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Understanding the nature of the transition from the delocalized to the many-body localized (MBL)
phase is an important unresolved issue. To probe the nature of the MBL transition, we investi-
gate the universal properties of single-particle excitations produced in highly excited many-body
eigenstates of a disordered interacting quantum many-body system. In a class of one-dimensional
spinless fermionic models, we study the finite size scaling of the ratio of typical to average values of
the single-particle local density of states and the scattering rates across the MBL transition. Our
results indicate that the MBL transition in this class of one-dimensional models of spinless fermions
is continuous in nature. The critical exponent ν with which the correlation length ξ diverges at the
transition point Wc, ξ ∼ |W −Wc|−ν , satisfies the Chayes-Chayes-Fisher-Spencer(CCFS) bound
ν ≥ 2/d where d is the physical dimension of the system. The transition point Wc and the critical
exponent ν do not change significantly with the range of interactions between fermions as long as
the hopping is short range.

The role of disorder in quantum many-body systems
has been a major focus of research in condensed mat-
ter physics for several decades. Anderson localization is
a fascinating example of a disorder-driven phenomenon
in which a non-interacting quantum system can become
diffusion-less in the presence of strong enough disor-
der [1]. Almost two decades ago, Anderson localiza-
tion was generalised for the case of interacting quantum
systems [2] which is known as many-body localization
(MBL) [3]. In the MBL phase, a subsystem of an iso-
lated quantum system does not thermalize with the rest
of the system serving as its bath [3–5]. The MBL system
has strong memory of initial states [6–18] and can be de-
scribed in terms of local integrals of motion [19–21]. Even
highly excited states of an isolated MBL system obey
area law of entanglement entropy [5, 22–27]. This is also
reflected in slow growth of the subsystem entanglement
for the MBL system in a quench protocol [18, 28–30]. Al-
though the MBL phase has been rigorously proved to ex-
ist in strongly disordered 1-dimensional spin chains with
short range interactions [31], broad agreement about the
nature of the transition from the delocalized phase to the
MBL phase has been elusive. We provide strong evidence
in favor of a continuous transition from the delocalized
phase to the MBL phase in this work.

The MBL transition is an atypical transition which
does not necessarily follow the standard paradigm used
to classify phase transitions. This makes it crucial to
search for criteria that can provide hints towards the na-
ture of the MBL transition. One such criterion is given
by Chayes-Chayes-Fisher-Spencer(CCFS) bound on the
critical exponent ν with which the correlation length ξ
diverges at the transition point [32]. According to the
CCFS criterion, for all systems with quenched random

disorder that undergo a continuous transition including
the localization transition, ν ≥ 2/d, where d is the phys-
ical dimension for the system, irrespective of whether
there is an analogous transition in the clean system [32–
34]. The finite size scaling of the Anderson localization
transition for the non-interacting model in higher dimen-
sions (d ≥ 3) has been shown to satisfy this bound for
the critical exponent [36–40].

A couple of phenomenological real-space renormaliza-
tion group studies were performed for the MBL systems
which predicted a critical point at the MBL transition
with the critical exponent ν ∼ 3 [41–45] that satisfies the
CCFS bound. One major source of concern has been that
the finite-size scaling analysis for the majority of conven-
tional characterizations of the MBL phase, such as level
spacing ratio and entanglement entropy gives the critical
exponent ν ≤ 1 violating the CCFS bound [5, 23, 46, 47].
There are only a few exceptions, such as the Schmidt gap,
which has been shown to be consistent with the CCFS
criterion [48–50]. The violation of the CCFS bound, as
well as the disparity between phenomenology and numer-
ical calculations prompted an avalanche based [51, 52]
renormalization group approach [53–55] that predicted a
Kosterlitz-Thouless (KT) like transition and has been ex-
plored in some recent numerical studies [56–59]. In short,
there is no agreement on the nature of the delocalization
to MBL transition, so it is essential to identify appropri-
ate physical observables that can characterize the MBL
transition.

