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We propose a tensor network approach known as the locally purified density operator (LPDO) to
investigate the classification and characterization of symmetry-protected topological (SPT) phases
in open quantum systems. We extend the concept of injectivity, originally associated with matrix
product states and projected entangled pair states, to LPDOs in (1+1)D and (2+1)D systems, un-
veiling two distinct types of injectivity conditions inherent in short-range entangled density matrices.
Within the LPDO framework, we outline a classification scheme for decohered average symmetry-
protected topological (ASPT) phases, consistent with earlier results obtained through spectrum
sequence techniques. We first illustrate our framework with ASPT phases protected by fermion
parity symmetry, then extend the classification of ASPT phases to a general group extension. We
demonstrate examples of explicit construction of fixed-point LPDOs for ASPT phases including
intrinsic ASPTs in both (1 + 1)D and (2 + 1)D systems.

I. INTRODUCTION

Topological phases of matter have emerged as a central
focus in condensed matter physics over recent decades.
In particular, the revealing of long-range entanglement
patterns in many-body states has become a fundamental
physical mechanism for comprehending topologically or-
dered phases [1–3]. Furthermore, quantum states with-
out intrinsic topological order can also bear nontrivial
topological properties when systems host certain global
symmetries, known as symmetry-protected topological
(SPT) phases [4–11]. Among the prominent examples of
SPT phases lies the topological insulators [12, 13], pro-
tected by both time-reversal symmetry and U(1) charge
conservation symmetry.
The study of these novel phases reveals the elegant

structure of many-body topology in pure states. How-
ever, the inherent exchange of energy and particles be-
tween a quantum system and its surrounding environ-
ment generally leaves the system as a mixed state. In
recent years, open quantum systems have garnered con-
siderable attention across diverse disciplines, encompass-
ing condensed matter theory, quantum computing, and
quantum information [14–21]. Exploring topological
phases in mixed states provides insight into the impact
of quantum decoherence and the durability of topologi-
cal phases. These investigations could lead to the devel-
opment of resilient quantum information processing and
error correction strategies in the upcoming technologi-
cal advances. Furthermore, open systems have the po-
tential to uncover new quantum phenomena and phases
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that are not observable in closed systems [22–25], thus
significantly broadening our fundamental understanding
of many-body topology.
An intriguing direction of research is the generaliza-

tion of SPT phases within the realm of open quantum
systems. A significant difference between the symmetry
structure of pure states and mixed states is that mixed
states can host two types of global symmetries that are
referred to as strong (exact) symmetry (we label it K for
the rest of the paper) and weak (average) symmetry (la-
beled as G). A strong symmetry dictates that ρ remains
invariant under the action of a symmetry operator U(k)
solely on one side, as expressed by

U(k)ρ = eiθρ. (1)

In fact, all symmetries within pure states can be thought
of as strong symmetries. However, certain local decoher-
ence can disrupt a part of the strong symmetry, leading
to a weak symmetry in mixed states. A weak symmetry
requires that ρ be not invariant under the one-side action
of the symmetry but only remains invariant under the si-
multaneous actions of the symmetry operators U(g) on
both sides, namely

U(g)ρU(g)† = ρ. (2)

The weak symmetry can be interpreted as a statistical
symmetry within the ensemble of quantum channels the
system navigates through.
Recently, the concept of average symmetry-protected

topological (ASPT) phases has been a pioneering devel-
opment in the field of symmetry-protected topology in
mixed quantum states [26–32]. These phases in mixed
states are jointly protected by strong and weak symme-
tries. An intriguing phenomenon revealed by a previ-
ous study[30] is the existence of possible ASPT phases
that lack a pure state correspondence, which means that
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there is no nontrivial SPT phase in pure states protected
by the same symmetry group when all symmetries are
strong. These phases highlight the intricate landscape
of quantum phases in mixed states, revealing complexity
and richness that surpass those found in pure states.

For the representation of topological phases in pure
states, the tensor network (TN) approaches [33–35] such
as the matrix product state (MPS) [36–39] and the pro-
jected entangled pair state (PEPS) [40–42], offer an intu-
itive understanding and concise representation of the en-
tanglement structure within many-body wave functions.
This framework has greatly facilitated the classification
and construction of various topological quantum mat-
ter [4, 5, 43–50].

In the realm of presenting and simulating open quan-
tum systems, the concept of locally purified density op-
erator (LPDO) has gained prominence [51–53]. These
LPDOs, also known as the locally purified form of ma-
trix product density operators (MPDOs) or simply MP-
DOs, have found various applications in the study of ther-
mal states [51], master equations, or noisy quantum cir-
cuits [54–56], as well as quantum state or process tomog-
raphy [19, 57–59]. In addition to the physical indices affil-
iated with a density operator, an LPDO encompasses two
distinct categories of internal indices for contraction: vir-
tual indices which capture quantum entanglement, and
Kraus indices signifying a classical mixture [55]. The
LPDO structure has the advantage of accurately repre-
senting the physical scenario where a system interacts lo-
cally with the environment, and the environment is sub-
sequently traced out.

In this article, we use the LPDO formalism to con-
struct and classify the decohered ASPT phases. We
begin by extending the injectivity condition to LPDO,
proposing weak and strong injectivity to prevent the po-
tential emergence of topological or long-range order in
mixed states. Our attention is then directed towards LP-
DOs that satisfy both injectivity conditions, where po-
tential decohered ASPT phases manifest. We elucidate

our methodology by considering K = Z
f
2 , i.e., fermion

parity symmetry, in (1 + 1)D systems, as it represents
the most pertinent scenario where all other system sym-
metries are broken to weak, leaving fermion parity as the
sole strong symmetry. Subsequently, we extend this clas-
sification to arbitrary Abelian groups K and G, produc-
ing results consistent with prior investigations utilizing
spectrum sequence techniques [27, 30]. Using the LPDO
formalism, we construct an (1+1)D intrinsic ASPT phase
protected by Z4 symmetry, a nontrivial group extension
of two Z2 symmetries, which does not have a pure-state
SPT counterpart. Finally, we broaden our exploration
by generalizing the LPDO structure and ASPT classifi-
cation to higher dimensions, with an illustrative example
of a (2 + 1)D intrinsic ASPT phase on the honeycomb
lattice protected by Z2 × Z4 symmetry. Our proposed
framework for representing and classifying ASPT phases
utilizing the LPDO structure provides an intuitive graph-
ical representation of the interplay between symmetry

and topology in mixed states with a clear physical inter-
pretation.

II. MATRIX PRODUCT STATES FOR SPT

PHASES IN (1 + 1)D

In this section, we provide a concise review on the clas-
sification of the bosonic SPT order in (1 + 1)D systems
using MPS representations. Specifically, distinct SPT
phases are categorized by different equivalent classes of
the projective representation of the symmetry group on
virtual indices [4].

A. Matrix product states and injectivity

In a (1 + 1)D system, a quantum state demonstrating
area-law entanglement can be effectively represented by
an MPS [36–39], expressed as

|ψ〉 =
∑

{ij}

Tr
(
Ai1 · · ·AiN

)
|i1 · · · iN〉, (3)

where each Aij denotes a rank-3 tensor A featuring a
physical index i (with dimension dp) and two virtual in-
dices α and β (with dimension D) at each site. The
tensor A can be conceptualized as a mapping from the
virtual space to the physical space, i.e.,

A

|i〉
(α| (β|

A =
∑
αβi

Ai
αβ |i〉(α, β| =

. (4)

In particular, a (1 + 1)D short-range correlated quan-
tum state can be efficiently represented by the so-called
injective MPS [37]. An injective MPS is defined by the
property of its local tensor (L sites grouped together if
necessary), namely

Ai
αβ : (CD)⊗2 → (Cdp)⊗L, (5)

forms an injective map. This implies that the physical
space of the local tensor can span the entire virtual space.
An injective MPS characterizes a short-range corre-

lated state, where any two-point correlation function of
local operators decays exponentially with distance [33,
37],

C(i, j) ≡ 〈ψ|OiOj |ψ〉 − 〈ψ|Oi|ψ〉 〈ψ|Oj |ψ〉 ∼ e−|i−j|/ξ,
(6)

where ξ represents the correlation length. The correla-
tion length ξ can be determined from the spectrum of the
transfer matrix of an MPS, defined as

E =
∑

i

Ai
αuβuA∗i

αlβl , (7)
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with the following graphical representation

A

E =

A
∗

. (8)

The correlation length is determined by ξ =
−1/ log (|λ2|/|λ1|), where λ1 and λ2 denote the largest
and second largest eigenvalues in magnitude, respec-
tively, of the transfer matrix E. Consequently, a fi-
nite correlation length ξ corresponds to a nondegener-
ate transfer matrix E. Indeed, the nondegeneracy of a
transfer matrix serves as an equivalent definition of the
injectivity of an MPS [33, 37].
From a general perspective, in (1 + 1)D systems, in-

trinsic topological order is absent [3], leading to the cat-
egorization of gapped quantum phases into two classes:
short-range correlated states and long-range correlated
states. The former class is characterized by injective
MPS, including trivial product states, which can be
transformed into each other via finite-depth local unitary
(FDLU) circuits [3]. By imposing symmetry constraints
and studying the symmetry actions on MPS representa-
tion, a comprehensive characterization of the SPT phases
in (1 + 1)D can be achieved [4, 5]. Conversely, long-
range correlated states are associated with the concept
of spontaneous symmetry breaking (SSB). An illustrious
example within this category is the Greenberger-Horne-
Zeilinger (GHZ) state, which can be represented by a
non-injective MPS with D = 2.

B. (1 + 1)D Bosonic SPT: Projective representation

on virtual indices

When constrained to symmetric FDLU circuits, dis-
tinct short-range correlated states manifesting nontrivial
SPT order are further distinguished as different quantum
phases.
In a (1 + 1)D system with symmetry group K, the

onsite symmetry action on the physical index of the lo-
cal tensor forms a linear representation of the symmetry
group, expressed as

U(k1)U(k2) = U(k1k2), k1, k2 ∈ K. (9)

For a symmetric MPS, the symmetry action on the phys-
ical index induces a gauge transformation V (k) on the
virtual indices, depicted as

A

Uk

= eiθk V −1

k A Vk

. (10)

With the injectivity condition, the transformation V (k)
on the virtual index is uniquely determined up to a phase
for a given MPS.
Applying Eq. (9) to the physical index of a local tensor

induces transformations V (k1)V (k2) and V (k1k2) on the
right virtual index, respectively. As these two tensors are
identical, transformations on the virtual index should be
equivalent up to a U(1) phase

V (k1)V (k2) = µ2(k1, k2)V (k1k2), µ2(k1, k2) ∈ U(1).
(11)

Thus, V (k) adheres to group multiplication up to a phase
factor, constituting a projective representation of the
symmetry group K. Moreover, sequential application of
U(k3), U(k2), and U(k1) results in the transformation on
the virtual index as V (k1)V (k2)V (k3). Ensuring consis-
tency via the associativity condition yields

µ2(k1, k2)µ2(k1k2, k3)

µ2(k1, k2k3)µ2(k2, k3)
= 1, (12)

indicating that µ2 satisfies the 2-cocycle condition. We
assert that µ2(k1, k2) serves as the topological invari-
ant of (1 + 1)D SPT phases, which may differ by a 2-
coboundary η2(k1, k2). Here η2(k1, k2) arises as the im-
age of a 1-cochain µ1(k) : K → U(1) under a coboundary
map

η2(k1, k2) =
µ1(k1)µ1(k2)

µ1(k1k2)
. (13)

Different classes of phase structure µ2(k1, k2) correspond
to different SPT phases, identified by the second group
cohomology µ2 ∈ H2[K,U(1)] [8].
In summary, the symmetry action on the virtual in-

dices of an injective MPS offers an intuitive and compre-
hensive approach to the classification and construction of
SPT phases.

III. LOCALLY PURIFIED DENSITY

OPERATORS IN (1 + 1)D

In this section, we discuss the definition of LPDO in
(1 + 1)D systems, representing a universal tensor net-
work structure that is adept at describing short-range
correlated density matrices.

A. Definition of LPDO

A mixed-state density matrix ρ can be effectively rep-
resented by an MPDO as [51]

ρ =
∑

{ij ,i′j}

Tr
(
Ai1i

′

1 · · ·AiN i′N

)
|i1 · · · iN 〉〈i′1 · · · i′N |, (14)
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where A is a rank-4 tensor featuring two physical indices
i and i′, along with two virtual indices α and β at each
site

A

|i〉

〈i′|

(α| (β|
A =

∑
αβii′

Aii′

αβ |i〉〈i′|(α, β| =

. (15)

However, a general MPDO lacks the capability to accu-
rately capture essential properties of a density matrix,
such as Hermiticity and semidefinite positivity, solely
through conditions imposed on local tensors. Further-
more, the entanglement structure of a mixed state is
inadequately represented by the virtual indices of an
MPDO, unlike the clarity achieved in the pure state case
with MPS, as both quantum entanglement and classi-
cal correlation contribute to the virtual spaces. Hence,
while the MPDO structure offers a compact representa-
tion and efficient algorithms for studying and simulating
many-body open systems [60, 61], its ambiguous physical
interpretation, particularly concerning the role of virtual
indices, hampers its utility for the classification of quan-
tum phases and topological matter in open systems.
Fortunately, a significant subclass of MPDOs exists,

known as LPDOs, which exhibit a much clearer entan-
glement structure and can be interpreted as locally pu-
rifying a mixed state [51–53]. To elucidate further, let
us commence with a pure state |ψp⊗a〉 belonging to the
composite Hilbert space Hp⊗Ha, taking the form of the
following MPS

p a

A A

p a

· · · · · ·|ψp⊗a〉 =
, (16)

where p denotes the physical degrees of freedom and a
denotes the ancillary degrees of freedom. Subsequently,
an LPDO is constructed by tracing out the ancillae a,
resulting in

ρ = Tra (|ψp⊗a〉〈ψp⊗a|) . (17)

In other words, an LPDO has an alternative graphical
representation

A A

p

a

p

a· · · · · ·ρ =

p p

A
∗

A
∗

, (18)

where the inner index a is termed the “Kraus index”
with dimension dκ, which signifies the classical mixture
of distinct quantum states.

