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The chaotic phase of the tilted Bose-Hubbard model is identified as a function of energy, tilt strength and
particle interaction, from the eigenstate structure and the statistical features of the energy spectrum. Our analysis
reveals that the chaotic phase of the bare Bose-Hubbard Hamiltonian can actually be enhanced by the presence of
a moderate tilt. We further unveil the development and scaling of the chaotic regime from the perspective of a
homogeneous density configuration typically used in cold atom experiments, providing a valuable phase diagram
for future theoretical and experimental studies of this system.

I. INTRODUCTION

The dynamical response of a closed quantum system is fun-
damentally determined by the features of its energy spectrum
and the structure of its eigenstates. Notably, when the statistical
properties of the spectrum approach those that characterize spe-
cific ensembles of random matrices, the time evolution of local
observables (i.e., involving a reduced number of the system’s
degrees of freedom) for appropriate initial states may exhibit
a behaviour in agreement with the predictions of statistical
mechanics [1–5]. Indeed, the standard ensembles of Random
Matrix Theory define the benchmark for the certification of
quantum chaos [6, 7], that underlies the potential emergence of
ergodic behaviour.

The study of chaotic and non-ergodic regimes in many-
particle systems has received a lot of attention in recent years
[8–10], given the importance of such phases for the possible
engineering of a bespoke dynamical behaviour in an otherwise
complex system. The identification of the chaotic phase is, e.g.,
crucial to ensure an adequate performance of current quantum
computing architectures [11–13], and it also proves key for the
benchmarking of quantum simulators [14, 15].

For interacting systems, the appearance of a chaotic phase
typically requires a balance between the characteristic few-
particle interaction and the remaining energy scales in the
system. A prominent experimental platform for the investi-
gation of this question is given by controlled ensembles of
ultracold bosons in optical potentials [16–33], which can be
used to implement, i.a., the Bose-Hubbard model [34–38], a
paradigmatic example of a non-integrable quantum many-body
system, and extensions thereof. In particular, the tilted Bose-
Hubbard Hamiltonian (i.e., in the presence of an additional
static force that generates an energy gradient in the optical
lattice modes) has been realized to demonstrate experimentally
the rich phenomenology of Bloch oscillations [39–52], includ-
ing interaction-induced effects [53–56], such as the irreversible
oscillation decay associated with the emergence of chaotic
dynamics [57]. The presence of the tilt can be exploited to
generate long-range resonant tunneling [22], as well as to con-
trol matter transport by dint of shaking or temporal modulation
of the lattice [58–64], opening up promising avenues, e.g., to
realize anyonic quantum statistics in one dimension [65].
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Despite the significance of the tilted Bose-Hubbard Hamil-
tonian, its chaotic regime [66–68] remains unidentified. This
work comes to fill this gap, unveiling the location and exten-
sion of the chaotic phase as functions of energy and model
parameters, that will prove valuable for future theoretical and
experimental studies of this system. Interestingly, our analysis
reveals that that chaotic phase of the bare Bose-Hubbard model
can in fact be enhanced by a moderate tilt.

The work is organized as follows. An account of the model
and its integrable limits is given in Sec. II, while Sec. III
describes the tools used for the certification of quantum chaos.
In Sec. IV, an energy-resolved picture of the chaotic phase
is presented along with its dependence on tilt and particle
interaction. In Sec. V, we analyze the chaotic phase from
the perspective of a homogeneous initial density configuration
typically used in experiments, and study the scaling toward the
thermodynamic limit at fixed particle density in connection
with RMT predictions. Finally, Sec. VI comprises a summary
of the main findings.

II. MODEL

We study the one-dimensional particle-number conserving
Bose-Hubbard Hamiltonian (BHH) [34–38] of 𝑁 bosonic par-
ticles on 𝐿 sites in the presence of a static external field that
induces a linear tilt of the onsite energies,

𝐻 = − 𝐽
𝐿−1∑︁
𝑗=1

(
𝑏
†
𝑗
𝑏 𝑗+1 + 𝑏†𝑗+1𝑏 𝑗

)
+ 𝑈

2

𝐿∑︁
𝑗=1
�̂� 𝑗 (�̂� 𝑗 − 1)

