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2Benemérita Universidad Autónoma de Puebla, Apartado Postal J-48, Instituto de F́ısica, 72570, Mexico
3Istituto Nazionale di Fisica Nucleare, Sezione di Pavia, via Bassi 6, I-27100, Pavia, Italy

4Department of Physics, University of Notre Dame, Notre Dame, Indiana 46556, USA
5Istituto Nazionale di Fisica Nucleare, Sezione di Milano, via Celoria 16, I-20133, Milano, Italy

Overcoming the detrimental effect of disorder at the nanoscale is very hard since disorder in-
duces localization and an exponential suppression of transport efficiency. Here we unveil novel
and robust quantum transport regimes achievable in nanosystems by exploiting long-range hop-
ping. We demonstrate that in a 1D disordered nanostructure in the presence of long-range hop-
ping, transport efficiency, after decreasing exponentially with disorder at first, is then enhanced by
disorder [disorder-enhanced transport (DET) regime] until, counterintuitively, it reaches a disorder-
independent transport (DIT) regime, persisting over several orders of disorder magnitude in realistic
systems. To enlighten the relevance of our results, we demonstrate that an ensemble of emitters in
a cavity can be described by an effective long-range Hamiltonian. The specific case of a disordered
molecular wire placed in an optical cavity is discussed, showing that the DIT and DET regimes can
be reached with state-of-the-art experimental setups.

Introduction.—Achieving high efficiency for energy or
charge transport in quantum wires is fundamental for
quantum technologies related to quantum computation
and basic energy science [1–11]. One of the main chal-
lenges is to control the detrimental effects of noise and
disorder which naturally occur in realistic situations. It is
well known that disorder induces localization [12, 13] and
exponential suppression of transport in typical 1D nanos-
tructures. One of the most ambitious goals in quantum
transport is to achieve dissipationless quantum wires,
able to transport energy or charge without suffering the
detrimental effects of disorder and/or noise.

Here, to overcome disorder suppression of transport,
we propose to exploit long-range interactions. Long-
range interactions can arise due to microscopic interac-
tions or by engineering the coupling to external degrees
of freedom. They have been recently emulated in ion
traps [14] and are relevant in several realistic systems
such as cold atomic clouds [15] and excitonic transport
in molecular aggregates [16–18]. Long-range interactions
present many contradictory features [19–21]. Specifically,
the interplay of localization and long-range interactions
is widely debated in literature [19, 20, 22–28]. Indeed,
contrary to the common lore that long range should de-
stroy Anderson localization [29, 30], strong signatures of
localization have been reported recently in long-range in-
teracting systems [19, 22, 23], thus questioning their util-
ity in achieving efficient transport. Here we demonstrate
that localized states in long-range interacting systems
have a hybrid character, with an exponentially localized
peak and extended tail, which allows these states to sup-
port robust quantum transport.

Among the most important features of long-range sys-
tems, there is the emergence of a gapped ground state [19,

(a)

(b)

FIG. 1. (a,b) Two different setups for a disordered chain with
excitation pumping γp at one edge of the chain and draining
γd at the opposite edge. Here, Ω is the hopping between
nearest-neighbor sites. The arrows indicate the hopping paths
available for an excitation (gray circle) present at the center of
the chain. The energy of the sites is disordered. (a) A long-
range coupling −γ/2 is present between each pair of sites.
(b) The chain is placed inside an optical cavity, where g is
the coupling of each site to the cavity mode.

31]. In the gapped regime, while the ground state is ex-
tended and robust to disorder, the excited states present
a hybrid nature with an exponentially localized peak
superimposed to an extended tail [19, 32, 33]. While
being very relevant to transport, since they constitute
the vast majority of the states, due to their hybrid na-
ture it is not clear what kind of transport they will be
able to support. By using different standard figures of
merit of transport efficiency, we unveil several regimes
directly determined by the hybrid nature of the excited
states. Specifically we develop a new method to com-
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pute the stationary current, based on an effective non-
Hermitian Hamiltonian formalism, which is equivalent to
a Lindblad master equation and it is much more efficient.
We demonstrate, in presence of long-range hopping, the
emergence of extremely robust transport regimes arising
as the disorder strength is increased: a disorder-enhanced
transport (DET) regime and, at larger disorder strength,
a disorder-independent transport (DIT) regime, where
transport efficiency is independent of disorder over sev-
eral orders of magnitude of disorder strength. The latter
regime persists until disorder is so large to close the en-
ergy gap. We can explain the origin of this interesting
behavior by considering that in the presence of an energy
gap, disorder will mix the excited states, while leaving the
ground state fully extended. The presence of an extended
ground state imposes an orthogonality condition on the
excited states which prevents their full single-site local-
ization and generates an extended tail able to support
robust transport over the whole energy spectrum.

In order to highlight the relevance of our findings, we
analyze realistic setups consisting of an ensemble of emit-
ters inside a cavity, focusing on the case of molecular
chains in optical cavities. Recently these systems have
been studied experimentally [9] and analyzed theoreti-
cally [2, 3, 34]. Here we show that, in the strong coupling
regime [35, 36], the cavity induces an effective long-range
hopping between the emitters, allowing us to test our
findings of both DET and DIT regimes in state-of-the-
art experimental setups.

Model.—As a paradigmatic model of a disordered chain
in the presence of long-range hopping, we analyze the
1D Anderson model [12] with all-to-all hopping [19], see
Fig. 1(a),

H = H0 + V with V = −γ
2

∑

i 6=j
|i〉〈j|, (1)

where |j〉 is the site basis and γ is the strength of the
distance-independent long-range hopping. H0 describes
the Anderson model where a particle hops between neigh-
bor sites of a linear chain in the presence of on-site dis-
order,

H0 =
N∑

j=1

εj |j〉 〈j|+ Ω
N−1∑

j=1

(|j〉 〈j + 1|+ |j + 1〉 〈j|) , (2)

where εi are random energies uniformly distributed in
[−W/2,W/2], where W is the disorder strength and Ω
is the tunneling transition amplitude between nearest
neighbor sites.

The eigenstates of the Anderson Model (γ = 0) are
localized exponentially, ψn ∼ exp(−|n − n0|/ξ), where
ξ ≈ 105.2(Ω/W )2 is the localization length in the middle
of the energy band. This implies that the transmission
always decays exponentially with the disorder strength
as ≈ exp(−N/ξ) [37, 38].

In the presence of long-range hopping (γ 6= 0), and in
the absence of disorder (W = 0), the emergence of an
energy gap ∆ = Nγ/2 has been found in Refs. [19, 31].
Indeed, the long-range hopping induces the fully sym-
metric ground state to be gapped from the other excited
states. Disorder will destroy the energy gap above the
disorder threshold [31] [for details see the Supplementary
Material (SM) [39]],

Wgap =
γ

2
N lnN. (3)

In order to understand how transport properties are af-
fected by long-range hopping, we analyze several figures
of merit of transport efficiency, focusing on the stationary
current widely used in literature [2, 3, 34]. Pumping and
draining are introduced at the chain edges, see Fig. 1(a)
and the dynamics is described by the Lindblad master
equation [43]

dρ

dt
= − i

~
[H, ρ] +

∑

η=p,d

Lη[ρ] , (4)

where Lη[ρ] = −{L†ηLη, ρ}+ 2LηρL
†
η are two dissipators

inducing pumping on the first site [Lp =
√
γp/(2~) |1〉 〈0|]

and draining from the last site [Ld =
√
γd/(2~) |0〉 〈N |],

respectively (|0〉 is the vacuum state). From the steady-
state solution of Eq. (4) one can find the stationary cur-
rent,

I =
γd
~
〈N | ρSS |N〉 , (5)

where ρSS is the steady-state density operator. Since the
master equation approach is numerically very expensive,
we use a definition of current based on a non-Hermitian
Schrödinger equation, computationally less expensive.
The results obtained with this approach are identical to
the master equation method, as we prove analytically in
Sec. V.B of the SM. To define the current, we compute
the average time needed to leave the 1D chain if the exci-
tation is initially on the first site |1〉 and a drain is present
on the last site |N〉. The average transfer time is defined
as [44–47]

τ =
γd
~

∫ ∞

0

t |ΨN (t)|2dt , (6)

where ΨN (t) is the probability amplitude on the drain
site at time t, evolved under the effective Hamiltonian
Heff [48, 49],

(Heff)k,l = (H)k,l − i
γd
2
δk,Nδl,N , (7)

with H given in Eq. (1) and the non-Hermitian term rep-
resenting the drain. A rate equation can be derived, by
assigning a drain frequency 1/τ and a pumping frequency
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FIG. 2. (a) Normalized typical current ~Ityp/Ω versus the normalized static disorder W/Ω. (b) Average variance 〈σ2〉 versus
the normalized static disorder W/Ω for the ground state (triangles) and the excited states (all other sets). The blue curves
show the case γ = 0, the orange squares the perturbative approach (details are given in the SM). Dashed vertical lines indicate
the different critical disorders given by Eqs. (3), (10) and (11). (c),(d) Average shape of the eigenfunctions (details concerning
the process of averaging are given in SM), 〈|Ψ|2〉 versus the site basis k. Different disorder regimes are shown. (c) (DET)
W1 ≤ W ≤ W2, W/Ω = 1 (black) and W/Ω = 44.02 (red); (d) (DIT) W2 < W < Wgap, W/Ω = 102 (black) and W/Ω = 103

(red). Here, N = 104, γp = γd = γ = Ω, and Nr = 100 disorder configurations. In (c),(d) symbols are compared with blue
curves indicating the case γ = 0.