A

A
∗

p

a

(b)(a)

p

αu

αl

βu

βl

αl′

αu′

αl

αu

βl′

βu′

βl

βu

A

A
∗

A

A
∗

p

p

p′

a

a′

FIG. 1. Transfer matrices corresponding to (a) weak injectiv-
ity in Eq. (21) and (b) strong injectivity in Eq. (30) respec-
tively.

It is essential to note that each physical index is accom-
panied by a Kraus index, representing the environmental
degree of freedom. Hence, |ψp⊗a〉 in Eq. (16) serves as
a local purification of the density matrix ρ within the
LPDO framework. Analogous to the well-established
connection between the locality of interaction and the
efficient MPS representation, achieving local purification
requires locality between system and environment, en-
suring that the system spins only interact with adjacent
ancillae.

B. The weak injectivity condition

In the pure state scenario discussed in Section II, non-
trivial SPT phases arise from the class of short-range
correlated states, or injective MPSs. These states, with-
out symmetry constraints, can be transformed into trivial
product states under FDLU circuits. Incorporating sym-
metries, the injectivity of the MPS yields a unique map-
ping from the symmetry transformation in the physical
space to that on the virtual space, facilitating the clas-
sification of SPT phases in pure states. Therefore, the
extension of the injective condition to LPDO becomes
essential.
In our investigation, we identify two versions of the in-

jectivity conditions linked with LPDOs, crucial for mit-
igating the presence of topological or long-range order
phenomena that could potentially compromise the sym-
metry preservation inherent to ASPT phases. Within
this section, our initial focus is on the weak injectivity
condition, defined for the purified MPS as described in
Eq. (16).
Definition (Weak injectivity condition) An LPDO is

deemed weakly injective provided that the corresponding
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purified MPS in Eq. (16) exhibits injectivity, wherein its
local tensor forms an injective map

Ap,a
αβ : (CD)⊗2 → (Cdp ⊗ C

dκ)⊗L. (19)

Returning to the purified MPS in Eq. (16) and lever-
aging the resemblance between the weak injectivity of
LPDO and injectivity of MPS, one can directly illustrate
that for a weakly injective LPDO, the two-point correla-
tion function of the mixed state ρ

C(1)(i, j) ≡ Tr (ρOiOj)− Tr (ρOj)Tr (ρOj)

= 〈ψp⊗a|Op
iO

p
j |ψp⊗a〉

− 〈ψp⊗a|Op
i |ψp⊗a〉 〈ψp⊗a|Op

j |ψp⊗a〉
∼ e−|i−j|/ξ

(20)

decays exponentially with distance. This necessitates
that the transfer matrix

E =
∑

p,a

Ap,a
αuβuA

∗p,a
αlβl , (21)

depicted graphically in Fig. 1(a) possesses a non-
degenerate spectrum, aligning with the conventional in-
jectivity condition for the purified state.
Through the application of the weak injectivity con-

dition, it becomes apparent that the LPDO formulated
in this context can be linked bi-directionally to a trivial
product state utilizing finite-depth local quantum chan-
nels. This implies that LPDOs conforming to the weak
injectivity condition signify density matrices with short-
range entanglement and correlations.
Firstly, it is straightforward to establish that an LPDO

can be derived from a trivial product state through the
utilization of a finite-depth local quantum channel. This
quantum channel can be obtained by executing an FDLU
circuit across both the physical and ancillary spaces, fol-
lowed by the subsequent elimination of the ancillary de-
grees of freedom. The weak injectivity property of an
LPDO implies that its purification, denoted as |ψp⊗a〉,
can be adiabatically connected via FDLU circuits to a
trivial product state within the composite Hilbert space
that encompasses both physical and ancillary degrees of
freedom. This connection is succinctly expressed as:

|ψp⊗a〉 = U |0〉p ⊗ |0〉a. (22)

Hence, we achieve a clear and explicit construction of the
quantum channel that facilitates the trajectory from the
trivial product state to an LPDO.

ρLPDO = Tra
(
U |0〉〈0|p ⊗ |0〉〈0|aU †

)
. (23)

Conversely, it is always feasible to convert a density
matrix into a trivial product state applying a local am-
plitude damping channel [62]

|0〉〈0| =
(

N⊗

i=1

Ei
)
(ρ), (24)

where the Kraus operators for Ei at each site i are defined
as follows

K1 = |0〉〈0| ,K2 = |0〉〈1| . (25)

In summary, weakly injective LPDOs describe density
matrices entangled over short ranges, a fundamental pre-
requisite for decohered ASPTs.

C. The strong injectivity condition

In essence, the presence of a weakly injective LPDO
precludes the emergence of a long-range order within lin-
ear correlation functions for the density matrix. Conse-
quently, this mechanism serves to avert conventional in-
stances of spontaneous symmetry breaking within mixed
states. However, recent studies [30, 63–65] underscore the
possibility of a more subtle manifestation of symmetry-
breaking patterns within mixed states. Specifically, it
has been shown that it is possible to engineer mixed
states exhibiting short-range entanglement, while spon-
taneously breaking a strong symmetry to a weak coun-
terpart. Such intricate patterns elude detection by con-
ventional means, such as the linear two-point correlation
function for the density matrix. In order to comprehen-
sively address symmetric mixed states, it becomes im-
perative to preclude the prospect of such strong-to-weak
symmetry-breaking orders. Consequently, there arises
the need for a stringent criterion, which we refer to as
the strong injectivity condition.
It is convenient to introduce the strong injectivity con-

dition within the double space formalism. Let us assume
that the spectrum decomposition of the density matrix
is given by

ρ =
∑

k

λk |ψk〉〈ψk| . (26)

The (unnormalized) double state for the mixed state is
defined as

|ρ〉〉 =
∑

k

λk |ψk〉 ⊗ |ψ∗
k〉 , (27)

which can be graphically depicted as

A A

p

a

p

a· · · · · ·|ρ〉〉 =

A
∗

A
∗

p′ p′

. (28)

Utilizing the concept of the double state, the strong in-
jectivity condition for an LPDO is defined as follows:
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Definition (Strong injectivity condition) An LPDO
is deemed strongly injective if its corresponding double
state |ρ〉〉 is an injective MPS, or equivalently, its local
tensor given by

∑

a

Ap,a
αuβuA

∗p′,a
αlβl : (CD)⊗4 → (Cdp)⊗2L (29)

forms an injective map.
The strong injectivity condition can be equivalently

stated as the non-degeneracy condition concerning the
following transfer matrix (as shown in Fig. 1(b))

E
(2) =

∑

p,a,p′,a′

Ap,a
αuβuA

∗p′,a
αlβl A

p′,a′

αu′βu′A
∗p,a′

αl′βl′ . (30)

It implies the Rényi-2 correlation function, defined as

C(2)(i, j) ≡ Tr (ρOiOjρOiOj)− Tr (ρOiρOi) Tr (ρOjρOj)

Tr(ρ2)

=〈〈ρ|OiOj ⊗O∗
iO

∗
j |ρ〉〉

− 〈〈ρ|Oi ⊗O∗
i |ρ〉〉〈〈ρ|Oj ⊗O∗

j |ρ〉〉
∼ e−|i−j|/ξ′ , (31)

decays exponentially with distance. In fact, while the
Rényi-2 correlation function appears as an ordinary two-
point correlation function in the double state |ρ〉〉, it man-
ifests itself as a non-linear entity within the original den-
sity matrix representation. Contrary to the weak injec-
tive condition, which imposes no restrictions on the val-
ues of such correlation functions, the absence of strong-
to-weak symmetry breaking within the mixed state re-
quires the exponential decay of C(2). Consequently, the
imposition of the strong injectivity condition becomes
imperative in ensuring this decay behavior.
In summary, by imposing the two aforementioned in-

jectivity conditions, we effectively preclude1 any long-
range order that could cause the breakdown of either
strong or weak symmetries inherent within the LPDO.
This facilitates our analysis and classification of short-
range correlated mixed states while conserving both
strong and weak symmetries.

D. Symmetries in the LPDO representations

With the weak and strong injectivity conditions estab-
lished for LPDOs, we proceed to formulate the actions of

1 It is worth noting a subtlety in this discourse: the decay of
the Rényi-2 correlators serves as a necessary condition for the
absence of strong-to-weak symmetry breaking in mixed states.
However, whether it suffices is not yet clear [65]. However, as
we will elucidate later, the combination of these two injectivity
conditions allows us to derive accurate classification data for de-
cohered ASPT phases, particularly in dimensions (1 + 1)D and
(2 + 1)D. Therefore, we conjecture that these two conditions
suffice for the proposed classification framework.

the strong and weak symmetries on the density matrix.
To illustrate the distinctions between these two types of
symmetries, we focus on the upper half of the LPDO as
outlined in Eq. (18).

The density matrix remains invariant under the im-
plementation of a strong (exact) symmetry U(k) on one
side, characterized by the operation

U(k)ρ = eiθρ. (32)

In essence, the action of strong symmetry is indepen-
dent of the Kraus index governing the classical mixture
of various components, rendering the transformation of
the local tensor as

A

a

p

Uk

= eiθk V −1

k A Vk

a

p

. (33)

In this context, U(k) denotes the strong symmetry ac-
tion operating on the physical index, while V (k) repre-
sents the corresponding gauge transformation acting on
the virtual index. The weak injectivity condition ensures
the uniqueness, up to a phase factor, of V (k), given that
the symmetry action on the Kraus index is restricted to
remain as the identity.

Conversely, the weak (average) symmetry U(g) re-
quires application on both sides of a density matrix, ex-
pressed as

U(g)ρU(g)† = ρ. (34)

Thus, the symmetry action on an LPDO is visually de-
picted as

A

a

p

Ug

= eiθg V −1
g A Vg

a

p

Mg

. (35)

In contrast to the strong symmetry scenario, in the case
of weak symmetry, an additional symmetry transforma-
tion M(g) operates on the Kraus index. Moreover, the
application of weak symmetry operators on both sides
must maintain the invariance of the density matrix, as
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depicted in the following figure

A

A
∗

Ug

U∗
g

=

V −1
g A Vg

V ∗−1
g A

∗ V ∗
g

Mg

M∗
g

, (36)

necessitating M(g) to be a unitary operator satisfying
that M(g)†M(g) = I, ensuring the preservation of sym-
metry when applied to both sides of the density matrix.
Now, we argue that with combined weak and strong

injectivity conditions, the gauge transformation V (g) on
the virtual index becomes uniquely determined (up to a
phase) for a given U(g), although M(g) may not possess
uniqueness. To begin with, if the LPDO is weakly in-
jective, then V (g) is uniquely determined for fixed U(g)
and M(g). Let us assume there exist two sets of solu-
tions for Eq. (35) corresponding to the same U(g), de-
noted as {M1(g), V1(g)} and {M2(g), V2(g)}, where the
representations V1(g) and V2(g) are linearly independent
operators in the virtual space. Next, consider the simul-
taneous implementation of U(g) on the upper and lower
sides of the LPDO, inducing a transformation V (g) sup-
ported on the joint space of the upper and lower indices.
With the strong injectivity condition ensured, such gauge
transformation is also unique, leading to

V1(g)⊗ V ∗
1 (g) = V (g) = V2(g)⊗ V ∗

2 (g), (37)

from which we deduce that V1(g) = V2(g). Consequently,
the weak symmetry action on virtual indices is uniquely
defined for an LPDO that satisfies both weak and strong
injectivity conditions.

E. ASPT protected by strong and weak

symmetries

In this section, we aim to demonstrate that a nontriv-
ial ASPT phase necessitates protection from both strong
and weak symmetries.

1. Only strong symmetry K

We first consider the scenario where only a strong sym-
metry group K is present. In this case, the classification
mirrors that of pure-state SPT phases protected by the
same symmetry group. Similar to the pure state case, the
symmetry action U(k) on physical indices forms a linear
representation of K akin to Eq. (9). Subsequently, we
consider the sequential implementation of two symmetry

operations U(k2) and U(k1) (k1, k2 ∈ K) on the physi-
cal index, which is equivalent to the symmetry operation
U(k1k2). According to Eq. (33), these transformations
yield V (k1)V (k2) and V (k1k2) on the right virtual in-
dex, respectively. Since these resulting tensors must be
identical, we deduce

V (k1)V (k2) = µ2(k1, k2)V (k1k2), µ2(k1, k2) ∈ U(1).
(38)

Furthermore, considering different orders to combine
three transformations V (k1), V (k2), and V (k3) in the
virtual index, we obtain the same consistency condition
as that in Eq. (12), implying that µ2 forms a 2-cocycle
characterized by µ2 ∈ H2[K,U(1)]. Therefore, if only a
strong symmetry is present, the classification of ASPT
phases mirrors that of SPT phases in pure states.
However, it is crucial to note that the validity of the

above classification is based on the constraint that the
symmetry action U(k) can only be applied to one side
of the density matrix, and the phase structures on the
upper and lower virtual indices are separate and well de-
fined individually. Continuing, we will now elucidate how
the scenario changes drastically in the absence of strong
symmetry and when only weak symmetry is present.

