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A physical system is said to satisfy a thermal
area law if the mutual information between
two adjacent regions in the Gibbs state is con-
trolled by the area of their boundary. Lattice
bosons have recently gained significant interest
because they can be precisely tuned in exper-
iments and bosonic codes can be employed in
quantum error correction to circumvent clas-
sical no-go theorems. However, the proofs
of many basic information-theoretic inequali-
ties such as the thermal area law break down
for bosons because their interactions are un-
bounded. Here, we rigorously derive a thermal
area law for a class of bosonic Hamiltonians
in any dimension which includes the paradig-
matic Bose-Hubbard model. The main idea to
go beyond bounded interactions is to introduce
a quasi-free reference state with artificially de-
creased chemical potential by means of a dou-
ble Peierls-Bogoliubov estimate.

1 Introduction
In quantum many-body systems with translation-
invariant short-ranged interactions the entanglement
entropy of the ground state typically satisfies an area
law – meaning that it is bounded by a constant times
the boundary surface area of A (as opposed to the
trivial bound which would entail the volume of A).
The area law captures our physical intuition that
correlations are concentrated on short distances and
therefore only occur across the boundary cut. It is
extremely useful in practice as it severely restricts
the admissible many-body states for approximating
ground states (i.e., quantum matter) and can thus
serve to overcome the notorious curse of dimension-
ality through the famous density matrix renormaliza-
tion group (DMRG) numerical algorithm [1]–[4]. The
connection is clearest for 1D lattice systems, where a
state satisfies an area law if and only if it is repre-
sentable as a matrix product state (MPS) with fixed
bond dimension independent of the system size [5],
[6]. For detailed reviews also covering the higher-
dimensional situation, see [7], [8].

Area laws for the entanglement entropy as de-
scribed above have their origins in the holographic
principle in the context of quantum gravity [9] and
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have been numerically observed in a large number
of many-body systems. They have been derived for
gapped 1D spin systems [10]–[14], for 1D quantum
states with finite correlation lengths [15], [16], gapped
harmonic lattice systems [17]–[20], ground states in
the same gapped phase as others obeying an area
law [21], [22], models whose Hamiltonian spectra sat-
isfy related conditions [23], [24], certain frustration-
free spin systems [25], tree-graph systems [26], mod-
els exhibiting local topological order [27] and high-
dimensional systems under additional assumptions
such as frustration-freeness [23], [24], [28]–[31]. There
has also been recent progress for certain long-range
interactions [32], [33]. A general statement in higher
dimensions remains elusive and this problem is known
as the area law conjecture.

The analog of the area law for Gibbs states is called
the thermal area law. Gibbs states are important for
fundamental reasons and their efficient simulability
via tensor networks hinges on thermal area laws [34]–
[36]. For Gibbs states, the total correlations between
two regions A and B are quantified by their mutual
information [34], [37], [38]

I(A : B) = S(ρA) + S(ρB) − S(ρAB),

where S denotes the von Neumann entropy, ρAB the
Gibbs state of the full system, and ρA, ρB the reduced
density matrices corresponding to A and B, respec-
tively. At zero temperature, I(A : B) reduces to twice
the entanglement entropy. An area law at positive
temperature was derived in a seminal work of Wolf
et. al [39] who proved for local and bounded interac-
tions that

I(A : B) ≤ Cβ |∂AB |

with ∂AB being the boundary region between A and
B, and whenever A and B are disjoint and together
make up the entire lattice. Very recently, the β-
scaling result was improved to β2/3 [34] which matters
for the experimentally relevant regime of low temper-
atures (β → ∞). This dependence is not far from
optimal, since Gottesman and Hastings found a 1D
model for which the scaling of the mutual information
is at least β1/5 for large β [40]. Moreover, a general-
ization to various Rényi generalizations of the mutual
information was given in [35] and this has important
applications to simulating and approximating Gibbs
states [36]. Further results of thermal area laws were
established for free fermions [41], for the entanglement
negativity (instead of the mutual information) [42],
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as a result of rapid mixing for dissipative quantum
lattice systems [43], [44] (with a logarithmic correc-
tion) and numerically for some spin chains showing
a log β-dependence [45]. A current account of ther-
mal area laws and related phenomena is given in [38].
There has also been recent progress in the experimen-
tal verification of area laws for both the entanglement
entropy and the mutual information at positive tem-
perature by means of ultra-cold atom simulators [46].

Thermal area laws provide us with universal prop-
erties of Gibbs states independent of the system size.
They are especially valuable for lower temperatures,
while at high temperatures many analytic proper-
ties are available, e.g. exponential decay of correla-
tions [47]–[52], the large deviation principle [53]–[55]
or the approximate quantum Markov property [56],
[57]. Such characterizations are important for the
computation of Gibbs states, in general an NP-hard
problem [58], [59], which in turn is fundamental in
novel applications such as quantum machine learning
[60], [61], semidefinite programming solvers [62], [63]
or the imaginary-time evolution in the framework of
near-term quantum devices [64]–[70].

