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We propose schemes capable of measuring an arbitrary set of commutative logical Pauli operators
in time independent of the number of operators. The only condition is commutativity, a fundamental
requirement for simultaneous measurements in quantum mechanics. Quantum low-density parity
check (LDPC) codes show great promise for realising fault-tolerant quantum computing. They are
particularly significant for early fault-tolerant technologies as they can encode many logical qubits
using relatively few physical qubits. By achieving simultaneous measurements of logical operators,
our approaches enable fully parallelised quantum computing, thus minimising computation time.
Our schemes are applicable to any quantum LDPC codes and maintain the low density of par-
ity checks while measuring multiple logical operators simultaneously. These results enhance the
feasibility of applying early fault-tolerant technologies to practical problems.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum error correction is crucial for many quan-
tum computing applications, such as breaking crypto-
graphic systems and simulating quantum many-body
physics [1, 2]. The primary challenge of quantum er-
ror correction lies in the substantial number of physical
qubits required for encoding [3]. Quantum low-density
parity check (LDPC) codes offer an advantage in this re-
gard due to their low overhead [4, 5]. Recent progresses
demonstrate that the long-range connectivity needed to
implement low-overhead quantum LDPC codes is feasi-
ble in neutral atom and ion trap systems [6–8]. Further-
more, numerical results indicate that quantum LDPC
codes can tolerate relatively high physical error rates
[9–11]. These advancements underscore the potential of
quantum LDPC codes as a pivotal pathway to achieving
fault-tolerant quantum computing [12].

A promising method for implementing logical opera-
tions on quantum LDPC codes is lattice surgery [13–
15]. In this approach, an ancilla system is coupled with
the memory enabling the measurement of logical qubits
[10, 16]. However, multiple logical measurements involv-
ing the same physical qubits cannot be executed simulta-
neously to maintain the low density of parity checks. This
issue hinders the parallelisation of logical operations and
can potentially increase the time required for quantum
computations. Since fundamental physical operations on
qubits are considerably time-consuming, the complexity
resulting from the lack of parallelisation is particularly
important. It may ultimately limit the practical applica-
tions of quantum computing.

In this paper, we propose two schemes for simulta-
neous measurements on multiple logical operators. Our
schemes allow for the measurement of an arbitrary set of
commutative logical Pauli operators in time independent
of the number of operators. For instance, the operator set
could be {X̄1, X̄2Z̄3, Ȳ2Ȳ3X̄4 · · · Z̄k, . . .}, where X̄j , Ȳj , Z̄j
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are Pauli operators of the jth logical qubit. Here, com-
mutativity is the only condition, and it is a fundamental
requirement in quantum mechanics: only commutative
operators have common eigenstates, allowing simultane-
ous measurement [17]. The simultaneous measurements,
supplemented with the preparation of magic states, en-
able fully parallelised universal quantum computing, i.e.
logical operations can be performed in parallel as long as
they commute with each other.

The simultaneous measurements are achieved through
two types of ancilla systems: measurement stickers and
branch stickers. The function of a sticker is determined
by a linear code, referred to as the glue code. One of
the schemes, termed devised sticking, employs a single
measurement sticker. By adjusting the glue code, we
can realise the desired simultaneous measurement. In
the other scheme, termed brute-force branching, we con-
catenate branch and measurement stickers to propagate
the logical operators to different stickers for simultaneous
measurement. Both schemes maintain the low density of
parity checks.

II. PROBLEMS

The difficulty in simultaneously measuring an arbi-
trary set of logical operators arises from the overlap of
logical operators, as shown in Fig. 1. In lattice surgery,
the method to measure a logical operator involves cou-
pling an ancilla system to the physical qubits within
the support of this operator. To measure multiple log-
ical operators simultaneously, we can use multiple an-
cilla systems, with each ancilla system measuring one
logical operator by coupling it to the corresponding sup-
port. However, due to the overlap of logical operators,
this approach might result in some physical qubits being
coupled to multiple ancilla systems, thereby violating the
LDPC condition. This problem has been noticed in Refs.
[10, 16]. Another method for simultaneously measuring
multiple logical operators is to couple an ancilla system
to the union of the supports of all the logical operators
to be measured. Due to the overlap of logical operators,
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Logical operator
Support

FIG. 1. Logical operators and their supports. In the region
marked by the star, each physical qubit is in supports of four
logical operators. The logical operator marked by the hexagon
is contained in supports of other logical operators.
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FIG. 2. Median values of the maximum crowd number (mcn)
and redundancy number (rn) for a quantum low-density par-
ity check code. For each number of logical operators q, we
randomly generate the operator set Σ for one hundred times.
The set Σ consists of Z logical operators acting non-trivially
on up to L logical qubits. For each Σ, we evaluate the max-
imum crowd number among all physical qubits and the re-
dundancy number. The redundancy number decreases when
the operator number q is greater than half of the total logical
qubit number k = 50, because the redundancy number is al-
ways not larger than k − q.

the union of the supports might contain logical opera-
tors that do not need to be measured. However, these
redundant logical operators may also be measured by the
ancilla system, leading to incorrect logical operations. In
this work, we address both issues, enabling the simulta-
neous measurement of an arbitrary set of logical Pauli
operators.

Due to their high encoding rate, quantum LDPC codes
are prone to logical-operator overlap. We can use two
quantities to characterise the overlap, corresponding to
the two issues mentioned above, respectively. Let Σ =
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FIG. 3. (a) A measurement sticker pasted on BN on the
memory. Logical operators contained in BN include σ1, σ2, . . .
and τ1, . . .. We can choose to measure σ1, σ2, . . . by designing
an appropriate measurement sticker. (b) A branch sticker
pasted on BN on the memory. Logical operators contained in
BN are transferred to the open boundary (OB) of the branch
sticker. By transferring the logical operator σ, we mean there
exists a stabiliser operator g such that the support of gσ is
on OB.

{σ1, σ2, . . . , σq} be a subset of Z (X) logical operators.
For a physical qubit, its crowd number is the number
of operators in Σ acting non-trivially on that physical
qubit. The redundancy number of Σ is the number of Z
(X) logical operators that are contained in the union of
supports but not in Σ (we only count independent oper-
ators). See Appendix A for formal definitions. In Fig.
2, we demonstrate how these two quantities change with
the size of Σ using a [[1922,50,16]] code as an example
[18, 19]. We find that the problem of logical-operator
overlap becomes more severe as the size of Σ grows.

III. SCHEMES

We employ two methods to measure multiple logi-
cal operators simultaneously, devised sticking and brute-
force branching. These two methods solve the two prob-
lems caused by logical-operator overlap, respectively. In
devised sticking, we use only one ancilla system, called
measurement sticker, and couple it with a subset BN of
physical qubits on the memory. By designing an appro-
priate measurement sticker, we can measure any selected
subset (rather than all) of logical operators contained in
BN , as shown in Fig. 3(a). In brute-force branching, we
use another type of ancilla system called branch sticker.
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FIG. 4. Brute-force branching for measuring four logical
operators.

Unlike a measurement sticker, the role of a branch sticker
is to transfer logical operators from the memory to the
sticker (specifically to a subset of physical qubits on the
sticker, called its open boundary), as shown in Fig. 3(b).
Through the concatenation of branch stickers, we can
transfer the logical operators to different stickers for mea-
surement, thereby eliminating the overlap between logi-
cal operators. Then, we can measure each logical qubit
using a measurement sticker without violating the LDPC
condition.

Fig. 4 illustrates brute-force branching with the mea-
surement of four overlapping logical operators as an ex-
ample. First, we paste the branch sticker S1 (S2) on the
supports of σ1 and σ2 (σ3 and σ4), transferring σ1 and
σ2 (σ3 and σ4) to the open boundary of S1 (S2). Then,
we paste the measurement sticker S3 on the support of
σ1 on the branch sticker S1, achieving the measurement
of σ1. Similarly, we use measurement stickers S4, S5 and
S6 to measure σ2, σ3 and σ4, respectively.
In general, brute-force branching works in the follow-

ing way. Suppose we want to measure a set of logi-
cal operators Σ. Let q be the number of operators in
Σ. First, we paste two branch stickers S0 and S1 on
supports of {σ1, . . . , σq/2} and {σq/2+1, . . . , σq}, respec-
tively. Next, on the open boundary of S0 (S1), we
paste two branch stickers S00 and S01 (S10 and S11)
on the supports of {σ1, . . . , σq/4} and {σq/4+1, . . . , σq/2}
({σq/2+1, . . . , σ3q/4} and {σ3q/4+1, . . . , σq}), respectively.
In this way, we concatenate branch stickers for log2 q− 1
levels. In the final level, each branch sticker is pasted
on the supports of two logical operators. Finally, we
paste two measurement stickers on each final-level branch
sticker to measure the logical operators. In this method,
the memory is coupled only to two stickers, and each
branch sticker is coupled only to two next-level stickers,
thereby ensuring the LDPC condition.

