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Topological order is a promising basis for quantum error correction, a key milestone towards large-
scale quantum computing. Floquet codes provide a dynamical scheme for this while also exhibit-
ing Floquet-enriched topological order (FET) where anyons periodically undergo a measurement-
induced automorphism that acts uniformly in space. We study deformed Floquet codes where au-
tomorphisms have a spatiotemporally heterogeneous distribution—the automorphisms “compete”.
We characterize the effect of this competition on Abelian-anyon FETs, showing how the evolution
and loss of logical information are linked to the anyons that are invariant under the automorphisms’
transition map or that localize at their boundaries. We present an example microscopic realization
of this behavior using disorder in the dynamic automorphism color code. This naturally leads to a
description of the space of its FETs, which we characterize by establishing when parameter-space
paths connecting distinct FETs can preserve logical information. We also show that transitions be-
tween distinct FETs display criticality described by bond percolation. The perspective of competing
automorphisms captures essential features of possible FETs and their transitions, and may elucidate
key mechanisms involving topological order, automorphisms, and disorder.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum error-correcting (QEC) codes are crucial for
the effective, scalable operation of current and future
quantum computers [1–9]. These codes envision a smaller
number of protected logical qubits encoded within a
larger Hilbert space of physical qubits. In a similar
vein, quantum systems with long-range entanglement—
exhibiting topological order (TO)—display robustness
to local perturbations, host excitations with fractional
statistics known as anyons, and support a topology-
dependent ground-state degeneracy [10, 11]. Because of
their inherent robustness, TO systems are promising can-
didates for QEC codes.

These topological QEC codes have historically been
static: the code properties, such as the stabilizer group
in stabilizer codes [2, 12], are fixed through time. A re-
cent class of codes, so-called dynamical codes, on the
other hand forgo this notion. They are inherently time-
evolving and this can improve code properties or enable
novel behaviors [13–15]. The first such example was the
honeycomb code [16], a form of dynamical code called
a Floquet code due to its time-periodic evolution. By
measuring only two-qubit Pauli operators in a particu-
lar sequence, a stabilizer group emerges that enables the
detection and correction of errors. Each stage in the se-
quence generates a TO equivalent to a static toric code
(TC) [17–20]. Since its introduction, studies of the hon-
eycomb code also included its boundaries [21, 22] and
lattice defects [23]. Other dynamical codes have also
been proposed, such as the CSS honeycomb code [14, 24],
the automorphism code [25], the dynamic automorphism
color code [26], the x+y Floquet code [27], the XYZ ruby
code [28], (3 + 1)D Floquet codes [29], or the hyper-
bolic Floquet code [30]. Theoretical studies of dynam-
ical codes include perspectives such as subsystem codes
[14, 31], quantum cellular automata [32], twist-defect net-
works [33], adiabatic paths of Hamiltonians [25], or fixed-

point path integrals [34–37], and aspects of Floquet code
phenomenology were also linked to symmetry topological
field theory [38].

A key property of the honeycomb code is its period
doubling of expectation values: while the period of the
measurement sequence is 3, the TO takes 6 stages to re-
turn to its original state. Specifically, two of the TC
anyons, labeled e and m, interchange every measure-
ment period. These permutations correspond to bijec-
tive structure-preserving mappings, or automorphisms.
Periodic implementations of such automorphisms extend
topological order into a Floquet-like phase [25]. This
Floquet-enriched topological order (FET) arises not only
within dynamical codes, but was originally proposed for
driven (2 + 1)D TO systems [39, 40].

An important questions is whether these FETs are ro-
bust against disorder. For the honeycomb code, recent
results suggest competitive levels of tolerance to fabrica-
tion defects on realistic physical devices [41, 42], and that
its FET persists amid random modifications to the mea-
surement sequence, such as omitting or splitting up the
two-qubit Pauli operators [43, 44]. Characterizing the ef-
fects of disorder in more general FETs is however an open
question, which is part of our goal in this work. As we will
show, such disordered FETs can have rich phenomenol-
ogy and form a new part of the landscape of quantum
matter emerging from disordered measurements [44–61].

In this work we study FETs with disorder and estab-
lish general features that hold for any underlying Abelian
TO. To this end, we introduce a picture of “competing
automorphisms”: TO systems where automorphisms are
spatiotemporally heterogeneous, i.e., multiple automor-
phisms arise concurrently and act on different disjoint
subregions of the manifold every period. We characterize
these competing automorphisms by determining their ef-
fect on the evolution of and measurements affecting the
dynamical code space. These behaviors are fundamen-
tally decided by the homology of boundary segments of
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Figure 1. A color code topological order (C̃C) can be mapped
through a series of doubled toric code topological orders (TC⊠
TC) via anyon condensation. Upon returning to the original
C̃C, an automorphism φA permutes the anyons of the model,
creating a Floquet-enriched topological order (FET). We use
disorder to modify the condensation sequence by adding or
removing a condensation. Returning to C̃C may now result
in a different automorphism, φB , and a different FET.

the automorphisms’ domain walls, and the anyons that
localize at or are invariant under the transition maps of
the competing automorphisms.

This picture helps characterize dynamical codes sub-
jected to disorder. We present an example microscopic
model that realizes such competing automorphisms us-
ing the dynamic automorphism (DA) color code [26]. In
this code, different measurement sequences result in dif-
ferent automorphisms via anyon condensation [24, 62–
67], cf. Fig. 1. Whereas the TC TO of the honeycomb
code supports only an automorphism group isomorphic
to the 2-element symmetry group S2, the DA color code
is based on a color code (CC) TO with a 72-element
automorphism group [68–71]. This is a wide range of au-
tomorphisms that can compete in the presence of disor-
der, which we introduce by randomly and independently
missing or including measurements.

We study how these competing automorphisms shape
the topology of the space of potential color code FETs.
We formulate necessary and sufficient conditions for dif-
ferent FETs to be connected (i.e., there to be a sequence
of parameter-space paths between them, with each path
formed by modifying their measurement sequences as in
Fig. 1), or for them to be “logically-connected” (i.e., a
consistent logical subspace to be protected along each
path of the sequence and over multiple periods). Per-
forming numerical simulations, we establish phase di-
agrams for these disorder models and show that they
exhibit critical behavior described by bond percolation.
Our study thus explores what new features arise in dy-
namical TOs, while also investigating the robustness of
the DA color code to disordered measurements. Our ap-
proach is generalizable to other dynamical codes and TOs
understandable through their automorphisms.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: In Sec-
tion II, we provide background on FETs and the DA color
code. In Section III, we introduce competing automor-
phisms and characterize general features for any underly-

X

(a) X

X

XX

X

Z
bzgz

rz

(b)

Figure 2. The 6-6-6 honeycomb lattice formed by hexagonal
plaquettes, each assigned a color: red (r), green (g), or blue
(b). Links are colored by their terminating plaquettes; a link
connecting two red plaquettes is also red, for example. A
qubit (black circle) occupies each lattice site. Inset (a). The
weight-6 operator PX constructed from single-qubit Pauli X
terms, used in the Hamiltonian. Inset (b). A single-qubit Z
excites bz, gz, and rz anyons in neighboring plaquettes.

ing Abelian TO. In Section IV we then propose a specific
microscopic realization using a disordered DA color code
and explore its features. We characterize the critical be-
havior of these models in Section V using analytic and
numerical approaches. In Section VI we conclude and
discuss some future directions.

II. BACKGROUND

The color code topological order (CC) is a quantum
system defined on a 2D three-colorable lattice [68–71]. In
our work, we focus on the 6-6-6 honeycomb lattice formed
by tessellating hexagonal plaquettes shown in Fig. 2. We
color each plaquette red (r), green (g), or blue (b) such
that adjacent plaquettes are of different colors; a link
that connects two plaquettes of the same color by con-
vention adopts that color too. A qubit is placed on each
lattice site and the Hamiltonian contains two species of
commuting operators, PX and PZ, formed by the weight-
6 Pauli X and Pauli Z tensor products on the corners of
each hexagonal plaquette, with the identity elsewhere:

HCC = −
∑

plaquette p

PX,p −
∑

plaquette p

PZ,p. (1)

In the ground state of this Hamiltonian, a single-qubit
Pauli operator at a lattice site excites three anyons in the
three adjacent plaquettes, which we label by cσ indicat-
ing both the hosting plaquette color c ∈ {r, g, b} and the
Pauli flavor σ ∈ {x, y, z} that created it. A single-qubit
X therefore creates rx, gx, and bx anyons, for example.
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An X applied to the two qubits of a red link creates a
pair of rx anyons on the plaquettes at its endpoints.

These anyons and their behavior fundamentally de-
fine a TO. Self-statistics capture the topological or spin-
statistics of a particle, while the mutual statistics encode
the Aharonov-Bohm phase of winding one anyon around
another. In particular, bosons have trivial self-exchange
statistics, fermions a −1 statistic, while (Abelian) anyons
can accumulate a general phase in SU(1). Mutual-
semions accumulate a phase of −1 when braided. The
vacuum particle, 1, is a boson and braids trivially with
all other anyons. We have encountered already the 9
other nontrivial bosons of CC, formed by the combi-
nation of r, g, b colors and x, y, z flavors; two of these
bosons that share the same color or flavor braid triv-
ially, but otherwise are mutual-semions. There are also
6 fermions formed by multiple mutual-semions; these are
listed in Appendix A. CC is isomorphic to two copies of
TC, written as CC ≡ TC ⊠ TC denoting the external
tensor product; any anyon in CC can be written as a
tensor product of two anyons from TC [72–74].1

The anyon theory of a TO is also characterized by fu-
sion rules (whereby two anyons in proximity to each other
are equivalent to a third) [75]. It is often convenient to
represent the braiding and fusion rules of the color code
by the “Mermin-Peres magic square” (hereafter referred
to as the magic square) [76, 77]:

rx ry rz
gx gy gz
bx by bz

(2)

such that bosons in the same row or column braid triv-
ially while those that are not are mutual-semions. The
fusion rules are such that two bosons in the same row or
column fuse to make the third, and two anyons of the
same type fuse (annihilate) to the vacuum. We write

rx× rz = ry, rz× gz = bz, gy× gy = 1, (3)

for example.
The automorphisms of a TO are maps between its

anyon theories that preserve the statistics and fusion
rules. For CC, these form a 72-element symmetry group
Aut[CC] that is in correspondence to a subgroup of the
permutations of the magic square: Aut[CC] can be de-
composed2 as (S3 × S3)⋊ S2 such that we can write any
automorphism as the product of one of 6 = 3! row or color
permutations (the symmetry group S3), 6 column or fla-
vor permutations (S3), and 2 color-flavor swapping reflec-
tions about the diagonal of the magic square (S2) [26].
Appendix B provides a more detailed description of the

1 The toric code is characterized by four species of anyons: the
vacuum 1, bosons e and m, and fermion f. There are 42 anyon
species in CC and 4 in TC.

2 The S2 subgroup is not closed under conjugation, and hence we
require the semidirect product.

relevant group-theoretic concepts of the automorphism
group; we summarize some key information here. We
denote elements of Aut[CC] using the cycle notation of
the permutation group S6, indicating the transformation
of the 6 anyon labels r, g, b, and x, y, z. Since all bosons
are composed of one color and one flavor label, cycles
must always be formed of either disjoint color and flavor
cycles, or alternating color and flavor. (rgx)(yz), for ex-
ample, is not a member of Aut[CC], but (rx)(gy)(bz) and
(rg)(xyz) are. We write the identity map as id. Compo-
sition of two elements of Aut[CC] are written as φ2φ1,
evaluated as (φ2φ1)(a) = φ2(φ1(a)) on some anyon a.
The “separation” between two automorphisms φA, φB is
quantified by the transition map

τBA = φBφ
−1
A . (4)

It links φB and φA by φB = τBAφA and satisfies
τAB = τ−1

BA. Aut[CC] can be partitioned by cycle type
into 9 conjugacy classes (sets that are linked by conjuga-
tion with some element in Aut[CC]), which are subsets
of the conjugacy classes of S6. For example, (rg)(xyz)
and (rgb)(xy) both contain one 2-cycle3 and one 3-cycle
and thus both have cycle type [2131]. We denote their
conjugacy class C{(ccc)(σσ)}. All 9 conjugacy classes are
listed in Table I. τBA and τAB are in the same conjugacy
class because permutations and their inverses are always
of the same cycle type.

A. Anyon Condensation

Anyon condensation is the process of relating two
topologically-ordered systems by identifying a set of con-
densed bosons in the “parent” TO with the vacuum parti-
cle in the “child” TO [24, 62–67]; the process has similar-
ities to its namesake Bose-condensations in other phys-
ical systems [64]. Crucially, condensing a nontrivial bo-
son, cσ, in a CC parent phase realizes a child theory
equivalent to the toric code TO, denoted as TC(cσ) [24].
By condensing different bosons at different times, a sys-
tem transitions between different child theories. Indeed,
the honeycomb Floquet code is equivalent to a dynami-
cal transition through the TOs of TC(rx) → TC(gy) →
TC(bz) → TC(rx) → · · · [16]. We diagrammatically
represent this sequence using the magic square notation
of Eq. (2),

•
→ • →

•
→

•
→ · · · ,

such that the • indicates the condensed boson.

