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We define and classify symmetry-protected topological (SPT) phases in mixed states based on
the tensor network formulation of the density matrix. In one dimension, we introduce strong in-
jective matrix product density operators (MPDO), which describe a broad class of short-range cor-
related mixed states, including the locally decohered SPT states. We map strong injective MPDO
to a pure state in the doubled Hilbert space and define the SPT phases according to the coho-
mology class of the symmetry group in the doubled state. Although the doubled state exhibits
an enlarged symmetry, the possible SPT phases are also constrained by the Hermiticity and the
semi-positivity of the density matrix. We here obtain a complete classification of SPT phases
with a direct product of strong G and weak K unitary symmetry given by the cohomology group
H2(G,U(1))⊕H1(K,H1(G,U(1))). The SPT phases in our definition are preserved under symmet-
ric local circuits consisting of non-degenerate channels. This motivates an alternative definition of
SPT phases according to the equivalence class of mixed states under a “one-way” connection using
symmetric non-degenerate channels. In locally purifiable MPDO with strong symmetry, we prove
that this alternative definition reproduces the cohomology classification. We further extend our
results to two-dimensional mixed states described by strong semi-injective tensor network density
operators and classify the possible SPT phases.

I. INTRODUCTION

Over the past decade, significant theoretical progress
has been made to classify and understand symmetry-
protected topological (SPT) orders in short-range en-
tangled quantum ground states [1–8]. Such states fea-
ture anomalous boundary modes, degenerate entangle-
ment spectra [9], and can be detected using non-decaying
string order parameters in one dimension and perimeter-
law decaying nonlocal order parameters in higher dimen-
sions [10–12]. These features are robust under constant-
depth local unitary circuit evolution unless the protecting
symmetry is broken.

Symmetry-protected topological phases in mixed
states, on the other hand, have been less explored outside
the thermal Gibbs states [13]. Such a theory is needed in
light of recent quantum simulation experiments to char-
acterize SPT states prepared using non-equilibrium pro-
tocols, which are generally non-thermal mixed states due
to environmental decoherence [14–16]. This raises pivotal
questions about the resilience of the SPT order against
local decoherence and the methodologies for defining and
classifying mixed-state SPT phases.

Currently, SPT phases in mixed states have been in-
vestigated and defined using several approaches. The
first approach builds on various conventional diagnos-
tics of SPT pure states. Specifically, Ref. [17] charac-
terizes the SPT mixed states according to the coherence
of degenerate edge states and shows that the SPT phase
protected by unitary symmetry is robust under decoher-
ence. Ref. [18] uses non-decaying string order param-
eters in mixed states as a defining feature. Ref. [19]
defines SPT mixed states according to the anomaly in
the doubled-state formulation of density matrix using the

Choi-Jamiolkowski isomorphism [20, 21]. The second ap-
proach defines SPT phases according to the equivalence
class of mixed states under local symmetric quantum
channel circuits [22]. Here, one requires a “two-way” con-
nection between states in the same phase [22–24]. Specif-
ically, two mixed states ρ1 and ρ2 belong to the same
phase if there exist symmetric local quantum channels
N1,2 such that ρ2 = N1[ρ1] and ρ1 = N2[ρ2]. However, it
remains unclear whether the definitions based on these
two distinct approaches are compatible and produce the
same classification of SPT mixed states.

Notably, the SPT phases in these definitions are for
short-range correlated mixed states and are different from
the mixed-state phases determined by the generalized
separability criteria [25–27]. Specifically, a symmetric
mixed state is separable if written as an ensemble of pure
states generated by symmetric short-depth unitary cir-
cuits [27]. The key difference is that a separable mixed
state can possess long-range classical correlations; the
mixed states in the same phase are related by local oper-
ations and classical communication, whose nonlocal na-
ture can lead to a distinct classification of phases.

We here focus on the non-thermal mixed states with
short-range correlation. The issue of defining SPT phases
in these states is partly because the notion of an energy
gap is missing. The energy gap is central for establishing
equivalence classes of quantum ground states based on
whether two states can be adiabatically connected with-
out the gap closing. Two states in the same equivalence
class are then related by finite-time unitary evolution and
share the same long-range defining features. Moreover,
the gap ensures short-range correlation in ground states,
effectively ruling out the possibility of critical states or
unconventional states given by a superposition of differ-
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ent SPT states. Hence, a key for defining mixed-state
phases is to generalize the notion of gap.

The tensor network formulation of SPT pure states in-
troduces a concept equivalent to the energy gap, which
hints at a possible extension to mixed states. In partic-
ular, one-dimensional SPT pure states are described by
matrix product states (MPS) consisting of local injective
tensors [2, 28]. The injectivity condition plays the role of
the energy gap and enforces short-range correlation. In
injective MPS, the SPT phases are characterized by the
projective representation of the symmetry group on the
virtual bond, which governs the defining features of SPT
order. The states in the same SPT phase can be always
related by finite-time adiabatic evolution along a path of
symmetric injective MPS, while states in different phases
cannot be symmetrically connected unless the injectivity
condition is violated.

In this work, we generalize the injectivity condition
to tensor network formulation of density operators and
define SPT phases in mixed states. In one dimension,
we introduce a broad class of short-range correlated
mixed states described by matrix product density oper-
ators (MPDO) with strong injectivity conditions, which
strictly generalize pure states described by injective MPS
and include locally decohered SPT pure states studied
in Ref. [18, 19, 22] as special examples. To define the
SPT phases, we formulate the strong injective MPDO as
a pure state in the doubled Hilbert space, described by
an injective MPS; the mixed-state SPT phases are then
defined according to the projective representation of the
symmetry group in the doubled state.

We classify the mixed-state SPT phases protected by
a direct product G×K of strong G and weak K symme-
try. In this case, the doubled state exhibits an enlarged
symmetry G = (G × G × K) ⋊ ZH

2 as the strong sym-
metry can act on both ket and bra Hilbert space, and
the state is further invariant under the Hermitian con-
jugate of the density matrix. While the enlarged sym-
metry may suggest an enriched classification, the possi-
ble phases are also highly constrained because not ev-
ery doubled state corresponds to a physical density ma-
trix. In particular, the possible SPT phases are con-
strained by the Hermiticity and semi-positivity of the
density matrix. In the case of unitary physical symme-
try, we obtain a classification given by the cohomology
group H2(G,U(1)) ⊕H1(G,H1(K,U(1))), which is con-
sistent with that of the average SPT phases [22]. For the
anti-unitary symmetry, such as time reversal, we show it
cannot protect nontrivial SPT phases even if the strong
time-reversal symmetry is preserved, which is expected
due to its fragility pointed out in Ref. [17].

The SPT phases in our definition are robust under
non-degenerate symmetric local channel circuits, which
preserves the strong injectivity condition. This moti-
vates an alternative definition of the SPT phases ac-
cording to the equivalence classes of mixed states un-
der “one-way” connection; two states ρ1,2 belong to the
same phase if there exist non-degenerate local channel N

such that ρ1 = N [ρ2] or ρ2 = N [ρ1]. We further prove
that this definition reproduces the cohomology classifica-
tion H2(G,U(1)) for locally purifiable MPDO with only
strong symmetry G.
We also discuss the possibility of using string order pa-

rameters to probe SPT phases in strong injective MPDO.
We prove that the string order can fully characterize
the mixed-state SPT phase if the phase is protected
by strong Abelian symmetry or is characterized by the
mixed anomaly between the strong and the weak sym-
metry.
Last, we extend our results to two dimensions and

introduce strong semi-injective tensor network density
operators (TNDO), which are mixed-state generaliza-
tions of semi-injective projective entangled pair states
(PEPS) [29]. Within this framework, we show that
the mixed-state SPT phases protected by G×K symme-
try are classified by H3(G,U(1))⊕H2(G,H1(K,U(1)))⊕
H1(G,H2(K,U(1))).
The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section II

briefly reviews the concept of injective MPS. Section III
introduces the definition of MPDO with strong injectivity
conditions. Section IV defines the SPT phases in strong
injective MPDO. Section V classifies the SPT phases in
the strong injective MPDO protected by both strong and
weak symmetry. Section VI proposes a definition of SPT
phases according to a “one-way” connection using non-
degenerate channels. Section VII proves the existence
of string order parameters for various mixed-state SPT
phases. Section VIII introduces strong injective TNDO
in two dimensions and classifies the possible SPT phases.
We close with discussions in Sec. IX.
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II. PRELIMINARIES: INJECTIVE MPS

We here review the concept of matrix product state
(MPS) and the injectivity condition. The properties of
injective MPS are essential for understanding the state-
ments regarding the strong injective MPDO introduced
in this work.

Matrix product state is a theoretical tool that can de-
scribe the ground state of one-dimensional gapped local
Hamiltonian, which exhibits area-law entanglement en-
tropy [30] and finite correlation length [31, 32]. Specifi-
cally, the MPS takes the form

|Ψ[A]⟩ =
d∑

{ix=1}

tr

(
L∏

x=1

Aix

)
|{ix}⟩ , (1)

where the local tensor Aix is a D × D matrix at site x
with D being the bond dimension, and ix denotes the
state in the physical Hilbert space of dimension d.
Representing 1d quantum state using MPS has redun-

dancies. One can always convert a translationally invari-
ant MPS to a canonical form, in which each local tensor
is decomposed into a direct sum of normal tensors in the
virtual Hilbert space, i.e. Ai =

⊕
µA

[µ],i [2, 28]. A ten-

sor B is normal if the transfer matrix T =
∑

iB
i⊗ (B∗)i

has a unique largest eigenvalue, and the associated left
and the right eigenvector represents a (strict)positive ma-
trix. An MPS |Ψ[A]⟩ is normal if the direct sum decom-
position of A contains a single normal tensor.

The normal MPS is the unique ground state of gapped
local Hamiltonian [28, 33] and can describe pure states
with SPT order. The unique largest eigenvalue of the
transfer matrix for a normal MPS indicates that all the
connected correlation functions are exponentially decay-
ing, i.e. ⟨OxOx′⟩ − ⟨Ox⟩⟨Ox′⟩ ∼ exp(−|x− x′|/ξ), where
⟨Ox⟩ = ⟨Ψ| Ox |Ψ⟩, and ξ is the correlation length de-
termined by the second largest eigenvalue of the transfer
matrix T. On the other hand, the symmetry-breaking
ground state with long-ranged connected correlations is
not a normal MPS.

The injective MPS is a concept closely related to the
normal MPS and is given by the following definition.

Definition II.1. (Injective MPS) An MPS |Ψ[A]⟩ is in-
jective if the local tensor A : CD2 7→ Cd viewed as a

mapping from the virtual Hilbert space CD2

to the phys-
ical Hilbert space Cd is injective.

A

ix

jx

α β
ρ =

A

ixjx

α β|ρ⟩⟩ =

Figure 1. Matrix product density operator ρ and its corre-
sponding doubled state |ρ⟩⟩. For each local tensor A, ix and jx
denote the state in the ket and bra physical Hilbert space, re-
spectively, and α and β denote the state in the virtual Hilbert
space.

An injective MPS is always normal1, and a normal
MPS can be always converted to an injective MPS by
grouping a finite number of sites [34–36] (see Ref. [28] for
a review). In this work, we do not distinguish the differ-
ence between these two concepts. We use mathematical
theorems proved for normal MPS and assume the MPS
is brought to the injective form by grouping neighboring
sites.

III. STRONG INJECTIVE MATRIX PRODUCT
DENSITY OPERATOR

In this section, we generalize the injective MPS
(Def. II.1), which describes SPT pure states, to ten-
sor network formulation of mixed states. To this end,
we introduce matrix product density operators (MPDO)
satisfying strong injectivity conditions. We show that
the strong injectivity condition is preserved under non-
degenerate local quantum channels, and the strong in-
jective MPDO can describe a broad class of short-range
correlated one-dimensional mixed states, including the
locally decohered SPT states.
Consider a one-dimensional translationally invariant

mixed state in the form of MPDO [37]

ρ[A] =
d∑

{ix,jx=1}

tr

(
L∏

x=1

Aixjx

)
|{ix}⟩⟨{jx}| . (2)

where Aixjx is the local tensor at site x, the physical
indices ix and jx denote the state in the ket and bra local
Hilbert space of d dimension, respectively. Each Aixjx is

1 One can always connect an injective MPS to a fixed point injec-
tive MPS of isometric form without closing the gap of its parent
Hamiltonian [2]. The transfer matrix of an injective MPS there-
fore always has a unique largest eigenvalue same as its corre-
sponding fixed point MPS. It is further shown that the eigenvec-
tor corresponding to the unique largest eigenvalue of the transfer
matrix is positive [28].
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a χ × χ matrix, where χ is the bond dimension. In this
work, we also take an equivalent formulation as a pure
matrix product state (MPS) in the doubled Hilbert space
when classifying mixed-state phases (see Fig. 1) [20, 21]

ρ 7→ |ρ[A]⟩⟩ :=
∑

{ix,jx}

ρ{ix,jx} |{ix}⟩ |{jx}⟩

=
∑

{ix,jx}

tr

(∏
x

Aixjx

)
|{ix}⟩ |{jx}⟩ . (3)

Here, the d2-dimensional local Hilbert space of the dou-
bled state is denoted by the indices ix and jx together.

The structure of general MPDOs, however, remains
less understood. Unlike MPS, we do not have a canon-
ical form for decomposing MPDOs into “normal” MP-
DOs, each representing a legitimate physical density ma-
trix. Although one could, in theory, transform the MPS
representing a doubled state of the density matrix into a
canonical form, it is unclear how the constraints of the
physical density matrix manifest in each component of
this decomposition, because not all components necessar-
ily correspond to physical density matrices. Here, rather
than broadly addressing MPDOs, we generalize the in-
jectivity condition for MPS and focus on a restricted set
of MPDOs with strong injectivity conditions.

Definition III.1. (Strong injective MPDO) The MPDO
ρ with local tensor Aixjx is strong injective if the following
two conditions are satisfied:

1. The mapping A : (Cχ)⊗2 7→ Cd2

from the virtual
Hilbert space (Cχ)⊗2 to the physical Hilbert space

Cd2

(ket and bra combined) is injective.

2. The transfer matrix T =
∑

i Aii has a unique
largest real eigenvalue.

