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We study general maps from the space of rational CFTs with a fixed chiral algebra and

associated Chern-Simons (CS) theories to the space of qudit stabilizer codes with a fixed

generalized Pauli group. We consider certain natural constraints on such a map and show

that the map can be described as a graph homomorphism from an orbifold graph, which

captures the orbifold structure of CFTs, to a code graph, which captures the structure

of self-dual stabilizer codes. By studying explicit examples, we show that this graph ho-

momorphism cannot always be a graph embedding. However, we construct a physically

motivated map from universal orbifold subgraphs of CFTs to operators in a generalized

Pauli group. We show that this map results in a self-dual stabilizer code if and only if the

surface operators in the bulk CS theories corresponding to the CFTs in question are self-

dual. For CFTs admitting a stabilizer code description, we show that the full abelianized

generalized Pauli group can be obtained from twisted sectors of certain 0-form symmetries

of the CFT. Finally, we connect our construction with SymTFTs, and we argue that many

equivalences between codes that arise in our setup correspond to equivalence classes of bulk

topological surfaces under fusion with invertible surfaces.

November 2023

http://arxiv.org/abs/2311.13680v1


Contents

1. Introduction 1

2. Qudit stabilizer codes and the CFT-Code map 9

2.1. Qudit stabilizer codes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10

2.2. General structure of a CFT-Code map . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12

2.3. Examples . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16

2.4. Is µ always an embedding? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18

3. From Abelian RCFTs to qudit stabilizer codes 19

3.1. Charge-conjugation modular invariant . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20

3.2. The general case . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 21

3.3. Self-dual stabilizer codes and self-dual surfaces . . . . . . . . . . . 23

3.4. Examples . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25

4. Generalized Pauli group from defects 27

4.1. Permutation modular invariants . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 28

4.2. General modular invariants . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 29

5. Quantum codes, gapped boundaries, and gapped interfaces 30

5.1. SymTFTs, code equivalences, and invertible surfaces . . . . . . . . . 32

5.2. 1+1d TQFTs and stabilizer codes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 43

6. Conclusion 45

Appendix A. A proof there is no universal ΓV →֒ ΓP embedding 47

Appendix B. Comparing with the CFT-Qubit code map in [1] 50

Appendix C. Non-self-dual codes from CFTs 52

1. Introduction

Any physical system designed for controlled manipulation of quantum information must

deal with errors. Therefore, quantum error-correcting codes (or quantum codes for short)

play a crucial role in quantum computation. Quantum error correction involves encoding
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information in a “code subspace” of a Hilbert space. The errors acting on this subspace

are detected using syndrome measurements and then corrected using appropriate unitary

operations. Stabilizer codes are an important and well-studied class of quantum codes,

where the code subspace is determined by an abelian group called the “stabilizer group”

[2, 3]. We start with a set of n qudits with product Hilbert space

H := H1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Hn , (1.1)

where the complex dimensions of the Hilbert space factors are (potentially different) integers

di ≥ 2 for each Hi.
1 The generalized Pauli operators, {X,Z}, acting on each Hilbert space

together form the generalized Pauli group, Pn (see Sec. 2.1 for details). The code subspace,

C ⊂ H, is the +1 eigenspace of a non-trivial abelian subgroup, S < Pn, called the “stabilizer

group.”2 The subgroup of Pn built from the set of elements which commute with S but are

not in S, acts on the code subspace as “logical” operators. The subgroup of elements in

Pn that commute with at least one element of S are the errors that can be corrected. For

reasons we will explain below, we will be particularly interested in self-dual codes, which

are codes with a 1-dimensional code subspace (we briefly discuss non-self-dual codes in

Appendix C).

Stabilizer codes are arguably one of the most well-studied classes of quantum codes. In

fact, the impact of stabilizer codes goes beyond quantum computation. For example, they

play a crucial role in bulk reconstruction in AdS/CFT [4]. The Toric code [5] and, more

generally, Levin-Wen/Turaev Viro lattice models are stabilizer codes [6], whose low-energy

limits are described by Chern-Simons theories. Moreover, exploration of stabilizer codes

lead to the discovery of fractons [7].

Recent studies in conformal field theory have revealed that Narain CFTs are closely

related to quantum stabilizer codes [1, 8, 9] (see also [10–12]). The description of Narain

CFTs in terms of stabilizer codes has been used to identify CFTs maximizing the spectral

gap [13], in understanding fake modular invariants [11], and in the description of holo-

graphic theories [14]. In particular, in [1], the authors of this paper, along with Anatoly

Dymarsky, showed that, starting with certain RCFTs, one can naturally construct a huge

class of associated qubit stabilizer codes (including all of those in [8,9]). Since these RCFTs

are closely related with corresponding bulk Chern-Simons (CS) theories via the 2d/3d corre-

spondence [15] described in Fig. 1, quantum codes arising in this context are also intimately

1The case of di = 2 is the standard qubit. In what follows, we will sometimes refer to di = 3 as a “qutrit”

and to di = 4 as a “quadit.”
2Note that restricting to any other common eigenvalue instead will not lead to a subgroup of Pn.
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connected with CS theories [1]. In particular, the quantum code construction in [1] captures

the following QFT data:

• The spectrum of CFT primary operators, their fusion group, and the corresponding

1-form symmetry of the associated bulk CS theories

• Certain 0-form symmetries of the RCFT and corresponding twisted-sector states (see

also [16] for comments on non-invertible bulk CS 0-form symmetries arising in the

construction of [1])

• A way to understand orbifolding (i.e., gauging the RCFT 0-form symmetries in the

previous bullet) at the level of quantum codes

In this work, we extend the analysis in [1] and study the properties of more general

maps from the “space of RCFTs and associated CS theories” to the “space of stabilizer

codes”. More precisely, we will study a general chiral algebra, V, associated with an

Abelian RCFT. An Abelian RCFT is defined by the property that its chiral primaries form

an abelian group, K, under fusion. Given V and the associated chiral primaries, an RCFT

is determined by a consistent pairing of the left and right movers. As alluded to above, all

consistent pairings can be elegantly understood through a bulk 3d CS theory [15]. Indeed,

the representations of V label Wilson lines in a bulk abelian CS theory, which we will

denote as I. The group, K, is the 1-form symmetry group of I (see also the discussion

in [1]). The consistent pairings of the left and right movers are in one-to-one correspondence

with surface operators in I (see Fig. 1).

Therefore, in order to classify all RCFTs with chiral algebra V, we have to classify the

surface operators in I. All such surface operators can be obtained from higher-gauging a 1-

form symmetry group Q ≤ K on a 2-manifold with discrete torsion, [σ] ∈ H2(Q,U(1)) [17].

We will denote the resulting surface operator as S(Q, [σ]). In all CS theories, we have

the trivial surface operator, and so the corresponding “Cardy case” RCFT with charge-

conjugation modular invariant is also universal. We will denote this CFT as T , and, by

construction, the corresponding Abelian fusion group of untwisted primaries is K. More

generally, the CFT corresponding to S(Q, [σ]) will be denoted as T /(Q, [σ]). In the 2d CFT,

higher-gauging the 1-form symmetry of the bulk TQFT corresponds to gauging a 0-form

symmetry (or, in more traditional language, to orbifolding). Indeed, the CFT, T /(Q, [σ]),

is obtained from gauging a 0-form symmetry, Q, of the CFT, T , with discrete torsion

[σ] [18–20]. The untwisted primaries of this CFT form an abelian group, K(Q,[σ]), under

3



p q

SΣ1 Σ2

I

Fig.1: The pairing of 2d CFT left and right movers on Σ1 and Σ2 respectively is specified

by an abelian CS theory on X = Σ × I (the Σi are isomorphic to Σ) with the surface

operator, S, inserted in the bulk. The left-mover, p, can be paired with the right-mover, q,

if and only if the corresponding Wilson line in the bulk TQFT can form a junction on S.

fusion.3

The above discussion implies there are a finite number of RCFTs with a given chiral

algebra, V. Therefore, the “the space of abelian RCFTs” for a given V is a finite set. We

will study maps from this set of RCFTs to quantum stabilizer codes constructed from a

system of qudits. More precisely, given the group, K, associated with the chiral algebra,

V, consider the decomposition

K ∼= Zn1 × · · · × Znk
. (1.2)

We choose the system of qudits to have the smallest Hilbert space that can faithfully realize

this symmetry (we relax this condition in Appendix C). In other words, we take

HV := H1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Hk , (1.3)

with factors of dimensions n1, · · · , nk respectively. We will consider maps from the finite set

of abelian RCFTs with chiral algebra V to the finite number of stabilizer codes constructed

from the Pauli group, PV, acting on HV

µ : { abelian RCFTs with chiral algebra V } → { stabilizer codes ⊂ PV} . (1.4)

Let S(Q,[σ]) and C(Q,[σ]) be the stabilizer group and the code subspace associated with

T /(Q, [σ]) respectively. What are some properties that µ should satisfy? One fundamen-

tal property of a CFT is the state-operator correspondence. We would like this relation

3Note that K(Q,[σ]) is not always isomorphic to K.
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to be reproduced by the quantum code. Indeed, there is a coarse-grained state-operator

correspondence at the level of quantum codes. Consider the stabilizer group, S: the code

subspace, C, is uniquely fixed as the +1 eigenspace of S. On the other hand, given C, S is

uniquely fixed as the maximal subgroup of the generalized Pauli group that acts trivially

on C. From this discussion, it is natural to require that the CFT to quantum code map

satisfies

Untwisted primaries (and descendants) of T /(Q, [σ]) ↔ Stabilizer group S(Q,[σ]) ,

Corresponding states of T /(Q, [σ]) ↔ Code subspace C(Q,[σ]) .

One subtlety of this discussion is that the CFT state-operator correspondence is one-to-one,

while the stabilizer group / code subspace correspondence is generally not (e.g., we can

have dimC(C) = 1 with arbitrarily large |S|). Therefore, we allow some coarse graining in

the action of operators on states and define the CFT code space to be the space closed

under the action of the primaries (and their descendants). In other words, stabilizers in

the RCFT and CS theory correspond to local operators and bulk Wilson lines which can

form a junction on the surface operator as in Fig. 1, respectively.

The stabilizer group is a finite abelian group. What aspect of the operators of the RCFT

should the stabilizer group capture? Even though T /(Q, [σ]) has an infinite number of

operators, it has a finite number of conformal families and corresponding primary operators.

These primaries (and their descendants) form the abelian group, K(Q,[σ]), under fusion.

Therefore, it is natural to require that

K(Q,[σ])
∼= S(Q,[σ]) , (1.5)

as groups. Imposing this requirement then forces the quantum code to be self-dual. Since

the abelian RCFTs for a given chiral algebra are all related to each other under gauging 0-

form symmetries, the stabilizer codes associated with these RCFTs must also be related to

each other. More precisely, note that gauging finite symmetries of an RCFT is an invertible

operation.

In particular, the set of primary operators of T invariant under the 0-form symmetry, Q,

remain as local operators of the CFT, T /(Q, [σ]), obtained after orbifolding. In this sense,

two CFTs can share a non-trivial number of local operators. These “shared primaries” are

captured by the group KT /(Q1,[σ1]) ∩ KT /(Q2,[σ2]). Since these groups are mapped to the

stabilizer groups of the corresponding quantum codes, it is natural to require that

K(Q1,[σ1]) ∩K(Q2,[σ2])
∼= S(Q1,[σ1]) ∩ S(Q2,[σ2]) . (1.6)
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In this paper, we will show that these constraints can be written as a graph homomor-

phism

µ : ΓV → ΓPV
, (1.7)

where ΓV is a colored graph constructed using the orbifold structure of abelian RCFTs

with chiral algebra V called the “orbifold graph,” and ΓPV
is a graph constructed from the

stabilizer groups in PV called the “code graph.”

We study the conditions that should be satisfied for such a graph homomorphism to

exist. A natural question that arises is:

Do all CFTs with a given chiral algebra, V, admit a map to stabilizer codes?

In other words, is the map µ an embedding of the graph ΓV in the graph ΓPV
? We will

argue the answer is “no,” by showing that the consistency conditions (1.5) and (1.6) cannot

be simultaneously satisfied for a particular class of chiral algebras related to 3d discrete

gauge theories with gauge group Z2r and r > 1 (of the “prime” CS theories,4 these examples

have a particularly rich set of allowed surface operators).

More generally, given the impossibility of finding a universal embedding, ΓV →֒ ΓPV
,

satisfying the properties in (1.5) and (1.6), we ask if there is a µ defined for universal

non-trivial subgraphs, Γ ⊂ ΓV, that is an embedding in ΓPV
.5 Using the classification

of Abelian CS theories, we show that such Γ’s and a corresponding µ exist. Moreover,

we argue that there is a particularly interesting physical choice for µ and these Γ’s such

that our construction is well-defined whenever we consider CFTs with pairings of left and

right movers determined by self-dual surface operators in the corresponding CS theories.6

In other words, self-duality of the code (which follows from the condition in (1.5)) is

equivalent to self-duality of the CS surface operator.

Self-dual surface operators of bulk CS theory
µ

−−−→ Self-dual stabilizer codes.

This construction naturally generalises the CFT to qubit codes map constructed in [1],

where we only considered Q with order-two elements.7

4These are theories that cannot be factorized into product CS theories closed separately under fusion and

with trivial mutual braiding.
5In Appendix C we take an orthogonal approach and relax conditions (1.5) and (1.6). We then show that

a universal embedding, ΓV →֒ ΓPV
, does exist in this case.

6These are operators that are insensitive to the orientation of the 2-manifold on which they are defined.
7In particular, the stabilizer code condition on the absence of 1-form anomaly of bulk CS Q-lines in [1]

is replaced by the self-duality of the surface operator defining the RCFT in question. Although we will not

pursue it further in this paper, it is possible to show that the self-duality of the surface operators we will

6



(q, p)

B Σ

(q, p)

B Σ

(r, s)

Fig. 2: Left: Folding the diagram in Fig. 1 turns the surface operator, S, into a gapped

boundary, B. Right: The non-trivial monodromy between local and twisted sector operators

in the CFT is captured by the non-trivial braiding of bulk line operators (q, p̄) and (r, s̄).

Much of the above discussion can be reformulated and several new aspects of the

CFT/CS to code map more naturally clarified by folding the diagram in Fig. 1 as in

Fig. 2. This reformulation has several important properties:

• Gapped boundaries are specified by Lagrangian subgroups [15]. As we will review

below, abelianized Pauli groups have symplectic vector spaces associated with them.

