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One of the most unconventional features of topological phases of matter is the emergence of
quasiparticles with exotic statistics, such as non-Abelian anyons [1–4] in two dimensional systems.
Recently, a different type of exotic particle statistics that is consistently defined in any dimension,
called parastatistics, is also shown to be possible in a special family of topological phases [5]. How-
ever, the physical significance of emergent parastatistics still remains elusive. Here we demonstrate
a distinctive physical consequence of parastatistics by proposing a challenge game that can only be
won using physical systems hosting paraparticles, as passing the challenge requires the two partic-
ipating players to secretly communicate in an indirect way by exploiting the nontrivial exchange
statistics of the quasiparticles. The winning strategy using emergent paraparticles is robust against
noise, as well as the most relevant class of eavesdropping via local measurements. This provides both
an operational definition and an experimental identity test for paraparticles, alongside a potential
application in secret communication.

Introduction Topological phases [2, 3, 6–9] are long-
range entangled phases of matter, exhibiting fundamen-
tally new properties compared to ordinary phases char-
acterized by Landau’s symmetry breaking theory, and
have attracted tremendous interest in the condensed mat-
ter community. A key unconventional feature of such
phases is the emergence of exotic quasiparticle statistics
beyond the celebrated Bose-Einstein and Fermi-Dirac
statistics, which reflects the pattern of long-range en-
tanglement [10–12] in the topologically ordered ground
states. For example, non-Abelian anyonic statistics is
possible in two dimensions (2D) [1–4], where spatially
braiding anyons leads to a unitary evolution in the topo-
logically degenerate states with n identical anyons, re-
alizing a representation of the braid group Bn, and has
a potential application in topological quantum computa-
tion [2, 4].

In higher spatial dimensions, it has long been be-
lieved that all point-like particles are either fermions or
bosons [13–15]. There is actually a straightforward gener-
alization of non-Abelian statistics to arbitrary spatial di-
mension, known as parastatistics [16], in which identical
particles transform in higher dimensional representations
of the symmetric group Sn (instead of the braid group
Bn) under exchange of their spatial positions [17]. Al-
though parastatistics has been considered since the dawn
of quantum mechanics [18] and extensively studied by
the high energy physics community in the second half
of the last century [17, 19–22], it is now widely believed
to be physically equivalent to ordinary particle statis-
tics [13, 20, 22]. In other words, the theory of parastatis-
tics, while mathematically consistent, was long thought
to predict no new physical phenomena beyond what is
already known from the theory of fermions and bosons.

Nevertheless, a recent paper [5] demonstrated
that non-trivial paraparticles physically distinct from
fermions and bosons can emerge in a special family of
topological phases [5]. This is made possible through two

key insights. First, Ref. [5] formulated a second quantiza-
tion theory of parastatistics that is significantly different
from all previous theories, which turns out to be crucial
to obtain new physical insights. Second, Ref. [5] con-
structed a family of exactly solvable quantum spin mod-
els hosting emergent free paraparticles, and showed that
they have nontrivial exchange statistics observably differ-
ent from fermions and bosons. This does not contradict
the previous no-go theorems [13] on parastatistics, as the
realization in condensed matter systems avoided some of
their technical assumptions [5].

Despite this important progress, the physical signifi-
cance of emergent parastatistics still remains elusive. In
this paper we demonstrate a distinctive physical conse-
quence of parastatistics from a quantum information the-
ory viewpoint. Roughly speaking, we show that emergent
parastatistics enable long-range communication of infor-
mation by only exchanging the spatial positions of para-
particles, without either perturbing the environment, or
leaving any trace of information behind. We formulate
this idea by proposing a thought experiment, in the form
of a challenge game, designed in a way that can only be
won by topological phases hosting emergent paraparti-
cles, as winning the challenge requires the two participat-
ing players to send a message to each other by exploiting
the nontrivial exchange statistics of the quasiparticles.
We illustrate the winning strategy using the 2D exactly
solvable quantum spin model with emergent paraparti-
cles constructed in Ref. [5], and show that this strategy
is robust against noise, as well as the most relevant class
of eavesdropping via local measurements. We also give an
alternative description of the winning strategy using the
more universal language of tensor category theory, based
on the established fact that point-like quasiparticles in
three dimensional (3D) topological phases are universally
described by symmetric fusion categories (SFCs) [13–
15], which shows that non-trivial paraparticles capable
of winning this challenge can also emerge in a special
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class of 3D topological phases.

Rules of the game The participants of the game con-
sist of two parties: two players, who we call Alice (A) and
Bob (B), and a group of Referees (R). To win the game,
the two players are required to send a message to each
other using a very restricted class of local operations on a
common quantum many body system, and the Referees’
role is to initiate the challenge and monitor the whole
process of the game to prevent cheating.

