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We propose a (1+1)D lattice model, inspired by a weak Hopf algebra generalization of the cluster state
model, which realizes Haagerup fusion category H3 symmetry and features a tensor product Hilbert space. The
construction begins with a reconstruction of the Haagerup weak Hopf algebra H3 from the Haagerup fusion cat-
egory, ensuring that the representation category of H3 is equivalent to H3. Utilizing the framework of symmetry
topological field theory (SymTFT), we develop an ultra-thin weak Hopf quantum double model, characterized
by a smooth topological boundary condition. We show that this model supports Haagerup fusion category sym-
metry. Finally, we solve the ground state of the model in terms of a weak Hopf matrix product state, which
serves as a natural generalization of the cluster state, embodying Haagerup fusion category symmetry.

Introduction. — Symmetry is one of the central topics in
physics and is traditionally characterized by a group. From a
modern perspective, symmetries are characterized by the al-
gebraic structure of topological defects [1–16]. Symmetries
associated with non-invertible topological defects are known
as non-invertible symmetries. For an (n+1)-dimensional sys-
tem, the symmetries are described by fusion n-categories [3,
17]. For (1+1)-dimensional systems, these symmetries are de-
scribed by fusion 1-categories C, i.e., the usual fusion cat-
egories; hence, they are also referred to as fusion category
symmetries [15, 16, 18].

The topological defect lines (TDLs) for (1+1)D system are
labeled by the simple objects in C, and these TDLs can be
fused according to the fusion rule:

a⊗b = ∑
c∈Irr(C)

Nc
ab c, (1)

where Nc
ab are non-negative integers known as fusion multi-

plicities. The associativity of the fusion is characterized by
F-symbols. Group symmetry is a special case where the fu-
sion category is chosen as VectG, the category of G-graded
vector spaces [19].

Non-invertible symmetries also play a crucial role in con-
formal field theory (CFT), particularly in the investigation of
its properties and classification. In the case of rational CFTs
(RCFTs), which form the foundational building blocks of gen-
eral CFTs, the underlying mathematical structure is identi-
fied as modular tensor categories (MTCs) [20]. An important
open question is whether a corresponding CFT can be con-
structed for any given MTC. It has been proposed that sub-
factors can be used to construct CFTs, with a conjectured cor-
respondence between subfactors and CFTs [21–25]. While
there is significant evidence supporting this conjecture, sev-
eral potential counterexamples exist, one of the most notable
being the Haagerup subfactor [26–28]. There are three fusion
categories arising from Haagerup subfactors, namelyH1,H2,
and H3, each of which is Morita equivalent to the others. Re-
cently, there has been considerable interest in constructing lat-
tice models that exhibit HaagerupH3 symmetry [29–34]. The
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Haagerup fusion category H3 [35, 36] has a Drinfeld center
Z(H3) that is a modular tensor category (MTC).

Given that any unitary (multi)fusion category corresponds
to the representation category Rep(H) of some weak Hopf al-
gebra H, it is a natural progression to examine non-invertible
symmetries within the framework of Hopf and weak Hopf al-
gebras [37–44]. These symmetries, which are associated with
structures such as Hopf, quasi-Hopf, and weak Hopf algebras,
along with their module and comodule algebras, represent a
substantial class of non-invertible symmetries [4, 45–50].

In this work, we introduce a (1+1)D lattice model, inspired
by a weak Hopf algebra generalization of the cluster state
model. This model realizes the Haagerup fusion category
H3 symmetry and is constructed with a tensor product Hilbert

(a)

(b)

(c)

