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In this paper, we look at four generalizations of the one dimensional Aubry-Andre-Harper (AAH)
model which possess mobility edges. We map out a phase diagram in terms of population imbalance,
and look at the system size dependence of the steady state imbalance. We find non-monotonic
behaviour of imbalance with system parameters, which contradicts the idea that the relaxation of
an initial imbalance is fixed only by the ratio of number of extended states to number of localized
states. We propose that there exists dimensionless parameters, which depend on the fraction of single
particle localized states, single particle extended states and the mean participation ratio of these
states. These ingredients fully control the imbalance in the long time limit and we present numerical
evidence of this claim. Among the four models considered, three of them have interesting duality
relations and their location of mobility edges are known. One of the models (next nearest neighbour
coupling) has no known duality but mobility edge exists and the model has been experimentally
realized. Our findings are an important step forward to understanding non-equilibrium phenomena
in a family of interesting models with incommensurate potentials.

CONTENTS

I. Introduction 1

II. Models 3

III. Methods and Calculations 5

IV. Results 5
A. Phase Diagram 5
B. Imbalance 7
C. Dimensionless parameters ε and ε′ 8

V. Summary 10

VI. Acknowledgements 10

A. System size scaling for other models 10

B. Participation ratios for Model 3 12

References 13

I. INTRODUCTION

It is a well known fact that for arbitrarily small ran-
dom disorder, the single particle eigenstates of a non in-
teracting Hamiltonian are all localized in d < 3.1. This
phenomenon, termed Anderson Localization, has been
observed in a wide variety of systems2,3. For d = 3,
there is a critical value of disorder, above which a local-
ization transition occurs, with a sharp energy dependent
mobility edge.4

However, after the seminal work by Anderson, it was
shown by Andre and Aubrey that localization can occur

even in the presence of a quasi-periodic potential5. Their
model is described by the Hamiltonian

H =
∑
i

[
t(c†i+1ci + h.c.) + λ cos(2πβi + φ)

]
(1)

where particles are annihilated (created) by the oper-

ators ci (c†i ) and they hop with amplitude t on a one
dimensional lattice whose sites are labeled by the index
i. λ is the strength of the on-site potential and β is an
irrational number, which ensures the incommensurabil-
ity of the potential with the lattice. This Hamiltonian
also arises in the context of the quantum Hall effect on
a lattice with an irrational flux per plaquette6,7. For the
AAH Model, there exist a critical disorder strength, be-
low which all single particle eigenstates are delocalized,
and above which, all single particle eigenstates are local-
ized, which is in contrast to the phenomenon of Ander-
son localization in one dimension where all single particle
states are localized.

The AAH model possesses a duality which maps its
localized and delocalized phases onto each other with
the transition between them appearing at a self-dual
point. The self dual point occurs at λ = 2|t|, where the
eigenstates are neither localized nor delocalized, but are
critical8. Transport is sub-diffusive at the critical point9.
The above type of quasi-periodic potential has recently
been realized in optical lattices in the context of the ex-
perimental observation of Many Body Localization10–12

and topologically protected edge states13,14. Variants of
this model which contain a single particle mobility edge
has also been realized experimentally15–17.

The AAH model can be modified to produce single
particle mobility edges, and this has been studied re-
cently in a wide context theoretically18–31. In fact, it
is believed that a generic one dimensional model with a
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quasi-periodic potential possesses single particle mobil-
ity edges and their lack in the AAH model is due to its
specific (fine-tuned) form15,18,32.

It is paramount to mention that one of the major ad-
vantages of studying such models is that they mimic cer-
tain aspects of the behavior of generic disordered systems
in three dimensions, such as the presence of a mobility
edge while affording the computational advantage of be-
ing in one dimension.

It is well established that the properties of delocaliza-
tion and localization are deeply connected to those of a
measure of ergodicity and non ergodicity respectively in
interacting systems33–35. Ergodicity ensures that at long
times the system with any memory of its initial condi-
tions settles into an equilibrium state. Generically, this
equilibrium state does not possess broken translational
order (Note that the equilibrium state under discussion
is a generic one at any energy rather than say, the ground
state, which is special and can have specific types of
order). Therefore, one promising method to determine
whether a given system is ergodic is to start it out in a
state with broken translation order and observe whether
that order disappears at long times. This is the method
employed in several experimental and theoretical studies
of Many-Body Localization via introducing the concept
of imbalance as a diagnostic. For the lattice systems we
consider here, the imbalance I(t) at anytime t as a mea-

sure of this order and is defined as I(t) = ne(t)−no(t)
L ,

where ne(t) and no(t) are the total number of particles
at even and odd sites respectively and L is the size of the
system.

For an ergodic system, an initially non-zero value of
I(t) is expected to go to zero at long times, while for
a non-ergodic one, it remains non-zero. Since, non-
ergodicity is an essential feature of any localized system,
this imbalance of a localized system, even one without
interactions, is expected to remain non-zero. However,
the situation for non-interacting systems with delocal-
ized states (regardless of whether they occupy the entire
energy spectrum or only a part of it) is less obvious since
these systems are not strictly ergodic (not possessing in-
teractions). We investigate the behavior of the imbalance
for different types of localized, delocalized and “mixed”
systems in this work.

