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We theoretically investigate the effects of criticality and multifractal states in a one-dimensional
Aubry-Andre-Harper model coupled to electromagnetic cavities. We focus on two specific cases
where the phonon frequencies are ω0 = 1 and ω0 = 2, respectively. Phase transitions are analyzed
using both the average and minimum inverse participation ratio to identify metallic, fractal, and
insulating states. We provide numerical evidence to show that the presence of the optical cavity
induces a critical, intermediate phase in between the extended and localized phases, hence drastically
modifying the traditional transport phase diagram of the Aubry-Andre-Harper model, in which
critical states can only exist at the well-defined metal-insulator critical point. We also investigate
the probability distribution of the inverse participation ratio and conduct a multifractal analysis
to characterize the nature of the critical phase, in which we show that extended, localized, and
fractal eigenstates coexist. Altogether our findings reveal the pivotal role that the coupling to
electromagnetic cavities plays in tailoring critical transport phenomena at the microscopic level of
the eigenstates.

I. INTRODUCTION

The study of systems with strong light-matter interac-
tions has gained significant interest over the past years,
particularly because it offers new avenues for under-
standing fundamental properties of matter [1, 2]. In the
strong coupling regime, the behavior of dressed quasipar-
ticles and their collective modes are affected beyond the
rotating-wave approximation or mean-field theory, which
may lead to new states of matter or unexpected phenom-
ena. Indeed, with the advent of optical cavities with high-
quality factors, a wide range of experiments involving
strong light-matter coupling have become possible. For
instance, cavity quantum electrodynamics (QED) experi-
ments have demonstrated that the coupling with the elec-
tromagnetic field can lead to supersolid [3, 4] and superra-
diant Mott insulating phases [5–7] in Bose-Einstein con-
densates. Additionally, Ref. [8] used mid-infrared laser
pulses to generate light-induced superconducting states
with nanoseconds lifetime in K3C60 compounds, lead-
ing to theoretical developments that could enable cavity-
enhanced superconductivity [9–11]. Therefore, under-
standing how the interaction with photons drives to such
phases is crucial for learning about their nature and,
more importantly, how to manipulate them.

Within this context, a great deal of interest is es-
pecially focused on transport properties. For instance,
quantum state transfer or state transfer protocols have
been investigated on coupled cavity arrays [12–16], an is-
sue of much interest in quantum computing. In addition,
semiconductor quantum detectors have shown an en-
hancement of their photoconductivity due to strong light-
matter coupling (and its eventual collective effects) [17],
while the topological protection of the integer quantum
Hall effect can be disrupted by long-range electron hop-
ping induced by cavity QED fluctuations [18]. Of particu-
lar interest to the present work are recent experiments on

disordered organic semiconductors, where carrier states
are hybridized with the electromagnetic field [19]. These
experiments have demonstrated an enhancement of the
conductivity by an order of magnitude, suggesting that
the coupling with photons can mitigate the harmful ef-
fects of randomness on electronic transport.

In view of these stimulating results, a great theoret-
ical effort has been made over the past years, to un-
derstand the leading effects of non-perturbative cavity
light-matter coupling. For instance, Ref. 20 showed that
the coupling with the cavity enhances the conductivity,
while a theoretical approach for a 2D electron gas with
Rashba spin-orbit coupling in a cavity QED is presented
in Ref. 21. Other important theoretical developments
were also made for topological phases [22–28], Majorana
fermions [29, 30], entanglement properties [31], magnetic
properties [32, 33], Kondo effect [34], and disordered sys-
tems [35, 36]. In particular, Ref. [36] investigated the ef-
fects of cavity QED in an insulating 1D disordered chain,
demonstrating that conductivity can be enhanced by sev-
eral orders of magnitude due to the emission and absorp-
tion of virtual photons. This implies that the localiza-
tion length is highly dependent on the coupling with the
cavity [36]. Since the 1D Anderson model does not ex-
hibit a metal-insulator transition, these results only ap-
ply to exponentially localized, Anderson wavefunctions in
disordered media. However, the impact of the coupling
to electromagnetic cavities on metal-insulator transitions
remains unknown.

