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Supervised and unsupervised machine learning-based frameworks have been implemented in the
past to classify various phases in quantum systems using rather sophisticated (highly preprocessed
or difficult to generate) input data. In this work, we begin by questioning the existence of a new
kind of nonergodic extended phase, namely, the many-body critical (MBC) phase in finite systems
of an interacting quasiperiodic system. We find that this phase can be separately detected from the
other phases such as the many-body ergodic (ME) and many-body localized (MBL) phases in the
model through supervised neural networks made for both binary and multi-class classification tasks,
utilizing, rather un-preprocessed, eigenvalue spacings and eigenvector probability densities as input
features. Moreover, the output of our trained neural networks can also indicate the critical points
separating ME, MBC and MBL phases, which are consistent with the same obtained from other
conventional methods. We also employ unsupervised learning techniques, particularly principal
component analysis (PCA) of eigenvector probability densities to investigate how this framework,
without any training, captures the, rather unknown, many-body phases (ME, MBL and MBC) and
single particle phases (delocalized, localized and critical) of the interacting and non-interacting sys-
tems, respectively. Our findings reveal that PCA entropy serves as an effective indicator (order
parameter) for detecting phase transitions in the single-particle systems. Moreover, this method
proves applicable to many-body systems when the data undergoes a suitable pre-processing. In-
terestingly, when it comes to extraction of critical (correlation length) exponents through a finite
size-scaling, we find that for single-particle systems, scaling collapse of neural network outputs is
obtained using components of inverse participation ratio (IPR) as input data. Remarkably, we ob-
serve identical critical exponents as obtained from scaling collapse of the IPR directly for different
single-particle phase transitions. However, the current finite-size scaling approach to the network
output cannot reliably extract critical exponents for the many-body system which needs further
investigation.

I. INTRODUCTION

Machine learning techniques have emerged as trans-
formative tools in the study of quantum systems, offer-
ing innovative approaches to tackle problems that are
computationally intensive for traditional methods [1–
12]. These techniques excel in capturing complex cor-
relations and high-dimensional features from raw data.
Among various strategies, supervised learning has gained
prominence in phase classification tasks by utilizing la-
beled data to learn distinct phase boundaries within the
parameter space [13–17]. This approach has demon-
strated significant success in identifying phase transitions
across a range of systems, from disordered to strongly
correlated models. In parallel, unsupervised techniques
like the principal component analysis (PCA) have of-
fered a complementary perspective, capable of detecting
phase transitions without requiring prior knowledge of
the phases [18–21]. PCA effectively reduces the dimen-
sionality of large datasets, extracting dominant features
that encode critical behaviours, making it a compelling
alternative to traditional analytical tools.
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The study of quantum dynamics of isolated many-body
systems has been pivotal in understanding phase transi-
tions in out-of-equilibrium quantum matter, especially in
the presence of disorder [22–24]. These systems in 1D ex-
hibit two well-established phases: the ergodic phase and
the many-body localized (MBL) phase. In the ergodic
phase, the system adheres to the Eigenstate Thermal-
ization Hypothesis (ETH) [25], achieving thermal equi-
librium with subsystem properties aligning with statisti-
cal mechanics predictions. Conversely, the MBL phase
avoids thermalization under strong disorder, retaining
memory of its initial state over a long period.

Recent studies have highlighted the existence of a third
phase, namely, the nonergodic extended (NEE) phase
which is an intermediate one between the ergodic and
MBL phases [26–30]. It was first proposed in the inter-
acting generalized Aubry-André-Harper (GAAH) model
where NEE states were found in a small fraction of the
many-body spectrum [26]. Very recently, a more ro-
bust prsence of NEE states have been found through-
out the spectrum, dubbed as the many-body critical
(MBC) phase, in an interacting extended AAH (EAAH)
model [27]. While the MBC phase (NEE states) vio-
lates ETH, its entanglement entropy still follows the vol-
ume law like the ergodic phase. To distinguish noner-
godic phases, methods such as the one-particle density
matrix and entanglement spectrum have been widely ap-
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plied [31–33]. However, these conventional techniques of-
ten entail significant computational overhead. Notably,
in the context earlier studies have explored various types
of sophisticated input data for machine learning includ-
ing entanglement spectra, intrinsic dimensions, and oth-
ers [1, 19, 20, 34–36].

In this work, we introduce a machine learning-based
framework that leverages simple yet highly informa-
tive input features—eigenvalue spacings and eigenvec-
tor probability densities (PDs)—to uncover and analyze
phase transitions in the interacting EAAH model men-
tioned earlier. Building on the findings of Ref. [27], which
claimed the existence of a many-body critical phase
alongside the ergodic and many-body localized phases,
we provide a detailed study of searching the MBC phase
alongside ergodic and MBL phases, albeit in finite sys-
tems, using supervised learning. Neural networks trained
on eigenvalue spacings and eigenvector PDs not only
classify these phases with remarkable accuracy but also
reveal the tantalizing possibility of distinct sub-phases
within the many-body critical regime. Furthermore, our
application of PCA to eigenvector PDs highlights its po-
tential as a tool for unsupervised phase identification,
with the first principal component capturing dominant
phase-transition-related information after suitable pre-
processing in the many-body systems.

For single-particle systems, we demonstrate the effec-
tiveness of PCA entropy [37] and its numerical derivative
in systematically identifying phase transitions. Another
significant outcome is the validation of critical exponents
through scaling collapse analyses. The agreement be-
tween exponents derived from neural network outputs
and those obtained via direct scaling of input data high-
lights the reliability of this approach. By integrating
data-driven techniques with traditional scaling analyses,
our work establishes a versatile framework for explor-
ing (unknown) complex phase transitions in disordered
quantum systems.

This paper is organized as follows: Section II describes
the Hamiltonian model and input data. Section III out-
lines the neural network architecture for supervised learn-
ing and presents binary, three-class, and four-class clas-
sification results. In Section IV, we apply PCA to eigen-
vector probability densities to explore phase transitions.
Section V discusses scaling collapse and extraction of crit-
ical exponents. Finally, we summarize our findings and
discuss outlook of our work in Section VI.

II. MODEL AND METHODS

A. Hamiltonian

The interacting EAAH model is described by the
Hamiltonian [38–41]:

Ĥ = Ĥhop + Ĥos + Ĥint, (1)

where the components are defined as follows:

Ĥhop =

N∑
i=1

{
1 + µ cos

[
2π

(
i+

1

2

)
α+ θp

]}
ĉ†i ĉi+1 +H.c.,

Ĥos =λ

N∑
i=1

cos(2παi+ θp)ĉ
†
i ĉi,

Ĥint =U

N−1∑
i=1

ĉ†i ĉiĉ
†
i+1ĉi+1.

Here, ĉ†i (ĉi) denotes the fermionic creation (annihi-
lation) operator at site i. The parameter µ represents
the modulation strength of the incommensurate nearest-
neighbor hopping, while λ characterizes the strength
of the quasiperiodic on-site potential. The quasiperi-
odicity parameter α is taken to be the golden mean,
(
√
5 − 1)/2 [42], ensuring an irrational value. The in-

teraction strength is denoted by U , and θp, the global
phase, is randomly chosen from a uniform distribution
within [0, 2π]. The system consists of N lattice sites un-
der periodic boundary conditions.
At half-filling, corresponding to a particle number Np

with a filling fraction Np/N = 0.5, the model has been
claimed to exhibit distinct many-body phases [27]. For
µ < 1 and 0 < λ ≲ 3, the system resides in the ergodic
phase. When µ > 1, roughly for λ < 3 and 3 < λ ≲
2µ, the system is in the MBC phase which is a more
robust example of nonergodic extended phase [27] than
the one found earlier in the generalized Aubry-Andre-
Harper model [34]. The remaining region of the phase
diagram corresponds to the MBL phase. Unless stated
otherwise, the interaction strength U is fixed at U = 1.
In the non-interacting limit (U = 0), the model reduces

to the well-known Aubry-André-Harper (AAH) model
when µ = 0 [43, 44]. For the AAH model, a critical point
occurs at λ = 2, where all single-particle eigenstates ex-
hibit multifractal behavior [45]. At this critical point, the
model maps onto itself in both position and momentum
space. The non-interacting phase diagram is similarly
well-established [46–48]: for µ < 1 and λ < 2, the system
lies in the delocalized phase, whereas for µ > 1 and below
the line λ = 2µ, it transitions to the critical (all states
multifractal) phase. The remaining region corresponds
to the localized phase.
We refrain from showing schematics of phase diagrams

of both the interacting and non-interacting models which
can be found, along with a detailed study, in the existing
literature [27, 38–41].

