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We consider spin chain models with local Hamiltonians that display weak ergodicity breaking. In
these models, the majority of the eigenstates are thermal, but there is a distinguished subspace of
the Hilbert space in which ergodicity is broken. We achieve such a weak breaking by embedding
selected integrable models into larger Hilbert spaces of otherwise chaotic models. The integrable
subspaces do not have a tensor product structure with respect to any spatial bipartition, therefore
our constructions differ from certain trivial embeddings. We consider multiple mechanisms for such
an embedding, and we also review previous examples in the literature. Curiously, all our examples
can be seen as perturbations of models with Hilbert space fragmentation, such that the perturbed
models are not fragmented anymore.

I. INTRODUCTION

Ergodicity is a central concept in theoretical physics,
that is essential for the foundations of statistical me-
chanics, both in the classical and the quantum realms.
One of the interesting questions that received consider-
able attention is: What are the possible ways of ergodicity
breaking, and what are their experimental consequences?

The precise definitions of ergodicity might depend on
the context. In quantum many-body physics, the most
often used definition is that a system is ergodic if it
thermalizes. This means that in typical nonequilibrium
situations, the time evolution of the isolated system is
such that the emerging steady states are locally indistin-
guishable from thermal ensembles. It is now understood
that thermalization happens on the level of eigenstates.
More precisely, the so-called Eigenstate Thermalization
Hypothesis (ETH) states that the reduced density ma-
trices of excited states of a large many-body system are
typically indistinguishable from the reduced density ma-
trices computed from thermal ensembles (for a review,
see [1]). This implies that ergodicity can be broken if the
ETH is not satisfied.

The various mechanisms of ergodicity breaking can
be grouped into two large categories [2]. We say that
a model has strong ergodicity breaking if a typical eigen-
state breaks the ETH. In contrast, a model has weak
ergodicity breaking if the number of eigenstates not sat-
isfying ETH becomes negligible when compared to the
dimension of the Hilbert space in the thermodynamic
limit.

The distinction between strong and weak ergodic-
ity breaking has immediate consequences in experimen-
tal situations. In the case of strong breaking, the non-

equilibrium processes will typically demonstrate the lack
of thermalization. In contrast, systems with weak er-
godicity breaking will appear ergodic in almost all non-
equilibrium processes, but in selected scenarios, they will
display the departure from thermalization. A famous ex-
ample for such behavior was the observation of long-lived
oscillations in a Rydberg atomic system [3]. This experi-
ment led to the discovery of the so-called quantum many-
body scars [4, 5], which are exceptional eigenstates in
the middle of the spectrum that break the ETH. Weak
ergodicity breaking and quantum many-body scars are
reviewed, for example, in [6, 7].

In this work, we provide a systematic analysis of a spe-
cial way of realizing weak ergodicity breaking: we focus
on the models that have an isolated integrable sector.
This means that most of the eigenstates of the model are
thermal, but there is a special sector of the full Hilbert
space that realizes an integrable model. We focus on cases
where the integrable sector grows exponentially with the
length of the spin chain; nevertheless its dimension be-
comes negligible when compared to the dimension of the
full Hilbert space. Such models are clearly distinct from
models supporting quantum many-body scars: in those
cases, there is a “scarred” subspace, which grows at most
polynomially with the system size.

Our models are different from many other proposals for
embedding integrable models into larger Hilbert spaces.
Most of the embeddings that appeared in the literature
have strong ergodicity breaking, which means that the
complement of the integrable subspace is not thermaliz-
ing either; this will be discussed in Sec. II. Alternatively,
the embedding might be trivial in the sense that the im-
age of the embedding takes a tensor product structure
with respect to any spatial bipartition; such models are
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reviewed in Sections III.
To our best knowledge, the only non-trivial example

in the literature for weak ergodicity breaking by an in-
tegrable subspace is the so-called XX spin ladder model
treated in [8]. That model is not integrable, most eigen-
states are thermal and the heat transport is found to be
diffusive. Nevertheless, there are isolated integrable sec-
tors which support ballistic transport, and the embed-
ding is not trivial. The key property of the model is that
certain spin patterns are preserved in a properly selected
basis, and states with the distinguished patterns form the
basis for the integrable subspace.

In this work we find similar behaviour also in other ex-
amples. Moreover, we find that weak ergodicity breaking
by integrable subspaces is closely related to Hilbert space
fragmentation. All the examples that we find can be seen
as perturbations of models with Hilbert space fragmen-
tation, and this includes the model of [8]. Fragmentation
means that the full Hilbert space is split into exponen-
tially many disconnected sectors, and as an effect, the
models strongly break ergodicity [6, 7, 9, 10].

