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The goal in quantum state transfer is to avoid the need to physically transport carriers of quantum
information. This is achieved by using a suitably engineered Hamiltonian that induces the transfer
of the state of one subsystem to another. A less known generalization of state transfer considers
multiple systems such that any pair can exchange quantum information and transfers can take place
at any time, starting and stopping independently. This is sometimes called routing of quantum
states. State transfer in particular has received a great deal of attention, however the vast majority
of results in both state transfer and routing concern qubits transferred in a network of restricted
structure. Here we consider routing of single-mode Gaussian states and entanglement through
complex networks of quantum harmonic oscillators. We compare a protocol where the transfer is
completed in a single step but the effective Hamiltonian only approximately transfers the state
with one where the transfer can in principle be perfect but the transfer is done in two steps, and
also illustrate the state-dependency of the transfer fidelity. We find that even in a random and
homogeneous network, the transfer fidelity still depends on the degree of the nodes for any link
density, and that in both random and complex networks it is the community structure that controls
the appearance of higher frequency normal modes useful for transfer. Finally, we find that networks
of sufficient complexity may have superior routing performance over superficially similar random
networks. Our results pave the way for further exploration of the role of community structure in
state transfer and related tasks.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum state transfer is the task of transferring a
state from some initial system to a target system through
Hamiltonian dynamics of a network of many interacting
systems. This could be used to realize high fidelity chan-
nels connecting different quantum processors, perhaps
eventually leading to all solid state quantum information
processing on a chip [1–3]. State transfer is also consid-
ered from a more formal point of view as a fundamental
problem in mathematical physics [4, 5]. Sometimes net-
works with special symmetries that can naturally trans-
fer the state are sought. This can potentially lead to a
fast transfer with minimal control requirements, though
heavy restrictions are imposed on the network [4, 6–8].
Alternatively, the network may be given and one tries
to achieve transfer assuming some limited control over
a small part of it, typically by engineering a situation
where the sender and receiver effectively interact with
only a single normal mode of the rest of the network
which then acts as a communication channel [9–12]. In
this approach the standard choice is the normal mode
corresponding to the smallest eigenvalue of the network,
since in the case that the Hamiltonian is proportional to
the Laplace matrix of the network, the mode has by con-
struction uniform overlap with all the nodes [13], and for
example in Erdős-Rényi networks it is well isolated from
the other normal modes due to a large spectral gap [14].
Both approaches have been used in fermionic systems,
often to transfer single qubits [6, 15, 16], and in bosonic
systems, notably to transfer of entanglement [9, 17, 18],

number and coherent states [8] or excitations [19]. In the
continuous variable case state transfer is of particular in-
terest when distances are short since unlike with qubits,
perfect teleportation is impossible [20, 21]. In general, it
can be thought of as a two-user protocol where the users
are the sender and the receiver of the state to be trans-
ferred. Logically, this corresponds to a two-port bus con-
necting the sender and the receiver. In particular, even
if the users can be freely chosen, only a single transfer
takes place at any given time.

We consider a multi-user generalization of state trans-
fer called quantum state routing [11]. Here, any pair
of users can communicate and transfers may happen at
any time such that they can be initiated and completed
independently. This realizes a bus capable of receiving
and forwarding quantum information continuously with
multiple active ports. Note that this should not be con-
fused with parallel state transfer [18] where transfers have
fixed destinations and cannot occur independently. Also
other tasks are sometimes called routing [22–25] – no-
tably directing a single or multi-qubit or qudit state to
indicated nodes with a coined quantum walk [26–28] or
realizing a controllable three-way junction with a chi-
ral walk [29, 30]. So far, routing has been considered in
fermionic systems where external users couple to a closed
[10, 11] or open [31] chain of spins and exchange single
qubits over its normal modes – and within a network with
special direct sum structure [32] – which decomposes into
non-interacting short spin chains playing a role somewhat
similar to normal modes. A bosonic ring was considered
in [9] to transfer Gaussian entanglement between external

ar
X

iv
:2

40
3.

05
62

3v
1 

 [
qu

an
t-

ph
] 

 8
 M

ar
 2

02
4



2

users, but limited to sequential case since only one normal
mode was used. Although the special networks consid-
ered previously facilitate an analytic treatment and may
lead to a favorable normal mode structure, the case of
complex networks remains uncharted. In the case of us-
ing only the slowest normal mode, does it matter where
users couple? What properties control the appearance of
multiple useful normal modes required to achieve multi-
ple independent transfers? Do networks of genuine com-
plexity have subtle features giving them an edge over
random networks?

We address these questions by considering transfer and
routing of Gaussian states and entanglement in both ran-
dom and empirical bosonic networks. We compare and
contrast two protocols, observing also how a resource
such as squeezing or entanglement may be transferred
quite well even if phase differences cause the fidelity to
be relatively low. We show how even in Erdős-Rényi
networks—considered largely featureless as networks—
the external users are not equal. Specifically the degree
of the node the user couples to correlates with the fi-
delity independently of the link density. This makes
an abundance of high degree nodes beneficial overall,
and therefore also the degree distribution relevant to the
transfer fidelity. We then reveal the crucial role of com-
munity structure in facilitating routing in complex net-
works, a network property that has formerly remained
mostly unexplored also in state transfer. Considering a
social network with a known community structure, we
further identify which nodes allow high fidelity transfer
over given normal modes to reveal the finer structure of
the available communication channels. This also finds
a finer community structure with high modularity as a
by-product. Finally, we introduce tentative measures for
routing capacity and find that a sufficiently complex net-
work may outperform a random network with superfi-
cially similar features.