3 A k-cycle is a cycle with k labels. It equivalently has order k: if
ϕ is a k-cycle then k ≥ 1 is minimal such that ϕk = id.
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Table I. Conjugacy classes of the automorphism group, Aut[CC] (see Appendix B). Cycle type states the number of k-cycles
that form the automorphisms, with [32] indicating two 3-cycles, for example. D2 is the square of the quantum dimension of a
twist, equal to the number of anyon species that localize at that twist (see Section III). IMS indicates the number of invariant
anyons that form mutual-semion pairs a and b, such that φ(a) = a, φ(b) = b, with a and b having −1-mutual statistics, and
trivial statistics with all other pairs.

Conjugacy Class Cycle Type Example Parity on S3 × S3 log2D2 IMS Number of Elements
C{id} [16] id even 0 4 1

C{(cσ)(cσ)(cσ)} [23] (rx)(gy)(bz) even 1 2 6
C{(ccc)(σσσ)} [32] (rgb)(xyz) even 2 2 4
C{(cc)(σσ)} [1222] (rg)(xy) even 2 0 9
C{(cσcσcσ)} [61] (rxgybz) even 3 0 12
C{(ccc)} [1331] (rgb) even 4 0 4
C{(cc)} [1421] (rg) odd 2 0 6

C{(cσcσ)(cσ)} [2142] (rxgy)(bz) odd 3 0 18
C{(ccc)(σσ)} [112131] (rgb)(xy) odd 4 0 12

Total 72

Importantly, two child theories TC(cσ1) and TC(cσ2)
are compatible if and only if cσ1 and cσ2 are mutual-
semions [26, 32, 78]. This ensures that two regions of
TC(cσ1) and TC(cσ2) in spacetime share an invertible
domain wall: if we start with TC(cσ1) and condense the
cσ2 boson, the quantum state of the TO is preserved.
Any anyon in TC(cσ1) can move across the domain wall
and be mapped onto another anyon in TC(cσ2) with-
out modifying information about the particle (such as
its statistics with other anyons). This process of pair-
ing up consecutive compatible child theories TC(cσ1) →
TC(cσ2) is called a “reversible transition”. In the magic
square notation, reversible transitions require that con-
secutive stages condense bosons that share neither the
same row nor the same column.

It is also possible to construct a TO where anyon con-
densation results in a child CC theory. One such ex-
ample is the “dynamic automorphism” (DA) color code
from Ref. 26, using a parent CC⊠CC theory of two color
code models; this can be envisaged as the honeycomb lat-
tice with two qubits at each lattice site (or equivalently,
two layers of honeycomb lattices) each hosting an inde-
pendent CC phase. The Hamiltonian is equivalent to
Eq. (1), except there are now two of each PX and PZ
that act only on the first or second layers. Condensing
the anyons rz1rz2, gz1gz2, and thus bz1bz2 (where the
subscripts indicate the layer) produces a child theory C̃C
equivalent to the color code.4 The anyons of this theory
have representatives

rx1rx2 ry1rx2 rz1
gx1gx2 gy1gx2 gz1
bx1bx2 by1bx2 bz1

∼
ry1ry2 rx1ry2 rz2
gy1gy2 gx1gy2 gz2
by1by2 bx1by2 bz2

(5)

in correspondence to the CC anyons of Eq. (2), with ∼
indicating equivalence up to fusion with the condensed

4 This is only one such condensation choice; we could condense x-
flavored bosons, for example, and achieve an equivalent theory.

bosons. For example, rx1rx2 × rz1rz2 = ry1ry2. When
referring to anyons of C̃C, if the subscripts are omitted
then we are denoting them by their equivalent sectors in
CC; that is, rx refers to rx1rx2 or ry1ry2.

Condensing an individual anyon from each CC layer al-
ternatively creates a child theory of two decoupled toric
codes, denoted TC(cσ1)⊠TC(cσ2) with ⊠ again indicat-
ing the tensor product. Reversible transitions now occur
in two ways: (1) TC ⊠ TC ↔ TC ⊠ TC are reversible
iff the individual TC1 and TC2 transitions are reversible;
and (2) C̃C ↔ TC ⊠ TC are reversible iff the two con-
densed anyons of the TC⊠TC are of different colors and
neither are z-flavored5 [26].

Crucially, Davydova et al. [26] showed how reversible
dynamical sequences starting and ending at C̃C can tran-
sition the TO in such a way that upon returning to C̃C
an automorphism is enacted on the anyons. For example,
this is a sequence that enacts an (rgb) automorphism,

C̃C →
1

2
→ 2

1
→

2
1 → C̃C (6)

where the 1, 2 labels indicate the condensed boson in
the two CC layers, using the magic square notation from
Eq. (2). That is, this sequence of anyon condensation
maps between the TOs of C̃C → TC(rx1)⊠ TC(bx2) →
TC(bz1) ⊠ TC(gz2) → TC(gy1) ⊠ TC(ry2) → C̃C. It
is possible to produce all 72 Aut[CC]-automorphisms of
the color code in this way using at most 4 intermediary
TC ⊠ TC condensations [26]; Appendix D explains how
to compute the automorphism from any given sequence,
or construct a sequence to realize any given automor-
phism. By repeatedly cycling through a sequence of con-
densates such as Eq. (6) similarly to a driven quantum

5 This condition arises due to the choice of z-flavored condensa-
tions leading to the child theory C̃C.
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system, we thus create an evolving phase that exhibits
time-periodic, Floquet-enriched topological order (FET)
[39]. Anyons present will periodically have their labels
permuted. Multiple measurement sequences can realize
the same automorphism each Floquet period, and there-
fore multiple different systems can exhibit the same FET.

B. Dynamical Codes

We may also interpret these FETs as dynamical QEC
codes capable of encoding and storing quantum informa-
tion. We use here the stabilizer formalism [2, 7, 12, 79]:
taking the PX and PZ plaquette Hamiltonian terms from
Eq. (1), we promote them to generators of an Abelian
“stabilizer” group S.6 The simultaneous +1-eigenspace
of S defines the codespace C such that ∀S ∈ S and
|ψ⟩ ∈ C we have S |ψ⟩ = |ψ⟩. C coincides with the
ground space of our Hamiltonian. Excited states |ψ′⟩,
for which S |ψ′⟩ = − |ψ′⟩ for some S ∈ S, are not in
the codespace; the “excited” stabilizers indicate that the
system has suffered an error. These excited plaquettes
are equivalent to the locations of anyon excitations in
the Hamiltonian picture. Logical operators map between
states within the degenerate codespace C; these are de-
noted as X̄, Z̄ and act with the same algebra on the (log-
ical) Hilbert space of C as X, Z act on single qubits.
All logical operators commute with every stabilizer in S,
forming the centralizer group C(S); the nontrivial log-
icals are those in the centralizer but not the stabilizer
group itself, forming the set L = C(S) \ S.

To perform anyon condensation, we use projective
measurements of the hopping operators for the condensed
boson; these are (typically) weight-2 Pauli operators that
correspond to moving an excitation through the lattice
[24]. For a rx in the color code, for example, it is the
2-qubit X operator on the ends of a red link. Measur-
ing these throughout a system in the codespace of CC
causes a CC → TC(rx) transition [24]. In doing so, the
stabilizer group updates as measured operators are added
and anticommuting operators are combined or removed;
since this group is constantly changing in a dynamical
code, we refer to the current state as the instantaneous
stabilizer group (ISG) [16]. The ISG updates during each
condensation stage.

In our work, we focus on the CC ⊠ CC model of the
DA color code. In this context, the external tensor prod-
uct denotes that the stabilizer group of CC ⊠ CC can
be factored (up to a unitary transformation) into two
independent copies of CC stabilizer groups [26]. The ini-
tial stabilizer group is thus comprised of PX and PZ pla-
quettes on both layers of honeycomb lattices. Forming

6 A stabilizer group is specifically any subgroup of the n-qubit
Pauli group that does not contain −1 and where all the elements
commute. It “stabilizes” a code in the sense that any element of
the stabilizer group acts trivially on the logical subspace.

X̄1

Z̄1

Z̄2

X̄3

X̄4

X̄2 Z̄3 Z̄4

rx bx rz bz

bz

rz

bx

rx

Figure 3. Diagram of the logical operators of the CC model on
a 2-torus. Shown are the 4 pairs of anticommuting X̄ (short-
dashed) and Z̄ (long-dashed) operators from Eq. (7)-(10), sup-
ported on noncontractible cycles of the 2-torus. The honey-
comb lattice structure is ignored for simplicity; the string op-
erators follow the red and blue links of Fig. 2.

the child theory C̃C requires projective measurements
of Z1Z2 on each lattice site, where the subscripts indi-
cate the two layers. TC ⊠ TC child theories are analo-
gous to the previous discussions, with hopping operators
measured on each layer separately for the respective con-
densed anyons.

Our implementation of the DA color code focuses on
a 2-torus that is characterized by linear system size L,
such that there are L plaquettes in each of the horizontal
and vertical directions,7 and joined by periodic boundary
conditions on all sides. Future work may find it fruitful
to consider other topologies or open boundary conditions.
We employ a logical algebra with 4 pairs of anticommut-
ing logical operators constructed out of rx, bz, bx, and
rz effective anyon strings. Two operators are equivalent
(act equivalently on the ground state) if they are related
modulo multiplication with operators in the stabilizer
group [2]. This means that multiple representatives of
each logical operator exist; on the 2-torus these are sup-
ported on homologous noncontractible cycles around the
periodic boundaries.8 Let Ō[a]h and Ō[a]v represent the
equivalence class of logical operators, forming the quo-
tient group C(S)/S. The subscript indicates that the
string wraps around the horizontal or vertical direction
respectively (using the orientation of Fig. 2). An ital-
icized Ō[a]h indicates a particular representative of the

7 Equivalently, 2L lattice sites in the horizontal direction and L
lattice sites vertically.

8 Two cycles are homologous if one can be smoothly deformed into
the other without breaking the chain. A cycle is noncontractible
if it is not homologous to a loop with zero area, i.e. a point.
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equivalence class. We use the logical algebra

X̄1 = Ō[rx]v, Z̄1 = Ō[bz]h, (7)
X̄2 = Ō[bx]v, Z̄2 = Ō[rz]h, (8)
X̄3 = Ō[bx]h, Z̄3 = Ō[rz]v, (9)
X̄4 = Ō[rx]h, Z̄4 = Ō[bz]v. (10)

Figure 3 shows sketches of these operators. An auto-
morphism that permutes the anyons now also permutes
the logical operators. (rb), for example, swaps X̄1 and
X̄2. Computing the remaining transformations we find
that (rb) is equivalent to a SWAP12SWAP34 gate. All 72
automorphisms furnish a subgroup of the 4-qubit Clif-
ford group [26]. This choice of logical algebra is not
unique. Indeed, we are also not restricted to just us-
ing bosons; any choice of 4 anyons that form two pairs of
mutual-semions but otherwise have trivial mutual statis-
tics (hence commuting string operators) can form a valid
logical algebra. Section IV C, for example, describes an
alternative logical algebra using fermions.

III. COMPETING AUTOMORPHISMS

In an FET, an automorphism can be visualized as a
temporal domain wall periodically overlaying the lattice
in spacetime, with anyon worldlines that pass through
the domain wall undergoing that automorphism [24]. In
this section we introduce a disordered system wherein
each period there instead are multiple domain walls that
partition the manifold and enact different automorphisms
on different subregions. We describe the effects of these
“competing automorphisms” on general Abelian TOs and
use CC as an example. In Section IV we present a specific
microscopic disorder model for the DA color code that
realizes this behavior.

We analyze competing automorphisms by considering
the effect of two species of domain walls on the ground
state of an Abelian TO on the 2-torus. Our considera-
tions readily generalize to more species and other topolo-
gies with different genera. We describe the ground state
of these systems using the stabilizer formalism. Specifi-
cally, let S be the stabilizer group for the TO and L the
nontrivial logical operators. For CC, L includes Eqs. (7)-
(10) and their representatives. We start from a ground
state at t = 0 with instantaneous stabilizers S0 = S and
logicals L0 = L. Before time-step t = 1 we partition
the manifold and label each contiguous region A or B.
To each we simultaneously apply one of two species of
temporal domain walls, with automorphisms φA and φB
respectively (one of which may be trivial, and we assume
φA ̸= φB), cf. Fig. 4. We may equivalently view this
as φA being applied everywhere and B-subregions of the
lattice chosen to additionally enact τBA.

There are two main effects that determine the evolu-
tion of the system to t = 1: firstly, stabilizers in S0 may
map onto logicals in L, such that the ISG, i.e., the image
S1 at t = 1 of S0 under the enacted automorphisms, may

t = 0

φA

t

t = 1

φB

W [a]
W [ā]

W [φA(a)]
W [φB(ā)]

Figure 4. Spacetime illustration of a section of an Abelian
TO with time flowing upwards, where φA and φB domain
walls act concurrently on disjoint regions of the lattice be-
tween times t = 0 and t = 1. At t = 0, the product of
the two operators W [a] and W [ā] with support straddling a
(closed) segment of the φA-φB boundary is trivial and in the
stabilizer group. At t = 1, this operators evolves to the (po-
tentially nontrivial) product W [φA(a)]W [φB(ā)].

include nontrivial logical operators of the TO, L∩S1 ̸= ∅.
In this case, at least one qubit of logical information has
left the logical subspace, and become available to be read
out by stabilizer measurements.9 Secondly, the logical
operators may transform under these automorphisms.

