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Abstract

It is shown that, for a class of Hamiltonians of XXZ chains in an external magnetic field
that are small perturbations of an Ising Hamiltonian, the spectral gap above the ground-state
energy remains strictly positive when the perturbation is turned on, uniformly in the length
of the chain. The result is proven for both the ferromagnetic and the antiferromagnetic Ising
Hamiltonian; in the latter case the external magnetic field is required to be small, and for an
even number of sites the two-fold degenerate ground-state energy of the unperturbed Hamilto-
nian may split into two energy levels whose difference is small. This result is proven by using
a new, quite subtle refinement of a method developed in earlier work and used to iteratively
block-diagonalize Hamiltonians of ever larger subsystems with the help of local unitary con-
jugations. One novel ingredient of the method presented in this paper consists of the use of
Lieb-Robinson bounds.

1 Introduction
In this paper we study short-range perturbations of the Hamiltonian of an Ising chain. An
example covered by our analysis is the celebrated XXZ chain, whose Hamiltonian includes
nearest-neighbour interactions of quantum spins (with spin 1/2) with coupling constants of
two different strengths, a large “parallel” one, J, in interaction terms among z-components of
neighboring spins, and a small, “perpendicular” one in interaction terms among perpendicular
(x- and y-) components. In addition, interaction terms of the spins in the chain with an external
magnetic field of strength h in the z-direction may be included in the Hamiltonian. In this paper
we focus our attention on this particular class of models, because they have attracted quite a lot
of interest. But our methods can be applied to a considerably more general family of models,
as specified later on; see Remark 1.5. The results established in this paper cover perturbations
of ferromagnetic (J > 0) and antiferromagnetic (J < 0) Ising Hamiltonians, provided that the
perpendicular coupling constant is a small parameter as compared to |J|. With regard to the
strength, h, of the magnetic field, the regimes we study in this paper depend on the sign of J:
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for J < 0, h is assumed to be small enough such that an antiferromagnetic ordering of spins is
preserved.

Our analysis relies on an iterative block-diagonalization of local Hamiltonians supported
in ever longer intervals (i.e., subsets of successive sites) of the lattice, with the help of unitary
(Lie Schwinger) conjugations. The sequence of such conjugations applied to Hamiltonians
of subsystems of the chain yields a “flow” of transformed Hamiltonians that contain effective
potentials supported in intervals of arbitrary length. In this respect our method of analysis is an
elaboration on the one introduced in [FP], where perturbations of ultralocal Hamiltonians of
quantum chains have been considered; generalizations of the technique to higher dimensional
lattices, complex coupling constants, and to bosonic Hamiltonians have appeared in [DFPR1],
[DFPR2], [DFPR3], and [DFP]. The novelties introduced in the present paper enable us to
study perturbations of Hamiltonians that are not ultralocal but involve short-range interactions.
We also remark that the Hamiltonian of the antiferromagnetic chain does not satisfy all as-
sumptions of most of the methods earlier introduced in the literature to study quantum spin
chains.

The unperturbed Hamiltonian of antiferromagnetic chains, i.e., the sum of the Ising Hamil-
tonian and the interaction term with the external magnetic field, has a ground-state subspace
which is two-dimensional under natural assumptions on the size of h and on the parity of the
number of sites in the chain. But, in contrast to models such as the celebrated “AKLT model"
(see [AKLT]), no local quantum topological order condition (see [MN]) holds.

Our analysis enables us to prove that if J > 0 (ferromagnetic Hamiltonian), uniformly in
the length of the chain, a spectral gap (of order J + h) above the ground-state energy of the
unperturbed Hamiltonian persists when the perpendicular interaction terms are added, provided
the coupling constant of the latter is sufficiently small. For the antiferromagnetic model, with
J < 0 and sufficiently small h, we show that, for chains with an odd number of sites there
is a gap of order h above the ground-state energy provided the coupling constant t of the
perpendicular interaction is sufficiently small compared to h, similarly to the ferromagnetic
case. For antiferromagnetic chains with an even number of sites, the two-fold degenerate
ground-state energy of the unperturbed Hamiltonian may split into two energy levels whose
difference is, however, bounded above by a fractional power of the coupling constant t, which
is assumed much smaller than |J| − h. This splitting is a boundary effect.

In order to cope with the feature that the unperturbed Hamiltonian consists of terms which
are local but not ultralocal (i.e., not on-site), we make use of an argument exploiting Lieb
Robinson bounds to control the flow of effective potentials. A similar idea is exploited in our
analysis of the AKLT model (see [DFPRa]).

The analysis presented in this paper only involves spin operators, i.e., no domain-wall rep-
resentation of the models is used. Thus, in the interaction terms of the spins with the magnetic
field, no non-local operators appear. The connection of the models studied in this paper to
models of interacting fermions can be made by using a Klein-Jordan-Wigner transformation
to fermionic operators in our analysis of quantum spin chains. This enables us to draw conclu-
sions on the low-lying energy spectrum of one-dimensional systems of (spinless) fermions with
Hubbard-type interactions that can be either repulsive (corresponding to an antiferromagnetic
XXZ spin chain) or attractive (corresponding to a ferromagnetic chain).

This paper can be viewed to be a contribution to a research area pertaining to the charac-
terization of “topological phases”; see, e.g., [BN, BH, BHM, DS, K, KT, LMY, NSY, NSY2,
NSY3, H, O, S], which has been pursued very actively in recent years. In these studies, known
techniques and novel ones have been tailored to the study of the low-lying energy spectrum of
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quantum lattice systems. To our knowledge, the antiferromagnetic XXZ chains in an external
magnetic field have not been studied previously with mathematically rigorous techniques, ex-
cept for some results within the range of Bethe ansatz techniques; see [F]. Recent numerical
results based on tensor network renormalization techniques agree with Bethe ansatz bench-
marks for some values of the parameters in the Hamiltonian of such chains; see [RW] and
references therein.
For the ferromagnetic XXZ Hamiltonian of an infinite chain in the absence of an external mag-
netic field, and for an arbitrary ratio greater than 1 between the “parallel” and the “perpendicu-
lar” coupling constants, proofs of a strictly positive spectral energy gap above the ground-state
energies can be found in [KN], for spin 1

2 , and in [KNS] for arbitrary spin. Further results on
the low lying spectrum of this Hamiltonian have been derived in [NSt], [NSS], and [FS].

1.1 Definition of the model
We consider a one-dimensional lattice, Λ, consisting of an arbitrary number, N < ∞, of sites.
With every site j ∈ Λ we associate a Hilbert space H j ≃ C

2. By σ j =
(
σx

j , σ
y
j, σ

z
j

)
we denote

the Pauli matrices acting onH j, for every j ∈ {1, . . . ,N}. The Hilbert space of the entire chain
is given by

H (N) :=
N⊗

j=1

H j . (1.1)

We consider small, finite-range perturbations of both the ferromagnetic (J > 0) and the anti-
ferromagnetic (J < 0) Ising Hamiltonian, H0

Λ
, with a magnetic field of strength h > 0 in the

−z-direction, where

H0
Λ := −J

N−1∑
i=1

σz
iσ

z
i+1 − h

N∑
i=1

σz
i . (1.2)

In particular, we study the Hamiltonian of the XXZ chain in a magnetic field, which is given
by

KΛ ≡ KΛ(t) := −J
N−1∑
i=1

σz
iσ

z
i+1 +

t
2

N−1∑
i=1

(σx
i σ

x
i+1 + σ

y
iσ

y
i+1) − h

N∑
i=1

σz
i (1.3)

where t ∈ R is a coupling constant with |t| small as compared to |J| and, in some cases, to h.
(We could also consider tilting the external magnetic field a little.) More precisely, we make
the following assumptions:

i) For the ferromagnetic coupling, J > 0,

|t| ≪ J + h ,
√
|t| <

h
J
. (1.4)

ii) For the antiferromagnetic coupling, J < 0,

|t| ≪ |J| − h , h <
|J|
2

; (1.5)

if Λ has an odd number of sites, we may also consider |t| ≪ h; see Remark 1.4.
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1.1.1 Local Hamiltonians

To implement the iterative local Lie-Schwinger block-diagonalization method, which will be
our main tool to study the low-energy spectrum of the Hamiltonian in (1.3), it is useful to define
unperturbed local Hamiltonians associated with intervals I ⊆ Λ = {1, . . . ,N} of arbitrary
length (where an interval is a subset of Λ consisting of successive sites). We say that a self-
adjoint operator A is a local “observable” supported in the interval I if

A = A′ ⊗ 1 (1.6)

where A′ acts on
⊗

j∈I H j , and 1 is the identity operator on
⊗

j<I H j . The unperturbed
local Hamiltonian associated with I is

H0
I

:= −J
∑

i : i,i+1 ∈I

σz
iσ

z
i+1 − h

∑
i ∈I

σz
i . (1.7)

Since H0
I

is not additive under taking the union of adjacent intervals, i.e.,

H0
I∪I′
, H0

I
+ H0

I′
(1.8)

where I ∩ I′ consists of one single site, we will need auxiliary Hamiltonians related to H0
I

(I ⊂ Λ) but enjoying the additivity property, in order to control the effective interaction terms
created by the block-diagonalization algorithm introduced below. To this end, we define

HC
I

:= −
∑

i : i,i+1 ∈I

{
Jσz

iσ
z
i+1 +

h
2

[σz
i + σ

z
i+1]
}
, (1.9)

where the superscript C stands for “combinatorial”. It is easily verified that

H0
I
= HC

I
−

h
2
σz

i−
−

h
2
σz

i+
(1.10)

where i± are the endpoint sites of the interval I.
For an interval I, we denote with card(I) the number of sites contained in I. By | ↑ ⟩ and

| ↓ ⟩ we denote the eigenvectors of σz corresponding to the eigenvalues 1 and −1, respectively.
Similarly, the symbols

| ↑ · · · ↑ ⟩ , | ↓↑ · · · ↑ ⟩ , | ↓↑↓↑ · · · ↑ ⟩ (1.11)

stand for vectors in HI :=
⊗

i∈IHi consisting of tensor products of M vectors | ↑ ⟩ and/or
| ↓ ⟩.

In Propositions 1.1 and 1.2 below, we identify the ground-states and the spectral gaps above
the ground-state energies of the Hamiltonians H0

I
and HC

I
.

Proposition 1.1. Under the assumption that h and J are positive, the Hamiltonians H0
I

and
HC
I

have only one ground-state, denoted ΨI, corresponding to the vector

| ↑↑ · · · ↑⟩. (1.12)

Moreover, under the condition that J
h +

3
2 < card(I), the spectral gaps above the ground-state

energies of the Hamiltonians H0
I

and HC
I

are equal to 2J + 2h and 2J + h, respectively.
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The corresponding proposition for the Hamiltonians with antiferromagnetic exchange cou-
pling constant (J < 0) reads as follows.

Proposition 1.2. Let card(I) be even. Under the assumption −J > h > 0, H0
I

and HC
I

have
both two ground-states, ΨA

I
and ΨB

I
, corresponding to the vectors

| ↑↓↑↓↑ · · · ↑↓ ⟩ , | ↓↑↓↑↓ · · · ↓↑ ⟩ , (1.13)

respectively. The spectral gap above the ground-state energy is equal to 2|J| − 2h for H0
I

and
to 2|J| − h for HC

I
.

Let card(I) be odd. Under the assumption −J > h > 0, HC
I

has two ground-states, ΨA
I

and
ΨB
I

, corresponding to the vectors

| ↑↓↑↓↑ · · · ↓↑ ⟩ , | ↓↑↓↑↓ · · · ↑↓ ⟩ , (1.14)

respectively, whereas ΨA
I

is the only ground-state of H0
I

. For HC
I

, the spectral gap above the
ground-state energy is equal to to 2|J| − h. When considering the Hamiltonian H0

I
we call

“spectral gap” the energy difference between the ground-state energy and the spectrum of
H0
I
↾∨⊥{ΨA

I
,ΨB
I
}, where

∨⊥{ΨA
I
,ΨB
I
} is the orthogonal complement of the subspace generated

by ΨA
I

and ΨB
I

. This energy difference is given by 2|J|. Moreover, the distance between the
eigenvalue of H0

I
associated with ΨB

I
and the spectrum of H0

I
↾∨⊥{ΨA

I
,ΨB
I
} is given by 2|J| − 2h.

The statements described in Propositions 1.1 and 1.2 are summarized in the table below1

J > 0 J < 0, odd # of sites J < 0, even # of sites
Ground-states of HC

I
| ↑ · · · ↑⟩ | ↑↓ · · · ↓↑⟩ and | ↓↑ · · · ↑↓⟩ | ↑↓ · · · ↓⟩ and | ↓↑ · · · ↑⟩

Ground-states of H0
I
| ↑ · · · ↑⟩ | ↑↓ · · · ↓↑⟩ | ↑↓ · · · ↓⟩ and | ↓↑ · · · ↑⟩

Spectral gap of HC
I

2J + h 2|J| − h 2|J| − h
Spectral gap of H0

I
2J + 2h 2|J| 2|J| − 2h

Remark 1.3. We note that, for antiferromagnetic exchange couplings (J < 0), the Hamiltonian
H0
Λ

does not have the property that Ker(H0
Λ

) ⊆ Ker(H0
I

), for all I ⊂ Λ. Indeed, the vectors
ΨA
Λ

and ΨB
Λ

are eigenvectors of H0
I

but the corresponding eigenvalues coincide only if the
number of sites of the interval I is even, i.e., they are different whenever the number of sites
in I is odd. In contrast, upon subtracting a Λ− dependent constant, the Hamiltonian HC

Λ
is

frustration free according to the usual definition (see [MN]).

1.2 Statement of the main result and organization of the paper
The results proven in this paper are summarized in the theorem below.

Theorem
We consider the Hamiltonian KΛ(t) of an XXZ model defined in in (1.3) on a chain Λ, with
card(Λ) ≡ N.

1As specified in Proposition 1.2, for an antiferromagnetic chain with an odd number of sites the expression “spectral
gap” of H0

I
refers to the energy difference between the ground-state energy and the spectrum of H0

I
↾∨⊥{ΨA

I
,ΨB
I
}.
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(a) If J > 0 there exists a constant t̄ > 0 depending on J and h, but independent of N > J
h +

3
2 ,

such that, for all |t| < t̄, the ground-state energy EΛ of the Hamiltonian KΛ in (1.3) is
non-degenerate and the spectral gap above the ground-state energy is bounded below by
2J + 2h − O(

√
|t|).

(b) If J < 0 then, for |J| > 2h, there exists a t̄ > 0 depending on J and h, but independent of
N, such that, for all |t| < t̄, the following statements hold.

– If Λ has an odd number of sites, the set S := σ(KΛ) ∩ [EΛ , EΛ + 2|J| − O(
√
|t|)],

where σ(KΛ) is the spectrum of KΛ and EΛ its ground-state energy, consists of
two points, EΛ and E′

Λ
, with E′

Λ
− EΛ = 2h − O(

√
|t|), and the spectral projection

associated with S is of rank 2;
– IfΛ has an even number of sites, the setS := σ(KΛ)∩[EΛ , EΛ+2|J|−2h−O(

√
|t|)]

consists of at most two points, EΛ and E′
Λ

, with |E′
Λ
−EΛ| ≤ O(

√
|t|), and the spectral

projection associated with S is of rank 2.

Remark 1.4. In point (b) of the Theorem above, the dependence on h of t̄ is only required to
ensure the gap E′

Λ
− EΛ is given by 2h − O(

√
|t|). More precisely, the allowed range of the

coupling constant is |t| ≪ |J| − h, hence our theorem also applies to a regime where the gap
E′
Λ
− EΛ may close.

Remark 1.5. For J < 0 (antiferromagnetic chain), similar results hold if the perturbation term∑N−1
i=1 (σx

i σ
x
i+1 + σ

y
iσ

y
i+1) is replaced by an arbitrary translation-invariant, short-range pertur-

bation. For J > 0, the translation invariance of the perturbation term is not required.

Remark 1.6. The ferromagnetic XXZ model with h = 0 is not covered by the theorem for-
mulated above, because our strategy (for the ferromagnetic chain) uses the non-degeneracy of
the ground-state subspace of the local Hamiltonians, which holds for h > 0. However, we can
easily deal with the ferromagnetic model in a vanishing magnetic field (h = 0) and show that
the ground-state energy is doubly degenerate, and that the spectral gap above the ground-state
energy is bounded below by 2J − O(

√
|t|); see Remark 4.12.

Remark 1.7. The theorem stated above also holds for the antiferromagnetic XXZ model with
spins coupled to a staggered magnetic field in the z-direction (see [R]), whose Hamiltonian
can be obtained from the Hamiltonian KΛ with ferromagnetic couplings (J > 0) by a unitary
conjugation that flips the σz operators either on all sites with i even, or on all sites with i odd.

Remark 1.8. We expect that the techniques developed in this paper enable us to extend the
theorem stated above to chains of quantum spins of arbitrary spin s ≥ 1. Indeed, the spin-
s Ising Hamiltonians with spins coupled to a magnetic field in the z-direction have a low-
lying energy spectrum very similar to the ones described in Propositions 1.1 and 1.2 for the
ferromagnetic and antiferromagnetic models with s = 1

2 , respectively. Since the properties
stated in these propositions, as well as the Lieb-Robinson bounds considered later, are the only
relevant ingredients that will be required, the whole procedure used to prove our main results
should apply, word-by-word, to the more general class of models alluded to above.

Summary of contents. In Sect. 2, we begin with the definition of the local interaction terms
(Sect. 2.1), supported in t−dependent subsets of lattice sites, on which we will apply our block-
diagonalization procedure. In Sect. 2.2, we present a brief review of the method originally
introduced for perturbations of ultra-local Hamiltonians. Next, in Sects. 2.3 and 2.4, we present
the key ideas enabling us to cope with complications – as compared to the Hamiltonians treated
in [FP] – arising in the implementation of a local block-diagonalization procedure, which are
related to: i) the nearest-neighbour interaction structure of the Ising Hamiltonian; and ii) the
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degeneracy (in the antiferromagnetic model) of the ground-state energy of the unperturbed
Hamiltonians HC

I
.

