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Abstract

We investigate a proposal of Kitaev for a microscopic construction of a Hamiltonian intended
to describe the edge dynamics of a quantum Hall system. We show that the construction works
in the setting of translation-invariant free-fermion Hamiltonians. In this case, the resulting edge
Hamiltonian exhibits only edge modes, and these modes have the correct chirality.

1 Introduction

This article is the authors’ exploration of a proposal of Kitaev [18] for defining and computing
the chiral central charge of microscopic models.

The standard theoretical physics definition [14] of the chiral central charge, c, is formulated in
terms of edge currents. On the edge of a material that is gapped in the bulk, there may flow an
energy current J . For temperatures T much smaller than the bulk gap,

J =
π

12
T 2 c. (1.1)

Here we use units where kb = 1 and h = 2π. The prefactor π/12 is chosen so that, for free fermions,
the chiral central charge agrees with the Hall conductance and, in particular, is integer valued. The
T 2 dependence follows from scaling symmetry [15].

Let us briefly recall the part of [14] that is relevant to the motivation for this work. Let H
be a translation-invariant free-fermion Hamiltonian on the square lattice, and let Hedge denote
the Hamiltonian of a system with an edge along the line x = 0. The edge Hamiltonian remains
translation invariant in the y-direction and thus has a fiber decomposition Hedge(ky). The spectrum
of Hedge consists of the bulk spectrum of H together with the edge spectrum. The latter consists
of finitely many edge modes E1(ky), . . . , En(ky) that appear in the bulk gaps. An edge mode E(k)
is called chiral if it connects the band below the gap with the band above the gap. Let k− and
k+ be the momenta at which the mode merges with the lower and upper bands, respectively. Its
chirality is defined as

sign(E) =


+1, k− < k+,

−1, k− > k+,

0, if the mode does not connect the two bands.

It is well known [12, 11] that the Hall conductance is given by the sum sign(E1) + · · ·+ sign(En).
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The energy-current observable is formally

Hedge(ky)
∂Hedge(ky)

∂ky
.

Although this operator is not trace class, one may formally write the energy current as

J =

∫ 2π

0
tr

Å
Hedge(ky)

∂Hedge(ky)

∂ky

1

eβHedge(ky) + 1
− P

ã
dky
2π

, (1.2)

where P is the Fermi projection of the ground state. The chemical potential is set to 0. Restricting
the trace to the edge spectrum yields a sum of integrals of the form∫ k+

k−

E(k)E′(k)
( 1

eβE(k) + 1
− χ(−E(k))

)dk
2π
,

where χ is the Heaviside step function. To leading order in T one obtains

sign(E)T 2 · 2
∫ ∞

0

x

ex + 1

dx

2π
= sign(E)T 2 π

12
.

Thus

J =
π

12
T 2

n∑
j=1

sign(Ej),

showing that c equals the Hall conductance.
The key point we want to emphasize is that obtaining the correct result relies on restricting

the trace to the edge modes and effectively ignoring the bulk. Kane and Fisher make the same
choice beyond the free-fermion case: they work with an effective chiral Luttinger liquid model for
the edge modes and compute the current within that model, without including bulk contributions.
A question how to extract an effective edge dynamics from a microscopic model remains open.

Kitaev’s proposal. In Appendix D of [18], two related ideas are introduced. First, Kitaev

proposes a microscopic construction of a Hamiltonian, which we denote by ‹Hedge, intended to
model the edge dynamics only. Second, he proposes a way to compute the chiral central charge
using only bulk quantities. The second proposal was later developed in detail by Kapustin and
Spodyneiko [16], who connected it to linear response via the Kubo formula and proved that for free
fermions it agrees with the Hall conductance. To the best of our knowledge, the first proposal has
not yet been explored. In this article we study it for translation-invariant free fermions and show
that it indeed produces an edge-only Hamiltonian with the correct number of chiral modes.

