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The statistical properties of the dynamics of energy levels are investigated in the case of two
two-dimensional disordered quantum dot models with nearest neighbor hopping subjected to
external time-dependent perturbations. While in the first model the external drivings are realized
by a continuous variation of the on-site energies, in the second one it is generated by deformations
of a parabolic potential. We concentrate on the distribution of the spacing, velocity and curvature
of the energy levels and on the statistics of the avoided level crossings. Our findings show that
for both models, albeit under slightly different conditions, the statistical properties of the these
quantities are in good agreement with those predicted by Random Matrix Theory (RMT) for the
Gaussian Orthogonal, Unitary and Symplectic ensembles. We also provide analytic results on the
disorder and system size dependence of the typical magnitudes of the velocities, curvatures of
energy levels, and of the gaps and the asymptotic slopes of the anticrossings. Our results can be
verified experimentally by measurements of single-particle energy spectra in quantum dots.

I. INTRODUCTION

The spectra of complex, interacting many-body sys-
tems can be considered up to a large extent indeterminis-
tic, for which Random Matrix Theory (RMT) has proven
to provide an accurate statistical description, relying only
on the fundamental symmetries of the system and com-
pletely neglecting the microscopical details of the indi-
vidual energy eigenstates [1–5]. While its applicability
to the spectrum of disordered tight binding models has
been the subject of many studies [6–10], the statistical
behavior of motion of energy levels and its connection
to RMT still raises many exciting unanswered questions.
Urged by the swift experimental developments explor-
ing non-equilibrium phenomena in the nanoscale regime,
considerable theoretical attention is being paid to the
response properties of disordered quantum dots to time-
dependent perturbations. The effects of external drivings
manifest themselves, among others, in the movements of
energy levels, which in turn provide information about
the changes of the physical quantities in the system in-
duced during the non-equilibrium process.

One of the earliest approaches to study disordered sys-
tems is provided by the statistics of difference of ad-
jacent energy levels. First of all, as was proposed in
Ref. 11, levels repelling each other, characteristic for
RMT, correspond to classically chaotic nature and fol-
low the celebrated Wigner Dyson statistics [12], while
regular motion implies Poissonian statistics. In addition,
level spacing statistics also provides an ideal testbed to
study localization properties of single particle states. In
3 dimensions RMT-like behavior is observed for states
with localization lengths much larger than the system
size and for delocalized states, while Anderson localized
states with localization length shorter than the system
size exhibit Poissonian level statistics and intermediate
statistics were observed at the metal insulator transi-

tion [6, 13, 14]. A different picture emerges, however, in 2
dimensions as for spinless disordered tight binding mod-
els RMT-like behavior is only observed for states with
localization length sufficiently exceeding the size of the
system for both unit and random phase hopping terms
(systems in the presence and absence of time-reversal
symmetry, respectively) [7, 10, 15]. Furthermore, intro-
ducing also spin degrees of freedom and random spin-
orbit couplings, as was thoroughly studied in Refs. 8, 16–
19, truly extended states appear below a critical dis-
order value. Further works tested the validity of the
Wigner statistics in various fields ranging from the early
studies of Coloumb blockade [7] and conductance peak
spacings [20] through the effects of Aharonov-Bohm flux
piercing through disordered samples [21, 22], kicked one-
dimensional systems [23] to the current investigation of
interacting spin systems [24–27], finite range Coulomb
gas models [28, 29], and open chaotic systems realised in
microwave cavities [30].

Level spacing statistics, however, provides no informa-
tion about responses to time-dependent perturbations.
A large amount of non-equilibrium phenomena in dis-
ordered systems induced by external drivings can be
addressed by the investigation of the motion of energy
levels [31]. Level dynamics of classically chaotic sys-
tems was first formulated in the pioneering works of
Refs. 32 and 33 exhibiting similar statistical behavior
as the spectra of the proper Gaussian random matrix
ensembles. With an appropriate parametric evolution of
the H(λ) disordered Hamiltonian with λ promoted to
fictitious time, derivatives of energy levels reveal most
of the non-equilbrium properties of driven systems. Of
central interest are the first and second derivatives com-
monly referred to as level velocity and level curvature,
vn = dEn/dλ, Kn = d2En/dλ

2, respectively, providing
information about conductance fluctuations and char-
acterizing the sensitivity of energy levels to changing
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boundaries in metallic samples [34–36]
While the RMT levels exhibit Gaussian velocity statis-

tics exact curvature distributions resisted evaluation for
quite a long time. The first analytical predictions for the
tail of the curvature statistics were provided by various
authors in Refs. 37–39 along with Simons and Altshuler
discussing the universal features of the curvature statis-
tics and velocity correlations in Refs. 40–42. Finally von
Oppen and Fyodorov in Refs. 43–46 gave exact analytical
expressions in the case of random matrices and metallic
samples pierced through by an Aharonov-Bohm flux.
Velocity and curvature statistics constituting an in-

tense area of research have been investigated over the
years mostly in systems in the presence of a magnetic
field [47, 48], in chaotic, irregularly shaped billiards with
changing boundaries [49–54] , and quantum systems with
twisted boundary conditions [9, 55–58] or in periodically
kicked one-dimensional systems [57, 59], while recent
studies considered disordered interacting many-body sys-
tems [60–62].
A further striking feature in the course of paramet-

ric evolution of disordered systems is the formation
of the avoided level crossings. In the seminal work of
Wigner[63], it was argued that the levels of H(λ) without
any particular symmetries may reach close to each other
at some λ0 value but finally avoid true crossing points.
Apart from providing an ideal testbed to study the de-
gree of emerging chaos in the classical counterparts of
quantum systems [64–68], avoided level crossings have a
dramatic impact on the conditions of adiabatic time evo-
lution in driven disordered systems. Following the com-
mon approximate expression around the closest approach
of λ0,

