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We present a scaling theory of the many-body localisation transition in terms of emergent, char-
acteristic energyscales. The analysis is based on the decomposition of the eigenstates in the basis
of trivially localised states, resolved in the energies of the latter, which we refer to as the spec-
tral decomposition of the eigenstates. The characteristic energyscales emerge when the multifractal
properties, or lack thereof, of the spectral decomposition are studied at different scales. These char-
acteristic scales correspond to the ones, above which the spectral decompositions exhibit their global
behaviour, namely full ergodicity in the ergodic phase and multifractality in the many-body localised
phase. On the other hand, at scales below the characteristic ones, the decomposition in the ergodic
phase shows finer (multi)fractal structures whereas in the localised phase, the decomposition picks
out well-separated, localised resonant peaks. The scaling of these characteristic energyscales across
the many-body localisation transition admits a scaling theory consistent with a Kosterlitz-Thouless
type scenario and bears striking resemblances to that of inverse participation ratios of eigenstates.

The nature of the many-body localisation transition
(MBLT) has been a question of enduring interest in con-
densed matter and statistical physics for the better part
of the last two decades [1–6]. Contrary to conventional,
ground state quantum phase transitions [7], the MBLT
occurs at the level of individual eigenstates at arbitrary
energy densities [3, 8]. This poses a fundamental chal-
lenge as it is not a priori obvious that the traditional tools
of equilibrium statistical mechanics continue to be effec-
tive in understanding the MBLT. This naturally has led
to considerable debate regarding the nature of the MBLT
with results ranging from those suggesting the MBLT to
be a continuous transition [8–13] but with critical ex-
ponents often violating fundamental bounds [14, 15] to
Kosterlitz-Thouless-like scenarios [16–23].

This is in large part due to the inherent difficulty with
defining microscopic correlation/localisation lengthscales
and energyscales that may exhibit universal scaling at the
transition. Owing to the fundamentally interacting and
many-body nature of the systems, there is no obvious
correlation or localisation length such as those possessed
by single particle wavefunctions in the context of An-
derson transitions [24]. However, interpreting the many-
body eigenstate wavefunctions as those of a fictitious sin-
gle particle on the Fock/Hilbert space [25, 26] has al-
lowed for identifications of volumescales and lengthscales
on the Fock/Hilbert-space graph, analogous to those for
Anderson localisation in high-dimensional graphs [27–
29]. Scaling theories of the MBLT based on such quan-
tities have provided compelling evidence in favour of the
scenario that there exists a Fock-space correlation vol-
ume in the ergodic phase which diverges with an essen-
tial singularity as the transition is approached whereas
there exists a Fock-space localisation lengthscale in the
many-body localised (MBL) phase which approaches a
finite value as the MBLT is approached from the MBL
side [21, 22]. These results do provide numerical credence
to the Kosterlitz-Thouless-like scenario for the MBLT

as predicted by phenomenological renormalisation group
approaches [16–20].

However, the MBLT being a dynamical quantum phase
transition, it is of fundamental importance to identify en-
ergyscales that show universal properties at the transi-
tion; the relevant scaling behaviour along with the scaling
behaviour of the aforementioned correlation volume- and
lengthscales on the Fock/Hilbert-space graph can then
be used to define analogues of dynamical exponents for
the MBLT. This constitutes the central motivation of this
work. We address this precisely by identifying relevant
energyscales on both sides of the MBLT and their uni-
versal properties near the transition.

In order to do so, we spectrally decompose the eigen-
states in the basis of trivially localised states and analyse
their finer structures in terms of the multifractal prop-
erties of the decomposition at different energyscales. In
the ergodic phase, this yields a characteristic energyscale
ω∗, proportional to the mean level spacing, or equiva-
lently, inversely proportional to the Hilbert-space dimen-
sion, ω∗ ∼ N−1

H . Probing the spectral decomposition be-
low this energyscale shows an underlying multifractal na-
ture whereas fully developed ergodicity is recovered upon
probing the decomposition above the characteristic scale.
On the other hand, in the MBL phase, there exists a dif-
ferent characteristic scale which scales anomalously with
the Hilbert-space dimension, ω∗ ∼ N−µ

H with 0 < µ < 1.
In this case, at energyscales smaller than this character-
istic scale, the decomposition picks up the individual lo-
calised resonances whereas probing the decomposition at
scales larger than the characteristic scale reveals the fully
developed (multi)fractality of MBL eigenstates [9, 21, 30].
Identification of these characteristic energyscales in the
ergodic as well as in the MBL phase is the first of the
two central results of this work.