With this motivation, in this work we investigate
single-particle excitations obtained via infinite temper-
ature single-particle Green’s function in real space across
the MBL transition. Green’s functions in the Fock space
have been studied in the context of MBL [60–62], however
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FIG. 1: Panel (a): The ratio of the typical to average local DOS ρtyp(ω = µeff )/ρavg(ω = µeff ) as a function of the disorder

strength W for α = 1. The ratio is of order one for W �Wc and for W > Wc, it is vanishingly small. Panel (b): The cost

function CX (in Eq. 2) for X = ρtyp(ω = µeff )/ρavg(ω = µeff ) as a function of the critical disorder strength Wc and the

correlation length exponent ν. Panel (c): The ratio of the typical to average value of local DOS

ρtyp(ω = µeff )/ρavg(ω = µeff ) plotted as a function of scaled disorder strength (W −Wc)L
1/ν for Wc ≈ 7.1 and ν ≈ 2.5

corresponding to the region of the cost function shown in the middle panel with the minimum value of Cx. The bottom three

panels depict the same quantities for α = 3. The calculations are done in the middle of the energy band for a rescaled energy

bin ε ∈ [0.495, 0.505]. Details of the error-analysis and the cost function minimization are provided in SM [66].

single-particle Green’s functions in real space, which have
been widely utilised to analyse Anderson localization in
non-interacting models [63], have attracted attention in
the analysis of the MBL phase only recently [64, 65].
We analyse the finite size scaling of the corresponding
local density of states (LDOS) and the scattering rates
and demonstrate that the ratio of the typical to average
value of the local density of states as well as the scat-
tering rates both adhere to the single parameter scaling
X[L,W ] ∼ X̄((W −WC)L1/ν) with the critical exponent
satisfying the CCFS inequality for a finite value of Wc.
Notably, we observe a good quality scaling collapse with
ν ≥ 2/d for the ratio of the typical to average value of
the LDOS as well as the scattering rates not only for
the system with nearest neighbour interactions but also
for a whole class of one dimensional models with power-
law interactions of different ranges and nearest neighbour
hopping. The transition occurs nearly at the same value
of the critical disorder Wc for all ranges of interactions
studied. Finite size scaling of eigenlevel spacing ratio, on
the other hand, does not satisfy the CCFS bound of the
critical exponent which is consistent with earlier stud-
ies [5, 23, 46, 47].

Model: We study a class of one-dimensional models of

spinless fermions in the presence of random disorder and
power-law interactions. The Hamiltonian of the models
studied is

H = −t
∑

i

[c†i ci+1 + h.c.] +
∑

i

εini +
∑

ij

Vijninj (1)

with periodic boundary conditions. Here, the onsite po-
tential εi ∈ [−W/t,W/t] (uniformly distributed) with
W as the disorder strength. We study power-law in-
teractions with Vij = V

|ri−rj |α , where α fixes the range

of interactions. We have considered α = 1, 2 and 3
in this study. We also consider the limit of the very
short range interactions by studying the case of near-
est neighbour interactions with Vi,i+1 = V and Vij = 0
for |j − i| > 1. In the entire analysis the strength of
interactions has been fixed to be V = t(= 1) and the
system is half-filled. We study the model using full diag-
onalization, for the several system sizes from L = 12
to L = 18. We study the Green’s function in the
nth eigenstate Gn(i, j, t) = −iΘ(t)〈Ψn|{ci(t), c†j(0)}|Ψn〉,
where i, j are lattice site indices. The associated self en-
ergy is Σn(ω) ≡ G−10 (ω)−G−1n (ω) where G0(ω) and
Gn(ω) are Fourier transforms of the non-interacting and
interacting Green’s function respectively. The LDOS
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FIG. 2: Panel [a]: The ratio of the typical to average LDOS

ρtyp(ω = 0)/ρavg(ω = 0) plotted as a function of the scaled

disorder strength (W −Wc)L
1/ν . The critical disorder

Wc ∼ 7.3t and the exponent ν ∼ 2.2 are obtained by

minimising the cost function CX (in Eq. 2) details of which

are shown in the SM [66]. Panel [b]: A similar trend is seen

in the ratio of the typical to average value of the scattering

rate Γtyp(ω = 0)/Γavg(ω = 0). All quantities are computed

for the system with nearest neighbour interactions and for

states in the middle of the eigenspectrum for a rescaled

energy ε ∈ [0.495, 0.505]

ρn(i, ω) and scattering rate are obtained from the imag-
inary part of the Green’s function and the self energy
respectively as ρn(i, ω) =

(
− 1
π

)
Im [Gn(i, i, ω + iη)) and

Γn(i, ω) = −Im [Σn(i, i, ω + iη)] where η is an infinitesi-
mal broadening which should be of the order of but larger
than the typical value of level spacing for adjacent eigen-
values. Details about η dependence of the Green’s func-
tion are discussed in the SM [66].

