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Abstract

We prove that quantum many-body systems on a one-dimerdaitiee lo-
cally relax to Gaussian states under non-equilibrium dyosrgenerated by a
bosonic quadratic Hamiltonian. This is true for a large €lainitial states—pure
or mixed—which have to satisfy merely weak conditions conitey the decay
of correlations. The considered setting is a proven ingari@ situation where
dynamically evolving closed quantum systems locally appeaf they had truly
relaxed, to maximum entropy states for fixed second momdritis furthers the
understanding of relaxation in suddenly quenched quantamyrbody systems.
The proof features a non-commutative central limit theofermon-i.i.d. random
variables, showing convergence to Gaussian charactefisictions, giving rise
to trace-norm closeness. We briefly relate our findings tasdsf typicality and
concentration of measure.
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1 Introduction

In what sense can closed local many-body systems in a naiibeigum situation relax
to an apparent equilibrium? Instances of that question &éweg tradition in the litera-
ture. This apparent contradiction of having entropy presgin any closed system and
at the same time arrive at an equilibrated situation for kimgs can yet be resolved by
acknowledging that merelsomeobservables, and in particular entire subsystems, can
well appear as if they had truly relaxed, even in closed systdn local observations,
such a composite system would then look entirely equildatat

Early work formulating a quite similar intuition, albeit him quantum lattice sys-
tems, was concerned with fermions freely moving in spate Thle seminal work in
Ref. [2,3] rigorously developed such an intuition for ciaasharmonic systems on cu-
bic lattices. Refs[]4,]5,6] consider that question in ins&s of a bosonic or fermionic
fully Gaussian setting, where initial states are Gaussiad,the evolution is governed
by a quadratic Hamiltonian. Ref.][7] then arrives at a trumlagelaxation theorem for
subsystems where initial states are not taken to be Gaus&@anin the course of the
non-equilibrium dynamics of the system, locally, the stdiecome Gaussian, so max-
imum entropy states for given second moments. This is trtieowt having to invoke
a time average. In such lattice models, the intuition is tiwat-equilibrium generates
local excitations at each site that then travel ballislycrough the lattice, resulting in
a mixing at each site with excitations from further and ferteeparated sites coming

in [[7,18].



Some of the revived significant recent interest in equitibraand relaxation in
closed quantum many-body systems, needless to say, hasbadwed off by novel
experiments with cold atoms in optical lattices or on lowsdnsional structures. For
theory work relating to those experiments, see, e.g., Kef5[12,13/ 14, 10,19] and
references therein. This development is quite intriguaggguestions of an apparent
local relaxation in non-equilibrium dynamics can be meadwmnd probed under very
precisely tunable laboratory conditions.

In this work, we present a fully rigorous relaxation theorgeneralizing the find-
ings of Ref. [T], for one-dimensional quantum lattice syste Physically speaking,
the results presented here can be viewed as a relaxatiorethéorming a “theoreti-
cal laboratory”, describing an idealized situation of rexquilibrium dynamics in the
Bose-Hubbard setting: The system being initially held ime@round or thermal state
of the full Bose-Hubbard-Hamiltonian, and then suddenlitdved or “quenched” to
a parameter regime of strong hopping.

It is shown that for general pure or mixed initial statessfgiing quite weak as-
sumptions concerning the clustering of correlations—prtigs that are expected to
hold in particular for ground states of local many-body nisede locally, the system
will relax to a Gaussian state under the dynamics generatedduadratic Hamilto-
nian. That is to say, we prove the “local relaxation conjegtdor one-dimensional
clustering states under quadratic Hamiltonians on a ring sites. To wit, for an ini-
tial stategy that is evolved in time under a quadratic Hamiltonian andvemfifinite
subsetS of the chain, we show that for eveey> 0 and sufficiently largd. there is
a relaxation timé ejax, and a recurrence time,; (which grows unboundedly witlh),
such that the reduction of the time-evolved stat& 16 (t), fulfils

||@S (t) - @G (t)Htr <e for all trelax < T < trec, (1)

in particular,
Jim lim {[0s(t) = 0c(1)llw = 0. (2)

The state) (t) is a Gaussian state with the same second momeigts(as The proof
features the explicit forms dfejax andiec in terms of the coupling parameters in the
Hamiltonian and the decay behaviour of correlations of tlitéail state.

The key ingredients in the proof are a quantum Lindebergraklimnit theorem,
a notion of locality of dynamics as is manifest by a Lieb-Rwnin bound, and a
Bernstein-Spohn-blocking argument reminiscent of thesital situation. Essentially,
we will show that for a given time excitations arising fronm faway sites will hardly
influence the dynamics at a subset of sites, whereas thesitesagive rise to a mixing
such that a Lindeberg central limit theorem can be invokedeleral ways, our quan-
tum treatment reminds of the classical situation presantBef. [2,/3], with the block-
ing argument being essentially identical, with significdifferences in many other as-
pects. In this work, we focus on the important case of a oneedsional setting and
allow for assumptions on the initial state that can be ralaxe order to render the
argument simpler than a fully general argumeént [15].

After rigorously proving convergence of characteristindtions to Gaussian func-
tions in phase space, we prove closeness in trace-norm édpective reduced states.



In this way, we derive in the trace-norm topology a closeriesmaximum entropy
states under the second moments. In some ways, the arguraenitsls of the situa-
tion of discrete time in convergence to stationary stateguantum cellular automata
[186]. We also finally briefly discuss the findings in the ligfitecent results concerning
concentration of measure and notions of typicality [17 [Ti9],

2 Preéiminaries

In this section, we are collecting preliminaries that arsmpeised in the proof. We
also specify the model under consideration here and wikigpéhe assumptions on
the initial states in the subsequent section. Note that $kamaptions on such initial
states are very mild and do by no means only include pure os€k@u states; merely
the model Hamiltonian as such is taken to be a specific neaegghbor Hamiltonian.

