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In this paper, we develop a systematic approach to characterize the ’t Hooft anomaly in open
quantum systems. Owing to nontrivial couplings to the environment, symmetries in such systems
manifest as either strong or weak type. By representing their symmetry transformation through
superoperators, we incorporate them in a unified framework that enables a direct calculation of
their anomalies. In the case where the full symmetry group is K ×G, with K the strong symmetry
and G the weak symmetry, we find that anomalies of bosonic systems are classified by Hd+2(K ×
G,U(1))/Hd+2(G,U(1)) in d spatial dimensions. To illustrate the power of anomalies in open
quantum systems, we generally prove that anomaly must lead to nontrivial mixed-state quantum
phases as long as the weak symmetry is imposed. Analogous to the “anomaly matching” condition
ensuring nontrivial low-energy physics in closed systems, anomaly also guarantees nontrivial steady
states and long-time dynamics for open quantum systems governed by Lindbladians. Notably, we
identify a novel (1 + 1)-D mixed-state quantum phase that has no counterpart in closed systems,
where the steady state shows no nontrivial correlation function in the bulk, but displays spontaneous
symmetry breaking order on the boundary, which is enforced by anomalies. We further establish
the general relations between mixed-state anomalies and such unconventional boundary correlation.
Finally, we explore the generalization of the “anomaly inflow” mechanism in open quantum systems.
We construct (1+1)-D and (2+1)-D Lindbladians whose steady states have mixed-state symmetry-
protected-topological order in the bulk, with corresponding edge theories characterized by nontrivial
anomalies.

I. INTRODUCTION

Global symmetry plays a pivotal role in the realm of
quantum many-body physics. One notable aspect is its
associated ’t Hooft anomalies [1], which arise from an ob-
struction in promoting the global symmetry to a gauge
symmetry. At a microscopic level, anomalies also mani-
fest as obstructions to implementing symmetry transfor-
mation on a subregion [2], or fractionalization on symme-
try defects [3–14]. From the “anomaly matching” condi-
tion [1], the low-energy physics of systems with anoma-
lous symmetries and the corresponding phase diagrams
are strongly constrained, where a unique gapped ground
state is forbidden. Instead, such systems must exhibit
either gapless excitations or multiple degenerate ground
states.

Traditionally, anomalies are defined for pure states.
However, real physical systems are inevitably subjected
to noises and dissipation from the environment. These
effects are especially important for modern quantum sim-
ulation platforms and devices, which render the system in
a mixed state [15–17]. Recently, there has been increas-
ing interest and exciting developments about novel quan-
tum phases and phase transitions in these open quantum
systems [18–49]. The goal of this work is to generalize
the notion of anomaly to open quantum systems/mixed
states, and to show that it plays an equally important
role as in closed systems, by uncovering its various im-
plications on mixed-state quantum phases.

∗ linhaoli601@163.com

One unique aspect of open quantum systems is the
enriched meaning of symmetries, i.e., one needs to dis-
tinguish the following two types of symmetries: 1. Weak
symmetries, which means that the system and environ-
ment as a whole have the symmetry, but they are allowed
to exchange symmetry charges. 2. Strong symmetries,
meaning that the system itself has the symmetry, that
is, the symmetry transformation acts trivially on the en-
vironment [50]. The different notions of symmetries ren-
der the characterization of anomalies in open quantum
systems both challenging and compelling. In a very re-
cent paper that appears during the process of this work
[51], it is shown that anomalies of strong symmetries im-
ply multipartite non-separability. However, a systematic
definition or characterization of anomalies encompassing
both strong and weak symmetries remains elusive. Also,
more direct diagnostics of anomalies, especially those re-
lated to physical observables, are desired.

Moreover, in closed systems, it is known that anomaly
can arise on the boundary of symmetry-protected topo-
logical (SPT) phases, leading to intriguing edge physics,
which is known as “anomaly inflow” mechanism [52–64].
In recent studies, interesting mixed-state SPT phases in-
volving both strong and weak symmetries are identified
[35–37, 65–69]. However, the edge physics of these novel
mixed-state topological phases remains unclear. One rea-
son is, as stated above, the lack of understanding of
anomaly with the presence of both strong and weak sym-
metries. Besides, it is tricky to ubiquitously define the
edge theory of mixed-state SPT due to the absence of a
Hamiltonian.

In this paper, we address all the above issues. Since
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there is no widely accepted way of gauging in open
quantum systems, we take the obstruction to localizing
symmetry transformations as the definition of anomaly,
where the symmetry transformation is generally repre-
sented by some superoperators. This approach enables
us to directly compute the anomaly index of lattice sys-
tems and establish a classification scheme. Moreover,
we find that a nontrivial anomaly index indeed indicates
nontrivial mixed-state quantum phases, and it also plays
a significant role in the bulk-boundary correspondence
of mixed-state SPT phases. Most surprisingly, by con-
structing lattice models with anomalous symmetries, we
find a new exotic mixed-state quantum phase, with all
correlation functions appearing trivial in the bulk, but
exhibiting spontaneous symmetry breaking (SSB) order
on the boundary.

A. Summary of Results

Here we give an overview of the rest of the paper, high-
lighting the main results.

1. Section II is mainly a review of basic definitions
of symmetries in open quantum systems and the
definition of mixed-state quantum phases. We also
introduce the symmetry superoperator representa-
tion for later use.

2. In Section III, we systematically define and char-
acterize mixed-state anomalies for bosonic systems
when the full symmetry takes the form Γ = K×G,
where K is the strong symmetry and G is the weak
symmetry. By generalizing the Else-Nayak ap-
proach to mixed states, we illustrate how to extract
the anomaly index for open quantum systems. We
show that the anomalies in d spatial dimensions are
classified by Hd+2(Γ, U(1))/Hd+2(G,U(1)). Par-
ticularly, there is no anomaly if only the weak sym-
metry is present. These findings are in exact corre-
spondence to previous results on mixed-state SPT
in one higher dimension.

3. Next, we show in Section IV that anomaly has
strong constraining power on mixed-state quantum
phases. Specifically, we prove the following theo-
rem: A state with anomalous symmetryK×G can-
not be prepared via a G-symmetric finite depth lo-
cal quantum channel starting from a G-symmetric
product state. Here “G-symmetric” refers to the
weak symmetry condition.

4. After the general abstract discussion above, we
construct concrete lattice models with anomalies
in Section V. To diagnose more physical conse-
quences of anomalies, we focus on open systems
governed by Lindbladians. As a counterpart of
“anomaly matching” in open quantum systems, we

find that the long-time dynamics must be nontriv-
ial when the Lindbladian preserves anomalous sym-
metries. Specifically, the steady state(s) must be-
long to a nontrivial phase, which implies that ei-
ther the steady states are degenerate or the relax-
ation time is divergent, or both. For example, the
steady states may spontaneously break the symme-
try. Yet we also find a more exotic scenario that has
no pure-state counterpart, where there is no non-
trivial correlation function in the bulk, but under
open boundary conditions (OBC), the steady states
exhibit nontrivial boundary correlation, which is
enforced by anomalies. In Section VI we show gen-
eralities of such anomaly-enforced boundary corre-
lations in open quantum systems.

5. Finally, in Section VII, we discuss the “anomaly in-
flow” mechanism in open quantum systems. That
is, mixed-state anomalies can be realized on the
edge of mixed-state SPT phases, including those
jointly protected by strong and weak symmetries.
Using the decorated domain wall (DDW) method
[70], we construct symmetric Lindbladians whose
steady states realize such novel SPT phases, which
allow us to gain a clearer perspective of the anoma-
lous symmetry action in their edge theories. More-
over, the anomaly on the boundary/interface en-
ables us to prove the separation of mixed-state
phases for (2 + 1)-D mixed-state SPT.

II. PRELIMINARIES

A. Symmetries in open quantum systems

The purpose of this section is to review the strong and
weak symmetry conditions for mixed states as well as
quantum channels and Lindbladians, and meanwhile we
also introduce the notion of symmetry superoperators for
later convenience.
For simplicity, throughout this paper we consider

bosonic systems with internal symmetry groups Γ of the
product form Γ = K × G, where K(G) is the strong
(weak) symmetry group. See below for the precise defi-
nition.
Definition 1 (Symmetries of mixed states). A density

matrix ρ has the Γ symmetry iff:

U (g)[ρ] ≡ U(g)ρU†(g) = ρ, ∀g ∈ G
(weak symmetry condition),

U (k)[ρ] ≡ U(k)ρ = λ(k)ρ, ∀k ∈ K
(strong symmetry condition),

(1)

where λ(k) is a U(1) phase factor that forms a representa-
tion of K [66], and U denotes symmetry superoperators
which are linear maps in the space of operators, i.e., U
maps operators to operators.
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Following the above definition, the action of a generic
group element γ = k·g ∈ Γ is represented by the following
superoperator:

U (γ)[ρ] = U(k · g)ρU†(g). (2)

Here U(γ) are unitary operators that form linear repre-
sentations of Γ. Then it is straightforward to show that
U (γ) also furnishes a linear representation of the sym-
metry group Γ on the vector space of operators. That is,
U (γ1) ◦U (γ2) = U (γ1γ2) (γ1γ2 is shorthand for γ1 · γ2,
and we will omit the “·” hereafter). These linear maps
define symmetry actions on mixed states.

Finite-depth local channels (FDLC) are a natural gen-
eralization of finite-depth local unitary circuits (FD-
LUC), which describe a generic locality-preserving evo-
lution of mixed states. As proposed in reference [71], a
general FDLC transformation can be constructed in the
following steps: a. Introduce additional qubits on each
site (the environment), which defines an enlarged Hilbert
space HS

i ⊗HE
i on each site. The environment is initial-

ized in some product state |e⟩E . b. Apply an FDLUC to
the total system S ∪ E. c. Trace out the environment.
Thus a FDLC N can be written as

N [ρ] = TrE{Dρ⊗ |e⟩E⟨e|ED†}, (3)

where D is a FDLUC. We note that the same channel
can be realized using different purification schemes with
different choices of |e⟩E and D. Following [35, 65, 66], we
define symmetries of local quantum channels as below.

Definition 2 (Symmetries of local quantum channels).
A local channel N has Γ symmetry iff there exists a pu-
rification scheme, such that:

[U(g)⊗ UE(g), D] = 0, UE(g)|e⟩E = λE(g)|e⟩E ,∀g ∈ G
(weak symmetry condition),

[U(k)⊗ IE , D] = 0,∀k ∈ K
(strong symmetry condition),

(4)
where UE(g) is a unitary representation of G, and λE(g)
is a U(1) phase factor that forms a 1d representation of
G.

Under the above condition, it is easy to check that
N ◦U (γ) = U (γ) ◦ N , so N preserves the symmetry of
states.

A large class of open quantum systems can be effec-
tively described under Markov approximation, which ba-
sically assumes that the environment has no memory.
Then the evolution of density matrices is governed by the
celebrated Lindblad equation (also known as the quan-
tum master equation):

d

dt
ρ = L[ρ]

≡ −i[H, ρ] +
∑
µ

lµρlµ −
1

2
{l†µlµ, ρ}.

(5)

Here the superoperator L, known as the Lindbladian, is
the generator of the nonequilibrium dynamics. H is the
Hamiltonian, and lµ, known as jump operators, describe
coupling to the environment. Following [24, 50], the sym-
metries of Lindbladians are defined as below.
Definition 3 (Symmetries of Lindbladians). A Lind-

bladian L has the Γ symmetry iff L ◦ U (γ) = U (γ) ◦
L,∀γ ∈ Γ.
It is often very useful to use the following sufficient

conditions to diagnose the symmetry: The Lindbladian
has the Γ symmetry if

L is invariant under H → U(g)HU†(g),

lµ → UlµU
†(g),∀g ∈ G (weak symmetry condition).

[U(k), H] = 0, [U(k), lµ] = 0,∀k ∈ K,
(strong symmetry condition).

(6)
Notably, the weak symmetry condition is both sufficient
and necessary.
As a final remark, we would like to emphasize one

crucial difference between weak and strong symmetries:
strong symmetries lead to conserved quantities, which
are just the strong symmetry charges (generators); weak
symmetries, on the other hand, are not tied with any
conservation laws.

