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The quantum circuit model is the default for encoding an algorithm intended for a NISQ computer
or a quantum computing simulator. A simple graph and through it, a graph state - quantum state
physically manifesting an abstract graph structure - is syntactically expressive and tractable. A
graph representation is well-suited for algorithms intended for a quantum computing facility founded
on measurement-based quantum computing (MBQC) principles. Indeed, the process of creating an
algorithm-specific graph can be efficiently realised through classical computing hardware. A graph
state is a stabiliser state, which means a graph is a (quantum) intermediate representation at all
points of the algorithm-specific graph process. We submit Q2Graph, a software package for designing
and testing of simple graphs as algorithms for quantum computing facilities based on MQBC design
principles. Q2Graph is a suitable modelling tool for NISQ computing facilities: the user is free to
reason about structure or characteristics of its graph-as-algorithm without also having to account
for (quantum) errors and their impact upon state.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum computing is an evolutionary step, to the
extent that it exhibits solutions to some well-structured
computational problems that remain prohibitive, even in
theory, to classical facilities. It is the difference in fun-
damentals of the two computing models that accounts
for much of the distance between classical and quantum
computing capabilities. Unlike the voltages that deter-
mine a bit in classical computing, quantum computing
derives from properties of an elementary particle and its
mathematical abstraction, the qubit (Cf. [1]). As such,
a qubit presents as a two-state system with an orthonor-
mal basis, within a complex 2n-dimensional vector space.
The qubit as a vector can be manipulated in accordance
with standard linear algebra and as implied by its two-
state system, a qubit of the ‘computational basis’ of |0〉
and |1〉 corresponds to the binary bit-state capabilities
(i.e. {0,1}) of classical computing. The reader is referred
to [2] for a comprehensive overview of both the notations
and the linear algebra to appear in this article.

The state vector of a qubit’s orthonormal basis marks
the point of departure of quantum- from classical com-
puting. Expressing an arbitrary two-state system, |ψ〉 in
the computational basis gives,

|ψ〉 = α |0〉+ β |1〉 , (1)

by which the amplitudes α, β are complex numbers and
by virtue of orthonormality,

|α|2 + |β|2 = 1. (2)

This third, ‘superposition’ state of a qubit as represented
by (1) has no equivalent in classical computing insofar as
it describes a linear combination of |0〉 and |1〉.
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As with superposition, the property of entanglement
is a feature of quantum computing not found in the bi-
nary state of classical computing. An entangled pair of
particles is an inseparable state even after subsequent
transformation of the state or physical relocation of ei-
ther particle. Of more direct relevance, entanglement of
qubits is a precondition to the property of quantum tele-
portation in computational processes, which is laid out
in Section II, below.

The future of quantum computing appears promising
although the reality of those quantum computing facili-
ties presently available is more nuanced. Quantum com-
puting facilities as at December 2021 are classed as noisy
intermediate-scale quantum (NISQ) computers and are
characterised both by low counts of physical qubits (n
≤ 130) [3–5] and sensitivity to errors arising from en-
vironmental decoherence [6, 7]. Furthermore, real-time
access to a NISQ computing facility is limited to services
provided by a few cloud-based vendors. The average user
must accept the risk of realising an error(s) when pro-
cessing an algorithm on a NISQ computing facility while
accruing a financial cost.

A number of offerings are available to simulate the
workings of an idealised quantum computer on a clas-
sical computer, commonly in the form of a software de-
velopment kit (SDK) or a platform as a service (PaaS)
offering[8]. Due to their ready availability, these ‘simula-
tors’ are in the forefront of experimentation in quantum
computing: the user of a given simulator can expect to
prepare the state of (simulated) qubits and transform
those qubits by means of standard operators to then ob-
serve an output free of errors. It is noteworthy that
the format of passing instructions to a NISQ computer
or its simulators is far closer to the punch-cards asso-
ciated with classical mainframes of the 1940s through
1960s than to the familiar, human-friendly programming
languages dominant since the 1970s. Indeed, a circuit
format has become the default for encoding an algorithm
intended for a NISQ computer or a quantum computing
simulator. To be sure, some simulator offerings have co-
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opted such programming languages as Python so that the
user can organise and approximate its (quantum) com-
putation yet such language extensions are an aid to the
(classical computing) user transitioning to the quantum
computing paradigm. The computing model founded on
the (quantum) circuit, as proposed by [9] dominates those
simulator resources presently available.