Using either of the two methods, devised sticking and
brute-force branching, we can simultaneously measure an
arbitrary set of X or Z logical operators. By introduc-
ing ancilla logical qubits, we can further achieve simul-
taneous measurement of an arbitrary set of general log-
ical Pauli operators subject to the commutativity con-
dition. To measure a general Pauli operator, we decom-
pose it into a product of an X operator and a Z operator.
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FIG. 5. Tanner graph of a measurement sticker pasted on
the quantum memory. Each circle represents a set of qubits,
each square represents a set of X or Z parity checks, and
each edge represents a check matrix. HX and HZ are check
matrices of the memory. HG is the check matrix of the glue
code. S and T are pasting matrices. E is the identity matrix.
If removing the dashed circle, square and edges, we obtain
a branch sticker, and the arrow indicates the open boundary
(OB). The length of a sticker dR is the number of Z squares.
See Appendix D for the matrix representation of the code.

We apply joint measurements on these two sub-operators
and an ancilla logical qubit through devised sticking or
brute-force branching, reading out the general Pauli op-
erator without affecting sub-operators. In what follows,
we focus on the simultaneous measurement of Z logical
operators. The simultaneous measurement of X logical
operators is similar. The protocol for the simultaneous
measurement of general logical Pauli operators is given
in Appendix H.

IV. STICKERS AND GLUE CODES

A sticker is a hypergraph product code [19, 20], as
shown in Fig. 5. For a measurement sticker, one of the
two linear codes that generate the hypergraph product
code is called the glue code; the other linear code is a
repetition code. Branch stickers are similar. By deleting
a bit in the repetition code, we obtain the hypergraph
product code for a branch sticker. Stickers are coupled
to the memory through two matrices, S and T , called
pasting matrices. Let HG and HX be the check matrices
for the glue code and X operators of the memory, respec-
tively. We say that the glue code is compatible with the
memory if and only if there exist matrices S and T that
satisfy the equation HXST = THG.
The glue code determines which logical operators the

sticker acts on. Let Σ be the set of Z logical operators
to be acted on. For a measurement sticker, we need to
choose an appropriate glue code such that only opera-
tors in Σ are measured, and no other logical operators
are measured. We refer to such a glue code as finely de-
vised for Σ. For a branch sticker, the requirement for the
glue code is weaker. A branch sticker does not measure
any logical operators (and thus does not destroy any log-
ical information), so we do not need to exclude logical
operators outside Σ. That is, we need a glue code that
can transfer the operators in Σ, but it may also transfer
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other logical operators simultaneously. We refer to such
a glue code as coarsely designed for Σ. We provide rigor-
ous definitions of the two types of glue codes in Appendix
B.

Theorem 1. For an arbitrary quantum LDPC code and
an arbitrary set of Z logical operators Σ, there exist
coarsely and finely devised glue codes for Σ. The check
matrix of the glue code HG and the corresponding pasting
matrices S and T have a weight upper bounded by a factor
independent of code parameters, i.e. satisfy the LDPC
condition. Let rG × nG be the dimension of HG. For the
coarsely devised glue code, nG, rG = Ω(nN ), where nN

denotes the size of the union of supports for Σ. For the
finely devised glue code, nG, rG = Ω(nN + (kN − q)q),
where q is the number of independent operators in Σ,
and kN is the number of independent Z logical operators
contained in the union of supports.

Notice that kN − q is the redundancy number of Σ.
In Appendix G, we provide a more formal statement of
the above theorem and its proof. The proof contains
algorithms for generating coarsely and finely devised glue
codes.

V. DEFORMED CODES

By pasting one or more stickers to the memory, we ob-
tain a deformed code. For a single sticker, the deformed
code is shown in Fig. 5. For multiple stickers, we can
construct the deformed code as follows: first, paste one
sticker to the memory and treat the resulting deformed
code as the new memory; then, paste the second sticker
to the new memory; and so on. By pasting all the stick-
ers to the memory, we generate the final deformed code.
Based on the generated deformed code, we can perform
logical measurements using lattice surgery.

The steps for lattice surgery are as follows: 1) Ini-
tialise the physical qubits on all stickers to the state |+⟩;
2) Perform parity-check measurements according to the
deformed code and repeat this for dT times; 3) Measure
physical qubits on all stickers in the X basis. The above
steps can be used to measure Z logical operators simul-
taneously. For X logical operators, we need to construct
the corresponding deformed code and then perform lat-
tice surgery using similar steps. For general logical Pauli
operators, we need ancilla logical qubits. For each op-
erator to be measured, we need one (or three in some
cases) ancilla logical qubit(s). By performing one round
(or three rounds in some cases) of the simultaneous mea-
surement on X or Z logical operators that involve ancilla
qubits, we can achieve the measurement of an arbitrary
set of logical Pauli operators. See Appendix H for the
protocols of measurements on general logical Pauli oper-
ators and discussions on universal quantum computing.

According to Theorem 4, the deformed code is always
a quantum LDPC code. Besides the LDPC condition,
the deformed code also needs to have a sufficiently large

code distance. The properties of the deformed code are
given by the following theorem.

Theorem 2. The deformed code is suitable for lattice
surgery and can achieve the corresponding operations on
Z logical operators. Let d be the code distance of the
memory, and let dR be the code distance of the repetition
code generating the sticker. For a measurement sticker,
the code distance of the deformed code has a lower bound
of min{d/|S|, dR}. For a branch sticker, the code distance
of the deformed code has a lower bound of d/|S|. Here,
|S| is the norm of the matrix S induced by the Hamming
weight.

Notice that we can always choose S such that |S| = 1.
In Appendix F, we provide a more formal statement of
the above theorem and its proof. Additionally, in Ap-
pendix I, we present a detailed comparison of stickers
used in our methods with ancilla systems proposed in
Ref. [16].

VI. COSTS

The time required for simultaneous measurements de-
pends on the parameter dT in lattice surgery. To suppress
measurement errors, parity-check measurements need to
be repeated sufficiently many times, meaning dT must be
sufficiently large. Usually, the rate of relevant logical er-
rors decreases exponentially with dT . Therefore, we can
take dT = Ω(log 1

ϵ ) to achieve a permissible logical error

rate ϵ. Consequently, the time cost is Ω(log 1
ϵ ). Regard-

ing the number of operators to be measured, the time
cost is independent of the operator number.

The qubit overhead depends on the measurement
method. In devised sticking, a finely devised glue code
is required to construct the measurement sticker. For
the measurement sticker, a sufficiently large dR of the
repetition code is required, i.e. dR = Ω(log 1

ϵ ). Thus, a

finely devised measurement sticker requires Ω(Ldq2 log 1
ϵ )

physical qubits. Here, we have taken that for each logical
qubit, the weight of its Z operator is Ω(d); then nN , kN =
Ω(Ldq), where L is the maximum logical weight of oper-
ators to be measured (the logical weight is the number
of logical qubits that a logical operator acts non-trivially
on). For branch stickers in brute-force branching, only
a coarsely devised glue code is needed, and we can take
dR = 2. Therefore, we need Ω(Ldq log q+Ldq log 1

ϵ ) phys-
ical qubits to construct stickers in brute-force branching.
In the above analysis, brute-force branching is favourable
over devised sticking in terms of the qubit cost scaling
with q.