The second and final central result of this work is the
scaling of the aforementioned energyscales as the MBLT
is approached from either side. In the ergodic phase,
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FIG. 1. Illustrative examples of the spectral decomposition of
the ergodic (left) and MBL (right) eigenstates in the basis of
the trivially localised states. The vertical dashed lines provide
a graphical representation of the quasienergy segments (of
width ω) used to define the energy-dependent generalised IPR
in Eq. 3. The data is for a Floquet spin-chain described in
Eq. 6 with L = 10.

ω∗ = ΛωN
−1
H with Λω diverging as an essential singular-

ity as the MBLT is approached. On the other hand as the
MBLT is approached from the MBL phase, µ→ µc < 1,
and µ approaches µc as a power-law. This is again indica-
tive of the MBL critical point being a part of the MBL
phase itself, consistent with earlier studies [16–23, 31]. It
is also interesting to note that the scaling of these ener-
gyscales across the MBLT is very similar to that of the
inverse participation ratios (IPRs) [21, 22], and hence,
one expects a scaling theory again similar to that of the
IPRs. We find that our numerical results are consistent
with this expectation, which concludes the main message
of the work.

Before delving into the specifics, let us describe the
approach towards extracting the energyscales in a general
setting. The class of models we will be working with can
be described in terms of a Hamiltonian (H) or a Floquet
unitary (UF ) of the form

H = Hloc + ΓHdeloc; UF = eiHloceiΓHdeloc , (1)

where H(de)loc favours (de)localisation and the relative
strength of two terms, Γ, drives the MBLT. It is more
convenient to work with Floquet models as all eigenstates
are statistically equivalent and the density of quasiener-
gies on the unit circle is uniform. Also, the finite-size
effects in such models are arguably less severe [6, 13].

As a matter of convention, we denote the localised
eigenstates of eiHloc as |I⟩ with eiHloc |I⟩ = eiθI |θI⟩, and
the eigenstates of the full unitary as |ψ⟩. The spectral
decomposition of the eigenstate |ψ⟩ is then defined as

D(θ) =

NH∑
I=1

| ⟨ψ|I⟩ |2δ(θ − θI) . (2)

In Fig. 1, we show illustrative examples of the decompo-
sition in both the ergodic and MBL phases. While the
global features of the decomposition are as one expects,
the key point is, there is visible richer structure when
the decomposition is viewed at finer energyscales. The

decomposition at different energyscales is probed in the
following way. We divide the quasienergies θI ∈ [0, 2π)
into segments of width ω and define a generalised ω-
dependent IPR as

Lq(ω) =

nseg∑
n=1

P q
n(ω) ; Pn(ω) =

∫ nω

(n−1)ω

dθ D(θ) , (3)

where nseg = 2π/ω is the number of segments. Phys-
ically, the quantity Pn(ω) contains the total weight of
the eigenstate inside the nth-segment and Lq(ω) can be
interpreted as a generalised IPR of these weights over
all the segments. The limiting behaviours of Lq(ω) can
be deduced easily. For ω = 2π, there is only one seg-
ment with the entire weight of the normalised eigen-
state in that one segment, such that, Lq(2π) = 1. For
ω ≪ 2π/NH, each segment has at most one θI such that

Lq(ω → 0) =
∑

I | ⟨ψ|I⟩ |2q ∼ N
−τq
H which is nothing but

the standard IPR, Iq, of the eigenstate with τq the frac-
tal exponent. With the definition of Lq(ω) in Eq. 3 and
its limiting behaviours at hand, let us discuss the broad-
brush features on physical grounds, in both the ergodic
and MBL phases.