We now examine the first effect. Consider a closed
segment of the boundary between φA and φB domain
walls. Let W [a] denote a string operator for anyon a
along this segment. The operator O0 =W [a]W [ā] strad-
dling the boundary as in Fig. 4 is a stabilizer at t = 0,
since a× ā = 1. At t = 1, this has evolved to

O1 =W [φA(a)]W [φB(ā)]. (11)

Let b = φA(a). Then, if φA(a) = φB(a) we have that
b = τBA(b). In such a case,

φB(ā) = τBA(b̄) = τBA(b) = b̄, (12)

and so O1 is still a stabilizer in S:

O1 =W [b]W [b̄] =W [b× b] ≡ 1, (13)

where the equalities are up to stabilizer products. How-
ever, if b ̸= τBA(b), then we get

O1 =W [c], where c = b× τBA(b̄) ̸= 1. (14)

9 In this analysis, for ease of presentation, we imagine automor-
phisms and stabilizer measurements occurring at different times.
In dynamical code implementations these two processes typically
occur simultaneously, hence the logicals in L∩S1 are measured.
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φ

c

φ(b̄)b

Figure 5. An anyon c decomposes into two anyons b and
φ(b̄) in the vicinity of the endpoint (twist) of a domain wall.
Moving anticlockwise around the endpoint enacts the auto-
morphism φ. Since b× (φ−1φ)(b̄) = 1, we say that c localizes
at the φ twist. This picture applies to both temporal and spa-
tial domain walls, and hence a time arrow is not indicated.

If the segment of the φA-φB boundary thatW follows is a
noncontractible cycle of the 2-torus, then O1 is a logical
operator Ō[c] ∈ L.10 This Ō[c] evolved from a stabi-
lizer; hence, a logical qubit is now in the +1-eigenspace
of this logical operator. The reverse of Fig. 4 also ap-
plies: a logical operator at t = 0 evolves to a stabilizer
at t = 1, and logical information encoded at t = 0 thus
leaves the logical subspace to be detected during stabi-
lizer measurement. These two behaviors jointly enact a
logical measurement on the system.

A useful characterization for anyons is localization at
domain wall endpoints (or “twists” [80]): if anyon c has
fusion channel c = b× φ(b̄), where φ is the domain wall
automorphism for an anyon encircling a twist anticlock-
wise, it is said to localize at that twist by the process in
Fig. 5 [70]. At a φA-φB boundary, anyon localization of
c occurs if c = b × (φBφ

−1
A )(b̄) (cf. Fig. 6). Hence, the

anyon c in Eq. (14) localizes at τBA = φBφ
−1
A twists.

The number of anyons that can localize at a twist
equals D2, the square of the quantum dimension D of
the twist. D tracks the increase in dimension of the
Hilbert space when twists are introduced.11 For a Z2

TO like CC with each anyon its own antiparticle, log2 D2

indicates the number of independent (under fusion) non-
trivial anyon strings introduced to the ISG at a φA-φB
boundary segment; when at least one segment is non-
contractible, log2 D2 is also the number of logical qubits
measured. If c localizes at τBA, then for any automor-
phism φ, φ(c) localizes at φτBAφ−1. Hence, the quantum
dimension of an automorphism’s twist is a characteristic
of its conjugacy class. Table I lists log2 D2 for each conju-
gacy class in Aut[CC]. Notably, C{(cσ)(cσ)(cσ)} is the

10 Distinct noncontractible segments of a boundary around homol-
ogous cycles create Ō[c] that are representations of equivalent
logical operators, because the boundary as a whole is homologi-
cally trivial.

11 This relation applies only for Abelian anyon theories; in non-
Abelian theories, one must also consider the quantum dimension
of localizing anyons [31, 70, 81].

φB

c

(φBφ
−1
A )(b̄)b

φA

φ−1
A (b̄)

Figure 6. A φA and a φB domain wall separated by a bound-
ary (indicated by the point). A c anyon that has fusion rule
c = b× (φBφ

−1
A )(b̄) localizes at this boundary.

only conjugacy class that measures exactly one logical
qubit, log2 D2 = 1; the one nontrivial localized anyon
for an automorphism (c1σ1)(c2σ2)(c3σ3) is the fermion
c1σ1 × c2σ2 × c3σ3.

We now consider the second effect: the transformation
of logical operators. Representatives of logical operators
that have support entirely contained within a φ temporal
domain wall transform as

Ō[a] 7→ Ō[φ(a)]. (15)

If the domain wall can contain the support of at least
one representative of each logical operator, then it can-
not have noncontractible boundary segments and hence
L ∩ S1 = ∅; no logical operator is measured and L is
preserved. If the φA-φB boundary has noncontractible
segments, then some logical operators will have all repre-
sentatives intersecting this boundary, cf. Fig. 7. How-
ever, Eq. (15) still applies (with φ = φA or φB) if
φA(a) = φB(a). Equivalently, b = τBA(b) for b = φA(a),
i.e., b is invariant under τBA. Whether this condition
holds is set by anyon localization, according to the lemma
(proven in Appendix C):

Lemma 1. For an automorphism τ and anyon b, b =
τ(b) if and only if b and c braid trivially for all anyons
c that localize at τ .

An important consequence of this lemma is that if b1
and b2 are mutual-semions that are both invariant under
τBA, then neither b1 nor b2 can localize at τBA. The
logical operators Ō[a1]v and Ō[a2]h [with b1 = φA(a1),
b2 = φA(a2)] anticommute, forming a logical X̄ and Z̄
that satisfy Eq. (15). Moreover, they do not map onto
one of the measured W [c] φA-φB boundary-operators,
and they also commute with all such measurements.
The existence of an invariant mutual-semion pair under
τBA thus guarantees a logical qubit that is not mea-
sured in any partition of competing φA and φB do-
main walls. We call this a “protected” logical qubit.
Since both (Ō[a1]v, Ō[a2]h) and (Ō[a1]h, Ō[a2]v) form an-
ticommuting X̄ and Z̄ pairs, we in fact have two pro-
tected qubits per invariant mutual-semion pair. If an
anyon b is invariant under τBA, then for any automor-
phism φ, φ(b) is invariant under the conjugate automor-
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phism φτBAφ
−1. Hence, the number of invariant mutual-

semion pairs characterizes the conjugacy class of τBA.
For τBA ∈ Aut[CC], the only conjugacy classes with such
pairs are C{id}, C{(cσ)(cσ)(cσ)} and C{(ccc)(σσσ)}, cf.
Table I. For example, τBA = (rx)(gy)(bz) has rx and bz
as invariant mutual-semions.

These two properties—localized and invariant
anyons—set the extent to which a completely mixed
logical state purifies over one period of competing
automorphisms. log2 D2 indicates the number of logical
qubits measured if the boundaries of the competing
automorphisms contain noncontractible segments. The
number of invariant mutual-semions (IMS) is the number
of such logical qubits that will not be measured out,
regardless of the particular domain wall configurations.
For example, if log2 D2 = 2 and IMS = 0 for the CC
model on the 2-torus, then although 2 of the 4 qubits
will not be measured out between t = 0 and t = 1 in any
given domain wall configuration, the measured 2 qubits
for W [c] of Eq. (14) along each of the noncontractible
cycles span the logical space.12 On the other hand,
IMS = 2 means that the same 2 logical qubits are
protected in any configuration.

What about multiple consecutive realizations of com-
peting automorphisms? Consider that between t = 1 and
t = 2 we again (randomly) partition the manifold and
enact φA and φB . Assume that the φA-φB boundaries
contain noncontractible segments such that logical opera-
tors are measured. If a protected logical qubit exists from
t = 0 to t = 2, there must be mutual-semions that braid
trivially with the anyons c that localize at τBA between
t = 0 and t = 1. They must also braid trivially with
the anyons that will localize between t = 1 and t = 2,
that is φ−1

A (c) or φ−1
B (c). If all localized anyons braid

trivially (in the CC model, this is guaranteed whenever
there is a single nontrivial localized anyon, log2 D2 = 1),
then Lemma 1 tells us that φ−1

A (c) = φ−1
B (c). Extending

this argument to t→ ∞, we therefore have two protected
logical qubits for each pair of mutual-semions that braid
trivially with φ−t

A (c) for t = 0, 1, 2, . . . and for all c that
localize at τBA. If not all localized anyons have triv-
ial mutual statistics,13 then requiring that the mutual-
semions braid trivially with all (φtφt−1 · · ·φ1)(c) where
each φi ∈ {φ−1

A , φ−1
B } and t = 0, 1, 2, . . . is a sufficient

condition for a protected logical qubit.
We now summarize the main effects of different parti-

tions of competing automorphisms. We call a configura-
tion of φA and φB temporal domain walls φA-dominant if
the A-labelled subregions can completely contain a non-
contractible cycle from every homology class. That is,

12 This occurs when the localized anyons braid trivially with each
other.

13 In the CC model nontrivial mutual statistics is required for
log2 D2 > 1 with IMS > 0, otherwise four commuting logicals
can be measured on conjugate noncontractible φA-φB boundary
cycles.

Figure 7. A 2-torus showing two temporal domain walls. If
the boundary of a domain wall has only contractible segments
(checked region), there exists at least one representative of
each logical operator (red and blue lines) that avoids inter-
secting the boundary. On the other hand, a domain wall with
a noncontractible boundary segment (striped region) always
bisects one of each X̄, Z̄ logical operator pairs.

the support of a representation of each logical operator
can be contained within the A-subregions. φB-dominant
configurations are defined analogously. Eq. (15)—with
φ = φA or φB respectively—holds for a representative
of each logical operator. In these configurations, the φA-
φB boundaries have only contractible segments. L can
be preserved; logical information is not necessarily lost
or measured. However, if the φA-φB boundaries con-
tain noncontractible segments, such as the striped re-
gion in Fig. 7,14 then at least one logical operator is
measured corresponding to the nontrivial anyons that
localize at τBA. A necessary condition for any logical
qubit to be protected over one period of any random re-
alization is that it must have its X̄ and Z̄ formed from
mutual-semions that satisfy φA(a) = φB(a), or equiv-
alently b = τBA(b) for b = φA(a) (i.e., b is invariant
under τBA). The number of invariant or localized anyons
is characteristic of each τBA’s conjugacy class.

IV. DA DISORDER MODEL

To illustrate the usefulness of these results and the
competing automorphism picture, we now present a spe-
cific microscopic disorder model, based on the DA color
code [26], that realizes these systems for CC. In Sec-
tion II, we constructed measurement sequences that can

14 In addition to the example striped region in Fig. 7, the boundary
might alternatively contain a noncontractible segment extending
around both cycles of the torus. In this case, the measured logical
operator is equivalent to a product of Ōv and Ōh logical operators
using the algebra in Fig. 3. The resulting behavior is therefore
analogous to the case discussed here.
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generate any automorphism. To add disorder, consider
Eq. (6), for example. We introduce a disordered mea-
surement by selecting one condensed anyon, such as the
bz1 condensations in the third stage. For each associated
link on the lattice, each period we independently include
that link in the measurement sequence with probability
p ∈ [0, 1]. Otherwise, it is omitted. We denote such a
disordered sequence in the shorthand

C̃C →
1

2
→ 2 →

1︸ ︷︷ ︸
p

→
2
1 → C̃C. (16)

It is instructive to consider the extremes of this dis-
order. When p = 0, no bz1 links are measured and we
follow the sequence

C̃C →
1

2
→ 2 →

2
1 → C̃C,

which enacts an (rxgybz) automorphism (see Ap-
pendix D for an explanation of deriving this automor-
phism). When p = 1 we measure all the bz1 links and
follow

C̃C →
1

2
→ 2

1
→

2
1 → C̃C,

with automorphism (rgb). We call these stochastic
condensation sequences “1-component disorder models”,
with a parameter p that defines a trajectory that interpo-
lates between the measurement sequences of one FET at
p = 0 and another FET at p = 1. In this manuscript we
restrict attention to disorder models with measurement
sequences at p = 0 and p = 1 containing solely reversible
transitions (and are thus FETs). In Section IV D we gen-
eralize this idea to m-component disorder models.

A 1-component disorder model exhibits the three be-
haviors discussed in Section III. Let φA be the automor-
phism enacted when p = 0, and φB when p = 1. For
some critical value pc ∈ [0, 1], we have:

(1) Subcritical phase: p < pc such that with high
probability configuration is φA-dominant.

(2) Critical point: p ∼ pc such that with high
probability the φA-φB boundary contains noncon-
tractible segments.

(3) Supercritical phase: p > pc such that with high
probability the configuration is φB-dominant.

Figure 8 depicts the Eq. (16) disorder model in the su-
percritical phase.

1

2
→ 2 →

2
1

(rgb)
C̃C

(rxgybz)

t

1

2
→ 2

1
→

2
1

φA

τBAφB

{

Figure 8. Spacetime illustration of one period of the 1-
component disorder model from Eq. (16), with two competing
automorphisms: φA = (rxgybz) and φB = (rgb). Time runs
upwards and the spatial planes represent timeslices of the C̃C
TO. The (rgb) domain wall is the dominant region, containing
the support of noncontractible cycles, characteristic of the su-
percritical disordered phase. The inset shows the perspective
where we enact a φA domain wall everywhere, and only the
transition map τBA forms clusters.

As was discussed in Section III, the φA-φB boundary
segments host string operators in the stabilizer group.
From a microscopic perspective, these are formed from
links at the boundary of the disordered stage and the
immediately-preceding condensate in the same CC layer.
These operators are measured during anyon condensa-
tion. In Eq. (16), for example, the measured anyon after
the disordered bz1 condensations is the fermion rx1×bz1.
Following the condensations forward to C̃C at t = 1, this
fermion updates to become rx1ry2×bz1, which is equiv-
alent to the ry× bz fermion in C̃C.