The rest of this work is structured as follows. In Sec. II
we introduce the model and the scheme for using it to
route single-mode Gaussian states and entanglement. We
also compare the transfer performance and speed of the
one and two step transfer protocols, and how the former
depends on the chosen state and the used figure of merit.
In Sec. III we consider random networks both without
and with a community structure, revealing its role in the
routing capabilities of the network. Similar results are
also found for some empirical networks, which we con-
sider in Sec. IV. Here we also benchmark the empirical
networks to their randomized counterparts. We conclude
in Sec. V where we also discuss new questions our results
have raised.

a) b) c)

FIG. 1. The routing problem and some different approaches:
a) a ring, b) a random network with homogeneous link den-
sity and c) a network with a community structure. The white
circles are users that can act as both senders and receivers of
quantum information. Enclosed in the big circle is a central
system that should facilitate routing such that its Hamilto-
nian (consisting of subsystems and interaction terms indicated
by the blue circles and lines, respectively) can remain fixed
and there is no need to control its state. Only local control of
the users and their couplings to the central system, indicated
by the black lines, should suffice to facilitate independent and
possibly overlapping transfers between any pairs of users.

II. QUANTUM STATE ROUTING

A. The model

We consider a scheme where a network of interacting
quantum systems mediates state transfer between exter-
nal systems coupled to it. The network Hamiltonian is
static and its state need not be controlled; transfers are
carried out by only local control of the external systems
and the coupling terms to the network. When any pair
of external systems can exchange quantum information
and multiple transfers may start and stop independently
we speak of routing, see Fig. 1.
The network consists of N identical quantum harmonic

oscillators interacting with springlike couplings of con-
stant magnitude g. Such units are used that the re-
duced Planck constant ℏ = 1 and the Boltzmann con-
stant kB = 1. Arbitrary units are used for coupling
strengths and frequencies. All oscillators have unit mass
and a bare frequency ω0. The oscillators have posi-

tion and momentum operators qj = (a†j + aj)/
√
2ω0,

pj = i
√

ω0/2(a
†
j − aj) where aj (a†j) is the annihilation

(creation) operator of oscillator j satisfying the commu-

tation relations [ai, a
†
j ] = δij .

Let q⊤ = {q1, q2, . . . , qN} and p⊤ = {p1, p2, . . . , pN}
be the vectors of position and momentum operators of
the network oscillators. Now the network Hamiltonian
can be conveniently expressed as

H =
p⊤p

2
+

q⊤(ω2
0I+ gL)q

2
, (1)

where I is the identity matrix and L is the network
Laplace matrix, which has diagonal elements Lii = di
where di is the degree of oscillator i, or the number of di-
rectly coupled other oscillators, whereas the off-diagonal
elements Lij = −1 if the oscillators i and j are cou-
pled and 0 otherwise. If the degrees are collected into
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a diagonal matrix D, then the Laplace matrix can be
expressed in terms of the network adjacency matrix V
as L = D − V. The Hamiltonian is by construction
diagonalizable to an equivalent diagonal form of non-
interacting normal modes [33].

The external systems are likewise quantum harmonic
oscillators that each couple to a randomly selected net-
work oscillator with a linear coupling term of the form
HI = −kqSqi where qS (qi) is the position operator of the
external system (network oscillator). It is assumed that
both the coupling strength k and the system frequency
ωS can be tuned freely. Only one external system may
be coupled to each network oscillator as otherwise the
systems would be physically close and an indirect trans-
fer over the network would not be necessary. For similar
reasons a given external system cannot switch the net-
work oscillator it is coupled to, although it can decouple
from the network by setting k = 0.
We consider the transfer of Gaussian states [34,

35] which are completely determined by their covari-
ance matrix and first moments vector. Let x⊤ =
{q1, q2, . . . , p1, p2, . . .}. Then the covariance matrix has
elements σ(x)ij = ⟨xixj+xjxi⟩/2−⟨xi⟩⟨xj⟩ whereas the
first moments vector is simply ⟨x⟩i = ⟨xi⟩. In particular
we consider the transfer of squeezed vacuum states |r, φ⟩
with squeezing parameter r and phase φ, and coherent
states |α⟩ with complex displacement α. To study the
transfer of entanglement, we use as a sender two mode
squeezed vacuum states |s, ϕ⟩ with two mode squeezing
parameter s and phase ϕ while one of the modes of the
bipartite system interacts with the network. The co-
variance matrices and vectors of means for all of the
above mentioned states are given in Appendix A. Al-
though these are pure states the marginal states of |s, ϕ⟩
are mixed when s > 0 because then the state is entan-
gled. The initial states for the receiver and the network
can in principle be arbitrary, however in numerical sim-
ulations they are always the vacuum state |0⟩ and the
ground state of H, respectively.

As figures of merit we primarily use the (Uhlmann)
fidelity, defined to be

F(ρ1, ρ2) =

(
Tr
√√

ρ1ρ2
√
ρ1

)2

(2)

where ρ1 and ρ2 are density operators of the initial and
transferred state. We will also use efficiency, which is
the ratio between the transferred and initial amount of a
specific resource such as squeezing or entanglement. For
single mode Gaussian states considered here the fidelity
can be easily calculated directly from the covariance ma-
trices and first moment vectors.