FIG. 1. Illustration of SymTFT sandwich and cluster ladder model.
(a) The symmetry TFT consists of a symmetry boundary Bsym which
encodes the fusion category symmetry; a physical boundary, which
may be gapped or gapless that encodes the dynamics of the theory;
the bulk is a topological field theory Z(Bsym). (b) Depiction of the
cluster ladder model, which is an ultra-thin quantum double model
with two boundaries (the qudit is put on edges), one boundary is cho-
sen as a smooth boundary that encodes the symmetry information. If
the physical boundary is chosen as a rough boundary, then the model
becomes a cluster state model. (c) The chessboard representation of
the cluster ladder model, where the qudits are placed on vertices, and
each vertex corresponds to an edge of the quantum double model.
For the cluster state model, the vertices on the physical boundary
(cyan vertices) are removed, leaving only two types of local stabiliz-
ers: one for the symmetry boundary vertex operator and the other for
the face operator.
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space, distinguishing it significantly from models constructed
using anyonic chains [30–33].

The one-dimensional cluster state model is a quintessen-
tial example of an symmetry-protected topological (SPT)
phase, exhibiting Z2 × Z2 SPT order [51]. More recently,
it has been proposed that the cluster state also hosts a non-
invertible global symmetry, described by the fusion category
Rep(D8) [52]. Generalizations to finite groups are discussed
in Refs. [53, 54]. The Hopf algebraic generalization is pre-
sented in Ref. [55], where it is shown that the cluster state
model is, in fact, an ultra-thin quantum double model with
one smooth boundary and one rough boundary. In a recent
work [56], we develop a general theory for the weak Hopf
cluster state model, which can realize arbitrary weak Hopf
symmetries (with fusion category symmetry as a special case).
Building on these insights, we introduce a lattice model that
exhibits Haagerup fusion category symmetry (and, more gen-
erally, Haagerup weak Hopf symmetry). The main result can
be summarized as follows:

Theorem 1. By applying the Tannaka-Krein reconstruc-
tion or the boundary tube algebra approach, we can
recover a C∗ weak Hopf algebra H3, whose represen-
tation category Rep(H3) is equivalent to the Haagerup
fusion category H3 as fusion categories. When H3 is
used as input data for a weak Hopf cluster state model
(or, more generally, a cluster ladder model) as described
in Ref. [56], we obtain a cluster model that exhibits
Haagerup H3 symmetry (see Eq. (23)) and, more gen-
erally, weak Hopf symmetry Ĥ3 (the dual weak Hopf al-
gebra of H3).

The Haagerup fusion category symmetric cluster state
model Hcluster = −∑vs Avs −∑ f B f possesses the follow-
ing weak Hopf symmetry:

• On a closed manifold: Sym = Cocom(Ĥ3) ×
Cocom(H3), where Cocom(H) is the set of all co-
commutative elements in weak Hopf algebra H.

• On an open manifold: Sym = Ĥ3×H3.

Note that H3 ≃ Rep(H3) ⊂ Cocom(Ĥ3) ⊂ Ĥ3 (here we
focus on the fusion algebra of the category), implying that
both cases exhibitH3 symmetry.

Haagerup Fusion Category H3 Symmetry. — The
Haagerup fusion category is one of the simplest examples that
does not originate from finite groups or affine Lie algebras.

The category H3 contains six simple objects: 1, α , α2, ρ ,
α ρ , α2ρ . The fusion rules are summarized in Table I, with the
nontrivial rules given by:

α
3 = 1, α ρ = α⊗ρ, α2ρ = α

2⊗ρ,

ρ⊗α = α2ρ, ρ⊗α
2 = α ρ,

ρ⊗ρ = 1⊕ρ⊕α ρ⊕α2ρ.

(2)

All other fusion rules can be derived from Eq. (2). The quan-
tum dimensions of the simple objects are d1 = dα = dα2 = 1
and dρ = d

α ρ = dα2ρ = 3+
√

13
2 . The F-symbols of H3 have

been computed in Refs. [57, 58].

