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Abstract: We consider the double scaling limit of a model of Pauli spin operators recently

studied in Hanada et al. [1] and evaluate the moments of the Hamiltonian by the chord

diagrams. We find that they coincide with those of the double scaled SYK model, which

makes it more likely that this model may play an important role in the study of holography.

We compare the model with another previously studied model. We also speculate on the

form of the Hamiltonian in the double scaling limit.
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1 Introduction

In the study of holography [2], simple quantum mechanical models with gravity dual have

been looked for. A major breakthrough was made by the Sachdev-Ye-Kitaev (SYK) model

[3, 4], which is a quantum mechanical model of NMaj Majorana fermions ψi,

HSYK = ip/2
∑

1≤i1<···<ip≤NMaj

Ji1···ipψi1 · · ·ψip , (1.1)

where {ψi, ψj} = 2δij and the couplings Ji1···ip are independent random variables with

⟨Ji1···ip⟩ = 0 , ⟨J2
i1···ip⟩ =

(
NMaj

p

)−1

J 2 . (1.2)

p is assumed to be an even integer. Remarkably, the SYK model is solvable under the

large-NMaj limit and the disorder averages about the couplings [5]. In addition, this model

is known to saturate the bound on chaos [6], and is expected to have a gravity dual. Over

the past decade, the SYK model has been investigated extensively and has deepen our

understanding of holography. One of the interesting directions is the study of the model

in the double scaling regime

NMaj → ∞ , p→ ∞ , λ =
2p2

NMaj
= fixed , (1.3)

where the SYK model can be solved analytically [7]. In [8], the method of chord diagrams

developed in [9] was used to find the correlation functions in the double scaled SYK model

(see also [10–17]). Recently, the Krylov complexity [18, 19] was also studied in the double
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scaled SYK model [20, 21]. Also, the relation between the double scaled SYK model and

de Sitter spacetime is being investigated [22–27].

In order to better understand the SYK model and holography, it will be useful to

consider generalizations and analogues of the model. Various models have been studied

such as the complex SYK model [28–30], the supersymmetric SYK model [31–34], the

higher dimensional generalizations [35–40], generalizations on the way of coupling [41–45],

and the Pauli random spin models [1, 9, 46–48]. For example, in [1], the authors considered

a system of Nspin = NMaj/2 spins with the following Hamiltonian:

H4 =

√
6

N3
Maj

∑
1≤a<b<c<d≤NMaj

Jabcd i
ηabcdOaObOcOd , (1.4)

where Oa’s are given by

O1 = σ1,x = σx ⊗ I ⊗ I ⊗ · · · ⊗ I ⊗ I

O2 = σ1,y = σy ⊗ I ⊗ I ⊗ · · · ⊗ I ⊗ I

O3 = σ2,x = I ⊗ σx ⊗ I ⊗ · · · ⊗ I ⊗ I

O4 = σ2,y = I ⊗ σy ⊗ I ⊗ · · · ⊗ I ⊗ I

...

ONMaj−1 = σNspin,x = I ⊗ I ⊗ I ⊗ · · · ⊗ I ⊗ σx

ONMaj
= σNspin,y = I ⊗ I ⊗ I ⊗ · · · ⊗ I ⊗ σy . (1.5)

The coupling Jabcd is a random variable sampled from

P (Jabcd) =
1√
2π
e−J2

abcd/2 , (1.6)

and ηabcd is the number of spins in a given (a, b, c, d) in which both x and y components

appear. Although this model resembles those in [9, 46–48], there are some differences. (1)

Only σx and σy appear in (1.4). (2) Both σx, σy can act on the same spin simultaneously in

one interaction term. For the latter, σxσy could be replaced by iσz. Then all of σx, σy, σz
would appear, but the interaction term including σz would be shorter in length than the

other terms and still slightly different from the spin model considered so far. The model

(1.4) was studied numerically in [1], and results very close to those of the usual SYK model

were confirmed for the density of states, level statistics, spectral form factors, and two-point

functions.