A circuit comprises of one or more qubits as input,
which are transformed through the use of single- or
multi-qubit operators collectively referred to as quan-
tum logic gates; the output qubits are specified or ‘mea-
sured’ (see section 2, below) only once all transforma-
tions are completed. The (quantum) circuit model there-
fore is the method of computation consistent with the
circuit as algorithm: as a method, the quantum circuit
model ‘builds up’ output through the aggregated trans-
formations of input qubits. It is not the case, how-
ever, that the circuit model is the sole option for ex-
ecuting a quantum computation: an alternative model
in measurement-based quantum computing (henceforth,
MQBC) proceeds through single-qubit operations ap-
plied in a certain order and basis to an agglomeration
of qubits formed through quantum entanglement, known
as a ‘cluster state’ [10]. In contrast to the circuit model,
MBQC can be thought of as ‘emerging’ the desired out-
put from a cluster state [11]. The cluster state requires
no additional input qubits to establish a (quantum) state
[12]. Revisiting its purpose as an algorithm, the circuit
is a complicated fit for the MBQC model: a circuit can
be adapted to MBQC but only after deconstructing each
multi-qubit gate to its single-qubit equivalent then se-
curing the output through measurement. In brief, the
circuit as syntax is inefficient for encoding an algorithm
under the MBQC model.

In light of the inefficiency of adapting the circuit to the
MBQC model the question becomes, what is an efficient
algorithm representation for the MBQC model? Under
the circuit model, individual qubits are the resource from
which a computation is built up by means of single- or
multi-qubit transformations of individual qubits. In con-
trast, MBQC proceeds through single-qubit operations
that transform/consume a cluster state resource. This
cluster state is therefore pivotal to the question of effi-
ciency in encoding an algorithm for the MBQC model. It
turns out that a subgroup of the quantum state, known
as a graph state has a syntax, in the form of graphs, that
can model a cluster state. A graph, as an expression of
graph state, can efficiently implement a prescribed set of
transformations of a cluster state. In effect, the graph
as an algorithm is to MBQC what the circuit is to the
circuit model.

We submit Q2Graph (https://github.com/QSI-
BAQS/Q2Graph), a software package for the design
and testing of a graph as an algorithm for MQBC.
Q2Graph is a standalone executable and draws upon
(simple) graphs as proxies of cluster states to fulfil its
requirements as a design tool. Q2Graph differs from
other well-known graph visualisation/design packages

(e.g. [13–18]) by its primary purpose namely, the design
and modelling of a graph as an algorithm for an MBQC
system[19]. More specifically, the modelling functionality
of Q2Graph includes the ability to reproduce the effect
of single-qubit operations upon the structure of a graph.
The remainder of this article will serve as a detailed
introduction to version 0.1 of Q2Graph. Section II is
a review of MBQC, graphs and graph states, which,
together, form the theoretical underpinnings of the
graph as a unit of instructions for MBQC. With the
previous section for context, Section III is a review of
the design principles that inform Q2Graph, to stimulate
potential use cases for the application. In particular,
the algorithm-specific graph is introduced as a model to
bridge between classical- and NISQ-computing facilities.
Section IV is a review of Q2Graph functions with an
emphasis upon how a user might use the package to
model a quantum algorithm. The article concludes with
Section V, including some comments on next steps for
development of Q2Graph version 0.2.