B. Input data

We consider two types of input datasets for super-
vised learning. For a system size N with Np fermions,

the Hilbert space dimension is given by D =
(
N
Np

)
. We

perform exact diagonalization of the many-body Hamil-
tonian across multiple disorder realizations. The first
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dataset comprises the spacings of the eigenvalues ar-
ranged in ascending order, {Ei+1−Ei}, where Ei denotes
the energy levels. The input layer dimension for the neu-
ral networks using eigenvalue spacings is D − 1. To nor-
malize the energy levels, they are rescaled to lie within
0 < ϵi < 1, where ϵi =

Ei−E1

ED−E1
, with E1 and ED repre-

senting the minimum (ground state) and the maximum
energy levels, respectively. The second dataset consists
of the probability densities (PDs) corresponding to the
eigenvectors in the energy window ϵi ∈ [0.53, 0.55]. The
probability densities (PDs) are defined as the squared
amplitudes of the components of the eigenvector. The
resulting vectors of PDs are not normalized. For this
dataset, the input layer dimension for the neural net-
work is D. Notably, no preprocessing is applied to ei-
ther dataset, as we aim to uncover the intrinsic features
of the system directly through the energy level spacings
and eigenstates.

For the numerical simulations, we consider a system
size of N = 14 with half filling, resulting in a Hilbert
space dimension of D = 3432. For eigenvalue spac-
ings and eigenvector PDs, the training datasets consist
of 1250 and 10000 samples per class, respectively. For
testing, we average over 300 samples for eigenvalue spac-
ings and 500 samples for eigenvector PDs. Note that for
eigenvalue spacings, the number of training and testing
samples corresponds directly to the number of disorder
realizations. However, in the case of eigenvector proba-
bility densities (PDs), the samples are drawn from the
energy window ϵi ∈ [0.53, 0.55], leading to multiple sam-
ples being obtained from a single disorder realization.
Hence, the number of samples differ from the number of
disorder realizations. Notably, for the eigenvalue spacing
dataset, the network achieved high accuracy even with a
relatively smaller dataset.

The trained networks are utilized to predict phase
transitions along three distinct paths in the parameter
space: (i) λ = 0.5, 0 < µ < 2.5 to explore the ergodic to
MBC transition, (ii) µ = 0.5, 0 < λ < 5 to study the er-
godic to MBL transition, and (iii) µ = 1.8, 0 < λ < 5 to
investigate the MBC to MBL transition. A detailed dis-
cussion of the network architectures and methodologies
is presented in the following section.

For the PCA analysis, we employ the same 500 eigen-
vector PDs from the test set used in supervised learning
for the many-body case. In the single-particle system,
we generate 500 eigenvector PDs for various system sizes
to study transitions along specific parameter paths: (i)
λ = 0.5, 0 < µ < 2.5 for the delocalized to critical phase
transition, (ii) µ = 0, 0 < λ < 5 for the delocalized to
localized transition, and (iii) µ = 1.5, 0 < λ < 5 for the
critical to localized phase transition. These datasets also
serve as testing data for the supervised learning analysis
described in the Appendix B.

III. SUPERVISED LEARNING

A. Neural Network Framework

In this section, we introduce the general terminology
and concepts underlying the neural network-based ap-
proach employed in this study. An artificial neural net-
work (ANN) operates by applying linear transformations
and non-linear activation functions [49] to input data,
propagating it through successive layers of neurons. Each
layer is characterized by weights and biases that map vec-
tors from one layer to the next. The output layer com-
prises nodes corresponding to the desired outputs. ANNs
with multiple hidden layers constitute what is commonly
referred to as deep learning [50]. For supervised learning
tasks, the network is trained on a labeled dataset, en-
abling it to classify unseen data from a test set with high
accuracy. For the hidden layers in our implementation,
we employ two widely used activation functions [51]:
1. The Rectified Linear Unit (ReLU) [52]:

ReLU: f(xi) =

{
0, xi < 0,

xi, xi ≥ 0,
(2)

2. The Exponential Linear Unit (ELU) [53]:

ELU: f(xi) =

{
α(exi − 1), xi ≤ 0,

xi, xi > 0,
(3)

Although the initial inputs to the network are strictly
positive, the use of activation functions in the hidden
layers is essential due to the intermediate computations
involving weights and biases. These computations can
result in both positive and negative values propagating
through the network. For ReLU, negative values are set
to zero, introducing sparsity in the activations. In con-
trast, ELU smooths the output for negative values, with
the parameter α > 0 controlling the saturation value.
This smoothing property of ELU can improve gradient
flow and lead to faster convergence compared to ReLU
in deeper networks. Here α is set to the default value 1.
In the output layer, the choice of activation function

depends on the classification task. For binary classifica-
tion, where the output is a single probability, we use the
Sigmoid activation function [54]:

Sigmoid: f(xi) =
1

1 + e−xi
. (4)

For multi-class classification, the Softmax activation
function [54] is employed:

Softmax: f(xi) =
exi∑
j e

xj
. (5)

The Softmax function outputs probabilities for each
class, ensuring that the sum of probabilities across all
classes is equal to 1.
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(a) (b) (c)

(d) (e) (f)

FIG. 1. Neural network predictions for the binary classifier are shown for (a, d) increasing hopping amplitude µ at λ = 0.5,
and for increasing disorder strength λ at fixed (b, e) µ = 0.5 and (c, f) µ = 1.8. Panels (a–c) utilize eigenvalue spacings, with
averages computed over 300 test datasets, while panels (d–f) are based on the probability density corresponding to eigenstates,
averaged over 500 test datasets. The system size is N = 14 and half-filling is considered.

To address computational efficiency and memory con-
straints, the training data is divided into smaller batches,
which are fed sequentially into the network. The pro-
cess of iterating through the entire training dataset in
these batches constitutes an epoch. After each epoch,
the cross-entropy loss function [55] is computed, which
measures the difference between the predicted and actual
outputs. The optimizer updates the model parameters
to minimize the loss function. In this study, we use the
Stochastic Gradient Descent (SGD) optimizer [56] with
its default learning rate unless stated otherwise.

The dataset is split into 80% training and 20% vali-
dation subsets. At every epoch, the model trains on the
80% training dataset and is evaluated on the 20% vali-
dation dataset. The use of a validation set—comprising
previously unseen data—helps mitigate overfitting or un-
derfitting. For a well-trained network, the training and
validation losses should gradually decrease and converge
toward zero as the number of epochs increases. Addi-
tionally, dropout layers are incorporated into the neural
network to further mitigate overfitting. A dropout layer
randomly sets a fraction of the neurons to zero during
each training step, preventing the network from becom-
ing overly reliant on specific neurons and promoting bet-
ter generalization to unseen data.