In this paper, we study a generalization of the above model. The Hamiltonian we

consider is given by

Hp = N
∑

1≤a1<···<ap≤NMaj

Ja1···ap i
ηa1···apOa1 · · ·Oap , N =

(
NMaj

p

)−1/2

, (1.7)

which is called SpinXYp in [1]. Here, Oa’s are given in the same way as (1.5). The coupling

Ja1···ap is a random variable sampled from

P (Ja1···ap) =
1√
2π
e−J2

a1···ap/2 , (1.8)
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and ηa1···ap is the number of spins in a given (a1, · · · , ap) in which both x and y components

appear. We study this model in the double scaling limit using the chord diagram method

of [8, 9, 30, 33]. The results confirm that the disorder average of the moments of the

Hamiltonian is in perfect agreement with the results in the double scaling limit of the

usual SYK model. This is as expected from the numerical results of [1], and suggests

that the SpinXYp model can play as important a role as the SYK model in the study of

holography.

This paper is organized as follows. In Sec. 2, we review the chord diagram method in

the SYK model based on [8]. In Sec. 3, we consider the double scaling limit in the SpinXYp

model (1.7). Based on the chord diagram method reviewed in Sec. 2, we evaluate the chord

diagrams of the SpinXYp model in the double scaling limit in Sec. 3.1. In Sec. 3.2, we

compare the result obtained in Sec. 3.1 with that of another Pauli spin model of [9]. As

pointed out above, one feature of the SpinXY model is that both σx and σy can act on

the same spin simultaneously in a single interaction term. We are interested in how often

such an event occurs in the double scaling limit. Therefore, we calculate in Sec. 3.3 the

expectation value of ηa1···ap for each term of (1.7) in the double scaling limit. Sec. 4 is

devoted to a summary and discussions.

2 Review of the chord diagram method

In this section, we review the calculation of the moments of the SYK Hamiltonian (1.1)

m(SYK)
n ≡ ⟨TrHn

SYK⟩ (2.1)

by the chord diagram method based on [8]. We set Tr[I] = 1 and J = 1 in the following.

Let us denote the indices (i1, · · · , ip) in ascending order by I, and write the Hamiltonian

(1.1) as

HSYK = ip/2
∑
I

JIψI , ψI ≡ ψi1ψi2 · · ·ψip . (2.2)

Then, the moment (2.1) becomes

m(SYK)
n = ipn/2

∑
I1,··· ,In

⟨JI1 · · · JIn⟩Tr[ψI1 · · ·ψIn ] . (2.3)

Since JI follows an independent Gaussian distribution with zero mean, we obtain

⟨JI1 · · · JIn⟩ = 0 (n = odd) . (2.4)

Therefore, in the following, we consider only the case n = 2k (k = 1, 2, · · · ). Also, for

convenience, we scale the coupling JI as

JI → NJI , N =

(
NMaj

p

)−1/2

(2.5)

and rewrite (2.3) as

m
(SYK)
2k = ipkN 2k

∑
I1,··· ,I2k

⟨JI1 · · · JI2k⟩Tr[ψI1 · · ·ψI2k ] , (2.6)
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where ⟨JI⟩ = 0 and ⟨J2
I ⟩ = 1, especially independent of NMaj.

Next, we consider which terms in (2.6) survive in the limit NMaj → ∞. First, if there

is an index in I1, · · · , I2k that is different from all the rest, then ⟨JI1 · · · JI2k⟩ = 0 since

⟨JI⟩ = 0. Therefore, the indices in I1, · · · , I2k must form pairs or groups. It follows that

if m is the number of independent elements in (I1, · · · , I2k), then m ≤ k for the surviving

terms. Now, we rewrite (2.6) as follows:

m
(SYK)
2k = ipkN 2k

k∑
m=1

∑
partitions

∑
{I}

⟨JI1 · · · JI2k⟩Tr[ψI1 · · ·ψI2k ] , (2.7)

where
∑

partitions is the sum over all ways to devide {1, 2, · · · , 2k} into m groups, and∑
{I} is the sum over I1, · · · , I2k respecting the groupings. For example, if k = 2 and

{1, 2, 3, 4} → {{1, 2}, {3, 4}} is considered as partition, then
∑

{I} =
∑

I1,··· ,I4 δI1I2δI3I4 .

