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The characterization of ground states among all quantum states is an important problem in quan-
tum many-body physics. For example, the celebrated entanglement area law for gapped Hamiltoni-
ans has allowed for efficient simulation of 1d and some 2d quantum systems using matrix product
states. Among ground states, some types, such as cat states (like the GHZ state) or topologically
ordered states, can only appear alongside their degenerate partners, as is understood from the the-
ory of spontaneous symmetry breaking. In this work, we introduce a new class of simple states,
including the W state, that can only occur as a ground state alongside an exactly degenerate part-
ner, even in gapless or disordered models. We show that these states are never an element of a
stable gapped ground state manifold, which may provide a new method to discard a wide range of
‘unstable’ entanglement area law states in the numerical search of gapped phases. On the other
hand when these degenerate states are the ground states of gapless systems they possess an excita-
tion spectrum with O(1/L2) finite-size splitting. One familiar situation where this special kind of
gaplessness occurs is at a Lifshitz transition due to a zero mode; a potential quantum state signature
of such a critical point. We explore pathological parent Hamiltonians, and discuss generalizations to
higher dimensions, other related states, and implications for understanding thermodynamic limits
of many-body quantum systems.

On a length L 1d chain of spin- 12 ’s the W state is de-
fined as |W1⟩ = 1√

L
(|10...0⟩+ |010...0⟩+ ...+ |0...01⟩).

This state has received much attention in the literature
[1–6], as it is representative of a class of states distinct
both from short-range entangled states and from famil-
iar long-range entangled states such as macroscopic su-
perpositions (e.g. GHZ states) and topologically ordered
states (e.g. toric code states), for instance in the en-
tanglement classification [7]. It has also become a target
for state-preparation protocols on existing and near-term
quantum hardware [8–10]. In this letter, we provide a
sharp characterization in the form of a no-go theorem,
which roughly says the W state (and its relatives, we
dub whanau-states) is a ground state of a local Hamil-
tonian only if the all-zero state |0⟩ is as well. This pro-
vides a barrier for adiabatic preparation of the W state
despite its low area-law entanglement entropy, existence
of finite bond dimension matrix-product state descrip-
tion [5, 11], and general ‘simplicity’ of the state. We also
describe some condensed matter implications of the the-
orem, which turns out to be deeply intertwined with the
physics of quantum Lifshitz transitions [12], and chal-
lenges our current concepts of the thermodynamic limit.

Our results apply to a very broad class of Hamiltoni-
ans which includes the usual translation-invariant (with
any unit cell) or disordered Hamiltonians studied in con-
densed matter, as well as more exotic Hamiltonians with
domain walls and other defects inserted in particular
ways. However, it rules out some pathological Hamilto-
nians we consider later in the paper, such as those whose
coefficients depend explicitly on L or all-to-all Hamilto-

nians. Specifically, we define a (infinite or half-infinite,
periodic or open) finite-range 1d Hamiltonian system to
be a sequence of Hilbert spaces Hk and a sequence of
bounded norm operators hk acting on

⊗k+l
j=k−l Hj (for

some fixed range l), where either k ∈ Z in the infinite case
or k ∈ Z>0 in the half-infinite case. For each system size

L, these define Hamiltonians HL =
∑⌈(L−1)/2⌉

k=−⌊(L−1)/2⌋ or

HL =
∑L

k=1 hk, on each length L chain H(L) =
⊗

k Hk

(with ranges as above), with either periodic or open
boundary conditions, where in the periodic case, we let
the action of hk within l of the edges of the range wrap
around the chain. Note that the periodic case requires
some identification between the local Hilbert spaces Hk.

Consider a length L 1d chain of spin- 12 ’s. Starting with
the “all-zero” state |0⟩, defined by Zj |0⟩ = |0⟩ for all j,
for each n, we can further define the generalization of the
W state to be

|Wn⟩ =
(
L

n

)−1/2 ∑
i1<···<in

Xi1 · · ·Xin |0⟩, (1)

where |W1⟩ is simply the W state. State |ψL⟩ defined
on a sequence of length L Hilbert spaces as above, such
as |Wn⟩, is a ground state of a local Hamiltonian system
if for some large enough sequence of L, |ψL⟩ is a lowest
energy eigenstate of HL. With these definitions, we can
state our main result:

Theorem 1. The W state (and more generally |Wn⟩) is
not the unique ground state of any finite-range 1d Hamil-
tonian system. In particular, if it is a ground state, |0⟩
is also an exactly degenerate ground state.
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The idea of the proof is that any negative energy theW
state has relative to |0⟩must be associated with the single
1. When we study |W2⟩, it has two 1s, which are likely
far apart and each contribute the same negative energy,
so |W2⟩ must therefore have even less energy than the
W state, meaning the W state could not have been the
unique ground state.