En+1(λ) − En(λ) ≈
√

∆2 + γ2(λ− λ0)2 , (1)

even for slowly varying λ = λ(t) driving protocols adi-
abaticity can be violated via Landau-Zener (LZ) transi-

tions with probability exp(−π
2
∆2

γλ̇
) [69, 70] with ∆ and

γ being the smallest level distance (gap) and asymptotic
slope, respectively. While pioneering studies on the LZ
parameter statistics and their impact on non-equilibrium
dynamics in random matrix ensembles were provided by
Wilkinson in Refs. 71 and 72, their strong connection to
classical diffusion processes and energy dissipation was
established in Refs. 73–78.
The role of the avoided level crossings were studied

in further exciting phenomena such as dynamical tun-
neling [79–82], relations to the famous Lyapunov expo-
nents [83] or transitions from regular to chaotic regimes
in classical systems [84, 85]. Similarly to level response
investigations, LZ parameter statistics were compared to
the RMT results in quantum billiards, kicked tops [86–90]
and in disordered systems with Rashba and spin-forbit
interactions [91, 92].
In spite of these extensive progresses, in most cases

level dynamics were generated by magnetic fields and
changing boundaries in microwave cavities or in chaotic

billiards not considering the possibility either of spin
degrees of freedom or of different driving mechanisms
such as deformations of a confining potential which could
open new perspectives for experimental realizations.
Furthermore, neither LZ parameter statistics nor level
dynamics were investigated in two-dimensional systems
with random magnetic fields or spin-orbit couplings
(GUE, GSE symmetry class, respectively). In this paper
we fill this gap by studying various aspects of level
dynamics in two-dimensional disordered tight binding
models with different driving protocols feasible for
experimental realization in the case of all the three

symmetry classes.

The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II we
present the two two-dimensional disordered quantum
dot models. In Sec. III we show the agreement and
argue for the differences of level spacing, level velocity
and level curvature statistics compared to the RMT
results and discuss their size and disorder dependences.
In Sec. IV we show the agreement of the avoided level
crossing parameters’ distributions between RMT and
the investigated models and also discuss their parameter
dependences and their impacts on slowly driven systems.

II. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

Before turning to the detailed description of our results
we briefly summarize the basic features of RMT. Ran-
dom Gaussian matrices mainly divide into 3 classes ac-
cording to their underlying symmetries, spinless systems
with and without time-reversal symmetry described by
real symmetric (GOE) and complex hermitian matrices
(GUE) and spin one-half systems with time-reversal sym-
metry with quaternion valued hermitian matrices (GSE),
respectively. The distribution of matrix elements for the
above classes is given by

P (H) ∝ e−
βN

4J2
Tr(HH†) (2)

with J fixing the energy scale and β = 1, 2, 4 denoting
the number of independent real variables of each matrix
element for GOE, GUE and GSE, respectively. Neighbor-
ing energies exhibit level repulsion as the distribution of
their difference in the middle of the spectrum follows the
celebrated Wigner-Dyson statistics [12],

Plevel,β ∼ ∆βe−Cβ∆
2

(3)

with Cβ = π
4 , 4

π , 64
9π , implying Plevel,β (∆) ∼ ∆β for ∆ =

0. Following the works [72, 93], we choose the parametric
evolution

H(λ) = Hi cosλ+Hf sinλ (4)

with Hi and Hf being two independent random matrices
drawn from the same ensemble and which ensures identi-
cal distribution of matrix elements at any value of λ. We
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use this protocol to compare the statistical properties of
level spacing, velocity, curvature and the Landau-Zener
parameters to those obtained in the disordered quan-
tum dot models. In particular, we consider the following
model on a L× L square lattice (‘on-site model’):

Hon-site(λ) = −J
∑

r,δ,α,α′

tr,δ,α,α′ |r+ δ, α〉〈r, α′|

+
∑

r,α

ǫr,λ |r, α〉〈r, α| + h. c. ,
(5)

where J sets the energy scale, |r, α〉 and |r + δ, α〉 de-
note coordinate and spin eigenstates at lattice site r and
spin state α, respectively, and δ points to the nearest
neighbors. For the spinless case, choosing unit hoppings
tr,δ = 1 GOE-like behavior, while for random phase hop-
ping terms, tr,δ = eiϕr,δ , with ϕr,δ being uniformly and
independently distributed in the interval [−π, π], statisti-
cal properties similar to GUE are expected. For spin one-
half systems with time-reversal symmetry, the appropri-
ate choice, tr,δ,α,α′ = (I+ µσϕr,δ)α,α′ with µ denoting