In this paper, we calculate the steady state imbal-
ance for various non-interacting models with quasi peri-
odic potentials, obtained by modifying the AAH Model.
The calculations are performed by numerically solving
the Schrödinger equation on finite-sized systems and the
imbalance is obtained as a function of the various mi-
croscopic parameters and the length L of the system.
We perform finite-size scaling to determine the value of
the imbalance in the thermodynamic limit and its de-
pendence on system size. Further, we examine its varia-
tion with the microscopic parameters of the models under
consideration and we find a non-monotonic dependence
on them. We show that the value of the imbalance is
not simply determined by the relative fraction of local-

ized to delocalized states but rather also depends on the
strength of localization and delocalization of these states.
This is quantified by the measures ε and ε′ (to be defined
later) whose values we show are correlated with that of
the imbalance. In other words, in addition to how many
localized or de-localized states exist we demonstrate that
it is also of paramount importance to quantify how “lo-
calized” a localized state is and how “de-localized” a de-
localized state is.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In section
II we introduce the models (see also Table. I), and point
out their main features. We present a brief derivation
of the exact mobility edge for the first two generalized
AAH models, following Ref 22, and for the slowly vary-
ing deterministic potential model from Ref. 36. Section
III is dedicated to describe the methods employed and
calculations.

In section IV, we calculate the fraction of localized
states, whenever the exact expression for the mobility
edge is known, and use it to construct the phase dia-
gram for the model. In case the location of the mobility
edge is not known, we use the mean participation ratio
(which is introduced in section II, Model 3) to map out
an approximate phase diagram. We also look at the evo-
lution of a broken translation order in terms of a charge
density wave (CDW), and calculate the imbalance in the
long time limit. The long time value of imbalance serves
as an order parameter, and can be used to construct an
approximate phase diagram, akin to the fraction of local-
ized states. For the main part of this paper, we focus on
calculations of Model 1 only, and show that all the justi-
fications for the behaviour of Model 1 in different phases
with respect to this order parameter may be extended
to the other three models in the Appendix. We look at
finite size effects, and propose a leading order scaling of
the imbalance with system size. This is used to extract
the thermodynamic limit of the imbalance, I0 which un-
veils a non trivial behaviour across the parameter space,
noted first in Model 1 in Ref. 37. We extend this analysis
for the other three models as well, and show that the non
monotonicity is apparent in them as well.

In this same section (IV), we provide an explanation to
this counter intuitive behaviour by using two dimension-
less parameters, ε and ε′, following a recent application of
them to distinguish between ergodic and MBL phase38.
These parameters capture the effective strength of the
single particle localized states versus extended states in
confining the particles’ motion, and hence, are directly
linked to the behaviour of imbalance as a function of
microscopic parameters of the model. In Section V, we
summarize our results along with a brief outlook. A dis-
cussion of the other three models are presented in the ap-
pendix, with appendix Section A discussing the system
length dependence of the steady state imbalance and it’s
behaviour in different phases. Appendix section B shows
how the appearance of multiple mobility edges show a
unique transition between phases in Model 3.
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II. MODELS

All the models we study contain an on-site potential
Vi of strength λ. The form of the potential also con-
tains an irrational number β (which we set equal to the

golden mean
√
5+1
2 ) that ensures its incommensurabil-

ity with the underlying lattice and a phase φ which can
be used to move the potential relative to the lattice. φ
is averaged over in our calculation analogous to disor-
der averaging. Finally, the potential also depends on an
auxiliary parameter α, which can be tuned to move the
position of the mobility edge in the spectrum. The mod-
els studied are listed in Table I along with some of their
specific properties. We restrict to λ ∈ [0, 2] and α ∈ [0, 1]
unless otherwise specified.

The first two of the four models we study were explored
by Ref 22. The models were shown to be self dual by a
generalized transformation akin to a Fourier transforma-
tion, and unlike the AAH model, have mobility edges due
to energy dependent self dual conditions. The first of this
family of self dual models is the Generalized AAH Model
(GAAH), described by:

H(1) = t
∑
i

(a†iai+1 + hc) +
∑
i

2λ cos(2πβi+ φ)

1− α cos(2πβi+ φ)
a†iai

(2)
Another modification to this model, which preserves

the self duality condition, and transforms under the same
transformation22 is

H(2) = t
∑
i

(a†iai+1+hc)+2λ
∑
i

1− cos(2πβi+ φ)

1 + α cos(2πβi+ φ)
a†iai

(3)
The Schorödinger equation for both the models are

written out, following Ref. 22 (g below contains the de-
tails of the specific model)

t(ψi−1 + ψi+1) + gχi(δ)ψi = (E + 2λ cosh δ)ψi (4)

with the definition of the onsite potential χi,
22

χi(δ) =
sinh(δ)

cosh(δ)− cos(2πβi+ φ)
. (5)

where δ is defined in Eq. 9. The location of the mobility
edge can be found using the self-dual transformation of
the amplitude of the wavefunction at site i, ψi to ampli-
tude at point k in the dual space22

fk =
∑
mni

ei2πb(km+mn+ni)χ−1n (δ0)ψi (6)

which transforms the Schröedinger equation (Eq. 4) to

t(fk−1 + fk+1) + g
sinh δ

sinh δ0
χk(δ0fk) = 2t cosh δfk, (7)

with the parameter δ0 defined as

δ0 = cosh−1
(
E + 2λ cosh δ

2t

)
(8)

