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We show that macroscopic thermalization and transport impose constraints on matrix elements
entering the Eigenstate Thermalization Hypothesis (ETH) ansatz and require them to be correlated.
It is often assumed that the ETH reduces to Random Matrix Theory (RMT) below the Thouless
energy scale. We show this conventional picture is not self-consistent. We prove that energy scale
at which the RMT behavior emerges has to be parametrically smaller than the inverse timescale of
the slowest thermalization mode coupled to the operator of interest. We argue that the timescale
marking the onset of the RMT behavior is the same timescale at which hydrodynamic description

of transport breaks down.

Thermalization of isolated quantum systems has at-
tracted significant attention recently. For the quantum
ergodic systems without local integrals of motion it is
currently accepted that thermalization can be explained
with the help of the Eigenstate Thermalization Hypoth-
esis (ETH) [IH8]. At the technical level the ETH can
be understood as an ansatz for the matrix elements of
observables in the energy eigenbasis [5],

Aij = A*N(E)oy; + VB [(Bwriy, (1)
E:(EZ+EJ)/2, w:Ei—Ej.

Here A is an observable satisfying ETH (1), Q(E)dE is
the density of states, A°*" and f are smooth functions of
their arguments, and 7;; are pseudo-random fluctuations
with unit variance. The diagonal part of the ETH ansatz
explains thermalization, at least in the sense that the
expectation value of A in some initial state with mean
energy F, after averaging over time, is equal to ther-
mal expectation value of A at the effective temperature
B~YHE) =dInQ/dE. The dynamics of thermalization is
encoded in the off-diagonal matrix elements 7;;, as well as
in the initial state ¥, and is not universal. In this paper
we show that macroscopic thermalization, in particular
the type of transport present in the system, imposes con-
straints on the correlations of r;;.

Numerical studies confirm that the r;; behave “ran-
domly” and oscillate around zero mean seemingly with-
out any obvious pattern. Certainly the r;; can not be
random in the literal sense as the form of A;; is fixed
once the Hamiltonian and A are specified. Moreover, A
often has to satisfy various algebraic relations. For ex-
ample, in a spin lattice model one can choose A to be
a Pauli matrix acting on a particular site. In this case
A% = 1, which requires r;; to be correlated. Similarly,
the r;; can be constrained by the expected behavior of
the four-point correlation function [9H12], etc.

While the whole matrix r;; can not be random, there is
a strong expectation that fluctuations r;; can be treated
as random if the indexes i, j are restricted to belong to a

sufficiently narrow energy interval. Assuming the interval
is centered around some FE, we define AEryT as the
largest possible interval such that all r;; with

|E; — E|,|E; — E| < AErut/2, (2)

can be treated for physical purposes as being random
and independent (without necessary being normally dis-
tributed). The expectation that r;; reduces to a Gaus-
sian Random Matrix inside a sufficiently narrow inter-
val is consistent with numerical studies which confirm
that the r;; are normally distributed [I3HI5] and that
the form-factor f becomes constant for w smaller than
inverse thermalization timescale 27 /7, called Thouless
energyﬂ [17, 19-21]. Furthermore, for real symmetric A;;
the variances of the diagonal and off-diagonal elements
have been numerically shown to satisfy (rZ) = 2(7"%)
[22H24], which is consistent with and necessary for r;; to
become a Gaussian Orthogonal Ensemble. Random be-
havior of r;; also naturally emerges in the recent attempt
to justify ETH analytically [25]. From the physical point
of view the “structureless” form of A;; inside a small
energy interval is expected on the grounds of the hypo-
thetical universal behavior of observables at late times
[26133).

Reduction of r;; to an RMT below 27/7 is seemingly
in agreement with the conventional picture of thermaliza-
tion. Assuming 7 is the characteristic time of the slowest
transport mode probed by A, after the time ¢t 2 7 the
system will be in the ergodic regime, i.e. value of A will
not be sensitive to the initial state. This suggests r;;

1 Thouless energy AFEry, is often defined as a scale of applicability
of RMT to describe statistics of energy spectrum. Thermaliza-
tion time 7 is defined as time when the autocorrelation function
of an operator A approximately saturates to a constant. The in-
verse scale 27/7 is the size of the “plateau” of f2(w), and is also
called Thouless energy in the literature. For certain systems and
operators probing slowest thermalization mode both quantities
are known to coincide AEry, ~ 27 /7 [16HIS].



should become structureless for AEgryt ~ 27 /7 [17, 21].
In this Letter we show this is not the case, and AEruT
has to be parametrically smaller than the Thouless energy
27/T.