the strength of the spin-orbit coupling, leads to an en-
ergy spectrum characteristic for the GSE ensemble. Here
ϕr,δ is a 3-component vector with independent random
variables distributed uniformly on [−1/2, 1/2] at each lat-
tice site for all nearest neighbors, σ denotes the vector
composed of the Pauli matrices and we chose, following
Ref. 8, µ = 2 for the strength of the spin-orbit coupling.
Evolution in parameter space is realized by the proto-
col ǫr,λ = ǫr,i cos(λ) + ǫr,f sin(λ) starting from λi = 0
and ending at λf = π/2, where ǫr,i and ǫr,f are indepen-
dent and distributed uniformly on [−W/2,W/2]. Note
that this is the same parametric evolution as in the case
of the RMT protocol (4) but now with randomness only
encoded in the on-site energies and hopping terms mak-
ing it more feasible for experimental realizations.

In the case of the ‘potential model’ we consider the
following Hamiltonian:

Hpot(λ) = −J
∑

r,δ,α,α′

tr,δ,α,α′ |r+ δ, α〉〈r, α′|

+
∑

r,α

(Vr,λ + ǫr) |r, α〉〈r, α| + h. c.
(6)

where level dynamics is now generated by the compres-
sion (decompression) of a parabolic potential, Vr,λ =
1
2
V0

L2

(

r2 + λ
(

x2 − y2
))

, in the x (y) direction in a sym-
metric way with λ starting at −λf/2 and ending at λf/2.
Here, choosing the same tr,δ,α,α′ hopping terms and on-
site energies as in the on-site model (5), statistical prop-
erties of level dynamics are expected to be identical to
the proper random matrix ensembles (i.e. unit, random
phase and random SU(2) phase hoppings implying GOE,
GUE and GSE-like behavior, respectively), albeit under
slightly different conditions due to the presence of the
confining potential.

III. LEVEL DYNAMICS

In this section we present our results on the level dy-
namics regarding the distribution of distance between ad-
jacent levels, level velocities and level curvatures.

A. Level spacing statistics

In this subsection we investigate and compare the dis-
tribution of level spacing in the potential model to the
RMT predictions. Previous thorough studies considered
level spacing statistics with on-site disorder, and unit and
random phase hoppings for the GOE and GUE symme-
try classes, respectively [7, 10, 15] in 2 dimensions and
almost perfect agreement was found with the Wigner-
Dyson distribution (3) for energy eigenstates with lo-
calization lengths, ξ, much larger than the system size,
ξ ≫ L, (i.e. approximately uniform spatial eigenstate
distribution). Furthermore, there is a true localization-
delocalization transition in the presence of random spin-
orbit coupling for the GSE ensemble[8, 16–19]. As dis-
order increases, however, the window of the RMT-like
states gets narrower around the middle of the spectrum
(extended states or states with localization length much
larger than the system size), until the localization lengths
of levels with energies closest to zero become compara-
ble to the system size. Then in the opposite limit, as
disorder is increased further, levels become completely
uncorrelated and spacing statistics becomes Poissonian,
Plevel,β ∼ e−∆, as expected.
Analogously, both the uncorrelated, Poissonian, and

the Wigner type regimes are present in the potential
model, (6) but with the location of the RMT win-
dow dramatically affected by the potential. Qualitatively,
the total band width stretches with increasing potential
strength in a way that the lowest energy remains ap-
proximately at the value without potential, ∼ −2J −W ,
and all excited states get lifted (throughout this paper
we set the chemical potential to zero). This also implies
a shift of the RMT window towards the lower edge of
the energy band, i.e. at filling factors f < 1/2 with f
denoting the ratio of the level at which the statsitics is
investigated and the total number eigenstates. These ef-
fects are demonstrated in Fig. 1 for the GUE ensemble,
i.e. the stronger the potential the lower the filling factor
at which levels display WD statistics and at half-filling
Poissonian statistics is observed. Further increasing the
potential, however, the RMT window reaches the lowest
lying energy states, happening approximately for poten-
tial strengths comparable to the band width, V0 ∼ L2J .
At this point no WD statistics is observable in the spec-
trum and the distribution of level spacing converges to-
wards the uncorrelated Poissonian character both with
increasing disorder and potential strength. This also im-
plies that in the potential model in the case of RMT-like
states potential effects can be neglected for not too large
λ < 1 deformations as they always come up in form of
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FIG. 1. Level spacing statistics in the potential model for
the GUE ensemble for system size L = 20, disorder strength
W = J and potential strength V0 = 400J at λ = 0 for different
filling factors, f = 0.5, 0.2, 0.075 (symbols). While for half-
filling Poissonian statistics is displayed (dotted line), upon
decreasing the filling factor (at f = 0.075) WD statistics is
recovered up to high precision (dashed line).

λV0/L
2 contributing only as a subleading term compared

to the symmetric point of λ = 0.
Let us further emphasize that the presence of the

confining potential has a remarkable impact on the An-
derson transition point in the GSE ensemble. For large
enough potential strengths no localization-delocalization
transition is observable as the value of the critical
disorder (Wc ≈ 8.55 for V0 = 0) converges to zero
upon increasing the potential strength. This effect is
demonstrated in Fig. 2 for different potential strengths
and degrees of deformation at half filling, where level
statistics exhibits relevant deviations from WD statistics
and a clear convergence towards Poissonian distribu-
tion, even for disorder strengths well below Wc. For
better comparability in the figures, numerical data were
scaled to have unit mean and plotted as a function of
s = ∆/〈∆〉.