γp/~, connecting the chain population Pe to the vacuum
state |0〉 with population P0:

dP0

dt
= −γp

~
P0 +

1

τ
Pe,

P0 + Pe = 1. (8)

From the steady-state populations P SS
e = γp/(γp + ~/τ)

we obtain the current I = P SS
e /τ and its typical value,

Ityp = e〈ln I〉 with 〈ln I〉 ≡
〈

ln

(
1

τ

γp

γp + ~
τ

)〉
, (9)

where 〈· · · 〉 represents the average over disorder configu-
rations.

Another important figure of merit for the transport
is the average variance 〈σ2〉 of the excited states |α〉,
defined as σ2 = [1/(N − 1)]

∑N−1
α=1 σ

2
α, where σ2

α ≡
〈α|x2|α〉 − 〈α|x|α〉2. This can be related to the station-
ary variance obtained from the dynamical spreading of a
wave packet initially localized at the center of the chain;
see SM. Moreover, in the SM, we also considered another
figure of merit for transport, i.e., the integrated transmis-
sion. Transport properties revealed by the three different
figures of merit are qualitatively the same.

Results for long-range systems.—In Figs. 2(a) and
2(b), ~Ityp/Ω, see Eq. (9), and 〈σ2〉 are shown as a func-
tion of the normalized disorder strength W/Ω for a chain
with N = 104 sites. For small disorder both quantities
decrease with W exponentially, similarly to the Ander-
son model (γ = 0, blue curves). Counterintuitively, by
increasing W , the transport efficiency at first increases
(DET regime), until it reaches a plateau, where the de-
pendence on the disorder strength is extremely weak for
several orders of magnitude of W (DIT regime). The
latter persists approximately up to Wgap.

Since the variance 〈σ2〉 of the excited eigenstates,
Fig. 2(b), closely follows the behavior of the typical cur-
rent Ityp, Fig. 2(a), we can try to understand the differ-
ent transport regimes analyzing the average shape of the
eigenfunctions 〈|Ψ|2〉 of the excited states as a function
of the site basis k for different disorder strengths W .

Specifically, in the presence of long-range hopping [19,
32, 33], in the gapped regime, the excited states have
a hybrid nature, with an exponentially localized peak,
identical to the Anderson model peak, and extended flat
tails, see Figs. 2(c) and 2(d), where the average shape of
the eigenfunctions 〈|Ψ|2〉 in the DET and DIT regimes
are shown. Note that, while in the DET regime the tails
increase with the disorder strength W , they are inde-
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FIG. 3. (a) Typical current Ityp, Eq. (9), versus the static disorder W . The results for a linear chain in an optical cavity Eq. (12)
(crosses) are compared with a long-range hopping model Eq. (1) (circles). Parameters for the linear chain in an optical cavity
are N = 104, Ω = 0.0124 eV, ~ωc = 2 eV, µ ≈ 36 D, gc = 3.188 eV, γp = γd = 0.0124 eV. The long-range hopping model has
been obtained using the same Ω value and setting γ = 2gc/N in Eq. (1). The number of disorder configurations Nr is such
that Nr ×N = 106. (b) Normalized typical current ItypN2 versus the static disorder W for a linear chain in an optical cavity
for different N values, as indicated in the legend. Vertical dashed lines represent the values of W1 for different system sizes.
Other parameters are the same as in (a).

pendent of it in the DIT regime. Hybrid shapes of the
eigenfuctions have been reported in other long-range in-
teracting systems [32, 50].

An analytical expression for the disorder thresholds,
separating the different transport regimes, can be found
as follows. When the probability of the exponentially lo-
calized peak at the chain edges, ≈ exp(−N/2ξ), becomes
equal to the average probability in the tails (which scales
as 1/N ; see SM), we have exp (−N/2ξ) ≈ 1/N . Recall-
ing that ξ ≈ 105.2(Ω/W )2, we get the disorder threshold
W1:

W1 ≈
√

210.4 lnN

N
Ω . (10)

For W > W1, the amplitude of the extended tails in-
creases with the disorder strength W , see Fig. 2(c), until
the eigenfunction tails become independent of W ; see
Fig. 2(d). The disorder threshold W2 above which this
happens can be obtained by imposing that the probabil-
ity on the closest sites to the peak is equal to the proba-
bility in the tails, exp(−1/2ξ) = 1/N , so that

W2 ≈
√

210.4 lnNΩ . (11)

The validity of the predicted scaling of the different trans-
port regimes with N and γ is discussed below and also
in the SM.

One might think that these interesting transport
regimes originate from the coupling induced by disorder
between the unperturbed excited states and the extended

unperturbed ground state. Even if this coupling exists,
it is not the main reason for the DET and DIT regimes.
Indeed, a semianalytical perturbative expression for the
eigenstates in the gapped regime allows us to compute
all the relevant observables, see orange dots in Figs. 2(a)
and 2(b), completely neglecting the coupling mediated
by disorder between the unperturbed excited states and
the extended unperturbed ground state; see details in
SM. This indicates that the DET and DIT regimes have
their origin in the existence of an extended ground state
which, by imposing an orthogonality condition on all the
excited states, generates their extended tails.

Applications to molecular chains in optical cavities.—
Here we show that a chain of emitters in a cavity [2, 3, 34]
can be described in terms of an effective long-range hop-
ping model arising from the coupling of the emitters with
the cavity mode. This implies that our results are rele-
vant for a vast variety of other systems such as Rydberg
atoms, polar molecules, and molecular chains [3].

In the following we focus on the case in which the
emitters are molecules. This is particularly interesting
due to the large coupling (comparable with kBT with
T = 300 K) between the molecules. Nevertheless the
same discussion can be applied to any other kind of emit-
ters. For a molecular chain, at resonance with a cavity
mode [3, 34] the Hamiltonian is given by

Hcav = H0 + g

N∑

j=1

(|j〉 〈c|+ |c〉 〈j|) , (12)
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where H0 is defined in Eq. (2) and |c〉 represents a single
excitation in the cavity mode (with no excitation in the
chain). The coupling g of the emitters with the resonant
optical mode is given by [51]

g =

√
2πµ2~ωc

Vc
, (13)

where µ is the molecular transition dipole, ωc is the cavity
mode frequency and Vc is the cavity mode volume.

Since the coupling to the cavity mode is the same
for all molecules, it is possible to show [2, 3] that only
the fully symmetric state |d〉 in the chain is coupled
to the cavity mode with a collective coupling strength
gc =

√
Ng. This coupling induces two polaritonic states,

|p±〉 = 1/
√

2 (|d〉 ± |c〉), with an energy splitting of 2gc,
while the other N − 1 states with a bandwidth 4Ω, in
the absence of disorder, are decoupled from the cavity
mode. In the strong coupling regime, gc � Ω, one of the
polaritonic states will become the ground state of the
system and it will be gapped from the excited states by
an energy ≈ gc. By imposing

Nγeff/2 = gc, (14)

we determine the effective long-range coupling γeff which
would produce the same energy gap in the absence of
disorder; see SM for details.

Since the coupling g is inversely proportional to Vc,
see Eq. (13), which typically scales like N , in the follow-
ing we consider a fixed collective coupling gc =

√
Ng ≈

3.2 eV [36, 52], which corresponds to a cavity mode vol-
ume Vc = 104 nm3 [53] for a molecular chain of N = 104

with µ ≈ 36 D [9].
In Fig. 3(a) we plot the typical current Ityp versus the

disorder strength W for a chain of 104 molecules in an
optical cavity (crosses). Interestingly, this current is re-
produced extremely well by the current obtained with
the effective long-range coupling Eq. (14) (circles) for
W < Wgap. For W > Wgap both polaritonic states
mix with all the other states and the differences between
the long-range model and the chain in the cavity model
emerge. In Fig. 3(b) the typical (normalized) current
ItypN2 for the cavity model, Eq. (12), is shown for dif-
ferent chain sizes N . Note that Ityp ∝ 1/N2 for W > W1,
instead of decreasing exponentially with N , as for the lo-
calized regime in the absence of long-range hopping.

Conclusions.—Controlling the detrimental effects of
disorder at the nanoscale is one of the main challenges in
achieving efficient energy transport. Here we have shown
that long-range hopping can lead to a disorder-enhanced
and a disorder-independent transport regime, extending
over several orders of magnitude of disorder strength.
Our results could be tested in several systems where
long-range hopping is present, such as molecular aggre-
gates [48], ion traps [14], and cold atomic clouds [15]. Re-
markably, we have also shown that a system of emitters

coupled to a cavity mode can be mapped to a long-range
hopping system. This makes our results applicable to
a vast variety of other physical systems, such as molec-
ular chains in optical cavities, Rydberg atoms, and po-
lar molecules [3]; see SM for realistic parameters. Typi-
cally, for molecular chains in optical cavities Ω ≈ 0.03 eV,
N ≈ 105, and gc ≈ 1 eV [3], so that W1 ≈ 5 × 10−3 eV,
W2 ≈ 1.5 eV, and Wgap ≈ gc lnN ≈ 11.5 eV. Since nat-
ural disorder typically ranges from 1 to 10 Ω, we can
easily reach the DET regime, with currents in the mea-
surable range of tens of nanoampere [9]. In other ex-
perimental setups, such as ion traps, the spreading of an
initially localized excitation in the middle of the chain
would provide the best way to access both the DET and
DIT regime. Indeed, the stationary variance of the exci-
tation, obtained from the spreading of a localized wave
packet, is well described by the average variance of the
eigenstates shown in Fig. 2(b); see SM for details. In
perspective, it would be interesting to analyze the effect
of thermal noise on transport in long-range systems.
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[8] C. Schäfer, M. Ruggenthaler, H. Appel, and A. Rubio,
Pro. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 116, 4883 (2019).

