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In most noninteracting quantum systems, the scaling theory of localization predicts one-parameter
scaling flow in both ergodic and localized regimes. On the other hand, it is expected that the
one-parameter scaling hypothesis breaks down for interacting systems that exhibit the many-body
ergodicity breaking transition. Here we introduce a scaling theory of fading ergodicity, which is
a precursor regime of many-body ergodicity breaking. We argue that the two-parameter scaling
governs the entire ergodic regime; however, (i) it evolves into the one-parameter scaling at the
ergodicity breaking critical point with the critical exponent ν = 1, and (ii) it gives rise to the
resilient one-parameter scaling close to the ETH point. Our theoretical framework may serve as a
building block for two-parameter scaling theories of many-body systems.

Introduction.— The emergence of thermalization in
isolated quantum many-body systems has attracted con-
siderable attention since the beginning of quantum me-
chanics. While it is nowadays understood that in most
isolated quantum many-body systems, local observables
approach the thermal ensemble predictions after being
taken out of equilibrium [1–11], much less is known about
typical (as opposed to integrable) systems that avoid
thermalization in the thermodynamic limit. If, upon tun-
ing a parameter, the system can be made to switch from a
thermal to a non-thermal phase, of particular importance
becomes the understanding of the critical behavior at the
boundary, and its relationship to other critical phenom-
ena such as ground-state quantum phase transitions [12]
or spin-glass transitions [13, 14].

Since most of the studies are carried out in finite sys-
tems, the central question concerns how the properties
of those systems flow with increasing the system size ei-
ther towards ergodicity, for which the eigenstate thermal-
ization hypothesis (ETH) represents a fixed point [1–5],
or towards localization, which is another fixed point. A
paradigmatic example of the latter is Anderson localiza-
tion [15], which became a hallmark of ergodicity break-
ing in noninteracting quantum systems. A milestone
in the understanding of Anderson transition in finite-
dimensional lattices has been the scaling theory by Abra-
hams, Anderson, Licciardello, and Ramakrishnan [16],
which is based on the one-parameter scaling hypothe-
sis, investigated numerically by later studies [17, 18].
Recent studies have further developed this theoretical
framework using modern observables, e.g., the spectral
statistics, the wavefunction fractal dimension and entan-
glement entropy [19–31], and they explored its validity
and limitations in special geometries, such as random
regular graphs [30, 32–36]. In such graphs, it was found
[31] (see also [35, 36]) that the one-parameter scaling hy-
pothesis is not sufficient, and one needs to resort to a
two-parameter scaling theory, similar in many ways to
what describes the Kosterlitz-Thouless transition [37].

A common perspective on many-body quantum sys-
tems, which are candidates for ergodicity breaking, is
that they exhibit many analogies with the Anderson
model on expander graphs [30, 36, 38–40]. Yet, they
do not seem to be governed by the one-parameter scaling
hypothesis. The evidence supporting this expectation is
diverse [41–45], and in most cases, it is obtained by study-
ing the random-field XXZ model [41, 42, 46–50], see [51]
for a recent example. In the latter model, the many-body
ergodicity-breaking transition is the many-body localiza-
tion transition [11, 52–56].

Recent work has introduced a scenario of many-body
ergodicity breaking dubbed fading ergodicity [57]. It rep-
resents a precursor regime of ergodicity breaking that is
still ergodic, despite ETH ceasing to be valid in its con-
ventional form [3, 4, 58]. The toy model of fading ergod-
icity is the quantum sun model [59, 60], which is closely
connected to the avalanche theory in spin-1/2 chains [59–
71]. The ergodicity breaking transition in the quantum
sun model is better controlled at the theoretical level than
that of the random-field XXZ model, and, at the same
time, shows less puzzling finite-size effects. This makes
one suspect that the scaling theory of fading ergodicity,
and the corresponding renormalization group (RG) flow,
are different from those of the random-field XXZ model.

Indeed, in this Letter we introduce a theoretical frame-
work that allows us to describe the two-parameter flow of
fading ergodicity, showing that it is a different scenario
from that depicted by the random-field XXZ model, and
presenting a new universality class of ergodicity-breaking
transitions.

In particular, studying the entanglement properties of
many-body quantum states, we inspect the flow towards
the two special points, i.e., the ergodicity breaking criti-
cal point [59, 60, 70] and the ETH fixed point [57]. We ar-
gue that the two-parameter description contains a rather
simple structure. It evolves into a one-parameter de-
scription at the critical point with the critical exponent
ν = 1, and it exhibits a resilient one-parameter descrip-
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FIG. 1. Two-parameter scaling of fading ergodicity. Dashed
blue lines are results for the beta function βs from Eq. (8) at
different interactions α, and the overlapping solid blue lines
are results for the numerically available system sizes L. The
solid red line is the critical one-parameter flow with the crit-
ical exponent ν = 1, i.e., Eq. (8) with a = a0. The two-
parameter flows in the ergodic phase terminate, with the same
derivative, at the ETH fixed point s = 1.

tion when approaching the ETH fixed point, giving rise
to the matching derivatives of different beta functions at
the ETH fixed point, as sketched in Fig. 1.

