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Experimental observation of coherent oscillations in a Rydberg atom chain [Bernien et al., Nature
551, 579 (2017)] has led to the discovery of quantum many-body scars (QMBS) which is a new
paradigm for ergodicity-breaking. The experimental findings in the Rydberg chain can be well
captured by a kinetically constrained model called the “PXP” model, which has been shown to
host the Eigenstate Thermalization Hypothesis (ETH)-violating scar states in the middle of the
spectrum. Much effort has been put into identifying similar kinetically restricted systems that show
a violation of ETH. In this work, we study the QMBS that can arise in one such model, namely the
spin-1 Kitaev chain, where owing to some conserved quantities, the Hilbert space gets fragmented
into unequal disconnected subspaces. Recently, You et. al [Phys. Rev. Research 4, 013103 (2022)]
showed that the ground state sector of this chain can be mapped exactly onto the prototypical
PXP model and thus hosts QMBSs. Here, we demonstrate that the phenomenon of scarring is also
present in other sectors, and in particular, we identify a sector that exhibits substantially more
scarring than the ground state one. We propose an initial state and numerically demonstrate that

its fidelity revivals are robust and longer-lived than those in the PXP model.

I. INTRODUCTION

Rapid improvements in the platforms for realizing and
controlling non-equilibrium dynamics of closed quantum
systems, such as ultracold atoms [1], trapped ions [2],
nitrogen-vacancy centers [3], etc., has enabled a study
of the thermalization of quantum systems isolated from
external baths. A generic isolated quantum system is
expected to be ergodic, i.e., under the unitary dynam-
ics of its Hamiltonian, any initial state would eventually
evolve into a featureless thermal state. This loss of in-
formation on the initial state’s configuration presents a
barrier to protecting quantum information. As a result,
it is crucial to search for non-ergodic systems that resist
thermalization. The Eigenstate Thermalization Hypoth-
esis (ETH) [4, 5] regulates the characteristics of ergodic
quantum systems and describes how far-from-equilibrium
initial states evolve in time to reach a final state that is
described by a thermal ensemble. ETH suggests all the
eigenstates of ergodic systems are thermal and thus any
initial state evolves into a thermal state at long times.
Two well-known exceptions to the ETH paradigm are
integrable and many-body localized systems [6-8]. In in-
tegrable systems, the presence of an extensive number of
conserved quantities prevents an initial state from fully
exploring all the allowed configurations in the Hilbert
space. In MBL systems, the presence of interactions [9]
and strong disorder [10] leads to an emergent integrabil-
ity that prevents thermalization. These two ergodicity-
breaking mechanisms are of the strong form in that every
eigenstate exhibits features of an athermal state.

Recently, experimental findings in an ultracold Ryd-
berg atom chain [11] revealed a new mechanism for weak
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ergodicity-breaking. When the Rydberg atoms were ini-
tialized in a particular state, the so-called Néel state,
they do not thermalize and instead display long-lived co-
herent oscillations. On the other hand, certain other
initial states do exhibit thermal behavior. The theo-
retical description of the Rydberg chain is captured by
the kinetically constrained “PXP” model [12]. Since the
Rydberg atoms are quite large, it is energetically pro-
hibitive to simultaneously excite two nearest neighbor-
ing atoms [13, 14]. The ‘P’ in the PXP is a projector
that exactly projects out these configurations in which
the nearest neighboring sites are both in excited states.
This Rydberg blockade constraint imposes a restriction
on the allowed configurations for the system which re-
sults in a constrained Hilbert space that the system can
access. Numerical studies of the PXP model [15-18] have
revealed the presence of anomalous states at equidistant
energies that have sub-extensive entanglement entropy
(EE) in the otherwise thermal bulk spectrum. These
special eigenstates obey the area-law of EE rather than
the volume-law of EE as anticipated by ETH and have
substantial overlap with the Néel state which results
in the observed coherent revivals. This phenomenon is
dubbed quantum many-body scars (QMBS) [15]. These
scar states are vanishingly rare and typically their num-
ber grows only algebraically with system size while the
Hilbert space dimension grows exponentially with sys-
tem size. As a result, these scars only lead to a weak or
incomplete breach of ETH.

