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Abstract. Establishing the (non)existence of a spectral gap above the ground state in the thermo-
dynamic limit is one of the fundamental steps for characterizing the topological phase of a quantum
lattice model. This is particularly challenging when a model is expected to have low-lying edge
excitations, but nevertheless a positive bulk gap. We review the bulk gap strategy introduced
in [31,32] while studying truncated Haldane pseudopotentials. This approach is able to avoid low-
lying edge modes by separating the ground states and edge states into different invariant subspaces
before applying spectral gap bounding techniques. The approach is stated in a general context,
and we reformulate specific spectral gap methods in an invariant subspace context to illustrate the
necessary conditions for combining them with the bulk gap strategy. We then review its application
to a truncation of the 1/3-filled Haldane pseudopotential in the cylinder geometry.

1. Introduction

One of the fundamental quantities in the classification of quantum phases of matter, including
topological phases, is the spectral gap [4–6, 12, 26], and a model belongs to a gapped ground state
phase if the spectrum of its GNS Hamiltonian in the thermodynamic limit has a positive gap above
its ground state energy. This is typically proved by showing that the model is uniformly gapped,
meaning that the spectral gaps of an appropriately chosen sequence of local Hamiltonians can be
bounded from below by a positive constant independent of the system size.

When the physical space of the infinite system does not have a boundary, e.g. Zd, the gap of the
GNS Hamiltonian can also be referred to as a bulk gap. In such cases, imposing different boundary
conditions on the local Hamiltonians can result in the same GNS Hamiltonian, see [22, Section
III]. One can then try to optimize the uniform gap over different boundary conditions to produce
a sharper lower bound on the bulk gap. This is especially useful when the model with open
boundary conditions has low-lying (or even gapless) edge modes. These are low energy states
where the excitations are localized to the boundary of the system. As the boundary disappears
in the thermodynamic limit, these do not typically converge to bulk excitations, and so the model
with periodic boundary conditions would be better suited for studying the bulk gap.

There are two main classes of methods for proving uniform gap estimates for frustration-free
quantum spin systems: ones based on using ground state projections to localize low-lying excitations
[2,3,7,13,20,21], and finite size criteria which prove uniform gaps in the situation that the spectral
gap of finite volume Hamiltonian is sufficiently large [8, 14, 16, 17]. Unfortunately, the main idea
that makes both types of methods successful also makes them susceptible to edge modes, in the
sense that the uniform bound produced would be proportional to the energy of the edge states
regardless of the chosen boundary conditions. In cases where the edge state energy is anticipated
to be significantly smaller than the bulk gap, or even vanishing in the thermodynamic limit, this
results in uniform gap estimates that do not accurately reflect the behavior of the bulk gap.

The aim of this work is to review recent progress in proving bulk gaps in the presence of edge
modes. The spectral gap for truncatations of Haldane pseudopotentials with certain fillings on
different geometries was analyzed in [23,24,31,32]. These models have edge modes that are nonva-
nishing, but small, which produce uniform gap estimates that are unstable in the limit of a certain
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2 A. YOUNG

model parameter and do not reflect the true behavior of the bulk gap. To overcome these low-lying
excitations, a new scheme based off identifying invariant subspaces of the local Hamiltonian and
catering the gap method to the individual subspaces was introduced in [31,32]. We explain the bulk
gap strategy in a general context as it can be applied to other models, and illustrate its application
to a truncation of the 1/3-filled Haldane pseudopotential on the cylinder.

1.1. The truncated 1/3-filled Haldane pseudopotential. Haldane pseudopotentials were first
introduced in [9] as Hamiltonian models for the fractional quantum Hall effect (FQHE). These
are designed to have a Laughlin state [15] as a maximally filled ground state, and it has long
been conjectured that they exhibit other characteristic properties of the FQH phase, including a
spectral gap above its ground state energy [11, 27, 29]. While numerical evidence supports this
conjecture [10], a rigorous proof has been elusive.

Letting α = ℓ/R denote the ratio of the magnetic length to the cylinder radius, the Hilbert space
for the 1/3-filled model on an infinite cylinder is the fermionic Fock space generated by the lowest
Landau orbitals:

ψn(x, y) =
( α

2π3/2

)1/2
ei

α
ℓ
nye−

1
2
(x
ℓ
−αn)2 , n ∈ Z,

where x ∈ R and y ∈ [0, 2πR). Denoting by cn the annihilation operator associated with ψn, the
1/3-filled Haldane pseudopotential in second quantization takes the form

(1.1) W ∝
∑
s∈Z/2

B∗
sBs, Bs =

∑
k∈Z+s

F (2αk)cs−kcs+k, F (t) = te−t
2/4.

One challenge for proving the spectral gap conjecture is that the above quantum lattice interaction
is not finite range. This motivated [24], where the gap question was rigorously treated for a finite-
range truncation of the interaction that should well-approximate the model for small cylinder radii.
This truncated model, first introduced in [25] and subsequently analyzed in [30], is defined by
restricting Bs to the sum over |k| ≤ 3/2.

Apply the Jordan-Wigner transformation leads to a quantum spin system with local Hilbert
space HΛ = (C2)⊗|Λ| for any finite interval Λ = [a, b] ⊆ Z. Generalizing the model parameters to
κ > 0 and λ ∈ C, the local Hamiltonian with open boundary conditions (OBC) for the truncated
1/3-filled Haldane pseudopotential becomes

HΛ =

b−2∑
x=a

nxnx−2 + κ

b−2∑
x=a+1

q∗xqx where(1.2)

nx = σ+x σ
−
x , qx = σ−x σ

−
x+1 − λσ−x−1σ

−
x+2, σ− = (σ+)∗ = |0⟩⟨1| .(1.3)

where n|i⟩ = i|i⟩ labels an eigenbasis of n = σ+σ− ∈ B(C2). We say that |0⟩ denotes a vacant site,
and |1⟩ denotes an occupied site. The Hamiltonian preserves particle number NΛ =

∑
x nx, and

center of mass MΛ =
∑

x xnx, and the choices

(1.4) κ = (F (α)/F (2α))2 = e3α
2/2/4, λ = −F (3α)/F (α) = −3e−2α2

correspond to the physical regime in (1.1).
The model with OBC is uniformly gapped if there is a sequence of finite intervals Λn ↑ Z so that

γ := lim inf
n→∞

gap(HΛn) > 0,

where gap(HΛn) is the difference between the first excited state and ground state energies. While
the uniform gap is independent of the system size Λ, it does depend on the model parameters,
γ = γ(κ, λ). The lower bound obtained in [24] for the uniform gap of (1.2) satisfied γ ≥ O(|λ|2)
in the regime of small |λ|. This corresponds to R small in the physical regime. It was also show
that this estimate is sharp. For example, span{|110010 . . . 0⟩, |10110 . . . 0⟩} is invariant under HΛ

and has an eigenvalue κ
κ+1 |λ|

2 + O(|λ|4) for small |λ|. As the ground state space of this model is
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GΛ = ker(HΛ), this is an upper bound on the spectral gap. However, in the thermodynamic limit
Λ ↑ Z, any state from from this subspace converges to the the vacuum state, which is a ground state
for the generator of the the infinite system dynamics. This is the hallmark of an edge excitation.

Numerical results for the model with periodic boundary conditions (PBC) further showed that
the spectral gap had a positive limit as |λ| → 0 for small system sizes [24]. This suggests that the
eigenstates of the model with OBC and O(|λ|2) energy are edge states, and that the uniform gap

(1.5) lim inf
n→∞

gap(Hper
Λn

) > 0

of the model with PBC would produce better bounds on the bulk gap for small |λ| where

(1.6) Hper
Λ =

b∑
x=a

(nxnx+2 + κq∗xqx).

(Note that for the periodic interaction, addition is understood modulo |Λ|.) The main difficulty to
proving this claim is that existing methods for proving positive uniform gaps rely on spectral gaps
for local Hamiltonians associated with subvolumes Λ′ ⊆ Λ. Even if one considers the model with
PBC, the natural boundary conditions for a subvolume are OBC. Thus, if HΛ′ has edge modes,
this will be reflected in the bound for gap(Hper

Λ ), producing an estimate on the bulk gap with the
wrong behavior in the limit |λ| → 0. The bulk gap approach from [31,32] overcame this challenge.
In sections 3-4, we apply this strategy to (1.6) to produce the following result.

Theorem 1.1. Fix any nonzero λ ∈ C and κ > 0. There exists a monotone increasing function
f : [0,∞) → [0,∞) such that if f(|λ|2) < 1/3, then

(1.7) lim inf
L→∞

gap(Hper
[1,L]) ≥ min

{
κ

6(1 + 2|λ|2)

(
1−

√
3f(|λ|2)

)2
, γper

}
where

(1.8) γper =
1

3
min

{
1,

κ

2 + 2κ|λ|2
,

κ

κ+ 2
,

}
.

The function f(r), which is defined in Section 4.1, was analyzed in [24, Appendix A], where it
was shown that f(|λ|2) < 1/3 for all |λ| < 5.3. This range includes the entire physical regime.

While we focus on the truncated 1/3-filled model on the cylinder, this strategy has also been
successfully applied to the analogously truncated 1/3-filled model on the torus [31], as well as a
truncation of the 1/2-filled model on the cylinder [32], the latter of which is of interest for studying
rapidly rotating Bose gases [18,28].

In Section 2, we explain the bulk gap strategy and prove the two spectral gap techniques used in
its application to the Haldane pseudopotential. In contrast to previous statements of these results,
e.g. [14,20], we formulate them in an invariant subspace context to illustrate the necessary conditions
for using them with the bulk gap strategy. In Section 3, we identify the invariant subspaces of
the truncated Haldane pseudopotential used for the bulk gap strategy, and discuss some of their
important properties. In Section 4 the bulk gap strategy is applied to prove Theorem 1.1. We
conclude with a discussion of the edge states. Throughout this text, we use Hper

Λ and HΛ to denote
a local Hamiltonian with PBC and OBC, respectively.

