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Abstract. In random sequential adsorption (RSA), objects are deposited on a
substrate randomly, irreversibly, and sequentially. Attempts of deposition that
lead to an overlap with previously deposited objects are discarded. The process
continues until the system reaches a jammed state when no further additions are
possible. We analyze a class of RSA models on a two-row square ladder graph in
which landing on an empty site in a graph is allowed when at least b neighboring
sites in the graph are unoccupied (b ∈ N). In this paper we complement this
typical way of studying RSA models by analyzing also the structure of the set
of all jammed states in a static way, disregarding the dynamics that led to a
particular jammed state. In both considered settings (dynamic and static) we
provide explicit expressions for key statistics that describe the average proportion
of the substrate covered by deposited objects, and then we comment on significant
differences between the two settings. We illustrate all of our findings through a
toy model for ensembles of trapped Rydberg atoms with blockade range b.

1. Introduction

Random sequential adsorption (RSA) is a toy model mimicking the irreversible
deposition of suspended particles onto substrates. Particles are deposited randomly,
and sequentially, obeying the rule that if the new particle is sufficiently far away from
already deposited ones, it sticks to the substrate; otherwise, the deposition event is
discarded. In the two-dimensional setting, the RSA models have been applied to
modeling chemisorption on single-crystal surfaces and adsorption in colloidal systems
[1–5]. There are also applications in nanotechnology; see Refs. [6–9]. The RSA
models have been also used in high dimensions, e.g., in the context of packing
problems [10].

The first and most famous RSA model was introduced by Flory [11]. The purpose
of his model was the description of reactions along a long polymer chain (using
analogy with adsorption of dimers). Another beautiful RSA model with adsorption
on a continuous one-dimensional line was introduced by Rényi [12] as a toy model
of car parking. The class of RSA models has also been used in several other one-
dimensional settings, e.g., in modeling polymer translocation [13,14], and describing
zero-temperature dynamics of Ising chains [15–17].

We illustrate the particular RSA model studied in this paper through ensembles of
trapped Rydberg atoms. Our model mimics the generation of Rydberg excitations.
Neutral atoms excited into a high-energy state, the so-called Rydberg state, have
been intensely studied, and have become a testing ground for various quantum
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· · ·
L vertices in each row

Figure 1. Two-row ladder graph.

mechanical problems in quantum information processing, quantum computation,
and quantum simulation [18]. In experiments (see [19–22]), a laser excites ultra-
cold atoms into a Rydberg state. Interactions between Rydberg atoms cause the
blockage forbidding the excitation of atoms sufficiently close to a Rydberg atom.
When the radiative decay of the Rydberg atoms can be ignored, this RSA model
mimics certain features of the excitation process [23], although it disregards features
like the nonergodic quantum dynamics of Rydberg-blockaded chains (see [24–27]
and references therein). It is essential to note that this blockade is not absolute;
under specific conditions, such as when the laser field is detuned, the anti-blockade
phenomenon can occur. In this regime, atoms within the blockade radius can still
be excited, allowing for greater control over excitation dynamics. Our toy model
completely disregards this anti-blockade phenomenon.

In our model, atoms occupy vertices of a two-row square ladder graph of length
L with 2L vertices (see Figure 1). We start with all the atoms in a neutral state
(represented by unfilled vertices), and then we randomly, and sequentially excite
them into a Rydberg state (represented by filled vertices). The blockage effect is
modeled by the requirement that excited atoms are separated by at least b neutral
atoms (where b ∈ N is a parameter of our model). More precisely, the shortest-path
distance between any two excited atoms must be at least b + 1. We proceed with
random sequential excitation of neutral atoms into a Rydberg state until we find
ourselves in a situation where it is impossible to excite another neutral atom without
violating the blockage constraint (i.e. exciting any of the neutral atoms would result
in two excited atoms being strictly less than b+1 edges apart). Figure 2 shows one
possible sequence of random sequential excitations on the ladder of length L = 7
when blockade range is b = 2.
A configuration of atoms, on our underlying ladder graph, for which it holds that

it is impossible to excite another neutral atom without violating the blockage con-
straint is called jammed (or maximal) configuration. For example, the configuration
in Figure 2(d) is jammed because exciting any other atom, in addition to the three
already excited, would result in that fourth excited atom being at a (edge) distance
less than 3 = 2+1 from another excited atom. Note that, depending on a particular
order in which atoms are excited, a jammed configuration reached at the end of the
process can have different number of atoms in a Rydberg state (see Figure 6 below).

It is worth mentioning again that this model completely disregards the anti-
blockade phenomenon which would allow atoms within the blockade radius to be
excited, thus allowing for greater control over excitation dynamics. Disregarding
the anti-blockade phenomenon is crucial for our model, as the notion of jammed
configurations only makes sense if the excitations are irreversible and the blockage
constraint is strictly enforced.