TABLE I. Fusion rule for the Haagerup fusion category H3. In this
table, the elements of the first column are fused with the elements of
the first row (“column labels” ⊗ “row labels”).
⊗ 1 α α2 ρ α ρ α2 ρ

1 1 α α2 ρ α ρ α2 ρ

α α α2 1 α ρ α2 ρ ρ

α2 α2 1 α α2 ρ ρ α ρ

ρ ρ α2 ρ α ρ 1⊕ρ⊕α ρ⊕α2 ρ α2⊕ρ⊕α ρ⊕α2 ρ α⊕ρ⊕α ρ⊕α2 ρ

α ρ α ρ ρ α2 ρ α⊕ρ⊕α ρ⊕α2 ρ 1⊕ρ⊕α ρ⊕α2 ρ α2⊕ρ⊕α ρ⊕α2 ρ

α2 ρ α2 ρ α ρ ρ α2⊕ρ⊕α ρ⊕α2 ρ α⊕ρ⊕α ρ⊕α2 ρ 1⊕ρ⊕α ρ⊕α2 ρ

The Drinfeld center Z(H3) is a MTC containing 12 sim-
ple objects (topological charges). These simple objects are
written as (X ,βX ,•), where X is a simple object in H3, and
βX ,• denotes the half-braiding. Following Ref. [59], we de-
note these topological charges as 1Z(H3),π1,2,σ1,2,3,µ1,2,··· ,6.
The quantum dimensions and topological spins of these topo-
logical charges are listed in Table II. The quantum dimension
of Z(H3) is

dim(Z(H3)) = ∑
a∈Irr(Z(H3))

d2
a = 99d2

ρ +54dρ +18. (3)

The S-matrix is given in Ref. [59, Section 2.2].

TABLE II. Simple objects of Z(H3), specified by (X ,βX ,•) with
X ∈H3 and βX ,• as the half-braiding, along with their quantum di-
mensions and topological spins.
Z(H3) X ∈H3 βX ,• quantum dimension topological spin
1Z(H3) 1 id 1 1
π1 π1 = 1⊕ρ⊕α ρ⊕α2 ρ βπ1,• 3dρ +1 1
π2 π2 = 1⊕1⊕ρ⊕α ρ⊕α2 ρ βπ2,• 3dρ +2 1
σ1,2,3 σ = α⊕α2⊕ρ⊕α ρ⊕α2 ρ β

1,2,3
σ ,• 3dρ +2 1,e±2πi/3

µ1,2,··· ,6 µ = ρ⊕α ρ⊕α2 ρ β
1,2,··· ,6
µ,• 3dρ

e±4πi/13,

e±10πi/13,

e±12πi/13

Reconstructing weak Hopf H3 symmetry from Haagerup fu-
sion category H3 symmetry. — Our model is based on the
weak Hopf algebra H3 for whichH3 is equivalent to Rep(H3).
By definition, a complex weak Hopf algebra [60] is a com-
plex vector space H equipped with algebra (H,µ,η) and
coalgebra (H,∆,ε) structures, along with an antipode map
S : H → H, satisfying specific compatibility conditions. We
use Sweedler’s notation for comultiplication, denoting ∆(h) =

∑(h) h(1)⊗ h(2) := ∑i h(1)i ⊗ h(2)i . The comultiplication satis-
fies ∆(xy) = ∆(x) ·∆(y), explicitly expressed as ∑(xy)(xy)(1)⊗
(xy)(2) = ∑(x),(y) x(1) · y(1)⊗ x(2) · y(2). The unit satisfies weak
comultiplicativity, (∆⊗ id) ◦ ∆(1H) = (∆(1H)⊗ 1H) · (1H ⊗
∆(1H)), where ∆(1H) = ∑(1H ) 1(1)H ⊗ 1(2)H . The counit sat-
isfies weak multiplicativity, meaning that for all x,y,z ∈ H,
ε(xyz) = ∑(y) ε(xy(1))ε(y(2)z). The antipode S satisfies three
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key properties. For the left counit, ∑(x) x(1)S(x(2)) = εL(x) :=

∑(1H ) ε(1(1)H x)1(2)H . For the right counit, ∑(x) S(x(1))x(2) =

εR(x) := ∑(1H ) 1(1)H ε(x1(2)H ). Additionally, the antipode sat-
isfies the decomposition property, ∑(x) S(x(1))x(2)S(x(3)) =
S(x).