Set-up.— In the quantum sun model [59, 65], a central
“sun”, i.e., a quantum dot of dimension 2N (with fixed
N = 3 in our case), is connected with L rays of increas-
ing length uℓ to as many spin-1/2 qubits which are sub-
ject to random field of O(1) strength. Two parameters
are needed to describe this Hamiltonian: the interaction
α ∈ [0, 1] that determines the decay factor for each spin
coupling (which is proportional to αuℓ), and the overall
interaction strength g0, see Eq. (14) in End Matter for de-
tails. A critical αc separates an ergodic phase at α > αc

from a localized phase at α < αc, with αc ≈ 1/
√
2 (the

numerical value of αc, however, is slightly larger than
1/
√
2 and it weakly depends on g0). Fading ergodicity

is observed at αc < α ≲ 1, while the observable fluctu-
ations are close to those predicted by the conventional
ETH at α ≈ 1 [57].

We identify the single-site entanglement entropy as
an observable with well-defined properties in the ergodic
and localized regimes. We consider the bipartite entan-
glement entropy in an eigenstate |n⟩, partitioned into a
subsystem A, being a single spin at j = L distance from
the “sun”, and its complement B. We define the reduced
density matrix as ρ̂nA = TrB |n⟩⟨n| and compute the von
Neumann entanglement entropy Sn

A = −Tr (ρ̂nA ln ρ̂nA),
which we average over eigenstates in a microcanonical
energy window at the mean total energy, denoted as SA.
We define the scaled average entanglement entropy as
s = SA/S

max
A , where Smax

A = ln 2 is the maximal en-
tropy. This quantity interpolates between the localized
phase, s→ 0, and the ergodic phase, s→ 1.

Beta function.— The goal of the Letter is to study the

scaling properties of s in terms of the beta function,

βs =
d ln s

d lnL
. (1)

While the beta function was originally introduced for
the dimensionless conductance [16], we consider here
the beta function of the wavefunction entanglement en-
tropy. For the latter (and also for other indicators such
as the wavefunction fractal dimension or spectral statis-
tics [30, 31, 72]), the beta function βs displays three fixed
points: the ergodic (ETH) fixed point at s = 1, the lo-
calized fixed point at s = 0, and a third isolated zero
at the critical point sc (Wilson-Fisher fixed point), with
0 < sc < 1.

When a critical point α = αc is described by a one-
parameter scaling, the beta function is expected to dis-
play power-law corrections L−γ to the critical entangle-
ment entropy s = sc. In the vicinity of the critical point,
one can linearize the beta function,

βs = b0(s− sc) +O((s− sc)
2) , (2)

such that b0 = β′
s at s = sc. Solving Eq. (2) for s pro-

duces the scaling relation

s(L) = sc + f((L/ξ)1/ν) , (3)

where ν is the critical exponent, ν = 1/(scb0), and f(z)
is a scaling function that is linear for small z [51]. The
correlation/localization length ξ diverges at the critical
point. Previous work studied numerical scaling collapses
in the spirit of Eq. (3) for the level spacing ratio [59, 70],
and in End Matter we show similar scaling collapses for
s.

Scaling arguments.— Let us first focus on the behav-
ior of the beta function Eq. (1) in the fading ergodicity
regime. To do so, we need to describe the dependence of
s on the linear size L in the region of interest. We start
by observing that the approach to the ETH fixed point
s = 1 is governed by random-matrix theory corrections
of the form s ≃ 1− c/D+O(D−2), where D ∝ 2L is the
Hilbert-space dimension. Such corrections are typical for
Haar-random pure states [73], see [74] for a detailed cal-
culation. However, in the fading ergodicity regime [57],
one expects the corrections to the maximal value of the
entanglement entropy s to scale as

s ≃ 1− c

Deff
+O(D−2

eff ) = 1− ce−L/η +O(e−2L/η) , (4)

with the fluctuation exponent η depending on α, and
approaching η = 1/ ln 2 at the ETH point (α → 1) and
η → ∞ at the ergodicity breaking critical point (α→ αc).
The ansatz in Eq. (4) is motivated by the similarity of
the scaling properties of the single-site entanglement en-
tropies and the variances of the matrix elements of ob-
servables from Ref. [57], see [74] for details. Indeed, it
was argued [57] that the fluctuation exponent η scales as
η = 1/ ln 2(1 − lnα/ lnαc)

−1, up to constant prefactor.
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FIG. 2. Symbols: Numerical results for 1− s in the ergodic phase at (a) g0 = 0.5, (b) g0 = 1, and (c) g0 = 2. Dashed lines are
fits using Eq. (7), for system sizes L > 9, with free parameters a and η. The horizontal dash-dotted lines are the values 1− sc
at the critical point.