In the ergodic phase, for ω > ω∗, we expect that the in-
homogeneities in Pn(ω) over n to be washed out such that
each Pn(ω) ∼ n−1

seg ∼ ω is approximately uniform. We
then have Lq(ω) ∼ ωq−1. For ω < ω∗, Lq(ω) scales with
ω with a non-universal, anomalous exponent which flows
with ω as different ω probes the underlying multifractal-
ity at different scales. However, as discussed above, as
ω → 0, Lq(ω → 0) → Iq×ω0. This motivates a universal
scaling ansatz for Lq in the ergodic phase

Lerg
q (ω) = Iqfq

(
ω

ω∗

)
; fq(x) =

{
xq−1; x≫ 1

1; x→ 0
. (4)

Note that for ω > ω∗, since Lq(ω) probes the global
ergodicity of the eigenstate, there should not be any
system-size dependence in this regime. However, in the

ergodic phase Iq ∼ N
−(q−1)
H . It therefore follows that

ω∗ ∼ N−1
H in the ergodic phase with a proportionality

factor, Λω defined via ω∗ = ΛωN
−1
H . Very deep in an er-

godic phase, one expects that the global ergodicity of the
wavefunction sets in very quickly due to the high propen-
sity of the wavefunction to have finite and uniform over-
lap on all |I⟩. On the other hand, as one approaches the
MBLT from the ergodic side, the fluctuations in the spec-
tral decomposition grow and the global ergodicity sets in
at larger energyscales. As such, one expects the scale Λω

to grow as the MBLT is approached and as will be shown
later, it diverges at the MBLT.
The situation, however, is very different in the MBL

phase. At ω-scales much below the characteristic ener-
gyscale, Lq(ω) picks out only the isolated peaks in the
decomposition (see right panel of Fig. 2) similar to what
happens as ω → 0. Essentially, this means the behaviour
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of Lq(ω) at ω → 0 should persist all the way up to ω∗,
which automatically implies that there should be an ap-
proximate plateau in Lq(ω) at the value of Iq for all
ω < ω∗. At the same time, the normalisation of the wave-
function constrains Lq(ω) = 1 for ω = 2π. Consequently,

Lq(ω) has to rise rapidly from its value of Iq ∼ N
−τq
H

at ω ⪅ ω∗ to a value of 1 at ω = 2π. This suggests
that Lq(ω) does not admit a universal scaling form over
the entire range of ω in the MBL phase as it did in the
ergodic phase. Formally,

LMBL
q (ω) ≈

{
Iq; ω ≪ ω∗

f̃(ω,L,Γ); ω ⪆ ω∗
, (5)

where the function f̃ encodes the non-universal growth.
In such a situation, instead of scale-collapsing the entire
data, we do so only for the range of the ω where Lq(ω)
deviates from Iq as that is sufficient for us to extract ω∗.

As we will show shortly, ω∗ ∼ N
−µ(Γ)
H with 0 < µ < 1

and µ increasing with Γ. The latter can be understood
as deeper in the MBL phase (smaller Γ) the peaks in
the spectral decomposition get sparser and hence ω∗ in-
creases for a given L.

As a concrete model for demonstrating the above
ideas explicitly, we consider a disordered, Floquet spin-
chain [13, 32] described by the Floquet unitary of the
general form mentioned in Eq. 1 with

Hloc = T

L∑
i=1

[ZiZi+1 + (h+ g
√

1− Γ2ϵi)Zi] ,

Hdeloc = Tg

L∑
i=1

Xi ,

(6)

where Zi(Xi) denotes the Pauli-z(x) operator on site i
and ϵi ∼ N (0, 1) are independent Gaussian random num-
bers. As in Ref. [32], we consider g = 0.9045, h = 0.809,
and T = 0.8, for which, within the limits of system sizes
accessible there is a putative MBLT at Γc ≈ 0.3, with
the model in an ergodic(MBL) phase for Γ > (<)Γc.
Let us start with the results in the ergodic phase,

shown in Fig. 2. In panel (a) we show L2(ω) (the overline
denotes an average over disorder realisations and eigen-
states) as function of ω for different system sizes L for a
representative value of Γ in the ergodic phase. The emer-
gence of a characteristic ω∗ which depends on L is evident
in the data. For ω > ω∗, L2(ω) falls exactly on the ω/2π
line (red dashed). However as ω is decreased, the data
peels off from this line and the L-dependent ω where this
happens can be identified as the ω∗. As discussed above,

in the ergodic phase, we expect that Iq ∼ N
−(q−1)
H and

ω∗ ∼ N−1
H . That this is indeed the case is confirmed by

the perfect collapse of the data when both L2(ω) and ω
are scaled by NH as shown in the inset. The data in
panel (b) shows that ω∗ for a given L indeed increases as
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FIG. 2. Results for L2(ω) in the ergodic phase. (a)
L2(ω) as a function of ω on logarithmic scales for different
system sizes, L, for Γ = 0.7. The red dashed line denotes
the ω/2π line which is the expected asymptotic behaviour.

