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Fibonacci string-net condensate, a complex topological state that supports non-Abelian anyon
excitations, holds promise for fault-tolerant universal quantum computation. However, its
realization by a static-lattice Hamiltonian has remained elusive due to the inherent high-order
interactions demanded. Here, we introduce a scalable dynamical string-net preparation (DSNP)
approach, suitable even for near-term quantum processors, that can dynamically prepare the state
through reconfigurable graphs. DSNP enables the creation and manipulation of the Fibonacci
string-net condensate (Fib-SNC). Using a superconducting quantum processor, we couple the
DSNP approach with a composite error-mitigation strategy on deep circuits to successfully create,
measure, and braid Fibonacci anyons in two spatial dimensions (2D) demonstrating their potential
for universal quantum computation. To this end, we measure anyon charges for two species of
anyons associated with the doubled topological quantum field theory underlying Fid-SNC, with
an average experimental accuracy of 94%. We validate that a scalable 2D braiding operation
on a logical qubit encoded on three anyons yields the golden ratio ϕ with 98% average accuracy
and 8% measurement uncertainty. We further sample the Fib-SNC wavefunction to estimate the
chromatic polynomial at ϕ+2 for various graphs. Given the established computational hardness of
the chromatic polynomial, the wavefunction amplitude is classically hard to evaluate. Our results
establish the first proof of principle that scalable DSNP can open doors to fault-tolerant universal
quantum computation and to classically-hard problems.

Accessing complex states within the exponentially
large Hilbert space of a quantum system allows
for tackling problems that are provably hard for
classical computation, even for intermediate-scale noise-
free systems. Yet, developing systematic protocols
to generate such complex states without relying on
random gates [1] remains elusive. An exciting candidate
for such a complex quantum state is the string-net
condensate [2, 3], depicted in Fig. 1a. It epitomizes
the principle of quantum emergence where complex
states emerge from simple geometrical rules: the
“branching rules” on trivalent vertices define the allowed
components in the many-body superposition, and “F -
moves” (see Fig. 1b) and “R-moves” (see Fig. 1c) instruct
the relative amplitudes between these components.
The string-net condensate can be visualized through
superposed network of closed strings representing spins
in |1⟩ state. This topological state supports anyons
represented through open strings, that obey braiding
statistics specific to a given string-net condensate. The
Fibonacci string-net condensate (Fib-SNC), named after
the Fibonacci sequence due to the fusion rules of the
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anyons it supports (see Fig. 1d), follows the simplest
branching rule. Despite this simplicity, it theoretically
allows for sampling [4–7] of chromatic polynomials [8],
which are generically #P-hard†† to exactly evaluate
and also classically hard even to approximate [9–13].
Moreover, braiding of the Fibonacci anyons allows
for universal fault-tolerant quantum computation (see
Fig. 1d–e) [14–16]. Unfortunately, realization of Fib-SNC
has been challenging despite successes in the realization
of topological states with Abelian anyons [17, 18] and
even non-Abelian Ising [19, 20] andD4 anyons [21], whose
braiding is restricted to Clifford gates at best.
Conventionally, string-net condensates are viewed

as the ground state of a static Hamiltonian on
a hexagonal lattice marked by high-order, 12-spin
interactions. This formulation pushes the limit of
present-day systems [2]. Recent experiments using
the Levin-Wen projector strategy showed promise [22],
yet the formidable circuit depth necessary for the “F -
move” forced the use of approximations. Furthermore,
the need to control 12 qubits for the smallest loop
makes exploring the condensation of graph configurations
practically infeasible. As an alternative, we introduce

†† For counting problems, #P is the analogue of the more familiar
class NP for decision problems.
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and implement in this work a scalable dynamic string-
net preparation (DSNP) strategy (see Fig. 1f) that
focuses on dynamically deforming graphs with trivalent
vertices using circuit depth that scales linearly with
the system size (see SM Sec. D), in contrast to the
proposal of operating on a rigid lattice [22, 23]. The
inherent flexibility of graphs allows efficient dynamical
preparation and manipulation of the state. This
approach builds on the success of such perspective
for Ising anyons [24]. For the creation of anyons we
introduce a mapping between the physical device and
the manifold with wormholes as depicted in Fig. 1g.
The two connected planes represent the two topological
quantum field theories Fib-SNC combines, which doubles
the anyon labels. This mapping first enables tracking of
the double anyon labels through an experimental circuit
with depth on the order of 150 two-qubit gate layers (see
Fig. 1h). Second, it reveals how quantum complexity
emerges from the topology underlying the fattened view
of the string-net condensate (see SM Sec. A2).

DSNP leverages the capability of a single physical
qubit to form the smallest isolated loop, or “bead,”
through a simple qubit rotation using the modular-S
gate:

S =
1√

1 + ϕ2

(
1 ϕ
ϕ −1

)
, (1)

where ϕ is the golden ratio. The beads can be strung
into a bead strand using qubits in between the beads
initialized in |0⟩ state (left panel of Fig. 1f). Three-qubit
F -moves then form a strip of plaquettes. This plaquette
strip can be folded and sewn to create a two-dimensional
string-net condensate (see right side of Fig. 1f and a
minimal example in Fig. 1i). The resulting state is a
superposition of closed graphs that adhere to a branching
rule prohibiting two qubits in |0⟩ (white dots) from
being adjacent to a qubit in |1⟩ (yellow dots), thereby
forbidding open strings—which are violations of the
branching rule. Introducing a pair of tail edges in a pair of
loops would create localized anyons (see Fig. 1g and SM
Sec. A3). Three types of anyons are allowed depending
on the charge associated with each effective layer of the
two copies of topological quantum field theories: τ1,
1τ , and ττ . Such tail anyons facilitate the detection
and correction of local errors using the mathematics of
tube algebra [16]. Illustrated in Fig. 1g, we introduce a
representation of the tail anyons as wormholes connecting
two time-reversed copies of the same topological quantum
field theory††, each represented as a quantum Hall-like 2D
system. Now, the creation process of an anyon pair and
the anyon types that are created can be visualized using
the “ribbon” that connects the wormholes and tracks the

†† The level-1 Chern-Simons theory with the exceptional gauge
group G2, or equivalently the integer-spin sector of the SU(2)
Chern-Simons theory at level 3 [25, 26].

pair-creation history. For a pair of τ1 (1τ) anyons, the
ribbon can be brought from above (below) and placed
mostly on the upper (lower) plane, except at the location
of anyons where the ribbon pierces the wormholes.

In Fig. 1k, we experimentally realize the ground
state of the smallest-possible string-net condensate. We
employ the DNSP protocol on the smallest possible
graph (Fig. 1i) and implement it as a quantum
circuit (Fig. 1j) on the 27-qubit IBM Falcon processor
ibm peekskill. Using dynamical decoupling and readout-
error mitigation [27], but without other error mitigation,
we measure the probability distribution of computational
bitstrings using 8,192 experimental shots. The x-axis
labels represent bitstrings as their corresponding graph
configurations, with thin (thick) lines indicating qubits in
the zero (one) state and red x’s denoting broken strings.
The first five graphs adhere to the string-net trivalent
vertex rule, while the last three do not. The exact
(noise-free) probability of the graphs (blue bars) is non-
zero only for the former. In this experiment, the vertex
rule is satisfied with 95% probability. Full tomography
reconstruction of the experimental state yields a fidelity
of 0.87± 0.01 to the ideal state.

We now grow the string-net condensate to create
τ1 and 1τ Fibonacci anyons and measure their anyon
charges, as illustrated in Fig. 2. Applying the DNSP
concepts from Fig. 1f–h on our minimal example, we add
the minimal number of needed qubits, Q4–Q7 shown in
Fig. 2a. Qubit Q4 is incorporated into the condensate by
entangling it with Q2 using a controlled-NOT operation.
Tail qubits Q5 and Q7 are prepared in |1⟩ (yellow
dots) and bridge qubit Q6 in |0⟩ (white dot). The
3D graph positioning of edge Q5–Q7 (red line) above
or below Q2–Q4 (black line) determines the creation
of τ1 or 1τ anyons. A five-qubit F -move entangles
Q5 and Q7 with the rest, creating a single connected,
non-planar graph (Fig. 2b, note the significance of lines
crossing over or under). To restore the planar string-
net condensate which is error-correctable, we use R or
R∗ moves: Rττ = diag(e−4π i/5, e3π i/5), with a complex-
conjugated expression for R∗. The resulting anyons
(Fig. 2c, thick red dots) are created at the ends of
the open string (thick red line)—each enclosed within
a distinct bead (left and right plaquette).

How do we certify the creation of the anyons? From
a static lattice perspective, one would check the left
and right five-qubit plaquette operators, each comprising
many Pauli terms — but this compounds noise. Instead,
we dynamically reconfigure the graph. Two F -moves
(Fig. 2d) transform the lattice to two 3-qubit plaquettes
(Fig. 2e) linked by a bridge Q6. Here, Q5 and Q7
are pinned in the |1⟩ state as tail qubits. Qubits Q4,
Q1, Q2, and Q3 are superposed in their |0⟩ and |1⟩
manifolds, reflecting ribbon layer’s ambiguity in the 3D
manifold. To distinguish τ1 from 1τ anyons, we can
perform an addition step to transform the planar graph
to the anyonic fusion basis state using the two-qubit
unitary U (see Fig. 2g–h and SM Sec. B).
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To experimentally realize these steps and fusion
measurements, we need to measure with high accuracy
circuits about 150 two-qubit-gate-layers deep. We
use a 133-qubit IBM Heron processor ibm torino,
featuring fast gates and reduced cross-talk, with median
single- and two-qubit gate fidelities of 3.6 × 10−4

and 4.6 × 10−3, respectively (see SM Sec. F). To
address experimental noise, we employ a composite error
suppression and mitigation strategy, including real-time
qubit selection, dynamical decoupling, twirling [28, 29],
zero-noise extrapolation [30–32], and twirled readout-
error mitigation [27] (see SM Sec. G). From a total of
8.8×106 experimental realizations across 1,100 quantum
circuit instances (see SM Sec. H), we reconstruct the
τ1 (left) and 1τ anyon signatures in the planar (top)
and three-dimensional (bottom) bases, as shown in
Fig. 2j. Theoretically, Q5, Q6, and Q7 should be
in the |1⟩ state with probability 1.0 for each anyon
in each basis; experimentally, we measure on average
0.99±0.05 across 12 measurements. In the planar graph,
the anyons and their charges are indistinguishable, with
Q1, Q2, Q3, and Q4 predicted to have a probability of
ϕ2

ϕ2+1≈0.72. Experimentally, we find 0.73±0.04 across the
8 measurements, consistent with the theoretical value. In
the anionic fusion basis picture, we can directly measure
the key components of the anyon charges. For τ1 anyons,
Q4 and Q2 are expected to be in the |1⟩ state, and Q1 and
Q3 in the |0⟩ state, with states reversed for 1τ anyons.
This is evident in the experimental data. Overall,
across the 28 measurements, the average experimental
discrepancy is −0.01± 0.06.

In Fig. 3, we create a three-plaquette strip (from a
three-bead strand)to introduce two pairs of τ1 anyons
and then perform fully two-dimensional braiding in a
scalable and error-correctable manner. For the vision
towards fault-tolerant universal quantum computing, it
is imperative that the tail anyons are created in different
plaquettes in a manner that they can be spatially
separated. The plaquette strip with three plaquettes
can support first such realization. The theoretical aim
is to create two pairs of τ1 anyons each from vacuum
(11). Braiding anyon 2 and 3 as illustrated in Fig. 3a
will operate a non-Clifford gate σ2 on the logical qubit
encoded to three τ1 anyons (1,2,3) rotating the logical

state from |0⟩ to

|ψf ⟩ = σ2|0⟩ = ϕ−1e4π i/5|0⟩+ ϕ−1/2e−3π i/5|1⟩ . (2)

Repeating the anyon pair preparation, we prepare two
anyon pairs spread over three plaquettes as depicted in
Fig. 3b. Then we use a sequence of exact F -moves to
braid τ1 anyons 2 and 3 and use the R∗-move to bring
anyon 3 into the same plaquette as anyon 1 for fusion
measurements and create a small fusion tree involving
anyon 1 and 3 using another F -move as shown in Fig. 3o.
Now measuring the root edge (green) in the diagonal
basis (MZ) would give the fusion outcome of anyons 1 and
3 after time step t3, i.e., post braiding, which is predicted

to be a superposition of 11 and τ1 given in Eq. 2 (see
Fig. 3b). The root edge measurement projects to either
11 or τ1 basis, which corresponds to the projection
of the logical qubit to |0⟩ or |1⟩, respectively. From
Eq. (2) we can tell the probability ratio between these
two outcomes is P1/P0 = ϕ, i.e., the golden ratio, the
quantum dimension of the Fibonacci anyon. As in the
previous experiment, we implement this sequence on
ibm torino using the composite mitigation strategy, but
with double the number of twirls and shots per twirl due
to the increased circuit complexity. We find P1/P0 =
1.65 ± 0.14, within 2% of the golden ratio ϕ. Fig. 3g
shows the distribution of bootstrap resampling, providing
confidence intervals (see SM Sec. H). In a control
experiment, we introduce two bit-flip errors into the F -
move gates to break two strings and create unwanted
excitations. This alters the bitstring distribution, and
the final measured ratio is 0.30 ± 0.025, within the
measurement uncertainty of the theoretical noise-free
value of 0.33.

We now implement the full DSNP strategy to build
a 2D string-net state, starting with four beads (see
Fig. 4a). We evolve the four-bead state into a folded
four-plaquette strip using three subsequent 3-qubit F -
moves (see Fig. 4b). We then sew up the gap using
two consecutive 5-qubit F -moves highlighted in Fig. 4c–
d. The resulting state supports up to four plaquettes
using just 9 qubits. The string-net condensed state is a
superposition of 47 graph configurations belonging to 7
topologically distinct (isomorphism) classes, depicted in
Fig. 4f–g. The topological nature of the state dictates
that all topologically-equivalent graph configurations
have the same wavefunction amplitude, as indicated
by the plateaus (thick blue lines) over the bitstrings
in Fig. 4h. While the amplitudes of distinct graph
configurations are in general polynomials of ϕ and
related by simple F -rules, no closed-form expression
exists for a generic graph, and one needs an exponential-
time classical algorithm to evaluate the amplitude (see
SM Sec. C3). Inequivalent graph configurations may
have the same amplitudes stretching out the plateau.
The probability weight for each bitstring is estimated
from 30 × 106 experimental realization, 27% obey the
vertex rules. An experimental challenge is that error
mitigation schemes for operator expectation values can
no longer be used, resulting in deviations in measured
probability weights from the exact results. Nevertheless,
the broad distribution of the measured probability weight
hints at the complexity of the string-net condensed
state. Averaging over each topologically equivalent
class of graph configurations, the average amplitude
becomes closer to the ideal value when there are more
equivalent configurations. In particular, the ratio
between amplitudes of the two-loop class [G1] and the
vacuum configuration [G0] yields to ϕ

2 providing another
estimate of the golden ratio: 1.82 leading to 13% relative
error.

A fascinating testament to the complexity of the
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string-net condensate is the relationship between the
Fibonacci string-net condensate and the chromatic
polynomial. The chromatic polynomial χ(Ĝ, k) for a

graph Ĝ is a polynomial of k. When k is a positive
integer, it counts the number of ways to k-color the graph
Ĝ. [8]. As a combinatorial object, the exact evaluation of
the chromatic polynomial is #P-hard for generic planar
graphs [9] despite the simplicity of the recurrence relation
that defines the polynomial. Moreover, it is known that
no fully polynomial randomised approximation scheme
exists for k>2 [11, 12]††. Surprisingly, the probability
weight of graph G in Fibonacci string-net condensate
evaluates the chromatic polynomial of a dual graph Ĝ
(see Fig. 4e) at k=ϕ+2 [4–7], i.e.