2. Only weak symmetry G

In the scenario where a mixed state is solely protected
by a weak symmetry group G, the symmetry action on
the physical index still forms a linear representation of
G, expressed as

U(g)U(h) = U(gh), g, h ∈ G. (39)

Now, let us apply both sides of the above equation to the
physical index. Following the symmetry transformation
rule delineated in Eq. (35), the former induces the trans-
formation V (g)V (h) on the right virtual index and the
transformationM(g)M(h) on the Kraus index, while the
latter results in V (gh) and M(gh) on these two indices.
Given that these two tensors are completely identical,
V (g) and M(g) must adhere to the following conditions

V (g)V (h) = ν2(g, h)V (gh), ν2(g, h) ∈ U(1) (40)

M(g)M(h) =M(gh). (41)

Here there could be a phase ambiguity for V since ν2 on
the right virtual index cancels with ν−1

2 on the left side,
while the transformation on the Kraus index cannot dif-
fer a phase factor. Therefore, V (g) forms a projective
representation of G with the phase structure character-
ized by ν2, while M(g) forms a linear representation of
G that facilitates permutation between different compo-
nents within the density matrix.
However, due to the requirement that weak symmetry

must be applied simultaneously to both the upper and
lower sides of an LPDO to ensure its invariance, the vir-
tual index on the lower side of the LPDO will exhibit
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a conjugate phase ambiguity of ν−1
2 . Specifically, when

also sequentially applying U(h)∗ and U(g)∗ to the lower
physical index, we have

V (g)∗V (h)∗ = ν2(g, h)
−1V (gh)∗. (42)

Consequently, the cumulative phase ambiguity on virtual
indices cancels out between the upper and lower virtual
legs, suggesting the absence of nontrivial ASPT states
in the presence of solely weak symmetry. Another per-
spective on this is that the state in the double space |ρ〉〉
becomes trivial since there is no projective representation
on the composed virtual leg. As a result, the correspond-
ing density matrix is also trivial.

3. Both strong and weak symmetries

Finally, let us illustrate that if the system is jointly
protected by strong symmetry K and weak symmetry G,
distinct ASPT phases can emerge, characterized by the

phase structure of the entire group G̃. We would like to
emphasize that, in this context, we only consider a simple

case where G̃ = K ×G and treat G̃ as a unified entity to
engage in abstract discussions regarding its phase struc-
ture. However, in subsequent sections, we will discuss a

general group extension G̃ fromK and G and explore the

intricate internal structures of G̃, particularly the com-
plex interplay between K and G.

The group element g̃ ∈ G̃ is defined as g̃ = (k, g) with
k ∈ K and g ∈ G. We require that the symmetry action

Ũ(g̃) on the physical index forms a linear representation

of G̃, i.e,

Ũ(g̃)Ũ(g̃′) = Ũ(g̃g̃′). (43)

The symmetry action of Ũ(g̃) on the physical index is
depicted as

A

a

p

Ũg̃

= eiθ̃g̃ Ṽ −1

g̃ A Ṽg̃

a

p

M̃g̃

, (44)

where Ṽ (g̃) and M̃(g̃) are the gauge transformations on
the virtual and Kraus indices respectively. Similar to the

previous argument for weak symmetry, Ṽ (g̃) and M̃(g̃)
satisfy the following conditions

Ṽ (g̃)Ṽ (g̃′) = ν̃2(g̃, g̃
′)Ṽ (g̃g̃′), ν̃2(g̃, g̃

′) ∈ U(1) (45)

M̃(g̃)M̃(g̃′) = M̃(g̃g̃′). (46)

indicating that Ṽ (g̃) forms a projective representation of

G̃ characterized by ν̃2 ∈ U(1) and M̃(g̃) forms a linear

representation of G̃.

Consider a strong symmetry operator Ũ [(k, 1)](k ∈ K)
acting on the upper physical index, followed by two weak

symmetry operators Ũ [(1, h)] and Ũ [(1, g)](g, h ∈ G) act-
ing on the physical indices on both sides sequentially.
These operations are equivalent to the symmetry opera-

tion Ũ [(k, gh)] on the upper physical index and only to

the operation Ũ [(1, gh)] on the lower physical index. On

the upper side of the LPDO, Ṽ (g̃) satisfies

Ṽ [(1, g)]Ṽ [(1, h)]Ṽ [(k, 1)]

=ν̃2[(1, g), (1, h)]ν̃2[(1, gh), (k, 1)]Ṽ [(k, gh)].
(47)

Similarly, Ṽ (g̃) on the lower side of LPDO satisfies

Ṽ [(1, g)]∗Ṽ [(1, h)]∗ = ν̃−1
2 [(1, g), (1, h)]Ṽ [(1, gh)]∗. (48)

From Eqs. (47) and (48), we observe a nontrivial total
phase ambiguity ν̃2[(1, gh), (k, 1)] remaining uncanceled
on virtual indices. This suggests the potential existence
of a nontrivial ASPT phase characterized by the phase
structure involving both the strong and the weak sym-
metries.
In summary, a nontrivial ASPT order requires protec-

tion from both strong symmetry K and weak symmetry
G. As we encounter a combination of weak and strong
symmetry groups (potentially constituting a nontrivial
extension structure), we will delve into a formalism in
the following sections that treat the two groups in slightly
distinct manners. This approach facilitates the manifes-
tation of the decorated domain wall picture for ASPTs.

IV. WARMUP: CLASSIFICATION OF (1 + 1)D
ASPT WITH STRONG FERMION PARITY

SYMMETRY

As a preliminary example, we will consider systems

characterized by strong K = Z
f
2 fermion parity symme-

try and weak bosonic G = Gb symmetry. In other words,
we assume that all bosonic symmetries are broken down
to weak symmetry due to decoherence, while only the
fermion parity symmetry remains strong. In the follow-
ing section, we will extend the discussion to generalize
the strong symmetry to an arbitrary abelian symmetry
group K.

A. (1 + 1)D fermionic SPT phases: Supervector

spaces and twisted boundary conditions

To begin, we briefly revisit the structure of fermionic
MPS (fMPS) and the classification of SPT phases pro-
tected by symmetry groups that incorporate fermion par-

ity symmetry Z
f
2 in (1 + 1)D [66–68]. Subsequently, we
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will employ analogous techniques to address fermionic
LPDO (fLPDO).
The complete symmetry group of a fermionic system

comprises a bosonic symmetry Gb and the fermion parity

symmetry Z
f
2 , featuring a central extension of Zf

2 by Gb

with the subsequent short exact sequence

1→ Z
f
2 → Gf → Gb → 1. (49)

Such a group structure is characterized by the factor sys-

tem ω2 ∈ H2(Gb,Z
f
2 ), subject to the 2-cocycle condition

ω2(g, h) + ω2(gh, l) = ω2(g, hl) + ω2(h, l) (mod 2).
(50)

A nontrivial ω2 means a nontrivial group extension of Zf
2

by Gb.
In the following classification, we will address fermion

parity and bosonic symmetry separately. Initially, let us
focus on the fermion parity symmetry. To achieve this,
we need to extend the vector space used in the definition
of MPS to a graded supervector space V with a direct
sum form

V = V 0 ⊕ V 1, (51)

where the vectors in V 0/V 1 exhibit even/odd fermion
parity. The fermion parity of a vector |i〉 is denoted by
|i| ∈ 0, 1. We can define a fermion parity symmetry op-
erator Pf whose action on the vector |i〉 is given by

Pf |i〉 = (−1)|i||i〉, (52)

or equivalently

Pf =

[
I 0
0 −I

]
(53)

for the vector space in Eq. (51). The direct prod-
uct of the vectors |i〉 and |j〉 possesses fermion parity
|i| + |j| (mod 2). We denote the graded tensor product
as

|i〉 ⊗g |j〉 ∈ V ⊗g V, (54)

where the label g highlights the tensor product’s graded
structure. Due to the fermionic nature of this graded
structure, we can define a fermion reordering operator as

F : V ⊗g W → W ⊗g V

|i〉 ⊗g |j〉 7→ (−1)|i||j||j〉 ⊗g |i〉.
(55)

With these ingredients, we are ready to define fMPS.
The formal definition of fMPS has the same form as that
in Eq. (4), however, the vector spaces of the physical
index and virtual indices are replaced by the supervectors
with the graded structure. A given local tensor (as in
Eq. (4)) should preserve the fermion parity symmetry,
namely |i| = (|β| − |α|) mod 2. From the fermion anti-
commutation relation in Eq. (55), different contracting

orders of an fMPS may exhibit additional minus signs.
Fortunately, they will at most result in a global phase
of the final state, provided that each local tensor has a
well-defined total parity. We refer the reader to Ref. [66]
for more details.
With parity-conserving local tensors alone, one can

only produce an even-fermion parity state (the total
fermion parity is labeled by n0 ∈ {0, 1}) under a peri-
odic boundary condition (PBC). To construct fMPS with
odd fermion parity, it is convenient to introduce an ad-
ditional odd fermion parity tensor Y without a physical
index, which serves as a fermion parity twist operator.
The Y tensor can be inserted into the virtual leg at the
right end of the system, as shown below

YA
. (56)

The Y tensor has a general form,

Y =
∑

α,β

Yαβ |α)⊗g (β|, (57)

where Yαβ = 0 if the total fermion parity carried by |α)
and |β) is even. This is enforced to guarantee that Y
alters the parity on the virtual index. In essence, the Y
operator anticommutes with fermion parity, namely

Y Pf = −PfY. (58)

The simplest form of the Y tensor can be constructed
as [66]

Y =

[
0 I
−I 0

]
. (59)

We can now present the general fMPS for (1 + 1)D
short-range entangled fermionic states

|ψf 〉 =
∑

ij

Tr
(
Ai1 · · ·AiNY n0

)
|i1 · · · iN〉, (60)

where the exponent n0 ∈ Z2 determines the fermion par-
ity of the state. This construction yields wavefunctions
that are eigenstates of the fermion parity symmetry.
Next, we move on to the consideration of the full sym-

metry Gf of the fMPS. The group elements can be de-
noted by the form g̃ = P

ng

f g, where ng ∈ Z2 and g ∈ Gb,
and the group product rule is defined as

(
P

ng

f g
)
·
(
Pnh

f h
)
= P

ng+nh+ω2(g,h)
f gh. (61)

The symmetry action on the physical index is described
by

Ũ
(
P

ng

f g
)
:= P

ng

f U(g), (62)

where U(g) represents the transformation associated with
the bosonic symmetry. With this definition, if we require
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the total symmetry action Ũ to form a linear representa-
tion of Gf as Eq. (43), the transformation of the bosonic
symmetry on the physical index needs to satisfy [66, 68]

U(g)U(h) = P
ω2(g,h)
f U(gh). (63)

Similar to the bosonic case, the symmetry action on
the physical index leads to a gauge transformation on
the virtual indices

A

Ũg̃

= eiθg Ṽ −1

g̃ A Ṽg̃
, (64)

where Ṽ (g̃), taking the form

Ṽ (g̃) = P
ng

f V (g), (65)

is expected to be a projective representation of Gf . As
the projective representation concerns both the fermion
parity and the bosonic symmetry, the data for the pro-
jective representation are a bit more involved than in the
bosonic case.
The next step is to discuss the interplay between

bosonic symmetry Gb and fermion parity Z
f
2 . We apply

two bosonic symmetry operators U(h) and U(g) sequen-
tially. With Eq. (63), one can show the multiplication
rule for the gauge transformation on the virtual indices
now has the following form,

V (g)V (h) = ν2(g, h)P
ω2(g,h)
f V (gh), (66)

where ν2 ∈ U(1) is a possible phase ambiguity. A
V (g) operator acting on the virtual index can potentially
change the fermion parity on that virtual leg. This is
labeled by a Z2 index n1(g) defined through the commu-
tation relation between V (g) and Pf , namely

PfV (g) = (−1)n1(g)V (g)Pf . (67)

Specifically, when n1(g) = 1, V (g) switches the fermion
parity on the virtual leg.
In addition, for an MPS with odd fermion parity

(n0 = 1), applying U(g) to physical indices of all sites
simultaneously will induce a pair of V (g) and V (g)−1

on each virtual index except at the right end of the
MPS where Y is attached. For the former case, V (g)
and V (g)−1 will be canceled out, while we are left with
V (g)Y V (g)−1 on the last virtual leg, which should be
equivalent to the original state with only Y on that leg.
Therefore, Y and V (g) should commute with each other
up to a phase. Since the Y tensor is also a fermionic op-
erator that alters the fermion charge on the virtual index,
it has the following commutation relation with V (g),

Y V (g) = (−1)n1(g)V (g)Y, (68)

which can be explicitly derived from Eq. (55). Therefore,
V (g) carries two possible topological invariants: one is
the fermion parity n1(g) in Eq. (67), and the other is the
phase ambiguity ν2(g, h) from the sequential application
of different symmetry operators on the physical index
that has been defined in Eq. (66). We will discuss the
consistency conditions for these two indices respectively
in the following.
As for the self-consistent conditions for the fermion

parity n1(g) of the representation V (g), we consider the
simultaneous implementation of Pf from the left to each
side of Eq. (66), where the left-hand side becomes

L.H.S. = PfV (g)V (h) = (−1)n1(g)+n1(h)V (g)V (h)Pf

= (−1)n1(g)+n1(h)ν2(g, h)P
ω2(g,h)
f V (gh)Pf ,

(69)

while the right-hand side is transformed into

R.H.S. = Pfν2(g, h)P
ω2(g,h)
f V (gh)

= ν2(g, h)(−1)n1(gh)P
ω2(g,h)
f V (gh)Pf .

