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Efficiently mapping quantum circuits onto hardware is an integral part of the quantum compilation process,
wherein a circuit is modified in accordance with the stringent architectural demands of a quantum processor.
Many techniques exist for solving the quantum circuit mapping problem, in addition to several theoretical per-
spectives that relate quantum circuit mapping to problems in classical computer science. This work considers a
novel perspective on quantum circuit mapping, in which the routing process of a simplified circuit is viewed as
a composition of quantum operations acting on density matrices representing the quantum circuit and processor.
Drawing on insight from recent advances in quantum circuit complexity and information geometry, we show
that a minimal SWAP-gate count for executing a quantum circuit on a device emerges via the minimization of
the distance between quantum states using the quantum Jensen-Shannon divergence, which we dub the light-
cone bound. Additionally, we develop a novel initial placement algorithm based on a graph similarity search that
selects the partition nearest to a graph isomorphism between interaction and coupling graphs. From these two
ingredients, we construct an algorithm for calculating the lightcone bound, which is directly compared along-
side the IBM Qiskit compiler for over 600 realistic benchmark experiments, as well as against a brute-force
method for smaller benchmarks. In our simulations, we unambiguously find that neither the brute-force method
nor the Qiskit compiler surpasses our bound, signaling utility for estimating minimal overhead when realizing
quantum algorithms on constrained quantum hardware. This work also constitutes the first use of quantum cir-
cuit uncomplexity to practically-relevant quantum computing. We anticipate that this method may have diverse
applicability outside of the scope of quantum information science.

I. INTRODUCTION

The promise of quantum technology extends to many areas
of modern theoretical physics, computer science and cryptog-
raphy, among others [1]. In spite of much success over the past
30 years, current-generation quantum technology is charac-
terized by noisy, intermediate-scale devices that are severely
limited not only by the depth and size of the quantum circuits
that can be executed, but also by the qubit connectivity of such
devices [2]. Such processors have allowed for the first genera-
tion of quantum-technology demonstrations, ranging from ex-
perimental realizations of hybrid quantum-classical optimiza-
tion techniques [3, 4] to resource-intensive algorithms such as
fault-tolerant quantum error-correction codes (QECCs) [5–7].

With such promise as is forecasted for quantum technol-
ogy, full-stack design approaches have emerged, in order to
delegate resources efficiently and to ensure high success rates
for a given quantum circuit, realized on a quantum proces-
sor [8–10]. As such, one of the cardinal issues to emerge
for practical quantum computing is that of quantum compila-
tion, which can be broadly defined as the various engineering-
level steps required to translate and prepare a quantum cir-
cuit for execution on a quantum processor [11]. Central to
quantum compilation is the quantum circuit-mapping problem
(QCMP), which concerns the assignment and rearrangement
of qubits from an algorithm to a processor as a quantum circuit
is executed, in order to guarantee high fidelity of the resulting
state [12, 13]. It is known that the quantum circuit-mapping

* These authors contributed equally to this work. The corresponding author
can be reached at m.a.steinberg@tudelft.nl.

problem is NP-complete [14, 15], and has been likened to the
traveling salesman problem (TSP) on a torus [16]. The QCMP
is also related to token swapping [17]. Many competing ap-
proaches have been proposed for solving the QCMP, with all
of the state-of-the-art strategies trading accuracy for speed,
among other considerations [18–34]. However, to our knowl-
edge, no work has attempted to formulate the QCMP from a
standpoint grounded in theoretical physics and quantum in-
formation theory. The motivation for such an endeavor is
twofold. Firstly, since the QCMP is a physical process, such a
description can provide new insights and perspectives on how
best to solve it. Secondly, by providing a fundamental descrip-
tion of the QCMP, we lay the groundwork for uniting various
contemporary approaches towards a solution, and show how
they compare to each other in a self-consistent framework.
In short, a physics-motivated description of the QCMP offers
consensus for current and future solution strategies, and how
best to compare them.

Underpinning the advances in quantum technology, quan-
tum information theory seeks to quantify the achievable lim-
its of information processing on a fundamental mathemati-
cal basis using quantum physics [1, 35, 36]. While much
progress is already notable, many fields outside of the im-
mediate scope of quantum information theory have benefited
from incorporating quantum-information-theoretic interpreta-
tions to outstanding research problems, including theoretical
physics [37, 38], network science (which studies the behav-
ior of complex networks from the standpoint of statistical me-
chanics and graph theory) [39–41], among many others. Bear-
ing in mind such potential, we apply the machinery of quan-
tum information theory, in particular, quantum circuit com-
plexity [42, 43], spectral graph entropy [39, 44–46], and the
quantum operations formalism [35, 47–49] to the QCMP, in
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order to describe the problem of preparing certain quantum
states on a quantum processor whose qubit connectivity is re-
stricted. As a quantum circuit itself describes a sequence of
unitary transformations under which a quantum state trans-
forms, addressing such quantum operations under the guise of
a processor’s connectivity is not only reasonable using quan-
tum information theory, but also embodies a natural extension
of quantum information theory to the setting of practical quan-
tum computing.

Several recent proposals have sought to establish links be-
tween graph theory and the QCMP [28, 29, 50–52]. Since
then, it has become commonplace in the literature to con-
sider an interaction graph (IG), in which edges represent the
necessary two-qubit interactions for implementing a quantum
circuit, and a coupling graph (CG), whose edges determine
allowed two-qubit interactions between neighboring subsys-
tems on the processor [53]. In many of these proposals, the
SWAP-gate count required to realize a quantum algorithm on
a given quantum processor is considered to be a typical metric
for the objective function of a mapping strategy [22].

In this vein, we strengthen this connection by initiating a
study of the QCMP from the theoretical standpoint, using
graph theory and network science as a foundation. More con-
cretely, we propose a special case of the QCMP in which all
two-qubit interactions of a given IG can be compressed into a
single time slice of the quantum circuit; this simplification can
be likened to a sort of “lightcone” path through a configura-
tion space, which we explain in detail in Section VII. Starting
from this point, we translate the IG and CG into density ma-
trices, and calculate their thermodynamic path length in the
configuration space of density matrices, given certain allowed
superoperator transformations. These allowed superoperator
transformations consist of a combination of doubly-stochastic
quantum operations [49, 54] to permute vertices of the CG,
and Bell measurements on the IG, in order to sequentially and
methodically minimize the path length over the configuration-
space geodesic. Using recent results in quantum circuit com-
plexity [42, 43] and methods from quantum information ge-
ometry [55–57], we carefully show that entropic divergence
measures can be used in order to minimize the distance be-
tween density matrices describing the IG and CG along the
configuration-space geodesic of allowed quantum operations,
and that a minimal SWAP-gate count can be ascertained us-
ing this method. This minimal SWAP-gate count is shown to
coincide with the quantum circuit uncomplexity [42, 43]; as
such, we name this lower bound the SWAP uncomplexity. As
this lower bound does not take into account the traditionally-
used gate-dependency graph of the IG, the SWAP uncomplex-
ity represents a lightcone solution to the QCMP, in which in-
finite parallelization of two-qubit gates is possible.

In addition, we develop a novel algorithm for the qubit
assignment (or initial placement) of qubits from the IG to
the CG, based on a subgraph isomorphism and graph sim-
ilarity search [58–60], which has applications for multi-
programming on a quantum device [61] and may be of in-
dependent interest. In this case, however, it serves as a neces-
sary step in our formulation and further enables our approach
by constraining the coupling graph to match the size of an IG,

which is one of the method’s crucial requirements. This al-
gorithm also facilitates a calculation that we use to compute a
maximal SWAP-gate count.

Together with the formalism introduced, a combined ap-
proach is constructed that searches for the best qubit assign-
ment in terms of the graph-edit distance (GED), and then
calculates the SWAP uncomplexity, given an IG/CG pair as
inputs. We test the resultant algorithm against IBM’s Qiskit
compiler, finding that in all cases, the SWAP-gate count as
calculated by the SWAP uncomplexity algorithm is never sur-
passed, in full agreement with our formalism. This lower
bound is of great importance, as such constraints can help
with the prediction of compilation performance, as well as for
making design choices relevant in application-specific map-
ping strategies and quantum devices [8].

This article is organized as follows. We review the QCMP
in Section II. Following this section, we immediately discuss
in Section III how to mathematically map the graph Laplacian
of a simple graph into the density matrix formalism, while
at the same time highlighting the importance of entropic di-
vergence measures (Section III B), as well as several other
related quantum distance measures (Section III A). Next, we
show in Section IV how to derive the lower bound SWAP-gate
count for the QCMP, making heavy use of quantum informa-
tion geometry and circuit complexity theory [42, 43, 62–66].
In Section V we describe an algorithmic implementation for
calculating the resulting SWAP uncomplexity figure of merit;
we also treat several practical subtleties of the problem (Sec-
tions V A and V B). Finally, we present the numerical results
from over 600 benchmarks tested on realistic quantum circuits
and hardware layouts in Section VI; we then provide a physi-
cal interpretation of the SWAP uncomplexity using a Penrose
diagram as a guide, in Section VII. Lastly, we offer final con-
clusions and ideas for future work in Section VIII.

II. QUANTUM CIRCUIT MAPPING

Generally, quantum algorithms and their associated circuit-
level descriptions are developed without considering the
architecture-specific limitations of particular devices, i.e.,
they are developed in an architecture-free manner. For ex-
ample, the elementary gate set (or primitives) for a particular
device may differ significantly from what has been indicated
at the level of a generic circuit description; as such, several
actions must be performed in order to translate the quantum
algorithm into a circuit that a quantum device can actually
execute. Another example can be seen in the physical connec-
tivity properties of a quantum processor, which must be con-
sidered to ensure that the necessary qubit-qubit interactions of
the circuit can be performed on the device. Although certain
exceptions may exist (in which several of the aforementioned
steps may not necessarily be carried out), these procedures are
collectively known as quantum circuit mapping [11].

