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Quantum many-body scarring (QMBS) has emerged as an intriguing paradigm of weak ergod-
icity breaking in nonintegrable quantum many-body models, particularly lattice gauge theories
(LGTs) in 1 + 1 spacetime dimensions. However, an open question is whether QMBS exists in
higher-dimensional LGTs with dynamical matter. Given that nonergodic dynamics in d=1 spatial
dimension tend to vanish in d>1, it is important to probe this question. Using matrix product
state techniques for both finite and infinite systems, we show that QMBS occurs in the 2+1D U(1)
quantum link model (QLM), as evidenced in persistent coherent oscillations in local observables, a
marked slowdown in the growth of the bipartite entanglement entropy, and revivals in the fidelity.
Interestingly, we see that QMBS is more robust when the matter degrees of freedom are bosonic
rather than fermionic. Our results further shed light on the intimate connection between gauge
invariance and QMBS, and highlight the persistence of scarring in higher spatial dimensions. Our
findings can be tested in near-term analog and digital quantum simulators, and we demonstrate
their accessibility on a recently proposed cold-atom analog quantum simulator.

Introduction.—QMBS is an exciting paradigm of er-
godicity breaking in isolated quantum many-body models
that are expected to thermalize [1–7]. Despite being er-
godic, certain models host special nonthermal scar eigen-
states that are roughly equally spaced in energy over the
whole spectrum [8, 9], and exhibit anomalously low bi-
partite entanglement entropy [10, 11]. Upon preparing
an initial state with a high overlap with these scar eigen-
states, the system avoids thermalization and its dynamics
exhibits long-lived coherent oscillations lasting well be-
yond all relevant timescales, with the time-evolved wave
function undergoing persistent periodic revivals [8, 12].
QMBS is of great importance in investigations of the
Eigenstate Thermalization Hypothesis (ETH) [13–16], as
it facilitates violations of the latter through novel mecha-
nisms based on spectrum-generating algebras [17–20] and
nonthermal-eigenstate embedding [21]. QMBS has also
been the subject of various experiments in both analog
and digital quantum simulators [1, 22–26].

QMBS also has an intimate connection to lattice
gauges theories (LGTs) [27–33], which are interacting
quantum many-body models hosting gauge symmetries
that enforce an intrinsic relation between the local distri-
bution of matter and the allowed corresponding configu-
rations of the gauge fields [34, 35]. Indeed, the quantum
Ising-like model realized in a Rydberg setup that pro-
duced the first instance of QMBS [1] can be effectively
described by the PXP model, which Surace et al. [27]
have shown to map exactly onto the 1+1D spin-1/2 U(1)
QLM [36, 37]. The spin-1/2 U(1) QLM is a formulation
of the Schwinger model in which the gauge and electric
fields are represented by spin-1/2 operators. This trun-

cation has facilitated experimental feasibility in the real-
ization of large-scale quantum simulators of the spin-1/2
U(1) QLM [24, 38–40], with proposed algorithms for dig-
ital platforms [41], while still capturing salient features of
the Schwinger model such as Coleman’s phase transition
[42]. Given the ongoing strong drive of realizing quantum
simulators of LGTs [43–53], it is important to fully un-
derstand the connection between QMBS and LGTs both
from a fundamental point of view and also to facilitate
experimental investigations.

In particular, it is interesting to see how QMBS be-
haves in 2+1D LGTs. Indeed, it is known that noner-
godic features in 1+1D interacting models tend to vanish
in higher spatial dimensions d>1, with many-body local-
ization [54–57] being a prime example. How the weak
ergodicity-breaking mechanism of QMBS fares for d=2
is a question that has recently received some attention in
the context of the PXP model [58, 59] and helix states
in the XXZ model [4], in addition to other quasi-2+1D
systems [25, 26]. Nevertheless, scarred models in d>1
are far and few in between compared to their counter-
parts in d=1 [5–7]. This further motivates adding to the
collection of such models by investigating LGTs with dy-
namical matter in higher spatial dimensions.

Indeed, QMBS in LGTs in d>1 has been studied
[30, 60, 61], but only in the case without dynamical mat-
ter, where connections to high-energy phenomena are not
as straightforward. In trying to see whether QMBS will
persist in the quantum-field-theory limit of gauge theo-
ries, such as in quantum electrodynamics, the inclusion
of dynamical matter is important [31, 32].

