [

4.9 Verification of S09 Protocol

The famous S09 protocol[38] is a quantum key distribution protocol, in which quantum informa-
tion and classical information are mixed. We take an example of the S09 protocol to illustrate
the usage of qACP in verification of quantum protocols.

The S09 protocol is used to create a private key between two parities, Alice and Bob, by use
of pure quantum information. Firstly, we introduce the basic S09 protocol briefly, which is
illustrated in Figure Ol

1. Alice create two string of bits with size n randomly, denoted as B, and K,.

2. Alice generates a string of qubits ¢ with size n, and the ith qubit in ¢ is |x,), where z is
the ¢th bit of B, and y is the ith bit of K.

3. Alice sends ¢ to Bob through a quantum channel @ between Alice and Bob.
4. Bob receives ¢ and randomly generates a string of bits By, with size n.

5. Bob measures each qubit of g according to a basis by bits of B,. After the measurement,
the state of ¢ evolves into ¢'.

6. Bob sends ¢’ to Alice through the quantum channel Q.
7. Alice measures each qubit of ¢’ to generate a string C.

8. Alice sums C; ® B, to get the private key K = By.
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Figure 9: The S09 protocol.

We re-introduce the basic S09 protocol in an abstract way with more technical details as Figure
illustrates.

Now, we assume a special measurement operation Rand[q; B, ] which create a string of n random
bits B, from the ¢ quantum system, and the same as Rand|[q; K,], Rand[q’; By]. M]|q; By]
denotes the Bob’s measurement operation of ¢, and the same as M|[q’; C']. The generation of n
qubits ¢ through two quantum operations Setg,[¢] and Hp,[¢]. Alice sends g to Bob through
the quantum channel @ by quantum communicating action sendg(q) and Bob receives ¢ through
() by quantum communicating action receiveg(q), and the same as sendg(q") and receiveg(q').
Alice and Bob generate the private key K, by a classical comparison action emp(Kqyp, By). We
omit the sum classical & actions without of loss of generality. Let Alice and Bob be a system
AB and let interactions between Alice and Bob be internal actions. AB receives external input
D; through channel A by communicating action receives(D;) and sends results D, through
channel B by communicating action sendg(D,).

Then the state transition of Alice can be described by qACP as follows.

A= Z receives(D;) - A;
DiGAi

A1 = Rand[q; B,] - As

As = Rand[q; K,] - As

Az = Setg, [q] - Asg

Ay =Hp,[q]- As

As = sendg(q) - Ag

Ag = receiveq(q') - Az
A7 =M[q;C]- Ag

Ag = emp(Kap, Bp) - A

where A; is the collection of the input data.

And the state transition of Bob can be described by qACP as follows.
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B = receiveg(q) - By

By = Rand[q'; By] - Bo

By = M[q; By] - B3

Bs = sendg(q') - By

By = emp(Kqyp, By) - Bs

Bs= Y sendp(D,)-B
DoeA,

where A, is the collection of the output data.

The send action and receive action of the same data through the same channel can communicate
each other, otherwise, a deadlock § will be caused. We define the following communication
functions.

v(sendg(q),receiveq(q)) = cq(q)
V(sendq(q'), receiveq(q')) = co(q’)

Let A and B in parallel, then the system AB can be represented by the following process term.

71(0u(O(A 1 B)))

where H = {sendg(q),receiveq(q), sendg(q'), receiveg(q’)} and I = { Rand[q; B, ], Rand[q; K, ], Setk,[q],
Hp,[q], Rand[q’; By], M[q; Kb ], M[q"; C],cq(q), cq(q"), cmp(Kap, Bb)}-

Then we get the following conclusion.

Theorem 4.9. The basic S09 protocol 71(0g(O(A § B))) exhibits desired external behaviors.

Proof. We can get 77(0r(©(A § B))) = X p,ea, 2Dyen, receives(D;) || sendp(D,) || 71(0u(0(A §
B))). So, the basic S09 protocol 77(0(©(A § B))) exhibits desired external behaviors. O

4.10 Verification of KMBO09 Protocol

The famous KMB09 protocol[39] is a quantum key distribution protocol, in which quantum
information and classical information are mixed. We take an example of the KMBO09 protocol
to illustrate the usage of qACP in verification of quantum protocols.

The KMBO09 protocol is used to create a private key between two parities, Alice and Bob. KMB09
is a protocol of quantum key distribution (QKD) which refines the BB84 protocol against PNS
(Photon Number Splitting) attacks. The main innovations are encoding bits in nonorthogonal
states and the classical sifting procedure. Firstly, we introduce the basic KMB09 protocol briefly,
which is illustrated in Figure 10l

1. Alice create a string of bits with size n randomly, denoted as K, and randomly assigns
each bit value a random index ¢ =1,2,..., N into B,.
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Figure 10: The KMB09 protocol.

2. Alice generates a string of qubits ¢ with size n, accordingly either in |e;) or |f;).
3. Alice sends ¢ to Bob through a quantum channel @ between Alice and Bob.
4. Alice sends B, through a public channel P.

5. Bob measures each qubit of ¢ by randomly switching the measurement basis between e
and f. And he records the unambiguous discriminations into Kj, and the unambiguous
discrimination information into Bj.

6. Bob sends By to Alice through the public channel P.

7. Alice and Bob determine that at which position the bit should be remained. Then the
remaining bits of K, and K} is the private key K.

We re-introduce the basic KMB09 protocol in an abstract way with more technical details as
Figure [I0l illustrates.

Now, we assume a special measurement operation Rand[q; K,] which create a string of n ran-
dom bits K, from the ¢ quantum system. M|[q; K] denotes the Bob’s measurement operation
of q. The generation of n qubits ¢ through a quantum operation Sety,[q]. Alice sends ¢ to Bob
through the quantum channel ) by quantum communicating action sendg(q) and Bob receives
q through @ by quantum communicating action receiveg(q). Bob sends By, to Alice through the
public channel P by classical communicating action sendp(Bp) and Alice receives By, through
channel P by classical communicating action receivep(By), and the same as sendp(B,) and
receivep(B,). Alice and Bob generate the private key K,; by a classical comparison action
emp(Kop, Kq, Ky, By, By). Let Alice and Bob be a system AB and let interactions between
Alice and Bob be internal actions. AB receives external input D; through channel A by commu-

nicating action receive 4 (D;) and sends results D, through channel B by communicating action
sendp(D,).

Then the state transition of Alice can be described by qACP as follows.
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A= Z receives(D;) - Aq
DiGAi

A1 = Rand[q; K,] - As

Ay = Setg,[q]- A3

Az = sendg(q) - As

Ay = sendp(B,) - As

As = receivep(By) - Ag

Ag = emp(Kop, Ko, Ky, Ba, By) - A7

A7 ={By,, = By, } - generate(K,) - A+ {By, + By, } - discard- A

where A; is the collection of the input data.

And the state transition of Bob can be described by qACP as follows.

B = receiveg(q) - By
By =receivep(By,) - By
By = M[q; Kp] - Bs
Bs = sendp(By) - By
By = cmp(Kap, Ko, Kb, Ba, Bp) - Bs
Bs = {By, = By, } - generate(Kp) - Bg + {Bq, # By, } - discard - Bg
Bs= > sendp(D,)-B
Dol

where A, is the collection of the output data.

The send action and receive action of the same data through the same channel can communicate
each other, otherwise, a deadlock § will be caused. We define the following communication
functions.

v(sendg(q),receiveq(q)) = cq(q)
~v(sendp(By),receivep(By)) = cp(Bp)
~v(sendp(B,),receivep(By)) = cp(Bg)

Let A and B in parallel, then the system AB can be represented by the following process term.

71(0n(©(A 1 B)))

where H = {sendq(q),receiveq(q), sendp(By), receivep(By), sendp(B,), receivep(B,)} and I =

{Rand[q; Ka]? SetKa [Q], M[q; Kb]? CQ((]), CP(Bb)7
CP(Ba)a cmp(Ka,ln Kaa Kb7 Baa Bb)7 {Bai = Bb¢}7 {Bai * Bb¢}7
generate(K,), generate(Ky), discard}.

Then we get the following conclusion.
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Theorem 4.10. The basic KMB09 protocol 71(0g(©(A § B))) exhibits desired external behav-
1078.

Proof. We can get 77(0r(©(A § B))) = Xp,ea, 2Dyen, receives(D;) || sendp(D,) || 71(0n(0(A §
B))). So, the basic KMB09 protocol 77 (0n(©(A § B))) exhibits desired external behaviors. O

4.11 Verification of S13 Protocol

The famous S13 protocol[40)] is a quantum key distribution protocol, in which quantum informa-
tion and classical information are mixed. We take an example of the S13 protocol to illustrate
the usage of qACP in verification of quantum protocols.

The S13 protocol is used to create a private key between two parities, Alice and Bob. Firstly,
we introduce the basic S13 protocol briefly, which is illustrated in Figure I11

1. Alice create two string of bits with size n randomly, denoted as B, and K,.

2. Alice generates a string of qubits ¢ with size n, and the ith qubit in ¢ is |x,), where x is
the ¢th bit of B, and y is the ith bit of K.

3. Alice sends ¢ to Bob through a quantum channel @ between Alice and Bob.
4. Bob receives ¢ and randomly generates a string of bits By, with size n.

5. Bob measures each qubit of g according to a basis by bits of By. And the measurement
results would be Kj, which is also with size n.

6. Alice sends a random binary string C' to Bob through the public channel P.

7. Alice sums B,, & C; to obtain T" and generates other random string of binary values J.
From the elements occupying a concrete position, 4, of the preceding strings, Alice get the
new states of ¢/, and sends it to Bob through the quantum channel Q.

8. Bob sums 1@ By, to obtain the string of binary basis N and measures ¢" according to these
bases, and generating D.

9. Alice sums K,, @ J; to obtain the binary string ¥ and sends it to Bob through the public
channel P.

10. Bob encrypts By to obtain U and sends to Alice through the public channel P.

11. Alice decrypts U to obtain By. She sums B,, ® By, to obtain L and sends L to Bob through
the public channel P.

12. Bob sums By, ® L; to get the private key K.

We re-introduce the basic S13 protocol in an abstract way with more technical details as Figure
[[T] illustrates.

Now, we assume a special measurement operation Rand[q; B,] which create a string of n ran-
dom bits B, from the ¢ quantum system, and the same as Rand[q; K,], Rand|[q; By]. M[q; Kp]
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Figure 11: The S13 protocol.

denotes the Bob’s measurement operation of ¢, and the same as M[q'; D]. The generation of n
qubits ¢ through two quantum operations Setk, [¢q] and Hp,[¢], and the same as Setr[q']. Alice
sends ¢ to Bob through the quantum channel @ by quantum communicating action sendg(q)
and Bob receives ¢ through @) by quantum communicating action receiveg(q), and the same as
sendg(q') and receiveg(q’). Bob sends By to Alice through the public channel P by classical
communicating action sendp(Bjp) and Alice receives By, through channel P by classical com-
municating action receivep(By), and the same as sendp(B,) and receivep(B,), sendp(C)
and receivep(C), sendp(Y) and receivep(Y'), sendp(U) and receivep(U), sendp(L) and
receivep(L). Alice and Bob generate the private key K,; by a classical comparison action
emp(Kop, Kq, Ky, By, By). We omit the sum classical @ actions without of loss of generality.
Let Alice and Bob be a system AB and let interactions between Alice and Bob be internal ac-
tions. AB receives external input D; through channel A by communicating action receive4(D;)
and sends results D, through channel B by communicating action sendg(D,).

Then the state transition of Alice can be described by qACP as follows.

A=Y receivea(D;) A
DZ’GAZ'

Ay = Rand[q; B, - A

Ay = Rand[q; K] - As

As = Setg,[q]- A4

Ay =Hg,[q]- A5

As = sendg(q) - Ag

Ag = sendp(C) - A7

A7 = sendg(q') - As

Ag =sendp(Y) - Ag

Ag = receivep(U) - A1

Aqg =sendp(L)- Apq

A = emp(Kqp, Ko, Ky, Ba, Bp) - A12
Ayo ={By, = By, } - generate(K,) - A+ {Bg, # By, } - discard - A

where A; is the collection of the input data.

And the state transition of Bob can be described by qACP as follows.
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B = receiveg(q) - Bq
By = Rand[q'; By] - Bo
By = M[q; Kp] - Bs
Bs = receivep(C) - By
By =receiveg(q') - Bs
Bs =M][q'; D] Bs
Bg = receivep(Y) - By
By = sendp(U) - Bg
Bg =receivep(L) - Bg
By = cmp(Kap, Ka, Ky, Ba, By) - B1o
Bio = {By, = By, } - generate(Ky) - Bi1 + {Bg, # By, } - discard - By
Bii = Z sendp(D,)- B
DoeA,
where A, is the collection of the output data.

The send action and receive action of the same data through the same channel can communicate
each other, otherwise, a deadlock § will be caused. We define the following communication
functions.

v(sendg(q),receiveq(q)) = cq(q)

v(sendq(q"), receiveq(q')) = co(q")
~v(sendp(C),receivep(C)) = cp(C)
v(sendp(Y),receivep(Y)) = cp(Y)
~v(sendp(U),receivep(U)) £ cp(U)
~v(sendp(L),receivep (L)) = cp(L)

Let A and B in parallel, then the system AB can be represented by the following process term.

71(0n(©(A 1 B)))

where H = {sendg(q),receiveq(q), sendg(q"), receiveq(q'), sendp(C),

receivep(C), sendp(Y'), receivep(Y'), sendp(U),receivep(U), sendp(L), receivep(L)} and I =
{Rand[q; B,], Rand[q; K,],

Setk,[ql, Hp,[q], Rand[q'; By], M[q; Kp], M[q'; D], cq(q),cp(C),
c@(q"),ep(Y),cp(U),cp(L),emp(Kap, Ka; Ko, Ba, By),{Ba; = By, },{Ba; # By, },

generate(K,), generate(Ky), discard}.

Then we get the following conclusion.

Theorem 4.11. The basic S13 protocol T1(0g(O(A § B))) exhibits desired external behaviors.

Proof. We can get 77(0r(©(A § B))) = X p,ea, 2Dyen, receives(D;) || sendp(D,) || 71(0n(0(A §
B))). So, the basic S13 protocol 77(9y(O(A § B))) exhibits desired external behaviors. O
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5 APPTCg for Closed Quantum Systems

The theory APPTC¢ for closed quantum systems abbreviated gAPPTC¢q has four modules:
qBAPTCqg , gAPPTCg, recursion and abstraction.

This chapter is organized as follows. We introduce ¢gBAPTC¢ in section 51, APPTCgq in
section (0.2 recursion in section [B.3] and abstraction in section B4l And we introduce quantum
measurement in section B3] quantum entanglement in section (.6, and unification of quantum
and classical computing in section .71

Note that, for a closed quantum system, the unitary operators are the atomic actions (events) and
let unitary operators into E. And for the existence of quantum measurement, the probabilism
is unavoidable.