The task of quantum circuit mapping itself is usually di-
vided into several steps which typify the process: A) elemen-
tary gate-set decomposition, which involves the translation of
a circuit to a native gate set utilized by a quantum processor;
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(a) (b) (c) (d)

FIG. 1. An example of the QCMP as a sequence of steps needed to assign qubits from an algorithm to a quantum device. The two-qubit gates
in the two circuit diagrams are used to represent general two-qubit unitary operations (with the exception of SWAP gates); here, we do not
consider single-qubit gates, and the two-qubit interactions shown in (a) and (d) are taken to be general two-qubit unitary operations. (a) The
quantum circuit is transformed into an interaction graph, as shown in (b). Next, it is compared with the connectivity properties of the coupling
graph (c). As no graph isomorphism (i.e., no exact matching between the vertices of the IG and CG which upholds all of the edge relations of
both) exists between the IG and CG, one can compensate for the lack of connectivity by introducing SWAP operations to the circuit in order
to realize the circuit. (d) These operations degrade the fidelity of the final output state.

B) scheduling, which concerns the formation of a logical time
ordering for algorithm execution, and includes considerations
for parallelism of operations and for the shortening of circuit
depth; C) qubit assignment, which relates to the initial assign-
ment of qubits from an algorithm to the physical qubits on a
quantum architecture; and D) qubit routing, which examines
the increase in gate overhead as extra operations are inserted
into the algorithm as a function of physically moving qubits
around the processor, such that the required two-qubit opera-
tions are realizable [11]. Typically, operations such as SWAP
gates are utilized in order to adapt the circuit to hardware;
these amount to classical permutation operations on a product
state, but other approaches exist as well [32, 67, 68].

As a simple example, consider the quantum circuit-
mapping procedure in Figure 1. The circuit on the left is de-
composed into IG form (a)-(b), wherein we do not consider
single-qubit gates for simplicity, and we assume that the two-
qubit gates shown in the circuit diagrams are taken as gen-
eral two-qubit operations. Upon comparing the IG with the
available qubit-qubit interactions afforded by a quantum de-
vice, it is apparent that the connectivity available on the device
and the connectivity required by the algorithm differ (the two-
qubit interaction represented by the edge ed0d1

is not possible,
as shown in (b)-(c)). As such, this discrepancy can be com-
pensated for by adding detrimental SWAP operations to the
circuit’s initial assignment (d). This example provides an il-
lustration of quantum circuit mapping based on an exact graph
matching between IG and CG. Implicit to this example was
the assumption that exactly such a mapping between the ver-
tices of the IG and CG exists which preserves all of the edge
relationships of the IG; this is known as a graph isomorphism,
and will be discussed in more detail in Appendix A.

In this paper, we formulate and solve a special case of the
QCMP. In contrast to Figure 1, our formalism exhibits three
main simplifications. Firstly, as is typical in the QCMP, we do
not consider single-gate interactions in the formalism that we
present starting in Section III. Secondly, we assume the exis-
tence of a noiseless quantum device, as such an ideal scenario
precisely allows for the emergence of a lower bound. Thirdly,
we assume that no further gate simplifications via quantum

circuit-synthesis techniques can be further leveraged [69–71].
Finally, in real quantum hardware, typically we only consider
that one multiqubit gate can be performed on a given hardware
qubit during a given moment; this necessitates the division of
the quantum circuit into time slices. Instead, we consider the
scenario in which all two-qubit gate interactions of the circuit
can be performed within a single unit time slice, i.e. the causal
structure of our circuits are taken to be indefinite [72, 73], as
essentially infinite parallelization of two-qubit gate operations
can be implemented. We devote more detail to these concepts
in Section VII.

III. GRAPHS AS DENSITY MATRICES

In quantum physics, the most general manner of describing
a quantum state involves the use of density matrices [1, 74]. A
density matrix ρ is a Hermitian, positive semidefinite matrix,
whose trace is equal to unity. A system ρ is termed pure if
and only if the bound Tr

[
ρ2

]
≤ 1 is saturated. The density

matrix admits a spectral decomposition as

ρ =
∑
j

pj |ψj⟩ ⟨ψj | , (1)

for an orthonormal basis {|ψj⟩}, where pj are non-negative
eigenvalues summing to 1.

In this work, as in [39, 40], we make use of the concept of
a density matrix to describe a complex network (i.e. a graph
with many edges and vertices, and assumed topological struc-
ture [75]), by defining a matrix from a network which fulfills
the mathematical properties of a density matrix. One such
candidate was previously shown in [39] to be promising for
adhering to the property of subadditivity for the VNE; this
equilibrium Gibbs state is defined as

ρL =
e−βL

Z
, (2)
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where ρL, e
(·), β, and Z represent: the density matrix of

graph Laplacian L; the matrix exponential; the inverse tem-
perature (or diffusion time [44]); and the partition function,
which is defined as Z = Tr

[
e−βL

]
, respectively. We de-

fine the graph Laplacian as L := D −A, following [39, 76].
Throughout the text, we will refer to the graph Laplacians for
the IG and CG using the notation LIG,LCG, respectively, and
ρIG,σCG to refer to the corresponding IG and CG density-
matrix forms, respectively. Additionally, we refer to edges in
a graph-theoretic context as a line connecting two vertices; in
the density-matrix formalism, we will make reference to this
instead with the term subsystem interactions.

Using these objects to describe complex networks is ad-
vantageous for several reasons. Firstly, although it is known
that the graph Laplacian is uniquely determined up to vertex-
numbering assignments [77], the eigenvalue spectrum of the
graph Laplacian does not allow for unique identification of
a graph. For example, two graphs can be cospectral, i.e.
possessing the same eigenvalue spectrum, but with different
connectivity [77]. As such, the approach we detail in this
work is motivated by the fact that entropic divergence mea-
sures allow for a unique differentiation between two quantum
states ρ and σ. Secondly, the VNE is permutation-invariant,
i.e., the VNE is invariant under a reordering of subsystems.
For example, suppose we have a state vector of five subsys-
tems a, b, c, d, and e. If two such subsystem orderings give
rise to density matrices η =

∑
abcde∈Z2

|abcde⟩ ⟨abcde| and
ξ =

∑
abcde∈Z2

|baced⟩ ⟨baced|, it can be shown that the
equality S(η) = S(ξ) holds [49]. Lastly, as discussed in
[39, 40], previous attempts to calculate the classical entropy
of a complex network fail, as these measures are dependent
on a probability distribution resultant from a specific network
descriptor. In contrast, the quantum approach we utilize does
not depend on a specific network descriptor, but rather the en-
tire network, rescaled and normalized as a Gibbs state.

A. Distance Measures in Quantum Information Theory

The task of distinguishing two quantum states is in general
a highly non-trivial problem in quantum physics, with many
interpretations useful for distinct scenarios [1, 35, 36, 66].
However, at the core of these distance measures lies a central
object known as the quantum Fisher information [57], and is
typically calculated as

Gij =

d−1∑
i,j=0

Re
(
⟨λi| ∂iρ |λj⟩ ⟨λj | ∂jρ |λi⟩

)
λi − λj

, (3)

where ∂i = ∂ρ/∂i for some density matrix parameterized
by a vector θ̄ = {θ1 . . . θm}, and we write i, j as shorthand
for the parameters θi, θj . λi, λj represent the eigenvalues as-
sociated with ∂iρ and ∂jρ.

The quantum Fisher information is a fundamental object
in quantum information theory, allowing for the derivation of
an extended family of statistical inference measures that dis-
tinguish between parameterized quantum states in different

settings [55, 78]. In particular, it is known that the quantum
Fisher information is closely related to the Bures distance Bij

[1, 36, 55], as well as to the quantum relative entropy as

Gij = 4Bij = 8
(
1−

√
F(ρi,ρj)

)
≈

√
2S(ρi||ρj) , (4)

where F(ρi,ρj) =
(
Tr
[√√

ρjρi
√
ρj

])2
represents the

fidelity function, S(ρi||ρj) = S(ρi) + S(ρj) is the quan-
tum relative entropy (QRE), and S(ρi) is the Von Neumann
entropy (VNE).

From the quantum relative entropy, one can immediately
define a similar divergence measure which will be useful to
the present work, the quantum Jensen-Shannon divergence. It
is defined, using the quantum relative entropy, as

DqJSD(ρi||ρj) =
1

2

[
S
(
ρi||

ρi + ρj

2

)
+ S

(
ρj ||

ρi + ρj

2

)]
.

(5)
It is also well-known that the quantum Fisher information

(and by extenstion, the quantum Jensen-Shannon divergence)
is closely related to the quantum Wasserstein distance [56, 62,
66].

B. Quantum Information Theory & Entropic Divergence
Measures

The task of actually distinguishing two quantum states ρi

and ρj can be accomplished through the use of the entropic
divergence measures [1, 36, 45, 46, 49, 55, 78–80]. In par-
ticular, we employ the quantum Jensen-Shannon divergence
(qJSD), which is defined as

DqJSD(ρi||ρj) = S
(
ρi + ρj

2

)
− 1

2

(
S(ρi)+S(ρj)

)
. (6)

Here we defined the Von Neumann entropy [1, 49] as

S(ρi) = −Tr(ρi logρi) , (7)

where all logarithms are of natural base. The VNE exhibits
several interesting properties:

• Permutation-invariance with respect to subsystem
ordering: that is, given a multipartite quantum state,
the VNE is invariant under the specific ordering of
subsystems that we choose. For example, given a state
vector of five subsystems a, b, c, d, and e, we have
S(ρi) = S(ρj), if ρ =

∑
abcde∈Z2

|abcde⟩ ⟨abcde|,
and ρj =

∑
abcde∈Z2

|baced⟩ ⟨baced|.

• Unitary-transformation invariance: a density matrix
ρi is invariant under S(ρi) = S(UρiU

†), where U is
a unitary transformation.
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• Additivity: the VNE is additive for independent
systems. For example, for independent subsystems i
and j, we have S(ρi ⊗ ρj) = S(ρi) + S(ρj).

