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Quantum chaos challenges many-body localization
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Characterizing states of matter through the lens of their ergodic properties is a fascinating new
direction of research. In the quantum realm, the many-body localization (MBL) was proposed
to be the paradigmatic ergodicity breaking phenomenon, which extends the concept of Anderson
localization to interacting systems. At the same time, random matrix theory has established a
powerful framework for characterizing the onset of quantum chaos and ergodicity (or the absence
thereof) in quantum many-body systems. Here we numerically study the spectral statistics of
disordered interacting spin chains, which represent prototype models expected to exhibit MBL.
We study the ergodicity indicator ¢ = log,,(tu/tTn), which is defined through the ratio of two
characteristic many-body time scales, the Thouless time ¢ty and the Heisenberg time 1, and hence
resembles the logarithm of the dimensionless conductance introduced in the context of Anderson
localization. We argue that the ergodicity breaking transition in interacting spin chains occurs when
both time scales are of the same order, tTy, ~ tu, and g becomes a system-size independent constant.
Hence, the ergodicity breaking transition in many-body systems carries certain analogies with the
Anderson localization transition. Intriguingly, using a Berezinskii-Kosterlitz-Thouless correlation
length we observe a scaling solution of g across the transition, which allows for detection of the
crossing point in finite systems. We discuss the observation that scaled results in finite systems by

increasing the system size exhibit a flow towards the quantum chaotic regime.

Quantum many-body physics is currently facing a re-
vival in addressing long-standing open questions, such as
the emergence of quantum ergodicity in nonequilibrium
systems of interacting particles. An extensive amount
of recent theoretical and experimental work [1-6] estab-
lished a view that generic (disorder free) quantum many-
body systems can usually be considered as quantum er-
godic, suggesting that local observables thermalize after
the system has been driven away from equilibrium.

A remarkable phenomenon where ergodicity is absent
is the Anderson localization [7]. One of the cornerstones
of the latter is the scaling solution of the dimension-
less conductance [8], which sheds light onto the Ander-
son localization transition in different dimensions [9, 10].
One commonly expresses the dimensionless conductance
as the ratio t1y, / tu, which describes the scaling proper-
ties of the characteristic time denoted the single-particle
Thouless time (f1y,) in units of the single-particle Heisen-
berg time (#g), the latter being proportional to the in-
verse level spacing of the single-particle spectrum. The
time #1y, can be viewed as an inverse of the energy scale
that probes sensitivity of disordered systems to bound-
ary conditions (as introduced by Edwards and Thou-
less [11]), and it is now commonly referred to as the
time after which the quantum dynamics is universal and
governed by random matrices. Following the latter def-
inition of #py, it has been recently shown that requiring
trh / ty = const when increasing the system size provides
a very efficient tool to detect the localization transition
point in the three and five dimensional Anderson mod-
els [12].

The ideas to extend the framework of localization tran-
sitions to interacting systems gave rise to the possibility
of a new class of phase transitions denominated the MBL

transition [13] (see also [14-20]). Despite the considerable
ongoing efforts, universal properties of the MBL transi-
tion are still intensively debated. From the perspective
of exact numerical solutions, there is still lack of consen-
sus about the position and the nature of the transition
point in paradigmatic models (in particular, disordered
spin-1/2 chains, our focus here) [13, 16, 21-33]. More-
over, phenomenological theories such as the real-space
renormalization group are also experiencing rapid devel-
opment [34—41], with the current understanding that the
transition exhibits some properties of the Berezinskii-
Kosterlitz-Thouless transition [38-41].

The MBL transition is conjectured to be an eigen-
state phase transition from an ergodic to a nonergodic
phase [13, 42—44]. Signatures of the transition are usu-
ally explored by studying the structure of Hamiltonian
eigenstates [13, 42, 45] and matrix elements of local ob-
servables [13, 46-49]. Another convenient approach to
characterize the MBL transition, which is inspired by
successful analyses of the Anderson localization tran-
sition [50, 51], is based on studies of spectral proper-
ties [16, 33, 52-54]. The key reference point for the lat-
ter is provided by the random matrix theory and the
so-called quantum chaos conjecture [55-57]. As a con-
sequence, the emergence of random-matrix-theory-like
spectral properties in isolated many-body quantum sys-
tems is commonly considered as a working definition of
the many-body quantum chaos [2].

A standard approach pursued so far in the context
of disordered many-body systems (with some excep-
tions [26, 52, 54, 58]) is to study spectral properties by
means of level spacing analyses. The mean level spacing
SF in those systems typically decays exponentially with
the number of lattice sites L, and hence its inverse, called



the (many-body) Heisenberg time tg = h/6E, increases
exponentially with L. However, much more comprehen-
sive information is obtained by studying spectral prop-
erties on all energy (and time) scales. Indeed, such an
approach has been recently proved useful in studies of
models relevant for the holographic duality [59-62] and
in Floquet systems [63—66]. One of the key quantities
that characterizes the global spectral properties is the
Thouless time ¢y, (or, equivalently, the Thouless energy
Etn = h/tTy), which can be viewed as the many-body
analog of the single particle Thouless time #ry, introduced
above. In diffusive systems ¢y, is expected to increase
with lattice size as t, o< L? [2], and it can also be re-
ferred to as the ergodisation time since it detects the
onset of universal quantum chaotic dynamics.

