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We introduce a one-dimensional correlated-hopping model of spinless fermions in which a particle can hop
between two neighboring sites only if the sites to the left and right of those two sites have different particle
numbers. Using a bond-to-site mapping, this model involving four-site terms can be mapped to an assisted pair-
flipping model involving only three-site terms. This model shows strong Hilbert space fragmentation (HSF).
We define irreducible strings (IS) to label the different fragments, determine the number of fragments, and
the sizes of fragments corresponding to some special IS. In some classes of fragments, the Hamiltonian can
be diagonalized completely, and in others it can be seen to have a structure characteristic of models which
are not fully integrable. In the largest fragment in our model, the number of states grows exponentially with
the system size, but the ratio of this number to the total Hilbert space size tends to zero exponentially in the
thermodynamic limit. Within this fragment, we provide numerical evidence that only a weak version of the
eigenstate thermalization hypothesis (ETH) remains valid; we call this subspace-restricted ETH. To understand
the out-of-equilibrium dynamics of the model, we study the infinite-temperature time-dependent autocorrelation
functions starting from a random initial state; we find that these exhibit a different behavior near the boundary
compared to the bulk. Finally we propose an experimental setup to realize our correlated-hopping model.

I. INTRODUCTION

Thermalization and its violation in isolated quantum sys-
tems have been studied extensively over the last several years.
The strongest version of thermalization in closed quantum
systems is believed to be defined by the eigenstate thermal-
ization hypothesis (ETH)1–4. This hypothesis states that each
eigenstate in an ergodic system acts like a thermal ensemble
as far as local observables are concerned, namely, local cor-
relation functions in each eigenstate tend to the average val-
ues calculated in the quantum mechanical microcanonical en-
semble at the same energy. Thus expectation values of local
observables for all eigenstates for a sufficiently large system
show “self-thermalization” on their own.

This can be further categorized into two classes called the
strong and weak versions of ETH. In the first case, all of
the eigenstates of a given Hamiltonian satisfy the ETH hy-
pothesis, while in the latter case, it is obeyed by most of the
eigenstates apart from some states which form a set of mea-
sure zero in the thermodynamic limit. Well-known examples
where strong ETH is not valid are quantum integrable models
which are either mappable to free systems5,6 or are solvable by
the Bethe ansatz7–9. Strong ETH is also not satisfied in many-
body localized systems which have strong disorder10–13.

In recent years, there have been a great deal of effort in
identifying systems for which the strong version of ETH is
not valid. One class of systems is “quantum many-body
scars”14–19. Such systems have some special states called scar
states which are highly excited and have low entanglement-
entropy. If an initial state, which has a significant overlap with
such eigenstates compared to other states at the same energy,
is evolved in time, the long-time dynamics of correlation func-
tions show persistent oscillations. For an quantum ergodic

∗This author contributed to Sections I-III and Appendices A-C.

system, such overlaps should be a smooth function of energy;
therefore, the enhancement of overlaps for certain eigenstates
compared to others is not consistent with the strong ETH.
However, the presence of such states still satisfies the weak
ETH with respect to the full Hilbert space since the number of
scar states typically grows only polynomially with the system
size.

More interesting are systems that show Hilbert space frag-
mentation (HSF)20, which we will focus on in this paper. In
these systems, the Hamiltonian takes a block-diagonal form in
a basis given by a product of local states, and the total number
of blocks increases exponentially with the size of the system.
This differs from what occurs when there are a finite number
of global symmetries; if there is a finite number r of conserved
quantities in the system, the number of blocks grows poly-
nomially as V r, where V is the volume of the system. We
emphasize that if there is HSF, the ETH fails in general with
respect to the total Hilbert space. Another striking feature is
the presence of frozen states which are basis vectors that are
eigenstates of the Hamiltonian with zero energy. The num-
ber of such frozen states grows exponentially with the system
size. The most interesting kind of HSF is strong fragmenta-
tion, where the size of the largest fragment is exponentially
smaller than the full many-body Hilbert space.

There are some challenges in understanding different as-
pects of fragmented systems where the constants of mo-
tion cannot be expressed as integrals of local observables.
Some important steps towards a complete characterization are
the concepts of “statistically localized integrals of motion”21

(which is equivalent to our construction of IS), commutant al-
gebras22, and the algebra of matrix product operators23; these
uniquely label the disconnected subspaces in several frag-
mented systems. Moreover, the construction of commutant
algebras further categorizes this mechanism based on the basis
states in which fragmentation takes place. If the fragmentation
occurs in a particle number basis, it is called classical frag-
mentation24,25, whereas fragmentation happening in an entan-

ar
X

iv
:2

40
3.

14
31

4v
2 

 [
co

nd
-m

at
.s

ta
t-

m
ec

h]
  1

6 
A

pr
 2

02
4



2

gled basis is dubbed as secondary fragmentation26 or quantum
fragmentation22,27. The model studied in our paper will turn
out to show classical fragmentation.

Examples of such systems for which the strong ETH is not
valid are systems with dipole conservation or conserved mag-
netization20,23–25,28–31. In these systems, HSF occurs due to
strong constraints on the mobility of excitations. However,
there are also examples of HSF which do not involve dipole
conservation26,27,32–37. There are also some studies of period-
ically driven models where HSF has been found recently38–40.

In this work, we introduce and study a one-dimensional
correlated-hopping model of spinless fermions with terms in-
forming four consecutive sites. Using a bond-site mapping
to a dual lattice30,31, this model can be mapped to an assisted
pair-flipping model that only has terms involving three sites.
We find that this system shows strong HSF.

To characterize the HSF in this system, we use the idea
of “irreducible strings” (IS). The concept of IS was intro-
duced several years ago to understand exponential fragmenta-
tion (called “many-sector decomposition” at that time) in sev-
eral classical models such as a deposition-evaporation model
of k-mers41,42 and a diffusing dimer model43. Recently, the
idea of IS has been rediscovered and called ‘statistically lo-
calized integrals of motion’. In particular, Rakovszky et al21

have used the idea of statistically localized integrals of motion
to study various systems exhibiting strong HSF, and they have
also shown that correlation functions have a non-uniform pro-
file whose value near the boundary does not agree with the
microcanonical expectation value.

Remarkably, many features of our model can be understood
in terms of IS, such as the total number of fragments and total
s number of frozen states. We compute the size of the largest
fragment employing the idea of IS and an enumerative com-
binatorics of characters41–44, which we have verified by direct
numerical checks. We find that strong ETH is not satisfied
in our model, as suggested by an analysis of the energy level
spacing ratio10,45,46 and expectation values of few-body oper-
ators of all the eigenstates (without resolving into fragments),
which is always the case for a typical fragmented system25. A
similar analysis for the largest fragment indicates that this sub-
space is non-integrable. We provide evidence that a weaker
form of subspace-restricted ETH still holds within sufficiently
large fragments which we call typical fragments22,24.

Next, we study the out-of-equilibrium dynamics in our
model to look for dynamical signatures of the lack of ther-
malization. We find that infinite-temperature autocorrelation
functions starting from a random initial state in the full Hilbert
space also show that strong ETH is not satisfied. Moreover,
the boundary autocorrelation function oscillates around a fi-
nite saturation value at long times, which is much larger than
the bulk saturation value21,22,25. We provide an understanding
of the non-uniform profiles of the bulk and boundary spectra
by computing the lower bound of these two autocorrelation
functions using the Mazur inequality47,48 and a knowledge of
the fragmentation structure of the model. We also study the
entanglement dynamics in the largest fragment. This confirms
our previous finding that ETH is not satisfied in the full Hilbert
space, but a weak subspace-restricted ETH is valid within the

largest fragment.
We conclude by presenting an experimentally realizable

t− V model with a spatial periodicity of four which can gen-
erate our correlated-hopping model in a particular limit. An-
other way to realize our model is through a periodically driven
system with an on-site potential with a spatial periodicity of
four sites. We find that for some particular driving param-
eters, an interplay between dynamical localization (i.e., the
effective hopping becoming zero as a result of the driving),
resonances between different states, and density-density in-
teractions gives rise to precisely this model39.

The plan of this paper is as follows. In Sec. II, we discuss
the Hamiltonian of our model, its global symmetries, and a
mapping to a model with three-site terms. In Sec. III, we
consider the three-site form of the model, and we discuss the
fragmentation of the Fock space, the number of fragments,
the number of frozen fragments which contain only one state
each, and a description of some special fragments, includ-
ing the largest sector. Some details are relegated to the Ap-
pendices. In Secs. IV-VII, we consider the four-site form of
the model. In Sec. IV, we provide evidence for ergodicity
breaking and non-integrability through the expectation values
of some local operators, the half-chain entanglement entropy,
and the distribution of the energy level spacing. In Sec. V,
we study dynamical signatures of HSF by looking at the long-
time behavior of autocorrelation functions and the time evo-
lution of the half-chain entanglement entropy. In Sec. VI, we
discuss how our model may arise in the large-interaction limit
of a variant of the t− V model in which nearest-neighbor in-
teractions have a period-four structure. For the purposes of
comparison, we discuss in Sec. VII a different model with
four-site terms which has been studied extensively in recent
years as an example of a system exhibiting HSF. We show that
this can be mapped to a model with three-site terms which de-
scribes stochastic evolution of diffusing dimers on a line. The
complete structure of the HSF in the latter model was found
exactly many years ago using the idea of IS43. We summarize
our results and point out some directions for future studies in
Sec. VIII.

II. MODEL HAMILTONIAN AND SYMMETRIES

We consider a one-dimensional spinless fermionic model
which, for an infinitely large system, is described by the
Hamiltonian

H1 =
∑
j

(nj − nj+3)
2 (c†j+1cj+2 + c†j+2cj+1). (1)

Here cj (c
†
j) is a fermionic annihilation (creation) operator on

site j, and nj = c†jcj can take values 0 or 1. This Hamiltonian
connects the following pairs of states involving four consecu-
tive sites,

1100 ↔ 1010

0101 ↔ 0011. (2)
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We define a spin variable Zj = 2nj − 1 which can only take
the values ±1 at site j. Apart from translation and inversion
symmetries, this model has three additional global symme-
tries: total particle number C1, and two staggered quantities
C2 and C3 given by

C1 =
∑
j

nj ,

C2 =
∑
j

(−1)j Z2jZ2j+1,

C3 =
∑
j

(−1)jZ2j−1Z2j . (3)

Moreover, at half-filling, this model is invariant under a mod-
ified particle-hole transformation given by cj ↔ (−1)j c†j . It
turns out that these are only three of many other conserved
quantities which can be characterized in terms of a construct
called irreducible strings; this will be discussed in Sec. III.