To address this issue, we consider a simple Hamilto-
nian exhibiting extended-localized phase transition, the
Aubry-Andre-Harper (AAH) model [37, 38]. It describes
an one-dimensional chain with a quasiperiodic on-site po-
tential, mimicking a quasicrystal compound. That is,
the potential is not random, as in the Anderson model,
but it is not periodic, as required for extended Bloch
states [39, 40]. As discussed below, the AAH model is no-
table for being self-dual, thus having extended-localized
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FIG. 1. (a) Schematic representation of a chain inside an
optical cavity, where the heights indicate the number of pho-
tons, and γ represents the coupling with the electromagnetic
field. (b) As the electron hops, it can absorb or emit a pho-
ton, effectively leading to a multi-chain perspective, with |n⟩
denoting the photon state.

phase transitions to all states at the same critical point
[41]. Therefore, the main goal of this paper is to inves-
tigate how the cavity QED affects the critical properties
of the AAH model, in particular in the strong coupling
regime.

We analyze the cavity QED Aubry-Andre-Harper
model by exact diagonalization methods, examining lo-
calization properties by the behavior of the inverse par-
ticipation ratio and multifractal analysis. We show that
the critical point that exists in the absence of the cavity
changes into an entire critical phase where critical, ex-
tended, and localized eigenstates coexist, and that broad-
ens with increasing cavity coupling.

This paper is organized as follow. The AAH model,
its coupling with the electromagnetic field of the cavity
and the quantities of interest are presented in Section II.
In Section III, we present and discuss our main results,
while our conclusions and further remarks are left to Sec-
tion IV.

II. MODEL AND METHODOLOGY

A. The model

The one-dimensional AAH model describes spinless
fermions under a quasiperiodic potential [37, 38]. Its
Hamiltonian reads

HAA =− t
∑
⟨i,j⟩

(c†i cj +H.c)

+ gAA

∑
i

cos (2πβi+ ϕ)c†i ci , (1)

where the sums run over a one-dimensional chain, with
⟨i, j⟩ denoting nearest neighbor sites. Here, we use the

standard second quantization formalism, in which c†i (ci)
are creation (annihilation) operators of fermions at a

given site i. The first term on the right-hand side of
Eq. (1) describes the fermionic hopping, while the second
term corresponds to the onsite potential, with strenght
gAA. To describe incommensurate features, one may
deal with open boundary conditions (OPC) and define

β =
√
5−1
2 , i.e. as the inverse golden ratio, with ϕ being

an arbitrary global phase. For periodic boundary condi-
tions (PBC), it is achieved by defining β as the ratio of
two adjacent Fibonacci numbers, Fm−1/Fm, and extrap-
olating the results to the thermodynamic limit. Here-
after, the hopping integral, t, sets the energy scale and
may be taken as unity; similarly, we also take the lattice
constant, a, as unity.
Interestingly, the Aubry-Andre-Harper model is self-

dual, i.e. it is symmetric under a Fourier transform, lead-
ing to a sharp transition between extended and local-
ized states: all eigenstates are extended (localized) for
gAA < 2 (gAA > 2). The model exhibits critical proper-
ties only at gAA = 2, at which the wave function is multi-
fractal [41]. Many different extensions of the AAH model
have been investigated over the past decades, with the
emergence of edge states [42–44], as well as for higher di-
mensions [45]. However, examining cavity effects on these
extended models is beyond the scope of this work.
As mentioned in the Introduction, we place our one-

dimensional AAH electronic system within a cavity with
a single-mode electromagnetic field; see Fig. 1. Follow-
ing Refs. [36] and [46], the coupling between the bosonic
and fermionic degrees of freedom changes the hopping
integral (Peierls substitution) [47], t → t exp

[
ieaAx/ℏc

]
,

with Ax being the vector potential of the electromag-
netic field, and e the fermion charge. Here we assume
that the wavelength is much larger than the lattice spac-
ing, leading to a position-independent vector potential.

Given this, we define Ax = A0(b̂+ b̂†), with b̂† (b̂) being
creation (annihilation) operators of photons of frequency
ω0. The cavity-coupled Hamiltonian then reads,

H =− t
∑
⟨i,j⟩

[
eiγ(b̂+b̂†)c†i cj +H.c

]
+ gAA

∑
i

cos (2πβi+ ϕ)c†i ci + ℏω0b̂
†b̂, (2)

where γ = eaA0/(ℏc) describes the coupling with the
electromagnetic field, and the last term is the free pho-
tons contribution to the energy.

