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Abstract

For a net of C*-algebras on a discrete metric space, we introduce a bimodule
version of the DHR tensor category and show that it is an invariant of quasi-local
algebras under isomorphisms with bounded spread. For abstract spin systems on a
lattice L C R™ satisfying a weak version of Haag duality, we construct a braiding on
these categories. Applying the general theory to quasi-local algebras A of operators
on a lattice invariant under a (categorical) symmetry, we obtain a homomorphism
from the group of symmetric QCA to Auty.(DHR(A)), containing symmetric finite
depth circuits in the kernel. For a spin chain with fusion categorical symmetry D,
we show that the DHR category of the quasi-local algebra of symmetric operators
is equivalent to the Drinfeld center Z(D) . We use this to show that for the double
spin flip action 7 /27 x 7% /27 ~ C? ® €2, the group of symmetric QCA modulo
symmetric finite depth circuits in 1D contains a copy of S3, hence it is non-abelian,
in contrast to the case with no symmetry.
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1 Introduction

In the algebraic approach to quantum spin systems on a lattice, a fundamental role is
played by the quasi-local C*-algebra generated by local operators [BR97]. In ordinary spin
systems, this is an infinite tensor product of matrix algebras. Upon restricting to operators
invariant under a global (categorical) symmetry or when considering the operators acting
on the boundary of a topologically ordered spin system, the resulting quasi-local algebras
can be more complicated approximately finite dimensional (AF) algebras. The work of
Bratteli [Bra72] and Elliott [Ell76] gives a classification of AF algebras up to isomorphism.
However, arbitrary isomorphisms between quasi-local algebras are not always physically
relevant since, in general, they do not map local Hamiltonians to local Hamiltonians'

A physically natural condition to impose on isomorphisms between quasi-local algebras
defined on the same metric space is bounded spread. For two nets of algebras defined
on a discrete metric space L, an isomorphism « between their quasi-local algebras has
bounded spread if there exists an R > 0 such that operators localized in a finite region
F C L are mapped to operators localized in the R neighborhood of F' by a and o~
Unlike generic isomorphisms between quasi-local algebras, isomorphisms with bounded
spread map local Hamiltonians to local Hamiltonians, making them more natural from a
physical perspective. This raises the general problem of classifying quasi-local algebras
up to bounded spread isomorphism.

Bounded spread isomorphisms are also interesting as objects in their own right. Auto-
morphisms of the quasi-local algebra of a spin system (without symmetry) with bounded
spread are called quantum cellular automata (QCA) [SW04], and have been extensively
studied in the physics literature (we refer the reader to the review article [Far20] and refer-
ences therein). These can be viewed as a natural class of symmetries of the moduli space of
local Hamiltonians, but also are natural models for discrete-time unitary dynamics. Finite
depth quantum circuits (FDQC) are a normal subgroup of QCA which are implemented
by local unitaries, and are used as to operationally define equivalence for topologically
ordered states [CGW10]. There is significant interest in understanding the quotient group
QCA/FDQC, which can be interpreted as the collection of topological phases of QCA ?
[GNVW12, FH20, FHH22, HFH23, Haa22a, Haa22b, SCD*22]. While there has been re-
cent progress on studying symmetry protected QCA [CPGSV17, GSSC20], relatively little
is known about the structure of topological phases of QCA defined only on symmetric
operators.

We can approach both the problem of finding bounded spread isomorphism invari-
ants of quasi-local algebras and of finding invariants of QCA/FDQC simultaneously, by
looking for functorial invariants of quasi-local algebras. To be more precise, consider

Locality means many different things in different contexts. Here, by local Hamiltonian we mean the
terms in the Hamiltonian have supports with uniformly bounded diameters [ZCZW19, Chapter 4].
Zsee Section 2.2 for further discussion and references.



the groupoid Net; whose objects are general nets of C*-algebras on a discrete metric
space L (Definition 2.2), and whose morphisms are isomorphisms of quasi-local algebras
with bounded spread. Then any functor from Net; to another groupoid which contains
finite depth circuits in the kernel will yield algebraic invariants of both general quasi-local
algebras and of topological phases of QCA.

An important component of an algebraic quantum field theory is its DHR category
of superselection sectors [DHR69, DHR71, DHR74]. Motivated by finding functorial in-
variants for discrete nets of C*-algebras, we develop a version of DHR theory suitable
for our setting. For a net of C*-algebras A over a discrete metric space L, we introduce
the C*-tensor category DHR/(A), which consists of localizable bimodules of the quasi-
local algebra (Definition 3.2). This is a direct generalization of localized, transportable
endomorphisms from the usual DHR formalism [Haa96, HMO06]. Our formalism extends
the ideas of [NS97], who consider the special case of 1D spin chains with Hopf algebra
symmetry and utilize the formalism of unital amplimorphisms rather than bimodules.

To state the first main result of the paper, let C*-Tens denote the groupoid of C*-
tensor categories and unitary tensor equivalences (up to unitary monoidal natural isomor-
phism). Then we have the following theorem:

Theorem A. Let L be a countable metric space with bounded geometry. There is a
canonical functor DHR : Net; — C*-Tens, containing finite depth quantum circuit in
the kernel. In particular

1. The monoidal equivalence class of DHR(A) is an invariant of the quasi-local algebra
up to bounded spread isomorphism.

2. We have a homomorphism

DHR : QCA(A)/FDQC(A) — Aut,(DHR(A)).

The first item above allows us to distinguish quasi-local algebras that are isomorphic
as C*-algebras but not by bounded spread isomorphisms, while the second gives us a
topological invariant of QCA. In particular, we can conclude that a QCA is not a quantum
circuit if it has a non-trivial image in Autg(DHR(A)). We will exploit both of these
consequences in the case of 1D symmetric spin systems (see Examples 4.21 and 4.24).

First, we address the issue of braidings. In the usual DHR theory the resulting cat-
egories are braided, which plays a significant role in many applications. In our context,
this additional structure provides a finer invariant for quasi-local algebras and restricts
the image of the DHR homomorphisms from QCA. Under some additional assumptions
on the lattice (namely, that it is a discrete subspace of R") and the net itself (weak al-
gebraic Haag duality, Definition 2.7), our DHR categories admit canonical braidings, and
bounded spread isomorphisms induce braided equivalences on DHR categories.

Theorem B. Suppose L C R"™ is a lattice. If a net A over L satisfies weak algebraic
Haag duality, there ezists a canonical braiding on DHR(A). Furthermore, if A and B
are two such nets, then for any isomorphism o : A — B with bounded spread, DHR(«)
1s a braided equivalence. As a consequence, we obtain



1. The braided monoidal equivalence class of DHR(A) is an invariant of the quasi-local
algebra up to bounded spread isomorphism.

2. We have a homomorphism DHR : QCA(A)/FDQC(A) — Aut,.(DHR(A)).

We proceed to apply the general theory to the case of 1D spin systems with fusion
categorical symmetry. Categorical symmetry can be formalized either in terms of matrix
product operators (MPOs) or weak Hopf algebra actions. In either case, we can realize
the quasi-local algebra of symmetric operators as a net over Z, where the local algebras

are endomorphisms of tensor powers of an object X internal to a unitary fusion category
D. Recall that Z(D) denotes the Drinfeld center of D.

Theorem C. Let D be a unitary fusion category and suppose X € D 1is strongly tensor
generating. Then the net A over Z C R of tensor powers of X satisfies (weak) algebraic
Haag duality, and DHR(A) = Z(D) as braided C*-tensor categories. In particular, there
exists a canonical homomorphism

DHR : QCA(A)/FQDC(A) — Aut,,(2(D)) = BrPic(D).

Furthermore, if X is a characteristic object’, then the image of DHR contains the
subgroup Out(D) C Aut,.(Z2(D)).

The equivalence of the DHR category with the Drinfeld center generalizes the main
result of [NS97] from the context of Hopf algebra symmetries to general fusion categorical
symmetry. This family of categorical nets was recently studied from a physical perspective
in [LDOV21, LDV22]. In these works, bounded spread isomorphisms between nets are
constructed from categorical data which implement duality transformations on symmetric
Hamiltonians using matrix product operators. A key role is played by their notion of
topological sector, which we expect to be closely related to our DHR bimodules.

Our analysis of DHR(A) makes heavy use of the techniques of subfactor theory
[EK98, JS97, Pop95b, Jon99] recently translated to the C*-context [CHPJP22 CPJ22]
(see Section 4.1). We refer the reader to [NS97, Hol22, Kaw21] for a related analysis of
1D spin systems from a subfactor point of view.

One of the most remarkable results in the theory of QCA is that the group QCA/FDQC
of an ordinary spin system is abelian, even without adding ancilla [FHH22]. As a corollary
of our results, we will see that in the symmetric case this is not true. First consider
an ordinary spin system, where the local Hilbert space is C* with the Z/27 spin flip
symmetry. We partition the system into adjacent pairs and coarse grain so that the local
Hilbert space is K := C?® C?, and the group is Z/27 x 7/2Z acting on K by a “double
spin flip”.

Corollary D. For the double spin flip 7Z./27 x 7./27 ~ C* @ C? on-site symmetry,
the group of symmetric QCA modulo symmetric finite depth circuits contains Ss and in
particular is non-abelian.

3we call an object characteristic if it is fixed up to isomorphism by any monoidal autoequivalence



It is clear that DHR is not a complete invariant for QCA up to finite depth circuits
even in 1D. Indeed, for the case of the trivial categorical symmetry, this is an ordinary
spin system and our invariant is trivial. However, the group QCA/FDQC is a highly
non-trivial subgroup of Q*, with isomorphism given by the GNVW index [GNVW12].
However, we believe the action on the DHR category will be the crucial component beyond
index theory for any general classification scheme for symmetric QCA.

Finally, while we have motivated our DHR theory with applications to understand-
ing isomorphisms between quasi-local algebras with bounded spread, we anticipate many
further applications. For example, for any state ¢ on a quasi-local algebra A, the su-
perselection category of ¢ is a module category over DHR/(A), opening the door to an
intrinsically categorical (rather than analytic) treatment of superselection theory of states
for symmetric nets. In another direction, we believe that discrete nets of C*-algebras over
a (sufficiently regular) fixed lattice in R™ should assemble into a symmetric monoidal
n + 2 category, with the n = 1 case being a discrete version of the symmetric monoidal
3-category of coordinate-free CFTs [BDH15, BDH19, BDH18]. The DHR category of a
net A we consider here should then arise as Q"**(A) in the n + 2 category.

Acknowledgements. I would like to thank the entire “QCA group” from the AIM
workshop “Higher categories and topological order” for many stimulating discussions
which ultimately sparked the ideas for this paper. Thanks in particular to Jeongwan Haah
for teaching me about the general theory and motivation for QCA, and Dom Williamson
for suggesting both the problem of studying symmetric QCA and a possible relationship
with symmetries of the Drinfeld center. Also thanks to Dave Aasen, Jacob Bridgeman, Pe-
ter Huston, Laurens Lootens, Pieter Naaijkens, Dave Penneys, David Reutter and Daniel
Wallick for many enlightening discussions and helpful comments on early drafts of this
paper. Finally, I want to thank Vaughan Jones for always encouraging me to look for the
physics in mathematics. This work was supported by NSF Grant DMS-2100531.

2 Discrete nets of C*-algebras

In this section we introduce our general mathematical framework, which is a straightfor-
ward “AQFT-style” extension of the usual axioms for abstract spin systems as found, for
example, in [BR97]. These mathematical objects are meant to axiomatize the algebras of
local operators of any kind of discrete quantum field theory, which simultaneously encodes
both local observables and local unitaries. The version of discrete metric space which we
found most appropriate for our framework is the following:

Definition 2.1. We say a countably infinite metric space L has bounded geometry if for
any R > 0, there exists an S with |Bg(z)|< S for all z € L.

In the above definition, we use the notation Bg(x) to denote the (closed) ball of radius
R about the point . Also note that in the above definition, we are assuming our space is
countably infinite. Examples include: Cayley graphs of infinite, finitely generated groups
(or more generally path metrics on graphs with bounded degree), and discrete subsets of
Riemannian manifolds with bounded sectional curvature. Bounded geometry spaces play
an important role in the study of large-scale geometry (see [NY12]).

bt



We denote the poset of finite subsets ordered by inclusion in L by F(L), and the poset
of balls ordered by inclusion by B(L). These will be the fundamental “small regions” in
our discrete QFT.

Definition 2.2. A discrete net of C*-algebras consists of an infinite bounded geometry
metric space L, a unital C*-algebra A (called the quasi-local algebra), and a poset ho-
momorphism from F(L) to the poset of unital C*-subalgebras of A ordered by inclusion,
denoted I+ Ap, subject to the following conditions:

L. If ()G = @, then [Ap, Ag] = 0.

2. U Apr is dense in A.
FeF(L)

To simplify the notation, we will often simply denote a discrete net in terms of its
quasi-local algebra A, with the additional structure of the poset homomorphism from
finite subsets of L to unital subalgebras of A implicit additional structure.

