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We consider a quantum lattice spin model featuring exact quasiparticle towers of eigenstates with
low entanglement at finite size, known as quantum many-body scars (QMBS). We show that the
states in the neighboring part of the energy spectrum can be superposed to construct entire families
of low-entanglement states whose energy variance decreases asymptotically to zero as the lattice size
is increased. As a consequence, they have a relaxation time that diverges in the thermodynamic limit,
and therefore exhibit the typical behavior of exact QMBS although they are not exact eigenstates of
the Hamiltonian for any finite size. We refer to such states as asymptotic QMBS. These states are
orthogonal to any exact QMBS at any finite size, and their existence shows that the presence of an
exact QMBS leaves important signatures of non-thermalness in the rest of the spectrum; therefore,
QMBS-like phenomena can hide in what is typically considered the thermal part of the spectrum.
We support our study using numerical simulations in the spin-1 XY model, a paradigmatic model
for QMBS, and we conclude by presenting a weak perturbation of the model that destroys the exact
QMBS while keeping the asymptotic QMBS.

Introduction — Quantum Many-Body Scars
(QMBS) [1–4] in non-integrable quantum lattice models
of any dimension are one of the paradigms for the weak
violation of the Eigenstate Thermalization Hypothesis
(ETH) [5, 6], according to which all local properties
of energy eigenstates in the middle of the spectra of
non-integrable models coincide with those of a thermal
Gibbs density matrix at a suitable temperature [7–10].
QMBS are isolated energy eigenstates that are outliers
in many respects, e.g., in the expectation value of a local
observable or in the entanglement entropy. Numerous
instances of lattice models featuring exact towers of
QMBS at finite size have been discovered [2, 7, 8, 11–
13, 16, 17, 19–23]. Most of these results have also
been understood via unified frameworks or systematic
construction recipes [3, 13, 17, 20, 24–30].

A question that has been less explored is whether the
presence of a finite-size QMBS affects the properties of
the rest of the spectrum. Ref. [3] pointed out the exis-
tence of low-entanglement states in the PXP model which
exhibit slow relaxation even though they are orthogonal
to the known exact QMBS: the energy variance of such
states is independent of system size and thus their fi-
delity relaxation time does not decrease [32]. This is a
remarkable phenomenology to be contrasted with that
of short-range correlated states, whose energy variance
grows with system size, whereas the fidelity relaxation
time decreases.

Are there even more drastic examples of slowly relax-
ing states [33], for instance with an energy variance de-
creasing with system size, which would lead to a relax-
ation time that diverges polynomially in the thermody-
namic limit (TL)? Slow relaxation of hydrodynamic ori-

gin is ubiquitous in systems with continuous symmetries,
where it occurs at a diverging timescale known as the
Thouless time [34–37], and is related to diffusion or sub-
diffusion [38–43]. The interpretation of QMBS as an un-
conventional non-local symmetry [29, 44] motivates the
search for such slow relaxation. Long-lived quasiparti-
cles, e.g. the phonons of a superfluid with Beliaev de-
cay [45], also induce slow relaxation. QMBS are asso-
ciated to quasiparticles with specific momenta and infi-
nite lifetime [4], hence it is natural to look for long-lived
quasiparticles at neighboring momenta.

In this letter we address these questions by consider-
ing the spin-1 XY model featuring exact QMBS at any
finite size [2] and show that it is possible to construct
slowly-relaxing low-entanglement initial states that ex-
hibit QMBS-like features, but nevertheless are orthog-
onal to the exact QMBS. They have an energy vari-
ance that goes to zero in the TL and asymptotically dis-
play the typical dynamical phenomenology of a QMBS,
i.e. the lack of thermalization; hence we refer to such ini-
tial states as asymptotic QMBS. Our work widens the
range of initial states that qualitatively exhibit a non-
thermalizing phenomenology and motivates the search
for non-thermal features in regions of the spectrum where
entanglement signatures do not make them evident.

The model and the exact QMBS — We consider
a one-dimensional spin-1 chain of length L even, and con-
sider a spin-1 XY model with external magnetic field and
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where Sα
j , with α = x, y, z, are the spin-1 operators on

site j. We use open boundary conditions (OBC) for the
numerical simulations and periodic boundary conditions
(PBC) for some of the analytical results. This model with
OBC has been numerically shown to be non-integrable;
the last term breaks a hidden non-local symmetry [2, 4,
46].

The Hamiltonian in Eq. (1) exhibits QMBS for any
finite value of L [2]. In order to see that, we define the
fully-polarised state |⇓⟩ = |− − · · · − −⟩ with all spins in
the eigenstate of Sz

j with eigenvalue −1, and the operator

J+
k =

1

2

L∑
j=1

eikj
(
S+
j

)2
. (2)

The scar states read:

|n, π⟩ = 1√
Nn,π

(
J+
π

)n |⇓⟩ , (3)

where Nn,π is a normalisation constant. The state
satisfies the energy eigenvalue equation H |n, π⟩ =
(−Lh+ 2nh+ LD) |n, π⟩ and for generic values of h and
D it lies in the middle of the Hamiltonian spectrum. Its
existence is related to quantum interference effects, sim-
ilar to those that are responsible for the existence of η-
pairing states in the Hubbard model [16].

Moreover, it is possible to consider the reduced density
matrix ρA,n,π of |n, π⟩ defined on half the system (conven-
tionally, the region A is 1 ≤ j < L/2), and to compute its
entanglement entropy, Sn,π = −tr[ρA,n,π log ρA,n,π]. The
explicit calculation has been done in Ref. [2], and it shows
that it scales as logL, displaying a mild logarithmic vi-
olation of an entanglement area law, see Supplementary
Materials (SM) [47] and Ref. [1] for details. QMBS are
easily found numerically by plotting the entanglement
entropy SEi

of ρA,Ei
, the reduced density matrix of the

eigenstate |Ei⟩, as a function of energy. Indeed, almost
all the eigenstates appear to satisfy the ETH and are
characterised by an SEi

that is only a function of the
energy Ei; they have a higher amount of entanglement
than the QMBS states, which indeed violate ETH.

A family of states obtained by deforming the
exact QMBS — We now consider other initial states
for the dynamics of the model in Eq. (1); they read as
follows:

|n, k⟩ = 1√
Nn,k

J+
k

(
J+
π

)n−1 |⇓⟩ , (4)

where Nn,k is a normalisation constant, which coincide
with the exact QMBS in Eq. (3). When k ̸= π and
is an integer multiple of 2π

L , they are orthogonal to the
exact QMBS: the relation ⟨n, k |n′, π⟩ = δn,n′δk,π for any
1 ≤ n, n′ ≤ L−1 is proved in the SM [47]. Models where
such classes of multimagnon states are exact eigenstates
have been studied in [49], however for k ̸= π these are not
eigenstates of the spin-1 XY model. It is easy to show
that the average energy of these states does not depend
on k and reads ⟨n, k|H |n, k⟩ = −Lh+ 2nh+ LD [47].
Furthermore, the entanglement of the states in Eq. (4)

scales with system size as a sub-volume law. For a quick
proof, since |n, k⟩ ∝ J+

k |n− 1, π⟩, we note that J+
k can

be straightforwardly expressed as a Matrix Product Op-
erator (MPO) of bond dimension χ = 2 [3, 50, 51], hence
the half-subsystem entanglement entropies of |n− 1, π⟩
and |n, k⟩ can differ at most of an additive term log 2. In
other words, since the operator J+

k can be split in two
terms, one acting on j < L/2 and one on j ≥ L/2, it is
possible to show [47] that the total number of Schmidt
states in |n, k⟩ is at most twice than that in |n− 1, π⟩.
To further characterise the states in Eq. (4), we com-

pute the variance of the energy ∆H2 under the Hamil-
tonian H in PBC, and as we show in the SM [47], we
obtain:

∆H2 = 4

[
J2 cos2

(
k

2

)
+ J2

3 cos
2

(
3k

2

)]
. (5)