This measured anyon is precisely the anyon from Sec-
tion III that localizes at τBA. We show in Section IV A
that these localized anyons must always be fermions of
the color code. In the example of Eq. (16), we have
τBA = (rgb) · (rxgybz)−1 = (rz)(gx)(by). We can write
ry×bz = ry×τBA(ry) and therefore the fermion ry×bz
localizes at the boundary.

If the φA-φB boundaries contain a noncontractible
path, then these strings are logical operators that have
now been measured. In our example, that would be the
Ō[ry × bz] vertical or horizontal operators in the C̃C
phase at t = 1 (or Ō[by × gz] at t = 0). Because the
string is formed from the product of links set by the disor-
der, there is exactly one anyon species measured. Hence,
in the thermodynamic limit of L → ∞, one—and only
one—logical qubit is measured out only at the critical
point p = pc of a 1-component disorder model. Whether
only one logical degree of freedom is measured out over
multiple periods depends on the structure of subsequent
disorder partitions as well as the properties of the auto-
morphisms; these cases are discussed in Section IVC.
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A. Adjacent FETs

In this section, we examine the properties of the dis-
order model in more detail. In particular, what pairs of
FETs can compete? We introduce the definition:

Definition 1 (Adjacent FETs). Two FETs A and B
with automorphisms φA and φB are adjacent if there ex-
ists a 1-component disorder model that realizes competing
φA and φB temporal domain walls.

At criticality, a 1-component disorder model measures
exactly one logical qubit (with high probability); by Sec-
tion III, this necessitates that τBA has log2 D2 = 1. From
Table I, for Aut[CC] there is only one conjugacy class
for which this is true. Two FETs in the DA color code
are thus adjacent only if their automorphisms satisfy the
separation condition

τBA ∈ C{(cσ)(cσ)(cσ)}. (17)

There are several immediate consequences of this:

(1) The trivial FET, 1, with φ = id is adjacent only to
FETs with automorphisms in the C{(cσ)(cσ)(cσ)}
conjugacy class. This follows from φB = τBA · id.

(2) Adjacent FETs always have different parities on
the S2 subgroup of Aut[CC] (color-flavor exchange,
c.f. Appendix B 2), but the same parities on the
S3 × S3 subgroup (color or flavor permutations).
This comes from τBA having odd-parity on the S2

subgroup, but even-parity on the S3×S3 subgroup.

(3) Two FETs in the same conjugacy class are never
adjacent, since elements of a conjugacy class have
the same parities on all subgroups.

(4) The logical operator that is measured when the
system is tuned near the critical point must be
a fermion string. This is because there is pre-
cisely one nontrivial anyon—a fermion—that local-
izes at twists corresponding to the automorphisms
in C{(cσ)(cσ)(cσ)} [70]. For a (c1σ1)(c2σ2)(c3σ3)
automorphism, this fermion is c1σ1 × c2σ2 × c3σ3.

We can promote this separation condition to a suf-
ficient and necessary condition by showing that for all
FET pairs with automorphisms satisfying Eq. (17) there
exists a measurement sequence and 1-component disorder
model that connects them. We first introduce the idea
of concatenating two measurement sequences: let Ai, Cj
denote some TC ⊠ TC child theories. For a sequence

C̃C → A1 → · · · → Am → C̃C (18)

that realizes automorphism φA, and a sequence

C̃C → Am → C1 → · · · → Cn → C̃C (19)

that realizes automorphism φC , we can construct the
concatenated sequence

C̃C → A1 → · · · → Am → C1 → · · · → Cn → C̃C (20)

that realizes automorphism φCφA. Now, the trivial FET,
1, is adjacent to all FETs in C{(cσ)(cσ)(cσ)}; we ex-
plicitly provide example 1-component disorder models
in Appendix E to prove this. Then, let A and B be
any two FETs with automorphisms φA and φB that sat-
isfy the separation condition, τBA ∈ C{(cσ)(cσ)(cσ)}.
It is possible (see Appendix D) to construct a mea-
surement sequence for A such that its final TC ⊠ TC
child theory is the same as the first TC ⊠ TC child the-
ory of the measurement sequence that connects id and
τBA via a 1-component disorder model. Using the result
above, we concatenate the measurement sequence for A
with the measurement sequence that realizes φC = id
or φC = τBA. We now have a 1-component disorder
model that creates automorphisms φA = id · φA and
φB = τBAφA. Thus, two FETs are adjacent if and only
if their automorphisms satisfy Eq. (17).

The space of FETs in which Eq. (17) establishes adja-
cency labels FETs solely by their automorphisms. Hence
in this space, distinct measurement sequences realizing
the same automorphism are identified. Eq. (17) is an
existence condition for suitable measurement sequences
realizing FETs A and B; it does not guarantee that there
is a 1-component disorder model involving any given two
measurement sequences realizing FETs A and B.

B. Connected FETs

Competing automorphisms and 1-component disorder
models provide a natural method of interpolating be-
tween different FETs by modifying one part of their mea-
surement cycle. What additional structure emerges when
we consider the space of these adjacent FETs? To answer
this, we introduce an extension of adjacency:

Definition 2 (Connected FETs). Two FETs, A0 and
Am, are connected if there exists an adjacency sequence
of FETs {A0, A1, . . . , Am}, such that Ai and Ai+1 are
adjacent for all i = 0, . . . ,m− 1. The length of this se-
quence is defined as m.

In interpreting this definition, we recall that we work
with a space of FETs that identifies distinct measure-
ment sequences realizing the same FET. Hence for each
j = 1, . . . , m − 1, we allow for FET Aj to be realized
by distinct measurement sequences in the 1-component
disorder models connecting it to Aj−1 and to Aj+1.15

Based on this definition, we pose the question: are any
two arbitrary FETs connected? Equivalently, construct-
ing the graph G = (N,E) with each node in N a distinct
FET and an edge in E joining adjacent FETs, is this
graph connected? If two nodes n,m ∈ N are joined

15 In a space that distinguishes distinct measurement sequences,
different measurement sequences realizing the same FET may
not be connected in the sense of Definition 2, see App. F.
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← C{id}
← C{(cc)(σσ)}

← C{(ccc)(σσσ)}
← C{(ccc)}
← C{(cσ)(cσ)(cσ)}

← C{(cσcσcσ)}

C{(cc)} →

C{(ccc)(σσ)} →

C{(cσcσ)(cσ)} →

Figure 9. Each row and column corresponds to one of the
72 automorphisms in Aut[CC], grouped by conjugacy class.
The color indicates the minimum number of edges connect-
ing the nodes in G associated with the row and column au-
tomorphisms; equivalently, it is the length of the minimum
adjacency sequence connecting the two FETs of those auto-
morphisms. There are two distinct clusters, grouped by their
parity on the S3 × S3 subgroup; even-parity automorphisms
are in the bottom left quadrant and odd-parity in the top
right quadrant. White squares indicate that there is no pos-
sible adjacency sequence to connect those two FETs.

by an edge, then their automorphisms φn, φm satisfy
τmn ∈ C{(cσ)(cσ)(cσ)}. By Section IV A, φm = τmnφn
has the same parity on S3 × S3 as φn. There is thus
no path in G connecting two FETs with automorphisms
of different parity on S3 × S3, and G has (at least) two
non-empty connected components. Each component con-
tains 36 FETs, grouped by the conjugacy class of their
automorphisms (cf. Table I).16

We numerically compute all inequivalent 1-component
disorder models by enumerating the possible isomor-
phism contributions (see Appendix D), thus specifying
the graph G. Figure 9 shows the minimum graph dis-
tances on G between all FETs, as well as displaying the
separation into exactly two connected components.

We can explain these distances, starting from the sim-
ple case of transitions from the trivial FET: We begin
with the sequence of two adjacent FETs {1, A1}. Us-
ing a 1-component disorder model, if A1 is adjacent

16 There is no direct interpretation of these two components in
terms of logical gates. In particular, the mapping from auto-
morphisms to gates is intrinsically dependent on the geometry
and boundary conditions of the manifold. For a fixed algebra on
the 2-torus, each automorphism can be written as a logical gate
in the 4-qubit Clifford group. No apparent structure emerges,
however, when viewing these gates grouped by their parity.

to the trivial FET then its automorphism φ1 satisfies
φ1 = τ10 · id = τ10, where τ10 ∈ C{(cσ)(cσ)(cσ)}. Any
automorphism in C{(cσ)(cσ)(cσ)} can be realized from
the identity using a 1-component disorder model, as dis-
cussed in Section IV A.

Since these automorphisms exchange color and flavor,
we can interpret τ10 geometrically as a reflection of the
magic square (placed on a 2-torus) along a mirror line
parallel to the diagonal or antidiagonal. Specifically, the
mirror line intersects the three bosons listed by the three
2-cycles of the automorphism. (ry)(gz)(bx), for example,
has a mirror line through anyons ry, gz, and bx.

For a sequence {1, A1, A2}, the associated automor-
phism for A2 must satisfy φ2 = τ21φ1 = τ21τ10, where
both τ21, τ10 ∈ C{(cσ)(cσ)(cσ)} are such reflections. If
τ21 = τ10 we arrive back at id. Otherwise, there are two
scenarios to consider:

(1) If the two mirror lines are perpendicular, then by
the Compositions of Reflections over Intersecting
Lines Theorem, this enacts a rotation by π about
their intersection. This populates the C{(cc)(σσ)}
conjugacy class. There are 9 such intersections
(each entry of the magic square), agreeing with the
class’s number of elements in Table I.

(2) If the two mirror lines are parallel, then by the Re-
flection in Parallel Lines Theorem, this enacts a
translation normal to the two lines. That is, φ2

translates along either the diagonal or antidiagonal
directions of the magic square, and thus belongs to
C{(ccc)(σσσ)}. There are two directions and two
nontrivial and nonequivalent magnitudes of trans-
lation, forming the 4 elements in this class.

There are two more conjugacy classes remaining in
the even-parity component: C{(cσcσcσ)} and C{(ccc)}.
We can realize any automorphism in the former class,
e.g. (c1σ1c2σ2c3σ3), with a sequence {1, A1, A2, A3}
by choosing τ32 = (c1σ3)(c2σ2)(c3σ3) and τ21τ10 =
(c1c3)(σ1σ2) such that φ3 = τ32τ21τ10. It is not possi-
ble to realize C{(ccc)} with such a sequence because this
class has trivial S2 components but an odd number of τ
reflections results in a net nontrivial reflection. Rather,
using a sequence {1, A1, A2, A3, A4} we can compose a
diagonal translation τ43τ32 with an antidiagonal transla-
tion τ21τ10 such that φ4 = τ43τ32τ21τ10 translates along
the vertical or horizontal directions of the magic square,
realizing any C{(ccc)}.17

For any two arbitrary FETs in the same component,
A and B, with associated automorphisms φA and φB ,

17 We can also show that these are the minimum graph distances be-
tween each FET by considering the D2 of the conjugacy classes.
The reflections C{(cσ)(cσ)(cσ)} have D2 = 2. C{(ccc)(σσσ)}
and C{(cc)(σσ)} have D2 = 4, requiring two reflections to popu-
late a fusion group with the required number of localized anyons.
Similarly, C{(cσcσcσ)} has D2 = 8 and C{(ccc)} has D2 = 16,
requiring three and four reflections respectively.
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the minimum graph distance between them can be found
by identifying the minimum graph distance between the
trivial FET and the FET with automorphism τBA. That
is, let the minimum adjacency sequence between 1 and
the FET with automorphism τBA be {1, A1, . . . , AτBA

}
containing m + 1 FETs. Then by concatenating each
of the m 1-component disorder models in this adjacency
sequence with the measurement sequence for A, we get
{A, A · A1, . . . , A · AτBA

= B} (with · used informally
here to denote the result of concatenating the two mea-
surement sequences of those FETs). There does not exist
a shorter adjacency sequence between A and B, because
if there did then we could perform the reverse process
and concatenate each of its FETs with a measurement se-
quence for φ−1

A , thereby realizing an adjacency sequence
between 1 and τBA with less than m + 1 FETs. For ex-
ample, take (rb) and (rgb)(xy). Their transition map is
τ = (rgb)(xy) · (rb)−1 = (gb)(xy), which is connected to
the trivial FET via a graph distance of 2, and thus the
FETs with automorphisms (rb) and (rgb)(xy) are also
connected via a graph distance of 2.
1-component disorder models therefore prompt a no-

tion of connectivity between FETs of the DA color code.
We have seen that two FETs with different parity on the
S3 × S3 subgroup cannot be connected in this way, and
the minimum length adjacency sequence for two FETs
with automorphisms φA and φB is found by taking the
minimum length sequence between the trivial FET and
the FET with automorphism τBA.

C. Logically-Connected FETs

We have so far stated sufficient and necessary condi-
tions on the theoretical ability for disorder to generate
different automorphisms and FETs. We now consider the
behavior of the systems evolving over multiple periods of
these measurement sequences, especially away from the
deterministic cases of p = 0 or 1. In particular, we focus
on the effect that disorder has on the logical subspace.

One characteristic quality of this evolution is whether
some logical qubits remain protected despite this disor-
der. In the long-time limit, this number will always be
even: if an operator Ō[c]v is measured, the commuting
operator Ō[c]h can also be measured under a different dis-
order realization in subsequent periods. A code evolving
under a particular disorder model will therefore always
have 0, 2, or 4 qubits measured out (or conversely, pro-
tected) in the limit of t→ ∞ periods. To quantify which
competing automorphisms permit such protected qubits,
we introduce a stricter definition of connectedness:

Definition 3 (Logically-Connected). Two FETs A0 and
Am are logically-connected if there exists an adjacency se-
quence of FETs {A0, . . . , Am} with a consistent nonzero-
dimensional logical Hilbert subspace that remains pro-
tected in the limit of t→ ∞ periods, for any p ∈ [0, 1] in
any of the m sets of 1-component disorder models between
FETs Ai and Ai+1.

