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The 1-form symmetry, manifesting as loop-like symmetries, has gained prominence in the study
of quantum phases, deepening our understanding of symmetry. However, the role of 1-form symme-
tries in Projected Entangled-Pair States (PEPS), two-dimensional tensor network states, remains
largely underexplored. We present a novel framework for understanding 1-form symmetries within
tensor networks, specifically focusing on the derivation of algebraic relations for symmetry matrices
on the PEPS virtual legs. Our results reveal that 1-form symmetries impose stringent constraints
on tensor network representations, leading to distinct anomalous braiding phases carried by sym-
metry matrices. We demonstrate how these symmetries influence the ground state and tangent
space in PEPS, providing new insights into their physical implications for enhancing ground state
optimization efficiency and characterizing the 1-form symmetry structure in excited states.

Introduction — Quantum many-body systems are chal-
lenging to study phases of matter due to complex interac-
tions and entanglements[IH4]. Projected Entangled-Pair
States (PEPS) offer a powerful two-dimensional tensor-
network framework for efficiently representing these
states[d, B]. By encoding symmetries, tensor-network
representations classify phases of matter, particularly
symmetry-protected topological phases[6H9]. Addition-
ally, virtual symmetries (gauge symmetries) are crucial
in characterizing topological phases, defining properties
like topological entanglement entropy, modular matrices,
and anyonic excitations[4, TOHI2).

Recently, higher-form symmetries, especially 1-form
symmetries, have gained prominence in the study of
quantum phases[I3H20]. These symmetries, which man-
ifest as loop-like symmetries through string operators,
extend global (0-form) symmetries to higher-dimensional
objects, providing a deeper understanding of symmetry
in quantum systems|21] 22]. The study of higher-form
symmetries has led to significant insights in quantum
computing[20], topological phases of matter[I5, [16] 18],
and quantum gravity[23]. They are crucial for under-
standing the dynamics of quantum field theories[19], in-
cluding anomaly constraints and the behavior of exotic
phases of matter[24] 25].

Kitaev’s spin-1/2 model on the honeycomb lattice[20]
lays the groundwork for various Abelian and non-Abelian
topologically ordered states and inspires potential ma-
terial realizations [27H29]. This model and its higher-
spin extensions[30] exhibit a lattice version of Z[Ql] 1-form

symmetry[24, 25] B0], which can be generalized to Z[I\l,}
1-form symmetry[20] 25] in the Zxy Kitaev model[31] 32].
The anomalous 1-form symmetry ensures fractionalized
excitations in the ground state of the Kitaev model even
without exact solutions[20] 24] 25 B0]. Despite these
advancements, the role of 1-form symmetries in PEPS
remains largely unexplored. This work formally devises

the framework of 1-form symmetric PEPS. We derive al-
gebraic relations for symmetry matrices acting on the
virtual legs of PEPS along loops, demonstrating how
these matrices capture fractionalized anyonic excitations
enforced by anomalous 1-form symmetries. We present
concrete solutions to these algebraic equations for the Zy
Kitaev models on the honeycomb lattice and develop a
1-form symmetric tangent space. By demonstrating en-
hanced ground state optimization efficiency and charac-
terizing the 1-form symmetry structure in excited states,
we showcase the crucial role of 1-form symmetries in both
ground and excited states of PEPS.

Generic 1-form symmetric PEPS representation — On
a two-dimensional manifold that admits a decomposition
into a lattice composed of sites, edges, and plaquettes

we can define tensor-network states as

W)= Y TrAGG s s s,
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where the tensor trace tTr denotes the contraction
of virtual indices over the site-dependent local tensor
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c
on the ¢-th site, and virtual indices a,b,c,d, e, ... corre-
sponding to the edges of the lattice.