δ = cosh−1(1/α) (9)

The parameter g is model dependent, and for the
model in Eq. 2 is defined as

g = 2λ cosh(δ)/ tanh(δ), (Model 1)

and as

g = 2λ(1 + cosh δ)/ sinh(δ), (Model 2)

for the model in Eq. 3. The self dual condition of Eq. 4
to Eq. 7 is met by δ = δ0 which gives the equation for
the position of the mobility edge:

αE = 2sgn(λ)(|t| − |λ|), (Models 1 and 2) (10)

For both models, states with energy E > Ec are ex-
tended, and those with E < Ec are localized. Both of
these models are a subset of class of models with onsite
term as in Eq. 4 which may be obtained with an arbitrary
choice of the parameters g(α, t) and E(λ, α, t) but still
have an exact mobility edge. The parameter α is a gen-
eralization of various special cases: For Model 1,(Eq. 2),
α = 0 produces the AAH limit. For Model 2(Eq. 3),
α = 0 corresponds to the AAH Model, α = −1 pro-
duces the constant onsite potential model with Vi = −2λ
and α = 1 produces the closed form singular potential22

Vi = tan2
(
2πβi+φ

2

)
.

Another perturbation to the self duality of the AAH
model may be introduced by considering long range hop-
ping, as studied in Ref. 39. The Schrödinger equation,
Eq. 4 becomes

∑
i 6=j

te−p|i−j|ψj + 2λ cos(2πβi+ φ)ψi = Eψi (11)

where 0 < p < 1. The inclusion of an exponentially
decaying hopping amplitude perturbs the AAH duality
to the following linear self dual relation

cosh(p) =
E + t

2λ
(12)

In our work we consider only a next nearest neighbour
hopping term as perturbation to the AAH model, also
called as the t1−t2 model. Without loss of generality, we
parameterize the hopping amplitudes as t1 = t, t2 = αt.
In this parameterization, consider

H(3) = t
∑
i

(a†iai+1 + αa†iai+2 + hc)

+
∑
i

2λ cos(2πβi+ φ)a†iai (13)
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Model Hopping term Onsite Potential Vi Location of Mobility Edge

1 Ti,i+1 = t(a†iai+1 + hc) 2λ cos(2πβi+φ)
1−α cos(2πβi+φ)

a†iai αEc = 2sgn(λ)(|t| − |λ|)
2 Ti,i+1 = t(a†iai+1 + hc) 2λ (1−cos(2πβi+φ)

1+α cos(2πβi+φ)
a†iai αEc = 2sgn(λ)(|t| − |λ|)

3 Ti,i+1 = t(a†iai+1 + hc) 2λ cos(2πβi+ φ)a†iai No analytical expression,

Ti,i+2= αt(a†iai+2 + hc) phases calculated through PR

4 Ti,i+1 = t(a†iai+1 + hc) 2λ cos(2πβiα + φ)a†iai Ec = ±2(|t| − |λ|)

TABLE I: Models studied and their properties. All the models feature delocalized, intermediate phase with mobility
edge and localized phases, determined by the parameters λ, α. [Figs. 1(a) - 4(a)]

This model produces the nearest neighbour hopping
AAH Model with α = 0, and two superimposed AAH
lattice with nearest and next nearest hopping at α =
1. This model does not have an exact expression for
mobility edge, although studies have shown presence of
both localized and delocalized states coexisting at the
same value of the microscopic parameters27,39.

A first order approximation to the hopping amplitude
in Eq. 11 may be made by considering all hoppings longer
than the next nearest neighbour interaction to be sup-
pressed, by a small value of p. An approximate relation
for the location of mobility edge is constructed by sub-
stituting p = ln(t1/t2) into Eq. 12 which yields

α+
1

α
∼ E + t

λ
(14)

and this gives

Ec ∼ λ(α2+1)/α−t, (approximate for Model 3) (15)

As found in Ref. 39, this works only for small values of
p, or large values of α, as shown by Inverse Participation
ratio calculations. To explore the phases in this model, an
exact diagonalization of the Hamiltonian is employed to
get the eigenstates and calculate the Participation ratio
(PR) of the nth eigenstate, defined as

PR(ψn) =
1∑

j |ψn(j)|4
(16)

where ψn(j) is the amplitude of the nth eigenstate at
site j. This is of O(1) for the localized states, and O(L)
for delocalized states, L being the system size. Owing
to lack of expression for the mobility edge for Model 3,
the mean participation ratio (MPR), which is the PR
averaged over all eigenstates n , MPR = 〈PR〉{n} will be
used to map out a phase diagram for this model, instead
of using the fraction of localized states, as done for the
other models.