Kitaev considers a many-body Hamiltonian

H =
∑
x,y

Hx,y,

decomposed into local terms Hx,y anchored1 at the point (x, y). He then proposes the edge Hamil-
tonian ‹Hedge =

∑
x,y

g(x)Hx,y,

1For the notion of anchored interactions, see [2].
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where g(x) is a monotonically increasing function satisfying

lim
x→−∞

g(x) = 0, lim
x→+∞

g(x) = +∞,

and which should grow sub-exponentially. The precise shape of g is likely unimportant, but it
must not grow too fast. The heuristic is that for x ≪ 0, the contribution of Hx,y is energetically
suppressed so that, at any positive temperature, the state is close to the maximally mixed state.
On the other hand, when restricting to an interval x ∈ (L,L+ ℓ) with L≫ 0,‹Hedge ≈ g(L)

∑
L<x<L+ℓ

g(x)

g(L)
Hx,y.

For L ≫ 0 the ratio g(x)/g(L) is approximately 1 on this interval. Thus the Hamiltonian there is
a large multiple of H and the state is close to the bulk ground state if ℓ is much larger than the
correlation length. So the bulk is effectively sent to infinite energy. In particular, any finite-energy
state has support only at finite x.

In this article we investigate this construction for free fermions with the explicit choice

g(x) =

®
0, x < 0,

x, x ≥ 0.

We show that the single-particle Hamiltonian ‹Hedge(ky) has discrete spectrum—as an edge Hamil-
tonian should—and that its spectral flow equals the Hall conductance. It follows that (1.2), with‹Hedge(ky) in place of Hedge(ky), is well defined and reproduces (1.1).

Finally, before describing the results in detail, we note that deriving edge dynamics from a
microscopic Hamiltonian is of independent interest beyond the study of chiral central charge. In
field-theoretic approaches, the boundary action plays a central role in the theory of the fractional
quantum Hall effect [7, 8, 9]. Microscopically we have detailed understanding of bulk-edge corre-
spondence (see [4] for the most recent developments). Edge dynamics have been described using
semiclassical methods [6, 3]. For the interacting case [1, 19] proved that correlations along the
edge agree with the Luttinger liquid model. However as far as we know there is no microscopic
construction of a Hamiltonian that would describe edge only dynamics.

2 Setup and Results

We consider a lattice Z2 with the usual notation x, y for the two axes. We equip Z2 with
the ℓ∞ distance. Let H be a finite range one-periodic Hamiltonian on ℓ2(Z2,Cn). After suitable
coarse graining we can without loss of generality assume that the range is 1, meaning that there is
no hopping between any sites with distance larger than 1. The Fourier transform of H acts as a
multiplication operator on L2([0, 2π)2, Cn), and we denote it by H(kx, ky). Since H is range 1, we
may write H(kx, ky) = V (ky) + A(ky)e

ikx + A∗(ky)e
−ikx where A,A∗, V are n× n matrices and V

is Hermitian.
We assume that H(kx, ky) has n gapped bands.

Assumption 1. The n × n matrix H(kx, ky) has n non-degenerate eigenvalues E1(kx, ky) <
E2(kx, ky) < · · · < En(kx, ky), and for any j = 1, . . . , n− 1, there exists number EF , such that

Ej(kx, ky) < EF < Ej+1(kx, ky),
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for all kx, ky.
In addition, we assume that there exists an integer k, 1 ≤ k < n, such that EF = 0 is in the

gap between (k − 1)th and kth bands, i.e. Ek−1(kx, ky) < 0 < Ek(kx, ky).

We do not think that having n gapped bands is essential, and the bands may merge. The
reason for the choice is that we are trying to demonstrate Kitaev’s proposal in the simplest possible
setting. The last part of the assumption, that zero lies in the gap, is set for convenience; we can
always obtain that by shifting the energy. In line with the assumption, we will set the Fermi energy
to be EF = 0. The Hall conductance, κ, of the ground state is then given by the sum of Chern
numbers, cj , of the bands j = 1, . . . , k − 1.

Let φj(kx, ky) be eigenstates of H(kx, ky) corresponding to the energy Ej(kx, ky). We pick
φj(kx, ky) smooth in [0, 2π)× [0, 2π) with

φj(2π, ky) = eiθj(ky)φj(0, ky), φj(kx, 2π) = φj(kx, 0),

where θj(k) is called the Berry phase. It is well known that the Chern number cj is equal to the
winding number of θj(k), i.e., cj =

1
2π (θj(2π)− θj(0)).