The images of the left and right counit maps, HL = εL(H)
and HR = εR(H), serve as the tensor unit in the representation
category Rep(H), which is typically a multifusion category.
If H is both connected [61] (also known as pure in [60]) and
coconnected [62], then Rep(H) is a fusion category. For more
information on weak Hopf algebras and their applications to
lattice models, refer to Refs. [43, 56].

The Tannaka-Krein reconstruction offers a structured ap-
proach to obtaining a weak Hopf algebra from a fusion cat-
egory. For any fusion category C, there exists a C-algebra
A such that C can be faithfully and exactly embedded into
AModA via a monoidal functor F : C→ AModA. The alge-
bra H = End(F), defined by the natural transformations of
F , forms a weak Hopf algebra. Furthermore, the representa-
tion category Rep(H) is equivalent to C as a unitary fusion
category [63, 64]. When applied to H3, this process yields
a weak Hopf algebra, denoted H3, such that H3 ≃ Rep(H3).
The weak Hopf algebras whose representation categories are
equivalent toH3 are not unique; they are Morita equivalent to
one another. We will call H3 Haagerup weak Hopf algebra.

An intuitive and explicit approach involves the concept
of the boundary tube algebra [44, 65–67], as applied to the
string-net model, where the basis elements and Haar integral
can be explicitly written. For a given bulk fusion category
C, we consider a gapped boundary described by a C-module
category CM and construct the corresponding boundary tube
algebra Tube(CM), which is a C∗ weak Hopf algebra. Setting
M = C, i.e., considering the smooth boundary, we obtain the
boundary tube algebra spanned by the following basis:



g

c

a

ν

e
f

µ

:
a,c,e, f ,g ∈ Irr(C),
µ ∈ Hom(a⊗ f ,g),
ν ∈ Hom(c,a⊗ e)


. (4)

The unit is give by

1 = ∑
f ,e∈Irr(C)

e

f

. (5)

which means we set a = 1 and c = e, f = g and µ = id, ν = id

in Eq. (4). The multiplication is defined as

g

c

a

ν

e
f

µ

·

g′

c′

a′

ν ′
e′
f ′

µ ′

= δe,c′δ f ,g′

µ

ν

g

c

g′

c′

a′

ν ′
e′
f ′

µ ′

a . (6)

After evaluating the diagram on the right-hand side using F-
moves, parallel moves, and loop moves [44], we obtain a lin-
ear combination of the basis elements in Eq. (4). The counit
is given by

ε



g

c

a

ν

e
f

µ


= δ f ,eδc,g

g

a

ν

e

µ

. (7)

After performing the topological evaluation of the right-hand
side, the result will be a real number. The comultiplication is
defined as

∆



g

c

a

ν

e
f

µ


= ∑

k,l,ζ

√
dl

dkda

g

l

a

ζ

k
f

µ

⊗

l

c

a

ν

e
k

ζ

.

(8)
The antipode map is defined as

S



g

c

a

ν

e
f

µ


=

d f

dg

e

f

ā

µ

g
c

ν

. (9)

It can be proved that this is a C∗ weak Hopf algebra [44]. The
Haar integral is of the form:

λ =
1

rankC
1

FPdim(C) ∑
a,x,y,µ

√
da

d3
x dy

y

y

a

µ

x

x
µ

. (10)
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A detailed proof will be provided in Ref. [67]. Since the
dual weak Hopf algebra can be regarded as a Tube(CC), the
Haar measure Λ (Haar integral of the dual weak Hopf alge-
bra) can be constructed similarly (see also Ref. [66] for a
slightly different construction, where the structure constants
of the boundary tube algebra are chosen differently, although
the two algebras remain Morita equivalent).

