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We consider two particles hopping on a chain with a contact interaction between them. At strong
interaction, there is a molecular bound state separated by a direct gap from a continuous band of
atomic states. Introducing weak disorder in the interaction, the molecular state becomes Anderson
localized. At stronger disorder, part of the molecular band delocalizes and dissociates due to its
hybridization to the atomic band. We characterize these different regimes by computing the density
of states, the inverse participation ratio, the level-spacing statistics and the survival probability of
an initially localized state. The atomic band is best described as that of a rough billiard for a single
particle on a square lattice that shows signatures of quantum chaos. In addition to typical “chaotic
states”, we find states that are localized along only one direction. These “separatrix states” are
more localized than chaotic states, and similar in this respect to scarred states, but their existence
is due to the separatrix iso-energy line in the interaction-free dispersion relation, rather than to

unstable periodic orbits.

I. INTRODUCTION

The Hubbard model was first proposed in 1963, in-
dependently by Gutzwiller', Kanamori’ and Hubbard
7. The model was a way to understand the collective
behaviour of interacting electrons in solids. In 1968,
Lieb and Wu" found an analytical solution for the one-
dimensional (1D) case using the Bethe ansatz. Despite its
simple formulation, the Hubbard problem is mathemati-
cally hard to tackle. For higher dimensional case, physi-
cists have been able to obtain only approximate analyt-
ical or numerical results (mean-field theory, DMFT,...).
An exact solution remains yet unknown. For more than
50 years, the model has attracted a lot of attention.

Technical developments over the last decades made
possible the experimental realisations of the Hubbard
model. The first setup was proposed by Greiner et al.’
in 2002 using ultracold bosonic atoms trapped in optical
lattices. They observed the transition from a superfluid
to a Mott insulator. Many other variants of the Hub-
bard model have been implemented, including model for
fermions” or density-dependent interaction parameter’.
There are many challenging problems to tackle for ex-
perimentalists who have to control with precision differ-
ent parameters: the tunneling, the lattice geometry or
the potential shape. The uncertainty on these variables
can give rise to undesired effects which can affect the
global quality of the results. To our knowledge, there
has been no detailed study of the consequence of a disor-
dered interaction parameter. We propose, in this article,
a detailed analysis of the effect of a disordered contact
interaction for the simple 2-body Hubbard problem (of
two distinguishable particles, with no internal degree of
freedom) in a 1D chain. This toy model turns out to have
connections to several fields — molecular physics, disor-
dered systems, surface physics and quantum chaos — that
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FIG. 1. (a): Two particles on a chain can be represented as
one particle on a square lattice. The on-site contact interac-
tion becomes a potential barrier on the diagonal of the square
(red line) (b): Using periodic boundary conditions, opposite
sides (green and orange lines) of the square lattice are identi-
fied. The system is topologically equivalent to a torus.

we briefly review.

The contact interaction, whether attractive or repul-
sive, in the Hubbard model leads to two-body bound
states”. One-dimensional molecules corresponding to re-
pulsive bound-states have been observed with bosonic
atoms in an optical lattice experiment”’. In this context,
such molecules are sometimes called doublons.

Arbitrarily weak disorder in the on-site potential in 1D
and 2D quantum systems can lead to exponential local-
ization of all energy eigenstates, by the so-called Ander-
son localization'’>'".

Although here the disorder is in the interaction rather
than in an on-site potential, the concept of Anderson
localization is still useful to interpret our results, as we
will see.

The tight-binding problem of two particles on a 1D
chain with contact interaction maps onto that of a single



particle on a 2D square lattice with a 1D potential barrier
(or impurity chain) along the diagonal (see discussion
below and Fig. 1). Our model is therefore close to the
problem of a disordered surface (1D impurities) versus an
ordered bulk (2D). Using this analogy to surface physics,
our results can also be understood in the light of Tamm
surface states' '~ and Koster-Slater impurity states'

Another 2D analogy can be made with quantum bil-
liards. In classical billiards, one considers the dynamics
of a single classical particle inside a 2D region delim-
ited by a hard boundary. The dynamics is governed by
the standard Hamilton equations with parabolic kinetic
energy. Depending on the billard’s shape, the system
can be either (i) integrable and trajectories labeled by
constants of the motion, or (ii) chaotic (non-integrable)
and the trajectories are exponentially sensitive to initial
conditions To “quantize” the model means that the
particle is now described by a vector in a Hilbert space
and its dynamics is given by the Schriodinger equation.
Despite the fact that it is problematic to talk about tra-
jectories and sensitivity to initial conditions for quantum
systems, “quantum chaos” has emerged as an active field
of research, whose aim is to find traces of classical chaos
in the usual objects of study in quantum mechanics, such
as the energy levels and their eigenfunctions . In these
models, the “disorder” lies not in the potential but in
the boundary’s shape. Investigations of quantum chaos
has been mostly done in the continuum using a parabolic
dispersion relation. In our case, the model is of the tight-
binding type on a square lattice, so that the dispersion
relation (kinetic energy) is E o cosk, + cosk, instead
of E o kZ + k2. This would affect the dynamics of the
particles already at the classical level. A few papers have
already focused on this type of quantum billiards with
lattices

Two interacting particles with a contact interaction
have also been recently discussed, either in the context
of a richer one-dimensional two-band tight-binding
model without disorder™” or for a disordered interacting
quantum walks in“’, but the disorder was introduced
dynamically.

The paper is organized as follows: first, in section II,
we review the main results of the standard 2-body Hub-
bard problem and then introduce the disordered interac-
tion. Then, in Sec. III, we focus on the analysis of the
atomic band under the effect of disorder. In Sec. IV, we
study the effect of disorder on the molecular band, when
it is clearly separated from the atomic band (weak disor-
der regime). Next, Sec. V is dedicated to the regime of
overlap between the molecular and atomic bands (strong
disorder regime). Eventually, Sec. VI is devoted to “sep-
aratrix states”, which, to the best of our knowledge, were
not discussed before in the literature. In a last section
(Sec. VII), we conclude, propose several experiments and
give perspectives for future studies. Several appendices
give details on various parts of the work.

II. THE U MODEL

In this section, we define the model that we study in
the following sections. Consider two distinguishable par-
ticles hopping on a chain of NN sites, with a contact inter-
action between them that depends on the position. We
denote the position of the first and second particle by
integers x and y, respectively, with 1 < z,y < N, and
use periodic boundary conditions, identifying N with 0
(see Fig. 1). The Hamiltonian reads,

N-1
H=- Z |z + 1,y) (z,y| + |,y + 1) (z,y| + h.c.
z,y=0
N-1
—i—ZUz |z, x) (x, x| = Hy + U (1)
=0

where Hj is the hopping Hamiltonian and U the inter-
action potential. Here and in the rest of the paper we
set h = 1 and measure energy in units of the hopping
amplitude and length in units of the lattice constant.
The interaction energy U, is a position-dependent ran-
dom variable, uniformly distributed between U — W and
U + W. Our model — jokingly called the U model — is
a modification of the Hubbard model (here restricted to
2 particles in 1D) that depends on two parameters: the
average interaction U and the fluctuations (or disorder)
in the interaction W.

We briefly review the trivial case without interaction
U =W = 0. The Bloch theorem applies, and one has
two particles with quasi-momentum k, = 2mi/N and
ky, = 2mj/N where i,j € [-N/2,N/2 — 1], and total en-
ergy E(ky,ky) = —2(cosky + cosk,) (the notation [.,.]
indicates that only discrete values, in unit step, are taken
in the interval). Eigenvectors of the system of two par-
ticles are plane waves delocalized over the whole system.
This is identical to a single particle on a square lattice
with periodic boundary conditions (PBC).

Before considering the effect of a disordered interac-
tion, we set a baseline by considering the translation-
invariant interacting case (W = 0 and U # 0) in the
following section.

A. Translation-invariant interaction: bound and
scattering states

We start the analysis of the system with the case where
there is no disorder, W = 0, and hence, we have two
distinguishable particles with a contact interaction U, =
U, independent of z.

As we recall below, here the Hamiltonian can be solved
exactly, and its eigenstates are either bound states of the
two particles, or scattering states.

To obtain explicit formulas for the bound and scat-
tering states, we change to the center-of-mass reference
frame (see Appendix A for details). The center-of-mass



and relative coordinates, x4, read

r+y

and the center-of-mass wavenumber, k,, is defined as

1 )
ky) = 7% > et aL) with kg = kg + ky = 27 K/N
T+

3)
where K € [-N/2,N/2 — 1], so that —7 < k; < 7. The

= M _ = — 2
T+ 2 . £y (2) Hamiltonian now reads
|
N—1
H=- Z ey +1/2,2_ + 1) (xy, x|+ |4 +1/2,2_ — 1) (x4, z_| + hc.+ U Z lz4,0) (4,0, (4)
ry,x_cLl x4 =0

where L is the original square lattice expressed in the
center-of-mass reference frame i.e v_ € [-N + 1, N — 1]
and z4 € [lz—|/2,N — 1 — |z_|/2], =4+ taking integer
values when z_ is even and half-integer values when x_
is odd. Because of translation invariance along x,, the
center-of-mass momentum k4 is conserved. The Hamil-
tonian, Eq. (4), written in the k4 basis, separates into N
decoupled chains indexed by k. :

H=">ky) (ky| ®h(ky), (5)
oy

where the Hamiltonian h(ky) of a single chain reads,

k
h(ks) = —2cos % Z |z— + 1) (x_| + h.c.