The previous best result is that the gap above the W
state scales as O(1/L3/2) [13]. We show that beyond the
exact degeneracy with |0⟩, by studying the “boosted W
states” we find an O(1/L2) excitation spectrum.

PROOF OF THE NO-GO THEOREM

Let us now give the proof of the no-go theorem regard-
ing the |Wn⟩ states. We will give two propositions that
capture what is really special about the Wn states and
then synthesize them into a proof of the theorem. First,
we will show that in the large L limit, the expected en-
ergy differences between |Wn⟩ and |Wn+1⟩ are equal for
all n. In particular, we have the following:

Proposition 1. Consider a finite-range 1d Hamiltonian
system with Hamiltonians HL. (We do not assume |0⟩
or |Wn⟩ are eigenstates.) Define

∆1 := ⟨0|HL|0⟩ − ⟨W1|HL|W1⟩, (2)

then for all n > 1,

∆n := ⟨0|HL|0⟩ − ⟨Wn|HL|Wn⟩ = n∆1 +O(1/L). (3)

The idea of the proof is to write ∆1 as a sum of con-
tributions from where the Xi’s are inserted in |0⟩. Then,
since the expected energy is local, we only get nonzero
contributions when hk is near where theXi’s are inserted.
Then, when we compute ∆n, most of the contribution is
from when the Xi are distantly separated, so each will
contribute independently a factor of ∆1, up to errors go-
ing to zero with L. The proof is detailed in the Supple-
mental material [14].

Another very special property of the W -state is:

Proposition 2. If |Wn⟩ is an eigenstate, then ∆n is
independent of L for L > n+ 2l.

Proof. Let us first demonstrate the case for n = 1.
It is convenient to write the Hamiltonian in normal

ordered form

HL =
∑
k

: hk : +Ck, (4)

where ⟨0| : hk : |0⟩ = 0. We are free to set Ck = 0
since we are only interested in energy differences. Then
HL|W1⟩ = ∆1|W1⟩. Let us focus on one term ∆1√

L
Xi|0⟩

which must appear in HL|W1⟩. For j with |j−i| > 2l+1,

⟨0|XjHLXi|0⟩ = 0, (5)

(this is the special property of |W1⟩) so this term must
come from HL applied to

1√
L

i+l∑
j=i−l

Xj |0⟩. (6)

We can isolate it by forming the matrix element (which
also takes care of the normalization), giving

∆1 = ⟨0|XiHL

i+1∑
j=i−1

Xj |0⟩. (7)

Finally, since H is composed of finite range, normal or-
dered terms, we can discard pieces that cannot connect
i and j, so

∆1 = ⟨0|Xi

i+l∑
k=i−l

i+l∑
j=i−l

: hk : Xj |0⟩, (8)

which is manifestly independent of L when L > 2l + 1.
To prove the case for general n, we look instead at

a particular configuration of 1’s, such as when they
are all next to each other, by studying the piece
XiXi+1 · · ·Xi+n−1|0⟩ appearing in |Wn⟩. The proof goes
through as above.

Combining these two propositions, we can finish the
proof of Theorem 1:

Proof. Suppose towards a contradiction that for some
n > 0, and all large enough L, |Wn⟩ is the lowest en-
ergy eigenstate. This means ∆n is eventually greater
than zero, and in fact by proposition 2 it is eventu-
ally a positive constant. By proposition 1, we thus see
∆1 = 1

n∆n+O(1/L) is eventually positive. Using propo-
sition 1 again,

⟨Wn|HL|Wn⟩ − ⟨Wn+1|HL|Wn+1⟩ = ∆n+1 −∆n

= ∆1 +O(1/L)
(9)

is also eventually positive, so |Wn+1⟩ has even lower en-
ergy than |Wn⟩, a contradiction!
Therefore, if |Wn⟩ is a ground state, ∆n = 0, so |0⟩ is

also a ground state.

