arXiv:0904.3083v1 [math-ph] 20 Apr 2009

EXPONENTIAL LOCALIZATION OF HYDROGEN-LIKE ATOMS IN RELATIVISTIC QUANTUM ELECTRODYNAMICS

OLIVER MATTE AND EDGARDO STOCKMEYER

Abstract. We consider two different models of a hydrogenic atom in a quantized electromagnetic field that treat the electron relativistically. The first one is a no-pair model in the free picture, the second one is given by the semi-relativistic Pauli-Fierz Hamiltonian. We prove that the no-pair operator is semi-bounded below and that its spectral subspaces corresponding to energies below the ionization threshold are exponentially localized. Both results hold true, for arbitrary values of the fine-structure constant, e^2, and the ultra-violet cut-off, Λ, and for all nuclear charges less than the critical charge without radiation field, Z_c = e^{−2}2/(2/π + π/2). We obtain similar results for the semi-relativistic Pauli-Fierz operator, again for all values of e^2 and Λ and for nuclear charges less than e^{−2}2/π.

1. Introduction

The existence of ground states of atoms and molecules described in the framework of non-relativistic quantum electrodynamics (QED) has been intensively studied in the past ten years. The first existence proofs have been given in [6, 8] for small values of the involved physical parameters, namely the fine-structure constant, e^2, and the ultra-violet cut-off, Λ. In [17] the existence of ground states for the Pauli-Fierz Hamiltonian has been established for arbitrary values of e^2 and Λ assuming a certain binding condition which has been verified later on in [10] for helium-like atoms and in [26] for an arbitrary number of electrons. Moreover, infra-red finite algorithms and renormalization group methods have been applied to various models of non-relativistic QED to study their ground state energies and projections [7, 6, 8, 4, 5, 9, 15]. A question which arises naturally in this context is whether these results still hold true when the electrons are described by a relativistic operator. The aim of the present paper is to take one step forward in this direction. We study two different models that seem to be natural candidates for a mathematical analysis: The first one is given by

Date: February 27, 2019.

1991 Mathematics Subject Classification. Primary 81Q10; Secondary 47B25. Key words and phrases. Exponential localization, Brown and Ravenhall, no-pair operator, pseudo-relativistic, quantum electrodynamics.

the following no-pair operator,

(1.1) P^+_A ( D_A − γ |x| + H_f ) P^+_A .

Here D_A is the free Dirac operator minimally coupled to the quantized, ultraviolet cut-off vector potential, A. (The symbol A includes the fine-structure constant e^2.) γ ⩾ 0 is a coupling constant, H_f is the radiation field energy, and P^+_A the spectral projection onto the positive spectral subspace of D_A. The latter choice of projection is referred to as the free picture. The no-pair operator is thus acting on a projected Hilbert space where the electron and photon degrees of freedom are always linked together. The mathematical analysis of the analogue of this operator for molecules has been initiated in [25] where the stability of the second kind is shown under certain restrictions on e^2, Λ, and the nuclear charges. Moreover, in [24] the (positive) binding energy is estimated from above. There are numerous mathematical contributions on no-pair models where magnetic fields are not taken into account or treated classically; see, e.g., [30] for a list of references and also for a different choice of the projections. We remark that it is essential that the vector potential is included in the projection determining the no-pair model. For if P^+_A is replaced by P^+_0 then the analogue of (1.1) describing N interacting electrons becomes unstable as soon as N ⩾ 2 [18, 25, 28]. Moreover, the operator in (1.1) is formally gauge invariant and this would not hold true anymore with P^+_0 in place of P^+_A . Gauge invariance plays, however, an important role in the proof of the existence of ground states as it permits to derive bounds on the number of soft photons. In fact, employing a mild infra-red regularization it is possible to prove the existence of ground states for the operator in (1.1) with P^+_A replaced by P^+_0 [29, 22]. It seems, however, unlikely that the infra-red regularization can be dropped in this case [22].

The second operator studied in this article, the semi-relativistic Pauli-Fierz operator, is given as

(1.2) √ (σ · (−i∇ + A))^2 + 1 − γ |x| + H_f ,

where σ is a vector containing the Pauli spin matrices. For γ = 0 the fiber decomposition with respect to different values of the total momentum of this operator has been studied recently in [32]. Furthermore, it is remarked in [32] that for γ > 0, all eigenvalues of the operator in (1.2) are at least doubly degenerate since it anti-commutes with the time-reversal operator.

Typically, proving the existence of ground states in QED requires some information on the localization of low-lying spectral subspaces or at least of certain approximate ground state eigenfunctions. Here localization is understood with respect to the electronic degrees of freedom. In this paper we establish this prerequisite for both models mentioned above by proving that spectral projectors corresponding to energies below the ionization thresholds are still bounded when multiplied with suitable exponential weight functions acting on the electron coordinates. These results hold true for all values of the fine-structure constant e^2 and the ultra-violet cut-off Λ, and for all coupling constants γ below the critical values without quantized fields. That is, for γ ∈ (0, 2/(2/π + π/2)) in the case of the no-pair operator [14], and for γ ∈ (0, 2/π) in the case of the semi-relativistic Pauli-Fierz operator. The ionization thresholds are defined as the infima of the spectra of the operators with γ = 0. Of course, our localization estimates are non-trivial only if the infima of the spectra for γ > 0 lie strictly below the ionization thresholds. In the present paper we verify this binding condition for sufficiently small values of e^2 and/or Λ. In fact, this perturbative result is a straightforward consequence of some of our technical lemmata. We remark that up to now it has actually not been known that the quadratic forms of both operators treated here are semi-bounded below when γ varies in the parameter ranges given above and e^2 and Λ are arbitrary. The proof of this is our first main result. For the semi-relativistic Pauli-Fierz operator we prove the semi-boundedness also in the critical case γ = 2/π. Moreover, the relation which determines the exponential decay rates, a > 0, of the semi-relativistic Pauli-Fierz operator in terms of the ionization threshold does not depend on e^2 and Λ either. We have, however, to content ourselves with suboptimal estimates on a because of technical reasons. In the case of the no-pair operator we find a relation between a and the ionization threshold which does depend on e^2 and Λ and it seems to be difficult to avoid this. In fact, what complicates the analysis of both models is the non-locality of the corresponding Hamiltonians. In this respect the no-pair operator is harder to analyze since also the potential and radiation field energy become non-local. In order to deal with this we derive various estimates on commutators involving the spectral projection P^+_A , exponential weights, and cut-off functions. We already obtained similar bounds for spectral projections of Dirac operators in classical magnetic fields in [31, 30]. However, since we are now dealing with quantized fields we additionally have to study commutators involving the quantized field energy.

We remark that the ionization threshold is expected to coincide with the energy value separating exponentially localized spectral subspaces from nonlocalized ones which requires also an upper bound on the energy of localized states. In non-relativistic QED this picture has been established in [16] again for arbitrary values of e^2 and Λ.

We further remark that the existence of ground states in a relativistic model describing both the photons and the electrons and positrons by quantized fields has been studied in [11, 12]. To this end infra-red and ultra-violet cut-offs for the momenta of all involved particles are imposed in the interaction part of the Hamiltonian considered in [11, 12].

Finally, we would like to announce that this work will be continued by M. Könenberg and the present authors in [23] where the existence of ground states is established for both models treated in the present article.

This article is organized as follows. In the subsequent section we introduce the no-pair and semi-relativistic Pauli-Fierz operators and state our main results precisely. Section 3 provides various technical ingredients, for instance commutator estimates that describe the non-local properties of P^+_A . In Section 4 we prove the semi-boundedness for both models and, finally, in Section 5 we prove the exponential localization. The main text is followed by an appendix where we derive simple perturbative estimates on the ionization thresholds and ground state energies for small e^2 and/or Λ.

2. Definition of the models and main results

In order to introduce the models treated in this article more precisely we first fix our notation and recall some standard facts. The state space of the quantized photon field is the bosonic Fock space,

F_b[K ] := ∞⨁ n=0 F^{(n)}_b [K ] ∋ ψ = (ψ^{(0)}, ψ^{(1)}, ψ^{(2)}, . . . ) .

It is modeled over the one photon Hilbert space

K := L^2(A × Z_2, dk) , ∫ dk := ∑ λ∈Z_2 ∫ A d^3k .

We assume that A is R^3 or R^3 with a ball about the origin removed since these are the examples we encounter in [23]. k = (k, λ) denotes a tupel consisting of a photon wave vector, k ∈ A, and a polarization label, λ ∈ Z_2. Moreover, F^{(0)}_b [K ] := C and F^{(n)}_b [K ] := L^2_s ( (A × Z_2)^n ) is the subspace of all complexvalued, square integrable functions on (A × Z_2)^n that remain invariant under permutations of the n ∈ N wave vector/polarization tupels. As usual we denote the vacuum vector by Ω := (1, 0, 0, . . . ) ∈ F_b[K ]. Many calculations will be performed on the following dense subspace of F_b[K ],

C_0 := C ⊕ ⨁ n∈N C_0((A × Z_2)^n) ∩ L^2_s((A × Z_2)^n) . (Algebraic direct sum.)

The free field energy of the photons is the self-adjoint operator given by

D(H_f ) := { (ψ^{(n)})^∞_{n=0} ∈ F_b[K ] : ∞∑ n=1 ∫ | | | n∑ j=1 ω(k_j) ψ^{(n)}(k_1, . . . , k_n) | | |^2 dk1 . . . dkn < ∞ } , and, for ψ ∈ D(H_f ),

(H_f ψ)^{(0)} = 0 , (H_f ψ)^{(n)}(k_1, . . . , k_n) = n∑ j=1 ω(k_j) ψ^{(n)}(k_1, . . . , k_n) , n ∈ N .

Here the dispersion relation A × Z_2 ∋ k → ω(k), depends only on k and not on λ ∈ Z_2. Its precise form is not important in this paper. It could be any positive, polynomially bounded, measurable function. For definiteness we assume that 0 ⩽ ω(k) ⩽ |k|, k ∈ A × Z_2, since this is sufficient to apply our results in [23]. By symmetry and Fubini’s theorem

(2.1) ⟨ H^{1/2}_f ϕ | H^{1/2}_f ψ ⟩ = ∫ ω(k) ⟨ a(k) ϕ | a(k) ψ ⟩ dk , ϕ, ψ ∈ D(H^{1/2}_f ) , where a(k) annihilates a photon with wave vector/polarization k,

(a(k) ψ)^{(n)}(k_1, . . . , k_n) = (n + 1)^{1/2} ψ^{(n+1)}(k, k_1, . . . , k_n) , n ∈ N_0 , almost everywhere, and a(k) Ω = 0. We further recall that the creation and the annihilation operators of a photon state f ∈ K are given by

(a^†(f) ψ)^{(n)}(k_1, . . . , k_n) = n^{−1/2} n∑ j=1 f(k_j) ψ^{(n−1)}(. . . , k_{j−1}, k_{j+1}, . . .) , n ∈ N , (a(f) ψ)^{(n)}(k_1, . . . , k_n) = (n + 1)^{1/2} ∫ f(k) ψ^{(n+1)}(k, k_1, . . . , k_n) dk , n ∈ N_0 , and (a^†(f) ψ)^{(0)} = 0, a(f) Ω = 0. We define a^†(f) and a(f) on their maximal domains. The following canonical commutation relations hold true on C_0, [a(f) , a(g)] = [a^†(f) , a^†(g)] = 0 , [a(f) , a^†(g)] = ⟨ f | g ⟩ 1 , where f, g ∈ K . Moreover, we have ⟨ a(f) ϕ | ψ ⟩ = ⟨ ϕ | a^†(f) ψ ⟩, ϕ, ψ ∈ C_0, and, by definition, a(f) ϕ = ∫ f(k) a(k) ϕ dk, ϕ ∈ C_0. Next, we describe the interaction between four-spinors and the photon field.

The full Hilbert space containing all electron/positron and photon degrees of freedom is H := L^2(R^3_x, C^4) ⊗ F_b[K ] .

It contains the dense subspace, D_0 := C^∞_0 (R^3_x, C^4) ⊗ C_0 . (Algebraic tensor product.)

We consider general form factors fulfilling the following condition:

Hypothesis 1. For every k ∈ (A \ {0}) × Z_2 and j ∈ {1, 2, 3}, G^{(j)}(k) is a bounded continuously differentiable function, R^3_x ∋ x → G^{(j)}_x (k), such that

(2.2) 2 ∫ ω(k)^ℓ ‖G(k)‖^2_∞ dk ⩽ d^2_ℓ , ℓ ∈ {−1, 0, 1, 2} , and (2.3) 2 ∫ ω(k)^{−1} ‖∇_x ∧ G(k)‖^2_∞ dk ⩽ d^2_1 ,

for some d_{−1}, . . . , d_2 ∈ (0, ∞). Here G_x(k) = ( G^{(1)}x (k), G^{(2)}x (k), G^{(3)}x (k) ) and ‖G(k)‖_∞ := sup_x |G_x(k)|.

Although we are interested in the specific physical situation described in the following example we work with the more general hypothesis above since in our future applications we shall encounter truncated and discretized versions of the vector potential and the field energy. It will then be necessary to know that the results of the present article hold uniformly in the truncation and discretization and Hypothesis 1 is a convenient way to handle this.

Example. In the physical models we are interested in we have

(2.4) G^{e2,Λ}_x (k) := e^2 1_{{|k|⩽Λ}} π √ 2|k| e^{−ik·x} ε(k), for (x, k) ∈ R^3 × (R^3 × Z_2) with k ≠ 0. Here energies are measured in units of mc^2, m denoting the rest mass of an electron and c the speed of light. Length, i.e. x, are measured in units of ℏ/(mc), which is the Compton wave length devided by 2π. ℏ is Planck’s constant divided by 2π. The photon wave vectors k are measured in units of 2π times the inverse Compton wavelength, mc/ℏ. The parameter Λ > 0 is an ultraviolet cut-off and e^2 ≈ 1/137 denotes Sommerfeld’s fine-structure constant which equals the square of the elementary charge in our units. One could equally well impose a smooth ultra-violet cutoff. The polarization vectors, ε(k, λ), λ ∈ Z_2, are homogeneous of degree zero in k such that {k̊, ε(k̊, 0), ε(k̊, 1)} is an orthonormal basis of R^3, for every k̊ ∈ S2. This corresponds to the Coulomb gauge. (In particular, the vector fields S^2 ∋ k̊ → ε(k̊, λ) cannot be continuous; see [27] for more information on the choice of ε). ⋄

Finally, we introduce the self-adjoint Dirac matrices α_1, α_2, α_3, and β that act on the four spinor components of an element from H . They are given by

α_j := ( 0 σ_j σ_j 0 ) , j ∈ {1, 2, 3} , β := α_0 := ( 1 0 0 −1 ) , where σ_1, σ_2, σ_3 denote the standard Pauli matrices, and fulfill the Clifford algebra relations (2.5) α_i α_j + α_j α_i = 2 δ_{ij} 1 , i, j ∈ {0, 1, 2, 3} . The interaction between the electron/positron and photon degrees of freedom is now given as

α · A ≡ α · A(G) := α · a^†(G) + α · a(G) , α · a^♯(G) := 3∑ j=1 α_j a^♯(G^{(j)}_x ) ,

where a^♯ is a or a^†. The following relative bounds are well-known and show that α·A is a symmetric operator on D(H^{1/2}_f ). (Henceforth we identify H^{1/2}_f ≡ 1 ⊗ H^{1/2}_f etc.) For every ψ ∈ D(H^{1/2}_f ), ‖α · a(G) ψ‖^2 ⩽ d^2_{−1} ‖H^{1/2}_f ψ‖^2,

(2.6) ‖α · a^†(G) ψ‖^2 ⩽ d^2_{−1} ‖H^{1/2}_f ψ‖^2 + d^2_0 ‖ψ‖^2.