The transition from the delocalized to the MBL phase
is seen in the disordered averaged Green’s function cal-
culated for the mid spectrum eigen-states with rescaled
energy εn = En−Emin

Emax−Emin ∼ 0.5. We analyse the ratio of
typical to average value of the LDOS and scattering rates
for ω = µeff where µeff is the effective chemical poten-
tial of the system. The relevant details of our computa-
tions are presented in supplemental materials (SM) [66].

Finite-size Scaling Analysis: We assume that the
characteristic length scale diverges with a power law at
the MBL transition point ξ ∼ |W −WC |−ν . As a result
a normalized observable X obeys the scaling X[δ, L] ∼
X̄(δL1/ν) with δ = W − Wc. To have a quantitative
estimate of the scaling collapse, we calculate the cost-
function for the quantity {Xi} [56, 67].

CX =

∑Ntotal−1
j=1 |Xj+1 −Xj |

max{Xj} −min{Xj}
− 1 (2)

Here Ntotal is the total number of values of {Xi} for
various values of disorder W and system sizes L. We

arrange all Ntotal values of {Xi} according to increasing
values of (W −WC)L1/ν . CX should be zero close for a
perfect data collapse but for the finite size data that we
have, we look for a minimum of the cost function with re-
spect to the exponent ν for Wc values which are close to
the intuitive guess of the transition point. We study the
ratios of typical to average LDOS and scattering rates
introduced earlier using a single parameter scaling form
(X[δ, L] ∼ X̄(δL1/ν)), which has also been used to study
scaling properties of other quantities relevant in context
of MBL [5, 23, 46, 47]. As we will show shortly, this scal-
ing ansatz results in very good scaling collapse for these
quantities. Below we first discuss the scaling for the sys-
tem with power-law interactions followed by the results
for the system with nearest neighbour interactions.

Panel (a) of Fig. 1 shows the ratio of the typical to av-
erage value of the LDOS for the system with power-law
interactions and α = 1. Probability distribution func-
tions for the LDOS have been shown in SM [66]. For
weak disorder, the typical value of the LDOS is of the
order of the average LDOS while for large values of W in
the MBL phase the typical value of the LDOS becomes
vanishingly small though the corresponding average value
is still finite. The ratio of typical to average value of
LDOS increases with the system size for weak disorder
while for very large disorder it becomes essentially inde-
pendent of the chain size. Interestingly, at the disorder
value W ? ∼ 7.1t where the ratio becomes independent of
the system size, it also becomes constant with respect to
disorder W within numerical precision. In order to ob-
tain the best scaling collapse of the finite size data for the
ratio of typical to average values of the LDOS, we calcu-
lated the cost function CX which is shown in panel (b)
of Fig. 1 for α = 1. CX decreases as the value of the pa-
rameter Wc is increased from 5t, having a broad minima
for 7.1t ≤Wc ≤ 7.9t and 2.3 ≤ ν ≤ 2.7. With further in-
crease in Wc and ν, CX shows a slow increase. Details of
cost-function minimization are provided in SM [66]. The
finite size scaling collapse shown in panel (c) of Fig. 1
has been made for Wc = 7.1t ∼ W ? for which CX has a
minimum for ν = 2.5 though any point in (Wc, ν) plane
corresponding to the minimum of the cost function would
give a good quality scaling collapse. The bottom panel in
Fig. 1 shows similar plots for α = 3. As one can see that
the finite size scaling and the minimization of the cost
function provides a critical point Wc which is very close
to the one obtained for α = 1 and again the critical ex-
ponent ν ∼ 2.5. In fact, the critical disorder Wc and the
critical exponent ν do not change with the increase in the
range of interaction even for α = 0.5. We also studied the
finite size scaling of the ratio of typical to average value
of scattering rates and obtain almost the same transition
point and critical exponent ν as that from the LDOS,
details of which are provided in the SM [66].