Now, if we evaluate the order of the summation part of (2.7) in NMaj → ∞, we can

find that
∑k

m=1

∑
partitions does not depend on NMaj, but

∑
{I} depends on NMaj as

∑
{I}

∼

(
NMaj

p

)m

(2.8)

in the leading order. Therefore, the order of (2.7) in NMaj becomes

m
(SYK)
2k ∼ N 2k

k∑
m=1

(
NMaj

p

)m

=
k∑

m=1

(
NMaj

p

)m−k

. (2.9)

If we take NMaj → ∞, it can be seen that only the m = k terms in
∑k

m=1 survive, and

the other m < k terms become zero. Eventually, we see that, in the limit NMaj → ∞, only

terms such that each of I1, · · · , I2k forms a pair can give a non-zero contribution in 2.3.

Then, we obtain

m
(SYK)
2k ∼ ipkN 2k

∑
pairings

∑
{I}

⟨JI1 · · · JI2k⟩Tr[ψI1 · · ·ψI2k ]

= ipk
∑

pairings

N 2k
∑
{I}

Tr[ψI1 · · ·ψI2k ] . (2.10)

It is useful to represent the each term in (2.10) as the chord diagram in Fig. 1. The circle

in the figure represents Tr, and the points represent each ψI . The line (chord) connecting

the dots indicates that the endpoints have a common index.

Let us consider Fig. 1(a). In this diagram, I5 and I6 are adjacent with a common

index, and we can evaluate their contribution as

ψI5ψI6

∣∣
I5=I6

= ip (p = even) . (2.11)

Note that the sum for I5 (= I6) in
∑

{I} is trivial and cancels out with the overall factor

N 2 (in the double scaling limit). To evaluate the rest of Fig. 1(a), we need to exchange

ψI appropriately so that points with a common index become adjacent. Let us consider
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<latexit sha1_base64="Vk3etqzHGGerbu2F6gDSW7jXBoc="></latexit>

I1

<latexit sha1_base64="VarRbNiua3errxpwR/rL495tSSI="></latexit>

I2

<latexit sha1_base64="UESW0G+GlL2BeC8rD16FIyr0fyU="></latexit>

I3

<latexit sha1_base64="rDzAW7cDCz2RXE+VLvUw/qf0N2U="></latexit>

I4

<latexit sha1_base64="RZp3WriisWvFIlfUePgd5Z/ONj4="></latexit>

I5

<latexit sha1_base64="0iqbJmfb4B23Z8hc/6JjBGgbseU="></latexit>

I6

(a)

<latexit sha1_base64="Vk3etqzHGGerbu2F6gDSW7jXBoc="></latexit>

I1

<latexit sha1_base64="VarRbNiua3errxpwR/rL495tSSI="></latexit>

I2

<latexit sha1_base64="UESW0G+GlL2BeC8rD16FIyr0fyU="></latexit>

I3

<latexit sha1_base64="rDzAW7cDCz2RXE+VLvUw/qf0N2U="></latexit>

I4

<latexit sha1_base64="RZp3WriisWvFIlfUePgd5Z/ONj4="></latexit>

I5

<latexit sha1_base64="0iqbJmfb4B23Z8hc/6JjBGgbseU="></latexit>

I6

(b)

Figure 1. Examples of the chord diagrams in the case of k = 3. (a) I1 = I3, I2 = I4, I5 = I6. (b)

I1 = I4, I2 = I5, I3 = I6.

swapping ψI1 and ψI2 . If we denote by r(I1, I2) the number of common ψi’s contained in

ψI1 and ψI2 ,

ψI1ψI2 = (−1)r(I1,I2)ψI2ψI1 . (2.12)

Then, Fig. 1(a) in the double scaling limit becomes

N 2
∑
I1

N 2
∑
I2

(−1)r(I1,I2) . (2.13)

Since r(I1, I2) follows a Poisson distribution

P (r) =
1

r!

(
p2

NMaj

)r

e−p2/NMaj (2.14)

under double scaling limit,1 N 2
∑

I2
(−1)r(I1,I2) can be evaluated as follows:

N 2
∑
I2

(−1)r(I1,I2) ∼
∞∑
r=0

1

r!

(
p2

NMaj

)r

e−p2/NMaj(−1)r = e−λ ≡ q . (2.15)

The remaining N 2
∑

I1
is simply 1, and finally the contribution of Fig. 1(a) becomes q.