+0U0) (0] . (6)

For each of the N different values of the center-of-mass
momenta k., the Hamiltonian h(k;) describes a single
particle hopping on an effective chain of N sites with pe-
riodic boundary conditions and with hopping amplitude
tef = —2cos(k4/2) in the presence of an impurity of
magnitude U at the origin z_ = 0. When U # 0, its spec-
trum consists of a single bound state and a band com-
posed of N — 1 delocalized scattering states (see Fig. 2).
In contrast to Tamm states ', that appear for a suffi-
ciently strong impurity at an edge of an open chain, there
is no threshold for a bound state to exist for an impurity
in a periodic chain. In terms of the full Hamiltonian de-
scribing two particles, these correspond to states where
the two particles move together, as a bound pair, and
scattering states where they move almost independently.
The eigenproblem corresponding to Hamiltonian (6) was
solved by Koster and Slater ' °. It can also be obtained
by Bethe ansatz®. Here, we summarize the main results
first for bound states and then for scattering states.

The bound states labelled by the quantum number
—m < k4 < 7 have energies and wavefunctions given

by:

2
Evalky) = sgn(U)\/(élcos k;) +U% (7)

eik+ T4

Vb (T4, 2-) = \/N\/tanihm(—l)x—e—“lf—\, (8)

when N > 1/k, so that finite-size effects can be ne-
glected. Here the inverse decay length x > 0 is a function
of k4 given by the solution of
U
inhk = ——F——. 9
S = T cos(he /2] ¥

The inverse decay length x defined above is also the pure
imaginary solution of the Bethe ansatz equation. From
Eq. (8) the bound states are plane waves along the z
direction but exponentially localized along the x_ direc-
tion, see Fig. 3. For simplicity and without loss of gener-
ality, we restrict to U > 0, in which case they correspond
to repulsively bound states which are only possible when
the kinetic energy is also bounded from above™”’. The
minimal and maximal bound-state energies are then U
and VU2 + 16. The number of bound states is N com-
pared to a total number of states N2.

If the interaction is weak, U < 4, the bound-state en-
ergy band and that of the scattering states overlap, while
for stronger interaction, U > 4, there is a gap equal to
U — 4 between these bands. In the limit of very strong
interaction, the bound-state dispersion relation can be
approximated as

_ 4 2
Ebd(k+) ~U + ﬁ + 52 COs k+ . (10)

This is the dispersion relation of a one-dimensional tight-
binding model with hopping amplitude 2/U and on-site
energy U + 4/U decoupled from the bulk of the energy
spectrum.

The scattering states are modified plane waves labeled



FIG. 2. Energy spectra of the standard two-particle Hub-
bard model (translation-invariant interaction) as a function
of the center-of-mass quasimomentum k4. (a) For weak inter-
action, U = 2, the band of bound two-particle states overlaps
in energy with the band of scattering states, where the two
particles propagate almost independently. (b) For stronger
interaction, U = 6, a gap U — 4 = 2 separates these bands.

by ky and k_. The wavefunctions are
Yoy, x_) = Ce™ %+ | sin(k_x_)
4 ky
— = Ccos — sink_ cos(k_x_ 11
= cos (soa)], ()
where C is a normalization constant and the “wavevec-
tors” k_ are the N — 1 real solutions of the Bethe ansatz
equation given in Appendix C along with calculation de-

tails. The number of such states is N(N — 1). The cor-
responding energies are

k
Ey(ky,k_) = —4cos % Cos K_ , (12)

with —7m < k4 < 7mand —7 < k_ < 7 and are responsible
for the continuum of states between —4 and +4 shown in
Fig. 2.
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FIG. 3. Typical bound state for a translation-invariant inter-
action U = 6 on a chain of N = 50 sites. (a): Position distri-
bution of an eigenmode in the coordinate = and y denoting the
position of the first and second particle. (b): Cross-sectional
cut of the position distribution, that reveals the exponential
decay of the wavefunction in the antidiagonal direction z_
(note the vertical logarithmic scale).

In the following, we will use “bound states” and “scat-
tering states” to refer specifically to the situation in the
absence of disorder W = 0.

B. Mapping to a rough quantum billiard

It is useful to draw an analogy between the motion
of two particles on the one-dimensional lattice (chain)
and the motion of a single particle on a two-dimensional
square lattice. Indeed, the Hamiltonian (1) can be in-
terpreted in this way, with periodic boundary conditions
both along =z and y and the interaction term with U,
appearing as a potential barrier on the diagonal.

More precisely, because of the periodic boundary con-
ditions, the disorder potential is along a closed line that
wraps once around the two non-contractible loops on the
torus, see Fig. 1.

Seen as describing two-dimensional motion, our prob-



lem is close to a quantum model of a rough billiard, as
that studied in Ref.'”. There, a single particle hopping
on a square lattice inside a square box was considered in
the presence of disorder on the boundaries in the form of
random on-site potential, uniformly distributed between
—~W and W. Our model differs from'’ in three major
ways: we have (1) periodic rather than open boundary
conditions; (2) disorder on a diagonal line instead of the
four edges of a square; and (3) the average defect po-
tential U can be nonzero. Despite these differences, we
expect qualitatively the same kind of results as both cases
may be described as a 1D chain of impurities (disorder)
embedded into a clean 2D system.

C. Atomic and molecular states

The model of two particles on a chain interacting via
a disordered contact interaction is the main focus of the
present article. In the following sections, we discuss dif-
ferent regimes depending on the parameters U and W.

In the presence of disorder W # 0, k4 is no longer
a conserved quantity, and one cannot resolve the energy
spectrum as a function of k4. In this case, and because
of the possibility of overlapping bands, the distinction
between scattering states and bound states is no longer
pertinent. Actually, the energy spectrum separates in
a bulk band with a large density of states and energy
FE between —4 and +4, and an impurity band with a
low density of states and energy such that |E| > 4 (see
Fig. 4). We will refer to the eigenstates with energy
|E| < 4 as “atomic states” and to those with |E| > 4
as “molecular states”. The corresponding bands will be
called atomic band and molecular band. When the two
bands are separated by a gap, this distinction between
atomic and molecular states coincides with that intro-
duced when W = 0 between scattering and bound states.
However, when the two bands overlap [see Fig. 2(a)], the
distinction between atomic and molecular states does not
match that between scattering and bound states. The
reason is that the disorder couples the bound states that
overlap in energy with the scattering states. As a result,
the bound states dissociate and do not remain localized:
in such a case, we consider that the states in the overlap-
ping region also belong to the “atomic band”. In the rest
of the article, we discuss in turn atomic states (Sec. III),
molecular states (Sec. IV), the specific situation in which
the two bands overlap (Sec. V) and eventually separa-
trix states that exist near the center of the atomic band
(Sec. VI).

III. ATOMIC STATES

In this section, we analyze the “atomic states”, i.e.
eigenstates with energy between —4 and +4.

Because of the analogy to the two-dimensional quan-
tum billiard'”, we expect the spectrum to show features

familiar from quantum chaos theory.

A. Density of states and inverse participation ratio

The density of atomic states is similar to the density
of states (DoS) of a clean 2D square lattice, with a van
Hove singularity at the center of the band (E = 0) and a
constant density at the band edges (E = £4), as shown
in Fig. 4. Since, in these eigenstates, the particles are
mostly far away from each other, changing the contact
interaction strength, U, or increasing its disorder, W,
does not significantly affect the DoS.
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FIG. 4. Density of states of disordered interacting particles
for a chain of N = 50 sites, an average interaction U = 6 and
10 realisations over the disorder. The atomic band has a DoS
close to that of the square lattice while the molecular band is
similar to that of a 1D Anderson model.

To quantify the localization of the atomic states and
track the effects of the disorder, we use the inverse par-
ticipation ratio (IPR), Io. For normalized eigenfunctions
U(z,y), it is defined by:

L= [y (13)

The participation ratio P, = 1/(N?Iy) represents the
fraction of sites that are occupied by the wavefunction
(see Appendix B). Note that, because of the N? factor,
the IPR is not simply the inverse of the participation
ratio’!, and hence is sometimes called inverse partici-
pation or inverse participation number. As we increase
the system size N, wavefunctions that are completely
delocalized over the whole system are expected to have
I ~ 1/N?; those localized along one direction and de-
localized along the other (such as bound states in the
absence of disorder) should have Iy ~ 1/N; while com-
pletely localized wavefunctions should have I, ~ N,
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FIG. 5. Density of states (arbitrary units) as a function of
energy and IPR for a chain of N = 50 sites and ng = 10
different realisations over the disorder. The average on-site
potential is U = 6 and different values of W between 0 and 10
are considered. Roughly speaking, here, an IPR in the 1073
range means 2D-delocalized, in the 1072 range means 1D-
delocalized and in the 10! range means localized. Different
type of states are indicated in white.