Further, we analyse the LDOS and scattering rates for
the system with nearest neighbour interactions. Fig. 2



4

shows the finite size scaling for the ratio of the LDOS
and scattering rates. Once again, we observe an excellent
data collapse for Wc ∼ 7.3t and ν ∼ 2.2 for both quan-
tities. The corresponding cost function plots, which are
very similar to the one shown for the system with power-
law interactions, are shown in the SM [66]. This shows
that for all ranges of interactions studied, the LDOS and
the scattering rates of the single particle excitations sat-
isfy the CCFS bound. This is because the single-particle
excitations are exponentially unlikely to be excited in the
MBL phase at large scales though the excitations typi-
cally propagate up to large scale in the delocalized phase.
This feature of the single particle excitations, and the as-
sociated LDOS is basically the property required from a
finite volume event in the CCFS argument to identify the
characteristic length ξ and to prove the bound on ν.

We also analysed the behaviour of the level spacing
ratio, which is frequently used to study the MBL tran-
sition. As shown in SM [66], the cost function in the
Wc − ν plane has a very different pattern for the level
spacing ratio compared to the LDOS and scattering rates
studied above. For the level spacing ratio, cost func-
tion has a minimum at very small values of W lsr

c ∼ 5.3t
and ν = 0.64. With further increase in Wc and ν the
cost function shows a rapid increase. Thus, the critical
exponent ν obtained from the finite-size scaling of the
level spacing ratio strongly violates the CCFS criterion,
in complete contrast to the LDOS and scattering rates.
Details of the cost function and the scaling collapse for
the level spacing ratio have been discussed in the SM [66].

Conclusions and Discussions: The MBL transition
involves many higher excited states and entails a transi-
tion from the delocalized phase, where eigenstates are
extended and obey volume law of entanglement, to the
localised side, where eigenstates are localised and obey
area law of entanglement. We present strong evidence
in favour of a continuous delocalization to MBL tran-
sition where the correlation length exponent obeys the
CCFS criterion. This is especially significant in light
of recent disagreements and controversies regarding the
nature of the MBL transition and the stability of the
MBL phase. We show that the ratio of typical to aver-
age LDOS and scattering rates can be used to charac-
terise the delocalization to MBL transition. Our anal-
ysis also demonstrates that the MBL phase exists in a
system with uniform long-range interactions and near-
est neighbour hopping, which is consistent with existing
theoretical [49, 68–73] and experimental studies [74–76].
The MBL transition in systems with uniform long-range
interactions is also continuous in nature.

Although the ratio of typical to average LDOS and the
scattering rate scale with a single parameter such that
the critical exponent ν ≥ 2/d with a finite value of the
transition point, the level spacing ratio scales with a crit-
ical exponent that is much smaller than 2/d. The most
reasonable and physically plausible explanation for this

is that different physical quantities approach the thermo-
dynamic limit in different ways. According to our scaling
analysis, the transition in level spacing ratio takes place
at a disorder value W lsr

c that is smaller than the disor-
der value at which Green’s function quantities undergo
transition Wc with W lsr

C < Wc. This is consistent with
recent proposals [79] which showed that as the disorder
strength is increased for a finite-size system, the system
first transitions from ergodic to non-ergodic phase with
level spacing ratio showing a transition into Poissonian
statistics, followed by a transition where there are no sys-
tem wide resonances, which is reflected in transition in
dynamical quantities like those obtained from single par-
ticle Green’s function and time dependent density imbal-
ance [80]. However, one can not rule out the possibil-
ity that the level spacing ratio and single particle exci-
tations may continue to exhibit two distinct transitions
even in the thermodynamic limit with an intermediate
non-ergodic phase preceding the MBL phase. The CCFS
criterion may not apply at W lsr

c for the transition from
ergodic to some intermediate non-ergodic phase because
it describes how the correlation length diverges approach-
ing the transition point from the MBL side.