It is known that fragmented models often have a few
integrable sectors, for examples see [2, 10–14]. Such mod-
els appeared even much earlier in the literature, although
the term “Hilbert space fragmentation” did not exist at
that time, for examples see [15–18]. A more recent exam-
ple of a fragmented model with an integrable sector was
treated recently in [19], although the fragmentation was
not stressed there. We treat the model of [19] in detail in
Sec. IV.

In some cases, a fragmented model might be inte-
grable in all sectors. Perhaps the most important ex-
amples are the so-called folded XXZ model [12, 20–23]
and the Temperley-Lieb models of [24]. The so-called
Maassarani-Mathieu spin chain [25] and its generaliza-
tions such as the so-called XXC models and the multi-
plicity models of Maassarani [26, 27] are also integrable
and fragmented, and they are related to the folded XXZ
model [23, 28, 29].

The key observation of our work is that if one takes
a fragmented model with at least one integrable sector,
then very often one can add perturbations that undo the
fragmentation in the majority of the Hilbert space, keep-
ing the integrable sector invariant. Perhaps surprisingly,
even the previously published model of [8] fits into this
framework, as we show below in Sec. VI.

We should note that a different type of weak ergodic-
ity breaking by integrable sectors was studied recently in
[30]. That work differs from ours because there the di-
mension of the integrable sector grows only polynomially
with the volume if one keeps the dimension of the local
spaces fixed. We treat models where the integrable sector
grows exponentially with the volume.

Our paper is structured as follows. In Sec. II, we pro-
vide all the definitions and basic facts needed for our
discussion. In Sec. III, we discuss trivial embeddings of
integrable models. In Sections IV-IX, we discuss vari-
ous examples of different mechanisms for weak ergodicity

breaking with embedded integrable sectors. In Sec. X, we
consider the embeddings of integrable models in certain
types of quantum circuits. Section XI includes our Con-
clusions.

II. PRELIMINARIES

We consider spin chain models with local spaces CD

with some D ≥ 2. In a finite volume L, the Hilbert space
is H = ⊗L

j=1CD.
The Hamiltonian is an extensive operator with a local

operator density:

H =
∑
j

h(j). (II.1)

Here h(j) is assumed to act on a few sites around site j. In
most of our examples, we treat translationally invariant
models. One of our examples is the spin ladder model
of [8], which can be regarded as translationally invariant
with an elementary cell consisting of two sites.

We consider both periodic and open boundary condi-
tions.

A. Ergodicity and its breaking

Ergodicity can be defined in multiple ways. We say
that a model is ergodic if it satisfies the Eigenstate Ther-
malization Hypothesis (ETH). The ETH is regarded as
the main mechanism that guarantees thermalization of
isolated quantum systems in non-equilibrium situations
[31–34].

Definition 1. A model satisfies the ETH if in the ther-
modynamic limit the expectation values ⟨ψ|A|ψ⟩ of local
operators A in excited states |ψ⟩ are smooth functions of
the overall energy density of the state, and do not depend
on other details of the state |ψ⟩

The ETH implies that reduced density matrices in ex-
cited states become identical to those of thermal ensem-
bles, thus the individual states become indistinguishable
from thermal averages. Thermalization happens on the
level of eigenstates.

There are various ways of breaking ergodicity, and the
various mechanisms can be grouped into two families:
strong and weak breaking of ergodicity. To introduce
these families, let us consider a model in which some of
the eigenstates |ψ⟩ are such that the reduced density ma-
trices do not reproduce the thermal averages. Let us de-
note the subspace spanned by these states as Hnon−ETH.

Definition 2. We say that a system is weakly breaking
ergodicity, if the ratio of the dimensions of Hnon−ETH

and that of the full Hilbert space approaches zero in the
thermodynamic limit. A system is strongly breaking er-
godicity, if the dimension of Hnon−ETH remains compa-
rable to the total dimension of the Hilbert space.
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There are three main mechanisms of strong ergodic-
ity breaking: Integrability, many-body localization, and
(strong) Hilbert space fragmentation. Below we will dis-
cuss the concepts of integrability and Hilbert space frag-
mentation; many-body localization is not treated in this
work.