In this work we introduce an indicator of the ergodicity
breaking transition in finite many-body systems,

g = logyo(tu/tn), (1)

which is proportional to the logarithm of the dimension-
less conductance try/ty and hence carries similarities
with the dimensionless conductance in studies of Ander-
son localization. The ergodicity indicator g interpolates
between the quantum ergodic regime try,/ty — 0 [¢g —
oo] and the nonergodic regime try, /tg — 0o [g = —o0]
in the thermodynamic limit. Our main result is that g
exhibits a scaling solution across the ergodicity breaking
transition in certain disordered spin chains at t7y, =~ ty.
The scaling solution exhibits clear signatures of a cross-
ing point that can be readily detected in rather small
systems. The finite-size analysis indicates robustness of
quantum chaos upon increasing the disorder; however,
limitations to relatively small lattice sizes also prevent
us from making conclusions about the fate of the critical
regime in the thermodynamic limit.

Disordered spin-1/2 chains. A paradigmatic class
of Hamiltonians that are expected to exhibit MBL are
disordered spin chains with local interactions and on-site
disorder,
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where §% (a = z,y,2) are spin-1/2 operators at site ¢
and L is the number of lattice sites. This class of Hamil-
tonians contains two local conserved operators, the total
energy H and the total spin magnetization §* = )", §7.
Throughout the paper we focus on the s* = 0 sym-
metry sector, and we use periodic boundary conditions,
sy = 87,,. Disorder is introduced by independent and
identically distributed local magnetic fields, with values
we/|J1] € [-W, W] drawn from a uniform distribution,
and hence we refer to W as the disorder strength. We
study two models with disorder, the isotropic Heisenberg

model [J; =1, Jo, = 0 and A = 1 in Eq. (2)] and the
anisotropic Ji-J; model [J; = J; = —1 and A = —0.55
in Eq. (2)].

We use one of the most universal tools for calculating
tTh, i.e., a Fourier transform of the spectral two-point
correlations, known as the spectral form factor K(7).
[See Appendixes A and B for the definition of K(7) and
for details about the protocols applied to extract ¢y, and
tg in numerical simulations]. Examples of the spectral
form factor K(7) in the Ji-J> model at weak (WW=0.5),
moderate (W=4) and strong (WW=8) disorder are shown
in Fig. 1. The spectral form factor K(7) represents an
insightful measure of the onset of ergodicity in quantum
dynamics, which may be a relevant observable for fu-
ture experiments with analog quantum simulators that
study disordered many-body systems [68-74]. In par-
ticular, an experimental protocol has been recently pro-
posed to measure K(7) using a quantum non-demolition
coupling via an auxiliary ’clock’ qubit in Rydberg atom
systems [75].
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FIG. 1. Spectral form factor K (1) in the Ji-J2 model. Re-

sults are shown for three disorder strengths W = 0.5,4,8
(lower, middle and upper lines, respectively) on a lattice with
L = 18 sites. The dashed line is the Gaussian orthogonal en-
semble (GOE) prediction Kgor(7). The spectral form factor
is a function of the scaled time 7, which is related to time
in physical units ¢ through the spectral unfolding procedure.
Vertical line denotes the scaled Heisenberg time 741 = 1, while
open circles denote the scaled Thouless time 711, obtained by
using the criterion log,y[K (711)/Kcoe(Trh)] = 0.08. While
K (1) takes into account spectral correlations at all energy
scales, in the inset we also show results for the average level
spacing ratio r, which takes into account only the nearest en-
ergy levels and is a universal constant r = rqgog = 0.5307 [67]
if 71 /7T = tTn/tu < 1. The arrows in the inset are located
at values of W used in the main panel. See Appendixes A-C
for the definition of all quantities in the figure.
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FIG. 2. FErgodicity indicator g in disordered spin chains. Results are shown for the Ji-J> model (upper panels) and for the

Heisenberg model (lower panels). (a) and (d):

g versus disorder W for different lattice sizes L, as indicated in the legend.

(b) and (e): g versus L/EpkT using the cost function minimization algorithm (see Appendix D and Ref. [33] for details) with
the BKT correlation length {gxr from Eq. (3) and the crossing point fitting function W* = wg + w1 L. In (b) and (e) we set
Eskr — sign[W-W7*] €gkr. In the inset of (b), we compare the fitting function W* = wo 4+ w1 L [solid lines] to a general ansatz
for the transition point W* = w* (L) [symbols], where independent fitting values for each L are used, yielding rather accurate
agreement. Dashed line is a linear fit to w* (L) for the Ji-J2 model, exhibiting nearly identical slope as the solid line. Shaded
areas in (a)-(b) and (d)-(e) mark the interval of g at which the sharp drop appears at L/t = 0. (c) and (f): g versus W/L.
Vertical lines show w; from the optimal crossing point fitting function W* = wo + w1 L used in (b) and (e).

Scaling solution across the transition. Numer-
ical results for the ergodicity indicator g as a function
of the disorder W and the lattice size L are shown in
Figs. 2(a) and 2(d) for both models under investigation.
They exhibit two main features: (i) g increases with L
in the disorder regime under investigation, and (ii) for
a fixed L, g decreases with increasing W [except for the
limit W — 0 in Fig. 2(d), which is a fingerprint of inte-
grability of the clean Heisenberg chain]. It is therefore
far from obvious what is the behavior of g when both L
and W are large. As a technical remark, we note that
the protocol to extract ¢y, from the spectral form factor
(see Appendix F) is accurate up to a small global mul-
tiplicative factor, and hence g(W, L) is determined up to
a constant shift. Determining the exact numerical value
of g at the transition is beyond the scope of this work.

