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Despite considerable work on the energy-level and wavéifumstatistics of disordered quantum systems,
numerical studies of those statistics relevant for elecgi@ctron interactions in mesoscopic systems have been
lacking. We plug this gap by using a tight-binding model todst a wide variety of statistics for the two-
dimensional, disordered quantum system in the diffusigénre. Our results are in good agreement with ran-
dom matrix theory (or its extensions) for simple statissash as the probability distribution of energy levels
or spatial correlation of a wavefunction. However, we sdestantialdisagreement in several statistics which
involve both integrating over space and different energglke indicating that disordered systems are more com-
plex than previously thought. These are exactly the guastielevant to electron-electron interaction effects in
guantum dots; in fact, we apply these results to the Couldiatkhade, where we find altered spacings between
conductance peaks and wider spin distributions than toadilly expected.

PACS numbers: 73.21.-b,72.15.Rn,73.23.Hk,05.45.Mt

I. INTRODUCTION over different energy levels of matrix elements of the reald
(screened) interaction, each of which involves an intégmat

The interplay between electron-electron interactions an@Ver space. Here we particularly study statistics invavin
quantum interference has been a-theme in condensed mé&eth different energies and integration over space. We find
ter physics for the last two decadbs®* The Classic con- that these statistics deviate strongly from expectatiomh;
text is interaction effects in disordered systéMaMore re- ~ cating that disordered systems are more complex than previ-
cently, mesoscopic systems, such as quantund dotaetallic ogsly thogght. We mclude an analysis qf how these .rej\sults fit
nanoparticle$, have been intensively investigated; both dif- with previous experimental and theoretical regults, idirig

. . _— ! . i ; 16,2
fusive disordered and ballistic chaotic systems havevedei Calculations from the supersymmetriemodel- 2} We then
attention. apply our statistics to the Coulomb blockade problem. Param

seters of the study have been chosen for the greatest rekevanc
the single-particle wave-functions as one moves from level to the physical conditions of the Coulomb blockade in semi-

level, system to system, or in position space. It is welllesta conductor quantum dots.
lished that weakly disordered quantum systems, as welllas ba
listic chaotic ones, display universal statistical beba¥i
Universal here means that the properties do not depend on theWe wish to emphasize that the issue heradsthe exis-
microscopic details of the disorder, such as its spatialecor tence of a new regime of behavior but rathew character-
lation function. As the behavior is universal, it can be cap-istics in a regime that has been intensively studied for three
tured by relatively simple models. In fact, many propertiesdecades. To make this point, it is necessary to demonstgate b
are described well by random matrix theory (RMT); for thoseyond a shadow of a doubt that our calculations are performed
which involve the spatial behavior of wavefunctions, a sim-in the familiar regime of parameters. Thus, after explajnin
ple extension of RMT in which eigenstates are describgd as aur methodology in Section Il, we establish in Sectlon III,
superposition of random plane waves (RPW) is acclt®lé  for simple eigenfunction statistics, a general agreemeft w
In both computational and experimental results, for instan previous results. The comparison with previous work is by
the probability distribution of the spacing between adjgce no means exhaustive but rather serves to confirm the diffusiv
energy levels and the magnitude of the yugve.function at aature of our system and to demonstrate that we get agree-
single point closely match RMT predictiogé.'-1:“-1291'514‘1':1'*5;16 ment with RMT/RPW expectations for these well-researched
Complications arise as disorder increases and the wave funstatistics. The core of our paper lies in Section IV, where
tions become increasingly non-uniform spatially. Such syswe introduce energy correlation statistics that deparketiy
tems have been investigated extensively, including leedli  from current analytical predictions, thus demonstrating s
systemyu.lﬁ.lpwith wave functions confined to a small area of prising complexities underlying the disordered model,neve
the system. Diffusive systems of intermediate disordewegl for parameters that generate agreement with the simpls-stat
are of the greatest interest to mesoscopic physics; cornplextics investigated in Sectiob_:lll. The key numerical results
ties due_to incipient localization effects have also beedistl  are in Figs! 12 an{ 13. Secti¢n V contains a detailed com-
thered2! parison between our numerical results and the existing an-
Despite this recent interest, several of the eigenfunctiomlytic results obtained by the supersymmetrienodel and
statistics most relevant to problems in mesoscopic physicRMT/RPW methods. Finally, we explore the importance of
have never, as far as we know, been studied. The interathese energy correlation statistics in Secﬁ_(')_h VI, wheee th
tion contribution to the energy, for instance, involves sum new results are directly applied to the Coulomb blockade.

A key quantity in studying such effects is the statistics o
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II. METHODOLOGY adjust the hopping.amplitude in the Hamiltonian by using the
Peirels substitutiog$2?
All results in this paper were derived within the Anderson “ RAOdl:, o o
model, a standard model for describing disordered systéms. x)=) e ° ;A = ByR: (2)

The Anderson model employs a discrete lattice geometry,and . =~ . o
combines a “hopping” Hamiltonian with a set of uncorrelated ' Nis implies that one changes the hopping terms inxtaie-
on-site energies: rection according to

X X
H = dihij Vv  @Gihi+ 13+ 3 1dhij: (1) 1=) e

i i

i2 B Oya:’ 0 :) e iyaB =A ., (3)

_ _ ) _ wherea is the lattice constanta is the area of the system
In more than one dimension, the hopping componentincludeg, —2 is the number of lattice sites), ard is the magnetic
transitions to all nearest neighbors. For simplicity, wet@,  field in units of magnetic flux quanta through times the
the transition amplitude, and the lattice spacing, both equal gre of the system.
to 1. The s are uncorrelated from site to site, angv We analyze below both the = 0 case and a system with
are drawn from a uniform random distribution of width,  syfficient magnetic field to break time-reversal invariarig
which measures the disorder strength of the system. To treghalyzing trends as a function Bf, we determined tha = 6
a %q.z%netm field, the appropriate phase factor can be added {9 sufficient. The results in the presence of a magnetic field
V£

Our study concentrates on a two-dimensional rectangye applied to the Coulomb blockade problem.
gle of size164 264 with hard-wall boundaries. The large

size allows us to choose parameters such that the disorder is

weak but the mean free path is less than the system size; hard 1. SIMPLE STATISTICS: AGREEMENT WITH
wall boundary conditions are more appropriate for realisti RMT/RPW

guantum dots than other simple possibilities; and the asym-

metry breaks pseudo-degeneracies in the eigenband. Somegefore delving into relatively unexplored statistics, we

characteristics of other geometries, such as smallermsgste \yant 1o first determine the parameters corresponding to the
or periodic boundary conditions (corresponding to a tQrus)gigrysive regime and confirm that, for simple eigenfunction

are touched on where appropriate. __ statistics, our computations match previous analyticelran
Three main variables can be adjusted to control the physica},crical work. We do not carry out a comprehensive com-
regime: (i) the mean energy around which to draw statlsncs,parison with past results but rather present enough to con-