B. Binary classification

We begin our analysis by training a binary classifier
to differentiate between data from the ergodic (ME) and
the MBL phase. We focus on how the network behaves
when tasked with identifying MBC phase, as it was not
trained exclusively for this phase. For training, we gen-
erate datasets from points deep within the ME phase,
with parameters µ = 0.3 and λ = 1, and from points

deep within the MBL phase, with µ = 0.5, 2 and λ = 4.5
. As previously mentioned, we generate 1250 and 10000
disorder realizations (θi) per class for the eigenvalue spac-
ings and probability densities (PDs) corresponding to the
eigenstates, respectively.

In Table I, we summarize the architecture and details
of the neural networks. The network consists of an in-
put layer, a single hidden layer, and an output layer
connected to a Sigmoid activation function. When the
dropout layer is also considered, it is mentioned corre-
sponding to that layer in the table. The cost function
employed is binary cross-entropy, and the optimizer used
is Stochastic Gradient Descent (SGD) with the default
learning rate. Once trained, the neural networks are
tested on a separate testing dataset. The binary clas-
sifier has a single neuron in the output layer, which rep-

Input Data
Eigenvalue
Spacings

Eigenstate
Probability
Density

Neurons in Input
Layer D − 1 D

Neurons in
Hidden Layer,
with dropout

int[(D×2)/10]+1,
None

512,
0.4

Hidden Layer Ac-
tivation Function ELU ReLU

Epochs 50 800

Batch Size 30 50

TABLE I. Neural network architecture for the binary clas-
sifier with a single hidden layer, utilizing eigenvalue spacings
and eigenstate probability densities.
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(a) (b) (c)

(d) (e) (f)

FIG. 2. Neural network predictions for the 3− class classifier are shown for varying hopping amplitude µ at (a, d) λ = 0.5,
and for increasing disorder strength λ at fixed (b, e) µ = 0.5 and (c, f) µ = 1.8. Panels (a–c) utilize eigenvalue spacings, with
averages computed over 300 test datasets, while panels (d–f) are based on the probability density corresponding to eigenstates,
averaged over 500 test datasets. The system size is N = 14 and half-filling is considered.

resents the probability P that a sample belongs to the
MBL phase, while 1− P indicates the probability of the
sample belonging to the ME phase. When the network
encounters a class for which it was not trained, we expect
the output probability P to lie between 0 and 1.
To evaluate the classifier’s performance, we average

the output probability P over several test samples and
plot the results in Fig. 1. In Figs. 1(a)-(c), we present
the probabilities P and 1 − P obtained from the neu-
ral network trained on eigenvalue spacings. Notably, in
both the ME and MBL phases, the respective probability
approaches 1, indicating strong classification confidence.
However, in the MBC phase, with µ > 1 in Fig. 1(a) and
λ < 4 in Fig. 1(c), the output probability tends to ap-
proximately 0.5, suggesting uncertainty in the network’s
classification.

A similar analysis is carried out using the probability
densities of the eigenvectors, as shown in Figs. 1(d)-(f).
While the binary classifier trained on eigenvalue spacings
clearly distinguishes between the ME and MBL phases, it
also reveals a new phase (MBC). However, the classifier
trained on eigenvector PDs seems to be confused in the
MBC phase. The network classifies the ME and MBL
phases with high confidence, but in the MBC phase, it
assigns a high probability to the ME phase instead. This
discrepancy suggests that a different machine learning
algorithm might be more suitable for classifying this new
phase. Nonetheless, our primary focus here is the multi-
class classification approach, which we will explore in the
next section.

C. Three-class classification

In this section, we train a neural network for a three-
class classification problem, distinguishing between the

ME, MBC, and MBL phases. Utilizing the known phase
diagram, we train the network on datasets deeply repre-
sentative of each phase and then test it on the unseen
data. The training data sets for each class are gener-
ated as follows: 1250 disorder realizations for eigenvalue
spacings and 10000 for the probability densities corre-
sponding to eigenstates. For the ME phase, we use
µ = 0.3 and λ = 1, 2.5; for the MBC phase, µ = 2
and λ = 0.3, 1, 2.5, 3; and for the MBL phase, µ = 0.5, 2
and λ = 4.5 . The complete architecture of the neu-
ral network for the three-class classification is shown in
Table II. The network comprises an input layer, several
hidden layers, and an output layer, where the output
is linked to the Softmax activation function. When the
dropout layer is also considered, it is mentioned corre-
sponding to that layer in the table. The cost function
used is categorical cross-entropy, and the weights of the
network are optimized using the SGD optimizer with a
learning rate of 0.005 for eigenvalue spacing data. The
accuracy of the network, which measures how well the
network has learned, is approximately 99% for the eigen-
value spacings and 95% for the eigenvector PDs. Once
trained, the network outputs three values corresponding
to the network’s confidence in classifying the input test
data into each of the three phases.

The probabilities averaged over several datasets for
the three-class classifier are shown in Fig.2. Figs 2(a-
c) and Figs 2(d-f) show the neural network probabili-
ties corresponding to the three phases, obtained from
the eigenvalue spacings and eigenvector PD classifiers,
respectively. From Figs.2(a) and (d), we observe a clear
transition from the ME phase to the MBC phase as the
hopping strength µ increases at a fixed disorder strength
λ = 0.5, with the probability in each phase approach-
ing 1. In Figs.2(b) and (e), where µ = 0.5 is fixed and
the disorder strength λ increases, we observe the transi-
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Input Data
Eigenvalue
Spacings

Eigenstate
Probability
Density

Neurons in Input
Layer D − 1 D

Neurons in 1st
Hidden Layer,
with dropout

int[(D× 2)/3] + 1,
0.5

512,
0.3

Neurons in 2nd
Hidden Layer,
with dropout

512,
0.2

32,
0.1

Neurons in 3rd
Hidden Layer,
with dropout

32,
0.1 None

Hidden Layer Ac-
tivation Function ReLU ReLU

Epochs 40 800

Batch Size 30 100

TABLE II. Neural network architecture for the three-class
classifier utilizing eigenvalue spacings and eigenstate proba-
bility densities.

tion from the ME phase to the MBL phase. The finite
low probability of the MBC phase at the transition point
indicates that the MBC phase disappears with increas-
ing system size, with PMBC approaching 0. Finally, in
Figs.2(c) and (f), where µ = 1.8 is fixed and λ increases,
we observe the transition from the MBC phase to the
MBL phase, with the probability in each phase again ap-
proaching 1. This analysis supports the existence of the
MBC phase and explains the ambiguity observed in the
binary classifier, which was trained only on the ME and
MBL phases.

D. Four-class classification

In this section, we extend our analysis of the interact-
ing EAAH model, which is known to exhibit only three
distinct phases: ME, MBC, and MBL. To probe the pos-
sibility of further dividing these phases, we partition the
phase diagram at λ = 2, creating four regions. This
approach allows us to investigate whether the ME and
MBC phases can be meaningfully split into subphases.
The neural network is trained to classify these regions,
providing four output probabilities corresponding to the
confidence of the input data belonging to each phase.
These probabilities sum to 1.

If a phase is artificially split, the probability for the
non-existent subphase will remain high only near the
training data points. Conversely, for a genuine subphase,
the neural network output would exhibit a broad prob-
ability distribution across the phase. We use the same

neural network architectures described in Table II, with
the SGD optimizer and default learning rate. The net-
work achieves an accuracy of ≈ 99% in 30 epochs for
eigenvalue spacing data and 1200 epochs for eigenvector
probability densities (PDs).

