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Existence of Anderson localization is considered a manifestation of coherence of classical and
quantum waves in disordered systems. Signatures of localization have been observed in condensed
matter and cold atomic systems where the coupling to the environment can be significantly
suppressed but not eliminated. In this work we explore the phenomena of localization in random
Lindbladian dynamics describing open quantum systems. We propose a model of one-dimensional
chain of non-interacting, spinless fermions coupled to a local ensemble of baths. The jump operator
mediating the interaction with the bath linked to each site has a power-law tail with an exponent
p. We show that the steady state of the system undergoes a localization entanglement phase
transition by tuning p which remains stable in the presence of coherent hopping. Unlike the
entanglement transition in the quantum trajectories of open systems, this transition is exhibited
by the averaged steady state density matrix of the Lindbladian. The steady state in the localized
phase is characterized by a heterogeneity in local population imbalance, while the jump operators
exhibit a constant participation ratio of the sites they affect. Our work provides a novel realization
of localization physics in open quantum systems.

Introduction.— The interplay of coherence and
disorder in quantum systems leads to the existence of
the phenomena of localization [1], shown to remain
stable in the presence of many-body interactions [2–7].
Such localized systems protect coherence and provide
a route to stabilizing quantum phases of matter out of
equilibrium [8–10]. Even though localization is stable in
isolated quantum systems, the presence of interactions
with a bath can destroy the coherence [11–22]. In
particular, the role of baths in destabilizing many-
body localization resulting in a thermal steady state is
of fundamental importance [23, 24]. Interaction with
baths are unavoidable for experiments probing late time
behavior, and a theoretical understanding is required for
the interpretation of the observations [13, 25–27]

Open quantum systems (OQS) can host steady states
which are manifestly out of equilibrium and protect
coherence from environmental noise, such as decoherence
free subspaces [28–30] and noiseless subsystems [31, 32],
among other non-equilibrium phenomena [33–37]. The
long time dynamics leading up to the stationary state
have also been shown to present complex metastable
behavior [38–41], while periodic driving can enable time
crystalline phenomena [42–49]. Quantum trajectories
of OQS, providing individual stochastic realizations
of the systems pure-state evolution, can exhibit non-
trivial trajectories statistics that cannot be detected
in either the averaged time-evolution of the density
matrix or its steady state [50–59]. In particular,
recent work demonstrating entanglement transitions in
quantum trajectory ensembles has spurred interest for
quantum information processing [60–62]. Altogether,
the preservation of coherence in non-equilibrium OQS
suggests that it may also be possible for localized
behavior to survive in the presence of dissipation.

Quadratic Lindbladians have emerged as a testbed
for studying various concepts in OQS [63–73], due to
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FIG. 1. (a) Schematic figure of the model: The spatial
power-law profile of each jump operator, given by exponent
p, for the heterogeneous baths shows the coupling to a system
of spinless fermions hopping in a 1D lattice. We consider
the mutual information between fermions in region A and B
(I). (b) Disorder averaged mutual information between A
and B in the steady state (I∞) as a function of system size
L, with LA = LB = LC = L/3 For each value of p (shown
in the legend) the curves are fitted to the form ln(I∞) =
∆ ln(L) + c. The fitting parameter ∆ is shown in the legend.
(c) I∞ between A and B in the steady state as a function
of subsystem size LA with total system size L = 103. LC is
fixed at L/3. Curves were fitted according to I∞ = a(LA)c +
b log(LA). Note c ≈ 1/2 for all p. For both (b), (c): Curves
are color-coded to a given p according to the legend in panel
(b). Error bars are not visible. Details on disorder realizations
are included in SM7.

simplifications enabled by their non-interacting nature.
In this article we propose and investigate the properties
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of a quadratic fermionic model of localization induced
by coupling to an heterogeneous bath, where the local
degrees of freedom couple to randomly varying baths in
space, similar to recent work on random Lindbladians
[74–84]. The baths are modeled using a Lindbladian
formalism for OQS where the jump operators couple
distant sites, realizable in the collective dissipation
of atomic arrays [85–92]. The locality of the jump
operators mediating the interaction via the bath is a
tunable parameter, driving a phase transition between
localized and delocalized steady states, the strength of
the couplings decaying as a power-law in separation
between sites in the localized phase. The steady state
properties closely relate to the single-particle localization
transition of power-law banded matrices for purely
unitary dynamics [93–100]. Furthermore, we studied
the effect of introducing a coherent hopping term on
the system’s dynamics and steady state, finding the
phenomena observed - including the transition - are
largely independent of such perturbations.
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FIG. 2. Mutual information between A and B of the system
as a function of p, with LA = LB = LC = L/3, for a set of
system sizes L shown in the legend, averaged over disorder.
Inset shows a finite size scaling collapse with pc = 0.98 ±
0.01 and ν = 6.3 ± 0.7. Error bars are not visible. Details
on disorder realizations and fitting procedure are included in
SM7.

