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Absence of ballistic charge transport in the half-filled 1D Hubbard model
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Whether in the thermodynamic limit of lattice length L — oo, hole concentration m; = —257 /L =
1—ne — 0, nonzero temperature T' > 0, and U/t > 0 the charge stiffness of the 1D Hubbard model
with first neighbor transfer integral ¢ and on-site repulsion U is finite or vanishes and thus whether
there is or there is no ballistic charge transport, respectively, remains an unsolved and controversial
issue, as different approaches yield contradictory results. (Here S; = —(L — N.)/2 is the 7-spin
projection and n. = N./L the electronic density.) In this paper we provide an upper bound on
the charge stiffness and show that (similarly as at zero temperature), for 7' > 0 and U/t > 0 it
vanishes for m; — 0 within the canonical ensemble in the thermodynamic limit L — oo. Moreover,
we show that at high temperature T" — oo the charge stiffness vanishes as well within the grand-
canonical ensemble for L — oo and chemical potential y — ., where (u — po) > 0 and 2uy
is the Mott-Hubbard gap. The lack of charge ballistic transport indicates that charge transport
at finite temperatures is dominated by a diffusive contribution. Our scheme uses a suitable ezact
representation of the electrons in terms of rotated electrons for which the numbers of singly occupied
and doubly occupied lattice sites are good quantum numbers for U/t > 0. In contrast to often less
controllable numerical studies, the use of such a representation reveals the carriers that couple to
the charge probes and provides useful physical information on the microscopic processes behind the
exotic charge transport properties of the 1D electronic correlated system under study.

PACS numbers:

I. INTRODUCTION

Likely, the most widely studied correlated electronic model on a lattice in one (spatial) dimension (1D) is the
Hubbard model with first neighbor transfer integral ¢t and on-site repulsion U. In spite of being solvable by the Bethe
ansatz (BA) ﬂ—@] in the case of electronic density n. = N./L = 1 its unusual charge transport properties remain
poorly understood at finite temperatures 7" > 0 IE—IE] This includes, specifically, some of the behaviors of the real
part of charge conductivity at finite temperature T' whose general form reads,

o(w,T) =27 D(T)§(w) + Oreg(w, T) . (1)

Even for the T' = 0 Mott-Hubbard insulating quantum phase, the related charge dynamic structure factor is a complex
problem that is only partially understood IE]

The charge stiffness or Drude weight D(T) in Eq. (1)) characterizes the response to a static field and oyeq(w,T)
describes the absorption of light of frequency w. For T' > 0 these quantities can be written as,
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respectively. In these equations and elsewhere in this paper units of Boltzmann constant kg, Planck constant A, and
lattice spacing a one are generally used. Moreover, L — oo denotes the system length in the thermodynamic limit
(TL), which within the units of lattice constant one equals the (even) number of lattice sites Ny, |v, u) are energy and
momentum eigenstates, v stands for all quantum numbers other than the parameter,
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needed to uniquely specify each such a state, the sum runs over states with the same energy eigenvalue, €, = €.,
py = e~/T /7 is the usual Boltzmann weight, Z = > e~/T and J is the charge current operator. (Its specific
expression for the present model is given below in Section [[l)

The studies of this paper rely in part on the BA solution of the 1D Hubbard model. It was solved first by the
so-called coordinate BA [1, 2], which provided the ground state energy and revealed that the model undergoes a Mott
metal-insulator transition at electronic density n. = 1 whose corresponding critical onsite interaction is U = 0. Which
are the effects of a finite temperature on such a transition is one of the issues studied in this paper.

Following the coordinate BA solution, the ground state properties [20-22] and the excitation spectrum |6, [7, [23-27]
were studied by several authors. The 1D Hubbard model thermodynamic Bethe ansatz (TBA) and corresponding
ideal strings have been proposed in Ref. [4]. This has allowed the study of the thermodynamic properties of the
model [28; [29]. The energy spectra of its elementary excitations can be obtained from the TBA equations in the zero
temperature limit [9].

An important property of the 1D Hubbard model is that its spectrum becomes conformal invariant in the low-
energy limit. The corresponding finite-size corrections were obtained in Refs. [30, 131]. The relation between the
finite-size spectrum and the asymptotic behavior of correlation functions was used to calculate the critical exponents
of the general two-point correlation functions [32,133]. The corresponding conformal dimensions have been expressed
in terms of dressed phase shifts associated with a preliminary pseudoparticle representation [34-40].

The conformal approach is not applicable to the zero-temperature model Mott insulating phase at half filling. In the
small-U and scaling limits, dynamical correlation functions at low energies |[41-44] can though be computed relying
on the methods of integrable quantum field theory [45-47]. The wave functions of the energy eigenstates can be
extracted from the coordinate BA solution. An explicit representation for the wave functions was given in Ref. [1].

In the w = U/4t — oo limit the dynamical correlation functions can be computed at zero temperature for all
energy scales relying on the simplified form that the BA equations acquire. This was achieved by a combination of
analytical and numerical techniques for the whole range of electronic densities [48-159]. In the case of the one-electron
spectral function studies of Refs. [54-56], the method relies on the spinless-fermion phase shifts imposed by X X X
chain physical spins 1/2. Such fractionalized particles naturally arise from the zero spin density and u — oo electron
wave-function factorization |6, [7, 4&8]. A related pseudofermion dynamical theory relying on a representation of the
model BA solution in terms of the pseudofermions generated by a unitary transformation from the corresponding
pseudoparticles considered in Ref. |60] was introduced in Ref. [61]. It is an extension of the u — oo method of Refs.
[54-56] to the whole u > 0 range of the 1D Hubbard model. The use of the mobile quantum impurity model |62, 63,
which has been developed to also tackle the high-energy physics of both integrable and non-integrable 1D correlated
quantum problems, leads in the case of the 1D Hubbard model to the same results as the pseudofermion dynamical
theory [64, [65]. Further general information on the 1D Hubbard model is given in Ref. |10].

Provided that the energy eigenstates |v,u) are as well momentum eigenstates, it is well known [13, 66] that for
u >0, T >0, and in the TL the charge stiffness expression, Eq. (2)), further simplifies to,

1 .
D(T) = L Zp,,|<l/,u|J|u,u)|2 for u>0. (5)

Within that limit, this expression is not valid in the 7' = 0 regime though. The T' = 0 charge stiffness is actually
known [35, 167], reading D(0) = (2¢/7) du,0 at hole concentration m; = —257/L = 1 —n, = 0 (half filling) where
the 7-spin 2 component S7 = —(L — N,)/2 is the eigenvalue of the diagonal generator of the global n-spin SU(2)
symmetry. Hence at T" > 0 it is finite at U = 0 and vanishes for the whole u > 0 range.

A finite D(T') for T > 0 value would imply the occurrence of ballistic charge transport. At T' > 0 the model can
behave as an ideal conductor with ballistic charge transport and thus D(T) > 0 or a system without such a ballistic
transport, so that D(T) = 0. In the latter case there are two scenarios, the system behaving as a normal resistor if
D(T) = 0 and the diffusive conductivity contribution o¢ = limy_ 0req(w, T') is finite or as an ideal insulator with
D(T) = o9 =0 |11, 66, [68].

On the one hand, a D(T) inequality, which is derived from the more general Mazur’s inequality |69, [70], provides
for hole concentrations m; # 0 a finite lower bound for its value |66, [71]. This reveals that D(T') > 0 for m} # 0
and finite temperature |13, 14]. On the other hand, at my, = 0 that lower bound vanishes, so that the inequality is
inconclusive. Whether in the TL and for u > 0 the charge stiffness D(T') vanishes or is finite for 7' > 0 and mj = 0
remains actually an open and controversial issue, as different approaches yield contradictory results |[11H18§].

The results of this paper provide strong evidence that the predictions of Ref. |[12] for the 1D Hubbard model charge
stiffness for T > 0 and mZ = 0 are not correct. This is consistent with the numerical results of Ref. [14] and the
large-u studies of Ref. [13]. The latter results are reached by two completely different methods: an ezact method that
does not rely on the BA and a TBA calculation [4], respectively. These studies reveal that the finite charge stiffness
expression found in Ref. [12] for mj = 0 and T' > 0 cannot be correct for large u > 0. The results of Refs. |13, [14]



agree with some preliminary conjectures by Zotos and Preloviek according to which lim,_, . D(T") should be zero for
the 1D Hubbard model at m; = 0 and T' > 0.

Recently, a general formalism of hydrodynamics for the 1D Hubbard model and other integrable models was
introduced in Refs. |17, [18]. By linearizing hydrodynamic equations, the closed-form expressions for the stiffnesses
that were conjectured to be valid on the hydrodynamic scale have been accessed. The stiffness is then calculated from
the stationary currents generated in an inhomogeneous quench from bipartitioned initial states [17]. Within such an
hydrodynamic ansatz for the stiffnesses, the studies of Refs. |17, [18] clearly established vanishing at finite temperature
of charge or spin Drude weights when the corresponding chemical potentials vanish, irrespective of the interaction
strength. In our work we, however, take a different perspective. We start from the standard linear-response expressions
for the charge and spin Drude weights and reach conclusions that are consistent with the results of Ref. [18]. Although
there is no reasonable doubt that the hydrodynamics ansatz used in Refs. |17, 18] is correct, it has, nevertheless, not
yet been rigorously justified. Hence we believe that adding our independent and complementary result is a valuable
contribution to the solution of this important problem. Actually, both methods rely on the standard assumptions
behind the TBA.

Our previous results reported in Refs. |72] and [73], which have been obtained by the method used in this paper,
provide strong evidence that in the case of the spin stiffness of the spin-1/2 X X X chain the approach of Ref. [12]
used in the investigations of Ref. |74] leads to correct results. Specifically, that such a stiffness vanishes in the limit
of zero spin density. (The apparent inconsistency that the use of the approach of Ref. [12] leads to misleading results
for the 1D Hubbard model and to correct results for that spin chain is an issue discussed below in Section [VIIl)

Our method to compute suitable upper bounds for the charge stiffness relies in part on the properties of the charge
current operator matrix elements between energy and momentum eigenstates that follow from the n-spin SU(2)
symmetry operator algebra. This is similar to the method used in Refs. [72] and [73] for the spin stiffness of the
spin-1/2 X X X chain in what its relation to its spin SU(2) symmetry operator algebra is concerned. The method
combines the TBA |4] with stiffness expressions in terms of current operator expectation values. It accounts though
for the effects of complex-rapidity string deviations [9] and does not access the charge stiffness through the second
derivative of the energy eigenvalues of the TBA relative to a uniform vector potential [12].

In the case of energy eigenstates of spin S of the spin-1/2 X X X chain, there are L — 2.5 spins 1/2 that are paired
within singlet configurations and 2.5 spins 1/2 that remain unpaired and contribute to the multiplet configurations.
The spin degrees of freedom couple to a vector potential through such 2S5 unpaired spins 1/2, which are those that
contribute to the spin currents.

Within the rotated-electron related representation of the 1D Hubbard model used in our studies, there emerge
from the rotated-electrons n-spin degrees of freedom basic fractionalized particles of n-spin 1/2 that are associated
with n-spin SU(2) symmetry of the model. Again, in the case of energy eigenstates of n-spin S, there is a number
2S,, of n-spin 1/2 fractionalized particles that couple to a vector potential, which are those that participate in n-spin
multiplet configurations and contribute to the charge currents.

A trivial result is that at U = 0 the global symmetry of the Hubbard model on a bipartite lattice is O(4) = SO(4) ®
Zs. This thus applies to the 1D Hubbard model. Here the factor Z5 refers to the Shiba particle-hole transformation
on a single spin under which the Hamiltonian is not invariant for U # 0 and SO(4) = [SU(2) ® SU(2)]/Z> contains the
two SU(2) symmetries. An exact result of Heilmann and Lieb is that in addition to the spin SU(2) symmetry, also
for u > 0 the model has a second global SU(2) symmetry |75]. It is generally called n-spin symmetry |76, [77]. Yang
and Zhang considered the most natural possibility that the SO(4) symmetry inherited from the U = 0 Hamiltonian
0O(4) = SO(4) ® Z5 symmetry is the model’s global symmetry for U > 0 |[77]. The energy and momentum eigenstates
are either lowest weight states (LWSs) or highest weight states with respect to the two SU(2) symmetry algebras
[75-78]. The non-LWSs can be generated from the LWSs explicitly accounted for by the BA solution, which confirmed
the completeness of the quantum problem [79-81].

At half-filling and zero spin density the 1D Hubbard model TBA dressed phase shifts and the corresponding
S-matrices have been associated with fractionalized particles called holon, antiholon, and spinon. The holon and
antiholon have been inherently constructed to have zero spin and charge +e and —e, respectively. The spinon has
been inherently constructed to have no charge and to have spin 1/2 [82,183]. The model SO(4) symmetry group state
representations were identified with occupancy configurations of such fractionalized particles.

The solution of the model by the quantum inverse scattering method has provided further information on its
symmetries. The first steps to obtain such a solution were made in Refs. [84-86]. The model Hamiltonian was
mapped under a Jordan-Wigner transformation into a spin Hamiltoninan. It commutes with the transfer matrix of a
related covering vertex model [84]. The R-matrix of the spin model was also derived [85,86]. Alternative derivations
were carried out by several authors |[87-89]. The R-matrix was later shown to satisfy the Yang-Baxter equation |90].
An algebraic BA having as starting point the results of Refs. |84-86] was afterwards constructed in Refs. [91,192]. The
expressions for the eigenvalues of the transfer matrix of the two-dimensional statistical covering model were obtained.
That problem was also addressed in Ref. |93].



The algebraic BA introduced in Refs. [91],192] allowed the quantum transfer matrix approach to the thermodynamics
of the 1D Hubbard model [94]. Within it, the thermodynamic quantities and correlation lengths can be calculated
numerically for finite temperatures [95,96]. The 1D Hubbard model Hamiltonian was found in the TL to be invariant
under the direct sum of two Y(sl(2)) Yangians [97]. The relation of these Yangians to the above R-matrix and the
implications of one of these Yangians for the structure of the bare excitations was later clarified [98,[99]. More recently,
it was demonstrated that the Yangian symmetries of the R-matrix specialize to the Yangian symmetry of the model
and that its Hamiltonian has an algebraic interpretation as the so-called secret symmetry [100)].

It was found in Ref. [101] that for u > 0 the 1D Hubbard model global symmetry is actually larger than SO(4)
and given by [SO(4) ® U(1)]/Z2, and thus equivalently to [SU(2) ® SU(2) ® U(1)]/Z3. (This applies as well to
the model on any bipartite lattice.) Consistently with the model’s extended global symmetry, the quantum inverse
scattering method spin and charge monodromy matrices were found to have different ABCD and ABCDF forms,
respectively. Those are actually associated with the spin SU(2) and charge U(2) = SU(2) ® U(1) symmetries,
respectively |92]. The latter matrix is larger than the former and involves more fields |92]. If the global symmetry
was only SO(4) = [SU(2) ® SU(2)]/Z2, the charge and spin monodromy matrices would have the same traditional
ABCD form, which is that of the spin-1/2 X X X chain [102].

The exact rotated-electron representation used in our studies is that suitable for the further understanding of
this basic similarity between the spin SU(2) symmetry degrees of freedom of the spin-1/2 XXX chain type of
configurations that contribute to spin transport and the 1D Hubbard model n-spin SU(2) symmetry degrees of
freedom type of configurations that contribute to charge transport. The rotated electrons are inherently constructed
to their numbers of singly occupied and doubly occupied lattice sites being good quantum numbers for u > 0. As
further discussed below in Section [LC] the form of the 1D Hubbard model energy and momentum eigenstates wave
function for u — oo derived in Ref. 7] reveals that in that limit such a model corresponds to a spin-1/2 X X X chain,
an 7-spin-1/2 X X X chain, and a quantum problem with simple lattice U(1) symmetry, respectively. In terms of the
rotated electrons, whose relation to the electrons has been uniquely defined in Ref. [103], the energy and momentum
eigenstates wave function has that form for the whole u > 0 range.

The degrees of freedom of the rotated electrons naturally separate into two fractionalized particles with spin 1/2
and 7-spin 1/2, respectively, plus one basic fractionalized particle without internal degrees of freedom [103, [104].
(The n-spin projections +1/2 and —1/2 refer to the 7-spin degrees of freedom of the rotated-electron unoccupied
and doubly-occupied sites, respectively.) The occupancy configurations of these three basic fractionalized particles
generate exact state representations of the group associated with the spin SU(2) symmetry, n-spin SU(2) symmetry,
and c lattice U(1) symmetry, respectively, in the global [SU(2) ® SU(2) ® U(1)]/Z3 symmetry of the model |101].

In the case of the spin-1/2 XX X chain, the translational degrees of freedom of the 25 unpaired spins 1/2 that
contribute to the spin currents are described by an average number 25 of holes in each TBA n-band with finite
occupancy. Here n = 1, ..., 0o is the number of singlet pairs bound within each of the n-band pseudoparticles considered
in Ref. |73] that populate such a band. The n-band pseudoparticles occupancies generate the singlet configurations
of the spin SU(2) symmetry group state representations.

Also in the case of the 1D Hubbard model charge transport, the translational degrees of freedom of the 25,
unpaired 7-spin 1/2 fractionalized particles that contribute to the charge currents are found in this paper to be
described by an average number 25, of holes in each TBA nn-band with finite occupancy. For that model, the
corresponding nn pseudoparticles occupancies generate the n-spin singlet configurations of the n-spin SU(2) symmetry
group state representations. The difference relative to the spin-1/2 X X X chain refers to contributions from the holes
in the charge band of the above mentioned basic fractionalized particles without internal degrees of freedom whose
occupancy configurations generate state representations of the group associated with the ¢ lattice U(1) symmetry.
Indeed, an average number 25, of such holes holes also contributes to the translational degrees of freedom of the 25,
unpaired 7-spin 1/2 fractionalized particles that couple to the charge probes. This is related to the above mentioned
U(2) = SU(2) ® U(1) symmetry in the model’s [SU(2) ® SU(2) @ U(1)]/Z3 global symmetry referring to the charge
degrees of freedom. (The remaining SU(2) symmetry refers to the spin degrees of freedom.) Indeed, that charge
U(2) = SU(2) ® U(1) symmetry includes the n-spin SU(2) symmetry and the ¢ lattice U(1) symmetry beyond
SO(4) = [SU(2) @ SU(2)|/Zo.

The use of the above mentioned holon and spinon representations |15, 182, [83] provides a suitable description of
the model both at low excitation energy relative to a ground state and more generally in subspaces spanned by
energy and momentum eigenstates described by a vanishing density of both TBA complex rapidities and 7-spin
strings of length one |4]. In the case of the 1D Hubbard model, such holons and spinons are different from the three
fractionalized particles that naturally emerge from the exact rotated-electron degrees of freedom separation. The
latter have operators that have simple expressions in terms of rotated-electron operators and are defined for the 1D
Hubbard model in its full Hilbert space [103].

The charge stiffness problem under study in this paper involves summations that run over all energy and momentum
eigenstates. This is why the holon and/or spinon (and anti-spinon) representations are not suitable to study it. For



instance, the phenomenological method in terms of a spinon and anti-spinon particle basis used in Ref. [15] leads
to a misleading large spin stiffness for the spin-1/2 X X X chain in the limit of zero spin density. The validity of
that result is excluded by the careful investigations of Ref. [71], which indicate that transport at finite temperatures
is dominated by a diffusive contribution, the spin stiffness being very small or zero. They are also excluded by the
studies of Refs. |72, |73] and the TBA results of Ref. [T4], which find a vanishing spin stiffness within the zero spin
density limit in the TL.

We emphasize that the electrons and the rotated electrons are for u > 0 related by a mere unitary transformation
under which the electronic charge and spin degrees of freedom remain invariant. Hence a rotated electron carries
the same charge and has the same spin 1/2 as an electron. Indeed, such a unitary transformation only changes the
lattice occupancies and corresponding spatial distributions of the charges and spins 1/2. The relation of the rotated
electrons to the rotated spins 1/2, rotated n-spins 1/2, and ¢ pseudoparticles is direct. It is uniquely defined for the
full Hilbert space spanned by a complete set of 4% energy and momentum eigenstates [103, [104]. The corresponding
representation of the 1D Hubbard model in terms of such fractionalized particles is thus faithful in that space.

The holons and spinons are related to such fractionalized particles for the 1D Hubbard model in some reduced
subspaces mentioned above for which they correspond as well to a faithful representation. However, the representation
in terms of holons and spinons is only defined for the model in such subspaces. This is why in our studies we rather
use the representation in terms of the fractionalized particles that naturally emerge from the separation of the rotated-
electrons degrees of freedom.

In the u — oo limit the rotated electrons become electrons and the ¢ pseudoparticles and rotated spins 1/2 of the
representation used in the studies of this paper become the spinless fermions and X X X chain spins 1/2, respectively,
of Refs. |48, 149, 54-56]. As mentioned above, such fractionalized particles naturally emerge from the u — oo electron
wave-function factorization |6, [7]. That factorization includes a third factor [7] associated with the n-spin SU(2)
symmetry. It corresponds to the u — oo limit of the rotated 7-spins 1/2 of the u > 0 representation used in this
paper.

In summary, there are two main reasons why we use in our study the representation of the rotated-electron related
three fractionalized particles. Given their simple and direct relation to the rotated-electrons charge and spin degrees
of freedom, it allows a more clear physical description of the microscopic processes that control the charge properties
under study. This is consistent with each of the set of 4% energy and momentum eigenstates that span the model
Hilbert space being generated from the electron and rotated-electron vacuum by occupancy configurations of the three
types of fractionalized particles under consideration that are much simpler than those in terms of electrons. A second
reason is that, in contrast to the usual holon and spinon representation, that representation is defined for the model
in its full Hilbert space. The holon and spinon representation applies for instance to low-energy problems whereas
here we consider all ranges of temperatures.

Our study refers to zero spin projection, S7 = 0. It addresses the problem of the charge stiffness of the 1D Hubbard
model in the TL within the canonical ensemble at hole concentration mj = 0 and for m; — 0 at temperatures 7' > 0.
Within that ensemble for 7" > 0 we find that the charge stiffness vanishes as mj — 0 for fixed total n-spin projection
Sy, including S7 = 0, at least as fast as,

p(r) < 0 E ©)
— 2T n )

where c. is a L-independent constant that smoothly varies as a function of u for the whole v > 0 range. A similar
result is also reached for a canonical ensemble near the n-spin fully polarized sector of maximal hole concentration
m? =1

77 9y

L’ L

D(T) < =55

(1—m3)?, (7)

where ¢/, is found to be independent of u for u > 0.
That for finite temperatures our results partially resolve the charge stiffness behavior of the 1D Hubbard model
as my — 0 stems in part from the fact that they leave out, marginally, the grand canonical ensemble in which

((m7)?) = O(1/L). (While for a canonical ensemble one considers that the 7-spin density m; is kept constant, in the
case of a grand-canonical ensemble it is the chemical potential p that is fixed.)

However, for the canonical ensemble our study relies on a charge stiffness upper bound whose derivation involves a
large overestimation of the elementary charge currents of the energy and momentum eigenstates. Hence accounting for
the usual expectation of the equivalence of the canonical and grand canonical ensembles in the TL, one would expect
that our results remain valid in the latter grand canonical case for any finite temperature T > 0. The canonical-
ensemble and grand-canonical ensembles lead indeed in general to the same results in the TL except near a phase

transition or a critical point. Since a quantum phase transition from a metallic state to a Mott-Hubbard insulator



occurs in the u > 0 1D Hubbard model as m; — 0 and yu — p, for (1 — py) > 0 where 24, is the Mott-Hubbard gap
[1H3], Eq. (A9) of Appendix [A] this issue deserves the careful analysis in these limits carried out in this paper.

We have addressed such an issue in the limit of high temperatures " — oo for which strong evidence is provided
that the charge stiffness indeed also vanishes within the grand-canonical ensemble for chemical potential x4 such that
(b — py) > 0 in the g — p,, limit. Specifically, within that ensemble for 7' — oo we find that the charge stiffness

vanishes as mj — 0, at least as fast as,

D) < Gt

< i) ®

where cg is again a L-independent constant that smoothly varies as a function of u. A similar result is also reached
for a grand-canonical ensemble near the 7-spin fully polarized sector of maximal hole concentration mj =1,
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where c,. is found to be independent of u up to O(u~?) order. That the upper bounds on the right-hand side of
Eqgs. (6) and (@) have an extra factor L as compared to those on the right-hand side of Egs. () and (@) confirms
the large overestimation of the elementary charge currents used in the case of the canonical ensemble. The found
lack of ballistic transport in the half-filled 1D Hubbard model indicates that charge transport at finite temperatures
is dominated by a diffusive contribution [105].

The paper is organized as follows. The 1D Hubbard model, its energy and momentum eigenstates, symmetry, and
the rotated-electron representation are the topics addressed in Section [Tl In Section [[IT]useful subspaces for our charge
current absolute values upper bounds and charge stiffness upper bounds studies are considered and expressions for
the charge current operator expectation values are obtained. Useful upper bounds for absolute values of the charge
current are then introduced in Section[IV] In Section[V]a related charge stiffness upper bound is constructed within the
canonical ensemble. Moreover, a charge stiffness upper bound is introduced in Section [V within the grand-canonical
ensemble for T' — co. Finally, the concluding remarks are presented in Section [VII

II. THE MODEL, ENERGY EIGENSTATES, THE ROTATED-ELECTRON REPRESENTATION, AND
SYMMETRY

The goal of this section is the introduction of the rotated-electron related representation used in our study of the
expectation values of the charge current operator and charge stiffness in the 1D Hubbard model. Its relatively large
length is justified by the complexity of the problem. However, the use of the representation introduced in this section
simplifies the description in later sections of the model charge transport properties. Importantly, it has been inherently
constructed to be that suitable to clarify the issue of the microscopic mechanisms behind such exotic properties.

A. The 1D Hubbard model, its energy eigenstates, and the rotated-electron representation

We consider the 1D Hubbard model Hamiltonian under periodic boundary conditions in the TL and in a chemical
potential p,

L L
H=-t>"%" [c}_ﬁ Cit1,0 + h.c.] + U piabis + 215 (10)

o j=1 j=1
It describes N, electrons in a lattice with N, = L sites. Here c}a
site j =1,...,L, pjo = (Nj0 —1/2), Rj.o = c;)a ¢jo, and S’; =—3 Ele(l —ny) with nj = > _7;, is the diagonal
generator of the global n-spin SU(2) symmetry.

The z-component 7-spin current operator J; and charge current operator .J, are closely related as follows,

creates one electron of spin projection o =1, | at

L
where J = —itzz [c}d Cijtl,o — c;r-JrLU cjp} , (11)

o j=1



and e denotes the electronic charge. Hence, except for a constant pre-factor, the charge current operator J equals
the n-spin current operator J Z. For simplicity, in several general expressions we use units such that J Z= Jp =J. We

thus call J, Eq. (D), the charge current operator.

Within the exact representation of the u > 0 1D Hubbard model in terms of rotated electrons used in our study,
the operators that create and annihilate such rotated electrons are related to the corresponding electron operators as
follows,

o =vie v, 5jyg:Vch_’UV; nj(,_cJf ¢jo where j=1,...,L and o =7, . (12)

Here V is the electron - rotated-electron unitary operator uniquely defined in Eq. (11) of Ref. [103] in terms of
the 4 x 4% matrix elements between a complete set of 4° u > 0 energy and momentum eigenstates of the 1D
Hubbard model. For all these 4% states the number N? s41/2 of spin projection +1/2 rotated-electron singly occupied

sites, N _1/2 of n-spin projection —1/2 rotated-electron doubly occupied sites, and NI mA1/2 of m-spin projection

+1/2 rotated electron unoccupied sites are good quantum numbers for v > 0 |103, 104]. Hence the number NF* =
N§+1/2 +N§_1/2 of rotated-electron singly occupied sites and fo/ = Nrf+1/2 —l—]\]f]‘?_l/2 of rotated-electron unoccupied
plus doubly occupied sites are conserved for u > 0 as well.

Our choice of energy and momentum eigenstates |v,u) in Eqs. ([@)-() is different at v = 0 and for v > 0. For
u > 0, the energy and momentum eigenstates associated with the exact BA solution are chosen along with those
generated from application onto them of the off-diagonal generators of the global n-spin SU(2) and spin SU(2)
operator algebras symmetries. As reported in Section [ for u > 0 the 1D Hubbard model global symmetry is
[SU(2) @ SU(2) @ U(1)]/Z3. Here U(1) refers to the global ¢ lattice U(1) symmetry, which is associated with

the lattice degrees of freedom and is independent from the two SU(2) symmetries. Its generator is the operator
NR = E] (1= EU:N/ Njo (1 =7, o)) that counts the number fo/ =0,1,..., L of rotated-electron unoccupied plus

doubly occupied sites. (Alternatively, it could be chosen to be the operator N = Zle > o=t Mjo (1 =7 o) that

counts the number NF = [ — N, ? —0,1,..., L of rotated-electron singly occupied sites.) The generator Nf eigenvalues
are thus the numbers of rotated—electron unoccupied plus doubly occupied sites. As justified in later sections, the role
of such an eigenvalue in several physical quantities that emerge from the interplay of the model’s symmetry with its
exact BA solution justifies that it is called in this paper L,, i. e. L, = Nf/ =0,1,...,L.

We denote each of the u > 0 energy and momentum eigenstates that belong to the subset of such states that span
the S7 = 0 subspace considered here by |l;, Ly, Sy, S}, u). Here I, stands for all quantum numbers other than L,
Sy, S5, and u > 0 needed to uniquely spec1fy each such a state. This includes spin S, spin projection SZ, and a
well-defined set of v independent TBA quantum numbers. Such states can be written as,

z 1 &
Lo Sy, 5,0) = [fwm Lo Sy =S (13
n
where,
”yn:Sn—i-Sf,:O,l,...ﬂSn and S;:—(L—Ne)/Z. (14)

Furthermore, C,, = [,!] ;711[25’,7 + 1 — 7] is a normalization constant and 5',*7‘ is the n-spin SU(2) off-diagonal
generator,

St 22( 1) cf 4+ and thus S’ (S’;{)T . (15)

J$J

Except in the u — oo limit, electron single occupancy, electron double occupancy, and electron non-occupancy
are not good quantum numbers for the energy and momentum eigenstates |l;, Ly, S,,,S’;,u). For instance, upon
decreasing u there emerges for ground states for which m; > 0 a finite electron double occupancy expectation value,
which vanishes for u — oo [106].