Intriguingly, the exponent obtained from the finite-size
scaling of level spacing ratio is quite close to the one ob-
tained from the scaling of the local self energy in the Fock
space for the MBL phase [62] which may be because, deep
in the localized phase, perturbative corrections to eigen-
values from the hopping terms are directly related to the
Feenberg self energy [1] of the effective Anderson model
on Fock space. Further, the critical exponent obtained
from level spacing ratio is also close to the correlation
length exponent for the Anderson model on random reg-
ular graphs [77, 78]. The critical exponent of the corre-
lation length in the Fock space must be obeying a mod-
ified generalized CCFS criterion ν ≥ 4/L rather than
the standard one, which is written in terms of the phys-
ical dimension d of the system, because the connectivity
of a typical node in the Fock space itself scales with L.
This shows that while some physical quantities, like the
level spacing ratio, seem to follow the critical exponent
of the correlation length in the Fock space, others, like
the single particle LDOS, stick to the system’s physical
dimension and follow the conventional CCFS bound.

To summarise, our work presents a thorough analysis
of the universal properties of single-particle excitations
across the MBL transition in a class of models with vary-
ing range of interaction and provides a clear and strong
evidence in favour of a continuous delocalization to MBL
transition. Interestingly, both the quantities studied in
this work, namely, the single-particle LDOS and scatter-
ing rates can be measured in experiments. The search for
additional physical quantities that can shed more light
on the nature of the MBL transition is unquestionably
critical.
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I. FINITE-SIZE SCALING OF SINGLE PARTICLE SCATTERING RATES

In the main text in Fig. 1 we analyzed the finite-size scaling of single particle LDOS for the system with power-law
interactions. We now present details of the finite size scaling for the scattering rates. In Fig. 1, in the top row we
present the data for the system with α = 1. In the top left panel we show the ratio of typical to average value of the
scattering rate Γtyp(ω)/Γavg(ω) obtained from the middle of the many-body eigenspectrum and ω = µeff . In sharp
similarity to the LDOS, the ratio of typical to average value of the scattering rate is of order one for weak disorder and
becomes vanishingly small and size independent for very large values of disorder. In order to determine the nature of
the transition, we did the finite size scaling. As mentioned in the main paper, we calculated the cost function CX to
quantify the finite size scaling collapse. In the top middle panel we show the color plot of the cost function in Wc− ν
plane. CX is very large for small values of Wc for any value of ν considered. For slightly larger values of Wc, CX
has a non-monotonic dependence on ν such that CX first decrease as ν increases, attains a minima and then starts
increasing again. The best minima obtained in the range of parameters considered, occurs for 7.1 ≤ Wc ≤ 7.9t and
for 2.3 ≤ ν ≤ 2.7. More details about the minimum pf the cost function are given in section VI. The rightmost panel
in the top row shows the scaling collapse as a function of the scaled disorder (W −Wc)L

1/ν with Wc = 7.1t ∼W ? (as
explained in the main text) and ν = 2.5. We would like to emphasize that the ratio of typical to average scattering rate
obeys the single parameter scaling and shows a good quality data collapse for the value of the exponent ν ≥ 2 which
satisfies the CCFS inequality. In the lower row of Fig. 1 we have shown similar plots for α = 3 which correspond to a
shorter range of interactions. As shown here the critical point WC and the critical exponent ν are almost independent
of the range of interactions.
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FIG. 1: Panel(a) shows the ratio of the typical to average values of the scattering rate Γtyp(ω)/Γavg(ω) at ω = µeff , as a

function of disorder W for various system sizes and α = 1. Panel(b) shows the cost function CX calculated for

X = Γtyp(ω = µeff )/Γavg(ω = µeff ) in Wc − ν plane. The cost function has a broad minimum for 7.1 ≤Wc ≤ 7.9 and

2.3 ≤ ν ≤ 2.7. Panel (c) shows the scaling collapse for Γtyp(ω = µeff )/Γavg(ω = µeff ) as a function of the scaled disorder

(W −Wc)L
1/ν for Wc = 7.1t and ν = 2.5. Similar trend of the scattering rates, the corresponding cost function and the

scaling collapse is seen for α = 3 in the bottom row panels. Scattering rate Γ(ω) has been computed for states in the middle

of the eigenspectrum for a rescaled energy bin E ∈ [0.495, 0.505].
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FIG. 2: The left panel shows the cost function CX in the Wc − ν plane for X = ρtyp(ω = 0)/ρavg(ω = 0) and the right panel

shows CX for X = Γtyp(ω = 0)/Γavg(ω = 0). In the right panel, the cost function has minimum around Wc = 7.3t over a

width of around 0.3t and for 2.0 ≤ ν ≤ 2.4. In the left panel, a broad minimum of CX exists for 7.1t ≤Wc ≤ 7.9t and

2.1 ≤ ν ≤ 2.7.