Model.—We consider a system of one-dimensional spin-
less fermions modeled by a quadratic Lindbladian, where
the Hamiltonian conserves particle-number, and with
spatially heterogeneous dissipative terms (see SM1 for
details). The quadratic structure of Lindbladian can be
exploited to derive an equation for the time evolution

of the two point correlation matrix Ωjk = Tr(ρc†jck),

where c†i is a fermionic creation operator at site i [67].
We choose pairs of jump operators which add or remove
fermions with rates that sum to one, leading to

dΩ

dt
= i[hT ,Ω] +

1

2
({Γ, I− Ω} − {I− Γ,Ω}) , (1)

where h is a hermitian matrix accounting for the
Hamiltonian, and Γ models bath interactions. We
consider cases where h is either 0, or represents coherent
hopping with hnm = λ if m = n ± 1 and 0 otherwise.
However, note Eq. (3) and Eq. (9) hold for any h. The
second term of Eq. 1 corresponds to bath interactions

which create fermions within the system, while the
third term removes them. To maintain hermiticity and
positivity of Γ we take Γ ∝ X†X for a random matrix X.
The elements of X are chosen as

Xjk =
xjk

(|j − k|+ 1)p
, (2)

where xjk is chosen from the complex Gaussian
distribution CN (0, 1), and p controls the decay of matrix
elements with distance from the diagonal, in close
analogy with random power-law banded and Wishart
matrices. This corresponds to matrix elements decaying
with distance from each site in a system with open
boundary conditions. Long-range jump operators with
a power-law spatial profile can be realized in cold atoms
in an optical cavity with tunable Raman side bands
for the driving field discussed in [87]. To maintain the
validity of the dissipative evolution given by Eq. 1 the
maximum eigenvalue of Γ must be less than 1, so we scale
the product by twice its maximum eigenvalue, which we
denote λmax, i.e. Γ = X†X/2λmax. For an alternative
approach see the Kac normalisation in Ref. [101]. The
overall scaling does not effect the local properties or the
steady state, which will be the focus of our work.
The value of p directly influences how localized the

eigenvectors of Γ are, leading to the model sketched
in Fig. 1(a). Each site can be imagined to have
an associated bath, interacting with the system with
distinct rates which can be viewed as representing
differing energies of the modes or different temperatures
of the baths, encoded in the eigenvalues of Γ. These
interactions are mediated via jump operators which add
or remove particles from modes which are focused on the
associated site, decaying away from that site as a power-
law with an exponent p: these jump operators correspond
to superpositions of single site creation or annihilation
operators with coefficients given by the eigenvectors of
Γ.
Pure dissipation solution.— The steady state, and
time evolution leading to it, can be solved exactly both
with and without a Hamiltonian. For simplicity we begin
with the Hamiltonian free case (h = 0), finding

Ω(t) = Γ(1− e−t) + Ω(0)e−t. (3)

The steady state correlation matrix is independent of the
initial conditions and is therefore unique, equal exactly
to Γ in this case. The parameter p therefore allows us to
tune between two limits. When p is large, implying Γ is
short ranged and almost diagonal, then the steady state
is approximately unentangled. On the other hand, when
p = 0 it implies Γ is infinite-ranged and random, and one
would expect the steady state to be entangled and obey
a volume law instead [102, 103]. In this work we study
what happens between the two limits as p is varied.
Mutual information.— We first consider the
correlations of the steady state as we vary p using
the mutual information I (denoted by I∞, with
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disorder average denoted by a bar I∞), defined between
subsystems A and B as

IA|B(ρ) = SA(ρ) + SB(ρ)− SA∪B(ρ), (4)

where SX(ρ) is the von Neumann entropy of ρ in
subsystem X, which may be rewritten in terms of the
subsystem correlation matrix ΩX of ρ as [104, 105]

SX(ρ) = −Tr [ΩX ln(ΩX) + (1− ΩX) ln(1− ΩX)] . (5)

We choose subsystems A and B separated by an
intervening region C of length LC = L/3 to remove
boundary correlation terms, c.f. Fig.1(a), and consider
two cases: varying overall system size L with LA = LB =
L/3; and varying subsystem size LA for a fixed L [106].
In the first case in Fig. 1(b) we observe that for small p,
I∞ scales as a volume law in L, as expected, while for
large p the lack of boundary terms cause I∞ to decay
towards zero with increasing L. At intermediate values
of p we observe power-law behavior, with exponent ∆
decreasing as p increases until a critical point p = pc
at which I∞ is approximately constant as a function of
L. As p increases further, ∆ becomes negative. This
dependence of ∆ on p is suggestive of a transition between
localized and delocalized phases.