We note that we can naturally extend our poset homomorphism from the poset of
finite subsets to P (L), the collection of all subsets of L, as follows:

For any M C L, define

AM Z:C*<{[L’€AF FE;(L) anngM})

In other words, Aj; is the C* subalgebra of A generated by the algebras Ar, where F
ranges over finite subsets of M. The two requirements in the definition for a discrete net
now hold when replacing F(L) with P(L).

We can also use other data to generate a net. For example, we may have a poset
homomorphism from the poset B(L) of balls in L to subalgebras of A, and we can extend
this to be defined on P(L) (and hence on F(L)) in the same way. In practice, this is
usually how we will do things, but there is nothing really special about balls, and other
types of standard regions (e.g. rectangles) work equally as well.

Example 2.3. Spin systems. The fundamental family of examples are the nets of
spin observables. Let L be an arbitrary metric space with bounded geometry. Fix a
positive integer d and define A¢ to be the UHF algebra My~ = ®,c; My(C), where here
My(C) denotes the algebra of d x d matrices. For each finite subset in F(L), we set
AL = R,epMy(C) C A4 This clearly satisfies the axioms of a discrete net. For an
extensive exposition on this class of examples, see [BR97].

Example 2.4. Symmetric spin systems. Suppose we start with a spin system A
over L equipped with a global, onsite symmetry G. More specifically, suppose we have a
homomorphism G — Aut(M,(C)), where d is the dimension of the on-site Hilbert space.
Then by taking the infinite tensor product, this defines a global symmetry on A% which
preserves the local subalgebras. We set A® to be the algebra of operators invariant under
the G action, and for any ball F € B(L), we set A% := (A%)Y. This assembles into a
discrete net over L as discussed above, and serves as the motivating example of a discrete
net that is of physical interest but not an ordinary spin system. By forcing invariance



under GG, we are implementing local superselection sectors. One of the goals of this paper
is to give a model independent formulation of these superselection sectors via a DHR
category.

There are many generalizations of group symmetry that are considered in the context
of spin systems. For example, in 1D we can have fusion categorical (or weak Hopf algebra)
symmetries, and taking invariant local operators gives us a new net. We will study such
examples in depth in Section 4. In the world of AQFT, taking the net of operators
invariant under a global symmetry is sometimes called gauging the global symmetry, or
applying the orbifold construction. We encourage the reader to think of an abstract
discrete net as a gauging of a spin system by some kind of (possibly generalized) global
symmetry, so that the elements in Ap are the operators that are invariant under a global
symmetry.

Example 2.5. Boundaries of commuting projector systems . Consider a commut-
ing projector Hamiltonian an on the regular lattice Z". Consider the half-lattice Z™ < 0,
which has a boundary lattice equivalent to Z"~!. Define a net of algebras on Z"~! con-
sisting of operators localized near the boundary, and cut down by the projection P onto
the bulk ground state, similarly to [Haal6]. Modulo some technical details, this assembles
into a net of “boundary algebras” which can have non-trivial local superselection sectors.
Applying the DHR construction from Section 3 to the boundary quasi-local algebra yields
a braided tensor category, which should correspond to the topological order of the bulk
theory. This is a concrete manifestation of a “bulk-boundary correspondence” in the
setting of topological codes. We will clarify this story in future work.

For any subset ' € P(L) and R > 0, we define its R-neighborhood

Ng(F):={x €L : d(z,F) < R}.

A property that may be satisfied by discrete nets that will sometimes be useful is the
following.

Definition 2.6. A discrete net is boundedly generated if there exists an T' > 0 such every
Ap is generated by its subalgebras {Ag : G C F and diam(G) < T'}.

This condition guarantees that the algebra is generated “uniformly locally”. This is
a weak version of an additivity-type axiom in AQFT. We do not need to assume it for
any technical results, but it is a nice property that the nets in our examples will always
satisfy.

We now move on to define a technical condition that will be fundamental for building
a braiding on discrete DHR categories. Recall that if B C A is a subset of the algebra A,
the centralizer of B in A is defined as

Za(B) :={x €A : [z,y] =0 for all y € B}.

Definition 2.7. (c.f. [NS97, Definition 2.3]) A discrete net A satisfies



1. weak algebraic Haag duality if there exists R, D > 0 such that for any F' € B(L) of
radius U > R about the point € L, Za(Ape) C Ag, where G € B(L) is the ball
about x of radius U + D. Specific choices of R and D are called duality constants.

2. algebraic Haag duality if it satisfies weak algebraic Haag duality with D = 0. In
this case Z4(Apc) = Ap.

Remark 2.8. Algebraic Haag duality is a version of the usual Haag duality from AQFT
[Haa96], with the major difference that we are only asking for the relative commutant of
the Apec in A to be Ap, rather than the commutant in a larger B(H ) for some global Hilbert
space H. Weak algebraic Haag duality is inspired by the weak Haag duality of Ogata,
used to derive braided categories in the context of topologically ordered spin systems
[Oga22]. All of our examples of interest satisfy algebraic Haag duality, but the weaker
version has the added theoretical advantage of being invariant under isomorphisms with
bounded spread, which we show below. We thank Pieter Naaijkens, David Penneys, and
Daniel Wallick for discussions on the related topic of topologically ordered spin systems,
where a similar version of weak Haag duality emerged naturally.

Conceptually, weak algebraic Haag duality gives us a powerful tool to verify an opera-
tor is localized in a finite region by checking that it commutes with all operators localized
in the complement.

2.1 Bounded spread isomorphisms and QCA

Definition 2.9. For two discrete nets A and B over the metric space L, a *-isomorphism
a: A — B of quasi-local algebras has bounded spread if there exists an R > 0 such that
for any F' € F(L), a(Ar) C Byyr) and o (Br) C An,(r)

Definition 2.10. For a fixed infinite metric space L with bounded geometry, Net, is the
groupoid whose

1. Objects are discrete nets over L.

2. Morphisms Net (A, B) consist of -isomorphisms « : A — B such that « has
bounded spread.

In many examples, a(Ar) C By, r) for all F automatically implies o™ (Br) C Anpr)
(for example, in ordinary spin systems [ANW11]).

Proposition 2.11. The property of weak algebraic Haag duality is invariant under bounded
spread isomorphism.

Proof. Suppose A satisfies weak algebraic Haag duality, with constants R and D, and
suppose o : A — B is a *-isomorphism with spread at most 7. We claim B satisfies weak
algebraic Haag duality with constants R, D + 2T'. Let F' be a ball of radius U > R about
some point z. Then set F’ to be the corresponding ball of radius U + T and F” the ball
of radius U + T + D. Then A(prye C o !(Bpe), s0



a Y Zp(Bpe)) = Zs(a " (Bp-))
C Za(Aw)e)
C Agpn

Therefore
ZB(BFC) g OK(AF//) g BG,

where G is the ball of radius U + 27 + D about x, proving the claim.
O

Definition 2.12. The group of quantum cellular automata on a net A is defined to be
Net; (A, A). We denote this group QCA(A).

Quantum cellular automata (QCA) of spin systems have recently been extensively
investigated in the physics literature. We will say some words about QCA from a physical
viewpoint in the next section. The easiest examples of quantum cellular automata are
finite depth quantum circuit. Let A be a discrete net of C*-algebras. A depth one quantum
circuit in A is a QCA constructed from the following data:

e {F;}ics is a partition of L by finite sets with uniformly bounded diameters.

e {u; € A} is a choice of unitaries.

From this data, we define an automorphism of the quasi-local algebra A. Identify I with
the natural numbers N (which is possible since we assumed that L is countably infinite),
and define G,, = U F,. Set v, := [[\_,ui € Ag,. Then consider a,, := Ad(v,) €
Aut(A). For any finite subset F, let ny be the smallest natural such that ' C G,,,. Then,
for every n > ny, if x € Ap we have a,(x) = ay,(x). We define o, (z) := lim, ay, (),
which stabilizes pointwise, and thus gives a x-automorphism on the union of local algebras.
Since there is a unique C*-norm on any increasing union of finite dimensional C*-algebras,
this extends to a x-automorphism of the quasi-local algebra. We call automorphisms
constructed in this way depth one quantum circuits.
In practice, we can simply write

o (1)1

which makes sense for any local operator x € Ap, since all but finitely many of the v,
will commute with z. Also note that the spread of a depth one circuit is bounded by the
largest diameter of a set in the underlying partition.

Definition 2.13. An automorphism o € QCA(A) is called a finite depth quantum circuit
if @ = a3 0ay...0a, where each «; is a depth one circuit. We denote the set of finite
depth circuits FDQC(A).

Proposition 2.14. Ifa € Nety(A, B) and 3 € FDQC(A), then aoffoa™ € FDQC(B).

9



Proof. Let f € FDQC(A) be depth one, and @ € Net (A, B) with spread at most R.
Let FF' = {F; € F(L)}icr be a collection of finite sets corresponding to § and 7" > 0 such
that diam(F;) < T. Let u; € Ag, the corresponding unitaries implementing .

Consider the graph G with vertex set I, defined by declaring ¢ adjacent to j if N3g(F;)N
F; # @. This relation is symmetric. Clearly the degree of each vertex is finite. We claim
that in addition, the degree is uniformly bounded. Indeed, since each N3g(F;) is contained
in a ball of radius T'+ 3R of any point in F}, by the bounded geometry assumption there
exists an S depending only on 7'+ 3R such that |N3g(F;)|< S for all i. Therefore, the
number of distinct j such that N3g(F;) N F; # @ is bounded by S. In particular, the
degree of GG is uniformly bounded by S.

We claim thsat there is a vertex coloring with a finite number of colors. Indeed, for
every finite subgraph G’ C G, the degree is also bounded by S, so utilizing the greedy
coloring algorithm, we can color G’ with S + 1 colors. By the De Bruijn—Erdés theorem
[dBE5S1], this implies G can be colored S+1 colors. Choose such a coloring.

For each color a € {1,2,...,S+1}, define I, as the set of vertices colored a. Consider
the family G* = {G, := Ng(F;) € F' :i € I,}. We can extend this trivially to a partition
by adding singletons. Note that since adjacent vertices have different colors, it is clearly
the case that G; N G; = @ for any G;,G; € G*. Hence the elements of each family are
pairwise disjoint. For ¢ € I,, define w; := a(u;) € Bg, (or w; = 1 for the added singletons)
and let 3, denote the corresponding depth one circuit. Note that since u; commutes with
uj, then o(u;) commutes with a(u;). Then we see for any local operator x € Bp

aofgoa(w)=a((Ju)e @ ([w))
)« ([Low)

:<Hwi1)... I wel|o| T wi. ---(Hw;)
8

ts+1€ls4+1 154+1€1541 1€l

O

The above proposition shows that FDQC behaves like a normal subgroup of the
groupoid Net; (and, in particular, is a normal subgroup of the automorphism group of
any object). We define the equivalence relation ~rpgc on Netr (A, B) by a ~ppoc B
if 37'a € FDQC(A), or equivalently, if af~! € FDQC(B). By the previous lemma,
composition gives a well-defined associative operation on equivalence classes. This leads
to the following definition.

Definition 2.15. Net;,/FDQC is the groupoid whose
e Objects are nets of C*-algebras over L.
e Morphisms are Net(A, B)/~rpgc.

e Composition is induced from Nety (A, B).

10



If we have a groupoid homomorphism from Net; which contains FDQC in the
kernel of all the automorphism groups of all the objects, then this descends to a well-
defined groupoid morphism from Net, /FDQC. This restricts to a homomorphism from
QCA(A)/FDQC(A) for any A.

Remark 2.16. It would be interesting to define a version of FDQC(A) where the ele-
ments are the actual sequence of unitaries rather than the resulting automorphisms. One

could imagine defining a unitary 2-group which could be characterized by an anomaly
(w] € H*(QCA(A)/FDQC(A), U(1)) in the sense of [Jon20].

2.2 Physical interpretation of QCA

In this subsection, we will discuss two physical interpretations of the group of QCA and
the group QCA/FDQC. These correspond to (at least) two natural ways to view QCA of
ordinary spin systems from a physical perspective.

The first arises from viewing the structure of a discrete net as a host for the moduli
space of local (symmetric) Hamiltonians. In particular, any local Hamiltonian is built
from terms living in finite regions with globally bounded diameter. Thus an isomor-
phism between two nets o« : A — B which has bounded spread maps local Hamilto-
nians to local Hamiltonians. In particular, the group QCA(A) can be viewed as the
group of symmetries of the moduli space of local Hamiltonians, which have the po-
tential to implement “dualities” between a priori very different looking Hamiltonians
[AMF16, AFM20, LDOV21, LDV22, EF23]. This point of view is particularly interesting
in the context of symmetric nets. In this case, QCA are symmetries of the space of local
symmetric Hamiltonians, and may implement equivalence between symmetric Hamiltoni-
ans that have no non-symmetric counterpart, i.e. the symmetric QCA cannot be extended
to an ordinary QCA without sacrificing invertibility. We can use QCA to define a natural
equivalence relation on local Hamiltonians. We declare two Hamiltonians equivalent if
they are in the same orbit under the action of QCA. Since states in the thermodynamic
limit of a spin system are just states on the quasi-local algebra, QCA can also be used
to define equivalence relations directly on states themselves without reference to a parent
Hamiltonian.