We call n-Bethe states the u > 0 energy and momentum eigenstates |ly, L, S,, =Sy, u) that are LWSs of the 7-spin
SU(2) algebra, so that S; = =Sy and thus v, = 0 in their expression, Eq. (@3). We call Bethe states the u > 0 energy
and momentum eigenstates that are both LWSs of the 7-spin and spin SU(2) operator algebras for which S% = -5,
for @« = n,s. However, the n-Bethe states considered in this paper can either be spin LWSs or spin non-LWSs. The
designation LWS and non-LWS refers in general in this paper to the n-spin SU(2) operator algebra alone. In the case
of the spin SU(2) operator algebra, one always specifies spin LWS and spin non-LWS, respectively.



For n-Bethe states |, Ly, Sy, =Sy, u) and general energy and momentum eigenstates |I, L,, Sy, S5, u) the electron
numbers are given by,

N?=1-28, and N, = N?+2v,, (16)
respectively, where v, = 5, + S} = 0,1, ...,2S,, Eq. ().

In the «case of n-Bethe states, the wu > 0 charge current operator expectation values
(ly Ly, Sy, —Sn, u|J|le, Ly, Sy, — Sy, w), which are such states charge currents, can be expressed in terms of the
BA solution momentum rapidity and rapidity functionals, Eqs. (AI0) and (ATI)) of Appendix [Al For each u > 0
n-Bethe state, such functions are uniquely defined by the TBA equations, Egs. (ATl and (A2) of that Appendix.
Furthermore, we rely on exact symmetry relations to express the charge currents of general energy and momentum
eigenstates |Ir, Ly, Sy, S5, u), Eq. ([[3), in terms of that of the corresponding n-Bethe state |lr, Ly, Sy, =Sy, u) on the
right-hand side of that equation.

AV tower is within the rotated-electron representation the set of energy eigenstates |l;, Ly, Sy, Sy, u) with exactly
the same u-independent quantum numbers I, Ly, Sy, and S7 and different v values in the range u > 0 [103]. The
set of energy and momentum eigenstates |lv, Ly, Sy, Sy u) that belong to the same V tower are for any u > 0 value
generated by exactly the same occupancy configurations of the u-independent quantum numbers as the corresponding
u = oo energy and momentum eigenstate |I;, Ly, Sy, Sy, 00) = limy o0 |lr, Ly, Sy, S’f],u). Out of the many choices of
u = oo energy and momentum eigenstates, the states |ly, Ly, Sy, Sy oo) are those obtained from the finite-u energy
and momentum eigenstates, Eq. ([3), whose LWSs are the n-Bethe states, as limy o [lr, Ly, Sy, S5, u).

The Hilbert space remains the same for the whole v > 0 range. For any fixed u > 0, there is thus a uniquely
defined unitary operator V' = V(u) such that |, Ly, Sy, S5, u) = VT|lr,L,,,S,,,Sf],oo>. This operator V is the
electron - rotated-electron unitary operator appearing in Eq. (IZ). It is uniquely defined in Eq. (11) of Ref. [103].
The ¢ =1, ] electron single occupancy, electron double occupancy, and electron non-occupancy are good quantum
numbers for a u — oo energy and momentum eigenstate |ly, Ly, Sy, Sy, 00). This is why for all the finite-u energy

and momentum eigenstates |l, L,, Sy, S’; ,u) belonging to the same V tower the rotated-electron numbers NV, f 4120

Nfil/Qa NE=L-1L,, and Nf = L,, are conserved as well.

B. Effects of the symmetry on the charge degrees of freedom

One of the few rigorous results for the Hubbard model on any bipartite lattice refers to its global symmetry. As
was mentioned in Section[I] it is well known that on such a lattice the Hamiltonian has two global SU(2) symmetries
[75-78]. Consistently, in the early nineties of the past century it was found that for u # 0 the Hubbard model on
a bipartite lattice has at least a SO(4) = [SU(2) ® SU(2)]/Z> symmetry, which contains the 7-spin and spin SU(2)
symmetries |76, [77]. More recently it was found in Ref. [101] that for u # 0 and on any bipartite lattice its global
symmetry is actually larger and given by [SO(4) ® U(1)]/Z2 = [SU(2) ® SU(2) ® U(1)]/Z3. (The 1/Z2 factor in the
u > 0 model global symmetry refers to the number 4% of its independent representations being four times smaller
than the dimension 47+ of the group SU(2) @ SU(2) ® U(1).)

The origin of the u > 0 global [SU(2) ® SU(2) ® U(1)]/Z3 symmetry is a local gauge SU(2) ® SU(2) ® U(1)
symmetry of the U > 0 Hamiltonian ¢ = 0 term first identified in Ref. |107]. This u=! = 0 local gauge symmetry
becomes for finite u = U/4t a group of permissible unitary transformations. (The corresponding local U(1) canonical
transformation is not the ordinary gauge U (1) subgroup of electromagnetism. It is rather a “nonlinear" transformation
[107].) The related global ¢ lattice U(1) symmetry beyond SO(4) found in Ref. [101], which is associated with the
lattice degrees of freedom and does not exist at U = 0, emerges at any arbitrarily small u value.

Importantly, the rotated-electrons charge and spin 1/2 are the same as those of the corresponding electrons and
thus remain invariant under the electron - rotated-electron unitary transformation. That transformation only changes
the lattice occupancies and corresponding spatial distributions of the charges and spins 1/2. Furthermore, in the
u — 0o limit the electron - rotated-electron unitary operator V becomes the unit operator. This is why in such a
limit the rotated electrons become electrons.

That in the u~! — 0 limit the rotated electrons become electrons and for u > 0 they have the same charge and
spin 1/2 as the electrons reveals that for finite u they are quasiparticles whose “noninteracting” limit is v~ = 0. In
terms of the onsite repulsion, this is thus a type of turned upside-down “Fermi liquid”. Its exotic properties follow in
part from at such v~ = 0 “noninteracting” point the degrees of freedom of the electron occupancy configurations that
generate from the electron vacuum the u~! = 0 energy and momentum eigenstate |l,, Ly, Sy, Sy, 00) separating into
three types of configurations. Those refer to state representations of the two SU(2) symmetries and U(1) symmetry in
the =1 = 0 model local gauge SU(2) ® SU(2) @ U(1) symmetry. As reported below in Section [[LC] this three degrees
of freedom separation persists at finite u in terms of the rotated-electron occupancy configurations that generate from
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the electron vacuum the energy and momentum eigenstate |l;, Ly, Sy, Sy, uy = 1%l |lx, Ly, Sy, Sy, 00). At finite u values
this is related though to the three symmetries in the u > 0 model global [SU(2) ® SU(2) ® U(1)]/Z3 symmetry that
stems from its u=! = 0 local gauge SU(2) ® SU(2) ® U(1) symmetry.

Furthermore and as reported above, for v > 0 and at U = 0 the global symmetry is different and given by
[SO(4) ® U(1)]/Z2 and SO(4) ® Za, respectively. The factor Z; in the U = 0 global symmetry corresponds to a
discretely generated symmetry associated with a well-known transformation that exchanges spin and n-spin. It is an
exact symmetry of the U = 0 and ¢ # 0 Hamiltonian. However, it changes the sign of U when U # 0. That the global
symmetry is different at U = 0 and for v = U/4¢ > 0 plays an important role in the quantum transition that occurs
for mj = 0 at U = U. = 0. It separates two qualitatively different types of transport of charge. It may as well play
an important role in the charge transport properties for 7' > 0.

Another important symmetry property that has effects on the transport of charge is that the U(2) = SU(2) @ U(1)
and SU(2) symmetries in the [SU(2) ® SU(2) ® U(1)]/Z3 global symmetry refer to the charge and spin degrees of
freedom, respectively. We recall that the charge U(2) = SU(2) ® U(1) symmetry includes the n-spin SU(2) symmetry
and the c lattice U(1) symmetry beyond SO(4). The state representations of the groups associated with these two
symmetries are found in this paper to contribute to the charge current of the u > 0 energy and momentum eigenstates.

That the charge and spin global symmetries are U(2) = SU(2) ® U(1) and SU(2), respectively, has in the present
1D case direct effects on the model’s exact BA solution. For instance and as reported in Section [l it is behind the
charge and spin monodromy matrices of the BA inverse-scattering method |8, 186] having different ABCD and ABCDF
forms [g].

C. The rotated-electron degrees of freedom separation

The rotated-electron degrees of freedom naturally separate for « > 0 into occupancy configurations of three basic
fractionalized particles that generate exact state representations of the groups associated with the independent spin and
n-spin SU (2) symmetries and the c lattice U (1) symmetry, respectively, in the model global [SU (2)® SU (2)®@U (1)]/Z3
symmetry. This refers namely to a number L, = N of rotated spins 1/2, L, = Nf of rotated 7-spins 1/2, and

N.=L-L,=N, R of ¢ pseudoparticles without internal degrees of freedom, respectively.
The corresponding numbers of rotated spins of spin projection +1/2 and rotated 7-spins of n-spin projection +1,/2
are denoted by L, 11,2 and L, 11,2, respectively. They are determined by corresponding numbers of rotated-electrons

as they read Lg 110 = NRi1/2 and L, 410 = Nrfil/? There are in addition N = L, = N,If ¢ pseudoparticle

‘S)
holes. L, = Nf and L, = NF = L — L, are as well the number of sites of the n-spin and spin effective lattices,
respectively, introduced in the following. The state representations of the groups associated with the n-spin and
spin SU(2) symmetries that are generated by rotated 7-spins 1/2 and rotated spins 1/2 occupancy configurations,
respectively, of such effective lattices are similar to those of an n-spin-1/2 and a spin-1/2 X XX chain on a lattice
with L, and L, sites, respectively. This justifies the notations L, and L, for Nf and NI, respectively.

The concept of a squeezed effective lattice is well known in 1D correlated systems [4&, 156, [108]. In the present case,
the rotated 7-spins 1/2 only “see” the set of L,, = fo sites unoccupied and doubly occupied by rotated electrons. The
rotated 7-spins 1/2 thus live in an 7-spin squeezed effective lattice with L, sites that corresponds to an n-spin-1/2
XXX chain. The rotated spins 1/2 only “see” the set of Ly = L — L,, sites singly occupied by rotated electrons. They
live in a spin squeezed effective lattice with Ly = L — L, = N, R sites that corresponds to a spin-1/2 X X X chain.
The ¢ pseudoparticles live on an effective lattice identical to the original model lattice. In the case of the electron
representation of the 1D Hubbard model, these lattices are known in the u — oo limit in which the rotated electrons
become electrons [48, 56, [108].

The spatial coordinates of the N. = L — L, = L sites occupied by c pseudoparticles and those of the corresponding
NI = L,, unoccupied sites (¢ pseudoparticle holes) fully define the relative positions in the model’s original lattice of
the spin squeezed effective lattice sites and n-spin squeezed effective lattice sites, respectively. The role of the c lattice
U(1) symmetry is actually to preserve the independence of the spin and 7-spin SU(2) symmetries and corresponding
squeezed effective lattices occupancy configurations, which do not “see” each other. This is fulfilled by the state
representations of the ¢ lattice U(1) symmetry group by storing full information on the relative positions in the
model’s original lattice of the spin and 7-spin squeezed effective lattices sites, respectively.

The following relations between the numbers of the three types of fractionalized particles hold,

Ls=Ls 12+ Ls_1/2= N,

Ly=1Lyio+Ly_1/0=L—N.=N,

Lgi1/2—Ls_1/2=—25; = Ner — Ney,

Lyyijs— Ly 12 = =28 =L — N, (17)
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where N, is the number of o =1, | electrons, which equals that of ¢ =1, | rotated electrons. The v > 0 good quantum
numbers L, = N,If and Ly = NE naturally emerge within the BA solution as L, =L— N, and L, = N, respectively
[L03]. Here N, is our notation for the number called N — M’ in Ref. [4], which is the number of real charge rapidities
k; of a Bethe state.

On the one hand, the electron — rotated-electron unitary transformation changes the lattice occupancies and corre-
sponding spatial distributions of the rotated-electrons charges and spins 1/2. On the other hand, the rotated-electrons
charge and spin 1/2 are the same as those of the corresponding electrons and thus remain invariant under that trans-
formation. This ensures that the rotated spins 1/2, which are the spins of the rotated electrons that singly occupy
sites, are physical spins 1/2. The same applies to the ¢ pseudoparticles that carry the charges of these rotated electrons
and to the rotated n-spins 1/2 of n-spin projection +1/2 and —1/2 that describe the n-spin degrees of freedom of the
rotated-electron unoccupied and doubly occupied sites, respectively. Consistently, the operators associated with the
rotated spins 1/2, ¢ pseudoparticles, and rotated 7-spins 1/2 have explicit expressions in terms of the rotated-electron
creation and annihilation operators, Eq. (I2)). Moreover, the corresponding electron - rotated-electron unitary op-
erator is uniquely defined in Eq. (11) of Ref. |103]. Specifically, the local SU(2) operators associated the rotated
n-spins 1/2 and rotated spins 1/2 are expressed in terms of rotated-electron creation and annihilation operators in
Egs. (29)-(31) of that reference. The ¢ pseudoparticle creation and annihilation operators are expressed in terms of
those of the rotated electrons in Eq. (33) and in Eq. (38) for 8 = ¢ of Ref. |103].

For u > 0 energy and momentum eigenstates of n-spin .S, and spin S, a number L, — 2S5, of rotated n-spins 1/2 out
of L, such n-spins and a number L —2S, of rotated spins 1/2 out of L such spins are part of I,y = (L,, —25,,)/2 n-spin
singlet pairs and II; = (Ls — 255)/2 of spin-singlet pairs, respectively. Subsets of n = 1,..., 00 such pairs refer to the
internal structure of neutral composite nn and sn pseudoparticles, respectively [103]. The occupancy configurations of
the fractionalized particles and related composite particles that generate the exact energy and momentum eigenstates
from the electron vacuum are found to be labelled by the quantum numbers emerging from the model TBA solution
[103, [104]. This is a generalization of the representation in terms of spins 1/2 and n-band pseudoparticles used for
the spin-1/2 X X X chain in Refs. |72, [73] to address the related problem of that model spin stiffness |74].

The rotated-electron creation and annihilation operators, Eq. ([Z), have been inherently constructed from those
of the electrons to the form of the 1D Hubbard model energy and momentum eigenstates wave function in terms of
rotated electrons being for v > 0 similar to that of the wave function in terms of electrons for u — oco. The latter is
given in Eq. (2.23) of Ref. [7]. It is a product of an n-spin 1/2 X X X chain wave function ¢;, a spin 1/2 X X X chain
wave function ¢g, and a Slater determinant of fermions without internal degrees of freedom. Hence this confirms that
in the u — oo limit the 1D Hubbard model corresponds to an 7-spin-1/2 X X X chain, a spin-1/2 X X X chain, and
a quantum problem with simple U(1) symmetry, respectively. The same applies to the whole u > 0 range within the
rotated-electron representation.

Note though that for finite u values this applies only to the u-independent I, Ly, S;, and S; quantum number
values that label the exact energy and momentum eigenstates |l, Ly, S, S’;, u), which includes the momentum operator
eigenvalues, as well as to the occupancy configurations that generate such states, which in terms of rotated electrons
remain the same for the whole v > 0 range, and to the corresponding rotated-electron wave functions. The energy
eigenvalues, Eqs. (AH) and (A7) of Appendix [A] and for instance the charge current operator expectation values,
Egs. (AI0) and (A1) of that Appendix, of the energy and momentum eigenstates are though dependent on u. They
have a different form from the corresponding u — oo energy eigenvalues and charge current operator expectation
values. In the case of the latter this stems from the exotic overlap that occurs within matrix elements between energy
and momentum eigenstates of the charge current operator expressed in terms of electron creation and annihilation
operators, Eq. ([IIJ), with the rotated-electron occupancy configurations that generate such states |[103].

D. Relation to the Bethe-anstaz solution quantum numbers

The studies of Ref. |103] have considered the relation between the TBA quantum numbers and the three degrees of
freedom separation of the rotated-electron occupancy configurations. This confirms that such quantum numbers are
directly associated with the occupancy configurations of the above considered three types of fractionalized particles
that generate all Bethe states. Upon application onto those of the off-diagonal generators of the model’s two SU(2)
symmetries, one then generates all 4© u > 0 energy and momentum eigenstates, as given in Eq. (I3).

The exact Bethe states are populated by Ls = L — L,, rotated spins 1/2 and L,, rotated n-spins 1/2. As mentioned
above, out of those, a number L, — 25 of rotated spins 1/2 are part of a number IIy = (Ls — 25;)/2 of spin-singlet
pairs (a = s) and a number L, — 25, of rotated 7-spins 1/2 are part of a number II,, = (L, — 25,,) /2 of 7-spin singlet
pairs (a = n). Such II, spin-singlet (o« = s) and #-spin singlet (o« = 1) pairs are bound within a set of a n-pairs
configurations each of which refers to the internal degrees of freedom of one neutral composite an pseudoparticle.
Here n =1, ..., 00 gives the number of pairs bound within each such pseudoparticles.
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Consistently with TBA corresponding results, the following exact sum rules then hold for all v > 0 energy and
momentum eigenstates, Eq. ([3)),

Hoc = inNam =
n=1

d>oMa= ), inNan:%(L—2Ss—2Sn). (18)

a=n,s a=n,sn=1

(Lo —2S,) where a=s,n,

N =

II

Here N, is the number of an pseudoparticles and IT denotes the total number of both rotated-spin and rotated-n-spin
pairs.

For a Bethe state, the remaining M, = 25, unpaired rotated spins (a = s) and rotated 7-spins (o = 7) have
spin and 7-spin projection +1/2, respectively. For general u > 0 energy and momentum eigenstates, the multiplet
configurations of these M, = 25, unpaired rotated spins and M,, = 25, unpaired rotated 7-spins generate the spin
and n-spin, respectively, SU(2) symmetry towers of non-LWSs. The SU(2) symmetry algebras off-diagonal generators
that flip such unpaired rotated spins and unpaired rotated n-spins, which for 7-spin are given in Eq. (&), do not
affect though the spin (o = s) and 7-spin (o = 7)) singlet configurations of the I, = > ° |, n Ny, pairs contained in
neutral composite an pseudoparticles. Those remain unchanged.

For general u > 0 energy and momentum eigenstates, the number M, 1,5 of unpaired rotated spins of projection
+1/2 and M, 1, /5 of unpaired rotated 7-spins of projection £1/2 are good quantum numbers given by,

My 1172 =584 F S, and My = My _1/2 + My 1/2 = 25, where a=1n,s. (19)

For the Bethe states, one has that M, 1,0 = My = 25, and M, /2 = 0 for both @ = 7, s. The rotated n-spins
(a =n) and rotated spins (o = 7)) numbers L, and L, +1/2 in Eq. (I7) can be written as,

Lo = 210, + M, = 211, + 25, ,
Losi/2 = Ho+ My 110 =1 + So FS; where a=1,s, (20)

respectively.

Another important symmetry property is that the spatial lattice occupancies of the M, = 25, unpaired rotated
spins (o = s) and unpaired rotated n-spins (o« = 1) remain invariant under the electron - rotated-electron unitary
transformation. This means that their lattice occupancy configurations are for the whole u > 0 range exactly the
same as those of the corresponding electrons occupancy configurations. That invariance plays an important role in
the transport of charge and spin. Indeed and as reported below for the present case of charge transport, the electronic
degrees of freedom couple to charge and spin probes through only such M, = 25, unpaired physical 7-spins and
M = 25, unpaired physical spins, respectively.

Note though that the paired rotated spins 1/2 and paired rotated 7-spins 1/2 are also physical spins 1/2 and
physical n-spins 1/2 in what their spin and 7-spin degrees of freedom, respectively, are concerned. Only their lattice
spatial occupancies are changed under the electron - rotated-electron unitary transformation. Nevertheless, to stress
that the lattice spatial occupancies of the unpaired spins 1/2 and unpaired 7-spins 1/2 remain invariant under that
transformation we omit the term rotated from their designation. We use more often in the following the designation
physical for them.

The TBA solution contains different types of quantum numbers. Their occupancy configurations are within the
pseudoparticle representation described by corresponding occupancy configurations of ¢ pseudoparticles with no in-
ternal degrees of freedom and composite an pseudoparticles plus a number M, = 25, of unpaired physical 7-spins
and M, = 25, of unpaired physical spins. The ¢ branch momentum rapidity functional k¢(¢;) and set of an branches
rapidity functionals A®"(g;) where a = n,s and n = 1,...,00 are solutions of the coupled TBA integral equations
introduced in Ref. 4], which are given in functional form in Eqs. (ATl and (A2) of Appendix [Al For n > 1, the
rapidity functionals A®"(g;) are the real part of corresponding | = 1,...,n complex rapidities given below.

The ¢ branch TBA quantum numbers {¢;} in the argument of the momentum rapidity functional k°(g;) and
corresponding ¢ rapidity functional A°(g;) = sin(k°(¢;)) and an branch BA quantum numbers {¢;} in the argument
of the rapidity functionals A“"(g;) are given by,

2
g = %If for j=1,..,Lg where 8 =c,nn,sn and n=1,...,00. (21)

Here {I Jﬂ } are the quantum numbers {¢;} in units of 27/L that are successive integers or half-odd integers according
to the following boundary conditions,
IjB = 0,%1,%2,... for Ig even,

+1/2,43/2,+£5/2,... for Ig odd. (22)
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The 8 = c,nn, sn numbers Ig in this equation read,

Ic = NpsE Z iNoma

a=n,sn=1

Ion = Lan —1 where a=n,8 and n=1,...,00. (23)

Moreover, Lg = Ng + N, g is the number of 8 = ¢, an-band discrete momentum values g; of which for a given state
Npg are occupied and N, [31 are unoccupied. They read,

L. = N.+N'=1L,
N} = L—=Ne=1L,=25+)Y 20Ny,
n=1
Lon = Nan + Ngn where a =1,s and n=1,...,00,
Nh = 25, + Z 2(n' —n)Nap = Lo — Z (n+n"—|n—n'|)Nan: . (24)
n’=n+1 n'=1
The momentum eigenvalues can be written as,
L 0o Lsn oo Lan
P=> g Ne(q)) + > a4 Nonlas) + D> (7 = 5) Nyn(g5) + 7Ly 12, (25)
=1 n=1j=1 n=1j=1

where Ng(gq;) are for 8 = ¢, nn, sn pseudoparticle branches the S-band momentum distribution functions. They are
such that Ng(g;) = 1 and Ng(g;) = 0 for occupied and unoccupied g; values, respectively. For the ¢ and an branches,
such values have intervals ¢; € [¢., ¢/ ] and ¢; € [—¢an, ¢an] Where ignoring 1/L corrections within the TL the ¢-band
limiting momentum values are such that qci = +q.. Here the limiting momentum values ¢, and g, are given by,

ge =7 and qon =7 (Lan —1)/L, (26)

respectively.

That the momentum eigenvalues, Eq. ([23]), are additive in the quantum numbers ¢; in Eq. (ZI)) is consistent with
they playing the role of 3 = ¢, an band momentum values. The momentum contribution 7L, _; /5 = 7(Il,+M, _;/2) in
Eq. (28) follows from both the paired and unpaired rotated 7-spins of projection —1/2 having an intrinsic momentum
given by,

qn7,1/2 =T. (27)

For a n-Bethe state one has that 7L, 1/, = m1l,.

E. Internal degrees of freedom of the composite an pseudoparticles and v — 0 n > 1 pairs unbinding

As for the spin-neutral composite n-band pseudoparticles of the spin-1/2 X X X chain |73], the problem concerning
an an pseudoparticle internal degrees of freedom and that associated with its translational degrees of freedom center
of mass motion separate within the TL.

On the one hand, the an-band momentum g¢;, Eq. (I for 8 = an, is associated with the latter. On the other
hand, for n > 1 the internal degrees of freedom are related to the imaginary part of the an rapidities,

A (g) = A*"(g;) +i(n+1—21)u where [ =1,...,n, (28)

j=1,...;Lan, a=mn,s,and n =1, ..., 00.

Each set of [ = 1,...,n complex rapidities A%™!(q;) with the same real part A®"(g;) is associated with the [ = 1,...,n
n-spin-singlet pairs (o« = 1) or spin-singlet pairs (aw = s) bound for n > 1 within a neutral composite an pseudoparticle.
Each of such [ = 1, ..., n rapidities actually describes one of the II, = >°°° |, n Ny, Eq. (I8), spin-singlet pairs (o = s)
or n-spin-singlet pairs (o = 1) of the Bethe state under consideration. The real part A*™(g;) is the rapidity functional
that as reported above is for each Bethe state the solution of the coupled Egs. (Al and (A2) of Appendix [Al
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For n = 1, the rapidity A®1(q;), Eq. @8) for | = n = 1, refers to a single pair and is real. We call unbound
spin-singlet pairs (o = s) and unbound n-spin singlet pairs (o = 1) of a Bethe state the corresponding N, pairs, each
referring to a single n = 1 pair configuration. Otherwise, the n > 1 rapidities A®™>!(¢;) imaginary part i (n+1—2l)u
of a u > 0 Bethe state is finite. The corresponding set of [ = 1, ..., n complex rapidities with the same real part then
describes the binding of the n > 1 pairs within an an-pair configuration. Such a configuration describes the internal
structure of a neutral composite an pseudoparticle. We call bound spin-singlet pairs (o = s) and bound n-spin singlet
pairs (a = n) the II, — N1 pairs that are bound within n > 1 an-pair configurations. All this is again exactly as for
the spin n-pairs configurations of the spin 1/2-X X X chain [73].

In contrast to that chain, for n > 1 the imaginary part ¢ (n + 1 — 21) u of each set of the [ = 1,...,n rapidities with
the same real part depends on the interaction v = U/4t and thus vanishes as u — 0. As discussed in more detail in
Appendices [Bl and [C] such an unbinding in that limit of the [ = 1, ..., n pairs within each u > 0 an-pair configuration
marks the qualitatively different physics of the U = 0 and u > 0 quantum problems, respectively. It is associated
with the rearrangement of the 7-spin and spin degrees of freedom in terms of the noninteracting electrons occupancy
configurations that generate the U = 0 common eigenstates of the Hamiltonian, momentum operator, and current
operator. Indeed, as the imaginary part i (n + 1 — 21) u of each set of [ = 1,...,n rapidities, the commutator of the
charge current operator and the 1D Hubbard model Hamiltonian,

No
o] = iuat >3l (e, = e10) + (chine = €y o)eiol o (29)

o j=1

also vanishes as u — 0.
The form i(n + 1 — 2]) u of that imaginary part and of that commutator, Eq. (@3)), confirms that the u > 0

physics survives for any arbitrarily small value of u. Indeed, the [ = 1,...,n pairs unbinding and commutator [j , H ]
vanishing occur only in the v — 0 limit. The rearrangement of the 7-spin and spin degrees of freedom in terms
of the noninteracting electrons occupancy configurations that occurs within the unbinding of the [ = 1,...,n pairs
within each u > 0 nn-pair configuration has most severe consequences on the transport of charge at hole concentration
my, = 0. The effects of the u — 0 transition on the charge dynamic structure factor at m; = 0 is a problem addressed
in Ref. [19]. The mechanisms behind the corresponding qualitatively different types of transport associated with the
occurrence at hole concentration m? = 0 of charge ballistic transport at U = 0 and its absence found in this paper
for u > 0 is an interesting issue discussed in Appendix [B] for m; — 0 and m; = 0 and in Appendix [C for m} € [0, 1].

Within the usual TBA notation, the set of [ = 1, ..., n complex rapidities Ao‘"’l(qj) with the same real part is called
an an string. Specifically, a charge nn string and a spin sn string. It thus refers to an an-pair configuration involving
Il =1,...,n pairs. Hence the number N, = Zzozl Nqn of composite an pseudoparticles of all n = 1, ..., oo branches of
a u > 0 energy and momentum eigenstate equals that of corresponding TBA an-strings of all lengths n = 1, ..., cc.
Such a number obeys an exact sum rule given by [103],

- 1
N, = ZNM: §(LQ—N£1) where aa=1,s,
n=1

= 1
Nps = Z ZNan:§(L_Nshl_N1}7Ll)' (30)

a=n,sn=1

Here Nps is the number of both @ = 77 and a = s composite an pseudoparticles of all n = 1,...,00 branches also
appearing in Eq. ([23) and N is that of al-band holes, Eq. 4) for a = 7,s and n = 1. Hence Ny is as well the
number of both nn-strings and sn-strings of all lengths n =1, ..., co.

The TBA solution performs the electron - rotated-electron unitary transformation. Consistently, it accounts for
the 1D Hubbard model related symmetries and conserved rotated-electron numbers through the set of a = n,s TBA
an strings of length n numbers {N,,} and ¢ branch number N.. This follows from the generators that produce all
4% energy and momentum eigenstates, Eq. ([3), from the electron and thus rotated-electron vacuum being naturally
expressed in terms of the three fractionalized particles operators that emerge from the rotated-electron three degrees
of freedom separation. The latter is associated with the two independent SU(2) symmetries and the independent
U(1) symmetry in the model’s global symmetry.

Specifically, the conserved rotated-electron numbers of unoccupied sites NV 75‘: +1/2 and of doubly occupied sites N ffl /2
can be expressed in terms of energy and momentum eigenstates n-spin S, 7-spin projection S7, and set of TBA
charge nn strings of length n numbers {N,,,} as N, 7}7? t1jp = >z 0 Nyn 4+ S, T S%. Similarly, the conserved spin

projection +1/2 rotated-electron number of singly occupied sites N f 41/2 Can be expressed in terms of the energy and

z
s

momentum eigenstates spin Sy, spin projection SZ, and set of TBA spin sn strings of length n numbers {N,,} as
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Nfil/Q = Zf;l n Ngp + Ss F SZ. Furthermore, the eigenvalue L, = L — L, of the generator of the c¢ lattice U(1)
symmetry group such that L, = fo+1/2 + Nrf—l/2 and L, = L — N§+1/2 — N§_1/2 appears in Eq. (24) within the
TBA solution through the numbers N, = L — L, and N = L,.