In this context, self-dual stabilizer codes correspond to Lagrangian vector subspaces

with respect to this symplectic form. Therefore, it is natural that the self-duality

property of the quantum code can be related to the Lagrangian property of K(Q,[σ])

(see Sec. 5 for details).8

• In the setup of Fig. 2, stabilizers correspond to Wilson lines that stretch between the

boundary supporting the CFT and end on the gapped boundary. On the other hand,

errors are related to Wilson lines that form a non-trivial junction on the gapped

boundary. The resulting junction and line living on the gapped boundary encode the

non-trivial mutual monodromy of lines corresponding to stabilizers and lines corre-

sponding to errors.

• The construction in Fig. 2 naturally gives us a SymTFT [22–24] for the Abelian

0-form symmetry, K(Q,[σ]), of T /(Q, [σ]). In particular, different gapped boundary

construct is related to the absence of a certain (mixed) 1-form ’t Hooft anomaly in the bulk.
8Relations between systems that do not have gauge fields and CS theory are known to occur in other

settings. For example, see the interesting relation between the theory of a 3d N = 4 hypermultiplet and

U(1|1) CS theory [21] that arises via B-twisting (the twisting gives rise to a vector field).
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conditions in Fig. 1 correspond to different vertices in ΓV and hence to different

orbifold theories. Transitions between different gapped boundaries can be obtained

by considering fusion of condensation surfaces constructed via higher gauging with

these boundaries.

• By gauging some of the CS 0-form symmetries implemented by surfaces in the pre-

vious bullet, we can obtain SymTFTs with non-invertible lines [23]. In certain cases,

bringing these lines to the boundary gives rise to Tambara-Yamigami (TY) categories

that describe dualities in the RCFTs we study. More generally, gauging invertible 0-

form symmetries trivializes the corresponding surfaces and leads to new non-invertible

lines. This way of thinking suggests that theories specified by bulk surfaces that are

related by fusion with invertible surfaces should give rise to equivalent quantum codes

and that the non-invertible lines that arise in the 0-form gauging play the role of el-

ements of the Clifford group. Indeed, we show that this is the case in large classes

of theories.

Abelian RCFT Qudit quantum code

Primaries forming Abelian group K System of qudits with Hilbert space HV.

Group K(Q,[σ]) of primary operators Stabilizer group S(Q,[σ])

Twisted-sector operators Error operators

CFT Hilbert space Code subspace C(Q,[σ])

Twisted-sector states States in HV but not in C(Q,[σ])

Table 1: The Abelian RCFT to qudit code map.

Folded Abelian CS theory Qudit quantum code

Invertible lines System of qudits with Hilbert space HV.

Lines ending on gapped boundary Stabilizer group S(Q,[σ])

Lines forming junction on gapped boundary Error operators

Fusion of S with an invertible surface Certain code equivalences

Table 2: The Abelian CS to qudit code map.

To summarize the results described here, we include table 1 for RCFT / code relations

and table 2 for CS / code relations.
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The structure of the paper is as follows. In Sec. 2 we start with a review of qudit

stabilizer codes and define a colored graph of stabilizer groups ΓP (i.e., the code graph).

We then study the structure of Abelian RCFTs with a particular chiral algebra, V, and

define the orbifold graph, ΓV. We end this section by studying the graph homomorphism,

µ, from ΓV to ΓPV
in various explicit examples. We comment on the fact that, for the chiral

algebras whose representations form the E2r Modular Tensor Category (MTC), µ cannot be

an embedding. In Sec. 3 we define a map from RCFTs to generalized Pauli group elements

and show that the it results in a stabilizer code precisely when the surface operator of the

bulk Chern-Simons theory corresponding to the CFT is self-dual. In Sec. 4 we study the

symmetries of Abelian RCFTs and map the twisted-sector operators to error operators in

the quantum code. Finally, in Sec. 5 we discuss the relationship between gapped boundaries

and self-dual quantum codes. We also show that certain gapped interfaces correspond to

non-self-dual quantum codes. In addition, we study bulk 0-form gauging from the SymTFT

point of view to argue that code equivalences in large classes of theories are related to fusion

of the defining bulk surfaces with invertible surfaces. We conclude with some comments

and future directions.

We also include three appendices. In appendix A, we prove the impossibility of univer-

sally embedding the graph ΓV in ΓPV
by considering the example of Rep(V) = E2r MTCs

with r > 1. In Appendix B, we compare the map µ studied in this paper to our previous

work [1]. Finally, in Appendix C, we discuss a map from abelian RCFTs to non-self-dual

quantum codes.

Note added: This work is based on notes written by the authors in summer of 2022.

In particular, the discussion of folded CS theories and the relation between Lagrangian

subgroups and self-dual quantum codes in Sec. 5 was presented by the authors during

the workshop Defects and Symmetry 2022 (e.g., see p. 32 of the publicly available slides

here). See also the paper [25] which relates Lagrangian subgroups in abelian CS theory to

self-dual additive codes. We thank the authors of [25] for sending us their draft and for

encouraging us to publish our old notes.

2. Qudit stabilizer codes and the CFT-Code map

In this subsection we begin with a brief review of qudit stabilizer codes before discussing

general aspects of the CFT-code map. In particular, in the later parts of this section, we

define the orbifold and code graphs and show there is a natural homomorphism between

the two. We conclude the section with some examples and argue that the CFT-code map

9
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cannot always be an embedding of the orbifold graph into the code graph.

2.1. Qudit stabilizer codes

In this section, we study quantum stabilizer codes acting on systems of qudits of varying

dimensions. We start with a quick review of stabilizer codes for qudits of a fixed dimension

(e.g., see [3, 26, 27]).

To that end, consider a qudit with a d-dimensional Hilbert space, H. Let us define X

and Z operators acting on H as follows

X |j〉 = |j + 1 mod d〉 , Z |j〉 = zj |j〉 , (2.1)

where 0 ≤ j < d, and z is a primitive dth root of unity. Clearly, the operators X and Z

have order d and satisfy

ZX = zXZ . (2.2)

Next, let ẑ be a primitive dth root of unity when d is odd and a primitive 2dth root

of unity when d is even. Let us define the generalized Pauli group, Pn, which acts on n

qudits, to have elements of the form

G(~α, ~β) := ẑλ Xα1 ⊗ · · · ⊗Xαn ◦ Zβ1 ⊗ ...⊗ Zβn = ẑλXα1Zβ1 ⊗ · · · ⊗XαnZβn , (2.3)

determined by the pair of vectors ~α, ~β ∈ Z
n
d with λ ∈ Zd if d is odd, and λ ∈ Z2d if d is

even. In order to simplify notation, we will write a general Pauli group element (modulo

an overall root of unity) as X~α ◦ Z
~β. We then find the commutation relation

G(~α(1), ~β(1))G(~α(2), ~β(2)) = zβ
(1)·α(2)−α(1)·β(2)

G(~α(2), ~β(2))G(~α(1), ~β(1)) . (2.4)

Clearly, Pn is a non-Abelian group .

Let us consider the abelianized generalized Pauli group, Vn := Pn/〈ẑ〉, where 〈ẑ〉 is

the cyclic subgroup generated by ẑ (i.e., the center of Pn). This group is isomorphic to

Z
2n
d [26, 27]. We can define a symplectic inner product on Vn given by9

ω((~α(1), ~β(1)), (~α(2), ~β(2))) := β(1) · α(2) − α(1) · β(2) . (2.5)

A stabilizer group is an isotropic abelian subgroup, S < Pn. In the case of a self-dual

stabilizer group, it is a Lagrangian subgroup (here dimC(C) = 1). The subspace, C ⊂ H, on

9When d is the power of a prime number, then Vn is in fact a sympelctic vector space over the finite field

Fd. More generally, it is a symplectic module [26].
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which information is encoded is defined as the +1 eigenspace of S. The logical operators

that act non-trivially on C are the elements of Pn which commute with S but are not in

S. The errors that this code can correct are the elements of Pn which do not commute

with at least one element of S.

In the discussion below, we will need to discuss a product of qudit codes of different

dimensions. Therefore, let us consider a system of qudits with Hilbert space

H := H⊗n1
1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ H⊗nk

k , (2.6)

and dimensions d1, · · · , dk, respectively. The total number of qudits (including those of all

dimensions) is n = n1 + · · ·+ nk. Now, consider the Pauli group

P := Pn1 × · · · × Pnk
, (2.7)

where Pni
acts on the ni qudits with Hilbert space H⊗ni

i and dimension di. For example,

suppose we have a product of n1 qudits with dim(H1) = d1 and n2 qudits with dim(H1) =

d2. An element of the generalized Pauli group (modulo overall factors of roots of unity)

will be denoted as follows

(X~α
(d1)

◦ Z
~β
(d1)

)⊗ (X~γ
(d2)

◦ Z
~δ
(d2)

) = X~α
(d1)

⊗X~γ
(d2)

◦ Z
~β
(d1)

⊗ Z
~δ
(d2)

, (2.8)

where ~α, ~β are length n1 vectors, while ~γ,~δ are length n2 vectors. The subscripts on the

X and Z matrices specify the dimension of the qudit Hilbert spaces they act on.

Of particular importance for us are self-dual stabilizer codes (although we will consider

more general codes in Appendix C). These are codes for which the code subspace is 1-

dimensional. In this case, the stabilizer group has order |S| = dn1
1 . . . dnk

k . To understand

this statement, consider the projector

ΩC :=
1

|S|

∑

s∈S

s , (2.9)

onto the code subspace. The dimension of C is the trace of this operator, and, noting that

both X and Z are traceless, we find

dimC(C) = Tr ΩC =
dim(H)

|S|
=

dn1
1 . . . dnk

k

|S|
. (2.10)

Therefore, when the stabilizer group has order dn1 . . . d
nk

k , the code subspace is 1-dimensional.

In this case, S defines a Lagrangian subgroup of V . There are clearly no non-trivial logical

operators. In particular, all elements in the generalized Pauli group which are not in

11



the stabilizer group are errors that act on the code subspace. The resulting code is an

error-detection code. An error operator acting on the code subspace necessarily takes a

state outside the code subspace. Then, by definition, there is at least one element in the

stabilizer group S for which the eigenvalue of the this state is not equal to 1. Therefore,

S can be used to detect errors.

Given a set of qudits of various dimensions and the generalized Pauli group, P, defined

as in (2.7), we can construct a colored graph of self-dual stabilizer codes, ΓP , called the

“code graph” as follows:

• Vertices are labeled by self-dual stabilizer groups, Si < P.

• If |Si ∩ Sj | > 1 (for i 6= j), then a non-trivial edge is labelled by the group, Si ∩ Sj ,

between the vertices labelled by Si and Sj .

Unitary operators which leave the generalized Pauli group invariant under conjugation

are called Clifford operators. These define an equivalence relation on the set of stabilizer

codes and the codes in an equivalence class are called equivalent codes. We will study

Clifford operations in detail in Sec. 5.1 where we study dualities between CFTs.

2.2. General structure of a CFT-Code map

In the previous subsection, we studied qudit stabilizer codes and defined the graph, ΓP ,

of self-dual stabilizer codes. In this section, we will study the structure of abelian RCFTs

sharing a fixed chiral algebra, V, and define the “orbifold graph,” ΓV. We will then show

that the map from CFTs to quantum codes satisfying some natural constraints is a graph

homomorphism from ΓV to ΓP .

2.2.1. Abelian RCFTs and the Orbifold Graph

Consider CFTs with a fixed chiral algebra, V. The chiral primaries of these CFTs are

labelled by elements of the set, Rep(V), of irreducible representations of V. We will

assume that the group formed by the chiral primaries (and their descendants) under fusion

is an abelian group, K. Any such theory is an orbifold of the “Cardy case” RCFT, T , for

V (e.g., see the discussion in [18–20]). This latter RCFT has T 2 partition function

ZT (q) =
∑

~p

χ~p(q)χ̄~p(q̄) , ~p + ~p = ~0 , N~p, N~p, N~0 ∈ Rep(V) . (2.11)

In (2.11), Rep(V) is a Modular Tensor Category (MTC) whose objects are in one-to-one

correspondence with the (genuine) line operators of a bulk Abelian Chern-Simons theory,
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I.10 The set of such theories have been completely classified [28]. Indeed, they can be

written as direct products of the following “prime” factors

A2r ∼ Z2r , Aqr ∼ Zpr , B2r ∼ Z2r , Bqr ∼ Zqr , C2r ∼ Z2r ,

D2r ∼ Z2r , E2r ∼ Z2r × Z2r , F2r ∼ Z2r × Z2r , (2.12)

where the labels on the lefthand sides of (2.12) denote CS theories11 with Wilson line fusion

rules given by the abelian groups on the righthand sides, and q > 2 is a prime number.

Therefore, we should think of a vector label, ~p, denoting an element of Rep(V) as valued

in the following product group

~p ∈
∏

r

(

Z
nA2r

2r × Z
nB2r

2r × Z
nC2r

2r × Z
nD2r

2r ×
[

Z2r × Z2r

]nE2r

×
[

Z2r × Z2r

]nF2r

×
∏

q

[

Z
nAqr

qr × Z
nBqr

qr

])

:= K , (2.13)

where nX is the number of independent factors of CS theory X . The CFT, T , with charge-

conjugation partition function corresponds to the trivial surface operator of the bulk CS

theory. This is the surface operator that acts trivially on the Wilson lines [15,30] (see Fig.

3 with trivial S(Q, [σ])).

We can construct all other RCFTs sharing chiral algebra V from T by orbifolding T by a

non-anomalous 0-form symmetry subgroup, Q ≤ K. In other words, the topological defects

(Verlinde lines in this case) implementing Q must have trivial F symbols in H3(Q,U(1)).

More explicitly, F can be written as

F (~g,~h,~k) =
∏

i

{

1 if hi + ki < ni

θ(ei)
gini if hi + ki ≥ ni ,

(2.14)

where ei is a basis for the cyclic factors in (2.13), and ~g =
∑

i giei. In this equation, ni is

the order of the ith cyclic factor, and θ~p := exp(2πih~p), where h~p is the holomorphic scaling

dimension of an operator in representation ~p. If Q is non-anomalous, F is a 3-coboundary

F (~h1,~h2,~h3) =
τ(~h2,~h3)τ(~h1,~h2 + ~h3)

τ(~h1 + ~h2,~h3)τ(~h1,~h2)
∀~h1,~h2,~h3 ∈ Q , (2.15)

with 2-cochain, τ . In fact, there is a short-cut that allows one to efficiently check whether

Q is non-anomalous. Indeed, Q is non-anomalous if and only if θ
O~h

~h
= 1 for all ~h ∈ Q, and

O~h is the order of ~h in Q [19].