(70)

The above relations require that the fermion parities of
V (g)V (h) and V (gh) should be equal, i.e.,

n1(g) + n1(h)− n1(gh) = 0 (mod 2), (71)

which implies that n1 should be a 1-cocycle with Z2 co-
efficient, classified by H1(Gb,Z2).
In addition, taking the attachment Y n0 into account

gives the following relation

V (g)V (h)Y n0 = (−1)n0[n1(g)+n1(h)]Y n0V (g)V (h)

=(−1)n0[n1(g)+n1(h)]ν2(g, h)Y
n0P

ω2(g,h)
f V (gh),

(72)

which can also be evaluated as follows

V (g)V (h)Y n0 = ν2(g, h)P
ω2(g,h)
f V (gh)Y n0

=(−1)n0[n1(gh)+ω2(g,h)]ν2(g, h)Y
n0P

ω2(g,h)
f V (gh),

(73)

where the factor (−1)n0ω2(g,h) comes from the commu-

tation between P
ω2(g,h)
f and Y n0 . The above relations

indicate that n1 should also be a 1-cocycle with Z2 coef-
ficient and a twisted cocycle condition, namely

n0[n1(g) + n1(h)− n1(gh)− ω2(g, h)] = 0 (mod 2).
(74)

For a nontrivial n0, this twisted 1-cocycle condition has
solutions if and only if n0ω2(g, h) is a 2-coboundary in
H2[Gb,Z2]. In addition, since both n0 and ω2 take values
in Z2, we reach the following requirement

n0ω2(g, h) = 0 (mod 2). (75)

Finally, it is time to derive the associativity condition
for three bosonic symmetry actions V (g), V (h), and V (l)



11

on virtual indices, which can be composed with the fol-
lowing two different orders

V (g)V (h)V (l) = ν2(g, h)P
ω2(g,h)
f V (gh)V (l)

=ν2(g, h)ν2(gh, l)P
ω2(g,h)+ω2(gh,l)
f V (ghl),

(76)

and

V (g)V (h)V (l) = V (g)ν2(h, l)P
ω2(h,l)
f V (hl)

=ν2(h, l)(−1)n1(g)ω2(h,l)P
ω2(h,l)
f V (g)V (hl)

=ν2(h, l)ν2(g, hl)(−1)n1(g)ω2(h,l)P
ω2(h,l)+ω2(g,hl)
f V (ghl).

(77)

Therefore, ν2 satisfies a twisted 2-cocycle condition of the
bosonic symmetry group, namely

ν2(g, h)ν2(gh, l)

ν2(g, hl)ν2(h, l)
= (−1)n1(g)ω2(h,l) ≡ O3(g, h, l), (78)

which is classified by ν2 ∈ H2[Gb, U(1)] with an
additional constraint that O3(g, h, l) should be a 3-
coboundary inH3[Gb, U(1)] to guarantee the above equa-
tion to have solutions.
We summarize the consistency conditions for con-

structing an fMPS representation of (1+1)D SPT state.
There are three topological invariants labeling different
phases:

1. n0 ∈ H0[Gb, h
2(Zf

2 )] = Z2: Fermion parity of fMPS
encoded by attachment Y n0 in Eq. (60) with the con-

dition in Eq. (75). Here, h2(Zf
2 ) = Z2 is the classifica-

tion of (1 + 1)D invertible topological phases.

2. n1 ∈ H1[Gb, h
1(Zf

2 )]: The fermion parity of the sym-
metry action on virtual indices V (g) with the 1-cocycle
condition in Eq. (71), or simply dn1 = 0.

3. ν2 ∈ H2[Gb, U(1)]: The phase ambiguity of V (g) with
the 2-cocycle condition in Eq. (78), or simply dν2 =

Ô3, and the condition of Ô3 to be a 3-coboundary in
H3[Gb, U(1)].

The physical meaning of each topological invariant is
as follows: n0 = 1 indicates that the corresponding fMPS
with PBC has an odd fermion parity, which means that
the system hosts a Kitaev Majorana chain. n1(g) = 1
indicates that the action of U(g) in a finite region leaves
one complex fermion on the virtual index at each end,
which is exactly the complex fermion decoration on the
symmetry defects of Gb. A nontrivial ν2 labels a bosonic
SPT phase solely protected by bosonic symmetry Gb.
These classification data and obstruction functions are
identical to the results obtained from spectrum sequence
methods [67, 68].

B. (1 + 1)D ASPT with strong fermion parity

Inspired by the fMPS classification of fermionic SPT
states, in this section, we will construct fermionic LPDO

(fLPDO) to describe fermionic ASPTs. The formal def-
inition of the fLPDO has the identical form of Eq. (18),
however, all the vector spaces are again replaced by
the supervector space with fermionic graded structure in
Eq. (51). The fermion parity conservation for the local
tensor is written as |p| = (|β| − |α|) mod 2 and |a| = 0,
i.e., the Kraus index is always in even fermion parity. The
physical reason lies in that the fermion parity is always
kept as a strong symmetry, and thus all components of
the decomposition in ρ should exhibit the same global
fermion parity, which we still refer to as n0.
Similar to the pure state case, to construct states with

different fermion parities n0, one needs to attach the sym-
metry twist operator Y n0 , an odd fermion parity tensor
without a physical index. Graphically, it is represented
as

Y

Y
∗

A

A
∗

, (79)

where Y is defined in the same way as Eqs. (57) and (58).
Next, we consider the total symmetry group Gf , which

is a central extension of weak bosonic symmetry Gb and

strong fermion parity Z
f
2 , with a group structure charac-

terized by ω2 ∈ H2[Gb,Z
f
2 ]. We will discuss the consis-

tency conditions, especially their relations and differences
from those in the pure state case. The actions of bosonic
symmetry on physical and virtual indices have the same
form as those in Eqs. (63) and (66). However, as we have
illustrated in Sec. III D, the ASPT density matrix is in-
variant under weak symmetry if and only if we act on the
symmetry operators on both sides of the density matrix.
Therefore, we must consider the simultaneous actions of
U(h) and U(g) on the physical indices of upper and lower
that leave V (g)V (h) on the right virtual index on the up-
per side and V ∗(g)V ∗(h) on the right virtual index on the
lower side. On each of them, we get

V (g)V (h) = ν2(g, h)P
ω2(g,h)
f V (gh)

V (g)∗V (h)∗ = ν−1
2 (g, h)P

ω2(g,h)
f V (gh)∗,

(80)

then we see that the total phase ambiguity at the right
virtual indices (including both upper and lower) is can-
celed. Consequently, the phase ambiguity of the weak
symmetry group Gb itself is not a topological invariant,
which is consistent with the conclusion we have already
reached: there is no nontrivial ASPT state solely pro-
tected by weak symmetry.
Alternatively, we will demonstrate that as the fermion

parity Pf acts as a strong symmetry and can be applied
on only one side of the LPDO, the parity of V (g), de-
noted as n1(g) and defined equivalently to Eq. (67), con-
tinues to serve as a nontrivial topological invariant. This
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characteristic distinguishes various ASPT phases that are

jointly protected by Z
f
2 and Gb. To verify this, we con-

sider the sequential implementation of U(h), U(g) on
both sides of the density matrix, then only apply Pf on
the upper side. Similar to the discussions in Eqs. (69)
and (70), on the right virtual index of the upper side, we
have

PfV (g)V (h) = (−1)n1(g)+n1(h)ν2(g, h)P
ω2(g,h)
f V (gh)Pf

= (−1)n1(gh)ν2(g, h)P
ω2(g,h)
f V (gh)Pf ,

(81)

while on the right virtual index of the lower side, we
simply obtain

V (g)∗V (h)∗ = ν2(g, h)
−1P

ω2(g,h)
f V (gh)∗ (82)

It is noted that the phase ambiguity is not completely
canceled out when grouping the upper and lower sides
together, hence the following self-consistent condition

n1(g) + n1(h)− n1(gh) = 0 (mod 2) (83)

still holds. The physical interpretation of this result is
rooted in the inability to exchange the fermion parity
charges carried by V (g)V (h) and V (g)∗V (h)∗. This lim-
itation arises from the fermion parity acting as a strong
symmetry, where the charges of strong symmetry or the
associated phase structures on the upper and lower sides
must be conserved individually. Due to the same argu-
ment, the twisted 1-cocycle condition in Eq. (74) also
holds, leading to the following condition for the total
fermion parity n0

n0ω2(g, h) = 0 (mod 2). (84)

On the contrary, the condition for solutions of Eq. (78)
to exist no longer needs to be satisfied as the phase ambi-
guity of ν2(g, h) must be canceled out on virtual indices
when applying weak symmetries simultaneously on both
sides of a density matrix.
Therefore, the topological invariants of a (1 + 1)D

fLPDO are

1. n0 ∈ H0[Gb, h
2(Zf

2 )] = Z2: The fermion parity of the
fLPDO encoded by the attachment Y n0 with the con-
dition in Eq. (84);

2. n1 ∈ H1[Gb, h
1(Zf

2 )]: The fermion parity of the sym-
metry action on virtual indices V (g) with the 1-cocycle
condition in Eq. (83), or dn1 = 0, but without the
coboundary constraint for n1 here in contrast to the
pure-state SPT phase.

We see that the fLPDO construction gives an accurate
classification of the (1+ 1)D ASPT phases with a strong
fermion parity symmetry and a weak Gb symmetry [30]
but with a much more concise interpretation through the
tensor network formalism.

A crucial aspect of this construction is that the deco-
rated domain wall structure of the ASPT states is inher-
ently encoded in the fLPDOs. Consider the truncated
symmetry operator UR(g) =

∏
i∈R Ui(g), where R de-

notes a connected finite region of a (1 + 1)D fLPDO.
On the right-hand side, there will be V (g) on the up-
per virtual index and V (g)∗ on the lower virtual index,
each carrying a fermion parity n1(g). Moreover, since the
fermion parity acts as the charge of a strong symmetry,
the fermion parities of V (g) and V (g)∗ are individually
well defined, as charges cannot tunnel. In essence, a trun-
cated symmetry operator UR(g) introduces two symme-
try defects on the boundary of R, each carrying a non-

trivial charge of Zf
2 labeled by n1(g).

V. (1 + 1)D ASPT PHASES WITH GENERAL

GROUP EXTENSION

In the previous section, we adopt K = Z
f
2 and G = Gb

as an illustrative example. Generalization to arbitrary
strong and weak abelian symmetry groups is the main
focus of this section. Specifically, the total symmetry

group G̃ arises as an extension of an abelian group K
with another group G, whose group structure is specified
by the factor system ω2 ∈ H2(G,K) of the following short
exact sequence

1→ K → G̃→ G→ 1. (85)

The consistency condition of the factor system reads as

ω2(g, h) · ω2(gh, l) = ω2(g, hl) · ω2(h, l), (86)

where ω2 takes the value of the group element inK. Since

a finite abelian group K has the general form of
m∏
j=1

Znj ,

we denote the group element k ∈ K as (k1, · · · , km) with
kj ∈ Znj , and similarly ω2 = (ω1

2 , · · · , ωm
2 ).

A. (1 + 1)D SPT phases with general group

extension

Here, we generalize the treatment in fermionic MPS
to discuss the SPT classification in (1 + 1)D pure states
under a general group extension in Eq. (85). For the sym-
metry group K, we directly encode the K-charge in the
graded structure of the MPS and consider the twist of
the K symmetry by attaching a corresponding Y block.
Implementing the G symmetry demands that each sub-
space on the physical index of a given K-charge be a
linear representation of the symmetry G.
A K-charge is a one-dimensional linear representation

of the Abelian group K, which is classified by

H1[K,U(1)] = K =
m∏

j=1

Znj . (87)
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Therefore, the linear representation of K can be labeled
by an m-component vector (k1, · · · , km), where kj ∈ Znj

for j = 1, · · · ,m and is referred to as the K-charge.
Now we consider the SPT phases jointly protected by

K and G. The group element in G̃ is g̃ = (k, g), where
k ∈ K, g ∈ G, with the following product rule

(k1, g) · (k2, h) = [k1k2ω2(g, h), gh]. (88)

A symmetry operator Ũ(g̃) acted on the physical index
can be expanded as

Ũ(g̃) = Ô(k)U(g), (89)

which should be a linear representation of G̃ satisfying
Eq. (43). Combined with Eq. (88), the symmetry actions
on the physical index satisfy that

Ô(k1)U(g)Ô(k2)U(h) = Ô[k1k2ω2(g, h)]U(gh), (90)

from which we can obtain the following multiplication
rules for Ô(k) and U(g). Firstly, we take g = h = e (the
identity group element) and reach that the symmetry

action of Ô(k) on the physical index itself should form a
linear representation, i.e.,

Ô(k1)Ô(k2) = Ô(k1k2). (91)

Meanwhile, by taking k1 = k2 = e, it can be easily veri-
fied that U(g), the symmetry action associated with the
G group, needs to satisfy the following twisted group
multiplication rules

U(g)U(h) = Ô[ω2(g, h)]U(gh). (92)

Finally, we find that the application of Ô(k) and U(g)
should be commutative, i.e.,

U(g)Ô(k) = Ô(k)U(g), (93)

where we have assumed k1 = h1 = e.
Similar to the fermion parity case, the application of

Ũ(g̃) on the physical index leaves Ṽ (g̃) at the right virtual
index, as shown in Eq. (64), which takes the form of

Ṽ (g̃) = Ô′(k)V (g), (94)

where the combination formulas of Ô′(k) and V (g) are
deduced as follows. By sequentially applying two sym-
metry operators Ô(k1) and Ô(k2) to the physical index,

we obtain the operator Ô′(k1)Ô
′(k2) on the virtual in-

dex. This should be equivalent to the application of
Ô(k1k2) that results in Ô′(k1k2) on the virtual index.
Therefore, we can deduce the following relation for the
operator Ô′(k)

Ô′(k1)Ô
′(k2) = µ2(k1, k2)Ô

′(k1k2), µ2 ∈ U(1). (95)

Similarly, applying each side of Eq. (92) to the physical

index, we are left with V (g)V (h) and Ô′[ω2(g, h)]V (gh)

on the virtual index, respectively, where the resulting
tensors should be equivalent, i.e.,

V (g)V (h) = ν2(g, h)Ô
′[ω2(g, h)]V (gh), ν2 ∈ U(1).