The fusion category C = FunC(C,C)(the category of mod-
ule category functors), interpreted as the boundary phase, can
be embedded into the representation category of the tube alge-
bra Rep(Tube(CC)) . It is believed that C ≃ Rep(Tube(CC))
[65, 66], and we will argue in Ref. [67] that this is, in fact,
an embedding C ↪→ Rep(Tube(CC)) for general case. Conse-
quently, the fusion category C∨M := FunC(M,M) can be re-
alized through the weak Hopf algebra Tube(CC). For fur-
ther details, we refer the reader to Refs. [44, 67]. When
applied to H3, we denote the corresponding tube algebra as
H3 = Tube(H3H3), with a slight abuse of notation.

Symmetry Topological Field Theory (SymTFT) with
Haagerup H3 symmetry. — SymTFT provides a general
framework for studying non-invertible symmetry-protected
topological (SPT) phases in both gapped and gapless cases
(see, e.g., [3–13]). The SymTFT can be applied to weak Hopf
lattice gauge theory and establish the general algebraic frame-
work for (1+1)D non-invertible SPT phases [55, 56]. Based
on this, we will construct a lattice model.

The SymTFT has a sandwich structure, as illustrated in
Fig. 1 (a). The sandwich manifold is defined as M1,1× [0,1],
where M1,1 represents the (1 + 1)-dimensional manifold on
which our system resides. This manifold has two boundaries:
the basic idea is to impose non-invertible symmetry on one
boundary and place the physical system on the other. After
compactifying over the interval [0,1], we obtain a (1 + 1)-
dimensional system with non-invertible symmetry. To con-
struct the SymTFT, the symmetry boundary must be chosen
as a gapped topological boundary condition. There are many
topological orders that do not have any gapped boundary, but
non-chiral topological orders are guaranteed to have at least
one gapped boundary. Thus, we put a non-chiral topological
order on the 2d bulk.

For Haagerup symmetry H3 = Rep(H3), we place Z(H3)
on the (2+ 1)D bulk of SymTFT, which means the bulk is
a weak Hopf quantum double model with input data given
by H3. The bulk topological excitation is characterized by
Z(H3) ≃⊗,br Rep(D(H3)), where the equivalence is both
monoidal and braided, and D(H3) denotes the quantum double
of H3 (see [43] for details on the weak Hopf quantum double
model). The symmetry boundary is chosen as Bsym =H3 =
Rep(H3), meaning that the symmetry boundary is a smooth
boundary for the quantum double model. The boundary in-
put data is H3 (regarded as a comodule algebra over H3). For
the physical boundary, we can choose either a gapped or gap-
less boundary condition, and the resulting lattice model will
possess Haagerup fusion category symmetry.

Haagerup Fusion Symmetric Cluster Ladder Model. —
To construct the lattice model with Haagerup fusion category
symmetry, we first introduce the generalized Pauli operators.

The regular action of a Haagerup weak Hopf algebra H3 on
itself can be viewed as a generalization of Pauli X-type oper-
ators. For the left action H ↷ H, we define:

→
X g|h⟩= |gh⟩,

←
X g|h⟩= |hS−1(g)⟩, ∀g,h ∈ H3. (11)

The dual space Ĥ3 := Hom(H3,C) is also a weak Hopf alge-
bra. There are also canonical actions of the dual weak Hopf
algebra Ĥ3 on the Hopf qudit H3, defined using Sweedler’s
notation as follows:

ϕ ⇀ x := ∑
(x)

x(1)⟨ϕ,x(2)⟩, x ↼ ϕ := ∑
(x)
⟨ϕ,x(1)⟩x(2), (12)

for all ϕ ∈ Ĥ3 and x ∈ H3. For the left action Ĥ3 ↷ H3, we
define:

→
Z ψ |h⟩= |ψ ⇀ h⟩= ∑

(h)
ψ(h(2))|h(1)⟩, (13)

←
Z ψ |h⟩= |h ↼ Ŝ(ψ)⟩= ∑

(h)
ψ(S(h(1)))|h(2)⟩. (14)

These operators can be regarded as generalized Pauli Z-type
operators.