The argument above may seem in contradiction with
the existence of any ground state of H if ∆1 > 0. How-
ever, there is a trick with the order of limits. The er-
ror in the formula for ∆n is O(1/L) (unless they are
eigenstates) but also grows linearly with n, so the true
ground state in the thermodynamic limit is one with some
nonzero “charge density” n/L, which is what we physi-
cally expect. We return to this point below.
Also, it is very important in Proposition 2 that |Wn⟩

is assumed to be an eigenstate. Only this way can we
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compute ∆n locally. When it is not an eigenstate, ∆n

requires an average over the whole system, which intro-
duces L dependence. Without it, we would conclude all
|Wn⟩’s must be degenerate, however we will demonstrate
below a Hamiltonian with only |0⟩ and the W -state as
its two ground states.

If we relax the finite-range condition, and just ask that
the support of the terms hk fall off with some prescribed
decay, such as exponential or power law, we expect our
results will still hold, up to finite-size splittings with the
same decay. Higher dimensional generalizations apply
straightforwardly to states such as 1

Ld/2

∑
iXi|0⟩, where

i ranges over a d-dimensional lattice.

CONSEQUENCES

In this Section we present some immediate conse-
quences of Theorem 1 for both gapless and gapped Hamil-
tonians.

Gapless Hamiltonians & Lifshitz transitions

One interesting question is what sort of low-energy ex-
citations exist as a consequence of having the |W1⟩ state
as a ground state. One may show the following state-
ment, where the proof is given in the Supplementary ma-
terials [14],

Corrollary 1. For local Hamiltonians with ground state

|W1⟩, the “boosted W -states” |W (m)
1 ⟩ ≡ ei

2π
L m

∑
i xin̂i |W ⟩

of momentum boosts 2πm/L (m independent of L), will
be at most a O(1/L2) energy expectation value difference
above the ground state.

For U(1) and translation symmetric Hamiltonians this
statement becomes even stronger as it implies that there
are O(1/L2) low-energy eigenstates. The easiest demon-
stration of this concept is given by the following free
fermion Hamiltonian

H = −1

2

∑
i

[
c†i ci+1 + c†i+1ci

]
+
∑
i

c†i ci,

=
∑
k

(1− cos k) c†kck. (10)

The energy dispersion in momentum space is ε(k) =
1 − cos k, as shown in Fig. 1(b). Here we see that the
|W1⟩ state is a zero mode with the same energy as the
empty |0⟩ state. Together they form the smallest ground
state manifold possible for the |W1⟩ state, as necessitated
in Theorem 1. The low energy excitations of this Hamil-
tonian are indeed the momentum k = 2πm/L single par-

ticle excitations c†k|0⟩ which have quadratic dispersion for
small k, with kmin scaling as 1/L, leading to an O(1/L2)
gap.

This Hamiltonian is special as it represents a critical
point, known as a Lifshitz transition, where the Fermi
energy precisely touches the bottom of a quadratic dis-
persion. With these observations in mind we propose a
new quantum state signature of a Lifshitz transition

Conjecture 1. If a translation invariant Hamiltonian is
tuned such that a zero-mode |W1⟩-like state, i.e. a state

in the form of 1√
L

∑
i e

i 2π
L mxiXi|α⟩⊗L where m ∈ Z, and

a product state |α⟩⊗L become the ground states of the
system then the system is at a Lifshitz transition.

This signature would cover the simple types of Lif-
shitz transitions such as when a state transitions from
an insulator to metal or vice versa, but does not encap-
sulate other instances such as when a metal or semimetal
changes its Fermi surface shape via a Van-Hove singular-
ities or Dirac lines [12]. We suspect these more compli-
cated transition may also have an interpretation in terms
of the |W1⟩-like zero mode degeneracy, however the pre-
cise statement remains to be formulated. Our conjecture
is in alignment with the fact that at these critical points
a quadratic (or higher) dispersion necessarily occurs.

Gapped Hamiltonians

Some simple consequences also follow for gapped
Hamiltonians for which |W1⟩ is a ground state. Here we
present the most interesting result with more fun facts in
the Supplementary materials [14].

A key question is whether the W state can belong to
the ground state manifold of a stable gapped phase? Sta-
bility of the ground state degeneracy is essential for defin-
ing such phases. Generally one desires that the ground
state degeneracy is exponentially stable in system size,
i.e. a perturbation of magnitude λ≪ 1 creates an expo-
nentially small energy splitting of the degeneracy (such
as O(λL)), as is the case for topological orders and frac-
tons [15–17]. However the |W1⟩ degeneracy with |0⟩ is
never stable in this sense:

Corrollary 2. The |W1⟩ state is never a part of a sta-
ble gapped ground state manifold, i.e. there exists a per-
turbation of magnitude λ that can lift the ground state
degeneracy by an energy proportional to λ.