2.1 System and dynamical setting

We consider a chai = {1,..., L} equipped with periodic boundary conditions.
Each lattice site is associated with a bosonic canonicalegegf freedom equipped
with the usual symplectic form. The distance between ktsitesi, j € L is due to
the periodic boundary conditions given by

dz,]:mln{|2_j|a|2_j+L|7|z_j_L|} (3)

For future purposes, we also define distances between sulfsstes. Fotd, B C L
we define their distance as
dap = in d;;. 4
AB = et @
Starting from an initial quantum state (neither restrictede a pure state nor a
Gaussian statg), on £, we are concerned with its time evolution,

@(t) _ e_théoeth, (5)
under the Hamiltonian
. 1 . R R R
=5 37 (bl Aib +bidisbY) (6)
i,JEL

b; denotes a bosonic operator at sit&Ve take the Hamiltonian to be defined by
Aij=—Jba, ;1. @)

We will work in units in whichJ = 1, h = 1. This is the Hamiltonian of a har-
monic chain, in particular approximating the HamiltonignraoBose-Hubbard model
in the limit of a hopping that is dominant compared to theriatdon. Note that lo-
cal relaxation may be shown for general quadratic Hami#tnsiwith sufficiently local
couplings (exponentially decaying in the coupling dis&mmn (not necessarily cubic)



lattices of arbitrary spatial dimensidn [15]. The assumpthatH is quadratic, is es-
sential, however, for the validity of the argument. Yet, gihg/sical intuition that local
relaxation is due to a mixing of excitations that essentiatvel ballistically through
the lattice should be expected to be valid more generallythigrsense, the present
proof constitutes the mentioned “theoretical laboratamyhich this mechanism can
be studied in great clarity.

In particular, we will considelocal propertiesof 4(¢), and will see that in a sense
this reduced state will eventually relax in a sense yet togeeified. To this end let
S C L be a subset of sites of the lattice and define the reducedastateiated with
the degrees of freedom of this subset as

0s(t) = trpslo(t)]. (8)

We write its characteristic functiog, ;) : CISl — € as the expectation value of the
Weyl operator, i.e., as

Xoso(B) = trs[os()D(B)], D(B) = [ -5, 9)
=
as a complex-valued phase space function uniquely defihnmgtate. States the char-
acteristic function of which are a Gaussian in phase spaeeederred to as being
quasi-free or Gaussian states.
One finds, after solving Heisenberg’s equation of motion asidg the cyclic in-
variance of the trace, for the time evolution of the chanastie function of the reduced
stateos(t)

Xos(0)(B) = treloo [ e M=ol P] =t g0 D(e(t, B))],  (10)
ieL
wherea € CI#,
QG = Z BjC;,i(t)v C= e_itA’ (11)
jes
the latter to be understood as a matrix exponent of the matcallecting the coupling
coefficients. Note that this is exactly the setting of a sidgieench: One considers a
ground or thermal state of some Hamiltonian (or any initiates) and the abrupt switch
to the Hamiltoniand, and follows the free time evolution under this new Hamiléon
Note that the weak assumptions on the decay of correlatitsasadiows for initial
ground states of critical models.

2.2 Moments

For operatorg) defined on the Hilbert space associated with the lattice inaeenrite
expectation values as R K
(O) = tr[g,0]. 12)
For vectors of phase space coordinatesy’ € C!*I we define the anti-hermitian
operator
b(e) = (aid] - ajhi), (13)

€L



and instances of second and fourth moments{af) as
o(a)=oc(a,a), ola,a') = bla)b(a)), fla)= <[b(a)}4>. (14)
For A C L we define the vectar 4 € C* by

a; ifie A,
i = ) 15
(a) {0 otherwise, (15)

as the indicator function and write

oaB=o0(as,ap), ca=oa4, fa=f(laa), (16)

for certain second moments and functions of indicator fiomst

3 Assumptionson initial stateand locality of dynamics

In this section, we state the assumptions on the consideittal states and highlight
the role of Lieb-Robinson bounds in the argument.

3.1 Assumptionson theinitial state

The assumptions on the initial state essentially exprese stegree of clustering or
decay of correlations. This clustering can be assumed taulie eak, and even a
slow algebraic decay of correlations is allowed for. We aifio include some natural
conditions on the initial state that significantly simplihe argument. In particular, this
includes an assumption of the initial state to commute withtbtal particle number
operator. In any bosonic system involving massive pasijdieis natural requirement
will always be satisfied.
More specifically, we assume that the initial state is suaflth

l@o, Zéléi] =0. (17)
il
Then, for alla € C% and allA, B ¢ £ we have(b(cr)) = 0, and
oo =0(aa,ap) = ZZO‘Z ( (b1b;) <lA)JlA71>) )
i€ AjeB

fa= Z a0 a0 ((bTbTb bz> + (5:5&;50 + <l;jl;kl;ll;;> (18)
i,j,k,leA

The first assumption concerns two-point correlations.

1This simplifies the calculations significantly as expeotatvalues of products involving unequal num-
bers of annihilation and creation operators vanish, isdvew not necessary to show local relaxation [15].



Assumption 1 (Two-point correlations) Let the initial stateyy be such that there ex-
ist absolute constants, 1, ¢; > 0 such that

C1
[1 + di,j]2+#1 +e1

(o] bﬁ] < (19)

forall 4, 5.

This is a natural assumption on the initial state in a way tleets not depend on the
system size. This assumption may be relaxed to decay stroinge the spatial di-
mension of the lattice (i.e., in the setting at hand the twy m&replaced by a one),
resulting, however, in a much more involved prdofi[15]. Weenmfirstimmediate con-
sequence of Assumptidi 1 that will be used in the main theoi& also encounter
the recurrence time: the system has to be sufficiently langiaé bounds on the second
moments to hold.

Lemma 1 (Variances) Under Assumptiofl1 and fdt > ||/ > 1 one has the fol-

lowing bound§
min{| A, | B[}

[#2/3 (1 + da ]

loas| < 2Bl (20)

forall A,B C L,

n
=Y o

i=1

forall A4, c L,i=1,...,n, A=U;A;, and

1+dA\AivAi]

A
<lopal +2lonaal + e2]1BI7D o] Al (21)
=1

joa5] < ca|BlIF27 40 (22)
forall A, B C £ suchthatle|t| < d,s. Here,
co = 37*(4c1 +2)¢(1 +€1) (23)
andci, €1, andy, are as in Assumptidd 1.
The second assumption concerns four-point correlations.

Assumption 2 (Four-point correlations) Let the initial statep, be such that there
exist absolute constants, e > 0 such that

\amm¢1\< 3 “
) — 1+e€ 24
< > = ([1+ dys][1 + dt o)1 e (24)

forall i, 5, k,l. Here, P(i, j, k, 1) contains all permutations of the indicegj, k, .

2We use the following vector norms f@ € CIS1: ||B]ly = ;.5 18il, 11Bll2 = />ses 18il2



Lemma 2 (Fourth moments) Under Assumptiorl§ld,2 and fdr > |t|"/¢ > 1, one
has

Yo 1fal < cal BIBIBIT makt! (25)
i=1
forall 4, C £,i=1,...,n,withA; N A; = (0 fori # j. Here,

cg = 96(6c3 + 3(4ey + 1))37%¢3(1 + min{eq, e2}), (26)
c1, €1 are as in Assumptidd 1 andg, e5 as in Assumptionl 2.