Before the game starts, the players are allowed to dis-
cuss a winning strategy, and then they are required to
(1) submit a locally-interacting Hamiltonian Ĥ on a 2D
or 3D lattice that has a unique, gapped, and frustration-
free ground state |G⟩, with a mathematical proof for
uniqueness and nonzero spectral gap;
(2) choose the radius r0 of the circles in Fig. 1, and two
far separated [23] points o, s in the lattice (which are al-
lowed to be on the boundary);
(3) experimentally prepare the ground state |G⟩ for a suf-
ficiently large system size L≫ r0 [L is determined by the
Referees after they receive (1) and (2)].
A few technical remarks are in order here. Gapped means
that there is a uniform lower bound (independent of the
system size L) on the energy difference between the first
excited state and ground state of Ĥ. Frustration-free
means that Ĥ can be written in the form Ĥ =

∑
i ĥi such

that ĥi ≥ 0 and ĥi |G⟩ = 0 [the players are required to
present this form as a part of the proof], which is a tech-
nical requirement imposed to simplify discussion, and we
relax this requirement in Methods. Furthermore, there
are some additional technical requirements on Ĥ which
essentially requires that it has a well-defined thermody-
namic limit and describes a gapped phase of matter, and
we present these in Methods.

When the Referees receive all above (1)-(3), they
mathematically verify the proof, and experimentally
check that |G⟩ is prepared correctly, by verifying that

⟨G|ĥi|G⟩ = 0 for all i. Then Alice and Bob are led
to separate rooms, and the Referees randomly pick two
numbers a, b ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4}, and give them to Alice and
Bob, respectively, who do not know each other’s num-
ber. The goal for the players is to gain information about
each other’s number through a restricted set of local op-
erations on the physical system they have prepared, as
described below.

Once the game starts, any form of direct communi-
cation between the players are prohibited. Throughout
the game, Alice and Bob are confined in separate rooms,
where the only access to the outside world is through
local unitary operations and measurements on a com-
mon physical system, restricted to their respective circle
areas, as shown in Fig. 1a. When the game starts at
t = 0, the state of the physical system is initialized to
be |Ψ(0)⟩ = |G⟩, the ground state prepared by the play-
ers, and Alice’s circle starts at the special point o, while

Alice BobB

A

o

s

r0

r0

(a) Local operations controlled by the players

(b) Start t = 0 (c) 0 < t < T (d) End t = T

FIG. 1: Illustration of the game process. The two
circles have radius r0 defined by the players. During the

game the Referees move the two circles along their
respective paths to complete an exchange of positions.
The two far separated points o, s are chosen by the

players, while the two paths are chosen by the Referees.

Bob’s circle starts at the other special point s, as shown
in Fig. 1b. Then the Referees select the two paths shown
in Fig. 1, and slowly move the two circles along their
respective paths simultaneously, ensuring that the two
circles remain far apart at all times. Throughout the
process, the Referees frequently check the local ground
state condition ⟨G|ĥi|G⟩ = 0 everywhere beyond the two
circle areas to make sure that the players are not cheating
by leaving any trace of information behind. If at any mo-
ment, the Referees detect an excitation beyond the circle
areas, the challenge fails. The game ends at t = T in the
configuration shown in Fig. 1d, when the two circles com-
plete an exchange of positions. After this, the Referees
move both circles out of the system and perform one last
check of the local ground state condition ⟨G|ĥi|G⟩ = 0
everywhere. If this final check is passed, the Referees ask
Alice about b, and ask Bob about a, and the players win
if they both answer correctly.

What can the players do to win the game? They can
create some excitations inside their respective circle ar-
eas and make measurements on them, but throughout
the experiment they are obliged to move the excitations
to follow the circle movement, and clean up whatever ex-
citations inside the circles before the game ends at t = T ,
to make sure that the Referees cannot detect an excita-
tion anywhere beyond the circle areas at any time. At
first glance, the challenge appears insurmountable under
such restrictive conditions, as the players need to com-
municate some information without either leaving a trace
behind, or sending any physical particles to each other
as information carriers. Nevertheless, we will see that it
is possible to succeed if the ground state |G⟩ hosts some
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emergent quasiparticles with non-trivial exchange statis-
tics. The players can create such quasiparticles at t = 0,
and encode their numbers in the internal state of the
quasiparticles. Then they move the quasiparticles follow-
ing the circle movement, and right before the game ends
at t = T , the quasiparticles have exchanged their posi-
tions, inducing a unitary rotation on the internal states
of the quasiparticles, which the players can measure. We
will see that some information can be sent this way if
the exchange statistics is nontrivial. In the following, we
illustrate this winning strategy in detail, using emergent
paraparticles in the 2D exactly solvable model introduced
in Ref. [5], which we briefly review below.