[9] E. Orgiu, J. George, J. Hutchison, E. Devaux, J. Dayen,
B. Doudin, F. Stellacci, C. Genet, J. Schachenmayer,



6

C. Genes, G. Pupillo, P. Samor̀ı, and T. W. Ebbesen,
Nat. Mater. 14, 1123 (2015).

[10] D. Hagenmüller, J. Schachenmayer, S. Schütz, C. Genes,
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I. REALISTIC PARAMETERS FOR DIFFERENT SYSTEMS

In the Main Text we have shown that long-range hopping can lead to a disorder-enhanced and a disorder-independent
transport (DET and DIT) regimes, extending over several orders of magnitude of disorder strength W . We have also
shown that a realistic system consisting of a linear chain of emitters in an optical cavity can be mapped to a long-
range hopping system. This makes our results applicable to a vast number of physical systems, such as molecular
chains, Rydberg atoms, polar molecules and ion traps, to mention a few. Below we give some realistic parameters for
the Hamiltionian in Eq. (12) in the Main Text, with respect to different physical systems. Typically for molecular
chains in optical cavities Ω ≈ 0.03 eV, N ≈ 105 and gc ≈ 1 eV [1] so that W1 ≈ 5 × 10−3 eV, W2 ≈ 1.5 eV and
WGAP ≈ gc lnN ≈ 11.5 eV. Since natural disorder typically ranges from 1−10 Ω we can easily reach the DET regime.
Moreover several other systems consisting of emitters in a cavity could display the same transport properties predicted
in the Main Text, such as Rydberg atoms [1] for which we have Ω ≈ 80 kHz and γeff ≈ 3 kHz, polar molecules where
Ω ≈ 50 Hz and g � Ω or ion traps [2] where Ω = 0 and γ ≈ 400 Hz.

II. ENERGY GAP AND LONG RANGE INTERACTION

In the Main Text we have shown that adding long-range hopping to one-dimensional (1D) disordered quantum
wires leads to a finite energy gap ∆ between the ground state and the excited states which protects the system from
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disorder [3].
In Fig. S1 we plot the energy gap ∆ divided by the nearest-neighbor coupling Ω as a function of the coupling

strength γ (multiplied by N/Ω) for two values of wire size N and two disorders strengths: W/Ω = 100, Fig. S1(a),
and W/Ω = 1, Fig. S1(b). Here, we compute ∆ as [3]

∆ = max
i

{
min
j 6=i

[dist (Ei, Ej)]

}
, (S1)

where {Ei} are the eigenvalues of the Hamiltonian

H =
N∑

j=1

εj |j〉 〈j|+ Ω
N−1∑

j=1

(|j〉 〈j + 1|+ |j + 1〉 〈j|)− γ

2

∑

i 6=j
|i〉〈j| , (S2)

see Eqs. (1,2) in the Main Text, and dist (Ei, Ej) = |Ei − Ej |.
Note that in Fig. S1 we report the average value of ∆ over disorder configurations. From Fig. S1 we observe that

below a critical coupling strength γGAP, ∆ remains constant as a function of Nγ but decreases for increasing N , while
above γGAP, ∆ is an increasing function of Nγ but it is independent of N . A good approximation for γGAP can be
obtained from the expression for the disorder threshold derived in Ref. [3]

WGAP =
γ

2
N lnN (S3)

as

γ
GAP

=
2W

N lnN
. (S4)

It is relevant to stress that Eq. (S4) was obtained in Ref. [3] for the Picket-Fence model with all-to-all coupling. The
fact that Eq. (S4) works very well in estimating γGAP at large disorder strengths W , see the vertical dashed lines in
Fig. S1(a), allows us to anticipate that the expression

∆ =
W

e2W/Nγ − 1
, (S5)

also obtained in Ref. [3], may describe well ∆ above γGAP for the 1D Anderson model subject to long-range hopping.
Indeed, the good correspondence between Eq. (S5) (blue-full curve) and the numerically obtained ∆ (symbols) is
clearly shown in Fig. S1(a).

Finally, it is important to add that even if Eq. (S4) does not provide good predictions for γGAP for small disorder
strengths W/Ω, see Fig. S1(b), the analytical expression of Eq. (S5) still describes well ∆ for large Nγ.

III. TRANSMISSION

In the Main Text we analyze two figures of merit to characterize the transport efficiency of 1D disordered quan-
tum wires in presence of long-range hopping: the typical current Ityp and the average variance 〈σ2〉 of the excited
eigenstates. Here we report a third figure of merit: the transmission T , which is widely used in transport studies of
low-dimensional disordered quantum systems. We note that according to the experimental set-up either the current
as computed in the Main Text or the transmission as discussed here are the relevant figures of merit for transport.
Indeed, the integrated transmission Tint considered here is relevant in charge transport in presence of a large bias, or
when dealing with transmission of an energy broad-band incoming beam.

The transmission through the 1D chain can be studied by turning the setup of Fig. 1(a) of the Main Text into a
scattering setup. To this end we couple the first and the last sites of the chain (i.e. sites 1 and N) to two different
perfect leads with coupling strength ν, so that the components of the effective Hamiltonian (i.e. the Hamiltonian of
the scattering setup) read [4]

(Heff)k,l = (H)k,l −
i

2
ν(δk,1δl,1 + δk,Nδl,N ) , (S6)

where H is given in Eq. (S2). A pictorial representation of the scattering setup is shown in Fig. S2, where an excitation
which can hop among the chain sites is shown as the yellow circle.
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FIG. S1. Energy gap ∆ divided by the nearest-neighbor coupling Ω as a function of Nγ/Ω for the disorder strengths (a)
W/Ω = 100 and (b) W/Ω = 1. Symbols are given by Eq. (S1), while the continuous blue curves show the analytical estimate
of Eq. (S5). The dashed vertical lines indicate the critical coupling strength γGAP from Eq. (S4). Here, N = {100, 1000} and
Nr = 100 disorder configurations were used.
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FIG. S2. Pictorial representation of the scattering setup. The black lines represent the Anderson model spectrum with a
random level spacing W while the yellow circle is an excitation which can hop to all the other states with an amplitude γ (green
dashed lines). The excitation can then be collected by the leads at the edge sites with an amplitude ν.

In general, the transmission T a,b(E) from channel a to channel b can be determined by [4]

T a,b(E) = |Za,b(E)|2 , (S7)

where

Za,b(E) =
N∑

i,j=1

Aai

(
1

E −Heff

)

i,j

Abj (S8)

is the transmission amplitude, Heff is the effective non-Hermitian Hamiltonian in Eq. (S6) and Aai are the decay
amplitudes from the discrete internal states i to the external states a. Alternatively, we can also write T a,b(E) by
diagonalizing the Hamiltonian Heff . The eigenfunctions of Heff , |r〉 and 〈r̃|, form a bi-orthogonal complete set,

Heff |r〉 = Er |r〉 , 〈r̃|Heff = 〈r̃| Er, (S9)

and its eigenenergies are complex numbers with the form

Er = Er −
i

2
Γr , (S10)

corresponding to resonances centered at the energy Er with decay widths Γr. The decay amplitudes Aai are thus
transformed according to

Aar =
∑

i

Aai 〈i|r〉 , Ãbr =
∑

j

〈r̃|j〉Abj , (S11)

and the transmission amplitude Za,b(E) is then given by

Za,b(E) =

N∑

r=1

Aar
1

E − Er
Ãbr . (S12)
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FIG. S3. (a) Rescaled average integrated transmission 〈Tint〉N/Ω and (b) rescaled average variance 〈σ2〉 /N2 as a function
of the rescaled disorder strength W/Ω for different system sizes N as indicated in the legend. Here, we choose the coupling
strength to the leads (a) ν = Ω and (b) ν = 0, γ = Ω and the disorder configurations Nr are such that Nr ×N = 105. Arrows
mark the critical disorder WGAP for each system size N according to Eq. (S3). The dashed (green, red and black) curves show
the cases γ = 0.