+ 𝐹
𝐿∑︁
𝑗=1

(
𝑗 − 𝐿 + 1

2

)
�̂� 𝑗 , (1)

where 𝑏 (†)
𝑗

are annihilation (creation) operators associated with
Wannier orbitals localized at each lattice site, �̂� 𝑗 = 𝑏†𝑗𝑏 𝑗 , and
the lattice constant is set to one. The non-negative parameters
𝐽, 𝑈, and 𝐹, control, respectively, the strengths of nearest-
neighbour tunneling, onsite interaction, and tilt, whose effect
is chosen to be antisymmetric with respect to the centre of
the lattice. Note that the presence of the tilt breaks the parity
and translational invariance of 𝐻. Although the latter may
be restored via a time-dependent unitary transformation [67],
here, we focus on the characterization of the stationary spectral
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FIG. 1. Pictorial representation of the integrable limits and the chaotic
phase in the parametric space of the tilted Bose-Hubbard model.
The circle nodes (edges) represent configurations where only one
term, tunneling, interaction, or tilt, contributes to (is absent from) 𝐻
[Eq. (1)]. Dark blue color indicates integrable limits, while light red
highlights the chaotic regime.

and eigenvector properties of the system in the presence of
hard-wall boundaries.

Hamiltonian (1) exhibits two integrable limits, where one
may find as many independent commuting observables as the
system’s degrees of freedom, determined by the number 𝐿 of
sites [69]. For 𝐽 = 0 the many-body eigenstates are trivially
given by the Fock states

|𝒏⟩ ≡ |𝑛1, 𝑛2, . . . , 𝑛𝐿⟩ (2)

in the Wannier basis, 𝑛 𝑗 being the eigenvalues of the corre-
sponding number operators �̂� 𝑗 . We will refer to this case as the
𝐽 = 0 integrable limit. In the non-interacting case,𝑈 = 0, the
system also admits an analytical solution, the single-particle
eigenstates corresponding to Wannier-Stark states [70], that are
localized in real space with an extension proportional to 𝐽/𝐹.
In the absence of interactions, 𝐻 would then be diagonal in a
Wannier-Stark Fock basis. This case constitutes the𝑈 = 0 or
Wannier-Stark integrable limit.

For 𝐽 ≠ 0, 𝑈 ≠ 0, and 𝐹 = 0, the system becomes non-
integrable, and a spectrally chaotic regime emerges in a well
defined range of the system parameters [71–79]. In the ab-
sence of tilt, the extension of the chaotic phase [80, 81], its
scaling behaviour with 𝐿 and 𝑁 [82], as well as its dynamical
manifestations [83, 84], have been recently characterized in
detail. In the case, 𝐽 ≠ 0, 𝑈 ≠ 0, and 𝐹 ≠ 0, the system’s
non-integrability remains, and the chaotic phase is expected
to persist for certain values of 𝐹 [66–68, 85]. The model’s
integrable limits and chaotic phase are illustrated in the diagram
of Fig. 1.

III. IDENTIFICATION OF QUANTUM CHAOS

The certification of a quantum system’s chaotic regime is
based upon the benchmarking of certain spectral and eigen-
vector features against those of the corresponding ensemble,
according to symmetry considerations, of random matrix the-
ory (RMT) [6, 86–90]. In order to ascertain quantum chaos

for 𝐻 in Eq. (1), one must consider the Gaussian orthogonal
ensemble (GOE) (real symmetric matrices) of RMT.

Quantum chaos in the energy spectrum is most conveniently
probed via the level spacing ratios 𝑟𝑛 [91, 92],

𝑟𝑛 = min
(
𝑠𝑛+1
𝑠𝑛

,
𝑠𝑛

𝑠𝑛+1

)
∈ [0, 1], (3)

where 𝑠𝑛 ≡ 𝐸𝑛+1 − 𝐸𝑛 denotes the 𝑛-th level spacing of the
energy spectrum {𝐸𝑛}. For GOE matrices, the approximate
analytical result for the distribution of this 𝑟 statistics reads

𝑃GOE (𝑟) =
27
4

𝑟 + 𝑟2

(1 + 𝑟 + 𝑟2)5/2 , (4)

with first moment ⟨𝑟⟩GOE = 4 − 2
√

3 = 0.536, in agreement
with large scale numerics yielding ⟨𝑟⟩GOE = 0.5307 [92].

