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SPECTRUM AND LIFSHITZ TAILS FOR THE ANDERSON MODEL ON
THE SIERPINSKI GASKET GRAPH

LAURA SHOU, WEI WANG, SHIWEN ZHANG

ABSTRACT. In this work, we study the Anderson model on the Sierpinski gasket graph. We
first identify the almost sure spectrum of the Anderson model when the support of the random
potential has no gaps. We then prove the existence of the integrated density states of the
Anderson model and show that it has Lifshitz tails with Lifshitz exponent determined by the
ratio of the volume growth rate and the random walk dimension of the Sierpinski gasket graph.

1. INTRODUCTION

Random Schrodinger operators play an important role in describing the quantum state of a
particle in a disordered material. The tight-binding approximation simplifies the model further
by restricting the positions of electrons, leading to a Hamiltonian given by a discrete random
Schrodinger —A+V acting on a Hilbert space ¢2(G), with G the vertices of a graph, A the graph
Laplacian, and V' a random potential, acting as a multiplication operator V(z) = V,,(z). The
simplest, but also one of the most prominent, form of the random potential is to take {V(z)}.cc
as independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) random variables. The corresponding random
operator is called the Anderson model. The Anderson model, along with more general random
operators, have been long investigated in the ergodic setting, on a vertex-transitive graph such
as the standard Z? lattice, or the Bethe lattice (a regular tree graph); see a thorough discussion
in e.g. [1]. Fractal graphs are notable examples that are not vertex-transitive.

In this paper, we study spectral properties of the Anderson model on such a fractal graph,
the Sierpinski gasket graph, also called the Sierpinski lattice'. There is a large literature about
the free Laplacian A on the Sierpinski gasket or Sierpinski lattice, as well as more general nested
fractals and p.c.f. self-similar sets or graphs, see e.g. [2, 34, 24, 15, 5, 18, 13, 38, 14, 27, 25,
28, 44, 9, 42], which is far from a complete list. For the Anderson model and other random
Hamiltonians on fractals, there are many works in the physics literature, see e.g. [36, 41, 22, 30],
among others. But limited work has been done for the Anderson model on fractals in the math
literature, except in, e.g. [37, 33, 29, 3]. Lacking the ergodic setting, it is not easy in general
to determine the full spectrum of a random operator, nor its different spectral components.
In particular, to the best to our knowledge, there is no work on the (topological) structure
or identification of deterministic spectra for the Anderson model on the Sierpinski gasket or
Sierpinski lattice, nor on other fractal sets or graphs.

The first result of this paper is the almost-sure spectrum of the discrete random Schrédinger
operator on the Sierpinski lattice when the support of the random potential has no gaps. There
are also partial results of the spectrum for general random potentials. On the other hand, the
works of [37, 33, 3] concern the continuous/differential random Schrédinger operator on the Sier-
pinski gasket (rather than the discrete/graphical Sierpinski lattice), and prove the existence and
the Lifshitz-type singularity of the integrated density of states (IDS) for the random Schrédinger

IThe ‘true’ Sierpinski gasket K is a compact fractal subset of R?, constructed by a self-similar iterated function
scheme, see e.g. [11, 4]. The Sierpinski lattice G, as an finite combinatorial graph, is defined with a similar
structure, whose large-scale structure mimics the microscopic structure of the Sierpinski gasket K.
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FiGURE 1. The unit triangle Ty is located next to the origin, with vertices
Go = {(0,0),(1,0),(1/2,4/3/2)}. The right hand side of the y-axis is the 3rd
step of construction T3 and the left hand side is its reflective mirror with respect
to the y-axis. The picture contains 2 x 27 many unit triangles 7', which are all
translations of Tp. The dots form the vertex set G4 U Gg. The edge set £ U &3
consists of all edges of length 1 of the unit triangles.

operator. There are no discrete analogue of these results. The second part of this paper obtains
the existence of the IDS for the Anderson model on the Sierpinski lattice, and establishes the
Lifshitz tail estimates of the IDS near the bottom of the spectrum.

1.1. Main results. To state our main results, we first introduce the Sierpinski lattice, and the
associated Anderson model. Let Ty C R? be the unit equilateral triangle with the vertex set
Go = {(0,0),(1,0),(1/2,4/3/2)} = {a1,az,a3}. Now, recursively define T}, by

Tos1 =Tn U (T, + 2%a2) U (T, + 2"ag), n > 0. (1.1)

Each T, consists of 3’ many translations of the unit triangle Ty. Let G,, be the collection of
all vertices of the triangles in T;,. The set of edges &, = {(z,y) : z,y € G,} is defined by the
relation (z,y) € &, iff there exists a triangle 7" on side 1 in T}, with z,y € T.

Let

G=|J(G,UG),), £=JE V&), T=(G,8), (1.2)

n>0 n>0

where G/, and &/, are the symmetric image of G,, and &, with respect to the y-axis respectively;
see Figure 1. T' = (G, ) is called the (infinite) Sierpinski gasket graph, or Sierpinski lattice,
with the vertex set G and the edge set £. We write  ~ y to mean (z,y) € £, and say that y is
a neighbor of z.

The (combinatorial) graph Laplacian on the Sierpinski lattice is given by

Af(x)= Y (fy) = f(x)), = €G, (1.3)

yeGiy~z
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acting on (*(G) equipped with the usual inner product (f,g) = >, ¢ f(z)g(z). The Anderson
model on the Sierpinski lattice is given by the random Hamiltonian H, = —A + V,, on £?(G):

Hyf(x)=—= > (f(y) - f(@)+Vo(2)f(z), z€G, (1.4)
yeGiy~zx

where V,, is a random potential, acting as the usual multiplicative operator. {V,,(x)},ec are
independent, identically distributed (i.i.d.) random variables, with a common distribution Fj.
We denote by supp Py the (essential) support of the measure Py, defined as

suppPo={z € R | Py(z —e,x+¢) >0foralle >0 }. (1.5)
The first result of the paper is the a.s. structure of the spectrum of H, = —A + V,,.

Theorem 1.1. Let H, = —A + V,, be the Anderson model (1.4) on the Sierpinski lattice G.
Then almost surely,

o(—=A) +supp Py C o(H,) C o(—A) + [inf V,, sup V], (1.6)
and
o(H,) C [0, 6] + supp Py (1.7)
In particular, if the essential support of the potential is an interval, i.e., supp Py = [a,b] for
—00 < a < b < oo, then the spectrum of H,, is almost surely a constant set given by
o(Hy,) = o(—A) + supp Po. (1.8)

Remark 1.1. The spectrum of the free Laplacian —A on the Sierpinski lattice as a set was
first computed by [6, 7, 14]. The nature of o(—A) and the structure of eigenfunctions were
later determined in [44]. As shown in [44, Theorem 2], the spectrum o(—A) C [0, 6] consists
of isolated eigenvalues and a Cantor set. In particular, 0 = inf o(—A) is in the essential/Weyl
spectrum, and 6 = supo(—A) is the largest isolated eigenvalue of infinite multiplicity.

For the Anderson model —A + V,,, from Theorem 1.1 we only know that the almost sure
constant spectrum structure (1.8) holds when there are no gaps in the support of the potential,
e.g. for the uniform distribution, Gaussian distribution, etc. For general distributions, we do
not know how to show o(—A+V,,) is a non-random set. In addition, the relation (1.8) may not
hold for, e.g. Bernoulli distributions; see for example numerical experiments in Figure 2. Given
a Bernoulli potential with supp Py = {a, b}, the best that we obtain by (1.7) is

o(—A +V,) C[0,6] + {a,b} = (a +1o, 6]) U (b +10, 6]). (1.9)

Remark 1.2. Tt is well known that the spectrum of a family of ergodic operators is almost surely
non-random, dating back to L. Pastur [32]. However, since the Sierpinski lattice G is not vertex
transitive, (1.4) is not realized as an ergodic family in the usual way by a natural vertex-transitive
group of graph automorphisms (see e.g. [1, Definition 3.4.]). We thus do not know if there is a
similar approach to show the deterministic nature of the spectrum.

The more specific structure of the spectrum as described by the form of (1.8) was determined
for the Anderson model on Z% in [23, 20] using the Weyl criterion. Theorem 1.1 can be viewed
as an extension of the result of [23] from the Z? lattice to the Sierpinski lattice G in certain
cases.

