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Ordered phases of matter have close connections to computation. Two prominent examples are
spin glass order, with wide-ranging applications in machine learning and optimization, and topolog-
ical order, closely related to quantum error correction. Here, we introduce the concept of topological
quantum spin glass (TQSG) order which marries these two notions, exhibiting both the complex
energy landscapes of spin glasses, and the quantum memory and long-range entanglement char-
acteristic of topologically ordered systems. Using techniques from coding theory and a quantum
generalization of Gibbs state decompositions, we show that TQSG order is the low-temperature
phase of various quantum LDPC codes on expander graphs, including hypergraph and balanced
product codes. Our work introduces a topological analog of spin glasses that preserves quantum
information, opening new avenues for both statistical mechanics and quantum computer science.

I. INTRODUCTION

The traditional understanding of phases of matter
is based on Landau’s theory of spontaneous symme-
try breaking (SSB). Many significant breakthroughs in
many-body physics over the last fifty years, however,
have been centered on two broad classes of systems which
lie outside this paradigm: (i) spin glasses [1–8] and (ii)
topological order [9–16]. In this work, we formulate a
new phase of matter which combines features of both
classes—a topological quantum spin glass—and show that
this phase is explicitly realized in physical systems imple-
menting certain quantum error correcting codes.

A useful perspective on these different kinds of phases
is in terms of their ability to serve asmemories for storing
(classical or quantum) information. A thermally stable
phase with spontaneous symmetry breaking can be used
as a robust memory to store classical information, which
is the working principle behind a magnetic hard drive.
In a ferromagnet below its critical temperature Tc, there
exist two stable equilibrium states with opposite magne-
tization, which can be used to store the ‘0’ and ‘1’ states
of an encoded classical bit. Thermal stability of SSB
means that the system can can act as a passive memory:
this bit is not corrupted, despite the presence of thermal
fluctuations as long as the system is in an equilibrium
state below Tc.

Spin glasses, on the other hand, furnish a different
mechanism for classical memory that goes beyond the
paradigm of SSB [4]. The term “glassiness” has been
used to refer to a broad range of physical phenomena
associated with slow dynamics, in models ranging from
structural glasses [17–19] to frustrated magnets [6, 20, 21]
and constrained systems [22–26]. While most of these
problems are notoriously challenging to understand, cer-

tain models of spin glasses with geometrically non-local
interactions are more amenable to analytic treatment
[3, 4, 27–29]. In these cases, long-lived memory is at-
tributed to a complex “rugged” free-energy landscape
with numerous global and local minima. These minima
are not necessarily related to each other by symmetries,
but are nevertheless associated with asymptotically long-
lived equilibrium states below a glass ordering tempera-
ture TG; they can be used to robustly store many classical
bits (Fig. 1). While the applicability of these models in
capturing the behavior of local, finite-dimensional spin
glasses is still under debate [30, 31], by now they have
transcended their original purpose and found numerous
applications in complex systems research and computer
science [7], most notably in machine learning [5, 8, 32, 33],
complexity theory [7, 8, 34–38], and classical error cor-
rection [7, 39, 40].

A quantum memory, on the other hand, requires the
ability to robustly store a coherent quantum state, in-
cluding arbitrary superpositions of the ‘0’ and ‘1’ states
of the encoded ‘logical’ qubits [41–43]. To protect this
delicate “Schrödinger’s cat” from the decohering effects
of the environment, the state of the encoded qubits needs
to be stored in a collection of states that are all locally
indistinguishable from each other, making the encoded
information inaccessible to the environment [44]. Such lo-
cal indistinguishability is a defining feature of topological
order [45–47]. Topological order is often discussed in the
context of zero-temperature phases, which exhibit multi-
ple locally-indistinguishable long-range entangled ground
states on topologically non-trivial manifolds. While these
ground states can be used to encode logical quantum
states, a robust passive memory requires thermally stable
topological order, which is only known to exist in spatial
dimensions four or higher [43, 48–52].
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FIG. 1. Classical and quantum LDPC codes and their low-temperature phases. We consider classical and quantum
LDPC codes defined on so-called expander graphs, where the boundary of a region scales proportionally to its volume. Classical
expander codes are known to realize classical spin glass order, characterized by a complex (free) energy landscape with many
global and local minima, which can be used to passively store classical information. Here, we show that quantum LDPC codes
realize what we call topological quantum spin glass order, characterized by a similarly complex landscape, but with local minima
corresponding to topologically ordered quantum states, capable of passively preserving quantum information. This follows from
a property of the underlying codes, called linear confinement, which also guarantees their efficient decodability. The quantum
codes can be constructed out of their classical counterparts using hypergraph and balanced product constructions.

Here we propose, and instantiate, a phase of matter
which we call a topological quantum spin glass, which
combines the classical complexity of the free-energy land-
scape of spin glasses with the quantum complexity and
entanglement structure of topologically ordered states
(Fig. 1).1 We formally define the phase by generaliz-
ing the theory of extremal Gibbs state decompositions
[7, 54, 55] to quantum systems, which may be of inde-
pendent interest.

Our examples are based on quantum low density parity
check (qLDPC) codes in non-Euclidean, so-called expand-
ing geometries, with a property called linear confinement
[56–59]; these include recently discovered “good” qLDPC
codes with optimal coding parameters [60–62]. We estab-
lish that these models have energy landscapes with expo-
nentially many (in system size) local minima, each host-
ing a stable equilibrium state below some critical tem-
perature TG. While these include global ground states
related by symmetries (of which there are already expo-

1 We note that the phrase “topological quantum glassiness” has
been used in the context of fracton phases [24–26] and disordered
toric codes [26, 53] However, there are crucial differences: these
examples are about zero temperature physics, and do not display
thermally stable topological order or the complex free energy
landscapes that are characteristic of the TQSG phase we define.

nentially many), most local minima are at finite energy
density and not related by symmetries. The complex en-
ergy landscape of these quantum codes is similar to that
of their classical counterparts, which realize classical spin
glass order [7, 39, 63, 64] (Fig. 1). Notably, these models
need not have any randomness or frustration, properties
that are often instrinsically associated with glassy be-
havior [18, 20]. However, in contrast to classical spin
glasses, in TQSGs, the equilibrium (mixed) states asso-
ciated with typical minima display a particularly strong
form of topological order: they are supported on sub-
spaces that contain no topologically trivial (short-range
entangled) states at all [65, 66]. This allows not just the
set of ground states to encode a stable quantum mem-
ory – rather, each finite energy-density minima is also
typically part of an emergent stable quantum memory.

Our results establish that the low temperature physics
of Hamiltonians associated to these qLDPC codes [67, 68]
is described by TQSG order, similar to how topological
order describes more conventional quantum error correct-
ing codes in Euclidean geometries. Our results demon-
strate that non-Euclidean geometries host unique quan-
tum phases of matter, at a time when rapid advances
pave the way for their experimental implementation [69–
74]. They also suggest potential applications of spin glass
theory to quantum computer science, in analogy to its
wide-ranging impact in classical computer science.
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II. TOPOLOGICAL QUANTUM SPIN GLASS
ORDER

We now present a more formal definition of TQSG
order by formulating a generalization of the theory of
Gibbs state decompositions to quantum systems. A cen-
tral tenet of statistical mechanics is that the behavior of
physical systems in thermal equilibrium is described by
the Gibbs state, ρ̂G ∝ e−βH, where H is the system’s
Hamiltonian and β the inverse temperature. One char-
acteristic feature of many non-trivial finite-temperature
phases is that the Gibbs state ceases to be unique in the
thermodynamic limit. The arguably simplest example of
this occurs in the classical two-dimensional Ising model
below its critical temperature, which exhibits at least two
different Gibbs states with different average magnetiza-
tions [55]. This idea of “multiple Gibbs states” can be
formalized in different ways [7, 54, 55]; in this work, we
take an approach that has proven useful in the context
of classical spin glasses [7] and we generalize it to quan-
tum systems. Specifically, we ask whether the “global”
Gibbs state ρ̂G fragments into multiple different compo-
nents separated by macroscopically divergent free energy
barriers. If it does, then each component can be thought
of as a distinct Gibbs state in the thermodynamic limit.
In the classical setting, this notion of Gibbs state com-
ponents is closely related to the “replicas” appearing in
spin glass theory [7, 75].

Let V be a subspace of the many-body Hilbert space
and PV the projector onto this subspace. We define its
free energy as F (V) = − log

(
tr
(
PVe−βH))

/β. We will
need a notion of the “boundary”, ∂V, of V, which we
informally define as the subspace spanned by all states
outside of V that can be obtained from states in V by local
operations (see supplementary material [76] for a more
formal definition). We then say that V is surrounded by a
macroscopic free energy barrier if the following bottleneck
condition is satisfied2:

tr(P∂V ρ̂G)
tr(PV ρ̂G)

= e−β(F (∂V)−F (V)) ≡ ∆(V) → 0 as n→ ∞,

(1)
where n is the number of degrees of freedom. The Gibbs
state component corresponding to V is ρ̂G,V ∝ PV ρ̂GPV ,
with weight tr(PV ρ̂G). The component is extremal if V
does not contain multiple orthogonal subspaces which
separately satisfy Eq. (1).

Intuitively, V corresponds to states near some energy
minimum. Importantly, the definition allows for cases
where this is only a local minimum [Fig. 2(b)]. Unlike
the global ground states, most local minima are not re-
lated by symmetries. This especially includes cases where

2 While this condition is appropriate to the stabilizer models con-
sidered in this paper, in general one needs a stricter condition
that also involves a bound on the off-diagonal parts of ρG; see
Refs. 77 and 78 and the supplementary material [76]

the subspace V only contains states at finite energy den-
sity, in which case we call the corresponding Gibbs state
incongruent, adapting the terminology in Ref. 79 to indi-
cate that these states (statistically) look locally different
from any ground state.

The importance of Eq. (1) is underlain by the bot-
tleneck theorem proven in Ref. 77, generalizing a well-
known result from classical Markov chains [80] to quan-
tum systems (see also [78]). In the present context, it
states that if M is any local quantum channel that has
ρ̂G as its steady state (e.g. by virtue of obeying quantum
detailed balance [81–86]), then the state ρ̂G,V will also be
an approximate steady state, remaining stationary up to
times tV ∝ 1/∆(V). This establishes a close connection
between thermodynamic properties, encoded in the free
energy landscape, and dynamical ones. In particular, it
shows that the different Gibbs state components can be
used as a passive memory : information encoded in them
will be preserved forever in the thermodynamic limit.

The amount and nature (classical vs. quantum) of this
memory is encoded in the space of all approximate steady
states ρ̂G,V , which form a convex set. In a classical mem-
ory, all extremal components Vi are orthogonal and any
equilibrium state can be written as their classical mix-

ture,
∑N

i=1 piρ̂G,Vi
. This can be true even if H itself

involves non-commuting terms; e.g. when a weak trans-
verse field is added to a classical Hamiltonian. Thus, the
system preserves an N−dimensional probability vector,
corresponding to log2(N ) bits of classical memory.

A quantum memory, on the other hand, preserves the
state of a general D-dimensional qudit (or, equivalently,
k = log2(D) qubits). In this case, each steady state is a
density matrix over the extremal components, which can
involve quantum coherences; specifically, it has the form
µ⊗ σ, where µ is a D×D density matrix containing the
encoded information, while σ is the same for all steady
states [76, 87, 88]. Different pure states µ correspond to
mutually non-orthogonal extremal Gibbs states.

In the most general case, relevant for the models dis-
cussed here, the system may act as a “hybrid mem-
ory” [89] and preserve a combination of classical and
quantum information: its steady states can be written
as

∑
i piµi⊗σi, see [76, 87, 88]. This defines an effective

density matrix over extremal states, ρeff ≡ ⊕
i piµi. The

von-Neumann entropy of ρeff , Sconf ≡ sconfn, defines the
configurational entropy which quantifies the number of
relevant Gibbs components. This generalizes a related
measure from classical spin glasses, which quantifies the
classical complexity of the free-energy landscape [7, 39].

Finally, defining topological order in mixed states is
a subtle issue [50, 90]. A pure state is topologically or-
dered if it is long-range entangled (LRE), which means
it cannot be (approximately) obtained by evolving an
uncorrelated product state for a finite amount of time
with a local Hamiltonian or, relatedly, by a local unitary
circuit. A state is “trivial” or short-ranged entangled
(SRE) otherwise. The circuit complexity, i.e. the circuit
depth needed to approximate a state, defines a notion of
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quantum complexity. A natural generalization of these
concepts defines a mixed state ρ̂ as topologically ordered
or LRE if it cannot be expressed as a convex sum of
SRE pure states, meaning that it cannot be written as
ρ̂ =

∑
i pi|ψi⟩⟨ψi| for each |ψi⟩ being SRE [50]. For ex-

ample, at low enough temperatures in the 4D toric code,
the global Gibbs state ρ̂G is topologically ordered in this
sense [49]. A stronger topological property is the no-low
energy trivial states (NLTS) condition [65, 66]: the full
set of states below some sufficiently small cutoff in energy
density3 contains no trivial states at all. In the models
we study, we will show that the subspaces V supporting
typical Gibbs state components are topologically ordered
in this stronger sense.

With this preparation, we now state our main result:

Theorem II.1 (Existence of TQSGs, informal). There
exist families of sparse Hamiltonians H which realize all
of the following properties for temperatures T < TG:

• Shattering: There are exponentially many dis-
tinct Gibbs state components, each with exponen-
tially small weight, with lifetimes diverging as a
(stretched) exponential of system size.

• Incongruence: The configurational entropy den-
sity sconf grows with T ; most Gibbs state compo-
nents ρ̂G,V are associated with subspaces V that only
contain finite energy-density states.

• Topological order: A typical Gibbs state compo-
nent ρ̂G,V is LRE; in fact, the associated subspace
V contains no trivial SRE states.

• Emergent Quantum Memories: The system
acts as a hybrid memory, passively encoding a com-
bination of classical and quantum information: the
collection of all Gibbs state components, including
those containing no ground states, can be grouped
into sets, with each set defining a stable passive
quantum memory encoding k ∝ n qubits.

Since the typical ρ̂G,V are LRE and these carry al-
most all the weight in ρ̂G at low enough temperatures,
the global Gibbs state ρ̂G should also be LRE below TG.
Since ρ̂G is known to be trivial at sufficiently high tem-
peratures [91], this implies a “separability transition” [90]
in ρ̂G at TG.

3 These states need not be eigenstates or equilibrium states.

III. TOPOLOGICAL SPIN GLASS ORDER IN
QLDPC CODES

We now elaborate on the different criteria in the def-
inition of TQSG in Theorem II.1, and discuss how they
are realized in quantum LDPC codes.

