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Avalanche is believed to be the mechanism behind the transition from many-body localization
to the thermal phase. We utilize spin chains with constraints to study the physics of quantum
avalanches by exact diagonalization of disordered systems coupled to a thermal bath. Single-spin
observables are used to characterize localization and quantify the influence of the thermal bath on
long disordered spin chains. In addition to the PXP model, we construct models by searching for
constraints with a genetic algorithm to reach longer system sizes. We define quantities to measure the
strength of avalanches and use these to compare different models. Avalanches are more pronounced
in models with constraints compared to those without constraints. Exact diagonalization results
are compared with other studies using the master equation. We also identify models that exhibit
no thermal phases and find stable ergodicity breaking.

I. INTRODUCTION

The thermalizated phase is a general state of matter for
many-body physics and has been studied for centuries.
Over time, states evolve into thermal equilibrium states
and lose the initial information, a property called ergodic-
ity. The breaking of ergodicity motivates studies includ-
ing Anderson localization (AL) [1], many body localiza-
tion (MBL) [2-4] and scar states [5-7]. MBL is special
because it remains stable with interactions (unlike AL)
and all states break ergodicity (unlike scar states). Nu-
merical studies [8-15] and theories [4, 16] of MBL phase
are extensive.

After decades of study, the nature of the transition
to MBL and even the existence of MBL in large system
sizes remain open questions. The avalanche mechanism
has been proposed as the reason MBL does not exist
in dimension higher than 1D, supported by convincing
scaling arguments [17]. A rare thermal bath can cause
the collapse of a large, well localized system, and this
doubt extends to one dimension as well [18-31]. Recent
studies have pushed MBL simulations to longer sizes and
shown a shift of the transition point toward the MBL
side [29, 32-34]. Even though this tendency may not be
generalized deep in the MBL phase[27, 35, 36], reasonable
doubt about the stability of MBL is raised based on these
calculations, along with results from master equation [30,
37] and other numerical results [31]. Many believe that
MBL is not stable in thermodynamic limit even in one
dimension [30, 31].

The interpretation of simulation results is complex and
varies across the literature. Supporters of the MBL phase
argue for a transition point at stronger disorder strengths
[35, 38, 39]. Conversely, those who support the instabil-
ity of MBL contend that the picture of local integrals
of motion (LIOM) [40-42] only applies to short systems
and will eventually exhibit larger-than-exponential tails,
leading to the breakdown of MBL in large systems. Op-
erator growth calculations support this argument in vari-
ous MBL systems[43] The picture of MBL breakdown by

quantum avalanche is becoming increasingly consistent
and convincing. Numerics [19, 20, 25, 26, 29, 30, 44-46]
and experiments [47] are used to study avalanches. How-
ever, none of the aforementioned research manages to
provide straightforward results on MBL avalanche due to
the limitations in numerical and experimental methods.
A sufficiently large thermal bath coupled to a sufficiently
large localized spin chain is beyond the scope of current
capabilities.

We want to numerically study the physics of avalanche
in MBL. We know in integrable systems like free fermion,
AL is stable and will not have avalanche. Recent study
shows that quansi-periodic models have more stable MBL
phase than models with random fields. [44] So avalanche
in systems closer to integrable systems or with quasi-
periodic disorders will require a much longer system even
if it exists. But fewer papers point to the opposite di-
rection, examining which kinds of systems are prone to
avalanches. Engineering new models with less avalanche
stability will help increase numerical and even theoretical
understanding of avalanche and MBL phase itself. We go
to strong interacting systems and aim to find models that
the phenomena of avalanche is easier to observe.

New ideas for studying MBL have been proposed in
constrained systems. The dimension of the Hilbert space
in models with constrains can scale more slowly than
the Spin—% chains, making larger size numerics possible
[34, 48-50]. In cold atom Rydberg systems, energy block-
ages effectively constrain the Hilbert space, realizing fa-
mous examples like the PXP model [51-54]. Although
MBL and thermalization transitions can occur in con-
strained systems without showing many new phenomena,
the study of avalanches remains very promising. Larger
system sizes not only provide more data points but also
reveal more long-range behavior of localization, where
the breakdown of LIOMs should occur based on the op-
erator growth argument [43]. Preliminary numerical re-
sults in the PXP model indicate that MBL in this model
is less stable [34].

In this paper, we study the avalanche of MBL in con-



strained systems. The PXP model is our starting point,
and we also design other models to push the system size
further. We use genetic algorithm (GA) [55] to search
through a large set of different constraints for PXP-type
of models that minimize the growth exponent of Hilbert
space dimension. We abandon all kinds of approxima-
tion and study spin chains coupled to a thermal bath di-
rectly by exact diagonalization (ED). An algorithm called
the polynomially filtered exact diagonalization method
(POLFED) proposed in Ref. [56] reduces the memory
cost of the ED algorithm and makes studying larger sys-
tem sizes possible. We will study how a small finite ther-
mal bath break MBL for large disordered spin chains in
parameter regions that people believed to be in localized
phase.

In the second section, we first present results of the
PXP model under the MBL thermalization transition.
Although this has been discussed in Ref. [34, 49], we re-
peat to set up the background and propose new ways of
using local observables to characterize the localization.
This will be useful in Section 3, where we continue to
explore the physics of avalanches in the PXP model. We
define a new quantity named the avalanche ratio to char-
acterize the strength of avalanches. In Section 4 and 5,
we propose general constrained models and show numer-
ical results of their MBL avalanches. In Section 5, we
also study models with stable localization phase due to
strong constraints. In Section 6, we compare the results
of the master equation with our ED results.

II. MBL TRANSITION OF THE PXP MODEL

The PXP model is renowned for its scar states and
is commonly used to study weak ergodicity breaking [5—
7, 51-54]. However, the PXP model is also valuable for
another reason. By introducing a random magnetic field
in z direction, we can investigate MBL induced by this
random field. Specifically, the Hamiltonian of the disor-
dered PXP model is
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where 0%, 0 are the Pauli matrices, and P* = 1 (I+07?)
is the projection operator onto |0) state. The random
field h; is evenly distributed within the range [-h, h]. The
interaction strength J; is site-independent, with J; = J
in this section when avalanches are not being studied.

This Hamiltonian preserves a Krylov subspace [6, 48,
57] of the Hilbert space. The subspace is defined by the
constraint that no neighboring spins are in the |1) state
at the same time.

(I-P)[I—-Pi)l) =0  Vi=1---L-1 (2)

Thus, we project the Hamiltonian into this subspace and
focus solely on behavior of Hamiltonian and states within
this subspace. This subspace is the largest subspace of
the Hamiltonian. In this subspace, every state is con-
nected to the all-|0) state by the Hamiltonian, mean-
ing there are no further subspaces formed by a subset
of its s* basis states within it. The size of the Hilbert
space is given by the L + 2-th number of Fibonacci series

1+\/5)L
2

ing of the Hilbert space dimension to investigate larger
system sizes. Focusing on high-temperature physics,
we calculate the N eigenstates with energy closest to
(Emaa: + Emzn) /2

With increasing disorder, this model undergoes a tran-
sition from the thermal phase to the MBL phase, similar
to conventional spin—% models. It is evident that when
J = 0, the system is localized. To observe the transition
explicitly, we fix h = 1 and vary the interaction strength
J. It is common to use energy level statistics to distin-
guish whether the system is in the thermal or MBL phase.