B. Mixed-state quantum phases

In this section we review the definition of mixed-state
quantum phases proposed in recent papers [35, 46, 66].
The ideas stem from Hastings’ work in 2011 [71]. First,
we consider the classification of phases without symme-
tries.
Definition 4 (mixed-state quantum phases). Two

mixed states ρ1, ρ2 belongs to the same phase if they are
two-way connected by FDLCs, that is, ∃ a pair FDLCs
N12,N21, s.t. ρ2 = N12[ρ1], ρ1 = N21[ρ2]. Particularly, a
state belongs to a (non)trivial phase if it is (not) two-way
connected to a product state.
The above definition is clearly motivated by the classi-

fication of ground-state quantum phases of local gapped
Hamiltonian under equivalence of FDLUC [53, 72], and
is thus natural for classification of mixed states with fi-
nite correlation length. One subtlety is that an FDLC
generally has no inverse, so we must require the two-way
connectivity. Furthermore, just as symmetries can enrich
the variety of quantum phases in pure states, we can also
impose symmetry conditions on the above definition of
mixed-state quantum phases.
Definition 5 (Symmetric mixed-state quantum

phases). Two mixed states with the Γ symmetry belong
to the same symmetric phase iff:

1. They are two-way connected by FDLCs with the Γ
symmetry.

2. Each layer of the FDLCs satisfies the Γ symmetry.
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Particularly, a state belongs to a (non)trivial Γ-
symmetric phase if it can (not) be two-way connected
to a Γ-symmetric product state.

Interesting mixed-state topological phases including
SPT and symmetry enriched topological order (SET)
have been investigated under this framework [35, 66].
Generically, we only consider onsite internal symmetries
for mixed-state SPT and SETs, just like studies in pure
states. One main reason is that for non-onsite internal
symmetries, a symmetric product state may not even ex-
ist, so there is no natural choice of trivial state to start
with. However, if we only impose weak symmetry condi-
tions, Γ = G, then in principle we can allow it to have
non-onsite action, and use the maximally mixed state to
represent the trivial phase, which is indeed a symmetric
product state.

III. MICROSCOPIC DEFINITION,
CALCULATION, AND CLASSIFICATION OF

ANOMALIES FOR MIXED STATES

In this section we perform the Else-Nayak type analy-
sis of symmetry actions on bosonic mixed-states. In this
approach, anomalies manifest as some obstructions to im-
plementing the symmetry transformation on a subregion.
Compared to other approaches of diagnosing anomalies,
this approach has several advantages:

1. Although the original definition of anomalies is an
obstruction to gauging, the notion of gauging is still
unclear for general open quantum systems. Hence
we would like to avoid introducing gauge fields for
general characterization.

2. In this approach, anomaly is manifestly a purely
kinematic property of the system, as it should be.
Namely, it can be determined by given locality,
a tensor-product Hilbert space, and the form of
symmetry generators. No further information of
the dynamics, including the form of the Hamil-
tonian/Lindbladian/partition function is needed.
This allows us to apply the power of anomaly to
various types of open quantum systems. For ex-
ample, the mixed states may arise as a steady
state of dissipative dynamics, which can be Marko-
vian or non-Markovian, or it may arise from many-
body states subjected to (short-time) decoherence
or weak measurement.

Due to the above consideration, we believe that the
Else-Nayak approach is the most natural and straightfor-
ward generalization from closed systems to open systems,
which requires minimum assumption. Thus we take the
obstruction to implementing symmetry transformations
on subregions as the definition of anomalies for mixed
states.

A. The Else-Nayak approach to anomaly in pure
states

To begin with, we briefly review the Else-Nayak ap-
proach in (1 + 1)-D bosonic closed systems with internal
symmetry Γ [2]. This approach only works for symme-
tries with local unitary representation, i.e. the symmetry
operator U(γ) is an FDLUC. Let us first define restric-
tions of the symmetry transformations to a subregionM :
UM ≈ U inside M , i.e., UM and U are the same in the
interior of M , but are ambiguous up to some local uni-
taries near the boundary ∂M . Given the FDLUC nature
of U , we have

UM (γ1)UM (γ2) =W (γ1, γ2)UM (γ1γ2), (7)

for some local unitary W (γ1, γ2) acting on ∂M . The
associativity of UM (γ1)UM (γ2)UM (γ3) dictates that W
should satisfy

W (γ1, γ2)W (γ1γ2, γ3) =
UM (γ1) W (γ2, γ3)W (γ1, γ2γ3),

(8)
where we use the shorthand notation UMW ≡ UMWU−1

M .
Then we further restrict W to the left and right end of
M :

W (γ1, γ2) =Wl(γ1, γ2)Wr(γ1, γ2). (9)

Wl and Wr satisfies the consistent condition (8) up to a
phase factor ω:

Wl(γ1, γ2)Wl(γ1γ2, γ3)

=ω(γ1, γ2, γ3)
UM (γ1)Wl(γ2, γ3)Wl(γ1, γ2γ3),

Wr(γ1, γ2)Wr(γ1γ2, γ3)

=ω−1(γ1, γ2, γ3)
UM (γ1)Wr(γ2, γ3)Wr(γ1, γ2γ3).

(10)

From the associativity relation of
Wl(γ1, γ3)Wl(γ1γ2, γ3)Wl(γ1γ2γ3, γ4), it can be shown
that ω must satisfy the following 3-cocycle condition:

ω(γ1, γ2, γ3)ω
−1(γ1γ2, γ3, γ4)ω(γ1, γ2γ3, γ4)

ω−1(γ1, γ1, γ3γ4)ω(γ2, γ3, γ4) = 1.
(11)

Furthermore, as W is invariant under

Wl(γ1, γ2)→ β(γ1, γ2)Wl(γ1, γ2),

Wr(γ1, γ2)→ β(γ1, γ2)
−1Wr(γ1, γ2),

(12)

ω is only uniquely defined modulo a 2-coboundary, i.e.,

ω(γ1, γ2, γ3) ∼ω(γ1, γ2, γ3)β(γ1, γ2)β(γ1γ2, γ3)
β−1(γ2, γ3)β

−1(γ1, γ2γ3).
(13)

Consequently, the anomaly of internal symmetry Γ in
(1+1)-D can be classified by [ωΓ] ([·] denotes an equiv-
alence class defined in (13)), representing an element in
the third cohomology group H3(Γ, U(1)).
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In higher dimensions, this approach only works for
symmetries of the form

U(γ) =
∑
α

eiF(γ)[α]|γα⟩⟨α|, (14)

where |α⟩ are product states that form a complete ba-
sis of the Hilbert space in d spatial dimensions, and
α → γα defines an onsite symmetry action of Γ. Un-
der such assumptions, the similar reduction procedure
can be repeated, eventually leading to a (d + 2)-cocycle
ω(γ1, γ2, · · · , γd+2) with equivalence modulo a (d + 1)-
coboundary. Therefore anomalies of the Γ symmetry in
d+ 1 dimensions can be classified by Hd+2(Γ, U(1)).

B. Generalization to mixed states

In this section, we further apply the Else-Nayak ap-
proach to mixed states. Here we consider bosonic systems
with internal symmetries of the form Γ = K ×G, where
K,G denotes the strong and weak symmetry groups, re-
spectively. In this case, the superoperator representa-
tion of symmetries we introduced in IIA turns out to
be very useful, which indicates a neat way of gener-
alizing the Else-Nayak approach to mixed states. To
start with, we consider (1 + 1) dimensions and define
restrictions of the symmetry transformations to a sub-
region M . UM ≈ U inside M . More specifically,

UM (k · g)[ρ] = UM (k · g)ρU†
M (g), where UM is defined

in Section IIIA. Then (7), (8), (9), (10) can be naturally
generalized into the superoperator version, as depicted in
Fig.1.

UM (γ1) ◦UM (γ2) = W (γ1, γ2) ◦UM (γ1γ2), (15)

W (γ1, γ2)◦W (γ1γ2, γ3) =
UM (γ1) W (γ2, γ3)◦W (γ1, γ2γ3),

(16)

W (γ1, γ2) = Wl(γ1, γ2) ◦Wr(γ1γ2), (17)

Wl(γ1, γ2) ◦Wl(γ1γ2, γ3)

= Ω(γ1, γ2, γ3)
UM (γ1)Wl(γ2, γ3) ◦Wl(γ1, γ2γ3).

(18)

We use the shorthand notation UM W ≡ UM ◦W ◦U −1
M

𝑈 𝛾 𝑈𝑀 𝛾 𝑊 𝛾1, 𝛾2 𝑊𝑙 𝛾1, 𝛾2
Pure 

states:

Mixed 

states:

𝜔(𝛾1, 𝛾2, 𝛾3)
∈ 𝑈(1)

Ω(𝛾1, 𝛾2, 𝛾3)
∈ 𝑈(1)

FIG. 1. The dimensional reduction procedure to calculate the
anomaly in (1 + 1)-D.

in Eq. (16). Naturally, the phase factor Ω(γ1, γ2, γ3) in

(18) can be viewed as the anomaly indicator of the mixed
states, as a generalization of the 3-cocycle ω(γ1, γ2, γ3).
Actually, Ω and ω are closely related, as we show below.
Since UM is inherited from UM , W is also determined

by W :

W (γ1, γ2)[O]

=W (γ1, γ2)OW
†(g1, g2),∀ operator O

=Wl(γ1, γ2)Wr(γ1, γ2)OW
′†
r (g1, g2)W

′†
l (g1, g2),

(19)

where W = WlWr = W ′
lW

′
r. Wl(r) and W

′
l(r) are identi-

cal as a function of G up to a phase factor. Thus

Wl(r)(γ1, γ2)[O]

=Wl(r)(γ1, γ2)OW
′†
l(r)(g1, g2),∀ operator O,

(20)

where we denote γi = kigi. From (10) we can extract the
cocycle ω, ω′ from Wl,W

′
l , respectively, and (18) leads

to

Ω(γ1, γ2, γ3) = ω(γ1, γ2, γ3)ω
′−1(g1, g2, g3). (21)

Eq. (13) leads to the following equivalence relation of Ω:

Ω(γ1, γ2, γ3) ∼
Ω(γ1, γ2, γ3)β

′−1(g1, g2)β
′−1(g1g2, g3)β

′(g2, g3)β
′(g1, g2g3)

β(γ1, γ2)β(γ1γ2, γ3)β
−1(γ2, γ3)β

−1(γ1, γ2γ3).

(22)

In other words, [ΩΓ] = [ωΓ][ωG]−1 (using the fact that
[ωG] = [ω′G]).
Recall that [ωΓ], [ωG] are elements in

H3(Γ, U(1)), H3(G,U(1)), respectively. From
the Künneth formula, the group cohomology
H3(Γ = K ×G,U(1)) can be decomposed as:

H3(Γ, U(1)) =

3∑
k=0

(Hk(G,H3−k(K,U(1)))), (23)

which contains H3(G,U(1)) as a normal subgroup in the
direct sum decomposition. Thus

[ΩΓ] ∈ H3(Γ, U(1))/H3(G,U(1))

=

2∑
k=0

Hk(G,H3−k(K,U(1))).
(24)

Furthermore, for symmetries of the form in (14), we can
perform the same analysis to extract the anomaly cocycle
in higher dimensions

Ω(γ1, γ2, · · · , γd+2)

=ω(γ1, γ2, · · · , γd+2)ω
′−1(g1, g2, · · · , gd+2).

(25)

Then

[ΩΓ] ∈ Hd+2(Γ, U(1))/Hd+2(G,U(1))

=

d+1∑
k=0

(Hk(G,Hd+2−k(K,U(1)))).
(26)
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In this way we arrive at the following definition.
Definition 6. (Mixed-state anomaly) The sym-

metry action of Γ = K × G on a mixed state
ρ is anomalous iff [ΩΓ] is a nontrivial element in
Hd+2(Γ, U(1))/Hd+2(G,U(1)), or more explicitly, it is
U(1) phase factor that cannot be removed by redefini-
tion of Wl,Wr as in (12).

The subgroup with k = 0 corresponds to the pure
anomalies of strong symmetry K while the other sub-
groups with 1 ≤ k ≤ d + 1 correspond to the mixed
anomalies between K and G. Physically, this mixed
anomaly can be manifested by strong symmetry fraction-
alization on weak symmetry defects, which we will discuss
in Section V. Particularly, the absence of the k = d + 2
term indicates that there is no anomaly with only weak
symmetries. Indeed, [Ω] is always trivial when Γ = G.
We will further justify this conclusion in the next section.

IV. ANOMALY AS A TOOL TO CONSTRAIN
MIXED-STATE QUANTUM PHASES

In this section, we will show that anomaly is powerful
in constraining mixed-state quantum phases, which indi-
cates that our definition of mixed-state anomalies is not
only a natural one but also a useful one.