The main focus of our analysis are the scaling prop-
erties of g(W, L) across the transition. We explore the

scaling as a function of L/{gkT, where

b

EpkT = e VIV (3)
is the correlation length of the Berezinskii-Kosterlitz-
Thouless (BKT) type, b is a constant, and W* is the crit-
ical point. In finite systems, we denote W* = W*(L) as a
crossing point and we relax the condition for W* to be an
L-independent number. The relevance of the BKT cor-
relation length for the MBL transition was identified in
the renormalization group calculations [38-40] based on
the quantum avalanche picture [76, 77]. Exact numerical
calculations, however, seemed to indicate [23, 26, 45, 78]
that the optimal scaling collapse of ergodicity indicators
is obtained by using the power-law correlation length
& = |W — W*|7¥. Nevertheless, it was recently argued
that the BKT correlation length £gkr yields a more fa-
vorable scaling solution than &y [33].

Using the correlation length gk from Eq. (3) we find
an excellent scaling collapse of g versus L/{pkT as shown



in Figs. 2(b) and 2(e). The scaled function exhibits a
sharp drop at L/&gkT = 0, which pins the crossing point
in finite systems. The values of g for which L/{gkT = 0
are marked by the shaded regions in Figs. 2(a)-2(b)
and 2(d)-2(e). Using the cost function minimization ap-
proach [33] we quantitatively verified that the scaling so-
lution for g as a function of L/ is more favorable
than as a function of L/&y (see Appendix D for details).

In Figs. 2(b) and 2(e) we define the correlation length
as Eprr — sign[W-W*] &gkr. The regime &gxr < 0
then corresponds to the ergodic regime and (g > 0
to the nonergodic regime. It is intriguing that by in-
creasing L the results in the scaling solution exhibit a
flow towards the ergodic regime, i.e., to the negative val-
ues of {gxr. We interpret this feature as robustness of
many-body quantum chaos. On a quantitative level, it
is manifested as a linear drift of the crossing point W*
with L for the available system sizes, as shown in the
inset of Fig. 2(b). Note that the dependence W*(L),
described by the symbols in the inset of Fig. 2(b), is ob-
tained without imposing any functional form of W*(L),
while the solid lines are obtained using the functional
form W*(L) = wp + w1 L, with wg and w; as fitting
parameters. Both approaches provide a nearly identical
proportionality coefficient of the linear drift W*(L) o< L.

Intriguingly, the crossing points W*(L) in the inset of
Fig. 2(b) agree both qualitatively and quantitatively with
those obtained using other ergodicity indicators such as
the eigenstate entanglement entropy S and the average
level spacing ratio r [33], where a much larger interval of
disorders has been taken into account. This suggests that
the ergodicity breaking transition described here corre-
sponds to the onset of departure of S from the maximal
value (calculated in [79, 80]), and of r from the corre-
sponding random matrix theory prediction rgog [67], see
Fig. 1.

We complement our study of scaling solutions with the
analysis in Figs. 2(c) and 2(f), where the ergodicity indi-
cator g(W, L) is plotted as a function of W/L. We observe
clear features of a transition for both models, character-
ized by a constant g at a constant W* /L. This implies a
linear dependence of the crossing point W* on L, which
is consistent with the results from the scaling solution of
g(L/¢pkT) discussed before. A similar analysis to those
in Figs. 2(c) and 2(f) has been recently performed for the
three-dimensional (3d) and five-dimensional (5d) Ander-
son models [12]. Tt was shown that the critical disorder
W. of the Anderson localization transition can be reliably
detected using the same methodology as applied here,
i.e., by requiring g = const when L increases (cf. the
insets of Fig. 1 in [12]). However, in sharp contrast to
the results in Figs. 2(c) and 2(f), the values of W, at
the 3d and 5d Anderson transitions do not exhibit any
pronounced system size dependence.

To summarize our results reported so far, there are two
important lessons to be learned from Fig. 2. First, the
ergodicity breaking transition in disordered many-body
systems carries analogies with the Anderson localization
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transition [12], for which the transition point can be de-
tected requiring limy_, oo g(W*,L) = ¢g* = const. Sec-
ond, the scaling solution of g (and of other ergodicity
indicators such as S and r [33]) obtained by requiring
the optimal data collapse as a function of L/{gkT, pro-
vides an efficient method to pin the ergodicity breaking
transition in finite systems.

Scaling of Thouless time below the transition.
Finally, we address the question about the impact of dis-
order on the ergodic side of the transition. The main
question is to what extent does the Thouless time ¢y,
exhibit a diffusive character, and whether one can de-
tect fingerprints of a subdiffusive transport. The latter
was argued to be a characteristic feature of moderately
disordered systems [81-86].

We start our analysis by exploring the diffusive scaling
of trn, described by try, o< L?. To this end, we calculate
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FIG. 3. Thouless time trn in disordered spin chains. (a)