We first divide the ME phase into two subphases: ME-
I (λ < 2) and ME-II (λ > 2). The network is trained on
data sampled deeply from these two regions, along with
the MBC and MBL phases. The training datasets are as
follows: µ = 0.3, λ = 1 for ME-I; µ = 0.3, λ = 2.5 for
ME-II; µ = 2, λ = 0.3, 1, 2.5, 3 for MBC; and µ = 0.5, 2,
λ = 4.5 for MBL. The results for the four-class classifier
trained on eigenvalue spacings are shown in Figs. 3(a-b),
while Figs. 3(c-d) present the corresponding results for
eigenvector PDs. From Figs. 3(a) and 3(c), we observe
that the ME-I phase (λ < 2) exhibits a broad probability
near 1, confirming its existence. As the hopping ampli-
tude increases, a transition from the ME phase to the
MBC phase is observed. In contrast, Figs. 3(b) and 3(d)
show the probabilities with increasing λ, transitioning
from ME-I to ME-II and finally to the MBL phase. While
the ME-I phase probability remains ≈ 1, the ME-II phase
probability approaches 1 only near the training points,
suggesting that ME-II is not a distinct phase. This anal-
ysis confirms that the ME phase cannot be meaningfully
divided at λ = 2.

Next, we perform a similar analysis by dividing the
MBC phase into two subphases: MBC-I and MBC-II.
The training datasets are as follows: µ = 0.3, λ = 1, 2.5
for ME; µ = 2, λ = 0.3, 1 for MBC-I; µ = 2, λ = 2.5, 3
for MBC-II; and µ = 0.5, 2, λ = 4.5 for MBL. The results
for the four-class classifier trained on eigenvalue spacings
are shown in Figs. 4(a-b), and the corresponding results

(a) (b)

(c) (d)

FIG. 3. Neural network probabilities for the 4-class classifier,
considering two ME phases, are shown for (a), (c) increasing
hopping amplitude µ at fixed disorder strength λ = 0.5, and
for (b), (d) increasing disorder strength λ at fixed µ = 0.5.
Figures (a-b) are based on eigenvalue spacings, averaged over
300 test datasets, while (c-d) are based on probability den-
sities corresponding to eigenstates, averaged over 500 test
datasets. The system size is N = 14, and half-filling is as-
sumed.
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(a) (b)

(c) (d)

FIG. 4. Neural network probabilities for the 4-class classifier,
considering two MBC phases, are shown for (a), (c) increasing
hopping amplitude µ at fixed disorder strength λ = 0.5, and
for (b), (d) increasing disorder strength λ at fixed µ = 1.8.
Figures (a-b) are based on eigenvalue spacings, averaged over
300 test datasets, while (c-d) are based on probability den-
sities corresponding to eigenstates, averaged over 500 test
datasets. The system size is N = 14, and half-filling is as-
sumed.

for eigenvector PDs are shown in Figs. 4(c-d).

From Figs. 4(a) and 4(c), we observe that the MBC-I
phase (λ < 2) exhibits a broad probability ≈ 1, confirm-
ing its existence. As the hopping amplitude increases,
a clear ME-to-MBC-I transition is observed. Similarly,
Figs. 4(b) and 4(d) reveal transitions from MBC-I to
MBC-II and finally to the MBL phase with increasing λ.
Both MBC-I and MBC-II phases show broad probabili-
ties ≈ 1, independent of the training points, indicating
that the MBC phase can be meaningfully divided into
MBC-I and MBC-II subphases.

Thus, our machine learning analysis shows while the
ME phase remains indivisible, the MBC phase is shown
to consist of two distinct subphases, MBC-I and MBC-
II, indicating at the possibility of a, rather unusual,
crossover or a transition in multifractal nature of the
many-body eigenstates at λ ≈ 2 [30]. This highlights
the ability of ML techniques to uncover previously unex-
plored phases.

IV. PRINCIPLE COMPONENT ANALYSIS

Principal Component Analysis (PCA) is a widely used
statistical technique for dimensionality reduction, data
visualization, and model training. By transforming the
original features into a new set of uncorrelated variables,
known as principal components, PCA simplifies the com-
plexity of the data. This transformation is particularly
useful for visualizing data in lower dimensions, aiding in
the understanding of class separability and feature dis-
tributions.

A. PCA Methodology

For m observations (vectors), each of dimension n× 1
(i.e., n features), the data matrix X of dimensionm×n is
constructed, where each column represents a feature, and
each row represents an observation. Here, the observa-
tions are represented by eigenvector probability densities
(PDs), where the number of features n corresponds to
the dimension of the Hilbert space.
PCA begins by centering the data by subtracting the

mean of each feature. The elements of the centered data
matrix X ′ are computed as:

X ′
ij = Xij −

1

m

m∑
i=1

Xij . (6)

Next, the covariance matrix C of dimension n × n is
calculated as:

C =
1

m− 1
X ′TX ′, (7)

which is then decomposed using Singular Value Decom-
position (SVD) into eigenvectors and eigenvalues. The
eigenvectors, termed principal components, represent the
directions in the feature space along which the data ex-
hibits the highest variance. The eigenvalues correspond
to the variance captured by each principal component.

1. Explained Variance and Dimensionality

The maximum number of principal components is de-
termined by the rank of the data matrix X, given by
min(n,m). Importantly, the eigenvalues of the covariance
matrix are non-negative and sum up to the total variance
of the original dataset. The principal components are or-
dered by the magnitude of variance they capture, with
the first few components typically accounting for most of
the variability.
In cases where the input data consists of distinct

classes, well-separated in the feature space, this sepa-
ration is often reflected in the first few principal compo-
nents. However, the first two components, while captur-
ing the maximum variance, may not always distinguish
between classes. In such cases, subsequent principal com-
ponents may carry relevant discriminatory information.

2. PCA-Entropy

The eigenvalues e1, e2, . . . , ek of the covariance matrix
can be normalized to compute the explained variance ra-
tios (EVR):

pi =
ei∑
j ej

, (8)



8

where pi represents the fraction of variance captured by
the ith principal component. The PCA entropy is then
defined as [57]:

SPCA = −
k∑

i=1

pi log2 pi. (9)

This entropy is rescaled between 0 and 1 as:

S̃PCA =
−
∑k

i=1 pi log2 pi
log2 k

. (10)

The PCA entropy measures the distribution of variance
among the principal components. A low PCA entropy
indicates that variance is concentrated in a few com-
ponents, suggesting a simpler data structure with clear
dominant variance directions. Conversely, high PCA
entropy implies a more even distribution of variance
across components, indicating a complex dataset with no
strong underlying structure. It should be noted that this
normalized entropy is particularly useful for comparing
datasets with different numbers of principal components.

3. Transition Region and Numerical Derivative

To analyze the transition region of the PCA entropy,
its numerical derivative is computed using the symmetric
difference quotient:

δS̃PCA

δλ
=
S̃PCA(λ+∆λ)− S̃PCA(λ−∆λ)

2∆λ
. (11)

Here, λ represents any disorder parameter. This ap-
proach identifies regions of significant change in PCA en-
tropy, providing insights into transitions in the dataset’s
structure. It should be noted that the symmetric ap-
proach provides a more accurate estimation of the deriva-
tive by considering changes on both sides of the point of
interest. This ensures that the derivative captures transi-
tions effectively without amplifying noise. In subsequent
sections, we will discuss the results for single-particle sys-
tems and extend these observations to many-body case.

B. Single-particle system

We begin our analysis with the Aubry-Andre-Harper
(AAH) model, characterized by U = 0 and µ = 0 in

Eq. 1. The behavior of the PCA-entropy S̃PCA is stud-
ied as a function of disorder strength λ using m = 500
samples of eigenvector probability densities (PDs) for
various system sizes. Two sets of system sizes are con-
sidered: R = {100, 200, 300, 400}, where n < m, and
L = {1500, 2000, 2500, 3000}, where n > m.

