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We consider the problem of a generic stabilizer Hamiltonian under local, incoherent Pauli errors.
Using two different approaches— (i) Haah’s polynomial formalism [1] and (ii) the CSS-to-homology
correspondence— we construct a mapping from the nth moment of the decohered ground state
density matrix to a classical statistical mechanics model. We demonstrate that various measures of
information capacity– (i) quantum relative entropy, (ii) coherent information, and (iii) entanglement
negativity— map to thermodynamic quantities in the statistical mechanics model and can be used
to characterize the decoding phase transition. As examples, we analyze the 3D toric code and X-
cube model, deriving bounds on their optimal decoding thresholds and gaining insight into their
information properties under decoherence. Additionally, we demonstrate that the SM mapping acts
an an “ungauging” map; the classical models that describe a given code under decoherence also can
be gauged to obtain the same code. Finally, we comment on correlated errors and non-CSS stabilizer
codes.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Over the past 20 years, there has been a growing un-
derstanding of the deep connections between condensed
matter physics and quantum information. Information-
theoretic tools have become invaluable for analyzing
quantum matter; concepts like entanglement and topolog-
ical order have become foundational to our understanding
of exotic quantum phases. In the other direction, a wealth
of condensed matter systems have emerged as promising
platforms for quantum computing. For example, Abelian
topological phases can act as robust quantum memories
[2, 3], while non-Abelian phases can host anyons suitable
for quantum computation [4, 5]. The notion of a phase
of matter and a quantum code have become deeply inter-
twined.

In the era of noisy-intermediate scale quantum (NISQ)
devices, any quantum computer or quantum simulator
will have to contend with noise. Recently, experimen-
tal advances have meant that many topological codes can
be realized in quantum simulators [6–10]; an understand-
ing of how errors affect these phases is crucial for ana-
lyzing and pushing these experiments forwards. On the
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fundamental side, we want to better understand novel-
decoherence induced phenomena in topological quantum
phases.

An important class of quantum codes are stabilizer
codes [11]; they are exactly solvable, classically-simulable
models, which nonetheless describe a wide array of ex-
otic quantum phases. For instance, many Abelian topo-
logical phases [12–14] and fracton models [15–19] have
fixed-point stabilizer descriptions. Stabilizer codes are
also ubiquitous in the quantum computing world; much
attention has been paid to quantum low-density parity
check (qLDPC) codes, as they have provided the first ex-
amples of truly “good” quantum codes [20, 21]. Since
they are so widespread and are very tractable to study
analytically, stabilizer models are a good starting point
for investigating mixed state topological order.

In this work, we construct a general toolkit for ana-
lyzing stabilizer codes under local Pauli decoherence by
mapping information quantities to thermodynamic ones
in a classical statistical mechanics model. The informa-
tion transition in the quantum code can be understood
via comparison with the classical finite-temperature tran-
sition (see Table I for a summary of of the mapping).
Statistical mechanics mappings have been widely used
for analyzing the error-correcting properties of stabilizer
codes [3, 22–26]. These works have used the statistical
mechanics models to understand how well particular de-
coders can withstand errors. Recently, an SM mapping
was demonstrated for the decohered density matrix itself
in the specific case of the 2D toric code [27]. We construct
a generic version of this mapping, applicable to any Pauli
stabilizer code. We use this mapping to analyze the 3D
toric code and the X-Cube model under decoherence in
detail— we are able to extract coding thresholds and cal-
culate information quantities on either side of the transi-
tion. Additionally, we are able to use our knowledge of
these stabilizer codes to construct novel order parameters
for their corresponding classical models, demonstrating
our methods are useful for better understanding classical
statistical mechanics models as well as quantum codes.

We construct the general mapping using Haah’s poly-
nomial formalism for translation-invariant stabilizer codes
[1]. The basic idea of the formalism to to express the ge-
ometry of stabilizers in the form of Laurent polynomials,
which can then be analyzed using the tools of commu-
tative algebra. The form of interactions in the statis-
tical mechanics model can be related to the excitation
map, which gives a systematic way to determine the syn-
drome for a given error pattern. We show additionally
that an equivalent statistical mechanics mapping can be
constructed using the CSS-to-homology correspondence.
Any CSS code can be viewed as a chain complex of length

three [28–30]; the boundary maps belonging to the chain
complex describe the statistical mechanics models for X
and Z errors.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: in section
II, we use the 3D toric code as a playground to explain
the set-up of the problem and give an explicit example
of the statistical-mechanics mapping first introduced in
[27]. Then, in section III, we construct the mapping for a
generic CSS stabilizer code. Section IIIA details the map-
ping for the Réyni relative entropy, coherent information,
and entanglement negativity. In section III B, we give a
short proof that the general SM mapping presented can
be viewed as an ungauging procedure, and that, for CSS
codes, the SM models that describe bit-flip and phase er-
rors will be Kramers-Wannier dual. We present an alter-
nate method of deriving the SM models in III C, using the
homological description of CSS codes; in III D we consider
taking the replica limit n → 1 and show the connection
between our general mapping and the SM models defined
by the Kitaev-Preskill decoder [3].

In Section IV, we apply the general results derived in
section III to the 3D toric code and the X-cube model.
We derive their corresponding SM models, obtain bounds
on their decoding thresholds, and analyze in detail the
behavior of the various information measures on either
side of the decoding transition. The statistical mechanics
models for the 3D toric code are well studied, the ones for
the X-cube model are less so: using knowledge of the X-
cube model, we are able to construct novel order param-
eters for the ferromagnetic-to-paramagnetic transition.

Sections V and VI apply our formalism to correlated
errors and non-CSS codes. We discuss several examples
of correlated error channels in the 2D toric code, including
single-site Y errors and ψ-errors (which create fermions).
We comment on the generalization of our mapping to non-
CSS codes, deriving the SM model for the CBLT code as
an example. We conclude with a discussion of the results
and possible future directions in section VII.

II. WARM-UP: 3D TORIC CODE UNDER
LOCAL DECOHERENCE

We begin by reviewing the methods developed in [27]
by analyzing the 3D toric code [3, 31–33] under local de-
coherence. We aim to introduce the motivations and con-
ceptual basis of the paper in a concrete way through this
example, so that the general mapping explained in the
next section is maximally clear.

We will consider the 3D toric code on the cubic lattice.
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FIG. 1: 3D Toric Code: a) The stabilizers as defined on
the cubic lattice for the 3D toric code. Av is pictured in red,
while Bp for an example plaquette is pictured in blue. b)
The stabilizers and their counterparts on the dual lattice; the
vertex term is mapped to a cube on the dual lattice, while
the plaquette terms are mapped to dual edges (indicated by
the dashed line). c) An example stabilizer configuration gx,
which is a closed “wireframe” configuration on the dual cubic
lattice. d) An example stabilizer configuration gz, which is a
set of closed loops on the direct lattice.

The Hamiltonian is given by:

H3DTC = −
∑
v∈V

Av −
∑
p∈P

Bp (1)

with the following stabilizers:

Av =
∏
∂e∋v

Xe

Bp =
∏
e∈∂p

Ze
(2)

Here, v ∈ ∂e indicates that the edge e has an end on the
vertex v, and e ∈ ∂p indicates the edge e belongs to the
boundary of plaquette p. See Fig. 1a for an illustration.

We now consider the ground state density matrix, given
by the product of projectors onto the +1 eigenstate of all
the stabilizers Av and Bp:

ρ0 =
1

23

∏
v

1

2
(1 +Av)

∏
p

1

2
(1 +Bp)

=
1

2N

∑
gx

gx
∑
gz

gz

(3)

where gx are products of Av stabilizers, which can be
visualized as closed “wireframes” on the dual cubic lattice
(see Fig. 1c). The gz are products of plaquette terms,
which form closed loops on the direct lattice (see Fig. 1d).
Here, N is the number of physical qubits (equivalently,
the number of edges of the cubic lattice).

We would like to examine the effects of local Pauli er-
rors on the properties of this ground state density matrix;
in particular, is there a critical error rate such that we lose
the ability to store any information in the ground state
manifold? We will focus on local Pauli error channels,
where there is some probability p to apply a single-qubit
Pauli Pj to our density matrix ρ0:

EXj
[ρ0] = (1− px)ρ+ pxXjρXj

EZj [ρ0] = (1− pz)ρ+ pzZjρZj
(4)

Here, j = 1, . . . , N indexes the physical qubits living on
the edges of the cubic lattice. The benefits of expressing
ρ0 as a sum over stabilizer configurations, as in Eq. 3, is
that the action of the above error channels take a simple
form. For example, consider the bit-flip channel EXj

:

EXj
[ρ0] =

1

2N

∑
gx

EXj [gx]
∑
gz

EXj [gz]

=
1

2N

∑
gx

gx
∑
gz

(1− px)gz + pxXjgzXj

=
1

2N

∑
gx

gx
∑
gz

(1− 2px)
|gz,j |gz

(5)

where |gz,j | = 1 if Zj is in the support of gz, and is 0
otherwise. The effect of the phase error channel EZj will
be the same, but with the roles of gx and gz swapped.

Applying the channel EXj
for all j = 1, . . . , N yields:

◦jEXj [ρ0] =
1

2N

∑
gx

gx
∑
gz

(1− 2px)
∑N

j=1 |gz,j |gz

=
1

2N

∑
gx

gx
∑
gz

(1− 2px)
|gz|gz

(6)

We will call |gz| =
∑N
j=1 |gz,j | the weight with respect to X

of the configuration gz. In this case, this is equivalent to
the number of edges on which gz has nontrivial support—
however, we will see in sections V and VI that when we
generalize to correlated errors and non-CSS codes, this
will not necessarily be the case. If we now apply EZj

as
well, we obtain the “error-corrupted density matrix” ρ:

ρ =
1

2N

∑
gx

(1− 2pz)
|gx|gx

∑
gz

(1− 2px)
|gz|gz (7)
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Our goal is to identify and understand any phase tran-
sitions in the information properties of ρ as we tune the
channel error rates, px and pz. Crucially, any order pa-
rameter of such a transition must be a nonlinear function
of ρ — physical observables (i.e. linear functions of ρ)
can only be smooth functions of error rate [27]. This
stems from the fact that a local quantum channel can be
purified through a finite-depth unitary circuit, and this
finite-depth circuit cannot introduce any non-analyticities
into the functional form of an expectation value. As they
probe correlations between multiple copies of the den-
sity matrix, non-linear quantities are not physical observ-
ables and as such are not required to be smooth functions.
These non-linear quantities still carry meaningful knowl-
edge about ρ, though; they probe the information prop-
erties of our state and can characterize phase transitions
- in this case the loss of quantum memory.

The simplest non-linear quantity one can consider is the
nth moment of the density matrix, tr ρn, for n ≥ 2. As
demonstrated in [27], tr ρn can be mapped onto the par-
tition function for a pair of classical statistical mechanics
models (SM). The critical properties of these SM models
can in turn be mapped back onto information quantities
in the quantum code. Let’s calculate the nth moment of
the corrupted density matrix of the 3D toric code:

tr ρn =
1

2nN

∏
α=x,z

∑
{g(m)

α }

e−µᾱ
∑n

m=1 |g(m)
α | tr

(
n∏

m=1

g(m)
α

)
(8)

For convience, we introduce the notation ᾱ which denotes
the opposite Pauli to α: for instance, z̄ = x. Additionally,
we have defined µᾱ = − log(1− 2pᾱ). Since we have n
copies of ρ, we have n flavors of stabilizers, indexed by
m = 1, . . . , n. All terms with residual Pauli matrices will
disappear from the trace: only configurations where the
nth copy is equal to the product of the previous n − 1
copies contribute to the sum. This constrains the n copies
as follows:

n−1∏
m=1

g(m)
α = g(n)x (9)

Plugging back into the expression for the nth moment
yields:

trρn =
1

2(n−1)N

∏
α=x,z

∑
{g(m)

α }

e
−µᾱ

(
n−1∑
m=1

|g(m)
α |+

∣∣∣∣∣n−1∏
m=1

g(m)
α

∣∣∣∣∣
)

(10)
We would like to map this expression onto the partition

function for a classical SM model, where the exponent can

be interpreted as the Hamiltonian, and the sum over sta-
bilizer configurations {gα} can be interpreted as a sum
over classical spin configurations. The key step is to cal-
culate the weight of a stabilizer configuration |gα|, since
this forms the building block of the above SM model.