The key observation is that the ETH ansatz with
random mutually-independent r;; is constrained by pres-
ence of states with extensively long thermalization times.
Let us consider an initial state |¥), which describes an
out-of-equilibrium configuration with an order one over-
lap with the slowest mode probed by A. Then at late
times

SA(t, W) ~ e /T,

t2T, (3)
where

SA(t, T) = (W] A(t) Z |Ci 2 A (E (4)

Here second term is simply the equilibrated value of A,
such that A asymptotes to zero at late times. We also
assume |¥) has less than extensive energy variance AFE.
While our argument is more general, for concreteness one
can think of a 1D spin chain of length L exhibiting diffu-
sive transport of energy, and A would be a local operator
coupled to energy. In this case the initial state can be
taken to describe a quasi-classical configuration with an
extensive displacement of energy, while timescale in
would be diffusive time 7 ~ L?/D. An explicit con-
struction of such a state |¥) is given in the Supplemental
Materials (SM).

To connect thermalization time 7 to matrix elements of
A we introduce a parameter-dependent average, which is
somewhat similar to the “average distance” used in [34],

in(27t/T
sin(27t/ )dt
™

(0 Ay = /_ A W) (5)

Here T is a free parameter. When T becomes large, (5
reduced to the conventional average over time 7. After
representing A(t) in the energy eigenbasis using and
performing the integral in we find

(0A)r = (V|0A7[W), (6)

where the operator § AT written in the energy eigenbasis
has the form

_ QB (B W)y, |E; - Bj| < 27/T,
(047)ij = { 0, |E; — E;| > 27T/T.( )
In other words the matrix (6Ar);; has a band structure,
it coincides with A;; (after subtracting the non-random

J

(W[5 A |02 ‘/ 5A(, ) SRCr/T) 4

it

diagonal part) inside a diagonal band of size 27 /T, and

is zero outside. This is schematically shown in Fig.
The expectation value (U|§Ar|¥) can be bounded by

the largest eigenvalue of § A7, which we denote by (T,

(W[5 AL|W)| < a(T). (8)
Let us assume now that T is sufficiently large such
that 2n/T < AFEgry7. Then (6Ar);; is a band ran-
dom matrix with independent matrix elements and its
largest eigenvalue is controlled by the variance function
(0A7)7; = Q7' f*(w) [35]. In the limit of a narrow band
TAFE > 1, see SM,

27 /T
:Z?Z = 2 w w.
(T) =8 /0 fA(B,w)d (9)

Technically, @D assumes absence of correlations, while
the definition of AEgyT does not exclude possible
correlations of r;; and ryj along the diagonal, i.e. when
(Ei+Ej)—(E;+E}) is large while | E; — E;| and | Ey — Ej |
are small. In SM we justify @D rlgoroubly, using the
result of [22], by converting it into an inequality. Looking
ahead, our main result, inequality , continue to hold
with different numerical coefficients.
With help of the integral in the right-hand-side of
can be expressed through the connected autocorre-
lation function of A calculated at the effective inverse
temperature 37! = dIn Q/dE [17, 19, 20],

(A1) A0))s = (E|A()A(0)|E) —

Now combining with @D written with help of
we find the inequality, which should be satisfied so far
T > Trur = 27/ AERMT,

(EJA0)|E)?. (10)

r AFE

FIG. 1. Visualization of the band matrix (§A7)q; (7).

sin(27t/T)

7t

dt (11)



The inequality is our main technical result, which
implies strong limitations on AFgryT. As the charac-
teristic size L of the system grows, the autocorrelation
function of A approaches its thermodynamic form, which
follows from quasi-classical hydrodynamic description,

(A()A(0))p ~ (tp/t) (12)

with some L-independent o« > 0 and tp. Coeflicient o
depends on the type of transport A couples to. The be-
havior applies for ¢+ 2 tp and persists until ¢t ~ 7,
after which the autocorrelation function becomes zero
17, 20]. Around the time ¢ ~ 7 the value of full au-
tocorrelation function, i.e. without the asymptotic value
subtracted, should be inverse proportional to volume, in-
dicating that the conserved quantity coupled to A has
spread across the whole system

tp\* 1
< - ) x 73 (13)
Here L is a characteristic size of the system in dimen-
sional units, e.g. the number of spins, while d is the num-
ber of spatial dimensions. Using , and for T' > tp the
right-hand-side of can be approximated as follows,
where we dropped all numerical coefficients,

/ " A A0)) 22T gy (14)

Tt
(tD/T)aa T ZT>> tp,
(tp/m)er)T, TZT

For late times T' > tp is very small irrespective of
the value of 7/T. Strictly speaking the estimate above
is only correct far o < 1 such that the integral gets its
main contribution for large ¢. In most cases this requires
d=1.

