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We discuss the localization behavior of localized eledtravave functions in the one- and two-dimensional
tight-binding Anderson model with diagonal disorder. Welfthat the distributions of the local wave function
amplitudes at fixed distances from the localization centenmeell approximated by log-normal fits which be-
come exact at large distances. These fits are consistenthgifitandard single parameter scaling theory for the
Anderson model in 1d, but they suggest that a second paraiseégjuired to describe the scaling behavior of
the amplitude fluctuations in 2d. From the log-normal disttions we calculate analytically the decay of the
mean wave functions. For short distances from the locadizatenter we find stretched exponential localization
(“sublocalization”) in bothd = 1 andd = 2. Ind = 1, for large distances, the mean wave functions depend
on the number of configuration$ used in the averaging procedure and decay faster that exiahe(“super-
localization”) converging to simple exponential behawaty in the asymptotic limit. Ini = 2, in contrast, the
localization length increasdsgarithmically with the distance from the localization center and subiaatibn
occurs also in the second regime. Thiedependence of the mean wave functions is weak. The arallygisult
agrees remarkably well with the numerical calculations.

PACS numbers: 71.23.An, 73.20.Fz

I. INTRODUCTION Very recently, there has been a growing interest in the ques-
tion, if the behavior of the fluctuations of the w%ncéon
The Anderson model is the standard model for the elecare UniVﬁL@d can be described within the see
troni _ﬁroperties of disordered solitidpr reviews, see e. g. also Refst The interest is partly motivated by the ex-
Ref The wave functions are known to be localized in di- perimental observations of a transition in the behaviohef t
mensions! < 2 (except at the band center for non-diagona|C0ndUCtanC8 of low density two dimensional semiconductor
disorder) as well as for sufficiently strong disordewin- 2. devices from an insulating like temperaturedependenceaat |
The shape of these localized wave functions is believed to b@ensities to a metallic one at higher densiti#3his apparent
characterized by an asymptoti a||y exponentia| decaycwhi Iopal|Zat|on-delocallzat.|on tran_SItlon ith = 2 (2d) is at odd
can be described most effectivEllyy the Lyapunov exponent With the SPST for non-interacting electrons.
~ orits inverse, the localization lengt The simple exponen- In this paper, we investigate the distribution of the ampli-
tial shape has been the basis of many calculations and modetgdes of Anderson localized wave functiondn= 1 (1d) and
e. g. Mott's hopping conductivity and tunneling on quantum2d at given distancesfrom the localization center, which al-
dots. Even for qther models of disordered matter, e. g. for pe lows a test of the SPST hypothesis. We show that the SPST
colation models, simple exponential localization of the wave hypothesis holds perfectly in 1d, while deviations from the
functions has been assumed based on the analogy with tiséandard SPST occur for localized wave functions for the An-
Anderson model. derson model in 2d. Deviations also occur for the percafatio
In addition to the exponential decay at large distances fronmodel in 2d and 3d. In both cases, the width of the ampli-
the localization center, the wave functions in the Andersorfude distribution is characterized by a second parameger th
model exhibit large fluctuations of their amplitudeShese depends on the type of disorder. In addition, we find a clear
fluctuations are rather important for transport properteg.  logarithmic system-size dependence of the localizatingtie
for the distribution of mesoscopic conductances, since the for the Anderson model in 2d, but no significant dependence
core region of the wave functions is dominated by the fluc-on the boundary conditions.
tuations, and the exponential decay can only be observed at From the amplitude distributions we can calculate analyti-
distances much larger than the localization lengtfor sin-  cally the behavior of the mean wave functions at sufficiently
gle wave functions. In the single-parameter scaling th&bry large distances from the localization center. We find that si
(SPST) it has been assumed that the whole distribution of thple exponential decay as usually anticipated occurs orlgin
conductances or Lyapunov exponents for an ensemble of coim the asymptotic limit where the wave function has decayed
figurations can be described by one parameter only, e. g. the extremely small values. At finite distances from the lecal
width of the distribution of values of Lyapunov exponents de ization center, we observe two different localization negs.
pends on the average Lyapunov exponeinta universal way. Inthe first regime, at short distances from the localizatien-
Hence, the localization length = 1/~ could be used as sin- ter, we find stretched exponential localization with a lozsl
gle relevant scaling parameter fully characterizing thealo  tion exponent below one (“sublocalization”) in 1d and 2d. In
ization behavior. the second regime, at larger distances, the averages in-1d de
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pend on the number of configurations and we observe “supei05.045 /w?. This result has also been verified numericQIy.
localization”, where the localization exponent is gredemn  While the prefactor slightly depends on the eneigy the
one. The crossover from the sublocalization to the supaHoc 1/w?-dependence holds for all eigenstates except at the band
ization regime increases logarithmically with the numbgr o edges, where a different analytical theory appie$n 2d
configurations. In the asymptotic limit, the localizatios-e there is no analytical formula for the localization length
ponent converges to one, yielding the theoretically ptedic The numerical results published so far were obtained using
simple exponential behavior. lh= 2, however, we observe finite size scaling comhined with (a) transfer matrix cadeul
the surprising result that the sublocalization of the meawen tions of the canductantéand (b) exact diagonalization and
functions remains also in the second regime. level statistic

