arXiv:2302.11267v1 [quant-ph] 22 Feb 2023

A spin-energy operator inequality for Heisenberg-coupled qubits

Daniel Ranard^1 and C. Jess Riedel^2

1Center for Theoretical Physics, Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Cambridge, MA 02139

2Physics & Informatics Laboratories, NTT Research Inc., 940 Stewart Drive, Sunnyvale, CA 94085

February 23, 2023

Abstract

We slightly strengthen an operator inequality identified by Correggi et al. that lower bounds the energy of a Heisenberg-coupled graph of s = 1/2 spins using the total spin. In particular, ΔH ≥ CΔ⃗S^2 for a graph-dependent constant C, where ΔH is the energy above the ground state and Δ⃗S^2 is the amount by which the square of the total spin ⃗S = ∑ i ⃗σi/2 falls below its maximum possible value. We obtain explicit constants in the special case of a cubic lattice. We briefly discuss the interpretation of this bound in terms of low-energy, approximately non-interacting magnons in spin wave theory and contrast it with another inequality found by Bärwinkel et al.

Consider a Hamiltonian defined on an arbitrary connected graph^1 over a set of N_{tot} qubits where each pair of connected qubits experience the same Heisenberg coupling J: H = −J ∑ (i,k)∈E ⃗σ_i · ⃗σ_k, (1)

where the Pauli spin vector for the i-th qubit is ⃗σ_i = (σ^x_i , σ^y_i , σ^z_i ). Here the sum is over the edge set E of all pairs (i, k) of spins connected by edges on the graph. Define E_∗ := −J|E| where |E| is the number of edges in the graph; this is the ground-state energy for the ferromagnetic case J > 0. Subtracting E_∗ from the Hamiltonian we get ΔH :=H − E_∗ = −J ∑ (i,k)∈E (⃗σ_i · ⃗σ_k − I) = 4J ∑ (i,k)∈E P^{(i,k)}_{sing} (2)

where we have used ⃗σ_i · ⃗σ_k = I − 4P^{(i,k)}_{sing} for i ≠ k. Here, P^{(i,k)}_{sing} := |sing⟩_{i,k} ⟨sing| is the projector onto the singlet state |sing⟩_{i,k} := (| ↑⟩_i| ↓⟩_k − | ↓⟩_i| ↑⟩_k) / √ 2 for qubits i and k. In other words, the operator ΔH/4J is just the sum of all singlet projectors for spin pairs connected by Heisenberg interactions.

Given the total spin operator ⃗S = ∑ i ⃗σ_i/2, let

Δ⃗S^2 :=⃗S^2_{max} − ⃗S^2 =

N_{tot} 2 ( N_{tot} 2 + 1 ) − 1 4 ∑ i ∑ k ⃗σ_i · ⃗σ_k = ∑ i ∑ k≠i P^{(i,k)}_{sing} (3)

be the difference between the squared total spin and its maximum eigenvalue ⃗S^2_{max} := (N_{tot}/2)(N_{tot}/2 + 1).

In what follows we prove, for any coupling graph with edges E, the operator inequality^2 Δ⃗S^2 ≤ c ΔH 4J , (4)

1We assume the graph does not have loops (i.e., edges that connect a vertex to itself), which would just change the Hamiltonian by a constant since ⃗σ_i · ⃗σ_i = 3I.

2Note that this doesn’t depend on the sign of J because the operator ΔH/(4J) = ∑ (i,k)∈E [I − ⃗σi · ⃗σk]/4 > 0 is independent of J. Of course, when J < 0 we have ΔH < 0 and E_∗ is the maximum energy of H rather than minimum, but the stated inequality holds regardless.

where c = N_{tot}(N_{tot} − 1)^2.