As for the spin-1/2 X X X chain [72, [73], for a large finite system some of the 1D Hubbard model an strings of
length n > 1 deviate from their TBA ideal form, Eq. (28). As discussed in Appendix [D] the effects of such string
deviations |9] are in the TL though not important for the problem studied in this paper.

On the one hand, for 4 > 0 the imaginary part of the n > 1 rapidities with the same real part, Eq. (28], describes
the binding of the = 1,...,n pairs within the corresponding an-pair configuration. On the other hand, in Ref. [103]
it is shown that the configuration of the two rotated spins within each such unbound spin-singlet pair and that of
the two rotated n-spins within each unbound 7-spin singlet pair has for « > 0 a binding and anti-binding character,
respectively.

III. CHARGE CURRENT OPERATOR EXPECTATION VALUES AND USEFUL SUBSPACES

Our study of the charge stiffness refers to the hole concentration interval m; € [0,1], yet the limit of particular
interest for the clarification of the main issue under consideration is that of m? — 0. This applies to that stiffness.
In most cases the charge properties of physical systems are studied at zero spin density, m? = —S?/L = 0. This is
why for simplicity in the remaining of this paper we consider the 1D Hubbard model in the S? = 0 subspace. For
such quantum problem only n-spin SU(2) symmetry state representations for which S;, = 0,1,2, ... is an integer are
allowed, so that the results presented in this and following sections refer to integer n-spin values. However, concerning
the charge quantities studied in the following similar results are obtained within the TL for n-spin half-integer values
and |S?| =1/2.

For the 1D Hubbard model in the S§ = 0 subspace one has that M, /0 = M, _; /2 in Eq. 20), so that Ly y1/2=
Ly _1/2 = g + Ss where Il = > i nNg, = (L — L, — 2S,)/2. The dimension of SZ = 0 subspaces spanned by
states populated by fixed numbers Ly = L — L,, of rotated spins and L, = NI = L — N, of rotated 7-spins is given
in Eq. (E3) of Appendix [El

A. Three exact properties of the charge current operator expectation values

The following commutators play a major role in our evaluation of the charge current operator off-diagonal matrix
elements and expectation values that contribute to the real part of the charge conductivity, Eq. (),

.85 = 05 [1.G2) =78y - 87
7.85] = [g5.05] =0ty [557] = <20, 61)
Here as usual, (S,)? = (S’;)Q +4( A;r An_ + An_ Af]‘), and the current operators J* read,
L .
JT=i2t Z(—I)J (C;’,J, C;-i-l,T + C;-H,J, C;’,T) and J~ = (JN)T. (32)

They are related to the transverse n-spin current operators as JEn = (1/2) J*. The commutators given in Eq.
BI) have exactly the same form as those associated with the spin current operator and corresponding spin SU(2)
symmetry algebra operators considered in related studies of the spin-1/2 X X X chain spin stiffness |72, [73].

For simplicity, we denote the n-Bethe states charge currents by (jLWS(lr,Ln,Sn,u» =
<lr,Ln,Sn,—Sn,u|j|lr,Ln,Sn,—Sn,u> and the charge currents of general u > 0 energy and momentum eigen-
states by <j(lr,Ln,Sn,S;,u)> = (lr,Ln,S,,,S;,u|j|lr,Ln,Sn,S;,u>. By combining the systematic use of the
commutators given in Eq. (BI) with the transformation laws,

Syl Ly Spy —Sy,u) =0 and S |ly, Ly, 0,0,u) = S, [y, Ly, 0,0,u) =0, (33)

we reach the following general useful result for the current operator matrix elements between S7 = 0 energy and
momentum eigenstates,

(L, Ly, Sy, 0,u|J |l Ly, Sy + 88y, 0,u) = 0 for 48, # +1. (34)
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This selection rule is useful for the discussion in Appendix [Bl of the S; = 0and T > 0 transition that is found to
occur at U = U, = 0, similarly to the 7' = 0 quantum Mott-Hubbard insulator - metal transition. It separates two
qualitatively different types of finite-temperature charge transport. For S7 = 0 energy and momentum states whose
generation from metallic LWSs involves small v, = S, + S values, the calculations to reach the result, Eq. B4, are
straightforward. They become lengthly as the -y, value increases, yet remain straightforward.

In the following we report three ezact properties that play a major role in our study. The first property refers to
the identification of the carriers that within the exact rotated-electron representation couple to charge probes. The
1D Hubbard model in a uniform vector potential ®/L whose Hamiltonian is given in Eq. (4) of Ref. [109] remains
solvable by the BA. The TBA equations for the model in a uniform vector potential are given in Eq. (9) of that
reference. The only difference relative to the ® = 0 case is the ¢ band and 7n band momentum values ¢; being shifted
to gj + ®/L and g; — 2n®/L, respectively, whereas the sn band momentum values remain unchanged.

Concerning the coupling of the charge degrees of freedom to the vector potential, one finds that the 7-Bethe states
momentum eigenvalues, P(®), have the general form,

P(®/L) = P(0) - (L, ~ Y 2n N,m)% — P(0)—25, 2 = P(0) - M, % . (35)

Here the ® = 0 momentum eigenvalue P(0) is given in Eq. (25) with L, _,,, = II, for the present 7-Bethe states.
The sum rule Y.~ , 2n N,,, = L, — 25, involving the number L,, — 25, of paired rotated 7-spins 1/2 has been used
in Eq. (B3). (Such a sum rule follows from that of the corresponding n-spin singlet pairs, Eq. ([I8) for a = 1.)

On the one hand, the charge currents of the ® — 0 7-Bethe states can be derived from the ®/L dependence of
the energy eigenvalues E(®/L) as (J) = —dE(®/L)/d(®/L)|s—o, as given in Eqs. (AI0) and (AII) of Appendix Al
On the other hand, dP(®/L)/d(®/L)|s=0 gives the number of charge carriers that couple to the vector potential.
The natural candidates are the numbers L, = N/ of rotated n-spins 1/2. Within the TBA, their translational
degrees of freedom are described by ¢ band and nn bands particle-hole processes. The form of the exact momentum
eigenvalues, Eq. (B0, reveals that only the M, = 25, unpaired physical n-spins 1/2 contributing to the n-spin
multiplet configurations couple to the vector potential ®/L. Since the L, —25,, rotated n-spins 1/2 left over are those
within the II,, = (L, — 25,)/2 neutral n-spin singlet pairs, this exact result is physically appealing. Consistently with
results reported in the following, one finds that in the case of general energy and momentum eigenstates, P(®/L)
rather reads

P(®/L) = P(0) — (M, 412 — M, _1/2) % ; (36)

with P(0) given now by the general expression provided in Eq. (25). This reveals as expected that the coupling to
the vector potential of unpaired physical 7-spins 1/2 with opposite n-spin projections 4-1/2 has opposite sign.

The total flux —25, & = —M,, ® in Eq. (30), has been found within the u — oo limit in Ref. [13] directly from
the solution of the TBA equations of 1D Hubbard model in a uniform vector potential, Eq. (9) of Ref. [109]. Since
the lattice occupancy spatial distributions of the M, = 2S5, unpaired physical 7-spins 1/2 that couple to the vector
potential remain invariant under the electron - rotated-electron unitary transformation, these results hold as well for
the whole u > 0 range, as found here from the use of the momentum eigenvalues, Eqgs. (33]) and (34]).

A second exact property is related to only the M, = 25, unpaired physical n-spins 1/2 coupling to the charge
vector potential also holding for non-LWSs, as given in Eq. (B6). For a 7-Bethe state carrying an n-spin current
<jLW5(lr, L,,S,,w)) all M, = 25, unpaired physical n-spins have projection +1/2. The following exact relation that
refers to the charge current of general energy and momentum eigenstates, Eq. (3], holds,

<j(lr7Ln78n78;au)>: Z Ine My.o (37)
o=+1/2

where the elementary currents j, +1/o are given by,

<jLWS(lr7Ln78n7u)> <jLWS(lraLn78nau)>

Jn+1/2 =T ==+ (38)
m£1/ 25, M,

The exact expression, Egs. ([B7) and (B8], is derived by combining the systematic use of the commutators given
in Eq. (@BI) with the energy and momentum eigenstates transformation laws under the 7-spin SU(2) symmetry
operator algebra, Eq. ([B3). After a suitable handling of such an operator algebra and transformation laws involving
commutator manipulations, one finds,

. SZ .
<J(ZY’L77’ Sm SZ,’UJ» = _8_77 <JLWS(ZF’L777‘S’77’U)> ) (39)
n
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where as in Eq. (I4), S; = =Sy + 7, and v, = 1,...,25,. The relation, Eq. B9), can then be exactly rewritten as
given in Eq. (B17). For non-LWSs whose generation from 7-Bethe states in Eq. ([3) involves small v, = S, + S
values the calculations to reach the relation, Eq. ([33), is straightforward, and remains so as the 7, value increases yet
becomes lengthly.

The exact relation, Eqs. 37), [38), and (33), confirms that also for non-LWSs the M, = M, . /o+M,, _; /o unpaired
physical n-spins 1/2 control the n-spin current values. For each elementary n-spin flip process generated by application
of the off-diagonal n-spin generator S’j{ , Eq. (@), (and S‘; = (S‘j{ )T) onto an energy and momentum eigenstate with
finite numbers M,, 11,5 and M, _; 5, the n-spin current exactly changes by a current quantum 2j, _y o (and 27, 11/2.)
Hence each unpaired physical n-spin with n-spin projection +1/2 carries an elementary current Jn,1/2 Eq. (B8). For
a n-Bethe state one has that M, /o = 25, and M, _,,, = 0, so that <jLW5(lr, Ly, Syyu)) = jnp412 X My =
Jn1/2 X 25y

That in the present case of charge only the M, = m,, L unpaired physical n-spins 1/2 couple to the vector potential
implies that all n-spin currents exactly vanish as m, — 0. This exact property by itself can be used to confirm
that within the canonical ensemble at fixed value of S7, in the TL, and for nonzero temperatures the charge stiffness
vanishes as m? — 0. In addition, in the case of high temperature 7' — oo that result is extended in this paper to the
grand-canonical ensemble. R

The third exact property concerns the processes that contribute to the charge currents (Jrws (L, Ly, Sy, ©)) on the
right-hand side of Eq. ([B9) of general n-Bethe states described by groups of charge ¢ band real momentum rapidities,
charge nl real rapidities, and n > 1 charge nn complex rapidities. The third property reported in the following is a
direct consequence on the § = ¢, nn band occupancy configurations that within the TBA describe such 7-spins 1/2
translational degrees of freedom of only the M, = 25, unpaired physical n-spins 1/2 coupling to charge probes.

It is shown in Appendix [A] that within the TBA the n-Bethe states charge currents can be written in the TL in
terms of c-band holes and nn-band holes occupancies as follows,

oo Lun

(Jows(le, Ly, Sy u)) ZNh 4) JHg) + D> NE(a5) T (a)) (40)

n=1j=1

where the hole current spectra J"(q;) and J,’;n (g;) read,

2t sin k°(q;)
Jf q;) = —Jelqg)) = ————2L for ¢q; € [-m, 7] and
( J) ( J) 27Tpc(kc(q]‘)) J [ ]
A"™(q;) — itnu
Jr?n(‘lj) = _Jnn(qj) =4nt ( J) for q; € [_qUnaan]v (41)

—t1 27T0nn(Ann(Qj))\/1 - (Ann((b‘) — itnu)?
respectively. Here N!(g;) = 1 — N.(q;), Nf;n(qj) = 1— N,n(gj), and the related ¢- and nn-bands current spectra
Je(gj) and Jy,(g;), respectively, are given in Eq. (A1l of Appendix[Al Moreover, g,, = 7 (L, —1)/L, Eq. (28], and
the rapidity momentum functional k°(q;) and rapidity functionals A" (g;) are obtalnable for each n-Bethe state from
solution of the TBA equations, Eqs. (ATl and (A2)) of Appendix[Al Such equations also involve spin rapidity functionals
A®™(g;) associated with distributions 27w, (A;), besides the distributions 2mp.(k;) and 270, (A;) explicitly appearing
in Eq. {I). The general distributions 27mp.(k;) and 270, (A;) are defined in Eq. (A4) of Appendix [Al (The
functionals ¢°(k) and ¢®™(A) in that equation stand for the inverse functions of the rapidity momentum functional
k¢(¢q) and rapidity functionals A®™(q), respectively.)

That the lattice occupancy spatial distributions of the M, = 25, unpaired physical n-spins 1/2 that couple to
the charge probes remain invariant under the electron - rotated-electron unitary transformation implies that such
n-spins with 7-spin projection +1/2 and —1/2 refer for the whole u > 0 range to the 7-spin degrees of freedom of
original lattice sites unoccupied by bare electrons and onsite spin-singlet pairs of bare electrons, respectively. Their
translational degrees of freedom are within the TBA solution described by an average number 25, of ¢ band holes
out of that band N = 25, + >°°°  2n N,, holes, Eq. (24), and by an average number 2S5, of holes out of the
N =284+ 1 2(n/ —n) Ny, holes, Eq. (@) for v = n, of each of the n = 1, ..., 00 nn bands for which N, >0
in the energy and momentum eigenstates under consideration.

Hence in terms of the exact solution quantum numbers, the local processes that generate the charge currents of
the energy and momentum eigenstates refer to the relative occupancy configurations of the N/ = L, holes and
corresponding N. = L — L, c pseudoparticles and N,};n holes and corresponding N, nn pseudoparticles in each nn

band for which V,, > 0. Consistently, the charge currents (j Lws (b, Ly, Sy, w)) on the right-hand side of the charge
current expression, Eq. (9], of general energy and momentum eigenstates can alternatively be expressed in terms of
c-band and nn-band holes, as given in Eq. ({@J), or of ¢ and nn pseudoparticles, Eq. (ATQ) of Appendix [Al
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The third exact property refers to a total and a partial virtual elementary current cancelling occurring in the
B = ¢,nn bands of S, = 0 and S, > 0, respectively, n-Bethe states for which Ng > 25, and N3 > 0. (Unoccupied
B-bands for which Ng = 0 do not contribute to the charge current.) Such a cancelling is encoded within the interplay
of the current expressions, Eq. (@) and Eq. (AI0) of Appendix [A] with the TBA equations, Eqs. (A} and (A2) of
that Appendix. It also affects the charge current expression, Eq. [B9)), of general energy and momentum eigenstates,
which in the case of non-LWSs involves the charge currents (Jiws(ly, Ly, Sy, u)) of the 7-Bethe states from which
such states are generated in Eq. (I3).

On the one hand, S, = 0 n-Bethe states whose charge current is zero lack unpaired physical n-spins 1/2 to
couple to charge probes. Their numbers of band holes N and N,};n are given by NI = L, = ,2nN,, and

N = 31 2(n = n) Ny, respectively, as reported in Eq. @24) for S, = 0. Consistently with the lack of
unpaired physical 7-spins 1/2, the virtual elementary currents carried by a number >~>° ; n Ny, of ¢ band holes and
> mieni1(n = n) Nyu of nn-bands holes exactly cancel those carried by an equal number Y- ” | n N, of remaining ¢
band holes and Y 41(n/ —=n) Ny of remaining nn-band holes, respectively. Such two sets of 3 = ¢, nn bands holes
describe the translational degrees of freedom of two corresponding sets of paired rotated n-spins 1/2 of opposite 7-
spin projection. Indeed, this exact total elementary currents cancelling involves the opposite n-spin projections within
each 7-spin singlet pair. As in the case of the unpaired physical n-spins 1/2 in the n-spin multiplet configurations
that contribute to the charge currents, Eq. (1), paired rotated n-spins with opposite 7-spin projection carry virtual
elementary currents of opposite sign.

On the other hand, within the 8 = ¢, nn bands of S, > 0 n-Bethe states for which N;} > 25, and Ng > 0 there is
a corresponding partial virtual elementary current cancellation. For such ¢ and nn bands the number of holes, Eq.
@4), are given by N/ = L, = 28, + > 7", 2n Ny, and N}, = 25, + > _ 1 2(n’ — n) Ny, respectively. There
is in average in these bands a number 25, of S-band holes that describe the translational degrees of freedom of the
M, = 25, unpaired physical n-spins 1/2. Hence their elementary currents contribute to the n-Bethe states charge
currents, Eq. ([@0). The virtual elementary currents carried by average numbers Y -, n Ny, and Y.~ n Ny, of two
sets of ¢ band holes and »°_ ., (n' —n) Ny and 3270 (n/ —n) Ny of two sets of yn-bands holes that describe
the translational degrees of freedom of two sets of paired rotated n-spins 1/2 of opposite n-spin projection remain
though cancelling each other.

As mentioned above, the n-Bethe states virtual elementary charge currents cancellation is encoded in the interplay of
the current expressions, Eqs. {@0) and ({Il), with the TBA equations, Egs. (A1l) and ([A2) of Appendix[Al Only within
the present exact rotated-electron related representation is that virtual elementary currents cancellation described in
terms of explicit physical processes. The main role of such virtual elementary current cancelling processes is to control
the dependence on the density m,, of unpaired physical 7-spins 1/2 of the charge currents of the n-Bethe states. The
m,, dependence of such charge currents is smooth and continuous.

The virtual elementary charge currents partial cancelling does not occur within 5 = ¢, nn bands occupancies for
which Ng = 25, = M,. For such 8 = c,nn bands of a S, > 0 n-Bethe state all their ng = 25, = M,, holes fully
contribute to charge currents. Indeed, all such S-band holes describe the translational degrees of freedom of the

corresponding n-Bethe state M, = 2S,, unpaired physical 7-spins.

B. Simplified stiffness expression and subspaces of the fixed-S; and S; = 0 subspaces

The use of the exact relation, Eq. ([BY), in the charge stiffness expression, Eq. (@), leads to the following simplified
stiffness expression in terms of only n-Bethe states current operator expectation values that is exact in the TL and
valid for T > 0 and u > 0,

Ly/2

3 J 2
>y Zplr)LmSmel|<JLWS(lr7Ln,Sn,u)>| | )

25,)2
L,=2|5;| S,=|Sz| L (25y)

9% 2
DT = (2212

In the present case of the S? = 0 subspace, the available n-spin projection absolute values are integers, |sz| =
0,1,2,...,L/2. Hence the summations on the right-hand side of Eq. (4Z2) run over even integers L, = 2|S;],2[S7| +
2,287 +4, ..., L and integers S, = [S7], |5 + 1,[S7| + 2, ..., L, /2, respectively.

The charge stiffness upper bounds constructed in this paper rely on the use in the general expression, Eq. (@2,
of corresponding upper bounds for the absolute values of n-Bethe states charge currents (j Lws(le, Ly, Sy, u)). Such
charge currents result from microscopic processes that are actually easiest to be described in terms of original lattice
occupancy configurations. Each ¢ pseudoparticle and nn pseudoparticle is associated with the charge degrees of
freedom of one and 2n sites of that lattice, respectively. We call charge pseudoparticles to both the ¢ and nn
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pseudoparticles, their number reading,

N, =N+ Ny=L-25 - (2n—1)Nyp. (43)

n=1

The charge only flows along the original lattice provided that the unpaired physical 7-spins 1/2 that couple to
charge probes interchange site positions in it with the charge ¢ and nn pseudoparticles. This occurs upon the latter
moving along the original lattice. Hence one can consider that such charge pseudoparticles, whose current spectra
Je(gj) = —J(q;) and Jyn(qj) = —J,’;n(qj) are given in Eq. (ATI) of Appendix [A] play the role of charge carriers.
This is consistent with, for a n-Bethe state, the charge pseudoparticles carrying all L — 25, electronic charges, with
each ¢ pseudoparticle and nn pseudoparticle carrying one and 2n such elementary charges, respectively.

Within the canonical ensemble, the general charge stiffness expression, Eq. ([@2), refers to one of the fixed-S7 and
S% = 0 subspaces contained in the larger S? = 0 subspace. The hole concentrations of such subspaces belong to the
interval,

25 M, - M, _
my = ——" = "’“/QL =12 1o, 1]. (44)

It is useful for the study of the charge currents and the introduction of suitable upper bounds for their abso-
lute values to consider the subspaces contained in each fixed-S; and S7 = 0 subspace. The definition of such
subspaces requires a careful account for the summations on the right-hand side of Eq. ([@2). The summations

Zénﬁl sz Eg’:ﬁ 2‘52‘ run in that equation over different n-spin SU(2) multiplet towers that refer to energy and mo-
n n=I2yn
mentum eigenstates with the same S} value and different S, = |S7|, [S7] +1,[S7] +2, ..., L, /2 values. Their currents,
<j(lr,Ln,Sn,S;,u2> = (=S7/Sy) (Jrws(le, Ly, Spyu)), Eq. @B9), are for S, > |S;| expressed in terms of n-Bethe
states currents, (Jrws (L, Ly, Sp, w)), whose n-spin projection S’Z = —5, such that —S’; > —S; is different from
their n-spin projection S;.

The n-spin flip processes that upon successive applications of the n-spin SU(2) symmetry off-diagonal generator
Sj]r onto each S, > 0 n-Bethe state generate the non-LWSs in Eq. (I3) only change the 7-spin projections of the 7-

Bethe state M,, = 2.5, unpaired physical n-spins 1/2. Such processes do not change the ¢ pseudoparticle occupancies,
n-spin-singlet configurations, and S? = 0 spin-singlet and spin-multiplet configurations, which remain those of the

7-Bethe state. On the one hand, the summations Zén:2|52| Eé:’ﬁsz‘ on the right-hand side of Eq. [42] run over
n n—1"n

energy and momentum eigenstates with the same S7 value. On the other hand and in spite of that, this symmetry

invariance allows that the summation >, 1 = dfumiace@m Sy,) where dfumiace(l’m Sy) is the dimension, Eq. (ET7) of
Appendix [E]l can run over ¢ pseudoparticle occupancy configurations, 77-spin-singlet configurations, and spin-singlet
and spin-multiplet configurations of n-Bethe states with the same L, and S, values that have a n-spin projection
S’ f7 = -0, different from the 7-spin projection S7 of such energy and momentum eigenstates. Indeed the latter
configurations are exactly the same as those of the corresponding non-LWSs with fixed —S7 < -5’ ’; that contribute
to the charge stiffness, Eq. ([@2).

An exact property reported above of major importance for our study is that only the charge degrees of freedom
of the M, = 25,, unpaired physical -spins whose lattice spatial occupancy distributions remain invariant under the
electron - rotated-electron unitary transformation couple to a uniform vector potential. It is thus convenient to divide
each fixed-S7 and S7 = 0 subspace into a set of fixed-S, and S7 = 0 subspaces that we call S*S subspaces, such that

Sy > —=S7. Each n-spin value S, = [S7|, [S7| + 1, [S5] +2, ..., Ly/2 in the summation Eéfff\s;\ on the right-hand side
of Eq. (@2) corresponds to one such a S*S subspace. Its dimension corresponds to the summation Zénﬁlsn\ >
where ZénZﬂSn\ is for Sy, > |S7| only a part of the overall summation EénZﬂSzl in Eq. (#2) and ), is a summation

that runs over ¢ pseudoparticle occupancy configurations, n-spin-singlet configurations, and S? = 0 spin-singlet and
spin-multiplet configurations. Those are associated with spin values Ss = 0,1, ..., (L — L;)/2 of n-Bethe states with
the same L, and S, values. We emphasize that although such 7n-Bethe states have an 7-spin projection S’f] =-5,
different from the 7-spin projection Sy of the corresponding non-LWSs, due to the above reported symmetry invariance

their configurations associated with the summation Zénﬁl S, | >, are identical to those of the latter states.
Accounting for that symmetry invariance, the S*S subspaces are defined here as being spanned by n-Bethe states
with fixed density m,, = M, /L of unpaired physical n-spins 1/2 that belongs to the interval,

my = —1 =1 ¢ [m?, 1], (45)
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where the maximum density is reached for states for which I, = L,/L = 1. Each density m, in that interval
corresponds to one S*S subspace.

Each S*S subspace can be further divided into smaller subspaces spanned by 7-Bethe states with fixed total number
L,, of rotated n-spins. Such subspaces have L, values in the interval L, € [2S,,L]. Their dimension corresponds
to the above mentioned summation er that runs over ¢ pseudoparticle occupancy configurations, 7-spin-singlet
configurations, and spin-singlet and spin-multiplet configurations of n-Bethe states with the same L, and S, values.
We call them S*SL subspaces. The S*SL subspaces contained in a given S*S subspace are thus spanned by n-Bethe
states with fixed densities [,, = L, /L that vary in the interval,

L
I, = fn € [my, 1]. (46)
Each pair of densities m,, [, in the ranges, Eqs (45 and ([@6), respectively, refers to one S*SL subspace.
The related dependent densities associated with the numbers N, = L — L,, of ¢ pseudoparticles, II,, = (L, — 25,)/2
of n-spin singlet pairs, and Ly = L — L,, of rotated spins 1/2, are also fixed for a S*SL subspace. For different S*SL
subspaces, such densities hence vary in the ranges,

N.
Ne = Tzl—lne[o,(l—mn)],
m, 1
7T77 = T—g(ln—mn)é[o,(l—mn)/ﬂ,
I, = %zl—lne[o,(l—mn)]. (47)

Each S*SL subspace can be further divided into smaller subspaces we call S*SLN subspaces. They are spanned by
n-Bethe states whose total number of nn pseudoparticles N, = >°°° | N, € [0,1L,] is fixed. (That N,, = 0 implies that
II, = 0.) The S*SLN subspaces contained in a given S*SL subspace can have densities n,, = N,;/L and n, = N,/L in
the intervals,

hy = € [0,m) = [0, —my)/2],
np = ne+ny €[(1—1y),(2—1; —my)/2]. (48)

Each S*SLN subspace can be further divided into smaller subspaces we call S*SLNg subspaces. They are spanned
by n-Bethe states with a fixed total number M, = 25, = L — L,) — 21l of unpaired physical spins 1/2. The related
dependent density my = II;/L = (1 —1,, —m)/2 of spin-singlet pairs is also fixed for a S*SLNg subspace. The S*SLNg
subspaces contained in a S*SLN subspace can have densities ms = My/L = 2S5/L and 7, in the ranges,

M,
me = S =10y~ 2w € [0, - 1),
- %:(1_1,7_%)/26 0,(1=1,)/2]. (49)

Each S*SLNg subspace can be further divided into smaller subspaces that we call S*SLNgy subspaces. They are
spanned by 7-Bethe states with a fixed overall number of sn pseudoparticles Ny = Zflo:l Ny € ]0,15]. The S*SLNgy
subspaces contained in a S*SLNg subspace can have densities ng in the interval,

ne= e (0,1~ 1y~ m,)/2). (50)

Each S*SLNgy subspace can be further divided into smaller subspaces that are spanned by 7-Bethe states with
fixed numbers of nn and sn pseudoparticles for all n = 1, ..., 0o branches. (For the subspaces of more interest for our
study these numbers are finite only for a finite number of n =1, ..., 00 branches.)

Within the above notations used in this paper to designate the subspaces contained in each fixed-S? and S? =
subspace of more interest for its studies, 5%, S, and L refer to the charge conserved numbers 57, S, and L,, respectively,
whereas g and y refer to the spin conserved numbers S; and N, respectively. The designations S*S, S*SL, S*SLN,
S#*SLNg, and S*SLNgy only include the corresponding subset of these numbers that are fixed for the subspaces under
consideration.
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IV. USEFUL CURRENT ABSOLUTE VALUES UPPER BOUNDS

The upper bound procedures of our study are initiated in this section. Specifically, the charge currents
(Jrws(lv, Ly, Sp,u)), Eq. (@0), of n-Bethe states in the stiffness expression, Eq. ([#2), with largest absolute val-
ues are identified. First, the type of ¢ and nn bands occupancy configurations that maximize such absolute values
is considered. The second issue addressed in the following is that of the largest charge current absolute value of the
reference S*SLNgy subspaces contained in each S*S subspace spanned by 7-Bethe states as defined in Section [II Bl
Finally, useful further information about the charge currents of the selected reference S*SLN gy subspace is provided.

A. Compact ¢ and an bands occupancy configurations

It is straightforward to confirm from manipulations of the TBA equations, Eqs. (AJ) and (A2]) of Appendix [A]
general 7-Bethe-states charge current expression, Eq. {{), and corresponding ¢ and nn-band holes current functional
spectra, Eq. (@I, that for S*SL subspaces the class of n-Bethe states that reach the largest current absolute values
|<j Lws(le, Ly, Sy, w))| have asymmetrical compact hole 5 = ¢, nn band distributions for NV, [j < Njs and asymmetrical
compact pseudoparticle f = ¢,nn band distributions for N ;} > Ng. Such a general charge current expression, Eq.
([0), does not directly depend on the type of sn band distributions. In general it rather depends on the corresponding
densities ms and ng through the dependence on it of the ¢ and nn-band holes current functional spectra, Eq. (@I).
Hence for simplicity we consider in general symmetrical compact sn bands distributions.