The inset shows the same data but with both L2(ω) and ω
scaled by NH showing a perfect collapse for different L. (b)
L2(ω) as a function of ω for different Γ in the ergodic phase
for L = 16 shows that ω∗ grows as one approaches the MBLT
(decreasing Γ) in the ergodic phase. (c) Evidence for the

scaling form in Eq. 4. Scaling the L2(ω) by the IPR, I2, and
ω by ω∗ makes the data for all Γ (different colours) and all L
(different symbols) collapse onto a single curve.

Γ is decreased towards the MBLT. In panel (c), we plot
the data for a range of Γ and L by scaling L2(ω) with
the average IPR, I2, and ω by ω∗ which depends on Γ
and L; this leads to a remarkably good collapse of the
data for all L and Γ onto a single curve hence provid-
ing evidence for the validity of the scaling form in Eq. 4
throughout the ergodic phase. The scaling collapse for
each Γ separately is shown in the Supp. Matt. [33].

We will return to the results for the scaling of ω∗ as
Γ → Γ+

c but before that, we discuss L2(ω) in the MBL
phase. The results are shown in Fig. 3. The data in panel
(a) shows that L2(ω) sticks approximately to its ω → 0
value, I2, for an extended range of ω above which it takes
off towards unity, its value at ω = 2π. The inset shows
the same data but L2(ω) scaled by N−τ2

H and ω scaled

by N−µ
H with 0 < µ < 1. While such a scaling does not

collapse the entire curves, it does so for the the regime of
ω where L2(ω) begins to deviate from the flat region and
hence, identifies ω∗. In panel (c), we show data for several
L and Γ with L2(ω) scaled with the IPR and ω scaled
with ω∗ (the data for each Γ separately is shown in the
Supp. Matt. [33]). As in the inset to panel (a), the data
shows an excellent collapse in the region of interest. The
exponent µ as a function of Γ is shown in panel (b), which
decreases on decreasing Γ indicating that ω∗ ∼ N−µ

H does
indeed grow as one goes deeper into the MBL phase. The
inset shows lnω∗ against lnNH, straight line fits to which
were used to obtain µ. We also find that this behaviour
of ω∗ continues all the way upto and at the critical point
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FIG. 3. Results for L2(ω) in the MBL phase. (a) L2(ω)
as a function of ω for different system sizes, L, for Γ = 0.2.
The inset shows the same data but with L2(ω) scaled by N−τ2

H
and ω scaled by N−µ

H showing a collapse for different L. (b)
The exponent µ as a function of Γ and its comparison to the
fractal exponent τ2 from the IPRs. The inset shows lnω∗ as
a function of lnNH for different Γ (see legend in panel (c)).

(c) Collapse the data for L2(ω) scaled by the IPR versus ω
scaled by ω∗ for several values of L and Γ in the MBL phase.
The collapse (also in the inset to (a)) is seen only for the flat

regime and the regime where L2(ω)/I2(ω) begins to deviate
from unity. The grey shaded region is a guide to the eye for
the region where we do not expect the scaling to be valid.

with ω∗,c ≡ ω∗(Γc) ∼ N−µc

H with our best estimate of
the critical point being Γc ≈ 0.3. This is again indicative
of the fact that the MBLT point is a part of the MBL
phase itself. It is also worth noting in panel (b) that the
fractal exponent τ2 as function of Γ is remarkably close
to µ except very deep in the MBL phase; we shall return
to a physical understanding of this later.

The numerical results discussed so far provide com-
pelling evidence for the first central result of the work;
namely the identification of an emergent characteristic
energyscale, ω∗, which scales ∼ N−1

H in the ergodic phase

and ∼ N−µ
H with 0 < µ(Γ) < 1 in the MBL phase. We

next turn towards numerical results for the second key
point of the work, namely, the critical behaviour of ω∗.
It is remarkable to note that the scaling of ω∗ with NH
bears stark similarities to that of the IPRs [21, 22]. It is
therefore natural to expect a scaling ansatz for ω∗ near
the MBLT similar to those for IPRs [21, 22, 33],

ω∗ = ω∗,c ×

Fvol
ω

(
NH
Λω

)
; Γ > Γc (ergodic)