First, we consider the effect of phase errors on the error-
corrupted density matrix. We only need to consider the
gx configurations: to determine the form of interactions
in our SM model, we place classical spins at each vertex
on the cubic lattice. Each possible gx is assigned a cor-
responding configuration of classical spins – if a vertex
term is included in gx, the corresponding classical spin
has σz = −1, and if a vertex term is not included in gx,
its classical spin has σz = +1. A single Ze anti-commutes
with the two vertex terms Av that share the edge e; gx will
have support on e if it includes one and only one of these
vertex terms. This corresponds to the scenario where the
two classical spins on the endpoints of the edge are point-
ing in opposite directions. Nearest-neighbor spins point-
ing in the same direction indicate that gx has no support
on the link connecting them. Our SM model should count
all of the domain walls in the classical spin configuration
for gx, which means it must be the 3D Ising model on the
cubic lattice (see Fig. 2a). Put more concretely, we can
map |gx,i| onto:

|gx,i| =
1

2
(1 + σzjσ

z
k) (11)

where j, k denote the classical spins separated by the edge
i (see Fig. 2a). Plugging into Eq. 10 gives us the following
SM model:

H(n)
z = −µz

2

∑
⟨jk⟩

(
n−1∑
m=1

σ
(m),z
j σ

(m),z
k +

n−1∏
m=1

σ
(m),z
j σ

(m),z
k

)
(12)

where we have dropped the constant terms, which only
shift the spectrum. The sum over ⟨jk⟩ denotes a sum
over nearest neighbor vertices on the 3D cubic lattice.
This SM model is a (n − 1)-flavor 3D Ising model with
a flavor-coupling term; for n = 2, it reduces to the usual
3D Ising model.

We can apply the same procedure to analyze the bit-flip
error channel. Our classical spins for a configuration gz
live at the centers of plaquettes, or equivalently, edges of
the dual lattice. A single Xe acting on some edge of the
toric code ground state will excite the four plaquettes that
share the edge e; accordingly, we can determine whether
a given edge has support in gz or not based on the parity
of these four classical spins. The correct interaction term
in our SM model is then σzi σ

z
jσ

z
kσ

z
l , where ijkl denotes

the four plaquettes sharing the edge e (see Fig. 2b). Al-
ternately, we can view them as the dual edges forming
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FIG. 2: SM Models for 3D Toric Code: a) The
Ising-type interaction induced by phase errors is pictured.
The classical spins corresponding to the two vertex terms are
denoted by black circles. The error-affected edge, and the
interaction induced between the classical spins, is marked by
the black zig-zag line. b) A single Pauli X error (the orange
zig-zag line) produces a different set of excitations, denoted
by the shaded plaquettes. Assigning classical spins to the
centers of the plaquettes (black circles), we see that the
induced interaction is exactly given by 3D Z2 lattice gauge
theory, which is dual to the 3D Ising model.

the boundary of a plaquette on the dual lattice. Plugging
into Eq. 10, we find the nth SM model for bit-flip errors:

H(n)
x = −µx

2

∑
⟨ijkl⟩

(
n−1∑
m=1

σ
(m),z
i σ

(m),z
j σ

(m),z
k σ

(m),z
l

+

n−1∏
m=1

σ
(m),z
i σ

(m),z
j σ

(m),z
k σ

(m),z
l

)
(13)

where ⟨ijkl⟩ denotes all sets of dual edges i, j, k, l that
form the boundary of a plaquette on the dual cubic lattice.
For n = 2, this Hamiltonian describes Z2 lattice gauge
theory [34, 35]. We have now mapped the nth moment
of the 3D toric code density matrix onto two partition
functions; one for Z errors and one for X errors:

tr ρn =
1

2(n−1)N

∏
α=x,z

Z(n)
α

Z(n)
α =

∑
{gα}

e−H(n)
α

(14)

If the classical model H(n)
α has a finite-temperature

phase transition, any good order parameters for this tran-
sition on the classical side should map back to the infor-
mation quantities on the quantum side. We will investi-
gate some candidate information quantities in section III
which are sensitive to these decoherence-induced phase
transitions. The two SM models we have derived for

the 3D toric code do have finite-temperature transitions,
which we will examine closer in IVA.

III. GENERIC STATISTICAL MECHANICS
MAPPING

Now that we have worked through the example of the
3D toric code, we focus on developing a generic mapping
from stabilizer codes under decoherence to their corre-
sponding statistical mechanics models. We present the
generic mapping for the nth moment of the density ma-
trix ρ and three relevant information quantities: (i) the
relative entropy, (ii) the coherent information, and (iii)
the entanglement negativity. Our mapping generalizes
the one introduced in [27] for the 2D toric code. We re-
strict ourselves to CSS codes for the moment, and will
come back to the non-CSS case in section VI.

Consider a generic translation-invariant stabilizer
Hamiltonian of the form:

H = −
∑
α=x,z

∑
iα

S
(α)
iα

(15)

where S(α)
iα

are local Pauli operators with finite support in
some region centered at iα of the lattice, and α indicates
whether S is a Z or X check.

As all S(α)
iα

’s mutually commute, the ground state man-
ifold for H is given by the projection into their simulta-
neous +1 eigenstate. The completely mixed state in the
ground state manifold is given by the following:

ρ0 =
1

2N

∏
α

∏
iα

1

2
(1 + S

(α)
iα

) (16)

where N is the dimension of the ground state manifold.
If N is the number of physical qubits in the system, Ns
is the number of stabilizers, and Nc is the number of in-
dependent constraints on the stabilizers, N will be given
by:

N = N −Ns +Nc (17)

In the vein of the analysis in section II, we want to
express the density matrix as a sum over different config-
urations of stabilizers, denoted gα. When we expand the
product over iα in Eq. 16, we find terms corresponding
to all possible products of the stabilizers S(α)

iα
.

ρ0 =
1

2N−Ns+Nc

1

2Ns−Nc

∏
α=x,z

∑
gα

gα

=
1

2N

∏
α=x,z

∑
gα

gα

(18)
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The factor of 1/2Ns−Nc in the first line comes from the
fact there are Ns factors of 1/2 from the projectors, and
2Nc of the resulting stabilizer products in the expansion
are equal to the identity, stemming from the stabilizer
constraints.

Now we consider applying a local decoherence channel
to this density matrix. For simplicity, we will restrict
ourselves to the single site X (bit-flip) or Z (phase) errors
we considered for the 3D toric code, as defined in Eq. 4.
More general Pauli errors will be considered in section V.

Given that our density matrix ρ0 is a sum over Pauli op-
erators, both X and Z errors will introduce some relative
phases between terms in the sum, depending on which
stabilizer configurations commute or anti-commute with
X or Z at a given site. For convenience, we introduce the
so-called “scalar commutator” [25]: When two operators
commute up to a number, the scalar commutator J·, ·K
returns this number. For example, JXi, ZjK = (−1)δij .
We can recast the action of the error channels into one
general formula for single-site Pauli errors P (α)

j = X,Z if
α = x, z:

E
P

(α)
j

[ρ] = (1− (1 + JP (α)
j , ρK)pα)ρ (19)

If we apply the channel Eα = ◦Nj=1EP (α)
j

we find:

Eβ [ρ0] =
1

2N

∑
gα

gα
∑
gᾱ

 N∏
j=1

(1 + (JP (α)
j , gᾱK − 1)pα)

 gᾱ

=
1

2N

∑
gα

gα
∑
gᾱ

e−log(1+2pP )
∑N

j=1 |gᾱ,j |gᾱ

=
1

2N

∑
gα

gα
∑
gᾱ

e−µα|gᾱ|gᾱ

(20)
where we have defined |gᾱ| as:

|gᾱ| =
N∑
j=1

|gᾱ,j |

=

N∑
i=j

1

2
(1− JP (α)

j , gᾱ,jK)

(21)

As before, |gᾱ| is the “weight” of gᾱ with respect to the
Pauli error P (α)— it gives the number of sites on which
the support of gᾱ anti-commutes with P (α). Here, gᾱ,j is
the support of gᾱ on physical site j.

Consider the nth moment of the density matrix ρα =

Eα[ρ0]:

trρnα =
1

2nN

∑
{g(m)

α }

∑
{g(m)

ᾱ }

e
−µα

n∑
m=1

∣∣∣g(m)
ᾱ

∣∣∣
tr

(
n∏

m=1

g(m)
α g

(m)
ᾱ

)
(22)

where m = 1, . . . , n indexes copies of the density matrix
and {g(m)

α,ᾱ} denotes a choice of possible gα,ᾱ configura-
tions for each copy. All terms in the sum will vanish ex-
cept those whose product

∏n
m=1 g

(m)
α g

(m)
ᾱ is the identity,

so we can write tr ρn in terms of the first n− 1 copies:

trρnα =
1

2(n−1)N

∑
{g(m)

ᾱ }

e
−µα

n−1∑
m=1

∣∣∣g(m)
ᾱ

∣∣∣+∣∣∣∣∣n−1∏
m=1

g
(m)
ᾱ

∣∣∣∣∣ (23)

We now have something that looks like the partition
function for a statistical mechanics model— to complete
the mapping, we need to find the SM model that properly
calculates the value of |gᾱ|. To do this, we will utilize
the commutative algebra approach to analyzing stabilizer
Hamiltonians, first introduced by Haah [1]. We only touch
on the elements of the formalism necessary for the general
mapping here— we direct the interested reader to [1, 19,
36] for a deeper introduction.

The idea is to encode the stabilizer geometry into a
vector of Laurent polynomials, which allow us to system-
atically understand commutation relations. Suppose our
stabilizer model lives on a d-dimensional Bravais lattice
with l qubits per unit cell. Given some choice of unit cell
s0, we express every stabilizer S acting on s0 solely in
terms of Pauli Z and X operators. Each spin where S
has Z support is assigned a monomial xa1xb2 · · ·xcd where
(a, b, . . . , c) is the coordinate of the spin’s unit cell rela-
tive to s0. The monomials corresponding to the nth spin
in each unit cell are summed together, and form the nth
component of the vector of polynomials corresponding to
S. In the same way, the nth spins in each unit cell where
S has X support are assigned monomials and summed
together to give the (n+ l)th component. We denote the
map from a Pauli operator to its corresponding vector of
polynomials as Ω : S → Ω(S). The vector of polynomials
Ω(S) ∈ F2l

2 has binary coefficients {0, 1}, and polynomial
addition is defined (mod 2) going forwards.

We collect the polynomial vector for each distinct sta-
bilizer type and concatentate them to form the so-called
stabilizer map, S. This is a 2l × m matrix, where m is
the number of distinct stabilizer types. We can think of
S as a map from the space of stabilizer types to the bits
on the physical lattice that form the given stabilizer.

S =
(
Ω(S(1)) Ω(S(2)) · · · Ω(S(m))

)
(24)
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There is a corresponding excitation map, E, which maps
from the space of physical bits to the space of stabilizer
types. E takes as input a set of bits where errors have
occurred, and outputs the stabilizers that are violated by
the given error pattern.