The general form of the general compact 5 = ¢, nn, sn bands distributions of the class of 77-Bethe states with largest
current absolute values is thus,

For NﬁgNg where 8 =c,nn :

Np.alg;) = 0 and NJ 4(q;) =1 for g; € [q5,q55_] and g¢; € [gf5 . q}]
Np.alg;) = 1 and Nj 4(q;) =0 for g¢; € [grp 1 afs]
For Ng < Ng where S =c,nmm:
Np.a(g;) = 1 and NJ 4(q;) =0 for g; € [q5,q55_] and g¢; € [gf, _, ]
Npa(g;) = 0 and Nf 4(q;) =1 for g¢; € [qps _,qfs ]
For sn bands:
Nins(qj) = 1 for qj € [gp,,, qr,,] otherwise Ny, s(g;) =0. (51)

The two limiting occupancy momenta of each band are related to each other and are such that,

drp+ € [QEMJE — 2mngl,
q;Bri- = q;ﬂ)++2ﬂ'nﬁ for Ng < Ng

Qs € lag a5 —2mnj],
q;lg _ = 4+ +2ﬂ'ng for Ng < Ng where =c,nn
q%sn = :l:ﬂ—(Nsn - 1)/L R TNy - (52)

The use of both the compact momentum distributions of general form, Eq. (&I), and of the distributions 27p.(k) =
9q¢(k)/0k and 2moon(N) = 9g®™*(A)/OA, Eq. (Ad) of Appendix [A] in the general current expression, Egs. (#0) and
1), straightforwardly leads to the following simplified form of the charge currents of the n-Bethe states associated
with such compact momentum distributions,

<jLW5(lr, Ly, Sy,u)) = Lt Z(A) (T cos k°(qpe ) + Z Tn 2N Z \/1 — (Aﬁ"(q;ﬂmﬁ) — ib’nu)2> ) (53)

™
1=+ n=1 V==%1

The indices,
T = + for N, SN;I
= — for Nch < N,
Tn = + for N, < Nf;n
= — for N* <N

nn — nm »
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refer here to the S = ¢, nm bands particle-like and hole-like asymmetric compact distributions of such 7-Bethe states.
The simplified current expression, Eq. (B3], involves the 8 = ¢, nn rapidity functional at merely the two occupancy
limiting momenta q%BJ, Eq. (52).

Another type of compact distributions considered in our study refers to 77-Bethe states for which they are symmetrical
for all 8 = ¢, nn, sn branches,

Ng s(q;) =1 for ¢; € [q;ﬁ,q}'ﬁ] otherwise N3 s(gj) =0 where qlfﬁ = +7ng, (55)

where that quﬁﬁ = +7ng holds in the TL upon ignoring 7/L corrections.

Useful quantities are the 8 = ¢, nn bands holes elementary currents j g(qj) and 8 = ¢, nn pseudoparticle elementary
currents jg(gq;) = — jg(qj) of a n-Bethe state generated from a reference 7-Bethe state with compact distributions of
form Eq. (&1 or (B5)) by small 5 = ¢, nn band distribution deviations. They are defined as the deviations in the charge
current (jLWS(lr, Ly, Sy,u)), Eq. @0), upon addition onto a reference n-Bethe state with compact distributions of
form, Eq. (&II), of one S-band hole of momentum ¢; and one 8 pseudoparticle of momentum g;, respectively. Relying
on techniques similar to those used in Ref. [35] for the excited 7-Bethe states of a ground state, one finds that such
8 = ¢, mn elementary currents read,

. . 1 L - L
i) = —je(gs) = velgs) + o > <T feel@j Qo) + Y 020 fenn(a;, ann,Tn)> ;
==+ n=1

. . 1 L - L
dnn(@5) = —dnn(g) = =2nvgn(a;) = 5= D (1) (T Fan (@ @rer) + > Tor 20 Fyn g (qj,annf,Tn,)> . (56)
1=+ n’=1

The expressions of the 8 = ¢,nn fzp functions and group velocities vz(g;) appearing here are defined in Eqgs. (ET)
and ([2) of Appendix [[] respectively. In that Appendix all quantities involved in such expressions are also defined.

For a given n-Bethe state, the 8 = ¢, nn bands holes current spectra Jg(qj) = —Jg(g;), Eq. {I)), and the 5 =¢,nn
bands holes elementary currents jg (¢;) = —js(q;), Eq. ([BH), are related yet in general different quantities. Indeed,
they are generated from the different energy spectra Es(q;), Eq. (AZ) of Appendix[Al and e5(q;) = Ep(q;) +€5(q;),
Eq. (E3) of Appendix [F}, respectively. Therefore, jj(g;) can be written as jj(q;) = Jj(q;) + 6J5(g;) where 6.J%(q;)
is a well-defined quantity that vanishes in some finite-u subspaces and more generally for © — oo .

While the 8 = ¢,nn band current spectra Jg(qj) = —Js(qj), Eq. (@I, refer to the charge current of a n-Bethe
state, Eq. (@0), the 8 = ¢,nn band elementary currents jg(qj) = —js(q;), Eq. (B6), are associated with the difference
of the charge currents of two 7-Bethe states whose 8 = ¢, nn bands occupancies differ in the TL only in those of a
finite number of 8 = ¢, nn pseudoparticles. In terms of 5 = ¢,nn pseudoparticle elementary currents such current
deviations read,

L oo Lnn
8(JLws(les Ly Sy w) = Y 6Ne(a5) jelas) + Y Y Nyn(as) jun(g;) - (57)
j=1 n=1j=1

In the present case this refers within the TL to the charge current deviation of a given n-Bethe state relative to that
of the n-Bethe state with compact § = ¢,nn bands distributions from which it is generated by a finite number of
8 = ¢, nn pseudoparticle processes.

It follows from the exact properties considered in Section [ITAl that the charge currents vanish both in the M, =
25, = 0 and N, = (N, + N,) — 0 limits, respectively. That N, = (N. + N,) — 0 and thus N. + 32 | Ny — 0
implies that N, + > 2, 2n N, — 0 and thus that N, + 2II,, = (L — 2S,)) — 0. The 7-Bethe states corresponding to
these limits have compact distributions. We consider two types of states. Namely, n-Bethe states that are generated
from m, — 0 states by creation of a finite number of unpaired physical 7-spins 1/2. Moreover, n-Bethe states that
are generated from I, — 1 states and thus m,, — 1 states by creation of a finite number of charge pseudoparticles.
One finds within the TL from the use of Eq. (&1 that the charge currents of both such two types of states can be
written as,

L oo Lan
(Jows (e, Ly, Sy w)) =Y Ne(g5) Ge(@5) + D> Nunla) dan(g;) - (58)
j=1 n=1j=1

Hence within the TL this charge current expression is valid for both n-Bethe states for which (i) m, < 1 and (i)
m, — 1 provided that I, — 1, respectively. Its validity implies that the ¢; sums in Eq. (A10) of Appendix [Aland Eq.
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([B])), respectively, lead to exactly the same charge current. It does not imply though that the 5 = ¢, nn pseudoparticle
current spectra Jz(q;), Eq. (A1) of Appendix[Al and S = ¢, nn pseudoparticle elementary currents jg(g;) = —jg(qj),
Eq. (B), in these sums, respectively, are equal.

The ground state associated with each canonical ensemble is not populated by nn pseudoparticles and sn pseu-
doparticles with n > 1 spin-singlet pairs. The corresponding distributions refer to a particular case of those given in
Eq. (B3). Within the TL, it has ¢ and s1 bands compact and symmetrical distributions,

NE%(q;

) =1 for ¢; € [q;c,q}'c] otherwise Ng‘(qj) =0
Nﬁs(qj) = 1 for g; € [q}sl,qfﬁsl] otherwise Ng‘(qj) =0. (59)
+

where, except for w/L corrections, ¢, = +2kp and q}j,Esl = +kp for mj > 0 and m7 = 0.

B. The reference subspaces largest charge current absolute value

The T > 0 charge stiffness expression, Eq. ([@2), depends on the charge currents of 7-Bethe states belonging to S*S
subspaces. For each fixed density m, in the range m, € [|m;|,1] there is a large number of S*SLNg subspaces as
defined in Section [ITBl They are spanned by a set of n-Bethe states with fixed values of l,), n,, ns, and m, in the
intervals l,, € [my, 1], ny, € [0, (I, — my)/2], ns € [0, (1 —1,,)/2], and m, € [0, (1 — I,, — ng)], respectively.

The use of the simplified current expression, Eq. (B3], of the n-Bethe states with compact distributions, Eq. (&1I),
plays a key role in the present analysis. From it one finds that each S*SLNg subspace largest charge current absolute
value [(J}33s (lx, Ly, Sy, w))| has the general form,

|< an%/XS (lr7 L777 5777 u)>|ln;nn7ms;ns = Cln;nn7msxns 3 L mn (1 - mﬁ) ? (60)

where the coefficient Cln,nmms,m depends on u and on the densities I,,, n,, ms, and n,.

A S*SL subspace contains a set of S*SLN subspaces, one for each density [, in the interval l,, € [m,,, 1]. Within the
procedures used in this paper to derive suitable upper bounds, it is convenient to consider three limiting reference
S*SLN subspaces, which we call reference S*SLN subspace 1, 2, and 3, respectively. On the one hand, each S*SL
subspace only contains one reference S*SLN subspace 1 for which [,, = m,, and thus n,, — 0. On the other hand,
it contains a set of S*SLN subspaces for which /,, — 1, each corresponding to a fixed n, density in the interval
ny, € [0, (1—m,)/2]. Out of those, it only contains one reference S*SLN subspace 2 and one reference S*SLN subspace
3 for which n,, — (1 —m,;)/2 and n,, — 0, respectively.

Since l,, — 1 implies that [, — 0 and thus that my — 0 and n, — 0, the reference S*SLN subspaces 2 and 3
only contain one S*SLNgy subspace each, which we call reference S*SLNgx subspaces 2 and 3, respectively. Indeed,
they are at the same time S*SLN subspaces, S*SLNg subspaces, and S*SLNgy subspaces. In contrast, a reference
S*SLN subspace 1 contains a set of S*SLNg subspaces, one for each density mg in the interval m, € [0, (1 — my)].
Furthermore, inside each of the latter subspaces there is in general a set of S*SLNgxy subspaces for each density ng
in the range ns € [0, (1 — m, — m,)/2]. The reference S*SLNgn subspaces 1A and 1B considered here have a fixed
density ms in the interval m, € [0, (1 —m,)] and a maximum and a minimum density ns; — (1 —m, —ms)/2 and
ns — 0, respectively.

The 8 = ¢,nn bands for which Ng > 0 of the 7-Bethe states that span the four reference S*SLNgy subspaces 1A,
1B, 2, and 3 under consideration have occupancies such that NV g = 285, = my, L. Hence the contributions to the charge
current of such 8 = ¢,nn bands are free of virtual elementary charge currents cancelling, which much simplifies the
calculation of that current. The main effect of the virtual elementary current cancelling processes occurring for u > 0
in the remaining set of S*SLN gy subspaces of a S*S subspace corresponding to intermediate values of the densities
Ly € [my, 1], ny € [0, (I, — my)/2], ms € [0, (1 —1,)], and ns € [0, (1 — I, — m,)/2] that label these subspaces is that
the corresponding set of largest charge current absolute values, Eq. (60)), are in the TL continuous functions of such
densities. They smoothly vary between the largest charge current absolute values of the reference S*SLN gy subspaces
1A, 1B, 2, and 3 considered here.

For such limiting reference subspaces the use of the TBA equations, Eqs. (ATl and (A2) of Appendix[A] allows the
derivation of the general simplified current expression, Eq. (B3], for n-Bethe states with 8 = ¢, nn, sn bands compact
distributions of the general form, Eq. (EIl). Often such current expressions have though only simple analytical form in
the u — 0 and u > 1 limits. Within the set of limiting reference S*SLN gy subspaces 1A, 1B, 2, and 3, the problem
is most complex for the reference S*SLN sy subspace 1A, its analysis being addressed in more detail below in Section
IVCl In addition to the direct use of the equivalent charge current (Jrws(lx, Ly, Sy, u)) expressions, Eq. (53) and
Eq. (AIQ) of Appendix [A] to derive the coefficient Ci, n, m,n. in Eq. (60), one can use its limiting expressions, Eq.
(E8), which are valid in the m,, <« 1 limit and in the (1 —m,) < 1 limit provided that I, — 1.
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For a reference S*SLNgy subspace 1A of a S*S subspace as defined above one has that n. — (1 —my), 1y, — 0
forn =1,...,00, ng1 = (1 —my —my)/2, and ng, — 0 for n > 1. Hence the coefficient Ci, 1, m,n., Eq. (@0), only
depends on u and on the subspace fixed densities m, and m, and is thus called here Cy,, i, As further discussed in
Section [V .C] one finds that in this subspace that coefficient has the limiting behaviors,

Cmym, = 4 for my =0 and ms — 0

2 for m, €1[0,1] and ms — 1 —m,,
= 2 for m; -1 and m; — 0, (61)

for u — 0 and,

1 (In2\?
Crmyom, = 2 <1—|—§ <H—> +O(u4)> for m,, -0 and ms — 0
u

1/1-mg\>
_2<1—|—§( m) —|—(9(u4)> for my -0 and my — 1
u

= 2 for my, — 1 and ms; — 0, (62)

up to u~3 order, which is a good approximation for approximately v > 3/2. (Corresponding expansions of the
coefficient Cyy,, 1, up to u~* order and valid for the whole m,, € [0,1] interval are given in Section [V.Cl) For u > 0
and m, € [0, (1 —my)], the coefficient Cy,, m, smoothly increases upon increasing m,, from m,, = 0 until reaching a
maximum value at an u-dependent intermediate density m,,. Upon further increasing m,, it is a continuous decreasing
function of m,,. The largest Cy,, 1, value refers for any density m,, € [0,1] to the reference S*SLNgy subspace 1 for
which mgs — 0.

The reference S*SLNgy subspace 1B of a S*S subspace is such that n. — (1 —m,), ny, — 0 for n = 1,..., 00,
Ngp =1 for n = (L — 25, — 25,)/2, and ng, — 0 for n’ =1, ..., 00 (including for n’ = n within the TL.) In the case
of this subspace, the coefficient Cj, n, m,n., Eq. (€0), is for u > 0, m,, € [0,1], and m, € [0, (1 —m,)] found to be
independent of u and ms, so that it is here denoted by C,,,. It is found to read,

2 sin(mmy,)
my —

T (L —my) for m, €[0,1] and m, € [0, (1 —my,)]. (63)

It increases and decreases upon increasing m,, within the ranges m,, € [0,1/2] and m,, € [1/2, 1], respectively, reaching
a maximum value 8/7 at m,, = 1/2. Its limiting behaviors are,
Cm, = 2 for m; =0 and m, € [0,1]
8/m for m, =1/2 and m, € [0,1/2]
= 2 for my, — 1 and ms; — 0. (64)

For the reference S*SLNgy subspace 2 of a S*S subspace one has that n. — 0, n,n — (1 —my,)/2, ny, — 0 for
n > 1, and ng, — 0 for n =1, ..., 00. The corresponding coefficient Cj, n, m..n., Eq. @0), only depends on v and m,,,
so that we call it C,,, . Its limiting behaviors are found to be given by,

Cm, = 2 for u—0, my;—0, and ms — 0
= 2 for u—=0, my—=1, and ms — 0

= 21 for u>1, m; =0, and ms — 0
U

1
= — for u>»1, m,; =1, and mg; — 0. (65)
u

For u > 0 the coefficient C,,, is a continuous function of m, with a maximum value at a u-dependent intermediate
density m,,.

The reference S*SLN gy subspace 3 of a S*S subspace is such that n. — 0, N,;,, = 1 for n = (L — 2S5,))/2, nyns — 0
for n’ = 1, ..., 00 (including for n’ = n within the TL), and n,, — 0 for n = 1,...,00. The coefficient Cj, n, m,n., Eq.
(60), again only depends on u and m,,. It is here denoted by Cy,, . Its values in the v — 0 and » > 1 limits are for
the whole m,, € [0, 1] range given by,

3 us
Cm, = 2smn(172mn) for w—0, m, €[0,1], and ms — 0
n

= O(1/L)=0 in the TL for u>1, m, € [0,1[, and ms; — 0, (66)
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respectively. In the u — 0 limit it is thus a decreasing function of m, with limiting values,

Cm, = m for u—0, my—0, and ms; — 0
= 2 for u—0, m; —1, and my — 0. (67)

As mentioned above, the largest charge current absolute value, Eq. (60)), and thus the corresponding coefficient
Cl,.ny,ms . Of all remaining reference S*SLNgy subspaces contained in a S*S subspace is a continuous and smooth
function of the densities l,, € [my, 1], n, € [0, (I, — my)/2], ms € [0, (1 —{,)], and n, € [0, (1 — I, — ms)/2]. Such a
coefficient C, 1, m, n, varies between the limiting values of those of the limiting reference S*SLNgy subspaces 1A,
1B, 2, and 3. From analysis and comparison of the whole corresponding set of largest charge current absolute value
(I s (le, Ly, Sy, w))|, Eq. (60), one finds that the larger coefficients Cj, n, m,.n, are, on the one hand concerning the
density l,, € [my, 1], reached for some of the reference S*SLN g subspaces contained in the reference S*SLN 1 for which
l, — my,. Concerning the density n, € [0, (1 — m, —ms)/2] of the subset of reference S*SLN gy subspaces contained
in the reference S*SLN 1 for which {,, — m,, and thus n,, — 0 and m, € [0, (1 —m,,)], one finds in turn that the larger
coefficients Ci, 1, m,.n, in Eq. (60) are reached for the S*SLNgy subspaces 1A for which ny — (1 —m, —m,)/2 where
ms € [0, (1 —m,)]. This largest charge current absolute value of each S*S subspace is thus that used in the upper
bound procedures considered in the following and within the canonical ensemble in Section [Vl Actually, the absolute
largest coefficient Cy, n, m, n, is found to be that of the S*SLN gy subspace 1A of all S*S subspaces for which mg — 0.

In Appendix [C] the effect of varying u on the physical microscopic processes behind the largest charge current
absolute value of a S*S subspace reported in this section is addressed. (That such an effect is discussed in an Appendix
follows from the remaining studies of this paper accounting for it but not needing its detailed analysis, which requires
a relative long account that would affect the information flow on the main issues addressed in the following. The
information provided in Appendix [Clis though physically important, its presentation in that Appendix contributing to
the further understanding of the microscopic mechanisms behind the 1D Hubbard model charge transport properties.)

As discussed in Appendix [B] for m}, = 0 and in Appendix [Cl for m; € [0, 1], the physics is very different (i) at u = 0
and in the v — 0 limit and (ii) for finite v. In the latter Appendix it is shown that due to the v — 0 unbinding of
the n-spin singlet pairs that at finite v are bound within the composite nn pseudoparticles, the charge carriers that
interchange position with the M, unpaired physical 7-spins 1/2 that couple to charge probes are different in the v — 0
limit and for finite w. Their numbers read N, + 2IL,, = L — 2S5,, and N, = N, + N, respectively.

Another issue discussed in Appendix[Clrefers to the similarities and differences relative to the case of the spin stiffness
and currents of the spin-1/2 X X X chain, which are studied in Refs. |72, (73] by the upper-bound method used in this
paper. There is an advantage of that upper-bound method relative to more common numerical approximations used
to address the stiffness problem and the charge currents contributing to it. It is that such a method directly refers to
a representation in terms of which the microscopic mechanisms under consideration in the discussions of Appendix
refer to elementary processes of the fractionalized particles whose configurations generate the exact energy and
momentum eigenstates. Indeed, in terms of processes of the physical particles, the electrons, the present quantum
problem is non-perturbative, so that the microscopic mechanisms that control the charge currents corresponds to a
much more complex many-particle problem. This is one of the reasons why such mechanisms remain hidden under
the use of standard numerical techniques, which usually rely on the electron representation of the problem.

Other techniques that rely on the direct use of the BA quantum numbers without accounting for their relation to
the integrable models physical particles |12, [L5] also pause technical problems. This occurs for instance within the use
of phenomelogical spinon and antispinon representations of the BA quantum numbers whose relation to the physical
particles remains undefined [15]. Moreover, in the case of some integrable models such as the present 1D Hubbard
model, divergences emerge at the densities at which the Mazur’s inequality is inconclusive in the stiffness expressions
obtained from the second derivative of the energy eigenvalues relative to the uniform vector potential obtained from
the BA. These divergences can though be avoided. This is accomplished if one rather expresses the stiffness in terms
of charge current operator expectation values, as within the method used in this paper.

C. The S*S subspaces largest charge current absolute value

In this section we provide further useful information on the largest charge current absolute value [(J7 (L, Sy, w))|
of a reference S*SLNgy subspace 1A, which for any fixed density m; is the largest charge current absolute value of
the corresponding S*S subspace. (Here L, was removed from [(Jrwg(Ix, Ly, Sy, u))| because L, = 25, for a reference
S#SLN subspace 1 where the S*SLNgx subspaces 1A are contained.)

For the 1D Hubbard model in a reference S*SLN subspace 1 the general 7-Bethe-state charge current expression,
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Eq. (0), simplifies to,

2¢sin k(q;)

m for qj S [—7T,7T] . (68)

L
(Jows(le, Syow)) = > NMgz) T2 (q;) where JP(g;) =
j=1

Moreover, for n-Bethe states with ¢ and sn bands compact distributions of general form, Eq. (&I), belonging to the
reference S*SLN subspace 1, the charge current expression, Eq. (53), further simplifies for densities |m;| € [0, 1] and
My € [ler;|7 1]’

TLt
T

(Jrws (e, Sy, u)) = (¢) cos k(e ) - (69)

=%

Thus this applies to any S*SLNgy subspace contained in a reference S*SLN subspace 1 whose densities mg € [0, (1 —
my)] and ng € [0, (1 —m, —my)]/2 have fixed values.

In the following we consider the reference S*SLNgy subspaces 1A of interest for our upper-bound procedures for
which ng — (1 —m, —m,)/2 where the density m, has a fixed value in the interval m € [0, (1 —m,)]. The derivation
of the c-band current spectrum J?(g;) in Eq. (68)) involves the solution of the TBA equations, Eqs. (Al and (A2), to
derive the momentum rapidity function k°(g;) and related distribution 27p.(k°(g;)) of the n-Bethe states that span
the reference S*SLN subspaces 1A of a S?S subspace. This is simplest to be accomplished in terms of u~! expansions
of such a function and distribution, which for densities m, € [0,1] and m, € [0,(1 — m,)] leads to the following
universal expansion for J”(g;) up to u~2 order,

s . s)2 3 . .
JM(q;) = 2tsing; — 2t s gin 2q; + 6t (nn ) (1 ~5 sin? qj> sing; . (70)
U u
Here,
Nys = (1 —m, —ms)gs where
gs = In2 for my -0 and gs =1 for mg = 1—m,. (71)

gs = gs(ms) € [In2,1] is in these equations a continuous increasing function of the spin density m;.

For j > 2 orders u~7 the calculations become a more complex technical problem. Analysis of the interplay of the
TBA equations with those that define the charge operator expectation values reveals that the c-band current spectrum
Jf(qj) expansion terms of such j > 2 orders are state dependent. As an example, two current spectra expansions
up to u 2 order are derived in Appendix [Gl for n-Bethe states that span two reference S*SLNgx subspaces 1A with
limiting spin densities ms = 0 and m, — 1 — m,,, respectively. For the former spin density, the obtained expansion
refers to n-Bethe states with compact distributions of general form, Eq. (EII), belonging to the reference S*SLNgy
subspaces 1A under consideration and 7-Bethe states generated from those by a finite number of ¢-band particle-hole
processes. It reads,

1-— In2 1-— In2)?2 3
JMq;) = 2tsing; — 2t % sin 2¢; + 6t ((ﬂ;—g)n) (1 ~3 sin? qj> sin ¢;
(1 —m,)In2)3 8 . .
— 4 u—g 1- 3 sin? q; | sin2gq;
3t¢(3 4 3 1
+ 1(?5;3) <(1 —my) (1 + 3 sin® qj> + é L:Zi(b) c0s(qpe.r) (sin %~ 3 sin(q%c7T))> sin 2g; . (72)

That its terms up to u=2 order and of u~3 order do not depend and depend on the limiting momenta ¢4, . associated
with the states with compact and asymmetrical c-band distributions considered here is consistent with their state
independence and state dependence, respectively.

The expansion up to u~3 order of J"(¢;) obtained in Appendix [Gl for the reference S*SLNgx subspaces 1A with
spin ms; — 1 —m,, is of second order in (1 — m, —m,) < 1 and is given by,

(om el (3

u? 2

(1 —my, —ms)

JMq;) = 2tsing; — 2t sin 2q; + 6t sin’ qj> sin g;

4t (1 —my —ms)

+ I — sin? g; sin2q; + O((1 — My — ms)g) . (73)
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The reference S*SLN g subspaces 1A associated with the (1 —m, —m,) < 1 limit is the only one for which the terms
up to second order in (1 —m, —ms) of J(g;) are state independent for any u > 0 value. Note that the terms of u =3
order in Egs. ([2) and (73)), respectively, have a completely different form for the two reference S*SLNgy subspaces
1A for which ms = 0 and mys — 1 — m,,, respectively.

The use in the general expansion, Eq. (70), of J”(g;) up to u=2 order valid for the densities intervals m,, € [0, 1]
and m € [0, (1 —m,,)] of the reference S*SLN subspaces 1A of the n,, = (1—m,) In2 and n,s = (1 —m, —m,) values
of the function g5 given in Eq. (7)) specific to its ms = 0 and ms — 1 —m,, reference S*SLNgy subspaces 1A recovers
the terms up to u =2 order in Eqs. (72) and Eq. (73)), respectively. The calculations reported in Appendix [Glto derive
the expansions given in these equations are more complex for the mg = 0 reference S*SLN gy subspaces 1A than for
that for which ms — 1 — m,,. For the former m; = 0 subspace, the distribution 27p.(k) in the J"(q;) expression in
Eq. (68) and the function g.(k) that is the inverse of the momentum rapidity functional k¢(q) also appearing in that
expression are in Appendix [Gl expanded in powers of v~/ for all j =1, ..., 00 orders.

From the use of Eq. ({f0]) in the general expression for (Jrws(lr, Sy, u)) in Eq. (68) with compact distributions of
general form, Eq. (5II), one finds the following expansion up to u~2 order of the charge current expression, Eq. (69),
valid for the reference S*SLN subspace 1A,

TLt TLtngs

<jLWS (lr? 5777 u)> = T (L) COS(Q%CJ) + T U Z(L) Sin2 (q;—'cn’)

1=+ =%

T3Lt /mps\2 ) ) )
27 ( . ) Z (L) 81n2 (qFC,T) Cos(ch,T) . (74)
=%

u

Here g, , with 7 = + and « = =+ are the ¢ band limiting occupancy momenta in Eq. (B2) for 8 = c. Terms of

u™3 order of the charge current expression, Eq. ([6J), are derived in Appendix [Gl for the mys = 0 and m; — 1 —m,,
reference S*SLNgy subspaces 1A and the whole m,, € [0, 1] range, with the results,

sl syy) = T (U5 (1 A, ) snia )

™ u —t
73C(3) Lt 2 L.
e SO0 =) (14 i)
T / u . L . . . 2/ 4
- % (L )COS(qFC,T) (Sln(ch,T) - 251n(ch,‘r)>}Sln (ch,‘r) for my = 0, (75)
V==

and
T(1—my—ms) Lt
3 u?

(J (e, Spyu)) = —

+ O((1 —my —mg)?) for (1 —m,—m) <1, (76)

respectively. (The expansion term of u~2 order, Eq. (76), only includes contributions up to second order in (1 —m,, —
ms) < 1.)
The following expansion of the limiting occupancy momenta gj.. , maximizes the u™~ 3 order expansion of the charge
current absolute value, Eq. (€9), for all densities ranges |m;| € [O 1], my € [Im;],1], and ms € [0, (1 — my)] of the
reference S*SLN subspaces 1A,

1
(u=?) for m, € {O, 3~ 5,7;5}

. T
Apc,— = 5"’”””77

m—(1—1¢)mm, for m, € [ — Oy 5} ,

v = 7= 0=t =) o < [543
™ -3 1 U
T2 +um(1 —my) (u™?) for my, € + Onss 1 (77)
where ¢+ = 4+ and,
w (1 — ms) Js _3
gu, = o). (78)

U
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The corresponding largest charge current absolute value of general form, Eq. (60), of such a reference S*SLN subspace
can be written as,

|< s, Sm“»l = Cmn,ms tLmy, (1 - mn) ) (79)

where C,, m, stands for the coefficient whose limiting values are provided in Egs. (GI) and (62). It reaches as a
function of m, and for v > 0 and m, € [0, (1 — m,)] a maximum value at an u-dependent intermediate density m,,,
being a continuous increasing and decreasing function of m, below and above that density, respectively. At fixed my,,
its largest value is reached for the ms = 0 reference S*SLNgy subspace 1A.

The coefficient Cy,, m, limiting values valid for v — 0, which from Eq. (6I)) read,

Cmym, = 4 for my =0 and ms — 0
= 2 for m, €[0,1] and ms — 1 —m,
= 2 for my; — 1 and my; — 0, (80)

follow from those in Eq. (G21)) of Appendix [Gl for the largest charge current absolute value derived in that Appendix
for m, < 1 and (1 —m,;) < 1.

Moreover, from the use of the expansion up to u~2 order of |<j2“§vxs(lr, Sy, w))|, Eq. (G22)) of Appendix[Gl one finds
that up to that order the coefficient Ci,, ., in Eq. (@) is for densities m,, € [0,1] and m; € [0, (1 —m,;)] of reference
S*SLN subspaces 1A given by,

i 2
Cmym, = 2 _sinmmy) (1 T (%) <1 — %cos(wmn) — %sin2(7rmn)>)

7 my (1 —my) 2\
1
2
2 .2 2 s 3 s
_ 2 sin®(wmy) (1 4+ 20 (1 + Eni cos(27rmn)> 0052(7Tmn)>
u u

;mn(l —my

for m, € |0, 5;75] and ms € [0, (1 —my)]

~—

u 1 U
— 6o, 3 + 5775] and mg € [0, (1 —my)]

_ 2 _sin(mmy) (1 T (ngs)z <1 + % cos(mmy) — gsin2(7fmn)>)

7 my (1 —my) 2

r 1
N~

for m,, €

ns?

for m, € [% + 0y 1} and m, €0, (1 —my)]. (81)

Both for m, € [0,1/2 — é%] and m, € [1/2 + 6}, 1] the terms of orders u~', u~3, and remaining odd orders v~/
where j = 5,7, ... of this coefficient expansion exactly vanish.

Finally, from the use of Eqs. (G23)) and (G24) of Appendix[Glone finds that the terms of u= order of the coefficient
Cin,.m, in Eq. () are for the m, = 0 and ms; — 1 — m,, reference S*SLNgx subspaces 1A and the whole density

interval m, € [0, 1] given by,

1
c® = 0+0w™) for m, € {0, - 5;75} and ms =0

My, Ms 2

_ sin®(2mm,,) I ((1 - mn)ln2)3 (1 — %sin2(2ﬂmn)>

mmy (1 —my) u

+ 0 (0 (14 Zenmmy ) + 1 (1 Jeostormy Y sntarm) )

ns?