5.1 BAPTCg for Closed Quantum Systems

In this subsection, we will discuss gBAPTCq. Let E be the set of atomic events (actions),
Gyt be the set of atomic guards, § be the deadlock constant, and € be the empty event. We
extend Gy to the set of basic guards G with element ¢, 1, --, which is generated by the following
formation rules:

¢ 3= 0le|~gly) € Garlg + Y| B Y|¢ - 1)

In the following, let ej,es,e],e, € E, ¢,¢ € G and let variables z,y,z range over the set of
terms for true concurrency, p,q, s range over the set of closed terms. The predicate test(o, s, o)
represents that ¢ holds in the state s, o, and test(e, s, 0) holds and test(d, s, o) does not hold.
ef fect(e,s,0) € S denotes ¢’ in o 5 o'. The predicate weakest precondition wp(e, ¢) denotes
that Vs,s’, 0,0 € S, test(¢,ef fect(e, s, 0)) holds.

The set of axioms of gBAPTCg consists of the laws given in Table

Note that, by eliminating atomic event from the process terms, the axioms in Table will
lead to a Boolean Algebra. And G8 and G99 are preconditions of e and ¢, G10 is the weakest
precondition of e and ¢. A data environment with ef fect function is sufficiently deterministic,
and it is obvious that if the weakest precondition is expressible and G10, G11 are sound, then
the related data environment is sufficiently deterministic.

Definition 5.1 (Basic terms of gBAPTC¢). The set of basic terms of g BAPTCq, B(¢BAPTCg),
s inductively defined as follows:

1. Ec B(¢BAPTCg);
2. GcB(¢BAPTCg);
3. ifeeB,te B(gBAPTCg) then e-t e B(¢qBAPTCg);

J. if ¢ G, t e B(gBAPTCg) then ¢-t € B(gBAPTCg);
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Al
A2
A3
A4
Ab
A6
AT
A8
A9
PAl
PA2

PA3
PA4
PA5
G1
G2
PG1
G3
G4
PG2
G5
G6
PG3
G7
G8
G9
G10
G11

Axiom

T+y=y+x
(x+y)+z=x+(y+2)
ete=e
(x+y)-z=x-2+y-2
(z-y)-z=x-(y-2)

r+d==x

d-x=49

€e-r==z

T-e=x

TErY=yYB_pT

2By (YBp2) = (2B _2_ ) Bripmp 2
TE, T =2

(x@ry) z=x-28,Yy-2
(zBry)+z=(z+2) B (y+2)
¢--p=0

P+-p=c¢

OB ~p=¢

Po =0

o(x +y) = 6x + By

P(z Bry) = dx Br Py
o(z-y)=dz-y

(¢ + ) = dw +

(¢pBr )z = px By p
(6-0) 2= - ()

¢ =cif Vs,pe€ S.test(p,s,p)
Qo P =0 if Vs, 0€ S, 31 <n.test(—¢;, s, 0)
wp(e,gb)egb = wp(e’gb)e
—&Up(e,(ﬁ)eﬁgb = ﬁwp(e,qﬁ)e

Table 45: Axioms of gBAPTCg
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u(e,é) =1
p(z-y, 2" -y) = pz,z")
p(x+y,2" +y') = p(x,2") - uly,y")
p(z By, 2) =Tz, 2) + (1= m)u(y, 2)
wu(z,y) = 0,otherwise

Table 46: PDF definitions of ¢gBAPTC

5. ift,s e B(¢gBAPTCg) then t+se B(¢qBAPTCg);

6. ift,s e B(¢gBAPTCg) then t®, s € B(¢qBAPTC¢).

Theorem 5.2 (Elimination theorem of ¢BAPTC¢). Let p be a closed qBAPTC¢ term. Then
there is a basic gBAPTCgq term q such that gBAPTCq+p=q.

Proof. The same as that of BAPTC¢, we omit the proof, please refer to [9] for details. O

In this subsection, we will define a term-deduction system which gives the operational semantics
of gBAPTC. Like the way in [10], we also introduce the counterpart ¢ of the event e, and also
the set E = {¢|le e E}.

We give the definition of PDFs of ¢BAPTC in Table

We will define a term-deduction system which gives the operational semantics of gBAPTCq. We
give the operational transition rules for €, atomic guard ¢ € G4, atomic event e € E, operators
- and + as Table €7 shows. And the predicate 5 \/ represents successful termination after
execution of the event e.

Note that, we replace the single atomic event e € [E by X ¢ [E, we can obtain the pomset transition
rules of gBAPTCg, and omit them.

Theorem 5.3 (Congruence of gBAPTC¢ with respect to probabilistic truly concurrent bisim-
ulation equivalences). (1) Probabilistic pomset bisimulation equivalence ~py, is a congruence with
respect to qBAPTCg.

2) Probabilistic step bisimulation equivalence ~,s is a congruence with respect to ¢BAPT Cg.
j2 g 4 q

3) Probabilistic hp-bisimulation equivalence ~,p, 18 a congruence with respect to ¢BAPT Cg.
php g p q

(4) Probabilistic hhp-bisimulation equivalence ~pppy is a congruence with respect to gBAPTCg.
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(€,5,0) ~ (€5, 0)
(e,s,0) ~ (&5, 0)
(¢,5,0) ~ (9, 5,0)

(,5,0) ~ (2',5,0)
<$'y,S,Q> <$ Y,Ss, Q)
(,5,0) ~ (2',5,0) (y,8,0) ~ (¥',5,0)
(x+y,s,0) ~ (2" +y',5,0)

(,5,0) ~ (2',5,0) (y,5,0) ~ (y',5,0)
(z@ry,s,0) ~(2/,8,0) (zBry,s,0) ~ (Y, s, 0)
(€,8,0) = (Vs8,0)

. if s" e ef fect(e,s
(€,8,0) > (V/,s,0') (€:2)
= if test(o, s
o= (o rest(©:2)
(z,5,0) > W 5,0) (z,5,0) > (2',5,0)
(z+y,s, Q) (V,5,0) (x+y,s,0) = (2',5,0)
(y.5,0) > W 5,0') (y,5,0) = (y,5,0)
(z+y,s, 9) (V.5,0) (z+y,5,0 = (y,s,0)
(z,5,0) > W 5,0') (z,5,0) > (2',5,0)
<$ Y,Ss, Q) <yaSQ> <CE'y,S,Q>£><$,'y,S,Q,>

Table 47: Single event transition rules of gBAPTCg
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Proof. (1) It is easy to see that probabilistic pomset bisimulation is an equivalent relation on
gBAPTCg terms, we only need to prove that ~,, is preserved by the operators - , + and &,. It
is trivial and we leave the proof as an exercise for the readers.

(2) It is easy to see that probabilistic step bisimulation is an equivalent relation on ¢BAPTCg
terms, we only need to prove that ~,s is preserved by the operators -, + and @. It is trivial and
we leave the proof as an exercise for the readers.

(3) It is easy to see that probabilistic hp-bisimulation is an equivalent relation on ¢BAPTCg
terms, we only need to prove that ~,j, is preserved by the operators -, +, and &;. It is trivial
and we leave the proof as an exercise for the readers.

(4) Tt is easy to see that probabilistic hhp-bisimulation is an equivalent relation on ¢BAPTCg
terms, we only need to prove that ~ppj, is preserved by the operators -, +, and @;. It is trivial
and we leave the proof as an exercise for the readers. ]

Theorem 5.4 (Soundness of gBAPTCg modulo probabilistic truly concurrent bisimulation
equivalences). (1) Let x and y be gBAPTCq terms. If gBAPTC v x =y, then x ~pp y.

(2) Let z and y be gBAPTCq terms. If qBAPTC v+ x =y, then x ~ps y.

(3) Let x and y be g BAPTCq terms. If gBAPTC + x =y, then « ~ppp y.

(4) Let x and y be gBAPTCq terms. If gBAPTC + x =y, then « ~pphp Y.

Proof. (1) Since probabilistic pomset bisimulation ~,, is both an equivalent and a congruent
relation, we only need to check if each axiom in Table [45]is sound modulo probabilistic pomset
bisimulation equivalence. We leave the proof as an exercise for the readers.

(2) Since probabilistic step bisimulation ~,s is both an equivalent and a congruent relation, we
only need to check if each axiom in Table is sound modulo probabilistic step bisimulation
equivalence. We leave the proof as an exercise for the readers.

(3) Since probabilistic hp-bisimulation ~,p, is both an equivalent and a congruent relation, we
only need to check if each axiom in Table is sound modulo probabilistic hp-bisimulation
equivalence. We leave the proof as an exercise for the readers.

(4) Since probabilistic hhp-bisimulation ~,up, is both an equivalent and a congruent relation,
we only need to check if each axiom in Table [45]is sound modulo probabilistic hhp-bisimulation
equivalence. We leave the proof as an exercise for the readers. O

Theorem 5.5 (Completeness of gBAPTCg modulo probabilistic truly concurrent bisimulation
equivalences). (1) Let p and q be closed gBAPTCgq terms, if p ~pp q then p = q.

(2) Let p and q be closed qBAPTCq terms, if p ~ps q then p=q.

(3) Let p and q be closed qBAPTCq terms, if p ~pnp q then p = q.

(4) Let p and q be closed qBAPTCg terms, if p ~phnp q then p =q.

Proof. According to the definition of probabilistic truly concurrent bisimulation equivalences
~ppy ~pss ~php ANA ~phnp, D ~pp G, D ~ps @5 P ~php ¢ and p ~pppy, q implies both the bisimilarities

between p and ¢, and also the in the same quantum states. According to the completeness of
BAPTC¢ (please refer to [9] for details), we can get the completeness of ¢BAPTCq. O
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5.2 APPTCg for Closed Quantum Systems

In this subsection, we will extend ¢ AP PTC with guards, which is abbreviated gAPPTCg. The
set of basic guards G with element ¢,1,---, which is extended by the following formation rules:
¢ 3= Ole|-gl) € Garld + lp B Pld- Yo || ¥

The set of axioms of AP PTC¢ including axioms of gBAPTCg in Table @5 and the axioms are
shown in Table [48]

Definition 5.6 (Basic terms of gAPPTCg). The set of basic terms of gAPPTCq, B(qAPPTCg),
1s inductively defined as follows:

~

. EcB(qAPPTCg);
2. GcB(qAPPTC¢);
ifecE,te B(qAPPTCg) then e-te B(qAPPTCg);

if ¢ € G,t € B(gAPPTCg) then ¢ -t e B(gAPPTCg);

AR SN

ift,s e B(APPTCg) then t+s € B(¢APPTCg);
6. ift,s e B(APPTCg) then t®, s € B(APPTCg)
7. if t,s e B(gAPPTCg) thent || s € B(qAPPTCg).

Based on the definition of basic terms for AP PT'C¢ (see Definition [5.0]) and axioms of gAPPTCg,
we can prove the elimination theorem of gAPPTCq.

Theorem 5.7 (Elimination theorem of gAPPTCg). Let p be a closed gAPPTCg term. Then
there is a basic gAPPTCg term q such that gAPPTCg +p=q.

Proof. The same as that of APPTC¢, we omit the proof, please refer to [9] for details. O

We give the definition of PDF's of gAPPTC in Table

We will define a term-deduction system which gives the operational semantics of gAPPTCg.
Two atomic events e; and ey are in race condition, which are denoted e %es.
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No. Axiom

P1 (z+x=zy+y=y) zYy=z|y+z]|y
P2 ly=ylz

P3 @y llz=z (v =)

P4 (z+z=zy+y=y) zly=zlly+yl =
P5 (e1<e2) e | (e2-y)=(er | e2)-y

P6 (e1<e2) (e1-z) | ea=(e1| e2) -z

P7 (e1<es) (er-) | (e2-y)=(ex | e2) (z 1 y)
P8 (ory) o=l )+l 2)

P9 0 z=9

P10 el x=x

P11 x| e=x

C1 e1|ea =~(e1,e2)

C2 e1| (e2-y) =v(er,e2) y

C3 (e1-x)|ea=~(er,e2) x

C4 (e1-z)|(e2-y) =~(e1,e2) - (z 1 y)
C5  (z+y)|a=(z)+(y]2)

C6 z|(y+2)=(x|y)+(z]z2)

c7 d|z=4¢

C8 x|d=0

c9 elx=46

C10 x|e=4

PM1 x| (yBrz)=(zlly) &8 (2| 2)

PM2  (empy) | 2= (2 ] 2) ey | 2)

PM3 2| (y®e2)= (2 |y) & (x| 2)

PML  (8,y) 2= (2 |2) 2 (y]2)

CE1l Oe) =e¢

CE2 O =4

CE3 ©O(e)=¢

CE4 O(zx+y)=0(x)dy+06(y)d x

PCE1 O(zw,y)=0(z)<y®,0(y)< x

CE5  O(z-y)=06(z) O(y)

CE6 O y)=((O) 1y y)+({(OH) <) =)
CET 0z |y)=((0() 1) |9) + (Oy) < 2) | 7)

Table 48: Axioms of gAPPTCg
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No. Axiom

Ul (f(er,e2)) erdex=7

U2 (ﬂ(€1a€2),62 <e3z) e1deg=e;
U3 (u(61762)762 < 63) e3de =1
PU1 (uw(€17€2)) e1der=T1

PU2 (HW(61,62)N32 < 63) e1 < ez =e1
PU3 (HW(61’62)a62 < 63) ezl e =T
U4 edd=e

Ub 6de=9

U6 e e=e

v ede=e

Us (z+y)<dz=(r<d2)+(yd 2)
PU4 (z87y)<z= (< 2) 8 (y< 2)
U9 (zoy)qz=(d2) (4 2)
U0 (zlly)<z=(x<2) [ (y<2)
Ull (z|y)<dz=(x<2)|(y< 2)
Ul2 24 (y+z2)=(x<dy)dz

PU5 z<(y@r2)=(r<y)<z

Uld < (y-2)=(zdy)<z

U4 aq(y )= () az

U15 wa(y]2)=(zay)<z

DI c¢H On(e)=c

D2 eeH dyle)=6

D3 o (6) =9

D4 Ou(z+y) =0u(x) +0u(y)

D5 Oy(x-y) = () 0n ()

D6 Ou(x | y)=0u(z) L ou(y)
PD1 Ou(z @z y) = 0 (x) Br O (y)
G12 (x|l y)=¢x | oy

G13  ¢(z|y) = oz | dy

Gl4 o ¢=9
G5 ¢|6=0
G16  6|¢=0
G lle=o
G18 €| ¢=¢
G19 ¢le=4
G20 €|p=0
G2 ol -¢=5
G2 6(d)-¢

G23  Ou(p)=¢
G24 Qo || || dn=01f Vs, Sn, 01, 0n € S, Fi < ntest(—p;, SoU U S, U U--Uoy)

Table 49: Axioms of gAPPTC¢ (continuing)
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1(6,6) =1
p(x yy, 2" [y +a"[y) = pla,2") - u(y,y")
p(xly, 2" [Ly+y" L 2) = pe,2") pw(y,y')
p(x Ly a" | y) = p(z, )

p(@ |y’ [y') = pe,2") - pu(y,y')
1(0(x),0(z")) = p(z,z")
p(z<y,a’ < y) = pla,z")