In Fig. 2 we perform a scaling collapse assuming
a continuous transition finding a critical point at
pc = 0.98 ± 0.01 with a correlation length critical
exponent of ν = 6.3 ± 0.7. As expected the critical
point is close to the localization transition for power-
law random banded matrices (PRBM) of pc ∼ 1.
Our analysis of the correlations in the steady state
differs from the existing studies of entanglement in
eigenstates of PRBM models. However, the delocalized
phase close to the transition exhibits a sub-volume law
correlations in analogy with the eigenstate entanglement
transition of PRBM models [107–109]. Interestingly,
The critical exponent ν is comparable in size to
the exponents for measurement induced transitions
for quantum trajectories studied in long-range Clifford
circuits and free-fermion Hamiltonians [110–113].

In Fig. 1(c) we see that with LC fixed at L/3, I∞ is
independent of subsystem size LA in the localized phase
at large p. In contrast, the delocalized phase at small
p exhibits a sub-extensive scaling of I∞, differing from
the linear dependence seen in volume-law entangled pure
states. Our results suggest that even for p ∼ 0, when
I∞ scales as a volume law with system size, the scaling
with LA is subextensive. A possible explanation could
be that the steady states, although delocalized, are only
weakly entangled locally. This would be analogous to
delocalized, non-ergodic states discussed in the context
of Anderson localization on Bethe lattices [114, 115].
Entanglement negativity.— Since mutual
information contains contributions from classical
correlations, in order to quantify the quantum
correlations in the two phases, we evaluate the
entanglement negativity E of the steady state.

102 103

L

10−1

100

101

E
a) ∆=0.97

∆=0.96

∆=0.73

∆=-0.07

∆=-0.5

101 102

LA

10−2

10−1

100

101

E
b)

(a)

(b) p =0.0, ∆=0.74

p =0.2, ∆=0.78

p =0.6, ∆=0.6

p =1.0, ∆=0.2

p =1.6, ∆=0.02

FIG. 3. (a) Disorder averaged entanglement negativity (E)
between A and B (compare with Fig. 1) in the steady state as
a function of system size L, with LA = LB = LC = L/3. (b)
Steady state E between A and B as a function of subsystem
size LA with LC = L/3 fixed at L = 103. For each value
of p (shown in the legend) the curves are fitted to the form
ln(f(x)) = ∆ ln(x) + c. The fitting parameter ∆ is shown in
the legend. Details on disorder realizations are included in
SM7.

Entanglement negativity is a bipartite entanglement
measure of a mixed state defined through the positivity
of the partially transposed density matrix [116, 117].
Computing the entanglement negativity can be hard
even for Gaussian fermions as the partially transposed
density matrix ρTA is not a Gaussian operator but a sum
of two Gaussian operators O− and O+ [118]. However, a
similar entanglement monotone, the fermionic negativity
E = lnTr

√
O+O−, can be re-expressed as

E =
∑
j

ln
[√
µj +

√
1− µj

]
+
∑
j

1

2
ln
[
(λj)

2 + (1− λj)
2
]

(6)
where µj and λj are eigenvalues of two algebraic
expressions of the two-point correlator Ω [119]. In Fig. 3
we show the variation of E with system size (L) and
subsystem size (LA). We note that while I(LA) (c.f.
Fig. 1) suffers from finite size effects which become
apparent in a log-log scale – all curves scale in the
same manner albeit the magnitude of I in the area law
is O

(
10−7

)
– these finite size effects vanish in E(LA),

suggesting they are the result of the mixed nature of the
steady state.
Bath structure.— The entanglement transition occurs
in parallel with structural changes in the physical action
of the bath. Due to the presence of the stationary
state correlation matrix Γ in the Lindblad equation (see
SM1), its eigenstates inform us about the structure of the
bath. Specifically, diagonalizing Γ,

∑
k Γjkϕ

n
k = γnϕ

n
j ,

allows writing the Lindbladian in the standard form using
jump operators dn =

∑
j ϕ

n
j cj . We thus consider the

participation ratio (PR) of the eigenstates ϕn of Γ, a
measure of their locality, defined as

PR(ϕ) =
1∑

i |ϕi|4
. (7)

If ϕn is very localised, then dn ∼ cn and the bath is
onsite, whereas if ϕn is very delocalised then dn ∼∑n cn
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FIG. 4. The disorder averaged participation ratio PR against
p for sizes L = [400, 800, 1200, 1600, 2000], increasing along
the arrow. Inset: power a as a function of p found when
fitting PR(L, p) = La(p)/c(p) to PR(L) curves. Data for c is
shown in SM4.

and the bath couples all sites together regardless of their
distance apart.