We are interested in the proportion (density) of the excited atoms in jammed
configurations, which is defined as the ratio of the number of excited atoms, and the
total number of atoms we started with (i.e. the total number of vertices in our ladder
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(a) Non-jammed configuration with
no excited atoms.

(b) Non-jammed configuration with
1 excited atom.

(c) Non-jammed configuration with
2 excited atoms.

(d) Jammed configuration with 3
excited atoms.

Figure 2. One possible excitation sequence resulting in a jammed
configuration of Rydberg atoms on the ladder of length L = 7, when
blockade range b = 2.

graph). The main question related to jammed configurations concerns finding the
expected proportion (density) of the excited atoms. More precisely, if we sample a
single jammed configuration from the set of all the jammed configurations, what is
the expected value of the proportion of the excited atoms in the sampled jammed
configuration. Clearly, the answer to that question depends on the way we sample
a single jammed configuration from the set of all jammed configurations.

There are two natural ways of doing that. One way is through the RSA process
(explained above). We randomly and sequentially excite atoms into a Rydberg state
until we reach a jammed configuration. We refer to this way of sampling one jammed
configuration as the dynamic model. The expected density of the excited atoms in
this setting is called the jamming limit. To determine the value of the jamming
limit one can run experiments (see [28]), computer simulations (see [29–32]), or use
analytical methods (see [11,12,32–36]). Even though several analytic solutions have
been found, for most of the models studied in the literature, the jamming limits
have only been approximated using computer simulations. Furthermore, most of
the papers in which analytic solutions have been obtained are dealing with one-
dimensional models. In this paper we study a very modest generalization of the
one-dimensional lattice, namely the two row square ladder graph (see Figure 1), but
we manage to obtain the analytic solution for all b ≥ 1 (where the parameter b
models the blockade range of atoms in a Rydberg state).

Another way to look at the problem of the expected density of the excited atoms in
a jammed configuration is to assume that all the jammed configurations in our model
are equally likely to appear, and then sample one such configuration at random. This
approach is usually referred to as the equilibrium (or static) model. Different equi-
librium models have also been studied in the literature (see [17, 33, 37–40]). The
standard way to describe the equilibrium model is by the so-called complexity func-
tion (also known as configurational entropy). It is known that in similar models, the
number of different jammed configurations with a particular density tends to grow
exponentially with the length of the configuration (see [16, 41, 42]). The complex-
ity function then describes (in a refined way) what portion of the total number of
configurations is taken up by configurations having a particular density. More pre-
cisely, the complexity function assigns to each density ρ the exponential rate S(ρ)
at which the number of configurations with density ρ grows as the length of the
ladder increases to infinity. It then follows that the number of configurations with
density ρ is approximately eLS(ρ) for large ladder lengths L. As a consequence, the
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expected density of excited particles in a jammed configuration (in the equilibrium
version of the model) approaches the argument of the maximum of the complexity
function, as the length of configurations grows. This density at which the complexity
function attains its maximum is called the equilibrium density. More details on the
intuition behind the definition of the complexity function, and on the possible ways
of obtaining the explicit expressions for a complexity function are given in [43,44].

Initially, it is not clear that the two models (dynamic and equilibrium) lead to
different distributions of jammed configurations. The assumption that both ap-
proaches result in the same distribution of jammed configurations is referred to as
the Edwards hypothesis, see [45] for a recent review. In the models studied in this
paper (as in most cases), the Edwards hypothesis is violated.

The simplest setting for studying Rydberg atoms and their blockage effect is on
a finite one-dimensional lattice. This model has already been considered in the lit-
erature. The jamming limit in the dynamic version of that problem was obtained
in [46–48], and the complexity function of the equilibrium model was recently ob-
tained in [44, 49]. In this paper, we use similar techniques to extend these results
from the one-dimensional lattice, to a model of Rydberg atoms on the two-row
square ladder graph shown in Figure 1. In the rest of the paper we refer to this
graph as the ladder.

The dynamic model of Rydberg atoms on the ladder has already been studied
in the literature under different guises, but only for blockade range b = 1. In
physics literature, it was studied as a generalization of the famous Flory model
introduced in [11], where the imposed constraint is precisely the nearest neighbor
exclusion (see [34, 35]), and in the mathematics literature, it was studied as the
unfriendly theater seating arrangement problem [32], and random unfriendly seating
arrangement at a dining table [36, 46]. The equilibrium model for b = 1 is treated
in [43].