Next, we study the integrated density of states of the random Schrodinger H,,, as the limit of a
sequence of finite volume eigenvalue counting functions. Given L € N, let By, = B(0,2") C G be
the (graph metric) ball, centered at the origin O = (0, 0), with radius 2%, Let HPL = 15, H,1p,
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FIGURE 2. (a) IDS of —A and —A + V,, with a 0-10 Bernoulli potential, for a
finite gasket with sidelength 28. The spectrum C = o(—A) is a Cantor subset
of [0,6]. Clearly, o(—A + V,,) € [0,6] N [10,16]. But it does not appear that
o(—A+V,) CCN(10+C). (b) The enlarged view of the bottom part of the
IDS shows the Lifshitz tails in the Bernoulli case (red), along with a reference
exponential function (light blue) where 7 = iggg, m1 = 1.38, my = —4.64.
Additionally, we plot the IDS for the standard Laplacian (in black) for comparison
along with the reference line ¢; E7, with ¢; = 0.135, in yellow.

be the restriction H, on the finite-dimensional space £2(By). Denote the eigenvalue counting
function below the energy E of HBL by

N(E; HPL) = ##{ eigenvalues E' of HJ" such that E' < E }. (1.10)

Theorem 1.2. Let H, = —A +V,, be the Anderson model (1.4) on the Sierpinski lattice G.
Then there exists a non-random right continuous non-decreasing function N(E) such that almost
surely,

1
EN(E; HBt) = lim ——N(E; HBL) for all continuity points of N(E).

N(E)= 1l
(E) = Jim Lo | By o
1.11

L—oo |BL’

The limit N(E) is defined to be the integrated density of states of H,,.
If, in addition, suppose the common distribution Py of {V,,(x)}sec satisfies inf supp Py = 0
and Py([0,¢]) > Ce” for some C,k > 0. Then

. log|log N(E)| log 3
lim = — .
ENO log & log 5

(1.12)

Remark 1.3. In general, to relate the finite volume approximations to the infinite operator, it is
convenient to set HfL to be zero in the complement of By, corresponding to the so-called simple
or zero Dirichlet boundary conditions. This is how one can interpret the operators in HP~ in
(1.11). The finite volume operator can however take many rather arbitrary choices of boundary
conditions: free, Neumann, or wired in some way. We will state a more general version of the



SPECTRUM AND LIFSHITZ TAILS FOR SG 5

existence result (1.11) in Theorem 4.2 in Section 4, where we see boundary conditions do not
affect the limiting IDS.

Remark 1.4. We know by (1.6) that the bottom of the spectrum o(—A + V) is 0 assuming
infsupp V' = 0. The limit (1.12) is a weak version of what we expect to be a stronger form of
the asymptotic behavior of the IDS near 0,

_ log3

N(E) ~ Cye~©2F"
(E) 1e » T log5’

as £\, 0. (1.13)

(See Figure 2(b) for a numerical illustration.) Such a drastic thinning tail of the IDS as in
Egs. (1.12) and (1.13) is referred to as Lifshitz tails. Note that for the free Laplacian —A on the
Sierpinski gasket, the IDS N(E) near the bottom 0 of o(—A) vanishes at the rate N(E) ~ CE™
as '\, 0, as obtained in [13, 14]. In contrast to the polynomial behavior of the free Laplacian,
the IDS for a random Schrodinger operator exhibits a different extreme behavior near the bottom
such as (1.13). The double-log asymptotic behavior (1.12) will be proved in Section 5. We first
discuss more background about Lifshitz tails to finish the introduction.

1.2. More background and historical work on the Lifshitz tails. On the (continuum)
Sierpinski gasket in R2, Lifshitz tails of the IDS were first proved for the Laplacian with Poisson
obstacles in [33]. Approximately the same time, similar Lifshitz tails were obtained for random
Schrédinger operators on general nested fractals in R% d > 2 in [37]. More recently, there
are more generalizations in [3] for the differential case on nested fractals with good labeling
properties. All these works are for continuous/differential operators on the Sierpinski gasket or
other continuous fractals. In this context, Eq. (1.12) of Theorem 1.2 extends the Lifshitz tails
to the Anderson model on the discrete/graphical Sierpinski lattice G.

The original Lifshitz tails phenomenon was first identified in the 1960s by .M. Lifshitz [26].
It has since been extensively studied with rigorous proof for various random models on R? or
7. We do not discuss all the related works here, but we refer readers to [19, Section 6] and [1,
Chapter 4] for a thorough review. Note that the original Lifshitz tail of the IDS N(E) on R? or
7% is asymptotically N(E) ~ Cle*C2E_d/2, as £\ 0 (assuming the bottom of the spectrum is at
0). The index d/2 is usually referred to as the Lifshitz exponent. One obtains a different Lifshitz
exponent 7 = log 3/log 5 on the Sierpinski gasket ([33, 37]) and on the Sierpinski lattice (1.12).
To relate 7 to the exponent d/2, one denotes T = ds/2, where d; is the ‘spectral dimension’ of
the gasket.

Actually, there is a more intrinsic way to link the Lifshitz exponent to two other parameters in
the so-called Heat Kernel Bound HK(«, (), a property for the free Laplacian on the correspond-
ing space. The Euclidean space/lattice R? or Z¢ satisfies HK(d,2), while the Sierpinski gasket
or Sierpinski lattice satisfies HK(log3/log 2,log 5/log2). In either case, we see that the Lifshitz
exponent is given by the ratio of the two parameters «/3. We are very interested in whether the
Lifshitz singularity with exponent «/f holds for the Anderson model on more general graphs
with the Heat Kernel Bound HK(«, 3), without certain additional regularity /self-similarity /good
labeling properties of the graph.

For random differential /continuous operators on the Sierpinski gasket in R? (or more generally,
on nested fractals in R?), there are two main ways in the literature to prove the existence of the
IDS and Lifshitz tails.

e One way is the works of Pietruska-Paluba, Balsam, Kaleta, and Olszewski [33, 3]. The
existence of the IDS is obtained by the convergence of the expected values of the under-
lying Laplace transforms. Then the Lifshitz tail is obtained by the long time behavior
of the associated Laplace transform.
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e The other method is the work of Shima [37]. The existence of the IDS was obtained
directly as the limit of the finite volume IDS, by the law of large numbers. Then the Lif-
shitz tail of the IDS is obtained by the Dirichlet—Neumann bracketing method, combined
with the specific bound by the Dirichlet form due to Kusuoka [10].

In this work, we extend the existence and the Lifshitz tail of the IDS of [37] to the discrete
Sierpinski lattice G, using an adapted Dirichlet and Neumann bracketing method for G. There
are numerous proofs of Lifshitz tails for different models using the method of large deviations.
The idea of using Dirichlet—Neumann bracketing for Lifshitz tails first appeared in a physics
paper [16]. The original Dirichlet and Neumann bracketing method was first established for
continuum models in R? by Kirsch and Martinelli [21], with the advantage of being very close to
Lifshitz’s intuition. It was later extended by Simon [40] to the Z? setting, where there are some
technical aspects special to the discrete model, see more discussion in [19, §], [1, §4.3]. The main
technical difficulties of adapting the bracketing method to the Sierpinski lattice (which are not
present for Z¢ or continuum Sierpinski gasket cases) are:

(i) There is not a natural disjoint partition of the Sierpinski lattice G. One has to carefully
treat the overlap of the subdomains and the associated edge energy in order to bound
the Hamiltonian.

(ii) The required bounds on the (low lying) eigenvalues of the Dirichlet or Neumann Lapla-
cian on a finite Sierpinski triangle are not derived previously in the literature. These
estimates might have independent interests in studying the spectrum of the associated
Anderson model.

One of our goals is to describe some of these technical difficulties where Dirichlet—Neumann
bracketing on the Sierpinski lattice is not so common, honoring the bracketing method by Kirsch-
Martinelli-Simon and the adaption by Shima. These results may also be useful to further study
the Anderson localization and other open questions for random Schrédinger operators on the
Sierpinski lattice, and on more general discrete graphs.

1.3. Outline. The rest of this article is organized as follows.

e In Section 2, we introduce background and preliminaries on the Sierpinski lattice.

e In Section 3, we prove Theorem 1.1, the almost sure spectrum of the Anderson model
on the Sierpinski lattice.

e In Section 4, we study the partition of the Sierpinski lattice and show the existence of
the IDS under different boundary conditions.

e In Section 5, we prove the Lifshitz tail (1.12), first the upper bound using the Neumann
bracketing, and then the lower bound using the (modified) Dirichlet bracketing.

Throughout the paper, constants such as C', ¢, and ¢; may change from line to line. We will
use the notation X <Y to mean X < ¢Y, and X 2 Y to mean X > ¢Y, for some constant c
depending only on I'. If X <Y < X, we may also write X ~ Y.

2. PRELIMINARIES

In this section, we collect several useful facts about Sierpinski lattices. We refer readers for
more background about the Laplacian on Sierpinski lattices to [38, 44], about random walks on
general graphs to [4], and about random Schrédinger operators to [19, 1].

