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Abstract. We present here an extension of the Wang-Landau Monte Carlo
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distributions of several observables after a quantum quench for large systems,
whenever the relevant matrix elements are calculable, but the full exponential
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Ensemble fails to capture the long-time average of many-body operators when
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1. Introduction

A sudden quench of the Hamiltonian parameters is perhaps the simplest form of out-
of-equilibrium dynamics that a closed quantum system can experience. Experiments
with “virtually isolated” cold atomic species in optical lattices [I} 2] have transformed
this seemingly theoretical dream into a rich and lively stage. Several fundamental
issues of theoretical quantum statistical physics, like the onset of thermalization which
is generally expected to occur for a closed quantum system after a sudden quench
[B, [ 5], or the “breakdown of thermalization” [0 [7] expected when the system is
integrable or nearly integrable, are now of experimental relevance [§]. We refer the
reader to a recent review [J] for an extensive introduction to such non-equilibrium
quantum dynamics issues.

The issue we want to tackle in this paper is the following. Suppose you perform
a quantum quench of the Hamiltonian parameters, abruptly changing, at ¢t = 0, from
Hy — H. If |¥o) denotes the initial quantum state at t = 0, and |a) the eigenstates
of H with energy F,, the ensuing quantum dynamics would lead to averages for any
given operator A given by:

At) = (Dol A= W) = Y [cal Aaat D B =Bller, Ayaca (1)

« a'#a

where ¢ = (|) and Ay = (o/|Ala). The first (time-independent) term in the
previous expression dominates the long-time average of A(t), and is usually known as
diagonal average [5)

(A)p = |cal” Ana - 2)
«@

To calculate it, in principle, we should take the sum over all the (many-body)
eigenstates |a) of H — an exponentially large number of states —, calculating for
each of them the overlap ¢, and the associated diagonal matrix element A,,. Luckily,
</1>D can be calculated for many problems, notably those that can be reduced to
quadratic fermionic problems, by circumventing in one way or another exponentially
large sums: for instance, through a detour to time-dependent single-particle Green’s
function and the use of Wick’s theorem, see e.g. [I0,[11]. But suppose that you want
to know more than just the diagonal average <A>D, and pretend to have information
on the whole distribution of the values of A,, accessed after the quench [12] 3], i.e.,

po(A) = [cal” 6(A = Aaa) . (3)

[
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of which (A), is just the average: (A), = JdAps(A) A. Here there is, evidently, a
problem: knowing the distribution of A requires exploring the full many-body Hilbert
space, summing over the eigenstates |«), and this exhaustive enumeration would
restrict our calculations to exceedingly small sample sizes, although all information
on ¢, and A,, might in principle be easy to calculate, or in any case accessible, for
instance by just solving a one-body problem (hence, for much larger sizes). A similar
problem occurs in considering, for instance, the corresponding [f] generalized Gibbs
ensemble (GGE) average [14) [15], 16} 177, [I§]

o e M
(A)car = Z Y Aca s (4)
GGE

where A\, are Lagrange multipliers which constrain the mean value of each of the

constants of motion I,, to their t = 0 value, (¥o|l,|¥o) = Tr {pAGGEIAH}, Iy = (a|,|a),

Zscr 18 the GGE partition function, and pger = €~ Xy A“I“/ZGGE. Once again, for
“quadratic problems” this average is rather simply calculated in terms of single-particle
quantities, but the corresponding distribution
— S ALIS
pecs(4) = Y ——3(A ~ Aaa) (5)
a GGE
requires a difficult sum over the Hilbert space.

Concerning the issue of thermalization after a quantum quench, we might indeed
expect that, if the system is well described by a GGE ensemble, not only the mean
values of pp(A) and peas(A) are equal, ie., (A)p = [dApy(A)A = (A)an =
J dA paas(A)A, but also the two distributions should be closely related; at least this
is what a good statistical ensemble should do.

Quite generally, we might formulate the problem as follows: how can we obtain
information on weighted distributions (or density of states)

pu(A) =D wad(A - Aa), (6)

with positive weights w,, when both w, and A, are “easily calculated”, but the
sum over « runs over an exponentially large “configuration space”? As discussed
before, examples of this are the diagonal distribution, where w, = |c4|?, the GGE
distribution, where w, = e~ X Anly /Zser, but also the microcanonical distribution,
where w, is a window characteristic function for the microcanonical shells, etc. A
Monte Carlo algorithm to perform such exponentially large sums in configuration space
seems unavoidable. We stress that this is so even if one is considering quenches in
free-fermion models, where the relevant many-particle states |a) and matrix elements
are easy to write down and calculate. The alternative of using exact diagonalization
methods would put a strong limit on the size of the problem which can be studied.
In this paper we introduce a Monte Carlo method — obtained by a rather natural
extension of the Wang-Landau algorithm (WLA) [19] 20, 21] — which will allow us to
compute weighted distributions of the form of Eq. @ The Wang-Landau algorithm,

1 The generalized Gibbs ensemble is the relevant ensemble for quenches with quadratic fermionic
models, but a similar situation occurs for the usual statistical ensembles, i.e., microcanonical,
canonical and grand-canonical.