• Subadditivity: crucially, we see that a conjoined
system ij has S(ρij) ≤ S(ρi) + S(ρj).

These properties are immediately useful for defining the
entropic divergence measures which were introduced in Sec-
tion III A, and also are desirable for the QCMP.

One may ask why we chose to utilize the qJSD, and
not other quantum entropic measures, such as the mutual
information or the quantum relative entropy [1, 78]. Our
deference to the qJSD is due to several useful properties
(partially originating from the VNE), but arguably the most
important one originates from the square root of the qJSD lies
in a metric space D(x, y) for two objects x, y that we wish
to distinguish. A metric space is endowed with the properties
of:

• Distance: Let x, y, z be the elements inside a set
X , then the function D : X × X 7→ R upholds
D(x, y) ≥ 0, with the case of D = 0 if x = y.

• Symmetricity: The function D(x, y) also obeys
D(x, y) = D(y, x).

• Adherence to the Triangle inequality: lastly,
D(x, y) +D(x, z) ≥ D(y, z).

If these conditions are all upheld, we say that D(·, ·) is
a metric space [46]. More specifically, the qJSD defines a
bounded metric space of the form

0 ≤
√

DqJSD(ρi||ρj) ≤ 1 , (8)

with a value of 0 signifying that ρi = ρj , and a value of 1
used for the case of ρi ⊥ ρj [79, 81]. As we are comparing
the density matrices related to the IG and CG of a quantum cir-
cuit and processor, it is imperative to understand the closeness
of one to the other, using some bounded distance measure.
As a contrasting incentive, consider measuring the quantum
relative entropy of two orthogonal states; in this case, the di-
vergence is unbounded and gives S(ρi||ρj) 7→ ∞ [1]. In the
practical setting of the QCMP, such a measure is therefore not
useful and does not convey the necessary distance informa-
tion.

In addition to the metric space property, the qJSD is sym-
metric. This property is concomitant to the previous prop-
erty related to metric spaces, but we address it here separately.
Symmetricity means that the qJSD obeys the relation

DqJSD(ρi||ρj) = DqJSD(ρj ||ρi) . (9)

For the QCMP, we observe that this relation is desirable, as
we wish for the notion of distance between two density ma-
trices to stay the same, regardless of whether one is derived

from LIG or LCG. As we will see in Section IV, it is in fact
this distance quantity that we relate to the quantum circuit un-
complexity [42, 43]. Additionally, the concept of symmetric-
ity is paramount, as it permits us to directly relate the qJSD
back to the quantum Fisher information; indeed, it was shown
using the quantum Fisher information that the qJSD exactly
calculates the thermodynamic path length between two equi-
librium quantum states, and lower bounds their divergence on
a Riemannian manifold [55, 56, 62–65, 78].

Finally, we note that the qJSD is non-increasing under the
action of a CP map [79], which can be formally stated as

DqJSD(ρi||ρj) ≤ DqJSD(Λ(ρi)||Λ(ρj)) , (10)

where Λ(·) represents the superoperator of a quantum op-
eration. The most general form of a quantum operation can
be written in several representations; in this work we will
concentrate on the Kraus representation (also known as the
operator-sum representation), stated as

Λ(·) :=
∑
i

Ei · E†
i , (11)

where Ei is the ith term in the sum of operators, and Λ(·) is
taken to be a general quantum operation superoperator, con-
strained to the completely-positive (CP) condition [1, 35, 36].

We also introduce here the class of doubly-stochastic (DS)
quantum channels, with the term quantum channel distin-
guishing from quantum operation in that, in addition to the
CP constraint, we additionally impose trace preservation (TP)
[1]. In this work, we will refer to CPTP maps using Φ(·).
Moreover, doubly-stochastic quantum channels are unital,
meaning that the fixed point of the channel upholds the equal-
ity Φ(In) = In [47, 49]. In defining the class of doubly-
stochastic quantum channels, we use the fact that any Kraus
operator can be factorized, as all systems of Kraus operators
implementing a quantum operation are related by a unitary
transformation. A particular decomposition can be defined as

Ei =
∑
j

√
θjPj . (12)

Here Pj ∈ Pn refers to permutation matrices from the set of
n×n permutation matrices, and θj refers to a probability dis-
tribution [49] (we have also omitted the indices i on the right-
hand side for clarity). The existence of this class of convex de-
composition comes from the Birkhoff-Von-Neumann Theorem
[36, 49, 54] for which it is known that such a decomposition
can be found in polynomial time [82].

Lastly, we present projective measurements for density ma-
trices constructed from graph Laplacians. Following the treat-
ment of [41], we define a set of orthogonal projectors Πk such
that

∑
k Mk = In. The post-measurement state of a general

density matrix is then

M(ρ) =
MkρMk

Tr[Mkρ]
, (13)
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where Tr[Mkρ] represents the probability of the kth mea-
surement outcome. Note that projective measurements are
known as a specific example of a CP map [1, 35, 36]. In Sec-
tion IV, we shall use projective measurements to erase subsys-
tem interactions from the density-matrix form of the IG, ρIG,
as well as for selecting appropriate subsystem permutations of
the CG density matrix σCG.

IV. THERMODYNAMIC PATH LENGTH &
(UN)COMPLEXITY

As mentioned in Section III A, the quantum Fisher informa-
tion defines an entire family of statistical distance measures,
from which we have taken particular interest in the family of
entropic divergences. However, it is still not clear how to con-
nect this to the more profound notion of thermodynamic path
length. In order to provide an answer, let us start from quan-
tum thermodynamics [62–64]: the distance between any two
quantum states (in continuum spacetime) can always be de-
scribed as the average work extracted over some path through
configuration space ξ:

W =

ˆ
ξ

dtTr
[
Ḣtρt

]
, (14)

where we consider Ht =
∑

i λiXi as a time-
dependent Hamiltonian with time-dependent, experimentally-
controllable parameters λi and time-independent observables
Xi, and ρt is the time-evolved density matrix from t ∈ [0, τ ],
following the work of [62–64].

We also generally know how ρt evolves in spacetime via
the Lindblad master equation [63, 64], which is given by

dρ

dt
= i/ℏ

[
H,ρ(t)

]
+ L(ρ(t)) , (15)

where L(ρ(t)) =
∑

j γj
(
LjρL

†
j − 1/2{L†

jLj ,ρ}
)
, and

ρt,ρ(t) represent the time-evolved density matrix at time t,
as well as the time-dependence of the density matrix on t, re-
spectively. Lj are known as jump operators, and describe the
channel that the quantum system is subjected to as it interacts
with external environmental degrees of freedom [64]. γj are
known as the decoherence rates.

In the case of the QCMP, this machinery is not needed, as
we simply wish to understand the optimal case of quantum cir-
cuit mapping. That is to say, we wish to consider a noiseless
quantum processor, capable of infinite parallelization (as we
described above and in the manuscript’s discussion section).
In that case, there are no environmental factors nor decoher-
ence to consider, and we can examine our problem from the
standpoint of a closed quantum evolution; therefore, we set
γj = 0 and recover the original Von Neumann equation. As
is expected for a closed system of pure quantum states, the
dynamics now depend only on the Hamiltonian.

In order to calculate thermodynamic path length, [64] con-
siders the amount of work dissipated into the environment due

to restricted thermodynamic transformations on Gibbs states.
One can directly find this from Equation 15, by optimizing the
geodesic equations and accompanying Christoffel symbols for
λi [64], ending with

Wdiss = 1/β

ˆ
ξ

dtλ̇i(Gij)tλ̇j , (16)

Where β here represents the inverse temperature related to
the Gibbs state, as is standard. From Wdiss, we can formally
define thermodynamic path length as

Wpath = 1/β

ˆ
ξ

dt

√
λ̇i(Gij)tλ̇j . (17)

In these previous two equations, we recognize the quantum
Fisher information Gij in the integral kernel. As we discussed
previously in Section III A, it is known that thermodynamic
path length and the Jensen-Shannon divergence compute the
lower-bound distance between quantum states, and that this
distance constitutes a geodesic in a configuration space of al-
lowed transformations between equilibrium states [56, 57, 62–
66]. Lastly, we know that geodesics not only represent the
shortest paths on a Riemannian manifold, but also that the
distance between any two infinitesimally small intervals on
the geodesic are locally the shortest path as well (i.e. the dis-
tance function we have defined must monotonically decrease
along the thermodynamic path).

Before progressing, there are a few further points to men-
tion. Firstly, when two CG vertices are adjacent to one an-
other such that a corresponding IG two-qubit edge (gate) may
be performed, we say that this edge is executable, and there-
fore should not factor further into the shortest-path calcula-
tion. Therefore, we compensate for this by performing Bell
measurements on these edges, an operation already shown
in [41] to erase edges of simple graphs. We use the mea-
surement scheme in quantum-operation form, as discussed at
the end of Section III B. Secondly, in order to permute ver-
tices on the CG, we make extensive utilization of the doubly-
stochastic quantum channel forms which are also described
in Section III B. However, we must make a slight modifi-
cation due to the practical considerations of the QCMP. As
we are limited to performing only nearest-neighbor SWAP
gates on the CG, this signifies that, for the Kraus operators
Ei =

∑
j

√
θjPj , we have that Pj ∈ Pn(CG) ⊂ Pn, where

Pn(CG) is the subgroup of all nearest-neighbor permutations
available on the CG at a given time instant.