1(z,y) = 0, otherwise

Table 50: PDF definitions of gAPPTC

z~x y~qy

v yy~a |y +a |y
x~a oy~
zly~a"[[y+y =
x ~
zlly~a'|Ly

x~a oy~

xly~a'|y
x~

©(z) ~ O(a')
T~

rdy~a'<dy

Table 51: Probabilistic transition rules of gAPPTCgq
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{ : if s’ eeffect(er,s)u--ueffect(en,s)
2tk (s o)

(el Ien s, 0) —

> = if test(¢1,8),, test(dn,s)
(61 1 1l dmr5:.0) > (-5, 0) '

(z,5,00 > (V,5.0) (.5.0) = (V,5,0") (2,5.0) = (2,5,0) (y,5,0) = (/.5,0")

@ 1| g5, 0) 2 (5,00 U o) (@ 15, 0) ~2 (0 57U s, 0)
(z,5,0) > (V,5,0) (15,00 2 (y,8,0")  (x,8,0) = (¢/,5,0") (y,5,0) = (y',5,0")
(@ 1l .5, 0) 22 (g 5,00 U ) (@ [l v, 0) 2 (0 4y, 57 Us, o)

(2,5,0) <> <¢sa><%sm3»(q%@><xsme<mse><%sm?»<m%@>

(x|l y.s,0) = (y,s,0) (zlly,s,0) = (' 1 y,s,0)
(%87@)—1 (y,5,0) = (V/,5,0") (e1%es) (x5, 0) 7i> {y, s, 9) (¥',5,0") (e1%e2)
(zlly,s,0) = (z,5,0") (z [l y,s,00 > (z 1 y',s,0")

(2,5,0) = (,5,0) (y,5,0) = (\/,5,0") (e1<e)
(@ L y,5,0) ~Zh (/5,070 0)
(z,5,0) = (2,5,0') (y,5,0) = (/,5,0") (e1<en)

fe1e2)
(| y.s,0) —

(z,5,0) = (V/.5.0') {y.8.0) = (,5,0") (e1<er)
y Ll

(x',s,0" U 0")

(x|l y,s,0 y',s,0' U 0")

(z,5,0) > (2',5,0") (y.5,0) > (y',5,0") (e1<e)

{e1,e2}
(@ | y5,0) =5 (2" § ¢, 5,0 U Q")

(z,5,0) = (\/,5,0") (y,5,0) = (\/,5,0") (z,5,0) = (2',5,0') (y,5,0) = (\/,5,0")
(@ 9,5,0) D20 (o ef Fect(v(en e2),5),0) (x| 9,5, 0) S (o ef fect(y(er, e2), 5, 0)

(z,5,0) > (V.5.0) (y.5,0) = (y,5,0") (25,00 > (2',5,0") (y,5.0) = (y,5,0")
) L, ) X, (o gy e f feet(v(ese2).5), 0)

<£C|y,8,@ y’,effect(y(el,eg),s),g) <x|y’859

Table 52: Action transition rules of ¢APPTCg
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(,5,0) > (s, Q> (h(er,e2))  {w,5,0) = WS@ ) (f(e1,e2))
(0(x),5,0) = (V/,5,0') (6(x), 5, 0) = (/s 5,0")

(2,5,0) = (a',5,0') (f(er,e2)) (w,5,0) = (2",5,0") (§(e1,e2))
(O(),5,0) = (B(a'),5,0) (8(),5,0) = (B(2"), s, 0")

(z,5,0) <> (/.5,0) (y,s o) »2  (f(ere2)) (m,5,0) = (2',5,0') (y,5.0) »  (f(er,e2))
(< y.s,0) > (V.5,0) (< y.s,0) > (a/,5,0)

<£C,S,Q> 2’ <\/ S Q) <y S Q) ( (61’62)’62 S63)
(z<y,8,0 = (V.5,0)

(z,5,0) = (¢,5,0") (y,s 9) »%  (f(e1,e2),e2 < e3)
(z<y,s8,0) = (2',5,0)

(z,5,0) > (V.5.0) (y.s, 9) »2 (f(e1,€2), €1 < €3)

(x<y,s,0 > (V,s,0)

o)

<£C,S,Q> g <$ »S, 0 > (y’859> °2 ( (61562)’61 < 63)

/

(z<y.s,0) > (2,
(z,5,0) = (\/89) (J=(e1,e2))  (x,8,0) = (\/89) (f=(e1,e2))

(6(2),5,0) = (V/;5,0') (6(2),5,0) = (V/5,0")
(#,5,0) %> (2/,5,0') (fnler,e2))  (w.5,0) > (2",5,0") (faler,2))
(6(x),5,0) = (O(a"),5,0) (6(x),s,0) = (O(a"), 5, 0")

(z,5,0) = (/.5,0) (y,s 0) »2  (fx(er,e2)) (x,5,0) = (2',5,0) (y,s 0) »  (fx(e1,€2))

(z<y,5,0) > (V.5,0) (z<y.s,0) > (a/,5,0)
(x’5’9>2><\/59> <y59> ( (61’62)’62363)

(<y,s5,0) = (V,5,0)
(z,5,0) > (2',5,0') (y.s Q) »%  (fr(e1,€2),e2 <e3)
(z<y,s,0) = (2',5,0)

(z,5,0) <> (V,5.0") (y.s Q> »° (§x(e1,e2),e1 < e3)
(z<qy,s,0 = (V,s,0)

(z,5,0) <> (2',5,0') (y.s Q) »2  (fr(e1,€2),e1 <€3)
(< y,s,0) > (a',5,0)

(z,5,0) > (¢89> (c ¢ H) (z,5,0) = (2',5,0) (e¢ H)
(01 (x),5,0) = (V. 5,0) (01 (x),s,0) > (Ou(a’),s,0')

Table 53: Action transition rules of gAPPTCg (continuing)
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Theorem 5.8 (Generalization of gAPPTC¢ with respect to BAPTCg). gAPPTCg is a gen-
eralization of BAPTCq.

Proof. It follows from the following three facts.

1. The transition rules of ¢BAPT C¢ in section .1l are all source-dependent;

2. The sources of the transition rules gAPPTC¢ contain an occurrence of §, or ||, or || , or
|, or O, or <;

3. The transition rules of gAPPTCg are all source-dependent.

So, gAPPTCgq is a generalization of ¢BAPTC¢, that is, ¢BAPTCg is an embedding of
qAPPTCg, as desired. O

Theorem 5.9 (Congruence of ¢APPTCg with respect to probabilistic truly concurrent bisim-
ulation equivalences). (1) Probabilistic pomset bisimulation equivalence ~py, is a congruence with
respect to gAPPTCq.

2) Probabilistic step bisimulation equivalence ~,s is a congruence with respect to gAPPT Cqg.
p

8) Probabilistic hp-bisimulation equivalence ~,pn, s a congruence with respect to APPTCg.
php

(4) Probabilistic hhp-bisimulation equivalence ~pppy is a congruence with respect to gAPPTCq.

Proof. (1) It is easy to see that probabilistic pomset bisimulation is an equivalent relation on
qAPPTC terms, we only need to prove that ~,, is preserved by the operators |, | , |, ©, <, 9n.
It is trivial and we leave the proof as an exercise for the readers.

(2) Tt is easy to see that probabilistic step bisimulation is an equivalent relation on gAPPTC
terms, we only need to prove that ~,s is preserved by the operators ||, [, |, ©, <, 9g. It is
trivial and we leave the proof as an exercise for the readers.

(3) It is easy to see that probabilistic hp-bisimulation is an equivalent relation on qAPPTC
terms, we only need to prove that ~p, is preserved by the operators |, ||, |, ©, <, Og. It is
trivial and we leave the proof as an exercise for the readers.

(4) Tt is easy to see that probabilistic hhp-bisimulation is an equivalent relation on ¢gAPPTC
terms, we only need to prove that ~ppp, is preserved by the operators ||, |, |, ©, <, dg. It is
trivial and we leave the proof as an exercise for the readers. ]

Theorem 5.10 (Soundness of ¢gAPPTCg modulo probabilistic truly concurrent bisimulation
equivalences). (1) Let x and y be qAPPTCgq terms. If qAPPTC v~z =y, then x ~pp, y.

(2) Let z and y be gAPPTCq terms. If gAPPTC + x =y, then « ~ps y.
(3) Let x and y be gAPPTCq terms. If gAPPTC + x =y, then & ~ppp y;
(3) Let x and y be gAPPTCgq terms. If gAPPTC v+ =y, then & ~phpp Y.
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Proof. (1) Since probabilistic pomset bisimulation ~,, is both an equivalent and a congruent
relation, we only need to check if each axiom in Table 8] is sound modulo probabilistic pomset
bisimulation equivalence. We leave the proof as an exercise for the readers.

(2) Since probabilistic step bisimulation ~,s is both an equivalent and a congruent relation, we
only need to check if each axiom in Table A8 is sound modulo probabilistic step bisimulation
equivalence. We leave the proof as an exercise for the readers.

(3) Since probabilistic hp-bisimulation ~,p, is both an equivalent and a congruent relation, we
only need to check if each axiom in Table H§] is sound modulo probabilistic hp-bisimulation
equivalence. We leave the proof as an exercise for the readers.

(4) Since probabilistic hhp-bisimulation ~,up, is both an equivalent and a congruent relation,
we only need to check if each axiom in Table 48] is sound modulo probabilistic hhp-bisimulation
equivalence. We leave the proof as an exercise for the readers. ]

Theorem 5.11 (Completeness of ¢AP PTCg modulo probabilistic truly concurrent bisimulation
equivalences). (1) Let p and q be closed gAPPTCq terms, if p ~pp q then p = q.

(2) Let p and q be closed qAPPTCgq terms, if p ~ps q then p = q.

(3) Let p and q be closed qAPPTCq terms, if p ~pnp q then p = q.

(3) Let p and q be closed qAPPTCq terms, if p ~phnp q then p = q.

Proof. According to the definition of probabilistic truly concurrent bisimulation equivalences
~ppy ~pss ~php A ~phnp, D ~pp G5 D ~ps @5 P ~php ¢ and p ~pppy, q implies both the bisimilarities
between p and ¢, and also the in the same quantum states. According to the completeness of
APPTCg (please refer to [9] for details), we can get the completeness of gAPPTCg. O

5.3 Recursion

In this subsection, we introduce recursion to capture infinite processes based on APPTCg. In
the following, F, F,G are recursion specifications, X,Y, Z are recursive variables.

Definition 5.12 (Guarded recursive specification). A recursive specification

Xl = tl(X17"'7Xn)

Xn = tn(Xla 7Xn)

is guarded if the right-hand sides of its recursive equations can be adapted to the form by appli-
cations of the axioms in gAPPTC and replacing recursion variables by the right-hand sides of
their recursive equations,

((arr L - L @114y) - s1( X1, X)) + -+ (@ L L @ray) - se( X1, Xp) + (brn L - L
biij ) + -+ (b1 L L b)) By o By ((@man L L @) - s1( X, X)) + o+ (@i L
oL @mkiy ) Se( X1, X)) + (bnan L L bmagy) + -+ (magy 1L+ L bmty))

where a111, 7y 114y, A1k, "'aalkikabllla "'ab11j1,b11j15"'ablljl,”',amlla ty Amliy y @1k1 s Amkiy,
bi11, bty biniji s by, € E, and the sum above is allowed to be empty, in which case it

represents the deadlock §. And there does not exist an infinite sequence of e-transitions (X|E) —
(X'|E) > (X"|E) > -
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<ti(<X1|E>""’ <Xn|E>)’5’ Q) ~ (y,s, Q)
((XilE),s,0) ~ (y.s,0)

(H(XE), - (Xl E)), 5, 0) ~% (/s o)

(X|B), 5, 0) 122 (s, )
(EXE), - (Xl E)), 5, 0) ~2%h (5 ')

{er,ex}

(XilE),s,0) —— (y,s,0")

Table 54: Transition rules of guarded recursion

Theorem 5.13 (Conservitivity of gAPPTC¢ with guarded recursion). ¢APPTCq with guarded
recursion is a conservative extension of APPTCg.

Proof. Since the transition rules of AP PTCg are source-dependent, and the transition rules for
guarded recursion in Table B4l contain only a fresh constant in their source, so the transition rules
of gAPPTC¢ with guarded recursion are a conservative extension of those of gAPPTCqg. O

Theorem 5.14 (Congruence theorem of gAPPTCq with guarded recursion). Probabilistic truly
concurrent bisimulation equivalences ~pp, ~p, ~php and ~pppp are all congruences with respect to
qAPPTCq with guarded recursion.

Proof. It follows the following two facts:

1. in a guarded recursive specification, right-hand sides of its recursive equations can be
adapted to the form by applications of the axioms in gAPPTC¢ and replacing recursion
variables by the right-hand sides of their recursive equations;

2. probabilistic truly concurrent bisimulation equivalences ~p,, ~ps, ~pnp and ~ppp, are all
congruences with respect to all operators of gAPPTCg.

O

Theorem 5.15 (Elimination theorem of gAPPTCg with linear recursion). Each process term
in gAPPTCq with linear recursion is equal to a process term (X1|E) with E a linear recursive
specification.

Proof. The same as that of APPTC¢, we omit the proof, please refer to [9] for details. O

Theorem 5.16 (Soundness of gAPPTC¢ with guarded recursion). Let x and y be gAPPTCg
with guarded recursion terms. If gAPPTCq with guarded recursion+ x =1y, then

(1) @ ~ps y.
(2) & ~pp y-
(3) & ~php Y-
(4) T ~phhp Y-
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Proof. (1) Since probabilistic step bisimulation ~, is both an equivalent and a congruent relation
with respect to gAPPTCg with guarded recursion, we only need to check if each axiom in Table
is sound modulo probabilistic step bisimulation equivalence. We leave them as exercises to
the readers.

(2) Since probabilistic pomset bisimulation ~, is both an equivalent and a congruent relation
with respect to the guarded recursion, we only need to check if each axiom in Table [36] is sound
modulo probabilistic pomset bisimulation equivalence. We leave them as exercises to the readers.

(3) Since probabilistic hp-bisimulation ~p, is both an equivalent and a congruent relation with
respect to guarded recursion, we only need to check if each axiom in Table 36l is sound modulo
probabilistic hp-bisimulation equivalence. We leave them as exercises to the readers.

(4) Since probabilistic hhp-bisimulation ~ppp), is both an equivalent and a congruent relation with
respect to guarded recursion, we only need to check if each axiom in Table 36l is sound modulo
probabilistic hhp-bisimulation equivalence. We leave them as exercises to the readers. U

Theorem 5.17 (Completeness of gAPPTCg with linear recursion). Let p and q be closed
qAPPTCq with linear recursion terms, then,

(1) if p ~ps q then p=q.
(2) if p ~pp q then p =q.
(8) if p~php q then p=gq.
(4) if p ~php q then p=q.