We decompose H =
∑

xHx for Hx self adjoint, where Hx consists of all on-site terms at x and
all hopping terms between site x and site x + 1, for all y. We write H(ky) =

∑
xHx(ky) for the

partial Fourier transform of H in the y-direction.

Definition 2.1. We define the distance modulated Hamiltonian‹H :=
∑
x

xHx. (2.1)

We define ‹Hedge as the restriction of ‹H to ℓ2(N × Z,Cn). The restriction is well defined by our
choice of H1, which has no hopping between x = 1 and x = 0.

To be precise, since ‹H is an unbounded operator, the definition domain of ‹H is all ψ ∈ ℓ2(Z2,Cn)

for which
∑

x,y ∥ψ(x, y)∥2Cnx2 < ∞. With this definition domain, Assumption 1 implies that ‹H is

self-adjoint – this will be clear once we compute the partial Fourier transform of ‹H(ky). We denote

the partial Fourier transform of ‹Hedge by ‹Hedge(ky). The operator ‹Hedge(ky) depends analytically

on ky and ‹Hedge(0) = ‹Hedge(2π). For a continuous family of self-adjoint operators defined on a
circle with discrete spectrum, the spectral flow is defined as the number of signed crossings of
eigen-branches through a generic fiducial line [20].

Our main result is

Theorem 2.2. The spectrum of ‹Hedge(ky) is discrete. The spectral flow of the spectrum of ‹Hedge(ky)
is equal to the Hall conductance.

The proof is based on an high-energy estimates for the spectrum. For large positive energies
the spectrum of ‹H(ky) is close to the set of energies

E(m, j, ky) =
2πm+ θj(2π, ky) +

∫ 2π
0 Ej(kx, ky)

−1e−ikx ⟨ψj(kx, ky)|A∗|ψj(kx, ky)⟩ dkx∫ 2π
0 Ej(kx, ky)−1dkx

(2.2)

with m ∈ Z, and 1 ≤ j ≤ n. We write σapprox(ky) := {E(m, j, ky),m ∈ Z, 1 ≤ j ≤ n }.
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Theorem 2.3. There exists a constant C such that for any positive E ∈ σ(‹H(ky)),

dist(E, σapprox(ky)) ≤ CE−1,

and for any positive E ∈ σapprox(ky),

dist(E, σ(‹H(ky))) ≤ CE−1.

The large positive eigenvalues of ‹Hedge(ky) are close, in the above sense, to E(m, j, ky) for
m > 0, 1 ≤ j ≤ k − 1.

As an example, consider the Harper-Hofstadter model, where the Hamiltonian is given by

(H(ky)ψ)m = ψm−1 + ψm+1 + 2 cos(2πmα− ky) (2.3)

for α a free parameter. We take α = 1/3. Then the Fourier transform of H looks like

H(kx, ky) =

Ñ
2 cos

(
4π
3 − ky

)
1 e−ikx

1 2 cos(ky) 1
eikx 1 2 cos

(
2π
3 − ky

)
é

− EF = V +Aeikx +A∗e−ikx

where

V =

Ñ
2 cos

(
4π
3 − ky

)
− EF 1 0

1 2 cos(ky)− EF 1
0 1 2 cos

(
2π
3 − ky

)
− EF

é
A =

Ñ
0 0 0
0 0 0
1 0 0

é
.

There are two gaps seen in Figure 1; Fermi energies EF = ±1.5 lie in these gaps. In Figure 2 we

Figure 1: The spectrum of the Harper-Hofstadter model on a half plane with α = 1/3. The model
has three bands. The lines connecting the bands are the edge modes. The Chern numbers of these
bands are −1, 2,−1.

demonstrate how (2.2) depends on which bands are below the Fermi energy. In our theorems, we
set EF = 0 for convenience, translating a given Fermi energy to that setting means considering the
energy shift H → H − EF . Numerics for this are discussed in Section 5.
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Figure 2: The spectrum of ‹H at EF = 1.5, right figure, and EF = −1.5, left figure, in blue,
compared to (2.2) in orange.