In Sect. 3, we introduce the algorithm that determines the effective potentials of the trans-
formed Hamiltonians at each step of the block-diagonalization flow.

In Sect. 4, we quantitatively control the effective potentials produced along the block-
diagonalization flow (Sect. 4.2) and analyze the spectrum of the ferromagnetic and antiferro-
magnetic Hamiltonians KΛ(t), for arbitrary large N (Sect. 4.1), as described in the theorem
above.

Notation

1) We use the same symbol for an operator OI acting on ⊗i∈IHi and the corresponding op-
erator acting on the entire Hilbert space H (N) that is obtained from OI by tensoring with the
identity matrix on the Hilbert spaces of all remaining sites.

2) With the symbol “⊂” we denote strict inclusion, otherwise we use the symbol “⊆”.

3) With the symbol O(
√
|t|) we denote a quantity which, in absolute value, is bounded above by

√
|t| multiplied by a constant possibly depending on further parameters entering the definition

of the models, but independent of the number of sites, N, of the chain.

4) We denote by ⟨·, ·⟩ the scalar product onH (N).

5) We denote the identity matrix by 1 or 1, interchangeably.

2 Proof strategy
For convenience of notation, and without loss of generality, we assume that t > 0.

2.1 Local interaction terms and projections
Since we consider the term

t
2

N−1∑
i=1

(σx
i σ

x
i+1 + σ

y
iσ

y
i+1) (2.15)

as a small perturbation of the remaining part of the Hamiltonian KΛ, we split the operator
in (2.15) into terms localized in N-independent, but t-dependent intervals. For, our methods
involve introducing a macroscopic lattice with a lattice spacing of order

√
t−1, as explained

below.
Without loss of generality, we assume t positive and such that

(N − 1) ·
√

t ∈ N ,

√
t−1

3
∈ N . (2.16)

For the antiferromagnetic Hamiltonian,
√

t−1 is assumed to be an odd integer w.l.o.g. .
We introduce a macroscopic (finite) lattice with left endpoint X = 1, right endpoint X = N,
and spacing

√
t−1. The Mth site of this lattice is the point

1 + (M − 1) ·
√

t−1 , with 1 ≤ M ≤ (N − 1) ·
√

t + 1 . (2.17)
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The set of successive sites I at position (i.e., starting from) J =: Q(I) and of length K =: ℓ(I),
in units of

√
t−1, is the interval whose endpoints coincide with the sites M = J and M = J + K

of the macroscopic lattice.

Definition 2.1. We define I to be the set of intervals I ⊆ Λ whose left endpoint is the site
1 + (J − 1)

√
t−1, for some J ∈ N, and whose length is given by K ·

√
t−1 (hence card(I) =

K ·
√

t−1 + 1), for some K ∈ N. We set

Q(I) := J , ℓ(I) := K.

Hence the interval I, with Q(I) = J and ℓ(I) = K, is[
1 + (Q(I) − 1)

√
t−1 , 1 + (Q(I) + ℓ(I) − 1)

√
t−1
]
. (2.18)

Figure 1: The picture illustrates the interval I, with Q(I) = J and ℓ(I) = 1, and the subsequent
one, I+1 .

For I ∈ I, with ℓ(I) = 1, we define

VI :=
1

2
√

t−1

∑
i : i,i+1 ∈I

(σx
i σ

x
i+1 + σ

y
iσ

y
i+1) . (2.19)

Our definition of intervals I, with ℓ(I) = 1, imply the bound

∥VI ∥ ≤ 1 . (2.20)

In the implementation of the block-diagonalization procedure it is convenient to re-write the
Hamiltonian KΛ(t) by making use of the definitions introduced above, namely

KΛ(t) = H0
Λ +
√

t
∑

I∈I ; ℓ(I)=1

VI . (2.21)

In addition to (2.16), for the ferromagnetic models we require that

(N −
3
2
>)
√

t−1 >
J
h
, (2.22)

so that Proposition 1.1 holds for all the unperturbed Hamiltonians H0
I

. The block-diagonalization
used below is w.r.t. spectral projections supported in intervals I, which we define next.
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Definition 2.2. By P(−)
I

we denote the orthogonal projection onto the ground-state subspace of
HC
I

, and we set
P(+)
I

:= 1 − P(−)
I
. (2.23)

Analogous definitions will be employed for projections associated with other subsets of the
lattice Λ.

For the following a total ordering relation on the set I will turn out to be useful according
to which shorter intervals precede longer ones. This ordering relation is defined below.

Definition 2.3. An ordering relation “≻” on I is specified as follows.

I ≻ I′ if ℓ(I) > ℓ(I′) or if ℓ(I) = ℓ(I′) and Q(I) > Q(I′) . (2.24)

The symbol I−1 (I+1, resp.) stands for the element of I preceding (following, resp.) I in
the given ordering. For convenience, we define the symbol I0 to be the element preceding the
smallest element of I in the given ordering. Note that the biggest element in this ordering is
the entire lattice Λ.

2.2 Outline of the block-diagonalization flow
The study of the low-energy spectrum of the XXZ Hamiltonians introduced in (1.3) is based
on an extension and refinement of the local Lie Schwinger block-diagonalization procedure in-
troduced in [FP]. Starting from the decomposition of the interaction terms into potentials VI,
and taking the ordering relation introduced in Definition 2.3 into account, we will construct an
iterative block-diagonalization algorithm based on unitary (Lie-Schwinger) conjugations sup-
ported in intervals of the set I. These conjugations are denoted by eZI .
In the very first step, corresponding to the interval I with Q(I) = 1 and ℓ(I) = 1, the conju-
gation is such that

eZI (H0
I
+
√

tVI) e−ZI = H0
I
+
√

tVI
I
, (2.25)

where the new potential VI
I

is block-diagonal w.r.t. P(−)
I

and P(+)
I

:= 1 − P(−)
I

, i.e.,

VI
I
= P(−)

I
VI
I

P(−)
I
+ P(+)

I
VI
I

P(+)
I
. (2.26)

It is evident that the action of the conjugation on the remaining terms of the Hamiltonian KΛ
may create new terms. For example, for I′ such that Q(I′) = 2 and ℓ(I′) = 1, we have that

eZI
√

tVI′ e−ZI =
√

tVI′ +
√

t∆VI∪I′(t) (2.27)

where, in general, ∆VI∪I′(t) is a non-zero operator supported in the longer interval I ∪ I′;
indeed, Q(I ∪ I′) = 1 and ℓ(I ∪ I′) = 2.
For a Hamiltonian whose unperturbed part is ultralocal, i.e., consists of on-site terms only,
it is shown in [FP] how effective potentials, supported in intervals of arbitrary length belong-
ing to I, are created in subsequent steps of the block-diagonalization, starting from the first
sequence of steps in which the potentials associated with intervals of length ℓ(I) = 1 are block-
diagonalized. The control of their norms relies on the fact that the number of growth processes
yielding an effective potential supported in an interval I′ can be bounded by constℓ(I

′). In esti-
mating the norm of a potential supported in the interval I′, a fractional power of the coupling
constant t can be assigned to each edge of the interval I′. Indeed, each factor of ZI appearing
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in commutators is proportional to
√

t. Hence, for t sufficiently small, the norm of any effective
potential has power law decay in t with an exponent proportional to the length of the interval
in which the potential under consideration is supported.
The block-diagonalization procedure terminates with a final Hamiltonian, unitarily conjugated
to the original Hamiltonian of the chain, with the property that each effective potential ap-
pearing in the final Hamiltonian is block-diagonal w.r.t. to the projections in Definition 2.2
associated with the support of the potential. Hence the final Hamiltonian is block-diagonal
w.r.t. to the projections P(−)

Λ
, P(+)
Λ

. Consequently, the low-energy spectrum of the original
Hamiltonian can be controlled. For a more detailed overview of the block-diagonalization
procedure for ultralocal unperturbed Hamiltonians see Section 2.1 in [DFPRa].

For the models studied in the present paper, there are several complications arising when
one attempts to construct the block-diagonalization flow following the strategy in [FP]. Some
of these complications become already visible in the study of the AKLT model (see [DFPRa]).

2.3 “Hooked" unperturbed terms and Lieb Robinson bounds
One complication stems from the property of the unperturbed local Hamiltonians H0

I
consid-

ered in this paper that they are not ultralocal, i.e., do not consist only of on-site terms. This
implies, for example, that in the very first step of the block-diagonalization procedure, i.e., in
the step corresponding to the interval I with Q(I) = ℓ(I) = 1, the conjugation

eZI
{
KΛ − (H0

I
+
√

tVI)
}

e−ZI (2.28)

includes terms, such as

eZI
[
− Jσz

i+
σz

i++1

]
e−ZI = −Jσz

i+
σz

i++1 +
√

t
∞∑

n=1

1
n!

adn ZI(
−Jσz

i+
σz

i++1
√

t
) , (2.29)

where i+ is the right endpoint of I in the microscopic lattice, and

ad A (B) := [A , B] , adnA (B) := [A , adn−1A (B)] , for n ≥ 2 . (2.30)

Hence a new potential is created whose support extends over the enlarged set I ∪ {i+ + 1}. In
order to gain control over the flow, we have to verify that the contribution to the new potential

∞∑
n=1

1
n!

adn ZI(
−Jσz

i+
σz

i++1
√

t
) (2.31)

that needs to be block-diagonalized, i.e., the off-diagonal part w.r.t. the two projections

P(−)
I∪{i++1} and P(+)

I∪{i++1}, (2.32)

has an operator norm bounded by t ρ·ℓ(I
′), where ρ is a universal constant, and ℓ(I′) = 2 is

the length of the shortest interval in I containing the support of the effective potential created
by the conjugation. In fact, this decay holds trivially for all the terms in the series with the
exception of the leading one, i.e., except for the off-diagonal part of

ad ZI(
−Jσz

i+
σz

i++1
√

t
) , (2.33)
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which we will refer to as a “hooked” unperturbed term created in the conjugation generated by
the operator ZI. To control the size of the term in (2.33) we are forced to change the strategy
in [FP] by introducing intervals I∗ and I∗, which are enlargements of I, and defining suitable
corresponding operators ZI∗ .

Definition 2.4. On I we define the operation ∗ assigning to each interval I ∈ I, I , Λ, a
larger interval I∗ contained in the lattice. I∗ is defined in the following way

I∗ =
{

i ∈ Λ ∩ [ 1 + (Q(I) −
4
3

)
√

t−1, 1 + (Q(I) −
2
3
+ ℓ(I))

√
t−1 ]
}
. (2.34)

Moreover, we denote by I∗ the image of I under the map ∗.

Figure 2: The picture displays the relation between I, with Q(I) = J and ℓ(I) = 1, and I∗.

Definition 2.5. For each I∗ ∈ I∗ we define I∗ the interval obtained from I∗ ∈ I∗ by joining
the nearest two sites (if present) belonging to the lattice, both on the right and on the left. We
call these sites i∗+ + 1, i∗+ + 2, i∗− − 1, and i∗− − 2, where i∗± are the sites corresponding to the right
and the left endpoint of I∗, respectively.

Figure 3: The picture displays the relation between I∗ and I∗. The red dots are the sites (of the
microscopic lattice) inside I∗, the blue ones are those added to yield I∗.
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The rationale behind the use of enlarged intervals is as follows. Consider the very first step
as described above. In order to block-diagonalize a potential supported in I, we consider the
unperturbed operator H0

I∗
and the unitary operator ZI∗ (defined in Section 3.1) such that

eZI∗ (H0
I∗
+
√

tVI) e−ZI∗ =: H0
I∗
+
√

tV ′
I∗

(2.35)

where by construction V ′
I∗

is block-diagonal w.r.t. P(−)
I∗
, P(+)
I∗

. The counterpart of the term in
(2.33) is

ad ZI∗(
−Jσz

i∗+
σz

i∗++1
√

t
) . (2.36)

Since the leading order term in the operator ZI∗ corresponds (in the ferromagnetic case) to

1
H0
I∗
− EI∗

P(+)
I∗

√
t VI P(−)

I∗
− h.c. (2.37)

where EI∗ is defined in (3.10), an argument based on Lieb-Robinson bounds shows that the
norm of

P(+)
I∗

[ 1
H0
I∗
− EI∗

P(+)
I∗

√
t VI P(−)

I∗
,
−Jσz

i∗+
σz

i∗++1
√

t

]
P(−)
I∗

(2.38)

decays as O(t
1
4 · ∥VI∥), as t → 0, where it is crucial that the set I is at a distance (in the

microscopic unit) of order at least
√

t−1 from the endpoints of I∗. An analogous procedure
holds for the subsequent block-diagonalization steps.

Definition 2.6. For each I∗ ∈ I∗ we define Ĩ∗ ∈ I the smallest interval in I containing the
interval I∗.

Remark 2.7. Concerning the enlarged intervals introduced in Definitions 2.4, 2.5, and 2.6, in
the next sections it is helpful to distinguish boundary- from bulk-intervals. The first set consists
of those intervals I for which one of the endpoints coincides with an endpoint of Λ. For this
reason the corresponding enlargements I∗, I∗ and Ĩ∗ involve only one side of the interval.

Figure 4: The picture shows how I, with Q(I) = J and ℓ(I) = 1, relates to Ĩ∗.
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2.4 Degeneracy of the “bulk” ground-state energy level in the an-
tiferromagnetic case
The second complication appearing in the study of the antiferromagnetic case is related to the
fact that the ground-state subspace of H0

I
is degenerate if the number of sites is even, but the

ground-state energy splits into two levels as soon as the interval I is enlarged by one more
site. This yields some technical difficulties to show that, by adding the perturbation (which is
by assumption translation invariant; see Remark 1.5), if the two-degenerate energy level splits
the resulting ones remain in fact very close one to each other, where the small gap is due to
boundary effects.

The control of this possible energy splitting is carried out in detail in Section 4.1.2, since
some definitions are needed. Here we just explain the underlying property we shall use. We
call it degeneracy of the bulk ground-state energy.
Consider three intervals I , J and J ′, with J , J ′ ⊂ I, and where J , J ′ are two successive
intervals of same length, i.e.,

Q(J) = J , Q(J ′) = J + 1 , ℓ(J) = ℓ(J ′) . (2.39)

Next we consider two operators WJ and WJ ′ with the property WJ ′ = τ1(WJ ) where τn is the
natural shift by n edges in the macroscopic lattice (for details, see Definition 3.6). Then, for
a macroscopic unit corresponding to

√
t−1 which is by assumption an odd natural number, the

following property holds

⟨ΨA
I
, WJΨA

I
⟩ = ⟨ΨB

I
, WJ ′ΨB

I
⟩ , ⟨ΨB

I
, WJΨB

I
⟩ = ⟨ΨA

I
, WJ ′ΨA

I
⟩ . (2.40)

We assume that each potential WJ is block-diagonal w.r.t.

P(−) A
J
, P(−) B
J
, P(+)
J
,

i.e.,
WJ = P(−) A

J
WJP(−) A

J
+ P(−) B

J
WJP(−) B

J
+ P(+)

J
WJP(+)

J
, (2.41)

where P(−) A
J

and P(−) B
J

are the spectral projections onto the subspaces generated by ΨA
J

and
ΨB
J

, respectively. The importance of having operators WJ block-diagonalized as displayed in
(2.41) is discussed in Remark 3.1. Next we consider the Hamiltonian

GI := H0
I
+

′∑
J⊂I

WJ , (2.42)

where the symbol ′ means that we sum over an even number of intervals which are paired, in
the sense that they come into pairs consisting of an interval J and its translated J ′. Then, by
using the property in (2.40), we have

⟨ΨA
I
, GIΨ

A
I
⟩ = ⟨ΨB

I
, GIΨ

B
I
⟩ . (2.43)

3 The block-diagonalization algorithm
We implement the procedure outlined in Sections 2.2 and 2.3 by an algorithm described in
Section 3.2. In order to do this we need some definitions collected in the next section.
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3.1 Conjugation formulae
The expressions that we are going to define enter the definition of the operators appearing in
the transformed Hamiltonian in step I, which will turn out to be of the form

K IΛ (t) := H0
Λ +
√

t
∑
J⪯I

V I
J∗
+
√

t
∑
J≻I

V I
J

(3.1)

where the reader can notice that the intervals labelling the potentials V are of two types:

i) if J ⪯ I then V is labeled by intervals J∗;

ii) if J ≻ I the corresponding V is labeled by J .

This distinction is due to the fact that the first type of potentials, i.e., those corresponding to
J ⪯ I, are block-diagonalized, and the block-diagonalization is w.r.t. the two projections P(−)

J∗
,

P(+)
J∗

(see Definition 2.2), consequently they can be written as

V I
J∗
= P(+)

J∗
V I
J∗

P(+)
J∗
+ P(−)

J∗
V I
J∗

P(−)
J∗
. (3.2)

In Section 3.2 we explain how these potentials emerge, step by step, as byproducts of the block-
diagonalization flow. In this respect, the algorithm described in Definition 3.3 prescribes that,
in step I, the potential V I−1

I
gets transformed to a block-diagonalized potential V I

I∗
which does

not coincide but includes the leading order term of the Lie-Schwinger series (for details see
point b) in Definition 3.3),

∞∑
j=1

t
j−1
2 (VI−1

I∗
)diag

j , (3.3)

where the operators (VI−1
I∗

) j are defined below; here “diag" means diagonal part w.r.t. to the
two projections P(+)

I∗
, P(−)
I∗

. The key identity which we exploit is

eZI∗ (GI∗ +
√

tV I−1
I

) e−ZI∗ = GI∗ +
√

t
∞∑
j=1

t
j−1
2 (VI−1

I∗
)diag

j (3.4)

where GI∗ , (VI−1
I∗

)diag
j , and ZI∗ are defined below:

1)

GI∗ := H0
I∗
+
√

t
∑
J∗⊂I∗

VI−1

J∗
, (3.5)

for which we remark that if I is a bulk-interval (see Remark 2.7) then the sum in (3.5)
does not include those J∗ sharing one of the endpoints with I∗, consequently GI∗ is
localized2 in I∗;

2)
(VI−1
I∗

)1 := VI−1
I
, (3.6)

2If I is a boundary-interval the intervals J ⊂ I sharing one of the endpoints of Λ with I are included in the sum
in (3.5), but GI∗ is still localized in I∗.
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and, for j ≥ 2,

(VI−1
I∗

) j := (3.7)∑
p≥2,r1≥1...,rp≥1 ; r1+···+rp= j

1
p!

ad (ZI∗)r1

(
ad (ZI∗)r2 . . . (ad (ZI∗)rp(GI∗)) . . .