& For the GGE ensemble things might be worked out by an appropriate representation of the Dirac’s
delta, or by computing the moment generating function of pcgr(A). These tricks however would not
work, for instance, for the microcanonical distribution.
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proposed in 2001 by F. Wang and D.P. Landau, is a Monte Carlo method designed
to compute the density of states of a classical statistical mechanics problem. The
algorithm performs a non-Markovian random walk to build the density of states
by overcoming the prohibitively long time scales typically encountered near phase
transitions or at low temperatures. Besides the classical Ising and Potts models
studied in the original papers [19] 20, 21], the method has been applied to the solution
of numerical integrals [22], folding of proteins [23] and many other problems.

Here is the plan of the paper. In Sec. [2]we show how the WLA can be extended to
compute weighted density of states. In Sec. |3| we show how the weighted-WLA can be
used to compute distributions related to quantum quenches with quadratic fermionic
models. Finally, Sec. [] contains a summary and future perspectives.

2. Weighted Wang-Landau algorithm

Let us consider a system with a discrete configuration space, where configurations can
be labeled with an index «. Given a physical observable A, we define its weighted
(coarse-grained) density of states:

Pw(A) = Z wa(SAAa ) (7)

with w, a positive weight. Here d44, is a Kronecker delta, or, if the possible values
of A, are too dense to keep them all, a suitable histogram-window-function coarse-
graining of the Dirac’s delta. When w, = 1, we recover the usual density of states
p(A), and the WLA can be used to estimate it [19] 20, 21]. We will now show that,
by properly modifying the WLA, we can compute py(A) for generic w,s.

To understand the gist of the approach, consider a generic positive function py,(A)
— which is our best guess for the desired py,(A4) —, and set up a Markov chain random
walk in which, given a state «, a new state o’ is generated with a trial probability
T(o/|ar), which we will take to be symmetric, T(a/|a)) = T'(a|a), and accepted with
probability:
War pw(Aa) T(ala’) (8)
Wa pw(Aar) T(/|)
With this standard Metropolis Monte Carlo prescription, we know that, after an

initial transient, we will visit the configurations a with an equilibrium distribution
PS4 fulfilling the detailed balance condition and given by:

R(a/|a) = Min |1,

Yo
Pw(Aa)
where C' is a normalization constant. As in the WLA [19], while the random walk

goes on, we collect a histogram h(A), updating h(A,) — h(A,) + 1 at each visited
state a.. At equilibrium, after N, steps, the “mean” histogram will then be given by:
Wa

pw(4)
h(A) = Ns » P9644, = NsC —————d44, = N,C = . (9
(=N3> 2 A pud)
Exactly as for the WLA [19], if our guess for py(A) is a good approximation to py (A),
the histogram h(A) will be “almost flat” (see below). Obviously, during the random
walk, together with the histogram h(A) we also update our guessed py(A). Therefore,
closely inspired by the WLA [I9], we propose the following algorithm:

P =C




CONTENTS 5

(0) Fix a modification factor f > 1, and set In py(A) = 0 and h(A) = 0 for all values
of A;

(1) Start the Monte Carlo procedure using Eq. and update at each step the
histogram and the weighted density of states with the rules h(Ay) — h(As) +1
and In py (Ay) — Inpy(As) + In f;

(2) Stop the random walk when h(A) is “almost flat” (for instance [I9], when
h(A) > 0.8h for all values of A, where h is the mean histogram value). For the
previous observations, at the end of this step In py,(A4) is a good approximation to
In py (A) with a discrepancy of order In f;

(3) Reduce the value of f — +/f, reset h(A) = 0 and restart the procedure from step
(1) using the py(A) just obtained. Stop this loop when In f is smaller than the
desired discrepancy e.

A similar extension of the WLA has been already been introduced for the particular
case in which w, is the Boltzmann distribution, with the aim of computing the free
energy profile as a function of a reaction coordinate [24] 25]. In the present paper, we
will use this algorithm to compute distributions where the weights are not Boltzmann-
like, but rather associated to quantum quenches.