Among the states defined in Eq. (4), the |n, π⟩ are the
only eigenstates of the Hamiltonian, because ∆H2 = 0
only for k = π. When k ̸= π, |n, k⟩ must be a linear
superposition of the energy eigenstates of H, which are
mostly in a window centered around the same energy of
|n, π⟩ and in a width of about ∆H. When k ̸= π is cho-
sen to be an integer multiple of 2π

L , |n, π⟩ is not part of
this set of states due to orthogonality. Since |n, π⟩ nu-
merically appear to be the only exact QMBS of H [2],
we conclude that such states |n, k⟩ must be a linear su-
perposition of “thermal” eigenstates, i.e., those that are
typically said to satisfy ETH, having an entanglement
entropy and expectation values of local observables that
are smooth functions of energy.
We have numerically verified this statement using the

python-based package QuSpin [52]: we diagonalize the
Hamiltonian (1) and compute the bipartition entangle-
ment entropy SEi and the average square magnetisation
Sz2
Ei

= 1
L

∑
j⟨(Sz

j )
2⟩ of all eigenstates. Subsequently, we

compute the scalar product of the state |n, k⟩ with all
eigenstates for n = L/2 and k = π − 2π

L and look at the
properties of the eigenstates with whom the overlap is
not zero. The results are reported in Fig. 1, and support
our thesis.
Dynamics and asymptotic QMBS — The dy-

namical properties of the states |n, k⟩ for large system
sizes depend on how we approach L → ∞. If the limit
is taken while the momentum k is held fixed, then the



3

10

5

0
lo

g 1
0|

E|
n,

k
|2

0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00

S E

1.0 0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0
E/(JL)

0.6

0.8

1.0

Sz2 E

14

12

10

8

6

4

2

lo
g 1

0|
E|

n,
k

|2

FIG. 1. Top: Squared overlap of |n, k⟩ for n = L/2 and
k = π− 2π

L
with the eigenstates |Ei⟩ of Hamiltonian (1) with

zero magnetisation, Sz = 0; the parameters of the simulation
are {J, h,D, J3} = {1, 0, 0.1, 0.1} and L = 10. The informa-
tion on |⟨Ei |n, k⟩ |2 is also encoded in the color code of the
marker of all panels using a logarithmic scale, see colorbar.
Middle and bottom: We plot the data of the top panel in a di-
agram with the energy E on the abscissa and the bipartition
entanglement entropy SE or the average square magnetisa-
tion Sz2(E) of the eigenstate on the ordinate, respectively.
For the entanglement entropy, we use the natural logarithm
and we divide the result by L/2 to obtain an intensive quan-
tity. The state |n, k⟩ has overlap only with states whose SEi

or Sz2
Ei

lies on the continuous “thermal” curve. The red circle
and the blue square highlight the regions of the plots where
the QMBS |n = L/2, π⟩ appear: the absence of any grey mark
means that the scalar product is compatible with the numer-
ical zero.

variance is finite in the TL (see Ref. [3] for examples in
the PXP model). Loosely speaking, we can invoke the
well-known energy-time uncertainty relation, linking the
typical timescale of the dynamics τ of a quantum state
to the fluctuations of the energy:

τ ≥ ℏ
2∆H

, (6)

to claim that for these states the dynamics is frozen
up to a given time-scale τ that is independent of L
and that afterwards an evolution towards thermal equi-
libration takes place [47]. To be more precise, the en-
ergy variance ∆H2 of the initial state determines the
fidelity relaxation time τ ∼ 1/∆H [6], since the fidelity
F (t) = | ⟨Ψ| e−iHt |Ψ⟩ |2 of an initial state |Ψ⟩ decays at
short times as ∼ exp

(
−∆H2t2

)
; τ is a lower bound for

the relaxation time of local observables [4, 10].
Another class of states can be obtained by approach-

ing the TL while letting k flow to π. This can be done
by setting k = π + 2π

L m, with the coefficient m ∈ Z kept
constant while L → ∞. In this case the energy vari-
ance scales as ∆H2 ∼ (J2 + 9J2

3 )(k − π)2 and tends to
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FIG. 2. The properties of the state e−iHt |n, k⟩ for n = L/2
and k = π − 2π/L as a function of time for various system
sizes L. Left: time evolution of the squared magnetisation
Sz2(t). Right: time evolution of the fidelity with the initial
state F (t).

zero as 1/L2. We refer to this second class of states as
asymptotic QMBS of the model, since according to (6),
the typical relaxation timescale of their dynamics scales
as τ ∼ L, i.e., the system is frozen for timescales that
increase polynomially with the system size. On the con-
trary, low entanglement states, by virtue of their diverg-
ing variance [33], are typically expected to lose fidelity
on timescales that decrease with system size, and the ex-
pectation values of typical observables relax in timescales
that do not change drastically with system size [5, 10, 55–
59, 61]. Hence the dynamics of this class of states asymp-
totically approaches QMBS-like behavior even though
they are not exact QMBS of the system at finite size,
and moreover they are orthogonal to all the exact QMBS
|n, π⟩. To the best of our knowledge, this phenomenology
has never been discussed before.

We support the previous statements with a numeri-
cal simulation of the dynamics of the states |n, k⟩ un-
der the action of H using a time-evolving block deci-
mation (TEBD) code based on a Matrix-Product-State
(MPS) representation of the state obtained via the ITen-
sor library [62, 63]. We consider in particular the state
|n = L/2, k = π − 2π/L⟩ for several system sizes up to
L = 60 and truncation error 10−12. We then com-
pute the observable Sz2(t) = 1

L

∑
j⟨
(
Sz
j

)2⟩t and the fi-
delity of the time-evolved state with the initial state
F (t) = | ⟨n, k| e−iHt |n, k⟩ |2. The results, reported in
Fig. 2, show in both cases an important slow-down of the
dynamics as the size increases. In the SM we show that
the data concerning the fidelity can be collapsed via a
rescaling of time by a factor of L [47], which suggests the
divergence of the relaxation time in the TL. The result
on the fidelity F (t) shows undoubtedly that the time-
evolved state maintains an overlap with the initial state
that increases with L and it implies the freezing of the
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state. In the SM we complement this analysis by con-
trasting it with the typical dynamics of other states [47];
we also analyze states obtained by acting on the exact
QMBS with (J+

k )m, i.e., creating multiple quasiparticles
of momenta close to π, and we argue that they should
also be asymptotic QMBS as long as m does not scale
with L [47].

Slow relaxation and non-thermalness in the
middle of the energy spectrum — Two properties
make the asymptotic QMBS particularly interesting: (a)
they have a limited amount of entanglement, i.e., a sub-
volume law, but an extensive amount of energy; (b) they
have an energy variance ∆H2 that drops fast enough to
zero in the TL. Any state that satisfies these conditions is
guaranteed to have a long relaxation time, both in the fi-
delity and in the observables, while having an average en-
ergy that lies in the middle of the Hamiltonian spectrum.
Note that both (a) and (b) are necessary features that
make the behavior of asymptotic QMBS atypical. While
any linear superposition of thermal eigenstates with small
energy variance relaxes slowly, it typically has a large
entanglement [33]. On the other hand, a typical low-
entanglement state has an energy variance that increases
with system size [33].

It is tempting to think that the existence of asymptotic
QMBS should imply some kind of “non-thermalness” [3]
or ETH-violation in the “thermal” states orthogonal to
the exact QMBS, even at finite system size. Note that
ETH consists of two parts [6, 9, 64], pertaining to diago-
nal and off-diagonal matrix elements of a local operator
in the energy eigenbasis. The diagonal matrix elements
control the late-time expectation values of observables,
and the existence of asymptotic QMBS does not imply
any violation of diagonal ETH since we expect them to
eventually thermalize for any finite system size. On the
other hand, the timescale of relaxation is controlled by
both the energy variance of the initial state and the off-
diagonal matrix elements [5]. It is plausible that our
result entails a violation of off-diagonal ETH at least in
a part of the Hamiltonian spectrum.

Asymptotic QMBS without exact QMBS —
Our definition of asymptotic QMBS is based on a defor-
mation of the tower of exact QMBS supported at finite
size; it is not clear whether asymptotic QMBS can exist
in models without any exact QMBS or at energies distant
from those of the exact QMBS.