10We will return to non-genuine lines (i.e, lines attached to surfaces) later when discussing code equivalence

and CS theory.
11Note these groups are not related to the Lie groups denoted by the same letters. Instead, we are using

the nomenclature in [29].
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However, to calculate the partition function of the CFT after orbifolding, we need to

make a choice of the τ solving (2.15). The orbifold torus partition function is then

ZT /(Q,[σ]) =
∑

~g∈Q

∑

~p∈B~g

χ~p(q)χ̄~p+~g(q̄) , (2.16)

where [σ] is an equivalence class in H2(Q,U(1)) corresponding to the discrete torsion, and

B~g :=
{

~p
∣

∣

∣
S~h,~p Ξ(~h,~g) = 1 , ∀~h ∈ Q

}

, (2.17)

where we take12

S~h,~p :=
θ~h+~p

θ~hθ~p
, Ξ(~g,~h) := R(~h,~g)

τ(~h,~g)σ(~h,~g)

τ(~g,~h)σ(~g,~h)
, . (2.18)

and R(~h,~g) can be written in terms of θ~g as

R(~h,~g) =
∏

i

(θei)
higi
∏

i<j

(Sei,ej)
higj . (2.19)

In this expression, the ei form a basis for the cyclic factors in (2.13), and ~g =
∑

i giei. Note

that both R(~h,~g) and τ(~g,~h) depend on a choice of basis in Rep(V), but Ξ(~g,~h) is basis

independent. We denote K(Q,[σ]) to be the group formed by the primaries of T /(Q, [σ])

under fusion. Note that for the charge-conjugation RCFT, we have K(Z1,[1])
∼= K. However,

more generally this is not necessarily the case.

In the language of the bulk TQFT, the group Q is a 1-form symmetry group imple-

mented by certain line operators. Orbifolding the CFT, T , by Q corresponds to higher-

gauging Q on a surface to obtain a surface operator, S(Q, [σ]) [17]. The partition function

of the CFT T /(Q, [σ]) is determined by the action of this surface operator on the Wilson

lines as in Fig. 3 [15, 30].

We are now ready to define the RCFT “orbifold graph,” ΓV. In particular, for a given

chiral algebra, ΓV is a colored graph defined as follows:

• The vertices are labeled by the groups, K(Qi,[σi]), formed by the primaries of the CFT,

T /(Qi, [σi]), under fusion.

• If |K(Qi,[σi]) ∩K(Qj ,[σj ])| > 1 (for i 6= j), then a non-trivial edge between the vertices

corresponding to K(Qi,[σi]) and K(Qj ,[σj ]) is labelled by the group K(Qi,[σi]) ∩K(Qj ,[σj ]).

12Note that our S matrix is unnormalized. It differs from the unitary S matrix by a normalization factor
√

|K|, where |K| is the number of Wilson lines in the CS theory associated with our RCFT.
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~g + ~p ~p

S(Q, [σ])Σ1 Σ2

I

Fig.3: The pairing of 2d CFT left and right movers on Σ1 and Σ2 of T /(Q, [σ]) is specified

by an abelian CS theory on X = Σ × I, with the surface operator, S(Q, [σ]), inserted in

the bulk.

The orbifold graph captures the finite set of abelian RCFTs with a specified chiral algebra.

In particular, the edges and coloring of the graph capture the orbifold structure of these

RCFTs.13

2.2.2. From orbifold graphs to qudit stabilizer codes

In previous sections, we studied qudit stabilizer codes and defined the code graph, ΓP . We

also studied abelian RCFTs with a given chiral algebra and defined the orbifold graph, ΓV.

In this section, we study general maps from CFTs to quantum codes which satisfy certain

natural assumptions and explain how ΓP and ΓV are related.

Given a chiral algebra V, K is an abelian group by assumption. Therefore, we have a

decomposition

K ∼= Zp
n1
1

× · · · × Zp
nk
k

, (2.20)

into cyclic groups of prime power order. Consider a system of n qudits with Hilbert space

H := H1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Hn , (2.21)

with dimensions pn1
1 , · · · , pnk

k respectively. Next, consider the direct product of Pauli groups

PV := Pp
n1
1

× · · · × Pp
nk
k

, (2.22)

13The orbifold graph is closely related to the orbifold groupoid studied in [31].
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acting on this Hilbert space. We want to associate a stabilizer code constructed from PV

with an abelian RCFT, T /(Q, [σ]), having chiral algebra V. To that end, let S(Q,[σ]) be

the stabilizer group of this code. From the discussion in the introduction, recall that it is

natural to require that

K(Q,[σ])
∼= S(Q,[σ]) . (2.23)

Note that the CFT, T , has pn1
1 . . . pnk

k primary operators. Moreover, since all orbifolds,

T /(Q, [σ]), are obtained via an invertible gauging of a finite symmetry group, we find that

T /(Q, [σ]) has pn1
1 . . . pnk

k primary operators as well. Therefore, we find that |K(Q,[σ])| =

pn1
1 . . . pnk

k . Then, for (2.23) to hold, we require that |S(Q,[σ]| = pn1
1 . . . pnk

k . In other words,

S(Q,[σ]) is a self-dual stabilizer code. As an additional constraint note that, in order for the

quantum codes to capture the orbifold structure of the RCFTs, it is natural to require that

K(Q1,[σ1]) ∩K(Q2,[σ2])
∼= S(Q1,[σ1]) ∩ S(Q2,[σ2]) . (2.24)

Therefore, in terms of ΓV and ΓPV
, we have a graph homomorphism

µ : ΓV → ΓPV
. (2.25)

In the next section, we study explicit examples of µ for certain choices of V.

2.3. Examples

Consider a chiral algebra, V, satisfying Rep(V) ∼= Bqr as MTCs, where q > 2 is prime

(see [29] for the full data of this MTC14). This MTC has fusion rules Zqr , and the topological

spins are given by

θ(p) = e
2πip2

qr , (2.26)

where p ∈ {0, 1, ..., qr − 1}. Consider the CFT T with partition function given by

ZT :=
∑

i

χpχ̄p̄ , (2.27)

where p ∈ {0, 1, ..., qr−1}. Other CFTs with the same chiral algebra can be constructed by

orbifolding by non-anomalous chiral algebra-preserving symmetries. Since the F symbols

for the full category, Bqr , are trivial, we can gauge any subgroup of Zqr . Subgroups of Zqr

are generated by qr−t for t = 0, ..., r.

Let us consider q = 3 and the first few values for r below. Since the fusion of chiral

primaries form the group Z3r , we choose a single qudit with a Hilbert space of dimension

3r.

14This theory is a Galois conjugate of SU(qr)1.
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2.3.1. r = 1

In this case we have two CFTs: the charge-conjugation CFT, T , and the orbifold, T /Z3.

They have the partition functions

ZT := χ0χ̄0̄ + χ1χ̄1̄ + χ2χ̄2̄ ,

ZT /Z3 := χ0χ̄0̄ + χ1χ̄2̄ + χ2χ̄1̄ . (2.28)

These CFTs are mapped to stabilizer groups in the Pauli group acting on the Hilbert space

of a single qutrit. The two CFTs above can be depicted using the graph in Fig. 4 with

two vertices. The generalized Pauli group elements l and m must be two different order 3

S1
∼= Z3 = 〈l〉

S2
∼= Z3 = 〈m〉

Z3 = 〈χ1χ1〉 (T )

Z3 = 〈χ1χ2〉 (T /Z3)

µ

Fig. 4: Left: The orbifold graph of two CFTs that do not share any non-trivial primaries.

The vertices are labelled by the isomorphism class of the group formed by primaries under

fusion. Right: A graph of two stabilizer groups which do not share any non-trivial elements.

elements so that distinct quantum codes are associated with the two CFTs. One consistent

choice is

l = X(3) , m = Z(3) . (2.29)

2.3.2. r = 2

In this case, we have three CFTs in the orbifold family with partition functions

ZT := χ0χ̄0̄ + χ1χ̄1̄ + χ2χ̄2̄ + χ3χ̄3̄ + χ4χ̄4̄ + χ5χ̄5̄ + χ6χ̄6̄ + χ7χ̄7̄ + χ8χ̄8̄ ,

ZT /Z3
:= χ0χ̄0̄ + χ3χ̄3̄ + χ6χ̄6̄ + χ0χ̄3̄ + χ3χ̄6̄ + χ6χ̄0̄ + χ0χ̄6̄ + χ3χ̄0̄ + χ6χ̄3̄ , (2.30)

ZT /Z9
:= χ0χ̄0̄ + χ4χ̄5̄ + χ8χ̄1̄ + χ3χ̄6̄ + χ7χ̄2̄ + χ2χ̄7̄ + χ6χ̄3̄ + χ1χ̄8̄ + χ5χ̄4̄ .

These CFTs are mapped to three stabilizer groups in the generalized Pauli group acting

on a qudit with 9 states. The three CFTs, with partitions functions given above, can be

depicted in the orbifold graph given in Fig. 5. Note that the generators of the stabilizer

group, S2, are completely fixed by the choice of the generators for S1 and S3. This captures

the fact the the primary operators of the CFT T /Z3 are determined by a subset of primaries
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Z3 × Z3 = 〈χ3χ3, χ3χ6〉 (T /Z3)

Z9 = 〈χ1χ8〉 (T /Z9)

Z3 = 〈χ3χ6〉

Z9 = 〈χ1χ1〉 (T )

Z3 = 〈χ3χ3〉

S2
∼= Z3 × Z3 = 〈l3, m3〉

S3
∼= Z9 = 〈m〉

Z3 = 〈m3〉

S1
∼= Z9 = 〈l〉

Z3 = 〈l3〉

µ

Fig.5: Left: The orbifold graph of three CFTs. The edges of the graph show the primaries

shared by the CFTs. Right: The three CFTs are mapped to three stabilizer groups S1, S2

and S3.

of T and T /Z9. Since the groups S1, S2, and S3 must be distinct, we require the generators

to satisfy

l 6= m , l3 6= m3 . (2.31)

Moreover, we should make sure that the three groups S1, S2, and S3 are indeed abelian.

A consistent choice of generators is

l = X(9) , m = Z(9) , (2.32)

where X and Z are order-9 generalized Pauli group elements.

2.4. Is µ always an embedding?

In the examples we have just discussed, the map between the orbifold and code graphs,

µ, is an embedding. More generally, depending on the choice of Rep(V), we may get a

complicated orbifold graph which leads to many constraints, via (2.23) and (2.24), that the

generators of the stabilizer groups in the image of the map µ must satisfy. One natural

question that arises in this context is the following:

For an arbitrary V, can we always choose the graph homomorpism, µ, to be an an embedding?

In Appendix A, we answer this question in the negative. In particular, we study the

constraints on stabilizer groups coming from Rep(V) = E2r MTC (i.e., the bulk 3d theory

is Z2r discrete gauge theory). Among prime CS theories, these QFTs have a particularly
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elaborate zoo of surface operators. We show that there are orbifold graphs for which µ

cannot be chosen to be an embedding. Given this result, we can ask:

For an arbitrary V, is there a well-defined and universal subgraph of ΓV for which we can

choose the graph homomorpishm, µ, from the subgraph to PV to be an embedding? Does this µ

naturally relate important physical properties of the CFT and the surface operator, S(Q, [σ]),

with corresponding properties of the code?

In the next section, we show that such a subgraph and such a µ do indeed exist.

3. From Abelian RCFTs to qudit stabilizer codes

Given the results of the previous section and of Appendix A, we know that µ cannot

generally be an embedding of ΓV in ΓPV
. As a result, we are, in some sense, free to

choose µ and a universal subgraph of ΓV in a way that is physically interesting. In the

discussion around (2.23), we saw that general considerations suggest that our quantum

codes of interest, S(Q,[σ]), are self-dual. Therefore, it is natural to choose a map, µ, and a

subgraph of ΓV such that the corresponding CS surface operators, S(Q, [σ]), are self-dual.

In what follows, we will explicitly show that such a choice is possible.

To that end, recall that the abelianized generalized Pauli group, V , has a bilinear form

defined in (2.5). Also, from the explicit expression for the partition function of the CFT

after orbifolding in equations (2.16) and (2.17), we know that the spectrum of primaries

of the CFT after orbifolding depends crucially on how the Wilson lines of the bulk CS

theory braid via the modular S matrix.15 In fact, the modular S matrix is a bilinear form

on the abelian group of Wilson lines of the bulk CS theory, K. Therefore, it is natural to

construct a map from operators of a CFT to operators in the generalized Pauli group such

that the bilinear from on the latter is determined by the S matrix.

With this discussion in mind, let us describe the structure of the S matrix explicitly.

Since the bulk Chern-Simons theory admits a factorisation as in (2.13), the S matrix of

the full Chern-Simons theory is determined by the S matrix of the individual factors. Let

us denote the S-matrix of the theory as

S~p,~q = e2πi~p
TML~q , (3.1)

where M and L are block diagonal matrices, and the blocks are composed of the matrices

LA2r
= 1, LB2r

= −1, LC2r
= 5, LD2r

= −5, LApr
= 4, LBpr

= 2 , (3.2)

15Note that S should not be confused with the stabilizer group, S(Q,σ), or the surface operator, S(Q, [σ]).
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for prime TQFTs corresponding to cyclic fusion groups,

LE2s
=

(

0 1

1 0

)

, LF2t
=

(

2 1

1 2

)

, (3.3)

and

MA2r
= MB2r

= MC2r
= MD2r

=
1

2r
, MApr

= MBpr
=

1

pr
,

ME2r
= MF2r

=

(

1
2r

0

0 1
2r

)

. (3.4)

The S-matrix is then fixed by the decomposition in (2.13). We will use this form of the

S-matrix to write down an explicit expression for the map between primary operators of a

CFT and operators in the generalized Pauli group, PV.

3.1. Charge-conjugation modular invariant

For a given chiral algebra, V, consider the factorisation of the bulk Chern-Simons theory

as given in (2.13). The product of qudits which we use to construct our stabilizer codes

is specified by this factorisation. For example, suppose the bulk Chern-Simons theory is

A4 × A3. Then, the fusion rules of chiral primaries is given by the group Z4 × Z3. In

this case, we choose a system of one “quadit” (a 4-state system) and a “qutrit (a 3-state

system). The CFTs specified by distinct surface operators in the A4 × A3 Chern-Simons

theory will be mapped to distinct stabilizer codes constructed from the generalized Pauli

group acting on this system. An element of this generalized Pauli group is of the form

Xα1

(4) ⊗Xα2

(3) ◦ Z
β1

(4) ⊗ Zβ2

(3) , (3.5)

where α1, β1 ∈ Z4 and α2, β2 ∈ Z3.