(96)

In this case, there are two phase structures µ2(k1, k2)
and ν2(g, h) that characterize the actions of K and G
respectively. Roughly speaking, they describe the SPT
phases solely protected by K or G. The consistency con-
dition for µ2(k1, k2) can be easily derived since the sym-
metry action on the virtual index in Eq. (95) has the
same form as Eq. (11). Specifically, the following two
ways to fuse the symmetry operations

Ô′(k1)Ô
′(k2)Ô

′(k3) = µ2(k1, k2)Ô
′(k1k2)Ô

′(k3)

= µ2(k1, k2)µ2(k1k2, k3)Ô
′(k1k2k3),

(97)

and

Ô′(k1)Ô
′(k2)Ô

′(k3) = Ô′(k1)µ(k2, k3)Ô
′(k2k3)

= µ2(k1, k2k3)µ2(k2, k3)Ô
′(k1k2k3)

(98)

must be consistent, from which we obtain the consistency
equation for µ2,

µ2(k1, k2)µ2(k1k2, k3)

µ2(k1, k2k3)µ2(k2, k3)
= 1. (99)

It implies that µ2(k1, k2) is a 2-cocycle with U(1) co-

efficient, and Ô′(k) can be a projective representation
of the group K classified by the group 2-cohomology
H2[K,U(1)]. Therefore, µ2(k1, k2) exactly characterizes
the classification of (1+1)D SPT phases when only group
K exists [4].
Before deriving the consistency condition for ν2(g, h),

we first focus on the interplay between K and G,
which is reflected by the nonzero K-charge n1(g) =
[n1

1(g), · · · , nm
1 (g)] ∈ H1[K,U(1)] carried by each V (g).

To formally define the K-charge n1(g), we consider the

application of U(g)Ô(k) and Ô(k)U(g) on the physical
index, and the resulting transformations on the virtual
index should be equivalent up to a phase, i.e.,

Ô′(k)V (g) = eiφ(k,g)V (g)Ô′(k). (100)

As the above relation must hold for all k = (k1, · · · , km),
we can choose a specific case where only kj = 1 (gener-
ator of Znj ) while all the other elements are zero, whose

symmetry action is denoted as Ô′
j . Therefore, the re-

quirement in Eq. (100) means that

Ô′
jV (g) = αj(g)V (g)Ô′

j , (101)

for j = 1, · · · ,m. Recall that Ô′(k) forms a projective

representation of group K, the above set {Ô′
j} is able to
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generate the symmetry action for any k on the virtual
index in the following way

Ô′(k) = β(k)
m∏

j=1

Ô
′kj

j , (102)

where β(k) is a global phase factor defined for each k,
which in principle can be derived from µ2 in Eq. (95),
but its explicit form is irrelevant in this case. Specifically,
Ô

′nj

j ∝ Ô′(e) ∝ I, where e is the group identity element
in K, resulting in the following condition for αj

αj(g)
nj = 1. (103)

Therefore, we can define αj(g) = ei2πn
j
1
(g)/nj with

nj
1(g) ∈ Znj for j = 1, · · · ,m, which we refer to as “the
K-charge carried by V (g)”. In summary, the commuta-
tion relation between the symmetry actions of K and G
on the virtual index reads as

Ô′(k)V (g) = V (g)Ô′(k)

m∏

j=1

ei2πkj ·n
j
1
(g)/nj . (104)

Now we are ready to consider the consistency condition
for the K-charge of V (g) from the mixed anomaly of K

and G. Consider left-multiplying Eq. (96) with Ô′(k),
from which we obtain

L.H.S. = Ô′(k)V (g)V (h)

=

m∏

j=1

ei2πkj [n
j
1
(g)+nj

1
(h)]/njV (g)V (h)Ô′(k)

(105)

and

R.H.S. = ν2(g, h)Ô
′(k)Ô′[ω2(g, h)]V (gh)

=
µ2[k, ω2(g, h)]

µ2[ω2(g, h), k]

m∏

j=1

ei2πkjn
j
1
(gh)/njV (g)V (h)Ô′(k),

(106)

respectively. The above constraint requires that

nj
1(g) + nj

1(h)− nj
1(gh) = Oj

2(g, h) (mod nj) (107)

for ∀j = 1, · · · ,m, where the obstruction function Oj
2 is

defined as

Oj
2(g, h) ≡

nj

2π
arg

µ2[1j, ω2(g, h)]

µ2[ω2(g, h), 1j]
(108)

with 1j abbreviating the group element of K whose j-th
element kj = 1 and all the other are zero. It implies
that n1(g) satisfies a twisted 1-cocycle condition with
coefficient H1[K,U(1)], i.e., n1 ∈ H1

[
G,H1[K,U(1)]

]
,

which has solutions if and only if Oj
2 is a 2-coboundary

in H2(G,Znj ). In addition, we have

µ2[k, ω2(g, h)]

µ2[ω2(g, h), k]
=

m∏

j=1

(
µ2[1j, ω2(g, h)]

µ2[ω2(g, h), 1j]

)kj

. (109)

Finally, let us derive the consistency condition for the
phase factor system ν2 characterizing the projective rep-
resentation V (g) on virtual indices. Sequentially apply-
ing the symmetry operators U(l), U(h), and U(g) on the
physical index (g, h, l ∈ G) leaves V (g)V (h)V (l) on the
right virtual index. On the one hand, we have

V (g)V (h)V (l) = ν2(g, h)Ô
′[ω2(g, h)]V (gh)V (l)

=ν2(g, h)ν2(gh, l)µ2[ω2(g, h), ω2(gh, l)]

Ô′[ω2(g, h) · ω2(gh, l)]V (ghl);

(110)

on the other hand,

V (g)V (h)V (l) = V (g)ν2(h, l)Ô
′[ω2(h, l)]V (hl)

=

m∏

j=1

ei2πω
j
2
(h,l)nj

1
(g)/njν2(h, l)Ô

′[ω2(h, l)]V (g)V (hl)

=

m∏

j=1

ei2πω
j
2
(h,l)nj

1
(g)/njν2(h, l)ν2(g, hl)

µ2[ω2(h, l), ω2(g, hl)]Ô
′[ω2(h, l) · ω2(g, hl)]V (ghl).

(111)

The above two formulas imply the following twisted 2-
cocycle condition for the phase structure characterizing
the SPT pure state protected by G

ν2(g, h)ν2(gh, l)

ν2(g, hl)ν2(h, l)
= O3(g, h, l) (112)

which has solutions if and only if the obstruction function

O3(g, h, l) ≡
m∏

j=1

ei2πω
j
2
(h,l)nj

1
(g)/nj

µ2[ω2(g, hl), ω2(h, l)]

µ2[ω2(g, h), ω2(gh, l)]

(113)

is a 3-coboundary in H3[G,U(1)].
We summarize the consistency conditions for the con-

struction of an MPS for (1+1)D G̃-symmetric SPT state:
There are three topological invariants to label different
phases:

1. µ2 ∈ H2[K,U(1)]: different SPT phases solely pro-
tected by the symmetry K with the 2-cocycle condi-
tion in Eq. (99), or simply dµ2 = 0.

2. n1 ∈ H1
[
G,H1[K,U(1)]

]
: the K-charge carried by

the projective representation V (g) on virtual indices,
labeling different SPT phases jointly protected by
K and G, with the twisted 1-cocycle condition in
Eq. (107), or simply dn1 = O2, together with the

condition that Oj
2 in Eq. (108) is a 2-coboundary in

H2[G,Znj ] and the constraint in Eq. (109).

3. ν2 ∈ H2[G,U(1)]: different SPT states protected by
G exclusively with the twisted 2-cocycle condition in
Eq. (112), or simply dν2 = O3, and the condition that
O3 in Eq. (113) is a 3-coboundary in H3[G,U(1)].
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The obstructions in Eq. (108) and (113) mean that for
nontrivial ω2 some n1 and µ2 may not be well defined
as long as these conditions are not satisfied, from which
some nontrivial intrinsic ASPT phases may emerge to be
introduced later.

B. Classification of ASPT in (1 + 1)D systems

In this section, we provide the classification data for
ASPTs protected by a strong symmetry K and a weak
symmetry G, allowing a possible non-trivial extension
characterized by ω2 ∈ H2(G,K).
In this case, the symmetry actions for the total group

on the physical and virtual indices still take the forms of

Ũ(g̃) = Ô(k)U(g) and Ṽ (g̃) = Ô′(k)V (g) (g̃ = (k, g),
where k ∈ K and g ∈ G), respectively. Similar to
the fLPDO case, the phase ambiguity µ2(k1, k2) for the
strong symmetry K, as defined in Eq. (95), should be
conserved at each side of the density matrix since the
applications of U(k) on different sides are independent.
Therefore, the 2-cocycle condition generated from the
consistency of fusing three symmetry actions on the vir-
tual index Ô′(k1)Ô

′(k2)Ô
′(k3) remains, namely

µ2(k1, k2)µ2(k1k2, k3)

µ2(k1, k2k3)µ2(k2, k3)
= 1, (114)

characterizing different ASPT phases exclusively pro-
tected by the strong symmetry K.
As for the weak symmetry G, the corresponding sym-

metry actions on the physical and virtual index satisfy
Eqs. (92) and (96). However, different from the strong
symmetry K that can be applied only on one side, a
weak symmetry operator U(g) must be simultaneously
applied to both sides of the density matrix to guarantee
its invariance under symmetry transformation. Applying
two symmetry operators U(h) and U(g) sequentially to
the physical indices on both sides, we obtain V (g)V (h)
and V (g)∗V (h)∗ on the virtual index of the upper and
lower sides, respectively. According to Eq. (96), we have
the following relation of the operator V (g) acting on the
virtual indices as

V (g)V (h) = ν2(g, h)Ô
′[ω2(g, h)]V (gh),

V (g)∗V (h)∗ = ν2(g, h)
−1Ô′[ω2(g, h)]

∗V (gh)∗,
(115)

where ν2(g, h) is a U(1) phase. Similar to the discussion
of the fermion parity case, the total phase ambiguity on
the virtual indices is canceled from the upper and lower
sides, indicating that ν2 is not a topological invariant
characterizing distinct ASPT phases. In other words, if
there is only weak symmetry, we cannot have any non-
trivial ASPT density matrix. As a consequence, we do
not have to worry about the coboundary condition for Ô3

to promise a solution for the twisted cocycle condition of
ν2 in Eq. (112).
Finally, let us consider the K-charge n1(g) =

[n1
1(g), · · · , nm

1 (g)] ∈ H1[K,U(1)] carried by each V (g)

defined in Eq. (104) to explore the interplay between
strong and weak symmetries. As K is a strong symmetry,
the K-charge of V (g) cannot tunnel between the upper
and lower spaces and must be conserved on each side.
Consider the sequential application of two weak symme-
try operators U(h) and U(g) on an LPDO, followed by

the application of a strong symmetry operator Ô(k) only
on the upper side, which (similar to Eqs. (105) and (106))
leaves on the virtual space the following transformation

Ô′(k)V (g)V (h)

=

m∏

j=1

ei2πkj [n
j
1
(g)+nj

1
(h)]/njV (g)V (h)Ô′(k)

=
µ2[k, ω2(g, h)]

µ2[ω2(g, h), k]

m∏

j=1

ei2πkjn
j
1
(gh)/njV (g)V (h)Ô′(k),

(116)

on the upper side. The two lines are the result of
two ways of combining and permuting the three oper-
ators. On the lower side, the transformation is simply
V (g)∗V (h)∗. We see that the total phase ambiguity af-
ter grouping the upper and lower virtual indices is not
canceled. The consistency condition for the two lines in
Eq. (116) indicates the following condition

nj
1(g) + nj

1(h)− nj
1(gh) = Oj

2(g, h) (mod nj) (117)

with

Oj
2(g, h) ≡

nj

2π
arg

µ2[1j , ω2(g, h)]

µ2[ω2(g, h), 1j ]
(118)

and

µ2[k, ω2(g, h)]

µ2[ω2(g, h), k]
=

m∏

j=1

(
µ2[1j , ω2(g, h)]

µ2[ω2(g, h), 1j ]

)kj

. (119)

We summarize the consistency conditions for con-

structing an LPDO of (1+1)D G̃-symmetric ASPT state.
There are two topological invariants to label different
phases:

1. µ2 ∈ H2[K,U(1)]: the ASPT phases solely protected
by the strong symmetry K with the 2-cocycle condi-
tion in Eq. (114), or simply dµ2 = 0.