We investigate the Hamiltonian of Eq. (2) through ex-
act diagonalization methods in the subspace of a single

fermion coupled to Nph photons. The operators eiγ(b̂+b̂†)

are obtained analytically through the Baker-Campbell-
Hausdorff formula (see, e.g., Ref. [36]). In this work, we
use both OBC and PBC, while averaging over 10 dif-
ferent random values of ϕ. We also set a cutoff for the
total number of photons at Nph = 8, which is sufficiently
large to ensure that the inclusion of more photon will
correspond to weak (negligible) corrections in the inverse
participation ratio.
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B. The inverse participation ratio

A convenient basis for our Hilbert space is spanned by
|l, n⟩, with 1 ≤ l ≤ L labeling the site position, and 0 ≤
n ≤ Nph being the number of photons. We may therefore
write a generic (normalized) eigenstate (normalized) ofH
as

|ψj⟩ =
∑
l,n

ϕ
(j)
l,n |l, n⟩ , (3)

where j labels the eigenstate, and ϕ
(j)
l,n is the probability

amplitude of finding the system in state |l, n⟩.
Given this, one key quantity of interest is the inverse

participation ratio (IPR), which determines if a given
wavefunction is spatially localized; it is defined as

IPR(|ψj⟩) =
∑
l,n

|ϕ(j)l,n|2q , (4)

with q = 2. If IPR(|ψj⟩) → 1 when L→ ∞, the state |ψj⟩
is localized at a single site. Otherwise IPR(|ψj⟩) ∝ 1/N
so that |ψj⟩ extends over N sites.
It is more convenient to examine the behavior of the

IPR when averaged over a set of Nst eigenstates within
a specific energy window, ∆E = [EMi , EMf

], Mi ≤ j ≤
Mf ,

IPR =
1

Nst

Mf∑
j=Mi

IPR(|ψj⟩). (5)

Similarly, and within the same energy window, one may
define the minimum IPR, that is

IPRmin = min
[
IPR(|ψj⟩)

]
,∀ Mi ≤ j ≤Mf . (6)

While IPR determines the occurrence of localized states
for a given set of external parameters, IPRmin establishes
the threshold for the occurrence of at least one extended
state. Unless otherwise mentioned, in this work we ex-
amine both IPR’s for the entire energy spectrum.

C. Fractal properties

Another interesting feature of the IPR is its rela-
tionship with the fractal dimension of the wavefunc-
tion, which indicates how distributed it is within the
medium. For extended states, the probability of find-
ing the particle at a given site is proportional to 1/Ld,
where d is the dimensionality of the system. This leads to
IPR ≈ Ld(1−q), which simplifies to IPR ≈ L−d for q = 2.
However, at the critical point, the wavefunction coverage
over the medium becomes fractal, rather than homoge-
neous; accordingly, the scaling properties of the IPR are
described through the replacement d→ Df , where Df is
the fractal dimension.

FIG. 2. Numerical energy spectrum E as a function of gAA for
L = 300 sites and fixed ϕ = 0. Panel (a) shows the standard
AAH model (i.e. no cavity effects), while panel (b) presents
the case with coupling with photons. For the latter, we fixed
ω0 = 1 and γ = 0.15, for Nph = 8 photons. The heatmap
describes the IPR associated to each eigenstate, plotted in
10-base logarithmic scale.

In the presence of Nph photons, the extension of
these ideas is straightforward. Since one expects that
|ϕjl,n|2 ≈ 1/(L × Nph)

d for extended states, then IPR ≈
(L×Nph)

d(1−q), so that

log(IPR) ≈ −Df

[
log(L) + log

(
Nph

)]
, (7)

for q = 2. Therefore, for large, but finite Nph, Df may
still be extracted from a double-logarithm analysis of the
IPR.
Further features of the wave function are provided by

performing a multifractal analysis [44, 48]. Assuming
PBC, we choose system sizes from a Fibonacci sequence,
L = Fm. As the probability of finding the particle on

a given site l is Pl ∝ F
−α

(j)
l

m , the set of exponents α
(j)
l

are used to characterize the distribution of the state |ψj⟩
over the sites, as follows. We define α

(j)
min ≡ min

[
α
(j)
l

]
,

with 1 ≤ l ≤ Fm, and take m → ∞: if α
(j)
min → 1 or 0,

the wave function is extended or localized, respectively;

if 0 < α
(j)
min < 1, it is fractal.