Theorem 1. A state ρ with anomalous symme-
try K × G cannot be prepared via a G-symmetric fi-
nite depth local quantum channel starting from a G-
symmetric product state (by “G-symmetric” we always
mean weakly symmetric). Then, according to Definition
4, ρ belongs to a nontrivial G-symmetric phase.
Proof. We prove the contrapositive statement of the

above theorem. Namely, we show that any state prepared
via aG-symmetric FDLC from aG-symmetric pure prod-
uct state ρ0 must be anomaly free. Denote ρ0 =

⊗
i ρi,

where i is the site index. Then ρ0 can be purified
into the following product state: |ψSA⟩ =

⊗
i |ψi⟩ =⊗

i

√
ρi⊗IiA(

∑
m |mi⟩S⊗|mi⟩A), ρ0 = TrA(|ψSA⟩⟨ψSA|),

where we introduce an ancilla Hilbert space Hi
A at each

site i, which is isomorphic to the system Hilbert spaceHi
S

spanned by the complete orthonormal basis {|mi⟩} [51].
Since ρ0 is weakly symmetric, U(g)ρ0U

†(g) = ρ0,∀g ∈ G,
|ψSA⟩ also has the G symmetry:

U(g)⊗ U∗(g)|ψSA⟩ = |ψSA⟩. (27)

Now suppose ρ is prepared via the following channel:

ρ = N [ρ0] = TrE(DSEρ0 ⊗ |0⟩E⟨0|ED†
SE), (28)

where |0E⟩ is a G-symmetric product state, UE(g)|0⟩E =
eiθ(g)|0⟩E , and DSE is some FDLUC with G symmetry:
[DSE , U(g)⊗ UE(g)] = 0,∀g ∈ G.
Then ρ can be purified with the help of both the ancilla

(A) and the environment (E):

ρ = TrE,A(|Ψ⟩⟨Ψ|), |Ψ⟩ = (DSE⊗IA)|ψ⟩SA⊗|0⟩E . (29)

It is easy to check that |Ψ⟩ also satisfy the G symmetry
Utot(g)|Ψ⟩ = eiθ(g)|Ψ⟩, with the representation of G on
the total Hilbert space HS ⊗HA ⊗HE :

Utot(g) = U(g)⊗ U∗(g)⊗ UE(g). (30)

Next, if we further require ρ has strong symmetry K,
i.e., U(k)ρ = λ(k)ρ, then |Ψ⟩ also has the same K sym-
metry charge: U(k) ⊗ IAE |Ψ⟩ = λ(k)|Ψ⟩, where AE is
shorthand for A ∪ E. This can be easily verified by per-
forming the Schmidt decomposition of |Ψ⟩ under the bi-
partition S ∪AE. Therefore, |Ψ⟩ has the full Γ = K ×G
symmetry, where the symmetry transformation is repre-
sented by Utot(k · g) = U(k · g)⊗U∗(g)⊗UE(g). We as-
sume Utot(γ) is an FDLUC supported on a d-dimensional
spatial region. We can extract the (d + 2)-cocycle
ωE(g1, g2, · · · gd+2), ωtot(g1, g2, · · · gd+2) for UE and Utot,
respectively, in exactly the same way as we did for U in
Section IIIA. Due to the tensor product form of Utot,the
cocycles must satisfy the following relation:

ωtot(k1g1, k2g2, · · · , kd+2gd+2)

=ω(k1g1, k2g2, · · · kd+2gd+2)

ω−1(g1, g2, · · · , gd+2)ω
−1
E (g1, g2, · · · gd+2).

(31)

Then, since |ψSA⟩ ⊗ |0E⟩ is a product state and D
is a FDLUC, |Ψ⟩ is by definition short-range entangled
(SRE), and thus must be anomaly free, so we can take
ωtot = 1. Taking k1 = k2 = k3 = · · · = kd+2 as the
identity element of K in (31), we obtain ωE = 1. Then
comparing (31) and (21), we get [Ω] = [ωtot] = [1], so ρ
is anomaly free.
We conclude this section with some remarks on the

above theorem.

1. If the strong symmetry itself is anomalous, i.e.,
Ω(k1, k2, · · · kd+2)(ki ∈ K) represents a nontriv-
ial element in Hd+2(K,U(1)), then we can take
G = 1 in the above theorem, which leads to the
conclusion that the mixed state cannot be pre-
pared via any FDLC from any product state. It
is a straightforward generalization of the statement
that a pure state preserving anomalous symmetry
must be long-range entangled (LRE). We note that
in this particular case a stronger result is proved in
[51].

2. As mentioned at the end of Section III B, if ρ only
have weak symmetry (K = 1), it has no anomaly.
Indeed, weak symmetry has little power in con-
straining mixed-state quantum phases –the max-
imally mixed state ρ = I, though a trivial prod-
uct state, satisfies all types of weak symmetries,
U†IU = I [73].

3. The most intriguing case is when the strong and
weak symmetries have mixed anomalies, which
is a phenomenon unique to open quantum sys-
tems. In this case, the naive generalization of
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”anomaly⇒LRE” fails——some mixed states with
mixed anomaly can still be prepared (from product
states) via an FDLC, and we give such an example
in the next section. Nevertheless, as proved above,
such preparation is prohibited once the weak sym-
metry condition is imposed. We also note that even
for non-onsite weak symmetry G, a G-symmetric
product state always exists in the mixed state, of
which the maximally mixed state is a perfect ex-
ample. Thus the generality of the above theorem
is guaranteed.

4. In the above proof we only assume D as a whole
(not each layer of it) has the G symmetry. Thus
the conclusion is a bit stronger than a nontrivial
G-symmetric phase.

5. Finally but perhaps most importantly, in the above
discussion a nontrivial phase is defined by impos-
sibility of preparation via finite-depth local (sym-
metric) channels, based on which we establish the
theorem “anomaly ⇒ nontrivial phase ”. Then
several questions arise naturally. What nontrivial
phases are out there? How to diagnose them in a
more direct way? For example, are there any phys-
ical quantities like correlation functions that can
be used to distinguish them from trivial phases?
We provide answers to these questions in the next
question.

V. LATTICE MODELS WITH ANOMALOUS
SYMMETRY IN OPEN QUANTUM SYSTEMS

In the last section, we prove that mixed states pre-
serving anomalous symmetries must belong to a nontriv-
ial phase. As pointed out at the end of last section, it
is desirable to find concrete examples of such anomaly-
enforced phases and provide a more complete and physi-
cal description of them. For this purpose, we need to go
beyond the kinematic-level discussion and further input
the information of dynamics. For example, in studies of
quantum phases in closed systems, of particular inter-
est is the ground state of local Hamiltonians. Then it
is known that if the Hamiltonian has anomalous symme-
tries, the ground states are guaranteed to be nontrivial,
including the following possibilities:

a. Spontaneous symmetry breaking.

b. Some local operators have a power-law correlation.
In this case, the Hamiltonian has a gapless energy
spectrum.

c. Topological order. This is only possible in (2+1)-D
and higher dimensions.

In this context, we aim to establish a similar paradigm
for open quantum systems. We focus on a prototypi-
cal type of dynamics, known as Markov dynamics, which

means the environment is memoryless. As introduced in
Section IIA , such dynamics can be described by a Lind-
bladian L. As a natural generalization of the paradigm in
closed systems, we study several lattice models described
by Lindbladians with anomalous symmetries, and show
that as a consequence of Theorem 1, the system must
have nontrivial long-time dynamics.
The exact meaning of the “nontrivial long-time dy-

namics” is twofold. Firstly, the steady states (defined as
the zero modes of L,L[ρss] = 0) must belong to some
nontrivial mixed-state phases. Surprisingly, we identify
a new type of nontrivial mixed-state phase enforced by
anomalies, where correlation functions (including correla-
tions of local operators and string order) in the bulk are
all short ranged, but under OBC, the boundary states
spontaneously break the symmetry. This is distinct from
both scenarios in 1D pure states mentioned above. Also,
it is distinct from the recently discovered mixed-state
ASPT due to the lack of string order. Secondly, in each
strong symmetry sector, either the steady states are de-
generate or the relaxation time is divergent, or both.
This actually directly follows from the nontrivialness of
the steady state. Suppose the steady state is unique,
then it must have the anomalous symmetry. Given that
the Lindbladian can be viewed a continuous-time version
of a G-symmetric quantum channel, with the evolution
time replacing the channel depth, the relaxation time to
reach the steady state must be divergent in the thermo-
dynamic limit (since one can take the initial state to be a
G-symmetric product state, in which case the conclusion
is just a restatement of Theorem 1).
Below, we provide several examples of anomalous sym-

metries in open quantum systems. In all the examples
below, we consider spin chains with a spin-1/2 degree
of freedom on each site. In each example, we first de-
fine the symmetry action and demonstrate the anomaly
according to our microscopic definition, and we also dis-
cuss some manifestations of anomalies. Then we con-
struct Lindbladians with anomalous symmetries and dis-
cuss their properties.
Example 1. K = U(1), G = ZX

2 .
Firstly, we consider the mixed anomaly between strong

U(1) symmetry and weak ZX
2 symmetry, generated by

Q :=
1

4

∑
i

(1− σz
i σ

z
i+1),

X :=
∏
i

σx
i ,

(32)

respectively. Notably, the generator Q counts the num-
ber of domain walls of the ZX

2 symmetry, and the pref-
actor 1

4 is to ensure that Q ∈ Z under periodic boundary
conditions (PBC).
To calculate the anomaly cocycle, we focus on the Z2

subgroup of U(1) symmetry which is generated by:

U(DW) = exp(iπQ) = exp[
πi

4

∑
i

(1− σz
i σ

z
i+1)], (33)
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where DW stands for domain walls. We restrict it to a
subregion M

UM (DW) = exp[
πi

4

k−1∑
i=j

(1− σz
i σ

z
i+1)], (34)

where M includes sites j ≤ i ≤ k. Then we find

(UM (DW))2 = σz
jσ

z
k, (35)

which impliesW (DW,DW) = σz
jσ

z
k andWl(DW,DW) =

σz
j . Similarly we define XM =

∏k
i=j σ

x
i and

UM (XDW) = XMUM (DW). Then it follows
Wl(XDW, X) = Wl(X,DW) = Wl(I,X) =
Wl(I,DW ) = I,Wl(XDW, XDW) = Wl(XDW,DW) =
σz
j . As the weak symmetry is onsite, its cocycle ωG must

be in the trivial class. To determine whether [Ω] belongs
to a nontrivial element in H3(K×G,U(1))/H3(G,U(1)),
we compute the following gauge invariant combination
(meaning that it is invariant under (13)) of ωΓ:

ω(X,DW,DW)ω(XDW, X,DW)ω(XDW, XDW, X)·
ω(X, I,X) = −1× 1× 1× 1 = −1.

(36)
Since the result is not unity and strong symmetry itself
is anomaly free, it corresponds to the nontrivial cocy-

cle in H2(G,H1(K,U(1)), signaling the mixed anomaly
between K and G.

One important and intuitive manifestation of anomaly
in pure states is symmetry fractionalization on symme-
try defects [74]. Here we show that this intriguing phe-
nomenon also shows up for mixed states, even in the case
of mixed anomaly between strong and weak symmetries
(the generalization to mixed states is more obvious for
anomalies of purely strong symmetries), with some minor
modification. Specifically, the strong symmetry fraction-
alizes on weak symmetry defects, which can be viewed as
a physical interpretation of a nontrivial cocycle Ω.

To see this, we can start with a mixed state that spon-
taneously breaks the weak ZX

2 symmetry:

ρ = | ↑↑↑ · · · ↑⟩⟨↑↑↑ · · · ↑ |+ | ↓↓↓ · · · ↓⟩⟨↓↓↓ · · · ↓ |. (37)

ρ is invariant under the weak symmetry, XρX = ρ. How-
ever, it exhibits spontaneous weak symmetry breaking,
reflected in the long range correlation ⟨σz

i σ
z
j ⟩ = 1. ρ is

free of ZX
2 domain walls and Q = 0. Now can we intro-

duce weak symmetry defect (domain walls) by a string
operator S =

∏
j≤i≤k σ

x
i , which is a restriction of the

symmetry transformation X on the segment j ≤ i ≤ k.

ρ→ ρ′ = SρS
=| ↑ · · · ↑j↓j+1 · · · ↓k↑k+1 · · · ↑⟩⟨↑ · · · ↑j↓j+1 · · · ↓k↑k+1 · · · ↑ |
+| ↓ · · · ↓j↑j+1 · · · ↑k↓k+1 · · · ↓⟩⟨↓ · · · ↓j↑j+1 · · · ↑k↓k+1 · · · ↑ |.