In Fig. 6, we use a [[1922,50,16]] code and a
[[578,162,4]] code as examples to illustrate the qubit costs
in devised sticking and brute-force branching [18, 19].
We find that the actual qubit cost in devised sticking is
smaller than brute-force branching.
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FIG. 6. Median values of the qubit number required in
simultaneous measurements. For each number of logical op-
erators q, we randomly generate the operator set Σ for one
hundred times. The set Σ consists of Z logical operators act-
ing non-trivially on up to L = 5 logical qubits. For each Σ,
we evaluate the qubit costs in devised sticking (ds) and brute-
force branching (bfb).

VII. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we propose two schemes of constructing
deformed codes for lattice surgery, enabling the simulta-
neous measurements of arbitrary logical Pauli operators.
We rigorously analyse the code distance and the weight
of check matrices. We also estimate the number of qubits
required for the simultaneous measurements. The results
demonstrate that fully parallelised fault-tolerant quan-
tum computing can be achieved on arbitrary quantum
LDPC codes.
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Appendix A: Preliminaries

Subsystem codes. We denote a CSS subsystem code [21] with a six-tuple (HX , HZ , JX , JZ , FX , FX), where HX ,
JX and FX (HZ , JZ and FZ) are the check matrix, logical-operator generator matrix and gauge-operator generator
matrix of X (Z) operators, respectively. Suppose the code parameters are [n, k, d]. Then, HX ∈ FrX×n

2 , HZ ∈ FrZ×n
2 ,

JX , JZ ∈ Fk×n
2 and FX , FZ ∈ Fkg×n

2 , where kg = n − rankHX − rankHZ − k is the number of gauge qubits. These
matrices satisfy

kerHX = rsHZ ⊕ rsJZ ⊕ rsFZ , (A1)

kerHZ = rsHX ⊕ rsJX ⊕ rsFX , (A2)

JXJT
Z = Ek, (A3)

FXFT
Z = Ekg , (A4)

where rsA is the row space of the matrix A, and Ek is the k-dimensional identity matrix. The code distance is

d = min{d(HX , JX), d(HZ , JZ)}, (A5)

where

d(H,J) ≡ min
e∈kerH | JeT ̸=0

|e|, (A6)

where | • | denotes the Hamming weight.
Let Xj (Zj) be the X (Z) operator of the jth qubit. Let X(v) and Z(v) be the X and Z operators of the vector

v ∈ Fn
2 , respectively, i.e.

X(v) ≡ Xv1
1 Xv2

2 · · ·Xvn
n , (A7)

Z(v) ≡ Zv1
1 Zv2

2 · · ·Zvn
n . (A8)

The stabiliser of the code is

S =
〈
X(HX;i,•), Z(HZ;j,•) | i = 1, 2, . . . , rX and j = 1, 2, . . . , rZ

〉
. (A9)
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Here, Ai,• (A•,j) denotes the ith row (jth column) of the matrix A. The X and Z operators of the jth logical qubit
are X(JX;j,•) and Z(JZ;j,•), respectively. Then,

X =
〈
X(JX;j,•) | j = 1, 2, . . . , k

〉
(A10)

and

Z =
〈
Z(JZ;j,•) | j = 1, 2, . . . , k

〉
(A11)

are the groups of X and Z logical operators, respectively.
Hypergraph product codes. Let H1 ∈ Fr1×n1

2 and H2 ∈ Fr2×n2
2 be check matrices of two binary linear codes,

respectively. A hypergraph product code generated by H1 and H2 is a quantum code with check matrices

HX =
(
H1 ⊗ En2

Er1 ⊗HT
2

)
, (A12)

HZ =
(
En1 ⊗H2 HT

1 ⊗ Er2

)
. (A13)

Repetition code. A repetition code of length n is a binary linear code with the check matrix

λn =
(
En−1 0n−1,1

)
+

(
0n−1,1 En−1

)
, (A14)

where 0a,b is an a× b zero matrix. Furthermore, λn;•,1:n−1 is the matrix generated by deleting the nth column from
λn.

For examples, the check matrix of the length-5 repetition code is

λ5 =

1 1 0 0 0
0 1 1 0 0
0 0 1 1 0
0 0 0 1 1

 , (A15)

and

λ5;•,1:4 =

1 1 0 0
0 1 1 0
0 0 1 1
0 0 0 1

 . (A16)

Tanner graphs. We can represent check matrices of a quantum code with a Tanner graph (B, CX , CZ , EX , EZ),
where B = {1, 2, . . . , n} is the set of bits, CX = {x1, x2, . . . , xrX} and CZ = {z1, z2, . . . , zrZ} are sets of checks, and
EX ⊂ B × CX and EZ ⊂ B × CZ are sets of edges. The bipartite graph (B, CX , EX) is the Tanner graph of the check
matrix HX , and the bipartite graph (B, CZ , EZ) is the Tanner graph of the check matrix HZ .
Let (B, C, E) be the Tanner graph of a check matrix H. We use B(E , a) to denote the subset of bits that are adjacent

to the check a ∈ C, i.e.

B(E , a) = {u ∈ B | (u, a) ∈ E}. (A17)

We use C(E , u) to denote the subset of checks that are adjacent to the bit u ∈ B, i.e.

C(E , u) = {a ∈ C | (u, a) ∈ E}. (A18)

We use E(u) to denote the subset of edges that are incident on the bit u ∈ B, i.e.

E(u) = {(u, a) ∈ E}. (A19)

We use wmax(H) to denote the maximum number of non-zero entries in columns and rows of H, the maximum vertex
degree of (B, C, E).

Supports. We use Q(σ) ⊆ B to denote the support of the Pauli operator σ, i.e. σ acts non-trivially on and only
on qubits in Q(σ). Given a subset of Z logical operators

Σ = {σ1, σ2, . . . , σq} ⊆ Z, (A20)
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the crowd number of a qubit u is

cn(Σ, u) =
∑
σ∈Σ

|Q(σ) ∩ {u}|. (A21)

The union of the supports of all the logical operators in Σ is

Q(Σ) =
⋃
σ∈Σ

Q(σ). (A22)

A Z logical operator τ ∈ Z is said to be in Q(Σ) if and only if there exist a Z stabiliser operator Z(h) (h ∈ rsHZ)
and Z gauge operator Z(f) (f ∈ rsFZ) such that Q[Z(h)Z(f)τ ] ⊆ Q(Σ). The Z logical operators in Q(Σ) constitute
a group. Let kN be the number of independent generators of the group, and let q be the number of independent
generators of ⟨Σ⟩. Then, the redundancy number of Σ is rn(Σ) = kN − q. We can compute the redundancy number
according to Algorithm 4, in which the rank of G2 is the redundancy number of Σ.
Standard from. We say a generator matrix is in the standard form if and only if the matrix is in the form

J =
(
E J ′) up to permutations of rows and columns. We can always obtain a generator matrix in the standard form

through Gaussian elimination.

Appendix B: Glue code

We can simultaneously operate Z logical operators in Σ by attaching a sticker to the memory. The sticker is
constructed according to the glue code, which is a binary linear code. In this section, we define the glue code in detail.

1. Compatible glue codes

Definition 1. Compatible glue code. Let (HX , HZ , JX , JZ , FX , FX) be the code of the memory. LetHG ∈ FrG×nG
2

be the check matrix of the glue code. The glue code is said to be compatible with the memory if and only if there
exists pasting matrices S ∈ FnG×n

2 and T ∈ FrX×rG
2 such that

HXST = THG. (B1)

As an example, we consider an X-operator check matrix in the form

HX =

(
HN AX

0(rX−rN )×nN
BX

)
. (B2)

Then, the glue code

HG =

(
HN 0rN×(nG−nN )

AG BG

)
(B3)

is compatible with the memory. By taking pasting matrices

S =

(
EnN

0nN×(n−nN )

0(nG−nN )×nN
0(nG−nN )×(n−nN )

)
, (B4)

T =

(
ErN 0rN×(rG−rN )

0(rX−rN )×rN 0(rX−rN )×(rG−rN )

)
, (B5)

we have

HXST = THG =

(
HN 0rN×(nG−nN )

0(rX−rN )×nN
0(rX−rN )×(nG−nN )

)
. (B6)

Lemma 1. If the glue code is compatible with the memory, (kerHG)S ⊆ kerHX .

Proof. For all u ∈ kerHG, THGu
T = 0. Then, HXSTuT = 0, i.e. uS ∈ kerHX .