The paper is organized as follows: In Section Il we briefly We are interested in the distribution of the amplitufiesg|
introduce the Anderson model and summarize some of théor the eigenfunctions of Eq[](1). Because of the disorder,
known results. In Section 11l we discuss distributions ofwa the eigenvalue equation has to be solved numerically. In 1d
function amplitudes, beginning with a review of the predic-we usenﬁ iteration methad,while we employ a Lanczos
tions of the standard SPST and the random matrix theonalgorithi&d in 2d.
Then we introduce an amplitude statistics which is most use-
ful for the characterization of localized wave functioneda

present our numerical results for this amplitude stasistio Ill. THE AMPLITUDE DISTRIBUTIONS
Section IV we calculate analytically the decay of the mean
wave function amplitudes and distinguish different lozadi A. Definition

tion regimes. After describing an appropriate averagira pr

cedure, we present our numerical results for the decay of the |, the original single-parameter scaling theﬂ)r(;SPST)
wave functionsin Section V. We summarize our results in SeCe,e fluctuations of the wave functions had not been consid-

tion VI. ered. An extension of the theory includes the scaling of the
fluctuationd Still it has been assumed that there is only one
relevant scaling parameter characterizing the locatinatie-
haviorandthe fluctuation behavior. This means that, e. g., the
position of the center as well as the width of the distribugio
We consider the Schrodinger equation in tight-binding ap-of conductances, Lyapunov exponents, or localizationtleng
proximation for the wave function of a quantum particle oncan be characterized by only one scaling variable. Praigtica
regular lattices. The coefficients, for each lattice site: sat-  the distribution of the parameter
isfy the tight-binding equation

Il. THE ANDERSON MODEL

1
(L) ==—=1In(1+1/g) 3)
Ewn = €n wn + Z Vn,n+5 wn+55 (1) ( 2L ( /

J with the conductance and the system size has been inves-
tigated theoreticall within the so-called random-phase hy-
pothesis, see Ré&ffor a.thorough discussion. While the aver-
age(¥(L)) was showh! to approach the Lyapunov exponent

where the sum runs over all nearest neighbor sites§ of
siten. |1, |? is the probability density on site for the wave
function with energyE. The hopping term¥, ,,.s are con-
stant for nearest neighbor cluster sites and zero otherfoise v
simplicity we takeV = 1 as energy unit. The vaIues for (A(L)) = v = A~ for L>~1, (4)
the diagonal terms,, are randomly chosen from the inter-
\éffﬂ [—dw/)l w/2], wherew is the disorder parameter (diagonal its fluctuations were expected to become

isorder).

Here, we consider the Anderson model with periodic as (FA(L)) = (F(L)? = v/ L for L>~7t (5)
well as hard wall boundary conditions for a linear chain and o ) . .
the square IatEi these cases the wave functions averkno asymptotically. Thus;y fully characterizes the asymptotic
to be localize EPH even for small disorder strength For ~ scaling behavior of the averagg L) and its fluctuations.
large distances from the localization center, the decay of the Although many numerical calculations @fy(L)) [testing
eigenfunction amplitudes is believed to be exponentiatisTh  Ed. )] have been reported, there is only little work desote
a localization |ength\ and the Lyapunov exponent= Pt to the scaling behaviogof the fluctuations and their refatm

can be defined to describe the asymptotic decay of the mean Recently Deych et &.considered the Lloyd model (which

logarithm of the amplitudes, is identical to the Anderson model with diagonal disorder ex
cept for a Cauchy distribution of the site energies) and doun
(In () /2 (0)]) = —r/X = —ry (2) that states at the tail of the density of states violate th&TSP

and that there exists a new length scale that is responsible f
for » > A. In 1d the localization length in the band center this violation.
E ~ 0 can be calculated analytically from a recursion equa- In this paper, we determine numerically the distribu-
tion derived from Eq.|]1) using Greens functiddsA(w) ~  tion of the logarithm of normalized amplitudesi(r) =



—1In|y(r)/4(0)|, for large distances from the localization to be consistent with the numerical results for real fludhgat
center (at- = 0). The distance is directly related to the sys- Anderson wave functionis! Thus, a simple exponential de-
tem sizeL used in Eqs.|]3)E[5), since the value and the fluctu-cay without any fluctuations cannot be distinguished from a
ations of the conductanggfor a system of sizd. reflect the  real fluctuating wave function, ii[kg) is used to calculate th
value and the fluctuations of its wave functions at the digtan intensity statistics. The fluctuations simply do not affé¢t).

r = L from the localization center. Following Eqsﬂ (2) and This indicates that the definitioﬂ(g) is not appropriateutityf

(E), it is obvious that characterize localized eigenfunctions. Further, sinceefer-
ence to the localization center is taken into accourfintt@),
(A(r)) = <_ In ’ ¥(r) > _r_ r{3(r) (6) calculation of the decay of mean wave functions is not possi-
»(0) A ble from f(¢). Another problem is thaf (¢) depends on the

~ system sizeV for localized states. So, we introduce a differ-
forr > A. Hence A(r) corresponds te(r), and the fluctu-  ent definition for the amplitude distribution here, whictoiis
ations ofA(r) are expected to become these problems.
9 2 /=2 2 Since we are interested in the decay of the localized wave

(%)) = (A" = (%) = () =r=r/A () functions, we investigate the distribution of the amplésfl)|
for larger in the standard SPST with the random-phase hy2t a certain distance from the localization center. _ByEO)IefI-
pothesis following Eq.[{5). In order to estimate possible de hition, the localization center for each eigenfuncti )
viations from this standard single parameter scaling bienav is that siteng, where the maximum of the amplitudes oc-

we will calculate the fluctuation parameter curs, i. e. |zp,(f)| = max, |w§lE)|. An alternative definition
) ) for the localization center would be to consider the lattice
a(r) = 2 [(A%(r)) — (A()*] A(r)/r, (8)  point most close to the “center of gravity” of the wave func-

tion as the center of localization. That is the site where
Sonl@n = 20,)? + (Yn — yn,)?][¢n]* reaches its minimum
value (,, andy,, designate the coordinates of sithere). Of-
ten, these two definitions of the localization center calaci
But even if they do not coincide, there is practically no dif-
ference in the results for the amplitude distributions, & w
will show below. In order to achieve a system-size indepen-