J1-J2 model and (b) Heisenberg model. We plot G/Gy as a
function of W/Go, where G = log,,[tn/(toL?)] and Gy =
log,[tn/(toL?)]. The constant to is obtained by fitting ¢ty
to Eq. (4) at L = 18. We get (a) to = 1.09 - 1072/|J1| and
Q = 0.70 [fits for 1.5 < W < 4], and (b) to = 0.87-1072/|Ji|
and Q = 0.29 [fits for 1 < W < 2]. Lines are linear functions
logo(€)/2 x (W/Go).
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FIG. 4. Scaling properties of the Thouless time tty in disordered spin chains. Results are shown for the Ji-J> model (upper

panels) and for the Heisenberg model (lower panels). (a) and (d): The exponent z(W) of ttn, as defined in Eq. (5). The
insets show z(W/L). We calculate z from Eq. (6) for two consecutive system sizes L1 and Lo, with L = (L1 + L2)/2. Open
symbols denote the raw results while filled symbols denote the averages of z over 5 consecutive values of W around the target
W. (b) and (e): z as a function of L/&pkr for different pairs of system sizes L; and L2 (indicated in the legend), using
identical parameters for {gkr as in Fig. 2. Red circles denote the average over all pairs of L; and Ls. Shaded regions mark
the regimes of nearly diffusive exponents z =~ 2. (c) and (f): The crossing point W* [full red line; results from Fig. 2 using
the fitting function W* = wo + w1 L] and the diffusion breakdown point Waig [dashed orange line], versus L. Waig is obtained
by solving the equation L/égxT = p, where p is marked by vertical dashed lines in (b) and (e), and the parameters in égxr
are obtained from the scaling solution in Fig. 2 (see Appendix D for exact values). We set p = —0.25 in (b) and p = —1.55 in
(e), which correspond to gaig =~ 1 in Figs. 2(b) and 2(e). Stars in (f) corresponds to positions of peaks in g(L) in Fig. 2(d),
while the black dashed line is a guide to the eye. Symbols in the inset in (f) show the exponent 7 from Eq. (7) extracted
from Waig(L) in (c) and (f), while the lines (the upper line for the Heisenberg model and the lower line for the Ji-J> model)
represent v = 1 — gaig/ log,o(tulJ1|) [with gaig = 1], yielding good agreement. Note that the latter expression suggests the
large L dependence v ~ 1 — const/L.

G = logo[tn/(toL?)], where tg is a characteristic time in
units of /|J1| (we set i = 1 further on), and normalize it
by the corresponding value for the Heisenberg time Gy =
logo[tu/(toL?)]. Results shown in Figs. 3(a) and 3(b)
exhibit a good collapse of G/G versus W/G|, for different
system sizes at weak disorder (away from the W — 0
limit). In addition, we observe a linear increase of G/Gg
with W/Gy, which suggests an exponential growth of ¢},
with disorder W. We express these two observations by
the ansatz for tTy, in which the L and W dependences
are decoupled,

trn = toe"V/ L2 (4)

and Q is a constant. While the results in Figs. 3(a)

and 3(b) show a progressive dispersion of the data col-
lapse with increasing W, we also highlight that the re-
sults for different L seem to exhibit a linear increase up
to similar values of W/Gy. Note that the latter scales
with the system size as W/Gy o« W/L. The condition
W/Gy = const therefore gives rise to a similar scaling
with the system size as observed for the crossing point
W* in the inset of Fig. 2(b).

Existence of the ergodic regime with diffusive trans-
port and the exponential decay of the inverse Thouless
time till with disorder W may be consistent with some of
previous works on the diffusion constant and dc conduc-
tivity, which also decreases exponentially with W [87-90].
However, for W > Q the inverse Thouless time in finite



systems may become comparable to the mean level spac-
ing and therefore difficult to be detected from spectral
analysis. Moreover, even if the spectral form factor sug-
gests the diffusive scaling of ¢Ty, this may not exclude
an emergence of subdiffusion at short times, detected by
other probes. Indeed, several previous works [81, 84, 85]
highlighted an emergence of subdiffusion at rather weak
disorders (or eventually even at W — 0). We study the
latter scenario by testing a more general ansatz for ¢y,

trn = (W) L"), (5)

where the exponent z is reminiscent of the dynamical ex-
ponent whose disorder dependence was subject of intense
research [86]. The scaling in Eq. (5) is consistent with
subdiffusion for z > 2. We numerically extract z(WW)
from pairs of system sizes L; and Lo as

_ logyg[tTh(L2)/trn(L1)]
logyo[La/L1] ’

where the mean system size is L = (L; + L2)/2. Results
shown in Figs. 4(a) and 4(d) suggest two observations:
the emergence of the regime with z > 2 at large enough
disorder, and a drift of 2(W) with L. The drift may
be eliminated when plotting z(W/L), see the insets of
Figs. 4(a) and 4(d). However, we also argue that it may
be difficult to predict the optimal data collapse due to
the limitation to a rather narrow interval of system sizes
L =13,15,17.

Results reported so far raise the question about the
boundaries of the disorder regime in which the scaling
properties of ¢, may be consistent with diffusion. We
denote Wyig as the disorder value for which the break-
down of the diffusive scaling is observed upon increasing
the disorder. In general, extracting the scaling Wgig (L)
is a daunting task that is rarely addressed in the lit-
erature (with some exceptions [91]). Here we make an
approximation inspired by the scaling solution of the er-
godicity indicator ¢ in Fig. 2. We plot z as a function
of L/épkT, and make the link between the breakdown of
the diffusive scaling and the values of E/fBKT. A rather
good collapse of results in Figs. 4(b) and 4(e) for different
L suggest that this approximation is reasonable. Then,
we plot the values of Wyig(L) along with the crossing
point function W*(L) in Figs. 4(c) and 4(f). Results
show (consistently with the previous work [86]) that the
regime of diffusive scaling is limited to relatively small
values of W, in particular in the Heisenberg model (in
the latter, we also observe the tendency z < 2 at small
disorder due to proximity to the integrable point). At the
same time, Wy;g increases (roughly linearly) with L for
system sizes under investigation. This is a consequence
of the observation in Figs. 4(b) and 4(e) [see the vertical
dashed lines] that the breakdown of the diffusive scaling
occurs roughly at L/&pkr = const, where gk contains
the linear drift of the crossing point W*(L).