(ii) the disorder strength, aridi) the strength of any applied yincingly show that RMT augmented by RPW or perturbative
magnetic field. . . . ) techniques accounts for these properties, all as a pretude t
First, each fully diagonalized matrix in this study would ¢ gtriking disagreement presented in the next Section. Fo
producele4 264 eigenfunctions. Because of the largegimpicity, we start withs = 0 and study only eigenfunctions
size, computing constraints made it reasonable to analylge 0 i, the |ow-energy range most relevant to mesoscopic physics
eigenfunctions within a narrow band of eigenenergies, here begin by establishing the disorder strengthcorre-

expressed in terms of a *filling ratio.” This ratio indicates g,,nding to diffusivity. To do this, we consider the inverse
the position of the chosen band’s central eigenfunctiohén t participation ratio (IPR):

full eigenenergy band. The presented statistics are agdrag
over both the band’s many eigenfunctions and separate dis- . 5
order realizations. We analyze energy bands centereebat PR=2 J @fdr: (4)
and1=100filling, with band width about=100. The very low
energy in the second case was chosen to match physical quaw-is the area of the system, and we understand the inte-
tum dots, which typically contain only hundreds of elecgon gral to be taken as a discrete sum over lattice sites. The
As an added benefit, low energies result in a larger wavetengtiPR is closely linked to the degree of localization withireth
(k¢ a= 0:72and 0.35, so thaty 9a and18a, respectively), systerr24 and is inversely proportional to the volume in which
compensating for the somewhat arbitrary nature of a discretthe wavefunction is confined. Large IPR values thus corre-
geometry. spond to strongly localized states. It can be derived from
Second, the disorder strength of the system, measured assic RMT that the IPR for a time-reversal invariant system
W , has a profound effect on the system’s behavior. Our resultshould have a universal mean value of 3.0, with small varia-
will first demonstrate trends &5 is varied, and then focus on tions from this meagi2% Chaotic systems, and weakly disor-
specificw values. Very smaliv produces a semi-ballistic dered experimental systems, do show a meap of 3.0, with a
system, whereas very large produces localized eigenfunc- nearly symmetrical distribution around this vakié2PThe
tions. We are most interested in intermediate disorderclivhi mean IPR obtained by averaging over disorder realizatiaas h
yields a diffusive system. been extensively studied numerically for both two- andehre
Finally, we are also interested in the effect of a small mag-dimensional systerr@.-?‘PL?’:LLdzThe expectation is that the IPR
netic field, enough to break time reversal invariance but noshould remain roughly constant for disorder values in tifie di
enough to cause well-defined Landau levels, for instance. Ttusive regime, and then should rise sharply for greaterdao
add a magnetic field ° perpendicular to the system plane, we values in the localized regime.
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FIG. 1: The mean inverse participation ratio (IPR) as a fiamcof
disorder for two energies. The mean IPR increases withdispthe
plateau in the middle of each curve, most noticeable a5 filling,

corresponds to the diffusive regime. RMT predicts a unaderalue
of 3.0 (dotted line). The system isl@4 264 rectangle, aB = 0,

with 5 disorder realizations and about 400 different statssd in
each case.

Figure-'_i shows our results for the variatiortii#Ri against
disorder strength for both=25 and 1=100 filling. Note three
important features: IPR is consistently higher for the lowe

energy band, IPR rises with disorder strength, and the pat-
tern of this trend suggests three separate regimes of behav-

-+ Anderson Model
— Wigner-Dyson
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FIG. 2: (Color online) Probability density of the spacingveeen
neighboring energy levels. The calculated distributioasfued)
matches the Wigner surmise (solid) obtained from the oxdhat
ensemble of RMT. Both the mean and integral are normalizeld to
(Filling is 1=25 andB = 0.)

a diffusive regime:

1=25Filling : 24=w * 164 1800=W 2

=) 038 W 33 (6)
1=100Filing : 11:5=W 2 164 420=W 2

=) 026 W 16 (7

ior. Betweenw = 0: and 0.3, we see a saturating increaseThis confirms the choice af = 035 for 1=25 filling as be-

in both graphs; between = 03 and 0.5, we see a linear
trend, especially in the=25 case; and for highew values,

longing in the diffusive regime ¢ = 9a, ‘= 96a, Lyc
7200a), and prompts the choice @f = 0:35for 1=100filling

we see rapidly increasing behavior. It is reasonable to ext = 18a, ‘= 94a, L= 3400a).

pect these three statistically distinct regimes to cowadpat
least roughly, to the three physically relevant regimesnise
ballistic, diffusive, and localized. Figure 1 thus suggese

We can now begin to look at some of the basic statistics
of our diffusive system and compare them to RMT prediction
and experiment. For clarity, we will present only the>5fill-

can choosel = 02, 0.5 and 0.8 or higher as representativeing results in the zero magnetic field case to establish géner

values of these three regimes in the5filling case.

agreement, and then proceed to the lower energy when we add

For further verification that these disorder values corre-a magnetic field and begin to concentrate on the energy corre-
spond to the diffusive regime, we find the three characterislation statistics relevant to the Coulomb blockade problem

tic length scales for our system: the electron wavelength, t
mean free path, and the localization length, ... By com-
paring the size of the system, to these three lengths, the

One of the simplest and most comprehensively studied
statistics is the distribution of the spacing between ajac
energy levelsp (s).:Zi A basic result of RMT is thaP (s) is

various regimes are defined. In the diffusive regime one exvery well approximated by the classic Wigner surmise, given

pects

P YL ()
In the semi-ballistic regime, the system size is smallen tha
mean free path, while in the localized regime, the locailirat
length is smaller than the system size. -
According to calculations using the Born approximaﬁén,
at 1=25 filling, “=a = 24=w 2, and at1=100 filling, ‘=a =
115=W 2. ForL, we take the small side of the rectangles
164a. On the other hand, it is known that,. = cN g,
wherecis a constant found to be about R.4,, the number

Lpe:

of transverse channels in the system, is based solely on the

energy of the system, and is given®y, = kp L= . At 1=25
filling, N o, = 37; at 1=100 filling, N o, = 18. We can thus
calculate, for the two energy levels, the requiredvalues for

in the absence of a magnetic field by

2 _
P ()= —se °7%:

. ®)
Figure:_2 compares this prediction with our calculated eperg
spacing distribution. We see excellent agreement on at§ par
of the graph; the match is equally good fz¥100 filling, not
shown here.