The emergence of spectral chaos also entails a fundamental
change in the structural properties of the eigenstates, which can
be efficiently characterized using finite-size generalized fractal
dimensions (GFDs) [93, 94],

�̃�𝑞 = − 1
𝑞 − 1

ln
∑

𝛼 |𝜓𝛼 |2𝑞
lnD , 𝑞 ∈ R+, (5)

where 𝜓𝛼 is the amplitude of the normalized state |𝜓⟩ in a
given orthonormal basis {|𝛼⟩} of size D in Hilbert space. For
increasing Hilbert space dimension, the GFDs converge to
the size-independent fractal dimensions, 𝐷𝑞 ≡ limD→∞ �̃�𝑞 ,
which determine the asymptotic behaviour of the different
moments of the distribution of state intensities,

∑
𝛼 |𝜓𝛼 |2𝑞 ∼

D−(𝑞−1)𝐷𝑞 , and unveil whether the state is localized (𝐷𝑞 = 0
for 𝑞 ⩾ 1), ergodic (𝐷𝑞 = 1 for all 𝑞), or multifractal (𝑞-
dependent dimensions 0 < 𝐷𝑞 < 1) in the chosen basis.
Among all the generalized fractal dimensions, the one for
𝑞 = 1,

�̃�1 = lim
𝑞→1

�̃�𝑞 = − 1
lnD

∑︁
𝛼

|𝜓𝛼 |2 ln |𝜓𝛼 |2, (6)

determining the scaling of the Shannon information entropy of
the state intensities, typically shows weaker finite-size effects
than �̃�𝑞>1. Nonetheless, �̃�2, related to the scaling of the
inverse participation ratio, or �̃�∞ = − logD max𝛼 |𝜓𝛼 |2 which
is solely determined by the state’s maximum intensity, are also
usually considered to analyze the eigenstate structure in Hilbert
space [80, 81].

For the case of GOE eigenvectors, the behaviour of some
generalized fractal dimensions can be analytically exactly or
approximately obtained. For instance, the average value and
variance of �̃�1 over GOE eigenvectors are found to be [80]〈

�̃�1
〉

GOE = 1 − 2 − 𝛾 − ln 2
lnD +𝑂

(
(D lnD)−1

)
, (7)

var
(
�̃�1

)
GOE =

1
lnD2

[
3𝜋2 − 28

2D +𝑂
(
D−2

)]
. (8)

where 𝛾 is Euler’s constant. By construction, the spectrum of
GOE matrices is entirely populated by ergodic eigenstates, and
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therefore
〈
�̃�𝑞

〉
→ 1 and var

(
�̃�𝑞

)
→ 0 as D → ∞, albeit the

convergence toward ergodicity exhibits 𝑞-dependent finite-size
corrections.

The GFD distributions over close-in-energy eigenstates of
a many-body quantum system contains valuable information
about the eigenstate structure and its evolution as the system
parameters are modified. The second moment of such distribu-
tions appears to be a particularly sensitive probe to ascertain
the emergence of quantum chaos [80–82]. Additionally, the
existence of ground state phase transitions can be efficiently
identified from state multifractality in Fock space (which seems
to be generic for many-body systems) [93, 95–98].

IV. ENERGY-RESOLVED CHAOTIC PHASE

In order to ascertain the existence of a chaotic phase in the
spectrum of the tilted Bose-Hubbard Hamiltonian [Eq. (1)], we
calculate numerically the distribution of the level spacing ratios
𝑟𝑛 [Eq. (3)] and the generalized fractal dimension �̃�1 [Eq. (6)]
from the whole spectrum of a system with 𝑁 = 10 bosons on
𝐿 = 10 sites as functions of the parameters 𝐽,𝑈 and 𝐹. In this
work, we restrict ourselves to lattices at unit filling (𝑁 = 𝐿),
and the GFDs are calculated in the onsite Fock basis [Eq. (2)].

The behaviour of the above figures of merit in the different
regions of the spectrum is analyzed in terms of the rescaled
energy

𝜀 =
𝐸 − 𝐸min
𝐸max − 𝐸min

, (9)

where 𝐸min (𝐸max) is the minimum (maximum) energy for
each set of values of the system parameters. Once the bosonic
density is fixed, the system spectral and eigenvector properties
can be changed by modifying two free parameters. Here, we
consider (i) 𝐹/𝑈 and 𝐽/𝑈, taking𝑈 as reference energy, and
(ii) 𝐹/𝐽 and𝑈/𝐽, after setting the tunneling energy to unity.