We now show that it is possible to weakly perturb the
Hamiltonian H in a way that destroys all exact QMBS,
but such that the perturbed model maintains the asymp-
totic QMBS. As an example, we consider H ′ = H + V
with V = (Jz/L)

∑
j S

z
j S

z
j+1, which is still a non-trivial

local perturbation since its spectral norm ∥V ∥∞ corre-
sponding to its largest singular value is subextensive and
scales as O(1). Using the python-based QuSpin pack-
age [52], we numerically diagonalize H ′ and compute the
the entanglement entropy SEi

and the average square
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FIG. 3. Properties of the eigenstates of Hamiltonian H ′ in
the zero magnetization sector Sz = 0; the parameters of
the simulation are {J, h,D, J3, Jz} = {1, 0, 0.1, 0.1, 1} and
L = 10. Top: Squared overlap of |n, π⟩ for n = L/2 with
the eigenstates |Ei⟩ of Hamiltonian H ′ with zero magnetisa-
tion, Sz = 0. The information on |⟨Ei |n, π⟩ |2 is also encoded
in the color code of the marker of all panels using a loga-
rithmic scale, see colorbar. Middle and bottom: We plot the
data of the top panel in a diagram with the energy E on the
abscissa and the bipartition entanglement entropy SE or the
average square magnetisation Sz2(E) of the eigenstate on the
ordinate, respectively. The state |n, π⟩ has overlap only with
states whose SEi or S

z2(Ei) lies on a continuous curve. In the
SM [47] we show the entire spectrum and show that the model
does not have any QMBS (here the spectrum is incomplete
because we plot only state that have a non-negligible overlap
with |n, π⟩).

magnetisation Sz2(Ei) for all eigenstates. The plots, in
Fig. 3, do not indicate the presence of any exact QMBS.
We now consider the state |n, π⟩ of Eq. (3), which

is an exact QMBS of H but not an eigenstate of H ′.
Using the ITensor library [62, 63], we compute Sz2(t)
and the fidelity F (t) for the time-evolved state |Ψ(t)⟩ =
e−iH′t |n, π⟩; the results are in Fig. 4. The plots dis-
play the phenomenology of an asymptotic QMBS in a
Hamiltonian that does not show any exact QMBS at fi-
nite size, and the F (t) curves exhibit a collapse when time
is rescaled by a factor

√
L [47], indicating a diverging re-

laxation time. This behavior can be directly attributed
to the fact that the variance of the state |n, π⟩ under
the Hamiltonian H ′ scales as ∼ 1/L when n is a finite
fraction of L, as it is proven in the SM [47].
Conclusions — In this letter we revisited the

paradigmatic one-dimensional spin-1 XY model that sup-
ports exact QMBS at finite size, and we explored the
properties of the rest of the spectrum. We showed that
it is possible to construct other states, dubbed asymp-
totic QMBS, with little entanglement and whose relax-
ation time diverges polynomially in the thermodynamic
limit. These asymptotic QMBS indicate the existence of
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FIG. 4. The properties of the state e−iH′t |n, π⟩ for n = L/2
as a function of time; the parameters of the Hamiltonian em-
ployed in the simulation are the same of Fig. 3. Left: time
evolution of the squared magnetisation Sz2(t); right: time
evolution of the fidelity with the initial state F (t). The in-
set shows the scaling as a function of size of the values of
F (t = 3/J); we find a scaling to 1 as 1/L → 0.

slowly relaxing modes and novel long-lived quasiparticles
in systems with exact QMBS; it would be interesting to
understand their relations to analogous slowly relaxing
modes of hydrodynamic origin.

Remarkably, asymptotic QMBS are linear combina-
tions of “thermal” eigenstates whose entanglement en-
tropy and average squared magnetization are “smooth”
functions of energy; we leave for future work the investi-
gation of a possible violation of off-diagonal ETH [65–71].

Asymptotic QMBS with similar properties can also be
constructed in higher dimensional spin-1 XY models [47],
but other extensions would also be interesting, consid-
ering first the exhaustive algebra of local Hamiltonians
that have the same exact QMBS |n, π⟩ [29]. Second,
they likely can always be constructed in Hamiltonians
with simple quasiparticle towers of exact QMBS [7, 11–
13, 17, 19, 25, 72]. Third, there are many different
types of exact QMBS [3], e.g., with non-local “quasipar-
ticles” [13, 27, 73], or with non-isolated states [24, 32];
they could appear in gauge theories [74, 75] or Floquet
systems [28, 76–78]. Are there asymptotic QMBS in these
models?

Finally, one could also consider deformations of Hamil-
tonians with exact QMBS (a problem that we partially
addressed in the final part of this letter), and ask what
are the conditions for a Hamiltonian to display an asymp-
totic QMBS without any exact QMBS.
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In this Supplementary Material we present the explicit calculations of the main relevant prop-
erties of the asymptotic QMBS presented in the main text:

S1. Orthogonality of the asymptotic QMBS with the exact QMBS

S2. Average energy and energy variance for the asymptotic QMBS

S3. Entanglement entropy of the exact and asymptotic QMBS

S4. Variance of the exact QMBS for the perturbed Hamiltonian

S5. Dynamics of initial states that are not asymptotic QMBS

S6. Spectral properties of the Hamiltonian H ′

S7. Universal rescaling of fidelities

S8. Higher dimensional generalisations of asymptotic QMBS

S1. ORTHOGONALITY OF THE ASYMPTOTIC QMBS WITH THE EXACT QMBS

In this section, we demonstrate the orthogonality of the states {|n, k⟩}, defined in Eq. (4) of the main text. First, we
note that |n, k⟩ is orthogonal to |n′, k′⟩ when n ̸= n′ because they have a different magnetisation Sz =

∑
j S

z
j , which is

a simple function of n: Sz = −L+2n. We now consider states with the same n and take the system size L to be even
and k to be an integer multiple of 2π

L for simplicity. We then observe that ⟨n, k |n, k′⟩ ∝ ⟨n− 1, π| J−
k J

+
k′ |n− 1, π⟩ for

n ≥ 1. By definition of the operators J+
k in Eq. (2) of the main text we have:

⟨n− 1, π| J−
k J

+
k′ |n− 1, π⟩ = 1

4

L∑
j,j′=1

e−i(kj−k′j′) ⟨n− 1, π| (S−
j )2(S+

j′ )
2 |n− 1, π⟩

=
1

4

L∑
j=1

e−i(k−k′)j ⟨n− 1, π| (S−
j )2(S+

j )2 |n− 1, π⟩+ 1

4

∑
j ̸=j′

e−i(kj−k′j′) ⟨n− 1, π| (S−
j )2(S+

j′ )
2 |n− 1, π⟩

=
1

4
α

L∑
j=1

e−i(k−k′)j +
1

4
β

L∑
j=1

ei(π−k)j
∑
j′ ̸=j

ei(k
′−π)j′ =

1

4
L(α− β)δk,k′ +

1

4
βL2δk,πδk′,π, (S7)

where α = 4
(L−1
n−1)
( L
n−1)

= 4L+1−n
L and β = 4

(L−2
n−2)
( L
n−1)

= 4 (n−1)(L−n+1)
L(L−1) , and we have used the fact that k and k′ are integer

multiples of 2π
L . This calculation is done directly by using the expression of |n, π⟩ as an equal amplitude superposition

of “fully-magnetised” product states

|n, π⟩ =
√

1

22n
(
L
n

) ∑
1≤j1<j2<...<jn≤L

eiπ
∑n

i=1 ji
(
S+
j1

)2 (
S+
j2

)2
. . .
(
S+
jn

)2 |⇓⟩ , (S8)

and studying the action of the sandwiched operator on the basis states separately when j = j′ and when j ̸= j′, and
carefully accounting for the phase factors and normalization factors. It is important to visualise the combinatorial



S1

nature of this state, expanded on a basis of states where the bimagnons created by
(
S+
j

)2
are equally distributed

everywhere. When j = j′, we obtain that α in Eq. (S7) is simply related to the number of fully-magnetised product
states that do not have a bimagnon at site j, or else the action of (S−

j )2(S+
j )2 vanishes on such a basis state. This

number is
(
L−1
n−1

)
; if we consider the normalisation factor and the specific matrix elements of

(
S−
j

)2
(S+

j )2, we obtain
its expression, given after Eq. (S7). Similarly, when j ̸= j′ and n > 1, we obtain that β in Eq. (S7) is related to
the number of fully-magnetised product states that have one bimagnon at site j, and no bimagnon at j′, which is(
L−2
n−2

)
. Its expression, given after Eq. (S7), then follows directly after taking into account the normalization factors

and matrix elements. Hence using Eq. (S7) for any k ̸= k′ it is clear that we obtain ⟨n, k′|n, k⟩ = 0. Given that we
work with normalised states, we can combine the arguments above to conclude that ⟨n, k |n′, π⟩ = δn,n′δk,π whenever
k is an integer multiple of 2π

L and L is even.