We use eigenvector PDs at infinite temperature (cen-
tral eigenstate in single particle systems) generated for
500 disorder realizations (θ values) corresponding to each

system size to construct the covariance matrix. Ideally,
the sample-to-feature ratio for PCA should be 10 : 1
or higher to avoid overfitting. In our analysis, we ob-
serve similar PCA-entropy behavior for both m > n
(set R = 100, 200, 300, 400) and n > m (set L =
1500, 2000, 2500, 3000). Despite n > m leading to a rank-
deficient covariance matrix, PCA remains effective as it
captures the variance using the largest m − 1 principal
components. Moreover, consistency in results between
these two regimes empirically validates the robustness of
our findings, justifying the choice ofm = 500. To validate
our analysis, we also checked the PCA-entropy S̃PCA for
members of R with m = 1000, observing no qualitative
differences from results obtained with m = 500. Thus,
we fix m = 500 for all subsequent discussions.

In Fig. 5(a), we plot the PCA-entropy S̃PCA as a func-
tion of disorder strength λ. In the delocalized phase
(λ < 2), S̃PCA is independent of system size for m > n
(set L). However, form < n (set R), PCA-entropy shows
system size dependence. In contrast, in the localized
phase (λ > 2), S̃PCA exhibits system size dependence
for both m > n and m < n.

Drawing an analogy to thermodynamic entropy, it is
expected that the PCA-entropy would be higher in the
delocalized phase and approach 0 in the localized phase.
However, the actual behavior is counterintuitive. In the
delocalized phase, the probability density of each eigen-
vector is spread uniformly across multiple sites, resulting
in a strong structural similarity among vectors. PCA
detects these correlations and captures most of the vari-
ance in a few principal components (O(10)), reflecting
the global structure of the delocalized states. This leads
to a low PCA-entropy due to the high concentration of
variance in the leading components, akin to a low config-
urational entropy system.

In contrast, in the localized phase, the probability den-
sity vectors are spatially isolated, with each eigenstate
concentrated in small regions that decay rapidly outside
these localized peaks. Minimal overlap between vectors
results in weak correlations among the eigenstates. PCA,
therefore, does not detect strong global patterns but in-

(a) (b)

FIG. 5. (a) PCA-entropy S̃PCA as a function of disorder
strength λ for the AAH model across various system sizes N .
(b) Numerical derivative of the PCA-entropy, δS̃PCA/δλ, cal-
culated using ∆λ = 0.01 near the theoretically known tran-
sition point indicated by the black dashed line λc = 2 and
∆λ = 0.1 otherwise. The analysis is performed using m = 500
disorder samples for all cases.
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(a) (b)

(c) (d)

FIG. 6. For the extended Harper model, (a) PCA-entropy

S̃PCA as a function of hopping strength µ for different system
sizes N at fixed disorder strength λ = 0.5. (b) The corre-

sponding numerical derivative of PCA-entropy, ∆S̃PCA/∆µ,
computed using δµ = 0.01 near the theoretically known tran-
sition point µc = 1, indicated by the black dashed line and
δµ = 0.1 otherwise. (c) PCA-entropy S̃PCA as a function of
onsite disorder strength λ for different system sizes N at fixed
hopping strength µ = 1.5. (d) The corresponding numeri-

cal derivative of PCA-entropy, ∆S̃PCA/∆λ, computed using
δλ = 0.01 near the theoretically known transition point at
λc = 3 marked by the black dashed line and δλ = 0.1 other-
wise. In all cases, the number of disorder samples is fixed at
m = 500.

stead captures a spread of variance across many com-
ponents (O(102)), as each component reflects small, un-
correlated details of distinct localized states. This even
distribution of variance leads to a high PCA-entropy,
analogous to a high configurational entropy system. At
the multifractal point (λc = 2), PCA-entropy lies in the

range 0.5 < S̃PCA < 1, reflecting the existence of inter-
mediary features.

To identify phase transitions, we calculate the nu-
merical derivative of the PCA-entropy using Eq. 11.
The derivative highlights transitions near the delocalized-
critical-localized boundaries. As expected, in Fig 5(b) a
sharp jump is observed near λc = 2, the known transi-
tion point for the AAH model, where states change from
delocalized to multifractal and finally to localized. This
confirms that PCA-entropy and its derivative effectively
detect phase transitions in the system. This approach
provides a quantitative and robust marker for detect-
ing phase boundaries, complementing other established
methods.

We now extend this approach to the EAAH model de-
scribed by Eq. 1 with no interaction (U = 0). Two cases
are considered [27]: (i) λ = 1, which exhibits a phase
transition from the delocalized phase to the critical phase
at µc = 1, and (ii) µ = 1.5, where a transition from the
critical phase to the localized phase occurs at λc = 3.
In Fig. 6, we plot the PCA-entropy S̃PCA and its

derivative with respect to λ or µ to study these tran-
sitions. Fig. 6(a) illustrates the variation of S̃PCA as
the system transitions from the delocalized to the criti-
cal phase. For larger system sizes (L), the PCA-entropy
in the delocalized phase is system size-independent, con-
sistent with previous observations in the AAH model.
However, in the critical phase, S̃PCA shows a clear de-
pendence on system size for both sets R and L. At the
theoretical phase transition point µc = 1, a distinct jump
in S̃PCA is observed, which is further accentuated in the
numerical derivative plot shown in Fig. 6(b).

For the transition from the critical to the localized
phase, we analyze S̃PCA as a function of λ at fixed
µ = 1.5. A notable feature in the critical phase is
the presence of fluctuations in S̃PCA, in contrast to the
smoother behaviour observed in the delocalized and lo-
calized phases. The derivative plot in Fig. 6(d) high-
lights a pronounced jump at λc = 3, marking the phase
transition point. These observations suggest that in the
single-particle regime, PCA-entropy of the eigenvector
PDs, along with its derivative, is an effective tool for
detecting phase transitions. In the next section, we ap-
ply this methodology to the interacting version of the
extended Harper model to assess its performance in the
presence of interactions.

C. Many-body system

In this section, we analyze the many-body interacting
system. We determine the principal components using
the training data sets of eigenvector probability densi-
ties corresponding to various phases in Section III. In
Fig. 7(a), we plot the first principal component against
the second principal component for the normalized PDs.
We observe that data corresponding to the ergodic phase
(ME) is distinguishable, while data from the MBL phase
substantially overlaps with that from the MBC phase.
Fig. 7(b) shows the plot obtained by utilizing the nor-
malized PDs with the elements of each vector rearranged
in descending order. Here, we observe that while the
ME class remains well-separated, the overlap between
the MBC and MBL classes is reduced, indicating that

(a) (b)

FIG. 7. The first principle component plotted against the
second for (a) the normalized eigenvector PDs and (b) rear-
ranged normalized eigenvector PDs. Here 5000 datasets per
class have been utilized for system size N = 14 with half fill-
ing.
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(a) (b)

(c) (d)

FIG. 8. The difference between the first explained variance ra-
tio (EVR) p1 and the second EVR p2 is shown for (a) increas-
ing hopping amplitude µ at fixed potential strength λ = 0.5
(transition from the ME to MBC phase) and (c) increasing
potential strength λ at fixed hopping amplitude µ = 0.5 (tran-
sition from the ME to MBL phase). Panels (b) and (d) depict
the corresponding Shannon entropy obtained from the PCA
analysis. The theoretically established transition region in
each figure, as outlined in [27], is shaded in grey for clarity.
The datasets used for these analyses consist of rearranged
normalized eigenvector probability densities (PDs), with 500
samples considered for each system size.

the PCA provides better class separability. The normal-
ization and rearrangement of the data serve as prepro-
cessing steps that enhance the critical features for class
distinction. This results in a more meaningful variance
captured by the principal components, thereby improv-
ing phase classification.