3 Fourier Transform of the Operator ‹H
Throughout this section we suppress the ky dependence. Let H =

∑
xHx be given as in

Definition 2.1. The Fourier transform of H0 is an operator with integral kernel H0(kx, k
′
x) acting

on L2(S1,Cn). For our choice of H0, it is given by2

H0(kx, k
′
x) = V +Aeikx +A∗e−ik′x ,

for some n×n Hermitian matrix V , and arbitrary n×nmatrix A. We see that the Fourier transform
of H is

FHF∗ =
1

2π

∑
m

e−ikxmH0(kx, k
′
x)e

ik′xm = δ(kx − k′x)H0(kx, k
′
x).

So we get that H(kx) = H0(kx, kx). Now, the Fourier transform of ‹H is‹H =
1

2π

∑
x

xe−ikxxH0(kx, k
′
x)e

ik′xx = −iδ′(kx − k′x)H0(kx, k
′
x)

= iδ(kx − k′x)∂k′xH0(kx, k
′
x)

= iH(kx)
d

dkx
+ i∂k′xH0(kx, k

′
x)|kx=k′x .

We are using the same notation for ‹H and it’s Fourier transform, we think that the chance of
confusion is small. Explicitly, this is the operator‹H = iH(kx)

d

dkx
+A∗e−ikx . (3.1)

By Assumption 1, H is nondegenerate and standard ODE theory [21] gives that ‹H is self-adjoint
on the definition domain H1(S1,Cn).

Lemma 3.1. The spectrum of ‹H is discrete, and we may find eigenfunctions realizing these eigen-
values.

2In general, we may have

H0(kx, k
′
x) =

∑
−N′<m<N

Vmeim(kx−k′
x) +

∑
M′<m<M

Ameimkxe−i(m−1)k′
x +A∗

meimk′
xe−i(m−1)kx

where
∑

m Vm = V and
∑

m Am = A. Unless Am = 0 for m ̸= 0 or m ̸= 1 defining an edge is difficult.
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Proof. Since H is invertible for all kx this is again standard ODE theory, see e.g. Section 7 of
[21].

Recall that ‹Hedge is a restriction of ‹H to ℓ2(N×Z,Cn). We also define ‹H−
edge to be the restriction

of ‹H to ℓ2(Z≤0×Z,Cn). Since ‹H is self-adjoint we have the corresponding decomposition of spectra.

Lemma 3.2. We have a decomposition σ(‹H(ky)) = σ(‹Hedge(ky)) ∪ σ(‹H−
edge(ky)).

4 Large Energy Asymptotics

We primarily focus on the Fourier representation of ‹H. We first establish an asymptotic formula
for the spectrum of ‹H(ky). We then establish an asymptotic formula for the eigenfunctions of ‹H(ky)

away from degeneracy. Finally, we distinguish which branches of the spectrum belong to ‹Hedge.

For simplicity, we write M(kx, ky) for A
∗(ky)e

−ikx . The eigenvalue equation for ‹H(ky) is

iH(kx, ky)
d

dkx
ψ(kx, ky, E) +M(kx, ky)ψ(kx, ky, E) = Eψ(kx, ky, E). (4.1)

Since H is nonsingular, we may write this in the form

i
d

dkx
ψ(kx, ky, E) = (EH−1(kx, ky)−H−1(kx, ky)M(kx, ky))ψ(kx, ky, E) (4.2)

which has solution

ψ(kx, ky, E) = UE(kx, ky)ψ(0, ky, E) (4.3)

for

UE(kx, ky) := T exp

Ç
−i
∫ kx

0
EH−1(t, ky)−H−1(t, ky)M(t, ky)dt

å
. (4.4)

The definition domain of ‹H(ky) requires that ψ(0, ky, E) = ψ(2π, ky, E). A value of E is then in the

spectrum of ‹H(ky) if and only if UE(2π, ky) has an eigenvalue of 1. If the corresponding eigenvector
is ψ, we may write our solution as

ψ(kx, ky, E) = UE(kx, ky)ψ. (4.5)

We need a few technical lemmas to analyze the spectrum of UE(2π, ky). For the next lemma,
we recall that H(kx, ky) has eigenvalues Ej(kx, ky) and corresponding eigenvectors φj(kx, ky). We
denote W (kx, ky) the parallel transport from φj(0, ky) to φj(kx, ky), generated by Kato’s parallel
transport genrator,

A(s) =

n∑
j=1

i

2
[Ṗj(s, ky), Pj(s, ky)],

where Pj(kx, ky) the projection on φj(kx, ky).