. dent normalization of the amplitudés|, which allows us to
length become_s larger than the system size;> L’. and_ compare numerical data for different system sizes and simpl
the wave functions become quasi extended. In this regim

. : : . . fies the analytical description significantly, we choosedb s
as well as in the metallic regime in 3d, the random matnijnn| — 1. Note that this choice is different from the usual

theory correctly describes the level spacing distributien normalization", [¢|2 = 1 underlying the definition[{9),

we!l as the distribution of the e|genfunct|on_amplltuq|¢§ |.’ since the sum is always larger than one for our normalization
which are usually assumed to be normalized according to To describe the actual decay of the localized wave func-

2 ; P . X

ZI:In ljw?J a Ejﬁmﬁﬁs'w distribution (histogram) is usu- tions, we do not consider the distribution of the amplitufibes

ally aefine the whole eigenfunction [as in the definitidh (9)], but ireste
look at the distributions of the amplitudes at given distnc

N
ft) = 1 Z 5(t— |¢(E/)|2N) ’ @ T from the localization center. Hence, we replgce) by the
N~ " histogram distribution functiofi/ (A, ) defined by

which is expected to become= 2 asymptotically in the stan-
dard SPSHf according to q.|]7) for the Anderson model and
o = 4 for the Lloyd mode

In an alternative approach it has been shown some yeal
ago, that the random matrix theetlycan be applied to elec-
tropic eigenfunctions in disordered systems ireBdnd in
2dEd In 2d, for small disorder strengtiy, the localization

E

where the sum runs over all lattice sité§,is the total num- 1 & ()

ber of lattice sites, and the average) g is taken over sev-  H(4,1) = ( &~ D 0 —r)s(A+ ) ) L (11)
eral eigenfunctiong”’ with energyE’ ~ E. In the limit n=t B

of small disorder strengthy f() is given by the universal wherer, is the distance of the site from the localization

Porter-Thomas distributi center, andVN, is the number of sites with, = r, i. e.
) N, = 3N 6(r — r,). In the definition [L), we use the
fer(t) = WorT exp(—t/2). (10)  variabled = —1In [y{""] instead oft = [{F” 2N from ()

for two reasons: (i} is system-size dependent for localized

This result has been confirmed numerically recently for guasstates, and (i can be related much more easily to the pre-
extended states in Eﬁnderson model ind2dnd for the dictions of the standard SPST, that we want to test. In faet, w
metallic regime in 3d4 have already derived the relation in Ecﬂ. (6) aﬂd (7). Note

The intensity distributionf (¢), however, cannot appropri- that H(—1In ||, r) is the probability density of finding the
ately describe the behavior of localized wave functiond@ t amplitude|«| at distance- from the localization center. In
limit of strong localization\ <« L. The analytical form of the following, we will use this definition of the eigenfurati
f(t) obtained by inserting a simple exponential decay withouamplitude distributions to present our numerical resufis a
any amplitude fluctuations into the definitioﬂ (9) was showndiscuss the localization behavior.
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FIG. 1.: Histogram distributions7 (A, ) of the absolute ampli-
tude valuesjy| at distancer from the localization center versus
A = —In|y| for electronic wave functions in the Anderson model
in 1d with disorder strengtlhv = 1.0 at several fixed distances
from the center of localization ranging from = 1600 (leftmost
curve) with increment\r = 1600 to » = 28800 (rightmost curve).
To determine the distributions, more th#f eigenfunctions have -0.8
been calculated on chains of lengths= 30000.

(@ w=40, A=6.4
(b) w=2.0, A=25.9
(c) w=1.0, A=105
(d) w=0.5, A =425

=0.35, A =867
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B. Results in 1d AS

FIG. 2.: Scaled distributionds(As,r) = H(A,r)\/mor/X of

Figuresﬂl ancﬂz show our numerical results of the ampli-the amplitude valueg)| at distance- from the localization center
tude distribution functiondd (— In |1|,7) for the Anderson  VersusAs = (A —r/X)//or/A for electronic wave functions in
model in 1d wjth periodic boundary conditions. Using arviter the Anderson model in 1d with disorder strength= 4.0, 2.0, 1.0,
ation method we have calculated eigenfunctions with en- 0.5, and 0.35 at several distaneeBom the center of localization
ergy E ~ 0 (corresponding to the band center) for linear ranging fromr ~ 20\ to 250\. Due to_the scaling the data_collapse
chains with five different disorder strengtlvsand determined onto.smgle curves. The curves fo.r differenhave been shifted by
the distribution functiongf (A, ) for several values of. Fig- multiples of 0.2. The continuous line below the data comesis to

\ P the ansatz Eqm2). To determine the distributions, (a)GZ00,
ure[l show3618 of these histogram distributions calculated f (b) 3,400,000, (c) 1,100,000, (d) 200,000 and (e) 170,006rei
more thanl0® chains of lengthl, = 30000 with w = 1.0.