A. Chaotic phase versus 𝑱/𝑼 and 𝑭/𝑼

The energy-resolved mean value of the level spacing ratios,
⟨𝑟⟩, the mean fractal dimension

〈
�̃�1

〉
, and the corresponding

variance var
(
�̃�1

)
as functions of 𝐽/𝑈 for different values of

𝐹/𝑈 are shown in the density plots (three rightmost columns)
of Fig. 2. These three quantities are calculated after dividing
the rescaled energy axis into 100 equal bins, considering all the
energy levels and eigenstates within each 𝜀 bin. Additionally,
the left column in Fig. 2 provides an energy-integrated picture
of the properties of the 𝑟-statistics distribution by displaying ⟨𝑟⟩
and the Kullback-Leibler divergence 𝐾𝐿 (𝑃, 𝑃GOE) for the inner
80% of the energy spectrum. The Kullback-Leibler divergence
[99] provides a comparison between the model’s and RMT
distribution for the level spacing ratio,

𝐾𝐿 (𝑃, 𝑃GOE) =
∫ 1

0
d𝑟 𝑃(𝑟) ln

(
𝑃(𝑟)

𝑃GOE (𝑟)

)
, (10)

and is here estimated by considering the discretized version of
the latter equation for the finite difference Δ𝑟 = 0.04.

We monitor the evolution of the chaotic phase emerging in
the excitation spectrum by tuning 𝐽/𝑈 for 14 different values
of 𝐹/𝑈 ∈ [0.01, 4], but only show in Fig. 2 the results for 7 tilt
values that capture the main features of the 𝐹/𝑈 dependence.

For very low tilt, 𝐹 = 0.01 (top row in Fig. 2), one con-
sistently recovers the picture in the absence of external field
[80]: The chaotic phase, as revealed by the ⟨𝑟⟩ density plot,
distinctively appears in the range 0.1 ≲ 𝐽/𝑈 ≲ 10, albeit with
a marked energy dependent onset that shifts toward higher 𝐽/𝑈
values the higher the energy, giving rise to a characteristic
tilted structure. This spectrally chaotic regime is also unveiled
by

〈
�̃�1

〉
and var

(
�̃�1

)
, and correlates unambiguously with the

appearance of a region populated by extended states in Fock
space (

〈
�̃�1

〉
→ 1) that tend to exhibit the same delocalized

structure [var
(
�̃�1

)
→ 0] (the scaling of GFD features with

Hilbert space dimension is discussed later on in Sec. V). In
particular, note how var

(
�̃�1

)
undergoes a very pronounced

drop by several orders of magnitude in the chaotic regime,
making this figure of merit an extremely sensitive probe of
quantum chaos. The corresponding energy-integrated picture
of the chaotic phase can also be distinctively identified in the
top left panel, not only by the mean level spacing ratio, but also
by the behaviour of the entire 𝑃(𝑟) distribution, as indicated
by the vanishing of the Kullback-Leibler divergence.

As the tilt strength is increased, the chaotic phase seems
to remain fairly stable for 𝐹/𝑈 ≲ 0.9. In order to check
the consistency of the observed 𝐾𝐿 (𝑃, 𝑃GOE) values for non-
vanishing tilts, Fig. 3 shows the 𝑃(𝑟) distributions for 𝐹/𝑈 =

0.5 and two values of 𝐽/𝑈 (indicated by star symbols in Fig. 2),
confirming the agreement with RMT in the chaotic phase.

For 𝐹/𝑈 ≳ 1, the onset of chaos starts to recede toward
larger 𝐽/𝑈 values and the overall shape of the chaotic phase
shrinks. For 𝐹/𝑈 = 4, while some traces of a narrow spectrally
chaotic domain remain in the energy spectrum, the fingerprint
of eigenstate ergodicity in var

(
�̃�1

)
is almost entirely gone.

Naturally, in the limit 𝐹/𝑈 → ∞ the system must be integrable
for any value of 𝐽/𝑈: The eigenstates of the system would
evolve from being Fock states in the onsite basis (𝐽/𝑈 → 0) to
becoming Fock state in the Wannier-Stark basis (𝐽/𝑈 → ∞).