Let {E,,} be the set of sorted eigenenergies and define the

gap ratio 7 = min{ Ef"i:ig;;, Eg;i}f”_f }. The aver-
age of this ratio, 7, is approximately 0.529 in the thermal
phase and 0.386 in the localized phase [8, 58]. In Fig. 1
(a), we show 7 as a function of system length L for dif-
ferent values of J = 0.2,0.6,0.7,0.8,1.2. When J is large
enough, 7 increases with the system size and saturates
around 0.52. Conversely, When J is small, the behavior
is opposite and 7 decreases to 0.39. This demonstrates
the transition between the thermal phase and the MBL
phase. The transition point varies with system sizes, but
for L = 22, the 7 stops increasing when J is less than
0.6.

and scales as D ~ ( . We utilize the slower scal-

FIG. 1. Two different methods to observe the transition. (a)
Average gap ratio versus system size L for different coupling
strengths J. Average standard deviation of oF versus L for
different J. These two figures share the same legend. The
transition occurs around J = 0.6.

Next, we use additional methods to demonstrate this
transition, which will be useful later when we study
avalanches. Our challenge is to investigate MBL when
the state of localization varies across different sites. We
aim to use information from a single spin at site L to dis-
tinguish between MBL phase and thermal phase, thereby
determining the localization condition at this site. In this
section, we first demonstrate that this approach is effec-
tive in diagnosing MBL in disordered systems. Since the



average strength of disorder is the same at all sites, the
measurement taken at any site, excluding boundary ef-
fects, will yield the same results.

The first method involves using the standard deviation
of 07. We can calculate expectation value s* of the last
spin of the chain for each eigenstate, (07 ); = (¢;|0%|v:),
with ¢ labelling the i-th eigenstates. The distribution of
this observable provides information about MBL. Specif-
ically, we define standard deviation of (¢} ); as:

std(o?) = %Z<Ji>? — (]1[ Z<Ji>z> (3)

% %

where N is the number of eigenstates. For convenience,
we omit the label L since we always calculate the last spin
of the chain. In this paper, we choose N = 100, which
is much smaller than the total Hilbert space dimension
when L is large. The average of this standard deviation
over different configurations of disorder, std(c*), provides
a diagnostic for MBL.

If the system is in the thermal phase, the standard de-
viation decreases with system size and approaches zero
in the thermodynamic limit. This is a direct consequence
of the eigenstate thermalization hypothesis (ETH). ETH
has been tested in many thermal systems [59, 60]. Ac-
cording to ETH, in the thermal phase, any local observ-
able should only be a function of energy. In the MBL
phase, the behavior is completely different. Since the
spin is localized, it only couples to a finite number of
other spins. Therefore, the distribution of (0%); resem-
bles that of a finite system, and the standard deviation
remains finite and does not change with system size. Two
examples of the distribution of s* are shown in Fig. 2 for
L = 22 with J = 0.2 and J = 1.2, respectively. The
numerical results of std(c?) versus system length L for
different interaction strengths J are shown in Figure 1
(b). We observe that the behavior matches our descrip-
tion above and the results of the gap ratio.
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FIG. 2. The distribution of o7 for 100 eigenstates in a specific
disorder configuration. (a) Deep in the MBL phase (J =
0.2, L = 22), spins are aligned along the z-axis, leading to a
large standard deviation. (b) Deep in the thermal phase (J =
1.2, L = 22), observables are distributed around a central
value, with the standard deviation decreasing to zero in the
thermodynamic limit.

The second method we propose to describe localization
involves using the number of clusters of measurements.

We calculate the expectation values of 07 and of and
examine whether the distribution of p; = ((¢%):, (67):)
forms clusters on the 2-D plane. In the thermal phase,
measurement values are close for states with similar en-
ergy, according to ETH, forming a single cluster. In the
MBL phase, the measurement values resembles those of
a finite system and form a finite number of clusters. This
method is more complex, but its virtue lies in its gener-
ality. It does not rely on a specific measurement like s*
and can utilize different measurements together. We do
not include s¥ because the expectation value is always
zero in our examples.

In the Fig. 3, we show two examples of distribution
of point positions p;. It is easy to see in the localized
phase, point positions tend to form many clusters because
different states do not talk to each other. When the
system is deep in thermal phase, points will form a single
cluster.
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FIG. 3. Distribution of ¢* and ¢” for 100 eigenstates in a spe-
cific disorder configuration with clusters identified by the DB-
SCAN algorithm. (a) Deep in the MBL phase (J = 0.2,L =
22), data points form several clusters, labeled by different col-
ors. (b) Deep in the thermal phase (J = 1.2, L = 22), data
points form a single cluster. Black empty circles represent
noise points.

The definition of clusters is technical. Specifically, for
the algorithm, we use Density-Based Spatial Clustering
of Applications with Noise (DBSCAN) [61, 62] to iden-
tify clusters for each case. This algorithm sets two pa-
rameters: the minimum number of points minPts that a
cluster must have and the maximum distance e that two
points are identified as neighbors. We set minPts = 10
and € = 0.1. For more details on this algorithm, please
refer to Appendix C. For each realization of disorder,
we obtain the number of clusters Ngjyster- The average
number of clusters N_j,ste, Over disorder samples is cal-
culated and used as a metric to distinguish the strength
of localization. Our numerical results of N_j, e, VErsus
system size L are shown in Fig. 4. The localized phase
exhibit a finite (greater than 1) number of clusters, while
the cluster number decreases to 1 asymptotically in the
thermal phase.

The method of standard deviation can be easily gen-
eralized to study the transition region and determine the
transition point. We need longer system sizes to deter-
mine whether the standard deviation approaches zero in
the long-range limit. However, the method of counting
clusters is more complex. More sites are needed to accu-



FIG. 4. The nubmer of clusters identified by the DBSCAN
algorithm versus system size L for different coupling strengths
J.

rately identify whether it is in the thermal phase or the
MBL phase. The number of states IV needs to increase
accordingly, € needs to decrease, and minPts needs to
increase appropriately. However, the goal of this paper
is not to pinpoint the transition point. We make use of
these quantities to quantify the influence on the disor-
dered systems. So we focus more on the changes in these
quantities rather than their absolute values.

III. AVALANCHES OF THE PXP MODEL

To study avalanches, we introduce a thermal bath to
the disordered spin chain. As shown in Fig. 5, the lat-
tice now consists of two parts: thermal bath region and
(strong) disordered region. The thermal bath is deep in
the thermal phase, while the disordered region can be
in either phase. We are primarily interested in the disor-
dered region when it is in the MBL phase or the transition
region. To achieve this, we set different values for J;, h;
for sites @ < Lipermar (thermal bath), and i > Lipermal
(disordered region).

Ji _ {Jthermal { < Lthermal (4)

Jdisordered 1> Lthermal

] < Lthermal

hi c {[_hthermala _hthermal} ' (5)
1> Lthermal

[_ hdisordered7 hdisordered]

The distribution of h; on both sides follows a uniform
distribution. On the bath side, Jipermal > Pthermal €0-
suring it is in the thermal phase. On the disordered side,
Jdisordered < Mdisordered for most cases, placing it in the
localized phase. To match their energy scales, we set
Jihermal = Pdisordered = 1. This ensures that all states
are influenced by the bath and the the energy gap of the
bath is minimized, optimizing the influence of the bath
on the disordered region. We set hipermar = 0.2 in all
the models discussed in this paper. We fix the size of the
thermal bath and observe how the influence changes as
the size of the disordered region increases.