In particular, area laws can be used for the ap-
proximation of Gibbs state by matrix product opera-
tors (MPO) and their higher-dimensional analogs [34],
[36], [38], [71]. In special cases like one-dimensional
quantum spin systems they gave rise to concrete al-
gorithms for the efficient approximation by MPO,
where the temperature behavior in the area law de-
termines the maximal bond dimension [34]. Such al-
gorithms also proved to be useful for the represen-
tation of Gibbs states as a convex combination of
MPS [72], or for the approximation of ground states
under a low-energy-density assumption typically ob-
served for gapped systems. It is generally believed
that the scaling of the mutual information with β in
the low temperature regime is related to the compu-
tational complexity of the ground space of the models
[38]. Another direct way to use a thermal area law is
to note that controlling the mutual information auto-
matically controls all standard correlation functions,
see [39] and Appendix A.3 below.

A critical limitation of the existing results is that
they only hold for bounded interactions and bounded
local Hilbert space dimension. This is naturally the
case for quantum spin systems and lattice fermions.
However, for lattice bosons as described, e.g., by the
paradigmatic Bose-Hubbard Hamiltonian, the inter-
actions are unbounded and the standard arguments
fail.

There has recently been a surge of interest in
bosonic lattice systems and related models for three
main reasons: (i) The Hamiltonians can be experi-
mentally fine-tuned for cold atoms in optical lattices
[73], which makes them promising platform for quan-
tum simulation and quantum engineering, see also
[74]. (ii) Bosonic encoding can be used in quantum

information processing which can provide multiple
advantages over finite-dimensional discrete-variable
(DV) codes [75], [76]. (iii) In many cases the stan-
dard techniques of quantum information theory fail
(including the derivations of the thermal area law)
because of the unbounded interactions.

Area laws for non-interacting bosons were con-
sidered in [19], [20], [77], but the case of interact-
ing bosons, including the paradigmatic Bose-Hubbard
model proved elusive to rigorous analysis. A partly
numerical investigation was given in [78] with a fo-
cus on the phase transition from Mott insulator to
superfluid by analogy with other symmetry breaking
transitions [79]–[81]. Recently, Abrahamsen et al. rig-
orously proved an area law for gapped ground states
of 1D bosonic lattice Hamiltonians in [82] by using a
truncation of the local Hilbert spaces and a quantum
number tail bound from [83]. Their work only con-
cerns the zero temperature case and leaves open the
positive temperature case.

In this work we rigorously derive the first ther-
mal area law for a broad class of bosonic Hamilto-
nians in any dimension including the paradigmatic
Bose-Hubbard model. In a nutshell, our result states
that under natural assumptions on the bosonic lattice
gases (e.g., short-ranged hopping), we again have the
bound

I(A : B) ≤ Cβ |∂AB |

for all β ≥ 1. The precise result is Theorem 2 be-
low. The β-scaling is the same as that found by [39]
and our proof uses the same basic idea as a starting
point, namely to use the Gibbs variational principle
to bound the mutual information by a difference of
boundary energy expectations (Lemma 1). However,
the unbounded interactions then pose technical diffi-
culties which we overcome by introducing a quasi-free
reference state with artificially decreased chemical po-
tential by means of a double Peierls-Bogoliubov esti-
mate. This reduces us to computations with quasi-
free states that can be completed with Wick’s rule.
Further details are explained below and in the ap-
pendix.

2 Setup for infinite-dimensional
Hilbert spaces
A technical point in the description of many-boson
systems is that the local Hilbert spaces are infinite-
dimensional since the particle number is unbounded.
For this reason, we include this short preliminary
section in which we recall the elegant approach to
thermal area laws via the Gibbs variational prin-
ciple by Wolf et al. [39] and note that it adapts
straightforwardly to the infinite-dimensional situa-
tion. These abstract results are then utilized for the
Bose-Hubbard model in the following section.
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Figure 1: Periodic box for d = 2 and L = 20 decomposed
into two regions A and B. The green region shows the
boundary region ∂AB . The bonds connecting A and B make
up the boundary Hamiltonian H∂ .

Let h be the local Hilbert space for one site, Λ a
finite set and A,B ⊆ Λ such that A ∩ B = ∅ and
A ⊔B = Λ. We set

HA =
⊗
x∈A

h, HB =
⊗
x∈B

h, HAB = HA ⊗ HB .

We suppose that the Hamiltonian can be decomposed
as

HAB = HA ⊗ 1+ 1⊗HB +H∂ (1)

For details about operator domains, which are rel-
evant because our operators are unbounded, see Ap-
pendix A.1. Let T +

1 (H) denote the set of all density
matrices on H. Then we define the free energy as

F β
AB = inf

ρ∈T +
1 (HAB)

Fβ(ρ),

where

Fβ(ρ) = tr(HABρ) − S(ρ)
β

, S(ρ) = − tr(ρ ln ρ).

