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Abstract

We study the fluctuations of eigenstate expectation values in a microcanonical en-
semble. Assuming the eigenstate thermalization hypothesis, an analytical formula for
the finite-size scaling of the fluctuations is derived. The same problem was studied by
Beugeling et al. [Phys. Rev. E 89, 042112 (2014)]. We compare our results with theirs.

1 Introduction

The eigenstate thermalization hypothesis (ETH) [5, 14, 13, 4, 6] is a sufficient condition for
the emergence of statistical mechanics from the unitary evolution of isolated quantum many-
body systems. It states that eigenstates that are close in energy have similar local expectation
values, i.e., the fluctuations of eigenstate expectation values (EEV) in a microcanonical
ensemble vanish in the thermodynamic limit.

What is the asymptotic behavior of EEV fluctuations as the system size diverges? The
answer to this question depends on how EEV fluctuations are defined. Assuming the ETH, we
rigorously derive an analytical formula for the finite-size scaling of some definitions (including
the one in Ref. [2]) of EEV fluctuations.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 sets the stage and introduces some
definitions of EEV fluctuations. Section 3 presents the main results. Section 4 compares our
results with those of Beugeling et al. [2] for the same problem. The main text of this paper
should be easy to read, for most of the technical details are deferred to Appendix A.

2 Definitions

Throughout this paper, standard asymptotic notations are used extensively. Let f, g : R+ →
R+ be two functions. One writes f(x) = O(g(x)) if and only if there exist constantsM,x0 > 0
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such that f(x) ≤ Mg(x) for all x > x0; f(x) = Ω(g(x)) if and only if there exist constants
M,x0 > 0 such that f(x) ≥ Mg(x) for all x > x0; f(x) = Θ(g(x)) if and only if there exist
constants M1,M2, x0 > 0 such that M1g(x) ≤ f(x) ≤ M2g(x) for all x > x0.

Consider a system of N spins on a hypercubic lattice in D = Θ(1) spatial dimensions,
where each lattice site has a spin. The dimension of the Hilbert space is d = dNloc, where
dloc = Θ(1) is the local dimension of each spin. The system is governed by a (not necessarily
translationally invariant) local Hamiltonian H =

∑

i Hi. The sum is over Θ(N) lattice sites.
Each term Hi has operator norm ‖Hi‖ = Θ(1) and is supported in a small neighborhood of
site i. Assume without loss of generality that trHi = 0 (traceless) so that the mean energy
of H is trH/d = 0.

Let {|j〉}dj=1 be a complete set of eigenstates of H with corresponding energies {Ej}. Let
J := {j : −Nδ1 ≤ Ej ≤ Nδ2} be a microcanonical ensemble in the middle of the energy
spectrum, where δ1, δ2 = Θ(1) are arbitrary positive constants. Let A be a traceless local
operator with ‖A‖ = 1, and Ajj := 〈j|A|j〉 be the EEV so that

∑d
j=1Ajj = trA = 0.

In this paper, we consider three definitions of EEV fluctuations. The first

∆A :=
1

d

d
∑

j=1

|Ajj|2 (1)

is simply the variance of Ajj in all eigenstates. The second

∆AJ :=
1

|J |
∑

j∈J

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

Ajj −
1

|J |
∑

k∈J

Akk

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

=
1

|J |
∑

j∈J

|Ajj|2 −
1

|J |2

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∑

j∈J

Ajj

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

(2)

is the variance of Ajj in J . The third definition [2] is slightly more complicated. Let
Kj = {k : |Ej −Ek| ≤ Nδ3}, where δ3 = Θ(1) is an arbitrary positive constant. Let

∆′AJ :=
1

|J |
∑

j∈J
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. (3)

3 Results

In the thermodynamic limit N → +∞, the fluctuations ∆AJ ,∆
′AJ depend weakly on the

hyperparameters δ1, δ2, δ3, and are approximately equal to ∆A up to exponentially small
additive errors.

Lemma 1. For any traceless local operator A with ‖A‖ = 1,

|∆AJ −∆A| = e−Ω(N), (4)

|∆′AJ −∆A| = e−Ω(N). (5)

Proof. See Appendix A.1.