Let us return to the case of a general abelian MTC, Rep(V). We will first describe a

map from the CFT, T , with charge-conjugation parition function to quantum codes. The

map from the orbifolds of T to quantum codes will then follow. Consider the partition

function of T

ZT (q) =
∑

~p

χ~p(q)χ̄~p(q̄) , ~p + ~p = ~0 , N~p, N~p, N~0 ∈ Rep(V) . (3.6)

Let us choose the following simple map from primary operators to the quantum code that

depends linearly on ~p (linearity is sufficient to preserve the additive structure of the RCFT

fusion rules)

µ : O~p,~p → I ◦ ZL~p . (3.7)
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Here, L is the matrix that appears in (3.1) (we can further motivate its appearance as

capturing the non-factorization of the E2r and F2r theories), and I ◦ ZL~p is shorthand for

the following expression

I ◦ ZL~p =
⊗

r

[ nA2r
⊗

i=1

(I(2r) ◦ Z
p
(A2r )

i

(2r) )

nB2r
⊗

i=1

(I(2r) ◦ Z
−p

(B2r )

i

(2r) )

nC2r
⊗

i=1

(I(2r) ◦ Z
5p

(C2r )

i

(2r) )

nD2r
⊗

i=1

(I(2r) ◦ Z
−5p

(D2r )

i

(2r) )

nE2r
⊗

i=1

(I(2r) ◦ Z
LE2r

~p
(E2r )

i

(2r) )

nF2r
⊗

i=1

(I(2r) ◦ Z
LF2r

~p
(F2r )

i

(2r) )

⊗

q

[ nAqr
⊗

i=1

(I(qr) ◦ Z
4p

(Aqr )

i

(qr) )

nBqr
⊗

i=1

(I(qr) ◦ Z
2p

(Bqr )

i

(qr) )

]]

, (3.8)

where p
(X)
i denotes the ith prime X-type Chern-Simons factor in the vector ~p. Since the

resulting generalized Pauli group elements depend only on the generalized Z Pauli matrices

acting on various qudits, it is clear that these elements commute with each other and form

a stabilizer group. In the CFT language, this statement corresponds to the fact that the

resulting primary operators are mutually local.

As an example, let us write the general expression above in the specific case of Rep(V) =

A4 × A3. The charge conjugation partition function of the CFT T is

ZT (q) =
∑

~p

χ~p(q)χ̄~p(q̄) , ~p+ ~p = ~0 , ~p ∈ Z4 ×Z3 . (3.9)

This CFT is mapped to the following stabilizer code

O~p,~p → I(4) ⊗ I(3) ◦ Z
p1
(4) ⊗ Zp2

(3) , (3.10)

where ~p = (p1, p2) ∈ Z4 × Z3.

3.2. The general case

Suppose we orbifold the CFT T by a non-anomalous group, Q, to get the partition function

ZT /(Q,[σ]) =
∑

~g∈Q

∑

~p∈B~g

χ~p(q)χ̄~p+~g(q̄) , (3.11)

where B~g is defined in (2.17). Since orbifolding by a discrete group is an invertible operation,

we should involve factors of the X generalized Pauli matrices. A particularly simple choice

that is linear in ~g is16

µ : O~p,~p+~g → X~g ◦ ZL~p , (3.12)

16We can motivate the absence of L in the exponent of X below as corresponding to the fact that higher-

gauging does not depend on the braiding of the lines being higher gauged.
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where X~g ◦ZL~p is shorthand for an expression similar to (3.8), with the I factors replaced

with appropriate factors of the generalized X Pauli matrices

X~g ◦ ZL~p =
⊗

r

[ i=nA2r
⊗

i=1

(X
g
(A2r )

i

(2r) ◦ Z
p
(A2r )

i

(2r) )

i=nB2r
⊗

i=1

(X
g
(B2r )

i

(2r) ◦ Z
−p

(B2r )

i

(2r) )

i=nC2r
⊗

i=1

(X
g
(C2r )

i

(2r) ◦ Z
5p

(C2r )

i

(2r) )

i=nD2r
⊗

i=1

(X
g
(D2r )

i

(2r) ◦ Z
−5p

(D2r )

i

(2r) )

i=nE2r
⊗

i=1

(X
~g
(E2r )

i

(2r) ◦ Z
LE2r

~p
(E2r )

i

(2r) )

i=nF2r
⊗

i=1

(X
~g
(F2r )

i

(2r) ◦ Z
LF2r

~p
(F2r )

i

(2r) )

⊗

q

[ i=nAqr
⊗

i=1

(X
g
(Aqr )

i

(qr) ◦ Z
4p

(Aqr )

i

(qr) )

i=nBqr
⊗

i=1

(X
g
(Bqr )

i

(qr) ◦ Z
2p

(Bqr )

i

(qr) )

]]

. (3.13)

Note that the generalized Pauli group elements corresponding to E2r and F2r type theories

are determined by vectors ~gi and LE2r /F2r
~pi, where LEr and LF2r

were defined in (3.3).

This is because for the E2r and F2r type theories the fusion group is Z2r × Z2r .

Let G(~g, ~p) := X~g ◦ZL~p be the generalized Pauli group element as defined in (3.12). In

order to get a stabilizer group, we need to impose the constraint that corresponding Pauli

group elements commute with each other. The commutation relations can be written as

G(~g1, ~p1)G(~g2, ~p2) = e2πi[~g
T
2 ML~p1−~gT1 ML~p2] G(~g2, ~p2)G(~g1, ~p1)

= S~g2,~p1S
−1
~g1,~p2

G(~g2, ~p2)G(~g1, ~p1)

= Ξ(~g2, ~g1)Ξ(~g1, ~g2)
−1 G(~g2, ~p2)G(~g1, ~p1) , (3.14)

where, in the third equality, we have used (2.17). We have also used the expression for

the S matrix, S~p,~q = e2πi~p
TML~q, as described in (3.1). Therefore, ST /H is a stabilizer code

if and only if

Ξ(~g1, ~g2) = Ξ(~g2, ~g1) ∀~g1, ~g2 ∈ Q . (3.15)

If Ξ is valued in ±1, then (3.15) is the same as

Ξ(~g1, ~g2)Ξ(~g2, ~g1) = S~g1,~g2 = 1 ∀~g1, ~g2 ∈ Q . (3.16)

In other words, the 1-form symmetry group, Q, of the bulk Chern-Simons theory must

be anomaly free. This is precisely the condition we derived in [1] where Ξ ∈ {±1} was

guaranteed because we only considered Q with order-two elements.17

17More generally, even in the case considered here, we can relate this condition to the absence of certain

1-form ’t Hooft anomalies. However, in our discussion below, we prefer to give a more physically immediate

relation to properties of the surface operator.
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Consider a CFT T /(Q, [σ]) satisfying condition (3.15). Then, the map µ in (3.12) is an

invertible map satisfying

µ(O~p1,~p1+~g1
O~p2,~p2+~g2

) = µ(O~p1,~p1+~g1
)µ(O~p2,~p2+~g2

) . (3.17)

Therefore, we find that the resulting stabilizer group S(Q,[σ]) satisfies

K(Q,[σ])
∼= S(Q,[σ]) . (3.18)

Moreover, since µ is a linear map, for two CFTs T /(Q1, [σ1]) and T /(Q2, [σ2]) satisfying

condition (3.15), under the map µ, we get

K(Q1,[σ1]) ∩K(Q2,[σ2])
∼= S(Q1,[σ1]) ∩ S(Q2,[σ2]) . (3.19)

Therefore, the two conditions (2.23) and (2.24) for a consistent CFT to quantum codes

map are satisfied. As a result, µ defines an embedding of the subgraph of ΓV with CFTs

satisfying condition (3.15) into the code graph ΓPV
.

The condition (3.15) is a necessary condition for the CFT T /(Q, [σ]) to admit a lift to

an unoriented CFT which can be defined on unoriented 2-manifolds [19]. More interestingly,

in the next section, we will show a CFT, T /(Q, [σ]), which satisfies (3.15) corresponds to

a surface operator, S(Q, [σ]), in the bulk CS theory which is insensitive to the orientation

of the 2-manifold on which it is defined.

3.3. Self-dual stabilizer codes and self-dual surfaces

In the previous section, we derived a condition for the generalized Pauli group elements

associated with the primary operators of a CFT to form a stabilizer group. This constraint

can be translated into a constraint on the surface operator, S(Q, [σ]), in the bulk Chern-

Simons theory corresponding to the partition function of the CFT, T /(Q, [σ]).

To understand which surface operators lead to CFTs that can be mapped to quantum

codes, consider the stabilizer elements G(~g1, ~p1) and G(~g2, ~p2) which, by definition, commute

with each other. We will first show that the generalized Pauli group element, G(~g1, ~g1 + ~p1),

must be in the stabilizer group. Indeed, from (3.14) we know this means that

e2πi[~g
T
2 ML~p1−~gT1 ML~p2] = 1 . (3.20)

Now, consider the commutation relation of G(~g1, ~g1 + ~p1) with G(~g2, ~p2). We get

G(~g1, ~g1 + ~p1)G(~g2, ~p2) = e2πi[M~g2·L(~g1+~p1)−M~g1·L~p2] G(~g2, ~p2)G(~g1, ~g1 + ~p1)

= S−1
~g2,~g1

S−1
~g2,~p1

S−1
~g1,~p2

G(~g2, ~p2)G(~g1, ~g1 + ~p1) .
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Using the fact that ~p1 and ~p2 satisfies (2.17) and the definition of Ξ in (2.18), we get

S−1
~g2,~g1

S−1
~g2,~p1

S−1
~g1,~p2

= Ξ(~g2, ~g1)
−1Ξ(~g1, ~g2)

−1Ξ(~g1, ~g2)Ξ(~g2, ~g1) = 1 . (3.21)

Therefore, we find that if G(~g1, ~p1) and G(~g2, ~p2) commute then G(~g1, ~g1 + ~p1) and G(~g2, ~p2)

also commute. Note that G(~g2, ~p2) is an arbitrary element of the stabilizer group, and

therefore G(~g1, ~g1 + ~p1) commutes with the full stabilizer group. Since we have a self-dual

stabilizer group, G(~g1, ~g1 + ~p1) must be in the stabilizer group.

In terms of RCFT partition functions, the above discussion can be rephrased as follows.

For a given RCFT, if the map (3.12) defines a stabilizer code, then the RCFT must satisfy

the following condition: if O~p,~g+~p is a primary operator, then O~g+~p,~p must also be a primary

operator. This statement implies that the surface operator in the bulk Chern-Simons theory

which determines this partition function has an action on lines that satisfies Fig. 6. In

particular, the action of the surface operator on the lines must be the same irrespective of

whether the action is from the left or from the right.

Which surface operators have this property? Consider the surface operator, S(Σ, Q, [σ]),

where we include the 2-manifold, Σ, in the notation of the surface operator to emphasize

the 2-manifold on which the surface operator is supported. The dual surface operator,

S̄(Σ, Q, σ), is defined as

S̄(Σ, Q, [σ]) := S(Σ̄, Q, [σ]) , (3.22)

where Σ̄ is the orientation reversal of the 2-manfiold Σ. If the surface operator, S(Σ, Q, [σ]),

acts on line operators as in the left diagram in Fig. 6, then its dual, S̄(Σ, Q, σ), acts as

in the right diagram in Fig. 6. In abelian Chern-Simons theory, a surface operator is

uniquely determined by its action on the line operators [15, 16]. Therefore, we find that

for T /(Q, [σ]) to be mapped to a quantum stabilizer code under (3.12), the corresponding

surface operator must satisfy the constraint

S̄(Σ, Q, [σ]) = S(Σ, Q, [σ]) . (3.23)

Such surface operators are self-dual.

In fact, the converse also holds. Suppose the surface operator, S(Q, [σ]), is self-dual.

Then it satisfies Fig. 6. That is, both O~p,~g+~p and O~g+~p,~p are primary operator of the RCFT,

T /(Q, [σ]). Then, from (2.17), we know that the following conditions are satisfied

S~h,~p Ξ(~h,~g) = 1 , S~h,~g+~p Ξ(~h,~g) = 1 ∀~h ∈ Q . (3.24)

The second equality can be simplified as follows.

1 = S~h,~g+~p Ξ(~h,~g) = S~h,~gS~h,~p Ξ(~h,~g)
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S(Q, [σ])

~p~g + ~p ~g + ~p~p↔

S(Q, [σ])

Fig.6: If the RCFT, T /(Q, [σ]), is mapped to a stabilizer code under the map (3.12), then

the corresponding surface operator, S(Q, [σ]), is self-dual.

= Ξ(~h,~g)−1Ξ(~g,~h)−1S~h,~p Ξ(~h,~g)

= Ξ(~g,~h)−1S~h,~p . (3.25)

Comparing with the first equation in (3.24), we find

Ξ(~g,~h) = Ξ(~h,~g) , (3.26)

which is precisely the condition that we derived in equation (3.15) to get a stabilizer group.

In summary, we find the following relation:

Self-dual surface operator ↔ Self-dual quantum stabilizer code . (3.27)

3.4. Examples

Let us consider a few examples that illustrate the above discussion.

3.4.1. R = 1 and R = 2 compact boson

The R = 1 compact boson corresponds to the choice nA4 = 1 and all other n∗ = 0 in

(2.13). In this case, the chiral algebra has the trivial, fundamental, spinor, and conjugate

spinor representations, which we will denote by N0, N2, N1, and N3, respectively. These

representations form the K ∼= Z4 group under fusion. The scaling dimensions of chiral

primaries in these representations are

h0 = 0 , h2 =
1

2
, h1 = h3 =

1

8
. (3.28)

The partition function is

ZT = χ0χ̄0 + χ2χ̄2 + χ1χ̄3 + χ3χ̄1 , (3.29)
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which is the charge conjugation modular invariant. Using (3.12), these primaries can be

mapped to the “1-quadit” stabilizer code generated by the Z(4) Pauli matrix via

O0,0
µ
−→ I(4), O2,2

µ
−→ Z2

(4), O1,3
µ
−→ Z(4), O3,1

µ
−→ Z3

(4) . (3.30)

Note that the subscript “4” indicates that the order of the Z(4) matrix is 4.

In our earlier work [1], the R = 1 compact boson was mapped to a qubit code and the

map was many-to-one: a set of primary operators were mapped to a single stabilizer group

element. Here, we have a map to a quadit code, and the map is one-to-one. See Appendix

B for further details on the relationships between the CFT-qudit codes map studied in this

paper to the CFT-qubit codes map in [1].

A topological line operator, L2, labelled by ~p = 2 generates a non-anomalous Z2 0-form

symmetry. Taking the Z2-orbifold, we get a CFT with partition function (using (2.16),

(2.17))

ZT /Z2
= χ0χ̄0 + χ2χ̄2 + χ1χ̄1 + χ3χ̄3 . (3.31)

This is the partition function of the R = 2 compact boson. Using (3.12), these primaries

can be mapped to a stabilizer code as follows

O0,0
µ
−→ I(4), O2,2

µ
−→ Z2

(4), O1,1
µ
−→ X2

(4) ◦ Z(4), O3,3
µ
−→ X2

(4) ◦ Z
3
(4) . (3.32)

Therefore, we get a 1-quadit stabilizer code generated by X2
(4) ⊗ Z(4).