B. State transfer over the normal modes

State transfer may be achieved by using a normal
mode of the network by engineering the effective Hamil-
tonian to be a chain of just three oscillators: the sender,
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FIG. 2. Comparison of a) single and b) two step transfers in
the ideal case where there is only the resonant normal mode
at some frequency ω0. At t = 0 the sender is in squeezed vac-
uum with r = 0.5 whereas the normal mode and the receiver
are both in vacuum. In the single step case all oscillators
are coupled, resulting in an approximate two-way transfer as
the states of the sender and the receiver are approximately
swapped. In the two step case only two oscillators are cou-
pled at a time, leading to a perfect one-way transfer. Both
protocols can be carried out with different speeds; here top
speeds are compared.

the normal mode and the receiver. This is a good ap-
proximation when the sender and receiver have tuned
their frequencies to be resonant with that of the nor-
mal mode and their couplings to be weak. More gener-
ally, in such chains perfect transfer is known to be pos-
sible only for two oscillators [17]; we will return to this
point shortly. In the case at hand the Hamiltonian of
Eq. (1) can be diagonalized with some orthogonal ma-
trix K such that the normal mode position operators
Q⊤ = {Q1, Q2, . . . , QN} become Q = K⊤q. Therefore
HI = −kqSqi = −kqS

∑
j KijQi, which for generic net-

works means that the sender (and receiver) couple to ev-
ery normal mode, and in particular to the mode chosen
for the transfer. Then that coupling is directly propor-
tional to k and can be freely tuned with it, facilitating
engineering of the effective Hamiltonian.
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FIG. 3. Comparison of transfer performance for different
states and transfer speeds for the single step protocol in the
ideal case of only a single normal mode. Transfer time in-
creases linearly with the integer c3 ≥ 1 but performance im-
proves. Efficiency is shown in cases a), c) and e) and fidelity in
the others. The states are a coherent state with magnitude of
displacement |α| in a), b) and a squeezed vacuum with squeez-
ing parameter r in c), d). A twin beam state with two-mode
squeezing parameter s is also considered such that only one
of the systems couples to the chain; shown are the fraction of
transferred entanglement quantified by logarithmic negativity
EN in e) and fidelity with a twin beam state with the same
s but orthogonal phase in f).

We consider two inequivalent ways to transfer the
state, accomplished by judiciously tuning the effective
Hamiltonian and interaction times as explained in Ap-
pendix B. In the two step protocol only the sender cou-
ples to the network first, and swaps states with the nor-
mal mode. Next only the receiver couples to the network
and also swaps states with the normal mode. The state is
transferred in principle perfectly to the receiver, whereas
the original states of the normal mode and the receiver
end up in the sender and the normal mode, respectively.
In the single step protocol both the sender and the re-
ceiver couple to the network simultaneously and for the
same duration such that their states are swapped while
the normal mode state remains invariant. Both protocols
are parameterized by a positive integer such that higher
values decrease the coupling strengths but increase trans-
fer times as explained in Appendix B, namely c2 and

c3 according to whether the transfer involves two cou-
pled systems at a time or all three. On the one hand
the single step protocol only approximately achieves the
transfer even in the ideal case where the other normal
modes are not present, but on the other hand can also
be used for two-way transfer as the external systems can
both simultaneously send and receive quantum informa-
tion. We remark that achieving two-way transfer with
the first protocol would require an additional third step
where the sender again couples to the network to once
more swap states with the normal mode. For now, we
focus on the ideal case where the effect of non-resonant
normal modes vanish, addressing the role of the network
structure in later Sections.

The two protocols are compared in Fig. 2. The state to
be transferred is |r = 0.5, φ = 0⟩ and the figure of merit
is the efficiency of squeezing transfer, i.e. r(t)/r(0) where
r(0) = 0.5. The differences become apparent during the
evolution, as does the approximate nature of the sin-
gle step protocol. In particular, although the transfer
time for it should be such that tω0 = 3π as suggested by
Eq. (B4), it can be observed that in practice the efficiency
reaches its maximum value a bit later. This suggests a
simple optimization strategy for the transfer time for this
protocol which will be used later in Sec. III. Although the
single step protocol is in principle slightly faster we show
in Appendix C that asymptotically the transfer times are
identical whereas the coupling strength required by the
two step protocol is stronger by a factor of

√
2.

We now move on to comparing the effect of different
states and figures of merit when using the single step pro-
tocol for different values of the parameter c3 controlling
the couplings and transfer times. Results are shown in
Fig. 3. In all cases the initial phase is zero. For |s, ϕ⟩, it
is the initial state of the sender and an ancillary system
which remains uncoupled from all other systems; trans-
ferring the state of the sender achieves the transfer of en-
tanglement to be between the receiver and the ancillary
system while shifting the phase to be orthogonal with
the original ϕ. High efficiency is easily achieved for dis-
placement, squeezing and entanglement as quantified by
logarithmic negativity. High fidelity is more difficult to
achieve due to its sensitivity to small phase differences
which increases with the magnitude of displacement or
the single or two-mode squeezing parameter, however in
all cases fidelity continues to improve with c3.