To gain an initial understanding of the system, we be-
gin with extreme cases. If the disordered region is deep in
the MBL phase, the spins far from the bath are indepen-
dent of the spins coupled to the bath and are therefore
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FIG. 5. Basic setup of the spin chain to study avalanches.
the lattice is divided into two parts: the disordered region
with strong disorder and weak interactions, shown in blue,
and the bath region with weak disorder (for generality) and
strong interactions, shown in red.

not influenced. Beyond a certain length, the spin behav-
ior is the same as if there were no thermal bath. Con-
versely, in the deep thermal case, the heat bath combines
with the system to form a larger thermal system, and the
spins at the end of the chain behave qualitatively similar
to the system without the thermal bath. We illustrate
this behavior in Fig. 6. Specifically, we plot std(c?) as a
function of system length L. When J = 0.2 (deeply local-
ized), both cases (with or without bath) approach a finite
value, and the two sets of data almost coincide. This in-
dicates that the value is not influenced by the bath when
L is sufficiently large. when J = 1.2 (deeply thermal),
both cases (with or without bath) show a decrease in the
value. Although the bath causes the standard deviation
to decrease more rapidly, the two sets of data are qual-
itatively similar and approach zero as L becomes very
large. The same analysis also applies to the data of the
cluster number, as shown in Fig. 6 (b).
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FIG. 6. (a) The standard deviation and (b) the number

of clusters versus L for systems with and without the ther-
mal bath. Deep in the MBL phase (J = 0.2, in blue), the
bath influences only a few nearby sites. Deep in the ther-
mal phase (J = 1.2, in red), the standard deviation decreases
to zero, and the number of clusters reduces to one in the
thermodynamic limit. Darker colors represent data with-
out a bath, while lighter colors represent data with a bath
(Lthermal = 12)

The situation becomes more complex when J is close
to the transition point, as the thermal bath has a greater
influence on the system. To predict the influence of the
bath on a very large localized lattice, we need to observe
how this influence varies with different system sizes L
and Lipermal- To examine that, we calculate std(c?) for



J = 0.6 both with (L¢permar = 10,12,14) and without
the thermal bath, as shown in Fig. 7 (a). We use differ-
ent values of Lipermar, With L starting from Lipermar + 1.
This allows us to see that the two standard deviations dif-
fer over a long system size. Both the standard deviations,
with and without the thermal bath, change very slowly
when the system size is large, and the difference between
them also change slowly. We also present std(c*) for
various values of J while fixing Liperma; = 14 in Fig. 7.
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FIG. 7. Comparison of std(c*) between with and without the
thermal bath. (a) Fixing J = 0.6, the blue line represents the
case without the bath, while the other three lines correspond
to the cases with baths of sizes Lipermar = 10,12,14. The
bath size can be identified by L starting from Lipermar + 1.
(b) Lthermar = 14 is fixed while J varies. The data starting
from L = 15 correspond to cases with the bath. Although
the data stop at L = 22, the difference between the cases
with and without the bath will persist for larger system sizes
in some instances.

Another method to observe the influence of the bath
on the disordered region is through the cluster number
we have defined. We calculate the cluster number for
different system sizes L and Lipermal, including the case
without a thermal bath (Lipermar = 0). In Fig. 8 (a), we
shown the case of J = 0.6 and Liperma; = 0,12, 14, 16.
The case without a thermal bath exhibits a stable, large
cluster number, while cases with thermal baths show the
cluster number rising from around 1 and saturating be-
low the case without the thermal bath. This indicates
that the disordered region is significantly influenced by
the thermal bath and remains in a state between being
thermal and being localized. Fig. 8 (b) shows the same
quantity for different values of J.
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FIG. 8. The number of clusters for the same parameters as in
Fig. 7. (a) J = 0.6 with different bath sizes. (b) Lihermar =
14 with different coupling strengths J.

To further study the physics of avalanches, we calcu-
late the entanglement entropy between the thermal bath

and the disordered region. As shown in Fig. 9 (a), if
the system is deep in the localized phase, the thermal
bath will only entangle with a small part of the system
and the entanglement entropy will saturate as the system
size increase. Conversely, if the system is in the thermal
phase, the entire system will become entangled, and the
entropy will increase linearly with system size. We ob-
serve a clear linear increase in entanglement entropy from
J =0.55 to J = 0.75, as shown in Fig. 9 (b), indicating
that the thermal bath successfully drives the system out
of localization.
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FIG. 9. Entanglement entropy between disordered region and
the bath. (a) Lihermar = 12. Entanglement entropy saturates
in the MBL phase (J = 0.2) and grows linearly in the thermal
phase J = 0.6. (b) (Lthermat = 14. All cases show linear
increase with no tendency of slowing down, indicating that
the influence of the bath on the disordered region has not
disappeared.

From the numerical results of entropy and observables
57,57, we show the influence of the thermal bath to the
disordered region. Especially, when the length of disor-
der region increase, the influence from the bath does not
decrease to zero, but remains finite. Even though we
can not calculate, we can predict when the length of dis-
ordered region is much longer, the observables for cases
with and without thermal bath are still different. The
difference is a way to measure the influence of the ther-
mal bath. We can see in this case the influence penetrates
deep into the disordered region.

For MBL, the gap ratio 7 serves as a general measure
to characterize the extent of localization and allows for
comparison across different models. Similarly, we aim to
develop a general method to characterize the extent of
avalanches. To this end, we define a dimensionless quan-
tity ¢, referred to as the avalanche ratio, which measures
the sensitivity of the disordered region to the thermal
bath. For a fixed coupling and disorder strength, as well
as a given thermal bath size Lipermar, We calculate the
standard deviation of o} as a function of system size
L both with and without the thermal bath (denoted as

std(c*) and std(c*),, respectively). We then identify the
largest L such that

std(c®), (l1) >std(c®) (l2) Vi,lo <L (6)
Here, (I1) in the brackets explicitly indicates that the
standard deviation is calculated on the last spin of a spin
chain of size [;. We refer to the largest L satisfying this



condition as the influenced length, denoted Ljy fi,. The
avalanche ratio ¢ is defined as

¢ = (Llnflu -

which represents the ratio of the size of the influenced
disordered region to the size of the thermal bath. We will
use ¢ to quantify the extent of localization and compare
the models in Section VI.

In most cases we study, the standard deviation
std(o}), decreases with L, while std(c?) increases with
L because the influence of the bath has not yet saturated.
We expect that at a sufficiently large size Ly s, these
values will eventually become equal or very close, allow-
ing us to obtain the ratio ¢. Therefore L;y, ¢, can be in-
terpreted as the length at which the influence of the bath
disappears. However, if the system size is long enough,
std(c®) will also decrease with L, similar to std(c?),,
which has been observed in some cases with stronger cou-
pling parameter J. In such instances, the L;y,f, corre-

sponds to the point where std(c?), is equal to the max-

Lthermal)/Lthermal (7)

imum of std(¢?), typically occurring much sooner than
where the two standard deviations converge within nu-
merical error. In this scenario, L;yf1, can be interpreted
as the size of the disordered region that is effectively
equivalent to the thermal bath. In either case, L, fiu
represents the bath-influenced range of the disordered re-
gion. This interpretation justifies the physical meaning
of ¢ as the avalanche ratio.