E = S†λl (25)

where S† = (S̄)T , and S̄ indicates every polynomial entry
f(x1, x2, . . . , xd) in S is mapped to f(x−1

1 , x−1
2 , . . . , x−1

d ).
The matrix λl is defined as:

λl =

(
0 Il×l

Il×l 0

)
(26)

We now have the tools necessary to write down the SM
model for our stabilizer Hamiltonian. The weight of each
configuration gα is the number of physical sites on which it
anti-commutes with the Pauli error under consideration.
Each gα is some product of stabilizers:

gα =
∏
u

(S(α)
u )c

α
u (27)

where cαu is a binary vector containing the information on
the support of gα. We assign a classical spin variable su
to the center of each stabilizer S(α)

u , which will take value
su = +1 if that stabilizer is not involved in the product
gα and su = −1 if it is involved in gα. In other words,
su = 2c

(α)
u −1. For a configuration gα to have support on

a site j, it must involve an odd number of stabilizers S(α)
u

that themselves have support on j, as otherwise the Pauli
operators will multiply to the identity. We can count the
parity of stabilizers acting on j by looking at the product
of classical spins su corresponding to the stabilizers with
support on j. This set of stabilizers is precisely the output
of the excitation map, E, when we input an error occurring
on site j:

|gα| =
N∑
j=1

1

2
(1− E · Ω(Pj)). (28)

Here, j indexes a physical site, Pj is the Pauli error under
consideration, and we have taken the output of E to be in
the space of classical spins rather than stabilizers (they
are isomorphic given we have assigned a classical spin
to the center of each stabilizer). Using this expression
derived for |gα| in Eq. 28 and plugging back into Eq. 23,

we arrive at the desired SM model:

trρnα =
1

2(n−1)N

∑
{g(m)

ᾱ }

e−H(n)
α =

1

2(n−1)N
Z(n)
α

H(n)
α = −µα

2

N∑
j=1

(
n−1∑
m=1

E(m) · Ω(P (α,m)
j )

+

n−1∏
m=1

E(m) · Ω(P (α,m)
j )

) (29)

Here, E(m) maps an error pattern P (α,m) on the mth
copy to the corresponding classical spins of flavor m =
1, . . . , n− 1.

It will be useful to have the error-corrupted density
matrix for the case that both kinds of Pauli errors occur
with probabilities px and pz: ρ = Ex ◦ Ez[ρ0]. As we are
working with CSS codes, the SM models decouple:

ρ =
1

2N

∑
gx

e−µz|gx|gx
∑
gx

e−µx|gx|gx (30a)

tr ρn =
1

2(n−1)N
Z(n)
z Z(n)

x (30b)

We are now able to derive the family of SM models
describing the nth moment of the ground state density
matrix for any stabilizer code, as long as we have the
excitation map, E.

A. SM Mapping for Information Quantities

The previous section derived the SM model correspond-
ing to the nth moment of the density matrix, trρn under
incoherent Pauli errors, P . We will now consider other
useful information quantities and their SM counterparts.
In particular, we focus on the quantities introduced in [27]
in order to diagnose the transition out of the topologically
ordered phase. See Table I for a summary of the different
information quantities and their corresponding quantities
in the SM models.

1. Réyni Entropy

Now that we have the SM models for nth moments of
the density matrix, the most basic information measures
to consider are the Réyni entropies S(n)(ρ) [37]. Recall
that the nth Réyni entropy is given by:

S(n) =
1

1− n
log(trρn). (31)
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Information Measure SM Model Counterpart PM FM

Entropy Free energy, F (n) O(L3) 0

Relative Entropy Logarithm of generalized spin-spin correlator,
〈
E(n) · Ω(Pk)

〉
O(|i− j|) 0

Coherent Information Related to excess free energy of inserting defects along logicals N log 2 0

Entanglement Negativity Excess free energy of pinning spins along boundary ∂A |∂A|/ξ − γ |∂A|/ξ − γ′

TABLE I: SM Mapping for Information Measures: A table summarizing different information measures and
their corresponding quantities in the classical SM model. The behavior of the information quantity in the
paramagnetic (PM) and ferromagnetic (FM) phases is also listed. We call the general high-temperature phase
“paramagnetic” and the low-temperature phase “ferromagnetic” for consistency, even if a specific model (like Z2

gauge theory) doesn’t have a conventional paramagnetic or ferromagnetic phase.

In the limit n → 1, this formula recovers the von Neu-
mann entropy, S(ρ) = tr ρ log ρ. We can plug in Eq. (30)b
to find:

S(n) =
1

1− n
log

(
1

2(n−1)N
Z(n)
x Z(n)

z

)
=

1

n− 1

(
F (n)
x + F (n)

z

)
+N log 2,

(32)

where we have defined the free energy densities F (n)
α . So

the Réyni entropy will have a transition wherever the stat-
mech model undergoes an ferromagnetic-to-paramagnetic
transition. This result tells us that the critical error rate
for the nth moment of the density matrix will provide
an upper bound for the critical error rate in the replica
limit n → 1. This is due to the non-increasing behav-
ior of the Réyni entropies [38]: S(n) ≤ S(m) if n > m.
If S(n) undergoes a transition from ferromagnetic (zero
free energy) to paramagnetic (extensive free energy), it
bounds from below the critical temperature Tc of S(m),
and consequently bounds from above the inverse critical
temperature βc. This is an upper bound on the critical
error rate since we have a monotonically increasing re-
lationship between βc and pc. In particular, we can use
the critical error rates extracted for Réyni-2 quantities to
place the tightest bounds on the replica limit.

2. Relative Entropy

The error channels Ex and Ez create excitations on top
of the ground state. Our ability to retrieve any initial
information encoded in the state hinges upon our ability
to detect and correct these errors. The quantum relative
entropy [39, 40] provides a way to quantify our ability to

detect errors, as it is a measure of the distinguishability
of two density matrices, ρ and ρϵ.

D(ρ||ρϵ) = tr ρ log ρ− tr ρ log ρϵ (33)

When ρ and ρϵ are identical, D(n) = 0, and when ρ and
ρϵ are orthogonal, D(n) → ∞. Consider the case when ρϵ
is equal to the error-corrupted density matrix ρ, but with
one additional pair of excitations added. If we cannot
distinguish the two density matrices, we have no chance
of decoding any information that might have originally
been stored in ρ0, since we cannot accurately determine
the error syndrome. The Réyni versions of the relative
entropy [38, 41] are given by:

D(n)(ρ||ρϵ) =
1

1− n
log

tr ρρn−1
ϵ

tr ρn
(34)

We consider the case where the additional error is an-
other single-site Pauli, P (α)

k , for some physical site k.
Then ρϵ is given by:

ρϵ = P
(α)
k ρP

(α)
k

=
1

2N

∑
gα

e−µᾱ|gα|gα
∑
gᾱ

e−µα|gᾱ|P
(α)
k gᾱP

(α)
k

=
1

2N

∑
gα

e−µᾱ|gα|gα
∑
gᾱ

Jgᾱ, P
(α)
k Ke−µα|gᾱ|

=
1

2N

∑
gα

e−µᾱ|gα|gα
∑
gᾱ

E · Ω(P (α)
k )|gᾱe−µα|gᾱ|gᾱ

(35)
where E · Ω(P (α)

k )|gᾱ denotes the evalutation of the in-
teraction term given by E · Ω(P (α)

k ) with respect to the
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classical spin configuration corresponding to gᾱ.

tr ρρn−1
ϵ =

1

2nN

∑
{g(m)

α,ᾱ}

n−1∏
m=1

(
E(m) · Ω(P (α,m)

k )|
g
(m)
ᾱ

)

× e
−µᾱ

∑n
m=1 |g(m)

α |−µα
∑n

m=1

∣∣∣g(m)
ᾱ

∣∣∣
tr

(
n∏

m=1

g(m)
α g

(m)
ᾱ

)

=
1

2(n−1)N

∑
{g(m)

α,ᾱ}

(
E(n) · Ω(P (α,n)

k )|
g
(n)
ᾱ

)
e−H(n)

α −H(n)
ᾱ

=
1

2(n−1)N
Z(n)
α Z(n)

ᾱ

〈
E(n) · Ω(P (α,n)

k )
〉
α

(36)
So the relative entropy D(n) is related to the expecta-

tion value of
〈
E(n) · Ω(P (α,n)

k )
〉

in the theory H(n)
α :

D(n)(ρ||ρϵ) =
1

1− n
log
〈
E(n) · Ω(P (α,n)

k )
〉
α

(37)

We can generalize the applied error P (α)
k to any set of

Pauli operators that creates a minimal set of excitations
in the quantum theory: for example, an anyon string
operator in a topological phase. Then the relative en-
tropy will be related to a generalized spin-spin correlator,
where the classical spins are located at the same places
as the additional excitations. If the SM model does have
a finite-temperature transition, the ferromagnetic phase
will be characterized by D(n) ≈ 0— the ground state of
the ordered phase should have long-range order, indicat-
ing

〈
E(n) · Ω(P (n)

k )
〉

≈ 1. In the paramagnetic phase,

D(n) → ∞ since
〈
E(n) · Ω(P (n)k)

〉
≈ 0 due to the larger

number of fluctuations. So we expect this quantity to
be a good witness for the information transition in the
quantum model, since it displays markedly different be-
havior in each classical phase. We will present examples
in section IV.

3. Coherent Information

Another key measure of the information capacity of our
quantum code is the ground state degeneracy, which de-
termines the number of logical qubits that can be stored.
We want to track how the logical information is degraded
when we apply an error channel. We can do this by en-
tangling the logical qubits of our code with ancilla qubits,
and then measuring the coherent information [42, 43] be-
tween the ancillas and our system after the decoherence
has occurred. The coherent information is a standard

measure for the information that survives in a state after
it passes through a quantum channel:

Ic(R ⟩ Q) = SQ − SRQ (38)

where Q is our original state, R consists of the ancilla
qubits, and SQ and SRQ are the von Neumann entropies
of the respective systems. The Rényi versions of Ic are
given by:

I(n)c (R ⟩ Q) =
1

n− 1
log

(
trρnRQ
trρnQ

)
(39)

What does ρRQ look like? We have assumed that our
code has ground state degeneracy 2N , so there must be N
pairs of logical operators corresponding to logical X and
logical Z for each logical qubit γ = 1, . . . ,N . We denote
the logical operators for γ as ĝx,γ and ĝz,γ . The density
matrix (without errors) for RQ with ancillas completely
entangled with the logical qubits is given by:

ρ0,RQ =
1

2N

∏
α=x,z

N∏
γ=1

1

2
(1 +K(α)

γ ĝα,γ)
∑
gα

gα

=
1

2N+N

∏
α=x,z

∑
gα

∑
dαγ

gα

N∏
γ=1

(K(α)
γ ĝα,γ)

dαγ

(40)

where K(α)
γ = Xγ , Zγ are Pauli operators acting on the

ancilla entangled with logical γ, and dαγ is a binary vector
with N components indicating whether ĝα,γ is included
in the given term or not. The sum is over all possible
binary vectors of length N . The mathematical rewriting
of projectors 1

2 (1+K
(α)
γ ĝα,γ) in terms of

∑
dαγ
(K

(α)
γ ĝα,γ)

dαγ

is for later convenience. If we apply the error channel
E = Ex ◦ Ez, the resulting density matrix is given by:

ρRQ =
1

2N+N

∏
α=x,z

∑
gα,dα

e−µᾱ|gαĝdα

α |gα(K(α)ĝα)
dα

(41)
where there is an implied summation over all logicals γ;
we have suppressed the γ index to avoid clutter. The nth
moment of this density matrix is given by:

tr ρnRQ =
1

2(n−1)(N+N)

∏
α=x,z

∑
{d(α,m)}

∑
{g(m)

α }

e−H(n)
ᾱ,dα

H(n)
ᾱ,dα = −µᾱ

2

N∑
j=1

(
n−1∑
m=1

(−1)

∣∣∣∣(ĝ(m)
α,j )d

(α,m)
∣∣∣∣
E(m) · Ω(P (α,m)

j )

+(−1)

∣∣∣∣∏n−1
m=1(ĝ

(m)
α,j )d

(α,m)
∣∣∣∣ n−1∏
m=1

E(m) · Ω(P (α,m)
j )

)
(42)
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where we have used the following identity:∣∣∣gαĝdα

α

∣∣∣ = N∑
j=1

1

2

(
1− (−1)|ĝ

dα

α |E · Ω(P (α)
j )|g

)
(43)

The resulting SM model is different from that described
by H(n)

ᾱ ; the signs of interactions along the logicals γ have
been flipped to compensate for the added weight of ĝα,γ .
The vectors {d(α,m)} denote the logicals that are present
in each replica. H(n)

ᾱ , as defined in Eq. 29, corresponds
to d(α,m) = 0 for all m.