Let us return for a moment to the original WLA. A first trivial observation is
that, as it should be, the weighted-WLA with w, = 1/N coincides with the WLA. In
many situations, when the size of the configuration space is too big and the density of
states ranges over too many orders of magnitude, it is convenient, in computing p(A),

to run many WLA over small domains AX) = [Agn,AI(fl)ax]. But then the update
rule of the standard WLA has to be changed to avoid that, during the random walk,
A, leaves the domain AX). This trick was already used in the first papers by Wang
and Landau, when dealing with the largest sizes [19]. To avoid leaks from AS)7 the
empirical solution was to reject any proposal to states o with A, ¢ AEZ), without
any update of p(A) and h(A). With this prescription, however, there are “boundary
effects”, actually a systematic underestimation of the density of states at the borders
of the intervals [26]. Schulz et al. [26] showed phenomenologically that such boundary
effects are eliminated by using the rather obvious update rule: given a proposal o, if
Ag is outside the interval we remain in o and we update h(A) and In 5(A) using the
state a, otherwise we accept o’ with the usual rule. This update rule is just what is
obtained, rigorously, by using our weighted-WLA. Indeed, the density of states in a
restricted range AX) is proportional to a weighted density of states in which w, = 1

when A, € Afj), and zero otherwise. With these weights, the update rule of our
weighted-WLA is exactly the one obtained phenomenologically by Schulz et al. [26].

3. Quantum quenches

In this section we come back to the initial problem of computing the distributions
po(A) and pger(A) related to quantum quenches. We will show that with the
weighted-WLA we can compute these distributions for sizes inaccessible with an
exhaustive enumeration.

We concentrate on quantum quenches in two models possessing a free fermionic
description. The first model we considered is the fermionic Anderson model with
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disorder in the local potential:

L L
ffA = —tz (é;»éj_;,_l + hC) + Z hj A;éj y (10)
Jj=1 j=1
where é;r (¢;) creates (destroys) a fermion at site j, t is the nearest-neighbor hopping

integral and h; is an uncorrelated on-site random potential uniformly distributed
in the range [-W/2,W/2]. We assume periodic boundary conditions. It has been
mathematically proven [27] that, for Hamiltonians like Hy and in presence of any
W > 0, all the single-particle eigenstates of Hy are exponentially localized. The
second model we considered still describes spinless fermions hopping on a chain, but
now the hopping is long-ranged [28§]:

i =t (e ¢y, +hec), (11)
JiJz
where t;,;, is a (real) hopping integral between sites j; and jo. We will take the t;,;,’s
to be random and long-ranged, with a Gaussian distribution of zero mean, (¢;,;,) =0,
and variance given by:

1
2 —
<t]1j2> - |j1—j2| 27 °
14 (Lg2)

Here ~ is a real positive parameter setting how fast the hoppings’ variance decays
with distance. Notice that, for j; = j2, we have (t?1j2> = 1 for any ~, hence the
model has also on-site Gaussian disorder; by increasing the distance between the two
sites |j1 — jz|, the variance of the hopping integral decreases with a power law. The
peculiarity of this long-range-hopping model is that, although being one-dimensional
and regardless of the value of 5 (which hereafter is fixed to 1), it has an Anderson
transition from (metallic) extended eigenstates, for v < 1, to (insulating) power-law
localized eigenstates for v > 1 [28, 29] [30]. Physically, this is due to the fact that,
for small -, long-range hoppings are capable of overcoming the localization due to
disorder. Having access, in the same model, to physical situations in which the final
eigenstates are extended (y < 1) or localized (v > 1) will clearly show the role that
spatial localization plays in disrupting the ability of the GGE to describe the after-
quench dynamics. Physically, spatial localization prevents the different “modes” of
the system from having an infinite reservoir.

For the considered quenches, we use as initial Hamiltonian H, the clean chain
with W = 0 and the same boundary conditions of the final Hamiltonian, i.e., periodic
boundary conditions when quenching to Hyx and open boundary conditions when
quenching to Hyp. The corresponding initial state |¥g) will be the filled Fermi sea,
i.e., the ground state of Hy with Ng = L/2, where N is the number of fermions. The
reason behind this simple choice for Hy is that the “stationary state” reached does not
depend, qualitatively, on the initial Hamiltonian being ordered or not, see Ref. [10].
The final Hamiltonian will be the Anderson model Hx with W = 2, or the long-range
hopping chain Hy,, with v = 0.5 or 2. In all cases the particle number is a constant of
motion, therefore Np = L/2 for any time ¢ > 0. To get a smoother size dependence
of the computed quantities, the smaller size realizations are obtained by cutting an
equal amount of sites at the two edges of the largest realization.

