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Abstract

An area law is proved for 1D spin systems with ground-state degeneracy. In particular,
consider a chain of d-dimensional spins governed by a Hamiltonian with nearest-neighbor in-
teraction. Suppose the ground states are n-fold (exactly) degenerate with n = O(1), and are
separated from excited states by an energy gap €. Then for any given cut there exists a ground
state such that the entanglement entropy across the cut is upper bounded by 0((10g3 d)/e).

1 Introduction

It is conjectured that the entanglement of a region scales as its boundary (area law) in the ground
state of a gapped quantum system. Hastings rigorously proves the area law in 1D (one-dimensional)
spin systems by giving the upper bound exp(O((log d)/€)) on entanglement entropy [2], where d
is the dimension of each local spin and € is the energy gap. The bound is recently improved to
O((log® d)/e3/2)|3| [1], where O(z) = O(x polylog(z)) hides a polylogarithmic factor.

The aforementioned proofs of the 1D area law assume a unique (nondegenerate) ground state.
This paper proves an area law for 1D spin systems with ground-state degeneracy. Suppose the
ground states are n-fold (exactly) degenerate with n = O(1). Then for any given cut there exists a
ground state such that the entanglement entropy across the cut is upper bounded by O((log? d) /¢),
which even slightly improves the best known result (see above) for nondegenerate systems (n = 1).

One major technical contribution of this paper is a stronger version (Theorem [I]) of the robust-
ness theorem (Theorem 6.1 in [I]), and then the improved bound follows. All complications due to
degeneracy need to be taken care of. To simplify the presentation, assume n = 2 (generalization to
n = O(1) is straightforward).

2 Approximate ground-state projector

This section generalizes the notion of approximate ground-state projector (AGSP) to nearly de-
generate systems. Let H be the Hamiltonian of a 1D spin system. Let 0 < ¢y < €1 < €2 be the
energies of the ground state |1)g), the first excited state |¢1), and the second excited state of H,
respectively. Suppose H is nearly 2-fold degenerate in the sense that €y =~ €1, and define € = €5 — €g
to be the energy gap. Let G be the 2-dimensional space spanned by |¢g1). Fix a cut, and R(|¢))
denotes the Schmidt rank of a state [¢)) across the cut.

'The bound claimed in [I] is O((log®d)/e). In my opinion, the proof in [I] of this claim is incomplete. See
Appendix for details.
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A linear operator K is a (J, A, D)-AGSP if (i) for any normalized state |¢)) € G,
Klp) € G, 16 < [K[p)|* < 15 (1)

(ii) for any normalized state |¢)) L G,

Klp) LG, K[ < A; (2)
(iii) for any state [¢)),
R(K|¢)) < DR([Y)). (3)
Lemma 1. Let
ps = 1(ol)* + [(wr ). (4)

A (6,A,D)-AGSP with DA < 1/10 implies the existence of a normalized product state 1) across
the cut such that
% >(9/10 = 6)/D. (5)

Proof. The proof is similar to that of Lemma 2.2 in [I]. Let K be such an AGSP and [¢)) be the
optimal normalized product state in the sense that |py| > |py»| for any normalized product state

|¢/"). The optimal state |1)) exists as the set of all normalized product states is compact. The states
|1) and |¢) = K1) can be decomposed as

[9) = ppld) + /1= g2 ), (@) = w'¢) + o), (6)
where |[¢'), |¢') € G, |¥h),|¢+) € GE are normalized states. The definition of K implies
(L =0y, <|W'PP < pfy 0P <A, R() < D. (7)

Let |®) = |¢)/[||#)]|. Its Schmidt decomposition is given by |®) = 2 | N|L;)|R;) with Y, A2 = 1.
Then the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality implies

D

D
1/l = (¢ ®)] Z [(¢'|Li) | Ri)| < JZ (¢'|Li) | i) (8)
=1

There exists an index ¢ such that
W 2 By iy 2 | La) | B[P 2 11/ PDHI|6) 2 = W/ PD™ (k'[P + )~
> (1= 8)ug D~ (g + A) ™ = 1> (1 =)D (uh +A)"H > (1= 0)(Dpif, +1/10) "
= 42 > (9/10— 8)/D. ©)
U
Let u be an upper bound on ||H|| (the maximum eigenvalue of H).