Extending these ideas to the present case is also
straightforward, with Pl obtained by integrating out the
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FIG. 3. Inverse participation ratio results of the standard
AAH model. (a) IPR as a function of gAA for different sys-
tem sizes L. (b) IPR as a function of 1/L (symbols) and
extrapolated to the thermodynamic limit (solid lines). (c)
IPRmin as a function of gAA for different system sizes L. (d)
IPRmin as a function of 1/L (symbols) and extrapolated to
the thermodynamic limit (solid lines). Here, and in all sub-
sequent figures, when not shown, error bars are smaller than
symbol size.

photon degrees of freedom, leading to

α
(j)
l = −

log
(∑

n |ϕ
j
l,n|2

)
log(Fm)

. (8)

Similarly to the IPR case, it is useful to perform a
multifractal analysis. With the same definitions as those
leading to Eq. (5), we consider the averages

αmin =
1

Nst

Mf∑
j=Mi

α
(j)
min, (9)

which also probe the localized, extended, or fractal char-
acter of the wave function, as above.

III. RESULTS

We begin our analysis by discussing the established
properties of the AAH model without a cavity, which will
serve as a baseline when discussing the effects of the cou-
pling with photons. Figure 2 (a) shows the spectrum of
the model for different disorder strengths. Notice that all
eigenstates change their IPR near gAA = 2, as demanded
by the self-dual property of the model. To probe the crit-
ical region it is more convenient to examine the IPR for
different system sizes, as shown in Fig. 3 (a). Notice that

FIG. 4. Inverse participation ratio results of the AAH model
coupled to the electromagnetic field. Here, we fixed γ = 0.05
and ω0 = 1. (a) IPR as a function of gAA for different system
sizes L. (b) IPR as a function of 1/L (symbols) and extrap-
olated to the thermodynamic limit (solid lines). (c) IPRmin

as a function of gAA for different system sizes L. (d) IPRmin

as a function of 1/L (symbols) and extrapolated to the ther-
modynamic limit (solid lines).

for gAA > 2 IPR is large and weakly dependent on the
system size, whereas for gAA < 2 it is small and decreases
as L increases. The critical point is obtained by employ-
ing a finite-size scaling (FSS) analysis around gAA = 2,
assuming IPR ∝ L−Df , as presented in Fig. 3 (b), from
which one may notice that any gAA > 2 leads to a finite
IPR. Similarly, one may check the behavior of IPRmin

and its FSS analysis, as shown in Figs. 3 (c), and (d), re-
spectively. One obtains a finite response to IPRmin at
gAA = 2. The former and latter results are consistent
with our expectation that in the AAH model all eigen-
states become localized at the same critical point. The
analysis of the fractal dimension is also consistent with
the previous ones, providing Df = 0.53(1) at gAA = 2.0.

We now turn to examine the cavity-coupled case. For
instance, Fig. 2 (b) displays the energy spectrum and the
IPR behavior for fixed ω0 = 1 and γ = 0.15, from which
differences with respect to the no-cavity case are appar-
ent. First, the electron band is broadened due to the
contribution of photons, resulting in an almost contin-
uous spectrum. Second, although we can find extended
(localized) states for gAA ≪ 2 (gAA ≫ 2), the IPR behav-
ior is quite noisy around gAA = 2. This noise is enhanced
or suppressed if the coupling γ with the electromagnetic
field is increased or reduced, respectively.

In order to further quantify these results, we analyze
IPR (over the entire spectrum) for fixed ω0 = 1 and
γ = 0.05, as displayed in Fig. 4 (a); the correspond-
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FIG. 5. The phase diagram of the AAH model coupled to
the electromagnetic field of the optical cavity, where we have
integrated over the entire energy spectrum. Here, we fixed
(a) ω0 = 1 and (b) ω0 = 2. The triangles denote the bound-
aries given by the IPR, while the diamonds represent those
provided by the IPRmin. The solid lines are just guides to
the eye.

ing FSS analysis is shown in Fig. 4(b). The picture
that emerges is that despite being a small coupling, it
suffices to displace the edge of the localized phase to
gAA ≈ 1.8. This indicates that the critical point shifts
due to the coupling with the cavity, in stark contrast
to the standard (cavity-free) case. On the other hand,
by examining IPRmin and its FSS analysis, presented in
Figs. 4 (c) and (d), respectively, we find a ‘critical’ point
at gAA = 2, consistent with the standard AAH model
[see, e.g., Figs. 3 (c) and (d)].