Note that the complex eigenvalues E of Heff coincide with the poles of the transition amplitude Z(E).
Since the excitation is collected by the leads at the edges of the chain, the amplitudes in Eq. (S11) are Aar =

√
νΨ1

r

and Ãbr =
√
νΨN∗

r , where Ψ1,N
r = 〈1, N |r〉 is the amplitude of the eigenfunction |r〉 of the effective Hamiltonian on

sites 1, N . Moreover, the transmission amplitude Za,b(E) in Eq. (S12) becomes

Za,b(E) = ν
N∑

r=1

Ψ1
rΨ

N∗
r

E − Er
. (S13)

Since the conjugate of the transmission amplitude Za,b(E) is

Za,b(E)∗ = ν
N∑

k=1

Ψ1∗
k ΨN

k

E − E∗k
, (S14)

the transmission T a,b(E) = |Za,b(E)|2 = Za,b(E)Za,b(E)∗ is written as

T a,b(E) = ν2
N∑

r=1

N∑

k=1

Ψ1
rΨ

1∗
k ΨN

k ΨN∗
r

(E − Er)(E − E∗k )
. (S15)

Now, let us integrate Eq. (S15) over all the energies, i.e. Tint =
∫∞
−∞ dE T a,b(E), so we get the expression

Tint = ν2
N∑

r=1

N∑

k=1

Ψ1
rΨ

1∗
k ΨN

k ΨN∗
r

∫ ∞

−∞

dE

(E − Er)(E − E∗k )
= 2πν2

N∑

r=1

N∑

k=1

Ψ1
rΨ

1∗
k ΨN

k ΨN∗
r

(Γr + Γk)/2− i(Ek − Er)
. (S16)

Let us note that Eq. (S16) is exact and it depends only on the amplitudes of the eigenfunctions at the edges of the chain
Ψ1,N
r and the complex eigenvalues Er of Heff . The integrated transmission Tint represents the overall transmission over

a wide spectral energy band and, for instance, is relevant for analyzing the transport under a large applied voltage:
the shape of the current-voltage characteristic can sometimes be significantly different depending on the potential
profile or the voltage drop. This is important in determining the maximum current of a transistor [5].

In Fig. S3(a) we present the average integrated transmission 〈Tint〉, multiplied by N/Ω, as a function of the nor-
malized static disorder W/Ω for the coupling strength to the leads ν = Ω; three wire lengths are reported, i.e.
N = {100, 1000, 10000}. As a reference, we also present the case of the 1D Anderson model without the long-range
hopping, i.e. the γ = 0 case, see the dashed (green, red and black) curves. Interestingly the integrated transmission
Tint in the DIT regime decays as 1/N in contrast to the Anderson model case where it decays exponentially with
the system size N . Moreover, by comparing Fig. S3(a) with Fig. 2 in the Main Text, it becomes clear that all the
features reported there for the typical current Ityp and the average variance 〈σ2〉 as a function of W are also present
in the average integrated transmission 〈Tint〉. Moreover, in Figs. S4(a) and S4(c) we plot the curves of 〈Tint〉N/Ω of
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FIG. S4. (a) Rescaled average integrated transmission 〈Tint〉N/Ω and (b) rescaled average variance 〈σ2〉 /N2 as a function of
the normalized static disorder W/W1. (c) Rescaled average integrated transmission 〈Tint〉N/Ω and (d) rescaled average variance
〈σ2〉 /N2 as a function of the normalized static disorder W/W2. Vertical dashed lines indicate the critical disorders (a,b) W1

and (c,d) W2, which are computed from Eqs. (S19) and (S21), respectively. Same parameters of Fig. S3 were used.

Fig. S3(a) but now as a function of the static disorder W normalized by W1 and W2, respectively, see Eqs. (10,11) in
the Main Text. With this we verify that the estimations for the critical disorders W1 and W2 (derived in the Main
Text and in the following Section), as given in Eqs. (S19) and (S21), respectively, work well for the average integrated
transmission 〈Tint〉.

In addition, for comparison purposes, in Figs. S3(b), S4(b) and S4(d) we present 〈σ2〉 /N2 for the same parameter
values used in Figs. S3(a), S4(a) and S4(c), respectively. 〈σ2〉 /N2 represents the normalized average variance of the
excited eigenstates, defined as

σ2 =
1

N − 1

N−1∑

α=1

σ2
α where σ2

α ≡ 〈x2
α〉 − 〈xα〉2 and 〈x2

α〉 =
∑

i

i2 | 〈i|α〉 |2, 〈xα〉 =
∑

i

i | 〈i|α〉 |2.

A good correspondence in the behavior of the curves for the average integrated transmission 〈Tint〉 and the average
variance 〈σ2〉, as a function of W , is clearly observed.

In order to make the two different regimes more explicit, we rescale the disorder strength in the following way: for
the DET regime we put on the x-axis the variable

W ′ = (W −W1)/(W2 −W1)

so that W ′(W1) = 0 and W ′(W2) = 1. In this way all data sets with different N in the DET regime have 0 < W ′ < 1.
As one can see in Fig. S5(left panel), in the DET region all the points with different N lie approximately on the same
curve. To guide the eye we perform a logarithmic fit, see dashed line in the same panel.

In order to show that the transmission in the DIT regime is approximately constant we perform a similar change
of variable, i.e.

W
′′

= (W −W2)/(WGAP −W2),
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in such a way that in the DIT regime 0 < W
′′
< 1 for all different N . As one can see in Fig. S5(right panel), all data

sets for different N show that in this regime the transmission is approximately constant. To guide the eye we added
a linear fit performed on all the points in this regime (see dashed line).

IV. SHAPE OF EIGENFUNCTIONS

A. Relationship between the shape of eigenfunctions and transport properties

The analysis of the shape of the eigenfunctions is essential to understand the transport properties of the system.
Moreover, this analysis will allow us to explain the different transport regimes discussed above and to analytically
estimate the different critical disorders discussed in the previous section.

The dependence of the shape of the eigenfunctions on the disorder strength W in our model is much richer than
what we have in the Anderson model in absence of long-range hopping. Indeed in the 1D Anderson model, the
eigenfunctions are always exponentially localized.

The situation is very different in presence of long-range hopping. For instance, the shape of eigenfunctions in 1D
and 3D Anderson models with the addition of all-to-all non-Hermitian couplings have been already analyzed by some
of the authors of this manuscript in Ref. [6] and the main results obtained about the shape of eigenfuctions are valid
also for our case where the long-range coupling is Hermitian.

Here we analyze the shape of the eigenfunctions in the site basis for different disorder strengths W , fixed γ and N ,
and no coupling to the leads, i.e. ν = 0. In our numerical experiments, the average shape of the eigenfunctions 〈|Ψ|2〉
has been obtained for each disorder configuration as follows:

1. We diagonalize the Hamiltonian given in Eq. (1) of the Main Text and reproduced in Eq. (S2).

2. We consider those eigenfunctions peaked within the 20% of sites around the middle of the chain.

3. We shift the position of the selected eigenfunctions so that all maxima coincide.

4. We determine the average shape of the eigenfunctions 〈|Ψ|2〉 by averaging their probability distributions.

In Fig. S6 we show the average shape of the eigenfunctions 〈|Ψ|2〉 in the site basis k for the coupling strength
γ = Ω, system size N = 104 and different disorder strengths W as indicated in the legends. For all disorder strengths
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FIG. S6. Average shape of the eigenfunctions 〈|Ψ|2〉 in the site basis k. Different disorder regimes are shown in each panel: (a)
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γ = Ω. The averages are taken over Nr = 100 disorder configurations. The continuous lines indicate the corresponding average
shape of eigenfunctions 〈|Ψ|2〉 for the case γ = 0. Black arrows indicate increasing W .

W , in each panel, we also show the average shape of the eigenfunctions 〈|Ψ|2〉 for the corresponding Anderson
model, i.e. with γ = 0. By analyzing the average shape of the eigenfunctions 〈|Ψ|2〉 we can identify the different dis-
order regimes which are relevant to understand the transport properties of the system, reported in the previous section:

1. (W < W1) For very small disorder strength W , the localization length ξ of the eigenfunctions is larger than
the systems size N , so that the eigenfunctions are delocalized. The shape of the eigenfunctions 〈|Ψ|2〉 is similar
to that of the Anderson model in the absence of long-range coupling, see Fig. S6(a). As disorder increases,
an exponential peak becomes visible, see Fig. S6(b). In this regime the shape of the eigenfunctions 〈|Ψ|2〉 is
similar to the shape of the eigenfunctions 〈|Ψ|2〉 of the 1D Anderson model, up to the threshold strength W1,
see Main Text. We can define this disorder threshold W1 taking into consideration that the eigenfuctions of the
excited states have a hybrid character as discovered in Ref. [6]. Indeed they present an exponentially localized
peak with the same localization length of the 1D Anderson model, and an extended tail which decreases with
the system size as 1/N . Thus, we can estimate the threshold disorder strength for which the eigenfunctions of
the Anderson model with long-range hopping will differ from the eigenfuctions of the 1D Anderson model, by
finding the disorder strength W for which the probability of the exponentially localized peak at the chain edges
becomes comparable to probability in the extended tails. Considering that the extended tails in the gapped
regime decrease as 1/N and considering that the exponential peak at the chain edges is given by exp(−N/2ξ),
we can determine W1 by the following equation,

exp

(
−N

2ξ

)
≈ 1

N
⇒ −N

2ξ
≈ − lnN, (S17)
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where the localization length ξ for E = 0 [7] is

ξ(E = 0) = 105.2

(
Ω

W

)2

, (S18)

so that Eq. (S17) becomes

− N

210.4

(
W1

Ω

)2

≈ − lnN ,

⇒W1 ≈
√

210.4 lnN

N
Ω . (S19)

2. (W1 ≤W < W2) Above the disorder threshold W1, the probability of the extended tails increases as the disorder
strength W increases, see black arrow in Fig. S6(c), and the eigenfunctions change their shape: the probability
in the extended tail increases and the peak becomes more localized as the disorder strength W increases. The
disorder threshold W2 can be obtained by imposing the probability of the closest site to the peak to be equal
to the probability in the extended tails. Considering that the tails in the gapped regime decrease as 1/N ,
which is independent of the disorder strength W , and that the exponential peak on the closest site is given by
exp(−1/2ξ), we can determine W2 by the following equation,

exp

(
− 1

2ξ

)
≈ 1

N
⇒ − 1

2ξ
≈ − lnN, (S20)

so that Eq. (S20) becomes

− 1

210.4

(
W2

Ω

)2

≈ − lnN ,

⇒W2 ≈
√

210.4 lnN Ω . (S21)

3. (W2 ≤W < WGAP) Above the disorder threshold W2, the eigenfunctions of the excited states are fully localized
and the amplitude of the extended tails is independent of the disorder strength W , see Fig. S6(d).