We consider the Zg\l,] 1-form symmetry which manifests
as loop-like symmetries through loop operators on the
manifold. For an arbitrary loop v among the loops on
the manifold

the loop operator is defined as
D772 773 77(4)77(5
w, =UWUuPuPuuP), (1)

where each Uﬁsi) represents the physical operator at the
i-th site along the loop ~.
We examine the relevant local tensors along the ~y-loop,

and interpret as a matrix product state

2
(MPS) as the legs (both physical and virtual) that are not
along the loop are treated as the “physical” ones. Similar
to the string operators in the symmetric MPS[4], the loop
symmetry operators can be projectively represented with
the projective phase 6

A = AV, O
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which has the graph representation

Here, the matrices Vc(cl,l) and Ve(el,r ) represent the virtual
symmetry operations on the left and right virtual legs of
the i-th tensor along the loop 7, respectively. The sym-
metry matrices on the partial virtual legs is also explored
in the context of stabilizer PEPS[33], including the toric
code PEPS, without explicitly referring to 1-form sym-
metry, although it is implicitly encoded as the subsystem
symmetry[34].

Thus, the 1-form symmetry operator W, acting on
the physical indices can be effectively translated into the
symmetry matrices on the virtual legs of the loop up to

a projective phase

A gauge consistency condition / = / is required for

the virtual symmetry matrices
(Vt)(ir)v(i+1l) -1, (3)

Here the superscript ¢ denotes the transpose of the ma-
trix and 1 is the identity matrix. With a proper choice
of the projective phase, we construct the zero-flux state
with W, |¢) = |¢). To construct a faithful representa-
tion of W, we introduce a “charge” (flux) operator g,
that satisfies the commutation relation g,W, = wW,g,
with w® = 1 to increases the flux of W, enclosed by
the loop «. Using this charge operator, we can construct
eigenstates with different flux values

W5(95)" ) = w"(g7)" [¥)-

In the context of PEPS, the flux operator can be rep-
resented by multiplying a matrix ggux on any bond along
the v-loop, e.g. the third bond shared by the third and
fourth local tensors, as depicted below

We can apply the flux operator ggux to either the third
or the fourth tensor, requiring the consistency condition

Bt Bl = 1. (4)

fAluxdflux

To ensure that the flux state is an eigenstate, the flux

condition / = A) must be satisfied, which translates
to

(VO gV D = wgf (5)

While W, is loop dependent, the virtual symmetry ma-
trices on the legs of tensors are not. Therefore, it is nec-
essary to check the consistency conditions for loops (e.g.,



v and §) sharing common edges, such as the edge (3-4)
in the following diagram

The commutation relation [W,, Ws] = 0 requires
3) (4 3) (4
U§3)U§4)U§ )Ug ) _ Ué )Ué )Uw(s)Uv(4)v
leading to the phase factor
wy = UPUHTUPUS = uWul® wfuid)t,

which can be used to classify the Zy 1-form symmetry
protected topological states[35] [36]. Therefore, the vir-
tual symmetry operators also have the non-commutative
U(1) phase

V’Y(i)vé(i) _ vaé(i)V’y(i)’ (6)

representing the braiding phase of excitations.

The loop-like operators can be arbitrarily deformed un-
der 1-form symmetry. For the nearby loops around the
joint Oth-point

the deformability requires
0)77(0) 77(0) 7 7(0) rr(0) _
vPUug U Ul =1

up to a U(1) phase, which results in a gauge symmetry
acting only on all the virtual legs of the local tensor

with e.g. gag = VB(O)VOEO). Therefore, the deformability
of the 1-form symmetry implies a gauge symmetry when
gas is not the identity matrix.

1-form symmetric PEPS for Kitaev-type model — The
1-form symmetry loop operators in Eq. acting on
physical degrees of freedom can be represented by sym-
metry matrices in Eq. operating on the virtual legs.
To construct the 1-form symmetric PEPS, we need de-
termine the virtual symmetry matrices by solving the
algebraic relations outlined in Egs. , 7 , and (@
We will present the concrete solutions for the necessary
algebraic equations for the symmetry matrices of the Z[I\l,]
1-form symmetry on the honeycomb lattice for the Zy
Kitaev model.