Remarkably, visual inspection of the evolution versus 𝐹/𝑈
suggests that the extension of the chaotic domain, as compared
to the untilted case, may actually grow for moderate 𝐹/𝑈
values. This behaviour is clearly confirmed by ⟨𝑟⟩ and 𝐾𝐿
in the energy-integrated analysis. The shaded regions in the
left column of Fig. 2 highlight the width of the chaotic phase,
defined as the 𝐽/𝑈 parametric region where the mean level
spacing ratio deviates less than 1% from the GOE benchmark.
The dependence of the limits and width of those regions
on 𝐹/𝑈 is shown in Fig. 4(a), where one observes that the
extension of the chaotic phase is enhanced by a factor of three
at 𝐹/𝑈 ≈ 0.8 − 0.9 with respect to the untilted case. While
the lower limit of the chaotic region remains almost insensitive
to the tilt for 𝐹/𝑈 ≲ 1, the upper limit grows on average
linearly with 𝐹/𝑈, saturating around 𝐹/𝑈 ≈ 0.8. For 𝐹/𝑈 > 1
the upper limit decays abruptly, the lower limit rises, and the
chaotic region shrinks. This behaviour remains qualitatively
the same if the tolerance threshold to compare against RMT is
reduced to 0.5%, as seen in Fig. 4(a).
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FIG. 2. Evolution of the chaotic phase for 𝐿 = 𝑁 = 10 (D = 92 378) as a function of 𝐽/𝑈 ∈ [0.05, 100] (50 equally spaced values in log scale)
for increasing values of 𝐹/𝑈 (from top to bottom) as indicated. The left column shows the mean level spacing ratio ⟨𝑟⟩ and the Kullback-Leibler
divergence (𝐾𝐿) [Eq.(10)] obtained from the inner 80% of the spectrum, where the horizontal dashed line marks the value ⟨𝑟⟩GOE = 0.5307.
The shaded areas in the left column highlight the parametric ranges where ⟨𝑟⟩ agrees with RMT up to a tolerance of 1%. Star symbols indicate
the parameter values considered in Fig. 3. Density plots display the deviation |⟨𝑟⟩ − ⟨𝑟⟩GOE |, the mean fractal dimension

〈
�̃�1

〉
, and the variance

var
(
�̃�1

)
, resolved in terms of the scaled energy 𝜀 [Eq. (9)]. Black solid lines and the accompanying shaded region mark the energy trajectories

of the homogeneous Fock state |1⟩ [Eq. (11)] and its energy width ±𝜎|1⟩ [Eq. (13)], respectively.

The presence of a tilt then delays the appearance of the
regularity in the spectrum induced by the non-interacting
integrable point (𝐽/𝑈 → ∞) as long as the interaction term
is larger than or comparable to the tilt (𝐹/𝑈 ≲ 1), hence
enhancing the chaotic phase. One may argue that since in the

non-interacting limit the eigenstates in the onsite Fock basis,
although not ergodic, exhibit a high degree of delocalization
(they are Fock states in the momentum basis), as 𝐽/𝑈 is reduced
from 𝐽/𝑈 = ∞, the presence of a small tilt aids the interaction-
induced level mixing to turn such nearly delocalized states into
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FIG. 3. Numerical distributions of the 𝑟 statistics [Eq. (3)] obtained
from the inner 80% of the spectrum for 𝐿 = 𝑁 = 10 (D = 92 378),
𝐹/𝑈 = 0.5, 𝐽/𝑈 = 2.07 and 𝐽/𝑈 = 39.43 (points indicated by star
symbols in Fig.2), using a binning of Δ𝑟 = 0.04. The solid line
corresponds to the analytical GOE result given in Eq. (4).
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FIG. 4. Parametric width of the chaotic phase for 𝐿 = 𝑁 = 10
determined from the comparison of ⟨𝑟⟩ calculated over the inner 80%
of the entire spectrum and ⟨𝑟⟩GOE. Panel (a) shows the max (upper
trajectories) and min values (lower trajectories) of the 𝐽/𝑈 interval
within which ⟨𝑟⟩ agrees with RMT up to a tolerance of 0.5% (black)
or 1% (orange) as functions of 𝐹/𝑈 (cf. left column in Fig. 2). The
shaded area highlights the evolution of the width 𝑊 of the chaotic
phase, which is shown in the inset normalized to its value𝑊0 when
𝐹 → 0. Similarly, panel (b) shows the evolution of the width of the
chaotic phase in terms of 𝐹/𝐽 as a function of𝑈/𝐽 (cf. left column in
Fig. 5).

ergodic states, i.e., as 𝐽/𝑈 decreases the chaotic phase develops
earlier than in the absence of tilt. On the other hand, if the tilt
dominates over the interaction, the system would start to be
pulled toward the Wannier-Stark integrable limit for moderate
values of 𝐽/𝑈, and thus the dwindling chaotic phase observed
for 𝐹/𝑈 > 1.

