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The dynamical phase diagram of interacting disordered systems has seen substantial revision over
the past few years. Theory must now account for a large prethermal many-body localized (MBL)
regime in which thermalization is extremely slow, but not completely arrested. We derive a quantitative description of these dynamics in short-ranged one-dimensional systems using a model of
successive many-body resonances. The model explains the decay timescale of mean autocorrelators,
the functional form of the decay—a stretched exponential—and relates the value of the stretch exponent to the broad distribution of resonance timescales. The Jacobi method of matrix diagonalization
provides numerical access to this distribution, as well as a conceptual framework for our analysis.
The resonance model correctly predicts the stretch exponents for several models in the literature.
Successive resonances may also underlie slow Floquet heating, and slow thermalization in strongly
disordered systems in higher dimensions, or with long-range interactions.

Localized systems fail to thermalize under their own
dynamics due to strong spatial inhomogeneities [1].
Without interactions, a stable fully localized phase exists in any dimension [2–4]. Including interactions, the
existence of many-body localization (MBL) becomes difficult to confirm. The consensus from the last decade
and a half [5–11] is that sufficiently strong random disorder produces stable MBL in short-ranged one dimensional systems only. Specifically, the best-studied onedimensional Heisenberg model with random fields was
believed to have a direct transition from a thermalizing
phase to a fully MBL phase at a critical disorder strength
W = Wc between 3 and 6 (in units of the Heisenberg coupling) [8, 12].
However, numerical evidence has been accumulating
that this understanding is wrong—there is no transition
near W = 3 [13–21]. In fact, recent studies suggest
Wc & 20 [19, 20], which is larger than numerically or
experimentally observable [19, 22]. The phase diagram
must thus be modified to contain a large prethermal MBL
regime, in which the system appears to be localized for
a long time (Fig. 1(a)).
Prethermal MBL phenomenology has been studied in
short chains using exact diagonalization techniques [14,
17, 18, 26]. Three key features have emerged: exponential growth of the thermalization time τ with disorder,
approximately logarithmic decay of autocorrelators up
to a time O(τ ), and apparent localization when τ exceeds the Heisenberg time τHeis = O(2L ) in finite chains.
Rare regions of anomalously high disorder can neither explain the slow decay, nor are they empirically observed in
this parameter regime [15, 16]. Rather, the observed decay [27–33] and apparent localization can be partially explained [22, 34] through rare resonances between manybody states [22, 27, 34–36].
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FIG. 1. (a) Disordered many-body systems cross over from
a well-thermalizing regime into a prethermal many-body localized regime, where the local equilibration time τ grows
exponentially with the disorder strength W . Any transition to an MBL phase must occur at much larger disorder
strength. (b) The successive resonance model predicts that
the stretch exponent (β) appearing in stretched exponential
decay of autocorrelators equals another exponent (−θ) which
describes the broad distribution of resonance timescales. Data
from a one-dimensional Floquet circuit model of MBL [19], a
Floquet-Ising model [23], and the usual disordered Heisenberg
model [24, 25] all agree well with the prediction β = −θ in
the prethermal MBL regime.

A fraction of initial product states flip between distinct magnetization patterns—they form a resonance—
which manifests in dynamics as large oscillations in local autocorrelators. In this Letter we recognize that, in
the prethermal regime, the states become involved in
still more resonances at later times. Thus, a hierarchy
emerges of successive resonances forming at progressively
longer timescales. The statisitical treatment of this reso-
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Both our own numerics and previously published data
show good agreement with this prediction (Fig. 1(b)).
Dynamics of autocorrelators.—Infinite-temperature
autocorrelation functions are a measurable probe of thermalization, and their slow decay is a notable characteristic of the prethermal regime [23, 25, 39, 40]. In a disordered model, Fig. 2 shows that autocorrelators decay as
a stretched exponential (3) with a decay constant which
is exponential in the disorder strength (4).
These results are generic for autocorrelators which approach a constant in the W → ∞ limit, but the numerics
presented in the main text use
1
[Tr(σ0z (t)σ0z (0))],
2L

(2)

in the Floquet circuit model of Ref. [19], with periodic
boundary conditions. Here, σ0z is the z spin operator on
an arbitrary site (labelled 0), L is the number of qubit
degrees of freedom, σ0z (t) = U (t)† σ0z U (t), U (t) is the unitary evolution operator, and square brackets denote a
disorder average. Every σ z operator is conserved in the
W → ∞ limit (Appendix A 1).
The Floquet circuit model has a well-thermalizing
regime for W  1, where C(t) rapidly decays to zero.
In any MBL phase, C(t) acquires a non-zero late time
value. In the intermediate regime of prethermal MBL,
1 . W . 25, C(t) decays slowly to zero in the thermodynamic limit.
In more detail, in the intermediate regime, C(t) first
drops to some O(1) value within a few tens of periods,
and then decays very slowly. The functional form of this
decay appears logarithmic at small system sizes or short
times [17], but a better fit for larger system sizes is to a
stretched exponential (Fig. 2, Appendix A 4),
β

C(t) ∼ Ae−(t/τ ) .

(3)

(It is notoriously difficult to distinguish stretched exponential relaxation from a logarithm at intermediate
times, c.f. Ref. [41].)
The timescale for decay (τ ) is extracted from a fit of
this functional form to the late-time data for C(t). Consistent with other recent observations [14, 17], τ increases
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nance formation accounts for both the exponentially long
thermalization time, as well as the functional form of
average autocorrelators—a stretched exponential, not a
logarithm. The Jacobi algorithm for the iterative diagonalization of a matrix [37, 38] provides quantitative access to the power law distribution of resonance formation
timescales, which is controlled by an exponent θ [22].
Numerically, autocorrelators indeed decay as a
stretched exponential (Fig. 2). Because stretched exponentials closely resemble logarithms at intermediate
times, this agrees with Refs. [17, 18]. The successive
resonance model predicts that the stretch exponent β is
linearly related to θ:
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FIG. 2. (a) Within a broad regime of disorder strengths
(specific values marked yellow in the color bar), local autocorrelation functions (2) for the Floquet circuit model decay
very slowly. Fits to a stretched exponential (red, dashed for
W ∈ {3, 4, 5}) show excellent agreement with the numerical
data. (b) The decay times τ extracted from stretched exponential fits (3) grow exponentially with disorder W . (Inset)
The stretch exponent β decreases with disorder, and increases
weakly with system size (Appendix A 4). For W ≤ 5, β appears to saturate at the largest size.

exponentially in the disorder strength.
log τ = O(W ).