In recent years, substantial theoretical effort [19-24]
has been put in, in tandem with experiments [22, 25],
to look for systems that can support QMBS. QMBS
have been identified in many-body systems, such as the
Affleck-Kennedy-Lieb-Tasaki model [26-28], integer spin
XY model [29, 30], n-pairing Hubbard model [31-33],
thin torus limit of quantum hall phases [34], tilted 1D
Fermi-Hubbard model [22], etc. In this work, we study
QMBS in the spin-1 Kitaev chain [35, 36], where previ-
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ous studies [37] have demonstrated that the PXP model
is embedded in one of its subspaces, thereby making it
an ideal candidate system to support QMBS. We study
other subspaces (besides the one that has the PXP in
it) of this model and see if they too can support QMBS.
We identify a sector where the scarring is considerably
stronger than that observed in the PXP model. Analo-
gous to the Néel state of the PXP model, we propose an
initial state in this sector that shows remarkably persis-
tent fidelity oscillations.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. We
give a brief overview of the one-dimensional (1D) spin-1
Kitaev model in Sec. II. In Sec. IIT A we study a partic-
ular sector of this model and its associated constrained
dynamics and find that this subspace hosts anomalous
scarred states. We identify an initial state in this sub-
space and numerically demonstrate that it has robust
and long-lived coherent oscillations. We show that the
forward scattering approximation nicely captures these
scarred states. In Sec. III B we consider some other sub-
spaces of the Kitaev chain and show that the fidelity os-
cillations of analogous initial states in these subspaces de-
cay rapidly. Finally, we summarize our results in Sec. IV
and present an outlook for the future.

II. THE ONE-DIMENSIONAL KITAEV MODEL

The spin-1 Kitaev chain can be obtained as a single
row of the two-dimensional Kitaev model [35]. We start
with the general spin-S Kitaev model on the honeycomb
lattice that is described by the Hamiltonian

HP =7, > 5880+0, 3 S8+, > 8787 (1)

(:9) 4 (i3} (4:7) -

where operators S (with a=x,y,2) are the spin-S op-
erators at site j and (i,j), denotes nearest neighbors
in the a-direction. The spin operators satisfy the usual
SU(2) algebra i.e., [SZ, Sj?]:iéijeabcsjc», where €4, is the
totally anti-symmetric Levi-Civita tensor. Setting J,=0
in Eq. (1), we get a set of decoupled 1D chains any one
of which of N sites is described by the Hamiltonian [36]

N/2
HllfD({J}) = Z(J2j—152xj—152zj + J2ngngj+1)- (2)
j=1

In general, the coupling constants J’s could be different
from each other. However, throughout this work, we will
consider the simple case where all J’s are equal and set
to unit strength i.e., J; = 1 VI. Thus, we end up with the
following Hamiltonian for the spin-S Kitaev chain

N/2
Hi = Z(ng—lsgj + ngsgj+1), (3)

j=1

which is the model that we will work with throughout
this paper. Next, we would like to find the symmetries

of the Hamiltonian of Eq. (3). To do so, we define site
parity operators PJ on every site as

P = e (4)

The Ising-like terms in Eq. (3) change the value of total
S, at the sites adjoining a link i.e., S5, ;+53; at the -
link (2j—1,25) and the value of S3,+53,,, at the y-link
(24,24+1), by either 0 or 2. Therefore the bond parity
operators B; on odd and even bonds defined by

ng,1 = ngflpgj’ and ng = PS}P%Z;H (5)

remain invariant under the action of Hamiltonian. Thus
we have

[BJ7H]:O7 VJ, (6)

and these constitute symmetries of the spin-S Kitaev
chain. By performing the following unitary transforma-
tion on the even sites [36]

S5; — ng, ng — 83 S5, = =55, (7)
the Hamiltonian can be cast into the following convenient
translationally invariant form

N
H=>Y 578Y,,. (8)
j=1

Upon the unitary transformation of Eq. (7), the bond
parity operators take the universal form (independent of
whether bond j is even or odd)