Lemma 4.1. Let E > 03. Let

HW (kx, ky) =

n∑
j=1

Pj(0, ky)

∫ kx

0
(EEj(t, ky)

−1 − Ej(t, ky)
−1 ⟨φj(t, ky)|M(t, ky)|φj(t, ky)⟩)dt (4.6)

3For E < 0, there is a negative sign on the terms GZ and A

7



and define ‹UE(kx, ky) =W (kx, ky)e
−iHW (kx,ky). (4.7)

Then ∥∥∥UE(kx, ky)− ‹UE(kx, ky)
∥∥∥ ≤ CE−1, (4.8)

for C independent of E, kx, ky.

Denoting W (kx, ky)φj(0, ky) = eiθj(kx,ky)φj(kx, ky) we can write explicitly,‹UE(kx, ky) =

n∑
j=1

eiθj(kx,ky)−iE
∫ kx
0 Ej(t,ky)

−1(1−⟨φj(t,ky)|M(t,ky)|φj(t,ky)⟩) |φj(kx, ky)⟩ ⟨φj(0, ky)| . (4.9)

Proof. This is essentially Theorem 5 of [5]. The method of proof needs to be slightly modified.

First note that we have uniform bounds on the norm of UE , U
−1
E , ‹UE , and ‹U−1

E uniform in kx, ky
from compactness and uniform in E since the non-self-adjoint part of the evolution equation is
independent of E. Following the proof of their Lemma 1, set U1 = ‹UE and U2 = UE , and see∫ t

0
ds U1(t)

d

ds
[U1(s)

†U2(s)] = U1(t)U1(t)
†U2 − U1.

Let d
dtUi = HiUi. Then since we have uniform control on U1, U2 we get the bound∥∥∥U1U

†
1U2 − U1

∥∥∥ ≤ C ∥S21∥∞ (4.10)

with

S21(t) =

∫ t

0
ds [H†

1(s)−H2(s)].

Now, going to their proof of Theorem 5, provided

H†
1(s) = EH0(s) +GZ(s) +A(s) (4.11)

for

GZ(s) =
n∑

ℓ=1

Pj(kx, ky)H
−1(t)M(t)Pj(kx, ky) =

n∑
ℓ=1

|φj(t)⟩ ⟨φj(t)|H−1(t)M(t)|φj(t)⟩ ⟨φj(t)|

we can estimate the action the same way, because in our system the term with E is self adjoint.
To calculate U1U

†
1 write

U1 =
∑
j

e−iaj+bj |φj(t)⟩ ⟨φj(0)|

for aj + ibj =
∫
λjdt− θj , where λj the jth eigenvalue of H†

1 . We may compute

U1(t)U1(t)
† =

Ñ∑
j

e−iaj(t)+bj(t) |φj(t)⟩ ⟨φj(0)|

é(∑
k

eiak(t)+bk(t) |φk(0)⟩ ⟨φk(t)|

)

=
∑
j

e2bj(t) |φj(t)⟩ ⟨φj(t)| .

8



Factoring out the terms in the bound (4.10) we thus see∥∥∥U2 − Ũ1

∥∥∥ ≤ CE−1

for

Ũ1 =
∑
j

e−iaj(t)−bj(t) |φj(t)⟩ ⟨φj(0)| .

Note this has the effect of reversing the conjugation on λj , so‹U1 =
∑
j

e−i
∫
λjdt+iθj |φj(t)⟩ ⟨φj(0)|

as in (4.9).

In particular, this gives a formula for the eigenvalues of UE(2π, ky) as

exp

Ç
iθj(2π, ky)− i

∫ 2π

0
EE−1

j (t, ky)− Ej(t, ky)
−1 ⟨φj(t, ky)|M(t, ky)|φj(t, ky)⟩ dt

å
(4.12)

where θj(2π, ky) ≡ θj(ky) is the Berry phase corresponding to the jth band.