Plugging back into the full formula for the Réyni co-
herent information, we find:

I(n)c (R⟩Q) =
1

n− 1
log

 1

2(n−1)N

∏
α=x,z

∑
{d(α,m)} Z

(n)
ᾱ,dα

Z(n)
ᾱ,{0}


=

1

n− 1

∑
α=x,z

log

 ∑
{d(α,m)}

e−∆F(n)
ᾱ,dα


−N log 2

(44)
where ∆F (n)

ᾱ,dα is the free-energy cost of inserting defects
along bonds corresponding the support of the type-α log-
ical operators in the theory H(n)

ᾱ . In the paramagnetic
phase (or analogue to the paramagnetic phase) of both
SM models, we expect ∆F ∼ 0, leading to I(n)c = N log 2.
This indicates we have the full ground state manifold
available to store information. In the ordered phase of
both models, ∆F will scale with the size of the logical
operators, which is extensive for a topologically ordered
phase. This leads to I(n)c = −N log 2, indicative of a triv-
ial memory.

4. Entanglement Negativity

The entanglement negativity [44–47] is a measure of
mixed state entanglement; it is a diagnostic for the sep-
arability of a mixed-state density matrix. It has been
demonstrated that gapped, topological phases of matter
have a universal O(1) correction to their ground state
entanglement negativity, called the topological entangle-
ment negativity [48]. It has also been shown that type-I
fracton phases have in general linear, subextensive correc-
tions to their entanglement entropy [49–51]. However, it
remains to be demonstrated that the entanglement nega-
tivity generally behaves the same way for fractonic order,
type-I or otherwise. We note that recently, the authors
of [26] demonstrated that the 3D toric code and X-Cube

models indeed undergo “separability” transitions at the
decoding threshold.

The Réyni versions of the entanglement negativity are
given by [52]:

E(2n)
A (ρ) =

1

2− 2n
log

tr(ρTA)2n

trρ2n
(45)

where A is some subset of physical spins. TA denotes the
partial transpose of ρ on A. Let us recall our expression
for the error-corrupted ground state density matrix, ρ:

ρ =
1

2N

∑
gx,gx

e−µz|gx|−µx|gz|gxgz (46)

The stabilizer configuration gxgz is some tensor product
of Pauli operators; it will be invariant under the partial
transpose TA unless gx and gz overlap on A such that
there is a Pauli Y ; Y T = −Y . So gxgz picks up a factor
of (−1) for every such overlap within A:

ρTA =
1

2N

∑
g

(−1)YA(g)e−µz|gx|−µx|gz|g (47)

where g = gxgz and YA is the number of Pauli Y within
the region A. The nth moment of this density matrix will
be the expectation value of O(n)

N =
∏n
m=1(−1)YA(g(m)):

tr
(
ρTA

)n
=

1

2(n−1)N

∑
{g(m)}

O(n)
N e−H(n)

z −H(n)
x (48)

and the entanglement negativity is given by:

E(2n)
A (ρ) =

1

2− 2n
log
〈
O(2n)
N

〉
(49)

We have used the same constraint as before:∏n−1
m=1 g

(m) = g(n). This constraint allows us to
rewrite O(n):

O(n)
N = (−1)YA(

∏n−1
m=1 g

(m))
n−1∏
m=1

(−1)YA(g(m)) (50)

In [27], the authors showed that this observable can be
rewritten in the following way:

O(n)
N =

n−1∏
m,l=1,m ̸=l

sgnA(g
(m)
x , g(l)z ) (51)

where

sgnA(g
(m)
x , g(l)z ) =

{
1 if [g(m)

x,A , g
(l)
z,A] = 0

−1 if {g(m)
x,A , g

(l)
z,A} = 0

(52)
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If we assume that there are only X errors, for instance,
then we can simplify the evaluation of ⟨O(n)

N ⟩:

tr
(
ρTA

)n
=

1

2(n−1)N

∑
{g(m)

z }

O(n)
N,ze

−H(n)
z

O(n)
N,z =

∑
{g(m)

x }

O(n)
N

(53)

For a fixed set of {g(l)z }, the sum over all {g(m)
x } will vanish

unless the O(n)
N terms add constructively. This requires

that
∏
l ̸=m sgnA(g

(m)
x , g

(l)
z ) = 1 for all g(m)

x . We can sat-

isfy this requirement ifG(m)
z =

∏
l ̸=m g

(l)
z is “A-separable”.

Here, we define a configuration g to be A-separable if the
restriction of g to A is itself a stabilizer configuration,
meaning g contains no stabilizers that live on the bound-
ary ∂A. Then, the terms in the sum that survive are
{g(m)
x } and {G(m)

z } containing only A-separable configu-
rations. We can re-write O(n)

N,z as follows:

O(n)
N,z =

n−1∏
m=1

NxδG(m)
z

(54)

where δ
G

(m)
z

is zero unless G(m)
z is A-separable. Nx is a

numerical prefactor from the sum over A-separable g(m)
x

configurations.
The requirement of A-separability means that the clas-

sical spin configurations corresponding to G
(m)
z cannot

have any energetic contribution from interactions lying
on the boundary ∂A; the expectation value of O(n)

N is
the free energy for the SM model with these interactions
pinned. So we see that the Réyni entanglement negativ-
ity E(2n)

A is connected to the excess free energy of forcing
spins along the boundary ∂A to be ‘aligned” with respect
to the SM model interaction.

B. SM Mapping as Ungauging

The gauging map, first introduced by Wegner [34], is
a duality transformation from a model with some given
global symmetry to a model with a corresponding gauge
symmetry. For example, intrinsically topological order
can be obtained by gauging a symmetry-protected topo-
logical order [53, 54], and fracton phases can be con-
structed by gauging classical spin models with subsys-
tem symmetries [19, 55]. Here, we demonstrate that the
SM mapping developed in the previous section acts as an

“un-gauging” map for n = 2 – when we input a stabilizer
model, the mapping returns its ungauged counterpart.

We start with a classical spin model, with a correspond-
ing classical stabilizer map, Sc. As the model is classical,
Sc will have only Z-type stabilizers. We can view Sc as a
map from the space of stabilizers to the space of spins on
which the stabilizers have support. The quantum model
that results from gauging the symmetries of Sc will have
the following stabilizer map [19]:

S =

(
S†c 0

0 G

)
(55)

where G is a matrix whose columns are the generators of
ker(Sc) [56]. G is a map from the space of spins; it takes a
spin to the element of ker Sc it belongs to. The excitation
map for the quantum model is given by:

E =

(
0 Sc
G† 0

)
(56)

We see that for n = 2, X errors must be described
by the theory Sc, and Z errors are described by G† =
ḠT . Recall that f̄(x1, · · · , xd) = f(x−1

1 , · · · , x−1
d ). We

can show that Sc and G† are in general Kramers-Wannier
dual [57] SM models by considering a high-temperature
expansion [58] of the partition function for Sc. Let {si} be
a classical spin configuration, where i = 1, . . . , N indexes
the sites:

Zc =
∑
{si}

e−β
∑M

j=1

∑N
i=1(σi)

S
j
c

= (coshβ)MN
∑
{si}

N∏
i=1

M∏
j=1

(
1 + (σi)

Sj
c tanhβ

)
= (coshβ)MN

∑
{si}

∑
I

∑
{Ji}

(tanhβ)
∑

i∈I |Ji|
∏
i∈I

(σi)
∑

j∈Ji
Sj
c

(57)
Here, (σi)S

j
c denotes the the interaction term correspond-

ing to the j = 1, . . . ,Mth column of Sc, centered at site
i. I is a subset of spins, and the sum is over all possible
subsets; Ji is a subset of stabilizer types assigned to spin
i, and {Ji} is a choice of subset for each i ∈ I. Since
we are summing over all possible spin configurations, the
only terms that will end up contributing to the sum are
those for which all σi are raised to an even power (mod
2). In other words, we require that∑

i∈I

∑
j∈Ji

Ω(i)Sjc = 0 (58)
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where Ω(i) is the polynomial representing the location of i
with respect to some chosen origin i0. We define a vector
gI with M components:

(gI)j =
∑

i∈I s.t. j∈Ji

Ω(i) (59)

Then we have: ∑
j

(gI)jS
j
c = 0 (60)

By definition, gI ∈ ker Sc, and so is in the image of G.
We can write the high-temperature expansion as follows:

Zc = 2N (coshβ)MN
∑
gI

(tanhβ)|gI | (61)

where |gI | =
∑
i∈I |Ji|.

We want to find the classical model with a low-
temperature expansion that also sums over gI . Consider
the classical theory defined by G†; its low-temperature ex-
pansion will involve a sum over configurations with small
numbers of flipped interactions. If we flip a single spin
in G†, any stabilizers with support on that spin will be
flipped as well. G takes spins as input and returns the sta-
bilizers that they belong to— G gives us the information
needed for the low-temperature expansion. The image
of G is exactly the set of all gI , and so we see that the
low-temperature expansion of G† is the high-temperature
expansion of Sc.

We note further that in the special case Sc = G†, i.e.
the classical spin model Sc is self-dual, that the quantum
model obtained upon gauging will have em duality. Con-
versely, a given stabilizer model with em duality will map
to a statistical mechanics model that is its own Kramers-
Wannier dual. The em duality is clearly seen from the
fact X and Z stabilizers will have the exact same geom-
etry, as they are described by the same model.

C. SM Mapping Through A Homological Lens

Using the homological perspective on CSS codes, we
can construct the general SM mapping in a different, but
equivalent way. We assume the reader is familiar with
homology theory and its applications to understanding
stabilizer codes— see any of the following for a more thor-
ough introduction: [59–62].

A given CSS code can be described as a 2-chain complex
C, built from two underlying classical codes HZ and HX

[28–30]:

C = C2
HT

Z−−→ C1
HX−−→ C0 (62)

where C2 ∼ Fm2 is the space of Z checks, C1 ∼ Fn2 is the
space of physical bits, and C0 ∼ Fk2 is the space of X
checks [63]. The map HT

Z : C2 → C1 takes a Z stabilizer
SZi to the subset of physical bits it acts on:

SZi =
∏

j∈HT
Z (i)

Zj (63)

The map HX : C1 → C0 takes a physical bit to the set
of X checks SXl with support on that bit:

SXl =
∏

j st. l∈HX(j)

Xj (64)

The condition that HT
Z and HX be valid boundary

maps is equivalent to the condition that X and Z checks
must commute: HXH

T
Z = 0.

The parent SM models derived in section III can also
be obtained from HX and HT

Z , since they also contain the
geometric information about stabilizers. We re-interpret
C2 and C0 as the spaces corresponding to our classical
spins. X errors on a link j will generate an interac-
tion between all classical spins assigned to Z stabilizers
with support on j. This is described simply by the map
HZ : C1 → C2. Similarly, Z errors on a link j will gen-
erate an interaction between all classical spins assigned
to X stabilizers with support on j. This is described
by the map HX : C1 → C0. Thus, we have discovered
that the two underlying classical codes for a CSS model
describe its behavior under single-site Pauli decoherence.
This parallels the view of the SM mapping as ungauging;
here, the SM model unzips the chain complex and returns
the constituent classical codes.

D. Taking the Replica Limit and the Connection to
Maximum-Likelihood Decoding

So far, we have focused on deriving SM models that
describe the critical behavior of various Réyni informa-
tion quantities. While these provide bounds on the actual
threshold of the code, they are not themselves physical.
We need to take the replica limit n→ 1 to get the tight-
est bounds on decoding thresholds. It is not clear how
to take this limit using the formalism developed so far.
However, we can take an alternate approach inspired by
the Kitaev-Preskill decoder to get a handle on the replica
limit, which the authors of [27] call the “error-string” pic-
ture.