(4)

In a Hamiltonian system, local equilibration on the
timescale τ would be followed by slow hydrodynamic decay.
The observations (3) and (4) are the primary features
that the model of successive resonances explains.
Jacobi algorithm.—In the prethermal MBL regime,
eigenstates of large systems should be expected to obey
the eigenstate thermalization hypothesis (ETH) [42–44].
This makes them a poor basis for predicting finite time
dynamics of local correlators. It is more revealing to use
a basis dressed by just the degrees of freedom faster than
the timescale τ of interest.
The Jacobi algorithm for matrix diagonalization [37,
38] provides a convenient numerical tool for constructing
such a dressed basis. It also provides a more concrete
framework within which to understand what is meant by
a many-body resonance in a system which, ultimately,
thermalizes.
We describe the algorithm for the case of a Hermitian
operator (the Hamiltonian, H). Generalizations to the
unitary case [45, 46] are appropriate for the Floquet setting, and are discussed in Appendix A 3.

3
The algorithm begins by identifying the largest (in absolute value) off-diagonal matrix element of H, Hab , in
the z-basis. The 2 × 2 block containing this element is
diagonalized by the unitary rotation R0 . (Note that R0
affects the entire a and b rows and columns.) The (a, b)
element of H is then set to zero in the rotated matrix
H(Γ1 ) = R0† HR0 , where Γ1 is a flow time for the algorithm, defined below in Eq. (6). We say the element
Hab of H is decimated, in analogy to the renormalization
group.
This process is iterated, so that the weight in the offdiagonal of H(Γj+1 ) = Rj† H(Γj )Rj strictly decreases.
This procedure constructs a basis

A subscript on the square brackets indicates the distribution over which the average is performed.
We can deduce properties of p, and hence CZ (t), by
relating p to the action of the Jacobi algorithm. Namely,
that large matrix elements in the distribution only arise
due to occasional large rotations in the Jacobi algorithm.
As Z is diagonal in the initial basis {|a(Γ0 )i}, its offdiagonal elements only become large when some rotation
Rk affecting that element is also large. This happens
when the decimated off-diagonal matrix element is much
larger than the difference in diagonal elements ωab (Γk )—
that is, when the states |a(Γk )i and |b(Γk )i are resonant.
Then, in the next round of iteration,

|a(Γj )i = Rj−1 · · · R1 R0 |a(Γ0 )i

|Zab (Γk+1 )|2 = O(1),
Haa (Γk+1 ) ≈ Haa (Γk ) + |Hab (Γk )|,

(5)

(where {|a(Γ0 )i} is the bare product state basis) which
is dressed by the fast degrees of freedom in H.
The flow time Γ is defined in terms of a physical
timescale associated to the basis {|a(Γ)i} (~ = 1),
2π
=
Γ

s

1 X
|hb(Γ)|H|a(Γ)i|2 .
L2L

(6)

a6=b

and strictly increases throughout the course of the algorithm [38]. Henceforth, we neglect all sub-exponential
factors of L, as in the denominator of Eq. (6).
The Jacobi algorithm diagonalizes H within O(4L )
steps. Only O(W 2L ) steps are necessary to construct
the dressed basis useful for computing autocorrelators.
The dressed states only have large overlap with O(W 0 )
bare states on average, as discussed in the next section.
Dynamics of successive resonance.—Expressing the
autocorrelator C(t) in the dressed basis relates it to the
statistics of the Jacobi algorithm (11). With two natural assumptions—that dynamics are dominated by sparse
resonances (9), and that the timescales associated to
these resonances are broadly distributed (13)—stretched
exponential decay follows.
When calculating autocorrelators of some operator Z
(assumed to be diagonal in the {|a(Γ0 )i} basis) for t  Γ,
we can treat the Hamiltonian as being diagonal in the
basis {|a(Γ)i} at the cost of introducing a well-controlled
error:
CZ (t) =

1
[Tr(Z(t)Z(0))]
2L 


1 X
= L
|Zab (Γ)|2 e−iωab (Γ)t  + O((t/Γ)2 ), (7)
2
a,b

where Zab (Γ) = ha(Γ)|Z|b(Γ)i, ωab (Γ) = hb(Γ)|H|b(Γ)i −
ha(Γ)|H|a(Γ)i and square brackets are again used to denote a disorder average.
The joint distribution function of |Zab (Γ)|2 and ωab (Γ),
p(Z 2 , ω; Γ), determines CZ (t) through
CZ (t) = 2L [Z 2 e−iωt ]p(Γ) + O((t/Γ)2 ).

(8)

(9)

and similarly Hbb (Γk+1 ) ≈ Hbb (Γk ) − |Hab (Γk )|.
We make the approximation that rotations are either
trivial or cause resonances (9) [22]. Only the resonances
produce dynamics.
Before thermalization, resonances are sparse. The
probability of a resonance occurring in a given rotation
is small, P (|ωab |  |Hab |) = O(W −1 ). Further, the prefactor hidden in this scaling expression is also small: between 0.1% and 1% of rotations are resonances in the
studied parameter regimes. Thus, for O(W ) Jacobi steps
per state (as in Fig. 3), every dressed state |a(Γ)i is involved in a small O(W 0 ) number of resonances on average.
Technically, the sparse resonance assumption is that
|Zab |2 = O(1) only for resonant states. This also ignores the effects of successive resonances which would
reduce |Zab |2 . The assumption breaks down when the
dressed states are involved in a large O(W 0 ) number of
resonances, but is still effective while the number of successive resonances is small. This provides a large intermediate window, a few multiples of τ , in which we can
make predictions.
The resonance assumption splits p into a part due to
resonances, which contributes to CZ (t), and a part where
matrix elements are all close to zero:
p(Z 2 , ω; Γ) ≈ δ(Z 2 )p0 (ω; Γ) + pres (Z 2 , ω; Γ).