More generally, some speed should be traded for better
performance in both protocols to reduce the detrimental
effect of the non-resonant normal modes. Ideally, the
normal mode used for transfer should either be relatively
far in frequency from the others or at least interact much
more strongly with both the sender and the receiver than
any nearby modes. The conventional choice is to use the
center-of-mass mode, or the normal mode with the lowest
frequency ω0, because the corresponding column in ma-
trix K is proportional to the unit vector—ensuring de-
cent interaction strength for any pair—and also because
of the previously mentioned spectral gap. This leads to



5

favorable scaling of performance with coupling strength
and therefore transfer time. In principle, the other modes
could lead to faster transfer due to their higher frequen-
cies but typically neither sufficient interaction strength
nor separation from other normal modes can be ensured.
Cases where at least some of them are useful for transfer
are of particular interest as otherwise routing cannot be
achieved: only one transfer can take place at a time.

III. ERDŐS-RÉNYI AND MODULAR RANDOM
NETWORKS

In this section we present the routing capabilities of
Erdős-Rényi (ER) and modular random networks when
the single step transfer protocol is used, finding that the
degree of connection nodes matters to transfer fidelity,
and that the community structure of modular networks
allows transfer over frequencies other than the-center-of
mass mode. Although in the ideal case the two step pro-
tocol allows perfect state transfer, it is more vulnerable
to the presence of additional normal modes due to the
stronger coupling it requires, as shown in Appendix C.
In the general case, the performance difference is in favor
of the single step protocol.

A. Slowest normal mode in Erdős-Rényi random
networks
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FIG. 4. Transfer fidelity of a squeezed vacuum with r =
1.0 over an ER network with varying edge probabilities p,
averaged over sender-receiver pairs where the averages of the
degrees of the nodes that the sender and receiver couple to,
kS′ and kR′ respectively, are similar. Note that the colour
scale is composed of two linear ranges above and below F =
0.95 to capture the features of the distributions.

We studied how the degree of the nodes to which the
external users couple to affects the transfer fidelity of

a squeezed vacuum state |r = 1, φ = 0⟩ in different ER-
networks when communicating over the slowest normal
mode. For each chosen edge probability p an ensemble of
50 networks of 30 oscillators was generated, and in each
network all possible pairs of nodes (S′, R′) were consid-
ered as connection points for the sender and receiver.
The oscillators have unit mass and frequency, and the

coupling strength between network oscillators is 1. The
external oscillators are coupled to their respective net-
work nodes with strength k = g/

√
n, where g corresponds

to Eq. (B4) with c3 = 7. This equates to an effective cou-
pling strength of g to the slowest normal mode. Similarly
for the transfer time the value from the ideal case tideal
was used. However, due to the idealized assumptions in
the derivation of the transfer time, the maximum fidelity
is not reached exactly at the calculated time but slightly
after due to an unpredictable phase difference. In ad-
dition, the difference between the times varies between
realizations. The system was thus simulated for time
window [tideal, tideal + 4] to capture a full period of the
oscillator and thus at least one instant where the phases
match. The maximum fidelity within this window was
taken as the transfer fidelity.
In order to quantify the importance of both connec-

tion nodes’ degree, we consider the transfer fidelity as a
function of their average degree, kavg = (kS′ +kR′)/2. In
each ensemble all pairs with the same kavg were grouped
together. The mean of the transfer fidelities achieved be-
tween such pairs are presented in Fig. 4 for each ensem-
ble. We observe that a higher average degree of the con-
nection nodes translates to better transfer fidelity, while
the degrees of the other nodes in the network do not
affect the fidelity. The degree of a node increases its
effective frequency, which in turn weakens the coupling
to lower frequency normal modes. Higher degree nodes
thus couple more weakly to the normal modes closer to
the center-of-mass mode, leading to smaller loss of infor-
mation to the other normal modes.
Figure 5 shows the transfer fidelity as a function of

both the degree of the sender and the receiver, for three
ensembles with p = 0.2, 0.5 and 0.8. For pairs in which
one of the connection nodes has a low degree, we see
that the transfer fidelity is limited by the capability of
the weaker node.

B. Normal modes in modular random networks

A network with community structure may allow trans-
fer over normal modes other than the center of mass
mode. In general, a network withM communities has, in-
cluding the center of mass mode, M normal modes which
are well separated from the rest and to which multiple
nodes couple with significant strength [36]. The coupling
strengths to these normal modes depend strongly on the
community the node is in. State transfer is then possible
within a community over those modes to which the nodes
couple strongly, and between communities if the nodes
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FIG. 5. Transfer fidelity of a squeezed vacuum, in each
ensemble averaged over pairs with the same degrees on both
senders and receivers connection nodes S′ and R′. Ensembles
with p = 0.2, 0.5 and 0.8 are presented. For lower degree
nodes a bottleneck effect is visible: the connection node with
lower degree limits the transfer fidelity for the pair. Due to
the Poissonian degree distribution of ER-networks, pairs in
the middle of each ensembles mass are more common than
those at the perimeter.
Note that the colour scale is again composed of two linear
ranges above and below F = 0.95.

in both communities couple strongly to the same nor-
mal mode. If the communities have no good fast normal
modes in common, they may in any case communicate
over the slowest normal mode.