Next, we compute the explained variance ratios and
PCA-entropy using the testing datasets from Section III.
For the normalized eigenvector PDs, we find that the
number of principal components capturing 90% of the
variance ranges from O(10) in the ME phase to O(100)
in the MBL phase, making the results from PCA less
meaningful. On the other hand, by rearranging the el-
ements of the normalized eigenvector PDs, we observe
that 90% of the variance is captured by the first princi-
pal component only. In Fig. 8, for a given λ and µ, we use
the testing dataset of rearranged normalized eigenvector
PDs to compute the difference between the first two ex-
plained variance ratios (p1−p2) and the normalized PCA

entropy (S̃PCA). We plot these quantities for (i) λ = 0.5,
which exbibits a phase transition from the ME to MBC
phase and (ii) µ = 0.5, which exhibit a transition from
the ME to MBL phase.

In the ergodic phase, the first EVR p1 approaches 1
with increasing system sizes, with all remaining EVRs
approaching 0. Consequently, the PCA entropy S̃PCA

approaches 0. In both the MBC and MBL phases, the
first EVR p1 ≈ 0.9, which is reflected in S̃PCA < 0.1.
From Figs. 8(a) and (b), we observe that at λ = 0.5, the

transition from the ME to the MBC phase occurs roughly
around µ = 1. Figs. 8(c) and (d), for fixed µ = 0.5, we
observe that the transition from the ME to the MBL
phase is roughly around λ = 2.7 . Broadly, p1 − p2
is larger and S̃PCA is smaller in the MBC phase com-
pared to the MBL phase. However, the transition from
the MBC to the MBL phase is not very clearly defined
here, as the preprocessing of the eigenvector PDs may
still not be sufficient to distinctly separate these classes,
as seen in Fig. 7(b). It would be helpful to explore addi-
tional preprocessing steps or other analysis methods that
could further improve the distinction between these two
phases. The fluctuations found in almost every plot are
mostly intrinsic to the quasiperiodic model. This can be
attributed to system sizes being non-Fibonacci numbers
and the presence of quasiperiodic hopping [30].

Nevertheless, we demonstrate that with appropriate
preprocessing, PCA analysis using rearranged normal-
ized eigenvector probability densities (PDs) effectively
identifies transitions from the ergodic to non-ergodic
phases. Rearranging the eigenvector PDs in descending
order emphasizes the most significant features, aligning
the data structure with the variance-maximizing direc-
tion of PCA. This preprocessing highlights critical dif-
ferences between classes, and standardizes the data rep-
resentation across samples. The improved class separa-
bility, with reduced overlap between the MBC and MBL
phases, illustrates the enhanced efficacy of this approach.
As a result, the variance captured by the principal com-
ponents becomes more representative of phase-specific
characteristics, enabling a robust identification of phase
transitions.

V. FINITE-SIZE SCALING

In this section, we study the finite-size scaling of
the output probability obtained from a binary classifier
trained using the components of inverse participation ra-
tios (IPR) as inputs. We compare the critical exponents
obtained from this analysis with those derived directly
from the finite-size scaling of the IPR. The IPR for any
single-particle normalized state |ψ⟩ is mathematically de-
fined as:

IPR =

N∑
i

|ψi|4, (12)

where i denotes the site index and |ψi|4’s are the com-
ponents of IPR. For a perfectly localized state, the IPR
is 1, while for a perfectly delocalized state, the IPR ap-
proaches 1/N . For multifractal states, the IPR lies be-
tween these extremes, 1/N < IPR < 1.
We utilize the scaling ansatz [58]:

IPR = N−wf(|τ − τc|N1/ν), (13)

where |τ − τc| represents the distance from the critical
value in parameter space, ν is the critical exponent asso-
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ciated with the correlation length, and w is an observable-
dependent scaling exponent e.g. fractal dimension in case
of IPR. To determine these exponents, we employ a cost
function defined as [59]:

CQ =

∑nq−1
i |Qi+1 −Qi|

max{Qi} −min{Qi}
− 1, (14)

where {Qi} is the dataset with total nq values of
IPR×Nw, corresponding to different values of |τ −
τc|N1/ν and for all system sizes N . The values in
{Qi} are sorted in increasing order corresponding to
|τ − τc|N1/ν . The best estimates of critical exponents
corresponds to the minimum value of the cost function
CQ. For a perfect scaling collapse, CQ = 0.
In our analysis, we consider 500 disorder realizations

of mid-spectrum states across various phase transitions.
The IPR is calculated for each realization, and a scal-
ing collapse is performed to extract the critical expo-
nents. Concurrently, we train a binary classifier (same

(a) (b)

(c) (d)

(e) (f)

FIG. 9. Finite-size scaling of the IPR and binary classifier
probability using IPR-components as inputs. (a) Scaling col-
lapse for the delocalized-localized transition λc = 2, µ = 0
using the IPR. (b) Corresponding scaling collapse using the
classifier probability. (c) Scaling collapse for the delocalized-
critical transition µc = 1, λ = 0.5, approaching from the delo-
calized side of the phase diagram. (d) Corresponding scaling
collapse using the classifier probability. (e) Scaling collapse
for the critical-localized transition λc = 3, µ = 1.5, approach-
ing from the localized side of the phase diagram. (f) Corre-
sponding scaling collapse using the classifier probability. The
insets correspond to cost function CQ in all cases. 500 realiza-
tions for each system size have been considered for IPR and
as testing data sets for binary classifiers.

as described in Table I for the many-body case) using
5000 samples per class of IPR data. For delocalized and
localized classes, the samples are extracted at µ = 0,
λ = 0.5 and µ = 0, λ = 3.5 respectively. For the
multifractal class, we obtained samples from µ = 2 and
λ = 0.3, 1, 2.5, 3. Once trained, the network predicts the
probabilities for the 500 test samples from the disorder
realizations discussed earlier. The training process re-
quires only 2 epochs to achieve 99% accuracy across all
cases.

For the single-particle system, we analyze three dis-
tinct transitions: (i) delocalized-localized transition (µ =
0), (ii) delocalized-critical transition (λ = 0.5), and (iii)
critical-localized transition (µ = 1.5). For the well-known
AAH model (µ = 0), the delocalization-localization tran-
sition occurs at the critical disorder strength λc = 2. Fig-
ure 9(a) shows the finite-size scaling of the IPR for this
transition, while Fig. 9(b) illustrates the scaling of the
probability obtained from a binary classifier trained on
IPR values deep in the delocalized and localized phases.
The classifier assigns a probability P to the input being
localized and 1 − P to being delocalized. In both cases,
the cost function is minimized for the critical exponent
ν = 1.

For the delocalized-critical transition along λ = 0.5,
we analyze the scaling behavior as the transition point
µc = 1 is approached from the delocalized side. Fig-
ures 9(c) and 9(d) compare the IPR scaling and the scal-
ing of the binary classifier probability. The classifier is
trained on IPR values from the delocalized and critical
phases. The resulting network gives probability P corre-
sponding to the input to belong to the delocalized phase
and 1 − P to the input belonging to the critical phase.
We observe that the cost function is minimized in both
cases for the critical exponents ν = 0.4. For the critical-
localized transition at λc = 3 µ = 1.5, the IPR scaling
yields a critical exponent ν = 0.76 , as shown in Fig. 9(e).
The same value of ν is obtained from the classifier trained
on IPR values from the critical and localized phases, as
shown in Fig. 9(f). The classifier assigns a probability P
to the critical phase and 1− P to the localized phase.