(10)

Equation (9) leads to two conclusions regarding pres .
First, the matrix element |Zab (Γk )|2 , being O(1), does
not depend strongly on ωab (Γk ). Consequently, the expectation of Z 2 at fixed ω in pres can be factorized out
of Eq. (8). This gives a key intermediate result:
CZ (t) ≈ 2L [Z 2 ]pres (Γ) F{pres (ω; Γ)}(t),

(11)

where pres (ω; Γ) is the marginal distribution function of
the resonance frequencies and F{·} is the Fourier transform.
The second consequence is found by repeatedly applying Eq. (9) to find the energy differences ω. They are of
the form
X
ωab (Γ) =
µk |H(Γk )|,
(12)
Γk <Γ
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FIG. 3. The Jacobi decimated elements for the Floquet circuit model (the main text discusses the Hamiltonian case) for
500 · 2L iterations are power law distributed for intermediate
2
weights wab
= (|Uab |2 + |Uba |2 )/2. (For Hermitian operators,
wab = |Hab |.) Furthermore, the power law is in good agreement with the predicted −2 − β from the successive resonance
model (dashed lines). For this number of iterations, the average number of resonances per state is . 1. Matrix element
distributions are averaged over 100 disorder realizations, ρdec
is normalized as a number density, and β is fit from Fig. 2.

where µk = ±1, and |H(Γ)| is the matrix element responsible for a resonance in state |a(Γ)i or |b(Γ)i at flow
time Γ. We have neglected the initial value. Eq. (12) encodes the effect of many resonances, each contributing to
dynamics at progressively longer timescales 2π/|H(Γk )|.
Equation (9) relates the frequencies ωab (Γ) to the resonance timescales, and hence the distribution of decimated
elements. Our central assumption, verified numerically
in Fig. 3, is that the distribution of decimated elements
is a power law (c.f. Ref. [26]). This is natural if the
dressed basis is quasilocal, as the distribution of matrix
elements of a quasilocal operator in a quasilocal basis is
a power law in one dimension [19, 22, 34, 47]. (Matrix
elements decrease exponentially with spatial range, but
there are exponentially many of them.)
Then ωab (Γ) is the sum of many independent variables
and the central limit theorem may be invoked. However, care must be taken, as the limit distribution for
a sum of power law distributed variables is not normal,
but is rather a Lévy stable distribution [48]. The Fourier
transform of a Lévy distribution is a stretched exponential, which leads to the observed form of the decay (3)
through Eq. (11).
The distribution of decimated elements is parameterized as a power law ansatz with an exponent θ [22]:
ρdec (|H|) = 2L C|H|−2+θ .

(13)

Explicitly reinserting a local energy scale J = O(Γ−1
0 ),
dimensional analysis gives C = O(J 1−θ ). The distribution of |H(Γk )| involved in resonances (treating ωab (Γ)

where we assumed |H| is small, so that P (|ω| < |H|) ≈
2p(ω = 0)|H|, and p(ω) = O(W −1 ) is the ω marginal of
p(Z 2 , ω).
The distribution of resonances (14) is also a power law,
but with a larger exponent, −1 + θ, than ρdec .
The exponent θ appearing in Eqs. (13) and (14) is the
central parameter of the single resonance model introduced in Ref. [22] (see also Ref. [27]). With the chosen
parameterization, θ < 0 implies thermalization. Successive resonances may cause a drift of θ with Γ. However,
for sufficiently negative θ, the system thermalizes before
any significant drift, and θ may be treated as a constant.
Fig. 3 shows this is a reasonable approximation in accessible parameter regimes.
The exponent θ also controls the distribution of matrix
elements of generic local operators in the {|a(Γ)i} basis,
not just the decimated elements [47] (Appendix B).
Appendix C computes the Fourier transform (11) and
shows that, for θ < 0,
−θ

CZ (t) ∼ Ae−(t/τ )

for J −1  t  ωc−1 ,

(15)

where A is a constant, ωc = O(τ −1 ) is a small frequency
cutoff, and J gives the large frequency cutoff.
The linear scaling of log(Jτ ) with W/J follows from
our previous assumptions and a linearization of −θ−1 in
W/J (c.f. Ref. [22], Appendix C). The power law form
of ρres is appropriate while each state is involved in few
resonances. It breaks down when
Z J
ρres (H)dH = O(2L ),
(16)
ωc

which immediately provides
log(Jτ ) = O(−θ−1 log(−θW/J))

(17)

(using p(ω = 0) = O(W −1 ), CJ θ = O(J), and that the
ratio J/ωc is proportional to Jτ ). The exact dependence
of −θ−1 on W/J is unknown. Nevertheless, as −θ−1 is
slowly varying in the numerically accessible W/J range
(inset of Fig. 2(b)), we linearize it. This gives log(Jτ ) =
O(W/J).
The dependence of log(Jτ ) may be different for
larger W/J. The purely linear numerical results for
log(Jτ ) thus remain surprising in the successive resonance model (Fig. 2).
Equation (15) accounts for both of our main observations in Fig. 2. Furthermore, we have arrived at a falsifiable prediction: the stretch exponent β of the decay
should be given by β = −θ (1). An independent numerical measurement of θ can test this prediction. Indeed,
fitting a power law −2 + θ to the distribution of decimated elements in Fig. 3 produces exponents −θ which
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are in good agreement with β as fit to C(t) (Fig. 1(b)).
This agreement extends to several models with prethermal MBL regimes, in which we extract β from published
data [23–25].
Discussion.—Theory forbids a stable MBL phase in
many settings in which experiment and numerics observe
MBL phenomenology [49–59]. Even in one dimension,
MBL may only exist at much larger disorder strengths
than previously anticipated [10, 17–19, 60]. These settings are instances of prethermal MBL. We have begun
the study of such prethermal dynamics in one dimension.
The successive resonance model predicts stretched exponential decay of autocorrelators, an exponentially long
thermalization time, and the value of the stretch exponent, all of which are supported by numerics in several
models at intermediate values of W . These values of W
lie in the regime that diagonalization studies previously
identified as critical.
At larger values of W in the prethermal regime (previously identified as many-body localized), the decimated
elements can be controlled by a power law exponent θ
that is positive for small Jacobi flow times. Here, the
flow of θ cannot be ignored, as thermalization should be
signaled by a negative θ. Testing resonance model predictions then requires longer flow times and larger system
sizes, or an analytic theory of the flow of θ.
The successive resonance model does not use any properties of the random potential. As such, its predictions
are identical for correlated potentials in one dimension.
(To compare disorder strengths between random and correlated potentials, the distribution of energy differences
between neighboring sites should be the same, not the
distribution of energies on a site [35].)
More generally, successive resonance model predictions
are identical in any setting where ρdec is a power law with
θ < 0. Future work should check this in higher dimen-