F lin
ω

(
lnNH
ξω

)
; Γ < Γc (MBL)

. (7)

The scaling ansätz in Eq. 7, which were originally mo-
tivated by the critical behaviour of IPRs across Ander-
son transitions in high-dimensional graphs [27, 29] imply
that the correction to the critical behaviour of ω∗ as one
moves away from the critical point towards the ergodic
phase satisfies a volumic scaling form with a correlation

volume-scale in energy, Λω, whereas on moving towards
the MBL side, it satisfies a linear scaling form with a
characteristic correlation lengthscale in energy, ξω. The
results in Fig. 4 show that the volumic and linear scaling
ansätz in Eq. 7 indeed provide an excellent description of
the data. In the ergodic phase, for NH ≫ Λω, the fully
ergodic N−1

H scaling of ω∗ sets in; the resulting asymp-

totic behaviour of ω∗/ω∗,c ∼ Nµc−1
H is found to be in

good agreement with the numerical data as shown by the
black line in Fig. 4 (left). The insets to the two panels in
Fig. 4 show the behaviour of Λω in the ergodic phase and
ξω in the MBL phase with δΓ ≡ Γ−Γc. The results show
that in the ergodic phase Λω diverges with an essential
singularity on approaching the MBLT,

Λω ∼ exp

[
c

|δΓ|β
]
; β ≈ 0.3 , (8)

whereas in the MBL phase, the ξω diverges as a power-
law on approaching the MBLT,

ξω ∼ |δΓ|−ν ; ν ≈ 0.79 , (9)

thus suggesting the Kosterlitz-Thouless-like scenario for
the MBLT. One remarkable aspect of the results in Eq. 8
and Eq. 9 is that they show that the scaling theory of
the MBLT based on ω∗ as discussed above bears stark re-
semblances with a scaling theory based on the eigenstate
IPRs not only at a qualitative level but also quantita-
tively. The IPRs also admit a volumic and linear scaling
in the ergodic and MBL phases respectively [33] with
the correlation volume, Λ, in the ergodic phase diverging
as Λ ∼ exp[c′/|δΓ|0.37] and the correlation length in the
MBL phase, ξ, diverging as ξ ∼ |δΓ|−0.74 [33].
The quantitative similarity between the scaling theo-

ries based on ω∗ and that based on I2, while a priori un-
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FIG. 4. Scaling of ω∗. (a) Data for ω∗/ω∗,c for several L
and Γ plotted as a function of NH/Λω in the ergodic phase
(left) and as a function of lnNH/ξω in the MBL phase (right)
collapses onto common curves evincing the volumic and linear
scaling in Eq. 7. The inset in (a) shows the divergence of
the correlation energy-volume Λω with δΓ as the MBLT is
approached with an essential singularity whereas the inset in
(b) shows the power-law divergence of the correlation energy
length ξω as the MBLT is approached from the MBL side.
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expected and not obvious, leads to useful insights about
the connections between the two theories. In the ergodic
phase, the spectral decomposition can be viewed as a set
of fractals of extent ω∗ = ΛωN

−1
H stacked next to each

other such that on zooming out to scales ω > ω∗, the de-
composition appears ergodic. This is exactly analogous
to the idea that the eigenstates on the Fock-space graph
can be interpreted as a repeated tiling on the Fock-space
graph of multifractal states of size Λ [21, 22, 27, 29]. It
therefore leads to the understanding of why Λω and Λ
exhibit quantitatively similar scaling at the MBLT.

In the MBL phase, the quantitative similarity between
µ and τ can be justified via the extremely naive picture
that the spectral decomposition has O(Nτ2

H ) peaks and
they are separated, on average, by (quasi)energy∼ N−τ2

H .
This automatically implies that L2(ω) probes the indi-
vidual peaks as long as ω ≲ N−τ2

H and deviates from this

behaviour beyond that; hence ω∗ ∼ N−µ
H with µ ≈ τ2. It

is worth mentioning at this stage an alternative viewpoint
for understanding the existence of ω∗ and its scaling with
NH. It was shown for multifractal states in general [34]
that on computing the local density of states (LDoS) with
a line-broadening η, the scaling of the typical LDoS with
η saturated for η < η∗ ∼ N−z