Another well-studied statistic is the magnitude of the wave
function at a single point. In the absence of a magnetic field,
is expected to follow the classic Porter-Thomas distrt

1 _
PH)= p—=se “2;t= 3 @FA:

2 t
Both ballistic_chaotic. and weakly disordered systems show
this behaviordih1A13.14.15.263F he predicted IPR value of 3.0

)
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FIG. 3: (Color online) Probability distribution af § (r)F inthree ~ FIG. 4: Spatial correlation of the wave function in the dsffte
different regimes: semi-ballistic at = 02 (squares), diffusive at égime. The datafon () @+ r°)iis close to the random plane
W = 035 (circles), and localized at = 12 (pluses). In the diffusive  Wave result, especially for smaff. Filling is 1=25, w = 035, and
case, we see excellent agreement with the Porter-Thomaibais B = 0. To avoid boundary interference, we usedt 30 section
tion predicted by RMT. The integral of each curve is nornedizo ~ Of the rectangle centeree-4 of the side length from each boundary.
1. Filling is 1/25 ands = 0. (Because of the hard-wall boundary Correlations were measured in the x-direction from poiritaiwthis
condition, the probabilities were sampled on the inget of the  Section (y-direction correlations are identical).

rectangle.)

— Anderson Model
—- RPW Predictio

is derived by taking the appropriate moment of this Porter-
Thomas result. Note the general RMT prediction of approxi-
mately uniformly extended wave functions (in position ggac
such that large wave function amplitudes are exponentially
rare.

Figure:_3 displays our results for the probability distribu-
tion of 3 ()F in the three different regimes. We see excel-
lent agreement across the graph for the diffusive casehanot
indication that this system is truly diffusive. As we can see

Correlation

2

Y

from the figure, the higher the disorder vame the greater I \ \ \ | \ \

the prevalence of both very large and very sniallr) ¥ val- 0 5 10 15r' 20 25 80

ues, indicating the system is becoming more localized asxd le

uniform. FIG. 5. Spatial correlation of the square of the wave fumctio

To transition to system-wide eigenfunction characterssti the diffusive regime. Calculated results for® (r) * (c+ ) are

we first look at the spatial correlation statistic, the ctation ~ in reasonable agreement with the random plane wave respie- e
between sites separated by a certain distance: cially for r’ < 20. RMT predlc'ts that the correlation function should
rapidly approach 1. See Figu_rle 4 caption for parameters.

Correlaton= Ah () @+ )i (10)

2 H _ 2 2 2 0
Correlation = 2 @ "+ o) (1) The correlation should thus approach 0, and tiecorre-

. . ry ni .

Notice that the IPR is the value of the second correlationfun lation shlou:cd aﬂprg%ch 1 for Ia_rgé Flgdur(as_A anq.cf display

tion at r® = 0. RMT gives an overly simple prediction for our results for the diffusive regime, and show good agre¢men
: with the RPW predictions, especially in thecorrelation. At

these correlations: All off-diagonal terms are equivakemd ; ;
: ) o large distances, the correlations do appear to converdgeto t
have a value consistent with normalization of the wave func-

tion. A much more useful prediction can be obtained frome)épcegstgd values, although we note visible discrepancitein
Berry's idea thata wavefunction of a chaotic system can be de The fi|.’1al characteristic we wish to consider before movin
scribed as a random superposition of plane waves of the same L X ) ; ; . o 9
wavenumber but different propagating directd9d/ Random to statistics myolvmg different eigenfunctions is theriiis-
plane wave (RPW) madeling gives predictions for both cor-tribution. Previously, we touched on the mean IPR values for

relation functions abowds3®which agreg with the perturba- different parameters, but Figd_r:g 6 (_jisplays a histograrﬁ’ﬁtf I
tion theory results for the diffusive regirﬁéﬂp values for specific system realizations. As disorder irsgea

across the three regimes, we see four important effects: the
B 05 0 distribution gets wider and increasingly asymmetricald an
=) e Jo ke I3 (12) both the median and mode IPR values increase. In the dif-
2 o) 142 2FF 326k 199 (13)  fusive regime, the distribution is Gaussian-like near itsxm
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FIG. 6: Distribution of the inverse participation ratio RPfor the FIG. 7: The mean of thet ;; as a function of disorder strength.
three different regimes (semi-ballisticiat = 02, diffusive atw = When averaged over all wave functions in our energy winddw (c
05, and localized atv = 12). At low disorder, the RMT/RPW  cles), the mean rises roughly quadratically with incregslisorder
prediction of a thin, Gaussian distribution is met. Withresing  strength from 1, the RMT value. In contrast, for consecuginergy
disorder, and even in the diffusive regime, the distringibecome  |evels (= §j 1, squares), the mean is suppressed below 1 at weak
clearly asymmetric and increasingly wide. The integralamech  disorder and shows evidence of the three regimes. (Fivediiso
curve is normalized to 1.1E25 filling with B = 0.) realizations wittB = 0.)

N OF DIFFERENT WAVE FUNCTIONS:

. . . V. CORRELATIO
imum (as it should be.given the smallness of the cumulantd DISAGREEMENT

beyond the second oz?é‘?), but the tails are clearly asym-
metrical. In the large IPR tail, we find that the data follow an ) o ) ) ) )
exponential distribution with a decay rate'ofg 0 (obtained ~ The spatial similarity of different eigenfunctions is cru-
from fitting values larger than 3.4). ‘Such an exponential decially linked to electron-electron interactions and so he t
cay is expected from calculations using the supersymmetrigtatistics of quantum dots in the Coulomb blockade regime.

-model2}2i% For our parameters, the predicted decay rate®l! data_presented in this section are based on the quantity
is * 9:4 [see e.g. Eq. (3.92) in Ref. 21]. Considering that in} 15, defined as
our case* < L while the -model is valid for* L, we Z
find the good agreement between thenodel rgsult and our Miy=2a 3:0F7;0F (14)
observation above to be another demonstration of the univer
e I el Yuneresand abel aiferent sigenunctons , s e

) ) . sures the system-wide, spatial correspondence between two
for the magnitude and variance of the IPR in the context of the . : : e o
correlation between different wavefunctions. glgenfunct|ons in aspgmﬂc d|sorpler reallz_atlon. Noterha
) ] o is the IPR, discussed in the previous section.