Thirdly and lastly, the operations of a quantum circuit take
place over the discrete configuration space of SU(2k), with
k = 2, 3 in most contexts, representing the number of qubits
participating in a given gate [42]. Although it is the case that
SU(2k) is a Lie group and is therefore continuous, the permit-
ted operations of the QCMP lie strictly within discrete con-
figuration space, as we are restricted to only the set of Bell
measurements {Me}e∈EIG on the IG, and doubly-stochastic
quantum operations {Λ(·)|Ei ∈ Pn(CG)} on the CG, both of
which are represented by discrete simple graphs.
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We can then discretize the integral over ξ ∈
⟨{Me}e∈EIG ,Λ(·)⟩ by considering infinitesimally small
time translations t+∆t with ∆ << 1, such that

ρ(t+∆t) ≈ E(ρ(t)) , (18)

where E(·) is the action of a quantum channel acting on ρ.
If we then perform this action m times, then we have

ρ(t+m(∆t)) ≈ Em ◦ · · · ◦ E1(ρ(t)) . (19)

Keeping all of these points in mind, we can re-write the
integral from Equation 16 in discretized form as

Wdiss =
∑
m

Πl
[
Ml

i

[
argmin

Gij

[
Πm

[
Λm
j (Gij)

]]]]
, (20)

where Πl
[
Ml

i(·)
]
= Ml

i ◦ · · · ◦ M1
i (·), i.e. the sequence

of measurements executed on the IG when two-qubit gates
are possible on the CG. Additionally, Πm

(
Λm
j

(
·
))

= Λm
j ◦

· · · ◦ Λm
j

(
·
)
, i.e. the sequence of SWAP-gate permutations

undertaken in order to move qubits on the CG such that IG
two-qubit gates can be performed. We sum over all of the
permutations performed as we are erasing IG edges. Finally,
as we recognize from [56, 65, 66] and Equation 4 that the
quantum Jensen-Shannon divergence is directed related to the
quantum Fisher information matrix, we can directly substitute
and obtain the form

Wdiss =
∑
m

Πl
[
Ml

i

[
argmin

DqJS
ij

[
Πm

[
Λm
j (DqJS

ij (ρIG||ρCG))
]]]]

,

(21)
where DqJS

ij (ρIG||ρCG) = S(ρIG+ρCG
2 ) − 1

2

(
S(ρIG) +

S(ρCG)
)
, and the subscripts i, j denote quantum operations

on the IG and CG, respectively. We have also absorbed
the terms λ̇i and λ̇j into the description of their respective
quantum channels, as these terms represent time-dependent,
externally-controllable parameters in the first place. The
equation above can be likened to the process of parallel
transport on a Riemannian manifold [56, 66], and preserves
the structure of the metric, as well as the geodesic form.

As we sum over all of the m permutations performed, we
eventually erase all of the edges of the IG, resulting in an ef-
fective distance between the original CG and the maximally-
mixed state (now the erased IG):

Wdiss = ||IIG − Πm
[
Λm
j (ρCG)

]
||O∈⟨{Me}e∈EIG ,Λ(·)⟩

= C(IIG)− C(ρCG) = USWAP , (22)

where ||·||O is a distance measure subject to the restrictions
on transformations O for transporting DqJS

ij (ρIG||ρCG) along
the geodesic. It is obvious from the lower half equalities of

Equation 22 that our equation exactly coincides with the form
of quantum circuit uncomplexity given by [42] and expounded
upon in [43]. Additionally, Equation 22 is directly related
to the quantum Wasserstein distance, another known distance
measure for calculating the shortest path between two quan-
tum states in terms of number of gates within some restricted
set of allowed transformations [56, 66].

V. ALGORITHMIC IMPLEMENTATION

The pseudocode for calculating the SWAP uncomplexity
is shown in Algorithm 1. The algorithm proceeds similarly
to the mathematical derivation detailed in Section IV. Firstly,
the density matrices ρIG and ρCG are provided as inputs, and
USWAP is set to zero. Next, we immediately calculate the qJSD
in order to check if an isomorphism exists between ρIG and
ρCG. If none exists, then we first remove all of the edges of the
IG which directly match up with edges of the CG, obtaining
the density matrix ρ̄IG. We then set a SWAP-gate counterm to
zero. Afterwards, a For loop begins with the eventual goal to
erase all of the IG’s edges; the process by which this happens
begins with the calculation of a first qJSD qjsd1 after the ith

and mth actions of measurement and doubly-stochastic quan-
tum channels on their respective density matrices. Addition-
ally, we calculate a second qJSD with an extra permutation
applied to the CG. The optimal choice of this particular per-
mutation requires a worst-case search over all edges of CG for
each iteration. In practice, decomposing a doubly-stochastic
quantum channel will result in the superposition of several
possible permutation matrices [49, 54]; in order to make a
hard decision, we choose to apply the permutation matrix with
the maximal θj value, as shown in Equation 12. The reason
for choosing the maximal θj lies in the fact that performing
the most-likely permutation matrix at every iteration step of
the algorithm allows us to follow and stay on the geodesic
at every time step [64, 65]. After applying the permutation
matrix, we compute the second qJSD qjsd2; if it is found that
qjsd2 < qjsd1, then we simply add one to the SWAP counter
and the same process of comparing subsequent qJSDs contin-
ues until qjsd2 ≥ qjsd1. Upon arriving here, we first check
to see if the current iteration of Mi(ρ̄IG) is equivalent to the
identity matrix IIG; in this case, the algorithm is complete and
we break out of the For loop, returning the number m asso-
ciated to the SWAP uncomplexity USWAP. If Mi(ρ̄IG) ̸≡ IIG,
then we continue by performing the next subsequent measure-
ment, Mi+1(ρ̄IG), associated with whichever edges are cur-
rently matched up between the IG and the CG.

At this point, the erasure of a remaining subsystem interac-
tion implies that the qJSD will again increase, as we know
that the VNE under a CP map always increases [83]. We
must then perform the commensurate doubly-stochastic quan-
tum channel operation(s) again and select the appropriate θj-
valued permutation such that the divergence decreases to its
minimal value once more. The algorithm terminates upon the
successful erasure of all subsystem interactions in ρ̄IG, leaving
a maximally mixed state.

One may ordinarily surmise that the runtime complexity of
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Algorithm 1 is quite high; after all, inside the For loop lies
several seemingly difficult optimization problems. However,
due to the Birkhoff-Von-Neumann algorithm, decomposition
of any doubly-stochastic quantum channel is guaranteed in
polynomial timesteps [49, 82]. Taking stock, we conclude that
the algorithm’s runtime complexity is bounded by the num-
ber of edges in the IG, multiplied by the number of edges in
the CG queried by an optimizer to determine the maximum-
θj permutation for estimating qjsd2, using Λm+1. Since
|ĒIG| ≤ |ĒCG|, the worst case complexity is quadratic in the
number of edges in a complete graph of size CG, or more suc-
cinctly,O((dim(ρCG)(dim(ρCG)−1)/2)2) = O(dim(ρCG)

4).
However, for the optimization loop, since we need to consider
edges within the connectivity constraints of quantum proces-
sors, these graphs are typically planar instead of all-to-all con-
nected (i.e. as in a complete graph), with much more benign
runtime expectation for the pragmatic use case.

Algorithm 1: Pseudocode for an algorithmic
optimization of the SWAP Uncomplexity USWAP.

Input: ρIG,ρCG

Initial Qubit Assignment← Qubit Assignment(ρIG,ρCG)
USWAP ← 0
Output: USWAP

Assert: DqJS(ρIG||ρCG) == 0

if DqJS(ρIG||ρCG) ! = 0 then
ρ̄IG ← Remove Trivial Edges(ρIG)
m← 0
for i ∈ [0, |ĒIG|] do

qjsd1 ← DqJS
(
Mi(ρ̄IG)||Λm(ρCG)

)
qjsd2 ← DqJS

(
Mi(ρ̄IG)||Λm+1(ρCG)

)
if qjsd2 < qjsd1 then

m← m+ 1
continue

else
ifMi(ρ̄IG) ≡ IIG then

break
else
Mi(ρ̄IG)←Mi+1(ρ̄IG)

end if
end if

end for
end if
return USWAP ← m = USWAP

A. The β Parameter

Estimating the inverse temperature value β in Algorithm 1
can be a delicate procedure. During our investigation, we un-
covered that a non-trivial dependence of the VNE exists on β;
this is evident in Figure 2, where we have graphed β versus
the normalized VNE value. It is well-known in the theory of
phase transitions that rapid changes in entropy which are de-
pendent on temperature are prime signals of phase transitions
[84], and this is clear in Figure 2 about the point β ∼ 100.
Conversely, the high-temperature regime generally begins at

FIG. 2. The fluctuation of SG(ρi) as a function of β for 4-node
graphs. We have utilized different marker types in order to distin-
guish curves with very similar VNE.

β ∼ 10−1 and extends leftwards. A search was conducted
over a range of β values with varying increments; the pre-
ferred value yields the minimal SWAP-gate count for an IG
and CG pair. We were able to ascertain this minimal SWAP-
gate count using a search over the range of 10−5 ≤ β ≤ 105.
As the definition of SWAP uncomplexity states that there ex-
ists a minimal bound for the number of SWAP gates at some
value of β, but does not say directly how one may find the
most appropriate β, we conclude that this is consistent with
our definition of USWAP. As we show in Section VI, it so hap-
pens that almost all of our results (∼ 97%) achieve the mini-
mal SWAP-gate count in the high-temperature regime, largely
following the empirically-derived results of [85]. We will dis-
cuss possible improvements to this technique in Sections VII
and VIII.

B. Qubit Assignment

As mentioned previously in Section II, the initial stage of
the QCMP is known as qubit assignment (also known as initial
placement, qubit allocation, or initial mapping) [51, 52]. This
procedure plays a pivotal role in quantum circuit execution
[12]. In our proposal for calculating the SWAP uncomplexity
in the QCMP, we also must assign qubits from the IG to the
CG initially in an optimal way, as this influences how many
SWAP gates will be utilized.