(38)

The string operator creates one ZX
2 defect at each end.

It is easy to check that compared to ρ, the total change
of U(1) charge Q is one. Thus each weak symmetry de-
fect carries a half U(1) charge. We note that although
both the weak symmetry defect and strong symmetry
charge are well-defined, there is no well-defined charge
associated with weak symmetry. Thus it is questionable
whether one can reversely consider weak symmetry frac-
tionalization on strong symmetry defect. This is one ma-
jor difference to anomalies in pure states.

Below, we construct Lindbladians with the anomalous
U(1)× ZX

2 symmetry.

H =
∑
i

J(σx
i − σz

i−1σ
x
i σ

z
i+1)− λσz

i σ
z
i+1,

li =
√
rσz

i .

(39)

The Hamiltonian is a prototypical realization of the edge
theory of the (2 + 1)-D Levin-Gu model [56, 74]. The
first term describes hopping of ZX

2 domain walls and the
second term is the energy penalty of domain walls. It is
invariant under both the U(1) symmetry and ZX

2 sym-
metry. Here we consider the simplest form of jump op-

erator li, whose effect is simply dephasing on each site.
From the algebra [Q, σz

i ] = 0, {X,σz
i } = 0, it is clear

that the jump operator keeps the strong U(1) symmetry
and (partially) breaks the ZX

2 symmetry from strong to
weak. Due to the strong U(1) symmetry, the number of
domain walls is conserved (see the end of section III). As
a consequence, there must be at least one steady state in
each charge sector Q = q (of the U(1) symmetry). Below
we investigate the properties of steady state(s) in each
charge sector to reveal the consequence of anomalies.

First, we discuss the case q = 0. This scenario is ex-
tremely simple and yet illuminating. Note that there
are only two states in this sector, i.e., |all up⟩ and
|all down⟩. With dephasing, the steady states are 2-
fold: ρss1 = |all up⟩⟨all up|, ρss2 = |all down⟩⟨all down|.
The key point is that the two steady states sponta-
neously break the weak ZX

2 symmetry, and are ferro-
magnetically ordered. Their symmetric combination,

ρ+ = |all up⟩⟨all up|+|all down⟩⟨all down|
2 , is also a valid

steady state, and satisfies the weak symmetry Xρ+X =
ρ+. Still, the weak symmetry breaking is reflected in the
long-range correlation lim|i−j|→∞⟨σz

i σ
z
j ⟩ − ⟨σz

i ⟩⟨σz
j ⟩ = 1,
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given that σz
i is odd under the ZX

2 transformation. From
this perspective, ρ+ can be viewed as the mixed-state
counterpart of the GHZ state. The case q = qmax (for a
periodic chain with size L, qmax = L/2) is almost identi-
cal to q = 0, except the steady states have Neel order in
this case.

Now we turn to the more nontrivial case with inter-
mediate densities of domain wall q = αL(0 < α < 1/2).
Under PBC, the steady state is unique, which is the max-
imally mixed state in each sector, ρss ∝ PQ=q, where
PQ=q is the projector to the eigenspace of Q with eigen-
value q. It is easy to check that L[PQ=q] = 0 indeed,
by noting that [PQ=q, li] = 0, [PQ=q, H] = 0. From The-
orem 1, ρss must belong to a nontrivial ZX

2 -symmetric
phase, and the relaxation time to reach the steady state
must be divergent in the thermodynamic limit (see the
general discussion at the beginning of this section). On
the other hand, in this steady state, all local operators
are short-range correlated, fitting into none of the cases
listed at the beginning of this section. Then how is this
a nontrivial phase?

To answer this question, we investigate this model un-
der OBC. We take

QOBC =
1

4

L−1∑
i=1

(1− σz
i σ

z
i+1),

HOBC = J

L−1∑
i=2

(σx
i − σz

i−1σ
x
i σ

z
i+1)− λ

L−1∑
i=1

σz
i σ

z
i+1.

(40)

In this case the steady states are 2-fold degenerate for
each q-sector.

ρssOBC,1 ∝ PQOBC=q(I + σz
1)(I + (−1)2qσz

L),

ρssOBC,2 = XρssOBC,1X ∝ PQOBC=q(I − σz
1)(I − (−1)2qσz

L).
(41)

Both ρss1 , ρ
ss
2 spontaneously breaks the weak ZX

2 sym-
metry on the boundary with nonzero magnetization, but
there is no magnetization away from the boundary (in
the thermodynamic limit L→∞). We can also consider
their symmetric combination

ρssOBC,+ =
ρ1 + ρ2

2
∝ PQ=q(I + (−1)2qσz

1σ
z
L),

XρssOBC,+X = ρssOBC,+.
(42)

Then the boundary SSB is shown in the long-range cor-
relation between the boundary spins ⟨σz

1σ
z
L⟩ = (−1)2q.

Although in the above we consider a particular choice
of HOBC, i.e., simply dropping terms near the bound-
ary, we show below that the boundary SSB is actually
an unavoidable consequence of the anomalous symme-
try. Consider any state ρ that has the full Γ symmetry:
QOBCρ = qρ,XρX = ρ. Then the boundary correlation
is guaranteed:

⟨σz
1σ

z
L⟩ = ⟨exp(2πiQOBC)⟩ = (−1)2q. (43)

Due to the boundary SSB, for Lindbladians with the Γ
symmetry, the steady states in each q-sector must be at

least 2-fold degenerate under OBC. Later, we will see
more examples of this boundary SSB phenomenon.
Example 2. K = ZCZ

2 , G = ZX
2 .

The second example is the mixed anomaly between
strong ZCZ

2 symmetry and weak ZX
2 symmetry. The

strong symmetry generator is

U(CZ) =
∏
i

CZi,i+1 =
∏
i

exp[
πi

4
(1− σz

i+1)(1− σz
i+1)],

(44)
which is the product of controlled-Z gates on each
pair of neighboring sites. We have [U(CZ)]2 = 1 and
[U(CZ), X] = 0 under PBC.
To calculate the anomaly cocycle, we restrict both

strong and weak symmetries to a subregion M

UM (CZ) = exp[

k−1∑
i=j

πi

4
(1− σz

i )(1− σz
i+1)], XM =

k∏
i=j

σx
i .

(45)

It is easy to check UM (CZ)XM =
(−1)k−jσz

jσ
z
kXMUM (CZ). To identify W , we can

restrict the combination of U(CZ) and X to M as

UM (CZX) = UM (XCZ) = UM (CZ)XM . (46)

Thus W (CZ, X) = I and W (X,CZ) = W (X,CZX) =
(−1)k−jσz

jσ
z
k. After further restriction to the left end,

we can take Wl(CZX,X) = I and Wl(X,CZ) =
Wl(X,CZX) = (−1)jσz

j . Similarly, we also find
Wl(CZ,CZ) = Wl(CZ,CZX) = Wl(X,X) = Wl(I,X) =
I and Wl(CZX,CZ) = Wl(CZX,CZX) = (−1)jσz

j .
Then we compute the following gauge invariant combi-
nation of ωΓ where we replace the DW in eq (36) with
CZ:

ω(X,CZ,CZ)ω(CZX,X,CZ)ω(CZX,CZX,X)·
ω(X, I,X) = 1× (−1)× 1× 1 = −1.

(47)

This nontrivial phase also signals the mixed anomaly co-
cycle which belongs to H2(G,H1(K,U(1)). As in the
previous example, the mixed anomaly between strong
ZCZ
2 and weak ZX

2 symmetry also leads to boundary SSB.
Consider the symmetric state ρ under OBC:

UOBC(CZ)ρ = cρ,XρX = ρ, (c = ±1), (48)

where UOBC(CZ) = exp[
∑L−1

i=1
πi
4 (1 − σz

i )(1 − σz
i+1)].

First, note that UOBC(CZ) no longer commutes with X.
Instead,

UOBC(CZ)XUOBC(CZ) = (−1)L−1σz
1σ

z
LX. (49)

Thus

⟨σz
1σ

z
L⟩ ≡ Tr(σz

1σ
z
Lρ) = Tr(σz

1σ
z
LXρX)

=(−1)L−1Tr[UOBC(CZ)XUOBC(CZ)ρX]

=(−1)L−1.

(50)
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Therefore, in the presence of ZCZ
2 symmetry, the bound-

ary spin must break the weak ZX
2 symmetry. For ex-

ample, we consider the following Lindbladian with the
anomalous ZCZ

2 × ZX
2 symmetry [75]:

H =
∑
i

J1(σ
x
i + σz

i−1σ
x
i σ

z
i+1)

+ J2(σ
x
i−1σ

x
i+1 + σz

i−2σ
x
i−1σ

x
i+1σ

z
i+2),

li =
√
rσz

i .

(51)

Without loss of generality, we investigate the steady state
in the even ZCZ

2 sector, U(CZ)ρ = ρ and we take L ∈ 2Z .
Under PBC, there is only one steady state (in this sector),
which is the maximally mixed state in this sector:

ρssPBC ∝ I + U(CZ). (52)

Under OBC (as in the previous example, we define HOBC

by dropping terms cut by the boundary), on the other
hand, the steady states are 4-fold:

ρssOBC,1 ∝ (I + σz
1)(I + σz

L)[I + UOBC(CZ)],

ρssOBC,2 ∝ (I − σz
1)(I − σz

L)[I + UOBC(CZ)],

ρssOBC,3 ∝ (I + σz
1)(I − σz

L)[I + UOBC(CZ)],

ρssOBC,4 ∝ (I − σz
1)(I + σz

L)[I + UOBC(CZ)].

(53)

They all break the ZX
2 symmetry on the boundary. Only

the symmetric combination of ρssOBC,3 and ρssOBC,4 leads

to a ZX
2 symmetric state ρssOBC,+ ∝ (I − σz

1σ
z
L)[I +

UOBC(CZ)], and the boundary SSB is manifested by the
boundary correlation ⟨σz

1σ
z
L⟩+ = −1.

Despite the boundary SSB, any physical observables
have trivial correlations in the bulk. To show this,
we calculate the reduced density matrix for a segment
M = [αL, (1 − α)L] in the bulk (0 < α < 1

2 ), and find
that ρM ∝ I in the limit L→∞. Thus the steady states
of this model realize a new many-body phase, which, as
far as we know, has not been discussed in previous lit-
erature. First, it resembles none of the three types of
(pure-state) phases with anomalous symmetry listed at
the beginning of this section. Furthermore, it is also very
different from the recently proposed mixed-state SPT due
to the following reasons: 1. There is no string order in
the bulk; 2. According to the classification in [35, 66],
there is no nontrivial SPT solely protected by weak sym-
metries, but based on the theorem in last section, ρssPBC
must belong to a nontrivial mixed-state quantum phase
when the weak ZX

2 symmetry is imposed.
Example 3. K = ZX

2 , G = ZCZ
2

In this case, as ZX
2 is strong symmetry while ZCZ

2 is
weak symmetry, we simply need to exchange their posi-
tions in gauge invariant combination (47). That is

ω(CZ, X,X)ω(CZX,CZ, X)ω(CZX,CZX,CZ)·
ω(CZ, I,CZ) = 1× 1× (−1)× 1 = −1.

(54)

Since the cocycle of ZCZ
2 is also trivial, this nontrivial

phase signals the mixed anomaly between K = ZX
2 and

G = ZCZ
2 . In this case, the boundary must break the

strong ZX
2 symmetry under OBC. Consider the symmet-

ric state ρ,

UOBC(CZ)ρUOBC = ρ,Xρ = cρ, (c = ±1). (55)

Then

Tr(σz
1σ

z
Lρ) = (−1)L−1Tr(XUOBC(CZ)XUOBC(CZ)ρ)

= (−1)L−1Tr(XUOBC(CZ)ρXUOBC(CZ))

= (−1)L−1.
(56)

Below we construct a Lindbladian with the anomalous
ZX
2 × ZCZ

2 symmetry:

H =
∑
i

J(σx
i + σz

i−1σ
x
i σ

z
i+1),

li =
√
r(σx

i − σz
i−1σ

x
i σ

z
i+1).

(57)

The jump operator breaks the strong ZCZ
2 symmetry

but preserves a residual weak ZCZ
2 symmetry, because

{li, U(CZ)} = 0. Below we investigate the steady state
in the even ZX

2 sector X = 1, and take L ∈ 2Z.
Under PBC, the steady state is the maximally mixed

state in this sector ρssPBC = I + X. This is an example
where the naive generalization of “anomaly⇒LRE” fails,
as promised in last section. Despite the anomalous ZX

2 ×
ZCZ
2 symmetry, ρssPBC can be prepared via an FDLC, for

example, through the following procedure:

1. Introduce an additional qubit τi on each site i, and
initialize all spins to the x direction, τxi = σx

i = 1.