We have now considered five separate statistics of vary- RMT predicts no correlation between different eigenfunc-
ing complexity in the diffusive regime. Energy level spac-tionsinthex ! 1 limit. In this case of uncorrelated unifor-
ing, probability distribution at a point, and the two sphtia mity, and within the Weyl approximation
correlation statistics all are in excellent agreement \RIHT

and RPW predictions. We note, however, that the latter three hj;@Ffi’ 1=A ; (15)
statistics depend on individual sites alone and not system-

wide, or global, characteristics. IPR, a global statiEms meanM ;; should equal 1.0 for all 6 3, the statistics of the
at this level to be within the general framework of expecta-M ;; should be independent afor 5, and there should be no
tions. correlation between different ;5. This section demonstrates

The establishment of this agreement serves two ends: justibat these basic predictions of RMT and its simple exterssion
fication that we are dealing with an authentic diffusive sys-(such as RPW) are not metin our diffusive system.
tem of most relevance to mesoscopic physics, and confir-
mation that we are getting results for simple statisticd tha
match previous work as well as analytical predictions. The A. B = 0: Time-reversal invariant
latter demonstrates explicitly that the unexpected and-com
plex correlations to be encountered in the next Section are We begin by studying! ;5 in the simpler zero-field case.
perfectly consistent with the simple and well-analyzed&n Figure:j shows the trend in ;5 against disorder strength ,
eigenfunction statistics familiar in disordered modelsj a0  and also compares the average (on hioéimd 5, in addition
are likely to have wide application in disordered quantumto disorder) for alli 6 jin the band with the average (on
physics. and disorder) for consecutive eigenfunctions. In all cages



mearM ;5 appears to converge to 1 for very low values, but 115 _ |
. -- Semi-ballistic, W = 0.2

. . . . .
are consistently higher elsewhere. As in Figure 1 which show 8  Diffusive, W = 0.5

IPR as a function ofv , M ;; rises with increasing disorder,
and does so rapidly for consecutive eigenfunctions=aoo
filling. Again mirroring the IPR dependencs, ;5 is higher

at the lower energy and rises sluggishlyLaps filling. Note
that for both energy levels the points at which the plots for
consecutive and totad ;5 cross are near the chosen values for
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diffusivity: w = 0:35for 1=100filling andw = 0:5for 1=25
filling. Finally, we note that calculations for a torus (pmtic 1,
boundaries in each direction) yielded a mean significantly v
closer to 1.0 for most parameters. 0

One remarkable feature of Fig. 7 is that the mean (over dis-
order andj) of M ;5 for consecutive eigenvalues- j 1is
substantially different from the result obtained by furthe-
eraging this quantity over the indeéximplying some degree
of disorder and energy dependent correlatlipns between t
eigenfunction. To investigate this further, Fiy. 8 plotsane clarity. The mean increases with, and the effect is magnified for

M 3 againsty . i, indicating the corrglation’s d.ependence ONcjose eigenfunctions. Note that the curve for the diffusiystem is
the nearness in energy of the two eigenfunctions. We guessarly flat. (=25 filling with B = 0.)

from Figure':B that the points of intersection in Figure 7 rep-
resent the disorder levels at whiweh;; is approximately con-

stant against the difference irand 5, which we thus presume R, .
to be a characteristic of diffusive systems. In comparitios,
semi-ballistic system displays a slightly negative catieh  model investigationg}2t Let us furthermore assume that the
for close energies and positive correlation for for dis&mer-  perturbationv = H, couples the ;to the ¢ with ma-
gies. The localized system has a stronger positive coioalat trix elements whose typical magnitugés large compared to
for close energies—states which are nearby in energy tend e mean level spacing but small enough in terms of the
overlap in space—which decreases as the energy differenegergy spacing of the, that these latter remain essentially
increases. Note that this is exactly the opposite of the-welldecoupled.

known trend in the strongly localized case: whep. L, In such a circumstance, we can model the eigenstates

states that are close in energy tend to occupy differens part of the full Hamiltoniana near the energy; of ’ ; using a
the sampléﬁ'.w It is quite surprising that modest changes in resonant level model, implying that

W could so drastically change how energy correlation oper-
ates in a system, going from increasing with energy diffeeen

to staying constant to decreasing and presumably back to in- ) ) i
creasing in the strong localization limit. Here, {**°is a delocalized wavefunction orthogonal‘tg

We cannot, at this time, claim that we understand the origirﬁqnsdonnoé naencstsr?earslmgl(%ie;gs)ftivielil?nfclzl:igrl:(a“ng ?g?vr\]/til(;}tlhm
of the energy correlation between the wave |funct|ons Ieg_adln vdéscribes the envelope of the resonancel The resonance
to the behavior observed for tive:;'s in Figurei8. In analytic ontains aporoximativel _ _ levels. and ﬁormaliza-
treatments, the energy scale known as the Thouless enerﬁgn imposgg that Withinb:hrzsr_eso_nance (i’e for )

H - 1 H = = . - l )

e o ! 20 1 ..slrgesnoudh enormalzaion factr

: e . ajis notvery far from one, and we shall drop it from now on.
diffuse across the whole system. In both supersym_metrlc 1” Eq. (ié)yis a good model for the eigenstgtes;{ohear the
model and RML/EPngproadchesc;fthe efxpectatlon :js_f‘;hat threesonan(fe— we see that, in this region of energy, the eneélop
meanM ;3 would be independent j for energy differ- AN S : '
ences less thanr,, and then approach 1 rapidly as a powertheM 15 Should be given by (neglecting terms of ordex! ..)
law, / 1=G 37 [see e.g. Eq. (3.84) in Ref, 21]. This is VE2 (.
clearly not the case in our data! We would like however to t ’

mention that, from a qualitative point of view, the observedif pRr. is not negligible compared to 2, such an expres-

energy correlation would be compatible with the existerfce Osjon provides a mechanism for increasing the mean value of
a relatively small number dbcalized resonances. M 15, and furthermore would explain that this enhancement is
What we mean by a localized resonance is, in a veryarger if i and j are close in energy since this increases the
schematic way, what would result from the following picture probability that they belong to the same resonance.
Assume one can define an approximationof the Anderson In the case of a torus (periodic boundary conditions), we
Hamiltonian Eq. :f.l) such that the eigenstatesigfcan be found that the enhancement of tie;;’s is smaller. We in-
divided in two classes: a vast majority of delocalized state terpret this as implying that the localized resonances @k p
9, and a smaller number of very localized statesuch that erentially created near the hard wall boundaries of the sys-

! \
150 200

FIG. 8: (Color online) The dependence of mean; on the spacing
between the two states for the three different regimes ¢satfistic
haéw = 02, diffusive atw = 035, and localized av = 0:8). The
point at whichj  i= 0, corresponding to the IPR, is omitted for

1. In fact, states which are in some sense “anoma-
lously localized” arg-known to exist from supersymmetric

i=a P+ E (4 (16)

1) i1

9% iji’ 1+ f2(i ]_)]:PR'l : (17)