Our construction of local operators is based on the comod-
ule algebra over H3. By definition, an algebra K is referred
to as a left H3-comodule algebra [68] if there exists a map
β : K→ H3⊗K that satisfies the following properties:

β (xy) = β (x)β (y), (15)

and

(1H3 ⊗ x)β (1K) = (εR⊗ idK)◦β (x), (16)

for all x,y ∈ K. Using Sweedler’s notation, the coaction β (x)
is expressed as ∑[x] x[−1]⊗ x[0], with higher coactions repre-
sented as β2(x) = ∑[x] x[−2]⊗ x[−1]⊗ x[0], and so forth. Each
topological boundary condition corresponds to an indecom-
posable comodule algebra K over H3. This comodule algebra
also corresponds to an indecomposable module category MK
overH3, as well as a Lagrangian algebra AK in the bulk quan-
tum double phase Z(H3).

The model is put on an ultra-thin sandwich lattice (regarded
as a weak Hopf quantum double model [43]):

(17)

Periodic or open boundary conditions can be applied in the
horizontal direction. The bulk edges are drawn in black, with
the edge Hilbert space chosen as the Haagerup weak Hopf
qudit H3. The edges of the symmetry boundary are drawn in
blue, with the edge space given by the left comodule algebra
K = H3. The edges of the physical boundary are drawn in red,
where the edge space can be chosen as an arbitrary right H3-
comodule algebra J. This means that the total Hilbert space
has well-defined tensor-product structure.



5

Observe that, in the described lattice structure, the bulk re-
sides to the left of the symmetry boundary and to the right of
the physical boundary when moving along the positive bound-
ary direction. Therefore, the associated comodule algebras K
and J should be selected as a left H3-comodule algebra and a
right H3-comodule algebra, respectively. Modifying the con-
figuration of edge orientations in the lattice leads to different
models, but does not alter the underlying physics of the sys-
tem.

The smooth boundary corresponds to K = H3. In this case,
the boundary vertex operator is given by:

yx

h
2⃝1⃝

3⃝
AK

vs =
→
X

λ (1) ⊗
←
X

λ
(2)
K
⊗
←
X

λ (3) ,

AK
vs |x,y,h⟩= |λ

(1)x,yS−1(λ (2)),hS−1(λ (3))⟩.

(18)
where λ is the Haar integral of H3 (Eq. (10)). The cocom-
mutativity of λ ensures that the operator AK

vs is independent
of the specific starting link s = (vs, f ) chosen at the vertex vs.
Consequently, AK

vs depends only on the vertex vs itself. The
symmetry boundary Hamiltonian is defined as

Hsym =−∑
vs

AK
vs , (19)

where the sum runs over all vertices in the symmetry bound-
ary.

The face operator is constructed from generalized Pauli Z
operators as follows:

x

y

hg
4⃝
2⃝

3⃝1⃝
Bψ

f =
→
Z

ψ(1) ⊗
←
Z

K

ψ(2) ⊗
←
Z

ψ(3) ⊗
→
Z

J

ψ(4) .

(20)
Written explicitly, we have

Bψ

f |g,y,h,x⟩=∑ψ

(
g(2)S(y[−1])S(h(1))x[1]

)
|g(1),y[0],h(2),x[0]⟩.

By setting ψ to be the Haar measure Λ ∈ Ĥ3, we obtain the
face stabilizer operator B f = BΛ

f , and the corresponding bulk
Hamiltonian is

Hbk =−∑
f

BH
f , (21)

where the sum runs over all faces of the lattice.
The physical boundary can be chosen to be either gapped or

gapless. In the gapped case, we assign a right H3-comodule
algebra to each edge of the physical boundary. The vertex
operator can be constructed in a similar way as in Eq. (18) (see
Ref. [56], where we need to use the symmetric separability
idempotent of J). The physical boundary Hamiltonian is given
by

Hphys =−∑
vp

AJ
vp , (22)

where the sum runs over all vertices vp of the physical bound-
ary.

