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Abstract. For N interacting particles in a one dim ensionalrandom potential,we study the structure of

the corresponding network in Hilbert space.The states without interaction play the role ofthe \sites".

Thehopping term sareinduced by theinteraction.W hen theonebody statesarelocalized,wenum erically

�nd that the set ofdirectly connected \sites" is m ultifractal.For the case oftwo interacting particles,

the fractaldim ension associated to the second m om entofthe hopping term isshown to characterize the

G olden rule decay ofthe non interacting statesand the enhancem entfactorofthe localization length.

PACS. 05.45.+ b Theory and m odels ofchaotic system s { 72.15.Rn Q uantum localization { 71.30.+ h

M etal-insulatortransitionsand otherelectronic transitions

The wave functions ofone particle in a random po-

tentialhave been extensively studied.In two dim ensions

within the localization dom ains[1]the large 
uctuations

oftheiram plitudes have a m ultifractalcharacter.In one

dim ension,the elastic m ean free path land the localiza-

tion length L1 coincide,preventing a single one particle

wave function to be m ultifractalovera signi�cantrange

ofscales.The description ofthe correlationsexisting be-

tween the localized eigenstates is m ore di�cult.This is

quite unfortunate,since a localtwo-body interaction re-

organizesthenon interacting electron gasin a way which

dependson thespatialoverlap of(four)di�erentonepar-

ticlestates.W hen onewritesthe N -body Ham iltonian in

the basisbuiltoutfrom the one particle states(eigenba-

sis without interaction),this overlap determ ines the in-

teraction m atrix elem ents,i.e.the hopping term s ofthe

corresponding network in Hilbertspace.In thiswork,we

num ericallystudy thedistribution ofthehoppingterm sin

onedim ension,when theonebody statesarelocalized.It

hasbeen observed [2]thatthisdistribution isbroad and

non G aussian.W e give here num ericalevidence thatthis

distribution ism ultifractal.M oreover,since the obtained

R�enyidim ensionsdonotdepend on L1,sim plepowerlaws

describe how the m om ents scale with the characteristic

length L1 ofthe one body problem .Since the m ain ap-

plications we consider(G olden rule decay ofthe non in-

teracting states,enhancem ent factor of the localization

length fortwo interacting particles)depend on thesquare

of the hopping term s,we are m ainly interested by the

scaling ofthesecond m om ent.Fora sizeL � L1,weshow

that,contrarytopreviousassum ptions,theN -bodyeigen-

stateswithoutinteraction directly coupled by the square

ofthe hopping term s have not a density ofthe order of

the two-body density �2(L1)/ L2
1,buta sm allerdensity

�e�2 (L1)/ L
f(�(q= 2))

1
.Thedim ension f(�(q= 2))(� 1:75

forhoppingterm sinvolvingfourdi�erentonebody states)

characterizesthe fractalset ofN -body eigenstates with-

outinteraction which are directly coupled by the square

ofthe hopping term s.

W econsiderN electronsdescribed by an Ham iltonian

including thekineticenergy and a random potential,plus

a two-body interaction:

H =
X

��

��d
+

�� d�� + U
X

��
�

Q

�

��
d
+

�#
d
#d

+

�"
d�" (1)

The operators d+�� (d�� ) create (destroy) an electron in

a one body eigenstate j� > ofspin �.Noting 	 �(n) the

am plitude on site n ofthe statej�> with energy ��,the

interaction m atrix elem ents are proportionalto the Q

�

��

given by:

Q

�

��
=
X

n

	
�

�(n)	
�

�(n)	
(n)	�(n) (2)

This com esfrom the assum ption thatthe interaction

U
P

n
c
+

n#
cn#c

+

n"
cn" islocal.Thec

+

n"
(cn�)create(destroy)

an electron on the site n and d+�� =
P

n
	�(n)c

+
n�.W hen

U = 0,the Ham iltonian is diagonalin the basis built

out from the one particle states,and the N body states

(
Q N

i= 1
d+� i�i

j0 > ) can be thought as the \sites" with en-

ergy
P N

i= 1
�� i

ofa certain network which is not de�ned

in therealspace,butin theN -body Hilbertspace.W hen

U 6= 0,di�erent\sites" can be directly connected by o�-

diagonalinteraction m atrix elem ents.Therefore,one can

m ap [3]thiscom plex N -body problem onto an Anderson
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localizationproblem de�ned on aparticularnetworkin the

N -body Hilbertspace.Since the interaction istwo body,

only the\sites"di�ering by two quantum num berscan be

directly coupled.This restriction willnot m atter [4]for

N = 2 and (under certain approxim ations) m ay yield a

Cayley treetopology [3]forthe resulting network,ifN is

large.W e study the additionalrestrictions com ing from

onebody dynam ics.