1 _ _ now consider a situation where a magnetic field is applied,
RN N iﬁg E:”:zg effectively suppressing the time reversal invariance efsys-
' \ 1/100 F””ﬁg tem. For the Coulomb blockade, we should like to choose
; 3 — Wigner-Dyson a system in the diffusive regime containing a few hundred
/ electron. These considerations lead us to pick the follgwin
parameters:1=100 filling corresponding to about level 400;
, B=6 W = 0:35; andB = 6, the field strength at which the statis-
R tics indicating broken time-invariance appear to levelasffa
function of B. We also wish to supplement this system with
data for an intermediate energy range. Thus, three such sys-
tems will be investigated: Our favored systemiatoo filling
05— 0\5 \ ‘1 \ 1\5 \ \2 ———— and_W = 0:35; a system al=25 filling andw = 05, for com-
' Level Spacing ' parison with thes = 0 case; and an intermediate system at
1=75filling andw = 0:5.
FIG. 9: (Co|or on“ne) Energy level Spacing distributiona'rrnag_ Our firSt concern iS to estab"sh that th(? three SyStemS W|th
netic field large enough to break time-reversal symmetry’ ¢6  non-zero magnetic field are diffusive. Figute 9 plots each sy
through2 a). The curves at three different energies, all in the tem’s energy level spacing distribution along with the vale
diffusive regime, match the corresponding Wigner surmfseMT Wigner surmise (GUE for broken time-reversal invariance).
(solid). Both the mean and integral are normalized to 1. We see excellent agreement in all three cases, an indication
of diffusivity. In addition, note that the discussion of tgh-
scales — mean free path, system size, and localizatiorhlengt
tem; this is actually the region where we see the first loedliz in Section!ll holds unchanged for the weak field considered,
states appear as disorder is further increased. and so suggests diffusivity in each of our three cases. Eurth
To finish this subsection, we comment briefly on two points.more, simple statistics like IPR and probability distribut
First, we mention that one statistic that may help explaneo (not shown) match RMT-based predictions reasonably well.
features of1 1 is the correlation of the wave-functionwith the A final confirmation is assurance that the cyclotron radius,
disorder configuration of the system, defined as

P(Level Spacing)
7

X , (19)
Cj = 3 (r)

r

R.= 5
@©); (18) B 2
is much larger than the system. Indeed, findiagfrom the

where () is the on-site disorder atanda is the area of the dispersion relation yields & = 6
system. Our computational results demonstrate that this di

1
A

order correlation, negative (for filling smaller than onéfha Rc (1=25Filling) = 830
for all w values, is proportional to the square of the disor- R. (1=75Filling) = 490 (20)
der strength and, in fact, matches the value derived from per R. (1=100Filing) = 400 ;

turbation theory. Since individual wave-functions in a-spe

cific system are correlated to the same disorder configuratio 4 considerably larger than the system size (264) or thexmea
they will be correlated to one another. It should be stressedree path. We can thus be reasonably assured of diffusivity i
however, that the amount of correlation thus induced is muchyese three systems.

smaller than that seen in _meij data. L _ Figure!1b displayst ;; data against closeness of energy for
We finally note in passing that several statistics show perig,r fayored1=100 filling system: the mean and median are
odic structure as a function of energy. The mean IPR and dissgmpared as well as the standard deviation. All three plots
order correlation, for example, show small oscillatoreets 5y g characteristic shape: a rapid rise ag decreases from
when plotted against eigenfunction number. As the trenels arg, 4t 50 to 3 followed by a tiny dip from about 3 to 1. As
more prominentin the torus or smaller systems, they are mogf,e nattern is closest in form to the slightly localized= 0
likely due to periodic orbit effects. However, persistente  oqe it is possible that the application of a magnetic fiedgt m
this odd behavior when the smallest period is about fourdime o strengthening prelocalization effects. However, thisit
the mean free path, suggests some extra relationship may if5rm holds at non-zero magnetic field even for weak disor-
fluence how wave-functions at specific energies interact. ~ 4q, (not shown), discrediting the notion that we are seeing
genuine localization at these parameters. Note that th& mea
M ;5 is consistently higher than the median, and significantly
B. B 6 0: Broken time-reversal symmetry larger for close energies. Indeed, the distributionvof; is
strongly asymmetrical for closg 5, and increasingly Gaus-
Because we want to eventually study interaction effects irsian for more distant eigenfunctions. As for the= 0 case,
the Coulomb blockade regime, and for these latter the discushe observed energy dependence in the mean and distribution
sion of the zero magnetic field case is made mare complicatedf M ;; are neither seen in nor expected from analytic results
by the partial screening of the Cooper charffSlwe shall  to date.
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FIG. 10: (Color online) Mean, median, and standard dewiatib

M i5 as afunction of the spacing between the two states. Thefstale FIG. 11: Covariance aff ,; andM ;5 (distincth, i, j) in three dif-

the standard deviation is on the right, and the pgintiis omitted for ~ fusive cases as a function of the spacing betweandh, averaged

clarity. The similarity in form of the mean and the standagdidtion, ~ over all j in the energy window. For clarity, the first ten points in

as well as the increasing disparity between mean and medtan w each plot are shown intact, whereas the remaining points\ae

closeness in energy, are striking=(00 filling, w = 0:35, B = 6.) aged in groups of ten. Note the qualitative difference-=a5 filling
between the zero-field argl= 6 cases.

C. Interaction Terms .
for the lower-energy case. Aspects of the behavior of the co-

variance of the1 ;; beyond RMT can, no daubt, be captured

with the supersymmetric-model approacki® however, we

are not aware of any results along these lines at this time.
Figure]12 depicts the resulting root-mean-square ofi]

as a function oh, averaged for allj in the energy band. All

four systems considered in this paper are shown, and the quan

titative and qualitative differences between them arerclea

where theM ;5 average (over disorder) subtracted from eachth[E] tl)ecomes much (:)?rgex‘tm I_OVZOf(')"'ng Ca.setsh' ma%nl?)/ due
M i is calculated from the same system parameters and eige[’ﬁ:Z e larger variance o1 ;5. Aln= 400, F'; h]in thes '
functions. Note thak ;; depends on the eigenstate indides 1=25 filing case is rising more rapidly W.mn th{:\n the zero

o 1] . I field case because of the positive co-variance in the former.
and j. The disorder average @f; is thus O, by definition.

o . - . .~ . Allfour cases are noticeably different from the usual expec
The specific term mchludet()j n tlhe peak spacw(ljg ca:;::JIatc;on I?ation for the behavior of - [n]y The expectation from RME)I'
F4+10]1  Fyh), whereby a larger magnitude will lead to I ) ) .