Since it is not always possible to obtain numerical data
of system size as large as Ly, i, to calculate ¢, the fitting
method becomes crucial for determining the value of ¢.
In this paper, we adopt a conservative approach by using
a linear function to predict the behavior of the standard
deviation for sizes L that are beyond our computational
reach. Specifically, we fit the data without a thermal
bath using the linear function

std(c?), (L) = bo + koL (8)

In cases involving a thermal bath, the influence of the
thermal bath leads to nomlinear behavior in std(c?).
Therefore we employ a quadratic function to fit the data
points that are smaller than but close to Lyaz. Lmax
represents the maximum system size used in the compu-
tations. Specifically, we use a piecewise function for this
fit

std(o?) (L) =

{b + k(L = Lmaz) + (L = Linaz)? L < Luas

9
L > Lae 9)

b+ k(L — Lyaz)

k and k° represent the slope of std(s*) versus L respec-
tively for cases with and without a thermal bath. kg is
always negative. If k is positive,

Lingru = |std(s)y (Lmaz)— std(s*) (Lmaz)] /(k — ko)
+Lonas (10)

Conversely, if k is negative,

Lingiu = — Std(sz)o (Lmax) — maxy, Std(sz) (L)} /kO

This linear fitting method is not the most accurate way to
calculate ¢. The value of ¢ will be underestimated when
disordered region is more localized, as the actual growth
of std(¢*) will slow down and eventually decrease. The
advantage of this fitting method is that it is relatively
stable and closely relative to the extent to which our
data has saturated before reaching L,,q,. It focuses on
the avalanches we can observe directly within the limits
of our numerical capabilities, making it more meaningful
for our study.

FIG. 10. The standard deviation for J = 0.6 with no thermal
bath (blue) is fitted with a linear function. Data used in the
fitting range from L = 15 to L = 22. The case with J =
0.6, Lthermar = 14 (green) is fitted with a piecewise function
using data from L = 18 to L = 22. The shaded areas represent
the confidence intervals of the fitting.

In Fig.10, we present our fitting results for the case
with J = 0.6 and Lipermar = 14. The linear predic-
tion gives ¢ = 2.0. When the disordered region is in the
thermal phase, the value of —kq is too large, resulting
in a small ¢. Conversely, when the disordered region is
deep in localized phase, std(s*) does not saturate before
reaching L,,.., leading to a large k and, consequently, a
small ¢. The parameter region with the largest ¢ corre-
sponds to the transition region and the weakly localized
region. The maximum avalanche ratio is influenced by
the system size Lpqtp, and L. The larger these two lengths
are, the deeper we can probe into the localized phase
(with std(c®) saturated) and obtain a larger ¢. That
implies that a more pronounced avalanche effect can be
observed. We will discuss more about the avalanche ra-
tio of the PXP model in Section VI and compare it with
other models.

When ¢ is significantly greater than 1, we can assert
that avalanches occur, as a relatively small bath success-
fully influences a large disordered system. However, this
is still far from the extreme version of avalanches of-
ten discussed in the literature, where a finite-size bath
fully thermalizes a infinitely long disordered spin chain.
Firstly, although the disordered system is deeply influ-
enced within the region defined by Ly, ., the standard
deviation remains finite and decreases slowly, which dif-
fers from the signature of a thermal phase. We are un-
able to observe complete thermalization of the spin chains




within the numerically accessible system sizes. Secondly,
we can only calculate and predict the influence of the
bath in a finite region and cannot make definitive state-
ments about an infinite system. Whether a finite bath
can influence a infinite disordered system remains an
open question. The issue will be further discussed in
Section VII. Thus, we are in the intermediate regime of
the avalanche phenomenon, assuming the stronger ver-
sion exists. In our scenario, the bath couples to a long
disordered spin chain, breaks its localization and reveals
the instability of LIOMs, but full thermalization has not
yet been realized.

IV. GENERAL PXP-TYPE CONSTRAINED
MODELS

To explore MBL avalanches in a broader range of sys-
tems, we generalize the PXP model to include models
with more general constraints. First, we define the class
of models of interest, then we use algorithms to identify
the specific models that will be studied in subsequent
sections.

Our general constraints are defined on spins locally to
preserve the locality of the Hamiltonian. A constraint
C = (n,S) is characterized by the length of spin list n on
which constraints apply and the set S of all allowed n-
spin configurations. For a list of spin—% particles of length
L, we use the basis of s7 eigenstates and say that a state
in the basis satisfies the constraint if any n connected

spins are allowed, i.e.
Si”-SH_n_lES Vi=1---L—-n+1 (12)

where s; = 0 or 1, representing the state |0)) or |1).
Using these constraints-allowed states as basis, we can
construct a subspace of the 2X-dimensional Hilbert space
Hsup- Specifically, we define projection operator P; that
projects onto the allowed states for n-spin configurations.

PE= Y

8i*Sitn—1€S

‘Si"'3i+n71><si"'Si+"71| (13)

Then, the total projection operator for L-spin states is
given by

L—n+41
pe= [ Pf (14)
=1

With the Hilbert subspace defined, we proceed to define
the Hamiltonian. Similar to the PXP model, we can
introduce terms that only flip one spin,

L
1
HE = PC5 > (Jio} + hiof)PC (15)
i=1
Here, o7 represents the spin flip term, while o7 de-
notes the disorder term. Parameters J; are uniform and

h; are random, the same as those in the PXP models.
Since the projection operator can be decomposed into
products of local projections, and the operators o7, o7
have nontrivial commutation relations only with P; for
j=1—n+1---1+n—1, we can express the Hamiltonian
in its local form as follows:

1 L i+n—1 i+n—1

HC:§Z( H Pf)(af—f—hiUf)( H PJC) (16)

i=1 j=i—n+1 Jj=i—n+1

This Hamiltonian commutes with projection operator P,
thereby preserving the subspace Hsyp. The subspace is
referred to as a Krylov subspace if the subspace is gener-
ated by iteratively applying the Hamiltonian to one state
in the basis [6, 48, 57]. We focus on this subspace Hgyup
and study the Hamiltonian exclusively within it.

The previously mentioned PXP model can be written
as special case of this model when the constraints are
Cpxp = (2,{00,01,10}). Within the subspace, the PXP
Hamiltonian 1 is the same as the Hamiltonian with con-
straints Cpxp.

PCexp HPXPPCPXP (17)
= pCpxp% EiL:l(Jiagc + hio?) PCexe (18)

Although this general model results in Hilbert sub-
spaces, not all constraints are suitable for studying lo-
calization transitions. In some cases, the fragmentation
is so extreme that the basis states of the Hilbert subspace
Hsup defined by the constraints do not form a single co-
herent Krylov subspace but instead is divided into many
small Krylov subspaces that are not connected by the
Hamiltonian.

Therefore, we need to ensure that at least most, if not
all, of the states in the basis of H,p, are connected by
the Hamiltonian (i.e. they are connected in the graph
that two states have an edge if one state is mapped to
the other by any term in the Hamiltonian. [48]). This
can be easily checked by choosing random parameters
and calculate eigenstates and their overlaps. If most of
the overlaps are non-zero, it indicates that most states
belong to a single Krylov subspace. Our goal is to obtain
a Hilbert space that scales slowly with the system size L.

We use a genetic algorithm to search among constraints
for models that satisfy conditions mentioned above. A ge-
netic algorithm is a type of optimization algorithm. De-
tails about this algorithm can be found in Appendix D
or in [55]. We employ it to optimize the relationship be-
tween the Hilbert space dimension and the system length
L. Specifically, we perform a linear fit for logarithm of
Hilbert subspace dimension versus length L, aiming to
minimize the slope.

In(Hous) = kL + b (19)

We successfully identify several models that satisfy our
requirements. Among them, we selected four models, de-
noted as Models I, II, III and IV. the corresponding con-
straints are CI = {4,51}, CH = {5,511}, CIII = {575111},



Model asymptotic dimension
Heisenberg exp (0.69L)
PXP exp (0.48L + 0.16)
I exp (0.38L + 0.60)
II exp (0.28L + 2.0)
111 exp (0.18L + 2.9)
v 0.065 L*°

TABLE I. Formula for the asymptotic Hilbert space dimen-
sion for all cases.

dim(H)

log,,

FIG. 11. Dimension of the Hilbert space versus system size
for all the models studied in this paper. The end points cor-
respond to the maximum lengths reached numerically. Some
lines have an extra point in the middle, representing the sizes
of the thermal baths used in Section VI. Model IV does not
exhibit a straight line for large lengths, indicating that the
Hilbert space dimension is not an exponential function of L.