4. (W ≥ WGAP) Above the critical disorder WGAP, the eigenfunctions of the excited states are fully localized on
one site with extended tails whose amplitude decreases as the disorder strength W increases, see the vertical
black arrow in Fig. S6(e).

The analysis of the average shape of the eigenfunctions 〈|Ψ|2〉 indicates a strong correlation with the transport
properties of the system. Specifically, we observe that the typical current Ityp, the integrated transmission Tint and
the variance σ2 are independent of the disorder strength W in the same disorder range where the extended tails of
the average shape of the eigenfunctions 〈|Ψ|2〉 are independent, too. Thus, we can claim that the extended tails in the
probability distribution of the eigenfunctions support the robustness of transport properties in the gapped regime.

We stress that the analysis of the average shape of the eigenfunctions 〈|Ψ|2〉 above also allowed us to determine the
disorder thresholds as a function of the model parameters, which define the different transport regimes.

It is relevant to notice that the panorama observed through the three figures of merit we used to characterize the
transport efficiency of 1D disordered quantum wires in the presence of long-range hopping (i.e. the typical current
Ityp, the average variance 〈σ2〉 of the corresponding eigenstates and the integrated transmission Tint) can be effectively
reproduced from the average eigenfunction amplitude of the hybrid states on the extended tails, 〈|Ψtail|2〉. This is
shown in Fig. S7, where we plot 〈|Ψtail|2〉 as a function of the disorder strength W for hybrid states at the coupling
strength γ = Ω. 〈|Ψtail|2〉 is computed from a triple average: over the components of the hybrid eigenfunction
excluding the exponentially localized peak, over all hybrid eigenfunctions of a disorder wire and over an ensemble
of disorder configurations. Indeed, the curve 〈|Ψtail|2〉 vs. W of Fig. S7 clearly displays all the characteristics of the
transport properties, including the disorder-independent regime W2 ≤W < WGAP.

We also want to remark that the hybrid states plateau has nontrivial statistical properties: the average value of the
probability in the plateau goes like 1/N , while the typical probability value goes like 1/N2. By typical probability we
mean exp 〈ln |Ψtail|2〉. These two scalings are shown in Fig. S18 from the stationary probability distribution obtained
by evolving a wave packet initially localized at the center of a linear chain in the DIT regime.
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FIG. S7. Average eigenfunction amplitude on the extended tails of the hybrid states, 〈|Ψtail|2〉, vs. the normalized static disorder
W/Ω for the coupling strength γ = Ω. Here, N = 104. The average is performed over Nr = 10 disorder configurations. The
blue dashed line corresponds to the case γ = 0. The arrows indicate the different disorders thresholds given by Eqs. (S3), (S19)
and (S21).

B. Perturbative approach to the shape of eigenfuctions

Since we demonstrated that the shape of the eigenfunctions allows to understand the transport properties of the
system, here we intend to derive a perturbative expression for the shape of the excited eigenfunctions in the gapped
regime. For this purpose, we rewrite Eq. (S2) in its matricial form as follows

H = H0 −
γ

2
Q+

γ

2
I , (S22)

where Q is a full matrix with components 1 and I is the identity matrix. The Q matrix can be easily diagonalized.
It has only two different eigenvalues. The first eigenvalue, −γN/2, corresponding to the lowest energy state, is a fully
non degenerated extended state,

|d〉 =
1√
N

N∑

j=1

|j〉 , (S23)

where |j〉 is the site basis (one excitation on the jth molecule). All the other eigenvalues are zero, corresponding to a
(N − 1)-degenerate subspace spanned by all the states orthogonal to the lowest energy extended state.

Following [8], we can rewrite the Hamiltonian H in Eq. (S22) in the basis of these eigenstates, using the transfor-
mation matrix U , which has as columns the eigenstates of the matrix Q,

H = UTH0U −
γ

2
UTQU +

γ

2
I =

(
−γ

2
(N − 1) + ζ ~hT

~h H̃

)
. (S24)

Let us note that the component (1, 1) of Eq. (S24) includes the term ζ =
∑
n εn|〈n|d〉|2, where εn and |n〉 are,

respectively, eigenvalues and eigenvectors of H0. Here, the matrix elements of the (N − 1)× (N − 1) submatrix H̃ on
the basis of the excited states of the matrix Q are

H̃µν = 〈µ|H0 −
γ

2
Q+

γ

2
I|ν〉

= 〈µ|H0|ν〉 − 〈µ|
γ

2
Q|ν〉+

γ

2
δµν ;

here the second term vanishes since the eigenvalues of the degenerate excited states of Q are 0. If we rewrite the
Hamiltonian H0 in its eigenbasis |n〉, we get

H̃µν = 〈µ|
(∑

n

εn |n〉 〈n|
)
|ν〉+

γ

2
δµν

=
∑

n

εn 〈µ|n〉 〈n|ν〉+
γ

2
δµν . (S25)



10

The components of the vector ~h, with dimension N − 1, in the basis of the eigenstates of the matrix Q are

hµ =
∑

n

εn 〈d|n〉 〈n|µ〉 . (S26)

The |µ〉 eigenstates of H̃ are also eigenstates of Q since they belong to the (N − 1)-degenerate subspace of the Q

matrix. Thus, we diagonalize the submatrix H̃ and we call |µ〉 its eigenstates with eigenvalues ε̃µ, i.e.

H̃µν = ε̃µδµν . (S27)

If we multiply Eq. (S25) by the components 〈m|µ′〉, where |µ′〉 is an eigenstate of the submatrix H̃ and |m〉 is an
eigenstate of H0, and we sum over all the states µ′, we obtain

∑

µ′

H̃µ′µ 〈m|µ′〉 =
∑

µ′

∑

n

εn 〈µ′|n〉 〈n|µ〉 〈m|µ′〉+
γ

2

∑

µ′

δµ′µ 〈m|µ′〉

=
∑

n

εn 〈n|µ〉 〈m|


∑

µ′

|µ′〉 〈µ′|


 |n〉+

γ

2
〈m|µ〉

=
∑

n

εn 〈n|µ〉 〈m| (I − |d〉 〈d|) |n〉+
γ

2
〈m|µ〉

=
∑

n

εn 〈n|µ〉 (δmn − 〈m|d〉 〈d|n〉) +
γ

2
〈m|µ〉

= (εm +
γ

2
) 〈m|µ〉 −

∑

n

εn 〈d|n〉 〈n|µ〉 〈m|d〉

= (εm +
γ

2
) 〈m|µ〉 − hµ 〈m|d〉 . (S28)

On the other hand, from Eq. (S27) we have
∑

µ′

H̃µ′µ 〈m|µ′〉 =
∑

µ′

ε̃µ′δµ′µ 〈m|µ′〉 = ε̃µ 〈m|µ〉 . (S29)

By comparing Eqs. (S28) and (S29), we obtain

ε̃µ 〈m|µ〉 = (εm +
γ

2
) 〈m|µ〉 − hµ 〈m|d〉 , (S30)

i.e.,

|µ〉 =
hµ

H0 + γ/2− ε̃µ
|d〉 . (S31)

Equation (S31) can be rewritten in the Anderson basis as follows

|µ〉 = hµ
∑

n

〈n|d〉
εn + γ/2− ε̃µ

|n〉 =
hµ√
N

∑

n

∑
j 〈n|j〉

εn + γ/2− ε̃µ
|n〉 , (S32)

where |j〉 is the site basis and the normalization coefficients hµ are given by

hµ =

(∑

n

〈d|n〉 〈n|d〉
(εn + γ/2− ε̃µ)2

)−1/2

. (S33)

In the gapped regime and for sufficiently large disorder W2 < W < WGAP, where the eigenstates have a hybrid
nature, we can assume that the Anderson eigenstates coincide with the site basis, see Fig. S6(d). So, Eq. (S32) with
the normalization coefficients hµ in Eq. (S33) becomes

|µ〉 ≈
(

1

N

∑

i

1

(εi + γ/2− ε̃µ)2

)−1/2
1√
N

∑

i

1

εi + γ/2− ε̃µ
|i〉

≈



∑

i

1
(
εi−ε̃µ
W + γ

2W

)2




−1/2

∑

i

1
εi−ε̃µ
W + γ

2W

|i〉 . (S34)
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FIG. S8. Eigenfunction probability |Ψ|2 in the site basis k for the first excited state (of a single disorder configuration) with
disorder strengths W/Ω = {10−1, 1, 10, 102, 104, 106}. Here, N = 100 and γ = 103Ω. The black symbols represent the exact
eigenfunctions of the total Hamiltonian H of Eq. (S2) and the red symbols are the |µ〉 states obtained from Eq. (S32).