From here on, we shall restrict ourselves to the spin-1
case of our interest and work with its natural representa-
tion given by the orthonormal basis states {|x), |y), |z)}

defined as
|)

i

(=1 =) ly) = 7

(I=0) + 1), 12) = 10),
(10)

1
V2

where |m) is the eigenstate of the spin-1 operator S? with
eigenvalue m=—1,0,1. In this representation the spin-1
operators can be written as Sj,=ieq. and their matrix
representation is

00 0 0 —i
00 —i|,s*=1[o0 0
0

0¢ O —1

0 i 0 —i 0
5% = 00],8% =i 0].
00 000
(11

Furthermore, the 3 x 3 matrices corresponding to the site
parity operators P* of Eq. (4) are diagonal and given by

10 0 ~10 0 1.0 0
Pe=(0 -1 0 |,P»=[0 1 0 |,P=[0 —10
00 —1 0 0 -1 0 01

(12)



From this matrix representation, we can readily read off
that the eigenvalues of the operators Pj are +£1 with the
eigenvalue —1 being doubly degenerate. Therefore, the
eigenvalues of bond parity operators B; defined in Eq. (9)
are also bj==1 since they are just products of the site
parity operators. Moreover, as the site-parity operators
P} are diagonal, they commute with each other. The
bond operators B; being products of diagonal site-parity
operators are also diagonal and commute with each other
[along with the fact that they commute with the Hamil-
tonian as shown in Eq. (6)]. This implies the Hilbert
space can be decomposed into 2V sectors (of unequal
sizes since the eigenvalue —1 is doubly degenerate) and
gach sector can be represented by a set of bond invariants
bE{bh bg, ty bN}

Projection into these sectors imposes restrictions on
the allowed configurations of two neighboring sites. For
the nearest neighbor sites (j,j+1) there are a total of
3x3=9 allowed states which, based on the eigenvalue of
the bond operator B;, get fragmented into the following
two sets

lzy), |zz), |yz), |zy) and |zz) have b;=1, (13)

and

lzzy, |yy), |yz) and |zz) have b;=-—1. (14)

The existence of these constrained subspaces makes the
spin-1 Kitaev chain a viable candidate to host QMBS.

III. QMBS IN THE SPIN-1 KITAEV CHAIN

The authors of Ref. [36] showed that the ground
state of the Hamiltonian of Eq. (8) lies in the sub-
space with all b;=1. The restriction on the neighboring
sites in this sector exactly mimics the Rydberg block-
ade constraint [36, 37]. Thus, the 5:{1, 1,---,1} sub-
space can exactly be mapped into the PXP model (see
App. A) and therefore hosts QMBS [37]. The corre-
sponding Néel state for the spin-1 chain is given by
| Z2)Kitaev=|yz)=|yxzyx - - - yz) and the fidelity for this
state F(t)=|(Zy|exp(—iHt)|Z)|? gives rise to coherent
oscillation as shown in Fig. 1.

We will show in the subsequent sections that some
other subspaces of the spin-1 Kitaev chain also har-
bor scarred eigenstates, though in general, it is dif-
ficult to find the corresponding spin-1/2 Hamiltonian
like the PXP one as it involves complicated forms with
long-range interactions. In particular, we find that the
b={1,1,—1,1,1,—1,--- ,1,1,—1} sector exhibits a more
pronounced scarring effect than the ground state one and
we will discuss the fate of QMBS in this sector next.

A. The b={1,1,-1,1,1—1,---,1,1, —1} sector

We first unravel the structure of the constrained
Hilbert space of this sector. There are two types of con-
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FIG. 1. Fidelity of the |Z2)kitaev State showing periodic re-
vivals. Data are for N=22 sites with periodic boundary con-
ditions. The dimension of the sector D(1,1,---,1)=39,603.