In Fig. 4 we show PR, the PR averaged over
eigenvectors of Γ from multiple disorder realizations. As
p is varied we see a transition from a delocalized phase
where the PR grows linearly with L, to a region where
it becomes small and constant. However, rather than a
sharp transition to a localized phase, we see a gradual
reduction in the constant value that the PR achieves as
p increase, approximately reaching its lower bound of 1
at large p. This is exemplified in the inset of Fig. 4(a),
where we show the p dependence of a power-law fit of
PR(L). We see the rapid decay of the exponent as p
is increased from the suspected critical point of around
p = 1, from the expected value of 1 in the delocalized
phase down to 0 in the localized phase.

A possible explanation for the slow decay of the
PR may be found in the localization behavior of the
eigenstate. In SM5.3 we observe that the eigenstates of
Γ exhibit a power-law decay away from some central site
as found in prior studies of PRBM models [120]. This
stands in contrast to the exponential decay common in
short-range models exhibiting localization.

A related signature of long range structure is
multifractality, observed in the eigenstates of PRBM
models near the transition [121–123]. A method of
detecting this is to study different moments of probability
distributions over subsystems derived from the systems
eigenstates, specifically the scaling dependence of these
moments vs the size of those subsystems. At a transition,
these exponents would be expected to be constant
against system size; if the system exhibits multifractality,
these exponents will take distinct values for different
moments. We verify that both these properties hold in
the eigenstates of Γ, with the exponents characterizing
this multifractality possessing values similar to prior
PRBM work. Details are provided in SM3.

Stationary state heterogeneity.— The presence of
localization is usually accompanied by a lack of transport
throughout the system, leading to spatial heterogeneity
of physical quantities. To observe such behavior in our
system, we study the variability of single-site density
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FIG. 5. Distribution of the standard deviation of the bias
ñ calculated for each realization using the central L/5 sites
in the bulk in the localized (blue, p = 4)) and delocalized
(orange, p = 0.4) phases for system size L = 103. Inset:
average standard deviation as a function of L, error bars are
not visible.

matrices in the steady state. Mathematically, we may
equate a single site density matrix to a diagonal matrix
due to gaussianity. We write

ρs =
e−ñ |o⟩ ⟨o|+ |u⟩ ⟨u|

e−ñ + 1
, (8)

where |o⟩ and |u⟩ correspond to the single site s being
occupied and unoccupied, and ñ is the bias of that site
towards being unoccupied. We study the distribution of
ñ for p = 0.4 and p = 4. Figure 5 shows the standard
deviation σ distribution of ñ from the sites within the
middle 1/5 of the chain calculated in multiple disorder
realizations. For this model ñ is positive due to the
spectra of Γ being in the interval [0, 1/2], resulting in a
lower rate of particle creation than annihilation which
biases the sites to be unoccupied. In the delocalized
phase (p = 0.4), the standard deviation distribution
is sharp and well defined at small values whereas
the localized phase (p = 4) exhibits a distribution
that is broad at much larger values This suggests the
localized phase is far more spatially heterogeneous within
each realization, in addition to realization-to-realization
variance. The inset of Fig. 5 further shows the scaling of
the average standard deviation of ñ against system size L,
which is weak in the localized phase but quickly sharpens
in the delocalized phase as system size increases, implying
a homogeneous steady state in the thermodynamic limit.
The reduced fluctuations in the delocalized phase are
consistent with the increased mixing allowed by longer
range jump operators, as particles are distributed across
the system, causing each site to equilibrate with each
other.

