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The phenomenon of quantum many-body scars has received widespread attention both in theo-
retical and experimental physics in recent years due to its unique physical properties. In this paper,
based on the su(2) algebraic relations, we propose a general method for constructing scar models
by combining simple modules.This allows us to investigate many-body scar phenomena in high-spin
systems. We numerically verify the thermalization and non-integrability of this model and demon-
strate the dynamical properties of the scar states. We also provide a theoretical analysis of the
properties of these scar states. For spin-1 case, we find that our 1D chain model reduces to the
famous PXP model[C. J. Turner et al. Phys. Rev. B 98, 155134(2018)] under special parameter
condition. In addition, due to the continuous tunability of the parameters, our model also enables
us to investigate the transitions of QMBS from non-integrable to integrable system.

I. INTRODUCTION

In recent years there has been a main interest in quan-
tum many-body scar phenomena(QMBS), which was first
discovered experimentally in 1D Rydberg atom chain
model in 2017 [1]. Under appointed initial states, such
systems with QMBS will lead to violation against Eigen-
states Thermalization Hypothesis(ETH) [2–5] and show
periodical revival of the initial state as Loschmidt echo.
Such 1D Rydberg atom chain with blockade interaction,
that prohibits adjacent Rydberg excited states, is named
PXP model [6, 7]. To explore its eigenstate structure,
a large amount of research has been carried out such
as forward scattering approximation [6], hiring spectrum
generating algebra [8, 9], composite spins [10], Hilbert
space fraction [11–13] etc. Besides, other models causing
QMBS, including Onsager’s scars [14], Fermion-Hubbard
model [15], Bose-Hubbard model [16], integer spin AKLT
models [17, 18], spin-1 XY model [19], 1D spin-1 Kitaev
model [20], coupled top model [21], truncated Schwinger
model [22], etc., have also been studied.
Although the phenomenon of quantum scars has been

extensively studied in 1D low-spin systems (such as spin-
1/2 and spin-1 chains) [6, 23], there has been relatively
less researches on high-spin systems [24, 25]. Compar-
atively, high-spin systems have more internal degrees of
freedom, making it more challenging to construct scar
states using constrained interactions. It is thus inter-
esting to find which type of constraints or blockade in-
teractions possess the possibility of causing thermalized
phenomena in high-spin chains, but still support the ex-
istence of quantum scar states. It is also remains un-
clear whethere these Hamiltonians can be obtained by
appropriately combining simple solvable modules. On
the other hand, exploring the evolution of quantum scar
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states as a system transitions from integrable to non-
integrable (with QMBS), is also an important means of
understanding the phenomena of thermalization. How-
ever, currently, there are relatively few relevant theoreti-
cal models that support this condition [9, 23, 26]. There-
fore, finding and constructing effective interactions that
meet this condition is another important issue that we
are concerned with.
In this paper, we consider constructing models that

support QMBS in 1D systems using simple modules that
satisfy the su(2) algebraic structure. This is achieved by
averaging two effective collective spin-j operators, which
are mutually connected through a mirror reflection de-
fined by nonlocal unitary transformations. Unlike the
former works in which QMBS phenomena emerged in iso-
lation with fixed Hamiltonian, we have been able to come
up with scar models and ’scar-like’ models constructed
from basic building blocks satisfying the su(2) relation.
Our strategy can be generalized to construct 1D models
in high-spin systems that host fragmentation and QMBS,
and covers previous QMBS models in [6, 25] as special
cases. Furthermore, by continuously varying parameters,
our models can be transitioned to the non-interacting
cases, which reveals the inherent relation between QMBS
eigenstructure and the su(2) algebraic structure.
The paper is organized as follows. In section II, initi-

ated with a 1D non-interacting spin chain, we construct
the QMBS model by introducing unitary transformations
based on su(2) algebra and defining the Hamiltonian as
the weighted average of two collective spin operators.
Then the models brought up are shown to host QMBS
phenomena in section III. Next, in section IV, we study
the blockade scenario with a specifically chosen parame-
ter in the Hamiltonian. The close relation of the present
model in case of j = 1 with the well-known PXP model
is also analyzed in detail. In section V, a systematic ap-
proach to approximating the scar eigenstates is then pro-
vided and verified both analytically and numerically. In
section VI, thanks to the tunability of the model, we have
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also investigated the transformation of the scar states as
the system undergoes a transition from non-integrability
to integrability. We conclude this work in the final sec-
tion.

II. QUANTUM SCAR MODELS BASED ON

su(2) ALGEBRA IN ONE-DIMENSIONAL SPIN

CHAINS

We start by constructing a series of models support-
ing QMBS in one-dimensional chains with large spin.
For an N -site spin-j system, we consider the collec-

tive spin operator defined by Jα =
∑N

l=1 S
a
l . Here

α = {x, y, z}, N indicates the total number of the spins,
and Sa

l represents the spin-j operator acting on l-th lat-
tice site. These collective operators form the algebraic
structure of su(2) and satisfy the corresponding commu-
tation relation [Ja, Jb] = iǫabcJ

c, where ǫabc represents
the component of the antisymmetric Levi-Civita tensor
with ǫxyz = 1.
To construct the desired scar models, we then in-

troduce effective blockade characteristic interactions be-
tween the nearest neighbor spins. This is achieved by in-

troducing an unitary transformation U(θ) = eiθĈ , where

the Hermitian operator Ĉ is defined as Ĉ =
∑N

l=1 Π
(j)
l ⊗

Π
(−j)
l+1 , which acts on the l-th and (l + 1)-th spin and

counts the numbers of the patterns |j,−j〉l,l+1 in the

chain. Here |m〉l represents the local spin eigenstates

of l-th site satisfying Sz
l |m〉l = m|m〉l, Π(m)

l = |m〉〈m|l
represents the projection onto the local spin state |m〉l,
and |j,−j〉l,l+1 = |j〉l ⊗ | − j〉l+1 is the tensor product

of neighboring local states |j〉l and |−j〉l+1. Through-
out the entire work, we employ periodic boundary con-
dition(PBC) for convenience. The explicit form of U(θ)
can be rewritten as

U(θ) =

N∏

l=1

[

I− (1 − eiθ)Π
(j)
l ⊗Π

(−j)
l+1

]

, (1)

with θ satisfying U(θ + 2π) = U(θ). Here I is the
identity matrix of the entire spin chain. Especially,
when θ = π, we have the reflection transformation

Uπ ≡ U(π) =
∏N

l=1

[

I− 2Π
(j)
l ⊗Π

(−j)
l+1

]

and UπUπ = I,

which represents cascade flip operation along the hyper-

planes defined by Π
(j)
l ⊗ Π

(−j)
l+1 . Using this transforma-

tion, the Hamiltonian of the model can then be written
as H(θ, a) = U(θ)H(a)U(−θ), with θ ∈ [0, 2π) and H(a)
being the weighted average of two trivial terms

H(a) =
1 + a

2
Jx(0) +

1− a

2
Jx(π), (2)

where a stands for the averaging weight satisfying a ∈
[0, 1], and Jα(θ) = U(θ)JαU(−θ) denotes the deformed
collective su(2) generators defined by Jα and the unitary
transformation U(θ).