The cluster ladder model that has Haagerup fusion category
symmetry is thus given by

HK,J
H3

= Hbk +Hsym +Hphys. (23)

It can be proven that all local operators commute with each
other. Fixing symmetry boundary as smooth boundary, viz.,
K = H3, different choices of comodule algebra J over the
Haagerup weak Hopf algebra H3 give rise to different H3-
symmetric phases.

In fact, the model has a larger symmetry. Since H3 ≃
Rep(H3), the Grothendieck group Gr(H3) of the category is
generated by the irreducible characters χΓ of H3, and

χΓ ·χΦ = χΓ⊗Φ = ∑
Ψ

NΨ
Γ,ΦχΨ, (24)

where NΨ
Γ,Φ ∈ Z≥0 are the fusion multiplicities. The character

algebra is given by R(H3) = Gr(H3)⊗Z C, which is a subal-
gebra of the dual weak Hopf algebra Ĥ3. This means that the
Haagerup fusion category symmetry is a sub-symmetry of the
dual Haagerup weak Hopf symmetry Ĥ3.

A crucial special case is the cluster state model, where J is
chosen as the trivial comodule algebra. In this case, all phys-
ical boundary operators become trivial and can be removed
from the Hamiltonian. This makes the model equivalent to
a weak Hopf quantum double model that has one smooth
boundary and one rough boundary.

To find the symmetry of the Haagerup cluster state model,
we deform the ladder (with periodic boundary conditions) into
a cone. We introduce a vertex vrough on the rough boundary
(the apex of the cone) and a face fsmooth on the smooth bound-
ary (the base of the cone):

In this way, we can regard the model as a quantum double
model on a sphere. The symmetry operator at the smooth
boundary is the face operator Wψ = Bψ

fsmooth
. We have the re-

lation WψWφ =Wψ·φ with ψ,φ ∈ Ĥ3. When ψ ∈ Cocom(Ĥ3),
the operator Bψ

fsmooth
will commute with the Hamiltonian

[43, 69]. This implies that the model has a Cocom(Ĥ3) sym-
metry. For H3 = Rep(H3), its character algebra is contained
in Cocom(Ĥ3), and thus the model also has Haagerup fusion
category symmetry. The rough boundary also gives symmetry
operators Wh = Ah

vrough
, with the relation WhWg = Whg. When

h ∈ Cocom(H3), Wh commutes with the Hamiltonian. This
implies that the model has a Cocom(H3) symmetry. For open
manifolds, there is no need for the symmetry elements to be
cocommutative, and thus the symmetry becomes Ĥ3 ×H3.
The result is summarized in Theorem 1.

For the general cluster ladder model, due to the fact that J
is not trivial, the symmetry H3 from the rough boundary is not
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broken. Using a similar discussion as above, we find that the
dual symmetry Ĥ3 still exists. Thus, for periodic boundary
conditions, the model has Cocom(Ĥ3) symmetry, while for
open boundary conditions, the model has Ĥ3 symmetry. In
both cases, the symmetry containsH3 as a sub-symmetry.

Matrix-Product State Representation of Ground State. —
The cluster state model can be solved using the weak Hopf
matrix product state developed in Refs. [42, 43, 55, 56]. Here,
we will only provide the ground state for the cluster state
model. For a more general cluster ladder model, the solution
can be obtained based on the discussion in Ref. [56].