For a rectangular lattice N spins wide in each of D dimensions (so that N_{tot} = N^D) with periodic boundary conditions, we can tighten this to c = 3D + 1 48 N^{D+2} + O ( DN^{D+1} ) (5) and in the case of open boundary conditions c = (3D + 1)2^D 12 N^{D+2} + O ( D2^DN^{D+1} ) . (6)

These results follow straightforwardly from the following fact:

Lemma 1. For any integer k ≥ 2 and any choice of positive coefficients c_ℓ > 1 satisfying ∑_k ℓ=1 c^{−1}_ℓ = 1, the singlet projectors for qubits labeled 1, . . . , k + 1 obey

P^{(1,k+1)}

sing ≤ k∑ ℓ=1 c_ℓP^{(ℓ,ℓ+1)} sing (7)

Up to an overall factor of two, Correggi et al. [3, 4] previously proved this in the special case of constant c_ℓ. (See Lemma 1 of Ref. [4] and Proposition 5.2 of Ref. [4].) They did not try to obtain explicit constants, but they found the same leading N^{D+2} behavior in their case of interest D = 3 that is seen in (5) and (6) above. Ref. [4] also addresses larger spins.

In Sec. 1 we prove Lemma 1. In Sec. 2 we apply it to get the main spin-energy operator inequalities listed above, obtaining constants for the three classes of graphs. In Sec. 3, we contrast our work with a different spin-energy inequality from Bärwinkel et al. [2], and in Sec. 4 we interpret our result in terms of low-energy magnons.

1 Singlet-projector inequality for a qubit chain

1.1 Chain of three qubits

We begin by proving Lemma 1 in the special case of three qubits (k = 2). In the following subsection we extend this to an arbitrary number of qubits by induction.

Consider just three spins. Intuitively, if the first and second spins are highly aligned, and if the second and third spins are highly aligned, then the first and third spins should be highly aligned. More precisely, we want to bound the operator ⃗σ_1 · ⃗σ_3 from below with ⃗σ_1 · ⃗σ_2 and ⃗σ_2 · ⃗σ_3. Since both Δ⃗S^2 and ΔH in our eventual inequality are linear combinations of such operators, we seek a linear bound of the form

⃗σ_1 · ⃗σ_3 ≥ a ⃗σ_1 · ⃗σ_2 + b ⃗σ_2 · ⃗σ_3 (8)

for positive numbers^3 a and b. Because ⃗σ_i · ⃗σ_k = I − 4P^{(i,k)}_{sing} for i ≠ k, an equivalently powerful bound would take the form

P^{(1,3)}_{sing} ≤ aP^{(1,2)}_{sing} + bP^{(2,3)}_{sing} . (9)

One can directly compute the two distinct non-zero eigenvalues (each doubly degenerate) of the 8-dimensional operator aP^{(1,2)}_{sing} + bP^{(2,3)}_{sing} − P^{(1,3)}_{sing} to be 1 2 ( −1 + a + b ± √ 1 + a + b − ab + a^2 + b^2 ) (10)

which are simultaneously non-negative exactly when ab ≥ a + b. Therefore, we see that the bound

P^{(1,3)}_{sing} ≤ b b − 1 P^{(1,2)}_{sing} + bP^{(2,3)}_{sing} (11)

always holds for any b > 1.

3One might expect we should concentrate on the special case a = b since the first and third spins are on equal footing here, but below it will be helpful to have the more general case in order to correctly combine inequalities across more than three spins. (The case a = b turns out to be sufficient if N is a power of 2 since then the inequalities can be nested rather than chained together.)

1.2 Chain of arbitrary length

The previous equation constrains alignment of the spins of next-nearest neighbor spins in terms of the alignment of nearest neighbor spins. We can chain these inequalities together to prove (7) by induction.

The base case of induction is a chain of k + 1 = 3 qubits connected by k = 2 vertices, for which the relevant bound is

P^{(1,3)}_{sing} ≤ c_1P^{(1,2)}_{sing} + c_2P^{(2,3)}_{sing} . (12)

whenever c^{−1}_1 + c^{−1}_2 = 1. This is just (11), which we have already proved, with the substitution b → c_2.

Next, we would like to prove (7) holds for arbitrary k ≥ 3 and for any choice of c_ℓ > 0 satisfying ∑_k ℓ=1 c^{−1}_ℓ = 1 under the inductive assumption that

P^{(1,k)}_{sing} ≤ k−1∑ ℓ=1 c^′_ℓP^{(ℓ,ℓ+1)} sing (13)

holds for any c^′_ℓ > 0 satisfying ∑_{k−1} ℓ=1 (c^′_ℓ)^{−1} = 1. We can start with (11) (with b → c_k) applied to the three qubits numbered 1, k, and k + 1 to get