It is worth noticing that somewhat frivolous and caricatural settings of unfriendly
seating arrangements, or even more frivolous “urinal problem” [50], suddenly gained
on relevance and respectability with the outbreak of COVID pandemics in early
2020.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we study the dynamic
model and we obtain a closed formula for the jamming limit of the model of Rydberg
atoms on the ladder, for arbitrary blockade range b ≥ 1. Section 3 contains the
analysis of the equilibrium model. The main result in that section is the expression
for the complexity function of the model of Rydberg atoms on the ladder for all b ≥ 1.
In Section 4 we compare the two models. We show that the Edwards hypothesis
is violated, and that the behavior of the two models differs quite significantly as
b tends to infinity. Finally, in Section 5 we recapitulate our findings and indicate
several possible directions of future research.

2. Dynamic model

In this section we analyze the dynamic version of the model of Rydberg atoms
on the ladder. Our main result is the closed formula for the jamming limit for all
values of b ≥ 1 (see (2.9)). We denote the value of the jamming limit, when the
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· · ·
· · ·

k

(a) Ak graph.

· · ·
· · ·
k − 1

(b) Bk graph.

Figure 3. Subgraphs of the original ladder graph that appear, dur-
ing the process of random sequential excitation of neutral atoms to a
Rydberg state, due to the blockage effect of excited atoms.

blockade range is equal to b, by ρb∞. Plugging b = 1 in formula (2.9) gives us

ρ1∞ =
1

2
e−1

(
1

2
+

∫ 1

0

eydy

)
=

1

2
e−1

(
1

2
+ e− 1

)
=

1

2
e−1

(
e− 1

2

)
=

1

2
− 1

4e
,

which recovers the result obtained in [32, 34–36]. Our approach is based on the
technique originally used in [34], and then also applied in [32] and [36]. As already
mentioned, we are interested in the model of Rydberg atoms on the ladder as the one
shown in Figure 1. However, after one of the neutral atoms is excited to a Rydberg
state, the blockage effect leaves us with a graph that differs from the original ladder
when it comes to its boundary. This is the reason why we need to study subgraphs
of the ladder of the shapes shown in Figure 3. Denote by Ak the expected number of
excited atoms on the graph Ak, and by Bk the expected number of excited atoms on
the graph Bk. After one of the neutral atoms is excited to a Rydberg state, it causes
blockage, see Figure 4. In this, and all the following figures, bullets (•) represent
atoms excited to a Rydberg state, while empty bullets (◦) represent neutral atoms.
Due to the blockage caused by the excited atom, the original graph is decomposed
into two subgraphs that are again of the same shape as graphs introduced in Figure
3. If the excited atom is close enough to the boundary, the original graph will
not necessarily decompose into two graphs, but for simplicity of notation, we set
Ak = Bk = 0 for every k < 0. Before proceeding, let us just clarify that A0 = 0, but
B0 = 1 (see Figure 5).

The graph Ak (shown in Figure 3(a)) contains 2k sites occupied by neutral atoms.
If an atom in the upper row of the graph Ak is excited, we are left with a graph of
type A on the left hand side, and a graph of type B on the right hand side (see
Figure 4(a)). If, instead, the excited atom is one of the atoms in the lower row,
after taking the blockage effect into account, we are left with a graph of type B on
the left hand side, and a graph of type A on the right hand side (see Figure 4(b)).
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+

(a) Excitation of a neutral atom in the upper row of the graph Ak.

+

(b) Excitation of a neutral atom in the lower row of the graph Ak.

+

(c) Excitation of a neutral atom in the upper row of the graph Bk.

+

(d) Excitation of a neutral atom in the lower row of the graph Bk.

Figure 4. Illustration of all the possible scenarios of exciting a neu-
tral atom to a Rydberg state (with blockade range b). After an atom
becomes excited, due to the blockade range, the original graph decom-
poses into two subgraphs that are again of the two types introduced
in Figure 3. In this illustration, we have k = 11 and b = 2.

(a) A2 (b) A1

∅
(c) A0

(d) B2 (e) B1 (f) B0

Figure 5. The graphs Ak and Bk for k ∈ {0, 1, 2}.

Hence, it holds that

(2.1)

Ak = 1 +
1

2k

k−1∑
j=0

(Aj−b +Bk−j−b) +
1

2k

k∑
j=1

(Bj−b + Ak−j−b)

= 1 +
1

k

k−1∑
j=1

(Aj−b +Bj−b) +
1

k
Bk−b.