) ) ) functions have been calculated on chains of lengths 250\ (w).
We find that the histogram& (— In |¢|,r) of the ampli-

tudes|y| at fixed distances from the localization center sur-  The log-normal distribution of the amplitudes can be mo-
prisingly well follow a log-normal ansatz, tivated by the following argument. If 1d wave functions are
calculated using the transfer matrix method, the valu,of
N (In ||+ r/\)? for largen is related to the values af,, for the two initial
Hin(=Inyp|,r) =4/ —— exp [——} . (12)  sites,n = 0 andn = 1, by the product of: transfer matrixes
wor or/\ u

In general, both parameters, and o, might depend orr. L N E—e¢, —1
SinceH1, (A, r) is a simple Gaussian distribution with aver- H M, <Z;> = (12“), M, = < 1 0 )

age value(A(r)) = [ AHi,(A,r)dA = r/X and variance
(A%(r)) = (A(r))? = or/2), the two parametersando cor- (13)
respond to the localization length and the fluctuation param

ter, respectively, according to Eqﬂ (6) aﬁbl (8). Note thatt This product of matrices will involve many products of the
amplitude|y)| = exp(—r/\) occurs with the largest probabil- random site energies,. Products of many independently dis-
ity at distance- from the center of localization, which further tributed random numbers asymptotically follow a log-nokrma
prompts us to identify the parametgrwith the localization distribution according to the central limit theorem (under
length. In the following \(r) always refers to the parameter some conditions, which we do not want to discuss in detail
determined from the distributioH (A, r) for a givenr, while  here). Thus, it is reasonable thas will also follow a log-

A represents the asymptotic valueXdf). normal distribution asymptotically for large

m=n



The agreement between the numerical
H(A,r) (shownin Figl]l) and the log-normal distributiéh,,
[Eq. (12)] becomes perfect for largevalues. This indicates
that the distributiorf{ (A, r) follows Eq. ) asymptotically.
In addition, we find that both parametedsando, are inde-
pendent ofr. Fits of Eq. ) to the numerical distributions
H(A,r) forw = 1.0 shown in Fig[]L give\ = 105 + 1 and
o = 2.1 £0.15. The value of\ is in perfect agreement with
the analytical restf \(w) ~ 105.045/w?. The value ofr is
consistent withr = 2 expected in the standard SPST.

Since both parameters do not depend otine distributions
shown in Fig.[[l. can be rescaled in order to obtain a data co
lapse for the different distancesfrom the localization cen-
ter. If we multiply H(A,r) by y/mor/X and replaced by

As = (A —r/X)/+/or/A, all distribution will collapse upon

each other. This is shown in Fif]. 2, where data for the other

disorder strengtha we considered are also included. Since
the dependence of the localization lengtton w is known,
and the fluctuation parameteturns out to be independent of
w, we are able to rescale the distributions forraindw in
order to obtain a full data collapse also for the other disord
strengths. The numerical result= 2.1 £ 0.15, which is con-
sistent witho = 2, fully confirms the standard SPST for the
Anderson model in 1d.

C. Resultsin 2d
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FIG. 3.: Localization length\(r) of Anderson wave functions in
2d in the localized regime for (a) = 10.0 and (b)w = 8.5.
The values ofA(r) have been determined by fits of EE(lZ) to the
amplitude distributiond? (A, r) for each distance from the local-
ization center. Data for periodic boundary conditions (PBLas
well as hard-wall boundary conditions (HWBC, b) have been an

For the Anderson model in 2d the scaling behavior of thealyzed. The results for both definitions of the localizatmemter

histograms of amplitudels)| at fixed (Euclidian) distance
from the localization center turns
in 1d. Using the Lanczos algoritiih we have calculated
eigenfunctions of Eq.[[l) for energids =~ 0 and two dis-
order strengthgy = 8.5 andw = 10.0. For these values

[as the maximum (MAX) and as the “center of gravity” (CG)] are

t to be not as simple aspractically identical (except for < 10) and well described by a

logarithmic dependence ofonr: (a) A(r)/0.89 = In(r/1.2) and
(b) A(r)/1.56 = In(r/2.6). The straight lines correspond to these
fits, but they are shifted by a constant offset for visibility the

10713 and 1029, respectively, on ous00 x 300 square lat-
tice. This allows to observe the localization effects over-s
eral orders of magnitude. Quadruplicate precision is used
all calculations in order to get reliable values also for kma
amplitudes|y)| ~ 1072°. We compare the results for peri-

are shown. They are approximately independent ahdw. We
find o = 1.3 4+ 0.2. For both disorder strengths, about 1000 eigen-
functions were calculated with the Lanczos algorithm witladyu-
plicate precision on 800 x 300 lattice.

odic boundary conditions (PBC) and hard wall boundary con- The values of\(r) ando(r) shown in Fig[B have been ob-

ditions (HWBC).

We find that the histogram distributioi5( A, r) can still be
well approximated by the log-normal distributidi,, (A, r)
[Eq. )]. But now the parametex(r) that corresponds to
the localization length clearly dependsxanThis dependence
is shown in the main part of Fiﬂ 3, whekés plotted versus

tained by fitting Eq.2) tdH (A, r) for eachr. Finite-size
effects are clearly observable for PBC, while they seem to be
rather negligible for HWBC. The rather strong finite-size ef
fects in the case of PBC are probably due to the many addi-
tional paths leading from the localization center to a reamot
site via the edges of the lattice. In all cases ie) depen-

r on a log-linear scale for systems with the disorder strengtiflence is clearly égarithmicone forr > 10:

w = 10.0 and PBC as well as fax = 8.5 and HWBC. We
also checkedv = 8.5 with PBC andw = 10.0 with HWBC
and found no significant alterations in the behavior. Furthe

A(r)/ex =1n(r/e.), (14)

the results do not change if we disregard all those eigerfunc

tions that did not reach a preset accuracy limit in the Laaczowhere the two parametetg andc, describe the scales of the
calculations or select only eigenfunctions within aredlee-  localization length\ and the distance, respectively. Only for
ergy interval. The results also do not depend on the way themallr values (i. er < 20), a power-law fit is also possible.
center of localization is defined (as maximum or “center ofThe logarithmic dependence is observed over more than one
gravity”, see Section I1l.A). order of magnitude im in all our numerical simulations.



w BC |E,ax|numbef cy |c,. | o value clearly deviates from = 2 expected for the standard
8.5|HWBC| 0.05| 994 [1.56(2.6|1.35 SPST.