Crv = {5,S1v}. The Hilbert space dimension of these
models are shown in I. The corresponding constraints
of these models are listed in Table II. We also plot the
Hilbert space dimensions in Fig. 11.

We selected models with Hilbert space dimensions that
scales at varying rates, covering cases from large k (the
PXP model) to small k¥ (Model IIT) values. This ensures
a comprehensive study of different scaling behavior. As
the constraints become stronger, Hilbert space dimension
even scales as a polynomial function of L. We will utilize
these four models to study MBL and its transition.

V. SIMULATION RESULTS FOR
GENERALIZED CONSTRAINED MODELS

In this section, we present detailed results of our simu-
lation for general constrained model we defined. Models
I and II exhibit similar physics and are comparable to
the PXP model discussed in Section II. Models III and
IV are similar to each other and will be discussed later
in this section.

We begin by studying Model T and Model II. Although
the constraints themselves are somewhat abstract and do
not provide much intuitions, they exhibit qualitatively
the same physics as the usual spin % models. After in-
troducing disorder, these systems display two phases: the
MBL phase and the thermal phase. Additionally there

is an intermediate parameter region where the transition

occurs. This is clearly illustrated by our numerical re-
sults. Similar to the PXP model, we also plot the gap ra-
tio 7 for different system sizes L and coupling constant J
in Fig. 12. The range of parameter J is centered around
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FIG. 12. The average gap ratio 7 versus L for Models I (a)
and II (b). The bottom two lines indicate that the systems
are in the transition or weak localization regime.

the transition region and weak MBL region. These pa-
rameter ranges are ideal for observing MBL avalanches.
To achieve this, we can perform the same calculations as
in the PXP model and examine the standard deviation
of s* with and without thermal bath, as shown in Fig.
13. When the system size is sufficiently large, std(s*)
saturates and remains distinct from the case without a
thermal bath.

@og

FIG. 13. The standard deviation of o* versus L for Models
I (Lt}Ler'mal = 16) (a) and II (Lther'mal = 18) (b) The upper
lines correspond to cases without a bath, while the lower lines
correspond to cases with baths.

To estimate the avalanche ratio, we use linear fitting to
predict the behavior of sz for much larger system length,
as shown in Fig. 14. Thanks to more data points and
early saturation, the data of model II exhibits a stronger
avalanche effect. When J = 0.45 and J = 0.4, with-
out the bath, the disordered region is in the traditional
MBL phase, and std(c*), decreases very slowly with in-
creasing system length. However, under the influence of
a thermal bath, std(c?) saturates at less than half the
value of std(c*),- We can predict that the influence of
the bath remains significant at a distance of at least five
times the size of the thermal bath. This makes Model IT
an excellent candidate of studying avalanches.

For Model 11, in addition to the level statistics shown in
Fig. 12, we provide further evidence that avalanches phe-
nomena occur within the traditional MBL phase. In Fig.
15, we present the correlation length ¢ and the avalanche
ratio for different coupling strengths J. Comparing the



Model Constraints (allowed spin configurations)
PXP {00, 01, 10}
I {0000, 0001, 0010, 0100, 1000, 0011, 1001, 1010, 1011, 1111}
II {00000, 00001, 00010, 00100, 00011, 00101, 10001, 00110, 01010, 00111, 01011, 10011, 01100, 10100,
01101, 10101, 01110, 11000, 11001, 11010, 11100}
I11 {00001, 00010, 00100, 10000, 00011, 00101, 01001, 01010, 10010, 01011, 10011, 01100, 10100, 01101,
01111, 11000, 11001, 11010, 11011, 11100, 11101, 11110, 11111}
v {00000, 00001, 00010, 00100, 10000, 00011, 01001, 10001, 01010, 10010, 01100, 01101, 01110, 10110,
11000, 11001, 11010, 11011, 11101, 11110, 11111}

TABLE II. The sets S of spin configurations allowed by constraints for all the models studied in this paper.

0
15 20 25 30 35 40 15 20 25 30 35 40
L L

FIG. 14. (a) The fitting of the standard deviation data for
Model I with J = 0.4 and Lipermar = 16. The data from
L =17 to L = 26 are used for fitting in the case without the
bath, and the data from L = 21 to L = 26 are used for fitting
in the case with the bath. (b) The fitting of the standard
deviation data for Model II with J = 0.45 and Lihermar = 18.
The data from L = 21 to L = 31 are used for fitting in the
case without the bath, and the data from L = 24 to L = 31
are used for fitting in the case with the bath. Figure (b)
exhibits clear signatures of avalanches, with the influence of
the bath persisting over very long distances.

trends of these two quantities, we observe that the corre-
lation length decreases rapidly as J decreases, indicating
a transition into the MBL phase with a shorter local-
ization length. But the avalanche ratio increases as J
decreases and becomes significantly large when the cor-
relation length is small. The system size influenced by

FIG. 15. The correlation lengths and the avalanche ratios of
Model II versus coupling strengths J. The avalanche ratio is
large in the region where the correlation length is small and
decreasing, indicating a traditional MBL regime.

the bath is much larger than both the size of the bath
and the correlation length of the disordered region. If
longer system sizes were accessible computationally, the

avalanche ratio would likely continue to grow as the sys-
tem delves deeper in the MBL phase. This suggests that
the avalanches are not merely a phenomenon of the tran-
sition regime but should be taken seriously within the
traditional MBL regime.

If applying stronger constraints results in longer sys-
tem sizes and a more pronounced avalanche effect, we
could easily explore models that permit longer system
sizes. However, we explain that overly strong constraints
can lead to disappearance of the thermal phase even when
the disorder strength h is very small compared to the
coupling strength J. Our Models III and IV fall into
this category. Interestingly, the Hilbert space dimen-
sion of Model IV is a polynomial function of the system
length L, which is typical when constraints are particu-
larly stronger.

We present the gap ratio 7 and standard deviation of 0*
for these two models in Figs. 16 and 17. We observe that
7 decreases continuously and std(¢*) remains constant in
the large system size limit. This behavior is characteristic
of MBL. However, this MBL is induced by constraints
rather than disorder, as this localization occurs for any
coupling strength .J.

(@) 48 (b) o5
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FIG. 16. Average gap ratio for Models III (a) and IV (b). The
gap ratio decrease for all coupling strengths J, indicating that
the thermal phase does not exist for these two models.

It is well established in the literature that strong con-
straints are associated with slow dynamics and localiza-
tion [63-66]. These two models highlight the importance
of the extent of constraints. To study the transition ef-
fectively, it is crucial to avoid entering the region where
the constraints-induced localization occurs. This consid-
eration is significant in the model engineering process for
studying avalanches.



FIG. 17. Standard deviation of ¢ for Models III (a) and
IV (b). The data increase and then remain at a finite value,
indicating that the thermal phase does not exist.