sions [49–51], translationally-invariant MBL [52, 53], and
with power law decaying interactions [57–59]. Whenever
ρdec has a strong separation of scales, the model may
still be predictive, although decay need not be stretched
exponential. An interesting open question is the applicability to Floquet prethermalization [61], in which there is
only one long-lived global conservation law, but fidelities
still show stretched exponential decay [62].
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Appendix A: Numerical Procedures

This appendix describes the details of the numerical
computations of autocorrelators (Appendix A 2), the partial diagonalization of the Floquet operator using the Jacobi algorithm (Appendix A 3), and the stretched exponential fits to numerically evaluated autocorrelators (Appendix A 4). The different models we analyze are described in Appendix A 1.

(in the zero magnetization sector) which is the standard
model for MBL used in the literature. Autocorrelator
data for this model was kindly provided to us by the
authors of Refs. [24, 25] for disorder values in the range
W ∈ [1.25, 2.5]. Spectral statistics in this model for L ≈
20 crosses over from the random matrix value to Poisson
near W ≈ 3.
Lastly, we investigate another model of Floquet MBL
– the Floquet-Ising model of Ref. [67],
UF = e−iHx T e−iHz T

1.

Models

Hx =
The predictions of this Letter are generic for any onedimensional strongly inhomogeneous model. To verify
this explicitly, we have analyzed several different models
used in the MBL literature.
The model of primary focus is the Floquet-circuit
model of Ref. [19]. This model is designed to be a clean
numerical test bed for MBL—it has no conservation laws
which would complicate relaxation to the infinite temperature state, and the interactions responsible for thermalization have no preferred local basis in which relaxation
is particularly fast or slow. On a technical level, it is also
easy to simulate dynamics in this model for large system
sizes.
The model describes periodic unitary dynamics of a
length L qubit chain. The Floquet operator is decomposed into an on-site part and a nearest-neighbour interaction, UF = Uint U0 . The on-site part consists of
a tensor product of Haar-random single-site unitaries,
QL−1
U0 = j=0 dj . The nearest neighbour interaction consists of two-site gates uj,j+1 applied in a random order,

Uint =

L−1
Y

uπ(k),π(k)+1 ,

uj,j+1 = exp[iMj,j+1 /W ].

k=0

(A1)
Here, Mj,j+1 is a random matrix drawn from the 4 × 4
Gaussian unitary ensemble (GUE), and is normalized so
2
that [Tr(Mj,j+1
)] = 2, where square brackets denote an
ensemble average. The randomly selected permutation
π ∈ SL determines the order of application of the gates,
and the system has periodic boundary conditions.
Fixing a basis on each site which diagonalizes dj , the
operator with matrix σjz in this basis is conserved by UF
in the limit W → ∞. The autocorrelator C(t) defined in
the main text uses σ0z .
This model was characterized extensively in Ref. [19].
Briefly, level spacing ratios of L = 20 systems show a
crossover from GUE statistics to Poisson statistics at
W ≈ 6. Meanwhile, a dynamical phase transition due
to avalanches must occur above Wc & 25.
The second model we studied is the disordered Heisenberg model,
H=

L−1
X
j=0

~j · S
~j+1 ,
hj Sjz + J S

hj ∈ [−W, W ]

(A2)

L−1
X

gγσjx

j=0

Hx =

L−1
X

z
σjz σj+1
+ (h + g

j=0

p

1 − γ 2 Gj )σjz ,

(A3)

where (g, h, T ) = (0.9045, 0.8090, 0.8) and each Gj is an
independent standard normal random variable. Autocorrelator data for this model is retrieved from Ref. [23] for
parameter values γ ∈ [0.4, 0.6].
2.

Dynamics

This section describes the computation of the autocorrelator C(t) in the Floquet circuit model (A1). Finite
time dynamics in this model can be simulated for system sizes of over L = 20 with modest computational
resources, as we explain below.
Due to the locality of the quantum circuit defining the
Floquet operator, it can be applied to a state in the 2L
dimensional Hilbert space with a computational cost of
O(L2L ). This allows the computation of autocorrelators
C(t) for system sizes as large as L = 22 and integration
times of t = 104 T . Larger system sizes are certainly
feasible with further computational effort.
The computation of the trace in C(t) uses the typicality of expectation values in Haar random states [23,
68, 69]. Selecting a state |ψi uniformly at random in the
Hilbert space, the correlator in this state
Cψ (nT ) = hψ|σ0z (nT )σ0z (0)|ψi = hψ|UF†n σ0z UFn σ0z |ψi
(A4)
can be found as the matrix element of σ0z between UFn |ψi
and UFn σ0z |ψi. The expectation value (A4) in a random
state is close to the trace, with a small variance,
Cψ (t) =

1
Tr(σ0z (t)σ0z (0)) + O(2−L/2 ).
2L

(A5)

Simulating dynamics in a single Haar random state
provides an unbiased and low variance estimator for the
infinite temperature autocorrelator. Averaging Cψ (t)
over random disoder realizations, with independently selected Haar random initial states, gives a similarly unbiased estimate of C(t).
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Jacobi Rotations

M 0 = R† M R.
The solution is


cos(η/2) −e−iφ sin(η/2)
R(m)
~ = iφ
,
e sin(η/2)
cos(η/2)

(A6)

(A7)

where
(cos φ sin η, sin φ sin η, cos η)
1
(cos(η/2)Re(m)
~ + sin(η/2)Im(m))
~ , (A8)
=
N
and, writing ~r = Re(m)
~ and ~i = Im(m),
~
tan η =

2~r · ~i
,
|~r|2 − |~i|2

|m|
~ 2
N =
2
2

1+

(A9)
s

!