The behavior of the left-hand-side of (11)) is quite dif-
ferent. Starting from the expoential deca we find for
large T'> T,

/5A

which is in agreement with the qualitative picture that
0A(t, V) remains of order one for the time ¢ ~ 7 and
then quickly approaches zero. When T is large but not
necessarily larger than 7 remains of order one and
the inequality can not be satisfied. For to be
satisfied T has to be parametrically larger than 7,

2 t o
(1) ,S (D) 1 = TRMT Z TLd. (16)

sm(27rt/T) T
~ T’ (15)

T T T

To summarize, we see that the inequality imposes a
stringent bound on the energy scale AEgyt = 27/TrMmT,
which should be parametrically smaller than the Thouless
energy 27 /7. In particular, for a 1D diffusive system and
a local operator A coupled to conserved quantity we find

TRMT Z 7L ~ L3 . (17)

More generally, for any 1D system with local interactions
transport can not be faster than ballistic, 7 o« L, and
therefore for any local operator, Trvt 2, 7L ~ L2.

We illustrate the inequality and the resulting dif-
ference between AFgyt and 71 with help of an open
non-integrable 1D Ising spin-chain with two polarizations
of magnetic field. The operator A = o} is a one-site oper-
ator. This model is diffusive. In SM, where all technical
details can be found, we numerically justify as well
as with @ = 1/2. The result, the left-hand-side and
the right-hand-side of , is shown in Fig. The in-
equality is saturated for times T significantly larger than
thermalization time 7, when the autocorrelation func-
tion plateaus (see the inset). This confirms the conclu-
sion that the RMT time scale Try is much larger than
thermalization time. Smallness of 7/TrymT < 1 was also
recently confirmed numerically in [24] 36].

For a translationally-invariant system it is also inter-
esting to consider an operator Ay with a constant mo-
mentum. Keeping in mind a 1D diffusive spin lattice
system of length L, we denote by A(,,) a local operator
A located at the site m. Then

21/2

Ti Z cos (km) Ay, (18)

m=1

Ap =

where L is dimensionless. The normalization factor
(2/L)'/? is chosen such that the connected autocorre-
lation function is L-independent in the thermodynamic
limit

(ArMA_ g ~e /™ 7 o« k?/D. (19)

With the same normalization the expectation value in
the state with a macroscopic amount of energy displaced
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FIG. 2. Plots of the LHS and the RHS of in loga-

rithmic scale: In [(¥|6A7|¥)|? (blue) and Inz?(T) (orange).
Also shown in brown IndA(t, V). Its approximately linear
form (before saturation) confirms exponential decay , In-
set: plot of autocorrelation function. All plots are for non-
integrable Ising spin chain with L = 24 spins with open b.c.,
see SM for details.



will be
SA(t, U) ~ LY 2=t/ (20)

Although the ¢-dependence in and is the same,
different L-dependent prefactor will result in a constraint
for Trmr. For large T >> 75 we can estimate

/ 51n(27rt/T)67t/det LTk (21)
0 Tt T

After ignoring unimportant numerical prefactors
yields, in agreement with ,

TRMT Z Tk L. (22)

To conclude, we have shown that the energy scale
AFEruvt at which the ETH ansatz reduces to Random
Matrix Theory has to be parametrically smaller than
the inverse thermalization time, i.e. characteristic time
of the slowest mode probed by the corresponding oper-
ator. For a 1D system and a local operator A coupled
to diffusive quantity we found AFERryT to be bounded by
(tL)~' ~ L=3, where L is the system size and 7 ~ L?/D
is the diffusion time.