(2.7) (Notice that the C^∗-equality and (2.5) imply ‖α · u‖ = |u|, for every u ∈ R^3, whence ‖α · z‖^2 ⩽ 2|z|^2, for every z ∈ C^3. This is why the factor 2 appears on the left sides of (2.2) and (2.3).)

In order to define the no-pair and semi-relativistic Pauli-Fierz operators we recall that the free Dirac operator minimally coupled to A is given as

(2.8) D_A := α · (−i∇ + A) + β := 3∑ j=1 α_j ( − i∂_{xj} + a^†(G^{(j)}_x ) + a(G^{(j)}_x ) ) + β . A straightforward application of Nelson’s commutator theorem shows that D_A is essentially self-adjoint on D_0 [2, 25, 32]. We denote its closure starting from D_0 again by the same symbol. Supersymmetry arguments [33] show that its spectrum is contained in the union of two half-lines, σ(D_A) ⊂ (−∞, −1] ∪ [1, ∞) . The no-pair operator acts in the projected Hilbert space H^+_A := P^+_A H , where (2.9) P^+_A := 1_{[0,∞)}(D_A) = 1 2 1 + 1 2 sgn(D_A) , P^−_A := 1 − P^+_A .

À-priori it is defined by (2.10) H^{np}_γ φ^+ ≡ H^{np}_{γ,A} φ^+ := P^+_A ( D_A −^γ_{|x|} + H_f ) φ^+ , φ^+ ∈ P^+_A D_0 .

We remark that H^{np}_γ is actually well-defined since P^+_A maps D_0 into D(|x|^{−1}) ∩ D(H_f ) by Lemmata 3.4 and 3.5(ii) below. Our first main result shows that the quadratic form of H^{np}_γ is always semi-bounded below, provided γ is less than the critical coupling constant for the (electronic) Brown-Ravenhall operator, B^{el}_γ = P^+_0 (D_0 −^γ_{|x|} ) P^+_0 ,

which is defined as a Friedrichs extension starting from P^+_0 C^∞_0 (R^3, C^4). The critical coupling constant for B^{el}_γ has been determined in [14] and its value is (2.11) γ^{np}_c := 2/(2/π + π/2) .

In [34] it is shown that the Brown-Ravenhall operator is strictly positive, (2.12) B^{el}_γ ⩾ (1 − γ) P^+_0 , γ ∈ [0, γ^{np}_c ] .

Theorem 2.1. Assume that G fulfills Hypothesis 1. Then there is a constant, c ∈ (0, ∞), such that, for all γ ∈ [0, γ^{np}_c ), δ > 0, ρ ∈ (0, 1 − γ/γ^{np}_c ), and φ^+ ∈ P^+_A D_0, ‖φ^+‖ = 1,

⟨ φ^+ | (D_A −^γ_{|x|} + δ H_f ) φ^+ ⟩ ⩾ 1 1 + ρ

⟨ φ^+ | B^{el}_{(1+ρ)γ} φ^+ ⟩ + ⟨ φ^+ | P^−_0 |D_0| φ^+ ⟩

− c (δ + δ^{−2}) ( d^2_1 + d^2_0 + d^2_{−1} + (d^2_0 + d^2_{−1})^2/ρ^3 ) . (2.13) In particular, by the KLMN-theorem H^{np}_γ has a distinguished self-adjoint extension – henceforth denoted by the same symbol – such that Q(H^{np}_γ ) = Q(H^{np}_0 ). Moreover, P^+_A D_0 is a form core for H^{np}_γ .

Proof. This theorem is proved in Subsection 4.1. □

On account of Tix’ inequality (2.12) and Theorem 2.1 we know that, for all γ ∈ (0, γ^{np}_c ) and δ ∈ (0, 1), we find constants c(γ), C(γ, δ, d_{−1}, d_0, d_1) ∈ (0, ∞) such that (2.14) P^+_A (D_A −^γ_{|x|} + δ H_f ) P^+_A ⩾ c(γ) |D_0| − C(γ, δ, d_{−1}, d_0, d_1) ,

in the sense of quadratic forms on Q(H^{np}_γ ). We shall employ this bound in [23].

In the sequel we denote the ionization threshold of H^{np}_γ by

(2.15) Σ_{np} ≡ Σ_{np}(G) := inf { ⟨ φ^+ | H^{np}_0 φ^+ ⟩ : φ^+ ∈ P^+_A D_0 , ‖φ^+‖ = 1 } . We denote the length of an interval I ⊂ R by |I|.

Theorem 2.2. There exist constants, k_1, k_2, k_3, k_4 ∈ (0, ∞) and, for all G fulfilling Hypothesis 1 and all γ ∈ (0, γ^{np}_c ), we find some E ∈ (0, ∞), E ≡ E(γ, d_{−1}, d_0, d_1) → 0, d_i → 0, i ∈ {−1, 0, 1}, such that the following holds true: Let I ⊂ (−∞, Σ_{np}) be some compact interval and let a > 0 satisfy a ⩽ k_1(γ^{np}_c − γ)/(γ^{np}_c + γ) and ε := 1 − max I/(Σ_{np} + E) − k_2 a^2 > 0. Then Ran(1_I (H^{np}_γ )) ⊂ D(e^{a|x|}) and

(2.16) ‖ ‖ e^{a|x|} 1_I (H^{np}_γ ) ‖ ‖_{L (H +A ,H )} ⩽ (k_3/ε^2) (1 + |I|) e^k4^{a (Σ}np^{+E)/ε} .

Proof. This theorem is proved at the end of Subsection 5.2. □

Notice that the exponential decay rates a in Theorem 2.2 depend on the numbers d_i and Σ_{np} but not on the particular shape of the form factor G. This information on a is sufficient in order to prove the existence of ground states. We remark that in [30] the present authors prove that an eigenfunction for an eigenvalue λ < 1 of a one-particle no-pair operator in a classical magnetic field decays with an exponential rate a < √ 1 − λ^2, for λ ∈ [0, 1), and a < 1, for λ < 0. This is the behaviour known from the square-root, or, Chandrasekhar operator. The idea used there to provide better decay rates does, however, not apply when the quantized field energy is present.

The simple perturbative estimates of the following remark ensure that the statement of Theorem 2.2 is non-trivial, i.e. that inf σ(H^{np}_γ ) < Σ_{np}, at least for small values of d_{−1}, d_0, d_1. (Recall from [14] that inf σ(B^{el}_γ ) < 1, for γ ∈ (0, γ^{np}_c ].)

Remark 2.3. There is a constant, C_γ ∈ (0, ∞), depending only on γ ∈ (0, γ^{np}_c ), such that, for all G fulfilling Hypothesis 1 with d_{−1}, d_0, d_1 ⩽ 1,

(2.17) 0 ⩽ Σ_{np} − 1 ⩽ C_γ (d_{−1} + d_0 + d_1) and (2.18) | | inf σ(H^{np}_γ ) − inf σ(B^{el}_γ ) | | ⩽ C_γ (d_{−1} + d_0 + d_1) .

These bounds are derived in Appendix A. ⋄

Next, we define the second operator studied in this article, the semi-relativistic Pauli-Fierz operator. It acts in the whole space H and is à-priori given as

(2.19) H^{PF}_γ φ ≡ H^{PF}_{γ,A} φ := ( |D_A| −^γ_{|x|} + H_f ) φ , φ ∈ D_0 . In fact, the operator defined in (2.19) is a two-fold copy of the one given in (1.2) since

|D_A| = ( T_A 0 0 T_A ) , T_A := √ (σ · (−i∇ + A))^2 + 1 .

We prefer, however, to consider the operator defined by (2.19) in order to have a unified notation. The critical constant for the semi-relativistic Pauli-Fierz operator is given by Kato’s constant,

(2.20) γ^{PF}_c := 2/π .

Theorem 2.4. There is some k ∈ (0, ∞) such that, for all δ > 0 and G fulfilling Hypothesis 1,

(2.21) 1 4 ‖ ‖ |x|^{−1} φ ‖ ‖^2 ⩽ ‖ ‖ (|D_A| + δ H_f + (δ^{−1} + δ k^2) d^2_1) φ ‖ ‖^2 , for all φ ∈ D_0, and

(2.22) 2 π 1 |x| ⩽ |D_A| + δ H_f + (δ^{−1} + δ k^2) d^2_1 ,

in the sense of quadratic forms on D_0. In particular, for all γ ∈ [0, γ^{PF}_c ], H^{PF}_γ has a self-adjoint Friedrichs extension – henceforth again denoted by the same symbol. For γ ∈ [0, γ^{PF}_c ), we know that Q(H^{PF}_γ ) = Q(H^{PF}_0 ) and D_0 is a form core for H^{PF}_γ .

Proof. This theorem is proved in Subsection 4.2. □

Due to [32, Proposition 1.2] we know that |D_A| + H_f is essentially self-adjoint on D_0, provided d_{−1}, d_0, and d_1 are sufficiently small. Together with (2.21) and the Kato-Rellich theorem this shows that H^{PF}_γ is essentially self-adjoint on D_0 as long as γ ∈ [0, 1/2) and d_{−1}, d_0, and d_1 are small. In [23] we shall extend this result to all values of d_{−1}, d_0, and d_1.

We denote the ionization threshold of H^{np}_γ by

(2.23) Σ_{PF} ≡ Σ_{PF}(G) := inf { ⟨ φ | H^{PF}_0 φ ⟩ : φ ∈ D_0 , ‖φ‖ = 1 } . Theorem 2.5. There are constants, k_1, k_2 ∈ (0, ∞), such that, for all G fulfilling Hypothesis 1 and γ ∈ (0, γ^{PF}_c ), the following holds true: Let I ⊂ (−∞, Σ_{PF}) be some compact interval and assume that a ∈ (0, 1) satisfies ε := Σ_{PF}−max I− 9a^2/(1 − a^2)^2 > 0. Then Ran(1_I (H^{PF}_γ )) ⊂ D(e^{a|x|}) and

(2.24) ‖ ‖ e^{a|x|} 1_I (H^{PF}_γ ) ‖ ‖ ⩽ (k_1/ε^2) (1 + |I|) (Σ_{PF} + k_2 d^2_1) e^{c(γ) a (Σ}PF^{+k}2^{d2}1^{)/ε} .

Here c(γ) ∈ (0, ∞) depends only on γ.

Proof. This theorem is proved at the end of Subsection 5.3. □

The following remark again ensures that inf σ(H^{PF}_γ ) < Σ_{PF}, at least for small values of d_{−1}, d_0, and d_1.

Remark 2.6. There is a constant, C_γ ∈ (0, ∞), depending only on γ ∈ (0, γ^{np}_c ), such that, for all G fulfilling Hypothesis 1 with d_{−1}, d_0, d_1 ⩽ 1,

(2.25) 0 ⩽ Σ_{PF} − 1 ⩽ C_γ (d_{−1} + d_0 + d_1) and (2.26) | | inf σ(H^{PF}_γ ) − inf σ(|D_0| −^γ_{|x|} ) | | ⩽ C_γ (d_{−1} + d_0 + d_1) .

These bounds are also derived in Appendix A. ⋄

3. Commutator estimates

In order to study the non-local no-pair and semi-relativistic Pauli-Fierz operators we need some control on various commutators and error terms that typically appear in their analysis. They involve resolvents and spectral projections of D_A, and multiplication operators, in particular, exponential weights or cut-off functions. Since we are dealing with quantized fields we also have to study commutators of the resolvents and spectral projections with the radiation field energy. The aim of this section is to provide appropriate bounds on the corresponding operator norms. Our estimates on the error terms involving the field energy are based on the next lemma. The following quantity appears in its statement and in various estimates below,

(3.1) δ^2_ν ≡ δ_ν (E)^2 := 8 ∫ w_ν (k, E)^2 ω(k) ‖G(k)‖^2_∞ dk , E, ν > 0 , where w_ν (k, E) := E^{1/2−ν} ( (E + ω(k))^{ν+1/2} − E^ν (E + ω(k))^{1/2} ) . We observe that w_{1/2}(k, E) ⩽ ω(k) and, hence,

(3.2) δ_{1/2}(E) ⩽ 2 d_1 , E > 0 .

Moreover, δ_ν (E) ⩽ δ_ν (1) , E ⩾ 1 .

Lemma 3.1. Let ν, E > 0, and set

(3.3) ~H_f := H_f + E .

Then

(3.4) ‖ [α · A , ~H^{−ν}_f ] ~H^ν_f ‖ ⩽ δ_ν (E)/E^{1/2} . Proof. We pick ϕ, ψ ∈ D_0 and write ⟨ ϕ | [α · A , ~H^{−ν}_f ] ~H^ν_f ψ ⟩ = ⟨ ϕ | | [α · a(G) , ~H^{−ν}_f ] ~H^ν_f ψ ⟩ − ⟨ [α · a(G) , ~H^{−ν}_f ] ϕ | | ~H^ν_f ψ ⟩ . (3.5)

By definition of a(k) and H_f we have the pull-through formula a(k) θ(H_f ) ψ = θ(H_f + ω(k)) a(k) ψ, for almost every k and every Borel function θ on R, which leads to [ a(k) , ~H^{−ν}_f ] ~ H^ν_f ψ = {( ( ~H_f + ω(k))^{−ν} − ~H^{−ν}_f ) ( ~H_f + ω(k))^{ν+1/2} } a(k) ~H^{−1/2}_f ψ .