18

The R = 1 and R = 2 compact bosons are T-dual. This duality translates into the

statement that the codes in (3.30) and (3.32) are code-equivalent. To understand this

statement, note that code equivalences are generated by symmetries of the generalized

Pauli group. That is, an outer automorphism of the generalized Pauli group. The codes

in (3.30) and (3.32) are related by the operation

Z(4) → X2
(4) ◦ Z(4) , (3.33)

which preserves the generalized Pauli group acting on a single quadit. Therefore, the two

codes are indeed equivalent. More generally, two codes constructed from a set of qudits

are equivalent if they are related by the Clifford group [2]. However, not all elements in

the Clifford group correspond to symmetries/dualities of the corresponding CFTs [9]. We

will return to this discussion in Sec. 5.1.

18Note that for the Q = Z2 group generated by L2, the F matrix is trivial, and we have trivial discrete

torsion. In order to get a stabilizer code, we should satisfy the constraint (3.15). This condition is indeed

satisfied because in the A4 Chern-Simons theory, the R matrix is symmetric in its arguments. This can be

explicitly checked using the expression (2.19).
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3.4.2. SU(3)1 WZW

The SU(3)1 CFT corresponds to the choice nB3 = 1 and all others n∗ = 0 in (2.13). We

denote the three representations of the chiral algebra by N0, N1, and N2. They correspond

to three primary fields with conformal weights 0, 1
3
, and 1

3
, respectively. The partition

function is

ZT = χ0χ̄0 + χ1χ̄2 + χ2χ̄1 , (3.34)

which is the charge conjugation modular invariant. Using (3.12), these primaries can be

mapped to the 1-qutrit stabilizer code generated by the Z(3) Pauli matrix via

O0,0
µ
−→ I(3), O1,2

µ
−→ Z(3), O2,1

µ
−→ Z2

(3) . (3.35)

Therefore, we get a 1-qutrit stabilizer code generated by Z(3).

A topological line operator, denoted L1, labelled by ~p = 1 generates a Z3 0-form sym-

metry. Taking the Z3-orbifold, we get a CFT with partition function (using (2.16), (2.17))

ZT /Z3
= χ0χ̄0 + χ1χ̄1 + χ2χ̄2 . (3.36)

Using (3.12), these primaries can be mapped to the 1-qutrit stabilizer code as follows

O0,0
µ
−→ I(3), O1,1

µ
−→ X(3) ◦ Z(3), O2,2

µ
−→ X2

(3) ◦ Z
2
(3) . (3.37)

Therefore, we get a 1-qutrit stabilizer code generated by X(3) ◦ Z(3).
19 As in the previous

example, the two codes presented in this subsection are code equivalent. We will explain

this fact in Sec. 5.1.

4. Generalized Pauli group from defects

For RCFTs which admit a quantum stabilizer group description, we explained how the

stabilizer group elements are in one-to-one correspondence with primary operators of the

CFT. In a self-dual quantum code, all generalized Pauli group elements which are not in

the stabilizer group are errors that transform states in the code subspace to its complement.

In this section, we generalize the discussion in [1] by studying symmetries implemented

by certain line operators and arguing that the error operators correspond to the operators

19For the Q = Z3 group generated by L2, the F matrix is trivial and we have trivial discrete torsion.

Recall that, in order to get a stabilizer code, we should satisfy the constraint (3.15). This condition is

satisfied because in the SU(3)1 CS theory, the R matrix is symmetric in its arguments. This discussion can

be explicitly checked using the expression (2.19).
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living at the end of these lines. These observables are called twisted-sector operators or

non-genuine local operators. Let us write a general partition function of an RCFT with

chiral algebra, Rep(V), as

ZTM :=
∑

~p,~q

M~p,~q χ~p(q)χ̄~q(q̄) , (4.1)

where M is a modular-invariant matrix specifying the partition function. We first con-

sider the case when M is a permutation matrix (the corresponding surface in the bulk is

invertible) before going into more general partition functions.

4.1. Permutation modular invariants

Suppose we have a permutation modular invariant, M (this corresponds to having an in-

vertible surface in the bulk). Then there is a permutation, σ, of the labels, ~p, corresponding

to the permutation matrix, M, and the partition function is

ZTM :=
∑

~p

χ~p(q)χ̄σ(~p)(q̄) . (4.2)

Then, for every ~ℓ ∈ Rep(V) we can define the Verlinde line

L~ℓ :=
∑

~p

S̄~ℓ~p

S̄~0~p

|~p, σ(~p)〉 〈~p, σ(~p)| , (4.3)

where |~p, σ(~p)〉 〈~p, σ(~p)| is a projector onto the conformal family corresponding to the pri-

mary state labelled by (~p, σ(~p)) [32, 33].

The spectrum of operators that live at the end of the line operator, L~ℓ, can be obtained

by studying the partition function of the theory on the torus with the line operator L~ℓ

inserted along the time direction (e.g., see [33–35]). It is easy to compute this partition

function, which we denote as Z
~ℓ
TM

(e.g., see [1, Section II] for details)

Z
~ℓ
TM

:=
∑

~p,~q

M~p,~qχ~p+~ℓ(q)χ̄~q(q̄) . (4.4)

Therefore, the point operators that live at the end of the line operator, L~ℓ, are labelled by

O
~ℓ
~p+~ℓ,~p+~g

. (4.5)

These can be mapped to elements of the generalized Pauli group as follows. First we write

these operators in the form

O
~ℓ

~p+~ℓ, ~p+~ℓ+~ℓ+~g
, (4.6)
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where ~ℓ is the conjugate representation of ~ℓ. Then, following (3.12), we can map these

operators to elements of the generalized Pauli group as follows

µ : O
~p+~ℓ, ~p+~ℓ+~ℓ+~g

→ X~g+~ℓ ◦ ZL(~p+~ℓ) . (4.7)

This map is valid for any Verlinde line. This is a generalization of our work in [1], where

we only mapped twisted sector operators of order-two Verlinde lines to error operators in

the corresponding qubit stabilizer code. Since ~ℓ and ~p are arbitrary representations of the

chiral algebra, the full set of defect end-point operators of the Verlinde lines maps to the

generalized Pauli group. Note that the map (4.7) does not capture the non-abelian nature

of the generalized Pauli group, because the fusion of twisted-sector operators is abelian

(since the fusion of Verlinde line operators is abelian). Indeed, this map reproduces the full

abelianized generalized Pauli group.

4.2. General modular invariants

In the case of a general modular invariant, we may not have enough Verlinde lines to

recover the full (abelianized) generalized Pauli group. However, we can still define enough

symmetries to construct the full (abelianized) generalized Pauli group. These symmetries

(which we will denote as π below) are defined by acting with phases on the primaries such

that the action is compatible with fusion.

Let K(Q,[σ]) be the abelian group formed by the primaries of the theory, T /(Q, [σ]),

under fusion. Let M be the modular-invariant matrix defining the partition function. After

inserting the topological defect, Dπ, for the symmetry π along a spatial cycle of the torus

and computing the torus partition function some of the 1 entries in M become phases. We

write the corresponding matrix as Mπ.

The defect partition function can be obtained from performing an S transformation to

get STMπS̄. The characters arising from the defect partition functions for all possible

symmetries, π, correspond to the non-zero entries of

∑

π

STMπS̄ = ST

(

∑

π

Mπ

)

S̄ , (4.8)

where the sum is over all such π. Assigning phases to the primaries compatible with their

fusion is the same as choosing an irreducible representation of K(Q,[σ]). Therefore, for each

π, we associate an irreducible representation, Rπ of K(Q,[σ]). To identify the non-zero entries

of
∑

π Mπ we should find when

σ(x) :=
∑

Rπ

χRπ(x) 6= 0 . (4.9)
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In this expression, χRπ(x) is the character of Rπ evaluated on a given element, x ∈ K(Q,[σ]).
20

From the orthogonality of characters of groups, it follows that σ(x) 6= 0 if and ony if x is

the identity element of K(Q,[σ]). That is, σ(x) 6= 0 if and only if x = (~0,~0), where ~0 is the

trivial representation of the chiral algebra. Therefore, the matrix,
∑

π Mπ, has a non-zero

entry only on the diagonal component corresponding to the trivial representation of the

chiral algebra. Hence, we get

(

ST

(

∑

π

Mπ

)

S̄

)

ij

= S~0,~iS~0,~j . (4.10)

Therefore, the sum over defect parition functions for all π is given by

∑

π

Zπ
TM

=
∑

~i,~j

S~0,~iS̄~̄0,~j
χ~iχ̄~j

=
∑

~i,~j

χ~iχ̄~j
, (4.11)

where we have used the fact that the (unnormalized) S-matrix of an abelian Chern-Simons

theory satisfies S~0,~i = 1 for all ~i ∈ Rep(V). It is clear that we get characters for all

~i,~j ∈ Rep(V) in the expression above. In other words, the twisted-sector operators for all

the lines π together give us operators

O~i,~j
, (4.12)

for all ~i,~j ∈ Rep(V). These operators can be mapped to generalized Pauli group elements

as

µ : O~i,~j
→ X

~j−~i ◦ ZL~i . (4.13)

Since the vectors ~i,~j exhaust all representations of the chiral algebra, we get the full

abelianized generalized Pauli group from this map.

5. Quantum codes, gapped boundaries, and gapped interfaces

In section 3.3, we showed that, under the map µ, an RCFT, T /(Q, [σ]), is mapped to

a stabilizer code if and only if the surface operator, S(Q, [σ]), in the corresponding bulk

Chern-Simons theory is self-dual. By folding Fig. 3, we can convert the surface operator,

S(Q, [σ]), into a gapped boundary, B(Q, [σ]), to get the left diagram in Fig. 7.

The Wilson lines of the bulk Chern-Simons theory that can end on this gapped boundary

are precisely those determined by the CFT partition function. Let us show this statement

20Note that each element in K(Q,σ) represents a character combination χ~pχ̄~g+~p ∈ ZT /(Q,[σ]). We will

denote this combination as (~p,~g + ~p).
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algebraically. To that end, recall that the representations, ~p, of the chiral algebra, V, define

the Wilson lines of a TQFT which we will denote by I. Consider the product TQFT, I×I,

which has Wilson lines labelled by

(~p, ~q) , (5.1)

where ~p and ~q are Wilson lines in I and Ī, respectively. The bar on I indicates that it has

Wilson lines with topological spins that are complex conjugates of the topological spins of

the lines in I. Note that the number of line operators in I × Ī is |K|2 and that these

operators form the group K ×K under fusion. Recall that the Q-orbifold torus partition

function is

Z(T /Q,[σ]) =
∑

~g∈Q

∑

~p∈B~g

χ~p(q)χ̄~p+~g(q̄) , (5.2)

where

B~g :=
{

~p
∣

∣

∣
S~h,~p Ξ(~h,~g) = 1 , ∀~h ∈ Q

}

. (5.3)

The CFT primaries of the form O(~p,~g+~p) define a subgroup of |K| Wilson lines labelled by

(~p, ~g + ~p) in I × Ī. In fact, these Wilson lines are all bosons. To see this, consider

θ(p,~p+~g) =
θp
θ~p+~g

=
θpθg
θ~p+~g

1

θ~g
=

1

S~g,~pθ~g
= 1 , (5.4)

where the last equality follows form setting ~h = ~g in (5.3).

Therefore, the O(~p,~g+~p) operators define a Lagrangian subgroup of |K| bosons in I ⊠ Ī.

This subgroup is isomorphic to the group formed by the CFT primaries under fusion, and

so we will denote it as K(Q,[σ]). The corresponding set of Wilson lines consists of the lines

that can end on the gapped boundary, B(Q, [σ]).

The relationship between CFT partition functions and gapped boundaries of I ⊠ Ī

provides a new interpretation for our quantum codes. First of all, note that the self-

duality of the quantum code is directly related to the Lagrangian property of K(Q,[σ]). The

Wilson lines labelled by (~p, ~g + ~p) in the subgroup K(Q,[σ]) can end on the gapped boundary

B(Q, [σ]). Any other Wilson line braids non-trivially with at least one of the Wilson lines

in K(Q,[σ]). Therefore, the stabilizer group corresponds to Wilson lines that can end on the

boundary, and the rest of the elements of the generalized Pauli group correspond to the

other Wilson lines in I ⊠ Ī. The line operators that correspond to errors end on B(Q, [σ])

with a tail on the boundary (see Fig. 7).

More generally, a proper subgroup, A < S(Q,[σ]), is a stabilizer group for a non-self-

dual code. Corresponding to A, we have a subgroup, µ−1(A) ⊂ K(Q,[σ]), of bosonic Wilson

lines in I × Ī. µ−1(A) is a set of bosonic Wilson lines that can be condensed to define
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B(Q, [σ])

(

~p, ~g + ~p
)

B(Q, [σ])

(

~p+~l, ~g + ~p
)

Σ Σ

~l

Fig. 7: Left: Folding Fig. 3 turns the surface operator, S(Q, [σ]), into a gapped boundary

condition, B(Q, [σ]). The Wilson lines in the I × Ī Chern-Simons theory corresponding

to local CFT primaries can end on the boundary. Right: Line operators that correspond

to error operators in the code end on the gapped boundary and form a junction with a

non-trivial line operator on the gapped boundary. By shrinking this diagram, it is clear

that error operators correspond to point operators at the end of the Verlinde line labelled

by ~ℓ ∈ Rep(V). This picture can also be generalized to the π symmetries discussed in

section 4.2.

a gapped interface. Therefore, non-self-dual sub-codes determined by proper subgroups of

S(Q,[σ]]) correspond to gapped interfaces obtained from condensing a subset of Wilson lines

in K(Q,[σ]) in the bulk CS theory (see Fig. 8).21

5.1. SymTFTs, code equivalences, and invertible surfaces

In this section, we relate the above discussion to SymTFTs (e.g., see [22–24] for an intro-

duction to these TQFTs) and shed light on CFT dualities and code equivalences.

To that end, note that the T theory with charge conjugation modular invariant has an

Abelian K 0-form symmetry. Since the theory is modular, the SymTFT for this symmetry

is a (twisted) K Dijkgraaf-Witten (DW) theory (i.e., a discrete gauge theory with gauge

group K and a possible DW twist, ω ∈ H3(K,U(1))), which we denote as D(K)ω. More

succinctly, we have

D(K)ω ∼= I × Ī . (5.5)

This TQFT is precisely a theory of the type described in Fig. 7 (with B(Q, [σ]) = B(1, [1])).