Our result is an inequality, which raises the
question of identifying the correct scaling of AFEgrwyT
with the system size and understanding significance of
the associated timescale Tyt = QW/AEgﬁ/IT from the
point of view of thermalization dynamics. We conjecture
(16) reflects the correct scaling Tryt 7L% and pro-
pose the following interpretation. The timescale TryT
which marks the onset of random matrix behavior for an
observable A coincides with the end of macroscopic ther-
malization, i.e. applicability of hydrodynamic description
of transport. The expectation value §A(t, ¥) ~ e~*/7 will
decay exponentially until it saturates into exponentially
small fluctuations of order e=°/2, where S o L% is en-
tropy. This happens around time

T x 78, (23)

which we conjecture to agree with TryT up to constant
prefactors. This interpretation, and scaling, is consistent
with the onset of RMT-defined universal behavior of au-
tocorrelation function at late times [37, B8]. It is also
consistent with the numerics shown in Fig. 2] where by
the time the inequality is satisfied the expectation
value 0 A(t, ¥) has firmly saturated into the asymptotic
fluctuation regime.
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FIG. 3. Schematic visualization of the split . Circles cor-
respond to lattice sites (spins). Interaction term Hiyt is visu-
alized by the blue bond in the middle, gray bonds correspond
to Hr and Hgr. Distance between A and Hin: is denoted by
z.

SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIAL

Construction of initial state

Taking 1D lattice system (e.g. spin chain) of length L
with open boundary conditions as an example, in this
section we explicitly construct an initial state |¥) with
extensive thermalization time. As A we take a local oper-
ator located at one of the edges of the system, for example
one-spin operator acting on the first site.

We additionally assume the interactions are local,
i.e. the Hamiltonian H only includes short-range interac-
tions. Systems with local interactions have a finite max-
imal velocity of physical signals [39, [40]. As a result
a quasi-classical configuration with an extensive amount
of energy distributed locally would require at least time
t 2 L to thermalize. To assign |¥) a particular effec-
tive temperature, we want energy variance to be sub-
extensive. Otherwise the system may equilibrate, but
not thermalize. To construct |¥) we split the system into
two non-interacting subsystems of approximately equal
lengths L1 =~ Lo, Ly + Lo = L, by removing the corre-
sponding interaction term(s) from the original Hamilto-
nian H,

H:HL—FHR—FHintEH()—f—Hmt. (24)

This split is schematically shown in Fig. [3] The desired
initial state can be chosen as a tensor product

W) = |EL) ® |ER) (25)

of two energy eigenstates of the corresponding subsys-
tems Hy, Hg. By choosing different E; and Fr with an
extensive difference |Er, — Er| ~ L, one creates a configu-
ration of two adjacent subsystems with different effective
temperatures. Such states were previously studied nu-
merically for diffusive systems in [41]. We will show now
that in full generality it will take an extensive time for
this state to thermalize. Indeed, |¥) is an eigenstate of
the Hamiltonian Hgy, which is the original Hamiltonian
H with the interactions between the two subsystems re-
moved . Hence, energy variance

AE? = (U|H?|W) — (U|H|W)? =
(UH|0) — (0| Hin | ) (26)

n



is bounded by the norm of H;,, = H — Hy which is sub-
extensive. In terms of the decomposition

|‘I’> = ZC’L‘E’L> ) (27)

where |E;) are the eigenvalues of H, this means that most
|E;) contributing to will correspond to the same
energy density and therefore this state will thermalize
rather than merely equilibrate [6].

To describe the time evolution of |¥) it is convenient
to first switch to the Heisenberg picture and then employ
the interaction picture splitting H into Hy + Hin. Then
thermalization of |¥) is due to the growth of the local
operator Hi,; under the time-evolution induced by Hy,

Hiyi (t) = etHol [ e HHot, (28)

For a local operator A located a distance z away from
the location of Hjpt, the Lieb-Robinson bound [39] guar-
antees that (U|A(¢)|¥) will remain constant to within an
exponential precision at least up to times ¢ ~ z. This
rigorously follows from the fact that |¥) is an eigenstate
of Hy and that, up to exponential corrections, A and
Hint (t) will commute up until times ¢ ~ z.