W esum m arizeafew evaluationsofthesecond m om ent

(q= 2)ofQ

�

��
which havebeen previously used.Case(i):

Theonebody Ham iltonian isdescribed by random m atrix

theory (RM T).The statisticalinvariance underorthogo-

naltransform ationsO (M )im pliesthath(Q

�

��
)2i� 1=M 3

where M is the num ber of one body states.Case (ii):

The system is a disordered conductor of conductance

g. An estim ate [3] based on perturbation theory gives

h(U Q

�

��
)2i / (�=g) 2.Since the one particle m ean level

spacing �/ 1=M ,thisperturbativeresultcoincideswith

thepreviousRM T resultsifonetakesM � g2.M oreover,

it is valid only ifallthe one particle states appearing in

Eq.(2) are taken from a sequence ofg consecutive levels

in energy.O therwise,Q

�

��
can be neglected.Case (iii):

The system is a disordered insulator. Shepelyansky [4]

in his �rst study ofthe two interacting particles (TIP),

assum es a RM T behavior for the M = Ld
1 com ponents

ofthe wave function inside the localization dom ain,and

neglectsthe exponentially sm allcom ponentsoutside this

dom ain. W hen the dim ension d = 1, one gets a term

(Q

�

��
)2 � 1=L3

1 forthe term scoupling a TIP state j�� >

to L2
1 TIP states j
� > .This estim ate for g < 1 di�ers

from the one valid when g > 1 under two im portantas-

pects:notonly M � Ld
1 instead ofg2,butthe condition

fora largehopping isentirely di�erent.In theinsulator,a

largehopping term isnotgiven by fouroneparticlestates

close in energy,butby fourstatesclose in realspace,i.e.

located inside the sam e localization dom ain.Ponom arev

and Silvestrov have criticized [5]this estim ate,using an

approxim atedescription ofa localized state forweak dis-

order.They note that the density ofTIP states coupled

by the interaction issensibly sm aller.

Foram oreaccuratestudy ofQ

�

��
in onedim ension,we

consider a spin independent one particle Anderson tight

binding m odelwith L sitesand nearestneighborhopping

(t � 1).The on-site potentials Vn are taken at random

in the interval[-W ,W ]and the boundary conditions are

periodic.L1 isestim ated from the weak disorderform ula

L1 � 25=W 2 .The jQ

�

��
jarecalculated using Eq.(2)and

num ericaldiagonalizationoftheoneparticleHam iltonian.

Q

�

��
,for�xed �and � isa two-dim ensionalobjectwhich

isnotde�ned in thereal2d space,butin thespaceoftwo

oneparticlequantum num bers
 and �.Thosestatesj
>

(and j� > )can be ordered in di�erentways:(a)spectral

ordering by increasing eigenenergy,(b) spatialordering

by thelocation n
 oftheirm axim um am plitude,from one

sideofthesam pleto theother,(c)m om entum ordering if

W = 0.Letusnotethatordering(b)becom esm eaningful

only in the localized regim e(L > L1).

W e �rst study the m atrix elem ent Q 
�
� 0� 0

,character-

izing two electronswith opposite spinsin the sam e state

j�0 > hoppingtoan arbitrarystatej
�> .Hoppingisvery

unlikely overscaleslargerthan L1.TheL
2
1 largevaluesof

thehopping term areconcentrated inside a squareofsize

L2
1,as shown in Fig.1 for a given sam ple using ordering

(b)and a rainbow colorcode.Fig.1 isnothom ogeneously

colored,butexhibitsa com plex pattern which rem indsus

anotherbi-dim ensionalobject:theoneparticlewavefunc-

tion in atwodim ensionaldisordered lattice.Thissuggests

ustoanalyzeits
uctuationsasforthe2donebody states,

and to check ifthispattern isnotthe signatureofa m ul-

tifractalstructure.