)
+

∑
p≥1,r1≥1...,rp≥1 ; r1+···+rp= j−1

1
p!

ad (ZI∗)r1

(
ad (ZI∗)r2 . . . (ad (ZI∗)rp((VI−1

I∗
)1) . . .

)
.

where the ad (adjoint action) has been defined in (2.30);

3)

ZI∗ :=
∞∑
j=1

t
j
2 (ZI∗) j , (3.8)

where the terms (ZI∗) j are defined accordingly to the rank of P(−)
I∗

, i.e., we distinguish
two cases, J > 0 (ferromagnetic behavior) and J < 0 (antiferromagnetic behavior).

J>0 In this case, the ground-state subspace of HC
I∗

is one-dimensional, thus P(−)
I∗

is a
rank one orthogonal projection onto the subspace generated by ΨI∗ . The (ZI∗) j are
defined recursively as follows

(ZI∗) j :=
1

GI∗ − EI∗
P(+)
I∗

(VI−1
I∗

) j P(−)
I∗
− h.c. (3.9)

where
EI∗ := ⟨ΨI∗ ,

{
H0
I∗
+
√

t
∑
J∗⊂I∗

VI−1

J∗

}
ΨI∗⟩ . (3.10)

J<0 In this case, the ground-state subspace of HC
I∗

is two-dimensional, thus P(−)
I∗

is a
rank two orthogonal projection, i.e., P(−)

I∗
= P(−),A

I∗
+P(−),B
I∗

(see their definition below
(2.41)), thus the operators (ZI∗) j are defined recursively as follows

(ZI∗) j :=
{ 1
GI∗ − EA

I∗

P(+)
I∗

(VI−1
I∗

) j P(−),A
I∗
+

1
GI∗ − EB

I∗

P(+)
I∗

(VI−1
I∗

) j P(−),B
I∗

}
− h.c.

(3.11)
where

EA
I∗

:= ⟨ΨA
I∗
,
{
H0
I∗
+
√

t
∑
J∗⊂I∗

VI−1

J∗

}
ΨA
I∗
⟩, (3.12)

EB
I∗

:= ⟨ΨB
I∗
,
{
H0
I∗
+
√

t
∑
J∗⊂I∗

VI−1

J∗

}
ΨB
I∗
⟩. (3.13)

We shall prove inductively that ΨA
I∗

and ΨB
I∗

are eigenvectors of GI∗ ; this implies
the identity in (3.4) with the given definition of ZI∗ ; see [DFFR].

We point out that the construction of ZI∗ requires the control of some (depending on the
sign of J) of the following gaps:

for J > 0 , inf spec [(GI∗ − EI∗)P
(+)
I∗

] ; (3.14)

for J < 0 , inf spec [(GI∗ − EA
I∗

)P(+)
I∗

] , inf spec [(GI∗ − EB
I∗

)P(+)
I∗

] . (3.15)

We discuss these quantities in Section 4.1.
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Remark 3.1. In the antiferromagnetic case, the definition of ZI∗ requires the decomposition
of P(−)HN into the (one-dimensional) subspaces corresponding to the ranges of P(−),A

I∗
and

P(−),B
I∗

. Differently from the case where a local quantum topological order condition holds (see
[DFPRa]), here we cannot design an algorithm such that GI∗ P(−)

I∗
= ÊI∗ P(−)

I∗
, for some ÊI∗ , so

as to essentially reduce the block-diagonalization to the usual one where P(−)
I∗

is of rank 1.
This feature makes the control of the two gaps in (3.15) challenging (see Lemma 4.6) and

not feasible without a structure where the potentials VI−1

J∗
in (3.5) are block-diagonalized also

w.r.t. P(−),A
J∗

and P(−),B
J∗

. The control of the two gaps in (3.15) is also possible thanks to the

estimate of the energy difference EA
I∗
− EB

I∗
which turns out to be O(

√
t); see Lemma 4.4.

In the proof of Lemma 4.4, the block-diagonalization of the potentials VI−1

J∗
w.r.t. P(−),A

J∗
and

P(−),B
J∗

is crucial to exploit the argument explained in Section 2.4. Thanks to the structure of
the enlargements described above, the block-diagonalization property (also of the Hamiltonian
GI∗) with respect to P(−),A

I∗
and P(−),B

I∗
is easily granted by prescription b) of the algorithm in

Definition 3.3.

3.2 The algorithm: definition and consistency
Next Definition 3.2 provides the basis of the iteration yielding the effective potentials VI

J
, step

by step, by applying the algorithm in Definition 3.3, where the "steps" are associated with the
intervals I ∈ I, and the ordering of the steps follows the ordering relation of the intervals set
in Definition 2.3.

Definition 3.2. We set:

• for J ∈ I such that ℓ(J) = 1,

VI0
J

:= VJ
(
=

1

2
√

t−1

∑
i : i,i+1 ∈J

(σx
i σ

x
i+1 + σ

y
iσ

y
i+1)
)

; (3.16)

• for J ∈ I with ℓ(J) ≥ 2,
VI0
J

:= 0. (3.17)

In the sequel, i∗−, i
∗
+ are the sites in the microscopic lattice corresponding to the two end-

points of the interval I∗. In (3.21), (3.28), and (3.29) one of the two hooked terms is absent
whenever i− or i+ (endpoints of I) coincides with the left or with the right endpoint of Λ,
respectively.

Definition 3.3. For the subsequent steps we set:

a-1) if I ≺ J , and I∗ ⊈ J ,
VI
J

:= VI−1
J

; (3.18)

a-2) if I ≻ J ,
VI
J∗

:= VI−1

J∗
; (3.19)

b) if I = J ,

VI
J∗

:= P(+)
I∗

VI−1
I

P(+)
I∗
+ P(−)

I∗
VI−1
I

P(−)
I∗

(3.20)

+P(+)
I∗

(
ad ZI∗(

σz
i∗−−1σ

z
i∗−

√
t
+
σz

i∗+
σz

i∗++1
√

t
)
)
P(+)
I∗

; (3.21)
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c) if I∗ ⊂ J , first we introduce some symbols referring to three sets of intervals entering
the formula for VI

J
and used in (3.24), (3.25), and (3.26), respectively,

[GI
J

]1 :=
{
K ∈ I | K ≻ I , K ∩ I∗ , ∅, (3.22)

K , J , and Ĩ∗ ∪ K = J
}

[GI
J

]2 :=
{
K∗ ∈ I∗ | I ≻ K , K∗ ∩ I∗ , ∅ ,K∗ 1 I∗

and Ĩ∗ ∪ K̃∗ = J
}

[GI
J

]3 :=
{
K∗ ∈ I∗ | K∗ ⊂ I∗, K∗ 1 I∗

}
.

Next, we write the definition of the potential VI
J

, which, apart from the term in (3.23),
results from growth processes where some potentials are hooked in the conjugation im-
plemented by eZI∗ (see (3.24), (3.25), and (3.26)), and from collecting higher order terms
both of the Lie-Schwinger series (see (3.27)) and of the hooked Ising terms (see (3.29)
and (3.28)) which were not included in b):

VI
J

:= eZI∗ VI−1
J

e−ZI∗ (3.23)

+
∑

K∈[GI
J

]1

∞∑
n=1

1
n!

adnZI∗(V
I−1
K

) (3.24)

+
∑

K∗∈[GI
J

]2

∞∑
n=1

1
n!

adnZI∗(V
I−1

K∗
) (3.25)

+δ
Ĩ∗=J

∑
K∗∈[GI

J
]3

∞∑
n=1

1
n!

adnZI∗(V
I−1

K∗
) (3.26)

+δ
Ĩ∗=J

[
∞∑

m=2

t
(m−1)

2 (VI−1
I∗

)diagI∗
m ] (3.27)

+δ
Ĩ∗=J

( ∞∑
n=2

1
n!

adnZI∗(
σz

i∗−−1σ
z
i∗−

√
t
+
σz

i∗+
σz

i∗++1
√

t
)
)

(3.28)

+δ
Ĩ∗=J

[P(−)
I∗

(
ad ZI∗(

σz
i∗−−1σ

z
i∗−

√
t
+
σz

i∗+
σz

i∗++1
√

t
)
)
P(+)
I∗
+ h.c.] . (3.29)

Remark 3.4. The fact that the operators defined in the algorithm, namely VI
J
, VI
J∗

, and ZI∗ ,
are all well-defined bounded operators requires the main technical results contained in this
paper. More precisely, we iteratively use, at each step, Theorem 4.9, Lemma 4.10, and, in the
antiferromagnetic case, Lemma 4.3.

The next theorem states that the Hamiltonian in (3.1) is obtained by successive conjuga-
tions, of KΛ, generated by the operators ZJ∗ , with J ⪯ I, up to J = I. For this purpose, it
is enough that, for each step of the block-diagonalization, the algorithm is consistent with the
conjugation of the Hamiltonian KI−1

Λ
(t) implemented by the operator ZI∗ .
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Theorem 3.5. Given the algorithm in Definition 3.3, the Hamiltonian K I
Λ

(t) defined in (3.1)
satisfies

K IΛ (t) = eZI∗ K I−1
Λ

(t) e−ZI∗ . (3.30)

Proof
We consider the conjugation of each term in the expression below

eZI∗ K I−1
Λ

(t) e−ZI∗ (3.31)

= eZI∗
[

H0
Λ +
√

t
∑
J≺I

V I−1

J∗
+
√

t
∑
J⪰I

V I−1
J

]
e−ZI∗ (3.32)

and we re-assemble the obtained operators according to the rules of Definition 3.3, so as to get
the Hamiltonian K I

Λ
(t). The final result follows from combining the observations below.

i) For J ∩ I∗ = ∅ and for J∗ ∩ I∗ = ∅,

eZI∗ VI−1
J

e−ZI∗ = VI−1
J
=: VI

J
(3.33)

eZI∗ VI−1

J∗
e−ZI∗ = VI−1

J∗
=: VI

J∗
(3.34)

hold respectively; the identities above follow from a-1) and a-2) in Definition 3.3.

ii) From the definition of the unperturbed Hamiltonian GI∗ (see (3.5)), we observe that

eZI∗ (H0
I∗
+
√

t
∑
J⊂I∗

VI−1

J∗
+
√

tVI−1
I

) e−ZI∗ (3.35)

= eZI∗
{
H0
I∗
+
√

t
∑
J∗⊂I∗

VI−1

J∗
+
√

tVI−1
I

(3.36)

+
∑

J∗⊂I∗ ;J∗1I∗

VI−1

J∗

}
e−ZI∗

= eZI∗
{
GI∗ +

√
tVI−1
I
+
√

t
∑

J∗⊂I∗ ;J∗1I∗

VI−1

J∗

}
e−ZI∗ ;

next we use (3.4) and get (recall that GI∗ = H0
I∗
+
√

t
∑
J∗⊂I∗

VI−1

J∗
)

(3.35) = H0
I∗
+
√

t
∑
J∗⊂I∗

VI−1

J∗
+
√

t
∞∑

m=1

t(m−1)/2(VI−1
I∗

)diagI∗
m (3.37)

+eZI∗
√

t
∑

J∗⊂I∗ ;J∗1I∗

VI−1

J∗
e−ZI∗

= H0
I∗
+
√

t
∑
J⊂I∗

VI
J∗

(3.38)

+
√

t((3.20)) +
√

t((3.27)) +
√

t((3.26)) , (3.39)

where for the second identity we have used that
√

t
∑
J⊂I∗

VI
J∗
=
√

t
∑
J∗⊂I∗

VI−1

J∗
+
√

t
∑

J∗⊂I∗ ;J∗1I∗

VI−1

J∗
(3.40)
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and

√
t
∞∑

m=1

t(m−1)/2(VI−1
I∗

)diagI∗
m +

{
eZI∗
√

t
∑

J∗⊂I∗ ;J∗1I∗

VI−1

J∗
e−ZI∗ −

√
t

∑
J∗⊂I∗ ;J∗1I∗

VI−1

J∗

}
=
√

t(3.20) +
√

t(3.27) +
√

t(3.26)

where (3.27) and (3.26) are referred to case c) of Definition 3.3 for a potential VI
J ′

with

J ′ ≡ Ĩ∗.

iii) With regard to the terms VI−1
J

, with I∗ ⊂ J , we have

eZI∗ VI−1
J

e−ZI∗ = (3.23). (3.41)

iv) With regard to the terms VI−1
J

, with I∗ ∩ J , ∅ and I∗ 1 J , J 1 I∗ , it follows that

eZI∗ VI−1
J

e−ZI∗ = VI−1
J
+

∞∑
n=1

1
n!

adnZI∗(V
I−1
J

) , (3.42)

and we observe that the first term on the right hand side is VI
J

(see case a-1) Definition
3.3), while the second term is a contribution to VI

J ′
, according to the rule in (3.24), for

J ′ ≡ J ∪ Ĩ∗.

v) With regard to the terms VI−1

J∗
, we notice that they are present in (3.32) only for I−1 ⪰ J .

Hence, we have to consider the occurrences I ≻ J which we discuss below:

– the case J∗ ∩ I∗ = ∅ has been already discussed in i);
– the case J∗ ⊂ I∗ has been already discussed in ii);
– if J∗ ∩ I∗ , ∅ and J∗ 1 I∗ we write

eZI∗VI−1

J∗
e−ZI∗ = VI−1

J∗
+

∞∑
n=1

1
n!

adnZI∗(V
I−1

J∗
) (3.43)

where the first term corresponds to VI
J∗

by a-2) of Definition 3.3, and the other
terms, i.e.,

∞∑
n=1

1
n!

adnZI∗(V
I−1

J∗
) ,

contribute to VI
J ′

, with Ĩ∗ ∪ J̃∗ ≡ J ′, according to (3.25).

vi) With regard to the terms in the unperturbed Hamiltonian H0
Λ

which are supported in a
microscopic interval (i, i + 1) overlapping with I∗, but not contained in it, we have

eZI∗ (
σz

i∗+
σz

i∗++1
√

t
+
σz

i∗−−1σ
z
i∗−

√
t

) e−ZI∗

=
σz

i∗+
σz

i∗++1
√

t
+

∞∑
n=1

1
n!

adnZI∗≡J∗(
σz

i∗+
σz

i∗++1
√

t
)

=
σz

i∗+
σz

i∗++1
√

t
+ (3.21) + (3.28) + (3.29) ,

where the first term in the last line contributes (once multiplied by −
√

t · J) to H0
Λ

.
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vii) All the terms in H0
Λ

which are supported in intervals with empty intersection with I∗ are
left invariant by the conjugation.

□

In the final part of this section, we show that the potentials produced by the algorithm of
Definition 3.3 are covariant under translations in the bulk.

Definition 3.6. Let Z ∋ r 7→ U[r], where U[r] is a unitary operator on HΛ and [r] is the
equivalence class of r mod N (i.e., r 7→ [r] ∈ Z/NZ), be the action of the additive group of
integers factorizing through the natural unitary action of the finite, cyclic translation group
Z/NZ on the Hilbert space of the chain, Λ, with N sites. We define

τk(·) := U
[k
√

t−1]
(·) U∗

[k
√

t−1]
,

with k ∈ Z and likewise k
√

t−1 (recall that
√

t−1 ∈ N). We also use the same symbol τk for the
translation by [k

√
t−1] ∈ Z/NZ of the sites of the chain.

In the following, given an intervalJ , we denote with jℓ(J) the leftmost site of the interval,
analogously jr(J) stands for the rightmost site of the interval. This notation will be needed
again later in Section 4.1.2.

Proposition 3.7. For any intervals I, J , and for any k ∈ Z ∩ [0, N − 1] such that

jℓ(J) > 1 , and jr(J) + k
√

t−1 < N,

we have

i) τk(VI
J∗

) = V (I)+k

τk(J∗)
if I ⪰ J ;

ii) τk(VI
J

) = V (I)+k
τk(J) if I ≺ J .

Proof
We make use of an induction on the index I labelling the steps of the iteration. For the

basis of the induction, namely the case I = (I0)+1, since for everyJ satisfying the hypotheses
of the statement it holds (I0)+1 ≺ J , only ii) above is to be proven. In order to prove it, we
invoke a-1) in Definition 3.3 and we deduce that V (I0)+1

J
= VI0

J
, V (I0)+k+1
τk(J) = VI0

τk(J) for ℓ(J) = 1,

and V (I0)+1
J

= V (I0)+1
τk(J) = 0 for ℓ(J) > 1; thus the statement follows by the translation covariance

of the potentials in the Hamiltonian KΛ which yields τk(VI0
J

) = VI0
τk(J).

Now suppose that the statement holds in step I−1. We observe that the various cases a), b),
and c) of the algorithm depend on the relative position between I and J .