Through full diagonalization of the Hamiltonian of sys-
tems with N = 50, as shown in Fig. 5, we observe differ-
ent types of eigenstates with different localization proper-
ties. We focus here on delocalized atomic states with en-
ergy between —4 and 4 and analyze the molecular states
later. Depending on the energy range and on the pa-
rameters U and W, we identify four broad categories of
such atomic states — (a) quasi-ideal states, (b) chaotic
states, (c) resonant states, and (d) separatrix states —
that we discuss in turn. States (a), (¢) and (d) are finite-
size effects that are expected to become negligible in the
thermodynamic limit compared to states (b) that form
the majority of the atomic band.

(a) In Fig. 5(a), at vanishing disorder W = 0, and
interaction strength U = 6, we observe an IPR of I, ~
6.107* ~ 1.5/N2? for N = 50, which corresponds to a
participation ratio P, ~ 67%. This is compatible with
the analytical solution of the problem at W = 0 (see

Eq. 11), which gives modified planes waves that we called
“scattering states”.

Their participation ratio varies continuously as a func-
tion of U between 2/3 ~ 67% when U — oo (similar to
standing waves in a box with open boundary conditions)
and 100% for plane waves when U — 0. When numeri-
cally computing the IPR, we took care in removing the
possible degeneracy of scattering states by slightly twist-
ing the boundary conditions (i.e. adding a small random
magnetic flux across the two non-contractible loops of
the real-space torus).

When weak disorder is turned on, we observe modifica-
tions in the eigenfunctions’ IPR of the atomic band [see
Fig. 5(b)]. In most cases, the IPR increases upon intro-
ducing finite disorder (this is discussed below under the
name “chaotic states”). However, mainly at the atomic
band edges [see Fig. 5(c)], some states remain very delo-
calized. They are called quasi-ideal by'’, because their
weight on the disordered diagonal is small and they are
almost like scattering states unaffected by the disorder
[see Fig. 6(a)]. In'”, where U = 0, the authors argue
that quasi-ideal states only exist due to finite-size effects
in the presence of disorder and that their number is ex-
pected to vanish when N — oco. In Appendix C, we
provide a generalized proof, valid also for U # 0, that
quasi-ideal states actually exist in the thermodynamic
limit. However, they still can be considered as finite-size
effects, because they form a vanishing measure set, the
ratio of their number over that of chaotic states tending
to 0 when N — oo.

(b) Most states inside the atomic band are “chaotic”
[see Fig. 5(b) and (c)]: their IPR slightly increases and
scales as 3/N?2, so that the participation ratio is lower
(=~ 33%) but wavefunctions are still delocalized [see
Fig. 6(b)]. What we call “chaotic states” are similar to
the ones observed by'” and are typical of chaotic billiards.
Such quantum states are discussed in detail in chapter
15 of Gutzwiller’s book'" (see in particular Figs. 44-46).
They are delocalized, have a random character (but are
not speckle) and have the same participation ratio (1/3)
as eigenvectors of random matrices in the Gaussian or-
thogonal ensemble (GOE), see e.g.””. In addition, they
feature filaments due to a preferred wavelength related to
their energy content (see Fig. 2 in'?). But filaments are
not captured by eigenvectors of random matrices. Sim-
ilarly to what was done in the continuum in”® following
a conjecture by Berry”’, in “tight-binding billiards”, fil-
aments can also be reproduced by building random su-
perpositions of Bloch waves of a given energy. Fixing
the energy is what selects a given wavelength that de-
fines the width of the filaments. These filaments should
be clearly distinguished from quantum scars”””®. The
latter are enhanced probability in an eigenstate’s wave-
function due to an underlying unstable periodic orbit of
the corresponding classical billiard.

(c) When the bottom of the molecular band at en-
ergy U — W becomes smaller than the top of the atomic



band at 4, there is band overlap. In the overlapping en-
ergy range, we observe states with an IPR in between
that of typical atomic states and that of Anderson lo-
calized molecular states [see Fig. 5(d)]. These states
are mainly localized along the diagonal and their wave-
function is close to that of Anderson localized molecular
states. However, because their energy matches that of
scattering states, they hybridize with them, which cre-
ates weight away from the diagonal [see Fig. 6(c)]. They
represent molecules that are coupled to atomic states and
are partially dissociated. We call them “resonant states”.
They could also be called virtual bound states in anal-
ogy with the well-known phenomena occurring with im-
purities in metals discovered by Friedel (see e.g.””). We
expect these states to become negligible in the thermody-
namic limit as their number is at most N (which is the
number of bound states). They are discussed in more
detail in Sec. V.

(d) The last type of atomic states that we observe are
found in the middle of the atomic band near zero en-
ergy [see Fig. 5(d)]. Their IPR is quite large compared
to the rest of the band (I ~ 1/N). In fact, they are
states which are localized only along the z, direction
but extended into the relative motion direction x_ [see
Fig. 6(d)]. These “separatrix states” are a consequence
of the separatrix (iso-energy E = 0) line in the dispersion
relation when there is no interaction. They share some
properties of scarred states’”*® familiar in the context of
quantum billiards but are clearly distinct (actually, we
do not see scarred states in the present model). Since we
could not find a description of these states elsewhere, we
devote a complete section to them (see Sec. VI). As the
number of these states is N/2 < N2, they are also ex-
pected to become negligible in the thermodynamic limit.

B. Level-spacing statistics

The localization of eigenfunctions can also be observed
by the level-spacing statistics (for a review, see e.g.””).
For a given energy E, an ensemble of normalized level
spacings s is obtained from an ensemble of the Hamilto-
nians, H("), where r is an integer index for the disorder
realization, by

AED = EY) —ED, with E~ED,EY);

o AED

where AE denotes the mean of the values of AEY”. This
procedure is known as spectrum unfolding in the litera-
ture on level-spacing statistics.

In the absence of disorder, for an integrable system
with more than one degree of freedom, we generically
expect that the normalized level spacings s have an ex-
ponential distribution (in this context also called Poisson

Probabgity

FIG. 6. Typical atomic eigenstates for a disordered interac-
tion W = 8 and U = 6 on a chain of N = 50 sites: (a)
quasi-ideal, (b) chaotic, (c) resonant, (d) separatrix.



distribution)
p(s) =e . (15)

The level spacing statistics is altered by disorder.
Weak disorder usually breaks integrability and couples
nearly degenerate eigenstates, leading to level repulsion
and a universal behavior of the level spacing distribution,
close to the Wigner surmise for the GOE:

p(s) = gs exp (—232) . (16)
We will refer to this universal type of behavior as Wigner-
Dyson or GOE distribution. Strong disorder, however,
leads to Anderson localization of energy eigenstates.
Thus nearly degenerate eigenstates can have wavefunc-
tions localized to distant parts of the system, prevent-
ing hybridization between them. In this case the level-
spacing statistics is again expected to be Poissonian, if
the system size is considerably larger than the localiza-
tion length. There are therefore two quite different situ-
ations in which Poisson statistics is obtained: clean inte-
grable system (localized in momentum space) or strongly
disordered Anderson localized system (localized in real
space).

Without disorder (W = 0), for the band of atomic
states, as expected for a 2D integrable system, we have
a Poisson distribution [see Figure 7(a)].

At U — oo or W — 00, we expect the band of atomic
states to be integrable and get a Poisson distribution as
the wavefunctions are expelled from the diagonal because
of the on-site potential on the diagonal that tends to be
infinite.

