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We provide a mathematically and conceptually robust notion of quantum superpositions of graphs.
We argue that, crucially, quantum superpositions of graphs require node names for their correct
alignment, which we demonstrate through a no-signalling argument. Nevertheless, node names are a
fiducial construct, serving a similar purpose to the labelling of points through a choice of coordinates
in continuous space. Graph renamings, aka isomorphisms, are understood as a change of coordinates
on the graph and correspond to a natively discrete analogue of continuous diffeomorphisms. We
postulate renaming invariance as a symmetry principle in discrete topology of similar weight to
diffeomorphism invariance in the continuous. We explain how to impose renaming invariance at the
level of quantum superpositions of graphs, in a way that still allows us to talk about an observable
centred at a specific node.

I. INTRODUCTION

This interdisciplinary work draws its motivations and
methods from from recent trends in both Computer Sci-
ence and fundamental Physics.

The view from Computer Science. A fundamental
question in Computer Science is: ‘What is a computer?’
That is, what features of the natural world are avail-
able as resources for computing and how can we capture
these resources into a mathematical definition, a ‘model
of computation’? The Turing machine was believed to
be the ultimate such model during the entire first half of
the previous century. In the 1960’s, spatial parallelism
came to be recognised as a major additional resource,
captured into distributed models of computing: dynam-
ical networks of interacting automata. In the 1990’s, it
became clear that quantum parallelism is another pow-
erful computational resource. This was again captured
into models of quantum computing, e.g. the quantum
Turing machine. Therefore, the current ‘ultimate’ an-
swer to the question ‘What is a computer?’ ought to be
a distributed model of quantum computing, e.g. along
the lines of a dynamical network of interacting quantum
automata. This intuitive idea of a network of quantum
computers has been otherwise coined as the ‘quantum
internet’ [10, 27, 32]. However, in most of these proposal
the dynamics of the network is classical, when it is natu-
ral to consider the network itself could evolve in quantum
manner [2]. Then, the connectivity/topological struc-
ture of the network itself could be found in a superposi-
tion, offering a potentially powerful resource e.g. for im-
proved channel capacities as demonstrated in [14]. Such
graph superpositions may also be used to capture indefi-
nite causal orders [5], with applications to algorithmic [1]

and communication complexity [29]. This raises the ques-
tion, then: ‘What is the appropriate mathematical frame-
work to describe graph superpositions?’. Moreover, it is
well-known that the computing power of distributed al-
gorithms crucially depends on the availability of a unique
identifier at each node [21]. We may indeed consider that
these identifiers aka names are fiducial, serving just to de-
scribe the network, when really only its topology should
matter. The limitations brought by this requirement
(cf. ‘anonymous networks’ [19]; ‘identifier-oblivious’ al-
gorithms [20]) are well-studied classically. This in turn
raises the question: ‘How should renaming invariance be
imposed in the context of quantum dynamics over graph
superpositions?’.

The view from physics. A striking feature of
most approaches to quantizing gravity is that space-
time is allowed to be in superposition of macroscopic
(semi)classical geometries. This genuine quantum gravi-
tational effect ought to take place already when quantum
manipulating weakly gravitating, non-relativistic matter
[16]. The past few years have seen a concentrated effort to
devise and implement experiments that ought to confirm
or invalidate this phenomenon [11, 12, 17, 28]. Super-
position of macroscopic geometries are also the subject
of recent intense discussion in the context of indefinite
causal structures [30, 38], shedding a quantum informa-
tional perspective upon quantum gravitational physics.

Numerous approaches to quantum gravity employ
graphs as the topological skeleton on which the theory is
built. Notable examples are loop quantum gravity, causal
dynamical triangulations, causal sets and tensor models.
The description of a superposition of spacetimes would
then involve a superposition of graphs, whose definition is
usually avoided. Again the questions arise: ‘What is the
appropriate mathematical framework to describe graph
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superpositions? How should invariance under changes of
coordinates be imposed?’ The manner in which theses
questions are answered, as we will see in this paper, can
have profound consequences for the structure of the the-
ory and its predictions.

Typically in those theories, invariance under changes of
coordinates is attempted by either embedding the graphs
in a manifold, or by defining the localisation on a graph
using auxiliary physical fields, or by working with a state
space defined upon equivalence classes of graphs under
renamings. We argue that all of these strategies suffer
major drawbacks, and propose an alternative strategy
tailor conceptually clear and powerful: to directly use
node names as natively discrete coordinates, forgo em-
bedding in the continuous, and impose invariance under
renamings at the level of observables rather than at the
level of states. We show in particular that directly work-
ing at the level of invariant states misses crucial physics,
while using auxiliary fields to rectify the situation can
introduce instantaneous signalling.