. ; L2 . and random plane wave considerations is thai for differ-
wider peak spacing and spin distributions. We are thus-lnterent states negrby in energy are uncorrelated gf’ld have tlee sam
est2ed n theL;)ot-mean-square(ij_-+11=2&1] FspD givenby o iance. Thusyar € ; h]) increases linearly at smallas un-
€5, b1+ FiR] 2F5 . bF;R). As we show below,  correjated variables are added. However, the RMT modeling

this quantity is dominated by thzej2 h1terms, particularly in s only expected to apply up toE;;= E;  E; of order the

The M ;5 enter directly into interaction terms for the
Coulomb blockade peak spacing through defined as

Fihl= M My (21)

i=j n

the higher-energy systems. Thouless energy ¢, = hD =A . BeyondE 1 ,,, one can distin-
A quick calculation shows that > h]component is a sum  guish in principle two energy rang‘ﬁ$eparated by the elastic
of n variance terms anth?>  n)=2 co-variance terms: scattering time : (i) a first energy ranger, < Ei5 < h=
corresponding to diffusive motion unaffected by the bound-
%1 %2 %1 aries, and (ilh= < E which is associated with the ballis-
FJZ hl= varg iy) + 2 COVM n4; M i5): tic part of the dynamics.
=3 n h=3 n i=h+1 It is usually thought that the second of these energy ranges

(22)  will be associated with theaturation of mesoscopic fluctu-
We plot the square root of va(;;) againstj  ifor 1=100  ations. To understand the origin of this thinking, consider
filing in Figure}10. Note once again the striking energy de-quantity similar toF ; p]but significantly simpler to analyze:
pendence. As a precursor to thé h]data, the co-variance

statistics are presented in Figyre 11 as a functiot of h. %1
Note the qualitative difference between the- 0 andB = 6 N;yhl@) = jimf 1=A (23)
cases in that the co-variance is negative without an applied =3 n

magnetic field and positive with one. We have as yet no ex-

planation for this difference. Another important featigé¢hiat ~ The magnitude of the fluctuations §f; h1() can be shown
the finite magnetic field co-variance is constant (thoughHma to be related to the probability of return of a trajectoryt® i
fornearly alli h. Finally, the co-variance is noticeably larger original pointr. However, the elastic time sets a minimum
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FIG. 12: (Color online) Standard deviation ®f (] for all four dif- FIG. 13: (Color online) The root-mean-square®f. ; h] F;hl)

fusive systems, averaged over alh the energy window. The mag- for all four diffusive systems, averaged over #ih the energy win-

nitude is surprisingly large. Predictions that ] would quickly  dow. This quantity is directly relevant to Coulomb blockamzak

saturate are not met; this is seen most clearly in the preseha  spacing, Although similar to those in Figure 12, the curvesret

magnetic field where the increase is roughly linear even=a#00. simply” 2rms(; ) because of correlations between . hland
F;hlthat are largest at low energy. As in Figyre 12, the magnitude
is surprisingly large.

time before which no trajectory can return. As a consequence

no fluctuations are added by the energy range < Ei;.

In the same way, it seems natural to expect that any mesoery lowest eigenfunctions in the system. The most importan
scopic fluctuation would saturate for energy larger than.  feature of Figuré 13, however, is the sheer size of the Cobllom
The systems we are investigating furthermore have been chtlockade-relevant statistic, even at high energies. Whdea
sen in such a way that the elastic mean free patmot much  to the peak spacing calculation, a statistic on the order of 1
smaller than the size, of the rectangle. As a consequence,cannot help but cause major changes to system behavior.
the Thouless energy is not very different from the scale. The end result of this section has been to demonstrate com-

Thus, what we expectto see is a linear rise of the variance gflex, unexpected behavior in the energy correlations dddif
F; ], followed by a saturation whenE;; reaches an energy sive wavefunctions, behavior that we will demonstrate has a
not much larger than the Thouless energy. This would alsenajor effect on the statistics of the Coulomb blockade.
be the expected behavior for a ballistic system, providesl on
defines the Thouless energy Bg, = h=t; wheret; is the
time of flight across system. For the parameters used here, th
value ofn at which we expect to see saturation,,, is 20-45
for 1/25 filling and 10-25 for 1/100 filling. We pause briefly from our main development to compare

What we observe, however, is a continued fiseall n, our results for thev ;5 to existing analytic results, particu-
particularly with the inclusion of a magnetic field. In thesea larly those from supersymmetricmod 12td?and random
of 1=100 filling, we are near the bottom of the band, and theplane wavé! calculations. The guantities we focus on are the
sum inF 5 ] provides a good estimate for summing over all mean and standard deviation of the IPR and off-diagenal
the filled levels. Note that the continued linear increase ofThese are given in the first six lines of Table | for our stan-
the standard deviation in tfee ¢ 0 cases requires correlation dard four cases. Our interest, in particular, is in the dea
among thev ;5. of these values from the universal values obtained in the sim

The only component not yet considered is the mean oplest RMT — namely, that the mean should be integeg,(or
Fi.1 0] Fh] which one might expectto be about as large as3 depending on the case) and the standard deviation should be
sz ] thereby making vaF ;. 1 h] Fy 1)) small. Although 0. We also give in the table the values foy 415]and the co-
the statistic does similarly rise with it turns out to be consid- variance, the quantities showing the most unexpectedtsesul
erably smaller tham 2} in both the1=25 and1=100 cases = No comparison of these will be made to analytic results, how-
with magnetic field, this component reaches about one-fifth oever, because no such results exist.
the value oﬁ?j2 [n]_fgr the largesh. There are two caveats that one should bear in mind in mak-

Finally, Figure;18 depicts the quantity directly relevamt f ing a comparison between the analytic results and our data.
the Coulomb blockade peak spacing calculation, the rootFirst, the analytic results are primarily for eigenfunagahat
mean-square ofF s, 1 h]  Fyh]), averaged for allj in are close by in energy, within ., of each other. There are
the spectrum. Showing remarkable similarity to the plot forno previous results, as far as we know, for our main finding

5 ) alone, including the order of magnitude, Fngr_é 13thatF (n) grows for largen because of correlations between
contains odd features at the end of the75 and 1=100 fill- eigenstates widely separated in energy. The second caveat i
ing plots that could either be noise caused by fewer eigenthat the -model results are obtained in a somewhat different
functions being considered or real system effectsinvgltfie  regime from our numerics: themodel assumes L while

V.  COMPARISON TO ANALYTIC RESULTS
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Statistic || 1=25 Filling, B = 0] 1=25 Filling, B = 6]1=75 Filling, B = 6/1=100 Filling, B = 6|
Mean IPR 3.12 2.14 2.36 2.29
Meanm ; 1. 1.04 1.05 111 1.09
Mean 1.03 1.03 1.06 1.05
(IPR) 0.129 0.082 0.197 0.203
M5 1) 0.053 0.039 0.097 0.092
0 55) 0.044 0.026 0.056 0.053
rms@ ; 415]) 0.67 0.89 N/A 2.42
IMSE 5. 1 B15] F; B15) 0.93 1.10 N/A 2.07
Mean covit 1 ;M i3) 28 10° 31 10° 29 10° 28 10°
Mean corm ;M i5) 0:0016 0.0055 0.0097 0.0106