The energy spectrum of this model has an E → −E sym-
metry. This can be seen by noting that the transformation
cj → (−1)jcj and c†j → (−1)jc†j changes the Hamiltonian
H → −H .

The model in Eq. (1) can be mapped to a different model
with a Hamiltonian in which the degrees of freedom lie on the
bonds of the original lattice, and the new Hamiltonian is a sum
of terms involving only three consecutive sites; this makes it
easier to study the system. We map states for a bond (j, j+1)
to a state on the site j + 1/2 on the dual lattice following the
rules,

|01⟩ → |1⟩, |10⟩ → |1⟩,
|00⟩ → |0⟩, |11⟩ → |0⟩. (4)

This is clearly a two-to-one mapping from the four-site model
to the three-site mode on the dual lattice. For example, the two
states 10101010 and 01010101 of the four-site model (these
states are related to each other by a particle-hole transforma-
tion) map to a single state 1111111 of the three-site model.

We see that the three-site model has two states 0 and 1 at
each site, and Eq. (2) implies that only the following transi-
tions are allowed for this model,

111 ↔ 010. (5)

The model is therefore described by a Hamiltonian which in-
volves only three consecutive sites of the dual lattice,

H2 =
∑
j

nj+1 (d
†
jd

†
j+2 + dj+2dj), (6)

where nj = d†jdj . This rule implies that a pair of spinless
fermions can be created or annihilated on two next-nearest-
neighbor sites provided that the site in the middle is occu-
pied. It is important to note that this three-site Hamiltonian
does not conserve the total particle number unlike the four-
site model. A summary of the original and final Hamiltonians
in Eqs. (1) and (6) and the bond-site mapping connecting the

two is shown in Fig. 1.

FIG. 1: (a) Processes allowed in original correlated-hopping model
with terms involving four consecutive sites. (b) Mapping of bonds
to sites. (c) The bond-site mapping converts the correlated-hopping
model to an assisted pair-flipping model with terms involving three
consecutive sites. Here filled and empty circles represent occupied
and unoccupied sites respectively.

III. FRAGMENTATION OF THE HILBERT SPACE

In this section, we will show how kinetic constraints in our
model shatters the Hilbert space leading to an exponentially
large number of fragments in the local number basis. The
fragmentation structure can appear in a variety of forms, such
as frozen fragments consisting of a single eigenstate of the
Hamiltonian and fragments with a finite or exponentially large
number of states.

A. Irreducible strings

We first discuss the fragmentation structure in the three-site
model which allows the transition described in Eq. (5); the an-
alytical treatment is much simpler in the three-site language.
It is convenient to define a Hamiltonian which only has matrix
elements between the states 010 and 111. We therefore define
Pauli matrices σα

j at site j (where α = x, y, z), so that states
1 and 0 at site j corresponds to σz

j = ±1. In terms of these
Pauli spin operators, the Hamiltonian becomes

H3 =
∑
j

(σ+
j−1σ

+
j+1 + σ−

j−1σ
−
j+1)

(
1 + σz

j

2

)
. (7)

Note that this expression differs fromH2 in that it is defined in
terms of Pauli spin operators which commute at different sites.
This is an assisted spin-flipping Hamiltonian in which a pair
of spins can flip on next-nearest-neighbor sites provided the
site in the middle has spin ↑. The number of states in a system
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with L sites is 2L. We will consider open boundary conditions
(OBC) to perform our analysis of fragmentation. One should
note that the transition rules shown in Eq. (7) imply that

11110 ↔ 01010 ↔ 01111. (8)

This implies that a string of four 1’s can move across either a
0 or a 1 (trivially). This will be important later to understand
different features of the HSF occurring in this model.

We will show below that the model in Eq. (7) has an ex-
ponentially large number of fragments. These fragments are
most easily characterized in terms of a construction called
IS which act as an exponentially large number of conserved
quantities. This construction of IS is a variation of the con-
struction used earlier in Refs. 41–43. This is defined as fol-
lows.

A basis configuration is characterized by a binary string of
length L, e.g., 0011010 · · · . We read the string from left to
right, move the first occurrence of 1111 to the left end of the
string and then delete it. This reduces the length of the string
by 4. We repeat this till no further reduction is possible. Then,
we read the remaining string from left to right, and change
the first occurrence of 010 to 111. If this generates a 1111,
we move it to the leftmost end and delete this to get a string
of reduced length. The steps 1111 → ϕ (null string), and
010 → 111 are repeated, till no further change can be made.
The final string is the IS corresponding to the initial string. As
an example, one can see that the IS for the string configuration
01111010101 reduces to 001 by the rules mentioned above;
this is depicted in Fig. 2.

FIG. 2: Illustration of IS construction for a given binary string con-
figuration.

The usefulness of the IS construction comes from the obser-
vation that two states belong to the same fragment if and only
if they have the same IS. To prove this assertion, we note that
the strings 01111 and 11110 are obtainable from each other as
shown in Eq. (8). Hence one may treat a group of four adja-
cent 1’s as a block that can slide across a 0, and it can slide
across a 1 trivially. Thus, we can push any such blocks of
1111 to the left end of the system and delete them.

An IS of length L− 4r corresponds to a root state of length
Lwhich has 4r 1’s at the left. We also note that for each of the
steps going from the initial string to the root state, the inverse
steps are also allowed through the transitions 010 ↔ 111.
Hence, if two configurations have the same root state, they
can be reached from each other. The Hilbert space fragment
corresponding to a given IS is spanned by all the configura-

tions that have that IS. Thus the IS acts as a unique label for
the fragment.

B. Determining the number of fragments

To calculate the number of fragments, it is convenient to
define a number M(n) which is the number of distinct IS of
length n. We know that an IS cannot contain the substrings
010 or 1111 anywhere. Using this fact, we can calculate
M(n), for n > 3, using a transfer matrix method as shown
in Appendix A.

n 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
M(n) 1 2 4 7 11 18 29 47 76 123 199 322 521

TABLE I: Values of M(n) versus n.

It is convenient to define M(0) = 1. Clearly, M(1) =
2, M(2) = 4 and M(3) = 7. The results for the first few
values of M are given in Table I. Given M(n), the number of
fragments of length L with OBC is given by

NOBC(L) =

⌊L/4⌋∑
r=0

M(L− 4r), for L > 4.

(9)

The resulting values are used to analytically calculate the
NOBC(L), given in Table II; we have verified these values
numerically. We also list the corresponding values for PBC
found numerically (using a method described in Appendix A).
We find that both NOBC and NPBC grow asymptotically as
τL, where τ = (

√
5 + 1)/2 ≃ 1.618 is the golden ratio.

L 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
NOBC 12 20 33 54 88 143 232 376 609
NPBC 10 13 20 32 59 81 131 207 363

TABLE II: Values of NOBC and NPBC versus L obtained by nu-
merical enumeration.

C. Description of frozen fragments

The model contains an exponentially large number of
eigenstates that do not participate in the dynamics; we call
these “frozen” states. The frozen states |fj⟩ are all product
states in the particle number basis, and are annihilated by
the Hamiltonian so that H|fj⟩ = 0. Hence these states are
zero-energy eigenstates of the model Hamiltonian. Two triv-
ial examples of such states in the four-site language are fully
empty and fully occupied states in the particle number basis,
i.e., | · · · 0000 · · · ⟩ and | · · · 1111 · · · ⟩, respectively.
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In a frozen state, there cannot be any occurrence of sub-
strings 010 or 111, and the length of the IS must be L. It is
then straightforward to set up a transfer matrix to determine
the exact numbers of such states Nfrozen(L) for a system of
size L. The details of the calculation are given in Appendix B.
We find that the number of frozen fragments for a system of
size L grows as 1.466L for large L. For the first few values of
L, the number of frozen states Nfrozen(L) is shown in Table
III for both OBC and PBC.

L 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Nfrozen

OBC 6 9 13 19 28 41 60 88 129 189
Nfrozen

PBC 4 5 6 10 15 21 31 46 67 98

TABLE III: Nfrozen
OBC and Nfrozen

PBC versus L with OBC and PBC
respectively.

We note here that the frozen states possess many of the fea-
tures of quantum many-body scars. They have exactly zero
energy (and hence lie in the middle of the energy spectrum),
and this does not change if the coefficients of the terms in
the Hamiltonian in Eq. (1) are taken to be random numbers
instead of all being set equal to 1. Further, since the frozen
states are all product states in real space, they trivially have
zero entanglement entropy between any two parts of a system
with either OBC or PBC.

D. Description of some simple integrable fragments

We will now present some examples of fragments which
consist of more than one state (and are therefore not frozen)
but in which the Hamiltonian dynamics is integrable.

The first example of an integrable fragment is a set of mul-
tiple ”blinkers” each of which flips back and forth between
two states. For example, we can have an IS of the form

· · · 00011100111000 · · ·

These fragments consist of a sea of 0’s with islands of three
consecutive sites that can flip between 010 and 111 but are
fully localized in space. The general state in such a fragment
can be obtained by concatenating the substrings 0, 1110 and
0100. For a system with OBC, the number of states in the frag-
ment can be found by defining a transfer matrix T following a
procedure similar to the one given in Appendix A. We find that
T is a 8×8 matrix whose characteristic polynomial is given by
λ5(λ3 − λ2 − 1). The largest root of this equation is approx-
imately 1.466 (see Eqs. (B2) and (B3)), and the number of
states therefore grows with system size as 1.466L asymptoti-

cally. For each blinker, labeled by an integer j = 1, 2, · · · , r,
we can introduce a Pauli matrix τzj which is equal to ±1 for
111 and 010 respectively. The number of states in this frag-
ment is equal to 2r, and the effective Hamiltonian is given by
Heff =

∑r
j=1 τ

x
j . It is then easily seen that the energy eigen-

values for this fragment are given by
∑r

j=1 ej , where each ej
can take values ±1.