Analyzing all the possible scenarios when starting from the graph Bk (shown in
Figure 3(b)), in an analogous way (see Figures 4(c) and 4(d)) yields

(2.2)

Bk = 1 +
1

2k

k∑
j=0

(Aj−b + Ak−j−b) +
1

2k

k−1∑
j=1

(Bj−b +Bk−j−b)

= 1 +
1

k

k−1∑
j=1

(Aj−b +Bj−b) +
1

k
Ak−b.
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We set Ck = (Ak + Bk)/2. In the thermodynamic limit k → ∞ the values Ak, Bk,
and Ck are all identical. Summing equations (2.1) and (2.2) and dividing by 2 gives

(2.3) Ck = 1 +
2

k

k−1∑
j=1

Cj−b +
1

k
Ck−b = 1 +

2

k

k−b−1∑
j=0

Cj +
1

k
Ck−b,

where Ck = 0, for every k < 0, and C0 = (A0 + B0)/2 = 1/2 (see Figure 5). By
multiplying (2.3) through by kxk−1 and summing over all k from one to infinity we
get

(2.4)

∞∑
k=1

Ckkx
k−1 =

∞∑
k=1

kxk−1 + 2
∞∑
j=0

Cj

∞∑
k=j+b+1

xk−1 +
∞∑
k=1

Ck−bx
k−1

=
1

(1− x)2
+ 2

∞∑
j=0

Cj
xj+b

1− x
+ xb−1

∞∑
k=1

Ck−bx
k−b.

Setting C(x) =
∑∞

k=0Ckx
k, we immediately get from (2.4)

(2.5) C ′(x) =
1

(1− x)2
+

2xb

1− x
C(x) + xb−1C(x) =

xb + xb−1

1− x
C(x) +

1

(1− x)2
.

By using

xb + xb−1

1− x
= −xb−1 − 2xb−2 − 2xb−3 − · · · − 2x− 2 +

2

1− x
,

one easily gets the solution of the homogeneous equation associated with (2.5) as

(2.6) Chom(x) = D exp

(
−xb

b
− 2

b−1∑
j=1

xj

j

)
· 1

(1− x)2
,

for some constant D ∈ R. Variation of the constant D gives us

(2.7) D′(x) = exp

(
xb

b
+ 2

b−1∑
j=1

xj

j

)
.

By combining equations (2.6) and (2.7), and by taking into account C(0) = C0 =
1/2, we get
(2.8)

C(x) =
1

(1− x)2
exp

(
−xb

b
− 2

b−1∑
j=1

xj

j

)(
1

2
+

∫ x

0

exp

(
yb

b
+ 2

b−1∑
j=1

yj

j

)
dy

)
.

Now we are ready to calculate the jamming limit for an arbitrary value of the
blockade range b ≥ 1. We want to calculate ρb∞ = limk→∞Ck/2k. Combining the
fact that limk→∞ Ck/k = limx→1(1 − x)2C(x), and the formula for C(x) given in
(2.8), we get

(2.9)

ρb∞ =
1

2
exp

(
−1

b
− 2

b−1∑
j=1

1

j

)(
1

2
+

∫ 1

0

exp

(
yb

b
+ 2

b−1∑
j=1

yj

j

)
dy

)

=
1

2Hb(1)

(
1

2
+

∫ 1

0

Hb(y)dy

)
,
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(a) N = 4, L = 7 (b) N = 3, L = 7 (c) N = 2, L = 7

Figure 6. Three jammed configurations of Rydberg atoms on the
ladder of length L = 7, with blockade range b = 2. The number
of Rydberg atoms in these configurations is N = 4, 3, 2 (from left to
right).

· · ·
· · ·

· · ·
· · ·

b b

Figure 7. If two consecutive excited atoms are both in the upper
row, and are separated by 2b− 1 (or more) neutral atoms, we will not
have a jammed configuration, because there will be at least one site
in the lower row (between those two excited atoms in the upper row)
where we will be allowed to excite an atom to a Rydberg state.

where

Hb(x) = exp

(
xb

b
+ 2

b−1∑
j=1

xj

j

)
.

3. Equilibrium model

The main goal of this section is to obtain the complexity function for the equi-
librium model of Rydberg atoms on the ladder for all b ≥ 1. Recently, a renewal
approach for calculating the complexity function of a model was introduced in [44]
(see also [51]). Inspired by the technique used there, we aim to compute a bivariate
generating function enumerating all the jammed configurations on the ladder with
2L sites (hence, of length L) with precisely N atoms excited to a Rydberg state
(when the blockade range is equal to b). Before explaining the procedure, let us
inspect some concrete examples of jammed configurations to get a better feeling
about their possible shapes. Figure 6 displays three different jammed configurations
on the ladder of length L = 7, where the blockade range b is equal to two, i.e., any
two excited atoms are at least two sites apart.

We now show how to build all the jammed configurations from the parts of the
ladder that only contain excited atoms in the upper row, and the parts of the ladder
that only contain excited atoms in the lower row. Notice that two consecutive
excited atoms in the upper row must be separated by at least b neutral atoms (so
that the constraint imposed by the blockage effect is satisfied), and at most 2b− 2
neutral atoms (since otherwise we would not end up with a jammed configuration,
see Figure 7). Hence, the part of the ladder that only contains excited atoms in
the upper row will be composed of blocks that have the first atom in the upper row
excited to a Rydberg state, followed by a cluster of at least 2b + 1, and at most
2(2b − 2) + 1, neutral atoms (i.e. after the first column where we have an excited
atom in the upper row, we have between b and 2b − 2 empty columns, see Figure
8). These building blocks are encoded by the polynomial
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· · ·
· · ·

b columns

· · ·
· · ·

b+ 1 columns

. . . · · ·
· · ·

2b− 2 columns

Figure 8. Building blocks of the parts of jammed configurations
where excited atoms are only in the upper row.