Proof. We have previously shown that |0⟩ must be in the
ground state manifold if |W1⟩ is a ground state. Since
this is the case, we may simply add a perturbation δH =
−λ
∑

i Zi to create an energy gap of ⟨W1|H0+δH|W1⟩−
⟨0|H0 + δH|0⟩ = 2λ.

It follows that these states should be excluded from nu-
merical searches of gapped ground state phases, despite
their area law entanglement entropy.
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(a)

k

E
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E(b)

}ΔE ∼ 𝒪(1/L2)
{ |0⟩, |W⟩}

(c)

|W⟩ k

E

εFεF

(b)
Lifshitz transition MetalInsulator

(a) (c) μ

FIG. 1. A simple Lifshitz transition is depicted. In (a) we have a fully empty band since the Fermi energy ϵF is below the band
- this corresponds to the insulating phase. As we increase the chemical potential µ we arrive at a critical Lifshitz transition
as depicted in (b). Here the ground state manifold contains both the |0⟩ and |W ⟩ states, a hallmark of a Lifshitz transition.
In (c) we increase the chemical potential further such that the Fermi energy lies within O(1/L2) above the |W ⟩ state we have
the |W ⟩ state as the ground state. However to maintain this state as the sole ground state one has to continuously tune the
chemical potential with increasing system size, otherwise one creates a finite density Fermi surface corresponding to a metal.

PATHOLOGICAL PARENT HAMILTONIANS

In this section we demonstrate the limits of Theorem 1
and its assumptions by constructing converse Hamiltoni-
ans that possess the |W1⟩ state as the unique ground
state.

Explicit length dependence of parameters

One key assumption Theorem 1 makes is that as one
takes the thermodynamic limit of the Hamiltonian the
addition of new terms does not change the original terms,
i.e. no intrinsic L-dependence of the individual Hamil-
tonian parameters. If we break this assumption we can
arrive at a Hamiltonian for which the |W1⟩ is the unique
ground state. To do this, we simply modify the critical
Lifshitz-transition Hamiltonian in Eq. 10 by shifting the
chemical potential in O(1/L2) to create an ever-shrinking
Fermi surface, as depicted in Fig. 1(c). Such a situation
is given by Hamiltonian:

H = −1

2

∑
i

[
c†i ci+1 + c†i+1ci

]
+ cos

(π
L

)∑
i

c†i ci

=
∑
k

(
cos
(π
L

)
− cos k

)
c†kck (11)

where |0⟩ is an energy O(1/L2) excitation above |W1⟩.
Here we see that the chemical potential parameter explic-
itly depends on L. We see that this sort of dependence
is generally unphysical as it defies the condensed-matter
notion of locality since the knowledge of the system size
is encoded in non-local operators spanning O(L) sites.

By further breaking the bounded operator norm con-
dition of individual terms one may create an even ‘sicker’
gapped Hamiltonian with |W1⟩ as the unique ground state

by explicitly multiplying the terms in Eq. 11 by L2 such
that the O(1/L2) excitation becomes an O(1) excitation.
Hamiltonians with system length dependent parameters,
of a similar spirit to Eq. 11, for which |W1⟩ is the unique
ground state appear in Refs. [18–21].

Locality-breaking

Naturally if we break locality by allowing terms that
couple to sites that are O(L) apart, then we may find
Hamiltonians for which |W1⟩ is the unique, and in fact
gapped, ground state. Here we present two notable ex-
amples of such a phenomenon.
The first example of this principle is given by a modifi-

cation of the critical Lifshitz model in Eq. 10 with a total
charge projector. This procedure results in the non-local
gapless Hamiltonian

H = λ
∏
i

(1− 2ni)−
1

2

∑
i

[
c†i ci+1 + c†i+1ci

]
+
∑
i

c†i ci,

(12)

where λ > 0 which projects states in the odd charge
sector (such as |W1⟩) to a lower energy state by 2λ as
compared to even charge sectors (such as |0⟩). This lifts
the degeneracy of the ground state while maintaining the
gapless spectrum at the cost of the non-local charge pro-
jector.
The second example is an all-to-all 2-body Hamiltonian

with unbounded norm, as presented in Ref. [2],

H =

(
1−

∑
i

1

2
(1− Zi)