A second perspective is to view a QCA as a discrete-time unitary dynamics [Haa22b).
This extends the standard viewpoint on classical cellular automata as discrete-time up-
dates of configurations to the quantum setting. This class of evolutions retains physical
properties such as local causality and quantum reversability while dispensing with the
differential equations and local Hamiltonian generator which usually give rise to these
properties. Interest in this perspective emerged alongside the rise of quantum comput-
ing, where discrete time evolutions are very natural. We note that QCA themselves are
generally not realizable as time evolutions generated by local Hamiltonians unless they
are circuits, but can nevertheless approximate arbitrary local Hamiltonian evolutions in
a certain sense [Haa22a|. This partly justifies the study of “strictly local” QCA which
we consider here, as opposed to more general versions of QCA which have tails that arise
from time evolutions of local Hamiltonians.

The role of finite depth quantum circuits in phases of quantum matter was first pro-
posed in [CGW10]. The authors argue that a natural way to consider two ground states

11



of gapped Hamiltonians equivalent is if they are related by a finite depth circuit, which
gives a definition that is independent of a choice of parent Hamiltonian. This equivalence
relation gives a possible operational definition for “topological phase” of ground states
of gapped Hamiltonians. This can naturally be extended to an equivalence relation on
Hamiltonians themselves, where we declare two local Hamiltonians equivalent if one is
conjugate to the other by a finite depth circuits, which we call circuit equivalence. Then
it is the group QCA/FDQC which acts by symmetries on the moduli space of circuit
equivalence classes of Hamiltonians. From the perspective of discrete-time unitary dy-
namics, it makes sense to consider QCA/FDQC as the group of topological phases of
discrete-time unitary dynamics.

From both of these view points, it makes sense to say two QCA are topologically
equivalent if they differ by a circuit. This leads to the following question.

Problem 2.17. For a given discrete net A, find topological invariants for QCA(A) and
apply them to compute QCA(A)/FDQC(A).

A complete solution to this problem is given for ordinary spin systems on a 1D lattice
[GNVW12|. This index has been extended to higher-dimensional manifolds, with a com-
plete classification given in 2D [FH20]. However, it is believed this index is insufficient
in higher dimensions. Indeed, in three dimensions, there is intriguing evidence that this
group should be related to the Witt group of modular tensor categories, or equivalently,
invertible fully extended 3+1 D TQFTs [HFH23, Haa21, Haa22b, SCD*22]. In general,
it is known that the group QCA /FDQC for ordinary spin systems is abelian [FHH22| *.

One of the main results of our paper is that even in 1D, in the symmetric case the
group QCA(A)/FDQC(A) of an arbitrary net is generally not abelian. Hence we will
need invariants beyond a numerical index theory to classify these groups, which is one
motivation for the development of DHR theory for symmetric spin systems.

3 Discrete DHR Theory

In this section, we develop a version of the DHR theory of superselection theory suitable
for abstract spin systems. We note that the usual DHR theory is based on a distin-
guished Hilbert space representation (the“ vacuum” or “ground state” representation)
and proceeds to study superselection sectors as other representations which “look like”
the vacuum representation outside any small region. This approach has been useful in
the study of topologically ordered spin systems [Naall, Naal5, CNN20, Oga22, Wal22].
However, this approach is heavily state dependent and is not well suited for the study of
QCA, which depend only on the quasi-local algebra.

In this section, we introduce a version of DHR theory in which the role of states is
replaced by ucp (unital completely positive) maps on the quasi-local algebra, and the role
of Hilbert space representations is replaced by bimodules. Physically, we can think of this

4We caution the reader that many of the results beyond 1D use more general notions of equivalence of
QCA, in particular stable equivalence (adding ancilla locally) and blending. It is not entirely clear what
the right version of these notions is in the symmetric setting, since abstract nets of C*-algebras are less
flexible than ordinary spin systems.
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as a superselection theory of quantum channels, rather than a superselection theory of
states. The DHR category we define is then the category of superselection sectors of the
identity channel. To motivate this conception, we first heuristically review the connection
between states, representations and superselection theory.

In the study of quantum spin systems, we are interested in states in the thermodynamic
limit (see [BR97, Naal7|), which are modeled by states on the quasi-local algebra A.
Recall a state on the C*-algebra A is simply a positive linear functional ¢ : A — C such
that ¢(1) = 1. In practice, these often arise as ground states or equilibrium states of a
local Hamiltonian, but from the quantum information perspective it is desirable to study
these states independently of their origin.

Given a state on A, we can build a Hilbert space of local perturbations, sometimes
called a “sector”. This is achieved by applying the Gelfand-Naimark-Segal (GNS) con-
struction. We start by representing the state ¢ formally as the vector state 2,. We
introduce other vectors to this Hilbert space by formally adding local perturbations of ¢,
yielding the vectors space {af), : a € A}. Intuitively, these are the states accessible from
¢ by the application of local operators. The inner product of any two of these is defined
to be

(afy| DS2y) := ¢(a™D)

We quotient out by the null vectors and complete this to obtain a Hilbert space denoted
L?(A,¢). This gives a concrete Hilbert space realization of all local perturbations of ¢,
which is acted upon by A.

We are thus led to extend the convex set of states to the W*-category Rep(A), whose
objects are Hilbert space representations of A, and morphisms are bounded linear op-
erators intertwining the actions. The advantage of this approach is that it allows us to
consider all local perturbations of a state globally, as an object in the category Rep(A).
Thus macroscopic properties of states, which should be invariant under local perturba-
tions, should be expressible as properties of the corresponding GNS representation, open-
ing the door to applying category theory in the study of quantum many-body systems.

Now we recall the theory of superselection sectors from the perspective of algebraic
quantum field theory (see [Haa96]). Given a state ¢ on the quasi-local C*-algebra A, a
representation H is localizable with respect to ¢ if for any (sufficiently large) ball F,

H|AF6% L2(A7 ¢)‘AFC

Here, =~ denotes quasi-equivalence of representations of a C*-algebra [BR87], but
morally it is useful to think of “equivalence””®. This condition is often called the super-
selection criterion. We also note that we are using “balls” here primarily for expository
purposes, but this is not essential. For example, in applications to topologically ordered
spin systems in 241 dimensions, infinite cones are the appropriate regions to use.

We interpret a localizable representation as a sector (or collection of states related by
local perturbations) that “looks like” the vacuum sector outside any small region. In other
words, the measurable difference from the ground state representation can be localized in
any small (but non-empty) region. By zooming out and squinting our eyes, it is reasonable

Sindeed, in many cases equivalence is automatically implied
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to consider these objects as topological point defects of the state ¢. “Topological” because
the region F' of localization can be chosen arbitrarily, and “point” because balls of finite
radius look like points from infinity.

We define the category of superselection sectors Rep,(A) as the W * category of rep-
resentations satisfying the superselection criteria. In most applications of superselection
theory, one proceeds to make some technical assumptions which allow for the construc-
tion of a braided monoidal structure on this category. This plays a crucial role in many
aspects of chiral conformal field theory and topologically ordered spin systems. Building
these structures is highly nontrivial, and it is the study of the braided monoidal structure
that we refer to as DHR theory, after the seminal work of Doplicher, Haag, and Roberts
[DHR69, DHR71, DHR74].

In most manifestations of this story, there is a basic state as a fundamental part of the
data: in AQFT it is usually part of the definitions (the vacuum state), and in topologically
ordered spin systems it arises as the ground state of a Hamiltonian. Superselection theory
is then considered relative to that state.

The idea will be to extend the above discussion by replacing states with quantum
channels. Suppose now that we have two discrete nets of algebras, A and B, over the
same metric space L. Conceptually we make the following substitutions:

e States on A — ucp maps (i.e. quantum channels) from A to B.
e Representations of A — A-B bimodules (right correspondences).

This analogy is well known in the theory of operator algebras. Indeed, this is more than
an analogy: if we substitute B = C, we recover states and Hilbert space representations
on the nose. Recall that a ucp map ¢ : A — A is a completely positive map with
¢(1) = 1. Thus the state-Hilbert space picture is a special case of the ucp map-bimodule
correspondence. In quantum information theory, ucp are called “quantum channels”,
being the most general type of operation on a quantum system mapping states to states
(by composing).

Like states, ucp maps have an analogue of the GNS construction obtained by taking
local perturbations, but instead of producing a Hilbert space representation of A, they
result in a right A-B correspondence (which should be viewed as a C*-algebra version of
“bimodule”, for a detailed definition see Section 3.1). This works as follows:

Let ¢ : A — B be a ucp map. We build a vector space, starting with the channel
¢, represented by the vector 2, as in the GNS construction. Then the vector space
will consist of local perturbations of this channel. We can perturb by operators from
A on the left and operators from B on the right, so that we obtain vectors of the form
{aQdsb : a € A, be B}.

Then we consider a (right) B-valued inner product

(aQ24b | Qpd) == b"p(a*c)d

Modding out by the kernel and completing, we obtain a right A-B correspondence,
which we call L?(A — B, ¢), directly generalizing the GNS construction. This strongly
suggests that the analogue of a Hilbert space representation for quantum channels should
be a (right) A-B correspondences.

14



From this perspective, it seems plausible that we should be able to define a supers-
election category of a quantum channel rather than of a single state. Here we have the
added advantage that, unlike Hilbert space representations, correspondences naturally
have a monoidal product (or more precisely, C*-algebras and right correspondences form
a 2-category). Furthermore, on any given quasi-local algebra, there is a canonical quan-
tum channel: the identity map. This should then give a canonical, state-independent
superselection category for any net of C*-algebras, which naturally has the structure of a
C*-tensor category.

We proceed to give a formal definition of this superselection category for a net A.
This will consist of “localizable” bimodules, and will naturally assemble into a C*-tensor
category. Since this is fairly close in spirit to the DHR perspective of endomorphisms
on the quasi-local algebra, we will call this category DHR(A). First, we give some
background definitions on bimodules of C*-algebras in the next section.

3.1 Bimodules of a C*-algebra

. Let A be a (unital) C*-algebra. A (right) Hilbert A-module consists of a vector space
X, which is a right A module (algebraically), together with an sesquilinear map (-| ) :
X x X — A (conjugate linear in the first variable, linear in the second) satisfying:

L (x| ya) = (x| y)a.

2. (z | x) > 0, with equality if and only if z = 0.
3. (z [y) =y | )

4. The norm ||z||:= ||(z | z)||2 is complete.

Given two Hilbert A-modules X and Y, an adjointable operator from X to Y is
an A-module intertwiner 7' : X — Y such that there exists an A-module intertwiner
T .Y — X with (T'(z) |y)y = (x| T*(y))x. The space of adjointable operators is
denoted L£(X,Y). L(X, X) is a unital C*-algebra.

If Ais a C*-algebra, an A-A bimodule is a Hilbert A-module X, together with a unital
*~homomorphism A — £(X, X). We express this homomorphism as a left action, either
with standard left multiplication notation, e.g. ax, or with triangles, e.g. ar z. In the
literature, what we are calling bimodules are usually called (right) correspondences, and
we will use the terms interchangeably.

An intertwiner between bimodules X and Y is an element f € L£(X,Y) such that
flax) = af(z) (note that f € L(X,Y) already implies f intertwines the right A action).
The collection of all bimodules and intertwiners assembles into a C*-category which we
call Bim(A).

In fact Bim(A) has the structure of a C*-tensor category. Recall that C*-tensor
categories are C*-categories (see, e.g. [GLRS85]) with a linear monoidal structure such
that the x operation is compatible with ®, and the unitors and associators are unitary
isomorphisms. For further details, see [CHPJP22, LR97] and references therein.
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To define the tensor product on Bim(A), we consider the A-valued sesquilinear form
(X@Y)x(XY)— A

defined by

(r1 @ y1| T2 @ Yo) xmay = (W1 | (T1 | 22)x Y2)v

Taking the quotient by the kernel of this form and then completing gives a new A-A
bimodule denoted by X X4 Y or simply X XY if the A subscript is clear from context.
We will typically denote the image of the simple tensor x ® y inside X X4 Y by x X y.
Then the left and right actions of A are simply given on simple tensors by

a(x X y)b:= ax K yb

Similarly, if f: X7 — X5, g : Y7 — Y5 are bimodule intertwiners, then

FRg: X1 RY; > X, )Y,

(fXg)(zRy) = f(z)Xg(y)

gives a well-defined bimodule intertwiner. The obvious “move the parentheses map” from
(XKRY)XZ = XK (YXZ)is a natural bimodule intertwiner and satisfies the pentagon
identity. Thus Bim(A) is canonically equipped with the structure of a C*-tensor category.
For further on the categorical structure see [CHPJP22, Section 2.

An important ingredient for us are projective bases for correspondences. In the context
of subfactors, these were first introduced by Pimsner and Popa [PP86], and for inclusions
of C*-algebras and bimodules by Watatani [Wat90] and Kajiwara and Watatani [KWO00],
to study the Jones index [Jon83]. From an algebraic perspective, these are straightforward
analytic extensions of projective bases for modules of associative algebras, hence for this
reason we will call them projective bases here.