Lemma 4.2. Suppose that ‹UE(2π, ky) have an eigenvalue of one and E > 0. Then

E = E(m, j, ky) ≡
2πm+ θj(ky) +

∫ 2π
0 Ej(kx, ky)

−1 ⟨φj(kx, ky)|M(kx, ky)|φj(kx, ky)⟩ dkx∫ 2π
0 Ej(kx, ky)−1dkx

(4.13)

for m ∈ Z, m such that this E is positive, 1 ≤ j < n.

Proof. With (4.12) for the eigenvalues, we set the argument of the exponential to 2πm and solve
for E.

Lemma 4.3. Let ‹UE(kx, ky) be given as above. Then ‹UE(2π, ky) is normal.

Proof. Since H(0, ky) = H(2π, ky), projections onto the φj(0, ky) eigenspace and φj(2π, ky) are the

same. Hence φj(0, ky) is a unitary frame which diagonalizes ‹UE(2π, ky).

Lemma 4.4. Let UE(2π, ky) and ‹UE(2π, ky) be given as above. Then for every eigenvalue λ of

UE(2π, ky), there is an eigenvalue λ̃ of ‹U(2π, ky) such that |λ−λ̃| < CE−1, where C is from Lemma
4.1.

Proof. This is Corollary 6.3.4 from [13]. The fact ‹UE(2π, ky) is normal is important.

We now establish an asymptotic formula for the spectrum.

Lemma 4.5. Let E > 0 be such that UE(2π, ky) has an eigenvalue of one, that is E ∈ σ(‹H(ky)).
Then we may find m, j such that

|E − E(m, j, ky)| < C|E|−1 (4.14)

for C independent of E, kx, ky.

9



Proof. We use C as a generic constant here. For fixed ky, the eigenvalues of ‹UE(2π, ky) may be
written as

fj(E) = e−icjE+dj

where cj =
∫
E−1

j dkx. These fj(E) are holomorphic in E, and fj(E) = 1 if and only if E =
E(m, j, ky). For our given E, we know by Lemma 4.4 that

|1− fj(E)| < CE−1 = ϵ.

Since fj is holomorphic and periodic and takes on values 1 only at E(m, j, ky) we must have

|E − E(m, j, ky)| < Cϵ

for some m, j and some C depending on the derivative of f . We have uniform bounds on f ′j =

|c′j ||e−icjE+dj | as |c′j | = |
∫
E−1

j dkx| is bounded and bounded away from zero by Assumption 1, so
we may find some C independent of kx, ky so that this holds.

Now we find an asymptotic expression for the eigenfunctions. There are complications here if
UE(2π, ky) is degenerate, so for now we assume this is not the case.

Lemma 4.6. Let ky be such that the E(m, j, ky) are distinct for different m, j. Let E ∈ σ(‹H(ky))
and write ψ(kx, ky, E) as in (4.5), and set

ψ̃(kx, ky, E(m, j, ky)) := ‹UE(m,j,ky)(kx, ky)φj(0, ky). (4.15)

Then for E large UE(2π, ky) is nondegenerate, and if |E − E(m, j, ky)| < CE−1 then∥∥∥ψ(kx, ky, E)− ψ̃(kx, ky, E(m, j, ky))
∥∥∥
L∞

≤ C(ky)E
−1 (4.16)

for C(ky) depending on ky.

Proof. We first need to establish UE(2π, ky) is nondegenerate for E large enough. Using Lemma

4.4 this follows since ‹UE(2π, ky) is nondegenerate at the E(m, j, ky) by assumption. Then∥∥∥ψ(kx, ky, E)− ψ̃(kx, ky, E(m, j, ky))
∥∥∥ =

∥∥UE(kx, ky)ψ(0)− UE(m,j,ky)(kx, ky)φj(0)
∥∥ . (4.17)

First, see that φj is an eigenvector of ‹UE(2π, ky) for all E and ky. By Lemma 4.1 ‹UE(2π, ky) is
distance CE−1 to UE(2π, ky). Then by standard matrix perturbation theory ([17] Section 2), since‹UE(2π, ky) and UE(2π, ky) are nondegenerate, we may choose an eigenvector ψ of UE(2π, ky) such
that