FIG. 1. Illustration of the Hamiltonians introduced here,
which are distributed within a circle of radius 1 on the para-
metrical plain. There are several different categories of Hamil-
tonians, including the original one H0 = H(0, 1), H(θ, 1) ob-
tained by unitary transformation (marked with red triangles),
the blockade one HBlockade = H(θ, 0) (marked with a blue
triangle) and a sample of general case H(θ, a) (marked with
green triangles).

We note that the above construction represents a typ-
ical method to obtain a spin model supporting QMBS
starting from simple collective operators. To illustrate
the symmetry of the models, in Fig. 1, we represent all
these Hamiltonians H(θ, a) on the parametric θ−a plane
with θ and a being the polar angle and radius respec-
tively. These Hamiltonians form a unit circle on the
plane. The Hamiltonian can also be rewritten as

H(θ, a) =

N∑

l=1

Sx
l +

√

j

2

{

[(c− 1)|j〉〈j − 1|l + h.c.]⊗Π
(−j)
l+1 (3)

+ Π
(j)
l ⊗ [(c− 1)| − j〉〈−j + 1|l+1 + h.c.]

}

,

where c = aeiθ is the complex number on the parametric
plane. On this plane the Hamiltonians with the same
radius differ from each other only by a unitary transfor-
mation U(θ1 − θ2). The first term on the left in Eq.(3)
is the non-interacting spin Hamiltonian, and the last two
terms represent the interaction between adjacent lattice
sites whose strength is determined by the parameter c.
Specifically, the spin flip j ↔ j − 1 ( or −j + 1 ↔ −j)
occurs on lattice site l only when its neighboring site l+1
(or l− 1) is set to be |− j〉l+1 (or |j〉l−1 ). This indicates
that nearest-neighbor interactions only occur on specific
minority states. It is thus expected that as the increase of
the spin size j, the subspace affected by the interaction
will become smaller relative to the entire system. The
evolution of the system will be predominately governed
by the first term without interactions. Since H(θ, a) is
equivalent to H(a) up to a unitary transformation, the
eigen-structure ofH(θ, a) is completely the same asH(a).
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FIG. 2. The probability distribution of energy spacings for a
spin chain with spin- 3

2
and N = 8. The parameter θ is kept

unchanged while a is tuned as a = 1− 1

2n
. The corresponding

averaging of ri is demonstrated in the inner box on the right
upper corner.

In the following discussions, we will mainly focus onH(a)
for simplicity.

III. NUMERICAL VERIFICATION OF

QUANTUM MANY BODY SCAR

PHENOMENON

The continuous distribution of Hamiltonians on the
plane allows us to discuss the scar behaviors under differ-
ent parameters. When a = 1, since only one term is left
in H(a), the model is exactly solvable. However, since
the two terms in H(0) are equally weighted for a = 0,
H(0) become non-integrable, and show the properties of
QMBS. In the latter case, the system possesses an addi-
tional symmetry, and the total Hilbert space is decom-
posed into disconnected subspaces under a similar mech-
anism of ’weak fragmentation’ as discussed in [12].
To illustrate the non-integrability of the system, we

calculate the energy spacings of the models’ Hamilto-
nian in comparison with the standard Wigner-Dyson and
Poisson distributions. Here the energy spacing is de-
fined as sl = Sl/Sl with Sl = El − El+1, where El’s
are sorted energy levels and Sl represents mean energy
spacing in the vicinity of El. It is demonstrated in Fig. 2
that when a = 0, P (s) fits the typical Wigner-Dyson
distribution which signifies the non-integrability of the
model. However, when a approaches a = 1, the clear
Wigner-Dyson distribution at a = 0 gradually merges
into a non-chaotic case where the distribution of energy
spacings peaks near zero. In the latter case, the system
becomes integral. Considering the fact that the average
〈r〉 of rl = min(sl, sl+1)/max(sl, sl+1) does not experi-
ence a sharp drop, the system can no longer be treated
with random matrix theory anymore [27, 28].
As one of the critical characteristics verifying the ex-

FIG. 3. Periodical revival of initial states for the scar models
shown in Eq.(2) with lattice size N = 12 in (a) and (b),
where the spin size are set to be j = 1

2
and 1 respectively. For

larger spin size j = 3

2
and 2 in (c) and (d), the lattice size is

set to be N = 8. Here blue, green, and red lines separately
correspond to the parameter a = 0, 0.6, 1 in the Hamiltonian
with fixed θ = 0. It can be seen that the periodical revival
with damping amplitude emerges in spin-1, 3

2
, 2 models, which

is a rather iconic feature for many-body systems supporting
QMBS. However, in the special case with j = 1

2
, the revivals

are always precise.

istence of QMBS, we calculate the evolution of the fi-
delity |〈ψ(t)|ψ(0)〉|2 with the chosen initial state |ψ(0)〉 =
⊗N

l=1 |j〉l. The numerical results show that |〈ψ(t)|ψ(0)〉|2
exhibits the usual collapse-recovery phenomenon as plot-
ted in Fig. 3 when the spin size j ≥ 1 is taken. How-
ever, this dynamical behavior deviates from the perfect
periodic motion, as the amplitude of recovery gradually
decreases in the evolution process, and the peak position
also does not exhibit exact periodicity. It is noted that all
the models within the entire circle shown in Fig. 1 sup-
port quasi-periodical revival, which becomes more and
more rigorous when the spin size j becomes larger. Phys-
ically, when j increases, the proportion of the interaction
part in the system becomes relatively smaller. Therefore,
the dynamics of the system will increasingly resemble a
non-interacting spin system, and thus tend to exhibit an
ideal periodic behavior.
Here, we emphasize that the scar phenomena appear

only when the spin size j ≥ 1 in our model. In the case
of j = 1/2, we observe static dynamics when a = 0,
and perfect periodic revivals when a ≥ 0, which can not
be characterised as QMBS, as shown in section IV and
Appendix C. In the case of j = 1, a = 0, the model can
be mapped to PXP model, as will be shown in section
IV.
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IV. QMBS AND THE BLOCKADE

HAMILTONIAN WITH a = 0.