8

2. Glue codes devised for Σ

The operation realised by a sticker is determined by the glue code. To operate logical operators in Σ, we need to
construct a compatible glue code, and the code also needs to meet Σ.

Definition 2. Devised glue codes. Let v1, v2, . . . , vq ∈ rs(JZ) be vectors corresponding to the operator set Σ, i.e.
Z(vi) = σi for i = 1, 2, . . . , q. Let HG be the check matrix of a glue code that is compatible with the memory. The
glue code is said to be coarsely devised for Σ if and only if

span(v1, v2, . . . , vq) ⊆ (kerHG)S. (B7)

The glue code is said to be finely devised for Σ if and only if there exists u1, u2, . . . ∈ rsHZ ⊕ rsFZ such that

span(v1, v2, . . . , vq, u1, u2, . . .) = (kerHG)S. (B8)

We will give a systemic approach for constructing devised glue codes in Sec. G.
Vectors {v1, v2, . . . , vq} span a subspace rsJZ,A, where

JZ,A =


v1
v2
...
vq

 . (B9)

Then, all logical operators in Z(rsJZ,A) = ⟨Σ⟩ are actively operated by the sticker. Without loss of generality, we
suppose that {v1, v2, . . . , vq} are linearly independent. Then, we can find a basis of rsJZ by extending {v1, v2, . . . , vq},
denoted by

{v1, v2, . . . , vq} ∪ {vq+1, vq+2, . . . , vk}. (B10)

Vectors {vq+1, vq+2, . . . , vk} span the complementary subspace rsJZ,C , where

JZ,C =


vq+1

vq+2

...
vk

 . (B11)

Since rsJZ = rsJZ,A ⊕ rsJZ,C , there exist a full rank matrix J̄Z ∈ Fk×k
2 such that(

JZ,A

JZ,C

)
= J̄ZJZ . (B12)

Let J̄X = J̄−1
Z . We have matrices J̄X,A ∈ Fq×n

2 and J̄X,C ∈ F(k−q)×n
2 defined according to(

JX,A

JX,C

)
= J̄XJX . (B13)

Then, they satisfy rsJX = rsJX,A ⊕ rsJX,C , JX,AJ
T
Z,A = Eq, JX,CJ

T
Z,C = Ek−q, and JX,AJ

T
Z,C = JX,CJ

T
Z,A = 0.

Lemma 2. If the glue code is finely devised for Σ, there exists γ ∈ F(k−q)×rG
2 such that JX,CS

T = γHG.

Proof. According to Definition 2, there exists a matrix KZ and a generator matrix of the glue code kerHG, denoted
by G, satisfying rsKZ ⊆ rsHZ ⊕ rsFZ and (

JZ,A

KZ

)
= GS. (B14)

Then, JX,CS
TGT = 0. Therefore, rs(JX,CS

T) ⊆ kerG = rsHG.
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Appendix C: Stickers

In this section, we define the two types of stickers, measurement stickers and branch stickers.

Definition 3. Measurement stickers. A measurement sticker is a hypergraph product code generated by check
matrices HG and λT

dR
, where HG is the check matrix of the glue code. The X- and Z-operator check matrices of the

measurement sticker are

HM
X =

(
HG ⊗ EdR−1 ErG ⊗ λdR

)
, (C1)

HM
Z =

(
EnG

⊗ λT
dR

HT
G ⊗ EdR

)
. (C2)

For the convenience of subsequent discussions, we expand measurement-sticker check matrices in the form

HM
X =


HG 0 · · · 0 0 ErG ErG 0 · · · 0 0 0
0 HG · · · 0 0 0 ErG ErG · · · 0 0 0
...

...
. . .

...
...

...
...

...
. . .

...
...

...
0 0 · · · HG 0 0 0 0 · · · ErG ErG 0
0 0 · · · 0 HG 0 0 0 · · · 0 ErG ErG

 , (C3)

and

HM
Z =



EnG
0 · · · 0 0 HT

G 0 0 · · · 0 0 0
EnG

EnG
· · · 0 0 0 HT

G 0 · · · 0 0 0
0 EnG

· · · 0 0 0 0 HT
G · · · 0 0 0

...
...

. . .
...

...
...

...
...

. . .
...

...
...

0 0 · · · EnG
0 0 0 0 · · · HT

G 0 0
0 0 · · · EnG

EnG
0 0 0 · · · 0 HT

G 0
0 0 · · · 0 EnG

0 0 0 · · · 0 0 HT
G


. (C4)

Definition 4. Branch stickers. A branch sticker is a hypergraph product code generated by check matrices HG

and λT
dR;•,1:dR−1, where HG is the check matrix of the glue code. The X- and Z-operator check matrices of the branch

sticker are

HB
X =

(
HG ⊗ EdR−1 ErG ⊗ λdR;•,1:dR−1

)
, (C5)

HB
Z =

(
EnG

⊗ λT
dR;•,1:dR−1 HT

G ⊗ EdR−1

)
. (C6)

For the convenience of subsequent discussions, we expand measurement-sticker check matrices in the form

HB
X =


HG 0 · · · 0 0 ErG ErG 0 · · · 0 0
0 HG · · · 0 0 0 ErG ErG · · · 0 0
...

...
. . .

...
...

...
...

...
. . .

...
...

0 0 · · · HG 0 0 0 0 · · · ErG ErG

0 0 · · · 0 HG 0 0 0 · · · 0 ErG

 , (C7)

and

HB
Z =



EnG
0 · · · 0 0 HT

G 0 0 · · · 0 0
EnG

EnG
· · · 0 0 0 HT

G 0 · · · 0 0
0 EnG

· · · 0 0 0 0 HT
G · · · 0 0

...
...

. . .
...

...
...

...
...

. . .
...

...
0 0 · · · EnG

0 0 0 0 · · · HT
G 0

0 0 · · · EnG
EnG

0 0 0 · · · 0 HT
G


. (C8)

We can find that HB
X can be generated by deleting the last column from HM

X in Eq. (C3), and HB
Z can be generated

by deleting the last column and last row from HM
Z in Eq. (C4).
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Appendix D: Deformed codes

When the glue code of a sticker is compatible with the memory, we can attach the sticker to the memory and
generate a deformed code. In this section, we define the deformed codes and their logical operators. We need to define
the logical operators because the deformed codes are subsystem codes in general. With logical operators defined, we
analyse distances of deformed codes.

1. Definitions

Definition 5. Measurement-sticker deformed codes. Let (HX , HZ) be check matrices of the memory. Let HG

be the check matrix of the glue code. Suppose the glue code is compatible with the memory and finely devised for a
set of Z logical operators Σ. The deformed code is generated by attaching the corresponding measurement sticker to
the memory, and its X- and Z-operator check matrices are

HM−M
X =



HX 0 0 · · · 0 0 T 0 0 · · · 0 0 0
0 HG 0 · · · 0 0 ErG ErG 0 · · · 0 0 0
0 0 HG · · · 0 0 0 ErG ErG · · · 0 0 0
...

...
...

. . .
...

...
...

...
...

. . .
...

...
...

0 0 0 · · · HG 0 0 0 0 · · · ErG ErG 0
0 0 0 · · · 0 HG 0 0 0 · · · 0 ErG ErG

 , (D1)

and

HM−M
Z =



HZ 0 0 · · · 0 0 0 0 0 · · · 0 0 0
S EnG

0 · · · 0 0 HT
G 0 0 · · · 0 0 0

0 EnG
EnG

· · · 0 0 0 HT
G 0 · · · 0 0 0

0 0 EnG
· · · 0 0 0 0 HT

G · · · 0 0 0
...

...
...

. . .
...

...
...

...
...

. . .
...

...
...

0 0 0 · · · EnG
0 0 0 0 · · · HT

G 0 0
0 0 0 · · · EnG

EnG
0 0 0 · · · 0 HT

G 0
0 0 0 · · · 0 EnG

0 0 0 · · · 0 0 HT
G


. (D2)

Definition 6. Branch-sticker deformed codes. Let (HX , HZ) be check matrices of the memory. Let HG be the
check matrix of the glue code. Suppose the glue code is compatible with the memory. The deformed code is generated
by attaching the corresponding branch sticker to the memory, and its X- and Z-operator check matrices are

HM−B
X =



HX 0 0 · · · 0 0 T 0 0 · · · 0 0
0 HG 0 · · · 0 0 ErG ErG 0 · · · 0 0
0 0 HG · · · 0 0 0 ErG ErG · · · 0 0
...