2. Spectral gap techniques and the bulk gap strategy

2.1. The invariant subspace approach. The main idea underlying all spectral gap methods for
quantum spin systems comes from the intuition that low-lying bulk excitations of a short-ranged
model should be localized to finite regions of space. Roughly, if one determines the largest size M
that a region needs to be to effectively localize such an excitation, then the spectral gap of the
Hamiltonian associated to a region of size M can be used to produce a lower bound on the spectral
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gap of the Hamiltonian associated with any (sufficiently) larger region Λ. The type of estimate this
produces is approximately of the form:

(2.1) gap(H#
Λ ) ⪆ C# inf

X⊆Λ:
|X|≤M

gap(HX), # ∈ {per, ·}

where C# > 0 is independent of Λ, but depends on M. Rigorous statements will be made precise
and explicit in Sections 2.2.1-2.2.2. As the Hamiltonian for the subregion where an excitation is
localized naturally has OBC, if HX has low-lying edge modes, the lower bounds produced for Hper

Λ
will reflect these energies, even though they do not persist to the model with PBC.

The idea behind the invariant subspace strategy is to separate the ground states and edge states
into different invariant subspaces, so that the edge modes will not be detected in the gap estimates.
The trade off is that one needs to also produce a lower bound on a ground state energy. To be more
explicit, if Gper

Λ is the ground state space of Hper
Λ , and EΛ is the space of edge states associated with

HΛ, one wants to decompose the Hilbert space as

HΛ = VΛ ⊕ V⊥
Λ , Hper

Λ VΛ ⊆ VΛ, Gper
Λ ⊆ VΛ, EX ⊗HΛ\X ⊆ V⊥

Λ , ∀X ⊆ Λ.

In the case that the ground state energy of Hper
Λ is zero, the spectral gap of Hper

Λ is then

(2.2) gap(Hper
Λ ) = min{E1(VΛ), E0(V⊥

Λ )}
where

(2.3) E1(VΛ) = inf
0 ̸=ψ∈VΛ∩(Gper

Λ )⊥

〈
ψ,Hper

Λ ψ
〉

∥ψ∥2
, E0(V⊥

Λ ) = inf
0 ̸=ψ∈V⊥

Λ

〈
ψ,Hper

Λ ψ
〉

∥ψ∥2
.

The first quantity, E1(VΛ), is the spectral gap of Hper
Λ ↾VΛ

, and applying gap methods to this
restricted Hamiltonian will produce an estimate that is unimpeded by the edge modes. The second
quantity, E0(V⊥

Λ ), is the ground state energy of Hper
Λ ↾V⊥

Λ
. As long as one determines a lower bound

on this quantity that is independent of the ground state energy of HX ↾V⊥
Λ

for any X ⊆ Λ, the

result is a lower bound on gap(Hper
Λ ) that is independent of the edge excitations.

Let us briefly point out that an obvious candidate for VΛ is Gper
Λ itself. However, the orthogonal

complement of the ground state space will often have a complicated description that is not easy
to manipulate. Taking a larger space for VΛ might yield an orthogonal complement with a simple
description that is also easily seen to support the edge states. This is the case for the truncated
Haldane pseudopotential, where V⊥

Λ will have an orthonormal basis of configuration states:

V⊥
Λ = span{|µ⟩ : µ ∈ IΛ}, IΛ ⊂ {0, 1}|Λ|.

In Section 2.2, we present proofs of the gap methods that are used to bound E1(VΛ) for the
truncated Haldane pseudopotential in Section 4.1. The approach used to bound E0(V⊥

Λ ) for this
model uses Cauchy-Schwarz estimates to show〈

ψ,Hper
Λ ψ

〉
=
∑
µ∈IΛ

∑
x∈Λ

µxµx+2|ψ(µ)|2 +
∑

ν∈{0,1}|Λ|

∑
x∈Λ

| ⟨ν, qxψ⟩ |2 ≥ γper
∑
µ∈IΛ

|ψ(µ)|2

for any ψ =
∑

µ∈IΛ ψ(µ)|µ⟩ ∈ V⊥
Λ . This is explained in more detail in Section 4.2.

2.2. Spectral gap methods. Both finite size criteria and ground state projection methods can
be applied to systems with open or periodic boundary conditions [8,17,20,33]. However, finite size
criteria are more amenable to PBC, while ground state projection methods, such as the martingale
method, work well for models with OBC. The proof of Theorem 1.1 follows this tradition - a version
of Knabe’s finite size criterion [14] is used to produce a Λ-independent lower bound on E1(VΛ) for
the truncated Haldane pseudopotential. Finite size criteria require that the spectral gap of a finite
size Hamiltonian with OBC is sufficiently large. To complete the proof of the bulk gap, we use
a martingale method [21] to show that the gap of this Hamiltonian is larger than the necessarily
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threshold. However, these are not the only gap methods that can be used with this bulk gap
strategy. For example, the technique introduced in [7] for finitely correlated states and generalized
to decorated lattice models in [1, 19] can also be adapted to this invariant subspace approach.

2.2.1. A coarse-grained finite size criterion. We begin with presenting a generalized version of
Knabe’s finite size criterion. For this result, let H denote an arbitrary finite-dimensional Hilbert
space, and assume that {Pi : 1 ≤ i ≤ N} is a family of orthogonal projections on H that satisfy
the following commutation relations:

(2.4) [Pi, Pj ] ̸= 0 =⇒ |i− j| = 1 or {i, j} = {1, N}.
With these projections and for 1 ≤ n, k ≤ N , define Hamiltonians

(2.5) HN =
N∑
i=1

Pi, Hn,k =
n+k−1∑
i=k

Pi

where i ≡ i+N. Note that HN ≥ 0 as it is the sum of non-negative terms. The finite size criterion
shows that if the ground state energy of HN is zero, then gap(HN ) can be bounded from below by
a constant that only depends on n and infk gap(Hn,k).

Theorem 2.1 (Generalized Knabe Bound [14]). Suppose HN and Hn,k are defined as in (2.5) for
orthogonal projections that satisfy (2.4). If ker(HN ) ̸= {0}, then for any integer 1 < n ≤ N/2,

(2.6) gap(HN ) ≥
n

n− 1

(
min

1≤k≤N
gap(Hn,k)−

1

n

)
.

Proof. The result will follow from using that the Hamiltonians Hn,k, 1 ≤ k ≤ N , satisfy

(2.7) H2
n,k ≥ gap(Hn,k)Hn,k,

N∑
k=1

Hn,k = nHN

to show that H2
N ≥ γnHN where γn is the lower bound in (2.6). As addition is taken modulo N ,

H2
N and H2

n,k can be rewritten as

H2
N =

N∑
i=1

Pi +
∑
i<j

{Pi, Pj} = HN +

⌊N/2⌋∑
m=1

N∑
i=1

{Pi, Pi+m},(2.8)

H2
n,k = Hn,k +

n−1∑
m=1

k+n−m−1∑
i=k

{Pi, Pi+m}.(2.9)

Notice that n−m =
∣∣{k | i, i+m ∈ {k, k+1, . . . , k+n− 1}

}∣∣ for any 1 ≤ i ≤ N and m < n. As
a consequence, summing (2.9) over all possible k, and applying (2.7) produces

N∑
k=1

H2
n,k = nHN +

n−1∑
m=1

(
N∑
k=1

k+n−m−1∑
i=k

{Pi, Pi+m}

)
= nHN +

n−1∑
m=1

(n−m)
N∑
i=1

{Pi, Pi+m}.(2.10)

Since {Pi, Pi+m} ≥ 0 whenever m ≥ 2, combining (2.10) with (2.8) and using that n ≤ ⌊N/2⌋ give

N∑
k=1

H2
n,k ≤ nHN + (n− 1)

⌊N/2⌋∑
m=1

N∑
i=1

{Pi, Pi+m} = (n− 1)H2
N +HN .

On the other hand, (2.7) implies

N∑
k=1

H2
n,k ≥ min

1≤k≤N
gap(Hn,k)

N∑
k=1

Hn,k = n

(
min

1≤k≤N
gap(Hn,k)

)
HN ,
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which when coupled with the previous operator inequality yields the desired bound:

(n− 1)H2
N ≥ n

(
min

1≤k≤N
gap(Hn,k)−

1

n

)
HN .

□

The previous statement held for any finite sequence of positive operators on a finite-dimensional
Hilbert space defined as in (2.4)-(2.5). We now turn to results that produce a lower bound on the
spectral gap of a quantum spin Hamiltonian that is restricted to an invariant subspace. However,
we first set some notation that will be used throughout the rest of the paper.

Let Γ denote a lattice and HΛ =
⊗

x∈ΛCnx be the Hilbert space associated with a quantum
spin model on any finite subset Λ ⊆ Γ. All existing spectral gap methods require that the model is
frustration-free, meaning that the ground states of any local Hamiltonian simultaneously minimizes
the energy of all of its interaction terms. After shifting each interaction term, hX , by its ground
state energy, i.e. hX−min spec(hX) ≥ 0, a model is frustration-free if and only if the kernel of every

local Hamiltonian is nontrivial. For frustration-free models, let G#
Λ ∈ B(HΛ) be the the orthogonal

projection onto the ground state space

(2.11) G#
Λ = ker(H#

Λ ) ⊆ HΛ, # ∈ {per, · } .
Recall that for any Λ′ ⊆ Λ there is a natural embedding B(HΛ′) ∋ A 7→ A ⊗ 1lΛ\Λ′ ∈ B(HΛ). We
slightly abuse notation and let GΛ′ ∈ B(HΛ) denote the orthogonal projection onto GΛ′ ⊗HΛ\Λ′ for
all Λ′ ⊆ Λ. Since the ground states of frustration-free models are the common ground states of all
interaction terms, it follows that for all Λ′′ ⊆ Λ′ ⊆ Λ:

(2.12) GΛ′GΛ′′ = GΛ′′GΛ′ = GΛ′ and GΛ′Gper
Λ = Gper

Λ GΛ′ = Gper
Λ .