In [51], the concept of qubit assignment was introduced as a
search for a subgraph isomorphism for an IG/CG pair. To our
knowledge, this technique has not yet seen widespread imple-
mentation in practical qubit-assignment techniques, despite its
potential. Instead, most existing approaches focus on alterna-
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tive factors such as sequential gate flow in the circuit or the
number of interactions between qubits as in [20, 86, 87]. Nev-
ertheless, some work has explored the subgraph-isomorphism
concept for the QCMP [28, 52, 88, 89].

Building upon the foundation of the well-known VF2 algo-
rithm [28, 90], our approach to qubit-assignment searches for
an exact location on the quantum device where our circuit can
run without requiring additional gates. If a solution is feasi-
ble, we are left with an optimal assignment. In cases where a
solution is not possible, we conduct a graph similarity search.
This process involves the GED calculation and comparison
of the IG to all distinct subgraphs of the same size within
the CG, which opens up alternative assignment possibilities.
In this fashion, we condense the search space for alternative
solutions, while also highlighting the potential utility of our
approach for multi-programming applications (i.e. executing
multiple circuit in parallel on a quantum device) [61].

Let |VIG| be the number of qubits in the IG, and |VCG| be
the number of physical qubits on the IG and CG, respectively.
Our qubit-assignment process consists of the following steps:

1. Preprocessing:
(a) Select a quantum algorithm described as a quan-

tum circuit and extract its IG GIG(EIG, VIG),
where |EIG| represents the number of edges in the
IG.

(b) Choose a quantum device to execute the cir-
cuit on and extract its CG, represented as graph
GCG(ECG, VCG), where |ECG| stands for the num-
ber of edges in the CG.

(c) In order to increase the efficiency of steps later on,
and reduce the search space, we find all distinct
subgraphs of size |VIG| within graph GCG.

2. Subgraph isomorphism using VF2 and subgraph simi-
larity search:

(a) Use the VF2 algorithm to check if a subgraph iso-
morphism exists between graphs GIG and GCG.

i. If a subgraph isomorphism is found, we im-
mediately determine the location within the
CG for qubit assignment.

ii. When a subgraph isomorphism does not ex-
ist, we utilize the graph-edit distance (GED)
(Appendix A) to identify structurally most
similar subgraph of the CG when compared
to the IG. During this process, we compare
IGs only to distinct subgraphs of a CG de-
rived from Item 1c.

(b) Assign the IG to the CG in accordance with the
result from the previous step.

3. Calculating the maximal SWAP-gate count as it de-
pends on the qubit assignment. We describe the com-
putation of this bound in more detail in Appendix C.

The steps in the algorithm are exemplified in Figure 3.
Here, we take as a simple example the case of a 4-qubit IG
assigned to a 7-qubit architecture, as shown in (a). In (b), we
display the two distinct 4-qubit subgraphs that are identified in

0 1

23

0 1 2

3

4 5 6

(b)

(a)

(c)
(0,0) (1,1)

(2,3)

(3,5)

FIG. 3. Steps taken for the qubit-assignment algorithm described in
Section V B: (a) The task at hand is to find the best-fit initial place-
ment for the qubits in the 4-qubit IG (shown with blue numbering)
for the 7-qubit CG (shown with red numbering); in our case, the the
CG corresponds to the connectivity of the IBM Casablanca quan-
tum device. (b) Shows the distinct subgraphs found from Item 1c
in Section V B. After verifying that no direct subgraph isomorphism
between IG and one of these graphs exists, a similarity search is em-
ployed. (c) The subgraph of the CG with the lowest GED relative to
an IG is retrieved. The resulting initial placement is shown in blue,
with the final GED calculated to be 1. The actual qubit assignment is
shown in the form of several colored ordered pairs (blue numbering
represents IG qubits, while red numbering represents CG qubits).

Item 1c. Finally, in (c) we show the final assignment of qubits
as ordered pairs; in this case, an graph isomorphism was not
found. Therefore, we select the subgraph with the lowest GED
calculated, as per Item 2(a)ii. The final initial placement and
related information obtained during this process serve as in-
puts for the SWAP uncomplexity algorithm, as described in
Sections IV and V.

In addition to implementing the technique described above,
a specific approach for complete graphs (i.e., all-to-all IGs)
was utilized. For such cases, we automatically locate the
most-connected subgraph of that size within the CG. This
method can also be applied to circuits larger than 20 qubits.
However, for the purpose of this paper, we focus on smaller
circuits as a demonstration of the concept.

VI. BENCHMARK EVALUATION & RESULTS

In this section, we describe the numerical results obtained
from comparing the SWAP uncomplexity against IBM’s
Qiskit compiler [91]*, as well as against a brute-force ap-
proach [92]. These experiments were carried out for two
main reasons. Firstly, we wish to subject the SWAP uncom-
plexity formalism and algorithm to a concrete, rigorous sanity
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FIG. 4. Simulation results for various IG / CG benchmark pairs. The horizontal axis enumerates each benchmark circuit tested (sorted by the
number of two-qubit gates), and the vertical axis describes the normalized number of SWAPs, due to very high maximal bounds (the SWAP-
bound values of each benchmark are divided by their sum). The results are color-coded as follows: the SWAP uncomplexity of Section IV
(green); the Qiskit compiler with default options Sabre router and circuit optimization level 1 [91] (orange); and the maximal maximal bound
calculated as in Appendix C (blue). In every IG/CG pair, the bound calculated captures the SWAP uncomplexity that is either approachable or
unattainable by the Qiskit compiler, thus empirically demonstrating our formulation.

check; after all, if the SWAP uncomplexity algorithm does in
fact solve for the minimal SWAP-gate count, then the bounds
we calculate should not be surpassed by any known compila-
tion or brute-force optimization method in existence. By such
logic, a compiler should be able to attain but not find fewer
SWAP gates for an arbitrary IG / CG pair. In order to per-
form this empirical check, we chose to run our algorithm (Sec-
tion V) against the Qiskit compiler, since it is considered to be
the state-of-the-art approach at the moment. Secondly, to the
best of our knowledge, there is scant literature on bounding
required SWAP gates for an IG / CG pairing; at the moment,
the latest work we are aware of addresses only up to quan-
tum circuits of 6 qubits via a brute-force optimization algo-
rithm [92, 93]. In contrast, our simulation results demonstrate
scalability that greatly exceeds this brute-force optimization
technique [92], as we achieved results for circuits of up to 16
qubits.

57 benchmark circuits were selected from the qbench suite
[53]. These benchmarks cover a range of 3 to 20 qubits and
represent a wide spectrum of possible IG connectivities (47
different connectivities) encountered in quantum algorithms.
More details about the selected benchmarks can be found in
Table II. As for the CGs, we chose connectivity graphs from a
set of 16 in-use quantum devices, ranging from 5 to 72 qubits.

* Qiskit 0.24.1 was utilized in this work.

The specific details of these devices are provided in Table I.
As some of the benchmarks are too large to be run on some
of the smaller processors from our list, in total we devised
675 simulation experiments with the Qiskit compiler [91]. In
these simulations, we utilized Qiskit’s transpiler with the de-
fault circuit-optimization setting.

The results of our simulations are shown in Figures 4–7. In
Figure 4, we display the normalized number of SWAP gates
found by: the SWAP uncomplexity from Section IV (shown
in green); the Qiskit compiler (denoted in orange); and the
maximum SWAP-gate bound (depicted in blue). We observe
clearly that the SWAP uncomplexity can be reached but never
surpassed by the Qiskit compiler for select benchmark trials.
As expected, the Qiskit compiler significantly outperforms the
maximum SWAP-gate count calculated. Figure 4 also show-
cases the relation of the two-qubit gate count of the circuits
(before compilation) and the bounds. The results in this fig-
ure, however, do not only depend on the circuit complexity,
but also on the coupling graph.

In order to more thoroughly scrutinize our results, we have
included the relative graph-theoretic edge complexity for the
benchmark circuits and have depicted them in Figure 5, Here,
results are plotted for only one device, the Google Bristlecone
device, and for a circuit size of up to six qubits. Two sub-
graphs are shown, relating the normalized number of SWAP
gates to two different measures: in a) the relation between the
bounds and the number of two-qubit gates and in b) the rela-
tion between the bounds and the IG size of the circuit, shown
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(a)

(b)

FIG. 5. Subset of simulation results from Figure 4 where only one
CG is shown (Google Bristlecone). Benchmark circuits are sorted
by a) number of two-qubit gates; and b) IG complexity (number of
nodes and edges of IGs). The respective benchmarks with their re-
spective nodes-edges count are detailed in Table II.

as nodes-edges pairs with correspondingly small IG figures as
guides for the reader. It is evident that, while the number of
IG nodes or qubits has the biggest influence on the results,
the number of edges and gates is also important. We refer the
reader to Table II in order to locate the circuit corresponding
to points labeled on either of the horizontal axes of Figure 5.

The non-triviality of the maximal and minimal SWAP-
gate counts becomes evident in Figure 6, where we present
a covariance matrix with correlation coefficients ranging as
[−1, 1], with 0 indicating no correlation [94]. This matrix
compares the results that we obtained throughout the simu-
lation; in particular, we compare the effective correlation be-
tween the SWAP uncomplexity; the Qiskit compiler SWAP
calculation results; and the maximal bound as calculated in
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FIG. 6. The Pearson correlation matrix [94] between the critical
parameters measured for our benchmark investigation. The values
range between−1 and 1 for negative and positive correlation, respec-
tively. When one of the parameters changes, the other one changes
in the same direction. In this figure, we observe a high positive cor-
relation between all the selected parameters where the Pearson cor-
relation coefficient ranges between 0.34 and 1.0.

Appendix C. Notably, both of our bounds (i.e., those obtained
from our minimal bound with the SWAP uncomplexity algo-
rithm, as well as the maximum SWAP-gate count) exhibit a
substantial positive correlation (34% and 73%, respectively)
with the actual results obtained from the compiler. The cor-
relations here exemplify the non-triviality of the bounds; in
other words, the SWAP uncomplexity and maximal bounds
grow proportionally with the actual compilation results. The
results at best coincide with each other, meaning that the lower
bound equals the actual SWAP-gate count from the presence
of a graph isomorphism; in this case, the SWAP uncomplex-
ity, Qiskit result, and the maximal bound all obtain the same
amount (which is zero if a graph isomorphism is present).
These checks provide not only hard evidence for the usability
of our methods, but additionally serve as a crucial sanity test
that was passed for the algorithmic realization of the SWAP
uncomplexity.