(12)
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The two Hamiltonians, being quadratic in the fermion operators, can be
diagonalized for any chain of size L in terms of new fermionic operators

L
df, =Y ujuel (13)
j=1

where u;,, are the wave functions of the eigenmodes of energy e, fIA/lrh = Eu GMJLJM.
The energies ¢, and the associated wave functions u;,, are obtained, for any given
disorder realization of a chain of size L by numerically diagonalizing the L x L one-
body hopping matrix.

Given an observable /1, consider the two distributions introduced before:

po(4) = leal’8(A = Ana) (14)
) e~ 2 Auny
pecn(A) = Y ﬂam — Aua) (15)

where §(x) is the Dirac’s delta, {|a)} are the many-body eigenstates of H, Ang =
<a|fl|ﬁ>, ca = (a|¥p), and nf; = 0,1 is the occupation of the single-particle eigenstate
w in the many-body eigenstate |a). These functions give the weighted distributions of
Agyq in the diagonal and GGE ensembles.

Let us discuss a few technical details on the implementation we made, before
discussing the physics emerging from our calculations. Notice that the sum over «
is effectively restricted to the canonical Hilbert space Hy with a fixed number of
particles N = Np in the diagonal ensemble, since ¢, = (a|¥o) = 0 if N, # Np.
No such restriction is in principle present in the GGE case, where the sum over «
runs over the grand-canonical Hilbert space. By definition, the distributions are such
that (A)p = [App(A)dA and (A)eer = [dApeas(A)A, where the integration is
over the domain of A,,. As customary in any numerical finite-size study, one really
needs to consider a coarse-grained version of these distributions, obtained by splitting
the domain of A into small intervals A® of amplitude A. Such a coarse-grained
distribution has exactly the form of a weighted density of states, see Eq. @, with
Wa = |cal? /A in the diagonal case, and wa = e~ 26 2"k /(A Zges) in the GGE case.
The configuration space {|a)} (i.e., the canonical Hilbert space Hy for the diagonal
distribution and the full Hilbert space for the GGE) over which the two weighted
distributions are defined is discrete and grows exponentially with the system size.
The weighted-WLA is therefore the appropriate tool for the numerical computation
of pp(A) and peer(A). The eigenstates |«) which appear in the definition of py(A)
have a fixed number of fermions Nr (the same of the initial state), while in pgar(A)
the number of particles can change. In the weighted-WLA, for the diagonal ensemble,
we use therefore a “particle conserving” proposal scheme: given a state |a), the state
|a’) is given by moving at random a fermion in one of the unoccupied single-particle
eigenstates. In this case, the ratio w, /w, which appears in Eq. (8], is equal to:

2
War |Ca"

Wa  eal®

where the coefficient |c,|? is the square of the determinant of a Ng x Np matrix (see
[31, App. D] for the explicit expression of |c,|?). For the GGE case, instead, we do
not have restrictions on the number of fermions and, given a state |a), we generate a
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state |a') by changing the occupation of a randomly selected single-particle eigenstate
. In this case:
Wa! _ A
Wey

)

where the + (—) sign appears when the mode p is initially occupied (empty) Let us
recall that the Lagrange’s multipliers A, are obtained by requiring <\I/0|d dlt\\IJ()) =

(d#du>GGE. This condition, written explicitly, reads:

1
M = 5—1, (16)
0 0
>, 8 |t

where u° and u are L x L matrices whose elements U?V and u;, are the single-particle

wavefunctions of the initial Hamiltonian Hy and the final one H, and nd = 0,1 is
the occupation of the vth eigenstate of Hy in the initial state. The difference in the
computational effort on computing the ratio ws /w, in the two ensembles is evident:
in the diagonal case at each step we have to compute the determinant of a Ng x Ng
matrix, while in the GGE we have just to recover the value of e (they can be
computed and stored before the Monte Carlo calculation because their number is L).
Here we will show results for sizes up to L = 256, where both py(A) and pgar(A)
can be computed and compared. (For the GGE ensemble, we could reach L = 1024
without problem.) In the numerical computations we used a minimum value of the
WL parameter € = In fi,;, = 1076, and we split the domain of A in L bins. Notice
that the domain of A in pggr(A) is always larger than the domain of p,(A) because,
in the GGE, the many-body eigenstates do not have a restriction on the number Ng
of fermions.

In the next two subsections we show the results obtained with the weighted-
WLA for the calculation of pp(A) and peer(A) for two observables, the total energy
and the local density. The physical picture emerging from the calculation of the full
distribution function of the after-quench energy and local-density confirms and extends
the results discussed in Ref. [10, [II]. In particular, we find clear differences between
the diagonal and GGE distributions, even at the level of the variances, whenever a
disorder-induced spatial localization is at play in the after-quench Hamiltonian.