Finally, for # ∈ {per, · }, we say that H#
Λ is frustration-free on an invariant subspace V ⊆ HΛ, if

it is a frustration-free Hamiltonian and

(2.13) H#
Λ V ⊆ V, V ∩ G#

Λ ̸= {0}.
The restriction of any operator A ∈ B(HΛ) to a subspace V ⊆ HΛ produces a linear map

A ↾V∈ B(V,HΛ), and we denote by ∥A∥V the norm of the restriction:

(2.14) ∥A∥V = sup
0̸=ψ∈VΛ

∥Aψ∥
∥ψ∥

for any A ∈ B(HΛ),

and set ∥A∥V = 0 if V = {0}. When A is invariant under V, the restriction is equal to

(2.15) A ↾V= PVAPV = APV = PVA

where PV ∈ B(HΛ) is the orthogonal projection onto V. In this case, the operator can be block-
diagonalized as A = A ↾V ⊕A ↾V⊥ and spec(A) = spec(A ↾V) ∪ spec(A ↾V⊥). Moreover, if A ≥ 0
and ker(A ↾V) ̸= {0}, the spectral gap of A ↾V is its the smallest positive eigenvalue in V:

(2.16) gap(A ↾V) := inf
0̸=ψ∈V

ψ∈ker(A↾V )⊥

⟨ψ,Aψ⟩
∥ψ∥2

> 0

where by convention gap(A ↾V) = ∞ if V ⊆ ker(A).
We now show how the generalized Knabe criterion, Theorem 2.1, can be combined with a coarse-

graining procedure to produce a lower bound on the spectral gap of a local Hamiltonian for a finite-
range, frustration-free quantum spin chain. While finite size criteria exist for multi-dimensional
lattices [8, 16,17], we focus on quantum spin chains as this is the case of interest for Theorem 1.1.

Corollary 2.2. Let Λ ⊆ Z be a finite interval with the ring geometry, and assume that Hper
Λ is

frustration-free on an invariant subspace VΛ ⊆ HΛ. Moreover, suppose Λ = ∪Ni=1Xi where the
subintervals satisfy the following for all 1 ≤ i, j ≤ N and some 1 < n ≤ ⌊N/2⌋
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i. VΛ is invariant under each HXi and HΛn,k
where Λn,k =

⋃n+k−1
i=k Xi.

ii. If i < j and Xi ∩Xj ̸= ∅ then j = i+ 1, or j = N and i = 1.
iii. Every interaction term of Hper

Λ is supported on at least one Xi.

Let γ = inf1≤i≤N gap(HXi ↾VΛ
), and C = sup1≤i≤N ∥HXi∥VΛ

. Then,

(2.17) gap(Hper
Λ ↾VΛ

) ≥ γn

2C(n− 1)

(
min

1≤k≤N
gap(HΛn,k

↾VΛ
)− C

n

)
.

Note that the invariance assumptions trivially hold if VΛ = HΛ. Given condition (ii), VΛ will
be invariant under all HΛn,k

if it is invariant under HXi∩Xi+1 for all 1 ≤ i ≤ N , where N + 1 ≡ 1.
Thus, for a translation invariant model, if |Xi| and |Xi ∩ Xi+1| can be chosen independent of Λ
and i, then the constants γ and C can be appropriately bounded independent of Λ, and (2.17) will
produce a Λ-independent lower bound on gap(Hper

Λ ↾VΛ
).

Proof. Let PVΛ
be the orthogonal projection onto the invariant subspace VΛ. By the first assumption

on the Xi, the ground state projection GXi is invariant under VΛ as it is a spectral projection of
HXi . Thus, Pi := (1l − GXi) ↾VΛ

satisfies (2.15), and is nonzero as Hper
Λ is frustration-free on VΛ

and Gper
Λ ⊆ GXi ⊗HΛ\Xi

, see (2.12).

Now, define HN =
∑N

i=1 Pi and Hn,k =
∑k+n−1

i=k Pi. Trivially, γPi ≤ PVΛ
HXiPVΛ

≤ CPi. The
assumptions on the intervals guarantee that every interaction term is supported on at least one
and at most two of the Xi. Combining these observations yields

Hper
Λ ↾VΛ

≤
N∑
i=1

HXi ↾VΛ
≤ 2Hper

Λ ↾VΛ
, γHN ≤

N∑
i=1

HXi ↾VΛ
≤ CHN .

The analogous calculations also hold for Hn,k and HΛn,k
↾VΛ

. As a consequence,

γ

2
HN ≤ Hper

Λ ↾VΛ
≤ CHN , and

γ

2
Hn,k ≤ HΛn,k

↾VΛ
≤ CHn,k

These bounds imply that the positive operatorsHN andHper
Λ ↾VΛ

(respectively, Hn,k andHΛn,k
↾VΛ

)

have the same kernels in VΛ. Thus, since H
per
Λ and HΛn,k

are invariant under VΛ, by (2.16)

(2.18) gap(Hper
Λ ↾VΛ

) ≥ γ

2
gap(HN ), gap(HΛn,k

↾VΛ
) ≤ Cgap(Hn,k).

The first assumption on the intervals Xi imply that the family of projections Pi, i = 1, . . . , N ,
satisfies the conditions of Theorem 2.1 since if |i− j| > 1 in the ring geometry,

PiPj = PVΛ
(1l−GXi)(1l−GXj )PVΛ

= PVΛ
(1l−GXj )(1l−GXi)PVΛ

= PjPi

where we use (2.15), and that spatially separated observables commute. Thus, (2.6) holds by
Theorem 2.1, which combined with (2.18) produces (2.17). □

2.2.2. The martingale method. We now turn our attention to the the martingale method, which
uses ground state projections to effectively localize low-lying excitations. We assume the setup and
notation discussed after the proof of Theorem 2.1, and show that Theorem 2.4 below holds if the
following assumptions are satisfied.

Assumption 2.3 (Martingale Method). Fix a finite volume Λ ⊆ Γ, and let HΛ be a frustration-free
Hamiltonian and VΛ ⊆ HΛ a subspace so that VΛ∩GΛ ̸= {0}. Assume there exists a finite sequence

Xn ⊆ Λ, 1 ≤ n ≤ N,

so that the local Hamiltonians and ground state projections associated with Xn and Λn :=
⋃n
i=1Xi

satisfy the following:

i. (Uniform Local Gap) There exists γ > 0 so that for all 1 ≤ n ≤ N , and all ψ ∈ VΛ

γ ⟨ψ, (1l−GXn)ψ⟩ ≤ ⟨ψ,HXnψ⟩ .
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ii. (Absorbs the Interaction) There exists d ≥ 1 so that HΛ ≤
∑N

i=1HXi ≤ dHΛ.
iii. (Sufficiently Local Sequence) There exists ℓ ≥ 0 so that for any m ≤ n ≤ N ,

Xm ∩Xn ̸= ∅ =⇒ m ∈ [n− ℓ+ 1, n].

iv. (Approximate Local Excitations) Define GΛ0 = 1l, GΛN+1
= 0, and En := GΛn −GΛn+1 for

all 0 ≤ n ≤ N . Then

(2.19) ϵ := sup
0≤n≤N−1

∥GXn+1∥EnVΛ
<

1√
ℓ
.

Recall that the norm in (2.14) is as in (2.19). If VΛ is invariant under En for all 1 ≤ n ≤ N , then

(2.20) ∥GXn∥EnVΛ
= ∥GXnEn∥VΛ

.

Since both norms are zero if EnVΛ = {0}, the first norm always bounds the latter as

∥GXnEn∥2VΛ
= sup

0̸=ψ∈VΛ

∥GXnEnψ∥2

∥Enψ∥2 + ∥(1l− En)ψ∥2
≤ sup

0̸=ψ∈VΛ

∥GXnEnψ∥2

∥Enψ∥2
= ∥GXn∥2EnVΛ

.

The opposite inequality holds in the case that VΛ is invariant under En since then EnVΛ ⊆ VΛ.
For VΛ = HΛ, (2.20) trivially holds and produces the original form of Assumption (iv) from [20].

It will also hold for the application in this work as VΛ will be invariant under all of the interaction
terms that comprise HΛ. However, the following result holds regardless of any such invariance.

Theorem 2.4 (The Martingale Method [20,21]). Let HΛ be the local Hamiltonian associated with
a frustration-free interaction. If the conditions of Assumption 2.3 are satisfied, then

(2.21) ⟨ψ,HΛψ⟩ ≥
γ

d
(1− ϵ

√
ℓ)2∥ψ∥2, ∀ψ ∈ G⊥

Λ ∩ VΛ.

Proof. It is easy to check that the operators En, 0 ≤ n ≤ N − 1 form a mutually orthogonal family
of orthogonal projections that sum to the identity:

(2.22) EnEm = δn,mEn, E∗
n = En,

N∑
n=0

En = 1l

where, for first property follows by (2.12). Since HΛN
= HΛ, for any ψ ∈ G⊥

Λ ∩ VΛ it follows that

∥ψ∥2 =
N−1∑
n=0

∥Enψ∥2.

Consider ∥Enψ∥2 for any 0 ≤ n ≤ N −1, and set nℓ := max{0, n− ℓ+1}. Using (2.22), one finds

∥Enψ∥2 =
〈
(1l−GXn+1)ψ,Enψ

〉
+

〈
n∑

m=nℓ

Emψ,GXn+1Enψ

〉
(2.23)

where we use that Assumption 2.3(iii) and the frustration-free property imply that

[GXn+1 , Em] = 0 if m /∈ [n− ℓ+ 1, n].

