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M onitoring the localization-delocalization transition w ithin a 1D m odelw ith

non-random long-range interaction
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W e consider a two-param eter one-dim ensionalHam iltonian with uncorrelated diagonaldisorder

and non-random long-range inter-site interaction Jm n = J=jm � nj
�

. The m odel is critical at

1 < � < 3=2 and reveals the localization-delocalization transition with respect to the disorder

m agnitude.Todetectthetransition weanalyzeleveland wavefunction statistics.Itisdem onstrated

also thatin the m arginalcase (� = 3=2)allstatesare localized.

PACS num bers:71.30.+ h;72.15.R n;78.30.Ly;36.20.K d

Localization-delocalization transition (LDT) in disor-

dered system s,predicted by Anderson for three dim en-

sions(3D)in 1958,1 (see also Ref.2)stillrem ainsa fas-

cinating problem (see Refs.3,4,5 foran overview).Dur-

ing thelasttwo decades,a rem arkableprogresshasbeen

achieved in understanding theLDT,especially in discov-

ering thenatureofthewavefunction attransition.This

progress becam e possible thanks to the fruitfulidea of

them ultifractalityofwavefunctionsatcriticality.6,7,8,9,10

This conjecture wasthen analytically proven foran en-

sem ble ofpower-law random banded m atrices(PRM B),

which revealed the LDT with respectto the interaction

exponent11,12 (see Ref.5 for an overview). W ithin the

fram ework of the latter, it was dem onstrated, in par-

ticular,that (i) the distribution function ofthe inverse

participation ratio (IPR)isscale invariantattransition

and (ii)therelativeIPR uctuation (theratio standard-

deviation/m ean) is ofthe order ofunity at the critical

point.13,14 This �nding con�rm ed the conjecture, that

was put forward for the �rst tim e in Refs.15,16,that

distributionsofrelevantphysicalm agnitudesareuniver-

salatcriticality (seealsoRefs.17,18,19).Thisinvariance

isthen a powerfultoolto m onitorthe criticalpoint.

In the present paper, we consider a two-param eter

tight-binding Ham iltonian on a regular1D latticeofsize

N with non-random long-rangeinter-siteinteraction:

H =

NX

n= 1

"njnihnj+

NX

m ;n= 1

Jm njm ihnj; (1)

wherejniistheketvectorofa statewith on-siteenergy

"n.These energiesarestochasticvariables,uncorrelated

fordi�erentsitesand distributed uniform ly around zero

within the intervalofwidth �. The hopping integrals

are Jm n = J=jm � nj�,Jnn = 0 with 1 < � � 3=2. For

de�niteness we set J > 0, then the LDT with respect

to disorder m agnitude occurs at the upper band edge,

provided 1 < � < 3=2.20,21 The transition is analogous

to that within the standard 3D Anderson m odel. � =

3=2 representsthe m arginalcase in which allstatesare

expected to be weakly localized.21

To detect the transition we analyze level and wave

function statistics. W e perform a num ericalanalysis of

size and disorder scaling of the relative uctuation of

both thenearest-levelspacing (LS)and theparticipation

num ber(PN).The latterisde�ned as:

P� =

"
NX

n= 1

j �nj
4

#
� 1

; (2)

where  �n denotes the nth com ponent ofthe �th nor-

m alized eigenstateofthe Ham iltonian (1).

The relativeuctuation ofthe nearest-levelspacing is

an invariantparam eterattransition,aswasconjectured

in Ref.17 forthe3D Anderson m odeland dem onstrated

later for a variety ofother disordered m odels (see e.g.

Refs.5 and references therein). The invariance can be

used to detect the criticalpoint. W e dem onstrate that

within thepresentm odel,theratio ofthestandard devi-

ation ofthePN (SDPN)to itsm ean value(M PN)isalso

an invariantparam eteratthecriticaldisorderm agnitude

� c. Therefore,the ratio SDPN/M PN can also be used

to detect the transition. To the best ofourknowledge,

thisquantity hasneverbeen used forthispurpose.

Asthe LDT occursatthe top ofthe band within the

considered two-param eter m odel,we calculate disorder

and size scaling for upperm ost states. O pen chains are

used in allcalculations.W e takeadvantageofthe Lanc-

zosm ethod to calculatethescaling forlargesystem sizes

(up to about6� 104 sites)and two particularvaluesof

theinteraction exponent:�= 4=3 (theLDT occurs)and

�= 3=2 (them arginalcase;no transition isexpected21).
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FIG .1: D isorder scaling ofthe relative uctuation ofthe

nearest-levelspacing (the ratio SD LS/M LS) for � = 4=3 in

the vicinity of the joint intersection point (that is at � =

10:7� 11:5J).The curvesare calculated fordi�erentsystem

sizes N and averaged over m ore than 5 � 10
3
� (65536=N )

disorderrealizations.