Perhaps even more instructive is to identify the value
of tT, at Wyg, i.e., at the point when the diffusive

scaling breaks down. We make a power-law ansatz
trn(Waigg)|J1| = (bu(Waigg)|J1])” and calculate the power
s

Y- logyo[trn(Waisr)|J1]]
logyo[tu (Wair)[J1]]

shown in the inset of Fig. 4(f). Results suggest that for
system sizes available from exact diagonalization (10 <
L < 20), the breakdown of the diffusive scaling occurs at
0.5 < v < 0.8, where ~ increases with L. We highlight
that rather than studying the existence of diffusion in
different regimes of model parameters, it may be more
instructive to explore the existence of diffusion in finite
systems as a function of the ratio try/ty. The latter
approach may be general and more easily contrasted to
other ergodicity breaking scenarios such as approaching
the Bethe ansatz integrable point.

Discussion. Our work studies the breakdown of er-
godicity in disordered quantum many-body systems from
the perspective of spectral properties beyond the level
spacing analysis. We argue that the ergodicity break-
ing transition occurs when values of the Thouless time
and the Heisenberg time become comparable, tTy, = ty,
and hence the ergodicity indicator g becomes a system-
size independent constant that is equal or close to zero.
Using an identical criterion one can reliably detect the
well established Anderson localization transition in three
(and higher) dimensions [12], thereby suggesting a link
between the ergodicity breaking transition in disordered
many-body systems and the Anderson localization tran-
sition.

In the context of interacting spin-1/2 chains in the to-
tal s* = 0 magnetization sector, we report the scaling
solution of the ergodicity indicator g across the disorder
induced ergodicity breaking transition, which allows for a
detection of the crossing point W* in finite systems. The
crossing point is located at disorder values much lower
than those reported in previous studies using compara-
ble system sizes [13, 16, 22, 23, 26, 27, 29, 30]. However,
for system sizes under investigation, the scaling solution
exhibits robustness of the ergodic regime since the cross-
ing point W* increases linearly with the system size L.

One of the most widely studied disordered models so
far is the isotropic Heisenberg chain, for which our re-
sults predict the ergodicity breaking transition to occur
at W* ~ 2 for system sizes L < 20. A quantitative
comparison with other studies of the same model (for
similar system sizes) suggests the following features to
occur at roughly the same disorder: the eigenstate en-
tanglement entropy and the level spacing ratio start de-
viating from the random-matrix-theory predictions [33],
a gap opens in the one-particle density-matrix spectrum
of eigenstates [25], the Schmidt gap opens in the spec-
trum of reduced density matrices of eigenstates [29], cor-
relations between nearby eigenstates (described by the
Kullback-Leibler divergence) change quantitatively [23],
and properties of the average and typical offdiagonal
matrix elements of local observables depart from each

(7)



other [48]. This suggests a rich variety of phenomena oc-
curring at the ergodicity breaking transition invoked by
the criterion ty, =~ ty.

Another intriguing question is the nature of states on
the nonergodic side of the ergodicity breaking transition,
i.e., for the disorder values W > W™*. A recent study
based on a similar scaling solution as applied here [33] ar-
gued that the eigenstate entanglement entropy increases
as a volume law (with a subthermal prefactor) even for
W > W*. A possible scenario is then that the MBL
transition (i.e., a transition to the regime of area-law en-
tanglement) occurs at even higher disorders not studied
here, for which ¢y, > tg. We note, however, that nu-
merical exact diagonalization methods provided remark-
able benchmarks in the past (with negligible system-size
effects) to unveil fingerprints of eigenstate thermaliza-
tion and quantum chaos in the opposite limit ¢ty < tyg
(see, e.g., [2, 92, 93] for examples in disorder-free many-
body systems). A challenge for future studies is therefore
to better understand the robustness of exact numerical
approaches for many-body lattice systems in the regime
trn > ty.

Finally, we also explore the signatures of diffusion in
the scaling of the Thouless time t1y. We show that the
breakdown of the diffusive scaling occurs in finite sys-
tems at disorder values that are smaller than those at
the ergodicity breaking transition. However, the break-
down of the diffusive scaling is also associated with pro-
nounced system-size effects. This may be consistent with
the emergence of subdiffusion at much larger disorder
values, or with scenarios [91] in which subdiffusion is a
transient phenomenon. An outstanding goal for future
studies is to establish quantitative links between the in-
verse Thouless time (the Thouless energy), and the dif-
fusion constant (or the dc optical conductivity [87-90]),
which has for many-body systems remained elusive.

Our work studies the impact of random on-site disorder
on the ergodic spectral properties of certain interacting
spin-1/2 chains in the total s* = 0 magnetization sector.
In future work, it would be exciting to carry out analo-
gous analyses in similar systems such as the quasidisor-
dered systems, the disordered Floquet systems, and the
interacting spin-1/2 systems where the only conserved
quantity is the total energy. This would provide a more
comprehensive view on the robustness of the many-body
quantum chaos and the thermodynamic (in)stability of
the many-body localization in different families of the
disordered many-body quantum systems.
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Appendix A: Calculation of the Heisenberg time

The Heisenberg time ty is defined as the inverse mean
level spacing, ty = h/6F, where h = 1. We define the
mean level spacing 0E = I'o/(xD), where

I§ = (Te{H?})/D - (Tr{H}?)/D* (A1)
is the variance after disorder averaging, D = (L%)
is the Hilbert space dimension, and x controls the
number of energy levels in the interval [E,E + I'g],
with E = (Tr{H})/D. We calculate y using the
Gaussian approximation for the density of states y =
T exp{—E?/(2T2)}/(v/27T0)dE, which yields x =
(1/2)erf[1/1/2] =~ 0.3413. In Eq. (A1) we denote (---)
as the averaging over disorder realizations.