Here, “consistent” means that the same logical Hilbert
subspace is protected in all of the 1-component disorder
models; we interpret this as there being a logical degree
of freedom that is unaffected by the disorder modifying
A0 into Am. By definition, any Ai, Aj in the sequence are
also logically-connected, and logically-connected FETs
are necessarily also connected FETs.

We first consider adjacent FETs. Let φA and φB be
the two competing automorphisms. The nontrivial anyon
that localizes at τBA ∈ C{(cσ)(cσ)(cσ)} is a fermion,
which braids trivially with itself and the vacuum. From
Section III, if all anyons c that localize at τBA braid
trivially, then each pair of mutual-semions that are in-
variant under τBA and braid trivially with all φ−t

A (c) for
t = 0, 1, 2, . . . guarantees the existence of 2 protected log-
ical qubits as t→ ∞.

This allows us to restrict which automorphisms can be
logically-connected; to do so, we first explain how au-
tomorphisms map the fermions of the color code. As
detailed in Appendix A, there are 6 fermions, forming
two fermion groups F and F ′ with −1 mutual statistics
between different fermions within the same group and
trivial mutual statistics otherwise. These fermions are
mapped by automorphisms according to the lemma:

Lemma 2. For any fermion f, if the automorphism φ
has even parity on the subgroup S3×S3, then the fermion
φ(f) is in the same fermion group as f. If the parity is
odd, then φ(f) is in the other fermion group.

A proof of this is provided in Appendix A.
Now, if two fermions are in different fermion groups,

there is no fermion that braids trivially with both. More-
over, using the “fermion magic square” from Appendix A,
a given fermion f ∈ F only braids trivially with the
bosons in its row (and the vacuum). For example,
ry × bx × gz only braids trivially with the ry, bx, and
gz bosons. Similarly, f′ ∈ F ′ only braids trivially with
the bosons in its column. Therefore, the sole boson that
braids trivially with both f and f′ is the boson at the
intersection of the row and column. By Lemma 2, for
any fermion f there thus exists one nontrivial anyon, not
a pair of mutual-semions, that braids trivially with both
f and φ−1(f) if φ has odd-parity on S3 × S3 (note that
the parity of φ and φ−1 are the same). Hence, two FETs
with automorphisms with odd-parity on S3 × S3 can-
not be logically-connected. Moreover, since FETs in the
odd-parity component are connected only to other FETs
in the odd-parity component, this means that they are
logically-connected to no FET. Any 1-component disor-
der model involving an odd-parity FET and tuned near
the critical point will necessarily measure out all 4 logical
qubits given enough time.

We now consider FETs connected via a sequence of
adjacent FETs {A0, A1, . . . , Am} with automorphisms
φ0, φ1, . . . , φm. If there exists a common protected logi-
cal subspace in the 1-component disorder models between
each pair of FETs Ai and Ai+1, then the localized fermion
in each case must be from the same fermion group. We
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Table II. Protected logical algebra for a localized F -fermion.

Operator Anyon Representation Equivalent Logical

X̃1 Ō[rx× bz]v X̄1Z̄4

Z̃1 Ō[rz× by]h Z̄1Z̄2X̄3

X̃2 Ō[rx× bz]h Z̄1X̄4

Z̃2 Ō[rz× by]v X̄2Z̄3Z̄4

note the lemma (proof in Appendix A):

Lemma 3. If two reflections τ1, τ2 ∈ C{(cσ)(cσ)(cσ)}
are about parallel mirror lines of the magic square, then
their localized anyons are fermions in the same fermion
group. Otherwise, they are in different fermion groups.

Therefore, for this condition to hold, each τ(i+1)i must
be a reflection about a mirror line parallel to all other
τ(j+1)j in the adjacency sequence, with i, j = 0, . . . ,m−1.
By the Reflection in Parallel Lines Theorem, the only
possible conjugacy classes created from an even number
of these reflections are translations along a diagonal of
the magic square, that is C{id} or C{(ccc)(σσσ)}. An
odd number of reflections results in another reflection
about a parallel mirror line. Therefore, assuming that
A0 ̸= Am, a necessary condition for A0 and Am to be
logically-connected is that

τm0 ∈ C{(ccc)(σσσ)} (21)

for even m, or

τm0 ∈ C{(cσ)(cσ)(cσ)} (22)

for odd m. Furthermore, we know from Section IV B
that if τBA ∈ C{(cσ)(cσ)(cσ)} then FETs A and B are
adjacent, and if τBA ∈ C{(ccc)(σσσ)} then FETs A and
B are connected using two 1-component disorder models.
Moreover, in a valid FET with reversible condensations
we conjecture that there is no other mechanism for affect-
ing the logical subspace beyond the measured fermions
discussed here, and so these conditions should guaran-
tee the existence of a consistent protected non-zero di-
mensional logical subspace. Assuming this conjecture to
be true, any two arbitrary FETs A and B are logically-
connected iff their automorphisms have even parity on
S3 × S3, and τBA satisfies either Eq. (21) or Eq. (22).

For models where there is a protected logical subspace,
these results also enable a prescription to identify repre-
sentatives of its protected logical operators: for S3 × S3

even-parity automorphisms, φ−t(f) are guaranteed to be
in the same fermion group for all integers t ≥ 0 by
Lemma 2. Therefore, the protected logical operators
are constructed out of fermions from the other group,
which are guaranteed to braid trivially with all measured
fermions. There are thus two possible candidates for log-
ical subspaces that are protected in a 1-component dis-
order model: if the localized fermion belongs to the F
fermion group, then a representative logical algebra is

Table III. Protected logical algebra for a localized F ′-fermion.

Operator Anyon Representation Equivalent Logical

X̃1 Ō[rz× bx]v X̄2Z̄3

Z̃1 Ō[rx× by]h Z̄1X̄3X̄4

X̃2 Ō[rz× bx]h Z̄2X̄3

Z̃2 Ō[rx× by]v X̄1X̄2Z̄4

given by Table II; if it belongs to the F ′ fermion group,
then we instead use Table III. Notably, the time-evolution
of an observable from this algebra at point p ∈ [0, 1] in
any logically-connected 1-component disorder model is
indistinguishable from any other point p̃ ∈ [0, 1].

D. m-Component Disorder Models

We have so far considered only pairs of FETs that arise
from 1-component disorder models; we now generalize
our results to m-component disorder models where we
introduce m parameters p1, . . . , pm ∈ [0, 1] that deter-
mine the probability of independently measuring links in
m components of the measurement sequence. For exam-
ple, a 2-component disorder model with two independent
disordered stages and probabilities p1 and p2 is

C̃C →
1

2
→ 2 1 →

1︸ ︷︷ ︸
p1

→
1

2
→ 2

︸ ︷︷ ︸
p2

→ C̃C. (23)

We can associate such a model with a 2-dimensional pa-
rameter space [0, 1]2 indexed by vectors p = (p1, p2). The
four corners of this parameter space have measurement
sequences that enact four different automorphisms:

p2

p1 0 1

0 id (rx)(gy)(bz)
1 (rz)(gx)(by) (rgb)(xzy)

(24)

Additional examples are given in Appendix E. Within an
m-dimensional parameter space we can define a trajec-
tory p(p) ∈ [0, 1]m that interpolates between the FETs
at two different corners, with p ∈ [0, 1] such that p(0)
realizes FET A and p(1) realizes FET B. For exam-
ple, in the case above, p(p) = (p, p) maps between the
FETs with automorphism id at p = 0 and (rgb)(xzy) at
p = 1. For these trajectories to map valid FETs, we
require that the two measurement sequences associated
with these endpoints in parameter space are composed of
only reversible pairs of condensations.
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This construction, however, does not necessitate that
the other corners of the parameter space (or midpoints
of the trajectory) are also composed of only reversible
pairs of condensations. Indeed, modifying Eq. (16) into
a 2-component disorder model by

C̃C →
1

2
→ 2 →

1︸ ︷︷ ︸
p1

→
2

︸ ︷︷ ︸
p2

→ 1 → C̃C (25)

shows such a case: at any point with p2 = 0, the mapping
TC(gy1)⊠ TC(gz2) → C̃C is irreversible because of the
z label in our C̃C condensed anyons (cf. the reversibility
conditions in Section II A). We call the parameter regions
associated with these irreversible measurement sequences
“irreversible phases”. We may still define a trajectory,
such as p(p) = (p, 1), that interpolates between the two
valid FETs at (0, 1) and (1, 1) and avoids the irreversible
phases of this parameter space.

In general, there are two possible scenarios result-
ing in an irreversible phase: “intralayer” TCi → TCi
irreversible condensations (i = 1, 2); and “interlayer”
TC ⊠ TC ↔ C̃C irreversible condensations. As a re-
sult of these irreversible condensations, logical qubits
are measured and the C̃C ISG is typically not recov-
ered after such a sequence. Details of these behaviors
are discussed further in Appendix G. Because of this,
irreversible phases are not valid FETs: there is no well-
defined automorphism since we do not return to the same
C̃C theory each period nor is the mapping bijective. Al-
though the entanglement entropy remains in an area law
phase, the topological order is no longer necessarily that
of a C̃C model.18 Once the ISG has been disrupted in
these ways, we cannot always return to the C̃C model
without “resetting”, such as by projecting the system
onto a trivial product state and re-measuring the orig-
inal CC ⊠ CC stabilizers.

We saw in Section IV B that two FETs with automor-
phisms of different parity on S3×S3 cannot be connected.
However, it is possible to construct an m-component dis-
order model with a trajectory that joins the two FETs.
These trajectories must necessarily traverse a parameter
space with irreversible phases in some corners (otherwise,
we could proceed corner to corner via 1-parameter tran-
sitions thus the FETs would be connected). For example,

18 Consecutively condensing two anyons from the same layer
that braid trivially, for example, may reduce the system to a
vacuum ⊠ TC equivalent order.

consider the following 2-component disorder model:

C̃C →
1

2
→ 2 → 1

︸ ︷︷ ︸
p1

→
2

︸ ︷︷ ︸
p2

→ C̃C. (26)

The corners of the 2-dimensional parameter space are
furnished by

p2

p1 0 1

0 (rz)(gx)(by) IrrP
1 IrrP (rybz)(gx)

(27)

containing two interlayer irreversible phases indicated by
“IrrP”. The trajectory p(p) = (p, p) maps from an S3 ×
S3 even-parity automorphism at p = 0 to an odd-parity
automorphism at p = 1. Because of these irreversible
phases, there exists at least one p′ ∈ [0, 1] such that a
system evolving under this trajectory will not be in an
FET in the thermodynamic limit.

This shows that there are m-component disorder mod-
els with FETs that are not connected. There also exist
length-m sequences of connected FETs that cannot be
made into an m-component disorder model; Appendix F
discusses an example. This difference arises because a se-
quence of connected FETs allows for an FET to have dif-
ferent measurement sequences for each 1-component dis-
order model with which it is involved. An m-component
disorder model, however, must have a consistent mea-
surement sequence and each dimension of the parameter
space allows one condensation to be added or removed.
If we were to extend the disorder model definition to al-
low for a measurement sequence involving intermediary
C̃C stages, such as C̃C → A1 → · · · → C̃C → B1 →
· · · → C̃C, then it becomes possible for any length-m
adjacency sequence to form an m-component disorder
model.19 This freedom, however, means that there is no
longer a direct interpretation of disorder models as in-
terpolations between the measurement sequences of dif-
ferent FETs; they are more akin to stacks of multiple
temporal domain walls.

19 Specifically, if {A0, A1, . . . , Am} is an adjacency sequence (cf.
Definition 2), we can construct the m-component disorder model
by beginning with the measurement sequence for A0. Once re-
turned to C̃C, we append the 1-component disorder model with
automorphisms id for p1 = 0 and τ10 for p1 = 1. Repeating this
for all τi(i−1) up to i = m gives the required m-component disor-
der model. This is similar to the procedure in Eq. (20), but now
the freedom to return to C̃C allows us to concatenate multiple
1-component disorder models.
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The results for logically-connected FETs can also be
readily modified to trajectories: we call a trajectory
logically-protected if there exists a consistent nonzero-
dimensional logical Hilbert subspace that remains un-
measured in the limit of t → ∞ periods at any point
p ∈ [0, 1] of the trajectory. If two FETs are joined by a
logically-protected trajectory, they must also be logically-
connected. For component m ≥ 2 systems, this now al-
lows not only τBA ∈ C{(cσ)(cσ)(cσ)} domain walls, but
by Eq. (21) also τCA ∈ C{(ccc)(σσσ)} when pi /∈ {0, 1}
for at least two coordinates. These τCA boundaries have
log2 D2 = 2; the nontrivial anyons that localize are the
three fermions from one of the F or F ′ groups, and the
protected logical algebra is again given by either Table II
or III. If the trajectory is not logically-protected, then
we get τ in other conjugacy classes with log2 D2 > 2;
anyons beyond the three fermions in F or F ′ are mea-
sured, IMS = 0, and there is now no protected logical
subspace at criticality (which now occurs when any of
the m coordinates of p equals pc). This is consistent
with C{(cσ)(cσ)(cσ)} and C{(ccc)(σσσ)} being the sole
(nontrivial) conjugacy classes with automorphisms that
have invariant mutual-semion pairs.