A. Quantum codes with linear confinement

We study Hamiltonians associated with families of
quantum error correcting codes. These are n-qubit com-
muting stabilizer Hamiltonians that can be thought of as
generalizations of the well-known toric code model [92].
They take the form

H = −
mX∑

i=1

Ai −
mZ∑

j=1

Bj , (2)

where the stabilizers (also known as checks) Ai (Bj)
are products of single-qubit Pauli-X (Pauli-Z) opera-
tors. These Hamiltonians satisfy a low-density-parity-
check (LDPC) condition, which enforces that every qubit
only interacts finitely many others (i.e. every check only
involves finitely many qubits, and every qubit is only
part of finitely many checks). This allows for Hamilto-
nians with a generalized notion of locality on a graph,
which may not be local on any finite-dimensional Eu-
clidean lattice. Indeed, the focus of this paper will be on
models defined on expander graphs, which have a finite
boundary-to-bulk ratio [93] (Fig. 1). These can realize
properties impossible in finite dimensions [94], which we
will use extensively; for example, the ground state de-
generacy scales exponentially in n, corresponding to an
extensive ground state entropy, and there are strongly
diverging energy barriers separating different equilibrium
states.
The ground states of H are the simultaneous +1 eigen-

states of the stabilizers, and the ground state degeneracy
is 2k. In the models we consider, k ∝ n. All ground
states are locally indistinguishable, i.e. the reduced den-
sity matrices of all ground states agree on subsystems
of size smaller than the code distance d, which diverges
with n. The local indistinguishability property is associ-
ated with topological order in condensed matter physics
[45–47], and with the Knill-Laflamme conditions in error
correction [44]. This allows one to identify the ground
state subspace with a stabilizer code of rate r = k/n,
encoding k logical qubits. Logical operators {X l, Zl} for
l = 1, . . . , k act as Pauli X/Z operators on the l-th log-
ical qubit. The logical operators are defined by exact
(non-commuting) symmetries of the Hamiltonian which
cannot be written as products of stabilizers, and which
thus act non-trivially on the ground-state subspace. (In
the toric code, these are the non-contractible X/Z Wil-
son loops). The 2k different symmetry sectors or ‘logical
sectors’ may be specified by the eigenvalues of the {Zl}
operators, while the {Xl} operators transform between
symmetry sectors. The logical X/Z operators can be
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FIG. 2. From linear confinement to spin glass order. (a) Linear confinement: any excitation of size less than δ(n) costs an
energy that is linear in its size. (b) This implies a complex energy landscape, and in particular shattering of the low-temperature
Gibbs state into components Vj separated by bottleneck regions. (c) The configurational entropy Sconf , measuring the number
of relevant components at a given temperature, equals code rate r at T = 0 and increases with T initially. This indicates that
the Gibbs state in this regime is dominated by local minima, incongruent with the global ground states. (d) Two numerical
experiments, where temperature is increased starting from zero (heating) and decreased from infinity (annealing) on a balanced
product code with n = 218880 qubits, suggest two distinct phase transitions. While ground states are thermally stable up to
temperature Tmem, the global Gibbs state is dominated by one large component until a lower temperature TG.

deformed into equivalent operators by multiplying with
products of A/B stabilizers, and the smallest logical has
weight d.

A feature that we will rely on in some of our argu-
ments is a lack of redundancies, meaning that there is
is no product of the checks Ai, Bj that equals the iden-
tity, so each check may be violated independently of the
others.4 This lack of redundancies has a direct conse-
quence for the thermodynamics of these Hamiltonians:
under an appropriate (non-local) change of variables, H
becomes equivalent to a trivial paramagnet of decoupled
spins, making its partition function analytic at all tem-
peratures [29, 51, 65, 67, 95–97]. In what follows, we will
prove that these models can nevertheless realize a ther-
modynamically non-trivial phase below a critical tem-
perature TG, as characterized by the structure of Gibbs
states decompositions in the sense of Sec. II.

A crucial aspect of these models is their energy land-
scape, i.e. the energy required for creating and moving
excitations above the ground states ofH. The excitations
are point-like, in the sense that each check in H can be
independently excited due to the lack of redundancies.
In local Euclidean settings, topological order in models
with point-like excitations is usually associated with de-
confinement. For example, in the 2D toric code, one can
create a pair of anyonic excitations and move them ar-
bitrarily far apart without additional energy cost. This

4 We expect our argument to straightforwardly generalize to the
case where the number of redundancies nR scales sub-extensively
with n, so that nR/n → 0 as n → ∞.

implies only a finite O(1) energy barrier to go from one
ground state to another, which is why the topological
order in the 2D toric code is thermally unstable. The
mobility of excitations is more restricted in 3D fracton
models, but they can still be separated arbitrarily far
with only a weak (logarithmic) energy barrier, and these
models are also thermally unstable [43, 98, 99].

This is in stark contrast to the situation in the models
we study, which exhibit a feature called linear confine-
ment [56–59]. Colloquially, this says that excitations can-
not be moved without creating more excitations, which
causes the energy to increase linearly with the number
of local moves made, up to a diverging threshold δ(n).
Thus, even if two states have the same energy, say each
with one charge but in different locations, it can cost a
diverging energy barrier to go from one state to the other
via a sequence of local moves. This confinement is a fea-
ture unique to expanding geometries, and it produces an
energy landscape with strong energy barriers which, as
we will show, allows for many stable Gibbs state compo-
nents and (topological) spin glass order.

We now define the desired features of the models in
more technical terms. A succinct way of writing the A-
type checks in Eq. (2) is by defining a binary “parity
check” matrix HX ∈ Fmx×n

2 where (HX)j,l = 1 if qubit
l ∈ supp(Aj), and zero otherwise. Similarly for HZ and
B-checks. The LDPC condition enforces that HZ and
HX are sparse; the no-redundancy condition means that
they are full rank; while the commutation condition on
checks amounts to HX ·HT

Z = 0 where here, and in the
following, arithmetic is mod 2. The kernel of these matri-
ces defines the code space, which is a linear vector space.
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The code rate is set by the number of linearly indepen-
dent checks via k = n− rank(HX)− rank(HZ).

Since H is a stabilizer Hamiltonian, we can write all
eigenstates of H in the form |x, z⟩ = X̂xẐz |ψ⟩ for some
ground state |ψ⟩, where x, z ∈ Fn

2 are binary vectors,

and we introduced the shorthand Ôx =
∏

iO
xi
i . The

energy of the state |x, z⟩ is simply given by E(x, z) =
|HZx|+|HXz|, where |•| denotes the number of 1s in a bi-
nary vector, called its Hamming weight; hereHZx ∈ FmZ

2

is the ‘Z syndrome’ vector, indicating the set of Z-checks
that are violated by acting with X-Paulis (“errors”) on

the qubits selected by x. If two operators X̂x1 and X̂x2

can be deformed into each other by multiplying with the
checks Ai, they define the same state. This motivates
defining the reduced weight ||x|| as the smallest Hamming
weight amongst all such vectors, which can be viewed as
the minimum size of the X-error needed to produce a
state with a given Z syndrome. The discussion is analo-
gous for Z errors and X syndromes.

The Hamiltonian H has linear confinement if

∥x∥ ≤ δ(n) ⇒ |HZx| ≥ γ∥x∥ (3)

and similarly for HZ . Thus, the energy of |x, z⟩ grows
linearly with the reduced weights of x, z with slope
γ > 0, up to some threshold δ(n) that diverges super-
logarithmically with n (i.e. δ(n)/ log(n) diverges as n→
∞). Since the linear growth persists up to the threshold
δ(n), it also implies that every ground state of H is sur-
rounded by an energy barrier of size ≥ γδ(n), as sketched
in Fig. 2(a). Naturally, this also implies a lower bound
on the code distance: d > δ(n).

We can now summarize the properties we require from
H, defined in Eq. (2), in order for it to provably satisfy
Theorem II.1: (i) strong enough linear confinement with
γ > γ∗ and δ(n) diverging super-logarithmically with
n; (ii) the absence of redundancies; and (iii) a constant
code-rate, k ∝ n. The constant γ∗ in (i) depends on the
rate, e.g. we have γ∗ ≈ 3 for r = 1/15.

One way of obtaining quantum Hamiltonians satisfy-
ing (i)-(iii) is by applying the so-called hypergraph prod-
uct (HGP) construction [100] to a pair of suitable classi-
cal Hamiltonians on expander graphs, corresponding to
good classical expander codes. Such HGP codes provably
have all the desired properties (with δ(n) ∝ √

n) and
therefore realize TQSG order [76]. Another family, good
codes [61, 62] obtained via balanced products (BP) [60],
on the other hand, can realize optimal scaling for linear
confinement, δ(n) ∝ n, which makes their analysis more
straightforward; however the provable bounds on γ and
the number of redundancies in this case are weaker than
what we require. Nevertheless, these provable bounds,
as well as our requirements, are likely to be loose, and
so we expect TQSG order to be realized in BP codes as
well. This expectation is born out by large scale numerics
(Sec. III C). For similar reasons, we also expect TQSG
order to be realized in other families of qLDPC codes on
expander graphs.

B. Typical low-temperature states are surrounded
by bottlenecks

Linear confinement [Eq. (3)] is a strong feature unique
to expanding geometries. One important physical im-
plication is that it gives rise to the possibility of stable
Gibbs state components at finite energy density. We will
now use linear confinement to argue for the existence of
large free-energy barriers, as defined in Eq. (1), around
low energy-density states.
In particular, we prove a probabilistic statement. Let

us choose |x0, z0⟩ randomly according to its Gibbs
weight. At sufficiently low temperature, we can define
a subspace V(x0, z0) around this state that, with prob-
ability at least 1−O

(
n · e−δ(n)

)
, satisfies the bottleneck

condition in Eq. (1) with ∆ = e−Ω(δ(n)).
The argument is simplest in the case where δ(n) scales

optimally with n, i.e. δ(n) = δ · n for some constant δ,
as in good codes. Consider first a ground state of such
a Hamiltonian, and errors (fluctuations) acting on this
state denoted by x, z. As long as ||x||, ||z|| < δn, the en-
ergy grows linearly with the error-size due to Eq. (3), so
that the ground state is surrounded by an extensive O(n)
energy barrier. This, in turn, implies an extensive free-
energy barrier at low enough temperatures. Indeed, we
can define the subspaces V and ∂V in such a way that all
states in ∂V have energies O(n) above the ground state.
Since the entropic contribution to the free energy F (∂V)
is also at most extensive, at sufficiently low T < Tmem

this implies a free energy barrier ∆ = e−Θ(n). Thus,
there is a stable Gibbs state component growing out of
each ground state, which implies that the ground states
encode a passive quantum memory. This is closely re-
lated to the fact that these models are known to have
local decoders; in fact, these will correct exactly the er-
rors that span V [59, 62]. The fact that the ground states
can form a passive memory below Tmem, even as the par-
tition function is analytic at all temperatures, is well-
known known for classical expander codes [7, 29], and
was recently discussed for qLDPC codes in [97]. If the
code also has finite rate, k ∝ n, then this already implies
the existence of exponentially many distinct Gibbs state
components at low temperatures. However, there might
be many more, associated with finite energy density sub-
spaces.
Let |x0, z0⟩ be a reference eigenstate with energy den-

sity E(x0, z0)/n = ε > 0. We wish to study the en-
ergy difference of configurations “near” this reference,
say obtained by acting with Xx with ∥x∥ ≤ δn. Defin-
ing ∆E ≡ E(x0 + x, z0) − E(x0, z0) = |HZ(x0 + x)| −
|HZx0| and using Eq. (3) and the triangle inequality on
|H(x0 + x) +Hx0|, we write

∆E ≥ γ∥x∥ − 2|HZx0| ≥ γ∥x∥ − 2εn, (4)

and similarly for z errors. Assuming that ε < δγ/2, this
means that |x0, z0⟩ is “surrounded” by an extensive en-
ergy barrier separating it from other states whose energy
is also < δγn/2, but which are separated from |x0, z0⟩
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by distance (reduced error weight) > δn. We can then
define a subspace

V(x0, z0) = span {XxZz |x0, z0⟩ ; ∥x∥, ∥z∥ ≤ 2ϵn/γ}
(5)

with δγ/2 > ϵ > ε and define the boundary ∂V(x0, z0)
similarly to be states outside of V(x0, z0) but within dis-
tance of δ ·n of |x0, z0⟩ (in terms of ||x||, ||z||). We again
find that Eq. (1) is satisfied with ∆(V(x0, z0)) = e−Θ(n).
Thus, there is a stable Gibbs state (passive memory)
also associated with |x0, z0⟩, with the subspace V(x0, z0)
spanned by correctable errors and only containing states
at finite energy density. Because of the reduction in bar-
rier size by 2ϵn in Eq. (4), these Gibbs state components
are expected to less stable than the ones associated with
ground states.

Let us now consider the more general case where δ(n)
is a sub-linear function of n, as in the HGP code with
δ(n) = δ

√
n. In this case, the argument from linear con-

finement to free energy barriers is more involved. The
key idea is that Eq. (3) also extends to states with re-
duced weights greater than δ(n), as long as the largest
connected5 cluster of errors in x has a size below δ(n),
since the energies are additive between the different dis-
connected clusters. Typical thermal fluctuations at low
temperatures only create “non-percolating errors” with
small disconnected clusters; the largest cluster typically
has size O(log n). We thus define define the analog of
V(x0, z0) in such a way that it includes these typical
fluctuations but allows no large connected clusters of size
> δ(n)/2 in x, z. We can count the energy of each large
connected component in ∂V separately, which ensures
that the energetic and entropic contributions are pro-
portional, and the former dominate at low temperatures.
In order to make this heuristic argument precise, we also
need to deal with the case when many small connected
components are close to each other and form a large “al-
most connected” cluster, which we do [76] by building on
ideas developed in [58, 101–103].

In summary, as long as δ(n)/ log n → ∞ as n → ∞,
typical low-temperature eigenstates are surrounded by
free energy barriers. We now count the number of Gibbs
state components to argue that two randomly drawn low
energy states will, with high probability, lie in distinct
Gibbs state components separated by bottlenecks, so the
landscape takes the form sketched in Fig. 2(b). In partic-
ular, we will show that most Gibbs state components are
associated with subspaces that do not contain a ground
state and that there are exponentially many (in n) Gibbs
states even within each symmetry (logical) sector.

5 We say that two qubits in x are connected if there exists a check
in H that acts on both.

C. Shattering and Incongruence

To establish the existence of spin glass order as defined
in Sec. II, we now argue that no single extremal Gibbs
state ρ̂G,V dominates the thermal state ρ̂G, and that the
number of relevant components grows with temperature.
To this end, we lower bound the configuration entropy

Sconf using the weight of the most probable subspace
Vi, Sconf ≥ log(1/wmax) where wmax = maxi(Tr(PVi ρ̂G))
[76].
We thus have to upper bound wmax. To this end, we

introduce an energy shell, Ξ, of width
√
ξn around the

mean energy at temperature β (more precisely, Ξ is the
subspace spanned by all eigenstates within this window).
For an appropriate choice of the constant ξ, almost all
the weight of ρ̂G is contained in this shell, and hence,
using Hoeffding’s inequality [76]

wmax ≤ Z−1
(
dim(V ∩ Ξ)e−β⟨E⟩+β

√
ξn + e−Θ(n)

)
, (6)

where Z = tr
(
e−βH)

is the partition function.
We now use the absence of redundancies. In this case,

Z = 2rn
(
1 + e−β

)(1−r)n
, and we can use a simple count-

ing argument to upper bound the dimension of V ∩ Ξ.
This counting argument follows from Eqs. (4), (5): if
∥x∥+ ∥z∥ is large, then |x0 + x, z0 + z⟩ /∈ Ξ, so the di-
mension of V ∩ Ξ can be upper bounded by counting all
the vectors with small (reduced) Hamming weight. The
upshot is a lower bound on the configurational entropy
of the form

sconf = Sconf/n ≥ r + f(T ) +O
(
1/

√
n
)
, (7)

where f is an increasing function of the temperature
T for sufficiently low temperature and large enough γ.
For specific parameters, the lower bound is shown in
Fig. 2(c). Remarkably, even though our result is only
a lower bound, it captures the qualitative behavior seen
also e.g. in replica calculations [39] for classical LDPC
codes. At zero temperature, the configurational entropy
density is equal to the code-rate r, stemming from the
exponentially large ground state degeneracy. Then sconf
initially increases with temperature so that the physics
at finite temperature is dominated by local minima at
finite energy densities, which are incongruent with the
global ground states.
Our arguments establish that at sufficiently low tem-

peratures, ρ̂G decomposes into exponentially many com-
ponents, each with exponentially small weight. While
this is sufficient to prove the claimed spin glass behav-
ior, we supplement it by numerical experiments that help
elaborate the more detailed phase diagram at interme-
diate temperatures. In particular, we study a family
of balanced-product codes analogous to known construc-
tions of good qLDPC codes [76]. In Fig. 2 (d), we show
the energy as a function of temperature in two different
numerical experiments. We use stabilizer Monte-Carlo
dynamics initialized in a specific state and measure the
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energy after a fixed, long time to ensure local equilibra-
tion. In the first experiment, we initialize the system in a
ground state and increase the temperature (heating); in
this case, the energy shows a sharp, first-order like transi-
tion from close-to-zero energy density to the equilibrium
value, at a temperature that we denote by Tmem. This
temperature however is invisible to the Gibbs sampler in
the second experiment, where initializing in a randomly
chosen high-temperature state and slowly lower the tem-
perature (annealing). In this case, the energy plateaus,
signaling the system falling out of equilibrium, only at a
lower temperature TG < Tmem.