Having demonstrated the scar phenomena by showing
the periodic revival of initial states in Fig. 3, we restrict
ourselves to Hamiltonian H(0) at the origin of the para-
metric plane with a = 0. The explicit form of H(0) can
be written as

H(0) =
Jx(0) + Jx(π)

2
, (4)

which remains unchanged under the unitary transforma-
tions U(θ). This indicates that the Hamiltonian com-

mutes with the counting operator Ĉ as [H(0), Ĉ] = 0.
Therefore, the eigenspace fragments into different sub-
spaces labeled by the eigenvalues of the operator Ĉ,
which counts the number of the patterns |j,−j〉l,l+1.
Each subspace with C 6= 0 then further fragments
into multiple smaller subspaces with the location of
|j,−j〉l,l+1 patterns fixed in the spin chain. This frag-
mentation appears to be a weak one which only vio-
lates the strong ETH, as opposed to the cases caused by
dipole moment conservation in the pair hopping model,
t − Jz model, etc [11–13]. The C = 0 subspace is the
biggest fracture in the entire eigenspace with all the pat-
terns |j,−j〉l,l+1 forbidden in the subspace. In this case,

the interaction term in Eq.(3) corresponds to a nearest
neighbor blockade term added to the non-interacting sys-
tem, which prohibits adjacent spins from occupying the
states |j,−j〉l,l+1 on the entire spin chain. Specifically,
if we set the corresponding projector of the blockade as

P =
∏N

l=1(I−Π
(j)
l ⊗Π

(−j)
l+1 ), then the blockade effect can

be expressed as:

H(0)P =
1

2
[Jx(0) + Jx(π)]P = PJx(0)P. (5)

Therefore none states located within the subspace de-
fined by the projector P can evolve out of this subspace.
A detailed discussion about the mechanism of fragmen-
tation and the proof of Eq.(5) can be found in Appendix
A.
It is widely believed that the presence of QMBS is

caused by the series of special scar eigenstates with
approximately equal energy-spacing, or referred to as
equally spaced eigenstates tower(QMBS tower) [29]. The
entanglement entropy of these scar states deviates from
that of the bulk eigenstates, and signifies the violation
against the strong ETH. To confirm the existence of
QMBS in our case with the a = 0 Hamiltonian, in Fig. 4,
we calculate the von Neumann entropy of eigenstates by
deviding the chain into two equal parts for different spin
sizes j = 3/2 and j = 2 in the C = 0 subspace, the over-
laps between these eigenstates and the initial state |ψ(0)〉
are also shown. We find that such quasi-equally spaced
scar eigenstates do exist, which can be separated from
the bulk eigenstates by unusual low entropies, and high
overlap with the initial states, which ensures the revival
dynamics depicted in Fig. 3.

FIG. 4. (a)-(d) The overlaps between eigenstates of the scar
model with the initial states |ψ(0)〉 = |j, j, ..., j〉

z
and the rel-

evant von Neumann entropies of these eigenstates. Here (a)
and (c) show the numerical results for a spin- 3

2
chain, while

the same calculations for a spin-2 chain are also plotted in
(b) and (d), the Von Neumann entropies are calculated by
taking half the chain as the subsystem A throughout the en-
tire work. The so-called scar towers become prominent with
eigenstates possessing high overlaps with initial states and
rather low entropies, compared with the buck of eigenstates
governed by volume-law entropies. Here the calculation is
done in spin chains with 7 spins, and we restrict the exact di-
agonalization to be done in the blockade subspace. It should
be noted that in other eigen-subspace with C 6= 0, scar tow-
ers also appear with fewer numbers. In (a)-(d) we mark the
highest 11 states of the scar states in red. In the middle part
of the spectrum, when there are more than one eigenstates
in a single rectangle, we appoint a specific superposition of
the highly degenerate states as the scar state. In (e) and (f),
corresponding to the spin- 3

2
and spin-2 cases separately, we

demonstrate the efficiency of Q− from Eq.(11) by a calcula-

tion of
∣

∣〈i+ 1|Q− |i〉
∣

∣

2
/ 〈i|Q+Q− |i〉 with the horizontal axis

being i, which is the serial number of scar states marked aside
the red rectangles in sub-figure (a)-(d).

Although the current model shares a similar many-
body scar phenomenon with the usual PXP model, the
blockage interaction is quite different, leading to a com-
pletely different eigen-structure within Hilbert space.
Specifically, for the j = 1/2 system, the blockade term in
PXP model prohibits adjacent atoms from being in the
excited Rydberg state simultaneously. This means that
patterns |↑, ↑〉l,l+1 are not allowed during the dynamical
evolution. However, in our case, if all adjacent spins are
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prohibited from occupying the states |↑, ↓〉l,l+1, namely
C = 0, then the only possible bases in this subspace are
|↓, · · · , ↓〉 , |↑, · · · , ↑〉, since PBC is employed. Therefore,
the spin chain shall be dynamically static if we start with
the chosen state |ψ(0)〉. Here |↑〉l and |↓〉l are the local
spin-up and spin-down states in z-axis. Similarly in the
a 6= 0 case, the system still can not be characterized
as supporting QMBS though the perfect Loschmidt echo
does appear, since the model shows integrability through
the calculation of 〈r〉. For a detailed discussion, we sug-
gest that readers refer to Appendix C. Due to these rea-
sons, in our case, the scar phenomena appears only when
the spin size satisfies j ≥ 1.
Next, to gain a better understanding of this model, we

prove that the spin-1 case of this model can be precisely
mapped to a standard PXP model by defining new spin
basis. Specifically, when a = 0, the Hamiltonian can be
rewritten as

H(0) =
1√
2

N∑

l=1

Rl ⊗R2
l+1 + L2

l ⊗ Ll+1, (6)

where the matrix form of Ll and Rl under the local spin
basis of Sz

l {|m = 1〉, |m = 0〉, |m = −1〉} are list as
follows:

Ll =





0 0 0
0 0 1
0 1 0





l

, Rl =





0 1 0
1 0 0
0 0 0





l

. (7)

To map the above model to the usual PXP model, we
redefine all these local basis |m〉l using composite spin-
1/2 systems as

|m = 1〉l = |↓, ↑〉2l−1,2l ,

|m = 0〉l = |↓, ↓〉2l−1,2l ,

|m = −1〉l = |↑, ↓〉2l−1,2l .