∥ψ − φj(0)∥ < C(ky)E
−1 (4.18)

where C depends inversely on the size of the eigenvalue gap of UE(2π, ky). Next, see∥∥UE(kx, ky)ψ(0)− UE(m,j,ky)(kx, ky)φj(0)
∥∥

=
∥∥∥UE(kx, ky)ψ(0)− UE(kx, ky)φj(0) + UE(kx, ky)φj(0)− ‹UE(m,j,ky)(kx,ky)φj(0)

∥∥∥ (4.19)
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and

∥UE(kx, ky)ψ(0)− UE(kx, ky)φj(0)∥ ≤ C ∥ψ(0)− φj(0)∥ ≤ C(ky)E
−1 (4.20)

and∥∥∥UE(kx, ky)φj(0)− ‹UE(m,j,ky)φj(0)
∥∥∥ =

∥∥∥UE(kx, ky)− ‹UE(kx, ky) + ‹UE(kx, ky)− ‹UE(m,j,ky)

∥∥∥
≤ CE−1 (4.21)

where in (4.21) we have used Lemma 4.1 and that the eigenvalues of ‹UE are Lipshitz in E. Hence
we get the result.

We now establish which eigenvalues belong to ‹Hedge. By Lemma 3.2, to determine if an eigen-
value belongs to the edge Hamiltonian we need only check its Fourier transform has a nonvanishing
positive Fourier mode, if the energy is non-degenerate this is equivalent to its Fourier transform
having no negative Fourier modes. We are aiming for

Lemma 4.7. Let ky be such that the hypothesis of Lemma 4.6 holds. Let large enough E be close

to E(m, j, ky), in the sense of Lemma 4.5, for Ej < 0. Then E ∈ σ(‹Hedge(ky)).

We accomplish this in a few steps. In the following lemmas, ky is fixed, satisfying the conditions
of Lemma 4.6.

Lemma 4.8. Let n be negative. Then |“‹ψE(m,j,ky)(n)| < CE(m, j, ky)
−k for all k ∈ N, for C

independent of m.

Proof. For simplicity, write

ψ̃E(m,j,ky)(kx, ky) = e−iEcj(kx,ky)gj(kx, ky) (4.22)

for cj , gj independent of E and cj(kx, ky) =
∫
E−1

j dkx. The Fourier coefficients of ψ̃ are“‹ψ(n) = ∫ 2π

0
e−inkxe−iEc(kx,ky)g(kx, ky)dkx. (4.23)

Note

e−inkx−iEc(kx,ky) =
i

n+ Ec′(kx, ky)

d

dkx
e−inkx−iEc(kx,ky)

and since n is negative and c′ = E−1
j is negative the denominator is nonzero, hence an integration

by parts gives “‹ψ(n) = ∫ 2π

0

−i
n+ Ec′(kx, ky)

einkx−iEc(kx,ky)g′(kx, ky)dkx

+

∫ 2π

0

−iEc′′(kx, ky)
(n+ Ec′(kx, ky))2

einkx−iEc(kx,ky)g(kx, ky)dkx.

Since n is negative, the signs align and |n + Ec′|−1 < (Ec′)−1. Hence we see the bound holds for
k = 1. Repeated integration by parts gives the bound in general.

Lemma 4.9. Let n be negative. Then |ψ̂E(n)| < CE−1 for C independent of E.
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Proof. Follows from Lemmas 4.6 and 4.8.

Lemma 4.10. The L2 norms ∥ψ(kx, ky, E)∥L2 are bounded below away from zero in E.

Proof. First see that
∥∥∥ψ̃E(m,j,ky)(kx, ky)

∥∥∥
L2

is independent of E, since the term with E is a pure

phase. Hence the result follows by Lemma 4.6.

We can now prove Lemma 4.7.

Proof. Suppose, for contradiction, that ψ(kx, ky, E) only had negative Fourier coefficients. By
Lemma 4.8, the Fourier coefficients of ψ(kx, ky, E) are O(E−1). Hence we can make the L2 norm
of ψ as small as we want. This contradicts Lemma 4.10.