The Gibbs state

ρAB = e−βHAB

ZAB
, ZAB = tr e−βHAB ,

minimizes the free energy, i.e., F β
AB = Fβ(ρAB).

(See Proposition 4 for a proof of this in the infinite-
dimensional setting.) We reduce to the A, respec-
tively B subsystem by taking partial traces of the
Gibbs state

ρA = trHB
(ρAB), ρB = trHA

(ρAB).

The general bound from [39] straightforwardly ex-
tends to the infinite-dimensional setting as follows.

Lemma 1 (Boundary energy controls mutual infor-
mat.)
Let β > 0 and suppose that tr e−βHAB < ∞. Then

I(A : B) ≤ β tr(H∂(ρA ⊗ ρB − ρAB)).

Proof. We start from

Fβ(ρAB) = F β
AB ≤ Fβ(ρA ⊗ ρB).

Using S(ρA ⊗ ρB) = S(ρA) + S(ρB), we obtain

I(A : B) ≤ β tr(HAB(ρA ⊗ ρB − ρAB))

and the right-hand side equals β tr(H∂(ρA ⊗ ρB −
ρAB)) by basic properties of the partial trace.

3 Main Result
Now we consider the Bose-Hubbard model in the
framework of the previous section. Let Λ ≡ ΛL de-
note a box of side length L in the d-dimensional lattice
with periodic boundary conditions. For x, y ∈ ΛL we
write x ∼ y if x and y are nearest neighbors in the
periodized lattice. At each site lives a bosonic particle
described by the local Hilbert space h = ℓ2(N).

The total Hilbert space HAB = ⊗x∈ΛL
h is isomor-

phic to the Fock space F(ℓ2(ΛL)). On it, we consider
the Bose-Hubbard Hamiltonian

HAB = −J
∑
x∼y

a†
xay + U

2
∑

x∈ΛL

nx(nx − 1) − µN ,

(2)

where J ∈ R represents the strength of the kinetic
nearest-neighbor hopping, U > 0 the strength of the
on-site repulsion and µ ∈ R the chemical potential,
and N =

∑
x∈ΛL

nx is the total number operator.
The Hamiltonian is self-adjoint on a suitable domain
D(HAB); see e.g., [84] and Appendix A.1.

We are now ready to state the main result. We
decompose the box into two regions A and B with
boundary region

∂AB ={x ∈ A : ∃y ∈ B : x ∼ y}
∪ {y ∈ B : ∃x ∈ A : x ∼ y}

as shown in Figure 1.

Theorem 2 (Main result: thermal area law)
For all β, U, µ > 0, we have

I(A : B) ≤ c(J, U, µ) max{1, β} |∂AB |

A few remarks are in order: (i) The repulsiveness
assumption U > 0 is necessary as it ensures stability
of the system. (ii) The assumption that µ > 0 is stan-
dard, cf. the usual phase diagram in Figure 13(a) in
[73]. Indeed, note that if one would take µ sufficiently
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negative, then the system becomes effectively devoid
of particles in the grand-canonical setting. (iii) The
constant c(J, U, µ) can be made explicit from (11).
(iv) The maximum max{1, β} means that the bound
behaves as β for low temperatures in accordance with
[39]. We recall that some growth in β is strongly ex-
pected without any gap assumption [40]. For high
temperature β < 1, we find a temperature indepen-
dent lower bound which matches the classical situa-
tion [39]. (v) As explained in [39], a bound on the
mutual information implies a bound for the correla-
tion of any pair of bounded observables and the same
is true in the bosonic setting, see Appendix A.3.

We close the presentation by discussing several ex-
tensions of the result which can be obtained from the
same methods. The proof can be extended to Hamil-
tonians of the form

H = H0 +W,

with

H0 =
M∑

k=1

k∑
l=1

∑
{x1,...,xl,

y1,...,yl}⊂ΛL

∑
ν1+...+νl=k

Jν1...νl
x1...xly1...yl

× (a†
x1

)ν1 . . . (a†
xl

)νlaν1
y1
. . . aνl

yl
, (3)

W =
∑

x

f(nx),

where M ∈ N, f ≥ 0 is a polynomially bounded
function, growing faster than xM , and Jν1...νl

x1...xky1...yk

is uniformly bounded and finite-range. Moreover, the
proof also works if we add to the original Hamiltonian
density-density interactions of the form

H̃ =
∑
x,y

Jxynxny,

provided that U is sufficiently large, and Jxy is uni-
formly bounded and finite-range. Furthermore, in-
stead of finite-range interactions, we can consider
hopping terms decaying at infinity fast enough, e.g.,
−

∑
x,y Jxya

†
xay for Jxy ≥ 0, x ∈ Zd, satisfying

Jxy ≤ (1 + |x− y|)−α for sufficiently large α > d.
Finally, the underlying lattice structure can be eas-

ily modified as well, though, the constant will be less
explicit since it depends on the spectrum of the graph
Laplacian. In summary, the thermal area law can be
proved for an entire class of bosonic lattice gases in
any dimension.