The second example we consider is a fragment whose IS
is made of L − 4 0’s. The configuration will have a single
substring 1111 or a single substring 101 in a sea of zeroes; the
total number of such states is 2L−5. We can think of these as
the states of a particle which can be either in a state aj+3/2 =
1111 at sites (j, j+1, j+2, j+3), where j = 1, 2, · · · , L−3,
or in a state bj = 101 at sites (j − 1, j, j + 1), where j =
2, L−1. The Hamiltonian can take the state |aj+3/2⟩ to either
|bj+1⟩ or |bj+2⟩. This gives us a tight-binding model of a
particle that moves on a finite line with 2L− 5 sites. We then
find that the energy levels of this effective Hamiltonian are

Ek = 2 cos[πk/(2L− 4)], where k = 1, · · · , 2L− 5. (10)

E. Description of the largest fragment

We now consider the largest fragment, which includes all
the states reachable from the configuration of all 1’s. The cor-
responding IS reduces to one of the four possibilities ϕ (null
string) or 1 or 11 or 111. Let DL denote the size of the frag-
ment corresponding to the IS given by 111 · · · 111, i.e., 1 re-
peated L times. We will compute the generating function

V (x) =

∞∑
L=0

DL x
L. (11)

Following a lengthy calculation whose details are shown in
Appendix C, we obtain the expression

V (x) =
1

1 − x −
(

1 −
√
1−12x4

6x

) . (12)

Writing this in the form given in Eq. (11), we find that the
growth of DL for large L is determined by the singularities of
V (x) lying closest to the origin41–43. According to Eq. (12),
these singularities lie at x40 = 1/12, namely, the fourth roots
of 1/12. HenceDL grows as (1/|x0|)L, i.e., 1.8612L for large
L. To confirm this, we Taylor expand Eq. (12) which gener-
ates the series
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V (x) = 1 + x+ x2 + 2x3 + 3x4 + 4x5 + 6x6 + 12x7 + 19x8 + 28x9 + 46x10 + 92x11 + 150x12 + 232x13 + 396x14

+792x15 + 1315x16 + 2092x17 + 3646x18 + 7292x19 + 12258x20 + 19864x21 + 35076x22 + 70152x23 + · · · ,
(13)

We have checked that these numbers perfectly agree with
those obtained by brute force numerical enumeration. We note
that the exponential growth rate of the largest sector with L is
slower than the total number of states 2L, and goes to zero in
the limit of large L, which establishes the strong fragmenta-
tion25 of the Hilbert space in this model.

F. Typical and atypical fragments

Having discussed the idea of IS and seen several examples
of fragments, it is useful to discuss typical and atypical frag-
ments. It is difficult to differentiate between the two very pre-
cisely but we may proceed roughly as follows.

We first show the distribution of fragment numbers for dif-
ferent system sizes with OBC in Fig. 3. A fragment size equal
to 1 (left edge of the figure) corresponds to frozen fragments
which are discussed in Sec. III C. The largest fragment (right
edge of the figure) will be discussed in Sec. III E.

FIG. 3: Plot showing the distribution of number of fragments versus
sizes of fragments for four different system sizes, L = 13, 14, 15
and 16, with OBC.

We can qualitatively estimate the average size of a fragment
as follows. While the dimension of the total Hilbert space
is 2L, we saw earlier that the number of fragments grows
asymptotically as τL. We may therefore expect a typical frag-
ment to have a size of the order of (2/τ)L ≃ 1.236L. For
L = 13, 14, 15 and 16, this goes from about 16 to 30. In-
deed we see that 16− 30 lies near the middle of the ranges of
fragment sizes shown in Fig. 3.

FIG. 4: Plot of the sizes of fragments versus the lengths of their IS
for L = 14 with OBC.

Next, we examine numerically if there is any relation be-
tween the size of a fragment and the length of its IS. This is
shown in Fig. 4 for L = 14, and we observe that the two quan-
tities appear to be inversely related. (Note that the IS lengths
can only be equal to L, L− 4, L− 8, L− 12, · · · ). We see
from the figure that two fragments with the same IS lengths
may have different sizes, but the ratio of their sizes is of order
1. Frozen fragments have only one state each and the length
of their IS is equal to L; hence they correspond to the point at
the bottom right of Fig. 4.

We may now define an atypical fragment as one which has
an exponentially large number of states (in the limit L→ ∞),
and whose IS has a length l whereL−l ≪ L. With this defini-
tion, both frozen fragments (which have l = L) and the simple
integrable fragments discussed in Sec. III D are atypical. On
the other hand, the largest fragment and other fragments with
short IS are all typical. The significance of a typical fragment
is that it is expected to behave like a standard macroscopic en-
semble, and we may expect a weak version of ETH to hold
within it.

We have found numerically that the ground state and low-
lying excited states generally lie in the largest fragment and
other fragments which have comparable numbers of states.
Thus the low-energy properties of this model are dominated
by the largest fragments.
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IV. SUBSPACE-RESTRICTED ETH IN SYSTEMS WITH
STRONG HILBERT SPACE FRAGMENTATION

The existence of atypical fragments, like the frozen states
and integrable fragments (for example, fragments with n
blinkers), implies that strong ETH is not satisfied with re-
spect to the full Hilbert space in our model. This motivates
us to modify the ETH as follows. Suppose that a Hamiltonian
in a basis given by products of local states has a fragmented
structure, such that energy eigenstates have non-zero compo-
nents only within a single fragment. Then it seems natural to
postulate that in each fragment, correlation functions of local
observables calculated in the eigenstates of the Hamiltonian
will tend to values corresponding to a restricted microcanoni-
cal ensemble, in which all the the eigenstates (except for a set
of measure zero) having a given energy density are equally
likely. We will call this a weak subspace-restricted ETH. In
our model, this should be satisfied in all the typical fragments
but it need not be satisfied in atypical fragments.

We will now check the validity of a weak version of ETH
within the largest fragment, as well as the validity of ETH
in other sectors in the full Hilbert space at half-filling for the
four-site model. We first examine the variation of expectation
values of local observables for all eigenstates of the Hamil-
tonian and the variation of the half-chain entanglement en-
tropy SL/2 as a function of the energy E without resolving
the fragmentation structure. In Figs. 5 (a) and (b), we show
the expectation values of the local observables ⟨nL/2⟩ and
⟨nL/2+1nL/2⟩ as a function of the energy density E/L for
all the eigenstates for three different system sizes, L = 12, 14
and 16. We see that the widths of the distributions do not
decrease significantly with increasing system sizes. More-
over, we also analyze the standard deviations of the differ-
ences of ⟨E|A|E⟩ − ⟨A⟩E , where |E⟩ denotes an eigenstate
of the Hamiltonian at energy E, and ⟨A⟩E is the microcanon-
ical expectation value of A at energy E obtained by averaging
over eigenstates within an energy window ∆E/L = 0.02549.
For our case, we consider A to be nL/2 and nL/2+1nL/2, and
then examine the standard deviation σA as a function of the
total Hilbert space dimension D at half-filling, as shown in
Figs. 5 (c) and (d). In both cases, we observe that the val-
ues of σA do not change notably with increasing values of D.
This confirms that the strong version of diagonal ETH is not
valid in our model within the full Hilbert space at half-filling.
A similar behavior was seen earlier in other models showing
HSF 1,2.

Next, we discuss the spectrum of the half-chain entangle-
ment entropy SL/2 as a function of the energy E for the full
Hilbert space (without resolving the individual fragment) at
half-filling with OBC for three different system sizes, L =
14, 16 and 18. This is shown in Figs. 6 (a-c). In all three
figures, we see that many low-entanglement states are present
in the middle of the spectrum. Further, the values of entangle-
ment entropies for all the eigenstates are much smaller than
the thermal value Spage = (L ln 2 − 1)/250 shown by the
dash-dot lines; this again shows that ETH with respect to the
full Hilbert space is not satisfied. Moreover, the entropies of
the eigenstates do not lie within a narrow band when plotted

FIG. 5: Scatter plots of (a) ⟨nL/2⟩ and (b) ⟨nL/2+1nL/2⟩ for all the
eigenstates as a function of energy density E/L for different system
sizes, L = 12, 14 and 16. In all three cases, the widths of the distri-
bution do not appear to decrease significantly with increasing L. The
standard deviation σA of ⟨nL/2⟩ and ⟨nL/2+1nL/2⟩ as a function of
Hilbert space dimension D in an energy window of ∆E/L = 0.025
are shown in plots (c) and (d). The values of σA do not decrease sig-
nificantly with increasing Hilbert space dimensions similar to Figs.
(a-b); this behavior is also not consistent with strong ETH.

against the energy. Rather they are distributed over a wide
range of values which are all much smaller than the thermal
value; this is exactly the opposite of what is typically ob-
served for a system obeying strong ETH. Also, the width of
the entanglement entropy spectrum does not shrink with in-
creasing L unlike a thermal system, indicating a manifestly
non-thermalizing behavior as a consequence of strong HSF.

We next study the energy level spacing distribution which
is often studied to probe whether a model is integrable or non-
integrable10,45,46. It is well-known from the theory of ran-
dom matrices that non-integrable systems described by ran-
dom matrices show level repulsion, but integrable models, or
models with extra conserved quantities do not. To quantify the
degree of level repulsion in a model, it is often better to study
the level spacing ratios rather than the level spacing distribu-
tion of the sorted eigenspectrum. To do so, we define the level
spacing ratios of the sorted eigenspectrum by rn = δn+1/δn,
where δn = En+1−En andEn is the n-th energy eigenvalue.
If a system is integrable, r follows the Poisson distribution,
i.e., P (r) = 1/(1 + r)2, while non-integrable systems de-
scribed by real Hermitian Hamiltonians follow the Gaussian
orthogonal ensemble (GOE) distribution51,52 which is given
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by the distribution

P (r) =
27

8

(r + r2)

(1 + r + r2)5/2
. (14)

It is also convenient to study the distribution of r̃, which is
defined as

r̃n =
min(δn+1, δn)

max(δn+1, δn)
= min(rn, 1/rn). (15)

For the two classes mentioned above, the distribution of r̃ fol-
lows P (r̃) = 2P (r) θ(1− r), where ⟨r̃⟩ = 0.386 for Poisson
and 0.536 for GOE.