The exactly solvable quantum spin model with emer-
gent paraparticles [5] This model describes a strongly
interacting quantum spin system on a 2D lattice, and
with a suitable open boundary condition as shown in
Fig. 2, the model Hamiltonian Ĥ has a unique, gapped,
and frustration-free ground state |G⟩. Importantly, this
system hosts emergent paraparticles. Below, we give a
simplified description of their key physical properties:
(1) The state space. In general, an excited state
of Ĥ with n identical paraparticles is denoted as
|G; ia11 i

a2
2 . . . iann ⟩. Here i1, i2, . . . , in are the positions of

the paraparticles, and we assume that they are mutually
different [24]. The numbers a1, a2, . . . , an ∈ {1, 2, . . . ,m}
label the internal states of the paraparticles, where m ≥
2 is an integer called the quantum dimension of the para-
particle. When the positions i1, . . . , in are fixed, there are
mn linearly independent internal states, spanning a mn-
dimensional subspace which we denote as Hi1i2...in .
(2) Topological degeneracy. The internal states of the
paraparticles cannot be accessed using any local measure-
ments when all particles are far away from the boundary
and from each other. Formally, this means that any local
operator Ô is diagonal in the subspace Hi1i2...in

⟨G; ib11 . . . ibnn |Ô|G; ia11 . . . iann ⟩ = COi1...in

n∏
j=1

δajbj , (1)

where COi1...in is a constant. Eq. (1) implies that states
in Hi1i2...in are topologically degenerate in energy [25].
(3) Particle movements. There exists a local unitary op-
erator Ûikjk that moves the particle at position ik to a
nearby position jk, for any k = 1, 2, . . . , n:

Ûikjk |G; i
a1
1 . . . iakk . . . iann ⟩ = |G; ia11 . . . jakk . . . iann ⟩ . (2)

(4) Exchange statistics. Here we focus on the case n =
2 which is enough for our purpose; the generalization
to arbitrary number of paraparticles is straightforward
and is given in Methods. For any i ̸= j, Hij must be
equal to Hji, since both describe the subspace of excited
states of two identical paraparticles at positions i and j.
Therefore the two different basis {|G; iajb⟩ |1 ≤ a, b ≤
m} and {|G; jbia⟩ |1 ≤ a, b ≤ m} must be related by a

unitary transformation:

|G; iajb⟩ =
∑
a′,b′

Rb
′a′

ab |G; jb
′
ia

′
⟩ , (3)

where the four-index tensor Rb
′a′

ab (called the R-matrix)
must satisfy the Yang-Baxter equation (12) so that
Eq. (3) can be consistently generalized to any number of
particles [5]. Every R-matrix defines a type of parastatis-
tics [5]. There are many different types of parastatistics
that can emerge in condensed matter systems, and the
one in the original 2D solvable model in Ref. [5] has quan-
tum dimension m = 4 and an R-matrix whose nonzero
elements are given by

Rb
′a′

ab = −1, if (b′, a′) =


43 12 24 31
21 34 42 13
14 41 33 22
32 23 11 44


ab

, (4)

where we use 43 as a shorthand for (4, 3) and similarly
for others.
(5) Creation and annihilation of paraparticles. With the
open boundary condition shown in Fig. 2, paraparticles
can be locally created at the corners o, s. More precisely,
there exists unitary operators Ûo,a, Û

′
s,a localized around

o, s, respectively, satisfying

Ûo,a |G; ia11 . . . iann ⟩ = |G; oaia11 . . . iann ⟩ ,
Û ′
s,a |G; i

a1
1 . . . iann ⟩ = |G; ia11 . . . iann sa⟩ . (5)

Since unitary processes are reversible, one can also anni-
hilate paraparticles at o, s using Û†

o,a, Û
′†
s,a, respectively.

(6) Measurement of the internal state. When a paraparti-
cle is close to either o or s, one can measure its internal
state locally: there exist observables Ôo, Ô

′
s localized

around o, s, respectively, satisfying

Ôo |G; ia11 . . . iann ⟩ = a1 |G; ia11 . . . iann ⟩ , if i1 = o,

Ô′
s |G; i

a1
1 . . . iann ⟩ = an |G; ia11 . . . iann ⟩ , if in = s. (6)

Note that if we instead have ik = o for some k > 1 (or
ik = s for some k < n), then we need to use a basis
transformation in Eq. (15) to swap ik all the way to the
front (back) before applying Eq. (6) to compute ⟨Ôo⟩ (or
⟨Ô′

s⟩). We will see an example soon in Eq. (7).
All these facts can be derived from the exact solution

of this model in Ref. [5], as we show in Methods. We
emphasize that in order to win the challenge, it is crucial
to have two special points o and s in the lattice where
a single paraparticle can be created and measured using
local operations, and these are the two points the play-
ers choose at which they begin and end their journey.
In Fig. 3, o and s are chosen to be at the intersection
between two different types of gapped boundaries of this
model, as we explain in more detail in Methods. Alter-
natively, with this topological phase it is also possible
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(a) Start t = 0 (b) 0 < t < T (c) End t = T