The translation-invariance of the underlying lattice
is in fact necessary in our current proof. Dropping
this assumption would require to control the number
of bosons potentially accumulating on the boundaries
of the whole system, see also the proof of Proposi-
tion 5. It is an interesting open problem to remove
the translation-invariance assumption. Furthermore,
as we control the H0 term with the on-site interaction
W , we also need the rather strong decay assumption

on Jxy. Therefore, an interesting problem is to de-
velop an alternative approach allowing for long-range
interactions with α arbitrary close to d.

4 Sketch of proof of Theorem 2
The detailed proof of Theorem 2 is given in Ap-
pendix B. Here we give a sketch of the main ideas.

We decompose the Hamiltonian as

HAB = H0 +W + (µ− 2dJ)N

where H0 = −J
∑

x∼y a
†
xay + 2dJN is the shifted

kinetic term and W = U
2

∑
x∈X nx(nx − 1) is the on-

site interaction.
To use Lemma 1, we again decompose the Hamil-

tonian as HAB = HA +HB +H∂ where we define the
subsystem Hamiltonians with open boundary condi-
tions along the cut. More precisely, for X ∈ {A,B},
we set

HX = −J
∑
x∼y,

x,y∈X

a†
xay + U

2
∑
x∈X

nx(nx − 1) − µ
∑
x∈X

nx

and H∂ = −J
∑

x∼y,
x∈A,y∈B

(a†
xay + a†

yax).
Notice that the boundary Hamiltonian H∂ contains

at most d |∂AB | many summands, so the right-hand
side of Lemma 1 seems to exhibits the desired scal-
ing in L and β. The main challenge is that the hop-
ping terms a†

xay + a†
yax between A and B are un-

bounded in contrast to the cases of spin systems or
lattice fermions.

Our first idea is that since expectations with respect
to the full Gibbs state are rather difficult to handle, we
aim for the expectation in a quasifree state which can
be computed via Wick’s rule. To this end, we want
to remove the W term in e−βHAB . The technical tool
to rigorously implement such a shift in the operator
exponent will be a double application of the Peierls-
Bogoliubov inequality [85, (2.14)], which has a long
history in the study of quantum many-body systems
and quantum information theory. Applying it twice,
we obtain

tr(PeK)
tr(eK) ≤ tr(PeK+P )

tr(eK+P ) . (4)

We use this bound withK = −βHAB and P = β(W−
(µ+γ−2dJ)N ) so that the new effective Hamiltonian
is

K + P = −β(H0 + (γ + 2dJ)N )

and e−β(H0+(γ+2dJ)N ) is a trace-class quasifree state,
so that expectations can be calculated via Wick’s
rule. Here we introduced a parameter γ > 0 large
enough in order to make e−β(H0+(γ+2dJ)N ) normaliz-
able. This can be interpreted as an artificial decrease
of the chemical potential which is introduced to stabi-
lize the system by balancing the loss of the repulsion
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W from the exponential. (Indeed, note that without
help from γ, we would get e−β(H0−(µ+2dJ)N ) which
has infinite trace for µ > −2dJ .)

The final expression that we arrive at via (4) can
then be evaluated using Wick’s theorem. Subse-
quently, by means of the corresponding one-particle
density operator, we obtain rather explicit expressions
which amount to a Riemann sum of the density of
Planck’s law. This density decays for large β in an
integrable way. In particular, we see that the result-
ing expression as well as the error terms are bounded
for β ≥ 1 and Theorem 2 follows. For the details, see
Appendix B.

For the discussed generalizations (3), one has to
bound H0 by W and then remove the generalized
hopping term H0 instead of W in the exponent by
means of the Peierls-Bogoliubov argument. In the
end, one obtains a trace just involving number oper-
ators, which can be easily computed as well.

5 Conclusions
We presented a rigorous proof for a thermal area
law for the Bose-Hubbard model and related bosonic
lattice gases. This result closes a gap in the re-
cently growing literature about the quantum informa-
tion theory of lattice bosons and provides a positive-
temperature counterpart to the area law for gapped
bosonic ground states (in 1D) [82].

The idea of the proof is based on the general idea
in [39] together with a Peierls-Bogoliubov argument
which artificially decreases the chemical potential in
order to get a trace-class free reference state. The
method is highly robust and extends to many other
bosonic lattice gases and any lattice dimension.