Our perturbative expression allows to explain many features of the average shape of the eigenfunctions 〈|Ψ|2〉
discussed above, mainly the existence of a disorder-independent plateau in the disorder range W2 < W < WGAP.
From Eq. (S34) we can see that both the normalization coefficients and the weights on the site basis are independent
of disorder for W � γ since both εi and ε̃µ are proportional to the disorder strength W for large disorder. This is an
important result since our perturbative approach is able to explain the independence of the plateau from disorder in
the disorder regime W2 < W < WGAP. That is, since the disorder strength W is uncorrelated from the site basis, the

eigenfunction tail becomes a plateau that extends over the entire basis. Moreover, since the term
(εi−ε̃µ)
W decreases as

1/N , this also explains the dependence of the probability of the extended tails on the system size for W � γ.
Finally, to validate the perturbative derivation of the |µ〉 states above, in Fig. S8 we present the eigenfunction

probability |Ψ|2, in the site basis k, for the first excited state at several disorder strengths W . In each panel we
show the exact eigenfunction of the total Hamiltonian H of Eq. (S2) (black symbols) and the |µ〉 state obtained from
Eq. (S32) (red symbols). In all panels from (a) to (e) we see an excellent correspondence between the exact and the
|µ〉 state. Note that since WGAP ≈ 230258 for the parameter chosen in Fig. S8, we cannot expect agreement in panel
(f).

Using the perturbative expressions of the eigenstates obtained in Eqs. (S23) and (S32) we can compute both the
current through Eq. (S38) and the variance. The results are shown in Fig. 2(a,b) of the Main Text, see orange squares.

V. MASTER EQUATION VS. SCHRÖDINGER EQUATION APPROACH TO COMPUTE THE
CURRENT

In the Main Text we report the transport properties of two models: the 1D Anderson model subject to long-range
hopping and a disordered molecular wire placed in an optical cavity. For both systems we report the stationary current
as the main figure of merit to characterize transport. However, the standard master equation approach (see Eqs. (4,5)
in the Main Text) is numerically very expensive to compute the stationary current through long wires. For this reason,
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FIG. S9. (a) Average 〈I〉, (b) typical Ityp, (c) maximal Imax and (d) minimal Imin currents, multiplied by ~/Ω, as a function
of the normalized static disorder W/Ω for the long-range Hamiltonian, Eq. (S2). The stationary current is computed with the
master equation approach (open circles), see Eqs. (4,5) in the Main Text, and with the non-Hermitian Schrödinger equation
equation approach (red crosses), see Eqs. (6-9) in the Main Text. Here, N = 40, γd = γp = Ω, γ = 10 Ω. The averages are
taken over Nr = 100 disorder configurations. The dashed curves indicate the case γ = 0. Vertical blue lines indicate the critical
disorder W1 given by Eq. (S19).
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as in Fig. S9.



13

we use a different definition of current that is based on a non-Hermitian Schrödinger equation (see Eqs. (6-9) in the
Main Text) which is computationally less expensive. Here we add some details about the non-Hermitian Schrödinger
equation approach and we analytically prove the identity between the two definitions of the current.

A. Non-Hermitian Schrödinger equation approach

The non-Hermitian Schrödinger equation approach described in the Main Text (see Eqs.(6-9)) is based on the
calculation of the average escape time from the chain, when the excitation is initialized on the site |1〉 and in presence
of a drain at site |N〉. Such drain is described by the effective Hamiltonian (see Eq. (7) in the Main Text)

(Heff)k,l = (H)k,l − i
γd
2
δk,Nδl,N , (S35)

where H is the Hamiltonian from Eq. (S2) and δk,N is the Kronecker delta.
The average transfer time τ is defined as (see Eq. (6) in the Main Text)

τ =
γd
~

∫ ∞

0

dt t |ΨN (t)|2, (S36)

with ΨN (t) = 〈N | e−iHeff t/~ |1〉 being the probability amplitude on the drain site of a time-evolved wave function at
time t, under the effective Hamiltonian Heff of Eq. (S35). The integral in Eq. (S36) can be evaluated analytically by
expanding e−iHeff t/~ on the eigenbasis of Heff which, being non-Hermitian, has right and left eigenvectors,

Heff |rk〉 = εk |rk〉 and 〈r̃k|Heff = 〈r̃k| εk . (S37)

Performing the integral one gets for the average transfer τ the following expression,

τ = ~γd
∑

k,k′

〈N |rk〉 〈r̃k|1〉 〈N |rk′〉∗ 〈r̃k′ |1〉∗
−(εk − ε∗k′)2

, (S38)

which depends only on the eigenvalues and eigenvectors of Heff and it is used in Eqs. (8,9) of the Main Text to
compute the steady-state current.

B. Exact mapping between master equation and Schrödinger equation approaches

Here we consider the master equation, Eq. (4) of the Main Text, and we prove that the steady-state current, defined
in Eq. (5) of the Main Text, is identical to the Schrödinger equation result, see Eq. (9) in the Main Text. The master
equation, Eq. (4) of the Main Text, is written explicitly as

dρ

dt
= − i

~
(Hρ− ρH)− γd

2~
(|N〉 〈N | ρ+ ρ |N〉 〈N |) +

γd
~
ρNN |0〉 〈0| −

γp
2~

(|0〉 〈0| ρ+ ρ |0〉 〈0|) +
γp
~
ρ00 |1〉 〈1| , (S39)

where H is a generic hermitian Hamiltonian acting on the single-excitation subspace, γd/~ is the drain rate from the
site |N〉, ρNN = 〈N |ρ|N〉 is the population of the site |N〉, |0〉 is the vacuum state, γp/~ is the pumping rate on the
site |1〉 and ρ00 = 〈0|ρ|0〉 is the population of the vacuum state. First, we note that Eq. (S39) can be written in terms
of the effective Hamiltonian, Eq. (S35), and it reads

dρ

dt
= − i

~

(
Heffρ− ρH†eff

)
+
γd
~
ρNN |0〉 〈0| −

γp
2~

(|0〉 〈0| ρ+ ρ |0〉 〈0|) +
γp
~
ρ00 |1〉 〈1| . (S40)

We want to compute the steady-state current, which is defined in Eq. (5) of the Main Text as

I =
γd
~
〈N |ρ(ss)|N〉 , (S41)

where ρ(ss) is the steady-state density matrix, that we obtain by setting dρ
dt = 0 in Eq. (S40). First, we set the

derivative of the vacuum state population to zero, i.e.

d

dt
〈0|ρ(ss)|0〉 =

γd
~
ρ

(ss)
NN −

γp
~
ρ

(ss)
00 = 0 , (S42)
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where we used the fact that Heff acts only on the single-excitation subspace, i.e. Heff |0〉 = 0. From Eq. (S42) we

have γdρ
(ss)
NN = γpρ

(ss)
00 , so that the steady-state current, Eq. (S41) can be expressed as

I =
γd
~
ρ

(ss)
NN =

γp
~
ρ

(ss)
00 . (S43)

Now we proceed to compute ρ
(ss)
00 , and we use the fact that the total trace of the density matrix must be unity, i.e.

Tr[ρ(ss)] = ρ
(ss)
00 +

∑

j

〈j|ρ(ss)|j〉 = 1 , (S44)

where the states |j〉 form a generic orthonormal basis on the single-excitation subspace. Now, we recall that the
eigenstates of the effective Hamiltonian Heff , see Eq. (S37), form a biorthogonal basis, i.e. 〈r̃k|rk′〉 = δk,k′ . This
allows to decompose the identity (on the single-excitation subspace) as

Ids.e.s. =
∑

k

|rk〉 〈r̃k| =
∑

k

|r̃k〉 〈rk| . (S45)

Using the above decompositions, we can express the sum over j in Eq. (S44) as

∑

j

〈j|ρ(ss)|j〉 =
∑

j

∑

k

∑

k′

〈j|rk〉 〈r̃k|ρ(ss)|r̃k′〉 〈rk′ |j〉 =
∑

k

∑

k′

〈rk′ |rk〉 〈r̃k|ρ(ss)|r̃k′〉 . (S46)

Here above we also used the fact that |j〉 is an orthonormal basis on the single-excitation subspace, so that it is possible
to decompose the scalar product 〈rk|rk′〉 =

∑
j 〈rk′ |j〉 〈j|rk〉. Note that the eigenstates |rk〉 are not orthonormal, so

that 〈rk|rk′〉 6= 0 for k 6= k′. Specifically, we can compute 〈rk|rk′〉 as follows. From the non-Hermitian Hamiltonian,
see Eq. (S35), we have the identity

Heff −H†eff = −iγd |N〉 〈N | . (S47)

If we take the expectation value of both sides of the above equation between 〈rk′ | . . . |rk〉, using Eq. (S35), we obtain

(εk − ε∗k′) 〈rk′ |rk〉 = −iγd 〈rk′ |N〉 〈N |rk〉 (S48)

from which we have

〈rk′ |rk〉 =
γd 〈rk′ |N〉 〈N |rk〉

i (εk − ε∗k′)
. (S49)

Now, to evaluate Eq. (S46), we proceed to compute 〈r̃k|ρ(ss)|r̃k′〉 by setting dρ
dt = 0. Specifically, from Eq. (S40), using

Eq. (S35), we obtain

d

dt
〈r̃k|ρ(ss)|r̃k′〉 = − i

~
(εk − ε∗k′) 〈r̃k|ρ(ss)|r̃k′〉+

γp
~
ρ

(ss)
00 〈r̃k|1〉 〈1|r̃k′〉 = 0 , (S50)

from which we have

〈r̃k|ρ(ss)|r̃k′〉 = γpρ
(ss)
00

〈r̃k|1〉 〈1|r̃k′〉
i (εk − ε∗k′)

. (S51)

Now, we substitute Eq. (S49) and Eq. (S51) into Eq. (S46) and obtain

∑

j

〈j|ρ(ss)|j〉 =
γpρ

(ss)
00

~


~γd

∑

k,k′

〈rk′ |N〉 〈N |rk〉 〈r̃k|1〉 〈1|r̃k′〉
− (εk − ε∗k′)

2


 . (S52)

Note that the term inside square brackets is equal to the average transfer time τ , see Eq. (S38), i.e.