P^{(1,k+1)}

sing ≤ c_k c_k − 1

P^{(1,k)}_{sing} + c_kP^{(k,k+1)}

sing (14) ≤ c_k c_k − 1 k−1∑ ℓ=1 c^′_ℓP^{(ℓ,ℓ+1)} sing + ckP (k,k+1) sing (15)

= k∑ ℓ=1 c_ℓP^{(ℓ,ℓ+1)} sing , (16)

where in the second line we have applied the inductive assumption (13) and in the third line we have made the choice

c^′_ℓ := c_k − 1 c_k c_ℓ (17)

for ℓ = 1, 2, . . . k − 1. We confirm that ∑_k ℓ=1(c_ℓ)^{−1} = 1 implies k−1∑ ℓ=1 1 c^′_ℓ = c_k c_k − 1 (_{k−1} ∑ ℓ=1 1 c_ℓ ) = c_k c_k − 1 ( 1 − 1 c_k ) = 1. (18)

for our choice (17). Having proved the bound on P^{(1,k+1)}_{sing} assuming the bound holds for P^{(1,k)}_{sing} , and also proved the bound for the base case P^{(1,3)}_{sing} , we conclude that (7) holds for all integers k ≥ 3.

2 Upper bounding the squared spin with the energy

Given a graph edge set E, let p(i, k) be a set of neighboring spin pairs defining a shortest path between spins i and k, so that |p(i, k)| is the distance between i and k and diam(E) := max_{i,k} |p(i, k)| is the diameter of the graph. (If there are multiple shortest paths, let p(i, k) be one chosen arbitrarily.)

In what follows, we will use our Lemma 1 applied to the singlet operator P^{(i,k)}_{sing} (for various i and k) with the (ℓ-independent) choice c_ℓ = |p(i, k)|, P^{(i,k)}_{sing} ≤ |p(i, k)| ∑ (ℓ,ℓ^′)∈p(i,k) P^{(ℓ,ℓ′)}_{sing} , (19)

which satisfies ∑ (ℓ,ℓ^′)∈p(i,k) c −1 ℓ = |p(i, k)|^{−1} ∑ (ℓ,ℓ^′)∈p(i,k)(1) = 1 trivially.

2.1 Arbitrary lattice

First consider an arbitrary graph with edges E. Starting with (3), the definition of Δ⃗S^2, we see

Δ⃗S^2 = ∑ i ∑ k≠i P^{(i,k)}_{sing} (20) ≤ ∑ i ∑ k≠i |p(i, k)| ∑ (ℓ,ℓ^′)∈p(i,k) P^{(ℓ,ℓ′)}_{sing} (21)

≤ diam(E) ∑ i ∑ k≠i ∑ (ℓ,ℓ^′)∈p(i,k) P^{(ℓ,ℓ′)}_{sing} (22)

≤ diam(E) ∑ i ∑ k≠i ΔH 4J (23)

≤ diam(E)N_{tot}(N_{tot} − 1) ΔH 4J (24)

≤ N_{tot}(N_{tot} − 1)^2 ΔH 4J (25) ≤ [ N^3_{tot} + O(N^2_{tot}) ] ΔH 4J (26)

where we have used qubit-chain inequality (7), the fact that |p(i, k)| ≤ diam(E), the fact that the singletprojector for each edge on a non-intersecting path through E appears at most once in the sum ΔH/4J = ∑ (ℓ,ℓ^′)∈E P (ℓ,ℓ^′) sing ≥ ∑ (ℓ,ℓ^′)∈p(i,k) P (ℓ,ℓ^′) sing , and the fact that diam(E) ≤ Ntot − 1.

2.2 Rectangular lattice with periodic boundary conditions

This bound for an arbitrary lattice is rather loose in more than one dimension since the fraction of all singlet projectors in ΔH that appear in any given shortest path p(i, k) becomes very small for large N_{tot} in most types of graphs. Therefore let us specialize to a rectangular lattice N spins wide in each of D dimensions, so that N_{tot} = N^D. We use the vector notation ⃗i = (i_1, . . . , i_D) with |⃗i |_1 = ∑_D d=1 |i_d| and use d̂ = (0, . . . , 0, 1, 0, . . . 0) to denote the unit vector in the direction of the d-th dimension. We define the shorthand P (⃗i; ⃗Δk) := P^{(⃗i,⃗i+ ⃗Δk)}_{sing} , using wrap-around indexing for periodic boundary conditions when any of the integer components of ⃗i are outside the range 1 to N. Then for periodic boundary conditions we start from (21) and get