B. Chaotic phase versus 𝑭/𝑱 and 𝑼/𝑱

In order to get a complete perspective of the chaotic regime,
we also study its dependence on tilt and interaction strength
when choosing the tunneling parameter 𝐽 as the reference
energy. Figure 5 shows the emergence of the chaotic phase as
a function of 𝐹/𝐽 for several values of 𝑈/𝐽, using the same
figures of merit and layout as in Fig. 2.

For very weak interactions (𝑈/𝐽 = 0.05), the chaotic phase
is absent for 𝐹/𝐽 = 0 but makes a timid appearance for small
tilt strengths, centered around 𝐹/𝐽 ≈ 0.05, confirming that
the tilt enhances the interaction-induced level mixing close to
the non-interacting limit, as we discussed earlier. For stronger
interactions the chaotic phase appears well developed in the
region 𝐹/𝐽 ≲ 1.5 for 0.1 < 𝑈/𝐽 ≲ 3, to eventually disappear
as𝑈/𝐽 → ∞. Independently of the interaction strength, once
𝐹 exceeds 𝐽, nearest-neighbour tunneling becomes markedly
off-resonant and gets rather suppressed, hence the system
approaches the influence of the 𝐽 = 0 integrable limit.

It is also noticeable that for increasing interaction strength
the chaotic phase is pushed down toward lower rescaled ener-
gies: Higher𝑈/𝐽 promotes a tail of states with high energies
separated by pronounced energy gaps in the density of states,
and thus the bulk of the spectrum shifts to lower 𝜀 [81]. This
is also the cause for the elongation of the chaotic phase toward
lower rescaled energies for small 𝐽/𝑈 and low tilts observed in
Fig. 2.

As done in the previous analysis, we study the dependence
of the 𝐹/𝐽 parametric width of the chaotic phase on𝑈/𝐽 from
the energy-integrated behaviour of the mean level spacing ratio
(see shaded areas in the left column of Fig. 5). The evolution of
the 𝐹/𝐽 limits of the chaotic regime versus interaction strength
is shown in Fig. 4(b). The upper limit can be seen to evolve on
average nearly quadratically with 𝑈/𝐽, while the lower limit
remains essentially fixed at 𝐹/𝐽 ≈ 0. In terms of the range of
values for the tilt strength, the extension of the chaotic regime
is maximized for𝑈/𝐽 ≈ 1 and vanishes for𝑈/𝐽 > 3.

V. EMERGENCE OF CHAOS FROM THE PERSPECTIVE
OF A HOMOGENEOUS DENSITY CONFIGURATION

The analysis presented in the previous section resolves the
location and extension of the chaotic phase in the excitation
spectrum as the model parameters are modified. Nonetheless,
experimentally, the emergence of ergodicity is assessed from
the dynamical behaviour of local (i.e., involving a reduced
number of degrees of freedom) observables from initial density
configurations which are typically Fock states in the onsite
basis. Depending on the initial state considered, one follows
a particular trajectory in the 𝜀 parametric space (as 𝐽, 𝐹 or𝑈
are changed), which entirely determines whether and how the
chaotic phase is traversed [84].

In this section, we characterize the chaotic phase from the
perspective of the homogeneous Fock state at unit density,

|1⟩ ≡ |1, 1, . . . , 1⟩ , (11)



6

FIG. 5. Evolution of the chaotic phase for 𝐿 = 𝑁 = 10 (D = 92 378) as a function of 𝐹/𝐽 ∈ [0.01, 25] (50 equally spaced values in log
scale) for increasing values of 𝑈/𝐽 (from top to bottom) as indicated. The left column shows the mean level spacing ratio ⟨𝑟⟩ and the
Kullback-Leibler divergence (𝐾𝐿) [Eq.(10)] obtained from the inner 80% of the entire spectrum, where the horizontal dashed line marks the
value ⟨𝑟⟩GOE = 0.5307. The shaded areas in the left column highlight the parametric ranges where ⟨𝑟⟩ agrees with RMT up to a tolerance of 1%.
Density plots display the deviation |⟨𝑟⟩ − ⟨𝑟⟩GOE |, the mean fractal dimension