Our proposed physical origin of this behavior is illus-
trated at the top of Fig. 2 (d), and posits that shattering
happens in two steps as the temperature is decreased.
At high temperatures, the Gibbs state is unique and the
configuration space explored by equilibrium dynamics is
connected. As the temperature is lowered, the system
first enters an intermediate “memory” regime below a
temperature Tmem. While there are exponentially many
extremal Gibbs states in this regime, a single compo-
nent carries almost all the weight; since the most sta-
ble Gibbs state components are expected to be the ones
containing the ground states (which are surrounded by
the largest barriers), Tmem corresponds to the passive
quantum memory threshold for the ground states of H.
The Gibbs state then shatters into exponentially many
low-weight components at an even lower temperature TG.
The fact that annealing fails to reach lower energies be-
low TG is a consequence of the configurational entropy
growing with temperature: typical local minima are lo-
cated just below the equilibrium energy density of TG
and hence the Gibbs sampler gets stuck in one of these
minima, failing to cool to temperatures below it. This be-
havior mirrors established structural transitions in classi-
cal mean-field glass formers such as diluted p-spin glasses
and random satisfiability problems [37, 63, 64]

D. Topological Order and Emergent Quantum
Memories

Thus far we have used linear confinement to prove that,
at low enough temperatures, the system displays a com-
plex free energy landscape with shattering and incongru-
ence. We now turn to proving the uniquely quantum
(topological) nature of the Gibbs state components.

First, note that the ground states of a finite-rate and
macroscopic distance d code are LRE, with a circuit com-
plexity of at least log d [104]. This is also naturally true
of all stabilizer eigenstates |x0, z0⟩ obtained by acting
on ground states with products of single-site Pauli oper-
ators. We now show that typical extremal Gibbs state
components ρ̂G,V at low temperatures are also topolog-
ically ordered or long-range entangled, i.e. they cannot
be approximated by a classical mixture of SRE states.
In fact, we prove an even stronger statement: at low
temperatures, typical ρ̂G,V are supported on subspaces
V which contain no SRE states at all. This may be re-
garded as a “local minimum” version of NLTS [65, 66].

Logical sectors

Hilbert Space

1

2

FIG. 3. Emergent quantum memories. We can use ar-
bitrary states from subspaces Vj to define thermally stable
high-rate and distance codes D. Since no code state of D can
be topological trivial, neither can the extremal Gibbs states
of H, which are supported on the Vj .

We prove this by showing that, in the models we study,
it is not just the ground states that form a quantum
error correcting code; instead we can create a finite-rate
and macroscopic distance quantum code from any state
drawn from a subspace V (associated with ρ̂G,V) and its
symmetry related partners in different logical sectors (see
Fig. 3). We then leverage the results of Ref. 104 which
show that such codestates cannot be SRE.

Explicitly, consider a typical low-energy subspace
with a bottleneck, V1 := V(x0, z0), constructed as in
Sec. III B. Also consider an arbitrary (not necessar-

ily stabilizer) state |ψ1⟩ =
∑

α cαÊα |1⟩ ∈ V1, where
|1⟩ = |x0, z0⟩ is the reference state used to construct

V1 and the Êα are possible patterns of fluctuations (er-
rors) on top of this reference state. We can obtain
2k − 1 other subspaces Vℓ by applying logical opera-
tors L̂ℓ to elements of V1. By construction, these sub-
spaces are spanned by states that have large (relative)
reduced distance. One can then show that suitably cho-
sen states from each subspace, |ψℓ⟩ =

∑
α cαÊα |ℓ⟩ ∈ Vℓ,

where |ℓ⟩ = L̂ℓ |1⟩, are all indistinguishable on any sub-
set of size less than ∼ δ(n) [76]. Consequently, the code
D = span{|ψℓ⟩ , ℓ = 1 . . . 2k} is a constant rate code with
distance d ∼ δ(n). The code states of any quantum error
correcting code with constant rate (k ∼ n) and distance
d ≥ 2 has circuit complexity of at least log d [104]. Since
the choice of subspace V1 and |ψ1⟩ ∈ V1 here was arbi-
trary (other than assuming that V1 is surrounded by a
free energy barrier to ensure its thermal stability), this
establishes the non triviality of any state in any low-
temperature subspace Vj which is surrounded by a bot-
tleneck, which also implies that the associated ρ̂G,V is
topologically ordered.

Note that we have constructed the codes D from
symmetry-related subspaces. Importantly, we did not
have the choice to use an arbitrary subset of subspaces,
even though all subspaces Vi have large relative distance.
This is because quantum error correction also requires
that the states in the codespace are locally indistinguish-
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able while with different error syndromes (i.e. differ-
ent patterns of violated checks) are clearly locally dis-
tinguishable.6

Finally, we note that each set of symmetry related
subspaces defines an emergent quantum memory, each
encoding k qubits. Typical sets are associated with sub-
spaces that do not contain codewords of the original code
at all, but only states at finite energy density. TQSGs
hence implement a hybrid mixture of classical and quan-
tum memory, and any equilbrium state, as detailed in
Sec. II, takes the form ρ̂ =

∑
i piµi⊗σi. The sum is over

all emergent quantum codes i, the states µi represents
the quantum information encoded in the k logical qubits
of code i, and the collection {pi} represents the classical
information encoded using the fact that there are many
emergent quantum codes.7

IV. SUMMARY AND OUTLOOK

We have established the existence of a new phase of
matter, a topological quantum spin glass. To define and
characterize this phase, we developed a generalization of
the extremal Gibbs state decomposition to quantum sys-
tems, which may be of independent interest. Like clas-
sical spin glasses, TQSGs display a complex free-energy
landscape with many stable Gibbs state components as-
sociated with both global and local energy minima. In
contrast to conventional spin glasses, however, in TQSGs
the individual Gibbs state components are long-range en-
tangled and robustly store quantum information. We
explicitly showed that TQSGs are realized as the low-
temperature phase of qLDPC codes with linear confine-
ment, including hypergraph and balanced products of
classical expander codes.

Our work raises many interesting questions for fur-
ther characterizing these phases. For example, nontriv-
ial phases of matter are often characterized in terms of
their long-range correlations. These correlations take an
unusual form in both topologically ordered phases (e.g.,
Wilson loops [15]) as well as in classical spin glasses
(such as point-to-set correlators or Edwards-Anderson
type order parameters [7]). It would be interesting to see
whether some combination of these ideas can also charac-
terize TQSGs. Relatedly, classical extremal Gibbs states
are characterized by a clustering of correlations, which
is in tension with the long-range entanglement of their
quantum counterparts uncovered here. Another question
is the stability of TQSGs to perturbations of the Hamil-
tonian; while the stability of topological order in ground
states of qLDPC codes in non-Euclidean geometries was
recently proven [106, 107], the more general result re-

quires proving stability for the Gibbs states associated
with local minima. While this can indeed be proven for
the case of extensive energy barriers [77, 78], it remains
to be shown in the more general case, encompassing e.g.
hypergraph product codes, along with the robustness of
long-range entanglement. Finally, our results on the cir-
cuit complexity of states in local minima are remarkably
close to that of the NLTS theorem for good quantum
codes, and hence raise the question of whether the NLTS
property applies to a much broader class of codes with
linear confinement but subextensive energy barriers.
More broadly, our results could have wide-ranging ap-

plications via the introduction of methods from spin glass
theory to quantum computer science. For example, our
results on the free-energy landscape of qLDPC codes may
yield novel methods for the solution of uniquely quantum
satisfiability problems, mirroring the success of conven-
tional spin glass methods in understanding classical satis-
fiability problems [36]. Second, our results for classifying
the complexity of equilibrium states connect to central
questions in quantum complexity theory, including the
NLTS theorem [66, 108] and the quantum PCP conjec-
ture [109]. Finally, the fact that TQSGs are able to store
quantum information in their local minima suggest ex-
citing possible applications in quantum machine learning
[5, 110].
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S I. A GUIDE TO THE SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

In this supplementary material, we provide rigorous results establishing the existence of topological quantum spin

glass order in qLDPC codes with sufficiently strong linear confinement.

In Section S II, we outline the Gibbs state decomposition, its relation to classical and quantum memory, and define

the configurational entropy which captures one of the defining features of topological quantum spin glass order.

In Section S III, we provide a brief introduction to classical and quantum low-density parity check (LDPC) codes,

fix related notation, and provide formal definitions of linear confinement in both classical and quantum LDPC codes.

Finally, we introduce two known constructions of qLDPC codes with linear confinement and summarize their proper-

ties.

The rest of the supplementary material (Sec. S IV-SVII) is devoted to proving the following formal result

Theorem S I.1 (Existence of Topological Quantum Spin Glasses). There exists a family of qLDPC codes on n qubits,

with linear (δ, γ)-confinement (Definition S III.10), associated local Hamiltonian H, and constants β∗, c1, c2, c3 ∈ R+

such that for an eigenstate |x, z⟩ chosen randomly from the Gibbs distribution p(x, z) ∝ e−βE(x,z) with β > β∗, the

following is true with high probability p = 1−O
(
e−c1

√
n
)
:

1. The state is surrounded by a bottleneck: there exists a subspace V(x, z) such that |x, z⟩ ∈ V(x, z) and

∆(n) :=
trP∂V ρ̂G
trPV ρ̂G

≤ e−c2δ(n) (S1)

where ∂V is the δ(n)/4-neighborhood of V (see Definition S II.1).

2. The Gibbs state supported on V contains an exponentially small fraction of the weight:

trPV ρ̂G ≤ 2−[r+f(T )]n (S2)

where r is the asymptotic rate of the code and f(T ), at low temperature T , is a positive and strictly increasing

function of T .

3. All states in the subspace V have circuit complexity Ω(log δ(n)).

4. The system serves as a passive memory for the code C′ := span{|ℓ⟩ := L̂ℓ |x0, z0⟩ , ℓ = 1 . . . 2k} with L̂ℓ,

ℓ = 1, . . . , 2k are the logical operators of the original code. The code C′ has the same number of logical qubits, k,

as the original code, and distance d′ ≥ c3δ(n).

Let us briefly comment on how this formal result is related to the informal definition, that is Theorem II.1 as

provided in the main text. The first ingredient to define a non-trivial phase of matter is to show that the bottleneck

condition is fulfilled for some set of subspaces.

Point (1) above guarantees that for a randomly chosen eigenstate, we can define a Gibbs state component supported

entirely on a subspace V that “surrounds” the eigenstate.

Point (2) implies both shattering and incongruence. In the stabilizer models we study, the subspaces V appearing

in the Gibbs state decomposition are diagonal in the eigenbasis, in which case trPV ρ̂G is the weight of Gibbs state

component supported on V. By Eq. (S2), no single extremal component has more than an exponentially small fraction

of the weight, and also this fraction is upper bounded by a decreasing function of temperature. In particular, this

upper bound on the weight is a lower bound of the min-entropy of the extremal Gibbs states, which however lower

bound the Shannon-entropy of the same ensemble, and hence the configurational entropy defined in the main text

and Section S II. The configurational entropy therefore is larger than the rate r at any finite temperature (shattering)

and, at low temperature, it is an increasing function of temperature (incongruence).
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Point (3) implies long-range entanglement of the Gibbs state component supported on V.
Finally, point (4), refers to the emergent quantum memories. It guarantees that the systems acts as a passive

memory with respect to the code spanned by |x0, z0⟩ and symmetry-related states. Due to shattering (point 3), there

are exponentially many (in n) choices for such an encoding that will lead to distinct steady states under any local

quantum channel that has the global Gibbs state as a steady state (cf. also the discussion in Section S II). The system

thus passively encodes a mixture of classical (the choice of quantum code to use) and quantum information.

The proof of Theorem S I.1 is split into multiple sections. Section S IV shows how to construct V and ∂V and

shows point (1). Section SV uses a counting argument to bound the configurational entropy and prove point (2).

Section SVI shows that arbitrary states in typical subspaces can be used form a constant code, which (using a result

from [S1]) establishes Points (3) and (4) above. Finally, in Section SVII, we use these general results to instantiate

Theorem S I.1 using the hypergraph product of random classical LDPC codes with appropriate parameters.

S II. BOTTLENECK THEOREM AND THE STRUCTURE OF EQUILIBRIUM STATES

Here we give a more detailed discussion of the definition and structure of Gibbs state components outlined in Section

II of the main text.

A. Bottleneck theorem

First, let us state the precise bottleneck condition introduced in Ref. [S2] that ensures that the projected state

ρV ∝ PVρGPV is an approximate steady state. To do so, we need to define the boundary of V:

Definition S II.1. The r-Hilbert space neighborhood of the subspace V is defined as

Br(V) ≡ Span{Ô |ψ⟩ | |ψ⟩ ∈ V, Ô acts on a most r qubits}. (S3)

Note that Br(V) is itself a subspace containing V, V ⊆ Br(V), by construction. The r-boundary of V is defined as

the orthogonal complement of V within Br(V). In terms of the corresponding projectors: P∂rV = PBr(V)(11− PV).

With this in hand, we can state the bottleneck theorem:

Theorem S II.2 (Theorem 2 of [S2]). Let M be a quantum channel with steady state ρ and assume that M has a

Kraus representation where every Kraus operator is r-local (acts on at most r qubits). Let V be a subspace and define

the projected state ρV = PVρPV/Tr(PVρ). Then the following inequality holds

||M[ρV ]− ρV ||1 ≤ ||P∂2rVρ||1
Tr(PVρ)

≡ 10∆. (S4)

We are interested in the case where ρ = ρG ∝ e−βH is the Gibbs state of Hamiltonian H. Note that the bottleneck

ratio defined here, ∆ =
||P∂2rVρ||1
Tr(PVρ) is not quite the same expression as the one we used in the main text, phrased in terms

of free energy barriers, which would correspond to ∆ =
Tr(P∂2rVρ)

Tr(PVρ) . The two expressions conincide if [P∂2rV , ρ] = 0,

which holds for stabilizer Hamiltonians such as the models we consider in this work. More generally, one can upper

bound the bottleneck ratio as [S2]

||P∂2rVρ||1
Tr(PVρ)

≤
√
Tr(P∂2rVρ)

Tr(PVρ)
(S5)

In Ref. [S2], it was shown that for codes with “good” expansion (δ(n) = Ω(n)) this condition is still satisfied when

we weakly perturb away from the stabilizer point, at least at sufficiently low energy densities.