1 1
4 u u _
+ O(u™") for m, € [5—5 5—!—5,75] and mgs =0

1
= 0+0(u™?) for m, € [5 + O 1] and m, =0, (82)
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My ,m

1
o®) L= 0+ O(u=?) for m, € {0,5 —5;75} and ms — 1 —m,,

_sin(2mmy) (1 —my, —my)
= T 3ra? my(—my) 01 = my = ms)*)

1
for m, € [2 Oyss +6“} and m, — 1 —m,
)

= 0+0(@u™?) for my, € { + 8y ] and mg =1 —m,,

respectively. (The terms in Eq. (83) only include the contributions up to second order in (1 —m, — m;) < 1.)

V. CHARGE STIFFNESS UPPER BOUNDS WITHIN THE CANONICAL ENSEMBLE

The function,

Jmax (1.8, u))]
LWS2Sn K = t (1 - mn) Cmn;ms 9

FUB(mn,u) = I

where Cy,, m, is the coefficient in Eqs. (9)-(83)), is a continuous and decreasing function of m,, for u > 0, m,, €

and mg € [0, (1 —m,)]. It has limiting behaviors,
FUB(m,,u) = 4t

(
2t (

t(1 —m,) for m, €[0,1], ms —>1—m,, and uv—0

1—-m,) for m; -0, my =0, and v —0

= 2t(1-my) for my =1, my—0, and u—0
2t sin(mmy,)

— ZUSIT) 0,1], ms €[0,(1—m,)|, and .
— or m, €1[0,1], ms €[0,(1 —m,)], and u — oo

Its derivative with respect to m,, is such that,
8FUB (mﬁv u)

omy,
8FUB (mﬁv u)

omy,

= 0 for m,; -0, ms;€0,1], and u >0,

< 0 for m, €]0,1], ms€[0,(1 —m,)], and u>0.

It has the limiting behaviors,

8FUB (mﬁv u)

Ty = 0 for m; -0, ms;€0,1], and u—0,

= —4t for my; =+ 1, mg—0, and u—0,
2 (sin(wmn)

my My

A first stiffness upper bound,

(2Sz)2 L/2
D) = g D Dopsas;(FU%mn )’
Sp=187] I
2( L/2
= Z Zpl Sy Sn mn,ms (1_mn)2’
Sp=[S7] I

- cos(wmn)) for m, €[0,1], ms €[0,(1 —m,)], and v — co.
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(83)

(84)

[0,1],

(87)

(88)

is obtained within the canonical ensemble by replacing the moduli of the expectation values <j tws(le, Ly, Sy, w)) of
n-Bethe states with the same .S, value in the stiffness expression, Eq. (#2), by the upper bound of the largest absolute

value of the charge current, Eq. (79).
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For each fixed-S7 and S7 = 0 canonical ensemble, the largest value of F' YB(m,,,u) in the S, summation of Eq. (B8]
is that referring to the minimum S, and S; values, S, = [S;| = m; L/2 and S5 = [S7| = 0, respectively, such that
my, = m; and ms = m; = 0. This follows from the function F UB(m,,, u) smoothly decreasing upon increasing m,.
The same applies upon increasing mg at finite u. A second stiffness upper bound is then reached by replacing in Eq.

(B8) the function FVB(m,, u) by its largest value,
FUB(m}, u) = t Crpz o (1 —mj) for m € [0,1]. (89)

Here Cm;,o is obtained by replacing m, and ms by m; and m7 = 0, respectively, in the expression of the coefficient

Cm, m.- The state summations in Eq. (88) can then be performed exactly for all finite temperatures 7' > 0. Indeed,
the probability distribution py, g, sz in each fixed-S} canonical ensemble is normalized as,

L/2
Y D pus,s; =1 (90)
S,,:\S;\ N

Such state summations account for the subspace dimensions and thus as well for the full S? = 0 subspace dimension.
For T > 0 the resulting (larger) upper bound D**(T') > D*(T) > D(T'), then becomes,

t2C2%. o L
D™ (T) = 277"1 (1- mf,)2 (mfl)2 for mp €10,1] and m; =0. (91)

For mj <1 and m7 = 0 its values continuously vary from,

*ok 16 t2 L z\2
for u — 0 to,
*ok 4 t2 L z\2
D™(T) = Tor (mn) ) (93)

for u > 1 whereas for (1 —m;) < 1 and m7 = 0 it is given by,

2
D (1) = T () (94)

for all u > 0 values.
In the u — oo limit, it has the following simple expression for m? = 0 and the whole m; € [0, 1] interval,

2t /m)? sin?(wm?) L 2t /m)? sin?(7(1 — m?)) L
D**(T):( /7) S;I;(ﬂ'mn) _ @t/m) smz(;( ms)) for m?e[0,1] and m: =0. (95)

The charge stiffness of the 1D Hubbard model was studied in Ref. [13] for large u, where it was shown to exactly
vanish in the m; — 0 limit. As found in that reference, for m; finite the charge stiffness of the 1D Hubbard and that
for spinless fermions alone are different even in the © — oo limit, as illustrated in Fig. 1 of that reference for a finite
system. Such a different behavior persists in the TL and is due to the spinless-fermion phase shifts imposed by the

spins 1/2 [56].

The coefficient ¢. in the upper bound, Eq. (6l), then smoothly varies from ¢, = 16 for u — 0 to ¢, = 4 for u > 1
whereas the coefficient ¢/ in the upper bound, Eq. (), reads ¢, = 4 for the whole u > 0 range. This completes our
finding of a vanishing charge stiffness in the TL, L — oo, within the canonical ensemble for any fixed range or even
distribution of S, or any distribution of m; shrinking sufficiently fast that ((m;)?)L — 0.
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VI. STIFFNESS UPPER BOUNDS WITHIN THE GRAND-CANONICAL ENSEMBLE FOR T — oo

The average value of the square of the charge current |(J(ly, Ly, Sy, Sz, u))|?, Eq. @9), in a fixed-S; and S =0
subspace that contains the set of S*S subspaces with n-spin Values Sy = TSZ s 1S5+ 1,155] + 2, ..., reads,

z L,/2 J lyy Ly, Sy,u 2
R ; (257)? > =215z >, \SZ|ZZ - LWS((2sn)72 2.1}
(It Ly Sy S5 ) ) = R
K ZL,,_2\S \ZS,, [Sz| dbubbpace(LmS )

(2832 L, cojsy S sy T, Srtralgiaytael
L Ly/2 (L—L,)/2 L L, L—L L—L,
ELN:2|S57| an:|SZ| Zs =0 (L”) X (( /28, )= (L L,/2—5 1)) X (((L—Ln)/g—ss) - ((L—Ln)/2—7SS—1))
. L,/2 [(J (I, Ly, Sn,u)
(25 ) ZL 72|SZ|ZSN |sz\Zl LWS(25777)12 =il

- 2 2 00 ’ (96)
Eéy,:2|sg|2§;i|SZ|25L—g / ( ) (E{Nm} I (Nm)) X (Z{Nsn,} || B (sznl,))

The subspaces dimensions appearing here are defined in Appendix [E] and useful information on the corresponding
states summations was given in Section [ITBl
We denote by {(Jrws)|aq n,) @ S*SLN subspace current absolute value average. It is given by,

Zl; |<jLWS(l:1 7L777 S777“’)>|

L—L,)/2 Z _

(sszo W/ ( ) (Z{ (Nyn) iy, mapnp b Hn 1 ( m)) X (((Lfén)%fss) - ((Lfo)/gissﬂ))
(97)

Here [} = denotes I for the set of 7)-Bethe states with fixed values for the densities l;;, m;, and n, that span a

S*SLN subspace and the sum Zl; runs over all e-band, nn-bands of n = 1, ..., 0o branches, and sn-band occupancy

n-Mn s

|<JLWS> |A(ln,mmnp) =

configurations of spin S, = 0,1,...,(L — L,)/2 that generate such 7-Bethe states. They have the same numbers

M, = 28,, of unpaired n-spins 1/2 and N, = N. + N,,, Eq. (@3), of charge pseudoparticles where N, = L — L,,.

The S*SLN subspace dimension »_,. 1 is given in the denominator on the right-hand side of Eq. (@7). Hence the
e

summation (Vo) } runs over all sets of nn pseudoparticle numbers {N,,} that obey both the sum rules
n)ly,my,np

Sy Nyp = (Ly — 2S,) =11, Eq. (@) for a =7, and Ny = " | Ny = (L — NJ1)/2, Eq. @0) for o = 1.

For finite u a reference S*SLN subspace largest charge current absolute value is proportional to M, N,. That in
Eq. (@0) it is written as proportional to m,, (1 —m,) and thus to 25, (L — 25,,) follows from the expression given in
that equation applying both to u — 0 and to finite u. Indeed and as justified in Appendix [T the carriers of charge
are different for v — 0 and finite u, respectively. As a result, such a largest charge current absolute value can be
written as proportional to 25, (L — 25,) and M, N, for v — 0 and finite u, respectively. (If one requires it to apply
both to the u — 0 limit and to finite u, then it should be written as given in Eq. (60).)

That each S*SLN subspace of a S*S subspace is spanned by 7-Bethe states with exactly the same number N, =
N, + N, of charge pseudoparticles simplifies the form of the current absolute values average, Eq. (@17). Its expression
can for u > 0 be written in the general form,

. 1
|<JLWS>|A(ln7mnxnp) = Jp 415’!7177 \/2Np = Z Jp 415]\477 \/2Np. (98)

The coefficient .J, obeys the inequality J, < 1, being of the order of unity. While for u > 0 the largest charge
current absolute value of a reference S*SLN subspace is proportional to M, N,, such a subspace average current
absolute value, Eq. (@), is proportional to M, \/N_p. That |<jLWS>|A(ln,mn,np) x M, \/N_p stems from the energy
and momentum eigenstates that span the S*SLN subspace being generated by all possible occupancy configurations
of the NV, = N. + N,, charge pseudoparticles.

For all S*SLN subspaces contained in a S*S subspace the density m, = m; in Eq. @8) has a fixed value. This
combined with J, < 1 being of the order of the unity reveals that the S*SLN subspace in a S*S subspace whose
current absolute value average, Eq (@), is largest is that for which N, reaches its maximum value. One finds from
N, = L — (L, + N};)/2 where N}y = 25, + > ,2(n — 1)Ny,, Eq. @24) for an = 51, that the latter maximum
value refers to the SZS subspace minimum N/ ;1 value, which for the corresponding fixed 7-spin 5, reads ,71 =25,.
This gives N, = L — (L, + 25,)/2. For general S*SLN subspaces of a S*S subspace for which an = 25, and thus
N, = L —1I, one has that Nnn =0 for n > 1, so that N, = L — (L,,+28S,,)/2 = N.+ N,;; where N. = L —25, _2Nn1
and thus N, = L —28,, — N,;. Further maximizing N, at the S*S subspace fixed S, value corresponds to minimizing
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L,,, which gives L, = 25,, and thus IV,; = 0. This corresponds to reference S*SLN subspace 1 of the S*S subspace
under consideration for which /,, =+ m,, and thus n,, — 0, so that it is indeed spanned by a subset of 7-Bethe states
for which N, = N,. For such states N, reaches its maximum value, N, = L — 25,,. A reference S*SLN subspace 1
current absolute value average, Eq. (@), can be written as,

A 1
|<JLWS>|A(mn) = Jpl 4tmn \/QNP = Z Jpl 4tM77 \/2Np. (99)

Since l,, = m,, and n, = 1 —I,, = 1 — m,, the index A(l,), m,,n,) in the general S*SLN subspace current absolute
value average, Eq. (@8]), was for the particular case of the S*SLN subspace 1 denoted by A(m,,) in Eq. ([@3J).

The spin degrees of freedom do not couple directly to charge probes and the charge currents do not depend on
the spin-singlet sn pseudoparticle occupancy configurations associated with the sn-bands momentum distribution
functions Ny, (g;). However, for finite u the charge current spectra of the n-Bethe states that span a reference S*SLN
subspace 1 depend on the spin density mgs and overall spin sn pseudoparticle density ns. As a consequence, the
corresponding coefficient J, in Eq. (@8)) also depends on the densities m, and n.

One finds that finite-u n-Bethe states contained in a reference S*SLN subspace 1 with exactly the same ¢ pseu-
doparticle occupancy configurations have for any fixed density m in the interval my € [0, (1 —m,,)] the largest charge
current absolute values for the S*SLNgy subspaces 1A for which the density n, € [0, (1 —m, —m,)/2] in Eq. {@])
has its largest value, ny = n®* = (1 — m, — m,)/2. Only in the v — oo limit in which all spin configurations
are degenerate have these states the same charge currents absolute values. Limiting examples are (i) the S*SLNgn
subspace 1A and (ii) the S*SLN gy subspace 1B. Both such S*SLN gy subspaces of a reference S*SLN subspace 1 have
fixed densities 1, = my,, ny, — 0, my € [0,1], and m, € [0, (1 —m,)]. Their density n, is given by (i) its maximum
value ngy — (1 —m, —m,)/2 and (ii) minimum value ny — 0, respectively.

We thus consider here a subspace contained in a reference S*SLN subspace 1 that we call S*SLNy, subspace. It
is spanned by 7-Bethe states with spin values Sy = 0,1, ..., L — L, whose overall number of sn pseudoparticles reads
Ny = Ng = (L — L,, — 25,)/2 for each such a spin value. Hence the S*SLNy, subspace corresponds to the set of
reference S*SLNgy subspaces 1A, each with a fixed density ms € [0,(1 — m,;)]. Its current absolute value average
thus reads,

El;p |<jLWS(l:§paLmSmu)>|

o ) % (Rt T () % (47255525

s

{TLws)| Ar (my) = ; (100)

where ((L _2%7; 255)/ 2) is the number of independent sl-band occupancy configurations for each of the spin values

Sy =0,1,...,L— L,. The S*SLNy, dimension >« 1lis given by the denominator on the right-hand side of Eq. (I00).

The current absolute value average, Eq. (I00), can be written as,

. 1
|<Jst>|A(mmn§nax) = JplN 415’!7177 \/2Np = Z JplN 415]\477 \/2Np. (101)

The difference relative to the current absolute value average, Eq. (@8], of the reference S*SLN subspace 1 where the
S*SLNy, subspace is contained is that J,1x > Jp1.

Each S*S subspace only contains one reference S*SLN subspace 1. Since a reference S*SLN subspace 1 only contains
one S*SLNy, subspace, a S*S subspace also only contains one S*SLNy, subspace. Let (J(I7, Sy, S;,u)) denote the
currents of the energy and momentum eigenstates that span a reduced subspace of the fixed-S? and S? = 0 subspace
obtained by replacing each of its S*S subspaces by the corresponding S*SLN y, subspace. Here [ stands for all quantum
numbers other than S,, S7, and u > 0 needed to uniquely define each such an energy and momentum eigenstate. An

important quantity for our upper-bound procedures is the average value of the current square |<j (12, Sy, Sy, u))|? in
the reduced subspace under consideration, which reads,

z L/2 [(Jrws (7, Sy ,u))|®
(2577)2 S,=|5z] Zzg wazs—n)?7

N =L/2 (L—25)/2 / L L—28,425,)/2\ '
S 1V Sy=1S:| 2.8.=0 " (2sn) x (¢ 25, 72

(T2, Sy, 55, 2) (102)

Here Y., 1 = ZgL:gs”)/2 (5 ) x ((£72554252)/2) i5 the dimension of that reduced subspace.
r 5= n s

Jp1 =max{J,} is in Eq. ([@9) for the reference S*SLN subspace 1 the largest coefficient J, in Eq. (08) of all S*SLN

subspaces contained in a S*S subspace with density m, = m;. Moreover, the inequality J,1ny > Jy1 involving the

coefficients of the current absolute value averages in Eqs. (Q9) and (I0I)) is valid for all fixed densities m,, € [0,1]
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of the corresponding reference S*SLN subspace 1 and S*SLNy, subspace belonging to the same S*S subspace. A
consequence of such properties is that the following inequality involving the average values of the square of the charge
current in Eqgs. (@6]) and (I02) holds,

(0GS558 > (10 LS S50 (103

Sz1N

For high temperature T' — oo, the T' > 0 expression of the charge stiffness, Eq. ([@2), simplifies to,

L Ly/2 [(Jows (lx, Ly, Syu)) |2
(257)% 21,=2153] 2o5,— \szwzl B EEA R

D(T) = i3
2LT ZL,,_2\S \ZSZ [Sz| d:f/uvt[)/biace(Ln?Sn)
(It L, 5, S5, 0)F )
= 1 . 1 4
2LT (104)
A high temperature 7' — oo charge stiffness upper bound,
L/2 (Jows(12,8,,u))?
D°(T) = (257) —Is;| Sy L
- L/2 (L 25,)/2 L—28,+25,)/2
2LT Es,, 15z ] Y50 S,,) X (( 2; / )
710 z
(T2, Lo, Sy S5 0P
= U , (105)

2LT

such that D(T') < D°(T) then follows from the inequality, Eq. (I03]).

As mentioned above, a S*SLN, subspace can be divided into a set of reference S*SLNgn subspaces 1A, each with
a fixed density m, € [0, (1 —m,,)]. In Appendix [Hlit is shown that a corresponding charge stiffness upper bound only
involving the S; = 0 contributions from the mg = 0 reference S*SLNgxy subspace 1A is larger than that given in Eq.
(I03). This gives our ultimate charge stiffness upper bound within the grand canonical ensemble for the TL and high
temperature 7' — o0,
(257)° Esn |5 | Zzo JLszlS )Smum

2LT L/2 ( L )
Sy=|Sz] \28,

D*(T) =

; (106)

where J"(g;) is the general current spectrum in Eq. (68) for Sy = 0. Up to u~2 order it is given in Eq. (Z0) for
Ss = 0. It thus reads,

1—m,)n2 1—m,)n2\°
JM(q;) = 2tsing; — 2t% sin 2q; + 6t (%) <1 - gsin2 qj) sing; . (107)

The general current spectrum in Eq. (68) has up to u~2 order the same universal form for all n-Bethe states that
span the reference S*SLNgy subspaces 1A, Eq. ([{0) for m, € [0, (1 — my,)] and Eq. (I07) at mg = 0.

In Appendix [H the current spectrum, Eq. ({07, is used in the charge stiffness upper bound, Eq. (I08]), to derive
the following exact expansion up to u~2 order of that upper bound valid in the TL for m; € [0,1/2],

0O Cgct2 z\2 2 In2 ’
D(T) < D*®(T) = 5T (m;)° where cge =27~ | 1+ 5y . (108)

On the one hand, this expression applies to the mj <1 limit. The charge stiffness Mazur’s lower bound has been
derived for T — oo in Ref. [66]. In the SZ = 0 case considered in the upper-bound studies of this paper, one finds
that the charge stiffness Mazur’s lower bound DM#(T') can be written as given in Eq. (HIT7) of Appendix [l From the
combined use of that equation and Eq. ([I08) one finds that in the m; < 1 limit of more interest for our study and

cul

up to O(u~2) order the charge stiffness is of the form D(t) = 2—T2(mf7)2 where the coefficient ¢, obeys the double
inequality,

1/v3\° n2\ 2
211- A <eg<om? |14 (22 for m? < 1. (109)
2u 2u n
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Here 1/\/5 ~ 0.707 and In 2 ~ 0.693 have near values.
On the other hand, the use of the current spectrum, Eq. (I07), in the upper bound, Eq. (I06)), trivially leads in
the n, = (1 —m;) < 1 limit to,

c 12
D(T)=D*(T) = %(1 —m,) where c'gC =2. (110)

In the ne = (1 —m}) < 1 limit the upper bound, Eq. (I06), equals up to O(u~?) order the charge stiffness, so that
the expression, Eq. ([II0), gives the exact asymptotic behavior in that limit of the charge stiffness for T' — oo in the
TL.

On the one hand, the coefficient ¢, in the upper bound, Eq. (&), smoothly slightly increases from ¢y = 272 ~ 19.74
for u — oo upon decreasing u at least down to u ~ 3/2 within the u > 3/2 range for which its O(u~?) order expansion
remains a good approximation. At u ~ 3/2 it reads ¢ge = 27%(1 4+ (In2/3)?) &~ 20.79. On the other hand, the
coefficient cj. in the upper bound, Eq. (@), reads c,. = 2 up to O(u=2).

This completes our finding of a vanishing charge stiffness in the TL, L — oo, within the grand-canonical ensemble
for T'— oo and any fixed range or even distribution of Sy, or any distribution of m; shrinking sufficiently fast that

((m3)2) = 0.

VII. CONCLUDING REMARKS

At U = 0 the charge stiffness D(T') of the 1D Hubbard model is a simple problem in terms of the non-interacting
electron representation. It is found to be finite at m; = 0, both at zero and finite temperature. D(T') > 0 reaches a
maximum value at T = 0, max D(T') = D(0) = 2t/m, behaving for low and high temperature T" as [D(0) — D(T')] x
T? > 0 and D(T)  1/T, respectively. (The qualitative difference of the U = 0 and u > 0 physics and the related
T > 0 transition that occurs at U = U, = 0 is an issue discussed in Appendix [Bl for my; — 0 and m; = 0 and in
Appendix [ for m; € [0,1].)

In this paper strong evidence is provided that the charge stiffness of the 1D Hubbard model vanishes at m; = 0 for
T > 0 and the whole u > 0 range in the TL within the canonical ensemble. For finite temperatures this leaves out,
marginally, the grand canonical ensemble in which ((m)?*) = O(1/L). However, the following properties lead us to
expect that our prediction remains valid at finite temperatures in the grand-canonical ensemble case, in accord with
the usual expectation of the equivalence of ensembles in the TL.

First, we have specifically confirmed the validity of this expectation in the limit of very high temperature 7" — co.
The corresponding high-temperature charge stiffness upper bound, Eq. (I08), confirms that for T — oo the charge
stiffness of the 1D Hubbard model vanishes in the TL in the chemical potential p — p,, limit where (p — u,,) > 0 and
2/1,, is the Mott-Hubbard gap, Eq. (A9) of Appendix [Al That upper bound was computed up to u~2 order, which
applies for approximately u > 3/2, yet it is expected that similar results apply for v > 0.

Second, at zero temperature and m; = 0 the charge Drude weight is given in the TL by D(0) = 2t/m at U = 0
and vanishes for v > 0 [35, [67]. That it vanishes at ' = 0 for u > 0 reveals that a finite charge stiffness D(T') for
T > 0 at m; = 0 would result from thermal fluctuations alone. That such fluctuations are largest at high temperature
thus provides strong evidence that our T — oo results within the grand-canonical ensemble apply as well to all
temperatures T' > 0.

Third, the large overestimate of the charge elementary currents we used in deriving the charge stiffness upper
bound, Eq. (@I, is consistent with such an expectation. Our canonical-ensemble charge stiffness upper bounds in
Eqgs. [@I)-(@4) are also valid for T"— co. Their comparison with those provided in Eqgs. (I08) and (II0) within the
grand-canonical ensemble confirms an average charge stiffness upper bound overestimation factor ¢2, = O(L). For
instance, 2, changes for u > 1 from c2, ~ (2/7?)L for my < 1 to 2, =n,L =N, for m; — 1. (For the S*SLN
subspace 1 that dominates the contributions to the charge stiffness, one has that 1 —m; = n. = n,.) In terms of
the charge current absolute values upper bounds derived for the canonical ensemble relative those constructed for the
grand canonical ensemble, this means for general S*SLN subspaces an average overestimation factor ¢ ~ v/L that
for u > 1 varies from coo & /(2/72)L for m; K 110 Coe & /My L = \/Fp for m7 — 1. This huge overestimate of the
charge elementary BA currents used in the computation of the charge Drude weight upper bound, Eq. (@I, provides
additional strong evidence that, as for high temperature T' — oo, the charge stiffness vanishes for finite temperatures
within the grand-canonical ensemble in the TL for chemical potential y — g, where (u — ) > 0.

The use of the general formalism of hydrodynamics introduced in Refs. |17,[18] provides further strong evidence that
the charge or spin stiffnesses vanish at finite temperatures within the grand canonical ensemble when the corresponding
chemical potentials vanish. (Within our notation, in the case of the charge degrees of freedom the chemical potential
of such references refers to (i — p,,).) The analysis of Refs. |17, [18] accounts for in the 1D Hubbard model the entire
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space of macro-states being in a one-to-one correspondence with particle-hole invariant commuting (fused) transfer
matrices, pertaining to a discrete family of unitary irreducible representations of the underlying quantum symmetry.
According to the authors of these references, this readily implies vanishing finite-temperature charge or spin Drude
weights when the corresponding chemical potentials vanish, irrespective of the interaction strength.

The problem studied in this paper refers though to a controversial issue, as different approaches yield contradictory
results [11H1&,[110-112]. This includes different methods based on the same TBA. Indeed we believe that the problem
is not the TBA but rather how to use the TBA to access the stiffness of each specific solvable model. As mentioned
in Section [l our v > 0 and mj = 0 predictions for D(T') agree with the conjectures of Ref. [11] and the exact large-u
results of Ref. |13]. The latter disagree with the prediction of Ref. [12] that D(T) should be finite in the TL for
u >0, T >0, and m; = 0. The exact large-u results of Ref. [13], which find that D(T) = 0 in the TL at mj = 0,
reveal that the results of Ref. |12] cannot be exact. Indeed, it is shown that if D(T) was finite in the TL for T' > 0
at m; = 0, the pre-factor of the exponential of the Mott-Hubbard gap, Eq. (A9) of Appendix [Al would be, at least,
of the order of t2/U, and not of the order one, as found in Ref. [12].

The method introduced in that reference for the 1D Hubbard model and used in Ref. [74] for the spin-1/2 XX Z
chain relies on the TBA. In the case of the spin-1/2 XX Z chain, it leads to completely different results from the
phenomenological method of Ref. [15], which however relies on a spinon and anti-spinon particle basis for the same
TBA. The studies of Refs. [T1-73] exclude the large spin stiffness found in Ref. [15] for the spin-1/2 X X X chain spin
stiffness for zero spin density and 7" > 0 in the TL.

On the one hand, the results of Refs. [72, (73] provide strong evidence that those of Ref. [74] for the spin-1/2 XX Z
and X X X chains spin stiffness are correct. On the other hand, our present results reveal that the results Ref. [12]
for the charge stiffness of the half-filled 1D Hubbard, which predict it to be finite at m; = 0 in the TL for u > 0 and
T > 0, are incorrect. This is despite such a prediction apparently relying on the TBA-based method that has been
used in Ref. |74] to derive the spin stiffness of the spin-1/2 XX Z and X X X chains.

The possible error source of the predictions of Ref. [12] is revealed by inspection of separate integrals of the
individual summands occurring in the integrands of Eq. (25) of that reference. One finds that such separate integrals
diverge at the hole concentration m; = 0 at which the general Mazur’s inequality is inconclusive. This turns out to be
a fatal problem in that equation. Also in the case of the spin-1/2 X X X chain the separate integrals of the individual
summands occurring in the integrands of Egs. (24) and (25) of Ref. [15] diverge at zero spin density or which the
general Mazur’s inequality is again inconclusive. However, there is evidence that such divergences can be removed in
the case of models whose stiffness is finite at zero temperature. This is the case of the spin-1/2 X X X chain in the
zero spin density limit |[74]. They are though a fatal problem for the 1D Hubbard model for my — 0, u > 0, and
T > 0, whose charge stiffness vanishes at T'= 0 for v > 0. This problem deserves though further investigations.

Finally, the lack of charge ballistic transport in the 1D Hubbard model for u > 0 also found in this paper indicates
that charge transport at high temperatures is dominated by a diffusive contribution.
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Appendix A: Functional representation for the TBA equations, 7-Bethe states energy eigenvalues, and charge
current operator expectation values

Here some TBA results needed for the studies of this paper are provided. This includes the 1D Hubbard model TBA
equations within the functional representation used in this paper. Furthermore, the model’s exact energy eigenvalues
and other energy scales related to them are also provided and the validity of the § = ¢, band hole representation of
the n-Bethe states charge currents in Eq. ({@0) is confirmed.

Within the pseudoparticle momentum distribution functional notation used in this paper, the TBA equations
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introduced in Ref. 4] read,

co L
— sin k¢(q;) — A*™(qy
¢ = Z Z Nen(gy arctan< ( J)nu (9;7)
n=1j'=1

: &~
n g

ink(q;) — A" (q;
Nyn(gjr) arctan <s1n (qj)nu (9, )) for j=1,.., L, (A1)

hlw

and

— 6&,7] L an Y @ C .,
4 = day Z arcsin(A*"(g;) —itu) + 20 Z Ne(gjr) arctan (A (g;) = sin k*(q; ))

1=+1 L j/=1 nu
Lo A" (q5) = A" (1)
AP Nan«qu)@m/( BT )
n'=1j'=1
for j=1,...,Lq, where a=17,5s and n=1,...,00. (A2)

The sets of j = 1,...,L and j = 1, ..., Lo, quantum numbers ¢; in Eqs. (Al and (A2), respectively, which are defined
in Egs. (2I) and (22)), play the role of microscopic momentum values of different TBA excitation branches. The
corresponding S-band momentum distribution functions Ng(g;) where 5 = ¢, nn, sn read Ng(g;) =1 and Ng(g;) =0
for occupied and unoccupied discrete momentum values, respectively, the rapidity functional A*"(g;) is the real part
of the complex rapidity, Eq. (28), and ©,,,(z) is the function,

Onn(x) = Ops {2 arctan( - ) Z 4arctan(2£§/)}

ntn’—|n—n’| _1
2

+ (1- 5n1n/){2 arctan(mfiw)—ﬁ arctan(ﬁ)—k Z 4arctan(m)} , (A3)

U'=1

where n,n’ =1, ...,00. The indices o = 71, s and numbers n = 1, ..., 0o refer to different TBA excitation branches that
as discussed in Sections and [[TE] are associated with the an-pair configurations within which n = 1, ..., co 7-spin
singlet pairs are bound. They refer to the internal degrees of freedom of the neutral composite an pseudoparticles
considered in Section [[TE]

Useful quantities directly related to the rapidity momentum functional £¢(¢) and rapidity functionals A“"(q) defined
for each 7-Bethe state by Eqs. (AI) and (A2) are the general distributions 2mp.(k;) and 270 a,(A;) where a = 7, s
and n = 1,...,00. (They appear in the current spectra, Eq. (@I)).) Such distributions are defined by the following
derivatives,

9q°(k) 1 Ok(q)
ompe(k;) = . and th _ o
P, ( J) ok |k k; and thus 27rpc(kc(qj)) dq |t1 q;
0q“"(A) 1 OA*"(q)
2roan(A;) = ————=|a=a, and th = —q; - A4
o ( J) BTN |A A; an us 27TUan(Aan(QJ)) aq |q q; ( )

The functions ¢°(k) and ¢*"(A) in these expressions stand for the inverse functions of the rapidity momentum func-
tional k¢(¢) and rapidity functionals A®™(q), respectively.