In this Letter, we consider the 2+1D spin-1/2 U(1)
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QLM with dynamical matter on a square lattice, and
show that QMBS persists for special far-from-equilibrium
quenches. We also showcase how these QMBS regimes
can be detected in near-term analog quantum simulators
of LGTs in d=2 spatial dimensions.
Model.—We consider the U(1) QLM on a square lat-

tice described by the Hamiltonian [36, 37]

Ĥ=
∑
r

[
−κ
2

(
ϕ̂†rŝ

+
r,ex

ϕ̂r+ex
+α(−1)ry ϕ̂†rŝ

+
r,ey

ϕ̂r+ey
+H.c.

)
+m(−1)rx+ry ϕ̂†rϕ̂r−α2J

(
Û□r

+Û†
□r

)]
. (1)

The matter degrees of freedom with mass m are rep-

resented by the ladder operators ϕ̂
(†)
r at site r. These

can either be fermionic or hard-core bosonic, and we will
consider both in this Letter. The gauge (electric) field

is represented by the spin-1/2 operator ŝ
+(z)
r,ea , where the

subscript denotes the bond between sites r and r+ea,
where ea is a unit vector (a=x, y). The magnetic in-
teractions of the gauge fields, whose strength is propor-
tional to J , are represented by the plaquette operators
Û□r

= ŝ+r,ex
ŝ+r+ex,ey

ŝ−r+ey,ex
ŝ−r,ey

. The coefficient α is
used to tune the ratio of the coupling along the y and
x axes, such that the couplings are equally strong at
α = 1, and at α = 0, only the coupling along the x
axis remains, and the system behaves like a collection of
uncoupled 1 + 1D QLMs. Thus, by using 0 < α < 1, we
can interpolate between the 2+1D square lattice (α = 1)
and the 1 + 1D model (α = 0).
The U(1) gauge symmetry of this model is generated

by the operators

Ĝr = ϕ̂†rϕ̂r−
1−(−1)rx+ry

2
−

∑
a=x,y

[
ŝzr,ea

−ŝzr−ea,ea

]
, (2)

which act as a discrete analog of Gauss’s law. We work in
the physical sector of states, which are eigenstates of Ĝr

for each r with eigenvalue zero. Given a configuration of
the matter sites, this becomes a constraint on the allowed
configuration on the gauge sites: the allowed configura-
tions surrounding occupied and unoccupied matter sites
are shown in Fig. 1(a).

Scarring dynamics.—Here we consider the dynam-
ics following the global quench of an initial charge-
proliferated state |ψ(t = 0)⟩, being the gauge-invariant
ground state at m/κ → −∞, using the gauge site con-
figuration shown in Fig. 1(b) (which is chosen such that
at α = 0, the decoupled chains are in the physical gauge
sector of the 1+1D model). We quench to a finite value of
the mass m, which is known to lead to scarred dynamics
in the 1+1D model [24, 62, 63], in particular, we quench
to m = 0.84κ, which is the regime considered in the ex-
periment of Ref. [24], while setting J = 0. We use numer-
ical time-evolution simulations to obtain these dynamics
based on matrix product state (MPS) techniques [64–66].

(a) even site
m→ ∞
odd site

even site
m→ −∞
odd site

(b) m→ −∞ (c) m→ ∞

FIG. 1. (a) The gauge-invariant configurations for the gauge
sites surrounding each matter site in the spin-1/2 U(1) quan-
tum link model (1), according to Gauss’s law (2). The site
parity refers to the parity of the sum of the x and y compo-
nents of the index: rx + ry. Arrows pointing right or up on
gauge sites represent eigenstates of ŝz with eigenvalue +1/2,
while arrows pointing left or down represent the eigenvalue
−1/2. (b) A charge-proliferated ground state at m → −∞.
(c) A vacuum ground state at m → ∞.