Definition 3.1. Let X be a right Hilbert A-module. A projective basis is a finite subset
{b;}"_; € X such that for all z € X

Zbi(bi | ) = .

A bimodule is called right finite if there exists a projective basis.

It is easy to see that a right Hilbert module admits a projective basis if and only if it
is finitely generated and projective as an A module (hence the terminology). A bimodule
is right finite if and only if it has an amplimorphism model. These are built from (not
necessarily unital) homomorphisms 7 : A — M, (A), with the bimodule X given by
m(1)A™, with left action of m and right action diagonal. This correspondence is described,
for example, in the II; factor context in [Sun92] or more categorically in [CJP21, Remark

2.12].  Amplimorphisms are closer to the picture of endomorphisms typically used in
AQFT.
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The collection of right finite bimodules is a full C*-tensor subcategory of Bim(A), since
if {0;} and {c;} are projective bases for X,Y respectively, then {b; X ¢;} is a projective
basis for X X'Y. If X has a projective basis{b;}, then X is the A-linear span of the {b;}.
In particular, if Y is another right Hilbert A-module and f : X — Y is a right A-module
homomorphism, then f is uniquely determined by its action on basis elements.

3.2 DHR functor

Let A be a discrete net over the countable bounded geometry metric space L. Recall
that for any finite region F', Apc is the C*-subalgebra of A generate by all Ag, where
GeF(L)and GNF =@.

Definition 3.2. Let F' € F(L). We say that a right finite correspondence X is localizable
in F' if there exists a projective basis {b;}?_; such that for any a € Apc, for each i

ab,- = bia.

Definition 3.3. Suppose A is a discrete net. Then we say that a right finite correspon-
dence X is localizable if there exists an R > 0 such that X is localizable in all balls of
radius at least R. We denote the full C*-tensor subcategory of localizable right finite
correspondences in Bim(A) by DHR(A)

For a localizble bimodule, we say that the R in the definition is a localization radius of
X. Since we can replace R with any larger R, we can assume, without loss of generality,
that the localization radius is a positive integer.

Let C*-TensCat be the groupoid defined as follows:

e Objects are C*-tensor categories.

e Morphisms between C*-tensor categories are unitary equivalences between C*-tensor
categories up to unitary monoidal equivalence.

e Composition is induced from composition of equivalences.
Theorem 3.4. (Theorem A) The assignment A — DHR(A) extends to a functor
DHR : Net; — C*-TensCat.
The corresponding homomorphism
DHR : QCA(A) — Auty(DHR(A))

contains FDQC(A) in its kernel.
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Proof. First note that for any isomorphism of C*-algebras @ : A — B, we have a canonical
equivalence «, : Bim(A) — Bim(B). Here the A-A bimodule X is sent to a,(X) €
Bim(B), where a,(X) = X as a Banach space, with B-B bimodule structure defined for
a,be B, x,y € X by

by T < b= a (a)za ' (b)

(@]Y)an(x) = a((z]y) x)
This extends to a x-functor by defining, for any f: X — Y,

a(f) (X)) 3z f(z) € au(Y)

There is an obvious unitary monoidal structure on a, with tensorator

Py 1o (X)Kp a(Y) = a (X Ky Y)

py (e Mpy) =aWyy.

Also, it’s clear from the definition that a, o S, = (a0 [3)..

Now the claim is that if A and B are nets over L, X is a localizable bimodule over
A with localization radius R, and o € Netz (A, B) such that a~! has spread at most T,
then a,(X) is localizable in B, with localizable radius R 4+ 7. To see this, suppose that
F is a ball of radius greater than R+ T, and let {b;} be a projective basis in X localizing
in the corresponding ball of radius R. Then since the spread is at most 7', clearly {b;} is

a projective basis for a,(X) which is localizing in F', proving the claim.
We can define

DHR(Oé) = O ‘DHR(A) .

Now, to show the second part of the theorem, it suffices to show that for any depth
one circuit o € Net (A, A) = QCA(A), DHR(«) is monoidally naturally isomorphic to
the identity. Suppose F = {F;};c; is a partition of L with uniformly bounded diameter
T, and u; € Ap, a choice of unitaries with

For any finite subset /' C L, define Xp := {z € X : ax = za for all a € Apc}.
Note that since X is localizable, the union Jp i , . Xr € X is dense (in fact, we
can take the union over any increasing sequence of balls). For any F' C L, we set
Jr={ieJ : F,NF # o}.

We define the map

Nx (X)) = X
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by setting, for any = € Xp,

1<) (1)
1) (1)

ieJp
*
11«

i€Jg

nx ()

) T <H ul> for any I’ C G finite.
i€Jg

This is clearly a norm isometry on this dense subspace, and thus extends to a uniquely
defined linear map. To check that it is a bimodule intertwiner, let a € A;, b € Ag, and

re€Xy. St N=TUKUM

Nx(a>q T <4 b)

(1) (1) (T
() (o
“o(Ime)e (1)

=anx(z) b
(1) (11+)

)-(11-

Note that the adjoint of nx is

u2> a Ad (H uj) (x) b(

() ()

1)) (1)

—UX

To see that the family n = {7x } xepur(4) is @ monoidal natural transformation, we first

check naturality. For any bimodule intertwiner f : X
F,if x € Xp, then f(x) € Yr. Then we compute

(1)

(1
ieJp

=y (f(z))
= 1y (e (f) (@)

f(nx
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ieJp

(1)

— Y, note that for any finite set
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In the above computation, we have used the fact that the finite product (Hle Ip u,) e A
so is intertwined by f. Finally, for monoidality of n, let x € Xr and y € Y. Choose
some H € B(L) with FUG C H. Then

1y (nx By )(z Ry) =nx(x) Xy (y)

~(1me)« (1) = (1) o (1)

= nxwy (K y (v Xy)).

Here we have again used the fact that the finite product (]_L6 T u,) € A and the tensor
product is A middle-linear.
U

3.3 Constructing the braiding

We now follow the usual DHR recipe to build a braiding on the HDR tensor category.
However, without additional assumptions we run into problems: braidings may not exist,
or may not be unique. In order to avoid these technicalities, for this paper we restrict our
attention to lattices in R".

Definition 3.5. An n-dimensional lattice is a uniformly discrete subset L C R™ such
that there is a C' with d(z, L) < C for all x € R™. We call C' a lattice constant.

For the rest of the section, we will let L be a lattice in R™ with lattice constant C',
and A a discrete net on L satisfying weak algebraic Haag duality with duality constants
R, D (Definition 2.7). Set Ty := 2C + 2D + 2R. We proceed to construct a braiding on
DHR(A).

First we note an immediate consequence of the definition of weak algebraic Haag
duality:.

Corollary 3.6. Suppose a net satisfies weak algebraic Haag duality with duality constants
R,D. If F € B(L) is a ball of radius U > R about a point x € L, {b;}_, is any F-localizing
basis of a correspondence X, and G is any ball of radius at least U + D about x, then for
any a € Ap, (b; | ab;) € Ag.

Proof. 1t suffices to show (b; | ab;) € Za(Apc). But for any b € Ape, we have ab = ba so



O

Lemma 3.7. Let X, Y € DHR(A), and let (x,y) € L x L with d(z,y) > Ty + Rx + Ry.
Let F = Bgr, (z) and G = Bg, (y), and {b;} and {c;} be F' and G localizing bases for X
and Y respectively. Then the assignment > b;Xacja;; — > ¢;Wabsa;; gives a well-defined
unitary (hence adjointable) operator of right Hilbert modules

uXY XKAY - YKy X
independent of the choice of F' and G localizing bases.

Proof. First we check

uXY Zb X cjai;) | ufy Zb X cja;;)) = (ch X4 b; aij|ch X4 biaij)
=" aj;(b; [{c;ler)br)an,
= ay; (b | b) (e |on) an
= {cjai; |{bi | bi)craw)
= <Zb’ Xe; aij | Zbi X c; a;j)

In the above computation, we have used the fact that F' N G’ = &, where I’ =
Bry+p(x) and G’ = Bg,,p(y) = 0, together with Corollary 3.6. In particular, this
implies our linear map uf;{”Y preserves the kernel in the relative tensor product and hence
is well-defined and an isometry of right A-modules.

Computing the adjoint, we see (ui v) (e ®b) =b;Ke; = (uf(’f,)_l(cj X b;), and thus
uig is a unitary.

Now, suppose {b;}, {c;} are alternative choices for I’ and G-localizing bases respec-
tively for X and Y. Then we see

W5 (0 >—uxy<zblbz|b>&ck<ck|c>)

Lk
—qu (Zblgck (O | b){ex | >>
Lk
— ch@bl (O | bi){ex | <))
Lk
= c; X ;.

O

Remark 3.8. We henceforth assume that Rx > R for all X € DHR(A), otherwise, we
simply replace Rx by max{R, Rx}.
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Corollary 3.9. Suppose U > Rx, V > Ry and d(z,y) > U+ V +Ty. If F =

!

BRX (.CL’), F' = BU(x)vG = BRy(y)7 G' = BV(y); then Uf(—’f/ = uf{i’y .

Proof. This follows from the previous lemma since bases localized in Bg, (z) are also
localized in By (x) (similarly for y,Y and V).
0

Lemma 3.10. Let (x1,11), (x2,y2) € L X L satisfy d(z;,y;) > Rx + Ry + Ty (and if
n = 1, T, < yz) Let F = BRX(SL’l),G = BRy(yl)aF/ = BRX(LL’Q),G, = BRy(y2>- Then

Proof. First suppose that (z1,y;) and (z2,ys) satisfy the property that there exist balls
H and K of radius at least Rx and Ry respectively such that the corresponding balls H’
and K’ with radii increased by D are disjoint, and F U F' C H and GUG' C K. Let
{b:},{t.},{ci},{c;} be an F, F' G, G'-localizing bases, respectively. Then

uiy (bR ej) = upr (Z by | i) B e (cy | Cj))
Ik
=D G Bb b [ bide | )

1k

=Cj X bl = U?g;(bl X Cj),

where we have used the fact that (0] | b;) € Ay and (¢}, | ¢;) € Ag.

Now we claim that for any pair (x1,y;) and (x2, y2) as in the hypothesis of this lemma,
there exists a sequence of (z1,y1) = (21, v)),... (2, y.) = (x2,y2) with d(z},y)) > Rx +
Ry + Tp and there exist disjoint balls H;, K; whose D extensions H] and K are disjoint,
and with Bg,(2]) U Bg,(2],,) € H; and Bg,(y;) U Bg, (y;;1) € K;. By the above
argument, this will prove the claim. But the continuous version of this claim in R" is
clear, and since our lattice L is C-close to any point in R”, the result follows from our
assumption that d(z,y) > 2C' + 2D + Rx + Ry.

O

Definition 3.11. For X,Y € DHR(A), define uxy = uif, where F' = By, (z), G =
Bg, (y) and d(z,y) > Rx + Ry + T, (in the 1-dimensional case we assume = < y). By
the above lemma, this is independent of the choice of (z,y).

Lemma 3.12. For any X,Y € DHR(A), uxy is a bimodule intertwiner.

Proof. Let a € Ap, where F' is some ball of radius U > Rx about the point x. Choose y
sufficiently far away, i.e. d(x,y) >> Ty + U+ Ry (andif n =1, z <y). Set G = Bg, ().
Then choose {b;} and {c;} F' and G localizing bases for X and Y respectively. Then by
Corollary 3.6, (b; |ab;) € Aps where F' = By, p(x) C G°. Thus
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uxy(ab; ®ep) = uxy (D bi(b; |ab;) Rey)
J

:quZb-ﬁckb» |ab;))
:uXYZb 5 c;.) (b; |ab;)

= e ®b(b; |aby)
J

= ¢, X ab;
= ac;, X b;
= auxy(bi X Ck).

O

Recall that a unitary braiding on a C*-tensor category is a family of natural isomor-
phisms uyxy : X XY =2 Y X X satisfying coherences called the hexagon identities (see
[EGNO15, Chapter 8] for an extensive introduction). The next theorem shows that the
unitary isomorphisms we have built satisfy the coherences of a braiding.

Theorem 3.13. (c.f. Theorem B) The family {uxy : X X4 Y — Y Ky X} defines a
unitary braiding on DHR(A).

Proof. First we check naturality of uxy. Let f: X — X and g : Y — Y’. We need to
show

uxry o (fXg)=(gX f)ouxy.

Then pick (z,y) such that d(z,y) > Rx + Ry + Rx' + Ry + Ty, set H = Bryyr,,+p(T)
and K = Bg,+r,,+p(y). Note that H N K = & so Ay commutes with Ag.

Let {b;},{b} be Bry(x), Bg,, (7)-localizing bases for X and X' respectively, and
{¢;}. ¢} Bry(y), Bry(y) localizing bases for Y,Y” respectively. Then (b; | f(b;)) € An
and (¢, | g(¢;)) € Ak by Corollary 3.6.