Applying the bound | ⟨ϕ1, ϕ2⟩ | ≤ c
2∥ϕ1∥

2 + 1
2c∥ϕ2∥

2 for any c > 0 to (2.23) then produces

∥Enψ∥2 ≤
1

2c1

〈
ψ, (1l−GXn+1)ψ

〉
+
c1
2
∥Enψ∥2 +

1

2c2
∥GXn+1Enψ∥2 +

c2
2

n∑
m=nℓ

∥Emψ∥2

≤ 1

2c1γ

〈
ψ,HXn+1ψ

〉
+

(
c1
2

+
ϵ2

2c2

)
∥Enψ∥2 +

c2
2

n∑
m=nℓ

∥Emψ∥2,
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where the last inequality uses items (i) and (iv) of Assumption 2.3. Summing over 0 ≤ n ≤ N − 1,
rearranging terms, and applying Assumption 2.3(ii) one arrives at

2γc1

(
1− c1

2
− ϵ2

2c2
− c2ℓ

2

)
∥ψ∥2 ≤ d ⟨ψ,HΛψ⟩ ∀ψ ∈ G⊥

Λ ∩ VΛ .

The bound in (2.21) is then a consequence of maximizing over {(c1, c2) : c1, c2 > 0}, which results

in choosing c1 = 1− ϵ
√
ℓ and c2 = ϵ/

√
ℓ. □

The following is an immediate consequence of Theorem 2.4 if HΛ is frustration-free on VΛ.

Corollary 2.5. Suppose that HΛ is a local Hamiltonian for a frustration-free interaction. Moreover,
assume Assumption 2.3 holds for an invariant subspace VΛ of HΛ. Then,

(2.24) gap(HΛ ↾VΛ
) ≥ γ

d
(1− ϵ

√
ℓ)2.

Proof. Since VΛ, GΛ and their orthogonal complements are all invariant under HΛ, it follows that

G⊥
Λ ∩ VΛ = (GΛ ∩ VΛ)

⊥ ∩ VΛ = ker(HΛ ↾VΛ
)⊥ ∩ VΛ.

Hence, (2.24) follows immediately from combining (2.16) with (2.21). □

3. Invariant subspaces of the truncated Haldane pseudopotential

In this section, we identify the invariant subspaces that will be used to prove Theorem 1.1 via
the strategy outlined in Section 2. Invariant subspaces that support the edge states will also be
briefly discuss. All of these subspaces will share the property that they are invariant under all of
the interaction terms (nxnx+2 and q∗xqx) that comprise a Hamiltonian with either OBC or PBC,
see (1.2)-(1.3) and (1.6), and will be spanned by a subset of the configuration basis

(3.1) BΛ =
{
|µ⟩ : µ = (µ1, µ2, . . . , µ|Λ|) ∈ {0, 1}|Λ|

}
⊆ HΛ :=

⊗
x∈Λ

C2.

As many of the proofs in this section require only elementary calculations, we focus the discussion
on their main ideas, and point the interested reader to [31,32] for the precise details.

3.1. Ground state tilings for the periodic model. Consider a finite interval Λ with PBC. We
identify a subspace that contains Gper

Λ and is invariant under all interaction terms that comprise
Hper

Λ . Notice that the truncated Haldane pseudopotential is frustration-free, as every interaction

term is non-negative and |0⟩⊗|Λ| ∈ ker(Hper
Λ ). As a consequence,

(3.2) Gper
Λ = ker(Hper

Λ ) =
⋂
x∈Λ

(ker(nxnx+2) ∩ ker(qx)) .

Moreover, BΛ is an eigenbasis of every electrostatic term nxnx+2, and so

(3.3)
⋂
x∈Λ

ker(nxnx+2) = span {|µ⟩ ∈ BΛ : µxµx+2 = 0 ∀x ∈ Λ} .

It is left to identify a subspace of (3.3) that is invariant under all q∗xqx, and contains the joint kernel
from (3.2).

The restriction of any |µ⟩ from the spanning set of (3.3) to an interval of four sites has at most two
particles, and it is easy to check that |µ⟩ ∈ ker(qx) in all cases except |µ⟩ ↾[x−1,x+2]∈ {|1001⟩, |0110⟩}.
One can also verify that span{|1001⟩, |0110⟩} is invariant under q∗q ∈ B((C2)⊗4), and

(3.4) |µL⟩ ⊗ (|1001⟩+ λ|0110⟩)⊗ |µR⟩ ∈ ker(qx),

for any µL ∈ {0, 1}x−2 and µR ∈ {0, 1}|Λ|−x−2. However, even if |µ⟩ belongs to (3.3), it is not true
that any |µ′⟩ obtained from replacing one or more subconfigurations 0110 with 1001 also belongs
to this set. For example, | . . . 011001 . . .⟩ can belong to (3.3), but | . . . 100101 . . .⟩ does not.
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Figure 1. An equivalence class of VMD tilings generated by the replacement rule.
We use the void on the second site to unravel the periodic tiling to an interval.

We restrict the spanning set from (3.3) to states that remain in (3.3) under all such replacements.
These states can be characterized by domino tilings of Λ. There are three types of tiles:

i. The void, V = (0), covers one site and contains no particles.
ii. The monomer, M = (100), covers three sites and has a single particle on the first site.
iii. The dimer, D = (011000), covers six sites and has particles on the second and third sites.

Any tiling T that covers all sites of the ring Λ with these tiles is called a Void-Monomer-Dimer
(VMD) tiling, see Figure 1. The set of all tilings is denoted T per

Λ , and the map

σperΛ : T per
Λ → {0, 1}|Λ|, T 7→ σperΛ (T ),

where σperΛ (T ) is the configuration whose occupation matches that of the tiling, is injective. This
follows from noticing that any configuration |µ⟩ ∈ ran(σperΛ ) with neighboring occupied sites must
be covered by a dimer, and any isolated occupied site must be covered by a monomer. After first
placing all dimers and monomers, all other sites are vacant and, hence, must be covered by a void.
This constructs the unique tiling corresponding to µ. To simplify notation, we will use |T ⟩ to denote
the occupation state |σperΛ (T )⟩.

The range of σperΛ can also be precisely identified, and will be useful for bounding E0(V⊥
Λ ) for the

invariant subspace strategy.

Proposition 3.1. A configuration µ ∈ {0, 1}|Λ| belongs to ran(σperΛ ) if and only if the following
hold for all x ∈ Λ where x ≡ x+ |Λ| :

i. If µx = 1 and µx±1 = 0, then µx±2 = 0.
ii. If µx = µx+1 = 1, then the following hold where s = x+ 1/2:

(a) The first three sites on either side of this pair are vacant: µs±3/2 = µs±5/2 = µs±7/2 = 0.
(b) The next two sites have at most one particle: µs+9/2µs+11/2 = 0 and µs−9/2µs−11/2 = 0.

Proof. That any tiling configuration σperΛ (T ) satisfies these conditions is easy to verify from consid-
ering the occupied sites that result from laying any combination of three tiles next to each other.
The reverse direction is proved using the same argument that shows σperΛ is injective. The only
additional observation needed is that the occupation constraints from items (i)-(ii) guarantee there
are enough vacant sites so that tiles covering occupied sites do not overlap one another. □

The subspace of all VMD tilings

(3.5) Cper
Λ := span{|T ⟩ : T ∈ T per

Λ }
is the invariant subspace VΛ = Cper

Λ we use to prove Theorem 1.1 via the bulk gap strategy from
Section 2. To see that this contains Gper

Λ , we first use (3.4) to partition Cper
Λ into mutually orthogonal

invariant subspaces. The bidirectional tile replacement rule

(100)(100) ↔ (011000) or, equivalently, MM ↔ D

generates an equivalance relation on T per
Λ , where T ↔ T ′ if and only if the tiling T ′ can be

constructed from T after a finite number of tile replacements. Any tiling consisting of only voids
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and monomers is called a root tiling. By replacing all dimers in T with a pair of monomers, it is
clear that there is a unique root tiling R such that T ↔ R. Hence,

Rper
Λ = {R ∈ T per

Λ : R contains no dimers D}

is a set of representatives for the equivalence classes:

T per
Λ =

⊎
R∈Rper

Λ

T per
Λ (R), T per

Λ (R) = {T ∈ T per
Λ : T ↔ R},

see Figure 1. This combined with the injectivity of σperΛ and orthogonality of BΛ imply that

(3.6) Cper
Λ =

⊕
R∈Rper

Λ

Cper
Λ (R) and Cper

Λ (R) ⊥ Cper
Λ (R′) ∀R ̸= R′

where Cper
Λ (R) := span {|T ⟩ : T ↔ R} is the VMD space generated by R. The following result shows

that each Cper
Λ (R) supports a unique ground state, and that these form an orthogonal basis for Gper

Λ .

Lemma 3.2. Fix a ring Λ = [1, L] with L ≥ 6. Then Cper
Λ (R) is an invariant under all interaction

terms {nxnx+2, q
∗
xqx: x ∈ Λ} for any R ∈ Rper

Λ . Moreover,

(3.7) Gper
Λ = span{ψper

Λ (R) : R ∈ Rper
Λ }

where, denoting by nD(T ) the number of dimers in the tiling T , ψper
Λ (R) is the VMD state

(3.8) ψper
Λ (R) =

∑
T↔R

λnD(T )|T ⟩ ∈ Cper
Λ (R).

We omit the details of this proof as they are straightforward, and can be found in [31]. The
idea for showing that Cper

Λ (R) is invariant under all interaction terms and supports the unique
ground state ψper

Λ (R) is a consequence of the observations made in (3.2)-(3.4) and the surrounding
discussion. That these states form an orthogonal basis for Gper

Λ results from combining (3.6) with
Proposition 3.1 to prove that ψ(µ′) ̸= 0 only if µ′ ∈ ran(σperΛ ) for any ψ =

∑
µ∈{0,1}|Λ| ψ(µ)|µ⟩ ∈ Gper

Λ .