Specifically, we use the time-dependent variational prin-
ciple (TDVP) algorithm [67], using single-site updates
with adaptive bond dimension expansion. Simulations
were performed using a cylindrical lattice geometry, with
a circumference of Ly = 4 matter sites: we perform cal-
culations using states which are explicitly translation in-
variant along the x-axis, as well as states with a finite
length Lx = 16 in order to calculate the fidelity with the
initial state, using open boundaries at the ends of the
cylinder.
The quench simulation results are displayed in Fig-

ures 2 and 3, for bosonic and fermionic matter statistics
respectively, as the coupling ratio α is tuned from one to
zero. In panels (a), we show the expectation value of the
chiral condensate C(t) = ⟨ψ(t)|Ĉ|ψ(t)⟩,

Ĉ =
1

LxLy

∑
r

(−1)rx+ry

(
ϕ̂†rϕ̂r −

1− (−1)rx+ry

2

)
, (3)

in panels (b), we show the von Neumann entanglement
entropy S(t) measured using a bipartition formed by
a slice along the circumference of the cylinder, and in
panels (c), we show the fidelity with the initial state
F(t) = |⟨ψ(0)|ψ(t)⟩|2 for the finite system.
For the quenches with bosonic matter (Fig. 2), we

can see the signatures of QMBS are qualitatively pre-
served, although less pronounced, as α increases from
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FIG. 2. A numerical time-evolution simulation of the quench
of the charge-proliferated state shown in Fig. 1(b) to m =
0.84κ, using matter with bosonic statistics on a Ly = 4 cylin-
der, as the coupling ratio α tuned from 1 to 0. (a) The chi-
ral condensate C(t) (3) and (b) entanglement entropy across
a circumferential slice S(t), calculated for an infinite-length
cylinder. (c) The fidelity F(t), calculated for a finite cylinder
of dimension 4 × 16 with open boundaries in the x direction.

zero (where the dynamics will correspond to the 1 + 1D
QLM) up to one (where we retrieve the fully fledged
2+1D QLM). The oscillatory behavior of the chiral con-
densate (Fig. 2(a)) and entanglement entropy (Fig. 2(b))
is clearly visible for all values of α throughout the whole
simulation, and the fidelity (Fig. 2(c)) shows revivals of
a consistent, though weaker, magnitude. However, in
the fermionic matter quenches (Fig. 3), the signatures of
QMBS clearly break down as α is increased. The oscil-
lations in the chiral condensate (Fig. 3(a)) quickly decay
in magnitude, the growth of the entanglement entropy
(Fig. 3(b)) is significantly more rapid, and the revivals
in fidelity (Fig. 3(c)) also swiftly decrease in magnitude.
These results show that the fate of QMBS in the 2 + 1D
QLM is strongly dependent on the particle statistics of
the matter degrees of freedom, as the signs of scarring are
preserved for bosonic, but not fermionic, matter. Never-
theless, it is quite an interesting finding to see that QMBS
persists and is rather robust in d = 2 spatial dimensions
in the presence of hard-core bosonic dynamical matter.

We also find that the plaquette term weakens the
QMBS observed in Figs. 2 and 3, with more suppressed
QMBS the larger J is; see Supplemental Material (SM)
[68]. We have also investigated quenching from the vac-
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FIG. 3. A numerical time-evolution simulation of the quench
of the charge-proliferated state shown in Fig. 1(b) to m =
0.84κ, using matter with fermionic statistics on a Ly = 4
cylinder, as the coupling ratio α tuned from 1 to 0. (a)
The chiral condensate C(t) (3) and (b) entanglement entropy
across a circumferential slice S(t), calculated for an infinite-
length cylinder. (c) The fidelity F(t), calculated for a finite
cylinder of dimension 4 × 16 with open boundaries in the x
direction.

uum states of the 2 + 1D QLM, but we have found no
signs of QMBS regardless of whether the matter degrees
of freedom are fermionic or hard-core bosonic [68].
Quantum simulation.—In order to demonstrate the

relevance of these results to near-term quantum simula-
tors, we show that the dynamics for the bosonic QLM
(Fig. 2) can be probed using the 2D Bose–Hubbard sim-
ulator proposed in Ref. [69] (see Fig. 4(a) for the mapping
of the charge-proliferated state), with the Hamiltonian

ĤBHM =
∑
j

[
J̃

∑
a=x,y

(
b̂†j b̂j+ea

+H.c.
)

+
Uj

2
n̂j(n̂j − 1) + (γ⃗ · j− δj − ηj)n̂j

]
. (4)