Natural follow-up problems include the approxima-
bility of bosonic thermal states by generalized matrix
product operators in the spirit of [71]. This is re-
lated to area laws for the generalized Rényi entropy
[6], so it would be interesting to extend the present
results to some Rényi generalizations of the mutual
information (as in [35]), see also [40]. Furthermore,
in light of recent progress of Lieb-Robinson bounds
for bosons [84], [86]–[91] one could explore the ap-
plicability of such bounds and their imaginary time
counterparts in the context of thermal area laws, see
also [34], [44] for connections between imaginary time
Lieb-Robinson bounds and thermal area laws.

On the one hand, our result is of fundamental na-
ture in the quantum information theory of lattice sys-
tems. On the other hand, it paves the way for future
information-theoretic studies of lattice bosons such as
the ones described above. The goal is to unlock the
full potential of these experimentally finely tunable
systems for modern applications such as quantum ma-
chine learning [60], [61] and semidefinite programming
solvers [62], [63].
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A Preliminaries
A.1 Operator domains
For the general setup, we require the following statements about operator domains. We assume that HA and
HB are densely defined symmetric operators on D(A) and D(B), respectively and the boundary Hamiltonian is
defined on H∂ on D(A) ⊗ D(B). We assume that HAB is essentially self-adjoint on D(A) ⊗ D(B) which is then
the appropriate domain for the equality

HAB = HA ⊗ 1+ 1⊗HB +H∂ (5)

Concerning the Bose-Hubbard model, in the total Fock space F(ℓ2(ΛL)), we consider the dense domain

Ffin(ℓ2(ΛL)) = {ψ ∈ F(ℓ2(ΛL)) : ∃n0 ∈ N : ∀n ≥ n0 : ψn = 0}.

The operator HAB is self-adjoint on the largest domain D(HAB), where it can be defined, cf. [84]. It then
follows from [HAB ,N ] = 0 that HAB is indeed essentially self-adjoint on Ffin(ℓ2(ΛL)). Moreover, for subsystems
X ∈ {A,B}, we always set D(X) = Ffin(HX). The above properties can then be verified.

A.2 Trace inequalities in infinite dimensions
Lemma 3 (Peierls-Bogoliubov inequality)
Let N ≥ 0 be self-adjoint operator with purely discrete spectrum, let ΠN := 1N ≤N , N ∈ N and assume
that ΠN H is finite-dimensional for all N ∈ N. Let (D(K),K) be a self-adjoint and (D(P ), P ) be a symmetric
operator such that [K,N ] = 0, [P,N ] = 0, K + P is self-adjoint, and eK , PeK , eK+P are all trace-class. Then
we have

tr(PeK)
tr(eK) ≤ log

(
tr(eK+P )

tr(eK)

)
, (6)

In particular, if PeK+P is trace-class as well, we obtain (4), i.e.,

tr(PeK)
tr(eK) ≤ tr(PeK+P )

tr(eK+P ) . (7)

Proof of Lemma 3. The inequality (6) is well-known for matrices, see for example [85, (2.14)] (or more generally
if P is bounded [92]). Therefore, we have

tr(PeKΠN )
tr(eKΠN ) ≤ log

(
tr(eK+P ΠN )

tr(eKΠN )

)
,

where ΠN = 1N ≤N . Taking the limit N → ∞ yields the desired result. Finally, (4) follows from (6) by means
of

log
(

tr(eK+P )
tr(eK)

)
= − log

(
tr(eK)

tr(eK+P )

)
≤ tr(PeK+P )

tr(eK+P ) .

This proves Lemma 3.

Proposition 4 (Gibbs variational principle)
Let (H,D(H)) be a self-adjoint operator such that tr e−βH < ∞ for all β > 0. Let Fβ(ρ) :=

(
tr(Hρ) − S(ρ)

β

)
.

Then
inf

ρ∈T +
1 (H)

Fβ(ρ) = Fβ(ρH),

where ρH = e−βH/ tr e−βH .

Proof of Proposition 4. We have
tr(K lnK −K lnP ) ≥ tr(K − P )

for all positive self-adjoint trace class operators K,P [93, Prop. 2.5.3]. This yields [94, Section 5.3.1]

Fβ(ρ) = β−1 tr(ρ ln ρ− ρ ln ρH) − β−1 ln tr e−βH ≥ −β−1 ln tr e−βH = Fβ(ρH).
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A.3 Truncated correlations bound
Let MA,MB be two bounded self-adjoint operators on HA and HB , respectively. We denote their truncated
correlation function as

C(A,B) = tr(MA ⊗MBρAB) − tr(MAρA) tr(MBρB).

