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The perturbation theory based on typicality introduced in Ref. [1] and further refined in Refs. [2, 3]
provides a powerful tool since it is intended to be applicable to a wide range of scenarios while relying
only on a few parameters. Even though the authors present various examples to demonstrate the
effectiveness of the theory, the conditions used in its derivation are often not thoroughly checked. It
is argued that this is justified (without analytical reasoning) by the robustness of the theory. In the
paper at hand, said perturbation theory is tested on three spin-based models. The following criteria
are taken into focus: the fulfillment of the conditions, the accuracy of the predicted dynamics and
the relevance of the results with respect to a mesoscopic case.

I. INTRODUCTION

Typicality and randomness are fundamental concepts
in modern quantum mechanics [4–7]. A good example
for randomness in quantum mechanics is the application
of random matrix theory (RMT) in the eigenstate ther-
malization hypothesis (ETH) [8–10], a concept of ther-
malization in isolated quantum systems.
Further, typicality is an important mechanism in quan-
tum mechanics [11–13]. The perturbation theory from
Ref. [1] can be understood from the combination of both

concepts: It is assumed that a perturbation V̂ resulting
in a perturbed Hamiltonian

Ĥ = Ĥ0 + λV̂ , (1)

where Ĥ0 is the unperturbed Hamiltonian and λ is the
perturbation strength, can be considered as a random
matrix (with the exception of some physically necessary
properties). Therefore, one does not consider the pertur-
bation for the individual case, but a whole ensemble of
such perturbations. In this way, a fairly general pertur-
bation theory can be established, which depends only on
a few parameters. The remainder of the paper will be
structured as follows:
First, in Section II, the main-results and the respective
conditions of the perturbation theory are summarized.
Then, in the Sections III-V, the perturbation theory is
examined using three different models. Within each Sec-
tion, the model is first explained, the conditions of the
theory are examined and then the results of the pertur-
bation theory are compared with the numerical data. Fi-
nally, the results of each Section are summarized.
In Section VI, some results are compared with a meso-
scopic case. Section VII condenses all the results into a
conclusion.
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II. PERTURBATION THEORY AND
CONDITIONS

According to the perturbation theory introduced in
Ref. [1] (for the remainder of the paper, the phrase “per-
turbation theory” always refers to this kind of perturba-
tion theory), the dynamics of a system perturbed as in
Eq. (1) can be described at small λ by the equation

〈Â〉ρ̃(t) = 〈Â〉 ¯̃ρ + |g(t)|2
[
〈Â〉ρ(t) − 〈Â〉 ¯̃ρ

]
, (2)

where 〈Â〉ρ(t) is the unperturbed dynamics and 〈Â〉 ¯̃ρ is

the long time value of the perturbed dynamics. It should
be emphasized that g(t) depends only on V̂ and on the
mean level spacing ε of the system but is independent of
the observable Â. There are various approximations for
g(t), which are derived under various assumptions. How-
ever, all approximations are based on the same approach,
such that there are some fundamental conditions, which
we list here:

i) The density of states (DOS) in the non-perturbed
system should be approximately constant if the level
population of the initial state is not negligible, which
implies that the local density of states (LDOS) is
vanishingly small if the DOS is not constant. This is
equivalent to an nearly constant mean level spacing
ε for this relevant part.

ii) The perturbation should not change any thermody-
namic quantities. This implies that the DOS should
not be changed significantly either, because of its
connection to entropy.

iii) The perturbation should be strong enough, such that
the eigenstates of the unperturbed system |ν〉0 and
those of the perturbed system |m〉 are well mixed.

iv) The perturbation V̂ should be a (pseudo) random
matrix in the non-perturbed eigenbasis with the fol-
lowing properties

0
〈µ|V̂ |ν〉0 = 0 (3)

|
0
〈µ|V̂ |ν〉0|2 = σ2(|Eµ − Eν |) (4)
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where the bar denotes the mean over an ensemble
of perturbations and |ν〉0 is an eigenstate of the
unperturbed Hamiltonian. The variance σ2 is a
smooth function of its arguments and will be called
perturbation-profile within this paper.

While the conditions ii) and iii) depend on λ, conditions
i) and iv) do not. Within this paper we always chose
a large range of perturbation strengths λ, such that we
consider condition iii) as fulfilled.
For small λ,

g1(t) = e−Γ
|t|
2 (5)

with

Γ = 2πλ2σ2(0)/ε (6)

is an appropriate approximation. On the other side, there
is also an approximation for large λ. Note that this
means, that λ is large, but not so large that condition
ii) is violated. This approximation takes the following
form

g2(t) =
2J1(γt)

γt
(7)

with

γ = λ

√
8∆vσ2(0)

ε
(8)

∆v =
1

σ2(0)

∞∫

0

σ2(ω)dω, (9)

where J1 is the first kind Bessel function of order 1. The
crossover between these approximations should happen
at