Weak ergodicity breaking is reviewed in [6]. Its two
main mechanisms are quantum many-body scarring and
weak Hilbert space fragmentation. Our work provides an-
other mechanism, namely, by embedding integrable mod-
els into isolated subspaces of an otherwise chaotic model.

B. Strong ergodicity breaking: Integrability

There is no all encompassing definition of integrability
in the case of quantum integrable models [35]. For our
purposes, the following definition is convenient:

Definition 3. We say that a spin chain Hamiltonian
with a local operator density is integrable, if there exist a
family {Qα} of operators such that

• every Qα is an extensive operator with a local op-
erator density

• the operators form a commuting family:

[Qα, Qβ ] = 0, ∀α, β (II.2)

• the Hamiltonian is a member of the family

• the number of the operators that can be defined in
a finite volume L grows at least linearly with L.

C. Hilbert space fragmentation

Hilbert space fragmentation also leads to ergodicity
breaking [9, 10], see the reviews [6, 7]. It can be defined
formally via the so-called commutant algebra [11], but
here we adopt a definition that is more direct, although
less precise.

Definition 4. We say that a spin chain model has Hilbert
space fragmentation if its finite volume Hilbert space
splits into sectors H = ⊕NH

k=1Hk such that

• the Hamiltonian has no transition matrix elements
between different sectors

• the number NH of the sectors grows exponentially
with the volume L

• the sectors can be constructed without having to find
the exact eigenstates of the Hamiltonian.

The reason for adding the last condition is the follow-
ing. If one has an exact knowledge of all the eigenstates
|n⟩ of the model in every finite volume L, then the in-
dividual eigenstates could be viewed as separate sectors,

thereby satisfying the first two requirements. However,
the key property of Hilbert space fragmentation is that
there are certain simple kinetic or other types of con-
straints, with which the fragments can be constructed in
a straightforward way, without needing to know the exact
eigenstates.

The fragmented sectors are often obtained via the
Krylov basis. The idea is to take a certain initial vec-
tor |Ψ0⟩, which might be a product state or some other
locally constructed state, and to construct the set of vec-
tors

{Hk|Ψ0⟩, k = 0, 1, . . . , n}, (II.3)

where n is chosen as the smallest integer such that
Hn+1|Ψ0⟩ is linearly dependent on the set of vectors. In
generic ergodic models, the Krylov basis typically spans
the full Hilbert space. If there are global symmetries
present, then the Krylov basis is expected to span the
full sector with a given set of quantum numbers, if the
initial state is an eigenvector of the symmetries. In con-
trast, if the Hilbert space is fragmented, then the Krlylov
spaces are typically exponentially smaller.

There are two main types of Hilbert space fragmenta-
tion:

Definition 5. A model has strong Hilbert space frag-
mentation if the ratio of the dimensions of the largest
sector and the full Hilbert space (or the sub-sector al-
lowed by global symmetries that contains the largest sec-
tor) vanishes in the thermodynamic limit. A model has
weak Hilbert space fragmentation, if the dimension of the
largest sector of the full Hilbert space (or the sub-sector
allowed by global symmetries) remains comparable with
the full Hilbert space.

If a model has Hilbert space fragmentation, then the
total symmetry algebra associated with the Hamiltonian
is exponentially large in the volume [11]. This can be un-
derstood intuitively as follows. If the Hilbert space splits
into exponentially many disconnected sectors, then we
can obtain an exponentially large symmetry algebra sim-
ply by constructing the projectors associated with the
different sectors. All of these projectors commute with
the Hamiltonian by definition, and they belong to the
commutant algebra.

Typically these projectors are nonlocal operators, but
the symmetry algebra can often be generated by Ma-
trix Product Operators (MPO’s) [11]. An MPO symme-
try can be seen as a simple generalization of a strictly
local symmetry operation. An MPO has finite entangle-
ment entropy (in operator space) if its bond dimension
is finite.

Instead of constructing the projectors themselves, in
many cases, it is possible to extract a certain type of non-
local classical information from the sectors and this clas-
sical information can be used as a label for the individual
sectors. Such classical information is always conserved
during time evolution because they label the sectors. In
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earlier literature, such pieces of classical conserved quan-
tities were called “irreducible string” [14, 29, 36–38] (see
also [14]). These earlier works dealt with stochastic mod-
els, but the formalism and the mathematical properties
of fragmentation are the same as in the quantum spin
chains. In recent literature, the conserved quantities in
question were called “Statistically localized integrals of
motion” [39]. In this work, we will use the term “irre-
ducible string”.