(8)

The local operators Ll and Rl defined above can be
rewritten as

Ll =
(
|↓〉 〈↑|2l−1 + |↑〉 〈↓|2l−1

)
⊗ |↓〉 〈↓|2l

= σx
2l−1P2l,

Rl = |↓〉 〈↓|2l−1 ⊗ (|↓〉 〈↑|2l + |↑〉 〈↓|2l)
= P2l−1σ

x
2l,

(9)

with σx,y,z
l the Pauli operators and Pl = |↓〉 〈↓|l the pro-

jectors onto the spin-down states at lattice site l. Sub-
stituting the above results into Eq.(6), we finally have

H(0) =
1√
2

N∑

l=1

P2l−2σ
x
2l−1P2l + P2l−1σ

x
2lP2l+1

=
1√
2
HPXP .

(10)

This is exactly the PXP model in which quantum many-
body scar was first experimentally discovered in Ryd-
berg atomic chain [6, 7]. In this case, the chain length

becomes twice that of the original spin-1 model, and
the original blockade becomes a projection onto the
subspace without adjacent Rydberg excited states. It
should also be noticed that the blockade of terms, i.e.,
|↑, ↑〉2l,2l+1, originates from the interaction term of the
spin-1 model. Meanwhile, the other parts of the block-
ade terms |↑, ↑〉2l−1,2l in Eq.(10) are completely prohib-
ited due to the adoption of the specialized transforma-
tions shown in Eq.(8), since such terms as |↑, ↑〉2l−1,2l
are not included in the transformations. Due to this rea-
son, the spin model here can only be mapped to the PXP
model in its blockade subspace. Finally, the special initial
state causing scar phenomenon in the spin chain model
is |ψ(0)〉 = |1〉1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ |1〉N , while in the PXP model, it

represents the Néel state
⊗N

l=1 | ↓, ↑〉2l−1,2l. We notice
that the transformation done here can also be found in
an earlier work by Keita Omiya [23], where the research
was initiated by considering the PXP Hamiltonian in the
sight of Gutzwiller projection.
We emphasize that our approach is universal and can

be generalized to the high-spin version of PXP model first
discussed in [25]. To illustrate this, we consider a gener-

alized definition of Ĉ′ =
∑N

l=1 Π
(a)
l ⊗Π

(b)
l+1 and its possi-

bility for generating QMBS, here Π
(a)
l = |a〉 〈a|l ,Π

(b)
l =

|b〉 〈b|l, |a〉l and |b〉l denote arbitrary local states on the l-
th site, the detailed discussion can be found in Appendix
A. At first glance, it may seem that the work in [25]
can not be straightly explained by our strategy, since we
must let the blockaded nearest neighboring states |a〉l
and |b〉l be orthogonal with each other (see in Appendix
A). However, the high-spin version of PXP model in [25]
does fit our description after we map two neighboring
sites to a new logical lattice site. As an application of
our strategy, we demonstrate this mapping briefly in Ap-
pendix A, which further demonstrates the universality of
our method.
Generally speaking, the connection between blockade

interactions and scar phenomenon is nontrivially unclear,
although the possible relation has been investigated from
both the perspective of Hilbert space fragmentation [9]
and the construction of blockade induced QMBS [30]. For
high-spin system, we note that the constructing method
used here differs from the strategy mentioned in [24, 25],
where blockade interactions take similar forms with the
PXP model and are only introduced as a tool for gener-
ating QMBS. Comparatively, our work provides another
simple and systematic extension to construct scar model
for large spin systems, which is quite universal and should
benefit the investigation of such novel physics both in
theory and experiment.
Next, we will demonstrate the intrinsic relation be-

tween su(2) algebra and the spin chain based QMBS by
proposing a su(2)-based ansatz for constructing the scars
that we found numerically in subsequent sections.
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V. PROPOSING ANSATZ FOR

CONSTRUCTING SCAR EIGENSTATES WITH

a = 0.

Various methods have been proposed to analytically
construct scar states in order to gain more insights into
the underlying physics. Here we consider obtaining the
scar eigenstates by constructing the Spectrum Generat-
ing Algebra(SGA) [31, 32] of the system. In this con-
text, scar eigenstates are recognized as a series of states
that can be obtained by successively acting on the seed
state using so-called QMBS raising operators and lower-
ing operators, which satisfy the special commutation re-
lations with the Hamiltonian within a subspace of Hilbert
space [33, 34]. For our case with a = 0, the underly-
ing raising and lowering operators of the spin models are
written with the deformed ’su(2)’ operators:

Q±(a = 0) ≡ Qy(a = 0)± iQz(a = 0)√
2

. (11)

Here the operators Qα(a) ≡ 1+a
2 Jα(0) + 1−a

2 Jα(π),
α = x, y, z are averaged collective spin operators just like
the Hamiltonian itself defined in Eq.(2). These trial op-
erators satisfy the following commutation relation similar
to the standard su(2) case which captures the intrinsic
dynamical structure of the model:

[H,Q±] = ±Q± + i
1√
2
jR̂,

R̂ =

N∑

l=1

Π
(j−1)
l ⊗Π

(−j)
l+1 −Π

(j)
l ⊗Π

(−j+1)
l+1 .

(12)

The proof of Eq.(12) is given in Appendix B. This allows

us to define the subspace K such that R̂K = 0 is satisfied,
and we have [H,Q±]K = ±Q±K. The scar generating
operators defined here commute with the counting op-
erator Ĉ, indicating that the relation holds in all the
fragmented subspaces separately. It should also be no-
ticed that the relation displayed in Eq.(12) deviates from
those in standard SGA methods since the scar states are
not always confined in the subspace K. Therefore, this
relation is not precise for the generating of scar states.
In Fig. 4(e) and 4(f), we show numerically the perfor-
mance of Q± employed here to generate scar states even
though the exact SGA cannot be found analytically. For
instance, Q− acts pretty accurately as the lowering oper-
ator between every two nearest scar states, with at least
83-percent fidelity mapping the higher energy states to
lower ones.
With the ladder operator, we can approximately write

down all the scar states given any one of them. For exam-
ple, the ground state of the system can be approximated
by projecting the ground state of the non-interacting col-
lective spin operator Jx(0) onto the C = 0 space as

|GS〉app = P

N⊗

l=1

| − j〉xl , (13)

where |−j〉xl is the lowest eigenstate of the operator Sx
l .