The question of the level-spacing statistics at finite
U and W is more subtle. For a finite U and a small
W, in Appendix C, we show that a perturbation in en-
ergy of the atomic scattering states due to U scales as
W/(U?N3/?) cos?(ky /2) sin? k_ where k. is the center
of mass momentum and x_ one of the N-1 real solutions
of the Bethe ansatz equation. They have to be com-
pared with the mean level spacing which scales as 1/N2.
If the perturbation is larger than the mean level spac-
ing, atomic wavefunctions, because they are extended,
lead to level repulsion and GOE statistics. Below this
mean level spacing, we still have a Poisson distribution.
Eventually, we conclude from Appendix C that, in the
thermodynamic limit, we should obtain a distribution of
level-spacings which converges slowly towards GOE. The
computation of Appendix C does not take the contri-
bution of the molecular band into account. However, as
we will see in Sec. IV, this convergence is speeded up
when the molecular band overlaps the atomic band, the
coupling between disorder and atomic states being much
larger. This is why, in practice, we could obtain the GOE
statistics for reasonable N but for U — W < 4 (see Figure
7-¢). Indeed, in order to study the level-spacing statis-
tics of the majority of states in the atomic band, we need
to reach sample sizes much larger than in'’ in order to
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FIG. 7. Level-spacing distribution of atomic states for dif-
ferent regimes of energy F, mean interaction U, strength of
disorder W, chain size N and number of disorder realizations

ng. (a): E €] —4,44[, U =6, W =0, N = 70 and nq = 100.
Twisted boundary conditions were used to eliminate possible
degeneracies. (b): E between —107% and —107'° (in order
to isolate separatrix states), U = 0, W = 0.01, N = 200 and
ng = 100. (c) E ~ 1.7, U = 6 and W = 6, N = 900 and
ng = 1000. (d) Same as (c) except that £ ~ 0.1. In (c) and
(d), the Lanczos method was used to diagonalize the Hamil-
tonian. Both histogram and crosses in the inset represent the
numerical data either with a linear or a log scale. Blue curves
are the expected Poisson distribution for (a) and (b) and the
GOE distribution for (c) and (d).

suppress the contribution of minority states (quasi-ideal
states, resonant states and separatrix states).

At the center of the energy band near £ = 0, we do
not obtain a universal level-spacing distribution because
chaotic and separatrix states are mixed [see Figure 7(d)].
At small disorder, separatrix states are localized along
the direction of the center of mass and delocalized in the
relative motion direction. Their IPR scales as 1/N (see
Appendix B). They do not overlap and their level-spacing
statistics agrees with the Poisson distribution [Fig. 7(b)].
For higher disorder, some of these separatrix states cou-
ple with atomic states and delocalize (therefore leading to
level repulsion), while the others remain localized, which
leads to the non-universal distribution seen in Fig. 7(d).

IV. MOLECULAR STATES

In this section, we focus on the molecular band made
of bound pairs of particles that is analogous to defect or
surface states in a 2D billiard. We consider the large-
interaction (U — 4 > 0) and weak-disorder (W < U — 4)
regime, where these molecular states are clearly sepa-
rated in energy from the atomic states and discuss the
effect of disorder on this molecular band.



A. Energy spectrum and level-spacing statistics

The density of states (DoS) of the molecular band
without disorder (W = 0) is similar to the one of a clean
1D system with van Hove singularities at the edges (see
Fig. 4). When disorder is small, Lifshitz tails’* appear
at the edges of the band between U — W and U for the
bottom and VU2 + 16 and +/(U + W)2 + 16 for the top.
They correspond to very rare events where the potential
is approximately constant and minimal (for the bottom)
or maximal (for the top) over a certain region, result-
ing in a box-like potential. The corresponding states are
localized by disorder, but like a particle-in-a-box rather
than due to interferences as in Anderson localization.

When the disorder increases the DoS of the molecular
band becomes flat and structureless. For weak disor-
der W < U — 4, the energy of the molecular band is in
the range [U — W, /(U + W)2 + 16] and lies outside the
atomic band (whose energy is in the range [—4, +4]). All
such states are found to be localized around the diagonal
contact interaction.

At vanishing disorder, the system is integrable. The
level-spacing statistics of the molecular band is not of uni-
versal type (i.e. neither Poisson nor GOE), see Fig. 8(a),
as is well known for a 1D integrable system’'. Disorder
(W > 0) leads to Anderson localization of the molecular
states and we find a Poisson distribution of level spacings
(see Fig. 8(b)).
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FIG. 8. Level-spacing distribution for the molecular band
(energies E such that |E| > 4.4 in order to atomic states)
computed for a chain of length N = 70, a mean interaction

U = 6 and ng = 100 disorder realizations. (a): W = 0. (b):
W =4

B. Molecular eigenfunctions

For the molecular band, without disorder (W = 0),
quasi-momentum conservation ensures extended states in
the center-of-mass x direction. For interaction strength
U =6 and N = 50, we find an IPR of I, ~ 1072, cor-
responding to exponentially localized states in the di-
rection of relative motion, x_, see Fig. 3. The bound-
state wavefunction is known analytically in that case,
see Eq. (8). Along z_, it has an exponential decay
over a typical length scale &0 = 1/(2k) ~ 0.3, where
sinhx = U/[4dcos(ky /2)] ~ U/(2v/2), as per Eq. (9).

We can check that the theoretical IPR is indeed I, ~

ﬁzl [ dx_e=2z=1/&mor ~ 1.5 x 1072,

When disorder is switched on, the IPR of the molecular
states increases, reaching approximately Is ~ 0.3 when
W = 2 and U = 6, as shown in Fig. 5. We observe
Anderson localization in the center of mass direction for
the molecular states, see Fig. 9. Considering that the
size of the molecules, &, mostly depends on the mean
interaction, U, the characteristic Anderson localization
length can be computed in the same manner as &, and
we find &oc ~ 0.625. Under the influence of disorder, the
molecular band spreads and flattens. Its lowest energy is
U—W = 4. When W reaches U—4, the two bands start to
overlap and the molecular and atomic bands are no longer
well separated. The case of overlap, corresponding to
small interaction U —4 < 0 or strong disorder W > U —4,
is analysed in Sec. V.

20 30 40

30'® x

FIG. 9. Anderson localized molecular state for a disorder
W =8 and U = 6 on a chain of N = 50 sites. (a): Proba-
bility of an eigenmode in the (z,y) plane. (b): Cross-section
of this wavefunction in the anti-diagonal direction z_ (blue
curve) showing the extension of the molecule ~ &mo1. Cross-
section in the diagonal direction zy (yellow curve) showing
the localization length ~ &joc of the center of mass. A log-
arithmic vertical scale is used to emphasize the exponential
decay.

V. OVERLAPPING BANDS

If the interaction is weak (U —4 < 0) or if the disorder
strength is large (W > U — 4), there is an overlap in en-
ergy between the low lying states of the molecular band
and the higher lying states of the atomic band. Let us
consider the case where the overlap is due to U < 4 and
the disorder is weak W < 1. Because of disorder, bound
states and scattering states are coupled. As a result, on
the one hand, bound states dissociate and delocalize to
become resonant (or virtual bound) states [see Fig. 6(c)].
On the other hand, most scattering states couple weakly
to molecular states and therefore remain almost unaf-
fected, which we call quasi-ideal states [see Fig. 6(a)].

For even larger disorder, W > U, the interaction
U, at some positions can become negative and some
molecular states with energy below the atomic band
emerge. The molecular band then spreads in the
range [—/(U — W)2 +16,/(U + W)2 + 16] and all the
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atomic band is fully overlapped by molecular energies.
When W — oo, we expect that the distribution of the
molecular energies of the system tends to that of the
on-site potential energies, i.e. a uniform distribution be-
tween U — W and U + W.

In the following, we discuss some properties of the
states in the overlapping-band region.

A. Eigenfunction analysis

The regime of overlapping bands opens new channels
of decay for some of the molecular states by removing the
translation invariance of the center-of-mass-mode. Those
whose energies are shifted into the band of atomic states
can hybridize, dissociate and become delocalized. In-
stead of true bound states, they become resonances with
finite lifetime (see Appendix E for a definition of this
lifetime). This is a kind of re-entrance effect of disorder:
delocalized molecular states at W = 0 are localized by
weak disorder 0 < W < U — 4 and then dissociate and
delocalize due to hybridization with atomic states when
the disorder further increases W > U — 4. If the whole
energy spectrum is viewed as a single band, then a mo-
bility edge at energy 4 separates high energy states that
are localized from low energy states that are delocalized.

In Fig. 5, we see that the DoS is very weak at the
edges of the disordered molecular band. These are the
exponentially small Lifshitz tails Therefore, we do
not expect a large overlap of these tails with the atomic
band for finite size system and, in practice, we observe
resonances only when a macroscopic fraction of molecu-
lar states overlaps the atomic band, i.e., W — U +4 > 1.
Moreover, the IPR increases, e.g., Is ~ 0.5, for N = 50,
W =4 and U = 6, corresponding to &,c ~ 0.42. Even-
tually, at W > 8, the disorder is so strong that some
previous resonant states leave the atomic band to spread
below it and become again Anderson-localized molecules.

Atomic eigenfunctions are marginally affected by dis-
order when the molecular band is well separated from the
atomic band, i.e., W < U — 4. Indeed, molecular eigen-
functions have an exponential decay over a typical length
&mol, and a coupling with the diagonal for atomic func-
tions is then allowed but marginal. In the opposite limit
of W — 00, atomic wavefunctions have vanishing weight
on the diagonal and are thus practically unaffected by the
randomness. However, when the molecular band overlaps
with the atomic band, i.e., W > U — 4 and W finite, we
expect a rather different behavior. Molecular wavefunc-
tions with energies in the atomic range hybridize with
atomic wavefuntions and delocalize, bringing a stronger
coupling of the atomic wavefunctions to the disordered
potential. We can understand that in this regime the
coupling affects the atomic band much more intensively
than in the case of W < U — 4. It is in this regime, that
we find GOE statistics for the chaotic states, as shown
in Fig. 7(c).