8.5|HWBC|0.005 359 [1.54{2.5/1.34
8.5|HWBC|0.001] 76 |1.532.4/1.28
8.5| PBC | 0.05| 227 [1.64[3.1]1.27
8.5| PBC |0.005 73 (1.683.2/1.37
10.0HWBC] 0.05| 288 [0.91/1.3]1.32
10.0HWBC|0.005 97 |0.921.4({1.34
10.00 PBC | 0.05| 1029 [0.891.2|1.25
10.00 PBC |0.005 309 |0.901.2|1.24
10.00 PBC |0.00)] 68 |0.921.4{1.20

TABLE 1: The values ot andc, from fits of Eq. ) to the local-
ization lengthA(r) as well as the distribution width for the An-
derson model in 2d. The results for two disorder strengths 8.5
andw = 10.0, for both types of boundary conditions (BC, HWBC
= hard-wall, PBC = periodic boundary conditions), and fdfedent
subsets of the eigenfunctions are reported. The valug,gf. de-
termines the width of the energy intenjal E....«] for the selected
eigenfunctions. The number of eigenfunctions involvedanhefit
is also reported. The fitting ranged8 > r > 120 in all cases, and
the maximum has been used to define the localization center. FIG. 4.: Scaled distributiond?s(As,7) = H(A,r)\/mor/A(r)
of the amplitude valuelg)| at (Euclidian) distance from the local-
Table 1 reports the fitted values ©f andc, for both disor- ization center versuds = [A —r/A(r)]/+/or/\(r) for electronic
der strengthay = 8.5 andw = 10.0, for both types of bound-  wave functions in the Anderson model in 2d with disorderrsite
ary conditions, and for different subsets of the eigenfiomst (@)w = 10.0 (PBC) and (byw = 8.5 (HWBC) at several fixed dis-
The value ofE,,,, determines the width of the energy inter- tances- from the center of localization, (&)= 8, ..., 106, and (b)
val [0, Emax] for the selected eigenfunctions. The table showsr = 20, ..., 182. Ther-dependent localization lengthgr) for the
thatc, andec, clearly depend omv, but not on the width of  rescaling procedure have been taken from logarithmic fitsgn3,
the energy interval. The values for different boundary ¢gond and the width parameter is fixed to 1.35. For each part of the
tions are also very close to each other, and we cannot find angigure, ~ 1000 eigenfunctions were calculated using the Lanczos
systematic dependence upon the boundary conditions. Bottflgorithm with quadruplicate precision or8e0 x 300 lattice.
¢\ ande,, are rather close to the microscopic distance be-
tween the sites (set to one here), but they are definitely not Using the logarithmic\(r) dependence, Eq. (14), with the
simply identical to the microscopic distance, since both deparameters from Table 1 the amplitude distribution funtio
pend strongly on the disorder parameter The significant (A, r) for the Anderson model in 2d can be rescaled to ob-
|Ogarithmicdependence of the localization |engt(ﬂr) on the tain a data CO”apse similar to Fl 2. The result is shown
distance- from the localization center may explain the some-in Fig. }, again forw = 10.0 with PBC andw = 8.5 with
what different numerical resuts for the localization lémthat ~ HWBC. The numerical results confirm the log-normal shape
have been obtained bef When comparing with those Of the amplitude distributiot? (— In [, 7).
results one has to keep in mind, though, that they were deter- In summary, we find two major deviations from the stan-
mined using finite size scaling of the conductance and levellard SPST for the Anderson model in 2d: (i) Thgarithmic
statistics, respectively, while our determination doesine  \(r) dependence indicates that an asymptotic valaey 1
volve finite size scaling. In the finite size scaling techmisju (assumed in the SPST) might be ill defined, since the loga-
one value of the localization lengiy, or a similar level statis-  rithmic function does not converge. (ii) The fluctuation# st
tics parameter is calculated for each configuration. Then thfollow the SPST hypothesis E(ﬂ (7), X is replaced by the
average finite size parameters are extrapolated to infipite s r-dependent localization lengtk(r) in Eq. (I4), and an ad-
tem size by rescaling the results for different disorden a  ditional prefactors /2 is inserted. But since this prefactor is
scaling plot, assuming the existence and scaling beha¥ior smaller than one, the fluctuations in the Anderson model in
Aoo. Here, in contrast, we do not assume any scaling propei2d are smaller than those predicted by the standard SPST hy-
ties of the localization length and determine the depenglencpothesis.
of A(r) upon the distance from the origin for each system. In order to find out, if these two types of deviations from the
In contrastto\(r), the parameter characterizing the width  standard SPST are a generic feature of any system in 2d, we
of the amplitude distributions and shown in the inset of Eig. have determined the amplitude distributions and the valfies
is still independent of, except for the pronounced finite-size A ando for electronic eigenfunctions on percolation clusters
effects in the case of PBC. We fird = 1.3 + 0.2 for both  at the critical concentrgtion, which we had studied in a prev
disorder strengths), both types of boundary conditions, and ous work=d PercolatioH is a standard model for structurally
all selections of eigenfunctions as reported in Table 1.sThidisordered solids. For site percolation, the Schrodiegea-




tion in tight-binding approximation is identical to Etﬂ (jth are small andd = —In |¢| large. Thus, we insettl}, (A, r)

e, = 0 for occupied sites (concentratiol, ande,, = oo for  for H(A, ) in Eq. (16). However, the exact shapeff A, r)
unoccupied sites (concentratibr- p) B4 The electronic wave for small distances, corresponding to large amplitudesots
functions are known to be localized for percolation cluster known exactly. Hence, our result will be exact only for large
at the critical concentratiopn = p. for any embedding di- values ofr. We further have to assume that the number of
mension. We found that the amplitude distributions at giverconfigurationsV is finite, so that the extreme tails of the dis-
topological distances from the localization center agdieyo tribution H(A, r), i. e. the very rare events possibly involving
the log-normal distributionKiZ) for clusters in 2d as wedl a small A, are not important. Our treatment includes a descrip-
in 3d. A data collapse is obtained with constant parametetion of the typical average over one configuration (one eigen
A, and no logarithmic dependenceobn the distance is ob- function), which corresponds t¥ = 1.