λc :=

√
2∆vε

π2σ2(0)
. (10)

In a continuation of the theory [3], a third approxima-
tion

g3(t) =

(
γ+ − Γ

2

)
e−γ−|t| +

(
γ− − Γ

2

)
e−γ+|t| − Γe−γ0|t|

2(γ0 − Γ)

(11)

with

γ−,0,+ =
2∆v

π

[
1±

√
1− πΓ

2∆v

]
(12)

was also determined, which, however, is analytically
based on the fact that the profile of the perturbation
is Lorentz-shaped

σ2(ω) =
σ2(0)

1 +
(
ωπ

2∆v

)2 , (13)

which is an additional condition for g3, but is not neces-
sary for the validity of g1 and g2. It was shown in Ref. [3]

perturbation 

unperturbed Hamiltonian

FIG. 1. Sketch of the model from Section III:
Grey circles symbolize the spin sites, the black lines represent
the Heisenberg interaction of the unperturbed Hamiltonian,
the blue lines represent the perturbation. The dashed lines
indicate the periodic boundaries of this system.

that g3 is also a good approximation for some other pro-
file shapes, but this is only a numerical check of some
cases and might not be generally valid.
This approximation is also constructed for weak pertur-
bations, but it is valid for larger ranges of λ than g1. For
very weak perturbations g1 and g3 are identical. How-
ever, g2 and g3 differ even in the limit of strong and weak
perturbations, as g3 (g2) is meant to hold for small (large)
perturbation strengths λ.
There are other approximations for g, but these have
more parameters than gl, l = {1, 2, 3}. Therefore, we fo-
cus here on the approximations mentioned above, since a
maximum of two parameters enables a more simple inves-
tigation. Moreover, these parameters are uniquely deter-
mined by ∆v and σ2(0)/ε, such that if those properties of
the perturbation are known, the different approximations
can be compared with each other.

III. SPIN LADDER WITH
CROSS-PERTURBATION

Our first system is a spin ladder with cross perturba-
tions added (see Fig. 1). The Hamiltonian Ĥ0 and the

perturbation V̂ take the following form

Ĥ0 = ĥ+

2∑

j=1

L∑

l=1

~̂
Sl,j

~̂
Sl+1,j +

L∑

l=1

~̂
Sl,1

~̂
Sl,2 (14)

ĥ = −0.16 · Ŝz1,1 + 0.2 · Ŝz4,2 + 0.1 · Ŝz5,2 (15)

V̂ =

L∑

l=1

Ŝzl,1Ŝ
z
l+1,2 + Ŝzl,2Ŝ

z
l+1,1 (16)
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FIG. 2. LDOS for various perturbations strength λ and en-
ergy windows in the system of Section III.
a) full spectrum, b) ∆E = π

2
, c) ∆E = π

5
and d) ∆E = π

10
.

(Scaled for better comparability)

with periodic boundary conditions
~̂
SL+1,k=̂

~̂
S1,k. Here

~̂
Sl,j are the standard spin-1/2 operators acting on site
l of the j-th leg. In our research, we focus on the
magnetization-subspace with vanishing total magnetiza-

tion in z-direction. This, in combination with ĥ, ensures
that there are no symmetries within this subspace. This
is necessary since the perturbation theory relies on the
independence of matrix elements, and symmetries cause
structured sparseness (on the other hand, unstructured
sparseness is not in conflict with the theory). In this pa-
per we always investigate the smallest possible subspace
within each system.
We investigate the dynamics of the observable

Ŝq =

L∑

l=1

cos

(
2π

L
· l
)(

Ŝzl,1 + Ŝzl,2

)
, (17)

which corresponds to the slowest mode of magnetization
in the z-direction of a rung and how they behave under
the perturbation from Eq. (1). This system has already
been studied in Ref. [14], also in comparison with the
perturbation theory. Therein it was stated that the per-
turbation theory is not suitable for some dynamics within
this system. However, the conditions of the perturbation
theory were not examined more closely.
In particular, in Ref. [14] the LDOS is also populated
where the DOS is not constant. Therefore, we choose
to investigate this model in different energy windows. If
the deviation of the perturbation theory found in Ref.
[14] is related to the violation of condition i), it is ex-
pected that the perturbation theory for sufficiently small
windows can also describe this model.
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FIG. 3. Spectra of the (trace free) perturbation V̂∆E and

the sign-randomized version Ṽ for different energy windows
∆E, for L = 9. In addition the results are compared with
the Wigner-semicircle law, which gives the distribution for
a random matrix. D indicates what percentage of the total
system is in the chosen energy window.