The energy eigenvalues have for the hole concentration range m? € [0,1] and the spin density interval m? €

[0, (1 —m;)] the following form, !
L oo Lan
E=> (Ne(gj) Ec(g;) + U/A= i) + D D" Nan(@y) Ean(a) + Y 24ta (Sa + SZ). (A5)
j=1 a=n,sn=1 j=1 a=mn,s

The o = 1, s energy scales 2, are here given by,

20y =2p and 24, =2ugh, (A6)
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where pp is the Bohr magneton and h denotes a magnetic field. The spectra E.(g;) and Eq,(q;) read,

E.(q;) = —2tcosk(q;) —U/2+ py — s,
Eom(qj) = n2uq + 6a,77 <2t Z {\/1 - (Ann(Qj) - ibnu)2} - TLU)
v==1
for a« =1n,s where n=1,...,00, (A7)

respectively. (The corresponding momentum eigenvalues of general v > 0 energy and momentum eigenstates are

provided in Eq. (23)).)
On the one hand, for the metallic phase densities ranges m;, €]0,1] and m? € [0, (1 —m;)] the a = 71, s energy scales

2uq in Eq. (AR) are related to the unpaired physical n-spln (= 1) and unpaired physmal spin (a = s) energies
relative to the ground state zero-energy level,

€a—1/2 = 2fta and g4 1172 =0 for a=1n,s. (A8)

On the other hand, for the m; = 0 Mott-Hubbard insulator phase, £, 112 is given by Eq. (A8) whereas it reads
€n,+1/2 = (i F p) for the chemical potential interval p € [—fiy, ptu]. The energy scale i, refers to the Mott-Hubbard
gap 2., which for the S? = 0 subspace considered in some sections of this paper reads [143],

o J1(w) 16 ¢2 /°° w?—1
2, = U — 4t + 8t d = dw————. A9
H /0 ww(l + e2wu) v /i w51nh(2”t“’) (A9)

Here J;(w) is a Bessel function. Its limiting behaviors are 2, &~ (8/7) VET e 2(6) for u < 1 [3] and 2p,, &~ (U — 4t)
for u > 1.

The charge currents absolute values upper bounds and charge stiffness upper bounds derived in this paper refer to
the 1D Hubbard model in the S? = 0 subspace for which A = 0 and thus the energy scale 2us = 2up h in Eq. (A6)
vanishes, 2 h = 0. The other energy scale 2un = 24 in that equation involves the chemical potential u = p(m ) At
m?Z = 0 it varies in the range pu € [—puy, (] in spite of the electronic density remaining constant, which is a property
of the corresponding m; = 0 and u > 0 Mott-Hubbard insulator quantum phase. It is an odd function of the hole
concentration m;. The interval m} €]0, 1] refers to the metallic quantum phase for which y = j(m7) is a continuous
function of mj. It smoothly increases from p = pu,, for m7 — 0 to p = (U +4t)/2 for my, — 1 where the Mott-Hubbard
gap, Eq. (A9), obeys the inequality 2, < (U + 4t). It is finite for the whole u > 0 range and vanishes at U = 0.

Concerning the validity of the charge currents hole representation given in Eq. (@0), as mentioned in Section [ITA]
the 1D Hubbard model in a uniform vector potential ®/L whose Hamiltonian is given in Eq. (4) of Ref. [109] remains
solvable by the BA. The coupling of the charge degrees of freedom to the vector potential is described under the
replacement on the left hand side of Eq. (AT)) of ¢; by ¢; + ®/L and on the left hand side of Eq. (A2)) for an = nn
of ¢g; by ¢; — 2n®/L. This implies that k°(¢;) and A" (g;) remain having the same expressions provided that their
momentum variables g; are replaced by ¢; + ®/L and g; — 2n ®/L, respectively. Hence the 7-Bethe states charge

currents can be derived and expressed in the TL in terms of ¢ and nn-band pseudoparticle occupancies as follows,

X dE L d
<JLWS(lr7Ln75n=u)> = _m|‘1’:0 :;NC(%’) (_mEc(Qj‘i‘q’/L”«b—o)
oo Lnn
_ ;; Noyn(g7) (d /1) (j—2n<1>/L)|q>_0)
L oo Lnyn
= Z NC qJ + ZZ Nnn QJ Jon QJ) (AIO)
Jj=1 n=1j=1

Here E is in dE/d(®/L) the energy functional, Eq. (AD) for S, + SZ = 0 n-Bethe states, E.(¢;) and E,,(q;) are
given in Eq. (A7), and the current spectra J.(g;) and J,,(¢;) read,

2tsink°(g;)

c\dj) = T o 1o fi j - )
Je(q5) 2pe(k(q,)) or ¢; € [—m, 7]
A" (g;) —iwmu

Il = A L~ (P~ T

for q; € [_anqun]v (All)
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respectively.
That Eq. (AI0) can be rewritten as in Eq. (@0) requires that,

L oo Lyn
=D ) = D2 D Jumlay) = 0. (A12)
j=1 n=1j=1

In the present TL one replaces the discrete momentum values g; such that ¢j+1—¢; = 27/ L by a continuous momentum
variable ¢, so that after replacing sums by integrals and overall multiplication by —1 this equation reads,

L dnn
— d Je( dq Jpn(q) =0. Al3
2w q +Z /an qn ( )

—T

By combining Egs. (A4) and (AT]]) one finds that the current spectra in Eq. (AI1)) can be written as,

d
Jo(q) = 2td—q cosk®(q) for g € [—m, 7],

Jon(q) = 4nt Z \/1— A (q) —iwnu)? for q € [—qyn, Gyn) - (A14)
L= :tl

Another property used in the following is that for all 7-Bethe states the following relations,

k°(+m) = £7 and A" (£q,,) = AT Al5
n

max ?

apply. From the use of Egs. (A14) and (AT5) in Eq. (AI3) one confirms indeed that,

L L
%2t(cos(7r) —cos(—m)) + %4711%

(\/1 — (M — i) + /1 — (Al + imu)? — /1~ (A imu)? — /1 — (Al — inu)2> —0,(A16)

where the trivial equality (—A" Finu)? = (AT% =+ inu)? was used. (The fact that A7 is given by oo is not

max max max

needed for the vanishing of the quantity in Eq. (AT6]).)

Appendix B: Qualitative difference of the U = 0 and u — 0 physics and the finite-7T" transition at U = U. =0
and m; =0

Here the mechanisms behind the behavior of the m; = 0 charge stiffness D(T') in the TL under the T > 0 transition
that occurs at U = U. = 0 are discussed. Such a transition is a generalization of the m; = 0 zero-temperature
quantum phase transition from a metal to a Mott-Hubbard insulator that also occurs at U = U, = 0 and is driven by
correlation effects. In addition, it is confirmed that there is no contradiction whatsoever between the charge stiffness
of the 1D Hubbard model vanishing within the canonical ensemble for 7' > 0 in the TL both at m; = 0 and as m; — 0
for u > 0 and being finite at U = 0 in that limit and at the same hole concentration.

The general notation |v, u) for the energy eigenstates used in Egs. (2)) and [B]) refers to the whole u > 0 range. Here
we use it for the mj7 = 0 and mj, — 0 energy and momentum eigenstates. On the one hand, for u > 0 the states v, u)
correspond in this Appendix to the energy and momentum eigenstates |l;, .S, 0, u), Eq. ([I3) for my = 0 and m; — 0.

On the other hand, at U = 0 the states |v,u) are instead chosen to be the common eigenstates of the momentum
operator, current operator J, and U = 0 tight-binding Hamiltonian,

L
‘HO e —tzz [c;,d Cj+17o— + h.C- + 2/14 5‘; . (Bl)

o j=1

This Hamiltonian is that of the 1D Hubbard, Eq. ({0}, at U = 0, which as given in Eq. ([29) commutes with the
charge current operator, Eq.

The unbinding in the u — 0 hmlt of the | = 2,...,n n-spin singlet pairs within each u > 0 nn-pair configuration that
follows from the vanishing of the imaginary part ¢ (n—|— 1—21) uof the set of corresponding | = 2, ..., n complex rapidities

with the same real part, Eq. (28)) for @ = n, has most severe consequences at hole concentration my = 0. As discussed
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in Section [TEl and Appendix [C] that unbinding along with the vanishing also as u — 0 of the commutator [j , H 1,
Eq. (29), is associated with the rearrangement of 7-spin and spin degrees of freedom in terms of the noninteracting
electrons occupancy configurations that generate the U = 0 common eigenstates of the Hamiltonian, momentum
operator, and charge current operator. Those are the U = 0 states |v,u) = |v,0) considered here.

On the one hand and as discussed in Section [TE] the form i (n + 1 — 21) u of the complex nn rapidities imaginary
part and of the commutator [j , H ], Eq. (29), confirms that the u > 0 physics survives for any arbitrarily small value
of u. On the other hand, in the © — 0 limit the set of energy and momentum eigenstates,

|lr7S7]7070+> m |lr7S7]707u>7 (B2)

=1
u—0

remain being a complete basis in the mj = 0 and mj — 0 subspaces of the noninteracting U = 0 quantum problem,

yet are not eigenstates of the U = 0 Hamiltonian Hy, Eq. (BI). This is related to the states, Eq. (B2), being
eigenstates of the ¢ lattice U(1) symmetry generator Nf = Zle(l — 747, ), which counts the number of rotated-
electron unoccupied plus doubly occupied sites. (Here the o =7, operators 71, , are those in Eq. (I2)).) Indeed, that
generator only commutes with the 1D Hubbard model Hamiltonian for the u > 0 range for which it is well defined.
At U = 0 the quantum problem described by the Hamiltonian, Eq. (BI)), lacks the corresponding global ¢ lattice U(1)
symmetry.

That the U = 0 Hamiltonian, momentum operator, and charge current operator eigenstates |v,0) have quantum
numbers distinct from those of the states |l;,S,,0,07), Eq. (B2), follows from the non-perturbative character of the
1D Hubbard model and its corresponding different global SO(4)® Z5 and [SO(4)®@U (1)]/Z2 symmetries for U = 0 and
u > 0, respectively. Indeed, the U = 0 and u > 0 energy and momentum eigenstates are in one-to-one correspondence
to the representations of the SO(4) ® Z3 and [SO(4) ® U(1)]/Z> symmetry groups, which have distinct structures.

The mZ = 0 and m? — 0 common eigenstates |v, 0) of Hy and of the current operator can be written as the following
superposition of the states, Eq. (B2),

L/2
1,00 =" > C% I Sy, 0,0%) where C% = (1., 5,,0,0"[1,0). (B3)
Sn=0 I,

The charge current operator J does not commute with both (gn)2 and the ¢ lattice U(1) symmetry generator ]\75, yet
commutes with S’f] Hence the set of states |l, Sy, 0,0"), Eq. (B2), contributing to each state |v,0) in the expansion

of Eq. (B3) have the same eigenvalue S but may have different n-spin values S, = 0,1,2,... and different Nf
eigenvalues L, = 25, + 211, = 0,2,4, ....

The use of the non-interacting basis associated with the representation of the U = 0 energy eigenstates {|v,0)} in
terms of simple electron occupancy configurations relative to the electronic vacuum, renders trivial the problem of
the calculation of the real part of the conductivity o(w,T), Eq. @), at m; = 0 and U = 0. That the states |v,0) are

eigenstates of the current operator J, implies that (v, O|j|1/, 0) =0 in Eq. (@) where v # 1/, so that g,eq(w,T) = 0.
As is well known, Eq. () becomes then o(w,T) = 27 D(T') 6(w). Trivial calculations relying onto the simple form in
terms of electron creation operators of the generators onto the electronic vacuum of the states |v, 0) lead to the known
result that D(T") > 0 reaches a maximum value at 7' = 0, max D(T") = D(0), behaving for low and high temperature
T as [D(0) — D(T)] < T? > 0 and D(T) o< 1/T, respectively.

Turning on an arbitrarily small infinitesimal u < 1 value leads to the emergence of the complex nn rapidities
imaginary part ¢ (n + 1 — 20) u associated with the rearrangement of the 7-spin-singlet configurations and brings about
a nonzero commutator of the charge current operator with the Hamiltonian, Eq. (Z9). This prevents the existence of
common eigenstates of these two operators. For any finite onsite repulsion value u > 0, the energy and momentum
eigenstates are the states |, Sy, 0, u) on the right-hand side of Eq. (B2]), which are as well eigenstates of the generator

]\75. As found in this paper, for such eigenstates of both the Hamiltonian, Eq. ([IQ), and that generator one has

within the canonical ensemble that D(7') = 0 for u > 0 in the TL both at mj = 0 and as m; — 0.

An interesting property is that the real-part of the conductivity sum rule remains invariant under the finite-
temperature U = U, = 0 transition, i.e. it has no discontinuity at U = 0. Indeed, it has the same value at U = 0 and
for u — 0, the following relations holding,

lim 27 D(T) = {/ dw oreq(w,T)} lv=0o =0 at m; =0,
u—0 P :
2n D(T)|y=0 = lim dw oreg(w,T) >0 at mZ =0. (B4)

u—0 ) o n
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The singular behavior associated with the U = U, = 0 transition is rather that {D(T") = 0 and 0y¢4(w,T) > 0} and
{D(T) > 0 and oyeg(w,T) = 0} for any arbitrarily small infinitesimal v < 1 and at U = 0, respectively.

That the real part of the conductivity sum rule is finite and D(T") = 0 for u — 0 implies that y.c4(w,T) does not
vanish in the v — 0 limit and thus that some of the off-diagonal matrix elements in the o,.¢4(w,T’) expression between
states |I;, Sy,0,0%) and [I;, S, £1,0,07) allowed by the selection rule, Eq. (B4), are non vanishing. This indeed occurs
provided that the 7-spin value differs by 65, = £1 if S, > 0 and by §5,, = 1 if S, = 0. This is consistent with the

states |l;, Sy, 0,0") not being eigenstates of the current J, in contrast to the U = 0 energy eigenstates |v,0). For the
latter states all the off-diagonal current matrix elements (v, 0[J|v/,0) = 0 in Eq. (@) vanish, so that ¢,y (w,T) = 0
and D(T) > 0 at U = 0, as given in Eq. (B4).

Let |v,0) be a U = 0 energy and momentum eigenstate that contributes to the charge stiffness D(T'), Eq. (@), so
that (v,0|J]v,0) # 0. >From the use of Eq. (B3) one may express the current operator expectation value (v, 0].J|v, 0)
of such a state as follows,

L/2

ol = 3 3% ( lhs) v O(Sy+ 1) ey 50, 0,07 |1, Sy +¢,0,07) (B5)
Sy=|8z| L =1

The equality given here confirms that the off-diagonal quantum overlap through the current operator of the states
|lt, Sy, 0,0%) and I, S;,0,0%) whose S, and S; values differ by 05, = +1 is fully consistent with the U = 0
Hamiltonian, momentum operator, and charge current operator eigenstates |v,0) having finite current expectation
value.

Appendix C: Effect of varying u = U/4t on the microscopic processes behind the largest charge current
absolute value of a S*S subspace

As reported in Section [V Bl for each S*S subspace as defined in Section [[ITBl the largest charge current absolute
value is that of the corresponding reference S*SLN subspace 1 introduced in Section [V Bl This is a result that can be
physically understood in terms of the microscopic mechanisms that contribute to the charge currents of the n-Bethe
states. Here we present an analysis of the problem that relies on the exact properties considered in Section [ITAl
In addition, we discuss the similarities and differences relative to the case of the spin stiffness and currents of the
spin-1/2 X X X chain studied in Refs. |72, |73] by the general upper-bound method used in this paper.

Following the analysis and results of Section [IL Al the charge currents of the n-Bethe states result from microscopic
processes that are easiest to be described in terms of original lattice occupancy configurations. The corresponding
charge carriers naturally describe the charge degrees of freedom of the rotated electrons whose operators are given in
Eq. ([I2)). Those are related to the electrons by a unitary transformation uniquely defined in Ref. [103]. Specifically,
the 7-Bethe-states charge currents result from processes within which a number M, = 25, of unpaired physical 7-
spins 1/2 that couple to charge probes interchange position with N, charge pseudoparticles belonging to the ¢ and nn
branches. This occurs upon the charge pseudoparticles moving along that lattice. This relative motion is associated
with the ¢ and nn pseudoparticle momentum ¢; and 7 — g;, respectively, as given in Eq. ([25).

The M, = 2S,, unpaired physical -spins 1/2 couple to charge probes. However, the charge current only flows upon
them interchanging positions with the charge ¢ and nn pseudoparticles. Consistently, for finite u a S*SLN subspace
largest charge current absolute value is proportional to M, N,. (S*SLN subspaces are defined in Section [IIBl) This
refers to 7-Bethe states for which M, = M, .1/, = 25,. Upon replacing the numbers of unpaired physical 7-spins
1/2 and of charge pseudoparticles by those of unpaired physical spins 1/2 and of spin pseudoparticles, respectively,
this factor M,, N, is similar to that of the spin-1/2 X X X chain largest spin current absolute values |73].

The largest charge current absolute value of each S*SLN subspace is rather written in Eq. (60) as proportional to
my (1 —my) and thus to 25, (L — 2S,). This follows from the expression given in that equation applying both to
u = U/4t — 0 and to finite u. Indeed, as justified in the following, such a largest charge current absolute value can
be written as proportional to 25, (L — 25,)) and M, N, for v — 0 and finite u, respectively. If one requires it to be
valid both for v — 0 limit and to finite u, then it should indeed be written as given in Eq. (&0).

The charge current absolute value in that equation can be expressed as (Ci, n, m,n./L)t My (Nc + 2I1,) where

M, =285, and N + 2II,, = L — 25,,. The latter number involves that of a n-Bethe-state paired rotated 7-spins 1/2,
which reads 201, = > 07 2n Nyp,. As discussed below for m,, € [0,1] and in Appendix [Bl for m,, = 0, the physics is
very different (i) both at v = 0 and in the v — 0 limit and (ii) for finite u. The corresponding numbers of charge
carriers will be found to be different in these two cases and given by (i) N, + 2II,, = L — 25, and (ii) N, = N. + Ny,
respectively. This is why for finite u the largest charge current absolute value of each SZSLN subspace can be written
as proportional to M, N, = M, (N. + N,) and thus expressed in terms of the number of charge pseudoparticles
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N, = N.+ N,, Eq. ([@3), which refers to the N, ¢ pseudoparticles and N,, = > >° | N,,, < II, nn pseudoparticles.
The different charge carriers that within the present representation emerge as © — 0 is an issue that will be clarified
below.

On the one hand, each ¢ and nn pseudoparticle occupies one and a number 2n = 2,4, 6, ..., respectively, of original
lattice sites. Hence the set of charge pseudoparticles of a n-Bethe state occupy a number No42I1, = N.+> o> | 2n N,
of sites of that lattice. On the other hand, each of the M, = 25, unpaired physical 7-spins 1/2 occupies a single
site of the same lattice. The corresponding exact sum rule, M, + N, + 2II,, = L, then ensures and confirms that the
charge degrees of freedom of all the L original-lattice sites are accounted for within the exact rotated-electron related
representation used in the studies of this paper.

The set of 2n original-lattice sites occupied by each nn pseudoparticle refers to its internal degrees of freedom. It
is its center of mass that moves with momentum = — ¢;. All 2n paired rotated n-spins 1/2 move coherently with it
upon processes within which they interchange position with the M, unpaired physical n-spins 1/2 that singly occupy
original-lattice sites.

For the n-Bethe states that span a S*SL subspace as defined in Section [IIB] both the number M, = 25, of
unpaired physical n-spins and L, of 7-spins are fixed. Hence the number L, = N, + 2II,, = L — 25, of original-
lattice sites occupied by the charge pseudoparticles is fixed as well. In contrast, that of charge pseudoparticles,
N, = N, + N,, varies from N, = 1 for the present case of S7 = 0 and thus M, = 25, even, up to a maximum
value N, = N, = L — 25,,. The minimum value, N, = 1, refers to a single composite nn pseudoparticle with all the
n-Bethe state n = II, = (L — 25,))/2 n-spin singlet pairs bound within it. Each of the possible different numbers
N, =N.+ N, € [1,(L — 25,)] of charge pseudoparticles refers to a S*SLN subspace contained in the S*SL subspace
under consideration.

In the case of the 1D Hubbard model in a S*SL subspace, a second aspect to justify the largest charge current
absolute value of that subspace must be accounted for. This in addition to the charge current absolute values increasing
upon considering its S*SLN subspaces with an increasing number N, of charge pseudoparticles that interchange
position with the fixed number M, = 25, of unpaired physical 7-spins 1/2. It refers to the current spectra and

elementary currents absolute values |J.(q;)| = |J(g;)| and |j.(q;)| = |5 (q;)| of the charge ¢ pseudoparticles relative
to those of the nn pseudoparticles, [Jy, (q;)| = [J],(q;)] and |jyn(g;)| = |3}, (¢;)], respectively. (The (i) 8 = ¢,nn bands
current spectra and (ii) 8 = ¢, nn bands elementary currents associated with the absolute values (i) |Jg(g;)| = |J g (g5)]

and (ii) |js(g;)| = |55 (q;)| are given in (i) Eq. @I) and Eq. (AII) of Appendix [Aland (i) in Eq. (B0), respectively.)
At the fixed m,, and [,, densities of a S*SL subspace, such spectra absolute values are in general functions of u and
of the densities n,, ms, and n,. It is a simple exercise to show that such absolute values are larger for n-Bethe states

for which ny = n?® = (1 — [, — m;)/2. Hence in the following we consider the charge currents of the latter states

S
whose current spectra at fixed m,, and /,, densities are functions of v and of the densities n, and ms.

We recall that the n-Bethe states exact charge currents can be expressed either in terms of the spectra Jg(g;)
associated with charge 8 = ¢,nn pseudoparticles, Eq. (AIQ) of Appendix [A] or with the related spectra J g(qj) =
—J3(g;) associated with the 8 = ¢, nn bands holes, Eq. (#0). Here and in the following analysis it is more convenient
to express such charge currents in terms of the 8§ = ¢, nn pseudoparticles spectra Jz(g;). The same applies to the

related alternative particle-like and hole-like elementary currents jg(g;) and j g (gj), respectively.

It is useful to define the average values |.Jg| and |js| of the B = ¢,nn quantities |J5(g;)| and |jg(q;)|, respectively,
which read,

_ 1 as - 1 as )
|Jg| = —/ dq|Js(q)| and |jg| = —/ dqljs(q)] where g. =7 and g¢,n = gy, (C1)

2qp —ap 295 —ap

where within the TL the discrete momentum values ¢; such that gj+1 — ¢; = 27/ L were replaced by a corresponding
continuous momentum variable ¢g. From manipulations of the TBA equations and related 7-Bethe states current

spectra and elementary currents expressions, one finds that the following exact inequalities hold for the whole u© > 0
range,

maX{UC(Qj)J} > Cun Iriax{|Jnn(QJ;)|} and mﬁx{|jc(Qj)|} 2 Cun max{|jnn(g;)},
where C,, ,, € [1/2n,1] is an increasing function of v with limiting behaviors,
Cumn = i for u— 0,
' 2n
=1 for u—o0. (C3)

According to such inequalities, for large u values and all S*SLN subspaces of a S*S subspace, the maximum and
average values of |J.(g;)| and |jc(g;)| are larger than those of |J,,(g;)| and |4, (g;)|, respectively. Upon decreasing w,
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one finds that for intermediate v the maximum and average values of |J.(g;)| and |j.(g;)| and those of |J,,(g;)| and
|7 (g;)], respectively, remain of the same order.

Consistently, for large and intermediate v values maximizing the number of charge pseudoparticles N, = N, + N,
that, upon moving in the original lattice, interchange position with a fixed number M, = 25, of unpaired physical
n-spins 1/2 that couple to charge probes, gives the largest charge current absolute value of a S*S subspace. Indeed,
for finite u such an absolute value is proportional to M,, N, = M, (N.+ N,;). This maximization procedure then leads
to the largest charge current absolute value being that of the reference S*SLN subspace 1, for which N, = N, + NN,
reaches its maximum value, N, = N. = L — 25,,.

Such a procedure is similar to that used for the spin-1/2 X X X chain concerning the largest spin current abso-
lute value of a fixed-spin subspace [73]. There is though a different aspect relative to that chain. For it, all spin
pseudoparticles have internal degrees of freedom involving a number 2n of paired spins 1/2. The largest spin current
absolute value is then reached for a Bethe state populated by a number (L — 2S55)/2 of n = 1 spin pseudoparticles
whose internal degrees of freedom correspond to one spin-singlet pair. Within a superficial comparison with the
spin-1/2 X X X chain, one would then expect that the largest charge current absolute value of a 1D Hubbard model
S*S subspace would be that of a n-Bethe state populated by a number N, = N,; = (L —285,,)/2 of 71 pseudoparticles
whose internal degrees of freedom correspond to one 7-spin singlet pair. This is the largest charge current absolute
value of the reference S*SLN subspace 2 as defined in Section [V Bl

However, for the 1D Hubbard model the charge pseudoparticles include both ¢ pseudoparticles without internal
degrees of freedom and nn pseudoparticles whose internal degrees of freedom involve a number 2n of paired 7-spins
1/2. This is related to for u > 0 the charge degrees of freedom of the 1D Hubbard model being associated with a
U(2) = SU(2) ® U(1) symmetry whereas the spin degrees of freedom of the spin-1/2 X X X chain are associated only
with a SU(2) symmetry. As a result, the 7-Bethe state with largest charge current absolute value is rather found to
be populated by N, = N. = L — 28, ¢ pseudoparticles, which thus is the largest charge current absolute value of the
reference S*SLN subspace 1.

As one decreases u to reach small u < 1 values, the coefficient C,, ,, in Egs. (C2)) and (C3)) tends to approach the
value 1/2n. The microscopic mechanisms that justify why the largest charge current absolute value of the reference
S#SLN subspace 1 remains being the largest charge current absolute value of the corresponding S*S subspace become
now completely different from those of the spin-1/2 X X X chain. Before addressing that problem, we provide useful
information that confirms the validity of the inequalities, Eq. (C2)), for small and intermediate values of u for which
the coefficient C,, ,, remains being of the order of the unity. Specifically, we consider densities given in Eqs. ({5)-(G0)
in the vicinity of those of the reference S*SLN subspaces 1 to 3 defined in Section [V Bl

The expressions of the 8 = ¢, nn pseudoparticle spectra Jz(g;) and elementary currents jg(g;) given in the following
refer to n-Bethe states whose ¢ and nn band distributions are compact and asymmetrical, as given in Eq. (&I). They
refer as well to n-Bethe states that in the TL are generated from those by a finite number of 8 = ¢, nn pseudoparticle
processes. Furthermore, they are also valid for n-Bethe states whose ¢ and nn band distributions are compact and
symmetrical, Eq. (B3l), and n-Bethe states generated from those by a finite number of 8 = ¢, nn pseudoparticle
processes.

On the one hand, for the S*SLN subspaces for which the Jg(g;) and jg(g;) expressions are independent of u for
u > 0, such expressions are valid for all the classes of 7-Bethe states under consideration. On the other hand, for
S#SLN subspaces for which they are u dependent for u > 0, their universality only applies to large u. Indeed, upon
decreasing u, the J3(g;) and jz(g;) expressions become different for different n-Bethe states, as they become dependent
on the specific g5, values in Eq. (52)) that define such states. In addition to providing J(q;) and js(q;) expressions
that are independent of u for v > 0 and are valid for the uw > 0 range, for simplicity in the case of u dependent
expressions for © > 0 only their universal expansions up to u~! order are given.

For n-Bethe states whose densities, Eqs. ({#&)-(B0), are in the vicinity of those of a reference S*SLN gy subspace 1B,
both the Jz(g;) and jg(g;) expressions and the corresponding inequalities, Eq. (C2)), are independent of u for u > 0
and remain valid for the whole u > 0 range. For these 1-Bethe states the following expressions are found for u > 0,
my, € [0,1], and m, € [0, (1 —my,)],

Je(qj) = jelg;) = —2tsin(g;) for ¢; € [-m, 7],

. sin(mm.
In@) = Gumla) = 2ty S2M) o e [y, )
n
. - - 4t
max{Je(g)l} = max{ljilg)l} = 2t and || = o] = 2
masc{|Jyu(@)|} = max{|jun(g;)]} = 2t sin(rmy) and |Jyn| = [fyu| = ¢ sin(wm,). (1)

These exact expressions and values obey the inequalities, Eqs. (C2) and (C3)). (As discussed below, for the reference
S*SLNgn subspace 1B one has that Cy, , =1 for v > 0 and C,, , = 1/2n for u — 0.)
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For most S*SLN subspaces of a S*S subspace, the 8 = ¢, nn spectra Jz(g;) and elementary currents jz(q;) depend
on u. This applies for densities, Eqs. ([@3)-(G0), in the vicinity of those of a reference S*SLNgy subspace 1A, for
which the expansions of J.(g;) and J,,(q;) are up to u~" order and for m, € [0,1] and m; € [0, (1 — m,,)] given by,

Je(g;) = —2tsin(g;) + 2t % sin(2¢;) for g; € [—m, 7]
2(1—my)gs . sin(rm,,) 2t . qj
Jon(q) = —2tq; <1 + — sm(ﬂ'mn)) Tﬂ" + —sin m_Jn for g; € [—mmy,, Tm,). (C5)

As given in Eq. (), n,s = (1 — m, —ms) g, and the function gs(ms) appearing here continuously increases from
9s(0) =1In2 to gs(1 —my) =1 as m, increases from my = 0 to ms = (1 — my), respectively.