Effect of coherent hopping.— To study the
influence of a coherent dynamics on the steady state
and dynamics, we introduce a nearest neighbor hopping
Hamiltonian through h with hnm = λ if m = n ± 1
and 0 otherwise. Solving Eq. 1 in the eigenbasis of
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FIG. 6. (a) NESS bipartite mutual information I∞ against
hopping strength λ for different dissipation and system sizes.
(b) Dynamics of the bipartite mutual information It between
A and B where LA = LB = L/2 and LC = 0, of an initially
uncorrelated state, i.e. Ω(0) = diag{a1, ..., aL}, for random
real {an} with system size L = 100 and λ = 5. Dashed lines
here denote their associated I∞. (c) Relative height of the
bump in It in (b) with respect to its I∞ scaled by 1/I∞,
denoted by ∆B/I∞, against system size, L. All curves were
averaged over disorder realizations, and error bars are not
visible.

a Hamiltonian, we arrive at the more general solution

Ω̃(t)nm =

(
Ω̃(0)nm − iΓ̃nm

∆Enm

)
e−

t
τ +i(En−Em)t +

iΓ̃nm

∆Enm
,

(9)
where En are the eigenvalues of h, ∆Enm

.
= En −

Em + i, and Õnm denotes the matrix elements of O in
h’s basis. The timescale (τ = 1) corresponds to the
real part of the Lindbladian spectrum, originating from
h = 0. Here, creation and annihilation operators for
the fermionic eigenmodes each contribute −1/2 to the
eigenvalue. Since this equation describes the evolution of
quadratic gaussian operators, these eigenmodes appear
in pairs whose eigenvalues sum to −1. For details see
SM2. This implies that the timescale is independent of
system size, p, and details of the dissipation.

In short, we see that turning on hopping does not
affect the qualitative behavior of the model. Fig. 6(a)
shows the I∞ between A and B in the steady state,
LA = LB = L/2 and LC = 0: the model still conserves

the L dependence of the two phases, with the same
critical point, although the I∞ decreases in magnitude
as λ is increased for all values of p. However, the critical
point doesn’t change with λ. Turning our attention on
the system dynamics using (9), the evolution averaged
over disorder It develops a bump as λ is increased from
0, as shown in Fig. 6(b). The height of the bump, ∆B,
relative to I∞ at different values of p against L is plotted
in Fig. 6(c). As L is increased, ∆B/I∞ decreases for all
p, but far more rapidly in the delocalized phase. The
weak entangling nature of hopping introduces a short
time increment in It which is subsequently destroyed by
the dissipation.
Conclusions.— In this work we explored the
phenomena of localization in the stationary states
of open quantum systems, using quadratic fermionic
Lindbladians as a testbed. We observed a phase
transition from delocalized to localized phases in a model
with disordered, long-range bath interactions as the
range of the bath interactions is decreased. We found
in the delocalized phase extensive scaling of both mutual
information and the participation ratio. In contrast, as
the localized phase is approached I∞ tends to zero and
the participation ratio is O(1) in the short-range limit of
bath interactions. Noting a slow decrease of participation
ratio close to the phase transition, we further considered
measures of multifractality, finding observations close
to the transition consistent with systems exhibiting
such a phenomena. In the delocalized phase, we show
that the steady state occupation is homogeneous while
the localized phase exhibits a significant heterogeneity
which survives in the thermodynamic limit. Finally,
we considered the effect of a coherent evolution on
the stationary state and dynamics, finding that the
critical point remain unchanged by hopping terms in the
Hamiltonian.
Our work realizes the effects of localization in

steady states of open quantum systems and shows the
significance of conventional Anderson localization in
dissipative systems. Stability of this phenomena in the
presence of interactions could have relevance to questions
of many-body localization. Furthermore, it would be
interesting to understand this phenomenon in the context
of measurement induced entanglement transitions in
quantum trajectories.
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[77] L. Sá, P. Ribeiro, T. Can, and T. c. v. Prosen, Spectral
transitions and universal steady states in random kraus
maps and circuits, Phys. Rev. B 102, 134310 (2020).
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1. Mathematical details

Our model begins from a general quadratic Fermionic
Lindbladian without superconductive terms in the
Hamiltonian.

d

dt
ρ(t) =− i

[∑
n,m

hnmc
†
ncm, ρ(t)

]

+
∑
jk

Γjk

(
c†kρ(t)cj −

1

2
{cjc†k, ρ(t)}

)

+
∑
jk

Bjk

(
cjρ(t)c

†
k − 1

2
{c†kcj , ρ(t)}

)
, (10)

from which a closed equation for the time evolution of

the two point correlation matrix Ωjk = Tr(ρc†jck) can be

derived by multiplying (10) by c†jck and then taking the

trace [67], after some algebra we obtain

d

dt
Ω(t) = i[hT ,Ω(t)] +

1

2
{Γ, I− Ω(t)} − 1

2
{B,Ω}. (11)

This equation is guaranteed to keep the correlation
matrix physical due to constraints inherited from the