D. Strong ergodicity breaking with integrable
subspaces

In this work, we will show a mechanism whereby er-
godicity can be weakly broken by an isolated integrable
subspace. However, before turning to our results, it is
useful to discuss existing work on Hilbert space fragmen-
tation with integrable subspaces. Multiple works consid-
ered fragmented models which are chaotic in almost all
sectors, except for a few integrable sectors. Due to the
fragmentation, these models are strongly breaking ergod-
icity.

Now we list a few such models. We do not claim that
this list is complete.

• The dipole conserving spin-1 model of [10]. It has
at least one integrable subspace, which realizes the
XX model.

• The pair hopping spin-1/2 model of [2]. It has
multiple integrable subspaces, all of which can be
mapped into the spin 1/2 XX model of different
system sizes.

• The model of [19], which embeds the integrable
XXZ model (with arbitrary anisotropy ∆) into a
strongly fragmented spin-1 model.

III. WEAK ERGODICITY BREAKING BY
TRIVIAL EMBEDDINGS

In this section, we treat trivial examples exhibiting
weak ergodicity breaking with isolated integrable sub-
spaces. First, we consider a concrete model in Subsection
IIIA, and then provide a more general treatment in III B.

A. A spin-1 chain

We consider a spin-1 chain, which belongs the family
of models treated in [40, 41].

In order to write down the Hamiltonian, we introduce a
few notations. We choose the local basis states as |a⟩ with
a = 0, 1, 2. The state |0⟩ is interpreted as the vacuum,
and the states |1⟩ and |2⟩ are seen as excitations with
an internal degree of freedom. This internal degree of

freedom can be called “color” or “spin”. In this work, we
will use the term “color”.

For a local Hilbert space we introduce the cre-
ation/annihilation operators of particles of color a

σ+,(a) = |a⟩⟨0|, σ−,(a) = |0⟩⟨a|, a = 1, 2 (III.1)

and also the particle number operators

N (a) = σ+,(a)σ−,(a) = |a⟩⟨a|, a = 1, 2 (III.2)

together with the combined particle number operator

N tot = N (1) +N (2). (III.3)

We will also use the local projection operator onto the
vacuum state defined as

P = 1−N tot = |0⟩⟨0|, (III.4)

where 1 is the identity operator and the local “color rais-
ing and lowering operators” are defined now as

S+ = σ+,(2)σ−,(1), S− = σ+,(1)σ−,(2). (III.5)

Below these operators will get an index corresponding to
the site where they act.

Then the Hamiltonian is written as

H =
∑
j

hkinj,j+1 + hexj,j+1. (III.6)

The “kinetic term” hkinj,j+1 generates hopping processes for
particles of both colors over the vacuum state and it is
given by

hkinj,j+1 =
∑
a=1,2

σ
+,(a)
j σ

−,(a)
j+1 + σ

−,(a)
j σ

+,(a)
j+1 . (III.7)

The “color exchange term” hexj,j+1 generates an exchange
of colors for neighboring particles and is given by

hexj,j+1 = γ(S+
j S

−
j+1 + S−

j S
+
j+1). (III.8)

For the moment, we do not specify the boundary condi-
tions, because below we will treat both the periodic and
the open boundary cases.

The Hamiltonian conserves the total particle number
operators for particles of both colors, which are given by

N
(a)
tot =

∑
j

N
(a)
j , a = 1, 2. (III.9)

The model is integrable for γ = 0, in which case it
becomes the Maassarani-Mathieu spin chain [25]. That
model is treated in Sec. IV. The model is also integrable
for γ = 1, in which case the local Hamiltonian density be-
comes the SU(3)-invariant permutation operator, and we
obtain a spin chain solvable by the nested Bethe ansatz
(see, e.g., [42, 43]). The model is generally not integrable
for other values of γ.
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However, there are three invariant sectors in the
Hilbert space in which it is trivially integrable for all
γ. These three sectors can be denoted as H(ab) with
a, b = 0, 1, 2 and a < b, and they are spanned by ba-
sis states that are products of the local states |a⟩ or |b⟩:

H(ab) =

L⊗
j=1

span(|a⟩j , |b⟩j), 0 ≤ a < b ≤ 2 (III.10)

Alternatively, H(01) and H(02) are the sectors with
N

(2)
tot = 0 and N

(1)
tot = 0, respectively, and H(12) is the

sector where N (1)
tot +N

(2)
tot = L.