(3.1) Pb(x, y) = xy2(b+1) + . . .+ xy2(2b−1),

where x is a formal variable associated with the number of atoms excited to a
Rydberg state, and y is a formal variable associated with the total number of atoms
(neutral and excited) in the ladder of fixed length. Notice that any block from
Figure 8 can be glued to any other block from that figure. After the part of the
ladder where we only have excited atoms in the upper row, we switch to the part
where we only have atoms in the lower row. To be able to make a transition from
the part where excited atoms are only in the upper row, to the part where excited
atoms are only in the lower row, the former has to end with at least b − 1 empty
columns (and then an excited atom can appear in the lower row without violating
the blockage constraint), and at most 2b − 1 empty columns (after which we must
have an excited atom in the lower row to keep the configuration jammed). This last
block in the part of the jammed configuration that only contains excited atoms in
the upper row is, therefore, encoded by the polynomial

(3.2) Eb(x, y) = xy2b + . . .+ xy2·2b.

Combining (3.1) and (3.2), we get that the bivariate generating function associated
with the part that only contains excited atoms in the upper row is given by

(3.3) Fb(x, y) =
∞∑
n=0

(Pb(x, y))
n · Eb(x, y) =

xy2b(1− y2(b+1))

1− y2 − xy2(b+1)(1− y2(b−1))
.

Clearly, due to the symmetry between the upper and the lower row, the situation
is completely analogous when we consider parts of the jammed configuration that
only have excited atoms in the lower row. Hence, by using function Fb(x, y) from
(3.3), we can encode the whole jammed configuration, except its beginning and end.
Let us now inspect what can happen at the beginning and at the end of a jammed
configuration. Since blocks in Figure 8 all start with an excited atom, we can have
some empty columns before the first such block. These empty columns will clearly
not violate the blockage effect, but to keep our configuration jammed, the number of
empty columns at the beginning can be between 0 and b− 1. These empty columns
at the beginning of a jammed configuration are encoded by the polynomial

Sb(x, y) = 1 + y2 + · · ·+ y2(b−1).

The end of the configuration can again be interpreted as one of the parts that has
excited atoms only in the upper/lower row. The only difference is that the last part
has to end in a way to keep the configuration jammed. This means that, using the
same polynomial Pb(x, y) introduced in (3.1), and only changing the end polynomial
Eb(x, y) defined in (3.2) in an appropriate way, will give us the generating function
for the last part of the jammed configuration. After the last excited atom (just like
before the first one), we can have from 0 to b− 1 empty columns. Therefore, we will
end the last part of the jammed configuration with a block that has excited atom
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in the first column, and then between 0 and b− 1 empty columns. We encode this
by the polynomial

(3.4) Ẽb(x, y) = xy2 + xy4 + . . .+ xy2b.

This gives us

F̃b =
∞∑
n=0

(Pb(x, y))
n · Ẽb(x, y) =

xy2(1− y2b)

1− y2 − xy2(b+1)(1− y2(b−1))
.

Now we have all the ingredients for calculating the bivariate generating function
enumerating all the jammed configurations on the ladder with 2L sites (hence, of
length L) with precisely N atoms excited to a Rydberg state (when the blockade
range is equal to b). We denote this bivariate generating function by Gb(x, y):

Gb(x, y) =1 + Sb(x, y) · 2
∞∑
n=0

(Fb(x, y))
n · F̃b(x, y) = 1 +

2Sb(x, y)F̃b(x, y)

1− Fb(x, y)

=1 +
2xy2(1− y2b)2

(1− y2)2 − xy2b(1− y2b)(1− y4)
,(3.5)

where the factor 2 appears since the leftmost excited atom can appear in the upper,
or in the lower row. As an example, expanding the function Gb(x, y) into the Taylor
series at y = 0, when b = 2, the term containing y14 is

(2x2 + 30x3 + 2x4)y14

from which one can read that there are in total 34 jammed configurations on the
ladder of length L = 7, 30 of which have 3 excited atoms, 2 have 2 excited atoms,
and the remaining 2 have 4 excited atoms. Notice that the jammed configuration
shown in Figure 6(a), and its symmetric version, where the first atom from the left
is in the upper row, are the only ones with 4 excited atoms. Similarly, the jammed
configuration in Figure 6(c), and its symmetric version, are the only ones with 2
excited atoms.