Δ⃗S^2 ≤ ∑ ⃗i ∑ ⃗k≠⃗i |p(⃗i, ⃗k)| ∑ (⃗ℓ,⃗ℓ^′)∈p(⃗i,⃗k) P^{(⃗ℓ,⃗ℓ′)}_{sing} (27)

= ∑ ⃗i ∑ ⃗Δk | ⃗Δk|_1 [_D ∑ d=1

Δk_d−1 ∑ w=0 P ( ⃗i + d−1∑ d^′=1 Δk_d′d̂^′ + wd̂; d̂ )] (28)

= D∑ d=1 ∑ ⃗Δk | ⃗Δk|_1 Δk_d−1 ∑ w=0 ∑ ⃗i P ( ⃗i + d−1∑ d^′=1 Δk_d′d̂^′ + wd̂; d̂ ) (29)

= D∑ d=1 ∑ ⃗Δk | ⃗Δk|_1 Δk_d−1 ∑ w=0 ∑ ⃗i P ( ⃗i; d̂ ) (30)

= D∑ d=1 ∑ ⃗Δk |Δk_d|| ⃗Δk|_1 ∑ ⃗i P ( ⃗i; d̂ ) (31)

= D∑ d=1

⌈(N−1)/2⌉ ∑ Δk_1 =−⌊(N−1)/2⌋ · · · ⌈(N−1)/2⌉ ∑ Δk_D =−⌊(N−1)/2⌋ |Δk_d| D∑ d^′=1 |Δk_d′ | ∑ ⃗i P ( ⃗i; d̂ ) (32)

= D∑ d=1 [ (D − 1)N^{D−2} ⌈(N−1)/2⌉ ∑ w=−⌊(N−1)/2⌋ |w| 2 + N^{D−1} ⌈(N−1)/2⌉ ∑ w=−⌊(N−1)/2⌋ |w|^2 ] ∑ ⃗i P ( ⃗i; d̂ ) (33)

= N^{D−2} [ (D − 1) ( N^2 − δ_N 4 )_2 + N ( N(N^2 + 2 − 3δ_N ) 12 ) ] ΔH 4J (34) = [ 3D + 1 48 N^{D+2} + O ( DN^{D+1} )] ΔH 4J (35)

where ⌊ · ⌋ and ⌈ · ⌉ denote the integer floor and ceiling functions, respectively, and where δ_N := N mod 2 = {0 if N even; 1 if N odd}. In (28) we changed summation variables from ⃗k to ⃗Δk = ⃗k −⃗i and used |p(⃗i, ⃗k)| = |⃗k − ⃗i|_1 = | ⃗Δk|_1. In (30) we used the fact that ∑_⃗ i P (⃗i + ⃗ℓ; d̂) = ∑_⃗ i P (⃗i; d̂) for any fixed ⃗ℓ. In (33), we completed the integer sums and used ∑_D d=1 ∑_⃗ i P (⃗i; d̂) = ΔH/(4J). Note that in (28), the expression in square brackets is the sum of all singlet projectors on a shortest path between sites ⃗i and ⃗k = ⃗i + ⃗Δk that is constructed by starting from ⃗i and taking Δk_1 nearest-neighbor steps in the first dimension, then Δk_2 steps in the second dimension, and so on through the D-th dimension until site ⃗k is reached.

After making the choices in the first line to (a) bound each P^{(i,k)}_{sing} in ⃗S^2 with a single shortest path p(⃗i, ⃗k) and (b) use the uniform path weighting c^ℓ_{⃗i,⃗k} = |p(⃗i, ⃗k)|, we use no further inequalities. We think these choices are probably optimal in light of the equivalence (due to translational invariance) of all lattice sites, in which case this seems to be the tightest bound one could prove with a technique based on (7).

