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Matrix product density operators (MPDOs) are tensor network representations of locally purified
density matrices where each physical degree of freedom is associated to an environment degree of
freedom. MPDOs have interesting properties for mixed state representations: guaranteed positivity
by construction, efficient conservation of the trace and computation of local observables. However,
they have been challenging to use for noisy quantum circuit simulation, as the application of noise
increases the dimension of the environment Hilbert space, leading to an exponential growth of bond
dimensions. MPDOs also lack a unique canonical form, due to the freedom in the choice of basis
for the environment Hilbert space, which leads to a vast variation of bond dimensions.

In this work, we present a systematic way to reduce the bond dimensions of MPDOs by disen-
tangling the purified state. We optimize the basis for the environment Hilbert space by performing
density matrix renormalization group (DMRG)-like sweeps of local 2-qubit basis optimization. In-
terestingly, we find that targeting only the disentanglement of the purified state leads to a reduction
of the environment dimension. In other words, a compact MPDO representation requires a low-
entanglement purified state.

We apply our compression method to the emulation of noisy random quantum circuits. Our
technique allows us to keep bounded bond dimensions, and thus bounded memory, contrary to
previous works on MPDOs, while keeping reasonable truncation fidelities.

I. INTRODUCTION

With the progress of experimental platforms for quan-
tum computing, it is becoming increasingly critical to
produce accurate emulations of these machines on clas-
sical hardware, taking into account their imperfections.
Indeed, finding algorithms relevant for noisy intermediate
scale quantum (NISQ) hardware and appropriate noise-
mitigation techniques [1] requires an understanding of the
effect of noise. The controlled environment of a classical
emulator for large noisy quantum circuits is therefore a
precious tool.
Besides perfect (compressionless) emulators, whose mem-
ory and run time scale exponentially in the number of
qubits or gates (or both), approximate emulators us-
ing the fruitful concept of tensor networks (TNs) have
emerged in the last decade as methods of choice for this
task [2, 3]. The simplest form of TN, a one-dimensional
network called the matrix product state (MPS), al-
lows for good approximations of weakly entangled pure
states [4, 5], and for the emulation of noiseless quantum
circuits with hundreds of qubits [2, 6–8]. Other types
of TNs better suited to entanglement patterns in higher
than 1D geometries have been used, such as tree tensor
networks [9], multi-scale entanglement renormalization
ansatz [10], projected entangled pair states [5], or more
recently isometric tensor network states [11, 12].
In noisy quantum computing, the state is represented by
a density operator ρ, as opposed to a pure state |Ψ⟩,
which a priori leads to an increased memory footprint.
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Yet, TN techniques can be applied to density operators
as well, with the intuition that more noise will lead to less
entanglement and therefore more representative power of
compressed tensor networks [13, 14]. A natural extension
of MPS to density operators are matrix product opera-
tors (MPOs) [13–19]: a product of matrices, each of them
acting locally on a single (or a few) qubits. Despite be-
ing powerful compression tools for mixed states, MPOs
suffer from some important flaws. First, the positive-
semidefinite character of the density matrix is not easily
enforced in MPO, and may be lost in particular dur-
ing the truncation of bond dimensions, leading to un-
physical states. Second, taking expectation values and
normalizing the state require global operations, whereas
MPS can be cast in a canonical form that allows for local
operations only. Finally, the approximation made with
an MPO is controlled by the operator entanglement en-
tropy (OEE) [20]—instead of the entanglement entropy
for pure states— whose relationship with entanglement
is not straightforward.

There exists two alternatives to MPOs, both rooted in
the idea of coming back to pure states. The first is to
unravel the density operator into a statistical population
of pure states of the same Hilbert space, leading to pow-
erful Monte Carlo methods [21]. The second, which is the
focus of this work, is to purify the density operator in a
larger Hilbert space, extending each original qubit with
an “environment” or “ancilla” qudit of dimension r. This
purified state can be compressed into an MPS, with an
internal bond dimension χ. This gives a locally purified
TN representation with a memory footprint proportional
to rχ2, that we call in this work matrix product density
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operator (MPDO)1 [15, 19, 21–23]. This form is guar-
anteed to be positive semi-definite, and it is guaranteed
to represent a physical state. Moreover, in its canoni-
cal form, expectation values and normalization can be
obtained with local operations only. MPDOs have been
mostly used in quantum many-body physics, e.g. for the
unitary evolution of mixed states [24, 25], imaginary-time
evolutions [21, 24], or the evolution of open quantum sys-
tems under a Lindblad equation [21, 23]. In Ref. [26],
MPDOs are used as an approximation for pure states,
conserving local correlations only. In quantum comput-
ing MPDOs have also been used to perform tomography
[27].
Nevertheless, MPDOs have been challenging to use for
the simulation of noisy quantum circuits. Similarly as
with MPOs, entangling gates cause an increase of the
bond dimension χ, which needs to be reduced to avoid
an exponential growth in the number of entangling lay-
ers. A first reduction of χ can be obtained with routine
MPS compression techniques based on the singular value
decomposition (SVD) [28]. In addition, the freedom in
the choice of basis for the environment can be beneficial
in reducing the entanglement of the purified state. Yet,
a global optimization is required to take full benefit of
this freedom, and can be done with successions of 2-sites
local optimizations [24, 29]. Other ideas were also stud-
ied, such as Uhlmann parallel transport [25], or the ap-
plication of backward time evolution to the environment
[30–32]. For MPOs, different techniques have also been
developed, such as density matrix truncation (DMT) [33].
On top of the increase in χ, however, applying a noisy
gate to an MPDO increases the environment dimension
r, leading to an exponential growth as a function of the
number of noisy layers, a serious drawback compared
to MPOs. Note that this issue is absent from real or
imaginary-time evolution of closed systems. A straight-
forward idea to try to reduce r is to perform truncated
SVD on the environment bonds, which boils down to an
optimization of single-site environment bases followed by
a truncation of unused dimensions [21, 23, 34]. Never-
theless, this local compression (LC) technique, due to
its single-site nature, does not avoid an exponential in-
crease of r, as can be seen from Ref. [34]. Extending it
to a global optimization of the environment basis seems
a natural way to go, but raises some questions. While
the optimization problem to reduce χ has a clear cost
function, i.e. the entanglement entropy of the purified
state, here we face the coupled problem of reducing both
χ and r. From an optimization point of view, there is
no obvious choice of cost function. Note that ideas that
do not involve the environment basis freedom have also
been explored, such as modifying the environment sites