21This relation between Lagrangian subgroups and self-dual codes and between non-Lagrangian isotropic

subgroups (gapped interfaces) and non-self-dual codes were first annonced in two talks by the authors at

King’s College London during the workshop Defects and Symmetry 2022.
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W

(

~p,~g + ~p
)

∈ µ−1(A)

ΣI × II × I/µ−1(A)

Fig. 8: A non-self-dual stabilizer code with stabilizer group given by a subgroup, A ⊂ S,

corresponds to a set of Wilson lines, µ−1(A), which can end on the gapped interface W

separating the TQFT I × Ī and I × Ī/µ−1(A) where I × Ī/µ−1(A) is obtained from

condensing the Wilson lines in µ−1(A).

Different orbifold theories, T /(Q, [σ]), correspond to the same bulk SymTFT but have

different gapped boundary conditions gotten by fusing the embedding of the surface S(Q, [σ])

in the folded theory, which we will call S(E(Q), [σ]), with the gapped boundary, B(1, [1]).

This maneuver results in the transformation B(1, [1]) → B(Q, [σ]) (i.e., a transformation

from a Dirichlet boundary condition to a partial Neumann boundary condition specified by

Q ≤ K. See Fig. 9). In general, such new boundary conditions are allowed whenever the

restriction of the DW twist to Q, ω|Q, is trivial in H3(Q,U(1)).

B(1, [1]) B(Q, [σ])

Σ Σ

S(E(Q), [σ])

fuse S(E(Q),[σ]) with B(1,[1])
−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−→

Fig.9: Fusing the surface operator S(E(Q), [σ]) with the gapped boundary B(1, [1]) changes

the gapped boundary to B(Q, [σ]).

Now, when the surface, S(E(Q), [σ])), is invertible, it generates an H ∼= Zn bulk 0-form

symmetry, where n is the order of E(S(Q, [σ])) under fusion.22 Since the corresponding ’t

22Note that, in general, Zn is not isomorphic to Q as a group (see the discussion of c = 1 theories below).
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Hooft anomaly vanishes (H4(Zn, U(1)) is trivial for all n), we can gauge the H symmetry.

Such gauging has been described in the condensed matter literature in [36] and in the

SymTFT literature in [23].

The upshot is that, by 0-form gauging, we trivialize the S(E(Q), [σ]) surface and liberate

non-genuine lines that bound it (gauging effectively “erases” the surfaces attached to these

non-genuine lines). As a result, we produce a bulk theory that includes a non-invertible

line, X , such that

X × X̄ =
∑

ℓ∈Ẽ(Q)

ℓ , (5.6)

where the lines on the RHS of the above equation are images, under 0-form gauging, of

the lines in I × Ī that are condensed to produce E(S(Q, [σ])). If the boundary theory is

invariant under Q gauging, then, bringing the lines in (5.6) to the boundary, we obtain a

fusion rule for the non-invertible line in a Q Tambara-Yamagami (TY) fusion category (see

Fig. 10). This is the CFT manifestation of duality.

As a well-known class of examples, consider certain RCFT points on the c = 1 compact

boson conformal manifold with R2 = 2k and k ∈ Z. This set of theories is related by T-

duality to points with R2 = 2/k. It is easy to check that, in the unfolded CS bulk picture,

these theories differ by the surface operator that has been inserted: in the R2 = 2k case we

have theories with a trivial surface operator inserted, while, in the case of R2 = 2/k, the

corresponding bulk CS theory has an insertion of an order-two charge conjugation surface,

S(Zk, [1]).
23 In the folded picture of this section, the bulk theories differ by their boundary

conditions: B(1, [1]) versus B(Zk, [1]). In (5.6) we find lines organized in orbits of charge

conjugation. Taking these lines to the boundary gives us Zk Tambara-Yamagami fusion

rules [38]. These non-invertible lines capture the T-duality of the CFT.

Our assignment of codes to QFTs involves associating a code with a particular surface

operator. In our discussion, distinct (Q, [σ]) led to distinct surface operators and hence to

distinct codes. On the other hand, in the c = 1 RCFTs reviewed in the previous paragraph,

the S(Zk, [1]) charge conjugation surfaces led to T-duality in the RCFT, it is natural to

expect that the corresponding codes generated by µ are (in a sense we will make precise

momentarily) equivalent.24 More generally, we can also think at the level of the 3d bulk and

23This statement corresponds to the well-known fact that the R2 = 2k and R2 = 2/k theories correspond

to charge conjugation and diagonal modular invariants, respectively (e.g., see [37–39]).
24Note that the example discussed in Fig. 5 shows that this logic cannot extend in general to non-invertible

surfaces since boundary CFTs corresponding to non-invertible bulk surfaces generally have different fusion

rules from those with invertible surfaces.
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note that we can always gauge an invertible symmetry corresponding to S(Q, [σ]). In the

corresponding CS theory, this gauging trivializes the surface. Since gauging is an invertible

procedure, it is natural to imagine that codes generated by µ should be equivalent whenever

two CFTs, T (Q1, [σ1]) and T (Q2, [σ2]), correspond to surfaces related as follows

S(Q1, [σ1]) = S(Q2, [σ2])× S(Q3, [σ3]) , (5.7)

where S(Q3, [σ3]) is an invertible surface.

B(1, [1]) B(Q, [σ])

Σ Σ

E(S(Q, [σ]))

fuse X with B(1,[1])
−−−−−−−−−−−−→

X
B(1, [1])

B(1, [1]) B(1, [1])

Σ Σ

E(S(Q, [σ]))

fuse X with B(1,[1])
−−−−−−−−−−−−→

X
B(1, [1])

Fig. 10: Top: Fusing the twisted sector line X with the gapped-boundary B(1, [1]) gives

a 1-dimensional interface between the B(1, [1]) and B(Q, [σ]) gapped-boundary conditions.

Bottom: Gauging the surface operator E(S(Q, [σ])) makes it trivial and liberates the line

operator X . In this case, fusing the line with the gapped-boudary gives a line operator of

the B(1, [1]) gapped boundary [40].

In fact, we already alluded to such code equivalences in our discussion of the case of

the SU(3)1 theory in Sec. 3.4.2, where Q ∼= Z3 and H ∼= Z2. There we commented that

the codes in (3.35) and (3.37) were in fact code equivalent (i.e., that there is an element

of the Clifford group that transforms one code into the other).
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We are therefore motivated to study more general conditions under which µ produces

code equivalences via orbifolding by a symmetry that corresponds to a bulk invertible

surface. To that end, consider a single qudit of dimension given by an integer d ≥ 2 with

Pauli group, P, generated by the X and Z operators, both of order d. A general element

of the Pauli group (up to overall phases) can be written as

Xα ◦ Zβ . (5.8)

In this case, the abelianized Pauli group is isomorphic to the finite group Zd × Zd. The

automorphisms of this Pauli group are unitaries, U , which act as

U(Xα ◦ Zβ)U−1 ∈ P . (5.9)

Such unitaries form the single qudit Clifford group, J .

To get a handle on J , we wish to build up a generating set of elements. Without loss

of generality, we can consider the following unitary

UXαU−1 = Z−α , UZαU−1 = Xα . (5.10)

It is clear that U sends Pauli group elements to themselves and is therefore an automor-

phism of the Pauli group (i.e., U ∈ J ). The action of this unitary on the vector (α, β)

specifying a general element of the Pauli group is given by the matrix

F :=

(

0 1

−1 0

)

. (5.11)

To get a generating set for J , let us also consider the following actions on the Pauli

group

Xα ◦ Zβ → Xγ−1α ◦ Zγβ , (5.12)

and

Xα ◦ Zβ → Xα ◦ Zγα+β , (5.13)

where γ ∈ Z
×

d , and the multiplicative inverse is denoted by γ−1. Note that for γ to be

invertible, it must be co-prime to d. As matrices acting on the vector (α, β), the above

operations can be written as

Mγ =

(

γ−1 0

0 γ

)

, Pγ =

(

1 0

γ 1

)

, (5.14)
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respectively. In fact, the unitaries F , Mγ , and Pγ generate the full Clifford group J [3,26].

For two stabilizer groups S1 and S2, if there exists a unitary U ∈ J such that

US1U
−1 = S2 , (5.15)

then we say that the stabilizer codes determined by S1 and S2 are equivalent.

Let us now use the above operations in the context of our CFT map. To that end,

suppose that T /(Q, [σ]) has a permutation modular invariant (i.e., S(Q, [σ]) is invertible),

and, under the map µ, this CFT has a corresponding stabilizer group, S(Q,[σ]), with elements

of the form

Xg ◦ ZLp . (5.16)

In particular, recall that T (with charge-conjugation partition function) gives the stabilizer

group with elements of the form ZLp. Note that in this case L is an integer which is

co-prime to d (see equation (3.2)). Since we have a single qudit, the stabilizer group has a

single generator. Without loss of generality, we can choose the generator to be

Xg0 ◦ ZLp0 , (5.17)

for some g0 and p0. Now, we will show that there exists a unitary, U , such that

U(Xg0 ◦ ZLp0)U−1 = Z . (5.18)

In fact, this statement is a direct consequence of the Pauli-Euclid-Gottesman (PEG) Lemma:

Lemma (PEG) [41]: For integers 0 ≤ α, β < d, there exists a unitary operator, U(α, β) ∈

J , such that

U(α, β)(Xα ◦ Zβ)U(α, β)−1 = Zgcd(α,β) , (5.19)

where we define gcd(0, α) = α.

Applying the PEG lemma to the generator, Xg0 ◦ZLp0, we find that there exists a unitary,

U(g0, p0), such that

U(Xg0 ◦ ZLp0)U−1 = Zgcd(g0,Lp0) . (5.20)

Since we started with a self-dual code, the generator Xg0 ◦ZLp0 has order d. Of course, the

conjugation action by the unitary U does not change the order. Therefore, Zgcd(g0,Lp0) also

has order d. Moreover, the resulting stabilizer group only depends on the Z generalized

Pauli matrix. Such a self-dual stabilizer group is unique, and so the stabilizer group

generated by Zgcd(g0,Lp0) is the same as the stabilizer group generated by Z. In other
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words, the stabilizer groups S(Q,[σ]) and S(Z1,[1]) are related by a Clifford group element. We

have shown that the codes associated with the charge-conjugation CFT T and its orbifold,

T /(Q, [σ]), corresponding to an invertible surface operator, S(Q, [σ]), are equivalent.

So far, we considered the case of a single qudit of dimension d. Let us generalize this

discussion to a system of n qudits, each of dimension d. Let Pn be the Pauli group acting

on these n qudits. In this case, the abelianized generalized Pauli group is the group F
n
d×F

n
d .

The set of unitaries which preserve the Pauli group is the Clifford group, Jn. Note that

the unitaries F , Pγ , and Mγ act on a single qudit. Even though they generate the Clifford

group acting on single qudits, they do not generate Jn. In order to generate Jn, we need

one more generator that acts on two qudits. This 2-qudit unitary, Di,j, acts on the ith and

jth qudits as

Xα1 ⊗Xα2 ◦ Zβ1 ⊗ Zβ2 → Xα1 ⊗Xα2−α1 ◦ Zβ1+β2 ⊗ Zβ2 . (5.21)

As a matrix acting on the vector (α1, β1, α2, β2), we have

Di,j :=













1 0 0 0

0 1 0 1

0 0 1 0

0 1 0 1













. (5.22)

The single qudit unitaries Fi, Pγ,i, and Mγ,i acting on the ith qudit25 and the 2-qudit

unitary Di,j together generate the full Clifford group, Jn [26]. For two stabilizer groups S1

and S2, if there exists a unitary, U ∈ Jn, such that

US1U
−1 = S2 , (5.23)

then we say that the stabilizer codes determined by S1 and S2 are equivalent.

Let us now relate the above discussion to the codes appearing via µ. To that end, con-

sider the CFT, T /(Q, [σ]), determined by an invertible self-dual surface operator, S(Q, [σ]),

in the bulk CS theory. Now, consider the corresponding stabilizer code, S(Q,[σ]), with ele-

ments of the form

X~g ◦ ZL~p . (5.24)

Without loss of generality, we can choose the generators of the stabilizer group to be

{X~gi ◦ ZL~pi}, i ∈ 1, . . . , n , (5.25)

25We have added the subscript i to the notation for the single qudit unitaries to emphasize which qudit

they act on.
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The explicit values of the integer vectors ~gi, ~pi will not play a role in our discussion below.

Since S(Q, [σ]) is invertible, T /(Q, [σ]) has a permutation modular invariant. Therefore,

we have

S(Q,[σ])
∼= K ∼= Z

n
d , (5.26)

where K is the group formed by the chiral primaries under fusion. As a result, the gener-

ators in (5.25) are all of order d.

We will show that the stabilizer code, S(Q, [σ]), is equivalent to the code, S(Z1, [1]) =

µ(T ). That is, there exists a unitary operator, U ∈ Jn, such that

US(Q, [σ])U−1 = S(Z1, [1]) . (5.27)

In order to prove this assertion, we will use the Generalized PEG Lemma:

Lemma (Generalized PEG) [41]: For integers 0 ≤ α1, . . . , αn, β1, . . . , βn < d, there

exists a unitary operator Ũn(~α, ~β) ∈ Jn such that

Ũn(~α, ~β)(X
~α ◦ Z

~β)Ũn(~α, ~β)
−1 = I⊗n−1 ⊗ Zgcd(α1,...,αn,β1,...βn) , (5.28)

where we define gcd(0, a) = gcd(a, 0) = a.26

If X~α◦Zβ is order d, then I⊗n−1⊗Zgcd(α1,...,αn,β1,...βn) is also order d. This logic implies that

the integer, gcd(α1, . . . , αn, β1, . . . βn), is coprime to d and is an element of Z×

d . Therefore,

we have

Un(α, β)(X
~α ◦ Z

~β)U−1
n (α, β) = I⊗n−1 ⊗ Z , (5.29)

where

Un(α, β) := Mgcd(α1,...,αn,β1,...βn)−1,nŨn(~α, ~β) . (5.30)

Note that in (5.29), the Z matrix acts on the last qudit. But this choice is arbitrary. We

can choose the Un(α, β) such that the Z action of the resulting generalized Pauli group

element is on any of the n qudits. Moreover, if we have a set of qudits, we can apply the

Generalized PEG to any subset of qudits.