3.1. Probability distributions of the energy

The first observable we consider is the total energy: Here A, — E, = Zu e#nzﬂ

where nj; = <a\dLaAl#|a> = 0,1 are the single-particle occupations of the eigenstate
|a). In Fig. [1] we show the distributions In[py(E)]/L and In[pces(E)]/L, computed
for L = 128 and L = 256, for the three cases we have studied, i.e., quenches from an
initially ordered half-filled chain H, towards: 1) a long-range hopping Hamiltonian
Hy,, with extended eigenstates (v = 0.5, top), 2) Hy,y, with localized eigenstates
(v = 2, center), and 3) an Anderson Hamiltonian H, with a disorder width W = 2
(bottom). Observe, first, that the distributions p,(E) and pgee(E) shown in Fig.
have identical average (denoted by a solid vertical line)

D = /dE/JD E /dEpGGE = <H>GGE .

This result comes directly from the fact that the energy does not fluctuate in time
(i.e., the diagonal energy coincides with the average energy (Uo|H|¥y)) and GGE
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Figure 1. Value of In[pp (E)]/L and In[pccr(E)]/L computed with the weighted-
WLA. The gray curves are obtained with L = 128, while the black ones with
L = 256. The solid vertical lines are the average energy after the quench, i.e.
(Wo|H|Wo), for L = 256. The three panels are obtained starting from the ground
states of clean chains and quenching to different disordered Hamiltonians: panel
(a) long-range hopping with v = 0.5 (extended eigenstates), panel (b) long-range
hopping with v = 2 (localized eigenstates) and panel (c¢) Anderson model with
W = 2. For the computations we used a single disorder realization and, to get a
smoother size dependence, the smaller size realization is obtained by cutting an
equal amount of sites at the two edges of the larger realization. These distributions
are obtained for a single realization of the couplings, but we verified that, for large
sizes, the results are self-averaging.

fixes the occupation of the fermionic eigenstates in such a way as to exactly reproduce
<\Ilo\fl |To). The form of the two distributions, however, differs considerably, most
notably at the extremes of the spectrum, and for the Anderson model case. Let us
now consider the fluctuations of the energies in both distributions. In the diagonal
ensemble the variance is:

T = [ AEpo(E) E? = ()} = (E)0 — ()} (1)
where the expression on the right-hand side holds only for the Hamiltonian (it would

not apply to arbitrary operators, because (Aqq)? # (|A2|a)). An entirely similar
expression applies to the GGE case. Since the energy is an extensive operator, it is
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reasonable to ask what happens to the ﬂuctuations in the energy-per-site e = E/L,
which are simply given by o7 , = 0%, ,/L?, and 02 ., = 0% /L. On pretty general
grounds for quenches of local non- mtegrable Hamlltonlans it is known [12] [13] that

—> 0 in the thermodynamic limit, L — oco. Indeed, as shown in Fig. I both o2
and Ue oan decrease to 0 for L — oo for the three considered cases. For our quadratlc
problems, however, we can say a bit more. First of all, from the explicit expression in
Eq. after very simple algebra (mainly using Wick’s theorem), we arrive at:

Ue GGE — L2 Ze 1 - ng) ) (18)
Ug,D = Uz GGE L2 Z €pa o |Gu1u2| ) (19)
H1FEp2
where G}, ,, = <\Ilo|d ci#2|\llo> is the ¢ = 0 one-body Green’s function. The off-
diagonal elements of Ggl 4, Play here an important role, and the second term in 02

originates from the fact that, by definition, GGE does not include correlations between
different eigen-modes, i.e., (d du2>cc1~: =0, when p1 # po.

K1

100 ’ ’ r
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Figure 2. Variances 07, = o3, ,/L? (empty circles) and 07 qop = 0% qar/L

(solid triangles) as a function of the size L. The data are obtained using the same
set of quenches used in Fig. and the values are computed using Eqgs. . Error
bars are calculated by averaging over 20 different realizations of the disorder.
The dashed lines are power law fits 02 ~ L~5, where s ~ 1 for the Anderson
case, while, for the quench to leh, s ~ 0.82 when v = 0.5, and s =~ 0.95 when
v = 2. Notice the observable difference between GZ,D and Gz,GGE when the final
eigenstates are localized.