4  2~ 2
2
1−
|~r| |i| − (~r · ~i)
.
|m|
~ 4
(A10)

With these expressions in hand, the algorithm proceeds largely as described for the Hermitian case. Given
a normal matrix M , one identifies the largest off-diagonal
2
weight wab
= (|Mab |2 + |Mab |2 )/2, and conjugates M by
the unitary R with a single non-trivial sub-block given
by Eq. (A7).
In most cases, repeating this step brings M eventually
to a diagonal form. However, unlike the Hermitian case,
there is an edge case for normal matrices where the subblock with the maximum off-diagonal weight—the (a, b)
sub-block, say—is already as close to diagonal as possible. When this occurs, we instead try to minimize the
second largest weight in the same row—the (a, c) subblock. This alters the (a, b) sub-block, and ejects the

ρdec (w)

The Jacobi algorithm was first proposed in 1846 [37],
and by this point has many generalizations and variations [38, 45]. This section describes the specific instance
of the Jacobi algorithm we use for Floquet operators (the
Hermitian version is described in the main text), and
the method of extracting the estimates of θ shown in
Fig. 1(b).
The Jacobi algorithm for a general normal (equivalently, unitarily diagonalizable) matrix is similar in design to the Hermitian case described in the main text.
The algorithm must contend with an additional complication due to the fact that a 2 × 2 sub-block of a normal
matrix is typically not itself diagonalizable. When the
sub-block is not diagonalizable, the weight in the offdiagonal can only be minimized to a non-zero value by a
rotation, rather than being completely eliminated.
Given a two-dimensional complex matrix M = m0 1 +
m·~
~ σ /2, where m0 ∈ C and m
~ ∈ C3 , we need the unitary R
0 2
0 2
which minimizes the off-diagonal weight |M01
| + |M10
|
in
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FIG. 4. The number density of decimated elements for (a) the
Heisenberg model (A2) and (b) the Floquet Ising model (A3)
show the same qualitative features as the Floquet circuit
model (A1) (Fig. 3). We extract an estimate of θ by using
the maximum likleihood estimator (A11) with limits chosen
by eye.

algorithm from the local minimum of its optimization attempts. Of course, one may progress to the third largest
weight, fourth, or so on, if necessary.
This complication slows down the progression of the
Jacobi algorithm when partially diagonalizing UF for
small W . When this issue prevents the steady convergence of the Jacobi algorithm, we resort to diagonalization of the Hermitian UF + UF† , which has no such issue.
This more ad hoc method produced the data for W = 3
in the Floquet circuit model, and all values of disorder
for the Floquet-Ising model.
As the algorithm progresses, we accumulate a histogram of the decimated weights wij (which is just |Hij |
in the Hermitian case). This is the histogram shown in
Fig. 3 for the Floquet circuit model. The distributions of
decimated elements in the Heisenberg and Floquet-Ising
models (both using the Hermitian algorithm) are shown
in Fig. 4.
To fit a power law to the distributions in Figs. 3 and 4,
we use a maximum-likelihood estimator. Assuming that
the numerically obtained decimated elements which lie
between some cutoffs wmin and wmax are drawn from a
power law distribution ρdec (w) ∝ w−1−α (so θ = 1 − α),
the most likely value for α solves the equation [70] (Fig. 5)

kg(αk) =

1
k
1
−
=
α eαk − 1
N

X
w∈[wmin ,wmax ]

log

w
,
wmin

(A11)
where k = log(wmax /wmin ), and N is the number of data
points in [wmin , wmax ]. The estimator for α (and hence θ)

9
1.0

0.5
0.4

Data

L = 22, W = 4.0

β

Ae−(t/τ )
A + B log(t/T )

0.6
C(t)

0.4
0.2
0.0
−15

−10

−5

0
αk

5

10

FIG. 5. The left hand side in the equation (A11) defining the
maximum likelihood estimator for θ.

is found by numerically solving this equation, with the
right hand side measured from data. The cutoffs wmin
and wmax are chosen so as to include the power law part
of the distribution.
The obtained estimates θ are those shown in Fig. 1(b).
The system size used for the Floquet circuit and FloquetIsing models is L = 14, while that for the Heisenberg
model is L = 16. Errorbars are 70% bootstrap confidence
intervals obtained from 100 disorder realizations.

4.
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g(αk)
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0.00
−0.02
101

102
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t/T

FIG. 6. Fitting a stretched exponential to C(t) for the Floquet
circuit model in a limited time window (yellow shaded) and
extrapolating (red) almost reproduces the actual late time
data (blue, shaded region is one standard error of the mean).
Even a decade in t/T beyond the fit region, the extrapolated
curve is only slightly further than one standard deviation from
the true value. A similar attempt in fitting a logarithm (black)
produces a poor extrapolation, and a bend in the residuals
even inside the fit region.

Fitting Autocorrelators

The procedure involved in fitting a stretched exponential to the numerically evaluated autocorrelators C(t) is,
for the most part, straightforward. It uses a least squares
optimization package. Less straightforward is the justification that stretched exponentials are the best functional
form to fit. This section briefly summarizes the details of
the fitting procedure, and then enumerates our reasons
for preferring a stretched exponential fit as opposed to
any other.
As stated, we fit C(t) to a stretched exponential using standard least squares optimization. The only subtlety in the Floquet circuit model is that the fit is
to logarithmically spaced points in time in the range
t/T ∈ [6W, 2L /(20π)] so as not to bias the large t part
of the curve. The lower cutoff grows with W to account
for short time dynamics, and the upper cutoff is proportional to the Heisenberg time—except when the upper
cutoff exceeds the maximum integration time 104 T . In
that case, the cutoff is given by the maximum time. The
error bars plotted in Fig. 1 and Fig. 2(b) are 70% bootstrap confidence intervals obtained from between 200 and
1000 disorder realizations (depending on L).
The fit to the data of Ref. [23] on the Floquet-Ising
model again uses logarithmically spaced data, with a
lower cutoff chosen to avoid the initial short-time dynamics. The autocorrelator data for the Heisenberg
model [24] has a significant late time saturated value.
In order to make use of the largest range of data, we
must introduce a fourth fit parameter for the late time
β
value, C(t) ∼ Ae−(t/τ ) + B.
The more subtle point is determining that a stretched