It can be seen directly that for γ ̸= 0, the restriction
of the Hamiltonian to any of the three sub-spaces H(ab)

yields the XX model, which is a spin-1/2 chain given by

H(XX) =
∑
j

σ+
j σ

−
j+1 + σ−

j σ
+
j+1. (III.11)

The restriction of H to the subspaces H(01) and H(02)

yields the XX model, because the spin exchange term
hexj,j+1 vanishes identically (because only one color is
present in the subspace), and the kinetic term simplifies
to (III.11), since now only one type of σ±,a is present. In
the case of H(12), the kinetic term of H acts identically
as zero (because there is no local vacuum state in the
subspace), but the color exchange terms are identical to
(III.11) multiplied by the overall factor γ.

Quantum chaos arises in the full Hilbert space be-
cause the typical eigenstates have particles of both colors
present (all three local basis states are present), the in-
teraction is generic, and only fine-tuned values of γ could
guarantee the solvability of the model.

The dimensions of the three subspaces grow exponen-
tially as 2L, but they occupy an exponentially small ratio
of the full Hilbert space of dimension 3L. This means, ac-
cording to Definition 2, that we obtained a model with
weak ergodicity breaking.

It is crucial that the isolated subspaces are tensor prod-
ucts of local spaces, therefore we say that the embedding
of the XX model is performed in a trivial manner. Let
us formalize this observation on the level of projectors.
We define operators P (ab) as those operators that project
onto H(ab):

P (01) =

L∏
j=1

(1−N (2)
j ),

P (02) =

L∏
j=1

(1−N (1)
j ),

P (12) =

L∏
j=1

(N
(1)
j +N

(2)
j ).

(III.12)

These operators have a product form with respect to spa-
tial bipartitions. Therefore, they have vanishing operator
entanglement for any spatial bipartition of the system.

This is the reason why we call the model a “trivial” ex-
ample of weak ergodicity breaking with integrable sub-
spaces.

B. More general trivial embeddings

Trivial embeddings such as in the previous Subsec-
tion can be formalized as follows. Let Vj = CD denote
local Hilbert space with some D > 2. Let us assume
that there exist local subspaces Aj ⊂ Vj with dimen-
sion 1 < D′ < D. Using these local subspaces, we can
construct a distinguished sector of the Hilbert space as

H′ =

L⊗
j=1

Aj . (III.13)

Let P ′ denote the projector to this subspace. We will also
use the complement subspaces Bj such that Vj = Aj⊕Bj .
Let us then consider Hamiltonians which keep this sector
invariant, which means that

[H,P ′] = 0. (III.14)

A Hamiltonian H can have weak ergodicity breaking by
an integrable subspace, if H is chaotic, but the restriction
to the subspace given by

P ′HP ′ (III.15)

is integrable.
Such examples can be constructed easily. One needs to

choose a basis in Aj , and an integrable model with local
dimension D′. Then those matrix elements of the Hamil-
tonian density for H which belong to the subspaces Vj
can be filled up by “copying” the matrix elements of the
corresponding integrable Hamiltonian. Next, one needs
to ensure that the full Hamiltonian has “subspace con-
servation”, which is the generalization of particle number
conservation. More formally, in the case of nearest neigh-
bor interactions, the local Hamiltonian acting on sites j
and j + 1 should have matrix elements only of the type

Aj ⊗Aj+1 → Aj ⊗Aj+1

Aj ⊗Bj+1 → (Aj ⊗Bj+1)⊕ (Bj ⊗Aj+1)

Bj ⊗Aj+1 → (Aj ⊗Bj+1)⊕ (Bj ⊗Aj+1)

Bj ⊗Bj+1 → Bj ⊗Bj+1

(III.16)

This guarantees that the integrable sector is indeed pre-
served. However, by choosing generic interaction terms
for the matrix of the last three types of processes above,
one ends up with a generic ergodic model. The interac-
tions in the integrable sector are given by the first type of
matrix elements listed above. Examples in the literature
which fall in this category include [44–46].