The first condition is the injectivity condition for the
MPDO ρ. The condition implies the connected correla-
tion function in the doubled state |ρ⟩⟩ is exponentially de-
caying, i.e. ⟨⟨OxOx′⟩⟩−⟨⟨Ox⟩⟩⟨⟨Ox′⟩⟩ ∼ exp(−|x− x′|/ξ2),
where ⟨⟨Ox⟩⟩ := ⟨⟨ρ|Ox|ρ⟩⟩/⟨⟨ρ|ρ⟩⟩, and ξ2 is the de-
cay length in the doubled Hilbert space. The second
condition is to ensure that the connected physical cor-
relation function is always exponentially decaying, i.e.
⟨OxOx′⟩− ⟨Ox⟩⟨Ox′⟩ ∼ exp(−|x− x′|/ξ), where ⟨Ox⟩ :=
tr ρOx. It follows from the definition that the density
matrix of the pure state described by an injective MPS
is a strong injective MPDO.

The strong injectivity conditions for MPDO ensure
short-range correlations similar to the injectivity condi-
tion for MPS. In MPS, the injectivity excludes critical
states, long-range correlated symmetry-breaking states
(e.g. the Greenberger–Horne–Zeilinger state), as well as
states given by a superposition of two states from dis-
tinct SPT phases2. In addition, the strong injectivity

2 It is shown that such a state cannot be the ground state of a
gapped local Hamiltonian [38].

ρ = trE |ΨQE⟩⟨ΨQE | =
Ã

ix

kx

Ã∗

jx

|ΨQE⟩

Figure 2. Local purification |ΨQE⟩ of an MPDO. For an
MPDO with local purification, its local tensor takes the form
Aixjx =

∑
kx

Ãixkx ⊗ (Ã∗)jxkx , where A is the local tensor in
the purification, and kx labels the ancillary degrees of freedom
in E.

conditions for MPDO also exclude a class of short-range
correlated density matrices given by a classical mixture
of two wave functions from different SPT phases, which
exhibit characteristics of both and do not have a direct
pure-state counterpart; such states do not have gapped
local parent Hamtilonian in the doubled Hilbert space
and are therefore not injective.
When MPDO admits a local purification, the first con-

dition implies the second. The existence of local purifica-
tion requires that ρ = trE |ΨQE⟩⟨ΨQE | with |ΨQE⟩ being
a pure state on the system Q and the environment E,
and |ΨQE⟩ is described by an MPS

|ΨQE⟩ =
d∑

{ix=1}

tr

(
L∏

x=1

Ãixkx

)
|{ix}⟩Q |{kx}⟩E , (4)

where kx labels the physical state of the environment,
and each local tensor Ã is a purification of A, i.e. Aixjx =∑

kx
Ãixkx ⊗ (Ã∗)jxkx as shown in Fig. 2. Note that the

bond dimension of Ã is the square-root of the bond di-
mension of A to satisfy this equation. Under this premise,
the injectivity condition of A implies that its local purifi-
cation Ã is an injective MPS. Then, the transfer matrix
T of the MPDO is that of its purification |ΨQE⟩, which
has a unique largest eigenvalue because Ã is injective.

Having introduced Def. III.1, it is now important to
figure out what quantum operations preserve the strong
injectivity conditions. A generic quantum operation is
a trace-preserving completely positive map, called quan-
tum channel. A quantum channel N acting on a density
matrix ρ takes the form

N [ρ] :=
∑
i

KiρK
†
i , (5)

where Ki is the Kraus operator and satisfies
∑

iK
†
iKi =

1 to preserve the trace. A quantum channel is local if
every Kraus operator acts on qubits in the vicinity of a
certain site.

The strong injectivity conditions are preserved if the
local quantum channel is non-degenerate.

Definition III.2. (Non-degenerate quantum channel) A
quantum channel N [·] is non-degenerate if N [·] is an in-
jective map when acting on the operator Hilbert space.
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(a)

(b)

t

(b)

t

(b)

t

(b)

t

(b)

t

(b)

t

Figure 3. (a) Onsite quantum channel circuit. (b) Local quan-
tum channel circuit of depth t = 3. The shaded block repre-
sents a quantum channel.

Proposition III.1. Consider two MPDOs ρ and ρ′ =
N [ρ] related by local non-degenerate quantum channels
in the form of a brickwork channel circuit N in Fig. 3(b).
ρ′ is strong injective if and only if ρ is strong injective.

A non-degenerate quantum channel maps two distinct
density matrices ρ1 ̸= ρ2 to distinct resulting states, i.e.
N [ρ1] ̸= N [ρ2]

3. The proposition is straightforward to
prove forN =

∏
x Nx, where eachNx is a non-degenerate

onsite quantum channel acting only on qubit at site x as
in Fig. 3(a). The resulting state ρ′ = N [ρ] is strong
injective if and only if ρ is strong injective because the
non-degenerate onsite channel preserves the injectivity of
local tensor A and does not change the transfer matrix T.
In Appendix A, we provide the proof of Proposition III.1
for brickwork local channel circuits.

We remark that a non-degenerate local channel cir-
cuit describes the finite-time dynamics of an open sys-
tem coupled to a Markovian bath. The dynamics for
a finite time t governed by the Lindblad master equa-
tion [39], ρ 7→ eLt[ρ], always exists an inverse e−Lt[·] [18].
In contrast, examples of degenerate channels are the com-
plete local dephasing, the complete depolarization chan-
nel, and tracing over a subsystem4. These channels, de-
spite being local, cannot be realized by finite-time Lind-
blad evolution [18].

Proposition III.1 suggests that the strong injective
MPDO can describe a broad class of short-range entan-
gled mixed states studied in recent papers [18, 19]. In
particular, it includes the mixed states given by applying
a non-degenerate local quantum channel circuit N to a
short-range entangled pure state |Ψ0[A]⟩ described by an
injective MPS, i.e. ρ = N [|Ψ0⟩⟨Ψ0|]. We note that locally

3 We only require a non-degenerate channel to be invertible as a
linear map. In most cases, it is not an invertible channel, i.e. its
inverse is not a quantum channel.

4 As an example, the complete depolarization channel maps an
arbitrary single-qubit density matrix ρ1 to a maximally mixed
state and therefore is degenerate, i.e. N [ρ] = ρ1/4 +Xρ1X/4 +
Y ρ1Y/4+Zρ1Z/4 = 1/2, where X, Y , and Z are Pauli matrices.

Pure states |Ψ⟩⟨Ψ|
described by injective MPS |Ψ⟩

Locally decohered injective MPS
N [|Ψ⟩⟨Ψ|]

Locally purifiable
strong injective MPDO

Strong injective MPDO

Figure 4. Strong injective MPDO describes a broad class of
one-dimensional mixed states. It includes locally purifiable
MPDO as a subset, which further includes the pure states, in
the form of injective MPS, subject to local decoherence.

decohered injective MPS always has a local purification,
and therefore the second condition of strong injectivity is
implied from the first. We illustrate the inclusion relation
of the concepts in this section in Fig. 4.

IV. SPT PHASES IN STRONG INJECTIVE
MPDO

In this section, we define the SPT phases in strong
injective MPDO. We first review the two distinct ways
to impose the symmetry conditions on quantum channels
and mixed states, i.e. strong and weak symmetry [40].
We then formulate the strong injective MPDO ρ as a pure
state |ρ⟩⟩ in the doubled Hilbert space, represented by an
injective MPS, and define the SPT phases according to
that in the corresponding pure doubled state. The mixed-
state SPT phases in our definition are preserved under
the non-degenerate symmetric local quantum channels.

A. Symmetry of quantum channels and mixed
states

Before discussing the SPT phases in mixed states, we
specify the symmetry of quantum channels and the sym-
metry action on the density matrix. We first consider a
one-dimensional system with an on-site global symmetry
G. The symmetry acts as Ug =

∏
x Ug,x for g ∈ G, where

Ug,x is a unitary representation of the symmetry group
G at site x. In ground state problems, the symmetry
requires the invariance of Hamiltonian under the sym-
metry transformation, i.e. UgHU

†
g = H; the symmetric

state satisfies Ug |Ψ⟩ = eiθ |Ψ⟩.
In open systems, the symmetry of the quantum channel

can be implemented in two different ways [40] (see also
Ref. [18, 41]). First, the quantum channel can exhibit
strong symmetry requiring each Kraus operator to com-
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mute with the symmetry transformation (up to a phase
independent of the Kraus operator)

UgKiU
†
g = eiθgKi. (6)

In the Lindblad evolution, such a strong symmetry re-
quires the invariance of the Hamiltonian and the Lind-
blad operators under the symmetry transformation Ug.

The definition of strong symmetry in mixed states
stems from that of the quantum channel. We call the
mixed state strongly symmetric if the density matrix ρ is
invariant under the symmetry action on the ket and the
bra Hilbert space separately, i.e.

Ugρ = eiθgρ, ρU†
g = e−iθgρ. (7)

It is easy to see that for a symmetric pure state evolved
under a strongly symmetric channel, the resulting mixed
state has strong symmetry.

Alternatively, the quantum channel can exhibit weak
symmetry, which only requires the quantum channel to
commute with the symmetry action,

UgN [U†
g ( · )Ug]U

†
g = N [ · ]. (8)

Accordingly, the weak symmetric density matrix is only
invariant under the transformation on both ket and bra
together, i.e. UgρU

†
g = ρ.

In this work, we consider the mixed state ρ with a
symmetry group G × K given by a direct product of
strong symmetry G and weak symmetry K. The cor-
responding doubled state |ρ⟩⟩ exhibits an enlarged sym-
metry G = (Gl × Gr ×K) ⋊ ZH

2 . Here, the left Gl and
the right Gr symmetry stem from the G symmetry that
acts on the ket and bra Hilbert space, and ZH

2 is an anti-
unitary symmetry due to the Hermiticity of the density
matrix. The hermitian conjugate H commutes with K
and swaps the two copies of G.

B. Definition of SPT phases in strong injective
MPDO

We take the doubled state formulation of the strong in-
jective MPDO and define its SPT phase according to the
SPT phases of the injective MPS |ρ⟩⟩ [2]. For an injective
(or normal) MPS with an on-site symmetry, the funda-
mental theorem of MPS implies that each local tensor
transforms as

(Ug)
ijAj = V −1

g AiVg, if g is unitary,

(Ug)
ij
(
Aj
)∗

= V −1
g AiVg, if g is anti-unitary,

(9)

where Vg acts on the virtual Hilbert space and forms a
projective representation of the symmetry group G [42]
(see also Ref. [28] for a review). Furthermore, the pro-
jective representation satisfies

Vg
gVh = ω(g, h)Vgh, (10)

where the superscript g acts on Vh,
gVh = V ∗

h (Vh) if g is
anti-unitary (unitary), and ω(g, h) is a U(1) phase5. For
g1,2,3 ∈ G, the phase factor satisfies

ω(g1, g2)ω(g1g2, g3) = ω(g1, g2g3)
g1ω(g2, g3). (11)

The projective representation is only well-defined up to a
U(1) phase φ(g), i.e. Vg 7→ φ(g)Vg. Accordingly, ω(g, h)
is defined up to ω(g, h) 7→ ω(g, h)φ(gh)/(φ(g)gφ(h)).
The equivalence classes [ω] of Vg under the above
relations are given by the second cohomology group
H2(G,UT (1)), which defines the SPT phase of |ρ⟩⟩. Here,
the G-module UT (1) is U(1) group, on which the element
of group G acts as g · a = ga for g ∈ G and a ∈ UT (1).
The U(1) phase ω(g, h) is called 2-cocycle and is defined
up to a coboundary term φ(gh)/(φ(g)gφ(h)).
The class [ω] is invariant under the smooth symmetric

deformation of the injective MPS while preserving the
injectivity condition. We thus have the following state-
ments.

Proposition IV.1. The strong injective MPDO ρ and
N [ρ] are always in the same SPT phase if they are con-
nected by a symmetric non-degenerate local quantum
channel N .

Corollary IV.1. The strong injective MPDO ρ in a non-
trivial SPT phase cannot be prepared from a pure triv-
ial product state using a symmetric non-degenerate local
quantum channel.

Before proceeding, we remark that the classification
given by H2(G,UT (1)) contains phases without a pure
state correspondence. First, in the case with only strong
unitary symmetry G, the doubled state exhibits the sym-
metry G = (Gl × Gr) ⋊ ZH

2 leading to SPT phases clas-
sified by H2(G,UT (1)). The classification is richer than
H2(G,U(1)) for the pure-state SPT phases protected by
G symmetry. Second, the weak symmetry K in the sym-
metry group G of the double state naively can protect
SPT phases by itself. Such phases seem to contradict
the statement in Ref. [18, 22] that weak symmetry alone
cannot protect SPT phases. Indeed, as we show in Sec. V,
these additional phases are unphysical as the classifica-
tionH2(G,UT (1)) is further constrained by the Hermitic-
ity and semi-positivity of the density matrix as well as
the strong injectivity conditions of MPDO.

V. CLASSIFICATION OF SPT PHASES

In this section, we consider the mixed state ρ with a
direct product of strong symmetry G and weak symme-
try K. We investigate the possible SPT phases in the
associated doubled state |ρ⟩⟩ governed by the symmetry

5 For an injective MPS, the virtual Hilbert space should carry the
same projective representation.
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G = (Gl × Gr ×K) ⋊ ZH
2 . The symmetry G consists of

the physical symmetry Gp := Gl ×Gr ×K and the anti-
unitary symmetry ZH

2 due to the Hermiticity of density
matrix.

The Hermiticity symmetry affects the possible SPT
phases in two ways. It may protect the SPT phases,
and it further constrains the projective representations of
left and right symmetry. In what follows, we show that
the Hermiticity symmetry cannot on its own protect an
SPT phase due to the strong injectivity condition. We
further show the absence of mixed anomaly between the
Hermiticity and the physical symmetry.

The possible SPT phases are therefore only protected
by the physical symmetry. We start with the case of
unitary symmetry; the classification is given by H2(Gl ×
Gr ×K,U(1)). We consider the constraints on the possi-
ble SPT phases due to the hermiticity, the semi-positivity
of the density matrix, and the strong injectivity condi-
tions. We obtain a few key results. First, in the case with
only strong symmetry G, despite an enlarged symmetry
(Gl × Gr) ⋊ ZH

2 , the allowed SPT phases in the dou-
bled state are classified by H2(G,U(1)). Second, weak
symmetry cannot by itself protect nontrivial SPT phases
in mixed states, which is consistent with the results in
Ref. [18, 22]. Third, the weak symmetry and strong
symmetry together can protect SPT phases classified by
H1(G,H1(K,U(1))) [22]. We close the section by com-
menting that anti-unitary symmetry, e.g. time-reversal
symmetry, cannot on its own protect a non-trivial SPT
phase even if the strong time-reversal symmetry is pre-
served.