〈
�̃�1

〉
, and the variance var

(
�̃�1

)
, resolved in terms of the scaled

energy 𝜀 [Eq. (9)]. Black solid lines and the accompanying shaded region mark the energy trajectories of the homogeneous Fock state |1⟩
[Eq. (11)] and its energy width ±𝜎|1⟩ [Eq. (13)], respectively.

which is typically considered in experiments with ultracold
bosons [18, 22, 24, 27, 28, 30–32, 57]. This state has energy

𝐸 |1⟩ ≡ ⟨1|𝐻 |1⟩ = 0, (12)

for any value of the system parameters, due to our choice of tilt

[see Eq. (1)]. A fixed value of the energy does not correspond
to a fixed value of 𝜀, and the 𝐸 |1⟩ trajectory in the parametric
space of the system is indicated by a solid black line in the ⟨𝑟⟩
density plots of Figs. 2 and 5. While for strong interactions
the homogeneous state is close to being the ground state of the
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FIG. 6. Chaotic phase for the homogeneous Fock state |1⟩ with 𝐿 = 𝑁 = 11 (D = 352 716) as a function of𝑈/𝐽 and 𝐹/𝐽 revealed by (left) the
mean level spacing ratio ⟨𝑟⟩, (middle) the mean fractal dimension

〈
�̃�1

〉
, and (right) the variance var

(
�̃�1

)
. All figures of merit are obtained from

≈ 200 eigenstates with energies closest to 𝐸 = 0 for each pair (𝑈/𝐽, 𝐹/𝐽) (50 × 50 points). Dotted lines highlight the trajectories𝑈/𝐽 = 0.354
and 𝐹/𝐽 = 0.0935 considered in Fig. 7.

system (𝜀 → 0), for large tilt or large tunneling the spectrum
becomes effectively symmetric around 𝐸 = 0, and hence 𝐸 |1⟩
approaches 𝜀 = 0.5 in those limits. The state’s trajectory
in Figs. 2 and 5 is accompanied by a shaded region which
corresponds to the energy width ±𝜎|1⟩ , obeying

𝜎2
|1⟩ = ⟨𝐻2⟩ |1⟩ − ⟨𝐻⟩2

|1⟩

= 4𝐽2 (𝑁 − 1). (13)

The latter provides the width of the local density of states
(LDOS) of 𝐻 with respect to |1⟩, i.e., the energy range over
which the Fock state has a noticeable overlap with the eigenstates
of the system.

By following the 𝐸 = 0 trajectory in the (𝜀, 𝐽/𝑈) and
(𝜀, 𝐹/𝐽) spaces, one can see how the chaotic phase unfolds
from the perspective of the state |1⟩, hence identifying the range
of parameter values where ergodicity could be experimentally
observed dynamically with such initial state. The chaotic phase
for the homogeneous Fock state as a function of𝑈/𝐽 and 𝐹/𝐽
is shown in Fig. 6 for a system with 𝐿 = 𝑁 = 11, where the
usual figures of merit are numerically obtained by considering
the ≈ 200 eigenstates with energies closest to 𝐸 |1⟩ . The ergodic
domain is best recognizable from the behaviour of var

(
�̃�1

)
,

and roughly extends within the region 0.04 ≲ 𝑈/𝐽 ≲ 4 and
𝐹/𝐽 ≲ 1.5, albeit the upper limit in 𝐹 increases with the
interaction strength.

In order to understand the dependence of the ergodic phase
on system size at fixed density, we evaluate the mean and
variance of �̃�1 for 𝐿 ∈ [7, 13] along the dashed trajectories
indicated in Fig. 6, corresponding to𝑈/𝐽 = 0.354 and 𝐹/𝐽 =
0.0935 (cutting through the deep chaotic regime), and show
the results in Figs. 7(a) and 7(c), respectively. For fixed
interaction strength, the position and extension of the chaotic
phase as a function of the tilt remains fairly stable as system
size grows: The value of �̃�1 rises and var

(
�̃�1

)
becomes ever

smaller as 𝐿 increases for 𝐹/𝐽 < 1, both comparing favourably

with the GOE predictions, indicated by dashed lines, for the
corresponding Hilbert space dimensions. On the other hand, for
fixed tilt, the chaotic phase as a function of𝑈/𝐽 becomes clearly
enhanced with system size: While the onset of chaos as 𝑈/𝐽
decreases from the 𝐽 = 0 integrable limit exhibits a relatively
weak 𝐿 dependence, the ergodic regime extends to lower𝑈/𝐽
values the larger 𝐿, indicating that in the thermodynamic limit
an arbitrarily small𝑈 may be enough to trigger the emergence
of the chaotic phase. This latter feature has also been observed
in the absence of tilt [80].