2. n1 ∈ H1
[
G,H1[K,U(1)]

]
: the ASPT phases jointly

protected by the strong and weak symmetries, with a
1-cocycle condition in Eq. (117), or simply dn1 = O2,

together with the condition that Oj
2 in Eq. (118) is

a 2-coboundary in H2[G,Znj ] and the constraint in
Eq. (119).

There is no coboundary condition for Ô3 as that for pure-
state SPT.
At first glance, it might seem that the classification of

ASPT phases protected by G̃ is simpler than that of pure-
state SPT phases protected by the same symmetry group,
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where both K and G are strong, because the latter has
one more topological invariant. However, we will see that
this is not always the case, as the twisted 2-cocycle con-
dition for ν2 in Eq. (112) imposes more restrictions on n1

and ω2, i.e., Ô3 should be a 3-coboundary inH3[G,U(1)].
To be more specific, for a nontrivial group extension la-
beled by ω2 6= 0, certain n1(g) may not be well defined if
Eq. (112) may have no solution. In contrast, for ASPT
phases where G is a weak symmetry, the constraint of
Eq.(112) no longer holds. Therefore, such a choice of
nontrivial n1, which may disrupt the coboundary condi-
tion, is legitimate. In this case, the ASPT phase has no
pure-state SPT counterpart and is referred to as an in-
trinsic ASPT phase. We note that a necessary condition
for the emergence of intrinsic ASPT phases is a nontriv-
ial group extension characterized by ω2 in the short exact
sequence in Eq. (85).
In the following sections, we will provide two examples

of explicit LPDO constructions for ASPTs whose weak
and strong symmetries belong to the same groupK = Z2

and G = Z2 while their group extensions are different.

C. Example: decohered Haldane phase in (1 + 1)D
systems

When K = Z2 and G = Z2 have trivial group exten-
sion, the ASPT phase is a descendant of the pure state
SPT protected by Z2×Z2 symmetry, namely the cluster
state. We begin with the (1 + 1)D cluster state whose
Hamiltonian is

H = −
N∑

i

(
σz
i τ

x
i+1/2σ

z
i+1 + τzi−1/2σ

x
i τ

z
i+1/2

)
, (120)

where N is the number of sites. In this model, there are
two spin- 12 degrees of freedom σi and τi+1/2 at the site i,
each carrying a linear representation of one of Z2’s. The
ground state of this model follows the decorated domain
wall construction [9], i.e.,

|ψ〉 = 1

2N/2

∑

{σi}

|· · · ↑σ→τ↑σ→τ↑σ←τ↓σ←τ↑σ · · ·〉

≡ 1

2N/2

∑

{σi}

|ψ{σi}〉 ,

(121)

where τ -spin excitations are positioned at the domain
walls of σ spins.

∏
i σ

x
i and

∏
i τ

x
i+1/2 define two global

Z2 symmetries of the system. Specifically,
∏

i σ
x
i map

two states with the same domain wall configurations but
opposite σ spins to each other, while

∏
i τ

x
i+1/2 stabilizes

each state |ψ{σi}〉 with eigenvalue 1 under PBC, i.e.,

∏

i

τxi+1/2 |ψ{σi}〉 = |ψ{σi}〉 . (122)

This state can be represented by an injective MPS with
D = 2 (not normalized)

A

σ τ

|↑〉 |→〉

0 0
= 1 A

σ τ

|↑〉 |←〉

0 1
= 1

A

σ τ

|↓〉 |←〉

1 0
= 1 A

σ τ

|↓〉 |→〉

1 1
= 1

, (123)

whose symmetry action can be depicted as

A =

σx

X A X
, (124)

and

A =

τx

Z A Z
, (125)

which demonstrates that the (1 + 1)D cluster state be-
longs to a nontrivial SPT phase characterized by the pro-
jective representation on virtual indices.

In the following, we assume that one of the Z2 sym-
metries, namely G = {1, g} with U(g) =

∏
i σ

x
i , becomes

weak, while the other K = {1, k} with Ô(k) =
∏

i τ
x
i+1/2

remains strong. We consider the following mixed state

ρ =
1

2N

∑

i

|ψ{σi}〉〈ψ{σi}| , (126)

which is the incoherent superposition of different com-
ponents in the cluster state. From the above discussion,
it can easily be verified that

∏
i τ

x
i+1/2 is a strong sym-

metry, while
∏

i σ
x
i acts as a weak symmetry as it ex-

changes states with opposite σ configurations. In a sense,
Eq. (126) is a fixed-point density matrix for the ASPT
phase, as the weak degrees of freedom are completely
classical in this density matrix.

Now we propose a general construction of the LPDO
representation for such a mixed state, i.e., we start from
the MPS representation A0 for the pure state |ψ〉 =∑

k

√
λk |ψk〉, then the corresponding mixed state ρ =∑

k λk |ψk〉 〈ψk| can be expressed by the following LPDO
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tensor

A

p

α β
= A0

p

α β

al ar

δα,alδβ,ar

, (127)

With this construction, the LPDO representation for
Eq. (126) reads as

A

σ τ

|↑〉 |→〉

0 0

0 0

= 1 A

σ τ

|↑〉 |←〉

0 1

0 1

= 1

A

σ τ

|↓〉 |←〉

1 0

1 0

= 1 A

σ τ

|↓〉 |→〉

1 1

1 1

= 1

, (128)

with the following symmetry actions

A =

σx

X A X

X X

, (129)

and

A =

τx

Z A Z

. (130)

Here Z on virtual indices in Eq. (130) just plays the role

of counting the K-charge, i.e., Ô′(k) in Eq. (104), while
X on virtual indices in Eq. (129) carries a nontrivial K-
charge n1 = 1, labeling the nontrivial ASPT phase jointly
protected by K = Z2 and G = Z2. As the pure-state
SPT counterpart of this ASPT phase, i.e., with the same

symmetry structure G̃ = K × G but both K and G are
strong, is just the well-known Haldane phase, we denote
our constructed ASPT phase as the decohered Haldane
phase.
Moreover, we demonstrate that every ASPT phase

with a pure-state SPT counterpart under the same sym-

metry group G̃ can be constructed using the LPDO for-
malism outlined in Eq. (127), starting from an MPS rep-
resenting the corresponding SPT phase. This construc-
tion ensures that the resulting ASPT density matrix re-
tains exactly the same topological invariants as those of
the original MPS.
In the case of the strong symmetry action U(k), the

transformations on the MPS virtual indices adopt a di-
agonal form, merely attaching certain phases to differ-
ent virtual subspaces. These transformations are directly
translated to the LPDO virtual indices. As there is no
need for operations on the Kraus indices in Eq. (127)
since not only they should not be permuted, but also no
additional phases need to be added to the tensor, the
representation adheres faithfully to the strong symmetry
action described in Eq. (33). On the contrary, weak sym-
metry transformations acting on the virtual indices of the
MPS, denoted as V (g), may yield a nontrivial K-charge.
Consequently, V (g)−1 and V (g) should be mapped to
both the virtual and Kraus indices in Eq. (127). Addi-
tionally, an optional transformationM may be applied to
the Kraus indices to rectify any undesired phase induced
by V (g)−1 and V (g), consistent with the weak symmetry
transformation described in Eq. (35).
It is noteworthy that in both scenarios, the projective

representation on the virtual indices of the LPDO re-
mains identical to that of the original MPS. This ensures
the preservation of the same set of topological invariants,
namely n0 ∈ H2[K,U(1)] and n1 ∈ H1

[
G,H1[K,U(1)]

]
.

Therefore, our LPDO framework in Eq. (127) can be ef-
fectively used to construct any ASPT phase that pos-
sesses a pure-state SPT counterpart.

D. Intrinsic ASPT in (1 + 1)D systems

In the above case of the decohered Haldane phase, the
total symmetry group is the direct product of strong and

weak symmetries, i.e., G̃ = K × G. In other words, the
group structure ω2 is trivial, which means that the right-
hand side of Eq. (112) is equal to 1 and the twisted 2-
cocycle condition degrades to the conventional one shown
in Eq. (12), consistent with the fact that the decohered
Haldane phase has a pure-state SPT correspondence.
On the other hand, our LPDO construction is also suit-

able for describing the intrinsic ASPT state that does not
have a pure-state SPT counterpart [30]. To construct an
intrinsic ASPT phase, we need to consider a nontriv-
ial group extension labeled by ω2. We can still adopt
K = Z2 and G = Z2, but with a nontrivial extension to
the Z4 symmetry, i.e.,

1→ Z2 → Z4 → Z2 → 1. (131)

It is known that there is no nontrivial SPT phase for
(1+1)D pure states protected by Z4 sinceH2[Z4, U(1)] =
1, while we can construct an intrinsic ASPT phase jointly
protected by strong K = Z2 and weak G = Z2 symme-
tries.
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Since the decorated domain wall structure of this in-
trinsic ASPT phase mirrors that of the direct prod-
uct symmetry class, the fixed-point density matrix can
assume precisely the same form as the density matrix
expressed in Eq. (126). However, it is important to
note that the symmetry action must differ in this con-
text. Specifically, the strong symmetry action Ô(k) =∏

i τ
x
i+1/2 remains unchanged, while the weak symmetry

becomes U(g) =
∏

i σ
x
i e

iπ
4
(1−τx

i+1/2). It can be easily ver-
ified that

U(g)U(g) = Ô(k)U(1), (132)

indicating the group structure is Z4 and the group ex-
tension is nontrivial.
Now the implementation of symmetry action U(k)

leaves each component in Eq. (126) an additional phase,

∏

i

σx
i e

iπ
4
(1−τx

i+1/2) |ψ{σi}〉 = ei
π
2
NDW |ψ{σi}〉 , (133)

where NDW is the number of domain walls in configu-
rations {σi}. It means that U(g) is not a symmetry
action for the original cluster state in Eq. (121) any
longer. However, the density matrix in Eq. (126) should
remain unchanged under the simultaneous implementa-
tion of U(g) on both sides, i.e.,

U(g)ρU(g)† = ρ, (134)

where the additional phase will be canceled out. There-
fore, U(g) defined above is indeed a weak symmetry for
the density matrix ρ.
Now we will see how the two symmetries are consis-

tent within an LPDO representation and the projective
representation of the two symmetries is constructed. We
can utilize the same tensor given in the last section while
defining new symmetry operations. For simplicity, we
denote R = ei

π
4
(1−τx). The symmetry action of K in

Eq. (130) remains unchanged, while the new symmetry
transformation of G on the local tensor can be derived
as

A =

σx R

X A X

X X

M

, (135)

with an additional transformation on the Kraus index
being M = ei

π
4
(1−ZZ) (viewed from down to up).

Similar to the previous case, X on virtual indices in
Eq. (135) carries a nontrivial K-charge n1 = 1, labeling
the nontrivial ASPT phase jointly protected by K = Z2

and G = Z2, while the additional M does not affect
the topological invariants as the related phase structure
should be canceled out under simultaneous implementa-
tion of weak symmetry on both sides. We highlight that
in this case, Eq. (112) for pure-state SPT becomes

1 =
ν2(g, g)ν2(1, g)

ν2(g, 1)ν2(g, g)
=

m∏

j=1

ei2πω
j
2
(g,g)nj

1
(g)/nj = −1,

(136)

which obviously has no solution. Therefore, we have con-
structed an intrinsic ASPT phase that does not corre-
spond to any pure-state SPT phase, which has the same
fixed point as the decohered Haldane phase but with dif-
ferent symmetry actions and group structures.

VI. GENERALIZATION TO (2 + 1)D SYSTEMS

Previous studies in the literature focusing on the struc-
ture or application of LPDO are mainly restricted to
(1 + 1)D systems. In this section, we first generalize the
definition and construction of LPDO to two spatial di-
mensions, then provide the classification of ASPT phases
protected by exact fermion parity symmetry.

A. Construction of LPDO in (2 + 1)D systems

In (2+1)D, a pure quantum state with area law entan-
glement on an arbitrary lattice Γ can be represented by
a projected entangled pair state (PEPS) [40–42], whose
bulk-edge correspondence provides a natural formalism
for studying the emergence of topological order from the
structure of local tensors [45–48].
A PEPS defined by a rank-5 tensor with one physical

index and four virtual indices is

τ1

τ2

τ3

τ4

A

|i〉

A =
∑
i

∑
{τj}

Ai
{τj}

|i〉
4⊗

j=1

(τj | =

,
(137)

where i is a d-dimensional physical index, and {τj} are
the virtual indices with dimension D.
An area-law entangled mixed state ρ can generally be

represented by a projected entangled pair density oper-
ator (PEPDO). On a specific lattice site i, a PEPDO is
defined as a rank-6 tensor with two physical indices and
four virtual indices

τ1

τ2

τ3

τ4

A

|i〉

〈i′|

A =
∑
i,i′

∑
{τj}

A
i,i′

{τj}
|i〉〈i′|

4⊗
j=1

(τj | =

. (138)
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Similar to the (1+ 1)D cases, there exists a large class
of PEPDO that also admits a locally purified form, which
we refer to as (2 + 1)D LPDO. It is obtained by starting
from a pure state in the combined Hilbert space of phys-
ical and ancillary degrees of freedom, |ψp⊗a〉 ∈ Hp⊗Ha,
with the following PEPS form with bond dimension D

p

p a

a

|ψp⊗a〉 =

p a

p a
· · · · · ·

· · ·

· · ·

, (139)

and then tracing out the ancilla Hilbert space. The cor-
responding density matrix ρ is

ρ = Tra (|ψp⊗a〉〈ψp⊗a|) . (140)

The local tensor of LPDO on a lattice site has the fol-
lowing graphical representation

p

p

A

A
∗

a

τu2

τu4

τu3τu1

τ l2

τ l4

τ l3τ l1

ρ = · · · · · ·

· · ·

· · · , (141)

where the contracted index a is referred to as the Kraus
index.