This approximation has an accuracy of over 99 percent in
the case of our calculation with j = 1, 3/2, 2 and N = 7.
Then the set of scar states can be approximated by

{|GS〉app, Q+|GS〉app, · · · , Q+2Nj |GS〉app}. (14)

For j = 1, we transfer the aforementioned algebra into
the PXP representation, and examine the validity of our
strategy in comparison with the analysis done upon PXP
model in reference [8]. In the latter case, the definitions
of the raising and lowering operators for scar states have
been provided in the literature of [8], which take the fol-
lowing forms

S±
π (α) =

Yπ ± iαZπ

2
√
2

, (15)

with α ≃ 1/2. They satisfy the relation [HPXP , S
±
π ] =

±S±
π + Ô, the specific form of Ô is not concerned here,

which can be found in [8]. Here Yπ and Zπ are termed
as magnon operators carrying momentum π, and read

Zπ =

2N∑

i=1

(−1)iσz
i , Yπ =

2N∑

i=1

(−1)iPi−1σ
y
i Pi+1. (16)

On the other hand, by using the mapping defined in
Eq.(8), we can naturally get the above PXP magnon op-
erators from the averaged spin operators as:

Qy(0) =
Jy + UπJ

yUπ

2
−→ 1√

2
Yπ,

Qz(0) =
Jz + UπJ

zUπ

2
= Jz −→ 1

2
Zπ.

(17)

Therefore, the proposed creation and annihilation oper-
ators Q±(0) can be written as

Q±(0) =
Qy(0)± iQz(0)√

2
→

Yπ ± i 1√
2
Zπ

2
, (18)

which coincide with the form of Eq.(15), meaning that
the operators Q±(0) and S±

π defined in these two differ-
ent cases take very similar forms with slightly different
coefficients (α ≃ 1/2 and 1/

√
2 respectively). Therefore,

the magnon operators emerged in PXP model can be un-
derstood through our definition of raising and lowering
operators without the necessity of introducing π-magnon
description.
The difference in the coefficient α can be explained by

calculating the minimization of the relevant cost function
defined below on every two adjacent scar states

fi(α) = 1− 1

2

(

|〈i+ 1 |S+
π (α)| i〉|

2

∣
∣
〈
i
∣
∣S−

π (α)S+
π (α)

∣
∣ i
〉∣
∣
+

|〈i |S−
π (α)| i+ 1〉|2

∣
∣
〈
i+ 1

∣
∣S+

π (α)S−
π (α)

∣
∣ i+ 1

〉∣
∣

)

,

(19)
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FIG. 5. (a) Overlaps of eigenstates with the initial state |ψ(0)〉
calculated for the scar model in a 10-site spin-1 chain. Here
we mark half of the scar states in red. It should be noted
that the zero-energy scar state, which is in the middle of the
spectrum, is missed since the calculation done here leaves
out zero-energy eigenstates. (b) Minimized αi from fi(α),
here the horizontal axis i represents the serial number of scar
states, as marked out in (a). (c) The energy spacings con-
cerning serial numbers of the scar states. In both (b) and (c),
theoretically anticipated values of α and the energy spacing
∆E are shown for both strategies discussed in the context.
Here blue squares in the upper right corner represent the re-
sult of the theory we put forward in spin-1 model, while green
squares in the left lower corner are the results from PXP mod-
els in previous studies [8].

here |i〉 denotes the i-th scar state counting from the
left side of the spectrum. The optimal αi is found
such that S±(αi) can be viewed as the ideal creation
and annihilation operators for the two neighboring scar
states |i〉 and |i + 1〉, namely S+(αi)|i〉 ∼ |i + 1〉 and
S−(αi)|i+1〉 ∼ |i〉. In [8], only the ground state and the
first excited state(1st and 2nd scar states) are considered
and the optimal value of α0 is approximately α0 ≃ 1/2.
Here, we pick the lowest L scar states, namely, the eigen-
states from the negative part of the spectrum, as the
probes to testify the SGA here and search for the op-
timum α. In Fig. 5, we plot the numerically optimized
αi for neighboring pairs of scar states. One can check
that αi takes different values for different pairs of adja-
cent scar states and tends to the limit case 1/

√
2 ∼ 0.707

for growing i. Therefore, the proposed creation and an-
nihilation operators Q±(0) become more accurate in the
middle of the entire spectrum.
It is also worth noticing that the level spacing predicted

by these two different algebras above is also different by
a factor of

√
2, which is the ratio between the Hamilto-

nian of the PXP model and the spin-1 model, as shown
in Eq.(10). In Fig. 5, we also numerically calculate the
energy spacings of different adjacent scar states. One
can see that the raising and lowering operators from [8]
work better in the edge of the spectrum, where the energy
difference predicted fits the numerical results well, as in-
dicated by the green squares in Fig. 5. However, in the
middle of the spectrum, our strategy defined in Eq.(18)
for spin-1 model can provide a more precise prediction of

the energy spacing, which captures the behavior of the
scar states better and is marked as blue squares in Fig. 5.