Assuming the ETH (/1) applies to Hy, and H, and L is
sufficiently large, we can estimate the expectation value
att =10

SA(t=0,0) = (V|AIY) = D |CiPAN(E)  (29)

to be 0A(t = 0,¥) = A" (EL /L) — A**"(E/L), where
E =~ Ej, + Eg is the total energy of |¥) and we changed
the definition of A°*" to emphasize it is a smooth function
of energy density. Since energy densities E/L and Er, /L,
are different, is non-zero, and will remain approxi-
mately the same for the period of time ¢t 2 2z ~ Ly o< L,
after which it will decay. In other words we have shown
that the expectation value of a general local operator A
in the state ¥ will take an extensive time 7 2 L to relax
to its thermal value. (For local operators A located near
the middle point z < L, it is easy to construct a some-
what different initial |¥) reaching the same conclusion.)

The construction above is very general. While we have
only proved, based on locality of interaction, that ther-
malization of ¥ will take linear in L time, when the sys-
tem is diffusive it will be quadratic in L. We demonstrate
this numerically in the next section.

Numerical results

We consider Ising spin-chain with two polarizations of
magnetic field

L—1 L
H=>"—0cloi +Y (hol+gal), (30)
1=1

i=1
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FIG. 4. Plot of (A(t)A(0))5" for different system sizes
superimposed with C/+/t fit, where C is a constant. Inset:
asymptotic value of A? vs L plotted in log-log units, to-
gether with a linear fit. The fitted slope 1.04 is in a reasonable
agreement with the asymptotic behavior with d = 1.

with h = 0.4 and g = 1.05. For these parameters the sys-
tem satisfies ETH and exhibits diffusive transport, as we
show below. As an observable we take A = ol. We first
consider full autocorrelation function at infinity temper-
ature

ABAO)E = T (ABAQ).  (31)

Unlike , which is defined to asymptote to zero,
will asymptote to a constant . This is demonstrated
in Fig. [4| where we plot for different system sizes
L < 26. For numerics we use the typicality approach of
[42] and therefore plots for smaller L exhibit additional
fluctuations. The functions are well fit by C'//+/t with con-
stant C until they saturate into constant values AZ. The
inset, showing In(A4%) vs In(L) confirms L dependence
with d = 1. In Fig. [5] we plot for L = 24 and
fit it by (tp/t)* with arbitrary tp and a. The fit value
a = 0.48 is reasonably close to diffusion value oo = 1/2.
This confirms the behavior of autocorrelation function
described in the main text. For L = 24 Thouless time,
defined as the approximate time of saturation of is
7 ~ 40, see Fig. 5]

To evaluate we use the eigenstate version of
the autocorrelation function (A(t)A(0))o (L0), where the
eigenstate |E) with E ~ 0 (infinite temperature) is eval-
uated numerically by minimizing H? using the numerical
approach of [43]. We checked that using (A(t)A(0))o or
(A(t)A(0))M after subtracting asymptotic value lead to
essentially equivalent results.

Next we turn to state |¥) which we construct using
by combining two eigenstates for L; = 11 and Ly =
13 subsystems,

W) = |EL) @ |ER), B, = —17.272283, Ep = 16.920779.
(32)
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FIG. 5. Plot of (A(t)A(0))5! for L = 24 together with
the (tp/t)® fit plotted in log-log units. The fitted value of
a = 0.48 is in good agreement with the diffusion value a@ =
1/2. Orange highlight marks the region used for the fit. It
ends at the point taken as the Thouless time 7 &~ 40. Brown
line is the linear fit (it extends beyond the orange region for
visualization purposes).

This state has mean energy £ = —0.075627 and variance
AFE = 0.964163. The asymmetric division of L; # Lq
is chosen to increase the value of JA(t = 0,¥) while
keeping total energy of the state close to zero, which
would correspond to infinite temperature. While the
spectrum of Ising spin-chain is approximately sym-
metric for moderate energies, there is a noticeable asym-
metry between the ground state and the most excited
state (ground state of —H). The ground state has largest
value of (E'|A|E), which is beneficial to make the inequal-
ity stronger. Hence |EL) is taken to be the ground
state of Hy. To compensate the total energy to zero
one has to take |ER) to be the most excited state of Hg
but because of asymmetry, Ly should be larger than L;.
Since both L, Ly are sufficiently small, to find |EL), |ER)

NQ 100 150 200
-2 t
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In [SA(t, 0)]

(W[A@)[W)]

20 40 60 80 100 120 140

FIG. 6. Plot of (WA(t)¥) for the initial state (32)). Inset:
the same plot (with the asymptotic value subtracted) in log
scale, superimposed with a linear fit. Very good quality of
the linear fit before saturation confirms .

we use exact diagonalization, while time evolution was
simulated using Chebyshev polynomials expansion. The
result for (W|A(t)|¥) is shown in Fig. [6] With the sub-
tracted asymptotic value, it is very well described by an
exponential fit as shown in the inset, confirming . The
value of diffusion time defined as the slope of In 6 A(t) vs
t is equal 7 ~ 19.82. It is significantly smaller than the
value obtained above from the autocorrelation function.
There is no contradiction here as both definitions have
to reflect the same dependence on size and the diffusion
constant 7 ~ DL? but can differ by the numerical pref-
actors.