An immediate consequence of Lemma 3.2 is that Cper
Λ (R) is invariant under Hper

Λ .

3.2. Ground state tilings for the open boundary model. As the martingale method will be
used to prove the threshold criterion of the finite size criterion, we also need to know the ground
states of HΛ. If Λ = [1, L], the frustration-free property implies

GΛ =
L−2⋂
x=1

ker(nxnx+2) ∩
L−2⋂
x=2

ker(qx).

A similar tiling description as in Section 3.1 holds for the model with OBC. However, several
additional boundary tiles are needed to complete the description. As one can always embed an
open interval as a subinterval of a ring, it is not surprising that these boundary tiles are obtained
from restricting a VMD tiling to an interval. Discarding any truncated tiles that can be built from
the void and monomer tiles, this produces the following sets of boundary tiles:

The left boundary tiles:

i. A dimer Bl = (11000) covering five sites with particles on the first and second site.

The right boundary tiles:

i. A monomer M1 = (1) covering one site with a particle.
ii. A monomer M2 = (10) covering two sites with a particle on the first site.
iii. A dimer Br = (011) covering three sites with particles on the second and third sites.
iv. A dimer D1 = (0110) covering four sites with particles on the second and third sites.
v. A dimer D2 = (01100) covering five sites with particles on the second and third sites.
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Figure 2. A BMVD tiling equivalence class generated by the replacement rules.
Boundary tiles can only be placed on their designated boundary, but are not required
to be used.

With these additional tiles, a boundary-void-monomer-dimer (BVMD) tiling T of an interval Λ is
any covering of Λ with the bulk tiles {V, M, D} from the previous section or the above boundary
tiles. As suggested by the notation, if used, a boundary tile can only be placed on its respective
boundary in the interval, see Figure 2.

Denoting by TΛ the set of all BVMD tilings, there is again an injective map σΛ : TΛ → {0, 1}|Λ|
which identifies any tiling with the configuration that agrees with the tiling. Every VMD tiling
can be viewed as a BVMD tiling by cutting the VMD tiling between the first and last site and
appropriately adjusting the boundary tiles. Thus, one can identify T per

Λ ⊂ TΛ and σΛ ↾T per
Λ

= σperΛ .

Thus, we again write |T ⟩ ≡ |σΛ(T )⟩. The analog of Proposition 3.1 holds for ran(σΛ), with the
only modification being that the identification x ≡ x+ |Λ| is replaced with the convention that all
sites in Z \ Λ are considered to be vacant.

Replacement rules are again used to partition the BVMD tiling space

CΛ = span{|T ⟩ : T ∈ TΛ}

into subspaces that each support a unique ground state. Introducing the alternate notationM3 ≡M
and D3 ≡ D, the three bidirectional BVMD replacement rules are

(3.9) MMi ↔ Di, i = 1, 2, 3 .

(We note that the boundary dimers Bl and Br are not subject to replacement rules as any change
in particle content from such a replacement would violate either the particle number or center of
mass symmetry of HΛ.) The replacement rules again generate an equivalence relation on TΛ where
T ↔ T ′ if a finite number of BVMD tile replacements can be used to transform T into T ′. The set
of all BVMD root tilings,

RΛ = {R ∈ TΛ : R does not contain any dimers Di, i = 1, 2, 3} ,

is again a set of representatives for this equivalence relation, see Figure 2. Let CΛ(R) = span{|T ⟩ :
T ↔ R} denote the BVMD space generated by R ∈ RΛ. Then, CΛ can be decomposed as

CΛ =
⊕
R∈RΛ

CΛ(R) where CΛ(R) ⊥ CΛ(R′) whenever R ̸= R′.

It is not surprising that the analog of Lemma 3.2 holds for the model with OBC.

Lemma 3.3. Let Λ = [1, L] with L ≥ 6. For any R ∈ RΛ, the space CΛ(R) is invariant under all
interaction terms nxnx+2 or q∗xqx that comprise HΛ, see (1.2). Moreover, if L ̸= 7, then

(3.10) GΛ = span{ψΛ(R) : R ∈ RΛ}

where, denoting by nD(T ) the number of dimers (bulk or boundary) contained in the dimer T ,
ψΛ(R) is the BVMD state

(3.11) ψΛ(R) =
∑
T↔R

λnD(T )|T ⟩ ∈ CΛ(R).
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Figure 3. An edge tiling equivalence class generated by the replacement rules.
Note that removing the boundary site of the edge tile produces a BVMD tiling.

The proof here follows the analogous steps as those used to prove Lemma 3.2. Moreover, as
proved in [24], when |Λ| = 7 an additional anomalous ground state appears, and an orthogonal
basis for the ground state space is {ψΛ(R) : R ∈ RΛ} ∪ {|1100011⟩} .

3.3. Edge state tilings. We briefly introduce the invariant subspaces that support the edge states
of HΛ, which can also be described by domino tilings. Edge tilings agree with BVMD tilings on the
interior of Λ, but violate one of the occupation conditions of Proposition 3.1 near the boundary of
Λ. As such, they belong to (Cper

Λ )⊥.
Several additional boundary tiles are needed to define edge tilings. Two of these tiles are used

for the edge root tilings, namely

i. The left edge root tile: El = (1100100)
ii. The right edge root tile: Er = (10011).

These result from removing the inner most zero of Bl, respectively Br, and then appending a
monomer M to the interior. This breaks condition (iia) of Proposition 3.1. Four other edge tiles
and replacement rules are need to ensure these subspaces are invariant under all interaction terms
of HΛ. Each of these tiles also breaks one of the criteria from Proposition 3.1.

i. The additional left edge tiles are T 1
l = (1011000) and T 2

l = (1100011000). These satisfy the
replacement rules:

(3.12) El ↔ T 1
l , ElM ↔ T 2

l .

ii. The additional right edge tiles are T 1
r = (01101) and T 2

r = (01100011). These satisfy the
replacement rules:

(3.13) Er ↔ T 1
r , MEr ↔ T 2

r .

Edge tiles can only be placed on their indicated boundary. An edge tiling is any tiling that has at
least one edge tile, and otherwise follows the rules of a BVMD tiling, see Figure 3. It is an edge root

tiling if it contains no Di, i = 1, 2, 3 and no T jl , T
j
r , j = 1, 2. Combining the replacement rules (3.9)

with (3.12)-(3.13) forms an equivalence relation on the set of all edge tilings, T e
Λ , where two edge

tilings are equivalent if one is transformed to the other after a finite number of tile replacements.
The equivalence classes are indexed by the set of edge root tilings, Re

Λ, and it is easy to check that

CeΛ(R) = {|T ⟩ : T ↔ R}, R ∈ Re
Λ

is invariant under each interaction term of HΛ.We continue the edge state discussion in Section 3.3.

3.4. Tiling space framentation and isospectral properties. The (B)VMD spaces are designed
to be invariant under all of interaction terms of a local Hamiltonians, and so they remain invariant
subspaces if some of those interaction terms are removed. As such, for any subinterval Λ′ ⊆ Λ,

HΛ′C#
Λ (R) ⊆ C#

Λ (R), # ∈ {per, · }.

Since removing interaction terms lifts constraints on the invariance, C#
Λ (R) decomposes into multiple

invariant subspaces of HΛ′ . Namely, this becomes a sum of spaces where the replacement relations
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Figure 4. A truncation of a BVMD equivalence class. The right boundary of Λ′

separates the particles of a pair of neighboring monomers, but the left boundary
does not. Hence, nR(Λ

′) = 1. The bottom two tilings produces the two distinct root
tilings on Λ′ from obtained from truncating any T ↔ R.

only apply to Λ′. We analyze this fragementation as it will be helpful for applying the spectral gap
methods from Section 2.2 to VΛ = Cper

Λ .

The decomposition of C#
Λ (R) for any R ∈ R#

Λ into invariant subspaces of HΛ′ can be determined
by considering the truncation of any T ↔ R to Λ′. As the boundary tiles in Section 3.2 were defined

to account for all possible truncations, for any T ∈ T #
Λ (R), there is a unique T ′ ∈ TΛ′ such that

σ#Λ (T ) ↾Λ′= σΛ′(T ′).

We call T ′ the truncation of T to Λ′ and write T ′ = T ↾Λ′ , see Figure 4.

The truncation of a root tiling R ∈ R#
Λ to Λ′ ⊆ Λ is always a root tiling R ↾Λ′∈ RΛ′ . However,

there may be other T ↔ R such that T ↾Λ′∈ RΛ′ . The number of distinct R′ ∈ RΛ′ obtained as

truncations of T ∈ T #
Λ (R) only depends if the truncation separates the particles of two neighboring

monomers in R. Said differently, whether either boundary of Λ′ lays in the interior of a sub-

configuration 1001 in R, see Figure 4. For R ∈ R#
Λ and Λ′ ⊆ Λ fixed, let nR(Λ

′) ∈ {0, 1, 2} be
the number of neighboring monomer pairs whose particles are separated by the truncation R ↾Λ′ .
These nR(Λ

′) pairs of neighboring monomers are precisely those for which, when they are replaced
by a dimer in R, the particle content of both Λ′ and Λ \ Λ′ changes. Every other tile replacement
in R either does not change the particle content on Λ′, or is in one-to-one correspondence with a
tile replacement on Λ′. In the case of OBC, this means that given a root R′ ∈ RΛ′

(µl, σΛ′(R′), µr) ∈ ran(σΛ ↾TΛ(R)) ⇐⇒ (µl, σΛ′(T ′), µr) ∈ ran(σΛ ↾TΛ(R)) ∀ T ′ ↔ R′.

where µl ∈ {0, 1}a−1 and µr ∈ {0, 1}L−b given that Λ′ = [a, b] ⊆ [1, L] = Λ.