B. Level velocity statistics

Next we discuss the statistical properties of energy
level velocities defined as the first derivative with respect
to the parameter λ, i.e. the fictitious time in level dy-
namics. A simple expression is provided via first order
perturbation theory:

vn ≡ dEn

dλ
=

〈

ϕn,λ

∣

∣dH (λ) /dλ
∣

∣ϕn,λ

〉

(7)

with |ϕn,λ〉 denoting the nth instantaneous eigenstate at
parameter value λ. Although in theory velocity can de-
pend on the actual value of λ, for the RMT protocol (4)
it is described by the same Gaussian statistics as the di-
agonal matrix elements of the given random ensemble for

all instantaneous eigenstates, P (vn) ∼ e−
βN
4

v2

n .
In the on-site model, (5) we observe Gaussian velocity

statistics for levels with localization lengths much larger

0 1 2 3
0

0.5

1

FIG. 2. Level spacing statistics in the potential model for the
GSE ensemble for system size L = 16, disorder strength W =
J , filling factor f = 0.5, potential strengths and deformations,
V0 = 50J, 150J, 300J , λ = 0.1,−0.1, 0, respectively (symbols).
Although being far below the critical disorder at half-filling,
level statistics starts to deviate from WD character (dashed
line) and converges to a Poissonian distribution (dotted line)
for V0 = 300J .

than the system size in the limit of 1 ≪ L ≪ ξ or for delo-
calized eigenstates (GSE case). In this RMT-like regime
eigenstate components are uniformly distributed on a
βL2 dimensional sphere with absolute value squares be-
coming independent identically distributed random vari-
ables with mean 1/L2 in the limit L ≫ 1. Consequently,
level velocity in (7) is given by a sum of independent
identically distributed random variables as

vn =
∑

r

|ϕn,λ(r)|2 ∂λεr,λ (8)

with the shorthand notation ∂λεr,λ = −εr,i sinλ +
εr,f cosλ having variance W 2/12 and ϕn,λ(r) = 〈r|ϕn,λ〉
with 〈r| denoting the rth coordinate eigenstate.
Since ∂λεr,λ is independent of εr,λ and so of |ϕn,λ(r)|2

as well, each term’s variance scales as ∼ W 2/L4. Invok-
ing the Central Limit Theorem all terms in the sum are
independent giving a total variance of ∼ W 2/L2 and a
Gaussian velocity statistics independent of the underly-

ing symmetry class, P (v) ∼ e−v2L2/(2cvW
2), with cv being

some numerical constant originating from the variance
of the eigenstate components and on-site energies. In the
opposite, localized limit, however, eigenstate components
get strongly correlated breaking down the above reason-
ings, displaying curves completely different from Gaus-
sian and neither following the exact formula derived in
Ref. 57. In addition, we find that Gaussian velocity statis-
tics survives for slightly larger disorder strengths where
clear deviations are already present in the level statis-
tics. For instance, in the GOE case for L = 25 devia-
tons from Gaussian velocity statistics only appear around
W ≈ 10J , while the threshold lies around W ≈ 2J
in the case of level statistics. The above properties are
demonstrated, for the sake of better comparability with
the variances scaled to unity, in Fig. 3 together with the
numerical verification of the disorder dependence of the
variances.
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FIG. 3. Numerical results of the level velocity distribution for
the on-site model in the case of the GOE ensemble for dis-
order strengths W = 4J, 20J, 100J , system size L = 25 and
filling factor f = 0.5 (symbols). Numerical data were scaled
such that all curves have unit variance for better comparabil-
ity and shows perfect agreement with the standard Gaussian
distribution for not too large on-site variances (dashed line).
Increasing disorder induces deviations from Gaussian shape.
Inset: Universal velocity variance for all the three ensembles
following the same curve scaling as ∼ W 2.

Turning to the potential model, characteristics simi-
lar to level spacing statistics are found. Namely, for the
RMT-like energy states (either with localization length
much larger than the system size or delocalized states in
the GSE case), statistics of level velocities follow a Gaus-
sian distribution up to high precision along with the same
additional constraints as in the case of level statistics due
to the potential. Note that now the mean of the velocity,
in contrast to the RMT and on-site results, takes finite
values growing linearly with λ and for finite values of λ it
also increases with the potential strength. Nevertheless,
most of the other statistical properties remain the same
as for RMT-like states and for λ < 1 effects of the asym-
metric potential appear only as subleading corrections of
order ∼ λV0/L

2 compared to the λ = 0 symmetric case.
Considering first the variance of the velocity, it can easily
be seen that it is independent of the disorder strength,
as in the defining expression

vn =
V0

2L2

∑

r

|ϕn,λ(r)|2 (x2 − y2) (9)

only |ϕn,λ(r)|2 is of statistical nature which, however,
does not depend on the on-site variances in the RMT
regime. Investigating further Eq. (9), one can deduce that
its variance does not depend on the system size up to
leading order either. The variance of the velocity can be
expressed as

〈v2n〉 ∼ L−4
∑

r

〈|ϕn,λ(r)|4〉(x2 − y2)2

+ L−4
∑

r6=r
′

〈|ϕn,λ(r)|2|ϕn,λ(r
′)|2〉((x′)2 − (y′)2)(x2 − y2) .