exponential is actually a good form to fit to the data. The
first and most relevant reason to fit stretched exponential
decay is the theoretical justification. As explained in the
main text, such a functional form is natural when forming
a hierarchy of resonances at different timescales. This
theoretical candidate function shows excellent agreement
with data (Fig. 2).
On the other hand, other plausible empirical fits to
the data of Fig. 2, including a logarithmic fit C(t) ∼
A + B log(t/T ) [17] or a power law C(t) ∼ At−p (not
shown), fail to capture the behavior of C(t) over its entire
range. Indeed, a curve in the C(t) data is visible even
by eye when plotted on a log scale, except in the largest
values of W , where we do not have the dynamic range to
distinguish a logarithm from a stretched exponential in
any case.
Fig. 6 shows an example where a logarithmic fit seems
plausible, but a stretched exponential performs notably
better. In the highlighted range, the decay of C(t) seems
logarithmic by eye. However, fitting a logarithm and inspecting the residuals reveals that even this limited range
has a (small) bend in the data which a logarithm cannot
account for. This manifests as a visible quadratic part in
the residuals.
Furthermore, we can also assess how well a logarithm
and stretched exponential perform in accounting for data
we did not fit. That is, we can attempt to extrapolate
the fit, and check how well each candidate fit matches to
late time data. Again, the stretched exponential outperforms a logarithm. Over more than a decade in t/T , the
stretched exponential only deviates from C(t) by slightly
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FIG. 8. Fits of the stretch exponent β to the data in Fig. 2
using a four parameter fit do not show the systematic drift of
Fig. 7. Solid lines mark the L = 21 values of β in the three
parameter stretched exponential fit.

L

FIG. 7. Fits of the stretch exponent β and time constant
τ to the data in Fig. 2 show minor drift in L. The drift
seems to slow down for the largest L values, but we cannot
be sure it has converged. For small disorder strengths W ,
thermalization is too rapid to reliably fit a stretch exponent.

more than one standard deviation. The logarithm strays
by closer to three.
Extrapolating further clearly exacerbates this issue.
The logarithmic fit eventually becomes negative, which
C(t) never does.
The point can reasonably be made that a stretched exponential fit uses more fit parameters than a logarithm—
three rather than two. Nonetheless, this does not alleviate the fact that a logarithmic fit cannot account for
all the features of C(t), and is disfavored by theory. Attempting to fit a power law in Fig. 6 produces even worse
results. Another candidate fit with three fit parameters could potentially outperform the stretched exponential, but we have not been able to find one, nor are any
naturally provided by theory. As an example, fitting a
quadratic in log(t/T ) to the data in Fig. 6 produces even
poorer extrapolations than a linear function in log(t/T ),
as the data changes concavity.
Another important feature in assessing the fits is how
the optimal fit parameters flow with L. A large drift in
the fit parameters would indicate a sensitive dependence
on the late time data, where the largest L is needed to
obtain convergence in C(t). The flow of the stretch exponent β and time constant τ is shown in Fig. 7. The
time constant seems to not vary much as L is increased.
The stretch exponent drifts slowly, and the drift seems
to slow down in the last few data points.
Only a finite value of L is necessary to account for
dynamics within a time O(τ ). It seems unlikely that the
weak flow of β could cause a drastic renormalization of
its value by the time that value of L is reached.
The flow of β with L is likely due to the non-zero late-

time value of C(t) at small sizes affecting the fit. We cut
off our fit range well before the Heisenberg time, but this
feature may still have a systematic effect. Making a four
parameter fit including a non-zero limit value, C(t) ∼
β
Ae−(t/τ ) + B, removes the systematic nature of the drift
(Fig. 8).
(At small values of W , the separation of scales between
the initial drop of the correlator (O(W )) and the eventual
equilibration time (O(τ )) is too small to reliably fit a
stretched exponential.)

Appendix B: Off-diagonal Matrix Elements

The distribution of off-diagonal matrix elements of a
local operator reveals features of thermalization or localization. In the eigenbasis of a Hamiltonian satisfying the
eigenstate thermalization hypothesis (ETH), off-diagonal
matrix elements are normally distributed with an ωdependant variance [43, 44]. Meanwhile, in a quasilocal
basis, the distribution has a power law component for
small matrix elements, with an exponent related to the
localization length [22].
What of the matrix elements Zab (Γ) = |ha(Γ)|σ0z |b(Γ)i|
in the dressed Jacobi basis {|a(Γ)i}? A simplified calculation of p(Z; Γ), the distribution of off-diagonal elements
Zab (Γ), predicts this distribution also develops a small
matrix element power law component, with the exponent being −2 + θ = −2 − β. We also predict an intermediate regime where a different power law emerges with
an exponent −2, in plausible agreement with our numerics (Fig. 9), and previous results in the literature [34, 47].
Each of the power law segments can be related to a
different feature of the Jacobi algorithm: the −2 + θ segment arises from the distribution of small decimated elements, while the −2 segment corresponds to the presence
of resonances.
The key simplifying assumptions that make the simplified calculation tractable are that resonances are sparse,
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∝ Z −2−β

101
p(Z; Γ)

Above 1A is the indicator function for the set A. The
lower cutoff Hmin (Γ) decreases with flow time as more
elements are decimated. The upper cutoff J is set by
the initial energy scale of the off-diagonal part of the
Hamiltonian in the product state basis.
Given a value for the decimated element H, the rotation angle is determined (in the Hamiltonian case, for
brevity) by the difference in diagonal elements ω,

100
10−1

∝ Z −2
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t = | tan ηk | =
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FIG. 9. The distribution of off-diagonal matrix elements in
the Jacobi basis Zab (Γ) = |ha(Γ)|σ0z |b(Γ)i| shows two power
law segments. At large Z, the distribution has a Z −2 tail
(blue dashed). For small Z there is a Z −2−β regime (red
dashed). This double power law is predicted by Eq. (B10).
The small Z cut off is related to the Jacobi flow time. The
kink separating these regimes moves towards small Z as the
Jacobi flow time Γ is increased. Data is from the Floquet
circuit model, and β is fit from data in Fig. 2.