Let us first apply the Generalized PEG to the case of two qudits of dimension d. It is

useful to write the generators (5.25) as an augmented matrix as follows

(

a11 a12 b11 b12

a21 a22 b21 b22

)

, (5.31)

26For n = 1, we get the PEG lemma discussed above.
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where ~gi = (ai1, ai2), and L~pi = (bi1, bi2). Note that columns 1 and 3 specify the generalized

Pauli matrices acting on the first qudit, while columns 2 and 4 specify the generalized

Pauli matrices acting on the second qudit. We will show that there exists a combination

of the unitaries Fi, Pγ,i, Mγ,i, and Di,j which converts the matrix (5.31) to the matrix

(

0 0 i j

0 0 k l

)

, (5.32)

for some i, j, k, l ∈ Zd.

To show this statement, let us act with the unitary (5.30) on the two qudits. Then the

matrix (5.33) changes as follows
(

a11 a12 b11 b12

a21 a22 b21 b22

)

U2(~g1,L~p1)
−−−−−−→

(

0 0 0 1

a
′

21 a
′

22 b
′

21 b
′

22

)

, (5.33)

for some integers a
′

21, a
′

22, b
′

21, and b
′

22. Since this new generator matrix also gives a

stabilizer group, the generators determined by the first and second rows of this matrix

must commute with each other. This logic implies that a
′

22 = 0. Also, we can subtract

b′22 copies of the first row from the second row. This does not change the stabilizer group.

Therefore, we get the generator matrix
(

0 0 0 1

a
′

21 0 b
′

21 0

)

. (5.34)

Now, note that gcd(a
′

21, b
′

21) is co-prime to d as the second row must give an order d

stabilizer element. Therefore, we can act with the unitary (5.30) on the first qudit to

transform the generator matrix as
(

0 0 0 1

a
′

21 0 b
′

21 0

)

U1(a
′

21,b
′

21)−−−−−−→

(

0 0 0 1

0 0 1 0

)

= S(Z1,[1]) , (5.35)

In summary, we found a sequence of Clifford group operations that shows our map, µ,

assigns equivalent self-dual codes to the CFT, T , and the dual CFT, T /(Q, [σ]), corre-

sponding to a self-dual invertible surface operator S(Q, [σ]).

Next, let us consider a system of three qudits and show that a simple generalization

of the argument above holds. To that end, consider the stabilizer group, S(Q,[σ]), with

generator matrix






a11 a12 a13 b11 b12 b13

a21 a22 a23 b21 b22 b23

a31 a32 a33 b31 b32 b33






, (5.36)

40



where ~gi = (ai1, ai2, ai3) and L~pi = (bi1, bi2, bi3). Let us act with the unitary (5.30) on all

three qudits to get







a11 a12 a13 b11 b12 b13

a21 a22 a23 b21 b22 b23

a31 a32 a33 b31 b32 b33







U3(~g1,L~p1)
−−−−−−→







0 0 0 0 0 1

a
′

21 a
′

22 a
′

23 b
′

21 b
′

22 b
′

23

a
′

31 a
′

32 a
′

33 b
′

31 b
′

32 b
′

33






. (5.37)

We know that the three generators of the stabilizer group determined by the three rows

of the matrix above must commute with each other. This logic implies that a′23 = a′33 = 0.

Moreover, by subtracting multiples of the first row from the second and third rows, we can

set b
′

23 = b
′

33 = 0 and obtain







0 0 0 0 0 1

a
′

21 a
′

22 0 b
′

21 b
′

22 0

a
′

31 a
′

32 0 b
′

31 b
′

32 0






. (5.38)

Now, note that gcd(a
′

21, a
′

22, b
′

21, b
′

22) is co-prime to d as the second row must give an order

d stabilizer element. Therefore, we can act with the unitary (5.30) on the first two qudits

to transform the generator matrix as







0 0 0 0 0 1

a
′

21 a
′

22 0 b
′

21 b
′

22 0

a
′

31 a
′

32 0 b
′

31 b
′

32 0







U2(a′21,a
′
22,b

′
21,b

′
22)−−−−−−−−−−→







0 0 0 0 0 1

0 0 0 0 1 0

a
′′

31 a
′′

32 0 b
′′

31 b
′′

32 0






, (5.39)

for some integers a
′′

31, a
′′

32, b
′′

31, b
′′

32, b
′′

33. Once again, using the constraint that the three sta-

bilizers must commute, we find that a
′′

32 = 0. Also, by subtracting multiples of the second

row from the third row, we can set b
′

32 = 0 to get







0 0 0 0 0 1

0 0 0 0 1 0

a
′′

31 0 0 b
′′

31 0 0






. (5.40)

Finally, acting with the unitary (5.30) on the first qudit, we obtain







0 0 0 0 0 1

0 0 0 0 1 0

0 0 0 1 0 0






= S(Z1,[1]) . (5.41)

The argument above can be generalized to a system of n qudits of the same dimension d.

In this case, we will have an n×2n generator matrix which can be turned into a matrix with
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zeroes on the left n columns through a sequence of unitaries using the Generalized PEG

lemma. In fact, this statement generalizes if we have a system of n1 qudits of dimension

d1, n2 qudits of dimension d2 etc., such that the dimensions d1, d2, . . . are co-prime to

each other. This statement holds because an invertible surface operator of the bulk CS

theory in this case will not mix Wilson line operators corresponding to qudits of different

dimensions. Also, the Clifford group of this system does not mix Pauli matrices acting

on qudits of different dimensions. Therefore, the above argument can be applied to each

subset of qudits of the same dimension separately.

Let us summarize what we have seen above:

• Consider a charge conjugation abelian RCFT, T , having
∏

i Z
ni

di
fusion rules with

each di, ni ∈ N any (composite) natural numbers such that the di are coprime.

The corresponding quantum code is equivalent to the quantum code assigned by

µ to any orbifold theory, T /(Q, [σ]), described by an invertible bulk surface operator,

S(Q, [σ]). This is the code version of the QFT equivalences we have described above.

In particular, we have code equivalence in this case when

S(Q1, [σ1]) = S(Q2, [σ2])× S(Q3, [σ3]) , (5.42)

and all surfaces are invertible.

• For non-invertible surface operators, the statement in the previous bullet does not

hold in general (e.g., see the example discussed in Fig. 5). However, we conjecture

that two theories, T (Q1, [σ1]) and T (Q2, [σ2]), described by bulk surfaces, S(Qi, [σi]),

satisfying (5.42) with general S(Q1,2, [σ1,2]) and invertible S(Q3, [σ3]) are assigned

equivalent codes by µ (at least if the fusion rules involve groups of the form
∏

i Z
ni

di

for co-prime di).
27

• Clearly, it would be interesting to understand if we can relax the co-primeness condi-

tion on the qudit dimensions in the previous two bullets.

In fact, the idea of code equivalences arising from invertible surfaces in the relevant

CS theories is more general. Indeed, it can happen that the bulk theory itself has a

dual description. As an example, consider the equivalence of the following 3d TQFTs:

27It can be explicitly checked that this conjecture is true for CFTs corresponding to a bulk CS theory with

a cyclic fusion group in (2.12). In this case, we get a single qudit quantum code, and codes corresponding to

non-invertible surfaces related by fusion with an invertible surface are equivalent.
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D(Z2)×SU(2)1 and SU(2)1×SU(2)−1×SU(2)1, where D(Z2) is the untwisted Z2 discrete

gauge theory. In the language of K matrices,

L =
1

4π
~atKd~a , (5.43)

where ~a is a vector of gauge fields, we have

K1 =







0 2 0

2 0 0

0 0 2






↔







2 0 0

0 −2 0

0 0 2






= K2 . (5.44)

It is straightforward to check that these theories, although dual, give different codes. In par-

ticular, even if we choose the same physical surface operator in these different descriptions,

we obtain distinct codes. However, there is an invertible map between these theories (which

we can imagine being implemented by an invertible surface), and the codes generated by

the dual descriptions are, in fact, equivalent.

5.2. 1+1d TQFTs and stabilizer codes

In Fig. 7, we understood how gapped boundary conditions describing the partition function

of the CFT on Σ are related to self-dual stabilizer codes. This discussion also applies if

the theory on Σ is gapped. Indeed, consider the situation where we have a 3d abelian CS

theory of the form I × Ī with two gapped boundaries B(Q1, [σ1]) and B(Q2, [σ2]) forming

a slab. If the gapped boundary B(Q1, [σ1]) realizes a symmetry Y on the boundary, then

shrinking this slab results in a 2d TQFT with Y symmetry. The line operators of the bulk

TQFT which can end on both gapped boundaries become local operators of the 2d TQFT

(see Fig. 11) [40, 42, 43] (see also related results in 4d [44]). If a line operator can end on

the boundary B(Q2, [σ2]) but not on B(Q1, [σ1]), then shrinking the slab gives us twisted

sector operators of the 2d TQFT (see Fig. 11).

Let us assume that these gapped boundaries correspond to self-dual surface operators

S(Q1, [σ1]) and S(Q2, [σ2]) of I. Then, we have corresponding stabilizer codes S(Q1,[σ1]) and

S(Q2,[σ2]) that form two vertices of the code graph (see Fig. 12). The group labelling the

edge between the two vertices is the group formed by the local operators of the 2d TQFT

under fusion and corresponds to stabilizer elements in the intersection, S(Q1,[σ1]) ∩ S(Q2,σ2).

In particular, the size of the group is the number of topological local operators. Moreover,

the line operators that can end on the boundary B(Q2, [σ2]) but not on B(Q1, [σ1]) are in

one-to-one correspondence with stabilizer elements in S(Q2,[σ2]) which are not in S(Q2,σ2).
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B(Q1, [σ1]) B(Q2, [σ2]) B(Q1, [σ1]) B(Q2, [σ2])

Fig. 11: Left: Line operators that can end on both boundaries become local operators in

the 2d TQFT upon shrinking the slab. Right: Line operators that can only end on one

boundary become non-genuine local operators upon shrinking the slab.

S(Q1,[σ1])

S(Q2,[σ2])

S(Q1,[σ1]) ∩ S(Q2,[σ2])

Fig. 12: The label of the edge of the vertices connecting the stabilizer codes S(Q1,[σ1]) and

S(Q1,[σ1]) gives us the group formed by the local operators of the 2D TQFT under fusion.

Finally, note that, if the 0-form symmetry group, Y , realized on the gapped boundary,

B(Q1, [σ1]), has an anomaly, then we know that a 2d TQFT with Y symmetry cannot

be trivially gapped. In other words, it must necessarily have non-trivial local operators.

This is reflected in the code graph in the following way. The vertex corresponding to the

gapped boundary, B(Q1, [σ1]), is necessarily connected to all other vertices. If this was

not the case, then there will be another gapped boundary, say B(Q2, [σ2]), such that there

are no non-trivial line operators that can end on both B(Q1, [σ1]) and B(Q2, [σ2]). Then,

shrinking a slab with these two gapped boundaries will result in a trivially gapped theory

with Y symmetry, which contradicts the assumption that K is anomalous. This discussion

also implies that if there is a vertex of the code graph that is connected to all other

vertices, then the symmetry realized by the gapped boundary corresponding to that vertex

is necessarily anomalous.
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6. Conclusion

In this paper, we studied various aspects of a map from abelian RCFTs and associated

CS theories to quantum stabilizer codes. We considered several natural conditions that

such a map should satisfy. For a fixed chiral algebra, we defined the orbifold graph, ΓV,

of RCFTs and showed that a map from abelian RCFTs to quatum codes satisfying some

natural constraints is a graph homomorphism from ΓV to the code graph. We then showed

that this map cannot be an embedding of the full orbifold graph into the code graph for

all chiral algebras.

However, motivated by the relation between RCFTs through discrete orbifolds, we de-

fined an explicit map from abelian RCFTs to qudit stabilizer codes which preserves a

universal subgraph of the orbifold graph and embeds it in the code graph. Using self-

duality of the resulting quantum codes, we showed that this subgraph contains RCFTs

whose partition functions are determined by self-dual surface operators in the bulk Chern-

Simons theory. We also showed that the full abelianized generalized Pauli group acting on

the qudits can be obtained from the twisted sector operators of symmetries of the RCFT.

Finally, we related self-dual quantum codes obtained from RCFTs to gapped boundaries

of the corresponding bulk CS theories. This discussion interfaced with SymTFTs and 0-

form gauging of invertible symmetries in the bulk. Motivated by this gauging, we explained

certain code equivalences as arising in theories defined by surface operators that are related

by fusion with invertible surfaces as in (5.42). We also related certain gapped interfaces to

non-self-dual codes.

The analysis in this paper leads to several natural questions:

• In Appendix C, we showed that the full Orbifold Graph can be mapped to stabilizer

codes if we forego self-duality of the codes. It would be interesting to understand if

there is a canonical construction of non-self-dual codes from abelian RCFTs.

• It would also be interesting to understand if our code / CFT map can be related to

other code / CFT maps by certain natural transition functions. Perhaps quantum

codes can then be understood as belonging to some “code manifold” corresponding to

a larger subspace of CFTs (where our present construction only captures a particular

patch of this space).

• It is interesting to extend the map constructed in this paper to non-abelian RCFTs.

A related question is to understand how non-invertible symmetries of RCFTs are cap-

tured by the quantum codes. We have seen that some of these symmetries correspond
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to code equivalences and CFT dualities, but it would be nice to understand a more

general picture (and perhaps also to understand the role played by non-invertible

surfaces in the bulk).

• Closely related to the previous bullet point, it would be interesting to understand

whether the discussion around (5.42) can be extended to an equivalence relation

among codes corresponding to general (self-dual) surfaces that are related by the

fusion of invertible surfaces.

• We showed that the Orbifold Graph captures several properties of 1+1 TQFTs de-

fined using Lagrangian subgroups of a SymTFT. It will be interesting to explore this

direction further.

• In this paper, we focused on quantum stabilizer codes. In particular, the fact that the

stabilizer group is abelian puts strong constraints on the CFTs which admit a code

description. It will be interesting to understand maps from CFTs to more general

codes.28 A natural starting point is to look at subsystem codes in which the check

operators are not required to commute [45]. It will be interesting to explore relations

to the lattice stabilizer and subsystem codes obtained from arbitrary abelian CS

theories in [46]. Another interesting study would be to include Floquet codes which

have received a lot of attention in the quantum information theory community [47].
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Appendix A. A proof there is no universal ΓV →֒ ΓP embedding

In this appendix, we show there is no universal embedding of the orbifold graph, ΓV, in

the code graph, ΓP . In other words, there are MTCs and corresponding CFTs where such

an embedding is impossible. We do this by finding a particular set of counterexamples to

such an embedding in the case of 3d Zr
2 discrete gauge theories with r > 1. These are E2r

MTCs in the nomenclature of [29] with fusion rules given by the abelian group Z2r × Z2r .