In this system, we consider an initial state

ρ̂ ∝ PE,∆E
(
Ŝq − κ1̂

)
PE,∆E (18)

with

PE,∆E =
∑

|E0
ν−E|<∆E

|ν〉0 0〈ν|, (19)

where PE,∆E is an projector to an energy window cen-
tered around E with a width of 2∆E (in the unperturbed

Hamiltonian), κ is the smallest eigenvalue of Ŝq and 1̂ is
the identity. The sum runs over all energy eigenstates
|ν〉0 of the unperturbed Hamiltonian with |E0

ν | ≤ ∆E.
The dynamics are given by

〈Ŝq(t)〉 := Tr
{
ρ̂Ŝq(t)

}
(20)

with

Ŝq(t) = eiĤtŜqe
−iĤt, (21)

where we set ~ = 1. This corresponds to the autocorre-
lation function (with some constant shift) in the limit of

λ→ 0 or PE,∆E → 1̂:

CŜq (t) =
Tr
{
Ŝq(t)PE,∆EŜqPE,∆E

}

Tr {PE,∆E}
(22)

∝ 〈Ŝq(t)〉+ C. (23)

With the help of PE,∆E , the dependence of the pertur-
bation theory on condition i) can be investigated. The
projector PE,∆E does not create a sharp energy window

in Ĥ, but nevertheless the energy range should be rea-
sonably sharp (see Fig. 2) for weak perturbations.
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Ŝ
q
(t

)�

FIG. 4. Dynamics for various perturbations strength λ and
energy windows in the system of Section III. The dashed lines
denote the unperturbed dynamics within the corresponding
energy window. The curves are normalized and shifted by
0.25.
a) full spectrum, b) ∆E = π

2
, c) ∆E = π

5
and d) ∆E = π

10
.

A. Conditions

To investigate conditions i) and ii), the LDOS (DOS)
Ω of the initial state (the system) must be determined for
various perturbation strengths and energy window sizes.
Since the system with L = 13 (D = 10400600) is much
too large for exact diagonalisation (ED), the DOS and
also the LDOS

Ω ∝
∑

|E−Em|<δE

〈m|ρ̂|m〉, (24)

where δE is a macroscopically small but microscopically
large energy window, can not be determined exactly here.
With the help of typicality methods we can estimate the
LDOS with high precision [13].
The system is examined within different energy windows
(of the unperturbed Hamiltonian). The size of these win-
dows compared to the whole spectrum can be seen in
Fig. 2. The windows are defined with the central energy

Δ0 Δg1
Δg2

Δg3
ΔGauß ΔLor
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FIG. 5. Deviation between the prediction of the perturbation
theory and perturbed dynamics as well as the deviation be-
tween the perturbed and unperturbed dynamics for various
perturbations strength λ and energy windows in the system
of Section III.
a) full spectrum, b) ∆E = π

2
, c) ∆E = π

5
and d) ∆E = π

10
.

E = 0 and the widths ∆E =
{
∞, π2 , π5 , π10

}
.

The projector PE,∆E onto the respective energy window
is achieved with a method from Ref. [15], which works
without ED. As can be seen in Fig. 2, the smaller the
energy window, the better condition i) is satisfied. More-
over, it can be noticed from a) in Fig. 2 that the DOS of
the full spectrum is never strongly altered by the pertur-
bation. Therefore, condition ii) is also fulfilled.
The deviations of the LDOS from the hard energy cut
can be explained by the fact that the energy window is
chosen in Ĥ0, but the LDOS is studied in the perturbed
Hamiltonian Ĥ.
Condition iv) is checked using the sign-randomization
method [16]. In this method, the spectrum of a oper-

ator V̂ is compared with a sign-randomized version this
operator

Ṽmn =

{
Vmn 50%

−Vmn 50%,
(25)

where the elements are randomly multiplied by 1 or −1
(while keeping the operator hermitian). This destroys
possible correlations between the elements.
Since a non-zero trace always changes under sign-
randomization, we use this method on a trace free version
V̂∆E of the perturbation in a given energy window:

V̂∆E = PE,∆E V̂ PE,∆E −
Tr
{
PE,∆E V̂ PE,∆E

}

Tr {PE,∆E}
· PE,∆E

(26)

Since the comparison of the spectra needs ED, this
method is limited to sizes up to L = 9. To take the scal-
ing of the system into account, the windows are modified:
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FIG. 6. Example of the difference between perturbed (solid)
and unperturbed (dashed) dynamics. (∆E = ∞, λ = 1.0)
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π
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π
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π
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·
√

9
13 . This scaling is justified by the

reason, that the energy standard deviation of such a sys-
tem scales with the root of the system size.
The spectra are depicted in Fig. 3. It is easy to see that
there are deviations between the spectra even in small
windows, such that condition iv) is not fulfilled in these
cases. Even though the correlations are only checked for
smaller system sizes, there are indications that even for
larger systems the correlations do not fully vanish even
after relatively long times (compared to the relaxation
time) [15], which corresponds to small energy windows.

B. Comparison

To quantify the accuracy of the perturbation theory,
the deviation

∆gl(λ) =
1

τ 〈Ŝq(0)〉2num.

τ∫

0

∣∣∣〈Ŝq(t)〉gl − 〈Ŝq(t)〉num.