Contributions to common grounds. We provide a ro-
bust notion of quantum superposition of graphs. This
can serve as the basis on which to build the state space
for quantum circuit paradigms that admit superpositions
of circuits, or for quantum gravity theories featuring su-
perpositions of spacetimes. On the Quantum Computing
side we import techniques from the paradigms of Quan-
tum Walks and their multi-particle regime the Quantum
Cellular Automata [3], together with their recent exten-
sion to dynamical graphs [2]. On the quantum gravity
theory front, we mainly draw inspiration from formula-
tions of Loop Quantum Gravity (LQG) [33], whose kine-
matical state space is spanned by coloured graphs, called
the spin network states.

The main subtlety lies in the treatment of a central
symmetry we identify and formalise : renaming invari-
ance.

II. GRAPH SUPERPOSITIONS: NAMES
MATTER

Let us begin by discussing the state space of quantum
superpositions of graphs informally. Precise definitions
of these notions are given in Section IV, and dynamics
are defined as a (unitary) operator over this state space.
The subtlety in the construction lies on how to treat node
names, which we now discuss.

Consider a Hilbert state HG defined as that generated
by a countably infinite orthonormal basis G, where the
elements of G are graphs, denoted as |G〉 , |G′〉 , . . . ∈ G.
That is, each graph labels a different unit vector |G〉, and
a generic (pure) state in HG is a superposition of graphs:

|ψ〉 = αG |G〉+ αG′ |G′〉+ . . .

with αG, αG′ , . . . ∈ C. The inner product on HG is de-
fined by linearity and by

〈G|G′〉 = δGG′ . (1)

where δGG′ is unit if G = G′ and vanishes otherwise.

Now, two graphs |G〉 and |G′〉 can differ only by cer-
tain names given to their nodes. Anticipating notation,
we denote this as |G′〉 = R |G〉 where R is a renaming.
Clearly, these two graphs are physically equivalent. On
this basis, whenever two graphs differ only by a renaming
this suggests that we should take

〈G|RG〉 = 1 ? (2)

In fact, as we will see in the next section, it is imperative
that we take them as orthogonal, taking

〈G|RG〉 = 0 (3)

An analogy can be made with plane waves in quan-
tum mechanics and translation invariance. Consider the
plane wave state |p, 0〉 =

∫
eipxdx and the same state

shifted in position as |p,∆〉 =
∫
eip(x+∆)dx, with p the

wave momentum and x the position variable. In empty
space there is no physical sense in which the two plane
waves are different: the shift in position is immaterial,
as the plane wave homogeneously spreads across space.
Yet, the inner product 〈p, 0|p,∆〉 need not be taken to
be unit. In fact, it is imperative to distinguish mathe-
matically between |p, 0〉 and |p,∆〉 if we wish to do quan-
tum mechanics. For instance, as a particle propagates,
its plane waves components typically evolve from |p, 0〉
and |p,∆〉. Thus, whilst |p, 0〉 and |p,∆〉 alone do not
hold any physically relevant position information, their
relative difference does: it carries physically relevant rel-
ative position information. To avoid confusion we em-
phasize that in this analogy there does exist an ambient
spacetime geometry (Newtonian spacetime) with respect
to which distances are defined, while in our treatment
of quantum graphs we define superpositions of graphs al-
ready at the pre-geometrical, topological level, using only
the naming of nodes on the graph.

The heart of the matter then lies in the following obser-
vation. If we do not further constrain the theory, having
taken 〈G|G′〉 = 0 for graphs only differing in their nam-
ing, names will in principle be observable. From a Physics
point-of-view this is clearly unreasonable. In the contin-
uum, observables that read out the coordinates of a point
on the manifold are excluded by the requirement of diffeo-
morphism invariance, also known as general covariance.
This central insight of general relativity ensures that no
prediction of the theory depends on the coordinate sys-
tem in use. Invariance of graphs under renamings should
be recognized as a symmetry of similar importance for
theories employing graphs rather than manifolds as their
underlying topological space. Again from a Computer
Science point-of-view this may or may not be reasonable,
depending upon the availability of single identifiers, al-
though ultimately, at low levels of abstractions a com-
puter is but a physical device.
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III. NAMED GRAPHS VERSUS
INSTANTANEOUS SIGNALLING

In this section we present our main argument for using
graph names rather than an auxiliary physical field in or-
der to designate nodes, and that it is necessary to work at
the level of a state space spanned by states correspond-
ing to named graphs, rather than a state space spanned
by equivalence classes of graphs under renamings (aka
‘anonymous graphs’). We may also call the latter ‘name
invariant states’ and the former ‘name variant states’.
This invariance under renamings is to be understood as
a type of gauge invariance of the state space.

In particular, we show that employing node names en-
sures we do not inadvertently introduce instantaneous
signalling. We demonstrate this point with a simple toy
example.