)2

− J2 , (13)

where J2 = (
∑

iXi)
2+(

∑
i Yi)

2+(
∑

i Zi)
2 for which the

Dicke states [22] |L,m⟩ are the eigenstates for J2 and Jz



5

with eigenvalues L/2(L/2+1) and L/2−m, respectively.
Here |W1⟩ = |L, 1⟩ is the gapped lowest energy ground
state of Eq. 13 since the first term favours states with
total charge one, and the second term lifts the degeneracy
between |W1⟩ and its momentum boosted states. The
unbounded norm of operators renders it difficult to define
a gap in the usual condensed-matter sense and is similarly
pathological to the case in Eq. 11 when the terms are
multiplied by L2.
Recently, a more mild notion of non-local Hamiltonian

has received attention, due to its connection with low-
density parity-check (LDPC) codes [23–25]. We can de-
fine a low-density Hamiltonian to be one whose terms
each involve a bounded number of sites, and for which
each site participates in a bounded number of terms. The
latter condition rules out the Hamiltonian (13). We could
also soften this condition by requiring only that the sum
of the norms is bounded in each case. We do not know at
this time whether theW state is a unique ground state of
such a Hamiltonian (or whether the W state is an LDPC
code).

Low-density Hamiltonians can prepare more kinds of
states than local Hamiltonian systems. For example, our
method of argument also shows that 1√

2
(X1 + XL/2)|0⟩

is not the unique ground state of any local Hamiltonian
system. However, it is the unique (even gapped!) ground
state of the low-density Hamiltonian H = 2Z1ZL/2 −∑

i Zi.

DISCUSSION

The relationship between |0⟩ and the W state can be
generalized. Given a state |ψ⟩, we can consider |ψ′⟩ =∑

i Oi|ψ⟩. We propose to call these whanau-states1. In
higher dimensions, we can also consider applying opera-

tors on subspaces, such as 1√
Lx

∑Lx

i=1

∏Ly

j=1Xj |0⟩ in a 2d

square lattice. This can be extended to generate a whole
“family tree” of |ψ⟩, and we expect analogous “ground-
stateability” results along this whole tree, such that a
state can only be a ground state if its ancestors are as
well. We sketch an argument for this in the supplemental
material.

An interesting property concerning |0⟩ and |W ⟩ is that
for all regions R, the reduced density matrices ρ0R and
ρWR converge in the L → ∞ limit. 2. In particular, the
expectation value of any fixed operator in |0⟩ and |W ⟩
will converge as L→ ∞.
Although from this point of view, the W state is in-

distinguishable from a product state in the thermody-
namic limit, it is still long-range entangled (this can be

1 Whanau, pronounced ["fa:na0], is a Maori word for family.
2 This convergence is not uniform in R: if we set |R| = L/2, the
entanglement entropy of |W ⟩ is log 2.

proven by considering the boosted W states, which have
nonzero momentum, and then applying the results of
[26]). This presents a challenge for the formal under-
standing of states in the thermodynamic limit as func-
tions on the algebra of local observables [27, 28], since
these states are identified, while being physically distinct.
What is needed, it seems, is a theory of the thermody-
namic limit which can also keep track of finite-size cor-
rections.
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Proof of Proposition 1

For convenience, we normalize H so that ⟨0|hk|0⟩ = 0 for all k (this can be achieved by normal ordering hk and
then subtracting off the constant piece). Let us also adopt the shorthand ⟨O⟩ for expectation values in the state |0⟩.

Our quantity of interest is

∆n = −
(
L

n

)−1 ∑
i1<···<in

∑
j1<···<jn

∑
k

⟨Xi1 · · ·XinhkXj1 · · ·Xjn⟩. (14)

Since |0⟩ is a product state, where these operators are not overlapping we can split the expectation value into a
product of expectation values. In particular, ⟨Xi⟩ = 0, so we only get nonzero contributions from where each X either
collides with another X, giving X2 = 1, or with hk (compare (5)). The sum over j’s can then be replaced with a sum
with |im − jm| ≤ 2l+1, where recall l is the range of the Hamiltonian terms, defined such that hk acts in the window
[k − l, k + l]. Further, by our normalization ⟨hk⟩ = 0, so together with the restriction on the range of the j’s, we find
each term in the sum for fixed i1 < · · · < in is finite, and in fact, because of the prefactor, O(1/Ln).