We numerically calculate Ty in Eq. (A1) for given
Hamiltonians in the s* = 0 magnetization sector. We
verified that those values of I'y are very close to the ones
in the grandcanonical ensemble, where ' = L[(J? +
J2)/8+ ((J1A)? + (J2A)%) /16 + (J1W)? /12] (relative dif-
ferences are of the order 1072). We use the latter T’y to
obtain the continuous curve (L) = 1 — 1/log,(tu|J1])
in the inset of Fig. 4(f).

Appendix B: Calculation of the Thouless time from
the Spectral form factor

We extract the Thouless time ¢y from the spectral
form factor (SFF). The latter is a Fourier transform of
the spectral two-point correlations, defined as

K(r) =~ < > . B

where {7 < &3 < ---ep} is the complete set of Hamil-
tonian eigenvalues after spectral unfolding and 7 is the
scaled time. We choose the normalization Z is such that
K(7 > 1) ~ 1 and we use a smooth filter p(¢) to elim-
inate contributions of spectral edges (see details below).
The SFF K(7) in Eq. (B1) can also be referred to as the
unconnected SFF. A comparison to the connected SFF
is carried out in Appendix E.

We eliminate the influence of the local density of states
by spectral unfolding. It transforms an ordered set of
Hamiltonian eigenvalues {F,} to an ordered set of un-
folded eigenvalues {e,}, for which the local mean level
spacing is set to unity at all energy densities. This im-
plies N1 Y o 9ea = 1, where the average is performed in
a microcanonical window, A is the number of elements in
the window, and de,, = €441 —€4. The scaled Heisenberg
time (i.e., the inverse mean level spacing of the unfolded
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spectrum) is therefore 7y = 1. Following the standard
unfolding procedure, we introduce the cumulative spec-
tral function G(E) = ), O(E — E,), where © is the unit
step function. The stepwise distribution function is then
smoothed out by fitting a polynomial g,(E) of degree
n to G(E) and the unfolded eigenvalues are defined as
€a = gn(FEo). We verified that using polynomials g, (E)
of different degrees n in the unfolding procedure does not
affect the final results. We used n = 10 in calculations of
the spectral form factor K (7).

The role of the filtering function p(e,) in Eq. (B1) is
to avoid effects from the spectral edges. Its specific form
should not influence the main features of K(7), provided
that the filtering function is smooth enough (e.g. ana-
lytic), symmetric with respect to the center of the un-
folded spectrum, and has a vanishingly small amplitude
at the spectral edges. In our calculations we first per-
form spectral unfolding for each disorder realization sep-
arately. Then we filter each unfolded spectrum using a

Gaussian filter p(g,) = exp{— (;E‘n}s)); }, where & and I'?
are the average energy and the variance, respectively, at
a given disorder realization, and 7 a dimensionless pa-
rameter that controls the effective fraction of eigenstates
included in K(7). We set n = 0.5 in the calculations
presented in the main text. The overwhelming majority
of eigenstates in our analysis are hence those that govern
the system properties at infinite temperature. To ensure
proper normalization, yielding K (t > 1) ~ 1 in general
and K (t) =1 for Poisson random spectrum, we then set
7= (S (o)),

The energy spectra used in the K(7) calculations
were obtained by means of full numerical exact diag-
onalization, which was performed for Nsymples differ-
ent disorder realizations for each value of W and L.
We denote Ngamples as the number of disorder real-
izations averaged over all W at a fixed L. We used
Ngamples = 1000, 949, 882,332 for L = 12,14,16,18 in
the Ji-J2 model, and Ngamples = 1000,445, 405,100 for
L =12,14,16, 18 in the Heisenberg model, respectively.

Numerical results for K(7) are contrasted to predic-
tions of the random matrix theory, in particular the result
for the Gaussian orthogonal ensemble (GOE) for 7 < 1,

Kgog(r) =27 —71n(1 4 27), (B2)

applicable for systems with time-reversal symmetry [94].
Using Kgog, we define the scaled Thouless time 7y,
as the onset time of a universal linear ramp in K(7),
i.e., we define 7y, such that for 7 > 7y, we obtain
K (1) ~ Kgogr(T) ~ 27 (see the open circles in Fig. 1).
Note that such extraction of 7y, from K(7) in finite sys-
tems is not sharply defined due to the noise in K(7)
when it approaches Kgogr(7). In Appendix F we de-
scribe the detailed protocol (including specific examples)
of the Thouless time extraction.

Finally, we calculate the Thouless time in physical
units as tt, = 7rntg. Note that the ratio between the
Thouless and the Heisenberg time (and hence the ergod-
icity indicator g in Fig. 2) is identical in both physical

and scaled units, tTy/tg = 7rn/ma. However, quanti-
ties used in Figs. 3 and 4 require characteristic times in
physical units as an input.

Appendix C: Average level spacing ratio

In the inset of Fig. 1 we also show the average level
spacing ratio . To obtain r, one first defines

min{dEy,FE,_1}

max{dFEq,0Fs_1} (C1)

= min{r,, 7';1}

To =

for a target eigenstate |a), where r is the ratio of con-
secutive level spacings, ro, = 0E/0E._1, and 0E, =
E.i+1 — E, is the level spacing. Hence, no unfolding
is necessary to eliminate the influence of finite-size ef-
fects through the local density of states. We obtain r
by first averaging 7, over N, = 500 eigenstates near
the center of the spectrum for every disorder realiza-
tion, and then over an ensemble of spectra for different
disorder realizations, with Ngamples = 980 at L = 18.
The GOE prediction for r is rgor ~ 0.5307 [67], while
the prediction for energy levels with Poisson statistics is
T'Poisson = 0.3863 [16].