Consider the state space to be the span of circular
graphs having n number of nodes and links. Each of these
nodes has a unique name (e.g. w, x, y, z) and can be in
any of the following internal states (colours): empty, oc-
cupied by an a–moving particle, occupied by a b–moving
particle, or, occupied by both. Nodes have ports :a and
:b, upon which the neighbouring nodes are attached. An
a–moving particle is depicted as a half filled disk on port
a’s side and similarly for b. Thus, each node has the state
space C4. The global Hilbert space is H =

⊗
n∈VG

C4,

where
⊗

n∈VG
denotes the tensor product over the nodes

of graph G.
We take the dynamics to be the simplest known quan-

tum walk, the Hadamard quantum walk, or rather its ex-
tension to the multi-particle regime aka quantum cellular
automata [3]. It consists in a unitary operator driving a
particle on a lattice in steps. Many quantum algorithms
can be expressed in this manner, the Hadamard quantum
walk in particular has been implemented on a variety of
substrates such as an array of beamsplitters traversed by
photons [35]. Mathematically, evolution is implemented
by applying an operator U = TH on the graph state, the
alternation of steps H and T .

The step H is the application of the Hadamard gate
to the internal state of each node. Formally, H =⊗

n Hadamard with

Hadamard =




1 0 0 0
0 1√

2
1√
2

0

0 1√
2
− 1√

2
0

0 0 0 1

.




Henceforth, we adopt an easily tractable pictorial nota-
tion:

H | :a :b 〉 = | :a :b 〉

H | :a :b 〉 =
1√
2

(
| :a :b 〉+ | :a :b 〉

)

H | :a :b 〉 =
1√
2

(
| :a :b 〉 − | :a :b 〉

)

H | :a :b 〉 = | :a :b 〉

Once H is applied, step T moves the ‘particles’ through
port a or b to the adjacent node according to their species,
all at once. For instance

T |
u

:a :b

v

:a :b

w

:a :b

〉 = |
u

:a :b

v

:a :b

w

:a :b

〉

T |
u

:a :b

v

:a :b

w

:a :b

〉 = |
u

:a :b

v

:a :b

w

:a :b

〉 (4)

Nothing in particular happens if particles cross over each
other or land on the same node (no collisions).

Now, let us apply U twice on an initial state featur-
ing a single b–moving particle. The computation can
be followed pictorially in Fig. 1. In the final state the

H

(
:a

:b:a

:b

:a

:b :a

:b

v

u

x

w

)
= 1√

2

(
:a

:b:a

:b

:a

:b :a

:b

v

u

x

w

+
:a

:b:a

:b

:a

:b :a

:b

v

u

x

w

)

TH

(
:a

:b:a

:b

:a

:b :a

:b

v

u

x

w

)
= 1√

2

(
:a

:b:a

:b

:a

:b :a

:b

v

u

x

w

+
:a

:b:a

:b

:a

:b :a

:b

v

u

x

w

)

THTH

(
:a

:b:a

:b

:a

:b :a

:b

v

u

x

w

)
= 1

2

(
:a

:b:a

:b

:a

:b :a

:b

v

u

x

w

+
:a

:b:a

:b

:a

:b :a

:b

v

u

x

w

+

:a

:b:a

:b

:a

:b :a

:b

v

u

x

w

−
:a

:b:a

:b

:a

:b :a

:b

v

u

x

w

)

FIG. 1. Twice the Hadamard quantum walk on circular
graphs

node names or ‘particles position’ and their colours are
correlated. Note that the first two branches of the super-
position and the last two branches of the superposition
differ only by a renaming of the nodes ( u↔ w, x↔ v).
The last two branches are those that include a b-moving
particle and come with an opposite sign. Thus, if names
were not present we would be left with radically different
physics, a state that has only a−moving particles, and
no entanglement.

To drive this point through we switch to a different
Hilbert space H′ defined as the span of name invariant
states or ‘anonymous graphs’. Technically, anonymous
graphs can be defined as equivalence classes of graphs
up to arbitrary renamings, see section IV. A pictorial
depiction of this equivalence relation ∼ is as below:
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. . .
u

:a :b

v

:a :b

w

:a :b

x

:a :b . . . 6= . . .
u

:a :b

v

:a :b

w

:a :b

x

:a :b . . .

. . . :a :b :a :b :a :b :a :b . . . ∼ . . . :a :b :a :b :a :b :a :b . . .

That is, pictorially we ‘erase’ the names. Then, because
of the above identification, shifting a node through an
a− or b− port is to do nothing: T acts as the identity
in the one particle sector. Since H2 is the identity, U2

also reduces to the identity in the one particle sector of
the name invariant Hilbert space. Pictorially, dropping
the names w, x, y, z in Fig. 1, we obtain Fig. 2. The
two last terms cancel and the two first terms sum. Two
steps of the dynamics get us back to where we started.
Therefore, with anonymous graphs and their span H′ we
are unable to express one of the simplest quantum walks.