II. MEASUREMENT-BASED QUANTUM
COMPUTING, GRAPHS AND GRAPH STATES

Measurement-based quantum computation emerges a
computation from a resource of entangled qubits (‘clus-
ter state’) by transforming single qubits, in a certain or-
der and basis. In preparing the cluster state (denoted
as |Φ〉C), each of its qubits, except those designated as
input, are initialised at state |+〉. Following on from
initialising the component qubits is the process of creat-
ing quantum entanglement, which is necessary to creating
|Φ〉C . As implied by its title, |Φ〉C is a composite or mul-
tipartite system of n-interacting qubits. Ordinarily the
state space of a composite physical system (say, |Ψ〉) is
obtained as the tensor product of its component qubits,
thus,

|Ψ〉 ≡ |ψ1〉 ⊗ |ψ2〉 ⊗ ...⊗ |ψn〉 . (3)

In contrast, applying a controlled-Z (‘CZ’) gate between
qubits |i〉C and |j〉C transforms to the state space |ij〉C
not |i〉C |j〉C [20, 21] as would be consistent with (3).
This ‘entangled’ state space of |ij〉C is inseparable, there
is no observable point of difference in state between its
component qubits. By definition then,

|Φ〉C 6= |i〉C ⊗ |j〉C ⊗ ...⊗ |n〉C . (4)

Multipartite states like |Φ〉C are efficiently described
by the stabiliser formalism (see [1, 22–24]). A stabiliser
state is an eigenvector of an operator, U with eigenvalue
+1 (i.e. U |ψ〉 = |ψ〉). In every instance of a multipar-
tite state, U will include operators of the Pauli group,
PN := {±I,±iI,±X,±iX,±Y,±iY,±Z,±iZ}N . More
will be made of both stabiliser states and P below, in
the context of graphs and graph states.

So much for defining the state space of |Φ〉C . Com-
putation in MBQC now proceeds through measurement,
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which was characterised above as emerging a computa-
tion from the |Φ〉C resource. The act of measuring a
qubit reduces it to one of two states - by convention, |0〉
or |1〉 - with a probabilistic outcome determined by the
amplitudes of (1) and irreversibly destroys superposition
in the process. Despite the probabilistic outcome of mea-

suring qubit |Φ〉jC , MBQC is a deterministic computing
model: applying local unitary operators (‘corrections’)
after completing all measurements will resolve random-
ness in the computation [25–27].

Measuring |Φ〉C in a definite order and basis exploits
a function of entanglement known as quantum teleporta-
tion. Any transforming or measuring of (entangled) qubit
A fully and immediately manifests in (‘teleports to’) the
state of (entangled) qubit B. Consequently, measuring

qubit |Φ〉iC changes the state of |Φ〉C to,

|µ〉C\N ⊗ |Φ̂〉N , (5)

which is read as the tensor product of state |µ〉C\N, com-

prising of all measured qubits and state |Φ̂〉N, encom-
passing those qubits yet to be measured (i.e. N ⊆ C)
[25]. In effect, computation is the dynamic byproduct of
measuring qubits of |Φ〉C .

With the quantum properties fundamental to the
workings of MBQC now summarised, it remains to ad-
dress the workings of a graph as syntax for modelling a
quantum state. A simple graph is a sufficient abstraction
to represent a quantum state consisting of either physical
qubits or the composite systems known as logical qubits.
As a working definition, a logical qubit is a construct
that is created to mitigate the quantum errors that can
arise from environmental decoherence (e.g. [1, 24, 28–
30]). Further specifics of logical qubits and fault-tolerant
quantum computing are not considered in this paper.

A simple graph, G, consists of a non-empty, finite set
of vertices, V(G), doubling as qubits and a finite set of
edges, E(G), which symbolise an interaction between dis-
tinct pairs of vertices (qubits). Note, Q2Graph only deals
in simple graphs, which prohibit:

1. a vertex (qubit) joining with itself (a ‘loop’); and

2. joining two vertices (qubits), a and b with more
than one edge.

In brief, a more expressive graph admits operations which
are inconsistent with a stabiliser state. In Q2Graph, a
qubit (vertex) appears as a circle labelled with an identi-
fying integer, while an edge appears as an unbroken line
connecting qubit (vertex) a and qubit (vertex) b, see Fig-
ure 1. An edge, ab, in Q2Graph signifies an interaction
between qubit a and qubit b.