1 MPDOs are sometimes called locally purified tensor networks
(LPTNs), locally purified density operators (LPDOs) or locally
purified forms (LPFs). Also, MPOs are sometimes called MP-
DOs. See App. F.

distribution along the MPDO, e.g. to gather all the en-
vironment dimensions on a single site [35].
In this work, we show that the global optimization of
the environment basis targeting minimal entanglement of
the purification leads to drastic reduction in r, and thus
forms a good compression scheme for MPDOs. Such an
optimization is expected to reduce χ [24, 29], but its im-
pact on r was never thoroughly studied. We perform a
global change of the environment basis with density ma-
trix renormalization group (DMRG)-like sweeps of local
2-qubit optimizations, each of which disentangles the two
qubits. We will refer to this procedure as the iterative
purification disentanglement (IPD) technique. We find
that aiming at disentangling the purified state is enough
to reduce both r and χ, giving a simple cost function
for the compression procedure. In fact, we observe that
we can systematically reduce r to a value close to the
optimal value of 2, with a very high truncation fidelity.
Thanks to this compression, we are able to emulate a
noisy quantum random circuit with MPDOs at arbitrary
depth with bounded memory, which was impossible with
the LC technique.
This article is structured as follows. We start by a peda-
gogical introduction to MPDOs in Sec. II A, followed to
a description of the compression method in Sec. II B. Re-
sults are presented in Sec. III. First, the compression of
a simple two-qudit state is studied (IIIA), before mov-
ing to a many-qubit state (III B). Application to a full
circuit simulation is shown in Sec. III C. Discussion and
conclusion are regrouped in Sec. IV.

II. METHOD

In this section we first give an overview of the repre-
sentation of mixed quantum states with MPDOs. We
then detail the IPD technique used to obtain compressed
MPDO representations.

A. MPDO states: general considerations

Given a Hilbert space H and a mixed state ρ on H, a
purification of ρ is a pure state |Ψ⟩ defined on an extended
Hilbert space H ⊗ H′, where H′ is an ancillary system,
and such that

ρ = TrH′ |Ψ⟩ ⟨Ψ| . (1)

TrH′ denotes the partial trace on the ancillary system.
Purifications always exist and are not unique in general.
The ancillary Hilbert space H′ need not have the same
dimension as H, though its dimension must be at least
equal to the rank of ρ. In particular there always exists a
purification of rank 2N for an arbitrary state of N qubits.
As any pure state, a purification may be written in MPS
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Figure 1: (a) Tensor network representation of a MPDO
state. (b) Extraction of singular values on entanglement
bond at (bond) index i = 2. (c) Extraction of singular

values on purification bond at index i = 2. (d)
Normalization identities for singular value distributions.

form:

|Ψ⟩ =
∑
{si}

∑
{ai}

Tr

{
N∏
i=1

Asiai
i

}
|s1a1, . . . , sNaN ⟩ , (2)

where si ∈ {1, ..., di} are the indices of physical degrees
of freedom (di ≡ 2 for a system of qubits) and ai ∈
{1, ..., ri} correspond to the ancillary degrees of freedom.
For each i, Asiai

i is a matrix of dimension χi × χi+1.
We will refer to χi as entanglement bond dimensions and
to the corresponding bonds as entanglement bonds. By
contrast, we refer to ri as purification bond dimensions,
and to the corresponding bonds as purification bonds.
We can combine Eqs. (1) and (2) into the TN diagram-
matic expression of Fig. 1a. The physical Hilbert space
has dimension d =

∏N
i=1 di and the ancillary system has

dimension r =
∏N

i=1 ri. The physical state is obtained by
tracing out the purified state over the ancillary degrees
of freedom, resulting in internal bonds. Note that since
the tensors in the bottom row are adjoints to those in
the top row, one only needs to store one of them (i.e. the
purified state vector or its dual) in memory.
The singular value decomposition (SVD) is an essential

tool in TN-based methods. It allows to associate a singu-
lar value distribution to any internal bond. SVD can be
used to fix gauge freedom intrinsic to (non-looped) ten-
sor networks and introduce canonical forms [36], yielding
left-unitary and right-unitary tensors (which we denote
by L and R respectively) and ‘center’ the representation
on a particular bond, of which singular values are ex-
tracted. Figures 1b and 1c show the extraction of singu-
lar values across an entanglement bond and a purification
bond, respectively, in the appropriately-centered canon-
ical forms. The singular value distributions associated
with entanglement bonds are represented by the white
diamonds, and will be denoted

{
σ
(i)
j

}χi

j=1
for bond index

i. On the other hand, the singular value distributions
associated with purification bonds are shown as a blue
diamond, and will be denoted

{
λ
(i)
j

}ri

j=1
for bond index

i.
These singular values satisfy the normalization condi-
tions shown in diagrammatic notation in Fig. 1d and
which reads

Tr ρ =

ri∑
j=1

λ
(i)
j =

χi∑
j=1

(
σ
(i)
j

)2

(3)

for all i = 1, . . . , N . For a normalized state (Tr ρ = 1)
this enables us to associate a probability distribution to
each MPDO bond, to which we can associate an entropy
measure. In this vein, if X is a positive semidefinite
matrix whose singular values {xj}nj=1 form a probability
distribution, we define the Rényi entropies [37]

Eα [X] =
1

1− α
log

 n∑
j=1

xα
j

 , (4)

where α ≥ 0 is the entropy order. The (common) choices
α = 1 and α = 2 simplify to

E1[X] = −Tr{X logX}, (5)

E2[X] = − log Tr
{
X2

}
. (6)

We will refer to the entropy of the distribution associated
to a bond as the entanglement bond entropy or purifica-
tion bond entropy, denoted respectively by

E i
α = Eα

[
(Σ(i))2

]
and Pi

α = Eα

[
Λ(i)

]
, (7)

where we defined the diagonal singular value matrices

Σ(i) = diag
({

σ
(i)
j

}χi

j=1

)
and Λ(i) = diag

({
λ
(i)
j

}ri

j=1

)
.