We remark that the research problem regarding the
physically allowed 1d SPT phases in the doubled state
representing a mixed-density matrix first appears when
studying the boundary phases of the 2d quantum double
model [43]. In the doubled state with Abelian symmetry
G × G, which corresponds to the 1d mixed state with
strong Abelian symmetry G, Ref. [43] proved that the
semi-positivity of the density matrix prevents the mixed
anomaly between the two copies of the G symmetry. As
a key step to obtain our classification, we extend this
proof to the mixed state with general non-Abelian strong
symmetry in one dimension.

A. Absence of SPT phase protected by the
Hermiticity symmetry

The Hermiticity symmetry in the doubled state |ρ⟩⟩ is
Z2 anti-unitary symmetry, which can in principle protect
an SPT phase in pure state [5]. However, we here show
that such an SPT phase cannot exist in the strong injec-
tive MPDO ρ because the transfer matrix T has a unique
largest eigenvalue.

The hermiticity symmetry of the strong injective dou-
bled state requires

Aij H−→
(
Aji
)∗

= V −1
H Aij VH, (12)

[ω] ∈ H2(G,UT (1))

• Strong injectivity (Sec. V A):
no SPT phase protected by ZH

2 .

[ω] =
(

[ωL], [ωR], [ωK ], [ihrω(gl)], [ikwω(gl)], [ikwω(hr)]
)

∈ H2(Gl ×Gr ×K,U(1))

• Strong injectivity (Sec. V B 1):
no SPT phase protected by K alone, [ωK ] = 0;

• Hermiticity of the density matrix (Sec. V B 2):
[ωL] + [ωR] = 0, [ikwω(gl)] = −[ikwω(hr)];

• Semi-positivity of the density matrix (Sec. V B 3):
no mixed anomaly between Gl and Gr,
[ihrω(gl)] = 0.

[ω] =
(

[ωL],−[ωL], 0, 0, [ikwω(gl)],−[ikwω(gl)]
)

∈ H2(Gl,U(1)) ⊕H1(Gl,H1(K,U(1)))

Figure 5. Classification of 1D mixed state SPT phases pro-
tected by the strong symmetry G and the weak symmetry K.
Starting from the SPT phases in the doubled state |ρ⟩⟩ la-
beled by [ω] ∈ H2(G,UT (1)), where G = (Gl ×Gr ×K)⋊ZH

2 ,
we show in this section the strong injectivity of the MPDO,
the hermiticity and the semi-positivity of the density matrix
constrain the possible SPT phases.

where the projective representation VH satisfies VHV
∗
H =

V ∗
HVH = ±1 [1]. The + and − sign corresponds to

the trivial and the SPT phase, respectively. Hence,
the transfer matrix T =

∑
i Aii of the MPDO satisfies

T∗ = V −1
H TVH.

The fact that T has a unique largest (real) eigen-
value prevents the SPT phase in the doubled state pro-
tected by the Hermiticity symmetry. Let λ1 be the
largest eigenvalue of T and |ϕr) being the correspond-
ing right eigenvector, i.e. T|ϕr) = λ1|ϕr). We then have
T∗|ϕ∗r) = V −1

H TVH|ϕ∗r) = λ1|ϕ∗r), indicating VH|ϕ∗r) is also
an eigenvector of T with eigenvalue λ1. The uniqueness
of the eigenvalue λ1 requires VH|ϕ∗r) = c|ϕr) with c being
a constant. Thus, |ϕ∗r) is an eigenvector of V ∗

HVH with a

positive eigenvalue, i.e. V ∗
HVH|ϕ∗r) = |c|2|ϕ∗r), which im-

plies V ∗
HVH = VHV

∗
H = 1. Physically, this result indicates

that anti-unitary symmetry in strong injective MPDO
cannot fractionalize and give rise to a Kramers doublet
at the boundary.

As shown in Appendix D1, the Hermiticity symmetry
cannot exhibit a mixed anomaly with the physical sym-
metry. One can partially fix the gauge of the projective
representation such that ω(g,H)=ω(H, g)=ω(H,H)= 1
for g∈Gp. In what follows, we work with this gauge
choice, and the Hermicity symmetry further imposes a
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constraint on the 2-cocycle

ω(g1, g2) = ω∗(g1, g2), (13)

where g1,2 ∈ Gp, and g1,2 = Hg1,2H.

B. SPT phase protected by physical symmetry

We now focus on the SPT phase protected by the
physical symmetry Gp = Gl × Gr × K. In this sub-
section, we consider the case of unitary symmetry, and
the possible SPT phases are given by the cohomology
group H2(Gl×Gr×K,U(1)). According to the Künneth
formula [44], we have

H2(Gp,U(1))

=H2(Gl,U(1))⊕H1(Gl,H1(Gr,U(1)))⊕H2(Gr,U(1))

⊕H1(Gl,H1(K,U(1)))⊕H1(Gr,H1(K,U(1)))

⊕H2(K,U(1)). (14)

The first three terms in the decomposition characterize
the SPT phases protected solely by the strong symme-
try. The next two terms describe the SPT phases featur-
ing the mixed anomaly between the strong and the weak
symmetry. The last term is the SPT phase protected
only by the weak symmetry.

The direct sum decomposition can be constructed from
the decomposition of 2-cochain ω : Gp × Gp 7→ U(1) as
shown in Appendix C. In particular, the 2-cochain acting
on the subgroup Gl, Gr, and K defines

ωL(g1, g2) := ω(gl1, g
l
2), (15)

ωR(h1, h2) := ω(hr1, h
r
2), (16)

ωK(k1, k2) := ω(kw1 , k
w
2 ). (17)

where we introduce the short-hand notations gl :=
(g, e, e), hr := (e, h, e), and kw := (e, e, k) with e be-
ing the identity element. Their cohomology classes [ωL],
[ωR], and [ωK ] fully specify the elements in H2(Gl,U(1)),
H2(Gr,U(1)), and H2(K,U(1)), respectively. The three
cross terms in the Künneth decomposition Eq. (14) de-
scribe the mixed anomalies between symmetry groups
and are characterized by the slant product

ihrω(g
l) :=

ω(gl, hr)

ω(hr, gl)
, (18)

ikwω(g
l) :=

ω(gl, kw)

ω(kw, gl)
, (19)

ikwω(h
r) :=

ω(hr, kw)

ω(kw, hr)
, (20)

where g ∈ Gl, h ∈ Gr, k ∈ K (see Appendix C). The
slant products above are 1-cocycle, and their equivalence
classes belong to the cohomology group, e.g. [ihrω(g

l)] ∈

H1(Gl,H1(Gr,U(1))). Thus, one can fully specify the
element in H2(Gp, U(1)) using

[ω] =
(
[ωL], [ωR], [ωK ], [ihrω(g

l)], [ikwω(g
l)], [ikwω(h

r)]
)
.

(21)

In what follows, we first show the absence of SPT phase
protected by weak symmetry, i.e. [ωK ] = 0, and then
discuss how hermiticity and semi-positivity of the density
matrix further constrain the class [ω].

1. Absence of SPT phase protected by weak symmetry

Under the weak symmetry transformation k ∈ K, the
local tensor of the MPDO transforms as∑

i′j′

U ij;i′j′

kw Ai′j′ = V †
kwA

ijVkw , (22)

where U ij;i′j′

kw = U ii′

k (U∗
k )

jj′ . Hence, the transfer matrix

satisfies T = V †
kwTVkw . Let |ϕr) be the right eigenvec-

tor of T associated with the unique largest eigenvalue.
This indicates that Vkw |ϕr) is also the eigenvector with
the largest eigenvalue, i.e. Vkw |ϕr) = φ(k)|ϕr),∀k ∈
K. Thus, the 2-cocycle takes the form ωK(k, k′) =
φ(k)φ(k′)/φ(kk′), which is a 2-coboundary. We then
conclude that [ωK ] = 0, and the weak symmetry can-
not protect nontrivial SPT phases.

2. Constraints from Hermiticity

The Hermiticity symmetry in the doubled state con-
strains the 2-cocycle according to Eq. (13) and therefore
restricts the possible SPT phases protected by the phys-
ical symmetry. First, taking g1 = gl1 and g2 = gl2 in
Eq. (13), we have ωL(g1, g2)ωR(g2, g1) = 1 and therefore

[ωL] + [ωR] = 0. (23)

Second, taking g1 = gl and g2 = kw in Eq. (13), we have
ω(gl, kw)ω(gr, kw) = 1. Similarly, ω(kw, gl)ω(kw, gr) = 1.
Hence,

ikwω(g
l) = ikwω(g

r)∗, (24)

which indicates [ikwω(g
l)] = −[ikwω(g

r)].

3. Constraints from semi-positivity

The semi-positivity of the density matrix further con-
strains the SPT phases in the doubled state. It excludes
the SPT phases with the mixed anomaly between the
left and the right G symmetry. Based on the decom-
position of cocycle in Appendix C, the phase classified
by H1(Gl,H1(Gr,U(1))) has a faithful representation in
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terms of the slant product. In this case, one can show
that the string order parameter in the doubled state fully
characterizes such phases. According to this understand-
ing, we extend the proof in Ref. [43] to general non-
Abelian symmetry group G and show that the projective
representations of the left and the right G symmetry to
commute with each other, i.e. no mixed anomaly.

The SPT phases in H1(Gl,H1(Gr,U(1))) are the con-
densate of decorated domain walls [44]. Under a right
symmetry transformation of hr on a subregion, the SPT
state exhibits a non-trivial response at the boundary of
the subregion. The response transforms under the left
symmetry gl according to the slant product ihrω(g

l).
Since the slant product is a one-dimensional represen-
tation of the left symmetry group, the response carries
Gl-charge

6. This implies a string order in the doubled
state.

In general, the charged operator decorated on two
ends of the string operator supports on both the ket
and the bra Hilbert space. However, since only the
ket Hilbert space carries the representation of the left
symmetry, one can always find a string operator deco-
rated by the charged operator only in the ket Hilbert
space, which generically exhibits a finite overlap with the
condensed object7. This string operator is of the form

O(2)
(α,0),(e,g) := Oα,e ⊗ O∗

0,g and acquires a non-decaying

expectation value,

⟨⟨Oα,e ⊗O∗
0,g⟩⟩ :=

⟨⟨ρ|Oα,e(x1, x2)⊗O∗
0,g(x1, x2)|ρ⟩⟩

⟨⟨ρ|ρ⟩⟩
|x1−x2|→∞−−−−−−−−→ const. (25)

where Oα,e and O0,g are string operators acting on the
ket and the bra Hilbert space, respectively. The operator
Oα,g in a single-copy Hilbert space takes the form

Oα,g(x1, x2) = Rα∗(x1)

(
x2−1∏

x=x1+1

Ug(x)

)
Rα(x2). (26)

Here, Rα(x) carries charge α(·) and transforms under the

symmetry action as Ug′Rα(x)U
†
g′ = eiα(g

′)Rα(x).
The positivity of the density matrix requires other

non-vanishing correlation functions in the doubled state.
First, one can rewrite the string order parameter as

⟨⟨Oα,e ⊗O∗
0,g⟩⟩ =

1

tr ρ2
trOα,eρO†

0,gρ

=
1

tr ρ2
tr
√
ρOα,e

√
ρ
√
ρO†

0,g

√
ρ (27)

6 This result follows from a simple modification of the derivation
in Ref. [12, 43].

7 In the space of operators charged under Gl, the chance for the
charged operator Rα supported entirely on the right Hilbert
space being zero has a zero measure.

where
√
ρ is well-defined because ρ is positive. Then,

using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have

0 <
∣∣⟨⟨Oα,e ⊗O∗

0,g⟩⟩
∣∣2

≤ ⟨⟨Oα,e ⊗O∗
α,e⟩⟩⟨⟨O0,g ⊗O∗

0,g⟩⟩. (28)

This indicates the correlation function of charged objects
is non-decaying8, i.e.

⟨⟨Oα,e ⊗O∗
α,e⟩⟩ = ⟨⟨Rα∗(x1)⊗R∗

α∗(x1)Rα(x2)⊗R∗
α(x2)⟩⟩

|x1−x2|→∞−−−−−−−−→ const. > 0. (29)

Since ⟨⟨Rα(x)⊗R∗
α(x)⟩⟩ = 0, the connected correlation of

Rα ⊗ R∗
α is long-range, which contradicts the injectivity

condition of MPDO. We then have eiα(·) = ihrω(·) = 1,
i.e. the slant product ihrω(·) is a trivial representation,
for all h ∈ Gr. Thus, the projective representation of the
left and the right symmetry commute.
The results thus far indicate that the possible SPT

phases [ω] ∈ H2(Gp,U(1)) are given by

[ω] =
(
[ωL],−[ωL], 0, 0, [ikwω(g

l)],−[ikwω(g
l)]
)
. (30)

Hence, they are fully characterized by [ωL] ∈
H2(G,U(1)) and [ikwω(g

l)] ∈ H1(G,H1(K,U(1))). In
the system with only the strong symmetry, despite an
enlarged symmetry (G × G) ⋊ ZH

2 , the possible phases
are only given by H2(G,U(1)). In the system with also
a weak symmetry K, although K cannot on its own pro-
tect SPT phases, it can protect SPT phases together
with the strong symmetry G, which are classified by
H1(G,H1(K,U(1))).

4. Time reversal symmetry

So far, we have focused on the mixed-state SPT phases
protected by unitary symmetry. A question arises re-
garding the possible SPT phase protected by anti-unitary
symmetry, e.g. time-reversal symmetry. In a seminal
work, Ref. [17] showed that the SPT phase with anti-
unitary protecting symmetry is fragile against coupling
to the environment even if the strong symmetry is pre-
served. Specifically, the edge mode of a one-dimensional
time-reversal SPT state rapidly decoheres and loses its
encoded information when coupled to the environment.
The absence of SPT phases protected by an anti-

unitary symmetry T in mixed states can be also un-
derstood in the doubled-state formulation. The anti-
unitary symmetry is ill-defined when acting on a sub-
system. Thus, despite being strongly symmetric, the
doubled state does not possess individual left and right

8 We note that this result only requires the semi-positivity of the
density matrix and holds even if the density operator is not
strongly injective.
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anti-unitary symmetry and only exhibits a global symme-
try ZT

2 ×ZH
2 . Since the Z2 anti-unitary symmetry in the

doubled space can only take a trivial projective represen-
tation as shown in Sec. VA, the time-reversal symmetry
cannot by itself protect non-trivial SPT phases in mixed
states.