P (G)

P (vac)
=

1

ϕ+ 2
χ(Ĝ, ϕ+ 2) , (3)

where P (G) and P (vac) are probability weight of a
subgraph G and the empty configuration associated
with the full trivalent graph, respectively. Given the
established classical computational complexity of the
chromatic polynomial, the physical realization of the
Fibonacci string-net condensate can offer a new route
for seeking quantum advantage.

Due to the one-to-one correspondence between the
subgraph G and its dual graph Ĝ, sampling the weight
of each inequivalent graph class in the Fibonacci string-
net condensate estimates χ(Ĝ, ϕ + 2). In Eq. (3),
the relative probability P (G)/P (vac) can be estimated
by C([G])/C([vac]), where C([G]) represents the average
count of all graphs topologically equivalent to G††.
The multiplicity of the isomorphism classes reduces
the required sampling cost and benefits the estimation.
In Fig. 4i, we report experimental estimates of the
chromatic polynomial obtained on ibm torino. Blue bars
represent represent experimental estimates, computed
with the vacuum G0 as our reference graph. We find
χĜ = [10.2±0.7, 12.8±0.9, 17.8, 12.3±0.7, 16.0±2.4, 10.0]
corresponding to [G1, G2A, G2B , G3A, G3B , G4], where
uncertainty ranges are computed using the standard
deviation across equivalent subgraphs G. Relative true
errors and multiplicities are reported in Fig. 4j. As
expected, graphs with larger multiplicity tend to have
smaller relative errors.

In summary, our work demonstrates a scalable
approach to generating and manipulating Fib-SNC,
suggesting new pathways for the realization of complex
quantum states. For this, we introduced the DSNP
strategy, which focuses on trivalent graphs as building
blocks of SNC and exploits their inherent flexibility to

†† The proof of Ref. [11, 12] is carried out for rational k, while one
may expect that the same conclusion holds for irrationals.

†† For a larger scale estimation, a graph class with higher
multiplicity can be used as a reference in place of the empty
configuration in Eq. (3) (see SM Sec. C5).

dynamically prepare and certify the states. By leveraging
the DSNP strategy, we not only successfully create,
measure, and braid Fibonacci anyons but also show that
it is experimentally viable to sample the Fib-SNC to
estimate the chromatic polynomial, which has #P -hard
complexity for exact evaluation. These findings open up
exciting avenues for the exploration of topological phases
of matter and their application in fault-tolerant or near-
term quantum computation.
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Figure 1 caption: Principle of the dynamical string-net preparation (DSNP) approach and
experiment. (a) String-net depicts a network of strings connecting spins in |1⟩ state. Left: Non-topological state
with a few small string nets. Right: Topological string-net condensate that is a space-filling superposition of string-
nets of arbitrary size. (b) Five-qubit F -move relating allowed string-net configurations among five qubits. When one
or two pairs of four outer legs are identified, this becomes four-qubit or three-qubit F -moves. Thick (thin) edges
represent spins in |1⟩ (|0⟩) state, ϕ is the golden ratio, and plus signs denote superpositions. (c) R-move undoing the
twist and recovering the planar graph. a, b, c = 0, 1 are the string configurations of the 3 edges (see SM Sec. A2) (d)

Logical qubit encoding using a triplet of τ1 anyons in Fib-SNC. Logical |0⟩ and |1⟩ differ by the fusion outcomes 11
and τ1 of the first two τ1 anyons. (e) Non-Clifford operations generated by pairwise braiding of the τ1 anyons. (f)
Schematic outline of DSNP: A bead strand (left) is transformed into a folded strip of plaquettes (second sub-panel).
The strips are sewn up via F -moves (third sub-panel) into the 2D Fib-SNC (right). (g) The Fib-SNC state (middle
panel) consists of two time-reversed copies of a topological quantum field theory. Schematically, a pair of τ1 (1τ)
anyons is created by a “ribbon” acting on the top (bottom) copy. The ribbon creates wormholes at its two ends
where the anyon resides. This schematics translates to how we use DSNP to introduce specific anyon pairs in Fig. 2.
(h) A deep quantum circuit for braiding two τ1 anyons using hardware-native gates (see Fig. 3). (i) DSNP for the
smallest Fib-SNC. Left: Three qubits, each prepared in |0⟩ (white dots), represent 3 unoccupied strings (dashed lines).
Middle: Two single-qubit modular S gates on Q1 and Q3 create two beads (solid rings) connected by an unoccupied
edge (dashed line). Right: A 3-qubit F -move creates the minimal Fib-SNC. (j) Quantum circuit corresponding to the
3-qubit F -move, the last step of panel (i). (k) Bit-string probability distribution (experiment: green, theory: blue)
for the minimal Fib-SNC. Bitstrings pictured as string-nets.
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FIG. 2. Fibonacci anyons: creating τ1 and 1τ and certifying their anyon charges. (a–c) Growing the minimal
two-plaquette string-net and creating a pair of τ1 anyons (large red dot). (a) The middle edge of the minimal string net is
split by entangling Q4 (initialized at |0⟩) with Q2 via a CNOT (from Q2 to Q4). Qubits Q5 and Q7 are placed above the
graph (horizontal line), which effectively inserts a ribbon above the upper layer as in Fig. 1g. An additional ancilla qubit Q6 is
initialized in |0⟩ corresponding to an empty string configuration (dashed line). (b) An F -move is applied to Q2, Q4, Q5, Q6,
Q7, resulting in a non-planar graph with the edge Q6–Q2 below Q2–Q7. (c) An R-move restores planarity, creating a pair of τ1
anyons on the left and right plaquettes, trapped by tail-edges Q5 and Q7, respectively. This state amounts to two wormholes
connected through a ribbon on the upper layer, piercing the wormholes as a pair of τ1 anyons in Fig 1g. (d–e) For the anyon
charge measurement, further F -moves deform the graph into two plaquettes in (e) connected by Q6. (f) Unitaries U transform
the planar string-net state (α, β, α′, β′) to the anyonic fusion basis state (a, b, a′, b′). The state label |1⟩ (|0⟩) corresponds to the
thick red ribbon (thin dashed line). Ribbon starts in the middle of the two planes (edge l), then winds to the upper plane (edge
a), down to the middle (edge k), up again (label a′), and finally down to the middle (edge l′). (g) The circuit for the anyon
charge measurement. (h) Compiled circuit with three 2-qubit ECR gates (See SM Sec. F) and a few single-qubit gates for the
2-qubit unitary U in (g). (i) The contrast experiment prepares a pair of 1τ anyons by replacing the R-move with its complex
conjugate. Thus, in the final measurement stage the ribbon (red) goes through the bottom plane on edge b and b′. (j) Theory
(grey bars) vs. experiment (colored bars) for the τ1 (left) and 1τ (right) anyon pairs measured in the planar (upper) and 3D
(lower) string-net pictures. The probability for the qubits to be in |1⟩ are indistinguishable in the planar case between τ1 and
1τ (ideal values for Q1–Q4 are ϕ2/(ϕ2 +1) ≈ 0.724). However, the probabilities show opposite signatures in the anyonic fusion
basis.
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FIG. 3. Braiding of two τ1 anyons implementing a non-Clifford gate on a topological logical state. (a) Worldlines
of the process where we create four τ1 anyons out of vacuum (11), braid two of them, and measure the outcome of logical gate
induced by the braiding. (b) Generalizing the protocol in Fig. 2, we create four τ1 on three plaquettes. (c-d) Using consecutive
F -moves (centered at the qubits on the purple edges), we braid the second and third τ1 anyons. (e) We move the third τ1 from
the middle plaquette to the left, which is implemented by an R-move that moves the τ1 anyon across conceptually above the
2D graph. (f) We apply an F -move to fuse the first and this third τ1’s and certify the result of braiding by measuring the qubit
on the green edge. (g) Bootstrap-resampled probability ratio distributions P1/P0 (log scale) for the braiding experiment and
its control variation, accounting for mitigation and measurement uncertainties (see SM Sec. H). Peaks indicate the most likely
values, while the widths represent the confidence intervals. Vertical dashed lines mark theoretical predictions. The non-linear
nature of the ratio causes the distribution asymmetries.
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Three parallel F -moves act on the three shaded groups of qubits (orange boxes), resulting in (b) A string-net folded strip
with 4 plaquettes. (c–d) Two 5-qubit F -moves applied to qubits in shaded box deform the graph into a 2 × 2 lattice of
plaquettes: a 2D Fib-SNC. (e) For each bitstring state superposed in the 2D Fib-SNC, the qubits in state |1⟩ (bold lines)

form a graph G whose dual graph is denoted as Ĝ (green). (f) Topologically equivalent (isomorphic) graphs with one single

loop form the isomorphism class [Ĝ1], with multiplicity (number of representatives) 14. Relative probability with respect

to empty configuration is P̃ ([G1]) = P ([G1])/P (vac) = ϕ2. (g) For the 2 × 2 lattice, there are 6 more isomorphism graph
classes. Multiplicities and relative probabilities are listed. (h) Large panel: Probability distribution over all 211 bit-strings,
including the two ancilla qubits (blue: theory; red: experiment). Theoretically, non-zero bitstrings (47) are ordered on the left.
These satisfy the branching rule, while the remaining bitstrings on the right do not. Inset: zoom-in to bitstrings obeying the
branching rule. Theoretical distribution exhibits 7 plateaus (thick blue line), each containing one isomorphism class. Thick red
line: plateaus calculated from the experimental distribution averaged over each isomorphism class, resembling the theoretical
plateau structure. (i) Extracting the chromatic polynomial values for graphs dual to the given string-net isomorphism class
(blue: experiment; green: theory). Error bars obtained from the standard deviation of the graph representatives in each class.
(j) The relative error and multiplicity of each isomorphism class of graphs. Class of larger multiplicity tends to have smaller
relative errors.
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Appendix A: Theory of string-net condensates and related anyons

1. Unitary Modular Tensor Category: basic concepts, Fibonacci category, and double Fibonacci category

In this section, we first review the basic concepts of the unitary modular tensor category (UMTC) and their graphical
representations. Then, we will review two specific categories, the Fibonacci (Fib) category and the Double Fibonacci
(DFib) category, which are directly relevant to our experiment. The Fib category is the input data for the Fibonacci
string-net condensate (Fib-SNC) and the associated Levin-Wen (LW) string-net model [2], which are the focus of this
work. The anyons that emerge in the Fib-SNC is described by the Double Fibonacci category.
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a. Basics of UMTC

A UMTC C is defined by a finite set of simple objects

{a, b, c, . . . }, (A1)

and a collection of defining algebraic data (the fusion rule, F -symbols, and R-symbols) on this set. In a graphic
representation of C, each object corresponds to a type of (oriented) string in a trivalent graph.
The UMTC C is equipped with a fusion rule

a× b =
∑
c

N c
abc , (A2)

where the fusion coefficients N c
ab are non-negative integers that represents the number of ways a and b can fuse into

c. For this work, we restrict our discussion to the type of UMTC where N c
ab = 0, 1. Graphically, this fusion algebra

means two string types a and b can fuse into a new string type c as long as N c
ab = 1:

ba

c

. (A3)

When N c
ab = 0, the fusion of a and b into c is forbidden. Among the simple objects of a UMTC, there is a unique

unit object, denoted as 1, satisfying Na
1a = Na

a1 = 1 for all a ∈ C, i.e. 1× a = a× 1 = a. For each a ∈ C, there is a
unique object a∗ ∈ C such that a and a∗ can fuse into the unit 1. Reversing the orientation of a string a is equivalent
to charging the string type to a∗. This paper focuses on the class of UMTCs where a∗ = a for all a ∈ C. Hence, the
string orientation in the graph is unimportant for our discussion. With n copies of the same object a, the number of
fusion outcomes asymptotically scale as ∼ dna in the large n limit. Here, da is called the quantum dimension of the
object a.
When three objects a, b, c fuse into an object d, different orders of the fusion correspond to different graphs related

to each other via the F -symbol:

a b c

d

e
=
∑
f

F abe
cdf

a b c

d

f . (A4)

Here, we can view the F -symbol of the UMTC as a formal linear relation between different graphs. The physical
meaning of this relation when the UMTC C is treated as an anyon model and when C is the input data of a Levin-Wen
string-net model will be explained below. The quantum dimension da is related to the F -symbol via da = da∗ =

|F aa∗1
aa∗1 |

−1
.

Furthermore, a UMTC is equipped with the R-symbols that encode the data characterizing the braiding between
the objects. Graphically, the R-symbols locally relate graphs with and without crossings:

ab

c

= Rab
c

ab

c

,

ab

c

=
(
Rba

c

)∗ ab

c

. (A5)

The two types of crossing above represent the clockwise and anti-clockwise braiding of the objects a and b, respectively.
A single string with self-crossing can also be untwisted via the relation

The F - and R-symbols can be viewed as offering two basic moves, the F -move and the R-move, that deform a graph
locally. Eqs. (A4) and (A5) established the linear relation between the graphs before and after the deformation. The
consistency between these local moves in a UMTC is guaranteed by the pentagon equation and hexagon equation (see
Ref. 33 for a more thorough review).

When the UMTC C is treated as the anyon model of a 2+1D topological order, each simple object a represents an
anyon type, and the graphs represent the trajectories/worldlines of the anyons in the 2+1D spacetime. 1 represents
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the trivial anyon. The fusion of different anyon types is given by the fusion rule N c
ab. The quantum dimension da

can be viewed as the effective dimension of the Hilbert space carried by each anyon a. Each graph, representing the
anyon worldline in spacetime, has a quantum mechanical amplitude. The amplitude of different graphs are related to
each other via the F - and R-moves. The modular S matrix is the useful quantity of a UTMC C, which is given by
the quantum amplitude of the following graph

Sab =
1

D a b , (A6)

where D ≡
√∑

a d
2
a is called the total quantum dimension of C. The modular S matrix is symmetric and unitary.

In the context of the string-net condensate and the associated LW model investigated in work, a UMTC C is needed
as the input for defining the wave function and associated Hamiltonian (We will not focus on the LW models with
more general input categories in this work). Given an input UMTC C, the string-net condensate is a highly entangled
many-body state formed by a superposition of all possible graphs in C. Here, each graph is viewed as a basis of the
many-body Hilbert space. The amplitude of each graph in the string-net condensate wave function is related to each
other via the F -moves. Such a string-net condensate exhibits the non-chiral two-copy topological order associated
with the anyon model DC = C×C̄ [34]. Here, C̄ is the time-reserved counterpart of C. The idea of string-net condensate
is not restricted to any specific 2D lattice. For concreteness, a brief review of the LW model on a honeycomb lattice
and an extended version on a tailed honeycomb lattice will be provided in Sec. A 2. In Sec. A 2 d, we present a
wormhole picture for the string-net condensate and the LW model. This wormhole picture explains the emergence of
DC and helps us devise our experimental protocols for manipulating anyons on top of the string-net condensate.

The specific UMTCs relevant to our experiments are the Fibonacci category and the Double-Fibonacci category,
which are reviewed in the following.

b. Fibonacci category

The Fibonacci (Fib) category contains two simple objects:

{1, τ}, (A7)

which obeys the fusion rules

1× 1 = 1, τ × 1 = 1× τ = τ, τ × τ = 1+ τ. (A8)

The number of possible fusion outcomes of n copies of τ follows the Fibonacci sequence, which asymptotically scales

as ∼ ϕn, ϕ ≡
√
5+1
2 denotes the golden ratio throughout this work. Therefore, this category is called the Fibonacci

category.
The non-trivial F -symbols of the Fib category are given by F ττe

ττf where the anyon type e, f ∈ {1, τ}, which
corresponds to a 2-by-2 matrix with the row-e and the column-f :

[F ττ
ττ ]

e
f ≡

(
ϕ−1 ϕ−

1
2

ϕ−
1
2 −ϕ−1

)
(A9)

Other entries of F abe
cdf are either 0 or 1. All the F -moves in the Fib category are graphically summarized in Fig. S1.