VI. UNIVERSAL SCENARIO WITH a 6= 0.

The scar phenomenon discussed above can be extended
to the general case with a 6= 0 using similar methods.
Specifically, in the extreme case with a = 1, the sys-
tem becomes completely integrable and exactly solvable,
which leads to non-thermalize dynamics of the system.
Therefore, it is expected that as a decreases from 1 to 0,
the system transitions smoothly from being completely
integrable to completely non-integrable. This allows us to
discuss the emergence of quantum scar states under this
transition. We find that the entanglement entropies of
eigenstates gradually become obeying volume-law, while
the entropies of scar states remain lower than that.
In Fig. 3, the periodical revival of the system under

time-evolution with the appointed initial states, namely

|ψ(0)〉 =⊗N
l=0 |j〉zl , has been shown for different a. This

indicates the robustness of scar states during the whole
parameter settings. In Fig. 6, we also plot the overlaps
of eigenstates with the initial states |ψ(0)〉 and the bi-
partite entropies of these eigenstates for different a 6= 0
with spin sizes j = 3/2 and j = 2 respectively, just as
those depicted in Fig. 4 with a = 0 scenario. The scar-
like eigenstates can be spotted immediately due to their
higher overlaps with initial states and relatively lower
entropies. Those ’scars’ share the same intrinsic eigen-
structure of scar eigenstates possessed by the a = 0 case.
However, since the Hamiltonian gradually becomes more
integrable-like and non-ergodic with the increasing pa-
rameter a approximating a = 1, as can be seen from
Fig. 2, they are not technically QMBS models. Mean-
while, the von Neumann entropies of eigenstates also be-
come lower in general with tower-like structures as a in-
creases, which shows an overall gradual deviation from
the volume law in comparison with the a = 0 case.
Thanks to the similar structure of the models discussed

here, the corresponding spectrum-generating raising and
lowering operators of scar states for general a 6= 0 can
also be constructed as

Q±(a) ≡ Qy(a)± iQz(a)√
2

, (20)

with the operators Qy,z(a) ≡ 1+a
2 Jy,z(0) + 1−a

2 Jy,z(π)
defined in section V. Therefore Q±(a) reduce to Q±(0)
when a = 0, and become ideal raising and lowering oper-
ators J±

x of the collective spin along the x-axis as a→ 1.
The relevant commutation relation can also be verified
as

[H(a), Q±(a)] = ±Q±(a) + i
1√
2
(1− a2)jR̂, (21)

with R̂ the matrix defined in Eq.(12). The deduction of
Eq.(21) can be found in Appendix B. It is worth noticing
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FIG. 6. (a)-(l) The overlaps between the eigenstates of the
scar model with the initial states and the relevant von Neu-
mann entropies of these eigenstates for different parameters
of a and spin size j. The calculation is carried out through ex-
act diagonalization of the translation-invariant lattice in the
entire Hilbert space with the lattice size N = 7. In (a)-(c),
the overlaps of eigenstates with the initial state are displayed
for spin- 3

2
chains with a = 1 − ( 1

2
)k : k = 1, 2, and 3, while

in (d)-(f) we calculate the corresponding bipartite entropies
of these spin models, taking half the chain as subsystem A.
In (g)-(l), the same calculations are carried out in the spin-2
model taking the same parameter a. The ’scar-like’ towers
remain obvious throughout the entire calculations. However,
the bipartite entropies of eigenstates become lower in gen-
eral, which is consistent with the fact that the system under
consideration is no longer strictly non-integrable, as shown in
Fig. 2. The highest 6 ’scar’ states are marked in red squares,
which are employed to testify the efficiency of SGA operators
introduced in Eq.(20) for spin- 3

2
and spin-2 chains separately,

as shown in (m) and (n).

that the commutation relation becomes exact when a =
1, that is, at the edge of the circle on the parametric plane
shown in Fig. 1, Q±(a = 1) is exactly the generator of
corresponding su(2) algebra, which further guarantee the
efficiency of the eigenstructure we constructed here.
In Fig. 6(m) and 6(n), we also numerically verify the

accuracy of the defined operators Q±(a) for neighbor
scar states with different a and spin size j. For each
pair of neighboring scar states, the operator is capable
of rather precisely performing the transition between the
two states. Here the quantity

|〈i+ 1 |Q+(a)| i〉|2

|〈i |Q−(a)Q+(a)| i〉| (22)

captures the efficiency of the raising operator Q+(a),
with |i〉 being the i-th scar states counting from right side
of the spectrum, the calculation shows a slight difference
of accuracy for varying a’s when mapping the highest
’scars’ to the second highest ones, and as a approaches
1, the deviation becomes smaller and almost negligible,
which is also consistent with the commutation relation
defined in Eq.(21).
We note that the above discussion provides a new per-

spective for understanding the blockade-based scar states
interpreted in the a = 0 case. Basing on an altered su(2)
algebra, they are inherited from integrable models, i.e.,
the a = 1 exactly solvable scenario, with quasi-equally
spaced scars’ eigenstructure. This can be seen from the
calculation of eigenstates’ bipartite entropies and the in-
herent relationship between the scars’ algebraic structure
and the ’scar-like’ ones, which is established by the for-
mally unified commutation relation in Eq.(21). Although
the blockade interaction plays an important role in the
formation of QMBS, our construction strategy still en-
sures that the scar state has strong robustness, as chang-
ing parameters a and θ can not sabotage the periodical
behavior.

VII. CONCLUSIONS

In summary, we have constructed the QMBS model
by equally weighting two simple Hamiltonians satifying
su(2) algebra. By combining these two parts we find
that there is another symmetry characterized by the op-
erator Ĉ which leads to the emergence of weak fragmen-
tation and blockade interactions. At the same time, the
scar states originate from the eigen-structure hidden in
the su(2) algebra(a ’quasi-su(2)’ algebra). By tunning
the weight ratio, the model can transition from non-
integrable QMBS model to exactly solvable non-chaotic
one, where the scar states possess robustness against dis-
turbance in the Hamiltonian parameters. We have also
analyzed the properties and explicit forms of these scar
states both numerically and theoretically for different
spin sizes j, demonstrating that the π-magnon type ex-
citation from the PXP model can be viewed as a natural
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result of our assumption. We note that the construction
method used here is universal for introducing non-local
symmetries like Ĉ in non-interacting systems, and can
be generalized to construct a large class of 1D models
that host fragmentation and QMBS, covering previous
QMBS models in earlier works, such as [6, 25]. On the
other hand, as a simple toy model, this system exhibits
various adjustable parameters such as parameter a and
spin size j. This also allows for the exploration of transi-
tions from quantum integrable models to non-integrable
ones, as well as from classical chaos to quantum chaos.
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tion of scarred many-body dynamics in 1d lattice models,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 123, 030601 (2019).

[31] M. Schecter and T. Iadecola, Weak ergodicity breaking
and quantum many-body scars in spin-1 xy magnets,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 123, 147201 (2019).

[32] D. K. Mark, C.-J. Lin, and O. I. Motrunich, Uni-
fied structure for exact towers of scar states in
the Affleck-Kennedy-Lieb-Tasaki and other models,
Phys. Rev. B 101, 195131 (2020).
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Appendix A: Correspondence between the operator

Ĉ and the blockade effect

HamiltonianH(0) in the C = 0 subspace can be viewed
as the outcome of introducing blockade interaction into
the non-interacting Hamiltonian. We will demonstrate
this by giving a generalized proof of Eq.(5).