For all β, U, µ > 0, we have

C(A,B)2

2 ∥MA∥2 ∥MB∥2 ≤ 2c(J, U, µ) max{1, β} |∂AB | , (8)

with the same constant as in Theorem 2. This follows from the quantum Pinsker inequality I(A : B) ≥
1
2 ∥ρAB − ρA ⊗ ρB∥2

1 and ∥X∥1 ≥ tr(XY )/ ∥Y ∥. We mention that the standard proof of the quantum Pinkser
inequality, cf. [95, Theorem 1.15] extends to infinite dimensions since the data processing inequality holds for
trace-class operators [96].

Note however that (8) is trivial unless |∂AB | stays bounded in the infinite-volume limit, e.g. if A or B are
kept at fixed size, as its left-hand side is always bounded by one. Therefore, in order to find more regimes where
this is useful, it is an interesting open question if our main estimate in Theorem 2 can be improved for β → 0,
as it is the case for spin systems [34], [39].

B Proof of Theorem 2
To begin, we notice that we may assume without loss of generality that J > 0. Indeed, if J = 0, the Gibbs
state is a product state (Mott insulator) and the claim is trivial and if J < 0 we can employ the unitary
transformation ax → −ax at every second lattice site to reduce to the case J > 0.

B.1 Step 1: Controlling boundary energy by particle number
In this section, we prove the following bound

Proposition 5
We have

I(A : B) ≤ 4d |∂AB |
Ld

βJ tr(NρAB).

Proof of Proposition 5. Using Lemma 1 and the operator Cauchy-Schwarz inequality ±(a†
xay +a†

yax) ≤ nx +ny

we get

I(A : B) ≤ βJ
∑
x∼y,

x∈A,y∈B

tr((nx + ny)(ρA ⊗ ρB + ρAB)).

Since, for x ∈ A, tr(nxρA ⊗ ρB) = tr(nxρA) = tr(nxρAB) and similarly for ny and ρB , we obtain

I(A : B) ≤ 2βJ
∑
x∼y,

x∈A,y∈B

tr((nx + ny)ρAB). (9)

Observe that HAB is translation-invariant, i.e., for all x ∈ ΛL,

T ∗
x HABTx = HAB ,

where Tx denotes the unitary translation operator by x, (Txψ)(y) = ψ(y+x mod L). This implies T ∗
x ρABTx =

ρAB and therefore, tr(nxρAB) = tr(nyρAB) for all x, y. The summation in (9) is over |∂AB | many terms, so

∑
x∼y, x∈A,y∈B

tr((nx + ny)ρAB) ≤ 2d |∂AB | tr(nx0ρAB) = 2d |∂AB | tr(NρAB)
Ld

,

where x0 ∈ Λ is some arbitrary element. This proves Proposition 5.
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B.2 Step 2: Removing the interaction from the exponential
In the following we write ⟨P ⟩K := tr(Pe−K)/ tr(e−K) for operators K and P and we will also drop the subscript
AB and write H = HAB .

Proposition 6
Let C0 = 1

4
U

γ+µ . For all γ > 0, we have

⟨N ⟩βH ≤ 2
(
C0

U/2 ⟨W − (µ+ γ − 2dJ)N ⟩β(H0+γN ) + C0

4 (1 + C−1
0 )2Ld

)
.

Proof of Proposition 6. Let C > 0. We have n ≤ Cn(n− 1) + C
4 (1 + C−1)2 for all n ∈ N. Thus, we obtain

⟨N ⟩βH =
〈 ∑

x∈ΛL

nx

〉
βH

≤
∑

x∈ΛL

〈
Cnx(nx − 1) + C

4 (1 + C−1)2
〉

βH

= C

U/2 ⟨W ⟩βH + C

4 (1 + C−1)2Ld.

This leads to

⟨N ⟩βH

(
1 − C

U/2(µ+ γ)
)

≤ C

U/2 ⟨W − (µ+ γ)N ⟩βH + C

4 (1 + C−1)2Ld

≤ C

U/2 ⟨W − (µ+ γ − 2dJ)N ⟩βH + C

4 (1 + C−1)2Ld.

We now apply twice the Peierls-Bogoliubov inequality, i.e., (4) in Lemma 3 with P = β(W − (µ+ γ − 2dJ)N )
and K = −βH, and get

⟨W − (µ+ γ − 2dJ)N ⟩βH ≤ ⟨W − (µ+ γ − 2dJ)N ⟩β(H0+γN ) .

Using this in the previous bound and setting C = C0 yields the desired estimate. This proves Proposition 6.

B.3 Step 3: Calculation for quasi-free states
The estimate of the on-site interaction in the free reference states leads to an estimate of the particle number
on a specific site via the one-particle density matrix. Here we get a Riemann sum of the density function of
Planck’s law.

We set

f(γ, β, J) :=
∫

[0, 1
2 ]d

(
e

4Jβ
∑d

j=1
sin2(πxj)+βγ − 1

)−1
dx,

and denote the error terms by

ϵ1 = (L+ 1)d

Ld
− 1,

ϵ2 = (eβγ − 1)−1

Ld

(
(L+ 2)d − (L+ 1)d

)
.