VI. MODEL COMPARISON AND ANALYSIS

After exploring several models, we can compare them
and select the most promising ones. This comparison
will guide our exploration of additional models in the
future. In addition to PXP model, Models I and II, we
also use a standard spin % model to facilitate comparisons
between models with and without constraints. Since all
of our constrained models lack a conserved quantity, we
employ the random field Heisenberg model and break the
s* conservation by applying a uniform magnetic field in
the z direction. Specifically, the Hamiltonian is

[A{:

N | =

L 1L—l
;(h1202+hf01)+1 ;JZUZU%’f-l (20)

Here, hiy = h® and J; = J are constant while
hi € [—h*, h*] represent the random field with a uni-
form distribution. The value of h*,J h* can vary be-
tween the bath and the disordered region when studying
avalanches, but they remain constant within each region.
Since this model lacks constraints and is not the primary
focus of this paper, we will include the detailed numerical
results on MBL and avalanche in Appendix A and only
present its data when comparing with other constrained
models.

The central goal is to determine which model provides
a stronger signature of avalanches given limited com-
puting power. To ensure a fair comparison, we main-
tain the same Hilbert space dimension across the 4 mod-
els. This requires choosing the parameters L;,,, and
Linermar Such that the dimensions of the bath and the
entire Hilbert space are nearly identical. For the Heisen-
berg model, the PXP model, Model I and Model II, we
use Lipqr = 15,22,26,31 and Lipermar = 10,14, 16, 18,
respectively. The Hilbert space dimensions are shown
directly in Fig. 11. We use small dots on the lines to
indicate the bath Hilbert space dimensions, all of which
are close to 1000.

The first comparison we can make is the difference be-
tween std(o*) and std(c*),. We present ratio of these two
values at the largest system length, L, 4., when changing
the parameter J in Fig. 18. The x-axis represents 7 for
the case without a bath at length L,,,.. Points at similar

10

horizontal positions correspond to the same level of lo-
calization. On the y-axis, we observe the data for Model
IT is lower than for the other models, indicating that the
influence of the thermal bath on the disordered region
is stronger. Since this comparison lacks sufficient accu-
racy, it is difficult to draw definitive conclusions about
the other three models.
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FIG. 18. Comparison of the difference in standard deviation
of ¢® with and without the thermal bath. Data points cor-
responding to different models and coupling strengths J are
presented. The horizontal position is based on the gap ra-
tio 7 for a fair comparison. The model II exhibits stronger
avalanches compared to other models.

Next, we compare the avalanche ratio ¢ that we de-
fined. We plot ¢ versus 7 for each case in Fig. 19. For
the three constrained models, when 7 is large, the differ-
ences are minimal because ¢ primarily depends on the
data without a bath (specifically kg in Eq. 10). As the
system becomes more localized, the values of ¢ begin to
diverge, with Model IT outperforming the other two. This
larger ¢ is attributed to the stability and early saturation
of the data with a bath, as directly observed in Fig. 14.
Note that we do not plot error bars for the Heisenberg

Heisenberg|

- PXP
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FIG. 19. Avalanche ratios for different models and J are
presented together. Although the data is not highly accurate,
the avalanche ratio of Model II is higher on the localized side
(small 7) compared to other models. Note that the number
of data points for the Heisenberg model Eq. 20 is insufficient
to estimate the error bars accurately; therefore, they are not
shown.

model data due to the insufficient number of data points.
Consequently, the values are far less accurate than those
of the other cases.

From these comparisons, we can conclude that the con-
straints and longer system sizes enhance the stability of
the data and the clarity of avalanche illustration. This is
particularly valuable given the limited system sizes avail-



able. However, attributing these results solely to the sys-
tem sizes would be an oversimplification. The unique
characteristics of each model also play a crucial role in
determining its strengths and weaknesses for studying
avalanches.

One theoretical approach that guides our comparison
is the operator growth. In the paper [43], the commu-
tator of the operator with the Hamiltonian is calculated
to illustrate the divergence of the LIOMs in large sys-
tem sizes. The quantity s(l) is defined as the magnitude
of operator o after being conjugated by Hamiltonian [
times. If the ratio s(I 4+ 1)/s(l) does not saturate (as it
does in AL) but instead grows to infinity with [, it in-
dicates that LIOMs will eventually diverge. We present
the operator growth for these models in Fig. 20. At
small [ the differences between models are not obvious,
but as [ increases, the data for Model II grows faster than
Model I and the PXP model, which in turn grow faster
than the Heisenberg model. Although it is challenging
to rigorously connect these operator growth results with
the avalanche ratio ¢ obtained in ED, we can assert that
there is some correlation, as the case with the fastest op-
erator growth (Model IT) also shows the clearest signature
of avalanches.

Heisenberg
PXP
model T
15 model I
2 S
=10 /
5 P
///
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FIG. 20. Operator growth data for different models. The
growth rates are similar when [ is small, but Model II ex-
hibits much faster growth at large {. This may be potentially
connected stronger avalanche behavior in Model II.

VII. ED VERSUS MASTER EQUATION
ANALYSIS

Since exploring avalanches using ED for spin 1/2 mod-
els is not feasible for most cases, many alternative meth-
ods have been developed to calculate the coupling. One
of the successful approaches is the master equation. This
theory allows for the estimation of the time scale at which
a system is thermalized by a large thermal bath. After
obtaining the ED results, it is insightful to compare them
with the predictions from the master equation to assess
their accuracy.

The general form of the master equation is given by

£l = =il 7 Y (Lol - {ELLus) ) (21)
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where L, are the Lindblad operators. For the PXP
model, we choose Ly = Pf, Ly = o{ P§. For the random-
field Heisenberg model with a transverse field, we select
Ly =0% Ly =0Y, L3 = 0*. We follow the method intro-
duced in paper [30, 37]: diagonalize the Hamiltonian, use
the eigenstates as a basis and restrict the density matrix
to its diagonal elements to focus on perturbative effects.
Although this approximation may not be fully applica-
ble because we set v = 1, the results will be sufficiently
accurate in order of magnitude. We obtain the difference
between the smallest and the second smallest real part of
the eigenvalues, denoted as I". The time scale for system
thermalization is given by 1/T.
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FIG. 21. Relaxation energy scale of the PXP model and the
Heisenberg Model 20 for different J.

Next, we couple this system to a thermal bath. The
timescale for thermalization by the bath is related to the
density of states p = 1/A, where A is the average energy
gap. We compare A with I' to determine whether the
system can be thermalized by the thermal bath. The
disordered region can not be thermalized if T' is much
smaller than A, but can be thermalized if they are of the
same order of magnitude.

log A ~ logT (22)

With this theory of masters equation, we can predict how
large a bath is needed to thermalize the disordered sys-
tem, and we compare the predictions with ED calcula-
tions. On one hand, the master equation allow us to
estimate how effectively the disordered part will be ther-
malized by the bath. For each disorder sample, we calcu-
late the probability that I'; is smaller than A. We define
a quantity

P(F < A) _ |{’L sample | i < }| (23)

Nsample

This represents the probability that the system remains
unthermalized across different disorder realizations. On
the other hand, based on ED results, we can estimate
the extent to which the systems are not thermalized. We
define another quantity std(c*) / std(c*), to indicate the
degree of localization. When the ratio is 1, the system
remains unaffected and localized, whereas if it is close to
0, the system is thermal.