Let T' = (G, &) be the Sierpinski lattice defined in (1.2). T, or G, is also called the full Sierpinski
lattice with empty boundary/corner, while the one without the symmetric image G}, is referred
to as the right half Sierpinski lattice with the boundary or corner O = (0,0). Let A C G be a
subset of vertices. The exterior boundary of Ais )A={z ¢ A:3Jy € A with x ~ y}, and the
interior boundary is defined as 9°A = 9(G\A). The subset A induces a subgraph I'y = (A, £4),
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where €4 = {(z,y) € £ : z,y € A}. When there is no ambiguity, we may identify a graph
or a subgraph with its vertex set and vice versa. For example, we may call either I'4 or just
A a subgraph of the Sierpinski lattice. We may also abuse the notation and write x € I"4 if
x € A. The vertex degree of z, deg(x) = #{y : x ~ y} is the number of neighbors of z. Notice
on the full Sierpinski lattice, deg(z) = 4, while on the right half Sierpinski lattice, deg(O) = 2
and deg(z) = 4 for x # O. As usual, a ball in T', centered at z, with radius r, is defined as
B(z,r) ={y: d(z,y) < r}, where the natural metric d(x,y) = length of the shortest path from
x to y. For any subset A C G, we denote by |A| = #{x : x € A} the cardinality of A.

For any L € N, Gz, in (1.2) induces a subgraph. The entire Sierpinski lattice consists of
infinitely many translations of G, denoted as {Gp, ; };-";1, glued together at corner points. We
call either Gz, or any of its translations a 2-triangle. The extreme points/vertices of Gp,; are
the three vertices of the biggest triangle, i.e., the interior boundary of G ;. We say that two
2l triangles are adjacent if they share an extreme point. Due to the recursive relation (1.1),

|G| :%(3L+1+3), L=0,1,2,---. (2.1)
Suppose L > ¢. Then the 2" -triangle G, consists of 3X~¢ many 2¢-triangles Gej,j=1,--- , 3¢,
All these Gy ; are subgraphs isometric to Gy.

We consider functions on the vertices G, which will be denoted by the function space C(G) :=
C® = {f : G — C}. The space ¢*(G) is defined via the £? norm induced by the usual (non-
weighted) inner product (f, g) := ", . f(2)g(z). The subspace ¢*(A) is defined accordingly for
any subset A C G. The Laplacian A on the full Sierpinski lattice G is defined as in (1.3). It
is a bounded nonpositive selfadjoint operator in £2(G). For f,g € £>(G), the following Discrete

Gauss—Green theorem holds:

S o)A f@) = -2 33 (7@) — Fw) (ole) ~ 9(0). (22)

zeG z€G yeG
Yy~

The probabilistic Laplacian A, on the full Sierpinski lattice G is defined to be A, = iA since
deg(z) = 4,z € G. The structure of the spectrum o(A,) = $0(A) was fully determined in [44].

3. SPECTRUM OF THE ANDERSON MODEL ON THE SIERPINSKI LATTICE
In this section we prove Theorem 1.1.

Proof of Theorem 1.1. Suppose supp Py C [a, b] for some a < b, so that almost surely a <V, <
b. By the standard power series expansion argument of self-adjoint operators (see e.g. [45,
Problem 3.6]), for a, b finite we obtain the right hand side inclusion of (1.6),

o(=A+V,) Co(-A)+ [a,b].

If @ or b is infinite, the inclusion is immediate since the right hand side is then an interval
(—00,00), [a,00), or (—oo,b+ 6]. The same argument as in the a,b finite case implies (1.7),
using the fact that o(—A) C [0, 6] and switching the role of —A and V.

It remains to prove the left hand side of (1.6). The outline follows from the proof of the Z%
case, see e.g. [19, Theorem 3.9]. There are two key ingredients needed for the Sierpinski lattice,
stated in the following two claims.

Claim 1. There is a set g of probability one such that the following is true: For any w € €,
any pu € supp Py, £ > 0 and € > 0, there exists a 2°-triangle Gy C G such that

sup |V(z) — p| < e. (3.1)
z€Gy
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Remark 3.1. This is a “Sierpinski lattice analogue” of the result on Z¢. It is important that
the full probability set is independent of p, ¢ and . We only need the existence of some (one)
triangle for any size £. The conclusion can be made stronger by requesting infinitely many
triangles; see the analog for Z¢ in e.g. [19, Proposition 3.8].

Claim 2. Eigenvalues of —A are dense in the spectrum o(—A). FEach eigenvalue has infin-
itely many compactly supported eigenfunctions. For any eigenfunction @ supported on some
2L triangle Gy and for any other 2'-triangle Gy1, there is a translation of ¢, denoted as 1,
supported on Gy 1, belonging to the same eigenvalue.

Claim 1 is a consequence of the Borel-Cantelli lemma, and guarantees that the potential can
be arbitrarily close to any constant on a “far away” triangle. Claim 2 is essentially a rephrase
of [44, Theorem 2], which allows one to move a compactly supported eigenfunction anywhere on
the lattice. The detailed proofs of the two claims are left to the end of the section. We first use
them to complete the proof of Theorem 1.1.

Suppose A € o(—A) and p € supp Py. We will construct a Weyl sequence of —A + V,
associated with A + p. By Claim 2, there is a sequence of compactly supported eigenfunctions
¢ associated with eigenvalues? \; such that |\, — A| < 1/k and |/¢x|| = 1 for all k. For each
@y, since it is compactly supported, we assume supp ¢y, is contained in some 2%-triangle Gy, -
Now take w € Qp given as in Claim 1. Then for p € supp Py, ¢ = ¢} and € = 1/k, there is a
2k _triangle Gy, 1 (not necessarily the same as Gy, where ¢y, is supported) such that

sup | Vi(z) — M‘ < % (3.2)
IEng’l

Next, we use Claim 2 to move ¢, from Gy, to Gy, 1 which gives a new eigenfunction v, of
—A satisfying [[1x]| = 1, =Avp = Ay, and supp ¢, € Gy, 1.

Then almost surely one has

I(=A+ Vo = A+ el <I(=A = N)gbrll + (Ve — )l (3-3)

<IN = Al [l + sup [Vio(2) = o] - ]| < (3.4)

€6y, 1

El )

Hence v, is a Weyl sequence of —A + V,, associated with A + p € o(—A) + supp Py. The Weyl
criterion (see e.g. [35, Theorem VII.12] or [45, Lemma 6.17]) implies A+ p € o(—A 4 V,,) which
completes the proof of (1.6). O

The rest of this section contains the proofs of the two claims. We first show

Proof of Claim 1. Fix £ > 0, 1 € supp Fy, and € > 0. Let {G,; C G};>1 be infinitely many
disjoint 2¢ triangles, and let & = {w : |V, (z) — u| < &, € Gy }. Since {V,(z)} are ii.d.,
the probability of &; is P(&;) = IP’(M — e, 1+ E)IGZ’” = pusre > 0, which is independent of j.
Hence, > 72, P(€;) = co. Since all Gy ; are disjoint and all the events £; are independent, by the
(second) Borel-Cantelli lemma (see e.g. [19, Theorem 3.6]), the set

{w | w belongs to infinitely many €j}
has probability one, which implies that

Qe = {w | for some 2% triangle Gy C G : sup |V (x) — pu| < ¢ } (3.5)
mEG[

21 A itself is an eigenvalue with an eigenfunction ¢, then we take A\ = A and ¢ = .
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has probability one. Since the set supp Py € R contains a countable dense set Cy, then the
countable intersection set

ﬂ Qé,l/n,u (36)
£eN,neEN
u€eCo

also has probability one, and satisfies the requirement of the claim. O

Now we verify Claim 2.

Proof of Claim 2. By [44, Theorem 2|, the spectrum of A is 0(A) = —4(D U J), where D =
{=3/2} U (U _o R—m{—3/4}), for R(z) = z(4z + 5) and R_,,, A the preimage of a set A under
the m-th composition power of R, is part of the eigenvalues of —A. The set J is the Julia set
of R which coincides with the set of limit points of D. Hence, 4D is dense in o(—A). Also by
[44, Theorem 2], any eigenvalue of —A has infinitely many compactly supported eigenfunctions.

It remains to verify the latter half, which allows us to move a compactly supported eigen-
function anywhere on the Sierpinski lattice. This follows from the repeated structure of the
Sierpinski lattice. More precisely, if ¢ is an eigenfunction of —A supported on a 2‘-triangle Gy,
then one can translate ¢ to any other 2‘-triangle Gg,1 to create another eigenfunction with the
same eigenvalue. This uses that deg(x) = 4 for all z € G, so that the restrictions of —A on Gy
and Gy are exactly the same (as a finite dimensional matrix). D

Remark 3.2. The proof of Claim 2 is for the combinatorial Laplacian A, or equivalently (4
times) the probabilistic Laplacian 4A,, on the full Sierpinski lattice G = |J,,(G, U G},). A
similar argument (with accounting for the origin) applies to —A,, on the right half Sierpinski
lattice, using the spectrum structure of o(A,) obtained in [44].