We finally put a clustering condition on the initial state.

Assumption 3 (Clustering) Let the initial stateg, be such that there exist absolute
constantss, o > 0 such that

Cs

<D(aA)D(aB)> - <D(aA)><D(aB)> < W

(27)

forall A,B C LandallL.
Note that this condition may again be relaxed [15].

3.2 Lieb-Robinson bounds and locality of dynamics

Lieb-Robinson bounds are upper bounds to group velocifiexatations travelling
through a quantum lattice system. They define a causal coméoal excitation, out-
side of which any influence of this excitation is exponehtislippressed. As such, they
provide an upper bound to the speed of any non-negligibtemnétion propagation by
time evolution of a quantum lattice model[20, 21] 22| 23]ighrally formulated for
spin systems, in the present context, we need to invoke d@anics that is suitable
for the harmonic, infinite-dimensional individual consénts at hand [24, 25]. Sub-
sequently we will formulate a useful related bound definirgaasal cone for matrix
entries of the propagator itself, which will be used in thambheorem.

Lemma 3 (Lieb-Robinson bound) For all times, alli,j € £ and all A C £ with
4de|t] < da.s one has

|2¢] %5
d; ;!

|Cijl < ) Z |ai] < 4[|B]127 4. (28)

ieA
For all t, L such thatl, > |¢|”/® > 1 one has for alli, j € £ that
Cisl < s el < N1Blh s (29)

This bound shows the exponential smallness of the matrisiesnof C = e~ 4 in
the distancel; ; away from the main diagonal at a given time. Also, EQs] (28hiéy
bounds needed to prove convergence due to mixing within dlasat cone for large
times. The proof will be given in the appendix.



4 Quantum central limit theorems

Lindeberg central limit theorems are central limit theosethrat do not rely on an iden-
tically distributed assumption concerning the considessdlom variables. Here we
formulate a quantum version thereof, which will in the mdiadrem be extended to a
quantum version of a central limit theorem that in additiorsinot rely on independent
random variables. We start by noting a number of useful factguantum characteris-
tic function in order to proceed to formulate the quantumtia@timit theorem itself.

4.1 Some factsabout characteristic functions

In this section, we will relate quantum characteristic fiims to classical characteristic
functions, by invoking Bochner’s theorem. For a similarrespondence of quantum to
classical characteristic functions, see, e.g., Ref. [26t.a fixed vector of phase space
coordinatesy € C” consider the function : R — C,

o(r) = trooD(rax)] = troee”@] = (eb(e). (30)
One findsp(™ (0) = 0 for oddn € N and
¢2(0) = o(a), ¢™M(0) = f(a), (31)

where¢(™ denotes the-th derivative of. Using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, one
finds for evenn € N the following chain of inequalities. We suppress the arguime

of b defined as in Eq[{13), use the fact that= —b and writeg, = > o OnlVn) (Vn]

for the spectral decomposition of the state We hence find for then-th derivative

67 <D on |(nlb™ 260 2 )|

> 00 (Wnlb™ )| = |60 (0)]
2 (32)

< Z On <wn|(8T)mi)m|wn>

1/2
< (Z gnwnw?mwn)) = (6™ (0)) "2,

Furthermore(0) = 1, and¢ is positive semi-definite and continuous at the origin
[27]. It follows from Bochner's theorem thatis a classical characteristic function of
a classical random variable. HencegiP) (0) exists,¢ is twice continuously differen-
tiable on the entire real line, i.e., @' (0) = 0, one has from Taylor’s theorem

[9®(0)|
5

1
6(1) — 1] < / Az 6 (2)|(1 — z) < (33)

Hence,
(D(a)) — 1] < 7 (34)



for all a € C* asa was arbitrary.
If $4(0) exists,¢ is four times continuously differentiable on the entirel e,
i.e., one has from Taylor’s theorem

(2) 1 _ )3 (4)
¢<1>—1—¢’T(0)]s/0 a6 (@) L8 < 201 (a5

4.2 A Lindeberg-type quantum central limit theorem

We now turn to the actual quantum instance of a Lindeberg-tgmtral limit theorem.
LetA,,..., A, C £ be mutually disjoint sets. These take the role of indepenioign
not necessarily identically distributed random variab{@snsider

zi = ¢i(1) = (exp[b(aq,)]), i=1,...,n. (36)

If |2; — 1| < 1/2for all 4, a complex logarithm is defined by the Mercator series. We
have

log(z;) — 61> (0)/2| < llog(2:) — (zi — 1)] + |2 — 1 — () (0)/2

(4)
< log(z) — (s — )| + 21O,

(37)

where

fog(z0) — (2 — 1)] = log(1 + (5~ 1)) ~ (2~ < 3 L1

— |z —1]" o [1/2"
oS E U g (38)
12 |nz:% ni2 =P |7§n+2

62O _ 161" (0)]
4 - 4

<lz— 17 <

Hence,

S los(e - Y 2

Now, letz, y, z € R. We set out to show thae® ¥ — e*| < |z — z 4 iy|em@x{=:2},
This holds forx = z, i.e., we may let: # =z w.l.o.g. Then

7 (1)
<97 21970 (39)

1
e _ e = ez(em_ZHy —1)=e*(z—2z+ 1y)/ dtet@—=Hiy) (40)
0

i.e., using the mean value theorem, there é¢datweent, z such that

e z

r—z (41)

1
le® Y — % < ez — 2 + 1y|/ dte'™ %) = |z — 2 + iy|
0

max{z,z}

=z —z+iyle® < |z —z+iyle

10



Now, we recall thatz; — 1| < 1/2and|z| <1, i.e,
log |zi| = —|log |zl (42)

Hence, using the fact thats, = —|o.4,|, we find

Hzi _exitA; /2

%

— Hel‘)gzi — e Zz ‘UAi‘/Q
[

= le” 21 ‘ IOg‘ZiHJ"iEi, arg z; __ e~ 21 |UA»;‘/2

a4, , . (43)
< Zlog 2 — Z T emax{—32; [log|zi||,— 32, |oa,1/2}
T A,
< 1 i —— ’
which yields the following theorem.
Theorem 1 (Lindeberg quantum central limit theorem) LetA; C £,i=1,...,n,
be mutually disjoint set$g 4,| < 1, and letf 4, < co. Then
. 72
D(ay)) —exioal/2| < = 1. 44
1:[< (aa,)) —e <31 ; | fa; (44)

A dynamical quantum central limit for initially uncorretat stateg, = ®%_, o, fol-
lows directly from this theorem. The subsequent techrtiealare due to the fact that
we allow for correlations in the initial state.