1
2

(
:a

:b:a

:b

:a

:b :a

:b

+
:a

:b:a

:b

:a

:b :a

:b

+

:a

:b:a

:b

:a

:b :a

:b

−
:a

:b:a

:b

:a

:b :a

:b

)
=

:a

:b:a

:b

:a

:b :a

:b

FIG. 2. Twice the Hadamard QW on circular abstract graphs

‘Remote star’ detection. Now, if one insists on doing
away with names, one may try to remedy this lack of de-
scriptive power by providing relative position information
in the graphs. After all, a ‘landmark’ will be available in
most practical situations, whether the laboratory walls
or the ‘fixed stars’. Attempting this ad hoc fix is instruc-
tive as it unveils an even more severe issue: depending on
whether some arbitrarily remote landmark is present or
not, the physics of the final state will be made to change
in an instantaneous manner.

Let us illustrate this point through a gedanken exper-
iment. We can model the presence of the landmark by
introducing a new colour, bright green say, that is not
affected by the dynamics. We will toggle this colour at
some far away node x. Indeed, the calculation of Figure
1 carries through when we consider circular graphs with
an arbitrarily large number of nodes.1

If the bright green star is present, it forbids the ‘un-
wanted identifications’ between states. The correct be-

1 The same effect would be seen if we consider an infinite chain of
nodes and edges. The generalisation to infinite graphs is however
beyond the scope of this paper, it would require the use of C∗-
algebras for the definition of the inner product as was done for
cellular automata in [36].

haviour of the dynamics is recovered, and a b–moving
particle will be present in the state after application of U
twice, see Fig. 3 (top). When the bright green star is not
present, the unwanted identifications cause the destruc-
tive interference of the b–moving degrees of freedom, see
Fig. 3 (bottom). This change in spin particle behaviour
is perfectly observable locally to the particle. We thus ob-
tain an arbitrarily remote ‘star’ detector, by observing
the local statistics of the behaviour of spin particles.

THTH

(
: a: b : a: b : a: b : a: b : a: b : a: b : a: b : a: b

)

= 1
2

(
: a: b : a: b : a: b : a: b : a: b : a: b : a: b : a: b

+ : a: b : a: b : a: b : a: b : a: b : a: b : a: b : a: b

+ : a: b : a: b : a: b : a: b : a: b : a: b : a: b : a: b

− : a: b : a: b : a: b : a: b : a: b : a: b : a: b : a: b

)

THTH

(
: a: b : a: b : a: b : a: b : a: b : a: b : a: b : a: b

)

= : a: b : a: b : a: b : a: b : a: b : a: b : a: b : a: b

FIG. 3. Anonymous graphs can lead to instantaneous sig-
nalling. See the text for how this leads to a ‘remote star’
detector. The graph segments shown here are understood as
part of a large circular graph, or of an infinite chain of nodes.
Top. Local spin behaviour when star exists.
Bottom. Local spin behaviour when star does not exist.

This is a type of instantaneous signalling, although we
cautiously use this heavily connotative term in the fol-
lowing sense. In the parlance of quantum information
operational theories, a far away agent A can produce a
bright green landmark, and this event is then signalled to
an agent B that is performing spin measurements after
two time steps, regardless of the number of nodes and
links between A and B. B’s measurement does not re-
quire position or distance information, only the measure-
ment capacity to discriminate the ‘spin’ (a– or b–moving)
degree of freedom the particle.

One might argue that the two agents at two specific
nodes should be taken to be part of the state space,
acting much like the landmarks considered previously.
However, we can consider each node to be equipped with
identical local measurement devices, that are triggered
synchronously at t = 2. Similarly, each node can be
equipped with a quantum operation producing or not
producing a landmark at t = 0. Then, if any of the lo-
cal observers observes a b–moving particle at t = 2, they
know for a fact that at least one landmark was produced
at t = 0, regardless of where this occurred.
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This instantaneous signalling is in contradiction with
the basic principle of locality of interactions that un-
derpins physics. If we hold on to this principle as be-
ing fundamental, then we must ask for formalisms that
disallow instantaneous signalling – even in a gedanken
experiment. Taking the alternative route of employ-
ing both anonymous graphs and landmarks, it is likely
that by positing ‘irremovable’ landmarks on a case-by-
case basis and appropriately sprinkled to break every
symmetry of the application at hand, one might eventu-
ally remove unwanted identifications, forbidding instan-
taneous signalling. This ad hoc approach of checking how
many ‘landmarks’ would be sufficient for every dynam-
ics and initial conditions of the theory at hand, could
become a daunting task for a arbitrary graphs and ar-
bitrary dynamics, potentially graph changing. The only
way to be sure instantaneous signalling of this type is
not present is to place distinguishable landmarks on all
nodes of every graph—which is pretty much like naming
the nodes to begin with, except that renaming-invariance
goes unchecked. In our opinion, grappling with the the-
ory in such a way would be like trying to hide the culprit
under the carpet instead of recognising that it is a simple
and elegant symmetry.