2.3 Rectangular lattice with open boundary conditions

The case of open boundary conditions is trickier since we no longer have full translational invariance, and so we give up on possible optimality. We will change convention so that P (⃗ℓ; ⃗ℓ^′) is taken to vanish when the indices are out of range, which will be convenient for open boundary conditions. We can show the following:

Δ⃗S^2 ≤ ∑ ⃗i ∑ ⃗k≠⃗i |p(⃗i, ⃗k)| ∑ (⃗ℓ,⃗ℓ^′)∈p(⃗i,⃗k) P^{(⃗ℓ,⃗ℓ′)}_{sing} (36)

= N∑ i_1 =1

N−i_1∑

Δk_1=1−i_D · · · N∑ i_D =1

N−i_D∑

Δk_D =1−i_D | ⃗Δk|_1 ∑ (⃗ℓ,⃗ℓ^′)∈p(⃗i,⃗k) P^{(⃗ℓ,⃗ℓ′)}_{sing} (37)

= N−1∑ Δk_1=1−N

N−max(Δk_1,0) ∑ i_1=1−min(Δk_1 ,0) · · · N−1∑ Δk_D =1−N

N−max(Δk_D ,0) ∑ i_1 =1−min(Δk_D ,0) | ⃗Δk|_1 ∑ (⃗ℓ,⃗ℓ^′)∈p(⃗i,⃗k) P^{(⃗ℓ,⃗ℓ′)}_{sing} (38)

≤ N−1∑ Δk_1=1−N · · · N−1∑ Δk_D =1−N | ⃗Δk|_1 ∑ ⃗i ∑ (⃗ℓ,⃗ℓ^′)∈p(⃗i,⃗k) P^{(⃗ℓ,⃗ℓ′)}_{sing} (39)

= N−1∑ Δk_1=1−N · · · N−1∑ Δk_D =1−N | ⃗Δk|_1 ∑ ⃗i D∑ d=1

|Δk_d|−1 ∑ w=0 P ( ⃗i + d−1∑ d^′=1

Δk_d′d̂^′ + sgn(Δk_d)wd̂; d̂ ) (40)

= N−1∑ Δk_1=1−N · · · N−1∑ Δk_D =1−N | ⃗Δk|_1 D∑ d=1

|Δk_d|−1 ∑ w=0 ∑ ⃗i P ( ⃗i; d̂ ) (41)

= N−1∑ Δk_1=1−N · · · N−1∑ Δk_D =1−N | ⃗Δk|_1 D∑ d=1 |Δk_d| ∑ ⃗i P ( ⃗i; d̂ ) (42)

= D∑ d=1 [_{N−1} ∑ Δk_1=1−N · · · N−1∑ Δk_D =1−N |Δk_d| D∑ d^′=1 |Δk_d′ | ] ∑ ⃗i P ( ⃗i; d̂ ) (43)

= D∑ d=1 [ (D − 1)(2N − 1)^{D−2} (_{N−1} ∑ w=1−N |w| )_2

+ (2N − 1)^{D−1} (_{N−1} ∑ w=1−N |w|^2 ) ] ∑ ⃗i P ( ⃗i; d̂ ) (44)

= (2N − 1)^{D−2} [ (D − 1)N^2(N − 1)^2 + (2N − 1) ( N(N − 1)(2N − 1) 3 ) ] ΔH 4J (45) = [ (3D + 1)2^D 12 N^{D+2} + O ( D2^DN^{D+1} ) ] ΔH 4J (46)

In the third line we exchange the order of the i_d and Δk_d summations, and in the fourth line we expand the range of the summations over the i_d so that, in the fifth line, we can use ∑_⃗ i P ( ⃗i + ⃗ℓ; d̂ ) = ∑_⃗ i P ( ⃗i; d̂ ) for any ⃗ℓ.

This bound is clearly suboptimal. First, unlike the case of periodic boundary conditions, here we used a second inequality (in the fourth line) as a way of coping with the lack of translational symmetry; the expansion of the summations over the i_d leads to the factor of 2^D in the last line. The second, closely related issue is that the singlet projectors for nearest-neighbor qubit pairs near the center of the lattice will appear more times in nearest-neighbor paths and hence get more “weight” in the sum than those near the periphery of the lattice. Numerically we have checked that a bound with a tighter constant coefficient can be obtained by choosing c^ℓ_{⃗i,⃗k} to be smaller for central pairs and larger for peripheral pairs. However, we do not have any significant analytical results along these lines, and numerically we found the improvement in the bound coefficients to be modest in one-dimension. It likely is more important for high dimension.