Here, the lattice site of index j = (jx, jy) corresponds to
a matter site in the QLM if both components are even, to
a gauge site if exactly one of them is even, or if both com-
ponents are odd the site is forbidden from contributing to

the dynamics. b̂
(†)
j and n̂j = b̂†j b̂j are the bosonic ladder

and number operators respectively, the on-site interac-
tion strength Uj is equal to U on gauge and forbidden
sites, but α̃U on matter sites, for some detuning con-
stant α̃, γ⃗ = (γx, γy) represents a linear tilt in the lattice
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FIG. 4. (a) The mapping between the 2 + 1D U(1) QLM
and the Bose–Hubbard simulator proposed in Ref. [69]. (b–d)
A numerical time-evolution simulation of the quench of the
charge-proliferated state shown in (a) to m = 0.84κ on a
Ly = 4 cylinder for Bose–Hubbard simulator (4), compared
with the QLM simulation in Fig. 2, showing the chiral con-
densate C(t) (3), entanglement entropy S(t), and fidelity with
the initial state F(t).

in both dimensions, and the potential δj (ηj) is equal to δ
(η) only on a gauge (forbidden) site, and zero elsewhere.
Following Ref. [69], we use the values of the parame-
ters J̃ = 30Hz, U = 1300Hz, α̃ = 1.3, γx = 57Hz,
γy = 73Hz, δ = 649.647Hz, and η = 5δ. This corre-
sponds to m ≈ −0.84κ in the QLM (quenches starting
from the charge-proliferated initial state Fig. 1(b) have
the same dynamics for positive and negative m). The re-
sults of the quench of the charge-proliferated initial state

in Fig. 4(a) are shown in Fig. 4(b–d), compared with the
QLM simulation (Fig. 2) using the simulator’s effective
value of κ, which show great agreement for the available
simulation times. This bodes well for upcoming cold-
atom experiments seeking to realize 2 + 1D U(1) QLMs,
as it brings our findings into the realm of experimental
accessibility.

Discussion and outlook.—We have studied QMBS
in a spin-1/2 2 + 1D U(1) QLM with dynamical matter
using MPS simulations of quench dynamics. We have
found that QMBS is robust when the initial state is the
charge-proliferated product state and the quench mass is
m ≈ 0.84κ, particularly when the matter degrees of free-
dom are hard-core bosonic. In the case of fermionic mat-
ter, we have found that scarring persists only for short
times, but then vanishes and the dynamics looks quite
ergodic. We have also adopted in our simulations a ra-
tio α between coupling in the x and y directions. When
α = 0, we are effectively in 1+1D, and so we can retrieve
the established QMBS regimes there. Upon tuning α up
to unity (the fully fledged 2 + 1D system), we see that
scarring unsurprisingly gets weaker, but does not always
vanish, as explained above. In this work we have used
4×∞ and 4× 16 cylinders, but we expect that the same
qualitative picture remains for wider cylinders [70, 71].

We have also showcased how our findings can be tested
on a recently proposed cold-atom quantum simulator of
the spin-1/2 U(1) QLM with hard-core bosonic matter
degrees of freedom [69], showing great agreement between
the simulator dynamics and those of the ideal QLM. But
our results are also amenable for investigation in other
proposals that have been put forth [72–75]. Given that
going to d = 2 spatial dimensions in quantum-simulator
realizations of LGTs is the current frontier of the field
[48], our work sets the stage for experimentally relevant
features that can be probed on such devices once they
are available.

It is important to emphasize that our work does not
rule out other QMBS regimes that may still persist in
2 + 1D but that we have not found. Indeed, our goal in
this work was to investigate the fate of QMBS regimes
discovered in the 1 + 1D U(1) QLM and see how well
they fare in 2 + 1D. It was also our intention to find
out how the statistics of the matter degrees of freedom
affects QMBS, which, as we show, happens in a profound
way. One avenue for future work is to study the fate
of the QMBS regime we find in 2 + 1D for higher-level
representations (S > 1/2) of the electric and gauge fields.
In 1+1D, it has been shown that scarring persists and is
robust for S > 1/2 [31, 32]. This is important to assess
the fate of QMBS in the limit of 2+1D lattice QED, and
a recent proposal may allow experimental observation in
a quantum simulator of the spin-1 U(1) QLM [76]. A
second venue involves adding a topological θ-term [77,
78] and studying its interplay with scarring in 2 + 1D,
which has been shown to lead to a plethora of nonergodic
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behavior is 1 + 1D [79].