Lindblad equation: hermiticity is ensured by the
hermiticity of Γ, B and h; positivity is ensured by the
positivity of Γ and B. Physically, Γ and B correspond to
competing bath interactions which respectively add and
remove particles from the system. Existing in isolation,
Γ would push the system into a state where every site is
occupied by a particle, while B would lead to only holes.
We specifically focus on the case when [Γ, B] =

0. The eigenvalues {αn} of Γ and {βn} of B and
their corresponding eigenvectors {|gn⟩} fully describe
the behavior of the dissipation. In the case when
h = 0, the eigenstates may be thought of as describing
quasiparticle modes of the system: in the Lindbladian
description, these eigenstates may be used to diagonalize
the dissipative term, with each state resulting in a
potentially delocalized jump operator dm =

∑
i ⟨i|gm⟩ ci.

Since we assume Γ and B commute, these jump
operators appear in conjugate pairs which add and
remove excitations from these modes at rates determined
by the corresponding eigenvalues. The likelihood of these
modes being occupied is therefore described by the ratios
αn/βn ∈ (0,∞), which may be thought of as representing
the relationship between the energy of each mode and the
temperature of the bath is is coupled to.
Finally, we further specialize to the case when B =

I− Γ, simplifying Eq. (11) to

d

dt
Ω(t) = i[hT ,Ω(t)] + Γ− Ω(t). (12)

In the spectral basis of h the equations for each
component decouple

d

dt
Ω̃(t)nm = i(En − Em + i)Ω̃(t)nm + Γ̃nm, (13)

where En are the eigenvalues of h and Õnm denotes
the matrix elements of O in h’s basis. The solution to
Eq. (12) is then

Ω̃(t)nm = e−t

(
Ω̃(0)nm − iΓ̃nm

∆Enm

)
ei(En−Em)t +

iΓ̃nm

∆Enm
,

(14)
where ∆Enm

.
= En − Em + i. Note that the steady

state is independent of the initial conditions, indicating
it is unique. A key benefit of the above is that it is
numerically efficient to construct its time evolution and
its stationary state up to and beyond a system size of 104

sites.
In the absence of H, Eq. (14) reads

Ωnm(t) = Γnm(1− e−t) + Ωnm(0)e−t, (15)

in the original basis of Γ

2. Exact solution without Hamiltonian term

In the case when h = 0, an exact solution can be
accessed by first separating the system into a set of

https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.113.046806
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.113.046806
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.65.032314
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.84.2726
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.84.2726
https://doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/17/5/053048
https://doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/17/5/053048
https://arxiv.org/abs/2205.02139
https://arxiv.org/abs/2205.02139
https://doi.org/10.1209/0295-5075/4/9/018
https://doi.org/10.1209/0295-5075/4/9/018
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.87.056601
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.68.184206
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.123.180601
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.101.060301
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.101.060301
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independent fermionic modes based on the spectrum of
Γ, then solving each independent system, as follows. For
generality we show the result here for when [Γ, B] = 0,
rather than any specific B which satisfies this equation.
Writing the spectrum of Γ as Γ |gi⟩ = γi |gi⟩, and the
eigenvalues of B as bi, we may rewrite our Lindbladian
as

L(ρ) =
∑
m

[
γmd

†
mρdm − γm

2

{
ρ, dmd

†
m

}
bmd

†
mρdm − bm

2

{
ρ, dmd

†
m

}]
=
∑
m

Lm(ρ), (16)

where dm =
∑

i ⟨i|gm⟩ ci. Each term in this sum
corresponds to an independent 2-level fermionic mode
evolving according to a 4× 4 Lindbladian.
For a given independent subsystem, with

basis |0m⟩, |1m⟩ such that d†m |0m⟩ = |1m⟩ and
dm |1m⟩ = |0m⟩, we calculate the matrix elements
Tr [|im⟩ ⟨jm| Lm (|i′m⟩ ⟨j′m|)]. Ordering the basis as
|1m⟩ ⟨1m|, |0m⟩ ⟨0m|, |0m⟩ ⟨1m|, |1m⟩ ⟨0m| we find

Lm =


−bm γm 0 0
bm −γm 0 0

0 0 −γm+bm
2 0

0 0 0 −γm+bm
2

 , (17)

finding that the coherences are already eigenmodes,
while the occupation expectations support a 2 × 2
block. This may be diagonalized to find eigenvalues
of 0 and −γm − bm, with corresponding left and right
eigenvectors. Eigenmodes of the full Lindbladian can
then be constructed by taking tensor products of the
eigenmodes of each independent fermionic mode, and
rewriting the state in terms of the original position-
space creating and annihilation operators, with their
corresponding eigenvalues given by the sum of the
eigenvalues for each subsystem eigenmode used in the
product.