To generate modular random networks we used a
stochastic block model (SBM) [37]. In effect the model
constructs M communities of ER-networks, and ran-
domly adds edges between the communities. We present
here results for a 40-node network of four equally sized
communities, with edge probability pw = 0.75 within
each community and pb = 0.025 between communities.
A single example realization is shown in Fig. 6, with the
mean coupling strengths of the nodes in each commu-
nity to the four lowest normal modes shown in the inset.
As noted earlier, by construction all nodes couple to the
center of mass mode with equal strength. For the other
modes the coupling strength is strongly dependent on the
community, and at least two communities have a signif-
icant coupling to each normal mode. We observe that
this behaviour holds for most networks with the chosen
parameters.

The oscillators have same properties as in Sec. III A,
and the external oscillators’ effective coupling strength is
according to Eq. (B4) with c3 = 50. The large value for
c3, corresponding to a very weak coupling, was chosen
to highlight the difference between good and bad normal
modes; with a strong coupling, even good normal modes
could allow only low fidelity transfer. The state to be
transferred is again the squeezed vacuum |r = 1, φ = 0⟩.
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FIG. 6. A single realization of a 40-node stochastic block
model network, partitioned into four communities of 10. In
the inset the mean coupling strengths of nodes in a given com-
munity to the four slowest normal modes are shown. Within
each community the variance of coupling strengths is small.

Fig. 7 shows the mean transfer fidelities over the lowest
four normal modes for an ensemble of 200 random modu-
lar networks. As expected, over the center of mass mode
transfer between any pair in the network reaches high fi-
delity. Over the higher normal modes there is in general a
subgraph of only two communities in which high fidelity
transfer is possible, while fidelities are low between pairs
where one or both participants do not couple to this sub-
graph. In particular, high fidelity in the ‘Top two’ row
indicates the possibility to communicate both within and
between different communities. The communities which
reach high fidelities may be identified as the communities
which couple strongly to the normal mode.

IV. EMPIRICAL NETWORKS

A. Role of community structure

As an example of a real complex network with com-
munity structure we studied the routing properties of
Zachary’s Karate club network [38]. A network of QHOs
with the unweighted karate club structure was con-
structed with the same parameters as in Sec. III B, and
transfer of a squeezed vacuum |r = 1, φ = 0⟩ was again
considered. Figure 8 shows the mean transfer fidelities
within and between the communities for the five slowest
normal modes. In contrast to the random modular net-
works in Sec. III B, which had a more pronounced com-
munity structure, we find that while communication be-
tween the two communities is only feasible over the two
slowest normal modes, both communities have additional
normal modes over which at least some communication
is possible. For even higher normal modes there are in
general only a few or no pairs which reach any reasonable
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FIG. 7. Transfer fidelity of a squeezed vacuum |r = 1, φ = 0⟩
when communicating over the four slowest normal modes, av-
eraged over 200 realisations of the stochastic block model
network. In each realization, the mean fidelity within each
community over each normal mode was calculated, and the
communities were ranked based on their fidelities. Best is
the fidelity in the community in which the mean fidelity is
highest, and correspondingly worst is the fidelity of the worst
performing community. Top two is the mean fidelity within
the subgraph consisting of the two best performing commu-
nities, accounting for transfers both inside and between the
communities. Rest is then the mean transfer fidelity between
all other pairs of nodes, with one or both being outside the
two best performing communities. It should be noted that
the ranking of the communities is not the same for all of the
normal modes in each network.

fidelity.
Averaging over the communities hides the distribution

of transfer fidelities within each community. If we exam-
ine the pairwise fidelities separately, we see that which
pairs can communicate over a given frequency does not
directly correspond to the original communities. We may
consider grouping the nodes based on the transfer fideli-
ties, such that all pairs within a group achieve a high
fidelity over some frequency. Partitioning the network
this way is not unambiguous: some nodes may be able
to communicate over multiple frequencies, so that they
could be assigned to multiple communities. Conversely
some nodes only allow high fidelity transfer over the cen-
ter of mass mode and thus would not be included in any
fidelity-based groups. In Fig. 9 we present one possi-
ble partition, where both original communities are fur-
ther split into two, assigning ambiguous nodes arbitrar-
ily. The mean transfer fidelities for these communities
are shown in Fig. 10.

This partition achieves relatively high modularity Q
(computed numerically with the NetworkX Python li-
brary [39]), which is a measure of how well the community
structure of a network matches a given partition. For the
original two community partition Q ≈ 0.36, while for the
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FIG. 8. Mean transfer fidelity for a squeezed vacuum
|r = 1, φ = 0⟩ between the original communities of the Karate
club network. The fidelities are presented for the five slowest
normal modes.
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d

FIG. 9. By grouping nodes according to transfer fidelities,
we may find further community structure in the karate club
network. This partition, indicated by the different colours,
splits both original communities into two: nodes marked with
a triangle correspond to original community 1 and nodes with
a circle to community 2.

fidelity inspired partition in Fig. 9 we get Q ≈ 0.41, in-
dicating that the network is better described with these
four communities than the original two.