Maximal eigenvalue of band matrix

A crucial step in the derivation of is the expression
@D for the largest eigenvalue of band matrix §Ar . If
one assumes independence of r;; and also AE is small
enough, such that the density of states is approximately
constant SAE < 1, matrix (0Ar);; will become a band
random matrix of the type studied in [35],

(0AT)i; = TijWa

where 7;; are equally distributed independent random
variables, M ~ (QAE) > 1 is the size of the matrix and
v is a smooth function of its argument. The resolvent of
, which controls full density of states, has to satisfy
a particular integral equation. It can be solved in several
special limits, when v? is a constant or when the band
is infinitely thin, v2(t) = V24(t). In these two cases
maximal eigenvalue x of (0Ar);; are given by =z = 2v
and = 2V correspondingly. Translating to the notations

of we find

(33)

v [ Z/TT [ (w)dw, (34)
*Xli
""" i X
N -
2T X5

FIG. 7. Schematic visualisation of a band matrix JAr and
vector |x) represented as a sum of .7 |x7) with N = 5.



Wthh yields @ More generally, largest eigenvalue of
is bounded by 22 < 4 f t)dt [22], a crucial result
for what follows. Translatmg thls into notations of (| .
we find

27 /T
2 < 8/ fA(w)dw = 2. (35)
0

Both assumptions, that r;; are mutually independent
and SAFE < 1 are difficult to justify. In the case of the
former, even if T is sufficiently large such that 27 /T <
AERu, there still could be correlations between 7;; and
ryj along the diagonal, i.e. when (E; + E;) — (E] + EY)
is large but |E; — E;| and |E; — Ej;/| are small. To rigor-
ously justify , instead of trying to evaluate the largest
eigenvalue of d Ar we will obtain an upper bound in terms
of function f2(w). The main idea is to split band matrix
0 A7 into many random square matrices of smaller size,
over which we have better theoretical control, see Fig. [7}

The square submatrices shown in Fig. [[have size 27 /T
(solid blue) and 47 /T (dashed blue). Assuming T is suf-
ficiently small, such that 47/T < AEgy7, due to our
main assumption outlined around each of the square
submatrices can be considered as random, with fully in-
dependent r;;. If we further assume 473/T < 1, within
each square submatrix the density of states will be con-
stant. Hence each of the square submatrices, both large
(dashed lines) and small (solid lines), will be band ran-
dom matrix of the type and their largest by absolute
value eigenvalues will be bounded by .

Now we consider band matrix J Ar and split it into N
square submatrices of size 2w /T as is shown in Fig.
Since AFE can be increased (by extending vector |¥) by
zeros), we can take N to be integer. Maximal eigenvalue
of 0 A1 can be defined via maximization problem

MoAr) = max (x|0Ar[x) (36)

where maximization is over all normilzed |x|? = 1 states
Ix) = >, ¢i|E;) with E; € [E— AE/2, E+ AE/2] and
J

(W[5 Ap | 0) 2 ’/ SA, W)Mdt
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otherwise arbitrary c¢;. We would like to introduce N pro-
jectors Pj associated with the small square submatrices,
as is shown in Fig. [7]

Prlx),

Z IX1),

where I = 1...N. We also introduce |x7,r4+1) = |x1) +
Ixr+1) for I =1...N — 1. The band structure of §Ar
ensures that (x7|0Ar|xs) = 0 unless |I — J| < 1. There-
fore

IX1) = (37)

N-1 N-1
(xl0Ar|x) = Z (Xr,1+1|0A7|X1,141) — Z (X1|6 A7 |x1)-
I=1 1=2

Each matrix element of the form (xrr+1|0A7|X11+1)
can be bounded by the largest by absolute value eigen-
value of the large (dashed line) submatrix, while each
(x1|0AT|x1) can be bounded by the largest by the abso-
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After combining
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1=2
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27 /T
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