5 Main theorem

We now turn to stating the main theorem. We arrive at a statérsigowing local
convergence to a Gaussian state in trace-norm, under thie agsamptions on the
initial state specified above. We first introduce a variara Bernstein-Spohn blocking
argument, and then make use of the above quantum Lindeb&rgldamit theorem, to
show convergence to a Gaussian characteristic functiohasespace. We then show
that this implies closeness ¢f(t) to a Gaussian state—so a maximum entropy state
for given second moments.

5.1 TheBernstein-Spohn blocking argument

We divide—for a given time—the lattice into two parts: Intites inside the causal
cone, where mixing occurs, and sites outside the causal doménfluence of which
is exponentially suppressed. Inside the cone, we in tuiih thg region into several
subsets, the role of which will soon become obvious. Thisahof a blocking is

11



derived from the “room and corridor” argument on classiedti¢e systems presented
in Ref. [2,[3]. To this end let

a > b > 1suchthat := {SGM J > 1. (45)
a+b
Then
8e|t| > n(a + b) > 4delt|. (46)
Now define the set
T={jeL:djs>n(a+b)} 47

as the sites that are significantly outside the causal camepare Lemmal3. Define
also the setst = (J;_, A; andB = |J;_, B;, where

Ai={jeLl:(i—-1(a+b) <djs<ila+b)—0b},
Bi={jeL :ila+bd)—b<djs<ila+b)}.

ThenL = AU B U T—the entire lattice is covered by these sets—a&nd .A;. What
ismore, ANB = ANT =TNB=ANA; =B, NB; =0fori # j. The
sets.A and 5 cover hence the complement®fin an alternating fashion, the first set
A, containing the subsef of interest for which we aim at showing relaxation. The
goal is now to choosg sufficiently small (such that the influence of siteg3is small
due to the large separation of tBg), but large enough such that thg are sufficiently

far apart (and therefore approximately independent) aed_thdeberg central limit
theorem yields closeness gf ;) to a Gaussian function in phase space. We will see
that for sufficiently largét|, this is achieved by the choice

|t|2/3
a = s
log [{]

(48)

b= |t|(2—u1/(1+u1))/67 (49)

for which one can prove the following Lemma.
Lemma 4 (Correlations) Let Assumptioris 1 ard 2 hold and tef be such that
LT > t| > 2, loglt| < [¢|*/3+*, (50)

wherep = p1/(6(p1 + 1)). Then,

t2/3 t
1|O|g|t| =a>b=|t/3H>1, Bi LJ =n>1, (51)

and for A, B, T as above, one has

ol 0B, 7| |0AT| < C2 12770,
lorllos,7l, | | < co||BIIF27 %M

05|, |o.4,8] < 16ec2|0S]||B]13 551,
n
DB
i=1
n
Z |f.A1
1=1

[t]*

< callBI? (2k +s0cls| 551 (52)

S 2|08
< callBI3IBIE (ks + 208l

12



The proof is again presented in the appendix. Here, the @aohgt is defined as
specified in the assumptions on the initial state ¢, as in the Lemmata following the
assumptions, and

88:{2'68 : di,ﬁ\szl} (53)

is the boundary of.

5.2 Themain theorem

Let A, B, T as above and writd) 4 = D(ca.4) and similarly for other the sets. We
have (we employ the triangle inequality three times)

)= [[Da)

i=1

0'5/2 <A

Xes(0(B) e )= (D) +

(54)

n

[0 -1

=1 =1

+‘ez oA, /2 _ 06/2’4_

The first term is bounded by (we write again = >, 0n|tn) (¢, | for the spectral
decomposition ob, and employ the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality)

(Da(Dsor = 1) <3 oul{Gnl Da(Dsur — 1)fn)

<> Vou (entnl(Dsor = 1) (Dsur = 1)) v
) (55)

IN

((Dsor — 1) Doy — 1)

21~ Daor)]) < losorl?

< (los| +lo7| +2los7)"?

To bound the second term in EQ.{54) welet {m € N : mevenl < m < n},
J = {1,...,n}\I. Then, using the fact that,, 4, > bfori # j, we find under

13



Assumption B

<H Da)=[[@a)| < | Da [ Da,) =TT D] Da,)

i=1 i€l jeJ iel jeJ

+ ([T Da]] D4y HDA»

iel jeJ
< b1/2+u2 I1PaXII Da) = 1 D) [T D)
icl jeJ icl jeJ
icl jed i=1
= b1/2+uz (II Da) = TT(Da) | + (T D) = [T(Da))
jeJ jeJ iel el

and, using the fact thaty, 4, > afori,j € I,i # j,

([IDa) - TTPad| < ([T D) = (D) T D)
el el el 22icT
2iel 24l
Cs ~ ~
2icl 24l
S — |I| a1/2+M2 °

This means that

L L cs csn
<H Da;) = 1_[1<DAi> S Pz T gi/2tim

(log [t])?/# T2
[t/

Cs
|t|(1/12+u2/6)

which bounds the second term in Hg.](54).
Now, forz,y € R there is ary betweenr andy such that

+ 8cse

e’ —e¥ = (z—y)e
Hence, for the third term in Eq_{b4) we find (we recall that o 4, < 0)

or —ZUAi /2

i=1

oXi 0, /2 _ eom’ <

14

107 i-e., |em — ey| = |$ _ y|em0 S |$ _ y|emaX{m7y}.

(56)

(57)

(58)

(59)

(60)



If |o.4,| < 1, the last term in Eq[(84) may be bounded using the Lindebgrgcentral
limit theorem and we finally have

Xas((B) = 72| < (los| + o7 + 2|o.r)"/?

UL—Z;UAi /2+2—12|f,4i

cs (log [t])?/2n
+ |¢](1/1241:2/6) [t|2w/3 7

_|_

(61)

+ 8cse

where bounds on the moments may be read off from Lefidma 4. Télgsythe main
theorem.