Note that E i
α is the α-entanglement entropy of the puri-

fied state between left and right of index i (both sides
including system and ancilla degrees of freedom). E i

2

is therefore related to the purity of the correspond-
ing reduced density matrix. Moreover, Pi

α is the α-
entanglement entropy between the ancilla degree of free-
dom at index i and the all other degrees of freedom.
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Figure 2: Tensor network representation of the application to a MPDO state of (a) a one-site noisy channel with
Kraus operators {Ki}ki=1, and (b) a two-site noisy channel. For the two-site case a QR decomposition is first

performed on the two-qubit Kraus operators (allowing for an even splitting of the Kraus index) and the resulting
tensors are then contracted with the site tensors. The purification bond dimensions are multiplied by the local

Kraus ranks k, k1, k2, and the entanglement bond dimension is multiplied by the QR rank q.

The simulation of noisy quantum circuits with MPDOs
is rather straightforward once the circuit has been de-
composed into one-qubit and nearest-neighbour two-
qubit channels. Distant two-qubit channels can be made
nearest-neighbour by introducing a series of SWAP gates
[38, 39], even though this incurs a large increase in the
number of entangling gates. A generic quantum channel
is a completely positive trace-preserving map [40], and
admits the decomposition

ρ −→
k∑

ℓ=1

KℓρK
†
ℓ , (8)

where {Kℓ}kℓ=1 are known as Kraus operators. The sum
over the Kraus index (of dimension k) can be construed
as an additional bond in TN diagrammatic notation, as
illustrated in Fig. 2. Applying the channel consists in
contracting the Kraus operators with the qubit site ten-
sors and grouping the Kraus index with the purification
bond. This has the result of increasing the purification
bond dimension by a factor k. In an exact circuit sim-
ulation, the purification bond dimensions thus grow ex-
ponentially with circuit depth. Two-qubit gates act in
a similar way, though also increasing the dimensions of
entanglement bonds, much in the same way as with MPS
or MPO simulations.

B. Iterative purification disentanglement (IPD)

Our proposed method relies on the fact that purifications
of a mixed quantum state are not unique. For any mixed
state one is free to construct a purification requiring an
ancilla system much larger than the physical system,
yielding large purification bond dimensions (in MPDO

form), or which are highly entangled even for a sepa-
rable physical state, yielding large entanglement bond
dimensions. In order to reach a memory-efficient rep-
resentation, it is thus necessary to find a purification of
small rank with minimal entanglement, i.e. with minimal
quantum correlations between ancillary degrees of free-
dom but still retaining the quantum correlations in the
physical system. Given two purifications |Ψ⟩ ∈ H ⊗ H′

and |Ψ⟩′ ∈ H ⊗ H′′ of a quantum state ρ there exists a
partial isometry U : H′ → H′′ (i.e. U†U is a projector
onto H′, and, equivalently, UU† is a projector onto H′′)
such that

|Ψ⟩′ = (1H ⊗ U) |Ψ⟩ . (9)

In particular, U is unitary when dimH′ = dimH′′[40]
and can be interpreted as a change of basis for the ancilla
system. This translates to a gauge freedom in the MPDO
representation, whereby a unitary transformation may be
applied across any number of purification bonds without
altering the physical state.
Applying this gauge freedom with single-site operators
U allows to change the local basis of the ancilla system.
An optimal local basis to reduce the purification bond
dimensions can be obtained with an SVD, truncating the
lowest singular values, as in Refs. [23, 34]. We will refer
to this as the local compression (LC) technique.
Now, consider two adjacent sites, at indices i and i + 1.
An optimal basis for these two sites cannot be found sim-
ply with an SVD, as the size of the entanglement bond
between the two sites must be taken into account. In-
stead, we first contract the sites into a tensor A and
group the purification bonds into a single bond of dimen-
sion r = riri+1. We apply an optimized r × r unitary U
on the ancilla index. As illustrated in Fig. 3, this uni-
tary can be understood as a bond partitioning operation,
whereby the contracted local purification bond of dimen-



5

χi−1

r

χi+1

χi−1 χi+1

ri ri+1

ri ri+1U

A

Li Ri+1

Σi

di di+1

di di+1

Ã

Figure 3: Upon contracting two adjacent sites of the
purification MPS into a tensor A, one is free to apply a

gauge unitary U on the ancillary indices without
affecting the physical state. The choice of unitary will
affect the distribution of singular values Σ(i) across the
entanglement bond upon re-separation of the sites via

SVD of the transformed tensor Ã = LΣ(i)R.

sion r is factorized again into two bonds of dimension ri
and ri+1. Denoting by Ã the gauge-transformed tensor,
where left and right indices are grouped to form a ma-
trix of shape diχiri × di+1χi+1ri+1, one can extract the
entanglement bond entropy E i

α = Eα

[
Ã†Ã

]
.

We choose to optimize U so as to minimize this entropy.
This means that we need to solve the problem

minimize
U

E i
α

such that UU† = U†U = 1.
(10)

Perhaps surprisingly, we choose a cost function that de-
pends only on the entanglement bond, and no the purifi-
cation bond. This is motivated by the intuition that a
purification with a simpler entanglement structure might
be able to be described by fewer degrees of freedom. We
numerically check that both bond dimensions will be re-
duced with this cost function in Sec. III.
Any minimum of Eq. (10) is necessarily non-unique, since
we can identify equivalence classes of gauge unitaries. In-
deed, two unitaries which are related through the tensor
product of unitaries of shape ri× ri and ri+1× ri+1 (act-
ing on the separated purification bonds), i.e. where only
the single-site gauge choice differs, will yield the same
entanglement bond entropy.
The optimization problem in Eq. (10), with either en-
tropy measure, can be solved via gradient descent. In our
results we used the implementation of the conjugate gra-
dient (CG) algorithm provided by SciPy. Details of the
gradient computation are shown in App. A. An a priori
advantage of E i