S2. AVERAGE ENERGY AND ENERGY VARIANCE FOR THE ASYMPTOTIC QMBS

In this section, we compute the average energy and variance of the asymptotic QMBS states {|n, k⟩} defined in
Eq. (4) of the main text.

A. Rewriting the asymptotic QMBS

For the convenience of explicit calculations, we propose the following rewriting of the asymptotic QMBS:

|n, k⟩ = 1√
Mn,k

J+
k |n− 1, π⟩ . (S9)

where the states |n− 1, π⟩ and |n, k⟩ are normalised. As a first step, we compute the normalization factor coefficient
Mn,k, which can be directly deduced from Eq. (S7). That is, its expression reads

Mn,k = ⟨n− 1, π| J−
k J

+
k |n− 1, π⟩ = (L− n+ 1)(L− n)

L− 1
+
L(L− n+ 1)(n− 1)

L− 1
δk,π (S10)

B. Average energy

To compute the average energy of the state |n, k⟩, we first rewrite the OBC spin-1 XY Hamiltonian, along with the
symmetry breaking perturbation [see discussion below Eq. (1) in the main text], as:

H =
J

2

L−1∑
j=1

(
S+
j S

−
j+1 + S−

j S
+
j+1

)
+ h

L∑
j=1

Sz
j +D

∑
j

(Sz
z )

2
+
J3
2

L−3∑
j=1

(
S+
j S

−
j+3 + S+

j S
−
j+3

)
. (S11)

In order to compute the average energy, we need to study the action of [S+
j S

−
j+1 + h.c.] onto the state |n, k⟩, and for

this it is convenient to consider the decomposition of |n, k⟩ over sites j and j + 1. For example, we can rewrite |n, π⟩
as

|n, π⟩ = αn,π |+⟩j |+⟩j+1 |ψn,π,1⟩+ βn,π |−⟩j |−⟩j+1 |ψn,π,2⟩+ γn,π

( |+⟩j |−⟩j+1 − |−⟩j |+⟩j+1√
2

)
|ψn,π,3⟩ ; (S12)

where αn,π, βn,π, and γn,π are numbers with |αn,π|2 + |βn,π|2 + |γn,π|2 = 1, and {|ψn,π,ℓ⟩} for 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ 3 are some
states with support on sites other than j and j + 1, and we have denoted the three spin-1 states on a site j by |+⟩j ,
|−⟩j , and |0⟩j . One can similarly rewrite the |n, k⟩ as:

|n, k⟩ =αn,k |+⟩j |+⟩j+1 |ψn,k,1⟩+ βn,k |−⟩j |−⟩j+1 |ψn,k,2⟩+

+ γn,k

( |+⟩j |−⟩j+1 − |−⟩j |+⟩j+1√
2

)
|ψn,k,3⟩+ υn,k

(
|+⟩j |−⟩j+1 + eik |−⟩j |+⟩j+1√

2

)
|ψn,k,4⟩ , (S13)
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where αn,k, βn,k, γn,k, and vn,k are numbers such that |n, k⟩ is normalized and {|ψn,π,ℓ⟩} for 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ 4 are some
states without support on j and j + 1. The action of the term [S+

j S
−
j+1 + h.c.] can then be directly computed to be:

(
S+
j S

−
j+1 + h.c.

)
|n, k⟩ =

√
2υn,k

(
1 + eik

)
|0⟩j |0⟩j+1 |ψn,k,4⟩ . (S14)

Using Eq. (S13), it then directly follows that ⟨n, k|
(
S+
j S

−
j+1 + h.c.

)
|n, k⟩ = 0. A similar reasoning can be carried

out for the interaction term proportional to J3 to show that ⟨n, k|
(
S+
j S

−
j+3 + h.c.

)
|n, k⟩ = 0, hence in all we obtain

⟨n, k|H |n, k⟩ = h(−L+ 2n) +DL for all k. We conclude by noticing that the same result holds in PBC as well.

C. Energy variance

To compute the energy variance in any state, it is easy to see that the contribution of the terms in the Hamiltonian
for which the state is an eigenstate simply vanishes. Hence, in the computation of the variance of |n, k⟩, we can
simply ignore the magnetic field and anistropy terms in H of Eq. (S11), i.e., those that are proportional to h and
D, since |n, k⟩ are their eigenstates. For simplicity, we refer to the terms in H proportional to J and J3 as H1 and
H3, respectively, and work with PBC. As we showed in the previous section, ⟨n, k|H1 |n, k⟩ = ⟨n, k|H3 |n, k⟩ = 0,
and using similar ideas one can also show that ⟨n, k|H1H3 |n, k⟩ = ⟨n, k|H3H1 |n, k⟩ = 0. Hence the expression of
the variance of |n, k⟩ in H reduces to ∆H2 = ⟨n, k| (H1 + H3)

2 |n, k⟩ = ⟨n, k| (H2
1 + H2

3 ) |n, k⟩. We now propose a
rewriting of each term:

⟨n, k|H2
ℓ |n, k⟩ =

1

Mn,k
⟨n− 1, π| J−

k H
2
ℓ J

+
k |n− 1, π⟩ = 1

Mn,k
⟨n− 1, π| [J−

k , Hℓ] [Hℓ, J
+
k ] |n− 1, π⟩ =

=
1

Mn,k
⟨n− 1, π| [Hℓ, J

+
k ]† [Hℓ, J

+
k ] |n− 1, π⟩ , (S15)

where ℓ = 1, 3, and we have exploited the fact that Hℓ |n− 1, π⟩ = 0. We a few straightforward algebraic passages, it
is possible to show that:

[H1, J
+
k ] =

J

2

L∑
j=1

eikj [S+
j S

−
j+1 + S−

j S
+
j+1,

1

2
(S+

j )2 +
eik

2
(S+

j+1)
2]

= −J
2

L∑
j=1

eikj
[
{Sz

j , S
+
j }S+

j+1 + eikS+
j {Sz

j+1, S
+
j+1}

]
, (S16)

where {·, ·} denotes the anti-commutator and we have used the identity [S+
mS

−
n , (S

+
n )2] = −2S+

m{Sz
n, S

+
n }. The calcu-

lation proceeds by substituting Eq. (S16) into Eq. (S15) and it is greatly simplified by the fact that Sz
j S

+
j |n− 1, π⟩ =

Sz
j S

−
j |n− 1, π⟩ = 0. First, using this identity simplifies the action of [H1, J

+
k ] on |n− 1, π⟩ to

[H1, J
+
k ] |n− 1, π⟩ = −J

2

L∑
j=1

eikj
[
S+
j S

z
j S

+
j+1 + eikS+

j S
+
j+1S

z
j+1

]
|n− 1, π⟩ , (S17)

and Eq. (S15) then reads

⟨n, k|H2
1 |n, k⟩ =

J2

4Mn,k

L∑
j,j′=1

eik(j−j′) ⟨n− 1, π| [Sz
j′S

−
j′S

−
j′+1 + e−ikS−

j′S
z
j′+1S

−
j′+1][S

+
j S

z
j S

+
j+1 + eikS+

j S
+
j+1S

z
j+1] |n− 1, π⟩ .