Hence, it diverges at the critical point and it assumes the
role of ξ from Eq. (3).

The scaling ansatz from Eq. (4) corresponds to the
following beta function, keeping only the first two terms
in the expansion in powers of 1− s:

βfading(s, c) = −1− s

s
ln(1− s) +

1− s

s
ln(c)

= −(1− s) ln(1− s) + (1− s) ln(c) +

+ O((1− s)2 ln(1− s)) . (5)

Notice that the above expression does not contain an ex-
plicit dependence on η, which enters as the initial condi-
tion, while c can attain dependence on model parameters,
c = c(α) = c(s, L).

However, for a complete description of the RG flow of
the quantum sun model, we need to incorporate also the
behavior in the localized phase. Similarly to the fractal
dimension in the Anderson model and to other spectral
observables [30], the entanglement entropy decreases ex-
ponentially as s ∼ Be−L/ηloc in the localized phase. This
behavior corresponds to a beta function

βloc ≈ ln s− lnB +O(s ln s), (6)

which is consistent with the localized fixed point being
β(s → 0) → −∞. Again, the constant B can be depen-
dent on the interaction α, leading to a two-parameter
flow.

Following similar arguments as presented in [16], we
argue that the beta function in Eqs. (5) and (6) indeed
ensures the ergodicity breaking transition at finite sc. On
the ergodic side, the beta function approaches the ETH
fixed point with a negative derivative (i.e., from above),

while close to the localized fixed point it is negative. Con-
sequently, there has to occur a sign change in the beta
function at sc = s(αc), where 0 < αc < 1, determining
the transition from ergodicity to localization, see Fig 1.

The specific scaling behaviors on the ergodic and lo-
calized sides discussed so far can be modeled as limiting
cases to a general function. Here, we propose that the
entanglement entropy can be modeled for any value of
interaction as

s(L) =
1

1 + a e−L/η
, (7)

which incorporates both the ergodic, η > 0, and local-
ized, η = −ηloc < 0, limiting cases. We demonstrate
this ansatz in Fig. 2 for various values of α > αc (at
g0 = 0.5, 1, 2), and in Fig. 5 of End Matter for various
values of α < αc (at g0 = 1). Remarkably, the scaling
function in Eq. (7) serves as a very robust fit up to small
system sizes. Following Eq. (7) one is able to find the
beta function, which takes the form

βs(s, a) = −(1− s) ln
1− s

s
+ (1− s) ln a. (8)

Remarkably, βs in Eq. (8) corresponds in the limits s→ 1
and s → 0 to the beta functions in Eqs. (5) and (6),
respectively. The critical point is sc = 1/(1 + a) as it
is easily seen either by solving βs(s, a) = 0 or by letting
η → ∞ in Eq. (7). Then, one can calculate the slope of
the beta function at s = sc, which equals β′

s(s = sc, a) =
1/sc. As a consequence, the critical exponent in Eq. (3)
equals

ν = (β′
s sc)

−1
= 1 . (9)
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FIG. 3. (a-c) Numerical results for βs in the ergodic phase at (a) g0 = 0.5, (b) g0 = 1, and (c) g0 = 2.0, see [74] for details
of numerical calculations. The arrows indicate the increase in system size L = 7, ..., 16, and the colors denote the value of
interaction α. Dotted lines show the two-parameter functions βs(s, a) from Eq. (8), with values of a extracted from Fig. 2,
while the solid black line shows the one-parameter function βs(s, a = a0). (d-f) Numerical results for β

(new)
s in Eq. (10), where

the value of L0 is estimated from the fits in Fig. 2, and the solid black line is again βs(s, a = a0).

This family of βs(s, a) all have ν = 1, irrespective of g0,
i.e., of the value of sc. This result is consistent with previ-
ous studies [59, 61, 66], e.g., with the divergence of Thou-
less conductance (the ratio of the Heisenberg and Thou-
less times) close to the critical point [59]. In fact, the
Thouless conductance was shown to diverge as ∝ eL/η,
with η introduced above.