If I and J are in a relative position such that case a) of the algorithm has to be used
to express the potential VI

J∗
in terms of VI−1

J∗
(resp. VI

J
in terms of VI−1

J
), we only have to

show that case a) also applies to V (I)+k

τk(J∗)
(resp. V (I)+k

τk(J)), since then the statement will follow

by the inductive hypothesis. Indeed, if I ≻ J (i.e., case a-2) applies to VI
J∗

), the relation

(I)+k ≻ τk(J) follows, thus case a-2) applies to V (I)+k

τk(J∗)
. If I ≺ J and I∗ ⊈ J (i.e., case a-1)

applies to VI
J

), we want to show that (I)+k ≺ τk(J) and (I)∗
+k ⊈ τk(J) (recall the constraint

on k in the statement). We check the latter for k = 1 so that the statement for general k follows
by iteration. The relation I+1 ≺ τ1(J) is obvious, while for I∗

+1 ⊈ τ1(J) the only slightly
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nontrivial case is when I contains the right endpoint of the lattice. In this case I∗
+1 ⊈ τ1(J)

holds since I∗
+1 contains the left endpoint of the boundary of the lattice while τ1(J) does not.

If I and J are in a relative position such that case b) of the algorithm has to be applied to VI
J∗

then case b) applies also to V (I)+k

τk(J∗)
since in this case τk(I) = I+k. Consequently, the statement

follows by inspecting formulas (3.20)-(3.21) together with (3.8)-(3.7) and by the inductive
hypothesis; in this respect we remark that the endpoints of the lattice Λ cannot belong to the
sets J and τk(J) (as assumed in the statement) in order to exploit the translation covariance
of formula (3.20)-(3.21).
The proof is analogous if I and J are in a relative position such that case c) of the algorithm
applies to VI

J
. □

Remark 3.8. A result analogous to Proposition 3.7 holds for negative k.

4 Operator norms and control of the flow
The control of the algorithm designed in the previous section requires an elaborate proof by
induction which concerns the operator norm of the effective potentials, the convergence of
the series yielding the operators ZI∗ , and a bound from below on the spectral gaps in (3.14)
and (3.15). For this purpose, we split the proof into different parts which will be merged as
ingredients in the proof of Theorem 4.9. In Section 4.1 we provide the argument to control the
gaps in (3.14) and (3.15), for which we have to distinguish the cases J > 0 and J < 0.

4.1 Gap estimates
In estimating the gap above the ground-state energy for the local Hamiltonians GI∗

+1
, for both

the ferromagnetic and the antiferromagnetic case our standing assumption is

∥VI
J∗
∥ ≤ CJ,h ·

t
ℓ(J)−1

16

(ℓ(J))2 (4.1)

for all J ⪯ I. Here CJ,h is a quantity dependent on J and h; see Lemma 4.10. (The proof
of this operator norm estimate will be the content of Theorem 4.9 and Lemma 4.10 in Section
4.2). Our results and the related arguments heavily depend on the features of the model; as
said above we present them treating the ferromagnetic and antiferromagnetic cases separately.

4.1.1 Spectral Gap of GI∗
+1

in the ferromagnetic case

In this case, the strategy for estimating the spectral gap of GI∗
+1

is similar to the one in [FP]
due to the nondegeneracy of the ground-state energy of the local unperturbed Hamiltonians.
Nonetheless we spell it out in detail for the convenience of the reader. Our proof relies on the
following considerations.

(i) For J∗ ⊂ I∗
+1, VI

J∗
is a block-diagonalized potential with respect to the projections

P(−)
I∗
+1
, P(+)
I∗
+1

, i.e.,

VI
J∗

:= P(+)
I∗
+1

VI
J∗

P(+)
I∗
+1
+ P(−)

I∗
+1

VI
J∗

P(−)
I∗
+1
.
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Indeed, by inspecting the definition of VI
J∗

, see formulae (3.20)-(3.21) where I coincides

with J , this easily follows from P(+)
J∗

P(−)
I∗
+1
= 0 and

P(+)
I∗
+1

P(−)
J∗

VJ−1
J

P(−)
J∗

P(−)
I∗
+1
= P(+)

I∗
+1
⟨VJ−1
J
⟩ΨJ∗P

(−)
J∗

P(−)
I∗
+1
= ⟨VJ−1

J
⟩ΨJ∗ P(+)

I∗
+1

P(−)
I∗
+1
= 0 ,

where we recall that for ⟨V⟩Ψ stands for ⟨Ψ , V Ψ⟩, for any vector Ψ and operator V .
In particular this implies that GI∗

+1
is block-diagonal with respect to the projections

P(−)
I∗
+1
, P(+)
I∗
+1

.

(ii) Denoting (I∗
+1)K := {J ∈ I : ℓ(J) = K, J∗ ⊂ I∗

+1} and IK := { i ∈
⋃

J∈(I∗
+1)K

J∗}, we

have ∑
J∈(I∗

+1)K

(HC
J∗
− ⟨HC

J∗
⟩Ψ
J∗

) =
∑

J∈(I∗
+1)K

∑
i,i+1 ∈J∗

(HC
i,i+1 − ⟨H

C
i,i+1 ⟩Ψi,i+1) (4.2)

≤ (K + 1)
∑

i,i+1 ∈IK

(HC
i,i+1 − ⟨H

C
i,i+1 ⟩Ψi,i+1) (4.3)

= (K + 1) (HC
IK
− ⟨HC

IK
⟩ΨIK

)

where HC
i,i+1 andΨi,i+1 are HC

I
andΨI forI ≡ {i, i+1}, consequently HC

IK
=
∑

i,i+1 ∈IK HC
i,i+1

by definition, with ΨIK its ground-state.

Next, assuming the bound in (4.1) and making use of the inequality

P(+)
J∗
≤

1
2J + h

(HC
J∗
− ⟨HC

J∗
⟩Ψ
J∗

) , (4.4)

where we have used that 2J + h is the spectral gap above the ground-state energy of HC
J∗

, we
can estimate

±P(+)
J∗

VI
J∗

P(+)
J∗
≤

CJ,h

2J + h
· t
ℓ(J)−1

16 (HC
J∗
− ⟨HC

J∗
⟩Ψ
J∗

) . (4.5)

The inequality in (4.5) combined with point (ii) above yields

±
∑

J∈(I∗
+1)K

P(+)
J∗

VI
J∗

P(+)
J∗
≤

CJ,h

2J + h
· t
ℓ(J)−1

16 (K + 1) (HC
I∗
+1
− ⟨HC

I∗
+1
⟩ΨI∗

+1
) , (4.6)

since IK ⊂ I
∗
+1 for all K and HC

J∗
− ⟨HC

J∗
⟩Ψ
J∗
≤ HC

I∗
+1
− ⟨HC

I∗
+1
⟩ΨI∗

+1
.

With these ingredients, the proof of the next lemma can then be easily derived.

Lemma 4.1. Assuming that the bound in (4.1) holds in step I of the block-diagonalization,
and choosing t > 0 small enough such that{

1 −
4CJ,h

2J + h
·
√

t −
2CJ,h

2J + h
·
√

t
∞∑

l=3

l · t
l−2
16
}
> 0 , (4.7)

the inequality

P(+)
I∗
+1

(GI∗
+1
− EI∗

+1
) P(+)
I∗
+1
≥ (2J + 2h)

{
1 −

4CJ,h

2J + h
·
√

t −
2CJ,h

2J + h
·
√

t
∞∑

l=3

l · t
l−2
16
}

P(+)
I∗
+1

(4.8)

holds, where
EI∗

+1
:= ⟨GI∗

+1
⟩ΨI∗

+1
. (4.9)
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Proof
By definition of GI∗

+1
and using the identity

VI
J∗
= P(+)

J∗
VI
J∗

P(+)
J∗
+ P(−)

J∗
VI
J∗

P(−)
J∗

for all J∗ ⊂ I∗
+1, we can write

P(+)
I∗
+1

GI∗
+1

P(+)
I∗
+1
= P(+)

I∗
+1

(H0
I∗
+1
+
√

t
∑
J∗⊂I∗

+1

VI
J∗

) P(+)
I∗
+1

= P(+)
I∗
+1

(H0
I∗
+1
+
√

t
∑
J∗⊂I∗

+1

P(+)
J∗

VI
J∗

P(+)
J∗

)P(+)
I∗
+1

(4.10)

+P(+)
I∗
+1

√
t
∑
J∗⊂I∗

+1

⟨VI
J∗
⟩Ψ
J∗

(1 − P(+)
J∗

) P(+)
I∗
+1
. (4.11)

Now, using (4.6) above together with

HC
I∗
+1
− ⟨HC

I∗
+1
⟩ΨI∗

+1
≤ H0

I∗
+1
− ⟨H0

I∗
+1
⟩ΨI∗

+1
, (4.12)

(which trivially follows from (1.10) and (1.12)) we get

±
∑
J∗⊂I∗

+1

P(+)
J∗

VI
J∗

P(+)
J∗

≤
CJ,h

2J + h
·

ℓ(I)−1∑
ℓ(J)=1

t
ℓ(J)−1

16 (ℓ(J) + 1) (H0
I∗
+1
− ⟨H0

I∗
+1
⟩ΨI∗

+1
) . (4.13)

Thus, with the help of (4.4), (4.12), and using the identity

H0
I∗
+1
− EI∗

+1
= H0

I∗
+1
− ⟨H0

I∗
+1
⟩ΨI∗

+1
−
√

t
∑
J∗⊂I∗

+1

⟨VI
J∗
⟩Ψ
J∗
,

we can conclude that

P(+)
I∗
+1

(GI∗
+1
− EI∗

+1
) P(+)
I∗
+1

≥ P(+)
I∗
+1

(
1 −

2CJ,h

2J + h
·
√

t
∞∑

K′=1

t
K′−1

16 (K′ + 1) (H0
I∗
+1
− ⟨H0

I∗
+1
⟩ΨI∗

+1
)
)
P(+)
I∗
+1

≥ (2J + 2h)
(
1 −

2CJ,h

2J + h
·
√

t
∞∑

K′=1

t
K′−1

16 (K′ + 1)
)

P(+)
I∗
+1

where for the last inequality we have used

P(+)
I∗
+1

(H0
I∗
+1
− ⟨H0

I∗
+1
⟩ΨI∗

+1
)P(+)
I∗
+1
≥ (2J + 2h)P(+)

I∗
+1

which follows from Proposition 1.1. □
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4.1.2 Low-lying spectrum of GI∗
+1

in the antiferromagnetic case

The discussion is carried out in three steps.

I) In Lemma 4.3 we show that, due to the definition of VJ
J∗

in point b) of the algorithm (see

(3.20)-(3.21)), the operator GI∗
+1

is not only block-diagonal with respect to P(−)
I∗
+1
, P(+)
I∗
+1

but also w.r.t. P(−),A
I∗
+1
, P(−),B
I∗
+1

;

II) The result is then used in Lemma 4.4 where we estimate the difference |EB
I∗
+1
− EA

I∗
+1
| of

the two lowest eigenvalues of GI∗
+1

;

III) In Lemma 4.6 we finally estimate the distance between the spectrum of P(+)
I∗
+1

GI∗
+1

P(+)
I∗
+1

and the two lowest eigenvalues of GI∗
+1

, with the help of Lemma 4.5 which provides an
intermediate result.

In the following, due to the structure of the two lowest-energy eigenvectors of the local
unperturbed Hamiltonians, it will be useful to split the set consisting of intervals J∗ such that
J∗ ⊂ I∗

+1, i.e.,
(I∗+1)int :=

{
J∗ ∈ I∗ : J∗ ⊂ I∗+1

}
, (4.14)

into two sets which are defined below, where jℓ(J) stands for the microscopic coordinate of
the leftmost site of the interval J :

(I∗+1)ev :=
{
J∗ ∈ I∗ : J∗ ⊂ I∗+1, |jℓ(J

∗) − jℓ(I∗+1)| is even
}
, (4.15)

(I∗+1)odd :=
{
J∗ ∈ I∗ : J∗ ⊂ I∗+1, |jℓ(J

∗) − jℓ(I∗+1)| is odd
}
. (4.16)

Remark 4.2. We observe that, by definition of the vectorsΨA
I

andΨB
I

, and of the sets (I∗
+1)ev , (I∗

+1)odd,
the following identities hold true:
if J∗ ∈ (I∗

+1)ev
⟨VJ∗⟩ΨA/B

I∗
+1

= ⟨VJ∗⟩ΨA/B
J∗

(4.17)

if J∗ ∈ (I∗
+1)odd

⟨VJ∗⟩ΨA/B
I∗
+1

= ⟨VJ∗⟩ΨB/A
J∗
. (4.18)

In the lemma below we prove a property that can be seen as a weak form of the LTQO
condition for the ground-state subspace of HC

I∗
+1

. It consists in the absence of off-diagonal

terms of the effective potentials VI
J∗

w.r.t. P(−),A
I∗
+1

and P(−),B
I∗
+1

. This property results from using
enlarged intervals in the block-diagonalization procedure.

Lemma 4.3. For any I,J ∈ I with J∗ ⊂ I∗
+1, we have the following:

(a) VI
J∗

is block-diagonal with respect to P(−),A
J∗
, P(−),B
J∗
, P(+)
J∗

(see their definitions below (2.41));

(b) VI
J∗

is block-diagonal with respect to P(−),A
I∗
+1
, P(−),B
I∗
+1
, P(+)
I∗
+1

.

Consequently, GI∗
+1

is block-diagonal with respect to P(−),A
I∗
+1
, P(−),B
I∗
+1
, P(+)
I∗
+1

.

Proof
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The proofs of points (a) and (b) are identical; thus we show only (b), that is we prove that

P(+)
I∗
+1

VI
J∗

P(−)
I∗
+1
= 0, (4.19)

P(−),A
I∗
+1

VI
J∗

P(−),B
I∗
+1
= 0. (4.20)

We recall that (see point b) in Definition 3.3) for I ⪰ J

VI
J∗
= VJ

J∗
:= P(+)

J∗
VJ−1
J

P(+)
J∗
+ P(−)

J∗
VJ−1
J

P(−)
J∗

(4.21)

+P(+)
J∗

(
adZJ∗(

σz
i∗−−1σ

z
i∗−

√
t
+
σz

i∗+
σz

i∗++1
√

t
)
)
P(+)
J∗
, (4.22)

and we observe the following relations:

(i) P(−)
I∗
+1

P(+)
J∗
= P(−)

I∗
+1

P(+)
J∗
= 0 since J∗ ⊂ I∗

+1 by assumption;

(ii) P(−),A
J∗

VJ−1
J

P(−),B
J∗

= 0, due to the fact that VJ−1
J

is localized in J , which is strictly con-
tained in J∗; hence

P(−)
J∗

VJ−1
J

P(−)
J∗
= ⟨VJ−1

J
⟩ΨA
J∗

P(−),A
J∗
+ ⟨VJ−1

J
⟩ΨB
J∗

P(−),B
J∗

;

(iii) If J∗ ∈ (I∗
+1)ev, P(−)

I∗
+1

P(−),A
J∗
= P(−),A

I∗
+1

and P(−)
I∗
+1

P(−),B
J∗
= P(−),B

I∗
+1

.

If J∗ ∈ (I∗
+1)odd, P(−)

I∗
+1

P(−),A
J∗
= P(−),B

I∗
+1

and P(−)
I∗
+1

P(−),B
J∗
= P(−),A

I∗
+1
.

(iv) If J∗ ∈ (I∗
+1)ev, P(−),A

I∗
+1

P(−),A
J∗
= P(−),A

I∗
+1

, P(−),B
I∗
+1

P(−),B
J∗
= P(−),B

I∗
+1

, and P(−),A
I∗
+1

P(−),B
J∗
= 0.

If J∗ ∈ (I∗
+1)odd, P(−),A

I∗
+1

P(−),A
J∗
= 0 , P(−),B

I∗
+1

P(−),B
J∗
= 0 , and P(−),A

I∗
+1

P(−),B
J∗
= P(−),A

I∗
+1

.

Thus, using (4.21),

P(+)
I∗
+1

VI
J∗

P(−)
I∗
+1

= P(+)
I∗
+1

P(−)
J∗

VJ−1
J

P(−)
J∗

P(−)
I∗
+1

= P(+)
I∗
+1

(
⟨VJ−1
J
⟩ΨA
J∗

P(−),A
J∗
+ ⟨VJ−1

J
⟩ΨB
J∗

P(−),B
J∗

)
P(−)
I∗
+1
= 0

which proves (4.19), where the first equality is due to item (i), the second to item (ii), and the
last one to item (iii).

Concerning (4.20),

P(−),A
I∗
+1

VI
J∗

P(−),B
I∗
+1

= P(−),A
I∗
+1

P(−)
J∗

VJ−1
J

P(−)
J∗

P(−),B
I∗
+1

= P(−),A
I∗
+1

(⟨VJ−1
J
⟩ΨA
J∗

P(−),A
J∗
+ ⟨VJ−1

J
⟩ΨB
J∗

P(−),B
J∗

)P(−),B
I∗
+1
= 0 ,

where the first equality follows from item (i), the second from item (ii), and the last one from
item (iv). □

In the next lemma we make use of the argument (see Section 2.4) regarding what we refer
to as degeneracy of the bulk ground-state energy.
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Lemma 4.4. Let
EA
I∗
+1

:= ⟨GI∗
+1
⟩ΨA
I∗
+1

, (4.23)

and
EB
I∗
+1

:= ⟨GI∗
+1
⟩ΨB
I∗
+1

.

If I∗ has an odd number of sites, then

EB
I∗
+1
− EA

I∗
+1
= 2h + O(

√
t).

If I∗ has an even number of sites, then

|EB
I∗
+1
− EA

I∗
+1
| ≤ O(

√
t).

Proof
If the set I∗ has odd cardinality, then

⟨H0
I∗
+1
⟩ΨB
I∗
+1

− ⟨H0
I∗
+1
⟩ΨA
I∗
+1

= 2h,

whereas if I∗ has even cardinality

⟨H0
I∗
+1
⟩ΨB
I∗
+1

− ⟨H0
I∗
+1
⟩ΨA
I∗
+1

= 0.