(S18)
We then notice that in Eq. (S18), all the terms with j ̸= j′ in the sum vanish since the action of the sandwiched
operator on |n− 1, π⟩ in such cases leads to inevitable appearance of spins with states |0⟩m on certain sites m, which
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in turn have a vanishing overlap with ⟨n− 1, π|. Hence, we can simplify Eq. (S18) to

⟨n, k|H2
1 |n, k⟩ =

J2

4Mn,k

L∑
j=1

⟨n− 1, π| [Sz
j S

−
j S

−
j+1 + e−ikS−

j S
z
j+1S

−
j+1][S

+
j S

z
j S

+
j+1 + eikS+

j S
+
j+1S

z
j+1] |n− 1, π⟩

=
J2

4Mn,k
⟨n− 1, π|

L∑
j=1

[
e−ikS−

j S
+
j S

z
j S

z
j+1S

−
j+1S

+
j+1 + S−

j S
+
j S

z
j+1S

−
j+1S

+
j+1S

z
j+1

+ Sz
j S

−
j S

+
j S

z
j S

−
j+1S

+
j+1 + eikSz

j S
−
j S

+
j S

−
j+1S

+
j+1S

z
j+1

]
|n− 1, π⟩ , (S19)

Now we consider the expansion of |n− 1, π⟩ in the product state basis, as shown in Eq. (S8) and note that each of
the terms in Eq. (S19) vanish on the basis states unless there is no bimagnon on both sites j and j+1. Hence we can
simply count the number of such states and incorporate the normalization factor to obtain:

⟨n, k|H2
1 |n, k⟩ =

J2

Mn,k

L∑
j=1

(
L−2
n−1

)(
L

n−1

) [e−ik + 1 + 1 + eik
]
=

4J2 cos2
(
k
2

)
1 + δk,π

L(n−1)
L−n

= 4J2 cos2
(
k

2

)
, (S20)

where in the last step we have used the fact that the numerator anyway vanishes for k = π. The same calculation
can be carried out in OBC and amounts to a multiplication of the result in Eq. (S20) by a factor 1− 1

L , which does
not change the PBC result in the thermodynamic limit. With similar arguments one can prove that:

⟨n, k|H2
3 |n, k⟩ = 4J2

3 cos
2

(
3k

2

)
, (S21)

thus recovering the result in Eq. (5) of the main text. Once again, the choice of OBC amounts to a correction factor
1− 3

L , which is irrelevant in the thermodynamic limit.

D. Considerations on multiparticle asymptotic QMBS

The set of asymptotic QMBS is not limited to the single-particle asymptotic QMBS explicitly discussed above.
For instance, the action of an operator (J+

k )m for k = π − ϵ (for ϵ ∼ 1/L small) and m ≪ L, on any exact QMBS
eigenstate results in a state with variance scaling approximately as ∼ mϵ2; a set of numerical results supporting this
claim is given in Fig. S1. Based on these results, we can identify also the multiparticle QMBS as asymptotic QMBS.
In the rest of this section, we present an analytical calculation of the energy variance of the aforementioned state:

⟨n− 1, π| (J−
k )mH2(J+

k )m |n− 1, π⟩
⟨n− 1, π| (J−

k )m(J+
k )m |n− 1, π⟩

=
∥H(J+

k )m |n− 1, π⟩∥2

∥(J+
k )m |n− 1, π⟩∥2

, (S22)

where ∥•∥ denotes the L2 norm. Although we are not able to compute the variance exactly, we will show that via
some approximations we can reproduce the scalings obtained in Fig. S1.

Let us first remark that the formula in Eq. (S22) follows from the following facts: (i) the state (J+
k )m |n− 1, π⟩ is

an exact eigenstate of the Hamiltonian parts proportional to h and D, with eigenvalue −Lh+ 2(n− 1 +m)h+ LD;
(ii) it has zero expectation value of H1 +H3. Both results follow from the fact that (J+

k )m |n− 1, π⟩ is only a linear
superposition of |+⟩ and |−⟩ spin states, with z the spin-quantisation axis: the action of H1 and H3 necessarily creates
two |0⟩ spin states, and thus make the state orthogonal to the initial one. A similar reasoning has been presented in
Sec. S2B for m = 1.

As long as the energy variance is considered, we can thus simply focus on H = H1 + H3. Yet, for the sake of
simplicity, in this Section we will only consider H1. The results can be easily generalized to H3.

We first focus on the denominator of the expression in Eq. (S22):

∥(J+
k )m |n− 1, π⟩∥2 = ⟨n− 1, π| (J−

k )m(J+
k )m |n− 1, π⟩ =

=
(m!)2

22m

∑
j1<...<jm

∑
l1<...<lm

eik(l1+...+lm−j1−...−jm) ⟨n− 1, π| (S−
j1
)2 . . . (S−

jm
)2(S+

l1
)2 . . . (S+

lm
)2 |n− 1, π⟩ . (S23)
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FIG. S1. Energy variance ∆H2 of the multiparticle QMBS obtained by acting m times a bimagnon operator J+
k with k =

π − 2π/L on an exact scar |n, π⟩. The state we are considering is thus proportional to (J+
k )m |n, π⟩. We study three different

system sizes, L = 30, 48 and 60, and five different values of m, from 1 to 5. The numerical data, obtained with a MPS
representation of the states, yield a scaling of ∆H2 that is approximately linear in m and proportional to L−2. In the left panel
the data are plotted versus m; in the right panel the same data are plotted versus L. The dashed lines are a guide to the eye
to highlight the approximate behaviours as m̃ and as L̃−2; note that the scalings are not precise at large m.

The evaluation of this sum is a formidable task, and we approximate it by considering only the leading terms ji = li,
which are characterised by the fact that the phase is stationary. The factor (m!)2 takes into account the possible
orderings of the indexes. Other terms will be characterised by an oscillating phase and thus are expected to be
inessential in the thermodynamic limit. The denominator is then approximated by the following expression:

∥(J+
k )m |n− 1, π⟩∥2) ≈ (m!)2

22m

∑
j1<...<jm

∑
l1<...<lm

δj1,l1 . . . δjm,lm22m
(
L−m
n−1

)(
L

n−1

) =

=(m!)2
(
L

m

)(L−m
n−1

)(
L

n−1

) = m!
(L− n+ 1)!

(L− n−m+ 1)!
. (S24)

We now move to the numerator of Eq. (S22); for its evaluation, the following relation is useful:

[[H1 +H3, J
+
k ], J+

k ] = 0. (S25)

Let us prove Eq. (S25) using the explicit expression of the commutator in Eq. (S16); we will only focus on the term
H1 of the Hamiltonian since the extension to H3 is straightforward:

[[H1, J
+
k ], J+

k ] = −J
2

∑
j

eikj
[
{S+

j , S
z
j }S+

j+1 + eikS+
j {S+

j+1, S
z
j+1},

1

2
eikj(S+

j )2 +
1

2
eik(j+1)(S+

j+1)
2

]
(S26)

The commutator can be easily split into the sum of four commutators; let us begin by analysing the first:[
{S+

j , S
z
j }S+

j+1, (S
+
j )2
]
=
[
(S+

j S
z
j + Sz

j S
+
j ), (S+

j )2
]
S+
j+1 =

(
S+
j

[
Sz
j , (S

+
j )2
]
+
[
Sz
j , (S

+
j )2
]
S+
j

)
S+
j+1. (S27)

The commutator that appears in the last expression can be explicitly computed:
[
Sz
j , (S

+
j )2
]
= 2(S+

j )2. We thus

obtain an expression proportional to (S+
j )3, that for a spin-1 system is equal to zero. The thesis follows by applying

similar calculations to the other three commutators.
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With the help of Eq. (S25), it is possible to show by induction that:

H(J+
k )m |n− 1, π⟩ = m(J+

k )m−1[H,J+
k ] |n− 1, π⟩ , 1 ≤ m ≤ L− n+ 1. (S28)

Hence we obtain that:

∥H(J+
k )m |n− 1, π⟩∥2 = ∥m(J+

k )m−1[H,J+
k ] |n− 1, π⟩∥2 = m2 ⟨n− 1, π| [H,J+

k ]†(J−
k )m−1(J+

k )m−1[H,J+
k ] |n− 1, π⟩

(S29)

Using Eq. (S16) we obtain:

∥H(J+
k )m |n− 1, π⟩∥2 =

m2[(m− 1)!]2

22m−2

(
J

2

)2 ∑
j1<...<jm−1

∑
l1<...<lm−1

∑
r,s

e−ikr(1 + e−ik)eiks(1 + eik)×

× eik(l1+...+lm−1−j1−...−jm−1)×
× ⟨n− 1, π|S−

r S
−
r+1(S

−
j1
)2 . . . (S−

jm−1
)2(S+

l1
)2 . . . (S+

lm−1
)2S+

s S
+
s+1 |n− 1, π⟩ . (S30)

The evaluation of this expression can be performed using an approximation similar to that employed for the denomi-
nator: only the terms whose phase does not oscillate are retained, and namely those for which ji = li and r = s. The
term inside the sum can then be evaluated analytically thanks to the special nature of exact quantum many-body
scars: it reads

2(1 + cos k)δr,s

[
m−1∏
t=1

δjt,lt(1− δjt,r)

]
22m

(
L−m−1
n−1

)(
L

n−1

) . (S31)

We can use the identities:∑
r

∑
j1<...<jm−1

m−1∏
t=1

(1− δjt,r) = L

(
L− 1

m− 1

)
, L(m− 1)!

(
L−m−1
n−1

)(
L−1
m−1

)(
L

n−1

) =
(L− n+ 1)!

(L−m− n)!(L−m)
(S32)

and finally express:

∥H(J+
k )m |n− 1, π⟩∥2 = 2J2m2(m− 1)!(1 + cos k)

(L− n+ 1)!

(L−m− n)!(L−m)
. (S33)

At this stage, we can compute the ratio of the numerator and of the denominator:

∆H2
1 ≈2J2m2(1 + cos k)

L−m

(m− 1)!(L− n+ 1)!

(L−m− n)!

(L−m− n+ 1)!

m!(L− n+ 1)!
=

=m4J2L−m− n+ 1

L−m
cos2

(
k

2

)
L→+∞−−−−−−→
m+n≪L

m× 4J2 cos2
(
k

2

)
(S34)

We thus obtain that a state obtained by applying m times the J+
k operator on an exact quantum many-body scars

has an energy variance scaling linearly in m. Thus, as long as m does not scale with the system size L, the state
remains and asymptotic quantum many-body scar.

E. Norm and variance of the localized bimagnon state

In order to highlight the properties of the asymptotic QMBS states, we study here the properties of the localised
bimagnon state:

|ψj⟩ =
1√

4L−n+1
L

(S+
j )2 |n− 1, π⟩ = 1√

L(L− n+ 1)

∑
k

e−ikjJ+
k |n− 1, π⟩ =

∑
k

e−ikj |ψk⟩ for 1 ≤ n ≤ L.

(S35)
The localised bimagnon state is thus a linear superposition of the states |n, k⟩, since expression in Eq. (S9) allows us
to write:

|ψk⟩ =
1√

L(L− n+ 1)
J+
k |n− 1, π⟩ =

√
Mn,k

L(L− n+ 1)
|n, k⟩ . (S36)
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Note that the scaling of the prefactor is L−1/2. This localised bimagnon state has average energy 0 and thus its energy
variance reads:

⟨ψj |
(
H2

1 +H2
3

)
|ψj⟩ =

∑
k

⟨ψk|
(
H2

1 +H2
3

)
|ψk⟩ =

∑
k

Mn,k

L(L− n+ 1)
⟨n, k|

(
H2

1 +H2
3

)
|n, k⟩ ,

=
4(J2 + J2

3 )(L− n)

L(L− 1)

∑
k

cos2(
k

2
) =

2(J2 + J2
3 )(L− n)

(L− 1)
, (S37)

where we have used PBC and hence ⟨n, k′|H1 |n, k⟩ = 0 for k ̸= k′; and also that ⟨n, k|H1H3 |n, k⟩ = 0, and that
|ψj⟩ is an eigenstate of all the other terms of the Hamiltonian. It is clear that this energy variance is finite in the
thermodynamic limit for any n

L < 1. As a consequence, the fidelity relaxation time of this state is finite in the
thermodynamic limit and the state cannot be considered as an asymptotic QMBS.

S3. ENTANGLEMENT ENTROPY OF THE EXACT AND ASYMPTOTIC QMBS

In this section we review the calculation of the entanglement entropy for the states |n, k⟩, which proceeds along the
lines of calculations performed in [1, 2].

We first divide the lattice into two parts, A and B. Typically, one considers A as the set of lattice sites with j ≤ L/2
and B the rest, but this is not necessary. The key observation is that it is always possible to split the J+

k operators
as a sum of an operator acting on A and of an operator acting on B:

J+
k = J+

k,A + J+
k,B =

1

2

∑
j∈A

eikj
(
S+
j

)2
+

1

2

∑
j∈B

eikj
(
S+
j

)2
. (S38)

The state |⇓⟩ is a product state: |⇓⟩A ⊗ |⇓⟩B . Hence, for |n, π⟩, we obtain [1, 2]

|n, π⟩ = 1√
Nn,π

(
J+
π,A + J+

π,B

)n
|⇓⟩A ⊗ |⇓⟩B =

1√
Nn,π

n∑
m=0

(
n

m

)(
J+
π,A

)m
|⇓⟩A ⊗

(
J+
π,B

)n−m

|⇓⟩B , (S39)

where Nn,π is the normalization factor for the state |n, π⟩, given by
(
L
n

)
. Additional care must be used in truncating

the sum in the proper way: if A is composed of LA lattice sites, it is not possible to apply the J+
k,A operator more

than LA times; similarly for LB . Hence for simplicity, here we assume that n < LA, LB . Therefore, the expansion in
Eq. (S39) gives the Schmidt decomposition of the state, which is composed of the n+1 orthogonal states {Jm

k,ℓ |⇓⟩}nm=0

for the ℓ ∈ {A,B} part. In the presence of n+ 1 orthogonal states, the highest entropy state is the maximally mixed
one, where they all have the same Schmidt coefficients; in that case SA = log(n+ 1). If we consider a lattice of length
L and the bipartition with LA = LB = L/2, the states with an extensive number of bimagnons are those such that
n = αL, with 0 < α < 1, and thus these states satisfy the following SA ∼ logL + logα. As it is well-known, the
quantum many-body scars have an entropy scaling with the logarithm of the volume.

Let us now consider the asymptotic QMBS states, |n, k⟩. In this case, we use Eq. (S9) to obtain

|n, k⟩ = 1√
Mn,k

J+
k |n− 1, π⟩ = 1√

Mn,kNn−1,π

n−1∑
m=0

(
n− 1

m

)
J+
k,A(J

+
π,A)

m |⇓⟩A ⊗ (J+
π,B)

n−1−m |⇓⟩B

+
1√

Mn,kNn−1,π

n−1∑
m=0

(
n− 1

m

)
(J+

π,A)
m |⇓⟩A ⊗ J+

k,B(J
+
π,B)

n−1−m |⇓⟩B . (S40)

Note that unlike for the |n, π⟩, Eq. (S40) is in general is not the Schmidt decomposition of the state. Yet, if we
consider one subsystem, say A, the Schmidt states of a fixed magnetisation −LA + 2m are in the two-dimensional
subspace spanned by the following linearly independent states:(

J+
π,A

)m
|⇓⟩A , J+

k,A

(
J+
π,A

)m−1

|⇓⟩A . (S41)

Hence we can conclude that the total number of Schmidt states is at most 2n, and for an extensive number of
bimagnons n = αL, we obtain that in the highest entropy situation SA ∼ log 2 + logα+ logL. Thus, with respect to
the exact QMBS |n− 1, π⟩, the asymptotic QMBS |n, k⟩ has at most an additive correction of log 2.
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S4. VARIANCE OF THE EXACT QMBS FOR THE PERTURBED HAMILTONIAN