II. COST FUNCTIONS FOR THE SYSTEM WITH NEAREST NEIGHBOUR INTERACTIONS

In the main text in Fig. 2 we have shown the scaling collapse for the LDOS and scattering rate for the system with
nearest neighbour interactions. Here, we provide the supporting calculation of the cost function which was minimised
to obtain the critical point and the critical exponent used in the scaling collapse plot. As shown in Fig. 2, the cost
function for the ratio of the LDOS has a broad minima around 7.1t ≤ Wc ≤ 7.9t and 2.1 ≤ ν ≤ 2.7 but for the ratio
of the scattering rates, the cost function has a minima around 7.0t ≤Wc ≤ 7.7t and 2.0 ≤ ν ≤ 2.4. In the main text,
we have shown the scaling collapse at Wc = 7.3 ∼W ?, as discussed in the main paper. It is interesting to notice that
not only the qualitative features of the cost function but also the region of minima in Wc−ν plane is almost the same
for all the ranges of interaction considered.

III. FINITE SIZE SCALING FOR LEVEL SPACING RATIO

In this section we compare the behaviour of a commonly used diagnostic of the transition, namely the level spacing
ratio with the disorder averaged local density of states and the scattering rates obtained from the Green’s functions.

The level spacing ratios rn are defined in the usual way rn = min(δn,δn+1)
max(δn,δn+1) , where, δn = En+1 −En. Fig. 3 shows the

plot of disorder averaged rn vs disorder W for various system sizes for the system with nearest neighbour interactions.
Level spacing ratio obeys Wigner-Dyson statistics for weak disorder and in the very strong disorder limit it obeys
the Poissonian statistics. To determine the nature of transition in the level spacing ratio as the disorder strength is
increased, we did the finite size scaling assuming the single parameter ansatz mentioned in the main text. The cost
function CX for the level spacing ratio is shown in the middle panel of Fig. 3 which has a very different trend in
Wc − ν plane as compared to the cost function for the LDOS and scattering rates. Cx for the level spacing ratio has
a minima for ν = 0.64 and it increases as ν increases beyond 0.64. A similar trend of the cost function of the level
spacing ratio is seen for the system with power-law interactions. For all the ranges of interactions studied, we found
ν < 1.

IV. DETAILS OF CALCULATIONS

We compute the disorder averaged LDOS and scattering rates for α = 1, 2, 3 and the nearest neighbour cases of
the Hamiltonian in Eq.(1) of the main text. We have used full exact diagonalization without any approximation and
calculated single particle Green’s function and the self energy. The LDOS and scattering rates are extracted from the
Lehmann representation of the Green’s function Gn(i, j, ω) whose diagonal element is given by:

Gn(i, i, ω+) =
∑

m

|〈Ψm|c†i |Ψn〉|2
ω + iη − Em + En

+
|〈Ψm|ci|Ψn〉|2

ω + iη + Em − En
(1)
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FIG. 3: Panel(a) shows the level spacing ratio as a function of disorder W for various system sizes for the system with

nearest neighbour interactions. Here rn has been calculated for middle of the many-body eigenspectrum for a rescaled energy

bin E ∈ [0.495, 0.505] . The cost function CX for the level spacing ratio has been shown in panel (b). The cost function has a

minimum for 5.2t < Wc < 5.4t and 0.5 < ν < 0.7. In panel (c) we have shown the scaling collapse using Wc = 5.3t and

ν = 0.64.

We calculate the LDOS and the scattering rates for the many-body eigenstates in the middle of the spectrum, that
is with a rescaled energy bin ε ∈ [0.495, 0.505] for a large range of ω and for a large number of independent disorder
realisations. Note, that though the values of En are confined in the middle of the many-body spectra, the sum over
eigenstates m in the Lehmann sum still runs over the entire spectrum. Hence, these quantities require information
about the entire eigenspectrum and any truncation of the Lehmann sum using only a part of the eigenspectra would
lead to erroneous results, especially for the self energy. For each value of α we use 15000, 1000, 500 and 50 realisations
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FIG. 4: ρtyp(ω) vs ω for various values of the disorder strength W for the system with power-law interactions with
α = 1. ρtyp(ω) is peaked at ω ∼ µeff where µeff is the chemical potential of the system.