Next, we consider Fig. 1(b). Similarly to Fig. 1(a), if we swap the ψI ’s as I1 ↔ I2, I3 ↔
I4 (= I1), I5 (= I2) ↔ I6 (= I3), we obtain

N 6
∑

I1,I2,I3

(−1)r(I1,I2)(−1)r(I2,I3)(−1)r(I3,I1) . (2.16)

Now let us consider first fixing I1, I2 and adding up for I3:

N 4
∑
I1,I2

(−1)r(I1,I2)N 2
∑
I3

(−1)r(I2,I3)(−1)r(I3,I1) . (2.17)

As mentioned in [9, 46], the probability that ψI1 , ψI2 and ψI3 share a common ψi simul-

taneously becomes zero in the double scaling limit. Therefore, we can treat r(I2, I3) and

r(I3, I1) as independent random variables. Then, we find

N 2
∑
I3

(−1)r(I2,I3)(−1)r(I3,I1) ∼ q2 . (2.18)

1See the lemma 9 in [46] and Appendix A of [8].
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Evaluating the rest, we can evaluate Fig. 1(b) as q3.

Repeating the above procedures, we see that in general the moment m2k can be ex-

pressed in the double scaling limit as

m
(SYK)
2k =

∑
chord diagrams

q# intersections . (2.19)

3 The double scaling limit of the SpinXYp model

In this section, we study the double scaling limit

NMaj → ∞ , p→ ∞ , λ =
2p2

NMaj
= fixed , (3.1)

of the SpinXYp model (1.7). Although this model resembles the spin models considered in

[9, 46–48], it differs in some points:

• Only σx and σy appear in (1.7).

• Both σx, σy can act on the same spin simultaneously in one interaction term.

We shall refer to the latter event as collision in the following.

3.1 Evaluation of the moment of the Hamiltonian

The moment of the Hamiltonian (1.7)

m(p)
n = ⟨TrHn

p ⟩ (3.2)

can be evaluated by the method in Sec. 2. We will see below that the calculation process

is not affected by the collisions at all.

To begin with, let us denote the indices (a1, · · · , ap) in ascending order by I, and write

the Hamiltonian (1.7) as

Hp = N
∑
I

JI i
ηIOI , OI ≡ Oa1Oa2 · · ·Oap . (3.3)

Substituting this into (3.2), we find by the same argument as Sec. 2 that in the double

scaling limit

m
(p)
2k ∼

∑
pairings

N 2k
∑
{I}

Tr[iηI1OI1 · · · iηI2kOI2k ] . (3.4)

As in Sec. 2, each term of
∑

pairings is represented as in Fig. 1. Note that the points on the

circle represent each iηIOI in the present case.

Now, let us consider Fig. 1(a) in the case of the SpinXYp model. In this diagram, I5
and I6 are adjacent with a common index, and we can evaluate them as

iηI5OI5i
ηI6OI6

∣∣
I5=I6

= 1 (3.5)

Again, note that the sum for I5 (= I6) in
∑

{I} is trivial and cancels out with the overall

factor N 2 (in the double scaling limit). To evaluate the rest of Fig. 1(a), we need to
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exchange OI appropriately so that points with a common index become adjacent. Let us

consider swapping OI1 and OI2 . If OI1 contains r(I1, I2) Pauli matrices that anti-commute

with the Pauli matrices that make up OI2 , we have

OI1OI2 = (−1)r(I1,I2)OI2OI1 . (3.6)

Then, the contribution of Fig. 1(a) in the double scaling limit becomes

N 2
∑
I1

N 2
∑
I2

(−1)r(I1,I2) . (3.7)

Since we can see that r(I1, I2) follows the same Poisson distribution as (2.14) under double

scaling limit,2 we again have

N 2
∑
I2

(−1)r(I1,I2) ∼
∞∑
r=0

1

r!

(
p2

NMaj

)r

e−p2/NMaj(−1)r = e−λ ≡ q . (3.8)

The remaining N 2
∑

I1
is simply 1, and (3.7) becomes q.