2 over E i
1, as already observed in Ref. [24],

is the absence of a matrix logarithm, thus simplifying the
function and gradient evaluations.
To generalize to N qubits, we do a sequence of sweeps
along the MPDO, in alternating directions. A sweep
is performed in a two-site DMRG fashion, that is, over
pairs of adjacent sites at indices i and i+ 1, for i = 1 to
i = N − 1. On each pair of sites, we solve problem (10)

and apply the corresponding disentangling operator U .
Upon separating the two sites via SVD, we usually see
an increase in bond dimension, due to the introduction of
small singular values. To get the benefits of the change
of representation, we truncate singular values that fall
under a given threshold ε. After every sweep, we also
truncate singular values on local purification bonds below
this threshold. A small ε guarantees a small truncation
fidelity after a set number of sweeps, but a low compres-
sion rate. A high ε gives rise to a better compression
rate, but at the risk of a reduced fidelity. Truncation er-
ror is guaranteed to be bounded by the total weight of
removed singular values, for both the entanglement and
purification bond, thanks to the canonical form.
We highlight the fact that similar techniques for optimiz-
ing a purified state entanglement have been introduced
for finding the purification entanglement entropy [29] or
to compress a MPDO during unitary or imaginary-time
evolution [24]. However, in these works the purification
bond dimensions was not changing and was fixed to 2,
eliminating the fundamental issue we are contributing to
solve here. Ref. [24] also employed a different optimiza-
tion technique to find the disentangler operator, solving
a fixed point equation, while we perform a gradient de-
scent. We believe that gradient descent is a better op-
tion, since fixed point iterations are not guaranteed to
converge.
The problem of finding a bond factorization that min-
imizes entanglement was also identified by [23] but ap-
plied only to the decomposition of two-qubit gates. Our
method for disentangling two qubits is fairly similar to
the technique used in Ref. [23] to disentangle two-qubit
noisy gates.

III. RESULTS

In this section, we make a detailed numerical analysis of
each step of our compression method. First we focus on
the local optimization in a two-qudit case, before explor-
ing the optimization of a multi-qubit MPDO with sweeps.
Finally, we integrate the technique within a noisy circuit
emulator.

A. One-shot compression of a two-qudit MPDO

In Fig. 4 we showcase the compression of a two-qudit
MPDO with the IPD technique. We initialize a random
MPDO of two qudits of dimension d = 4, with (sub-
optimal) local purification dimensions r = 8 and entan-
glement bond dimension χ = 32. The constituting ten-
sors were generated with random entries uniformly dis-
tributed over the region [−1, 1)× [−1, 1) of the complex
plane.
In panels (a)-(c) we record the variation of the bond en-
tropies against the number of gradient descent steps. We
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Figure 4: Purification optimization on a random state composed of two qudits of dimension d = 4. For each gradient
descent step we show (a) the α = 1 and α = 2 entanglement bond entropies, (b) the α = 1 purification bond entropy

on the left site and (c) the α = 1 purification bond entropy on the right site. We plot singular value distributions
before and after optimization on (d) the entanglement bond, (e) the left purification bond and (f) the right

purification bond. Optimizing only the entanglement bond entropy, we are able to reduce the number of significant
singular values on purification bonds down to the physical dimension d = 4.

then optimize the gauge unitary so as to minimize the
2-Rényi entropy across the two sites. As expected, we
observe in panel (a) that this procedure decreases the en-
tropy across the entanglement bond; not only the α = 2
Rényi entropy, minimized by construction, but also the
α = 1 entropy. As a result, the distribution of singular
values becomes much steeper (panel (d)).
Interestingly, this procedure has also the effect of reduc-
ing the purification bond entropies (panels (b) and (c)),
thereby simplifying the correlations between the physi-
cal and ancilla systems. This translates to a sharp drop
in the corresponding (sorted) singular values at index
4 (panels (e) and (f)), suggesting that the optimization
has steered the MPDO state to a purification of opti-
mal rank. Indeed, we are now able to truncate the low
singular values of index larger than 4 with very high fi-
delity, thereby reaching a total purification dimension of
42, which is also the dimension of the Hilbert space. A
similar behaviour was observed for other starting values
of d and r (not shown). This demonstrates that it is pos-
sible to reduce local purification dimensions through an
optimization procedure focused only on the entanglement
bonds.

B. One-shot compression of a generic MPDO

Fig. 5 shows the performance of the IPD technique on a
random MPDO state of N = 6 qubits. Details on the
construction of the random state are given in App. D.
We used a noise level p = 10% over ten circuit layers,
truncating entanglement bonds to a dimension χ = 12
and purification bonds to dimension r = 8. We set the
truncation threshold to ε = 10−3, close to the smallest
singular value on any bond in the starting MPDO rep-
resentation. Fidelities are computed by contracting the

tensor networks and using the Uhlmann quantum state
fidelity [41] defined by

F(ρ, σ) =

[
Tr

{√√
ρσ

√
ρ

}]2
. (11)

For the s-th sweep, we plot the total fidelity F(ρs, ρ0),
the memory used to store ρs in MPDO form, where ρs
is the state after the i-th disentangling sweep, as well
as the average entanglement and purification bond di-
mensions in the MPDO representation (panel (a)). We
obtain a gain of an order of magnitude in purification
bond dimension and overall memory, while conserving a
very good fidelity > 0.99.
We observe that, as in the two qudit case, the optimiza-
tion of local entanglement entropies has a substantial ef-
fect on the singular value distributions across local pu-
rification bonds. Indeed, successive sweeps gradually de-
crease the singular values starting from the third index.
After 16 sweeps these have decreased by several orders of
magnitude and can be truncated with high fidelity (panel
(c)). We also observe that singular value distributions on
entanglement bonds have become steeper as a result of
the local entanglement entropy minimization (panel (b)).
More detailed data including singular value distributions
in the intermediate states can be found in App. B, where
we also discuss the convergence of this scheme.
One may ask if this method yields a more precise com-
pression than the LC technique, as used in e.g. [33] and
[34]. Indeed our proposed scheme performs a significantly
higher number of truncations due to its iterative nature.
In Fig. 6 we show the compression fidelity and compres-
sion ratio obtained by naive compression of the same
quantum state as in Fig. 5 via truncated SVD for dif-
ferent truncation thresholds. We see that our method
is able, for a certain memory compression ratio, to find
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Figure 5: Local purification disentanglement (16 sweeps, truncation threshold ε = 10−3) of a N = 6 qubits random
MPDO state with initial entanglement bond dimensions χ = 12 and local purification dimensions r = 8. We show in