First,we calculate the criticalpoint by m eans ofthe

levelstatistics analysis. In Fig.1 we plotted the dis-

order scaling ofthe ratio ofthe standard deviation of

thenearest-levelspacing(SDLS)distribution toitsm ean

(M LS) at the top ofthe band for � = 4=3. The �gure

dem onstratesthatalldisorder-scaling curvesplotted for

di�erentsystem sizesintersectwithin a narrow range of

�,between 10:7J and 11:5J.

Calculationsofthe scaling ofthe relative PN uctua-

tion con�rm theconjecturethattheratioSDPN/M PN is

alsoasizeinvariantparam eterattransition:Fig.2shows

that allSDPN/M PN curves plotted versus disorder for

di�erent system sizes intersect in a narrow range of�,

from 10:0J to 10:6J. O ne can deduce from Fig.2 that

both the M PN and the SDPN are ofthe sam e orderof

m agnitudeattheintersection forany system size,aswas

shown forotherm odelsin Refs.11,13,14,18,19.

The regular size dependence ofintersection points in

Figs.1 and 2 isa �nitesizee�ect;accounting forthelat-

terby m eansofthe �nite sizescaling analysisallowsfor

obtaining the value ofthe criticaldisorder.Both �gures

dem onstrate that�nite size e�ects are unusually strong

which,within the presentm odel,resultsfrom the long-

range nature ofthe inter-site interaction. Contrary to

the standard Anderson m odel, the contribution ofthe

long-rangecoupling term sto thespectrum oftheHam il-

tonian (1) converges very slowly as the system size in-

creases.Thelatterresultsin a corresponding increaseof

theband width (m ostly,theupperband edge,wherethe

LDT takes place). For an open chain,the upper band

edgeE (N )size-scalesasfollows:

E (N )= E 1 (�)�
C (�)

N �� 1
+ O (N � �): (3)
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FIG .2: D isorderscaling oftherelativeuctuation ofthePN

(theratioSD PN/M PN)for� = 4=3in thevicinity ofthejoint

intersection point(thatisat� = 10:0� 10:6J). The curves

are calculated fordi�erentsystem sizesN and averaged over

m ore than 5� 10
3
� (65536=N )disorderrealizations.

For� = 4=3,E 1 (4=3)� 7:20J and C (4=3)� 8:45J.The

increaseofthe band width with the system sizeleadsto

thefactthatdisorderofthesam em agnitudeise�ectively

weaker for larger system s. The latter e�ect introduces

regular size dependence ofthe criticaldisorder that is

obtained by num ericalanalyses of�nite system s. The

contribution ofother �nite size e�ects,22,23 such as in-

uence ofboundary regions,are expected to be weaker

forlargesystem sbecauseofvery slow convergenceofthe

upper band edge (/ N 1� �). O ur calculations con�rm

thisconjecture.

Theintersectionpoint,�(N 1;N 2),oftwodisorderscal-

ing curves plotted for di�erent system sizes N 1 and N 2

dependson the sizes. To accountforsuch dependencies

weproceed asfollows.First,setby de�nition:

� c(N )= �(N � 1;N + 1); N r ! 1 ; (4)

where� c(N )isthecriticaldisorderthatcan beobtained

by analysesofa �nite system ofsize N (N r isthe num -

ber ofdisorder realizations over which the averaging is

perform ed).Second,use the following anzatsforthe in-

tersection point:

�(N 1;N 2)= w(N 1)� c(N 1)+ w(N 2)� c(N 2); (5)

where the weight function w(N ) is to be determ ined.

Bearing in m ind the slow convergence ofthe band edge

(/ N 1� �),weuse the following anzatsfor� c(N ):

� c(N )� �c(1 )+ bN
1� � + cN

� 
; N � 1 ; (6)

where the b,c,and  > � � 1 are �tting param eters.

Using the anzats(6)togetherwith Eqs.(5)and (6)and

expanding�(N � 1;N + 1)in seriesaboutN (atN � 1),

we �nd the weightfunction:w(N )= 1=2+ O (1=N �+ 1).

Further,forany given pairN 1 < N 2 (N 1;N 2 � 1)there
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existsthe size N ,such that� c(N )= �(N 1;N 2). M ak-

ing use ofthe latterequation togetherwith Eq.(6)and

keepingtheleading (non-zero)powerofsystem sizein all

expansions,we �nd the soughtN :

N =
21=p N 1 N 2

(N
p

1 + N
p

2)
1=p

; p = �� 1 : (7)

Thus, the intersection point of disorder-scaling curves

plotted fortwodi�erentsystem sizesN 1 < N 2 (N 1;N 2 �

1)yieldsthecriticaldisorderforan interm ediatesystem

sizeN asde�ned by Eq.(7).