To numerically compute the level spacing statistics of the
consecutive energy levels for the sorted spectrum of the full
system, we add a small uniformly distributed random on-site
potential with strength w = 0.01 for an 18-site system of
L = 18 with OBC to break all the discrete symmetries and to
eliminate any accidental degeneracies22,24,53. We note that the
presence of an on-site disorder preserves the fragmentation
structure of the full Hilbert space. In addition, we also impose
the half-filling condition to choose a particular C1 symmetry
sector, but we do not restrict the analysis within particular C2

and C3 symmetry fragments since these two global symme-
tries are only well-defined for L = 4n. As shown in Fig. 6
(d), we see that the distribution of r̃, called P (r̃), is indis-
tinguishable from a Poisson curve with ⟨r̃⟩ ≃ 0.383; this is
very close to the value observed for an integrable system. The
exponentially large number of dynamically disconnected frag-
ments act as large number of conserved quantum numbers that
forbid level repulsion as in an integrable system53,54.

Finally, we study the behavior of the largest fragment gen-
erated by enumerating the root state 1010 · · · 1010 for the
original model with terms involving four consecutive sites for
L = 22 with OBC (the size of this fragment is 19864). In the
three-site model, this state reduces to the state 111 · · · 111,
which generates the largest fragment. In Fig. 7 (a), we
show the entanglement entropy as a function of E for the
largest fragment. We see that the entropies of most of the
eigenstates fall on a curve, with a small number of outlying
low-entanglement eigenstates in the middle of the spectrum.
In Fig. 7 (b), we perform the same analysis with a small
uniformly distributed random on-site disorder with strength
w = 0.01 to discard any discrete symmetries and to avoid
any accidental degeneracies22,24. (The random on-site disor-
der preserves the fragment structure). We see that the spec-
trum in this case shows features identical to the previous case;
further, it stabilizes the low-entanglement eigenstates, as can
be seen in Fig. 7 (b). We find that the consecutive energy
level spacing statistics for the eigenstates within this fragment
with small disorder is consistent with GOE level statistics with
⟨r̃⟩ ≃ 0.524 which is close to the GOE value. This points to-
wards non-integrability of the largest fragment24, as shown in
Fig. 7 (c).

In Figs. 8 (a) and (b), we show the average values of nL/2

and nL/2+1nL/2 for all the eigenstates within this subspace
for L = 14, 16, 18 and 20 where the fragment sizes are
232, 792, 2092 and 7292, respectively. We see that the width

(a) (b)

(c) (d)

FIG. 6: (a-c) Plots showing the half-chain entanglement entropy
SL/2 versus E for the full Hilbert space at half-filling for L = 14, 16
and 18, respectively, with OBC. In all three cases, the entanglement
entropies of all the eigenstates do not lie within a narrow band, and
they have values much smaller than the thermal value shown by the
dash-dot lines at the top. Also, the widths of the spectra do not de-
crease with increasing L, indicating that strong ETH is not valid. (d)
Plot showing the probability distribution of r̃ for the sorted eigen-
spectrum for the full Hilbert space at half-filling for a 18-site sys-
tem with OBC. (In order to break any discrete symmetries, we add
a small uniformly distributed random on-site potential with strength
w = 0.01. The disorder preserves the fragment structure of the full
Hilbert space). The distribution P (r̃) follows a Poison curve with
⟨r⟩ ≃ 0.383.

of this distribution becomes narrower with increasing system
size. We then perform the same analysis as Figs. 5 (c) and
(d) within the largest fragment in Figs. 8 (c-d). We see that
the standard deviations σA of local observables decrease with
increasing values of fragment size D. Moreover, σA approxi-
mately scales as 1/

√
D with some deviation, which has been

seen earlier in the ETH obeying systems49. This behavior
again indicates that the subspace-restricted diagonal ETH is
satisfied within this fragment. However, there are some outly-
ing states which do not show thermal behavior as shown in 8
(a) and (b).

We also observe numerically that the largest fragment con-
tains a large number of states, NE=0, with exactly zero en-
ergy. The variation of NE=0 with the size DL of the largest
fragment (L is the system size) is presented in Table IV, and
Fig. 9 shows a log-log plot of NE=0 versus DL. The nu-
merical fitting indicates that NE=0 grows as D0.59

L . It has
been shown earlier in some models55,56 that there are in-
dex theorems which give a lower bound on the growth of
NE=0 versus DL. In these models, index theorems imply that
NE=0 ≳

√
DL. Fig. 9 implies that such a square root bound

is also satisfied by the largest fragment in our four-site model.
However we have not been able to derive this bound analyti-
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FIG. 7: (a-b) Plots showing the half-chain entanglement entropy SL/2 versus E for the largest fragment produced by enumerating the root
configuration 1010 · · · 1010 in the four-site model for L = 22 (the fragment size is 19864) with OBC with (a) no disorder and (b) a small
uniformly distributed disorder with strength w = 0.01, respectively. (a) The entropies for most of the eigenstates within this fragment lie
within a narrow band, apart from some low-entanglement outlying eigenstates in the middle of the spectrum. (b) The spectrum in the presence
of disorder exhibits identical features. In both cases, the red dash-dot line denotes the entanglement entropy of a random state within this
particular fragment. (c) Plot of the probability distribution P (r̃) versus r̃ for case (b). P (r̃) obeys the GOE distribution, indicating non-
integrability of this fragment.

cally due to the lack of a simple structure of the states and of
the Hamiltonian within this fragment. Finally, we note that the
square root bound also holds for the full Hilbert space. This is
because the frozen states are trivially zero-energy eigenstates
of the Hamiltonian, and we saw in Sec. III C that the number
of such states grows asymptotically as 1.466L. This is much
larger than a square root bound since

√
2L ≃ 1.414L.

We thus see that the largest fragment contains a large num-
ber of zero energy states, and many of these have an anoma-
lously low entanglement entropy as shown in Fig. 7 (a). The
presence of these exceptional states implies that the subspace-
restricted ETH is satisfied with the largest fragment in a
weaker sense.

L DL NE=0

6 4 2
8 12 2
10 28 6
12 92 6
14 232 22
16 792 24
18 2092 80
20 7292 90
22 19864 308

TABLE IV: Table showing the system size L, the size DL of the
largest fragment generated from the root state 1010....1010 in the
four-site model, and the number of zero energy states NE=0 in this
fragment.

In Figs. 10 (a-b), we study the thermal behavior of eigen-
states within a fragment generated from a randomly chosen
root state 10100010010010101010 for L = 20 in the four-site
model; this fragment has dimension D = 574. This root state
reduces to 1110011011011111111 due to bond-site mapping,

whose IS, 11100110110 has a length (L + 3)/2 in the three-
site model, unlike the largest fragment which has the shortest
IS. In Fig. 10 (a), we show the expectation values of two local
observables nL/2 and nL/2+1nL/2 for all eigenstates within
this fragment. In Fig. 10 (b), we show the difference between
the expectation values of the same two observables ⟨E|A|E⟩
for an eigenstate at energy E from their microcanonical ex-
pectation value ⟨A⟩E obtained by averaging over eigenstates
within an energy window ∆E = 0.025 about E. Moreover,
we consider one-fifth of the total eigenstates with energies
lying in the middle of the spectrum while doing this analy-
sis. As this difference is centered around zero, it implies that
each eigenstate satisfies diagonal ETH within this fragment.
One can therefore conclude that all typical fragments satisfy
subsector-restricted thermalization in our model in the ther-
modynamic limit.

Despite the fact that ETH is not valid with respect to the
full Hilbert space as shown in Figs. 5 and 6, expectation val-
ues of local observables of eigenstates within sufficiently large
fragments still satisfy ETH as we see in Figs. 7 and 8. There-
fore, sufficiently large fragments still satisfy ETH even in the
case of strongly fragmented systems. This is also dubbed as
Krylov-restricted thermalization in the literature20,24,37. This
kind of restricted thermalization has a significant impact on
the dynamics of the system, in particular, an atypical dynam-
ical behavior of correlation functions, which we will discuss
in the next section.

V. DYNAMICAL SIGNATURES OF HILBERT SPACE
FRAGMENTATION

In this section, we will study autocorrelation functions of
the fermion number at different sites of the four-site model.
We will see that these provide dynamical signatures of the
absence of thermalization due to HSF.
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FIG. 8: Plots of (a) ⟨nL/2⟩ and (b) ⟨nL/2+1nL/2⟩ for all the eigen-
states within the largest fragment of the full Hilbert space. Most of
the eigenstates within this fragment show a thermal behavior. In both
cases, the bulk of the distribution becomes narrower with increasing
L, but with some outlying states which do not fit within a narrow win-
dow of values of ⟨nL/2⟩ and ⟨nL/2+1nL/2⟩. The standard deviations
σA of ⟨nL/2⟩ and ⟨nL/2+1nL/2⟩ as a function of the size D of the
largest fragment within an energy window of ∆E/L = 0.025 are
shown in plots (c) and (d). We see that the values of σA decrease with
increasing sizes of largest fragment, which approximately scale as
1/

√
D with a slight deviation. The decreasing values of σA with in-

creasing fragment size supports the subspace-restricted ETH within
the largest fragment.

A. Long-time behavior of autocorrelation functions

As a signature of the lack of thermalization due to strong
HSF, we first investigate the behavior of the time-dependent
correlation function

Cj(t) = ⟨ψ|(nj(t)− 1/2)(nj(0)− 1/2)|ψ⟩,

where nj is the fermion number operator at site j, |ψ⟩ being
a typical random initial state in the full Hilbert space, which
is chosen to have the form |ψ⟩ = ∑

j aj |fj⟩ with
∑

j |aj |2 =

1, where the aj’s are random numbers and |fj⟩ denote Fock
space basis states. We will consider the case of half-filling and
open boundary conditions.

In thermal equilibrium, the autocorrelation function is ex-
pected to decay to zero as 1/L for a system of length L. In
Fig. 11 (a), we study the boundary autocorrelator, C1(t) for a

FIG. 9: Log-log plot of the number of zero energy states NE=0 ver-
sus the size DL of the largest fragment for system size L. The nu-
merical fitting shows that NE=0 grows as D0.59

L .