∣∣∣
2

dt

(27)

is observed. Here 〈Ŝq(t)〉gl are the dynamics predicted

by the perturbation theory [cf. Eq. (2)] for the approxi-

mation gl, 〈Ŝq(t)〉num. are the directly numerically deter-
mined dynamics and τ is the relaxation time of the per-
turbed dynamics. Although there are many various defi-
nitions of relaxation times, we will choose a rather plain
one here. We here define the relaxation time τ as the time
when C̃(t) = [C(t)− C(t→∞)]/[C(0)− C(t→∞)] has

decayed to C̃(t) < 0.01 and stays below this threshold
afterward.

In addition, the deviation

∆0(λ) =
1

τ 〈Ŝq(0)〉2num.

τ∫

0

∣∣∣〈Ŝq(t)〉0 − 〈Ŝq(t)〉num.

∣∣∣
2

dt,

(28)

where 〈Ŝq(t)〉0 denotes the unperturbed dynamics, is also
considered and compared with the previous deviations.
Even though strict testing of the perturbation theory
would require the parameters for the approximations gl
to be determined from the perturbation operator, those
parameters (σ2(0),∆v) are treated as fitting parameters
since a direct determination is not possible due to the
large dimension of the system.
A suitable description of the dynamics by means of fitting
is a necessary property for the correctness of the theory
but not a sufficient one.
The fitting is optimized in such a way, that it minimizes
the total deviation

∆tot =

N∑

i=0

∆gl(λi)

λi
, (29)

where the sum runs over all investigated perturbation
strengths λi for each gl and energy window/filter. The
weighting is reasoned by the fact, that the perturbation
theory are not meant to hold for too strong perturba-
tions.
Even though one could choose another weighting (e.g.
λ−2
i ), which increases for weaker perturbation, the over-

all results do not depend strongly on this choice.
Fig. 4 shows the dynamics of this system. The initial
value was normalized to 1. The dashed black lines in-
dicate the unperturbed dynamics. It can be seen that
the perturbation affects the curves differently depend-
ing on the energy window. Thus, for large or no en-
ergy windows, the unperturbed dynamics decays always
faster than the perturbed dynamics. For smaller win-
dows, on the other hand, a faster relaxation is shown for
small times by perturbed systems compared to the un-
perturbed case.
Since the perturbation theory can only accelerate the per-
turbed dynamics (cf. Section I), the dynamics for large
windows cannot be explained by the perturbation theory.
The deviation ∆gl between the prediction by the pertur-
bation theory and the numerically determined perturbed
dynamics are displayed in Fig. 5. For better illustration,
Fig. 6 also shows a comparison of perturbed and unper-
turbed dynamics, which correspond to the largest specific
deviation in this system (∆0 = 43.4 · 10−4). It can be
seen from Fig. 5 that the perturbation theory is unsuit-
able for most energy windows. The deviations between
the theory and the perturbed curves coincides with the
difference between the unperturbed and the perturbed
dynamics, which is the worst possible result, since the
perturbation theory always includes the unperturbed dy-
namics as limit of σ2(0)→ 0.
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In addition to the perturbation theories from Ref. [3], al-
ternative functions without a theoretical basis for g are
also tested:

gGau = exp
(
−α · (λt)2

)
(30)

gLor =
1

1 + α · (λt)2
(31)

These Functions were chosen such that g(0) = 1 and
g(∞) = 0, which are necessary for Eq. (2) to satisfy at
least the trivial properties of the perturbed dynamics.
The variable α is a free fitting parameter.
Even for the smallest energy window, where the pertur-
bation theory in general describes the change of the dy-
namics better than the unperturbed dynamics, the ex-
pectation for the different approximations gl is not ful-
filled: Even though g1 and g3 are just approximations
for very weak perturbation, they describe the strong per-
turbed dynamics better than g2, which is meant for the
case of large perturbation strengths λ. The fact that the
perturbation theory generally yields good results in this
window can also be explained outside the theory:
Since the windows have been chosen in the unperturbed
system, any perturbations will enable higher frequencies.
It is not surprising that these newly available frequencies
provide faster relaxation for small times, since the initial
state chosen is far from the equilibrium state. This expla-
nation is supported by the fact that the faster relaxation
only occurs for small times.
The resulting dynamics for the arbitrarily chosen func-
tions gGau (gLor) exhibit the similar behavior as the re-
sults from the perturbation theory, as they only differ
from the unperturbed dynamics in the smallest energy
window.
In Fig. 5 one can see, that the results from this function
are close the results for g2, while g1,3 yield better results.
Even though the perturbation theory trivially get bet-
ter results for small windows, since newly available
frequencies accelerate the dynamics, we can see that
other arbitrarily (which also only accelerate the dy-
namics) do not yield such good results as the known
approximations for g.