∑

j

〈j|ρ(ss)|j〉 =
γpτρ

(ss)
00

~
. (S53)
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Therefore, by substituting Eq. (S53) into Eq. (S44) we obtain

ρ
(ss)
00 +

γpτ

~
ρ

(ss)
00 = 1 , (S54)

from which we obtain the steady-state value of the population of the vacuum state,

ρ
(ss)
00 =

1

1 +
γpτ
~

. (S55)

Finally, we substitute Eq. (S55) into Eq. (S43) and we have

I =
γp

γpτ + ~
, (S56)

which is exactly the value of the steady-state current that we obtained with the non-Hermitian Schrödinger equation
approach, see Eq. (9) in the Main Text. Note that in our calculations we did not specify the nature of the hermitian
Hamiltonian H, so our results work for a general open quantum system in the single-excitation approximation, with
incoherent pumping of excitation on one state of the system (state |1〉) and incoherent draining of excitation from
another state (state |N〉).

In the following, we compare analytical with numerical results, and we show that the master equation approach
gives a steady-state current identical to that obtained via the Schrödinger equation.

In Fig. S9 we plot the current multiplied by ~/Ω as a function of the normalized static disorder W/Ω for the long-
range Hamiltonian, on a chain of N = 40 sites, from both approaches: the master equation approach (black symbols)
and the non-Hermitian Schrödinger equation approach (red symbols). We are limited to consider a short chain of
N = 40 sites because the master equation approach is numerically very expensive. Moreover, we set an unusually
large value of the long-range coupling (γ = 10 Ω), to ensure that the disorder threshold WGAP (see Eq. (S3)) is larger
than the disorder threshold W1 (see Eq. (S19)) even for such a small system size. Specifically, in the panels of Fig. S9
we report: the average 〈I〉, Fig. S9(a); the typical Ityp, Fig. S9(b); the maximal Imax, Fig. S9(c) and the minimal
Imin currents, Fig. S9(d); all of them are multiplied by ~/Ω. In all cases, we observe a perfect match between the two
approaches, thus validating the use of the non-Hermitian Schrödinger equation approach in the Main Text. Note that
the large error bar for the average current, Fig. S9(a), present for W > 105Ω can be explained by an anomalously
large value of the current in one of the 100 disorder realizations used to produce the figure, as we verified. Probably,
a larger number of realizations would fix this problem, but we are not interested in that since our main results are
about the typical current, which is self-averaging and does not present this problem, see Fig. S9(b).

Moreover, in Fig. S10 we report the normalized average current ~ 〈I〉 /Ω from the master equation approach (black
symbols) and the non-Hermitian Schrödinger equation approach (red symbols) as a function of the normalized pumping
rate γp/Ω (for fixed γd), see Fig. S10(a), and of the normalized draining rate γd/Ω (for fixed γp), see Fig. S10(b), for
a fixed value of disorder (W = 100Ω). Similarly to Fig. S9, also here we observe a perfect correspondence between
the two approaches.

VI. CURRENT AND TYPICAL CURRENT

In Fig. S11 the probability distribution functions (PDF) of the stationary current ~I/Ω and of the variable J =
ln(~I/Ω) are shown for a case in the disorder-independent transport (DIT) regime. As one can see, while the
distribution of the current is strongly peaked at the origin and develops a slow-decaying tail, the distribution of J has
a bell shape.

Therefore it is important to check which of the two quantities has the self-averaging property, namely, a ratio
between the standard deviation Irms and the mean 〈I〉 decreasing with N for large N values. Results for the variables
I and J are shown in Figs. S12(a,c). As one can see, while in the first case Irms/〈I〉 grows with N , Jrms/|〈J〉| decreases
with N . For this reason we decided to consider the variable J , and from that the typical current ~Ityp/Ω = exp(〈J〉),
in most of our numerical calculations in the Main Text.

For completeness in Fig. S12(b) we show the average current 〈I〉 and its standard deviation Irms as a function of
the wire size N . Figure S12(d) is equivalent to Fig. S12(b) but for the variable J . Moreover, in Fig. S13 we compare
the behavior of the average 〈I〉, typical Ityp and maximal Imax currents, in the disordered-independent regime, as a
function of the system size N . We observe that all currents reported in Fig. S13 are proportional to 1/N2, see the
dashed line; this size dependence was already reported in Fig. S12(b) for the average current 〈I〉.
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FIG. S11. Probability distributions of (a,b) the normalized current ~I/Ω and (c,d) the logarithm of the normalized current
ln(~I/Ω), for two wire sizes (a,c) N = 100 and (b,d) N = 6400. We considered the 1D Anderson model with long-range
hopping, see Eq. (S2), with γ = Ω and W = 100 Ω. The number of random disorder configurations is (a,c) Nr = 104 and (b,d)
Nr = 350.

VII. SCALING OF THE TRANSPORT REGIMES WITH THE LONG-RANGE COUPLING STRENGTH

In Fig. S14 we present the average 〈I〉, typical Ityp, maximal Imax and minimal Imin currents, multiplied by ~/Ω, as
a function of the normalized static disorder W/Ω for disordered wires with long-range hopping with different coupling
strengths γ, as indicated in panel (b). For comparison purposes in Fig. S14(b) we also report the average variance
〈σ2〉 of the excited eigenstates. As a reference, in panels (a-c) the case of γ = 0 is also shown, see the orange curves.
In all panels the values of W1 and W2 are indicated with vertical dashed lines.

From Fig. S14 there are some points that deserve to be highlighted: (i) Since we use a fixed wire size, N = 103, all
curves fall one on the top of the other for W < WGAP; recall that neither W1 nor W2 depend on the coupling strength
γ, see Eqs. (S19) and (S21), respectively. (ii) Since WGAP ∝ γ, see Eq. (S3), the larger the value of the coupling
strength γ the wider the disorder independent regime W2 < W < WGAP. It is interesting to note that transport
properties do not depend on the value of the long range coupling γ in the gapped regime.

VIII. MAPPING BETWEEN A MOLECULAR CHAIN IN AN OPTICAL CAVITY AND A SYSTEM
WITH LONG-RANGE HOPPING

Here we consider a molecular chain in an optical cavity, with an optical mode at resonance with the molecule
excitation energy. We show that the common coupling to the cavity mode effectively induces a long-range hopping
between the molecules. This mapping, see Fig. 3(a) in the Main Text, is very accurate even in presence of disorder
until W ≈WGAP.
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The molecular chain in the cavity is described by the Hamiltonian in Eq. (12) of the Main Text. First we proceed to
prove that in absence of disorder there is an energy gap ∆ between the polaritonic ground state and the lowest energy
excited state. Indeed, in absence of disorder (W = 0), only the fully symmetric state |d〉, see Eq. (S23), with energy

−2Ω in the molecular chain couples with strength
√
Ng with the cavity mode which is at energy zero (resonant with

the molecule excitation energy). Thus, we can compute the polaritonic energies and the energy gap ∆ by solving the
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FIG. S14. (a) Average 〈I〉, (c) typical Ityp, (d) maximal Imax and (e) minimal Imin currents in units of the hopping rate Ω/~,
and (b) average variance 〈σ2〉 as a function of the static disorder W for different coupling strengths γ as indicated in the legend.
Here, N = 103 and γp = γd = Ω. We used Nr = 103 disorder configurations. The orange curves show the case γ = 0 while the
vertical dashed lines indicate the critical disorder W1 (black) and W2 (red).

2× 2 coupling matrix for |d〉 and the cavity mode |c〉,
(
〈d|Hcav |d〉 〈d|Hcav |c〉
〈c|Hcav |d〉 〈c|Hcav |c〉

)
=

(
−2Ω

√
Ng√

Ng 0

)
,

with Hcav from Eq. (12) in the Main Text. Considering that for large N also the first excited state has energy −2Ω,
we have

∆ =
√
Ng2 + Ω2 − Ω ≈

√
Ng for

√
Ng � Ω . (S57)

On the other hand, a molecular chain in presence of long-range hopping of coupling strength γ has an energy
gap ∆, in absence of disorder, equal to Nγ/2. By imposing γeff = 2g/

√
N we determine the effective long-range

coupling which would produce the same energy gap ∆ in absence of disorder and for large N . With this choice of
γeff , if we exclude the polaritonic states in the cavity model and the ground state in the long range model, all other
eigenstates and eigenvalues between the two models are identical for W = 0. This does not prove that they will be
equivalent when disorder is added. In order to discuss this point, in the following, we consider the role of disorder
using perturbation theory.