(a) the variation of total fidelity and memory usage, and the initial and final singular value distributions on (b)
entanglement bonds and (c) local purification bond.
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Figure 6: Compression results of a truncated SVD
scheme applied on the state used in Fig. 5. The

truncation threshold corresponds to the ratio of singular
values discarded on each bond. The compression ratio is

the ratio of memory usage after compression to that
before compression.

a better approximation of the initial quantum state; al-
ternatively, for an infidelity budget of ∼ 10−2, it finds a
MPDO representation an order of magnitude smaller in
memory than that found by the LC technique.
This improvement in the one-shot scenario comes with
a drawback, which is that the memory usage has to be
temporarily increased to accommodate growing entangle-
ment bond dimensions, until further singular values on
entanglement bonds fall below the truncation threshold.
In Fig. 5 one can see that the memory usage increases
temporarily by approximately an order of magnitude, be-
fore decaying to a value approximately an order of magni-
tude smaller than its initial size. This new compression
procedure also experiences an increase in computation
time, primarily due to local optimization routines, which

become the limiting factor in terms of runtime.
The compression was performed by minimizing the α = 2
Rényi entropy, as we found that it performed better than
minimizing α = 1. Not only the gradient is easier to com-
pute (see App. A for the expressions of each gradient),
but the minimization itself converges faster, as described
in App. C.

C. Application to simulating noisy quantum
circuits

We apply the purification disentanglement routine to
MPDO-based noisy circuit simulations to limit the
growth in memory usage. We chose to simulate random
circuits sampled as detailed in App. D, with N = 8 qubits
and depolarizing noise

ρ −→ (1− p)ρ+ p
1

2
(12)

of various strengths p. Such a depolarizing noise leads
at high depths to a maximally mixed state (MMS), i.e.
ρMMS = 1/2N . Since we want to be able to compress
arbitrary states, and not only the trivial MMS, we quan-
tified how far we are from it in App. E.
We also compare the results of our simulations with im-
plementations of emulators employing the LC technique,
in which memory growth is prevented only by performing
truncated SVDs on entanglement and purification bonds.
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Figure 7: Comparison of noisy random circuit (N = 8 qubits, noise level p = 10%) simulations with MPO,
LC-MPDO and IPD-MPDO emulators. After each circuit layer we show (a) the pseudo-fidelity (defined in Eq. (13))
with the exact simulation result, (b) the operator entanglement entropy (OEE), (c) the entanglement entropy of the
purified state, (d) the average entanglement bond dimension, (e) the average purification bond dimension and (f)

the memory usage after the compression routine. Values are averaged over 8 random circuits.
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Figure 8: Same as Fig. 7, with noise level p = 2%. Results for a single random circuit.

In this section we substitute the usual quantum state
fidelity with the pseudo-fidelity defined in [42] by

Falt(ρ, σ) =

∣∣Tr{ρ†σ}∣∣√
Tr{ρ†ρ}Tr{σ†σ}

(13)

for two density operators ρ and σ. This is done to ac-
commodate the comparison with MPO simulators, for
which Eq. (11) may be ill-defined, due to the fact that
positive-semidefiniteness is not enforced.

1. Simulations with adaptive bond dimensions

Figure 7 shows data for the simulation of a N = 8 qubit
random circuit with noise level p = 10%. We compare
the IPD technique with MPO and MPDO simulators us-
ing the LC technique, where truncation is ‘adaptive’, i.e.
singular values are truncated up to a certain threshold
(tolerance). Truncation tolerances for each simulator
were tuned so as to obtain comparable memory usage
growth at short depths. Values plotted were obtained
with εMPO = 0.01, εSC = 0.015 and εDGC = 0.001. For
the IPD technique 8 sweeps were performed after every
circuit layer. A safety maximum bond dimension of 64
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Figure 9: Simulation of a noisy random circuit (N = 8 qubits, noise level p = 5%) with fixed bond maximum
dimensions and different number of purification disentangling sweeps. After each circuit layer we show (a) the

pseudo-fidelity (Eq. (13)) with the exact simulation result, (b) the operator entanglement entropy (OEE) and (c)
the entanglement entropy of the purified state.

(regardless of the bond type) was set for all three simu-
lators. The plain blue line corresponds to our method,
the plain black line to the LC technique, and the dotted
black line to an MPO simulation. The data is averaged
over 8 random circuits, with error bars estimated from
the standard deviation.

First notice that the IPD technique performs similarly to
MPO in terms of fidelity (panel (a)) and memory (panel
(f)), while improving largely compared to the LC tech-
nique. On panel (a), one can see that the maximal in-
fidelity is half that of the LC technique, and is further
reduced at large depths > 13, while being similar to MPO
simulation.

Importantly, in our case the memory footprint is
bounded, while it grows exponentially with the circuit
depth with the LC technique. This is explained by the
evolution of both the entanglement and purification bond
dimensions, which can be seen averaged over sites respec-
tively in panels (d) and (e). In the absence of disentangle-
ment, they both increase exponentially with depth, due
to the application of entangling gates (for entanglement
bonds) and noisy gates (for purification bonds). With
disentanglement, in contrast, the entanglement bond di-
mensions reach a maximum before going down to one,
similarly to the bond dimension of MPO; and, strikingly,
the purification bond dimensions are reduced down to
two, consistently along the circuit at this level of noise.
This value of two is optimal in the sense that one cannot
hope to do better for a generic density matrix, as its rank
is bounded by the Hilbert space dimension 2N .

Panel (b) shows the OEE for the three methods. The
OEE is obtained by contracting the MPDO states along
purification bonds, yielding MPO representations, and
computing the normalized bond entropy on the middle
bond in mixed canonical form. Since OEE is a physical
quantity, discrepancies are explained by the approximate
nature of the simulations, and not by the choice of purifi-
cation. Once again, we observe a very good agreement of
our method with the MPO simulation, better than the

LC technique.

Finally, panel (c) shows that the entanglement entropy
of the purified state, which coincides with the α = 1
entanglement bond entropy computed on the middle en-
tanglement bond. We observe that while the entropy
obtained with the LC technique grows in a linear fash-
ion with depth, independently of the OEE (understood
as a measure of physical entanglement), the IPD tech-
nique allows the simulator to restrain the growth in the
entanglement entropy of the purification. This makes ex-
plicit the fact that disentangling sweeps are able to find
an efficient representation of the state at each depths by
finding a purification with low ‘virtual’ entanglement (i.e.
low entanglement between ancilla qubits).