One key observation drawn from the previous results
is the following: while IPR represents the average of all
IPRs, indicating when a fraction of the states ceases to be
extended, IPRmin quantifies the presence of at least one
extended state. Thus, the former marks the boundary
of the phase in which all eigenstates are extended, while
the latter marks the boundary of the phase in which all
eigenstates are localized. We recall that in the absence of
a cavity, IPR and IPRmin lead to the same critical point;
see Fig. 3.

By repeating the same procedure outlined above for
different values of γ and fixed ω0 = 1, we obtain the
phase diagram shown in Fig. 5 (a). As discussed below,

FIG. 6. Same as Fig. 4, but for fixed γ = 0.1 and ω0 = 2.

the intermediate region (i.e., the one with finite IPR,
but vanishing IPRmin) exhibits multifractal features. In
view of this, we define this region as critical, although
there are some subtleties involving the eigenstates which
we discuss below. At any rate, the main effect of the
electromagnetic field is to spread the critical point into a
critical region, which broadens with increasing coupling.

Let us now discuss how the photon frequency changes
the shape of the phase diagram. Figure 6 exhibits the be-
havior of IPR and IPRmin for fixed ω0 = 2 and γ = 0.1.
While IPR is pushed to smaller values of gAA (similarly
to the previous case), IPRmin is pushed to larger values
of gAA, thus significantly expanding the intermediate re-
gion. Analyses for other values of γ lead to the phase
diagram presented in Fig. 5(b), from which we see that
the range of the intermediate region is broader than for
ω0 = 1. At this point, it is worth mentioning that if
ℏω0 ≫ W , with W = 4t being the bare electron band-
width, the absorption or emission of photons becomes
unlikely, thus decreasing the intermediate region.

At this point, we recall that in certain cases, such
as in gate-induced experiments, in which the voltage at
the leads – hence the kinetic energy of the electrons –
is well-defined. Therefore, we should have at our dis-
posal the extended-localized behavior within specific en-
ergy ranges, rather than averaging over the entire spec-
trum. In view of this, it is worth analyzing IPR and
IPRmin at fixed energy ranges. To this end, by gener-
ically fixing ω0 = 1 and γ = 0.15, while varying the
energy, E [49], we determine the critical points for both
quantities, as shown in Fig. 7. The behavior for other
values of γ is similar, differing only by the size of the
intermediate region.

There are several key points we should highlight in re-
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FIG. 7. The energy-resolved phase diagram of the AAH
model coupled to the electromagnetic field of the optical cav-
ity. Here, we fixed ω0 = 1 and γ = 0.15. The triangles denote
the boundaries given by the IPR, while the diamonds rep-
resent those provided by the IPRmin. The dashed lines are
guides to the eye.

lation with Fig. 7. First and foremost, one is still able to
identify a critical region, although its width depends sig-
nificantly on the position of the fixed energy interval, be-
ing wider for eigenstates with higher energies. Thus, the
boundaries in Fig. 5 should be thought of as lower and up-
per bounds, respectively for gAA < 2 and gAA > 2, across
the whole energy spectrum. Second, a perturbative treat-
ment of the coupling with the field shows that transitions
between states within subspaces with different number of
photons are only significant if the unperturbed states are
very close in energy. Even though γ = 0.15 leads to non-
perturbative effects, the previous argument provides in-
sights into Fig. 7. Specifically, transitions between states
in the zero-photon and one-photon subspaces are unlikely
for states at the bottom of the energy spectrum, most of
which remain in the zero-photon subspace, regardless of
the value of γ. Consequently, for these eigenstates the
effect of the coupling is less pronounced, and they are ex-
pected to follow the well-known behavior of the standard
AAH model. This explains why the intermediate region
shrinks to gAA ≈ 2 as the energy goes to the bottom of
the spectrum in Fig. 7. Such behavior should occur for
any value of coupling γ and photon frequency ω0.
Now we turn to discuss the nature of the electronic

states in this intermediate region. It is reasonable to
suppose that the coupling with the electromagnetic field
would drive the AAH critical point into a critical re-
gion. Curiously, a similar qualitative behavior occurs
when dealing with spin-orbit coupling, as discussed in
Ref. [50]. Therefore, in order to examine the critical be-
havior of the eigenstates in the intermediate region, we
now perform the multifractal analysis; see Sec. II C. Here
we deal with PBC, considering L = Fm as a number of
the Fibonacci sequence.