This brings us back to the discussion of the previous
section. Names are fiducial constructs that in the quan-
tum theory are crucial for the purpose of aligning a super-
position, and keeping the alignment through the dynam-
ical evolution. Instead of trying to hide names under the
carpet, we should explicitly allow for them, and posit in-
variance under renamings as a symmetry imposed on the
theory. Conversely, having recognised invariance under
renamings as a symmetry that is akin to a gauge invari-
ance, we conclude that to avoid instantaneous signalling
quantum theories built on graphs need to be based on a
state space spanned by gauge variant states rather than
on the gauge invariant space. Gauge invariance should
be imposed later, at the level of the evolution and ob-
servables.

IV. FORMALISATION: NAMES VERSUS
COLOURS

Moving to rigorous definitions, we clarify a simple but
crucial point: the names of graphs are a distinct, more
primitive concept, than the colouring of graphs. While it
is true that when colouring a graph we may induce implic-
itly a renaming, it is conceptually imperative to separate
the two. This is similar in the continuous to separating
the procedure of laying coordinates on a manifold and
that of adding physical fields that live on the manifold.
We conclude the section with the definition of a Hilbert
space built on graphs.

We start by postulating a countable space V of possi-
ble names for the vertices of graphs. It suffices to think
of them as the integers or ‘words’ generated by a finite
alphabet. We fix in addition π to be a finite set of ports

per node of the graph. We say that f is a partial involu-
tion, meaning that if f(x) is defined and equal to y, then
f(y) is defined and equal to x.

Definition 1 (Graph) Let π be a finite set of ports. A
graph G is given by a pair (VG,ΓG), defined as

• A finite non-intersecting subset VG of V.

• A partial involution ΓG from VG:π to VG:π thereby
describing a set EG:

{ {u:a,ΓG(u:a)} | u:a ∈ VG:π } .

VG are the vertices, EG the edges and ΓG is the adjacency
function of the graph. The set of all graphs is written G.

In usual definitions of graphs, edges connect nodes. Here
they connect ports of nodes instead. There are two rea-
sons for this choice. First, because it allows a node to
distinguish its:a neighbour from its:b neighbour, which
is necessary in order to express particle propagation as
in the example of Sec. III. Second, because it allows to
control the degree of the graph if necessary. For instance,
in loop quantum gravity a node is dual to a tetrahedron
and so the graph should be of degree less or equal to four.

Definition 2 (Coloured Graph) A coloured graph
(G,CG) is a graph G with the addition of CG ≡ (σG, δG):

• A partial function σG from VG to a set Σ.

• A partial function δG from EG to a set ∆.

The sets Σ and ∆ are the internal states, a.k.a
node/vertex colours and links/edge state colours of the
theory. The set of coloured graphs is written GC .

With these two definitions, we see that assigning
names to the vertices of a graph is but a mathemati-
cal tool for describing them, similar to a coordinate sys-
tem on a manifold. The colouring on the other hand,
serves the purpose of encoding a ‘field’—depending on
the application at hand– and comes on top of the nam-
ing of nodes. For instance, as discussed in Section VI
a colouring of graphs can code for quantum spacetime
geometry. For matter, quite often fermionic fields are
modelled as living on the nodes, whereas bosonic fields
are modelled as living on the edges [4]. In summary,
names and colours should not be confused. Names play
the role of coordinates on the graph and are essential for
describing the graph itself. Colours play the role of the
physical field living on top of the graph. In particular,
it can of course happen that a field (colouring) can take
the same value σ(u) = σ(v) at two different places u 6= v,
which is not allowed for names. These observations sug-
gest that approaches dealing with superpositions of man-
ifolds that label points by the values of auxiliary fields,
such as [24], may suffer from the instantaneous signalling
of the previous section. Indeed, in this path integral ap-
proach diffeomorphisms are allowed to act independently
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on each quantum branch, which suggests that the under-
lying kinematical state space considered is spanned by
name invariant states.

For the sake of clarifying the argument of Section III,
let us now define anonymous graphs. This is done by
considering equivalence classes of named graphs modulo
isomorphism:

Definition 3 (Anonymous graphs) The graphs
G,H ∈ G are said to be isomorphic if and only if there
exists an injective function R(.) from V to V which is
such that VH = R(VG) and for all u, v ∈ VG, a, b ∈ π,
R(v):b = ΓH(R(u):a) if and only if v:b = ΓG(u:a). Addi-
tionally, if the graphs are coloured σH◦R = σG and for all
u, v ∈ VG, a, b ∈ π, δH({R(u):a,R(v):b}) = δG({u:a, v:b}).
We then write G ∼ H. Consider G ∈ G. The anonymous

graph G̃ is the equivalence class of G with respect to the
equivalence relation ∼. Similarly if G ∈ GC . The space
of anonymous graphs is denoted G̃.

Notice how, in the above definitions, anonymous graphs
arise from graphs and not the reverse way round—a com-
mon misconception in Physics. In fact, we are not aware
of a way to mathematically define a generic anonymous
graph first, without any reference to a (named) graph,
and then assign names to its nodes. Graphs, a concept
that presupposes naming the nodes, are the primitive
mathematical notion, from which anonymous graphs can
be derived.