2. Apply the controlled-Z gates on onsite pairs (σi, τi)
and neighboring pairs (τi, σi+1), which is a depth-2
LUC.

3. Trace out the τ qubits.

However, in the above construction, the initial states
break the weak ZCZ

2 symmetry. After imposing the weak
symmetry condition (to both the initial states and chan-
nels), ρssPBC can no longer be prepared by FDLC. This
justifies the necessity of the weak symmetry condition in
Theorem 1.

Under OBC, the steady states are 2-fold degenerate in
the X = 1 sector (and likewise in the sector X = −1).

ρssOBC,+ = (I + σz
1σ

z
L)(I +X),

ρssOBC,− = (I − σz
1σ

z
L)(I +X).

(58)

They both show boundary SSB of the strong ZX
2

symmetry, ⟨σz
1σ

z
L⟩± = ±1. Moreover, ρssOBC,+

also spontaneously break the weak ZCZ
2 symmetry,

UOBC(CZ)ρ
ss
OBC,+UOBC(CZ) = (I+σz

1σ
z
L)(I−X), which

is a steady state in the X = −1 sector. Thus the bound-
ary weak ZCZ

2 SSB is responsible for the 2-fold degeneracy
in both sectors X = ±1.
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Discussions. As a nontrivial consequence of anomaly,
in all three examples under PBC, the Γ-symmetric steady
states cannot be prepared using a G-symmetric FDLC
from a G-symmetric product state. For Example 3 we
explicitly show that such preparation exists if the weak
symmetry condition is relaxed. However, for Example
1, 2 we do not find any way to prepare ρssPBC using an
FDLC from any product state. Here we conjecture that
for onsite symmetry G, Theorem 1 could be strengthened
to the following form.

Conjecture. A state ρ with anomalous symmetryK×
G with onsite symmetry action of G cannot be prepared
via any FDLC from any product state.

This conjecture is supported by the results from
[35, 66] that there is no SPT protected only by (onsite)
weak symmetries. If any counter example of the conjec-
ture exists, then that state can be prepared by an FDLC
but is a nontrivial phase solely protected by onsite weak
symmetry G, which would be extremely intriguing and
beyond the decorated domain wall picture.

In the three examples, we leave the scenario of critical
states with power law correlation. This is actually also
possible for mixed states with anomalies. For example,
one can start with the ground state of the Hamiltonian
in (39). In the case −1 < λ < 1, it lies in a critical
phase. Then we can apply a dephasing channel (with
Kraus operator Ki ∝ σz

i ) to that state, breaking the
strong ZX

2 symmetry to a weak symmetry, which still
has a mixed anomaly with the strong U(1) symmetry. In
this case, the mixed states exhibit power law correlation,
⟨σz

i σ
z
j ⟩ ∼ 1

|i−j|α (α > 0), since the dephasing channel does

not change correlations between σz.
Finally, in all three examples, we encounter the bound-

ary SSB phenomena. By making a natural choice of
the symmetry operators under OBC, we show that the
boundary SSB is inevitable as long as the symmetry
is preserved. Then it is desirable to find out whether
bondary SSB is a generic consequence of anomaly, and
does not depend on how the symmetry operator is de-
fined under OBC. For pure states, this kind of result has
been proved in the context of boundary conformal field
theories [76–81], where anomaly is an obstruction for the
existence of symmetric conformal boundary conditions.
Moreover, this kind of result has been also studied in
higher dimensional quantum field theories by consider-
ing fusions of symmetry defects [82], where anomalous
symmetries must be explicitly or spontaneously broken
for boundary theories. In the next section, we aim to fo-
cus on the lattice framework on (1+ 1)-D and generalize
the discussion to generic mixed states.

VI. GENERALITIES OF
ANOMALY-ENFORCED BOUNDARY

CORRELATION

In this section, we (partially) resolve the issue raised
at the end of last section. Here we focus on (1 + 1)-D

systems, and prove under certain conditions that anoma-
lies would enforce nontrivial boundary correlation. First
we illustrate the general ideas. Recall that anomalies
are characterized by an obstruction to implementing the
(truncated) symmetry transformation UM on a subregion
M . Under OBC, however, the symmetry (super)operator
is inevitably truncated by the boundary, and thus UOBC

is just a special case of UM , and only furnish a representa-
tion of the symmetry up to some boundary obstruction.
Under many circumstances, such boundary obstruction
leads to nontrivial correlations between the left and right
edges.
Most strikingly, we find that the above statement holds

generally for anomalous strong symmetries.
Theorem 2. For an arbitrary (1 + 1)-D state ρ with

anomalous strong symmetry K, there must exist long-
range boundary correlation (under OBC), i.e., ∃ Ol, Or

supported near the left and right edges, respectively, s.t.
⟨OlOr⟩−⟨Ol⟩⟨Or⟩ ≠ 0, even in the thermodynamic limit.
Proof. As pointed out above, we can repeat the anal-

ysis in Section IIIA, with UM replaced by UOBC:

UOBC(k1)UOBC(k2) =W (k1, k2)UOBC(k1 · k2), (59)

UOBC(k1)UOBC(k2) =W (k1, k2)UOBC(k1 · k2), (60)

W (k1, k2) =Wl(k1, k2)Wr(k1k2), (61)

Wl(k1, k2)Wl(k1k2, k3)

= ω(k1, k2, k3)
UOBC(k1)Wl(k2, k3)Wl(k1, k2k3).

(62)

The strong symmetry of ρ states that UOBC(k)ρ =
λ(k)ρ (∀k ∈ K) for some U(1) phase factor λ(k), so
ρ must be strongly symmetric under W : W (k1, k2)ρ =
λ(k1)λ(k2)λ

−1(k1 · k2)ρ.
Next, we prove by contradiction that ∃k, k′, s.t.

ρ cannot be strongly symmetric under Wl. Assume
that Wl(k, k

′)ρ = β(k, k′)ρ, ∀k, k′ ∈ K, for some
U(1) phase factors β. Then by applying the left
hand side of (62) on ρ, we obtain ω(k1, k2, k3) =
β(k1, k2)β(k1k2, k3)β

−1(k1, k2k3)β
−1(k2, k3), which is a

2-coboundary. It then contradicts the condition that K
is anomalous.

Furthermore, due to the unitarity of Wl, all of its
eigenvalues are distributed on a unit circle on the com-
plex plane, so we can conclude from the above that
∃k, k′ ∈ K, |⟨Wl(k, k

′)⟩| ≡ |Tr(Wl(k, k
′)ρ)| < 1. The

same goes for Wr. Therefore,

|⟨Wl(k, k
′)Wr(k, k

′)⟩− ⟨Wl(k, k
′)⟩⟨Wr(k, k

′)⟩| > 0, (63)

which proves the long-range correlation between left and
right edges by construction.
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Some comments regarding the above theorem are in
order. Firstly, for pure states, all symmetries are auto-
matically strong symmetries, so the above theorem can
be generally applied to pure states with anomalous sym-
metries [83]. Secondly, although in Section V we focus on
models with strong-weak mixed anomalies, the analysis
regarding boundary SSB, e.g., (50), (56) still go through
when we promote the G symmetry also to a strong sym-
metry. For example, we can replace the dissipator in
Example 1, Example 2 with li = σz

i σ
z
i+1, thus preserving

the strong ZX
2 symmetry. Then under OBC the strong

ZX
2 symmetry must break spontaneously on the bound-

ary, with qubits on the two edges forming an EPR pair.
For the case with strong-weak mixed anomalies, we no

longer have a proof of complete generality. Instead, we
can prove the following weaker versions of the theorem.

Theorem 3. For a (1 + 1)-D state ρ with anomalous
symmetry Γ = K×G, if the weak symmetry G has onsite
action, there must exist long-range boundary correlation,
⟨OlOr⟩−⟨Ol⟩⟨Or⟩ ≠ 0, even in the thermodynamic limit.

The proof of Theorem 3 is almost identical to Theo-
rem 2, and is left to Appendix A. The boundary weak
ZX
2 SSB in Example 1, 2 are both consequences of the-

orem 3. For generic weak symmetry G, it remains un-
clear whether such strong conclusions still hold generally,
and we are only able to show the existence of nontrivial
boundary correlation in the form of Renyi-2 correlators,
which is also encountered in the ”strong-to-weak SSB”
phenomenon [35, 41]. See Appendix A for discussions of
this case.

VII. STEADY-STATE AVERAGE SPT AND
ANOMALIES OF THE EDGE THEORY

In closed systems, anomalies can manifest in the
boundary theories of SPT phases, known as ”anomaly
inflow mechanism”. Recently, SPT phases have been gen-
eralized to the open quantum systems with decoherence,
under the notation of decohered average SPT (ASPT)
phases [84]. Using the decorated domain wall (DDW)
approach, various types of decohered ASPT (or simply
ASPT hereafter) phases are constructed and diagnosed,
with a focus on their bulk properties [35–37, 66]. No-
tably, for symmetries of the form Γ = K ×G, the ASPT
phases in (d + 2) spacetime dimensions are classified by
Hd+2(Γ, U(1))/Hd+2(G,U(1)), which exactly coincides
with our classification of mixed-state anomalies in (d+1)
dimensions. Therefore, it is more than natural to expect
a correspondence between ASPTs and anomalies of its
edge theory, generalizing the bulk-edge correspondence
in closed systems.

In this section, we apply the DDW construction to
Lindbladians, thus realizing ASPT in the steady states
of the quantum Markov dynamics. In this way, we can
facilitate a clearer and more straightforward discussion
of the boundary theory and its symmetries. As an il-
lustration, we present constructions of 2+1-dimensional

Z2×Z2 ASPT states in Lindbladians whose edge theories
possess the same anomalous symmetries as the Example
2 and Example 3 in Section V. In appendix B, we also
study an example of (1 + 1)-D steady-state ASPT.

A. (1 + 1)-D Z2 × Z2 average SPT

As a warm up, we briefly review the construction of a
(1+1)-D ASPT proposed in [35–37, 66]. Consider a spin-
1
2 chain with strong (weak) Z2 symmetries generated by
spin flips on even (odd) sites:

UK =
∏
i

σx
2i, UG =

∏
i

τx2i−1, (64)

where we denote the spins on even (odd) sites as σ(τ).
Then ρtrivial = ρ→σ ⊗ Iτ is a trivial symmetric product
state, where ρ→σ =

⊗
i |σx

2i = 1⟩⟨σx
2i = 1|, and Iτ is

the maximally mixed state for τ spins. Similar to the
construction of cluster state in closed systems, one can
obtain a Zstrong

2 ×Zweak
2 ASPT by applying the controlled-

Z gates:

ρcluster =U(CZ)ρtrivialU(CZ)

=
∑

{z2i−1}

⊗
i

|τz2i−1 = z2i−1⟩⟨τz2i−1 = z2i−1|⊗

|σx
2i = z2i−1z2i+1⟩⟨σx

2i = z2i−1z2i+1|.
(65)

The above expansion indicates the DDW picture of this
ASPT: a Zstrong

2 charge is decorated on each Zweak
2 do-

main wall, which proliferates classically to restore the
Zweak
2 symmetry. Using the DDW method, we con-

struct a Lindbladian to realize ρcluster as a steady state
in Appendix B. There we show that under OBC, the
Zstrong
2 × Zweak

2 symmetry is realized projectively on the
edge, which leads to a larger steady-state degeneracy
compared to PBC.

B. (2 + 1)-D Z2 × Z2 × Z2 and Z2 × Z2 average SPT

As pointed out by [35, 66], one route to construct (2+
1)-D ASPT is to decorate the (1+1)-D ASPT on domain
walls of some other symmetry, and proliferate the domain
walls. In this section we construct (2+1)-D steady-state
ASPT by applying this idea to Lindbladians.

To begin with, we assign a spin 1
2 on each vertex of a

triangular lattice. We define three global Z2 (strong or
weak) symmetries generated by spin-flips on the A,B,C
sublattices, which are colored by red, green and blue in
Fig 2:

UA =
∏
v∈A

σx
v , UB =

∏
v∈B

τxv , UC =
∏
v∈C

µx
v . (66)

In the first example, we consider strong ZA
2 symme-

try and weak G = ZB
2 × ZC

2 symmetry. The corre-
sponding ASPT can be constructed by decorating the
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FIG. 2. σ, τ and µ spin are assigned with vertices of A,B,C
sublattices, colored by red, green and blue. The green loop
NB is on the dual lattice of B sublattice and MB involve
single B vertex in its bulk. The blue loop NC is on the dual
lattice of C sublattice and MC involves single C vertex. The
two loops have two intersection points e and f .