Theorem 2 (Convergence of characteristic functions) For all £ = {1,...,L} C
N, all § C £, and everyp, fulfilling AssumptionEl[13 there existsF& (3,t, L) > 0
such that

Xos(t)(B) —e”*/?| < Fs(B,t,L). (62)

The functionFs : CI°l x R x N — R has the following properties. There is a
recurrence timé . > 0, which increases polynomially with, and a relaxation time

trelax SUCh thatFs is decreasing in time for alk| € [trelax, trec], @and allS c {1,..., L}
with 85| 18]
.
w, MT/S [t|—o0 0. (63)

If the latter holds andS| does not depend oh, one has in particular

lim lim Fs(8,t, L) =0. (64)
[t| =00 L—00

This theorem indeed shows convergence of characteristictiins of reduced
states associated with some sublattfce Gaussian characteristic functions in phase
space. Note that the size of this sublattice may even slovdw gn time; one would
still end up with a Gaussian characteristic function. Syriel any finite system there
will be recurrences, but with increasing these recurrence timeég: can be made
arbitrarily large.

The characteristic function

Xoo(n(B) = e7/% = e B(1)B/2 (65)
corresponds to the Gaussian stétét) with second moments
Ok = GLObD) + Bi(0)DL(E) = [e*A7(0)e! ],k (66)
and one h&bs
tr(oc (t)blb;] = trlos (t)blbi]
SDOkiml e gt = o).
3Here, || - || denotes the spectral norm.
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Note that, if the initial correlations are translationahyariant,v(0) and A commute,

i.e., the second moments are conserved) = ~v(0). By virtue of Lemmdb, which
we prove in the next section, trace-norm convergence oésiatalso inherited from
this main theorem. We state this corollary for a sublaifidéat is constant in time.

Coroallary 1 (Convergence of reduced statesto Gaussian states) Let|S|and||v(0)]|
be bounded by an absolute constant. Under the assumptidreofeni R and for any
e > 0 there exists a recurrence timg. > 0, which increases polynomially with,
and a relaxation timeejax Such that

10s(t) — oc(t)|lr <, (68)

for all [t| € [trelax, trec), Wheregq () is the Gaussian state with characteristic function
eoc/2,

This means that in the sense of trace-norm closeness, ledated states become
Gaussian —and hence maximum entropy—states.

6 Convergence of quantum states

In this section, we will show that pointwise convergencelwdracteristic functions is
inherited by trace-norm convergence on the level of quargtates. This argument
generalizes the one of Ref. |27]—showing weak convergenrcgétes from pointwise
convergence of characteristic functions—and of Ref| [28kating trace-norm and
weak convergence. The central idea is to consider two setgh®one hand, this is
the subset of phase space that supports, in a sense yet talbgreaise, “most” of the
characteristic function. On the other hand, this is the gabs of Hilbert space with the
property that the projection of the state onto it is a positiperator that eventually has
almost unit trace. One can then bound the error made wheacteg) the complement
of these sets and in turn relate the relevant sets in phasstatedspace. Inside these
relevant sets, one can relate weak convergence to pointersergence of character-
istic functions and use the equivalence of norms. Here wsepitean argument going
beyond the results in Ref$.[27,128] and use a gentle measutdramma of Ref[[29].

6.1 Preliminaries

To prepare the argument, consider for a single mode the iyoped to matrix elements
of Weyl operators

. I\ 1/2
A < o—lal?/2] 4 (In—m| min{m, n}! in—m| )
iDieptm| < 1o 2 (ma_x{m',n}! [Ehmtnaa®)] g

— |l 2
=:el /zpn-,m(|a|2)v
wherea € C andL” are associated Laguerre polynomials, i.,,(|«|?) is a poly-

nomial of degreenin{m, n} + |n —m|/2 = (n+m)/2in |a|?. Here{|n)},—o.1,. . is
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the standard number basis of the Hilbert space associatkcwingle mode. We can
make use of this in the situation of havingmodes: Define for som& > 0
M={aecC" : ||a|3>T}, (70)

as the region far away i2-norm from the origin of phase space afd := CV\ M as
its complement. For a continuous functign CY — C with |f(a)| < 2 consider the
bound (we Writep,, m () = [T, Pn,,m: (Jas|?) andn) = |ny - ny))

Jdes(@)mDi@)m)| < [da |50 |nlD(e)m)

N

+ [ dav @) |(m1D()m)
<2 [ da[(niD()im) |+ 1) ma |/ (e0)

<2 / dace 18/, (@) + | M| max | f(a)
¥ aeM

< 90 T/4 /da e lele/tp,, () + | M| max |f(a)]
on aeM

_. —T/4
(71)

These findings may be summarized as follows. FoNath;, m; € N and every > 0
there is aco > 0 and a compact s& ¢ C" such that

|, de (@)l Dlegjm)
for all continuousf : CV — C with |f(a)| < 2.

Now, for M c NV let A
Py = Z In)(n|. (73)
neM
This will take the role of a projection onto the relevant pafrstate space. For states
01, 02 one finds (see the Appendix for a proof)

<e+co rélgé<|f(a)| (72)

|61 — dalle < |61 — Pardr Pas + PrrooPrr — b2l

A 74
HMP? max (o - o).

What is more, using the Heisenberg-Weyl-correspondemeehas
(n](21 — 02)lm) /@N dex [xg, (@) = X (@)] (n| D()|m). (75)

l.e., combining Eqs[{72.74), one has that for ev®rg N, ¢ > 0 andM c NV there
is a constant, > 0 and a compaat ¢ C” such that

101 = G2l < € + co max [xg, (@) — Xeu (@)
oE . X R R (76)
+ [|61 — Pr 61 Poar + Prr o2 Par — 02l
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for all N—mode state$q, os.
Now, from the gentle measurement lemma of Hefl [29] it foBawat

o . 1/2
16 — PrioPurllu < 2 (tr[@(]l - PM)]) (77)

and fora; = b!b; one finds (we write\/ = N\ M)

N N N
N maxtr(on;] > Ztr[@ﬁi] = Z Z ni(n|oln) + Z Z ni(n|oln)

=1 1=1neM i=1 neM (78)
A N A
> tr[@(]l — P]w)] min Z?’Li > tr[@(]l — PM)]’ITL,
neM =1

where the last inequality holds for the particular choice of

M ={neNV¥ :Znigm}. (79)

Hence, to summarize, for every, N € N ande > 0 there is a constant) > 0 and a
compactC ¢ C¥ such that
|01 — O2]lw < €+ comax |xg, (@) — xg, ()]
acC
(80)

A /2
m 2 7

for all N—mode state$, os.