Such embeddings are trivial because the distinguished
subspace is of product form. In the following sections,
we treat models where the isolated integrable subspace
is not of product form and the corresponding projection
operators have nonzero operator entanglement.
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IV. THE MAASSARANI-MATHIEU SPIN
CHAIN AND ITS PERTURBATIONS

This is a spin chain model with local dimension 3. Con-
sider the Hamiltonian

H0 =
∑
j

hkinj,j+1 + hdiagj,j+1. (IV.1)

Here, the kinetic term is given by (III.7) above. The di-
agonal interaction term is

hdiagj,j+1 =
∑
a=1,2

α(N
(a)
j Pj+1 + PjN

(a)
j+1) + βN

(a)
j N

(a)
j+1,

(IV.2)
where α, β are arbitrary real parameters. See Eqs. (III.2)
and (III.4) for the definitions of N (a)

j and Pj .
In the case of α = β = 0 the model is equivalent to

the Maassarani-Mathieu spin chain [25]. That model is
also equivalent to the so-called t-0 model, which can be
obtained from the large coupling limit of the Hubbard
model (see, e.g., [47–51]). Introducing α ̸= 0 one obtains
a special case of the so-called XXC models of Maassarani
[26], up to an irrelevant additive constant. Using the ter-
minology of [52] this is an XXC model of type 1+2. The
fully general XXC models and their nomenclature will be
explained below in Sec. V. Switching on β ̸= 0 we arrive
at the models investigated recently in [19, 53].

A. Irreducible strings

We consider the model H0 given by Eq. (IV.1) with
an arbitrary nonzero α, β. For simplicity, we consider
the model with open boundary conditions. Following the
ideas of [23, 29, 54], we construct the irreducible string in
the computational basis for each basis state separately.
The idea is to regard the basis states as a string con-
sisting of the numbers 0, 1, and 2, and to delete every
occurrence of 0. The string obtained this way describes
the relative ordering of the “color” of the particles, by dis-
regarding their positions. As explained in [54], this string
can also be seen as describing the “color part” of the wave
function.

The kinetic term hkinj,j+1 in the Hamiltonian H0 (IV.1)
describes the hopping of the quasi-particles, but it is com-
pletely insensitive to the color. At the same time, two
particles with different colors cannot exchange their po-
sitions. The diagonal terms given by hdiagj,j+1 do not affect
the ordering of the particles either. This implies that the
irreducible string is indeed a constant of motion. Note
that we used open boundary conditions so that the ir-
reducible string is well-defined; in the case of periodic
boundary conditions, it can be defined only up to cyclic
shifts.

B. Integrability of the Maassarani-Mathieu chain

Let us now set α = β = 0, therefore we consider the
Hamiltonian given by the kinetic term only. This is the
model treated originally in [25]. The model is integrable
in every fragment of the Hilbert space. This can be proven
by embedding the Hamiltonian into the framework of
the Yang-Baxter equation [25]. Alternatively, the inte-
grability can be demonstrated directly by a real space
approach, namely by performing a color-charge separa-
tion [55].

Following [54], we parametrize the states of the Hilbert
space as

|Ψ⟩ =
∑

x1<···<xN

χ(x1, x2, . . . , xN )×

×
∑

aj=1,2

ψa1,a2,...,aN

N∏
j=1

σ+,(aj)
xj

|∅⟩,
(IV.3)

where

|∅⟩ = |0000 . . . 0⟩ (IV.4)

is the vacuum state annihilated by σ−,(a)
x for all x. In this

formula, χ(x1, x2, . . . , xN ) is the wave function describ-
ing the charge degrees of freedom (positions of particles),
while ψa1,a2,...,aN

describes the color degrees of freedom.
One can always parametrize the states in this way, and
generally, the color part ψa1,a2,...,aN

will depend on the
coordinates x1, . . . , xN , too.

It is a special property of our Hamiltonian that in the
case of open boundary conditions the color part of the
wave function becomes independent of the coordinates,
and it becomes a constant of motion. It can be seen that
the kinetic term of the Hamiltonian acts only on the
charge part of the wave function. This happens because
the hopping terms of (III.7) are completely insensitive
to the color degree of freedom. If two particles occupy
two neighboring positions j and j + 1, then there are no
hopping events because the Hamiltonian density hkinj,j+1

annihilates the state, irrespective of the color degree of
freedom.

The time evolution of the charge degree of freedom is
equivalent to that of the XX model. To see this, consider
an auxiliary color-1/2 chain with wave functions given by

|ψ⟩ =
∑

x1<···<xN

χ(x1, x2, . . . , xN )

N∏
j=1

σ−
xj
|∅⟩, (IV.5)

where now |∅⟩ = |↑↑ . . . ↑⟩. It can be seen directly, that
if |Ψ⟩ evolves with the Hamiltonian H0 with α = β = 0
and if χ(x1, . . . , xN ) is extracted from that wave function,
then the auxiliary state |ψ⟩ evolves under the action of
the XX model Hamiltonian given by (III.11).