Instead of constructing the ground state density matrix
by applying the error channel to each edge individually,
we apply all possible error strings to the clean ground
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state, weighted by their probability of occurring. Con-
sider some pattern of X errors, Cx supported on a subset
of the physical bits; the effect of all such error strings on
the clean density matrix ρ0 will be:

ρ =
∑
Cx

P(Cx)Cxρ0Cx, (65)

where P(Cx) = p
|Cx|
x (1 − px)

N−|Cx|. Again, we want to
find a SM mapping for the nth moment of the density
matrix:

trρn =
∑
C(m)
x

( n∏
m=1

P(C(m)
x )

)
tr

(
n∏

m=1

C(m)
x ρ0C(m)

x

)
(66)

Let ρ0 = |Ψ0⟩ ⟨Ψ0| be a pure eigenstate of the logical
operators rather than the completely mixed density ma-
trix. Then:

tr

(
n∏

m=1

C(m)
x ρ0C(m)

x

)
= tr

(
n∏

m=1

C(m)
x |Ψ0⟩ ⟨Ψ0| C(m)

x

)

=

n−1∏
m=1

⟨Ψ0| C(m)
x C(m+1)

x |Ψ0⟩

(67)
This will only be nonzero if the operators inside do not

create any excitations or any logical operators; the error
strings C(m)

x and C(m+1)
x must multiply to an X stabilizer

configuration gx. We can then express the error string
on each copy in terms of the first copy and the stabilizer
configuration g(m) needed to create XC(m)

x :

C(m)
x = C(1)

x g(m)
x (68)

The nth moment of the density matrix now becomes:

trρn =
∑
C(1)
x

P(C(1)
x )

∑
{g(m)

x }

n−1∏
m=1

P(C(1)
x g(m)

x )

= (1− px)
N
∑
C(1)
x

P(C(1)
x )

∑
{g(m)

x }

e−2J
∑n−1

m=1 |C(1)
x g(m)

x |

(69)
where e−2J = px/(1 − px). As with the first mapping,
our goal is to write down an SM model Hamiltonian that
properly calculates the value of

∣∣∣C(1)
x g

(m)
x

∣∣∣— this will allow
us to interpret tr ρn as a partition function. We already
know the SM model for |gx|, we just need to modify it
to account for the additional factor of C(1)

x . Where C(1)
x

and g(m)
x overlap, the weight of g(m)

x will be removed, but
where C(1)

x is supported and g
(m)
x is not, there will be

weight added. We can account for this change by flipping
the sign of the classical spin interactions from ferromag-
netic to antiferromagnetic along the links spanned by C(1)

x :

tr ρn = (1− px)
N
∑
C(1)
x

P(C(1)
x )

∑
{g(m)

x }

e
−H(n)

C(1)
x

H(n)

C(1)
x

= −J
N∑
j=1

(−1)

∣∣∣C(1)
x,j

∣∣∣(n−1∑
m=1

E(m) · Ω(Z(m)
j )

+

n−1∏
m=1

E(m) · Ω(Z(m)
j )

)
(70)

We are counting the weight of gx stabilizers, so the in-
teraction term is determined by where Zj anti-commutes
with the given configuration. So the nth moment of ρ is
described by the following partition function:

tr ρn = (1− px)
N
∑
C(1)
x

P(C(1)
x )Z(n)

C(1)
x

≡ (1− px)
N Z̄(n).

(71)

Z̄(n) looks like a partition function for a random bond
version of the SM model defined in Eq. 29, averaged
over all possible disordered realizations of random bonds.
Taking the replica limit is clearer in this case than the
previous; it leads to a random-bond SM model for a single
copy, with quenched disorder (no disorder-averaging). As
pointed out in [27], this is exactly the SM model obtained
via the Kitaev-Preskill maximum-likelihood decoder [3],
indicating this is indeed the optimal decoder.

We note that the SM model for X errors obtained in
the error-string picture will be the random-bond version
of the SM model obtained for Z errors in the “stabilizer”
picture considered before; in the limit of zero disorder,
these models should be dual to each other (as shown in
section III B). Additionally, in the replica limit, both mod-
els should exhibit transitions at the same point, since they
describe the same density matrix.

IV. EXAMPLES

In this section, we work out some representative exam-
ples of the mapping outlined in the section III. We return
to the 3D toric code, and also consider the X-Cube model
[19]. We derive the SM models for both X and Z er-
rors, and examine in depth the behavior of the different
information quantities for each model.
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Stabilizer Model H(2)
X p

(2)
X,c H(2)

Z p
(2)
Z,c

2D toric code [2, 27] 2D Ising Model 0.178 2D Ising Model 0.178
3D toric code 3D Z2 Gauge Theory [34] 0.266 3D Ising model [64] 0.099

X-Cube model [19] Anisotropically-Coupled Ashkin-Teller model [65] 0.336 Plaquette Ising model [66] 0.213
Cubic code [16] Fractal Ising model [19] 0.178 Fractal Ising model 0.178

TABLE II: Summary of SM mappings for n = 2: We list various CSS stabilizer models considered in the text,
along with their corresponding n = 2 SM models and thresholds for X and Z errors. Where necessary, the sources
for numerical data on the different SM models are cited.

A. 3D Toric Code: Redux

We have already analyzed the 3D toric code in section
II. Now we can return to this model armed with the gen-
eral SM mapping toolkit we developed in section III. The
stabilizer and excitation maps for the 3D toric code are:

S3DTC =



1 + y 1 + z 0 0

1 + x 0 1 + z 0

0 1 + x 1 + y 0

0 0 0 1 + x̄

0 0 0 1 + ȳ

0 0 0 1 + z̄



E3DTC =


0 0 0 1 + x 1 + y 1 + z

1 + ȳ 1 + x̄ 0 0 0 0

1 + z̄ 0 1 + ȳ 0 0 0

0 1 + z̄ 1 + ȳ 0 0 0


(72)

Consider the single site Z error corresponding to the

vector ωz =
(
0 0 0 1 0 0

)T
, which produces the ex-

citation pattern E3DTC · ωz =
(
1 + x 0 0 0

)T
. This is

exactly an Ising interaction between the vertex v and the
vertex v + x̂. Z errors acting on the other two edges in
the unit cell will product the interactions between v and
its other nearest neighbors in the ŷ, ẑ directions.

Now, consider the X error given by ωx =(
1 0 0 0 0 0

)T
. This corresponds to interaction term

E3DTC · ωx =
(
0 1 + ȳ 1 + z̄ 0

)T
, which can be iden-

tified as the four-body interaction in Z2 gauge theory on
the cubic lattice.

Numerical studies place the inverse critical tempera-
ture of the 3D Ising model at βc = 0.2217 [64]. Using
− ln(1− 2pc) = 2βc, we find that the critical error rate
for the Réyni-2 quantities is p(2)c,Z = 0.099. By Kramers-

Wannier duality, the critical inverse temperature for Z2

lattice gauge theory is βc = 0.76, which gives a thresh-
old of p(2)c,X = 0.266. These are upper bounds [38] for the
optimal thresholds pc,X and pc,Z , which are connected to
the critical temperatures of the random-bond 3D Ising
model (RBIM) and random-plaquette 3D Z2 gauge the-
ory (RPGM) along the Nishimori line, respectively (as
the roles of 3D Ising model and gauge theory switch when
going to the error-string picture). The 3D RBIM has a
transition at pc,X = 0.233 [67, 68], while the RPGM has
a transition at pc,Z = 0.033 [22, 69].

For n = 3, the SM model for phase errors will look
like a two-flavor Ising model with an inter-flavor coupling
term:

H(3)
z = −µz

2

∑
⟨ij⟩

σ
(1)
i σ

(1)
j + σ

(2)
i σ

(2)
j + σ

(1)
i σ

(1)
j σ

(2)
i σ

(2)
j

(73)
where ⟨ij⟩ denotes nearest-neighbors on the cubic lattice.
This is the Hamiltonian for the 3D isotropic Ashkin-Teller
model [70, 71], which is equivalent to the 3D four-state
Potts model.

For bit-flip errors, the n = 3 model is a variation of Z2

gauge theory:

H(3)
x = −µz

2

N∑
j=1

∏
j∈p

σ
(1)
j +

∏
j∈p

σ
(2)
j +

∏
j∈p

σ
(1)
j σ

(2)
j (74)

where p denotes a plaquette of the cubic lattice. As far
as we are aware, this model has not yet been studied.

1. Relative Entropy

We showed in section III A 2 that the Rényi relative
entropy, D(n) (see Eq. 34), maps onto a generalized spin-
spin correlator in the SM models H(n)

x,z . We can read off
the form of this correlator from the excitation map E (see
Eq. 37). More intuitively, the correlator will include all
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the classical spins corresponding to stabilizers excited by
the additional error string in ρϵ.

For simplicity, we will focus on Réyni-2 quantities. We
first consider the 3D toric code under Z errors; a Z string
creates two e anyons at either end. As the corresponding
SM model is the 3D Ising model, the relative entropy will
be related to the usual 3D Ising two-spin correlator.

D(2) = log⟨σiσj⟩ (75)

where i, j index the vertices at either end of the Z
string. In the paramagnetic phase of the 3D Ising model,
this correlator decays exponentially with |i− j|, and so
D(2) ∼ |i− j|. By comparison, in the ferromagnetic phase
of the 3D Ising model, this correlator is O(1), so loss of
the topological order can be detected by the significant
decrease of D(2) when i, j are far apart.

For X errors, we need to consider the 3D Z2 lattice
gauge theory. An X string will create an m-loop; there
will be an extensive number of excited plaquettes along
the string. If we map these plaquettes to their corre-
sponding dual edges, we see that the necessary correlator
is actually a Wilson loop, W :

D(2) = log

〈∏
i∈W

σi

〉
(76)

At low temperatures, this has a perimeter-law scaling
[34], so D(2) ∼ |W |. At high temperatures, the Wilson
loop correlation function has area-law scaling, meaning
D(2) ∼ |A(W )|. On either side of the transition, ρ and
ρϵ are distinguishable; the only thing that changes is the
scaling of the relative entropy with m-loop size. This con-
nected to the fact m anyons are confined in the 3D toric
code, which is a self-correcting memory under X errors
by themselves.

2. Coherent Information

In section III A 3, we demonstrated that the Réyni co-
herent information I(n)c is related to the excess free energy
associated with flipping the sign of interactions in the SM
model H(n)

α along logicals of the original quantum code
(see Eq. 44). Again, we will focus on I(2)c for simplicity.

We note that the Z logicals for the 3D toric code are
string-like, while the X logicals are membrane-like and
extend along 2D planes of the lattice (see Fig. 3). First,
we consider the case where both the 3D Ising model and
Z2 gauge theory are in their high-temperature phases.
For the 3D Ising model in the paramagnetic phase, the
spins are completely disordered, and there is no cost to

FIG. 3: 3D Toric Code Logicals: The two kinds of
logical operators for the 3D toric code are pictured; the
string-like logical Z is in blue, while the membrane-like
logical X is pictured in red. These correspond to defects
inserted into the 3D Ising model and Z2 lattice gauge theory,
respectively. In the 3D Ising model, the coherent information
is connected to the excess free energy of inserting a line of
antiferromagnetic interactions along the logical Z string. In
the Ising gauge theory, we instead flip the sign of gauge
plaquette interactions in the shaded red plane (one plaquette
per edge in the logical).

inserting a domain wall anywhere: ∆FZ = 0. For the
Z2 gauge theory, a “domain” wall corresponds to a plane
of plaquettes with flipped interaction signs. Similarly to
the paramagnetic Ising phase, ∆FX ∼ 0 in the area-law
(high-temperature) phase, due to the large number of fluc-
tuations. Essentially, the flipped interactions are irrele-
vant. Plugging into Eq. 44, we find I

(2)
c = 3 log 2, indi-

cating we have lost no information capacity (recall N = 3
is the number of logical qubits that can be encoded in the
ground state manifold).