For the translational PEPS on the honeycomb lat-
tice [W(A)) = >, . o tTrAG [s1-si-sn) =

abce

.., the local tensor A%, com-

prises one physical index (s) and three virtual indices (a,
b, and ¢) along the nearest-neighbor xz, y, and z bonds.
Encircling a single hexagon, the 1-form symmetry loop
operator[20], B0, 31, [37] is

W, =UMUPUBUPTP U, (8)
The 1-form symmetry Eq. in PEPS requires

Uw,ss’Af]/‘k = ewyz,jj’ w,kk’A;‘gj/k/

Uy,sS/Afjl»k = ewa7kk/Xy7ii/Af,jk,

s’ 0 s
Uz,ss’Aijk € Xz,ii’Yz,jj’Ai’j’ka (9)

to ensure that the loop symmetries are accurately repre-
sented. Here we assume the virtual symmetry matrices
for local tensors on different sublattices are the same.
The gauge condition in Eq. leads to

Zy=2Z25X, = XY, =Y}, (10)

as we require unitarity.

For the Zg\l,] 1-form symmetry, the N-dimensional
virtual symmetry matrices are chosen from Sylvester’s
generalized N-dimensional Pauli matrices with o, =
YDoala+ (o], 0. = >, w¥a)(a] with w = e2mi/N
and the y-Pauli operator as o, = ool for odd N, and
o, = yJwolol for even N[20, 38]. From the flux condi-

tions in Eqs. and , we specify
Ofux = Ou, 200020 = X;O’wa =Y/0o,Y. =w*o,, (11)

and thus X,, Y,, and Z, can be expressed in terms of
ogo, with integer a[38], e.g. X, = >, cq0l0.. The
commutation relation in Eq.(6|) leads to

2,25 = wu i Ze, Xy X = wu XX, V.Y = wy VY,
(12)



implying

E CaCiwo ™t = Wy E cteyw o te,
ab ab

For Zg\l,] 1-form symmetry, the braiding phase wy can
be expressed as wy = w™ ¥, where u is an integer. An
explicit solution is

X, =Y, =Z, =N, (13)

when (N —w)/2 is an integer. For non-integer values of
(N —u)/2, our attempt to find a general explicit solution
is unsuccessful. It is important to note that we do not
assume uniqueness and existence of the solution, which
remains open and warrants further investigation.

For the integer spin-S Kitaev model[24] 25 [30] where
N =2and u = 2, (N —u)/2 = 0, the corresponding
solution is

Xy=Y.=2,=X, =Y, =2,=0,. (14)
For the Z3 Kitaev model[20} 25, B1], 32] where N = 3 and
u=1, (N —u)/2 =1, the corresponding solution is
X, =Y, =Z, =0, X.=Y.=Z,=a.. (15)
For the half-integer spin-S Kitaev model[24], 25| 30, B7]
where N = 2 and v = 1, (N —u)/2 = 1/2 is not an
integer, making Eq. inapplicable. However, we have
identified the following solution

_ oy to. O'Z"'O'z.
V2 o
)

(16
Notably, the symmetry matrices in Eqs. and are
identical to those for the symmetric variational ground
PEPS for the spin-S model with a rotated basis[39-H42].
The braiding phase wy is a critical indicator of the 1-
form symmetry anomaly[20} 24] 25| 82} [35] 36]. In the in-
teger spin-S Kitaev model, the braiding phase is trivial as
seen from the commutative nature of the solution in Eq.
, such as X, and X, which implies a bosonic anyon
related to the 1-form symmetric operator. Conversely,
for half-integer spins, the solution in Eq. involves
anti-commutative matrices like X, and X, indicating
a non-trivial (fermionic) braiding phase for the anyons.
This distinct even-odd effect for half-integer spins is dis-
cussed in detail in Refs. [24] 25]. The ZR,] 1-form sym-
metry for N > 3 is further examined in Refs. [20, B2].
The anomaly is explicitly reflected in the solution in Eq.
, where X, and X, exhibit a non-trivial commuta-
tion braiding phase. The pure gauge symmetry matrices
Jgange = Xy X, = Y, Y, = Z,Z, according to Eq. are
non-trivial for the solutions in Egs. and , indi-
cating non-trivial topological order in the ground state,
while trivial for solutions in Eq. , further confirming
the different 1-form symmetry anomaly behaviors.
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FIG. 1. (a) Gradient-based optimization of the Zs Kitaev

ground state. (b) Eigenvalue distribution of the loop operator
Wy for the Zs model. The red stars represent the expected
eigenvalues w = 1,eT2™/3 for the 1-form symmetric PEPS.
The other points denote the eigenvalues obtained from the
optimized wave function starting from a randomly initialized
PEPS.