H ≫ NH (0 < z < 1) and
the typical LDoS depended solely on the Hilbert-space
dimension . In this case, η can be interpreted as setting
the scale at which the LDoS is probed analogous to ω.
This immediately implies the presence of a ω∗ such that
Lq(ω) depends solely on NH for ω < ω∗ and on both NH
and ω otherwise.
To summarise, by probing the multifractal properties

of the spectral decomposition of eigenstates at different
energyscales, we identified characteristic energyscales in
either phase which show universal behaviour near the
MBLT. The critical scaling of these scales strongly re-
sembles that of eigenstate IPRs and thus admits a sce-
nario consistent with a Kosterlitz-Thouless-type scaling
at the MBLT. Before we close, a few comments regarding
some of the questions and directions for future research
raised by this work are in order.

The results presented here, for locally interacting sys-
tems, should be contrasted with the ideas presented in
Ref. [35] for non-locally interacting systems where it was
suggested that eigenstates are spread over a Fock-space
energy shell, κ, in an ergodic fashion although the shell
itself fills up only a fraction of the Fock space. That
would imply that Lq(ω) ∼ ωq−1 for ω ≲ κ and ≈ 1 oth-
erwise. We however see no such behaviour in our case;
a systematic study of Lq(ω) for such non-locally inter-
acting models is therefore important for clarifying this
interesting distinction.

One useful fallout of the analysis presented in this work
is that the space of quasienergies θI serves as a useful one
for studying the multifractal properties of the eigenstates
at different scales. Given that the MBL eigenstates are
genuinely multifractal, analogous to single particle wave-

functions at Anderson transitions [24, 36], the dynami-
cal eigenstate correlations similar to those considered in
Ref. [37, 38] but with real space replaced by θ-space is
of immediate interest. Whether the resulting scalings
are consistent with conformal invariance and homogene-
ity under combined transformations of eigenenergies and
θ will lead to fundamental insight about the nature of
MBL eigenstates.
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B. Georgeot, and G. Lemarié, Two critical localization
lengths in the Anderson transition on random graphs,
Phys. Rev. Research 2, 012020 (2020).
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ing and Kosterlitz-Thouless scaling at the many-body lo-
calization transition in the random-field Heisenberg spin
chain, Phys. Rev. Research 2, 042033 (2020).

[32] L. Zhang, V. Khemani, and D. A. Huse, A Floquet model
for the many-body localization transition, Phys. Rev. B
94, 224202 (2016).

[33] See supplementary material at [URL].
[34] B. L. Altshuler, L. B. Ioffe, and V. E. Kravtsov, Multi-

fractal states in self-consistent theory of localization: an-
alytical solution (2016), arXiv:1610.00758 [cond-mat.dis-
nn].

[35] F. Monteiro, M. Tezuka, A. Altland, D. A. Huse, and
T. Micklitz, Quantum ergodicity in the many-body lo-
calization problem, Phys. Rev. Lett. 127, 030601 (2021).

[36] A. D. Mirlin and F. Evers, Multifractality and critical
fluctuations at the anderson transition, Phys. Rev. B 62,
7920 (2000).

[37] J. T. Chalker, Scaling and correlations at a mobility edge
in two dimensions, J. Phys. C 21, L119 (1988).

[38] J. T. Chalker, Scaling and eigenfunction correlations near
a mobility edge, Physica A 167, 253 (1990).

https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.57.2999
https://arxiv.org/abs/1509.04285
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.121.140601
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.121.140601
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.122.040601
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.99.094205
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.99.094205
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.99.224205
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.102.125134
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.102.125134
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.123.180601
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.123.180601
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.104.174201
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.106.054203
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.80.1355
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.80.1355
https://aip.scitation.org/doi/10.1063/1.458637
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.78.2803
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.118.166801
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.2.012020
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.106.214202
https://doi.org/10.1209/0295-5075/101/37003
https://doi.org/10.1209/0295-5075/101/37003
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.2.042033
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.94.224202
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.94.224202
https://arxiv.org/abs/1610.00758
https://arxiv.org/abs/1610.00758
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.127.030601
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.62.7920
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.62.7920
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1088/0022-3719/21/6/004
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/0378-4371(90)90056-X


S1

Supplementary Material: Spectral Multifractality and Emergent Energyscales at the Many-Body
Localisation Transition

Sthitadhi Roy
International Centre for Theoretical Sciences, Tata Institute of Fundamental Research, Bengaluru 560089, India