Next we consider two subsets of (I∗
+1)ev and (I∗

+1)odd, respectively:

(I∗+1)′ev := {J∗ ∈ (I∗+1)ev : τ−1(J∗) ⊂ I∗+1} (4.24)

and
(I∗+1)′odd := {J∗ ∈ (I∗+1)odd : τ1(J∗) ⊂ I∗+1} . (4.25)

The set (I∗
+1)′ev, respectively (I∗

+1)′odd, consists of intervals that are still contained in I∗
+1 when

shifted by τk with k = −1, respectively k = 1 (see Definition 3.6). We also observe that

τ−1((I∗+1)′ev) = (I∗+1)′odd . (4.26)

If I∗ has an odd number of sites, by splitting (I∗
+1)int (see (4.14)) into (I∗

+1)ev ∪ (I∗
+1)odd, and

by using the properties in Remark 4.2, we can write

EB
I∗
+1
− EA

I∗
+1

(4.27)

= ⟨H0
I∗
+1
⟩ΨB
I∗
+1

− ⟨H0
I∗
+1
⟩ΨA
I∗
+1

+
√

t ·
∑
J∗⊂I∗

+1

(⟨VI
J∗
⟩ΨB
I∗
+1

− ⟨VI
J∗
⟩ΨA
I∗
+1

) (4.28)

= 2h +
√

t ·

 ∑
J∗∈(I∗

+1)ev

(⟨VI
J∗
⟩ΨB
J∗
− ⟨VI

J∗
⟩ΨA
J∗

) +
∑

J∗∈(I∗
+1)odd

(⟨VI
J∗
⟩ΨA
J∗
− ⟨VI

J∗
⟩ΨB
J∗

)

 .
Next, by splitting (I∗

+1)ev/odd into (I∗
+1)′ev/odd ∪ [(I∗

+1)ev/odd \ (I∗
+1)′ev/odd], we can estimate
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|EB
I∗
+1
− EA

I∗
+1
− 2h|

≤
√

t ·
∣∣∣∣
 ∑
J∗∈(I∗

+1)′ev

(⟨VI
J∗
⟩ΨB
J∗
− ⟨VI

J∗
⟩ΨA
J∗

) +
∑

J∗∈(I∗
+1)′odd

(⟨VI
J∗
⟩ΨA
J∗
− ⟨VI

J∗
⟩ΨB
J∗

)

 ∣∣∣∣ (4.29)

+
√

t ·
∑

J∗∈(I∗
+1)ev\(I∗+1)′ev

|(⟨VI
J∗
⟩ΨB
J∗
− ⟨VI

J∗
⟩ΨA
J∗

)| +
√

t ·
∑

J∗∈(I∗
+1)odd\(I∗+1)′odd

|(⟨VI
J∗
⟩ΨA
J∗
− ⟨VI

J∗
⟩ΨB
J∗

)| .

Now we claim that the terms in (4.29) cancel out. In order to show this we recall (4.26) and
observe that, for each J∗ ∈ (I∗

+1)′ev, we have:

• by invoking Proposition 3.7

⟨VI
J∗
⟩
Ψ

A/B
J∗

= ⟨VI−1

τ−1(J∗)
⟩
Ψ

A/B
τ−1(J∗)

; (4.30)

• due to the rules in Definition 3.3, a potential that has been block-diagonalized does not
change along the flow; since I ≻ J , the potential Vτ−1(I)

τ−1(J∗)
is already block-diagonalized

and, consequently,
⟨VI−1

τ−1(J∗)
⟩
Ψ

A/B
τ−1(J∗)

= ⟨VI
τ−1(J∗)

⟩
Ψ

A/B
τ−1(J∗)

, (4.31)

where τ−1(J∗) is indeed an interval belonging to (I∗
+1)

′

odd.

The identities in (4.30) and (4.31) imply that with each term in the first sum of (4.29) we can
associate another one in the second sum that is exactly its opposite.

Then we can write

|EB
I∗
+1
− EA

I∗
+1
− 2h| (4.32)

≤
√

t ·
∑

J∗∈(I∗
+1)ev\(I∗+1)′ev

|(⟨VI
J∗
⟩ΨB
J∗
− ⟨VI

J∗
⟩ΨA
J∗

)| +
√

t ·
∑

J∗∈(I∗
+1)odd\(I∗+1)′odd

|(⟨VI
J∗
⟩ΨA
J∗
− ⟨VI

J∗
⟩ΨB
J∗

)|

≤ 4
√

t ·
∞∑

K=1

CJ,h ·
t

K−1
16

K2 , (4.33)

where for the last inequality we use that there is at most one interval of length K for each sum

and its norm is bounded by CJ,h ·
t

K−1
16

K2 by (4.1). This proves the inequality in the statement of
the lemma. An analogous argument applies if I∗

+1 has an even number of sites. □

Similarly to the ferromagnetic case, we derive

Lemma 4.5. Assuming that the bound in (4.1) holds in step I of the block-diagonalization,
the following holds true

1. If the number of sites of I∗
+1 is odd

±
∑
J∗⊂I∗

+1

P(+)
J∗

VI
J∗

P(+)
J∗
≤

ℓ(I)−1∑
ℓ(J)=1

CJ,h

2|J| − h
· t
ℓ(J)−1

16 (ℓ(J) + 1)
(
H0
I∗
+1
− ⟨H0

I∗
+1
⟩ΨA
I∗
+1

)
, (4.34)

and
P(+)
I∗
+1

≤
1

2|J|

(
H0
I∗
+1
− ⟨H0

I∗
+1
⟩ΨA
I∗
+1

)
, (4.35)
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while, concerning ΨB
I∗
+1

,

±
∑
J∗⊂I∗

+1

P(+)
J∗

VI
J∗

P(+)
J∗
≤

ℓ(I)−1∑
ℓ(J)=1

CJ,h

2|J| − h
· t
ℓ(J)−1

16 (ℓ(J) + 1)
(
H0
I∗
+1
− ⟨H0

I∗
+1
⟩ΨB
I∗
+1

+ 2h
)

; (4.36)

2. if the number of sites of I∗
+1 is even

±
∑
J∗⊂I∗

+1

P(+)
J∗

VI
J∗

P(+)
J∗
≤

ℓ(I)−1∑
ℓ(J)=1

CJ,h

2|J| − h
· t
ℓ(J)−1

16 (ℓ(J) + 1)
(
H0
I∗
+1
− ⟨H0

I∗
+1
⟩
Ψ

A/B
I∗
+1

+ h
)
, (4.37)

and
P(+)
I∗
+1

≤
1

2|J| − 2h

(
H0
I∗
+1
− ⟨H0

I∗
+1
⟩ΨA
I∗
+1

)
. (4.38)

Proof
From the definitions of H0

I
and HC

I
in (1.7) and (1.9), respectively, we easily deduce:

if I∗
+1 contains an even number of sites

HC
I∗
+1
− ⟨HC

I∗
+1
⟩ΨA
I∗
+1

≤ H0
I∗
+1
− ⟨H0

I∗
+1
⟩ΨA
I∗
+1

+ h (4.39)

and
HC
I∗
+1
− ⟨HC

I∗
+1
⟩ΨB
I∗
+1

≤ H0
I∗
+1
− ⟨H0

I∗
+1
⟩ΨB
I∗
+1

+ h ; (4.40)

if I∗
+1 contains an odd number of sites

HC
I∗
+1
− ⟨HC

I∗
+1
⟩ΨA
I∗
+1

≤ H0
I∗
+1
− ⟨H0

I∗
+1
⟩ΨA
I∗
+1

(4.41)

HC
I∗
+1
− ⟨HC

I∗
+1
⟩ΨB
I∗
+1

≤ H0
I∗
+1
− ⟨H0

I∗
+1
⟩ΨB
I∗
+1

+ 2h . (4.42)

Analogously to (4.6), we can show that

±
∑

J∈(I∗
+1)K

P(+)
J∗

VI
J∗

P(+)
J∗
≤

CJ,h

2|J| − h
· t
ℓ(J)−1

16 (K + 1)
(
HC
I∗
+1
− ⟨HC

I∗
+1
⟩
Ψ

A/B
I∗
+1

)
, (4.43)

where (I∗
+1)K is defined in item (ii) of Subsection 4.1.1.

Finally, by combining (4.39)-(4.40) and (4.41)-(4.42) with (4.43), we get the inequalities in
(4.34), (4.36), and (4.37).

Depending on the odd/even case the spectral gap changes according to Proposition 1.1, and
consequently the inequalities (4.35) and (4.38) follow.
□

In the lemma below we use all the crucial ingredients: 1) the translation covariance of
the model combined with the antiferromagnetic structure of the two groundstates of the un-
perturbed local Hamiltonians HC

I
; 2) the block-diagonalization of the effective potentials VI

J∗

with respect to the triples of projections displayed in (a) and (b) of Lemma 4.3; 3) the spectral
gap of the unperturbed local Hamiltonians.
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Lemma 4.6. Assuming that the bound in (4.1) holds in step I of the block-diagonalization,
there exists t̄ > 0 small enough such that ∀t ≤ t̄

P(+)
I∗
+1

(GI∗
+1
− EA/B

I∗
+1

) P(+)
I∗
+1
≥ (2|J| − 2h) ·

[
1 − O(

√
t)
]

P(+)
I∗
+1
. (4.44)

Proof
We recall that thanks to point (a) of Lemma 4.3

P(+)
I∗
+1

GI∗
+1

P(+)
I∗
+1
= P(+)

I∗
+1

(H0
I∗
+1
+
√

t
∑
J∗⊂I∗

+1

VI
J∗

) P(+)
I∗
+1

(4.45)

= P(+)
I∗
+1

(H0
I∗
+1
+
√

t
∑
J∗⊂I∗

+1

P(+)
J∗

VI
J∗

P(+)
J∗

) P(+)
I∗
+1

(4.46)

+P(+)
I∗
+1

√
t (
∑
J∗⊂I∗

+1

⟨VI
J∗
⟩ΨB
J∗

P(−),B
J∗

) P(+)
I∗
+1

(4.47)

+P(+)
I∗
+1

√
t (
∑
J∗⊂I∗

+1

⟨VI
J∗
⟩ΨA
J∗

P(−),A
J∗

) P(+)
I∗
+1
. (4.48)

Using the definitions in (4.15) and (4.16), we can write:

P(+)
I∗
+1

GI∗
+1

P(+)
I∗
+1

(4.49)

= P(+)
I∗
+1

(H0
I∗
+1
+
√

t
∑
J∗⊂I∗

+1

P(+)
J∗

VI
J∗

P(+)
J∗

) P(+)
I∗
+1

(4.50)

+P(+)
I∗
+1

√
t (

∑
J∗∈(I∗

+1)ev

⟨VI
J∗
⟩ΨA
J∗

P(−),A
J∗

) P(+)
I∗
+1
+ P(+)

I∗
+1

√
t (

∑
J∗∈(I∗

+1)odd

⟨VI
J∗
⟩ΨA
J∗

P(−),A
J∗

) P(+)
I∗
+1

(4.51)

+P(+)
I∗
+1

√
t (

∑
J∗∈(I∗

+1)odd

⟨VI
J∗
⟩ΨB
J∗

P(−),B
J∗

) P(+)
I∗
+1
+ P(+)

I∗
+1

√
t (

∑
J∗∈(I∗

+1)ev

⟨VI
J∗
⟩ΨB
J∗

P(−),B
J∗

) P(+)
I∗
+1
. (4.52)

Next, for each J∗ ∈ (I∗
+1)ev and J∗ ∈ (I∗

+1)odd, we add and subtract

⟨VI
J∗
⟩ΨA
J∗

P(−),B
J∗

, ⟨VI
J∗
⟩ΨB
J∗

P(−),A
J∗
,

respectively. Thus we obtain

P(+)
I∗
+1

GI∗
+1

P(+)
I∗
+1

(4.53)

= P(+)
I∗
+1

(H0
I∗
+1
+
√

t
∑
J∗⊂I∗

+1

P(+)
J∗

VI
J∗

P(+)
J∗

)P(+)
I∗
+1

(4.54)

+P(+)
I∗
+1

√
t
[ ∑
J∗∈(I∗

+1)ev

(⟨VI
J∗
⟩ΨB
J∗
− ⟨VI

J∗
⟩ΨA
J∗

) P(−),B
J∗

]
P(+)
I∗
+1

(4.55)

+P(+)
I∗
+1

√
t (

∑
J∗∈(I∗

+1)odd

⟨VI
J∗
⟩ΨB
J∗

P(−)
J∗

) P(+)
I∗
+1

(4.56)

+P(+)
I∗
+1

√
t
[ ∑
J∗∈(I∗

+1)odd

(⟨VI
J∗
⟩ΨA
J∗
− ⟨VI

J∗
⟩ΨB
J∗

) P(−),A
J∗

]
P(+)
I∗
+1

(4.57)

+P(+)
I∗
+1

√
t (

∑
J∗∈(I∗

+1)ev

⟨VI
J∗
⟩ΨA
J∗

P(−)
J∗

) P(+)
I∗
+1
, (4.58)
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where we have used

⟨VI
J∗
⟩
Ψ

A/B
J∗

{
P(−),B
J∗
+ P(−),A

J∗

}
= ⟨VI

J∗
⟩
Ψ

A/B
J∗

P(−)
J∗
.

The rest of the proof is separated into two parts, namely the study of (4.55) + (4.57) and of
(4.56) + (4.58), respectively, and in a conclusion where we collect our partial estimates and
finally prove the result stated in (4.44).

Study of the terms (4.55) + (4.57)

We intend to show some cancellations in the expression above. For this purpose we observe
that if J∗ ∈ (I∗

+1)′odd ⊂ (I∗
+1)odd (see the definition of (I∗

+1)′odd in (4.25)) then

(i).a
P(−),A
J∗

P(−),A
J∗∪τ1(J∗)

= P(−),A
J∗∪τ1(J∗)

,

(ii).a
P(−),A
J∗

P(−),B
J∗∪τ1(J∗)

= 0 .

Analogously, for J∗ ∈ (I∗
+1)′ev ⊂ (I∗

+1)ev, the following hold

(i).b
P(−),B
J∗

P(−),B
J∗∪τ−1(J∗)

= 0 ,

(ii).b
P(−),B
J∗

P(−),A
J∗∪τ−1(J∗)

= P(−),A
J∗∪τ−1(J∗)

.

Therefore, regarding each summand in (4.57) associated with an interval J∗ ∈ (I∗
+1)′odd, we

decompose the identity into

1 = P(−),A
J∗∪τ1(J∗)

+ P(−),B
J∗∪τ1(J∗)

+ P(+)
J∗∪τ1(J∗)

; (4.59)

analogously, for an interval J∗ ∈ (I∗
+1)′ev in (4.55) we use

1 = P(−),A
J∗∪τ−1(J∗)

+ P(−),B
J∗∪τ−1(J∗)

+ P(+)
J∗∪τ−1(J∗)

. (4.60)

Then we split (I∗
+1)ev/odd into (I∗

+1)′ev/odd ∪ [(I∗
+1)ev/odd \ (I∗

+1)′ev/odd], and we substitute (4.60)
into (4.55) and (4.59) into (4.57). For each J ∈ (I∗

+1)′ev, the corresponding term in (4.55) is

P(+)
I∗
+1

(
⟨VI
J∗
⟩ΨB
J∗
− ⟨VI

J∗
⟩ΨA
J∗

)
P(−),B
J∗

P(+)
I∗
+1

(4.61)

= P(+)
I∗
+1

(
⟨VI
J∗
⟩ΨB
J∗
− ⟨VI

J∗
⟩ΨA
J∗

)
P(−),B
J∗

1P(+)
I∗
+1

(4.62)

= P(+)
I∗
+1

(
⟨VI
J∗
⟩ΨB
J∗
− ⟨VI

J∗
⟩ΨA
J∗

)
P(−),B
J∗

P(−),A
J∗∪τ−1(J∗)

P(+)
I∗
+1

(4.63)

+P(+)
I∗
+1

(
⟨VI
J∗
⟩ΨB
J∗
− ⟨VI

J∗
⟩ΨA
J∗

)
P(−),B
J∗

P(−),B
J∗∪τ−1(J∗)

P(+)
I∗
+1

(4.64)

+P(+)
I∗
+1

(
⟨VI
J∗
⟩ΨB
J∗
− ⟨VI

J∗
⟩ΨA
J∗

)
P(−),B
J∗

P(+)
J∗∪τ−1(J∗)

P(+)
I∗
+1
. (4.65)

Using property (ii).b above, (4.63) is equal to

P(+)
I∗
+1

(
⟨VI
J∗
⟩ΨB
J∗
− ⟨VI

J∗
⟩ΨA
J∗

)
P(−),A
J∗∪τ−1(J∗)

P(+)
I∗
+1
,
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while, using property (i).b above, (4.64) is equal to 0. Thus, we get

P(+)
I∗
+1

(
⟨VI
J∗
⟩ΨB
J∗
− ⟨VI

J∗
⟩ΨA
J∗

)
P(−),B
J∗

P(+)
I∗
+1

(4.66)

= P(+)
I∗
+1

(
⟨VI
J∗
⟩ΨB
J∗
− ⟨VI

J∗
⟩ΨA
J∗

)
P(−),A
J∗∪τ−1(J∗)

P(+)
I∗
+1

(4.67)

+P(+)
I∗
+1

(
⟨VI
J∗
⟩ΨB
J∗
− ⟨VI

J∗
⟩ΨA
J∗

)
P(−),B
J∗

P(+)
J∗∪τ−1(J∗)

P(+)
I∗
+1
.