6.2 Trace-norm bounds

We summarize the above findings in the following Lemma. lvehthat closeness in
trace-norm is inherited by pointwise closeness of charatiefunctions. The last line
corresponds essentially a bound to the local energy per mddeh can in all relevant
settings be bounded from above. Note that all constantsenght hand side of the
inequality can be made explicit.

Lemma 5 (Trace-norm conver gence from pointwise phase space convergence) For
everye,c; > 0 and N € N there is a constant, > 0 and a compact C C such
that

o1 = G2lle < €+ comax|x, (@) — X (@) (81)
for all statesg,, g2 on a collection ofV sites with, for alls,
tr[@lm], tr[égﬁi] < cCq. (82)

Using Theoreni]2, the pointwise distance between charatitefiinctions and
may hence be subsumedsirto yield the trace norm estimate in Corollaty 1.
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7 Summary, discussion and relationship to notions of
typicality

The above theorem shows that weakly clustering stateslyasdéx to maximum en-
tropy states. This holds true in the strong sense of tracernonvergence, to states that
have maximum entropy for given second moments. Physicpialsing, this means
that locally, the system appears as if it had entirely radaxéthout the need of an ex-
ternal environment. Every part of the system forms the emvitent of the other, and
merely mediated by local interactions, the system relaXéss is a proven instance
of a situation in which under non-equilibrium quenched dyits, closed systems do
locally relax. As has been mentioned before, it can henceadveed as a proof of the
“local relaxation conjecture”, generalizing the findindRef. [7], and constituting to
the knowledge of the authors a first proof of local relaxatioa situation not requiring
product or Gaussian, meaning quasi-free, initial statdsat 15 to say, the statement
shows that for a large class of initial states, locally, thetem quickly looks relaxed
and stays like that for long times.

We finally mention a potential link of the above results to domcept of “typi-
cality”: The term typicality refers—roughly speaking—toet idea that when quan-
tum states are randomly chosen from a suitable ensemblegd-timensional pure
states, almost all realizations will share properties li#@uced states of subsystems
having large entropy, or being close to a Gibbs state. ThéesEis a manifestation of
the phenomenon of concentration of measure. The simplebtsituation is realized
when drawing random pure state according to the Haar measuke= C? @ CP:
Then the von-Neumann entropy of thelimensional subsystem will, for large, be
almost certainly be almost maximum, with any deviationsxgegxponentially sup-
pressed in probability. Similarly, if states are drawn framensemble of pure states
that are eigenvectors of a Hamiltonian with eigenvaluesecto a limiting point in the
spectrum, defining an energy, then one can specify techoacalitions under which
one can prove that almost certainly, subsystems will lgdabk like the reduction of
a Gibbs state to that subsystemI[L7] 18]. That is to say, alalbstates appear to
have high local entropy. This is strictly proven only in ca$éinite-dimensional con-
stituents, although it is to be expected that the same iotudarries over also to the
situation of infinite-dimensional constituents. In thehligf this observation, it appears
plausible that starting from an “untypical initial situadi’, systems will eventually be
driven to a “typical one” by virtue of unitary time evolution

Needless to say, time evolution defines merely a one-dirmeakmanifold, pa-
rameterized by time, and from the above argument aloneg tisemo guarantee that
the system will indeed arrive at a typical situation (althbisteps can be taken that
show that for most times, albeit unknown ones, the systeraaggocally typical[19]
in a non-equilibrium situation). Here—for a class of mode#ssignificantly stronger
statement is proven, in that after a short time, the systdhrcarntainly come arbitrar-
ily close to a maximum entropy state under the constraintsecbnd moments and
will stay there. It would be interesting to take steps to coralsuch kinematical and
dynamical approaches towards understanding equilibratiolosed quantum systems.
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9 Appendix: Proofs

9.1 Lieb-Robinson bound (Lemmal3)

Under periodic boundary conditions, the entriesCbfake the formC; ; = C;—; =
Ca

i

L
1 e ;
G=7 kfle%kl/ Le=iths Ny = —2cos(27k/L). (83)

As A; ; = 0ford; ; > 1, we find from Taylor’s theorem the estimate

L %) . n
omikd; ; /L 1t/\k (—itAk)
LZ > ! Smax| y 0
k=1 n= dlj n:di,j ’ (84)
[tAg|dd |2t|d0d 2elt|\
< max < < )
kel d/@j! di,j! di,j

i.e., forA C £ we find from Eq.[(IL) that

Dol 323 18510l < 18 mag Y (26“')

€A i€AjJES

<QBmmw§j<ﬁ@>

- (85)
2elt
=18z 3 ( | ') S i
AS €A
dAS (o9} d
2e|t ’ 2e|t _
<2|ﬁ|1<i) S (55 < gz,
das o \das
where the last inequality holds fae|t| < d4.s.
Furthermore,
L L
Z Z 2it cos(27wk/L) 271'1kl/L . Z 27Tk/L 271'1kl/L (86)
k=1 =1
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whereg(¢) = e?*¢*s(#) can be written as

9(@) = > gne™?,

1 m —in 1 ’r it cos in n
In = 2_/ dgg(@)e™? = 2_/ dg et co@ein® = i ], (21)
T™Jo ™ Jo
1 7T 16 aind 2 2it cos()
_ d ing g it cos
27T(in)2/0 g0z ’

whereJ,, is a Bessel function of the first kind. Hence, for> 1

o2 2 2

i 2[t] + 4[] It]

2 ,2it cos() ot o Sl o L

lgnl < 2mn? /0 do[95e™ | < N2 <6 2
and

1 %) L o
Cr = i Z gn Ze%lk(nﬂ)/L = Z nOntieLz
n=—oo k=1 n=-—oo

o0 1 27 ) o0
=Y grea= %/ Ao g(8)e"™ + > (grz—1+ gr211)
0 z=1

Z2=—00

where, for|t| > 1 and0 < < L/2, which we can assume 8% ; = Cy

i3

o0

6l o 6(r%—4)|t|?
Z |grz—1+ grat1] < % Z ((Z_ll/L)2 + (Z+l1/L)2) < & L2)\ 2

z=1 z=1

i.e., forL > |t|7/¢ > 1 (we use a bound obtained in Réf.[30]),

2m

1 ids s
(Caus < |Caus =5 | A69() ™% |+ |, (20)
2 2
< L;mt\ + |2t|11/3 < Itfj/s.