Note.—During the final stages of preparing our
manuscript, we became aware of another work [80] on
quantum many-body scars for arbitrary integer spin in
2 + 1D pure Abelian gauge theories. This work will ap-
pear in the same arXiv listing as ours.
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FIG. S1. A numerical time-evolution simulation of the quench
of the vacuum state shown in Fig. 1(c) to m = 0, using matter
with bosonic statistics on a Ly = 4 cylinder, as the coupling
ratio α tuned from 1 to 0. (a) The flux E(t) (S1), (b) chi-
ral condensate C(t) (3), and (c) entanglement entropy across
a circumferential slice S(t), calculated for an infinite-length
cylinder. (d) The fidelity F(t), calculated for a finite cylinder
of dimension 4 × 16 with open boundaries in the x direction.

0

0.5

1
(a)

Fermionic matter

E(
t)

α = 1 α = 0.5 α = 0.15

α = 0.75 α = 0.25 α = 0

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8
(b)

C(
t)

0

2

4

6
(c)

S(
t)

0 5 10 15 20
0

0.2

0.4
(d)

κt

F
(t
)

FIG. S2. A numerical time-evolution simulation of the quench
of the vacuum state shown in Fig. 1(c) to m = 0, using matter
with fermionic statistics on a Ly = 4 cylinder, as the coupling
ratio α tuned from 1 to 0. (a) The flux E(t) (S1), (b) chi-
ral condensate C(t) (3), and (c) entanglement entropy across
a circumferential slice S(t), calculated for an infinite-length
cylinder. (d) The fidelity F(t), calculated for a finite cylinder
of dimension 4 × 16 with open boundaries in the x direction.

Quenches of the vacuum state

In Figures S1 and S2, we show quenches of a vacuum initial state (Fig. 1(c) in the main text) to m = 0. Here, we
also show the expectation value of the electric flux E(t) = ⟨ψ(t)|Ê |ψ(t)⟩,

Ê =
1

LxLy

∑
r

∑
a=x,y

ŝzr,ea
. (S1)

In the 1 + 1D case (α = 0), this quench exhibits QMBS, but for α > 0, the signs of QMBS are suppressed for both
bosonic (Fig. S1) and fermionic (Fig. S2) matter fields, with little qualitative difference between the two different
particle statistics.
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FIG. S3. A numerical time-evolution simulation of the quench
of a gauge-invariant ground state at mi = 0.19κ to mf =
−0.4κ, using matter with bosonic statistics on a Ly = 4 cylin-
der, as the coupling ratio α tuned from 1 to 0. (a) The chi-
ral condensate C(t) (3) and (b) entanglement entropy across
a circumferential slice S(t), calculated for an infinite-length
cylinder. (c) The fidelity F(t), calculated for a finite cylinder
of dimension 4 × 16 with open boundaries in the x direction.
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FIG. S4. A numerical time-evolution simulation of the quench
of the charge-proliferated state shown in Fig. 1(b) to m =
0.84κ, using matter with bosonic statistics on a Ly = 4 cylin-
der, as the magnetic coupling J is increased, fixing the cou-
pling ratio α to be 1. (a) The chiral condensate C(t) (3)
and (b) entanglement entropy across a circumferential slice
S(t), calculated for an infinite-length cylinder. (c) The fi-
delity F(t), calculated for a finite cylinder of dimension 4×16
with open boundaries in the x direction.

Quenches starting at a finite mass

Here, we examine a sudden quench from a finite value of the mass, starting with the gauge-invariant ground state
at mi = 0.19κ, and evolving the state at mf = −0.4κ, which was shown to display strong signs of QMBS in the
1 + 1D model in Ref. [24]. As shown in Figure S3, however, for α > 0 these signs are strongly suppressed. The way
the gauge-invariant ground state at mi = 0.19κ changes as α is increased from zero to one would play a significant
role here, and requires further investigation.

Effect of the magnetic coupling of the gauge fields

In Figure S4, we examine the effect of the magnetic coupling of the gauge fields, controlled by the plaquette term
with coefficient J in the 2 + 1D QLM Hamiltonian, Eq. (1) in the main text. We look at the quench from the charge
proliferated state (Fig. 1(b)) to m = 0.84κ for bosonic matter, which was shown to display strong signs of QMBS in
the main text (Fig. 2). However, for J > 0, we can see that these signs are quickly suppressed.
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