1-form symmetric tangent space — The PEPS tan-
gent space describes variations and excitations around
a given PEPS configuration and captures the local struc-
ture and dynamics[43]. The set of uniform PEPS
defines a manifold through the mapping between the
set of local tensors A and the physical states in
the Hilbert space |¥(A)). For the PEPS on the
honeycomb lattice, an overcomplete basis for a tan-
gent vector is obtained as |®(B;A)) = >, |B;) with

Sa;rSB; 9 _
|Bl> = Zabca’b’;sai,sgi Bab:z’b’ﬁ B(ASM 4B )|\II(A)> -

abc ““a’b’c

For the 1-form symmetric

PEPS, the téngent vector can be symmetrized using the
cigen-equations W,|B;) = w,Np|B;) for the surrounding
four plaquette operators W172,374, where W, is projection
of plaquette operator onto variational space and Npg is
the norm matrix of |B;)[42]. We select |B;) with w1 234
the same as the ground state for the basis of the 1-form
symmetric tangent space and expand the local tensor as
A=, BFxy, leading to the tangent-space gradient
G = 22424 = ¢Ty((BF)Tg) with g = 22444 with
the variational energy e[44].

For the implications of 1-form symmetric PEPS, we
performed a PEPS simulation of the ground and lo-
cal excited states for the Zz Kitaev model [3T], [B2]
with H = _JZ@‘,J‘)ea ofof + H.C.. Initially, a non-
symmetric gradient-based optimization starting from a
randomly initialized PEPS with bond dimension D = 6
fails to converge to a satisfactory variational state, yield-
ing the eigenvalue distribution of the loop operator W, =



(U;U;U?O’io’;dgﬁ for all local excited states, as depicted
in Fig. The results, far from the expected values of
w = 1,e*27/3 indicate the presence of local minima, pre-
venting the reliable acquisition of the 1-form symmetric
ground state.

To overcome this, we utilize the 1-form symmetric tan-
gent gradient to perform a symmetric optimization. We
employ symmetry matrices derived from the kronecker
product of the solution of Eq. and a 2 x 2 identity
matrix to symmetrize the PEPS, resulting in an initial
1-form symmetric PEPS. As shown in Fig. [l the 1-form
symmetric optimization significantly improved optimiza-
tion efficiency and successfully converged to the eigen-
state of the 1-form symmetry operator, achieving the
anticipated eigenvalues w = 1,e27/3 for all the local
excited states. Our results align with previous DMRG
simulations which identified the chiral ground state with
w, = 1[32], demonstrating the efficiency of the 1-form
symmetric PEPS approach.

Conclusion — In this study, we have introduced a
novel framework for understanding 1-form symmetries
within tensor networks, with a specific focus on Projected
Entangled-Pair States (PEPS). Through the derivation of
algebraic relations for symmetry matrices on the PEPS
virtual legs along loops associated with 1-form symme-
try, we have demonstrated that 1-form symmetries im-
pose stringent constraints on tensor network representa-
tions. This results in distinct anomalous braiding phases
carried by the symmetry matrices, enabling 1-form sym-
metric PEPS to effectively capture the anomaly in the
1-form symmetry.

We have underscored the potential for enhancing
ground state optimization efficiency and characteriz-
ing the 1-form symmetry structure in excited states.
Although we demonstrate the implications of 1-form
symmetry in the Kitaev honeycomb model, these find-
ings can be straightforwardly applied to other systems,
such as the 1-form symmetry in the Kitaev star lattice
model[45], [46], where the same algebraic equations and
solutions hold valid. Previous numerical studies of the
Kitaev models have found significant entanglement spec-
trum degeneracy [32] 46} [47], which is likely characterized
by the 1-form symmetry for the boundary operators, as
defined in the Wen plaquette model[48] [49]. The 1-form
symmetry opens new avenues for the PEPS study of topo-
logical phases in strongly correlated systems.
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