0 20 40 60 80 100

0

20

40

60

80

100

δn

0

20

40

60

80

100

0 20 40 60 80 100n γ

Fig.1. jQ

�

� 0� 0
jwith j�0 > taken in the bulk (n� 0

= 50)ofa

sam ple ofsize L = L1 = 100.Spatialordering (b).The color

codegoesfrom red (sm allvalue)toviolet(largevalue)through

yellow,green and blue.

In analogy with the 2d one body problem ,we do not

expectthatthism ultifractality willbe valid in the whole

(
;�)Hilbertspace,butonly in a lim ited butparam etri-

cally largedom ain.

W eproceed asusual(seereferences[6,7])forthem ul-

tifractalanalysis.ForL1 and L �xed,wedividetheplane

(
;�) into (L=D )2 boxes ofsize D and we calculate the

ensem bleaveraged function fordi�erentvaluesofq

Iq(D )=

N box esX

i= 1

0

@
X


;�2boxi

jQ 
�
� 0� 0

j

1

A

q

: (3)

The existence of a m ultifractal m easure de�ned in the

(
;�)-plane by the interaction m atrix elem ents is estab-

lished in the next �gures.In Fig.2,a single sam ple has

been used and power laws Iq(D ) / D �(q) are obtained

overm any ordersofm agnitudefordi�erentvaluesofq.

Thelim itsofvalidity ofthesepowerlawsareshown in

Fig.3.
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Fig. 2. Power laws showing that Fig. 1 corresponds to a

m ultifractalm easurein the(
;�)twodim ensionalplane.Iq(D )

are calculated for a single sam ple with L1 = L = 2500.�0 in

thebulk ofthespectrum .Thestatesj
iand �iareordered by

increasing eigenergy (ordering a).Thedashed linecorresponds

to the RM T prediction (case (i)).

O n the leftside,spatialordering (b)fordi�erentval-

ues ofL1 is used for the states (
;�).O ne can see that

Iq(D )/ D �(q),forscales1< D < L1,asindicated by the

arrows.The lowerscale isgiven by the lattice spacing of

the(n
;n�)network in Hilbertspace.TheupperscaleL1

isthelargestscalecom patiblewith aspatialoverlap ofthe

states
 and �,fora �xed � 0.Thism eansthatthem ulti-

fractality oftheinteraction m atrix elem entsQ 
�
� 0� 0

in the

two dim ensionalHilbert space (
;�) has the sam e para-

m etrically large range ofvalidity as the one body wave

function [1]in two dim ensions(scale 1 < D < L1).Here,

m ultifractality is valid for L2
1 m atrix elem ents as m ulti-

fractality isvalid in the2d onebody problem forL2
1 sites.

O n the right side of Fig. 3 spectralordering (a) is

used for the sam e sam ples,giving the sam e power laws

as with ordering (b), inside the corresponding energy

range (�(L 1) < D �(L) < 1) indicated by the arrows.

�(x) / x �1 is the levelspacing ofa segm ent ofsize x,

and 1 istheband width.Theexponents�(q)areindepen-

dentoftheordering when L > L1 (i.e.when the ordering

(b)becom esm eaningful)and the sm all
uctuationsfrom

sam pleto sam plearerem oved by ensem bleaveraging.

The corresponding R�enyidim ensions

d(q)� �(q)=(q� 1)

areshown in Fig.4 fordi�erentL and L 1,using ordering

(a)and ensem bleaveraging.

For an in�nite L 1 (no disorder),the eigenstates are

plane wavesofm om entum k� and Q

�

��
6= 0 only ifk� +

k�� k
� k� = 0.Thisgivesd(0)= 2and d(q> 0)= 1with

ordering (c).Thedim ensionscalculated with ordering (a)

10
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10
0

10
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10
4

I 2
(D

)

L
1
=2500

L
1
=100

L
1
=25

10
1

10
2

10
3

D

Fig. 3. Left: Spatial ordering (b).I2(D ) for jQ

�

� 0� 0
jwith

�0 in the bulk ofthe spectrum and for L1 (indicated by the

arrows)= 25;200;2500 � L = 2500.The powerlaw behaviors

are obtained for a given sam ple if1 � D � L1.Right:Sam e

sam ples using spectralordering (a).The arrows indicates the

lowerscalesassociated to �(L 1).The powerlawsare valid for

L=L1 � D � L.

areclose to thislim it.Fora �nite L 1,d(q)goesfrom the

clean lim it(L < < L1)to an L1-independentregim ewhen

L > > L1. In the crossover regim e (L � L1) the d(q)

depend on L1. In the lim it L > > L1,the d(q) (using

orderings (a) or (b)) do not depend on L and L1.For

0< q� 3,

d(q)� 2� �q

with a slope � � 0:135.The L 1-independence of � is

shown in the insertofFig.4 forL1 � L up to L1 = 600.