VI. ONE-WAY CONNECTION

The non-degenerate local quantum channel preserves
the strong injectivity of MPDO and further preserves the
SPT phases in our definition (Proposition IV.1) if the
symmetry is imposed. Such channel defines equivalence
classes of mixed states; ρ and ρ′ belong to the same class
if there exists non-degenerate symmetric local channel N
such that ρ = N [ρ′] or ρ′ = N [ρ]. Here, the equivalence
relation only requires a “one-way” connection, which is
different from the “two-way” connection based on generic
symmetric local channels proposed in Ref. [22]. It is nat-
ural to ask whether the equivalence class of mixed states
based on this “one-way” connection gives a compatible
definition of SPT phases in mixed states.

In this section, we prove that in the case of strong uni-
tary symmetry G, the equivalence class of mixed states
under “one-way” connection reproduces the cohomology
classification if the strong injective MPDO has a local pu-
rification9. Proposition IV.1 suggests that mixed states
in different cohomology classes belong to different equiv-
alence classes. Here, we show that the mixed states in
the same cohomology class are in a single equivalence
class. Specifically, we prove a theorem to show that an
SPT mixed state in the cohomology class [ωL], if admits
a local purification, can always be realized by applying
a non-degenerate strong symmetric quantum channel to
an SPT pure state in the same class [ωL] (illustrated in
Fig. 6).

Theorem VI.1. Consider a one-dimensional quantum
state with strong symmetry G. For a mixed state ρ de-
scribed by a strong injective MPDO, the following state-
ments are equivalent:

1. The state ρ belongs to the mixed state SPT phase
in class [ω] and has a local purification;

2. The local purification |ΨQE⟩ of ρ is in the pure-
state SPT phase in class [ω]. Here, we require that
G acts trivially on the ancilla;

3. There exists a strongly symmetric non-degenerate
onsite quantum channel that maps an SPT pure
state in class [ω] to ρ.

9 We note that a local purification of MPDO with a finite bond
dimension may not exist [45], even if the MPDO is translationally
invariant [46].

Proof. To begin, we prove the second statement from
the first. The strong symmetry condition of ρ requires
Ugρ = eiθρ. Thus, ⟨ΨQE |Ug |ΨQE⟩ = eiθ; the purifi-
cation |ΨQE⟩ is symmetric under the symmetry G, i.e.
Ug |ΨQE⟩ = eiθ |ΨQE⟩. Meanwhile, the on-site purifi-
cation |ΨQE⟩ is an injective MPS because each on-site
tensor of ρ obtained after tracing over the ancilla is still
injective. Hence, |ΨQE⟩ is an SPT state. The projective
representation of the symmetry G in |ΨQE⟩ follows from
that of the left symmetry in ρ. Therefore, |ΨQE⟩ is a
pure state SPT in class [ω].
Next, we prove the third statement from the second.

Here, we show that given a local purification |ΨQE⟩, we
can explicitly construct a single-qubit quantum channel
that maps an SPT state in class [ω] to the SPT mixed
state ρ. Because A in |ΨQE⟩ is injective tensor, we find
a polar decomposition

Aik
αβ =W ik

γ Bγ;αβ , Aα β

i k

= Bα β

W
γ

i k

(31)

where B > 0 is a positive square matrix when viewed
as a map from the χ2-dimensional virtual space to the
χ2 dimensional physical space labeled by γ, and W is an
isometric embedding satisfying W †W = 1.
The positive matrix B is an injective tensor with its

physical leg carrying a linear representation of the sym-
metry group and therefore represents an SPT state in
class [ω]. This is because the symmetry transformation
preserves the invariant subspace WW †. The isometric
embedding together with the trace over ancillary degrees
of freedom labeled by kx defines an onsite quantum chan-

nel NW : Cχ2 7→ Cd2

with Kraus operators

(Kk)
i
γ =W ik

γ (32)

Since each Kraus operator is invariant under symmetry
transformation, the channel is strongly symmetric [18].
The channel acting on the pure SPT state with local
tensor B gives rise to the MPDO ρ with local injective
tensor

B NW−−→
∑
k,γ,γ′

W ik
γ Bγ

αβB
γ′

α′β′(W
jk
γ′ )

∗

=
∑
k

Aik
αβ(A

∗)jkα′β′ = Aij
αβ;α′β′ . (33)

Since B is bijective and A is injective, the channel NW
must be an injective map, i.e., a non-degenerate chan-
nel. The ensuing MPDO has the virtual legs carrying
the same projective representations as that in the local
purification and therefore is in the class [ω], proving the
statement.
Lastly, it is straightforward to prove the first state-

ment from the third. The SPT pure state is described
by a strong injective MPDO. The SPT phase of strong
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SPT pure states in class [ω]

Locally purifiable MPDO in class [ω]

|Ψ1⟩

N1

ρ1
N ′

1ρ′1

|Ψ2⟩

N2

ρ2

Figure 6. An SPT mixed state in class [ω], if admits a lo-
cal purification, can be always realized by applying a non-
degenerate symmetric local channel N to an SPT pure state
|Ψ⟩ in the same class. On the other hand, the symmetric non-
degenerate local channel preserves the SPT phase in mixed
states.

injective MPDO is preserved under the non-degenerate
symmetric on-site channel. We have thus proved the the-
orem.

The theorem has a few implications. First, in the case
that a strong injective MPDO exists multiple local purifi-
cations, the theorem suggests that different purifications
are in the same pure-state SPT phase. Second, the fact
that locally purifiable SPT mixed states can be realized
by applying on-site non-degenerate channels to a pure
SPT state suggests that the same string order parameter
of the SPT pure state is also nondecaying in the SPT
mixed states. We emphasize that although our analysis
is formulated in the doubled space, the SPT phases in our
definition are characterized by the string order parameter
in a single copy density matrix, i.e. trOρ.
We remark that the local purifiablility of MPDO ρ

is preserved under local quantum channels in Fig 3(b),
namely, if ρ has a local purification |ΨQE⟩, N [ρ] related
to ρ by a local channel N also has a local purification.
Specifically, one can purify the local channel N by a con-
stant depth local unitary UQE′ acting on the system Q
and ancilla E′, indicating that N [ρ] has a local purifica-
tion |ΨQEE′⟩ = UQE′ |ΨQE⟩⊗ |0⟩E′ . This result suggests
that all the locally decohered pure states are locally pu-
rifiable MPDO (as in Fig. 4).

Based on Theorem VI.1, we have a compatible defi-
nition of mixed-state SPT phases (protected by strong
symmetry G) using “one-way” connection.

Definition VI.1. For strong injective MPDOs with a
local purification, we define a relation ρ ∼ ρ′ if there ex-
ists a non-degenerate strongly symmetric local channelN
such that ρ = N [ρ′] or ρ′ = N [ρ]. Then, ρ and ρ′ belong
to the same SPT phase protected by a strong symmetry
if they are in the same equivalence class generated by
“ ∼ ”10.

10 In general, ρ, ρ′ are linked through a zig-zag diagram.

VII. STRING ORDER PARAMETER

Having established the classification of SPT phases in
MPDO, we now discuss the diagnostics of distinct phases.
In quantum ground states, the string order parameter is a
faithful characterization of the SPT phases if the protect-
ing symmetry is Abelian [12], or the phase is character-
ized by the mixed anomaly between G1 and G2 belonging
to the symmetry group G1 ×G2 [44].
The string order parameters for decohered SPT states

have been discussed in various cases. Reference [18]
shows that an SPT pure state protected by an Abelian
symmetry subject to a strong symmetric dephasing chan-
nel always has a non-decaying string order parameter as
long as the channel is short of fully dephasing. For the
SPT phases protected by the mixed anomaly between the
strong G and the weak K symmetry, Ref. [22] shows that
the state exhibits a non-decaying string order given by
the partial symmetry transformation of G decorated by
the charge of K.
This section discusses the string order parameters for

the SPT phases in strong injective MPDO, which in-
cludes the decohered SPT states as a subset. The the-
orem proved in this section leads to two main results.
First, the string order parameter is a faithful characteri-
zation of the SPT phase in strong injective MPDO pro-
tected by strong Abelian symmetry. We note that for
a restricted set of MPDO that has a local purification,
this result stems directly from Theorem VI.1. Second,
one can also probe the SPT phases in the MPDO char-
acterized by H1(G,H1(K,U(1))) using the string order
parameter that consists of the strong symmetry trans-
formation on a partial region decorated by the charge of
weak symmetry.
To begin, for an SPT mixed state protected by symme-

try G and G′, it is straightforward to show that we have
the following lemma if the element g ∈ G and g′ ∈ G′

commute (see Appendix C).

Lemma VII.1. The slant product igω(g
′) :=

ω(g′, g)/ω(g, g′) for g ∈ G and g′ ∈ G′ forms a one-
dimensional representation of G and G′, i.e.

ig1ω(g
′)ig2ω(g

′) = ig1g2ω(g
′),

igω(g
′
1)igω(g

′
2) = igω(g

′
1g

′
2),

(34)

if gg′ = g′g for ∀g ∈ G, g′ ∈ G′.

A non-trivial slant product guarantees the existence of
string order according to the following theorem.

Theorem VII.1. Consider a strong injective MPDO ρ
in an SPT mixed state protected by symmetry G and G′,
where G is a strong symmetry, and the group elements
g ∈ G and g′ ∈ G′ commute, i.e. gg′ = g′g. If the
slant product igω(g

′) forms a non-trivial one-dimensional
representation of G′, there always exists a non-decaying
string order parameter

Oα,g(x1, x2) = Rα∗(x1)

(
x2−1∏

x=x1+1

Ug(x)

)
Rα(x2),
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where Rα is a charge operator with e−iα(·) = igω(·) and
transforms as Ug′RαU

†
g′ = eiα(g

′)Rα, ∀g′ ∈ G′. On the

other hand, the string order parameter with e−iα(·) ̸=
igω(·) is vanishing.

Proof. We take a tensor network formulation of the string
order parameter tr ρOα,g.

tr ρOα,g = · · · · · ·
Rα∗ RαUg

By grouping a constant number of sites, one can convert
the local transfer matrix for the strong injective MPDO
to its fixed point T = |ϕr)(ϕℓ|, where |ϕr) and (ϕℓ| are the
right and the left eigenvector associated with its unique
largest eigenvalue, respectively.

T = A = ϕr ϕℓ (35)

The symmetry transformation acting on the physical leg
fractionalizes into two projective representations, i.e.

∑
i,j

U ji
g Aij = A

Ug

=

V −1
g Vg

ϕr ϕℓ (36)

Thus, the string order parameter is given by the product
of two tensor network diagrams

tr ρO = ϕℓ A
Rα∗ V −1

g

ϕr ϕℓ A
RαVg

ϕr

:= tr(Rα∗ML) tr(RαMR) (37)

The tensorMR lives in an adjoint representation of the
symmetry group G′. Specifically, we have

U†
g′MRUg′ = Aϕℓ ϕr

U†
g′

Ug′

= Aϕℓ ϕr

Vg′g′ V −1
g′g′

Vg

= i∗gω(g
′) Aϕℓ ϕr

Vg′g′ V −1
g′g′

Vg

= i∗gω(g
′)MR, (38)

where g′g′ labels the symmetry transformation acting
on both ket and bra Hilbert space. On the second
line, we use VgVg′g′ = i∗gω(g

′g′)Vg′g′Vg, and igω(g
′g′) =

igω(g
′)igω(g

′) = igω(g
′) because the projective repre-

sentation of the left and the right symmetry commute,
i.e. igω(g

′) = 1, according to Sec. VB3. Further-

more, since T = V −1
g′g′TVg′g′ , we have V −1

g′g′ |ϕr)(ϕℓ|Vg′g′ =

|ϕr)(ϕℓ|, leading to the final result. According to the

Lemma VII.1, igω is one-dimensional representation.

Thus, due to the selection rule, if e−iα(·) ̸= igω(·), then
trRαMR = 0 (similarly trRα∗ML = 0).
There always exists an operator Rα in the representa-

tion α such that tr(RαMR) ̸= 0. Since the local tensor A
is injective, there always exists an operator R′ such that

MR = Aϕℓ

R′

ϕr , (39)

where R′ is invertible and is in the irrep i∗gω(·). Thus,

by choosing Rα = (R′)−1, tr(RαMR) = 1, we prove the
existence of a non-vanishing string order parameter.

Theorem VII.1 leads to two main results. First, in the
case that G = G′ is a strong Abelian symmetry, we have
the following corollary.

Corollary VII.1. Consider a strong injective MPDO ρ
in an SPT phase protected by strong Abelian symmetry
G. The string order parameter Oα,g is non-decaying in ρ

if e−iα(·) = igω(·), while Oα,g vanishes otherwise.

We remark that Ref. [18] defines SPT phases protected
by Abelian symmetry in locally decohered SPT states
according to the non-decaying string order parameter.
They showed that the string order parameter is preserved
under a strongly symmetric local channel as long as the
channel is short of fully dephasing. This is consistent
with our result because a partially dephasing channel is
non-degenerate and therefore preserves the SPT phase;
the locally decohered Abelian SPT state belongs to the
same phase of strong injective MPDO and features the
non-decaying string order.
Theorem VII.1 also applies when G′ = K is the weak

symmetry, indicating the existence of string order param-
eters for the SPT phases that feature the mixed anomaly
between the strong and the weak symmetry. In this case,
the SPT phases are fully specified by the slant product
igω(k) for g ∈ G and k ∈ K. We have the following corol-
lary for general group G andK, which are not necessarily
Abelian.

Corollary VII.2. Consider a strong injective MPDO ρ
in an SPT phase protected by symmetry G×K, where G
is strong symmetry and K is weak symmetry. The string
order parameter Oα,g for g ∈ G is non-decaying in ρ if

e−iα(·) = igω(·), while Oα,g vanishes otherwise.