Although not shown in Figure 6, it is also worth observ-
ing the considerable impact of the initial placement on the re-
sulting bounds; this particularly depends on the GED and the
number of missing edges in the chosen CG partition compared
to the IG. We therefore calculated the correlation coefficients
of these two parameters (as well as the case when compared
to our retrieved bounds), resulting in correlations of 79% and
61% for the SWAP uncomplexity and maximal bounds, re-
spectively. Using the same initial placement for the Qiskit
compiler resulted in a 45% correlation with the parameters
related to initial placement.

The qubit-assignment strategy was initially tested with 729
benchmarks, showing a success rate of 92.6%. The remain-
ing 7.4% of the benchmarks could not be finished due to in-
sufficient computing resources. Recognizing the limited scal-
ability of the approach (up to 16 circuit qubits), we devel-
oped a more relaxed method for complete graphs, mentioned
in Section V B. Indeed, the scalability of our exact algorithm
already exceeded that of the exact state-of-the-art algorithms,
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FIG. 7. The distribution of β values for minimal bounds found by
the SWAP uncomplexity algorithm. Results in blue (∼ 97%) were
found in the high-temperature regime described in [85]. We searched
values in the range from 10−5 - 105 based on the following formula
A ∗ 10a where A ∈ 1, 2, 3...9 and a ∈ −5,−4, ..., 4, 5.

which struggled beyond 6 qubits [51]. Furthermore, our ini-
tial placement encountered no difficulties in exploring a vast
search space. It successfully executed circuits on all tested
devices, extending up to a size of 72 physical qubits in our
case.

Figure 7 displays the β values obtained during the course
of the simulation. As we must search over a range in order
to find the most-appropriate β, it is helpful and interesting to
catalog roughly how many benchmarks exhibited the minimal
bound obtained and at which β values. In particular, we find
that the vast majority of the benchmark pairs (∼ 97%) led to
minimal SWAP counts within the range of ∼ 10−5 − 10−3,
consistent with the high-temperature regime studied in [85].
We will comment on this more in Section VII.

Lastly, Figure 8 shows a comparison between our SWAP
uncomplexity algorithm (Section V) and the brute-force op-
timization results from [92]. In this approach, the authors
utilize an optimizer which essentially tries every permuta-
tion of SWAP placements possible while respecting the gate-
dependency graph and weighted IG of the original quantum
circuit. In all cases, we see clearly that the brute-force al-
gorithm only achieves but never surpasses the SWAP uncom-
plexity bound.

VII. DISCUSSION

It is known that the QCMP is NP-complete [14]. As such,
we have made three simplifications in order to derive the
SWAP uncomplexity. Firstly, we do not consider single-qubit
interactions, as it is known that such gates do not heavily af-
fect calculated success rates [13]. Secondly, we have removed
all two-qubit interaction noise from the CG; this should come
as no surprise, as we are mainly interested in finding a lower
bound for the number of SWAP gates required, and such a
lower bound mandates the existence of a hypothetically noise-
less quantum processor. Thirdly, we consider the limit in
which gate dependencies for the IG are not considered; im-
plicitly, we assume the existence of not only a noiseless quan-
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FIG. 8. Comparison of our minimal bounds with results of [92];
the vertical axis charts the normalized number of SWAP gates. As
before, the SWAP uncomplexity (shown in orange) is always smaller
or equal to the actual number of SWAPs found by the brute-force
compiler. The benchmarks employed in this study are identical to
those utilized in [92]. The results were normalized in the same way
as in Figure 4 .

tum processor, but additionally one that can perform all two-
qubit gate interactions required in one unit time slice, i.e. one
whose two-qubit gate operations are infinitely parallelizable.

One may consider such a graph-theoretic interpretation of
the SWAP uncomplexity as considering only connectivity
dissimilarities between the interaction and coupling graphs.
These differences are shown in Figure 9. In (a), we depict a
generic quantum circuit, again omitting the single-qubit gates
and taking every two-qubit gate shown to be a general CU
gate for simplicity (the obvious exception to this rule would
be the use of SWAP gates). In (b) the standard weighted IG
and its accompanying gate-dependency graph are shown, fol-
lowing the notation of [95]. Finally, (c) makes manifest the
differences between the standard IG for the QCMP and for our
unweighted version. Here, we take any number of two-qubit
interactions to 1 on the IG, and we omit the gate-dependency
graph, preferring an indefinite causal structure [72, 73].

These concepts can be related using Penrose diagrams
[96, 97], as shown in Figure 10. A Penrose diagram typically
shows the causal structure of events unfolding in a space-
time geometry [96]. In Figure 10, the horizontal axis refers
to purely spatial evolutions, which in our case are shown by
potential SWAP erasures. Each of the sets outlined in sky
blue represent elements of the same total number of edges,
but different spectral properties. Each graph within a given
set represents a unique spectral signature which can be shared
by multiple four-node subgraphs. The vertical axis depicts the
evolution of time, and is known as the null time geodesic, un-
der which the set of trivial time-ordered gate operations (i.e.
idling, which in our simplified picture, is noiseless) evolve ρIG
from point R to the same later state. Here, the trivial minimal
SWAP-gate count for the QCMP is represented, under which
no SWAP gates are ever applied in order to adapt the quantum
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(a)

(b)

(c)

FIG. 9. Distinctions between the standard IG and the minimal ver-
sion of the same IG. (a) illustrates an archetypal quantum circuit with
arbitrary CU interactions, although making an exception with SWAP
gates. (b) displays the standard weighted IG, together with its cor-
responding gate-dependency graph; we follow the gate-dependency
notation used in [95]. (c) shows the unweighted form of our IG; here
we do not take into account the gate ordering nor the number of gate
calls realized per qubit, opting instead towards an unweighted IG.

circuit to the device and its connectivity restrictions; in effect,
the state is left to freely evolve for an infinite amount of time,
with no regards to gate operations.

Conversely, the red dashed line represents possible space-
time evolutions arising from the application of distinct in-
stances of time-ordered quantum operations M1(·),M2(·)
(which in this case are insertions of SWAP gates and sub-
sequent erasures from the IG). In this way, every trajectory
on the diagram can be associated with a given SWAP uncom-
plexity from a sequence of quantum operations. The possible
endpoints of the quantum circuit are shown along the shaded
triangle in dark gray, which represents ρIG = In, i.e. the state
of maximal circuit complexity, a maximally mixed state.

Furthermore, erasure transformations on the original quan-
tum circuit proceed according to restrictions dictated by the
background geometry (which in our present case is analogous
to the CG connectivity). Evolution commences at a spacetime
point R. The green dashed line traces out the lightlike null
geodesic (i.e. future lightcone) +J [R]. This geodesic signi-
fies the SWAP uncomplexity, which is the path that the state
takes under the minimal set of causally-indefinite operations
such that we approach the maximally-mixed state in minimal
time. As we solve for the SWAP uncomplexity, without con-
sideration of time ordering and as dictated by the thermody-
namic path length calculable via the Fisher information [62–
65], we can interpret our bound as a sort of lightcone evo-
lution of our initial state ρIG towards the event horizon of a

Ti
m
e

Inaccessible
Region

FIG. 10. A Penrose diagram representing the quantum circuit com-
plexity for the evolution of a quantum state, which is related to a
quantum circuit ρIG (for the sake of simplicity, we choose the state
ρIG to be derived from the K4 graph, but one can choose other ex-
amples). It is possible to generate different quantum complexities
by adding different amounts and orderings of SWAP gates to the cir-
cuit as we approach the event horizon of a black hole (shown as a
shaded triangle). Here, the connectivity limitations of the CG cap-
ture the role of the background spacetime geometry [96], as both de-
termine the ease by which certain operations can be performed. The
SWAP uncomplexity, as it ignores the effects of time ordering and the
amount of qubit-qubit interaction present, can be associated with the
null lightlike geodesic +J [R], shown as a green dashed line. Below
this arrow, the bottom-right part of the diagram represents possible
states that are inaccessible to us, given the restrictions of the CG, as
well as the operations available to us (SWAP gates, in our case).

black hole (shown as the shaded triangle). Previous work has
already alluded to the concept of optimization over thermody-
namic distance [64, 98]; as such, our results point to a natural
and reasonable extension of this trend for the quantum circuit
mapping problem.

As we touched upon earlier, it is possible to interpret the
shaded triangle in Figure 10 as the event horizon of a black
hole. Consider a benign black hole scenario in which the
black hole itself can only erase information from a density
matrix in accordance with only certain SWAP gates from
some constrained architecture (i.e., the black hole itself is de-
scribed with respect to a background geometry, which con-
strains which operations can be performed). As black holes
are known to be the fastest information scramblers in nature
[99], the QCMP can be viewed through the lens of a scram-
bling process, yielding the most-efficient method to maxi-
mally mix the information of the IG’s density matrix for a
given β. This process exemplifies the traits of quantum circuit
uncomplexity and we have shown that the quantity USWAP can
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in fact be optimized for using our technique.