4

B. Classical vs quantum memories and the structure of steady states

The bottleneck theorem allows us to decompose the Gibbs state ρG into approximate steady states, satisfying

||Mρ− ρ||1 ≤ ∆(n) (S6)

for any local dynamics M that has ρG as its steady state. In the cases we are interested in here, there will be multiple

distinct approximate steady states, all satisfying Eq. (S6) for some function ∆(n) that decays super-polynomially

with system size n. These form a convex set, i.e. if two sates ρ1,2 both satisfy this condition, then so does their

convex combination λρ1 + (1 − λ)ρ2. We want to understand the structure of this convex set. To do so, we rely on

the structure theorem for exact steady states (corresponding to ∆ = 0), developed in Refs. [S3, S4]. We will assume

that the same overall structure carries over to the case of approximate steady states (which become increasingly close

to exact ones with increasing n); justifying this assumption is an interesting open problem.

Exact steady states always correspond to subspaces V that are left invariant by the channel M (i.e., M†[PV ] = PV)

and extremal points in the convex set of steady states are correspond to subspaces that cannot be decomposed into

a direct sum of smaller invariant subspaces. Similarly, by Theorem S II.2, we associate approximate steady states

to subspaces that satisfy a bottleneck condition and the extremal states to those subspaces that cannot be further

decomposed1.

Any approximate steady state can be written as a convex combination of extremal states. However, there is an

important difference between the case when the space of steady states is fully classical, and the one where it includes

coherent superpositions; the two cases distinguish between classical and quantum memories.

First, let us consider the fully classical case. In that case, there is a unique set of extremal subspaces {Vi}i=1...N
that are all orthogonal to each other. Correspondingly, any state can be uniquely decomposed into a classical mixture

of extremal components, ρ =
∑

i piρi. Thus, the information preserved by the channel M is fully specified by the

classical probability distribution {pi} over the extremal components and the system acts as a passive classical memory

with log2 N encoded bits.

The classical case should be contrasted with that of a passive quantum memory. Let us illustrate the idea on the

simplest example, where the system preserves a single qubit’s worth of quantum information. We then have two

orthogonal extremal subspaces, V±, that have the same dimensions, and which we can associate (without loss of

generality) with the Z = ±1 eigenvalues of some ‘logical’ Pauli z operator Z. Since the two subspaces have the same

dimensions, we can write the combined subspace as V+ ⊕V− = C2 ⊗ Ṽ, decomposing it into an effective qubit degree

of freedom C2, and a remaining part Ṽ. There are two extremal Gibbs state components corresponding to V±, which

take the form ρ± = P±⊗σ, where P± ≡ (11±Z)/2 and, importantly the density matrix σ, acting on Ṽ, is the same in

both extremal states. The key point that distinguishes this case from a classical memory is that this set of extremal

sates is not unique. Indeed, one can perform an arbitrary unitary rotation U on the qubit degree of freedom to obtain

another extremal state of the form UP+U† ⊗ σ. Thus, the set of extremal Gibbs states is isomorphic to the Bloch

sphere of a qubit, while the convex set of all Gibbs states, which includes mixture of extremal ones, is isomorphic to

a Bloch ball, taking the form µ⊗ σ where µ is now an arbitrary density matrix on a single qubit.

This structure easily generalizes to the case when the system preserves a D-dimensional qudit (A special case of

this is a passive quantum memory of k qubits, wherein D = 2k). In this case there are D (approximately) invariant

orthogonal subspaces {Vi}i=1...D, all of the same size, such that
⊕

i Vi = CD ⊗ Ṽ. Other invariant subspaces can be

obtained by performing rotations on the first component of this tensor product decomposition and a generic steady

state again takes the form µ⊗σ where µ is an arbitrary D×D density matrix while σ is a fixed density matrix of size

dimVi. The full set of (approximate) steady states is then isomorphic to the set of all states of the D-dimensional

qudit. Drawing an analogy with the classical case, we can think of µ as a density matrix over the set of extremal

1 We note that the situation is more complicated in this case, since the subspaces in question are only approximately invariant, which

means that we have some freedom in how we define them, e.g. what exactly we include in the boundary region ∂V. However, this

ambiguity should not affect the important features and different choices should still lead to the same steady state in the limit of n → ∞.
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Gibbs states (similarly to how in the classical case we had a classical probability distribution {pi} over extremal

components).

In the most general case, relevant for the example we discuss below, the system might preserve a combination of

classical and quantum information. Correspondingly, the most general decomposition for steady states is of the form

ρss({pi}, {µi}) =
∑

i

piµi ⊗ σi. (S7)

For each i, µi is an arbitrary density matrix on a Di-dimensional qudit, while σi is fixed and the same for all steady

states. The pi form a classical probability distribution. Thus, the set of all steady states is isomorphic to that of block-

diagonal density matrices of the form
⊕

i piµi with the sizes of blocks given by Di. Classical memories correspond to

the case where all the Di = 1, while the fully quantum case is when there is only a single block of dimension D. The

extremal Gibbs state components correspond to the extremal points of the set of all steady states, parameterized in

Eq. (S7). Thus, they correspond to the choice pi = δi,i∗ and µi∗ = |ϕ⟩ ⟨ϕ|i∗ , for some Di∗ -dimensional vector |ϕ⟩i∗ .

C. Configurational entropy of the Gibbs state

We can also use the decomposition into extremal components to define entropic quantities that measure the number

of relevant components that contribute to the global Gibbs state. As an element of the set of steady states, the Gibbs

state, ρG ∝ e−βH, corresponds to a particular choice of the probabilities pi and the encoded density matrices µi in

the decomposition ρG =
∑

i piµi ⊗ σi. We are here interested in ρG not as a state over the many-body Hilbert space

H but in terms of its decomposition into extremal components. This is characterized by the effective density matrix

ρeffβ ≡ ⊕
i piµi which is a block-diagonal density matrix composed of the different µi’s weighted according to their

probabilities pi. We can now define a configurational entropy

S(β) ≡ −Tr(ρeffβ log2 ρ
eff
β ) = −

∑

i

pi log2 pi −
∑

i

piTr(µi log2 µi), (S8)

where in the second equality we used the block-diagonality of ρeffβ to write the entropy as the sum of the Shannon

entropy of the classical distribution pi and the average von Neumann entropy of the density matrices µi.

S(β) gives a measure of how many distinct components contribute to ρG at inverse temperature β. In a spin glass,

this can be a complicated function of temperature due to the competition between the decreasing probability pi of

Gibbs state components associated with local minima at high energies, and the entropic factor corresponding to the

potentially large number of such minima. More finely grained information on the full distribution of Gibbs state

components by considering the full spectrum of Rényi entropies of ρeffβ , given by

Sα(β) ≡
1

1− α
log2 Tr((ρ

eff
β )α), (S9)

which reproduces Eq. (S8) in the limit α → 1. The Hartley entropy, S0(β) simply measures the total number of

non-zero eigenvalues of ρeffβ , which is the same as its total dimension D =
∑

iDi (assuming that all the µi are full

rank, which is true in the Gibbs state with 0 < β <∞). This quantity should only increase with β, as more and more

local minima become stable. This is in contrast with the behavior of the von Neumann entropy Eq. (S8), which can be

non monotonic due to the fact that while the sheer number of components might increase with lowering temperature,

fewer of them might actually contribute significantly to ρG. In the other extreme, the min-entropy S∞(β) measures

the largest eigenvalue of ρeffβ , which we roughly take to correspond to the size of the largest Gibbs state component.

The Rényi entropies satisfy the inequality Sα(β) ≥ Sα′(β) if α ≤ α′, so we can use S∞(β) to lower bound Eq. (S8)

for example, which is indeed the approach we will take below in Section SV.

In principle, calculating the entropies requires calculating the eigenvalues λi,α of the matrices µi. However, in the

examples we consider, which are all commuting stabilizer code Hamiltonians, the rotations within the different blocks

are all generated by exact symmetries of the Hamiltonian (the logical operators of the quantum code). As such,

they do not change the energy and therefore the density matrices µi are all maximally mixed states with eigenvalues
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λi,α = 1/Di (we expect the same to be true more generally, even when we perturb away from the stabilizer limit, at

least in some approximate sense). Thus, the spectrum of ρeffβ consists of eigenvalues of the form pi/Di, each with a

degeneracy of Di. In particular, the min-entropy is given by S∞(β) = − log2 maxi{pi/Di}.
Finally, we can relate this to the Gibbs weight of extremal components. Consider an extremal Gibbs state component

ρ̂G,V , associated to some subspace V. As noted above, this takes the form |ϕ⟩ ⟨ϕ|i∗⊗σi∗ for some i∗ andDi∗ -dimensional

pure state |ϕ⟩i∗ , which both depend on the choice of V. Consequently, the weight of the extremal component is given

by wV = tr(PVρG) = pi∗⟨ϕ|µi∗ |ϕ⟩. Now, making the assumption that µi = 11/Di, we get that wV = pi∗/Di∗ . In

other words, the eigenvalues of ρeffβ are precisely the Gibbs weights and the formula for the min-entropy becomes

S∞(β) = − log2 maxV{wV}. This is the formula we use to bound the configurational entropy below.

S III. QUANTUM LOW DENSITY PARITY CHECK CODES WITH LINEAR CONFINEMENT

The models that we consider in this work as an instantiation of topological quantum spin glasses are derived directly

from quantum error correcting codes. More precisely, they are based on quantum low density parity check codes with

a property called linear confinement, or, in its most extreme incarnation, expansion.

In this section, for readers unfamiliar with error correcting codes but also as a way to fix notation, we providing

a brief introduction of classical and quantum low density parity check codes. We then provide a formal definition of

linear confinement in classical and quantum error correcting codes, and comment on its relation to the boundary- and

coboundary expansion of chain complexes. We end this section with a review of two constructions of quantum error

correcting codes with linear confinement.

A. Classical and quantum low density parity check codes

Classical linear codes on n bits are defined via a so called “parity check matrix” H ∈ Fm×n
2 , where F2 is the the

field with two elements (for simplicity, we restrict the discussion here to binary codes defined on bits). Each row of

H defines a single “parity check”, which corresponds to a subset of bits (corresponding to the nonzero entries of the

row) whose sum is enforced to be zero mod 2 in the codewords of the code. its easy to check that this means that the

codewords of the code are exactly given by the elements of the kernel of H. This will indeed be the formal definition:

Definition S III.1 (Classical linear code). Given a parity check matrix H ∈ Fm×n
2 with rankH < n, the classical

linear code corresponding to H is defined as the subspace C = kerH.

We also define the number of logical bits k, as the dimension of the code space, that is k := dim C = n− rankH.

We further define the distance d of the code as the smallest Hamming weight of any non-zero element of C.

By the above definition, codewords are vectors z ∈ Fn
2 such that Hz = 0. Flipping some bits amounts to adding

to z another vector e ∈ Fn
2 (note that addition in F2 is mod 2). Because of linearity, H(z + e) = He =: s, and s is

called the syndrome of the error e. Because the codewords form a linear subspace, the definition of d as the weight

of the smallest codeword means that the distance is also the smallest difference between any two codewords. It is

thus possible, at least in principle, to recover a corrupted codeword faithfully as long as |e| < d/2, by identifying the

solution to He = s with minimal Hamming weight. The triplet number of bits n, the number of logical bits k, and

the distance d are often denoted as a triplet and we say in short that C is an [n, k, d] code.

For practical purposes we often want to enforce the condition that the parity check matrix is sparse.

Definition S III.2 (Classical low density parity check (LDPC) code). A family of classical linear codes define by a

family parity check matrices Hn is called a low density parity check (LDPC) code, if there exist two n-independent in-

tegers wcheck and wbit, called the check- and bit-degree respectively, such that
∑

j(Hn)ij ≤ wcheck and
∑

i(Hn)ij ≤ wbit

for all n.

In other words, each parity check only contains a finite number of bits (at most wcheck) and each bit participates

in a finite number of checks (at most wbit).
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In the following, we will not explicitly denote the n-dependence of the parity check matrix H, but whenever we

talk about LDPC codes implicitly consider an infinite family of codes with bit- and check- degrees independent of n.

Fixing some further notation, the ratio r = k/n, quantifies the overhead associated to the encoding and is called

the rate of the code. Intuitively, the best codes should maximize the rate (i.e. minimize the overhead) as well as

the distance d (i.e. the robustness against noise). Codes which have the optimal scaling of both parameters, that is

[n,Θ(n),Θ(n)]-codes, are called good.

Quantum error correcting codes correspond to a subspace C of the 2n-dimensional complex Hilbert space of n

qubits. Here, we will here consider so called Calderbank-Shor-Steane codes [S5, S6], where the subspace is defined

as the common +1 eigenspace of a set of commuting Pauli operators. The Pauli operators are specified by a pair

of classical parity check matrices, HX ∈ FmX×n
2 and HZ ∈ FmZ×n

2 and define two different kind of check operators

called stabilizers, corresponding to products of Pauli-X and Pauli-Z operators, respectively:

SX,i =
∏

j;(HX)ij=1

X̂j , SZ,i =
∏

j;(HZ)ij=1

Ẑj . (S10)

The condition that all the SX,i and SZ,i commute then corresponds to the condition that HX ·HT
Z = 0mX×mZ . The

codespace C is then defined as the common +1 eigenspace of all gX,i and gZ,i, and has dimension k = n− rankHX −
rankHZ . As before, this leads us naturally to the formal definition

Definition S III.3 (Calderbank-Shor-Steane (CSS) code). Consider a pair of classical parity check matrices

HX ∈ FmX×n
2 and HZ ∈ FmZ×n

2 such that HX · HT
Z = 0mX×mZ . These define two sets of commuting check op-

erators SX,i, SZ,i (see Eq. (S10)), and the corresponding quantum code is defined as the mutual +1 eigenstates of all

check operators.

We also define the number of logical qubits as k = dim C = n− rankHX − rankHZ .

We further define the logical operators of the code as those Pauli-strings that commute with all checks. The distance of

the code is then defined as the size of the smallest non-trivial logical operator, i.e. the smallest operator that commuted

with all checks but is not a product of checks (and hence not the logical identity).

We also define the LDPC condition for quantum codes

Definition S III.4 (Quantum low density parity check (qLDPC) code). A family of CSS codes defined by a family

of parity check matrices HX,n, HZ,n is called a quantum low density parity check (qLDPC) code, if both HX,n and

HZ,n are LDPC (see Definition S III.2).