If they are linked by an edge ab then, vertices (qubits)
a and b are termed ‘adjacent’; in the case of Figure 1,
vertices 1 and 2 are adjacent. Furthermore, any and all
vertices (qubits) adjacent to vertex a form a sub-graph of
G, termed the ‘neighbourhood’ of vertex a and denoted as
Na. The complement of a simple graph, G with vertex set

FIG. 1: Two vertices connected by an edge.

V(G), is itself a simple graph, G’, of vertex set V(G) but
with inverted edges, i.e. if vertices b and c are neighbours
of vertex a in G but b and c are not adjacent to each
other then, they are adjacent in G’ ; see Figures 2a and
2b.

(a) A simple six-vertices graph.

(b) Complement of the six-vertices graph.

FIG. 2: A six-vertices graph and its complement.

It is also possible to restrict complementation to a
neighbourhood of G, leaving the rest of G unaffected.
This local complementation is of particular relevance to
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modelling of quantum algorithms [20, 31]. When used as
an operator on G, local complementation partly repro-
duces the effect of measuring a physical qubit, instances
of which are demonstrated in relation to Q2Graph in
section IV. Indeed, local complementation may be in-
dispensable to modelling such emerging computational
systems as linear-optical [32–34] or fusion-based quan-
tum computers [21], both of which are premised upon
MBQC principles.

Specifically in relation to G, measuring qubit |ψ〉i by
±X,±iX,±Y, ±iY,±Z,±iZ of P effectively removes the
qubit from further computational input to G. Depending
upon the measurement, local complementation of Ni will
also occur [35, 36]. Having covered the essentials of G in
relation to MBQC, it is appropriate to revisit the graph
state, |G〉 as its own stabiliser state and the restrictions
this places on operators of P.

The graph state, |G〉, has received considerable at-
tention as a framework for modelling transformations
of |Φ〉C [31, 35–40]. A graph state is a quantum state
as represented by a (simple) graph. The reader is re-
minded that the quantum state |Φ〉C is a stabiliser state,
restricted to operators of PN . The graph state, |G〉 is
also a stabiliser representing a commutative subgroup,
SN of PN for which,

SN := {I,X,Y,Z}N . (6)

These Pauli operators will leave |G〉 at eigenvalue +1
[31, 41]. Equivalently, |G〉 is the simultaneous fixed point
of correlation operators, Kj entirely determined by G [39]
such that,

Kj = σ(j)
x

⊗
{i,j}∈E

σ(i)
z , (7)

and for which σx ≡ X and σz ≡ Z.
Two further properties pertaining to these Pauli oper-

ators are of note:

1. combinations of X,Y and Z measurements can
replicate the effect of so-called ‘Clifford gates’,
which include the Hadamard-, phase- and CNOT
gates. By definition, |G〉 and hence, |Φ〉C can
replicate any quantum circuit composed of Clifford
gates [12, 31, 37], which has implications for track-
ing state in |Φ〉C both before and after an arbitrary
transformation. Tracking state transformations in
|Φ〉C is further explored in section V; and

2. as a corollary of 1), two graph states, |G〉i and
|G〉j are termed local equivalent iff |G〉j can be ob-

tained from |G〉i by applying local unitary, US (i.e.
US |G〉i = |G〉j). The significance of local equiva-
lence lies in the fact that it guarantees continuity
of G as an abstraction of |Φ〉C : one can transform
|Φ〉C to |Φ′〉C through operations of S in the cer-
tainty of an otherwise undisturbed state space [42].

Through replicating the properties of Clifford gates, G
is expressive and tractable as syntax for encoding algo-
rithms; through local equivalence, |G〉 is suitable for op-
timising an algorithm. This optimisation technique is
known as an algorithm-specific graph and is further ex-
plored in section III.