Up to u~! order and for m,, € [0,1] and m, € [0, (1 —m,,)], the corresponding expansions for j.(g;) and j,,(q;) are
found to read,

jelas) = Jelgj) — 4t == sinr(1 = my))

(1 —my) sin(g;)

Mys 51r1(7r(1——m,,))sin(qj) for ¢; € [-m,]

= —2¢tsin(g;) + 2¢ Dns sin(2q;) — 4t
u

v w(l—my)
, 2t (1 —my,, — 2m,) sin(2rmy,) . [ ¢
w(g) = Jon(q:) — n n =Y
j’? (q]) n (q]) U (1 _ mn) 27Tm77 S mn
2(1— s)Ys . i
~ otg, (1 N wsm(mno sin(mm, )
Tu Ty,
2t 1- — 2myg) sin(2 i
+ —(1- (1 = my = 2m,) sin(2rmy) sin (2 for gj € [—mmy, mmy,]
u (1 —my) 2mm,, My
where m,, € [0,1] and mg € [0, (1 —m,)]. (C6)

To leading (1/u)° order, the 8 = ¢, nn values of max{|Js(q;)|}, max{|js(q;)|}, |J5], and |jg| remain being those given
in Eq. (C4)). For simplicity, their «~! corrections are not given here. The exact expressions and values in Eqs. (C3))
and (CB) again obey the inequalities, Eqs. (C2)) and (C3).

For densities in Egs. (45)-(E0) in the vicinity of those of the reference S*SLN subspaces 2 and 3, one finds
Je(q;) = jelg;) = 2tsin(g;) for ¢; € [—m, 7| and the whole u > 0 range. Moreover, Jy,(q;) = Jynsing; and
Jnn(q;) = Jyn sing; where Jy,, o< 1/u and j,, o 1/u for large u, so that the inequalities, Eq. (C2), are also obeyed in
that limit.

As one decreases u to reach u < 1 values, the coefficient C,, in Eqgs. (C2) and (C3)) approaches its limiting
smallest value, 1/2n. Consistently, for some of the S*SLN subspaces contained in a S*S subspace the maximum and
average absolute values of the spectra J,,(¢;) and elementary currents j,,(¢g;) become larger than those of J.(q;)
and j.(g;), respectively. This holds particularly for large n values. The question is thus why does the largest charge
current absolute value of a S*S subspace remains that of its reference S*SLN subspace 1 for which N, = N, and
Ny =320 Ny = 07

To clarify this interesting issue, we account for again that for finite yet arbitrarily small « values the largest charge
current absolute value of each S*SLN subspace can be written as proportional to M, N, = M, (N, + N,). This
number can be rewritten as M, N, = R, M,, (N + 2II,)) and thus M, N, = R,2S,, (L —285,). Here the exact relation
N, +2II,, = L — 25,, was used and the coefficient R, = N,/(L — 2S,) = (N. + Ny))/(N. + 21I1,)) that can be written
as R, =n,/(1—m,) = (1—1,+ny,)/(1—1,+ 2m,) varies in the range R, € [1/(L — 2S,),1]. Within the TL, that
interval reads R, € [0, 1] for m,, < 1.

For the n-Bethe states that span a S*S subspace, the factor 25, (L —25,) in M,, N, = R, 25, (L —25,) has a fixed
value. Thus the changes in M, N, all stem from R,. On the one hand, the maximum R, value, R, = 1, refers to
N, =N,and N,;, =3 >° | Ny, = 0. On the other hand, for reference S*SLNgn subspaces for which N,, > 0, increasing
the population of nn pseudoparticles with a large number n of 7-spin singlet pairs leads to a strong decreasing of the
coefficient R, € [0, 1] from its maximum value. It turns out that for small yet finite u values such a decreasing in
the charge current factor M, N, = R, 25, (L — 25,) always compensates the increasing of the spectra .J,,(g;) and
elementary currents j,,(g;) absolute values upon increasing n. Indeed, for any arbitrarily small yet finite value of u
the first of these two opposite processes dominates, so that the largest charge current absolute value of a S*S subspace
remains that of its reference S*SLNgy subspace 1 for which N, = N,.

The small-u increasing of the absolute values of J,,(g;) and j,,(g;) upon increasing n turns out to be part of a
mechanism that prepares and precedes a qualitative change of the physics that occurs upon reaching the v — 0 limit.
In such a limit the competition between the two above effects becomes critical. However, the largest charge current
absolute value of a S*S subspace remains that of its reference S*SLNgy subspace 1, as confirmed in the following.
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The u = 0 problem is easiest to be described directly in terms of electron configurations. However, the understanding
of the corresponding finite-u problem requires the description of the v — 0 limit physics in terms of the fractionalized
particles emerging from the rotated electrons. In the case of the 1D Hubbard model, the imaginary part i (n+1—20)u
of each set of n-spin [ = 1,...,n rapidities A" !(q;) = A" (q;)+i (n+1—20)u, Eq. 28) for a = 1, with the same real
part A" (g;) depends on the interaction v and thus vanishes as v — 0. This is in contrast to then > 1spinl=1,....,n
rapidities of the spin 1/2 XX X chain with the same real part, which are associated with a n-band pseudoparticle
|73]. For the Hubbard model, the imaginary part of such a set of 7-spin [ = 1, ..., n rapidities describes the bounding
of a number n of n-spin singlet pairs within one nn pseudoparticle.

In the case of n > 1, the vanishing of the [ = 1,...,n rapidities imaginary part 7 (n + 1 — 2) u that occurs in the
u — 0 limit has physical consequences. It implies that the I, 7-spin singlet pairs containing 2II,, = Y >° | 2n N,
paired rotated n-spins 1/2 of each of the corresponding nn pseudoparticles of a -Bethe state unbound. Furthermore,
although the even number of 2II, rotated 7-spins 1/2 remain contributing to n-spin-singlet configurations, concerning
their translational degrees of freedom they behave as 2II, independent charge carriers. This means that the 7-spin
singlet configurations associated with both the n = 1 pair 11 pseudoparticles and the n > 1 pairs composite nn
pseudoparticles are rearranged in the u — 0 limit in such a away that such pseudoparticles cease to exist in that limit.
While the nn pseudoparticles do not exist both for u — 0 and at u = 0, the ¢ pseudoparticles remain existing in the
u — 0 limit yet are ill defined at u = 0.

A physical consequence of such ¢ and nl pseudoparticle behaviors is that for u — 0 the charge currents of the
n-Bethe states rather result from microscopic processes within which a number M,, = 25, of unpaired physical 1-spins
in the 7-spin multiplet configurations interchange position with N, ¢ pseudoparticles and the 2II,, = Y7°  2n N,,
rotated n-spins 1/2. Those behave as independent charge carriers in spite of remaining participating in 7-spin-singlet
configurations. Hence in the v — 0 limit the largest charge current absolute value of each S*SLN subspace can be
written as (Cy, n,m,/L)t M, (N. 4+ 2I1,). Now both each of the M, = 25, unpaired physical 7-spins in the 7-spin
multiplet configurations, N, ¢ pseudoparticles, and 2II,, rotated n-spins 1/2 in n-spin-singlet configurations occupy a
single site of the original lattice. Indeed, M, + N, + 2II,, = L.

The new physics emerging in the v — 0 limit is accounted for the exact BA solution. Indeed, the nn band spectra
Jyn(g;) and elementary currents j,,(g;) become in the u — 0 limit of the form,

Ion(g5) = 2n Jy(q5) and jpa(q;) = 2njn(g;) - (C7)

Here J,(g;) and j,(g;) are the corresponding spectra and elementary currents carried by each of the 2n rotated
n-spins 1/2 in 7n-spin-singlet configurations resulting in the v — 0 limit from one u > 0 nn pseudoparticle. Since
N.+2II, = L—-28,, the number N+ 2II, of ¢ pseudoparticles plus rotated 7-spins 1/2 in 7-spin-singlet configurations
appearing in the expression (Cy, n, m, /L)t M, (N.+ 2I1,) of the largest charge current absolute values of each S*SLN
subspace is the same for all n-Bethe states that span a S*S subspace.

The charge current operator expectation values general exact expression, Eq. (AI0) of Appendix [A] remains valid
in the v — 0 limit yet the corresponding n-Bethe states are not energy eigenstates at u = 0. This issue and its
consequences for the charge stiffness is addressed in Appendix [B] in the case of the hole concentration m? — 0.
The expressions in Eq. (CZ) of the current spectra and elementary currents are consistent with at v = 0 the nn
pseudoparticles not existing. The nn pseudoparticle exists for any arbitrarily small yet finite v value. Hence within
the 4 — 0 limit the corresponding 2n = 2,4, 6, ... rotated n-spins 1/2 that emerge from it continue all moving with
momentum 7—g¢;. This is why such 2n rotated n-spins 1/2 have charge current spectra J,(g;) and elementary currents
Jn(g;) in Eq. (CT) that depend on the same momentum value g;.

The increase of the nn pseudoparticle current spectrum (and elementary current) absolute value upon decreasing
u is needed for its maximum value 2n |J,(g;)| (and 2n |j,(g;)|), which is reached in the w — 0 limit, be compatible
with the current spectrum (and elementary current) of the emerging 2n = 2,4, 6, ... independent rotated 7-spins 1/2
charge carriers reading J,(¢;) (and j,(g;).) That absolute value increase upon decreasing u that occurs in the womb
of the nn pseudoparticle is a needed preparation for its dead upon it delivering in the v — 0 limit such 2n = 2,4,6, ...
independent charge carriers. Due to their emergence from the nn pseudoparticle in the v — 0 limit, the corresponding
u — 0 physics is qualitatively different from that of finite u.

From combination of Eqs. (C2)) and (C7)), one finds the following exact inequality specific to the u — 0 limit, which
involves the emerging rotated 7-spins 1/2 current spectra .J,(¢;) and elementary currents j,(q¢;) in Eq. (C1),

max{|Je(q;)[} = max{|[Jy(g;)[} and max{|jc(¢;)[} = max{|jy(g;)[},
|Jel = |Jn| and [je[ = [dn] (C8)

The number N, + 2II,, = L — 25,, of charge carriers that upon moving in the original lattice interchange position
with the M,, = 25, of unpaired physical n-spins in the 7-spin multiplet configurations is the same for all the n-Bethe
states that span a S*S subspace. This is a necessary condition for the largest current absolute value remaining that of
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the corresponding reference S*SLN subspace 1. As given in Eq. (C8)), for all references S*SLN gy subspaces contained
in such a subspace, the maximum and average values of |J.(g;)| and |j.(g;)| are in the v — 0 limit larger than or
equal to those of |J,(¢;)| and |j,(g;)|, respectively. This is why the largest charge current absolute value of a S*S
subspace remains that of its reference S*SLNgx subspace 1 for which N, + 2II, = N. = L —25,,.

Hence, in contrast to finite u, in the v — 0 limit the number of charge carriers that upon moving in the original
lattice interchange position with M, = 2.5, unpaired physical n-spins does not play any role in the maximization of
the charge current absolute value. The only property that determines its maximization is the relative absolute values
of the charge carriers current spectra and elementary currents. According to the exact inequalities, Eq. (C8)), the ¢
pseudoparticles indeed win such a competition.

In the case of some S*SLN subspaces, for u — 0 the expressions of the spectra J.(g;) and J,(¢g;) and elementary
currents j.(g;) and j,(¢;) in Eq. (C8) depend on the specific 7.5 , values in Eq. (52)). Those define the 7-Bethe states
that have the largest charge current absolute value in that subspace. The exception for many S*SLN subspaces is for
those contained in S*S subspaces for which m, < 1 and (1 —m,) < 1, respectively. For them, such expressions are
the same for all -Bethe states belonging to the same S*SLN subspace. And this applies both to n-Bethe states whose
distributions are asymmetrical, Eq. (5Il), and symmetrical, Eq. (53]).

For S*§ subspaces corresponding to the m, < 1 and (1 —m,) < 1 limits, the charge currents can be expressed in
terms of the elementary currents, as given in Eq. (G8)), with now j,,(¢;) = 2nj,(g;). For simplicity, in the present
case of the w — 0 limit we only report in the following expressions for the elementary currents j.(g;) and j,(g;)
in jyn(gj) = 2nj,(g;) that obey the inequalities, Eq. (C8). Besides controlling the exact expressions of the charge
currents for m, < 1 and (1 —m,) < 1, Eq. (G8), such elementary currents are useful for some of the upper-bound
procedures used in this paper. Related expressions apply to the spectra J.(g;) and J,(g;) in Jyn(g;) = 2n Jy(g;) also
appearing in Eq. (C8). Densities in Eqs. (@5)-(G0) in the vicinity of those of the reference S*SLN subspaces 1 to
3 defined in Section [V Bl are again considered. Although the exact inequalities, Eq. (C8), apply to S*S subspaces
corresponding to the m, € [0,1] and m, € [0, (1 — m,)| intervals, the limit m, — 0 for which m, € [0,1] plays a
central role concerning the charge stiffness issue clarified in this paper.

We start by considering the reference S*SLN g subspace 1B for which ns — 0, in contrast to that density maximum
value ng = n'* = (1 — 1, — my)/2 generally considered here. Moreover, for this reference S*SLNgy subspace the
coefficient C,, ,, in Eq. (C3) has as singular behavior, reading Cy, = 1 for finite v and C,,, = 1/2n for v — 0.
Another property is that for it the expression of the elementary currents is independent of the n-Bethe states that
span it, as it is the same for all such states. The elementary current j,,(g;) is for ¢; € [—mm,, mm,] given by
Jnn(gj) = 2t q; sin(wmy,)/7m,, for u > 0, as provided in Eq. (C4). However, following the singular behavior of the
coefficient C, ,,, its value is different in the v — 0 limit. For densities in Eqs. (@3)-(G0) in the vicinity of those of a
reference S*SLN gy subspace 1B one finds in the u — 0 limit that,

Je(gj) = —2tsin(g;) for g; € [-m, 7],
. . . . q;
Jnn(q;) = 2njy(g;) where j,(g;) = 2tsin (5) for q; € [-mm,, ™my),
. - 4t
max{|je(¢;)|} = 2t and |jc|=—,
. . (T - 4t T
max{|j,(g;)|} = 2t sin (§mn> and |j,| = 7T—T)’Ln (1 — cos (5”%)) ) (C9)

These exact elementary current expressions and values obey the corresponding inequality in Eq. (C8).

Moreover, for densities in Eqs. (@)-(G0) in the vicinity of those of a reference S*SLN subspace 2 , the ¢ band
elementary current is for the whole v > 0 range independent of the n-Bethe states and reads j.(¢;) = 2tsin(g;),
including in the present u — 0 limit. The elementary currents j,(g;) in jyn(g;) = 2nj,(qg;) have slightly different
expressions for different 7-Bethe states belonging to the subspace under consideration. For all such states, the
corresponding elementary current inequality in Eqs. (C8) is obeyed. The exception is as mentioned above for
reference S*SLN subspaces 3 contained in S*S subspaces for which m, < 1 and (1 —m,;) < 1. In that case their
expressions are for u — 0 the same for all such states. Specifically, they read j,(¢;) = —tsin(g;) for m,, — 0 and
Jn(gj) = —2tsin(g;) for m, — 1, so that the corresponding elementary current inequality in Eq. (C8) is again obeyed.
(For a reference S*SLN subspace 2 one has that [,, — 1, so that ms — 0.)

For densities in Eqgs. {@H)-(G0) in the vicinity of those of a reference S*SLN subspace 3, the coefficient C,, ,, in Eq.
(C3) is a continuous function of u. Furthermore, the expressions of the elementary currents are for the whole u > 0
range independent of the 7-Bethe states in that subspace. In the v — 0 limit they equal actually those given in Eq.
(C9), which thus obey the corresponding inequality in Eqs. (C8].

For densities in Eqs. ([@3)-(G0) near those of a reference S*SLNgy subspace 1A, which plays the major role in our
studies, the elementary currents have in the v — 0 limit a universal form common to all 7-Bethe states again only
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for m, < 1 and (1 —m,) < 1. On the one hand, the elementary currents j.(¢;) and j,,(g;) associated with n-Bethe
states that span reference S*SLNgy subspaces 1A contained in S*S subspaces with densities m,, — 0 and m, € [0, 1]
are in the v — 0 limit found to read,

Je(g;) = —4tsin (%J) for g; € [-7(1 —my), (1 — my)]
= sgn{q}2t (cos (|qj| + gms) — cos (gms)) for |g;| € [7(1 —ms), 7],

. . . qi| — T™msg 1 T
Jun(q;) = 2njy(q;) where jy(q;) = sgn(gy) 2t (COS (%) = o, cos (—m))

for q; € [—mmy, mmy)

mas{lje(a)|} = L (G2 —m.)) | =2t (1+ cos (Fm.))
and e = % (1 - %sin (gms) + gms cos (gms)> ,

()] =l =22 (2= 5 ) cos (Fm.) (10

max{]j(g;)[}

Both max{|js(q;)|} and |jg| are for B = ¢,nn continuous decreasing functions of the spin density ms. For instance,
for m, — 0 and the two my — 0 and m, — 1 reference S*SLNgy subspaces 1A such quantities read,

. . . . —~ 8t
lim max{|je(q)[} = lje(m)| =4t and  lim |je[ = —,
mgs—0 ms—0 s
: , . . 1
i max{liy (01} = L) = i =2t (2= 5 (c1)
and
. . (T S 4t
Aim max{|je(g)l} = |Jc(§)|—2t and  lim |jc| = —,
mlilglmaX{Un(Qj)H = |jn(mmy)| = iy =0, (C12)
respectively.

For reference my = 0 S*SLNgn subspace 1A contained in a S*S subspace for which m, — 1 the same elementary
currents are in the v — 0 limit found to be given by,

Je(qj) = —2tsin(q;) for q; € [, 7]

. . . . qj
Jon(gj) = 2n3jy(g;) where j,(g;) = —2tsin (EJ)

for ¢; € [-m, 7]

. . (T - 4t
max{lje(q)l} = ljc (Gma ) | =4t and |je| = —
) . - 4t
max{[j,(q;)[} = [in(mmy)| =2t and |j,| = o (C13)

The exact elementary current expressions and values in Eqs. (CI0)-(CI3) obey the corresponding inequality in Eq.
(CR) for all n-Bethe states under consideration. (Due to the range mg € [0, (1 — my)], only the mg = 0 S*SLNgy
subspace 1A exists in the m, — 1 limit.)

The number of electronic charges carried by each charge carrier provides a complementary physically appealing
reason of why for © > 0 and any S*S subspace all charge pseudoparticles of the n-Bethe state whose charge current
has largest absolute value are ¢ pseudoparticles. Indeed, the charges carried by the electrons remain invariant under
the electron - rotated-electron unitary transformation. Hence each rotated electrons carries one electronic charge.
Within the charge - spin degrees of freedom separation of the rotated-electron lattice occupancy configurations that
generate the n-Bethe states, each ¢ pseudoparticle carries a single electronic charge. Moreover, each nn pseudoparticle
carries a number 2n of electronic charges. The number, L — 25, of electronic charges of the 7-Bethe states that span
a S*S subspace is the same for all of them. For general n-Bethe states, a number N, of such electronic charges are
carried by N. ¢ pseudoparticles and the remaining > -~ , 2n N, electronic charges are carried by N, = >.>° | N,
nn pseudoparticles.
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On the one hand, the exact sum rule, N. + Y >~ 2nN,, = L — 25, thus follows from charge conservation.
On the other hand, the values of the number of carriers N, = N. + N, of a n-Bethe state vary in the interval
N, € [1,(L — 25,)] for the corresponding set of S*SLN subspaces contained in a S*S subspace for which 25, is
even. Each nn pseudoparticle of such states carries 2n electronic charges and accordingly is a heavier object than a
c pseudoparticle. It is thus a physically expected and appealing result that a n-Bethe state whose L — 25, electronic
charges are carried by L — 25, independent charge carriers, each carrying a single electronic charge, is that whose
charge current absolute value is the largest of the corresponding S*S subspace. This argument is consistent with
N, = N, = L — 25, for the reference S*SLN subspace 1 of a 5*S subspace.

Appendix D: Effects on the charge currents of the deviations from the TBA ideal strings

For a large finite system, the n > 1 complex rapidities with the same real part deviate from their TL ideal form,
Eq. ([28). This affects both the oo = s spin and « = 1 n-spin complex rapidities. In some solvable models small effects
of such deviations may survive even in the TL. In the present case of the charge currents of the 1D Hubbard model,
only the deviations of the n > 1 charge n complex rapidities, Eq. ([28) for a = 1, may have effects on the absolute
values of the charge currents of some classes of 7-Bethe states. (For an interesting study on the small effects of the
a = 1 deviations on the charge degrees of freedom of the 1D Hubbard model, see Ref. [9].)

The set of [ = 1,...,n distorted charge o = 1 complex rapidities with the same real part under consideration have
the general form A7™!(q;) = A"™(q;) +i(n+1—2)u+ D;-m’l. Here D;-m’l = R;-m’l + i(5;-7"’l, where R;-m’l and 5;"” are
real numbers, is the fine-structure deviation from the TBA ideal charge nn strings. Importantly, D;]l’l = 0 for the
N;1 rapidities A"1(g;) of all energy and momentum eigenstates. Indeed, both the ¢ momentum rapidities and such
11 rapidities are real and thus lack such deviations.

The n > 1 distorted complex rapidities A" (q;) = A"™(g;) +i(n+1—20)u+ D;-m’l remain being labelled by the
quantum numbers n = 2,...,00 and [ = 1, ..., n that refer to the number of n-spin singlet pairs and each of these pairs,
respectively. Physically, this means that, as in the case of an ideal charge nn string, for n > 1 the distorted charge
nn string associated with that set of complex rapidities also describes an independent configuration within which
n = 2,...,00 1-spin singlet pairs are bound.

The set of [ = 1,...,n TBA ideal charge nn complex rapidities with the same real part, Eq. [28) for a = 7, obey
the symmetry relation A7(g;) = (A7"+1=!(g;))*. The two complex rapidities A7 (q;) and A" (g;) associated
with two n-spin singlet pairs labelled by the quantum numbers [ and I’ = n + 1 — [, respectively, are related as
A (g;) = (At (gj))* for I = 1,...,n. This is actually a necessary condition for the binding of the I =1, ..., n 7-spin
singlet pairs within the nn-pair configuration.

Importantly and due to self-conjugacy, the deviations D;-m’l = R;-’"’l + i&;’"’l for the set of [ = 1,...,n complex
rapidities with the same real part associated with a n > 1 distorted charge nn string are also such that D;-m’l =

(D?"’"H_l)*. That the symmetry A7!(q;) = (A"™"+1=!(q;))* prevails under string deformations ensures that, as
for the ideal nn strings, the imaginary part of the n > 1 real rapidities with the same real part associated with
deformed charge nn strings also describe the binding within the corresponding n-pair configurations of [ = 1,...,n
n-singlet pairs.

As for the n > 1 complex spin rapidities of the related spin-1/2 X X X chain |72, [73], the collapse of narrow pairs,
which within our representation refers to 7-singlet pair unbinding processes, is in the TL the only aberration from the
n > 1 ideal charge nn strings that may have effects on the charge currents. The occurrence for the 1D Hubbard model
of two types ¢ and nl of real charge rapidities that are insensitive to such effects renders them even less important
than for the spin-1/2 X X X chain [72, [73]. Indeed, for that chain there is only one branch of real rapidities. As in
the case of its spin currents, in the TL the small effects under consideration have no impact whatsoever in the 7" > 0
stiffness upper bounds considered in Sections [V] and [Vl

The very small effects of charge nn string deviations occur through the n > 1 current spectra Jy,(¢;) = —Jf;n(qj),
Eq. (ATI) of Appendix [Aland Eq. ([I), in the charge currents general expression, Eq. (AI0) of that Appendix and
Eq. ({@Q). This applies only to n-Bethe states described by groups of real charge ¢ and 71 rapidities and n > 1 complex
charge nn rapidities. This follows from the dependence of such current spectra on the complex charge nn rapidities
AT g) =A™ (g) +i(n+1—20)u+ D;’""l associated with n > 1 bound 7-spin singlet pairs.

The charge nn string deviations from the TBA n > 1 ideal charge nn strings do not change the number of 7-spin
singlet pairs. Their density remains being exactly given by m, = (I, —m,,)/2 for the corresponding 7-Bethe states and

non-LWSs. Narrow pairs refer to a string deformation originated by a deviation D;’""l that renders the separation

between two rapidities A""’l(qj) and A""’H‘l(qj) in the imaginary direction less than iu. Such a separation may
become narrower and eventually merge and split back onto the horizontal axis. (This is why such a process is called
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the collapse of a narrow pair.)

Within our representation in terms of paired rotated n-spins 1/2, each collapse of a narrow pair leads to the
unbinding of two n-spin singlet pairs. On the one hand, for the set of n > 2 complex charge nn rapidities with the
same real part associated with n bound 7-spin singlet pairs, it leads to the partition of the corresponding nn-pair
configuration into a nn/-pair configuration where n’ = n — 2 and two unbound 7-spin singlet pairs described by real
charge n1 rapidities. The nn'-pair configuration is described by a smaller number n’ = n — 2 of complex charge
nn rapidities with the same real part in a charge nn’ string of smaller length n’ = n — 2. On the other hand, for
complex charge 72 rapidities with the same real part it leads in turn to the unbinding of the two 7-spin singlet pairs
of the corresponding 72-pair configuration. In this case this gives rise solely to the two unbound 7-spin singlet pairs
described by real charge n1 rapidities.

Hence the collapse of a narrow pair is a process that causes an increase in the value of the total number of nn
pseudoparticles N,), Eq. ([30) for o = 7, and thus in the equal number N, of charge nn strings of all lengths n =1, ..., 00
It does not change though that of n-spin singlet pairs, IT,, = >°7 , n N, = (L, — 25,)/2, Eq. ([@8) for « = 7. The
number of rotated n-spins L, = 25, + 2II,, and the corresponding density l,, > m,, thus remain unchanged under such
charge nn string distortions.

The upper bounds used in our procedures within the canonical and grand-canonical ensembles rely on the largest
current absolute value of 7-Bethe states in each S*S subspace and on averages of current absolute values of n-Bethe
states described by only real rapidities, respectively. In both cases, the n-Bethe states carrying the charge currents
under consideration have density l,, — m,. Hence they are insensitive to the collapse of narrow pairs. Indeed, the
corresponding increase in the number N, of charge nn strings of all lengths does not generate states with current
absolute values larger than those of such 7n-Bethe states. This is why the collapse of narrow pairs has no affects
whatsoever in the upper bounds used in the studies of this paper.

Appendix E: The 1D Hubbard model global symmetry group independent state representations and Hilbert
space and subspaces dimensions

Following the 1D Hubbard model global [SU(2)®SU(2)®@U (1)]/Z3 symmetry [101], its full Hilbert-space dimension
4% must equal the number of independent state representations of the corresponding symmetry group. In each subspace
with fixed values for Ly = N., L,, = N, S5, and S, there are N'"(L,,, S;,) x N*(Ls, Ss) x d.(N.) such representations.
Here,

N (La,Sa) = (250 + 1) N giet (Las Sa) and d. = (f) = (f) for a =1n,s, (E1)
s 7

where,

L, L, B
blnglet(LaaS ) (La/2 . Sa) - <La/2— Sa _ 1) for a = n,s. (EQ)

The a = 1,5 SU(2) dimensions are similar to the spin SU(2) dimension of the spin-1/2 X X X chain [72, [73]. The

dimension d. = ( J\? ) is characteristic of an U(1) symmetry and refers indeed to the ¢ lattice U(1) symmetry.

One finds that,

4L = Z Z Z O LnaLSaSﬁv‘S’ )Nn(LmSn) XNS(LSaSS) X dC(NC)a

Ne=0 28,=0 25,=0
(mtcgcrs) (integers) (integers)

C(Ly,Ls, Sy, Ss) = | cos (g(25’n + Ln)) cos (g(25’s + Ls)) [, (E3)

where the role of the phase factor, C'(Ne, Sy, Ss) = 0,1, is to select the allowed independent representations of the
global [SU(2) ® SU(2) ® U(1)]/Z3 symmetry.

As for the corresponding spin-singlet dimension of the X X X chain |72, 73|, the dimension Njingiet(Sa, Ma) in Eq.
(ET) can be written as,

Ninglet (Las Sa) Z H ( Om) for a =mn,s, (E4)

{Nan} n=1
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where Y (N..,} is a summation over all sets of { Ny} corresponding to the same number of pairs, II, = Y02 n Noy, =
(Lo —2S54)/2, Eq. (I8). (That the use of the alternative dimension expression, Eq. (E4), in Eq. (E3)) leads to the
same overall dimension 4% is shown in Ref. |79].)

For the problem studied in this paper, we consider the S? = 0 subspace. Its S*SL subspaces as defined in Section
[[IIBl are populated by fixed numbers L, = N/ h = I — N, rotated n-spins 1/2 of which 211, = L, — 25, are paired and
the remaining M,, = 2.5, physical n-spins 1/2 are unpaired. They are as well populated by ﬁxed numbers Ly = L — L,
of rotated spins 1/2 of which 2II; = L — L, — 25, are paired and the remaining M, = 2S5, physical spins 1/2 are
unpaired. Since for the different spin S integer values only states for which S? = 0 contribute, out of the 255 + 1
states of each spin multiplet tower only that for which S? = 0 is counted. The dimension of a S? = 0 subspace thus
reads,

(L—Ly)/2
dsubspace(Ln7 Sﬁ) = Z (25 + 1)'/\/slnglct(L777 Sﬁ) X 'A/ssinglet (an SS) X dC(Lﬁ) ’ (E5)
Ss=0

where accounting for that Ly = L — L),

Nougtor(Ln> Sn) = (Ln/jn_gn) ( n/2LS —1) NZ IO:O[ ( )
Mnentn 50 = (1o 0006 ) (o ra s 0)= 2 IL():

)

The summations }_y  and > /v, run again over all sets of {Nyn} and {Nsn}, respectively, corresponding to the

de(Ly)

same number of singlet pairs. That number is given by I, = > >° |, n N,, = (L, — 2S5,)/2 for the n-spin singlet pairs.
For the SZ = 0 subspace the number of spin-singlet pairs reads Iy = >_>° ; n Ny, = (L — L,, — 25,)/2.