straints on the states of nearest neighboring sites: i) since
b3;j=—1, there are four possible states given in Eq. (14)
that the neighboring sites (3j,3j+1) can be in, whereas,
ii) since bp=1 Vk= 3j, there are five possible states given
in Eq. (13) that the neighboring sites (k, k+1), k# 3j can
be in. The dimension of Hilbert space H of this sector is
known to be D(1,1,—1,1,1,—1,---,1,1, —1)~1.55113"
for a system of size N with periodic boundary condition
(PBC) [36]. In this sector, the Hamiltonian transforms
the state |yz) to |zz) and vice-versa over the bond with
bj=—1 and |zz) to |yz) and vice-versa over the bond
with b;=1. Therefore the Hilbert space of this sector can
be constructed by taking any initial state of the sector
as root state (call it |R)) and successively applying the
Hamiltonian on it, i.e.,

H1,-11,1-1,- 1,1-1} = Span{|R), H|R), H|R), - (})
15
Fig. 2 shows the constrained Hilbert space and the ac-
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FIG. 2. The action of the Kitaev Hamiltonian of Eq. (8) on

the Hilbert space of the sector Z;:{l, 1,-1,1,1,—1} for N=6
sites with periodic boundary conditions.
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tion of the Hamiltonian in this sector for N=6 sites with
PBC. In the graph, each node corresponds to a product
state of the subspace and the edges connect the config-
urations that result from a given product state due to
the action of the Hamiltonian. This graph representa-
tion will be helpful in the forward scattering approx-
imation (FSA) defined later in this section. We now
study the dynamics of the basis states of this subspace
using the exact diagonalization of the Hamiltonian. We
find that initial states of the kind |yzy)=|yxyyzy - - - yry)
and |zyz)=|ryzzyx---xyx) show long-lived revivals.
Fig. 3(a) depicts the evolution of the initial state |yxy)
and a randomly chosen product state under the Kitaev
Hamiltonian with N=24 sites. The |yzy) state shows the
hallmark of QMBS wherein fidelity oscillations are robust
and long-lived. In particular, the fidelity oscillations for
this state are more robust (peaks heights are higher as
evidenced by the fact that the first revival peak displays
>80% return probability to the initial state) and longer-
lived (persist for a longer time) as compared to that of
the |Z2)Kitaev State shown in Fig. 1. In sharp contrast,
a random state thermalizes rapidly [see the green curve
shown in Fig. 3(a)].

We can visualize the scarred dynamics in this sec-
tor as the state bouncing between the two corner states
lyzy) and |xyx) of the Hilbert space graph shown in
Fig. 2. The dotted line in Fig. 3(a), where we plot
|(zyz|e~*Ht|yxy)|?, which is the probability of finding
the state in |zyz) following time evolution from the ini-
tial state |yzy), illustrates this back-and-forth motion. In
Fig. 3(b) we plot the growth of EE with time for different
initial states. The EE of a subregion A is defined as the
von Neumann entropy of the reduced density matrix of
the subsystem as Sa=—Trac{palnpa}, where p, is the
reduced density matrix of subsystem A and the trace is
taken over its complement A€. For the |yxy) state, along
with an increase as a function of time, the EE mirrors
the oscillations seen in the fidelity. Moreover, the rate
at which EE grows in the |yxy) state is much smaller as
compared to that of a randomly chosen state, suggesting
that the initial |yxy) state results in non-ergodic behav-
ior.

Thermalization and its breakdown can also be probed
by measuring the spread of EE of eigenstates. ETH
predicts a “volume-law” scaling of EE, i.e., for a 1D
system EE scales linearly with the size of the subsys-
tem. Fig. 4 demonstrates that the bipartite (equipar-
titioned) S for the majority of the eigenstates of the
b={1,1,—-1,1,1 — 1,---,1,1,—1} sector do exhibit the
volume-law behavior that is consistent with the predic-
tion of ETH. However, in addition to the bulk of highly
entangled states, there are outliers over the entire range
of the spectrum that have much lower entropy that vio-
lates the volume law predicted by ETH.