The next model we study contains a slowly varying
deterministic potential in the onsite term. These class
of models were studied in Ref. 36 and its geometrical
properties without referring to tight binding hamiltoni-
ans were explained in Ref 40. The Hamiltonian is

H(4) = t
∑
i

(a†iai+1 + hc) +
∑
i

2λ cos(2πβiα + φ)a†iai

(17)

The model transitions smoothly from the constant uni-
form potential at α = 0 to the AAH limit at α = 1
. For α > 2, the potential is “pseudo random” in the
sense that the localization length for the α > 2 case was
shown to be the same as that in the corresponding ran-
dom case36, and this model can be identified with the
1D Anderson model36. For 1 < α < 2, it was proved
that the eigenstates at the centre of spectra are all lo-
calized, but with large localization length, or vanishing
Lyapunov exponents41. The localization mechanism is
different from the Anderson mechanism, as the potential
is neither aperiodic, nor random, but is deterministic.
Indeed, it was shown that the density of states have dis-
continuity at the mobility edges, unlike the 3D Anderson
model36. The slowly varying nature of the potential is
written as

dVi
di

=
−4λπβ cos(2πβiα + φ)

i1−α
(18)

which implies that (Vi+1 − Vi) ∝ iα−1, and this in the
limit of large system sizes, goes to zero, as 0 < α <
1. Note that this almost constant feature of potential is
crucial for the localization transition in this model. The
Schrödinger equation is solved with the ansatz, ψn = zn,
and it may be proved that it is possible to have localized
states (extended states) for real z (imaginary z) only at

<(z) = 0 =⇒ |E| > 2(|t| − |λ|) (19)

=(z) = 0 =⇒ |E| < 2(|t| − |λ|) (20)

which gives us the location of the mobility edge36 (in-
dependent of α) at

Ec = ±2(|t| − |λ|), for Model 4 (21)

All states at the centre of the spectra, with energy
E, |E| < |Ec| are extended, and those at the tails with
|E| > |Ec| are localized (for the positive (λ, α) quadrant).
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III. METHODS AND CALCULATIONS

We employ an exact diagonalization of the Hamiltoni-
ans in Eq. 2 (Model 1), Eq. 3 (Model 2), Eq. 13 (Model
3), Eq. 17 (Model 4), with the parameters limited to
λ ∈ [0, 2], α ∈ (0, 1). We perform calculations with lat-
tice size up to L = 900, and use a disorder averaging
over φ to restore translation in variance. All the results

shown below are for β =
√
5+1
2 (golden mean) unless

mentioned explicitly to be a different number. The im-
balance is calculated by looking at the number density
at each site, from the single particle wave function am-
plitude, |ψn(i)|2. The imbalance is obtained by summing
over the amplitudes, over entire single particle spectrum.
The steady state value of the imbalance is calculated from
the average in the time window 200-400 τ where τ = ~/|t|
is the unit of time. The imbalance is constant in this in-
terval , with only small fluctuations.

The single particle wave functions can also be grouped
into extended/localized category by looking at their en-
ergy and the respective mobility edge expressions for the
models, where it is known analytically. We also verify
the distribution by looking at the PR calculation (not
presented here), defined in Eq. 16. For Model 3 , where
the exact mobility edge is not known, the PR is calcu-
lated to differentiate between the single particle states,
where it scales as

PR ∼


O(L), de-localized

O(1), localized

O(LD(q)), critical

(22)

where D(q) is the fractal exponent. The phase dia-
gram is then constructed by looking at the fraction of
localized states, η (Model 1,2,4) and MPR (Model 3) for
all possible (λ, α) . We also plot the steady state imbal-
ance over the parameter space for all models and see that
it maps out an approximate phase diagram similar to the
one obtained by using the diagnostic η.

After a finite size scaling for the steady state imbal-
ance, the imbalance follows a linear scaling in 1/L at
leading order, whenever the steady state value is high
enough to differentiate it from statistical noise. We pro-
pose that this is the behaviour at leading order at least
in the mobility edge and localized edge phase. At the
critical point, we numerically find that it shows 1

L even
for relatively small system sizes. This allows us to write
the steady state imbalance

I(L) =
a

L
+ I0 + higher order terms (23)

The behaviour of I0, the thermodynamic limit of the
imbalance, immediately captures the trend seen in the
imbalance phase diagram, for finite sizes. The behaviour
of I0 is explained by calculating the two dimensionless
parameters, ε and ε′ as

ε = η̃
1−MPRD/L

MPRL − 1
, (degree of delocalization) (24)

ε′ =
1

MPRL − 1
, (degree of localization) (25)

The parameter ε was used by Ref 38 to define a cri-
teria for MBL to ergodic phase transition in interacting
systems, with a single mobility edge. The parameter ε
satisfies the following

ε < 1, ergodic phase (26)

> 1, MBL phase (27)

Here, η̃ is the ratio of the number of localized states to
delocalized single particle states, MPRD(MPRL) is the
mean participation ratio averaged over the spectrum and
over all φ disorders following Eq. 16 over the delocalized
(localized) states only. Note that ε captures how strongly
localized the single particle localized states are versus
how strongly delocalized the single particle delocalized
states are, only in the mobility edge phase.38. This is by
construction 0 (η̃ = 0) in the delocalized phase, and ∞
(due to Eq. 22) in the localized phase.