In the case where bm = 1 − γm, as we have in the
main text, this result explains why our correlation matrix
evolution equation has a uniform relaxation rate of 1,
independent of system size and p. Since in this case
the eigenvalues of each single-fermion Lindbladian are
either 0, −1/2 or −1, eigenvalues of the full Lindbladian
must be multiples of −1/2. Considering the space of
quadratic states, there are three classes of terms which
contribute: d†mdm = |1m⟩ ⟨1m|, dmd

†
m = |0m⟩ ⟨0m|,

d†mdn = |1m⟩ ⟨0m|⊗ |0n⟩ ⟨1n|. The first two have support
only on single-fermion eigenmodes with eigenvalues of 0
and−1, while the third consists of a tensor product of two
single-fermion eigenmodes each with eigenvalue −1/2,
and thus has an overall eigenvalues of −1. As such, all
quadratic states reside in a vector subspace with support
on eigenmodes with eigenvalues of 0 and −1. Since
gaussian states are a subspace of such matrices, they

reside in the same vector subspace, and therefore possess
the same uniform relaxation time of 1, also imparted
on the evolution of their correlation matrices. We
therefore see that this relaxation time, and its parameter
independence, has its origin in the precise relationship
we chose in taking B = I − Γ, leading to a particular
balancing of transition rates in the classical stochastic
evolution each independent fermionic mode undergoes.

3. Multifractality

To further understand the intermediate region between
phases, particularly notable in the participation ratio, we
calculate the generalized fractal dimensions encoding the
scaling behavior of moments, as considered in other works
on PBRMs [121, 122]. For a given eigenstate ψ viewed
as a single-particle wavefunction in a 1D system with
L sites, we denote the probability of the particle being
found in a box from i to i+ l − 1 as

pl(i) =

i+l−1∑
j=i

|ψj |2. (18)

The qth moment of this probability distribution over
disjoint boxes of length l is given by

χq(l, L) =

L/l∑
i=0

pql (il). (19)

Finally, the generalized fractal dimensions are then
extracted from the scaling behavior of these moments.
Assuming the moments satisfy a large deviation principle

χq(l, L) ∝
(
l

L

)Dq

, (20)

we have

Dq = lim
δ→0

ln(χq(δL, L))

ln(δ)
, (21)

where δ = l/L is the fraction of the system contained
in each region. Fig. 7 shows how estimates of these
change as L increase for a variety of q and p. We note
two properties of this data consistent with multifractal
phenomena [121–123]. Firstly, in the vicinity of p = 1.0
the dimensions become approximately constant at large
L, diverging away from this constant with L for p further
from the critical point. When these exponents become
independent of system size for all moments, the statistical
properties of the particles position depend only on the
size of the subsystem relative to the total system size,
not the absolute subsystem size. Secondly, the fractal
dimension attains noticeably distinct values as q is varied,
in contrast to non- and mono-fractal systems in which the
fractal dimension remains largely constant.
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FIG. 7. (a-c) Generalized fractal dimensions as a function of
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FIG. 8. Coefficients as a function of p found when fitting
PR(L, p) = La(p)/c(p) to PR(L) curves.

4. PR fit

In the main text, the fitting function PR(L, p) =
La(p)/c(p) is used to study the scaling behavior of the
PR contains two parameters: the exponent a mentioned
in the main text, and an overall scaling coefficient c. For
completeness, in Fig. 8(a) we show the p dependence for
both these coefficients. For comparison, in Fig. 8(b) we
also show the exponent a(p) found when fitting c(p) = 1
for all p: the lack of c(p) to allow scaling to increase
the overall PR produced by the fit, a key to accurately
fitting in the intermediate regime, results in a slower
decay of the exponent as p is increased. However, the
overall behavior is qualitatively the same.

5. Numerical properties of Γ

5.1. Maximum eigenvalue statistics

The behavior of the largest eigenvalue ofX†X, λmax, is
of great importance to the dynamical study of ρ because

Γ
.
= X†X/2λmax, (22)

as previously defined in the main text (which again this
choice tamed the semi-positiveness of ρ). This maps the
spectrum of Γ to the [0, 1] interval regardless of p or L.
Thus, it is worth studying the behavior of λmax used for
this definition of Γ for different values of p and L, Figure
9. One finds that in the localized phase λmax remains
roughly fixed at a constant value for all such p and L
whereas in the thermal phase λmax grows as a power-law
with L.