FIG. 10: (a) Expectation values of two few-body observables A =
nL/2 and nL/2+1nL/2 for all the eigenstates within the fragment
generated from a root state 10100010010010101010 for L = 20 in
the four-site model. (b) Plot showing the difference between the ex-
pectation values of the observables for an eigenstate at energy E and
their microcanonical value obtained by averaging over eigenstates
within an energy window of ∆E = 0.025. The analysis shown in
Fig. (b) has been performed for one-fifth of the eigenstates in the
middle of the spectrum.

system size L = 18 with OBC at half-filling for a random ini-
tial state in the Hilbert space. We find persistent oscillations
around a finite saturation value of about 0.115 (shown in the
inset of the plot) up to a long time t ∼ 103. We then study
the same function in the middle of the system, CL/2(t), for
the same system size in Fig. 11 (b). We observe that CL/2(t)
saturates to a much smaller value of about 0.045 (shown inset
of the plot) at long times. In a similar manner, we show the
same quantities for L = 20 in Fig. 11 (c-d). We see that the
behaviors of C1(t) and CL/2(t), including the period of os-
cillations, do not significantly change with increasing system
size. However, both quantities oscillate around finite satura-
tion values given by 0.113 and 0.04, respectively (shown in
the insets of the plots), which are slightly smaller compared to
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Figs. 11 (a) and (b), respectively. We therefore conclude that
the boundary correlator behaves in a different manner from
the bulk correlator.

Further, strong HSF leads to an non-uniform profile of cor-
relation function near the edge of the chain in our model
model as was observed earlier in this context for other mod-
els21,22,25. We examine the robustness of this non-uniform
profile near the edge against perturbations by including two
types of terms in the four-site Hamiltonian. The first one is
a uniformly distributed random on-site potential of strength
w = 0.1, and the results are shown in Figs. 12 (a) and (c).
The second one involves the Hamiltonian

H ′ =
∑
j

[
(nj−1 − nj+2)

2 − ϵ
]
(c†jcj+1 + c†j+1cj) (16)

where ϵ = 0.1, giving the results shown in Figs. 12 (b) and
(d). The first one breaks all the discrete symmetries present in
the four-site model, but it preserves the fragmentation struc-
ture of the full Hilbert space. On the other hand, the sec-
ond one preserves all the discrete symmetries but modifies the
fragmentation structure of the full Hilbert space; the numbers
of fragments generally decreases for this case since the ϵ terms
connects certain states which are not connected otherwise. As
shown in Figs. 12 (a) and (c), the long-time behaviors of C1

and CL/2 in the first case remains the same as in the unper-
turbed case, exhibiting an absence of thermalization. For the
second case, both the correlators decay to zero after showing
a non-trivial intermediate-time dynamics, as can be seen in
Figs. 12 (b) and (d).

We will now explain the long-time saturation value of the
autocorrelation functions by taking the fragmentation struc-
ture of the full Hilbert space into account. It can be shown
that the equilibrium value of Cj(t) predicted by the ETH hy-
pothesis is zero for all values of j if our model thermalizes.
Therefore, the nonuniform profile of autocorrelation function
near the edge of the chain shown in Fig. 11 is an atypical be-
havior which arises as a consequence of subspace-restricted
ETH due to strong HSF. This behavior can be explained with
the help of the Mazur inequality47, which applies to the long-
time averages of autocorrelation functions in the context of
thermalization. For quantum systems, an exact Mazur-type
equality was obtained by Suzuki48, which takes into account
existence of constants of motion in the problem. In the same
spirit, the value of the Mazur bound for fragmented Hilbert
spaces is changed by taking into account the structures of in-
variant subspaces. We do this as follows.

We define Pi as the projection operator onto a particular
fragment Hi with size Di. The set of projectors onto differ-
ent fragments form a complete orthogonal set of conserved
quantities such that PiPj = δijPj . Using these, we define the
long-time averaged autocorrelation functions

Fj = lim
T→0

1

T

∫ T

0

dt ⟨(nj(t)−
1

2
)(nj(0)−

1

2
)⟩,

where nj is the fermion number operator at site j. These sat-

(a) (b)

(c) (d)

FIG. 11: (a-b) Plots showing the long-time behaviors of the boundary
and bulk correlators, C1(t) and CL/2(t), respectively, starting from a
typical random initial state at half-filling with OBC for L = 18. (c-d)
Similar plots for L = 20. (a) C1(t) oscillates around a finite satura-
tion value of about 0.115 at long times, revealing non-thermal behav-
ior near the boundary of the system. (b) CL/2(t) oscillates around
a finite saturation value of about 0.045, which is much smaller than
the boundary case. (c) C1(t) for this case oscillates around a finite
saturation of about 0.113 at long times, which is slightly smaller
compared to that observed in Fig. (a). (d) In this case, CL/2 again
shows similar behavior as Fig. (b), but it oscillates around a satura-
tion value (∼ 0.04), again slightly smaller compared to Fig. (b). In
all four cases, the last ten oscillations for 970 ≤ t ≤ 1000 are shown
in the insets of the plots.

isfy the inequality due to Mazur47

Fj ≥
∑
i

(
Tr[Pi(nj − 1

2 )Pi]
)2

DDi
≡ Cj(∞), (17)

Here Di is the dimensionality of the i-th fragment, and D is
the total Hilbert space dimension (here D = 2N ).

In Fig. 13 (a), we plot the variation of the infinite-time sat-
uration value of boundary and bulk autocorrelation functions,
CM

1 (∞) and CM
L/2(∞), obtained using Eq. (17) for an L−site

system with OBC. We find that the Mazur bound in the bulk
of the chain decays as 1/L for comparatively large system
sizes like the assisted pair-flipping model. On the other hand,
the Mazur bound at the boundary of the chain saturates to ap-
proximately 0.12. We show the Mazur bound as a function
of the site index for different system sizes in Fig. 13 (b); this
shows a non-uniform profile, being smaller at the centre com-
pared to the ends. Further, HSF leads to localization close to
the edge of the chain which has been dubbed as “statistical
edge localization”20,21; we see this in the long-time behavior
of boundary autocorrelation functions shown in Figs. 11 (a)
and (b). We note here that the late-time average of the bulk
autocorrelator decaying with system size as 1/L usually indi-
cates thermal behavior of the bulk states. On the other hand,
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FIG. 12: (a-b) Plots showing the long-time behavior of the bound-
ary correlator C1(t) starting from a typical random initial state for
L = 18 at half-filling with OBC in the presence of two kinds
of perturbations, uniformly distributed random disorder with dis-
order strength w = 0.1, and the perturbation term with ϵ = 0.1
shown in Eq. (16). (a) C1(t) oscillates around a finite value of
about 0.12 in the long-time limit just as in the unperturbed case.
(b) C1(t) decays to zero at long times after exhibiting a non-trivial
intermediate-time dynamics close to the saturation value of the un-
perturbed model. (c-d) Plots showing the long-time behaviors of bulk
correlators, CL/2(t) starting from a random initial state again for the
same two cases. (c) CL/2(t) in the presence of random disorder
again shows a behavior similar to the unperturbed case. (d) CL/2(t)
for this case decays to zero at long times, after exhibiting non-trivial
intermediate-time dynamics like the boundary case. In Figs. (a) and
(c), the last ten oscillations for 970 ≤ t ≤ 1000 are shown in the
insets of the plots.

the localized profile of the autocorrelator near the edge shows
non-thermal nature of the boundary spectrum. This implies
that the non-local conserved quantities arising due to HSF do
not have any significant impact on the thermal behavior of the
bulk states for our model, in contrast to the boundary states.
However, this numerical observation requires a more careful
investigation since our analysis has only been carried out for
rather small system sizes. In some cases, it has been observed
that such thermal behavior of the bulk autocorrelators is an
artifact of limited system sizes, and the decay can deviate sig-
nificantly from 1/L in the thermodynamic limit. Specifically,
the decay can go as 1/La where a < 157.

B. Dynamics of entanglement entropy

To complement our previous findings, we study the dynam-
ics of the entanglement entropy starting from the Neel state
101010 · · · for three different system sizes, L = 18, 20 and
22 with OBC. This is shown in Fig. 14 (a). For all three cases,
we see that the entanglement entropy quickly saturates to a
volume law as shown in Fig. 14 (b). Moreover, the saturation
value is much smaller than the thermal value of the entropy
of the full system, i.e., Spage = (L ln 2 − 1)/250. The satu-
ration value for all three cases are found to be quite close to
the value of the entanglement entropy obtained for a random

FIG. 13: (a) Log-log plot showing the lower bounds of the infinite-
time boundary and bulk correlators predicted by the Mazur inequality
for different system sizes. In the bulk of the chain, the Mazur bound
follows a 1/L curve instead of 1/

√
L (as depicted by two guiding

lines), while near the edge of the chain, the Mazur bound shows a
localized behavior and saturates to approximately 0.12. (b) The vari-
ation of the Mazur bound across the chain for different sizes exhibits
a non-uniform profile due to the strong HSF in our model.

state on the full Hilbert space within the largest HSF sector,
as depicted by the three dashed lines. These observations are
in agreement with our previous findings, i.e., the largest frag-
ment obeys a weaker form of subsector-restricted ETH24.

(a) (b)

FIG. 14: (a-b) Growth of entanglement entropy with time for three
different system sizes, L = 18, 20 and 22 with OBC, starting from
the Neel state, 101010 · · · . In all three cases, the entanglement en-
tropy quickly saturates to a volume law as shown in Fig. (b), which
is much smaller than the thermal value of the entropy for the full
system, Spage = (L ln 2 − 1)/2. The saturation values for all three
cases are very close to the entanglement for a random initial state
in the Hilbert space within largest fragment, depicted by the three
dashed lines in Fig. (a).