Corrections to one-parameter scaling in the ergodic
phase.— Despite the simple prediction for the criti-
cal exponent ν in Eq. (9), the beta function βs(s, a)
in Eq. (8) still describes a two-parameter scaling since
a = a(α) = a(s, L). We estimate its proximity to one-
parameter scaling from the numerical results in Fig. 2.
In the latter, the fitting functions to 1 − s vs L cross
the horizontal dashed-dotted line at L = L0 = O(1),
which is, to a reasonable approximation, independent of
α. This suggests a possible parametrization of a from
Eq. (7) as a = a0 exp{L0/η}, where a0 = 1/sc − 1 is a
constant at α = αc. Then, by introducing a new variable
L′ = L− L0, one defines the new beta function β(new)

s ,

β(new)
s =

d ln s

d lnL′ =

(
1− L0

L

)
βs(s, a) , (10)

which is the one-parameter beta function β
(new)
s =

βs(s, a0), i.e., the function in Eq. (8) at a = a0. Hence,
one can express βs(s, a) = βs(s, L), our quantity of inter-

est, as

βs(s, L) = βs(s; a0)

(
1− L0

L

)−1

, (11)

which at L≫ L0 becomes

βs(s, L) = βs(s; a0) +
βs(s; a0)L0

L
, (12)

i.e., a sum of the one-parameter scaling part and the two-
parameter scaling part. This result suggests interesting
consequences. For example, the beta functions βs at dif-
ferent α exhibit the same slope, β′

s = −∞, for all α at
the ETH fixed point s = 1 (when L0/L → 0), but dif-
ferent slopes at s < 1. We interpret the behavior close
to the ETH fixed point as a resilient one-parameter scal-
ing. Moreover, the expression in Eq. (11) allows us to
estimate the corrections to the critical exponent as

ν = (β′
s(sc)sc)

−1
= 1− L0

L
, (13)

which is further explored numerically in Fig. 4 of End
Matter.

Numerical tests.— Our theoretical framework predicts
that βs is a two-parameter function and β(new)

s is a one-
parameter function. Figure 3 clearly confirms this predic-
tion at g0 = 2, see Figs. 3(c) and 3(f). We expect this be-
havior to be an asymptotic feature of the model. This ob-
servation is consistent with previous work that reported
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the numerical value of the critical point at g0 > 1 to be
close to the analytically predicted value, αc = 1/

√
2 [60].

Decreasing g0, however, the numerical distinction be-
tween the one- and two-parameter scalings becomes less
clear, see, e.g., the results at g0 = 0.5 in Figs. 3(a)
and 3(d). They appear to be consistent with one-
parameter scaling of both βs and β(new)

s , which is incon-
sistent due to their mutual relation in Eq. (10). At small
g0 < 1, the numerically extracted critical point is consid-
erably larger than αc = 1/

√
2, see [60] and Fig. 4(a). We

interpret this property, together with the observations in
Fig. 3, as evidence of significant finite-size effects in the
g0 < 1 regime.

Conclusions.— In this Letter, we studied a new uni-
versality class of ergodicity-breaking transitions. It is de-
scribed by the framework of fading ergodicity [57], i.e., a
precursor regime of ergodicity breaking in which volumic
fluctuations of observables are gradually transformed to
linear fluctuations at the critical point.

The phenomenology of fading ergodicity differs from
the one in noninteracting systems that exhibit single-
parameter scaling, and possibly also from the well-
studied interacting models such as the random-field XXZ
model. We showed that the beta function in the ergodic
regime obeys, at large system sizes, the two-parameter
scaling. However, the one-parameter scaling description
is relevant in two opposite limits: it emerges in the vicin-
ity of the critical point, and it gives rise to a simple struc-
ture near the ETH fixed point at L≫ L0, where L0 is a
characteristic length associated to ergodization. We con-
jecture that the two-parameter flow of the random-field

XXZ model is connected to the latter by taking L0 → ∞.
Our theoretical framework allows for identifying the crit-
ical exponent of fading ergodicity ν = 1, and it offers
a reference point for future explorations of alternative
scenarios of ergodicity breaking.
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End matter

Appendix A: Quantum sun model.— The quantum sun
model consists of a thermal inclusion (a quantum dot)
with N = 3 spins, and L localized spins outside the dot.
The Hamiltonian for this model can be written as

Ĥ = R̂+ g0

L−1∑
ℓ=0

αuℓ Ŝx
n(ℓ)Ŝ

x
ℓ +

L−1∑
ℓ=0

hℓŜ
z
ℓ , (14)

where the thermal dot is modeled by a normalized all-
to-all random matrix R̂ drawn from the Gaussian or-
thogonal ensemble (GOE) [60, 74]. The spins outside
the dot are subject to on-site disorder hℓ ∈ [0.5, 1.5]
drawn from a uniform distribution. The interaction term
connects a localized spin at site ℓ to a randomly se-
lected spin in the dot, n(ℓ), via an exponentially de-
caying strength g0α

uℓ with uℓ ∈ [ℓ − 0.2, ℓ + 0.2]. De-
creasing the interaction α drives the model from an er-
godic phase at α > αc, through an ergodicity break-
ing phase transition at α = αc, to a Fock-space lo-
calized phase for α < αc [59, 60, 78, 79]. Following

previous theoretical arguments, the transition occurs at
αc = 1/

√
2 ≈ 0.707 [61, 62], while the numerical results

suggest the transition to occur at slightly larger αc, which
may also depend on g0 [60]. We study this model for sys-
tem sizes up to L + N = 19, see also [74] for further
details about the numerical implementation.