A m ultifractal distribution has scaling behavior de-

scribed by the f(�)-spectrum ,given by the relations:

�(q)=
d�

dq
and f(�(q))= �(q):q� �(q): (4)

W e obtain

f(�(q))� 2� �q
2 (5)

for q � 3,i.e.a parabolic shape f(�) = 2 � (�� 2 �

�)2=(4�) around the m axim um 2 + �.W e have m ainly

studied the �rst positive m om ents,since we are m ainly

interested by f(�(q = 2)).Indeed,when one uses Ferm i

golden rule to calculate the interaction-induced decay of

a non-interacting state,one needsto know the density of

states directly coupled by the second m om ent (q = 2)

ofthe hopping term .The fractaldim ension ofthe sup-

portofthis density is given by f(�(q = 2)).For greater

valuesofq,therearedeviationsaround theparabolicap-

proxim ation,indicating deviationsaround sim ple lognor-

m aldistributions.From a study ofthe large and sm all
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1.4

1.6

1.8

2.0

d
(q

)

Fig.4. d(q)with �0 in thebulkofthespectrum usingordering

(a) and after ensem ble averaging. Filled sym bols: L = 240

and L1 = 1 (diam onds),25:10
4
(circles) and 2500 (squares).

O pen sym bols:L1 = 70 and L = 960 (diam onds),480 (circles)

and 240 (squares).Insert:theslope�(L 1)showing thatd(q)is

disorderindependentforq� 3 and L1 < L.

values ofjQ 
�
� 0� 0

j,one can obtain d(q ! � 1 ).W e �nd

d(+ 1 )= 1:33 and d(� 1 )= 3:15,giving thelim itsofthe

supportoff(�).

W e have also checked that our results for Q 
�
� 0� 0

do

notdepend on thechosen �0 and studied thegeneralcase

wherej�> and j�> arenotthe sam e.In Fig.5,onecan

see thatthe Q 
�
� 0� 0

studied fordi�erent�0 give the sam e

curves d(q).Using energy ordering (a) and im posing an

energy separation j�� � ��j> �(L 1) in order to have a

good overlap between the �xed states � and �,we �nd

also power law behaviors for Iq(D ).The corresponding

dim ensions d(q) are given in Fig.5,characterized by a

slope

�(�6= �)� �(�= �)=2 � 0:065:

Therefore,the m ultifractalcharacter ofQ

�

��
is less pro-

nounced when j�> 6= j�> ,butrem ainsrelevant.

So far,we have discussed the hopping term s of the

generalN -body problem .W enow discusshow ourresults

m odify previous assum ptions for two interacting parti-

cles(TIP).Aspointed outby Shepelyansky,the interac-

tion induced hopping m ixesnearby in energy TIP states

j��> = d
+

�#
d
+

�"
j0> .Thedecay width � [8,9,10]ofa TIP

state j�� > ,builtoutfrom two one particle stateslocal-

ized within L1,can beestim ated using Ferm igolden rule.

Ifoneassum esRM T wavefunctionsinsideL1 fortheone

particle states,(case (iii)) the Q

�

��
� � U:L

�3=2

1
couple

theTIP statej��> to alltheTIP statesj
�> insideL 1.

Around theband center,they havea density �2(L1)/ L2
1

0 1 2 3 4

q

1.4

1.6

1.8

2.0

d
(q

)

Fig.5. d(q)calculated forL1 = 70and L = 240usingordering

(a).The �lled sym bols correspond to � = � = � 0,averaged

over10 consecutive�0 chosen in variouspartsofthespectrum :

down triangle (130 � �0 � 140),square (120 � �0 � 130),

diam ond (145 � �0 � 155)and up triangle (170 � �0 � 180).