...
...

. . .
...

...
...

...
...

. . .
...

...
0 0 0 · · · HG 0 0 0 0 · · · ErG ErG

0 0 0 · · · 0 HG 0 0 0 · · · 0 ErG

 , (D3)

and

HM−B
Z =



HZ 0 0 · · · 0 0 0 0 0 · · · 0 0
S EnG

0 · · · 0 0 HT
G 0 0 · · · 0 0

0 EnG
EnG

· · · 0 0 0 HT
G 0 · · · 0 0

0 0 EnG
· · · 0 0 0 0 HT

G · · · 0 0
...

...
...

. . .
...

...
...

...
...

. . .
...

...
0 0 0 · · · EnG

0 0 0 0 · · · HT
G 0

0 0 0 · · · EnG
EnG

0 0 0 · · · 0 HT
G


. (D4)

Proposition 1. As a consequence of Eq. (B1) in Definition 1, check matrices of deformed codes are compatible, i.e.

HM−M
X HM−M

Z

T
= 0 and HM−B

X HM−B
Z

T
= 0.
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2. Logical operators

Definition 7. Logical operators of measurement-sticker deformed codes. For a measurement-sticker de-
formed code as defined in Definition 5, its X- and Z-operator generator matrices are

JM−M
X =

(
JX,C JX,CS

T JX,CS
T · · · JX,CS

T JX,CS
T 0 0 0 · · · 0 0 γ

)
, (D5)

and

JM−M
Z =

(
JZ,C 0 0 · · · 0 0 0 0 0 · · · 0 0 0

)
. (D6)

Definition 8. Logical operators of branch-sticker deformed codes. For a branch-sticker deformed code as
defined in Definition 6, its X- and Z-operator generator matrices are

JM−B
X =

(
JX,A JX,AS

T JX,AS
T · · · JX,AS

T JX,AS
T 0 0 0 · · · 0 0

JX,C JX,CS
T JX,CS

T · · · JX,CS
T JX,CS

T 0 0 0 · · · 0 0

)
, (D7)

and

JM−B
Z =

(
JZ,A 0 0 · · · 0 0 0 0 0 · · · 0 0
JZ,C 0 0 · · · 0 0 0 0 0 · · · 0 0

)
. (D8)

Proposition 2. As a consequence of Lemma 2, generator matrices of measurement-sticker deformed codes are valid,

i.e. HM−M
X JM−M

Z

T
= HM−M

Z JM−M
X

T
= 0 and JM−M

X JM−M
Z

T
= Ek−q. Generator matrices of branch-sticker

deformed codes are valid, i.e. HM−B
X JM−B

Z

T
= HM−B

Z JM−B
X

T
= 0 and JM−B

X JM−B
Z

T
= Ek.

3. Code distances

Lemma 3. Let the distance of the memory be d. The distance of the measurement-sticker deformed code has the
lower bound

dM−M ≥ min{d/|S|, dR}. (D9)

Here, |S| denotes the matrix norm induced by the Hamming weight, where S acts on the vector from the right side.

Proof. X-operator distance. We prove the distance lower bound by contradiction. Suppose that there exists a Z
logical error e, i.e. HM−M

X eT = 0 and JM−M
X eT ̸= 0, but its weight is |e| < min{d/|S|, dR}. Let the error be

e =
(
u0 u1 u2 · · · udR−2 udR−1 v1 v2 v3 · · · vdR−1 vdR

)
. (D10)

As a consequence of HM−M
X eT = 0, the following equations hold,

HXuT
0 = TvT1 , (D11)

HGu
T
j = vTj + vTj+1, (D12)

where j = 1, 2, . . . , dR − 1. Because |e| < dR, one of v1, v2, . . . , vdR
must be zero. Suppose vl = 0. According to Eq.

(D12),

HG

l−1∑
j=1

uT
j = vT1 . (D13)

Substitute vT1 into Eq. (D11), we have

HXuT
0 = THG

l−1∑
j=1

uT
j = HXST

l−1∑
j=1

uT
j . (D14)

Therefore,

HX

uT
0 + ST

l−1∑
j=1

uT
j

 = 0. (D15)
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As a consequence of JM−M
X eT ̸= 0,

JX,Cu
T
0 + JX,CS

T
dR−1∑
j=1

uT
j + γvTdR

̸= 0. (D16)

We consider the term

x = JX,CS
T

dR−1∑
j=l

uT
j + γvTdR

. (D17)

According to Lemma 2,

x = γ

HG

dR−1∑
j=l

uT
j + vTdR

 . (D18)

Because of Eq. (D12) and vl = 0, x = 0. Therefore,

JX,C

uT
0 + ST

l−1∑
j=1

uT
j

 ̸= 0. (D19)

According to Eqs. (D15) and (D19), the error

u = u0 +

 l−1∑
j=1

uj

S (D20)

is a logical error of the memory, i.e. |u| ≥ d. Using inequalities

|u| ≤ |u0|+

 l−1∑
j=1

|uj |

 |S|, (D21)

|e| ≥ |u0|+

 l−1∑
j=1

|uj |

 , (D22)

and |S| ≥ 1 (when S ̸= 0), we have |e| ≥ |u|/|S| ≥ d/|S|, which is a contradiction.

Z-operator distance. Let e be an X logical error, i.e. HM−M
Z eT = 0 and JM−M

Z eT ̸= 0. Expressing e in the
form of Eq. (D10), we have

HZu
T
0 = 0, (D23)

JZ,Cu
T
0 ̸= 0. (D24)

Therefore, u0 is a logical error of the memory, i.e. |u0| ≥ d. Then, |e| ≥ |u0| ≥ d.

Lemma 4. Let the distance of the memory be d. The distance of the branch-sticker deformed code has the lower
bound

dM−M ≥ d/|S|. (D25)

Proof. X-operator distance. The proof is similar to Lemma 3. We remove the entry vdR
from the expression of the

error e in Eq. (D10) and take vdR
= 0 and l = dR in the equations. Because we always have vdR

= 0, the existence
of a zero-valued vj entry is independent of dR, i.e. the distance lower bound is independent of dR.
Z-operator distance. The proof is the same as Lemma 3.
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Appendix E: Relations between memory operators and deformed-code operators

To establish the relations between memory operators and deformed-code operators, we introduce three matrices
representing supports of the memory on the measurement-sticker deformed code, the memory on the branch-sticker
deformed code and the open boundary on the branch sticker, respectively. They are

PM−M =
(
En 0 0 · · · 0 0 0 0 0 · · · 0 0 0

)
, (E1)

PM−B =
(
En 0 0 · · · 0 0 0 0 0 · · · 0 0

)
(E2)

, and

Pob =
(
0 0 0 · · · 0 EnG

0 0 0 · · · 0 0
)
. (E3)

The matrices PT
M−MPM−M , PT

M−BPM−B and PT
obPob are projections onto supports of the memory on the

measurement-sticker deformed code, the memory on the branch-sticker deformed code and the open boundary on
the branch sticker, respectively.

Lemma 5. For a measurement-sticker deformed code,

rsHX = rs(HM−M
X PT

M−M ), (E4)

rs(HZPM−M ) ⊆ rsHM−M
Z , (E5)

rsJX,C = rs(JM−M
X PT

M−M ), (E6)

rs(JZ,CPM−M ) = rsJM−M
Z , (E7)

rs(JZ,APM−M ) ⊆ rsHM−M
Z . (E8)

Proof. The matrix HM−M
X PT

M−M is the first column of HM−M
X , in which the first row is HX , and all other rows are

zero. Therefore, Eq. (E4) holds. The matrix HZPM−M is the first row of HM−M
Z . Therefore, Eq. (E5) holds.

Because JX,C = JM−M
X PT

M−M and JZ,CPM−M = JM−M
Z , Eqs. (E6) and (E7) hold.