FIG. 9. Eigenvalues of X†X (markers) and their average
against L (lines).

5.2. Power-law decay of Γ matrix elements

Γ’s matrix elements decay away from the diagonal as
the distance to it, d, is increased. This decay is intimately
related to p via

Xjk =
xjk

(|j − k|+ 1)p
. (23)

As depicted in Figure 10, for large enough d, the decay
of the matrix elements of Γ away from the diagonal is
roughly given by

||ΓL/2,L/2+d|| ∼
1

dp
for 1 ≪ d. (24)

As Γ is hermitian, this observation connects the
localization transition of Γ’s eigenvectors to the already
mentioned power-banded localized Hamiltonian models
in the literature.
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gradient of the black lines fitted to the log-log data. Note
how p ∼ g log, suggesting a power law decay with power p for
large enough d.

5.3. Power-law decay of Γ eigenvectors

Prior studies of PRBMs have observed power-law
decay of eigenstates away from a central site, particularly
closer to the transition within the localized phase.
This is in contrast to eigenstates in short-range models
exhibiting exponential decay. In Fig. 11 we present
data suggesting our PRBM model exhibits the same
phenomena, with small deviations from power-law
behavior at lower values of p.
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FIG. 11. (a-b) Five sample eigenstates with a maximum
magnitude value within the middle 25th of the system at (a)
p = 0.5 and (b) p = 1.1. (c) Log-log plot of the averaged
positional probability as a function of distance from the
most probably site, for p = [0.5, 0.7, 0.9, 1.0, 1.2, 1.4, 1.7, 2.0].
Averaged over eigenstates with most probable sites located in
the middle 5th of the system, and averaged over 1000 disorder
realizations. Linear fits of the probabilities for distances of
100 to 1000 are shown by the dashed lines. Inset: (solid)
gradients of the linear fits are shown vs p, (dashed) the curve
y = p.

6. Mutual information with boundaries

When we set to explore the mutual information
behavior between two subsystems, one needs to choose
whether or not to include the boundaries that separate
these two subsystems. In the main text, we decided to
exclude the boundaries between A and B so when L→ ∞
even if A/L and B/L are set constant the boundary ∂AB

contribution to I∞ dies off as ∂AB grows. This is because
it filters the very short-range entanglement contribution
of ∂AB for sufficiently large L. This can be seen in
the area-law phase in Fig. 1 of the main text. Here
we redo our analysis of the mutual information without
removing ∂AB in Fig. 12. As expected, pc shifts into the
area law phase as now the short-range entanglement is a
more dominant contribution to I∞. This also illustrates
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the strength of this contribution towards I∞, which can
be seen in this shift and the overall substantially larger
magnitude of I∞. Note that in contrast to the unusual
LA dependence we observe in the case without boundary
contributions, here we see a clear change from a sub-
extensive power-law dependence at low p to an area law
dependence at high p.
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FIG. 12. Steady state mutual information between A and B
including their boundary term ∂AB .

7. Numerical details

7.1. Disorder realizations

In Fig. 1 of the main text (b), disorder realizations
are linearly decreased from 500 at L = 100 to 100 at L =

1000. In (c), 20 disorder realizations were used. Fig. 2 of
the main text uses identical disorder realizations to Fig.
1. In Fig. 3 of the main text, from L = 400 to L = 2000,
disorder realizations were [500, 200, 200, 200, 100]. The
inset of Fig. 3 of the main text was done using identical
numbers of disorder realizations.

Fig. 5 of the main text was computed by randomly
generating Γ at each p, 103 times, and from this obtaining
the temperature distribution shown. The inset was
computed at L = [50, 100, · · · , 1000] and averaged with
disorder realizations [2000, 1900, · · · , 100] respectively for
each value of p.

Fig. 9 was computed by randomly sampling X†X in
the L = [102, 103] interval 105 times for each value of p
shown.

Fig. 10 was computed at L = 103 and averaged over
103 realizations.

7.2. Finite-size scaling

To perform a finite-size scaling analysis on the MI data,
we optimize a standard loss function which measures
the spread of the data, see e.g. Ref. [124]. Given
our data possesses non-zero error bars from averaging
over disorder realizations, we perform this analysis by
sampling gaussian perturbations of our dataset, sampling
noise for each data point with a standard deviation
equal to the error in the mean for that data point.
For each sample of a noise-perturbed dataset, we then
optimize the loss to find a corresponding critical point
and exponent. The expected value and variance of these
resulting parameters are then calculated, using 1000
noisy realizations of our dataset.
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