VIII. TWO-DIMENSIONAL GENERALIZATION

In this section, we study SPT phases in two-
dimensional mixed states. We introduce two-dimensional
tensor network density operators with strong semi-
injectivity, generalizing the concept of semi-injective pro-
jected entangled pair states (PEPS). We provide a classi-
fication of the SPT phases in the corresponding doubled
state.
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A. 2d SPT and MPO injectivity

Our first job is to find a suitable generalization of
strong injective MPDO into two dimensions, which would
allow us to properly define mixed-state SPTs. One cru-
cial point is that an injective PEPS (as a generalization
of injective MPS) fails to encapsulate various SPT or
topological ground states of gapped local Hamiltonians
in higher dimensions [47, 48]. In particular, injective
PEPS can only represent weak SPT [49], which is the
stacking of 1d SPT protected by the translation symme-
try. This stems from the fundamental theorem of PEPS,
which states that any two injective tensors A and B gen-
erating the same state should be related by the following
gauge transformation [50]:

A = B

Y

Y −1

X−1 X
. (40)

Accordingly, if a given injective PEPS is invariant under
on-site symmetry G, we obtain that

UgA = A(Xg ⊗X−1
g ⊗ Yg ⊗ Y −1

g ). (41)

When Xg or Yg forms a non-trivial projective represen-
tation of G, the 2d PEPS is in a weak SPT phase char-
acterized by a stacking of 1d SPTs.

To describe general 2d SPT pure states, one needs to
consider a more generalized class of PEPS, where the on-
site symmetry action Ug is not simply translating into
a tensor product of gauge transformation; rather, Ug is
given as a matrix product operator (MPO) action Vg
along the virtual legs as follows:

Ug

A = A

Vg

, (42)

where blue legs visualize that Vg is not a simple tensor
product.

Is it possible to refine the concept of injectivity
in PEPS to accommodate symmetries as indicated by
Eq. (42), without overly broadening the scope to include
states with topological order or gaplessness? Williamson
et al. [51] proposed that single-blocked MPO-injective
PEPS provides a faithful description of 2d SPT states.
MPO-injective PEPS A : CDz →Cd admits the pseudoin-
verse as A+ such the projection A+A : (CD)⊗z → (CD)⊗z

is expressed as the matrix product operator (MPO) that
is built from copies of a single local tensor P with Pµν :
CD →CD where µ, ν are MPO bond indices [52]. Specif-
ically, when P is an injective MPO, or single-block, the

MPO symmetries Vgs align with this single-blocked struc-
ture [51]. Moreover, such a single-block MPO-injective
PEPS is associated with a local, gapped parent Hamilto-
nian with a unique ground state11.
Nevertheless, the principle of MPO-injectivity is pri-

marily established on axioms, with Eq. (42) accepted
rather than derived as a fundamental theorem. Address-
ing this gap, Molnar et al. (2018) rigorously proved
Eq. (42) for a semi-injective PEPS; semi-injective PEPS
includes a broad spectrum of states, notably 2d SPT
states, and also guarantees the existence of a local gapped
Hamiltonian with a unique ground state for such PEPS.
It is posited that semi-injective PEPS might be consid-
ered equivalent to single-block MPO-injective PEPS un-
der mild conditions. Therefore, for a more concrete dis-
cussion, we adopt the notion of semi-injectivity in what
follows.

Definition VIII.1. (Semi-injective PEPS) A semi-
injective PEPS |Ψ[A]⟩ on a square lattice is defined by
two objects, a four-body state ψ and an invertible op-
erator O: at each site, there are four virtual degrees of
freedom (dof). At each plaquette, four dofs from four
sites form an entangled state ψ (gray color). Then, O
(dashed line) maps four unentangled virtual dofs at each
site into a physical wavefunction:

|Ψ[A(ψ,O)]⟩ =

O

ψ (43)

The fundamental theorem for semi-injective PEPS [29]
states that the action of an on-site symmetry g ∈ G on
the physical legs in the region R transforms into the ac-
tion on the virtual legs in the boundary ∂R as

Ug(R)A(R) = A(R)Vg(∂R) (44)

where Vg(∂R) is an MPO acting on the virtual legs in
∂R, as visualized in Fig. 7(a) 12. For a horizontal stripR,
Vg(∂R) = Vg(∂Rtop) · V −1

g (∂Rbot) consists of two parts
acting on top and bottom boundaries. Note that the
operations on the top and bottom boundaries cancel each
other such that the symmetry action on a larger strip R
still results in the virtual action on its two boundaries.
One can obtain a similar behavior for a vertical strip. We

11 Multi-block MPO-injective PEPS can have a topological order
with the ground state degeneracy larger than one.

12 More precisely, in [29] the Vg(∂R) was defined on the Hilbert
space of the minimal rank decomposition of four-qubit state ψ
in semi-injective PEPS. If the projection from the PEPS bond
Hilbert space to this Hilbert space is P , one can always find a
pseudoinverse P+ (not unique) to bring Vg(∂R) into the PEPS
bond Hilbert space.
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g

Figure 7. (a) In a semi-injective PEPS, the action of an
on-site symmetry Ug on a strip R transforms into the action
of an MPO on the boundaries Vg (bottom) and V −1

g (top).
(b) For a given 2d local tensor A, one contract two physical
legs (red lines). The transfer matrix T on an infinite cylinder
can be obtained by contracting it along the circumference.
This transfer matrix captures correlation along the infinite
direction. (c) Given two MPO symmetries Vg1 and Vg2 , one
can reduce them into Vg1,g2 by applying reduction tensors
Pg1,g2 and P+

g1,g2 from its left and right. (d) Two different
ways to merge three symmetry MPOs from one end give rise
to a relative phase factor ω(g1, g2, g3).

would use Vg to denote a single local tensor for an MPO
Vg(∂R).

With these definitions in hand, we can extend the con-
cept from pure states to two-dimensional tensor-network
density operators (TNDO) as follows:

Definition VIII.2. (Strong semi-injective TNDO) Con-
sider a TNDO ρ[A] with local tensor A with two physical
and four virtual indices. It is strong semi-injective if

1. The doubled state |ρ[A]⟩⟩ for the TNDO is a semi-
injective PEPS, where A = A[ψ,O].

2. The transfer matrix T of the TNDO on the infi-
nite cylinder is defined by contracting local tensor∑

i Aii (two superscripts are physical indices for ket
and bra) as in Fig. 7(b). T has a unique largest
eigenvalue at any circumference length L, and the
corresponding eigenvector is given as an injective
MPS with a finite bond dimension.

These two conditions are the direct generalizations of the
conditions for MPDO. The first condition suggests the
density matrix represents a short-range entangled state
within a doubled Hilbert space. The second condition
ensures that the correlations are short-range within the
physical Hilbert space. If the largest eigenvalue of T is

not unique, there exists either a local or loop operator
with a long-range correlation along the cylinder’s axis,
which deviates from the intended short-range correlated
criteria.

A natural consequence of this definition is that the
non-degenerate onsite quantum channel preserves strong
semi-injectivity. This is because a non-degenerate onsite
channel acts on physical Hilbert space at each site as an
injective map, thus its action can be absorbed into an
invertible map O. Moreover, its action cannot change
the transfer matrix T.
Equipped with Eq. (44), one can study how MPO sym-

metries are fused or decomposed. As MPO symmetries
{Vg|g ∈ G} should form a representation of G, given
two MPO symmetries Vg2 and Vg1 , there exists a three-
leg reduction tensor Pg1,g2 (as a surjective map from two
virtual bonds to one virtual bond) and its pseudo-inverse
P+
g1,g2 such that it merges Vg1 and Vg2 into Vg2g1 . Taking

further steps, one can imagine the composition of three
MPO symmetries. At each end, there are two different
ways to compose (g1, g2, g3) as illustrated in Fig. 7(c),
and this leads to the phase factor ω (c.f. Eq. (10)):

Pg1,g2g3
g1Pg2,g3 = ω(g1, g2, g3)Pg1g2,g3Pg1,g2 , (45)

where superscript on the left of Pg2,g3 corresponds to a
complex conjugation if g1 is anti-unitary [47, 53]. Note
that the merging operation for P+ on the left of the
local MPO tensor produces the relative phase factor
ω−1, which cancels the phase factor from merging P .
The 3-cocycle ω is defined up to a gauge transforma-
tion as one can always redefine Pg,h 7→ φ(g, h)Pg,h and
P+
g,h 7→ φ∗(g, h)P+

g,h, i.e.

ω(g1, g2, g3) 7→ ω(g1, g2, g3)
φ(g1g2, g3)φ(g1, g2)

φ(g1, g2g3)g1φ(g2, g3)
. (46)

Furthermore, by considering two different reduction pro-
cedures for four MPO symmetries, we can arrive at the
following consistency equation [c.f. Eq. (11)]:

ω(g1, g2, g3)ω(g1, g2g3, g4)
g1ω(g2, g3, g4)

ω(g1g2, g3, g4)ω(g1, g2, g3g4)
= 1. (47)

As this is exactly the 3-cocycle condition, ω is given as
a particular equivalence class of the third cohomology
group H3(G,U(1)) [47].
Note that local tensors for vertical and horizontal

MPO symmetries can form a projective representation:
VgVh = λ(g, h)Vgh. This projective representation can be
different for vertical and horizontal MPOs, each of which
corresponds to a weak SPT protected by the translation
Tx and Ty, respectively. However, for an onsite symmetry
group with a finite order, λn = 1 for some n. Accordingly,
if we regroup n sites along x or y direction, λ → λn = 1
and this weak SPT structure can be trivialized. On the
other hand, the equivalence class of ω is stable under re-
grouping multiple sites into a single site, thus [ω] provides
a scale-invariant labeling of a semi-injective PEPS [29].
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B. Classification

Next, we classify the SPT phases of strong MPO-
injective TNDO protected by a direct product of the
strong symmetry G and the weak symmetry K. Again,
we formulate the density operator as the doubled state
and investigate the SPT phases of the doubled state sub-
ject to the physical constraints of the density matrix sim-
ilar to Sec. V. We focus on the strong SPTs as in Ref. [49]
characterized by the third group cohomology of internal
symmetries. The weak SPT states in two dimension [49],
which are a stack of 1d SPT states protected by the in-
ternal and translational symmetries, are constrained by
the constraints discussed in Sec. V.

The doubled state |ρ⟩⟩ of the strong injective TNDO
exhibits a symmetry G = Gp ⋊ZH

2 , which consists of the
physical symmetry Gp = Gl×Gr×K and the hermiticity
symmetry ZH

2 , same as its 1d counterpart. In two dimen-
sions, the possible SPT phases are classified by the third
cohomology group H3(G,UT (1)).
To begin, the anti-unitary ZH

2 cannot protect a non-
trivial 2d SPT phase by itself [4]. Moreover, as shown in
Appendix D2, one can pick a gauge of the reduction op-
erator such that the 3-cocycle involving Hermiticity sym-
metry is trivial, i.e. ω(H, ·, ·) = ω(·,H, ·) = ω(·, ·,H) = 1.
This indicates the absence of mixed anomaly between ZH

2

and Gp.
The SPT phases are therefore only protected by the

physical symmetry and are classified by the third coho-
mology group H3(Gp,U(1)). According to the Künneth
decomposition,

H3(Gp,U(1))

=H3(Gl,U(1))⊕H3(Gr,U(1))⊕H3(K,U(1))

⊕H1(Gl,H2(K,U(1)))⊕H1(Gr,H2(K,U(1)))

⊕H1(K,H2(Gl,U(1)))⊕H1(K,H2(Gr,U(1)))

⊕H1(Gl,H2(Gr,U(1)))⊕H1(Gr,H2(Gl,U(1)))

⊕H1(K,H1(Gl,H1(Gr,U(1)))). (48)

As shown in Appendix C, each component in the de-
composition has a faithful representation given by the
slant product. In what follows, we discuss the con-
straints on the possible phases due to the Hermiticity,
semi-positivity, and strong injectivity of the density op-
erator.

1. Absence of SPT phase protected by weak symmetry

To show the absence of nontrivial SPT phases pro-
tected by the weak symmetry alone, we consider the
transfer matrix T contracted along the circumference in
the cylindrical geometry as in Fig. 7(b):

T = A . (49)

The strong injectivity of the TNDO requires that the
eigenvector associated with the largest eigenvalue of T is
in the form of injective MPS

|ϕ[C]) = C . (50)

The global symmetry transformation Ukw with k ∈ K
on the 2d state does not change the transfer matrix T;
the transformations on the ket and the bra Hilbert space
cancel after tracing over physical legs. We thus have

T = V −1
kw TVkw . (51)

This indicates that |ϕ[C]) is symmetric under the projec-
tive MPO symmetry, i.e. Vkw acting on |ϕ[C]) produces a
global phase, Vkw |ϕ[C]) = eiθkw |ϕ[C]). Hence, according
to Ref. [29, 47], there exists a reduction Qkw such that

Vkw

C

Qkw

= C . (52)

The above property indicates that |ϕ[C]) is symmetric
under the weak symmetry transformation. Thus, |ϕ[C])
is non-anomalous under the weak symmetry, suggest-
ing that the weak symmetry cannot protect nontrivial
SPT phases by itself. Specifically, consider local tensors
Vkw1 , Vkw2 , Vkw3 associated with the MPO for weak symme-
try. The reduction among the three MPOs and the eigen-
state |ϕ[C]) satisfies a pentagon equation [47],

Qkw3

Qkw2

Qkw1

Qkw3

Pkw1 ,kw2

Qkw1 kw2

Pkw1 ,kw2

Pkw1 kw2 ,kw3

Qkw1 kw2 kw3

Pkw2 ,kw3

Qkw2 kw3

Qkw1

Pkw2 ,kw3

Pkw1 ,kw2 kw3

Qkw1 kw2 kw3

Vkw1

Vkw2

Vkw3

C

Vkw1

Vkw2

Vkw3

C

Vkw1

Vkw2

Vkw3

C

Vkw1

Vkw2

Vkw3

C

φ(kw2 , k
w
3 )

ω(kw1 , k
w
2 , k

w
3 )

φ(kw1 , k
w
2 k

w
3 )

φ(kw1 , k
w
2 ) φ(kw1 k

w
2 , k

w
3 )

Vkw1

Vkw2

Vkw3

C

φ(kw2 , k
w
3 )

ω(kw1 , k
w
2 , k

w
3 )

φ(kw1 , k
w
2 k

w
3 )

φ(kw1 , k
w
2 ) φ(kw1 k

w
2 , k

w
3 )

For simplicity, we only draw the reduction on the right
of the local tensors. The relation indicates

ω(kw1 , k
w
2 , k

w
3 ) =

φ(kw1 , k
w
2 k

w
3 )φ(k

w
2 , k

w
3 )

φ(kw1 k
w
2 , k

w
3 )φ(k

w
1 , k

w
2 )
. (53)

Thus, the 3-cocycle ω(kw1 , k
w
2 , k

w
3 ) is coboundary, i.e. no

SPT phases protected by the weak symmetry.
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2. Constraints from Hermiticity

The Hermiticity of the density matrix constrains the
possible SPT phases protected by Gp by requiring the
3-cocycle to satisfy

ω(g1, g2, g3) = ω∗(g1, g2, g3), (54)

where g := HgH. This can be shown using the 3-cocycle
condition in Eq. (47).