B. Weak and strong injectivity

For pure states, injective PEPS has no intrinsic long-
range entanglement or long-range order, while nontrivial
topological order or SSB phases are described by a more
involved class of PEPS satisfying the MPO-injectivity
condition [44, 49, 50].
An injective PEPS is also characterized by its local

conditions. Consider an arbitrary region R with bound-
ary ∂R, then a PEPS is injective if the map

AR : (CD)⊗|∂R| → (Cdp)⊗|R| (142)

is injective, where AR is obtained by contracting the ten-
sors within the region R. Similar to the (1+1)D case, the
injectivity of PEPS can exclude the existence of any topo-
logical order or any long-range order defined by [49, 69]

C(i, j) = 〈ψ|OiOj |ψ〉 − 〈ψ|Oi|ψ〉 〈ψ|Oi|ψ〉 ∼ e−|i−j|/ξ.
(143)

Here, we point out that the inverse direction remains
an open problem. In principle, the correlation length ξ
in the (2 + 1)D systems is characterized by a (1 + 1)D
transfer matrix T (shown in Fig. 2(b)) obtained by con-
tracting the double tensor E (shown in Fig. 2(a)) for an
entire row or column, whose dimension scales exponen-
tially with the system length scale N . The existence
of SSB requires the spectrum of T to be gapless, i.e.,
∆ ∼ 1/N [69], to trigger a long-range correlation length
ξ ∼ 1/∆ ∼ N , a property that cannot be directly written
on the local tensors. Therefore, it is difficult to claim the
exact existence of a long-range order for a non-injective
PEPS.

Now we generalize the injectivity condition to LPDO
in (2 + 1)D systems.

Definition An LPDO in (2 + 1)D systems is weakly
injective if the corresponding purified PEPS in Eq. (139)
with the local tensor

Ap,a
{τj}

: (CD)⊗|∂R| → (Cdp ⊗ C
dκ)⊗|R| (144)

is injective. An LPDO is strongly injective if the corre-
sponding double state |ρ〉〉 with the local tensor

∑

a

Ap,a
{τu

j }A
∗p′,a

{τ l
j}

: (CD)⊗2|∂R| → (Cdp)⊗2|R| (145)

is injective.

Similar to the (1+ 1)D case, weak injectivity excludes
the existence of long-range order in the linear two-point
correlation function

C(1)(i, j) ≡ Tr (ρOiOj)− Tr (ρOj)Tr (ρOj) ∼ e−|i−j|/ξ

(146)

guaranteed by a finite gap in the transfer matrix T com-
posed by the double tensor E shown in Fig. 2(c), while
strong injectivity excludes the existence of long-range or-
der in the Rényi-2 two-point correlation function

C(2)(i, j) ≡ Tr (ρOiOjρOiOj)− Tr (ρOiρOi)Tr (ρOjρOj)

Tr(ρ2)

∼ e−|i−j|/ξ′

(147)

determined by the transfer matrix T from the double
tensor E shown in Fig. 2(d). In summary, regardless of
spatial dimension, a short-range entangled LPDO should
be injective in both senses to ensure that there is no topo-
logical order or long-range order in the density matrix.

C. Symmetry in the LPDO representation

In (2 + 1)D, the graphical representation of the sym-
metry operator U(k) on a square lattice PEPS is given
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(a)

E =

(b)
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∗
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E

E

E
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T =

(c)

A
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∗

(d)
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∗

A

A
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A

FIG. 2. Transfer Matrix of PEPS. (a) Double tensor E for a single site. (b) Transfer matrix T after contracting an entire
column of E. (c) Double tensor for weak injectivity in Eq. (144). (d) Double tensor for strong injectivity in Eq. (145).

by [49]

Uk
Bk

Bk Bk

Bk

=

. (148)

Here the circle of B operators is combined to be a ma-
trix product operator (MPO) V (k) acting on all virtual
indices of the PEPS. The explicit form is given by

V (k) =
∑

{τj ,τ ′

j}

Tr




4∏

j=1

Bτjτ ′

j


 |τ1, τ2, τ3, τ4)(τ ′1, τ ′2, τ ′3, τ ′4|,

(149)

where Bτjτ ′

j
is a D × D matrix defined on the virtual

index with the following form

Bk =
∑

ττ ′αβ

(Bk)
αβ
ττ ′ |τ〉|α)(β|〈τ ′ |

, (150)

where |τ〉 and |τ ′〉 are vectors applied on the virtual in-
dex of PEPS, while |α) and |β) are internal indices of
the MPO V (k). In particular, the injectivity of PEPS
requires that V (1) = I⊗4, i.e., a trivial MPO for g = 1,
from which one can also demonstrate the uniqueness of
V (l) for k 6= 1 (up to a phase), while those with intrinsic
topological order or SSB will have nontrivial V (1) [50].

Next, let us consider the strong and weak symmetry
actions on the upper side of an LPDO. A strong symme-
try U(k) does not induce transformations in the Kraus

index, whose graphical descriptions are as follows

p

a

Uk
Bk

Bk Bk

Bk

=

p

a , (151)

promising that the density matrix is invariant if we only
apply a strong symmetry on one side of the density ma-
trix. Here, the transformation on the virtual indices V (k)
is still an MPO constructed from B(k) as in Eq. (149).
Similar to the (1 + 1)D case, the weak injectivity con-
dition of an LPDO guarantees the uniqueness (up to
a phase) of V (k) since the actions on the physical and
Kraus indices are fixed.
On the other hand, the graphical representation of the

weak symmetry U(g) on an LPDO is

p

a

Ug
Bg

Bg Bg

Bg

=

p

a

Mg

, (152)

where M(g) is an additional unitary operator acting on
the Kraus index. Similar to the (1+1)D case, due to the
nontrivial M(g) action on the Kraus index, the density
matrix ρ is not invariant if we apply a weak symmetry on
one side of the density matrix, while ρ is invariant only
if we apply weak symmetry operators on both sides of
the density matrix, meaning that M(g)†M(g) = I forms
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a unitary representation. Furthermore, strong and weak
injectivity conditions can jointly promise that V (g) is
unique (up to a phase) for a given U(g), although maybe
M(g) is not, through an argument identical to the (1 +
1)D case.

D. (2 + 1)D SPT with fermion parity symmtry

In this section, we review the classification of (2+1)D
pure SPT states in terms of PEPS representation [70] for
both bosonic and fermionic systems.
For bosonic SPT states, the on-site symmetry action

U(k) is shown in Eq. (148). We sequentially apply two
weak symmetry operators U(k2) and U(k1) that will
leave two surrounding MPOs B(k2) and B(k1), which
are essentially the same as applying the symmetry oper-
ator U(k1k2) leaving a surrounding MPO B(k1k2). This
equivalence leads to the following composition rule of
B(k) as

Bk1

Bk2

λβλα = λ(k1, k2) Bk1k2

,
(153)

where λα and λβ are the fusion tensor on virtual indices
to project out the redundant virtual degree of freedom
for the MPO V (k1)V (k2), and λ(k1, k2) ∈ U(1).
Subsequently, we consider the sequential application of

three symmetry operators to the physical index: U(k3),
U(k2), and U(k1), which is essentially the same as ap-
plying U(k1k2k3). There are different orders concerning
the fusion rule of the MPO tensor B(k) that result in a
phase ambiguity of the fusion tensor λβ , namely

λβ

= ν3(k1, k2, k3)λβ

λβ

λβ

,
(154)

where ν3(k1, k2, k3) ∈ U(1). For simplicity, we abbreviate
the above graph by a F -symbol as

= ν3(k1, k2, k3)

k1 k2 k3

k1k2k3 k1k2k3

k1 k2 k3

. (155)

Toward the consistency condition of the phase factor
ν3, we should further consider the sequential applications

of four symmetry operators, U(k4), U(k3), U(k2), and
U(k1). Different F -moves play the role of altering the fu-
sion ordering of the MPO operators B(k4), B(k3), B(k2),
and B(k1) on the virtual indices that finally return to the
original fusion other, as depicted by a pentagon equation
in Fig. 3. It indicates that the phase ambiguity of the
fusion tensor λβ satisfies a 3-cocycle condition, namely

ν3(k1, k2, k3)ν3(k1, k2k3, k4)ν3(k2, k3, k4)

ν3(k1k2, k3, k4)ν3(k1, k2, k3k4)
= 1. (156)

Therefore, the different (2 + 1)D bosonic SPT states
represented by PEPS are classified by a 3-cocycle ν3 ∈
H3[G,U(1)].
In the following, we generalize the PEPS construction

and classification of (2 + 1)D SPT states to fermionic

systems for the simplest Gf = Gb × Z
f
2 symmetry, i.e.,

the total symmetry group is the direct product of two
subgroups, or equivalently, the trivial extension ω2. First
of all, similar to the (1+1)D case, we should define every
physical and virtual index in a supervector space with a
graded structure in Eq. (51), and the symmetry action
on the physical index is also given by Eq. (62) and (63).
Next, by two sequential applications of U(h) and U(g)
(g, h ∈ Gb), the composition rule of B(g) should be

Bg

Bh

λβλα = P
ω2(g,h)
f λ(g, h) Bgh

.
(157)

Similar to the bosonic case, we then consider three se-
quentially applied symmetry operators, U(k), U(h), and
U(g), which is essentially the same as applying U(ghk).
Therefore, we can define a phase ambiguity ν3 for the
bosonic symmetry Gb from two equivalent fusion orders
as in the following

λβ

= ν3(g, h, l)λβ

λβ

λβ

,
(158)

where ν3(g, h, k) ∈ U(1), or depicted with the F -symbol
as

= ν3(g, h, k)

g h k

ghk ghk

g h k

. (159)

The consistency condition for ν3 will be discussed later.
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FIG. 3. Pentagon equation of the F -move defined in Eq. (155).

For fermionic systems, the boundary MPO can carry
a nonzero fermion parity n1(g), defined as

P⊗4
f V (g) = (−1)n1(g)P⊗4

f V (g). (160)

Following the composition of the fermionic boundary
MPO in Eq. (157), we obtain a fermion parity conser-
vation as

n1(g) + n1(h)− n1(gh) = 0 (mod 2). (161)

Furthermore, the conservation of the fermion parity of
the Bg operators leaves an ambiguity: the fermion parity
of λα(g, h) and λβ(g, h) should be even in total, but they
can be both even or odd individually. We label one of
them, e.g., that of λβ(g, h), by n2(g, h) and the red dots
in Eq. (159), defined as

λβ

Pf

Pf

Pf = (−1)n2(g,h) λβ

. (162)

By left-applying P⊗3
f to both sides of Eq. (158), we obtain

another fermion parity conservation as

n2(g, h) + n2(gh, k) = n2(g, hk) + n2(h, k) (mod 2).
(163)

Finally, we discuss the consistency condition of phase
ambiguity ν3. Similar to the bosonic case, we consider
the sequential applications of four symmetry operators,
namely U(l), U(k), U(h), and U(g). We further take
several F -moves to alter the fusion ordering of the MPO
operators B(l), B(k), B(h), and B(g) on the virtual in-
dices and then back to the original ordering, there will
be a super-pentagon equation as illustrated in Fig. 4.
In particular, in the left-bottom corner of Fig. 4, the
exchange of two fusion tensors leads to an additional
fermion sign: (−1)n2(g,h)n2(k,l). Gathering everything
together, the phase ambiguity ν3 of the F -move should
satisfy a twisted 3-cocycle condition, namely

ν3(g, h, l)ν3(g, hl, k)ν3(h, l, k)

ν3(gh, l, k)ν3(g, h, lk)
= (−1)n2(g,h)n2(l,k),

(164)

which requires (−1)n2(g,h)n2(l,k) to be a 4-coboundary in
H4[Gb, U(1)].
We summarize the PEPS classification and topological

invariants of (2 + 1)D fermionic SPT phases:

1. n1 ∈ H1[Gb, h
2(Zf

2 )]: fermion parity of the boundary
MPO B(g) for bosonic symmetry with the 1-cocycle
condition in Eq. (161).

2. n2 ∈ H2[Gb, h
1(Zf

2 )]: fermion parity of the fusion
tensor λβ of the boundary MPOs B(g) with the 2-
cocycle condition in Eq. (163), together with the re-
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(−1)n2(g,h)n2(l,k)

FIG. 4. Super-Pentagon equation of the F -move defined in Eq. (159). The move in the left-bottom corner depicts an exchange
of two fusion tensors, which may lead to a fermion sign.

quirement that (−1)n2(g,h)n2(l,k) be a 4-coboundary in
H4[Gb, U(1)].