(10)

Here (x2 − y2) and the
∑

r
summations give ∼ L2 con-

tributions while the two averages scale as ∼ L−4. The
first term then gives J2L−4L−4L6 ∼ J2L−2 and the sec-
ond one ∼ O(J2) as there two summations are performed
verifying that velocity variances are size independent up
to leading order. In contrast to the on-site model, (9) is
a sum of correlated random variables with different vari-
ances due to the inhomogenity induced by the confin-
ing potential. Nevertheless, the general form of the Cen-
tral Limit Theorem can still be applied implying again
Gaussian statistics as each terms’ variance and all cor-
relations are negligibly small compared to the total vari-
ance. This latter can be easily seen as the total variance
does not depend on L while the single variances can be
upper bounded as 〈|ϕn,λ(r)|2|ϕn,λ(r

′)|2(x2 − y2)((x′)2 −
(y′)2)〉/L4 < L−2L−2L2L2L−4 < L−4. In addition, we
again find that the typical velocity magnitude does not
depend on the parameter β in the RMT regime. Thus
we conclude that in the potential model, in leading order
and independently of the symmetry class, velocity vari-
ances remain constant, 〈v2〉 ∼ O(J2) with ∼ L−2 and
∼ λV0/L

2 correction terms.
Summarizing our results, in the two models the follow-

ing typical velocity magnitudes are observed:

〈v2〉on−site ∼ W 2/L2, independent of β , (11)

〈v2〉pot = O(J2) + o(L−2) + o(λV0/L
2) , (12)

independent of W and β .

Furthermore, for the GOE and GSE ensembles devia-
tions from Gaussian statistics happen for slightly smaller
values of V0 than in the case of the GUE class. Our re-
sults (again with their variances scaled to unity for better
comparability) are demonstrated in Fig. 4 for increasing
values of the potential strength, different degrees of de-
formations and filling factors with the inset numerically

-2 0 2 4 6 8
0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

2.8 3 3.2 3.4
-9

-8.5

-8

FIG. 4. Numerical results of the level velocity distribution
for the potential model in the case of the GUE ensemble
for potential strengths V0 = 50J, 150J, 300J , filling factors
f = 0.5, 0.5, 0.25 and deformations λ = 0.5,−0.75, 0.25, re-
spectively, disorder strength W = J and system size L = 20
(symbols). Curves scaled to have unit variances are in good
agreement with the standard Gaussian distribution (dashed
line) for not too large potential strengths. Inset: Universal ve-
locity variance for all the three ensembles in the on-site model,
decaying as ∼ L−2.
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verifying the J2L−2 scale of the variance in the on-site
model.

C. Level curvature statistics

Turning to the curvature of energy levels, characterized
by the second derivative with respect to λ, a compact ex-
pression is provided by second order perturbation theory:

Kn ≡ d2En,λ

dλ2

=
〈

ϕn,λ

∣

∣d2H/dλ2
∣

∣ϕn,λ

〉

+ 2
∑

m 6=n

|〈ϕn,λ |dH/dλ|ϕm,λ〉|2
En,λ − Em,λ

(13)

with |ϕn,λ〉 (En,λ) and |ϕn,λ〉 (En,λ) denoting again the
instantaneous eigenstates (eigenvalues). Note that for
both the RMT (4), and the on-site protocols (5), Kn

is independent of the the actual value λ. In the case of
the potential model, we concentrate again on the sym-
metric point of λ = 0 as for not too large deformations,
λ < 1, there are no essential differences in the statistical
properties of energy level curvatures as potential term
corrections would only appear in form of λV0/L

2.
Following the strategy of Refs. 43 and 44, we restricted

our investigation to levels around zero energy and com-
puted numerically the second derivative of the energy
levels being closest to zero at λ = 0. While in the on-
site model, (5) and RMT the first term in (13) becomes
−En,0 and so can be neglected, in the potential model (6)
it is exactly zero as d2Hpot/dλ

2 = 0. In the same limits
as before (long localization length or delocalized states),
similarly to the previous subsection, curvature statistics
in both the on-site and the potential model are in good
agreement with the distribution derived in Refs. 43 and
44 for the RMT protocol, (4), and for disordered systems
pierced through by an Aharonov-Bohm flux in Ref. 45.
Their results state that the statistics follow up to high
precision the generalized Cauchy distribution:

P (K) =
Cβ(W,L, V0)

(1 +K2/γ2(W,L, V0))
β/2+1

(14)

with Cβ and γ being the normalization constant and
the variance of the curvature, respectively, which can,
in theory, depend on the system size, disorder and in our
case also on the potential strength. In Refs. 43 and 44 it
was shown that the curvature variance in RMT varies as
γ = βπ〈v2〉/δǫ (where δǫ denotes the average mean level
spacing around zero energy) and so the scaled, k = Kδǫ