By taking

β =
(
0 JZ,AS

g JZ,AS
g · · · JZ,AS

g JZ,AS
g 0 0 0 · · · 0 0 0

)
, (E9)

we have

JZ,APM−M = βHM−M
Z . (E10)

Here, Sg denotes the generalised inverse of the matrix S, i.e. SSgS = S, and we have used that JZ,AS
gS = JZ,A,

which is a consequence of the definition of coarsely devised glue codes. Therefore, Eq. (E8) holds.

Lemma 6. For a branch-sticker deformed code,

rsHX = rs(HM−B
X PT

M−B), (E11)

rs(HZPM−B) ⊆ rsHM−B
Z , (E12)

rsJX = rs(JM−B
Z PT

M−B), (E13)

rs(JZPM−B) = rsJM−B
Z , (E14)

rs(JZ,APM−B + JZ,AS
gPob) ⊆ rsHM−B

Z . (E15)

Proof. Eqs. (E11), (E12), (E13) and (E14) are proved as the same as Eqs. (E4), (E5), (E6) and (E7) by noticing that

rs

(
JX,A

JX,C

)
= rsJX , (E16)

rs

(
JZ,A

JZ,C

)
= rsJZ . (E17)

By taking β in the form of Eq. (E9) with the last zero-valued entry removed, we have

JZ,APM−B + JZ,AS
gPob = βHM−B

Z . (E18)

Therefore, Eq. (E15) holds.
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Appendix F: Theorem of the generalised lattice surgery

Theorem 3. Let S and Sdc be stabilisers of the memory and deformed code, respectively. Let X and Xdc (Z and Zdc)
be groups of X (Z) logical operators of the memory and deformed code, respectively. Let the distance of the memory
be d. The following statements hold,

i) For each X stabiliser operator of the memory (deformed code) g ∈ S (gdc ∈ Sdc), there exists an X stabiliser
operator of the deformed code (memory) gdc ∈ Sdc (g ∈ S) such that the support of ggdc is on the sticker;

ii) For each Z stabiliser operator of the memory g ∈ S, there exists a Z stabiliser operator of the deformed code
gdc ∈ Sdc such that g = gdc.

If the deformed code is generated by a measurement sticker,

iii) For each X logical operator of the memory τ ∈ X that commutes with operators in ⟨Σ⟩, there exists an X logical
operator of the deformed code τdc ∈ Xdc such that the support of ττdc is on the sticker;

iv) For each Z logical operator of the memory τ ∈ Z, there exists a Z logical operator of the deformed code τdc ∈ Zdc

and a Z stabiliser operator of the deformed code gdc ∈ Sdc such that τ = τdcgdc;

v) For each Z logical operator of the memory τ ∈ ⟨Σ⟩, there exists a Z stabiliser operator of the deformed code
gdc ∈ Sdc such that τ = gdc;

vi) The distance of the deformed code is ddc ≥ min{d/|S|, dR}.

If the deformed code is generated by a branch sticker,

iii’) For each X logical operator of the memory τ ∈ X , there exists an X logical operator of the deformed code
τdc ∈ Xdc such that the support of ττdc is on the sticker;

iv’) For each Z logical operator of the memory τ ∈ Z, there exists a Z logical operator of the deformed code τdc ∈ Zdc

such that τ = τdc;

v’) For each Z logical operator of the memory τ ∈ ⟨Σ⟩, there exists a Z stabiliser operator of the deformed code
gdc ∈ Sdc such that the support of τgdc is on the open boundary of the branch sticker;

vi’) The distance of the deformed code is ddc ≥ d/|S|.

Proof. We have proved every piece of the theorem in Lemmas 3, 4, 5 and 6. Here, we only need to relate these lemmas
to statements in the theorem.

Let SX and SZ (SX
dc and SZ

dc) be the sets of X and Z stabiliser operators of the memory (deformed code),
respectively. These operator sets are related to check and generator matrices through SX = X(rsHX), SZ = Z(rsHZ),

SX
dc = X(rsHM−α

X ) and SZ
dc = Z(rsHM−α

Z ), where α = M,D. Therefore, statements i) and ii) are consequences of
Eqs. (E4), (E5), (E11) and (E12).

The set of memory X logical operators that commute with operators in Σ is X(rsJX,C). Therefore, the statement
iii) is a consequence of Eq. (E6).

According to Eqs. (E7) and (E8),

rs(JZPM−M ) ⊆ rs

(
HM−M

Z

JM−M
Z

)
. (F1)

Because Z = Z(rsJZ), SZ
dc = Z(rsHM−M

Z ) and Zdc = Z(rsJM−M
Z ), the statement iv) holds.

Because ⟨Σ⟩ = Z(rsJZ,A), the statement v) holds according to Eq. (E8).

Similarly, statements iii’) and iv’) corresponding to Eqs. (E13) and (E14), respectively. The statement v’) corre-
sponds to Eq. (E15).

Statements vi) and vi’) correspond to Lemmas 3 and 4, respectively.
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Algorithm 1 BitDuplication(B, C, E , u, Cu)

1: B′ ← B ∪ {u′}
2: C′ ← C ∪ {a′}
3: E ′ ← E ∪ {(u, a′), (u′, a′)}
4: for a ∈ Cu do
5: E ′ ← (E ′ − {u, a}) ∪ {(u′, a)}
6: Output the Tanner graph (B′, C′, E ′).

Algorithm 2 CheckDuplication(B, C, E , a,Ba)

1: B′ ← B ∪ {u′}
2: C′ ← C ∪ {a′}
3: E ′ ← E ∪ {(u′, a), (u′, a′)}
4: for u ∈ Ba do
5: E ′ ← (E ′ − {u, a}) ∪ {(u, a′)}
6: Output the Tanner graph (B′, C′, E ′).

Appendix G: Theorem of sticking

Theorem 4. Let (HX , HZ) be the check matrices of the memory. For an arbitrary set of Z logical operators Σ, there
exists a glue code HG ∈ FrG×nG

2 that satisfies i) the pasting matrices S and T satisfy wmax(S) = wmax(T ) = 1;

ii) the glue code is coarsely devised for Σ and

nG = nN , (G1)

rG ≤ wmax(HX)nN , (G2)

wmax(HG) ≤ wmax(HX); (G3)

ii’) the glue code is finely devised for Σ and

nG ≤ nN + 2(kN − q)q, (G4)

rG ≤ wmax(HX)nN + 2(kN − q)q, (G5)

wmax(HG) ≤ max{wmax(HX) + 1, 3}. (G6)

Here, nN is the number of qubits on the support of Σ, and kN is the number of independent Z logical operators on
the support of Σ, and q is the number of independent Z logical operators in Σ.

When wmax(S) = 1, we always have |S| = 1.

1. Graph operations

To construct a finely devised glue code, we use two operations on Tanner graphs, bit duplication and check du-
plication. These two operations are given in Algorithms 1 and 2, respectively, and illustrated in Fig. 7. In the bit
duplication operation, we duplicate the bit u on the Tanner graph (B, C, E) by adding a new bit u′ and a check a′;

Cu

u u u'

a' Cu

(a)

Ba

a a a'

u' Ba

(b)

FIG. 7. (a) Bit duplication. (b) Check duplication.
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Algorithm 3 Generation of the naked glue code.

1: Input (B, CX , EX) and BN .
2: Find X-operator checks that are adjacent to bits in BN on the graph (B, CX , EX), which constitute the set of checks

CN =
⋃

u∈BN

CX(EX , u). (G8)

3: Find X-operator edges that are incident on bits in BN on the graph (B, CX , EX), which constitute the set of edges

EN =
⋃

u∈BN

EX(u). (G9)

4: Output the Tanner graph (BN , CN , EN ).

the check a′ is coupled to both u and u′; and a subset of checks that are adjacent to u, denoted by Cu ⊆ C(E , u), are
decoupled from u and coupled to u′. Similarly, in the check duplication operation, we duplicate the check a on the
Tanner graph (B, C, E) by adding a new check a′ and a bit u′; the bit u′ is coupled to both a and a′; and a subset of
bits that are adjacent to a, denoted by Ba ⊆ B(E , a), are decoupled from a and coupled to a′. These two operations
have properties summarised in the following lemma.