To achieve this goal we start with the analysis of the
usual AAH without the cavity coupling, which will serve

g
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FIG. 8. The multifractal analysis for both (a)-(b) the stan-
dard AAH model and (c)-(d) the case coupled with the cav-
ity. (a) αmin(m) as a function of 1/m for different values of
gAA, close to the critical point. The solid lines denote their
extrapolation to the thermodynamic limit. (b) The extrap-
olated results of αmin as a function of gAA. Panels (c) and
(d) are the same as panels (a) and (b), respectively, but for
fixed γ = 0.15 and ω0 = 1, while averaging over the range
∆E = [0, 2].

as a reference when analyzing the effects of coupling with
the electromagnetic field. Figure 8(a) displays the be-
havior of αmin(m) as a function of 1/m, for different
system sizes, in the absence of photons [51] Their extrap-
olated values are presented in Fig. 8 (b), where one may
notice that, even very close to the critical point (e.g., for
gAA = 1.98 or 2.02) the extrapolations lead to αmin ≈ 0
or 1. Only at gAA = 2 one obtains an intermediate value
of αmin, determining the fractal distribution of the wave
function in the medium, and emphasizing that this is the
only critical point of the standard AAH model.

Given this, we repeat the same procedure to the case
with the cavity, whose results are presented in Figs. 8(c)
and (d), for fixed ω0 = 1 and γ = 0.15, and for differ-
ent values of gAA. As the intermediate region depends
on the energy range, here we have defined ∆E = [0, 2].
Notice that αmin ≈ 1 when gAA ≲ 1.2, while αmin ≈ 0
when gAA ≳ 2.0, indicating extended and localized states
for these regions, respectively. Indeed, the thresholds
provided by αmin are in good agreement with the criti-
cal points identified through the IPR and IPRmin analy-
ses, presented in Fig. 7. Within the intermediate region,
1.2 ≲ gAA ≲ 2.0, we obtain a continuous range of values
for αmin, which strongly suggests the presence of criti-
cal states. That is, differently from the standard AAH
model, where such a fractal eigenstate occurs only at the
critical point gAA = 2, the coupling with the photons
leads to a critical region.

As αmin is obtained by averaging over a given energy
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0
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m
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gAA = 1.70
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FIG. 9. Probability distributions of the multifractal exponent
αmin of the eigenstates within the energy range ∆E = [0, 2].
We fixed γ = 0.15 and ω0 = 1, and examined gAA = 1.1 (large
peak on the left, shown in red), gAA = 1.7 (broad distribution
in the middle, shown in green), and gAA = 2.3 (large peak on
the right, shown in blue). In all these cases, we examined
systems with L = 987 sites under PBC.

range, it is also appropriate to examine its probability
distribution, rather than the mean value. Figure 9 dis-
plays P

[
αmin

]
for gAA = 1.1, 1.7 and 2.3, with fixed

ω0 = 1, γ = 0.15, and ∆E = [0, 2]. Notice that P
[
αmin

]
exhibits a clear and sharp peak at high values of αmin

for gAA = 1.1, consistent with extended states. For
gAA = 2.3, the distribution also exhibits a peak, but
at low values of αmin, as expected for localized states.
By contrast, fixing gAA = 1.7 within the intermediate re-
gion, we see that P

[
αmin

]
broadens considerably. That

is, P
[
αmin

]
changes continuously as a function of gAA,

reshaping from a peak at large values of αmin (for large
gAA), to a peak at small values of αmin (for small gAA),
through a broad distribution in the intermediate region.
This strongly suggests a mixture of extended, localized,
and critical states within the intermediate region.

Further inspection of the previous findings can be per-
formed by examining the probability distribution of IPR,
P [ln(IPR)]. In the extended regime, L × IPR ∼ 1, so
that the maximum of the IPR distribution as a function
of ln

(
L× IPR

)
should be close to zero and independent

of the system size [52]. In the localized regime, where
L× IPR ∝ L, P [ln(IPR)] should peak around ln

(
L
)
, dis-

playing a strong finite-size dependence. This is observed
for the standard AAH model, as shown in Figs. 10 (a)
and (c) for the extended and localized regimes, respec-
tively. At the critical point of the standard AAH model
(gAA = 2), P [ln(IPR)] exhibits its maximum for interme-
diate values of ln

(
L × IPR

)
, as presented in Fig. 10 (b).