As another example of a different empirical network
we consider the adjective-noun network [40], which is a
bipartite network. The network does not have any dis-
cernible community structure, and thus we do not expect
there to be additional normal modes suitable for routing.
The networks are compared in Fig. 11, where the fraction
of pairs of nodes which allow transfer fidelity of F > 0.8
is presented. The random networks are included for ref-
erence. We see that the adjective-noun network mainly
allows transfer over the center of mass mode, and even
then not all pairs reach high fidelities. For all the higher
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FIG. 10. Mean transfer fidelities for the alternate communi-
ties a-d of the Karate club network shown in Fig. 9. While the
fidelities within the original communities are not particularly
high, as shown in Fig. 8, we may identify these subcommuni-
ties within which higher transfer fidelities are achieved. For
example, the average fidelity of community 1 over ω1 is quite
low, but in its subcommunity a fidelities are close to unity.
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FIG. 11. Fraction of pairs for which F > 0.8 for all normal
modes of the networks presented in the article. The networks
have the same parameters as in sec. III B. For the random
networks only a single realization is presented here. We see
that the modular networks have a handful of decent normal
modes, while the adjective-noun and ER networks mainly al-
low transfer over the center of mass mode.

frequency normal modes only a negligible fraction suc-
ceeds in high fidelity transfer.

Fig. 11 highlights another feature of networks that is
important for routing: the adjective-noun network has
a very dense frequency distribution, while the modular
networks have some separation between the suitable nor-
mal modes. Although the spectrum of the adjective-noun
network has large gaps at the highest frequencies, only
few nodes couple to those frequencies, limiting their use-
fulness for routing.

B. Comparison with randomized counterparts

Do empirical networks have subtle features not cap-
tured by random networks that could give them an edge
in state transfer and routing? Here we explore this ques-
tion using two tentative quantities taking into account
both transfer fidelity and time for all normal modes.
While they reveal new behavior and properties which
warrant further investigation, they have their limitations
as from previous results we know that most considered
fidelities are low—this is not the full story however, con-
sidering for example the results of Fig. 3. This motivates
the search of more sophisticated measures. Specifically,
here we use a coupling strength and transfer time (with-
out optimization) according to Eq. (B4) with c3 = 20,
the transfer of a displaced state |α = 0.75⟩ and use as
network parameters ω0 = 0.25 and g = 0.1.
The first quantity attempts to capture the importance

of a network node as a point of contact. Let Fn
i,j be

the transfer fidelity when external users couple to net-
work nodes i and j and transfer happens through the
n-th normal mode and let tn be the associated trans-
fer time, inversely proportional to the normal mode fre-
quency but independent of i and j. Consider the quantity

Ci,j :=
∑N

n=1 F
n
i,j/t

n, where N is the network size. No-
tice that Ci,j = Cj,i. To focus on the importance of a
single network node, we consider the quantity

Ci :=

N∑
j=1

Ci,j . (3)

The value of Ci for some node i is relatively high if it can
support higher fidelity transfers at faster speeds com-
pared to the other nodes.

2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16
Degree k

0.0075

0.0100

0.0125

0.0150

0.0175

0.0200

0.0225

0.0250

Av
er

ag
e 

no
de

 c
ap

ac
ity

Karate

FIG. 12. The node capacity averaged by the network size
Ci/N against the degree of the network node i in the karate
club network.

Results for the two networks are shown in Figs. 12 and
13. Like previously a low degree is found to be detrimen-
tal, however we also observe a new behavior where nodes



9

0 10 20 30 40 50
Degree k

0.00

0.02

0.04

0.06

0.08

0.10
Av

er
ag

e 
no

de
 c

ap
ac

ity
Adjnoun

FIG. 13. The node capacity averaged by the network
size Ci/N against the degree of the network node i in the
adjective–noun network.

with a particularly high degree reach lower node capac-
ities than nodes with an intermediate degree. Overall
the behavior can be expected to be robust to changes in
network structure as it is observed in two quite different
networks, although the effect is particularly strong in the
adjective-noun network. Considering results of Sec. IIIA,
the nodes with the highest degree can be expected to sup-
port high fidelity transfer mostly with the slowest normal
mode while nodes with intermediate degree might have a
more even spread of transfer fidelities across the available
normal modes.

The second considered quantity attempts to capture
the maximal throughput of a network by considering the
best performing external user pair for each normal mode.
Namely, we consider

Cmax :=

N∑
n=1

maxi,jF
n
i,j/t

n. (4)

While the best pairs are not necessarily free of overlap-
ping users, especially for larger networks we expect Cmax

to be a good approximation of the optimal set of transfers
that can happen simultaneously. We compare this quan-
tity to that achieved with randomized counterparts for
both networks. The random counterparts preserve some
but not all features of the original networks as explained
in Appendix D.

Results are shown in Figs. 14 and 15. In the case of
karate club the original tends to outperform the random
variants if the clustering spectrum c(k) is included in
the preserved quantities, but otherwise the roles are re-
versed. In terms of maximum capacity it would then
seem that the network does not reach a particularly high
value. Adjective-noun network leads to a very different
situation however, with the original outperforming the
vast majority of the 400 random variants. This suggests
that the complexity that leads to this advantage is not
captured by any of the preserved features. The role of

the network size and which features are the important
ones is an interesting avenue of further study.
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FIG. 14. Comparison of Cmax/N of the karate club network
(horizontal dashed line) with its randomized variants (boxes
and whiskers). The randomisations preserve some statistical
properties of the network. In the pk variants, only the de-
gree distribution is preserved. In pk-ck, also the clustering
spectrum, and in pkk, also the degree-degree correlations. In
pkk-ck, all three properties are held fixed.
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FIG. 15. Comparison of Cmax/N , defined as in the caption
of Fig. 14, of the adjective–noun network (horizontal dashed
line) with its randomized variants (boxes and whiskers).