We now proceed to compute the complexity function for this model by using
the method from [44] (see also [43] for details). For this, we need to extract the
denominator of the rational function Gb(x, y). It is straightforward to see that a
factor of (1 − y2)2 can be factored out from both the numerator and denominator
in (3.5), which means that the denominator of Gb(x, y) can be taken to be

qb(x, y) =
(1− y2)2 − xy2b(1− y2b)(1− y4)

(1− y2)2
= 1− xy2b

1− y2b

1− y2
(1 + y2)

= 1− xy2b(1 + 2y2 + 2y4 + · · ·+ 2y2b−2 + y2b).

(3.6)

Now for any x0 > 0, y0 > 0 is taken to be the unique positive solution to the
equation qb(x0, y0) = 0, and therefore

(3.7) x0 =
1

y2b0 (1 + 2y20 + 2y40 + · · ·+ 2y2b−2
0 + y2b0 )

.

The complexity function can now be expressed as

S(ρ) = −ρ lnx0 − ln y0,
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Figure 9. Complexity function of the Rydberg atoms on the ladder
model for 1 ≤ b ≤ 5 (left) and the same graphs scaled by 2b in the
horizontal direction in order to have the same support [0.5, 1]. Note
that the rescaled graphs for b = 1 and b = 2 are identical.

where
(3.8)

ρ =

[
x

y

∂xqb
∂yqb

]
x=x0,y=y0

=
(1− y40)(1− y2b0 )

4y20(1− y2b0 ) + 2b(1− y40)(1− 2y2b0 )

=
1 + 2y20 + · · ·+ 2y2b−2

0 + y2b0
2b(1 + 2y20 + · · ·+ 2y2b−2

0 + y2b0 ) + 2(2y20 + 4y40 + · · ·+ (2b− 2)y2b−2
0 + by2b0 )

.

The equations (3.7) and (3.8) parameterize the complexity function of the model
S(ρ) as a function of the parameter y0 > 0. Figure 9(a) shows graphs of S(ρ) for
several different values of b. As the problem formulation suggests, scaling all the
densities by 2b conveniently places them on the same support [0.5, 1]. The resulting
graphs are given in Figure 9(b).

Remark 3.1. It is not hard to calculate the explicit form of the complexity function
in cases b = 1, 2:

S1(ρ) =
1

2
[2ρ ln(2ρ)− (1− 2ρ) ln(1− 2ρ)− (4ρ− 1) ln(4ρ− 1)] , for

1

4
< ρ <

1

2
,

S2(ρ) =
1

2
[4ρ ln(4ρ)− (1− 4ρ) ln(1− 4ρ)− (8ρ− 1) ln(8ρ− 1)] , for

1

8
< ρ <

1

4
.

Note that scaling the densities by 2 in the first expression, and by 4 in the second,
produces the same function. This is visible in Figure 9(b). We also note that this
same function (modulo scaling) was already computed for an equivalent model by
Krapivsky and Luck in [44, equation (4.28)] and by the last three authors in [43,
equation (2.14)].

The equilibrium density ρ⋆ at which the complexity function attains its maximum
is known to correspond to the value x0 = 1. From (3.7) we see that the associated
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Table 1. Scaled jamming limits and equilibrium densities for a few
values of b (all the values are rounded to four decimal places).

b 2b · ρb∞ 2b · ρb⋆
1 1− (2e)−1 ≈ 0.8161 (5 +

√
5)/10 ≈ 0.7236

2 e−5/2 + e−9/2
√
2π
(
erfi
(
3/
√
2
)
− erfi

(√
2
))

≈ 0.7634 (5 +
√
5)/10 ≈ 0.7236

3 0.7545 0.7267
4 0.7514 0.7309
5 0.7501 0.7350
10 0.7482 0.7509
100 0.7476 0.8097

∞
∫∞
0

exp
(
−2
∫ y

0
1−e−x

x
dx
)
dy ≈ 0.7476 1

0 < y⋆ < 1 solves

(3.9) y2b⋆ (1 + 2y2⋆ + 2y4⋆ + · · ·+ 2y2b−2
⋆ + y2b⋆ ) = y2b⋆

1− y2b⋆
1− y2⋆

(1 + y2⋆) = 1

and plugging this y⋆ into (3.8) gives the equilibrium density ρb⋆. We list scaled
numerical values for a few of these constants alongside the scaled jamming limits,
calculated in (2.9), in Table 1 (see also Figure 10). In the next section we justify the
values in the last row of Table 1 corresponding to the limiting values of the scaled
jamming limit and equilibrium density as b → ∞.