Analogously, from the properties in (i).a and (ii).a above, we deduce that, for each J ∈
(I∗
+1)′odd, the corresponding term in (4.57) is

P(+)
I∗
+1

(
⟨VI
J∗
⟩ΨA
J∗
− ⟨VI

J∗
⟩ΨB
J∗

)
P(−),A
J∗

P(+)
I∗
+1

= P(+)
I∗
+1

(
⟨VI
J∗
⟩ΨA
J∗
− ⟨VI

J∗
⟩ΨB
J∗

)
P(−),A
J∗∪τ1(J∗)

P(+)
I∗
+1

(4.68)

+P(+)
I∗
+1

(
⟨VI
J∗
⟩ΨA
J∗
− ⟨VI

J∗
⟩ΨB
J∗

)
P(−),A
J∗

P(+)
J∗∪τ1(J∗)

P(+)
I∗
+1
.

For the terms corresponding to intervals in (I∗
+1)ev/odd \ (I∗

+1)′ev/odd we do nothing. Thus,
we have

(4.55) + (4.57)

= P(+)
I∗
+1

√
t
[ ∑
J∗∈(I∗

+1)′odd

(
⟨VI
J∗
⟩ΨA
J∗
− ⟨VI

J∗
⟩ΨB
J∗

)
P(−),A
J∗∪τ1(J∗)

]
P(+)
I∗
+1

(4.69)

+P(+)
I∗
+1

√
t
[ ∑
J∗∈(I∗

+1)′odd

(
⟨VI
J∗
⟩ΨA
J∗
− ⟨VI

J∗
⟩ΨB
J∗

)
P(−),A
J∗

P(+)
J∗∪τ1(J∗)

]
P(+)
I∗
+1

(4.70)

+P(+)
I∗
+1

√
t
[ ∑
J∗∈(I∗

+1)′ev

(
⟨VI
J∗
⟩ΨB
J∗
− ⟨VI

J∗
⟩ΨA
J∗

)
P(−),A
J∗∪τ−1(J∗)

]
P(+)
I∗
+1

(4.71)

+P(+)
I∗
+1

√
t
[ ∑
J∗∈(I∗

+1)′ev

(⟨VI
J∗
⟩ΨB
J∗
− ⟨VI

J∗
⟩ΨA
J∗

)P(−),B
J∗

P(+)
J∗∪τ−1(J∗)

]
P(+)
I∗
+1

(4.72)

+P(+)
I∗
+1

√
t
[ ∑
J∗∈(I∗

+1)ev\(I∗+1)′ev

(
⟨VI
J∗
⟩ΨB
J∗
− ⟨VI

J∗
⟩ΨA
J∗

)
P(−),B
J∗

]
P(+)
I∗
+1

(4.73)

+P(+)
I∗
+1

√
t
[ ∑
J∗∈(I∗

+1)odd\(I∗+1)′odd

(
⟨VI
J∗
⟩ΨA
J∗
− ⟨VI

J∗
⟩ΨB
J∗

)
P(−),A
J∗

]
P(+)
I∗
+1
. (4.74)

We proceed our study of (4.55)+ (4.57) by combining different terms in (4.69)-(4.74). We start
with the estimate of the following terms

• (4.69) + (4.71).
From (4.26) we have that for each J∗ ∈ (I∗

+1)′odd, the projection P(−),A
J∗∪τ1(J∗)

is equal to

the projection P(−),A
K∗∪τ−1(K∗)

where K = τ1(J) ∈ (I∗
+1)′even. Thus each term in (4.69) is

paired with a term in (4.71); their combination gives(
⟨VI
J∗
⟩ΨA
J∗
− ⟨VI

J∗
⟩ΨB
J∗
+ ⟨VI

τ1(J∗)
⟩ΨB
τ1(J∗)

− ⟨VI
τ1(J∗)

⟩ΨA
τ1(J∗)

)
P(−),A
J∗∪τ1(J∗)

(4.75)

Now we recall that (see an analogous identity in (4.30)-(4.31))

⟨VI
J∗
⟩ΨB
J∗
= ⟨VI

τ1(J∗)
⟩ΨB
τ1(J∗)
, ⟨VI

J∗
⟩ΨA
J∗
= ⟨VI

τ1(J∗)
⟩ΨA
τ1(J∗)
, (4.76)
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which follow from the translation covariance stated in Proposition 3.7. Thus we conclude
that

(4.69) + (4.71) = 0 . (4.77)

• (4.73) + (4.74).
For each K ∈ N, there is at most oneJ ∈ I with ℓ(J) = K andJ∗ ∈ (I∗

+1)odd \ (I∗
+1)′odd;

analogously, there is at most oneK ∈ I with ℓ(K) = K such thatK∗ ∈ (I∗
+1)ev \ (I∗

+1)′ev.
Thanks to (4.1), this implies

±((4.73) + (4.74)) ≤ 4
√

t ·
ℓ(I)−1∑

K=1

CJ,h ·
t

K−1
16

K2 P(+)
I∗
+1
. (4.78)

• (4.70) + (4.72).
We use Lemma 4.5 and estimate (the factor 4 in (4.79) and (4.80) comes from applying
the estimates in (4.34) (odd case) and in (4.37) (even case) to each of the two terms
contained in (4.70) and (4.72)):

– if I∗ has an odd number of sites,

±((4.70) + (4.72))

≤ P(+)
I∗
+1

√
t
[ ℓ(I)−1∑

K=2

∑
K∈(I∗

+1)K

(4 ·CJ,h ·
t

K−2
16

(K − 1)2 )P(+)
K∗

]
P(+)
I∗
+1

≤ P(+)
I∗
+1

√
t
[ ℓ(I)−1∑

K=2

(4 ·CJ,h ·
t

K−2
16

(K − 1)2 )(K + 1)
1

2|J| − h
(H0
I∗
+1
− ⟨H0

I∗
+1
⟩ΨA
I∗
+1

)
]
P(+)
I∗
+1

; (4.79)

– if I∗ has an even number of sites,

±((4.70) + (4.72))

≤ P(+)
I∗
+1

√
t
[ ℓ(I)−1∑

K=2

∑
K∈(I∗

+1)K

(4 ·CJ,h ·
t

K−2
16

(K − 1)2 )P(+)
K∗

]
P(+)
I∗
+1

≤ P(+)
I∗
+1

√
t
[ ℓ(I)−1∑

K=2

(4 ·CJ,h ·
t

K−2
16

(K − 1)2 )(K + 1)
1

2|J| − h
(H0
I∗
+1
− ⟨H0

I∗
+1
⟩ΨA
I∗
+1

+ h)
]
P(+)
I∗
+1
. (4.80)

where (I∗
+1)K is defined in item (ii) of Subsection 4.1.1.

Study of the terms (4.54) + (4.56) + (4.58)

By using P(−)
J∗
= 1 − P(+)

J∗
, we can write

(4.56) + (4.58) (4.81)

= P(+)
I∗
+1

√
t
[ ∑
J∗∈(I∗

+1)ev

⟨VI
J∗
⟩ΨA
J∗
+

∑
J∗∈(I∗

+1)odd

⟨VI
J∗
⟩ΨB
J∗

]
P(+)
I∗
+1

(4.82)

−P(+)
I∗
+1

√
t
[ ∑
J∗∈(I∗

+1)ev

⟨VI
J∗
⟩ΨA
J∗

P(+)
J∗
+

∑
J∗∈(I∗

+1)odd

⟨VI
J∗
⟩ΨB
J∗

P(+)
J∗

]
P(+)
I∗
+1
. (4.83)

We recall that
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(i) for J∗ ∈ (I∗
+1)ev , ⟨VI

J∗
⟩ΨA
J∗
= ⟨VI

J∗
⟩ΨA
I∗
+1

and ⟨VI
J∗
⟩ΨB
J∗
= ⟨VI

J∗
⟩ΨB
I∗
+1

,

(ii) for J∗ ∈ (I∗
+1)odd , ⟨VI

J∗
⟩ΨA
J∗
= ⟨VI

J∗
⟩ΨB
I∗
+1

and ⟨VI
J∗
⟩ΨB
J∗
= ⟨VI

J∗
⟩ΨA
I∗
+1

.

Consequently, we get
(4.82) = (EA

I∗
+1
− ⟨H0

I∗
+1
⟩ΨA
I∗
+1

)P(+)
I∗
+1
. (4.84)

Hence, we have

(4.54) + (4.56) + (4.58) (4.85)

= P(+)
I∗
+1

(H0
I∗
+1
+ EA

I∗
+1
− ⟨H0

I∗
+1
⟩ΨA
I∗
+1

)P(+)
I∗
+1

(4.86)

+P(+)
I∗
+1

(
√

t
∑
J∗⊂I∗

+1

P(+)
J∗

VI
J∗

P(+)
J∗

)P(+)
I∗
+1

(4.87)

−P(+)
I∗
+1

√
t
[ ∑
J∗∈(I∗

+1)ev

⟨VI
J∗
⟩ΨA
J∗

P(+)
J∗
+

∑
J∗∈(I∗

+1)odd

⟨VI
J∗
⟩ΨB
J∗

P(+)
J∗

]
P(+)
I∗
+1
. (4.88)

Concerning the terms in (4.87)-(4.88), we must distinguish between odd/even number of sites
so as to apply Lemma 4.5 similarly to what we have done for (4.70)+(4.72).

Conclusion

We now collect our estimates obtained so far and, depending on the parity of the number
of sites of I∗

+1, we show how to derive the inequalities in the statement. In the following C′J,h
stands for a quantity which depends on J and h, and may vary line by line.

For an odd number of sites, we use point 1 in Lemma 4.5, to get

P(+)
I∗
+1

(GI∗
+1
− EA

I∗
+1

) P(+)
I∗
+1

≥
(
1 −
√

t
ℓ(I)−1∑
ℓ(J)=1

C′J,h
2|J| − h

· t
ℓ(J)−1

16 (ℓ(J) + 1)
)

(H0
I∗
+1
− ⟨H0

I∗
+1
⟩ΨA
I∗
+1

)P(+)
I∗
+1

(4.89)

−
√

t ·
ℓ(I)−1∑
ℓ(J)=1

C′J,h
t
ℓ(J)−1

16

(ℓ(J))2 P(+)
I∗
+1

≥
(
1 −
√

t
ℓ(I)−1∑
ℓ(J)=1

C′J,h
2|J| − h

· t
ℓ(J)−1

16 (ℓ(J) + 1)
)

2|J|P(+)
I∗
+1

(4.90)

−
√

t ·
ℓ(I)−1∑
ℓ(J)=1

C′J,h
t
ℓ(J)−1

16

(ℓ(J))2 P(+)
I∗
+1

where we have used (4.35) to estimate the term proportional to H0
I∗
+1
− ⟨H0

I∗
+1
⟩ΨA
I∗
+1

in (4.89).
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For an even number of sites, we use point 2. in Lemma 4.5, to get

P(+)
I∗
+1

(GI∗
+1
− EA

I∗
+1

) P(+)
I∗
+1

≥
[
1 −
√

t
ℓ(I)−1∑
ℓ(J)=1

C′J,h
2|J| − h

· t
ℓ(J)−1

16 (ℓ(J) + 1)
]
(H0
I∗
+1
− ⟨H0

I∗
+1
⟩ΨA
I∗
+1

)P(+)
I∗
+1

(4.91)

−
√

t ·
ℓ(I)−1∑
ℓ(J)=1

C′J,h ·
t
ℓ(J)−1

16

(ℓ(J))2 P(+)
I∗
+1

+ h
√

t ·
[
−

ℓ(I)−1∑
ℓ(J)=1

C′J,h
2|J| − h

· t
ℓ(J)−1

16 (ℓ(J) + 1)
]
P(+)
I∗
+1

≥
[
1 −
√

t
ℓ(I)−1∑
ℓ(J)=1

C′J,h
2|J| − h

· t
ℓ(J)−1

16 (ℓ(J) + 1)
]
(2|J| − 2h)P(+)

I∗
+1

(4.92)

−
√

t ·
ℓ(I)−1∑
ℓ(J)=1

C′J,h ·
t
ℓ(J)−1

16

(ℓ(J))2 P(+)
I∗
+1

+ h
√

t ·
[
−

ℓ(I)−1∑
ℓ(J)=1

C′J,h
2|J| − h

· t
ℓ(J)−1

16 (ℓ(J) + 1)
]
P(+)
I∗
+1

where we have used (4.38) to estimate the term proportional to H0
I∗
+1
− ⟨H0

I∗
+1
⟩ΨA
I∗
+1

in (4.91).

From the inequalities in (4.90) and (4.92) we easily deduce the statement in (4.44) regarding
GI∗

+1
− EA

I∗
+1

.

We can prove the estimate concerning P(+)
I∗
+1

(GI∗
+1
−EB
I∗
+1

) P(+)
I∗
+1

by repeating almost verbatim

the proof used for P(+)
I∗
+1

(GI∗
+1
− EA

I∗
+1

) P(+)
I∗
+1

. Namely, in order to get inequalities analogous to
(4.90) and (4.92) and finally the statement in (4.44), we have to use (4.36) (in point 1) or (4.37)
(in point 2) of Lemma 4.5 for a number of sites of I∗

+1 odd or even, respectively:
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odd number of sites

P(+)
I∗
+1

(GI∗
+1
− EB

I∗
+1

) P(+)
I∗
+1

≥ P(+)
I∗
+1

(H0
I∗
+1
− ⟨H0

I∗
+1
⟩ΨB
I∗
+1

)P(+)
I∗
+1

(4.93)

+
√

tP(+)
I∗
+1

[
−

ℓ(I)−1∑
ℓ(J)=1

C′J,h
2|J| − h

· t
ℓ(J)−1

16 (ℓ(J) + 1)
]

(H0
I∗
+1
− ⟨H0

I∗
+1
⟩ΨB
I∗
+1

+ 2h)P(+)
I∗
+1

−
√

t ·
ℓ(I)−1∑
ℓ(J)=1

C′J,h ·
t
ℓ(J)−1

16

(ℓ(J))2 P(+)
I∗
+1

≥
[
1 −
√

t
ℓ(I)−1∑
ℓ(J)=1

C′J,h
2|J| − h

· t
ℓ(J)−1

16 (ℓ(J) + 1)
]
(2|J| − 2h)P(+)

I∗
+1

−
√

t ·
ℓ(I)−1∑
ℓ(J)=1

C′J,h ·
t
ℓ(J)−1

16

(ℓ(J))2 P(+)
I∗
+1

+2 h
√

t ·
[
−

ℓ(I)−1∑
ℓ(J)=1

C′J,h
2|J| − h

· t
ℓ(J)−1

16 (ℓ(J) + 1)
]
P(+)
I∗
+1

;

even number of sites

P(+)
I∗
+1

(GI∗
+1
− EB

I∗
+1

) P(+)
I∗
+1

≥ P(+)
I∗
+1

(H0
I∗
+1
− ⟨H0

I∗
+1
⟩ΨB
I∗
+1

)P(+)
I∗
+1

(4.94)

+
√

tP(+)
I∗
+1

[
−

ℓ(I)−1∑
ℓ(J)=1

C′J,h
2|J| − h

· t
ℓ(J)−1

16 (ℓ(J) + 1)
]

(H0
I∗
+1
− ⟨H0

I∗
+1
⟩ΨB
I∗
+1

+ h)P(+)
I∗
+1

−
√

t ·
ℓ(I)−1∑
ℓ(J)=1

C′J,h ·
t
ℓ(J)−1

16

(ℓ(J))2 P(+)
I∗
+1

≥
[
1 −
√

t
ℓ(I)−1∑
ℓ(J)=1

C′J,h
2|J| − h

· t
ℓ(J)−1

16 (ℓ(J) + 1)
]
(2|J| − 2h)P(+)

I∗
+1

−
√

t ·
ℓ(I)−1∑
ℓ(J)=1

C′J,h
t
ℓ(J)−1

16

(ℓ(J))2 P(+)
I∗
+1

+ h
√

t ·
[
−

ℓ(I)−1∑
ℓ(J)=1

C′J,h
2|J| − h

· t
ℓ(J)−1

16 (ℓ(J) + 1)
]
P(+)
I∗
+1
.

□

4.2 Estimates of operator norms of potentials and main theorem
In this section we prove our main results. Namely, in Theorem 4.9 we collect the preliminary
ingredients and show by induction the crucial bounds on the operator norms of the potentials
assumed in some of the previous arguments. This proves that the block-diagonalization can be
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implemented up to the last step. In Theorem 4.11 we draw the conclusions about the low lying
spectrum of the XXZ Hamiltonian in (1.3).

In order to make Theorem 4.9 as straightforward as possible, we prepare the ground in
Sections 4.2.1 and 4.2.2 below, where we defer parts of the proof by induction (of Theorem
4.9); namely we study some of the expressions entering the algorithm, in order to estimate
their operator norms in terms of the norms of the effective potentials at a given step. Similarly,
the control of the Lie-Schwinger series (which is part of the induction) is deferred to Lemma
4.10.

4.2.1 Hooked potentials

Assuming the inductive hypothesis in (4.1) and the bounds in (4.184), (4.182), and (4.183)
proven in Lemma 4.10, for t sufficiently small we readily derive the following relations.