It suffices to check naturality for morphisms evaluated on (any) projective basis ele-
ments, and we compute

wxiyr o (f R g)(bi B ey) Zqu v (000 | f(B:)) B il | g(c5)))
_ zux.y, (6 B i) (0 | F(ba)){ch | 9les))
L,k
= z:c;(ciC | g(c;)) Rby(b; | f(0:))
L,k

~ o)) )
= (g X f) o UX7y(bi X Cj).
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Now we check the hexagon identity. Let X, Y, Z € DHR(A). Choose points x,y, z € L
with the distance between any two greater than Ry + Ry + Rz + Ty, and such that there
is a ball K around z containing Bg, (y) U Bg,(2) C K with K N Bg,(z) = 2.

Then if {b;},{c:}, {d;} localize X,Y, Z in Bg, (), Bg, (y), Br,(2) respectively, we have
that {¢; X dy} localizes Y X Z in K. Denoting F' = B, (), we have

(Iy Ruy z)o(uxy X1z)(b;Xe; Xdy) =c; Kdp Kb,
= Uxyy (b B ¢; K dy)
= UX,Y&Z(bi X Cj X dk%
where the last equality follows from Corollary 3.9. This gives us one of the hexagon
identities. The other follows from a similar argument. In the above computation, we have

suppressed the associator, which acts on basis elements (b; X ¢;) X dj, — b; X (¢; K dy,).
U

Corollary 3.14. For a net A over a lattice L C R™ with n > 2, the braiding on DHR(A)
18 symmetric.

Proof. Any pair of points in R"™ can be connected to each other in the manner of the proof

of Lemma 3.10. We see that uxy = uf(?/ = ug;(l; = (uyx)"!, where the last equality

follows from the definition of uf(c{; O

By the Doplicher-Roberts theorem, any symmetric C*-tensor category with simple
unit is equivalent to Rep(G, z) where (G, z) is a supergroup [DR89]. In particular, the
pair (G, z) is interpreted as the (global) gauge (super)-group of the theory. In general,
when we have an abstract net of C*-algebras, we should think of the braided tensor
category DHR(A) as the representation category of some generalized symmetry G acting
on an ordinary spin system, with A the net of local symmetric operators.

Theorem 3.15. (c.f. Theorem B). If A, B are nets on L satisfying weak algebraic Haag
duality, then for any a € Netr(A, B), the unitary monoidal equivalence DHR(«) :
DHR(A) = DHR(B) is braided.

Proof. Let X, Y € DHR(A). Suppose a has spread at most S. Choose balls F, G such
that Ng(F') N Ng(G) = @. Then pick F' and G localizing bases {b;},{c;} respectively,
for X and Y respectively. Let I’ = Ng(F'),G' = Ng(G). Then {b;} and {c¢;} are F’ and
G’ localizing bases, respectively, of a,(X) and a,(Y), respectively. Here we are using the
notation a, for DHR/(«) as in the proof of Theorem 3.4. We compute

(B y)" o cnluxy) oty (b Bp ¢j) = (1% y)" (uS (b Ha c)))
= (uS.y)" (c; X by)
=Cj &B bl
= ) ) () (0 BB )
= U, (X),0.(v) (b KB ¢j).

Since module maps are determined on projective basis elements, this proves the claim.
O
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4 1D spin systems with categorical symmetries

Recall that a unitary fusion category is a semisimple C*-tensor category with simple unit,
duals, and finitely many isomorphism classes of simple objects. Fusion categories simul-
taneously generalize finite groups and their representation categories, and have become
important tools for understanding generalized symmetries in mathematics and physics
[ENOO05, EGNO15]. Recently, there has been significant interest in fusion categorical
symmetries on spin chains, part of a larger interest in non-invertible symmetry [FMT22].
One motivation is the search for exotic conformal field theories [VLVD*22, HLO*22].

There are (at least) two equivalent pictures to describe categorical symmetries:

1. The first way is to have fusion categories act by matriz product operators (MPOs)
[SWB*21, BMWT17, GRLM23, BG17, Kaw21, Kaw20]. Mathematically, the data
that characterize this are described by a module category M for C, and an object

X € C.(M) in the dual category ([LFH*21, GRLM23]). The operators localized on
n-sites invariant under this symmetry are isomorphic to Ende, (10 (X ™).

2. Equivalently, we can consider a weak C*-Hopf algebra H ([BNS99]) acting on a
physical on-site Hilbert space K of spins [Ina22, MAAGR™22, NS97], which is a
more straightforward generalization of on-site group symmetry. Then K € Rep(H),
and we can consider the n-site Hilbert space K®", which is equipped with an action
of H using the coproduct. We note that K¥* C K®" but if H is not a Hopf algebra,
these are not equal. There is a distinguished subalgebra S < H, and any module K
becomes a bimodule over S. Then K*¥" =~ K ®¢ K ®g ...K. The local observable
are given by the H intertwining endomorphisms, Endy (K®").

In both of these situations, the resulting nets of algebras are described by abstract
nets of algebras built directly in terms of abstract fusion categories. This allows us to
analyze the theory without worrying about the physical realization of the original spin
system. This will also cover the example 2.5, which we will discuss in detail in the sequel.
For any unitary fusion category D (which we assume is strict for convenience) and any
object X € D, we can define a net of finite dimensional C*-algebras on the lattice Z C R.
For any interval I with n-sites, we set

A; = D(X", X™).

Here we use the notation D(X,Y’) as shorthand for the morphism space Hom(X,Y) in
the category D, and X" is shorthand for the n-fold tensor power X®" in D.

Now suppose I = [a,b] and J = [¢,d] with [ C J (so ¢ < a and b < d). Then we can
define the inclusion Ay C A; by identifying

f — 1xa—c ®f® 1Xd—b,

We then take the colimit over the directed set of intervals in the category of C*-algebras
to obtain the quasi-local algebra

A= hﬂA[
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For any interval, we denote the inclusion 444 : Ajqp < A, and identify Ay, with it’s
image.

Proposition 4.1. The assignment F' — Ap constructed above defines a discrete net of
C*-algebras over 7. C R. We call the nets constructed this way fusion spin chains.

The goal of this section is to characterize the DHR category of a fusion spin chain. We
will see that under some mild assumptions on the tensor generator, the DHR category of
a fusion spin chain is equivalent to the Drinfeld center of the underlying fusion category.
To prove this, we will apply ideas and results from subfactor theory. The next section is
mostly expository, and will include a summary of the machinery we will utilize to obtain
the main results of this section.

4.1 Quantum symmetries: definitions and results

We will now review some concepts and results originating from the theory of subfactors.
We discuss their modern manifestation in terms of fusion category theory and their recent
extension from the W*-setting to the C*-setting.

4.1.1 Actions of fusion categories on C*-algebras

Definition 4.2. If C is a unitary fusion category and A is a (unital) C*-algebra, an action
of C on A is a C*-tensor functor F': C — Bim(A).

Unpacking this definition slightly further, the data of an action of C on A is: for every
object X € C a bimodule F(X) € Bim(A), for f € C(X,Y) a bimodule intertwiner
F(f) : F(X) — F(Y), and for every pair of objects X,Y € C a unitary isomorphism
Fiy : F(X)R4F(Y) = F(X®Y). This data is required to satisfy coherences: F' should
be xfunctor, F§  should be natural in X and Y, and the family {F%y } should satisfy
associativity constraint with respect to the bimodule associator (see [EGNO15, Chaper
2.4]).

Actions of unitary fusion categories on finite dimensional C*-algebras are well under-
stood in terms of module categories for C (for example, see Corollary 3.6 in [CPJ22] and
the discussion therein). Note, however, that any action of a non-trivial fusion category
on a finite dimensional algebra is never fully faithful. An AF-action is an action on an
AF C*-algebra built out of these finite dimensional pieces, and these can be fully faithful.
AF-actions are the actions that are relevant for analyzing the DHR category of fusion
spin chains. To give a proper account of AF-actions, we include the following definition
for sake of completeness:

Definition 4.3. [CPJ22, c.f. Lemma 3.8] Let A, B be unital C*-algebrasand ¢ : A — B a
unital *-homomorphism. Let C be a unitary fusion category and suppose we have actions
F:C — Bim(A) and G : C — Bim(B). An equivariant structure on ¢ with respect to F
and G is a family of linear maps {k¥ : F(X) — G(X) : X € C} satisfying the following
conditions

1. For a,b € A, ar € X,

EX(a>x<ab) = ¢(a) > kX(x) a¢(b).
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2. For feC(X,Y), x € X kY o F(f)(z) = G(f) o kX ().
3. (k% () | k¥ (y))s = ¢((x | y)a)-
4. G(X)=Kk*(F(X))<B.

5. The following diagram commutes:

F(X)® F(Y) —— F(e) 8B, F(d) — F(X )

kX®le lkxé@y
2

G
GX)®GY) — GX)Np QYY) —5 G(X ®Y)
Let C be a (strict) unitary fusion category. Suppose that we have:

1. A sequence of finite dimensional C*-algebras A,, and unital, injective *-inclusions
Lp - An — An_;’_l.

2. A sequence of actions F), : C — Bim(A4,,).

3. A family {£X} of equivariant structures on ¢, with respect to F,, and F, ;.

Then if we let A := liﬂAn be the inductive limit of the sequence A, in the category
of C*-algebras, there exists a canonical action F' : C — Bim(A) called the inductive
limit action of the F,, (for a detailed construction, see [CPJ22, Proposition 4.4]). Any
action of C on an AF C*-algebra equivalent (in the sense of [CPJ22, Definition 3.9]) to
one constructed as above is called an AF-action.

Before we go into our main examples, we recall the following definition.

Definition 4.4. A self-dual object X € D is called strongly tensor generating if there
exists some n such that every simple object Y is a summand of X™.

The canonical example of a strong tensor generator is simply the direct sum over all
simple objects with multiplicity 1. For any tensor generator X, the object X & 1 will
be strongly tensor generating. The self-duality condition we use in the definition is not
strictly necessary and implies a kind of spatial reflection symmetry on the fusion spin
chain built from X. For us it is a matter of convenience, since we can use this assumption
to compare our C*-algebra constructions with subfactor theory. In particular, it allows
us to use Ocneanu compactness directly (see Remark 4.7).

Remark 4.5. If X" contains all isomorphism classes of simple objects, then so does X™
for any m > n. More generally, suppose Y is some object such that every isomorphism
class of simple object appears as a summand. Then for any object Z, Y ® Z also satisfies
this property. Indeed, by semisimplicity, for a simple W, W appears as a summand of
Y ® Z if and only if C(W,Y ® Z) # 0. But by Frobenius reciprocity, C(W,Y ® Z) =
C(W ® Z,Y), where Z denotes the dual object. But the latter space is non-zero since Y
contains a copy of all simple objects (up to isomorphism).
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Example 4.6. Standard AF-actions. We recall the “standard AF-actions” of fusion
categories that have historically played an important role in subfactor theory.

Now, given a strong tensor generator X, we construct an AF-action as follows. First,
by replacing X with a sufficiently large tensor power, we can assume X itself contains
every isomorphism class of simple object, which by Remark 4.5 implies every power of X
will as well.

Set A, := C(X™, X™). This is a finite dimensional C*-algebra, whose matrix summands
are indexed by isomorphism classes of simple objects. There is a natural unital inclusion
L Ap — Anyq given by

ar— 1x ®a.

The inductive limit algebra A := lim A,, is an AF C*-algebra. A is a simple AF-
algebra with a unique tracial state since it has a simple stationary Bratteli diagram (see,
for example, [Bra72] and [Eff81, Chapter 6]). We will now build an AF-action of C on A.

Forany Y € C, set F,(Y) := C(X™, X"®Y). This has the structure of an A,-bimodule
with

arédy:=(x®1ly)ofob,

for a,b € A,,& € F,(Y). The right A,-valued inner product is

(€ [ma, =& on.
For f € C(Y,Z), F.(f)(&) := (1x» ® f) o &, which is clearly a bimodule intertwiner. It
is straightforward to check that F, : C — Bim(A,) is a C*-functor.
The monoidal structure (F,)3., : Fo(Y) My, Fo(Z) = Fo(Y ® Z) is induced by the
linear map

(Fa)yz(@n) = ((®1z)oneC(X", X"®Y ®Z)=F,(Y ® Z).

It is easy to check that these extend to natural unitary isomorphisms satisfying the re-
quired associativity constraints (it is here where we use the strong tensor generator as-
sumption, i.e. that all simple objects appear as summands of all tensor powers of X).

Now, we define k¥ : F,(Y) — F,1(Y) by

ky (€)= 1x ®E.
It is straightforward to verify that this defines an equivariant structure on ¢,, with respect

to F, and F, ;. Taking the limit, we obtain a AF-action F' : C — Bim(A) which we call
a standard AF-action.