The critical exponents are summarized in detail in Ta-

Phase Transition

Critical exponents
for scaling collapse
of IPR

Critical exponents
for scaling col-
lapse of classifier
probability

Delocalized to Lo-
calized (µ = 0)

λc = 2, ν = 1,
w = 0.42

λc = 2, ν = 1,
w = 0.03

Delocalized to
Critical (λ = 0.5)

µc = 1, ν = 0.4,
w = 0.08

µc = 1, ν = 0.4,
w = 0.06

Critical to Local-
ized (µ = 1.5)

λc = 3, ν = 0.76,
w = 0.24

λc = 3, ν = 0.76,
w = 0

TABLE III. Critical exponents obtained from the scaling
analysis of the IPR and binary classifier probability using IPR
as inputs for single-particle phase transitions (see Fig. 9).
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ble III. The values of critical correlation length exponent
ν found from scaling collapse of the probability obtained
from a binary classifier trained on the IPR are consis-
tent with the the same found from the scaling derived
directly from the IPR for all three types of transitions.
However, apparently values of the other exponent w differ
between classifier probability and IPR. This discrepancy
arises because w captures the system size dependence of
the IPR or classifier probability. To be precise w is frac-
tal dimension of eigenstates corresponding to localization
transitions [60]. Hence, w is a fraction when the transi-
tion involves a localized phase. On the other hand, for
the classifier probability w ≈ 0 for all the three types of
transitions, indicating that it is almost independent of
the system size N once scaled by the correlation length
exponent ν. This suggests that the classifier effectively
identifies phase boundaries without depending much on
N due to the training method. Minimal system size de-
pendence could be attributed to the presence of critical
states at the transition point which was excluded in the
training process. These states may subtly influence the
classifier’s sensitivity to system size.

Overall, we demonstrate the robust capability of the
binary classifier to facilitate consistent scaling collapse
using IPR components as inputs. Extending this analysis
to many-body systems, we employ normalized eigenvec-
tor PDs and normalized IPR components as inputs to the
classifier. Using the scaling ansatz P = f(|τ − τc|N1/ν),
for the machine learning probability P analogous to
Eq. 13, we observe a satisfactory collapse in the MBC and
MBL phases (not shown here). However, at the minimum
of the cost function CQ, the critical disorder parameter
τc and critical exponent ν deviate from the standard val-
ues reported in Ref. [27]. Given that this analysis was
conducted with system sizes N = 12, 14, we conclude
that incorporating larger system sizes might improve the
results. Alternatively, the inability to achieve a consis-
tent scaling collapse may reflect inherent limitations of
machine learning approaches in many-body systems, as
previously noted in Ref. [61].

Additionally, we perform scaling collapse analyses for
the PCA entropy S̃PCA in single-particle systems for two
sets of data: R (where the system size is smaller than
the number of samples, n < m) and L (where the sys-
tem size is larger than the number of samples, n > m)

(see Section VB). In both cases, S̃PCA does not collapse

well under the ansatz S̃PCA = f(|τ − τc|N1/ν). Further-
more, although the critical disorder strengths τc obtained
are accurate, the critical exponent ν significantly deviates
from the expected range. In conclusion, a consistent scal-
ing collapse for S̃PCA was not achieved, underscoring the
need for further investigation, e.g. as shown in Ref. [19].

VI. CONCLUSION AND OUTLOOK

In this work, we investigate critical phases alongside
delocalized and localized phases both in interacting and

non-interacting quasiperiodic disordered systems using
simplified yet effective inputs, such as eigenvalue spacings
and eigenvector probability densities (PDs). These fea-
tures, derived from fundamental system properties, pro-
vide a practical and efficient means of analyzing phase
transitions in such systems. By leveraging neural net-
works, we demonstrate their ability to classify diverse
phases, including ergodic, MBL, and intermediate many-
body critical phases, while revealing indications of sub-
structure within it. This approach highlights the feasi-
bility of systematically probing disordered systems using
minimal yet informative inputs.

In the single-particle regime, unsupervised learning
techniques such as PCA prove invaluable for identifying
phase transitions. By analyzing eigenvector PDs, we find
that the PCA entropy and its numerical derivative are ef-
fective tools for detecting transitions. While these meth-
ods excel in single-particle systems, their extension to
many-body systems presents greater challenges. To im-
prove class separability between ergodic and non-ergodic
phases, we apply data preprocessing that enable PCA
to more effectively capture phase distinctions. Notably,
the first principal component retains high variance af-
ter these adjustments, which remains consistent with in-
creasing system size and underscores PCA’s robustness
in capturing the correlation structure of eigenvector PDs.
However, further refinements in data preparation are nec-
essary to fully distinguish the MBC and MBL phases, as
the current approach only partially mitigates the overlap
between these phases.

Furthermore, we perform a systematic comparison of
critical exponents obtained through finite-size scaling
analysis in the single-particle regime, using both tradi-
tional IPR-based methods and neural network outputs.
The strong agreement between these approaches vali-
dates the reliability of our methods, particularly in the
single-particle case, where the extracted critical expo-
nents align well with theoretical predictions. However,
deviations observed in the scaling of PCA entropy in the
single-particle regime and in network outputs based on
eigenvector derivatives in the many-body case indicate
areas that warrant further investigation. These findings
highlight the need for larger system sizes and more re-
fined scaling strategies to achieve a deeper understanding
of critical behavior in complex quantum systems.

Overall, our study demonstrates the potential of ma-
chine learning to bridge traditional techniques with data-
driven approaches, providing a robust framework for in-
vestigating phase separability, critical exponents, and
structural correlations in disordered quantum systems,
even where any prior information about phase transi-
tions is not available. By integrating simplified inputs
and advanced methodologies, this work lays a founda-
tion for exploring complex interacting regimes, critical
phases, and topological transitions, showcasing the ver-
satility of machine learning in understanding quantum
systems. Future work could extend these methods to
addressing finite-size effects and enhancing the precision
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of critical exponent estimation. Additionally, advanced
preprocessing techniques and feature engineering hold
promise for improving phase classification in challeng-
ing many-body regimes. These efforts, combined with
the exploration of critical phases, could further expand
the applicability of machine learning in unraveling the
complexities of quantum systems.
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Appendix A: Gap Ratio and MIPR

In Section IIIC of main text, we presented a detailed
analysis of the three-class classifier, which employed su-
pervised learning techniques on eigenvalue spacings and
eigenvector probability densities to classify ME, MBC,
and MBL phases. To complement this machine learning-
based approach, we now utilize the same testing dataset
to compute the established measures, namely, the gap ra-
tio and many-particle inverse participation ratio (MIPR).

The gap ratio serves as a robust diagnostic for phase
transitions in disordered systems by characterizing the
statistical properties of energy level spacings. Mathe-
matically, rav [63] is defined as:

rav =

〈
1

N − 2

N−2∑
i=1

min[si, si+1]

max[si, si+1]

〉
, (A1)

where the energies Ei are arranged in ascending order,
and the energy level spacings are given by si = Ei+1−Ei.
The angular brackets in Eq. A1 denote averaging over dis-
order realizations. In the ergodic phase, energy levels fol-
low the Wigner-Dyson statistics, leading to rav ≈ 0.528,
indicative of strong level repulsion. Conversely, in the
MBL phase, energy levels obey Poisson statistics, result-
ing in rav ≈ 0.386, reflecting the lack of level correla-
tions [63]. These distinct values provide a clear signa-
ture of phase separation and the intermediate behavior
observed in the MBC phase highlights its hybrid charac-
teristics, bridging ergodic and localized regimes.

Additionally, we compute the MIPR. For a normal-
ized many-body eigenstate |Ψ⟩ in the particle-number-

constrained space, expressed as |Ψ⟩ =
∑D

i=1 Ci|i⟩, the
MIPR is defined as:

MIPR =

D∑
i=1

|Ci|4 . (A2)

Typically MIPR ∼ D−η. For a perfectly ergodic eigen-
state η = 1, reflecting the uniform distribution of the
wavefunction across all basis states, while for a highly lo-
calized eigenstate, η ≳ 0, a small fraction, indicating that
the wavefunction is fractal but essentially concentrated

(a) (b)

(c) (d)

(e) (f)

FIG. 10. Gap ratio (a), (c), (e) and MIPR (b), (d), (f)
for varying parameters: (a-b) λ = 0.5, (c-d) µ = 0.5, and
(e-f) µ = 1.8. For N = 12 and 14, 1000 and 300 eigenvalue
disorder realizations, and 1500 and 500 eigenvector disorder
realizations have been used, respectively. The standard ref-
erence values are indicated by dashed lines in the rav plots.
The theoretically established transition region in each figure,
as outlined in [27], is shaded in grey for clarity.

on a small subset of basis states. For MBC or NEE states,
in general, 0 < η < 1, a larger fraction which implies
NEE states are fractal and distributed non-uniformly on
the basis states.