We argued in the previous section that quantum su-
perpositions of graphs can and must be defined as the
span of named graphs. Therefore, we construct a state
space based solely based on Definition 1:

Definition 4 (Superpositions of graphs) We define
H the Hilbert space of graphs, as that having {|G〉}G∈GC
as its canonical orthonormal basis.

This definition captures the main point of this paper: GC
is the set of coloured graphs of Definition 2, that inherits
the names from the Definition 1 for graphs on which it
is based. We have argued that it is this state space that
should be the basis of a theory that manipulates super-
positions of graphs, rather than a state space based on
the name invariant space G̃ of Definition 3. Thus, we
posit:

Postulate 1 Physically relevant quantum superpositions
of graphs are elements of H.

As usual in quantum theory, states can either be ‘state
vectors’ (pure states), i.e. unit vectors |ψ〉 in H, or ‘den-
sity matrices’ (possibly mixed states), i.e. unit trace
non-negative operators ρ over H. Evolutions can be pre-
scribed by unitary operators U over H, taking |ψ〉 into
U |ψ〉, or alternatively ρ into UρU†.

V. RENAMINGS, OBSERVABLES AND
EVOLUTIONS

We now proceed to treat renamings as a symmetry
group of our quantum state space. In the above section,
the definition of ‘renamings’ (graph isomorphism) was
inlined inside Definition 3 of anonymous graphs. Having
argued we should not work at the level of name invari-
ant graphs, but at the level of (name variant) graphs,
renaming invariance remains to be enforced. First, we
define renamings as a standalone notion acting on the
state space H of graphs:

Definition 5 (Renaming) Consider R an injective
function from V to V. Renamings act on elements of
G by renaming each vertex, and are extended to act on H
by linearity, i.e. R |G〉 = |RG〉 and 〈G|R† = 〈RG|.

Observables. Physically relevant observables must be
name-invariant, so that probabilities or expected values
given by the Born rule are unaltered under renaming.
Thus, we must demand that global observables satisfy

Tr
(
OR |G〉〈G|R†

)
= Tr

(
R†OR |G〉〈G|

)
= Tr (O |G〉〈G|)

which follows for all G if and only if [R,O] = 0 where [, ] is
the commutator of operators onH. An example of a valid
global observable is the total number of links and nodes
of the graph. An example of an invalid global observable
is
∑
u∈V (G) |G〉 〈G| the projector upon the subspace of

those graphs which contain a node named u.
We call 1-point observable a function from V to oper-

ators over H, i.e. a map u 7→ O(u). This is basically an
observable which is parameterised by u, typically because
it is centred around node u. The local observables at u,
morally of the form O(u) = L ⊗⊗v 6=u 1, are a typical
class of 1-point observables. But this can also include
larger radius observables. E.g. we may be interested in
knowing ‘whether a particle is present on the neighbour
of u along port :a’. Renaming the entire graph, and node
u into node v in particular, does not alter this fact, so
long as we now ask ‘whether a particle is present on the
neighbour of v along port :a’ instead. Thus, for the sake
of allowing for 1-point observables we need to refine our
previous requirement as follows:

Tr (O(u) |G〉〈G|) = Tr
(
O(R(u))R |G〉〈G|R†

)

i.e. now the Born rule does depend upon u, but is some
mild manner. We reach the following definition:

Definition 6 (Renaming invariance) An operator
O(u) is said to be renaming invariant if and only if
for all u ∈ V, for all G ∈ G and for all renamings R,
O(R(u))R = RO(u).

This generalizes to n-point observables: u can be under-
stood as a list of nodes u1, . . . , un in the above definition.
When the list is empty, we recover renaming invariance
for global observables.
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We insist that this is a non-trivial criterion upon the
function u 7→ O(u). Indeed, with the above defini-
tion we are effectively forbidding ‘observing’ the ‘name-
dependent quantities’. For instance, say that nodes are
numbered by integers. Measuring ‘the quantity that cor-
responds to the name of the neighbour of u along port
:a’ is not a valid 1-point observable, because it is not
renaming invariant. Measuring ‘when u is even whether
a particle is present at u, and when u is odd whether no
particle is present at u’ is not a valid 1-point observable
either, because it is not renaming invariant.
An interesting example of a valid 1-point observable is
that which reads out the ratio between the number of
second neighbours, and the number of first neighbours,
of a node u—this is often thought of as a discrete ana-
logue of a Ricci scalar curvature for graphs.
The ability to define n-point observables, whilst still be-
ing able to identify the renaming invariant ones, is no
doubt another strong point in favour of formalisation
proposed. With anonymous graphs instead, we would
be unable to even express such quantities.