Remark 4.7. Standard actions have the nice property of being fully faithful, namely for
any objects Y, Z € C, F : C(Y,Z) — Bim(A)(F(Y), F(Z)) is an isomorphism. Indeed,
this follows from a standard application of Ocneanu compactness [Pop90],[JS97, Chapter
5] to the subfactor N C M, where M is the II; factor obtained from completing A in
the GNS representation of its unique trace, and N is the completion of the “shifted”
subalgebra 1x ® A C A (see [BCET20, Theorem 5.1 and Section 6.1]. This is the only
place where we will need self-duality of the tensor generator X, so that we can directly
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apply Ocneanu compactness. If X were not self-dual, our tower of algebras would not be
a standard A-lattice (in the sense of [Pop95a]) since it would lack Jones projections. In
this case we would not be able to apply the theorems of subfactor theory directly, and
instead would need to appy a more general version of Ocneanu compactness (for example,

see [DGGJO]).

4.1.2 Module categories and Q-systems

If C is a unitary fusion category, recall that a unitary module category M is a finitely
semisimple C*-category, together with a C*-bifunctor C x M — M and a coherent natural
associator (see [EGNO15, Chapter 7] for definitions). By MacLane’s coherence theorem,
without loss of generality we can assume that our module category has trivial associator
(i.e. is strict). To set some notation, for Y € C, m € M we denote the image of the
bifunctor by Y > m, and for f € C(Y, Z), g € M(m,n), we denote the image under the
functor by frg € M(Y>m, Z>n). Strictness of the module category is expressed in this
notation by

Yo(Zem)=Y ®Z)>m

and

felgph)=(f®@g)>h

Associated to a C-module category M is the unitary multifusion category of C-module
endofunctors Ende(M) (see [EGNO15, Chapter 7] or [NY18]). This is fusion precisely
when M is indecomposable. In this case, we define the dual fusion category Ci, :=
Ende(M)™ where the superscript mp denotes the monoidal opposite category.

Remark 4.8. For a unitary fusion category D, we recall that D™ denotes the monoidal
opposite category. The objects of D™ are the same as the objects of D, but we denote
the version in D" with an mp superscript. Then D™P(X™ Y™P) := D(X,Y), and the
composition, x-structure and norm are the same as in D. The difference from D is the
monoidal product. The monoidal product is given by X™ @ Y™ := (Y ® X)™, with the
obvious extension to morphisms and the choice of associator.

Let M be an indecomposable module category over the unitary fusion category C.
If we pick any m € M, then we can take the internal end construction to obtain an
algebra object End(m) € C, called the internal endomorphism of the object m. This
algebra object is techincally only defined up to isomorphism, but there is a choice of
representation which is a Q-system. A Q-system is a unital, associative algebra object )
such that the adjoint of the multiplication map is a right inverse for multiplication (or in
other words, is an isometry) as well as a -@) bimodule intertwiner from @ to Q ® Q. Q-
systems are C*-Frobenius algebra object in C (for detailed definitions and discussions, we
refer the reader to the comprehensive references [BKLR15, CHPJP22, Ver22, NY18]). We
will describe the internal endorphism as an associative algebra object following [JP17], and
refer the readers to the above-mentioned references for Q-system details. As an object,
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End(m) = @ MY >m,m)®Y.
Yelrr(C)

Here, if V' is a finite dimensional Hilbert space® and Y is a simple object in C, V @ Y
represents the object Y®4™(V) where we explicitly identify the multiplicity space C(Y, V ®
Y) with V. Irr(C) represents a fixed set of representatives of isomorphism classes of simple
objects. Using this notation, for any (not necessarily simple) object Z we have

z= @@ cy.z)eY
Yelrr(C)

by semisimplicity, where C(Y, Z) is equipped with the composition inner product,
(flgly=fog.
In particular, for the object Z :=V ® Y, V is identified with C(Y, Z). Thus
C(Y,End(m)) = M(Y >m,m)

for any simple Y. We call this notation and perspective on expressing objects the Yoneda
representation. In the Yoneda representation,

1R 4y = @ CY,Z1®Zy) Y
Yelrr(C)

~ P CUZ)@CY,UaW)RC(W, %)@Y

Y,U,W

One advantage of the Yoneda representation is that it makes morphisms in the cat-
egory C expressible purely in terms of (ordinary) linear transformations. Indeed, if
W = @YGIH(C)C(Y, W) ® Y, then by semisimplicity any morphism f € C(Z, W) is
uniquely determined by a family of linear transformations

f~A{fy :CY,Z) = C(Y,W)|Y € Irr(C)}.

Given and f € C(Z,W), and g € C(Y,Z2), fy(g) == fog € C(Y,W). That fact that
the correspondence f ~ {fy }yenr() uniquely determines f follows immediately from the
Yoneda lemma, hence the origin of the terminology for this picture.

Now, returning to internal end objects to define a multiplication morphism p : End(m)®
End(m) — End(m), observe

End(m)®End(m) = @ (MY emm)@CW,Y ® Z) @ M(Zem,m)) @ W
Y, W,Zelrr(C)

6We have intentionally not yet specified an inner product on M(Y >m,m), see Remark 4.9
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Thus for W € Irr(C), we define

T @ MY rmm)CW,)Y ® Z) @ M(Z>m,m) — MW >m,m)
Y,Zelrr(C)

on homogeneous tensors £ ® f @ v € MY bm,m)QC(W,Y @ Z) @ M(Z1>m,m) by

pw (@ f@v):=Eo(ly @v)o(fr 1)

Then p := {uw} equips End(m) with the structure of an associative algebra object, and
in fact a Q-system (see Remark below).

Remark 4.9. There is one subtlety that we are sweeping under the rug in this discussion,
namely we have not specified the Hilbert space structures on the M(Y >m,m). We need
to do this to actually pin down a morphism for the object in C rather than the version
of C that forgets the dagger structure. For specifying an algebra structure on End(m)
this is not relevant, since we can apply the definitions above to obtain isomorphic algebra
structures for any choice. However, the definition of Q-system requires constraints on the
adjoint of the multiplication map, and this is sensitive to which Hilbert space structures
we put on the multiplicity spaces. A choice can always be made making this into a Q-
system (see [CPJ22, Theorem 4.6] for this level of generality) that is essentially a choice
of a unitary module trace, but an in-depth discussion would take us too far afield. We
have chosen to not include this discussion since we are satisfied considering only the
algebra structure on End(m), which are all isomorphic independently of the Hilbert space
structures we put on the multiplicity spaces.

We have the following unitary version of Ostrik’s theorem:

Theorem 4.10. ([Ver22, Theorem 4.6], c.f. [Ost03, NY18]). Let C be a unitary fusion
category and M be an indecomposable unitary module category. Let m € M and Q) =
End(m).

1. The module category M is equivalent to the category Cq of right Q)-modules internal
to C.

2. The dual category Cy, is equivalent to the unitary fusion category oCq of Q-Q bi-
modules internal to C.

Example 4.11. The canonical module and Z(C). Let C be a unitary fusion category,
and consider £ := C X C™, where X denotes the Deligne product of fusion categories
[EGNO15]. Then the C*-category C canonical carries the structure of a left £-module
category, with action

XXY™p> 7 =X®ZQY.

It is well known that the dual category £f = Z(C), where Z(C) denotes the Drinfeld
center of C [Miig03, EGNO15].

Recall that if C is a unitary fusion category, its Drinfeld center Z(C) is a braided
unitary fusion category that controls C’s Morita theory [EGNO15]. We will follow the
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definition conventions of [Miig03], to which we refer the reader for further details on Z(C).
Briefly, objects in Z(C) consist of pairs (Z, o), where Z € Obj(C) and o = {0z x : ZRX =
X®Z | X € 0bj(C)} is a family of unitary isomorphisms, natural in X, satisfying the
hexagon relation (in X). The family o is called a unitary half-braiding. Morphisms
(Z,0) — (W,6) are morphisms f : Z — W in D that intertwine the half-braidings.

As a consequence of the unitary version of Ostrik’s theorem mentioned above, for
any object Y € C, we obtain a Q-system Qy := End(Y) € £ = C X C"?, such that
Z(C) =gy &g,- The object @)y is sometimes called the symmetric enveloping algebra
object, or the Longo-Rehren algebra.

4.1.3 Realization

In this section, we tie together actions and Q-systems via the realization construction.
For the rest of this section, let C be a unitary fusion category, A a unital simple separable
C*-algebra, and suppose we are given a fully faithful action F': C — Bim(A). Then for
any (-system, we can construct the realization C*-algebra |@Q| [CHPJP22, Section 4.1].
This is a unital C*-algebra containing A, and comes equipped with a faithful conditional
expectation E4 : |Q]— A with finite Watatani index. This is simply a reflection of the
fact that if A is a simple separable C*-algebra, then Q-systems in the C*-tensor category
Bim(A) simply are finite Watatani index extensions of A, thus any @Q-system in C can
simply be “pushed forward” to obtain a finite index extension.
In particular, for Q = @Yem(c) C(Y,Q)®Y, then

RI=FQ)= P cv,Q)F(Y)

Yelrr(C)

where now the ® is literally the ® of vector spaces. The associative product on the
C*-algebra |@| is the pushforward under F' of the algebra multiplication morphism for Q.

In this situation, we have a linear restriction functor (which is not monoidal in general)
Res : Bim(|Q|) — Bim(A) defined as follows:

1. For X € Bim(|Q)|), consider X as a vector space, where left and right A-actions just
the restrictions of |Q| actions. The right A-valued inner product is given (£ | v) 4 :=

EA((§ [ v)iq)-

2. For a bimodule intertwiner f, Res(f) = f is the same linear map thought of as an
A-bimodule intertwiner.

We note that even though (£ | v)a # (£ | v)|g|, since E4 has finite Watatani index these
inner products induce the same topology on X, so Res(X) is indeed a Hilbert module
without needing to complete. As a direct corollary of the main result of [CHPJP22] (that
the 2-category of C*-algebras is Q-system complete), we have the following proposition:

Theorem 4.12. Let Bim(|Q)|, C) be the full tensor subcategory of Bim(|Q|) spanned by
objects X such that Res(X) = F(Y) for some Y € C. Then Bim(|Q|,C) = (Cq as
C*-tensor categories.
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4.2 DHR categories for fusion spin chains

In this section, let D be a unitary fusion category, and let X be a strongly tensor generating
self-dual object. Let F'+— Ap be the net of algebras on Z as in Proposition 4.1. Our goal
in this section is to analyze DHR/(A). We will use the machinery of quantum symmetries
described in the previous three subsections to prove that DHR(A) = Z(D) as unitary
braided tensor categories.

First, fix any interval [a, b] C Z. Notice that the algebra A ) by definition is precisely
the algebra from the standard action of D built from X (Example 4.6). This gives us a
fully faithful unitary tensor functor L* : D — Bim(A(_ ). Similarly, we see that A o)
is precisely the algebra obtained from the standard action of D™ with object X™. Thus
we have a fully faithful unitary tensor functor R’ : D™ — Bim(Ap ). Putting this
together, we obtain a fully faithful unitary tensor functor

L*R®R:DRD™ — Bim(A(_c.a) @ Appoo))-

Here, L* X RY(Y X Z™) = L*(Y) ® R*(Z™P), where the tensor product is simply
a linear tensor product, and this space is equipped with the obvious structure of an
A(—oo,a) @ A(pc) algebraic bimodule. We then complete this with respect to the natural
A(—oo,a) ® A(pc)-valued inner product. We also remark that the symbol ® in A4 ®
A(p,00) is unambiguous, since the two algebras are AF, hence nuclear, as C*-algebras. Since
L® and R’ are fully-faithful, so is L® X R’

Now consider the indecomposable DX'D™P-module category D as described in Example
4.11. Pick the object m := X®=9+1 and set Q,; := End(m) as in Section 4.1.2. Note that
inside A, we have a canonical embedding Ay 1 A(—x,0) @ Ap,oc) = A, given by

Aup(fR9g) =@ 1x-ar1 @ g € A.

One of the primary purposes of Section 4.1 is to clearly state the following theorem.
It is a version of standard results on the symmetric enveloping inclusion/ asmyptotic in-
clusion/ Longo-Rehren inclusion from subfactor theory (see [Pop94, EK98, LRI5| respec-
tively). This result is certainly well known to experts, but we could not find it precisely
stated in the literature in the form we need. The closest statement to the following that
we know of is in [CJP21, Section 6].

Theorem 4.13. For any interval [a,b], there is an isomoprhism of C*-algebras |Qqp|=
A which restricts to Ayp on A(—sca) @ Apoo). In particular, we have a fully faithful
action Fop, : Z(D) — Bim(A) whose image is characterized as the bimodules of A whose
restriction to the subalgebra A(_o a) @ Aoy lie in the image L* X RY(D X D™).

Proof. It suffices to construct the isomorphism |Q,p|= A. The rest follows immediately
from Theorems 4.10 and 4.12, where F, ; is the identification of Z(D) with Bim(|Q,|, DX
Dr)).