Appendix D: Cost function minimization approach

Figures 2(b) and 2(e) show the optimal scaling col-
lapses of g(W, L) for the J;-J> and the Heisenberg model,
respectively, as functions of L/{gkr. The algorithm to
obtain the optimal data collapse is explained below.

In general, we consider as the correlation length & ei-
ther the BKT correlation length gk from Eq. (3) or the
power-law correlation length &y = |W —W*|~¥. Then, we
seek for the scaling collapses as functions of L/ using the
optimal fitting parameters of £. The fitting parameters
are: the coefficient b in £gkr (v in &), and the parame-
ters of the crossing point fitting function W*(L). For the
latter we consider two cases: (i) the most general case
(free of any functional form) in which independent fitting
parameters w*(L) are used, i.e., four different parameters
for four different lattice sizes L = 12,14, 16,18; and (ii)
the crossing point fitting function W*(L) = wo + w1 L,
with free parameters wg and w;.

Following Ref. [33], we obtain the quality of the data
collapse using the cost function C,

N,—1
_ Zj:pl |9j+1 — 91
g max{g;} — min{g;}

-1 ’ (Dl)

where g; represent values of g at different W and L.
Specifically, we sort all N, values of g; according to non-
decreasing values of sign[W-W*]L/¢. Then, using a dif-
ferential evolution method, we obtain the best data col-
lapse by finding the parameters in W*(L) and £(W, L) for
which the cost function C4 is minimal. In the procedure,



we include results of g within the interval 1 < W < 6 for
the Ji-Jo model and within the interval 0.6 < W < 2.5
for the Heisenberg model. This results in IV, = 76 points
included in the cost function minimization procedure for
both the Ji-J2 and the Heisenberg model.

For both models under investigation, we consistently
find that: (i) the scaling solution using L/{pkT is better
than the solution using L/&. In particular, using in-
dependent fitting parameters w*(L) we get Cy({pkT) =
0.036 and Cy4(&) = 0.051 for the Ji-Jo model and
Cy(ékT) = 0.087 and C,4(&y) = 0.126 for the Heisenberg
model. (ii) The independent fitting parameters w*(L)
(using both {pxr and &) are very well described by a
function that increases linearly with L. As shown in the
inset of Fig. 2(b), the slope of the linear increase with
L of w*(L) is nearly identical to w; of the fitting func-
tion W* = wg + w1 L. In the latter case, using {épgT we
get from the cost function minimization wy = —0.181,
wy = 0.252, b = 4.62 for the Ji-J5 model and wg = 0.278,
wi = 0.098, b = 1.89 for the Heisenberg model. The cor-
responding values of wy are also used to plot the vertical
lines in Figs. 2(c) and 2(f).

We note that the overwhelming majority of previous
numerical analyses of the ergodicity indicators across the
ergodicity breaking transitions considered scaling solu-
tions as a function of yL'/¥, where the linear scaling
variable is x o 50_1/” = |W —W*|. Here we extend those
analyses by also considering a specific nonlinear scaling
variable y o< 5§11<T = ¢~V VIW=W"I and study the scaling
solution as a function of L/{gkr. Furthermore, by intro-
ducing an additional L dependence of the crossing point
W*(L) = wo + w1 L we obtain excellent scaling collapses
of the ergodicity indicator g as a function of L/pkT, as
shown in Figs. 2(b) and 2(e) for both models under inves-
tigation. These scaling collapses are obtained using only
three free fitting parameters wg, w; and b, as explained in
the paragraph above. This number is much smaller than
the typical number of free fitting parameters invoked in
the scaling analyses where the additional L dependence
is introduced through an irrelevant scaling variable (see,
e.g., Ref. [95] as an example for the Anderson localization
transition).

Appendix E: Connected versus unconnected spectral
form factor (SFF)

The results of our calculations of the SFF K (1), shown
in Fig. 1, were calculated according to the unconnected
SFF K (7) defined in Eq. (B1). Here we also compare the
SFF K (1) with the connected SFF, K (7). The latter is
obtained by subtracting a nonuniversal disconnected part

). @

where A and B are the normalization constants ensuring
the vanishing of K.(7) in the 7 — 0 limit, accounting for
the spectral filtering

(ef) e

D
Z p(ga)

Using as an example the J;-Jo model at L = 18 and
W =1, we show in Fig. 5 the difference between K.(7)
[Fig. 5(a)] and K(7) [Fig. 5(b)]. While the short time
nonuniversal behavior of K.(7) and K(7) is clearly dif-
ferent, they both follow the GOE prediction Kgog(7)
after the scaled Thouless time 7r1,, which is almost iden-
tical for K.(7) and K (7). In Fig. 5, we also show results
for different widths n of a Gaussian spectral filter p(e)
introduced in Eq. (B1). Results for 71y, appear to be
fairly independent of the width 7 of the Gaussian filter
used in our calculations. Note, however, that n < 0.5 is
needed to eliminate contributions from eigenstates at the
spectral edges. Since, in general, one wishes to include
as many eigenstates as possible in the analysis, we find
that setting n = 0.5 is the optimal parameter choice of
the Gaussian spectral filtering. Further comparison be-
tween the results for 71y, using K(7) and K.(7), as well
as different widths of the spectral filter, is provided in
Fig. 7 of Appendix G.