10
B. Molecular probability

By definition, a molecular state is an eigenstate with
energy outside the range [—4, +4]. In this section, we are
interested in the probability for two particles initially on
the same site j to remain bounded at long times.

We define the molecular (or survival) probability Ppe1
as the square of the overlap between such a highly local-
ized initial state and the molecular eigenstates:

Pmol(j) = Z |<wmol|x:jay:j>|27 (17)

|Emol‘>4

where j € Z is the initial position. This overlap is
the long-time limit of the probability that two particles
started initially from the same site j do not dissociate and
their distance remains bounded. Since its value depends
on the initial position j for any realization of disorder,
to any set of parameters we can associate a probability
distribution of Py, values, as we discuss below. For the
moment, we concentrate on the long-time behavior and
do not discuss the dynamics (see Appendix E for a dis-
cussion of the lifetime).
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FIG. 10. Molecular probability versus disorder W for an av-
erage potential U = 6 on a chain of size N = 50 and nq = 10
disorder realizations (for each, 10 randomly-chosen initial con-
ditions on the diagonal are taken). The radius of a black dot
is proportional to the number of occurrences. The blue curve
is the mean of the distribution. The orange curve is the av-
erage on ng = 100 disorder realizations of the ratio between
the number of molecular states (i.e energies outside [-4,+4])
and the number N of bound states.

We first consider how the distribution of the molecu-
lar probability P depends on the disorder W at fixed



U = 6, shown in Fig. 10. At low disorder, the molecular
band is separated from the atomic band by a gap. Here
the molecular probability is 91% — computed exactly as
2K (—16/U%)/m using Egs. (8) and (9), where K is the
complete elliptic integral of the first kind. When W > 2,
a fraction of the molecular states is coupled with the
atomic states, and we thus find a bimodal distribution
of molecular probabilities: either the initial state has a
large overlap with an Anderson localized molecular state,
and Ppo & 1; or the initial state is mostly supported
by resonant states with finite lifetimes, Py, =~ 0. As
the disorder increases, at first more and more molecular
states are coupled with the atomic states and therefore
the average Py, decreases.

For W > 8, however, we observe a re-entrant increase
of Ppor: here increasing W pushes some molecular states
below the atomic band, and thus the mean P, increases
as a function of W. Thus, at high disorder, the mean
Py directly gives the fraction of molecular states with
energy outside the atomic band. Qualitatively, the ra-
tio between the number of molecular states (states that
do not overlap in energy with the atomic band) and the
number N of bound states reproduces the trend of the
molecular probability (see orange curve in Fig. 10). As
molecular states also have weight away from the diago-
nal sites, the latter ratio gives an upper bound on the
molecular probability.

One can also look at the molecular probability with
respect to the average interaction U for different strength
of disorder W, see Fig. 11. At vanishing disorder, it
is possible to compute this probability analytically. In
Fig. 11(a), the solid red line is the theoretical prediction
made using the definition of Sec. IT and Egs. (8) and (9):

ke

R dky oU I {?Tfﬁz}
Pro :/ —tanhk = ———_—=, 18
> Vo T (18)

where F' is the elliptic integral of the first kind and k. =
Re 2arccos /1 — (U/4)? is a cutoff that varies between
0 and 7 as a function of U. The origin of this cutoff is

the definition that molecular states have energies F such
that |E| > 4.

For high disorder [W = 4, Fig. 11(d)], we recover a bi-
modal distribution due to Anderson localization. There
is a regime of rapid growth of the molecular probability
when U increases, which corresponds to the decoupling
of molecular states leaving the atomic band. When the
molecular band is completely outside the atomic band
(U > W + 4), the initial state on the diagonal is mostly
overlapped by few Anderson localized molecular eigen-
states. However, their exponential decay over a length
&mol allows a marginal coupling between the initial state
and the atomic functions. This coupling vanishes when
U — oco. The greater U is, the lower £, is, the greater
the molecular probability is.
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FIG. 11. Molecular probability versus the average interaction
U for different disorders W on a chain of size N = 50 and
ng = 10 disorder realizations (for each, 10 randomly-chosen
initial conditions on the diagonal are taken). (a): W = 0.
The red curve is the theoretical prediction of Eq. 18. (b):
W =1, (c): W=2,(d): W = 4. Black dots are the numeri-
cal computation of the molecular (survival) probability. The
radius of a black dot is proportional to the number of occur-
rences. Blue curves are the mean of distributions. Orange
curves give the average on ng = 100 disorder realizations of
the ratio between the number of molecular states (i.e energies
outside [-4,+4]) and the number N of bound states.

VI. SEPARATRIX STATES

Having treated the broad classes of molecular and
atomic states and also the band overlap, we now focus
on a special class of states at F =~ 0 that we call “separa-
trix states”. These states are best understood by starting
with the model without interaction (free time evolution
of two particles hopping on a chain), and then consid-
ering how the disordered interaction affects the 0-energy
eigenstates of the free model. Throughout this section we
assume the number of sites N to be even for simplicity.

A. The 0-energy eigenspace of the noninteracting
case

The 0-energy subspace of the noninteracting problem,
i.e., two particles on a chain of N sites (U = W = 0), is
spanned by 2N —2 plane waves. The corresponding quasi-
momenta lie on the separatrix in the two-dimensional
Brillouin zone (kg, ky). The separatrix is the iso-energy
line at zero energy (separating particle-like and hole-like



states in the band structure of the square lattice) with
the shape of a rotated square, as shown in Fig. 12, with

ke — ky +7
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green lines: ky, = =7 — k; = k4 = ky + ky = £7. (20)

red lines: ky = £+ k, = k_ =

We note that using the alternative Brillouin zone de-
fined in Appendix A, the equations for green lines become
ky = —7m with —7 <k_ <.

Dispersionrelation

FIG. 12. Dispersion relation at U = 0 and W = 0. The red
and green lines are the £ = 0 iso-energy lines. Linear com-
binations of the plane waves on green lines give unperturbed
states when disorder is turned on, whereas those on red lines
give rise to separatrix states. Red points (b) —(c) and (d) — (e)
correspond respectively to initial wavepackets of Fig. 14-b,c
and Fig. 14-d,e

Out of the plane-wave zero-energy modes, we can form
3N/2 — 2 linear combinations having wavefunctions that
vanish for x = y, as we show below. These will be eigen-
states of the system even if the on-site interaction be-
tween the particles is switched on. These come from two
groups of O-energy states, which we call diagonal and an-
tidiagonal states.

The N diagonal states are linear combinations of the
plane wave modes along the green lines in the Bril-
louin zone, chosen so that the distance between the
two particles is fixed. The value of the distance j =
—N/2,—N/2+1,...,N/2 — 1 specifies the state,

[¢a(d)) = \FZ\%Z/ z+j mod N).  (21)

Out of these N mutually orthogonal states, N —1 have the
property that their wavefunctions vanish for x = y. Only
the state |1)4(0)) is affected by the on-site interaction.
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The antidiagonal states are N — 2 linear combina-
tions of the plane wave modes along the red lines in the
Brillouin zone. We only take plane quasimomenta with
ky # 0 and k, # 0, since those plane wave modes were
included in the construction of the diagonal states.

We can form N/2 — 1 linear combinations of the an-
tidiagonal plane wave states that have 0 weight on = y.
These can be labeled by the quasimomentum component
ks, which is 0 < k, < 7, takes on N/2—1 different values.
The states read,

1 ) )
ad— (kz)) = § ezk;xez(kz—‘n)y

—ellbemreiky) g y) - (22)

The remaining N/2—1 linear combinations of antidiag-
onal plane wave states will be affected by the interaction.
Their wavefunctions can be written as

ikex 7.k s —T)Y

|wad+( \/7 Z

+e (k“”_”)“”eik*”y) |z, y) . (23)

B. Perturbative effect of interaction on the
separatrix states

We now consider the effect of a weak interaction po-
tential on the eigenstates, perturbatively up to first order
in U. For simplicity, we restrict to the case U = 0 and
finite W. We will refer to the N/2 states affected by the
disorder as “separatrix states”.

In order to study separatrix states, we are therefore
led to diagonalize a N/2 X N/2 matrix. We can numeri-
cally diagonalize this matrix to obtain eigenvectors that
typically look like that shown in Fig. 13. The right panel
[see Fig. 13(b)] reproduces the main feature of the sepa-
ratrix states, which is the localization along the center of
mass 4 direction together with delocalization along x_.
Further details on this disorder-induced localization are
given in Appendix D. The perturbative analysis is valid
for energy lower than the first non-zero energy (scaling
as 1/N?). The eigenvalues of U typically scale as W/N,
thus the disorder should be very small (W <« 1/N) for
perturbation theory to hold.