Now, using the description of internal endomorphisms and realizations from Sections
4.1.2 and 4.1.3, we see that

‘Qa,b|g @ D(Y ® Xb—a—l—l ® 27 Xb—a—l—l) ® La(y) ® Rb(zmp)

Y, Zelrr(D)
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But by construction of standard actions, L® X R’ is an inductive limit of the actions

LR R . DX D™ — Bim(Aj—na) ® Appin)). By [CPJ22, Theorem 4.6], |Qqp|=

lim|Qa p|n, where the latter denotes the realization with respect to the L2 X R functors.
To build the desired isomorphism, we will construct an isomorphism

Ty - |62a,b|ng A[a—n,b-{—n}-

Note that
LYY)=D(X", X"®Y)

and
RA(Z7) = D™((X7)*, (X" & 27) = D(X™, 7 @ X7).
For fog®@hc DY @ X~ @ Z, X'~ @ L¢(Y) ® RP(Z™P), define 7, by

To(fRgRh) = (1xn @ fR1xn) 0 (g® lxt-atr ).

Tracking through the definitions, it is easy to see this is an isomorphism of C*-algebras
which is compatible with the local inclusions in the inductive limit. Therefore, it extends
to the desired 7. Clearly this restricts to Agp on A(_so0) @ Appoc)-

U

We note that the above theorem furnishes us with a conditional expectation

EA(foo,a)®A(b,oo) A — A(—oo,a) & A(b,oo)

by transporting the conditional expectation from the realization [(Q),p|. Another immedi-
ate consequence of the above theorem is algebraic Haag duality for fusion categorical spin
chains.

Proposition 4.14. If X strongly tensor generates the fusion category D, the net A con-
structed above satisfies algebraic Haag duality and uniformly bounded generation.

Proof. To see algebraic Haag duality, let n be the smallest positive integer n such that
X" contains a copy of every simple. Fix any interval [a, b] with b —a > n.

The relative commutant Za(A(_oo,a) ® A,e0)) corresponds to the central vectors in A
as an A(_so.q) ® Aoy bimodule. But since A(_sq) ® Aoy is simple and DX D™ —
Bim(A(_wa) ® Ap,c)) is fully faithful, the central vectors must lie in the summand
isomorphic to copies A(_sc,q) ® A(p0). From the description of Q-system realization from
above, this is precisely isomorphic to m(A(—o.a) ® A ® Apec) & A), where 7 is the
isomorphism from the previous theorem. But A 4) ® A 0) has trivial center and thus
the central vectors are of the form 1(_o o) ® Ay @ 1(p0) as desired.

We claim that uniformly bounded generation holds with constant n + 1, where n is
again the smallest positive integer with X™ containing copies of all simples.
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We will show that if £ > n+1, then the algebra Ay, o 45 = D(X*+1 XF+1) is generated
by the subalgebras Ap o4x-1] = D(X*, X*) @ 1x and Ay 04 = 1x @ D(XF, X*). This
will imply our desired result inductively.

Since X" contains all simple objects as summands, X' will contain all simple objects
as summands for [ > n by Remark 4.5. By semisimplicity, if we pick, for each triple of
isomorphism classes of simple objects Y, Z, W bases {6§k,i} of D(X*,Y), a basis {3/}
of D(Y, X ® Z), and a basis gy, of D(Z ® X, W), then we have the set

{(Ix ® ((exey) 0 gzx0)) o ((firf o €xu; ) ®1x) : Y. Z,W € Irx(C) }

where the indices s,[,j,i range over all possible values is a basis for D(X*1 Xk+1),
Therefore it suffices to show any such element is a product (1x ® ) o (6 ® 1x) with
a, B € D(X* X*). Since k > n+1, X¥~! contains all simple objects as summands, there
is a nonzero morphism h € D(Z, X*~1) with h* o h = 1.

Then choosing a specific basis element from above, if we set

= ((Ix®h)o f7 oeke,) ® 1x € D(X*, X"),

and

Bi=1x® ((exk z) o (gZVx,k oh* ®1x)) € D(X*, X"),
then

(Ix®a)o(B@lx) = (1x ® ((eXr,) 0 grxs)) © (3] 0 €xn,) ®1x) .
as desired.

O

We return to the actions Fj;, of Z(D) built in Theorem 4.13 F,;,. Using the AF
model for the @), realization, we can explicitly write down an AF model for the functor
F,p, by considering the dual actions of Z(D) to D X D™ on the finite dimensional
algebras Ap,_gp1. This has essentially been done in [CJP21, Section 6] with slightly
different conventions (and in the II; factor framework), but we include details here for
the convenience of the reader.

Let (Z,0) € Z(D), where Z € D and 0 = {ozy : Y € D} is a unitary half-braiding.
Then for each interval I}, := [a — k, b+ k|, we have the A;, bimodule

F(f’b(Za O') — D(X2k+b_a+l, Xk+b—a+1 ®R7Z® Xk)
with right A; Hilbert module structure

(flg)a;, = ["eg.

The right action is the obvious (pre-composition), while the left action is given by

2> f = (Ixkro-atr @ 0y x1) 0T 0 (Lxrtv-ats ® 0z xx) 0 f.

If ¢ € Z(D)((Z,0),(W,0)), then Fy,(§) : F¥y(Z,0) — Fr,(W,0) is defined by
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Ff,b(f)(f) = (Ixt-athr ®ER 1xx) o f.

We have tensorators (F'y)t, ) sy @ Fap(Z,0) Ma, Fi(W,0) = Fiy(Z @ W, 0 ®6) given
by

(Fa) iz, w) (f B 9) = (Lyrss-atigz @ Gy xu) © (f @ Liw) © (Ixkro-ats @ dyyxk) © g.

These assembles into a unitary tensor functor Fr, : Z(D) — Bim(Ay,).

We have a natural inclusion F¥,(Z,0) — szrl(Z, o) given by f— 1x ® f®1x. This
is an isometry of Hilbert modules, and is compatible with the A;, and Aj,,, actions and
bimodule structure in the sense of Definition 4.3 (we denote these bimodule inclusions vy
if the object (Z,0) € Z(D) is clear from context). The resulting inductive limit action
hﬂk Ff,b is an action on A, which is canonically monoidally equivalent to the action F,,

so we identify these actions. We will denote the resulting inclusions j,—g p+x : F, f o(Z,0) —
Fa,b(Z7 O') .

Lemma 4.15. If b —a > n, then F,,(Z,0) has a projective basis localized in |a,b] for
any (Z,0) € Z(D).

Proof. If b — a > n, then all simple objects occur as a summand of X*~**!. Thus there
is a projective basis for F [2 »(Z,0) as a right A, correspondence. Indeed, pick any finite
collection of morphisms {b;} C F?,(Z,0) = D(X'~ !, XP~0+! @ Z) with

Z\bmw (bil=> biob} = lytangy = idgo

But since the inclusion F}(Z,0) < F},(Z, 0) is a Hilbert module isometry, the image
of the b; satisfies

Z|1xk ® bl ® 1Xk>A[a7k,b+k] <1Xk ® bl ® 1xk|

(2

— 1X2k+b—a+1®z - idF[];,b](Z’o)

Since this is true for all k, the image j,;(b;) in the inductive limit F,;(Z, o) is also
a projective basis. Now, to see it satisfies the localization condition, let x € Ay 4 =
D(X 4t X9=¢t1) with d < a. Then to see its action on j,4(b;), set k = a — c¢. Then
the inclusion of z into Ajq_g 4k is given by & Lyvra—c—a € Ajcpra—e] = Afa—kprr). We
compute
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ie,d(T) > Jap(0i) = Jat ik (T @ Lypoars b Ixr @ b; @ 1xx)
= Ja—kbik(T ® Lxa—a @ Lyp-c > 1xr @ by @ L)
= Jakbtk((Z ® 1xa—a @ Lys-c) 0 (1xr @ b; @ 1yr))
= Ja—kbtk((Lxr @ b; @ Lxk) 0 (z ® 1xa-a ® 1xs-c0)
= Jab(bi) <ica()

Now we check the case for b < ¢, and we set k = d — b. Then [a — k,b + k| contains
both [a, b] and [c, d]. We obtain

Ge,d() > Jap(bi) = Ja—kprk(Lxe—ark @ x> 1xk @ b; @ 1xn)
= Ja—tprk(Lxe—att @ > Lxas @ b; @ 1ya-b—)
= (Ixrtr-a ® 0% x1) © (Ixe-atr @ x) 0 (Ixrto-a @ 0z x1) 0 (1xr @ b; @ 1xn)
= Ja—kbk((1xr @ b; @ Lxk) 0 (T @ 1xe-atr))
= Jap(bi) Qica()

In the second to last step we have crucially used naturality of the half-braiding.
O

Lemma 4.16. For any two intervals [a,b] and [c,d] of length greater than n and any
ObjeCt (Za U) S Z(D); Fa,b(Za U) = Fc,d(Za U)'

Proof. First assume b < d. We recall the building blocks of the inductive limit model
FF(Z,0) = D(X?Hott xhtbmatl @ 7 @ XF).

For a given k, choose m such that [a — k,b+ k] C [¢ — m,d 4+ m|. Then we consider the
map
bk Fiy(Z,0) = Foa(Z,0) by

/ik(x) = jc—i—m,d—m((le*Cer ® O'Z7Xd7b ® 1Xm) e} (1Xa7kfc+m ® X ® 1Xd7b7k+m))

Note that this does not depend on the choice of m. Furthermore by construction, this is
Aja—kp+k bimodular. In order to show this extends to a well-defined bimodule intertwiner
from F,,(Z,0), we have to show for every k, it is compatible with the inclusions vy :
Fr(Z,0) — F},(Z,0) in the sense the iy 0 v = k. Choose m such that [a —k—1,b+
k+1] C [c—m,d+m]. Let for v € Ajg_j pyx), recall vp(z) = 1x ® x ® 1x. Then we have

Kk+1 © I/k(l’) = jc—i—m,d—m((lxb*@rm X Oz, xd—b &® 1xm) o} (1Xa7kflfc+m & Vk(SL’) & 1Xd7b7k71+m))
= jc+m7d_m((1bec+m X Oz xd-b & 1Xm) o (].Xafkfcﬁ»m ® ZL’) & lxd—b—k+m))

= ki(2)
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Thus by [CPJ22, Proposition 4.4], the family of x;, extend to a bimodule intertwiner
v:Fop(Z,0) =2 F.4(Z,0).

Since each kj is an isometry, so is the extension.

We can see that v is a unitary explicitly by exchanging the roles of the intervals [a, b]
and [c,d], and using 0~' = ¢* in place of o. Incidently, this is also how we build the
unitary in the case d < b.

Alternatively, if we first assume (Z, o) is a simple object in Z(D), then F, ,(Z,0) and
F.4(Z,0) are both simple objects in the C*-category of correspondences, since both F,
and [, 4 are fully faithful. Thus any isometry between them is a unitary, and we obtain
the desired result for simple objects. Since Z(D) is semisimple and F,; and F, 4 respect
direct sums, the general result follows.

O

Corollary 4.17. For any interval [a,b] with b —a > n, F,,(Z(D)) C DHR(A).

Proof. Let [c,d] be any other interval with b —a > n, and v : F,4(Z,0) = Fi.q(Z,0) the
unitary bimodule isomorphism from the previous lemma. Then there exist a projective
basis {b;} localized in [c,d]. Then {v*(b;)} C F,4(Z,0). Then

ZU*(bz)<U*( ab(Zcr ZU (b:){bs|v(a Fc,d(Zvo—)
=D o (bi{bilo(@) poazer)
=v*(v(a)) =a

Thus {v*(b;)} is a projective basis. Now, it is also localized in [c,d] since for any
a € Ajqe we have

av*(b;) = v*(ab;) = v*(ba) = v*(b;)a.

Lemma 4.18. For any [a,b], the functor Fo, : Z(D) — DHR(A) is braided.

Proof. We present an argument which is essentially the same as [CJP21, Proposition 6.15].
Fix I := [a,b] with b —a > n, and let {e;} C F?,(Z,0) = D(X" "' X* " @ Z) and
{f;i} € F2,(W,d) = D(X ", X*=*"1 @ W) be projective bases, so that {jas(e;)} and
{Jap(f;)} are projective bases for Fi,;,(Z,0) and F, (W, d) by Lemma 4.15.

Then it suffices to show

(Fa,b)%W,d),(Z,a) OUF, ,(Z,0),Fq,(W,d) (Jap(ei) B Jap(f5))
= Jap (Lxp-at1 @ oz w) 0 (€; @ L) o f;)
We compute the left hand side. First pick an interval [¢, d] with b << ¢, and consider
a projective basis { f;} of the corresponding A, 4 module F. (W, d), so that {v*(jea(f}))}

is a projective bases of F,;(W,d) localized in [c, d] as in the proof of Lemma 4.16.
Then

(1)
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UF, 4(2,0),Fap(Wd) (Jab(€i) K Jap(f))

= UF, (2,0),Fy »(W,d) (Zja,b(ei) X v (je,a(f7)) (V" (Jea(f})) \Jab(fy)»)

l

—Zv Jea(f5)) B Jap(er) (W (Jea(f7)) 1iap(f3)))

= Z]a,b fs ]a,b(.fs) |U*(]C,d(.fg/))> X ja,b(ei)< (]cd( )) |]ab(f]))>
l,s

= Zja,b(fs) X ]a b(fs) |'U (]cd(f )))]ab(el)< (]cd( )) |]ab(f]))>
s,l

We but using the definitions, we see the term

S " Gan(fs) [ Geal £ das(e) (0" Goal£1) [as(£)

I
= Jap (fI ®1z) 0 lxt-arr @ ozw) 0 (e; ® 1) 0 f;)

Therefore we can evaluate the left hand side of equation 1 to get

(Fab) iy (2,0) © UEy y(2:0) FaWid) (Jap(€5) B Jap(f5))
= Jab © (Flo) tw.a).(20) (Z [s®(f; ®1z)0ly-art ® ozw) 0 (6 ® 1) 0 fj)

= jfl,b ((1Xb—a+1 X UZ,W) (62‘ (059 1w) fj)
]

Theorem 4.19. (c.f. Theorem C) For any interval [a,b] with b—a > n, Fop : Z(D) —
DHR(A) is a braided equivalence.