Proof. According to the definition of probabilistic truly concurrent bisimulation equivalences
~ppy ~pss ~php A ~phnn, D ~pp G, D ~ps @5 P ~php ¢ and p ~pppy, q implies both the bisimilarities
between p and ¢, and also the in the same quantum states. According to the completeness of
APPTC¢ with linear recursion (please refer to [9] for details), we can get the completeness of
qAPPTCg with linear recursion. O

5.4 Abstraction

To abstract away from the internal implementations of a program, and verify that the program
exhibits the desired external behaviors, the silent step 7 and abstraction operator 7; are intro-
duced, where I € Eu G, denotes the internal events or guards. The silent step 7 represents the
internal events or guards, when we consider the external behaviors of a process, 7 steps can be
removed, that is, 7 steps must keep silent. The transition rule of 7 is shown in Table In the
following, let the atomic event e range over Eu{e}u{d}u{r}, and ¢ range over Gu {7}, and let
the communication function v :Eu {7} x Eu {7} > Eu {4}, with each communication involved
7 resulting in 6. We use 7(9) to denote ef fect(r, ), for the fact that 7 only change the state
of internal data environment, that is, for the external data environments, o = 7(p).

Definition 5.18 (Guarded linear recursive specification). A linear recursive specification E is
guarded if there does not exist an infinite sequence of T-transitions (X|E) - (X'|E) > (X"|E) &
-+, and there does not exist an infinite sequence of e-transitions (X|E) — (X'|E) - (X"|E) — ---.
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9

T~ T

S if test(7,s)

(5,00 = (V. 7(s))

Table 55: Transition rule of the silent step

Theorem 5.19 (Conservitivity of gAPPTC¢ with silent step and guarded linear recursion).
qAPPTCq with silent step and guarded linear recursion is a conservative extension of gAPPT Cg
with linear recursion.

Proof. Since the transition rules of ¢APPTCg with linear recursion are source-dependent, and
the transition rules for silent step in Table [B5] contain only a fresh constant 7 in their source, so
the transition rules of AP PT C¢q with silent step and guarded linear recursion is a conservative
extension of those of gAPPTC¢q with linear recursion. U

Theorem 5.20 (Congruence theorem of gAPPTCg with silent step and guarded linear re-
cursion). Probabilistic rooted branching truly concurrent bisimulation equivalences ~prip, ®pros,
Rprbhp and =ppphp are all congruences with respect to qAPPTCq with silent step and guarded
linear recursion.

Proof. It follows the following three facts:

1. in a guarded linear recursive specification, right-hand sides of its recursive equations can
be adapted to the form by applications of the axioms in ¢AP PTC¢ and replacing recursion
variables by the right-hand sides of their recursive equations;

2. probabilistic truly concurrent bisimulation equivalences ~p,, ~ps, ~php and ~pphy, are all con-
gruences with respect to all operators of AP PTCg, while probabilistic truly concurrent
bisimulation equivalences ~p,, ~ps, ~php and ~pup, imply the corresponding probabilistic
rooted branching truly concurrent bisimulations ~,.tp, ®prbs, Sprohp and ®peppnp, SO proba-
bilistic rooted branching truly concurrent bisimulations ~y,,pp, ®prbs, ®pronp and ®peppny, are
all congruences with respect to all operators of gAPPTCg;

3. While E is extended to Eu{7}, and G is extended to Gu {7}, it can be proved that proba-
bilistic rooted branching truly concurrent bisimulations ~y,,pp, ®prbs, ®prohp and ®peppny, are
all congruences with respect to all operators of gAPPTC¢, we omit it.

We design the axioms for the silent step 7 in Table

Theorem 5.21 (Elimination theorem of gAPPTC with silent step and guarded linear recur-
sion). Fach process term in gAPPTCgq with silent step and guarded linear recursion is equal to
a process term (X1|E) with E a guarded linear recursive specification.
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No. Axiom
Bl (y=y+yz=z+z) z-(y+7-(y+2))Brw)=z-((y+2) Brw)
B2 (y=y+y,z=z+z) x| (y+7l (y+2))Brw) =z ((y+2)Erw)

Table 56: Axioms of silent step

Proof. The same as that of APPTC¢, we omit the proof, please refer to [9] for details. U

Theorem 5.22 (Soundness of gAPPTC¢ with silent step and guarded linear recursion). Let
x and y be gAPPTCq with silent step and guarded linear recursion terms. If gAPPTCq with
silent step and guarded linear recursion + x =y, then

(1) T prbs Y-
(2) T ®prip Y-
(3) T Sprbhp Y-
(4) x ~prohhp Y-

Proof. (1) Since probabilistic rooted branching step bisimulation ~,,4s is both an equivalent and
a congruent relation with respect to AP PTC¢ with silent step and guarded linear recursion,
we only need to check if each axiom in Table [B6]is sound modulo probabilistic rooted branching
step bisimulation ;.. We leave them as exercises to the readers.

(2) Since probabilistic rooted branching pomset bisimulation ~,,, is both an equivalent and a
congruent relation with respect to AP PT Cg with silent step and guarded linear recursion, we
only need to check if each axiom in Table is sound modulo probabilistic rooted branching
pomset bisimulation ,,,. We leave them as exercises to the readers.

(3) Since probabilistic rooted branching hp-bisimulation ~,,4p, is both an equivalent and a
congruent relation with respect to AP PT Cg with silent step and guarded linear recursion, we
only need to check if each axiom in Table is sound modulo probabilistic rooted branching
hp-bisimulation ~p,4,,. We leave them as exercises to the readers.

(4) Since probabilistic rooted branching hhp-bisimulation .y, is both an equivalent and a
congruent relation with respect to AP PTCg with silent step and guarded linear recursion, we
only need to check if each axiom in Table is sound modulo probabilistic rooted branching
hhp-bisimulation w~,,.pnh,. We leave them as exercises to the readers. ]

Theorem 5.23 (Completeness of APPTCg with silent step and guarded linear recursion).
Let p and q be closed gAPPTCq with silent step and guarded linear recursion terms, then,

(1) if p ~prvs q then p=gq.

(2) if p ~prp q then p = q.

(3) if p ~pronp q then p=gq.

(3) if P ®pronnp g then p =q.

Proof. According to the definition of probabilistic rooted branching truly concurrent bisimu-
lation equivalences ®p pp, ®prbs, Nprohp a0d Xprphhp, and Xprbp, Rprbss Mprphp a0 ®peppp, implies

both the bisimilarities between p and ¢, and also the in the same quantum states. According
to the completeness of APPTC¢ with silent step and guarded linear recursion (please refer to
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{z,s,0) ~ (z',5, 0)
<T](1’),8, Q) ~ (T[(.%"),S, Q)

€

s S Wosd) L, el SWed)
(T[(ﬁ),S,Q) - <\/’Sa9,> <TI(:C)’5’Q> - <TI(:C,)’5’Q,>
(r.5.0) > (Vosid) (25,00 = (2',5,0') ecl

(r1(2),5,0) = (V. 7(s)) (rr(2),s,0) = (r1(2"),7(5))

Table 57: Transition rule of the abstraction operator

[9] for details), we can get the completeness of ¢APPTC¢ with silent step and guarded linear
recursion. O

The unary abstraction operator 77 (I ¢ Eu Gg) renames all atomic events or atomic guards
in I into 7. qAPPTC¢ with silent step and abstraction operator is called gAPPTCq_. The
transition rules of operator 7; are shown in Table

Theorem 5.24 (Conservitivity of AP PTC¢, with guarded linear recursion). gAPPTC¢, with
guarded linear recursion is a conservative extension of gAPPTCgq with silent step and guarded
linear recursion.

Proof. Since the transition rules of gAPPTCg with silent step and guarded linear recursion
are source-dependent, and the transition rules for abstraction operator in Table [57] contain only
a fresh operator 77 in their source, so the transition rules of gAPPTCq, with guarded linear
recursion is a conservative extension of those of gAPPTCg with silent step and guarded linear
recursion. U

Theorem 5.25 (Congruence theorem of gAPPTC¢;, with guarded linear recursion). Probabilis-
tic rooted branching truly concurrent bisimulation equivalences ®prpp, ®prbs, Nprohp ONA Xprbhhp
are all congruences with respect to qAPPTCq, with guarded linear recursion.

Proof. (1) It is easy to see that probabilistic rooted branching pomset bisimulation is an equiv-
alent relation on gAPPT (¢, with guarded linear recursion terms, we only need to prove that
~prbp 18 preserved by the operators 77. It is trivial and we leave the proof as an exercise for the
readers.

(2) It is easy to see that probabilistic rooted branching step bisimulation is an equivalent relation
on gAPPTCg, with guarded linear recursion terms, we only need to prove that ~,,, is preserved
by the operators 7. It is trivial and we leave the proof as an exercise for the readers.

(3) It is easy to see that probabilistic rooted branching hp-bisimulation is an equivalent rela-
tion on gAPPTCg, with guarded linear recursion terms, we only need to prove that =p.pp, is
preserved by the operators 77. It is trivial and we leave the proof as an exercise for the readers.

(4) It is easy to see that probabilistic rooted branching hhp-bisimulation is an equivalent relation
on gAPPTCq,. with guarded linear recursion terms, we only need to prove that w~p.ppn, is
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No. Axiom

TI1 e¢l tr(e)=e

TI2 eel 7r(e)=71

TI3 77(6) =4

TI4 mi(z+y) =71(x) +711(y)
PTI1 71i(zery)=1(x) 8, 77(y)
T15  7(z-y)=7i(z)-11(y)
TI16 (x|l y) =7r(2) L 71(y)
G28 ¢l T1(9)=0¢

G29 pel T11(p)=T7

Table 58: Axioms of abstraction operator

preserved by the operators 77. It is trivial and we leave the proof as an exercise for the readers.
O

We design the axioms for the abstraction operator 77 in Table

Theorem 5.26 (Soundness of gAPPTCq. with guarded linear recursion). Let x and y be
qAPPTCq, with guarded linear recursion terms. If gAPPTCq, with guarded linear recursion
Fx =y, then

(1) T Rprbs Y-
(2) X Np?‘bp Y.
(3) L Rprbhp Y-

(4) T ®prohhp Y-

Proof. (1) Since probabilistic rooted branching step bisimulation ~,,4s is both an equivalent and
a congruent relation with respect to gAPPTCq, with guarded linear recursion, we only need to
check if each axiom in Table B8 is sound modulo probabilistic rooted branching step bisimulation
Rprbs. We leave them as exercises to the readers.

(2) Since probabilistic rooted branching pomset bisimulation ~,,4, is both an equivalent and
a congruent relation with respect to gAPPTCg, with guarded linear recursion, we only need
to check if each axiom in Table is sound modulo probabilistic rooted branching pomset
bisimulation w,,,. We leave them as exercises to the readers.

(3) Since probabilistic rooted branching hp-bisimulation ~,4p, is both an equivalent and a
congruent relation with respect to gAPPTCg, with guarded linear recursion, we only need to
check if each axiom in Table (8] is sound modulo probabilistic rooted branching hp-bisimulation
Rprohp- We leave them as exercises to the readers.

(4) Since probabilistic rooted branching hhp-bisimulation ~pppp, is both an equivalent and a
congruent relation with respect to gAPPTCg, with guarded linear recursion, we only need to
check if each axiom in Table [58is sound modulo probabilistic rooted branching hhp-bisimulation
Rprbhhp- We leave them as exercises to the readers. O
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z=y+ (|l Lim) 2y=y+y
To1i(x) =7-77(y)

VR

x=z8; (u+(ir || | tm) ) 2=2+u,2=2+2
To1(x) =7-77(2)
x=z+01 | L im) v,y=2z8; (u+ (1 ||| Jn) ®)2=2+u,2=2+2
To7(x) =7 7(y) for y' =z @r (u+ (i [ L im)-y")

V Ry

V R3

Table 59: Recursive verification rules

Though 7-loops are prohibited in guarded linear recursive specifications in a specifiable way, they
can be constructed using the abstraction operator, for example, there exist T-loops in the process
term 74, ((X]|X = aX)). To avoid 7-loops caused by 7; and ensure fairness, we introduce the
following recursive verification rules as Table (9 shows, note that i1, iy, j1, -, Jn € I SEN{7}.

Theorem 5.27 (Soundness of VR,V Ry, VR3). VRy, VRy and V R3 are sound modulo prob-

abilistic rooted branching truly concurrent bisimulation equivalences ®prpp, ®prbs, Sprohp and

Nprbohhp-

5.5 Quantum Measurement

In closed quantum systems, there is another basic quantum operation — quantum measurement,
besides the unitary operator. Quantum measurements have a probabilistic nature.

There is a concrete but non-trivial problem in modeling quantum measurement.

Let the following process term represent quantum measurement during modeling phase,

B1-t1 By, Bo -t Bry By, Bi-

where Y;m; = 1, t; € B(¢BAPTC'), 8 denotes a quantum measurement, and S = >; \i3;, B
denotes the projection performed on the quantum system o, m; = Tr(8;0), 0i = 5iofBi/m:.

The above term means that, firstly, we choose a projection (5; in a quantum measurement
B = ¥; \i3; probabilistically, then, we execute (perform) the projection f3; on the closed quantum
system. This also adheres to the intuition on quantum mechanics.

We define B as the collection of all projections of all quantum measurements, and make the
collection of atomic actions be E = Eu B. We see that a projection ; € B has the almost
same semantics as a unitary operator a € A. So, we add the following (probabilistic and action)
transition rules into those of PQRA.

</8i55’ Q) ~ </8vi55’ Q)

(Bir5,0) 25 (/5. 0')
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No. Axiom

SC1 (®-x=x
SC2 z-(S==z
SC3 el ®°=e
SC4  (OF° | e=e
SC5 el (@ y) =e:
SC6 @I (e y)=ec
SCT7T  (erx) || B =e-
SC8 (0 -x)| e=e-x

SCO (eon) L (@ y)=e (x 1 y)
SC10 (@ o) L (e-p)= e (x 1 y)

Table 60: Axioms of quantum entanglement

SERSERS

(@7 S, Q) ~ (@7 S, Q)
(®),s,0) > (V,5:0)

®
(x’859> i <CE’,S,Q,> <yaS’Q,> - (y,’859,>
(@ y,s0) = (@ 1 y,s,0)

€

(@,5,0) 5 (o5.0) (1.5,0") 2o (. 5,0)
(| y,5,0 > (y,5,0)

(2,5,0) > (Vo5 d) (w.5,0) > (5,0)
(| y.s,0) = (¥,5,0)

(2,5,0) & (Vo5,0) (1:5,0) = (v/15,0)
(x| y,5,0) = (Vs5,0)

Table 61: Transition rules of constant (S)

Until now, gAPPTCg works again. The two main quantum operations in a closed quantum
system — the unitary operator and the quantum measurement, are fully modeled in probabilistic
process algebra.

5.6 Quantum Entanglement

As in section B0 The axiom system of the shadow constant (S) is shown in Table

The transition rules of constant @ are as Table shows.
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Theorem 5.28 (Elimination theorem of gAPPTC¢, with guarded linear recursion and shadow
constant). Let p be a closed qAPPTCq. with guarded linear recursion and shadow constant term.
Then there is a closed gAPPTC term such that gAPPTCq, with guarded linear recursion and
shadow constant— p = q.