of disorder for L = 12, 14, 16, 18 respectively to calculate the averages of the LDOS and scattering rates. For the
system with nearest neighbour interactions, we use 15000, 10000, 3000, 200 realization of disorder for L = 12, 14, 16, 18
respectively to calculate the averages of level spacing ratio. For the disorder averaging of the LDOS and scattering
rates, we used 15000, 1000, 500 configurations of disorder for L = 12, 14, 16 and 50 − 100 configurations for L = 18.
Here, the typical value is obtained by calculating the geometric average over the lattice sites, energy bin and various
independent disorder configurations.

Fig. 4 shows the typical value of LDOS ρtyp(ω) vs ω for various disorder values and a couple of system sizes.
For systems with power-law interactions typical value of local density of states has a peak around ω = µeff where

µeff =
∑L/2
|j−i|=1

1
|j−i|α (for V = 1) is the effective chemical potential of the system under the assumption that the

disorder averaged system will respect particle hole symmetry. Thus, for power-law interacting case we have shown
scaling of ratio of typical to average value of LDOS and scattering rate for ω ∼ µeff . For the system with nearest
neighbour interactions we have shown results for ω = 0. The LDOS ρtyp(ω) and the scattering rate Γtyp(ω) are very
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FIG. 5: ρtyp(ω = µeff ) vs η for various values of W and L. ρtyp(ω = µeff ) increases sharply for η ∼ ∆ though it
shows a much slower increase or a saturating trend for η > ∆. Data point at η = ∆ are shown in red in the plots.
The data shown is for the case of power-law interactions with α = 1.

flat around ω = 0 over a width of around 2W and µeff for nearest neighbour interaction is V/2. Thus, effectively
the behaviour of LDOS and scattering rate at ω = µeff and ω = 0 is the same for the system with nearest neighbour
interactions.

The choice of broadening η in the Green’s function: The broadening η should be of the order of but larger
than the typical spacing between the adjacent eigenvalues for all the parameters considered in the study. A smaller
value of η would not broaden the delta functions involved in the calculation of the LDOS resulting in larger fluctuations
in ρ(ω) vs ω plots for nearby ω values. We studied η dependence of LDOS for a range of disorder values and for
various system sizes. Fig. 5 shows ρtyp(ω = µeff ) vs η for L = 16 and L = 14 and various values of disorder. For
η ∼ ∆, where ∆ denotes the typical value of the level spacing of adjacent eigenvalues, ρtyp(ω = µeff ) increases with
η but for any η > ∆, ρtyp(µeff ) shows much slower increase with η for any strength of disorder W considered. Based
on this analysis. the infinitesimal η is chosen to be 10−2 in our work for various disorder values and system sizes. The
choice of broadening in our work is consistent with most of the earlier works on calculation of Kubo formula in the
context of MBL systems [1, 2] and calculation of LDOS in the context of disordered non-interacting systems [3, 4].

V. STATISTICAL ANALYSIS AND ERROR ESTIMATION

In this section, we provide details of the standard error on the ratio of typical to average values of the quantities
we have studied. Let Xi with i = 1...NC are the variables for a given set of parameter in the Hamiltonian under
study. Here, i corresponds to various sets of X obtained for a large number of many-body eigenstates (NE) lying
in the energy bin for which the data has been calculated, the number of lattice sites L and the number of disorder
configurations Nd such that N = NE × L × Nd. Standard error around the arithmetic mean Xavg of X is given

by ∆X =

√∑N
i=1(Xi−Xavg)2

N = σ√
N

. Here σ is the standard deviation. Thus, the error-bars around the mean are

Xavg ±∆X.
The geometric standard error around Xtyp is given by

∆Xtyp = exp




√∑N
i=1(lnXi − lnXtyp)2

N


 (2)

The maximum and minimum values of the typical value Xtyp are Xmax
typ = Xtyp × ∆Xtyp to Xmin

typ = Xtyp/∆Xtyp.
Since we are interested in the ratio of typical to average values of the quantity Xtyp/Xavg, the range of the ratio is[