This relation puts constraints on the slant product

[ω(gl1, g
l
2, g

l
3)] = −[ω(gr1, g

r
2, g

r
3)], (55)

[ikwω(g
l
1, g

l
2)] = −[ikwω(g

r
1, g

r
2)] (56)

[ikw1 ikw2 ω(g
l)] = −[ikw1 ikw2 ω(g

r)]. (57)

3. Constraints from semi-positivity

Here, we show the 2d SPT phases involving the mixed
anomaly between the left and the right symmetry can-
not exist due to the semi-positivity of the density ma-
trix. In the Künneth decomposition, these phases cor-
respond to H1(Gl,H2(Gr,U(1))), H1(Gr,H2(Gl,U(1))),
and H1(K,H1(Gl,H1(Gr,U(1)))).

To begin, the SPT phases in H1(Gl,H2(Gr,U(1))) has
a faithful representation in terms of the slant product (as
shown in Appendix C)

iglω(h
r
1, h

r
2) :=

ω(gl, hr1, h
r
2)ω(h

r
1, h

r
2, g

l)

ω(hr1, g
l, hr2)

. (58)

The slant product is a 2-cocycle, and its cohomology class
[iglω] ∈ H2(Gr,U(1)). At the same time, it is a one-

dimensional representation of Gl, i.e. igl1ω igl2ω = igl1gl2ω.

Hence, [iglω] ∈ H1(Gl,H2(Gr,U(1))).

The SPT state characterized by a non-trivial slant
product iglω exhibits a membrane order parameter

M[i
gl
ω],gl(R) := Ugl(R)⊗W[i

gl
ω](∂R), (59)

where Ugl(R) is the partial symmetry transformation on
region R, and W[i

gl
ω](∂R) is an entangler of 1d SPT in

class [iglω] on its boundary. The membrane operator
acquires a perimeter-law decaying expectation value in
the doubled state with an increasing size of region R.

To show this, we consider a partial symmetry trans-
formation Ugl(R) in the region R (upper half-plane),
which fractionalizes into an MPO Vgl(∂R) on the vir-
tual bond. As we will see, the MPO Vgl(∂R) acts like
a one-dimensional SPT entangler. Consider the sym-
metry transformations Uhr2

followed by Uhr1
. As Vgl is

already inserted along ∂R, these symmetry transfor-
mations translate into a sequence of MPO symmetries
Vhr1Vhr2VglV

−1
hr2
V −1
hr1

, which can be reduced in two different

ways as the following:

Vhr1

Vhr2

V −1
hr1

V −1
hr2

Vgl =

Vhr1

Vhr2

V −1
hr1

V −1
hr2

Vgl Λ(hr1, h
r
2, g

l), (60)

where

Λ(hr1, h
r
2, g

l) :=
ω(hr1, h

r
2g

l, (hr2)
−1)ω(hr1, h

r
2, g

l)

ω(hr1h
r
2g

l, (hr1)
−1, (hr2)

−1)
. (61)

One can show that the phase difference with and without
the MPO Vgl inserted is given by the slant product (up
to a coboundary term), i.e.

Λ(hr1, h
r
2, g

l)

Λ(hr1, h
r
2, e)

= iglω(h
r
1, h

r
2). (62)

Hence, the MPO Vgl transforms as a 1d SPT state labeled
by [iglω].
For the doubled state of TNDO represented by a semi-

injective PEPS, one can always pull the MPO Vgl to the

Hilbert space of nearby physical qubits13, i.e. there al-
ways exists a 1d MPO W̃−1 such that

Vgl

A =

W̃−1

.

(63)

Hence, the symmetry transformation Ugl deco-

rated with W̃ acquires a unit expectation value,
⟨⟨W̃ (∂R)Ugl(R)⟩⟩=1. The MPO W̃ is invertible as Vgl
is invertible; its inverse creates an SPT in class −[iglω].

Furthermore, as gn =1 for some finite n, W̃n =1 on the
physical wavefunction, and the eigenvalues of W̃ are of
unit magnitude.
To further proceed, we want to find an MPO that sat-

isfies the three conditions: (1) It is an SPT entangler
purely supported on the right Hilbert space that creates

13 This is because the MPO Vgl acts on the Hilbert space of the min-
imal rank decomposition of four-qubit state ψ in semi-injective
PEPS. The operator in this space is mapped injectively to the
physical Hilbert space [29]. Under the MPO-injectivity condi-
tion, the injective portion of Vg can be still pulled onto the phys-
ical space [51, 52].
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Figure 8. (a) Membrane order parameter with a perimeter
law decay on shaded (blue) region implies that the correlation
between two loops C1 and C2 is constant with the separation
y2 − y1. (b) The gl ∈ Gl symmetry flux insertion through the
cylinder Fgl corresponds to the introduction of a gl-defect
along the red line, which has a nontrivial commutation rela-
tion with W ⊗W ∗(C).

the 1d SPT state labeled as [iglω], (2) its MPO bond di-

mension is finite, and (3) its overlap per site with W̃ is

finite, i.e., the overlap with W̃ (C) decays as a perimeter
law. The general recipe to construct such an MPO is
the following. First, we find a unitary operator U acting
on the Hilbert space of a left physical site Hl

i such that

W := trHl
i
(W̃U†) ̸= 0 as illustrated in Fig. 8(a). Then,

the MPO U ⊗W in Fig. 8(b) must have the same MPO

bond dimension as W̃ and creates the same SPT state as
the symmetry action by Gr on this MPO translates into
the same gauge transformation as W̃ . Furthermore, one
can always find U where W ̸= 0, ensuring the overlap
between U ⊗W and W̃ is finite per site. We thus show
the existence of a membrane order parameter

M[i
gl
ω],gl(R) = [U(∂R) · Ugl(R)]⊗W[i

gl
ω](∂R), (64)

which decays with a perimeter law.
To further proceed, consider a cylindrical geometry

with circumference size L. The existence of a membrane
order parameter on the shaded region in Fig. 8(c) de-
caying with perimeter-law in the doubled state indicates
the long-range correlation following the Cauchy-Schwarz
inequality, which is similar to the derivation of Eq. (28):

⟨⟨W ⊗W ∗(C1)W ⊗W ∗(C2)⟩⟩
|y2−y1|→∞−−−−−−−−→ const. (65)

where Ci is the loop around the cylinder at the location
yi. With this, there are two possible scenarios for the
behavior of W ⊗W ∗(C):
(i) Non-vanishing connected correlation: if the expecta-
tion value ⟨⟨W ⊗W ∗(Cy)⟩⟩ does not match its correlation
in the infinite separation limit, there is a long-ranged
connected correlation of the string operatorW⊗W ∗(Cy),

which contradicts the uniqueness of the largest eigenvalue
of the transfer matrix as in Def. VIII.2.

(ii) Vanishing connected correlation: in this case, the ex-
pectation value ⟨⟨W ⊗W ∗(Cy)⟩⟩ matches the correlation
in the infinite separation limit. Accordingly, there is a
perimeter-law decaying loop operator W ⊗W ∗(C) that
has a mixed anomaly with Gr and Gl. This is because
W ⊗W ∗(C) creates 1d SPT states labeled by [iglω] on
the left Hilbert space and −[iglω] on the right Hilbert
space, and such entangler with finite MPO bond dimen-
sion should break the symmetry Gr and Gl locally

14.
As a crucial step, we introduce the flux insertion op-

erator Fgl along the cylinder, which gives rise to a gl

(or gr) symmetry defect along the vertical line on the
cylinder surface [54], see Fig. 8(b). Such a line of gl-
defect translates into the gauge transformation associ-
ated with gl on the virtual legs crossed by the line. Con-
sider a sequence of flux insertion operators {Fgi} such
that

∏
i gi = 1 but its projective representation in [iglω]

generates
∏

i Vgi = eiη ̸= 1. As the doubled state |ρ⟩⟩ is
symmetric under Gl, if the doubled state is the unique
symmetric ground state of a gapped parent Hamiltonian,
the sequence of symmetry flux insertions that trivializes
should map the state into itself, i.e., F|ρ⟩⟩ = eiϕ|ρ⟩⟩ where
F =

∏
i Fgli

. F further satisfies the following relation

F · [W ⊗W ∗(C)] = eiη[W ⊗W ∗(C)] · F (66)

since the line defect that crosses with W ⊗W ∗(C) at a
single point must give rise to a phase factor associated
with the projective representation. However, plugging
in F|ρ⟩⟩ = eiϕ|ρ⟩⟩ to Eq. (66), the constant expectation
value of ⟨⟨W ⊗W ∗(C)⟩⟩ implies that eiη = 1, a contra-
diction to the presence of the anomaly. We thus argue
the absence of SPT phases in H1(Gl,H2(Gr,U(1))), and
similarly for the phases in H1(Gr,H2(Gl,U(1))).

Next, we consider a non-trivial SPT phase in
H1(K,H1(Gl,H1(Gr,U(1)))). Such an SPT phase is
characterized by a decorated membrane operator in the
doubled state

M[ikwω],kw := Ukw(R)⊗W[ikwω](∂R), (67)

Here, the weak symmetry transformation Ukw acts from
both left and right on the density matrix and preserves
the positivity of the density matrix, so is W[ikwω]. How-
ever, when acting on a symmetric product state, W[ikwω]

creates an SPT state with mixed anomaly between the
left and the right symmetry. As shown in Sec. VB3, the
resulting SPT state violates the positivity of the density
matrix, indicating thatW[ikwω] cannot be a positive map.
Thus, there cannot be such SPT phases.

14 For example, a finite-depth circuit creating 1d Z2 × Z2 cluster
SPT state can be constructed as the product of controlled-Z
gates, which respects the symmetry on the periodic boundary
condition as a whole, but breaks the symmetry on the open
boundary condition at each end.
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4. Summary

To summarize, the Hermiticity and semi-positivity
of the density matrix constrain the possible SPT
phases in the doubled state of semi-injective TNDO,
The resulting classification is given by H3(Gl,U(1)) ⊕
H2(Gl,H1(K,U(1))) ⊕ H1(Gl,H2(K,U(1))), which
agrees with that obtained for average SPT in Ref. [22].

To close, we comment on the constraints of possible
doubled-state 2d SPT phases protected by strong 1-form
and 0-form symmetry. In this case, it remains unclear re-
garding the proper tensor network density operator that
represents such states. However, one can still constrain
the mixed anomaly between the left and the right sym-
metry based on the semi-positivity of the density matrix.
Since the 1-form symmetry cannot protect SPT phases
alone [55], the only possible mixed anomaly involving
1-form symmetry is between the left (right) 0-form sym-
metry and the right (left) 1-form symmetry. Phases with
such anomaly would feature the string order given by par-
tial 1-form symmetry decorated by 0-form charge, which
according to the inequality in Eq. (28), would imply long-
range charge correlation, contradicting the assumption of
short-range correlation.

We leave the generalization of our results to a broader
class of 2d mixed states as well as the rigorous study
of possible SPT mixed states protected by higher-form
symmetries to future study.

IX. DISCUSSION

In this work, we introduce a broad class of one-
dimensional mixed states described by strong injective
MPDO, generalizing the concept of injective MPS. We
define and classify the SPT phases in the strong injective
MPDO ρ protected by both strong and weak symme-
try according to the cohomology class of projective rep-
resentation in the corresponding doubled state. In the
strongly symmetric MPDO that admits a local purifica-
tion, we show that the SPT phases have a compatible
definition based on the equivalence class of mixed states
under non-degenerate local channels. Finally, we extend
our framework to study SPT phases in two-dimensional
mixed states, where we identify a strong semi-injective
TNDO as a suitable generalization, and classify the pos-
sible SPT phases.

Notably, our definition of the mixed-state SPT phases
is different from the definition based on the “two-way”
connection [22–24]: two mixed states ρ1,2 are in the
same SPT phase if there exist symmetric local quantum
channels N1,2 such that ρ1 = N2[ρ2] and ρ2 = N1[ρ1].
Instead, we define the equivalence classes of symmet-
ric mixed states based on a simpler “one-way” con-
nection by a non-degenerate symmetric channel. The
non-degenerate property of the local channel guarantees
that the output state N [ρ] retains the signatures of the
anomaly in the input state ρ, distinguishing it from SPT

states in other phases. We justify this simplified equiv-
alence relation by proving that for the locally purifiable
strong injective MPDOs, the equivalence class under the
“one-way” connection reproduces the cohomology classi-
fication. Whether the equivalence class under the two-
way connection produces a definition of SPT phases com-
patible with the definitions in this work is left for future
research.
The mixed-state SPT phases in this work are preserved

under non-degenerate local quantum channels and char-
acterized by observables in a single-copy density matrix,
e.g., string or membrane order parameters. These phases
are different from the mixed-state phases characterized
by their information theoretical properties, such as the
decohered SPT states originally protected by higher-form
symmetry [19, 56, 57] and the decohered topologically
ordered states [58–60], which can change under a non-
degenerate local channel circuit and may still require
“two-way” connection in the definition [24]. It remains
open whether one can generalize the tensor network for-
mulation to describe non-linear functions of the den-
sity matrix and characterize the information theoretical
phases in mixed states.
Our results also open several directions for future

study. First, one can apply our framework to study the
mixed-state SPT phases protected by a non-direct prod-
uct of the weak and the strong symmetry, which may ex-
hibit a richer phase structure [61]. Moreover, it is worth
generalizing our formulation to study the fermionic SPT
phases in mixed states, which are of a different classifi-
cation.
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Appendix A: Local non-degenerate channel
preserves strong injectivity

In this appendix, we prove that a local channel N (de-
scribed by a channel circuit of finite depth as shown in
Fig. 3) preserves the strong injectivity of MPDO ρ, i.e. ρ
is strong injective if and only if N [ρ] is strong injective.

Before we delve into the mathematical proof. In pure
ground states, we have a similar statement that local uni-
tary circuits preserve the injectivity of MPS. The state-
ment holds because the exponentially decaying connected
correlation functions cannot change dramatically under
local unitaries due to the Lieb-Robinson bound. Alterna-
tively, one can also prove it based on the parent Hamil-
tonian [33]. Here, we prove that a non-degenerate local
channel circuit preserves condition 2 in Def. III.1 based
on the correlation functions in the state. Showing that
the non-degenerate local channel also preserves condition
1 is much more involved. When we treat the MPDO as an
MPS in the doubled space, quantum channels act as non-
unitary operations. This results in a doubled state with
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a non-Hermitian parent Hamiltonian and can change the
correlation functions dramatically. However, the char-
acteristics of injectivity only involve the linear structure
of the Hilbert space but not the inner product. We here
modify the proof in Ref.[33] to avoid considering the par-
ent Hamiltonian and prove that the injectivity is pre-
served when local unitaries are replaced by local injective
maps.