For edges on the smooth boundary, the local tensor is cho-
sen as the comultiplication of the Haar integral λ ∈ H3:

∆(λ ) = λ

λ (2)

λ (1)

. (25)

The local tensor for a bulk edge corresponds to ∆2(λ ):

∆(λ ) =

λ (2)λ (3)

λ (1)

λ

. (26)

The local tensor for a face corresponds to the Haar measure
Λ ∈ Ĥ3, which is introduced to glue the edge tensors together:

(id⊗ id⊗Ŝ)◦ ∆̂(Λ) =

Λ(2)Ŝ(Λ(3))

Λ(1)

Λ

. (27)

The Haagerup cluster state is defined as the following ten-

sor network state:

λ λ λ

λ Λ λ Λ λ Λ λ

(28)

The red free leg represents the physical degrees of freedom.
This tensor network forms the ground state of the Haagerup
cluster state model.

Conclusion and Discussion.— In this work, we propose a
cluster state model that possesses Haagerup fusion category
symmetry. The ground state and symmetry properties of the
model are discussed in detail. Despite the progress made,
there are still several directions to explore further: (i) The
conformal field theory (CFT) perspective of the model needs
to be studied. We have not addressed the central charge, en-
tanglement properties, and other related aspects; however, we
believe these can be investigated in a manner similar to that
in Refs. [30–33], likely through numerical approaches. (ii)
The gapless model is also an interesting direction to explore.
We mainly discussed the gapped lattice model, but if we intro-
duce a gapless physical boundary, the model becomes gapless.
For anyonic chain-based models, this has been discussed in
Ref. [32], and similar results should apply to our model. (iii)
The application of the model in measurement-based quantum
computation is another interesting avenue. For the finite group
case, this has been partially discussed in Ref. [54], but for gen-
eral non-Abelian groups, Hopf algebras, and weak Hopf alge-
bras, the problem remains largely open. All these problems
will be left for future work.
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[12] C. Zhang and C. Córdova, “Anomalies of (1+ 1)-dimensional

http://arxiv.org/abs/1412.5148
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/JHEP05(2021)204
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/JHEP05(2021)204
http://arxiv.org/abs/2103.15588
http://arxiv.org/abs/2103.15588
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevResearch.2.043086
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevResearch.2.043086
http://arxiv.org/abs/2005.14178
http://dx.doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physrep.2024.01.007
http://arxiv.org/abs/2305.18296
https://arxiv.org/abs/2310.16878
https://arxiv.org/abs/2310.16878
http://arxiv.org/abs/2310.16878
http://arxiv.org/abs/2310.16878
http://arxiv.org/abs/2405.05964
https://arxiv.org/abs/2209.07471
https://arxiv.org/abs/2209.07471
http://arxiv.org/abs/2209.07471
http://arxiv.org/abs/2209.07471
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/JHEP02(2021)132
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/JHEP02(2021)132
http://arxiv.org/abs/2008.05960
https://arxiv.org/abs/2305.17159
https://arxiv.org/abs/2305.17159
http://arxiv.org/abs/2305.17159
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s00220-023-04737-2
http://arxiv.org/abs/2112.02092
https://arxiv.org/abs/2310.03784
http://arxiv.org/abs/2310.03784


7

categorical symmetries,” Phys. Rev. B 110, 035155 (2024).
[13] W. Ji and X.-G. Wen, “Categorical symmetry and noninvertible

anomaly in symmetry-breaking and topological phase transi-
tions,” Phys. Rev. Res. 2, 033417 (2020).

[14] A. Chatterjee, W. Ji, and X.-G. Wen, “Emergent generalized
symmetry and maximal symmetry-topological-order,” (2024),
arXiv:2212.14432 [cond-mat.str-el].

[15] C.-M. Chang, Y.-H. Lin, S.-H. Shao, Y. Wang, and X. Yin,
“Topological defect lines and renormalization group flows in
two dimensions,” Journal of High Energy Physics 2019, 1
(2019), arXiv:1802.04445 [hep-th].

[16] L. Bhardwaj and Y. Tachikawa, “On finite symmetries and their
gauging in two dimensions,” Journal of High Energy Physics
2018, 1 (2018), arXiv:1704.02330 [hep-th].

[17] L. Bhardwaj, L. E. Bottini, S. Schäfer-Nameki, and A. Tiwari,
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