Lemma 7. Let (B′, C′, E ′) be the Tanner graph generated by applying the bit duplication or check duplication on
(B, C, E). Let v : B′ → F2. The map v is a codeword of (B′, C′, E ′) if and only if the following two conditions are
satisfied,

i) v on the domain B is a codeword of (B, C, E);

ii) For a bit duplication, v(u′) = v(u);

ii’) For a check duplication, v(u′) =
∑

u∈Ba
v(u).

Proof. Bit duplication. The map v is a codeword of (B′, C′, E ′) if and only if the following conditions are satisfied:
i)

∑
u′′∈B(E,a) v(u

′′) = 0 for all a ∈ C − Cu; ii) v(u′) +
∑

u′′∈B(E,a)−{u} v(u
′′) = 0 for all a ∈ Cu; and iii) v(u) = v(u′).

Under the condition iii), the condition ii) is satisfied if and only if
∑

u′′∈B(E,a) v(u
′′) = 0 for all a ∈ Cu. Then, we can

rephrase conditions i) and ii) as
∑

u′′∈B(E,a) v(u
′′) = 0 for all a ∈ C, i.e. v on the domain B is a codeword of (B, C, E).

Check duplication. Similarly, the map v is a codeword of (B′, C′, E ′) if and only if the following conditions are
satisfied: i)

∑
u∈B(E,a′′) v(u) = 0 for all a′′ ∈ C−{a}; ii) v(u′)+

∑
u∈B(E,a)−Ba

v(u) = 0; and iii) v(u′)+
∑

u∈Ba
v(u) = 0.

Under the condition iii), the condition ii) is satisfied if and only if
∑

u∈B(E,a) v(u) = 0. Then, we can rephrase

conditions i) and ii) as
∑

u∈B(E,a′′) v(u) = 0 for all a′′ ∈ C, i.e. v on the domain B is a codeword of (B, C, E).

2. Proof of the sicking theorem

Proof. We prove the theorem by constructing the glue codes.
Coarsely devised glue code - Naked glue code. The support of Σ is

BN = Q(Σ). (G7)

Let (B, CX , EX) be the Tanner graph of the X-operator check matrix HX . We construct the coarsely devised glue
code according to Algorithm 3, which outputs a Tanner graph (BN , CN , EN ). The binary linear code of the output
Tanner graph, called naked glue code, is coarsely devised for Σ.

Let HN be the check matrix of the naked glue code. Without loss of generality, we suppose that bits in BN are the
first nN = |BN | bits in B, and checks in CN are the first rN = |CN | checks in CX . Then, HX is in the form

HX =

(
HN AX

0(rX−rN )×nN
BX

)
. (G10)
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Algorithm 4 Generation of the dressing matrix.

1: Input JZ,A ∈ Fq×n
2 , JZ,C ∈ F(k−q)×n

2 , HN ∈ FrN×nN
2 and SN ∈ FnN×n

2 .
2: Find a basis of (kerHN )SN ∩ (rsHZ ⊕ rsFZ), denoted by {u1, u2, . . .}.

3: G0 ←

u1

u2

...

ST
N ▷ rsG0 ⊆ kerHN

4: G1 ← JZ,AS
T
N ▷ rsG1 ⊆ kerHN

5: Take rows in G0 and G1 as basis vectors of kerHN and complete the basis with vectors {w1, w2, . . .}.

6: G2 ←

w1

w2

...

 ▷

G0

G1

G2

 is the generator matrix of the code kerHN .

7: Rewrite the matrix

(
G1

G2

)
in the standard form

G3 =
(
EkN · · ·

)
π (G15)

through Gaussian elimination, where kN = nN − rankHN − rankG0, and π is a permutation matrix.

8: Ḡ1 ← G1π
T
(
EkN 0kN×(nN−kn)

)T
9: Compute D̄ the generator matrix of the code kerḠ1 in the standard form.

10: Output D =
(
D̄ 0

)
π.

In the general case, HX can always be transformed into the above form through permutations of rows and columns.
For the naked glue code, the corresponding pasting matrices are

SN =
(
EnN

0nN×(n−nN )

)
, (G11)

TN =

(
ErN

0(rX−rN )×rN

)
. (G12)

Because HXST
N = TNHN , the naked glue code is compatible with the memory.

Now, we prove that the naked glue code is coarsely devised for Σ. Because the support of Σ is BN , JZ,AS
T
NSN = JZ,A.

Using TT
NHXST

N = HN , we haveHNSNJT
Z,A = TT

NHXST
NSNJT

Z,A = TT
NHXJT

Z,A = 0. Therefore, (rsJZ,A)S
T
N ⊆ kerHN ,

i.e. rsJZ,A = (rsJZ,A)S
T
NSN ⊆ (kerHN )SN . According to the Definition 2, the naked glue code is coarsely devised.

Taking HG = HN , we have nG = nN = |BN |. Because |CX(EX , u)| ≤ wmax(HX), the number of checks rG =
rN = |CN | ≤ wmax(HX)|BN |. The Tanner graph (BN , CN , EN ) is a subgraph of (B, CX , EX), therefore, wmax(HG) =
wmax(HN ) ≤ wmax(HX).
Finely devised glue code - Dressed glue code. To construct a finely devised glue code, we consider a check

matrix in the form

HD =

(
HN

D

)
, (G13)

where the dressing matrix D is taken according to Algorithm 4. By taking pasting matrices SN and

TD =

(
ErN 0rN×(kN−q)

0(rX−rN )×rN 0(rX−rN )×(kN−q)

)
, (G14)

we can find that HXST
N = TDHD. Therefore, such a code is always compatible with the memory. We call it dressed

glue code.
The dressed glue code is finely devised for Σ. According to Algorithm 4, DGT

1 = D̄ḠT
1 = 0. Let Ḡ2 =

G2π
T
(
EkN

0
)T

. Then, DGT
2 = D̄ḠT

2 . Because D̄v̄ ̸= 0 for all v̄ ∈ rsḠ2 − {0}, Dv ̸= 0 for all v ∈ G2 − {0}.
Therefore, the dressing matrix removes basis vectors of rsḠ2 from the basis of kerHD, i.e. the generator matrix of the
dressed glue code is in the form (

G′
0

G1

)
, (G16)
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Algorithm 5 Generation of the finely devised LDPC glue code.

1: Input BN , CN , EN , CD, ED.
2: BG ← BN

3: CG ← CN ∪ CD
4: EG ← EN ∪ ED
5: for u ∈ BN do
6: while |CG(EG, u)− CN (EN , u)| > 1 do
7: Choose a, a′ ∈ CG(EG, u)− CN (EN , u).
8: (BG, CG, EG)← BitDuplication(BG, CG, EG, u, {a, a′}).
9: for a ∈ CN do

10: while |BG(EG, a)− BN (EN , a)| > 1 do
11: Choose u, u′ ∈ BG(EG, a)− BN (EN , a).
12: (BG, CG, EG)← CheckDuplication(BG, CG, EG, a, {u, u′}).
13: Output the Tanner graph (BG, CG, EG).

where rsG′
0 ⊆ rsG0. Noticing the definitions of G0 and G1, we have proved that the dressed glue code is finely devised.

Finely devised LDPC glue code. The dressed glue code may not satisfy the LDPC condition. Now, we generate
an LDPC glue code from the dressed glue code, which is finely devised.

Let (BN , CN , EN ) and (BN , CD, ED) be Tanner graphs of the naked glue code and dressing matrix D, respectively.
Then the Tanner graph of the dressed glue code is (BN , CN ∪ CD, EN ∪ ED). We generate the LDPC glue code by
applying the bit duplication and check duplication operations on the Tanner graph according to Algorithm 5. On
the generated Tanner graph (BG, CG, EG), the vertex degrees of bits u ∈ BN (checks a ∈ CN ) are not larger than
wmax(HN ) + 1, the vertex degrees of bits (checks) added in bit (check) duplication operations are three, and the
vertex degrees of bits (checks) added in check (bit) duplication operations are two. Let HG be the check matrix of
(BG, CG, EG). Then, wmax(HG) ≤ max{wmax(HN ) + 1, 3}.