Next, we consider Fig. 1(b). In the same way as in Sec. 2, if we swap the OI ’s as

I1 ↔ I2, I3 ↔ I4 (= I1), I5 (= I2) ↔ I6 (= I3), we have

N 6
∑

I1,I2,I3

(−1)r(I1,I2)(−1)r(I2,I3)(−1)r(I3,I1) . (3.9)

Then, let us consider first fixing I1, I2 and sum over I3:

N 4
∑
I1,I2

(−1)r(I1,I2)N 2
∑
I3

(−1)r(I2,I3)(−1)r(I3,I1) . (3.10)

Similarly to [9, 46], the probability that OI3 anti-commutes with OI1 and OI2 at exactly

the same Pauli matrices becomes zero in the double scaling limit.3 Therefore, we may treat

r(I2, I3) and r(I3, I1) as independent random variables. Then, in the same way as Sec. 2,

(3.10) becomes q3.

As in Sec. 2, we see that in general the moment (3.2) can be expressed in the double

scaling limit as

m
(p)
2k =

∑
chord diagrams

q# intersections . (3.11)

This is exactly the same as the result (2.19) of the double scaled SYK model.

2For a given Pauli matrix, the Pauli matrix that anti-commutes with it is uniquely determined in the

present case. Therefore, the same argument as Appendix A of [8] holds.
3The logic is the same as in [9]. The expectation value of the number of common elements of I1 and I2

is equal to p2/NMaj. The expectation value of the number of elements in I3 that anti-commutes with those

p2/NMaj elements is p2/NMaj × p/NMaj, which is zero in the double scaling limit.
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3.2 Comparison with another model

Now, we would like to make a comparison with the another model of Pauli spins [9]. First,

we briefly review their evaluation of the chord diagram. The Hamiltonian is given by

H̃ = 3−p/2

(
Nspin

p

)−1/2 ∑
1≤i1<···<ip≤Nspin

3∑
a1,··· ,ap=1

αa1,··· ,ap,(i1,··· ,ip)σi1,a1 · · ·σip,ap , (3.12)

where σi,a is the Pauli matrix σa (a = 1, 2, 3) acting on the i-th spin, and α are independent

random coupling with zero mean and unit standard deviation. All of σx, σy, σz appear in

this model, and at most one Pauli matrix acts on one spin in one interaction term. As

shown in [9], we can evaluate the moments of the Hamiltonian via chord diagrams as

⟨TrH̃2k⟩ =
∑

chord diagrams

q̃# intersections , q̃ = e−λ̃ , λ̃ ≡ 4

3

p2

Nspin
(3.13)

in the double scaling limit. The derivation is as follows. Suppose that two chords intersect

in a given chord diagram. Then, they give a factor

3−2p

(
Nspin

p

)−2∑
I,J

Tr(σIσJσIσJ) , (3.14)

where σI is a shorthand notation of σi1,a1 · · ·σip,ap . If there are overlaps of spins in I and

J , then σI and σJ do not necessarily commute. Each overlap gives a factor

3−2
3∑

a,b=1

Tr(σaσbσaσb) = −1

3
. (3.15)

Since the number r of overlap of spins in the double scaling limit follows a Poisson distri-

bution

P (r) =
1

r!

(
p2

Nspin

)r

e−p2/Nspin , (3.16)

each intersection of two chords gives

∞∑
r=0

P (r)

(
−1

3

)r

= e−λ̃ . (3.17)

Therefore, the moments of the Hamiltonian can be evaluated as in (3.13).

Now, let us consider a similar model with only σx and σy. The Hamiltonian is given

by

H = 2−p/2

(
Nspin

p

)−1/2 ∑
1≤i1<···<ip≤Nspin

2∑
a1,··· ,ap=1

αa1,··· ,ap,(i1,··· ,ip)σi1,a1 · · ·σip,ap . (3.18)

In this case, an intersection of two chords in a chord diagram gives a factor

2−2p

(
Nspin

p

)−2∑
I,J

Tr(σIσJσIσJ) . (3.19)
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Note that, instead of (3.15), each overlap gives zero

2−2
2∑

a,b=1

Tr(σaσbσaσb) = 0 . (3.20)

Therefore, each intersection of two chords yields
∞∑
r=0

P (r)δr0 = e−p2/Nspin , (3.21)

and the moments of the Hamiltonian (3.18) becomes

⟨TrH2k⟩ =
∑

chord diagrams

(
e−p2/Nspin

)# intersections
. (3.22)

Note that if we write Nspin as NMaj/2, this result is apparently identical to that of the

SpinXYp model (3.11).