By considering the Anderson model,

H0 =
∑

n

εn |n〉 〈n|

(see also Eq. (2) in the Main Text) as a perturbation in the regime
√
Ng � (Ω,W ) or γeff � (Ω,W ) and following

the same approach developed in previous Sections, we can apply a perturbative approach to both the long-range and
the cavity model.



19

Let us start to consider the long-range Hamiltonian. We can write the Hamiltonian H in Eq. (1) of the Main Text
in the basis which diagonalizes the long-range interaction matrix V = −γ/2∑i 6=j |i〉 〈j|. This basis is formed by the

fully symmetric state |d〉, with eigenvalue −γ(N − 1)/2, and by the N − 1 degenerate states |µ〉, orthogonal to |d〉,
with eigenvalues γ/2. In this basis we have

H =

(
−γ

2
(N − 1) + ζ ~hT

~h H̃

)
, (S58)

where ~h is the interaction vector between the excited states and the ground state (S33) of the long-range interaction
matrix V with components

hµ =
∑

n

εn〈d|n〉〈n|µ〉 . (S59)

Moreover,

ζ =
∑

n

εn|〈n|d〉|2 (S60)

and H̃ represents the matrix elements of the N − 1 excited states written in the degenerate basis of the long-range
hopping interaction matrix. The matrix elements of H̃ with respect to the N −1 degenerate eigenstates of V , |µ〉 , |ν〉,
can be written as

〈ν|H̃|µ〉 =
∑

n

εn〈ν|n〉〈n|µ〉+
γ

2
δνµ . (S61)

For the molecular chain in the cavity we can use as a basis the eigenstates of the interaction matrix between the
N uncoupled molecules and the cavity mode. In this interaction matrix all the molecules are coupled with strength
g with the cavity mode which acts as an additional external site, see Eq. (12) in the Main Text. This form of the
coupling implies that only the state |d〉 in the molecular chain couples with the cavity mode, forming two polaritonic

states |p±〉 with energies ±
√
Ng. On the other hand all the other N − 1 degenerate eigenstates |µ〉 with energy zero

are decoupled from the cavity mode. Note that the |µ〉 states defined here are identical to the |µ〉 states defined above
for the long-range model. Therefore, in the basis {|p±〉 , |µ〉} we can write the Hamiltonian of Eq. (12) in the Main
Text as:

H =



−
√
Ng + ζ/2 ζ/2 ~hT /2

ζ/2
√
Ng + ζ/2 ~hT /2

~h/2 ~h/2 H̃


 , (S62)

where the matrix elements ~h and H̃ are given above, see Eqs. (S59,S60,S61).

In particular, we note that the zero order matrix H̃ is the same in both cases: the long-range and cavity systems.

Moreover, also the mixing ~h between the excited states and the ground state/polaritonic states is the same apart

from a factor of 2. Thus, we can expect that by imposing γeff = 2g/
√
N , the excited states of the long-range model

and the non-polaritonic states in the molecular chain in the cavity will be very similar until the disorder threshold
W ≈WGAP, above which disorder will strongly mix the subspaces. This hypothesis is verified in Fig. S15, where the
average shape of the eigenfunctions 〈|Ψ|2〉 for both the excited states in the long-range case and the non-polaritonic
states for the cavity case are compared and shown to be very similar for all the values of disorder considered in the
gapped regime.

IX. DYNAMICS: WAVE PACKET SPREADING AND STATIONARY STATE

In this Section we analyze the dynamics of a linear chain in presence of long-range hopping and disorder, see Eq. (1)
in the Main Text. We consider a wave packet initially localized on one single site at the center of the chain. We let
the initial state evolve in presence of disorder and we compute the variance of the wave packet in time, averaging the
probability distribution on the chain sites over the disorder realizations, at each time.

The variance at different times σ2(t) has been computed as follows,

σ2(t) ≡ 〈ψ(t)|x2
α|ψ(t)〉 − 〈ψ(t)|xα|ψ(t)〉2,
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FIG. S15. Average shape of the eigenfunctions 〈|Ψ|2〉 in the site basis k comparing the cavity model (red dots) and the long-
range all-to-all coupling γeff (black circles). In each panel different disorder regimes are shown: (a) W < W1, (b) W1 < W < W2

and (c) W2 < W < WGAP. Here, N = 103, Ω = 0.0124 eV, ~ωc = 2 eV, µ ≈ 36 D, g = 0.1008 eV, gc = 3.188 eV, γeff = 2g/
√
N

and the number of disorder configurations Nr = 103. The blue-dashed lines, shown as a reference, indicate the case g = 0.

where the over-line stands for the disorder average. The results are shown in Fig. S16(lower panel). Once the variance
reaches a stationary value, we computed the time average of the the stationary variance (red crosses) and we plot
it for different disorder strengths W in Fig. S16(upper panel), where the average variance of the excited eigenstates
is also shown (black circles), see also Fig. 2(b) of the Main Text. Interestingly the two variances, one obtained by
analyzing the eigenstates and the other obtained from the dynamics, are very similar. This shows that the average
eigenstate variance analyzed in the Main Text can indeed be considered as a figure of merit for transport.

For some of the red crosses shown in Fig. S16(upper panel) we also show the time evolution of the variance σ2(t) in
Fig. S16(lower panel). At small times, one can observe periodic fluctuations independent of the disorder strength W
with frequency Nγ/2 corresponding to the energy gap ∆ between the ground state and the excited states. At larger
times the variance reaches the stationary value in a ballistic-like way σ2(t) ∝ t2 for small disorder, see the dashed
black line in Fig. S16(lower panel), and in a diffusive-like way σ2(t) ∝ t for larger disorder, see the dot-dashed red
line in Fig. S16(lower panel). Note that in the disorder-independent transport regime (DIT) W2 < W < WGAP, the
variance stationary value is independent of the disorder strength W . For even larger disorder, when W > WGAP, the
spreading is almost immediately diffusive-like until it saturates.

While the behaviour of σ2(t) suggests a transition from ballistic to diffusive-like spreading as the disorder strength
W increases, a closer look at the probability distribution at different times and for different disorders, Fig. S17, shows
that both the ballistic and diffusive characterization of the wave packet spreading in presence of long-range hopping
are not fully correct. Specifically, for large W , the increase of the variance is not due to an increase of the width of
the initial wave packet but it is mainly due to the growth of the flat tails of the probability distribution, see lower
panels in Fig. S17.

Finally, by analyzing the stationary probability distribution obtained from the dynamics we analyzed the tails of
the distribution in the disorder-independent transport (DIT) regime. Since in this regime the distribution has only
one peak at the center of the chain corresponding to the initial state, in order to analyze the statistical properties of
the probability distribution in the tails we averaged the probabilities and their logarithm over all the sites but the
central one. As one can see from Fig. S18 the average probability in the tails decreases as ≈ 1/N , while the typical
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FIG. S16. Upper Panel: Average eigenstate variance 〈σ2〉 vs. the disorder strength W of the excited eigenstates (black circles)
is compared with the stationary variance (red crosses) obtained by evolving a wave packet initially localized in the middle of
the linear chain. The stationary variance has been obtained by averaging over 100 disorder realizations and averaging over
time from 500 < t < 104. Lower Panel: Variance obtained by evolving a wave packet initially localized in the middle of the
liner chain is shown vs. the time t for different disorder strengths W , see legend. At each time the variance has been obtained
by averaging over 100 disorder realizations. The ballistic behaviour σ2 ∝ t2 is shown as a dashed black line, while the diffusive
behaviour σ2 ∝ t is shown as a dot-dashed red line. In both panels a linear chain with long-range hopping has been considered,
see Eq. (S2). Parameters are: N = 1001, γ = Ω,Ω = 1 with W1 ≈ 1.205, W2 ≈ 38.126 and WGAP ≈ 3457.831. In both panels,
the time is measured in units of the hopping time ~/Ω.

probability e〈ln |ψ|
2〉 ≈ 1/N2, showing that the distribution in the tails is very broad and highly non trivial. Moreover,

two different values of the disorder strength W (both in the DIT regime) have been considered, showing that the tails
are independent of disorder in this regime, as discussed above and in the Main Text.
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FIG. S17. Probability distributions are shown at different times t and different disorder strengths W , see legend. The probability
distributions have been obtained by evolving an initially localized wave packet at the center of a liner chain. Each probability
distribution has been obtained by averaging over 100 disorder realizations. In all panels a linear chain with long-range hopping
has been considered, see Eq. (1) in the Main Text. Parameters are: N = 1001, γ = Ω,Ω = 1. In all panels, the time is measured
in units of the hopping time ~/Ω.
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FIG. S18. Average probability in the tails of the stationary distribution is shown for different number of sites N in a linear
chain. The average probability in the tails of the stationary distribution has been obtained by evolving a wave packet initially
localized at the center of a linear chain. Here a linear chain with long-range hopping has been considered, see Eq. (1) in the Main
Text. Parameters are: γ = Ω,Ω = 1 and W = {200, 400}, see legend. Two different methods to obtain the average probability
have been considered: the average probability 〈|ψ|2〉 (black symbols) and the typical probability exp 〈ln |ψ|2〉 (red symbols) of
the tails of the stationary probability distribution (we averaged over all sites but the central one). An additional average over
100 disorder realizations is considered. The black dashed line shows a linear (1/N) behaviour while the red dot-dashed line
shows a quadratic (1/N2) behaviour.