To begin with, we generalize the counting operator Ĉ
of the patterns |j,−j〉l,l+1 and the unitary operator as:

Ĉ′ ≡
N∑

l=1

pl =

N∑

l=1

Π
(a)
l ⊗Π

(b)
l+1,

U ′(θ) ≡ eiθĈ
′

=

N∏

l=1

[

I− (1− eiθ)Π
(a)
l ⊗Π

(b)
l+1

]

,

(A1)

where Π
(a)
l = |a〉 〈a|l and Π

(b)
l = |b〉 〈b|l are local pro-

jectors, |a〉l and |b〉l are arbitrary local states of the l-th

site, pl = Π
(a)
l ⊗ Π

(b)
l+1 is a quasi-local projector. There-

fore, Ĉ′ is a counting operator of the patterns |a, b〉l,l+1 in
the whole chain with periodic boundary condition. Then
we demonstrate that any Hamiltonian of the form Eq.(4)

commutes with the corresponding Ĉ′ given l 〈a|b〉l = 0.
This can be verified by expressing H ′(0) as:

H ′(0) =
Jx(0) + Jx(π)

2

=
1

2

N∑

l=1

(

Sx
l + eiπ(pl−1+pl)Sx

l e
−iπ(pl−1+pl)

)

.

(A2)

The commutation of H ′(0) and Ĉ′ writes:

[H ′(0), Ĉ′] =

1

2

N∑

l=1

[ Sx
l

︸︷︷︸

I

+ eiπ(pl−1+pl)Sx
l e

−iπ(pl−1+pl)

︸ ︷︷ ︸

II

, pl−1 + pl].

(A3)

For part II of the commutation relation we have:

[eiπ(pl−1+pl)Sx
l e

−iπ(pl−1+pl), pl−1 + pl]

= (1− 2(pl−1 + pl)) [S
x
l , pl−1 + pl] (1− 2(pl−1 + pl))

= − [Sx
l , pl−1 + pl] , (A4)

which cancels with part I, therefore we have [H ′(0), Ĉ′] =
0.
Next, we show that in the C′ = 0 subspace, H ′(0) sat-

isfies Eq.(5). By defining |a′〉l = Sx
l |a〉l , |b′〉l = Sx

l |b〉l,
and X̂

(a,a′)
l = |a〉 〈a′|l + |a′〉 〈a|l, the Hamiltonian can be

rewritten as:

H ′(0) =
N∑

l=1

Sx
l − X̂

(a,a′)
l ⊗Π

(b)
l+1 −Π

(a)
l ⊗ X̂

(b,b′)
l+1

+ 2(l〈a|a′〉l +l 〈b|b′〉l)Π
(a)
l ⊗Π

(b)
l+1

+ 2(l〈b|a′〉l)Π
(a)
l−1 ⊗ |b〉 〈a|l ⊗Π

(b)
l+1 + h.c..

(A5)

Since the last two terms vanish after acting the projector

P ′ =
∏N

l=1(I−Π
(a)
l ⊗Π

(b)
l+1) on the right side of H ′(0), the

remaining parts of H ′(0) match the blockade formation
from Eq.(5):

(
N∑

l=1

Sx
l − X̂

(a,a′)
l ⊗Π

(b)
l+1 −Π

(a)
l ⊗ X̂

(b,b′)
l+1

)

P ′

= P ′Jx(0)P ′. (A6)

In the typical case with |a〉l = |j〉l , |b〉l = |−j〉l, and
j ≥ 1, the last two terms in Eq.(A5) vanish for any values
ofC. Therefore, the pattern |j,−j〉l,l+1 is frozen in all the
subspaces labeled by C. Hence the Hilbert space further
fragments into smaller subspaces with fixed |j,−j〉l,l+1.
We note that the above deduction does not concern the

specific form of Sx
l , in other words, it still holds for gen-

eral non-interacting Hamiltonian H0 =
∑N

l=1 hl. Hamil-
tonians constructed in this way possess the symmetry of
Ĉ′, and may cause fragmentation when |a〉l and |b〉l(or
the projectors Π

(a)
l and Π

(b)
l ) satisfy the following condi-

tions:

l 〈a|b〉l = 0, l 〈a|hl |b〉l = 0.

(or Π
(a)
l Π

(b)
l = 0, Π

(a)
l hlΠ

(b)
l = 0.)

(A7)

Generally speaking, fragmentation does not necessarily
leads to QMBS. Nonetheless we will demonstrate that
the higher-spin version of PXP model brought up in [25]
also fits our description after mapping two neighboring
sites into a single logical site. The Hamiltonian in [25]
reads:

HhPXP = P
N∑

l=1

Sx
l P ,

P =

N∏

l=1

(Il,l+1 −Ql ⊗Ql+1),

Ql = Il −Π
(0)
l =

2s∑

k=1

|k〉l 〈k| ,

(A8)

https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.101.205107
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.123.030601
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.123.147201
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.101.195131
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.102.041117
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-019-09757-y
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where {|0〉l , |1〉l , · · · , |2s〉l} are the sets of 2s + 1 eigen-

states of Sz
l on the l-th site, and Π

(0)
l = |0〉 〈0|l. Since P

prohibits neighboring spins from both being in the space
spanned byQl, the only allowed states in two neighboring
sites are:

{|0, 0〉2l−1,2l , |0, 1〉2l−1,2l , · · · , |0, 2s〉2l−1,2l ,

|1, 0〉2l−1,2l , · · · , |2s, 0〉2l−1,2l},
(A9)

we assign a new set of sites with half length and states
defined as:

|ak〉l = |0, k〉2l−1,2l , k = 1, 2, · · · , 2s
|bk〉l = |k, 0〉2l−1,2l , k = 1, 2, · · · , 2s
|c〉l = |0, 0〉2l−1,2l ,

(A10)

then we define new projector as:

P ′ =

N/2
∏

l=1

(Il,l+1 −Wl ⊗ Vl+1),

Wl =

2s∑

k=1

|ak〉l 〈ak| , Vl =

2s∑

k=1

|bk〉l 〈bk| ,
(A11)

and the non-interacting Hamiltonian as:

H0 =

N/2
∑

l=1

hl

=

N/2
∑

l=1

Sx
2l−1 ⊗ |0〉2l 〈0|+ |0〉2l−1 〈0| ⊗ Sx

2l.