V. CONCLUSIONS

Conventionally, state transfer is considered in either
networks with a special structure that can facilitate fast
transfer but not between arbitrary nodes [4] or transfer
over a single normal mode, with a few notable excep-
tions [10, 11, 32]. Here we consider multi-user transfer
and go beyond the previous work along three major lines:
i) exploring the role of the nodes users directly couple to
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in ER networks, ii) identifying the community structure
as the source of multiple useful normal modes in both
random and empirical networks, and iii) finally explore
the importance of complex structure – found in empirical
networks – by benchmarking them against their random-
ized counterparts. In the latter case we observe a clear
benefit in the adjective-noun network.

By revealing how community structure can have both
nontrivial and beneficial effects we invite the broader re-
search community to also start exploring its role in state
transfer, routing and other closely related tasks carried
out over networks described by a Hamiltonian. More
specifically, our results pave the way for using both com-
plex and generic networks to facilitate routing with local
control only, perhaps between multiple nearby quantum
processors or even inside a quantum repeater [41, 42] em-
bedded in a large scale quantum communication network.
Although the experimental realization is a challenge, one
could consider, e.g., optomechanical networks [43, 44] or
provided that quantum regime can be reached in them,
networks of nanomechanical [45] or nanoelectromechan-
ical [46] oscillators. Meanwhile networks with a decent
size and otherwise arbitrary structure can currently be
created in a multimode quantum optics platform [47, 48]
to provide a testbed for routing.

We leave open the question of which other features of
the network may be relevant to routing, and how prop-
erties such as network diameter, degree distribution or
clustering affect the transfer performance. In particular,
if one can construct an arbitrary network, how should it
be designed to maximize routing performance? When is a
network suitable only for sequential high fidelity transfer
better than a network that can support relatively high

fidelity transfer over multiple normal modes, and vice
versa? To systematically explore this and the impact
of the previously mentioned network properties calls for
further work on quantifying the capacity of a network
for both state transfer and for routing. Ideally, it should
have a clear physically motivated definition, produce a
single real number—to facilitate ranking the networks—
with clear interpretation and be applicable to a variety of
physical systems beyond just continuous variable Gaus-
sian states. It could be expected to single out networks
with many useful normal modes. The tentative quanti-
ties we have proposed in Sec. IVB fulfill some of these
requirements already, however especially in the case of
Gaussian sates there seems to be no obvious way to make
the capacity state independent. Furthermore, the ability
to trade speed for improved fidelity should be taken into
account in some appropriate manner. We hope to tackle
this challenge in the future.

Finally, our results might also serve as a basis to design
new quantum inspired community detection algorithms
as has been previously done with quantum walks [49],
but taking into account explicitly the impact of a hetero-
geneous link density on the normal mode structure. In
general, such algorithms are complementary to the clas-
sical methods and may reveal alternative structures.
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Appendix A: Transferred states

Single mode Gaussian states are completely defined in
terms of their covariance matrix σ(x) and first moments
vector ⟨x⟩. For an oscillator of frequency ω, they read

σ(x) = (nth + 1
2 )

(
(y + zcos)ω

−1 zsin
zsin (y − zcos)ω

)
,

⟨x⟩ =

(
ℜ(α)

√
2ω−1

ℑ(α)
√
2ω

)
,

(A1)
where y = cosh (2r), zcos = cos (φ) sinh (2r) and zsin =
− sin (φ) sinh (2r) and where ℜ(α) and ℑ(α) are the real
and imaginary parts of the displacement, respectively.
For squeezed states |r, φ⟩ we set α = 0 and for coherent
states |α⟩ we set r = 0.
Two mode squeezed vacuum states |s, ϕ⟩ correspond to

a covariance matrix

σ(x) =
1

2

 ω−1y 0 ω−1zcos zsin
0 ωy zsin −ωzcos

ω−1zcos zsin ω−1y 0
zsin −ωzcos 0 ωy

 (A2)

where this time y = cosh(2s), zcos = cos(ϕ) sinh(2s) and
zsin = sin(ϕ) sinh(2s).

Appendix B: State transfer in short oscillator chains
with linear couplings

Consider identical oscillators with frequencies ω0 and
linear couplings of the form −gqiqj . The Hamiltonian

is of the general form H = p⊤p
2 + q⊤(ω2

0I/2 − gV/2)q
whereV is the adjacency matrix of the chain. The Hamil-
tonian can be diagonalized with an orthogonal matrix K
consisting of the eigenvectors of matrix ω2

0I/2 − gV/2.
The eigenvalues are of the form Ω2

i /2 where Ωi is a nor-
mal mode frequency. Suppose the initial form of the
operators is x(0)⊤ = {q1(0), q2(0), . . . , p1(0), p2(0), . . .}.
Then its form at some later time t is recovered from
x(t) = S(t)x(0) where

S(t) =

(
K 0
0 K

)(
∆Ω

cos ∆−1
Ω ∆Ω

sin

−∆Ω∆
Ω
sin ∆Ω

cos

)(
K 0
0 K

)⊤

.