Em pty sym bols correspond to the case � 6= �.� is �xed and

d(q) is averaged for a few � 6= �:circle (� = 100;123 � � �

133),cross (� = 80;123 � � � 133)and plus(101 � �� 112

and 123 � � � 133)

and Ferm igolden rule gives

�(E � 0)/
U 2

L3
1

�2(L1)=
U 2

L1

(6)

.W e have shown that allthe TIP states which can be

coupled by theinteraction within thelocalization dom ains

are notequally coupled.Since the square ofthe hopping

term sappearsin theG olden rule,ourm ultifractalanalysis

gives a reduced e�ective TIP density �e�2 / L
f(�(q= 2))

1

which should replace the totalTIP density �2(L1).The

resulting expression

��� /
U 2

L3
1

L
f(�(q= 2))

1
(7)

can be com pared to the directnum ericalevaluation:

��� = U
2
X


�

jQ

�

��
j2�(�� + �� � �
 � ��) (8)

ofthe G olden ruledecay.

In Fig.6,weshow forthreedi�erentsizesL how thede-

cay rate��� num erically calculated using Eq.(8)depends

on L1,fora TIP statej��> where�istaken in thebulk

ofthe spectrum .From Fig.4,one gets �(2) � 1:52 and

�(2)� 1:69,and Eq.(4)givesf(�(q= 2))� 1:35.Forthis

value,onecan seein Fig.6 thatEq.(7)and Eq.(8)givein-

deed the sam e L1-dependence.This observed L
�1:65
1

law
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Fig.6. ��� (L1)forthree di�erentsizesL.D ashed line:y =

2:55L
� 1:65

1
.D oted line:y = 0:5L

� 1

1

clearly di�ersfrom the L �1

1
law im plied by the RM T as-

sum ption (case (iii)).W e can also see that��� doesnot

depend on L when L1 < L,since there are no signi�cant

hopping term sforrangelargerthan L1.

Anotherinteresting issueistheenhancem entofthelo-

calization length L2,which isinduced by the interaction

and characterizesarestricted setofTIP stateswhich have

a su�cientoverlap to be re-organized by a localinterac-

tion [11,12].UsingtheThoulessblockscalinganalysis[13],

one �nds L 2

L 1

/ (� U=L
3=2

1
�2(L1))

2.Ifthe density �2(L1)

ofstatescoupled by the interaction isthe totalTIP den-

sity for a size L1,one �nds the originalestim ate [4,13]

L2 / L2
1.The m ultifractality yields a reduced e�ective

density �e�2 / L
f(�(q= 2))

1
instead ofthe totalTIP density.

Since the contribution ofTIP states j�� > with � 6= �

dom inates,we use f(�(2))= 1:75 valid when �6= � and

we �nd L 2 / L1:5
1 .This L1-dependence is in agreem ent

with recent num ericalresults [2,14].So there is an en-

hancem ent,though weakerthan the originalestim ate [4]

(L2 / L2
1),dueto them ultifractaldistribution ofthehop-

ping term s.

In sum m ary, we have studied how one particle dy-

nam ics(onedim ensionallocalization)can a�ectthem any

body problem through non trivialproperties ofthe dis-

tribution ofthe two-body interaction.In a clean system ,

one hasf(�(2))= 1 and the density ofstateswhich are

e�ectively coupled by the interaction is the one particle

density �1 / L.The disorder,as it is wellknown,en-

hancesthee�ectoftheinteraction,sincethee�ectiveden-

sity �e�2 / L
f(�(2))

1
,with 1 < f(�(q = 2)< 2 forL = L 1.

Thisenhancem entofthe density ofstatescoupled by the

interaction inside a system ofsize � L1 is nevertheless

sm allerthan the one(�2 / L2
1)given by fully chaoticone

body states inside their localization dom ains.In a sec-

ond paper [15],a study ofthe TIP spectral
uctuations

willbepresented,showing thatstatisticsiscritical(asfor

the one body spectrum at a m obility edge) ifU is large

enough,accom panied by m ultifractalwavefunctionsin the

TIP eigenbasisfor U = 0.In a third paper [16],a study

ofthe dynam icsofa TIP wave packetwillbe presented,

showing thatthecenterofm assexhibitsanom alousdi�u-

sion between L1 and L2.Thesethreestudiesprovidecon-

sistent and com plem entary observations supporting our

claim :m ultifractality and criticality arerelevantconcepts

for a TIP system with on site interaction in one dim en-

sion.O ur results go beyond the TIP problem and show

that oversim pli�ed two-body random interaction m atrix

m odels[17,18,19]which ignorem ultifractality in thehop-

ping cannot properly describe the m any body quantum

m otion in Anderson insulators.

W e are indebted to S.N.Evangelou for very useful

com m ents.
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