3 Comparison to Bärwinkel et al.

Bärwinkel et al. [2] have proven a class of spin-energy operator inequalities for systems with arbitrary spins (not just qubits) and non-constant couplings. Here we show that, in the case of spin 1/2 particles with constant couplings where the above results apply, the inequality is similar to but distinct from that of Bärwinkel et al. in the sense that one or the other may be stronger depending on the particular configuration.

For the Hamiltonian H = ∑ i,k J_{i,k}⃗s_i ·⃗s_k of arbitrary Heisenberg couplings of strength J_{i,k} = J_{k,i} between spins ⃗s_i of magnitude s labeled by i, Bärwinkel et al. prove an energy constraint under a condition they call “n-homogeneity” [2]. We are concerned with situation where all matrix elements of J are 0 or 1, for which only the case n = 1 is applicable. This was called “weak homogeneity” in earlier work [7], and is the condition that j := ∑ i J_{i,k} is a constant independent of k. This can be satisfied without changing the Hamiltonian by re-defining the on-diagonal components of J as J^{new}_{ℓ,ℓ} := N^{−1}_{tot} ∑ i,k J^{old}_{i,k} − ∑ i≠ℓ J old i,ℓ . Weak homogeneity is thus only a gauge condition for fixing a choice of matrix J given a Hamiltonian.

Assuming the gauge of J is set thus, the bound is^4 H ≥ j − j_{min}

N_{tot}

⃗S^2 + N_{tot}j_{min}s(s + 1) + (N_{tot} − 1)(j_2 − j_{min})s (47)

where j = ∑ i J_{i,k} is the eigenvalue of the matrix J associated with the “all-ones” vector (1, 1, . . . , 1), j_{min} is the smallest eigenvalue in the subspace perpendicular to (1, 1, . . . , 1), and j_2 is the next smallest eigenvalue.

For qubits, s = 1/2 and ⃗s_i · ⃗s_k = ⃗σ_i · ⃗σ_k /4. In the special case of a D-dimensional lattice of N_{tot} = N^D qubits with periodic boundary conditions and constant nearest-neighbor couplings J_{⃗i,⃗k} = −2Jδ_{|⃗i−⃗k|1=1}, we get j = −4JD, (48) j_{min} = j_2 = −4J[D − 1 + cos(2π/N)]. (49)

With this we can losslessly covert (47) to a bound on Δ⃗S^2 := ⃗S^2_{max} − ⃗S^2 in terms of ΔH = H − E_∗ (where here E_∗ = −2JDN_{tot} = −2JDN^D):

Δ⃗S^2 ≤ [ N^D 1 − cos(2π/N) ] ΔH 4J + ( D 2[1 − cos(2π/N)] − 1 2 ) N^{2D} + 1 2 N^D (50) ≤ [ 1 2π^2

N^{D+2} + O(N^D ) ] ΔH 4J + D 4π^2

N^{2D+2} + O(N^{2D} ) (51)

where we have written down just the leading-order behavior in N for simplicity.

The term that goes like N^{D+2}ΔH is similar to our bound (5), but the term that goes like N^{2D+2} is not present. Therefore, when ΔH/4J ≪ N^D, our bound is tighter. On the other hand, the Hamiltonian is bounded by ΔH/4J = ∑ (i,k)∈E = P (i,k) sing ≤ DNtotI = DN DI (because DN^D is the number of bonds in the lattice), and when it is comparable to this constraint the bound of Bärwinkel et al. has a slightly better coefficient, especially for large dimension: (ΔH/4J)N^{D+2}/(2π^2) + DN^{2D+2}/(4π^2) ∼ (3DN^{2D+2}/4π^2) < (3D + 1)DN^{2D+2}/48 ∼ (ΔH/4J)(3D + 1)N^{D+2}/48.

4 Discussion

For the ferromagnetic Heisenberg model on a d-dimensional lattice, we can loosely interpret the bound in (4), (5) as a statement about magnon excitations. First we briefly recall the notion of magnons, the bosonic excitations that constitute spin waves. The ferromagnetic groundspace is degenerate; we focus on a single groundstate |ψ_0⟩ = | ↓⟩^{⊗Ntot} . Denoting positions on the lattice by ⃗x ∈ {1, . . . , N}^D, define the spin “creation” operator

S^+_{⃗k} = 1 √ N_{tot} ∑ ⃗x e^{i⃗k·⃗x}σ^x_{⃗x} (52)

parameterized by lattice momentum ⃗k with k_i =^{2πm}_N for m ∈ Z_N. Then the states S^+_{⃗k} |ψ_0⟩ are eigenstates, referred to as single-magnon excitations, with energy approximately 2J⃗k^2 above the groundstate for small

4Their bound is a strengthening of Ref. [7]. For related work, see Refs. [8, 1, 6].