We shall use the following two lemmas.

Lemma 7
For all γ > 0 and x ∈ ΛL, 〈

a†
xax

〉
β(H0+γN ) ≤2d(1 + ϵ1)f(γ, β, J) + ϵ2.

Lemma 8
For all γ > 0,

f(γ, β, J) ≤ 1
2d

1
βγ

.

We postpone the proofs of these lemmas for now and show how they imply they main result.
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Proof of Theorem 2. Wick’s theorem for quasi-free states [94, p.40 and Prop. 5.2.28] yields

⟨nx(nx − 1)⟩β(H0+γN ) =
〈
(a†

xax)2〉
β(H0+γN ) = 2

〈
a†

xax

〉2
β(H0+γN ) .

By Lemma 7,

⟨W ⟩β(H0+γN ) = 2Ld
〈
a†

xax

〉2
β(H0+γN ) ≤ 22d+2Ld(1 + ϵ1)2f(γ, β, J)2 + 4Ldϵ22.

Using this and ⟨−(µ+ γ − 2dJ)N ⟩β(H0+γN ) ≤ 0 in the upper bound of Proposition 6, we obtain that for all
γ > 2dJ − µ,

⟨N ⟩βH ≤ 2Ld

(
C0

U/2(22d+2(1 + ϵ1)2f(γ, β, J)2 + 4ϵ22) + C0

4 (1 + C−1
0 )2

)
.

Next we use that f(γ, β, J) ≤ 1
2d

e−αβγ

(1−α)βγ for all α ∈ (0, 1), cf. Lemma 8. The upper bound for ⟨N ⟩βH then
becomes

2Ld

(
1
2

1
γ + µ

(
4(1 + ϵ1)2 1

β2γ2 + 4ϵ22
)

+ 1
16

U

γ + µ
+ γ + µ

U
+ 1

2

)
.

Estimating 1 + ϵ1 ≤ 2d and ϵ2 ≤ 3d(eβγ − 1)−1 and choosing γ = max{1/β, 2dJ + 1} (such that βγ ≥ 1), we
arrive at the bound

⟨N ⟩βH ≤ 2Ld

(
1

2(2dJ + 1 + µ)

(
4 · 4d + 4 · 32d(e− 1)−2

)
+ 1

16
U

2dJ + 1 + µ
+ max{1/β, 2dJ + 1} + µ

U
+ 1

2

)
≤ Ld

8 max
{

1
β
, 1

}
c(J, U, µ), (10)

with

c(J, U, µ) := 16dJ
(

4d + 4 · 32d(e− 1)−2

2(2dJ + 1 + µ) + 1
16

U

2dJ + 1 + µ
+ 2dJ + 1 + µ

U
+ 1

2

)
, (11)

and where the last step (10) follows from distinguishing the cases β ⋛ 1. Finally, we conclude the proof with
Proposition 5.

Remark 9. Notice that the error terms ϵ1 and ϵ2 converge to zero as L → ∞. It is of separate interest whether the
remaining term 2df(γ, β, J) actually captures the correct asymptotic behavior of

〈
a†

xax

〉
β(H0+γN ), cf. Lemma 7.

B.4 Laplace eigenvalues and eigenvectors for periodic boundary conditions
The proofs proof of Lemma 7 requires information on the spectral theory of the one-body graph Laplacian, for
which introduce notation here.

Consider the discrete Laplacian −∆ ≥ 0 on the chain {0, 1, . . . , L}, L ∈ N, with periodic boundary conditions,
i.e., assume that the nodes 0 and L are identified such that every vector on ℓ2({0, 1, . . . , L}) satisfies v(0) = v(L).
So it suffices to use vectors v ∈ ℓ2({1, . . . , L}).

The L eigenvalues λi and eigenvectors vi, i = 1, . . . , L of −∆ in this situation are given by

λ2k+1 = 4 sin2
(
kπ

L

)
, k = 0, . . . ,

⌊
L− 1

2

⌋
,

λ2k = 4 sin2
(
kπ

L

)
, k = 1, . . . ,

⌊
L

2

⌋
,

and

v1(i) = L−1/2,

vL(i) = L−1/2(−1)i if L even,

v2k+1(i) =
√

2/L cos
(
πk

L
(2i− 1)

)
, k = 1, . . . ,

⌊
L− 1

2

⌋
,

v2k(i) =
√

2/L sin
(
πk

L
(2i− 1)

)
, k = 1, . . . ,

⌊
L− 1

2

⌋
.
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B.5 Proofs of Lemmas 7 and 8
In this section, we give the still outstanding proofs of Lemmas 7 and 8.