Overall, the IPD technique produces a representation of
the state of much better quality than the LC technique,
and of similar quality as in a MPO simulation, with all
the advantages of the purification form. We see in Fig. 8
that this conclusion also holds for a weaker noise level
p = 2%. In fact, we argue that we improve a bit com-
pared to MPO, since we produce, after depth 25, a rep-
resentation of significantly smaller memory than MPO
(see panel (f)), caused by a smaller entanglement bond
dimension (panel (d)).

In Fig. 8 truncation tolerances for the three emulators
were once again tuned so as to produce comparable mem-
ory growth at short depths, yielding εMPO = 0.015,
εSC = 0.005 and εDGC = 0.0005. More significantly,
the number of sweeps performed after every circuit layer
was increased to 32.

Another difference with the stronger noise case is that the
purification bond dimensions (panel (e)) show a maxi-
mum (< 5) before being reduced to the optimal value
of two. A lower noise level indeed leads to less entan-
glement destruction, and thus an entanglement pattern
that is more complex to disentangle for our algorithm.
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2. Performance at fixed bond dimensions

Thankfully, in our approach one can increase the num-
ber of sweeps to improve the quality of the optimiza-
tion, and thus of the purification. This is illustrated in
Fig. 9, which compares the pseudo-fidelity, the OEE and
the entanglement entropy of the purified state (the latter
two computed on the middle bond) with an increasing
number of disentangling sweeps per circuit layer. Here,
to make a fair comparison, we avoid the somewhat ar-
bitrary nature of the truncation tolerance, by fixing all
bond dimensions of the MPDO and focus on entropies
rather than bond dimensions. Entanglement bonds are
truncated to a maximum dimension of χ = 32, while
purification bonds are truncated to the rank-optimal di-
mension r = d = 2. This truncation is performed after
every circuit layer (and after the disentangling sweeps in
the case of the IPD technique). The circuit simulated is
a single random quantum circuit with 8 qubits as used in
the results of Fig. 7. We used a depolarizing noise level of
p = 5%. We clearly see an improvement in fidelity (panel
(a)) and a systematic decrease in OEE (panel (b)) and
purification entropy (panel (c)) with more sweeps. An
decrease in entropy translates into a reduction in mem-
ory, as it directly shows that less singular values need to
be kept. Note how the OEE gets closer to the MPO sim-
ulation values (panel (b)), which seems to act as lower
bound.

These results indicate that, with a correct disentangling
technique such as the one we propose, the representative
power of MPDO is as good as MPO all along the circuit.
In their recent work [43], Guo and Yang argue on the con-
trary that MPDOs have a good representative power only
at low depths and at high depths, and lack representative
power in between when compared to MPOs. They also
observe that the separation between these two regimes
is close to the maximum of OEE. If we indeed observe
a minimum of fidelity and a maximum of memory with
our MPDOs at intermediate depths, the values are still
fairly close to the MPO simulation, and thus reflect an
increase of difficulty that is shared with MPO techniques.
In addition, we see no co-location of this difficulty barrier
with the maximum of OEE. For example in Fig. 7, the
maximum of OEE lies around depth 3, while the mini-
mum of fidelity moves between 10 and 14 depending on
the number of sweeps, and the maximum of purification
entropy is between depths 6 and 10.

This indicates that the barrier observed in the data of
Ref. [43] is caused by the MPDO compression they per-
form and by the MPO-to-MPDO mapping they use. The
IPD technique, although more involved computationaly,
leads to MPDOs of better quality (higher fidelity, lower
memory), and are thus able to overcome the complexity
barrier of Ref. [43]. One can hypothesize that we explore
a larger subspace of equivalent purifications, which allows
for a more compact representation of the state.

IV. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

In conclusion, we presented a compression technique for
MPDOs exploiting the freedom of choosing the basis for
the environment qudits in a purification. Instead of op-
timizing this choice locally on each qubit, we perform
it globally, by applying optimized changes of basis on
successive pairs of qudits, organized in sweeps. This
amounts to disentangling the purified state in view of
finding a representation with low entanglement and pu-
rification bond entropies. We then truncate the smallest
singular values to finish the compression.
We find that a good criterion for this local optimization
is to minimize the entanglement bond entropy. With
this choice of cost function, we observe, surprisingly, a
reduction of both the entanglement and purification en-
tropy. This is a surprisingly simple cost function for
the minimization of two seemingly distinct entanglements
sources. We recall that entanglement bond entropy is
produced by entangling gates, while purification bond
entropy is produced by noisy gates. If a relationship ex-
ists between these, it is not obvious with MPDOs. For
instance, noisy gates, when they are a source of decoher-
ence, usually destroy entanglement[13], but this does not
automatically translate, in MPDOs, to the reduction of
entanglement bond entropies.
In a way, one can see our compression scheme as a way to
recover this relationship. Another way to interpret this
choice of cost function is that the IPD technique is simi-
lar in spirit as trying to find the entanglement of purifi-
cation [44], which is in our language the minimal entropy
of a given entanglement bond, over all equivalent purifi-
cations. This quantity captures the overall complexity
of a bipartite mixed state, including both quantum and
classical correlations [44]. As classical correlations come
from noisy gates, it seems natural in this context that
reducing entanglement bond entropy leads also to a re-
duced purification bond entropy.
In fact, for every state we explored, we were able to re-
duce the purification bond dimensions to a value close to
2, with a very good truncation fidelity. This value of 2
is optimal for a generic state, in the sense that it corre-
sponds to a decomposition ρ = X†X with X of dimension
2N × 2N , which is minimal given a generic ρ with rank
2N . It is left to future work to establish if our technique
can reduce r below this value when the density matrix is
of lower rank, such as when noise is low.
We also compared two measures of entanglement in
App. C and found that locally minimizing the 2-Rényi
entanglement bond entropy yields a better final purifica-
tion with faster convergence.
This work also brings a new perspective on the question
of the representability of practical states with MPDOs.
The existence of states that are easily represented as
MPOs but difficult as MPDOs has been proved in
Ref. [22]. However, this does not close the debate for
practical states, i.e. states encountered in typical quan-
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tum computing programs. Our results seem to indicate
that MPDOs have a similar representation power com-
pared to MPOs, at least for noisy random circuits. These
contradict the conclusions of Ref. [43], which observed a
sharp loss of representability close to the maximum of
OEE, but used simpler compression methods. Using the
IPD technique, it seems that a good MPDO representa-
tion of practical states can always be found. It is pos-
sible however, that such a good representation is harder
to reach than for MPOs. This would not be surprising
given the advantages of MPDOs over MPOs: enforcing
positive-semidefiniteness, and providing efficient compu-
tation of observables, trace and reduced density matrices
thanks to its canonical form. Further work is needed to
sharpen this point.