FIG. 2: Illustration of the winning strategy using
emergent paraparticles. o and s are chosen to be the
intersection points between two different types of

gapped boundaries, where a paraparticle can be locally
created and measured. The dashed lines represent the
paths traversed by the circles, along which the players

have applied unitary operators Ûij in Eq. (2).

to win the challenge in a geometry without a boundary,
where the ground state |G⟩ has some point-like defects at
o, s, which also allow a paraparticle to be locally created
and measured, as we illustrate in Methods.

Winning strategy with emergent paraparticles We
now detail the strategy that ensures success in the chal-
lenge. The pregame preparation is done using the 2D
solvable model mentioned above: the players submit the
model Hamiltonian Ĥ, choose o, s as in Fig. 2, prepare its
ground state |G⟩, and let the Referees verify. After the
game starts and the players obtain their numbers from
the Referees, they use the following strategy to win, as
illustrated in Fig. 2:
(a) At t = 0, Alice applies Ûo,a to create a paraparticle

with internal state a at o, and similarly Bob applies Û ′
s,b

at s. The state of the whole system is |Ψ(0)⟩ = |G; oasb⟩;
(b) Throughout the game process, Alice and Bob move
their paraparticles along the paths using Ûij in Eq. (2),
closely following the circle movement;
(c) When the exchange is complete, the state evolves to

|Ψ(T )⟩ = |G; saob⟩ =
∑
a′,b′

Rb
′a′

ab |G; ob
′
sa

′
⟩ , (7)

where we use Eq. (3). Then Alice and Bob measure Ô′
s

and Ôo in Eq. (6) and obtain a′ and b′, respectively, after
which the state collapses into |G; ob′sa′⟩. Finally, Alice

and Bob annihilate their paraparticles using Û ′†
s,a′ and

Û†
o,b′ , respectively, so that the Referees cannot detect any

excitations anywhere after they leave the game.
According to the R-matrix in Eq. (4), the measurement

results a′, b′ are definite, and importantly, knowing b and
b′ completely determines a, and similarly, knowing a and
a′ completely determines b [26]. For example, if Alice has
(a, a′) = (2, 3), then she searches in the second row of the
matrix for the column that has a′ = 3. This turns out to
be the fourth column, so she determines that b = 4 and

b′ = 1. This allows the players to win the game with a
100% success rate.

This winning strategy demonstrates a clear physical
distinction between paraparticles and ordinary fermions
or bosons with an internal symmetry, such as color or
flavor. The statistics of the latter can also be described
by Eq. (3), but with Rb

′a′

ab = ±δa′aδb′b. With such an
R-matrix, Alice will simply obtain a′ = a and Bob will
obtain b′ = b, which contains no information about each
other’s number, and therefore cannot win the game with
a probability better than pure guessing.

Robustness against noise and eavesdropping Impor-
tantly, the above winning strategy using emergent para-
particles is robust against noise, which is a consequence
of Eq. (1). More precisely, the susceptibility to local noise
decays exponentially as e−l/ξ, where l is the minimal dis-
tance between the paraparticles and the boundary. This
means that even when noise is present, the above strat-
egy still has a high chance of success that is independent
of the system size L. Eq. (1) also implies the robustness
against the most physically relevant class of eavesdrop-
ping via local measurements: when both players are in
the bulk, a thief cannot obtain any information about the
players’ numbers a and b using any local measurements
on the system, even including measurements at o, s or
inside the circle areas.

Symmetric fusion category description So far we have
presented a specific physical system in 2D with emergent
paraparticles that can pass the challenge. In principle,
the 2D solvable model can be generalized to 3D, and the
simple description of emergent paraparticles in Eqs. (1-6)
are still valid, and the winning strategy is essentially the
same. Instead of giving another exactly solvable model,
here we give a universal description of a family of physical
systems in 3D that can pass this challenge using the lan-
guage of tensor category theory. This analysis is based on
the established fact that point-like quasiparticles in 3D
topological phases are universally described by SFCs [13–
15], and it is known that any SFC can be realized by some
exactly solvable quantum spin models in 3D [14, 15, 27].