The non-trivial R-symbols of the Fib category are given by

Rττ
1 = e−

4π i
5 , Rττ

τ = e+
3π i
5 . (A10)

Other R-symbols are trivial: R1a
a = Ra1

a = 1 for any a ∈ {1, τ}.
The modular S-matrix of the Fib category is given by

SFib =
1√

1 + ϕ2

(
1 ϕ
ϕ −1

)
. (A11)

As an anyon model for a 2+1D topological order, the Fib category is chiral and breaks the time-reversal symmetry,
as manifested by the complex R-symbols.
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FIG. S1. F moves for the Fib category. The thin line represents the string type 1, and the thick line represents the string type
τ

c. Double Fibonacci category

The Double Fibonacci (DFib) category represents (the anyon model of) the topological order that emerges in the
Fib-SNC, which is the ground state of LW string-net model with the Fib category as the input data.

The DFib category is equivalent to the following tensor product

DFib = Fib⊗ Fib, (A12)

which allows one to interpret the DFib topological order as coming from a two-copy topological quantum field theory.
Here, the Fib is the time-reversed counterpart of the Fib category. The Fib category has the same F -symbols but
the complex-conjugated R-symbols as the Fib category. The DFib category manifestly preserves the time-reversal
symmetry because of the tensor product decomposition above.

The DFib category has four types of anyons

{1, τ} ⊗ {1, τ} ≡ {1⊗ 1, τ ⊗ 1,1⊗ τ , τ ⊗ τ}. (A13)

For simplicity, we follow the simplified notations of Koenig-Kuperberg-Reichardt [35] to denote the above four anyons
from double-layers as

{1, τ} ⊗ {1, τ} ≡ {11, τ1,1τ, ττ}. (A14)

We use the simplified convention (A14) in the main text. In this anyon notation, the anyon type ab ≡ a ⊗ b is the
composite of the anyon a in the Fib category and the anyon b in the Fib category. The fusion rule, F - and R-symbols
for the DFib category can be naturally obtained using the tensor product decomposition Fib⊗Fib. It is worth noting
that one of the fusion rules

τ1× τ1 = 11+ τ1, (A15)

is directly used to encode logical qubits, as shown in Fig. 1d in the main text. The recipe to create, fuse, measure,
and braid these anyons on top of a string-net condensate will be discussed in subsequent sections.

2. Levin-Wen string-net model and extended string-net model with tails

a. Levin-Wen string-net model

We start by reviewing the Levin-Wen (LW) string-net model [2]. This is a quantum Hamiltonian model with

a commuting Hamiltonian Ĥ that consists of two types of terms, the vertex term Âv and the plaquette term B̂p,
commuting with each other,

Ĥ = −
∑
v

Âv −
∑
p

B̂p. (A16)

A general LW model can be defined using a fusion category instead of a UMTC as the input data. In this brief review,
we will focus on the LW string-net model with the Fib category, which is a UMTC, as the input, for simplicity. Also,
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for concreteness, we will discuss the LW on the trivalent honeycomb lattice, shown in Fig. S2, where there is one qubit
per edge represented by the yellow dots. The same idea generalizes to any 2D trivalent graph. The ground state of
this LW model is the desired Fib-SNC.

On the honeycomb lattice, the two states |0⟩ and |1⟩ of a qubit represent the string types 1 and τ along the
corresponding edge, respectively.

0
1

FIG. S2. Levin-Wen string-net Hamiltonian consists of a summation of terms of vertex operator Âv and plaquette operator B̂p.
On this trivalent honeycomb lattice, a yellow solid dot represents a generic N -dimensional spin or qudit with a local Hilbert
space He = CN associated with an edge e. (For the Fibonacci string-net model, we have an N = 2 bosonic spin-1/2 degree

of freedom or a qubit on a yellow dot.) The Âv operator acts on the Hilbert space of the 3 qudits around the vertex v (e.g.

qudits living on the dark green edges). The B̂p operator acts on the Hilbert space of the 12 qudits around the plaquette p (e.g.
qudits living on the dark blue edges). The light blue line corresponds to the empty state |0⟩ or the spin-up for the qubit. The
azure blue thick line corresponds to the filled state |1⟩ or the spin-down for the qubit. On the right-hand side, the azure blue
thick-line closed-loop configurations are part of the configuration of ground state wavefunction. The superposition of all the
closed-loop configurations (with appropriate weight factors) corresponds to the full ground state wavefunction.

Each Âv term in the Hamiltonian examines whether the fusion rule (also called branching rule in the main text) of
the Fib category is respected at the trivalent vertex v:

Âv

∣∣i j
k
〉
= N i

jk

∣∣i j
k
〉
, (A17)

where i, j, k = 0, 1 represent the qubit states (and, hence, the string type) on the associated edges. Note that the
fusion rule N i

jk of the Fib category is

N i
jk =

{
1, ijk = 000, 011, 101, 110, 111

0, otherwise,
(A18)

which turns out to be independent of the ordering of the indices i, j, k. It is straightforward to see that the operator
Âv is a projector, i.e. Â2

v = Âv. For the Fib-SNC ground state, Âv = 1.

On each plaquette p of the trivalent lattice (such as a honeycomb lattice in Fig. S3a), the B̂p operator for Fib
category is a sum of operators Os

p with s = 1, τ (which are also interchangeable with the s = 0, 1 respectively):

B̂p =
1

D2

∑
s=1,τ

dsO
s
p =

1

1 + ϕ2
(O0

p + ϕO1
p) . (A19)

Recall that d1,τ = 1, ϕ are the quantum dimensions of 1 and τ . D =
√
1 + ϕ2 is the total quantum dimension of the

Fib category. The action of the operators Os
p are defined using the F -symbols:

Os
p

∣∣∣∣∣
m1

m2

m3

jr

j1

j2

mr
mr−1

j3

〉
=

∑
k1,..,kr

(
r∏

ν=1

F
mνjν+1jν
skνkν+1

)∣∣∣∣∣
m1

m2

m3

kr

k1

k2

mr
mr−1

k3

〉
. (A20)

See Appendix C of Levin-Wen [2] for the graphical representation of F -moves to derive (A20). One can show that B̂p

is also a projector, i.e. B̂2
p = B̂p. Therefore, B̂p = 1 in the Fib-SNC ground state.
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(a) (b)

FIG. S3. (a) The honeycomb lattice. (b) The tailed honeycomb lattice.

b. Extended string-net model with tails

Moreover, on a generic trivalent-tailed lattice (such as Fig. S3b), the plaquette operator B̂p is defined as Eq. (A19)
but with the Os

p modified to

Os
p

∣∣∣∣∣
m1

m2

m3

jr

j1
j2

mr

jr+1

mr−1

j3

x

〉
= δx,1

∑
k1,...,kr+1

δk1,kr+1
·
( r∏

ν=1

F
mνjνjν+1

skν+1kν

) ∣∣∣∣∣
m1

m2

m3

kr

k1
k2

mr

kr+1

mr−1

k3

1

〉
. (A21)

To derive Eq. (A21), we can use again the graphical representation of F -moves on the tailed lattice [35–37]. Both
the LW model on the honeycomb lattice and its extended version on the tailed honeycomb lattice captures the Fib-
SNC with the DFib topological order which admits 4 types of anyonic excitation {1, τ} ⊗ {1, τ} ≡ {11, τ1,1τ, ττ}.
The difference between the two types of LW models lies in the lattice realization of these anyonic excitations.

To create the anyons τ1 and 1τ in the LW model, one generally needs to consider the violation of both the vertex
terms Âv and the plaquette terms B̂p, which makes them more difficult to control. As we will see in Sec. A 3,
the advantage of the extended LW model is that all of the non-trivial anyons can be created and manipulated as
single-plaquette excitations whose locations are indicated by the tails. No violation of the vertex term is needed in
the process.

c. The fattened lattice picture

In the above sections, we consider string-nets defined on the edges of a trivalent lattice. Here, we introduce a
fattened lattice picture that the location of string-nets can be extended to the continuum rather than just on the
lattice edges. This picture will be very useful for representing the ground-state and excited-state wavefunctions and
will pave the way for the later introduction of the anyonic fusion basis states in the 3D string-net and worm-hole
pictures in Sec. A 2 d and A3.

The string-net Hilbert space is the space of formal linear combination of labeled trivalent graphs which satisfy the
fusion (branching) rule Eq. (A17), modulo continuous deformation and the following relations:

ij = δj1di , (A22)

i

j

m

k

l
=
∑
n

F ijm
kln

i l
n

kj
. (A23)

The first relation contains the “no tadpole” condition that a loop does not have a tail with an occupied string going
out and the condition that a single loop equals the quantum dimension. The second relation is just the F -move.

In the fattened lattice picture, the string-nets are defined on a compact, orientable surface Σ with one puncture for
each plaquette in the (tailed) trivalent lattice L which tessellate Σ. The string-nets can be continuously deformed on



16

the surface Σ but cannot pass the punctures in the fattened lattice picture. One can then pin the string-nets to the
edge of the (tailed) lattice L to obtain the usual (extended) Levin-Wen lattice picture as shown below:

pin
−→ . (A24)

In this fattened lattice picture, it becomes simple to define the plaquette operator as:

B̂p : 7→ 1

D
, (A25)

where

=
1

D
∑
i

di
i
, (i = 1, τ). (A26)

Here, the dashed loop is called vacuum loop, which is a superposition of all line types on the loop weighted by their
quantum dimensions di, with a normalization factor corresponding to the total quantum dimension D. By resolving
the vacuum loop onto the lattice via a sequence of F -moves, one can derive the explicit expression of the plaquette
operator Bp in terms of F -symbols as shown in Eq. (A20) and (A21).
Using the fattened lattice picture, one can also explicitly represent the ground-state wavefunction as

←→ . (A27)

Note that a non-contractible (red) ribbon (string with τ label) is inserted, which can encode the logical information.
The left configuration is equivalent to the right configuration, with a ribbon being pulled through the puncture
enclosed by the vacuum loop, which can be considered as a gauge transformation.

d. Wormhole picture of the Levin-Wen model

Now, we present a “wormhole-based” physical picture of the string-net condensate ground state and anyonic excited
states of the LW model. This wormhole picture illustrates the fact that the LW model with a UMTC C as its input
data produces the time-reversal-invariant topological order DC ∼= C ×C, which is equivalent to a time-reversed pair of
topological quantum field theories. The case of C = Fib is the main focus of this work. But the same picture applies
to any input UTMC C. This picture arises from solving the Âv-terms and then the B̂p-terms of the LW Hamiltonian
in a consecutive manner. We will first discuss the LW model on the honeycomb lattice and generalize the discussion
to the tailed honeycomb lattice.

On the honeycomb lattice, solving only the Âv-terms, namely requiring that Âv = 1 for all vertex terms, restrict
the original many-qudit Hilbert space H to a sub-Hilbert space Hv formed by all the states whose corresponding
graph obeys the fusion of C. Such Hv can be mapped to the ground state Hilbert space of the topological order C on
a high-genus 2-dimensional surface Σ (see Fig. S4a). This surface Σ is topologically equivalent to the surface of the
3-dimensional object obtained from thickening each edge of the honeycomb lattice into a solid cylinder. Alternatively,
Σ can be viewed as two parallel sheets connected by an array of wormholes, one for each hexagonal plaquette on the
honeycomb lattice.

In addition to the fusion (branching) rules enforced by the Âv terms, the string-net condensate ground state |Φ0⟩
also satisfies the conditions that B̂p|Φ0⟩ = |Φ0⟩ for each hexagonal plaquette p. From the perspective of the high-genus
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surface, |Φ0⟩ is a special state of the topological order C on Σ where all the wormholes connecting the two parallel
sheets are effectively pinched off (see Fig. S4b). Hence, |Φ0⟩ is topologically equivalent to the ground state of the
topological order C ×C on the two effectively decoupled sheets. Here, C comes from the top sheet while C comes from
the bottom sheet whose normal direction is opposite to the top sheet. Equivalently, we can interpret this string-net
condensate as consisting of two time-reversed copies of topological quantum field fields, as shown in the middle panel
of Fig. 1g of the main text.

(a) (b)

(c)

FIG. S4. (a) The high-genus surface Σ corresponding to Hilbert space after imposing the condition Âv = 1 for all the vertex
terms in the honeycomb LW model. (b) Two parallel surfaces carrying the topological orders C and C respectively emerge after

all the wormholes are pinched off by requiring B̂p = 1. (c) The high-genus surface Σ′ corresponding to Hilbert space after

enforcing Âv = 1 for all the vertices in the tailed honeycomb lattice.

The physical picture above naturally generalizes to the extended LW model on a honeycomb lattice with tails (see

Fig. S3b). The fusion (branching) rules (enforced by the Âv-terms) restricted the many-body Hilbert space of the
tailed lattice to a sub-Hilbert space H′

v. H′
v can be mapped to a Hilbert space of the topological order C on another

high-genus surface Σ′ (see Fig. S4c). Compared to Σ, Σ′ has an additional puncture on the wall of each wormhole.
Each such puncture carries the anyon type given by the state of the qudit/qubit on the corresponding tail of the
honeycomb lattice. To reach the string-net ground state |Φ0⟩ on the tailed lattice, all the tail qudits/qubits are set
to the |0⟩ state (by the delta function in Eq. (A21)), indicating that all punctures carry the trivial anyon in C and,
hence, are effectively closed. With all punctures on Σ′ closed, we recover the high-genus surface Σ. Applying the
same analysis on the B̂p terms as above, we conclude that the string-net ground state |Φ0⟩ on the LW model on the

tailed lattice is also topologically equivalent to the ground state of C × C living on the two decoupled parallel sheets
shown in Fig. S4b.

The tailed lattice allows us to systematically create and measure the anyonic excitations of the topological order
DC = C × C. The analytical details are provided below in Sec. A 3. Here, we mainly focus on the physical intuition
based on the wormhole picture. On top of the string-net ground state |Ψ0⟩, the violation of Bp for a given plaquette p

indicates an anyonic excitation localized on p. With B̂p violated, the wormhole at the plaquette p (and the puncture on
the wall of this wormhole) should be restored. That is why the creation of a pair of anyonic excitations is pictorially
represented by the creation of the pair of wormholes in Fig. 1g of the main text. For a general type of anyonic
excitation, The ribbon operator that creates a pair of anyonic excitation of a general type consists of an anyon line in
the top sheet and another anyon line in the bottom sheet. The detailed recipes for writing down the ribbon operators
and for measuring the different types of anyonic excitations are given in Sec. A 3.