The above definition are almost analogous to the classical case, apart from the distinction of the code states and

logical operators. Since the parity check matrices in the CSS case are used to define operators on the Hilbert space,

the codewords of the corresponding classical codes correspond to the logical operators of the quantum code. The

condition HX ·HT
Z = 0mX×mZ means that these codewords fall into two classes: (1) check operators gX/Z , which are

representatives of the logical identity (recall that the code space is the mutual +1 eigenstate of all checks) and (2)

logical operators that act non-trivial on the code space. The logical operators are again divided into two sets: logical

X-operators are given by X = X̂x where x ∈ kerHZ/ imHT
X while logical Z-operators are given by Z = Ẑz where

z ∈ kerHX/ imHT
Z . Here and below, we use the notation Ôa =

∏
j O

aj

j and use imM to denote the image of the

matrix M . The distance of the quantum code in terms of the parity check matrices is hence the smallest Hamming

weight of any element of the set (kerHZ − imHT
X) ∪ (kerHX − imHT

Z ).

As in the classical case, r = k/n is called the rate of the code, and a code is called good if both k and d are

proportional to n.

B. Linear confinement and expansion

We begin by defining linear confinement for classical codes. In coding theory, the same property is also sometimes

called robustness.
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Definition S III.5 (Linear confinement). We say that a classical code with parity check matrix H ∈ Fm×n
2 has linear

(δ, γ)-confinement if

|x| ≤ δ(n) ⇒ |Hx| ≥ γ|x| (S11)

for some monotonically increasing function δ(n) which diverges super-logarithmically with n (i.e. log n/δ(n) → 0 as

n→ ∞), and some γ > 0.

Intuitively, linear confinement implies that “large errors have large syndromes” — that is until the error becomes

too large, which is quantified by the function δ(n). Note that the reverse is not true : there may be large errors

|x| > δ(n) with small syndromes, but which are far away from any logical operator. A guarantee of this second kind,

“small syndromes correspond to small errors” is called soundness, and an interesting topic in itself. In this paper

however, we focus on the physical implications of confinement.

Remark S III.6. In the case where the upper bound δ(n) scales optimally, that is δ(n) = δ · n for some δ > 0, our

definition of linear confinement coincides with that of (code) expansion by Sipser and Spielman [S7]. Classical codes

with this scaling are also called expander codes.

Remark S III.7. The parameter γ, which sets the number of checks violated per error, is upper bounded by the

bit-degree dbit. Families of expander codes that approach this optimal value are called lossless expanders.

For quantum codes CSS, there is an equivalent notion of “large errors have large syndromes”, however we will

have to adjust the measure by which to measure the size of the error. Recall that a quantum CSS code is defined

by two parity check matrices HX and HZ that fulfill the condition HT
XHZ = 0, which guarantees that X- and Z-

checks commute. This means that when viewed a classical code, neither HX nor HZ can be expanding in the sense

of Definition S III.5 since they have many small codewords corresponding to the stabilizers of the other kind. The

stabilizer however act trivially on the codespace, and hence should not count towards the size of the error. This is

formalized by defining the “reduced weight” of an error.

Definition S III.8 (Reduced weight). Given a pair of parity check matrices HX ∈ Fm×n
2 and HZ ∈ Fm×n

2 with

HT
XHZ = 0, we define the reduced weight with respect to HX and HZ as the following norms on Fn

2

∥x∥X := dist[x, im(HT
X)], (S12)

∥z∥Z := dist[z, im(HT
Z )]. (S13)

Above, the distance of a vector x ∈ Fn
2 to a subspace A is defined as dist(x,A) := mina∈A |x+ a|.

Remark S III.9. Given Pauli operators EX = X̂x and EZ = Ẑz, and a code state |ψ⟩ ∈ C, then ∥x∥X and ∥z∥z are

the weights of the smallest Pauli operators with the same action as EX and EZ on |ψ⟩, respectively.

We are now ready to define linear boundary- and coboundary confinement.

Definition S III.10 (Linear boundary and coboundary confinement). Consider a quantum CSS code defined by two

parity check matrices HX and HZ. For δ(n) some monotonic function of n that diverges super-logarithmically with n

(i.e. log n/δ(n) → 0 as n→ ∞), and γ > 0, we say that the code has (δ, γ)-boundary confinement if

∥x∥X ≤ δ(n) ⇒ |HZx| ≥ γ∥x∥X. (S14)

We say that the quantum code has (δ, γ)-coboundary confinement if

∥z∥Z ≤ δ(n) ⇒ |HXz| ≥ γ∥z∥Z. (S15)

We say that a quantum code has (δ, γ)-confinement if it has both (δ, γ)-boundary and (δ, γ)-coboundary confinement.



9

Although, for the ease of readers more familiar with the perspective from coding theory, we have formulated the

above definitions in terms of classical and CSS codes, we still borrow the names linear boundary and coboundary

confinement from homology. This is because a classical code can be identified with a two-term chain complex

C1 −−−−−→
∂1=HT

C0, (S16)

where the basis elements of the F2-vector spaces C0 and C1 correspond to bits and checks, respectively. Any CSS

quantum code can be identified with a three-term chain complex

C2 −−−−−→
∂2=HT

Z

C1 −−−−−→
∂1=HX

C0, (S17)

where the basis elements of the vector spaces C0, C1, and C2 correspond to X-checks, qubits, and Z-checks, re-

spectively, and the Z and X-parity check matrices correspond to the boundary operators. In this language, errors

correspond to elements of C1. The X(Z)-syndrome is given by the (co-)boundary of this chain, and the reduced

weight is simply the distance of a chain to the set of (co-)boundaries. Linear (co-)boundary confinement with op-

timal scaling of δ(n) = δ n for some δ > 0 is therefore equivalent to (co-)boundary expansion of the corresponding

chain complex [S8–S10]. See [S11, Section II.B] for more details on this connection between (quantum) codes and

homological algebra.

C. Two examples of quantum codes with linear confinement

In the main text, we mention two explicit examples of codes with linear confinement. Here, we provide their formal

definition as well as a summary of their properties that are relevant for this work. For a more detailed overview, we

refer the interested reader to Ref. S11.

1. Hypergraph Products of Gallager Codes

Our first example will be constructed by taking a certain homological product of the historically first example of

good LDPC codes, called Gallager codes. Gallager introduced the idea of low-density parity check codes in his PhD

thesis [S12, S13]. He also provided the first example of a family of good LDPC codes, by considering random codes.

In particular, the (n, wbit, wcheck)-ensemble is defined by considering the following ensemble of H ∈ Fm×n
2 matrices

withm = wbit

wcheck
n. Partition H vertically into wbit equal-size blocks of size

n
wcheck

×n. Each block will have one nonzero

entry per column. The first block contains all its ones in descending order such that each row contains wcheck ones.

The remaining blocks are obtained from the first by random permutations of the columns, where each permutations

is considered with equal probability.

Note that for wcheck > wbit codes from the ensemble have linear rate since k = n− rankH ≥ n−m = n(1− wbit

wcheck
).

In fact, it is known that this bound is tight:

Lemma S III.11 (Gallager Codes have no redundancies, Lemma 3.27 in [S14]). Consider the (n,wbit, wcheck) ensemble

of classical LDPC codes, and let

kdes =




n
(
1− wbit

wcheck

)
− 1 if wbit even

n
(
1− wbit

wcheck

)
if wbit odd

. (S18)

Then, for wcheck > wbit ≥ 2, we have for the actual number of logical bits k := n− rankH

Prob(k = kdes) −−−−→
n→∞

1 (S19)



10

The above Lemma in particular means that a parity check matrix chosen from the LDPC ensemble has no redun-

dancies with high probability for sufficiently large n.

Sipser and Spielman later showed that Gallager codes are expander codes (see Remark S III.6) with high probability

[S7] and one can further show that they achieve confinement with arbitrarily large coefficient γ, that is γ > wbit − 2

with high probability (see [S14, Theorem 8.7] and [S15, Lemma 11.3.4]).

Tillich and Zemor [S16] considered the so-called hypergraph product of a Gallager code with itself, which the quantum

code defined by the parity check matrices

HX =
(
H ⊗ 1n, 1m ⊗HT

)
(S20a)

HZ =
(
1n ⊗H, HT ⊗ 1m

)
(S20b)

where H is the parity check matrix of the classical Gallager code. They showed that this provides a quantum code with

linear rate k = Θ(n), and d = Ω(
√
n) [S16]. This construction was the first to achieve linear rate and super-logarithmic

distance.

In the following, we refer to the hypergraph product of a Gallager codes with itself simply as “hypergraph product

code”, omitting the classical input code for brevity. For our purposes their most important property is the fact that

they have linear confinement, which was first shown in Ref. S17. Here, we quote a revised version from Ref. S18,

which provides an improved lower bound on the value of the coefficient γ.

Lemma S III.12 (Lemma 15 in [S18]). Let ϵ be a positive constant. For wbit, wcheck > ϵ−1, the hypergraph product

of a classical Gallager code chosen from the (n,wbit, wcheck) ensemble with itself has, with high probability, linear

(δ, γ)-confinement in the sense of Definition S III.10, where δ(n) = δ · √n with δ = wbit(w
2
bit + w2

check)
−1ϵ and

γ = 1
2 (1− 8ϵ)wbit.

In particular, this means that while the scaling of the upper bound δ(n) is sub-optimal, hypergraph products of

Gallager codes realize arbitrarily large coefficients γ.

2. Balanced Products of Tanner codes on Symmetric Expanders

The upper bound on the distance d ≤ Ω(
√
n) of hypergraph product codes is due to the fact that code words of the

classical input codes lift to logical operators of the quantum code, whereas the number of qubits n of the quantum

code scales quadratically in the number of bits of the input code.

This problem can be overcome using a different type of product of classical codes called balanced product. Assuming

that we have a group G acting on the parity check matrix H then, instead of just performing the usual tensor product,

we can factor out the action of G on both factors. More generally, for vector spaces V and W with a group G acting

on both, we define the product

V ⊗G W := V ⊗W/⟨v · g ⊗ w − v ⊗ g · w | v ∈ V,w ∈W, g ∈ G⟩.

We refer to [S11, S19] regarding the details of the construction. However, it should be clear that we can not use Gallager

codes as inputs, as they are sampled from a random ensemble and will not have sufficiently many symmetries. We

therefore require a highly symmetric construction of good LDPC codes that we can use as inputs. Such a construction

was developed by Sipser–Spielman [S7] who showed, based on earlier ideas by Tanner [S20], that one can obtain good

codes not only from random graphs, but also from graphs which have certain expansion properties.

Let us describe how to obtain suitable input codes. Consider a group G with two symmetric generating sets

A,B ⊂ G (meaning A = A−1 and B = B−1) of equal cardinality ∆ = |A| = |B|. From these, we construct a right

Cayley graph Cayr(G,A) and a left Cayley graph Cayℓ(G,B). We then consider their respective double-covers, which
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we denote by Xr
2 = Cayr2(G,A) and X

ℓ
2 = Cayℓ2(G,B). When these double-covers exhibit strong spectral expansion

properties, we can construct Sipser-Spielman expander codes [S7] using local codes K and L. The resulting codes are

denoted by C(Xr
2 , L) and C(Xℓ

2,K). We will require that the Cayley graphs are Ramanujan graphs, which means

the spectrum of the adjacency matrix satisfies λ = max{|λ2|, |λn|} ≤ 2
√
∆− 1. Such graphs can be constructed

following [S21, S22]. These codes were constructed in [S19] and conjecture to be good qLDPC codes , i.e. with k ∼ n

and d ∼ n, which was later proven in [S23]. In [S24] proved a slightly stronger statement, namely that balanced

products of Sipser-Spielman codes are (co-)boundary expanders, which we will use here.

Consider balanced product code

C(Xr
2 ,K)⊗G C(X

ℓ
2, L) = C(Xr

2 ×G X
ℓ
2,K ⊗ L).

The right-hand side of this equation reflects that we can assign a local tensor code K ⊗ L directly to the balanced

product complex Xr
2 ×G X

ℓ
2, as detailed in [S19, Section IV-B].

The following theorem, which combines Theorem 3.8 and Corollary 3.10 from Ref. [S24], characterizes the expansion

properties of the balanced product code.

Theorem S III.13. The parity-check matrices of the balanced product code

C(Xr
2 , L)⊗G C(X

ℓ
2,K) = C(Xr

2 ×G X
ℓ
2,K ⊗ L)

have linear (δ, γ)-confinement with constant δ > 0.

S IV. TYPICAL LOW-TEMPERATURE STATES ARE SURROUNDED BY BOTTLENECKS

In this section, we prove that the Gibbs state in Hamiltonians derived from quantum codes with linear confinement

can generally be decomposed into components supported on subspaces which are surrounded by a bottleneck in the

sense of Theorem S II.2. In particular, we show that we can define a subspace V around any typical (with respect to

the Gibbs distribution) eigenstate of the Hamiltonian which is surrounded by a bottleneck subspace ∂V.

A. Setup of the proof and notation

Consider an eigenstate |x0, z0⟩ of a CSS stabilizer code Hamiltonian with linear confinement, labeled by the supports

of the Pauli operators used to produce it from one of the ground states (that is |x0, z0⟩ = X̂x0Ẑz0 |ψ⟩ for an arbitrary

reference ground state |ψ⟩, see also main text). The idea is to choose the subspace V in a way such that in includes

typical thermal fluctuations around |x0, z0⟩. That is, we are interested in eigenstates |x0 + x, z0 + z⟩, where the

“fluctuations” x, z are in some sense typical according to the Gibbs distribution.

In graph-local models (i.e. models with bounded-degree interaction graphs), percolation theory tells us that typical

fluctuations at any finite temperature have extensive operator weight, but at low temperature their support will have

no large connected components. Here, we will demand an even stronger condition, that is that fluctuation should

have no large connected components, and that the connected components that are present should be sufficiently far

apart. This is captured by the notion of an α-subset:

Definition S IV.1 (α-subset). Given a graph G = (V,E), a subset of vertices A ⊂ V and α > 0, we call B ⊂ V an

α-subset of A if |A ∩B| ≥ α|B|.

Remark S IV.2. For α = 1 the definition coincides with that of a subset B ⊂ A.
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FIG. S1. The maximal connected α-subset, MaxConnα(A) of a set A (gray) indicated or decreasing values of α in hatched

blue. For α = 1, the notion of an α-subset is identical with that of a usual subset, and the maximal connected α subset is just

the largest connected component of A. As α is decreasing, we have increasingly more freedom to “join” connected components

of A through empty space, while maintaining a large intersection.

Of particular importance below will be the idea of the largest connected α-subset, MaxConnα(A). We illustrate

this idea in Fig. S1. While for α = 1, MaxConnα(A) is just the largest connected component of A (left panel), for

α < 1 it is the largest connected superset of A with relative overlap at least α. This can be seen as giving freedom

to “join” different connected components, as illustrated in the center and right panel. This means in particular that

any set without any large α-subset must consist of connected components that are small and far apart from each

other. We will make this last idea quantitative in Lemma S IV.6 below, but for now proceed by using it to define our

bottleneck set.

To apply the notion of α-subset to our problem, we will abuse notation slightly and identify the binary vectors x

with their support, which is also the support of the Pauli operators X̂x labeled by x. The support of x is therefore

a set of qubits and we can then talk about the connected components of x, where connectivity is defined by the

interaction graph of the code Hamiltonian, i.e. two qubits are connected if they are part of the same check. One

reason why connected components of x (and z) are important is that, by definition, different connected components

have independent syndromes that cannot cancel each other. This means, among other things, that the expansion

properties in Definition S III.10 apply to each connected component separately.