The SFC description of the winning strategy is based
on the following space-time diagram:

= Rb
′a′

ab , (8)

where σ represents a special type of topological quasi-
particle, with σ̄ being its antiparticle. In this case the
players need to prepare a state with topological quasipar-
ticles σ and σ̄ at positions o and s, respectively, which can
still be the unique and gapped ground state of a locally-
interacting (but not translationally invariant) Hamilto-
nian that qualifies the requirement of the game, as shown
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in Methods. Importantly, we assume that the quasipar-
ticles have fusion rules of the form

σ × ψ = m σ, ψ × σ̄ = m σ̄, (9)

where m is the quantum dimension of ψ. [Indeed, it is
straightforward to show that the first one in Eq. (9) im-
plies the second.] Eq. (9) implies that ψ can be locally
created and measured in the vicinity of σ or σ̄, and the
tensor Rb

′a′

ab in Eq. (8) defines the statistics of the para-
particle ψ in the sense of Eq. (3). Indeed, Eq. (8) exactly
describes the winning strategy similar to that depicted
in Fig. 2, in which at t = 0 Alice creates a paraparticle
with internal state a in the vicinity of σ, and meanwhile
Bob creates a paraparticle with internal state b in the
vicinity of σ̄; at t = T when the exchange process is
over, Alice measures the internal state of her paraparti-
cle in the vicinity of σ̄ and obtains a′, and then fuse her
paraparticle into σ̄, and meanwhile Bob performs similar
operations in the vicinity of σ and obtains b′. As long as
Rb

′a′

ab is not of the trivial product form Rb
′a′

ab = pa′aqb′b,
some information can be transferred between Alice and
Bob, and by using multiple identical layers of the same
system, the players can transfer more information to each
other, thereby arbitrarily enhancing the chance of win-
ning. We therefore conclude that a gapped ground state
|G⟩ described by an SFC C can win the challenge if C
has fusion rules of the form (9) such that the R-matrix
defined by Eq. (8) is nontrivial. A more detailed analysis
along with examples of such kind of SFCs will be pre-
sented in a separate paper [28]. In particular, the special
type of paraparticle defined by the R-matrix in Eq. (4)
can appear in an SFC of this kind.

Discussion We have presented a secret communica-
tion challenge game that physically distinguishes para-
particles from ordinary fermions and bosons. In a nut-
shell, emergent parastatistics in topological phases enable
long-range communication of information between the
two players by only exchanging their spatial positions,
without either perturbing the environment, or leaving
any trace of information behind. Such a winning strategy
using parastatistics is robust against any local noise and
eavesdropping, which cannot be achieved using ordinary
fermions or bosons. We can therefore use this challenge
game as a criterion for non-trivial parastatistics.

Finally, we discuss some potential future directions.
While winning the challenge in 3D unambiguously
demonstrates the existence of non-trivial parastatistics,
in 2D, it is possible that some special types of non-
Abelian anyons can also succeed the challenge. It is
therefore interesting to ask if it is possible to design some
additional challenge in order to distinguish between para-
particles and anyons in 2D. Another interesting direc-
tion is to experimentally implement this challenge game
and its winning strategy using systems that host emer-
gent parastatistics. The first critical step would be en-
gineering such a system and preparing its ground state.

The latter can potentially be achieved by generalizing
the recent topological quantum state preparation proto-
col [29, 30] involving measurements and feedforward to
quantum double ground states based on an exotic class
of solvable groups [31]. Furthermore, it is interesting to
generalize the challenge game and its winning strategy
to quantum many body systems at finite temperature.
In 2D, there is no topological order at finite tempera-
ture [32–35]. In 3D, however, some nontrivial features of
topological order persist at finite temperature, such as
having a nonzero topological entanglement entropy [36].
Successfully achieving this challenge at finite tempera-
tures is crucial for experimentally observing emergent
parastatistics. Additionally, this could highlight a non-
trivial feature of finite-temperature topological order and
its potential application in quantum information.
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Methods

Technical requirements on the Hamiltonian Ĥ In
the following we give all the technical requirements
on the Hamiltonian Ĥ of the physical system that
the players are allowed to use to win the challenge.
Essentially, we want to formulate the condition that Ĥ
has a well-defined thermodynamic limit and describes a
gapped phase of matter. For convenience, we add the
requirement of translational invariance, but it should
be possible to relax this requirement to allow gapped
phases with spatial disorder. Formally, the requirements
on Ĥ are:
(a) Ĥ is required to be translationally invariant except
at the two special points o and s chosen by the players,
i.e., Ĥ should be of the form Ĥ =

∑
i ĥi, where ĥi and

ĥj should be related by a translation unless one of i and
j is close to either o or s;
(b) Ĥ is allowed to have an open boundary condition,
which can be freely chosen by the players; however,
we require that the boundary can be divided into a
finite number of connected regions, each region S is
described by a specific boundary type [i.e. the boundary