Despite being efficient at compressing a MPDO, the IPD
technique in its present version is not computationally
cheap. Further studies are required to better understand

how the compression ratio scales with the number of
qubits, and how it is impacted by 2D geometry, in or-
der to evaluate if it is a good option for the simulation of
circuits of practical sizes and connectivities. In addition,
the tuning of parameters (number of sweeps, truncation
thresholds, etc) could be optimized depending on noise
level. Performances would also benefit from improve-
ments of the optimization under unitary constraints. For
all these reasons, the precise assessment of computation
times is left for further works.
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Appendix A: Derivation of the gradient for gauge
optimizations

In this section we compute the gradient used to solve the
optimization problem in Eq. (10). We adopt the notation
of Fig. 3 where A denotes the contraction of two adjacent
sites in mixed canonical form and Ã is the contraction of
A with the gauge unitary U .
Letting X = Ã†Ã, the chain rule reads

∂E

∂U
=

∑
ij

∂Xij

∂U

∂E

∂Xij
, (A1)

where ∂Xij

∂U can be obtained via the tensor expression in
Fig. A.1. Below we compute ∂E

∂U for the Rényi entropies
in Eq. (4) with α = 1 and α = 2.

1. Rényi entropy with α = 1

The 1-Rényi entropy is given by

E(X) = −Tr{X lnX}. (A2)

Differentiating with respect to elements of X yields

∂E(X)

∂Xij
= −Tr

{
∂X

∂Xij
lnX +X

∂ lnX

∂Xij

}
. (A3)

The first term is straightforward to simplify, since(
∂X

∂Xij

)
kℓ

= δikδjℓ. (A4)

One then obtains

Tr

{
∂X

∂Xij
lnX

}
=

∑
k

∑
ℓ

(
∂X

∂Xij

)
kℓ

(lnX)ℓk = (lnX)ji.

(A5)

We now turn to the second term of (A3). For a positive
definite matrix M of unit trace, the logarithm is well
defined and the series

lnX =

∞∑
n=1

(−1)n−1

n
(X − 1)n (A6)

converges since ∥X − 1∥∞ < 1 . By the product rule we
have

∂

∂Xij
(X−1)n =

n−1∑
k=0

(X−1)k
∂X

∂Xij
(X−1)n−1−k, (A7)

and using the cyclic property of the trace, we obtain

Tr

{
X

∂ lnX

∂Xij

}
= Tr

{
X

∂X

∂Xij

∞∑
n=0

(1−X)n

}
. (A8)

U†

A† A

∂(Ã†Ã)
∂U =

Figure A.1: Tensor network expression of the partial
derivative of X = Ã†Ã with respect to the unitary U .

Moreover, since X = 1− (1−X), we obtain a telescopic
sum, so that only the n = 0 term survives, and

Tr

{
X

∂ lnX

∂Xij

}
= Tr

{
∂X

∂Xij

}
= δij . (A9)

Finally,

∂E(X)

∂X
= −

[
(lnX)T + 1

]
. (A10)

2. Rényi entropy with α = 2

We now compute the partial derivative of the 2-Rényi
entropy

E2(X) = − lnTr
{
X2

}
. (A11)

with respect to elements of X. First we note that

∂

∂Xij

(
− lnTr

{
X2

})
= − 1

Tr{X2}
Tr

{
∂X2

∂Xij

}
. (A12)

Then, by cyclicity

Tr

{
∂X2

∂Xij

}
= 2Tr

{
∂X

∂Xij
X

}
, (A13)

and

Tr

{
∂X

∂Xij
X

}
=

∑
kℓ

∂Xkℓ

∂Xij
Xℓk =

∑
kℓ

δikδjℓXℓk = Xji,

(A14)
from which

∂E2(X)

∂X
= − 2XT

Tr{X2}
. (A15)

Appendix B: Details of convergence in the one-shot
scenario

Here we study in more detail the optimization performed
in Fig. 5 and discuss convergence of the IPD technique.
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Figure A.2: Convergence analysis for the one-shot purification disentanglement of a random MPDO shown in Fig. 5.
The convergence of local bond entropies and the variation of singular value distributions on each bond over the

number of sweeps are shown for entanglement bonds in panel (a) and purity bonds in panel (b).
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Figure A.3: Convergence study of the procedure of
Fig. 5. We show the infidelity of the s-th sweep for the
state (plain blue line, left-hand-side scale) and for its

purification (dashed orange line, right-hand-side scale).
|Ψs⟩ and ρs denote respectively the purification and the

state obtained after the s-th sweep.

Fig. A.2 shows a more complete optimization report of
the one-shot purification disentanglement procedure per-
formed in Fig. 5. We show the variation of bond entropies
(of order α = 1) E i

1 and Pi
1 (defined in Eq. (7)) with the

number of sweeps s, and the bond singular value distri-
butions {(σ(i)

j )2}j and {λ(i)
j }j after different numbers of

sweeps. We observe that bond entropies, for both en-
tanglement bonds and purification bonds, decrease with
the number of sweeps and seem to converge to non-zero
values.

One would be justified in asking whether this iterative
disentanglement technique converges to one final puri-
fied state. To answer this we repeat the computations
reported in Fig. 5, this time without truncating purifi-
cation bonds between sweeps. This allows us to keep
the dimension of the ancilla system constant and study
the variation of the purified state. In Fig. A.3 we ob-
serve that the distance between purifications obtained
after successive sweeps, quantified using the fidelity, reli-
ably decreases to zero (dashed orange line). After about
15-20 sweeps, the local disentangling operations converge
in one or a few gradient descent steps, and the procedure
has thus converged to a locally optimized purification.