3.3 The SpinXYp Hamiltonian in the double scaling limit

One of the feature of the SpinXYp model is that both σx, σy can act on the same spin

simultaneously in one interaction term, which we called collision. The number of collisions

in a given term in (1.7) is given by ηa1···ap . We can estimate the expectation value of the

number of collisions in the double scaling limit. The total number of events in which η

times collision occurs is given by(
Nspin

η

)(
Nspin − η

p− 2η

)
× 2p−2η . (3.23)

The first factor

(
Nspin

η

)
represents the total number of ways to choose the sites where the

collisions occur. The second factor

(
Nspin − η

p− 2η

)
corresponds to the total number of ways to

select the sites where the operator acts without causing collision, and the last factor 2p−2η

is a factor of whether σx or σy acts on those sites. Therefore, the probability distribution

of η is gven by

P (η) =

(
Nspin

η

)(
Nspin − η

p− 2η

)
× 2p−2η

(
NMaj

p

) . (3.24)

In the double scaling limit, (3.24) becomes (see App. A)

P (η) ∼ 1

η!

(
p2

4Nspin

)η

e−p2/4Nspin . (3.25)

Therefore, the expectation value of η in the double scaling limit is p2/4Nspin. Since this is a

finite value, we naively expect that collision rarely occurs in the double scaling limit where

the length p of the interaction is brought to infinity. Then, the system will be reduced to

those of [9, 46–48] with only σx and σy. This is consistent with the observation of Sec. 3.2.
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4 Summary

In this paper, we have calculated the moments of the SpinXYp Hamiltonian in the double

scaling limit by the chord diagram method and found that they are in perfect agreement

with those of the double scaled SYK model. This model differs from those in [9, 46–48]

in the following points: (1) only σx and σy appear in (1.4), (2) both σx, σy can act on

the same spin simultaneously in one interaction term. However, these differences do not

prevent the calculation of the chord diagrams, and essentially the exact same method can

be applied as in the case of the SYK model in [8]. Moreover, from the results of Sec. 3.3,

it is naively expected that the Hamiltonian of the SpinXYp model approaches the Pauli

spin model of the [9, 46] with only σx and σy in the double scaling limit.

For the chord diagram to be easily evaluated, it is important that the square of each

Hamiltonian interaction term is proportional to the identity and that the interaction terms

commute with each other up to the sign factor. In addition, the probability distribution of

the sign factor must be known in a simple form. If these conditions are not met, then an

extra term will be generated each time the chord is interchanged, or the summation cannot

be done analytically, and the evaluation of the trace would be difficult. The SpinXYp

model satisfies this requirement, and it is possible to evaluate the chord diagrams. It

is an interesting problem to evaluate the chord diagram with other models that satisfy

this requirement. The fact that the moments of the SpinXYp Hamiltonian in the double

scaling limit coincide with that of the double scaled SYK model means, in particular, that

the energy spectrum coincides. This makes it increasingly likely that the SpinXYp model

will play an important role in the study of holography.
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A Derivation of (3.25)

For simplicity, we write Nspin as N . Note that NMaj = 2N , so (3.24) becomes

P (η) =

(
N

η

)(
N − η

p− 2η

)
× 2p−2η

(
2N

p

)

=
N !

η!(N − η)!

(N − η)!

(p− 2η)!(N − p+ η)!

p!(2N − p)!

(2N)!
2p−2η

=
1

η!

p!

(p− 2η)!

(N − p)!

(N − p+ η)!

N !

(N − p)!

(2N − p)!

(2N)!
2p−2η

=
1

η!

p!

(p− 2η)!

(N − p)!

(N − p+ η)!

(
N

p

)
(
2N

p

)2p−2η

∼ 1

η!

p2η

Nη

Np

p! e
−p2/2N

(2N)p

p! e−p2/4N
2p−2η

=
1

η!

(
p2

4N

)η

e−p2/4N .

Here, we used the asymptotic formula [49](
N

p

)
∼ Np

p!
e−p2/2N , (A.1)

where N ≫ 1, p = o(N2/3).
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