First, we consider the condition 2 in Def. III.1. We
show that the transfer matrix T of N [ρ] has a unique
largest eigenvalue if and only if T of ρ has a unique
largest eigenvalue. To prove this statement, the physi-
cal connected correlation function N [ρ] takes the form

tr(N [ρ]OxOx′)− tr(N [ρ]Ox) tr(N [ρ]Ox′)

= tr
(
ρN †[OxOx′ ]

)
− tr

(
ρN †[Ox]

)
tr
(
ρN †[Ox′ ]

)
(A1)

where N †[·] :=
∑

iK
†
i (·)Ki is the adjoint channel. For

a local channel circuit, N †[O] has local support. When
the separation |x − x′| is sufficiently greater than the
circuit depth, N †[OxOx′ ] = N †[Ox]N †[Ox′ ]. Since N †

is non-degenerate, all the connected correlations in ρ are
exponentially decaying if and only if the same is true for
correlations in N [ρ].

Next, to address condition 1 in Def. III.1, we prove that
the injectivity of MPS is preserved under a local circuit
consisting of not only unitary maps but also invertible
linear maps. This implies that the doubled state |ρ⟩⟩
remains an injective MPS after applying a local channel
circuit.

To begin, we introduce a concept called locally re-
constructible state.15 Consider a given quantum state
|Ψ⟩ ∈ HΛ, where HΛ is the Hilbert space of a one-
dimensional spin chain Λ of size L. We define a subspace
LU (Ψ) ⊂ HΛ as the image of reduced density matrix on
subset U , i.e. LU (Ψ) := Im trΛ−U |Ψ⟩⟨Ψ|. The subspace
LU (Ψ) represents the space of possible quantum states on
the subsystem U when the entire system is in quantum
state |Ψ⟩.

Definition A.1. Consider a quantum state |Ψ⟩ ∈ HΛ.
The state |Ψ⟩ is locally reconstructible with a recon-
structible length (not greater than) d if LU (Φ) ⊂ LU (Ψ)
for any subregion U of size (not greater than) d has a
unique nonzero solution |Φ⟩ = |Ψ⟩.

We note that among all solutions to LU (Φ) ⊂ LU (Ψ),
there is the largest element LU (Ψ) ⊗ HΛ−U , which in-
cludes all the other solutions as its subspace. Thus, the
condition for a locally reconstructible state can be equiv-
alently formulated as |Ψ⟩ = Ld(Ψ), and we call Ld(Ψ)

15 Mathematically, constructions below fit the concepts of presheaf
and Galois connection. Here, we only present minimum defini-
tions for simplicity.

the closure of LU (Ψ) on a family of sets16,

Ld(Ψ) :=
⋂
U

LU (Ψ)⊗HΛ−U , (A2)

where U runs over all the interval of length no greater
than d.
Physically, a locally reconstructible state is fully de-

termined by the reduced density matrices on subsets of
size smaller than d. According to this definition, the
state with a reconstructible length d = 1 is an unentan-
gled product state, such as |00 · · · 0⟩, , while a cat state

(|00 · · · 0⟩+ |11 · · · 1⟩)/
√
2 is not locally reconstructible.

Theorem A.1. Let E : HΛ 7→ HΛ be a local invertible
map (arranged in a brickwork circuit). |Ψ⟩ is locally re-
constructible if and only if E |Ψ⟩ is locally reconstructible.

Proof. Since E is invertible, it is sufficient to prove that
|Ψ⟩ being locally reconstructible implies that E |Ψ⟩ is lo-
cally reconstructible. The key observation here is for any
operator O supported in a finite region d, EOE−1 sup-
ports on an interval of length no greater than d + 2t,
where t is the circuit depth of the invertible map E .
Let d be the reconstructible length of |Ψ⟩. For every

interval U of length d, we define a projection operator
PU with image LU (Ψ). Then, we have

LU (Ψ)⊗HΛ−U = Im(PU ⊗ 1X−U ). (A3)

Appling E to the both sides of the equation, we have

E(LU (Ψ)⊗HΛ−U ) = Im(E(PU ⊗ 1Λ−U )E−1). (A4)

On the right hand side, the invertible map acts on the
projection operator yields E(PU ⊗ 1Λ−U )E−1 = QU ⊗
1Λ−VU

, where QU is supported on an interval VU with
length d+ 2t. We denote ImQU = ZU , then

E(LU (Ψ)⊗HΛ−U ) = ZU ⊗HΛ−VU
. (A5)

Because |Ψ⟩ ⊂ LU (Ψ)⊗HΛ−U , we have

LVU
(E |Ψ⟩) ⊂ LVU

(E(LU (Ψ)⊗HΛ−U )) = ZU . (A6)

Taking the intersection of all U yields⋂
U

LVU
(E |Ψ⟩)⊗HΛ−VU

⊂
⋂
U

ZU ⊗HΛ−VU

=
⋂
U

E (LU (|Ψ⟩)⊗HΛ−U ) = E

(⋂
U

LU (Ψ)⊗HΛ−U

)
=E |Ψ⟩ . (A7)

Considering that E |Ψ⟩ ⊂ LVU
(E |Ψ⟩)⊗HΛ−VU

, we have

E |Ψ⟩ =
⋂
U

LVU
(E |Ψ⟩)⊗HΛ−VU

, (A8)

which indicates that E |Ψ⟩ is locally reconstructible, and
the reconstructible length is not greater than d+ 2t.

16 We use same notation for a state Ψ and its corresponding one-
dimensional subspace.
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Lemma A.1. Let |Ψ[A]⟩ be a translationally invariant
MPS. The reconstructible length of |Ψ⟩ is not greater
than 2.

Proof. The MPS is in the form

Ψi1···iL = tr
(
Ai1Ai2 · · ·AiL

)
. (A9)

Assume Φ is a state satisfying LU (Φ) ⊂ LU (Ψ) for all
interval of length 2. First, we take U = [1, 2], be-
cause Ai1Ai2 is an injective map from the virtual to
the physical space, LU (Φ) ⊂ LU (Ψ) indicates the ex-
istence of X such that Φ = trAi1Ai2Xi3···iL . Sim-
ilarly, for U = [2, 3], there exist Y such that Φ =
trAi2Ai3Y i4···iLi1 . Since Ai2 is injective, we have
Xi3···iLAi1 = Ai3Y i4···iLi1 . Because A is injective, there
exists A−1 such that

∑
i1
Ai1(A−1)i1 = 1 on the vir-

tual bond. So Xi3···iL =
∑

i1
Ai3Y i1i4···iL(A−1)i1 . Define

Zi4···iL :=
∑

i1
Y i1i4···iL(Ai1)i1 , we then have Φi1···iL =

trAi1Ai2Ai3Zi4···iL . We can repeat this process and ob-
tain the final result Φi1···iL = λ tr

(
Ai1Ai2 · · ·AiL

)
, where

λ is a phase factor. Thus, |Ψ⟩ has a local reconstructible
length not greater than 2.

Theorem A.2. Let |Ψ⟩ be a translationally invariant

MPS. The dimension of Ld(Ψ) for large enough d is given
by the number of normal bases in the canonical form of
|Ψ⟩.

Proof. Let k be the number of normal bases in the canoni-
cal form of MPS Ψ. We have the following decomposition

Ψ =
∑k

µ=1 Ψµ, where every Ψµ can be written as a nor-
mal MPS. According to the theory of MPS, the normal
bases are linearly independent in the physical space af-
ter grouping a finite number of sites [28]. This is to say
for an interval U of sufficiently large length d, we have
LU (Ψ) = ⊕k

µ=1LU (Ψµ). So Ld(Ψ) = ⊕k
µ=1CΨµ, which

has dimension k.

Finally, we prove the key result that the brickwork
circuit of invertible maps preserves the injectivity (nor-
mality) of MPS.

Theorem A.3. Let E : HΛ 7→ HΛ be a translationally
invariant invertible local map. Then, the number of nor-
mal bases of |Ψ⟩ is invariant under E . In particular, E
maps a normal MPS to a normal MPS.

Proof. According to the previous theorem, the number of
normal bases is the dimension of Ld(Ψ). Because E pre-

serves the local reconstructibility of the state, E(Ld(Ψ))

is closed, namely E(Ld(Ψ)) = Ld(E(Ld(Ψ))). Since

Ld(Ψ) = ⊕k
µ=1CΨµ, we have E(Ld(Ψ)) = Ld(E |Ψ⟩).

Thus, we obtain

dimLd(E |Ψ⟩) = dim E(Ld(Ψ)) = dimLd(Ψ), (A10)

which indicates the number of normal bases in E |Ψ⟩ and
|Ψ⟩ are the same.

Appendix B: Basics of group cohomology

Here, we briefly review the basic concepts in group
cohomology. Given a group G, let ωn(g1, · · · , gn) be a
function of n group elements of G and take the value in
the G-module denoted byM . Such a function is called an
n-cochain, and we use Cn(G,M) to denote the space of
n-cochains. We define a series of map dn : Cn(G,M) 7→
Cn+1(G,M) as

dωn(g1:n+1)

= g1ωn(g2:n+1)

n∏
i=1

ω(−1)i

n (g1:i−1, gigi+1, gi+2:n+1)

ω(−1)n+1

n (g1:n), (B1)

where we use the shorthand notation g1:i to denote a set
of group elements (g1, g2, · · · , gi) in the argument of ωn.
The map satisfies d · d = 1. We introduce the following
definitions

Zn(G,M) := {ωn|dnωn = 1, ωn ∈ Cn(G,M)},
Bn(G,M) := {ωn|ωn=dn−1ωn−1, ωn−1 ∈ Cn−1(G,M)},

(B2)
where Zn(G,M) and Bn(G,M) are the group of n-
cocycles and n-coboundaries, respectively. They are
abelian groups and satisfies Bn(G,M) ⊂ Zn(G,M).
The n-th cohomology group is defined as Hn(G,M) :=
Zn(G,M)/Bn(G,M). For an n-cocycle ωn ∈ Zn, we
denote its cohomology class as [ωn].
In this paper, we focus on the cases of n = 2, 3 and

considerM being a G-module UT (1). The group element
g ∈ G acts on a ∈ UT (1) as ga = a and a∗ for g being
unitary and anti-unitary, respectively. A 2-cochain ω is
a 2-cocycle if the following equation [Eq. (11)] holds for
g1,2,3 ∈ G,

ω(g1, g2)ω(g1g2, g3) = ω(g1, g2g3)
g1ω(g2, g3). (B3)

The 2-cochain ω is a 2-coboundary if there exists φ1 ∈
C1(G,UT (1)) such that

ω(g1, g2) =
φ1(g1)

g1φ1(g2)

φ1(g1g2)
. (B4)

For n = 3, the 3-cochain ω is a 3-cocycle if the following
equation [Eq. (47)] holds

ω(g1, g2, g3)ω(g1, g2g3, g4)
g1ω(g2, g3, g4)

ω(g1g2, g3, g4)ω(g1, g2, g3g4)
= 1. (B5)

The 3-cochain ω is a 3-coboundary if there exists φ2 ∈
C2(G,UT (1)) such that

ω(g1, g2, g3) =
φ2(g1, g2g3)

g1φ2(g2, g3)

φ2(g1g2, g3)φ2(g1, g2)
, (B6)

for g1,2,3,4 ∈ G.
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Appendix C: Decomposition of cocycles and the Künneth formula

The n-th cohomology of a unitary symmetry group given by a direct product G×H takes a direct sum decomposition
according to the Künneth formula

Hn(G×H,U(1)) =

n⊕
k=0

Hn−k(G,Hk(H,U(1))). (C1)

Accordingly, one may decompose the representative n-cocycle for the element of Hn(G × H,U(1)) as the product∏
k νk, where each νk is a representative cocycle for the element of Hn−k(G,Hk(H,U(1))). To facilitate the discussion

we define the slant product. The slant product is a mapping from n-cochain to (n− 1)-cochain defined as

igω(g1, ..., gn−1) :=

n−1∏
j=0

ω(g1, ..., gj , g, gj+1, ..., gn−1)
(−1)n−1+j

(C2)

where ω is a n-cochain. It is easy to check that this is also a mapping from n-cocycle to (n− 1)-cocycle since
d(igω) = ig(dω), and thus if dω = 0, then d(igω) = 0. Accordingly, this is a group homomorphism from Hn to Hn−1.
In what follows, we explicitly demonstrate this decomposition for n=2 and 3 using the slant product.