3. Anyonic fusion basis states

In this section, we provide more mathematical details for the wormhole pictures above, which are tightly connected
to the anyonic fusion basis states.
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For the extended Levin-Wen model on the tailed lattice, one can construct a basis of the string-net subspace Hs.n.

called anyionic fusion basis, where the number of elements is labeled by fusion states of anyons from the doubled
category DC ∼= C × C located on the plaquettes.
In this work, we do not consider a compact manifold with a finite genus, so we can focus on the simple case where

the anyonic fusion basis states (also called anyonic eigenstates in the main text) are defined on a sphere S2. The
anyon charge from the doubled category DC ∼= C × C has two string labels a and b coming from C and C respectively.
In addition, there needs to be a string label ℓ ∈ C for the tail edge which corresponds to the fusion outcome of a and b,
i.e., ℓ = a× b. For the doubled Fibonacci category DFib (C =Fib, C = Fib), each anyon charge a can be represented
by three labels as a ≡ (ab)ℓ ∈ {111, τ1τ ,1ττ , ττ1, τττ}, which are all combinations satisfying the Fibonacci fusion
(branching) rule N ℓ

ab = 1. Note that the fusion outcome of two τ ’s is either 1 or τ , which leads to the splitting of the
ττ anyon sector in DFib into two sectors ττ1 and τττ respectively. Since the fusion outcome of τ and 1 is determined
to be τ , and the fusion outcome of 1 and 1 is just 1, we can also suppress the subscript in the other three cases as
111 ≡ 11, τ1τ ≡ τ1 and 1ττ ≡ 1τ .
Now we introduce the string-net states (sometimes also called ribbon graph states) to represent such anyonic fusion

basis on an n-punctured surface Σn. We will start with constructing a 3D string-net defined on the thickened surface
Σn × [−1, 1] and reduce it to the usual planar string-net on Σn. We place the marked boundary points on the n
punctures in the middle of the thickened surface, i.e., Σn × {0}. When being far away from the puncture, the upper
ribbon (string) with label a stays at the top of the thickened surface Σn×{1}, while the lower ribbon with label b stays
at the bottom Σn×{−1}. These two ribbons fuse into the third ribbon with the tail label l at the middle Σn×{0} and
is then attached to the puncture at the marked point p. In addition, a vacuum loop (defined in Eq. (A26)) circulates
the puncture and the upper and lower ribbons. We can visualize this 3D string-net state near the puncture as

p

−1

+1a

b

`
. (A28)

We first consider the simplest situation of the 2-punctured surface Σ2 (equivalent to a cylinder/tube), where the
anyonic fusion state of HΣ2

can be expressed as

|k, ℓ, a, b⟩ = k
a

b

` ≡

k

a b

`

. (A29)

The crossing between the vacuum loops and the upper/lower ribbons can be resolved by applying the following relation
with the R-symbol:

i j
=
∑
k

vk
vivj

Rij
k

j i
k

ji

. (A30)

By further using the 1-3 Pachner move relation:

i

j kλ

µν
= vλvµvνG

ijk
λµν

i

j k
, (A31)

where Gijk
λµν = 1

vkvν
F ijk
λµν and vλ =

√
dλ, one can turn the 3D string-net into the superposition of planar string-nets as

k

a b

`

=
1

D
vavb

∑
α,β

vαvβ
∑
γ,δ

dγdδR
aα
γ Rαb

δ Gkδγ
αabG

βaδ
bαℓG

kβα
aγδ

k

β
`α

. (A32)
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Note that the edge ℓ on the right is nothing but the tail edge in the extended Levin-Wen model.
Now we consider the general case of the n-punctured surface Σn and the anyonic fusion state defined on HΣn

. The
anyionic fusion state can be represented as:

∣∣∣ℓ⃗, a⃗, b⃗, c⃗, d⃗〉 ≡
c1

c2

d1
d2

an−1 bn−1

`n
an

bn

dn−3

cn−3

`1 `2 `3 `n−1

a1 b1 b2a2 a3 b3

=
∑
α⃗,β⃗,⃗k

X a⃗,⃗b,⃗c,d⃗,ℓ⃗

α⃗,β⃗,⃗k,⃗l

k1

`1

k2 k3

l1
l2

`2 `3

kn−1

`n
kn

ln−3

β1

α1

β2

α2

β3

α3

βn−1

αn−1

βn

αn

`n−1

, (A33)

where the vectors ℓ⃗, a⃗, b⃗, c⃗, d⃗ represent the sets of labels {ℓj}, {aj}, {bj}, {cj} and {dj} with j = 1, 2, 3, · · · , n. Note
that this doubled string-net states form a fusion-tree structure. On the right side of the above equation, the 3D
string-net representing the anyionic fusion basis state has been transformed into the sum of 2D planar string-nets

with “tubes” on the leaves of the fusion tree and with new labels α⃗, β⃗, k⃗, l⃗, where the coefficientX a⃗,⃗b,⃗c,d⃗,ℓ⃗

α⃗,β⃗,⃗k,⃗l
can be derived

following Ref. 16. As we will see in the next subsection, the planar string-nets enable anyon charge measurements
with the tube algebra.

We now embed the anyonic fusion state into the lattice which generalizes the fattened lattice picture in Eqs. (A24)
and (A27) to 3D string-nets, where the strings can be located above, below or in the plane (with coordinate 1, −1
and 0 respectively):

∣∣∣ℓ⃗, a⃗, b⃗, c⃗, d⃗〉 ≡ (A34)

=
∑
α⃗,β⃗,⃗k

X a⃗,⃗b,⃗c,d⃗,ℓ⃗

α⃗,β⃗,⃗k,⃗l

α1

β1
`1

α3

β3
`3

α2

β2
`2

α4

β4
`4l

k4

k2

k3

k1

. (A35)

We note that both Eqs. (A34) and (A35) represent the exact wavefunctions of the anyonic fusion states, while the
equality corresponds to a unitary transformation from the 3D string-net state to a planar string-net state with a tube
composed by edges αi, βi, ℓi and ki inserted in each plaquette with anyon excitation. Note that one can always deform
the usual tailed 2D lattice into lattices with such tubes in order to extract the anyon charges (see Ref. [16]).

4. Tube algebra

In this section, we continue the discussion of anyonic fusion states using Ocneanu’s tube algebra [16]. We consider
a “tube”, i.e., a minimal cellulation (with 4 edges) of the cylinder manifold Σ2 (equivalent to a sphere with two
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punctures). We define a map

̂ : HΣ2
7→ ĤΣ2

, (A36)

which is isomorphism between the two vector spaces HΣ2
and ĤΣ2

. Here, HΣ2
represents the anyonic fusion state

basis on the tube Σ2, while ĤΣ2
represents the isomorphic operator Hilbert space on the tube. Therefore, a string-net

diagram on Σ2 can represent both states and operators, which is a common feature of TQFTs. We call such a property

the state-operator isomorphism. Note that since the composition of operators in ĤΣ2
is still an operator in ĤΣ2

, they
define an operator algebra known as the tube algebra.

The computational basis states of HΣ2
(i.e., the diagonal basis with bit-strings composed of 0’s and 1’s) appeared

previously in Eq. (A32) then corresponds to the operator basis {Oklαβ} of ĤΣ2
with the tube operators defined as

Oklαβ =

k

β
`α

. (A37)

Now the operator in ĤΣ2 corresponding to the (rescaled) anyonic fusion basis states on Σ2 previously defined in
Eq. (A29) can be represented as

Pab
kl ≡

1

D
vavb
vk

k

a b

`

, (A38)

where D represents the total quantum dimension. By stacking such two anyonic fusion basis states, one obtains

k
a

b

`k′
a′

b′
= D δaa′δbb′

vk
vavb

k′
a

b

` . (A39)

One can hence define the simple idempotent of the tube algebra as

Pab
ℓ ≡ Pab

ℓℓ ≡
1

D
vavb
vℓ

, (A40)

and the nilpotent as Pab
kℓ with k ̸= ℓ. One can verify the idempotent and nilpotent properties via Eq. (A39) which

implies

(Pab
ℓ )2 = Pab

ℓ and (Pab
kℓ )

2 = 0 (A41)

For every pair of anyon labels (ab), a unique central idempotent can be constructed as the sum of simple idempotents:

Pab =
∑

ℓ | δabℓ=1

Pab
ℓ , (A42)

where we sum over ℓ which satisfies the fusion (branching) rule N ℓ
ab = 1. The central idempotents Pab with different

labels (ab) project on the different anyon superselection sectors in a puncture. One can express the simple idempotents
in the tube operator basis defined in Eq. (A37) as

Pab
l =

∑
αβ

P
(abl)
αβ Ollαβ , (A43)
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where the coefficients can be obtained from the corresponding anyonic fusion basis transformation in Eq. (A32) as:

P
(abl)
αβ =

1

D2

dadb
vl

vαvβ
∑
γ,δ

dγdδR
aα
γ Rαb

δ Glδγ
αabG

βaδ
bαl G

lβα
aγδ . (A44)

With the category data (F - and R-symbols etc.) in the doubled Fibonacci category (DFib), we can use Eq. (A32)
to derive the expression of the four central idempotents of DFib:

P11 =
1

D2
(O1111 + ϕO11ττ ) ,

Pτ1 =
1

D2

(
Oττ1τ + e−4π i/5Oτττ1 +

√
ϕe3π i/5Oττττ

)
,

P1τ =
1

D2

(
Oττ1τ + e4π i/5Oτττ1 +

√
ϕe−3π i/5Oττττ

)
,

Pττ = Pττ
1 + Pττ

τ , (A45)

where the last central idempotent Pττ split into two simple idempotents:

Pττ
1 =

1

D2
(ϕ2O1111 − ϕO11ττ ),

Pττ
τ =

1

D2

(
ϕOττ1τ + ϕOτττ1 +

1√
ϕ
Oττττ

)
. (A46)

The physical interpretation of these central idempotents are projectors into the four anyon superselection sectors: 11
(trivial charge), 1τ , τ1 and ττ . Note that the ττ sector further splits into two anyon sectors ττ1 and τττ which differ
by the total anyon charge on the tail edge ℓ threaded into the puncture. Recall that the general anyon charge in DFib
are labeled as (ab)ℓ (see Sec. A 3), where a and b represent anyon charge above and below the middle plane, and ℓ
represents their fusion outcome, i.e., the total anyon charge. Note that the respective +1 eigenspace of Pττ

τ and Pττ
1

are related via the two nilpotent operators

Pττ
1τ = e−3π i/10 ϕ

D
O1τττ ,

Pττ
τ1 = e3π i/10

√
ϕ

D
Oτ1ττ , (A47)

according to the following identities

Pττ
1τ Pττ

1 = Pττ
τ , Pττ

τ1Pττ
τ = Pττ

1 , (A48)

which are derived from Eq. (A39). We note that the idempotent operator P11 is nothing but the plaquette operator

B̂p of the (extended) Levin-Wen model. As one can see, the operator expression for P11 coincides with the expression

of B̂p in Eq. (A25).

Due to the state-operator isomorphism mentioned above, we can use the graphical representation of all the simple
idempotents in Eqs. (A45) and (A46) using the graph in Eq. (A37) to obtain the corresponding anyonic fusion basis
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states as follows:

|11⟩ ≡ =
1

D

∣∣∣∣∣ 1 1

1

1

〉
+
ϕ

D

∣∣∣∣∣
1

τ

1τ
〉

(A49)

= |00⟩ ⊗ 1

D

(
|00⟩+ ϕ |11⟩

)
≡ |00⟩ ⊗ |̃11⟩,

|τ1⟩ ≡ =
1

D

∣∣∣∣∣
τ

τ

τ1

〉
+
e−4π i/5

D

∣∣∣∣∣
τ

1

ττ
〉

+
√
ϕ
e3π i/5

D

∣∣∣∣∣
τ

τ

ττ
〉

(A50)

= |11⟩ ⊗ 1

D

(
|01⟩+ e−4π i/5 |10⟩+

√
ϕe3π i/5 |11⟩

)
≡ |11⟩ ⊗ |̃τ1⟩,

|1τ⟩ ≡ =
1

D

∣∣∣∣∣
τ

τ

τ1

〉
+
e4π i/5

D

∣∣∣∣∣
τ

1

ττ
〉

+
√
ϕ
e−3π i/5

D

∣∣∣∣∣
τ

τ

ττ
〉

(A51)

= |11⟩ ⊗ 1

D

(
|01⟩+ e4π i/5 |10⟩+

√
ϕe−3π i/5 |11⟩

)
≡ |11⟩ ⊗ |̃1τ⟩,

|ττ1⟩ ≡ =
ϕ

D

∣∣∣∣∣ 1 1

1

1

〉
− 1

D

∣∣∣∣∣
1

τ

1τ
〉

(A52)

= |00⟩ ⊗ 1

D

(
ϕ |00⟩ − |11⟩

)
≡ |00⟩ ⊗ |̃ττ1⟩,

|τττ ⟩ ≡ =

√
ϕ

D

∣∣∣∣∣
τ

τ

τ1

〉
+

√
ϕ

D

∣∣∣∣∣
τ

1

ττ
〉

+
1

ϕD

∣∣∣∣∣
τ

τ

ττ
〉

(A53)

= |11⟩ ⊗ 1

D

(√
ϕ |01⟩+

√
ϕ |10⟩+ 1

ϕ
|11⟩

)
≡ |11⟩ ⊗ |̃τττ ⟩.

Note that the above equations have the same graphic representation as those for the idempotents in Eqs. (A45) and

(A46) up to a rescaling of the normalization factor from 1/D2 to 1/D. Here D =
√
1 + ϕ2. In the above equations, we

have also factorized the 4-qubit states into two parts as |kl⟩ ⊗ |αβ⟩ according to the labels in Eqs. (A33) and (A37).
The states corresponding to the nilpotents are

|ττ1,τ ⟩ ≡ =

∣∣∣∣∣
τ

τ

1τ
〉

= |1011⟩ , (A54)

|τττ,1⟩ ≡ =

∣∣∣∣∣
1

τ

ττ
〉

= |0111⟩ (A55)

Note that the above seven states span the 7-dimensional subspace satisfying the fusion (branching) rules on the tube
(Σ2).

Appendix B: Anyon charge measurement protocol

In this section, we discuss the details of the anyon charge measurement protocol shown in Fig. 2 of the main text.
The measurement protocol starts with the following graph configuration:

Q1 Q2

Q3Q4
Q5 Q7Q6 Q1

Q2

Q3
Q4
Q5 Q7Q6

. (B1)
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The right configurations show that this graph is equivalent to two connected tubes overlapping at qubit Q6 with
state label k (the red ribbon is suppressed for clarity). We need to measure the anyon charges created on the two
plaquettes and confirm that they are indeed the same as we expected. Note that the tail edge l and l′ (qubit Q6
and Q7) connect to the punctures (grey circle), which trap the anyon and are equivalent to the wormholes discussed
in Sec. A 2 d. This planar graph configuration can be related to the anyonic fusion basis states in the 3D string-net
picture or, equivalently the wormhole picture using the relation in Eq. (A33):

k
a

b

Q4 Q2

Q3Q1Q5 Q7Q6

. (B2)

As has been pointed out in Sec. A 3 and A4, there are 5 types of doubled anyon charges: a=11 (“vacuum”), τ1, 1τ ,
ττ1 and τττ , with the corresponding anyonic eigenstate being graphically represented in Eqs. (A49-A53). Since the
tail edge l and l′ (qubit Q5 and Q7) are threaded by a τ -ribbon in our case, we know that the possible anyon charge
can only be τ1 ≡ τ1τ , 1τ ≡ 1ττ or τττ , where the first two anyon charges are rewritten to indicate the total charge
τ on the middle ribbon resulting from the fusion of τ and 1. In addition, the edge k (qubit Q6) is also passed by
a ribbon in our case. We can hence declare that edge k, l and l′ (qubit Q6, Q5, Q7) in the tubes are all in the |1⟩
state (corresponding to a τ label), which is verified by projective measurement on a diagonal basis (see main text).

The corresponding anyon eigenstates on the left and right tubes can hence be factorized to |a⟩ = |1, 1⟩k,l⊗ |̃a⟩α,β and

|a′⟩ = |1, 1⟩k,l ⊗ |̃a′⟩α′,β′ respectively, where |̃a⟩α,β (|̃a′⟩α′,β′) represents the anyon eigenstate restricted to edge α and

β (α′ and β′) and is a superposition state in the diagonal basis as can be seen from Eqs. (A50), (A51), (A53) and
listed as below for the left tube:

|̃τ1⟩α,β =
1

D

(
|01⟩α,β + e−4π i/5 |10⟩α,β +

√
ϕe3π i/5 |11⟩α,β

)
, (B3)

|̃1τ⟩α,β =
1

D

(
|01⟩α,β + e4π i/5 |10⟩α,β +

√
ϕe−3π i/5 |11⟩α,β

)
, (B4)

|̃τττ ⟩α,β =
1

D

(√
ϕ |01⟩α,β +

√
ϕ |10⟩α,β +

1

ϕ
|11⟩α,β

)
, (B5)

where D =
√
1 + ϕ2. From the above expressions, we can predict that when performing projective measurements on

edge α and β (qubit Q4 and Q1) of both |̃τ1⟩α,β and |̃1τ⟩α,β states, the probabilities of observing the |1⟩ state are

P
(α)
1 = P

(β)
1 =

1 + ϕ

2 + ϕ
=

ϕ2

ϕ2 + 1
≈ 0.724. (B6)

The experiment presented in the main text (Fig. 2) confirms this prediction. Note that the projective measurement

directly in the diagonal basis cannot tell the difference between |̃τ1⟩α,β and |̃1τ⟩α,β , since they only differ by the
phase factor in the diagonal basis.