We denote the operator {· · · } by F (k). Then F (k) is bounded and ‖F (k)‖ ⩽ ∫_1 0 sup_{t⩾0} | | d ds (t + E + ω(k))^{ν+1/2} (t + E + s ω(k))^ν | | ds = − ∫_1 0 d ds (E + ω(k))^{ν+1/2} (E + s ω(k))^ν ds = w_ν (k, E)/E^{1/2} . Using these remarks together with the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and (2.1), we obtain | |⟨ ϕ | | [α · a(G) , ~H^{−ν}_f ] ~H^ν_f ψ ⟩ | | ⩽ ∫ ‖ϕ‖ ‖α · G(k)‖ ‖F (k)‖ ‖ ‖ a(k) ~H^{−1/2}_f ψ ‖ ‖ dk ⩽ ‖ϕ‖ ( 2 ∫ ‖F (k)‖^2 ω(k) ‖G(k)‖^2_∞ dk )_{1/2}( ∫ ω(k) ‖ ‖ a(k) ~H^{−1/2}_f ψ ‖ ‖^2 dk )_{1/2}

⩽ δ_ν (E) 2E^{1/2} ‖ϕ‖ ‖ H^{1/2}_f ~H^{−1/2}_f ψ ‖ . A similar argument applied to the second term in (3.5) yields | |⟨ [α · a(G) , ~H^{−ν}_f ] ϕ | | ~H^ν_f ψ ⟩ | | ⩽ ~δ_ν (E) 2E^{1/2} ‖ ‖ H^{1/2}_f ~H^{−1/2}_f ϕ ‖ ‖ ‖ψ‖ , where ~δ_ν (E) is defined by (3.1) with w_ν (k, E) replaced by ~w_ν (k, E) := E^{1/2−ν} ( E^ν (E + ω(k))^{1/2} − E^{2ν} (E + ω)^{1/2−ν} ) . Evidently, ~w_ν ⩽ w_ν , thus ~δ_ν ⩽ δ_ν , which concludes the proof. □

It is a trivial but very useful observation that, by choosing E large enough, we can make to norm appearing in (3.4) as small as we please. For instance, this is exploited to ensure that certain Neumann series converge in the proof of the next corollary, where various commutation relations are established that are used many times in the sequel. In the whole paper it turns out to be convenient to replace H_f by ~H_f = H_f + E in order to deal with commutators involving the radiation field energy. Thanks to Lemma 3.1 commutators with inverse powers of ~H_f = H_f + E can always be treated as small error terms.

Corollary 3.2. Let z ∈ C and L ∈ L (L^2(R^3_x, C^4)) be such that z ∈ ϱ(D_A) ∩ ϱ(D_A + L) (where L ≡ L ⊗ 1) and set

(3.6) R_{A,L}(z) := (D_A + L − z)^{−1} , R_A(z) := R_{A,0}(z) .

Assume that ν, E > 0 satisfy δ_ν /E^{1/2} < 1/‖R_{A,L}(z)‖, and introduce the following operators (recall (3.3)&(3.4)),

T_ν := [ ~H^{−ν}_f , α · A] ~H^ν_f ,

Ξ_{ν,L}(z) := ∞∑ j=0 {−R_{A,L}(z) T_ν }^j , Υ_{ν,L}(z) := ∞∑ j=0 {−T^∗_ν R_{A,L}(z)}^j . (3.7)

Then (3.8) ‖T_ν ‖ ⩽ δ_ν /E^{1/2}, ‖Ξ_{ν,L}(z)‖ , ‖Υ_{ν,L}(z)‖ ⩽ ( 1 − δ_ν ‖R_{A,L}(z)‖/E^{1/2} )_{−1} , and [ R_{A,L}(z) , ~H^{−ν}_f ] = R_{A,L}(z) [ ~H^{−ν}_f , α · A] R_{A,L}(z)

(3.9) = R_{A,L}(z) T_ν ~H^{−ν}_f R_{A,L}(z) , (3.10) ~H^{−ν}_f R_{A,L}(z) = Ξ_{ν,L}(z) R_{A,L}(z) ~H^{−ν}_f , (3.11) R_{A,L}(z) ~H^{−ν}_f = ~H^{−ν}_f R_{A,L}(z) Υ_{ν,L}(z) , (3.12) [ R_{A,L}(z) , ~H^{−ν}_f ] ~ H^ν_f = R_{A,L}(z) T_ν Ξ_{ν,L}(z) R_{A,L}(z) .

(3.13)

In particular, R_{A,L}(z) maps D(1 ⊗ H^ν_f ) into itself.

Proof. First, we remark that since (D_A − z) D_0 is dense in H and since z ∈ ϱ(D_A + L) we also know that (D_A + L − z) D_0 is dense. Next, we observe that, for every ψ ∈ D_0, we have ~H^{−ν}_f ψ ∈ D(H^{1/2}_f ) ⊂ D(α · A), whence [ R_{A,L}(z) , ~H^{−ν}_f ] (D_A + L − z) ψ = R_{A,L}(z) [ ~ H^{−ν}_f , D_A ] ψ = R_{A,L}(z) [ ~ H^{−ν}_f , α · A ] R_{A,L}(z) (D_A + L − z) ψ

= R_{A,L}(z) T_ν ~H^{−ν}_f R_{A,L}(z) (D_A + L − z) ψ .

Since (D_A + L − z) D_0 is dense and since T_ν and [ ~H^{−ν}_f , α · A] are bounded due to Lemma 3.1 this implies (3.9) and (3.10). Then (3.11) follows from (3.10) and some elementary manipulations and (3.13) follows from (3.10) and (3.11). Finally, the last assertion follows from (3.12) (which is just the adjoint of (3.11) with z and L replaced by z and L^∗ since Υ_{μ,L}(z) = Ξ_{ν,L}∗ (z)^∗). □

We continue by stating some simple facts which are used in the proofs of the lemmata below: First, we have the following representation of the sign function of D_A [21, Lemma VI.5.6],

(3.14) sgn(D_A) φ = lim_{τ →∞} ∫_τ −τ R_A(iy) φ dy π , φ ∈ H .

Furthermore, since (−1, 1) ⊂ ϱ(D_A) the spectral calculus yields, for all y ∈ R and κ ∈ [0, 1),

(3.15) ‖ ‖ |D_A|^κ R_A(iy) ‖ ‖ ⩽ 1^{|y|<b(κ)} √ 1 + y^2 + c(κ) 1_{|y|⩾b(κ)} |y|^{1−κ} =: ζ_κ(y) ,

where b(κ) := κ^{−1/2}(1 − κ)^{1/2} (1/0 := ∞), c(κ) := κ^{κ/2}(1 − κ)^{(1−κ)/2}, and

(3.16) K(κ) := ∫ R ζ_κ(y) √ 1 + y^2 dy 2π < ∞ , K(0) = 1 2 . Finally, to study their non-local properties we shall conjugate or commute various operators with exponential weight functions, e^F ≡ e^F ⊗ 1, acting on the electron coordinates, where (3.17) F ∈ C^∞(R^3_x, R) ∩ L^∞(R^3_x, R) , F (0) = 0 , F ⩾ 0 or F ⩽ 0 , |∇F | ⩽ a ,

for some a ∈ [0, 1). The next lemma shows that the resolvent of D_A stays bounded after conjugation with e^F . Its statement is actually well-known for classical magnetic fields; see, e.g. [13]. The proof presented in [30, Lemma 3.1] applies, however, also to quantized fields without any change and we refrain from repeating it here.

Lemma 3.3. Let y ∈ R, a ∈ [0, 1), and let F ∈ C^∞(R^3_x, R) have a fixed sign and satisfy |∇F | ⩽ a. Then iy ∈ ϱ(D_A + iα · ∇F ),

(3.18) e^F R_A(iy) e^{−F} = (D_A + iα · ∇F + iy)^{−1}↾_{D(e}−F_) , and (3.19) ‖ e^F R_A(iy) e^{−F} ‖ ⩽ √ 6 √ 1 + y^2 · 1 1 − a^2 . We define J : [0, 1) → R by

J(0) := 1 , J(a) := √ 6/(1 − a^2) , a ∈ (0, 1) .

Lemma 3.4. Let a, κ ∈ [0, 1) and let F satisfy (3.17). For all ν, E > 0 with δ_ν J(a)/E^{1/2} < 1, we define

S^F_ν := e^F [ sgn(D_A) , ~H^{−ν}_f ] ~ H^ν_f e^{−F} on D(H^ν_f ). Then

(3.20) ‖ ‖ |D_A|^κ S^F_ν ‖ ‖ ⩽ (1 + a J(a)) K(κ) δ^ν J(a)/E^{1/2} 1 − δ_ν J(a)/E^{1/2} .

In particular, sgn(D_A) maps D(1 ⊗ H^ν_f ) into itself and, if E^{1/2} > δ_ν , then the following identities hold true on D(1 ⊗ H^ν_f ),

~H^ν_f sgn(D_A) = sgn(D_A) ~H^ν_f + S_ν ~H^ν_f , (3.21)

sgn(D_A) ~H^ν_f = ~H^ν_f sgn(D_A) + ~H^ν_f S^∗_ν ,

(3.22)

where S_ν := (S^0_ν )^∗ ∈ L (H ).

Proof. We set L := iα · ∇F so that e^F R_A(iy) e^{−F} = R_{A,L}(iy), y ∈ R, and ‖L‖ ⩽ a. Combining (3.13) with (3.14) we obtain, for all ϕ ∈ D(|D_A|^κ) and ψ ∈ D(H^ν_f ), |⟨ |D_A|^κ ϕ | S^F_ν ψ ⟩| ⩽ ∫ R |⟨ |D_A|^κ ϕ | R_{A,L}(iy) T_ν Ξ_{ν,L}(iy) R_{A,L}(iy) ψ ⟩| dy π ⩽ ‖T_ν ‖ ∫ R ‖ |D_A|^κ R_{A,L}(iy) ϕ ‖ ‖Ξ_{ν,L}(iy)‖ ‖R_{A,L}(iy)‖ dy π ‖ϕ‖ ‖ψ‖ . Here we estimate ‖T_ν ‖ by means of (3.4) and we write |D_A|^κ R_{A,L}(iy) = |D_A|^κ R_A(iy) (1 − L R_{A,L}(iy)) in order to apply (3.15). Moreover, (3.8) and Lemma 3.3 show that ‖Ξ_{ν,L}(iy)‖ ⩽ (1 − δ_ν J(a)/E^{1/2})^{−1}, for all y ∈ R. Altogether these remarks yield the asserted estimate. Now, the following identity in L (H ),

sgn(D_A) ~H^{−ν}_f = ~H^{−ν}_f sgn(D_A) − ~H^{−ν}_f (S^0_ν )^∗ ,

shows that sgn(D_A) maps the domain of H^ν_f into itself and that (3.21) is valid. Taking the adjoint of (3.21) and using [ ~H^ν_f sgn(D_A)]^∗ = sgn(D_A) ~H^ν_f (which is true since ~H^ν_f sgn(D_A) is densely defined and sgn(D_A) = sgn(D_A)^{−1} ∈ L (H )) we also obtain (3.22). □

Lemma 3.5. (i) For all E > 0, ν ⩾ 0, with δ_{ν+1/2}/E^{1/2} < 1, and χ ∈ C^∞(R^3_x, [0, 1]), the following resolvent formulas are valid, ( R_0(iy) χ − χ R_A(iy) ) ~ H^{−ν−1/2} f = R_0(iy) ~H^{−ν}_f { α · (i∇χ + χ A) + T^∗_ν χ } ~ H^{−1/2}_f R_A(iy) Ξ_{ν+1/2,0}(−iy)^∗,

(3.23) and (3.24) ~H^{−1/2}_f ( R_0(iy) χ − χ R_A(iy) ) = R_0(iy) ~H^{−1/2}_f α · (A χ − i∇χ) R_A(iy) . (ii) If δ_ν (1) < ∞, for some ν ⩾ 1, then P^+_A maps the subspace D(D_0 ⊗ H^ν_f ) into itself.

Proof. (i): A short computation using (3.11) yields, for every φ ∈ D_0, ~H^{−ν−1/2} f ( R_A(−iy) χ − χ R_0(−iy) ) (D_0 + iy) φ = −Ξ_{ν+1/2,0}(−iy) R_A(−iy) ~H^{−ν−1/2}_f α · (χ A + i∇χ) φ = −Ξ_{ν+1/2,0}(−iy) R_A(−iy) ~H^{−1/2}_f { α · (χ A + i∇χ) + χ T_ν } × × ~H^{−ν}_f R_0(−iy) (D_0 + iy) φ . Now, (D_0 − iy) D_0 is dense in H and ~H^{−1/2}_f α · A is bounded due to (2.6) and (2.7). Therefore, the previous computation implies an operator identity in L (H ) whose adjoint is (3.23), and (3.24) is derived in a similar fashion.

(ii): For ν ⩾ 1, (3.23) shows that the range of R_A(iy) ~H^{1/2−ν}_f is contained in Ran(R_0(iy) ⊗ ~H^{−ν+1}_f ) ⊂ D(D_0 ⊗ H^{ν−1}_f ), for every y ∈ R. Moreover, we know from (2.9) and Lemma 3.4 that ~H^{ν−1/2}_f P^+_A ~H^{1/2−ν}_f ∈ L (H ). Now, let φ ∈ D(D_0 ⊗ H^ν_f ). Then D_A φ ∈ D( ~H^{ν−1/2}_f ) and it follows that

P^+_A φ = R_A(0) ~H^{1/2−ν}_f ( ~H^{ν−1/2}_f P^+_A ~H^{1/2−ν}_f ) ~H^{ν−1/2}_f D_A φ ∈ D(D_0 ⊗ H^{ν−1}_f ) .

Furthermore, we know that P^+_A φ ∈ D(1 ⊗ H^ν_f ) by Lemma 3.4. □

In our study of the exponential localization we shall often encounter error terms involving the operator

(3.25) K_{χ,F} := [P^+_A , χ e^F ] e^{−F} ,

where χ ∈ C^∞(R^3_x, [0, 1]) and F : R^3_x → R are functions of the electron coordinates and F satisfies (3.17). The operator norm bounds derived in Lemma 3.6 below provide the necessary control on K_{χ,F} .