This supplementary material contains additional numerical data for the quantities discussed in the main text

I. SCALING OF INVERSE PARTICIPATION RATIOS

One of the central results discussed in the main text was the quantitative similarities of the scaling of ω∗ near the
MBLT with that of the IPRs. To provide numerical evidence for this, in this section, we shows the data for the scaling
of IPRs. Taking cue from Refs. [21, 22], we use the scaling ansatz

I2 = I2,c ×
{
Gvol

(
NH
Λ

)
; Γ > Γc (ergodic)

Glin
(

lnNH
ξ

)
; Γ < Γc (MBL)

, (S1)

where Λ and ξ denote Fock-space correlation volumes and correlation lengths respectively on the ergodic and MBL
side of the MBLT. The results in panels (a) in Fig. S1A for the ergodic phase and Fig. S1B in the MBL phase show
that the data does indeed satisfy the scaling ansatz in Eq. S1 remarkably well. The results in panel (c) of Fig. S1A
shows that the correlation volume Λ diverges as essential singularity with

Λ ∼ exp[−c/|δΓ|β ] ; β ≈ 0.37 . (S2)

The exponent β is quite close to that obtained from the divergence of the correlation volumescale in energy, Λω; for
the latter we had obtained β ≈ 0.3 (see Fig. 4 (left)). The analogous figure for the MBL phase, panel (c) of Fig. S1B
shows that the lengthscale ξ diverges with a power-law as

ξ ∼ |δΓ|−ν ; ν ≈ 0.74 , (S3)

where again the exponent ν is remarkably close to that same exponent obtained for the divergence of ξω for which we
had ν ≈ 0.79 (see Fig. 4 (right)).
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FIG. S1. Scaling of the IPRs in the ergodic phase (A) and in the MBL phase (B). Panels (a) in both sets of the
data show the data for I2/I2,c as a function of the respective scaling variable, NH/Λ in the ergodic phase and (lnNH)/ξ in
the MBL phase. The data as a function of NH (without any scaling) is shown in panels (b). The data in panels (c) show the
divergence of Λ with an essential signularity in the ergodic phase and that of ξ as a power-law in the MBL phase.
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FIG. S2. The raw data for L2(ω) versus ω for several values of Γ in the ergodic phase of the disordered, Floquet spin-1/2 chain
(6). Different colours correspond to different L as mentioned in the legend whereas each panel corresponds to a Γ value as
mentioned in the top left corner of the panel.
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FIG. S3. The same set of data as in Fig. S2 but with the L2(ω) scaled by the IPR, I2, and ω scaled by the characteristic
energyscale ω∗.

II. ADDITIONAL DATA FOR L2(ω)

II. A. Ergodic phase

In Fig. S2, we show the raw data for L2(ω) versus ω for several values of Γ in the ergodic phase. The figure is
analogous to Fig. 2(a) with each panel corresponding to a particular value of Γ. Note that the value of ω at which the
data deviates from the ∼ ω line, which we identify as ω∗ clearly goes down for a fixed L as we move deeper into the
ergodic phase. The scale-collapsed data, where L2(ω) is scaled by the IPR, I2, and ω is scaled by the characteristic
energyscale ω∗ is shown in Fig. S3. Note that Fig. 2(c) is essentially obtained by overlaying all the panels in Fig. S3;
the sole purpose of the latter is show the remarakably good quality of scaling collapse for each value of Γ.
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FIG. S4. The raw data for L2(ω) versus ω for several values of Γ in the MBL phase of the disordered, Floquet spin-1/2 chain
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mentioned in the top left corner of the panel.
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FIG. S5. The same set of data as in Fig. S4 but with the L2(ω) scaled by the IPR, I2, and ω scaled by the characteristic

energyscale ω∗. As discussed in the main text, the entire curve does not collapse. However, the part of the graph where L2(ω)
begins to deviate from I2 collapses for different L.

II. B. MBL phase

Plots analogous to Fig. S2 and Fig. S3, but for the MBL phase are shown in Fig. S4 and Fig. S5. Throughout the
MBL phase, one can see in Fig. S4 the flat behaviour of L2(ω) at I2 for ω < ω∗ beyond it which it deviates. Scaling
ω with ω∗, as in Fig. S5 collapses this flat region and the deviation from it, which is sufficient for the identification of
ω∗, but does not collapse the entire curve as alluded to in the main text.
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