Evolutions. Physically relevant evolutions need be in-
sensitive to the names of the vertices. Thus, we must
demand that any global evolution U be renaming in-
variant in the following sense: for any renaming R, we
must have that UR = RU . Examples of valid evolu-
tions were given in Sec. III. Recall that amongst them,
the global evolution H decomposed into local Hadamard
evolutions. In order to speak of each of these local evo-
lutions individually it may again convenient be conve-
nient to use a 1-point evolution Hadamard(u). It verifies
Hadamard(R(u))R = RHadamard(u). Another use of
1-point evolutions is in order to model agency and study
causality, i.e. agent Alice causing operation A(u) at time
t and position u, having effect B(u) = UA(u)U† at time
t+1 in the neighbourhood of u under the global evolution
U . We, thus, posit:

Postulate 2 Physically relevant observables over quan-
tum superpositions of graphs are renaming invariant op-
erators over H.

A keen reader will ask whether this last postulate is
compatible with the possibility that an evolution may
create/destruct nodes. There is indeed a subtlety here.
One of the authors [8] has shown that in the classical, re-
versible setting, and when using straightforward naming
conventions for the nodes, renaming invariance enforces
node preservation. However, node creation/destruction
becomes possible again when we adopt slightly more elab-
orate naming schemes, as shown by two of the authors in
[6, 7].

VI. RELEVANCE FOR QUANTUM GRAVITY

Diffeomorphism invariance is the central symmetry un-
derlying general relativity. Its physical content is to en-
sure that predictions of the theory do not depend on the

choice of a coordinate system. This is because (smooth)
changes of coordinates are in a one–to–one correspon-
dence with diffeomorphisms. Because of this mathemat-
ical equivalence, changes of coordinates are called ‘pas-
sive diffeomorphisms’ while the more abstract notion of
a diffeomorphism as a map on the manifold is called an
‘active diffeomorphism’. Similarly, graph renamings can
be thought of as the ‘passive’ way of describing graph
isomorphisms.

Diffeomorphisms are a primitive concept defined al-
ready at the pre-geometrical level of a manifold, before we
consider the metric tensor that describes the spacetime
or matter fields. In this work we identified renamings
of graphs as a discrete analogue to coordinate changes
on a manifold. The, now discrete, pre-geometrical space
is the graph. The assignment of names to nodes is the
assignment of ‘coordinates’ to the set of points of this
space, the graph nodes. Links are to be understood as
an adjacency relation in the topological, pre-geometrical,
sense.

Let us discuss our findings in the context of Loop
Quantum Gravity (LQG). In this well developed tenta-
tive theory for quantum gravity, a central result is that
the kinematical state space decomposes in Hilbert spaces
each corresponding to a graph, spanned by a certain basis
of colourings of this graph called the spin–network states.
The graph can be understood as dual to a ‘triangulation’
of three dimensional space with quantum tetrahedra (see
for instance[9]). This is a quantum geometry in the sense
that geometrical observables such as areas and angles do
not commute and thus are undetermined satisfying un-
certainty relations.

In the literature, we find two ways to enforce spatial
diffeomorphism invariance at the quantum level in this
program. One way [34] is to embed the graphs in a man-
ifold, such that links become curves on the manifold, and
then take the equivalence class resulting from acting with
spatial diffeomorphisms on the embedded graph. This is
a tedious procedure leading to a number of complica-
tions such as the creation of knots. Another strategy
[37], at odds with the former approach, is to work di-
rectly at the level of non-embedded graphs, also called
‘abstract graphs’. The latter method is claimed to com-
pletely do away with the need to impose the (spatial) dif-
feomorphism invariance constraint at the quantum level,
as there is no embedding manifold to begin with. This is
a minimalist and much simpler point of view.

Our analysis suggests that both points of view are
partly correct and partly misplaced. In the former ap-
proach where the graph is embedded in a manifold, it
seems superfluous to consider an additional continuous
background space if the theory is to be based on graphs.
Graphs already serve the role of a natively discrete topo-
logical ambient space on which fields can then be de-
fined. In the latter approach that employs ‘abstract’ or
non–embedded graphs, as we do here, it is misplaced to
claim that the invariance under changes of coordinates, a
central symmetry of the classical theory, has disappeared
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altogether on the grounds of an embedding manifold not
being present. Whilst the embedding continuous topo-
logical space is appropriately dropped, on the discrete
topological structure that remains—the graph— there
still remains the possibility to rename the nodes of the
graph. Thus, in the context of LQG, we may introduce
renaming invariance as implementing spatial diffeomor-
phism invariance at the quantum level.

The above relate to describing a superposition of space-
times as follows. We have seen that the names used in the
definition of graphs play a crucial role in aligning super-
positions of graphs. In LQG, a superposition of (quan-
tum) spacetimes, is represented as a superposition of ap-
propriately colored graphs. The simplest case conceptu-
ally is to consider a superposition of two coloured graph
states|G〉 and |H〉 each corresponding to a superposition
of distinct semiclassical spatial geometries, a superposi-
tion of two ‘wavepackets’ of geometry (see for instance
[15] for an introduction) each peaked on the 3-geometry
of a spacelike surface. Consider then the state

|G〉+ |H〉 (5)

and let us momentarily consider embedding the two
graphs G and H in a three dimensional Riemannian man-
ifold. We consider a node u which exists both in G and
H. The graph embedding can be defined in a common
coordinate system (xα). There are two different metric
fields g(xα) and h(xα) defined on the manifold, on which
the state of each graph is correspondingly peaked. In par-
ticular, the colouring of the node u will be different in the
two graphs . In the manifold, the node has coordinates
xαu . A diffeomorphism φ will change these coordinates to
φ∗xαu . This is simply a change of name for the node. Of
course, diffeomorphisms would give a continuous range
of possible names, making the use of real numbers neces-
sary. Working in the discrete, a countable range of names
is enough. The key point is that the induced renaming
is the same on both G and H. From Definition 5, it acts
on all branches of the superposition, as in