Consider the subsum of the i’s where at least one i is within a distance 4l + 2 from another i. There are O(Ln−1)
terms in this sum, and since each is O(1/Ln) (using the bounded norm assumption on hk), this part of the sum is
O(1/L) and in particular goes to zero as L → ∞. Neglecting these terms allows us to always split the expectation
value in ∆n as a product of terms evaluated near each im. We can write it as

∆n = −
(
L

n

)−1 ∑
i1<···<in

im+1−im>4l+2

E(i1, . . . , in) +O(1/L) (15)
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where

E(i1, . . . , in) :=

i1+2l+1∑
j1=i1−2l−1

· · ·
in+2l+1∑

jn=in−2l−1

∑
k

⟨Xi1 · · ·XinhkXj1 · · ·Xjn⟩

=

i1+2l+1∑
j1=i1−2l−1

· · ·
in+2l+1∑

jn=in−2l−1

(
i1+2l+1∑

k=i1−2l−1

⟨Xi1hkXj1⟩⟨Xi2Xj2⟩ · · · ⟨XinXjn⟩

+

i2+2l+1∑
k=i2−2l−1

⟨Xi1Xj1⟩⟨Xi2hkXj2⟩⟨Xi3Xj3⟩ · · · ⟨XinXjn⟩+ · · ·

+

in+2l+1∑
k=in−2l−1

⟨Xi1Xj1⟩ · · · ⟨Xin−1
Xjn−1

⟩⟨XinhkXjn⟩

)

=

n∑
m=1

im+2l+1∑
j=im−2l−1

im+2l+1∑
k=im−2l−1

⟨XimhkXj⟩

=

n∑
m=1

E(im).

(16)

Here we see the energy difference receiving a local contribution from each flipped spin individually, when they are
well-separated.

Now we have

∆n = −
(
L

n

)−1 ∑
i1<···<in

ip+1−ip>4l+2

m=n∑
m=1

E(im) +O(1/L)

= −
(
L

n

)−1 m=n∑
m=1

∑
i1<···<in

ip+1−ip>4l+2

E(im) +O(1/L)

= −
(
L

n

)−1 m=n∑
m=1

1

n!

∑
i1,...,in

|ip−iq|>4l+2

E(im) +O(1/L)

= −
(
L

n

)−1
n

n!

∑
i1

E(i1)
∑

i2,...,in
|ip−iq|>4l+2

1 +O(1/L).

(17)

(In the third line, we removed the ordering on the i’s.) Note the sum

S =
∑

i2,...,in
|ip−iq|>4l+2

1
(18)

is independent of i1. Then, using

∆1 = − 1

L

∑
i

E(i) (19)

we can do the sum over i1 to obtain

∆n = Ln∆1

(
L

n

)−1
1

n!
S +O(1/L). (20)

We can compute

S =
∑

i2,...,in
|ip−iq|>4l+2

ip>4l+2

1 = (L− 4l − 2)(L− 8l − 4) · · · (L− (n− 1)(4l + 2)) = Ln−1 +O(Ln−2).
(21)
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Note also, (
L

n

)−1
1

n!
=

1

Ln +O(Ln−1)
=

1

Ln
+O(1/Ln+1). (22)

Thus we have the result

∆n = n∆1 +O(1/L). (23)

Sketch of a generalization

These arguments work in a slightly more general setting, which we will sketch. Let |0⟩ be some fixed state in a one-
dimensional N -site Hilbert space. We assume there is a length ξ such that |0⟩ obeys exponential cluster decomposition
with length ξ, meaning for all local operators Oi, O′

j , there is a constant K such that

|⟨OiO′
j⟩ − ⟨Oi⟩⟨O′

j⟩| < Ke−|i−j|/ξ, (24)

where we use the shorthand ⟨−⟩ for expectation values in |0⟩.
Let Si be a local operator which behaves like a U(1) charged operator, in particular, that the expectation value of

a product of Si’s and S
†
j ’s is zero unless there are an equal number of both. We call this the charge-balance property.

It may be possible to relax this assumption, but the arguments don’t seem to easily generalize to this case. (Note
that the Hamiltonian is not assumed to be symmetric in any way.)