Lemma 3.6. Let a, κ ∈ [0, 1) and let F satisfy (3.17). Then we have, for all ν, E > 0 with E^{1/2} > δ_ν J(a), and χ ∈ C^∞(R^3, [0, 1]), ‖ |D_A|^κ K_{χ,F} ‖ ⩽ K(κ) J(a) (a + ‖∇χ‖_∞) , (3.26) ‖ ‖ |D_A|^κ ~H^{∓ν}_f K_{χ,F} ~H^{±ν}_f ‖ ‖ ⩽ K(κ) J(a) a + ‖∇χ‖^∞ (1 − δ_ν J(a)/E^{1/2})^2 . (3.27)

In particular,

(3.28) ‖ e^F P^+_A e^{−F} ‖ ⩽ 1 + a J(a)/2 . Let k be the universal constant appearing in Theorem 2.4. There is another universal constant, C ∈ (0, ∞), such that, for all E > max{4J(a)^2, (1+k^2)} d^2_1, ‖ ‖ |x|^{−1/2} K_{χ,F} ~H^{−1/2}_f ‖ ‖ ⩽ C J(a) a + ‖∇χ‖^∞ (1 − 2 d_1 J(a)/E^{1/2})^2 . (3.29)

Proof. Using the notation introduced in (3.6) and Lemma 3.3, we have

(3.30) [ R_A(iy) , χ e^F ] e^{−F} = R_A(iy) M R_{A,L}(iy) , where (3.31) M := iα · (∇χ + χ ∇F ) and L := iα · ∇F . By means of (2.5) we find ‖M‖ ⩽ (a + ‖∇χ‖_∞). Moreover, ‖R_{A,L}(iy)‖ ⩽ J(a) (1+y^2)^{−1/2} by Lemma 3.3, and the operator Ξ_{ν,L}(iy) given by (3.7) satisfies ‖Ξ_{ν,L}(iy)‖ ⩽ (1−δ_ν J(a)/E^{1/2})^{−1}. We further set ~Ξ_ν (iy) := ∑_∞ ℓ=0{−T_ν R_A(iy)}^ℓ so that Ξ_{ν,0}(iy) R_A(iy) = R_A(iy) ~Ξ_ν(iy) and ‖~Ξ_ν (iy)‖ ⩽ (1 − δ_ν /E^{1/2})^{−1}. On account of (3.14) we now obtain, for all ϕ, ψ ∈ D_0, | |⟨ |D_A|^κ ϕ | | ~H^{−ν}_f K_{χ,F} ~H^ν_f ψ ⟩ | | ⩽ ∫ R | | ⟨ |D_A|^κ ϕ | | ~H^{−ν}_f RA(iy) M RA,L(iy) ~H^ν_f ψ ⟩| | dy 2π = ∫ R | | | ⟨ R_A(iy) |D_A|^κ ϕ | | | ~Ξν (iy) M Ξν,L(iy) RA,L(iy) ψ ⟩| | dy 2π . (3.32)

In the second step we used (3.11) twice and [ ~H^{−ν}_f , M] = 0. Applying the various norm bounds mentioned above together with (3.15) we see that (3.27) holds true for the first choice of the signs ±. To obtain (3.27) with the second choice of signs we proceed analogously applying (3.12) instead of (3.11). (Notice that, by Lemma 3.5, K_{χ,F} maps D_0 into D(H^ν_f ).) Also (3.26) is proved in the same way. (Just ignore ~H_f .) (3.29) follows from (3.27) and the inequality (2.22) from Theorem 2.4 which is proved independently. We also use (3.2) to derive (3.29). □

Lemma 3.7. Let a ∈ [0, 1) and let F satisfy (3.17). Let ν, E > 0 such that δ_ν J(a)/E^{1/2} ⩽ 1/2. Then ‖ ‖ |D_A| [ χ_1 e^F , [P^+_A , χ_2 e^{−F} ] ] ‖ ‖ ⩽ J(a) ∏ i=1,2 (a + ‖∇χ_i‖_∞) , (3.33) ‖ ‖ ~H^ν_f [ χ_1 e^F , [P^+_A , χ_2 e^{−F} ] ] ~H^{−ν}_f ‖ ‖ ⩽ 8 J(a) ∏ i=1,2 (a + ‖∇χ_i‖_∞) , (3.34) ‖ ‖^1_{|x|} [ χ_1 e^F , [P^+_A , χ_2 e^{−F} ] ] ~H^{−1/2}_f ‖ ‖ ⩽ 8^{3/2}J(a) ∏ i=1,2 (a + ‖∇χ_i‖_∞) . (3.35)

In (3.35) we assume that E ⩾ (4d_1 J(a))^2.

Proof. Let ϕ, ψ ∈ D_0, ‖ϕ‖ = ‖ψ‖ = 1. First, we derive a bound on I_{ϕ,ψ} := ∫ R | | ⟨ |D_A| ϕ | | ~H^ν_f [ χ_1 e^F , [R_A(iy) , χ_2 e^{−F} ] ] ~ H^{−ν}_f ψ ⟩| | dy 2π .

Expanding the double commutator we get [ χ_1 e^F , [R_A(iy) , χ_2 e^{−F} ] ] = η(χ_1, χ_2, F ; y) + η(χ_2, χ_1, −F ; y) ,

where

η(χ_1, χ_2, F ; y)

:= R_A(iy) α · (∇χ_1 + χ_1 ∇F ) e^F R_A(iy) e^{−F} α · (∇χ_2 − χ_2 ∇F ) R_A(iy) .

Writing L := iα · ∇F , we obtain ∫ R | | | ⟨ |D_A| ϕ | | | ~H^ν_f η(χ1, χ2, F ; y) ~H^{−ν}_f ψ ⟩| | dy 2π ⩽ ∫ R | | | ⟨ ϕ | | | |DA| RA(iy) Υν,0(iy) α · (∇χ1 + χ1 ∇F ) × × R_{A,L}(iy) Υ_{ν,L}(iy) α · (∇χ_2 − χ_2 ∇F ) R_A(iy) Υ_{ν,0}(iy) ψ ⟩| | dy 2π ⩽ (a + ‖∇χ_1‖)(a + ‖∇χ_2‖) (1 − δ_ν /E^{1/2})^2 · J(a) 1 − δ_ν J(a)/E^{1/2} ∫ R dy 2π(1 + y^2) . (3.36)

A bound analogous to (3.36) holds true when the roles of χ_1 and χ_2 are interchanged and F is replaced by −F . Consequently, I_{ϕ,ψ} is bounded by two times the right hand side of (3.36). Altogether this shows that (3.33) and (3.34) hold

true. (Just ignore |D_A| or ~H_f , respectively, in the above argument.) (3.35) follows from (3.33) and (3.34) and the inequality ‖ |x|^{−1} φ ‖_2 ⩽ 4 ‖ |D_A| φ ‖_2 + 4 ‖ ~ H^{1/2}_f φ ‖_2 , φ ∈ D_0 , which is true for E ⩾ d^2_1 and derived independently in the proof of Theorem 2.4 given below; see (4.7). □

In what follows we set, for every F satisfying (3.17),

(3.37) P^F_A := e^F P^+_A e^{−F} ,

so that

(3.38) χ P^F_A = P^+_A χ − K_{χ,F} , P^F_A χ = χ P^+_A − K^∗_{χ,−F} .

Corollary 3.8. Let O be D_A,^1_{|x|} , ~H_f , or any element of L (H ) with ‖O‖ ⩽

1. Then there exists some universal constant K ∈ (0, ∞) such that, for all E ⩾ (4d_1 J(a))^2, a ∈ [0, 1), F satisfying (3.17), χ ∈ C^∞(R^3, [0, 1]), ε > 0, and φ ∈ D_0 ∪ P^+_A D_0, | | | ⟨ φ | | P^F_A χ O χ P^F_A φ ⟩ − ⟨ φ | | χ P^+_A O P^+_A χ φ ⟩ | | |

⩽ ε ⟨ φ | χ P^+_A |O| P^+_A χ φ ⟩ + (1 + ε^{−1}) K (a + ‖∇χ‖_∞)^2 J(a)^2 ‖ ~ H^{1/2}_f φ ‖_2 . (3.39)

Moreover, if O is self-adjoint, then | | |Re [ ⟨ φ | | P^F_A O P^F_A φ ⟩ − ⟨ φ | | P^+_A O P^+_A φ ⟩ ] | | | ⩽ K a^2 J(a)^2 ( ‖ ~ H^{1/2}_f φ ‖_2 + ‖ ~ H^{1/2}_f P^+_A φ ‖_2 ) . (3.40)

If O = D_A or O ∈ L (H ) then we can replace the norms ‖ ~H^{1/2}_f φ ‖^2 and

‖ ~H^{1/2}_f φ‖^2 + ‖ ~H^{1/2}_f P^+_A φ‖^2 on the right sides of (3.39) and (3.40) by ‖φ‖^2 and

2‖φ‖^2, respectively.

Proof. In view of (3.38) and Lemma 3.5(ii) we have the following operator

identity on D_0 ∪ P^+_A D_0,

P^F_A χ O χ P^F_A − χ P^+_A O P^+_A χ = −K^∗_{χ,−F} O P^+_A χ − χ P^+_A O K_{χ,F} − K^∗_{χ,−F} O K_{χ,F} . (3.41)

Consequently, the term on the left side of (3.39) is less than or equal to ‖ |O|^{1/2} P^+_A χ φ ‖ { ∑ ♯=± ‖ |O|^{1/2} K_{χ,♯F} φ ‖ } + ∏ ♯=± ‖ |O|^{1/2} K_{χ,♯F} φ ‖ .

Therefore, (3.39) follows from Lemma 3.6.

In order to derive (3.40) we write K_F := K_{1,F} and infer from (3.41) that Re [ ⟨ φ | | P^F_A O P^F_A φ ⟩ − ⟨ φ | | P^+_A O P^+_A φ ⟩ ]

= − Re [⟨ φ | | P^+_A O (K_F + K_{−F} ) φ ⟩ ] − Re [ ⟨ φ | | K^∗_{χ,−F} O K_{χ,F} φ ⟩ ] , (3.42)

where

K_F + K_{−F} = [ [P^+_A , e^F ] , e^{−F} ] . Therefore, (3.40) follows from Lemma 3.7 applied to the first term in (3.42)

and Lemma 3.6 applied to the second term in (3.42). (In the case O = ~H_f we

apply (3.34) with ν = 1/2.) □

Lemma 3.9. For all κ ∈ [0, 1), E > (2d_1)^2, and χ ∈ C^∞(R^3, [0, 1]), ‖ ‖ |D_0|^κ(P^+_0 χ − χP^+_A ) ~H^{−1/2}_f ‖ ‖ ⩽ K(κ) ‖∇χ‖^∞ + (d^{20} + 2d^{2−1})^{1/2} 1 − 2d_1/E^{1/2} , (3.43) ‖ |D_A|^κ(P^+_A χ − χP^+_0 ) ~H^{−1/2}_f ‖ ⩽ K(κ) ( ‖∇χ‖_∞ + (d^2_0 + 2d^2_{−1})^{1/2} ) . (3.44)

Proof. Combining (3.23) with (3.14) we find, for ϕ, ψ ∈ D_0, | |⟨ |D_0|^κ ϕ | | (P^+_0 χ − χ P^+_A ) ~H^{−1/2}_f ψ ⟩ | | = ∫ R | | ⟨ |D_0|^κ ϕ | | R0(iy) α · (i∇χ − χ A) ~H^{−1/2}_f RA(iy) Υ1/2,0(iy) ψ ⟩| | dη 2π ⩽ ∫ R ‖ ‖ |D_0|^κ R_0(iy) ‖ ‖ ‖ϕ‖ (‖∇χ‖_∞ + ‖ α · A ~H^{−1/2}_f ‖) · · ‖R_A(iy)‖ ‖Υ_{1/2,0}(iy)‖ ‖ψ‖ dy 2π . On account of (3.15) and ‖Υ_{1/2,0}(iy)‖ ⩽ (1 − 2d_1/E^{1/2})^{−1} this implies (3.43).

The bound (3.44) is proved analogously by interchanging the roles of D_0 and

D_A and using the adjoint of (3.24). □

Corollary 3.10. For all ε > 0, χ ∈ C^∞_0 (R^3, [0, 1]), and φ^+ ∈ P^+_A D_0,

(3.45) ‖ |D_0|^{1/2} P^−_0 χ φ^+ ‖_2 ⩽ ε ‖ ~ H^{1/2}_f χ φ^+ ‖_2 + c^4

4ε^2 ‖ P^−_0 χ φ^+ ‖_2 , where c denotes the right hand side of (3.43) with κ = 3/4. Moreover, we have,

for ε, τ > 0, |⟨ P^+_0 χ φ^+ |_1 |x| P^−_0 χ φ^+ ⟩| ⩽ τ ‖ ‖ |D_0|^{1/2} P^+_0 χ φ^+ ‖ ‖^2 + ε ‖ ‖ ~H^{1/2}_f φ^+ ‖ ‖^2 + c^4π^6 2^{11}ε^2τ^3 ‖ ‖ P^−_0 χ φ^+ ‖ ‖^2 .

(3.46)

Proof. Using (3.43) (which is certainly valid also with P^+_A replaced by P^−_A ), we

first observe that

P^−_0 χ φ^+ = (P^−_0 χ − χ P^−_A ) φ^+ ∈ D(|D_0|^{3/4}) .

This permits to get ‖ ‖ |D_0|^{1/2} P^−_0 χ φ^+ ‖ ‖^2 ⩽ ‖ ‖ |D_0|^{1/4} P^−_0 χ φ^+ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ |D_0|^{3/4} (P^−_0 χ − χ P^+_A ) φ^+ ‖ ‖ ⩽ ‖ ‖ |D_0|^{1/4} P^−_0 χ φ^+ ‖ ‖ c ‖ ‖ ~H^{1/2}_f φ^+ ‖ ‖ ⩽ c^2 2ε ⟨ P^−_0 χ φ^+ | |D_0|^{1/2} P^−_0 χ φ^+ ⟩ + ε 2 ‖ ~ H^{1/2}_f φ^+ ‖_2

⩽ 1 2 ‖ |D_0|^{1/2} P^−_0 χ φ^+ ‖_2 + c^4

8ε^2 ‖ P^−_0 χ φ^+ ‖_2 + ε 2 ‖ ~ H^{1/2}_f φ^+ ‖_2 , which implies (3.45). The bound (3.46) follows from (3.45) and Kato’s inequal-

ity, |x|^{−1} ⩽ (π/2)|D_0|. □

4. Semi-boundedness

In the following two subsections we prove Theorems 2.1 and 2.4 which state that the no-pair and relativistic Pauli-Fierz operators are semi-bounded provided the coupling constant in front of the Coulomb potential stays below the critical values γ^{np}_c = 2/(2/π + π/2) and γ^{PF}_c = 2/π, respectively.

4.1. The no-pair operator: Semi-boundedness.

Proof of Theorem 2.1. We pick some ρ ∈ (0, 1 − γ/γ^{np}_c ) and set γ_ρ := (1 + ρ) γ. By virtue of Lemma 3.5(ii) we have P^+_0 φ^+ ∈ D(D_0 ⊗ H^{1/2}_f ), whence ⟨ φ^+ | | (D_A −^γ_{|x|} ) φ^+ ⟩ = γ γ_ρ ⟨ φ^+ | | P^+_0 (D_0 −^{γρ}_{|x|} ) P^+_0 φ^+ ⟩

+ (1 − γ/γ_ρ) ⟨ φ^+ | | P^+_0 D_0 φ^+ ⟩ (4.1) + ⟨ φ^+ | | α · A φ^+ ⟩ + ⟨ φ^+ | | P^−_0 (D_0 −^γ_{|x|} ) P^−_0 φ^+ ⟩ (4.2)

− 2γ Re ⟨ φ^+ | | P^+_0^1_{|x|} P^−_0 φ^+ ⟩ (4.3) + ⟨ φ^+ | | P^−_0 |D_0| φ^+ ⟩ − ‖ ‖ |D_0|^{1/2} P^−_0 φ^+ ‖ ‖^2 .