III. Q2GRAPH AS A MODELLING
FRAMEWORK

Some comments on the intrinsic design principles of
Q2Graph seem timely. To begin with the use case for
Q2Graph, the application is intended to resolve algo-
rithm design problems using classical computing facil-
ities. In this context, parallels may be drawn with
the original use case of the quantum circuit simulator,
Quirk[43] in that there is a limited availability of software
to support graph state modelling. Two further design
principles inform the Q2Graph use case, differentiating
the application from circuit-based quantum simulators:

1. a graph as the algorithm passed to the ‘back end’,
whether that be another simulator or quantum
computer, and

2. a modelling tool suited to current NISQ computing
facilities.

The components and configuration of G as well as a re-
stricted set of operators to transform it are central to
realising these design principles.

As stated above, a vertex of Q2Graph may signify ei-
ther a physical or a logical qubit. The user of Q2Graph
must be free to reason about structure or characteris-
tics of G as an algorithm without having to account for
(quantum) errors and their impact upon state. Further-
more, only the S operators, I,X,Y and Z are at the user’s
disposal (caveat, see section IV for a discussion of local
complementation as a Q2Graph operation) therefore en-
forcing the rule that every iteration of G is a stabiliser
state. Unequivocally, hardware-side problems of imple-
menting the algorithms it produces are out of scope for
Q2Graph.

Priority is given to a ready interpretation of G and
efficiency of reducing it on a classical computer thus,
Q2Graph is strictly two-dimensional in its representa-
tions of |Φ〉C as in the example of Figure 3, below. In-
deed, spatial orientation of qubits is largely irrelevant
to Q2Graph even though |Φ〉C sometimes is a three-
dimensional structure [10]. The only spatial consider-
ation relevant to Q2Graph is minimising the distance of
a graph, as a concession to optimisation. Limiting G to a
two-dimensional representation is also significant to the
concept of the algorithm-specific graph.

Processing a computation through |Φ〉C is potentially
wasteful of physical qubits because a proportion of the
lattice qubits may be superfluous [12, 25]. In any such
instance, care should be taken to minimise the resource
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FIG. 3: a two-dimensional, 5 * 5 lattice.

requirements of an algorithm. In this context, it helps
to think of a (quantum) computational problem as po-
tentially composite: some elements of the problem may
be efficiently soluble with a classical computer leaving
only a ‘remainder’ problem that requires processing with
a quantum computing facility. The algorithm-specific
graph (henceforth, ASG) is a design approach to in-
volve classical computing hardware to minimise the qubit
count of an algorithm before it is passed to a quantum
computing facility. The idealised ASG breaks down thus:

1. In a classical computing facility,

(a) all qubits of |Φ〉C , except input qubits, are at
state |+〉,

(b) in order, apply S operators to (a) - recall,
these operators can combine to replicate Clif-
ford gates - leaving as a remainder those
qubits that require non-Clifford operations
(e.g. multi-qubit gates).

2. As required, in a quantum computing facility,

(c) execute non-Clifford operations or measure-
ments on any remainder of 1(b).

It is important to recognise that G, as designed in
Q2Graph, is the intermediate representation (Cf. [44,
45]) of steps (a) through (c). Steps (a) and (b) can be
thought of as trimming an algorithm of computation that
can be efficiently handled on a classical computer. As
stipulated above, Q2Graph only admits transformation
of G through Pauli measurements hence every step of the
computation is a stabilised state (i.e. |G〉) and therefore
errors are not unwittingly passed from classical comput-
ing to quantum computing facilities. As an approach, the
ASG is both an accommodation with the resource lim-
itations of current NISQ technology[46] and recognition
that facilities of quantum computing and classical com-
puting will coexist and interact, rather than the former
supplanting the latter.

IV. Q2GRAPH: GRAPH OPERATIONS

Upon opening Q2Graph, the user will see a bounded
work canvas with a minimal toolbar. Most Q2Graph
functions are activated via keystrokes while a graph’s fea-
tures are reorganised either through further functions or
by means of drag-and-drop mouse functions. The ini-
tial functions are to add or remove a vertex or an edge
therefore counting as the backbone to constructing and
editing of G ; an example of a five-vertices graph created
by Q2Graph appears as Figure 4.

FIG. 4: A five-vertices graph.