C. Wavepacket dynamics

The localization of separatrix states along the center
of mass x direction leads to an interesting effect for the
scattering of the two particles, that we discuss below.
Because of the disorder in the interaction potential, the
center-of-mass momentum is not conserved. However, as
we show below, if the two particles have wavepackets with
equal and opposite energies, +F and —F, then during
the scattering the center-of-mass momentum does stay
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FIG. 13. Separatrix states. (a): An eigenstate of the per-
turbation U having a non-negligible overlap with the state
|1a(0)). It represents a minority of eigenstates. (b): A typical
eigenstate of the perturbation U having a negligible overlap
with the state |14(0)).

approximately conserved (in fact, the center of mass is
stationary). We note that this is the same problem as
that of a single particle moving on a two-dimensional
lattice with a disordered diagonal potential barrier.

To set up a generic scattering problem, we prepare
both particles in Gaussian wavepackets, far from each
other, centered around positions z and y with =z < y.
The velocities of the particles, vy, = 0FE(kyy)/0ks,y
should be such that v, > v, so that a scattering event
does occur. An example for initial-state quasimomenta
kzo, kyo Tepresenting this condition is indicated by the
symbols “(b)” and “(c)” in Fig. 12. The correspond-
ing distribution of positions is shown in Fig. 14 (a). In
case of a translation-invariant contact interaction, during
the collision both the energy E and the center-of-mass
momentum k4 are conserved. In that case, after the
collision, transmitted and reflected parts of the wave-
function will be wavepackets with k;, ~ kzo,ky = kyo
and k; = kyo, ky = kzo, respectively. The corresponding
position distribution, obtained numerically, is shown in
Fig. 14 (b). If the interaction is disordered, the center-of-
mass momentum is no longer conserved, only the total
energy is. Thus after the collision we expect to see a
broad distribution of quasimomentum values £, £, both
for the reflected and the transmitted parts. Thus the dis-
tribution of post-collision velocities is broader, and as a
result — as shown for a concrete example in Fig. 14 (¢) —
the post-collision position distributions are broader.

A special case of the scattering problem is if the two in-
cident wavepackets have opposite energies, so that the to-
tal energy is approximately zero. Thus ko, kyo lie some-
where on the red separatrix line of Fig. 12, an example
indicated in the Figure by the symbols “(d)” and “(e)”.
Then the initial state has a significant overlap with an-
tidiagonal separatrix states, which, as explained in the
previous section, are extended along z_ but localized
along ;. Moreover, it has practically no overlap with
diagonal states (eigenstates formed by linear combina-
tions of plane waves from the green parts of the separa-
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FIG. 14. Position distributions of the two particles before (a)
and after (time ¢ = 25) (b-e) a scattering of two Gaussian
wavepackets on each other, for different initial momenta and
with a translation invariant (b,d) or disordered (c,e) contact
interaction U = 2, in a system of size N = 80. (a) Initial
wavepackets (time ¢ = 0) both have a width of 5 sites, pre-
pared at zo = 20, yo = 60 with wavevector kj = 0 (i.e.
vanishing group velocity along z) and either total energy
E # 0, momentum k; = m/4 [case (b) in Fig. 12] or £ = 0,
ky = m/2 [case (c) in Fig. 12]. (b, d) Without disorder, the
post-collision wavefunction has two wavepackets, somewhat
broadened, but centered on the same x4 coordinates, due to
the conservation of center-of-mass momentum - irrespective
of the initial momenta. (¢) When disorder in the contact in-
teraction breaks translation invariance, and the total energy
E # 0, we see a broader distribution of post-collision x4+ and
x_ coordinates. (e) When the contact interaction is disor-
dered, and E = 0, we see a broadening of the post-collision
x—, but only slight broadening of the z, distribution. This
is due to the dominance of separatrix states in the initial
wavepacket, as explained in the main text.



trix). Thus the post-collision state should be composed
of mostly plane wave-modes at or near the red parts of
the separatrix, with velocities v, ~ —v,. This explains
why the post-collision position distribution in this case
can be broad along z_, but should be not significantly
broadened along x: the center-of-mass is approximately
conserved. This is confirmed by a numerical example in
Fig. 14(e). For comparison, the post-collision position
distribution with the same parameters, but without dis-
order in the interaction, is shown in Fig. 14 (d). We note
that disorder in the interaction also leads to a comb-like
interference pattern of the position distribution of both
the reflected and transmitted parts, which would merit
further investigation. For the same time evolution and
because of the non-parabolic dispersion relation, the nat-
ural wavepacket spreading is much smaller in Fig. 14 (d)
than in Fig. 14 (b).

D. Summary

Separatrix states have a small participation ratio (Py ~
N/N? = 1/N < 1 when N > 1) and as such could be
mistaken for scarred states, well-known in the quantum
chaos context””»“°. However, they are markedly different.
Indeed, they are due to separatrix iso-energy lines, that
do not exist in a continuum billiard. In addition, they
are not related to unstable and periodic classical orbits.
Our understanding is that they are related to stable clas-
sical orbits in a peculiar billiard with a particular kind of
kinetic energy H(k,,k,) = —2cos(k,)— 2 cos(k,) instead
of H(ky,ky) = (k2 4+ k7)/(2m). We leave it to future
work to study these unusual classical billiards. We have
not found scarred states in the present model.

VII. CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

In the absence of disorder, two interacting particles on
a chain can have a coherent dynamic as a bound state or
independent motion as scattering states. When the in-
teraction becomes spatially disordered, two very different
effects are expected for the molecular bound state.

On the one hand, if the energy of the initial molecular
state does not overlap with the atomic band, the molecule
becomes Anderson-localized due to disorder.

On the other hand, because the disorder in the interac-
tion breaks the conservation of the center-of-mass quasi-
momentum and spreads the molecular band in energy, an
initially bound state with an energy that overlaps with
the atomic band becomes a resonance with a finite life-
time and delocalizes over the whole system. The disorder
breaks both the molecular bound-state and the Anderson
localization.

Likewise, a few scattering states in the atomic band
persist even when disorder is turned on. These are called
quasi-ideal. Both resonant states and quasi-ideal states
are not very different from bound states and scattering
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states that exist in the absence of disorder. There exis-
tence is due to the fact that the disorder is only a “sur-
face effect” in our model. They are expected to become
negligible in the thermodynamic limit as their number
increases with N but not as fast as N2.

Near the center of the atomic band, we observe un-
usual states due to the disordered interaction and re-
lated to the presence of a separatrix zero-energy line in
the square lattice dispersion relation. These separatrix
states do not exist in standard quantum billiards (defined
in the continuum rather than in a tight-binding model).
They feature disorder-induced localization in real space
but not of the Anderson type (not an interference effect).
A remarkable consequence is that a wavepacket with zero
average energy, i.e. built on these separatrix states, can
not be laterally scattered when hitting a disordered bar-
rier. The number of separatrix states (N/2) makes them
negligible in the thermodynamic limit.

Apart from resonant, quasi-ideal and separatrix states,
which are all finite-size effects, most states in the atomic
band are chaotic states. They are the typical states of
a peculiar toric billiard possessing a disordered barrier
along a closed loop that winds around the torus. These
states are delocalized (with a participation ratio of 1/3),
have a random character and feature filaments.

We now discuss possible experimental realizations of
the U model. The type of disordered interaction we have
considered could be realized with cold atoms trapped in
an optical lattice. There the interaction between the
trapped atoms can be magnetically tuned using Feshbach
resonances . In a variant of this technique, optical Fes-
hbach resonances””, the resonance condition between the
states is fulfilled with the help of an extra laser field (or
pair of laser fields). Here the interaction strength can be
made position-dependent if the spatial form of the lasers
is modulated by optical speckle patterns.

An alternative experimental route would use the anal-
ogy to quantum billiards, i.e., realize the system as a
single particle moving in two dimensions with a line of
potential defects. This could be realized with photonic
waveguides fabricated using femtosecond laser inscrip-
tion, as in a recent experiment by Mukherjee et al
There the 2-body 1D Hubbard model was mapped to a
square tight-binding model in the presence of a barrier
along the diagonal. Similarly, Di Liberto et al.”~ have
suggested this approach to simulate the effects of inter-
action in the Su-Schrieffer-Heeger model. In such an ex-
perimental setup, disorder could simply be included by
varying the parameters of the waveguides also along the
diagonal. This seems to be possible using the level of
control over the parameters of the waveguides already
demonstrated in the experiment
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FIG. 15. (a) Portion of the square lattice with the coordinate
and basis vectors for the natural frame (z,y) in blue and the
center of mass frame (x4, x_) in red. (b) First Brillouin zone
of the reciprocal lattice in gray. The dual vectors of each
frame are indicated, in blue (red) for the natural (center of
mass) frame. The dots represent the allowed values taken
by the wavevector for a finite size system with N = 10. An
alternative Brillouin zone better adapted to k4 and k_ is
indicated in yellow.
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Appendix A: Center-of-mass frame

In the main text, we use a mapping from the two-
particle problem on a chain onto the dynamics of a single
particle on a square lattice. In this appendix, we describe
the basis change from the canonical frame (€, ;) to the
center of mass frame (e7,e” ), which reads
{ﬁ%ﬁ%HﬁHw@
o= 555, ezl = 1/VE.