An important subspace of a S*SL subspace is that spanned by the corresponding 7-Bethe states whose dimension
is given by,

(L— Ln)/2
dsl/u‘?)/'sf)acc(‘[’ﬁ’ Sﬁ) = Z smglct L 7577) x 'A/Ssinglct (an SS) x dC(Lﬁ) : (E7)

Appendix F: Quantities in the expression of the pseudoparticle elementary currents

The f functions in the elementary currents expression, Eq. (56, read,
fop(a5,05) = vp(q;) 2m P g (a5, q5) + vpr (a57) 27 P 5 (57, 45)

1
+ % Z 9 |UC QFCT)l27T(I)CB(QFCT7QJ)27T(I)CB’(QFCT7q] )
1==+1

1
+ % Z Z 77" |v77n ann ‘rn)| 2m (1)7777« 5(QF7771 Tn? QJ) 27 (1)77" ﬁ’(Qan o 457 )

t=*+1n=1
1
+ % inl nzl sn |Usn Lqun)| 2T (I)sn 5(Lqun7 QJ) 2m (I)sn 5’(Lqun; qJ ) (Fl)

where the 8 = ¢, nn, sn bands group velocities vg(g;) are within the TL continuum ¢ representation given by,

vg(q) = Bsg;é’q) where 8 =c¢,nn,sn. (F2)

The 8 = ¢,nn, sn band energy dispersions €3(g;) appearing here read,

u

C C t
es(a;) = Es(qy) +e5(q5); aﬁ(qj)_;/{@}dmwcbcﬁ(

for j=1,..,Lg, (F3)

B
smk Ag (qj)>smk
u
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where the 8 = ¢,nn, sn bands energy spectrum Ejg(g;) is provided in Eq. (AT) of Appendix [A] with the rapidity
functionals A§(g;) = sink§(g;) and A§"(g;) being those of a n-Bethe state with compact distributions of general form,
Eq. (BI). The integration f{QL y dk is defined as,

Q- w
/ dk = / dk+/ dk for m, <1/2 (r = — hole like)
{Qv} —m Qt

QF
= / dk for m, >1/2 (1 =+ particle like). (F4)
Q

The momentum rapidity variable &k integration limiting parameters Q)% are given by,
Q; = k°(¢p.,) where 1 ==+ and 7=+. (F5)

In this expression ¢4, , stands for the ¢ band compact domains limiting momenta, Eq. (52)) for 5 = c.

In the case of excited states of a ground state whose ¢ band distribution is compact and symmetrical as given in
Eq. (B9), the corresponding limiting occupancy momentum rapidities Q% in Eq. (FG) rather read Qf = +Q for such
a ground state where Q = k°(¢p.) and gp. = 7(1 — my).

For n-Bethe states generated by a finite number of ¢ band processes from those with ¢ and sl bands compact
distributions of general form, Eq. (&Il), belonging to the ms = 0 reference S*SLNgy subspace 1A, the related group
velocity, Eq. (E2)) for 8 = ¢, is up to O(u~?) order and for m,, € [0, 1] found to be given by,

1-— In2 In2
ve(gj) = 2tsing; — 2t % sin2q; — 72t ;T—u (L_Zi(L) cos(q}cﬁ)> cos q
, (In2)? 3., (1—m,) (In2\?

+ 6t(1—my) (T) (1 ~3 sin qj> sing; — TZtTn (T) L:Zi(L) c0s(qp, ,) | sing

1 n2\> 1 (In2)\?
- 7'%% (%) (L_Zi@ sin2(q}677)> cosq — Ztﬁ (nT) <L_Zi sin(2q}677)> cos ¢

1 (In2)\?
+ 2t yps) (%) sin(qp,. , + q}'c)T) cosq. (F6)

The terms that depend on the momenta ¢}, . where 7 = £ and ¢+ = £ are state dependent. The expression

corresponding to the subset of terms that are state independent gives exactly the ¢ band current spectrum in Eq.

For the ms — 1 —m,, reference S*SLNgy subspace 1A and m,, € [0, 1] all terms of the ¢-band group velocity under
consideration are up to O(u~2) order state independent and read,

1-— — Mg 1- — s § 3 1
(m#ﬂm) sin2q; + 6t (m+m) (1 -3 sin? qj) sing; . (F7)

ve(gj) = 2tsing; — 2t

Note that up to that order the group velocity v.(g;) exactly equals the current spectrum J"(g¢;) = —J.(q;), Eq. (@3).

Finally, for m, = 0 and the set of fixed m, density reference S*SLNgx subspaces 1A referring to the interval

ms € [0,1] all terms of the c-band group velocity v.(g;) are up to O(u~?2) order state independent and that velocity
exactly equals the current spectrum J?(g;) = —J.(q;), Eq. (T0), and thus reads,

. Nps . Tys \ 2 3 ., .
ve(gj) = 2tsing; —2t781n2qj+6t ( " ) 1—§sm q; | sing;

where n,s = (1 —ms)gs for my, =0 and m, € [0,1]. (F8)
Here gs = gs(ms) is the function in Eq. ().
The phase shifts 27 @3 5 (¢, ;) in Eq. (E1) where 8 and 3’ refers to ¢, nn, and sn branches are a generalization

of those considered in Ref. [103] to n-Bethe states with compact distributions of general form, Eq. (&1l), and n-Bethe
states generated from them by small ¢ and nn bands distributions deviations. For all such states they have the form,

21 @5 5:(qj,q5) = 27 P (r,7") where r = Ag(qj)/u and 7’ = Ag (g;)/u, (F9)
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and the rapidity functionals are those of the corresponding n-Bethe states with compact distributions. The rapidity
dressed phase shifts 27 i)ﬁﬁ/ on the right-hand side of Eq. ([F9) are the solution of well-defined integral equations.
Those are provided in the following for the reference S*SLNgy subspace 1, as defined in Section [VBl (That subspace
plays a central role in the upper bound procedures used in the studies of this paper.)

For the case of 7-Bethe states with compact distributions of general form, Eq. (&), belonging to the reference
S*SLNgn subspace 1 and 7-Bethe states generated from them by small ¢ and nn bands distributions deviations, a
first set of rapidity dressed phase shifts 2w i)ﬁﬁ/ obey integral equations by their own,

@meﬁhéwmwv—m+/ZZMW%MW@%4WML (F10)

D ! 1 arCtan(Sink{liu_T/) B/u 1z " & "o
Bt (1) =22 (@} Ak cosk g + (r — sink/u)? - /—B/u dr G (r 1) Rt (r7,77) (F11)

and
D1 n (1,7") = G1n e arctan(r — rl)—k(l — 61,n)l{arctan(r — rl)—i- arctan(r — T/)}
g ™ n—1 n+1

1 al"Ctan(Sin kilu_T/) B/u " AN "o

- mu iy dhcosk 13 (r —sink/u)? " /—B/u dr” G () Rar0 (7, 17) (F12)

The kernel G (r,r’) is given by,

Gr(r,r') = _% [W} [1 2 <t7(7~) () + wﬂ . (F13)

Here
to(r) = %;(L) arctan (r - SmuQ;) , (F14)

and

I-(r) = %

:i(L) In <1 + <r - %) ) . (F15)

A second set of rapidity dressed phase shifts are expressed in terms of those in Eqs. (EL0)-(E12) as follows,

B 1 B/u (i)s . "o
@wmm=—/' arr 2ete 0T (F16)
7T —B/u 1+ (T r )

L

B/u 3

_ 1 r—r 1 D1 g (r",7")
A 11 *¥sl,nn 5
Qe (r,17") = - arctan( - ) + p /_B/u dr m ) (F17)

and

B/u 3

_ 1 o 1 Dot //, /
‘I)c,sn (T, T/) = —— arctan(r " ) + = / dr”% '
s n T J_B/u 1+(7«_T//)

(F18)

The remaining rapidity dressed phase shifts can be expressed either in terms of those in Eqs. (F16)-(EIR) only,

_ 1 N1 &, . (sink/u, 7'
e (1,1) = = arctan(T ! ) - —/ dk cosk —= (Sirisir{z/z) , (F19)
™ n T™U {Q} n[l + (T)Q]
= 911 n/\"" — ! 1 (i)c n’ ink ) !
B (1) = Sl 1) L / b cos b e (A K/u, 1) (F20)
2m TU Jiqey n[l 4 (Lr8nky2)
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— 1 sink/u, ")

(I)c sn/
Dy snr (1,7') = —— dk cosk — (T_sin o (F21)
Tu Sy ol + (—)7
or in terms of both those in Egs. (FI10)-(E12) and in Egs. (E16)-(E18),
- 1 -7 1 O, . (sink/u,r’
Dy, (1, r') = —— arctan(r " ) + —/ dk cosk : (Sirisn/]zl:/:)
4 " TS [l + (—==)%
B/u - @[1] S
— / dr'"®g . (r",r") M :oon>1, (F22)
—B/u 2
= 1 (i)c n’ ink ) !
Do (r,7') = — dk cos k —1 (Sl,r:m{:/lur )
U JQsy n[l+(—)7
B/u - ol (p _
— / dr"' ® 1 mn (r",1") 771’1( ) ;on>1, (F23)
—B/u 2w
= 911 n’ — 7 1 (i)c sn’ ink ) !
B (r17) = Q20D L[ g g Do (k)
2m U J{Qey nll+ (—5=)?)
B/u - ol (r —
- / dr'"' Oy g (1) M. (F24)
—B/u ' 2

In the above equations, ©,,,/(x) is the function given in Eq. (A3) of Appendix [A] and @Ll ]n, (x) is its derivative,

Wy Onwl@) o L ST L 2
S ) Oz i {n[1+(%)2] +,§l’[1+(%)21}+(1 5"*”>{|n—nf|[1+(ln+n,)2]
ntn/—ln—n'| _4
2 4
i (n+n)[1+ (2)?] * l; (|n—n’|+2l’)[1+(m)2]}' (F25)

The phase-shift integral equations given here are an extension of those provided in Ref. [103], which refer to 7-Bethe
states generated from ground states by small ¢ and nn bands distributions deviations.

The phase shifts suitable to the set of subspaces considered in the analysis of Section [[V Bl other than the reference
S*SLNgy subspace 1 to which Eqgs. (F10)-(E24) apply either are easily expressed in terms of those defined by these
equations under suitable densities interchange or are straightforwardly computed.

Appendix G: Useful u > 1 expansions in powers of uw for I = 1,...,00

The expansion terms of u =7 order j > 2 of the c-band current spectrum Jf(qj), Eq. (68), are state dependent. To
illustrate this property, in this Appendix such a current spectrum is expanded up to v~ order for the m, = 0 and
ms — 1 — m,, reference S*SLNgy subspaces 1A and the whole m,, € [0, 1] range. We consider the 7-Bethe states of
a general reference S*SLNgy subspace 1A whose 5 = ¢, nn, sn compact distributions have limiting momenta of the
form given in Eq. (T7). The corresponding ¢ band distribution 27p.(k) is then defined by the equation,

dA sin k—A\2
U Jep 14 (SRER)

cosk /B 2ros1(A)

2mpe(k) =1+ where B = A](qrs1) = Ay (kry) (G1)

and the distribution 271 (A) obeys the related equation,

B /
o) = & [ a2l L [ gy 2l (@)
TUJQy 14 (AmER)T Amu)op 14 (85))

2u




92

The integration || @1} appearing here and its limiting parameters Q- are defined in Eqs. ([4) and (F5) of Appendix
[E] respectively.

As given in Eq. (A4) of Appendix [A] the distributions 27p.(k) and 27041 (A) are related to the inverse functions
q°(k) and ¢**(A) of the rapidity momentum functional £°(¢) and s1 branch rapidity functional A*!(q), respectively,
as,

_ 9¢°(k) _ 91 (A)
2rp.(k) = 5% and 2705 (A) = A (G3)
Furthermore, for the present subspace the distributions 27p.(k) and 2704 (A) obey the sum rules,
B
/ dk 2mp.(k) = 2n(1 —m,,) and / dA 2710 (A) = m(1 —my —my). (G4)
{Q4} -B

We start by considering the case of the ms = 0 reference S*SLNgy subspace 1A for densities m,, € [0,1]. As for
a ground state [5], in the present more general case of energy and momentum eigenstates whose distributions are of
the form, Eq. (BII), one can use the Fourier transform of 2o (A) to reach from the use of Eq. (G2)) the following
alternative exact relation,

1 27 pc(k)
2ros1(A) = — dk . G5
mos1(A) 4u /{Q y cosh (£ (A —sink)) (G3)

The use of this 2rog1 (A) expression in Eq. (GI)) reveals that the distribution 27p.(k) obeys the following integral
equation,
27pe(k) = 1 4 cos k/ dk' T(k, k") 2mpe (k') , (G6)
{Qs}

where the kernel reads,

1 [ 1 1
Ik, k)= — dA . G7
(k k) 471'/,00 (u? + A2) cosh (£ (A + sink — sin k') (G7)
);

In order to derive a large-u expansion of the distribution 27p.(k), it is convenient to introduce the following integral
representation of the integrand factor 1/ cosh(mwx/2u) in Eq. (G1) where x = A + sink — sin &/,

o0 xry
L | / dyﬁ (@8)
0

cosh (%) T cosh (2)
The use of this expression in Eq. (GT)) leads to,
/ 1 o cos ((sin k—;um k')y)
'k, k') = — d G9
k) = e [t — (@9)
This expression is suitable for deriving the following I'(k, k) large-u expansion,
n2 < (-1 1 sink — sink"\ 2
Dk, k") = 20 4+1) (1 - == _
(k. &) 27TU+V§1 2T u C@r+1) 22l 2u
ln2 21/ + 1) 1 2 [ " 21 . o1’ —1"
= ﬂ -t Z EMEE (1 - ﬁ) Z (—1)" (sink’) g (sink) . (G10)

1'"=0
From the use of this large-u expansion in Eq. (G6) accounting for the first sum rule in Eq. (G4), the following u ="
expansion obeyed by the distribution 2mp.(k), which contains all infinite orders I’ = 1,2, ..., 00, is straightforwardly
derived,

(1- mn)ln2

2rp.(k) = 1— cosk

21
2l 1 1 ’ " 21/ ’ "
+ coskE C JH < 27) § (—1)F ! Ml,,<l/,>(sink)21 7 for my =0, (G11)

U'=1 1""=0
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where
1 "
M// = —/ dkl 27Tpc(kl) (Sin kl)l . (G12)
T J{Qy}

The function ¢¢(k) in Eq. (G3)), such that 2mp.(k) = d¢°(k )/8k and ¢¢(0) = 0, which is the inverse function of
k¢(q), obeys a corresponding equation expanded in powers of u™",

k) = k— wsmk
u
> 21/ + 1 1 2ll (—1>ll+l”Ml// 2l . 2l,7l” 1
Z 2l’+1 < ﬁ) Z (21/ — "+ 1) <l//) (Slnk) * : (Gl?’)

= 1"=0

In contrast to ground-state particle-like symmetrical and compact ¢ band distributions, Eq. (&9), for which the
coefficients M, Eq. (GI2), vanish for I” odd integers, in the case of the n-Bethe states considered here the contribu-
tions from such !” odd integers is behind 27p.(k) not being a pure even function. This also implies that ¢°(k) is not
a pure odd function. Note though that ¢¢(0) = 0 and ¢°(+7) = =+, as straightforwardly follows from analysis of Eq.
3.

Equations (GII) and (GI2) can be solved order by order in u~!. Accounting for the first sum rule in Eq. (G4,
this gives for instance up to u =2 order the following expansions for 27wp.(k) and ¢°(k),

1-—- In2
drplk) = 14 LM
u
3C(3) 22 T L : L. L
~ 5u3 <(1 —my,)(1+2sin” k) + - L:i(L) 2 cos(qp, ) sink — 1 sin(2¢p, ,) | | cosk, (G14)
and
k) = k+ (A —my)In2 sink
u
3<(3) 2 2 T L : 1 : L :
3903 ((1 my) (1 + 3 sin k) + . L:Zi(L) cos(qp, ,)sink : sin(2qp. ) | | sink, (G15)
respectively.

Inversion of this ¢¢(k) expansion gives up to u =2 order the following expression for the rapidity momentum functional
ke (qj )a

1—m,)n2 .
kc(%‘) = Qj—%sm%'
(1 —m,)In2)? ) (1 —m,)In2)3 3. )
+ u—gcosqjsmqj—u—g 1—§sm2qj sin g;

+

gg(j?? ((1 — my) (1 + %Sin2 qj) + % Z(L) (cos(q}cj) sing; — isin@q};cﬁ))) sing; . (G16)

=+

The use of the expansions, Eqs. (GI4) and (GI6), in the current spectrum J”(g;) expression, Eq. (68), readily
leads to the expansion up to w2 order of that spectrum given in Eq. .

In the case of the my — 1 — m,, reference S*SLNgx subspace 1A also considered here, one straightforwardly finds
from the use of Egs. (GI)-(G4) that for m, € [0,1] and up to second order in (1 — m, — ms) < 1 the c¢-band
distribution 2mp. (k) is for m, € [0, 1] given by,

(1—-m,;—ms) cosk
u 1+(smk)

This result actually holds true as well for any s1-band distribution other than that considered in Eqs. (G2) and (G4]).
That 27p.(k), Eq. (GI7), is an even function of k implies that the function ¢¢(k) in Eq. (G3) is an odd function
of that variable. Hence it reads,

2rp.(k) =1+ +O((1 —my —mg)?) for (1—m, —ms) < 1. (G17)

¢°(k) = k+ (1 — my, — my) arctan (%) +O((1 —my —my)?) for (1—m,; —ms) < 1. (G18)
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Expanding ¢°(k) up to u~2 order in u~! and second order in (1 — my —mg) and inverting that expansion gives up
to u™? order the following expression for the rapidity momentum functional k°(q;),

c 1-m — Mg . 1—m —m52 .
k(q5) = Qj—(—Z)smqj—i—(Z—Q)cosqjsmqj
(1—my, —my)

+ 3u3

sin® ¢; + O((1 — m,, — my)?). (G19)

The use of the expansions, Eqs. (GI7) and (GI9), in the current spectrum J”(g;) expression, Eq. (68), leads to
the expansion up to =3 order of that spectrum provided in Eq. (73).

Finally, the largest charge current absolute value of reference S*SLNgx subspaces 1A in Eq. (79) is derived in some
limits of interest. For such subspaces the current deviation functional, Eq. (&), simplifies to,

L
6<jLWS(lr7 Sﬁv u)> = Z 6Nc(Qj) jc(Qj) : (G20)

Jj=1

By combining the exact property that (Jpws(le, Sy, 1)) = 6(Jws(lr, Sy, w)) for both m, — 0 and m, — 1 with the use

of the ¢-band distribution that maximizes the corresponding absolute value |(Jrw s (I, Sy, u))| = [6(Jrws (I, Sy, )|
in the v — 0 limit, one finds,

[(Jiws (b, Sp,w))| = 4t Lmy, (1 —m,) for m, -0, m,€[0,1], and u—0
= 2tLmy (1 —m,) for m, €[0,1], ms —-1—m,, and u—0,
= 2tLm, (1 —m,) for m; -1, my—0, and uv— 0. (G21)

The use of the expansions up to u =3 order of J”(g;), Eqs. (T2) and (73), in the general charge current expression, Eq.
[8)), for ¢ and s1 bands compact distributions of general form, Eq. (&Il), belonging to reference S*SLNgy subspaces
1A leads up to u~? order to the (jLWS(lr, Sy, u)) expansion, Eq. (74), in the cases of my = 0 and ms — 1 —m,,
reference S*SLNgx subspaces 1A, respectively. Up to u~2 order that leads to the expansions in Eqs. (75) and (76),
respectively.

Moreover, the use of the specific limiting occupancy momenta g, ., Eq. (), that maximize the absolute values

of the (Jrws(lr, Sy, u)) expansions in Eqgs. (74), (75), and (76) leads for general reference S*SLN gy subspaces 1A up
to w2 order to,

S (0 Sy = 2R (4 F () (1 Bontm,) - Zsini(my) ) ) + O

™ 2\ u

1
for m,, € [O, 3~ 5;;8] and mg € [0, (1 —my)]

_2ulL sin®(mm,,) N t L nys sin®(2wm,;) (1 N 3nps cos(27rmn)> + O
s U 2u
_1 u 1 U
for m, € 3~ Opss 3 + 65| and ms € [0, (1 —my)]
2t L si s\ 2 _
= M <1 - g (HZ ) (1 + gCOS(Tan) - gsinz(ﬂ'mn))> +O(u™?)
1
for m,, € 3 + s 1} and mg € [0, (1 —my)]. (G22)

Both for m, € [0,1/2 — 6] and m, € [1/2 4 &,1] the terms of orders u™', u~3, and remaining odd orders v~

where j = 5,7, ... of this maximum current absolute value expansion exactly vanish.
In the case of the expansions of u = order in Eqs. (75) and (76)) specific to the my; = 0 and ms; — 1 — m,, reference



95

S*SLNgn subspaces 1A, respectively, this leads to,

|<J2n;,)(§3)(l Sp,u))] = 0+O0(u™?) for m, € [O,% —5:;5} and ms =0

2t L sin®(27m,)

= — (1 -m,)n2)? (1 — %sin2(2wmn)>

mud

+ %f’) <(1 —my) <1 + gsinz(%mn)) + (1 - %COS(Zﬂmn)> M>}

™

+ O(u™*) for m, € [ —on ——|—5"] and ms =0

ULk
= 0+ 0™ for m, € { + dps } and ms; =0, (G23)
and
TP 0, Sy} = 04 O((1 = my — m.)P) for my € [0,3_5;;5] and m, —1—m,
_% (1 —my —mg) + O((1 = my —my)?)
for m,, € [1 (5}7‘5,l+5“] and mg; —1—m,,
= 0+ 0O((1 —my, —my)*) for m, € [ + 0y } and ms = 1—my, (G24)
respectively.

Appendix H: Derivation of the T'— oo charge stiffness upper bound and comparison to the Mazur’s lower
bound

The first goal of this appendix is to confirm that the charge stiffness upper bound in Eq. (I06)) is larger than that
given in BEq. (I0F). At fixed density m, the charge currents (Jpws(lr, Sy, u)) = Ele N!(g;) J'(gj) in Eq. (68) are

the same for all (L/2 25 S ) independent spin configurations with the same spin S; = 0,1, ..., (L — 25,,)/2. Those

generate the spin degrees of freedom of the 7-Bethe states that span a S*SLNy, subspace as defined in Section [VI]
and thus contribute to the charge stiffness upper bound, Eq. (I03). Indeed, such currents only depend on the density
mg common to all such spin configurations through the dependence on that density of the charge current spectrum
J!Mgj) = —Je(gj) in Eq. (©63).

At fixed density m,, the charge currents in Eq. (68) directly depend on the occupancy configurations of the
N. = (L—-2S5,) = L(1—m,) charge c pseudoparticles over the available j = 1, ..., L ¢-band discrete momentum values
g; of which NI = 25, = Lm, are unoccupied. Such currents also depend on the density m, common to all such
charge configurations through the dependence on that density of the charge current spectrum Jg(qj) = —Jc(g;) in
Eq. @8). The set of j = 1,..., L c-band discrete momentum values {g;} are exactly the same for all 7-Bethe states
that span the S*SLNy, subspace under consideration.

Hence concerning the spin occupancy configurations and c-band occupancy configurations that generate such states,
only the latter determine the form of the charge currents in Eq. (68)). The only effect of the spin degrees of freedom
onto the charge currents is the my dependence of the current spectrum J%(g;) = —J.(g;) in Eq. (68).

The S*SLNy, subspace considered here can be divided into references S*SLNgn subspaces 1A, each with a fixed
spin belonging to the set Sy = 0,1, ..., (L — 25,)/2. One can then choose the fixed-S; reference S*SLNgy subspace
1A whose corresponding charge stiffness upper bound is larger than that in Eq. ([I05), which is defined within the
whole S*SLNy, subspace. It follows from the above properties that such a fixed-Ss subspace is that for which the

average |J.| = T Zle |7c(¢;)|, Eq. (CI)) of Appendix[Clfor 8 = ¢, of the absolute value |.J.(g;)| of the charge current

spectrum J"(g;) = —J.(q;) in Eq. (68) is largest. Such an average is independent of the ¢; occupancies and runs
over all j =1, ..., L such momentum values. Within the TL, one replaces the discrete momentum values g; such that

qj+1 —qj = 27r/ L by a continuum momentum variable ¢q. By replacing the sum Z 1 by an integral it is found that
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up to u~2 order such an average value reads,

|Jc|—ﬁ<1+3<(1_m’7_m5>95)2> : (H1)

™ u

where g5 = gs(my) is the function in Eq. (TI)). B
Suitable analysis of this expression reveals that |J.(g;)| is largest for the Ss = 0 reference S*SLNgx subspace 1A.
This follows from the inequality,

(1—my, —my)

In2 >
(1 —my)

gs for mg€[0,1—m,] where g € [In2,1]. (H2)

One finds that the derivative dgs(ms)/0Oms is such that dgs(ms)/Oms|m.—0 = 0 at ms = 0 and dgs(ms)/IMms|m, >0
for ms €]0, (1 — my)]. The use of such derivative behaviors confirms the validity of the inequality, Eq.

Although for simplicity here it was confirmed that the charge stiffness upper bound in Eq. (I06) is larger than
that given in Eq. (I05) for the approximate u > 3/2 range for which the 4 =2 order expansions of these upper bounds
apply, the validity of the result can be shown to apply to the whole u > 0 range. That here its validity was confirmed
up to u~2 order stems from the charge stiffness upper bound, Eq. (I06), being computed in the following to that
order.

The second goal of this Appendix is to determine an exact expression for that charge stiffness upper bound up
to u~* order and in the TL for the hole concentration range m; € [0,1/2]. We start by decomposing the current

Je(g;) = —J(g;), Eq. (I07), into a polynomial in N. = L — 25,

2
Je(gj) =Y anlg)NE, (H3)
pn=0
where
In2 In 2)2 3
ap(gj) = —2tsing;, oai1(g;) =2t % sin2q;, aa(g) = —6t % (1 —5 sin? qj> sing; . (H4)
We use a simplified notation within which N.(g;) =: v; € {0,1} are the binary occupation numbers and N, =

> Vi = L —285,,. The main technical step is is the evaluation of the many-body sum (which is just the sum over .
in Eq. (I06) without the constant 1/(25,)? prefactor),

2

L 2
In= 3 wdi] v, = D Guw (N NPH (H5)
{v;}e{0,1}1 \j=1 o’ =0
where J; = J(g;) and,
L
Pp, (Ne) = Z 6NC,E]- v; Z au(‘]j) Qyy (qr) Vi v - (H6)
{v;}e{0,1}~ G k=1

This object is in turn evaluated via writing its discrete Laplace transform,

L
95#7#/()‘> = Z eANC(b,u,;L’(Nc) (H?)
N.=0
L
=D (H 6M”> > ulay) e (@) v ve (H8)
{v;} \n=1 5.k
ik
= 1+ NP2 Y o) aw(ge) + (14NN Y aa) g (g5) (HO)
Jik j

= (1+eMi2erA, 0, (H10)
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where we accounted for that Zj a,(g;) = 0 for all p and defined the sums, or integrals,

L us
A= S anla)awle) = o= [ daan@an(a). (1)
j —
which can be straightforwardly computed. From there we read,
L—-2
Gup (Ne) = N. -1 Ay and ¢y (0) = @y (L—1) = 0. (H12)

Plugging all that to the charge stiffness upper bound, Eq. (0], we find,

L2 2 L2 '
0 (2877)2 Sp=I5%| Z#y#/zo (2;7;)2 (L*QSnfl)AH’HI (L— 25’77)#"‘#
D*(T) = 51T e 7 . (H13)
Sy=|Sz] (2&,)

Next we perform an asymptotic analysis of this expression, accounting for that . — oo within the present TL. First

we note that,
L—-2 25,(L—-2S,)( L
~—_ . H14

(L - 25, - 1) L2 28, ( )

Then we realize that both sums over the binomial symbols in the numerator and the denominator of the expression,
Eq. (HI3), become sharply peaked around S, = S* = L/4, under the condition that,

. L
|S77| < Zu (H15)

and thus m; € [0,1/2].
Finally, the charge stiffness upper bound, Eq. (I06)), then reads within the TL and for m;, € [0,1/2],

2LT
H,p' =0

(2572 2 - L [282\? 722 m2\’ _
OO _ n , 2 ptpt 27N e 4
D°(T) > A L7(L)2) ) w15 ) tow ], (H16)
which can indeed be written as given in Eq. (I08).
The charge stiffness Mazur’s lower bound has been derived for T'— oo in Ref. [66]. In the zero-spin case considered
in the upper-bound studies of this paper one finds that the charge stiffness Mazur’s lower bound DM?#(T) is such that,

2 2(1 - (m3)?
cl\;;t (mZ)? where cy, = (1= (my)") ) . (H17)

D(t) > DMY(T) = :
1+ m3)2) (1+ (2) sty

On the one hand, for (1-m;) < 1 and up to O(u=2) order the upper bound, Eq. (II0), equals the charge stiffness.
Hence one finds to such an order that in that limit for which ey, & 2(1 — mj)(1 — (1/4u)?) the use of the Mazur’s
lower bound leads to the inequality,

2 2 2
D(T) = 2i(1 — mf,) > ZLT(l — mf,) (1 — (i) ) for (1-— mfl) <1. (H18)

For (1 —mj) < 1 the Mazur’s lower bound thus equals the charge stiffness only in the v — oo limit.
On the other hand, for m? < 1 one finds up to O(u~?) order that ey, ~ 2(1 — ((1/v2)/2u)?) and the charge

stiffness is of the form D(t) = %(m;)Q where the coefficient ¢, obeys the double inequality given in Eq. (I09).
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