It suffices to assume the ETH for eigenstates in the middle of the energy spectrum.
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Assumption 1 (eigenstate thermalization hypothesis in the middle of the spectrum [9, 8]).
Let ǫ be an arbitrarily small positive constant. For any traceless local operator A with
‖A‖ = 1, there is a function fA : [−ǫ, ǫ] → {z ∈ C : |z| ≤ 1} such that

|Ajj − fA(Ej/N)| ≤ 1/poly(N) (6)

for all j with |Ej| ≤ Nǫ, where poly(N) denotes a polynomial of sufficiently high degree in
N . We assume that fA(x) is smooth in the sense of having a Taylor expansion to some low
order around x = 0.

It was proposed analytically [15] and supported by numerical simulations [11] that the
right-hand side of (6) can be improved to e−Ω(N). For our purposes, however, a (much
weaker) inverse polynomial upper bound suffices.

Lemma 2. For a traceless local operator A with ‖A‖ = 1, Assumption 1 implies that

∆A =
| tr(HA)|2
d tr(H2)

+O(1/N2). (7)

For a generic A, tr(HA) is nonzero, and hence the first term on the right-hand side of
Eq. (7) is Θ(1/N) (see Eq. (10)).

Lemma 2 appears in Refs. [9, 12], neither of which has rigorously bounded the approxi-
mation error in the derivation of Eq. (7). In Appendix A.2, we follow Ref. [9] and present
a complete proof of Lemma 2 with rigorous error analysis.

Combining Lemmas 1 and 2, we obtain

Theorem 1. For a traceless local operator A with ‖A‖ = 1, Assumption 1 implies that

∆AJ =
| tr(HA)|2
d tr(H2)

+O(1/N2), ∆′AJ =
| tr(HA)|2
d tr(H2)

+O(1/N2). (8)

4 Discussion

The finite-size scaling of the EEV fluctuation ∆′AJ was studied by Beugeling et al. [2].
For δ3 = 0.025 and J being the middle 20% of the spectral range, they presented numerical
evidence that ∆′AJ scales as d−1/2 = e−Θ(N) in generic non-integrable systems, where d is the
dimension of the Hilbert space. Furthermore, a heuristic “typicality argument” was provided
to explain the d−1/2 behavior. This result is different from ours. Recall that Eq. (8) states
that for a generic A, ∆′AJ scales as Θ(1/N).

In fact, the typicality argument has already been proved to be problematic in a different
but related setting [7]. Using the equivalence of ∆AJ and ∆′AJ (Lemma 1), the proof can be
extended to the quantity ∆′AJ . This requires some amount of work, and we will not present
the extension here.

For a constant δ3 and J being the middle 10% of the spectral range, Sugimoto et al. [16]
found numerically that

∆′′AJ = e−Ω(N), ∆′′AJ := max
j∈J
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(9)
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in generic translationally invariant and generic disordered spin chains. Since ∆′′AJ ≥ ∆′AJ ,
Eq. (9) is inconsistent with Eq. (8).

We suspect that the discrepancy between Theorem 1 and the numerical results of Refs.
[2, 16] is due to finite-size effects in the simulations.
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A Proofs

Lemma 3 (moments [9]). For any integer m ≥ 0,

1

d

∑

j

E2m
j =

1

d
tr(H2m) = Θ(Nm), (10)

1

d

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∑

j

E3
j

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

=
1

d
| tr(H3)| = O(N). (11)

Proof. Expanding H in the generalized Pauli basis, we count the number of terms that do
not vanish upon taking the trace in the expansion of H2m. There are Θ(Nm) such terms,
the trace of each of which is Θ(d). Therefore, we obtain Eq. (10). Equation (11) can be
proved in the same way.