(A12)

Then the Hamiltonian HhPXP is equivalent to P ′H0P ′,
and this Hamiltonian can be described by:

H ′ =
H0 + U(π)H0U(π)

2
,

U ′(θ) = eiθĈ =

N/2
∏

l=1

(Il,l+1 − 2Wl ⊗ Vl+1),

Ĉ′ =

N/2
∑

l=1

Wl ⊗ Vl+1.

(A13)

Since it is easy to verify that projectorsWl and Vl satisfy
the condition in Eq.(A7) as WlVl = 0 and WlhlVl = 0.
Therefore we have:

[H ′, Ĉ′] = 0,

H ′P ′ = P ′H0P ′,
(A14)

which means that Hamiltonian H ′ possess symmetry Ĉ′

and is equivalent to HhPXP in the C′ = 0 blockaded
subspace. Therefore, Hamiltonian H ′ fits our strategy of
defining a QMBS model and shares some key properties
mentioned in the main text. For example, it also supports
QMBS in the Ĉ′ = 0 subspace and causes fragmentation.

Appendix B: Deduction of the commutation relation

between H(θ, a) and the raising and lowering

operators

The commutation relation in Eq.(21) is important for
constructing the scar states and further understandings
of the models’ eigen-structure, here we present a proof of
Eq.(21) for intrigued readers to follow:

[H(a), Q±(a)] = ±Q±(a) + i
1√
2
(1− a2)jR̂, (B1)

where H(a) is the Hamiltonian defined in Eq.(2) and
Q±(a) = [(1 + a)J±

x + (1 − a)J±
x (π)]/2 are the ladder

operators defined in Eq.(20). The left side of the above
commutation can be calculated as:

[H(a), Q±(a)]

= [
1 + a

2
Jx +

1− a

2
UπJ

xUπ,
1 + a

2
J±
x +

1− a

2
UπJ

±
x Uπ]

= ±(
(1 + a)2

4
J±
x +

(1− a)2

4
UπJ

±
x Uπ)

+
1− a2

4
([Jx, UπJ

±
x Uπ] + Uπ[J

x, UπJ
±
x Uπ]Uπ)

= ±(
1 + a

2
J±
x +

1− a

2
UπJ

±
x Uπ)

+
1− a2

4
{Uπ, [J

x, UπJ
±
x Uπ − J±

x ]}Uπ

= ±Q±(a) +
1− a2

4
{Uπ, [J

x, UπJ
±
x Uπ − J±

x ]}Uπ, (B2)

here the curly braces represent the anti-commutator
{A,B} = AB + BA. Since the spin-z operator Jz re-
mains unchanged under the unitary transformation Uπ,
we have:

UπJ
±
x Uπ − J±

x =
1√
2
(UπJyUπ − Jy)

= i
√

j
N∑

l=1

(|j〉 〈j − 1|l ⊗Π
(−j)
l+1

−Π
(j)
l ⊗ |−j〉 〈−j + 1|l+1) + h.c.. (B3)

Substituting Eq.(B3) back into Eq.(B2), we have:

1− a2

4
{Uπ, [J

x, UπJ
±
x Uπ − J±

x ]}Uπ = i
1√
2
(1 − a2)jR̂,

R̂ =

N∑

l=1

Π
(j−1)
l ⊗Π

(−j)
l+1 −Π

(j)
l ⊗Π

(−j+1)
l+1 .

(B4)
In the last step we have utilized the fact that Uπ flips the
terms that contain |j,−j〉l,l+1(or l,l+1 〈j,−j|) and leaves

the rest unchanged whenever it acts on the left (or right)
side of a matrix.



12

0 0.25 0.5 0.75 1
0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

FIG. 7. The average value of ri = min(si, si+1)/max(si, si+1)
calculated for spin-1/2 system with parameter a varying from
0 to 1. The calculation is carried out in a 12 sites chain. The
system displays integrability throughout the entire region of
parameter a.

Appendix C: Discussion about the spin- 1
2
case

Although the spin − 1
2 model with a 6= 0 displays a

perfect revival of overlaps with the initial state, this does
not qualify it for a QMBS model, since the calculation of
its energy level spacing implies integrability, as shown in
Fig. 7.

To understand the periodical revival in this case, we
need to find the exact eigenstates that are responsible
for such dynamical behavior. The Hamiltonian in Eq.(2)

can be rewritten for spin-1/2 case

H(a) =

N∑

l=1

1

2
σx
l +

a− 1

2

(
σx
l ⊗ |↓〉 〈↓|l+1 + |↑〉 〈↑|l ⊗ σx

l+1

)

=
a

2

N∑

l=1

σx
l +

a− 1

4

N∑

l=1

(σz
l σ

x
l+1 − σx

l σ
z
l+1). (C1)

Although it is hard to analytically solve this Hamiltonian,
we have been able to find a series of eigenstates causing
the periodical revival

{|φ〉 , Q+
1/2 |φ〉 , (Q

+
1/2)

2 |φ〉 , · · · , (Q+
1/2)

N |φ〉}, (C2)

where |φ〉 =
⊗N

l=1 | ↓〉xl , and |↓〉xl is the l-th spin-down

states in x-axis. Q±
1/2 ≡ ∑N

l=1 S
±
l =

∑N
l=1

σy

l
±iσz

l

2
√
2

is the

ladder operator for collective spins, which satisfies the
following commutation relation:

[H(a), Q±
1/2] = ±aQ±

1/2

∓ i
a− 1√

2

N∑

i=1

(S+
i S

−
i+1 − S−

i S
+
i+1),

(C3)

with the last term vanishing when acting on the states
from Eq.(C2). Therefore Q±

1/2 are the exact ladder oper-

ators in the space K′ spanned by the states in Eq.(C2).
Since |φ〉 is an eigenstate ofH(a), those states in Eq.(C2)
are all eigenstates of H(a) with energy interval ∆E =
a. Therefore, the periodical dynamics starting from

|ψ(0)〉 = ⊗N
l=1 | ↓〉zl has a time period inversely propor-

tional to a, since this initial state is completely in the
subspace K′. In the a = 0 case, the states in K′ are all
degenerate, which means |ψ(0)〉 itself becomes an eigen-
state of H(a = 0) and remains dynamically static. We
can see both arguments confirmed in Fig. 3.