Hamiltonian in S has the form
∑
i∈S ĥ

′
i, where ĥ′i is

allowed to differ from the bulk Hamiltonian ĥi, but for
any i, j ∈ S (with i, j /∈ {o, s}), ĥ′i and ĥ′j should be
related by a translation].
(c) Ĥ has a unique, gapped, and frustration-free ground
state |G⟩;

We emphasize that the frustration-free condition in (c)
applies to the whole system, including at the bound-
ary (if any) and the special points o, s. For example,
if open boundary condition is used, the condition (c) re-

quires that both the bulk Hamiltonian ĥi and the bound-
ary terms ĥ′i are positive semidefinite and annihilate the
unique, gapped ground state |G⟩.
Relaxing the frustration free condition As we men-

tioned earlier, the requirement that the ground state is
frustration free can be relaxed. To this end we use an im-
portant theorem by Hastings [37] which claims that if a

locally interacting Hamiltonian Ĥ =
∑
i ĥi has a unique,

gapped ground state |G⟩, then it is approximately frus-
tration free, meaning that Ĥ can alternatively be written
as Ĥ = E0+

∑
i ĥ

′
i, where E0 is the ground state energy,

and ĥ′i is localized around i with subexponentially decay-

ing tails, satisfying ĥ′i ≥ 0, and ĥ′i |G⟩ = 0 for all i. In this
way, the Referees can still prevent cheating by monitor-
ing ⟨G|ĥ′i|G⟩ = 0 beyond the circle areas throughout the
game, and the players can still manage to localize their
quasiparticles inside the circle areas, if they choose r0 to
be far greater then the correlation length of the system.

Some technical details about the 2D solvable model with
emergent paraparticles In the following we present more
details on the 2D solvable model constructed in Ref. [5],

and derive the properties in Eqs. (1-6) from the exact
solution of this model, using the second quantization for-
malism of parastatistics [5]. The Hamiltonian Ĥ of this
model has an extensive number of local conserved quan-
tities, similar to Kitaev’s honeycomb model [3], and the
ground state |G⟩ of Ĥ lies in the so-called zero-vortex
sector Φ0 in which every local conserved operator has
minimal eigenvalue. In the zero vortex sector, Ĥ can be
exactly mapped to a free paraparticle Hamiltonian

Ĥ ′ = −
∑

⟨ij⟩,1≤a≤m

(Jijψ̂
+
j,aψ̂

−
i,a + h.c.)−

∑
l

µln̂l, (10)

where the summation is over all neighboring sites of the
underlying 2D lattice. We do not show this 2D lattice
structure as it is unimportant for our discussions. ψ̂±

i,a

are paraparticle creation (+) and annihilation (−) oper-
ators satisfying the generalized second quantization com-
mutation relations [5]

ψ̂−
i,aψ̂

+
j,b =

∑
cd

Racbdψ̂
+
j,cψ̂

−
i,d + δabδij ,

ψ̂+
i,aψ̂

+
j,b =

∑
cd

Rcdabψ̂
+
j,cψ̂

+
i,d,

ψ̂−
i,aψ̂

−
j,b =

∑
cd

Rbadcψ̂
−
j,cψ̂

−
i,d, (11)

where we have ψ̂+
i,a = (ψ̂−

i,a)
† in this model. The tensor

Rabcd = R
a b

c d
satisfies the Yang-Baxter equation

R

R

a b

c d

=

a b

c d

δ δ ,

R

R

R

a b c

d e f

=

R

R

R

a b c

d e f

, (12)

R2 = 1, R12R23R12 = R23R12R23.

and therefore defines a representation of the symmetric
group Sn. We will see soon that Rcdab defines the ex-

change statistics of the paraparticles created by ψ̂+
i,a in

the sense of Eq. (3). The tunneling constants Jij and the
chemical potential µl in Eq. (10) are derived from some
free parameters in the original quantum spin model. In
this paper we assume that these parameters are chosen
such that the paraparticles have a topologically trivial
band structure with a nonzero band gap [38], with the
ground state |G⟩ being the paraparticle vacuum, satisfy-

ing ψ̂−
i,a |G⟩ = 0 everywhere. This guarantees that the

model satisfies all the requirements of the game, as |G⟩
is unique, gapped, and frustration-free, all of which can
be rigorously proved using the exact solution [5]. The
Referees can monitor the local ground state condition
simply by measuring the local conserved quantities along
with the paraparticle number operators {n̂l} (which are
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mapped to local operators in the original quantum spin
model).