Almost all eigenstates have vanishing energy density:

Lemma 4 (concentration of eigenvalues [1]). For any ǫ > 0,

|{j : |Ej| ≥ Nǫ}|/d = e−Ω(Nǫ2). (12)

This lemma allows us to upper bound the total contribution of all eigenstates away from
the middle of the spectrum. Let C = O(1) be a sufficiently large constant such that

1

d

∑

j:|Ej|≥Λ

1 ≤ 1

d

∑

j:|Ej|≥Λ

|Ej| ≤ q, Λ := C
√

N logN, q := 1/poly(N), (13)

where poly(N) denotes a polynomial of sufficiently high degree in N .
Lemma 4 and Eqs. (10), (13) are related to the fact that Ej ’s approach a normal distri-

bution in the thermodynamic limit N → +∞ [10, 3]. Indeed, |Ej| = Θ(
√
N) for almost all

j.
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A.1 Proof of Lemma 1

Proof of Eq. (4). By definition,

∆AJ −∆A =
1

|J |
∑
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Since δ1, δ2 = Θ(1) are positive constants, Lemma 4 implies that 1− |J |/d = e−Ω(N). There-
fore,

|∆AJ −∆A| ≤ (1/|J | − 1/d)|J |+ (d− |J |)2/|J |2 + (d− |J |)/d = e−Ω(N). (15)

Proof of Eq. (5). Let δ′ := min{δ1, δ2, δ3/2} = Θ(1) and J ′ := {j : |Ej | ≤ Nδ′} ⊆ J . By
definition,

∆′AJ −∆A =
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For any j ∈ J ′,
Kj = {k : |Ej − Ek| ≤ Nδ3} ⊇ {k : |Ek| ≤ Nδ3/2}. (17)

For such j, Lemma 4 implies that 1− |Kj|/d = e−Ω(N). Therefore,

|∆′AJ −∆A| ≤ 3

|J |
∑

j∈J ′

d− |Kj|
|Kj|

+

(

1

|J | −
1

d

)

|J ′|+ 4(|J | − |J ′|)
|J | +

d− |J ′|
d

= e−Ω(N). (18)

A.2 Proof of Lemma 2

Lemma 5 ([8]). For a traceless local operator A with ‖A‖ = 1, Assumption 1 implies that

|fA(0)| = O(1/N), (19)

|f ′
A(0)−N tr(HA)/ tr(H2)| = O(1/N). (20)
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We include the proof of this lemma for completeness. For notational simplicity, let x
δ
= y

denote |x− y| ≤ δ.

Proof of Eq. (19).

0 =
1

d
trA =

1

d

∑

j

Ajj
O(q)
=

1

d

∑

j:|Ej|<Λ

Ajj
1/poly(N)

=
1

d

∑

j:|Ej|<Λ

fA(Ej/N)

≈ 1

d

∑

j:|Ej|<Λ

(

fA(0) +
f ′
A(0)Ej

N

)

O(q)
=

1

d

∑

j

(

fA(0) +
f ′
A(0)Ej

N

)

= fA(0), (21)

where we used the inequality (13), the ETH (6), and the Taylor expansion

fA(Ej/N) = fA(0) + f ′
A(0)Ej/N + f ′′

A(0)E
2
j /(2N

2) +O(|Ej|3/N3) (22)

in the steps marked with “O(q),” “1/poly(N),” and “≈,” respectively. The approximation
error in the “≈” step is

1

d

∑

j:|Ej|<Λ

O(E2
j /N

2) ≤ 1

d

∑

j

O(E2
j /N

2) = O(1/N), (23)

where we used Eq. (10) with m = 1. We obtain Eq. (19) by combining (21), (23).

Proof of Eq. (20).

1

d
tr(HA) =

1

d

∑

j

EjAjj
O(q)
=

1

d

∑

j:|Ej|<Λ

EjAjj
1/poly(N)

=
1

d

∑

j:|Ej|<Λ

EjfA(Ej/N)

≈ 1

d

∑

j:|Ej|<Λ

(

EjfA(0) +
f ′
A(0)E

2
j

N
+

f ′′
A(0)E

3
j

2N2

)

O(q)
=

1

d

∑

j

(

EjfA(0) +
f ′
A(0)E

2
j

N
+

f ′′
A(0)E

3
j

2N2

)

O(1/N)
=

f ′
A(0) tr(H

2)

Nd
, (24)

where we used (13), (6), the Taylor expansion (22), and Eq. (11) in the steps marked with
“O(q),” “1/poly(N),” “≈,” and “O(1/N),” respectively. The approximation error in the
“≈” step is

1

d

∑

j:|Ej|<Λ

O(E4
j /N

3) ≤ 1

d

∑

j

O(E4
j /N

3) = O(1/N), (25)

where we used Eq. (10) with m = 2. We obtain Eq. (20) by combining (24), (25).