Appendix B: Scaling collapse at the critical point.— In
Fig. 4(a) we show additional results for the behavior of s
vs α in the vicinity of the critical point for various system
sizes L and parameters g0. As expected, sc → 0 as g0 → 0
and sc → 1 as g0 → 1. We then find the scaling collapses
using the cost function minimization [42], see [74] for de-
tails. Here we consider the correlation length ξ consistent

with fading ergodicity, i.e., ξ = ην ∼
[
ln (α/αc)

2
]−ν

,
where ν is the critical exponent. While we expect ν = 1
in the thermodynamic limit (as argued in the main text),
the results in finite systems may give rise to ν ̸= 1.

The cost function minimization gives rise to the opti-
mal values of the critical exponent ν, the critical point
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FIG. 4. (a) Entanglement entropy s vs α in the vicinity of
the critical point, for different system sizes L and values of
g0. (b) Scaling collapses using a cost function minimization
for the values of α shown in panel (a). The dashed line denotes
a fit of Eq. (7) to the collapsed results, i.e., upon exchanging
L/η → (L/ξ)1/ν . We normalize the values on the x-axis by
∆z = max (L/ξ)1/ν−min (L/ξ)1/ν to show different g0 on the
same scale. (c) Critical exponent ν as a function of the inverse
of system size 1/L, obtained by the procedure described in the
main text.

αc, and the entropy at the critical point sc. The resulting
scaling collapses are shown in Fig. 4(b), while the values
of ν, αc and sc, as well as the quality of the scaling col-
lapses, are listed in Sec. S3 of [74]. In general, we find
better scaling collapses at large g0, for which the criti-
cal point αc is closer to the analytically predicted value
αc = 1/

√
2, and the critical exponent ν is closer to ν = 1.

In the numerical analysis, the critical exponent is smaller
than the theoretically predicted ν = 1. Using Eq. (13),
we estimate ν = 1 − L0/L ∈ (0.6, 0.8) (since L0 ∈ (3, 6)
in Fig. 2), which is in good agreement with the values
given from the scaling collapses.

We complement our analysis by estimating the cor-
rections to the critical exponent ν, namely, we calculate
the critical exponent as a function of system size. For
a given L, we perform a finite-size collapse using sys-
tem sizes in the range [L− 1, L+ 2] and vary L across
the available data points. We use the same correlation
length ξ = ην as in Fig. 4(b). The resulting critical ex-
ponents are shown in Fig. 4(c) as a function of 1/L. For
large values of g0 > 1 we find remarkable agreement with
our framework described in the main text. We estimate
L0 ∼ 3 from the results. However, the smaller values of
g0 < 1 show large finite size effects and it is not clear
whether the flow of the critical exponent ν will resume
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FIG. 5. Entanglement entropy s vs L at g0 = 1, in the local-
ized regime α < αc. The dashed curves are fits from Eq. (7)
to sizes L ≥ 7. Inset: Correlation length η obtained from the
fits in the main panel. The dotted line shows the prediction
from Ref. [59].

1 − L0/L corrections at large L or whether ν remains
smaller, giving rise to ν < 1 in the thermodynamic limit.

Appendix C: Scaling in the localized regime.— We com-
plement our results by studying the properties of the beta
function in the localized phase. We show in Fig. 5 that
the numerical results for s are in good agreement with
the ansatz from Eq. (7). In the inset of Fig. 5, we plot the
resulting localization length ηloc, showing that it agrees
with the prediction ηloc = 1/ ln (αc/α)

2. The observed
scaling behavior of s is consistent with the beta function
in Eq. (6) in the limit s→ 0, as argued in the main text.
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S1. NUMERICAL IMPLEMENTATION OF THE
MODEL

Here we comment on the numerical implementation of
the quantum sun model Hamiltonian defined in Eq. (14)
of End Matter. We model the thermal quantum dot with
a normalized 2N×2N matrix from a Gaussian orthogonal
ensemble (GOE), defined as

R =
R0√
2N + 1

, (S1)

where R0 = (A + AT )/2, with A being a random ma-
trix with elements distributed from a normal distribu-
tion. The matrix R from Eq. (S1) has a unit Hilbert-
Schmidt norm [60]. Then, the corresponding operator
of the Hamiltonian is a tensor product of R with an
identity operator acting on L spins outside the dot, i.e.,
R̂ = R ⊗ I. The spins outside the dot are coupled to a
randomly selected spin within the dot. We set the cou-
pling of the first spin outside the dot to αu0 = 1, i.e.,
u0 = 0, while the remaining uℓ≥1 are drawn uniformly
from the interval [ℓ− 0.2, ℓ+ 0.2].