We consider the perturbed Hamiltonian H ′ = H + V , where H is the Hamiltonian (S11) with exact scars at finite
size with PBC and V = Jz

L

∑
j S

z
j S

z
j+1. Since |n, π⟩ is an eigenstate of H, the variance can be computed focusing only

on V :

∆H ′2 = ∆V 2 = ⟨n, π|V 2 |n, π⟩ − ⟨n, π|V |n, π⟩2

=
J2
z

L2

L∑
j,j′=1

(
⟨n, π|Sz

j S
z
j+1S

z
j′S

z
j′+1 |n, π⟩ − ⟨n, π|Sz

j S
z
j+1 |n, π⟩ ⟨n, π|Sz

j′S
z
j′+1 |n, π⟩

)
. (S42)

We can then use the structure of |n, π⟩ to compute various correlation functions that appear in Eq. (S42). We first
compute the two point correlation function to be

⟨n, π|Sz
j S

z
j+1 |n, π⟩ =

(
L−2
n−2

)
+
(
L−2
n

)
− 2
(
L−2
n−1

)(
L
n

) ≡ F2, (S43)

where we have used the action of Sz
j S

z
j+1 on the product basis states that compose |n, π⟩, i.e., Eq. (S8), and noting

that it takes the value of +1 if there are zero or two bimagnons on sites j and j+1, and −1 if there is one bimagnon.
Using similar ideas, we obtain that when j′ ̸= j − 1, j, j + 1, the four point correlation function reads

⟨n, π|Sz
j S

z
j+1S

z
j′S

z
j′+1 |n, π⟩ =

(
L−4
n

)
− 4
(
L−4
n−1

)
+ 6
(
L−4
n−2

)
− 4
(
L−4
n−3

)
+
(
L−4
n−4

)(
L
n

) ≡ F4 (S44)

Note that F2 and F4 in Eqs. (S43) and (S44) are numbers that only depend on L and n, and are independent of j;
and we have assumed that n ≥ 4 and PBC. When j′ = j− 1, j, j+1, we obtain the following expressions for the “four
point” correlation functions

⟨n, π|Sz
j−1

(
Sz
j

)2
Sz
j+1 |n, π⟩ = ⟨n, π|Sz

j

(
Sz
j+1

)2
Sz
j+2 |n, π⟩ = ⟨n, π|Sz

j S
z
j+1 |n, π⟩ = F2, ⟨n, π|

(
Sz
j

)2 (
Sz
j+1

)2 |n, π⟩ = 1.
(S45)

Combining Eqs. (S42)-(S45), and using translation invariance, we obtain that

∆H
′2 =

J2
z

L2

∑
j

∑
j′ ̸=j−1,j,j+1

(F4 − F 2
2 ) +

∑
j

(1− F 2
2 ) + 2

∑
j

(F2 − F 2
2 )

 = J2
z

[
F4

(
1− 3

L

)
− F 2

2 +
2

L
F2 +

1

L

]
(S46)

Using Eq. (S46), we find that when n/L = ν, where ν is a constant, ∆H ′2 asymptotically scales as ∼ 16ν2(1−ν)2

L . On

the other hand, when n is kept finite, ∆H ′2 asymptotically scales as ∼ 16n(n−1)
L3 .

S5. DYNAMICS OF INITIAL STATES THAT ARE NOT ASYMPTOTIC QMBS

In this section, we study the dynamics of certain initial states, that are not asymptotic QMBS, under the Hamil-
tonian H in Eq. (1) of the main text. We present this study in order to further support our claim that the dynamics
of |n, k = π − 2π/L⟩ is special.

A. Initial state with finite energy variance

First, we consider the states |n, k = 0⟩, which are in the family of states in Eq. (4) of the main text, but are not
asymptotic QMBS since they have a finite energy variance in the thermodynamic limit, as evident from Eq. (5) of the
main text. Note that a state with finite energy variance was already discussed in Ref. [3], reaching similar conclusions.
In Fig. S2 we study the dynamics of |n, k = 0⟩ by presenting similar numerical results for the time-evolution of the
latter state. The dynamics of the observable Sz2(t) is “activated” on a short time-scale of order J−1 that does not
depend on L (see the first panel of Fig. S2). The dynamics reaches a “pre-thermal” plateau [4] that increases to the
initial value for L → ∞. Note that this result does not contradict the fact that at finite size and in the long-time
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FIG. S2. First and second panel: The properties of the state e−iHt |n, k⟩ for n = L/2 and k = 0 as a function of time. First
panel: time evolution of the squared magnetization Sz2(t). Second panel: time evolution of the fidelity with the initial state
F (t). Third and fourth panel: The properties of the state e−iHt |+−+−+− . . .⟩ as a function of time. Third panel: time
evolution of the squared magnetization. Fourth panel: time evolution of the fidelity with the initial state F (t); in the inset we

show the bare data, whereas in the main plot we rescale time by a factor
√
L to display a clear collapse.

limit, observables should relax to their thermal value predicted by the diagonal ensemble. However, the thermalization
timescale is much longer than the typical times that we can probe numerically using MPS-based methods. We have
performed long-time simulations using exact diagonalization on small system sizes, and verified that this is indeed
the case. Although the apparently long thermalization time may lead one to consider these states as asymptotic
QMBS, the study of the fidelity with the initial state F (t) is qualitatively very different. This is shown in the second
panel of Fig. S2: on the same time-scale J−1 the state becomes essentially orthogonal to the initial one, and the data
for different sizes are basically indistinguishable. The data on the fidelity relaxation time can be understood as a
consequence of the finite energy-variance of the state |n = L/2, k = 0⟩.

B. Initial Product State

It is also interesting to contrast the dynamics of the asymptotic QMBS with that of an uncorrelated product
state; we consider here the staggered state |. . .+−+−+− . . .⟩ which has the same zero magnetisation as the states
considered in the main text and the same average squared magnetisation as the asymptotic QMBS, equal to one. The
data on the dynamics of Sz2(t) collapse on the same curve for all L considered (third panel of Fig. S2); the fidelity
relaxation time instead becomes shorter with increasing L (fourth panel of Fig. S2). The behaviour is consistent
with expectations for the time evolution of generic product states [5, 6], and is radically different from that of the
asymptotic QMBS.

S6. SPECTRAL PROPERTIES OF THE HAMILTONIAN H ′

In this section, we analyze the spectrum of the Hamiltonian H ′ = H +V discussed in the main text where H is the
spin-1 XY Hamiltonian exhibiting exact QMBS and the perturbation reads:

V =
Jz
L

∑
j

Sz
j S

z
j+1. (S47)

Our goal is to better clarify the disappearance of the exact QMBS that is present for Jz = 0 and that is absent for
Jz = 1. In Fig. S3 we discuss the spectral properties of the model for several values of Jz ranging from 0 to 1 for a
spin chain of length L = 10. The plots show the bipartite entanglement entropy of all eigenstates and the expectation
value of Sz2 =

∑
j(S

z)2. At these system sizes, we observe the presence of a clear outlying state for Jz ≲ 0.2 in both
the entanglement entropy and the observable. For Jz ≲ 0.6 we can observe a state that is an outlier in what concerns
the expectation value of Sz2, but that has an elevated entanglement entropy, comparable to that of other eigenstates
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FIG. S3. Spectral properties of the Hamiltonian H ′ = H + V in the zero magnetization sector Sz = 0 for several values
of Jz, ranging for Jz = 0 to Jz = 1; results are obtained by performing exact diagonalization on a spin chain of length
L = 10. The parameters of the simulation are {J, h,D, J3} = {1, 0, 0.1, 0.1} and Jz is varied. In the first line we plot the
bipartite entanglement entropy SE of the eigenstates as a function of their energy E; in the second line we focus instead on the
expectation value Sz2

E of the observable Sz2 =
∑

j(S
z
j )

2 on the eigenstate with energy E. The plots highlight the behaviour of
the exact scar of the model at Jz = 0 and that disappears as Jz increases.

with the same energy. For larger values of Jz it is difficult to identify a unique outlier QMBS, although the spectrum
maintains a few states that are not collapsed on the main curve. It is important to stress that these simulations have
been performed at finite size and that a proper scaling towards the thermodynamic limit could make disappear the
outliers that we have shown for Jz ̸= 0. We also considered the case of negative values of Jz and obtained results very
similar to those in Fig. S3, which are not reported here for brevity.