VI. CORRELATED-HOPPING MODEL AS THE LARGE
INTERACTION LIMIT OF A t− V MODEL

In this section, we will show that our correlated-hopping
model involving terms with four consecutive sites can be ob-
tained by taking a particular large interaction limit of a model
of spinless fermions. We consider a model with a nearest-
neighbor hopping which we will set equal to 1, and nearest-
neighbor density-density interaction terms and on-site poten-
tials which repeat with a periodicity of four sites.
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We consider the Hamiltonian

H4 =
∑
j

[ c†jcj+1 + c†j+1cj

+ Vj (2nj − 1) (2nj+1 − 1) ], (18)

where Vj varies with j with period four, namely, V4j+1 = V1,
V4j+2 = V2, V4j+3 = V3 and V4j+4 = V4. We now
consider various correlated-hopping processes involving four
consecutive sites, namely, 1101 ↔ 1011, 0100 ↔ 0010,
1100 ↔ 1010 and 0101 ↔ 0011, for two different interac-
tion patterns which are related to each other through trans-
lation by one site. We list the energy costs for the left and
right sides of these correlated-hopping processes in the limit

V1, V2, V3, V4 → ∞ in Table V. We see from the table that
the interaction energy costs will be equal for the left hand and
right hand sides of the processes in rows 3, 4, 6 and 7 (where
the occupation numbers nj are unequal on the first and fourth
sites) if V1 = −V3 = V and V2 = −V4 = V ′. Simulta-
neously, the interaction energies will not be equal for the left
hand and right hand sides of the processes in rows 1, 2, 5 and
6 (where the occupation numbers are equal on the first and
fourth sites) if V, V ′ ̸= 0. Hence, in the limit V → ±∞ and
V ′ → ±∞, hopping between sites j + 1 and j + 2 is allowed
if and only if nj ̸= nj+3. Note that V and V ′ can differ from
each other in general.

Pattern of Correlated-hopping Energy cost for left hand side of Energy cost for right hand side of
Vj process the process in the second column the process in the second column

V1 V2 V3 V4 1101 ↔ 1011 V1 − V2 − V3 − V1 − V2 + V3
V1 V2 V3 V4 0100 ↔ 0010 − V1 − V2 + V3 V1 − V2 − V3
V1 V2 V3 V4 1100 ↔ 1010 V1 − V2 + V3 − V1 − V2 − V3
V1 V2 V3 V4 0101 ↔ 0011 − V1 − V2 − V3 V1 − V2 + V3
V2 V3 V4 V1 1101 ↔ 1011 V2 − V3 − V4 − V2 − V3 + V4
V2 V3 V4 V1 0100 ↔ 0010 − V2 − V3 + V4 V2 − V3 − V4
V2 V3 V4 V1 1100 ↔ 1010 V2 − V3 + V4 − V2 − V3 − V4
V2 V3 V4 V1 0101 ↔ 0011 − V2 − V3 − V4 V2 − V3 + V4

TABLE V: Energy costs arising from the Vj term in Eq. (18) for the left and right sides of various correlated-hopping processes for two sets of
patterns of Vj related to each other through translation by one site in the limit V1, V2, V3, V4 → ∞.

Our analysis thus puts forward an experimentally realiz-
able model which reduces to the four-site correlated-hopping
model in the large interaction limit. Namely, we have to con-
sider a model for which the Hamiltonian is given by Eq. (18),
with

V4j+1 = − V4j+3 = V,

and V4j+2 = − V4j+4 = V ′. (19)

Before ending this section we would like to point out that
our correlated-hopping model can also emerge as an effective
Hamiltonian due to an interplay between dynamical localiza-
tion, resonance and interactions in a periodically driven sys-
tem with an on-site potential with a spatial periodicity of four
sites39.

VII. COMPARISON WITH A DIFFERENT MODEL
SHOWING HILBERT SPACE FRAGMENTATION

It is interesting to contrast various results for our model and
a different model showing HSF which has been studied exten-
sively20,24,28,29. This is again a one-dimensional model with
spinless fermions but with a Hamiltonian

H5 =
∑
j

[1− (nj−nj+3)
2] (c†j+1cj+2+c

†
j+2cj+1). (20)

This Hamiltonian connects the following pairs of states in-
volving four consecutive sites,

1101 ↔ 1011

0100 ↔ 0010. (21)

This comparison is particularly relevant for our study since
this model is also a correlated-hopping model involving four
consecutive sites just like ours. However, this model allows
nearest-neighbor hoppings if the sites to the left and right of
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those two sites have equal particle numbers, unlike our model
which enables nearest-neighbor hoppings if the sites to the left
and right have different particle numbers. Defining nj = c†jcj
as before, we find that there are three global symmetries: total
particle number C1, and two other quantities C4 and C5 given
by

C1 =
∑
j

nj ,

C4 =
∑
j

n2jn2j+1,

C5 =
∑
j

n2j−1n2j . (22)

As pointed out in Refs. 30-31, this model can be mapped to
a model with a Hamiltonian which involves three consecutive
sites. On doing the mapping in Eq. (4), we obtain a model
where only the following transitions are allowed,

110 ↔ 011. (23)

The Hamiltonian of this model is

H6 =
∑
j

nj+1 (d
†
jdj+2 + d†j+2dj), (24)

where nj = d†jdj . This Hamiltonian is number conserving,
unlike the Hamiltonian in Eq. (6). Note, however, that the
total particle numbers

∑
j nj for the models in Eqs. (20) and

(24) are not related to each other in any simple way.

It turns out that a transition of the form given in Eq. (23)
was studied many years ago in a classical model of diffus-
ing dimers undergoing Markov evolution43. In that work, a
complete solution for the numbers and sizes of fragments was
found. For large system sizes, it was shown that the number of
fragments grows exponentially as τL. The number of frozen
sectors is also found to grow as τL,39 unlike our model where
it grows as 1.466L. Further, it was shown in Ref. 43 that for
a system with OBC, the different fragments can be character-
ized uniquely by the numbers of three kinds of short strings,
namely, NA strings given by 11, NB given by 10, and NC

given by 0. The number of states in a fragment (NA, NB , NC)
was shown to be

DNA,NB ,NC
=

(NA + NB + NC)!

NA! (NB + NC)!
. (25)

For a system with L sites, we must have 2NA+2NB+NC =
L. The filling fraction of particles is given by (2NA+NB)/L.
The frozen fragments with DNA,NB ,NC

= 1 correspond to
either NA = 0 and 2NB + NC = L, or NA = L/2 and
NB = Nc = 0 (i.e., a string of L 1’s).

We can now find how the number of states in an arbitrary
fragment grows with L. We define

α =
NA

L
, β =

NB

L
, γ =

NC

L
. (26)

These parameters satisfy α, β, γ ≥ 0, and 2α + 2β + γ =
1. Eliminating β, we see that the parameters (α, γ) lie in a
triangular region which is bounded by the lines α = 0, γ = 0
and 2α + γ = 1 (where β = 0). We now consider the limit
L → ∞ holding α, β, γ fixed. Using Eq. (25) and Stirling’s
approximation, we find that the number of states grows as µL,
where µ is a function of α, γ given by

µ(α, γ) =
( 12 + γ

2 )
(1+γ)/2

αα ( 12 + γ
2 − α)(1+γ−2α)/2

. (27)

We thus see that µ(α, γ) varies continuously over the trian-
gular region. The minimum value of µ(α, γ) is equal to 1;
this occurs on the line (α = 0, 0 ≤ γ ≤ 1), and at the point
(α = 1/2, γ = 0). We will now find the maximum value
of µ(α, γ). A numerical search shows that µ(α, γ) attains its
maximum on the line 2α + γ = 1. On that line, Eq. (27)
simplifies to

µ(α) =
(1 − α)1−α

αα (1 − 2α)1−2α
, (28)

where 0 ≤ α ≤ 1/2. We find analytically that this has a
maximum at

α =
1

2
(1 − 1√

5
) ≃ 0.2764, (29)

where µ = τ . The filling fraction at this point is 2α ≃ 0.5528.
Finally, we study if there is a t − V model similar to the

one discussed in Sec. VI which reduces to Eq. (20) in the large
interaction limit. We consider a model of the form

H7 =
∑
j

[ c†jcj+1 + c†j+1cj + Vj nj nj+1], (30)

where we again take Vj to vary with j with period four. We
carry out an analysis of the energy costs for the left and right
hand sides of Eq. (21) similar to the one shown in Table V.
We then find that the energy costs on the two sides of Eq. (21)
are equal if V1 = V3 = V and V2 = V4 = V ′, where V, V ′

are independent parameters. (Thus the interactions Vj have
a period-two structure rather than period-four). In the limit
V → ±∞ and V ′ → ±∞, hopping between sites j + 1 and
j + 2 will be allowed if and only if nj = nj+3.

Finally, we note that if V = V ′, i.e., Vj = V for all j, the
model in Eq. (30) becomes the standard t−V model, and it is
exactly solvable by the Bethe ansatz for a system with PBC58.
However, if V ̸= V ′, it is not known if the model is exactly
solvable. In the limit V = V ′ → ∞, the model is called
the folded XXZ model, and this has also been solved by the
Bethe ansatz30,31.

VIII. DISCUSSION

We begin by summarizing our main results. We stud-
ied a one-dimensional correlated-hopping model of spinless
fermions with terms involving four consecutive sites having a
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few global symmetries. This can be mapped to an assisted
pair-flipping model with terms involving three consecutive
sites. We found that this model shows strong HSF in a parti-
cle number basis, and time evolution starting from an arbitrary
basis state does not always lead to thermalization. In charac-
terizing the HSF in this model, we found it useful to define
IS, analogous to the constructions used earlier42,43. The IS
provide us with an exponentially large number of conserved
quantities which completely characterize the structure of the
HSF. Using the IS, we determined the total number of frag-
ments, the number of frozen states, and the growth of the size
of the largest fragment with the system size. These results
were also verified using transfer matrix methods and explicit
enumerations.

We found that the energy level spacing distribution of the
eigenspectrum is approximately Poissonian, but the Hamilto-
nian within the largest fragment shows approximately GOE
level statistics. Our study of infinite-temperature autocorre-
lation functions and entanglement dynamics also indicated
the non-thermal behavior of our model. Further, the finite-
size Mazur bound analysis of infinite-temperature autocorre-
lation functions near one end and inside the bulk of the system
pointed towards a thermal bulk spectrum with a non-thermal
boundary behavior. We also compared our results with an-
other correlated-hopping model involving four consecutive
sites, which has been extensively studied in the context of
HSF. Finally, we showed how our correlated-hopping model
can be realized in an experimental setting using a variant of
the t− V model of spinless fermions in a particular limit.