In this orthogonal, but not normed, center-of-mass
frame, the site coordinates (r,y) € Z? are replaced by
the center of mass z = %ﬂ and the relative coordinate
T_=1x—Y.

The vectors (e},e) generate a rectangular lattice
which shares only half of the square lattice sites. This
leads to integer and half integer coordinates for the
square lattice sites: x; takes integer values when x_ is
even and half-integer values when z_ is odd.

Turning to reciprocal space, we have the canonical re-

—

ciprocal frame e} = 2mé; and e_i = 2me,, wavevectors
k= kie: + ket = kyen + ky€;, and the associated
first Brillouin zone defined by (k3, k) both in the range
[—1/2,1/2[ or equivalently, (k.,k,) = 27 (k}, k;) both in
the range [—m, 7[. The reciprocal frame associated with
the center of mass coordinates reads :
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Working with a finite N x N patch with periodic
boundary conditions amounts to select a finite set of al-
lowed k vectors, whose coordinates (k;,k,) inside the
first Brillouin zone [gray region in Fig. 15(b)] read
27y /N with (jz, jy) in the range [-N/2, N/2 — 1] for
N even and [—(N —1)/2,(N —1)/2] for N odd.

In the center of mass reciprocal frame, these allowed k
vectors read k = kie_i +k*e* =kpel/2+ 2k_e” with

{ ki =27 (ju + Jy) /N
ko =m(jz = y)/N

with (jg, jy) running in the same range as above.

The two direct space frames (é;,€,) and (el,e”) are
shown in Fig. 15(a) , and the two reciprocal frames
{e_;";,e_j} and {e:j;,e;;} together with allowed k vectors
(with N = 10) in the first Brillouin zone are displayed in
Fig. 15(b).

The extremal values taken by one coordinate of the
reciprocal center of mass frame when ranging over the
first Brillouin zone [gray region in Fig. 15(b)] depends
on the other coordinate. In practice, this makes compu-
tation harder. However, one can define equivalently an
alternative Brillouin zone [yellow region in Fig. 15(b)], in
which both coordinates range over [—m, 7[. The allowed
(k4,k_) coordinates now read:

ky = 2nK/N
k_=mq/N

where K takes integer values in [-N/2,N/2 — 1] and
q € [-N, N — 1] takes even (resp. odd) values when K
is even (resp. odd).

Appendix B: Scaling of the inverse participation
ratio

The localization of eigenfunctions can be measured
using the inverse participation ratio (IPR) defined in
Eq. (13). The scaling of the eigenfunctions’ IPR with
respect to the system size N shows different behaviors
according to the degree and nature of localization. As
we increase the system size, wavefunctions completely
delocalized over the whole system should have an TPR
~ 1/N?; those localized along only one direction are ex-
pected to have IPR ~ 1/N; and completely localized
wavefunctions should have an IPR ~ N° for large N.

Without disorder, eigenfunctions of the atomic band
are the scattering wavefunctions which scale as 1/N?, the
fit shows a participation ratio P> ~ 63% [see Fig. 16(a)](
we employ twisted boundary conditions in order to avoid



degeneracy). This numerical result matches the analyti-
cal computation of the participation ratio, using Egs. 11
for U — oo, which gives 2/3 ~ 67%. The second fit in
Fig. 16(a) shows a dependence in 1/N which corresponds
to the molecular states delocalized along the center of
mass direction and localized along the relative motion
direction.

With disorder, molecular states become Anderson lo-
calized, so that their IPR does not depend on N any-
more [see Fig. 16(b)]. The atomic states remain delocal-
ized and their IPR scales as 1/N2. In this regime (both
bands do not overlap), the latter are either quasi-ideal
states (P2 ~ 67%) or chaotic states (P ~ 33%). One
notices that the distribution of IPR [see Fig. 16(b)] is
larger than in the free-disorder case. The average value
of the participation ratio is P> ~ 46%. The participation
ratio of chaotic states (1/F =~ 33%) can be obtained ana-
lytically from random matrix theory (with F' = 3 for the
GOE), see e.g.””.

When both bands overlap (U —W < 4), the disorder is
strongly felt by atomic states (see Sec. V). Figure 16(c)
shows an IPR for atomic states scaling as N2, i.e., a par-
ticipation ratio P ~ 28% not far from 33% expected for
chaotic states. The difference probably comes from the
fact that not all atomic states are chaotic states: there
are also quasi-ideal, resonant and separatrix states. Their
effect should disappear in the thermodynamic limit.

Separatrix states when they do not couple with other
atomic states should present a 1/N scaling for the IPR
because they are localized in the center of mass direc-
tion and delocalized in the relative motion direction. We
know that they are related to states at energy F = 0
when U = W = 0. To keep track of them, we perturb
slightly the system (W = 0.001 and U = 0) to stay in
the regime where separatrix and atomic states do not res-
onate [see Fig. 16(d)] and indeed find the expected 1/N
behaviour.

Appendix C: First-order perturbation of the Bethe
ansatz solutions

In this appendix, we use perturbation theory in the dis-
order strength W to study the effect of the interaction
potential U (with average U and fluctuations W) on the
exact eigenstates of the two-particle problem known at
nonzero U but W = 0. For convenience, we describe the
system as the dynamics of a single particle on a two-
dimensional grid (with periodic boundary conditions),
with a disordered onsite potential on the diagonal.

The cases U = 0 and U # 0 are expected to lead to dif-
ferent quantitative results. Indeed, the disordered diago-
nal perturbs eigenfunctions of U = 0 (plane waves) much
more intensively than eigenfunctions of U # 0 (scattering
states) because their weight on the diagonal is greater.

1 —5|
50 100 150 200 0 50 100 150 200
Size Size
U=0, W=3 U=0, W=0.001

50 100 150 200 o50 100 150 200
Size Size

FIG. 16. Log-log plot of the inverse participation (IPR) of
eigenfunctions with respect to the size of the system N for
different average interaction strength U and disorder W. (a),
(b) and (c): Complete energy spectrum for system sizes from
N = 50to N = 200 by increment of 10. (a) U = 8, W = 0; (b)
U=8 W=4;and (c) U =0, W =3. (d): Only separatrix
states at U = 0 and W = 0.001 between N = 50 and N =
300 by increment of 10. Linear fits in red highlight three
types of behavior: I = 1/(P,N?) (2D-delocalized), ~ 1/N
(1D-delocalized) and ~ N° (localized). Black dotted line in
(c) delimits the region between localized and 2D-delocalized

states.

1. U=0

We start by considering U = 0 and follow the steps
of'”. The first order perturbation in energy is given by
the matrix element of the perturbation operator U be-
tween unperturbed eigenvectors, i.e. plane waves ob-
tained at W = 0. In our case, the potential is on a
diagonal, whereas in'”, it is along the four edges of a
square billiard. The weight of a plane wave on a site is
1/N?%. The typical deviation of the energy is the stan-
dard deviation o of the variable U = Zivzl U, where U,’s
are the random diagonal potential uniformly chosen in
[~W,4+W]. We have o(U) = W+/N/V/3 where N is the
length of the disordered barrier. We therefore obtain a
typical perturbation in energy scaling as W.N—3/2, which
has to be compared to the mean level spacing ~ N~2. In
the thermodynamic limit N — co, as W.N~3/2 > N~2,
every state will be sensitive to the neighbouring energy
levels and we will eventually lead to GOE statistics. In
addition, taking into account that the DoS is not flat but
has a maximum at £ = 0 and minima at band edges
E = +4 (see Fig. 4), the last states to be affected by the
disorder are those near band edges. Indeed, quasi-ideal



states (i.e. states almost unaffected by the disorder) are
found mostly near band edges.

2. U#0

Next we consider U # 0. When W = 0 and with
periodic boundary conditions, scattering states at finite
U are given by the Bethe ansatz™® and read:

Vse(2,y) = Cetk++ [sin(k_z_)

4 ko
— 5 cos - sink_ cos(k_z_)], (C1)

where C' = \/i/(N\/l +16/0U2 cos? % sin?k_) is the
normalization constant, ky = k; + k, = 2rK/N and
K € [-N/2,N/2 —1]. The quantity x_ is the solution
of the Bethe ansatz equation: k_ N = 27w\ 4+ 6 where
A €[-N/2,N/2 — 1] and 0 is such that

o _ 1+ 4i /U cos(ky /2) sin k_
1—4i/U cos(ky /2)sink_

(C2)

At zeroth order in U, one has k_ ~ 27\/N = k_ and
the normalization constant C' ~ /2/N.