The fidelity oscillations observed in Fig. 3(a) arise pre-
cisely due to the existence of these relatively small num-
ber of athermal eigenstates that are spread throughout
the bulk spectrum but carry low EE. These scarred states
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FIG. 3. (a) Fidelity dynamics for the initial state |yzy) and
a randomly chosen product state. The former shows coherent
oscillations whereas the latter thermalizes rapidly. The black
dotted lines show the probability of state transfer between
lyzy) and |zyz) (b) Entanglement entropy S for the same
initial states. The Entropy of the |yzy) state grows linearly
with time but it also shows oscillations due to scarring. Data
is shown for N=24 sites with PBC.

have anomalously high overlap with the initial product
state |yzy) as shown in Fig. 5. Like in other models host-
ing QMBS [15, 34], the projection onto the |yzy) state
displays towers of special equispaced (with the spacing
in energy determining the inverse time period of oscilla-
tions seen in the fidelity) eigenstates having anomalously
high overlap with the initial product state |yxy). The
observed coherent oscillations in fidelity, sub-thermal en-
tanglement entropy of certain eigenstates, and anoma-
lously large overlap of these eigenstates with a particular
initial product state results in the non-ergodic dynamics
and establishes the existence of QMBS in this subspace
of spin-1 Kitaev chain.

Furthermore, as has been demonstrated for the PXP
mode, the topmost state in the towers of scarred eigen-
states in this sector can be well-approximated using the
so-called Forward Scattering Approximation (FSA) [15].
The FSA mechanism involves constructing an approx-
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FIG. 4. Bipartite (equipartition) entanglement entropy of the
eigenstates of the b={1,1,—1,1,1—1,---,1,1, —1} in the spin-
1 Kitaev model as a function of energy. The bulk states satisfy
the volume law of EE, however, there are several states that
reside over the entire range of the spectrum and carry low EE
and thereby violate ETH. Data is shown for N=24 sites with
PBC. The color scale on the right indicates the density of the
data points.
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FIG. 5. Density plot showing the overlap of the initial prod-
uct state |yzy) with the eigenstates of the I;':{l7 1,-1,1,1—
1,--+,1,1,—1} sector in the spin-1 Kitaev model. The cross
marks denote the overlap with the eigenstates of the FSA
Hamiltonian [see Eq. (20)], which very well approximate the
topmost states in the towers of scar states.

imate Hamiltonian whose eigenstates reproduce the
scarred states. We start by splitting the Hamilto-
nian into forward and backward propagating parts as
H=H7*+H~, where

Ht= 3 fya)(zzl+ Y |z2)(yal

i=1,4,7, i=2,5,6,--

— D ly)(ea|

i=1,4,7,

H = ) |z2)(yzl+ Y |yx)(z]
i=1,4,7,- =256,
(17)
- Y |yl
i=1,4,7,-
Then we construct the basis vectors |0),]1),--- ,|N)

of the effective Hamiltonian Hpga, where |0)=|yzy) and
Iny=(1//cn)(HT)"|yzy) (¢, is the normalization con-
stant). In the Hilbert space graph shown in Fig. 2, the ac-
tion of H* corresponds to moving from left to right (right
to left for H~) and H™' annihilates the |zyz) state (H~
annihilates the |yzy) state). Therefore, starting from the
lyxy) state the FSA recurrence closes after N+1 steps
once the forward propagation reaches the |zyz) state
at the opposite end of the Hilbert space graph shown
in Fig. 2. The approximation in FSA entails that the
Hilbert space of basis states |0), |1),--- ,|N) is closed un-
der the action of the Kitaev Hamiltonian of Eq. (8). The
action of H on these basis states is given by

Hn) =H"|n) + H |n)

_ (18)
=Bnt1ln + 1) + H™ |n),
where 8,=+/¢n/c¢n—1. Thus to make the Hilbert space
closed under the action of the Hamiltonian we have to
approximate

H™|n) =~ Buln —1). (19)
Using Egs. (18) and (19) the Hamiltonian takes the form
of the following tridiagonal matrix which is the FSA
Hamiltonian

0 &
Br 0 B2
Hpga = B2 0 (20)
. BN
By O

As shown by the cross marks in Fig. 5, the eigen-
states of the FSA Hamiltonian of Eq. (20) pro-
vide an excellent approximation to the special scarred
eigenstates of the Kitaev Hamiltonian in the sector
b={1,1,-1,1,1,-1,---,1,1,—1}.