πβ〈v2〉
curvature yields universal statistics with Cβ depending
only on the symmetry class. In contrast, in our mod-
els we experience slight deviations from this universality,
most probably due to the effects of the localized states
outside of the region of RMT-like states contributing also
to the sum in Eq. (13).
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FIG. 5. Results on the level curvature distribution in the
on-site model for the GSE ensemble with disorder strengths
W = 2J, 5J, 8J , system size L = 16 and filling factor f = 0.5
(symbols). Numerical results agree well with the analytical
predictions (dashed line) only below a slightly smaller thresh-
old variance than in the case of level velocities. Inset: cur-
vature variances collapsing onto a universal curve for all the
three ensembles and following the observed ∼ W 4/β2 power-
law behavior.
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FIG. 6. Level curvature distribution in the potential model for
the GUE ensemble for potential strengths V0 = 25J, 75J, 150J
and deformations λ = −0.25, 0.4, 0, respectively, disorder
strengthW = J , system size L = 20 and filling factor f = 0.35
(symbols). Clear deviations are present even for V0 = 75J as
a consequence of potential induced localization effects out-
side of the region of RMT-like states, while for smaller V0

analytic predictions are in good agreement with numerical
results (dashed line).

To this end we analyzed how the variances change with
the disorder and the system size and found that in the
on-site model, quite unexpectedly, the variance approxi-
mately scales as 〈K2〉 ∼ W 4/J2, while it does not depend
on the system size in the RMT-like regime. The latter can
easily be understood as the numerator scales similarly as
the velocity variance, ∼ J2L−2, while the denominator’s
size dependence is trivially proportional to the inverse of
the number of levels, ∼ JL−2. In the case of the po-
tential model, somewhat surprisingly, we observe neither
disorder nor size dependence up to leading order (com-
prehensively, only in the large localization length or de-
localized regimes). In both models, moreover, the typical
magnitude of the curvatures scales linearly with β. This
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feature originates from the fact that while both the nu-
merator (as it behaves similarly to the variance of level
velocity) and the energy difference in the denominator are
independent of β, the number of terms in the summation
grows linearly with β. In total we obtain the following
scales for the magnitude of level curvature captured by
their variances:

〈K2〉on−site ∼ β2W 4/J2 , independent of L (15)

〈K2〉pot ∼ β2O(J2) + o(λV0/L
2) , (16)

independent of W and L

As a further consequence of localized states further
from zero energy manifests in the fact that the curvature
distribution is much more sensitive to both the disorder
and the potential strength. For the GSE ensemble, for
instance, even for W = 5J < Wc = 8.55J for system size
L = 16, while for the GUE case for V0 = 75J relevant
deviations are observable, as demonstrated in Figs. 5 and
6, respectively, again with variances scaled to unity with
the inset in Fig. 5 providing numerical verification of the
observed ∼ W 4/β2 universal power-law behavior.

IV. STATISTICS OF AVOIDED LEVEL

CROSSINGS

In this section we turn to the discussion of the statis-
tics of the LZ parameters, i.e. the gap and asymptotic
slope of energy levels at the avoided level crossings. In
systems with no particular symmetries single parameter
variations in random Hamiltonians induce avoided cross-
ings, neighboring levels approaching very closely to each
other, but finally avoiding true degenerate points. Such
an anticrossing, located at λ0, can be described by the
effective 2 × 2 matrix, in the limit that the separation
from the other levels are much larger than the typical
distance between the two energies:

H =

[

λγ/2 ∆min

∆min −λγ/2

]

, (17)

∆ (λ) = E+ (λ)− E− (λ) =

√

∆2
min + γ2 (λ− λ0)

2
(18)

with E±, ∆min and γ denoting the two eigenvalues, the
gap and the asymptotic slope, respectively.
In the case of randommatrices, concentrating on the mid-
dle of the energy spectrum, statistics of ∆ and γ were
calculated by Wilkinson in Refs. 71 and 72 for the pro-
tocol Eq. (4) when the value of λ is changed from 0 to
π/2:

ρβ

(

∆̃min

)

∼ ∆̃β−1e−Cβ,∆∆̃2

min , (19)

ρβ (γ̃) ∼ γ̃β+1e−Cβ,γ γ̃
2

, (20)

with Cβ,∆ = 1√
π
, π

4 ,
9π
16 and Cβ,γ = 4

π ,
9π
64 ,

225π
256

for GOE, GUE and GSE, repsectively and where

we introduced the following dimensionless quantities
∆̃min ≡ ∆min/〈∆min〉, γ̃ ≡ γ/〈γ〉 chosen such that the
statistics have unit mean. Note that for both cases the
distributions are independent and follow different curves
for the symmetry classes β = 1, 2, 4, respectively.