The exact mapping from the strongly interacting quan-
tum spin Hamiltonian Ĥ to the free paraparticle Hamil-
tonian Ĥ ′ in Eq. (10) is achieved via the generalized
Jordan-Wigner transformation introduced in Ref. [5]. As

illustrated in Fig. 3, the operator ψ̂+
i,a is a matrix prod-

uct string operator [39] connecting the site i to the cor-

ner o. When acting on the zero-vortex sector, ψ̂+
i,a cre-

ates a paraparticle with internal state a at position i,
and importantly, it does not change any local property
of the system anywhere far from site i. This is due to
the fundamental fact that the string operator is not lo-
cally detectable, and its action on the zero-vortex sector
does not depend on its exact geometric shape (i.e. its
path can be continuously deformed), only on its end-
points. This means, in particular, that if Alice and Bob
hold paraparticles inside their circle areas, the Referee
will not be able to detect anything abnormal using local
measurements anywhere beyond the circle areas. Para-
particles can also be locally created at the corner s [5], as
illustrated in Fig. 3b. This is because Ŵbc |G⟩ = δbc |G⟩,
where Ŵbc is the string operator connecting o and s, lead-
ing to ψ̂+

j,b |G⟩ =
∑
c ψ̂

′+
j,cŴcb |G⟩ = ψ̂′+

j,b |G⟩, where ψ̂
′+
j,b is

an alternative creation operator connecting site j to the
corner s. Therefore, one can use ψ̂′+

s,b to locally create a
paraparticle at the corner s.
The above second quantization formulation directly

leads to the simple description of emergent paraparticles
presented in Eqs. (1-6), and we give their relation below:
(1) The basis states for the n-particle subspace Hi1i2...in

are defined as

|G; ia11 i
a2
2 . . . iann ⟩ = ψ̂+

i1,a1
ψ̂+
i2,a2

. . . ψ̂+
in,an

|G⟩ . (13)

(2) Topological degeneracy of Hi1i2...in directly follows
from the fact that the paraparticle created by the string
operator ψ̂+

i,a is a topological excitation with quantum
dimension m, and Eq. (1) holds for topologically degen-
erate states in general.
(3) Paraparticles can be moved using local unitaries of

the form Ûij = ei∆t(êij+êji), where êij ≡
∑m
a=1 ψ̂

+
i,aψ̂

−
j,a

are paraparticle tunneling operators (in the original spin
model description, both Ûij and êij act on a certain path
connecting i and j). Eq. (2) follows from

Ûijψ̂
+
i,aÛ

†
ij = ψ̂+

j,a, Ûijψ̂
+
j,aÛ

†
ij = ψ̂+

i,a, ∀a, (14)

which can be derived using Eq. (11).
(4) Exchange statistics in Eq. (3) follows from the defi-
nition in Eq. (13) and the second line of Eq. (11). In the
n-particle subspace Hi1i2...in , Eq. (3) generalizes to

|G; . . . iakibk+1 . . .⟩ =
∑
a′,b′

Rb
′a′

ab |G; . . . ib
′

k+1i
a′

k . . .⟩ , (15)

for k = 1, . . . , n− 1, where . . . collectively denotes other
labels that are unaffected by the exchange. Eq. (15)

completely determines the basis transformation between
Hi1i2...in and Hj1j2...jn , where j1, . . . , jn is a permutation
of i1, . . . , in, since any permutation can be written as a
composition of a finite sequence of neighboring swaps of
the form in Eq. (15).
(5) The local unitary operators Ûo,a, Û

′
s,a in Eq. (5) can

be constructed as

Ûo,a = ei∆t(ψ̂
+
o,a+ψ̂

−
o,a),

Û ′
s,a = ei∆t(ψ̂

′+
s,a+ψ̂

′−
s,a), (16)

for a suitable ∆t such that Ûo,a |G⟩ = ψ̂+
o,a |G⟩. Note that

both are unitary and localized around o, s, respectively.
(6) The local observables in Eq. (6) can be constructed
as

Ôo =

4∑
a=1

a ψ̂+
o,aψ̂

−
o,a,

Ô′
s =

4∑
a=1

a ψ̂′+
s,aψ̂

′−
s,a. (17)

Eq. (6) can be proved using Eq. (11) and the fact that
Ôo, Ô

′
s are localized around o, s, respectively [5].

Remarks on the open boundary condition As we men-
tioned earlier, to win the challenge, the two special points
o and s have to be chosen in such a way that a single
paraparticle can be locally created and measured at both
positions. In this model there are at least two ways to do
this. The first is to use a hybrid boundary condition as
shown in Fig. 2 and Fig. 3a, and choose o and s to be the
two intersection points between the two different types
of gapped boundaries of this model. It is well-known
that a topological phase can have several possible gapped
boundaries with distinct topological properties [40]. For
example, the toric code model has two possible gapped
boundaries [41], one is called a smooth boundary, where
one can fuse a magnetic flux into vacuum, and a rough
boundary, where one can fuse an electric charge into vac-
uum. These two types of gapped boundaries can be de-
fined for more general Kitaev’s quantum double model
based on any finite dimensional C∗-Hopf algebra. This
fact also applies to our model, which is an extension of
a Kitaev’s quantum double model based on a special 64-
dimensional Hopf algebra [5]. As shown in Fig. 3, the
western and southern boundaries are rough, while the
eastern and northern boundaries are smooth. If we use
such a hybrid gapped boundary in the toric code model,
then one can fuse a fermion into vacuum at the cor-
ners o and s, which are the intersection points between
the smooth and rough boundaries. Analogously, in our
model, this hybrid boundary condition allows one to fuse
paraparticles into vacuum at the corners o and s, which
is crucial for winning the challenge.