An m-component disorder model containing an irre-
versible phase must support a trajectory that is not
logically-protected. In order for all possible trajectories
within an m-component disorder model to be logically-
protected, we require that:

(1) the enacted automorphisms have even parity on the
subgroup S3 × S3;

(2) all corners of the hypercube in parameter space are
FETs consisting of reversible sequences of conden-
sations; and

(3) all pairs of FETs satisfy Eq. (21) if their locations
differ by an even Manhattan distance,20 or Eq. (22)
if an odd Manhattan distance.

Analysing competing automorphisms in this way re-
veals key structure about the nature of disorder in the DA
color code. For example, disorder models that contain
only logically-protected trajectories support a 2-qubit
logical subspace that is entirely immune to the disorder.
Moreover, these trajectories allow us to smoothly inter-
polate the measurement sequence of one FET into that of
another. As noted in Section IVC, we cannot distinguish
two points p, p̃ ∈ [0, 1] in a logically-protected trajectory
solely using the time evolution of an observable from the
protected algebra. This means that an “adiabatic tran-
sition” where a system evolves between two FETs us-
ing a time-dependent trajectory p(t) = t/T ∈ [0, 1] for
t = 0, 1, . . . , T will not affect the periodic behavior of
any logical operator that is protected. Observables that

20 The Manhattan distance is the sum of the component-wise (ab-
solute) differences between two p vectors.

Figure 10. Left. In a model with blue links disordered, we
contract the remaining green and red links to a point to form
a triangular superlattice (shown in white). Spanning domain
walls are equivalent to percolating bonds on this superlattice.
Right. In a model with blue and red links disordered, we
contract the remaining green links to a point to form a kagome
superlattice (shown in white).

belong to not protected qubits, however, can distinguish
these two phases. This allows us to detect phase transi-
tions between different FETs and determine their critical
behavior. This is discussed in the following section.

V. PHASE TRANSITIONS AND CRITICAL
BEHAVIOUR

In Section III we argued that the behavior of com-
peting automorphisms is governed by the formation of
temporal domain walls with noncontractible boundaries.
In this section we formalize this by linking the critical
behavior to the universality class of bond percolation.
We then perform numerical simulations to illustrate these
behaviors using trajectories in an example m-component
disorder model.

In a 1-component disorder model, links of one color
are selected randomly. We thus contract each of the
other two colored links to a point to consider only the
behavior of the disordered links. In the honeycomb lat-
tice, this contraction leaves behind the bonds of a tri-
angular superlattice, cf. Fig. 10. Each bond is chosen
independently with the same probability, and a tempo-
ral domain wall containing a contiguous region extend-
ing around a noncontractible cycle is in direct correspon-
dence to the existence of spanning clusters of these chosen
bonds. Therefore, the critical behavior of a 1-component
disorder model is expected to be in the same universality
class as bond percolation on a triangular lattice with a
critical parameter pc,triangular = 0.347 . . . and exponent
ν = 1.3̇ [82, 83].

In a general m-component disorder model, more com-
plicated behaviors emerge. Disordered links in differ-
ent CC layers operate independently of each other, and
therefore it is possible for multiple triangular-bond per-
colation problems to occur concurrently, potentially with
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Figure 11. π and 2π/3 (λ = 2 and λ = 3) Fourier components of the average-squared-expectation of the X̄3 logical operator
computed from an initial logical state of |++++⟩ and evolving under Eq. (23) for t ≤ 96 time steps. This initial state and
observable were chosen to demonstrate the different FETs at the corners of the parameter space. We see nonzero period-2
oscillations in the (p1, p2) = (0, 1) and (1, 0) corners, and nonzero period-3 oscillations in the (1, 1) corner, consistent with the
predicted automorphisms, cf. Eqs. (24), (31), (32), and (33).

different probability parameters dependent on the point
in parameter space. If two different-colored links on the
same layer are in consecutive disordered stages, however,
then the universality class changes. Now, we contract
only the one set of non-disordered links, and consider
the spanning set of both disordered colors. These form
the bonds of a kagome superlattice, cf. Fig. 10. If both
colors are chosen independently with the same probabil-
ity, then the critical behavior now is expected to follow
the universality class of bond percolation on a kagome
lattice with critical parameter pc,kagome = 0.524 . . . and
exponent ν = 1.3̇ [82, 83]. We note that these same
two percolation behaviors can be applied to, and were
indeed observed in, the disordered honeycomb Floquet
code with missing measurements [43]. In our model, the
increased parameter space enables combinations of both
percolation problems to arise concurrently.

We now provide evidence for these claims by per-
forming numerical simulations of disordered DA color
codes. This analysis was done in Julia, using the
QuantumClifford.jl package [84] for efficient computation
with the stabilizer formalism [2, 12, 79, 85]. Unless spec-
ified otherwise, simulations were repeated N = 508 times
using a lattice with linear system size L = 18.

We use two metrics: firstly, the Fourier components of
the average-squared-expectation of an observable O for a
given initial state |ψ⟩:

gO,|ψ⟩(λ) = lim
T→∞

2

T

T−1∑
t=0

e2iπt/λGO,|ψ⟩(t) (28)

where

GO,|ψ⟩(t) = ⟨ψ(t)|O|ψ(t)⟩2 (29)

and ψ(t) is the evolution of the initial state after an inte-
ger t ≥ 0 periods of a given measurement sequence. We
can use g(λ) to distinguish between the subcritical and
supercritical phases of a trajectory by choosing a state
and observable that evolve differently under the auto-
morphisms at the two endpoints. For example, a 3-cycle
automorphism at p(0) and a 2-cycle automorphism at
p(1) can result in a nonvanishing g(3) when p = 0 and
a nonvanishing g(2) when p = 1. In practice, we need
to truncate the limit at some finite T ′ that must be a
multiple of the periods under study; this ensures that
the Fourier decomposition equation is valid. We chose
T ′ = 96 for our simulations: a multiple of 2, 3, 4, and 6.

Secondly, we consider the purification dynamics of
the system. We track the evolution starting from a
maximally-mixed logical state ρ by measuring its (av-
erage) von Neumann entropy S = ρ log ρ over time [86].
At t = 0, we start from the maximum 4. Over multiple
periods of the measurement sequence, entropy reduces if
logical qubits are measured. A logically-protected tra-
jectory must retain S(t) > 0 in the limit t → ∞ at all
points p. To model this, we assume the form

S(t) = S∞ + (S0 − S∞)e−Γt (30)

and consider the decay rate Γ or associated timescale
τ = 1/Γ. We again truncate using t ≤ 96 to approximate
S∞ and τ in numerical simulations.

We consider now an example of a 2-component disor-
der model. Specifically, take the measurement sequence
given by Eq. (23) with automorphisms in Eq. (24). All
corners of the 2-dimensional parameter space are FETs,
and the associated automorphisms are even-parity on the
S3×S3 subgroup. We choose |ψ⟩ such that it is an eigen-
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Figure 12. Average von Neumann entropy S = ρ log ρ of a
maximally-mixed logical state with S0 = 4 and evolving under
Eq. (23) at various values of p2 with p1 = 0 (thus reducing to
a 1-component disorder model). Ribbon shows the standard
error of the mean based on N = 508 repetitions. Near the
critical value of pc = 0.347 . . ., the entropy approaches the
long-term value of S∞ = 2. Away from there, the entropy
remains at S = 4.

state of logical operators that evolve differently in the
corners of the phase diagram. This is easily observed
using the stabilizer picture [87]; take X̄3 = Ō[bx]h, for
example. It does not change when evolving under the
identity. Under (rx)(gy)(bz) we see

Ō[bx]h 7→ Ō[rz]h 7→ Ō[bx]h 7→ · · · (31)

while under (rz)(gx)(by) it evolves as

Ō[bx]h 7→ Ō[gy]h 7→ Ō[bx]h 7→ · · · (32)

Finally, under (rgb)(xzy) we get

Ō[bx]h 7→ Ō[rz]h 7→ Ō[gy]h 7→ Ō[bx]h 7→ · · · (33)

Notably, it returns to an eigenstate of X̄3 only after 2 Flo-
quet periods in (rx)(gy)(bz) and (rz)(gx)(by), and after 3
periods in (rgb)(xzy). At other times the operator maps
to Ȳ or Z̄, and the expectation of X̄3 is 0. Starting in a +1-
eigenstate of X̄1, X̄2, X̄3, and X̄4 (denoted |++++⟩), the
squared expectation of X̄3 should show period-doubling
oscillations between 1 and 0 at p = (0, 1) and (1, 0),
and period-tripling behavior at p = (1, 1). The Fourier
components of GX̄3, |++++⟩ are plotted in Fig. 11, with
nonvanishing values of g(2) and g(3) appearing only in
these predicted corners.

These automorphisms in Eq. (24) satisfy the condi-
tions in Section IV C and therefore it is possible for there
to exist a logically-protected trajectory through the pa-
rameter space. We first plot the purification dynamics in
Fig. 12, for illustrative values of p. As expected from Sec-
tion III, two logical qubits are measured out near the crit-
ical point, which we find to be around p ∼ 0.37. Taking a
parameter sweep of all p1, p2 ∈ [0, 1], we get Fig. 13 that
shows the average purification decay rate τ = 1/Γ. Near
the critical lines p ∼ 0.35, we get a finite decay rate, with

Figure 13. Average purification timescale τ = 1/Γ from
Eq. (30) for a maximally-mixed logical state with S0 =
4, S∞ = 2 evolving under Eq. (23) at various values of p1, p2,
up to t ≤ 96. Exactly 2 logical qubits are measured out when
tuned near the critical lines at pc ∼ 0.35 (dark blue regions).

Figure 14. Average purification timescale τ for a maximally-
mixed logical state evolving under Eq. (23) with the trajec-
tory p(p) = (0, p) near the critical point. We run the simu-
lation at various values of linear system size, L. Inset shows
the finite-size scaling collapse under the estimated parame-
ters of pc = 0.346(4) and ν = 1.31(9) using the functional
form (p − pc)L

1/ν . These are consistent with the theoretical
pc = 0.347 . . . and ν = 1.3̇ for bond percolation on the trian-
gular lattice.

τ → ∞ elsewhere. To determine this critical value more
precisely, we take the trajectory p(p) = (0, p). Figure 14
shows the average purification dynamics at different val-
ues of linear system size L, and presents a scaling-collapse
of the form (p − pc)L

1/ν that shows scale-invariant be-
haviour [43]. Using finite size scaling methods [82], we
estimate critical values of pc = 0.346(3) and ν = 1.31(9),
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consistent with the theoretical values for bond percola-
tion on a triangular lattice [83].

VI. CONCLUSIONS AND OUTLOOK

We have described how competing automorphisms
arise from multiple temporal domain walls partitioning
a manifold, and naturally introduce disorder to the no-
tion of Floquet-enriched topological order. By analyzing
the evolution of the logical subspace and anyons, we have
characterized the effect of this competition for general
Abelian-anyon FETs. The number of nontrivial anyons
that localize at the automorphism boundaries—equal to
D2 where D is the quantum dimension of the twist as-
sociated to the transition map between the neighbor-
ing automorphisms—determines the number of nontrivial
logical operators that may be measured during one period
of competition. The number of mutual-semions that are
invariant under this transition map, IMS, indicates the
number of logical qubits that are unaffected by any such
logical measurement over one period. For a code with k
logical qubits, these properties satisfy log2 D2+IMS ≤ k.

Using the DA color code [26] as an example, we in-
troduced a microscopic disorder model that realizes this
behavior. By tuning the disorder parameters, a system
transitions between different FETs, separated by a crit-
ical point wherein log2 D2 qubits of logical information
are measured and IMS are guaranteed to not be measured
each period. We argued that the critical behavior of this
disorder model is in the same universality class as bond
percolation on triangular or kagome lattices. This picture
is consistent with our numerical estimates of the critical
parameters using the average purification timescale.

Our perspective of competing automorphisms has al-
lowed us to chart the topology of the parameter space
of DA color code FETs. For example, two FETs,
A and B with automorphisms φA and φB , can com-
pete using a disorder model with one random measure-
ment stage (a “1-component disorder model”) if and
only if the transition map φBφ

−1
A is in the conjugacy

class C{(cσ)(cσ)(cσ)} of automorphisms that reflect the
anyons of the color code magic square about a diago-
nal mirror line. We presented additional conditions that
restrict the ability for two competing automorphisms
to support a consistent nonzero-dimensional logical sub-
space that remains unmeasured over multiple periods.

Important open questions remain about disorder in the
DA color code, such as the interplay between competing
automorphisms and open boundaries or lattice defects
[23, 70]. It remains to be seen how the effectiveness of
the code’s error-correction capabilities (such as the exis-
tence of a threshold, fault-tolerance, or decoders) is af-
fected by competing automorphisms. Future work should
also consider the effect of more general disorder models,
such as with weak measurements [15], interspersed ran-
dom unitaries [88], coherent errors [89], or single-qubit
measurements [43, 56, 90]. We expect our perspective

of competing automorphisms to be potentially useful in
any disorder model that realizes spatiotemporally hetero-
geneous domain walls.

Moving beyond the DA color code, this work is a
first step towards understanding general dynamical TOs
that can support multiple automorphisms. Although
we focused on FETs on a 2-torus, our results are read-
ily generalizable to other manifolds by considering their
noncontractible cycles. Future works could investigate
other TOs, including microscopic models for those with
Abelian anyons beyond mutual-semions, and general fea-
tures of competing automorphisms in non-Abelian anyon
theories [65, 91] or fracton Floquet phases [33, 92]. It
would be also interesting to study what competing auto-
morphisms can reveal about FETs evolving under unitary
dynamics instead of measurements [33, 39, 40].