• Ferromagnetic case

∥∥∥∥ ∞∑
n=1

1
n!

adnZI∗(V
I−1

K∗
)
∥∥∥∥ (4.95)

≤ C ·
A1

J + h
·
√

t · ∥VI−1
I
∥ · ∥VI−1

K∗
∥ (4.96)

≤ CJ,h ·C ·
A1

J + h
·
√

t · ∥VI−1
I
∥ · ∥VI−1

K
∥ . (4.97)

where C and A1 are universal constants, and we recall that CJ,h is defined in (4.1).
By similar steps we can prove that

∥∥∥∥ ∞∑
n=1

1
n!

adnZI∗(V
I−1
K

)
∥∥∥∥ ≤ C ·

A1

J + h
·
√

t · ∥VI−1
I
∥ · ∥VI−1

K
∥ . (4.98)

• Antiferromagnetic case

∥∥∥∥ ∞∑
n=1

1
n!

adnZI∗(V
I−1

K∗
)
∥∥∥∥ (4.99)

≤ C ·
A1

|J| − h
·
√

t · ∥VI−1
I
∥ · ∥VI−1

K∗
∥ (4.100)

≤ CJ,h ·C ·
A1

|J| − h
·
√

t · ∥VI−1
I
∥ · ∥VI−1

K
∥ (4.101)

and

∥∥∥∥ ∞∑
n=1

1
n!

adnZI∗(V
I−1
K

)
∥∥∥∥ ≤ C ·

A1

|J| − h
·
√

t · ∥VI−1
I
∥ · ∥VI−1

K
∥ . (4.102)
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4.2.2 Off-diagonal part of the hooked Ising terms and Lieb-Robinson bounds

For an Hamiltonian like H0
J

, defined in (1.7), a Lieb-Robinson bound (see [LR]) on the speed
of propagation of observables holds as shown in [NS]. We follow the notation used in [NS],
where the authors introduce a family of functions labelled by a parameter a > 0

Fa : [0,∞)→ (0,∞) , Fa(r) := e−are−
√

r 1
(1 + r)3 , (4.103)

which belong to the class of F -functions [NS], namely they satisfy the properties

• ∥Fa∥ :=
∑

i∈Z+ Fa(i) < ∞,

• there exists Ca > 0 such that for all i, j ∈ Z,∑
z∈Z

Fa(|i − z|)Fa(|z − j|) ≤ CaFa(|i − j|) ; (4.104)

see Section 6.1 of [MN]. Now, let
{
exp(isH0

J
), s ∈ R

}
be the one-parameter group generated

by H0
J

, J ⊆ Λ, then, for given observables A, B localized in intervals I1,I2 respectively, by
Eq. (16) in [NS] we have

∥[exp(isH0
J

) A exp(−isH0
J

), B]∥ ≤
4 ∥A∥ ∥B∥ ∥F0∥

Ca
· e−a·[d(I1,I2)− 2 ∥Φ∥aCa |s|

a ], (4.105)

where d(I1,I2) is the distance between the intervals I1,I2, e.g., referring to the notation
introduced in (4.15), in case I1 sits on the left of I2 and I1 ∩I2 = ∅ then the distance is given
by jℓ(I2) − jr(I1), where jr(I1) is the right-most site of I1, and

∥Φ∥a := max
i∈Λ

{ ∥ − Jσz
iσ

z
i+1 −

h
2 σ

z
i −

h
2 σ

z
i+1∥

Fa(1)
;
∥h

2 σ
z
i ∥

Fa(0)

}
(4.106)

which in our setting is trivially uniformly bounded in a. In the sequel we will set a = 1.

Lemma 4.7. Assuming S1) and S2) of Theorem 4.9 in step I−1, the following inequality holds
true

∥∥∥∥P(+)
I∗

(
ad ZI∗(

σz
i∗−−1σ

z
i∗−

t1/2 )
)

P(−)
I∗

∥∥∥∥ ≤ O(t
1
4 · ∥VI−1

I
∥) . (4.107)

Proof
We treat the antiferromagnetic case first and then explain how to recover the ferromagnetic
case from it.

Recall the formulae introduced in Section 3.1 and write

P(+)
I∗

(
ad ZI∗(

σz
i∗−−1σ

z
i∗−

t1/2 )
)

P(−)
I∗
= P(+)

I∗

[
ZI∗ ,

σz
i∗−−1σ

z
i∗−

t1/2

]
P(−)
I∗

(4.108)

= P(+)
I∗

[
ZI∗ ,

σz
i∗−−1σ

z
i∗−

t1/2 +
1

t1/2

]
P(−)
I∗

(4.109)

= −P(+)
I∗

(
σz

i∗−−1σ
z
i∗−

t1/2 +
1

t1/2 ) ZI∗ P(−)
I∗

(4.110)

= −

∞∑
j=1

t
j
2 P(+)
I∗

(
σz

i∗−−1σ
z
i∗−

t1/2 +
1

t1/2 ) (ZI∗) j P(−)
I∗
, (4.111)
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where in the step from (4.108) to (4.110) we have used

(
σz

i∗−−1σ
z
i∗−

t1/2 +
1

t1/2 ) P(−)
I∗
= 0 .

In expression (4.111) above we can discard all the terms of the series starting from j = 2, i.e.,

−

∞∑
j=2

t
j
2 P(+)
I∗

(
σz

i∗−−1σ
z
i∗−

t1/2 +
1

t1/2 ) (ZI∗) j P(−)
I∗
, (4.112)

since ∥(4.112)∥ is bounded by O(t1/2 · ∥VI−1
I
∥2) and, consequently, the bound in (4.107) is

fulfilled thanks to S1) of Theorem 4.9 in step I−1. Now we focus on the remaining quantity

−t
1
2 P(+)
I∗

(
σz

i∗−−1σ
z
i∗−

t1/2 +
1

t1/2 ) (ZI∗)1 P(−)
I∗

(4.113)

which, in the antiferromagnetic case, corresponds to

−P(+)
I∗

(σz
i∗−−1σ

z
i∗−
+ 1)

1
GI∗ − EA

I∗

P(+)
I∗

VI−1
I

P(−),A
I∗

P(−)
I∗

(4.114)

−P(+)
I∗

(σz
i∗−−1σ

z
i∗−
+ 1)

1
GI∗ − EB

I∗

P(+)
I∗

VI−1
I

P(−),B
I∗

P(−)
I∗
. (4.115)

We make use of the identity

1

GI∗ − EA/B
I∗

P(+)
I∗
=

1

GI∗ − EA/B
I∗
+ iδt

P(+)
I∗
+

iδt
GI∗ − EA/B

I∗

1

GI∗ − EA/B
I∗
+ iδt

P(+)
I∗

(4.116)

where δt is set equal to t
1
4 . Then, thanks to the gap bound (4.44) proven in Lemma 4.6 (in step

I−1), we can write

(4.114) + (4.115) = −P(+)
I∗

(σz
i∗−−1σ

z
i∗−
+ 1)

1
GI∗ − EA

I∗
+ iδt

P(+)
I∗

VI−1
I

P(−),A
I∗

P(−)
I∗

(4.117)

−P(+)
I∗

(σz
i∗−−1σ

z
i∗−
+ 1)

1
GI∗ − EB

I∗
+ iδt

P(+)
I∗

VI−1
I

P(−),B
I∗

P(−)
I∗

(4.118)

+R1 (4.119)

with ∥R1∥ ≤ O( δt
2|J|−2h · ∥V

I−1
I
∥). The remainder term, R1, appearing in (4.119) fulfills the bound

in (4.107), whereas the first and second terms require some further manipulation explained
below. Since the latter ones are estimated in the same way, we will proceed by analyzing the
right hand side of (4.117) only. For this purpose, we use the Neumann expansion displayed
below

1
GI∗ − EA

I∗
+ iδt

P(+)
I∗

=
1

P(+)
I∗

(GI∗ − EA
I∗
+ iδt)P

(+)
I∗

P(+)
I∗

=
1

H0
I∗
− ⟨H0

I∗
⟩ΨA
I∗
+ iδt

P(+)
I∗
+ (4.120)

+
1

H0
I∗
− ⟨H0

I∗
⟩ΨA
I∗
+ iδt

∞∑
j=1

[ (
−
√

t
∑
J∗⊂I∗

P(+)
I∗

(VI−1

J∗
− ⟨VI−1

J∗
⟩ΨA
I∗

)P(+)
I∗

) 1
H0
I∗
− ⟨H0

I∗
⟩ΨA
I∗
+ iδt

] j
P(+)
I∗
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which is well defined due to arguments as in the proof of Lemma 4.6 (see in particular (4.43)),
and we can estimate∥∥∥∥ 1

H0
I∗
− ⟨H0

I∗
⟩ΨA
I∗
+ iδt

∞∑
j=1

[ (
−
√

t
∑
J∗⊂I∗

P(+)
I∗

(VI−1

J∗
− ⟨VI−1

J∗
⟩ΨA
I∗

)P(+)
I∗

) 1
H0
I∗
− ⟨H0

I∗
⟩ΨA
I∗
+ iδt

] j
P(+)
I∗

∥∥∥∥
≤ O(

√
t) . (4.121)

Hence we write

−P(+)
I∗

(σz
i∗−−1σ

z
i∗−
+ 1)

1
GI∗ − EA

I∗
+ iδt

P(+)
I∗

VI−1
I

P(−),A
I∗

P(−)
I∗

(4.122)

= −P(+)
I∗

(σz
i∗−−1σ

z
i∗−
+ 1)

1
H0
I∗
− ⟨H0

I∗
⟩ΨA
I∗
+ iδt

P(+)
I∗

VI−1
I

P(−),A
I∗

P(−)
I∗

(4.123)

+R2 , (4.124)

where ∥R2∥ ≤ O(
√

t · ∥VI−1
I
∥).

In expression (4.123), first we substitute P(+)
I∗
= 1 − P(−)

I∗
, then we exploit that VI−1

I
is block

diagonal w.r.t. P(−),A/B
I∗

and write

−P(+)
I∗

(σz
i∗−−1σ

z
i∗−
+ 1)

1
H0
I∗
− ⟨H0

I∗
⟩ΨA
I∗
+ iδt

P(+)
I∗

VI−1
I

P(−),A
I∗

P(−)
I∗

(4.125)

= −P(+)
I∗

(σz
i∗−−1σ

z
i∗−
+ 1)

1
H0
I∗
− ⟨H0

I∗
⟩ΨA
I∗
+ iδt

VI−1
I

P(−),A
I∗

P(−)
I∗

(4.126)

+P(+)
I∗

(σz
i∗−−1σ

z
i∗−
+ 1)

1
H0
I∗
− ⟨H0

I∗
⟩ΨA
I∗
+ iδt

P(−),A
I∗

VI−1
I

P(−),A
I∗

P(−)
I∗
. (4.127)

Next, we recall the following three identities:
1)

1
H0
I∗
− ⟨H0

I∗
⟩ΨA
I∗
+ iδt

P(−),A
I∗

VI−1
I

P(−),A
I∗

P(−)
I∗
=

1
iδt

P(−),A
I∗

VI−1
I

P(−),A
I∗

P(−)
I∗

(4.128)

which holds since (H0
I∗
− ⟨H0

I∗
⟩ΨA
I∗

)P(−),A
I∗
= 0;

2)
P(−),A
I∗

VI−1
I

P(−),A
I∗

P(−)
I∗
= ⟨VI−1

I
⟩ΨA
I∗

P(−),A
I∗

P(−)
I∗
= ⟨VI−1

I
⟩ΨA
I∗

P(−),A
I∗

(4.129)

which holds since I∗ is an extension of I∗ by two sites both on the left and on the right for
bulk-intervals, and by two sites either on the left or on the right for boundary-intervals;
3)

(σz
i∗−−1σ

z
i∗−
+ 1)P(−)

I∗
= 0 , (4.130)

see Remark 4.8. From 1), 2), and 3) above we deduce

(4.127) = 0 . (4.131)

Finally, we show how to control

−P(+)
I∗

(σz
i∗−−1σ

z
i∗−
+ 1)

1
H0
I∗
− ⟨H0

I∗
⟩ΨA
I∗
+ iδt

VI−1
I

P(−),A
I∗

P(−)
I∗
. (4.132)
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We re-write

1
H0
I∗
− ⟨H0

I∗
⟩ΨA
I∗
+ iδt

= −i
∫ t−

1
3

0
e

i
(

H0
I∗
−⟨H0

I∗
⟩
ΨA
I∗
+iδt
)

s
ds − i

∫ +∞
t−

1
3

e
i
(

H0
I∗
−⟨H0

I∗
⟩
ΨA
I∗
+iδt
)

s
ds

(4.133)
and define

R4 := i P(+)
I∗

(σz
i∗−−1σ

z
i∗−
+ 1)

∫ +∞
t−1/3

e
i
(

H0
I∗
−⟨H0

I∗
⟩
ΨA
I∗
+iδt
)

s
ds VI−1

I
P(−),A
I∗

P(−)
I∗

(4.134)

with ∥R4∥ ≤ O( e−δt ·t
− 1

3

δt
∥VI−1
I
∥). By using the identities in (4.133) and in (4.130), we write

−P(+)
I∗

(σz
i∗−−1σ

z
i∗−
+ 1)

1
H0
I∗
− ⟨H0

I∗
⟩ΨA
I∗
+ iδt

VI−1
I

P(−),A
I∗

P(−)
I∗
− R4 (4.135)

= i ·
∫ t−1/3

0
P(+)
I∗

(σz
i∗−−1σ

z
i∗−
+ 1) e

i
(

H0
I∗
−⟨H0

I∗
⟩
ΨA
I∗
+iδt
)

s
VI−1
I

P(−),A
I∗

ds (4.136)

= i ·
∫ t−1/3

0
P(+)
I∗

(σz
i∗−−1σ

z
i∗−
+ 1) e−δt ·s e

i
(

H0
I∗
−⟨H0

I∗
⟩
ΨA
I∗

)
s
VI−1
I

e
−i
(

H0
I∗
−⟨H0

I∗
⟩
ΨA
I∗

)
s
P(−),A
I∗

ds

= i ·
∫ t−1/3

0
P(+)
I∗

e−δt ·s
[
(σz

i∗−−1σ
z
i∗−
+ 1) , ei H0

I∗
s VI−1
I

e−i H0
I∗

s
]

P(−),A
I∗

ds . (4.137)

At this point, we can make use of the Lieb-Robinson bound displayed in (4.105); hence we get
that for t sufficiently small

∥(4.135)∥ ≤ δ−1
t · sup

0≤s≤t−1/3

∥∥∥∥ [(σz
i∗−−1σ

z
i∗−
+ 1) , ei·H0

I∗
·s VI−1
I

e−i·H0
I∗
·s
] ∥∥∥∥ (4.138)

≤ t−
1
4 ·

4 ∥(σz
i∗−−1σ

z
i∗−
+ 1)∥ ∥VI−1

I
∥ ∥F0∥

C1
· e
−

[
d(i∗− ,I)−2 ∥Φ∥1C1 t−1/3

]
(4.139)

≤ e−
√

t−1
4 ∥VI−1

I
∥ (4.140)

where d(i∗− , I) =
√

t−1

3 , and C1, ∥Φ∥1 and F0 are positive constants defined in (4.104), (4.106),
and (4.103), respectively, with a set equal to 1.
By collecting all the estimates the bound in (4.107) is proven.

Remark 4.8. Concerning the relation between a single Ising term and the ground-state vectors
of the unperturbed Hamiltonian of the entire chain, we observe that in the estimate of the
commutator in (4.107) we only use that they are eigenvectors of each Ising term.

Regarding the ferromagnetic case, in the analogous proof starting from (4.109) we must
replace

σz
i∗−−1σ

z
i∗−

t1/2 +
1

t1/2 with
σz

i∗−−1σ
z
i∗−

t1/2 −
1

t1/2 ;

the rest of the proof is indeed simpler due to the one-dimensionality of the ground-state sub-
space of H0

I∗
. □
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4.2.3 Main theorems

We are now ready to collect all the ingredients and prove our main results.

Theorem 4.9. There exists t̄ > 0 independent of N, such that for all |t| < t̄, for any I ∋ L ⪯
Λ−1, the Hamiltonians GL∗ are well defined, and the properties below hold true:

S1) for any interval J ∈ I, the following operator norms estimates hold

∥VL
J
∥ ≤

t
ℓ(J)−1

16

ℓ(J)2

for J ≻ L;

S2) in the antiferromagnetic case, the spectrum of the operators (GL∗
+1
− EA/B

L∗
+1

) restricted to

P(+)
L∗
+1
HΛ is bounded below by ∆L∗

+1
≥

2|J|−2h
2 , where GL∗

+1
is defined in formula (3.5).

Analogously, in the ferromagnetic case, the spectral gap of GL∗
+1

above the ground-state
energy is bounded below by ∆L∗

+1
≥ 2J+2h

2 .

Proof
The proof is by induction in the interval I that labels the block-diagonalization step. Hence for
each operator support J ∈ I we shall prove S1) and S2) from step I = I0 up to step I = Λ−1.
That is we assume that S1) holds for all VK

J
withK ≺ I and S2) for allK ≺ I. Then we show

that they hold for all VI
J

and for G(I∗)+1 , respectively. This implies that KI
Λ

and (by Lemma
4.10) ZI∗ are well defined operators and, consequently, (3.30) holds true.
For I = I0, S1) can be verified by direct computation, indeed ∥VI0

J
∥ ≤ 1 for J with ℓ(J) = 1

due to (3.16) and (2.20), and ∥VI0
J
∥ = 0 (see (3.17)) for J with ℓ(J) > 1; S2) holds trivially

since, by definition, G(I0)+1 = H0
(I0)+1

where (I0)+1 is the interval with Q((I0)+1) = ℓ((I0)+1) =
1.

The induction step consists of several parts and for each of them we choose t(≥ 0) in an
interval such that the previous parts and Lemma 4.10 are verified. By this procedure we may
progressively restrict such interval until we determine a t̄ > 0 for which all the parts hold true
for 0 ≤ t < t̄.

Induction step in the proof of S1)
Starting from L down to (I0)+1, step by step, we relate the norm of VI

J
to the ones of the

operators, in step I−1, in terms of which VI
J

is expressed according to the algorithm. It is then
clear that, at fixed J , for most of the steps the norm is preserved, i.e., ∥VI

J
∥ = ∥VI−1

J
∥, and

only for special steps we have nontrivial relations.
By the rules of the algorithm displayed in Definition 3.3, VL

J
is defined only for J ≻ L, and

this is possible if ℓ(J) > ℓ(L) or if ℓ(J) = ℓ(L) and Q(J) > Q(L).