Xmaxtyp

Xavg−∆X ,
Xmintyp

Xavg+∆X

]
. The percentage relative error is of order 0.13% for weak disorder and less than 2% for very

large disorders for the ratio of typical to average LDOS and scattering rates.
We further calculated the error bars on the cost function using the error-bars on the ratios of LDOS and scattering

rates. Let Xi for i ∈ [1, Ntotal] are the set of data points used in evaluation of the cost function as in Eq.(2) of the
main paper. Statistical error in C is given by

∆C =
∆X1 + 2

∑Ntotal−1
i=2 ∆Xi + ∆XNtotal

Xmax −Xmin
+

(∆Xmax + ∆Xmin)
∑Ntotal
i=1 |Xi+1 −Xi|

(Xmax −Xmin)2
+ ∆C(2) (3)
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FIG. 6: Top panels show the cost-function for the ratio of typical to average value of the LDOS
ρtyp(µeff )
ρavg(µeff ) for α = 1

and the bottom panels show the cost-function for the level spacing ratio for the system with nearest neighbour
interactions. The left panels in both the rows show CWmin vs ν and the right panels in both the rows show Cνmin vs
Wc. The purple shaded regime shows the error-bars on the cost-function. Though the cost function for level spacing
ratio has a sharp minimum w.r.t ν as well W , the cost function for LDOS has a broad minimum for 2.1 ≤ ν ≤ 3 and
7.0t ≤Wc ≤ 8.9t. Similar trend is seen for the cost function of the scattering rates.

which, upon ignoring the second order term in error, ∆C(2), gives the relative error in C as ∆C
C ∼ ∆Cnum

Cnum
+ ∆Cdeno

Cdeno
where Cnum/deno are the numerator or denominator in the Eq.[2] of the main paper.

VI. MINIMIZATION OF THE COST FUNCTION

In the main paper, as well as in Section 1-3 of the SM we have shown density color plots of the cost function, which
is a function of (Wc, ν). For the ratio of typical to average value of LDOS and scattering rate, the cost function has a
broad minimum in (Wc, ν) plane while for the level spacing ratio the cost function has a much sharper minimum. Here
we describe how we determine the range of Wc and ν for which the cost function shows minimum. The cost-function
C(Wc, ν) is minimised w.r.t ν for each value of Wc. This results in Cνmin which has been plotted as a function of Wc

in the left panels of Fig. 6. The global minima w.r.t Wc is obtained by finding the minima of Cνmin as a function of
Wc. Similarly, minimising the cost function w.r.t Wc for each value of ν results in CWmin vs ν plot shown in the right
panels. The global minima w.r.t ν is obtained by finding the minima of CWmin w.r.t ν. As one can see from Fig. 6,
within the error bars the cost function has a minima starting at ν ∼ 2.3 and only after ν ∼ 2.9 the cost function
starts increasing again with ν. Similarly, we see that the cost function has a broad minimum starting at Wc ∼ 7.1t
and the cost functions starts rising again for Wc ∼ 9t. In contrast to this, for level spacing ratio the cost function
shows a sharper minimum for ν ∼ 0.6 and Wc ∼ 5.3t.

VII. PROBABILITY DISTRIBUTIONS OF LDOS AND SCATTERING RATE

In this section, we discuss the probability distributions of the LDOS and the scattering rates. Fig. 7 shows the
probability distribution function of ln(ρ(µeff )) for various values of W for the power-law interacting system with
α = 1. For weak disorder, P (ln(ρ)) is close to a normal distribution, that is, LDOS obeys the log-normal distribution.
But for larger values of disorder the distribution deviates from log-normal distribution significantly. As the disorder
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FIG. 7: Probability distribution function of the logarithm of the local density of states ρ(ω ∼ µeff ) for a few values
of the disorder W . For weak disorder, P (ln(ρ)) is close to a normal distribution. As the disorder strength increases,
the peak of the distribution shifts towards smaller values and the width of the distribution increases. The data
shown is for power-law interacting system with α = 1. The right panel shows the probability distribution function
P (ln(Γ(µeff ))) for the scattering rates.

strength increases, the peak of P (ln(ρ)) shifts to more negative values and the tail becomes broader. This is reflected
in smaller values of the typical LDOS compared to the average value of the distribution as W increases. Right panel
of Fig. 7 shows the probability distribution of ln(Γ(µeff )) which is closer to log-normal distribution even for larger
values of the disorder strength.
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