ZB
2 domain wall with (1 + 1)-D ZA

2 × ZC
2 ASPT, which

is equivalent to decorating codimension-2 ZB
2 × ZC

2 de-
fects with ZA

2 charge. Its cocycle is represented by
the nontrivial element of H1(ZB

2 , H
2(ZA

2 × ZC
2 , U(1)) =

H2(ZB
2 × ZC

2 , H
1(ZA

2 , U(1)).
Let us start with a Lindbladian under PBC, where

three types of spins are decoupled, with a trivial product
state as its steady state:

H = 0, l1i∈A =
∑

<i,j>∈A

σz
i σ

z
j

1− σx
i

2
,

l2i∈B/C = τzi /µ
z
i , l3i∈B/C = τxi /µ

x
i ,

(67)

where ⟨i, j⟩ ∈ A denotes nearest neighbored sites i, j be-
longing to the sublattice A. . The effect of dissipators
l1 is to move or annihilate the excitation with σx = −1.
Thus the steady state in the evenK-sector has all σx

i = 1,
while in the odd K-sector it is the maximally mixed state
of states with σx = −1 only on a single site. In other
words, we have

ρssσ,+ = | →→ · · · →⟩⟨→→ · · · → | ≡ ρ→σ ,

ρssσ,− =
1

2Nσ

∑
i∈A

| →→ · · · ←i · · · →⟩⟨→→ · · · ←i · · · → |.

(68)

The effect of l2 is to dephase on τ and µ spins and to
select diagonal configurations. Then the effect of l3 is to
ensure the probability of each τ and µ configuration in
steady state to be the same. Hence the steady state of
τ and µ is identity ρssτ,µ = Iτ,µ. In the following discus-
sion, we will mainly focus on the steady state in the even
K-sector where the steady state is a trivial symmetric
product state ρtrivial = ρ→σ ⊗ Iτ ⊗ Iµ.
In closed systems, the decoration corresponding to the

nontrivial class of H2(ZB
2 × ZC

2 , H
1(ZA

2 , U(1)) can be
realized by a unitary transformation U(CCZ) [85, 86].

More precisely, U(CCZ) relates trivially gapped phase
and ZA

2 ×ZB
2 ×ZC

2 SPT phase. Motivated by this result,
we also conjugate the Lindbladian (67) by U(CCZ). This
unitary transformation is

U(CCZ) =
∏

(i,j,k)∈△

(CCZ)i,j,k,

(CCZ)i,j,k|σz
i = α, τzj = β, µz

k = γ⟩
= (−1)αβγ |σz

i = α, τzj = β, µz
k = γ⟩,

where △ represents the sets of all triangles and CCZ is a
unitary operator acting on each triple of spins belonging
to one triangle.
Then the Lindbladian after conjugated by UCCZ is

l1i∈A =
∑

<i,j>∈A

σz
i σ

z
j

1−Oi

2
,

l2i∈B/C = τzi /µ
z
i , l3i∈B/C = Oi,

(69)

with steady state ρssASPT = U(CCZ)ρtrivialU
†(CCZ).

Here Oi operator is represented in Fig. 3 including CZ
operators on all links e surround the vertex i (also known
as the 1-links of vertex i):

Oi∈A = σx
i

∏
e∈1−link(i)

CZe,

Oi∈B = τxi
∏

e∈1−link(i)

CZe,

Oi∈C = µx
i

∏
e∈1−link(i)

CZe.

Hence, the dissipator l1 enforces steady states satisfying
Oi∈A = 1, which we will study its SPT feature later.
Next, the effect of l2 is dephasing on τ, σ spins, which
selects diagonal domain wall configuration. Finally, l3

will incoherently proliferate the domain wall configura-
tion in a way compatible with the decoration pattern,
since [l3, Oi∈A] = 0.
To detect the SPT feature of steady states, we con-

sider a ZB
2 domain wall supported in a closed loop NB in

the dual lattice of B, namely A and C sublattice. Such
the domain wall can be constructed by conjugating the
steady state using

∏
i∈MB

τxi , where MB involves B sites
enclosed by NB , as shown in Fig. 2. It is straightforward
to check∏

MB

τxi ρ
ss
ASPT

∏
MB

τxi

=U(CCZ)UNB
(CZ)

∏
i∈MB

τxi ρtrivial
∏

i∈MB

τxi U
†
NB

(CZ)U†(CCZ)

=U(CCZ)UNB
(CZ)ρtrivialU

†
NB

(CZ)U†(CCZ)

=UNB
(CZ)ρssASPTU

†
NB

(CZ).

(70)

As shown in Section VIIA, U(CZ) is a duality between

(1 + 1)-D trival mixed state and Zstrong
2 × Zweak

2 ASPT.
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CZ CZ

CZ

X

FIG. 3. The local term Oi where a Pauli X operator at the
vertex i is decorated by CZ operators on all links surround
this vertex. X operator corresponds to the Pauli operator σx

or τx or µx.

e

f

d

FIG. 4. The subregion MB involves two B vertices and MC

involves single C vertex. NB and NC are colored by green
and blue respectively and have three intersection points d, e,
f where sd = se = 1, sf = 2.

Thus Eq. (70) implies ZB
2 domain wall is decorated with

a (1 + 1)-D ZA
2 × ZC

2 ASPT.

Furthermore, one can continue to construct the µ do-
main walls on the closed loop NC in the dual lattice of C
sublattice, i.e., A and B sublattice. This corresponds to
conjugating the steady state by µ spin flip in the subre-
gion MC which involves the C vertices enclosed by NC .
Let us first consider MB and MC includes two nearest
neighboured sites m,n as shown in Fig. 2, then we have

µx
mτ

x
nρ

ss
ASPTτ

x
nµ

x
m

=σz
eσ

z
fUNB∪NC

(CZ)ρssASPTU
†
NB∪NC

(CZ)σz
eσ

z
f .

(71)

This can be easily generalized to general MB and MC

as follows. For each A vertex i ∈ NB ∩ NC , if one of
its 1-links, i.e., a BC link surround i, has two endpoints
belonging to MB and MC respectively, the steady state
will obtain a σz

i after conjugating the spin flip on the two

endpoints. In other words, we have∏
MC

µx
j

∏
MB

τxk ρ
ss
ASPT

∏
MB

τxk
∏
MC

µx
j

=
∏

NB∩NC

(σz
i )

siUNB∪NC
(CZ)ρssASPTU

†
NB∪NC

(CZ)
∏

NB∩NC

(σz
i )

si .

(72)

Here si is the number of 1-links of A vertex i whose end-
points are inMB andMC . An example is shown in Fig. 4.
The result (72) implies the codimension-2 defects of

the weak symmetry, i.e., intersection points of ZB
2 and

ZC
2 domain walls with odd si, are decorated with ZA

2

charge.
Moreover, we show that the same model also realizes

a nontrivial ASPT even when we only consider the sub-
symmetry group K = ZA

2 , G = ZBC
2 , with ZBC

2 gener-
ated by UBUC . In this case ρssASPT corresponds to the
nontrivial class in H2(ZBC

2 , H1(ZA
2 , U(1)) in the DDW

classification, as we demonstrate below.
First, due to the dissipator l1, steady states satisfy

Oi∈A = 1. This indicates that the K charge distribution
{σx

i } is determined by the domain wall configuration of
ZBC
2 , which is a loop NBC on the A sublattice. More

specifically, a K-charge (σx
i = −1) is decorated on each

120◦ (or equivalently, 240◦) corner of ZBC
2 domain walls,

which we denote as a codimension-2 defect of the ZBC
2

symmetry. See Fig. 5 for an illustration. Next, l2 and l3

will still dephase on τ, σ spins and incoherently prolifer-
ate the domain wall configuration.
To check the above DDW picture, we apply the follow-

ing truncated ZBC
2 transformation on a subregion MBC

and construct a ZBC
2 domain wall on NBC , where MBC

involves vertices enclosed by NBC . Following the same
calculation, we have∏

MBC

µx
j τ

x
k ρ

ss
ASPT

∏
MBC

µx
j τ

x
k

=
∏
NBC

(σz
i )

siUN ′(CZ)ρssASPTU
†
N ′(CZ)

∏
NBC

(σz
i )

si

=
∏

odd si,NBC

σz
i UN ′(CZ)ρssASPTU

†
N ′(CZ)

∏
odd si,NBC

σz
i ,

(73)

where N ′ is a closed loop that is not important and si is
the number of 1-links of A vertex i whose end points are
inMBC . We also observe that each 120◦ (or equivalently,
240◦) corner of ZBC

2 domain walls has odd s and the other
cases have even s. Thus Eq. (73) is consistent with the
DDW picture above.
Now let us put this model on an open lattice as shown

in Fig 6, where the boundary only consists of τ and µ
spins, and we consider Lindblad L = Lbulk+Ledge. Here
the Lbulk involves dissipators in (69) fully supported on
this open lattice and the Ledge involves dissipators local-
ized near the edges. Let us focus on the subspace C which
involves steady states of Lbulk:

C = {ρj : Lbulk[ρj ] = 0}. (74)
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e

f

FIG. 5. The ZBC
2 domain walls form loops on the A sublat-

tice. The red dashed loop in the figure is an example of ZBC
2

domain wall, with τz = µz = −1(+1) for the three vertices
inside the loop and τz = µz = −1(+1) outside. The condi-
tion Oi∈A = 1 means the σx = −1 on vertices e, f and σx = 1
elsewhere.

For simplicity, we can assume boundary Lindblad pre-
serves this subspace. Thus the subspace C includes the
edge degree of freedom (DOF).

To identify the subspace C and find associated oper-
ators which characterize the edge DOF, we can apply
U(CCZ), which is truncated at the edge, to make bulk
and edge decoupled, thus recovering the Lindbladian (67)
without boundary terms under OBC. For τ and µ spins,
the bulk steady states are also the maximally mixed
states and the edge density matrix is free to be chosen.
For σ spins, there are also two σ steady states, which
are same as (68) with (

∏
i σ

x
i )ρ

ss
σ,± = ±1. Thus we can

define ρj,± = U(CCZ)ρssσ,± ⊗ ρ
edge
τ,µ,jU

†(CCZ). Then, it is
easy to check the following dressed edge operators pre-
serve C and composes a complete set of Pauli operators
for edge DOFs in C:

τ̃αj∈edge = U(CCZ)ταj∈edgeU
†(CCZ),

µ̃α
j∈edge = U(CCZ) µα

j∈edgeU
†(CCZ),

(75)

where α = x, y, z. In particular, τ̃zj∈edge =
τzj∈edge, µ̃z

j∈edge = µz
j∈edge.

We can identify that these dressed edge operators
transform under the symmetry as follows:

UAτ̃
α
j∈edgeU

†
A

=U(CCZ)Uedge(CZ)τ
α
j∈edgeU

†
edge(CZ)U

†(CCZ)

=Ũedge(CZ)τ̃
α
j∈edgeŨ

†
edge(CZ),

UBUC τ̃
α
j∈edgeU

†
BU

†
C

=U(CCZ)UBUCτ
α
j∈edgeU

†
BU

†
CU

†(CCZ)

=U(CCZ)
∏

i,k∈edge

τxi µ
x
kτ

α
j∈edge(

∏
i,k∈edge

τxi µ
x
k)

†U†(CCZ)

=
∏

i,k∈edge

τ̃xi µ̃
x
kτ

α
j∈edge(

∏
i,k∈edge

τ̃xi µ̃
x
k)

†

(76)

and the result for µ operators is the same as τ operators.
Moreover, one can also check the symmetry action on the

FIG. 6. The open triangular lattice where σ spins are all in
the bulk and boundary only consists of τ and µ spins.

ρj,± as

UAρj,± = ±Ũedge(CZ)ρj,±,

UBUCρj,±UBUC =
∏

i,j∈edge

τ̃xi µ̃
x
j ρj,±

∏
i,j∈edge

τ̃xi µ̃
x
j .

(77)

Thus, strong UA and weak UBUC restrict to strong
Ũ(CZ) and weak

∏
i,j∈edge τ̃

x
i µ̃

x
j on the edge DOFs, which

is same as Example 2 in section V.
The idea above can also inspire the other exam-

ple, where we consider the strong K = ZB
2 × ZC

2

and weak G = ZA
2 symmetry. The corresponding

ASPT can be constructed by decorating the ZA
2 do-

main wall with the (1 + 1)-D ZB
2 × ZC

2 SPT, or equiv-
alently, decorating codimension-2 ZA

2 × ZB
2 defects with

ZC
2 charges, and thus is characterized by the nontriv-

ial element of H1(ZA
2 , H

2(ZB
2 × ZC

2 , U(1)) = H2(ZA
2 ×

ZB
2 , H

1(ZC
2 , U(1)).