Lemma 2. There ezists a polynomial Cy of degree € such that (i) Cy(eg) = 1; (i) 1—8 < Cye1)? <
1, where
0= 462(61 — 60)/(u — 62). (10)

(iii) |Co(x)|* < A for eg < x < u, where

A = 4dexp(—4l\/e/u); (11)



Proof. The Chebyshev polynomial Ty(z) is defined as
Ty(cos @) = cos(£0). (12)

Clearly [Ty(z)| < 1 for |z|] < 1. For z > 1, the definition reduces to Ty(z) = cosh(ft), where
t = arccosh « > 0. Then,

Ty(x) > exp(ft)/2 > exp(20 tanh(t/2))/2 > exp(26y/(x — 1)/(x + 1))/2. (13)
Moreover,
T)(x)/Ty(x) = £tanh(£t)(dt/dx) = Ltanh(¢t)/sinht < £(0t)/t = (2, (14)
Define
Co(z) = Tu(f(2))/Te(f (€0)), (15)

where f(z) = (u+ €2 — 2x)/(u — €2). Clearly |Cy(z)| < 1/Tp(f(€p)) for €2 < < u, and

T(f(e0)) = eXp(%\/(f(Eo) —1)/(f(e0) +1))/2 = exp(2y/¢/(u — €0)) /2 = exp(2(y/€/u) /2. (16)

Furthermore, there exists ¢y < £ < €7 such that

Ce(er) = Cleo) — (1 — €0)Cy(€) > 1 — (&1 — €0)Cy(€)/Cu(€) > 1 —20%(e1 — €o) /(u — €2)
= Cyle1)? > 1 —4%(e1 — )/ (u — €2), (17)

as Cy(z) is a decreasing function of z for x < es. O

Lemma 3. For any normalized state |1) satisfying (W|Hp) < eg + b, there exists a normalized
state |¢) € G such that

1) — [9)]I* < 2b/e. (18)

Proof. The proof is similar to that of the Markov lemma (Lemma 6.4 in [1]). The state [¢)) can be
decomposed as

) = alg) + V1 — a?|¢™), (19)

where |¢) € G, |¢) L G are normalized states, and a > 0. Then,

0+ (1 —a*)e=a’+ (1 —a®)ey < (W|H[Y) <eg+b=1—a® <b/e
= [ll¥) = [9)[I* =2 — 2a < 2(1 — a®) < 20/e. (20)

3 Perturbation theory

Suppose the original Hamiltonian is H' = 1 | H], where 0 < H] < 1 acts on the spins i and i + 1.
Define a new Hamiltonian

H=H;,+H +Hy,+---+ Hs;+ Hp (21)
as (i)
Hy=Y Hj—c¢, Hp= > H -, (22)
i=1 i=m+s+1



where ¢, ¢’ are the ground state energies of > 7"y H, > %" . .1 H], respectively; (ii) H; = H),_; for
i=1,s; (iii)

Hi=Hy,;—"/(s-2) (23)
for 2 <i < s— 1, where ¢’ is the ground state energy of 5" H!.

Clearly, (a) Hr g > 0, and the ground state energies of Hy, r are 0; (b) 0 < H; <1 fori=1,s;
()0 < Ef;zl H; < s—2, and the ground state energy of Ef;zl H; is 0; (c) the ground states (2-fold
exactly degenerate) and the energy gaps of H and H' are the same as H — H' is a multiple of
identity.

Let g = €1 < €3 < --- be the lowest eigenenergies of H, and define € = €3 — ¢ to be the energy
gap of H. Let GG be the 2-dimensional ground state space of H. Let PtL’R be the projection onto
the space spanned by the eigenstates of Hy g with energies at most t. Define

Hi'y=PPiHp pPP™ +t(1— PP, (24)
Let € <€) < eh < --- be the lowest eigenenergies of
HY =H' + H + Hy+--- 4+ H, + H5', (25)
and define ¢ = €, — ¢} to be the energy gap of H®). Let \(b(()t)>, ]¢§t)>, ]qﬁg)> be the ground state, the
first excited state, and the second excited state of H ), Clearly H O < Hand H® < 2t + s.