4. EXISTENCE OF THE IDS FOR RANDOM SCHRODINGER OPERATORS ON THE SIERPINSKI
LATTICE.

Let H, = —A 4+ V,, be the Anderson model as in (1.4). For simplicity, we omit the subscript
w and write H = H, and V = V,,. We first discuss restrictions of H to a finite-dimensional
subspace of £?(G) with different boundary conditions. For any finite subset A C G, we need to
consider the following three Laplacians with different boundary conditions:

e Simple boundary condition (the usual zero Dirichlet boundary Condition): for f € (2 (A)

—AM f() = =AM f(x) = deggya (@) f(2) + Y (( = deg(2) f(x) = > f(y
yeA yeA
Yy~x Yy~x

e Neumann boundary condition: for f € ¢2(A),

—AMNF(2) =D (f(2) = fy) =dega(z)f(x) = > fly (4.2)

yeA yeA
Y~z Yy~x

e Modified Dirichlet boundary condition: for f € (?(A),

—AMP f(z) = 2degga(@)f(x) + ) (f = (2deg(x) — dega()) f(z) = ) f(v)
yeA yeA
y~x Yy~
(4.3)
The corresponding Schrodinger operator is H4* = —A4* 4 V4 where o is one of the above

three boundary conditions and V4 is just the restriction of V to A.
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The zero/simple boundary Laplacian A4 = A4S corresponds to application of A on the
subspace {f € (*(G) : f(z) = 0,z ¢ A}, and is associated with the simple random walk killed
upon exiting A. The modified Dirichlet boundary Laplacian A4P = A4 — degg\ 4 is a Dirichlet-
type operator with zero/simple boundary conditions on G\ A, modified however at the interior
boundary vertices of A, where it penalizes such boundary vertices. The Neumann boundary
Laplacian A4 is the same as the regular graph Laplacian on the subgraph induced by A (i.e.
without consideration for the larger graph G), and thus satisfies the same type of Gauss—Green
theorem as the infinite lattice (2.2):

(-8 Pagy =5 3 (F@) — 1w) (44)

z,y€A
Ty

Remark 4.1. Notice that in the interior, if z ¢ 0'A, then deg(z) = degy(r) and the three
Laplacians behave in the same way. The simple and modified Dirichlet boundary conditions only
add extra diagonal terms (corresponding to vertex degrees) to the interior boundary vertices.
This will allow us to bound the extra edge energy terms in the quadratic form when we partition
the graph into subgraphs. These modified vertex degree operators were first used in [40] for Z¢
case, demonstrating some technical aspects in the bracketing method special to the discrete case;
see also the discussion in [1, §4.3]. We will see how these boundary conditions will affect the
energy partition on the Sierpinski lattice in Section 5.

For any L € N, let T',; = (G ;,€) be a 2E-triangle. The collection {Gy, ;}; forms a non-
disjoint cover of G,

P ={Gr,};>1, G= U Gpr,j. (4.5)

j=1
Two adjacent triangles G, ; and Gy, share only one extreme vertex. The overlap of P will
not affect the Neumann bracketing side or the upper bound of the eigenvalue counting. For the
Dirichlet bracketing side, we will need the following surgeries on P to deal with the overlap of
two adjacent triangles. For any G, ; € P, let 8i(GL7j = {01, 02,03} be the three extreme vertices.

Denote by G, = G\ (9'Gy) the truncated 2’-triangle associated with G, (Figure 3). Consider
the following disjoint collection

P={Gr;};>1, G=(|JGL;)UR, (4.6)
Jj=1
where R is the collection of all the extreme vertices of all Gy, ; € P. The associated subgraph is

denoted as vaj = (((N}L,j,é’), see Figure 3. Then {ﬁ,R} forms a partition of G.
We now denote by

N(E; X) = #{eigenvalues E’ of X such that E' < E}
the eigenvalue counting function of an operator X below the energy F.
Lemma 4.1. Let XY YL be any two of the operators in the set U.e{s,N,D}{HGL"aH@L’.}7
where o € {S, N, D} is one of the three boundary conditions (4.1)=(4.3). Then
INV(B; XF) - N(E;YE)| <09, (4.7)

and
3
IV(E; XY =Y N (B X0 < 30, (4.8)

=1
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031 032

o11 021

FIGURE 3. The left figure is the subgraph induced by G3. Removing the three
extreme vertices in Gy leads to the truncated triangle G2 on the right. The
dashed edges are also removed from the subgraph induced by Go.

where {XL*M}?:1 are the corresponding Schridinger operators on the three 28~ -triangles con-
tained in Gp,, with the same boundary condition as X*.

The bounds in (4.7) and (4.8) essentially follow from the min-max principle, using applications
to rank-one perturbations or orthogonal projections between matrices. We give the proof here,
referencing some standard technical lemmas included in Appendix A. We will see in the proof
that the general upper bounds in the right hand side of (4.7) and (4.8) hold for any choice of
the boundary conditions, and that there are better estimates for a specific X~.

Proof. The three boundary conditions (4.1)—(4.3) differ only at the 3 extreme vertices of the
triangle Gr. In other words, the operators H®r:P HCL HGLN 4]l act on ?%(Gp) in the same
way, except for the 3 diagonal terms at the 3 extreme vertices. Then by a perturbation ar-
gument (Lemma A.1 Eq. (A.6)), for X Y being any two of {H®t-P HCr HCL-N1 we have
V(E; XL) = N(B; YE)| < 3.

Next, we link the counting between Gp and its truncation @L. By the definition of the
simple boundary condition (4.1), H® is the orthogonal projection (restriction) of H®2V onto

the subspace £2(Gp), since the diagonal vertex degree terms are 4 in all cases for non-extreme
vertices. By Lemma A.1 Eq. (A.5),

N(B; HO) < N(B; HO:N) < N(B; HO%) + 3, (4.9)

On the other hand, when we remove the extreme vertices o;, i = 1,2, 3, from G, we create 6
new interior boundary points in @L, denoted as 0;; € @L, i =1,2,3, 7 = 1,2 with 0;; ~ 0;
(see e.g. Figure 3). When we count eigenvalues on @L corresponding to the different boundary
conditions, we only need to consider the differences in the vertex degree at these 6 points o;;.
Similar as on the Gy, the operators H®z-P HGL HELN act on 52(@%) with exactly the same
matrix elements, except for the 6 diagonal terms at o;; € Gr. Then again by (A.6), for X YT
being any two of {H‘E’L’D7 H@L,H@LvN}, we obtain [NV (E; X)) — N(E; YL)| < 6. Together with
(4.9), this yields (4.7).
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€6

€4 €5

€1 €2 €3

FIGURE 4. The 23-triangle G3 (the big triangle) consists of three 22-triangle
{Ga,i}}_,. The three 2°-triangles have totally 6 extreme vertices {e;}5_; (in blue).
Remove these extreme vertices, then the truncated triangles @2,1‘ are disjoint, and
(U1 Ga,i) U{ej}9_, form a disjoint partition of Gs.

For the upper bound in (4.8), we write the decomposition G = U?:1GL—1,1‘ where each
Gr—1,1is a 2L=1_triangle isometric to Gy_;. These three triangles only (pairwise) intersect at
their three extreme vertices, U;; (GL_LZ- N GL_LJ-) = {e1,e2,e3} (see Figure 4). We consider
only the Neumann boundary condition on each of these three triangles, since we can then use
(4.7) for the other boundary conditions. By the definition of the Neumann Laplacian (4.2), we
have

3

<f7 _AGL,NJC>Z2(GL) — Z<f’ _AGL_L“NJCM?(GL,M)- (4.10)
i=1
Set V(z) := V(z) if 2 # ¢; and V,, := 2V,,. Since the three 2-"L-triangles only overlap once at
each e;, then
3

(o (= ASEN L VO gy =Y (f, (= AF N L VO g, . (4.11)
=1

Hence, by Lemma A.2 Eq. (A.10), we obtain

N(E; _AGL-1,0,N 4 VGL—I,Z')_ (4.12)

e

N(B; —ABeN 4 vy <
=1
Since VCL is an diagonal perturbation of VE with rank 3, then by Lemma A.1 Eq. (A.6),
N(B; —ACeN 4 Ve > N (B —ACLN 1 vCL) 3 = A(B; HELY) - 3. (4.13)

Putting (4.12) and (4.13) together with (4.7) gives

3
N(E; XF) <Y N(E; X5 + 30, (4.14)
=1
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for X being any of {HGL’N,H@L’D,H@L,H@L’N}.

For the lower bound in (4.8), we need to split Gz into disjoint (truncated) smaller triangles
in order to apply Lemma A.3 (see Figure 4). Let G = Ug’:lGL_LZ- be as above. Let @L_l,i C
Gr-1,4,% = 1,2,3 be the three truncated oL—1 triangles isometric to @L_l as in (4.6). Denote
by R = {e]}j =G\ U, @L—l,iv where e; are the 6 extreme vertices of {Gr_1,}?_;. Let
Hi = 62(GL 14),i = 1,2,3 and Ho = (*(R). Hence, H;,i = 0,1,2,3 are orthogonal to each
other and ©_,H; = ¢2(Gyp).