Now, we prove that the LDPC glue code (BG, CG, EG) is a finely devised for Σ. Its check matrix is in the form

HG =

(
HN 0
AG BG

)
. (G17)

By taking pasting matrices

S =

(
EnN

0nN×(n−nN )

0 0

)
, (G18)

T =

(
ErN 0

0(rX−rN )×rN 0

)
, (G19)

we can find that HXST = THG. Therefore, the code is always compatible with the memory. According to Lemma 7,
(kerHG)S = (kerHD)SN . In the proof for the dressed glue code, we have proved that rsJZ,A = (kerHD)SN . Then,
rsJZ,A = (kerHG)S, i.e. the LDPC glue code is finely devised.
In bit duplication operations, the number of bits (checks) added to the Tanner graph is∑

u∈BN

max{0, |CD(ED, u)| − 1} ≤ (kN − q)q. (G20)

In check duplication operations, the number of bits (checks) added to the Tanner graph is∑
a∈CD

max{0, |BN (ED, a)| − 1} ≤ (kN − q)q. (G21)

Here, we have used that D̄ is in the standard form.

Appendix H: General Pauli measurements and universal quantum computing

In addition to Z logical operators, we can also measure X logical operators in a similar way. Suppose there are
ancilla logical qubits encoded in a block independent from the memory, we can also measure logical operators in the
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Y
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FIG. 8. Circuits for measurements of general logical Pauli operators.

from σMσA, where σM (σA) is an X or Z logical operator of the memory (ancilla block). Notice that σM and σA

could be different in the X/Z species.
For a general logical Pauli operator σ, we can measure it in the following way. We write the Pauli operator in the

form σ = νσXσZ , where ν = 1, i, and σX (σZ) is an X (Z) logical operator. Let XA, YA, ZA be the X,Y, Z operators
of an ancilla logical qubit, respectively. We measure σ using the ancilla logical qubit.
If [σX , σZ ] = 0, we measure σ according to Fig. 8(a): first, we initialise the ancilla logical qubit in the state |+⟩;

then, we measure σXZA, σZZA and XA. Let µX , µZ , µA be outcomes of three measurements, respectively. The
measurement outcome of σ is µXµZ . When µA = −1, we apply a correction gate σX .

If {σX , σZ} = 0, we measure σ according to Fig. 8(b): first, we initialise the ancilla logical qubit in the state
|y+⟩; then, we measure σXZA, σZXA and YA. Let µX , µZ , µA be outcomes of three measurements, respectively. The
measurement outcome of σ is µXµZ . When µA = −1, we apply a correction gate σX .

We can measure an arbitrary set of commutative logical operators {σ1 = ν1σ1,Xσ1,Z , σ2 = ν2σ2,Xσ2,Z , . . .}. Con-
sider that we have two ancilla blocks A0 and A1, in which A0 is used for implementing measurements with [σX , σZ ] = 0,
and A1 is used for implementing measurements with {σX , σZ} = 0. Then, we can measure the operation set in four
steps,

1. Initialise ancilla logical qubits in A0 in the state |+⟩ and ancilla logical qubits in A1 in the state |y+⟩;

2. Apply the joint measurements on σX operators and corresponding ancilla logical qubits using the devised sticking
protocol or brute-force branching protocol;

3. Apply the joint measurements on σZ operators and corresponding ancilla logical qubits using the devised sticking
protocol or brute-force branching protocol;

4. Measure ancilla logical qubits in A0 in the basis X and ancilla logical qubits in A1 in the basis Y .

For a quantum LDPC code, we can initialise logical qubits in a block in the state |+⟩ with a time cost independent
of the logical qubit number in the block, and the time cost for the measurement in the basis X is also independent
of the logical qubit number in the block. If we choose a code with transversal S gate for A1, the initialisation in
the state |y+⟩ and measurement in the basis Y can also be accomplished in time independent of the logical qubit
number in the block; see Sec. H 1 for a discussion on the general case. Using devised sticking or brute-force branching
to implement the joint measurements, the time cost is independent of the size of the operator set. Overall, we can
measure the operator set in time independent of the size of the operator set.

1. Universal quantum computing and magic state duplication

With measurements on X and Z logical operators, we can realise the logical controlled-NOT gate [13]; using
measurements with [σX , σZ ] = 0, we can realise the logical Hadamard gate: to apply the gate on logical qubit-1,
we prepare logical qubit-2 in the state |0⟩, apply the measurement Z̄1X̄2 on two logical qubits and measure logical
qubit-1 in the X basis; these operations transfer the state of logical qubit-1 to logical qubit-2 with the basis rotated.
With the logical controlled-NOT gate and Hadamard gate, we can distil |y+⟩ magic states and realise the logical S
gate; with these logical Clifford gates, we can distil the magic state for implementing the logical T gate [3].

If the A1 block does not have the transversal S gate, we can realise the initialisation in the state |y+⟩ and
measurement in the basis Y in the following way. First, we need another ancilla block A2, in which logical qubits are
prepared in the distilled |y+⟩ state. Second, we effectively initialise ancilla logical qubits in A1 in the state |y+⟩ by
applying measurements in the form −YA1YA2 = XA1XA2ZA1ZA2, where XA1, YA1

, ZA1
(XA2, YA2

, ZA2
) are X,Y, Z

operators of a logical qubit in the block A1 (A2). Because the measurement is of the [σX , σZ ] = 0 type, we can realise
the measurement through the block A0. Because the measurements are in the Y basis, states of logical qubits in A2
are preserved, i.e. we do not need to re-prepare the distilled |y+⟩ state. Finally, in the same way, we can measure
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ancilla logical qubits in A1 in the Y basis. Though the above approach may increase the time cost compared with
the transversal S gate, the eventual time cost is still independent of the number of operators to be measured.

Appendix I: Comparison to the protocol in Ref. [16]

In Ref. [16], a protocol for measuring one logical Pauli operator with an ancilla system (called sticker in this paper)
is proposed. In the protocol, the ancilla system can measure an arbitrary logical Pauli operator. In our protocol, we
can use one measurement sticker to measure an arbitrary number of X or Z logical Pauli operators simultaneously.
To measure general logical Pauli operators, we need to use ancilla logical qubits in addition to stickers; see Sec. H.
Besides measurement stickers, branch stickers are introduced in our protocol to transfer logical Pauli operators rather
than measure them.

For a detailed comparison, we review the protocol in Ref. [16] in the framework of glue codes. To measure a Z
logical operator, denoted by Z̄, it is assumed that there are no other Z logical operators on the support Q(Z̄). Under
the assumption, taking the naked glue code is sufficient for measuring Z̄, which is exactly the protocol illustrated in
Fig. 2 in Ref. [16] (but for a Z operator). To measure the product of two Z logical operators Z̄1Z̄2, it is assumed
that Q(Z̄1) and Q(Z̄2) does not overlap, and there is no other Z logical operators on the support Q(Z̄1) ∪Q(Z̄2). In
this case, the naked glue code is insufficient because both v1 and v2 [Z(v1) = Z̄1 and Z(v2) = Z̄2] are in (kerHN )SN .
We need to remove v1 and v2 and leave v1 + v2 in the space. This can be achieved by taking the dressing matrix
D =

(
1 1 0 0 · · ·

)
, where the first entry is on the support Q(Z̄1) and the second entry is on the support Q(Z̄2). By

taking such a dressed glue code, we obtain the protocol illustrated in Fig. 3 in Ref. [16] (but for a Z operator). In
these examples, the protocol in Ref. [16] corresponds to naked glue codes and instances of dressed glue codes under
certain assumptions. In our protocol, the assumption of support is removed. By using a finely devised LDPC glue
code, our protocol can measure an arbitrary set of logical operators simultaneously.

The protocol in Ref. [16] is based on three lemmas and one theorem. In the framework of glue codes, these results
focus on measurement stickers with naked glue codes under the assumption of supports. The measurement sticker
with a naked glue code HN measures all logical operators on BN , which may include logical operators that need not
be measured. Our protocol is based on two theorems. Theorem 3 applies to general measurement stickers with finely
devised glue codes and branch stickers with coarsely devised glue codes without any assumption of supports. Theorem
4 states the existence of coarsely and finely devised glue codes satisfying the LDPC condition. Upper bounds for costs
induced by glue codes are also given in Theorem 4. Using finely devised glue codes or branch stickers, we can realise
measurements on an arbitrary set of selected logical operators without measuring other logical operators.
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