To this end we collected numerical data of the Landau-
Zener parameters for several disorder realizations be-
tween the levels around the zero energy states (i.e. the
middle of the spectrum in the on-site model and RMT)
and compared the obtained statistics scaled to unit mean
values to the RMT results. Our results demonstrate that
in similar limits as in the previous sections gap and slope
statistics follow the predicted analytic formulas up to
high precision. As far as their sensitivity to localization is
concerned, while gap statistics behave similarly to level
spacing statistics, slope statistics show patterns similar
to level velocity statistics. In agreement with this latter
statement, slope scales with the disorder strength and the
system size exactly the same way as it was observed for
the level velocities, i.e. in the on-site model 〈γ〉 ∼ WL−1,
while it is independent of both parameters in the case of
the potential model and it does not depend on the partic-
ular ensemble either up to leading order. Note that both
parameters can only take positive values so it is satisfac-
tory to consider their mean values instead of their vari-
ances. Regarding further the typical magnitude of the
gaps we observe that it scales with the system size as
〈∆min〉 ∼ JL−2 in both models, as expected, while quite
surprisingly it is insensitive to the disorder strength up
to numerical precision. Remarkably it also implies that,
in strong contrast to RMT, the gap is not proportional
to the mean level spacing (for RMT-like states) which
latter does increase with the disorder strength.
Next we turn to the analysis of the typical spacing, ∆λ,

between adjacent anticrossings and the typical width, δλ,
of them, i.e. the approximate region where the formula
Eq. (17) holds up to good precision. As pointed out in
Refs. 71–78, in slowly driven disordered systems, where
RMT description is applicable for the instantaneous en-
ergy spectrum, dynamics is very well captured by classi-
cal diffusion of hardcore particles in energy space, where
transitions happen at the avoided level crossings, approx-
imately around the δλ region of the closest approach. Fur-
thermore, of utmost importance is its relation to the typi-
cal spacing between adjacent avoided crossings providing
information about the geometrical structure or ”typical
shape” of the anticrossings. While, comprehensively, the
typical width should scale as the ratio of the gap and the
slope,

δλ ∼ 〈∆min〉
〈γ〉 , (21)

the typical spacing is captured by counting the average
number of the avoided crossings, Ncross, being inversely
proportional to the spacing, ∆λ ∼ N−1

cross. In RMT we
previously showed [76] that the average number grows

as Ncross ∼
√
N . Counting also the number of the anti-
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FIG. 7. Comparison of the distribution of the gap and the asymptotic slope at the avoided level crossings obtained in the
two-dimensional models and the RMT analytical results for the GOE ensemble (symbols). (a): Typical shape of an avoided

crossing with width δλ, slope γ̃ and gap ∆̃min, with the dashed line fitting the Landau-Zener approximation of the level distance.
(b): Gap distribution for the on-site and potential model. Red squares: potential model for system size, variance and potential
strength, L = 28, W = J, and V0 = 100J , respectively. Blue diamonds: on-site model results for L = 24 and W = J . Good
agreement is observed with the analytical results (dashed line). Inset: Disorder dependence of the gap in the potential model
for V0 = 50J showing insensitivity, up to numerical precision, for all the three ensembles. (c): Distributions of the asymptotic
slope for the same parameters. Numerical data collected from around zero energy and scaled to have unit mean values are in
good agreement with the RMT analytical results (dashed line). Inset: Disorder dependence of the number of the avoided level
crossings in the potential model for V0 = 50J , exhibiting again constant behavior up to numerical precision.

crossings while analyzing their LZ parameters we found
that in the on-site model it also grows with the square
root of the number of levels, Ncross ∼ L, while in the
potential model it increases linearly with the number of
lattice sites, Ncross ∼ L2. As far as the disorder depen-
dence is concerned, our numerical results show that, as
one would expect, up to high precision no disorder de-
pendence is observed in the potential model, while in the
on-site model it grows as Ncross ∼ WJ−1. So in total we
obtain for the parameters:

∆λpot ∼ L−2, ∆λon−site ∼ JW−1L−1 , (22)

〈∆min〉pot ∼ JL−2, 〈∆min〉on−site ∼ JL−2 , (23)

〈γ〉pot ∼ O(J), 〈γ〉on−site ∼ WL−1 , (24)

δλpot ∼ L−2, δλon−site ∼ JW−1L−1 . (25)

Thus we see that the ”shape” or ”geometry” of the anti-
crossings is invariant against disorder strength and sys-
tem size as the ratio of the typical widths and typi-
cal spacings in both models is disorder and system size
independent up to leading order (neglecting subleading
∼ λV0/L

2 potential corrections), i.e. for L → ∞ they nei-
ther disappear (limit of δλ/∆λ → 0) nor merge together
(limit of δλ/∆λ → ∞):

δλ

∆λ
∼ O(1) . (26)

We remark that although potential dependences can also
arise, they always come up as λV0/L

2, which yields only a
lower order contribution in comparison to the leading or-
der of O(1), as discussions of the preceding sections indi-
cated that no RMT-like states can be found for V0 > L2J .
The numerical verifications of our statements can be seen
in Fig. 7 for the GOE ensemble showing the agreement
of the gap and slope statistics with the analytical formu-
las [71, 72] and with the inset also displaying the disor-
der independence of the number and of the gap of the
anticrossings for the potential model. Moreover, in Fig. 8
similar agreement is demonstrated for the LZ distribu-
tions in the case of the GUE and GSE ensembles with
the insets verifying the size dependence of the number
of the anticrossings for both models, the linear disorder
strength scale of the number of the avoided crossings and
the constant behavior of the gap for the on-site model.