When we split the graph (G, &) into subgraphs (G -1, &) (and the 6 isolated vertices e;),
we removed 18 edges connecting @Lfl,i and e;. Starting similarly to (4.10), we have, using (2.2),

3 ~
<f, _A(GL,NfMQ(GL) _ Z<f’ _AGL—I,i,Nf>Hi + % Z (f(IL’) — f(y))Q
i=1 Yy
roryeR

3
SO -ABe N b ST (F@)? + F()?)

i=1 Yy
xoryG'R

3 6
<SO(f, -GN gy, +Z > o2f(@)?+8) fle)’

=1 = ICCE(GL 1 7j=1

z~R

3

:Z<f AGL 117Df +8Zf 63 . (415)

Il
i

1
In the last line, we used that if x € @L—Li and x ~ R (i.e. x ~ y for some y € R), then z is an
interior boundary point of Gr_; ;. Since

1, x is an interior boundary point of G L—1,

)

degG\@L_M(tT) = degg () — deg@L—m () = {0 otherwise

then by the definition (4.3) of the modified Dirichlet boundary condition, we have
(f, =8P ) = (f =A%V ) 12 37 ()

IE@L&@
~R

leading to (4.15). Adding the potential to (4.15) and applying Lemma A.3 with the subspaces
Gr—1, and those spanned by each e;, we get (dropping the contributions from the e; below)

3 ~ ~
N(B; =ABEN 4 VEL) > N " N (B; —ABr-10P 4 o), (4.16)
i=1
Similar to the upper bound, applying (4.7) then implies

3
N(E; XF) =Y N(B; XF1) - 21, (4.17)
i=1
for X being any of {HCLN, H@L’D, H@L, H@L’N}. This completes the proof of (4.8). O

The relation (4.8) suggests the eigenvalue counting NV (E; X) is almost (or very close to)
a subadditive process (up to some constant shift). Applying (4.8) inductively on each smaller
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2l=J_triangle (j = 0,1,2,---) and then applying the ergodic theory/law of large numbers, we
obtain the existence of the IDS for the Anderson model on the (infinite) Sierpinski lattice.

Theorem 4.2. The integrated density states N(E) for the Anderson model H = —A+V (1.4)
on the right half Sierpinski lattice exists, and is a.s. a non-random function, which is defined by
the following limit
1 1
N(E) = lim ———EN(E; X") = lim ——N(E; XY), as. 4.18
(B) = i, je =V (B X0 = Jim e N (B XD, as. (4.18)
where X* is any choice in Ty, = U.E{SW’D}{HGL",H@L"}.
As a consequence, the integrated density states N(E) of the Anderson model on the full Sier-
pinski lattice, exists as a non-random function, and can be defined by the following limit

1 1
N(E) = lim ——EN(E; HPt*) = lim ——N(E; HPL®), a.s. 4.1
(E) Py N(E; ) ngo|BL|N( ; ), a.s., (4.19)
with any boundary condition « = S, N, or, D, and where By, = B(O,2%) is the (graph metric)
ball, centered at the origin O, with radius 2.

Proof. Case I: the right half Sierpinski lattice | J; G1. Let 71, = U.e{S,N,D}{HGL", HCL*)
be as in the theorem. Suppose {V(z)},ec are i.i.d. random variables. We first show that the
limit

np = lim %EJ\/’(E; X5 (4.20)
exists and depends only on E (with the same value for any choice of X* € 7z). Retain the
same notations as in Lemma 4.1. Given X%, denote by XL~1¢ i = 1,2,3 the correspond-
ing Schrédinger operator on one of the smaller component 22~ -triangles, Gr-1, (or @'Lfl,i’
respectively) with the same boundary condition as {X*}. All eigenvalue counting functions
N(E; XE=1%) i = 1,2, 3, have the same expectation value since Gr—1,i (or @L—l,i) are isometric
to Gz_1 (or Gp_1 respectively), and {V(z)}peq are i.i.d. Taking the expectation in (4.8) of
Lemma 4.1 gives

EN(E; X*) < 3EN(E; X571 + 30. (4.21)

Thus for fixed E, the limit ng = limy_o %LEN (E; XT) exists since the number sequence
ar, = 3% (H:*?/\/(E7 XD+ 15) is decreasing. Clearly, ng does not depend on the choice of X% due
to (4.7).

Next, we study the a.s. limit (the second equality in (4.18)). For any L > ¢ > 1, we apply
(4.8) inductively down to the 2‘-triangle size to obtain

3L—Z
N(E; X"y <Y N(EB; X5) + 15307 (4.22)
=1
Dividing both sides by 3 gives
1 T A
eV (E; xh < 3 3z 2 N (B X4 415374 (4.23)
=1

If X% is any one of {H@Ev“D, H@Z»i, H@M’N} where @&i is the truncated triangle isometric to @g,
then {N(E; X%")}; are identically distributed with the common mean EN(E; X*). In addition,
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they are all independent since {@571}1':1,273 are disjoint. Hence, by the (strong) law of large
numbers, for fixed £,

3L7£
1 .
lim ——— By X" =EN(E; XY), as. 4.24
ngogL_Z;N( ;X)) =EN(E; XY), a.s (4.24)
For fixed ¢, taking the limit as L — oo in (4.23) thus gives
1 1
limsup — N (E; X*) < —EN(E; XY +15-37", a.s. (4.25)
L—o0 3 3¢
Then taking the limit as £ — oo and recalling the definition (4.20) of ng, we obtain
1
lim sup —LN(E;XL) <ng, a.s. (4.26)
L—oo 3
The same argument via the lower bound in (4.8) gives
1
liminf —N(F; X5) > ng, a.s. (4.27)
L—oo 3L

Putting the two together, we obtain

Ly (E; X1), as. (4.28)

1
lim —N(E;XL):nE:LILHOlO oL

L—oo 3L

We proved the above limit for X% e {HGL7D, HGL,HGL’N} where we used the independence of
the eigenvalue counting on disjoint triangles @&i- However, due to (4.7), Eq. (4.28) holds for
XL = HCL® a5 well.

Finally, since |G| = 5(3% + 3), the following limit exists

N(E) =2ng = lim LEN(E; Xy = lim LN(E; Xb), as., (4.29)
L—oo |GL‘ L—o0 |GL|
where X7 is any choice of T7,.
Case II: the full Sierpinski lattice |J; (G, UG}). Notice that By, = B(O,2) =G, UG/,
and G, NG, = {0}, where G/, is the reflection of G, with respect to the y-axis. By the same
argument used in Lemma 4.1, one can obtain

N(E; HO0PY 4 N(B; HELPY < N(B; HPENY < N(B; HE2NY + N(E; HOV) +1. (4.30)

Since G, is isometric to G, (4.29) holds for G/ (with any boundary condition). And the
resulted limit for G/, equals the limit for Gy, still denoted by N(E). Using |Br| = 2|Gr| — 1
and (4.30), we obtain
1

Lne) + %N(E) ~ N(B), as., (4.31)

1
lim N(E; HBrN) = 5

L—o0 ‘BL’

which defines the integrated density of states on the full Sierpinski lattice. The other boundary
conditions on By, can be proved similarly. O

5. LIFSHITZ TAILS FOR THE ANDERSON MODEL ON THE SIERPINSKI LATTICE

Throughout this section, we set a = log 3/ log 2, 8 = log5/log 2. Because of (4.30) and (4.31)
in the previous section, it is enough to study the tail behavior of the IDS N(FE) only on the
right half Sierpinski lattice. We will prove
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Theorem 5.1. Let H, = —A+V,, be the Anderson model as in (1.4). Suppose {V,,(z)}zec are
i.i.d random wvariables with a (non-trivial) common distribution Py, satisfying

inf supp Pp = 0, and Py([0,¢]) > Ce", (5.1)

for some C,k > 0 and all sufficiently small € > 0. Let N(FE) be the IDS given by Theorem 1.2.
Then

i 8 [LENE) _ e (5.2)
ENO log B B
In the following, we again omit the subscript w and write H = H,, and V = V,,. The
proof relies on the method called Dirichlet-Neumann bracketing as reviewed in Section 1.2.
The original Dirichlet—-Neumann bracketing principle refers to bounds on the spectrum obtained
through additive schemes on a (disjoint) partition of the vertex set of a graph. The Neumann
and Dirichlet Laplacians (and the associated Schrdédinger operators) are picked so that the
corresponding quadratic forms give a pair of complementary bounds on the original Hamiltonian.
Here, we continue to use Laplacians on finite triangles with the three boundary conditions
defined in (4.1), (4.2) and (4.3) in the previous section. We will divide the large triangle G, into
small triangles (fundamental subdomains) of size 2¢, where 2¢ ~ E~1/8 is picked according to
the energy level E. Then the quadratic form of the operator on an arbitrarily large triangle can
be approximated by a sum of quadratic forms on these small triangles, leading to the desired
bound on the eigenvalue counting function by the Rayleigh—Ritz principle.