Fig. A.3 also records the relative error of the state due
to the necessary truncation of entanglement bonds. The
behavior for the first 10-15 sweeps is similar to the purifi-
cation relative distance measure, and can be explained by
the fact that early sweeps tend to increase entanglement
bond dimensions significantly, yielding a non-negligible
error upon truncation. Moreover, we observe a peak in
the value of 1−F [ρs, ρs−1] in the range of 15-20 sweeps.
This can be identified in Fig. A.2 with the region in which
a significant number of singular values on entanglement
bonds fall below the truncation threshold, thus account-
ing for most of the truncation error.
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Figure A.4: Comparison of α = 1 and α = 2 cost
functions in the one-shot disentanglement scenario. We

plot the exact compression fidelity (top) and the
memory usage (bottom) in both cases.

Appendix C: Comparison of performance with
different entropy metrics

In this section we justify numerically our choice of using
the α = 2 entanglement bond entropy as the objective
function in Eq. (10), as opposed to α = 1.

In Fig. A.4 we compare the results of the one-shot dis-
entanglement compression of a random quantum state,
using as an objective function the α = 1 (blue line) and
α = 2 (orange line) entanglement bond entropies.

The quantum state is generated by simulating 6 layers
of a 6-qubit random circuit with depolarizing noise level
p = 5%. At each layer both entanglement bonds and
purifications bond are held fixed by truncated SVD, at
dimensions χ = r = 8. In the purification disentangle-
ment sweeps we used a truncation threshold of ε = 10−3

and a maximum allowed bond dimension χmax = 64.
Local optimizations were implemented with a conjugate
gradient algorithm with tolerance 10−5 and a maximum
of 500 iterations.

We observe that locally minimizing the α = 2 entropies
allow one to converge to a low-memory solution faster
and with much better fidelity that minimizing α = 1
entropies. A closer study of singular value distributions
across sweeps (not shown) reveals that the α = 1 entropy
optimization results in a faster decay of entanglement
bond dimensions, but does not exhibit the “plateau de-
scent” of singular values on purification bonds observed in
Fig. A.2 with α = 2. A similar behavior was observed for
other parameters of the quantum state generation or the
disentangling procedure, which also translated to gen-
erally better performances for α = 2 optimizations in
circuit simulations.

Appendix D: Random noisy circuits

To benchmark our circuit emulators we use random
quantum circuits. We consider similar circuits as in
Ref. [34]. A circuit layer consists of a layer of one-qubit
gates followed by a layer of nearest-neighbor (in a 1D
topology) two-qubit gates, alternating as illustrated in
Fig. A.5. Such circuits were also used for generating ran-
dom MPDOs in Sec. III B and App. B and C, with trun-
cation to fixed bond dimensions after each circuit layer.

Figure A.5: Illustration of three layers of a random
quantum circuit as used in [34].

The one-qubit gates are parametrized ro-
tations defined by the unitary matrix
exp{iα(σx sin θ cosϕ+ σy sin θ sinϕ+ σz cos θ)}, where
the parameters α, θ, ϕ are chosen uniformly at random
in [0, 2π) for each gate, and σx, σy, σz are the three Pauli
matrices. The two-qubit gates are chosen to be either
controlled-NOT (CNOT) or controlled-Z (CZ) gates
with equal probability. A depolarizing noise channel,

ρ −→ (1− p)ρ+ p
1

2
, (D1)

with noise level p is applied qubit-wise after each layer.

Appendix E: Proximity to the maximally mixed
state (MMS)

As depolarizing noise leads ultimately to the maximally
mixed state (MMS), i.e. ρMMS = 1/2N , we want to un-
derstand if the performances of our compression is caused
by the proximity to this state. Indeed, the MMS is a
trivial state to represent with an MPDO of purification
bond dimensions ri = 2 and entanglement bond dimen-
sions χi = 1. One could question if the reduction of
purification bonds we obtain is simply a demonstration
that a MMS has been reached.
In Fig. A.6, we quantify the proximity to the MMS along
a noisy random circuit through three quantities: purity,
fidelity against the MMS and OEE. For the MMS, these
should be zero, one and zero respectively. Exact quan-
tum states for each depth are computed and subsequently
mapped to a MPO via successive SVDs to measure the
OEE.
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Figure A.6: Convergence to a maximally mixed state (MMS) at large depths for N = 8 qubits random circuits. This
is quantified at various depolarizing noise levels p with three quantities: purity (a), fidelity to the MMS (b) and

OEE (c). Values are averaged over 16 random circuits and error bars show the corresponding standard deviation.

For noise level p = 10% (blue line), about ten layers are
needed to reach the MMS. However, we see in Fig 7 that
the IPD yields purification bond dimensions ri ≈ 2 even
for the 10 first layers. This means the compression of
the purification bond dimensions was obtained for states
that are far from the MMS, with substantial purity and
OEE.
Performing the same analysis with the p = 2% case
(green line), and comparing to Fig. 8, gives the same con-
clusion. This time, purification bond dimensions ri ≈ 2
is reached after about 15 layers, at which the OEE and
infidelity to the MMS are not negligible. We note that
during the first layers, where purification bond dimen-
sions are a bit higher (ri ≤ 5), purity is also larger. This
suggests a relation between optimized purification bond

dimension and purity.

Note also that the random state used in App. C has pu-
rity ≈ 0.1 and fidelity ≈ 0.5 with respect to the MMS.

Appendix F: List of naming conventions for MPOs
and MPDOs

The literature about MPDOs and MPOs produced a sur-
prising amount of different and sometimes mutually ex-
clusive naming conventions. To help the new reader nav-
igate through them, we compiled a list of those we en-
countered in Table I.
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Reference name for MPDO name for MPO

Cheng et al. [34] MPDO
De Las Cuevas and Netzer [19] LPFa MPDO / MPO

Guo [35], Surace et al. [26] MPDO MPO
Guo and Yang [27], Guo and Yang [43] LPDO MPO

Werner et al. [23] LPTN MPO
Jaschke et al. [21] LPTN MPDO

Hauschild et al. [24] purification MPO
Cuevas et al. [22] local purification MPDO

Verstraete et al. [15] MPDO MPDO
Prosen and Žnidarič [17], Oh et al. [14], Noh et al. [13] MPO

Zwolak and Vidal [16] MPD
White et al. [33], Guth Jarkovský et al. [18] MPDO

a Locally purified form, not an acronym in the text.

Table I: Guide for the reader of the MPDO and MPO literature.
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