In brief, we have considered a model in which the basis
states are products of local two-dimensional Hilbert spaces.
In this basis, the Hamiltonian has a block diagonal structure
due to the existence of an infinite number of conserved quan-
tities given by IS. A given block (fragment) may be typical or
atypical. In a typical fragment, the expectation values of local
observables for most eigenstates at a particular energy tend to
the equilibrium values within that fragment. We have called
this a subspace-restricted weak ETH.

We end by suggesting possible directions for future re-
search. It would be useful to determine exactly how fast dif-
ferent fragments grow with system size for an arbitrary filling
fraction in our model, similar to Eq. (25) which is known for
the diffusing dimer model43. It would also be interesting to
understand better the large number of zero energy states in the
largest fragment (in particular, to see if some of them qualify
as many-body scars), and to check if such zero-energy states
exist in other large fragments as well. The transport proper-
ties vary significantly in different fragments, and it would be
useful to understand this better27,59–61. The behaviors of bulk
and boundary autocorrelation functions for a typical random
thermal state in the thermodynamic limit need to be investi-
gated57. Finally, it would be useful to study the effects of
disorder28,53 and dissipation62 in this model. It would also be
interesting to see if the concept of IS can be generalized to
models where HSF occurs in an entangled basis rather than in
a product state in the particle number basis.

We expect that our results can be experimentally tested in
cold-atom platforms63,64 where spinless fermionic chains with

spatially periodic potentials and strong interactions can be re-
alized. Recently, thermalization in some particular fragments
of a model with HSF has been observed in a Rydberg atom
system in one dimension65. Another observation of HSF has
been reported in a superconducting processor in a system ex-
hibiting Stark many-body localization66.
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Appendix A: Calculation of number of fragments

In this Appendix, we will show how the number of frag-
ments can be calculated using a transfer matrix method. As
we have discussed earlier, IS cannot contain the substrings of
1111 and 010. This leads us to construct the following 8 × 8
transfer matrix T (Ci, Cj) in which the rows and columns Ci

and Cj denote configurations of three consecutive sites la-
belled as 111, 110, 101, 100, 011, 010, 001 and 000. We
then have

T =



0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1

1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1


. (A1)

The eigenvalues of T are analytically found to be τ , −1/τ ,
±i and 0 (which has an algebraic multiplicity of 4), where
τ = (

√
5 + 1)/2 ≃ 1.618 is the golden ratio. (The four non-

zero eigenvalues are the roots of the quartic equation z4−z3−
z − 1 = 0).

Table I shows that M(n) = M(n − 1) + M(n − 2) for
n ≥ 4. We can use this recursion relation to show that

M(n) = τn+1 +

(
−1

τ

)n+1

, (A2)

for n ≥ 2. (Note that only two of the non-zero eigenvalues of
T appear in Eq. (A2)). In fact, Eq. (A2) holds even for n = 0.
But for n = 1, the right hand side of Eq. (A2) gives 3, while
a simple counting shows that M(1) is equal to 2. We now
define the generating function for M(n) as

G(z) =

∞∑
n=0

M(n)zn. (A3)

Using the values of M(n) given above, and summing the se-
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ries in Eq. (A3) we obtain

G(z) =
τ

1− zτ
− 1

τ + z
− z. (A4)

Given the values ofM(n) in Table I and Eq. (A2), we find that
the number of fragments for a system with L sites and OBC is

FIG. 15: Number of fragments (on a log scale) versus L for OBC
and periodic boundary condition (PBC). The numerical fittings show
that the numbers grow approximately as 1.62L and 1.60L for OBC
and PBC, respectively.

In Fig. 15, we plot the number of fragments Nfrag versus
L for both OBC and PBC. In both cases, we see that Nfrag

grows exponentially as 1.62L and 1.60L, which are consistent
with the analytically estimated value of τL for OBC.

We note that in our numerical work, positive random hop-
pings uniformly distributed in the range [1, 2] have been used
while counting the total number of fragments with PBC in or-
der to avoid any accidental cancellations of sums of matrix
elements of the Hamiltonian. As an example of an accidental
cancellation, consider L = 4 with PBC. Then the state |1010⟩
(which denotes the occupation numbers at sites 1, 2, 3, 4)
can go to |1111⟩ in two possible ways, by the action of either
n3d

†
2d

†
4 or n1d

†
4d

†
2. These two terms cancel each other due to

the anticommutation relation d†2d
†
4 + d†4d

†
2 = 0, which would

imply that |1010⟩ and |1111⟩ belong to different fragments.

Appendix B: Calculation of number of frozen states

In this Appendix, we will show how the number of frozen
states can be calculated. Unlike the matrix T defined in
Eq. (A1) which is designed to remove the configurations 010
and 1111, we now need to remove the configurations 010 and
111 in order to find states which are not connected to any other
states (and are therefore frozen). We find that the required
transfer matrix is a 4× 4 matrix whose rows and columns are

labelled as 11, 10, 01 and 00. The required matrix is then

T1 =


0 1 0 0

0 0 1 1

1 0 0 0

0 0 1 1

 . (B1)

We discover that one of the eigenvalues of T1 is zero, while
the other three are solutions of the cubic equation

λ3 − λ2 − 1 = 0. (B2)

The solutions of this equation are given by

λ =
1

3
+

2

3
cos

[
1

3
cos−1

(
29

2

)
− 2πk

3

]
, (B3)

where k can take the values 0, 1, 2. We then find the three
eigenvalues to be 1.466 and −0.233± 0.793i approximately;
the magnitudes of the last two eigenvalues are less than 1.
Hence, the number of frozen states increases asymptotically
as 1.466L. Note that this is a slower growth than the total
number of fragments which increases as 1.618L.

The number of frozen states can also be counted using the
fact that the number of such states, Nfrozen(L), with OBC
is given by the sum of all the matrix elements of TL−2

1 , for
L ≥ 3. Defining Y = TL−2

1 , we have

Nfrozen =

4∑
i,j=1

Yi,j . (B4)

The counting of frozen states with PBC is slightly different
since we have to take care of the constraint that the states of
the four consecutive sites (L − 1, L, 1, 2) should not contain
either 111 or 010. Therefore, defining Y = TL−2

1 and taking
into account this additional constraint, we find that

Nfrozen(L) = Y (1, 2) + Y (1, 4) + Y (2, 3)

+Y (3, 1) + Y (3, 2) + Y (3, 4)

+Y (4, 1) + Y (4, 3) + Y (4, 4). (B5)

The number of frozen states for first few system sizes
shown in Table III exactly agree with the numerically obtained
numbers. We note again that for PBC, we have used random
hoppings which are uniformly distributed in the range [1, 2] to
numerically compute the number of frozen states to avoid any
accidental cancellations between different matrix elements of
the Hamiltonian.

Appendix C: Calculation of the size of the largest fragment of
the three-spin model

We have seen that there are exponentially many frozen frag-
ments which have only one state each. Fragments containing
n blinkers have size 2n. However, there are other fragments
which are much larger in size. We typically find that larger
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fragments correspond to IS with shorter length (see Fig. 4).
We will now study the largest fragments whose IS turn out to
consist of either the null string (ϕ), 1, 11 or 111.

We will use the method of enumerative combinatorics of
characters41–44 to evaluate the size of the fragments of the
three-spin model with OBC whose IS consist of only ϕ or 1’s.
For clarity, we will use the symbols A and B, rather than 0
and 1, to denote the two characters.

We define four formal infinite sums, U0, U1, U2 and U3 as
sums of all distinct strings made of characters A and B that
correspond to IS which can be ϕ, B, B2 or B3, respectively.
We assign a weight x and y to each occurrence of A and B,
and the weight of a string having p number of B’s and q num-
ber of A’s is xp yq . We denote the sum of weights of these
formal series by U0(x, y), U1(x, y), U2(x, y) and U3(x, y).

In the sum of terms U0(x, y), there are terms is which con-
tain no A’s and only 4r B’s, and other terms, which have an
even number of A’s, must have the following structure:

U0 =
ϕ

1−B4
+

∑
r=0,1,2,3

∑
X

Br

1−B4
AWA X, (C1)

where W is the sum over all possible substrings of between
A’s that reduce toB, so thatAWA reduces toABA and there-
fore to B3. Moreover, X must be reducible to Bs such that
r + 3 + s ≡ 0 mod 4. Then writing the different possibilities
of r mod 4 explicitly, we obtain

U0 =
ϕ

1−B4
+

ϕ

1−B4
AWA U1

+
B

1−B4
AWA U0 +

B2

1−B4
AWA U3

+
B3

1−B4
AWA U2. (C2)

Then the generating function U0 in Eq. (C2) is given by

U0(x, y) =
1

1− x4
+

y2

1− x4
W (x, y)U1(x, y)

+
xy2

1− x4
W (x, y)U0(x, y)

+
x2y2

1− x4
W (x, y)U3(x, y)

+
x3y2

1− x4
W (x, y)U2(x, y), (C3)

where W (x, y) denotes the weight of W . Since AWA must
reduce to B3, it must contain an even number of A’s, and
y2W (x, y) must have terms of the form xry2s where r+2s =
3 mod 4, r ≥ 1, and s ≥ 1. Hence we can write

y2W (x, y) = xy2H(x, y), (C4)

where H(x, y) has terms of the form xpy2q where p+2q = 0
mod 4.