served. ThUS, the first deviation from the standard SPST that For a finite numbetNV of Configurations' the total number
we observed in the 2d Anderson model does not show up fasf sites at distance from the localization center is identical
the percolation model. Nevertheless, the second devidglien o NN, with N, = ar?~! anda = 2 (27) for the Ander-
modified value of the fluctuation parameteralso occurs in - son model in 1d (2d). Clearly, those values of with a too
percolation. But in contrast to the reduced vatue- 1.3 for  small probability, i. e. probability smaller thar/ (N N,.),

the Anderson model in 2d (compared with the standard SPS3re unlikely to occur inV typical configurations. Thus, we
values = 2), we find increased values ~ 2.6 and 3.0 for  muyst limit the distributionH:,,(A4, r) by cutting off the area

percolation in 2d and 3d, respectively, which are still daral 1/(2N N,) at each of the two tails. According to EﬂlZ) the
thano = 4 for the Lloyd model. We conclude thata model de- area below a lower cutoffl,,.;,, is given by

pendent second parameteis required to describe the scaling
behavior of the amplitude fluctuations.
( A 1) A
min A or )
17)

— 00

Arnin 1
/ Hin(A,r)dA = 3 1+erf

IV. ANALYTICAL RESULTS FOR THE MEAN WAVE
FUNCTION

Since we can very well approximate the distribution of Whereerf(z) = 212 [ exp(—t?) dt is the error function.
eigenfunction amplitudes)| at large distances > \ by the ~ Equating this area to/(2N N,) = (2Nar?~')~" and using
log-normal distribution[(1]2), we can directly calculate the-  the inverse error functioerfinv () we obtain the lower cutoff
cay of the average wave functigp)(r)|) for larger by sim-  value
ple integration. We can also estimate the way this average,
which we denote by (r), depends on the number of aver- ~ , {0 o \/Eerﬁnv (1 1 )}
aged configuration®’. In particular, we can obtai y (r) i T A Y Nard—1 ’
in the asymptotic regime which is not accessible numesicall
The calculation is valid for Anderson wave functionsin 1dan
2d (as well as for the percolation model), since the same log-
normal distributionH},, (A, ), applies to all cases and only the which replaces the lower integration bound in EE] (16).
two parameters ando have to be adapted. Note, that the  Hence, for finitelV, Eq. ) becomes
dependent localization leng#t{r) from Fig.@ has to be used
for the Anderson model in 2d, whilgis constant otherwise. 0

In order to describe the localization behavior properly, we Un(r) = /
are led to the ansatz

(18)

exp(—A)Hin(A,r) dA. (19)
Amin(T,N)

In Wy (r) ~ —rdv, (15)  Theintegration can be performed straightforwardly aneégiv

wheredy is an effective localization exponent. If we average 1 o\ T
over all configurations, the resulting quantity, (r) is related Un(r) = 5 P [_ (1 - Z) ﬂ X

to the distributionH (A, r) by or 1
{1—€‘I'f|: ﬁ—erﬁnv (1—W):|} (20)

Vo) = () = [ exp(-A)H(A )44 (1)

0 The first term of this equation seems to indicate a regular ex-
with A = —In|¢|. Note that only positive values of are  ponential decay, if the second term could be disregarded and
possible because of our normalizatipy, = 1 for the local-  was constant. But, indeed, the second term, involving the er
ization center (maximum) at sitg). In the preceeding Section ror function as well as a complicated dependence on the num-
we have numerically shown thaf( A, r) can be well approx- ber of configurationsV, cannot be disregarded. Thus, the
imated by the log-normal distributioHy, (A, r) for large dis-  average wave functio® y () depends explicitly onV and
tances: from the localization center, where the amplitufigls  exhibits significant deviations from the exponential from.
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shown versus: /X for several numbers of averaged configurations
N (see legend). For the 1d results (upper curves) the paresnete real distributionf

A = 105 ando = 2 have been used, whik(r)/0.89 = In(r/1.2)
(from Fig.ﬂ%) ando = 1.3 for the 2d case. In the 1d case we find
strong dependence a¥ anddy > 1, indicating superlocalization,
while d¢ < 1 indicating sublocalization is observed in the 2d case

Equation [2p) is supposed to be rigorous for sufficiently

large r values, where the distribution d¢f)| is exactly de-
scribed by the log-normal distributioH,,, (A, 7). The decay

of Wy (r) can be approximated by Ed. [15) with an effec-

tive localization exponenty, which depends onandN. In
Fig. ﬁ we tracely as a function of-/\ for several values of
N using the parametergr) ando corresponding to the An-
derson model in 1d and 2d. We determined the value,of
by local fits of Eq. [(15) to Eq[(0). Surprisingly, the betavi
is very different in 1d and 2d.