3. ν3 ∈ H3[Gb, U(1)]: phase ambiguity of the F -moves of
the fusion tensors with the twisted 3-cocycle condition
in Eq. (164).

We emphasize that each set of classification data (n1

and n2) obtained from the PEPS construction implies a
distinct decorated domain wall configuration. When a
truncated symmetry operator UΓ(g) =

∏
j∈Γ Uj(g) is ap-

plied within a finite region Γ, it induces an MPO Bg on
the boundary of Γ, where the total fermion parity is char-
acterized by n1(g). Alternatively, if we define fermionic
injective PEPS within the finite region Γ under an open
boundary condition, a global symmetry transformation
U(g) corresponds to the MPO Bg is acted on the bound-
ary MPS defined on ∂Γ. In particular, when n1(g) = 1,
the MPO Bg twists the total fermion parity of the bound-
ary MPS, indicating the presence of a Kitaev Majorana
chain on ∂Γ.

Then we apply a truncated symmetry operator
UΓ(g) =

∏
j∈Γ Uj(g) within a finite regime Γ, and

similarly, another truncated symmetry operator UΓ′(h)
within another finite regime Γ′. At the junction ∂Γ∩∂Γ′,
where the boundary MPOsBg and Bh intersect, there ex-

ists a fusion rule specific to these boundary MPOs, i.e.,

Bg

Bh

λβ Bgh

, (165)

and the fermion parity of the fusion tensor λβ is labeled
by n2(g, h). This means that there might be a complex
fermion decorated at the junction of the symmetry do-
main walls ∂Γ ∩ ∂Γ′.

E. (2 + 1)D ASPT with strong fermion parity

symmetry

Now we turn to studying the ASPT phases protected
by strong symmetry K and weak symmetry G. We dis-
cuss a simplest but physically relevant example with a

strong K = Z
f
2 fermion parity symmetry and a weak

G = Gb symmetry, with trivial extension Gb × Z
f
2 .

First, we consider the fermion parity of the Bg oper-
ator (labeled by n1(g)) with the definition in Eq. (160).

Because the fermion parity Z
f
2 is a strong symmetry, the

fermion parity of Bg on the upper and lower sides of the
(2 + 1)D LPDO are well defined individually and the
complex fermion cannot tunnel between two sides. We
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sequentially apply U(h) and U(g) on the physical indices
(g, h ∈ Gb) that is equivalent to the application of U(gh),
according to Eq. (152), there must be an MPO fusion
defined in Eq. (157) on each nearby virtual index, which
implies the following 1-cocycle condition for the fermion
parity conservation of the MPO B(g), namely

n1(g) + n1(h) + n1(gh) = 0 (mod 2). (166)

Furthermore, for fermionic systems, each fusion tensor
λβ(g, h) can carry a nonzero fermion parity labeled by
n2(g, h) as defined in Eq. (162), where the fermion parity
conservation of the F -move gives the following 2-cocycle
condition

n2(g, h) + n2(gh, k) = n2(g, hk) + n2(h, k) (mod 2).
(167)

On the contrary, the phase ambiguity of F -move
demonstrated in Eq. (154) at the upper and lower sides of
an LPDO have to be canceled, i.e., there is no phase am-
biguity of F -move. This is consistent with the (1 + 1)D
case that there is no nontrivial ASPT state solely pro-
tected by weak symmetry. Therefore, we do not need to
care about the condition of ν3 in Eq. (164) discussed for
pure state SPT, as the weak symmetry Gb must be ap-
plied simultaneously to the upper and lower sides of an
LPDO and all the phase ambiguity will be canceled out.
We summarize the LPDO classification of (2 + 1)D

ASPT phases with a strong Zf
2 fermion parity and a weak

Gb symmetry. The topological invariants of these ASPT
states are

1. n1 ∈ H1(Gb,Z2): Fermion parity of the Bg operator
satisfying the 1-cocycle condition in Eq. (166);

2. n2 ∈ H2(Gb,Z2): Fermion parity of the fusion tensor
λβ satisfying the 2-cocycle condition in Eq. (167), but
without the coboundary condition as in the pure state
case.

We note that there is no obstruction of the above data.
In particular, each n2 data such that (−1)n2(g,h)n2(l,k) is
a nontrivial 4-cocycle in H4[Gb, U(1)] corresponds to an
intrinsic ASPT state.
Similar to the fermion SPT pure states, we can also

extract the decorated domain wall patterns directly from
the classification data: a nontrivial n1 labels a fermionic
ASPT state with Majorana chain decoration on the Gb

domain wall, and a nontrivial n2 labels a fermionic ASPT
state with complex fermion decoration on the junction of
the Gb domain wall.

F. Example: (2 + 1)D intrinsic ASPT

In this section, we provide an example illustrating the
tensor construction of an intrinsic ASPT phase in (2 +
1)D systems. Our approach is guided by the decorated
domain wall picture [9] and integrates the intrinsic ASPT

density matrix proposed for the (1 + 1)D systems in the
previous section.
We start our discussion from the construction of a non-

trivial spin- 12 SPT phase protected by Z
A
2 × Z

B
2 × Z

C
2

symmetry defined on a honeycomb lattice, where spins
are positioned on both plaquettes and vertices. To be
more specific, we assign spins A and B to two inequiv-
alent sets of sites on the honeycomb lattice, while C
spins are placed on the plaquettes, as shown in Fig. 5.
The three Z2 symmetries are defined as ÔA =

∏
i σ

x
iA
,

ÔB =
∏

i σ
x
iB
, and ÔC =

∏
i σ

x
iC
, respectively. The wave-

function comprises an equal-weight superposition of all
possible C-spin configurations, each attached by a non-
trivial (1 + 1)D SPT state protected by ZA

2 × ZB
2 along

the domain walls of C spins (solid lines in Fig. 5 (a)),
while the rest vertices form a trivial symmetric product
state (dashed lines in Fig. 5 (a)).
The tensor network structure for this model is shown

in Fig. 5 (b), where there are four types of tensors. Each
vertexA orB is associated with a rank-4 tensor TA/B fea-
turing three virtual indices connecting neighboring ver-
tices and a physical index. Meanwhile, each plaquette
C is represented by a rank-7 tensor TC with six virtual
indices linking surrounding edges and a physical index.
Additionally, we place a rank-4 tensor TD on each edge
with four virtual indices connecting neighboring vertices
A, B, and two adjacent plaquettes C. The tensor ele-
ments for these four types of tensors are shown in Fig. 5
(c). In particular, the Hadamard gate H is placed on
the domain walls to generate the (1 + 1)D cluster state
(together with the delta function on each vertex), while
the J matrix facilitates the construction of the product
symmetric state |↑〉 + |↓〉 ∼ |→〉. This construction ef-
fectively illustrates its nontrivial topological properties
by examining the symmetry actions on the domain wall
structure. When a ZC

2 operator is applied to a single pla-
quette, flipping the C spin, it induces a Pauli X action
on each virtual index of TC . Consequently, the neighbor-
ing TD tensors experience exchange between J and H ,
reflecting a deformation in the domain wall structure.
Next, we proceed to the construction of intrinsic ASPT

in (2+1)D systems. In this case, we retain the quantum
superpositions of different C-spin configurations, while
the cluster chain on the domain walls of C spins is re-
placed by the intrinsic (1+1)D SPT density matrix pro-
posed in the previous section. The symmetries associated
with B and C spins remain strong, while the symmetry

action on A spins is defined as UA =
∏

i σ
x
iA
ei

π
4
(1−σx

iB
),

becoming a weak symmetry. Similarly, the symmetry ac-
tions ÔB and UA form the group extension

1→ Z
B
2 → Z

A,B
4 → Z

A
2 → 1 (168)

with U2
A = ÔB . Consequently, the total symmetry group

is defined as ZC
2 × Z

A,B
4 .

As for the tensor construction, we note that all quan-
tum superpositions of A-spin configurations are replaced
by classical mixture, which means that the tensors
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FIG. 5. Tensor construction of intrinsic ASPT phase in (2+ 1)D systems protected by Z
C
2 ×Z

A,B
4 . (a) Honeycomb Lattice and

domain wall of C spins. (b) Tensor structure for (2+ 1)D SPT phase. (c) Tensor elements for (2+ 1)D SPT phase. (d) Tensor
elements for (2 + 1)D intrinsic ASPT phase. Here, TB/C/D remain unchanged, while TA possesses an extra Kraus index.

TB/C/D remain unchanged and TA is replaced by the one
depicted in Fig. 5 (d), i.e., with one extra Kraus index. It
can be easily verified that on the domain walls of C spins,
there is a corresponding (1 + 1)D intrinsic ASPT state

protected by Z
A,B
4 symmetry, while on other vertices, we

are left with a maximally mixed state |↑〉〈↑|A + |↓〉〈↓|A
on A spins that is weakly symmetric and a product state
|↑〉B + |↓〉B ∼ |→〉B that is strongly symmetric. There-
fore, our construction yields an intrinsic ASPT phase

protected by Z
C
2 × Z

A,B
4 symmetry in (2 + 1)D systems

because there is no (1 + 1)D nontrivial SPT phase pro-
tected by Z4 symmetry. As a result, we cannot obtain a
corresponding (2+ 1)D SPT phase protected by Z2×Z4

with the same decorated domain wall structure.

VII. SUMMARY AND OUTLOOK

In this paper, we demonstrate that LPDOs provide sys-
tematic tensor network representations of ASPT phases
in mixed quantum states, protected by the collabora-
tion of a strong symmetry and a weak symmetry in the
(1 + 1)D and (2 + 1)D systems.
We introduce short-range correlated LPDOs charac-

terized by two distinct injectivity conditions: strong in-
jectivity and weak injectivity. Weak injectivity ensures
that the LPDO can be locally transformed into a trivial
product state using local quantum channels and prohibits
the existence of long-range linear correlation functions
of any local operators. Strong injectivity, on the other
hand, ensures the absence of long-range Rényi-2 correla-
tion functions of any local operators. Taking advantage
of these injectivity conditions, we reproduce the full clas-
sification of the (1 + 1)D ASPT phases for generic sym-
metry groups. Additionally, we present explicit LPDO
forms for (1 + 1)D ASPT density matrices, including an
intrinsic Z4 ASPT state lacking a pure state realization.

We expand our LPDO construction of ASPT phases
to (2 + 1)D open quantum systems, where we define the
strong and weak injectivity conditions of (2 + 1)D LP-
DOs. Similar to the (1 + 1)D cases, weak injectivity sig-
nifies short-ranged linear correlation functions of any lo-
cal operator, while strong injectivity implies short-ranged
Rényi-2 correlation functions of any local operator. As
a representative case, we investigate the classification of

ASPT states protected by a strong Z
f
2 symmetry and a

weak bosonic Gb symmetry. Our exploration is ended by
the explicit construction of a (2 + 1)D intrinsic ASPT
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phase on the honeycomb lattice protected by Z2 × Z4

symmetry without any pure-state counterpart.
We emphasize that our approach not only reproduces

previous classification results of ASPT phases, but also
offers a clearer and more concise formalism with the sym-
metry action directly embedded in the local tensor. This
formulation naturally reveals the picture of decorated do-
main walls within the LPDO construction. Moreover, our
method provides a systematic approach to constructing
tensor network representations of ASPT phases for those
with pure-state counterparts, with a novel example of
intrinsic ASPT phases.
We end this work with some open questions:

1. Fixed-point tensor of intrinsic ASPT phases : In this
work, we have laid out some general methods to con-
struct fixed-point tensors for ASPT phases with pure-
state SPT correspondence. However, despite several
examples that have already been proposed in this
work, the way to construct the fixed-point tensor for
general intrinsic ASPT is still missing. One possible
approach could involve constructing the fixed-point
tensor of an SPT state within the double state for-
malism. However, the challenge lies in utilizing the
conditions of Hermiticity and positivity to convert this
tensor back into an LPDO. This line of investigation
holds the potential to deepen our understanding of the
structure of quantum phases in doubled space, shed-
ding light on the underlying mechanisms of intrinsic
ASPT phases.

2. Boundary anomaly of ASPT states : The extension of
the ’t Hooft anomaly from global symmetry to mixed
states remains an unresolved issue [71, 72]. Here, our
primary focus lies in tensor network states with peri-
odic boundary conditions. Leveraging the LPDO con-

structions of ASPT states developed in this work, we
can delve into the boundary physics of these states
by placing the LPDO on systems with open boundary
conditions.

3. Topologically ordered mixed states : In this work, our
focus has been restricted to injective LPDOs when
we explore the construction and classification of fixed-
point tensors for ASPT states. However, an intriguing
avenue for future research lies in investigating LPDO
tensor network states with topological order by gaug-
ing our injective LPDO in (2+1)D. Specifically, an in-
teresting question to explore is the distinction between
gauging weak symmetry and gauging strong symme-
try, which has the potential to deepen our understand-
ing of topological orders in mixed states [73].
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and Frank Verstraete, “Matrix product states and pro-
jected entangled pair states: Concepts, symmetries, the-
orems,” Rev. Mod. Phys. 93, 045003 (2021).

[36] F. Verstraete, M. M. Wolf, D. Perez-Garcia, and
J. I. Cirac, “Criticality, the area law, and the com-
putational power of projected entangled pair states,”
Phys. Rev. Lett. 96, 220601 (2006).
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