(E2)

()

Va

1070 1073 107

FIG. 5. Comparison between the connected and unconnected
SFF, using different spectral filters. (a) The connected SFF
K.(7), defined in Eq. (E1). (b) The SFF K(7), defined in
Eq. (B1). We use a Gaussian spectral filter p(¢) introduced
in Eq. (B1), where n determines the effective width of the
filter. Here we compare results for n = 0.1,0.3 and 0.5. Open
circles denote the scaled Thouless time 711, obtained by using
the criterion log,o[K (7rn)/Kcor(7rh)] = 0.08. The dotted
black line is the GOE prediction Kcogr(7). Results are shown
for the Ji-J> model at L =18 and W = 1.
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FIG. 6. Eztraction of the Thouless time. In the upper row [(a)-(c)] we plot the deviation measure AK(7), see Eq. (F1), to
quantify the difference between the SFF K (1) and the GOE prediction Kgor(7). The lower row [(d)-(f)] shows the analogous
quantity for the connected SFF K (7). Results are shown for the J;-J> model with the disorder strengths W =1 [(a), (d)],
W =3 [(b), (e)] and W =4 [(c), (f)]. In all panels we show results for three different widths n = 0.1,0.3,0.5 of the Gaussian
filter p(e). Circles denote the scaled Thouless time 771 and the horizontal lines denote AK = 1072,

Appendix F: Protocol to extract the scaled Thouless
times from the SFF

Here we describe the protocol to extract the scaled
Thouless time 77y from the SFF K (7). [An analogous
procedure is applied for the connected SFF K.(7)]. The
main goal of the protocol is to obtain robust results for
the Thouless time for both K(7) and K.(7), and different
widths 7 of the Gaussian spectral filter. This is achieved
using identical parameters of the protocol for all system
sizes L, disorders W, and for both models under investi-
gation.

We apply the following steps of the protocol:

(i) Each K(7) curve is calculated for 5000 times 7; in
the window 7; € [1/(27D), 5], with 7; being equidistant
in the logarithmic scale. We then smoothen out random
fluctuations in K (7) by calculating a running mean such
that each new K (7;) is the average over 200 nearest val-
ues of K(7;), and hence the final number of data points
is reduced to 4801.

(ii) We analyze the difference between K (7) and the GOE
prediction Kgog(T) = 27 — 71n(1 + 27) using the devia-
tion measure

K(r
o 0L

AK(T) = on (™)

AK(’TTh) — €. (F].)

As advanced in Eq. (F1), we then define the scaled Thou-
less time 7T}, as the time at which AK(7) becomes larger
than some threshold value ¢ upon decreasing 7 from the
regime 7 > 1. In general, the agreement of K(7) with
Kgor(T) is in finite systems associated with the emer-
gence of noisy data in AK(7), with AK(7) <« 1. The
goal is to choose € such that AK(7ry,), see the circles in
Fig. 6, is larger than the noise. We use ¢ = 0.08 for all
results shown in the paper. Such choice of € gives rise to
robustness of our results for different values of the widths
7 of the spectral filter, and the agreement between results
for K(7) and K.(7), see also Appendix G.

(iii) The values of 71y, extracted from steps (i)-(ii) slightly
underestimate the realistic 7py,. This is illustrated in
Fig. 6 for the Ji-Jo model at L = 18 for different dis-
order strengths W = 1,3,4 and different widths n =
0.1,0.3,0.5 of the Gaussian filter p(e), for both the un-
connected SFF [Figs. 6(a)-6(c)] and the connected SFF
[Figs. 6(d)-6(f)]. We argue that a more accurate esti-
mate of 7ry, is obtained by requiring AK (7ry) = 1072
in systems under investigation, see the horizontal lines in
Fig. 6. This provides a compromise between setting AK
as low as possible while being at the same time above
the threshold set by finite-size fluctuations. However, we
do not perform the extrapolation of our results (circles
in Fig. 6) towards AK = 1072 for each data set sep-
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FIG. 7. Comparison of the ergodicity indicator g extracted
from different implementations of the SFF K (7). Results are
shown as a function of the disorder strength W for different
system sizes L. Filled symbols are identical to the results in
Fig. 2(a) in the main text. Open squares are results using tTn
extracted from K(7) with the Gaussian spectral filter of the
width n = 0.1. Open circles are results using t11, extracted
from the connected SFF K.(7) with n = 0.5.
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arately, but simply use it as an estimate of the global
multiplicative factor being roughly equal to 4. We hence
set 7y, — 47y to get the final results shown in Figs. 2-4
and Fig. 7. Note that the choice of the global multi-
plicative factor does not impact any of our main results.
Specifically, it only results in a constant shift of g, which
alters neither the quality of the scaling solution nor the
determination of the crossing point, and it is subtracted
in the definition of the exponent z in Eq. (6).

Appendix G: Robustness of results

Finally, in Fig. 7 we show results for the ergodicity in-
dicator g = log;o(tu/trn) in the Ji-J2 model using the
Thouless times ¢y extracted from three different imple-
mentations of the SFF: (i) K(7) with the Gaussian spec-
tral filter with the width n = 0.5, used also in the main
text [filled symbols in Fig. 7]; (ii) K(7) with n = 0.1
[open squares in Fig. 7]; and (iii) the connected K.(7)
with 7 = 0.5 [open circles in Fig. 7]. The agreement be-
tween results using different implementations of the SFF
confirms robustness of our protocol to extract the Thou-
less time.
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