For OBC, there are 2nR(Λ′) distinct root tilings of RΛ′ produced from truncating any T ↔ R
to Λ′. These are obtained from the 2nR(Λ′) ways of replacing or not replacing the nR(Λ

′) pairs of
neighboring monomers whose particles are separated by the truncation with dimers in R, and then
truncating the resulting tiling to Λ′, see Figure 4. Enumerating these root tilings as R′

k ∈ RΛ′ ,

1 ≤ k ≤ 2nR(Λ′), the BVMD space generated by R decomposes as

(3.14) CΛ(R) =
2nR(Λ′)⊕
k=1

⊕
T↔R:

T ↾Λ′=R′
k

|T ↾Λ′
l
⟩ ⊗ CΛ′(R′

k)⊗ |T ↾Λ′
r
⟩,

where ϕ⊗V ⊗ψ := {ϕ⊗ ξ⊗ψ : ξ ∈ V} for any set of vectors V, and Λ′
l = [1, a− 1], Λ′

2 = [b+1, L].
By convention, we set |T ↾∅⟩ = 1.

The same number of distinct truncated root tilings of Λ′, is also produced in the case that Λ has
PBC as long as |Λ| ≥ |Λ′|+4. This ensures that if both boundaries of Λ′ separate the particles of a
pair of neighboring monomers, then both pairs can be simultaneously replaced by different dimers.
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Under this constraint, the same analysis applies and

(3.15) Cper
Λ (R) =

2nR(Λ′)⊕
k=1

⊕
T↔R:

T ↾Λ′=R′
k

CΛ′(Rk)⊗ |T ↾Λ\Λ′⟩.

The following is then an immediate consequence of (3.14)-(3.15), and Lemmas 3.2-3.3.

Proposition 3.4. Suppose that Λ′ ⊆ Λ are two intervals with OBC. Then for any R ∈ RΛ,

(3.16) dim
(
CΛ(R) ∩ (GΛ′ ⊗HΛ\Λ′)

)
=

2nR(Λ′)∑
k=1

∑
T↔R:

T ↾Λ′=R′
k

1

This also holds in the case that Λ has PBC as long as |Λ| ≥ |Λ′|+ 4.

We use this to determine a basis for the subspace G⊥
Λ ∩(GΛ′⊗HΛ\Λ′) of interest in the next section.

Any BVMD tiling T can be written as an order tiling T = (T1, T2, . . . , Tk) where T1 covers the first
site, T2 is the tile to the right of T1, and so forth. Similarly, T can be partitioned into subtilings
for any 1 ≤ ℓ < k as T = (T ′, T ′′) where T ′ = (T1, . . . , Tℓ) and T ′′ = (Tℓ+1, . . . , Tk). Since the
BVMD replacement rules only apply to the tiles {Mi, Di : i = 1, 2, 3}, the particle content of any
non-monomer tiles in a root R does not change for any T ↔ R. As a consequence, ψΛ(R) factorizes

over all non-monomer tiles in R. Thus, we can partition any root tiling R = (R̃,M
(i)
n ) ∈ RΛ into

subtilings where R̃ does not end in a monomer and M
(i)
n := (M, . . . ,M,Mi) ∈ R[1,3(n−1)+i] has

n ≥ 0 consecutive monomers, the last of which has length i. Then

(3.17) ψΛ(R) = ψ
Λ̃
(i)
n
(R̃)⊗ φ(i)

n ,

where Λ̃
(i)
n := Λ \ Λ(i)

n , Λ
(i)
n is the last 3(n− 1) + i sites of Λ,

(3.18) φ(i)
n = ψ[1,3(n−1)+i](M

(i)
n ), n ≥ 1

and φ
(i)
0 = 1 for all i.

It is easy to see from considering the set of tilings T ↔ M
(i)
n that φ

(i)
n satisfies the following

relations for all for all 1 ≤ i ≤ 3, where φn := φ
(3)
n ,

φ(i)
n = φ(j)

n ⊗ |0⟩i−j ∀n ≥ 1, i ≥ j ≥ 1(3.19)

φ
(i)
l+r = φl ⊗ φ(i)

r + λφl−1 ⊗ |D⟩ ⊗ φ
(i)
r−1 ∀r ≥ 2, l ≥ 1(3.20)

φ(i)
n = φn−1 ⊗ |Mi⟩+ λφn−2 ⊗ |Di⟩ ∀n ≥ 2.(3.21)

The particle content of the last i sites of Di is different from that of the monomer Mi for
all i, and so by the orthonormality of the configuration basis combined with (3.21) imply that

∥φ(i)
n ∥2 = ∥φn−1∥2 + |λ|2∥φn−2∥2. This can be used to prove

(3.22) βn :=
∥φn−1∥2

∥φn∥2
=

1

β+

1− βn

1− βn+1

where β± =
(
1 ±

√
1 + 4|λ|2

)
/2 and β = β−/β+ ∈ (−1, 0), see [24]. Given these properties, it is

straightforward to verify that for any root tiling R = (R̃,M
(i)
n ) with n ≥ 2 as in (3.17),

(3.23) ⟨ψΛ(R), ηΛ(R)⟩ = 0, where ηΛ(R) = ψ
Λ̃
(i)
n
(R̃)⊗ η(i)n ∈ CΛ(R)

and

(3.24) η(i)n = −λβn−1φn−1 ⊗ |Mi⟩+ φn−2 ⊗ |Di⟩ ∈ C[1,3(n−1)+i](M
(i)
n ).
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These observations along with Proposition 3.4 culminate in the following result, which will be key
for the application of the martingale method in Section 4.

Lemma 3.5. Suppose Λ′ = [1, L−3] and Λ = [1, L] for some L ≥ 4. If RMM
Λ ⊆ RΛ denotes the set

of root tilings that end in two or more consecutive monomers, see (3.17), then for any R ∈ RMM
Λ

(3.25) CΛ(R) ∩ (GΛ′ ⊗HΛ\Λ′) = span{ψΛ(R), ηΛ(R)}

where ηΛ(R) is as in (3.23). Moreover, for any R ∈ RΛ \ RMM
Λ ,

(3.26) CΛ(R) ∩ (GΛ′ ⊗HΛ\Λ′) = span{ψΛ(R)}.

Proof. Fix R ∈ RΛ. Since the left boundaries of Λ and Λ′ agree, R ↾Λ′ does not separate the
particles of any pair of neighboring monomers if R ∈ RΛ \ RMM

Λ , and separates the particles from
one pair of neighboring monomers if R ∈ RMM

Λ .
For R ∈ RΛ \RMM

Λ , the particle content on the last three sites of any T ↔ R is invariant under
tile replacements. Therefore, by Proposition 3.4

dim
(
CΛ(R) ∩ (GΛ′ ⊗HΛ\Λ′)

)
= 1.

The frustration-free property implies ψΛ(R) ∈ GΛ′ ⊗HΛ\Λ′ , which establishes (3.26) by Lemma 3.3.

For R ∈ RMM
Λ , write R = (R̃,M

(i)
n ) as in (3.17) and let RD := (R̃,M

(3)
n−2, Di). The two distinct

roots that result from truncating any T ↔ R to Λ′ are

(3.27) R′ := R ↾Λ′= (R̃,M
(i)
n−1), R′

D := RD ↾Λ′= (R̃,M
(3)
n−2, R

(i))

where R(1) = (V ), R(2) = (V,M1) and R
(3) = (Br). Thus, by Proposition 3.4,

(3.28) dim(CΛ(R) ∩ (GΛ′ ⊗HΛ\Λ′)) = 2,

and it is easy to show given (3.27) that

ψ
Λ̃
(i)
n
(R̃)⊗ φn−1 ⊗ |Mi⟩ = ψΛ′(R′)⊗ |R ↾[L−2,L]⟩

ψ
Λ̃
(i)
n
(R̃)⊗ φn−2 ⊗ |Di⟩ = ψΛ′(R′

D)⊗ |RD ↾[L−2,L]⟩.

These belong to GΛ′ ⊗HΛ\Λ′ by Lemma 3.3, and so (3.25) holds by (3.23) and (3.28). □

So far, we have shown how to decompose each C#
Λ (R), # ∈ {per, · }, into invariant subspaces of

HΛ′ for any Λ′ ⊆ Λ. One can take the direct sum of this over all R ∈ RΛ to produce a decomposition

of C#
Λ . This can be simplified, though, by noticing that, for OBC, any root tiling R′ ∈ RΛ′ can be

extended by zeros to a tiling T ∈ TΛ. The same holds in the case of PBC as long as |Λ| ≥ |Λ′|+ 4.
Then, by similar arguments as in (3.14)-(3.15)

CΛ =
⊕

R′∈RΛ′

⊕
T∈TΛ:
T ↾Λ′=R′

|T ↾Λ′
l
⟩ ⊗ CΛ′(R′)⊗ |T ↾Λ′

r
⟩,(3.29)

Cper
Λ =

⊕
R′∈RΛ′

⊕
T∈T per

Λ :

T ↾Λ′=R′

CΛ′(R′)⊗ |T ↾Λ\Λ′⟩, if |Λ| ≥ |Λ′|+ 4.(3.30)

As a consequence, if CΛ′(R′) is invariant under A ∈ B(HΛ′) for all R ∈ RΛ′ , the norm and spectrum
of A ↾C#

Λ
can be calculated from that of A ↾CΛ′ .

Lemma 3.6. Fix two intervals Λ′ ⊆ Λ, and suppose that A ∈ B(HΛ′) leaves CΛ′(R) invariant for
all R ∈ RΛ′. Then

i. ∥A⊗ 1lΛ\Λ′∥CΛ = ∥A∥CΛ′ where the norm is as in (2.14).
ii. spec(A⊗ 1lΛ\Λ′ ↾CΛ) = spec(A ↾CΛ′ ).
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The same result holds after replacing CΛ with Cper
Λ as long as |Λ| ≥ |Λ′|+ 4.