The 4-dimensional Hilbert space on edge α and β (qubit Q1 and Q4) of the left tube is spanned by the three

orthorgonal anyonic eigenstates |̃τ1⟩α,β , |̃1τ⟩α,β and |̃τττ ⟩α,β , as well as the diagonal state |00⟩α,β which violates the

vertex fusion (branching) rule, and similar for the right tube. In order to facilitate the anyon charge measurement we
apply the following 2-qubit unitary on edges with state labels α and β on the left tube:

U = |10⟩a,b ⟨̃τ1|α,β + |01⟩a,b ⟨̃1τ |α,β + |11⟩a,b ⟨̃τττ |α,β + |00⟩a,b ⟨00|α,β (B7)

=
1√
ϕ2 + 1


√
ϕ2 + 1 0 0 0
0 1 e−4π i/5

√
ϕe3π i/5

0 1 e4π i/5
√
ϕe−3π i/5

0
√
ϕ

√
ϕ 1

ϕ

, (B8)

which performs a basis transformation to the diagonal basis {|10⟩a,b , |01⟩a,b , |11⟩a,b , |00⟩a,b}, namely

U : |̃τ1⟩α,β 7→ |10⟩a,b , |̃1τ⟩α,β 7→ |01⟩a,b , |̃τττ ⟩α,β 7→ |11⟩a,b , |00⟩α,β 7→ |00⟩a,b . (B9)
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Note that these diagonal basis states are nothing but the anyonic fusion basis states in the 3D string-net picture
presented in Eq. (B2), where the state labels α, β on qubit Q1 and Q4 are transformed to the state labels a and b.
One then applies an identical unitary for the right tube, which can be obtained by replacing the labels (α, β, a, b) in
Eq. (B7) with (α′, β′, a′, b′). We graphically represent this basis transformation from the planar tube basis to the 3D
string-net basis as:

U ⊗ U :


Q1 Q2

Q3Q4
Q5 Q7Q6


7−→


a

b

Q4 Q2

Q3Q1Q5 Q7Q6

 (B10)

The graphic representation of the basis transformation in Eq. (B9) for the right tube is shown below:

U :
1

D

(
+ e−4π i/5 +

√
ϕe3π i/5

)
7−→ , (B11)

1

D

(
+ e4π i/5 +

√
ϕe−3π i/5

)
7−→ , (B12)

1

D

(√
ϕ +

√
ϕ +

1

ϕ

)
7−→ , (B13)

7−→ . (B14)

Note that the states on both sides of Eq. (B14) violate the fusion (branching) rule and are hence outside the string-
net subspace. Nevertheless, the basis transformation U is trivial (identity) outside the string-net space. A similar
expression exists for the left tube up to a left-right reflection. The 3D string-net pictures on the right side of Eqs. (B11)
and (B12) is equivalent to the wormhole pictures (right part) shown in Fig.2(f,h) in the main text.

Now one can perform a projective measurement in the diagonal basis on qubits Q1 and Q4 (Q2 and Q3) of the left
tube (right tube) and the measurement results in |10⟩a,b , |01⟩a,b, |11⟩a,b

(
|10⟩a′,b′ , |01⟩a′,b′ , |11⟩a′,b′

)
correspond to

the anyon charge τ1, 1τ and τττ respectively, while only the former two are expected in our experiment presented in
the main text (Fig. 2).

Appendix C: Chromatic polynomials and string-net sampling

1. Introduction of the chromatic polynomials

The chromatic χ(G, k) is a graph polynomial polynomial of variable k defined on graph G = (E, V ) [8]. For positive
integer k ∈ N+, the chromatic polynomial χ(G, k) counts the number of proper vertex colorings with k colors on a
graph G. Here, proper coloring means the two vertices connected by an edge cannot have the same color. As an
example, for a triangle K3, one has χ(K3, k) = k(k − 1)(k − 2), which is a polynomial for the variable k.
There exists a local recurrence relation called the deletion-contraction relation for the chromatic polynomial [8]:

χ(G, k) = χ(G− uv, k)− χ(G/uv, k), (C1)

which can also be represented graphically as

u v u(v)u v . (C2)

The above relation states that the number of colorings of a graph G with a specified edge uv is the difference between
the number of colorings of G−uv (the graph G with the edge uv being deleted) and G/uv (G with the two vertices u
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and v being contracted to a point). This relation follows the simple logical identity: Different = All − Same, i.e., the
number of colorings when the two vertices on u and v are different equals the number with no constraint on u and v
subtracting the number where u and v have the same color.
Now one can also extend the definition of the chromatic polynomial χ(G, k) from integer k to k ∈ C on the entire

complex plane C through the recurrence relation Eq. (C1) and the identity χ(G, k) = k|V | for the edgeless graph with
|V | vertices ††.
The chromatic polynomial is a topological invariant, or more specifically, a graph invariant, which means

isomorphic (topologically equivalent) graphs must have the same chromatic polynomial. Nevertheless, non-isomorphic
(topologically inequivalent) graphs can still have the same chromatic polynomial. Two graphs G1 and G2 are said to
be chromatically equivalent if their chromatic polynomials are the same, i.e., χ(G1, k) = χ(G2, k) for any k ∈ C.

2. Evaluation of the string-net wavefunctions via the chromatic polynomials

The Fib-SNC ground state can be expressed as a condensation (superposition) of all closed-string network
configurations (also called string diagrams) satisfying the fusion (branching) rule Nk

ij = 1:

|Ψ⟩ = Ψ(G1) +Ψ(G2) +Ψ(G3) +· · · .

(C3)
The amplitude in front of each string diagram associated with the trivalent subgraph Gi is denoted by Ψ(Gi), which
is the string-net wavefunction amplitude in the diagonal (bit-string) basis.

We now consider the evaluation of the string-net wavefunction amplitude Ψ(G) on a sphere for a particular string

diagram G, as illustrated in Fig. S5a. We also define the relative wavefunction amplitude Ψ̃(G) = Ψ(G)/Ψ(vac),

where Ψ(vac) is the amplitude for the empty configuration (“vacuum”). We call the calculation of Ψ̃(G) an evaluation
of the diagram G.

As an example, the simplest non-trivial graph G is a loop diagram⃝. We evaluate the loop diagram (with label τ)
through the following relation for the Fibonacci string-net [a special case of Eq. (A22)]:

= dτ = ϕ, (C4)

where dτ represents the quantum dimension for the Fibonacci category. We can re-express the above relation as

Ψ̃(⃝) = Ψ(⃝)/Ψ(vac) = ϕ.
It has been shown in Refs. 4–7 that the Fib-SNC wavefunction can be related to the chromatic polynomial as

Ψ̃(G)2 =
Ψ(G)2

Ψ(vac)2
=

1

ϕ+ 2
χ(Ĝ, ϕ+ 2), (C5)

where Ĝ is the dual graph (triangulation) of G on a sphere obtained by interchanging the faces (plaquettes) and
vertices. One should caution that on a sphere, there is an extra face (plaquette) outside the graph G corresponding

to a vertex on the dual graph Ĝ. Note that the Fibonacci string-net wavefunction Ψ̃(G) is real-valued. Therefore, the
square of the wavefunction is just the probability distribution Ψ(G)2 = |Ψ(G)|2 = P (G), which can then be measured
from sampling the distribution of bitstrings where the 1’s are supported on the graph G.

For the simplest example of the loop diagram G = ⃝, we can use Eq. (C4) to compute the relative sampling
probability with respect to the empty configuration as P (⃝)/P (vac) = Ψ(⃝)2/Ψ(vac)2 = ϕ2. Alternatively, we can

†† For integer k, this identity holds since each vertex can have k
different colors and do not interfere with each other due to the

absence of edges in this graph. For non-integer k, we assume this
identity still holds in order to define the chromatic polynomial.
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0
1

(a) (b)

FIG. S5. (a) A string diagram corresponding to the subgraph G. (b) The corresponding dual graph Ĝ.

compute the chromatic polynomial on the dual graph Ĝ on a sphere:

. (C6)

One can calculate the chromatic polynomial χ(Ĝ, ϕ+2) defined on Ĝ using the deletion-contraction relation Eq. (C1)
or (C2):

χ(Ĝ, k = ϕ+ 2) = ≡ − = k2 − k = (ϕ+ 2)2 − (ϕ+ 2), (C7)

where we have used the fact that χ(G′, k) = kn for edgeless graph G′ with n vertices. Together with Eq. (C5), we
then obtain

P (⃝)

P (vac)
=

Ψ(⃝)2

Ψ(vac)2
=

1

ϕ+ 2
χ( , ϕ+ 2) = ϕ+ 1 = ϕ2, (C8)

which is consistent with the result we have obtained above from directly evaluating the loop diagram⃝ using Eq. (C4).

3. Classical algorithm and complexity for the string-net wavefunctions

We now present a classical algorithm to evaluate the string diagram and, hence, the string-net wavefunction.
We start with the evaluation of a simple example of the smallest string-net discussed in the main text:

i k j =
∑
l

F ijk
jil

i j
l

=F ijk
ji1

i j

=F ijk
ji1 didj =

√
dk
didj

δijkdidj =
√
didjdkδijk, (C9)

where i, j, k, l = 1 or τ for the Fibonacci string-net. The first equality corresponds to an F -move, which in general
creates a superposition state that the flipped edge l in state 1 or τ . However, for l = τ , a tadpole diagram is created,

which is forbidden in the ground state, and so the coefficient for that term F ijk
jkτ must be 0. We, hence, only get two

disconnected loops in the second equality. For the third equality, we have used the identity that the evaluation of the
loop diagram equals its quantum dimension:

i
= di, (C10)
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which generalizes Eq. (C4) and is a special case of Eq. (A22). For the Fibonacci string-net, one has d1 = 1 and dτ = ϕ.

The forth equality has used the identity F ijk
ji1 =

√
dk

didj
δijk coming from the F-symbol data, where δijk encodes the

fusion-rule data. Now by setting the labels at i = j = k = τ , we evaluate the θ-diagram where all the edges are
occupied by the τ strings:

= F τττ
ττ1 =

√
d3τ = ϕ3/2. (C11)

We hence get its relative probability as P (G)/P (vac) = ϕ3.
As we can see, such a classical algorithm for evaluating a generic string diagram has exponential complexity (in the

worst case) scaled with the number of vertices, i.e., ∼ 2O(|V |). This is because whenever one applies an F -move on
two vertices to deform the diagrams, a superposition of two string diagrams appears in the worst case. One, hence,
needs to sum over exponentially many string diagrams in the worst case. As we will see in the next sub-section, this
exponential complexity coincides with the exponential complexity of exactly evaluating the corresponding chromatic
polynomial.

4. Classical algorithm and complexity for the chromatic polynomials

Due to the connection between the square of string-net wavefunction amplitudes and the chromatic polynomial in
Eq. (C5), one can also compute the string-net probability distribution P (G) using a classical algorithm for evaluating
the chromatic polynomial.

The only existing classical algorithm for exactly evaluating the chromatic polynomial on a generic graph is the
deletion-contraction algorithm based on recursively applying the deletion-contraction relation Eq. (C1) or (C2) until
all the polynomials in the sum are defined on edgeless graphs.

As a simple example, we consider evaluating the relative probability of the theta diagram via the chromatic
polynomial defined on the dual graph Ĝ as:

. (C12)

We now apply the deletion-contraction algorithm to evaluate the chromatic polynomial on Ĝ:

χ(Ĝ, k) ≡ = −

= − + −

= − − + − +

= − 3 + 2

=k3 − 3k2 + 2k, (C13)

where in the last equality, we have used the formula that the chromatic polynomial for an edgeless graph G = (V,E)
with |V | vertices is χ(G, k) = k|V |. We can hence obtain the relative probability:

P (G)

P (vac)
=

Ψ(G)2

Ψ(vac)2
=

1

ϕ+ 2
χ(Ĝ, ϕ+ 2) =

1

ϕ+ 2
((ϕ+ 2)3 − 3(ϕ+ 2)2 + 2(ϕ+ 2)) = ϕ3, (C14)

which is consistent with the direct evaluation of the θ-diagram using F -moves shown in Eq. (C11) in Sec. C 3.
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As we can conclude in Eq. (C13), a single application of the deletion-contraction relation will split one term into
two, so the total number of terms in this classical algorithm should scale exponentially with the number of edges
and vertices. Indeed, it has been found that the worst-case running time satisfies the same recurrence relation as the
Fibonacci numbers and scales exponentially as O(ϕ|V |+|E|). Here, ϕ is the golden ratio, while |V | and |E| are the
number of vertices and edges of the graph G = (V,E), respectively.

Besides this specific algorithm, the general computational complexity of exactly evaluating or approximating the
chromatic polynomial has also been well-studied. It has been known that for a generic graph G, the chromatic
polynomial χ(G, k) is #P-hard to evaluate for k ∈ C except for the three “easy points” k = 0, 1, 2 [9]. The #P-hard
complexity has also been proved when restricting to planar graphs [10]. No classical approximation algorithm is known
for chromatic polynomials except for the three easy points. Moreover, it has been shown that no fully polynomial
randomized approximation scheme (FPRAS) exists for k>2 [11, 12] (where k is rational). One may expect that
FPRAS also does not exist for irrational k.
On the other hand, an additive approximation of the chromatic polynomial on a planar graph can be achieved

with a polynomial-time quantum algorithm [38]. The BQP-completeness is also proven in Ref. [38] for certain
parameter regimes in a generalized version of the chromatic polynomial: the Tutte polynomial. This implies that
the chromatic polynomial as a combinatorial object typically appearing in classical computing problems may be
intrinsically quantum. Therefore, it is potentially possible to demonstrate quantum advantage when using a quantum
computer to evaluate or approximate the chromatic polynomial.

Since the string-net wavefunction amplitude Ψ(G) is real-valued, it only contains additional information about the
sign other than the probability distribution Ψ(G). Due to the proportionality of Ψ(G) to the chromatic polynomial,
we hence know that the probability distribution Ψ(G) is also #P-hard to evaluate exactly. Since the wavefunction
amplitude Ψ(G) is at least as hard as P (G) due to the additional sign structure, we know that the exact evaluation
of the wavefunction amplitude Ψ(G) is also #P-hard.

Finally, the sampling of the bit-string distribution of the string-net ground state, as will be discussed in the next
sub-section, provides a way to approximate the probability distribution P (G), and hence could be a good candidate
for demonstrating quantum advantage.

5. String-net sampling

Instead of classically evaluating the string-net wavefunction or the chromatic polynomials, one can estimate them
by performing a quantum sampling of the string-net wavefunction on the quantum computer. We call such a process
string-net sampling, where the name resembles boson sampling. A 2D string-net state with linear size L can be
prepared by a geometrically local unitary circuit with depth O(L) (see Sec. D). If allowing long-range (geometrically
non-local) connectivity in the hardware, one can use a Multiscale Entanglement Renormalization Ansatz (MERA)
circuit to prepare the state in O(logL) time.