(4.4)

We employ (3.45) with ε = δ/4 to estimate the second term in (4.4) from below by −(δ/4)⟨ φ^+ | ~H_f φ^+ ⟩ − (4c^4/δ^2) ‖φ^+‖^2. Here ~H_f = H_f + E and we choose E = 16 d^2_1. Then c^4 is proportional to (d^2_0 + 2d^2_{−1})^2. The term in (4.3) can be estimated from below by means of (3.46), where we choose E = 16 d^2_1, ε = δ/(8γ), and τ = (1 − γ/γ_ρ)/(2γ) = ρ/(2γ[1 + ρ]). With this choice of τ the portion of the kinetic energy in (4.1) compensates for the contribution coming from the first term on the right side in (3.46). By Kato’s inequality the term in (4.2) is bounded from below by −(1 + πγ/2) ‖ |D_0|^{1/2} P^−_0 φ^+‖^2, which we estimate further by means of (3.45) with E = 16 d^2_1 and ε = δ/(4 + 2πγ). Combining these remarks with α · A ⩾ −(δ/4) H_f − 4d^2_{−1}/δ (due to (2.6)), we arrive at (2.13). □

4.2. The semi-relativistic Pauli-Fierz operator: Semi-boundedness.

Lemma 4.1. There is a constant k ∈ (0, ∞) such that, for all E ⩾ k^2 d^2_1 and all ϕ ∈ D_0,

(4.5) Re ⟨ |D_A|ϕ | ~ H_f ϕ ⟩ ⩾ (1 − k d_1 E^{−1/2}) ‖ |D_A|^{1/2} ~H^{1/2}_f ϕ ‖_2 .

Proof. Let ϕ ∈ D_0 and set ψ := ~H^{1/2}_f ϕ. Using (3.7) and (3.21), we have Re ⟨ D_A ~H^{−1/2}_f ψ | | sgn(D_A) ~H^{1/2}_f ψ ⟩

= Re ⟨ (D_A − T^∗_{1/2}) ψ | | ~H^{−1/2}_f sgn(D_A) ~H^{1/2}_f ψ ⟩

= Re ⟨ (D_A − T^∗_{1/2}) ψ | | (sgn(D_A) − S_{1/2}) ψ ⟩ ⩾ ⟨ |D_A| ψ | ψ ⟩ − ‖ ‖ |D_A|^{1/2} ψ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ |D_A|^{1/2} S_{1/2} ψ ‖ ‖ − ‖T_{1/2}‖ (1 + ‖S_{1/2}‖) ‖ψ‖^2. Together with (3.2), (3.8), and (3.20) this gives the asserted estimate. □

Proof of Theorem 2.4. We pick some δ > 0 and choose E = (δ^{−2} +k^2) d^2_1, where

k is the constant appearing in Lemma 4.1. To start with we recall that

(4.6) D^2_A ϕ = ( − i∇ + A )_2

ϕ + S · B ϕ + ϕ , ϕ ∈ D_0 ,

where the entries of the formal vector S are S_j = σ_j ⊗ 1_2 and B is the magnetic

field, i.e.

S · B = S · a^†(∇_x ∧ G) + S · a(∇_x ∧ G) .

A standard estimate using Hypothesis 1 shows that, for every φ ∈ D_0, | |⟨ φ | | S · B φ ⟩ | | ⩽ 2 d_1 ‖φ‖ ‖ ‖ H^{1/2}_f φ ‖ ‖ ⩽ δ ⟨ φ | H_f φ ⟩ + d^2_1 δ^{−1} ‖φ‖^2 .

Using E ⩾ k^2 d^2_1 in the third step, we thus obtain, for all ϕ ∈ D_0, 1 4 ⟨ ϕ | | |x|^{−2} ϕ ⟩ ⩽ ⟨ ϕ | | ( − i∇ + A)^2 ϕ ⟩ ⩽ ⟨ D_A ϕ | | D_A ϕ ⟩ + δ ⟨ ϕ | | (H_f + δ^{−2} d^2_1) ϕ ⟩ − ‖ϕ‖^2 (4.7) = ⟨ D_A ϕ | | D_A ϕ ⟩ + δ ⟨ ϕ | | ~H_f ϕ ⟩ − (δ k^2 d^2_1 + 1) ‖ϕ‖^2 ⩽ ⟨ D_A ϕ | | D_A ϕ ⟩ + ⟨ ϕ | | δ^2 ~H^2_f ϕ ⟩ + 2Re ⟨ |D_A| ϕ | | δ ~H_f ϕ ⟩ − (δ k^2 d^2_1 + 3/4) ‖ϕ‖^2 = ‖ ‖ (|D_A| + δ ~H_f ) ϕ ‖ ‖^2 − (δ k^2 d^2_1 + 3/4) ‖ϕ‖^2 .

Here we also used a diamagnetic inequality in the first step. The diamagnetic

inequalities used here and in the first step of (4.8) below are well-known at

least for classical magnetic fields. They hold true, however, also for quantized

fields due to an argument by J. Fröhlich which is presented in [3] and [24]; see

also [19, 20]. (The basic underlying observation is that all components A_i(x)

and A_j(y), i, j ∈ {1, 2, 3}, x, y ∈ R^3, of the vector potential commute and can

hence be diagonalized simultanously. In this way the problem is reduced to the classical situation.) Since the square root is operator monotone it follows that, for all ϕ ∈ D_0,

(4.8) 2 π ⟨ ϕ | | |x|^{−1} ϕ ⟩ ⩽ ⟨ ϕ | | | − i∇ + A| ϕ ⟩ ⩽ ⟨ ϕ | | (|D_A| + δ ~H_f ) ϕ ⟩ . □ 5. Exponential localization

5.1. Outline of the proof. Our next aim is to prove the main Theorems 2.2 and 2.5 which assert that low-lying spectral subspaces of the no-pair and semirelativistic Pauli-Fierz operators are exponentially localized. We recall the general strategy of the proofs in this subsection and apply the results to the no-pair and semi-relativistic Pauli-Fierz operators in Subsections 5.2 and 5.3, respectively. The basic idea underlying the proofs is essentially due to [6] and described briefly in Lemma 5.1. The technical Lemma 5.2 summarizes (and simplifies) a part of a proof from [31]. Occasionally, we will also benefit from some observations made in [16].

The spectra of both the no-pair and the semi-relativistic Pauli-Fierz operators will certainly be continuous up to their minima, at least for the physically interesting choice of the form factor. In particular, we cannot employ eigenvalue equations to derive exponential decay estimates. (Of course, this would be possible if were only interested in the exponential localization of ground state eigenfunctions.) According to [6] a possibility to handle this is to smooth out the spectral projection and to apply a suitable integral representation of the smoothed projection. We shall employ the following formula due to Amrein et al. [1, Theorem 6.1.4(b)] which holds for every f ∈ C^∞_0 (R), ν ∈ N, and every self-adjoint operator, X, in some Hilbert space, f(X) = ν−1∑ κ=0 1 π κ! ∫ R f^{(κ)}(λ) Im [ i^κ (X − λ − i)^{−1} ] dλ + ∫_1 0 t^{ν−1} π(ν − 1)! ∫ R f^{(ν)}(λ) Im [ i^ν (X − λ − it)^{−1} ] dλ dt . (5.1)

The following lemma is essentially due to [6].

Lemma 5.1. Let X and Y be self-adjoint operators in H with a common domain. Let a > 0 and I ⊂ R be a compact interval such that I ⊂ ϱ(Y ). Assume that there exist C, C^′ ∈ (0, ∞) and another compact interval J ⊂ ϱ(Y ) such that J̊ ⊃ I and that, for all F satisfying (3.17),

(5.2) ‖ ‖ e^F (X − Y ) ‖ ‖ ⩽ C , sup (λ,t)∈J×(0,1] ‖ ‖ e^F (Y − λ ± it)^{−1} e^{−F} ‖ ‖ ⩽ C^′ .

Then Ran(1_I (X)) ⊂ D(e^{a|x|}) and ‖ ‖ e^{a|x|} 1_I (X) ‖ ‖ ⩽ c(I, J) C C^′ , where

(5.3) c(I, J) = k ( 1 + |J| + dist(I, J^c)^{−1} ) , for some universal constant k ∈ (0, ∞).

Proof. We find some f ∈ C^∞_0 (R, [0, 1]) such that f ≡ 1 on I and supp(f) ⊂ J. Then e^F 1_I (X) = e^F (f(X)−f(Y )) 1_I (X), since J ⊂ ϱ(Y ). Here we can rewrite f(X) − f(Y ) by means of (5.1). On account of (5.2) and the second resolvent identity we have, for every λ ∈ J and t ∈ (0, 1],

(5.4) ‖ ‖ e^F { (X − λ ± it)^{−1} − (Y − λ ± it)^{−1} } ‖ ‖ ⩽ C C^′/t . Now, we observe that the factor t^{ν−1} in (5.1) compensates for the 1/t singularity in (5.4) if we choose ν = 2. Using these remarks we readily find some c(I, J) ∈ (0, ∞) such that, for all F satisfying (3.17), we have ‖e^F 1_I (X)‖ ⩽ c(I, J) C C^′. By an appropriate choice of f we can ensure that c(I, J) has the form given in (5.3). But then ‖e^{a|x|} 1_I (X)‖ ⩽ c(I, J) C C^′ holds true also as a consequence of the monotone convergence theorem applied to a suitable increasing sequence of weights F_1, F_2, . . . , where each F_j satisfies (3.17). □

To verify the second condition in (5.2) the following lemma is helpful.

Lemma 5.2. Let Y be a positive operator in H which admits D_0 as a form core. Set b := inf σ(Y ) and let J ⊂ (−∞, b) be some compact interval. Let a ∈ (0, 1) and assume that, for all F satisfying (3.17), we have e^{±F} Q(Y ) ⊂ Q(Y ). (Notice that e^{±F} maps D_0 into itself.) Assume further that there exist constants c(a), f(a), g(a), h(a) ∈ [0, ∞) such that c(a) < 1/2 and b g(a)+h(a) < b−max J and, for all F satisfying (3.17) and φ ∈ D_0, | |⟨ φ | | (e^F Y e^{−F} − Y ) φ ⟩ | | ⩽ c(a) ⟨ φ | Y φ ⟩ + f(a) ‖φ‖^2 , (5.5) Re ⟨ φ | | e^F Y e^{−F} φ ⟩ ⩾ (1 − g(a)) ⟨ φ | | Y φ ⟩ − h(a) ‖φ‖^2 . (5.6)

Then we have, for all F satisfying (3.17),

(5.7) sup (λ,t)∈J×(0,1] ‖ ‖ e^F (Y − λ ± it)^{−1} e^{−F} ‖ ‖ ⩽ (b − max J − h(a) − b g(a))^{−1} . Proof. Since e^F is an isomorphism on H the densely defined operators e^F Y e^{−F} and Y have the same resolvent set and

(5.8) R_F (z) := e^F (Y − z)^{−1} e^{−F} = (e^F Y e^{−F} − z)^{−1}, z ∈ ϱ(Y ) .

In particular, e^F Y e^{−F} is closed because its resolvent set is not empty. Since e^{−F} is a self-adjoint isomorphism we further know that

(e^F Y e^{−F} )^∗ = e^{−F} (e^F Y )^∗ = e^{−F} Y e^F .

(5.9)

By assumption we have D(e^{±F} Y e^{∓F} ) = e^{±F} D(Y ) ⊂ e^{±F} Q(Y ) ⊂ Q(Y ) . (5.10)

Condition (5.5) and c(a) < 1/2 imply that ( e^F Y e^{−F} ) ↾_{D0} has a distinguished closed and sectorial extension which we denote by Y_F . This extension is the only closed extension having the properties D(Y_F ) ⊂ Q(Y ), D(Y^∗_F ) ⊂ Q(Y ), and it ∈ ϱ(Y_F ), for all t ∈ R such that |t| is larger than some positive constant; see [21]. Thanks to (5.8), (5.9), and (5.10), we know that e^F Y e^{−F} is a closed extension enjoying all these properties, whence Y_F = e^F Y e^{−F} . By virtue of (5.6) we have, with δ := b − max J − b g(a) − h(a) > 0 and for all λ ∈ J, t ∈ (0, 1], φ ∈ D_0,

(5.11) Re ⟨ φ | | (Y_F − λ ± it) φ ⟩ ⩾ {(1 − g(a)) b − λ − h(a)} ‖φ‖^2 ⩾ δ ‖φ‖^2 . Therefore, the numerical range of Y_F − λ ± it is contained in the half space {ζ ∈ C : Re ζ ⩾ δ} [21, Theorem VI.1.18 and Corollary VI.2.3]. Moreover, by (5.8) the deficiency of Y_F − λ ± it is zero, and we may hence estimate the norm of (Y_F − λ ± it)^{−1} by the inverse distance of λ ± it to the numerical range of Y_F [21, Theorem V.3.2]. We thus obtain the estimate ‖ (Y_F − λ ± it)^{−1} ‖ ⩽ δ^{−1}, for all λ ∈ J and t ∈ (0, 1], which together with (5.8) proves the lemma. □

5.2. The no-pair operator: Localization. To begin with we introduce a scaled partition of unity. Namely, we pick some μ̃ ∈ C^∞_0 (R^3, [0, 1]) such that μ̃ ≡ 1 on {|x| ⩽ 1} and μ̃ ≡ 0 on {|x| ⩾ 2} and observe that θ := μ̃^2 +(1−μ̃)^2 ⩾ 1/2. Then we set, for R ⩾ 1 and x ∈ R^3, μ_{1,R}(x) := μ̃(x/R)/θ^{1/2}(x/R), and μ_{2,R}(x) := (1 − μ̃(x/R))/θ^{1/2}(x/R), so that μ^2_{1,R} + μ^2_{,R} = 1. We define

(5.12) e(γ) := inf σ(H^{np}_γ + E P^+_A ) , γ ∈ [0, γ^{np}_c ) ,

where H^{np}_γ is considered as an operator acting in H^+_A . The parameter E > 0 is chosen sufficiently large later on. We shall apply Lemmata 5.1 and 5.2 with

X^{np}_γ = H^{np}_γ + E P^+_A + P^−_A H_f P^−_A + e(0) P^−_A ,

(5.13)

Y^{np}_γ = X^{np}_γ + (e(0) − e(γ_R)) P^+_A μ^2_{1,R} P^+_A ,

(5.14)

where H^{np}_γ is now considered as an operator acting in H and

(5.15) γ_R := (1 + 1/R) γ/(1 − c/R) , R > c .