On the lattice, the DDW construction can also be real-
ized by conjugating a trivial mixed-state using U(CCZ).
Hence we consider this Lindbladian with H = 0 under
PBC:

l1i∈B =
∑

<i,j>∈B

τzi τ
z
j

1− τxi
2

,

l1i∈C =
∑

<i,j>∈C

µz
iµ

z
j

1− µx
i

2
,

l2i∈A = σz
i , l3i∈A = σx

i ,

(78)

where its steady state in even K-sector is a trivial sym-
metric product state

ρtrivial = ρ→τ ⊗ ρ→µ ⊗ Iσ,
ρssτ/µ,+ = | →→ · · · →⟩⟨→→ · · · → | ≡ ρ→τ/µ,
ρssσ = Iσ.

(79)

After conjugating the Lindbladian (78) by U(CCZ), we
obtain

l1i∈B =
∑

<i,j>∈B

τzi τ
z
j

1−Oi

2
,

l1i∈C =
∑

<i,j>∈C

µz
iµ

z
j

1−Oi

2
,

l2i∈A = σz
i , l3i∈A = Oi.

(80)
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with steady state ρssASPT = U(CCZ)ρtrivialU
†(CCZ). In

appendix C, we show how to detect its SPT feature and
edge theories possess the same anomalous symmetry as
Example 3 in Section V, where the calculation is similar
to that of the first example with K = ZA

2 and G = ZB
2 ×

ZC
2 .

C. Separation of mixed-state phases between
ρtrivial and ρssASPT

Above, we construct the steady state ρssASPT using the
DDWmethod. From the spirit of the DDW approach and
from the anomalies of edge theories, it is expected that
the steady state realizes a nontrivial ASPT. In this sec-
tion, we will show that ρssASPT indeed belongs to a distinct
symmetric mixed-state quantum phase from the trivial
product state. We note that in [66] such a statement is
proved for the (1 + 1)-D ASPT ρcluster, which relies on
the string order. However, for generic (2 + 1)-D ASPT
there is no string order, which makes it difficult to gen-
eralize their approach to (2 + 1) dimensions. Here, with
our results on mixed-state anomalies in Section IV and
the bulk-boundary correspondence established in Section
VIIB, we are able to prove the separation of mixed-state
phases in (2 + 1)-D by generalizing the approach in [2].

𝐴𝑖𝑛

𝐴𝑜𝑢𝑡𝐵

FIG. 7. Tripartition Ain ∪ B ∪ Aout of a 2d lattice with no
boundary. The red arrow depicts the orientation of ∂Ain and
∂Aout.

We prove the above statement by contradiction. As-
sume that there is a symmetric FDLC N , with each layer
preserving the Γ = K × G symmetry, s.t. ρssASPT =
N [ρtrivial]. Notably, the following discussion applies for
both the case K = ZBC

2 , G = ZA
2 and K = ZA

2 , G = ZBC
2 .

Now take a 2D infinite lattice and take the tripartition
Ain ∪ B ∪ Aout. B is a finite-width strip separating the
inner and outer region, and we require its width (in units
of lattice spacing) to be large compared to the depth of
N . See Fig. 7. Since here both K and G are onsite
symmetries, U (γ) = UAin

(γ) ◦UB(γ) ◦UAout
(γ).

We define Nin to be a restriction of N to region A′
in

, with Ain ⊊ A′
in ⊊ Ain ∪ B. Thus ρinter = Nin[ρtrivial]

looks like ρssASPT in Ain but remains the trivial product
state in Aout. From the analysis in Section VIIB, we
have

UAin
(γ)[ρinter] = V∂Ain

(γ)[ρin], (81)

where ∂Ain is a strip near the boundary ofAin, and V∂Ain

is the symmetry action on ∂Ain, which is anomalous. In
addition, UB(γ)[ρinter] = ρinter. Thus

U (γ)[ρinter] = V∂Ain(γ) ◦UB(γ)[ρinter]

≡ I (γ)[ρinter] = ρinter.
(82)

Therefore, I (γ) is an anomalous symmetry action, sup-
ported on the 1D interface between Ain and Aout, which
means that its action is characterized by a nontrivial ele-
ment inH3(Γ, U(1))/H3(G,U(1)). However, this contra-
dicts Theorem 1: Since ρinter is obtained from the trivial
product state from Nin, a symmetric FDLC, it should
be anomaly free. In conclusion, such FDLC connecting
ρtrivial to ρ

ss
ASPT does not exist.

In the above, we hide some subtleties by abusing The-
orem 1. Strictly speaking, since we are analyzing anoma-
lies of the effective symmetry action on the interface, in-
stead of the original global symmetry transformation, the
validity of Theorem 1 needs to be verified in this context.
We bridge this gap below. First, we can apply the same
trick as in the proof of Theorem 1, i.e., purifying both the
initial state ρtrivial and the quantum channel Nin, thus
arriving at a purification of ρinter, denoted as |ψinter⟩,
which should be SRE. For |ψinter⟩, we can again local-
ize the global symmetry transformation to the interface,
where the effective symmetry action should be anomaly
free (See Lemma 3 in [2]). It then contradicts with the
anomalous symmetry action on the interface for ρinter,
with similar reasons to our original proof of Theorem 1.

So far, we have not utilized any special properties of
the two models we constructed, apart from the bound-
ary anomaly, which we believe is a generic feature of
ASPT. Thus the above argument can be applied to
other ASPTs. It can also be generalized to prove the
separation of mixed-state phases between two symmet-
ric states (from the DDW construction) ρ1, ρ2 with dif-
ferent types of boundary anomalies, with the follow-
ing adjustments: First, we still assume the existence
of symmetric FDLC N , ρ2 = N [ρ1] and construct
ρinter = Nin[ρ1]. Second, apply the same type of anal-
ysis, we will get UAout

(γ)[ρinter] = V∂Ain
(γ) ◦ UB(γ) ◦

V∂Aout
(γ)[ρinter] ≡ I (γ)[ρinter], where the anomalous

action V∂Ain
,V∂Aout

are characterized by different non-
trivial elements [Ω1], [Ω2] in H3(Γ, U(1))/H3(G,U(1)).
Thus I (γ) is characterized by [Ω1][Ω2]

−1 ̸= [1]. The in-
verse comes from the opposite orientations of ∂Ain and
∂Aout. Finally, note that states constructed from the
DDW method become trivial when we only have weak
symmetries. Therefore, we can construct a FDLC ε with
the weak symmetry G (each layer of ε is G-symmetric)
to prepare ρ1 from the trivial symmetric product state,
so ρinter = Nin ◦ ε[ρtrivial], which leads to contradiction
with Theorem 1.
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VIII. DISCUSSION

In the end, we list some interesting future directions.

1. In this paper we only focus on symmetries of the di-
rect product product type. In general the full sym-
metry group can be a group extension 1 → K →
Γ → G → 1, where K is a normal subgroup of Γ
and G = Γ/K. For example, for nontrivial group
extension Γ, the so-called intrinsically mixed ASPT
is constructed [35], which is similar to intrinsically
gapless SPT in closed systems [87–93]. It is in-
triguing to work out the bulk-edge correspondence
in that case.

2. Here we have only investigated anomalies of 0-form
global symmetries. It is interesting to generalize
the discussion to anomalies involving higher-form
symmetries [94]. Although we do not have a sys-
tematic treatment yet, we note that many aspects
of the recently investigated mixed-state topological
order in decohered toric code can be understood
from 1-form symmetry anomaly. Recall that the

toric code model has two 1-form symmetries, Z(1),e
2

and Z(1),m
2 , whose defects are e,m anyons, respec-

tively. The nontrivial mutual statistics between

e,m indicates a mixed anomaly between Z(1),e
2 and

Z(1),m
2 [95]. By adding some single-qubit phase

errors (or bit-flip errors), one of the 1-form sym-
metries becomes a weak symmetry. Still, the re-
maining symmetry has strong-weak mixed anoma-
lies, which can be easily seen using the superoper-
ator representation. The classical memory [39–41]
and anyon braiding statistics [42, 96] can both be
viewed as consequences of the anomaly. Models
with anomalous strong 1-form symmetries are also
investigated in [42, 97, 98], where anomalies lead
to a landscape of intrinsic mixed-state topological
order.

3. It is also interesting to extend the discussion to
mixed anomalies between internal symmetries and
spatial symmetries, e.g., translation symmetries,

generalizing the Lieb-Schultz-Mattis (LSM) theo-
rem [74, 99–108] to open quantum systems. Var-
ious versions of the LSM theorem in open quan-
tum systems have already been proposed recently
[51, 109–112], but the general LSM constraint on
mixed-state quantum phases remains to be uncov-
ered.

4. Besides, the investigation of anomalous global sym-
metry in this paper is based on anomaly cocy-
cle of the Else-Nayak method. Recent studies
have proved that in (1+1)-D closed systems, the
anomaly cocycle must be trivial to enable consis-
tent lattice gauging [113]. Thus it would be in-
teresting to further explore the understanding of
anomaly in open systems and its constraint on
mixed-state phases from the view of the obstruc-
tion to gauging.

5. We only briefly discuss anomalies in higher dimen-
sions without giving examples. It is desirable to see
what types of nontrivial phases with anomalies can
be realized in higher dimensions, and what is the
higher dimensional generalization of the anomaly-
enforced boundary correlation discussed in Section
V and VI.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

Acknowledgments.—We thank Meng Cheng, Zhong
Wang, Ruochen Ma, Jian-Hao Zhang and Liang Mao
for helpful discussions. We are especially grateful to
Zhengzhi Wu for numerous discussions. This work is sup-
ported by NSFC under Grant No. 12125405.

Note added: In completing this manuscript, we became
aware of several independent related works on mixed-
state SPT phases, which appeared on arXiv in the same
week. Ref. [67, 69] investigate mixed-state SPT phases
from the perspective of doubled space. Ref. [68] discusses
mixed-state SPT phases using locally purifiable density
operators.

[1] Gerard ’t Hooft, “Naturalness, chiral symmetry, and
spontaneous chiral symmetry breaking,” NATO Sci.
Ser. B 59, 135–157 (1980).

[2] Dominic V. Else and Chetan Nayak, “Classifying
symmetry-protected topological phases through the
anomalous action of the symmetry on the edge,” Phys.
Rev. B 90, 235137 (2014).

[3] Andrew M. Essin and Michael Hermele, “Classifying
fractionalization: Symmetry classification of gapped
𭟋2 spin liquids in two dimensions,” Phys. Rev. B 87,
104406 (2013).

[4] Maissam Barkeshli, Parsa Bonderson, Meng Cheng,

and Zhenghan Wang, “Symmetry Fractionalization, De-
fects, and Gauging of Topological Phases,” Phys. Rev. B
100, 115147 (2019), arXiv:1410.4540 [cond-mat.str-el].

[5] Xie Chen, Fiona J Burnell, Ashvin Vishwanath, and
Lukasz Fidkowski, “Anomalous symmetry fractionaliza-
tion and surface topological order,” Physical Review X
5, 041013 (2015).

[6] Nicolas Tarantino, Netanel H Lindner, and Lukasz Fid-
kowski, “Symmetry fractionalization and twist defects,”
New Journal of Physics 18, 035006 (2016).

[7] Meng Cheng, Michael Zaletel, Maissam Barkeshli,
Ashvin Vishwanath, and Parsa Bonderson, “Trans-

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4684-7571-5_9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4684-7571-5_9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.90.235137
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.90.235137
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.87.104406
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.87.104406
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.100.115147
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.100.115147
http://arxiv.org/abs/1410.4540


18

lational symmetry and microscopic constraints on
symmetry-enriched topological phases: A view from the
surface,” Physical Review X 6, 041068 (2016).

[8] Maissam Barkeshli, Parsa Bonderson, Meng Cheng,
Chao-Ming Jian, and Kevin Walker, “Reflection and
time reversal symmetry enriched topological phases of
matter: path integrals, non-orientable manifolds, and
anomalies,” Communications in Mathematical Physics
374, 1021–1124 (2020).

[9] Maissam Barkeshli and Meng Cheng, “Relative anoma-
lies in (2+ 1) d symmetry enriched topological states,”
SciPost Physics 8, 028 (2020).