Notice also that P [ln(IPR)] is weakly dependent on the
system size at the critical point, in agreement with the
dependence on the fractal dimension, L×IPR ∝ L(1−Df ).

Given this, we perform the same analysis for the case

with the cavity, fixing ω0 = 1, γ = 0.15, and ∆E =
[0, 2]. Figure 10 (d)-(f) shows the behavior of P [ln(IPR)]
for gAA = 1.1, 1.7, and 2.3, respectively. Similarly to
the standard AAH model, panels (d) and (f) show the
expected behavior for the extended and localized regimes,
i.e. with peaks at small and large values of ln

(
L× IPR

)
,

respectively. However, in the intermediate region (e.g.,
for gAA = 1.7) the distribution is broader, as shown in
Fig. 10 (e). Interestingly, P [ln(IPR)] in panel (e) seems
to exhibit contributions from size-independent peaks at
small ln

(
L × IPR

)
, and also from those size-dependent

at large values of ln
(
L×IPR

)
, while having a continuous

distribution in between. This aligns with the behavior of
P
[
αmin

]
, presented in Fig. 9, thus confirming our claim

about the occurrence of a mixture of extended, localized,
and critical states at the intermediate region.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper we have investigated the effects of a
single-mode electromagnetic field coupled to fermionic
degrees of freedom of quasiperiodic systems. More specif-
ically, we have focused on how an optical cavity af-
fects the metal-insulator phase transition in quasiperi-
odic systems. To this end, we have considered fermions
described by the one-dimensional Aubry-Andre-Harper
model, which exhibits such transition at gAA = 2 for
all eigenstates; this location is exact due to the self-dual
property of the model.
We have analyzed the phase transition using both the

average and minimum inverse participation ratios, IPR
and IPRmin, respectively. While the former determines
when a fraction of the states cease to be extended, the
latter quantifies the presence of at least one extended
state. We have established that, for weak coupling with
the electromagnetic cavity, the critical behavior is similar
to that for the standard AAH model, with all eigenstates
undergoing a phase transition at the same critical point.
However, at intermediate or strong coupling, this sin-
gle critical point broadens into an intermediate region,
where IPRmin vanishes, but IPR remains finite. Further,
the size of this intermediate region increases with larger
couplings and is strongly dependent on the photon fre-
quency. We have also proposed an energy-resolved phase
diagram, which displays the critical points at different
energy ranges. As the main result, we observed that the
effects of coupling with the cavity are more pronounced
at higher energies, with the states at the bottom of the
spectrum being hardly affected.
The nature of the intermediate region was examined

through a multifractal analysis, by means of the exponent
αmin, which provides a measure of how a given wave-
function spatially spreads through the medium. For the
standard AAH model, it shows that the eigenstates are
fractal only at the critical point. A similar analysis for
the field-coupled case provides evidence of fractal states
within the entire intermediate region. We have also in-
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ω0=1,gAA=1.7, ω0=1,gAA=2.3,ω0=1,gAA=1.1,

(a) (b) (c)

(d) (e) (f)

gAA=1.7 gAA=2 gAA=2.3

γ=0.15 γ=0.15 γ=0.15

FIG. 10. Probability distributions of the logarithm of the IPR as a function of ln
(
L × IPR

)
for different system sizes. Here

we examined the P [ln(IPR)] for the standard AAH model (i.e. without photons) at (a) gAA = 1.7, (b) gAA = 2.0, and (c)
gAA = 2.3. Similarly, the P [ln(IPR)] for the case coupled with the cavity is obtained at (d) gAA = 1.1, (e) gAA = 1.7, and (f)
gAA = 2.3, for fixed γ = 0.15 and ω0 = 1, while averaging over the range ∆E = [0, 2].

vestigated the critical properties of the eigenstates by the
probability distributions of αmin and the IPR. Both dis-
tributions are quite broad, strongly suggesting a mixture
of extended, localized, and critical states within the in-
termediate region. That is, the coupling with the electro-
magnetic field drives the single critical point of the stan-
dard AAH model into a critical region. These findings
unveil the impact of the coupling of optical cavities on
critical transport phenomena and paves the way for fur-
ther investigations of the influence of cavity-coupling in
other metal-insulator transitions. Finally, we hope that
the present results may find applications in the design of
materials with specific critical transport properties, and
in the study of the physics of disordered and quasicrystals
structures [53–55].
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