Lemma 4.
€r < €0 <2, €h <ep <20. (26)

Proof. Let |11, [¥ar), [¥R), |¢r) be the ground states of Hrp, Y 5=0 H;, Hr, Y5, H; + Hp, respec-
tively. Let |¥) € G be a ground state of H, and
[brar) = [Wr)ead) V), [WrR") = [vr)én ) éR), (27)
where
(¢4} = 100), |éas) = [01), |63,) = [10) (28)

are pairwise orthogonal states of the spins m 4+ 2 and m + 3. Then,

€0 < (Yrmr|H|YLMR)

s—1
= (WLlHpr) + (Yarl Y Hilar) + (WrlHrlYR) + (CrmrlAlbravr) < |A] < 2,
=2
Wpp H W R = (WLl Hppo) + (pp?[Hy + Hy + Hs|gpy?) + (or| > H; + Hg|or)

1=4

< (W|HL|V) + (V|H| + Hy + Hs|¥) + 3 + (U] Y H; + Hg|¥) < (V|H|T) + 3 = ¢ + 3(29)

i=4
Lemma [B] implies that |¢0’1’ ) are close to the 2-dimensional space G (this is impossible because
they are pairwise orthogonal) unless ez < 20. U
Let
A=H+H,. (30)

Clearly the operators Hy, p, H — A, H () — A have a common complete set of eigenstates. Let P; be
the projection onto the space spanned by the eigenstates of H — A with energies at most . Then,

HppP = H;'wP, = HYP, = HP,. (31)

Let |¢() be an eigenstate of H with energy €.



Lemma 5.

11 = P)Ie")[1* < [(6](1 = P) AP |6)|/(min{r, 1} — ). (32)

Proof.

e = (oD = ($|PH ) + (60 (1~ PYH (1~ P)[67)

HOOI(1 = BYHOIRION) 2 (6|60 + (9|1 = PYH® — 4)(1 - P)[g")

(1= P)ARIO") + (911 = P)(HT) — AP o)

> e P |1” + min{r, £} (1 = P)o")* + (¢](1 — P)AP¢™)

> (1= ||(1 = P)|¢")|1?) + min{r, t}[|(1 = P)[e") > = [(¢7|(1 = P)AP|¢)|.  (33)
The proof is completed by rearrangement. O

Let r,¢ > 100 and €™ < 30.

Lemma 6.
I(1 = Py)lo™)|| < 2790, (34)

Proof. The proof is similar to that of the truncation lemma (Lemma 6.7 in [I]). In particular, it is
an induction on ¢ by keeping r fixed. Following the notations of [I], I just point out the difference
(the remainder of the two proofs is identical). Lemma [ implies

11 =PI * < [(@|(1 = P)AP,|¢!")|/(min{r, ¢} — ), (35)
where t = s 4+ ngd. Clearly the denominator on the right-hand side is larger than 50. U
Let
[¢1) = Blo) /1P ®))]. (36)
Lemma 7.
(0 H|pM) < e 4 2700, (37)
Proof.

e® = (W HD 3O > (60| P,HD B|6®) + (30| P,HD (1 — P,)|p®)

+o®|(1 = PYHO P |p®) = (6D |P.HP|¢®) + (6D |PA1 — P;)|p®)

+oW(1 - P)AR|¢W) > (6| PHP|6D) — 2| AP 6] - (1 = P,)[6D)]]

> (¢ PHP|V) — 27U = (604 H |y < () 4 2720 /) By |0y |12

= (e® 42790y /(1 — 27D = ) 4 9700 (38)

Theorem 1. Let t > clog(1/e) for sufficiently large c = O(1). (a)

€1 — eol <2790, (39)
(b) there exist [ 1) € G such that
1198.) — [y |12 < 2700, (40)

(c) € > ¢€/10.



Proof. Lemma [7] implies

€1 < co < (GG THIBEY) < ef +270 (41)
(S H gDy < e + 270 = ¢ 4 ¢ + 27U < ¢ 4 € + 27D (42)

(a) follows from (@II). Lemma [3]implies the existence of [¢§; ;) € G such that
11661 — [ )IIP < 2700 /e = 270078 W o) —u)|> < €' fe+- 2720 /e (43)

Lemma [6] implies
Hgsh) — 55117 < 279@. (44)

(b) follows from (43]), (44]) as t > clog(1/€). Moreover, as |¢(()f)172> are pairwise orthogonal, |¢871,2>
are approximately pairwise orthogonal (this is impossible because they are in the 2-dimensional
space () unless € > ¢/10. O

4 Area law

Lemma 8 ([1]). Let K = Cy(H), where Cy is an arbitrary polynomial of degree £. For any state

),
R(K 1)) < (d0)0max{t/s Vi R(|y)). (45)