TABLE I: The energy correlation statistics most relevanteéal mesoscopic systems are displayed for the four systensdered in this
paper. In comparing system behavior, recall thatithe0o filling system is at a lowew value (0.35 compared to 0.5) than the other systems,
which was done to ensure it was diffusive. To see the effetdwéring energy while keeping the disorder value constamné, can compare
1=25 and1=75 filling. Note also the marked differences between the zedoram-zero magnetic field cases at constant energy.

for our numerical results < 1. For the mean, the-model yieIdE#

The analytic approaches predict that three trends should be HPR i 3 B e s 1
present in the data. First, the energy dependence: the-devia —— 20 ~_ 3. 0#38-0 =, (26)
tions from simplest RMT should be proportional to the square hPRizso 2 Micylse0 1

root of the fiIIing?i'f‘:L For our data, then, the deviations in | qur data, however, the deviations in the mean are approx-
the 1=100-filling column should be twice those at25-illing  jmately independent of magnetic field. For the fluctuations,
(both atB = 6). We see that for the mean, this is certainly thethgse of the IPR are expected to be larger by a factor of 3 in
case. For the standard dewqtlon, the ratio ranges fmn‘or ~ the presence of time-reversal symmé’tffw.Ve see a factor of
the IPR to2:0 for the far-off-diagonal case. Thus, this trend is 1 6 in our data. Thus there is a striking disagreement betwee
quite reasonably obeyed by our data. the -model treatment and our numerics in terms of the effect
Second, in the analytic approaches, the statistics of tRe IP of 3 weak magnetic field.
M i, is simply related to the statistics of the off-diagonatisr 1o summarize our results with regard to the trends, some of
M 5. FFor the mean of the distribution, themodel approach  the analytic predictions are seen in our data but othersaire n

yield the energy dependence checks, the behavior of the IPR com-
pared to off-diagonal terms is mixed, and, most strikintjig,
hPRi-o 3 _ 3. HPRizso 2 _ 5. (24) expected effects of breaking time-reversal symmetry ase ju
Migyip-0 1 " M ieiise0 1 ) not seen in the data. With regard to the latter, we emphasize

that the simpler effects of breaking time-reversal symyetr
OurB = 0 datais in good agreement with this result, for bothsuch as the change in level spacing distribution or distidbu
the nearest neighbor valuegi 1) and the far-off-diagonal of § ()%, are certainly seen in our data, so the discrepancy
termsM ;5. Note however that the ratio for o = 6 data  here is not simply a matter of having applied too weak a field.
differs sharply from the above: for nearest neighborsthiera  To make a more exacting comparison of the data and ana-
is about 3 and increases to 5 or 6 for the far-off-diagonadéer  |ytic results, we now compare the absolute magnitude of the
Turning to the standard deviation of the distribution, ¢hare  deviation of the mean and the variance of the distribution. |

no -model results, but the RPW approach yiélds order to do this, we need to first settle on a valuedpthe
dimensionless conductance, which is the main parameter con
IMS@PR)g-0 _P—- TIMST®PR)ss0 _ 2:  (25) trolling the expansion in the -model results. Standard ex-
rMSM™ i y)=0 " rmsM i §)s s o ) pressions exist for the conductange in the strongly dif-

fusive limit (° L) as well as forg,.y, the ballistic con-

Good agreementis obtained for both of these ratios in the casiuctance { L) assuming random scattering on the bound-
of nearest neighbor terms; ;; 1, but the far-off-diagonal aries. For our parameters we find at 1/25 filligg = 36
terms show smaller fluctuations and so are not in agreemendndg, .= 16 while at 1/100 filling the values arg; = 16
Overall, then, the agreement between our data and this aBndqg,.;= 7:9. Our system is intermediate between these two
alytic trend is mixed: the results for the mean at zero fieldimits. Surely the conductance cannot be larger than as
and the fluctuation of the nearest-neighbor terms is godd, buhis is the fundamental bound coming from the finiteness of
those for the mean at non-zero field and the fluctuation of farthe system. In fact, as a function of system gSizehile keep-
off-diagonal terms is poor. ing other parameters constant, the conductance should cros

The third predicted trend is, of course, the relation betwee over fromg,.1; / L to the valuegy; which is independent of
the results at zero magnetic field and those at non-zero field.. As our system is clearly in this cross-over region, use of
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an interpolation formula appears necessary. We use the sim- The peak spacing, with which we are most concerned here,
plest such formulag, * = g,," + g,_. Thus the conductance is proportional to the second difference of the ground state
values we use arg. = 11 for 1/25 filling andg. = 53 for  energy with respect to electron numixer
1/100 filling. -

With these values fog. , the -model expressioBin the By Eg® + 1)+ Eqe® 1) 2BE.MN); (29)
diffusive limit are easily evaluated. As the trends haverbee
discussed above in detail, we give only a few representativéhich varies because of changing interaction effects as ele
values here. In the absence of time-reversal symmetry, w&ons are added and produces a peak spacing distributien. Th

find simplest model of this distribution results from writingeth
ground state energy as the sum of the classical charging en-
HPRi = 0:044; rms(IPR)= 0:084 (27) ergy and the energies of the occupied single particle states
known as the constant-interaction (Cl) model. The ground
at 1=25 filling and state energy in this model can therefore be written in terins o
the occupation numbers and one particle energiesas
HPRi 2= 0:096; rms(IPR)= 0:18 (28) X
ESI = (N e)2=2C + n; i (30)
at 1=100 filling. Comparing with the Table, we see that for i

the fluctuations the numerical data are in good agreemeint wit _ )
the diffusive -model results. In contrast, the deviation of the Wheren; = 1fortheN lowest orbitals and zero otherwise.

mean IPR from the RMT value is rather far off from the As a consequence, one gets the simple prediction
model predictions above. It is curious that once the scading

SN Ey = &= foroddn ;
done to change these values to those appropriate in the pres- N ’

ence of time-reversal symmetry [E§.{(26)], the fluctuatiares By = &=C + (y-p+1 n=2) forevenn: (31)
not in agreement while the mean value of the IPR is.