The color part of the wave function |Ψ⟩ can be identi-
fied with the irreducible string defined above. To be more
precise, if the wave function ψa1,a2,...,aN

is equal to 1 for a
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specific sequence a1, a2, . . . , aN , and zero otherwise, then
the given sequence is identical to the irreducible string.
We should note that the conservation of the irreducible
string and the exact color-charge separation led to the
exact computation of anomalous fluctuations in closely
related cellular automata (see, e.g., [56, 57]). The exact
color-charge separation also leads to the existence of a
large family of MPO symmetries; for details see Ref. [54].

C. Non-integrable perturbations

Now we switch on the coupling constants α, β in hdiagj,j+1.
This is the model treated in Ref. [19]. Direct investiga-
tion of the two terms in hdiagj,j+1 shows that the color-charge
separation is kept intact even in the case of a nonzero α,
and only the addition of β ̸= 0 breaks this property. This
happens because the α-dependent diagonal term is again
insensitive to the color degree of freedom. On the other
hand, the β-dependent term does make a distinction be-
tween colors, because it gives a nonzero contribution only
when two neighboring excitations have the same color.
Therefore, the β-dependent term breaks the color-charge
separation.

It follows that the Hilbert space fragmentation is kept
intact also for β ̸= 0, but integrability is broken in al-
most all fragments. There will be only a few number of
selected fragments (in the case of open boundary condi-
tions), in which the model remains integrable. Interest-
ingly, we find that some of these subspaces do not take a
product form, thus the embedding of the integrable sub-
space is performed on an entangled basis.

Now we treat the individual integrable subspaces sep-
arately.

Subspace H(12). In this subspace, the model is triv-
ially integrable: the kinetic part acts as identically zero,
and the diagonal part is integrable, but it does not gen-
erate any dynamics.

Subspaces H(01) and H(02). In these two subspaces,
there is only one excitation present, and the irreducible
string consists only of 1’s and 2’s, respectively. We show
that, in these two subspaces, the model is equivalent to
the XXZ model with some anisotropy parameter.

We consider, for example, H(01), and identify this sub-
space as the standard color-1/2 Hilbert space, with the
identification of basis states as |0⟩ = |↑⟩ and |1⟩ = |↓⟩.
The Hamiltonian is then written as

H0 =
∑
j

σ+
j σ

−
j+1 + σ−

j σ
+
j+1+

+ α(NjPj+1 + PjNj+1) + βNjNj+1,

(IV.6)

where now

N = |1⟩⟨1|, P = |0⟩⟨0|. (IV.7)

Using the identities

N + P = 1, N − P = Z, (IV.8)

together with the expression of the raising/lowering op-
erators with the local Pauli operators {Xj , Yj , Zj}, we
can rewrite the Hamiltonian as

H0 =
∑
j

1

2
(XjXj+1 + YjYj+1)+

+ (−2α+ β)ZjZj+1 + 2βZj + 2α+ β.

(IV.9)

This way, we obtained the XXZ model with anisotropy
∆ = 2(−2α+β) and a longitudinal magnetic field h = 4β.
The restriction of the full Hamiltonian to the subspace
H(02) yields the same specialization of the XXZ model.

Entangled subspaces. Interestingly, this model has
additional integrable subspaces, which are embedded in
an entangled basis. These are the fragments that have
a strictly alternating irreducible string. This means that
neighboring excitations always have different colors. In
the case of open boundary conditions, we can have an
arbitrary number of excitations (up to the length of the
chain), but in the case of periodic boundary conditions,
only an even number of excitations are allowed. In the pe-
riodic case, the irreducible string becomes 121212 . . . 12,
with an arbitrary number of repetitions of 12. We will
denote the subspace with n = 2k particles with alternat-
ing colors as H̃n, and we also define the direct sum of
these subspaces as

H̃ =
⊕
n=2k
n<L

H̃n (IV.10)

Let us now compute the restriction of the Hamiltonian
to these subspaces. For simplicity, we consider only the
periodic case. We identify the local vacuum state with |↑⟩
and the excitations with |↓⟩. Inspection shows that within
this subspace, the Hamiltonian density is insensitive to
the color of the excitations, thus we obtain a color-charge
separation in this sector once again. We find that the
kinetic part acts in the same way as before, but the action
of the diagonal part will be different from the previous
case. We get

H0 =
∑
j

σ+
j σ

−
j+1 + σ−

j σ
+
j+1

+ α(NjPj+1 + PjNj+1),

(IV.11)

This happens because the β-dependent term in the orig-
inal Hamiltonian is sensitive only to those configurations
where two excitations of the same color take two neigbor-
ing positions, and such local configurations do not occur
in this subspace. We also used the fact that neither the
kinetic term nor the α-dependent diagonal term makes
any distinction between excitations with different colors.
We can rewrite this Hamiltonian as

H0 =
∑
j

1

2
(XjXj+1 + YjYj+1)+

− 2αZjZj+1 + 2β.