5.1. Neumann bracketing and the Lifshitz tail upper bound. For the upper bound, we
will use the non-disjoint cover P defined in (4.5) and the Neumann Laplacian on each of the
small 2-triangles, where 2¢ ~ E~1/# will be specified later. More precisely, given L > £ > 0,
write

3L7£

G = | Gy, (5.3)

j=1
where Gy ; are all the 2Z—triangles in G;. Let —A®2"N be the Neumann Laplacian on Gy as
in (4.2). The same argument in (4.10), inductively on Gr,Gr_1,---,G, (and all the triangles
isometric to them), gives

(F AN ey = Y (LAY feg, ).
Gy, ;CGL

Since the cover is not disjoint, considering the overlapped onsite potential at the extreme
vertices as in (4.11), we obtain

. 1 .
(F (=AY VE) flpe,y > Y, (F (=A% N+ VO ) fleg, ). (54)
Gy, ;CGL
As before, let N'(E; X) = #{eigenvalues E’ of X such that E’ < E} be the eigenvalue counting
function of an operator X below the energy E. Applying Lemma A.2 to (5.4), we obtain

1
N(B; —APN 4 VO < 0 N(B; =A% 4 Ve, (5.5)
Gy, ;CGr,

Next we divide both sides by |G| = (35! + 3) > 3L and take the expectation value. Since
there are 3¢ terms in the sum which are identically distributed, the above inequality yields
L—¢

1 3
——EN(E; H®tN) < S EN(E; —ACBeN 4

1
Ve <P(E, < E), 5.6
‘GL‘ )— (0_ ) ( )

2
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where Ey = Eo(H) is the smallest eigenvalue of HY = —A®:N 4+ 1VC: and we used that
N(E; HY) < |Gy|1{p,<py < 3'Lip,<py in the last inequality.

It is enough to bound P(Eo (HY) < E) from above. This will be achieved by bounding Fjy (H 5)
from below. The key ingredient is the following Temple’s inequality.

Proposition 5.2 (Temple, [43]). Let H be a self-adjoint operator with an isolated non-degenerate
eigenvalue Ey = inf o(H), and let Ey = inf (o(H)\{Eo}) . Then for any ¢ € D(H) (domain of
H), which satisfies (1, HY) < E1, ||[¢|| = 1, then the following bound holds:

E1_<¢7H¢> .

The proof of Temple’s inequality can be found in e.g. [40, 19, 1]. To apply Temple’s inequality
to H?, we also need the lower bound of the Neumann Laplacian eigenvalue.

Ey > (¢, HY) — (5.7)

Proposition 5.3. Let By = Ei(—A%N) be the first non-zero eigenvalue of the Newmann
Laplacian —A®0N . There are numerical constants ¢y = 15/2, ¢t = 60 such that
/

Remark 5.1. To apply Temple’s inequality, we only need the lower bound of E;. The upper
bound is provided for completeness. Note that Gy is actually the (half-sided) ball Br = B(O, R)
(with respect to the gasket graph metric), centered at the origin O = (0, 0), with radius R = 2¢.
The proposition is thus equivalent to the (two-sided) asymptotic behavior Ey(—AP=N) ~ R5,
Note that the first (smallest) Dirichlet eigenvalue on a ball or a triangle of the same size has the
same order asymptotic R~7; see Proposition 5.5.

We will first use these two propositions to complete the proof of the Lifshitz upper bound.
Proposition 5.3 will use the explicit iteration formula of the Neumann eigenvalues from [44].
The proof is left to the end of the section.

Proof of the upper bound of Eq. (5.2). Denote by Ey(X), E1(X) the first and second smallest
eigenvalue of an operator X respectively in the proof. We consider a truncated potential

~ 1
V(z) := min {QV(a:), C??Qm} , (5.9)
where ¢y = 15/2 is the constant given in (5.8). Let HY := —AGeN 4 VGt and recall H! =

—ACGeN %VGZ. Clearly, H' < H* by the definition of V. By the min-max principle (A.4), then
Eo(H') < Eo(HY). (5.10)

The rest of the work is bounding Ej (ﬁ Z) from below by Temple’s inequality. We will apply
Proposition 5.2 to ﬁé, with Fy = Ej (ﬁz), L =F (ﬁg)’ and

1
Y(x) = —, ¢ € Gy
VGl
being the normalized constant ground state of the Neumann Laplacian —AGN,
To proceed, we need a lower bound of Fy (H Z). Combining the min-max principle, the in-

equality H! > — AN and the lower bound of FE4 in Proposition 5.3, we obtain

1

Tl G¢,N
El(H ) ZEI(_A £ )2602713'
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Recall that ¢ = |Gg\_1/ 2 is the constant eigenfunction of A%V associated with the eigenvalue
0. Then A®:Nqy) =0, and so

(W, HY) = (4, Vo) = — 3 V(z) < D27 < B (HY). (5.11)

‘G ’ z€Gy — 3

Hence, the conditions of Temple’s inequality are all met. The second term on the right hand
side of Temple’s inequality (5.7) can be bounded from above as

<fﬂw,ﬁ%> <w7H%> (Hp, H'%) (VO VEey)

— (b, H') By — (y, HY) B — <w,H%>
DGy 7L Y e, V(@)
3 P %026—66 2|Ge\ Z V (5.12)

z€Gy

Applying Temple’s inequality (5.7), together with (5.10) and (5.12), thus gives
<ﬁew7 ﬁ£¢> — (1/)7 ‘E[€¢>2

Bo(H™) 2 Eo(H HY) - = 5.13

o(H®) = Bo(H') = (v, H') R .13
! v 1 = 1 -

> wmg(;EV(x) - WI;;ZV@) = 3Gy x%(;e V(z). (5.14)

Note that {2 ‘N/(x)}xeq;é are i.i.d. random variables with range in [0, ¢o/3], and with common
mean

= E(min{z‘fﬁV(:c), %0}) > %OP(%BV(Q:) > %0) - 50[1 ~P(V(z) < o )}. (5.15)
Therefore,

liminf gy > 2[1 — P(V(z) = 0)] = Lp; >0, (5.16)
{—00 3 3

using that pgp = 1 — p; = P(V(z) = 0) < 1 since the distribution is non-trivial (the support
contains more than one point). Then for E > 0, let

1 CoP1 1,1
(=] log (2211 | 1
Blog2 2\ 16 (5.17)
so that
1 /g 1
9tb+ig < COPL - and 2of > 7<%) ETF. (5.18)
8 2\ 16
Combing the first inequality in (5.18) with (5.14) and (5.6), we obtain
1 1 ~ 1 ~
S EN(B HOY) < P(By < B) < P(5— - V(@) S B) <P(o Y 29V(@) < ),
‘GL‘ Q‘GA z€Gy ’G[‘ z€Gy
(5.19)

and so the problem is reduced to estimating the right-most probability from above.
Applying the standard type of large deviation estimate (Hoeffding inequality) to 28V (x), for
E sufficiently small (the smallness depending only on cg, pg), we obtain

Z 28V (z Cogpl <eE 7 (5.20)
mEG
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where ¢ only depends on ¢g, po, , 8 (in particular, is independent of E, ). The argument is quite
standard and close to the proof for the Z? case, except for the choice of the size of the fundamental
domain ¢ in (5.17) due to the specific volume control parameter and the walk dimension on the
Sierpinski lattice. We sketch the proof of (5.20) for completeness. The exponentially decaying
probability estimate is provided by Hoeffding’s inequality for sums of bounded i.i.d. random
variables.

Proposition 5.4 (Hoeffding [17]). If {Yi}i<k<i are i.i.d. random variables ranging in [0,b],
then for any € > 0, there is ¢ = c(g,b) > 0 such that

K
IP’(% S Y —E(%) = 5) < ek, (5.21)

We have Y}, = 2V}, and K = |Gy|. Using (5.16), take ¢ sufficiently large (depending only on
co and p1) so that py > cop1/4. Then Proposition 5.4 gives

Cop1 Cop1 Cop1
(|Gg| ZWV S UE <\Ge| > 2Vl - < 5 -5 (5.22)

zeGy
<Gl (5.23)

where ¢ > 0 only depends on cg and p;. By the volume lower bound |G| > 3¢ = 2/, and the
lower bound 2¢ > E~1/8 from (5.18), we see |G| > ¢/E5 for some constant ¢ depending only
on ¢y, po, @, 3. This completes the proof of (5.20). The smallness condition of F is determined
by the largeness requirement of ¢ through the relation (5.17).