1. n=2

Using 2-cocycle condition ω(a, b)ω(ab, c) = ω(b, c)ω(a, bc), we can show that

ω(g1h1, g2h2) =
ω(g1, g2h1h2)ω(h1, g2h2)

ω(g1, h1)
=
ω(h1, g2h2)

ω(g1, h1)

ω(g1, g2)ω(g1g2, h1h2)

ω(g2, h1h2)

= ω(g1, g2)ω(h1, h2)
ω(h1, g2h2)

ω(g1, h1)

ω(g1g2, h1h2)

ω(g2h1, h2)ω(g2, h1)

= ω(g1, g2)ω(h1, h2)
ω(h1, g2h2)

ω(g1, h1)

ω(g1g2, h1h2)

ω(h1g2, h2)ω(g2, h1)

= ω(g1, g2)
ω(h1, g2)

ω(g2, h1)
ω(h1, h2)

ω(g1g2, h1h2)

ω(g1, h1)ω(g2, h2)
. (C3)

By taking a gauge transformation Vx 7→ φ(x)Vx with φ(gh) := ω(g, h)−1, we get

ω 7→ ω ·
(

ω(g1g2, h1h2)

ω(g1, h1)ω(g2, h2)

)−1

(C4)

and the last bracket can be removed. Here, we used the direct product structure of G×H. Alternatively, this can be
derived by considering two equivalent ways to combine the projective representation of g1, h1, g2, h2:

Vg1Vh1
Vg2Vh2

= ω(g1, h1)ω(g2, h2)Vg1h1
Vg2h2

= ω(g1, h1)ω(g2, h2)ω(g1h1, g2h2)Vg1g2h1h2

=
ω(h1, g2)

ω(g2, h1)
Vg1Vg2Vh1

Vh2
=
ω(h1, g2)

ω(g2, h1)
ω(g1, g2)ω(h1, h2)ω(g1g2, h1h2)Vg1g2h1h2

(C5)

Accordingly, ω ∈ H2(G × H,U(1)) is decomposed into three terms, each of which belongs to a certain term in the
Kunneth decomposition as the following:

ν0(g1, g2) := ω(g1, g2), ν1(h1|g2) :=
ω(h1, g2)

ω(g2, h1)
= ig2ω(h1), ν2(h1, h2) := ω(h1, h2) (C6)

Furthermore, note that the first group cohomology is nothing but the possible homomorphism from group G to U(1),
i.e., abelianization of G since f(g1)f(g2) = f(g1g2) = f(g2)f(g1) as a U(1) number. We can show that ν1(h|g) = ig(h)
for a fixed h is a proper group homomorphism from G to U(1), i.e., ig1(h) · ig2(h) = ig1g2(h):

ω(g1, h)

ω(h, g1)

ω(g2, h)

ω(h, g2)

ω(h, g1g2)

ω(g1g2, h)
=
ω(g2, h)ω(hg1, g2)

ω(h, g2)ω(g1, g2h)
= 1, (C7)
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and ν1(h|g) is a 1-cochain for H on the module H1(G,U(1)), i.e., [ν1(h|g)] ∈ H1(H,H1(G,U(1))). Therefore, each
equivalence class of [νk] is a faithful representation of H2−k(G,Hk(H,U(1))) for k = 0, 1, 2.
Note that this decomposition can be performed successively. If a given group is G×H×K, one can first decompose

based on Eq. (C6) between G and H×K, and then further apply this decomposition for ν1(h1k1|g2) and ν2(h1k1, h2k2)
as follows:

ν1(h1k1|g2) =
ω(h1k1, g2)

ω(g2, h1k1)
=
ω(h1, g2)

ω(g2, h1)

ω(k1, g2)

ω(g2, k1)
= ν1(h1|g2) · ν1(k1|g2)

ν2(h1k1, h2k2) = ω(h1k1, h2k2) = ν0(h1, h2) · ν1(h1|k2) · ν2(k1, k2) (C8)

where ν1(x|y) = iyω(x). In the first line, we used the 2-cocycle consistency equation. Since

H2(G×H ×K,U(1)) = H2(G,U(1))⊕H2(K,U(1))⊕H2(H,U(1))⊕H1(G,H1(K,U(1)))

⊕H1(G,H1(H,U(1)))⊕H1(H,H1(K,U(1))), (C9)

six νks gives the proper decomposition of ω into the representative elements of the six Kunneth components.

2. n=3

Using 3-cocycle condition ω(a, b, c)ω(a, bc, d)ω(b, c, d) = ω(ab, c, d)ω(a, b, cd), we can show that

ω(g1h1, g2h2, g3h3) =

3∏
k=0

νk(h1, ..., hk|gk+1, ..., g3)

ν0(g1, g2, g3) := ω(g1, g2, g3) ∈ H3(G,U(1))

ν1(h1|g2, g3) :=
ω(h1, g2, g3)ω(g2, g3, h1)

ω(g2, h1, g3)
= ih1ω(g2, g3) ∈ H2(G,H1(H,U(1)))

ν2(h1, h2|g3) :=
ω(h1, h2, g3)ω(g3, h1, h2)

ω(h1, g3, h2)
= ig3ω(h1, h2) ∈ H1(G,H2(H,U(1))) ≃ H2(H,H1(G,U(1)))

ν3(h1, h2, h3) := ω(h1, h2, h3) ∈ H0(G,H3(H,U(1))) ≃ H3(H,U(1)). (C10)

up to 3-coboundary terms. To show this, let us define several coboundary terms as follows

φ1(g1h1, g2h2) := ω(g1, h1, g2h2), dφ1(g1h1, g2h2, g3h3) =
ω(g1g2, h1h2, g3h3)ω(g1, h1, g2h2)

ω(g1, h1, g2g3h2h3)ω(g2, h2, g3h3)

φ2(g1h1, g2h2) := ω(g1, g2, h1h2)
−1, dφ2(g1h1, g2h2, g3h3) =

ω(g1g2, g3, h1h2h3)ω(g1, g2, h1h2)

ω(g1, g2g3, h1h2h3)ω(g2, g3, h2h3)

φ3(g1h1, g2h2) := ω(h1, g2, h2)
−1, dφ3(g1h1, g2h2, g3h3) =

ω(h2, g3, h3)ω(h1, g2g3, h2h3)

ω(h1, g2, h3)ω(h1h2, g3, h3)

φ4(g1h1, g2h2) := ω(g2, h1, h2), dφ4(g1h1, g2h2, g3h3) =
ω(g2, h1, h2)ω(g3, h1h2, h3)

ω(g3, h2, h3)ω(g2g3, h1, h2h3)
. (C11)

Then, we can use the 3-cocycle condition successively to explicitly show that

ω(g1h1, g2h2, g3h3) =

[
3∏

k=0

νk(h1, ..., hk|gk+1, ..., g3)

]
· dφ1dφ2dφ3dφ4 (C12)

Furthermore, note that for fixed (g2, g3):

ih1ω(g2, g3) · ih2ω(g2, g3)

ih1h2
ω(g2, g3)

= 1 (C13)

and ν1(h1|g2, g3)= ih1
ω(g2, g3) is a 2-cochain for G (since digω = igdω = 0) on the module H1(H,U(1)), i.e.,

[ν1(h1|g2, g3)] ∈ H2(G,H1(H,U(1))). Similarly, ν2(h1, h2|g3)= ig3ω(h1, h2) is a 2-cochain for H on the module
H1(G,U(1)). Therefore, each equivalence class of [νk] is a faithful representation of H3−k(G,Hk(H,U(1))) for
k = 0, 1, 2, 3. Again, this decomposition can be applied iteratively for a direct product of more than two groups.

Appendix D: Absence of mixed anomaly between ZH
2

and Gp

In this section, we show the absence of mixed anomaly
between the Hermiticity symmetry ZH

2 and the physical

symmetry Gp in strong injective MPDO in 1d and strong
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semi-injective TNDO in 2d.

1. One dimension

Section VA shows the absence of non-trivial SPT
phase protected by ZH

2 , i.e. ω(H,H) = 1. Here, we
show that, by redefining the projective representation,
one can trivialize the 2-cocycle involving the physical
symmetry g ∈ Gp and the Hermitian conjugate H, i.e.
ω(g,H) = ω(H, g) = 1. This indicates the absence of
mixed anomaly between ZH

2 and Gp.
To begin, the projective representation satisfies

VgVH = ω(g,H)VgH =
ω(g,H)

ω(H, g)
VHV

∗
g , (D1)

where g = HgH. We consider a gauge transformation
(i.e. redefinition) of the projective representation,

Vg 7→ φ(g)Vg, VgH 7→ φ(gH)VgH. (D2)

The gauge transformation adds 2-coboundary to the 2-
cocycle

ω(g,H) 7→ ω(g,H)
φ(gH)

φ(g)φ(H)
. (D3)

By picking a particular gauge

φ(g) =

√
ω(g,H)

ω(H, g)
, φ(g) =

√
ω(g,H)

ω(H, g)
,

φ(gH) =
1√

ω(g,H)ω(H, g)
, φ(H) = 1,

(D4)

one obtain a trivial 2-cocycle ω(g,H) = ω(H, g) = 1.
Here, we use the relation

V −1
H VgVH(V

∗
g )

−1 = V ∗
HVg(V

∗
H )

−1(V ∗
g )

−1

⇔ ω(g,H)

ω(H, g)
=
ω(g,H)

ω(H, g)
,

(D5)

knowing that V ∗
HVH = 1. This result indicates the ab-

sence of mixed anomaly.
In the analysis of SPT phases protected by the phys-

ical symmetry Gp, we work with the gauge choice with
ω(g,H) = ω(H, g) = 1. We note that such choices are not
unique. In this partially fixed gauge, we have (Eq. (13))

ω(g1, g2) = ω∗(g1, g2), (D6)

which one can show using the 2-cocycle condition in
Eq. (11).

2. Two dimension

The reduction operators in 2d TNDO are defined up
to a gauge transformation,

Pg1,g2 7→ φ(g1, g2)Pg1,g2 , for g1, g2 ∈ Gp ⋊ ZH
2 . (D7)

where φ(g1, g2, g3) is a U(1) phase. Accordingly, the 3-
cocycle transforms as

ω(g1, g2, g3) 7→ ω(g1, g2, g3)dφ(g1, g2, g3)

= ω(g1, g2, g3)
φ(g1, g2)φ(g1g2, g3)

φ(g1, g2g3)g1φ(g2, g3)
, (D8)

where dφ is the derivative of the 2-cochain φ defined in
Eq. (B1). Here, we show the existence of a gauge choice
such that the 3-cocycle is trivial if one element is the Her-
mitian conjugation. We further derive the constraint on
3-cocycle in this gauge due to the Hermiticity symmetry.
First, the anti-unitary ZH

2 cannot protect non-trivial
SPT phases in 2D [4]. Specifically, ω(H,H,H) transforms
as

ω(H,H,H) 7→ ω(H,H,H)dφ(H,H,H)

= ω(H,H,H)φ(H,H)2. (D9)

By picking a gauge φ1(H,H) = 1/
√
ω(H,H,H), one ob-

tains ω(H,H,H) = 1, indicating the absence of SPT
phases protected by the anti-unitary ZH

2 .
Next, we work with the gauge choice ω(H,H,H) =

1 and discuss the possibility to set ω(g,H,H) =
ω(H, g,H) = ω(H,H, g) = 1 for g ∈ Gp by further fix-
ing the gauge. In the case g ̸= g, we can choose the
gauge

φ2(g,H) =

(
ω(g,H,H)ω(H,H, g)

ω(H, g,H)

)1/4

,

φ2(H, g) =
(
ω(g,H,H)ω(H,H, g)

ω(H, g,H)

)1/4

,

φ2(gH,H) =
1

ω(g,H,H)

(
ω(H, g,H)

ω(g,H,H)ω(H,H, g)

)1/4

,

φ2(H,Hg) = ω(H,H, g)
(
ω(g,H,H)ω(H,H, g)

ω(H, g,H)

)1/4

,

(D10)
which sets ω(g,H,H) = ω(H, g,H) = ω(H,H, g) = 1 after
the transformation ω 7→ ω dφ2. Here, we use the relation

ω(g,H,H)ω(H,H, g)
ω(H, g,H)

=
ω(H, g,H)

ω(g,H,H)ω(H,H, g)
, (D11)

which is derived directly from the 3-cocycle condition in
Eq. (47) and ω(H,H,H) = 1.
In the case g = g, the cocycle can remain non-

trivial, representing the mixed anomaly between D ∼=
G × K ∈ Gp and the Hermiticity symmetry, character-
ized byH1(D,H2(ZH

2 , UT (1))). Here, D involves the weak
symmetry K and the diagonal symmetry in Gl ×Gr, in
which each element transforms the ket and bra copy in
the same way. Such an SPT state is the condensate of
domain walls of symmetry D decorated by the 1d SPT
states protected by ZH

2 symmetry.
Although these phases are allowed based on group

cohomology, they cannot exist in strong semi-injective
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TNDO. The anomaly in these states is in the nontrivial
cocycles associated with the reduction operators for Vg
with g ∈ D × ZH

2 as in Eq. (45). Crucially, the trans-
fer matrix T (Eq. (49)) in strong semi-injective TNDO
is invariant under the symmetry D and transforms to its
complex conjugate T∗ under ZH

2 . Hence, the eigenstate
|ϕ[C]) associated with the unique largest eigenvalue of T
is invariant under Vg for g ∈ D and transforms to |ϕ[C∗])
under VH. Similar to the discussion leading to Eq. (53),
this indicates that the 3-cocycle is coboundary, i.e.

ω(g1, g2, g3) =
φ(g1, g2g3)

g1φ(g2, g3)

φ(g1g2, g3)φ(g1, g2)
(D12)

for elements g1,2,3 ∈ D×ZH
2 . Thus, one can always pick a

gauge such that ω(g,H,H) = ω(H, g,H) = ω(H,H, g) =
1 in strong semi-injective TNDOs.

Last, we show the existence of a gauge choice to
trivialize the 3-cocycle involving the Hermitian conju-
gate. We work with the partially fixed gauge such that
ω(H,H,H) = ω(g,H,H) = ω(H, g,H) = ω(H,H, g) = 1,
which requires the gauge transformation to satisfy

φ3(H,H)2 = 1,
φ3(gH,H)φ3(g,H)

φ3(H,H)
= 1,

φ3(Hg,H)φ3(H, g)φ3(g,H)

φ3(H, gH)
= 1,

φ3(H,H)φ3(H, g)
φ3(H,Hg)

= 1.

(D13)
One can obtain ω(g1, g2,H) = ω(g1,H, g2) =
ω(H, g1, g2) = 1 for g1, g2 ∈ Gp by choosing the following
gauge

φ3(H,H) = φ3(H, g) = φ3(g,H) = 1,

φ3(g1, g2) =

(
ω(g1,H, g2)

ω(g1, g2,H)ω(H, g1, g2)

)1/2

,

φ3(Hg1, g2) =
1

ω(H, g1, g2)

(
ω(g1, g2,H)ω(H, g1, g2)

ω(g1,H, g2)

)1/2

,

φ3(g1, g2H) = ω(g1, g2,H)

(
ω(g1,H, g2)

ω(g1, g2,H)ω(H, g1, g2)

)1/2

.

(D14)

Here, we use the relation

ω(g1,H, g2)
ω(g1, g2,H)ω(H, g1, g2)

=
ω(g1,H, g2)

ω(g1, g2,H)ω(H, g1, g2)
,

(D15)

which can be derived from the 3-cocycle condition in
Eq. (47). Thus, we show the existence of a gauge choice
to trivialize the cocycle involving Hermiticity symmetry,
indicating the absence of mixed anomaly between ZH

2 and
Gp.

When classifying the SPT phases protected by the
physical symmetry, we work with the gauge choice such
that the 3-cocycle involving Hermitian conjugate is triv-
ial. The Hermiticity symmetry further imposes a con-
straint on the 3-cocycle (Eq. (54))

ω(g1, g2, g3) = ω∗(g1, g2, g3), (D16)

which is again derived from the 3-cocycle condition in
Eq. (47).
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