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This research was supported by the Gates Cambridge
Trust and by EPSRC grant EP/V062654/1.

Appendix A: Color Code Fermions

In the color code, there are 6 fermions. These can
be written as a unique fusion product of three mutual-
semions:

ry× bx× gz ry× bz× gx
bz× gy× rx bx× gy× rz
gx× rz× by︸ ︷︷ ︸

F

gz× rx× by︸ ︷︷ ︸
F ′

(A1)

The fermions form two groups, F and F ′. Fermions
within F are mutual-semions with fermions from F and
braid trivially with those from F ′, and vice versa. These
products can also be summarized in the fermion magic
square [26]:

F

{ ry bx gz
bz gy rx
gx rz by︸ ︷︷ ︸

F ′

(A2)

such that the product of the three anyons in a row or col-
umn give fermions in F and F ′ respectively. In contract
to the magic square [cf. Eq. (2)] where anyons in the
same row or column braid trivially, anyons in the same
row or column of the fermion magic square are mutual-
semions. Anyons not sharing a row or column braid triv-
ially. These fermions can also be (non-uniquely) formed
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from the fusion of just two mutual-semions:

gx× bz ≡ gy× rz ≡ rx× by
bx× rz ≡ by× gz ≡ gx× ry
rx× gz ≡ ry× bz ≡ bx× gy︸ ︷︷ ︸

F

bx× gz ≡ by× rz ≡ rx× gy
rx× bz ≡ ry× gz ≡ gx× by
gx× rz ≡ gy× bz ≡ bx× ry︸ ︷︷ ︸

F ′

(A3)

In the main text, we stated a lemma about whether
the groups F and F ′ are closed under automorphisms.
We provide a proof of this lemma now:

Proof of Lemma 2. The automorphism that is trivial on
S3 ×S3 and nontrivial on S2 is the color-flavor reflection
(rx)(gy)(bz). On the fermion magic square [Eq. (A2)],
this automorphism acts as a reflection about a horizon-
tal mirror line through rx, gy, and bz; this reflection
does not change the fermion group. It is therefore suffi-
cient to examine the action only on the S3 × S3 compo-
nent of an automorphism. We first consider the simplest
such nontrivial automorphisms, the 2-cycles (cc) or (σσ).
These act as a reflection on the fermion magic square
about diagonal or antidiagonal mirror lines (considering
the square on a 2-torus). A fermion in F thus maps to
one in F ′ and vice versa as the rows and columns are
interchanged. Any general even-parity (odd-parity) per-
mutation is an even (odd) product of 2-cycles, swapping
F and F ′ an even (odd) number of times. Therefore, the
even-parity S3 × S3 automorphisms do not swap F and
F ′, while odd-parity automorphisms do.

We also stated a lemma on the localized anyons for
parallel reflections in C{(cσ)(cσ)(cσ)}. We provide the
proof here:

Proof of Lemma 3. If two automorphisms τ1, τ2 ∈
C{(cσ)(cσ)(cσ)} are equal, then their localized anyons
are the same. If they are instead interpreted geometri-
cally as reflections about inequivalent parallel lines of the
magic square (on a 2-torus), then their mirror lines do not
intersect, and therefore their constituent 2-cycles (cσ) are
all different (since the mirror line for (c1σ1)(c2σ2(c3σ3)
is precisely the line through anyons c1σ1, c2σ2 and
c3σ3). Moreover, the product of these three anyons—
c1σ1×c2σ2×c3σ3—is precisely the fermion that localizes
at the twist for the automorphism. Therefore, the two
fermions that localize at τ1 and τ2 respectively occupy
distinct rows (or columns) of the fermion magic square,
and are thus in the same fermion group. On the other
hand, if the automorphisms have perpendicular mirror
lines, then their cσ labels intersect at some point on the
magic square such that the localized fermions have one
shared label, and thus are in different fermion groups.

Appendix B: Group Theory

1. Group Theory Essentials

In this section we briefly outline some ideas from group
theory that are relevant for our discussions of the auto-
morphism group in Appendix B 2.

We first outline general group properties, starting with
group products. For a group G, a subgroup N ◁ G is
normal if and only if gng−1 ∈ N for all g ∈ G and n ∈ N .
That is, elements of N are invariant under conjugation
by all elements of G, or equivalently the left and right
cosets gN and Ng are equal for all g ∈ G. When G is a
semidirect product, written as G = N ⋊H, and where N
is normal in G but H may not be, then for every g ∈ G,
there are unique n ∈ N and h ∈ H such that g = nh.

For a group G and two elements a, b ∈ G, if b = gag−1

for some g ∈ G, then a and b are conjugate. Conjugacy is
an equivalence relation that partitions G into conjugacy
classes, denoted as

Ca = {gag−1 |g ∈ G} (B1)

for some representative a ∈ G. All elements belonging
to the same conjugacy class have the same order, the
minimal k such that ak = id.

We now consider specifically the permutation group,
Sn, which is the group of re-orderings of a set of n ele-
ments. We write these permutations using cycle notation.
For example, labelling the n elements as a, b, . . . , n, the
permutation (ade)(fg) indicates the map a 7→ d 7→ e 7→
a, f 7→ g 7→ f , with the other elements unchanged. A
cycle is a closed mapping, such as (ade) or (fg). The
order (or length) of a cycle can be read off as the number
of elements listed; a cycle of length k is called a k-cycle.
(ade) is a 3-cycle, for example. A cycle is defined as
having even (odd) parity if it can be written as an even
(odd) number of 2-cycles. For example, (ade) = (ad)(de)
and therefore is even parity. Equivalently, a k-cycle is
even (odd) if k − 1 is even (odd). A permutation can
be written in multiple ways: (ade)(fg) is the same as
(gf)(dea). However, the number and lengths of disjoint
cycles forming a permutation are a fixed property of that
permutation [93]. The “cycle type” of a permutation is
written in bracket notation as

[1α12α2 · · ·nαn ] (B2)

where αk is its number of disjoint k-cycles. For example,
(ade)(fg) has cycle type [2131] (with αk = 0 omitted for
brevity). Notably, the conjugacy classes of a permutation
group are characterized by its elements all having the
same cycle type [93].

2. Automorphism Group Essentials

In this section we apply the previous group-theory
ideas to the automorphism group of the color code,
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Aut[CC]. Concretely, Aut[CC] is the group of permuta-
tions of the anyons of the color code that preserve the re-
lationships and structure of the anyons. That is, mutual-
statistics, self-statistics, and fusion rules must remain
equivalent after applying φ ∈ Aut[CC] to all anyons.
We can represent any automorphism by a relabelling of
the 6 color and flavor labels, r, g, b, x, y, z, since all c-
colored or σ-flavored anyons must transform equally in
order to maintain their mutual statistics and fusion rules.
Aut[CC] is therefore a subgroup of S6. We represent its
elements using cycle notation, such as (rbg)(xy). When
color and flavor are interchanged, we have cycles such as
(rxgy)(bz); although the standalone map r 7→ x is ill-
defined, the construction of each anyon in terms of both
a color and a flavor ensures that as long as all the cycles
either alternate colors and flavors, or have disjoint color-
only and flavor-only cycles, the anyon mapping is valid.
This cycle, for example, maps rx 7→ gx as r 7→ x, x 7→ g.
A cycle such as (rxg) is not in Aut[CC] for this reason.

As with the permutation groups, Aut[CC] can be par-
titioned into conjugacy classes; Table I lists the 9 conju-
gacy classes and their cycle types. These are subsets of
the S6 conjugacy classes and are generated by and closed
under conjugation with elements from Aut[CC].

Automorphisms in Aut[CC] can be identified by the
decomposition into subgroups (S3×S3)⋊S2, representing
the S3 group of 3! color (magic square row) permutations,
the S3 group of 3! flavor (magic square column) per-
mutations, and the S2 group of 2 color-flavor exchanges
[24, 26]. Specifically, the S2 corresponds to a reflection
about the mirror line through the rx − gy − bz diago-
nal. In cycle notation, the nontrivial element of S2 [with
trivial (S3 × S3) contribution] is (rx)(gy)(bz). (S3 × S3)
is closed under conjugation and hence is a normal sub-
group. S2, on the other hand, is not. For example,

(rb) · (rx)(gy)(bz) · (rb)−1 = (rz)(gy)(bx). (B3)

Hence, we use the semidirect product ⋊. To identify
whether an element has nontrivial S2 contribution, we
note that for this there must be alternating color-flavor
labels in the cycle notation: (rbg)(xy) is trivial on S2

while (rxbygz) is not.
An important concept in Section IV B is the parity of

an automorphism on the subgroup (S3×S3). To identify
this, we first trivialize any S2 contribution by composing
the automorphism with (rx)(gy)(bz) if it has alternating
color-flavor labels. We then multiply the parity of the
resulting automorphism’s disjoint cycles. For example,
(ry)(gz)(bx) involves a color-flavor reflection and there-
fore we modify it by

(rx)(gy)(bz) · (ry)(gz)(bx) = (rgb)(xzy), (B4)

which results in a [32] automorphism with net even ×
even = even parity.21 Table I lists these parities for all

21 Equivalently, it can be written as an even number of 2-cycles,
(rg)(gb)(xz)(zy)

conjugacy classes of Aut[CC].

Appendix C: Localized Anyons

In Section III, we introduced the notion of localized
anyons around the boundaries or twists of domain walls.
Lemma 1 was used to determine the presence of operators
that are protected during an evolution under multiple
temporal domain walls. We prove that lemma here:

Proof of Lemma 1. We first show that if b = τ(b) for
some automorphism τ and anyon b, then b braids triv-
ially with all c that localize at τ . For any such anyon c
that localizes, there exists an a such that c = a × τ(ā).
Now, the composite anyon a× ā is equivalent to the vac-
uum 1, and therefore it braids trivially with b. We can
write this as

exp(2iθb,a) exp(2iθb,ā) = 1 (C1)

where exp(2iθa,b) encodes the phase factor accumulated
when clockwise encircling an a with b (or vice versa):

t

a

a b

b

= e2iθb,a = e2iθa,b

a

a b

b a

a b

b

(C2)

Since τ is an automorphism, it preserves these mutual
statistics and so

1 = exp(2iθb,a) exp(2iθτ(b),τ(ā))

= exp(2iθb,a) exp(2iθb,τ(ā))

= exp(2iθb,a×τ(ā))

= exp(2iθb,c) (C3)

where we used b = τ(b) and that 2(θb,a + θb,τ(ā)) is the
phase accumulated by b encircling a× τ(ā) = c. Hence,
invariant anyons of τ braid trivially with all localized
anyons of τ .

We next prove the reverse direction: any anyon b that
braids trivially with all localized anyons must be invari-
ant. For any anyon a, the anyon c = a× τ(ā) localizes at
automorphism τ , and therefore b braids trivially with c:

exp(2iθbc) = 1. (C4)

We again use the statistics-preserving property of auto-
morphisms to write

1 = exp(2iθb,a) exp(2iθb,τ(ā))

= exp(2iθb,a) exp(2iθτ−1(b),ā). (C5)
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By anyons and anti-anyons having the same mutual-
statistics, θp,q = θp̄,q̄, we have

1 = exp(2iθb,a) exp(2iθτ−1(b̄),a)

= exp(2iθd,a) (C6)

where d = b× τ−1(b̄). This relation holds for all anyons
a, meaning that there is no anyon encircling action that
can distinguish d from the vacuum 1 (d is “transparent”
[75]). For modular anyon theories, such as those formed
by topological stabilizer codes, braiding is nondegenerate
[65, 81], which implies that d is the vacuum. That is,
b = τ−1(b) or equivalently, τ(b) = b as required.

Appendix D: Computing and Creating
Automorphisms

Given a dynamical scheme of the form C̃C → TC ⊠
TC → · · · → TC ⊠ TC → C̃C, we compute the enacted
automorphism by the formula [26]

φf [(rx)(gy)(bz)]
α[(rz)(gy)(bx)]βφ−1

i (D1)

where φi and φf are the contributions from the C̃C →
TC ⊠ TC and TC ⊠ TC → C̃C transitions respectively.
Table D.I lists these for all possible reversible transitions.
α is the number of reversible transitions that the first CC
layer undergoes. β is the number of reversible transitions
that the second CC layer undergoes.

For example, consider

C̃C →
1
2 → 1 →

1

2
→ C̃C. (D2)

We have that φi = (gb), φf = (xy), α = 2, and β = 1.
α and β are important only mod 2, since they exponent
2-cycles. This gives overall automorphism

(xy) · id · (rz)(gy)(bx) · (gb)−1 = (rz)(gy)(bx). (D3)

On the other hand, given any automorphism φ ∈
Aut[CC], it is possible to create a measurement sequence
that realizes it. All 72 automorphisms and example mea-
surement sequences are given in Ref. [26]. Moreover, it is
possible to ensure that this measurement sequence ends
with a particular TC⊠TC condensation prior to return-
ing to C̃C.

We summarize here the procedure described in
Ref. [26]. Let B1, . . . , Bn be a sequence of n sets
of bosons of CC ⊠ CC that form the condensations
for n child theories C1, . . . , Cn. We set Bn =

{1, rz1rz2, gz1gz2, bz1bz2} such that Cn = C̃C. We
require that the sequence of condensations is reversible.
This allows us to associate an isomorphism λ from C1

to Cn. Let ϕ ∈ Aut[CC ⊠ CC] be an automorphism of
the parent theory such that ϕ(B1) = B1 and ϕ(Bn) = Bn.