B. QMBS in other sectors

We have also looked for the possibility of scarring
in other sectors of the Kitaev chain by studying the
dynamics from different initial product states. Amongst
all the initial states and sectors we considered, we found
that initial product states |yyzz)=|yyrzyyzz---yyzz)

in the sector 5:{71,1,71,1,~~,71,1} and the
state  |yyyr)=|yyyxryyyz - --yyyxr) in  the sector
b={-1,-1,1,1,~-1,-1,1,1,---,~1,-1,1,1} also

show oscillations in the fidelity. In Fig. 6 we plot the



return probabilities for the aforementioned initial states.
We note that the oscillations are weaker (as evidenced
by the peak heights) and decay much faster in these
sectors. One way to understand this is that the FSA
does not work well in these sectors as shown in Fig. 7.
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FIG. 6. Fidelity of the state (a) |yyxz) which lies in the
sector b={—1,1,—1,1,---,—1,1} (b) |yyyz) which lies in the
sector b={—1,—1,1,1,—1,-1,1,1,---,—1,—1,1,1}. The fi-
delity oscillations are weaker (peak heights are reduced) and
decay faster in these sectors as compared to the ones shown
in Fig. 3. Data are shown for N=24 sites.

The authors of Ref. [20] showed that Hamiltonians
hosting QMBS support an emergent approximate SU(2)
symmetry within a subspace of the Hilbert space. The re-
vivals from the initial product states can then be thought
of as the coherent rotation of the large SU(2) degree of
freedom. In the SU(2) algebra, HT and H~ act as an
analog of the raising and lowering operators. Their com-
mutator H*=[H", H ] acts as S* operator, and the FSA
states are its eigenstates. However, in Eq. (19) we saw
that H~ only approximately inverts the action of H™,
which is why the algebra is not exact and perfect re-
vivals are not observed. We expect that if the FSA gives
a good representation of the exact scar states, then one
sees strong revivals. Otherwise, if the FSA does not rep-

0 1.0
(a) ® exact
V=24 XXX X FsA
° ° 0.8
=
g _3 0.6
=
=
8_4 0.4
a0
<
-5
0.2
-6
-7
1.0
0.8
0.6
2 0.4
R L e R
5 o ad ..a? 3 g ":g.. e * ¥ 0.2
o 4 3 e
. g ) " Li4d .
-6 « - ° :.‘."’*s 6‘? ﬁﬁ’ ., ° %
7 ok 1"-\\!'!‘3""1:5’; AR
-10 -5 g 5 10

FIG. 7. Density plot of the overlap of the initial product
states that show fidelity oscillations in particular sectors (see
Fig. 6) of the spin-1 Kitaev model with all eigenstates in
that sector. The crosses show the overlap with eigenstates
of the forward-scattering approximation Hamiltonian Hpsa.
The overlap of the scar states with the product states fails to
match the magnitude as predicted by FSA which is consis-
tent with the observation of a faster decay of fidelity in these
states. Data are shown for (a) b={—1,1,—1,1,---,—1,1}
and (b) b={—1,-1,1,1,—1,-1,1,1,--- , —1,—1,1,1} sectors
of the spin-1 Kitaev chain of N=24 sites.

resent the scar states well, the fidelity decays quickly.
This is consistent with our numerical observations.

These results also show that it is not necessar-
ily the case that the more constrained a Hilbert
space is the more scarring it shows. In general,
the more the number of bj=—1 larger the number
of constraints and the fewer the number of states
in the corresponding Hilbert space. Nevertheless, as
we have shown above, the more constrained sector
5:{—1, -1,1,1,-1,-1,1,1, - - -} shows less scarring than
the less constrained l;:{l7 1,-1,1,1,—1,-- -} sector. The
strength of scarring is determined by the structure of the
graph of the corresponding Hilbert space and how well
the FSA works there. We note here that we have checked
that all sectors in the spin-1 Kitaev chain that we con-



sidered do not show Poison level statistics which rules
out an integrability-based explanation for the athermal
behavior we observe.