(B1)
Here ∆Ω

cos and ∆Ω
sin are diagonal matrices with diagonal

elements cos(Ωit) and sin(Ωit), respectively, and ∆Ω is
a diagonal matrix with diagonal elements Ωi.
Permuting the initial states between all oscillators,

which in particular leads to state transfer, requires that
at some time t > 0 the matrix S(t) becomes block di-
agonal with two coinciding square blocks defining some
permutation matrix P. By substituting Eq. (B1) into

S(t) =

(
P 0
0 P

)
and moving the block matrices contain-

ing K to R.H.S., we find the conditions

∆Ω
cos = K⊤PK, ∆Ω

sin = 0. (B2)

It is worth stressing that if a solution is found then the
permutation applies to arbitrary states although we con-
sider only Gaussian states for convenience.

As pointed out in Sec. II B, the cases relevant for our
purposes concern permutations in a chain of three oscil-
lators. Without a loss of generality we may assume that
the normal mode frequency is ω0 and that the sender
and the receiver have tuned their frequencies to match
it. Focusing first on applying twice the state swap be-

tween two oscillators, P = ±
(
0 1
1 0

)
, K = 1√

2

(
1 −1
1 1

)
and Ω = {

√
ω2
0 − g,

√
ω2
0 + g}. The freedom to use ei-

ther sign for the matrix P is because it will be used
twice, and the second application will restore the orig-
inal phase if necessary. The diagonalization is valid
when g < ω2

0 . From Eq. (B2) we get cos(t
√

ω2
0 − g) =

− cos(t
√
ω2
0 + g) = 1 for positive P and −1 otherwise

whereas in both cases sin(t
√

ω2
0 − g) = sin(t

√
ω2
0 + g) =

0. Taking ω0 to be fixed, we solve for g and t and find

a two-parameter family of solutions g = (1+c′)2−c′′2

(1+c′)2+c′′2ω
2
0 ,

t =
√

1
2 + c′(1 + c′/2) + c′′2/2πω−1

0 where c′ ≥ c′′ ≥ 1

are integers. Transfer time t increases with c′ and c′′

whereas setting c′′ = ac′ + b gives limc′→∞ g = 1−a2

1+a2 .
We are interested in particular in the solutions where g
tends to 0 as transfer time increases as this reduces the
detrimental effect of the other normal modes, which cor-
responds to choosing c′ = c′′ := c2. Therefore we will
use

g =
1 + 2c2

1 + 2c2 + 2c22
ω2
0 , t =

√
1

2
+ c2 + c22πω

−1
0 (B3)

where c2 ≥ 1 is an integer, which leads to an exact ap-
plication of matrix P. The time for the transfer between
sender and receiver is twice the time above.

We turn our attention to finding a single time
independent Hamiltonian for achieving the permuta-
tion in a chain of three oscillators. Now Eq. (B2)

leads to cos(tω0) = −1 and cos(t
√
ω2
0 −

√
2g) =

cos(t
√
ω2
0 +

√
2g) = 1. Solving the first equation for the

transfer time gives t = (2c3+1)π
ω0

where c3 ≥ 1 is an inte-
ger. The other two conditions cannot be satisfied simul-
taneously for this t, but by requiring that g is as weak as
possible for a given value of c3, equivalently for a given
transfer time t, taking the average of the solutions for

cos(t
√
ω2
0 −

√
2g) = 1 and cos(t

√
ω2
0 +

√
2g) = 1 gives

g =

√
2

2c3 + 1
ω2
0 , t = (2c3 + 1)πω−1

0 (B4)

where c3 ≥ 1 is an integer. This leads to an approximate
state swap between the end points of the chain.
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Appendix C: Asymptotic behavior of transfer times
and coupling strengths

Let t2 and t1 be the times to transfer the state from
the sender to the receiver over the normal mode for the
two step and single step protocols, respectively, given by
Eqs. (B3) and (B4). Let c2 = c3 = c; then c ≥ 1 and an
integer. Judicious manipulation of the equations shows
that

t2 =
√
1 + 1/(2c+ 1)2t1, (C1)

that is to say t2 approaches t1 from above. The approach
is rather fast however, as for example for c = 4 the factor
is already less than 1.01.
Let now g2 and g1 be the corresponding coupling

strengths. This time we find that

g2 =

(
1− 1

2 + 4c(1 + c)

)√
2g1, (C2)

i.e. g2 approaches
√
2g1 from below. Like transfer times,

also here the values quickly converge with the factor be-
coming over 0.99 at c = 5.

Appendix D: Network randomization algorithms

Complex networks can exhibit a wealth of non-trivial
topological features, from heterogeneous degree distribu-

tions to degree-degree correlations and clustering. In or-
der to assess the impact of these properties on transport
efficiency, we constructed, for both real network consid-
ered, several ensembles containing 100 networks each in
which some of these properties are preserved. The ran-
domisations were carried out using the code developed
for Ref. [50] (repository available at [51]). For any in-
put network, the program generates a maximally random
network with the same degree sequence. Other proper-
ties of the input graph can be preserved on demand as
well (for instance, degree correlations, embodied in the
joint degree distribution P (k, k′), and/or the clustering
spectrum c(k)). The four 100-network ensembles were
generated by preserving

i. only the degree distribution P (k),

ii. degree distribution P (k) and degree-degree corre-
lations P (k, k′),

iii. degree distribution P (k) and clustering spectrum
c(k),

iv. degree distribution P (k), degree-degree correla-
tions P (k, k′), and clustering spectrum c(k).
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