and that the distribution of decimated elements is a
power law.
In the initial basis {|a(Γ0 )i} the operator σ0z is diagonal, with elements ±1. Thus, if the Jacobi procedure
makes a rotation between the states |ai and |bi with nontrivial block


cos(η0 /2) −e−iφ0 sin(η0 /2)
,
(B1)
R0 = iφ0
e sin(η0 /2)
cos(η0 /2)
(with η0 ∈ [0, π]) in the first time step, then the offdiagonal matrix elements are
Zij (Γ1 ) =

|hi|R0† σ0z R0 |ji|

= (δai δbj + δaj δbi ) sin η0 , (B2)

provided ha|σ0z |ai =
6 hb|σ0z |bi.
We make the simplifying assumption that resonances
are sparse, so that elements of this form are all that appear in the rotated σ0z . That is, we neglect the effect of
future rotations on the elements sin ηk generated at time
Γk , and treat the distribution p(Z; Γ) as measuring the
density of the values sin ηk for Γk ≤ Γ. This approximation provides the expression
Z
p(Z; Γ) = N dHdη δ(Z − sin η)p(η | H)ρdec (H; Γ),
(B3)
where N is a normalization constant, p(η | H) is the
distribution of rotation angles given that the decimated
element is H, and ρdec (H; Γ) is the number density of
Hamiltonian elements decimated before flow time Γ.
We assume the density of decimated elements
ρdec (H; Γ) is given by a power law (Figs. 3, 4), as in
the main text:
ρdec (H; Γ) = 2L C|H|−2+θ 1[Hmin (Γ),J] (H).

(B4)

|H|
.
|ω|/2

(B5)

If the distribution p(ω) has a finite value at ω = 0, then
the distribution of the quotient p(x = 1/|ω|) acquires a
heavy cx−2 tail for large x, where c = 2p(ω = 0). The
exact form of this distribution can be calculated through
a change of variables given some p(ω), but we will again
make a simplifying (though inessential) assumption that
the distribution is a pure power law, with a lower cutoff
determined by normalization.
p(x = 1/|ω|) = cx−2 1[c,∞) (x)

(B6)

From this expression, finding the probability density of
t = | tan η| just involves scaling by a constant factor (assuming ω and H are uncorrelated).

−2


t
t
c
1[c,∞)
(B7)
p(t | H) =
2|H| 2|H|
2|H|
The delta function in Eq. (B3) enforces Z = sin η =: s.
Re-writing p(t | H) in terms of s:


2c|H|s−2
s
p(s | H) =
1[c,∞)
. (B8)
(1 − s2 )1/2
2|H|(1 − s2 )1/2
Substituting Eqs. (B4) and (B7) into Eq. (B3) and
integrating
the delta function gives, defining z =
√
Z/ 1 − Z 2 ,
Z
p(Z; Γ) = N dHds δ(Z − s)p(s | H)ρdec (H; Γ),
Z
2L+1 N cCz −2 J
z
=
dH H −1+θ 1[c,∞) ( 2H
).
(1 − Z 2 )3/2 Hmin (Γ)
(B9)
There is also an upper cutoff Z ≤ 1, as Z = sin η. We
split the remaining H integral into two cases,
Z

J

Hmin (Γ)

z
)
dH H −1+θ 1[c,∞) ( 2H


=


J θ − Hmin (Γ)θ /θ 
z ≥ 2cJ,
(z/2c)θ − Hmin (Γ)θ /θ z < 2cJ.

(B10)

When z < 2cJ, the distribution of matrix elements is a
power law ∝ z −2+θ . For small Z  1, this is essentially
a Z −2+θ distribution. This segment originates from the
distribution of decimated elements, and for θ > 0 is characteristic of localized systems [22].
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When z is larger than 2cJ = O(J/W ), but still much
less than 1, there is a z −2 ≈ Z −2 power law tail, due to
the heavy tail in the tan η distribution. The origin of that
tail was small energy differences ω—that is, resonances.
As this power law only emerges for 2cJ  Z  1, there
must be a sepration of scales cJ  1. In the bare Hamiltonian c = O(1/W ), and only decreases throughout the
course of the Jacobi algorithm, so 2cJ = O(J/W ). The
separation cJ  1 is expected when W/J is large.
This two-segment power law is reflected in numerics,
as shown in the plot of p(Z; Γ) in Fig. 9. There are two
power law components with roughly the right exponents,
separated by a kink, as predicted by Eq. (B10).
The kink separating the two power law regimes moves
towards smaller Z as the flow time is increased (data
not shown). This feature is not accounted for with our
simplified calcualtion, and presumably requires a more
detailed treatment to understand.
The two-segment power law is visible elsewhere in the
literature. For instance, in Refs. [34, 47] both the large
matrix element θ independent part and the turnover into
a θ dependent part are visible, though those references focused on the Z −2 tail associated to resonances. Ref. [47]
also argued that Z = |Ω/ω|, where Ω is uncorrelated
with ω. In the current analysis, we see that this is
a consequence of Eq. (B5) in the η  1 limit, where
Z = s ≈ t = |2H/ω|.

coefficient appearing in the full distribution of decimated
elements (13).
As matrix elements cannot be arbitrarily large, there
is an upper cutoff to this density set roughly by the local
bandwidth J. In order to associate a probability density
ρ̃res (|H|) to Eq. (C1), a lower cutoff ωc must be imposed.
Otherwise, the distribution is not normalizable. Alternatively, ωc can be viewed as setting a maximum flow time
Γmax = 2π/ωc for the Jacobi algorithm, beyond which
resonances can no longer be considered to be sparse.
Indeed, physically, the lower cutoff in the probability
density reflects the breakdown of the assumption that
dynamics is due to sparse resonances. Eventually, the
Jacobi procedure must begin to significantly affect the
same states |ai many times. At this point, the distinction between what is called a resonance and what is not
begins to break down, and eventually ETH statistics begin to emerge. As such, we suppose that ωc is set by the
condition that a = O(W 0 ) resonances have been encountered per state:
Z J
 ω θ
a
c
dH ρres (H) = a2L =⇒
=1−θ
. (C2)
θ
J
cCJ
ωc
The cutoff ωc is strictly positive when θ < 0. If θ > 0
then it is possible ωc = 0.
Note that the factor
cCJ θ = O(J/W )

Appendix C: Successive Resonances and Dynamics

This appendix describes details of the calculation predicting stretched exponential decay of autocorrelators in
the resonance model, Eq. (15). The distribution of matrix elements which cause a resonance is characterized
in Appendix C 1—in particular, the lower cutoff to the
power law regime is estimated. The stretched exponential form of the decay, and the associated timescale, is
derived in Appendix C 2.
1.