Winning strategy without boundary As we mentioned
in the main text, for certain topological phases, it is possi-
ble to win the game on a geometry without any boundary,
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(a) |G; iajb⟩ (b) ψ̂+
j,b |G⟩ = ψ̂′+

j,b |G⟩

(c) |G; iajb⟩ (d) ψ̂+
j,b |G⟩ = ψ̂′+

j,b |G⟩

FIG. 3: Properties of the emergent paraparticles in the
2D solvable model. (a) A two-particle state

|G; iajb⟩ ≡ ψ̂+
i,aψ̂

+
j,b |G⟩. A paraparticle at position i

with internal state a is created by ψ̂+
i,a, a string

operator connecting site i to the corner o. Importantly,
the Referees cannot detect the presence of such a string
operator using any local measurement far from i; (b)

Paraparticles can also be locally created at s, using ψ̂′+
s,b,

since the string operator Ŵbc connecting o and s (shown
in dashed line) acts trivially on |G⟩; (c) and (d) are
analogous to (a) and (b), but in a different geometry.

Here the two special points o and s are chosen to be the
positions of the defects σ and σ̄, respectively, where
paraparticles can be locally created and measured.

such as on a sphere. Examples of this kind of topolog-
ical phases include the one described by the 2D exactly
solvable model discussed above, and the special family
of 3D topological phases mentioned in the main text.
The defining feature of this kind of topological phases is
that there are quasiparticles σ, σ̄, ψ with fusion rules of
the form in Eq. (9), such that the R-matrix defined by
Eq. (8) is non-trivial. Specifically, let Ĥ0 be a transla-
tionally invariant Hamiltonian (defined on a 3D or 2D
lattice) that realizes such a topological phase. The im-
portant trick to win the game is that, during the pregame
preparation stage, the players submit a Hamiltonian of
the form Ĥ = Ĥ0+ V̂

σ
o + V̂ σ̄s , where V̂ σo is a local Hermi-

tian operator that traps a quasiparticle σ at position o,
and similarly V̂ σ̄s traps the antiparticle σ̄ at position s.
This Hamiltonian Ĥ still has a unique, gapped, and frus-
tration free ground state |G⟩, which can be constructed
from the ground state |G0⟩ of Ĥ0 by creating a particle-
antiparticle pair σσ̄ at o and then move σ̄ to s. Therefore,
Ĥ qualifies the requirements of the game. Eq. (9) means
that the paraparticle ψ can be locally created and mea-
sured in the vicinity of either σ or σ̄, and in this case the
paraparticle operator ψ̂+

i,a is a string operator connecting
o to site i, as illustrated in Fig. 3c and 3d, where in this
case the role of the corners are played by the topological
quasiparticles σ and σ̄, and the relation shown in Fig. 3d
can be understood as the following F -move of the fusion
diagram

=
∑
b′

[Fσψσ̄I ]σb,σ̄b′ , (18)

where [Fσψσ̄I ]σb,σ̄b′ is the F -matrix expressing the as-
sociativity of fusion [42]. Since it is always possi-
ble to choose a suitable gauge convention such that
[Fσψσ̄I ]σb,σ̄b′ = δbb′ [28], Eq. (18) exactly describes the
relation shown in Fig. 3d–both describe the equivalence
of the quantum states obtained by first creating a ψ par-
ticle with internal state b at the vicinity of either σ or σ̄
and then moving it to position j.

We emphasize that with the Hamiltonian Ĥ and the
ground state |G⟩, the players can win the challenge with-
out violating any rules of the game. Importantly, the
rules of the game require that, when the circles move
away from the starting points o, s, the players do not
leave any extra excitations at o, s relative to the ground
state |G⟩. The topological quasiparticles σ, σ̄ are ex-
citations above the translationally invariant state |G0⟩,
but they are already present in |G⟩, and they sit still
at o, s throughout the game process, so they are not ex-
tra excitations created by the players after the game has
started. As described in the game protocol, during the
game, the Referees monitor the system by measuring the
local Hamiltonians in Ĥ everywhere beyond the circle ar-
eas, so with this strategy they will not detect any extra
excitations at o, s relative to the ground state |G⟩.
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