In 1d, we find that the effective exponedi in the expo-
nential ansatz|ﬂ5) is larger than one except for the typic
average V = 1) which we will discuss later. The localization
is stronger than the usual exponential localization. Tthis,

regime can be described by the term “superlocalizationf- Fu

thermore, the values efy strongly depend on the number of
configurationgV. We observe a local maximum in the depen
dence ofly onr for r =~ 10\ to 100A. While the height of the
maximum increases with increasinyg, indicating stronger
superlocalization for an increasing number of configuretjo
the position of the maximum is shifted towards largeral-
ues. Only in the asymptotic limit for extremely larg®alues,

r ~ 10°), the effective localization exponedt; converges
to one, yielding the theoretically predicted simple expudiza
behavior.

The typical averagd@, (), describing the behavior of one
typical eigenfunction, can be deduced by settvig= 1. As
can be seen in Fid] 5, the exponeiit is smaller than one
for intermediate distancesfrom the localization center (for
r < 60)). For largerr it is very close to, but slightly above
one. Practically, this behavior can no longer be distingeis

from simple exponential localization for> 50\.

In 2d, however, the localization behavior appears to be re-
markably different. As can be seen in F[J. 5, we observe
hardly anyN-dependence of the effective localization expo-
nentdy, although the absolute value of the average wave func-
tion does slightly depend oN. The local maximum ofly is
so weak, that it will be practically invisible. The most inmrpo
tant difference to the localization behavior in 1d, thouigh,
the small value ofly. The effective localization exponent is
smaller than one not only for intermediateralues, but even
remains below one asymptotically up to at least 10°)\.
Thus simple exponential behavior of the average wave func-
tion can apparentlyot be reached for any practical system
size. This is mainly due to the logarithmic dependence of the
localization length\ onr, that we have reported in Fiﬂ. 3and
inserted into Eq.@O) to deriwéy. Consequently, this regime
is not characterized by superlocalization as in 1d. We rathe
find a stretched exponential decay, so that the term “sublo-
calization” seems to be appropriate, because the locializat
behavior is weaker than simple exponential.

Equation @0) is not valid for smalt values where the
(A, r) deviates from the log-normal form
Hy,(A,r). Thus, deviations occur for approximately
smaller thanlOA. Further deviations occur for intermediate
r and largeV values when the tails of the distribution become
more important. Then the lower integration limait,;, (r, V)
in Eq. ) tends to zero and the distribution of rare evehts o
wave function amplitudeg)| close to the maximum (corre-
sponding tod = — In |¢| close to zero) becomes important.

Despite of this, the log-normal approximatidi, (A, r)
can be used for obtaining a qualitative picturelo§(r) also
at smallr values, whered, i, (r, N) = 0 in Eq. (18). We
introduce the cutoff ad = 0, since no amplitude,, at dis-
tancer > 0 from the localization centet, can be larger than
[ton,| = 1, and thusA = —In |¢,| > 0. It can be shown nu-
merically, that the integration of EcﬂlG) yields an effeet
localization exponent much smaller than odeg, ~ 0.5, for
aimallr in the ansatz Eqm5). Thus, the decay is weaker than

xponential in the smak-regime, and we expect a regime of
sublocalization. With increasing, Amin(r, N) in Eq. )
decreases reaching zero also for largerlues. Thus, the
small+ regime with A,,;, (r, N) = 0 becomes dominant for
averages over a large number of configurations. Since the
" lower integration limit becomes zero in EE(19) for the dmal

r regime, it is evident tha¥ y (r) does not depend aN..

V. NUMERICAL RESULTS FOR THE MEAN WAVE
FUNCTION

A. Averaging procedure

Next we determine numerically the way the average ampli-
tude valuegy(r)| decay with increasing distaneefrom the
localization cent él’g necessary averaging procedure co
sists of three ste%’ ’
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FIG. 6.: The decrease of the typical average amplitudeg\faon-
figurations, ¥ x (1), versusr for electronic wave functions in the
Anderson model in 1d fow = 1.0 and N = 1,16, 256, 4096,
and 65536 (from the bottom to the top). For the plot, more than
108 eigenfunctions have been calculated on chains of lenfths
30000. The straight lines with the slopes, = 1 (dashed) and
dg = 0.4 (dotted) are shown for comparison. In the inset, the ef-
fective local exponentdy determined numerically from the slopes
of the curves are shown verstusThe symbols correspond to the ef-
fective numbers of configurationd] = 1 (circles), 16 (triangles),
256 (squares), and 4096 (stars).

1. In the first step we average, for each eigenfunoﬂfé’ﬁ
separately, the values pzﬁ,({’)| for all sitesn at given distances
r from the localization center. The resulting functipft’ (1)
characterizes the spatial decrease ofitieeigenfunction.

2.
crease ofV eigenfunctions, we averagé”) () over N con-
figurations (eigenfunctions),

1 N
(W(r)x =5 v 0). (21)

“typical average” over one configuration. Sin¢g(r));
) (r) in Eq. (2]), the second step in the averaging proce-
In the second step, for obtaining the mean spatial dedure is dropped, and the values from each configuration are
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FIG. 7.. The decrease of the typical average amplitudesNor
configurations,¥ n (), versusr/A for electronic wave functions
in the Anderson model in 1d favV = 1, 16, 256, 4096, and 65536
(from the bottom to the top) and five different strengths abdier

(w = 0.35,0.5,1.0,2.0, and 4.0). For the total number of config-
urations, the values of(w), and the system sizes, see Fig. 2. The
straight lines with the slopesy = 1 (dashed)dy = 0.4 (dotted),
anddy = 0.3 (dot-dashed) are shown for comparison. In the in-
sets, the effective local exponents determined numerically from
the slopes of the curves, are shown versis. The symbols corre-
spond to the effective numbers of configuratiadis= 1 (circles),

16 (triangles), 256 (squares), 4096 (stars), and 6553én(itids).