To provide a complete comparison against RMT, we show
in Figs. 7(b) and 7(d) the values of

〈
�̃�𝑞

〉
and var

(
�̃�𝑞

)
, for

𝑞 = 1, 2,∞, averaged over the deep chaotic regimes, highlighted
respectively by the shaded regions in Fig. 7(a) and 7(c), versus
Hilbert space dimension. As can be observed, the numerical
results follow closely the trends for GOE eigenvectors, indicated
by solid lines [see Eqs. (7) and (8) and Ref. [80]]. Hence, in the
chaotic phase of the tilted Bose-Hubbard model, the dominant
finite-size corrections of the convergence path toward ergodic
eigenvectors in the thermodynamic limit exhibit the same
functional dependence on D as those for RMT.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

We have characterized the chaotic phase of the tilted Bose-
Hubbard system by analyzing its spectral and eigenvector
features, providing a valuable phase diagram for future theoret-
ical and experimental studies of this system. First, we analyze
such features as energy-resolved functions of the tunneling
strength 𝐽/𝑈 for selected fixed values of the tilt 𝐹/𝑈. Results
show that the width of the chaotic region can be increased
by a factor of three for moderate values of the external field,
𝐹/𝑈 ≲ 1. From this point, the growth of the tilt strength leads
to a shrinking of the chaotic regime. An analogous study by
fixing the interaction strength reveals that the extension of the
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FIG. 7. Development of the chaotic phase at 𝐸 = 0 for (left) fixed𝑈/𝐽 = 0.354 and (right) fixed 𝐹/𝐽 = 0.0935 (see dotted trajectories in Fig. 6).
Panels (a) and (c) show

〈
�̃�1

〉
and var

(
�̃�1

)
versus 𝐹/𝐽 and 𝑈/𝐽, respectively, for varying system size 𝐿 ∈ [7, 13] (D ∈ [1716, 5 200 300]).

Dashed lines correspond to GOE predictions. Panels (b) and (d) display the scaling of
〈
�̃�𝑞

〉
and var

(
�̃�𝑞

)
, for 𝑞 = 1, 2,∞, averaged over the

deep chaotic regime [shaded regions in (a) and (c), respectively], versus Hilbert space dimension, where solid lines are GOE results. Errorbars
are contained within symbol size whenever not visible.

chaotic phase in terms of the tilt parametric range is maximized
for𝑈/𝐽 ≈ 1.

We check that the spectrum and eigenstate properties of the
system in the chaotic regime are in accordance with the predic-
tions for the Gaussian orthogonal ensemble of random matrix
theory (RMT): We observe a mean value of the level spacing
ratio ⟨𝑟⟩ = 0.5307, and mean value of the first generalized
fractal dimension approaching one, ⟨�̃�1⟩ → 1. Moreover, the
variance of �̃�1 over close-in-energy eigenstates exhibits a pro-
nounced suppression (values tending to zero) within the chaotic
domain, making this figure of merit a remarkably sensitive
probe of quantum chaos. The chaotic phase is thus populated by
ergodic eigenstates that share the same structure in Fock space.
Additionally, the Kullback-Leibler divergence analysis for the 𝑟
distribution further confirms the unambiguous agreement with
RMT whenever the chaotic phase emerges.

To explore the possibility of observing ergodicity in a dy-
namics experiment, we keep track of the energy trajectory of
the homogeneous Fock state at unit density, and see that the
chaotic domain extends within the region 0.04 ≲ 𝑈/𝐽 ≲ 4
and 𝐹/𝐽 ≲ 1.5 for a system with 11 bosons. Upon increasing
Hilbert space dimension up to D = 5.2 × 106 at fixed density,
for fixed interaction strength, the position and width of the
chaotic phase as a function of the tilt remains stable. On the
other hand, for fixed tilt, the chaotic phase as a function of𝑈/𝐽
becomes enhanced with system size: The onset of chaos tends
to lower𝑈/𝐽 values the larger the system size, indicating that,
in the thermodynamic limit, and arbitrarily small interaction

may be enough to induce ergodicity. The scaling also reveals
that the dominant finite-size corrections of the convergence
path toward ergodic eigenvectors have the same functional
dependence on D as those for RMT.
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