With this preparation, we define our subspace V(x0, z0) as

V(x0, z0) := span
{
Xx0+xZz0+z |ψ⟩ | x0 + x ∈ Ω(x0) and z0 + z ∈ Ω(z0)

}
, (S21a)

Ω(x0) :=
{
x0 + x | MaxConnα=1/2(x) ≤ 1

2δ(n)
}
, (S21b)

where δ(n) is the upper bound on the size of confined errors in the code (see Definition S III.10), and MaxConnα(x)

denotes the size of the largest connected α-subset of the support of x. We define the subspace in terms of a set of

of classical binary vectors Ω, since, as we shall see below, to establish the desired bottleneck condition for the space

V and its boundary ∂V it will be sufficient to show an equivalent condition on the subset Ω and its boundary, with

respect to a suitably defined classical Gibbs measure.

We can now consider the neighborhood of V(x0, z0) as defined in Definition S II.1. In particular, we consider a

boundary of width 2r = 1
4δ(n) (note that it is this 2r-boundary that appears in Theorem S II.2), which is defined by

∂V(x0, z0) := span
{
Xx0+xZz0+z |ψ⟩ | x0 + x ∈ ∂Ω(x0) and z0 + z ∈ ∂Ω(z0)

}
(S22a)

∂Ω(x0) :=
{
x /∈ Ω(x0) | dist(x,Ω(x0)) <

1
4δ(n)

}
(S22b)

In the following, we will sometimes drop the arguments and refer to the two subspaces simply as V and ∂V. Note

that from the way we defined these subspaces, they are well-separated from their image under any logical operation;

that is, if we define the completion V := V ∪ ∂V we have V ∩ L̂V = ∅ for all logical operators L̂ of the code. This

follows directly from linear confinement, which implies MaxConn(L̂) > δ(n), and Lemma S IV.6 below.
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Let us give some intuition for the definitions Eq. (S21) and Eq. (S22) above. As already mentioned, the central

idea that given a state |x0, z0⟩, the space V(x0, z0) should already include typical thermal fluctuations x, z around it,

such that the bottleneck ∂V (x0, z0) only has small weight relative to V. As will show below (Lemma S IV.6), the way

we defined V and its boundary ∂V guarantees that no fluctuation in either V or ∂V has a large connected component.

Since each connected component has an independent syndrome, this will allow us to use linear confinement to argue

that all fluctuations in ∂V have high energy cost relative to those in V. In particular, each “large” connected α-

component (those not allowed in V but in ∂V) comes with an energy that is proportional to its size. Since the

entropic contribution to the free energy is also at most extensive in the size, this will allow us to prove that the

bottleneck ratio defined in Theorem S IV.10 is exponentially small in n at low temperature.

The global Gibbs state is given by

ρ̂G = Z−1
∑

x,z

e−β(|HZx|+|HXz|) |x, z⟩⟨x, z| (S23)

where the sum goes over all binary vectors x, z, and we have chosen an arbitrary ground state as a reference. Note

that in this notation, two states |x, z⟩ and |x′, z′⟩ are identical iff x+x′ ∈ im(HT
X) and z+z′ ∈ im(HT

Z ). This means

that in the sum above, every eigenstate appears 2m times. However, since this is an overall factor, it cancels out with

the normalization Z−1.

We can now write the bottleneck ratio defined in Theorem S II.2 as

∆(n) :=
trP∂V ρ̂G
trPV ρ̂G

=

∑
x∈∂Ω(x0),z∈∂Ω(z0)

e−β(|HZx|+|HXz|)
∑

x∈Ω(x0),z∈Ω(z0)
e−β(|HZx|+|HXz|) (S24a)

=

∑
x∈∂Ω(x0)

e−β|HZx|
∑

x∈Ω(x0)
e−β|HZx| ×

∑
z∈∂Ω(z0)

e−β|HXz|
∑

z∈Ω(z0)
e−β|HXz| (S24b)

=
µ
(X)
G [∂Ω(x0)]

µ
(X)
G [Ω(x0)]

× µ
(Z)
G [∂Ω(z0)]

µ
(Z)
G [Ω(z0)]

, (S24c)

where

µ
(X/Z)
G (y) ∝ e−β|HZ/Xy| (S25)

is the global Gibbs measure of the classical model defined by HX/Z . It hence suffices to show a bottleneck condition for

the set of classical configurations Ω and its boundary ∂Ω, for both µ
(X)
G and µ

(Z)
G . In the classical model, configurations

related by adding checks are distinct, but have the same energy. To show the bottleneck, we will have to use that

the classical energy functional E(y) =
∣∣HX/Zy

∣∣ has linear (co-)boundary confinement (Definition S III.10), which is

defined with respect to the the reduced weight (Definition S III.8). We now introduce the notation x|red to denote

the smallest representative of the equivalence class [x] ∈ Fn
2/ im(HT

X). In this notation, the reduced weight is simply

∥x∥ = |x|red| where |•| is the Hamming weight. The sets Ω and ∂Ω then have to be defined with respect to the

reduced representative x|red. That is, we (re-)define MaxConnα(x) → MaxConnα(x|red), and whenever we say that

a vector x is connected we mean that the support x|red is connected in the sense defined above.

In the following, we also will drop the superscript in µG and the subscript in the parity check matrix H, since the

proof for both the X and the Z case proceeds completely in parallel.

B. α-percolation

To bound the bottleneck ratio, we will use the notion of α-percolation. To the best of our knowledge, this was

first considered in Bombin’s proof of single-shot error correction for subsystem codes [S25, Lemma 10], but under a

different name. Theorem S IV.3 below in this form is adapted from Ref. [S26, Theorem 17], which proved single-shot

error correction for hypergraph product codes of classical expander codes.
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Percolation theory asks about the size of the largest connected component in a randomly chosen subgraph of a

graph G. We will here focus on site percolation, where we choose the subgraph as induced by a random subset of

vertices. We call a subset of vertices connected if its induced subgraph is connected. Site percolation hence studies

the size of the largest connected subset of a randomly chosen set of vertices of G The idea of α-percolation is to

study instead the size of the largest connected α-subset of a randomly chosen set of vertices of G. In the following,

we denote by MaxConn(A) the size of the largest connected subset, and by MaxConnα(A) the size of the largest

connected α-subset of A ⊂ V .

Theorem S IV.3 (α-percolation, Theorem 17 in [S26], i.i.d. version). Let G = (V,E) be a graph with degree upper

bounded by w, and let α ∈ (0, 1] and t ≥ 1 an integer. Then, for a random subset Σ0 ⊂ V , with vertices chosen

independently with probability p ≤ α
d−1 we have

Prob [MaxConnα(Σ0) ≥ t] ≤ |V |
(
w − 1

w − 2

)2
qt

1− q
(S26)

where q = (1− p)w−1−α pα 2h(α)Φ with Φ = (w − 1)(1 + 1
w−2 )

w−2 and h(α) is the binary entropy function.

Remark S IV.4. For any finite graph degree w, and any value of 0 < α ≤ 1, there exists a threshold pc > 0, such

that q < 1 for p < pc.

Remark S IV.5. For q < 1 (i.e. p < pc, see previous remark), the probability of the random subset Σ0 having a

connected α subset of size larger than t decays exponentially in t. In this case, the typical size of the largest connected

α-subset of Σ0 hence scales as O(log |V |)
Note that we state here the version of the theorem where the subgraph is chosen at each vertex independently, more

generally we only need to demand a local stochasticity condition, that is µ(Σ0) ≤ p|Σ0| for some 0 < p < 1. Below, we

will use α-percolation on the interaction graph of the Hamiltonian H to guarantee that at low temperature excitations

are distributed sparsely within the graph. The i.i.d. condition in this case corresponds to the condition that the parity

check matrices HX and HZ have no redundant (linearly dependent) rows, i.e. rankHX = mX and rankHZ = mZ .

Local stochasticity however is still fulfilled in the presence of redundancies and hence the results presented also hold

in this case. This is because the presence of redundancies simply implies that certain syndromes are forbidden (e.g.

in the 2D Ising model, only closed loops of violated bonds are “allowed”), but we still have µ(Σ0) ≤ p|Σ0| simply

because the energy is, by definition, proportional to the size of the syndrome.

Note that throughout this section, we use α-subsets on two distinct graphs. In the definitions of the subspaces V in

Eq. (S21), we constrain the size of fluctuations to have no large α-subsets, and fluctuations are subsets of qubits that

are connected if they share a check. In the following, we use α-percolation to ensure that the syndrome Σ0 of typical

states at low temperature has no large α-subset. The syndrome, however, is a set of checks, and a set of checks is

connected when they are of the same type X or Z, and they share a bit.

Below, we show a few simple properties of sets with bounded MaxConnα. These will prove to be useful in upper

bounding the bottleneck ratio.

We first make more precise the intuition, already given above in Section S IVA and in particular in Fig. S1, that

demanding the absence of large connected α-subsets in a set means that connected components of the set have to be

small and far apart. To this end, we prove the following

Lemma S IV.6. Let G = (G,E) be a graph, α ∈ (0, 1] and L an integer. Also let A ⊂ V be a subset of vertices with

MaxConnα(A) ≤ L, and B ⊂ V a subset of vertices with |B| ≤ L(1− α). Then

MaxConn(A ∪B) ≤ L (S27)
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Proof. We argue by contradiction. Assume MaxConn(A ∪ B) > L, and denote the largest connected component of

A∪B by S. Note that by removing B from A∪B and S, we only reduce the weight of S by at most |B| ≤ (1−α)L.

Hence |A ∩ S| ≥ |S|−|B| ≥ |S|−L(1−α) ≥ α|S|. However, since |S| > L, this is in contradiction with the assumption

that MaxConnα(A) ≤ L.

We will also need the following lemma, which, informally stated, tells us that the maximal connected α subset of a

set A is a collection of independent connected components of A, and hence separated from the rest of A.

Lemma S IV.7. Let G = (G,E) be a graph, α = (0, 1], and A ⊂ V a subset of vertices. Denote by S the maximal

connected α-subset of A, and by Sc = V/S its complement. Then no edge in E connects S ∩A and Sc ∩A.

Proof. We argue by contradiction. Assume that there exists (u, v) ∈ E such that u ∈ S ∩ A and v ∈ Sc ∩ A. Then

consider S′ = S ∪ {v}, which is connected, |S′| = |S|+ 1 > |S|, and

|A ∩ S′| = |A ∩ S|+ 1 ≥ α|S|+ 1 ≥ α(|S|+ 1) ≥ α|S′|. (S28)

This is contradiction with the fact that S is the maximal α subset of A.

C. Typical states are surrounded by energy barriers

In this section, we characterize the landscape around typical low temperature eigenstates of qLDPC codes with

linear confinement This will provide some intuition that is helpful for the proof of the bottleneck condition in Theo-

rem S IV.10. More generally, the characterization of the energy landscape is also of independent interest in itself.

Below, we discuss properties at the level of a single parity check matrix H ∈ Fm×n
2 , rather than the full qLDPC

code; nevertheless, we do assume that the check matrix fulfills the linear confinement property with respect to the

reduced weight ∥•∥ defined in Definition S III.8. Formally, this means we are considering one side of a three-term chain

complex with linear (co-)boundary confinement as defined in Definition S III.10. Also note that whenever below we

talk about connected (sub)-sets of bits or checks, we define the connectivity with respect to the bit- and check-graph

respectively. Two bits are connected when they share a check, and two checks are connected when they share a bit.

We start our characterization of the landscape by noting that low-temperature states with high probability have

an “effective linear confinement” property for fluctuations that are both sufficiently large and sufficiently small.

Proposition S IV.8 (Barriers around typical low-temperature states). Consider H ∈ Fm×n
2 of full rank, LDPC,

and with linear (δ, γ)-confinement. Let 0 < η(n) < δ(n) be a function that diverges with n, and let µG(y) =

Z−1 exp(−β|Hy|) be the Gibbs distribution of H. Then, ∀ϵ > 0, ∃β∗, c > 0, such that ∀β > β∗, for a state x0

chosen randomly from µG, with probability

pconf = 1−O
(
n e−cη(n)

)
(S29)

we have that for all perturbations x such x|red is connected and η(n) ≤ ∥x∥ ≤ δ(n)

E(x0 + x)− E(x0) ≥ (γ − ϵ)∥x∥. (S30)

Before proving this proposition, let us unpack the statement, which is also illustrated in Fig. S2. The idea is

to draw a reference state x0 from the Gibbs measure at low, but finite temperature. The statement of the above

proposition is that below a critical temperature, with probability going to one in the thermodynamic limit, this state

fulfills a modified linear confinement property around it. In particular, unlike Definition S III.10 which applies to any

error with size below δ(n), this modified confinement around x0 only applies to a particular class of relative errors

x, namely those that are (a) connected and (b) larger than above some n-dependent threshold η(n). This threshold
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A B

FIG. S2. Illustration of the “modified confinement” around typical low-temperature states. (a) Around typical low energy

states, Proposition S IV.8 still guarantees a barrier for connected perturbations, but only if their size is in some given range

[η(n), δ(n)]. (b) For typical x0, picked randomly from a low-temperature Gibbs distribution, the syndrome Σ0 = Hx0 (drawn

in pink) consists of small disconnected components. Small fluctuations (e.g. ∥x∥ < η(n)) may cancel out some of this syndrome,

effectively lowering the energy. However, if the perturbation grows into a large connected set, it gets larger than the typical

components of Σ0 and has to eventually increase the energy.

can be chosen arbitrarily, as long as it diverges super-logarithmically with n; the larger the threshold, the closer the

probability pconf will be to 1.

In particular, we note the following

Remark S IV.9. Proposition S IV.8 implies that ∀ϵ > 0, ∃β∗ > 0 such that for β > β∗ a typical state x0 is separated

from x0 + z, where z is a logical operator, by a barrier of size larger than (γ − ϵ)δ(n).

This is because just as expansion around codewords, the result of Proposition S IV.8 applies to each connected

component of the perturbation x|red separately, and also due to expansion, logical operators have to have at least one

connected component larger than 2δ(n).

The resulting landscape around a typical low-temperature state is hence comprised of a “plateau” of super-

logarithmic size, which is surrounded by subextensive barriers. Bounding the size of this plateau more quantitatively

will be the topic of Section SV.

The intuition behind this proposition is illustrated on the right of Fig. S2. While x0 violates a finite fraction of the

checks, at low temperature its syndrome Σ0 = Hx0 is sparse, i.e., it has no large connected component, or connected

α-subset, as indicated by Theorem S IV.3 above. While a sufficiently small perturbation (x in the figure) can simply

un-trigger some of the violated checks — which decreases, rather than increases the energy — a large connected

perturbation eventually grows larger than the size of the largest connected component of Σ0 and has to increase the

energy (x′ in the figure).

Proof of Proposition S IV.8. We assume w.l.o.g. that x = x|red and hence x is connected. Note that the syndrome

of x, which we denote by Σ = Hx, may not be connected. However, we can consider the neighborhood Γ(x), that is

the set of all checks incident to at least one bit in x, and this is a connected superset of Σ. We will use that

|Σ| ≤ |Γ(x)| ≤ wbit∥x∥ (S31)

where wbit is (an upper bound on) the bit-degree of H.