Proof. We leave the proof to the readers as an excise. O

Theorem 5.29 (Conservitivity of gAPPTCg, with guarded linear recursion and shadow con-
stant). gAPPTCgq, with guarded linear recursion and shadow constant is a conservative exten-
sion of QAPPTCq,. with guarded linear recursion.

Proof. We leave the proof to the readers as an excise. O

Theorem 5.30 (Congruence theorem of gAPPTCg, with guarded linear recursion and shadow
constant). Probabilistic rooted branching truly concurrent bisimulation equivalences ~pypy, Sprps,
Rprbhp 0nd ~prpphy are all congruences with respect to gAPPT Cq, with guarded linear recursion
and shadow constant.

Proof. We leave the proof to the readers as an excise. U

Theorem 5.31 (Soundness of gAPPTC¢;, with guarded linear recursion and shadow constant).
Let p and q be closed gAPPTCq, with guarded linear recursion and shadow constant terms. If
qAPPTCg, with guarded linear recursion and shadow constant— x =y, then

1. @ s Y5

2. x Rrbp Y5

3. Nrbohp Y5

4o T Rrphhp Y-

Proof. We leave the proof to the readers as an excise. O
Theorem 5.32 (Completeness of gAPPTC¢q, with guarded linear recursion and shadow con-
stant). Let p and q are closed gAPPTCg. with guarded linear recursion and shadow constant
terms, then,

1. if prrps q then p = g;

2. if pryp q then p=gq;

8. if p mponp q then p = gq;

4. if p®rppnp q then p=q

Proof. We leave the proof to the readers as an excise. U
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(¢,5,0) ~ (0, 5,0)

(z,8,0) ~ (2,5,0)
(x-y,s,g) (.YJ Y,S, Q)
(z,8,0) ~(2',5,0) (y,5,0) ~ (¥',5,0)

(v +y,s,0) ~ (2" +y',s,0)

(z,5,0) ~ (2',5,0) (y,s,0) ~ (¥',s,0)
(xBry,s,0)~ (2/,s,0) (rBry,s,0) ~(Y',s,0)

(€.5,0) > (V.s,0)
if s' eef fect(e,s)

(¢,5,0) S (v, 5", 0)

(578 0) = {V/ss,0)

(,5,0) > ws o) (w505 (2,5 0)
<x+y,sg> (Vos'0)  (z+y,s0) = (@', 0)

if test(¢, s)

/

(y,s,0) = Ws,e) (y,s,0) — <y s, 0)
(x+y,s, 9) S(V.s'0) (z+y,s,0 = (Y5, 0)

(2,5, 0) S w S0 (m5,0 D (2,5, 0)

/

(z-y,8,00 = (y.5,0) (z-y,5,0) = {2/ y,5,0)

Table 62: Transition rules of BAPTC under quantum configuration
5.7 Unification of Quantum and Classical Computing for Closed Quantum
Systems

We give the transition rules under quantum configuration for traditional atomic actions (events)
¢’ € E as Table [62] shows.

And the axioms for traditional actions are the same as those of ¢BAPTCq. And it is natural
can be extended to gAPPTCg, recursion and abstraction. So, quantum and classical computing
are unified under the framework of gAPPT C¢ for closed quantum systems.
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Figure 12: Quantum teleportation protocol.

6 Applications of gAPPTCg

Quantum and classical computing in closed systems are unified with gAPPTC¢g, which have
the same equational logic and the same quantum configuration based operational semantics.
The unification can be used widely in verification for the behaviors of quantum and classical
computing mixed systems. In this chapter, we show its usage in verification of the quantum
communication protocols.

6.1 Verification of Quantum Teleportation Protocol

Quantum teleportation [41] is a famous quantum protocol in quantum information theory to
teleport an unknown quantum state by sending only classical information, provided that the
sender and the receiver, Alice and Bob, shared an entangled state in advance. Firstly, we
introduce the basic quantum teleportation protocol briefly, which is illustrated in Figure In
this section, we show how to process quantum entanglement in an implicit way.

1. EPR generates 2-qubits entangled EPR pair ¢ = ¢1 ® ¢2, and he sends ¢; to Alice through
quantum channel Q4 and g2 to Bob through quantum channel Q) p;

2. Alice receives qp, after some preparations, she measures on g1, and sends the measurement
results = to Bob through classical channel P;

3. Bob receives ¢ from EPR, and also the classical information x from Alice. According to

x, he chooses specific Pauli transformation on gs.

We re-introduce the basic quantum teleportation protocol in an abstract way with more technical
details as Figure [[2] illustrates.

Now, we assume the generation of 2-qubits ¢ through two unitary operators Set[q] and H[q].
EPR sends ¢g; to Alice through the quantum channel Q)4 by quantum communicating action
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sendq ,(q1) and Alice receives ¢; through Q4 by quantum communicating action receiveg, (q1).
Similarly, for Bob, those are sendg,(g2) and receiveq, (q2). After Alice receives ¢, she does
some preparations, including a unitary transformation CNOT and a Hadamard transformation
H, then Alice do measurement M = Y2, M;, and sends measurement results z to Bob through
the public classical channel P by classical communicating action sendp(z), and Bob receives
x through channel P by classical communicating action receivep(x). According to z, Bob
performs specific Pauli transformations o, on ¢s. Let Alice, Bob and EPR be a system ABE
and let interactions between Alice, Bob and EPR be internal actions. ABFE receives external
input D; through channel A by communicating action receive 4 (D;) and sends results D, through
channel B by communicating action sendg(D,). Note that the entangled EPR pair ¢ = ¢1 ® ¢2
is within ABFE, so quantum entanglement can be processed implicitly.

Then the state transitions of EPR can be described by PQRA as follows.

E = Set[q] - E4
Ey = H[q] E>
E; =sendg,(q1) - E3
Es =sendg,(q2) - E

And the state transitions of Alice can be described by PQRA as follows.

A= ) receivea(D;) A
Dl'GAZ'

Ay =receiveg, (q1) - Az

Ay =CNOT - As

As=H- Ay

Ay = (My - sendp(0) B1 M; - sendp(1) B1 My - sendp(2) B1 Ms - sendp(3)) - A

where A; is the collection of the input data.

And the state transitions of Bob can be described by PQRA as follows.

B = receiveg,(q2) - B1
By = (receivep(0) - g B1 receivep(1) - o1 B1 receivep(2) - o9 B1 receivep(3) - o3) - By
4 4 4
By = Z sendp(D,)- B
DoeA,
where A, is the collection of the output data.

The send action and receive action of the same data through the same channel can communicate
each other, otherwise, a deadlock § will be caused. We define the following communication
functions.
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v(sendq , (q1), receiveq . (q1)) = cq,(q1)
(sendqy (g2), receiveqy (42)) = cQp(42)
~v(sendp(0),receivep(0)) = cp(0)
~v(sendp(1),receivep (1)) = cp(1)
v(sendp(2),receivep(2)) £ cp(2)
~v(sendp(3),receivep(3)) = cp(3)

Let A, B and FE in parallel, then the system ABFE can be represented by the following process
term.

71(0u(©(A § B 1 F)))

where H = {sendq , (q1),receiveq , (q1), sendg, (g2), receiveg (¢2),
sendp(0),receivep(0), sendp(1),receivep (1),
sendp(2),receivep(2),sendp(3),receivep(3)} and I = {Set[q],H|[q], CNOT, H, My, M,
My, M3,00,01,02,03,

ca(q1),cqp(q2),cp(0),cp(1),cp(2),cp(3)}.

Then we get the following conclusion.

Theorem 6.1. The basic quantum teleportation protocol T1(0g(©(A § B § FE))) exhibits
desired external behaviors.

Proof. We can get 77(0g(©(A 1 B § E))) = Yp,ea; Lpyen, receives(D;) || sendp(Do) |
771(0g(©(A § B § E))). So, the basic quantum teleportation protocol 7;(0g(©(A § B i E)))
exhibits desired external behaviors. O

6.2 Verification of BB84 Protocol

The BB84 protocol [30] is used to create a private key between two parities, Alice and Bob.
Firstly, we introduce the basic BB84 protocol briefly, which is illustrated in Figure [13]
1. Alice create two string of bits with size n randomly, denoted as B, and Kj;

2. Alice generates a string of qubits ¢ with size n, and the ith qubit in ¢ is |z,), where z is
the 7th bit of B, and y is the ith bit of K_;

3. Alice sends ¢ to Bob through a quantum channel @) between Alice and Bob;
4. Bob receives ¢ and randomly generates a string of bits By with size n;

5. Bob measures each qubit of ¢ according to a basis by bits of Bp. And the measurement
results would be Kj, which is also with size n;

6. Bob sends his measurement bases B; to Alice through a public channel P;
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A—T— Alice Bob —L B

e}

Figure 13: BB84 protocol.

7. Once receiving By, Alice sends her bases B, to Bob through channel P, and Bob receives
Ba;

8. Alice and Bob determine that at which position the bit strings B, and B, are equal, and
they discard the mismatched bits of B, and B. Then the remaining bits of K, and Kj,
denoted as K, and K; with K, = K = Kj.

We re-introduce the basic BB84 protocol in an abstract way with more technical details as
Figure [[3] illustrates.

Now, we assume a special measurement operation Rand[q; Bq] = Y27 Rand[q; B,]; which cre-
ate a string of n random bits B, from the ¢ quantum system, and the same as Rand|[q; K,] =
Y2 Rand[q; Ka]iy, Rand[q'; By] = 2% Rand[q'; Byli. M[q; Kp] = Y75 M[q; K3]; denotes
the Bob’s measurement on ¢q. The generation of n qubits ¢ through two unitary operators
Setk,[q] and Hp,[q]. Alice sends ¢ to Bob through the quantum channel @ by quantum com-
municating action sendg(q) and Bob receives ¢ through @ by quantum communicating action
receiveg(q). Bob sends By, to Alice through the public classical channel P by classical commu-
nicating action sendp(By) and Alice receives By through channel P by classical communicating
action receivep(By), and the same as sendp(B,) and receivep(B,). Alice and Bob generate the
private key K, by a classical comparison action emp(K, p, Kq, Kp, Ba, Bp). Let Alice and Bob
be a system AB and let interactions between Alice and Bob be internal actions. AB receives
external input D; through channel A by communicating action receive4(D;) and sends results
D, through channel B by communicating action sendg(D,).

Then the state transitions of Alice can be described by PQRA as follows.
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A= Z receives(D;) - Ay
DiGAi

Ay =@ Rand[q; B,i - Ao

7 i=0
Ay = iﬁjilzoRand[q; K,]i- As
As = Setg,[q]- Aa
Ay = Hp,[q]- As
As = sendg(q) - Ag
Ag = receivep(By) - A7
A7 =sendp(B,) - As
Ag = cmp(Kop, Ko, Ky, By, By) - Ag
Ag = {By, = By, } - generate(K,) - A+ {By, # By, } - discard - A

where A; is the collection of the input data.

And the state transitions of Bob can be described by PQRA as follows.

B = receiveq(q) - By

By = i%jilzoRand[q'; Byli- By

By =& M[g; K - B3

Bs = seiidp(Bb) - By

By = receivep(B,) - Bs

Bs = emp(Kqp, Ko, Ky, B, By) - Bg

Bs = {By, = By, } - generate(Ky) - By + {Bq, # By, } - discard - By

Br= Y sendp(D,)-B
DoelA,

where A, is the collection of the output data.

The send action and receive action of the same data through the same channel can communicate
each other, otherwise, a deadlock § will be caused. We define the following communication
functions.

Y(sendq(q), receiveq(9)) = co(a)
~v(sendp(By),receivep(By)) = cp(By)
~v(sendp(B,),receivep(By)) = cp(By)
Let A and B in parallel, then the system AB can be represented by the following process term.

71(0n(©(4 1 B)))
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where H = {sendq(q),receiveq(q), sendp(By), receivep(By), sendp(B,), receivep(B,)} and I =
{Rand[q; Bai, Rand[q; Ka], Setk, [q], Hp,[q], Rand[q'; By i, M[q; K ],
cQ(q),cp(By),cp(Ba),cmp(Kap, Ka, Kb, Ba, By),{Ba; = By, },{Ba; # By, },

generate(K,), generate(Ky), discard}.

Then we get the following conclusion.

Theorem 6.2. The basic BB8/ protocol T1(0g(O(A § B))) exhibits desired external behaviors.

Proof. We can get 77 (0 (O(A 1 B))) = Xp,en; 2D,en, Teceives(D;) || sendp(D,) || 71(0a(O(A §
B))). So, the basic BB84 protocol 77(0n(©(A § B))) exhibits desired external behaviors. O

6.3 Verification of E91 Protocol

With support of Entanglement merge §, PQRA can be used to verify quantum protocols uti-
lizing entanglement explicitly. E91 protocol[31] is the first quantum protocol which utilizes
entanglement. E91 protocol is used to create a private key between two parities, Alice and Bob.
Firstly, we introduce the basic E91 protocol briefly, which is illustrated in Figure [[4l

1. Alice generates a string of EPR pairs ¢ with size n, i.e., 2n particles, and sends a string of
qubits ¢, from each EPR pair with n to Bob through a quantum channel @), remains the
other string of qubits ¢, from each pair with size n;

2. Alice create two string of bits with size n randomly, denoted as B, and K;
3. Bob receives g, and randomly generates a string of bits By, with size n;

4. Alice measures each qubit of g, according to a basis by bits of B,. And the measurement
results would be K, which is also with size n;

5. Bob measures each qubit of g, according to a basis by bits of By. And the measurement
results would be K}, which is also with size n;

6. Bob sends his measurement bases By to Alice through a public channel P;

7. Once receiving By, Alice sends her bases B, to Bob through channel P, and Bob receives
Ba;

8. Alice and Bob determine that at which position the bit strings B, and By are equal, and
they discard the mismatched bits of B, and B. Then the remaining bits of K, and Kj,
denoted as K, and K; with K, = K, = K.

We re-introduce the basic E91 protocol in an abstract way with more technical details as Figure
[[4] illustrates.

Now, M|q.; Kq] = Z?zno_l M| qq; K,]i denotes the Alice’s measurement operation of ¢,, and
®M[qa;Ka] =yl ®M[Qa§Ka]i denotes the responding shadow constant; M[qp; Kp] = Y2751 M[qy; K]
denotes the Bob’s measurement operation of g, and (S) ManiKs] = IO Mlay:K,], denotes the

responding shadow constant. Alice sends g to Bob through the quantum channel Q by quantum
communicating action sendg(g,) and Bob receives g, through @ by quantum communicating
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Figure 14: E91 protocol.

action receiveg(qp). Bob sends By to Alice through the public channel P by classical commu-
nicating action sendp(By) and Alice receives By through channel P by classical communicating
action receivep(By), and the same as sendp(B,) and receivep(B,). Alice and Bob generate the
private key K, by a classical comparison action cmp(K, 4, Kq, Kp, Ba, Bp). Let Alice and Bob
be a system AB and let interactions between Alice and Bob be internal actions. AB receives
external input D; through channel A by communicating action receive4(D;) and sends results
D, through channel B by communicating action sendpg(D,).