According to Eq. (C5), one can estimate the chromatic polynomial via the string-net sampling as

χ(Ĝ, ϕ+ 2) = (ϕ+ 2)
Ψ(G)2

Ψ(vac)2
= (ϕ+ 2)

P (G)

P (vac)
≈ (ϕ+ 2)

C(G)

C(vac)
, (C15)

where C(G) represents the count of the bit-string corresponding to graph G and C(vac) is the count for the empty
configuration. However, the number of samples of each graph G is small when the system becomes large, and this
estimation will suffer from large fluctuation. Instead, we can sample the isomorphism class [G], i.e., the class of graphs
that are all isomorphic to the graph G:

χ(Ĝ, ϕ+ 2) ≈ (ϕ+ 2)
C([G])

C(vac)
, (C16)

where C([G]) represents the average count over the isomorphism class [G]. This estimation method is used in the
main text (Fig. 4).

Nevertheless, when scaling up the system size, this estimation method could suffer from the disadvantage that the
count C(vac) is typically very small since there is only a unique empty configuration, which leads to large fluctuation.
Instead, one can choose a simple graph with high multiplicity, i.e., more isomorphic configurations, as a reference. A
good candidate is the loop configuration ⃝, which has very high multiplicity for arbitrary lattice size. The relative
probability is known theoretically to be P (⃝)/P (vac) = ϕ2 according to Eq. (C8). Substituting this into Eq. (C15)
leads to another estimation method:

χ(Ĝ, ϕ+ 2) = ϕ2(ϕ+ 2) · P (G)
P (⃝)

≈ ϕ2(ϕ+ 2) · C([G])
C([⃝])

, (C17)
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where C([⃝]) denotes the average count over the isomorphism class of the loop⃝. The averaging over the isomorphism
class in both the numerator and denominator of Eq. (C17) can greatly suppress the estimation error due to the
fluctuation of the sampling distribution either from the shot noise or the device noise. Note that the total number
of isomorphic classes of the subgraphs denoted by [G] on a given Levin-Wen lattice L is much smaller than the total
number of subgraphs G. Therefore, the estimation method in Eq. (C17), which effectively samples the isomorphic
class [G], has a much smaller sampling overhead than directly sampling over individual graph G, and is hence expected
to be more scalable when growing the lattice size.

For the experiment in Fig. 4 of the main text defined on a lattice with four plaquettes, we summarise all the seven
isomorphism classes (including the empty configuration) in Fig. S6. As we can see, all the isomorphism classes have
different chromatic polynomials of their dual graphs. Therefore, none of these classes are chromatically equivalent.
However, some of the classes do have the same evaluation of chromatic polynomials at k = ϕ+ 2.
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vac

FIG. S6. List of all the isomorphism class of subgraphs (thick blue lines) on a 4-plaquette string-net model as well as their dual
graphs (green dashed lines). The corresponding relative probability and the chromatic polynomials are listed for each class.
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Now we use the alternative estimation method in Eq. (C17) to evaluate the chromatic polynomial for the same
4-plaquette lattice considered in the main text (Fig. 4). The result is summarized in Fig. S7.
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FIG. S7. Alternative way to estimate the chromatic polynomial of isomorphism class of a graph [G] using Eq. (C17). Blue:
exact theoretical prediction of the chromatic polynomial; Green: experimental estimation of the polynomial; Red: multiplicity
of each isomorphism class.

Appendix D: Scalable protocol for preparing the 2D Fib-SNC

We discuss our scalable protocol for dynamical string-net preparation (DSNP), which creates 2D Fib-SNC via
dynamically deforming the trivalent graphs. This protocol is not tied to any specific rigid lattice. It offers a flexible
alternative to the strategies designed for the honeycomb lattice [22, 23]. Also, this DSNP naturally generalizes to
string-net condensation with general branching rules (or, more precisely, the LW string-net ground state with a more
general input category). In the following, we will first outline the overall strategy of DSNP schematically (see Fig.
S8) and provide the details of the circuit implementation afterward (see Fig. S9).

The outline of the DSNP strategy contains serval stages as illustrated in Fig. S8. First, we start with the bead
strand shown in Fig. S8a. Then, we use F -moves to turn it into a folded strip of plaquettes (Fig. S8b). The folded
strip is arranged to traverse through the 2D space we target. Next, as shown in Fig. S8c, we sew up the gap between
the folds using F -moves, which brings up to the 2D Fib-SNC in Fig. S8d. The circuit depth to prepare the strip of
plaquettes (Fig. S8b) is ∼ O(1) regardless of the length of the strip. The circuit depth needed to sew up the folds in
(Fig. S8c) is ∼ O(L), where L is the linear size of each fold. Overall, our strategy can prepare a 2D Fib-SNC using a
circuit whose total depth scales linearly with the system’s linear dimension.

(a) (b) (c) (d)
...

...

...

...

...

...

2D string-net

FIG. S8. The stages of a scalable protocol for 2D string-net: (a) Bead strand configuration (b) A folded strip of plaquettes
traversing through the targeted 2D system (c) Sewing up the gaps between the folds using unitary gates (d) Fib-SNC in 2D.

Now, we describe the circuit implementation of our DSNP strategy. The starting bead strand is shown in Fig. S9a.
All the white qubits are in the |0⟩ state. On each bead (represented by the black circle), the two qubits are in the state

1√
1+ϕ2

(|00⟩ + ϕ|11⟩), which can be obtained from the consecutive actions of a single-qubit S gate and a two-qubit

CNOT gate acting on |00⟩ just like what is done in Fig. 3 of the main text. For the bead with a single qubit, the
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qubit is prepared in the state 1√
1+ϕ2

(|0⟩+ ϕ|1⟩) = S|0⟩. Then, we apply a parallel set of 3-qubit F -moves (indicated

by the orange boxes) to turn the bead strand into a folded strip of plaquettes shown in Fig. S9b. To sew up the gap
between the folds, one needs to apply a set of consecutive 5-qubit F -moves (pink boxes in Fig. S9b-f). For example,
after applying the 5-qubit F -moves shown in Fig. S9b-c, the length of the gap between the folds is shortened by the
size of one plaquette. Fig. S9d-e iterates the same steps as in Fig. S9b-c. After iterating the same steps for ∼ O(L)
times, resulting in a circuit depth ∼ O(L), the gaps between the folds are completely sewn up, and we arrive at the
2D Fib-SNC (see Fig. S9g). Here, for a concrete demonstration, the 2D Fib-SNC realized in Fig. S9 resides on the
honeycomb lattice. But we remark that the DSNP strategy can be readily generalized to any 2D trivalent graph and
to more string-net condensates.

...

...

...

...

...

...

...

...

...

...

...

...

...

...

...

...

...

...

(a)

(b) (c)

(d) (e)

(f ) (g)

. . .

FIG. S9. (a) Bead strand configuration with the location of each 3-qubit F -moves indicated by a orange box. (b-f) On the
folded strip of plaquettes, consecutive 5-qubit F -moves are applied to sew up the gap between the folds. (g) Fib-SNC on a 2D
lattice
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Appendix E: Quantum circuits for the building blocks of DSNP

In this section, we provide the details on the quantum circuit realization of the basic building blocks of our DSNP
strategy, including the S gate, F -moves, and R-move (summarized in Fig. S10).

First, we establish the convention for notations. As a reminder, ϕ denotes the golden ratio, i.e. ϕ =
√
5+1
2 .

Additionally, we define the angles θ and θ′ by θ = arctan
√
ϕ and θ′ = 2arctanϕ. The three Pauli operators are

denoted by 2× 2 matrices X,Y, Z. The single-qubit rotation Ry(α) for an angle α is defined as

Ry(α) ≡ exp(− iαY/2). (E1)

Rx(α) and Rz(α) are defined similarly as Ry(α) but with Y replaced by X and Z respectively.
In this convention, the S gate can be decomposed as the product:

S =
1

D

(
1 ϕ
ϕ −1

)
= Ry(θ

′)Z. (E2)

One can also find other decompositions involving Rx(α) or Rz(α).
Next, we discuss the quantum circuits for the R-move, which is defined by R-symbol Rab

c of the Fibonacci category
(see Eq. (A10)), as shown in Fig. 1 (c) of the main text. As a quantum gate, the most generic R-move corresponds
to a three-qubit gate that acts as a diagonal matrix in the computation basis:

|abc⟩ 7→ Rab
c |abc⟩ (E3)

where a, b, c = 1, τ (or equivalently a, b, c = 0, 1 using the qubit-state label). In our experiment, all occurrences of
the R-move act on triplets of qubits with either |a⟩ = |1⟩ or |b⟩ = |1⟩. When |a⟩ = |1⟩, the R-move reduces to a
2-qubit control gate where |b⟩ acts as the control qubit and the action on the state |c⟩ is a phase rotation given by

R ≡
(
e

4π
5 i 0

0 e−
3π
5 i

)
. When |b⟩ = |1⟩, the R-move reduces to the same 2-qubit control gate except that |a⟩ becomes

the control qubit. The circuit diagram of this reduced 2-qubit version of the R-move is given by the control-R gate
present in Fig. S10.

Now, we discuss the circuit implementation of the F -move. The most general form of the F -move acts on 5 qubits
(see the last panel of Fig. S10). Notice that the state |abcd⟩ of the first four qubits remains unchanged under the
F -move, but it controls the action on the last qubit. In our experiments, we often encounter situations where the
F -move can be simplified according to the initial state of the first four qubits before the F -move. The simplified
versions result in lower circuit depths. When the initial state satisfies |a⟩ = |b⟩ and |c⟩ = |d⟩, the F -move can be
effectively reduced to a 3-qubit gate, which we call the 3-qubit F -move. When the initial state satisfies |a⟩ = |d⟩, the
F -move reduces to a 4-qubit gate, a 4-qubit F -move (denoted as F(4) in Fig. S10). When one of the first four qubits
is in the |1⟩ state, for example, |d⟩ = |1⟩, the F -move reduces to another 4-qubit gate (denoted as F τ

(4) in Fig. S10).
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X gate: X = F gate: UF ≡ Ry(θ) X Ry(−θ)

Z gate: Z S gate: S ≡ Z Ry(θ′) = Ry(−θ′) Z

R ≡ Rττ gate: R

Control-R gate:
R

Control-UF gate:

...

UF

≡

...

Ry(θ) X Ry(−θ)

Here, . . . means that one can insert more control qubits if needed.

3-qubit F -move:

F(3) :

∣∣∣∣∣ a c

e
a c

〉
�→

∑
f

F aae
ccf

∣∣∣∣∣ a c
f

a c

〉
via

a

F(3)

a

c c

e f

≡

a a

c c

e UF f

4-qubit F -move with the identical string-type a on two edges:

F(4) :

∣∣∣∣∣ b c

e
a a

〉
�→

∑
f

F abe
caf

∣∣∣∣∣ b c
f

a a

〉
via

a

F(4)

a

b b

c c

e f

≡

a a

b b

c c

e UF f

4-qubit F -move with a fixed τ on one edge:

F τ
(4) :

∣∣∣∣∣ b c

e
a τ

〉
�→

∑
f

F abe
caf

∣∣∣∣∣ b c
f

a τ

〉
via

a

F τ
(4)

a

b b

c c

e f

≡

a a

b b

c c

e UF f

5-qubit F -move:

F(5) :

∣∣∣∣∣ b c

e
a d

〉
�→

∑
f

F abe
cdf

∣∣∣∣∣ b c
f

a d

〉
via

a

F(5)

a

b b

c c

d d

e f

≡

a a

b b

c c

d d

e UF f

FIG. S10. Quantum circuits for the building blocks of DSNP: S gate, F -moves, R-moves, and etc.
Note that in terms of circuit, the input initial state is on the left side, while after the gate operations, the output final state
is on the right side of the circuit; namely the unitary evolution is from the left to the right. In contrast, the unitary matrix
representation of the quantum gate acts on the ket state | string-net configuration ⟩ on the right end from the left; namely the
unitary evolution of the ket state is from the right to the left. Quantum circuit here is LATEX thanks to Quantikz [39].
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Appendix F: Experimental setup

1. Devices and error rates

In the following, we report on the experimental setup and device error rates. The experiments used three IBM
Quantum devices, only two of which are used for presentation in the main text. See Sec. H 1 for exact details on
the devices used in the experiments. Here, we provide device-level information. To this end, let us establish a few
common notions and metrics.

a. Readout-error metric.

To characterize the imperfection of the quantum-to-classical meters in our devices, the measurement operations, we
report the average readout-assignment error 1 − Fa for each device (see Fig. S11). We define this quantity in the
standard way for a single qubit as

Fa := 1− 1

2
(P (1|0) + P (0|1)) ,

where P (A|B) is the empirical probability to measure the qubit in state A ∈ {0, 1} given that the qubit was nominally
prepared in state B ∈ {0, 1}. We note that in practice, the probability distributions are biased in superconducting
devices due to the asymmetric nature of the energy relaxation processes, T1 in the qubit, such that typically P (1|0)≪
P (0|1).

b. Single-qubit native, basis gates and their errors.

One can decompose any single-qubit unitary U into a combination of RZ rotation gates and
√
X (or sx) gates. For

example, one valid decomposition of a unitary U is

U = Rz(α+ π)
√
XRz(β + π)

√
XRz(γ) , (F1)

where α, β, γ are the Euler angles. This is how our circuits are compiled, down to RZ and
√
X gates. The device-level

implementation of our RZ rotation gates is virtual. Thus, it incurs no noise and no error. On the other hand, our
√
X

(or sx) gates are based on finite-time pulses. These are calibrated carefully to implement the
√
X operation. However,

they are ultimately imperfect at the level of 10−4 in our devices (see Fig. S11). Their error rate that characterizes the
main errors due to single-qubit operations. Of course, the way they are measured does not account for all possible
classical and quantum cross-talk errors that may result from the parallel application of gates or the effect of single
qubit gates on spectator qubits. See below for our benchmarking setup, which uses parallel gates.

c. Two-qubit native, basis gates and their errors.

Our two-qubit calibrated native gates are either a controlled-NOT (CX), controlled-Z (CZ), or echo-cross resonance
(ECR) gate [40–42]. The ECR gate is native to the Falcon and Eagle IBM processors. It is maximally entangling and
equivalent to a CX gate up to single-qubit pre-rotations. It’s two-qubit unitary is

ECR =
1√
2


0 1 0 i
1 0 −i 0
0 i 0 1
−i 0 1 0

 , (F2)

in the two-qubit Hilbert space of the control and target qubits Htarget⊗Hcontrol. It is equivalent to the control-echoed
rotation around the ZX Pauli of π/2, that is ECR = iRZX(−π/4)RXI(π)RZX(π/4), where we have accounted for an i
global phase, and have defined RZX(θ) := exp(−i 12θ ZX) and RXI(θ) similarly. All two-qubit and higher-level unitaries
are compiled down to these native single-qubit and two-qubit error gates. We report the error rates of our two-qubit
gates in the following.

d. Device-level error rates: overview.

In Fig. S11, we show the empirical cumulative distribution functions (CDFs) of the error probabilities for three IBM
quantum devices: ibm peekskill (27 qubits), ibm kyiv (127 qubits), and ibm torino (133 qubits). These devices exhibit
typical error rates across different sizes and generations of processors, with the latest device ibm torino performing
the best. Generally, single qubit gates are the fastest and least complex operation and thus tend to be the least noisy,
as evident in the data. Two-qubit gates and readout gates are typically longer and more complex, and incur more
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FIG. S11. Empirical cumulative distribution functions (CDFs) of error probabilities for three IBM quantum devices:
ibm peekskill, ibm kyiv, and ibm torino. The plots display error probabilities for single-qubit gates (blue), two-qubit gates
(orange), and readout errors (green). Single-qubit gate errors correspond to those of the square root of a CNOT gate (sx).
Two-qubit gate errors correspond to those native to the device, such as the CX, ECR, or CZ gates. The x-axis represents error
probability on a logarithmic scale, while the y-axis shows the cumulative percentage of qubits or gates. The shaded areas under
the CDF curves highlight the distribution of errors across the devices.

error. Naturally, all qubit parameters and error rates fluctuate over time. The data presented here is representative
of the common case. To be concrete, we report in detail the error rates at the time of writing.