Thus (5.19) becomes

—EN( s Ho0N) <P(Ey(H') < E) < P( ! Y V@) <E)< ce™ BT (5.04)

Gl 2G| =z -
Finally, for fixed E, taking the limit of L. — oo and using (4.18), we obtain N(F) < ce—r BT
Then taking the double log limit as £ ™\, 0 implies the desired Lifshitz tail upper bound
. log | log N (E)| o
limsup ———— < ——.
ENO log £ B
O

It remains to complete the

Proof of Proposition 5.3. Let A®™ be the (combinatorial) Laplacian on £2(G;) with Neumann
boundary condition, i.e., it is the subgraph Laplacian on Gy. Denote the associated probabilistic
Laplacian by ASZ’N = DAGN | where D = Diag{degg, (x)~'} is the multiplication operator
(diagonal matrix) by the reciprocal of the vertex degree (so all entries are either 1/2 or 1/4). All

the eigenvalues of AS"N can be explicitly determined by the decimation method as described
n [38, 44]. We will use the following formulation in [44, Proposition 3.12]: For ¢ > 1, the

eigenvalues of ASZ’N are given by

o(AFeN) = {—;’} U (ido R_n, {0, —i}) : (5.25)
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where R(z) = z(42+5), and R_,, A is the preimage of a set A C R under the m-th composition
power of R. For any x € R, its preimage under R is

—5— /25416 —5+4 25+ 16z
R_{z} = { , }
8 8
Denote the larger root (at least for z > —25/16) by
-5+ V25 + 162
fz) = . . (5.26)

By (5.25) and the monotonicity of f, the largest eigenvalue of AS’Z’N is 0, and the second
largest eigenvalue of AS’E’N is the (£ — 1)-th iteration of —3/4 under f, ie., fo¢=1(=3/4) =
fofo---0f(—3/4). Computation of the series expansion of f with the Taylor remainder theorem
shows that for —1 <z <0,

1 1
gx(l —xz) < f(z) < =% (5.27)

which implies that forn > 0and -1 <z <0

4 o 1
The upper bound is immediate, the lower bound of (5.28) can be proved by a direct induction
and the constant is not optimal. We include the computation in Appendix B.
By (5.28), we obtain

1 3 4 it 31 15 1
in which we used 5¢ = 2¢1°85/1082 — 98¢ 1 other words, the first (smallest) eigenvalue of —ASZ’N
is EO(—ASZ’N) = 0, and the second (the first non-zero) eigenvalue of —AS’“’N is El(—Ag"’N) =
— fol=1) (=3 /4) satisfying

15 1

1
Ge,N

Note that both D and —A®¢N are positive semidefinite. In addition, the largest eigenvalue
of D is 1/2. Then by the majorization theory of eigenvalues (C.1), one has

%El( — A%N) > |y (D(—A(G%N)> —E ( _ AS’Z’N>, (5.31)
which, together with (5.30), implies that

15 1
G, N G¢,N
By (=A7T) > 2B (=AyT) > 5 588"
Similarly, using that the smallest eigenvalue of D is 1/4 and applying (C.1) again, we obtain
1

By (—A%N) <AB (—AF0N) < 6055
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FIGURE 5. The 2*triangle G4 (the big triangle) consists of 9 22-triangle
{G2,}?_,. The 2%-triangles have totally 15 extreme vertices (the filled circles)

R = {e; }}il Remove R from Gy, then the truncated triangles @271' (the shad-
owed ones) are disjoint, and (U?:l(@g,i) U R form a disjoint partition of Gy.

5.2. (Modified) Dirichlet bracketing and the Lifshitz tail lower bound. For the lower
bound of (5.2), we use the disjoint partition P (4.6) and the modified Dirichlet Laplacian (4.3).
Similar to the Neumann bracketing, given L > £ > 0, write

SL—Z
Gp = ( U @g,j> UR, (5.32)

j=1

but where Gy ; j are all the truncated (and hence disjoint) 2¢-triangles associated with Ge; € G
and R is the collection of all the extreme vertices of all Gy, ; € G ; see Figure 5.

~ACeiD e the (modified) Dirichlet Laplacian on ng as in (4.3). Using the same
argument as in (4.15) to bound the removed edge energy between G ; and R, we obtain

(f.=AN gy < Y <f,—A@M7Df>€2(@“) +8 ) fle)’ (5.33)

Ge,;CGL ¢jER

which implies

(o (~A8EN Ve Py < ST (f (A% 1V fag, s+ Y (B4 Vi) f(e)

(;Z,ngL e;€ER
(5.34)
Then by Lemma A.3, dropping terms on the right hand side as in (4.16),
N(B;HEWN) > S N(B; HEP), (5.35)

@e,jQGL
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06 05

FIGURE 6. The entire figure is a truncated 24_triangle Gy. The shaded region is
a smaller truncated 22-triangle 7' C Gy, located near the midpoint of the bottom
edge so that T is strictly away from the 6 interior boundary vertices of Gy.

Taking the expectation both sides, using the fact that all @&j are isometric to Gy and {V(x)}
are i.i.d., we obtain

EN(E; HC2N) > 3L~'EN(B; HE0P), (5.36)

Let Ey = EO(NH@"[’D) be the ground state energy of HCP_ Given E > 0, if EO(H@E’D) < FE,
then N (E; H®¢P) is at least one. Hence,

EN(E; H5+P) > P(EO(H@»D) < E) (5.37)

It is enough to bound IP(EO(H Ge,D ) < E> from below, or equivalently, to bound the ground

state energy Eo(H Ge,D ) from above. In order to make use of estimates for the ground state
energy of the Laplacian with simple boundary conditions (Proposition 5.5), we consider slightly

smaller truncated triangles that avoid the boundary vertices. For ¢ sufficiently large, let T' C Gy
be a truncated 2‘!-triangle with side length ¢; = ¢ — 2, and located away from the (interior)

boundary vertices {0;}$_; of Gy (see Figure 6). Let ¢y be the ground state of the Laplacian —AT
on T', with the simple boundary condition as in (4.1). Extend ¢o to (%(Gy) by setting @o(z) =0
on G/\T. Then —A®:Ppy = —ATp, since T is located away from the interior boundaries of

@g. By the min-max principle, then

- H@g,D _A@g,D
Eo(HED) = ing 0700 4 (0287 T0) V@)
A0 (P, ) A0 (0, ) Ge
_A@LD —Af
S <900a 900> —|—HLaXV(I‘) _ <§007 900> +HlaXV($)
(®o, o) e (@0, o) Gy

=Ep(— AT) + max V(x). (5.38)

4
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We need the following upper bound of the simple (zero Dirichlet) Laplacian eigenvalue on trun-
cated triangles.

Proposition 5.5. Let Gy C G be a truncated 2-triangle. Let EO(—A@Z) be the ground state
energy (smallest eigenvalue) of the Laplacian with simple boundary conditions —A®t. There are
numerical constants ¢y = 40, ¢{, = 10, such that for any ¢ € N,

/

55 < Eo(— Aley < 0 (5.39)

235

This is the analogue of Proposition 5.3 for the simple (zero Dirichlet) Laplacian. One proof is
again based on the recursive expression for the eigenvalue obtained by the decimation method
in [38, 44]. By [44, §6], the ground state eigenvalue is given by

Eo(ACr) = 42D ( - %) (5.40)

where f(z) is the same function as in (5.26). Using again the iteration estimate of f°(")(z) ~
x/5™ in (5.28), one obtains (5.39) with ¢p = 40 and ¢, = 10. We omit the details here.

Remark 5.2. By the min-max principle, the same estimate holds for the Dirichlet Laplacian on
a (non-truncated) 2‘-triangle Gy. More generally, the asymptotic behavior of the first Dirichlet
eigenvalue on a graph ball, Eo(—AB@7")) ~ =8 always holds on graphs satisfying the Heat
Kernel Bound HK(«, ), using the fact that Ey is always proportional to the reciprocal of the
exist time from balls; see e.g. [39, Corollary 2].