Then the state transitions of Alice can be described by PQRA as follows.

A= Z receives(D;) - Ay
DZ’GAZ'

Ay = sendg(qp) - A2

AQ = iﬁjilzoM[qm Ka]i : A3

Az = i%jilzo@M[qub]i s

Ay =receivep(By) - As

As = sendp(B,) - Ag

= cmp(Kqp, Ko, Ky, Ba, By) - A7

A7 ={By, = By, } - generate(K,) - A+ {By, # By, } - discard - A

N
&
|

where A; is the collection of the input data.

And the state transitions of Bob can be described by PQRA as follows.

B =receiveq(qp) - Bi

Bi = i%jile@M[qua]i "By

By = i%}lzoM[qb;Kb]i - B3

Bs = sendp(By) - By

By =receivep(By,) - Bs

Bs = emp(Kop, Ko, Ky, Ba, By) - B

Bg = {Ba, = By, } - generate(Ky) - By + {B,, # By, } - discard - By

Br= > sendp(D,)-B
DoeA,
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where A, is the collection of the output data.

The send action and receive action of the same data through the same channel can communicate
each other, otherwise, a deadlock § will be caused. The quantum operation and its shadow
constant pair will lead entanglement occur, otherwise, a deadlock ¢ will occur. We define the
following communication functions.

V(sendq(qp), receiveq(g)) = co(qb)
~v(sendp(By),receivep(By)) = cp(By)
~v(sendp(B,),receivep(Bg)) = cp(Bg)

Let A and B in parallel, then the system AB can be represented by the following process term.

71(0n(©(4 1 B)))

where H = {sendq(q), receiveq(qy), sendp(By), receivep(By), sendp(By,), receivep(By,),

Mqa; Kalis O nipgesicalss M a0 Kolis ®igyre,1. 1 @nd I = {cq (@), cp(By), cp(Ba), M[qa; Kal, M[qp; K],
emp(Kap, Ko, Ky, Ba, Bp), {Ba, = B, },{Ba, * By, },
generate(K,), generate(Ky), discard}.

Then we get the following conclusion.
Theorem 6.3. The basic E91 protocol 71(0g(O(A § B))) exhibits desired external behaviors.

Proof. We can get 77(0r(©(A § B))) = X p,en, 2Dyen, receivea(D;) || sendp(D,) || 71(0n(0(A §
B))). So, the basic E91 protocol 77(0g(O(A § B))) exhibits desired external behaviors. O

6.4 Verification of B92 Protocol

The famous B92 protocol[32] is a quantum key distribution protocol, in which quantum informa-
tion and classical information are mixed. We take an example of the B92 protocol to illustrate
the usage of probabilistic quantum process algebra in verification of quantum protocols.

The B92 protocol is used to create a private key between two parities, Alice and Bob. B92
is a protocol of quantum key distribution (QKD) which uses polarized photons as information
carriers. Firstly, we introduce the basic B92 protocol briefly, which is illustrated in Figure

1. Alice create a string of bits with size n randomly, denoted as A.

2. Alice generates a string of qubits g with size n, carried by polarized photons. If A; =0,
the ith qubit is |0); else if A; =1, the ith qubit is |+).

3. Alice sends ¢ to Bob through a quantum channel @) between Alice and Bob.
4. Bob receives ¢ and randomly generates a string of bits B with size n.

5. If B; =0, Bob chooses the basis @; else if B; =1, Bob chooses the basis ®. Bob measures
each qubit of ¢ according to the above basses. And Bob builds a String of bits T, if the
measurement produces |0) or |+), then T; = 0; else if the measurement produces |1) or |-),
then T; = 1, which is also with size n.
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Figure 15: The B92 protocol.

6. Bob sends T to Alice through a public channel P.

7. Alice and Bob determine that at which position the bit strings A and B are remained for
which T; = 1. In absence of Eve, A; =1~ B;, a shared raw key K, is formed by A;.

We re-introduce the basic B92 protocol in an abstract way with more technical details as Figure
illustrates.

Now, we assume a special measurement operation Rand[q; A] = Y75 Rand[q; A]; which cre-
ate a string of n random bits A from the ¢ quantum system, and the same as Rand[q’; B] =
Y2l Rand[q'; B];. M[q;T] = Y25 M[q;T]; denotes the Bob’s measurement operation of g.
The generation of n qubits g through a unitary operator Set4[q]. Alice sends ¢ to Bob through
the quantum channel @ by quantum communicating action sendg(q) and Bob receives ¢ through
() by quantum communicating action receiveg(q). Bob sends T to Alice through the public
channel P by classical communicating action sendp(T") and Alice receives T' through channel
P by classical communicating action receivep(7"). Alice and Bob generate the private key K,
by a classical comparison action cmp(K,p, T, A, B). Let Alice and Bob be a system AB and let
interactions between Alice and Bob be internal actions. AB receives external input D; through
channel A by communicating action receive4(D;) and sends results D, through channel B by
communicating action sendg(D,).

Then the state transition of Alice can be described by probabilistic quantum process algebra as
follows.

A=) receivea(D;) A
Dl'EAZ'

A= iﬁjilzoRand[q; Al;- Ay

Ay = Setalq]-As

A3z = sendg(q) - Ag

Ay =receivep(T) - As

As = cemp(Kqp,T,A,B) - Ag

Ag ={A; = B;} - generate(K,) - A+ {A; # B;} - discard- A

where A; is the collection of the input data.

And the state transition of Bob can be described by probabilistic quantum process algebra as
follows.
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B = receiveg(q) - By

B = 52{‘ 71,1 Rand[q'; B); - Bo

By = H2n,i1 M[q;T]; - Bs

B3 =sendp(T) - By

By =cmp(Kqy,T,A,B) - Bs

Bs = {A; = By, } - generate(Ky) - Bg + {A; + B;} - discard - Bg

Bs= Y sendp(D,)-B
Doel,

where A, is the collection of the output data.

The send action and receive action of the same data through the same channel can communicate
each other, otherwise, a deadlock § will be caused. We define the following communication
functions.

v(sendg(q),receiveg(q)) = cq(q)
~v(sendp(T),receivep(T)) = cp(T)

(2)

Let A and B in parallel, then the system AB can be represented by the following process term.

71(0n(©(4 1 B)))

where H = {sendg(q),receiveq(q), sendp(T),receivep(T)} and I = {l2" il Rand|q; Al;,

Setala), &% Randlq’; B, &1L M(g; T)i, cq(a), ep(T), emp(Kap T, A, B}, {A; = B, {A; #
20 n’

Bi},

generate(K,), generate(Ky), discard}.

Then we get the following conclusion.

Theorem 6.4. The basic B92 protocol T1(0ug(©(A § B))) exhibits desired external behaviors.

Proof. We can get 77(0p(O(A 1 B))) = Xp,en; 2D en, Teceives(D;) || sendp(D,) || 71(0u(O(A §
B))). So, the basic B92 protocol 77(9g(©(A § B))) exhibits desired external behaviors. [

6.5 Verification of DPS Protocol

The famous DPS protocol[33] is a quantum key distribution protocol, in which quantum informa-
tion and classical information are mixed. We take an example of the DPS protocol to illustrate
the usage of probabilistic quantum process algebra in verification of quantum protocols.

The DPS protocol is used to create a private key between two parities, Alice and Bob. DPS
is a protocol of quantum key distribution (QKD) which uses pulses of a photon which has
nonorthogonal four states. Firstly, we introduce the basic DPS protocol briefly, which is illus-
trated in Figure

126



D

A—|— Alice Bob

<}

Figure 16: The DPS protocol.

1. Alice generates a string of qubits ¢ with size n, carried by a series of single photons possily
at four time instances.

2. Alice sends ¢ to Bob through a quantum channel @) between Alice and Bob.

3. Bob receives ¢ by detectors clicking at the second or third time instance, and records the
time into T with size n and which detector clicks into D with size n.

4. Bob sends T to Alice through a public channel P.

5. Alice receives T'. From T and her modulation data, Alice knows which detector clicked in
Bob’s site, i.e. D.

6. Alice and Bob have an identical bit string, provided that the first detector click represents
70" and the other detector represents ”1”, then a shared raw key K, is formed.

We re-introduce the basic DPS protocol in an abstract way with more technical details as Figure
illustrates.

Now, we assume M[q;T] = X2 M[q; T); denotes the Bob’s measurement operation of . The
generation of n qubits ¢ through a unitary operator Set4[q]. Alice sends ¢ to Bob through the
quantum channel @ by quantum communicating action sendg(q) and Bob receives ¢ through
() by quantum communicating action receiveg(q). Bob sends T to Alice through the public
channel P by classical communicating action sendp(T") and Alice receives T' through channel
P by classical communicating action receivep(T"). Alice and Bob generate the private key K,
by a classical comparison action emp(K,p, D). Let Alice and Bob be a system AB and let
interactions between Alice and Bob be internal actions. AB receives external input D; through
channel A by communicating action receive4(D;) and sends results D, through channel B by
communicating action sendg(D,).

Then the state transition of Alice can be described by probabilistic quantum process algebra as
follows.

A=) receivea(D;) A
Dl'GAi

Ay = Setalq]- Ay

Ay = sendg(q) - A3
As =receivep(T) - Ay
Ay =cemp(Kyp, D) - A
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where A; is the collection of the input data.

And the state transition of Bob can be described by probabilistic quantum process algebra as
follows.

B = receiveg(q) - By

B = QLnjilzoMl:q;T]i - By
By = s;;dp(T) - B3

Bs = cmp(Kap, D) - By

By = Z sendp(D,)- B
DoeA,
where A, is the collection of the output data.

The send action and receive action of the same data through the same channel can communicate
each other, otherwise, a deadlock § will be caused. We define the following communication
functions.

v(sendg(q),receiveq(q)) = co(q)
~v(sendp(T),receivep(T)) = cp(T)

(3)

Let A and B in parallel, then the system AB can be represented by the following process term.

71(0n(©(A 1 B)))

where H = {sendg(q),receiveq(q), sendp(T'),receivep(T)} and I = {Seta[q],
&2 M[g;T):,cq(a), cp(T), emp(Kap, D)}

1
2n’

Then we get the following conclusion.

Theorem 6.5. The basic DPS protocol 71(0p(O(A 1§ B))) exhibits desired external behaviors.

Proof. We can get 77 (0 (O(A 1 B))) = Xp,en; 2D en, Teceives(D;) || sendp(D,) || 71(0u(O(A §
B))). So, the basic DPS protocol 77(0g(©(A § B))) exhibits desired external behaviors. [

6.6 Verification of BBM92 Protocol

The famous BBM92 protocol[34] is a quantum key distribution protocol, in which quantum
information and classical information are mixed. We take an example of the BBM92 protocol to
illustrate the usage of probabilistic quantum process algebra in verification of quantum protocols.

The BBM92 protocol is used to create a private key between two parities, Alice and Bob. BBM92
is a protocol of quantum key distribution (QKD) which uses EPR pairs as information carriers.
Firstly, we introduce the basic BBM92 protocol briefly, which is illustrated in Figure [T
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Figure 17: The BBM92 protocol.

1. Alice generates a string of EPR pairs ¢ with size n, i.e., 2n particles, and sends a string of
qubits ¢, from each EPR pair with n to Bob through a quantum channel @), remains the
other string of qubits ¢, from each pair with size n.

2. Alice create a string of bits with size n randomly, denoted as B,.
3. Bob receives g, and randomly generates a string of bits B with size n.

4. Alice measures each qubit of g, according to bits of By, if B,, =0, then uses z axis (—);
else if By, = 1, then uses z axis (1).

5. Bob measures each qubit of g according to bits of By, if By, = 0, then uses z axis (—); else
if By, = 1, then uses z axis (1).

6. Bob sends his measurement axis choices By to Alice through a public channel P.

7. Once receiving By, Alice sends her axis choices B, to Bob through channel P, and Bob
receives B,.

8. Alice and Bob agree to discard all instances in which they happened to measure along
different axes, as well as instances in which measurements fails because of imperfect quan-
tum efficiency of the detectors. Then the remaining instances can be used to generate a
private key K.

We re-introduce the basic BBM92 protocol in an abstract way with more technical details as
Figure [[7 illustrates.

Now, M{qq;Ba] = Z?fo_lM[qa;Ka]i denotes the Alice’s measurement operation of ¢,, and
@M[qa;Ba] = Z?fo_l @M[Qa§Ba]i denotes the responding shadow constant; M[q; By ] = Z?fo_l M{qp; By i
denotes the Bob’s measurement operation of g, and @M[qb;Bb] =yl @M[qb;Bn]i denotes the
responding shadow constant. Alice sends ¢, to Bob through the quantum channel Q by quantum
communicating action sendg(gy) and Bob receives ¢, through @ by quantum communicating
action receiveg(qp). Bob sends By to Alice through the public channel P by classical commu-
nicating action sendp(By) and Alice receives By through channel P by classical communicating
action receivep(By), and the same as sendp(B,) and receivep(B,). Alice and Bob generate
the private key K,p by a classical comparison action emp(Kqyp, Bqa, By). Let Alice and Bob
be a system AB and let interactions between Alice and Bob be internal actions. AB receives
external input D; through channel A by communicating action receive(D;) and sends results
D, through channel B by communicating action sendg(D,).
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Then the state transition of Alice can be described by probabilistic quantum process algebra as
follows.

A= Z receives(D;) - Ay
DiGAi

Ay = sendg(qp) - A2
Ag =@ M[qa; Bai - As

5 i=0
Az = iLZTiiO@M[qb;Bb]i A
Ay =receivep(By) - As
As = sendp(By,) - Ag
Ag = cmp(K b, Ba, By) - A7
A7 ={B,, = By, } - generate(K,) - A+ {By, + By, } - discard- A

where A; is the collection of the input data.

And the state transition of Bob can be described by probabilistic quantum process algebra as
follows.

B = receiveq(qp) - B1
By = QQL:Tilzo@M[qa;Ba]i By
By = iﬁioM[Qb; Byl - Bs
Bs = se;dp(Bb) - By
By =receivep(By,) - Bs
Bs = emp(K o, Ba, By) - Bg
Bs = {By, = By, } - generate(Ky) - By + {Bq, # By, } - discard - By
Br= > sendp(D,)-B
DoeAy
where A, is the collection of the output data.

The send action and receive action of the same data through the same channel can communicate
each other, otherwise, a deadlock § will be caused. The quantum measurement and its shadow
constant pair will lead entanglement occur, otherwise, a deadlock d will occur. We define the
following communication functions.

(sendq(gp), receiveq (b)) = cq(a)
~v(sendp(By),receivep(By)) = cp(By)
~v(sendp(B,),receivep(By)) = cp(Bg)

Let A and B in parallel, then the system AB can be represented by the following process term.
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71(0n(©(A 1 B)))

where H = {sendQ(qb),receiveQ(qb),sendp(Bb) receivep(Bb) sendp(Bq ) receivep(By),
-21n 21, M[Qa§Ba]i72£7iLO®M[qa;Ba]i72£ -0 M qy; By] i B2 1 -0 @M [av:By]:
2n’? 2n? n’

o’

and I = {cq(qv),cp(By),cp(Ba), M|[qa; Bal, M[qv; By ],
Cmp(Ka,l”Ba’ Bb)’ {Bal = Bbl}a {Bal ;t Bb1}7
generate(K,), generate(Ky), discard}.