Now consider the scenario where both models are in-
stead in their low-temperature phases. For the 3D Ising
model in the ferromagnetic phase, the free energy cost of
a domain wall scales linearly with its length, since there
is no entropy gain at all due to the low number of fluctu-
ations. For Z2 lattice gauge theory in the perimeter law
phase, the free energy cost of a flipped plane of plaque-
ttes will scale with the area of the plane, for the same
reason. In this case, we have ∆FZ ∼ N

1
3 → ∞ and

∆FX ∼ N
2
3 → ∞ in the thermodynamic limit. Plugging

in, we find I
(2)
c = −3 log 2, indicating we have lost all

quantum information in the error channel.
What if we are at error rates px and pz such that the

Ising model is in the paramagnetic phase, while the Z2

gauge theory is still in the perimeter law phase? This
is possible, since the 3D Ising model has a lower critical
temperature. In this case, the free energy contribution
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FIG. 4: Entanglement Negativity in the 3D Toric
Code: a) For Z errors, the boundary ∂A is shaded in red.
Allowable vertex terms in gx are depicted with solid lines,
while forbidden vertex terms that cross ∂A are drawn with
dashed lines. b) The corresponding allowable classical spin
configuration are drawn; the spins along ∂A must all be
aligned. In the paramagnetic phase, the spins can fluctuate
collectively. b) For X errors, a rough boundary, or a
boundary on the dual lattice is more convenient– an example
is shown shaded in blue. Allowed gx are drawn in solid lines,
while gx that cross the boundary are in dashed lines. This
constraint corresponds to pinning the gauge interactions on
the shaded plane to be +1. d) Two allowable spin
configurations are shown on the right; these represent the
two available states in the paramagnetic phase (after
gauge-fixing).

from the Ising model is 0, while the contribution from
the gauge theory goes to ∞ in the thermodynamic limit.
We end up with I

(n)
c = 0, indicating we can no longer

send quantum information through the error channel, but
classical information can still be preserved.

3. Entanglement Negativity

The Réyni entanglement negativity E(2n)
A is connected

to the excess free energy of fixing the sign of interactions
on the boundary of some region A. For simplicity, we
consider the case where ∂A is a bipartition of the cu-
bic lattice. The case of the 3D toric code is similar to
the 2D case, and we use the same scaling arguments that
can be found in [27]. For phase errors, we want to enforce
the constraint that no gx (wireframe) configurations cross
the boundary ∂A. Accordingly, gx cannot have support
on the surface of ∂A, meaning the two-body Ising terms
between classical spins living on the surface must be pos-

itive. In other words, the spins on the boundary ∂A must
all be aligned (see fig. 4a). This generically gains energy
|∂A|. In the paramagnetic phase, spins are free to fluctu-
ate above the correlation length ξ, so fixing the spins on
the boundary removes entropy of order |∂A|/ξ. There is
a residual freedom to choose which way the aligned spins
point, however, giving a sub-leading correction − log 2.
In the ferromagnetic phase, spins can fluctuate below the
scale ξ, so fixing them also removes |∂A|/ξ degrees of free-
dom, since we can fit |∂A|/ξ patches of fluctuating spins in
the area |∂A|. There is no sub-leading correction, since
the aligned surface spins must match up with the bulk
spins.

It is interesting to note that these calculations show
a finite phase error transition for the 3D toric code en-
tanglement negativity; previous studies have considered a
finite-temperature transition and demonstrated the neg-
ativity disappears for any T > 0 [72]. Intuitively, the
decoherence due to local error channel is “weaker” than
the finite-temperature channel, and so the 3D toric code
is able to self-correct up to some finite-error rate.

In the case of bit-flip errors, we now want to enforce the
constraint that no gz (2D loop) crosses the boundary ∂A.
This means gz cannot have support on any of the edges
normal to the boundary. This forces the gauge interac-
tions assigned to these edges to be positive, i.e. all the
plaquette interactions on the dual lattice surface ∂Ã must
be +1 (see fig. 4b). Again, the energetic contribution to
the free energy is always ∼ |∂A|. In the high-temperature
phase, a Wilson loop living on this surface should have an
exponentially decaying correlation function ∼ e−A/ξ— on
scales larger than the correlation length ξ, the plaquettes
are free to fluctuate, as so by pinning them we are remov-
ing |∂A/ξ| degrees of freedom, as in the 3D Ising model.
However, also like the 3D Ising model, the spins on the
surface are free to fluctuate together. The two possibili-
ties in this case can be seen by performing a “temporal”
gauge transformation such that all spins along one direc-
tion in the plane are pointing up [35]. The residual free-
dom leftover is whether the spins in the other direction
point up or down, and so the sub-leading, topological,
correction is − log 2.

In the low-temperature phase, a Wilson loop on the sur-
face ∂A has correlation function ∼ e−L/ξ, where L is the
perimeter. Plaquette violations (magnetic monopoles)
are confined, but free to proliferate below the correlation
length, ξ. By pinning, we lose |∂A/ξ| degrees of freedom,
as before. However, there is no sub-leading correction,
since the spins left free after the temporal gauge trans-
formation must be aligned with the bulk spins away from
the surface.
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FIG. 5: X-Cube Model: a) The stabilizers as defined on
the cubic lattice for the X-Cube model. Ac is pictured in
dark blue, while the three flavors of vertex operator are
pictured in light blue, red, and pink, respectively. b) The
mapping from stabilizers on the direct lattice to stabilizers
on the dual lattice. The cube term becomes a vertex on the
dual lattice, while the three vertex terms are mapped to four
plaquettes each, forming an “open box”. c) An example
stabilizer configuration gz, which consists of “open boxes” on
the dual lattice. d) An example stabilizer configuration gx,
which is a set of closed wireframes on the direct lattice.

B. X-Cube Model

We consider the X-Cube model, first introduced in [19].
This is a type-I fracton order, meaning it has immobile
fractonic excitations as well as excitations mobile in a
plane or along a line. We consider the X-Cube model
defined on the cubic lattice with vertices v ∈ V , edges e ∈
E, plaquettes p ∈ P , and cubes c ∈ C. The Hamiltonian
is the following:

HXCube = −
∑

v,µ=x̂,ŷ,x̂

Bµv −
∑
c

Ac (77)

where the stabilizers are given by:

Ac =
∏
e∈∂c

Xe

Bµv =
∏

∂e∋v, e⊥µ

Ze
(78)

Here, e ∈ ∂c denotes all edges making up the bound-
ary of a cube c, while e ⊥ µ indicates the edge e lies in
the plane normal to the unit vector µ. See Fig. 5a, b
for a visualization of the stabilizers on the cubic lattice.
The lowest energy excitations of the X-Cube model are
the fractons, which are completely immobile, and the li-
neons, which are allowed to move along a line. Fractons
and lineons can be combined in pairs to form fracton- or
lineon-dipoles which are free to move in the 2D plane nor-
mal to their dipole moment. These are sometimes called
planons. A single Pauli Z creates four fractons (or equiva-
lently, a pair of fracton dipoles) on the neighboring cubes,
while a single Pauli X creates a pair of lineons.

We construct the stabilizer and excitation maps from
the X-Cube Hamiltonian:

SXCube =



1 + x̄ 1 + x̄ 0 0

1 + ȳ 0 1 + ȳ 0

0 1 + z̄ 1 + z̄ 0

0 0 0 1 + y + z + yz

0 0 0 1 + x+ z + xz

0 0 0 1 + x+ y + xy


(79)

EXCube =


0 0 0 1 + ȳ + z̄ + ȳz̄ 1 + x̄+ z̄ + x̄z̄ 1 + x̄+ ȳ + x̄ȳ

1 + x 1 + y 0 0 0 0

1 + x 0 1 + z 0 0 0

0 1 + y 1 + z 0 0 0

 (80)

1. Phase Errors

We can directly read off the form of interactions in the
SM models by looking at the columns of EXCube. A sin-

gle site Z error along the x̂-direction produces interaction



18

FIG. 6: SM Models for the X-Cube Model: a) The
output of EXCube for a single Pauli Z error is a
plaquette-type interaction. The four cubes that share an
edge are shaded in— only one stabilizer is shown to reduce
clutter. The orange edge indicated where the error has
occurred, and the black zigzag line denotes the induced
interaction between the classical spins for the four shaded
cubes. This form of interaction corresponds to the
plaquette-Ising model. b) The classical interactions induced
by X errors. Here, we are working on the dual lattice, and X
errors act on dual plaquettes rather than edges. Classical
spins live at the centers of dual cubes, and are colored
according to their corresponding stabilizer. Each X error in
the three basis directions of the lattice couples four classical
spins, two for each vertex type with support on the affected
dual plaquette (here we have only drawn one color stabilizer,
again to reduce clutter). All three interaction types are
shown. Using the fact that the product of two differently
colored vertex terms gives the third color, these interaction
terms can be reduced to the anisotropically-coupled
Ashkin-Teller model described in the main text.

(
1 + ȳ + z̄ + ȳz̄ 0 0 0

)
. This a four-body interaction

between classical spins assigned to cubes sharing the af-
fected edge; mapping to the dual lattice, it corresponds to
a four-body interaction between the classical spins living
on the vertices of a plaquette lying in the y-z plane. Z
errors in the other directions yield the other two kinds of
plaquette interactions, and we see that the SM model for
phase errors in the X-Cube model is the plaquette Ising
model (PIM) [66, 73–76] (see Fig. 6a):

H(2)
XCube,Z = −

∑
i

(σiσi−ŷσi−ẑσi−ŷ−ẑ

+σiσi−x̂σi−ẑσi−x̂−ẑ

+σiσi−x̂σi−ŷσi−x̂−ŷ)

(81)

where i indexes sites (vertices) of the cubic lattice, σi =
±1 is a classical spin. Numerical studies have estimated
the inverse critical temperature for the PIM at βc = 0.554

[66], which means p(2)c,Z = 0.213.

For open boundary conditions, the PIM has a subex-
tensive ground state degeneracy of 23L, where L is the
linear dimension of the cubic lattice [75]. The large num-
ber of degenerate ground states stems from the subsystem
symmetry present in the model; any 2D plane of spins
may be flipped without changing the energy of the spin
configuration. This means that the ordered phase of the
PIM will not be distinguished by typical ferromagnetic
order parameters. For example, the magnetization ⟨σi⟩
and the two-spin correlator ⟨σiσj⟩ will generically vanish
even at zero temperature, given the freedom to flip planes
of spins. Instead, we must consider order parameters that
account for the planar ordering present in the model. Nu-
merics have indicated that the following “pseudo”- mag-
netizations are good order parameters for the PIM [75]:

mx =

〈
1

L3

L∑
x=1

∣∣∣∣∣
L∑

y,z=1

σx,y,zσx+1,y,z

∣∣∣∣∣
〉

my =

〈
1

L3

L∑
y=1

∣∣∣∣∣
L∑

x,z=1

σx,y,zσx,y+1,z

∣∣∣∣∣
〉

mz =

〈
1

L3

L∑
z=1

∣∣∣∣∣
L∑

x,y=1

σx,y,zσx,y,z+1

∣∣∣∣∣
〉

(82)

where the absolute value serves to prevent cancellations
between planes that have been flipped relative to each
other. If this is the analogue of the magnetization, we
can construct an analogue spin-spin correlator:

sx(y1, z1, y2, z2) = ⟨σx,y1,z1σx+1,y1,z1σx,y2,z2σx+1,y2,z2⟩
sy(x1, z1, x2, z2) = ⟨σx1,y,z1σx1,y+1,z1σx2,y,z2σx2,y+1,z2⟩
sz(x1, y1, x2, y2) = ⟨σx1,y1,zσx1,y1,z+1σx2,y2,zσx2,y2,z+1⟩

(83)
which measures the correlation between pairs of spin-
“dipoles”. Intuitively, this “dipole”-“dipole” correlator
should detect the unusual ordering of the PIM ground
states, since they are sensitive to whether the relative
orientation between two spins persists along the parallel
planes they live in.