The weight of the eigenvectors on a disordered site
(x_ = 0) is C?16U 2 cos? % sin? _. By a similar com-
putation as the one done in the case U = 0, the first order
perturbation scales as WU ~2 cos? %* sin® k_N—3/2. The
number of Bethe solutions for which the first order per-
turbation is lower than the mean level spacing oc 1/N?
depends on the value of k. The latter satisfy the condi-
tion:

k _
cos? % sin? k< UPWIN"1/2, (C3)

We distinguish two regimes: (1) when k4 is far from
7, (2) when k4 is close to 7. For the first case, we find
that among the IV —1 scattering states, a number of levels
proportional to N3/4 does not hybridize with other levels.
For the second case, the interval is split in two. In the
first interval, the number of Bethe solutions unaffected
by other levels is sublinear oc N'~P, with p > 0. In the
second interval, the latter grows linearly, however, the
interval shrinks to 0 when N — oo.

(1): If ky is far enough from 7 such that cos? k. /2 =
a ~ 1 not too close from 0 then |[sink_| <
UW-Y2N-1/4  As a consequence the sine being small
for N = oo and k_ ~ 27A/N, among the N Bethe so-
lutions of a fixed value k4, only a number growing as
o« UW~1Y/2N3/4 does not hybridize with other levels.

(2): If ky = 7 — 2ar/N with r an integer such that
0 <r <7y with 271 /N < 1 and r; is the upper bound
of r. Below it, the following approximation is valid:
cos(ky/2) ~ r2/N? and |sink_| <« UW-V/2NT/4p=2,
When r > ry, we are then back to the first case (1).
We want to estimate rg, the number of k; for which
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the overall N corresponding Bethe solutions do not hy-
bridize with neighbouring levels. It is fulfilled when
OW-12NT4=2 > 1 = r < VOW-VANT/S = r.
In the following, it will be necessary to get an upper
bound r{, on this 7y so we relax the constraint and ask for
UW-YV2NT/4p=2 > UW~Y2N~P where p > 0, the up-
per bound is rj = N7/8+p/2 For ry >r > Ty, |sink_| <
UW=YEINT/A4p=2 < UW-12EN"P = X\ < N17P. We ex-
pect that the number of Bethe solutions which does not
hybridize scales as N1~P. We choose p < 1/4 and obtain
at the thermodynamic limit that rq > 7.

In summary, we want to estimate the total number

of Bethe solutions S = Z;V:/i;vlm f(2mj/N) for which
the first perturbation energy does not cross neighbouring
energy levels, where f is the function which counts these
Bethe solutions at fixed k. We obtain 3 typical different
behaviors for f depending on the value of ky = 27j/N =
7w —2nr/N = j = N/2 —r. We define jo = N/2 —rg
and j1 = N/2 —r1. fo is the behavior of f(27j/N) for
0 < |j| < 71 computed in the first case (1). f1 and fo
described the behavior of f(27j/N) respectively in the
interval j; < |j| < jo and j; < |j| < N/2 computed in
the second regime (2). Then

Ji—1 Jo N/2
S<Y fot+ Y, h+ D, [ (C4)
l7]=0 l71=31 lil=jo+1

where fo occ UW~Y2N3/4 fi o« N'=P and f, = N. The
number of terms in the first and second sum is propor-
tional to N. In the third sum, the number of terms is
proportional to ry = N7/8%P/2_ For 0 < p < 1/2, S scales
as N where o < 2. Therefore, in the thermodynamic
limit, these states, which do not see neighbouring levels,
won’t be the majority.

This result is quite different from the case U = 0.
When U = 0 and in the thermodynamic limit, every state
will eventually hybridize and lead to GOE statistics. At
U # 0, some states will not hybridize. As their number
scales as N with a < 2, they are a minority compared
to the total number N? of eigenstates of the problem.

Appendix D: Localization of separatrix states along
the center-of-mass direction

This Appendix presents the typical form of eigenstates
in the Fig. 13, in particular that of typical separatrix
states shown in panel (b). We wish in particular to ex-
plain the mechanism of disorder-induced localization and
to distinguish it from Anderson localization.

The interaction operator U in the basis made of the
diagonal state ¥4(x_ = 0) plus the N/2 — 1 symmetric

red states reads
b V2u



where b = 3 >~; Uj, uis avector of length N/2—1 and U,

is a matrix of size N/2—1x N/2—1. It has components
and matrix elements

1 . .
U = ———— U~ ik++m)] D2
by m; ) (D2)
1 i — Vi
U|k+,k, — ﬁZUje (ky—Kl)j (D3)
J

with k. = %, K, = 2%{/, K and K’ being one of the
N/2 — 1 even integers in [-N/2+ 1, N/2|[.

The interaction operator written in this basis looks al-
most like an on-site potential Hamiltonian H,, of dimen-
sion N/2 but written in the plane wave basis:

Hop = > Us 1) (] = V2/N Y U™ EFD 1) (k).
J kK’
(D4)

If the interaction operator would be exactly propor-
tional to H,, by establishing the one to one correspon-
dence between the quasi-momentum center-of-mass £
(see Egs. (D2) and (D3)) and the 1D quasi-momentum
k (see Egs. (D4)), each eigenvectors would be localized
exactly on one center of mass x4 and delocalized in the
relative motion direction x_. Figure 13-b shows a local-
isation of eigenvectors along the center of mass direction
but we cannot assign precisely a center of mass position
to an eigenvector. In the following, we make explicit the
differences between the interaction operator U and the
on-site potential hamiltonian H,.

Making the substitution U; — U;v/2/(NvN), and
establishing a one to one correspondence between the
quasi-momentum center-of-mass k4 of Eq. (D3) and the
1D quasi-momentum & of Eq. (D4), 2U) corresponds ex-
actly to the restricted part of H,p, onto the N/2 — 1 di-
mensional subspace where we remove the plane wave of
lowest quasi-momentum k = —7w. However, if one wants
b of Eq. D1 to match with the first matrix element of H,p,
one has to make a different substitution U; — U;/(V2N).
Eventually, the correspondence between v/2u of Eq. (D2)
and (—n| Hop |k # —m) is established by still another sub-
stitution U; — U;/N. Therefore, numerical factors (and
scaling with V) do not match between the different part
of the matrix in Eq. D1 and this constitutes one of the dif-
ferences with the on-site potential Hamiltonian of Eq. D4.

The other difference is that the first vector in Eq. D1
is the diagonal state 14(0) and is not a plane wave state
as the other symmetric red states or the 1D plane wave
of the on-site potential model.

If one would have H,, instead of U, the eigenvec-
tors would be the symmetric antidiagonal states, well-
localized on one center-of-mass position. The resulting
interaction operator being quite similar to H,,, we do
not expect very different eigenstates and we observe also
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localization along the center-of-mass direction. If this
analogy with the potential model holds, the localization
leading to separatrix states is a trivial localization by
disorder potentials (indeed there is no kinetic energy in
the potential model) and not an Anderson localization
resulting from multiple scattering interferences.

Appendix E: Lifetime of resonant states

For resonant states (or virtual bound states), one may
define a lifetime. Resonant states can be seen as the
result of the coupling, via the disorder, between bound
states and scattering states that coincide in energy, i.e.
in the region of band overlap. Because of this coupling,
bound states are no longer eigenstates but acquire a fi-
nite lifetime. For example, we take U = 2 and W = 0
and consider a bound state with energy Ey in between U
and 4. Such a bound state will be taken as initial state
[1(0)). It satisfies Hol(0)) = Ep|t(0)). Now, we turn
on a finite but weak disorder 1 > W > 0, and study the
time evolution of |¢()) = e~"7*|1)(0)) by considering the
probability P(t) = |(¥(0)|¢(¢))[>. At short time ¢t < T,
we expect that it decays as e %/7 ~ 1 — t/7, where T is
the lifetime given by Fermi’s golden rule 1/7 ~ p(Eq)W?,
where p(Fp) is the density of states (per site) of the
atomic band at energy FEy. The lifetime should there-
fore scale as 1/W?2. This is indeed what we observe: for
example, for Eq ~ 3.087, we find 7 ~ 3.5/W?, see Fig. 17.
At longer time, the evolution is more complicated.

~
o~
S 06F 1
S
S 04f 1
~
A
0.2F i
0.0 . . . .
0 10 20 30 40 50
A
FIG. 17. Time evolution of the probability P(t) =

[(1(0)]2b(t)}|? for three different disorder strengths: W = 0.1
(blue), 0.5 (yellow) and 1 (green). The initial bound state
|1(0)) is an eigenstate at W = 0 with energy Eg ~ 3.087 for
N, =30 and U = 2. From P(t) ~ 1 — t/7 (dashed lines),
the lifetime 7 is (a) 365, (b) 16 and (c) 4, which agrees with
T~ 3.5/W2
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