The state x0 is chosen randomly from the Gibbs distribution. This is equivalent to choosing a syndrome Σ0 = Hx0

and then inverting the linear equation to obtain x0. Since the matrix H is full rank, the syndrome Σ0 can be sampled
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by choosing its components as i.i.d random variables

Σ0,j =

{
1 with probability e−β

1+e−β

0 with probability 1
1+e−β

. (S32)

We can hence applyTheorem S IV.3 on the check-graph (each check is a vertex and two vertices are connected if the

corresponding checks share a bit) with p = e−β/(1 + e−β). Note that the degree of the check graph is bounded from

above by wbitwcheck . This implies in particular that for all ζ > 0, ∃β∗ such that for β > β∗

µG [MaxConnζ(Σ0) ≥ η] < (const)× n e−cη (S33)

where the constants β∗ and c are fixed in Theorem S IV.3.

Now note that in general

E(x0 + x)− E(x0) = |H(x0 + x)| − |Hx0| (S34)

= |Hx0|+ |Hx| − 2|Hx0 ∧Hx| − |Hx0| (S35)

= |Hx| − 2|Σ0 ∧Σ| (S36)

where ∧ denotes bit-wise AND. Using expansion of H and Eq. (S31) yields

E(x0 + x)− E(x0) = |Hx| − 2|Σ0 ∧Σ| (S37)

≥ γ∥x∥ − 2|Σ0 ∧ Γ(x)|. (S38)

Finally, we now use α-percolation as set up in Eq. (S33) to conclude that with probability

Pexp := µG[MaxConnζ(Σ0) < η] = 1− µG[MaxConnζ(Σ0) ≥ η] ≥ 1−O
(
n e−η

)
(S39)

we have that

E(x0 + x)− E(x) ≥ γ∥x∥ − 2|Σ0 ∧ Γ(x)| (S40)

≥ γ∥x∥ − 2ζ|Γ(x)| (S41)

≥ (γ − 2ζwbit)∥x∥ (S42)

choosing ζ = ϵ/(2wbit) then yields the desired inequality.

D. Typical states are surrounded by a bottleneck

We are now in a position to prove the desired bottleneck condition for the set Ω(x0) and its boundary ∂Ω(x0)

defined in Section S IVA, for the case of a typical x0 drawn from the Gibbs distribution at low temperatures.

Theorem S IV.10 (Bottleneck around typical low-temperature states). Consider H ∈ Fm×n
2 of full rank, LDPC,

and with (δ, γ)-expansion. Let x0 be a state chosen from the Gibbs distribution µG(x) = Z−1 exp(−β|Hx|) and define

Ω(x0) and ∂Ω(x0) as in Eq. (S21) and Eq. (S22). Then there exist β∗, c1 > 0, such that for any β > β∗, it holds

with probability

pbottleneck = 1−O
(
e−c1 δ(n)

)
(S43)

that the bottleneck ratio obeys

µG[∂Ω(x0)]

µG[Ω(x0)]
≤ e−cδ(n) −−−−→

n→∞
0. (S44)
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FIG. S3. Mapping from states y in the bottleneck region, ∂Ω, to states z(y) = y + y|S in Ω, as used in the proof of

Theorem S IV.10. The mapping is generally many-to-one. The state z is obtained from y1, y2, . . . , by an iterated “removal”

of the largest connected α = 1/2 subset, until no large such subset remains. We show that the state z(y) has lower energy

than y by an amount proportional to |S| [Eq. (S47)].

.

Our proof strategy is similar to that used in Ref. S27, to show self-correction in the ground states of hypergraph

product codes, but our approach is different in two important ways. First, we leverage the energy barriers around

typical low-temperature states derived in the last section, to show a bottleneck condition around typical finite-

temperature states, which in principle can be far from any ground state. Second, we show a bottleneck condition for

a boundary of diverging (with n) width. This allows us, using Theorem S II.2, to bound the mixing time of any local

channel that has ρ̂G as a steady state.

Proof. The proof has two steps. As sketched in Fig. S3, we first show that each state in ∂Ω can be related to a state

in Ω by setting all bits on a set S to zero in such a way that this decreases the energy by an amount proportional to

|S|. In the second step, we bound the relative degeneracy of this mapping to show the desired bottleneck ratio.

Bounding the relative energy of states in ∂Ω and Ω

By construction, for x0 + y ∈ ∂Ω we have MaxConnα=1/2(y|red) > 1
2δ(n). Because of this, we can now map states

x0 + y ∈ ∂Ω to states x0 + z(y) ∈ Ω with lower energy. Denote by S the largest connected α = 1/2-subset of y|red,
and set all bits in S to zero to obtain y′, that is y′ := y + y|S , where y|S is the restriction of the vector y onto S,

and addition is mod 2. Note that by assumption |S| > 1
2δ(n)

Denoting the syndrome of x0 by Σ0 := Hx0, we further know by Theorem S IV.3 that for all ϵ > 0, there exists

β∗, such that for β > β∗ with high probability

MaxConnζ=ϵ/4wbit
(Σ0) <

1
2δ(n). (S45)

which implies in particular that

ζ|Γ(S)| = ϵ

4wbit
|Γ(S)| ≥ |Σ0 ∧ Γ(S)| (S46)

where wbit is (an upper bound on) the bit-degree, Γ(S) is the neighborhood of S, i.e. the set of checks incident on at

least one bit in S, and by construction |Γ(S)| ≥ |S| > 1
2δ(n). In an abuse of notation, we here and below sometimes

identify sets of qubits with vectors in Fn
2 .

Together, this allows us to lower bound the energy gained by setting all bits on S to zero. First, note that by
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Lemma S IV.7 the syndromes of y|S and y|Sc are independent, and thus

E(x0 + y)− E(x0 + y′) = |Hy| − |Hy′| − 2 (|Σ0 ∧Hy| − |Σ0 ∧Hy′|) (S47)

= |H(y|S)| − 2|Σ0 ∧H(y|S)| (S48)

≥ γ∥(y|S)∥ − 2|Σ0 ∧H(y|S)|, (S49)

where in the last step we used that, by Lemma S IV.6, MaxConn(y|S |red) < δ(n) and hence we can use expansion to

lower bound the energy. Now, we are finally able to conclude that

E(x0 + y)− E(x0 + y′) ≥ γ∥(y|S)∥ − 2|Σ0 ∧H(y|S)| (S50)

≥ γ

2
|S| − 2|Σ0 ∧ Γ(S)| (S51)

≥ γ

2
|S| − ϵ

2dbit
|Γ(S)| (S52)

≥ 1
2 (γ − ϵ)|S|. (S53)

going from the first to the second line uses that S is an α = 1/2 subset of y|red, as well as the fact that y|S cannot

trigger more than all checks adjacent to S. The third line uses Eq. (S46), and the final step uses that |Γ(S)| ≤ dbit|S|.
We have shown that for any state x0+y ∈ ∂Ω, we can “remove” all flips of y in its largest connected α = 1/2-subset

(i.e. set y|S = 0) and lower the energy by at least a finite fraction of |S|.
We can now iterate this procedure. Let us relabel S → S1. If x0+y′ ∈ Ω, we stop. Otherwise, we remove the largest

connected α = 1/2-subset of y′, denoted by S2, to get a new vector y′′. We can repeat this procedure until we arrive

at a vector x0 + z(y) ∈ Ω, where z(y) is the vector obtained from y by removing all the connected α = 1/2-subsets

Si that are bigger than 1
2δ(n). Since in every step i, we lower the energy by a finite fraction γ−ϵ

2 of |Si|, the total

energy difference fulfills

E(x0 + y)− E(x0 + z(y)) ≥ 1
2 (γ − ϵ)|S| (S54)

where S = ⊎iSi is the (disjoint) union of all Si.

This concludes the first part of the proof. Note that we achieved a linear energy barrier in the sense of showing that

each state in ∂Ω has a state in Ω from which it differs on at most |S| sites, while its energy is higher by an amount

proportional to |S|. Since the entropy, that is the number of states in ∂Ω that map to the same Ω, can at most be

linear in |S| as well, we can at this point already be sure that ∂Ω will indeed be a bottleneck at low temperature.

We derive a concrete upper bound on the relative degeneracy in the following, before finally bounding the bottleneck

ratio.

Bounding the relative entropy of states in ∂Ω and Ω

Naturally, the above mapping z(y) is many-to-one: many y are mapped to the same z (see Fig. S3). Below, we derive

an upper bound for this relative degeneracy, fixing only the total size of the removed clusters, |S|.
If the iteration procedure needs R steps to reach z(y) from y, and at each step we remove a set of size |Si| then

the number of y corresponding to the same z is at most

N ({|Si|}) ≤ nΦ|S1| · (n− |S1|)Φ|S2| · . . . (S55)

≤ Φ|S|nR (S56)

≤ Φ|S|n2|S|/δ(n). (S57)

In the first line, we used Corollary 28 of Ref. S26, which upper bounds the total number of connected clusters of size

L in a graph with n vertices and degree at most w by nΦL, with Φ = (w − 1)(1 + 1
w−2 )

w−2. In the last line we have

used that by definition |Si| > δ(n)/2 and hence R < 2|S|/δ(n).
For a given |S|, we can further upper bound the total number of sequences of sizes |Si| by the number of integer

partitions of |S|, which is in turn upper bounded by Π(|S|) < eπ
√

2|S|/3 [S28]. The total relative degeneracy is then
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upper bounded by

N (|S|) ≤ exp

(
π
√

2
3 |S|+ |S| log Φ + 2|S| logn

δ(n)

)
(S58)

≤ exp
[(
π + logΦ + 2 logn

δ(n)

)
|S|

]
(S59)

which depends only on the total size of all clusters removed in the reduction procedure, |S|.

Bounding the bottleneck ratio

Putting the lower bound on the energy barriers [Eq. (S54)] and the upper bound on the relative degeneracy [Eq. (S59)]

together, we can now conclude that

µG[∂Ω]

µG[Ω]
=

∑
x0+y∈∂Ω e

−βE(x0+y)

µG[Ω]
(S60)

≤ 1

µG[Ω]

∑

x0+y∈∂Ω

e−β[E(x0+z(y))+
1
2 (γ−ϵ)|S(y)|] (S61)

≤
∑

w∈Ω e
−βE(w)

∑n
|S|=δ(n)/2 N (|S|)e−β γ−ϵ

2 |S|
∑

w∈Ω e
−βE(w)

(S62)

≤
∞∑

|S|=δ(n)/2

e[π+log Φ+2 logn/δ(n)−β(γ−ϵ)/2]|S| (S63)

≤ e[1+log Φ+2 logn/δ(n)−β(γ−ϵ)/2]δ(n)/2 (S64)

In the second line, we have used the lower bound on the relative energy difference between matched states z(y) and y

[Eq. (S54)]. In the third and fourth line, we have used the upper bound on the number of states y reduced to the the

same z, summing over all possible reduction sizes |S|. In the last line, we used that at sufficiently low temperature,

the sum over |S| is a convergent geometric series (starting from δ(n)/2). In particular, for sufficiently large β, since

log n/δ(n) → 0 by assumption, the last line vanishes exponentially in δ(n) as n→ ∞ and the result follows.

SV. THE CONFIGURATIONAL ENTROPY OF THE GIBBS STATE IS FINITE AND GROWS WITH

TEMPERATURE

In Section S IV, we have established the existence of Gibbs state components, satisfying a bottleneck condition,

around typical low-energy eigenstates |x0, z0⟩. By virtue of the bottleneck theorem Theorem S II.2 and the discussion

in Section S II, each of these subspaces hosts at least one stable ergodic component of the Gibbs state. In this section,

we want to upper bound the total weight carried by any such component, which in turn provides a lower bound on

the configuration entropy of the global Gibbs state as defined in Section S II.

A. Lower bounding the configurational entropy using the weight of typical components

As discussed in Sec. S II, for the stabilizer codes we consider we can relate the weight of extremal Gibbs state

components to the decomposition in Eq. (S7) as wi ≡ tr(PVi
ρ̂G) = 2−kpi. The configurational entropy, defined in

Eq. (S8), then takes the form

Sconf(β) = −
∑

i

pi log pi −
∑

i

pi tr(µi logµi) = 2k
∑

i

−wi logwi. (S65)

Further, the extremal-state decomposition is in terms of spans of eigenvectors, i.e. the projectors V are diagonal in

the eigenbasis of H. In this case, Theorem S IV.10 guarantees that for qLDPC codes with linear confinement

2k
∑

typical i

trPVi
ρ̂G = 2k

∑

typical i

wi ≥ 1− e−Ω(δ(n)) (S66)
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where the sum goes over “typical” extremal components with associated weights wi within one symmetry sector,

which are supported on subspaces of the form defined in Eq. (S21). By Eq. (S66), we then know that

Sconf(β) = −2k
∑

i

wi logwi (S67)

= −2k
∑

rare j

wj logwj − 2k
∑

typical i

wi logwi (S68)

≥ −2k
∑

typical i

wi logwi (S69)

≥


2k

∑

typical i

wi


 log

(
1

w
(typ)
max

)
(S70)

≥
(
1− e−Ω(δ(n))

)
log

(
1

w
(typ)
max

)
(S71)

where w
(typ)
max is the maximum weight of any “typical” component. The above implies in particular, that ∀κ > 0,

∃n∗ <∞ such that ∀n > n∗ :

Sconf > (1− κ) log

(
1

w
(typ)
max

)
(S72)

B. Upper bounding the weight of typical components

Following the discussion above, to lower bound the asymptotic scaling of Sconf , it thus suffices to upper bound the

weight of typical components

w(typ)
max = trVtypρ̂G = Z−1 trPVtyp

e−βH (S73)

where Z = tr e−βH is the partition function, and Vtyp is a subspace as defined in Eq. (S21).

Assuming the absence of redundancies, we can derive such an upper bound by only using linear confinement. In

particular, we show the following

Theorem SV.1. Consider a qLDPC code with (δ, γ)-confinement, defined by two full rank parity check matrices HX

and HZ , and associated Hamiltonian H. There exists β∗ ∈ R+, such that for all β > β∗, for a eigenstate |x0, z0⟩
chosen randomly form the Gibbs ensemble ρ̂G = Z−1e−βH, with high probability p ≥ 1 − e−Ω(δ(n)), the Gibbs state

supported on the subspace V(x0, z0), defined in Eq. (S21), contains only an exponentially small fraction of the weight:

∀κ > 0, ∃n∗ <∞ such that ∀n > n∗

log trPV ρ̂G ≤ −(1 + κ)[r + f(T )]n (S74)

where r = k/n is the rate of the code, and

f(T ) = (1− r)

[
log

(
1 + e−1/T

)
+

1

T (1 + e1/T )

]
− logΥ

(
2(1−r)

γ(1+e1/T )

)
(S75)

with Υ(ρ) = ρ−ρ(1− ρ)ρ−1.

Proof. Let us first sketch the proof strategy. We want to upper bound trVtypρ̂G = Z−1 trPVtyp
e−βH. First, the

denominator Z−1 can be computed exactly. For the numerator, we first use Hoefferding’s inequality to relate the

quantity trVtype
−βH to the number of states in Vtyp below a certain energy cutoff, and then use linear confinement

to upper bound that number using a simple counting argument.
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Partition function

We can write the partition function in closed form as

Z(β) =
∑

ℓ

eβEℓ = 2k
∑

s

e−β|s| = 2k
(
1 + e−β

)m
= 2rn

(
1 + e−β

)(1−r)n
(S76)

where Eℓ are the eigenenergies of H, which are given by the Hamming weight of the corresponding syndrome s ∈ Fm
2 ,

and because there are no redundancies the partition function reduces to a sum over all binary vectors of length m,

where m is the number of stabilizers of the code. As above, r = k/n denotes the rate of the code.