Let us first consider the Anderson model case. Assuming, as done so far, a
bounded distribution of disorder, we are guaranteed that a finite bound €,y exists
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such that ‘€M| < €max for any L. With this assumption, it is easy show that ae cap has
to go to zero at least as 1/L for L — co. Indeed, the occupation factors appearing in
o? are such that 0 < no (1 — no) < 1/4. Hence:

e,GGE

2
02 can < maxzn (1-n)) < Z‘ZX. (20)

The same statement can be made for o2, because the difference between the two

variances has a similar upper bound:

e,D’

2
€n;
|Ug,D_U€GGE‘ 2 E |6M1||€H2“G/A1u2| — ng z: |GM1H2’ — HEX7 (21)
1A P2 H1F 2

Where we used that ZMW |Gu1u2| = Np < L. Nevertheless, although both o2 and

02 cep 80 to 0 as 1/L for the Anderson model, they do so with a different pre- factor
see Fig. |2/ and comments below.

For the quenches to fIlrh, a bound €y, for the single-particle spectrum is in
principle not defined: one can think of rare realizations in which the hopping is large at
arbitrarily large distances, which Would give an unbounded distribution of eigenvalues

. Indeed, the behavior of both 0(, , and o? can Suggest, see Fig. 2} that the power-
law approach to 0 might be slower than 1/L,ie.,as L% with s < 1 (we find s =~ 0.82
for the case v = 0.5 and s & 0.95 for v = 2). While this might be a finite-size artifact,
we find it intriguing that such deviations are quite clearly seen for quenches to Hin:
they might be due to the power-law nature of the hopping integral variance.

Concerning the similarity between o2, and o7 we observe that the two

e,GGE?
essentially coincide for the case of a quench to leh with extended eigenstates, while
there is a small discrepancy for the quench to ﬁlrh with localized eigenstates, and
a quite clear different pre-factor in the Anderson model case, 02, ~ Cp/L and
o? ~ Cgaar/L with Ceer < Cp. This different pre-factor Can be understood by

e,GGE
analyzmg the term Zu L €1 Epia |Gmuz |2 which appears in Eq. . In Flg I, panel
(b), we show the structure of the matrix |GY, L |2 for the three quench cases. We divide
this matrix into four sectors, one for each sign of the single-particle energies ¢,, and
€u,: in two of these quadrants the product €,,€,, is positive (top-right and bottom-
left), and in the others is negative. For quenches to Hy,y, this matrix is almost equally
distributed in all the four sectors: the sum 3, € €, ‘Gmuz |2 has cancellations,

leading to o? = UZ,D for large sizes. For quenches to H A, on the contrary, the

€,GGE
matrix |Gu1uz | is mainly concentrated in the sectors in which €, €,, < 0, leading to
2
o

e,GGE < JS,D

Finally, let us comment on one aspect of the distributions shown in Fig. [I| which
can be easily understood from the single-particle occupations shown in Fig. [3] We see
that, when the after-quench Hamiltonian is the Anderson model, p,, (E) has both mode
(i.e., maximum value) and average very close to the ground state energy: the quench
excites mostly the low-energy part of the many-body spectrum. On the contrary, for
both the quenches towards leh, mode and average are almost in the middle of the
many-body spectrum; there, indeed, the quench is more dramatic: we are going from
the ground state of a chain with nearest-neighbor hopping to a dibordered chain with
long-range hopping. This is evident by looking at the occupations n = <\Ilo|dtcz,t|\110>
as a function of the single-particle energy ¢, shown in Fig. (3| panel ( ). By definition,
only the eigenstates of Hy with €2 < 0 are occupied in |¥g). The quench to Hy only
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Figure 3. Panel (a): occupations nﬁ = <‘1’0|dALdAM|‘1/0> as a function of the

single-particle energy €. Panel (b): representation of the matrix |G21#2 |2. For

the diagonal and off-diagonal elements we add a black pixel when the value exceeds
their mean value. For the diagonal elements the mean value is z = Zu(ng)Q/L
while for the off-diagonal elements the mean value is (Ng — xzL)/L(L — 1), where
Np is the number of fermions in the initial state, and we used the relation
2 s \Gﬂwz |2 = Ng (see [3I, App. D]). The vertical and horizontal lines
indicate the indexes at which the single-particle energies €,, and €, change sign,
and the signs shown in the four quadrants are those of the product €, €,,. For
the two panels we used L = 256 and the same quenches used in Fig. [[]and Fig.

slightly modifies the initial occupations: ng, apart for fluctuations due to disorder, goes

smoothly from 1, in the lower part of the single-particle spectrum, to 0, in the highest
part of the spectrum. On the contrary, for the quenches towards fflrh, the single-
particle spectrum is entirely excited, both the positive and the negative energy part.
This explains why, for these quenches, the after-quench energy <\I/0|I:I |To) = u eung
is near the center of the many-body spectrum.