To look at the degree of localization of the localized
states only, a new parameter ε′ is defined in Eq. 24. We
show that the parameters ε and ε′ are capable of explain-
ing the behaviour of I0 for all the models in their various
phases. The parameter ε has jump discontinuity unlike
ε′, whenever the fraction of localized states η, and hence
η̃ change over the phase diagram in the mobility edge
phase for all the models.

IV. RESULTS

In this section, we present the results of our calcu-
lations of phase diagram, steady state imbalance, and
system size effects for Model 1 (Eq. 2) in section II, and
argue that imbalance provides a richer description of the
system and it’s phases than a simple fraction of states or
PR.

A. Phase Diagram

An exact diagonalization is used, as described in the
last section, to map out the phase diagrams for all the
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α

a.

α

λ

b.

FIG. 1: (a) Phase diagram of Model 1 for β =
√
5+1
2 as

a function of λ and α in terms of fraction of localized
states η (single disorder realization). (b) Steady state
imbalance for Model 1 (L = 128, averaged over 1000
disorder configurations).

α

a.

α

λ

b.

FIG. 2: a) Phase diagram of Model 2 for β =
√
5+1
2 as

a function of λ and α in terms of fraction of localized
states η (single disorder realization). (b) Steady state
imbalance for Model 2 (L = 256 sites, averaged over 1000
disorder configurations).

α

a.

α

λ

b.

FIG. 3: a) Phase diagram of Model 3 for β =
√
5+1
2 as a

function of λ and α in terms of MPR/L. MPR/L ∼ 0
means localized phase , MPR/L ∼ O(1) means delocal-
ized phase. (b) Steady state imbalance for Model 3 (L =
256 sites, averaged over 1000 disorder configurations).

α

a.

α

λ

b.

FIG. 4: a) Phase diagram of Model 4 for β =
√
5+1
2 as

a function of λ and α in terms of fraction of localized
states η (single disorder realization). (b) Steady state
imbalance for Model 4 (L = 256 sites, averaged over 1000
disorder configurations).
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models, listed in section II and Table. I. These are pre-
sented in Fig. 1(a) - 4(a). For Models 1,2,4, the phase
diagram is represented in terms of the fraction of lo-
calized states, η calculated from Eq. 10 and Eq. 21 for
Model 1,2 and 4, and in terms of the MPR, obtained
from Eq. 16 for Model 3. The phase diagram of Model
1 with β = (

√
5 − 1)/2 has been obtained previously38

and the phase diagram with β = (
√

5 + 1)/2 has been
obtained in Ref. 37. The latter agrees with the one we
have obtained and shown in Fig.1 (a).

For Model 2 [Fig.2 (a) ], the choice of β = (
√

5 + 1)/2
wipes out the mobility edge phase for λ > 1 as seen for
Model 1,altogether . However, the localized states for
both the models are very weakly localized with large lo-
calization length, for small values of α near the AAH crit-
ical point. But with increasing α, the localized states in
Model 2 are strongly localized (small localization length)
and are different from the ones in Model 1 where they are
weakly localized (large localization length). For Model
3 [Fig.3 (a) ], the phase diagram reveals a rich transi-
tion physics in the region of λ < 1, where the system
transitions from delocalized to mobility edge to back to
delocalized phase. This is attributed to appearance and
merger of mobility edge. The system departs from the
delocalized phase to the mobility edge phase, as α in-
creases from 0, due to appearance of a single mobility
edge. At higher values of α, multiple mobility edges ap-
pear in the system, and they merge together to bring the
system back in to the delocalized phase at some higher α.
This is shown using PR calculation, in Fig. 10 (see Ap-
pendix) for multiple values of α along a fixed λ at which
this peculiar and remarkable transition happens.

Model 4 [Fig. 4 (a) ] shows an exclusively localized
phase for λ > 1, for both the choices of β. However, it
is also worth noting that the phase diagram is identical
for both values of β, which implies that the spectrum is
insensitive to the choice of the irrational number. This is
in agreement with the claim that the parameter β is an
irrelevant parameter for the model, from a scaling theory
perspective36.

Next we discuss the steady state imbalance as a func-
tion of parameters of the Hamiltonians of the four mod-
els.

B. Imbalance

We see that the imbalance can also be used to identify
the different phases and thus map out an approximate
version of the phase diagram. At long times, it remains
close to the initial value of 0.5 deep in the localized phase,
asymptotes to 0 deep in the delocalized phase and to in-
termediate values in the vicinity of the mobility edge.
This is shown for all the models in Figs. 1(b)- 4(b).
Results of the previous discussion (which is top panel
of Figs. 1-4) show that the imbalance can be used to
obtain a rough phase diagram with smeared boundaries.
However, we also observe as in Ref. 37 a non-monotonic

I
−
I 0

1/L

I 0

α

FIG. 5: (Top Panel) Dependence of steady state
imbalance on the system size L, averaged over 100

realizations for Model 1. The residual value at
thermodynamic limit has been subtracted to make the
plots converge at L→∞ which makes the 1/L linear

scaling clear. (Bottom Panel) Thermodynamic limit of
steady state imbalance, I0, averaged over 100

realizations, as function of α for fixed λ for Model 1,
obtained from the linear fits for the top panel. Notice

that there is a change in trend of I0 whenever there is a
phase transition from a localized to mobility edge

phase, for λ = 1.2 and λ = 1.4.

decrease in the imbalance even if we cross from a local-
ized regime to a ME regime (one would expect a strict
decrease, as the number of localized states decreases).
The fact that the steady state imbalance is not a trivial
function of the fraction of localized states is also seen in
Models 2 and 4. A uniform fraction of localized states
should have implied an uniform value for the steady state
imbalance, but this not the case in the localized regime
of Models 2 and 4, as seen in Fig. 2(b) and 4(b).