Here c ⩾ 1 is the constant appearing in Lemma 5.3. X^{np}_γ and Y^{np}_γ are selfadjoint on the same domain D(X^{np}_γ ) = D(Y^{np}_γ ) = D(H^{np}_γ ) ∩ D(P^−_A H_f P^−_A ) and both operators admit D_0 as a form core.

The idea to define the comparison operator Y^{np}_γ by essentially adding only

a cut-off function located in a ball about the origin to X^{np}_γ is borrowed from

[16]. An obvious consequence of this choice (and the bound (3.28)) is that the

first condition in (5.2) is fulfilled.

Lemma 5.3. Let γ ∈ [0, γ^{np}_c ) and E > max{1 , (2d_1)^2}. Then there exist uni-

versal constants c, c^′ ∈ [1, ∞) such that, for all R > max{ c , (γ + c γ^{np}_c )/(γ^{np}_c −

γ) } and all φ ∈ D_0, φ^+ := P^+_A φ, ⟨ φ | | Y^{np}_γ φ ⟩ ⩾ e(0) ‖φ‖^2 − (c^′/R) (e(0) + |e(γ_R)|) ‖φ^+‖^2 .

Proof. Let φ ∈ D_0 and set φ^+ := P^+_A φ. Since ∇ = ∑ i=1,2 μi,R ∇ μi,R we have ⟨ φ | (H^{np}_γ + E P^+_A ) φ ⟩ = ∑ i=1,2 ⟨ φ^+ | | P^+_A μ_{i,R} (D_A − γ/|x| + ~H_f ) μ_{i,R} P^+_A φ^+ ⟩ ,

where ~H_f = H_f + E. On account of Corollary 3.8 with ε = 1/R we thus have,

for all R ⩾ 1,

⟨ φ | (H^{np}_γ + E P^+_A ) φ ⟩ ⩾ (1 − 1/R) ∑ i=1,2 ⟨ φ^+ | | μ_{i,R} P^+_A (D_A + ~H_f ) P^+_A μ_{i,R} φ^+ ⟩

−(1 + 1/R) ⟨ φ^+ | | μ_{1,R} P^+_A^γ_{|x|} P^+_A μ_{1,R} φ^+ ⟩ − ‖ ‖ μ^2_{,R} γ/|x| ‖ ‖_∞ ‖φ^+‖^2 − ∑ i=1,2 3K(1 + R) ‖∇μ_{i,1}‖^2 R^2 ‖ ‖ ~H^{1/2}_f φ^+ ‖ ‖^2 .

(5.16)

(K is the constant appearing in Corollary 3.8.) We set C_μ := ∑ i=1,2 ‖μi,1‖ 2 ∞ and apply Corollary 3.8 once more to obtain ‖ ‖ ~H^{1/2}_f φ^+ ‖ ‖^2 = ∑ i=1,2 ‖ ‖ ~H^{1/2}_f μ_{i,R} P^+_A φ^+ ‖ ‖^2

⩽ 2 ∑ i=1,2 ⟨ φ^+ | | μ_{i,R} P^+_A ~H_f P^+_A μ_{i,R} φ^+ ⟩ + 2K C^μ R ‖ ‖ ~H^{1/2}_f φ^+ ‖ ‖^2 .

Here we also estimated 1 + 1/R ⩽ 2. This implies, for R ⩾ 4K C_μ, ‖ ‖ ~H^{1/2}_f φ^+ ‖ ‖^2 ⩽ 4 ∑ i=1,2 ⟨ φ^+ | | μ_{i,R} P^+_A ~H_f P^+_A μ_{i,R} φ^+ ⟩ .

Combining the previous estimate with (5.16) and setting c := 1 + 24K C_μ we arrive at

⟨ φ | (H^{np}_γ + E P^+_A ) φ ⟩ ⩾ (1 − c/R) ⟨ μ_{1,R} φ^+ | | (H^{np}_{γR} + E P^+_A ) μ_{1,R} φ^+ ⟩

= + (1 − c/R) ⟨ μ_{2,R} φ^+ | | (H^{np}_0 + E P^+_A ) μ_{2,R} ⟩ − (γ/R) ‖φ^+‖^2 ⩾ (1 − c/R) { e(γ_R) ‖ ‖ P^+_A μ_{1,R} φ^+ ‖^2 + e(0) ‖ ‖ P^+_A μ_{2,R} φ^+ ‖ ‖^2} − (γ/R) ‖φ^+‖^2 ⩾ e(γ_R) ‖μ_{1,R} φ^+‖^2 + e(0) ‖μ_{2,R} φ^+‖^2 − (c^′/R)(e(0) + |e(γ_R)|) ‖φ^+‖^2 ,

where γ_R is given by (5.15) and c^′ ∈ (0, ∞) is some universal constant. In the last step we used ‖ [P^+_A , μ_{2,R}] ‖ ⩽ ‖∇μ_{2,1}‖_∞/(2R). We also assumed that R > (γ + c γ^{np}_c )/(γ^{np}_c − γ), which is equivalent to γ_R < γ^{np}_c . □

Next, we show that the conditions (5.5) and (5.6) required in Lemma 5.2 are satisfied. We abbreviate

Δ(γ_R) := e(0) − e(γ_R) = Σ_{np} − inf σ(H^{np}_{γR} ) .

Lemma 5.4. There is some constant k_1 ∈ (0, ∞) such that, for all γ ∈ (0, γ^{np}_c ), G fulfilling Hypothesis 1, a ∈ (0, 1/2], all F satisfying (3.17), all sufficiently large E > 0 (depending only on d_{−1}, d_0, d_1, and γ), and all φ ∈ D_0, (5.17)| | Re [⟨ φ | ( e^F Y^{np}_γ e^{−F} − Y^{np}_γ )φ ⟩] | ⩽ k_1 a^2 ⟨ φ | (Y^{np}_γ + Δ(γ_R) + Σ_{np}) φ ⟩ , and (5.18)| | ⟨ φ | | ( e^F Y^{np}_γ e^{−F} − Y^{np}_γ )φ ⟩ | | ⩽ k_1 a ⟨ φ | | (c(γ) Y^{np}_γ + Δ(γ_R) + Σ_{np}) φ ⟩ ,

where c(γ) = (γ^{np}_c + γ)/(γ^{np}_c − γ).

Proof. Let φ ∈ D_0 and let Y^{np,F}_γ denote the operator obtained by replacing the

projections P^+_A and P^−_A in Y^{np}_γ by P^F_A and P^{−,F}_A := e^F P^−_A e^{−F} , respectively, i.e.

Y^{np,F}_γ := P^F_A ( D_A −^γ_{|x|} + ~H_f + Δ(γ_R) μ^2_{1,R} ) P^F_A + P^{−,F}_A ~H_f P^{−,F}_A + Σ_{np} P^{−,F}_A ,

where Δ(γ_R) = e(0) − e(γ_R). Then e^{−F} D_A e^F = D_A − iα · ∇F implies ⟨ φ | | e^F Y^{np}_γ e^{−F} φ ⟩ − ⟨ φ | | Y^{np,F}_γ φ ⟩ = i⟨ φ | | P^F_A α · ∇F P^F_A φ ⟩ = i ⟨ φ | | P^+_A α · ∇F P^+_A φ ⟩ + i⟨ φ | | K_F α · ∇F K_F φ ⟩ − i ⟨ φ | | K_F α · ∇F P^+_A φ ⟩ − i⟨ φ | | P^+_A α · ∇F K_F φ ⟩ . Since ‖α · ∇F ‖ ⩽ a and ‖K_F ‖ ⩽ a J(a)/2 we thus obtain (5.19)| |⟨ φ | | e^F Y^{np}_γ e^{−F} φ ⟩ − ⟨ φ | | Y^{np,F}_γ φ ⟩ | | ⩽ a (1 + a J(a) + a^2 J(a)^2/4) ‖φ‖^2 .

Since Re [i⟨ φ | P^+_A α · ∇F P^+_A φ ⟩] = 0 we further have (5.20)| | Re [ ⟨ φ | | e^F Y^{np}_γ e^{−F} φ ⟩ − ⟨ φ | | Y^{np,F}_γ φ ⟩ ] | | ⩽ a^2 (J(a) + a J(a)^2/4) ‖φ‖^2 .

Assuming E ⩾ (4d_1 J(a))^2 we next apply Corollary 3.8 (Estimate (3.40) and its obvious analogue for P^−_A ) to each of the six terms in Re [Y^{np,F}_γ −Y^{np}_γ ] (involving the operators D_A,^γ_{|x|} , P^±_A ~H_f P^±_A , Δ(γ_R) μ^2_{1,R}, and Σ_{np}, respectively). As a result we find some universal constant, k_2 ∈ (0, ∞), such that, for all φ ∈ D_0, | | Re [ ⟨ φ | Y^{np,F}_γ φ ⟩ − ⟨ φ | Y^{np}_γ φ ⟩ ] | | ⩽ k_2 (a J(a))^2 ( ⟨ φ | ~H_f φ ⟩ + ⟨ φ | P^+_A ~H_f P^+_A φ ⟩ + ⟨ φ | P^−_A ~H_f P^−_A φ ⟩ ) + k_2 (a J(a))^2 (Δ(γ_R) + Σ_{np}) ‖φ‖^2 .

Here the off-diagonal terms in ⟨ φ | ~H_f φ ⟩ can be estimated as

(5.21) 2 Re ⟨ φ | P^+_A ~H_f P^−_A φ ⟩ ⩽ ‖ ~H^{1/2}_f P^+_A φ‖^2 + ‖ ~H^{1/2}_f P^−_A φ‖^2 .

Therefore, we arrive at | | Re [ ⟨ φ | Y^{np,F}_γ φ ⟩ − ⟨ φ | Y^{np}_γ φ ⟩ ] | | ⩽ 6k_2 (a J(a))^2 ( 1 2 ⟨ φ | P^+_A ~H_f P^+_A φ ⟩ + ⟨ φ | P^−_A ~H_f P^−_A φ ⟩ ) (5.22)

+ k_2 (a J(a))^2 (Δ(γ_R) + Σ_{np}) ‖φ‖^2 .

Now, we assume that E is so large that ~H := P^+_A (D_A −^γ_{|x|} +(1/2) H_f +E)P^+_A ⩾ 0. In fact, this is possible according to Theorem 2.1 with δ = 1/2. Then we can add 6k_2 (a J(a))^2 ⟨ φ | { ~H + Δ(γ_R) P^+_A μ^2_{1,R} P^+_A + Σ_{np} P^−_A } φ ⟩ to the right hand side of (5.22) and combine the resulting estimate with (5.20) to obtain (5.17).

In order to derive (5.18) we apply Corollary 3.6 (Estimate (3.39) with ε = a and its obvious analogue for P^−_A ) to each of the six terms in Y^{np,F}_γ − Y^{np}_γ . Proceeding in this way we find some universal constant, k_3 ∈ (0, ∞), such that, for every φ ∈ D_0, |⟨ φ | (Y^{np,F}_γ − Y^{np}_γ ) φ ⟩| ⩽ k_3 a ⟨ φ | (Y^{np}_0 + ~H_f + P^+_A^γ_{|x|} P^+_A ) φ ⟩ + k_3 a (Δ(γ_R) + Σ_{np}) ‖φ‖^2 .

As above we argue that Y^{np}_0 + ~H_f ⩽ k_4 Y^{np}_0 = k_4(Y^{np}_γ + P^+_A^γ_{|x|} P^+_A ) and it follows from Theorem 2.1 that P^+_A^γ_{|x|} P^+_A ⩽ 2γ(γ^{np}_c − γ)^{−1} Y^{np}_γ , provided E > 0 is sufficiently large depending on d_{−1}, d_0, d_1, and γ. Combining these remarks with (5.19) we arrive at (5.18). □

In the following lemma we verify another assumption made in Lemma 5.2.

Lemma 5.5. There exist constants c_1, c_2 ∈ (0, ∞) such that, for all F : R^3 → R satisfying (3.17) and all φ ∈ D_0,

(5.23) ⟨ e^F φ | | Y^{np}_0 e^F φ ⟩ ⩽ c_1 ‖e^F ‖^2 ⟨ φ | Y^{np}_0 φ ⟩ + c_2 ‖e^F ‖^2 ‖φ‖^2 .

In particular, e^F Q(Y^{np}_γ ) ⊂ Q(Y^{np}_γ ), for every γ ∈ [0, γ^{np}_c ).

Proof. It is clear that we only have to comment on the unbounded terms in Y^{np}_0 . In [31, Equation (4.24) and the succeding paragraphs] we proved that (5.24)⟨ φ | | e^F P^±_A (±D_A) e^F φ ⟩ ⩽ c_3 ‖e^F ‖^2 ⟨ φ | P^±_A (±D_A) φ ⟩ + c_4 ‖e^F ‖^2 ‖φ‖^2 ,

for every φ ∈ D_0. We derived this bound in [31] for classical vector potentials. The proof works, however, also for the quantized vector potential without any change. Moreover, we only treated the choice of the plus sign in (5.24). But again an obvious modification of the proof in [31] shows that (5.24) is still valid when we choose the minus sign. (This will actually be necessary only in the next subsection where we treat the semi-relativistic Pauli-Fierz operator.) On account of (5.21) it thus remains to show that ‖ ~H^{1/2}_f P^±_A e^F φ ‖ ⩽ c_5 ‖e^F ‖ ‖ ~H^{1/2}_f φ‖. This follows, however, immediately from (3.21) which implies ‖ ~H^{1/2}_f P^±_A e^F φ ‖ ⩽ (1 + ‖S_{1/2}‖/2) ‖e^F ~H^{1/2}_f φ‖. From these remarks we readily derive the asserted estimate which shows that e^F Q(Y^{np}_0 ) ⊂ Q(Y^{np}_0 ) holds true. But from Theorem 2.1 we know that Q(Y^{np}_γ ) = Q(Y^{np}_0 ), for every γ ∈ [0, γ^{np}_c ). □

Proof of Theorem 2.2. Assume that γ < γ^{np}_c and let I ⊂ R be a compact interval with max I < Σ_{np}. We fix some E ∈ [1, ∞) and set I_E := I + E. In the following we assume that E is so large that Lemmata 5.3 and 5.4 are applicable. (Then E depends on d_{−1}, d_0, d_1, and γ.) Let k_1 be the constant appearing in the statement of Lemma 5.4, λ := max I_E, and e(0) = Σ_{np} + E. We assume that a ∈ (0, 1/2] is so small that k_1 a (γ^{np}_c +γ)(γ^{np}_c −γ)^{−1} < 1/2 and ε := {1 − (λ/e(0)) − 5k_1 a^2}/4 > 0. On account of Lemma 5.3 we may fix some R ⩾ 1 such that b := inf σ(Y^{np}_γ ) ⩾ e(0)−ε, which implies 1/b < (1/e(0))(1+2ε). (We can choose R = c_1 e(0)/ε, for some universal constant c_1.) By virtue of Lemmata 5.4 and 5.5 we can then apply Lemma 5.2 with g(a) := k_1 a^2, h(a) = k_1 a^2 (Δ(γ_R) + Σ_{np}), and J := I_E + [−b ε, b ε]. In view of Theorem 2.1 we can further assume that Δ(γ_R) ⩽ Σ_{np} + E = e(0). From these remarks we infer that b−max J −b g(a)−h(a) ⩾ b ε. This ensures that the second condition in (5.2) is fulfilled with C^′ ⩽ 1/(b ε). The first bound in (5.2) is also valid since X^{np}_γ − Y^{np}_γ = Δ(γ_R) P^+_A μ^2_{1,R} P^+_A and ‖e^F P^+_A μ^2_{1,R} P^+_A ‖ ⩽ ‖P^F_A ‖ ‖e^F μ^2_{1,R}‖ ⩽ const · e^{2aR}. Then Lemma 5.1 with dist(I, J^c) = bε and |J| = |I| + 2bε implies that ‖ ‖ e^{a|x|} 1_{IE} (X^{np}_γ ) P^+_A ‖ ‖ ⩽ const · { 1 + (1 + |I|)/(bε) + 1/(bε)^2 } e(0) e^{2aR} .