We present the results of these two quantities in Fig.
23. For this comparison, we use several data sets. The




FIG. 22. The standard deviation ¢* for the PXP model with
J = 0.7. In addition to the case without the bath, we calculate
the standard deviation of o* for Lipermar = 8,10,12,14,16, 18
to compare the influence of baths of different sizes. The data
are stable at L = 22 for most cases, but the value of the
standard deviation of o® vary significantly.

first two sets are for the PXP model. In the first set, we
fix J = 0.7,L = 22, and vary the bath size from 8 to
18.The size of the disordered region changes correspond-
ingly. In the second set, we fix Lipermar = 14, L = 22, but
vary J from 0.75 to 0.5 in increments of 0.05. The third
set of data uses the random-field Heisenberg model with
a transverse field, where we fix Lipermar = 10, L = 15 and
vary J from 0.3 to 0.175 in increments of 0.025. Since
the interpretation of these two quantities is not strictly
quantitative, and given the approximations and finite size
effects, we do not expect a specific functional relationship
between them. But the data points should pass through
the central region (around the point (0.5, 0.5)), mean-
ing that in the parameter region described by Eq. 22,
the disordered region should be noticeably influenced by
the bath. This is indeed observed for the PXP model,
but the agreements is less satisfactory for the Heisenberg
model 20. The results are more consistent for larger dis-
ordered region, because the change in I' versus system
length slows down later than the change in o%. Since the
length of the disordered region is only 5 for this model,
this effect contributes to the off-center position of the
data for the model in Eq. 20.

This suggests that comparing I' and A is a good cri-
terion for determining whether the system will be ther-
malized. But even with condition 22 is satisfied, the dis-
ordered region may not behave like a true thermal bath.
Instead, these regions remain in the intermediate regime
as discussed at the end of Section III. Achieving true
thermalization is more challenging than what the master
equation predicts.

Furthermore, we present the distribution of these two
quantities for each disorder realization to gain deeper in-
sight into the comparison. In Fig. 23 (b), each point
represents a specific disorder configuration. We observe
a correlation between I' and std(c*) / std(c®),. This
correlation is expected, as both quantities are related to
extent of thermalization.

Let us assume that the master equation results accu-
rately capture the trend in the time scale required to
thermalize the disordered region. The calculation indi-
cates that I' decreases as L increases, resembling a loga-
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FIG. 23. Comparison between the results of ED and the mas-
ter equation. (a) The probability P defined in Eq. 23 (from
the master equation results) versus the ratio of the standard
deviation with and without the thermal bath (from ED re-
sults). Both quantities qualitatively represent the extent of
remaining localized under the influence of the thermal bath.
Data points pass through the central region around (0.5, 0.5),
indicating the consistency between these two methods. (b)
The comparison of these two quantities for each disorder con-
figuration shows a clear correlation. There are 5000 data
points corresponding to J = 0.7, Linhermar = 12 and L = 20.
The red lines indicate the average.

rithmic function. This suggests that the avalanche ratio
would, in principle, grow exponentially with the size of
the thermal bath. However, in a real disordered system,
the probability of finding a thermal bath is also exponen-
tially small. Without further, more accurate quantitative
studies, it is difficult to draw definitive conclusions about
the existence of MBL.

VIII. CONCLUSION AND OUTLOOK

We study avalanches as a mechanism to break MBL
phase in disordered spin chains by comparing the changes
in observables with and without a thermal bath. The
analysis of observables in eigenstates, combined with the
ED algorithm, provides an accurate and static method
that objectively reflects the influence of the thermal bath
on the disordered system. This approach can be applied
to relatively long systems, especially when focusing on
states at a specific energy. The trends in the changes
of observables due to the bath as a function of L offer
predictions for even larger system sizes.

From the numerical results, we can assert that the dis-
ordered region is sensitive to a thermal bath, as illus-
trated by the avalanche ratio ¢ defined in this paper.
Crucially, the sensitivity increases as the disordered sys-
tem approaches the MBL phase, resulting in a larger ¢.
Being too deep in the MBL phase requires larger systems
to observe avalanche effects, which are not accessible nu-
merically. However, the influence of the bath does not
decay or disappear within the scale of the bath size or the
correlation length in the MBL phase if the bath exceeds a
certain threshold, raising reasonable suspicion about the
existence of MBL phase in extremely large systems.

In addition to the ED study, many other methods
provide insight into the nature of avalanches. Opera-



tor growth successfully explains the breakdown of LIOMs
and demonstrates that the influence of the bath on the
disordered region does not decay exponentially. The op-
erator growth calculation shows excellent consistency in
quansi-periodic spin chains and the constrained systems
discussed in this paper. Therefore, it can serve as a valu-
able tool for predicting the strength of avalanches. Fur-
ther exploration of the quantitative connection between
avalanches and operator growth is necessary in the the-
ory.

Another method used to study the physics of
avalanches is the master equation. The master equation
is a well-established method for dealing with systems cou-
pled to a thermal bath, and it provides results that are
reasonably consistent with our ED findings. The inter-
pretation of these results is crucial. Although the dis-
ordered region is significantly influenced by the thermal
bath, it is not fully thermalized. Instead, the disordered
region remains in an intermediate state for a long dis-
tance. The scenario in which the thermal bath absorbs
the disordered region to form a larger thermal bath and
accelerates the thermalization process is not observed in
the ED results. It is possible that an intermediate state
(different from both MBL and thermal phases) and even
the MBL state itself could be stable in the thermody-
namic limit.

The constrained models that we identified and stud-
ied provide a valuable platform for exploring avalanches.
The physics of the intermediate state can be studies in
greater detail to better understand the stability of MBL.
Calculations on systems with additional sites are fea-
sible for those with more abundant computational re-
sources, potentially leading to a clearer understanding of
avalanches and the observation of higher avalanche ratios.
Although MBL can not be studied using integrable mod-
els due to its inherent nature, some models exhibit much
better properties within the limits of available computing
power. Our work opens the door to using model engineer-
ing to study the physics of MBL. The genetic algorithm
played a crucial role in discovering the excellent Model 11
and other models with rich behaviors. Other search algo-
rithms can be employed or further customized to explore
physics problems, including those related to localization
and beyond.

In this work, we use ED and primarily employ objec-
tive methods to study MBL, avoid complex interpreta-
tions. We establish the sensitivity of disorder systems to
thermal baths and distinguish intermediate states from
MBL and thermalized states. Although we do not draw
many decisive conclusions on the stability of MBL phase
itself due to limited computational power, this work pro-
vide a new perspective and important insights into the
phenomenon of avalanches.
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Appendix A: Random-field Heisenberg model with
transverse field

In this appendix, we present detailed numerical results
on MBL and avalanches for the model in Eq. 20. Similar
to Models I and II, we focus on the transition parameter
region. First, we calculate the gap ratio 7 versus L for six
different coupling strengths from J = 0.175 to J = 0.3.

FIG. 24. Gap ratio versus system size for various coupling
strengths J.

Additionally, for each parameter J, with and with-
out a thermal bath, we show the value std(c*) versus
L. We set h* = 1,h” = 0.1 in the disordered region and
h* = 0.2,h* = 0.5,J = 1 in the thermal region. We
use Lipermar = 10 for these cases to compare with those
constrained models. std(c#) begins to exhibit saturation
behavior around L = 15, making it difficult to predict the
behavior for longer lengths. Thus, at a specific parame-
ter J = 0.2, we calculate std(c*) with Lipermar = 8,9, 10.
This additional data allows us to be more certain that the
values are approaching saturation.

To fit and obtain the avalanche ratio, we use a linear
function for all cases. As shown in Fig. 26, for the case
with a thermal bath, the data points are not sufficiently
stable, only the final two points are useful for predicting
the trend. We draw a straight line through these two
points, making it impossible to estimate the confident
interval. The avalanche ratio calculated in this way is
underestimated, highlighting the importance of the num-
ber and stability of data points. If longer system lengths
were accessible, the avalanche ratio would be larger, as
would be expected for any model.