[10] Daniel Bulmash and Maissam Barkeshli, “Absolute
anomalies in (2+ 1) d symmetry-enriched topological
states and exact (3+ 1) d constructions,” Physical Re-
view Research 2, 043033 (2020).

[11] Liujun Zou, Yin-Chen He, and Chong Wang, “Stiefel
liquids: Possible non-lagrangian quantum criticality
from intertwined orders,” Phys. Rev. X 11, 031043
(2021).

[12] Kyle Kawagoe and Michael Levin, “Anomalies in
bosonic symmetry-protected topological edge theories:
Connection to f symbols and a method of calculation,”
Physical Review B 104, 115156 (2021).

[13] Meng Cheng and Nathan Seiberg, “Lieb-Schultz-
Mattis, Luttinger, and ’t Hooft - anomaly match-
ing in lattice systems,” SciPost Phys. 15, 051 (2023),
arXiv:2211.12543 [cond-mat.str-el].

[14] Diego Gabriel Delmastro, Jaume Gomis, Po-Shen Hsin,
and Zohar Komargodski, “Anomalies and symme-
try fractionalization,” SciPost Phys. 15, 079 (2023),
arXiv:2206.15118 [hep-th].

[15] M. Saffman, T. G. Walker, and K. Mølmer, “Quantum
information with rydberg atoms,” Rev. Mod. Phys. 82,
2313–2363 (2010).

[16] Morten Kjaergaard, Mollie E. Schwartz, Jochen
Braumüller, Philip Krantz, Joel I.-J. Wang, Simon Gus-
tavsson, and William D. Oliver, “Superconducting
qubits: Current state of play,” Annual Review of Con-
densed Matter Physics 11, 369–395 (2020).

[17] Colin D. Bruzewicz, John Chiaverini, Robert
McConnell, and Jeremy M. Sage, “Trapped-
ion quantum computing: Progress and chal-
lenges,” Applied Physics Reviews 6, 021314
(2019), https://pubs.aip.org/aip/apr/article-
pdf/doi/10.1063/1.5088164/19742554/021314 1 online.pdf.

[18] Eric Dennis, Alexei Kitaev, Andrew Landahl, and John
Preskill, “Topological quantum memory,” Journal of
Mathematical Physics 43, 4452–4505 (2002).

[19] S. Diehl, A. Micheli, A. Kantian, B. Kraus, H. P.
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Appendix A: Boundary correlation enforced by
strong-weak mixed anomalies.

In this appendix, we focus on the (1+1)-D open quan-
tum systems with mixed anomalies between strong sym-
metry K and weak symmetry G, and discuss its implica-
tion on the boundary correlation. As stated in Section
VI, in this case it is unclear whether the conclusion in
Theorem 2 still holds generally, but at least the anomaly
leads to a nontrivial Renyi-2 correlation.

Theorem 4. For a (1 + 1)-D state ρ with anomalous
symmetry Γ = K × G, under OBC, there must exist
long-range boundary correlation for Renyi-2 correlators.
Tr(ρOlOrρO

′
lO

′
r)

Tr(ρ2) − Tr(ρOlρO
′
l)

Tr(ρ2)
Tr(ρOrρO

′
r)

Tr(ρ2) ̸= 0.

Proof. We can repeat the steps (59),(60),(61),(62)
in the proof of Theorem 2, replacing UOBC,W with
UOBC,W . Then, similar to the analysis below (62), we
have

W (γ1, γ2)[ρ] = λ(γ1)λ(γ2)λ
−1(γ1, γ2)ρ, (A1)

from the condition that ρ is Γ-symmetric. On the other
hand, ∃γ = k · g, γ′ = k′ · g′, s.t.

Wl(r)(γ, γ
′)[ρ] ≡Wl(r)(γ, γ

′)ρW †
l(r)(g, g

′) ̸= β(γ, γ′)ρ

(A2)
for any U(1) phase factor β, which follows from the con-
dition that Γ is anomalous. Since the eigenvalues of
Wl(r)(γ, γ

′) are all distributed on the unit circle on the
complex plane,

|
Tr(ρWl(r)(γ, γ

′)[ρ])

Tr(ρ2)
| < 1. (A3)

Therefore,

Tr[ρWl(γ, γ
′)Wr(γ, γ

′)ρWl(g, g
′)Wr(g, g

′))]

Tr(ρ2)

−Tr[ρWl(γ, γ
′)ρWl(g, g

′)]

Tr(ρ2)

Tr[ρWr(γ, γ
′)ρWr(g, g

′)]

Tr(ρ2)
̸= 0.

(A4)

Furthermore, for onsite weak symmetry G, we can
take Wl(g) = Wr(g) = 1. Then (A2) leads to
|Tr[Wl(r)(γ, γ

′)ρ]| < 1. Together with (A1), we get

Tr[Wl(γ, γ
′)Wr(γ, γ

′)ρ]−Tr[Wl(γ, γ
′)ρ]Tr[Wr(γ, γ

′)ρ] ̸= 0,
(A5)

which proves Theorem 3 in the main text by construction.

Appendix B: (1 + 1)-D steady-state average SPT

In this appendix, we provide the detail of a (1+1)-D
spin chain described by Lindbladians, whose steady state
is (65). Under PBC, the Hamiltonian here is zero and

dissipators are as follows:

l12i = σz
2iσ

z
2i+2

1− τz2i−1σ
x
2iτ

z
2i+1

2
,

l22i−1 = τz2i−1,

l32i−1 = σz
2i−2τ

x
2i−1σ

z
2i,

(B1)

The effect of dissipators l1 is to decorate K-charges
σx
2i = −1 on G-domain walls. More precisely, such a

term can only move or annihilate the excitation configu-
ration τz2i−1σ

x
2iτ

z
2i+1 = −1. The effect of l2 is to dephase

the τ spins and to select diagonal domain wall configura-
tions. The effect of l3 is to incoherently proliferate the G
domain wall configurations. As mentioned in Sec. VIIA,
U(CZ) can relate this ASPT model and a Lindbladians :

l12i = σz
2iσ

z
2i+2

1− σx
2i

2
,

l22i−1 = τz2i−1, l32i−1 = τx2i−1.
(B2)

The latter has the trivial mixed state ρtrivial = ρ→σ ⊗
Iτ . Thus the Lindbladian with dissipators (B1) has the
steady state (65). Such steady state has the string order

Tr(τz2j−1(
∏k

i=j σ
x
2i)τ

z
2k+1ρcluster) = 1.

As the nontrivial boundary modes protected by the
global symmetry is a signature of pure-state SPT, we find
that the same is true for the average SPT in Lindbladi-
ans, which also comes from an anomaly on the boundary.
We place the spin system on an open chain with length
L ∈ 2Z. Similarly, we focus on the subspace

C = {ρj : Lbulk[ρj ] = 0}. (B3)

Here Lbulk is defined by only keeping terms fully sup-
ported on the open chain in (B1), so C can be viewed as
the space where edge modes live. By using U(CZ), which
is now truncated at the edge, we can identify that C is a
4-dimensional space satisfying τz2i−1σ

x
2iτ

z
2i+1ρj = ρj and

σz
2iτ

x
2i+1σ

z
2i+2ρjσ

z
2iτ

x
2i+1σ

z
2i+2 = ρj where 1 ≤ i ≤ L/2−1.

Moreover, the Pauli operators, which preserve C, are
given by the following dressed edge operator

τ̃α1 = U(CZ)τα1 U(CZ), σ̃α
L = U(CZ)σα

LU(CZ) (B4)

where α = x, y, z Following the same method
in sec.VIIB, we can show the symmetry
operator fractionalizes as UK/Gτ̃

α
1 UK/G =

LK/Gτ̃
α
1 LK/G, UK/Gσ̃

α
LUK/G = RK/Gσ̃

α
LRK/G,

where

LK = τ̃z1 = τz1 , RK = σ̃x
L = τzL−1σ

x
L,

LG = τ̃x1 = τx1 σ
z
2 , RG = σ̃z

L = σz
L.

(B5)

Thus the symmetry action on the edge modes (ρj ∈ C)
reads:

UK/G = LK/G ◦RK/G,

LK [ρj ] ≡ LKρj ,RK [ρj ] ≡ RKρj ,

LG[ρj ] ≡ LGρjL
†
G,RG[ρj ] ≡ RGρjR

†
G

(B6)
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Thus the effective symmetry forms a projective represen-
tation on each edge, LK ◦LG = −LG ◦LK , and sim-
ilarly for R. As in pure state, the nontrivial projective
representation can be defined as an anomaly in (0+1) di-
mension. of L and R gives rise to at least 2-dimensional
edge modes at each boundary.

Appendix C: (2 + 1)-D steady-state average SPT
with K = ZB

2 × ZC
2 and G = ZA

2

In this appendix, we will study the Lindbladians (80),
mainly on the SPT feature of steady state and the anoma-
lous symmetry of edge theory.

At first, the SPT feature can be detected by adding a
ZA
2 domain wall on a loop NA in the dual lattice of A

sublattice, i.e., B and C sublattice. This domain wall
is realized by conjugating the steady state by

∏
i∈MA

σx
i ,

whereMA only involves theA sites enclosed byNA. Then
we have∏

MA

σx
i ρ

ss
ASPT

∏
MA

σx
i = UNA

(CZ)ρssASPTU
†
NA

(CZ). (C1)

The UNA
(CZ) is known to stack a (1+1)-D Z2×Z2 SPT

on NA in closed systems. Moreover, we can further add
a strong ZB

2 domain wall on NB , which is realized by
applying

∏
i∈MB

τxi on the left of the steady state. By

the same proof as Eq. (71) and Eq. (73), we have∏
MA

σx
i

∏
MB

τxj ρ
ss
ASPT

∏
MB

τxj

=
∏

NA∩NB

(µz
i )

siUNA∪NB
(CZ)ρssASPT

∏
MB

τxj .
(C2)

Here si is the number of 1-links of C vertex i whose end-
points are in MB and MA. This shows the codimension-
2 defect, i.e., intersection points of ZA

2 and ZB
2 domain

walls with odd si are decorated with ZC
2 charge.

Indeed, this model also realizes an ASPT when we only
consider strong ZBC

2 symmetry and weak ZA
2 symmetry.

This statement can be seen from the corresponding group
cohomology and boundary anomaly as follows. Let us
consider a typical cocycle ω(γ1, γ2, γ3) = (−1)b1c2a3 be-
longing to nontrivial class of H1(ZA

2 , H
2(ZB

2 ×ZC
2 , U(1)),

where γi = (ai, bi, ci) ∈ ZA
2 × ZB

2 × ZC
2 and a, b, c = 0, 1

represent trivial and nontrivial elements, respectively.
Then one can directly calculate the gauge invariant com-
binations:

ω(A,BC,BC)ω(ABC,A,BC)ω(ABC,ABC,A)ω(A, I,A)

= 1× 1× (−1)× 1 = −1,
ω(BC,BC,BC)ω(BC, I,BC) = 1× 1 = 1,

(C3)

where A = (1, 0, 0), BC = (0, 1, 1). The first combination
and second combination classify H2(ZA

2 , H
1(ZBC

2 , U(1))
and H3(ZBC

2 , U(1)). Thus this result implies that the
cocycle of ZA

2 and ZBC
2 symmetry of this ASPT belongs

to nontrivial class of H2(ZA
2 , H

1(ZBC
2 , U(1)).

Moreover, we can also study how the global symmetry
acts on the edge DOFs on an open lattice in Fig. 6. We
consider Lindblad L = Lbulk + Ledge and focus on the
subspace C′ which involves steady states of Lbulk:

C′ = {ρj : Lbulk[ρj ] = 0}. (C4)

By conjugating U(CCZ), which is truncated at the edge,
the bulk and edge DOFs are decoupled. In the bulk, there
is only a single steady state ρssτ,µ = | →→ · · · →⟩⟨→→
· · · → | with

∏
i,j∈bulk τ

x
i µ

x
j = 1 and ρssσ = Iσ. It is easy

to check that the dressed edge operators (75) also pre-
serve C′ and compose a complete set of Pauli operators for
edge DOFs in C′. Due to (76), strong UBUC and weak UA

symmetry will restrict to strong
∏

i,j∈edge τ̃
x
i µ̃

x
j and weak

Ũ(CZ) symmetry on the edge DOFs, which is same as
Example 3 in section V. Since the strong

∏
i,j∈edge τ̃

x
i µ̃

x
j

and weak Ũ(CZ) has the mixed anomaly, the bulk model
(80) should realize a ZBC

2 × ZA
2 ASPT.
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