9.2 Moments
We will need the following bound. Let 1 > 0 and A C L. Then

1 > 1
T . 94 +e 6d1 7T
;4 1+ dz‘,j]Qﬂtﬂ T_Zd;’j 1+ T]He 1+ r]lﬂ ;4 o
2 i 1 21 +e)

> [1—|—d_,47j]1+“ —~ [1+T]1+€ [1+dA7j]1+u.
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9.2.1 Second moments (Lemmal[)

In the following we assume thatand L are such thaf, > |¢|”/¢ > 1. Under Assump-
tion[d we find from Eqs[(1B.92) and Lemifla 3 that

oasl < Y lasos| (|(B1s) )
€A

JjEB
372 ION
|23 18113 2(2 ’<b;‘rbj> + 51',47')
jEB (93)

i€ A
37%(2¢1 + 1), 1o 1
~ 172/3 5 7 124piter
|t|2/3 || HlleZ‘A [1 + diyj]2+'u‘1+ 1
JjEB

< 37%(4e1 +2)¢(1 + @) (|81

+ }@ISD

min{|Al, |B[}
23 [1 4+ dap) ™"

forall A, B C L. Similarly, forall A; ¢ £,i=1,...,n,with A; N A; =0 fori # j,
we find (A := |, Ai)

n
372(2¢1+1
> loaa € TEEBIEY Y Y e

ij=1 i=1 ke A; le A\ A;
i£j (94)

Ai
< ca|BI Z A

[¢12/3[14+da,, 4\ 4, ]

Now, for all 4, B ¢ L with AN B = onehasraug =04+ 05+ 2045 i€,

o =o0pat 20044 +t0a=0p4+ 20004+ Z oA+ Z TALA; (95)
i=1 i,j=1
1#]

ie.,

UL_ZU.A

i=1

n

A;
<oyl +2lopa,al + c2llBIF Z |t\2/3[1+d‘A\fI‘, ki (96)

Finally, under Assumptiohl1 and for A such thatle < 4elt| < d4 s, we find
from Egs. [18.92) and Lemnha 3 that

(2¢1 + 1)| a4 37(2c1 + 1)[|81
loa sl < —lje || max L 5 qlFpiter
162_,4 1+ d +p1ter zGZ.A i€ A ;ﬁ [1 + di,j] +p1ter

jeB (97)

< 370 +2)181h¢ (1 +e) . Jaal < eall 22045
i€ A
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9.2.2 Fourth moments (Lemmal)
From Eq. [(I8) we find
|fal < Z |aiajakaz|(|<lszl;;1;k1;l>| + |<l;jl;k1;;l;1>| + |<1A)IZA)1€(A)NA)}L>|
ik lEA
+ (bRbIbI00) |+ [(Babbb])] + |BrbiblE)) (98)

<3 Y Jajaal (2|<z§113;13k131>| + 48, ;| (1D))] + 5k7j5i,l),
i5,k,l€A

where, under Assumptidd 1, we have

o 217 (4c14+1)0 (4c1+1)
(5ZJ +4|<bibJ>|) 5k,l < [1_,_,11 ]H’fell < ([l-l—di,j][ll-;—dk’l])lﬁl
(4c1+1) (99)
< Z ([1+dns][ll"'dt,u])l+él ’

(r,s,t,u)€P(i,5,k,1)

i.e., under Assumptions 1 afQt 2 we have

o 6cs+3(4c1+1)
[fal < D7 lewaanan] > ([ dr ) [1+de, ) Fme2T - (100)
i,5,k,l€A (r,s,t,u)EP(i,5,k,l)

Now let (r, s, ¢, u) be a given permutation dfi, j, k,1). Then, using the geometric
mean inequality and Eq_(P2),

§ : loviovj o ou | _ Z o ||as || eve || vu
(It dr o] [1ds o)) Tminler 2} — (It dr. o] [1+dys o)) Toinler 2}
i,7,k,l€A r,s,t,u€ A
2
— Z ‘O‘THOZS|
= [+d, . 1+mm{el €}
r,s€A
9 (101)
|: § [1+d 1+mln{61 52}i|
r,s€A
2 2 2
<41+ minfer, e21)[ D ]
i€ A

i.e., using Lemmal3 and the fact that,_ . |o;|* = [|3]|3 and|P| = 24, we find for
L>|t]7/¢>1

n n 2
" 1Fal < 96(6s +3(4er +1))C3(1 +minfer, e2}) 3o D oy ]
i=1 i=1 jEA;
< 96(6¢5 + 3(der +1)¢*(1 + minfer, e2})[|BlI3 max Y oy
" jeA
< 96(6e3 + 3(der + 1))37C3(1 + min{er, e2})|| 831181 2z AL

(102)
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9.3 Blocking argument (Lemmald)

In the following we writer = 8elt|.
9.3.1 Distances
Forallk € A;,1 € A; we have (we picls € S such thatl; ; = d; s)
(i — 1)(CL+ b) <dps <dps <dpi+dis=dr;+d s <d, —l—j(a—l— b) —b (103)
and (we picks € S such thatly, s = dis)

(j— 1)(a+b) <dis<ds<dp+dis=dr+dps < dk)l-i-i(a—i-b) —b, (104)

i.e.,
da. 4. = mi i — ] —a.
A A ;Ielg‘l dgg > i —jl(a+b) —a (105)
lEAj
Furthermore .
d =minds; > b) > —. 106
5.7 = min s > nla+ )_2 (106)

9.3.2 Cardinalities
Fori € £\S pick s; € 9S such thatl; s = d; s, = d; ps. Then

Al = D> asa =181+ D D basa=ISI+ Y D Gai.u

0<I<a i€l 1<i<aielL\S 1<l<aieL\S

<|S[+ Z Z Z 6d; .1 < |S] +2|0S]a.

1<I<a s€dS ieL\S

(207)
Similarly, fori # 1
|A;| < 2|0S] 1 <2|0S]a (108)
(i—1)(a+b)<I<i(a+b)—b
ie.,
Al =Y A < [S] +2|0S|na < |S| + 2|08]r. (109)
i=1
Furthermore,
- Tb
<2 1<2 b<2 —.
Bl<208]> ) < 2|0S|nb < 2/0S|— (110)

i=1 i(at+b)—b<i<i(a+b)
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9.3.3 Moments

In the following lett and L be such that
LT > |t > 2, loglt| < t[/3F, (111)
wherep = 11/(6(p1 +1)). Then

8elt]
+b

2/3
|t| —a>b= |t|1/37u >1, {

— = 1. 112
log J "= (112)

Combining the above bounds on distances and cardinaliftevemmag [ P we find
under Assumptioris[d,2 that

o7 ] los. 7l loar| < el BlF2 4, (113)
and
b |t|Y/3b
< 2 T _ 2
|UB|7|UA,B| = 202|6S|H/6H1a|t|2/3 16602|68|||ﬁ”1 a

= 16eca|0S]||B]1 7]t~ log ¢,

n

Uﬁ_ZUAi

i=1

A
< losur| + 2losuT.1 + 2| Bl e

<\|og| + |o7r| + 2|os 7|+ 2|os.al + 2/oa,T]
S 1/3
+ealBl? (ks + 16e(05] )

< 5eo 8|72 !