1. Add/remove vertex: the user can,

• add a vertex by punching the ‘v’ key then,
left-clicking the mouse at the desired position
on the canvas. At any point, the user may
click-and-drag a vertex instance to change its
position on the canvas.

• remove a vertex by right-clicking the tar-
get vertex then, selecting option ‘Delete’ (or,
keystroke ‘d’), as per Figure 5.

2. Add/remove edge: an edge, ab, signifies an inter-
action between vertex a and vertex b. The user
can,

• add an edge by punching the ‘e’ key then, left-
clicking first on (nominated) vertex a then on
vertex b.

• remove an edge by right-clicking on the edge
itself then, selecting ‘Delete’ (or, keystroke
‘d’), as per Figure 6.

As noted above, both a loop edge - an edge that
connects a vertex to itself - and multiple edges
between two vertices are prohibited as options in
Q2Graph.
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FIG. 5: Deleting a vertex of G.

FIG. 6: Deleting an edge of G.

3. Local complementation. To perform local comple-
mentation as a standalone function, punch the ‘o’
key then, left-click on (nominated) vertex a. Fig-
ure 7 is a demonstration of local complementation
applied to vertex 4 as it appears in the graph of
Figure 4. Strictly speaking this function should be
reserved for testing purposes only; if |G〉 is to be
preserved as part of an ASG then, all transforma-
tion should occur via the Pauli operators X, Y or
Z (see below).

The Pauli measurements (henceforth, LPMs) in
Q2Graph - σz (Z), σy (Y) and σx (X) - are operations
for transforming G. There is no Undo function to rollback
an LPM operation in version 0.1 of Q2Graph although
the user may add vertices and edges to restore a config-
uration or alternatively, File > Save in JSON format, at
any point. After [36], each of σz, σy and σx respectively
transforms G thus:

4. σz (Z): to apply this operation, punch the ‘z’ key
then, left-click on (nominated) vertex a to remove

FIG. 7: Local complementation applied to vertex 4 of G.

it and each of its edges from G. Figure 8 is a demon-
stration of this LPM applied to vertex 1 as it ap-
pears in the graph of Figure 4; note too how the
remaining vertices of Figure 8 have renumbered as
a result of the Z-operation, this occurs in Q2Graph
as a byproduct of any delete operation.

FIG. 8: Z-operation applied to five-vertices graph of
Figure 4.

5. σy (Y): to apply this operation, punch the ‘y’ key
then, left-click on (nominated) vertex a to execute
local complementation on it; a Z-operation on ver-
tex a then completes the Y-operation. Figure 9 is
a demonstration of this LPM applied to vertex 1 as
it appears in the graph of Figure 4.

6. σx (X): is an operation requiring two consecutive
left-clicks. To effect the X-operation, first punch
the ‘x’ key then, left-click on (nominated) vertex a
to execute local complementation on it. Figure 10a
is a demonstration of the local complementation of
vertex a, in this case vertex 1 of the graph in Figure
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FIG. 9: Y-operation applied to five-vertices graph of
Figure 4.

4. Note how the neighbourhood of vertex 1 is high-
lighted as a prompt to the user to select the ‘special
neighbour’ vertex [35, 36]. To conclude the opera-
tion, select and left-click on the special neighbour
vertex, b to execute local complementation on it;
σz transformation of vertex a then completes the
X measurement. Figure 10b is a demonstration of
these concluding operations, in this instance ver-
tex 4 as it appears in Figure 10a is the nominated
vertex b.

V. CONCLUSION AND NEXT STEPS

Q2Graph is an application to resolve quantum prob-
lems using classical computing facilities or, more gener-
ally, a stable framework for testing the algorithms nec-
essary to an efficient processing of |Φ〉C . The user of
Q2Graph is able to create and transform a simple graph,
G by:

1. adding or removing a vertex or an edge,

2. executing local complementation on a target sub-
graph,

3. reproducing LPMs - σx, σy, σz - through functions
that combine elements of 1. with 2.

In turn, the restrictions of format and transformation of
G are the guarantee of |G〉 in any algorithm passed to a
downstream quantum computing facility.