To summarize this section, we saw that there is already fof he drastic odd/even difference is a quantum effect rewgilti
the M ; statistics some substantial differences between oufrom the spin of the electron.
computational result and extensions of random matrix theor ~Although to our knowledge no quantum dot experiment has
viathe -model. Some of these differences are merely quanbeen conducted in the low-temperature, diffusive regirtes re
titative, and might be explained by the fact that the reginee w vant to our study, all but one of the experimental results pro
consider, where the mean free path is of order the system sizéuced so far for quantum dots show a marked disagreement
is not the one typically considered inmodel calculations. With the predictian in Eq,(31) (for a recent discussion seé R
Other differences, such as the existence of correlationmgm #&14: the exceptiaff is the case of a quantum dot formed from

theM ;; are qualitative, and thus less expected. a carbon nanotube). They show a wider peak spacing distri-
The second kind of “integrated” statistics that we have Conbuuon and the lack of a pronounced odd/even effect. This has

sidered concerns tth,S, which involve a further summation made it clear that the effect of the residual screened ictiera

over states. For these quantities, we are not aware of ary andetween electrons is important in the description of Collom
lytic results. The fluctuations of the;’s show, however, (see Plockade experiments. A simplified but reasonably good ap-
Fig. 13) an absence of saturation which is in total contradicProximation for this residual interaction is a zero-rangjeut-

tion with intuition developed for simpler quantities. sive potential
All these differences suggest that disordered quantum sys- 23
tems may be a tougher nut to crack than previously thought. Ve = TS) r B (32)
0
VI. APPLICATION TO THE COULOMB BLOCKADE with 0(2) the total density of states (including spins) and

a parameter that can be taken as the Fermi liquid parameter

A major way to probe the energy properties of electrons info(a). We consider a case with moderate interactions: the value
a disordered mediais by Constraining groups of electromas in of Ts, the usual parameter to characterize the Strength of inter-
quantum dot and studying the electrical transport of intfivi actions in an electron gas, is 1.5. For this value, MontecCarl
ual electrons across the dot. The electrostatic chargiegggn calculationg! give £ 7 04, and we shall use this value of
being large, the dot is usually constrained to remain with aJs in what follows.
fixed number of electrons, which prevents current to flow at It is known that in the absence of magnetic field, per-
small bias voltage. This Coulomb blockade effect is essenturbative calculations in this residual interaction shibirl-
tially classical, and allows an applied gate voltageto be  clude higher order terms (the so called Cooper channel)fwhic
adjusted so that the energy forelectrons is the same as that makes the discussion significantly more invoNidwe shall
for N + 1, thereby inducing a finite conductance. The con-therefore restrict ourselves to the discussion of non-zerg-
ductance through the dot as a functionsgftherefore formsa netic field, for which a first order perturbation calculatisn
series of sharp peaks, the height and position of which emcodappropriate. In that case, the eigenstates are still Stter
information about the dot’s ground stdfe. terminants characterized by occupation numbers= 0;1.
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0.2 FIG. 15: (Color online) Spin distributions for the three tgyss with
0 B = 6 flux quanta andis = 0:4. Note that the average net spin

increases as energy is lowered, and everas filling, a spin of 1 is
Peak Spacing more likely than a spin of 0. The demonstrated spins are narget
than are predicted in most theories.

FIG. 14: (Color online) Peak spacing distributions for theee sys-
tems withB = 6 flux quanta andis = 0:4. The integral under both
the odd and even curve is normalized to 1, and both curvehdireds

left a distanceds, as is customary. Note the wide spacing distribu- Ths the surprisingly large variance in both the’'s and
! J

g(c)jg’/et\t;:nd:f?éitssgljlri]n?:frégiigdld gealgiaetn?gg g;]eer'acﬁe(;:a; SIONG £ 's may contribute greatly.to the wider-than-expected peak
' gly app 9y ' spacing distribution observéhexperimentally.

. ) o - To confirm this, we applied the same eigenfunctions
Noting that for a zero-range interaction like Efj.i(32) the ex gleaned for the previous sections directly to a Coulomblbloc
change term exactly compensates the direct one for same spie calculation. All of the applied eigenfunctions havekero
electrons, their energy is given I by, 1= Ecibhs; 1+ time-reversal symmetry and the interaction strength used i
Erihi JWhereE.;h;; Jis the constantinteraction contribu- 5 — 9.4, We show both the peak spacing distribution (Fig-
tion Eq. {30) and ure}14) and net spin of the system (Figlire 15) for all three of
7. X our relevant models.

S
Eribhy; 1= > ni; ny; oM 45 : (33)

B 6 0 The CI+RMT model, in comparison to Figu[é_: 14, shows

a total concentration at zero for odd and an asymmetric
is the residual interaction correction. For a given set a on Wigner-Dyson-type distribution from about 0 to 1 for even
particle energies; and wavefunctions ; (thus fixing the N . Other models, such as those relymg.on density functlongl
M ;5), the ground state ig then obtained by minimizing.;; ] theory, show departures from that basic structure, but_typ|
under the constraint that n;, = N . Because of the resid- Cally show a peak af for oddN and a comparatively thin
ual interaction term, this might not correspond to fillingth ~ distribution for evern . Our results predict that diffusive sys-
lowest one particle orbitals, and in pargicular mayimplywo  tems should display a much wider peak spacing distribution
trivial (ie. not zero or one-half) spia =, ns,, ns. and a disappearance of the odd/even effect. Both effects are
i°L i+°L . . . . .

(with + and  the minority and majority spins, respectively). mcr_easmgly mqued at lower energies, which is also claser

If one assumes, however, the ground state occupation nuripe ideal inclusion of all energy states from the groundlleve
bers are the same as in the absence of interaction:_liq. (31) ¥

Just modified to The total spin is also much larger than most models predict,

which is similarly likely due to interaction effects betwee

5 distinct eigenfunctionsThus, one prediction from this study

Ey = &=C+ (y=2+1  wn=2) is the presence of a large total spin in electrons constrained in
+Fy 1]  Fyhlforevenn : (34) a diffusive quantum dot at low temperature.

Ey = e°=C + My 41, +1 foroddn ;
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open at this time. As briefly discussed in Section IV A, one
possible scenario would be that the observed statisticthare

We have demonstrated that certain properties of disorderd@sult of the presence of localized resonances. Furtherahe
quantum dots are very different from expectations based offal and numerical work would be needed to prove or disprove
random matrix theory or random plane wave considerationghis suggestion, but if it held, it would give insight intoeth
The key element in the properties which show these discregfansition from the diffusive to localized regime in disered

ancies is that they involve wavefunctions at different giesr
and an integral over spacBhey are properties which are both
“off-diagonal” in energy and global in space.

guantum dots.
In any event, the global off-diagonal quantities that we
look at are exactly the quantities that are relevant to edeet

For these quantities, the mesoscopic fluctuations that ngectron interactions in finite systems. By looking at thdiad
see are much larger than expected. Apparently the cowelati tion energy and ground state spin of our model quantum dots,
among the wavefunctions amplifies the fluctuation effects. W duantities directly accessible to experiments in the oo
emphasize that in making these statements we have been vdt{pckade regime, we showed that the unexpected statistics
careful to remain in the commonly defined diffusive regime.have a big effect on observable quantities.
The mean free path (defined through the Born approximation)
is less than the size of the system. And, with the exception

of the width of the IPR distribution, all the properties wic
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