Numerical results for the entanglement entropy s are
obtained by carrying out an average over Nav Hamilto-
nian realizations. We use Nav ≥ 5000 realizations for
L+N ≤ 12, Nav = 4000 realizations for L+N = 13, 14,
Nav ≥ 1500 disorder realizations for L + N = 15, and
Nav ≥ 500 for L + N = 16. For system sizes beyond
full exact diagonalization (ED) we employ polynomially
filtered ED (POLFED) [47] to target Neig = 500 central
eigenvalues with a tolerance of δ = 10−14. In this case
we use Nav ≥ 500 realizations for L + N = 17 and 18,
while for L+N = 19 we perform Nav ≥ 200 averages.

S2. ENTANGLEMENT ENTROPY VS MATRIX
ELEMENTS

Let us write a general state |ψ⟩ of a system of L spins-
1/2 in the basis of product states that are eigenstates of

the local magnetization operator Ŝz
ℓ ,

|ψ⟩ =
D∑

k=1

ck |k⟩ , (S2)

where |k⟩ ∈ (C2)⊗
L

are the basis states and ck = ⟨k|ψ⟩ is
the coefficient of the wavefunction. In this work, we are
interested in the properties of a single spin. The basis
{|k⟩} can be decomposed in the basis |b⟩ ⊗ |σ⟩, where
|b⟩ ∈ (C2)⊗

L−1

and |σ⟩ ∈ C2 = {|↓⟩ , |↑⟩}. Hence, our
state takes the form

|ψ⟩ =
∑
b

∑
σ

cbσ |b⟩ ⊗ |σ⟩ . (S3)

Next, we can find the reduced density matrix for the
single spin on site ℓ and trace out the remaining degrees
of freedom, i.e.,

ρ̂ℓ = TrB |ψ⟩⟨ψ|

=
∑
b”

∑
b,b′

∑
σ,σ′

cbσc
∗
b′σ′ ⟨b”|(|b⟩ ⊗ |σ⟩ ⟨σ′| ⊗ ⟨b′|)|b”⟩

=
∑
σ,σ′

∑
b

cbσc
∗
bσ′ |σ⟩⟨σ′| =

(
A00 A01

A10 A11

)
,

(S4)

where Aσσ′ =
∑

b cbσc
∗
bσ′ . Due to the property Tr{ρ̂ℓ} =

1, we have A11 = 1 − A00 and we set A01 = A∗
10 due to

hermiticity of the density matrix. The eigenvalues of the
matrix ρ̂ℓ can be then expressed as

λ± =
1

2
± 1

2

√
(1− 2A00)

2
+ 4|A01|2). (S5)

On the other hand, the expectation value z of the local
magnetization Ŝz

ℓ can be found in a similar manner,

z ≡ ⟨ψ|Ŝz
ℓ |ψ⟩ =

∑
b,b′

∑
σ,σ′

c∗b′σ′cbσ ⟨b′| ⊗ ⟨σ′| Ŝz
ℓ |σ⟩ ⊗ |b⟩

=
∑
σ,σ′

∑
b

c∗bσ′cbσ ⟨σ′|Ŝz
ℓ |σ⟩︸ ︷︷ ︸

σ·δσσ′

=
1

2
A11 −

1

2
A00 =

1

2
−A00 ,

(S6)
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where we choose the spin- 12 eigenvalues σ ∈
{
− 1

2 ,
1
2

}
.

Following a similar calculation one can additionally find
that the off-diagonal elements of the reduced density ma-
trix become

A01 = ⟨ψ|Ŝ−
ℓ |ψ⟩ = ⟨ψ|Ŝx

ℓ − iŜy
ℓ |ψ⟩ ≡ x− iy. (S7)

Remarkably, this indicates that the eigenvalues λ± of the
reduced density matrix are related to the fluctuations of
matrix elements at the same site,

λ± =
1

2

(
1± 2

√
|x|2 + |y|2 + |z|2

)
. (S8)

For a U(1) symmetric system, the off-diagonals of the
reduced density matrix disappear, i.e., x = y = 0. We
can then write the single-site entanglement entropy S for
the state |ψ⟩ as

S = −Tr (ρ̂ℓ ln ρ̂ℓ)

= −
(
1

2
− z

4

)
ln

(
1

2
− z

4

)
−
(
1

2
+
z

4

)
ln

(
1

2
+
z

4

)
.

(S9)

In the ETH regime at infinite temperature, one can as-
sume a vanishingly small value of the magnetization, such
that we can expand the above expression at z = 0 to get

S ≈ ln 2− 2z2 +O(z4). (S10)

Consequently, we find that the average of entanglement
entropies over some states ψ (e.g., the Hamiltonian eigen-
states) are directly related to the variance of diagonal
matrix elements over the same set of states.