What then is planned for Q2Graph version 0.2? The
immediate priority is reliable testing of G as an algo-
rithm although there are no obvious means to ‘pipe’ a
graph structure through any simulator that is currently
(or freely) available. As mentioned, the majority of simu-
lators presently available accept only the circuit model as
their algorithm. Furthermore, many simulators are either
an SDK, most often tightly-coupled front- and back-end

(a) First local complementation as part of the
X-operation.

(b) Second local complementation on vertex 4 as
part of the X-operation.

FIG. 10: X-operation applied to five-vertices graph of
Figure 4.

source code, or a PaaS, often a limited licence, propri-
etary GUI + API combination (Cf. [47]). Put plainly,
it would be a non-trivial undertaking to reconfigure an
open-source simulator in order for it to accept a graph
as algorithm. One short-term solution would be to spec-
ify a transpiler of graph-to-QASM or graph-to-JSON in
order to use a language like Cirq[48] or a platform like
Qiskit[49] as vessels for submitting ‘graphs’ to a simula-
tor. While the transpiler approach does present a solu-
tion of sorts, it is also potentially tortuous and carries
the risk of information loss. The long-term goal must be
extending the Q2Graph toolchain to include a bespoke
simulator.

The other priority for Q2Graph version 0.2, closely re-
lated to realising a bespoke simulator, is designing a vari-
ation on a ‘Pauli tracking’ facility, as a record of state
changes to |Φ〉C . Recall, the outcome of measuring qubit

|Φ〉iC is probabilistic so there is a requirement to apply
local unitary operators after all measurements are com-
pleted, to make |Φ〉C a deterministic framework. Pauli
tracking is a log of the requisite corrections induced by
probabilistic measurements and thus, acts as a script for
the local unitary operators necessary to rectify the af-
fected qubit(s) [24, 50, 51]. It is already evident in the
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case of Q2Graph that a Pauli measurement will execute
in full every time and without propagating errors to |Φ〉C .
It is therefore proposed to use the event of a Clifford oper-
ation ‘firing’ and the subsequent encoding of state to |Φ̂〉N
(as consistent with (5), above) as a record of an algo-
rithm’s outcomes. A Q2Graph log file would account for
all state changes from initialisation through any transfor-
mations to the remainder algorithm identified in relation
to an ASG. A log of state change offers obvious value to
proofs or in efforts at debugging an algorithm.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The views, opinions and/or findings expressed are
those of the author(s) and should not be interpreted as
representing the offcial views or policies of the Depart-
ment of Defense or the U.S. Government. This research
was developed with funding from the Defense Advanced
Research Projects Agency [under the Quantum Bench-
marking (QB) program under award no. HR00112230007
and HR001121S0026 contracts].

[1] A. G. Fowler, M. Mariantoni, J. M. Martinis, and A. N.
Cleland, Surface codes: Towards practical large-scale
quantum computation, Phys. Rev. A 86, 032324 (2012).

[2] M. A. Nielsen and I. L. Chuang, Quantum computation
and quantum information, 10th ed. (Cambridge Univer-
sity Press, Cambridge, 2010).

[3] F. Arute, K. Arya, R. Babbush, D. Bacon, J. C.
Bardin, R. Barends, R. Biswas, S. Boixo, F. G. S. L.
Brandao, D. A. Buell, B. Burkett, Y. Chen, Z. Chen,
B. Chiaro, R. Collins, W. Courtney, A. Dunsworth,
E. Farhi, B. Foxen, A. Fowler, C. Gidney, M. Giustina,
R. Graff, K. Guerin, S. Habegger, M. P. Harrigan,
M. J. Hartmann, A. Ho, M. Hoffmann, T. Huang,
T. S. Humble, S. V. Isakov, E. Jeffrey, Z. Jiang,
D. Kafri, K. Kechedzhi, J. Kelly, P. V. Klimov, S. Knysh,
A. Korotkov, F. Kostritsa, D. Landhuis, M. Lind-
mark, E. Lucero, D. Lyakh, S. Mandrà, J. R. Mc-
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