Since 1/b ⩽ 2/e(0) ⩽ 2 and P^+_A X^{np}_γ = X^{np}_γ P^+_A = (H^{np}_γ + E P^+_A ) ⊕ 0 this proves Theorem 2.2. (Keeping track of all conditions imposed on E = E(γ, d_{−1}, d_0, d_1) we see that we can choose −E proportional to the term in the second line in (2.13), whence E → 0, d_i → 0, i ∈ {−1, 0, 1}.) □

5.3. The semi-relativistic Pauli-Fierz operator: Localization. Again we employ the partition of unity μ^2_{1,R} + μ^2_{,R} = 1 constructed in the first paragraph of Subsection 5.2. We set

ϵ(γ) ≡ ϵ(γ, G) := inf σ(H^{PF}_γ ) , γ ∈ [0, γ^{PF}_c ] ,

so that ϵ(0) = Σ_{PF}, and apply Lemma 5.1 with

X^{PF}_γ = H^{PF}_γ ,

Y^{PF}_γ = H^{PF}_γ + (ϵ(0) − ϵ(γ_R)) μ^2_{1,R} ,

where γ_R := γ/(1 − 1/R) , R ⩾ 1 . Of course, X^{PF}_γ and Y^{PF}_γ are self-adjoint on the same domain and both admit D_0 as a form core. The remaining conditions of Lemma 5.1 are easier to verify than in the previous subsection since only the kinetic energy term in the semirelativistic Pauli-Fierz operator is non-local.

Lemma 5.6. There is some C ∈ (0, ∞) such that, for all γ ∈ (0, γ^{PF}_c ), R ⩾ γ^{PF}_c /(γ^{PF}_c − γ), G fulfilling Hypothesis 1, and φ ∈ D_0, (5.25)

⟨ φ | H^{PF}_γ φ ⟩ ⩾ ϵ(γ_R) ‖μ_{1,R} φ‖^2 + ϵ(0) ‖μ_{2,R} φ‖^2 − ϵ(0) + ϵ(γ_R) + C R ‖φ‖^2 . Proof. Let φ ∈ D_0. We write |D_A| = P^+_A D_A P^+_A − P^−_A D_A P^−_A and obtain by means of Corollary 3.8 (and its obvious analogue for P^−_A ) ⟨ φ | |D_A| φ ⟩ = ∑ ♯=± ∑ i=1,2 ⟨ φ | | P^♯_A μ_i (♯1) D_A μ_i P^♯_A φ ⟩

⩾ (1 − 1/R) ∑ i=1,2 ⟨ φ | | μ_i |D_A| μ_i φ ⟩ − 2C^μK(1 + R) R^2 ‖φ‖^2 , where C_μ = ‖∇μ_{1,1}‖_∞ + ‖∇μ_{2,1}‖_∞. The remaining term, −γ/|x| + ~H_f , in H^{PF}_γ commutes with μ_1 and μ_2, so the assertion becomes evident. □

In the next lemma we verify the conditions (5.5) and (5.6) of Lemma 5.2. In contrast to the previous subsection we can now choose g = 0 in (5.6). This will result in an estimate on the exponential decay rate for the semi-relativistic

Pauli-Fierz operator that does not depend on the values of d_{−1}, . . . , d_2.

Lemma 5.7. For all a ∈ (0, 1), F satisfying (3.17), γ ∈ (0, γ^{PF}_c ), G fulfilling

Hypothesis 1, and φ ∈ D_0,

(5.26) | Re [⟨ φ | (e^F H^{PF}_γ e^{−F} − H^{PF}_γ ) φ ⟩] | ⩽ (3/2) a^2 J(a)^2 ‖φ‖^2 .

Moreover, for every ε > 0, there is some constant, C(a, γ, ε) ∈ (0, ∞), such

that

(5.27) | |⟨ φ | | (e^F H^{PF}_γ e^{−F} − H^{PF}_γ ) φ ⟩ | | ⩽ ε ⟨ φ | | H^{PF}_γ φ ⟩ + C(a, γ, ε) ‖φ‖^2 . Proof. On D_0 the operator Re [ e^F H^{PF}_γ e^{−F} − H^{PF}_γ ] appearing on the left side

of (5.26) equals Re [ e^F |D_A| e^{−F} − |D_A| ] = 1 2 [ e^{−F} , [ |D_A| , e^F ] ] = 1 2 [ e^{−F} , D_A [sgn(D_A) , e^F ] − iα · (∇F ) e^F sgn(D_A) ] = 1 2 D_A [ e^{−F} , [sgn(D_A) , e^F ] ] − iα · ∇F (K_{0,−F} + K_{0,F} ) , where we use the notation (3.25). On account of Lemmata 3.6 and 3.7 this

implies (5.26). Moreover, since

e^F |D_A| e^{−F} − |D_A| = −2 D_A K_F + iα · (∇F ) e^F sgn(D_A) e^{−F}

holds true on D_0, the left hand side of (5.27) is less than or equal to

ε_1 ⟨ φ | | |D_A| φ ⟩ + ε^{−1}_1 ‖ ‖ |D_A|^{1/2} K_F ‖ ‖^2 ‖φ‖^2 + a ‖ ‖ e^F sgn(D_A) e^{−F} ‖ ‖^2 ‖φ‖^2

⩽ ε_1 const(γ) ⟨ φ | | H^{PF}_γ φ ⟩ + const(a, ε_1) ‖φ‖^2 ,

for every ε_1 > 0. This proves (5.27). □

Lemma 5.8. There exist constants, c_1, c_2 ∈ (0, ∞), such that, for all a ∈ (0, 1)

and F satisfying (3.17), ⟨ e^F φ | Y^{PF}_0 e^F φ ⟩ ⩽ c_1 ‖e^F ‖^2 ⟨ φ | Y^{PF}_0 φ ⟩ + c_2 ‖e^F ‖^2 ‖φ‖^2 , φ ∈ D_0 .

In particular, e^F Q(Y^{PF}_γ ) ⊂ Q(Y^{PF}_γ ), for every γ ∈ (0, γ^{PF}_c ).

Proof. Of course, ‖μ_{1,R} e^F φ‖^2 ⩽ ‖e^F ‖^2 ‖μ_{1,R} φ‖^2 and, since H_f and e^F com-

mute, ‖H^{1/2}_f e^F φ‖^2 ⩽ ‖e^F ‖^2 ‖H^{1/2}_f φ‖^2. To conclude we write |D_A| = P^+_A D_A −

P^−_A D_A and again employ the bound (5.24) derived in [31]. □

Proof of Theorem 2.5. Let γ ∈ (0, γ^{PF}_c ), let I ⊂ (−∞, Σ_{PF}) be some compact interval, and let a ∈ (0, 1) satisfy ε := (Σ_{PF} − max I − (3/2) a^2 J(a)^2)/3 > 0. By virtue of Lemma 5.6 we may choose R ⩾ γ^{PF}_c /(γ^{PF}_c − γ) so large that Y^{PF}_γ ⩾ ϵ(0) − ε. On account of Lemmata 5.7 and 5.8 we may apply Lemma 5.2 with J = I + [−ε, ε] and h(a) = (3/2) a^2 J(a)^2, g(a) = 0, and c(a) = 1/4. It ensures that the second condition in (5.2) is fulfilled with C^′ = 1/ε. Moreover, ‖e^F (X^{PF}_γ − Y^{PF}_γ )‖ = (ϵ(0) − ϵ(γ_R)) ‖e^F μ^2_{1,R}‖ and ‖e^F μ^2_{1,R}‖ ⩽ e^{2aR}, so the first condition in (5.2) is fulfilled also, with C = (ϵ(0) − ϵ(γ_R) )e^{2aR}. Therefore, Theorem 2.5 is a consequence of Lemma 5.1 and (2.22), which implies that |ϵ(γ_R)| ⩽ Σ_{PF} + const · d^2_1. □

Appendix A. The ground state energy and ionization threshold for small field strength

In this appendix we prove the perturbative estimates on the ground state energies and ionization thresholds of the no-pair and semi-relativistic Pauli-Fierz operators asserted in Remarks 2.3 and 2.6, respectively. In the whole appendix we always assume that

0 < d_1 ⩽ 1 , 0 < d^2_∗ := d^2_0 + 2d^2_{−1} ⩽ 1 .

Moreover, we fix some value of E such that

(A.1) 2d_1/E^{1/2} ⩽ 1/2 .

We start with the semi-relativistic Pauli-Fierz operator.

Proof of Remark 2.6. For every γ ∈ (0, γ^{PF}_c ), we let E^C_{el} (γ) denote the (positive) ground state energy of Chandrasekhar’s operator, |D_0| − γ/|x|, and ϕ^C_{el}(γ) a corresponding ground state eigenfunction. For ε > 0, we set γ_ε :=^1_{1+ε} γ. Using the minimax principle and Kato’s inequality, which can be written as 1/|x| ⩽ (γ^{PF}_c − γ)^{−1} ( |D_0| − γ/|x| ) , it is easy to see that

0 ⩽ E^C_{el} (γ_ε) − E^C_{el} (γ) ⩽ ε 1 + ε c(γ) E^C_{el} (γ) , c(γ) := γ γ^{PF}_c − γ . Next, let φ ∈ H^{1/2}(R^3_x) ⊗ C_0. On account of Lemma 3.9 we have | | ⟨ φ | | P^±_A (±D_0) P^±_A φ ⟩ − ⟨ φ | | P^±_0 (±D_0) P^±_0 φ ⟩ | | ⩽ ε ⟨ φ | | P^±_0 (±D_0) P^±_0 φ ⟩ + (1 +^{1ε} ) O(d^{2∗}) (1 − 2d_1/E^{1/2})^2 ‖ ‖ ~H^{1/2}_f φ ‖ ‖^2 .

(A.2)

Moreover, by virtue of Lemma 3.4 we find, for every δ > 0, |⟨ φ | P^±_A α · A P^±_A φ ⟩| ⩽ ‖φ‖ ‖ ‖ α · A ~H^{−1/2}_f P^±_A ‖ ‖ ( 1 + 1 2 · d_1/E^{1/2}

1 − 2d_1/E^{1/2} )‖ ‖ ~H^{1/2}_f φ ‖ ‖ ⩽ C d_∗ ( δ ⟨ φ | ~H_f φ ⟩ + δ^{−1} ‖φ‖^2 ) , (A.3)

where C ∈ (0, ∞) is some universal constant. Here we used (2.6), (2.7), d^2_∗ :=

d^2_0 + 2d^2_{−1}, and (A.1). Since |D_A| = P^+_A D_A P^+_A − P^−_A D_A P^−_A and ~H_f Ω = E Ω

the above estimates with φ = ϕ^C_{el}(γ_ε) ⊗ Ω and δ = 1 show that ⟨ ϕ^C_{el}(γ_ε) ⊗ Ω | | (|D_A| −^γ_{|x|} + ~H_f ) ϕ^C_{el}(γ_ε) ⊗ Ω ⟩

⩽ (1 + ε) ⟨ ϕ^C_{el}(γ_ε) | | (|D_0| − γ_ε/|x|) ϕ^C_{el}(γ_ε) ⟩ + E + (1 +^1_ε ) O(d^2_∗) (1 + E) + O(d_∗) (1 + E)

(A.4)

⩽ (1 + ε)(1 + c(γ)) E^C_{el} (γ) + E +

(_1 ε O(d^2_∗) + O(d_∗) ) (1 + E) ,

provided (A.1) holds true. If we choose ε = d_∗, then we find some C^′_γ ∈ (0, ∞) such that

inf σ(H^{PF}_γ ) ⩽ E^C_{el} (γ) + C^′_γ (d_1 + d_∗) .

If we set γ = 0 in (A.4) and replace ϕ^C_{el}(γ_ε) by some normalized χ ∈ C^∞_0 (R^3_x, C^4) satisfying ⟨ χ | |D_0| χ ⟩ ⩽ 1 + ε, then we obtain ⟨ χ ⊗ Ω | (H^{PF}_0 + E)χ ⊗ Ω ⟩ ⩽ (1 + ε)^2 + E +

(_1 ε O(d^2_∗) + O(d_∗) ) (1 + E) .

Choosing ε = d_∗ as above we we find some C^′_0 ∈ (0, ∞) such that

1 ⩽ Σ_{PF} ⩽ 1 + C^′_0 (d_1 + d_∗) .

It remains to derive the lower bound on inf σ(H^{PF}_γ ). To this end we set ~γ_ε :=

γ/(1−ε), for some ε > 0 such that ~γ_ε < γ^{PF}_c . Moreover, we choose δ = 1/(2Cd_∗) in (A.3). Then (A.2) and (A.3) permit to get, for every φ ∈ D_0, ⟨ φ | (H^{PF}_γ +E) φ ⟩ ⩾ (1 − ε) ⟨ φ | ( |D_0| − ~γ_ε/|x| ) φ ⟩ − ( 1 − (1 + 1/ε) O(d^2_∗) − 1/2 ) ⟨ φ | (H_f + E) φ ⟩ − 2 C^2 d^2_∗ ‖φ‖^2 .