3.2. Probability distributions of the local density

Let us now consider the local density n; = é;éj, perhaps the simplest one-body
observable. For definiteness, we concentrate on j = L/2, the center of the chain.
It is important to stress that we are going to consider the fluctuations of 7i; before any
possible average over the sites j: averaging over the sites j an intensive local operator
would effectively send to zero the fluctuations in the thermodynamic limit [I3], while
we will show that, for a fixed j, finite fluctuations survive in the thermodynamic limit
when the eigenstates are localized, due to disorder.

The diagonal and GGE distributions py,(n) and peer(n) are now constructed using
the matrix elements nao = {(afiyla) = 32, |uju|*ng, where n% = 0,1 are, as before,
the single-particle occupations of the eigenstate |«). In Fig. We plot In[pp(n)] and
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In[pgar(n)], computed for the three quenches discussed before. The case of a quench
to Hy, with v = 2.0 (localized eigenstates) is quite peculiar. The values that n can
assume is actually split in two separated domains, one just above n = 0 and one just
below n = 1, and the mean value is exactly in the middle, where no values of ngq
happen to fall. This is due to the strong spatial localization of the eigenstates. As we
show in Fig. [5] at fixed j, the value of |u;,|? is strongly localized in a single eigenstate
fi. This implies that the value nao = 3_, |ujn|*ng has a strong jump when we move
from a state |a) in which n§ = 0, to the state [a) in which n§ = 1. For the quench
to Ha, with W = 2, the localization is not strong enough to produce such a gap: we
however expect this to happen for larger values of the disorder amplitude W.

T O
o -
_'-:1 -0.2¢ s / .
= S —Diagonal
= |/ --GGE
= 0.4 - .
= - Hy—H,, (v=0.5, ext.)\|
0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
W)
Jr
=
w4
& . .
0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
+ N
[ 1l
£ A !
0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
n
Figure 4. Distributions of the local density #; at the center of the chain,

j = L/2, for the diagonal ensemble and the GGE, and for L = 256 (black curves)
or L = 128 (gray curves). In panel (a), we plot In[pp(n)]/L and In[pggr(n)]/L,
while in panels (b) and (¢) In[pp(n)] and In[pccr(n)]. The vertical lines are the
diagonal and GGE average of 7, which coincide for the local density. The three
panels are obtained using the same quenches of Fig.

Since n; is a one-body operator, the diagonal and GGE averages coincide [11],
and therefore, the mean value of the two distributions is the same:

Janpatmyn= [dnpecutnyn.
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Figure 5. Squared single-particle wavefunction \uj#\Q as a function of the
eigenstates index p, at fixed site j = L/2. We have taken L = 256 and the
three panels are obtained using the same quenches of Fig.
We also note that, for this observable, 7" = n; for any positive integer m, and

therefore (2"), = (2]")cee. However, this does not allow us to conclude that the two
distributions pp(n) and pger(n) coincide, since, unlike the case of the total energy, we
have that, for instance:

/dnpD/GGE( )7’L # ( >D/GGE :

The variance of the two distributions can be computed by exploiting again Wick’s
theorem. We ﬁnd that:

n GGE Z |U'JM| 1 -n ) (22)

0721,13 = J?L,GGE - Z |u],u1‘ ‘UJ#2| |G#1#2|2 : (23)
H1FH2

In Fig. |§| we plot 07 .., and o7, as a function of size. We see that, in both
ensembles, the variances vanish as 1/L when quenching to Hyp, with ~v = 0.5 (extended
eigenstates) while they are finite when quenching to Hy and to Hyy, with v =2, ie.,
when the final Hamiltonian has localized eigenstates. These results agree with the
findings of Ref. [32], who show that, for large L, the variance of few-body intensive
(but not site-averaged) observables remains finite both in the microcanonical ensemble
and in the diagonal ensemble for the Aubry-André model.
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From the equation for O’?L,GGE’ we see that it is related to an inverse participation

ratio (IPR): the sum is over the eigenstates u, each u weighted with the corresponding
occupation factor 0 < ng (1 - ng) < 1/4 depending on the initial state. It is therefore
easy to realize that:

1 4 IPR,;
07217GGE < 4 Z |ujM| = 4 < (24)
m

where the last equality defines the IPR at fixed site j. This shows that, whenever the
IPR goes to zero, i.e., when the final Hamiltonian has delocalized eigenstates, a,%’GGE
goes to zero as well. For a final Hamiltonian with localized eigenstates we have instead
the opposite: there is at least one eigenstate [ localized around j, and therefore there
is a single-particle wavefunction u;; which does not vanish in the thermodynamic
limit; if the initial occupation n% of this eigenstate is such that 0 < n% < 1, then
U?LGGE remain finite in the thermodynamic limit.
Concerning UTQL’D, Eq. can be rewritten as:

0721,D = U?L,GGE - 6]23 ) (25)
where (5J2-j denotes the mean squared time-fluctuations of the single-particle Green’s
function G, ;, (¢) [10]:

1t 2

5J21j2 = tllgloZ/O dt’ |5Gj1jz (t/)| ) (26)

0Gj, 5, (t) = G}, (t) — Gj,;, being the time fluctuation with respect to the long-time

average G, j,. Physically, (5]2-j is the averaged long-time fluctuation of the local density

n; = é;ré] In Refs. [10, 11] we have shown that if the final Hamiltonian has extended

eigenstates, then 532»j ~ 1/L for large sizes, while 5]2j remains finite when the final

Hamiltonian has localized eigenstates. This explains all the features shown in Fig. []

in particular the clear difference between o7 , and 07, ., in all cases.

4. Summary and conclusions

In this paper we have introduced a Monte Carlo method — obtained by a rather
natural extension of the Wang-Landau algorithm [19, 20, 2I] — which allows to

compute quite general weighted distribution functions of the form relevant to quantum
quenches, see Eq. @ We have used this approach to analyze quantum quenches
for free-fermion Hamiltonians in presence of disorder. For these systems, thanks to
Wick’s theorem, after-quench expectation values and time averages require a modest
computational effort, proportional to a power-law of the size L [11]. However, the
calculation of full probability distributions — like the diagonal ensemble distribution
pp(A), Eq. , or the GGE one pgcgr(A4), Eq. — would still require a sum over
an exponential number of terms, hence unfeasible beyond very small sizes.

Although quadratic, hence with an extensive number of conserved quantities,
these free-fermion problems are not described by the GGE ensemble whenever the
disorder is such that the after-quench eigenstates are localized. More precisely, while
the GGE ensemble is known to correctly capture the long-time average of any one-
body operator, almost “by construction” [11], it does not capture correlations induced
by the spatial localization of the eigenstates. Our study further explored this issue
by explicitly calculating and comparing the full probability distributions of both the
energy and the local density in the two relevant ensembles.
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Figure 6. Plot of the variances ¢ 1, (circles) and 02 o, (triangles) as a function
of size. The data are obtained using the same set of quenches used in Fig. |Z| and
the values are computed using Eq. . Error bars are calculated by averaging
over 20 different realizations of the disorder. The dashed lines are power-law fits
02 ~ L%, where s ~ 1 in both cases.

Concerning the energy, we have explicitly verified that the form of the two
distributions for the diagonal and GGE ensembles differs considerably, most notably
at the extremes of the spectrum, and for the Anderson model case. More in detail,
we have verified that, regardless of the final Hamiltonian, the averaged fluctuations of
the energy-per-site, [UEDLV and [O’iGGE] 0 80 to zero in the thermodynamic limit,
see Fig. 2| in agreement with the general analysis of Refs. [12] [13]. Nevertheless, we
find that there is a clearly detectable difference in the two variances when the final
Hamiltonian has localized eigenstates.

In addition to the energy, we studied the local density distributions. For this
observable, it was already known that, even in presence of disorder and localization,
the GGE expectation value coincides with the diagonal average [I1], a property true,
more generally, for any one-body operator [I1]. Our numerical results confirm that
even if the averages of pp(n) and pgar(n) coincide, the two distributions are different
when localization is present, with clearly detectable differences already at the level
of the variance, see Fig. @ 07 cop and o7 differ by a quantity which represents
the averaged long-time fluctuations of the local density [I0) [I1], which remain finite
whenever the final Hamiltonian has localized eigenstates.

Other many-body operators, like density-density correlations, might be analyzed
in a similar way. Here, even the average values are not in general well described by the
GGE distribution whenever localization is at play [I1]: we expect, once again, clearly
visible discrepancies between the diagonal and GGE distributions in such cases.

In conclusion, as explained above, the weighted-WLA we have presented
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circumvents the difficulty associated to the exponentially large Hilbert space to be
visited, even when the relevant ingredients entering the distribution — matrix elements
and overlap between states — can be calculated quite effectively. In principle, the
applicability of the method is not limited to “quadratic fermion problems” of the
type we have considered in the paper: If, by Bethe Ansatz, or any other exact
technique or even by a suitable quantum Monte Carlo approach, one would be able to
calculate matrix elements and overlaps, the method we have illustrated would provide
an effective Monte Carlo sampling of the relevant distribution functions.
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