Taking stock, we would then expect that any realistic quan-
tum compiler which takes into account time ordering and fi-
nite qubit-qubit interactions per unit of time slicing to be lim-
ited by the lightlike null geodesic. Indeed, surpassing the
lightlike null geodesic would introduce operations which are
not inside of the lightcone, giving access to the uncomputable
region to the bottom-right. Such trajectories could be made
possible using a larger set of routing resources, such as tele-
portation [67, 68]. As a concrete counterexample, consider a
hypothetical quantum compiler which could surpass USWAP.
One of the main assumptions that we utilize in our formula-
tion above is that possible interactions can occur if and only
if a subsystem interaction between qubits exists in the den-
sity matrix picture. Consequently, moving outside the region
embellished by the future lightlike geodesic corresponds to
new operations which must be taken into account. One sim-
ple example lies in teleportation-based quantum-circuit map-
ping, which can be used to swap CG qubits which do not
share a physical subsystem interaction, and can allow for a
smaller quantum circuit complexity [67]. From the stand-
point of our formalism, this difference would correspond to al-
lowing for non-nearest-neighbor permutation matrices to arise
in the doubly-stochastic quantum channel described in Equa-
tion 12. One may suspect that architectures in the future may
benefit from such on-chip teleportation procedures, as work
has shown that speedups exist over classical SWAP methods
for exchanging distant qubits [32, 67, 68], albeit with larger
circuit and entanglement overhead.

Finally, we close this section by discussing the β parameter
in more detail. For the vast majority of our results (approxi-
mately ∼ 97%, as shown in Figure 7), the β values yielding
the SWAP uncomplexity for an IG/CG pair coincide with the
high-temperature regime noted in [85]. Indeed, it was shown
there that the high-temperature regime allows for optimiza-
tion of the quantum relative entropy for density matrices con-
trived from complex networks. The main interpretation pro-
vided in [85] is that the parameter β controls the diffusion of
information about the graph neighborhood to other vertices.
Conversely, if we take the β 7→ 0 limit, diffusion over the ver-
tices of the graph is limited, and therefore, only information
about the degrees of links is conferred. This trait is known to
exhibit a first-order linear dependency in the adjacency ma-
trix, and as such, the tendency for information to diffuse over
the network becomes uniform. As we can see from Figure 7,
less than 3% of our benchmarks do not fall within the high-
temperature β range described in [85] (shown in red). Those
outliers, however, can be explained with the triviality of the
correct β search process, which was particularly based on
sweeping over a range of values between 10−5 − 105. One
future direction, therefore, is to devise more efficient schemes
for finding the optimal β value, guaranteeing a minimal bound
in less computation time. One could imagine that such a goal
could be completed by use of a gradient optimization method,
but we leave such exploration to future work.

VIII. CONCLUSIONS & OUTLOOK

The QCMP itself has been described using several ap-
proaches from computer science, many of which have allowed
for the development of entirely new strategies for solving the
problem. Our contribution here serves a different purpose. At
the level of theoretical physics, as well as quantum informa-
tion theory, we have solved a simplified subproblem of the
QCMP which we dub the “lightcone bound” to the QCMP.
We have shown that solving for the lightcone SWAP uncom-
plexity bound is optimal, in the sense that it implicitly defines
the shortest path through a configuration space of restricted
gate operations. At precisely the SWAP uncomplexity limit,
it is expected that: the quantum device is noiseless; the two-
qubit gate interactions given by the device can be performed
with an indefinite causal order; and that any number of two-
qubit interactions can be performed in tandem within one unit
time slice. Therefore, we surmise that no quantum compiler in
existence can violate this lower bound, allowing for a funda-
mental means of comparison between differing strategies for
solving the real-world QCMP. We have provided, to the best
of our knowledge, the first instance of a solvable lower bound
for SWAP-gate count in the context of quantum-circuit com-
pilation. The SWAP uncomplexity was derived using tools
from graph theory, quantum information theory, quantum cir-
cuit complexity, and information geometry. In addition to
the use case discussed in this work, potential applications of
uncomplexity for quantum machine learning are discussed in
[100]. This work also represents the first application of quan-
tum circuit uncomplexity to the realm of practical quantum
information processing.

Our original purpose for deriving the SWAP uncomplexity
has been to inform and create a meaningful method of com-
parison between quantum compilers and strategies for solving
the practically-motivated QCMP. This goal has been accom-
plished, as the SWAP uncomplexity sheds light onto the phys-
ical nature of the QCMP as a lower bound for thermodynamic
path length under restricted gate transformations. Therefore,
the use of SWAP uncomplexity as a metric for routing effi-
ciency is pragmatic and justified, and can be used to quantify
and compare routing strategies, as well as helping to inform
architectural decisions by quantum architects and processor
designers.

Of independent interest may be the qubit-assignment al-
gorithm which was designed to aid in the calculation of the
SWAP uncomplexity. This algorithm, grounded as a graph
similarity search, inspects distinct n-qubit partitions of a given
CG, and returns the most-similar resultant to the IG provided.
Employing this method has enabled us to map circuits with
up to 16 qubits onto devices with up to 72 physical qubits.
For larger circuits, we devised an alternative approach. The
initial placement precedes the minimal SWAP-gate count so-
lution, which is further utilized for routing and minimal bound
calculation. Additionally, we calculated a maximal bound by
leveraging known classical graph metrics; both of these novel
structures provide additional tools of interest outside of the
scope of this work.

We would now like to draw attention to several open prob-
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lems regarding our work, as well as several future possible
directions for research:

1. Improvements to the subgraph similarity search algo-
rithm. In this work, although our qubit-assignment al-
gorithm outperforms the current state of the art solver
[93], we were still limited by the scalability of the qubit-
assignment algorithm constructed in Section V B. How-
ever, once a suitable qubit assignment is set, the calcu-
lation of USWAP can be completed in ∼ O(dim(ρCG)

4)
timesteps, as per the Birkhoff-Von-Neumann algorithm
[82]. A future research goal could involve making fur-
ther scalability improvements to the qubit-assignment
algorithm, or by considering more advanced methods
of routing, such as those using ancillary qubits [95].

2. Searching for the optimal β value. In our work, we
have taken a somewhat naive approach to optimizing
for β; however, because of the similarity of Figure 2 to
a phase diagram, one may be able to use concepts from
condensed matter theory [101–103] in order to devise a
suitable gradient-based optimization method.

3. Analytical expression for tightness of the SWAP uncom-
plexity to the brute-force solution. We have given em-
pirical evidence for tightness, but it still remains to de-
fine an analytical expression for how similar in general
our solution is, compared to the brute-force solution
proposed in [92], and how tightness scales as the size
of the quantum circuit to be mapped increases in both
register and depth.

4. Extension to incorporate bridge gates, teleportation-
based quantum circuit mapping, and shuttling. There
are other methods commonly in use, in addition to
the SWAP gate, for conforming a quantum circuit to
hardware. Our approach is extendable for the Bridge
gates mentioned in [104–108], as well as the quantum
teleportation-based protocols of [32, 67, 68, 109] and
shuttling-based approaches for spin-qubit architectures
[110, 111], trapped-ion architectures [112, 113], and
neutral-atom devices [114].

5. Extension for quantum error correction codes, in par-
ticular syndrome extraction circuits. It is well-known
that various fault-tolerance protocols are required in or-
der to ensure that quantum error correction codes func-
tion up to their full code distance [115–126]. As our
bound constitutes a non-trivial resource requirement, it
may be useful to adapt fault-tolerance protocols further
to the setting of quantum compilation, in which an error
correction code is adapted to a device not specifically
designed for a particular code family [127, 128].

6. Extension for entanglement/qubit routing in quantum
communications networks and modular architectures.
Several other extensions may be possible as well, in-

cluding those allowing for bounds on the QCMP for
modular scenarios [129] as well as for entanglement
distribution in noisy quantum networks [130].

Finally, we remark that the problem of assessing similar-
ities between two complex networks is a problem spanning
many disciplines. Indeed, our work follows recent trends of
utilizing quantum information theory and statistical mechan-
ics to study complex networks [39, 40, 44, 85]. As the task of
comparing the distance between graphs appears in many dif-
ferent areas of science [75, 131], we expect the implications of
our work to stretch beyond the realm of quantum information
science.

IX. SOFTWARE AVAILABILITY

The software developed for this project is available at
https://github.com/QML-Group/QCMP-complexity-bound.
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Appendix A: Graph Theory

In Figure 1, the IG and CG are examples of simple, undi-
rected graphs [76], with simple referring to a restriction of
only one edge between any two vertices, and undirected
meaning without directionality indicated by arrows. For this
work, we restrict ourselves to this regime only. An example of
a simple, undirected graph can be seen in Figure 1B. Here, we
define a graph as an ordered-pair objectG(EG, VG) with edge
set EG = {eij |i, j ∈ VG, i ̸= j} and vertex set VG contain-
ing all nodes ofG [77]. Additionally, we define the adjacency
matrix A, degree matrix D, and combinatorial graph Lapla-
cian L from literature [39, 40]. As usual, the graph Laplacian
takes on the form L = D−A.

From here onwards, we will refer to the combinatorial
graph Laplacian as simply the graph Laplacian. Several
forms of the graph Laplacian exist in the literature [39–
41, 44, 76, 77]; as such, we have opted to use the definition
of the graph Laplacian which upholds the triangle inequality
[39, 40]. The graph Laplacian in the current context is known
to be symmetric and positive semidefinite.

Let us also define the notions of graph isomorphism and
homomorphisms, as we will use these later. For two graphs
G(EG, VG) and H(EH , VH) with |VG| = |VH |, we say that
G and H are cospectral if they share the same eigenvalue
spectrum [77]. Note that the graph Laplacian’s eigenvalue
spectrum is not sufficient in order to determine whether or
not two graphs are the same; this reason motivates us towards
the treatment described in Section III and originally treated in
[39, 40] with Gibbs states.

Additionally, we say that G and H are graph homomor-
phic if there exists a map G 7→ H such that the vertex and
edge connectivities of the two graphs are preserved; we rep-
resent this relation in the text as G ≜ H . The task of de-
termining whether or not two graphs exhibit a graph isomor-
phism or homomorphism is in general NP-complete [76, 77],
although certain exceptions exist. If we are looking for an
embedding of graph G onto graph H such that, for some sub-
graph H ′ ⊆ H , we have G ≜ H ′. The generalization of
this problem is known as the subgraph-isomorphism problem
(SIP). As we allow |VG| ⊆ |VH |, the task adds an additional
layer of complexity, since we must identify a suitable sub-
graph for comparison; this subgraph is known as an induced
subgraph, and is defined as a subgraph G′ ⊆ G for which
VG′ ⊆ VG and EG′ ⊆ EG.