To exclude any finite size effects that may cause this
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non-monotonic behaviour of the steady state imbalance,
we obtain a scaling of the steady state imbalance with
system size. To leading order, the correction appears to
be of the form I = a

L + I0, presented in Fig. 5(a). Thus,
the thermodynamic limit is the intercept of the straight
line, I0.

At the critical point, our numerics show that 1/L be-
haviour survives even for small system sizes, verified for
Models 1,2 and 4. Here, the localization length is of the
order of system size along the line separating the local-
ized and ME phase. The 1/L scaling also seems to hold
at small system sizes at the AAH critical point . The
leading order correction seems to hold quite well when-
ever the imbalance has a large value, even in the localized
and ME phases. We emphasize this is only the leading
order term, and an analytical expression for this quan-
tity in terms of the parameters of the model is currently
lacking.

The linear fits in Fig. 5(a) are calculated in various
regions of the ME phase, and the localized regime of the
model, as summarized in Table II , along with the 3 other
models, which we present in the appendix

The non-monotonic behaviour of I0 in Fig. 5 points
out that the non monotonicity in the steady state imbal-
ance, as seen here and in Ref. 37 is not a finite size effect
, but rather tells us that the imbalance is no longer a
trivial function of the no of localized and extended single
particle states.

C. Dimensionless parameters ε and ε′

The anomalies in steady state imbalance in Ref. 37
and in Fig. 5 show that it is not a trivial function of the
fraction of localized states. The degree to which an ini-
tial CDW can relax depends on the single particle states
the particles occupy, and hence the localization length of
theses states should also dictate how far the particles can
travel and how much the CDW can relax. A useful quan-
tity is the dimensionless parameter ε defined in Ref. 38,
which calculates how strongly the single particle local-
ized states are localized versus how strongly the single
particle extended states are extended. The definition of
this parameter was presented in Section III, along with
the new parameter, ε′ for calculating the strength/degree
of localization of the single particle localized states. The
plots for the two parameters are presented in Fig. 6.

The plot for ε′ shows that even within the localized
phase, not all the states are uniformly localized, some are
localized more than the others, which is expected. But it
is the presence of this non uniformity in the localization
length of these states that gives rise to the non uniformity
of the steady state imbalance in the localized phase. The
trend of I0 in Fig. 5 in the localized phase is consistent
with that of ε′. This is also the case for the other three
models, presented in the appendix.

In case of the mobility edge phase, there is a compe-
tition between the extended and localized states. The

extended states allow the particle to move through the
entire length of the lattice and hence allow the CDW to
relax completely, whereas the localized states restrict the
motion of the particles and creates a configuration that
is closer to the initial condition. Thus, the ε parameter
measures how effective this competition is by taking into
account not only how many of these extended/localized
states are present but also how much each state con-
tributes to the CDW relaxation.

A direct tallying of Fig. 5(b) and Fig. 6 shows that this
is indeed the case. In the mobility edge phase, I0 follows
the trend of the parameter ε, it increases in accordance
with ε for λ = 0.5,1,1.2,1.4, and decreases in accordance
with ε for λ = 1.8.

ε
ε′

α

FIG. 6: (a) ε (Eq. 24) for Model 1, for L = 256,
averaged over 100 realizations. ε is calculated only in

the mobility edge phase, along a constant λ line in the
phase diagram. (b) ε′ (Eq. 25) for different values of λ.
In the localized phase, it is calculated over the entire

spectrum, whereas in the mobility edge phase it is
calculated only over states below the mobility edge that

are localized. Note that both ε and ε′ are 0 in the
delocalized phase.
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Type of spectrum Model Parameters (λ, α)
Mobility Edge 1 (0.5,0.8),(1.2,0.8)

2 (0.5,0.8),(0.75,0.8)
3 (0.8,0.2),(1.40.4)*,(1.7,0.5)
4 (0.75,0.2), (0.9,0.8)

Localized 1 (1.8,0.4)
2 (1.5,0.1),(1.5,0.8)
3 (1.7,1.1),(2.00,0.2)
4 (1.4,0.3),(1.8,0.2)

AAH Critical Point 1,2,3 (1.0,0)
4 (1.0,1.0)

Critical Point(ME to Localized transition) 1 (1.65,0.49),(1.93,0.74)

TABLE II: Finite size dependence of steady state imbalance. The values shown in the third column of the table are
of the representative parameters of the corresponding model identified in the second column. The corresponding

type of single particle spectrum is given in the first column. The points marked with “ ∗ ” are the multiple ME zones
(Appendix B). Note that in all cases the steady state imbalance has 1/L scaling. For the critical cases (i.e., third

and fourth row of the table), this 1/L scaling happens even at small system sizes as per our numerics.