C. Conclusion

For this system it could be shown that the assumption
that the DOS is constant (condition i)) is not generally
true. However, with the help of energy windows, it is pos-
sible to investigate dynamics in this system that do fulfill
condition i). Even in these very small energy windows,
we were still able to prove correlations, so that condition
iv) is never fulfilled.
The DOS itself remained for the most part unchanged un-
der the examined perturbation strengths, so that we can
consider dynamics that fulfill both condition i) and ii).
The perturbation theory only gives good results, if the
window size is very small. In this case, however, an im-

perturbation 

unperturbed Hamiltonian

FIG. 7. Sketch of the model from Section IV:
Grey circles symbolize the spin sites, the black lines represent
the Heisenberg interaction of the unperturbed Hamiltonian,
the blue lines represent the perturbation. The dashed lines
indicate the periodic boundaries of this system.

provement can be explained without using the perturba-
tion theory.

IV. SPIN CHAIN TO SPIN LADDER

The Hamiltonian and the perturbation of the second
model is given by

Ĥ0 = ĥ+

2∑

j=1

L∑

l=1

~̂
Sl,j

~̂
Sl+1,j (32)

V̂ =

L∑

l=1

~̂
Sl,1

~̂
Sl,2 (33)

again with periodic boundary conditions and the sym-

metry breaking term ĥ from Eq. (15). As one can see
in Fig. 7, this perturbation connects two separated spin
chains into a spin ladder. Note that our model differs
from the model in Ref. [3] only by the symmetry break-

ing term ĥ.
The observable in this system is the spin current along
the ladder legs

Ĵ =

2∑

j=1

L∑

l=1

Ŝxl,jŜ
y
l+1,j − Ŝ

y
l,jŜ

x
l+1,j . (34)

The autocorrelation function

CĴ(t) =
Tr
{
Ĵ(t)Ĵ

}

D , (35)

where D is the dimension of the Hilbertspace, is con-
sidered in these systems. The autocorrelation function

6
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FIG. 8. Spectra of the (trace free) perturbation V̂∆E and

the sign-randomized version Ṽ for different energy windows
∆E, for L = 9. In addition the results are compared with
the Wigner-semicircle law, which gives the distribution for
a random matrix. D indicates what percentage of the total
system is in the chosen energy window.

corresponds to the dynamics of a density matrix

CĴ(t) ∝ Tr
{
ρ̂Ĵ(t)

}
=: 〈Ĵ(t)〉 (36)

ρ̂ ∝ 1̂ + ζĴ (37)

with an sufficiently small ζ. This has some similarities
with the model in Section III for the unfiltered case,
since both dynamics correspond to an autocorrelation
function. The projection into energy windows was
omitted because in Ref. [3] perturbation theory yielded
good results even without filters.
The unperturbed system is close to integrable and
transitions to a non-integrable system if perturbed.
The second model was studied in detail in Ref. [17] and
compared with perturbation theory results in Ref. [3].
There, perturbed dynamics could be well described by
the perturbation theory, even though condition i) is
trivially not satisfied [cf. Eq. (37)]. The parameters
σ2(0) and ∆v were not determined but treated as free
fitting parameters, which is a necessary property not a
sufficient one.

A. Conditions

Condition i) is trivially not fulfilled. This is easily seen
from Eq. (37), since the LDOS of this density matrix for
small ζ is for no energy negligibly small (with exception
when the DOS is negligibly small).
In Fig. 9 it can be seen that the DOS does not change
much at the different perturbation strengths λ and a sys-
tem size L = 13, so condition ii) is satisfied up to λ = 1.0.
For the condition iv) we have to limit ourselves to system

−10 −5 0 5 10
E

Ω

λ = 0.00
λ = 0.20
λ = 0.25
λ = 0.33
λ = 0.50
λ = 1.00

FIG. 9. DOS at different perturbation strengths λ from the
spin ladder described in Section IV. (Scaled for better com-
parability)

sizes within the range of ED, so the sign-randomization
method is applied to a system with L = 9, which can be
seen in Fig. 8. Thereby we chose as energy windows

∆E = {0.6, 0.4, 0.2} ·

√√√√Tr
{
Ĥ0

2
}

D , (38)

such that they are small compared to the standard devia-
tion of the full spectrum of the unperturbed Hamiltonian.
It is easy to see that even in narrow energy windows the
spectra differ greatly from each other. Since the dynam-
ics of this system are not restricted to a small energy win-
dow, even the correlation in larger windows contribute to
the dynamics. In summary, conditions i) and iv) are not
fulfilled in this system.