Proof. The only thing left to prove is that F,; is essential surjectivity onto DHR(A).
But since the replete image of F,; is the same as F, ;4 in Bim(A), it suffices to show any
bimodule W € DHR(A) is in the image of F, ; for some sufficiently large interval [c, d].
Let W € DHR(A), and choose a basis {b;} localized in some in [c, d]. By Theorem 4.13,
it suffices to show that W lies in the image L¢ X RY(D X D™) when considered as a
A(_OQC) X A(dpo) bimodule.

Note that A decomposes as an A_ ) ® A(g,00) bimodule via

A= P (L(Y) R RY(Y)™)) N
i,j€lrr(D)
for some non-negative integers N; ;. Now note that since each [c, d]-localized basis element

by € Wis A(—se) @ Agaeo)-central, so the space by < ((L* K R")(Y; K Y,™)) for each of
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the N;; copies of (L* K R")(Y; KY,™) in A is a sub A(_s.¢) ® A(4,00) bimodule of W, and
the span as these range over all localized basis elements by and all 7, j is all of W.
But the map

(L* R R")(Y; K Y™) o b < (L0 B RY)(Y; K Y]™))

is a bounded algebraic bimodule intertwiner, hence is an intertwiner of correspondences
(L* R RV)(Y; ®Y;™) — W. But (L* K R")(Y; ®Y,™) is irreducible by fully faithfulness
of L* X R® so the above map is either a scalar multiple of an isometry (in which case
(L* & R")(Y; ¥ Y;™) is isomorphic to its image) or 0. But the images of these maps span
X, and since X itself is semisimple, the images of (L* X R®)(Y; X Y;"™) exhaust possible
simple summands of W.
Thus when we restrict W to an A(_o ) ® A(g,c) bimodule, then W is a direct sum of
the (L* & R®)(Y; X Y;™), hence in the image of Fi. 4 as claimed.
O

We can immediately use this to approach the problem described in the introduction
of distinguishing quasi-local algebras up to bounded spread isomorphism. The following
example is the standard example of global symmetry: spin flips.

Example 4.20. Ordinary spin system. Let d € N and consider the onsite Hilbert
space C? which we view as having a trivial onsite categorical symmetry. The fusion
category is Hilb; 4, and the object X = C? is clearly strongly tensor generating.

The resulting net A; over Z is then the usual net of all local operators, and the
quasi-local algebra is the UHF C*-algebra My~. By Theorem 4.19, we have DHR/(A,) =
Z(Hilby, ) = Hilby 4 as braided tensor categories.

Example 4.21. Generalized spin flip. Let G be an abelian finite group. Consider the
onsite Hilbert space K := CI¢| and the action of G on K which permutes the standard
basis vectors, i.e. the left regular representation. K, as an object in Rep(G), contains all
isomorphism classes of simples, hence is a strongly tensor generating object in Rep(G)
(with n = 1).

Then we consider the net of symmetric observables constructed as above, which we
denote A%. It is easy to see that the resulting UHF algebra is MG|. In particular as
C*-algebras, we have an isomorphism of the quasi-local algebras A% = Ajg). In particular,
for any groups G and H of the same order A% = AH,

However, by Theorem 4.19, DHR(A®) & Z(Rep(G)). This implies that even though
AZPPL = A, as C*-algebras, there is no isomorphism with bounded spread between these.
Similarly, at the level of algebras A%Z/4% =2 AZ/?ZXZ/2L Tyt there is no bounded spread
isomorphism between these because the underlying fusion categories Hilby 4 (Z/47Z) and
Hilb; 4(Z /27 x Z/27Z) are not Morita equivalent.
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4.3 Examples of QCA

Recall that if C is a braided C*-tensor category, Aut,.(C) is the group of unitary isomor-
phism monoidal natural isomorphism classes of braided (unitary) monoidal equivalences
of C. We have the following corollary to the previous section.

Corollary 4.22. (c.f. Theorem C) Let A denote the fusion spin chain constructed from a
fusion category D and strongly tensor generating object X . Then there is a homomorphism
DHR: QCA(A)/FDQC(A) — Aut,.(Z(D)).

The goal in this section is to find examples of QCA that map onto specific braided
autoequivalences of the center. Let D be a unitary fusion category and X a strongly tensor
generating object, and let A denote the net over Z. Note that any unitary autoequivalence
of C induces a braided unitary autoequivalence of the center a € Auty,(Z(D)) [EGNO15].
More specifically, if (Z,0) € Z(D) and a € Autg(C), then define

(«(2),0%),
where 05 4 v 1 (Z) ® X = X @ a(Z) is defined as the composition

A(Z) @ X~ a(Z @ a 1(X)) 001 (X) ® Z) - X @ alZ).
Here, can denotes the canonical isomorphisms built from the monoidal structure on the
functor a. It is easy to check that the assignment a(Z, o) := («a(Z), 0%) extends naturally
to a braided monoidal equivalence of Z(D). Then a — a gives a homomorphism from
Auty (D) — Auty,(Z2(D)), whose image is denoted Out(D).

Let Stab(X) be the group whose objects are monoidal equivalence classes of unitary
monoidal autoequivalences of D such that a(X) = X. For any a € Stab(X), we will
build a QCA on A with spread 0, whose induced action on Z(D) is given by a. Recall
Ay = D(X 7 Xb=ot1) Then applying « to the morphisms in D and conjugating by
the tensorator of «, we get the map

a: 1)()(l>—a+17 Xb—a—l—l) — D(Q(X)b_a+1, Oé(X)b_a+1)
Choosing an isomorphism 7 : a(X) = X, and define the homomorphism

QU™ s Ay = DX X7 o DXL X 2 Ay
by

QUA(f) = (™) o a(f) o ((n")*~**)
These isomorphisms are clearly compatible with inclusions, and thus assemble into a
QCA with 0-spread

Qu:A— A

By construction, the assignment only depends on the choice of  up to a depth one circuit.
Furthermore, from our analysis in the previous section, it is clear that DHR(Q,) = a €
Out(D) < Z(D).

41



Corollary 4.23. (c.f. Theorem C) Suppose that the tensor generating object X is stable
under any monoidal autoequivalence of C. Then the image of the DHR homomorphism
QCA(A)/FDQC(A) — Aut,.(Z(D)) contains the subgroup Out(D). In particular, if
Out(D) is non-abelian, then so is QCA(A)/FDQC(A).

Example 4.24. Non-abelian 7Z/27 x 7./27Z-symmetric QCA (c.f. Corollary D). We
now give a concrete example. We consider on ordinary spin system, coarse-grained so
that the on-site Hilbert space consists of two qubits

K :=C?*® C?

Let G := Z/27Z x 727 act on K where each copy of Z/27 acts by a spin flip on
the corresponding tensor factor. This defines a global, on-site symmetry. Viewing K €
Rep(Z /27 x 7./27), we see that K is in fact the regular representation, and thus is
characteristic (since it decomposes as a direct sum of all simple objects with multiplicity
1).

Thus, the image of DHR for the resulting net contains
Out(Rep(Z/27 x Z.]27)) 2 Out(Z/27 x 7/27) = Ss.

In this case, we can implement this S5 action explicitly on the original Hilbert space.
Using the standard qubit basis, we consider the basis for C2® C?, we consider the vectors
in C?

ja) = [+) @ [+)
) =1+ el-)
2) = =) @+)
3) =[=) @]

Then for any g € Ss, consider the unitary U, on C?® C?, which fixes |a) and permutes
{I1),1]2),|3) } accordingly.

Then conjugation by the product of Ad(U,) over all sites gives a spread 0 QCA on
the algebra of Z/27 x 7/27 symmetric operators, which cannot be disentangled by a
symmetric finite circuit. Note that even though this QCA is defined on the full spin
system and preserves the symmetric subalgebra, it does not commute with the group
action.
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4.4 241D topological boundaries theories

Let C be a unitary modular tensor category. Recall a Lagrangian algebra is a commutative,
connected separable algebra object (or Q-system) A € C such that dim(A4)? = dim(C).
Equivalently, the category of local modules C¥° = Hilb; 4. In this case, the category Ca
of right A-modules is a fusion category, and the central functor C — Z(C4) is a braided
equivalence. We can view Lagrangian algebras as parameterizing “ways C can be realized
as a Drinfeld center of a fusion category”, and the fusion category in question is C4.

From a physical perspective, if we view C as the topological order of a 241D theory,
then topological (gapped) boundaries are characterized by Lagrangian algebras A € C
[Konl14, FSV13]. The fusion category C4 is the fusion category of topological boundary
excitations.

We define the groupoid TopBound, ; as follows:

e Objects are pairs (C, A) where C is a unitary modular tensor category and A is a
Lagrangian algebra.

e Morphisms (C, A) — (D, B) are pairs («,7), where o : C = D is a unitary braided
equivalence and 7 : a(A) = B is a unitary isomorphism of algebra objects. These
morphisms are taken up to the equivalence relation (a,n) ~ (8, ) if there is a
monoidal natural isomorphism 6 : « = 8 such that Aods = n (see [BJLP19, Defini-
tion 4.1].) Composition is induced from the natural composition of autoequivalences.

In this section, we will give a construction of a 1D net of algebras from the data of the
pair (C, A) which is functorial from TopBound,, ; — Nety/~gpqc. Recall that there
is a forgetful functor Forget : TopBound,, ; — BrTens that simply forgets the choice
of Lagrangian algebra. We have the following theorem, which allows us to realize many
examples of braided equivalences between concrete quasi-local algebras.

Theorem 4.25. There ewists a functor B : TopBound, , — Nety such that DHRoB =
Forget as functors TopBound,,, — BrTens.

Proof. To build G, let (C, A) € TopBound, . Choose the object

Xe = @ ZeC

Zelrr(C)

. Then as described above C = Z(C4), and we have a forgetful functor Fu : C — Ca,
which is equivalent to the free module functor Z — Z ® A. We consider fusion spin chain
net as in Proposition 4.1 with fusion category C4 and generator F4(X¢). This is a strong
tensor generator for C4 since the forgetful functor F)4 from the center is always dominant,
so all simple objects in C4 are already summands of Fa(Xe)..

We denote this net over Z by B(C, A). For an interval with n points, the local algebra
is

Ca(Fa(Xe)", Fa(Xe)") = C(X¢, X © A)
(see, e.g. [JP17]). In the latter model, composition is given by
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frg=(1xp@m)o(f®@14)0g,

where m : A® A — A is the multiplication. The inclusions
Ca(Fa(Xe)", Fa(Xe)") < Ca(Fa(Xe)™ !, Fa(Xe)™™)

given by tensoring 15, x.) on the left and right are given in our alternate model by sending,
for f € C(X", XF @ A),

f'_>]-Xc®f

and
[ (Ixp ®oaxe) o (f®1x,)

respectively, where 04 x, : A ® X¢ = X ® A is the braiding in C.
We will now extend the assignment (C, A) — B(C, A) to a functor. Suppose

(C,A), (D, B) € TopBound,_,

and let  : C = D be a braided equivalence with a(A) = B as algebra objects. Choose a
specific (unitary) algebra isomorphism 7 : a(A) = B. Then a(X¢) = Xp since both are
simply a direct sum of all the simple objects. Pick a such a unitary and call it v.

Then, using the monoidal structure on «, we get an algebra homomorphism

a:C(Xg, Xg @A) = D(a(Xe)", o Xe)" @ a(A)).
Then for f € C(XZ, X¢ ® A)B(C, A)a,a4n], We define

B(a)(f) = ((v")*" @n) o a(f) o (v)*") € D(Xp, Xp ® B).

Since 7 is an algebra isomorphism, it is easy to see that this is an isomorphism of local
algebras. Since « is a braided monoidal equivalence, this is compatible with the left and
right inclusions and thus extends to an isomorphism of quasi-local algebras with spread
0. This gives us a morphism B(«a) € Nety(B(C, A), B(D, B)). By construction this only
depends on the choice of n up to a finite depth (in fact, depth one) circuit.

Now, consider DHR o B : TopBound,,, — BrTens. But since Fy : C — C4 factors

through an equivalence with the center Fy : C — Z(C4) [DMNO13]. Thus from the pre-
vious section, we have an equivalence DHR(B(C, A)) = C, and under this identification,
DHR(B(«a)) = [a].
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