Case ℓ(J) = 1
In this case statement S1) holds since, due to a-1) of Definition 3.3, by repeated steps back we
readily obtain

∥VL
J
∥ = ∥VI0

J
∥ = ∥VJ∥ ≤ 1 . (4.141)

Case ℓ(J) ≥ 2
We recall that by construction VI

J
is defined only for ℓ(J) ≥ ℓ(I). For the re-expansion from

step I to I−1, we distinguish the following situations related to cases a), b), and c) of Definition
3.3:
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i) In case a-1), and in case c) with the additional requirement that Ĩ∗ does not contain
endpoints of J , we have that

∥VI
J
∥ = ∥VI−1

J
∥ ; (4.142)

indeed, in case a-1) the statement is trivial, while in case c) only the contribution in (3.23)
is nonzero due to requirement that Ĩ∗ does not contain endpoints of J .

ii) In case c), if Ĩ∗ contains only one of the endpoints of J , the contributions are those in
(3.23), (3.24), and (3.25), hence we can estimate

∥VI
J
∥ ≤ ∥VI−1

J
∥ (4.143)

+
∑

K∈[GI
J

]1

∥∥∥∥ ∞∑
n=1

1
n!

adnZI∗(V
I−1
K

)
∥∥∥∥ (4.144)

+
∑

K∗∈[GI
J

]2

∥∥∥∥ ∞∑
n=1

1
n!

adnZI∗(V
I−1

K∗
)
∥∥∥∥ (4.145)

where for the convenience of the reader we recall that

[GI
J

]1 :=
{
K ∈ I | K ≻ I , K ∩ I∗ , ∅, (4.146)

K , J , and Ĩ∗ ∪ K = J
}

[GI
J

]2 :=
{
K∗ ∈ I∗ | I ≻ K , K∗ ∩ I∗ , ∅ ,K∗ 1 I∗

and Ĩ∗ ∪ K̃∗ = J
}
.

For the estimate of (4.144) + (4.145), we invoke the computations in (4.95)-(4.102) of
Section 4.2.1, the inductive hypothesis S1), and we split our study into three parts cor-
responding to the following subcases (see Remark 2.7): ii-1) J is a bulk-interval (hence
also I is a bulk-interval since I∗ ⊂ J); ii-2) J and I are both boundary intervals; ii-3)
J is a boundary interval but I is a bulk-interval.
We also use the symbol C′J,h for any positive constants that depend on J and h. They may
change from line to line.

ii-1) If J is a bulk-interval then ℓ(J) − ℓ(I) ≥ 3 and ℓ(K) ≥ ℓ(J) − ℓ(I) − 2 in the
summation concerning (4.145). Hence, we can estimate (see (4.95)-(4.102))

(4.144) + (4.145) ≤ C′J,h ·C · A1 ·
√

t ·
ℓ(J)−1∑

ℓ(K)=ℓ(J)−ℓ(I)−2

t
ℓ(I)−1

16

ℓ(I)2 ·
t
ℓ(K)−1

16

ℓ(K)2 (4.147)

≤ C′J,h ·C · A1 ·
√

t ·
ℓ(I)+1∑

m=0

t
ℓ(I)−1

16

ℓ(I)2 ·
t
ℓ(J)−ℓ(I)+m−3

16

(ℓ(J) − ℓ(I) − 2 + m)2 (4.148)

= C′J,h ·C · A1 ·
√

t · t
ℓ(J)−4

16

ℓ(I)+1∑
m=0

t
m
16

ℓ(I)2 · (ℓ(J) − ℓ(I) − 2 + m)2 (4.149)

≤ C′J,h · t
5

16 ·
t
ℓ(J)−1

16

ℓ(I)2 · (ℓ(J) − ℓ(I) − 2)2 . (4.150)
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ii-2) If J is a boundary-interval but I is a bulk-interval then ℓ(J) − ℓ(I) ≥ 3 and
ℓ(K) ≥ ℓ(J) − ℓ(I) − 2 in the summation concerning (4.145). In this case we
get an analogous estimate

(4.144) + (4.145) ≤ C′J,h · t
5
16 ·

t
ℓ(J)−1

16

ℓ(I)2 · (ℓ(J) − ℓ(I) − 2)2 . (4.151)

ii-3) If both J and I are boundary-intervals then ℓ(J) − ℓ(I) ≥ 2 and ℓ(K) ≥ ℓ(J) −
ℓ(I) − 1 in the summation concerning (4.145). In this case we estimate

(4.144) + (4.145) ≤ C′J,h ·C · A1 ·
√

t ·
ℓ(J)−1∑

ℓ(K)=ℓ(J)−ℓ(I)−1

t
ℓ(I)−1

16

ℓ(I)2 ·
t
ℓ(K)−1

16

ℓ(K)2 (4.152)

≤ C′J,h ·C · A1 ·
√

t ·
ℓ(I)∑
m=0

t
ℓ(I)−1

16

ℓ(I)2 ·
t
ℓ(J)−ℓ(I)+m−2

16

(ℓ(J) − ℓ(I) − 1 + m)2 (4.153)

= C′J,h ·C · A1 ·
√

t · t
ℓ(J)−3

16

ℓ(I)∑
m=0

t
m
16

ℓ(I)2 · (ℓ(J) − ℓ(I) − 1 + m)2(4.154)

≤ C′J,h · t
3
8 ·

t
ℓ(J)−1

16

ℓ(I)2 · (ℓ(J) − ℓ(I) − 1)2 . (4.155)

iii) In case c), if Ĩ∗ contains both the two endpoints of J , i.e., Ĩ∗ = J , the possible contri-
butions are all those in (3.23)-(3.29) of Definition 3.3, and we can estimate

∥VI
J
∥ ≤ ∥VI−1

J
∥ (4.156)

+∥(3.24)∥ + ∥(3.25)∥ (4.157)

+∥(3.26)∥ + ∥(3.27)∥ + ∥(3.28)∥ + ∥(3.29)∥ . (4.158)

Notice that the terms in (4.157) are those in (4.144) and (4.145). Concerning (4.158),
together with the inductive hypothesis S1) we invoke:
a) either (4.182) or (4.183) (depending on the sign of J) and (4.185) in Lemma 4.10 for
the estimate of ∥(3.26)∥, ∥(3.27∥, and ∥(3.28)∥;
b) Lemma 4.7 for the estimate of ∥(3.29)∥.
In order to study the terms above we split the study into three parts.

iii-1) If J is a bulk-interval then ℓ(J) − ℓ(I) = 2, the contribution of (4.145) is absent
(i.e., the corresponding set [GI

J
]2 is empty), and ℓ(K) ≥ ℓ(J)− ℓ(I)− 1 in the sum
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in (4.144). Hence, we estimate

(4.157) + (4.158) (4.159)

≤ C′J,h ·C · A1 ·
√

t ·
ℓ(J)−1∑

ℓ(K)=ℓ(J)−ℓ(I)−1

t
ℓ(I)−1

16

ℓ(I)2 ·
t
ℓ(K)−1

16

ℓ(K)2 (4.160)

+C′J,h · t
1
4 ·

t
ℓ(J)−3

16

(ℓ(J) − 2)2 (4.161)

≤ C′J,h ·C · A1 ·
√

t ·
ℓ(I)∑
m=0

t
ℓ(I)−1

16

ℓ(I)2 ·
t
ℓ(J)−ℓ(I)+m−2

16

(ℓ(J) − ℓ(I) − 1 + m)2 (4.162)

+C′J,h · t
1
4 ·

t
ℓ(J)−3

16

(ℓ(J) − 2)2 (4.163)

= C′J,h ·C · A1 ·
√

t · t
ℓ(J)−3

16

ℓ(I)∑
m=0

t
m
16

ℓ(I)2 · (ℓ(J) − ℓ(I) − 1 + m)2 (4.164)

+C′J,h · t
1
4 ·

t
ℓ(J)−3

16

(ℓ(J) − 2)2 (4.165)

≤ C′J,h · t
3
8 ·

t
ℓ(J)−1

16

ℓ(I)2 · (ℓ(J) − ℓ(I) − 1)2 +C′J,h · t
1
4 ·

t
ℓ(J)−3

16

(ℓ(J) − 2)2 (4.166)

where for the origin of the summand C′J,h · t
1
4 · t

ℓ(J)−3
16

(ℓ(J)−2)2 see the explanations in a)
and b) above.

iii-2) If both J and I are boundary-intervals then ℓ(J) − ℓ(I) = 1, the contribution of
(4.145) is absent and ℓ(K) ≥ ℓ(J)− ℓ(I) in the sum in (4.144). Hence, similarly to
subcase iii-1), we can estimate

∥(4.158)∥ ≤ C′J,h ·C · A1 ·
√

t ·
ℓ(J)−1∑

ℓ(K)=ℓ(J)−ℓ(I)

t
ℓ(I)−1

16

ℓ(I)2 ·
t
ℓ(K)−1

16

ℓ(K)2 (4.167)

+C′J,h · t
1
4 ·

t
ℓ(J)−2

16

(ℓ(J) − 1)2 (4.168)

≤ C′J,h ·C · A1 ·
√

t ·
ℓ(I)−1∑

m=0

t
ℓ(I)−1

16

ℓ(I)2 ·
t
ℓ(J)−ℓ(I)+m−1

16

(ℓ(J) − ℓ(I) + m)2 (4.169)

+C′J,h · t
1
4 ·

t
ℓ(J)−2

16

(ℓ(J) − 1)2 (4.170)

= C′J,h ·C · A1 ·
√

t · t
ℓ(J)−2

16

ℓ(I)−1∑
m=0

t
m
16

ℓ(I)2 · (ℓ(J) − ℓ(I) + m)2 (4.171)

+C′J,h · t
1
4 ·

t
ℓ(J)−2

16

(ℓ(J) − 1)2 (4.172)

≤ C′J,h · t
7
16 ·

t
ℓ(J)−1

16

ℓ(I)2 · (ℓ(J) − ℓ(I))2 +C′J,h · t
1
4 ·

t
ℓ(J)−2

16

(ℓ(J) − 1)2 .(4.173)

iii-3) If J is a boundary-interval but I is a bulk-interval then ℓ(J) − ℓ(I) = 2 and the
contribution of (4.145) is not absent and in the corresponding sum we have ℓ(K) ≥
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ℓ(J) − ℓ(I) − 1. Thus we estimate

∥(4.158)∥ ≤ C′J,h · t
3
8 ·

t
ℓ(J)−1

16

ℓ(I)2 · (ℓ(J) − ℓ(I) − 1)2 (4.174)

+C′J,h · t
1
4 ·

t
ℓ(J)−3

16

(ℓ(J) − 2)2 . (4.175)

At fixed J and fixed ℓ(I), the situation described in ii) happens only three times at most,
namely it happens three times when J is a boundary-interval. At fixed J , the situation de-
scribed in iii) happens only for two intervals I at most, namely it happens twice when J is a
boundary-interval. Hence, for fixedL, by re-expanding back down to level I0 we can estimate
for t sufficiently small

∥VL
J
∥ ≤ ∥VI0

J
∥ (4.176)

+1(ℓ(J) − 2)
ℓ(J)−1∑

K=1

3 ·C′J,h · t
7
16 ·

t
ℓ(J)−1

16

K2 · (ℓ(J) − K)2 (4.177)

+1(ℓ(J) − 3)
ℓ(J)−1∑

K=1

3 ·C′J,h · t
3
8 ·

t
ℓ(J)−1

16

K2 · (ℓ(J) − K − 1)2 (4.178)

+1(ℓ(J) − 4)
ℓ(J)−1∑

K=1

3 ·C′J,h · t
5
16 ·

t
ℓ(J)−1

16

K2 · (ℓ(J) − K − 2)2 (4.179)

+C′J,h · t
1
8 ·

t
ℓ(J)−1

16

(ℓ(J) − 1)2 (4.180)

≤
t
ℓ(J)−1

16

ℓ(J)2 (4.181)

where 1(z) is the characteristic function of [0,+∞] and in the last step we have used that
∥VI0
J
∥ = 0 for ℓ(J) > 1.

Induction step in the proof of S2)
The statement follows from Lemmata 4.1 and 4.6 where we assume S2) in stepL−1 and exploit
the result just proven for S1) in step L. □

In the next lemma, which is part of the induction, we (also) estimate the operator norm of a
potential after its block-diagonalization. This estimate applies to the subsequent steps as well,
since by construction the block-diagonalized potential does not change along the flow; see the
algorithm in Definition 3.3.

Lemma 4.10. Assume that t > 0 is sufficiently small independently of N, and such that S1)
and S2) of Theorem 4.9 hold true in step I−1. Then the inequalities

(a)

∥ZI∗∥ ≤ A1 ·

√
t

J + h
· ∥VI−1

I
∥ , (4.182)

in the ferromagnetic case,

(b)

∥ZI∗∥ ≤ A1 ·

√
t

|J| − h
· ∥VI−1

I
∥ , (4.183)

in the antiferromagnetic case,
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Figure 5: On the left, we display the relation between Theorem 4.9 and Lemma 4.10 in the induc-
tive step of the block-diagonalization procedure. On the right, we show how Lemma 4.10 implies
S2) in Theorem 4.9 by means of Lemmata 4.1 and 4.6.

and
∥VI
I∗
∥ ≤ CJ,h · ∥V

I−1
I
∥ , (4.184)

∞∑
j=2

t
j−1
2 ∥(VI−1

I∗
)diag

j ∥ ≤
C
|J| ± h

·
√

t · ∥VI−1
I
∥ , (4.185)

hold true where ± are referred to the ferromagnetic and the antiferromagnetic case, respec-
tively, and

CJ,h := 1 + 2 ·
A1

J + h
in the ferromagnetic case,

CJ,h := 1 + 2 ·
A1

|J| − h

in the antiferromagnetic case; A1 and C are universal constants.

Proof
Concerning (4.182), (4.183), and (4.185) the argument is the same as in [FP, Lemma A.3].
The inequality in (4.184) can be obtained directly from (3.20)-(3.21). □

We can now prove the main result of the paper.

Theorem 4.11.

(a) If J > 0, there exists a t̄ > 0 dependent on J and h, but independent of N > J
h +

3
2

such that for all |t| < t̄ the ground-state energy EΛ of the Hamiltonian KΛ in (1.3) is
non-degenerate and the spectral gap is bounded below by 2J + 2h − O(

√
|t|).
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(b) If J < 0, for |J| > 2h there exists a t̄ > 0 dependent on J and h, but independent of N
such that for all |t| < t̄:
- if Λ has an odd number of sites, the set S := σ(KΛ)∩ [EΛ , EΛ + 2|J| −O(

√
|t|)], where

σ(KΛ) is the spectrum of KΛ and EΛ its ground-state energy, consists of two points, EΛ
and E′

Λ
, with E′

Λ
− EΛ = 2h − O(

√
|t|), and the spectral projection associated with S is

of rank 2;
- if Λ has an even number of sites, the set S := σ(KΛ) ∩ [EΛ , EΛ + 2|J| − 2h − O(

√
|t|)]

consists of at most two points, EΛ and E′
Λ

, with |E′
Λ
− EΛ| ≤ O(

√
|t|), and the spectral

projection associated with S is of rank 2.

Proof
By means of the conjugation eZΛ−1 , we get the transformed Hamiltonian

eZΛ−1 KΛ(t)e−ZΛ−1 = GΛ +
√

t VΛ−1.
Λ

(4.186)

Next, we implement a standard Lie-Schwinger block-diagonalization, w.r.t. to the pair of
projections P(−)

Λ
, P(+)
Λ

; hence we have that KΛ(t) is unitarily equivalent to

ǨΛ(t) := GΛ +
√

tV̌ΛΛ ,

where V̌Λ
Λ

is block diagonal w.r.t. P(−)
Λ
, P(+)
Λ

.
By using the results of Theorem 4.9 (combined with Lemma 4.10), item (a) follows from
the argument leading to Lemma 4.1 by also including the term

√
tV̌Λ
Λ

. Similarly, item (b)
follows from the arguments leading to Lemmata 4.4 and 4.6 by also including the term

√
tV̌Λ
Λ

,
which, despite not being block-diagonal w.r.t. P(−),A

Λ
, P(−),B
Λ

, is easily controlled since its norm
is estimated much smaller than

√
t by the procedure of Lemma 4.10. In order to get the result

in item (b) when Λ has an odd number of sites, we also exploit that with regard to EA
I∗
+1

the

statement of Lemma 4.6 can be replaced by P(+)
I∗
+1

(GI∗
+1
− EA

I∗
+1

) P(+)
I∗
+1
≥ 2|J| ·

[
1 −O(

√
t)
]

P(+)
I∗
+1

,
as it is evident from the details of the proof. □

Remark 4.12. We can treat the ferromagnetic XXZ model without magnetic field similarly to
the antiferromagnetic one, in the sense that we use the algorithm in Definition 3.3 and define
for anyJ the two spectral projections P(−) A′

J∗
and P(−) B′

J∗
which, in this case, are associated with

the two vectors
ΨA′

J∗
:= | ↑↑ · · · ↑ ⟩ and ΨB′

J∗
:= | ↓↓ · · · ↓ ⟩ ,

respectively. As for the antiferromagnetic case, we observe that the block-diagonalized po-
tentials (defined in b) of Definition 3.3) are also block-diagonal w.r.t. to P(−) A′

J∗
and P(−) B′

J∗
.

Furthermore, the two energy levels EA′
I∗
+1

and EB′
I∗
+1

of the Hamiltonian GI∗
+1

(see Section 4.1.1),

corresponding to the two eigenvectorsΨA′
I∗
+1

andΨB′
I∗
+1

, are defined as in (3.12) and (3.13). Next,
we fix a perpendicular direction and consider a rotation by π around it of the spin variables, for
each site of the chain. Since all local terms of KΛ are invariant under such rotation, and since
ΨA′
I∗
+1

and ΨB′
I∗
+1

are mapped one to each other, we deduce that EA′
I∗
+1

and EB′
I∗
+1

coincide. Hence
the statement on the spectral gap follows by essentially the same procedure used in Lemma 4.6,
and the control of the block-diagonalization flow can be carried out as shown in this section.
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