Upper bounding the projecton of the Boltzmann factor onto typical subspaces

Consider choosing a random state |x0, z0⟩ from the Gibbs ensemble ρ̂G = Z−1e−βH. By Theorem S IV.10, we can

choose β∗ such that for β > β∗ the Gibbs states supported on V(x0, z0) are stable.

In the absence of redundancies, the energy of a random eigenstate is the sum of i.i.d variables sj ∈ {0, 1}. In this

case Hoefferding’s inequality states that

Prob (|E − ⟨E⟩| ≥ t) ≤ 2e−2t2 . (S77)

and hence we can further choose c1 such that with probability p = 1− e−c1δ(n) we have also |x0, z0⟩ ∈ Ξ where Ξ is

defined as an energy shell of with
√
ξn around the mean ⟨E⟩ := εn

Ξ := span
{
|ℓ⟩ ∈ H ,H |ℓ⟩ = Eℓ |ℓ⟩ | ⟨E⟩β −

√
ξn ≤ Eℓ ≤ ⟨E⟩β +

√
ξn

}
. (S78)

We can further conclude that

trVtype
−βH =

∑

|ℓ⟩∈V
e−βEℓ ≤

∑

|ℓ⟩∈V∩Ξ

e−βEℓ + 2e−2ξn ≤ |V ∩ Ξ| e−β⟨E⟩β+β
√
ξn + 2e−2ξn (S79)

where we have dropped the explicit dependence of V(x0, z0) on x0, z0 for brevity, and |V ∩ Ξ| denotes the dimension

of the subspace V ∩ Ξ.

Taking the logarithm on both sides yields

log trVe−βH ≤ log |V ∩ Ξ| − βεn+ β
√
ξn+ log

(
1 +

2e−ξn

|V ∩ Ξ|e−β⟨E⟩+β
√
ξn

)
(S80)

≤ log |V ∩ Ξ| − βεn+ β
√
ξn+

2e−2ξn

|V ∩ Ξ|e−β⟨E⟩+β
√
ξn

(S81)

≤ log |V ∩ Ξ| − βεn+ β
√
ξn+ 2e−β(2ξ−ε)n (S82)

where the last error term e−β(2ξ−ε)n is exponentially small in n for ξ > ε/2.

We now need to upper bound the number of states in V ∩ Ξ. To this end, we define

Λ := span
{
|ℓ⟩ ∈ H ,H |ℓ⟩ = Eℓ |ℓ⟩ | Eℓ ≤ ⟨E⟩β +

√
ξn

}
(S83)

where naturally |V ∩ Ξ| ≤ |V ∩ Λ|.
Consider the energy of |ℓ⟩ := |x0 + x, z0 + z⟩ ∈ V relative to that of |ℓref⟩ = |x0, z0⟩, where |ℓref⟩ is the eigenstate

with respect to which V is defined (cf. Eq. (S21))

Since MaxConn(x|red) ≤ MaxConnα=1/2(x|red) ≤ 1
2δ(n), we know that |HZx| > γ∥x∥, and the equivalent statement

is also true for z. This implies in particular that |Hzx|+ |Hxz| > 2εn if ∥x∥+ ∥z∥ > 2εn/γ and hence

Eℓ − Eref = |HZx|+ |HXz| − 2|HZx0 ∧HZx| − 2|HXz0 ∧HXz| > 0. (S84)

Since |ℓref⟩ ∈ Ξ, and hence Eref/n→ ε as n→ ∞, we can upper bound |V ∩ Λ| in terms of the volume of a Hamming

Ball:

Sn(ρ) =

ρn∑

l=0

(
n

l

)
(S85)
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such that

|V ∩ Λ| ≤ Sn

(
2ε

γ

)
. (S86)

We will use the following upper bound [S29, Lemma 3.3] for Sn(ρ): ∀κ > 0, ∃n∗, such that for ρn > n∗

Sn(ρ) ≤ (1 + κ)
1√
2π

√
n

√
ρ

1− ρ
Υ(ρ)n (S87)

with Υ(ρ) = ρ−ρ(1− ρ)ρ−1.

Plugging this into Eq. (S82), we obtain that ∀κ > 0, ∃n∗ <∞ such that ∀n > n∗

log trVe−βH ≤ (1 + κ)n
(
logΥ

(
2ε
γ

)
− βε

)
(S88)

Lower-bounding the configurational entropy

Combining Eq. (S76) and Eq. (S88) then yields the fact that ∀κ > 0, ∃n∗ <∞ such that ∀n > n∗

log trPV (x0,z0)ρ̂G ≤ −(1 + κ)n

(
r + (1− r) log

(
1 + e−β

)
+ βε− logΥ

(
2ε
γ

)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
:=f(β)

)
(S89)

where Υ(ρ) = ρ−ρ(1− ρ)ρ−1.

To write f(T ) explicitly as a function of only the temperature, we compute the expectation value of the energy

explicitly

ε =
1

n
⟨E⟩β =

1− r

1 + eβ
(S90)

so that with T = 1/β

f(T ) = (1− r)

[
log

(
1 + e−1/T

)
+

1

T (1 + e1/T )

]
− logΥ

(
2(1−r)

γ(1+e1/T )

)
. (S91)

Note that using Eq. (S72), the above in particular implies that ∀κ > 0, ∃n∗ <∞ such that ∀n > n∗

Sconf ≥ (1− κ)n
(
r + (1− r) log

(
1 + e−β

)
+ βε− logΥ

(
2ε
γ

))
. (S92)

which we can also again write explicitly as a function of only the temperature

Sconf ≥ (1− κ)n

(
r + (1− r)

(
log

(
1 + e−β

)
+

β

1 + eβ

)
− logΥ

(
2(1−r)
γ(1+eβ)

))
. (S93)

with as before Υ(ρ) = ρ−ρ(1 − ρ)ρ−1. We show this lower bound on the configurational entropy in Fig. S4, both

as a function of expansion parameter γ for a fixed temperature and a range of code rates r, and as a function

of temperature, at fixed code rate and a range of expansion parameters γ. While the bound is only nontrivial at

sufficiently large γ, the values necessary to ensure a nontrivial lower bound are not very large, and can easily be

achieved using known constructions (see Sec. SVII).

SVI. TYPICAL EXTREMAL GIBBS STATES ARE NON-SEPARABLE

In this section, we show that for any finite-rate qLDPC code Hamiltonian with linear (δ, γ)-confinement, the Gibbs

state components ρ̂G,V around typical eigenstates are long-range entangled (LRE). In fact, we will prove an even
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FIG. S4. Lower bounds on the the configurational entropy per symmetry sector, Sconf , as derived from expansion in Eq. (S93)

Left: lower bound for fixed temperature T as a function of expansion parameter γ and different code rates r = k/n. Right:

lower bound for fixed code and expansion parameter, as a function of temperature T .

stronger statement, that is that the subspace V associated to a typical component does not contain short-ranged

entangled (SRE) states.

The distinction between long- and short-ranged entanglement here is based on circuit complexity. We call a pure

state |ψ⟩ short range entangled (SRE) if it can be prepared using a finite-depth circuit circuit of local (i.e. acting

on a finite number of sites) unitary gates, and we call the state long ranged entangled (LRE) otherwise. Similarly, a

mixed state ρ̂ is called short-range entangled if it can be approximated by a classical mixture of SRE pure states, i.e.

when ρ̂ ≈ ∑
j pj |ϕj⟩⟨ϕj | for a set of SRE states {ϕj}, and we call it long range entangled otherwise.

The proof strategy, which was already sketched in the man text but is repeated here for completeness, is as follows.

By construction, the space V associated to a typical component as defined in Eq. (S21) is well-separated by its image

under a logical operator. In particular, define Vℓ := L̂ℓV, where L̂ℓ ℓ = 1 . . . 2k are the logical operators of the

code including logical identity. Note that by the definition of V in Eq. (S21), and Lemma S IV.6, and the fact that

MaxConn(L̂) > δ(n), we know that ⟨ψl| Ô |ψm⟩ = δlm for all Pauli operators with ∥Ô∥ ≤ 1
4δ(n). This suffices to show

that for any state |ψ1⟩ ∈ V, we can choose 2k − 1 suitable states |ψℓ⟩ ∈ Vℓ, ℓ = 2, . . . , 2k such that

D := span{|ψℓ⟩ , ℓ = 1, . . . , 2k} (S94)

defines a code with k logical qubits and distance d > 1
4δ(n).

We can then use the following recent result on the circuit complexity of quantum error correcting codes.

Theorem SVI.1 (Theorem 3 (i) in Ref. [S1]). For any code D on n qubits, with constant rate dim(D)/n −−−−→
n→∞

r > 0

and distance d, then any logical state |ψ⟩ ∈ D, |ψ⟩ cannot be prepared by a unitary circuit of depth less than O(log2 d).

When applied to the code D defined above, it implies that |ψ1⟩ cannot be prepared by a unitary circuit of depth

less than O(δ(n)). Since the choice of |ψ⟩ ∈ V here was arbitrary, however, this already implies that V contains no

SRE states at all.

To construct the code D, we will use the following Lemma.

Lemma SVI.2. Consider an error correcting code C, and two sets of operators {Eα}, {Fσ}, such that EαFσ is a
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correctable error for all α, σ. Let |ℓ⟩, ℓ = 1 . . . 2k be an orthogonal basis of the codespace C. Then, the set {Fσ} is

correctable in the code D := span {|ψℓ⟩ :=
∑

α cαEα |ℓ⟩} for arbitrary coefficients cα such that
∑

α |cα|2 = 1

Note that the code D is not necessarily a CSS, LDPC, or even stabilizer code. Then, recall that for a general code C
correctable errors {Eα} are defined as those fulfilling the Knill-Laflamme conditions [S30] (see also [S31, Chapter 10]):

⟨ψl|E†
αEβ |ψm⟩ = δlmγαβ (S95)

where |ϕl⟩ , |ψm⟩ ∈ C are two code words, δlm is the Kronecker-delta and γαβ is a Hermitian matrix. Intuitively, the

above states that pairs of correctable errors are not allowed to have matrix elements between different code words,

but also the code words must be indistinguishable by the Eα: the expectation value of any pair must be identical

with respect to all codewords.

Proof. We explicitly check that the Knill-Laflamme conditions are fulfilled.

⟨ψl|F †
σFω |ψm⟩ =

∑

αβ

c∗αcβ ⟨l|E†
αF

†
σFωEβ |m⟩ (S96)

= δlm
∑

αβ

c∗αcβγ(ασ)(ωβ) (S97)

= δlmΓ(ασ)(ωβ) (S98)

where in the second line, we used the Knill-Laflamme conditions of the original code C.

We are now ready to prove the main result of this section, which will be the following theorem

Theorem SVI.3. Consider a qLDPC code with finite rate, linear (δ, γ)-confinement, and with associated hamilto-

nian H. Let |x0, z0⟩ be an arbitrary eigenstate of H and V(x0, z0) the subspace defined in Eq. (S21). Then any state

|ψ⟩ ∈ V(x0, z0) cannot be prepared by a unitary circuit of depth less than O(log2 δ(n))

Proof. Recall that the subspace V in Eq. (S21) is defined as

V = span
{
XxZz |x0, z0⟩ | MaxConnα=1/2(x|red) < 1

2δ(n) and MaxConnα=1/2(z|red) < 1
2δ(n)

}
(S99)

Since the code that we started with is a stabilizer code, any set of eigenstates with the same syndrome forms a basis

for a code with identical properties. In particular, defining a code C′ = span{|ℓ⟩ := L̂ℓ |x0, z0⟩ , ℓ = 1 . . . 2k}, and two

sets of errors

{Eα} :=
{
P = XxZz | MaxConnα=1/2(x|red) < 1

2δ(n) and MaxConnα=1/2(z|red) < 1
2δ(n)

}
(S100)

{Fσ} :=
{
P = XxZz | |P | ≤ 1

4δ(n)
}

(S101)

where |P | := |x|+ |z| and by construction EαFσ is correctable for all α, σ.

Now, since V = span{Eα |x0, z0⟩}, for any state |ψ⟩ ∈ V we can define a code D as in Lemma SVI.2 such that

|ψ⟩ ∈ D and the set Fσ is correctable in this code. This means the code D has distance dD > 1
4δ(n), and the result

follows from Theorem SVI.1.

The no-trivial state topological order of extremal Gibbs states around typical eigenstates is then a simple corollary.

Corollary SVI.4 (Typical extremal Gibbs states are non-separable). Consider a qLDPC code with constant rate,

linear (δ, γ)-confinement, and with associated hamiltonian H. Then at sufficiently low temperatures, extremal Gibbs

states around typical eigenstates are long range entangled. In particular they are supported on a subspace, V, which
contains not states of trivial circuit complexity.
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FIG. S5. The function f(T ) as defined in the upper bound on the total weight of typical Gibbs states components in Theo-

rem S V.1, for the parameters relevant for the explicit instantiation of Theorem S I.1 in Sec. S VII.

By “extremal Gibbs states around typical eigenstates” we here mean that choosing a random eigenstate |x, z⟩
at sufficiently low temperature, then with high probability [Eq. (S43)], the subspace V(x, z) contains at least one

extremal Gibbs state by Theorem S IV.10. All extremal Gibbs states contained in V(x, z) are non-separable since

they are supported entirely on a subspace that contains no trivial states (Theorem SVI.3).

SVII. PROOF OF THE MAIN RESULT

Proof of Theorem S I.1. Consider first the properties of Gallager codes and their hypergraph products. Lemma S III.11,

states that Gallager codes for wcheck > wbit ≥ 2 have no redundancies, that is rankH = m, with high probability.

For the (n0, 14, 15)-ensemble this implies asymptotically a constant rate r0 → 1/15 Further, by Lemma S III.12 the

hypergraph product of two codes from this ensemble is a qLDPC code that has rate r = 1/421, as well as boundary

and co-boundary confinement with γ > 1
2 (wbit − 8) ≥ 3 and δ(n) >

√
n/421.

Property (1) is then fulfilled by the proof in Section S IV, in particular we use the subspace defined in Eq. (S21), in

which case the bottlneck ratio above reduces to a classical ratio Eq. (S24), which in turn is bounded in Theorem S IV.10,

which just requires linear confinement with super-logarithmic δ(n). The constants c1 and c2 are identical to c1 and

c2 in Theorem S IV.10.

Property (2) follows directly from using Theorem SV.1, which can be used because if two codes do not have

redundancies, then their hypergraph product has no redundancies as well (cf. Eq. (S20)). It is further easy to see that

the function f(T ), as defined in Theorem SV.1, is both positive and strictly increasing as a function of temperature

T for the parameters guaranteed by the construction, which we show explicitly in Fig. S5. Note that f(T ) at fixed T

increases as γ is increased.

Property (3) follows directly from the definition of V in Eq. (S21) and Theorem SVI.3.

Property (4) also follows directly from the definition of V in Eq. (S21), which fixes c3 = 1/4, since V only includes

correctable errors, and any local dynamics is confined to V for a time decaying as a (stretched) exponential in system

size.

Note that while formally, we have shown the relevant properties only for the hypergraph product of Gallager codes

with relatively large check weight, we expect topological quantum spin glass order to be realized much more generally

in qLDPC codes with linear confinement. To this end, we note in particular that the bounds on linear confinement

are expected to be quite loose, and that we have used other properties than linear confinement only for property (2),
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that is the lower bound on the configurational entropy which we also expect to be quite loose.
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