B. Comparison

Since the investigated dynamics are for system size be-
yond the range of ED (L = 13), the parameters are again
not be determined directly but treated as fitting param-
eters. The dynamics of the system from Eq. (32) can be
seen in Fig. 10. The black lines show the unperturbed
dynamics. This makes it easy to see that the long time
value changes considerably due to the perturbation.
For this reason, the deviations of the unperturbed dy-
namics to the perturbation theory is mainly determined
by the long time value. We emphasize that the long time
value of the perturbed dynamic is always a fitting param-
eter in the perturbation theory, since the theory provides
no method for determining this value.
The deviations are shown in Fig. 11. It can be seen that
the perturbation theory is at least a better description
compared to the unperturbed case.
Here it is easy to see that g3 provides the best descrip-
tion of the perturbation. The approximation g1 is even
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FIG. 10. Dynamics for various perturbations strength λ in
the system of Section IV. The dashed lines denote the unper-
turbed dynamics. The curves are normalized and shifted by
0.4.

for weak perturbations worse than g2, which contradicts
the expectation.
However, functions chosen without a theoretical basis
[Eq. (30) and (31)] results in better descriptions of the
perturbed dynamic than g1 and g2.
Although the results of g3 are the best, it should be men-
tioned that this approximation also has two free param-
eters, while the other function have only one, so that the
range of possible functions is broader in the case of g3.

C. Conclusion

Even though this system is listed in Ref. [3] as an
example in favor of the perturbation theory, already
condition i), that the DOS is constant for the relevant
part, is not fulfilled. Condition ii) is given in all cases
except λ = 1.00, while condition iv) is never fulfilled.
In this system the perturbation theory shows a certain
benefit, so the deviations between perturbation theory
and perturbed dynamics are smaller than between un-
perturbed dynamics and perturbed dynamics, however,
also relatively arbitrarily chosen functions show a partly
even more accurate description. Therefore, it cannot be
ruled out that the validity of the perturbation theory is
accidental here and does not necessarily follow from the
derivation in Refs. [1, 3].
Moreover, the parameters of the perturbation theory
have been treated here as free fitting parameters. Al-
though it is necessary for the validity of the perturbation
theory that such a fitting yields good results, it is not
sufficient, since the true parameters could still yield poor
results. It also appears that in this case the deviations
are partly caused by the differences of the long-term val-
ues, which cannot be determined within the theory.

0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00 1.2510−5

10−4

10−3

10−2

10−1

λ

Δ

Δ0

Δg1

Δg2

Δg3

ΔGauß
ΔLor

FIG. 11. Deviation between the prediction of the perturba-
tion theory and perturbed dynamics as well as the deviation
between the perturbed and unperturbed dynamics in the sys-
tem of Section IV.

V. SPIN LATTICE

The last system is a spin-1/2 lattice with open bound-
ary conditions (see Fig. 12). The Hamiltonian and the
perturbation are given by:

Ĥ0 = 0.16Ŝz1,2 + 4 ·
L−1∑

i,j=1

~̂
Si,j

~̂
Si,j+1 +

~̂
Si,j

~̂
Si+1,j (39)

V̂ = 4
∑

α=x,y

L−1∑

i,j=1

(
Ŝαi,jŜ

α
i+1,j+1 + Ŝαi+1,jŜ

α
i,j+1

)
. (40)

Here, too, the original model from Ref. [2] is expanded
by a symmetry-breaking term.
In this system, the correlation of the magnetization in
z-direction of two spins is considered as an observable

Ô = 4Ŝz2,2Ŝ
z
3,3. (41)

In this system we investigate the dynamics given by

CÔ(t) = Tr
{
ρ̂Ô(t)

}
(42)

with

ρ̂ ∝ e−
Ĥ2

2σ2
E P+

2,2P+
3,3e
− Ĥ2

2∆E2 . (43)

The P+
i,j operator ensures that spin on the site i, j is up.

The second part of the equation is a Gaussian energy
filter, where the standard deviation is taken from Ref. [2]
with σE = 2.
This is different from Ref. [2], since there the average
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perturbation 

unperturbed Hamiltonian

i

j

FIG. 12. Sketch of the model from Section V:
Grey circles symbolize the spin sites, the black lines represent
the Heisenberg interaction of the unperturbed Hamiltonian,
the blue lines represent the perturbation. The dashed lines
indicate the periodic boundaries of this system. The green
circles indicate the spins which are important for the observ-
able.

dynamics of an ensemble of pure states |ψ〉 was studied:

C̃Ô = 〈ψ(t)|Ô|ψ(t)〉 (44)

with

|ψ〉 ∝ e−
Ĥ2

2σ2
E P+

2,2P+
3,3 |φ〉 (45)

P+
i,j := Ŝzi,j +

1

2
1̂, (46)

where |φ〉 is a Haar-distributed random vector.
The average over the dynamics of the complete ensemble
is equal to the dynamics of the initial state ρ̂.
The deviation of the individual dynamics from this aver-
age becomes smaller with increasing system size [12, 13].
This system was first listed in Ref. [2] as an example of
a successful typicality perturbation theory for the first
two approximations. In Ref. [3], it was then also shown
that the third approximation g3 is also suitable. The pa-
rameters of the perturbation theory for this model have

λ = 0.0 λ = 0.2 λ = 0.4
λ = 0.8 λ = 1.6 DOS

−40 −20 0 20 40

a)

E

Ω

−40 −20 0 20 40

b)

E

Ω

FIG. 13. DOS a) or LDOS b) at different perturbation
strengths λ from the spin lattice. (Scaled for better com-
parability)

already been determined in Ref. [2], so that a comparison
between theory and numerical results is easily accessible
here.