To construct an AGSP for H®0) let ¢ = s2 and u = 2ty + s. Lemmas 2 imply

DA < 4(ds)?®) exp(—4s? \/6/7) < 4(ds)O®) exp(—4s%\/e/ (2o + 5)). (46)

A little algebra shows that the condition DA < 1/100 for tp = O(log(1/¢)) can be satisfied with
s = O((log?d)/e) so that log D = O((log®d)/e). Let to = O(log(1/¢) + loglog d) so that

§ < O(227 ) /(21 + 5)) < 027U 1068 d/e) < 1/10. (47)

Let t; = ic+ to with ¢ = O(1) so that Q(t;) > i + 4 for the  in Theorem [

Lemma 9. There exists a convergent sequence of states |1o), |11), ... satisfying: (i)
(65 i) + It )l > 1 - 277 (43)

(it) Letting £; = O(y/(t; + s)/e),
log R(|¢0)) = O((log® d) /), log R(|4:)) = log R(|v0)) + ZZ: O(¢;log d); (49)
j=1

(111) Letting |too) = lim; 4o [10;) € G,

[(Wiltheo)| > 1 — O(27%). (50)



Proof. Theorem [I] implies the existence of |1[)gfi1)> € G such that

1) — 165Dy |2 < 276+, (51)

for all i. The AGSP K = Cy(H (to)) constructed above implies the existence of a normalized product
state 1) such that

(OS2 1) 2 + (61 [) > > (9/10 — 6)/D. (52)
The condition DA < 1/100 implies that |¢g) = K|v) /|| K|)]| satisfies
(65 o) > + (6 |4)[? > 15/16, log R(Jsbo)) = O((log® d) /e). (53)

Then [¢;) and (i) can be defined and proved by induction. (BI]) is a quantitative statement that
the space spanned by |¢(()fi1)> is close to G. It implies that the spaces spanned by |¢(()fi1)> and spanned
by |¢(()tf1’1)> are also close. Thus the induction hypothesis implies

Ko i )2 + [V )2 > 1= 2773 = (o i) 2 + [( @ i) 2 > 1 — 270 (54)

Let £; = O(y/(ti + s)/¢). Lemmas RIS imply the existence of a (4,1/100, D)-AGSP K for H®) with
log D = O(¥¢;log d) and

5 <O~ M) /(1 + 5)) = 0270 /e)278 < 27/10. (55)
Let [1;) = K|i—1)/[|K[¢i-1)|. Clearly,
(96 1)l + 1ot [l > 1 — 277, (56)
and (ii) follows. (B4) and 6 = O(27%) imply
llebi) — -1} = O27"). (57)
Thus the sequence |¢o), [#1), .. . is convergent, and
|[(Wiltooo)| 2 1= [llthi) — [¥e) /2 2 1 = O(277). (58)
O

Theorem 2. For any given cut there exists a ground state such that the entanglement entropy
across the cut is upper bounded by O((log®d)/e).

Proof. Let A\; be the Schmidt coefficients of |1)) across the cut. Then

R(|ys)) )
L—pi= > A= |[(Wlve)* =1 —0(27"). (59)

i=1

The entanglement entropy of |t),) is upper bounded by
sz log(R(|¥:)) — R(|¢i-1))) — Zpi log pi < Zpi log R([¢:)) + O(1)

_ZPZZO (¢logd) —I—ZpllogR [10)) ZpZZO \/(tj +s)/€elogd)

A 7j=1
+0(log R(J0))) = O( <to+s>/elogd>+0<logR<rwo>>>=O<<1og d)/e). (60)
O
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Appendix: Details on footnote [1I

For nondegenerate systems (n = 1), the upper bound claimed in [I] on entanglement entropy
is O((log®d)/e). In my opinion, the proof in [I] of this claim is incomplete. In particular, in
Lemma 6.3 tq should be at least O(eg/e%+1/€) in order that the robustness theorem (Theorem 6.1)
applies to H(0) (the robustness theorem does not guarantee that H) is gapped for to = O(1)).
Then s = O((log?d)/e) (and ¢ = s%) does not give an AGSP for H*0) with DA < 1/2, but s =
O((log% d)/€*/?) does. A straightforward calculation shows that the upper bound O((log® d)/e*/?)
follows from the proof in [IJ.

However, I have shown that the claim in [I] is correct (Theorem [l also holds for n = 1). This
is because Theorem [I] (as a stronger version of the robustness theorem) only requires ¢t > clog(1/¢)

for ¢ = O(1).
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