ε
ε′

α

FIG. 7: (a) ε for Model 4, for L = 256, averaged over 100
realizations. Note the relative peaks in ε around α = 0.5,
in the mobility edge phase, although the imbalance phase
diagram is structure-less in this region and doesn’t show
any region of relatively high imbalance. (b) ε′ for Model
4 averaged over 100 disorder realizations, calculated for
different values of λ in the localized phase. Note the
dip in the value for ε′ for all λ’s around α = 0.9. This
corresponds to a finger like projection of low imbalance
region into the localized phase [Fig. 4(b)].

One key thing to notice from Fig. 5 is that the be-
haviour of I0 is also dependent on the phase the model is
in. In other words, it increases or decreases differently in
the ME phase and the localized phase . Also, a change in
the nature of I0 as we increase α keeping λ fixed indicates
that there has been a phase transition, as expected from
the imbalance diagram in Fig. 1 - 4. A more convincing
point for relevance of these two parameters to explain the
steady state imbalance is made by the imbalance phase
diagram of Model 4. In Model 4 (Fig. 4 ), there is a
finger like projection of a low imbalance region into the
localized phase, and the imbalance is not constant across
λ > 1, although every (λ, α) for λ > 1 corresponds to a
localized phase. Plots of ε and ε′ in Fig. 7 shows how this
might happen. The ε′ is very low for all λ near α = 0.
The eigenstates are not very strongly localized, they have
very large localization length, of order N (system size)
and hence the imbalance is close to 0. The localized char-
acter of these states start getting stronger and stronger,
and the parameters ε′ peaks with this, reaching it’s max-
imum in between α = 0.7 and α = 0.8. This is followed
by a dip in ε′ around α = 0.9, where the states seem
to completely lose their localized form, and this is the
region of low imbalance that is seen in Fig. 4(b). The
states pick up their localization strength soon after, and
the collective localization strength reaches its maximum
when α = 1, and the system hits the AAH limit.

Table II contains a brief summary of the finite size
scaling explored in this paper for different models. At
the critical point, we find from numerics that 1/L scaling
holds even at small system sizes, and in the localized and
mobility edge phase, this is the leading order correction
term. Plots for the other three models are in given in the
appendix.
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V. SUMMARY

To summarize, employing numerical exact diagonaliza-
tion on systems of length up to 900 sites, we have seen
that we may define a metal to insulator transition in
non-interacting (interacting) one-dimensional quasi peri-
odic systems with the population imbalance as an order
parameter. A value close to zero indicates a metallic (er-
godic) phase, whereas a value close to the initial starting
point defines an insulating (MBL) phase. An interme-
diate value of the imbalance indicates restrictive relax-
ation of the charge density wave, and hence presence of
both localized and delocalized states (i.e., a mobility edge
phase).

The imbalance has a linear dependence on inverse
length to leading order for all the systems studied here,
in the localized and mobility edge phase, i.e. wherever
the imbalance value was high enough to allow us to de-
termine such a dependence. We see that while this 1/L
behaviour holds even at small system sizes at the criti-
cal point, it is also the leading order correction term for
all the systems considered above. We have extracted the
thermodynamic behaviour of imbalance from this finite
size scaling.

The imbalance shows non-monotonic behaviour, as
found in the phase diagram of imbalance for Model 1 in
Ref. 37. We see that although we cross from a region of
partial localization of the single particle spectrum to one
with complete localization, the imbalance drops, around
λ = 1.2. Model 2 (in appendix) illustrates this in a better
way, where we see non-monotonic behaviour even in the
localized phase, where one might naively have expected
the imbalance to stay same, as all the states are local-
ized (Fig. 9). This indicates that the fraction of localized
states is not the only factor deciding the relaxation of
the CDW, but also how effectively the localized states
are localized, as this decides the length over which the
particles may move.

We calculate the, ε38, which is a quantifier of how ef-
fectively localized the single particle localized states are
versus how strongly delocalized the single particle delo-
calized states are. A larger value implies a larger influ-
ence of the localized states, and hence a higher value of
imbalance. The thermodynamic limit of the imbalance I0
follows this parameter in the mobility edge phase for all
the systems we considered, except for Model 3, where the
calculation is unfeasible due to an absence of analytical
formula for the critical point/mobility edge.

The definition of ε renders it infinity in the localized
phase, and hence , if one is interested in the localized
regime, a different parameter ε′ may be used, which tells
us how strongly localized the single particle localized
states are. This quantifies the degree of movement of the
particles in the localized phase, and explains the non-
monotonicity, like the one in Fig. 9(c) in the localized
phase. The imbalance follows this parameter in the lo-
calized phase for all the systems we considered, except for
Model 3, where the calculation is unfeasible. to conclude,

the parameters ε and ε′ play a pivotal role in understand-
ing the phase diagrams of our models.