We further remark that solving the SIP efficiently is still an
active area of research, and various approaches exist for ad-
dressing it. These methods range from brute-force approaches
to more sophisticated algorithms that exploit specific proper-
ties of the graphs being analyzed. Some of the most common
algorithms used for solving the SIP include the Vento-Foggia
algorithm (VF2) [90, 132], RI [133], The LAD (Labeled
Anatomy Directed) [134] and Ullman [135] algorithms. Each
algorithm has its strengths and weaknesses, and the choice
depends on the specific requirements of the application. VF2
algorithm is a most commonly used algorithm for solving the
SIP known for its speed and effectiveness. It works by main-
taining a partial matching between the nodes of the pattern and

target graphs. It starts with an empty matching and gradually
extends the matching by adding pairs of nodes, one from the
pattern graph and one from the target graph, until a complete
matching is found or it is determined that no matching exists.
It has a worst-case time complexity of O(|V |2 ∗ |E|), where
|V | is the number of nodes in the graph and |E| is the number
of edges.

If an exact isomorphism cannot be found, one must choose
a subgraph known to be close to a graph isomorphism, i.e., as
close to a graph homomorphism as possible. Just as for the
SIP, many approaches exist for extending into the regime of
subgraphs [58–60] exhibiting graph homomorphisms. Typ-
ically, one employs some graph-theoretic distance metric in
order to locate the most similar subgraph [136–138].

Finally, as we will require the use of the graph-edit distance
(GED) in Section V B, we give a brief definition of this met-
ric. The GED itself is known as a classical similarity measure
between two graphs G and H [76, 77]. Given a set of graph-
edit operations (such as edge addition or edge removal in our
case), one may define the GED as:

GED(G,H) = min
{e1...ei}∈Sops(G,H)

∑
i

c(ei), (A1)

where {ei} ∈ Sops(G,H) represents the set of graph-edit op-
erations along all possible graph-edit paths between graphs G
and H . c(ei) is the cost of the graph-edit operation. An exact
algorithmic implementation of the GED usually can be found
in the A∗ search algorithm, wherein the problem of finding the
minimal graph-edit cost is transformed into a shortest-path al-
gorithm [139, 140]. However, in this work, we introduce an
algorithm based on the depth-first GED (DF-GED) algorithm
[137], which we detail in Section V B.

Appendix B: Quantum Information Theory

In this section, we review some of the basics of quantum
information theory which may be useful later. We refer the
reader to [1, 35, 36] for a more nuanced treatise of quantum
information theory.

In quantum computation and quantum information theory,
the fundamental information unit is known as a qubit. Any
pure qubit state can represented as:

|ψ⟩ = α |0⟩+ β |1⟩ , (B1)

where |α|2 + |β|2 = 1. Qubits are defined in a Hilbert
space H; these are known as inner-product spaces on the field
of complex numbers.

Representing systems of many qubits becomes a cumber-
some task when such systems are entangled with other sys-
tems. For pure quantum states, it suffices to utilize Dirac nota-
tion, but, when mixed states are involved, one conventionally
uses the language of density matrices ρ, whose explicit form
is given by:

ρ =
∑
j

pj |ψ⟩ ⟨ψ| , (B2)
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where pj represents the probability of each pure state in the
ensemble.

Density matrices exhibit several important properties for
the present work. Density matrices in general are:

• Defined formally as objects ρ such that ρ ∈ Md(C) ∼=
B(Hd), equipped with a Hilbert-Schmidt scalar prod-
uct as usual (where d is the dimension of the Hilbert
space). Here, Md(C) represents the set of complex-
valued d × d square matrices, and B(Hd) is the set of
bounded linear operators on a Hilbert space [47];

• Normalized, such that Tr(|ψ⟩ ⟨ψ|) = 1;
• Positive, such that ρ ≥ 0;
• Hermitian, meaning ρ = ρ†; and
• Projectors, where ρ = ρ2.

Appendix C: Calculating the Maximal Bound

We briefly introduce here a metric related to qubit assign-
ment in order to approximate a maximal bound. This bound
was employed in Section VI. The metric MSWAP involves as-
sessing the diameter D(·) [141] of the CG subgraph G′

CG that
is selected for qubit assignment. We then simply multiply the
diameter with the amount of two-qubit gates, equivalent to the
number of edges, |EIG| in the circuit. This forms our approxi-
mate maximal bound for the number of SWAP gates, and takes
on the following algebraic form:

MSWAP(EIG, G
′
CG) = |EIG| ·

(
D(G′

CG)− 1
)
. (C1)

By considering the maximal distance between any two
points in the chosen CG subgraph and imagining the worst-
case scenario in which all the two-qubit gates are on the path
between those two points, we get this maximal bound. This
approach, although approximate, offers a broader perspective
on the possible SWAP overhead associated with the qubit as-
signment, enhancing the depth and utility of our analysis. It is
worth noting that, unlike the minimal bound derived in Sec-
tion IV, our approach for the maximal bound involves using
weighted IGs, taking into account the two-qubit gate depth of
the underlying circuit; this makes our maximal bound specific
to each benchmark.

Appendix D: Benchmarks and quantum devices used for
experiments

TABLE I. Quantum devices used for simulations: We chose 16 of the
most renowned device layouts of superconducting technology. We
opted for superconducting qubits as the limit in connectivity charac-
terizes them. The CGs range in size from 5 to 72 qubits.

Quantum device Number of qubits
IBM Athens 5
QuTech Starmon-5 5
IBM Yorktown 5
IBM Ourense 5
QuTech Surface-7 7
IBM Casablanca 7
Rigetti Agave 8
IBM Melbourne 15
Rigetti Aspen-1 16
QuTech Surface-17 17
IBM Singapore 20
IBM Johannesburg 20
IBM Tokyo 20
IBM Paris 27
IBM Rochester 53
Google Bristlecone 72
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TABLE II. Benchmarks used for experiments taken from [142]. The benchmarks are characterized by different IG connectivities and range
from 3 to 20 qubits.

Benchmark Number of qubits Number of gates 2-qubit gate % IG(nodes,edges)
basis change n3 3 79 0,126582278 (3,2)
fredkin n3 3 51 0,156862745 (3,3)
grover n3 3 102 0,117647059 (3,3)
teleportation n3 3 20 0,1 (3,2)
adder n4 4 63 0,158730159 (4,4)
bell n4 4 66 0,106060606 (4,3)
cuccaroAdder 1b 4 83 0,204819277 (4,4)
q=4 s=19996 2qbf=02 1 4 20000 0,20365 (4,6)
q=4 s=2996 2qbf=08 1 4 3000 0,814 (4,6)
variational n4 4 94 0,170212766 (4,3)
vbeAdder 1b 4 74 0,189189189 (4,5)
4gt10-v1 81 5 424 0,155660377 (5,10)
4gt13 92 5 190 0,157894737 (5,6)
4gt5 75 5 239 0,158995816 (5,9)
alu-v1 28 5 105 0,171428571 (5,7)
alu-v2 31 5 1295 0,152895753 (5,9)
decod24-v1 41 5 241 0,157676349 (5,8)
error correctiond3 n5 5 278 0,176258993 (5,5)
q=5 s=2995 2qbf=09 1 5 3000 0,899 (5,10)
qec en n5 5 61 0,163934426 (5,4)
qec sm n5 5 61 0,163934426 (5,4)
quantum volume n5 5 411 0,124087591 (5,8)
simon n6 5 92 0,152173913 (5,5)
4gt12-v0 87 6 711 0,157524613 (6,12)
4gt4-v0 72 6 740 0,152702703 (6,12)
alu-v2 30 6 1446 0,154218534 (6,14)
ex3 229 6 1153 0,151777971 (6,10)
graycode6 47 6 15 0,333333333 (6,5)
mod5adder 127 6 1577 0,151553583 (6,13)
q=6 s=2994 2qbf=08 1 6 3000 0,802 (6,14)
q=6 s=54 2qbf=022 1 6 60 0,233333333 (6,8)
qaoa n6 6 528 0,102272727 (6,9)
sf 274 6 2221 0,151283206 (6,11)
xor5 254 6 17 0,294117647 (6,5)
4mod5-bdd 287 7 196 0,158163265 (7,11)
alu-bdd 288 7 240 0,158333333 (7,12)
C17 204 7 1341 0,152870992 (7,20)
ham7 104 7 922 0,161605206 (7,16)
majority 239 7 1754 0,152223489 (7,16)
q=7 s=2993 2qbf=08 1 7 3000 0,795333333 (7,21)
q=7 s=29993 2qbf=08 1 7 30000 0,799866667 (7,21)
dnn n8 8 1904 0,100840336 (8,8)
f2 232 8 3456 0,151909722 (8,22)
hwb7 59 8 70093 0,152383262 (8,28)
q=8 s=2992 2qbf=01 1 8 3000 0,091666667 (8,28)
vqe uccsd n8 8 24136 0,22737819 (8,19)
q=9 s=19991 2qbf=08 1 9 20000 0,79645 (9,36)
q=9 s=2991 2qbf=01 1 9 3000 0,101 (9,36)
q=9 s=51 2qbf=012 1 9 60 0,116666667 (9,6)
adder n10 10 328 0,198170732 (10,13)
q=10 s=990 2qbf=091 1 10 1000 0,899 (10,44)
sqn 258 10 29333 0,152013091 (10,42)
sym9 148 10 61824 0,152173913 (10,40)
shor 15 11 13588 0,131586694 (11,34)
16QBT 100CYC QSE 1 16 1776 0,18018018 (16,19)
20QBT 45CYC 0D1 2D2 0 20 270 0,333333333 (20,35)
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