We are ready to prove Lemma 2:

∆A =
1

d

∑

j

|Ajj|2
O(q)
=

1

d

∑

j:|Ej|<Λ

|Ajj|2
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∣
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∣
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d

∑

j

∣

∣

∣

∣
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A(0)Ej

N
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∣

∣
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= |fA(0)|2 +
|f ′

A(0)|2
d
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j

E2
j

N2
= |fA(0)|2 +

|f ′
A(0)|2 tr(H2)

N2d

O(1/N2)
=

| tr(HA)|2
d tr(H2)

, (26)
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where we used (13), (6), and Lemma 5 in the steps marked with “O(q),” “1/poly(N),” and
“O(1/N2),” respectively. In the “≈” step, we used (22) with the approximation error upper
bounded by

O(1/d)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∑

j:|Ej|<Λ

E3
j

N3

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

+O(1/d)
∑

j:|Ej|<Λ

( |fA(0)|E2
j

N2
+

E4
j

N4

)

≤ O(1/d)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∑

j

E3
j

N3

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

+O(q) +O(1/d)
∑

j

(

E2
j

N3
+

E4
j

N4

)

= O(1/N2), (27)

where we used Lemma 3. We complete the proof of Lemma 2 by combining (26), (27).

References

[1] A. Anshu. Concentration bounds for quantum states with finite correlation length on
quantum spin lattice systems. New Journal of Physics, 18(8):083011, 2016.

[2] W. Beugeling, R. Moessner, and M. Haque. Finite-size scaling of eigenstate thermal-
ization. Physical Review E, 89(4):042112, 2014.

[3] F. G. S. L. Brandao and M. Cramer. Equivalence of statistical mechanical ensembles
for non-critical quantum systems. arXiv:1502.03263, 2015.

[4] L. D’Alessio, Y. Kafri, A. Polkovnikov, and M. Rigol. From quantum chaos and eigen-
state thermalization to statistical mechanics and thermodynamics. Advances in Physics,
65(3):239–362, 2016.

[5] J. M. Deutsch. Quantum statistical mechanics in a closed system. Physical Review A,
43(4):2046–2049, 1991.

[6] J. M. Deutsch. Eigenstate thermalization hypothesis. Reports on Progress in Physics,
81(8):082001, 2018.

[7] R. Hamazaki and M. Ueda. Atypicality of most few-body observables. Physical Review
Letters, 120(8):080603, 2018.

[8] Y. Huang. Convergence of eigenstate expectation values with system size.
arXiv:2009.05095, 2020.

[9] Y. Huang, F. G. S. L. Brandão, and Y.-L. Zhang. Finite-size scaling of out-of-time-
ordered correlators at late times. Physical Review Letters, 123(1):010601, 2019.

[10] J. P. Keating, N. Linden, and H. J. Wells. Spectra and eigenstates of spin chain Hamil-
tonians. Communications in Mathematical Physics, 338(1):81–102, 2015.

[11] H. Kim, T. N. Ikeda, and D. A. Huse. Testing whether all eigenstates obey the eigenstate
thermalization hypothesis. Physical Review E, 90(5):052105, 2014.

7



[12] M. Mierzejewski and L. Vidmar. Quantitative impact of integrals of motion on the
eigenstate thermalization hypothesis. Physical Review Letters, 124(4):040603, 2020.

[13] M. Rigol, V. Dunjko, and M. Olshanii. Thermalization and its mechanism for generic
isolated quantum systems. Nature, 452(7189):854–858, 2008.

[14] M. Srednicki. Chaos and quantum thermalization. Physical Review E, 50(2):888–901,
1994.

[15] M. Srednicki. The approach to thermal equilibrium in quantized chaotic systems. Jour-
nal of Physics A: Mathematical and General, 32(7):1163–1175, 1999.

[16] S. Sugimoto, R. Hamazaki, and M. Ueda. Test of the eigenstate thermalization hypoth-
esis based on local random matrix theory. Physical Review Letters, 126(12):120602,
2021.

8


	1 Introduction
	2 Definitions
	3 Results
	4 Discussion
	A Proofs
	A.1 Proof of Lemma 1
	A.2 Proof of Lemma 2