The Distribution of Resonances

The distribution of resonance frequencies, ρres (|H|), is
a vital ingredient in determining the form of autocorrelator decay. In this section, we fill in details regarding
the characterization of ρres (|H|) not included in the main
text. The cutoffs of the power law in the associated probability distribution ρ̃res (|H|) will play an important role
in setting the timescale for the decay of CZ (t).
As in the main text, we suppose the number density
of decimated elements is given by a power law (13), and
thus that the number density of elements responsible for
a resonance is also a power law (14),
ρres (|H|) = 2L cC|H|−1+θ .

(C1)

Here, c = 2p(ω = 0) is the probability density for |ω| at
zero frequency, as in Appendix B, and C = O(W 0 ) is the

(C3)

by dimensional analysis of C and c = O(W −1 ).
The probability density of a decimated element of size
H being responsible for a resonance is
ρ̃res (|H|) =

cC
|H|−1+θ ,
a

2.

ωc  |H|  J.

(C4)

Form of the Decay

In order to evaluate the autocorrelator CZ (t) (11), we
need to find pres (ω), or rather, its Fourier transform. In
fact, it is easier to compute the logarithm of the Fourier
transform directly, rather than pres (ω). In this section,
we carry out the computation of CZ (t), finding it decays
as a stretched exponential (C12), and further that the
decay time is exponentially small in disorder (??).
Recall that pres (ω) is the distribution function for the
sum
X
ω=
µk Hk
(C5)
k

with µk = ±1, and each Hk drawn independently from
ρ̃res (Appendix C 1). As alluded above, it is easier to directly compute the cumulant generating function (CGF)
K(t) defined by
Z
pres (ω) = dt exp(−iωt + K(t)).
(C6)
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Including the normalization of ρ̃res (determined by the
cutoffs), the CGF is

Comparing to Eq. (11),
K(t) = log CZ (t) − log(2L [Z 2 ]pres ).

(C7)

The sum (C5) can be reformulated as an integral over
H. Consider windows [H, H + dH) and associate to each
a random variable h which takes the values {H, −H, 0}
with respective probabilities
{ 12 ρ̃res (H)dH, 12 ρ̃res (H)dH, 1 − ρ̃res (H)dH}.

(C8)

Then ω is the sum of the independent random variables
h. The CGF of this (discrete) random variable is

K(t) = −1 +
= −1 +

+ 21 ρ̃res (H)dH(e−iHt + e+iHt )

(C9)

J

dH H −1+θ cos(Ht)

ωc
fθ (ωc t) − ( ωJc )−θ fθ (Jt)
.
1 − ( ωJc )−θ

(C15)
(C16)

1
−(t/τ )−θ +O((Jt)−1 , (ωc t)2 ), (C17)
1 − ( ωJc )−θ

where

which simplifies to
Jτ =
Kh (t) = (−1 + cos(Ht))ρ̃res (H)dH.

Z

Of more interest than the exact expression is the
asymptotic expansion in the regime ωc t  1  Jt, given
by
K(t) =

Kh (t) = log {1 − ρ̃res (H)dH

θ
J θ − ωcθ

(C10)

( ωJc )−θ − 1

!−1/θ

θΓ(θ) cos( πθ
2 )

,

(C18)

Using the fact that the CGF of a sum of independent
random variables is the sum of the CGFs of the summands, we have
Z
K(t) = Kh (t)
Z
= −1 + dH ρ̃res (H) cos(Ht).
(C11)

which is positive for ωc < J and θ > −2. (When θ < −2,
the quadratic term in Eq. (C17) becomes the dominant
one.)
Substituting Eq. (C2) gives an expression for log(Jτ )
which depends on θ:

The integral is (the real part of) the Fourier transform
of ρ̃res (H). The power law form (C4) gives


= O −θ−1 log(−θW/J) . (C19)

K(t) ∼ −(t/τ )−θ ,

J −1  t  ωc−1

(C12)

for some scale τ .
Recalling that CZ (t) = 2L [Z 2 ]pres eK(t) , Eq. (C12) is
the predicted stretched exponential form of the autocorrelator.
To calculate the time scale τ , we simplify with hard
cutoffs for ρ̃res (|H|). Then K(t) can be computed exactly
in terms of special functions. For θ < 0,
Z

∞

dH H −1+θ cos(Ht)

x
θ 1
θ
xt 2
= t−θ Γ(θ) cos( πθ
2 ) + 1 F2 ( 2 ; 2 , 1 + 2 ; −( 2 ) ), (C13)

where 1 F2 (a1 ; b1 , b2 ; z) is a hypergeometric function,
which we subsequently abbreviate as
2
fθ (xt) = 1 F2 ( θ2 ; 12 , 1 + θ2 ; −( xt
2 ) ).

(C14)

1
log(Jτ ) = − log
θ

−a
θ
cCJ Γ(θ) cos( πθ
2 )

!

If −θ−1 has a linearizable dependence on W/J in some
regime of interest [22], this gives
log(Jτ ) = O(W/J).

(C20)

The time constant for stretched exponential decay grows
exponentially in disorder, as we wanted to explain.
Essentially identical calculations may be carried out in
the localized phase, θ > 0. In that case, one finds


 τ θ
θ
+ O((τ /t)2θ ) .
CZ (t) ∼ Ae(τ /t) = A 1 +
t
(C21)
At late times t  τ , the autocorrelator approaches a
constant as a power law. This is consistent with existing
predictions on the form of C(t) in MBL [71]. The notable
difference in Eq. (C21) is that the full expression (before
expanding the exponential) has a time scale τ , unlike
purely power law decay.