Here we again made use of (A.1). So, choosing ε = d_∗ and using ⟨ φ | | (|D_0| − ~γ_ε/|x|) φ ⟩ ⩾ E^C_{el} (~γ_ε) ⩾ ( 1 − ε 1 − ε · γ γ^{PF}_c − γ ) E^C_{el} (γ) ,

which is a straightforward consequence of the minimax principle, we find some C^{′′}_γ ∈ (0, ∞) such that ⟨ φ | | H^{PF}_γ φ ⟩ ⩾ (1 − C^{′′}_γ d_∗) E^C_{el} (γ) − O(d^2_∗) ‖φ‖^2 ,

for all sufficiently small values of d_∗. □

Proof of Remark 2.3. For γ ∈ (0, γ^{np}_c ), we let E^B_{el} (γ) and ϕ^B_{el}(γ) denote the ground state energy and a normalized ground state eigenfunction of the Brown- Ravenhall operator, that is,

P^+_0 (D_0 −^γ_{|x|} ) P^+_0 ϕ^B_{el}(γ) = E^B_{el} (γ) ϕ^B_{el}(γ) .

It is known that E^B_{el} (γ) ∈ [1 − γ_ε, 1) [34]. We set

γ_ε := (1 − ε)γ/(1 + ε) , ε ∈ (0, 1] .

Then a standard argument based on the inequality [14]

γ^{np}_c ⟨ ϕ | |x|^{−1} ϕ ⟩ ⩽ ⟨ P^+_0 ϕ | D_0 P^+_0 ϕ ⟩ , ϕ ∈ H^{1/2}(R^3, C^4) ,

and the minimax principle shows that

(A.5) 0 ⩽ E^B_{el} (γ_ε) − E^B_{el} (γ) ⩽ ε 1 + ε · γ γ^{np}c − γ

E^B_{el} (γ) .

Using (A.1), (A.2), (A.3) with δ = 1, and

P^+_0 ϕ^B_{el}(γ_ε) = ϕ^B_{el}(γ_ε) , ‖ϕ^B_{el}(γ_ε)⊗Ω‖ = 1 , ~H_f ϕ^B_{el}(γ_ε)⊗Ω = E ϕ^B_{el}(γ_ε)⊗Ω ,

we deduce that ⟨ ϕ^B_{el}(γ_ε) ⊗ Ω | P^+_A D_A P^+_A ϕ^B_{el}(γ_ε) ⊗ Ω ⟩ ⩽ (1 + ε) ⟨ ϕ^B_{el}(γ_ε) ⊗ Ω | | D_0 ϕ^B_{el}(γ_ε) ⊗ Ω ⟩

+ (1 + 1/ε) O(d^2_∗) E + C d_∗ (E + 1) .

(A.6)

Moreover, since P^+_A = (1/2) 1 + (1/2) sgn(D_A), Lemma 3.4 yields ⟨ ϕ^B_{el}(γ_ε) ⊗ Ω | | P^+_A ~H_f P^+_A ϕ^B_{el}(γ_ε) ⊗ Ω ⟩

⩽ (1 + ε^′) ‖ ‖ P^+_A ~H^{1/2}_f ϕ^B_{el}(γ_ε) ⊗ Ω ‖ ‖^2

+ (1 +^1_{ε′} ) ‖ ‖ S_{1/2} ~H^{1/2}_f ϕ^B_{el}(γ_ε) ⊗ Ω ‖ ‖^2 ⩽ E ‖ P^+_A ϕ^B_{el}(γ_ε) ⊗ Ω ‖_2 + ( ε^′ E + (1 + 1/ε^′) O(d^2_1) ) ‖ϕ^B_{el}(γ_ε) ⊗ Ω‖^2 .

Using Lemma 3.9, Kato’s inequality, ‖|x|^{−1/2} φ‖^2 ⩽ (π/2)‖ |D_0|^{−1/2} φ‖^2, and (A.1), we find for the potential energy − ⟨ ϕ^B_{el}(γ_ε) ⊗ Ω | | γ/|x| ϕ^B_{el}(γ_ε) ⊗ Ω ⟩ ⩽ −(1 − ε) γ ‖ ‖ |x|^{−1/2} ϕ^B_{el}(γ_ε) ⊗ Ω ‖ ‖^2

− (1 −^1_ε ) γ ‖ ‖ |x|^{−1/2} (P^+_A − P^+_0 ) ϕ^B_{el}(γ_ε) ⊗ Ω ‖ ‖^2

⩽ −(1 + ε) ⟨ ϕ^B_{el}(γ_ε) ⊗ Ω | γ_ε/|x| ϕ^B_{el}(γ_ε) ⊗ Ω ⟩ +^1_ε O(d^2_∗) E ‖ ϕ^B_{el}(γ_ε) ⊗ Ω ‖^2.

Putting the estimates above together we arrive at ⟨ ϕ^B_{el}(γ_ε) ⊗ Ω | | P^+_A (D_A − γ/|x| + H_f + E) P^+_A ϕ^B_{el}(γ_ε) ⊗ Ω ⟩

⩽ (1 + ε) ⟨ ϕ^B_{el}(γ_ε) ⊗ Ω | P^+_0 (D_0 − γ_ε/|x|) P^+_0 ϕ^B_{el}(γ_ε) ⊗ Ω ⟩ + E ‖ ‖ P^+_A ϕ^B_{el}(γ_ε) ⊗ Ω ‖ ‖^2 + { ε^′ E + (1 + 1/ε^′) O(d^2_1) + (1 + 1/ε) E O(d^2_∗)

+ C d_∗ (1 + E) } ‖ ϕ^B_{el}(γ_ε) ⊗ Ω ‖^2 .

(A.7)

On the other hand,

‖ϕ^B_{el}(γ_ε) ⊗ Ω‖^2 = ‖ ‖ P^+_0 ϕ^B_{el}(γ_ε) ⊗ Ω ‖ ‖^2

⩽ (1 + ε) ‖ ‖ P^+_A ϕ^B_{el}(γ_ε) ⊗ Ω ‖ ‖^2 + (1 +^1_ε ) ‖ ‖ (P^+_A − P^+_0 ) ϕ^B_{el}(γ_ε) ⊗ Ω ‖ ‖^2

⩽ (1 + ε) ‖ P^+_A ϕ^B_{el}(γ_ε) ⊗ Ω ‖_2 + (1 +^1_ε ) O(d^2_∗) E ‖ϕ^B_{el}(γ_ε) ⊗ Ω‖^2 .

(A.8)

We may assume that ⟨ ϕ^B_{el}(γ_ε) ⊗ Ω | | H np_γ ϕB_{el}(γ_ε) ⊗ Ω ⟩ is positive. (For otherwise the upper bound on inf σ(H^{np}_γ ) holds true trivially.) Choosing ε = d_∗, ε^′ = d_1, and using (A.5), (A.7), and (A.8), we find some C_γ ∈ (0, ∞) such that ⟨ ϕ^B_{el}(γ_ε) ⊗ Ω | | P^+_A (D_A − γ/|x| + H_f ) P^+_A ϕB_{el}(γ_ε) ⊗ Ω ⟩ ‖ ‖ P^+_A ϕB_{el}(γ_ε) ⊗ Ω ‖ ‖^2 ⩽ (1 + ε) E_{el}(γ_ε) + O(d_1 + d_∗) (1 − O(d_∗))/(1 + ε)

⩽ E_{el}(γ) + C_γ (d_1 + d_∗) ,

for all sufficiently small values of d_∗. Repeating the same argument with γ = 0 and with ϕ^B_{el}(γ_ε) replaced by some normalized χ ∈ C^∞_0 (R^3, C^4) with ⟨ χ | P^+_0 D_0 P^+_0 χ ⟩ ⩽ 1 + ε, we obtain the estimate

1 ⩽ Σ_{np} ⩽ 1 + O(d_1 + d_∗) .

Since the lower bound on inf σ(H^{np}_γ ) follows from Theorem 2.1 with ρ = d_∗ this concludes the proof. □

Acknowledgement: This work has been partially supported by the DFG (SFB/TR12).

References

[1] Werner O. Amrein, Anne Boutet de Monvel, and Vladimir Georgescu. C_0-groups, commutator methods and spectral theory of N-body Hamiltonians, volume 135 of Progress in Mathematics. Birkhäuser Verlag, Basel, 1996.

[2] Asao Arai. A particle-field Hamiltonian in relativistic quantum electrodynamics. J.

Math. Phys., 41(7):4271–4283, 2000.

[3] J. Avron, I. Herbst, and B. Simon. Schrödinger operators with magnetic fields. I. General interactions. Duke Math. J., 45(4):847–883, 1978.

[4] Volker Bach, Thomas Chen, Jürg Fröhlich, and Israel Michael Sigal. Smooth Feshbach map and operator-theoretic renormalization group methods. J. Funct. Anal., 203(1):44– 92, 2003.

[5] Volker Bach, Jürg Fröhlich, and Alessandro Pizzo. Infrared-finite algorithms in QED:

the groundstate of an atom interacting with the quantized radiation field. Comm. Math. Phys., 264(1):145–165, 2006.

[6] Volker Bach, Jürg Fröhlich, and Israel Michael Sigal. Quantum electrodynamics of confined nonrelativistic particles. Adv. Math., 137(2):299–395, 1998.

[7] Volker Bach, Jürg Fröhlich, and Israel Michael Sigal. Renormalization group analysis of spectral problems in quantum field theory. Adv. Math., 137(2):205–298, 1998.

[8] Volker Bach, Jürg Fröhlich, and Israel Michael Sigal. Spectral analysis for systems of atoms and molecules coupled to the quantized radiation field. Comm. Math. Phys., 207(2):249–290, 1999.

[9] Volker Bach and Martin Könenberg. Construction of the ground state in nonrelativistic QED by continuous flows. J. Differential Equations, 231(2):693–713, 2006.

[10] Jean-Marie Barbaroux, Thomas Chen, and Semjon Vugalter. Binding conditions for atomic N-electron systems in non-relativistic QED. Ann. Henri Poincaré, 4(6):1101– 1136, 2003.

[11] Jean-Marie Barbaroux, Mouez Dimassi, and Jean-Claude Guillot. Quantum electrodynamics of relativistic bound states with cutoffs. II. In Mathematical results in quantum mechanics (Taxco, 2001), volume 307 of Contemp. Math., pages 9–14. Amer. Math. Soc., Providence, RI, 2002.

[12] Jean-Marie Barbaroux, Mouez Dimassi, and Jean-Claude Guillot. Quantum electrodynamics of relativistic bound states with cutoffs. J. Hyperbolic Differ. Equ., 1(2):271–314, 2004.

[13] Anne Berthier and Vladimir Georgescu. On the point spectrum of Dirac operators. J.

Funct. Anal., 71(2):309–338, 1987.

[14] William Desmond Evans, Peter Perry, and Heinz Siedentop. The spectrum of relativistic one-electron atoms according to Bethe and Salpeter. Comm. Math. Phys., 178(3):733– 746, 1996.

[15] Jürg Froehlich, Marcel Griesemer, and Israel Michael Sigal. Spectral renormalization group. Preprint, arXiv:0811.2616v1, 2008.

[16] M. Griesemer. Exponential decay and ionization thresholds in non-relativistic quantum electrodynamics. J. Funct. Anal., 210(2):321–340, 2004.

[17] Marcel Griesemer, Elliott H. Lieb, and Michael Loss. Ground states in non-relativistic quantum electrodynamics. Invent. Math., 145(3):557–595, 2001.

[18] Marcel Griesemer and Christian Tix. Instability of a pseudo-relativistic model of matter with self-generated magnetic field. J. Math. Phys., 40(4):1780–1791, 1999.

[19] Fumio Hiroshima. Diamagnetic inequalities for systems of nonrelativistic particles with a quantized field. Rev. Math. Phys., 8(2):185–203, 1996.

[20] Fumio Hiroshima. Functional integral representation of a model in quantum electrodynamics. Rev. Math. Phys., 9(4):489–530, 1997.

[21] Tosio Kato. Perturbation theory for linear operators. Classics in Mathematics. Springer- Verlag, Berlin, 1995. Reprint of the 1980 edition.

[22] Martin Könenberg. Nichtexistenz von Grundzuständen für minimal an das quantisierte Strahlungsfeld gekoppelte, pseudorelativistische Modelle. Diploma Thesis, Universität Mainz, 2004.

[23] Martin Könenberg, Oliver Matte, and Edgardo Stockmeyer. Existence of ground states of hydrogen-like atoms in relativistic quantum electrodynamics. In preparation.

[24] Elliott H. Lieb and Michael Loss. A bound on binding energies and mass renormalization in models of quantum electrodynamics. J. Statist. Phys., 108(5-6):1057–1069, 2002.

[25] Elliott H. Lieb and Michael Loss. Stability of a model of relativistic quantum electrodynamics. Comm. Math. Phys., 228(3):561–588, 2002.

[26] Elliott H. Lieb and Michael Loss. Existence of atoms and molecules in non-relativistic quantum electrodynamics. Adv. Theor. Math. Phys., 7(4):667–710, 2003.

[27] Elliott H. Lieb and Michael Loss. A note on polarization vectors in quantum electrodynamics. Comm. Math. Phys., 252(1-3):477–483, 2004.

[28] Elliott H. Lieb, Heinz Siedentop, and Jan Philip Solovej. Stability and instability of relativistic electrons in classical electromagnetic fields. J. Statist. Phys., 89(1-2):37–59, 1997.

[29] Oliver Matte. Existence of ground states for a relativistic hydrogen atom coupled to the quantized electromagnetic field. Diploma Thesis, Universität Mainz, 2000.

[30] Oliver Matte and Edgardo Stockmeyer. On the eigenfunctions of no-pair operators in classical magnetic fields. Preprint, arXiv:0810.4897v1, 2008.

[31] Oliver Matte and Edgardo Stockmeyer. Spectral theory of no-pair Hamiltonians.

Preprint, arXiv:0803.1652v1, 2008.

[32] Tadahiro Miyao and Herbert Spohn. Spectral analysis of the semi-relativistic Pauli-Fierz Hamiltonian. Preprint, arXiv:0805:4776v1, 2008.

[33] Bernd Thaller. The Dirac equation. Texts and Monographs in Physics. Springer-Verlag, Berlin, 1992.

[34] C. Tix. Strict positivity of a relativistic Hamiltonian due to Brown and Ravenhall. Bull.

London Math. Soc., 30(3):283–290, 1998.

Oliver Matte, Institut für Mathematik, TU Clausthal, Erzstraße 1, D- 38678 Clausthal-Zellerfeld, Germany, On leave from: Mathematisches Institut, Ludwig-Maximilians-Universität, Theresienstraße 39, D-80333 München, Germany.

E-mail address: matte@math.lmu.de

Edgardo Stockmeyer, Mathematisches Institut, Ludwig-Maximilians - Universität, Theresienstraße 39, D-80333 München, Germany.

E-mail address: stock@math.lmu.de