Figure 10(a) shows rav as a function of µ across an
ME-to-MBC transition for λ = 0.5. As the system size
increases, rav approaches 0.53 in the ergodic phase (µ <
1), whereas in the MBC phase (µ > 1), it attains a value
intermediate between ME and MBL. Similarly, Fig. 10(b)
depicts the behaviour of MIPR, where it approaches ∼
1/D in the ME phase and reaches much higher values
than 1/D in the MBC phase.

Next, we examine the ME-MBL transition at µ = 0.5.
In the ergodic phase, rav converges to 0.53, while in the
MBL phase, it approaches 0.38, as shown in Fig. 10(c).
Correspondingly, Fig. 10(d) demonstrates that MIPR ap-
proaches O(1)/D in the ergodic phase (approximately for
λ < 2.5), while in the MBL phase, it deviates hugely from
the ergodic value.

Finally, we study the MBC-MBL transition along λ
at µ = 1.8. In the MBC phase, rav remains between the
standard ergodic and MBL values (see Fig. 10(e)), but in
the MBL phase, it approaches 0.38. Similarly, Fig. 10(f)
reveals that MIPR increases very little in the MBL phase
with increasing system sizes, while in the MBC phase, it
shows substantial system size dependence.

This analysis corroborates the distinct characteristics
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(a) (b) (c)

FIG. 11. Neural network probability for the 3-class classifier: (a) as a function of hopping amplitude µ for fixed λ = 0.5, (b) as
a function of disorder strength λ for fixed µ = 0, and (c) as a function of λ for fixed µ = 1.5. Input data comprise normalized
eigenvector probability densities corresponding to the infinite-temperature single-particle state, with 5000 samples for training
and averaged over 500 test datasets. The system size considered is N = 3000.

of ME, MBC, and MBL phases and demonstrates the
utility of rav and MIPR in distinguishing these phases.
Additionally, the entanglement entropy of eigenstates in
the ME, MBC and MBL phases shows the thermal vol-
ume law, subthermal volume law and area-law, respec-
tively [27].

Appendix B: Single Particle Supervised Learning

In this section, we present the three-class classifier for
the single-particle system (U = 0) and analyze its output
probabilities across various phases. The training dataset
comprises 5000 realizations of infinite-temperature state
PDs sampled from distinct regions of the phase diagram.
Specifically, PDs at µ = 0, λ = 0.5 correspond to the
delocalized phase, µ = 0, λ = 3.5 to the localized phase,
and µ = 2 with λ = 0.3, 1, 2.5, 3 to the critical (multifrac-
tal) phase. For training, we employ the neural network
architecture described in Table II. Since this analysis fo-
cuses on the single-particle system, the number of neu-
rons in the input layer equals the number of sites N .
For the normalized PDs the training process spans 50
epochs, achieving a network accuracy of 95%. Testing
datasets comprise 500 realizations of normalized infinite-
temperature eigenstate PDs sampled along various phase
transitions (data utilized for PCA in Section IV).

The classifier outputs three probabilities, p1, p2, and
p3, corresponding to the delocalized, critical, and lo-
calized phases, respectively. These probabilities satisfy
p1 + p2 + p3 = 1, such that if any pi → 1, the net-
work identifies the corresponding phase with high con-
fidence. In Fig. 11(a), we plot the output probabilities
of the multiclass classifier for the delocalized-to-critical
transition at µc = 0.5 for fixed λ = 0.5. Similarly, in
Fig. 11(b), the classifier probabilities for the delocalized-
to-localized transition at λc = 2 for fixed µ = 0 are pre-
sented, showing that the multifractal states are observed
only at λ = 2. Finally, Fig. 11(c) illustrates the proba-
bilities along the criitcal-to-localized transition at λc = 3
for fixed µ = 1.5. The phase transition points identified
by the neural network align well with previously estab-
lished results [46, 47], demonstrating the effectiveness of
the supervised learning approach in detecting phase tran-
sitions in single-particle systems. Notably, the network
predictions are robust with increasing system size.

While it is possible to perform this analysis using bare
eigenvector PDs as in the many-body case, this approach
requires a larger number of training epochs. In contrast
to the many-body case, where normalized PDs lead to
discrepancies in predictions, the results for single-particle
systems with normalized PDs remain consistent and ac-
curate. This could be attributed to the simpler structure
of single-particle states.
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[4] T. Čadež, B. Dietz, D. Rosa, A. Andreanov, K. Slevin,
and T. Ohtsuki, Machine learning wave functions to iden-
tify fractal phases, Phys. Rev. B 108, 184202 (2023).

[5] S. Lu, X. Gao, and L.-M. Duan, Efficient representation
of topologically ordered states with restricted boltzmann
machines, Phys. Rev. B 99, 155136 (2019).

[6] G. Carleo, Y. Nomura, and M. Imada, Constructing ex-
act representations of quantum many-body systems with
deep neural networks, Nature Communications 9 (2018).

[7] G. Torlai, G. Mazzola, J. Carrasquilla, M. Troyer,
R. Melko, and G. Carleo, Neural-network quantum state
tomography, Nature Physics 14, 447 (2018).

[8] Z. Cai and J. Liu, Approximating quantum many-body
wave functions using artificial neural networks, Physical
Review B 97 (2018).

[9] B. Gardas, M. M. Rams, and J. Dziarmaga, Quantum

https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.95.245134
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.95.245134
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.96.022140
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.95.062122
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.95.062122
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.108.184202
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.99.155136
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-018-07520-3
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41567-018-0048-5
https://doi.org/10.1103/physrevb.97.035116
https://doi.org/10.1103/physrevb.97.035116


15

neural networks to simulate many-body quantum sys-
tems, Physical Review B 98 (2018).

[10] J. Carrasquilla and G. Torlai, How To Use Neural
Networks To Investigate Quantum Many-Body Physics,
PRX Quantum 2 (2021).

[11] M. Schmitt and M. Heyl, Quantum Many-Body Dynam-
ics in Two Dimensions with Artificial Neural Networks,
Physical Review Letters 125 (2020).

[12] J. Venderley, V. Khemani, and E.-A. Kim, Machine
learning out-of-equilibrium phases of matter, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 120, 257204 (2018).

[13] K. Ch’ng, J. Carrasquilla, R. G. Melko, and E. Khatami,
Machine learning phases of strongly correlated fermions,
Phys. Rev. X 7, 031038 (2017).

[14] P. Broecker, J. Carrasquilla, R. G. Melko, and S. Trebst,
Machine learning quantum phases of matter beyond the
fermion sign problem, Scientific Reports 7, 8823 (2017).

[15] G. Carleo and M. Troyer, Solving the quan-
tum many-body problem with artificial neu-
ral networks, Science 355, 602 (2017),
https://www.science.org/doi/pdf/10.1126/science.aag2302.

[16] Y. Zhang and E.-A. Kim, Quantum loop topography for
machine learning, Phys. Rev. Lett. 118, 216401 (2017).

[17] A. Ahmed, A. Nelson, A. Raina, and A. Sharma, Phase
classification in the long-range harper model using ma-
chine learning, Phys. Rev. B 108, 155128 (2023).

[18] C. Muzzi, R. S. Cortes, D. S. Bhakuni, A. Jelić, A. Gam-
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