This also defines an automorphism on C1 and Cn; assume
we have chosen C1 such that ϕ acts as the trivial automor-
phism id1 on C1. On Cn it acts as φ ∈ Aut[CC]. The se-
quence of reversible condensations ϕ(B1), . . . , ϕ(Bn) now
enacts the isomorphism φλ from C1 to Cn. The sequence

Bn, Bn−1, . . . , B1, ϕ(B2), . . . , ϕ(Bn−1), Bn (D4)

therefore enacts the automorphism φλλ−1 = φ on Cn =

C̃C. This allows us to create any automorphism φ ∈
Aut[CC].

Because λ does not affect the final automorphism, we
can arbitrarily specify that Bn−1 is any set of bosons
as long as it creates a reversible pair of condensations
with C̃C (i.e. any of the theories in Table D.I). If we
wish to end with a specific (valid) TC ⊠ TC theory with
condensed bosons B, we therefore specify that Bn−1 =
ϕ−1(B). Note that this reasoning allows us to specify
only the ending or the first TC ⊠ TC theory, not both.

Appendix E: Example Disorder Models

In this section, we provide more examples of disorder
models.

a. Trivial-adjacent FETs We first consider exam-
ples of 1-component disorder models that realize connec-
tions between the trivial FET (when p = 0) and each of
the 6 automorphisms in C{(cσ)(cσ)(cσ)} (when p = 1):

(ry)(gx)(bz) : C̃C →
1

2
→ 1

︸ ︷︷ ︸
p

→ C̃C

(rz)(gx)(by) : C̃C →
1

2
→ 2

︸ ︷︷ ︸
p

→ C̃C

(ry)(gz)(bx) : C̃C →
1
2 →

1︸ ︷︷ ︸
p

→ C̃C

(rx)(gz)(by) : C̃C → 1
2

→
2

︸ ︷︷ ︸
p

→ C̃C
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Table D.I. All possible isomorphism contributions from the C̃C ↔ TC ⊠ TC reversible transitions of a dynamical scheme.
Adapted from Ref. 26. There are two possible TC ⊠ TC theories for each isomorphism.

Isomorphism Theories Isomorphism Theories

id
1

2
,

1

2
(xy)

1

2
,

1

2

(rg) 1
2

, 1
2

(rg)(xy) 1
2

, 1
2

(gb)
1
2 ,

1
2 (gb)(xy)

1
2 ,

1
2

(rb)
2

1
,

2

1
(rb)(xy)

2

1
,

2

1

(rgb)
2
1 ,

2
1 (rgb)(xy)

2
1 ,

2
1

(rbg) 2
1

, 2
1

(rbg)(xy) 2
1

, 2
1

(rx)(gy)(bz) : C̃C →
1

2
→ 1

︸ ︷︷ ︸
p

→

1
→

1
→ C̃C

(rz)(gy)(bx) : C̃C →
1

2
→ 2

︸ ︷︷ ︸
p

→

2
→

2
→ C̃C

b. Example 2. Secondly, consider

C̃C →
1

2
→ 1 2 →

1

︸ ︷︷ ︸
p1

→
2︸ ︷︷ ︸
p2

→
2

1
→ C̃C

with the corners of the parameter space supporting FETs
with automorphisms

p2

p1 0 1

0 (rb)(xy) (rygxbz)
1 (rzbygx) (xzy)

.

Notably, there does not exist a logically-protected trajec-
tory between p = (0, 0) and p = (1, 1) because

(xzy) · [(rb)(xy)]−1 = (rb)(yz) /∈ C{(ccc)(σσσ)} (E1)

in violation of Eq. (21).
c. Example 3. This is an example of a 2-component

disorder model where we have an irreversible phase in
one corner, from an interlayer irreversible condensation.
This differs from Eq. (26) in that all other FETs are in
the same parity cluster.

C̃C →
1

2
→ 2

1
→ 1

︸ ︷︷ ︸
p1

→
2

︸ ︷︷ ︸
p2

→ C̃C
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The corners host FETs with automorphisms

p2

p1 0 1

0 (rg)(xz) IrrP
1 (rygxbz) (rgb)

.

d. Example 4. This measurement sequence demon-
strates multiple automorphisms in the even-parity com-
ponent; these are connected but cannot be logically-
connected.

C̃C →
1

2
→

2

1
→

1

︸ ︷︷ ︸
p1

→ 2

︸ ︷︷ ︸
p2

→ 1
2

→ C̃C

The automorphisms are

p2

p1 0 1

0 (rg) (rxgy)(bz)
1 (rzgy)(bx) (rbg)(xz)

.

Appendix F: Connected FETs

We first provide an example of two measurement se-
quences that both realize the same FET and automor-
phism, id, but are not “connected” to each other: one
sequence cannot be made into the other by adding or re-
moving condensation steps and while maintaining solely
reversible transitions. The two sequences are

C̃C →
1

2
→ 1 2 →

2

1

→ 2 1 →
1

2
→ C̃C (F1)

and

C̃C →
1

2
→ C̃C. (F2)

Let us begin with Eq. (F1) and consider for now just
the first layer. We wish to add or remove condensed
bosons to manipulate it into the form of Eq. (F2). The
sequence of bosons rx, gy, bx, gz, rx forms a path on the
fermion magic square (the path can wrap around periodic
boundary conditions) [26]:

ry bx gz
bz gy rx
gx rz by

(F3)

The requirement for reversible transitions (that adjacent
bosons in the sequence are mutual-semions) necessitates
that these arrows only point horizontally or vertically; we
must follow this rule when adding or removing condensed
bosons. As such, we are never able to remove bosons that
sit at the corners of the path—this would result in a diag-
onal arrow. We may add or remove bosons from the start
or end of the sequence only if the resulting pair of layer-1
and layer-2 bosons creates a reversible transition to C̃C;
the gz boson can never begin or end the sequence. We
therefore cannot remove gz from our sequence. The same
argument applies to the sequence of bosons in the second
layer. It is thus impossible to connect the measurement
sequence of Eq. (F1) with Eq. (F2) while maintaining
reversible transitions.

Furthermore, we can also show that not every length-
m adjacency sequence can be made into an m-component
disorder model. We discuss here one such example.

Consider the adjacency sequence {A0, 1, A2}, where
1 is the trivial FET with automorphism id, and A0 and
A2 have automorphisms φ0 and φ2 ∈ C{(cσ)(cσ)(cσ)}
respectively [as required by the separation condition,
Eq. (17)]. We wish to show that for some choice of A0

and A2 there is no 2-component disorder model that re-
alizes A0, 1, and A2 in three of its parameter-space cor-
ners. Equivalently, there is no measurement sequence
C̃C → (TC ⊠ TC)1 → · · · → (TC ⊠ TC)k → C̃C that
realizes the id automorphism and that can form both a
1-component disorder model with A0 and a 1-component
disorder model with A2.

Assume that we have chosen some measurement se-
quence for 1. Eq. (D1) tells us that

id = φf [(rx)(gy)(bz)]
α[(rz)(gy)(bx)]βφ−1

i . (F4)

We first simplify this by noting that for all φi, φf iso-
morphism contributions listed in Table D.I, none contain
permutations affecting the z flavor label. This enforces
that α = β = 0. Then, id = φfφ

−1
i gives φf = φi.

This means that the first condensation (TC ⊠ TC)1 is
the same as the final condensation (TC ⊠ TC)k in the
measurement sequence.

We now consider the possible 1-component disorder
models that can be made that involve our chosen mea-
surement sequence. By Eq. (D1), there are only 6 pos-
sible effects that changing the disorder parameter from
p = 0 to p = 1 (or equivalently, p = 1 to p = 0) can have
on the enacted automorphism:

(1) α 7→ α+ 1 mod 2;

(2) β 7→ β + 1 mod 2;

(3) α 7→ α+1 mod 2 and φi 7→ φ′
i by adding an addi-

tional condensation step in the first CC layer prior
to (TC ⊠ TC)1;

(4) α 7→ α + 1 mod 2 and φf 7→ φ′
f by adding an

additional condensation step in the first CC layer
after (TC ⊠ TC)k;
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(5) β 7→ β + 1 mod 2 and φi 7→ φ′′
i by adding an ad-

ditional condensation step in the second CC layer
prior to (TC ⊠ TC)1; and

(6) β 7→ β + 1 mod 2 and φf 7→ φ′′
f by adding an ad-

ditional condensation step in the second CC layer
after (TC ⊠ TC)k.

We can show that these 6 options realize only 4 different
automorphisms. For each of (3)-(6) there is only one
choice of condensation boson that we can introduce that
is a mutual-semion with the condensates before and after
it. Thus, since (TC⊠TC)1 = (TC⊠TC)k and φi = φf ,
we must have φ′

i = φ′
f and φ′′

i = φ′′
f . Let φ(3) be the

enacted automorphism when we follow option (3),

φ(3) = φi[(rx)(gy)(bz)]φ
′−1
i , (F5)

where we use φi = φf . Similarly, let φ(4) be the enacted
automorphism for option (4),

φ(4) = φ′
i[(rx)(gy)(bz)]φ

−1
i , (F6)

where we use φ′
i = φ′

f . Finally, by noting that all φ ∈
C{(cσ)(cσ)(cσ)} satisfy φ = φ−1, we have

φ(3) = φ−1
(3)

=
(
φi[(rx)(gy)(bz)]φ

′−1
i

)−1

= φ′
i[(rx)(gy)(bz)]φ

−1
i

= φ(4). (F7)

An equivalent argument shows that φ(5) = φ(6). This
means that a given measurement sequence for 1 can only
be in 1-component disorder models with 4 other FETs.
However, there are 6 FETs that are connected to 1 (cor-
responding to the 6 elements of C{(cσ)(cσ)(cσ)}). We
therefore cannot construct a 2-component disorder model
with 1 and all possible A0 and A2.

A more relaxed notion of connectivity may arise if
we enable additional behaviors in the disorder model.
As discussed in footnote 19, allowing for C̃C stages in
the middle of a condensation sequence means that any
length-m adjacency sequence can now be made into an
m-component disorder model. This could be general-
ized further to allow for any bosons of CC ⊠ CC to be
condensed in the disorder model. For example, start-
ing from C̃C and condensing rx1 (with no boson in the
second layer), then bx1, then returning to C̃C includes
only reversible transitions (all logical operators update
reversibly); this allows us to make changes to the mea-
surement sequences in ways previously forbidden [i.e.,
TC(rx) → TC(bx) is not a reversible transition]. We
may also consider models with anticorrelated disorder
between two link types: measuring rx1 with probabil-
ity p and bx1 with probability 1 − p, for example. Even
with condensed bosons in the second layer, this would
not result in an irreversible phase because the regions of
rx- and bx-measurements do not overlap. In the case
of Eq. (F1), this would allow us to remove the gz1 con-
densation while retaining reversible transitions, and thus
Eq. (F1) and Eq. (F2) can be connected.

Appendix G: Irreversible Phases

As discussed in Section IVD, irreversible phases arise
in the corners of m-component disorder models when the
measurement sequences create irreversible condensations.
These generally result in logical information measured
out due to the condensation of commuting anyons [24].
Moreover, there are also disruptions to the ISG of the
code, such that we do not return to the C̃C ISG after the
period. For intralayer scenarios the plaquette operators
are not reintroduced and links remain from the interme-
diary TC phases. For interlayer scenarios the two CC
layers are not recoupled, resulting in logicals that may
reside on only one layer, for example. We describe these
behaviors in more detail here.

We first consider irreversible TC⊠TC intralayer tran-
sitions, starting from the illustrative case of child theories
of CC. Measuring a link corresponding to the hopping
operator for anyon cσ has two effects on the ISG: (1) re-
move plaquettes of color c and flavor σ′ for σ′ ̸= σ; and
(2) add plaquettes of color c′ and flavor σ for c′ ̸= c.22
By tracking the presence of these plaquettes at each mea-
surement stage, we can determine if the ISG is repro-
duced. For example, contrast the case of

•
→ • →

•
(G1)

with

•
→

•
. (G2)

In the following table we denote by • the presence of each
type of plaquette operator in the ISG at each stage of the
measurement sequences. For the first example, we have:

rx gx bx rz gz bz

TC(rx) • • • • •
TC(gz) • • • • •
TC(bx) • • • • •

(G3)

All plaquettes are recovered as expected and we realize
the TC(bx) phase. In the second example, however, we
have

rx gx bx rz gz bz

TC(rx) • • • • •
TC(bx) • • • •

(G4)

In this final state, there are individual rx and bx-type
links, but no rz-type plaquettes. The effect of this is

22 Technically, cσ-links are added, not plaquette terms. However,
the product of cσ links around a c′ ̸= c hexagon is equivalent to
the c′σ-plaquette operator.
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that a logical Ō(bz), for example, no longer has repre-
sentatives that extend across all homologous cycles of the
torus, since there are no rz-plaquettes in the ISG with
which to multiply to deform one string into another.

Additional disruptions occur when we consider TC ⊠
TC → C̃C interlayer irreversible transitions. In these, we
have a situation where the measured Z1Z2 interlayer links
will not always anticommute with some element of the

ISG (with the precise scenario determined by the random
disorder realization). These links are therefore not added
to the ISG, and we produce a phase with interlinked CC
layers that behaves differently to C̃C. In particular, there
exist X-logical operators that reside on just one layer, e.g.
Ō(bx1), or Z-logical operators that cannot freely switch
between the two layers as they may in C̃C (wherein rz1 ∼
rz2, for example).
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