Then we get the following conclusion.

Theorem 6.6. The basic BBM92 protocol 11(0g(©(A 1§ B))) exhibits desired external behav-
1078.

Proof. We can get 77(0r(©(A § B))) = Xp,ea, 2Dyen, receives(D;) || sendp(D,) || 71(0n(0(A §
B))). So, the basic BBM92 protocol 77(0i (O(A § B))) exhibits desired external behaviors. O

6.7 Verification of SARG04 Protocol

The famous SARG04 protocol[35] is a quantum key distribution protocol, in which quantum
information and classical information are mixed. We take an example of the SARG04 protocol to
illustrate the usage of probabilistic quantum process algebra in verification of quantum protocols.

The SARGO04 protocol is used to create a private key between two parities, Alice and Bob.
SARGO04 is a protocol of quantum key distribution (QKD) which refines the BB84 protocol
against PNS (Photon Number Splitting) attacks. The main innovations are encoding bits in
nonorthogonal states and the classical sifting procedure. Firstly, we introduce the basic SARG04
protocol briefly, which is illustrated in Figure [I8l

1. Alice create a string of bits with size n randomly, denoted as K.

2. Alice generates a string of qubits ¢ with size n, and the ith qubit of ¢ has four nonorthogonal
states, it is |+ ) if K, =0; it is | + z) if K, = 1. And she records the corresponding one of
the four pairs of nonorthogonal states into B, with size 2n.

3. Alice sends ¢ to Bob through a quantum channel @) between Alice and Bob.
4. Alice sends B, through a public channel P.

5. Bob measures each qubit of ¢ o, or o,. And he records the unambiguous discriminations
into K with a raw size n/4, and the unambiguous discrimination information into B, with
size n.

6. Bob sends By to Alice through the public channel P.

7. Alice and Bob determine that at which position the bit should be remained. Then the
remaining bits of K, and K} is the private key K.
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Figure 18: The SARGO04 protocol.

We re-introduce the basic SARG04 protocol in an abstract way with more technical details as
Figure [I§ illustrates.

Now, we assume a special measurement operation Rand[q; K,] = ¥2% ! Rand[q; K,]; which cre-
ate a string of n random bits K, from the ¢ quantum system. M[q; K;] = Y251 M[q; K]
denotes the Bob’s measurement operation of q. The generation of n qubits ¢ through a unitary
operator Setr,[¢q]. Alice sends g to Bob through the quantum channel @ by quantum com-
municating action sendg(q) and Bob receives ¢ through @ by quantum communicating action
receiveq(q). Bob sends By to Alice through the public channel P by classical communicating
action sendp(By) and Alice receives By, through channel P by classical communicating action
receivep(By), and the same as sendp(B,) and receivep(B,). Alice and Bob generate the pri-
vate key K, by a classical comparison action cmp(K,p, Kq, Kp, Ba, Bp). Let Alice and Bob
be a system AB and let interactions between Alice and Bob be internal actions. AB receives
external input D; through channel A by communicating action receive4(D;) and sends results
D, through channel B by communicating action sendg(D,).

Then the state transition of Alice can be described by probabilistic quantum process algebra as
follows.

A= Z receives(D;) - Aq
DZ’GAZ'

Ay =@ Rand[g; Koi - Ay
Ag = Setg,[q]- As

As = sendg(q) - Ay

Ay = sendp(By,) - As

As =receivep(By) - Ag

Ag = emp(Kop, Ko, Ky, Ba, By) - A7

A7 ={By, = By, } - generate(K,) - A+ {By, # By, } - discard - A

where A; is the collection of the input data.

And the state transition of Bob can be described by probabilistic quantum process algebra as
follows.
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B = receiveq(q) - By
By = receivep(B,) - By
By = i%}lzoM[Q; Kyl - Bs
Bs = sendp(By) - By
By = cmp(Kap, Ka, Ky, Ba, By) - Bs
Bs = {By, = By, } - generate(Kp) - Bg + {Bq, # By, } - discard - Bg
Bs= > sendp(D,)-B
Doel,

where A, is the collection of the output data.

The send action and receive action of the same data through the same channel can communicate
each other, otherwise, a deadlock § will be caused. We define the following communication
functions.

v(sendg(q),receiveq(q)) = cq(q)
~v(sendp(By),receivep(By)) = cp(By)
~v(sendp(B,), receivep(By)) = cp(By)

Let A and B in parallel, then the system AB can be represented by the following process term.

71(0n(©(A 1 B)))

where H = {sendq(q),receiveq(q), sendp(By), receivep(By), sendp(B,), receivep(B,)} and I =
{@%" JRand[q; K., Set, [q), 8%} (M[q; Kpli, cq(a), cp(By),
2n’ 2n’
CP(B@), cmp(Ka,b7 Ka7 Kb7 Baa Bb)7 {Bal = Bbi}a {Bal * Bb¢}7
generate(K,), generate(Ky),discard}. Then we get the following conclusion.

Theorem 6.7. The basic SARGO4 protocol 71(0(O(A § B))) exhibits desired external behav-

107TS.

Proof. We can get 77 (0 (O(A 1 B))) = Xp,en; 2D en, Teceives(D;) || sendp(D,) || 71(0a(O(A §
B))). So, the basic SARG04 protocol 77(0g(©(A § B))) exhibits desired external behav-
iors. U

6.8 Verification of COW Protocol

The famous COW protocol[36] is a quantum key distribution protocol, in which quantum in-
formation and classical information are mixed. We take an example of the COW protocol to
illustrate the usage of probabilistic quantum process algebra in verification of quantum protocols.

The COW protocol is used to create a private key between two parities, Alice and Bob. COW
is a protocol of quantum key distribution (QKD) which is practical. Firstly, we introduce the
basic COW protocol briefly, which is illustrated in Figure
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Figure 19: The COW protocol.

1. Alice generates a string of qubits ¢ with size n, and the ith qubit of ¢ is 70” with probability
%, ”1” with probability % and the decoy sequence with probability f.

2. Alice sends ¢ to Bob through a quantum channel ) between Alice and Bob.
3. Alice sends A of the items corresponding to a decoy sequence through a public channel P.

4. Bob removes all the detections at times 24 -1 and 2A from his raw key and looks whether
detector Dops has ever fired at time 2A.

5. Bob sends B of the times 24 + 1 in which he had a detector in Dojs to Alice through the
public channel P.

6. Alice receives B and verifies if some of these items corresponding to a bit sequence ”1,0”.
7. Bob sends C of the items that he has detected through the public channel P.

8. Alice and Bob run error correction and privacy amplification on these bits, and the private
key K, is established.

We re-introduce the basic COW protocol in an abstract way with more technical details as
Figure [[9 illustrates.

Now, we assume The generation of n qubits ¢ through a unitary operator Set[q]. M][q] =
Z?fo_ Yym [¢]; denotes the Bob’s measurement operation of ¢q. Alice sends ¢ to Bob through the
quantum channel @ by quantum communicating action sendg(q) and Bob receives ¢ through
() by quantum communicating action receiveg(q). Alice sends A to Alice through the public
channel P by classical communicating action sendp(A) and Alice receives A through channel P
by classical communicating action receivep(A), and the same as sendp(B) and receivep(B),
and sendp(C) and receivep(C). Alice and Bob generate the private key K,; by a classical
comparison action ecmp(K,yp). Let Alice and Bob be a system AB and let interactions between
Alice and Bob be internal actions. AB receives external input D; through channel A by commu-
nicating action receive o(D;) and sends results D, through channel B by communicating action
sendp(D,).

Then the state transition of Alice can be described by probabilistic quantum process algebra as
follows.

134



A= Z receives(D;) - Ay
DiGAi

Ay = Set[q] - A

Ay = sendg(q) - A3
Az =sendp(A) - Ay
Ay =receivep(B) - As
As = receivep(C) - Ag
Ag = emp(Kap) - A

where A; is the collection of the input data.

And the state transition of Bob can be described by probabilistic quantum process algebra as
follows.

B = receiveg(q) - Bq

B1 =receivep(A) - By

By =81 M[qi- Bs

B3 = sendp(B) - By

B4 = sendp(C) : B5

Bs = ecmp(K,p) - Bs

Bg = Z sendp(D,)- B
DoeA,

where A, is the collection of the output data.

The send action and receive action of the same data through the same channel can communicate
each other, otherwise, a deadlock § will be caused. We define the following communication
functions.

v(sendg(q),receiveq(q)) = cq(q)

~v(sendp(A),receivep(A)) £ cp(A)
~v(sendp(B),receivep(B)) = cp(B)
v(sendp(C),receivep(C)) = cp(C)

Let A and B in parallel, then the system AB can be represented by the following process term.

71(0n(©(4 1 B)))

where H = {sendg(q),receiveq(q), sendp(A),receivep(A), sendp(B), receivep(B), sendp(C),
receivep(C)} and I = {Set[q],zﬁ_il_OM[q]i,cQ(q),CP(A),
2n 7"

cp(B),cp(C),cmp(Kap)}-

Then we get the following conclusion.
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Figure 20: The SSP protocol.

Theorem 6.8. The basic COW protocol 71(0g(O(A § B))) exhibits desired external behaviors.

Proof. We can get 77(0p(O(A 1 B))) = Xp,en; 2D en, Teceives(D;) || sendp(D,) || 71(0a(O(A §
B))). So, the basic COW protocol 77(0g(©(A 1§ B))) exhibits desired external behaviors. O

6.9 Verification of SSP Protocol

The famous SSP protocol[37] is a quantum key distribution protocol, in which quantum informa-
tion and classical information are mixed. We take an example of the SSP protocol to illustrate
the usage of probabilistic quantum process algebra in verification of quantum protocols.

The SSP protocol is used to create a private key between two parities, Alice and Bob. SSP is
a protocol of quantum key distribution (QKD) which uses six states. Firstly, we introduce the
basic SSP protocol briefly, which is illustrated in Figure

1. Alice create two string of bits with size n randomly, denoted as B, and K,.

2. Alice generates a string of qubits ¢ with size n, and the ith qubit in ¢ is one of the six
states +x, +y and *z.

3. Alice sends g to Bob through a quantum channel @) between Alice and Bob.
4. Bob receives ¢ and randomly generates a string of bits By with size n.

5. Bob measures each qubit of ¢ according to a basis by bits of By, i.e., x, y or z basis. And
the measurement results would be K}, which is also with size n.

6. Bob sends his measurement bases By to Alice through a public channel P.

7. Once receiving By, Alice sends her bases B, to Bob through channel P, and Bob receives
B,.

8. Alice and Bob determine that at which position the bit strings B, and By are equal, and
they discard the mismatched bits of B, and B. Then the remaining bits of K, and Kj,
denoted as K, and K; with K, = K, = K.

We re-introduce the basic SSP protocol in an abstract way with more technical details as Figure
illustrates.

Now, we assume a special measurement operation Rand[q; B,] = Z?fo_ ! Rand[q; B,]; which cre-
ate a string of n random bits B, from the ¢ quantum system, and the same as Rand[q; K,] =
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Y2l Rand[q; K, i, Rand[q'; By = 2% Rand[q'; By];. M[q; K] = 2% M[q; Kp]i denotes
the Bob’s measurement operation of ¢. The generation of n qubits ¢ through two unitary oper-
ators Setk,[q] and Hp,[q]. Alice sends ¢ to Bob through the quantum channel @ by quantum
communicating action sendg(q) and Bob receives ¢ through @ by quantum communicating
action receiveg(q). Bob sends By, to Alice through the public channel P by classical communi-
cating action sendp(By) and Alice receives By, through channel P by classical communicating
action receivep(By), and the same as sendp(B,) and receivep(B,). Alice and Bob generate the
private key K, by a classical comparison action cmp(K, 4, Kq, Kp, Ba, Bp). Let Alice and Bob
be a system AB and let interactions between Alice and Bob be internal actions. AB receives
external input D; through channel A by communicating action receive(D;) and sends results
D, through channel B by communicating action sendg(D,).

Then the state transition of Alice can be described by probabilistic quantum process algebra as
follows.

A= ) receivea(D;) A
DZ’GAZ'

A = 1";1 oRand[q; Ba]i - Ay

2n 017

)

A3 = SetKa [q] . A4

Ay = i"’l.lzoRand[q; K,li- Az
2n

Ay=Hp,[q] A5
As = sendg(q) - Ag
Ag = receivep(By) - Ay

A7 =sendp(B,) - As
AS = Cmp(Ka,b,Ka,Kb,Baa Bb) . Ag
Ag = {By, = By, } - generate(K,) - A+ {By, # By, } - discard - A

where A; is the collection of the input data.

And the state transition of Bob can be described by probabilistic quantum process algebra as
follows.

B =receiveg(q) - By
By =@%"! Rand[q; By];i - B>

5 i=0

B, = ijzoM[q; Ky)i - Bs
Bs = se;dp(Bb) - By
By =receivep(By,) - Bs
Bs = cmp(Kap, Ka, Ky, Ba, By) - Bs
Bs = {By, = By, } - generate(Ky) - By + {Bq, # By, } - discard - By
Br= > sendp(D,)-B

Doel,

where A, is the collection of the output data.
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The send action and receive action of the same data through the same channel can communicate
each other, otherwise, a deadlock § will be caused. We define the following communication
functions.

v(sendg(q),receiveq(q)) = cq(q)
~v(sendp(By),receivep(By)) = cp(Bp)
~v(sendp(B,),receivep(By)) = cp(Bg)

Let A and B in parallel, then the system AB can be represented by the following process term.

71(0n(©(4 1 B)))

where H = {sendq(q),receiveq(q), sendp(By), receivep(By), sendp(B,), receivep(B,)} and I =
{2£72{0Rand[q7 Ba]’ia 2n7i1,0Rand|:q; Ka]i7 SetKa [q]7
2n " B

1
2n’

HBa [q]7 QLniilzoRandl:q,; Bb]i7 2Ln711:0M[qa Kb]i? CQ(Q)7 CP(Bb)7
2n’ 2n?

cp(Ba),cmp(Kqp, Ko, Ky, Ba, By),{Ba; = By, },{Ba, # By, }
generate(K,), generate(Ky), discard}.

Then we get the following conclusion.

Theorem 6.9. The basic SSP protocol T1(0n(©(A § B))) exhibits desired external behaviors.

Proof. We can get 77 (0 (O(A 1 B))) = Xp,en; 2D,en, Teceives(D;) || sendp(D,) || 71(0u(O(A §
B))). So, the basic SSP protocol 77(0g(O(A § B))) exhibits desired external behaviors. O

6.10 Verification of S09 Protocol

The famous S09 protocol[38] is a quantum key distribution protocol, in which quantum informa-
tion and classical information are mixed. We take an example of the S09 protocol to illustrate
the usage of probabilistic quantum process algebra in verification of quantum protocols.