The F matrices are all trivial. The R matrix, the topological spins and the S matrix are

given by

R(~g,~h) = e
2πi
2r

g1h2 ,

θ(~g) = R(~g,~g) = e
2πi
2r

g1g2 ,

S~g,~h = R(~g,~h)R(~h,~g) = e
2πi
2r

(g1h2+g2h1) . (A.1)

Given this data, let us consider the constraint

S~h,~p Ξ(~h,~g) = 1 , ∀~h ∈ Q . (A.2)

When the discrete torsion is trivial, we can write this constraint explicitly in terms of the

MTC data above to get

e
2πi
2r

(h1p2+h2p1)e
2πi
2r

g1h2 = e
2πi
2r

(h1p2+h2p1+g1h2) = 1 ∀ ~h ∈ Q . (A.3)

The operator O~p,~g+~p is a primary in T /(Q, [1]) precisely when the vectors ~g and ~p satisfy

the above constraint.

Let us consider specific orbifolds and look at the constraints coming from the CFT to

code map. Since the fusion of chiral primaries form the group Z2r × Z2r , we choose a

2-qudit system where each qudit has a Hilbert space of dimension 2r. We want to map

distinct CFTs with the E2r MTC to distinct stabilizer codes in the Pauli group acting on

the 2-qudit Hilbert space.

Consider the charge-conjugation CFT whose primaries from a Z2r × Z2r group under

fusion. In particular, we have the primaries O(0,1),(0,1) and O(1,0),(1,0). Note that these

primaries are both order 2r under fusion. The CFT to code map, µ, assigns

µ(O(0,1),(0,1)) = ~v1, µ(O(1,0),(1,0)) = ~v2 , (A.4)

for some vectors, ~v1 and ~v2, in the vector space, Z4
2r . We require µ(T ) to be a Lagrangian

subspace. Therefore, we get the constraint

ω(~v1, ~v2) = 0 . (A.5)
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We also require µ(T ) ∼= Z2r × Z2r as groups. Therefore, ~v1 and ~v2 are order 2r elements.

Now, let us consider the subgroup Q = 〈(0, 1)〉. It is easy to verify that the CFT

T /(Q, [1]) has primaries O(0,1),(0,1) and O(0,0),(0,1). The map µ assigns

µ(O(0,1),(0,1)) = ~v1 , µ(O(0,0),(0,1)) = ~v3 , (A.6)

for some vector, ~v3, in the vector space Z
4
2r . We require µ(T /(Q, [1])) to be a Lagrangian

subspace and so

ω(~v1, ~v3) = 0 . (A.7)

Similarly, consider the subgroup Q = 〈(1, 0)〉. it is easy to verify that the CFT T /(Q, [1])

has primaries O(1,0),(1,0) and O(0,0),(1,0). The map µ assigns

µ(O(1,0),(1,0)) = ~v2 , µ(O(0,0),(1,0)) = ~v4 , (A.8)

for some vector ~v4 in the vector space (Z2r)
4. We require µ(T /(Q, [1])) to be a Lagrangian

subspace. Therefore, we get the constraint

ω(~v2, ~v4) = 0 . (A.9)

Let us now specialize to the case r ≥ 2 and consider the subgroup Q = 〈(0, 2r−1), (2r−1, 0)〉.

It is easy to verify that the CFT T /(Q, [1]) has primaries O(0,2),(0,2), O(2,0),(2,0), O(0,0),(0,2r−1),

and O(0,0),(2r−1,0). The map µ assigns

µ(O(0,2),(0,2)) = 2~v1 , µ(O(2,0),(2,0)) = 2~v2 ,

µ(O(0,0),(0,2r−1)) = 2r−1~v3 , µ(O(0,0),(2r−1,0)) = 2r−1v4 . (A.10)

We require µ(T /(Q, [1])) to be a Lagrangian subspace, and so

ω(i, j) = 0 , (A.11)

for all i, j ∈ {2~v1, 2~v2, 2r−1~v3, 2
r−1~v4}.

Now, let us consider Q = 〈(1, 2r − 1)〉. It is easy to verify that the CFT T /(Q, [1]) has

primaries O(1,1),(1,1) and O(0,1),(1,0). The map µ assigns

µ(O(1,1),(1,1)) = ~v1 + ~v2 , µ(O(0,1),(1,0)) = ~v1 − ~v3 + ~v4 . (A.12)

We require µ(T /(Q, [1])) to be a Lagrangian subspace. Therefore, we get the constraint

ω(~v1 + ~v2, ~v1 − ~v3 + ~v4) = 0 . (A.13)
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Finally, let us consider the subgroup Q = 〈(0, 1), (1, 0)〉. It is easy to verify that the

CFT T /(Q, [1]) has primaries O(0,0),(0,1) and O(1,0),(0,0). The map µ assigns

µ(O(0,0),(0,1)) = ~v3 , µ(O(1,0),(0,0)) = ~v2 − ~v4 . (A.14)

We require µ(T /(Q, [1])) to be a Lagrangian subspace. Therefore, we get the constraint

ω(~v3, ~v2 − ~v4) = 0 . (A.15)

Now let us consider the CFT T /(Q, [σ]), where σ is the 2-cocycle given by

σ(~g,~h) = e
2πi
2r

g1h2 . (A.16)

The constraint (A.2) can be explicitly written as

e
2πi
2r

(h1p2+h2p1)e
2πi
2r

g1h2e
2πi
2r

g1h2e−
2πi
2r

h1g2 = e
2πi
2r

(h1p2+h2p1+2g1h2−g2h1) = 1 , ∀~h ∈ Q . (A.17)

We can verify that the CFT T /(Q, [σ]) has primaries O(0,1),(0,2) and O(2r−2,0),(2r−1,0). The

map µ then assigns

µ(O(0,1),(0,2)) = ~v1 + ~v3, µ(O(2r−2,0),(2r−1,0)) = −2~v2 + ~v4 . (A.18)

We require µ(T /(Q, [1])) to be a Lagrangian subspace, and so

ω(~v1 + ~v3,−2~v2 + ~v4) = 0 . (A.19)

Let us summarize all the constraints we have so far

ω(~v1, ~v2) = 0 ,

ω(~v1, ~v3) = 0 ,

ω(~v2, ~v4) = 0 ,

ω(i, j) = 0 ∀i, j ∈ {2~v1, 2~v2, 2
r−1~v3, 2

r−1~v4} ,

ω(~v1 + ~v2, ~v1 − v3 + v4) = 0 =⇒ ω(~v1, ~v4)− ω(~v2, ~v3) = 0 ,

ω(~v3, ~v2 − ~v4) = 0 =⇒ ω(~v3, ~v2)− ω(~v3, ~v4) = 0 ,

ω(~v1 + ~v3,−2~v2 + ~v4) = 0 =⇒ ω(~v1, ~v4)− 2ω(~v3, ~v2) + ω(~v3, ~v4) = 0 , (A.20)

where we have used the first three constraints to simplify the last three. Noting that ω is

anti-symmetric in its arguments and adding the last three constraints together, we get

2ω(~v1, ~v4) = 0 . (A.21)
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This result, along with the first two constraints above, implies

ω(~v1, 2~v2) = 0, ω(~v1, 2~v3) = 0, ω(~v1, 2~v4) = 0 . (A.22)

Therefore, from the discussion around (A.10), we find that the vector ~v1 commutes with all

generators of the stabilizer code associated with the CFT T /(Q, [1]) for Q = 〈(0, 2r−1), (2r−1, 0)〉.

Since this stabilizer code is self-dual, ~v1 should in fact be an element of this code. This state-

ment is a contradiction, because this stabilizer code is isomorphic to Z2r−1×Z2r−1×Z2×Z2

as a group while ~v1 has order 2r.

This argument shows that the full orbifold graph of CFTs with E2r MTC and r ≥

2 cannot be embedded in the code graph. Therefore, there is no universal ΓV →֒ ΓP

embedding.

Appendix B. Comparing with the CFT-Qubit code map in [1]

Let us compare the CFT to qudit codes map defined in the main text to the map in [1],

where we map CFTs to qubit codes. Recall that in [1], the general map from a CFT to a

qubit code is given by

O~p,~p+~g ↔ XM~g ◦ ZA~p , (B.1)

where X and Z are Pauli matrices acting on a qubit Hilbert space. Note that the matrix

M is diagonal, with diagonal entries of the form Mii = 2ri−1 is the order of the ith cyclic

factor in the group K.

The map in (B.1) differs from the map (3.12), because we don’t have the matrix M in

(3.12). This difference arises because in [1] we were focusing on Q with order-two elements.

Therefore, ~g ∈ Q is an order-two element. For such an element to contribute non-trivially

to a qubit code we need to renormalize ~g so that its components are valued in ±1. That

is precisely what M~g in (B.1) achieves. On the other hand, we do not need such a factor

in (3.12) since we are mapping the CFT to qudit codes.

Also, note that the matrix, A, multiplying ~p in (B.1) differs from the matrix, L, multi-

plfying ~p in (3.12). In particular, we have

LE2s
:=

(

0 1

1 0

)

, (B.2)

LF2t
:=

(

2 1

1 2

)

, (B.3)
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while

AE2s
:=

(

0 1

1 0

)

, (B.4)

AF2t
:=

(

0 1

1 0

)

. (B.5)

This difference arises because, in the map to qubit codes, the X and Z Pauli matrices are

order two. Therefore, the factors of 2 in LF2t
do not contribute to the map. On the other

hand, since in this note we are mapping CFTs to qudit codes, factors of 2 are important.

When do both constructions agree?

Both maps (B.1) and (3.12) agree when the the fusion group, K, of the chiral primaries of

the CFT is of the form Z
ℓ
2 for some integer ℓ. Indeed, in this case, the map (3.12) is

O~p,~p+~g ↔ X~g ◦ ZL~p , (B.6)

where X and Z are Pauli matrices acting on the Hilbert space of ℓ-qubits. If we restrict

to the case of K ≃ Z
ℓ
2, the map (B.1) also reduces to

O~p,~p+~g ↔ X~g ◦ ZA~p , (B.7)

since, in this case, M is the identity matrix. Moreover, AF2t
= LF2t

mod 2. Therefore, the

two maps agree in this case.

Remark: When K ≃ Z
k
2, the insensitivity of the CFT to qubit code map to the distinc-

tion between LE2t
and LF 2t does not mean that E and F type theories cannot be distin-

guished at the level of the code. Indeed, consider toric code versus the 3-fermion model

(i.e., Spin(16)1 versus Spin(8)1 Chern-Simons theory). They have the same S-matrix but

different topological spins. For a CFT with either of these bulk TQFTs and the charge

conjugation modular invariant, we obtain the same quantum code. However, due to the

difference in topological spins, the quantum codes obtained for other modular invariants

are different. For example, in the Toric code case, consider the partition functions

ZT /Q1 = χ(0,0)χ̄(0,0) + χ(0,0)χ̄(0,1) + χ(0,1)χ̄(0,0)

+χ(0,1)χ̄(0,1) ,

ZT /Q2 = χ(0,0)χ̄(0,0) + χ(0,0)χ̄(1,0) + χ(1,0)χ̄(0,0)

+χ(1,0)χ̄(1,0) ,

ZT /Q3 = χ(0,0)χ̄(0,0) + χ(1,1)χ̄(1,1) + χ(0,1)χ̄(1,0)

+χ(1,0)χ̄(0,1) , (B.8)
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obtained from gauging the symmetries Q1 = 〈(0, 1)〉, Q2 = 〈(1, 0)〉, and Q3 = 〈(1, 1)〉,

respectively. Using (3.12), these CFTs can be mapped to the stabilizer codes 〈Z⊗I, I⊗X〉,

〈I⊗Z,X⊗ I〉, and 〈Z⊗Z, Y ⊗X〉 respectively. On the other hand, for the 3-fermion case,

we get

ZT /Q1 = χ(0,0)χ̄(0,0) + χ(0,1)χ̄(0,1) + χ(1,1)χ̄(1,0)

+χ(1,0)χ̄(1,1) ,

ZT /Q2 = χ(0,0)χ̄(0,0) + χ(1,0)χ̄(1,0) + χ(1,1)χ̄(0,1)

+χ(0,1)χ̄(1,1) ,

ZT /Q3 = χ(0,0)χ̄(0,0) + χ(1,1)χ̄(1,1) + χ(0,1)χ̄(1,0)

+χ(1,0)χ̄(0,1) , (B.9)

obtained from gauging the symmetries Q1 = 〈(0, 1)〉, Q2 = 〈(1, 0)〉, and Q3 = 〈(1, 1)〉

respectively. Using (3.12), these CFTs can be mapped to the stabilizer codes 〈Z⊗Y, I⊗Y 〉,

〈(Y ⊗ Z, Y ⊗ I〉, and 〈Z ⊗ Z, Y ⊗X〉 respectively.

Appendix C. Non-self-dual codes from CFTs

In Appendix A, we found that for a class of chiral algebras, there is no embedding of

the orbifold graph in the code graph. In other words, for some chiral algebras, not all

CFTs admit a universal description in terms of qudit stabilizer codes. In this section, we

show that maps from CFTs to codes for arbitrary chiral algebras exist if we forego the

self-duality condition.

To understand this statement, suppose the group K, formed by the chiral primaries

under fusion, factorises into cyclic groups as

K ≃ Zn1 ×Zn2 × · · · × Znk
. (C.1)

Then, we can choose a product of qudit codes of the form

H1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Hk , (C.2)

with dimensions n2
1, . . . , n

2
k, respectively. Consider the generalized Pauli group acting on

this system of qudits. We can define the map from abelian RCFTs to the generalized Pauli

group as

O~p,~g+~p → X~n∗~g ◦ Z~n∗L~p , (C.3)
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where ~n is the vector with components (n1, n2, . . . , nk) and the product “∗” (sometimes

called the Hadamard product) is defined as ~n∗~g = (n1g1, n2g2, . . . , nkgk). The commutation

relations for the generalized Pauli group elements so obtained are given by

X~n∗~g(1) ◦ Z~n∗L~p(1) ·X~n∗~g(2) ◦ Z~n∗L~p(2) = e2πi[(~n∗~g
(1))M2(~n∗L~p(2))−(~n∗~g(2))M2(~n∗L~p(1))] (C.4)

X~n∗~g(2) ◦ Z~n∗L~p(2) ·X~n∗~g(1) ◦ Z~n∗L~p(1) , (C.5)

= X~n∗~g(2) ◦ Z~n∗L~p(2) ·X~n∗~g(1) ◦ Z~n∗L~p(1) . (C.6)

Recall that the matrix M is diagonal with components Mii =
1
ni
, and the contribution of

the two ~n cancels with M2 to yield a trivial phase. Therefore, the map (C.3) defines a

non-self-dual qudit code for any abelian RCFT.
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