4. Comparison of dynamic and equilibrium model

In this section, we compare the models from Sections 2 and 3. The complexity
function, computed in Section 3, is displayed in Figure 9(a), for 1 ≤ b ≤ 5. The
values ρb∞ and ρb⋆ are also indicated for b = 1, 2. It is evident that the Edwards
hypothesis is violated. Let us now check what happens when b tends to infinity.
Clearly, both ρb∞ and ρb⋆ tend to zero as b tends to infinity. As we have mentioned
before, it is much more interesting (and natural) to inspect the behavior of sequences
(2b · ρb∞)b and (2b · ρb⋆)b. Table 1 contains these scaled densities and they are also
depicted in Figure 10. In this way, not only do we count the excited atoms, but
with each atom we also include the block of 2b atoms surrounding that atom (b in
each of the rows of the ladder). Intuitively, we are in the setting of parking cars
on a line. The original (continuous) car parking problem was posed, and solved, by
Rényi in [12]. A discrete version of that problem was studied by Page in [52]. In
the discrete version of Rényi’s car parking problem from [52], cars of length 2 were
studied. The same problem was also studied in the context of irreversible deposition
of k-mers on a linear substrate (see [33, 53, 54]). The model from [52] corresponds
to the deposition of dimers on a linear substrate. However, by increasing the length
of a k-mer (i.e. the length of a car), and refining the linear substrate onto which
those k-mers are deposited, we are getting better and better approximation of the
continuous car-parking problem. It was shown in [53] that, as k grows to infinity,
the jamming limit from the model of irreversible deposition of k-mers on a linear
substrate converges to the jamming limit of the continuous model. The jamming
limit in the continuous model is the so-called Rényi’s car-parking constant which is
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equal to

(4.1)

∫ ∞

0

exp

(
−2

∫ y

0

1− e−x

x
dx

)
dy = 0.7475979202 . . .

Clearly, there is a difference between the model for Rygberg atoms on a one-
dimensional lattice, and on the ladder. This difference is demonstrated by the
difference in the expressions for the jamming limits in the one-dimensional case,
see [46–48], and on the ladder, see (2.9). However, both models can be interpreted
as a discrete approximation of the continuous car-parking problem. Hence, just as
in the case of Rydberg atoms on the one-dimensional lattice (see [44,49]), we expect
that the limit of the sequence (2bρb∞)b, as b tends to infinity, is equal to Rényi’s car-
parking constant. Let us now determine the limit limb→∞ 2bρb∞, and check whether
we get the expected result. We start with rewriting the formula for ρb∞ from relation
(2.9). We have

(4.2)

ρb∞ =
1

4
exp

(
−1

b
− 2

b−1∑
j=1

1

j

)
+

1

2

∫ 1

0

exp

(
yb − 1

b
+ 2

b−1∑
j=1

yj − 1

j

)
dy

=
1

4
exp

(
1

b
− 2

b∑
j=1

1

j

)
+

1

2

∫ 1

0

exp

(
−2

b∑
j=1

1− yj

j

)
exp

(
1− yb

b

)
dy.

Now the procedure is analogous to the one appearing in [53]. First note

b∑
j=1

1− yj

j
=

b∑
j=1

∫ 1

y

tj−1 dt =

∫ 1

y

b∑
j=1

tj−1 dt =

∫ 1

y

1− tb

1− t
dt

=

[
x = b(1− t)
dx = −b dt

]
=

∫ b(1−y)

0

1− (1− x
b
)b

x
dx,

and therefore

2b · ρb∞ =
b

2
exp

(
1

b
− 2

b∑
j=1

1

j

)
+ b

∫ 1

0

exp

(
−2

b∑
j=1

1− yj

j

)
exp

(
1− yb

b

)
dy

=
1

2
exp

(
ln b+

1

b
− 2

b∑
j=1

1

j

)

+

∫ 1

0

exp

(
−2

∫ b(1−y)

0

1− (1− x
b
)b

x
dx

)
exp

(
1− yb

b

)
b dy

=

[
ỹ = b(1− y)
dỹ = −b dy

]
=

1

2
exp

[
ln b+

1

b
− 2

(
γ + ln b+

1

2b
+O

(
1

b2

))]
+

∫ b

0

exp

(
−2

∫ ỹ

0

1− (1− x
b
)b

x
dx

)
exp

(
1−

(
1− ỹ

b

)b
b

)
dỹ,

where we used the standard approximation of the harmonic number
∑b

j=1
1
j
(and γ =

0.5772... is the Euler–Mascheroni constant). The dominated convergence theorem
now implies

(4.3) lim
b→∞

2b · ρb∞ =

∫ ∞

0

exp

[
−2

∫ y

0

1− e−x

x
dx

]
dy = 0.7475979202 . . .
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Notice that this is precisely the Rényi’s car parking constant from (4.1).
Next, we show limb→∞ 2b · ρb⋆ = 1. From (3.8) it follows that for each b ∈ N

(4.4)
1

2b · ρb⋆
=

2y2⋆
b(1− y4⋆)

+
1− 2y2b⋆
1− y2b⋆

,

where y⋆ is the unique positive number 0 < y⋆ < 1 (depending on b) which solves
(3.9). Note that

y2b⋆ =
1

1 + 2y2⋆ + 2y4⋆ + · · ·+ 2y2b−2
⋆ + y2b⋆

<
1

2b · y2b⋆
,

hence, (
y2b⋆
)2

<
1

2b
,

and therefore

(4.5) lim
b→∞

y2b⋆ = 0.