We consider the states

|Wn⟩ :=
(
L

n

)−1/2

C−1/2
∑

i1<···<in

Si1 · · ·Sin |0⟩, (25)

where C > 0 is a normalization factor, defined as

C =

(
L

n

)−1 ∑
i1<···<in

∑
j1<···<jn

⟨S†
i1
· · ·S†

in
Sj1 · · ·Sjn⟩. (26)

In this expression, as well as in the energy

∆n = −
(
L

n

)−1

C−1
∑

i1<···<in

∑
j1<···<jn

∑
k

⟨S†
i1
· · ·S†

in
hkSj1 · · ·Sjn⟩, (27)

for fixed i1 < · · · < in, the sum over the j’s and k is finite. When other operator insertions are far from these, by
cluster decomposition, the expectation value becomes exponentially close to the product. However, by the charge
balance property, these expectation values are exponentially small unless each S†

i is near either an Sj or hk, and vice

versa for each Sj . The summand is thus exponentially small unless S†
im

is near Sjm for each m. So we can restrict
the sum to those jm which are within some fixed l′ of im, while incurring an error exponentially small in l′ and not
growing with N . By taking l′ large enough we can thus make these errors arbitrarily small. The rest of the argument
then proceeds as in the proof of proposition 1. Likewise we can consider the matrix elements as in proposition 2

The product state |0⟩ we considered above satisfies these properties, with ξ = 1, K = ∥Oi∥∥O′
j∥, Si = S+

i =
(Xi + iYi)/2, and even enjoys the U(1) symmetry generated by

∑
i Zi, under which Si carries charge 1. The states

|n⟩ above are the same ones we studied previously. There is a simple generalization to spin-S, with Si = (S+
i )m, for

which |n⟩ are the so-called Dicke states [22].

Proof of Corollary 1

Proof. Let H =
∑

i hi be the local Hamiltonian (as defined previously) already in the normal form, i.e. hi =: hi :,

with range l. Assume the |W1⟩ state is a ground state, and define momentum boost states |W (m)
1 ⟩ ≡ Um|W ⟩ with

Um ≡ exp

(
i
2π

L
m
∑
i

xin̂i

)
(28)
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m ∈ Z fixed for all L. These states are eigenstates of the translation operator T

T |W (m)
1 ⟩ = e−i 2π

L m|W (m)
1 ⟩ , (29)

due to the relation TUmT
† = e−i 2πN̂

L mUm. We are interested in the energy difference between |W (m)
1 ⟩ and |W1⟩:

∆
(m)
W = ⟨W (m)

1 |H|W (m)
1 ⟩ − ⟨W1|H|W1⟩ , (30)

which we will show behaves as O(1/L2) as L→ ∞. We may expand

⟨W (m)
1 |H|W (m)

1 ⟩ =
∑
i

⟨W (m)
1 |hi|W (m)

1 ⟩,

=
∑
i

⟨W (m)
1 |T i−lT−i+lhiT

i−lT−i+l|W (m)
1 ⟩,

=
∑
i

⟨W (m)
1 |T−i+lhiT

i−l|W (m)
1 ⟩,

=
∑
i

⟨W (m)
1 |h̃(i)l |W (m)

1 ⟩, (31)

where we have used Eq. 29 to go from line two to three, and have defined h̃
(i)
l ≡ T−i+lhiT

i−l which is an operator
centered at the l affecting at most qubits sites l away, i.e. the range [0, 2l]. With this observation in mind, let us

expand the equation for a specific h̃
(i)
l

⟨W (m)
1 |h(i)l |W (m)

1 ⟩ = ⟨W1|e−i 2π
L m

∑
j xj n̂j h̃

(i)
l ei

2π
L m

∑
k xkn̂k |W1⟩,

= ⟨W1|h̃(i)l |W1⟩+ i
2πm

L
⟨W1|

h̃(i)l ,

2l∑
j=0

xj n̂j

 |W1⟩+
(
2πm

L

)2

⟨W1|ĥ(i)l |W1⟩+ ...

= ⟨W1|h̃(i)l |W1⟩+
(
2πm

L

)2

⟨W1|ĥ(i)l |W1⟩+ ...

= ⟨W1|h̃(i)l |W1⟩+O(1/L3) , (32)

where

ĥ
(i)
l ≡

2l∑
j,k=0

xjxkn̂j h̃
(i)
l n̂k +

1

2


 2l∑

j=0

xj n̂j

2

, h̃
(i)
l

 , (33)

From line one to two in Eq. 32 we expanded the exponential in 1/L since
∑2l

j=0 xj n̂j ∼ O(1) and terms outside of

range l do not contribute since h̃
(i)
l is normal ordered andW1 has no overlap between regions far away (using the same

logic as for Proposition 2). From line two to three we use the fact that 2πm
L term must vanish since otherwise |W ⟩

would not be lowest ground state as we could choose either positive or negative m to create a lower energy state [29].