These correlators are directly related to the relative en-
tropy (Eq. 37) in the X-Cube model. Consider creating
a pair of fracton dipoles with a single Pauli Z on an edge
k belonging to unit cell s = (x1 + 1, y1 + 1, z1). Assume
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k is in the ẑ direction:

D(2)(ρ||ρϵ) =
1

1− n
log ⟨E · Ω(Zk)⟩

=
1

1− n
log ⟨σkσk−x̂σk−ŷσk−x̂−ŷ⟩

=
1

1− n
log sx1

(y1, z1, y1 + 1, z1)

(84)

We can create pairs of farther-separated fracton dipoles,
which will correspond to longer-distance correlators. But
we can see that the relative entropy is likely a good wit-
ness for the X-Cube information transitions, given that
the corresponding classical correlation function is likely a
good witness for the SM model finite-temperature tran-
sition. We note that, as far as we are aware, numerical
studies on the PIM have not yet considered the correla-
tors in Eq. 83. In this way, knowledge of quantum CSS
codes can give inspiration for better understanding their
classical SM model counterparts.

2. Bit-Flip Errors

Our SM model will have three flavors of spin, corre-
sponding to the three types of vertex term. Each X er-
ror will excite two kinds of vertex terms, whose colors
depend on the direction of the edge in question (see Fig.

6b). Indeed, if we plug in error pattern
(
1 0 0 0 0 0

)T
into the excitation map, we get the interaction term(
1 + x 1 + x 0

)T
. Let the vertex term lying in the x−y

plane have classical spins σ, the vertex term lying in the
x − z plane have classical spins τ , and the vertex term
lying in the y − z plane have classical spins η. The the
SM model for Réyni-2 quantities is given by:

H(2)
XCube,X =

∑
i

(σiσi+x̂τiτi+x̂ + σiσi+ŷηiηi+ŷ

+ τiτi+ẑηiηi+ẑ)

(85)

Using the fact that the product of two of the vertex
terms gives the third kind, we have the relationship στ =
η. So we can simplify the above SM model:

H(2)
XCube,X =

∑
i

σiσi+ẑ + τiτi+ŷ + σiσi+x̂τiτi+x̂ (86)

This is known as the anisotropically-coupled Ashkin-
Teller (ACAT) model, and it is dual model to the plaque-
tte Ising model [65, 73, 77]. It has a finite-temperature
transition at βc = 1.313 [75], which corresponds to a

threshold error rate of p(2)c,X ≈ 0.336. We can com-

pare with the maximum-likelihood threshold of p(1)c,X =
0.152 obtained from the random-bond version of the
ACAT model studied in [78]; as expected, the threshold
for Réyni-2 quantities is larger than their von-Neumann
counterparts.

Similarly to the PIM, the ACAT has a subextensive
ground state degeneracy, which numerics suggest persists
to finite-temperatures [65, 79]. This ground state degen-
eracy is also due to the presence of subsystem symmetries;
here, we are free to flip any plane of σ spins normal to the
ŷ direction, and plane of τ spins normal to the ẑ direction,
or we can flip both σ and τ simultaneously in a plane nor-
mal to the x̂ direction. The ability to flip planes of spins
relative to each other without an energy cost means the
ground states do not have conventional ferromagnetic or-
der. As with the PIM, we need a modified version of
the magnetization or usual spin-spin correlators to detect
the ordered phase of the ACAT. So far, the existing nu-
merical studies of this model have relied on the energy
and energy cumulants to detect the critical point [65]. As
with the PIM, perhaps we can derive some possible order
parameters using inspiration from the X-Cube model.

The correlation function that maps onto the relative
entropy is given by:

⟨E · Ω(Xs)⟩ =


⟨σiσjτiτj⟩ if s ∥ x̂
⟨τiτj⟩ if s ∥ ŷ
⟨σiσj⟩ if s ∥ ẑ

(87)

Where s is a line, and i, j are the vertices at the two
ends of s. If we introduce any bends into s, the result-
ing correlator will have spins located at the bends as well,
since bends create extra lineons in the X-Cube model. For
simplicity, we consider the straight-line case. Taking in-
spiration from these correlators, we propose the following
potential magnetizations for the ACAT:

mx =

〈
1

L3

L∑
x=1

∣∣∣∣∣
L∑

y,z=1

σx,y,zτx,y,zσx+1,y,zτx+1,y,z

∣∣∣∣∣
〉

my =

〈
1

L3

L∑
y=1

∣∣∣∣∣
L∑

x,z=1

τx,y,zτx,y+1,z

∣∣∣∣∣
〉

mz =

〈
1

L3

L∑
z=1

∣∣∣∣∣
L∑

x,y=1

σx,y,zσx,y,z+1

∣∣∣∣∣
〉

(88)

These are similar to the “fuki-nuke” magnetizations that
have been shown to be good order parameters for the
PIM phase transition, but have an anisotropy reflecting
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the anisotropy of the ACAT itself. The subsystem sym-
metries of the ACAT and the PIM are connected to stabi-
lizer constraints in the X-Cube model— since a stabilizer
configuration g is unchanged by adding a set of stabilizers
ĝ that multiply to the identity, when we assign a classi-
cal spin configuration to g, we should be able to flip the
spins corresponding to ĝ without changing the energy of
the configuration. Alternately, we can view the stabilizer
constraints as being the result of the pre-existing subsys-
tem symmetries when we gauge the classical model to get
the quantum one. The ability to flip any plane of spins
in the PIM corresponds to the constraint that

∏
Bc = I

for all c in a plane. The ability to flip certain flavors of
spins in certain planes in the ACAT corresponds to the
constraint that

∏
Aµv = I for all v in a plane for fixed

µ. Going back to the 3D toric code, we can now see why
the SM model for bit-flip errors is a lattice gauge theory;
this stems from the fact that the product of plaquette sta-
bilizers around a single cube must be the identity. The
bit-flip SM model is constrained to have a local spin-flip
symmetry, which means it must be a gauge theory-like
model.

3. Coherent Information

What is the behavior of the Rényi-2 coherent informa-
tion, given our two SM models? We know that in general,
it will map onto the excess free energy of flipping signs
of classical interactions along a the path of a logical op-
erator in the original quantum code. Z type logical op-
erators correspond to a fracton-dipole string operator Zγ
wrapped around a non-contractible loop γ; X-type logi-
cals correspond to a lineon string operator Xγ′ wrapped
around a non-contractible loop γ′. In the PIM, we flip
interactions along a line of in-plane plaquettes (see Fig.
7). In the ACAT, we flip the sign of interactions along a
line in the same direction as the X logical in question.

First we consider the PIM with defect. In the paramag-
netic phase, plaquettes are free to fluctuate, and so there
is no free energy gain to introducing the antiferromag-
netic interactions. In the ferromagnetic phase, however,
the energy cost of the flipped plaquette interactions in
the PIM scales with the length of the defect. This is a
result of frustration; we can choose to satisfy the anti-
ferromagnetic interactions along the defect, at the cost of
violating ferromagnetic terms elsewhere, or we can violate
the flipped terms and satisfy the unflipped terms every-
where else. The entropic gain from the defects, on the
other hand, is constant, and does not compete with the
energy cost in the thermodynamic limit: ∆Fz → ∞.

For the ACAT, the situation is similar. In the param-

FIG. 7: X-Cube Logical Operators: The X-Cube model
has 6L pairs of logical operators— one for each plane of the
3D cubic lattice. An example pair of logicals γ, γ′ is pictured
for an arbitrary 2D plane. These logicals are not all
independent, which can be seen from the X-Cube GSD of
6L− 3. The Z-type logical operator (γ) is a string operator
on the dual lattice; the coherent information under Z errors
is then connected to the excess free energy of inserting a line
of antiferromagnetic plaquettes along this line. The X-type
logical (γ′) is a string on the direct lattice, and so the
coherent information under bit-flip errors is connected to the
free energy of inserting antiferromagnetic couplings along
this line in the ACAT.

agnetic phase, both flavors of spins are free to fluctuate,
and inserting defects along a line costs nothing. In the
ferromagnetic phase, we pay a linear energy cost, as we
must choose between satisfying the defect interactions or
the clean ones. So we arrive at the same conclusion as for
the 3D toric code: if both SM models are in the paramag-
netic phase, we have maximum channel capacity. If only
one is in the paramagnetic phase, we reduce the coherent
information to zero, indicating we can protect classical
information. When both models are ordered, we lose all
information capacity.

4. Entanglement Negativity

We consider the same setup as for the 3D toric code,
where the boundary of our region A, ∂A, is a biparti-
tion of the cubic lattice. For phase errors, we consider
a “rough” boundary (see Fig. 8a). No gx stabilizers are
allowed to cross this boundary, which means we must pin
all the PIM interactions on the surface dual to the rough
boundary. Pinning these plaquette interactions always
leads to an energy gain |∂A|, but the entropic considera-
tions are different in the paramagnetic vs. ferromagnetic
regime. In the high-temperature, paramagnet phase, be-
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FIG. 8: Entanglement Negativity in the X-Cube
Model: a) A-separability prohibits gx configurations that
cross ∂A; for example, the cube pictured in dashed lines is
not allowed. b) The separability condition implies that all
plaquette interactions on ∂A must be +1. Two possible spin
configurations satifying this requirement are shown. These
configurations are related by a spin flip along a horizontal or
vertical line in-plane. c) A-separability for gz configurations
prevents any vertices not parallel to ∂A from crossing the
bipartition. d) Allowed classical configurations on the
bipartition. The two independent flavors of spins are each
coupled only along one direction, so spin flips along these
directions are allowed.

yond some correlation length ξ, the sign of plaquettes will
fluctuate, so pinning reduces the entropy by |∂A|/ξ. How-
ever, there is still freedom for the configuration of spins
on the plane to fluctuate together; the subsystem symme-
try of the PIM, when projected onto ∂A, means we are
free to flip any 1D line of spins in the plane. This leads
to a linear correction to the negativity of −(2L+1) log 2,
since there are 2(L+1)−1 independent lines to flip in the
plane. The entanglement entropy for fracton phases has
been shown to contain a geometry-dependent linear cor-
rection term [49–51], so it is plausible that the negativity
should display similar scaling. The linear term disappears
in the ferromagnetic phase of the PIM, however— the in-
plane spins have to align with out-of-plane spins, so no
independent fluctuations on the surface are possible ex-
cept for a spin flip everywhere in the plane. The only
correction left is − log 2.

For bit-flip errors, we take ∂A to be smooth (see Fig.
8b). The separability requirement for gz configurations
means the only allowable vertex terms on the surface ∂A
are ones that lie completely in-plane, or alternately, the

matchbox with its open faces in-plane. The classical spins
assigned to the other two vertex terms will be forced to be
aligned. Suppose that ∂A lies in the y − z plane; accord-
ing to Eq. 86, this means σ and τ spins will be pinned.
Imporantly, due to the anisotropic coupling of the ACAT,
σ-σ and τ−τ interactions lie in plane, while the four-body
coupling is out-of-plane. In the paramagnetic phase, us-
ing the same arguments as above, the pinning leads to
the loss of |∂A|/ξ degrees of freedom. However, simi-
larly to the PIM, the subsystem symmetry of the ACAT
means the in-plane spins can still fluctuate collectively.
In particular, since the out-of-plane σσττ bonds are able
to fluctuate, we can freely flip lines of σ and τ spins in-
plane along the direction of their coupling. This leads to
a linear correction to the negativity of −(2L + 1) log 2,
the same counting as for the phase errors. This freedom
is partially lost in the ferromagnetic phase, as now the
out-of-plane four-body term removes the ability to flip τ
and σ independently. However, we can still flip the entire
plane of spins, leaving a residual correction of − log 2.

The residual − log 2 correction to the negativities in the
case of X and Z errors indicates that some nontrivial en-
tanglement structure remains in the system even when we
have lost all ability to encode information in the ground
state manifold. A similar phenomenon has been demon-
strated in the 2D toric code under correlated X and Z
errors [80], which we will discuss in section V. It would
be interesting to explore the nature of this memoryless
phase further; we leave this to future work.