The universal ”geometry” of the avoided level cross-
ings also implies universal (disorder and size indepen-
dent) transition rates and single particle dynamics in the
case of slow quantum quenches, once proper velocity and
time scales are chosen. For the sake of simplicity consider
linear time-evolution in parameter space, λ(t) = λi + vt,
with transition probabilities at the avoided crossings
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FIG. 8. Statistics of the Landau-Zener parameters at the avoided crossings for the GUE and GSE ensembles comparing the
RMT numerical results with the on-site and potential model (symbols). (a): Gap distribution for the GUE ensemble for system
sizes, disorder strengths and potential strengths, L = 20, W = 2J, J and V0 = 75J for the potential model and on-site model,
respectively. Inset: Average number of the avoided level crossings in the potential model with V0 = 50J and W = J as a function
of the system size growing as ∼ L2 (dashed line) for all the three ensembles (b): Gap distribution for the GSE ensemble for
parameters L = 16, W = J, 2J and V0 = 75J , respectively for the potential and the on-site model. In both cases remarkable
agreement is observed with the RMT analytical results (dashed line). Inset: Average number of the anticrossings as function
of the system size at W = J for the on-site model growing linearly (dashed line). (c) and (d): Slope distributions for the same
parameters, with the two disordered models following the same curves up to high precision (dashed line). Inset of (c): Scaling
of the gap as a function of the disorder strength in the on-site model showing constant behavior up to numerical precision.
Inset of (d): Average number of the avoided crossings for the on-site model growing linearly with the disorder strength (dashed
line) and with approximately the same coefficient for all the three ensembles.

given by the celebrated Landau-Zener formula [69, 70]:

PLZ = e−
π
2

∆
2
min

γv . (27)

Introducing, in the case of slowly driven, near adiabatic
processes, dimensionless time and velocity, measured in
units determined by the gap and frequency of the avoided
crossings t̃ = t/tc, tc = 1/〈∆min〉, ṽ = v/vc, tcvc =
∆λ ⇒ vc = 〈∆min〉∆λ, leads to size and disorder in-
dependent Landau-Zener transition probabilities. To see
this, consider the exponent of Eq. (27) which implies a

velocity scale of vc = 〈∆min〉2
〈γ〉 in order to have universal

transition strengths, which using the relation δλ ∼ 〈∆min〉
〈γ〉

leads to

vc =
〈∆min〉2

〈γ〉 = 〈∆min〉δλ ∼ 〈∆min〉∆λ , (28)

where in the last step we used our knowledge about the
fact that in both models, δλ/∆λ is independent of both
the system size and the disorder strength up to leading
order. Moreover, for fixed dimensionless velocities and
quench times we get the same number of the avoided
crossings on average as well. Hence in slowly driven sys-
tems, where level-to-level transitions mostly happen at
the anticrossings, on average the same number of such

transitions happen with the same strength (up to lead-
ing order in the potential model) implying universal sin-
gle particle dynamics.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this work we investigated the statistical proper-
ties of the dynamics of energy levels of disordered two-
dimensional quantum dot models defined in Eqs. (5) and
(6) and compared them to those of Random Matrix The-
ory. In the on-site (5) model, the same quench protocol
was applied as in RMT, but with randomness only in-
volved in the on-site energies with nearest neighbor hop-
pings, while in the potential model (6) with fixed on-
site random energies and hopping terms the motion of
the energy levels was generated by a parabolic potential
compressed (decompressed) in the x (y) direction. First
we considered the statistics of the distance, velocity and
curvature of energy levels, as being relevant for analyzing
chaotic nature in classical counterpart systems and deter-
mining responses of disordered nanosystems to external
time-dependent perturbations. As for the level spacing
distribution we found remarkable agreement between the
two models and the RMT results for all the three ensem-
bles (GOE, GUE, GSE) and discussed also the additional
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localization effects induced by the confining potential.
Next we verified within the regime of parameters where
RMT-like states exist that the distributions of level ve-
locity and level curvature follow up to high precision the
RMT analytical curves and studied in detail their typi-
cal magnitudes as a function of the disorder strength and
system size.

In the last section we investigated the statistical prop-
erties of the avoided level crossings, playing important
role in near adiabatic non-equilibrium processes. In a sim-
ilar way, almost perfect agreement was found between
the RMT results and the disordered models. Consider-
ing the size and disorder dependences of the LZ param-
eters we found agreement for the gap for both the two-
dimensional models and the RMT results scaling with
the inverse of the number of energy levels while insen-
sitivity to disorder strength was observed. For the slope
and the average number of the avoided crossings, how-
ever, different scalings were observed. While the number
of the avoided crossings was found to grow according to
the square root of the system size for RMT and the on-
site model, it scaled with the number of energy levels in
the potential model. As far as the disorder dependence
of the anticrossing number is concerned, in the on-site
model linear growth, while in the potential model insen-

sitivity were observed up to numerical precision. For the
scalings of the slope the same behavior was displayed
as for the variance of the velocity statistics. Despite the
different scalings, we concluded our discussion with the
fact that the natural time and velocity units matched the
ones predicted by size and disorder strength independent
Landau-Zener transition rates, implying universal slowly
driven dynamics.
Our findings for the level dynamics in two-dimensional

disordered systems can be extended in many natural
ways. To say the least, localization properties and spacing
statistics of the Floquet eigenstates and quasi energies in
cyclic drivings or criticality analysis of the instantaneous
eigenstates at the localization-delocalization transition in
the potential model for the GSE ensemble can also pro-
vide a fruitful perspective for future research.
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