W e further use Eq.(7)and intersection points ofthe

curvesin Fig.1 (LS data)and Fig.2 (PN data)to ob-

tain � c(N ). Figure 3 shows � c(N ) together with best

nonlinear�ts ofEq.(6)to the whole data sets (dashed

lines)and thebestlinear�tofE (N )given by Eq.(3)to

the three last PN-data points (solid line). The nonlin-

ear �ts give � c(1 ) = (10:97� 0:09)J for the LS data,

and � c(1 ) = (11:19 � 0:10)J for the whole PN data

set,while the linear �t ofE (N ) to the tailPN points

gives� c(1 )= (10:91� 0:17)J. The obtained valuesof

� c(1 ) agree wellwith each other. This con�rm s our

conjecturethatforlargesystem sizestheband edgesize

dependence provides the dom inant contribution to the

�nite size e�ects. Finally,the criticaldisorderis deter-

m ined as� c(1 )= (11:09� 0:21)J for�= 4=3.
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FIG .3: Critical disorder sizes scaling obtained from the

PN data (� ) and levelstatistics data (N). D ashed lines are

best �ts ofEq.(6) to the LS data (b = � 26:44,c = 824:16,

 = 0:70)and thePN data (b= � 21:61,c= 12:73, = 2:82).

Thesolid lineisthebestlinear�tofEq.(3)to thelastthree

PN data points:� c(N )= (1:52� 0:02)� E (N ).

Itshould benoticed that,despitethatboth m ethodsto

detecttheLDT arein good agreem ent,�nite sizee�ects

are m ore pronounced in the case ofanalysisofthe level

statistics.Forthesereasons,theproposed m ethod which

is based on the studies ofthe wave function statistics

appearsto be advantageous,at leastfor the considered

m odel.
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FIG .4: a) D isorder scaling ofthe relative PN uctuation

(theratioSD PN/M PN)for� = 3=2in thevicinity ofthejoint

intersection point at � c = 0. The curves are calculated for

twodi�erentsystem sizes(65536 and 8192)and averaged over

m ore than 5� 10
3
and 10

5
disorderrealizations respectively.

b)A blow up ofthe crossing atthe origin.

W e applied the sam e technique to analyze the local-

ization propertiesin the m arginalcase,� = 3=2,where

thestatesareexpected to belocalized weakly.21 Figure4

showsthe SDPN/M PN scaling curvesin the vicinity of

the only jointintersection pointthatappearsto be triv-

ial:� c = 0.SizescalingoftheratioM PN/N (seeFig.5)

revealsno transition too;allM PN/N size-scaling curves

fornon-zero m agnitudeofdisorderdecreasewith system

size,asthey do fora localized (orcritical)state. Thus,

nosignaturesoftheLDT can beobserved in them arginal

case,indicating thatallstatesarelocalized.

In sum m ary,we studied num erically the criticalprop-

ertiesofthe1D two-param etertight-binding m odelwith

diagonal disorder and non-random long-range interac-

tion, Jm n = J=jm � nj�, J > 0 and 1 < � � 3=2.

The transition pointwasdetected by m eansofthe level

and wavefunction statistics.W e used the conjecture on

the scale invariance ofthe distribution function ofthe

nearest-level spacing and the participation num ber at

criticality.W e �nd,in particular,thatthe criticalpoint

for�= 4=3is� c = (11:09� 0:21)J.In them arginalcase
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FIG .5: Size scaling ofthe ratio M PN/N calculated for� =

3=2and di�erentdisorderm agnitudes.Thin horizontaldotted

line isa guide forthe eye.

(� = 3=2),thatisanalogousto the standard 2D Ander-

son m odel,21 the only jointintersection pointis� c = 0,

indicating thatallstatesare localized fora �nite disor-

der.

W e dem onstrated that�nite size e�ectsare very pro-

nounced within theconsideredm odel.Levelstatisticsap-

pearsto bem orea�ected by thesee�ectsascom pared to

the participation num berstatistics. The dom inantcon-

tribution to �nite size e�ects is determ ined by the size

dependenceoftheband width.To obtain thecritialdis-

order,weusea reform ulated �nitesizescaling procedure

thatiscorrected forirrelevantsizedependencies.

To conclude,westressthatthescale-invarianceofthe

relative uctuation ofthe participation num berattran-

sition isa consequence ofcriticalwave function uctua-

tions. W e conjecture,therefore,thatthe analysisofthe

relativeuctuation oftheparticipation num berprovides

ageneraltooltom onitortheLDT.Theproposed m ethod

provesto work wellforthestandard 3D Anderson m odel

too.24 W e believe also that this property holds at the

m obility edge,allowing thereforeto m onitorthe latter.
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