The ibm peekskill device is a Falcon processor of the 8th revision (r8) family. It’s single-qubit gate errors have a
mean of 8.0× 10−4 and a median of 2.2× 10−4. The two-qubit gate errors show a mean of 1.5× 10−2 and a median
of 9.4× 10−3. Readout errors for this device have a mean of 4.2× 10−2 and a median of 1.4× 10−2.

The ibm kyiv device (an Eagle processor, revision 3) has single-qubit gate errors with a mean of 1.8× 10−3 and a
median of 2.7× 10−4. Its two-qubit gate errors have a mean of 1.5× 10−2 and a median of 1.2× 10−2. The readout
errors show a mean of 1.5× 10−2 and a median of 6.5× 10−3.

The ibm torino device belongs to the new generation of processors called Heron (first revision r1). It features 133
fixed-frequency qubits integrated with tunable couplers for two-qubit gates. Its performance is so far seen to be on
the order of 3 to 5 times improvement over the previous state-of-the-art 127-qubit Eagle processors. Typically, the
Heron’s crosstalk is lower, reducing the critical challenge of cross talk. For ibm torino, single-qubit gate errors have a
mean of 1.2× 10−3 and a median of 3.6× 10−4. The two-qubit gate errors show a mean of 2.3× 10−2 and a median
of 4.6× 10−3, significantly better than those of the other devices. The readout errors for this device have a mean of
3.3× 10−2 and a median of 2.0× 10−2.

e. Device: coherence times.

In Fig. S12, we show the empirical cumulative distribution functions (CDFs) for the T1 and T2 (specifically, T2 echo)
coherence times for the three IBM quantum devices. These coherence times ultimately impact the gate and quantum
circuit fidelity, especially when there are deep circuits and long idle periods. The empirical CDFs make it clear
that the Peekskill device exhibits the largest mean and median T1 and T2 coherence times compared to the other
devices. Although Torino has comparatively lower T1 and T2 coherence times, it compensates with significantly faster
tunable-coupler two-qubit gates. The increased gate speed in Torino results in lower two-qubit gate error rates. This
showcases the trade-off between coherence times and gate speeds. We find best results on Torino as discussed in the
following sections.

2. Real-time benchmarking of the device

a. The importance of qubit selection for deep circuits.

The selection of qubits in our experiments is of critical importance, particularly due to the unique challenges presented
by the Fibonacci anyon model. This model requires circuits that are very deep and, thus, very sensitive to noise. The
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FIG. S12. Empirical cumulative distribution functions (CDFs) of coherence values (T1 and T2) for three IBM quantum
devices: ibm peekskill, ibm kyiv, and ibm torino. The plots display the cumulative percentage of qubits with given T1 (blue)
and T2 (orange) coherence values. The x-axis represents the coherence value, while the y-axis shows the cumulative percentage
of qubits.

depth of the circuits is on the order of 150 two-qubit gate layers. The precise depth depends on the specific qubit
topology and the optimization techniques employed during the transpilation process. To our knowledge, these circuits
appear to be among the deepest executed for such problems.

In our experiments, we observed that sub-optimal layout — one including even one or two poorly performing qubits
— significantly degraded the results. Conversely, choosing a chain of high-fidelity qubits leads to markedly improved
outcomes. This of course is not surprising in of itself, but it’s worth emphasizing that the sensitivity of our circuits
is much more pronounced compared to typical, shallower circuits.

b. Real-time benchmarking experiments.

To ensure optimal qubit selection, we employ a real-time benchmarking protocol to assess the properties of the qubits
at the time of execution of the Fibonacci circuits. That is rather than using the reported backend properties, which
are updated at a lower cadence and become outdated. We found that real-time data is very helpful for quality results.
This is expected given the inherent fluctuations over time of the qubit, gate, and device properties. These are known
to arise from various calibration drifts and intrinsic device noise mechanisms beyond our control.

In particular, we conduct parallel real-time benchmarking of the entire chip using standard benchmarks: T1
relaxation time, T2 Hahn Echo, local readout error characterization, and two-qubit randomized benchmarking
(performed on adjacent qubits). For completeness, we briefly review the purpose of each benchmark executed.

There are three node-based and one edge-based set of experiments. The first set of experiments measure the energy
relaxation time T1 of each qubit. We use 5-time delay data points, logarithmically spaced out with a rate that
depends on the mean reported T1 lifetime of all the qubits. We measure all qubits simultaneously. The second set of
experiments evaluate the qubit coherence times T2 using the single Hahn Echo sequences.

Due to the higher sensitivity of this experiment to cross-talk on the devices, and our aim to first estimate the isolated
qubit performance, we measure all qubits in two batches. To achieve this, we color the nodes of the device graph
using two colors. The two colors partition the qubits into disjoint sets. Each set is then measured independently.
We use 8 time-delay points with logarithmic spacing determined by the mean T2 of the device. To characterize
readout errors quickly, we prepare both the all zero and the all one state and assume a local readout noise model. We
repeat this experiment several times to achieve lower additive error on the results. We thus obtain the readout error
Fa = 1− 1

2 (P (1|0) + P (0|1)) from the measurements of P (A|B) for the measurement outcome A ∈ {0, 1} given that
the qubit was nominally prepared in state B ∈ {0, 1}.
Finally, we assess the two-qubit gate performance on connected qubits uses randomized benchmarking (RB) to find

the average gate fidelity of our native two-qubit gates. We color the edges of our heavy-hex device using three colors
to partition all edges into three disjoint sets. We use 5 RB sequence lengths logarithmically spaced based on the
mean two-qubit error rate of the device. For an example data set, see Fig. S14. It is conspicuous from the decay and
confidence intervals in this example that some of the edges should be avoided at all costs.
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FIG. S13. Example device layout and graph coloring for benchmarking for ibm peekskill (a) and ibm torino (b). The labels in
the round nodes indicate qubit numbers. Edges between nodes indicate two-qubit gate connectivity. The colors of the edges and
nodes represent the partitioning schemes used to isolate and independently measure qubit and gate properties. Experiments
are either node-based or edge-based. These include measuring T1 relaxation time, T2 Hahn Echo, local readout errors, and
two-qubit randomized benchmarking on adjacent qubits, here using 3 layers.
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FIG. S14. Two-qubit randomized benchmarking curves for each of the edges in one of the devices (ibm kyiv). Each panel
contains the raw data and anlysis for one of the edges in the device. The x-axis represents the length of the randomized
benchmarking sequence. The raw data points are displayed with error bars as caps. The fits are exponential decay curves with
offsets, shown with confidence intervals as shaded regions. Each panel reports the main fit parameters and their confidence
intervals.
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Appendix G: Experiments: Error suppression and mitigation strategies

1. Qubit selection using real-time benchmark data
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FIG. S15. Qubit selection. Device Layout and Qubit Selection Criteria. The left panel presents the layout of the ibm torino
quantum processor, comprising 133 qubits, depicted with transparent nodes. Highlighted in color and labeled with numbers
are the qubits that meet specific selection criteria: high coherence times (T1 and T2), low gate error, and low readout error. In
this example, qubits in the selected set exhibit T1 and T2 times of at least 80 microseconds, readout error rates of no more than
10%, connected gate error rates of no more than 4%, and must be part of a cluster of such qubits that is at least large enough.
Otherwise, they are not shown. Color Encoding for Qubit and Edge Performance. The color bars at the bottom illustrate the
color-coding scheme for nodes and edges. Nodes are colored based on their T2 times. Edges represent two-qubit gate errors.
Greener colors denote lower error rates. Cumulative Distribution Functions of Coherence Times. The top right panel displays
the cumulative distribution functions (CDFs) of T1 and T2 lifetimes for the selected qubits, with T1 in blue and T2 in orange.
Distribution of Gate Errors. The bottom right panel shows histograms of two-qubit gate error rates. The green bars represent
the error distribution of the included qubits’ edges, whereas the red bars depict the distribution for all edges.

Using a qubit selection protocol for mapping the virtual circuits we want to execute on the device, we can improve
the noise performance of the experiments. We use the real-time benchmark data to this end. This allows us to
identify the most suitable qubits for our experiments. By continuously monitoring qubit performance, we aim for our
experimental setup to be optimized for the highest fidelity and reliability.

For example, the layout of the ibm torino quantum processor is depicted in Figure S15. This device consists of 133
qubits, represented by transparent nodes in the layout. The qubits highlighted in color and labeled with numbers are
those that meet specific selection criteria, including high coherence times (T1 and T2), low gate error, and low readout
error. In this simple example, we require qubits with coherence times of at least T1 = 80 µs, at least T2 = 80 µs, and
readout error rates of no more than of 10%. The qubit must be connected to edges of error rate of no greater than
4%. The patch of connected qubits must be at least 13 in this example. All smaller patches of connected qubits that
meet the criteria are filtered out.

The color bars at the bottom of the left panel illustrate the color-coding scheme used for nodes and edges. Nodes
are colored according to their T2 times, with greener shades indicating better performance (longer coherence times).
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Edges are colored based on two-qubit gate errors, with greener colors representing lower error rates. A red hue
indicates worse performance for both nodes and edges.

The top right panel of Figure S15 shows the cumulative distribution functions (CDFs) of T1 and T2 lifetimes for
the selected qubits, with T1 in blue and T2 in orange. These CDFs provide a statistical overview of the coherence
performance of the selected qubits.

The bottom right panel of Figure S15 presents histograms of two-qubit gate error rates. The green bars represent
the error distribution of the edges associated with the selected qubits, whereas the red bars depict the distribution for
all edges, highlighting the performance differences between the selected subset and the entire device. We note that
many of the larger-error edges are selected out. Here, we have selected 29 of the total 150 edges in the device.

2. Error suppression

a. Optimized transpilation and qubit selection.

To reduce the noise susceptibility of our quantum circuits, we map them (VF2++ algorithm) [43] and transpile [44]
them to the real-time benchmark selected qubits under certain optimizations and conditions. This process involves
optimizing the circuits to minimize their depths and the number of two-qubit gates, which are typically the most
error-prone. One notable technique we employ is the Maslov trick for implementing Toffoli (CCX) gates [45]. This
significantly reduces the overhead. Multiple optimizations are applied in a stochastic manner, allowing for various
mappings and layouts to be assessed based on a cost function that incorporates error rates and the number of two-qubit
gates. This comprehensive approach ensures the circuits are executed in the most noise-resilient manner possible.

b. Dynamical decoupling.

To suppress idling coherent noise and some quantum cross-talk, we use dynamical decoupling (DD) [42, 46–48]. This
involves applying a sequence of curated control pulses to average out unwanted system-environment interactions. This
results in lower effective decoherence rates, so long as the noise spectrum allows for the decoupling. This technique
is especially beneficial for sparse circuits with significant idling times, such as those used in our experiments. Among
the various DD sequences one case use, we focused on the simple and standard XY4 sequence due to its widespread
use and tested efficiency in reducing decoherence secondary to low-frequency noise. It consists of four pulses: X, Y ,
X, and Y , where each pulse represents a π rotation around the respective axis. This sequence is applied during idle
periods.

c. Twirling.

Twirling is a noise tailoring technique that randomizes the gates of a circuit while preserving the logical unitary
operation. This process transforms arbitrary noise channels into stochastic Pauli channels, thereby simplifying the
error accumulation in the circuit [49]. For a tutorial on twirling, see Ref. [50] In our experiments, we applied Pauli
twirling to the entangling layers, improving the overall fidelity of our quantum computations.

d. Readout error mitigation.

Readout error mitigation is needed to correct the imperfect measurements of our quantum processors. When
determining the expectation values of observables, readout errors can be mitigated by twirling the readout noise
channel, learning it, and then applying its inverse in post processing. This method is known as twirled extinction
readout error mitigation (TREX) [27]. As with any error mitigation, it comes at some sampling cost. We employed
TREX in our analyses for Figures 1, 2, and 3 of the main text. For applications requiring accurate bitstring
distributions, we used the Mthree method, which involves learning and inverting a calibration matrix to correct
the readout errors [51].

3. Error mitigation

Error mitigation [30, 32] is crucial for extending the capabilities of current quantum hardware, allowing for more
accurate and reliable results despite the presence of noise. Among the various techniques available, two state-of-the-art
methods stand out: probabilistic error cancellation (PEC) [30, 52] and zero-noise extrapolation (ZNE) [30, 31, 53].
These two techniques have also been combined in into a new method known as probabilistic error amplification (PEA)
[54].

PEC is known for its ability to provide bias-free expectation values of observables assuming a time-stationary noise
model for all different entangling layers in the circuit can be learned without error. These noise channels can be
inverted and their noise inverse can be implemented using a quasi-probability circuit decomposition. PEA relies on
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the learning of noise models of each of the unique layers in the circuit as well. While for many unique layers, in
principle it is possible to do this efficiently under certain assumptions on the noise, this is an active frontier in the
field of mitigation. Since our target circuits typically contain at least 60 unique layers, it becomes a challenge to
readily learn noise for each of these layers within current infrastructure and experimental limitations.

We thus turn to ZNE as our mitigation method of choice in this study. ZNE is a well tested and widely used method
[30–32, 53, 55–66] that systematically amplifies the noise in the circuits. From measurements at different levels of
noise, one can extrapolate back to the zero-noise limit. The noise amplification can be implemented in various ways,
each with its assumptions and trade-offs. One has to thus be careful and to check empirically if their experimental
setup and circuits are suitable. For simplicity, we employ the platform-independent gate folding method to amplify
noise and examine the type of extrapolation model in the following section.

Appendix H: Experiments: Parameters, data analysis, and confidence intervals

1. Experimental workflow and parameters

Experimental workflow.

In the preceding section, we set the stage for our experiments. Let us briefly summarize here our experimental
workflow for the deep Fibonacci circuits run on our superconducting qubit processors.

First, the selection of qubits is critical due to the circuit depth, which is approximately 120–150 two-qubit gate
layers, depending on the exact layout, optimization, and qubit patch used. To select the qubits, we use a real-
time benchmarking protocol to assess qubit properties at the time of execution. With this, we aim to account for
fluctuations due to calibration drifts and intrinsic device noise. We then map and transpile circuits onto a selected
subgraph of the device, optimizing them to minimize depth and the number of two-qubit gates. When executing,
we use the XY-4 dynamical decoupling sequence applied to idle periods to suppress decoherence. We also twirl the
gate operations and the readout channels. For readout error mitigation of expectation values, we used the twirled-
extinction readout-error mitigation (TREX) method [27]. For bitstring distributions, we used the the Mthree method
[51]. To correct the decay of the signal, we used in conjunction with all these zero-noise extrapolation (ZNE). In
summary, we use a composite error mitigation and suppression strategy tailored to each of the experiments.

Parameters.

The exact type of mitigation and parameters used for each of these for each of the experiments in the main text are
summarized in the following table:

Experiment details
Figure 1 Figure 2 Figure 3 Figure 4

2Q Depth (min-max) 10 120 – 150 124 – 150 107 – 134
Number of shots per circuit 8,192 2× 105 4× 105 3× 107

Number of twirls N/A 100 200 1,200
Dynamical decoupling (DD) XY-4 XY-4 XY-4 XY-4
Readout mitigation TREX TREX TREX M3
Number of ZNE noise factors N/A 11 20 N/A
Device ibm peekskill ibm torino ibm torino ibm torino

TABLE I. Summary of experimental details for each figure. The table lists the two-qubit depth, number of shots, number of
twirls, dynamical decoupling (DD) sequence, readout error mitigation (REM) method, zero-noise extrapolation (ZNE) noise
factors, and the device used for the experiments. The number of shots per circuit is for a single ZNE noise factor, divided
among the twirls.
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2. Data analysis

To carefully understand the experiment results and the effect of noise and mitigation, we detail in the following
several analyses of the raw data and the inferred probabilities from our measurements.

Figure 2 of the main text.