A. Conditions

Here we choose L = 4 so that the total number of spins
equals 16. Thus, the system can also be investigated by
means of ED. In Fig. 13 a), the DOS for various perturba-
tion strengths λ are shown. It can be seen that except for
λ = 1.6 the structure of the DOS hardly changes. Thus
condition ii) is fulfilled for all weaker perturbations.
The LDOS can be seen in Fig. 13 b). At λ = 1.6, the as-
sumption that the DOS is approximately constant failed.
Even at λ = 0.8 there are already non-trivial parts in
the edges of the spectrum. Thus, the condition i) is not
always fulfilled.
To check condition iv) the sign-randomization method
is used again, see Fig. 14. Here we choose three differ-
ent energy windows ∆E = {3, 2, 1} , such that there are
windows greater, equal and smaller than the chosen stan-
dard deviation σE . Like in the models before, even for
the smallest energy window we see that the matrix still
contains correlations. Since the dynamics of this sys-
tem was used in Ref. [3] to test g3 from Eq. (11), here
also the additional condition of this approximation shall
be tested; namely that the perturbation profile σ2(ω) is
Lorentz-shaped.
The dependence of σ2 on the energy difference ω for the
central 7722 states (60% of the full spectrum) can be seen
in Fig. 15. In addition, a coarse grained version and two
further fitting curves are shown. The exponential curve
has the form

fexp(ω) = σ2(0) · e− ω
∆v , (47)
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FIG. 14. Spectra of the (trace free) perturbation V̂∆E and

the sign-randomized version Ṽ for different energy windows
∆E. In addition the results are compared with the Wigner-
semicircle law, which gives the distribution for a random ma-
trix. D indicates what percentage of the total system is in
the chosen energy window.

where one can see, that the fitting parameter are the
important parameter for gl.
The fitting was performed in Ref. [2], so we can use the
parameters determined there:

σ2(0) = 0.00502 ∆v = 7.32 (48)

The second fitting curve is a Lorentzian, which provides
the same parameters as the exponential curve. It thus
has the form

fLor(ω) =
σ2(0)

1 +
(
πω

2∆v

)2 . (49)

We would like to emphasize that both fittings ignore el-
ements close to the main diagonal (see inset of Fig. 15).
This is especially worth mentioning, since σ2(0) is to be
read near the main diagonal.
Besides this exception, the exponential fit describes the
profile well. The Lorentzian has greater deviation from
the profile than the exponential function.

B. Comparison

In addition to the parameter of the perturbation (see
Fig. 15), the mean level spacing

ε = 0.0019 (50)

was also taken from Ref. [2].
The normalized dynamics in the spin lattice can be seen
in Fig. 16. In Fig. 17 the associated deviations are plot-
ted.
Since all parameters are known here, the critical pertur-
bation strength λc [cf. Eq. (10)] above which g2 should

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14
0

2e-3

4e-3

6e-3

8e-3

ω

σ
2
(ω

)

profil
coarse grained

fexp
fLor0.00 0.01 0.02 0.03

0.2
0.4
0.6

ω

σ
2
(ω

)

FIG. 15. The perturbation-profile σ2(ω) for the perturbation
in Eq. (40), with a coarse grained version. In addition, two
fits can be seen, with parameters taken from Ref. [2]. The
inset shows the variance of the low frequency elements, which
are much larger than the other elements.

provide better results than g1, can also be determined
here. This behavior can be observed in Fig. 17.
Over all selected perturbations g3 is always the best ap-
proximation. Moreover, the expectations on g1 and g2

are fulfilled: g1 becomes more accurate the weaker the
perturbation becomes, while g2 provides the dynamics at
large perturbations. Since in these models, unlike the
first two, the parameters were determined exactly and
were not treated as fitting parameters, the fact that g1

works better than g2 in the first two models for larger
perturbations could also be an artifact of the fitting pro-
cess.

C. Conclusion

In the last system, presented in Refs. [2, 3] as an
example of the effectiveness of perturbation theory,
condition i) is fulfilled by the use of energy filters for
perturbation strengths up to λ = 0.4. Condition ii) also
seems to be fulfilled for higher perturbation strengths up
to λ = 0.8. As in the other two systems, correlations can
be detected even within small energy windows, therefore
condition iv) is not fulfilled.
An analysis of the profile of the perturbation shows that
it approximately represents an exponential function and
not a Lorentzian, as assumed in the derivation of Eq.
(11). This can be interpreted either as a sign of the ro-
bustness of the theory (as in Ref. [3]), or as a sign that
the theory is merely working randomly here.
The perturbation theory gives good results in this system
even without free fitting parameters.
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FIG. 16. Dynamics for various perturbations strength λ of
the spin lattice. The dashed lines denote the unperturbed
dynamic. The curves are normalized and shifted by 1.