FIG. 25. Standard deviation of o versus system size. (a)
stdo® for various J with and without the bath, with the bath
size fixed at Lipermar = 10. (b) For J = 0.2, comparison
between the case without the bath (the flat blue line) and with
thermal bath size Lipermar = 8,9, 10 (data starts at Lipermai+
1). We can predict that the data for J = 0.2, Lthermar = 10
will saturate with a few more sites.
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FIG. 26. Linear fit for data with J = 0.2, Lithermar = 10.
Since only two points are used for the data without the bath,
the uncertainty of this approximation may be very large.

Appendix B: details of simulation

In this appendix, we provide more details on our simu-
lation results, focusing solely on ED algorithms. Details
relevant to the DBSCAN and GA algorithms will be dis-
cussed in Appendices C and D. The ED algorithm in this
paper follows the paper [35].

The shift-invert method of ED (SIMED) is used in
Matlab’s eigs function to find eigenvalues closest to a
specific value. Both SIMED and POLFED are used for
calculating high-energy eigenstates of a Hamiltonian, but
each has its own advantages. SIMED requires more mem-
ory but is faster, while POLFED is more time-consuming
but uses significantly less memory. Therefore, we use
SIMED algorithm when the system size is small, as it is
faster and memory is not yet a bottleneck. For larger
system sizes, we use POLFED. Additionally, POLFED
requires an approximation of the density of states, which
we can estimate by linear fitting based on ED data to
predict the density of states for larger system sizes.

For larger system sizes, we are limited by computing
power and can compute fewer samples of disorder. We
list the number of samples for each model corresponding
to each system size L.

For the master equation, since the entire spectrum is
required, we use the eig function in Matlab directly. We
use 5000 disorder configuration samples for all the data
involving the master equation and only 1000 samples for
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Heisenberg <13 13 14 15
PXP <20 20 21 22
Model I <24 24 25 26
Model II <29 29 30 31
Nsampte 10k 5k 2k 2k

TABLE III. number of disorder samples

the operator growth calculation due to its stability.

The algorithm is implemented in Matlab, and approx-
imately 100,000 CPU hours were used for all the simula-
tions.

Appendix C: DBSCAN algorithm

The density-based spatial clustering of applications
with noise algorithm [61, 62] is widely used to identify
clusters in data points. Since it may not be familiar to
MBL community, we provide a brief introduction to this
algorithm and its application in our study. Note that
we use the dbscan function from Matlab’s Statistics and
Machine Learning Toolbox.

Given a set of data points X = {p;[i =1--- N}, where
the position of each point p; is (z;, y;) in two dimensions.
Our task is to identify clusters of points. Specifically,
we assign a label to each point p; to determine which
cluster it belongs to, or if it is a noise point (i.e., does
not belong to any cluster). We define two parameters:
€ is the distance within which two points are considered
neighbors. minPts is the minimum number of points
required to form a cluster. The process for determining
which cluster a point belongs to is as follows:

1. A point with at least minPts neighbors (including
itself) is identified as a core point.

2. Neighboring core points belong to the same cluster.

3. A point that is not a core point is identified as noise
if it has no core point neighbors. If it has a neighboring
core point, it belongs to the cluster of that core point.
If it has multiple neighboring core points, it is assigned
to the cluster of one of the neighboring core points de-
pending on the order of the points in the input data set
X.

In our case, we have N = 100 points in our set X and
we set € = 0.1 and minPts = 10. Typical graphs of
clusters identified by the DBSCAN algorithm are shown
in Fig. 27. Different colors represent different clusters,
while black empty circles represent noise points that do
not belong to any cluster. We present cluster graphs
for three different disorder configurations (three rows)
and compare the cases with (left) and without (right)
a thermal bath. J = 0.7,L = 22 for all cases, with
Lihermai = 14 for the case with a thermal bath. The
distribution of points becomes tighter after introducing
the bath, leading to the formation of fewer clusters.
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FIG. 27. Distributions of observables and their clusters iden-
tified by the DBSCAN algorithm for J = 0.6, L = 22 and
Lihermar = 14 in the cases with a thermal bath. (a), (¢) and
(e) show three examples without the bath, while (b), (d) and
(f) show the corresponding results with the bath. The number
of clusters is reduced by the bath, indicating the the system
becomes more thermal under the influence of the bath.

Appendix D: Genetic algorithm

The genetic algorithm is widely used for optimization
and finding multiple solutions. Since it is not very com-
mon in MBL community, we provide a brief introduction
to the genetic algorithm and how we use it to find our
models. Inspired by gene evolution, the genetic algorithm
evolves a population in a specific direction to optimize fit-
ness and identify potential solutions. For more detailed
information, please refer to relevant papers, such as [55].

The goal of a genetic algorithm is to search for solu-
tions  within a set S such that the fitness function f(z)
is optimized. To achieve this, we start with a popula-
tion {z; € S | ¢ = 1--- Npopulation }, Which is a random
collection of = as the starting point. Then we perform
Nevolution Steps of evolution on this population. Each
evolution step consists of several processes, including se-
lection, crossover and mutation, to form the population
of the next step. Selection favors the variables z; with
better fitness f(x;). Crossover involves combining two
variables x;, x; to create a new variable. Mutation refers
to altering a variable x; to generate a new variable. After
evolution, the population shifts towards variables with
better overall fitness.
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In our problem, the search space is consists of con-
straints C = {n, S}, where n is a number and S is a set
of n spin configurations. For each search, we fix n and
a subset Sy of the full set of n-spin configurations F,, =
{s1-++s8; | i = 1---n,s; € {0,1}}. The entire search
space is the set of constraints ,, g, = {{n, S} | S C So}.
This set can be encoded as a |Sp|-digit binary variable z;,
where each digit represents whether an element in Sy is
present or not. Each variable z; corresponds to a subset
S; C Sy and therefore to a constraint C; = {n, S;}.

The fitness function in the genetic algorithm is defined
as a function of binary list x;:

FitnessFunction(z;)

obtain constraint C; corresponding to x;

if Hsup for L = n is not connected by the Hamiltonian
return 0

if Hsup for L = 20 is not connected by the Hamiltonian
return 0

fit In(|Hsus|) = kL +b

return —1/k

The dimension of the Hilbert space for L = n is the
same as the size of set S;, making it easy to check the
connectivity. If it is connected, we verify the connectivity
of a larger Hilbert space with L = 20 by diagonalizing
the Hamiltonian and calculating the overlap (1|0 [1)2)
for any two eigenstates A;; = [v5), |¢;). If the Hilbert
space has smaller Krylov subspaces, this overlap will be
zero for the i, j pairs when 7, j are in different Krolov sub-
spaces because our basis are eigenstates of s7. To ensure
connectivity, we check that the ratio of 0 in the over-
lap is smaller than a threshold. We define connectivity
as ¢ = |{Ai;} # 0]/|{A4;}|- In the fitness function, we
require ¢ > 0.5, but in the output function, we require
¢ > 0.99 to ensure that the majority of the Hilbert space
is connected. The remaining states will be scar states if
they exist and will not statistically influence the results
of our calculation.

It is worth noting that although we use linear fitting in
the fitness function, the dimension of the Hilbert space
is not necessarily exponential. When the scaling is slow
enough, the dimension can be a polynomial function of
L. In such cases, we may not obtain an accurate linear
fit, but we can still determine the best fitting parameters
k and b. This fitness function still remains effective for
identifying polynomial Hilbert spaces.

We use Matlab’s genetic algorithm, ga(), for the op-
timization. During the optimization process, we save
all solutions with a fitness function value better than
a specified threshold. The population size is set to 50,
and the number of generations is set to 100. We do
not modify the crossover and mutation processes in this
function. For Sy, we choose the sets F3, Fy, Fy, Fs and
{s1---s5 € Fs | 2?21 s; < 4}, and obtain models in
Table II.
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