In a similar manner, one can show that the generating func-

tions U1, U2 and U3 can be written as

U1(x, y) =
x

1− x4
+

xy2

1− x4
W (x, y)U1(x, y)

+
y2

1− x4
W (x, y)U2(x, y)

+
x3y2

1− x4
W (x, y)U3(x, y)

+
x2y2

1− x4
W (x, y)U0(x, y), (C5)

U2(x, y) =
x2

1− x4
+

x3y2

1− x4
W (x, y)U0(x, y)

+
x2y2

1− x4
W (x, y)U1(x, y)

+
xy2

1− x4
W (x, y)U2(x, y)

+
y2

1− x4
W (x, y)U3(x, y), (C6)

U3(x, y) =
x3

1− x4
+

y2

1− x4
W (x, y)U0(x, y)

+
x3y2

1− x4
W (x, y)U1(x, y)

+
x2y2

1− x4
W (x, y)U2(x, y)

+
xy2

1− x4
W (x, y)U3(x, y). (C7)

The generating functions given above can be combined as

V (x, y) = U0(x, y)+U1(x, y)+U2(x, y)+U3(x, y). (C8)

Using the identity (1 + x+ x2 + x3)/(1− x4) = 1/(1− x)
and Eq. (C4), we find that

V (x, y) =
1

1 − x − xy2 H(x, y)
. (C9)

We now set y = x. Then U0, U1, U2, U3 will become poly-
nomials in x with terms whose degrees are equal to 0, 1, 2, 3
mod 4, respectively, andH(x, y) = H(x) will become a poly-
nomial in x4. We then obtain

V (x) =
1

1− x− x3H(x)
, (C10)

where V (x) is the generating function of all strings that re-
duce to B’s only, and xH(x) is related to IS which reduce to
a single B. By direct examination of strings of lengths 0 − 3
(namely, ϕ → 1, B → x, BB → x2, BBB → x3 and
ABA → xy2 = x3 for y = x), we find that the first few
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terms in V (x) and H(x) are given by

V (x) = 1 + x + x2 + 2x3 + · · · ,
H(x) = 1 + · · · . (C11)

Next, we can write V (x) as

V (x) = V0(x) + xV1(x) + x2 V2(x) + x3 V3(x), (C12)

where V0, V1, V2 and V3 are all polynomials in x4. Using
Eq. (C10) and the fact that V0, V1, V2 and V3 are polynomials
in x4, we can show that

V0(x) =
V (x) + V (−x) + V (ix) + V (−ix)

4
,

=
1− 2x4H

(1− 2x4H)2 − x4(1 + x4H2)2
, (C13)

V1(x) =
V (x) − V (−x) − iV (ix) + iV (−ix)

4x
,

=
1− x4 + x8H3

(1− 2x4H)2 − x4(1 + x4H2)2
,

V2(x) =
V (x) + V (−x) − V (ix) − V (−ix)

4x2
,

=
1 + x4H2

(1− 2x4H)2 − x4(1 + x4H2)2
, (C14)

V3(x) =
V (x) − V (−x) + iV (ix) − iV (−ix)

4x3
,

=
1 +H − x4H2

(1− 2x4H)2 − x4(1 + x4H2)2
. (C15)

Next, we can show that V3(x) = 2V2(x) as follows.

1. Given a string in V2, one can add a 1 to the left to obtain
a string in V3. Further, this process is reversible, i.e., given a
string in V3 beginning with 1, one can delete the 1 to obtain a
string in V2.

2. Next, given a string belonging to V2 that begins with a 0,
one can add a 1 on the right side of the string to obtain a string
in V3. This process is also reversible: given a string in V3
which begins with a 0 and ends with a 1, we can delete the 1
to obtain a string in V2 which begins with a 0.

3. Finally, given a string in V2, that begins with a 1, we can
replace the 1 by a 0 and add a 0 at the right end of the string.
This procedure thus produces a string in V3. This mapping is
again reversible similar to rules 1 and 2.

Taking V3 = 2V2 into account and using Eq. (C14) and
(C15), we obtain the following quadratic equation for H(x)

3x4H2 −H + 1 = 0 ,

which implies H(x) =
1 ±

√
1− 12x4

6x4
. (C16)

Eq. (C11) tells us that we have to take the lower sign (minus)
in the expression for H(x) in Eq. (C16). We then obtain the

final expression

V (x) =
1

1 − x −
(

1 −
√
1−12x4

6x

) . (C17)

This is Eq. (12) in the main text.

Appendix D: Comparison between the growths of the largest
fragments in four-site and three-site models

In this section, we compare the sizes of the fragments gen-
erated from the root state, 1010 · · · 10 (or 0101 · · · 01) of the
four-site model with the one generated from the root state,
111 · · · 111 of the three-site model. Note that both the states
1010 · · · 10 and 0101 · · · 01 of the four-site model map to the
same state, 111 · · · 111, of the three-site model under bond-
site mapping. We first we compare the cases with OBC. As
evinced in Table VI, the sizes of fragments originating from
either of the root states 1010 · · · 10 and 0101 · · · 01 of the four-
site model with L sites are exactly the same as the one ob-
tained from the root state 111 · · · 111 of the three-site model
with L− 1 sites. This can be anticipated from the fact that the
bond-site mapping mentioned in Sec. II maps two states of the
four-site model with L sites to a single state of the three-site
model with L− 1 sites with OBC.

Next, we compare the fragment sizes for the four-site and
three-site models with PBC. We will assume that the system
size L is even to take the periodicity of the four-site model
into account. As shown in Table VII, the size of the fragment
for the root state 1010 · · · 10 (or 0101 · · · 01) of the four-site
model is two times larger than that of the three-site model for
the root state 111 · · · 11 for L = 4n. This is due to the fact
that the global symmetries C2 and C3 of the four-site model,
as discussed in Eq. (3), are well-defined for L = 4n, and
hence, the states 1010 · · · 10 and 0101 · · · 01 lie in the same
symmetry sector and belong to a single fragment for a system
with PBC. On the other hand, we find that two different frag-
ments arise from the root states 1010 · · · 10 and 0101 · · · 01
in the four-site model whose sizes are the same as the single
fragment of the three-site model for a chain with L = 4n+ 2
sites with PBC. We also note that the two root states of the
four-site model are not connected to each other by the global
symmetries C2 and C3 for L = 4n + 2, and therefore they
generate two different fragments of identical sizes.

Appendix E: Fragmentation structure of the four-site model
away from half-filling

We will discuss here strong HSF away from half-filling
in our model. In doing so, we consider the following root
states of the four-site model with OBC, · · · 011110011110 · · ·
or · · · 10001100001 · · · which correspond to filling fractions
ν = 2/3 and 1/3 respectively. Both these states map to
the state · · · 101000101000 · · · in the three-site model with
OBC. Taking this state as a root configuration of the three-site
model, we find the dimension of this Hilbert space fragment
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L Dfour-site
L Dthree-site

L

3 1 2
4 2 3
5 3 4
6 4 6
7 12 12
8 12 19
9 19 28

10 28 46
11 46 92
12 92 150
13 150 232
14 232 396
15 396 792
16 792 1315
17 1315 2092
18 2092 3646
19 3646 7292
20 7292 12258
21 12258 19864
22 19864 35076
23 35076 70152
24 70152 118990

TABLE VI: Sizes of fragments generated from the root states
1010 · · · 10 (or 0101 · · · 01) and 111 · · · 11 for the four-site and
three-site models respectively, with OBC. We observe that two frag-
ments of identical sizes of the four-site model with L sites maps to
a single fragment originated from the root state 1111 · · · 11 of the
three-site model with L− 1 sites.

by numerical enumeration for L = 6, 12, 18 and 24; the re-
sults are shown in Table VIII. We have chosen the system
sizes to be multiples of 6 to ensure that the pattern of the root
state remains invariant as the system size is increased.

In Fig. 16, we show how this fragment grows with L by
the numerical enumeration method. Moreover, the numerical
fitting indicates that the size of this particular fragment grows
as 1.68L/L0.54. This again implies that Di/D goes to zero
for L→ ∞, where D being the total dimension of the Hilbert
space, which indicates strong HSF25. This observation leads
us to conclude that our four-site model exhibits strong HSF25

at arbitrary filling fractions.
In Figs. 17 (a-b), we show the half-chain entanglement en-

tropy as a function of the energy E for the fragment generated
from the root state 011110011110 · · · at ν = 2/3 for the four-
site model with L = 24 and OBC; the size of this fragment
is 4906. The spectrum shows that most of the eigenstates lie
close to a single curve as in a thermal system. Nevertheless,
there is also a small fraction of states in the middle of the spec-

L Dfour-site
L Dthree-site

L

4 6 3
6 10 10
8 38 19

10 106 106
12 300 150
14 1156 1156
16 2630 1315
18 12826 12826
20 24516 12258
22 143980 143980
24 237980 118990
26 1630084 1630084

TABLE VII: sizes of fragments generated from the root configura-
tions 1010 · · · (or 0101 · · · 01) and 111 · · · 111 for the four-site and
three-site model, respectively, with PBC. We note that for L = 4n,
the two states belong to the same fragment in the four-site model,
whereas for L = 4n + 2, the four-site model exhibits two different
fragments with the same size DL, one coming from the root config-
uration 101010 · · · 10 and the other from 010101 · · · 01.

L 6 12 18 24
Di,L 7 107 1906 35259

TABLE VIII: Size of the fragment Di,L versus L obtained from the
root state 101000101000 · · · for the three-site model with OBC.

trum with anomalously low entanglement entropy. We further
perform an analysis of the energy level statistics within this
fragment after adding a small amount of randomly distributed
on-site disorder of strength w = 0.01 for the same reasons
mentioned in Sec. IV. The probability distribution of r̃ within
this fragment is found to follow the GOE with ⟨r̃⟩ ≃ 0.51,
which is close to the GOE value. The fluctuations in the anal-
ysis of r̃ arise due to the limited system sizes. Since we want
to keep the 01110 pattern of the root state intact while gener-
ating this sector, we must take L to be a multiple of six. We
have to limit our analysis to L = 24 since the next system size
L = 30 is numerically very difficult. We find that our model
always exhibits strong HSF irrespective of the filling unlike
models where a transition from strong to weak HSF can occur
as a function of the filling fraction60,67.
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FIG. 16: Plot of the ratio of the size Di of the fragment of interest
to the total dimension D = 2L of the Hilbert space (shown on a
log scale) versus L for a system with with OBC. The ratio is seen to
decrease exponentially with L.
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FIG. 17: (a) Plot of SL/2 versus E for the fragment generated from
the root state, 0111001110 · · · for L = 24 at filling fraction ν = 2/3
for the four-site model with OBC. The fragment size is 4906. The
dash-dot line indicates the value of the entanglement entropy of a
random state in this subspace. The entanglement spectrum contains
a small fraction of eigenstates with low entanglement entropy in the
middle of the spectrum. (b) The level spacing ratio analysis for the
same fragment in the presence of a small uniformly distributed ran-
dom disorder with disorder strength w = 0.01. The probability dis-
tribution of r̃ is close to the GOE distribution with ⟨r̃⟩ ≃ 0.51.
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