VI. COMPARISON OF THE ENERGY
WINDOW WITH AN MESOSCOPIC CASE

Since the size of the energy window (or strength of the
filter), seems to have a influence on the accuracy of the
perturbation theory (see Section III), the question arises
what window size would be realistic for mesoscopic sys-
tems. A simple example is used to estimate orders of
magnitude:
Consider two blocks of iron with a mass of 0.5g each
and each block has a temperature which deviates from
the mean temperature T = 273.15K at the beginning.
Upon contact with each other, the temperature of both
blocks relaxes close to the mean temperature within sec-
onds. Using standard textbook methods [18], it can be
shown that the variance of the energy in the iron block
is σ2

E = kBCvT
2.

This results in a range of relevant frequencies of
ωrel. =

√
kBCv

2·T
~ , where Cv ≈ 0.45J K−1 is the heat ca-

pacity of both blocks together [19],~ is the reduced Planck
constant and kB is the Boltzmann constant. From these
values it follows ωrel. ≈ 1.30 ·1025s−1. If we compare this
with the typical time scale of such a system (e.g. the
relaxation time τ), it is evident that

ωrel. · τ � 1. (51)

For the first system the relaxation time is τ = 26.2
in the case of no perturbation and energy cutting (see
Section III). So the product of this time and the chosen
energy windows (which equals ωrel./2) results in

∆E · τ = 26.7 ·
{π

2
,
π

5
,
π

10

}
(52)

≈ {41.94, 16.78, 8.39} . (53)

It can be seen that these products are considerably
smaller than in the mesoscopic case. The energy win-
dow with the best results for the perturbation theory

0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00 1.25 1.5010−4

10−3

10−2

10−1

100

λc

λ

Δ

Δ0 Δg1 Δg2 Δg3

FIG. 17. Deviation between the prediction of the perturba-
tion theory and perturbed dynamics as well as the deviation
between the perturbed and unperturbed dynamics in spin lat-
tice. λc denotes the theoretical crossover from weak pertur-
bation (g1, g3) to large perturbation (g2).

(∆E = π
10 ), is the furthest from the mesoscopic case. It

is therefore questionable whether this case is relevant for
everyday situations.
For the filtered lattice (Section V), it can be seen that
τ · σE = 2.68. Thus, this system is even further away
from the mesoscopic estimation.
While the model in Section IV has no filter nor energy
window, we use the standard deviation of the full (unper-
turbed) Hamiltonian σĤ to specify the range of relevant
frequencies:

ωrel. = 2σĤ = 2 · 2.24 (54)

However, this system has not only one typical time scale,
but two:
According to our definition of the relaxation time we
get τ = 186.4 [see below Eq. 27]. However, in Fig.
10 it is easy to see a large part of the dynamics has
already happened before t = 30. This phenomenon is
called prethermalization (see [20] for a summary) and
can appear in systems close to integrability. This is
the case in this system; the symmetry-breaking term h
breaks integrability [cf. Eq. (15)]. Thus, two estimates
are possible here, once using the reflexation time as the
time scale and then using the prethermalization time
(τpre. ≈ 30):

ωrel. · τ = 2 · 2.242 · 186.4 (55)

≈ 835.0 (56)

ωrel. · τpre. = 2 · 2.242 · 30 (57)

≈ 134.4 (58)

In both cases, the result is closer to the mesoscopic esti-
mate than the other two systems.

11



VII. FINAL CONCLUSION

In general, no system could be found that fulfills
all conditions. For example, correlations could be
demonstrated for all models.
However, the effects of those correlations are difficult to
assess.
The first model shows that despite the existing corre-
lations, the perturbation theory provides an accurate
description for small windows. However, the behavior
can be understood by softening the window (see the end
of Section III). Moreover, it is questionable whether this
window size is relevant at all for mesoscopic scaling.
The second model shows good agreement with the per-
turbation theory despite correlations and non-constant
DOS. However, good results were also achieved here
with rather arbitrary choices for g without a theoretical
basis.
In the last model the parameters are known in contrast
to the first two models, where the parameters were
treated as fitting parameters. This model shows that
those parameters achieve good results in the pertur-

bation theory framework, despite existing correlations.
In particular, it could be shown that the perturbation-
profile σ2(ω) does not strictly fulfill all conditions for
the application of g3, but nevertheless provides a good
description of the perturbed dynamics. However, also
in this case it is questionable how relevant the chosen
energy window is.
An investigation of finite size effects would be interest-
ing, but is outside the scope of this work.
In summary, how the violation (or fulfillment) of the
conditions inflict the validness of the perturbation theory
is unclear. Only in one case a small energy window
seems to improve the result. But even in this case,
the improvement can partly be explained without the
perturbation theory.
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