Applying the upper bound of (5.39) to (5.38) with T’ = @41,61 = { — 2, we arrive at

Eo(H®P) < 2L 4 max V(z). (5.41)
o 1
Let
1 ~1
= [ﬁlogZ log (201E )-‘,
so that
2/3/3 < E and 20 <2(2¢)F - E 5. (5.42)
Then Eo(H Ge.D )< E/2+ maxg, V(z), which implies for sufficiently small E,
]P’(EO(H@‘Z’D) < E) > ]P’(quV(x) < E/z) > P(For all z € Gy, V() < E/Q)
z€Gy
> C(E/2)"/C (5.43)
> Cecz(log(E/Q))E_%7 (5.44)

where we used the probability distribution assumption P(V(z) < E) > CE* from (5.1), and
the upper bound of
|@Z| < 3+l _ 3y ofe < Eo/B
from (5.42) (since log(F/2) is negative for small E). Putting (5.44) together with (5.36) and
(5.37), we obtain
3L —L

L EN(E HEPN) > —P(EO(H@Z’D) < E) > ¢y B 5 ecolloa(B/2)E" 7 (5.45)
Gl G|

Q
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Similarly as for the upper bound, for fixed F, taking the limit as L — oo and again using (4.18),

we obtain N(E) > c3 B 5 ec2(log(B/2)E" P Thep taking the double log limit as £ \, 0 implies
the desired Lifshitz tail lower bound
1 log N(E
g 08 le N(E)| o

ENO log B - B

APPENDIX A. EIGENVALUE COUNTING COMPARISON

The min-max principle by E. Fischer [12] and R. Courant [8] for self-adjoint operators
(bounded from below) is a useful tool to count the eigenvalues below the essential spectrum
of the operator. In this appendix, we briefly summarize some of the consequences of the min-
max principle for self-adjoint linear operators H (actually real symmetric matrices) on a fi-
nite dimensional Hilbert space H = CX. In this case, H has eigenvalues \; < --- < A
and the eigenvalue counting function is denoted as N(E;H) = #{i : \; < E}. Clearly,
N(B; H) = dim span{y’ € H : Hg' = ', \i < B} = dim{f € H : (f, Hf) < E(f, f)}.
As a consequence, if (f, Hf) > E(f, f), for all f in a subspace S C H, then

N (E; H) < codimS. (A1)
and if (f, Hf) < E{f, f), for all f € S, then
N(E; H) > dimS. (A.2)
For the matrix case, the min-max principle reads (see e.g. [1, Theorem 4.13])
An = (pl’”r}ﬂ’giageHmaX{(cp,H@ : pespan(p’, -, 9", [lof =1} (A.3)

Hence, if H;,i = 1,2 are two self-adjoint operators on H satisfying H; > Hs in the sense of
positive operators on H, then

We would like to compare the eigenvalue counting functions between matrices up to some rank
one perturbations or orthogonal projections onto a smaller subspace.

Lemma A.1. Let H be a real symmetric matriz on H = CX. Let Hy be the orthogonal projection
of H acting on a linear subspace H1 = CL. Then

N(E; Hy) <N(E;H) < N(E; Hy) + codimHj. (A.5)
Now suppose Hy = H + E;nzl cjei; eg; is a rank m diagonal perturbation of H. Then
IN(E;H) — N(E; Hy)| < m. (A.6)
Proof. Suppose H has eigenvalues \; < --- < Ag and Hj has eigenvalues u; < --- < ur. By the
Cauchy interlacing theorem,
i <y < Nipx—r,t=1,--- L. (A.7)
which implies (A.5).
For the second part, note that H and Hy have the same orthogonal projection H, obtained

by deleting the rows and columns from H for i1, iy, onto the subspace H = {e;,,...,e;
with codim™ = m. Then (A.5) implies
N(E;Hy) —m < N(E;H) <N(E; H) < N(E; H) + m < N(E; Hy) +m, (A.8)

which is (A.6). O
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Lemma A.2. Let H be a self-adjoint matriz on H = C", and let {v1,...,v,} be an orthonormal
basis for H. Fori=1,...,k, set H; = span({vy, : m € I;}) for sets I; C {1,...,n}, and let H;
be a self-adjoint operator on H; for each i =1,..., k. Suppose Ule I; =A{1,...,n}, and that

k
(f.Hf)w > (Pif HiPif)y,, forall f €M, (A.9)
i=1
where P; is the orthogonal projection onto H;. Then
k
N(E;H) <Y N(E; Hy), (A.10)
i=1

where N'(E; H;) 1is the eigenvalue counting function for the restriction of H; on H,;.

Proof. For any i, let S; ={p € H; CH : (p, Hip) < E{p,p)}. Let S =514+ Sy +---+ 5, CH.
Suppose f € St C n; SZJ- For each i, write f = P f + Pf‘f, where Pf‘ is the orthogonal
projection onto 7—[2L If Pf #0, then f € SZ-l implies P;f € Sf. By the definition of .S;, then
(Pif,H;P;f)y, > E(Pif,P;f). Note if P;f = 0, the same inequality holds trivially. Then (A.9)

implies that
k
(f,Hf)n >>_ E(Pf, Pif) > E(f, f), (A11)
i=1

where in the last inequality we used the definition of the H; and that Ule I ={1,...,n}.
Therefore, by (A.1),

k
N(E; H) < codimS* = dim$ < >~ dims;. (A.12)

i=1
Recalling that N (E; H;) is taken on the Hilbert space H;, we see that dimS; = N(E; H;) by
definition. O

Lemma A.3. Let H be a real symmetric matric on H. Let H; CH, fori=1,---  k with k > 2,
be subspaces, and let H; be a self-adjoint linear operator on H; for each t = 1,--- k. Suppose
that H; and H; are orthogonal for i 7& 7, and that

(f,Hf)n ZPf,HPle, for all f € H, (A.13)
where P; is the orthogonal projection onto H;. Then
k
N(E;H) >y N (E; Hy), (A.14)
=1

where N'(E; H;) is the eigenvalue counting function for the restriction of H; on H;. In particular,

N(E;H) > N(E; H;) for any i.

Proof. Let S; = {p € Hi : (p,Hip) < E(p,p)}. Let S = &;S; C H be the direct sum of S;
(which is well-defined since S; C H; are orthogonal). Suppose f € S, so that P,f € S;, which
implies (P; f, H;P; f)u, < E(P;f, P;f) by the definition of S;. Then (A.13) implies that

k
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where in the last inequality we used that the S; are orthogonal so that Zle P; is the orthogonal
projection onto S. Therefore, by (A.2),

k k
N(E;H) > dimS = " dimS; = > N(E; H;). (A.16)

i=1 =1
]

APPENDIX B. ASYMPTOTIC BEHAVIOR OF THE ITERATION (5.28)
Suppose that for —1 < x <0,

0> f(x) > -x(1 —x). (B.1)

| =

We show that for n > 1, the n-th iteration of f satisfies, for —1 <z <0,

n—1
on 1 s mt 1

Since S; = 1, (B.2) holds for n = 1. Now suppose that (B.2) holds for some n > 1. Note that
(B.1) implies that 0 > f°™(x) > —1 for —1 <z <0 for any m > 1. Then

FOH (@) = F(£ @) 2 @)1~ S (2)
> é%x(l — Snx) [1 — —az(l Snx)}
_ 5n1+1 2 [1 — Spa— 5inx(1 - snx)ﬂ. (B.3)

Using the very loose bound0 < S, <nand —1 <z <0,o0ne has 1 — S,z <1+ n.
Hence,

o 1 1 1
ot (z) > 5n+1x[1 — Spr — S—Hx(l + n)Q} — 5n+1x(1 — Spt1), (B.4)

which completes the induction. Direct computation gives S,, < S, = 75/32 for all n. Therefore,
for -1 <z <0,
1

57’L

[ (x) > —x(1 — Se) > ix (l + 75) > 1 (B.5)

= 32) = 5"
which is the lower bound in (5.28).

APPENDIX C. ORDERED EIGENVALUES OF THE PRODUCT OF TWO SEMIDEFINITE MATRICES

Lemma C.1. Denote by Ep(X) < E1(X) < -+ E,—1(X) the ordered eigenvalues (if they are all
real) of a n xn matrix X. Suppose A, B are two n X n positive semidefinite Hermitian matrices.
Then for j =0,--- ,n—1,

Eo(A)E;(B) < E;(AB) < E,_1(A)E;(B). (C.1)

This is some well-known result of the theory majorization of eigenvalues. A more general
version can be found in e.g. [31, p.340, H.1.d. Theorem (Lidskii, 1950)]. We sketch the proof of
the special case (C.1) here for the reader’s convenience.
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Proof. Since B is positive semidefinite Hermitian, then B/2 is well-defined, and is also positive
semidefinite Hermitian. Rewrite AB = (AB/?)- B'/2 which is similar to BY/2-(AB/?). Hence,
the ordered eigenvalues (counting multiplicity) of AB are the same as BY/2AB'/? ie.,

E;j(AB) = E;(BY2ABY?), j=0,---,n—1.

On the other hand, denote by Eyax = Fp—1(A) the largest eigenvalue of A. Then Epax — A >0
implies BY/2E, B2 > BY/2ABY/? (both inequalities being in the positive semidefinite sense).
Then by the min-max principle, one has for j =0,--- ,n —1,

Ej(BY2ABY?) < E;(B?EnaxB?) = Emax - Ej(BY/?BY?) = By - Ej(B),

which is the upper bound. The lower bound can be proved exactly in the same way using
B'2Ey(A)BY? < BY/2AB'/2, O
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