5. Optimal Thresholds

Recently, the random-bond versions of both the PIM
and the ACAT have been studied numerically [78]. The
critical error rates along the Nishimori line were located
at pc,X = 0.152 and pc,Z = 0.075. As expected, these are
lower than the thresholds for Réyni-2 quantities.

V. CORRELATED ERRORS

The analysis so far has focused on single-site Pauli
errors— however, the SM model we have outlined works
just as well for error channels involving correlated Pauli
errors, including error channels that span multiple phys-
ical sites. All that needs to be done is to input the er-
ror Pi (which now may have support on multiple sites)
into the excitation map E to derive the form of interac-
tions in the classical model. We note that a formalism
for analyzing the effect of general correlated errors in sta-
bilizer codes has been developed in [25]. However they
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focus specifically on SM models for the Kitaev-Preskill
decoder, whereas we are considering intrinsic behavior of
the density matrix.

Correlated errors spanning multiple sites will in gen-
eral produce longer-range interactions in the correspond-
ing SM models, as a single error can affect farther sepa-
rated stabilizers. Depending on the structure of the SM
model, this may or may not effect the critical behavior.
Correlated errors involving both X and Z will also in gen-
eral couple different types of stabilizers together, meaning
the partition function of the SM model no longer factor-
izes into two decoupled X- and Z-error models.

A. Example: Correlated X and Z Errors in the 2D
Toric Code

We consider various kinds of correlated and multi-site
error channels in the 2D toric code. A simple possibility
is that X and Z errors always occur together; otherwise
known as a Pauli-Y channel. A single Pauli Ye on an
edge e excites two vertices and two plaquettes, induc-
ing a four-body interaction between their corresponding
classical spins (see Fig. 9a). If we work on the rotated
lattice, these interactions are the same as the 2D plaque-
tte Ising model [76, 81], which is disordered at all finite-
temperatures. This is easily understood from the fact that
there exists a change of variables that maps this model
onto a set of decoupled 1D Ising chains. This gives us
the somewhat irrelevant result that the threshold for the
2D toric code under Y errors is bounded from above by
p
(2)
c = 0.5. However, we know that the random-bond ver-

sion of the 2D plaquette Ising model should describe the
density matrix in the replica limit n→ 1— this model is
also paramagnetic at all temperatures, since we can still
map it onto a set of decoupled (random-bond) 1D Ising
chains. Now, however, the paramagnet phase corresponds
to the high-error rate phase, and we find that pc = 0. The
Y error channel trivializes the 2D toric code for any error
rate.

Consider a scenario where we can have single-site bit-
flip errors with some probability px, and a correlated bit-
flip on two neighboring sites with probability pxx. The
two-site correlated bit flip can induce several new types
of interactions on top of the Ising-type interactions gen-
erated by the single-site errors (see Fig. 9b). By tuning
the relative probability of px and pxx, we can tune the
relative strength of these longer-range interaction terms.

Still further interaction terms can be produced by cor-
related X and Z errors on neighboring sites; we can think
of this type of error-channel as a ψ-channel, since it will
create pairs of fermions. These ψ-errors will couple two

plaquette and two vertex spins together, leading to a four-
body interaction. We can change the geometry of this
four-body interaction by changing the relative positions
of the X and Z error (see Fig. 9c). It has been shown
that such the ψ-channel can destroy the memory proper-
ties of the toric code, without trivializing the topological
order [80]. This is captured by a topological entanglement
entropy that does not depend on error rate pψ. We can
understand how this comes about from the form of the
SM model. The particular ψ channel considered in [80]
included only some of the possible X, Z correlated errors
(see Fig. 9d). The SM model with only these interac-
tions is a single-layer anisotropic plaquette Ising model,
sometimes known as a “fuki-nuke” model [82, 83]:

H(2)
ψ = −

N∑
j=1

σjσj+ẑσj+x̂σj+x̂+ẑ + σjσj+ẑσj+ŷσj+ŷ+ẑ

(89)
where the z-direction only extends for one layer. This
model can be mapped onto the 2D Ising model using the
transformation τj = σjσj+ẑ, and so for the purposes of
calculating the relative entropy and coherent information,
the results will be the same as for X or Z errors. The
additional spin-flip symmetries due to the underlying pla-
quette interaction become important when calculating the
negativity; it can be shown these spin-flip symmetry re-
main even in the ferromagnetic phase since we are free to
take σj → −σj and σj+ẑ → −σj+ẑ simultaneously. This
leads to a constant negativity independent of error rate.

VI. NON-CSS CODES

We have focused on CSS-type codes up to this point,
but the SM mapping developed in section III can be gen-
eralized to deal with non-CSS stabilizer codes as well. As
with correlated errors, when we consider a non-CSS code,
the SM models for X and Z errors will not necessarily
factorize any more. This is now due to the fact a single
X or Z error might excite the same stabilizer. Consider
a generic, non-CSS stabilizer Hamiltonian:

H = −
M∑
α=1

∑
iα

S
(α)
iα

(90)

Here, α = 1, . . . ,M simply indexes distinct kinds of stabi-
lizers, which are not specifically X- or Z-type. Stabilizers
of type α are centered at locations iα on the lattice. The
completely mixed ground state can be written as a sum
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FIG. 9: 2D Toric Code with Correlated Errors: a) The
2D toric code stabilizers are pictured on the left, with X
operators in red and Z operators in blue. Classical spins
corresponding to vertex terms and plaquette terms are
denoted by open circles, in red and blue respectively. The
orange zig-zag lines denote the location of Y errors and the
dashed lines show the induced interaction between the
classical spins. b) Induced classical interactions between
plaquette spins for correlated X errors. Different possible
correlated errors are pictured as red zig-zag lines, and the
corresponding classical interaction is represented by the
dashed black lines. c) Induced classical interactions between
plaquette and vertex spins for correlated two-site X and Z
errors (red and blue zig-zag lines, respectively).

over all stabilizer configurations g:

ρ0 =
1

2N

∑
g

g (91)

If we apply E = EX ◦ EZ to this density matrix, with
error probabilities px and pz, we obtain:

E [ρ0] =
1

2N

∑
g

e−
∑

P βP

∑N
j=1 E·Ω(Pj)|gg (92)

where βP = µP /2 = −1/2 log(1− 2pP ), P = X,Z. Let-
ting ρ = E [ρ0], the nth moment of ρ is then described by

FIG. 10: CBLT Model: a) Stabilizers for the CBLT model.
Qubits live on the sites of the FCC lattice; X operators are
represented by red dots, Z operators by blue dots, and Y
operators by maroon dots. b) Two kinds of classical
interactions induced by X and Z errors respectively. The SM
model is a sum over all such terms, centered at every face of
the cubic lattice. The open circles denote classical spins
assigned to each stabilizer. The filled red and blue circle
represent respectively an X or Z error applied to the qubit
living at that site.

the following SM model:

tr ρn =
1

2(n−1)N

∑
{g(m)}

e−β
∑

P H(n)
P

H(n)
P =

βP
β

N∑
j=1

(
n−1∑
m=1

E(m) · Ω(P (m)
j )

+

n−1∏
m=1

E(m) · Ω(P (m)
j )

)
(93)

We now have to consider a combined SM model that in-
cludes interaction terms derived from both X and Z er-
rors. We will discuss non-CSS models in more depth in
an upcoming work [84]. As an example, however, we will
derive the statistical mechanics model for the CBLT code.

A. Example: CBLT Model

The Chamon-Bravyi-Leemhuis-Terhal (CBLT) code
[15, 85] is a non-CSS type-I fracton stabilizer model. It
is defined on the FCC lattice, with one type of stabilizer
(see Fig. 10a).
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The stabilizer and excitation maps are given by [19]:

SCBLT =

(
1 + x+ z + xz̄

1 + x+ y + xȳ

)

ECBLT =

(
1 + x̄+ ȳ + x̄y

1 + x̄+ z̄ + x̄z

) (94)

So the SM model includes two flavors of interaction,
with relative coupling strengths determined by the rela-
tive rates of X and Z errors (see Fig. 10b). As far as we
are aware, statistical mechanics models with these inter-
actions have not been studied. However, if we only have
one kind of error, we can simplify the SM model so it
only includes one flavor of interaction. In this case, the
SM model for Réyni-2 quantities maps onto a stack of de-
coupled 2D plaquette Ising models, which, as discussed in
the previous section, is paramagnetic at all temperatures.
The random-bond version of the 2D PIM is also param-
agnetic at all temperatures, indicating that any amount
of X errors will trivialize the CBLT code. The result is
the same if we only have Z errors. It would be interesting
to see if the CBLT model is more robust to correlated
errors— we leave this for future work.

VII. DISCUSSION AND OUTLOOK

We have introduced a general prescription for mapping
the information-theoretic properties of stabilizer codes
under decoherence to the thermodynamic quantities of
the corresponding classical statistical mechanics models.
This allows the derivation of error thresholds that are
intrinsic to a given code, rather than dependent on a spe-
cific decoder. Our mapping is applicable to both CSS and
non-CSS codes, as well as generic Pauli error channels
(including correlated errors). Using the general mapping,
we have examined in depth the properties of the 3D toric
code and the X-Cube model under local Pauli errors, and
also commented on the CBLT model.

The statistical mechanics mapping provides a useful
tool for understanding the information properties of quan-
tum codes; we are able to provide estimates for quantities
like the entanglement negativity by analyzing the clas-
sical SM models. It would be interesting to verify the
scaling estimates calculated for the X-Cube model, since
as far as we are aware, the entanglement negativity has
not been calculated for this model or for other fracton
phases. Additionally, given the mapping, it would be in-
teresting to try to construct novel quantum codes from
classical models with desirable properties. For instance,
robust quantum codes can be built by choosing a classical

model with a critical point corresponding to a high-error
threshold.

The SM mapping can also shed light on the classical
statistical mechanics models themselves; not only can we
generate interesting SM models by starting with known
quantum codes, but the quantum codes can also point us
in the direction of relevant order parameters that have
not been considered in the literature previously. For in-
stance, we have proposed novel correlation functions that
should be able to probe the unconventional magnetic or-
dering of the plaquette Ising model and its dual, the
anisotropically-coupled Askhin-Teller model.

While we have considered mainly local stabilizer Hamil-
tonians in this work, the SM mapping is not restricted to
local codes. It would be interesting to apply the homolog-
ical perspective on the mapping presented in section III C
to important non-local codes, such as the recently discov-
ered good qLDPC codes [20, 21, 86]. To what extent can
these codes be considered phases of matter, and how can
we understand their intrinsic error correcting properties
through their corresponding classical SM models?

Another interesting avenue for further study is ex-
ploring novel decoherence-induced phases of matter— we
have demonstrated that single-site Pauli X and Z op-
erators can drive a quantum memory into a phase only
able to store classical information. Are there more ex-
otic phases we can reach via decoherence? This will
be the focus of an upcoming work [84]. Some exam-
ples of novel decoherence-induced phases have been stud-
ied recently— for instance, average-symmetry protected
topological orders can be obtained from conventional
symmetry-protected topological phases [87–89].

These questions are all intimately related to under-
standing mixed phases of matter and the behavior of
quantum codes under decoherence. The tools developed
in this paper provide a valuable starting point from which
to delve deeper into these areas, and highlight the deep
connections between quantum information and condensed
matter.

Note Added: While preparing this paper, we became
aware of the following work [90], which also introduces a
general statistical mechanics mapping for stabilizer codes
under Pauli errors. The focus of their paper is on prov-
ing various duality relationships between the different SM
models, and so they give more rigorous proofs of the var-
ious dualities mentioned in this paper and prove others
we did not discuss. We have focused on the applicability
of this mapping to studying the information properties
of stabilizer codes. In particular, we provide the general
mapping for the relative entropy, coherent information,
and entanglement negativity. Our work also presents a
different perspective on the SM mapping, through the
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polynomial and homological perspectives. Additionally,
our mapping is generally applicable to correlated Pauli
errors. Where we study the same models, our derived
thresholds agree.
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