R |G〉+R |H〉 . (6)

This the non-trivial content of renaming invariance we
have seen above in Section III. The renaming R, acts
as a a sort of ‘quantum diffeomorphism’, because it is
acting on a superposition of graphs. It preserves the
‘alignment’ of the superposition, regardless of whether
a colouring is present or not. Having now control of this,
we may proceed to colour the graph appropriately with
discrete fields that admit a physical interpretation, as
above, and proceed to describe interesting physics such
as a superposition of spacetimes. That is, in the example
above, it will remain the case under arbitrary renam-
ings that the renamed node u will have the same colour-
ing in the two graph states, thus, also the two values of
the geometrical data captured in G and H at that node
will remained superposed but aligned. We stress once
again that embedding the graphs in an ambient manifold

is a superfluous procedure, that was employed here for
the purpose of demonstration. It is sufficient to work at
the level of graphs, recognising that they carry names on
their nodes by their very definition. Then, renaming in-
variance naturally arises as a native discrete analogue of
diffeomorphism invariance, that can be carried through
at the quantum level.

VII. CONCLUSIONS

Summary of contributions. We provided a robust no-
tion of quantum superposition of graphs, to serve as the
state space for various applications, ranging from dis-
tributed models of Quantum Computing, the ‘quantum
internet’, to Quantum Gravity.

The main difficulty lied in the treatment of names.
While node names are part of the definition of graphs
they need to be done away with. We have shown that
getting rid of them by working at the level of ‘anony-
mous’ graphs is problematic as it leads to instantaneous
signalling. We pointed out that the underlying reason
is that names play an essential role in keeping quantum
superpositions of graphs ‘aligned’ with respect to one an-
other.

We then proceeded to define renamings as a symmetry
of the quantum state space and postulated that observ-
ables and evolutions should satisfy renaming invariance,
i.e. they must commute with renamings. Conveniently,
the way we defined renaming-invariant still allowed us to
talk about observables centered at node u, which would
not be possible with anonymous graphs.

We pointed out that renamings on graphs are the na-
tive discrete analogue of passive diffeomorphisms on a
manifold—both are relabelling the points of a topological
space. In this sense, we followed here the standard pre-
scription of General Relativity: use coordinates to define
the physical situation being studied, and then demand
that statements of physical relevance be invariant under
changes of coordinates. Having furthermore straightfor-
wardly extended graph renamings at the quantum level,
we suggest them as a strategy for implementing discrete
diffeomorphism invariance at the quantum level.

Some perspectives. In the continuous setting, pas-
sive diffeomorphisms (aka differentiable changes of co-
ordinates) and active diffeomorphisms (aka differentiable
displacements of the points in space) coincide: they are
but two sides of the same coin. In the discrete this is by
no means obvious: whilst the former amount to graph
renamings as we have seen, the latter have often been
interpreted as changing the shape of graph, to other tri-
angulations of the same underlying manifold. Discrete
analogues to active diffeomorphism, and their generated
Hamiltonian constraints were studied e.g. in [18, 25, 26].
The invariance that were found were not exact, except in
flat space. Which of the passive or active picture is phys-
ically relevant to the discrete? Can build on the exact
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renaming invariance described here, as well as the pas-
sive/active analogy of the continuum, to work towards
exact retriangulation invariance?

Whilst this paper focused on graphs (understood as
a basis for 3–dimensional quantum space in LQG), the
same line of argument could be carried through on ‘higher
dimensional’ graphs, e.g. 2–dimensional cellular com-
plexes which correspond to a 4–dimensional quantum
spacetime in LQG. Renaming invariance will then serve
as a discrete analogue of full, 4–dimensional diffeomor-
phism invariance.

Having a robust notion of quantum superposition of
graphs allows us to define quantum observables even at
the pre-geometric level, before any spacetime geometry
emerges or a matter field is considered, implying that in-
formation can be stored at the pre-geometric level. This
potentially vast storage space could be holding the key to
solving the black hole information loss paradox, as sug-
gested in [31]. Quantum superpositions of graphs may

also provide a discrete, reference frame-independent for-
malism for the recent continuous theories of quantum
coordinate systems [23] and quantum reference frames
[13, 22]. A quantum computing perspective is to encode
indefinite causal orders [29] directly as quantum super-
positions of directed acyclic graphs.
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