⃗k. More generally, states S^+_{⃗k1} . . . S^+_{⃗km} |ψ_0⟩ for momenta ⃗k_1, . . . , ⃗k_m may be loosely interpreted as m-magnon

states. (For m > 1, these are not precise eigenstates, essentially due to interactions between magnons.) At long wavelength and low energy, the magnons are approximately non-interacting, and the energy of the above multi-magnon state is roughly the sum of the energies associated with the individual magnons. The study of the Heisenberg model under these approximations is known as “spin wave theory” [5, 3].

Returning to the spin-energy inequality, for a D-dimensional rectangular lattice of N spins with N_{tot} = N^D, we rearrange (4) and (5) as ( Δ⃗S^2 N_{tot} ) ( J N^2 ) ≤ c_0ΔH (53)

for some constant c_0 independent of N. The ground space is an eigenspace of ⃗S^2 with maximum spin ⃗S^2 = ⃗S^2_{max} =^Ntot_2 (^Ntot_2 + 1). The subspace of single-magnon states described above have the next-largest ⃗S2 eigenvalue of^Ntot^{−1}_2 (^Ntot^{−1}_2 + 1), corresponding to Δ⃗S2 =^1_2 N_{tot} +^1_4 . More generally, for states with m

magnons and m ≪ N (so that the spin-wave approximation holds), one has Δ⃗S^2 ∝ mN_{tot}. Then the first factor on the left-hand side of (53) is proportional to the number of magnons, or the number of spin flips with respect to the vacuum state. Meanwhile, we can also interpret the second factor of (53) in terms of magnons: the lowest energy magnons have wavelength N and energy like^J_{N 2} . So (53) roughly states: the energy ΔH is lower bounded by the number of magnons times the smallest possible energy per magnon. From this perspective, the bound seems straightforward, but of course the above picture is only heuristic, while the bound provides a precise operator inequality.

The magnon analysis also implies the bound depends optimally on N. (See also the discussion of optimality in Proposition 5.2 of Ref. [4].) In particular, the leading term N^{D+2} in (5) must have exponent at least D + 2, due to the existence of the single-magnon eigenstates discussed above.

5 Acknowledgments

D.R. acknowledges support from NTT (Grant AGMT DTD 9/24/20).

References

[1] K. Bärwinkel, H.-J. Schmidt, and J. Schnack. Energy bounds for n-partite spin systems. The European Physical Journal B - Condensed Matter, 2002.

[2] K. Bärwinkel, H.-J. Schmidt, and J. Schnack. Improved upper and lower energy bounds for antiferromagnetic Heisenberg spin systems. The European Physical Journal B - Condensed Matter, 33(3):285–292, June 2003.

[3] M. Correggi, A. Giuliani, and R. Seiringer. Validity of spin-wave theory for the quantum heisenberg model. Europhysics Letters, 108(2):20003, 2014.

[4] M. Correggi, A. Giuliani, and R. Seiringer. Validity of the spin-wave approximation for the free energy of the Heisenberg ferromagnet. Communications in Mathematical Physics, 339(1):279–307, Oct. 2015.

[5] F. J. Dyson. General theory of spin-wave interactions. Physical review, 102(5):1217, 1956.

[6] H.-J. Schmidt. Linear energy bounds for Heisenberg spin systems. Journal of Physics A: Mathematical and General, 35(31):6545–6555, Aug. 2002.

[7] H.-J. Schmidt, J. Schnack, and M. Luban. Bounding and approximating parabolas for the spectrum of Heisenberg spin systems. Europhysics Letters (EPL), 55(1):105–111, July 2001.

[8] J. Schnack, H.-J. Schmidt, J. Richter, and J. Schulenburg. Independent magnon states on magnetic polytopes. The European Physical Journal B, 24(4):475–481, Dec. 2001.