This result is an immediate consequence of the fact that the restriction of A to either C#
Λ or CΛ′

is block diagonal with respect to the same set of invariant blocks. The only difference is that a

block may appear multiple times in the decomposition of C#
Λ . However, this does not change the

norm or spectrum of the operator, only the multiplicity of the eigenvalues.

4. Applying the bulk gap strategy to the Haldane pseudopotential

4.1. A lower bound on E1(VΛ). We now prove the lower bound on E1(VΛ) for the truncated
1/3-filled Haldane pseudopotential on the cylinder where VΛ = Cper

Λ . This follows from combining
Theorem 4.1 and Theorem 4.2. We start by applying the finite size criterion from Corollary 2.2.

Theorem 4.1. Let Λ = [1, L] be a ring of L ≥ 3n+ 9 sites for some fixed n ≥ 2. Then,

(4.1) E1(Cper
Λ ) ≥ n

2(1 + 2|λ|2)(n− 1)

(
min

3≤m≤5
gap

(
H[1,3n+m] ↾C[1,3n+m]

)
− κ(1 + 2|λ|2)

n

)
.

Proof. Take r ∈ {3, 4, 5} and N ∈ N so that L = 3N + r, and define a sequence of intervals for
1 ≤ j ≤ N + 1 by

Xj =

{
[3j − 2, 3j + 3], 1 ≤ j ≤ N

[L− r + 1, L+ 3] j = N + 1

where addition is understood modulo L. This collection of intervals satisfy conditions (ii)-(iii) of
Corollary 2.2 since (1) they all have at least 6 sites, (2) any two consecutive intervals intersect on
three sites, and (3) any interaction term is supported on an interval of at most 4 sites. Moreover,
condition (i) holds since Cper

Λ is invariant under every interaction term that comprises Hper
Λ . Hence,

Corollary 2.2 applies. Since Gper
Λ ⊆ Cper

Λ , (2.3) and (2.16) imply that gap(Hper
Λ ↾Cper

Λ
) = E1(Cper

Λ ).

Combining all of this with Lemma 3.6 results in the lower bound

(4.2) E1(VΛ) ≥
γn

2C(n− 1)

(
min

3≤m≤5
gap

(
H[1,3n+m] ↾C[1,3n+m]

)
− C

n

)
where, since 6 ≤ r + 3 ≤ 8, the constants γ and C can be taken as

(4.3) γ := min
6≤k≤8

gap(H[1,k] ↾C[1,k]) = κ, C := max
6≤k≤8

∥H[1,k]∥C[1,k] = κ(1 + 2|λ|2).

The explicit values of γ and C are a consequence of writing

H[1,k] ↾C[1,k]=
⊕

R∈R[1,k]

H[1,k] ↾C[1,k](R)

and calculating spec(H[1,k] ↾C[1,K](R)) for all possible R. This is simplified from noting that, since

k ≤ 8, the spectrum is the same for any R with the same number of consecutive monomers. If
R has no pairs of consecutive monomers, then C[1,k](R) is the one-dimensional span of a ground
state of H[1,k]. If R has two or three consecutive monomers, then C[1,k](R) is a two-dimensional or
three-dimensional invariant subspace of H[1,k], respectively. The spectrum can be easily calculated
in both cases resulting in (4.3). Inserting (4.3) into (4.2) produces (4.1). □

The lower bound on E1(Cper
Λ ) has now been reduced showing that

min
3≤m≤5

gap
(
H[1,3n+m] ↾C[1,3n+m]

)
>
κ(1 + 2|λ|2)

n
for some n ≥ 2.

This is accomplished in the next result where we use the martingale method to prove a lower bound
on gap(H[1,L]) that is independent of L.
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Theorem 4.2. Define f(r) := supn≥4 fn(r) for r ≥ 0 where, recalling βn from (3.22),

(4.4) fn(r) := rβnβn−2

(
[1− βn−1(1 + r)]2

1 + 2r
+ βn−3

r(1− βn−1)
2

1 + r

)
, ∀ r ≥ 0.

If λ ̸= 0 and L ≥ 10, the spectral gap of H[1,L] ↾C[1,L]
is bounded below by

(4.5) gap(H[1,L] ↾C[1,L]
) ≥ κ

3

(
1−

√
3f(|λ|2)

)2
.

The proof of this result follows closely the arguments given in [31, Theorem 3.1]- [31, Lemma
3.2]. However, we provide the details as this is a nontrivial step for proving Theorem 1.1.

Proof. We prove that Assumption 2.3 holds. To begin, let N ≥ 3 and r ∈ {1, 2, 3} denote the
unique integers such that L = 3N + r. Define the sequence of intervals

(4.6) Xn =

{
[1, 6 + r] n = 1

[3n+ r − 5, 3n+ r + 3] 2 ≤ n ≤ N − 1
.

These satisfy |Xn ∩ Xn+1| = 6 for all n, |X1| = 6 + r, and |Xn| = 9 for n ≥ 2. As such,
Assumption 2.3(iii) holds with ℓ = 3, and all interaction terms are supported on at least one and
at most three of these intervals. Hence, Assumption 2.3(ii) holds with d = 3. Moreover, applying
Lemma 3.6 and arguing similarly to (4.3), Assumption 2.3(i) holds with

γ := inf
m=7,8,9

gap(H[1,m] ↾C[1,L]
) = inf

m=7,8,9
gap(H[1,m] ↾C[1,m]

) = κ.

If Assumption 2.3(iv) holds with ϵ ≤ f(|λ|2), then (4.5) will immediately follow from invoking
Corollary 2.5. The remained of this proof is focused on verifying this bound on ϵ.

Recall that Λn = ∪nk=1Xk and En = GΛn −GΛn+1 . Since C[1,L] is invariant under GΛn for all n,
(2.20) and Lemma 3.6 imply that

∥GXn+1∥EnC[1,L]
= ∥GXn+1(GΛn −GΛn+1)∥CΛn+1

, ∀ 0 ≤ n ≤ N − 2.

This norm is trivially zero for n = 0. Let Λ = [1,M ], Λ′ = [1,M − 3] and X = [M − 8,M ] for any
M ≥ 10. As the model is translation invariant, the desired bound on ϵ is immediate from showing

(4.7) ∥GX(GΛ′ −GΛ)∥2CΛ = sup
0 ̸=ψ∈CΛ:

ψ∈G⊥
Λ ∩(GΛ′⊗HΛ\Λ′ )

∥GXψ∥2

∥ψ∥2
≤ f(|λ|2).

Note the equality above uses GΛ′ −GΛ = (1l−GΛ)GΛ′ as GΛ ⊆ GΛ′ ⊗HΛ\Λ′ by frustration-freeness.
By Lemma 3.5, the subspace the supremum is take over in (4.7) is

{ψ ∈ CΛ : ψ ∈ G⊥
Λ ∩ (GΛ′ ⊗HΛ\Λ′)} = span{ηΛ(R) : R ∈ RMM

Λ } =: KΛ.

We first calculate ∥GXψ∥2 for any ψ = ηΛ(R), and use this to bound the norm for an arbitrary

ψ ∈ KΛ. Writing ηΛ(R) as in (3.17), the first step is divided into two cases: Λ
(i)
n ⊆ X and X ⊂ Λ

(i)
n ,

where we recall Λ
(i)
n := Λ \ Λ̃(i)

n is the last 3(n− 1) + i sites in Λ.

If Λ
(i)
n ⊆ X, the frustration-free property implies

GXηΛ(R) = GX

(
ψ
Λ̃
(i)
n
(R̃)⊗G

Λ
(i)
n
η(i)n

)
= 0,

where the last equality holds since φ
(i)
n , η

(i)
n ∈ C

Λ
(i)
n
(M

(i)
n ) are orthogonal by (3.23), and η

(i)
n is

orthogonal to all other BVMD states by Lemma 3.3.
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In the case X ⊂ Λ
(i)
n , the ground state projection GX can be expanded in terms of the orthogonal

basis from Lemma 3.3, resulting in

GXηΛ(R) = ψ
Λ̃
(i)
n
(R̃)⊗

 ∑
R∈RX

|ψX(R)⟩⟨ψX(R)|
∥ψX(R)∥2

η(i)n

 .

Since η
(i)
n ∈ C

Λ
(i)
n
(M

(i)
n ), by (3.14) the summation can further be reduced to roots R ∈ RX such that

R = T ↾X , for some T ↔M
(i)
n . As R′ :=M

(i)
n ↾X separates the particles of one pair of neighboring

monomers, there are two such roots, R′ and R′
D := D

(i)
n ↾X where D

(i)
n = (M, . . . ,M,D,M,Mi).

Using (3.19)-(3.21) to rewrite ψX(R
′), ψX(R

′
D), and η

(i)
n , one can easily calculate

GXη
(i)
n =

λ(1− βn−1∥φ2∥2)
∥φ3∥2

φn−3 ⊗ φ
(i)
3 +

|λ|2(1− βn−1)

∥φ2∥2
φn−4 ⊗ |D⟩ ⊗ φ

(i)
2 .

Since ∥η(i)n ∥2 = ∥φn−3∥2/(βnβn−2) by (3.22), applying ∥φk∥2 = 1+(k−1)|λ|2, k = 2, 3, one obtains

∥GXηΛ(R)∥2 = fn(|λ|2)∥ψΛ̃
(i)
n
(R)∥2∥η(i)n ∥2 = fn(|λ|2)∥ηΛ(R)∥2.