Similar considerations apply for models without U(1)
symmetry, where the off-diagonal terms of the reduced
density matrix A01 modify Eq. (S10) to

S ≈ |u| ln 1− 2|u|
1 + 2|u|

− 1

2
ln

(
1

4
− |u|2

)
+

1

2|u|
ln

(
1− 2|u|
1 + 2|u|

)
z2 +O(z4),

(S11)

with u = A01. As argued in [57], fading ergodicity mani-
fests itself for certain physical observables, such as Ŝz

ℓ , as
softening of fluctuations of matrix elements, i.e., the ma-
trix elements fluctuations are larger than those predicted
by the ETH. On the other hand, other observables such
as those that include the operator Ŝx

ℓ still exhibit faster
(ETH-like) decay of fluctuations. Hence, we expect fluc-
tuations of S in Eq. (S11) to be governed by z. Sending
u → 0 in Eq. (S11) while keeping z > 0 gives rise to the
same expression as given in Eq. (S10).

S3. FINITE-SIZE SCALING OF THE
ENTANGLEMENT ENTROPY

A. Results for random pure states

Within the random matrix theory, the distribution
for the eigenvalues of the reduced density matrix is the

Wishart distribution, which for a generic parameter β
(not to be confused with the beta function) takes the
form [80]

dµ =
1

Zβ
dNλ

∏
i<j

|λi − λj |β

×
∏
l

λ
[(1+M−N)−2/β]β/2
l δ(1−

∑
k

λk) ,
(S12)

where the SO(N) volume has been dropped and λi > 0,
∀ i. In our case, we have to consider a GOE matrix (β =
1) of dimension D, where the reduced density matrices of
the subsystems have dimension N = 2 and M = D/N .
This gives

dµ =
1

Z
dλ1dλ2|λ1−λ2|λ

D−6
4

1 λ
D−6

4
2 δ(1−λ1−λ2) , (S13)

with

Z =
26−D

D − 2
. (S14)

The entanglement entropy is then s = −(λ1 lnλ1 +
λ2 lnλ2)/ ln 2, so the average can be computed as

⟨s⟩ = − 2

ln 2

∫
dµλ1 ln(λ1). (S15)

Since the measure dµ in Eq. (S13) contains an absolute
value, it is convenient to split the integral into two parts,
⟨s⟩ = 2(I1 + I2)/ ln 2, of the form

I1 = − 1

Z

∫ 1/2

0

dλ(1− 2λ)(λ− λ2)nλ lnλ (S16)

and

I2 = − 1

Z

∫ 1

1/2

dλ(2λ− 1)(λ− λ2)nλ lnλ , (S17)

where we also set n = (D−6)/4. To solve the integrals we
introduce a change of variables, such that we can recast
I1 as

I1 = −n+ 1

2

∫ 1

0

dy ynλ−(y) lnλ−(y), (S18)

and I2 as

I2 = −n+ 1

2

∫ 1

0

dy ynλ+(y) lnλ+(y), (S19)

where λ± = (1±
√
1− y)/2. In the large n limit (corre-

sponding to the large D limit), both integrals are domi-
nated by the contribution near y = 1, so we can expand
in the small parameter ϵ = 1 − y. In the expansion, the
odd powers in I1 and I2 cancel, while the even powers
sum and one gets, for D ≫ 1,

⟨s⟩ = 1−
2

ln 2

D
+O

(
1

D2

)
. (S20)
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FIG. S1. (a) and (b) Fitting constants a and η from Eq. (S21),
respectively, for different values of g0 as a function of α. The
vertical solid lines show the critical interaction αc, while the
horizontal dashed lines in (a) show a0 = 1/sc − 1 for different
values of g0 (marked by the same color), extracted from the
data collapse in the main text (see End Matter). The dotted
lines in (b) show the fit of η̄(α) = b|ln (α/αc)|−1 to the nu-
merical results for η vs α, where b is a fitting parameter.

When considering a physical Hamiltonian instead of the
GOE matrix, D → D is the Hilbert-space dimension.
Then, the leading term of the random matrix theory pre-
diction for the fluctuations of the entanglement entropy
is proportional to 1/D, as argued in the main text.

B. Numerical tests for the scaling ansatz

Here we test the ansatz for the finite-size scaling of the
entanglement entropy in the quantum sun model,

s(L) =
1

1 + ae−L/η
, (S21)

which is Eq. (7) in the main text. We show the results,
at different values of g0, for a vs α in Fig. S1(a) and η vs
α in Fig. S1(b).