Now, by letting b → ∞ in (3.9) we get

lim
b→∞

y2b⋆
1− y2b⋆
1− y2⋆

(1 + y2⋆) =
0

limb→∞ 1− y2⋆
= 1,

and therefore limb→∞ 1− y2⋆ = 0, thus

(4.6) lim
b→∞

y⋆ = 1.

Lastly, from (4.5) we get

(4.7) lim
b→∞

b(1− y⋆) = lim
b→∞

−b(y⋆ − 1) = lim
b→∞

−b ln y⋆ = lim
b→∞

ln
1√
y2b⋆

= +∞.

We can now substitute the limits obtained in (4.5), (4.6), and (4.7) into (4.4) and
obtain

lim
b→∞

1

2b · ρb⋆
= lim

b→∞

(
2y2⋆

b(1− y⋆)(1 + y⋆)(1 + y2⋆)
+

1− 2y2b⋆
1− y2b⋆

)
= 1,

thus proving
lim
b→∞

2b · ρb⋆ = 1.

5. Conclusions

In this paper we analyze the model of Rydberg atoms on a two row square ladder.
This model is a direct generalization of the nearest neighbor exclusion model (known
in the literature as Flory’s model, see [34, 35]). Due to their large size, modeled by
the parameter of the model b ≥ 1, referred to as the blockade range, the atoms
excited to a Rydberg state can cause much more than just the nearest neighbor
exclusion. We analyze both the dynamic and the equilibrium variant of the model.

In the dynamic version, all the atoms are in the neutral state at the beginning of
the process, and are then excited to a Rydberg state randomly and sequentially until
a jammed configuration (in which no more neutral atoms can be excited to a Rydberg
state without violating the constraint imposed by the blockade range) is reached.
We derive a closed formula for the expected density of excited atoms, i.e. jamming
limit, for an arbitrary blockade range b ≥ 1. This result can be interpreted in terms
of unfriendly seating arrangement at a dinning table (see [36]), or unfriendly theater
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Figure 10. Scaled jamming limits and equilibrium densities for 1 ≤
b ≤ 100.

seating arrangement problem (see [32]) with a higher level of unfriendliness. The
results can be also relevant for modeling non-pharmaceutical measures for fighting
epidemics, as witnessed during the recent COVID outbreak.

In the equilibrium variant, where the space of all jammed configurations is ex-
plored with a flat measure, we compute the complexity function for arbitrary b ≥ 1.
This, again, generalizes the results known for the Flory’s model, in which only the
nearest neighbors are excluded (see [43]). As a counterpart of the jamming limit,
we compute the argument of the maximum of the complexity functions for all b ≥ 1,
and we compare those arguments with the jamming limits obtained for the dynamic
model with the same value of b. Beside noticing obvious violation of the Edwards
hypothesis, we analyze this difference further, and show that the behavior of the
two models is radically different as b tends to infinity.
One possible way to generalize the obtained results is to consider graphs similar

to the ladder shown in Figure 1, but consisting of more than just two rows. These
kind of graphs were considered in [32], and were referred to as the theater consisting
of m ≥ 2 rows of seats. The authors there study only the nearest neighbor exclusion
process (i.e. they set b = 1), and they stress that they do not know how to calculate
the jamming limit for m > 2 analytically, providing, instead, the Monte Carlo
approximations for values of m between 3 and 15. They also comment that one
could add links from nodes in the bottom row to nodes in the top row to form a
torus. If such a modification is performed, the case m = 3 becomes easier to study
(as already observed in [55]). The biggest problem with that kind of graphs for
bigger values of m is that, after an atom is excited to a Rydberg state, the graph
does not necessarily decompose into two separate subgraphs. The situation here
becomes simpler, though, when one considers Rydberg models with bigger blockade
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range b. If b is big enough, each excited atom will separate (with its blockage effect)
the original graph into two subgraphs that evolve independently. The efforts to
extend our results in this direction are currently underway. Another natural thing
to do would be to consider non-integral blockade ranges expressed in terms of the
Euclidean distance. For the ladder graphs, such relaxations could lead to more
tractable models. For example, b =

√
2 would yield, essentially, a one-dimensional

model. It would also be interesting to consider these problems in finite portions of
the regular hexagonal lattice.
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