IV. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

In this paper, we studied the time evolution of ini-
tial states in certain sectors of the spin-1 Kitaev chain,
where the Hilbert space is fragmented into 2V unequal
subspaces. We looked at the dynamics of the initial
states in these constrained subspaces. We found that
the |yzy) state in the I;:{I,L—l,l,l,—l7 .-} sector
showed the most prominent coherent oscillations in fi-
delity when evolved under the Kitaev Hamiltonian, more
so than even the |Zs)kitaev state of the celebrated PXP
model which is embedded in the g:{l, 1,--+,1} sector
that hosts the ground state of the spin-1 Kitaev chain.
The coherent dynamics in the g:{l, 1,-1,1,1,-1,---}
sector were characterized by special eigenstates that have
anomalously low entanglement entropy, and high overlap
with the initial |yzy) state. We also showed that these
special scarred states can be well-approximated by the
FSA. Furthermore using the FSA, we showed why cer-
tain other sectors do not show long-lived oscillations in
fidelity. It would be interesting to see if the scarring
phenomena we observed can be understood using ana-
lytical techniques such as the recently proposed broken
unitary picture of dynamics in QMBS [38], or interpret-
ing it as a one-dimensional chiral scattering problem [39],
or projector-embedding [40] or commutant algebras [41].

The Kitaev chain provides a model system and frame-
work to study the dynamics of constrained systems.
Here, we only looked at the spin-1 chain and it would be
interesting to look at higher spins and see whether they
exhibit QMBS. Another potential avenue that could be
worth studying in the future is to explore the existence of
QMBS in higher dimensions and/or in different geome-
tries.
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Appendix A: Mapping the l_;:{l, 1,
PXP model

1} sector to the

In this appendix, we show that the b={1,1,---,1} sec-
tor of the spin-1 Kitaev chain can be mapped to the PXP
model. Since all b;=1 in this sector, there are five allowed

states for any pair of nearest neighbor sites (j, j+1) as
shown in Eq. (13). Owing to these constraints, config-
urations of neighboring sites can be written in terms of
spin-1/2 degrees of freedom on the dual lattice (for each
bond between sites j and j41 on the primal lattice, on
the dual lattice we define a site at {j+1/2}) of N sites
using the following mapping

\ygc G+l = I T>g

‘Zy G+l | \L>]
)

) +
) +
zz)j5+1 = [ 1)t
) +
) +

[SIE

Nl

(A1)

Nl

[22)j.541 = [ 1)

\my G+l I \I/>j

[SE

M\»—l

This mapping does not allow the nearest neighbors on the
dual lattice to be in the configuration [11) which is pre-
cisely the Rydberg blockade constraint (no two nearest
neighbors are simultaneously in the excited state) that is
implemented in the PXP model. Though the mapping
in Eq. (A1) appears to be many-to-one it is not. The re-
verse mapping from the dual lattice to the spin-1 primal
lattice is given by

M- 1+1 = 1Y)
| 1)1 541 = [2);
[ -1 541 = 12)5

(A2)

which ensures that the mapping is one-to-one. Note that
a similar mapping was used in Ref. [34] to map the thin-
torus limit of the pair-hoping Hamiltonian of the v=1/3
fractional quantum hall effect to the PXP model. With
this mapping, the (non-vanishing) action of the spin-1
Kitaev model on the primal lattice leads to the following
terms in the Hamiltonian Hy; ;... 1) in the dual space

H; ]+1|*y$1*>_|*y; *)
i+3
YR TIe S ST

Jtl Jitl (A3)
Hijl+ 755 =[x §E)

— V=10,

where [x) corresponds to any allowed configuration on
the sites that respect the above-mentioned constraints.
The terms in the Hamiltonian of Eq. (A3) are exactly
the ones that appear in the PXP model, which is given
by

j—105 Pjy1, (Ad)

N
Hag, = Z P
j=1

where the Pauli operators are defined in the usual way

with o®=(}) (t[+|1) () and o*=([1)(T|=[{)({]), and the

projectors Pj=(1-0%)/2 ensure that no two spin-1/2



nearest neighbors are simultaneously in the excited |1)
state. Thus, the spin-1 Kitaev chain Hamiltonian re-
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stricted to the b={1,1,--- ,1} sector (which hosts its
ground state) exactly maps into the PXP model.
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