In Fig. S1(a) we find a→ a0 = 1/sc − 1 in the vicinity
of the critical point, while a > a0 in the ergodic regime.
In Fig. S1(b) we find a clear tendency of the divergence of
η in the vicinity of the critical point. We fit the numerical
results for η with an ansatz obtained from the analysis
of the matrix elements fluctuations of the operator Ŝz

L in
the fading ergodicity regime, see Fig. 3(d) of [57]. The
agreement between the numerical results and the fitted
function is remarkable, suggesting the similarity between
the scaling properties of the variances of the matrix ele-
ments of Ŝz

L and the eigenstate entanglement entropy s,
as anticipated from the analysis in Sec. S2.

C. Scaling collapses in the critical regime

In Fig. 4(a) of the main text (see End Matter) we show
results for s vs α in the vicinity of the critical point,

g0 CX αc sc ν

0.5 0.354 0.768 0.408 0.597

1 0.146 0.734 0.605 0.691

2 0.065 0.721 0.836 0.790

3 0.033 0.716 0.909 0.807

TABLE S1. Summary of cost function analysis, see Eq. (S22),
for s vs α and different L. The scaling collapses are shown in
Fig. 4(b) of the main text. For a fixed g0, the fitting param-
eters are αc, sc and ν.

at various L and g0. The maximal system size under
investigation depends on the value of g0: for g0 < 0.5 we
study up to L+N = 15 particles, for g0 = 3 we study up
to L+N = 18 particles, while for g0 = 0.5, 1, 2 we study
up to L+N = 19 particles.

In Fig. 4(b) we show the scaling collapses of the re-
sults in Fig. 4(a) obtained by using the cost function
minimization from Ref. [42]. Here we briefly summarize
the main steps of the cost function minimization. The
cost function for the observable X is defined as

CX =

∑
i |Xi+1 −Xi|

maxX −minX
− 1, (S22)

such that the optimal collapse is given by CX = 0. To
carry out the cost function procedure, we employ the
differential evolution algorithm from the Python
scipy.optimize library. We utilize a population size of
102 with up to 103 iterations, and an absolute tolerance
of 10−2. Given the stochastic nature of this method, we
perform over 100 realizations and use the typical values
(i.e., geometric mean) of the fitting parameters.

The results of the cost function minimization are sum-
marized in Table S1 for g0 = 0.5, 1, 2, 3, which are the
parameters for which we considered the largest system
sizes. The best scaling collapses are found for large g0,
for which the critical point αc is closest to the analytically
predicted value αc = 1/

√
2, and the critical exponent ν is

closest to ν = 1. These results reinforce our expectation
in the discussion of Fig. 3 in the main text, namely, that
the numerical results at large g0 are closest to the asymp-
totic regime, while the results at small g0 are subject to
strong finite-size effects.

S4. NUMERICAL CALCULATION OF THE
BETA FUNCTION

In our study in the main text, we consider finite sys-
tems of sizes up to L+N = 19. To ensure a smooth curve
for the entanglement entropy, s(L), we fit our results in
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represent the fits of Eqs. (S23) and (S24) using x = exp{L/η},
while the dotted lines show the fit of Eq. (S21) to the results.
The horizontal dashed line is the estimated critical point.

the ergodic regime (at α > αc) to the Pade function F1,

F1(x) =
x2 + c1x+ c0
x2 + d1x+ d0

, (S23)

which ensures that s L→∞−−−−→ 1, and in the localized regime
(at α < αc) to the Pade function F2,

F2(x) =
c3
x3

+
c2
x2

+
c1
x

+
d√
x
+ c0, (S24)

such that s L→∞−−−−→ const. Since the corrections in the
ergodic and localized regimes are exponential, the fitting
variable should be x ∼ exp{L}. However, taking into
account the fading ergodicity regime, a more relevant fit-
ting parameter should be x = exp{L/η}.

Following this method we are able to obtain smooth
logarithmic derivatives of the interpolated results, which
is central to the numerical calculation of the beta func-
tion. We fit the functions in Eqs. (S23) and (S24) to our
results for s with x = exp{L/η}, and we show the results
in Fig. S2(a)-S2(d) for the whole range of α and differ-
ent g0. Remarkably, the interpolated results fit the data
points very well and reduce fluctuations due to the finite
number of realizations. Alternatively, we fit Eq. (S21)
to our results for all system sizes to test the validity of
the ansatz. While in the asymptotic limit the fit seems
to work remarkably well (see Fig. 2 of the main text),
here we note that using Eq. (S23) we obtain a more ro-
bust fitting function for moderate system sizes. A natural
explanation is that the expansion of Eq. (S23) contains
corrections beyond Eq. (S21), which become relevant for
smaller system sizes. Therefore, to evaluate the beta
function it is more robust to choose the Pade function
instead of the asymptotic scaling function expressed via
Eq. (S21).
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