As CΛ(R) is invariant under GX for all R ∈ RΛ, the mutual orthogonality of the BVMD spaces
from Lemma 3.3 implies {GXηΛ(R) : R ∈ RMM

Λ } is an orthogonal set. Therefore, for an arbitrary
ψ =

∑
R∈RMM

Λ
cRηΛ(R) ∈ KΛ,

∥GXψ∥2 =
∑

R∈RMM
Λ

|cR|2∥GXηΛ(R)∥2 ≤ sup
n≥4

fn(|λ|2)
∑

R∈RMM
Λ

|cR|2∥ηΛ(R)∥2 = f(|λ|2)∥ψ∥2,

where we use that X ⊆ Λ
(i)
n if and only if n ≥ 4. This establishes (4.7) and completes the proof. □

4.2. A lower bound on E0(V⊥
Λ ). Consider a fixed finite volume Λ = [1, L] in the ring geometry

with L ≥ 10. The goal of this section is prove the necessary lower bound on E0(V⊥
Λ ) from (2.3).

We summarize the ideas and calculations for the proof of Theorem 4.3, and point the reader
to [31, Theorem 3.4] for the complete details.

Theorem 4.3. Let Λ = [1, L] with L ≥ 11 and set VΛ = Cper
Λ . Then

(4.8) E0(V⊥
Λ ) ≥ 1

3
min

{
1,

κ

κ+ 2
,

κ

2 + 2κ|λ|2

}
.

By the injectivity of σperΛ , the orthogonal complement of VΛ = Cper
Λ can be written as the following

span of configuration states:

V⊥
Λ =

(
Cper
Λ

)⊥
= span{|µ⟩ : µ ∈ SΛ}, SΛ = {0, 1}|Λ| \ ranσperΛ ,

The electrostatic energy eΛ(µ) =
∑L

x=1 µxµx+2 of any µ ∈ SΛ is key for producing the lower bound
in Theorem 4.3. By Proposition 3.1, SΛ can be partitioned into the three subsets as:

S(1)
Λ =

{
µ ∈ {0, 1}|Λ| : eΛ(µ) ≥ 1

}
S(2)
Λ =

{
µ ∈ {0, 1}|Λ| : µx = µx+1 = µx−4 = µx−5 = 1 for some x ∈ Λ

}
\ S(1)

Λ

S(3)
Λ =

{
µ ∈ {0, 1}|Λ| : µx = µx+1 = 1, µx−3 + µx+4 ≥ 1 for some x ∈ Λ

}
\ (S(1)

Λ ∪ S(2)
Λ )
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Suppose that ψ =
∑

µ∈SΛ
ψ(µ)|µ⟩ ∈

(
Cper
Λ

)⊥
is arbitrary. The lower bound in (4.8) is a result of

identifying constants ci ∈ N and γi > 0 that are independent of Λ such that

(4.9) ci
〈
ψ,Hper

Λ ψ
〉
= ci

( ∑
µ∈S(1)

Λ

eΛ(µ)|ψ(µ)|2 + κ
∑

ν∈{0,1}|Λ|

∑
x∈Λ

| ⟨q∗xν, ψ⟩ |2
)
≥ γi

∑
µ∈S(i)

Λ

|ψ(µ)|2.

Since ∥ψ∥2 =
∑

µ∈SΛ
|ψ(µ)|2, dividing both sides of (4.9) by ci, and summing over i = 1, 2, 3 yields

(4.10) E0((Cper
Λ )⊥) ≥ 1

3
min

{
γi
ci

: i = 1, 2, 3

}
.

Clearly, (4.9) holds for i = 1 with γ1 = c1 = 1. For i = 2, 3, any µ ∈ S(i)
Λ can be connected

to some η ∈ S(1)
Λ using at most two hopping terms q∗xqx. The argument that establishes (4.9) for

i = 2, 3 combines this observation with the following Cauchy-Schwarz bound:

(4.11) |a+ b|2 ≥ (1− δ)|a|2 − 1− δ

δ
|b|2, ∀a, b ∈ C, δ ∈ (0, 1) .

For example, when µ ∈ S(3)
Λ , take η ∈ S(1)

Λ and Dµ = {(ν, x)} ⊂ {0, 1}|Λ| × Λ as follows:

x ≡ x(µ) := max{y ∈ [1, L] : µy = µy+1 = 1 ∧ µy−3 + µy+4 ≥ 1},
ν = ν(µ) is given by removing the particles at x and x + 1 from µ, and η = η(µ) is given by

hopping the particles at x and x+ 1 in µ to x− 1 and x+ 2. Since µ /∈ S(1)
Λ , η is well-defined, and

eΛ(η) = ηx−3ηx−1 + ηx+2ηx+4 ≥ 1. Applying (4.11) with δ = κ|λ|2
1+κ|λ|2 produces

(4.12) eΛ(η) + κ
∑

(ν,x)∈Dµ

| ⟨qxν, ψ⟩ |2 = eΛ(η) + κ|ψ(µ)− λψ(η)|2 ≥ κ

1 + κ|λ|2
|ψ(µ)|2 := γ3|ψ(µ)|2.

The definition of x(µ) guarantees Dµ∩Dµ′ = ∅ if µ ̸= µ′. Hence, summing (4.12) over all µ ∈ S(3)
Λ

shows that (4.9) holds with γ3 and

c3 = max
η∈S(1)

Λ

|{µ ∈ S(3)
Λ : η(µ) = η}|.

The assumption |Λ| ≥ 11 guarantees µ 7→ η(µ) is one-to-one when eΛ(η(µ)) = 2. There are at most

two µ ̸= µ′ ∈ S(3)
Λ such that η(µ) = η(µ′) when eΛ(η(µ)) = 1. Thus, c3 = 2.

A similar calculation holds for µ ∈ S(2)
Λ after appropriately choosing η ∈ S(1)

Λ and Dµ = {(νi, xi) :
i = 1, 2}. In this case, applying (4.11) twice with well-chosen δ1, δ2 ∈ (0, 1) produces

eΛ(η) + κ
∑

(ν,x)∈Dµ

| ⟨q∗xν, ψ⟩ |2 ≥
κ

κ+ 2
|ψ(µ)|2 := γ2|ψ(µ)|2.

The configuration η and setDµ can be taken so that S(2)
Λ ∋ µ 7→ η(µ) is one-to-one, andDµ∩Dµ′ = ∅

when µ ̸= µ′. This yields c2 = 1. See [31, Theorem 3.4] for more details.

4.3. Proof of Theorem 1.1. Let Λ = [1, L] with L ≥ 11. Combining Theorems 4.1- 4.2 produces
the following lower bound on the spectral gap of Hper

Λ ↾Cper
Λ

:

E1(Cper
Λ ) ≥ κn

2(1 + 2|λ|2)(n− 1)

(
1

3

(
1−

√
3f(|λ|2)

)2
− 1 + 2|λ|2

n

)
∀ n ≤ L/3− 3.

This is positive for n ≥ (3 + 6|λ|2)/(1 −
√
3f(|λ|2))2 and independent of the system size for all

L ≥ 3n+ 9. Moreover, by Theorem 4.3,

E0((Cper
Λ )⊥) ≥ γper :=

1

3
min

{
1,

κ

2 + 2κ|λ|2
,

κ

2 + κ

}
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As Hper
Λ Cper

Λ ⊆ Cper
Λ and Gper

Λ ⊆ Cper
Λ , by (2.3) these two bounds yields the desired result:

lim inf
L→∞

gap(Hper
Λ ) ≥ min

{
κ

6(1 + 2|λ|2)

(
1−

√
3f(|λ|2)

)2
, γper

}
.

4.4. The edge state energy. The lower bounds on E1(VΛ) and E0(V⊥
Λ ) have a positive limit as

|λ| → 0. This implicitly implies that the edge states of the model with OBC belong to V⊥
Λ . To

show this explicitly, we analyze the ground state energy of HΛ ↾C⊥
Λ
. This analysis runs identically

to that of Theorem 4.3 with one main change. Namely, the interaction terms q∗xqx, x = 1, L− 1, L,
cannot be used in the analysis as they are not interaction terms of HΛ, see (1.2).

The sets S(i)
Λ can be analogously defined in the OBC case using the convention that any site

outside Λ is vacant. However, we further partition S(3)
Λ by whether Dµ = {(ν, x)} in (4.12) could

have been chosen with x /∈ {1, L− 1, L}. Hence, define

S(3)
Λo =

{
µ ∈ S(3)

Λ : ∃x ∈ [2, L− 2] s.t. µx = µx+1 = 1, µx−3 + µx+4 ≥ 1
}
, S(3)

∂Λ = S(3)
Λ \ S(3)

Λo .

We point out that S(3)
∂Λ = {σΛ(R) : R ∈ Re

Λ} where Re
Λ is as in Section 3.3.

The analysis for µ ∈ S(3)
Λo follows that of µ ∈ S(3)

Λ from (4.12) after restricting x(µ) ∈ [2, L− 2].

A similar adjustment ensures that no q∗xqx, x = 1, L − 1, L, is used to analyze µ ∈ S(2)
Λ . It is only

µ ∈ S(3)
∂Λ where further adjustments are needed. We give the argument for when µ1 = µ2 = µ5 = 1.

The case that µL−4 = µL−1 = µL = 1 runs analogously.
Let Dµ = {(ν, x)} where x = 3 and ν the configuration that removes the particles from sites 2

and 5 in µ, and let η be the configuration that hops the particles at sites 2 and 5 in µ to sites 3
and 4. Then applying (4.11) with δ = κ

κ+1 produces

eΛ(η) + κ
∑

(ν,x)∈Dµ

| ⟨q∗xν, ψ⟩ |2 ≥
κ|λ|2

κ+ 1
|ψ(µ)|2.

Then, arguing analogously as in (4.9)-(4.10) produces

min
0̸=ψ∈C⊥

Λ

⟨ψ,HΛψ⟩
∥ψ∥2

≥ 1

4
min

{
1,

κ

κ+ 2
,

κ

2 + 2κ|λ|2
,
κ|λ|2

κ+ 1

}
which is clearly O(|λ|2) in the limit |λ| → 0.
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