First, we focus on the experiments presented in Fig. 2 of the main text and use them to describe the analyses.
Figures S16 and S17 provide a detailed portrait of the experimental data, ZNE model, and the statistical robustness
of the inferred results.

Raw data.

Figure S16 shows the raw measured ⟨Z⟩ values from the four experimental configurations described in Figure 2 of the
main text. Each column represents a distinct experiment involving the τ1 anyons and 1τ anyons in both the planar
and 3D graph configurations. Each row corresponds to one of the measured qubits, Q1 to Q7. Refer to Figure 2 of the
main text for the definition of the these qubit labels. The x-axes represent the stretch factor λ used in the zero-noise
extrapolation (ZNE). The blue points in each panel denote the raw experimental data, and the associated error bars
indicate the empirical statistical noise. The orange solid lines are exponential fits to the data, with faint orange
shaded regions representing the one-sigma confidence bands derived from the fit uncertainties. To enable plotting on
a logarithmic scale, a small fit offset is subtracted from all data, and any ⟨Z⟩ values that are negative at λ = 1 are
multiplied by −1. It is evident that some of the decays are fast, others are slower. Overall the signal is damped in a
wide range. The largest damping factor (noisy value divided by ideal value) is 0.15. The mean and median damping
factors across the entire data set are 0.40 and 0.38, respectively, with a standard deviation of 0.15. Thus on average,
our raw data has lost 60% of the initial signal.

Error bars on the raw data.

The mean and median error bar (standard deviation) on the raw ⟨Z⟩ data points are 5.6 × 10−3 and 4.7 × 10−3,
respectively. We note that when measuring a spin with a probability p of being in the one state, the theoretical
standard deviation is given by σ =

√
p(1− p)/Nshots. For Nshots = 105 and p = 0.5, we expect a standard deviation

of approximately 3.1× 10−3. This theoretical value is slightly smaller than the empirical standard deviation observed
in our data. This is expected due to the practical effects, such as the binning of the shots into different twirled circuits
and the finite sampling effect of the twirling.

Decay of the data.

Empirically, we observe conspicuous signatures of simple exponential decays in each of the panels in Fig. S16. Under
typical incoherent noise in the circuits, these decays are in practice expected to approach near-zero values at high
stretch factors, nearing a mixed state. However, we do not expect them to strictly converge to zero. For example,
measurement errors in our readout are mitigated only up to some finite precision due to finite sampling and time
drifts. This leaves behind a very small but non-negligible offset. Empirically, we find that the median absolute value
of the fit offset is only 1.4× 10−2. The large and deep number of noise factors we use in our experiment allows us to
better account for these offsets and to yield tighter model fits.

Decay model.

By fitting the data to an exponential model A exp(−kλ) + B, where A, B, and k are the model parameters, we
quantitatively assess the model’s quality. The exponential model fit parameter k for the data in Figure 2 has a mean
value of 0.936, a median value of 0.975, a standard deviation of 0.365, with values ranging from a minimum of 0.344
to a maximum of 1.901.

Decay model: Coefficient of determination.

One standard measure of how well the data are replicated by the model is the coefficient of determination R2. It
ranges from 0 to 1. A zero value indicates that the model does not explain any of the variance in the data. A value of
unity indicates that the model explains all of the variance. In our data, the mean, median, and standard deviation of
the coefficient of determination R2 across the panels are 0.995, 0.996, and 0.003, respectively. These high R2 values
signal that, on average, 99.5% of the variance in the data is explained by the model. While the R2 value is a key
measure, visual agreement with the data is equally important. The consistent fit across different datasets indicated
by a simple visual inspection and the high R2 values lends support to quality of the fit model for the experimental
data.
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FIG. S16. Raw data and model fits for the experiments of Fig. 2 of the main text. Raw measured ⟨Z⟩ values from
the four experiments shown in Fig. 2 of the main text (columns, see labels on top). Each row corresponds to one of the measured
qubits, Q1 to Q7. Each panel illustrates the raw ⟨Z⟩ expectation values obtained from performing zero-noise extrapolation
(ZNE), but after implementing error suppression and readout error correction. The x-axes denote the ZNE stretch factor λ
applied to a circuit. Blue points represent experimental data. Associated error bars indicate the empirical statistical noise of
the measurement. Orange solid lines are exponential fits to the data. To facilitate plotting on a logarithmic scale, all data and
fits have the small fit offset subtracted and those curves with ⟨Z⟩ < 0 at λ = 1 are multiplied by −1 so they can be plotted.
Faint orange shaded regions represent the one-sigma confidence bands for the fit model, calculated from the uncertainties in
the fit parameters.
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FIG. S17. Bootstrap resampled distribution of qubit state probability p(1) for experiments in Fig. 2 of the
main text. Bootstrap resampled distribution of the inferred probability p(1) of measuring a qubit in the one state for the
four experiments shown in Figure 2 of the main text (columns, see labels on top). Each row corresponds to one of the seven
measured qubits (Q1 to Q7). Bootstrapping is performed on the raw sampled data to model the effect of statistical fluctuations,
determined by the empirically measured noise on each data point. Each panel shows the distribution of zero-noise extrapolation
(ZNE) mitigated probabilities p(1) over different random instances of the resampled raw data. Vertical blue lines represent
the extrapolated values of the raw data without any resampling. The standard deviation of these distributions represents a
measure of the one-sigma confidence bands extracted from bootstrap resampling.
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FIG. S18. Raw data and model fits for the experiments of Fig. 3 of the main text. Raw measured ⟨Z⟩ values from
the two experiments shown in Fig. 3 of the main text. Each curve represents one of the experimental setups: control (blue) and
the main braiding experiment (orange). The x-axis denotes the noise amplification factor λ applied to the circuit. The blue and
orange points represent the experimental data, shown with cap-style empirical error bars. The purple solid lines are exponential
fits to the data. To facilitate plotting on a logarithmic scale, all data and fits have the small fit offset subtracted. Additionally,
since the ⟨Z⟩ values fir the main experiment are all negative, they have been multiplied by −1 for log-scale plotting. The shaded
regions around the fit lines represent the one-sigma confidence bands, calculated from the uncertainties in the fit parameters.

Second error analysis: Bootstrap resampling of the raw data.

While the fit confidence intervals give us a first error analysis of the fit and extrapolation, we wish to perform a more
stringent test. We use the bootstrapping approach to model the effect of statistical fluctuations inherent in the raw
sampled data to find an alternative robust estimate of the variability in our reported measurements.

Figure S17 complements this analysis by presenting the bootstrap resampled distributions of the inferred probability
for the qubits to be in the one state, p(1). Each panel shows the distribution of ZNE mitigated probabilities p(1)
over different random instances of the resampled data, with vertical blue lines representing the extrapolated values
of the raw data without any resampling. The standard deviation of these distributions serves as a measure of the
one-sigma confidence bands, offering a comprehensive view of the statistical robustness and reliability of our inferred
probabilities.

Together, these figures and analyses provide a detailed examination of the experimental data and it’s statistical
confidence intervals. We emphasize the importance of statistical analyses for mitigated data and inferred results.

Figure 3 data analysis.

Figure S18 presents the raw ⟨Z⟩ data and corresponding exponential fits for the two experimental setups detailed
in Fig. 3 of the main text: the control experiment (blue) and the main braiding experiment (orange). The x-axis
indicates the noise amplification factor λ applied to the circuit. Here, due to the even more challenging circuits, we
use 20 noise factors, as discussed below, in order to improve the quality of the mitigated results.

Note that the experimental data points, represented by blue and orange markers, include the empirical error bars
as cap markers to indicate statistical noise. The purple solid lines are exponential fits to the data, with shaded regions
depicting the one-sigma confidence bands derived from the fit uncertainties.

The main braiding experiment of Fig. 3 of the main text presents significant challenges due to its initial ⟨Z⟩ value
being very small. Consequently, after noise amplification, the measured values are extremely low, approaching the
noise floor. This required increasing the number of shots, twirls, and averaging. The data collection for Fig. 3 took
approximately 7.27 times longer in quantum processor runtime per raw circuit compared to Fig. 2 of the main text.
This extended duration increases susceptibility to noise fluctuations during data acquisition.

A comparison of the data in Fig. S16 and Fig. S18 supports this expectation. The Fig. 3 data for the control
experiment shows a weak low-frequency fluctuation in the model residual, observable upon close examination of the
blue points relative to the purple fit line. Such a fluctuation is not evident in the Fig. 2 data. We attribute this to
noise and calibration drifts associated with the longer timescale of this particular experiment.

For the control experiment (blue dots), the signal is relatively large and the suspected drift deviations are small
relative to the signal, they appear to be within the measurement error. Their effect is largely accounted for in the fit
error and the bootstrapped resampling of the data.
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In the main experiment (orange dots), the signal is much smaller, and the last few data points of our 20 noise factors
approach the empirical noise floor. To provide our best estimate of the extrapolated value, we want to minimize the
effect of time drift and we want to maximize the signal to noise ratio in the data. To this end, we exclude the last
six stretch factors from the fit, which fall below the 2 × 10−3 level in Fig. S18, our empirical noise floor. What
is the impact of including or excluding these points? We find their effect is small either way. The changes in the
extrapolated value fall within within the reported uncertainty of the value. To minimize the effect of time drifts, we
choose to report the shorter-time data sequence.

The bootstrap resampling distributions for both experiments is shown in the main text. It is based on resampling the
raw data points here subject to the empirical error bars they have in order to account for the statistical fluctuations.
For each bootstrap resample instance of the data, we perform a new model fit and extrapolation, calculate the ratio
of probabilities for the qubit to be in the one versus the zero state p(1)/p(0), and report the distribution in the main
text.

Because of the smaller data values for the main experiment, we find a larger fluctuation in the extrapolation and
data compared to the control experiment, which starts at a larger initial value and is hence less susceptible to the
noise floor. Moreover, as shown in the following paragraph, the error-propagation from the expectation value to the
ratio is non-linear and leads to an positive skew in the bootstrap resampled data.

Figure 3: Further error propagation analysis for the probability ratio.

In addition to the bootstrap error analysis, we can also write down a simple analytic expression to understand the
propagation of uncertainties from the measured ⟨Z⟩ values to the derived ratios. This will use the standard error
analysis based on standard error propagation. The error propagation for a function f(x) given an uncertainty δx in
the variable x is described by:

δf =

∣∣∣∣ dfdx
∣∣∣∣ δx .

In our specific case, the function r represents the ratio, which is the probability of being in state 1 over the
probability of being in state 0. It is calculated from the measured mitigated expectation value zexp. The function
r(zexp) is hence

r(zexp) =
1− zexp
1 + zexp

.

Therefore, the error propagation formula becomes δr =
∣∣∣ dr
dzexp

∣∣∣ δzexp. To find the propagated error δr, we need to

compute the derivative of r with respect to zexp,
dr

dzexp
= −2

(1+zexp)2
. Thus,

δr =

∣∣∣∣ dr

dzexp

∣∣∣∣ δzexp =

∣∣∣∣ −2
(1 + zexp)2

∣∣∣∣ δzexp .
This relationship shows how the uncertainty in the measured zexp values (δzexp) propagates to the uncertainty in the

derived function r(zexp). The negative sign in the derivative indicates the direction of change, but for the magnitude
of uncertainty, we consider the absolute value.

It is evident from this that zexp values closer to +1 will result in lower error propagation, while values such as the
main experiment zexp ≈ −0.24 will propagate with more uncertainty. Moreover, we note that the error propagation
is non-linear in zexp, since r(zexp) is itself non-linear and blows up to infinity at zexp = −1.

Figure 4 data analysis.

Here, we describe the data taking, processing, and analysis of the experimental data reported in Fig. 4 of the main
text. Although the main circuit requires only 9 qubits for the 2×2 plaquettes depicted in Fig. 4a of the main text, we
employed an equivalent form of the 5-qubit F -move using relative phase Toffoli gates to reduce the depth required for
implementing the multiple control Toffoli gate, as discussed in Sec. E. This method, by adding one ancilla qubit for
each 5-qubit F -move, decreases the depth from 63 to 18 for the Toffoli gate, as reported in Ref. [67]; see Table 1 within
the reference. Thus, in our case, we added two ancilla qubits in the experiment for the 5-qubit F -moves depicted in
Figs. 4b–c of the main text and implemented on (Q2, Q4, Q6, Q7, Q8) and (Q0, Q1, Q2, Q6, Q8). The significant
reduction in depth led to an improvement in the experimental data.

In Fig. 4h of the main text, we report the raw experimental data obtained from a total of 8.8 × 106 experimental
realizations gathered across 1,200 quantum circuit randomizations of the 11-qubit circuit for preparing and sampling
the Fib-SNC ground state. In the main large panel, we report the measured probability distribution over all 211 =
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2, 048 possible computational bitstring configurations. Experimental data is shown in red and theoretical prediction
in blue. The theoretically valid bitstrings, those that satisfy the fusion (branching) rules, are grouped on the left.
Illegal bitstrings, those that violate the trivalent fusion (branching) rules, are grouped on the right. Theoretically, all
illegal bitstrings have zero probability. Experimentally, a tail of illegal bitstrings is evident, though their individual
amplitudes are generally much smaller than those of the legal bitstrings, showing a clear separation. To quantify this
better, we compare the median probability of the smallest 15% of the valid bitstrings (which is 0.015) to the maximum
value of the invalid bitstrings observed in the experiment (which is 0.006). The two values indicate a good separation
in the measured amplitudes.

In the inset of Fig. 4h, we focus only on the valid bitstrings. We note that it is easy to check if a bitstring is
allowed or now. We truncate all bitstrings not allowed by the fusion (branching) rule and uniformly renormalize
their probability into valid bitstrings. Thus, the sum of the probabilities over the valid bitstrings is now unity. To
compare the experiment against the theory, we first plot the experimental data on top of the theoretical prediction.
The theory prediction here is possible due to the proof-of-principle small system size, but would be hard for a larger
number of qubits. Valid bitstrings only require measurement outcomes over the subspace of the 9-qubits; hence,
we trace out here the two ancilla qubits. We observe reasonable agreement. To provide a clearer guideline, we
also show the average value (thick lines) over each topologically equivalent class of graph configurations, denoted as
[G0, G1, G2A, G2B , G3A, G3B , G4] from left to right, indicating that the average values manifest behavior similar to
those predicted theoretically.

Finally, in Fig. 4i, we report the chromatic polynomials calculated from this distribution. For a class of isomorphic
subgraphs, defined in the preceding parts of Fig. 4 of the main text, we report the mean value χ̄ over the equivalent
subgraphs,

χ̄ =
1

m

m∑
i=1

χi , (H1)

where multiplicity m of each graph class is reported in Fig. 4j of the main text and χi is the chromatic polynomial
value computed over the i-th bitstring in the class. In Fig. 4i, the error bars indicate the standard error of the sample
means, defined in the usual way, as the sample standard deviation, accounting for Bessel’s correction,

σχ =

√
1

m− 1

∑
i

(χi − χ̄)2 , (H2)

divided by the square root of the number of samples m; that is σχ/
√
m.

In the case of two of the graphs, [G2B] and [G4], the sample multiplicity m is unity. Thus, we cannot directly use the
concept of repeated measurements, which should all yield the same outcome nominally, to estimate the experimental
uncertainty. Therefore, we have to adopt a different approach to estimate the experimental uncertainty of the reported
values. First, we observe that the χ and probability outcomes for the valid bitstrings are similar in broad magnitude
across the six graph classes. Second, all the data were collected simultaneously using the same experimental setup
and measurement. Assuming [G2B] and [G4] are not fundamentally different regarding their experimental uncertainty
behavior from that of graph classes with multiplicity that is near to but not unity, we can crudely infer an estimate of
their uncertainty by proxy. To this end, we use the average measurement uncertainty of the graph classes that have a
small m as a proxy for those with m = 1. Specifically, we use the average uncertainty of the [G3A] and [G3B] graphs
to provide an estimate of the uncertainty for [G2B] and [G4].
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