The S09 protocol is used to create a private key between two parities, Alice and Bob, by use
of pure quantum information. Firstly, we introduce the basic S09 protocol briefly, which is
illustrated in Figure 211

1. Alice create two string of bits with size n randomly, denoted as B, and K,.

2. Alice generates a string of qubits ¢ with size n, and the ith qubit in ¢ is |z, ), where x is
the ith bit of B, and y is the ith bit of K.

3. Alice sends ¢ to Bob through a quantum channel @) between Alice and Bob.
4. Bob receives ¢ and randomly generates a string of bits By with size n.

5. Bob measures each qubit of ¢ according to a basis by bits of B,. After the measurement,
the state of ¢ evolves into ¢'.

6. Bob sends ¢’ to Alice through the quantum channel Q.
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Figure 21: The S09 protocol.

7. Alice measures each qubit of ¢’ to generate a string C.

8. Alice sums C; ® By, to get the private key K, = By.

We re-introduce the basic S09 protocol in an abstract way with more technical details as Figure
21 illustrates.

Now, we assume a special measurement operation Rand[q; Bq] = Y2 Rand[q; B,]; which cre-
ate a string of n random bits B, from the ¢ quantum system, and the same as Rand|[q; K,] =
Y2l Rand[q; K, i, Rand[q'; By] = X271 Rand[q'; Byli. M[q; By] = Y2 M[q; By]; denotes
the Bob’s measurement operation of ¢, and the same as M[¢';C] = Y2 Rand[q'; C];. The
generation of n qubits ¢ through two unitary operators Setk,[q] and Hp,[q]. Alice sends ¢
to Bob through the quantum channel @ by quantum communicating action sendg(q) and Bob
receives ¢ through @ by quantum communicating action receiveg(q), and the same as sendg(q")
and receiveg(q’). Alice and Bob generate the private key K, ; by a classical comparison action
emp(Kap, By). We omit the sum classical @ actions without of loss of generality. Let Alice
and Bob be a system AB and let interactions between Alice and Bob be internal actions. AB
receives external input D; through channel A by communicating action receive4(D;) and sends
results D, through channel B by communicating action sendg(D,).

Then the state transition of Alice can be described by probabilistic quantum process algebra as
follows.

A= ) receivea(D;) A
DiEAi

Ay = @4 Rand[q; Bli - A2
2n 7"

A2 = QLniilzoRandl:Q; Ka]i ' A3
2n’

A3 = SetKa[Q] . A4

Ay=Hp,[q] As

As = sendg(q) - Ag

Ag = receiveq(q') - Az

A7—l2" Z.l M[q';C]; - As

As = emp(Kop By) - A

where A; is the collection of the input data.
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And the state transition of Bob can be described by probabilistic quantum process algebra as
follows.

B = receiveg(q) - By

B, = g% il Rand[q'; By]; - By
By = -2" 7@.1 M[q; By); - Bs
Bs = sendQ(q') - By

By = cmp(Kqp, By) - Bs

Bs= > sendp(D,)-B
DoeAy

where A, is the collection of the output data.

The send action and receive action of the same data through the same channel can communicate
each other, otherwise, a deadlock § will be caused. We define the following communication
functions.

v(sendg(q),receiveq(q)) = cq(q)
V(sendq(q'), receiveq(q')) = cq(q’)

Let A and B in parallel, then the system AB can be represented by the following process term.

71(0u(O(A 1 B)))

where H = {sendg(q),receiveq(q), sendg(q'), receiveg(q)} and I = {l2" Z.l Rand|q; B, )i,
@4 il Rand[q; K.]i, Setk,[q], Hg,[q], 8" il Rand[q"; Bb],,IQ{L Z,l M[q,Bb]
2n7i1 Rand[q C]ZaCQ(Q) CQ(Q) Cmp(Ka baBb)}

Then we get the following conclusion.

Theorem 6.10. The basic S09 protocol T1(0g(O(A § B))) exhibits desired external behaviors.

Proof. We can get 77(0r(©(A § B))) = X p,ea, 2Dyen, receives(D;) || sendp(D,) || 71(0n(0(A §
B))). So, the basic S09 protocol 77(0g(©(A § B))) exhibits desired external behaviors. O

6.11 Verification of KMB09 Protocol

The famous KMBO09 protocol[39] is a quantum key distribution protocol, in which quantum
information and classical information are mixed. We take an example of the KMBO09 protocol to
illustrate the usage of probabilistic quantum process algebra in verification of quantum protocols.

The KMBO09 protocol is used to create a private key between two parities, Alice and Bob. KMB09
is a protocol of quantum key distribution (QKD) which refines the BB84 protocol against PNS
(Photon Number Splitting) attacks. The main innovations are encoding bits in nonorthogonal
states and the classical sifting procedure. Firstly, we introduce the basic KMBO09 protocol briefly,
which is illustrated in Figure
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Figure 22: The KMB09 protocol.

1. Alice create a string of bits with size n randomly, denoted as K,, and randomly assigns
each bit value a random index ¢ =1,2,..., N into B,.

2. Alice generates a string of qubits ¢ with size n, accordingly either in |e;) or |f;).
3. Alice sends ¢ to Bob through a quantum channel @) between Alice and Bob.
4. Alice sends B, through a public channel P.

5. Bob measures each qubit of ¢ by randomly switching the measurement basis between e
and f. And he records the unambiguous discriminations into Kj, and the unambiguous
discrimination information into Bj.

6. Bob sends By to Alice through the public channel P.

7. Alice and Bob determine that at which position the bit should be remained. Then the
remaining bits of K, and K} is the private key K.

We re-introduce the basic KMB09 protocol in an abstract way with more technical details as
Figure 22 illustrates.

Now, we assume a special measurement operation Rand[q; K,] = ¥7% ! Rand[q; K,]; which cre-
ate a string of n random bits K, from the ¢ quantum system. M[q;K;] = Y251 M[q; K]
denotes the Bob’s measurement operation of q. The generation of n qubits ¢ through a unitary
operator Setg,[q]. Alice sends ¢ to Bob through the quantum channel by quantum com-
municating action sendg(q) and Bob receives ¢ through @ by quantum communicating action
receiveg(q). Bob sends By, to Alice through the public channel P by classical communicating
action sendp(Bp) and Alice receives By, through channel P by classical communicating action
receivep(By), and the same as sendp(B,) and receivep(B,). Alice and Bob generate the pri-
vate key K, by a classical comparison action cmp(K,p, Kq, Kp, Bo, Bp). Let Alice and Bob
be a system AB and let interactions between Alice and Bob be internal actions. AB receives
external input D; through channel A by communicating action receive4(D;) and sends results
D, through channel B by communicating action sendg(D,).

Then the state transition of Alice can be described by probabilistic quantum process algebra as
follows.
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A= ) receivea(D;) A
DiGAi

A= iﬁjilzoRand[q; Kgli- A

Ay = Setg,[q]- As

Az = sendg(q) - As

Ay =sendp(By) - As

As = receivep(By) - Ag

Ag = cmp(Kop, Ko, Ky, Ba, By) - A7

A7 ={B,, = By, } - generate(K,) - A+ {By, + By, } - discard- A

where A; is the collection of the input data.

And the state transition of Bob can be described by probabilistic quantum process algebra as
follows.

B = receiveq(q) - By
By =receivep(By,) - By
By = i%}lzoM[Q; Kyl - Bs
Bs = sendp(By) - By
By = cmp(Kap, Ka, Ky, Ba, By) - Bs
Bs = {By, = By, } - generate(Kp) - Bg + {Bq, # By, } - discard - Bg
Bs= > sendp(D,)-B
Doel,

where A, is the collection of the output data.

The send action and receive action of the same data through the same channel can communicate
each other, otherwise, a deadlock § will be caused. We define the following communication
functions.

v(sendg(q),receiveq(q)) = cq(q)
~v(sendp(By),receivep(By)) = cp(Bp)
~v(sendp(B,), receivep(By)) = cp(By)

Let A and B in parallel, then the system AB can be represented by the following process term.

71(0u(O(A 1 B)))

where H = {sendg(q),receiveq(q), sendp(By), receivep(By), sendp(By), receivep(Bg)} and I =
(@4} Rand[q; K, )i, Setx, [q], @71 M[q; K3 i, c(q), cp(By),
2n’ 2n’
CP(Ba)a Cmp(Ka,b7 Kaa Kb7 Baa Bb)7 {Bai = Bbi}a {Bai * Bb¢}7
generate(K,), generate(Ky),discard}. Then we get the following conclusion.

142



Theorem 6.11. The basic KMB09 protocol 71(0g(©(A § B))) exhibits desired external behav-
1078.

Proof. We can get 77(0r(©(A § B))) = Xp,ea, 2Dyen, receives(D;) || sendp(D,) || 71(0n(0(A §
B))). So, the basic KMB09 protocol 77 (0n(©(A § B))) exhibits desired external behaviors. O

6.12 Verification of S13 Protocol

The famous S13 protocol[40)] is a quantum key distribution protocol, in which quantum informa-
tion and classical information are mixed. We take an example of the S13 protocol to illustrate
the usage of probabilistic quantum process algebra in verification of quantum protocols.

The S13 protocol is used to create a private key between two parities, Alice and Bob. Firstly,
we introduce the basic S13 protocol briefly, which is illustrated in Figure 231
1. Alice create two string of bits with size n randomly, denoted as B, and K,.

2. Alice generates a string of qubits ¢ with size n, and the ith qubit in ¢ is |x,), where x is
the ¢th bit of B, and y is the ith bit of K.

3. Alice sends ¢ to Bob through a quantum channel @ between Alice and Bob.
4. Bob receives ¢ and randomly generates a string of bits By, with size n.

5. Bob measures each qubit of g according to a basis by bits of By. And the measurement
results would be Kj, which is also with size n.

6. Alice sends a random binary string C' to Bob through the public channel P.

7. Alice sums B,, & C; to obtain T" and generates other random string of binary values J.
From the elements occupying a concrete position, 4, of the preceding strings, Alice get the
new states of ¢/, and sends it to Bob through the quantum channel Q.

8. Bob sums 1@ By, to obtain the string of binary basis N and measures ¢" according to these
bases, and generating D.

9. Alice sums K,, @ J; to obtain the binary string ¥ and sends it to Bob through the public
channel P.

10. Bob encrypts By to obtain U and sends to Alice through the public channel P.

11. Alice decrypts U to obtain By. She sums B,, ® By, to obtain L and sends L to Bob through
the public channel P.

12. Bob sums By, ® L; to get the private key K.

We re-introduce the basic S13 protocol in an abstract way with more technical details as Figure
23] illustrates.

Now, we assume a special measurement operation Rand[q; Ba] = X2 Rand[q; B,]; which cre-
ate a string of n random bits B, from the ¢ quantum system, and the same as Rand|[q; K,] =
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Figure 23: The S13 protocol.

Y2l Rand[q; K, i, Rand[q'; By = 2% Rand[q'; Byl;. M[q; K] = 2% M[q; Kpi denotes
the Bob’s measurement operation of ¢, and the same as M[q'; D] = Z?fo_l M][q'; D];. The gen-
eration of n qubits ¢ through two unitary operators Setg,[q] and Hp,[q], and the same as
Setr[q']. Alice sends ¢ to Bob through the quantum channel @ by quantum communicating ac-
tion sendg(q) and Bob receives ¢ through @ by quantum communicating action receiveg(q), and
the same as sendg(q') and receiveg(q'). Bob sends By, to Alice through the public channel P by
classical communicating action sendp(Bp) and Alice receives By, through channel P by classical
communicating action receivep(By), and the same as sendp(B,) and receivep(B,), sendp(C)
and receivep(C), sendp(Y) and receivep(Y), sendp(U) and receivep(U), sendp(L) and
receivep(L). Alice and Bob generate the private key K,; by a classical comparison action
emp(Kop, K, Ky, Ba, By). We omit the sum classical @ actions without of loss of generality.
Let Alice and Bob be a system AB and let interactions between Alice and Bob be internal ac-
tions. AB receives external input D; through channel A by communicating action receive 4 (D;)
and sends results D, through channel B by communicating action sendg(D,).

Then the state transition of Alice can be described by probabilistic quantum process algebra as
follows.

A= Z receive(D;) - Ay
DieArL'

Ay =@ Rand[q; B - Az
2n "
Ay =@} \Rand[q; K,]; - As

2n "

Az = Setg,[q] - Aa

Ay=Hp,lq] A5

As = sendg(q) - Ag

Ag = sendp(C) - A7

Az =sendg(q') - As

Ag = sendp(Y) - Ag

Ag = receivep(U) - A1

Aqg =sendp(L)- A1

Ay = emp(Kqp, Ko, Ky, Ba, Bp) - Ai2

A1z = {By,; = By, } - generate(K,) - A+ {Bq, # By, } - discard - A

where A, is the collection of the input data.
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And the state transition of Bob can be described by probabilistic quantum process algebra as
follows.

B =receiveg(q) - B1

B = 52{‘ ’Z.l Rand[q'; By); - B2

By = HQ”E M(q; Kp)i - Bs

Bs = receivep(C) - By

By =receiveg(q') - B

Bs =% ,il M[q'; D];- Bs

Bg = recewep(Y) - By

B7 =sendp(U) - By

Bg =receivep(L) - By

Bg = emp(Kqp, Ko, Ky, B, By) - Bio
Big = {Bg, = By, } - generate(Ky) - By + { By, # By, } - discard - By
By = Z sendg(D,) - B

DoeA,

where A, is the collection of the output data.

The send action and receive action of the same data through the same channel can communicate
each other, otherwise, a deadlock § will be caused. We define the following communication
functions.

v(sendg(q),receiveq(q)) = cq(q)

v(sendq(q'), receiveq(q')) = co(q")
v(sendp(C),receivep(C)) = cp(C)
v(sendp(Y),receivep(Y)) = cp(Y)
~v(sendp(U),receivep(U)) £ cp(U)
~v(sendp(L),receivep (L)) = cp(L)

Let A and B in parallel, then the system AB can be represented by the following process term.

71(0n(©(A 1 B)))
where H = {sendg(q),receiveg(q), sendg(q"), receiveq(q"), sendp(C),receivep(C), sendp(Y),
receivep(Y), sendp(U), receivep(U), sendp(L),receivep (L)}
and 1 = (&2 Rondlgs B, ). &L Randlos K, et o),
Hg,[q], .2?,i1 Rand[q'; Bb]l,lz?; M[q,K’b]Z,IZ{L,i1 M[q";Dli,cq(q),cp(C),

cq(d'), CP(Y) cp(U),cp(L), Cmp(Kab,Ka,Kb,Ba,Bb) {Bu; = By, },{Ba, # By, },
generate(K,), generate(Ky), discard}.

Then we get the following conclusion.
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Theorem 6.12. The basic S13 protocol T(0g(©(A § B))) exhibits desired external behaviors.

Proof. We can get 77(0r(©(A § B))) = X p,ea, 2Dy, receives(D;) || sendp(D,) || 71(0n(0(A §
B))). So, the basic S13 protocol 77(9y(O(A § B))) exhibits desired external behaviors. O
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