The last line is derived by seeing that expectation value of normal ordered local operator ⟨W1|ĥ(i)l |W1⟩ can at most
contribute O(1/L) since terms where the 1 is far-away from the range cannot contribute.

Putting all the pieces together from Eqs. 31 and 32 we can deduce that

∆
(m)
W = O(1/L2) ,

since each h̃
(i)
l contributes O(1/L3) and ĥ

(i)
l is bounded so the summation over i cannot scale as O(L).

Fun facts

In this section we present some fun facts and example Hamiltonians for readers to gain further intuition of the |W1⟩
type states.
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Corrollary 3. Any state |ψ⟩ related to the |W1⟩ state via a local unitary, or equivalently finite-depth quantum circuit
(FDQC), that does not depend on system length, i.e. an adiabatic evolution by a Hamiltonian whose coefficients do
not explicitly depend on length, also cannot be the unique ground state of a local Hamiltonian.

Proof. Let |W̃1⟩ = UFD|W1⟩ where UFD is a finite-depth quantum circuit. If |W̃1⟩ is the unique ground state of local

Hamiltonian H̃, then |W1⟩ would be the unique ground state of local Hamiltonian H = UFDH̃U
†
FD since unitaries do

not change the spectrum of the Hamiltonian. However since this cannot be true it follows that |W̃1⟩ cannot be the
unique ground state of a local Hamiltonian.

However this does not immediately include momentum boosted states ei
2πm
L

∑
x n̂xx|W1⟩ since the FDQC

ei
2πm
L

∑
x n̂xx has length dependent parameters when m ∈ O(1). Here the statement may be modified to only hold

if the parent Hamiltonian of the boosted state is related to a local Hamiltonian with length-independent parameters
after the FDQC is applied - this immediately covers U(1) and translation symmetric Hamiltonians that are related
via large gauge transformations to a local Hamiltonian (length-independent) where |W1⟩ is the ground state such as
in Eq. 10.

Following on the same vein as in Corollary 1 we show the following statement

Corrollary 4. If |W1⟩ is a ground state of a local gapped U(1) and translation invariant Hamiltonian then all

momentum boosted states of |W1⟩, i.e. ei
2πm
L

∑
x n̂xx|W1⟩ ∀m ∈ Z, are also ground states. Moreover, this automatically

implies that the ground state degeneracy must be extensive with system size.

Proof. Let the system be described by a gapped, local Hamiltonian H that commutes with both U(1) and translation
symmetry. This implies that there exists a basis that simultaneously diagonalises all three operators. For states with
total particle number N̂ = 1 this basis is spanned by the |W1⟩ state and its momentum boosts |m + 1⟩ = Um|W1⟩,
where Um = ei

2πm
L

∑
x n̂xx and m ∈ {1, ..., L− 1}.

Since these states are also necessarily eigenstates of H, they are either above or below the spectral gap. By
Corollary 1 we know that the boosts in the vicinity, i.e. when m ∈ O(1), of |W1⟩, have an energy expectation value
of O(1/L2). To satisfy this requirement, as well as being an eigenstate of H, these boosts must be below the spectral
gap, i.e. elements of the ground state manifold.

We may use the same arguments as in Corollary 1 to show that for a ground states |m+ 1⟩ the state |m+ 2⟩ must
be O(1/L2) in energy difference above the ground state. Due to the gap and symmetries, |m + 2⟩ must then also
be in the ground state manifold. By doing this reiteratively for all m ∈ {1, ..., L − 1} it follows that they are all in
the ground state manifold. Since this is an extensive amount of states, the ground state manifold must always be
extensive in size.

Example Hamiltonians. Some intuition of the corollaries can be gained by considering the following example of an
(unstably) gapped Hamiltonian

H = λ
∑
i

nini+1 , (34)

where ni = c†i ci. Here |W1⟩ and momentum boosts of |W1⟩ are part of the extensive ground state manifold, while
states with two neighbouring one’s such as |110...0⟩ are gapped excitations. The ground state degeneracy is unstable
and can be lifted by a simple chemical potential term.

An interesting gapless Hamiltonian on an open spin chain with the W -state as a ground state is

HL = −
L−1∑
j=1

S+
j S

−
j+1 + hc.− 1

2
Z1 −

L−1∑
j=2

Zj −
1

2
ZL. (35)

Its ground states are |0⟩ and |W1⟩.
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