Proof of Lemma 7. Let x0 = (1, . . . , 1) ∈ ΛL. By the formula for the one-particle density matrix, cf. e.g. [94,
Prop. 5.2.28] and by translation-invariance we find〈

a†
xax

〉
β(H0+γN ) =

〈
δx, e

−βγe−β(−J∆)(1− e−βγe−β(−J∆))−1δx

〉
=

〈
δx0 , (eβ(−J∆+γ) − 1)−1δx0

〉
=

L∑
i1,...,id=1

(eβ(J
∑d

j=1
λij

+γ) − 1)−1
d∏

j=1

∣∣vij
(1)

∣∣2
.

Let ℓ = ⌈ L
2 ⌉. Then we have for any c > 0

L∑
i=1

(eβ(Jλi+c) − 1)−1 |vi(1)|2 = 1
L

(eβc − 1)−1 +
ℓ∑

i=1
(eβ(Jλ2i+c) − 1)−1

(
|v2i(1)|2 + 1L=2ℓ+1 |v2i+1(1)|2

)

≤ 1
L

(eβc − 1)−1 + 2
L

ℓ∑
i=1

(eβ(Jλ2i+c) − 1)−1. (12)

Then, by induction over d and using (12) for the induction step, we find as an upper bound

〈
a†

xax

〉
β(H0+γN ) ≤ 1

Ld

d∑
k=0

(
d

k

)
2k

ℓ∑
i1,...,ik=1

(eβ(J
∑k

j=1
λ2ij

+γ) − 1)−1, (13)

where the sum over the i1, . . . , ik is defined to be one if k = 0. This can be proven like the binomial theorem,
more precisely,

L∑
i1,...,id+1=1

(eβ(J
∑d+1

j=1
λij

+γ) − 1)−1
d+1∏
j=1

∣∣vij (1)
∣∣2

≤ 1
Ld

d∑
k=0

(
d

k

)
2k

ℓ∑
i1,...,ik=1

L∑
id+1=1

(eβ(J
∑k

j=1
λ2ij

+λid+1 +γ) − 1)−1 ∣∣vid+1(1)
∣∣2

≤ 1
Ld+1

d∑
k=0

(
d

k

)
2k

ℓ∑
i1,...,ik=1

(eβ(J
∑k

j=1
λ2ij

+γ) − 1)−1 + 2
ℓ∑

id+1=1
(eβ(J

∑k+1
j=1

λ2ij
+γ) − 1)−1


= 1
Ld+1

d+1∑
k=0

(
d+ 1
k

)
2k

ℓ∑
i1,...,ik=1

(eβ(J
∑k

j=1
λ2ij

+γ) − 1)−1,

where we use the induction hypothesis in the first step and (12) for the second step. With 2ℓ− 1 ≤ L the first
terms for k = 0, . . . , d− 1 in (13) can be estimated by

(eβγ − 1)−1

Ld

d−1∑
k=0

(
d

k

)
(2ℓ)k ≤ (eβγ − 1)−1

Ld

d−1∑
k=0

(
d

k

)
(L+ 1)k = (eβγ − 1)−1

Ld

(
(L+ 2)d − (L+ 1)d

)
= ϵ2.

The term for k = d in (13) represents a Riemann sum of a function, decreasing in each argument, which is
evaluated at the minimal points of the hypercubes [(i1 − 1)π/2, i1π/2] × . . .× [(id − 1)π/2, idπ/2], i.e.,

2d

Ld

ℓ∑
i1,...,id=1

(eβ(J
∑d

j=1
λ2ij

+γ) − 1)−1

= (2ℓ)d

Ldℓd

ℓ∑
i1,...,id=1

(eβ(4J
∑d

j=1
sin2(ijπ/L)+γ) − 1)−1

≤ (L+ 1)d

Ldℓd

ℓ∑
i1,...,id=1

(eβ(4J
∑d

j=1
sin2(ijπ/(2ℓ))+γ) − 1)−1
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≤ (L+ 1)d

Ld

∫
[0,1]d

(eβ(4J
∑d

j=1
sin2(xjπ/2)+γ) − 1)−1dx

= 2d (L+ 1)d

Ld
f(γ, β, J).

Proof of Lemma 8. We have for any α ∈ (0, 1),∫
[0, 1

2 ]d

(e4Jβ
∑d

j=1
sin2(πxj)+βγ − 1)−1dx

= e−αβγ

∫
[0, 1

2 ]d

(e4Jβ
∑d

j=1
sin2(πxj)+(1−α)βγ − e−αβγ)−1dx

≤ e−αβγ

∫
[0, 1

2 ]d

(e4Jβ
∑d

j=1
sin2(πxj)+(1−α)βγ − 1)−1dx

≤ e−αβγ

∫
[0, 1

2 ]d

((1 − α)βγ)−1dx = 1
2d

e−αβγ

(1 − α)βγ .

Then taking α → 0 proves Lemma 8.
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