The special cas#’ = 1 in the definition corresponds to the

averaged logarithmically.

B. Results in 1d

If the system is not selfaveraging (which we find is the case

here), the resulting values fo¢ (r)) y will depend on the spe-
cial set of N configurations considered and will fluctuate from
set to set.

3. To obtain thetypical value of (¢)(r)) n, we are led, in
the third step, to the logarithmic average over many sef§ of
configurations, i. g\@ avera@e(v(r)) v over many sets of
N eigenfunctiong !

U (r) = exp(In(e(r))n). (22)
In the following, we shall discuss exclusively this “typiea-
erage ovelV configurations” defined by Eq|. (22).

Figure[b showsb  (r) for the electronic wave functions in
1d for severalV values. The eigenfunctions are calculated for
states in the band centel (=~ 0) by the iteration metho
and the disorder parameter was chosen tawbke 1.0. As can
be seen in the Figure, the actual value¥gf(r) depend sig-
nificantly on the number of configuratio$ included in the
averaging procedure. The local slopes of the curves yied th
effective exponendy in our ansatz Eqm5) which are shown
in the inset of Fig[]6. One can see that the decay ofr) is
not simple exponentiall, = 1), but rather two different lo-
calization regimes with evidently different effective exgnts
dy can be distinguished.
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FIG. 8.: The crossover distances(N)/\ for electronic wave
functions in the Anderson model in 1d are shown verdugn a
semi-logarithmic plot. The values of, (N) are determined as the
lengthsr, where the effective localization exponefi of W (r)
intercepts with 1. The symbols correspond to the differesdrd
der strengthsp = 0.35 (diamonds), 0.5 (stars), 1.0 (squares),
2.0 (triangles), and 4.0 (circles). The straight ling(N)/A =
3log,, N + 4 is shown for comparison.

In the first localization regime, wherd y(r) decays

unity. Figure[B shows, (N)/\ versuslog N. It is obvious
thatr, (V) increases approximately logarithmically wit,
r«(N)/A =~ 3log,;, N + 4.

C. Resultsin 2d

Figure[d shows our results for the mean amplitutiagr)
[defined in Egs.[(31) and (R2)] for the Anderson model in
2d. We consider the same two disorder strengths and types
of boundary conditions as in Fid§. 3 ajd 4 and four values of
N. The Figure shows clearly that at all distances from the lo-
calization center stretched exponentials (sublocatinytdc-
cur, which is fully consistent with the theoretical resudts
tained in Section IV (see especially Fﬂg. 5). In additiorerth
is practically no dependence of the effective localizaégpo-
nent, obtained from the local slopes in Fﬁb 9, on the number
of configurationsV taken into account in the averaging pro-
cedure. The mean wave function amplitudes are just slightly
shifted to larger values with increasiig.

roughly by one order of magnitude, we find a stretched ex- |n the smallr regime, which cannot exactly be described

ponential decay (sublocalization) with an effective exgn
dy =2 0.4 for all values ofV, which is consistent with the re-
sult obtained in the previous Section. As expected, thitosub
calization regime expands as the number of configuratddns
increases.

In the second regime, for largevalues, self-averaging fails
and¥ y (r) depends explicitly orV. In the beginning of this
regime,dy is considerably larger thah corresponding to a
faster than exponential decay (superlocalization). Oolgk-
tremely large- values the simple exponential decay, (= 1)

is reached. This behavior agrees nicely with the analytical 4 N
results obtained in the previous Section, as can be seen by

comparing the inset of Fi@ 6 with the analytical values @&f th
effective localization exponemty shown in Fig.|]5. Note that

very larger values cannot be reached in the numerical calcu-

lations. Thus, the theoretical description, that becormeste
asymptotically for larger, is complementary to the numerics
in this sense.

by the theoretical study in Section IV, we find strong sublo-
calization characterized byy = 0.33, similar to our results

in 1d where we also obtained values between 0.3 and 0.4 (see
Figs.[‘}’ ano[|8). This regime ranges over approximately two
orders of magnitude in from the site neighboring the center

of localization ¢ = 1) to r (IV), which is> 100 for large N

in the two examples considered. In this first regime the mean
wave function amplitudes decay to values~ofl0=5. Thus,

this regime is most relevant for most applications.

2

10

The localization behavior is similar for other strengths of
disorderw. This can be seen in Fif]. 7, where the data for five
differentw has been included. Due to the scaling of the local-
ization length\ = 105/w?, the data can be scaled onto mas-
ter curves for each number of configuratiass For the sec-
ond regime, where superlocalization occurs, we get an excel
lent data collapse. In the first regime, where sublocabirati
occurs, the data collapse is less accurate, because the loca
ization exponently depends on the disorder strength We
obtaindg = 0.3 for small disorder¢ = 0.5) anddy =~ 0.4
for larger disordery = 2.0).

The distance x characterizing the crossover from the first

10
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FIG. 9.: The decrease of y () versus- for electronic wave func-
tions in the Anderson model in 2d fé&¥ = 1, 8, 64, and 512 (from
the bottom to the top). For (a) = 8.5 and HWBC were chosen,

(r < ry) to the second{ > ry) localization regime de-
pends on the number of configurations Sincedy < 1
in the sublocalization regime (for < r) anddgy > 1 in
the superlocalization regime (fer > ry), the values of-,
can be determined as the lengtheheredy intercepts with

10

whilew = 10.0 and PBC in (b). For each part of the figure, 1000
eigenfunctions with =~ 0 were calculated using the Lanczos al-
gorithm on a300 x 300 lattice. The straight dashed and dotted lines
have the slopedy = 1 anddy = 0.33, respectively, and are shown
for comparison.
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