As a future outlook, extending these studies to the
interacting case will be very interesting both from a the-
oretical and an experimental perspective. Rigorous theo-
retical understanding of the 1/L behaviour of the steady
state imbalance remains an open question. Studying
higher spacial dimensional systems42 through the lens of
the diagnostics we introduced is an important future goal.
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Appendix A: System size scaling for other models

The system size scaling obtained for Model 1 is quite
robust and holds generally for all other models we con-
sider in this paper (Table I) . Fig. 9 (a) shows that even
for Model 2 in the strict localized phase, the imbalance
does change from one point to the other, although the
number of localized states stay the same. This further
supports the hypothesis that the number of localized
states is not the only deciding factor for the steady state
value of imbalance, but also how effectively they are lo-
calized against the delocalized states (refer to Section IV
B and C for the anomalies in Model 1 and subsequent
justification). The steady state value of imbalance sug-
gests that the localized states close to λ = 1 are weakly
localized, and they get more and more localized as the
system moves deeper into the localized phase.

Fig. 9(b) tells a similar story to the phase diagram
Fig. 3 for Model 3, there is a tiny region of high imbalance
around α = 0.2 for λ < 1. For λ > 1, the imbalance
decreases from the localized regime to the mobility edge
regime.

While the AAH critical point has 1/L scaling even for
small system sizes , for three remaining models (refer
to Table II), the localized and mobility edge phases also
show a leading order 1/L scaling (Fig. 8). For Model 4,
the value of imbalance is pretty low even in the localized
phase for all system sizes, and hence the thermodynamic
limit of imbalance asymptotes to a value close to zero ,
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except for a tiny sliver of high Imbalance close to α =
0.8 (Fig. 4).

I
−
I 0

a

I
−
I 0

b

I
−
I 0

c

1/L

FIG. 8: a) System size dependence of steady state im-
balance, averaged over 100 disorder realizations for (a)
Model 2 (b) Model 3 (c) Model 4. The residual value at
thermodynamic limit has been subtracted to make the
plots converge at L → ∞ and to make the 1/L linear
scaling clear.

I 0

a

I 0

b

I 0

c

α

FIG. 9: Thermodynamic limit of steady state imbalance,
I0 for different λ with increasing α, from similar linear
fits (averaged over 100 disorder realizations) up to leading
order in 1/L like in Fig. 8. All the linear fits from which
we extract I0 have not been presented in Fig. 8 for sake of
brevity. Plots are for (a) Model 2,(b) Model 3, (c) Model
4. The various regions explored in Fig. 8 and 9 can be
looked up in Table II and the phase diagrams Figs. 2,3,4.
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FIG. 10: PR of single particle states, defined in Eq. 16 for Model 3, scaled by system size. We recollect that PR is
O(1) for localized states and O(L) for de-localized states (see Eq. 22). All the plots are for λ = 0.9, showing a

transition from delocalized to mobility edge to delocalized phase again through appearances and merger of multiple
mobility edges (a) α = 0, the AAH limit, all states are delocalized. (b) α = 0.15, a single mobility edge appears

separating the O(L) extended states from O(1) localized states. For (c) α = 0.35 and (d) α = 0.4, two mobility edges
appear separating a region of localized states in the spectrum around E = 2 from extended states on either sides. In

other words, around E = 2 there is a region of localized states. (e) α = 0.45, the mobility edges merge to give
special band of states near E = 1.6 (f) α = 0.6 the mobility edges have merged, giving a delocalized phase again.

While Model 1 showed a non monotonicity of Imbal-
ance in the localized phase and mobility edge , this is not
unique to Model 1, and can be seen in the other models as
well. Calculation of I0 from the linear fits in Fig. 8 shows
this non-monotonicity. The phase diagram of Model 4,
Fig. 4 (a) shows a uniform localized phase for all values
of α for λ > 1. However, the steady state imbalance
showed that the nature of localized states are drastically
different. They are very weakly localizing near the Bloch
limit α = 0, where they still retain some of their plane
wave nature. This gives rise to a very low value of imbal-
ance, and although localized, this model exhibits a value
that is close to 0 even in the thermodynamic limit. The
imbalance however spikes up close to α = 0.8, before dip-
ping at α = 0.9 before the model goes to the AAH limit
. The nature for this sudden drop is not very clear yet.

Appendix B: Participation ratios for Model 3

In Section IV A, it was mentioned that the delocaliza-
tion to mobility edge transition, of Model 3, and back
to delocalized phase was due to appearance and merg-
ing of multiple mobility edges. These transitions may
be seen from following any vertical cut in the region
0.75 < λ < 1.0 in Fig. 3 (b). The participation ratio,
defined in Eq. 16 describes the appearance of mobility
edges as an approximate energy value that separates the
states with extensive and intensive scaling with system
size, i.e., it is O(L) for delocalized states, and O(1) for
localized states. For various parameters this intricate
transition is observed for Model 3, in the regime λ < 1.
In Fig. 10, one such transition is shown for λ = 0.9. As
we increase α, the system moves from delocalized phase
to a mobility edge phase. At higher α,, a second mobil-
ity edge appears, and as α is increased further, these two
edges merge together to transition the system back into
the delocalized phase.
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