Lemma 4.11. There are finitely many ky where the E(m, j, ky) intersect.

Proof. SinceH(kx, ky) is analytic, the E(m, j, ky) are analytic in ky and can only intersect at finitely
many points, or entirely overlap. Suppose then that E(m, j, ky) = E(k, ℓ, ky). Then rearranging,

2πm =

Ç∫
E−1

j dkx∫
E−1

k dkx

åÅ
2πn+ θk(ky) +

∫
E−1

k ⟨ψk|A|ψk⟩ dkx
ã
− θj(ky)−

∫
E−1

j ⟨ψj |A|ψj⟩ dkx.

Evaluate at ky = 2π and ky = 0 and subtract. By periodicity we are left withÇ∫
E−1

j dkx∫
E−1

k dkx

å
(θk(2π)− θk(0)) = (θj(2π)− θj(0)).

If Ej and Ek have different signs, then θj and θk have winding numbers of opposite sign. Otherwise
without loss of generality assume |Ej | < |Ek|. Then θj(2π)− θj(0) > θk(2π)− θk(0) and θj and θk
have different winding numbers. Hence E(m, j, ky) and E(k, ℓ, ky) cannot be the same.

With this, we can now prove Theorems 2.2 and 2.3.

Proof. Excise a neighborhood around the points where the E(m, j, ky) intersect. Then there exists
a C > 0 such that |E(m, j, ky) − E(k, ℓ, ky)| > C for all m, k, j, ℓ. As such Lemma 4.6 holds for
a C independent of ky for all ky besides those which have been excised. Thus by Lemma 4.7 the
asymptotic formula in Theorem 2.3 holds, for the ky not excised. By continuity of the spectrum in
ky, it must hold for all ky. This proves Theorem 2.3. Since all terms in the asymptotic formula are
periodic in ky besides the Berry phases, we compute the winding number as

wind(σ(‹Hedge(ky))) =
∑
Ej<0

wind(θj(ky))

=
1

2π

∑
Ej<0

(θj(2π)− θj(0))

= κ,

where κ is the Hall conductance, see Section 2. This proves Theorem 2.2.
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5 Numerical Experiments

We illustrate our results by calculating spectra flows of a discretization of ‹H in (3.1). We

denote the spectral Fourier discretization of ‹H by H. The main numerical challenge is finding
the correspondence between eigenpairs of the continuous operator ‹H and that of the discretized
operator H. This is complicated by the fact that H has spurious eigenvalues corresponding to
discretization errors due to not fully resolving high frequency modes. To overcome this difficulty,
we compute the eigenpairs using parallel transport (cf. Section 7 of [17]) following the approach of
[10]. There, they show that the parallel transport of an eigenpair can be computed by integrating

ψ′(k) = −(H(k)− E(k)I)†H ′(k)ψ(k)

E′(k) = ψ∗(k)H ′(k)ψ(k)

where I denotes the identity matrix and † denotes the Moore-Penrose pseudoinverse. We compute
an initial condition using the QR algorithm and then integrate the differential equation using a
fourth-order Runge-Kutta method.

The α = 1/3 Harper-Hofstadter model has two nontrivial Chern numbers, ±1, depicted in
Figure 1. As predicted by Theorem 2.3, with Chern number 1 we have one family of eigenvalues in
the positive spectrum of ‹Hedge(ky) and winding number 1, and two families of eigenvalues in the

positive spectrum of ‹Hedge(ky)
− and winding number −1, seen in Figure 3. Analogous statements

Figure 3: The spectrum of ‹H at EF = 1.5, sampled at 500 sites. The blue is the spectrum of ‹Hedge,

the green the spectrum of ‹H−
edge

hold for negative Chern number, seen in Figure 4. The dotted lines in the figures are the spurrious

Figure 4: The spectrum of ‹H at EF = −1.5, sampled at 500 sites. The blue is the spectrum of‹Hedge, the green the spectrum of ‹H−
edge

eigenvalues, which Figure 5 demonstrates.
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Figure 5: Parallel transport ignoring the dotted lines
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