_ R&
+c2|BII} (t%' +16e]0S| {3|t| “logt] + 31

< 2B (Fh + 80elosllt ™ loglt])

| Ay S|+2|08
< 04H5||§||5||§MT/3 < c4|\B||§||ﬁ||%"M%

Z|f.z41

=1

S 2|08
— calBIZIBIE (7S + 2251).

(114)
9.4 Closenessof quantum states
We have for any states, oo,
51— dally < 181 — Pasén Pas + PaséaPas — 0
|61 — O2llr < |01 — Prro1Poar + Prio2Pry — 02llw (115)

+||Pasdr Pas — ParéoParlls,
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treating the relevant part of state space. Within that eelepart, we can make use of
| Prré1 Par — ParoaPuslle = || Par (61 — 62) Par |l

L oA o \1/2

=1t {(PM(QI — 02)Pn(01 — QQ)PM) ]
L oA o 1/2
= Z<”| (PM(QI — 02)Pr (01 — Qz)PM) [n),
n
(116)

giving rise to the bound

. A U 1/2
1Pas61Par — Par oo Parlle < (<n|PM(Q1 — 02)Pun (01 — QZ)PN|n>)

n

1/2
— Z <Z ‘<’I’L|PM(§1 - éz)pl\l|m>’2>
1/2
= Z ( Z [{(n|(o1 — @2)|m>|2>

neM \meM

(117)

<M max [(n[(61 — d2)lm)].
n,meM

References

[1] O. E. Lanford, lll, and D. W. Robinson, Commun. Math. Ph34; 193 (1972).
[2] T. V. Dudnikova, A. I. Komech, and H. Spohn, J. Math. Ph#.2596 (2003).

[3] T. V. Dudnikova and H. Spohn, Markov Processes and Rel&ields12, 645
(2006).

[4] B. M. McCoy and E. Barouch, Phys. Rev.3\786 (1971).
[5] M. Tegmark and L. Yeh, Physica 202, 342 (1994).
[6] T.Barthel and U. Schollwock, Phys. Rev. Let@0, 100601 (2008).

[7]1 M. Cramer, C.M. Dawson, J. Eisert, and T. J. Osborne, PRgv. Lett. 100,
030602 (2008).

[8] P. Calabrese and J. Cardy, Phys. Rev. 1961136801 (2006).

[9] K. Sengupta, S. Powell, and S. Sachdev, Phys. Ré9,53616 (2004).
[10] M. Mockel and S. Kehrein, Phys. Rev. Let00, 175702 (2008).
[11] C. Kollath, A. M. Lauchli, and E. Altman, Phys. Rev. I£.e38, 180601 (2007).

26



[12] A. Flesch, M. Cramer, I. P. McCulloch, U. SchollwtckdJ. Eisert, Phys. Rev.
A 78, 033608 (2008).

[13] P. Barmettler, A. M. Rey, E. A. Demler, M. D. Lukin, |. Bétr, and V. Gritsev,
Phys. Rev. A78, 012330 (2008).

[14] M. Rigol, V. Dunjko, V. Yurovsky, and M. Olshanii, PhyRev. Lett.98, 050405
(2007).

[15] In preparation (2010).

[16] J. Guetschow, S. Uphoff, R. F. Werner, and Z. Zimboragyidth. Phys.51,
015203 (2010).

[17] S. Goldstein, J.L. Lebowitz, R. Tumulka, and N. ZandPhhys. Rev. Lett96,
050403 (20086).

[18] S. Popescu, A.J. Short, and A. Winter, Nature Phy2jd54 (2006).
[19] P. Reimann, Phys. Rev. Lefi01, 190403 (2008).

[20] E. H. Lieb and D. W. Robinson, Commun. Math. Ph38,.251 (1972).
[21] B. Nachtergaele, Y. Ogata, and R. Sims, J. Stat. PI#/4.1 (2006).
[22] M. B. Hastings and T. Koma, Comm. Math. Phg65, 781 (2006).
[23] J. Eisert, M. Cramer, and M.B. Plenio, Rev. Mod. PI8%.277 (2010).

[24] M. Cramer, A. Serafini, and J. Eisert, uantum information and many body
quantum systemdds. M. Ericsson, S. Montangero, Pisa: Edizioni della Nor-
male, pp 51-72, 2008 (Publications of the Scuola Normalee8ae. CRM Se-
ries, 8).

[25] B. Nachtergaele, H. Raz, B. Schlein, and R. Sims, af%i%2.3820.

[26] M. M. Wolf, G. Giedke, and J. I. Cirac, Phys. Rev. L&6, 080502 (2006).
[27] C. D. Cushen and R. L. Hudson, J. Appl. Prep454 (1971).

[28] E. B. Davies, Commun. Math. Phyks, 277 (1969)27, 309 (1972).

[29] A. Winter, IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory5, 2481 (1999).

[30] L. Landau, Electron. J. Diff. Egns., Cort#4, 147 (2000).

27


http://arxiv.org/abs/0712.3820

	1 Introduction
	2 Preliminaries
	2.1 System and dynamical setting
	2.2 Moments

	3 Assumptions on initial state and locality of dynamics
	3.1 Assumptions on the initial state
	3.2 Lieb-Robinson bounds and locality of dynamics

	4 Quantum central limit theorems
	4.1 Some facts about characteristic functions
	4.2 A Lindeberg-type quantum central limit theorem

	5 Main theorem
	5.1 The Bernstein-Spohn blocking argument
	5.2 The main theorem

	6 Convergence of quantum states
	6.1 Preliminaries
	6.2 Trace-norm bounds

	7 Summary, discussion and relationship to notions of typicality
	8 Acknowledgements
	9 Appendix: Proofs
	9.1 Lieb-Robinson bound (Lemma 3)
	9.2 Moments
	9.2.1 Second moments (Lemma 1)
	9.2.2 Fourth moments (Lemma 2)

	9.3 Blocking argument (Lemma 4)
	9.3.1 Distances
	9.3.2 Cardinalities
	9.3.3 Moments

	9.4 Closeness of quantum states