S7. UNIVERSAL RESCALING OF FIDELITIES

In this section, we present the data collapse of the fidelities for the asymptotic QMBS for various system sizes
presented in the main text. Such a data collapse occurs at short times, once the time is rescaled by a factor that
depends on the size of the system, as shown in Fig. S4. In the left panel, we present data for the asymptotic QMBS
|n, k = π − 2π/L⟩ time-evolved with the spin-1 XY Hamiltonian H of Eq. (1) of the main text, which includes the
term proportional to J3, and the collapse is obtained by rescaling the time as τ = t/L. In the right panel, we present
data for the state |n, π⟩ time-evolved with the Hamiltonian H ′ = H + V ; the collapse is obtained by rescaling the
time as τ = t/L1/2.

It is interesting to link these results to the energy-time uncertainty relation in Eq. (6) of the main text, whose proof
is presented in many quantum mechanics textbooks and will not be reviewed here. The overlap of the time-evolved
state with the initial one is related to the expectation value of the Hamiltonian and of its powers as [6]

⟨Ψ| e−iHt |Ψ⟩ ≈ 1− it ⟨Ψ|H |Ψ⟩ − 1

2
t2 ⟨Ψ|H2 |Ψ⟩+ i

6
t3 ⟨Ψ|H3 |Ψ⟩+ . . . (S48)

and thus we can express the fidelity as

F (t) = | ⟨Ψ| e−iHt |Ψ⟩ |2 ≈ 1− t2
(
⟨Ψ|H2 |Ψ⟩ − ⟨Ψ|H |Ψ⟩2

)
+ . . . (S49)



S10

0 0,05 0,1

t J / L

0,7

0,8

0,9

1

F
(t

)

L = 12
L = 24
L = 36
L = 48
L = 60

0 0,1 0,2

t J / L
1/2

0,97

0,98

0,99

1

L = 96
L = 108
L = 120
L = 132
L = 144
L = 156
L = 168
L = 180

FIG. S4. Rescaling of the fidelities F (t) plotted in Fig. 2 and Fig. 4 of the main text.

The short-time fidelity dynamics is thus completely dictated by the energy-variance of the initial state with respect
to the Hamiltonian of the dynamics.

Note that the precise scaling of the relaxation time depends on the definition. The fidelity of an initial state at
short times decays as F (t) ∼ exp

(
−∆H2t2

)
[6], where ∆H2 is the variance, this gives a timescale τ ∼ 1/∆H. On

the other hand, one can define the fidelity relaxation time as the timescale at which fidelity decays to the the typical
fidelity between two many body states, which scales as exp(−L) [6], this adds an extra factor of

√
L. In this work, we

use the former definition, and are mostly interesting in the relative decay timescales between initial states of different
variances.

It is interesting to study a state with a Gaussian energy spread, for which the calculation of the time-dynamics of
the fidelity is exactly possible. In fact here it is possible to show that it minimizes the inequality and has a fidelity F (t)
whose dynamics happens on the shortest possible timescale. Consider indeed an initial state that is a Gaussian linear
superposition of energy eigenstates with average energy E0 and energy variance σ2 (we introduce also a normalisation
prefactor α ∈ C): Assuming that the density of states in the energy window [E0−σ,E0+σ] is approximately constant
and takes the value ρ(E0), the scalar product between the time-evolved state and the initial one is given by:

⟨Ψ0| e−iHt |Ψ0⟩ ≈
∫

|α|2e−
(E−E0)2

2σ2 e−iEtρ(E)dE = |α|2
√
2πσ2e−iE0te−

σ2t2

2 ρ(E0). (S50)

The normalisation of the state, computed for t = 0, requires that |α|2
√
2πσ2ρ(E0) = 1. The fidelity F (t) is the

squared modulus of this scalar product and hence F (t) = exp
[
−σ2t2

]
; we can define the typical time scale of the

fidelity dynamics as τ = 1/(2σ), and the energy-time inequality is satisfied and minimised.

In general terms, we thus expect that the dynamics of the fidelity at short times takes place on time-scales that
are the shortest possible and minimize the energy-time inequality. This short-time behaviour is indeed verified by the
numerics plotted in Fig. S4. In the left panel we have τ ∼ L and σ ∼ 1/L; in the right panel we have τ ∼

√
L and

σ ∼ 1/
√
L. Note that this timescale also matches the rigorous lower bounds on relaxation times for weak perturbations

of models with exact QMBS [3] by setting the perturbation strength λ = 1/L, although we note the latter is the
observable relaxation time, which we generically expect to be different from the fidelity relaxation time we discuss.
However, it is important to keep in mind that the numerics has been performed only at short times and that long-time
behaviours would need further investigation.
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S8. HIGHER DIMENSIONAL GENERALISATIONS OF ASYMPTOTIC QMBS

Finally, we show that the existence of the asymptotic QMBS is not limited to one-dimensional systems, but can be
easily generalised to higher-dimensional lattices. As an example, we consider a simple cubic Bravais lattice in d > 1
dimensions with primitive vectors ti and i = 1, . . . d; the vectors are adimensional and orthonormal: ti · tj = δij . The
lattice has linear dimension L and is composed of Ld sites; periodic boundary conditions (PBC) are applied. On each
site of the lattice there is a spin-1 degree of freedom and we define the spin-1 operators Sα

r , with α = x, y, z. We then
consider a nearest-neighbor XY model with external magnetic field:

H = J
∑
r

d∑
i=1

(
Sx
r S

x
r+ti + Sy

rS
y
r+ti

)
+ h

∑
r

Sz
r . (S51)

As discussed in [2, 7], this model in Eq. (S51) exhibits exact QMBS for any finite value of L and for any dimension
d. Note that when d > 1, the model of Eq. (S51) is non-integrable, and unlike in the one-dimensional case in Eq. (1)
of the main text, we need not add the anisotropy term proportional to D or the longer range term proportional to J3
to break integrability or unusual symmetries. Starting from the fully-polarised state |⇓⟩, we define the quasiparticle

creation operator J+
k = 1

2

∑
r e

ik·r (S+
r )

2
.

The exact QMBS states then read |n,π⟩ = 1√
Nn,π

(J+
π )

n |⇓⟩ where π is the vector with all d components equal to

π. It is easy to show that H |n,π⟩ = h(−Ld + 2n) |n,π⟩, hence the state is an exact QMBS in the middle of the
spectrum of the Hamiltonian [2, 7, 8]. The states that we are interested in are:

|n,k⟩ = 1√
Nn,k

J+
k (J+

π )n−1 |⇓⟩ , (S52)

where k is any vector of the reciprocal space confined to the first Brillouin zone (1BZ). Similar to the one-dimensional
case, it is possible to show that as long as the momentum k is chosen compatible with PBC in all directions, we can
show that ⟨n,k|n′,k′⟩ = δn,n′δk,k′ . With these states, we can directly repeat the proof in Sec. S2 mutatis mutandis.
We find that the average energy is given by ⟨n,k|H |n,k⟩ = h(−Ld + 2n), and the energy variance is given by

∆H2 =
4J2

∑d
i=1 cos

2
(
ki

2

)
1 + (n−1)Ld

Ld−n
δk⃗,π⃗

= 4J2
d∑

i=1

cos2
(
ki
2

)
. (S53)

Thus, if we consider k with components ki = π+ 2π
L mi and keep the mi ∈ Z fixed while L→ ∞, the variance reduces

to zero while being orthogonal to the exact QMBS. For such states, we expect the same phenomenology of asymptotic
QMBS discussed for the one-dimensional case.
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