(IV.12)
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This way, we obtained the XXZ model with anisotropy
∆ = −4α and zero longitudinal magnetic field.

The defining property of the subspace H̃ is that con-
secutive particles must have different colors, and this is
a nonlocal constraint. Therefore, the embedding of the
integrable XXZ model is now performed on an entangled
basis. We can also construct the projector onto the full
subspace H̃ in the form of an MPO. More precisely, we
obtain an MPO that is almost identical to the projec-
tor, except for an additional term, which is needed for
technical reasons.

First, we define a periodic MPO as

P̃ = Tra[LL,a . . .L2,aL1,a], (IV.13)

where Lj,a is a linear operator acting on the tensor prod-
uct of the local space at site j and an auxiliary vector
space indexed by a. In our case, this auxiliary space is
a spin-1/2 space. We find that the desired projector is
obtained by

Lj,a = N
(1)
j σ+

a +N
(2)
j σ−

a + Pj . (IV.14)

Multiplying these operators, expanding the product and
taking the trace in (IV.13), we find that only those com-
binations survive that have an alternating sequence of
N

(1)
j and N (2)

j , with an arbitrary number of insertions of
the operators Pj . Indeed, this implies that the irreducible
string becomes 121212 . . . 12. An exception is given by
the reference state, in which case neither N (1)

j nor N (2)
j ,

appears, and due to the trace in the auxiliary space, we
obtain an overall factor of 2. This implies that the desired
projector is given by

P̃ − |∅⟩⟨∅|, (IV.15)

where |∅⟩ = |00 . . . 0⟩. One could rewrite this operator as
an MPO with enlarged bond dimension, but we disregard
this irrelevant technical detail.

Despite the fact that the model is chaotic in almost all
subspaces, one can argue that it still has strong ergodicity
breaking. The Hilbert space fragmentation is kept intact
by the non-integrable perturbation, and the model has
strong fragmentation: the dimensions of the fragments
do not grow faster than 2L while the full Hilbert space
has dimension 3L.

D. Weak ergodicity breaking with integrable
subspaces

Now we show a new mechanism that leads to weak
ergodicity breaking. The idea is to add a perturbation
which will undo the fragmentation by kinetically con-
necting the various sectors, while leaving the integrable
sector H̃ intact. To this end, we take the Hamiltonian

H =
∑
j

hkinj,j+1 + hdiagj,j+1 + hpairj,j+1 (IV.16)

with the perturbation

hpairj,j+1 = γS−
j S

−
j+1 + γ∗S+

j S
+
j+1, (IV.17)

where the parameter γ is an arbitrary complex number.
This term can be interpreted as a “color-flip” operation
performed simultaneously on two excitations if they oc-
cupy adjacent sites. Physically, this term can be viewed
as a spin-spin interaction in the corresponding t-J-like
model. When γ is a real parameter, hpairj,j+1 describes the
anisotropy in the XY plane. On the other hand, when γ
is purely imaginary, this term takes the form of the sym-
metric off-diagonal exchange interaction, often referred
to as the Γ-term in the context of Kitaev materials [58].

The perturbation preserves the total particle number

N tot = N (1) +N (2), (IV.18)

but the individual particle numbers for the two colors
will not be preserved anymore. It can be seen directly
that the perturbation leaves the distinguished subspace
H̃ invariant; in fact, the action of hpairj,j+1 vanishes on this
subspace. This follows from the fact that the spin-flip
operations in hpairj,j+1 require to have two excitations of
the same color on neighboring sites, and such configu-
rations are forbidden in H̃. As an effect, the restriction
of the full Hamiltonian to the subspace H̃ is indepen-
dent of γ, therefore it is still described by the integrable
XXZ model. At the same time, the perturbation destroys
fragmentation for all the other subspaces.

V. THE XXC MODELS AND THEIR
PERTURBATIONS

Here we review the XXC models [26], which are gen-
eralizations of the Maassarani-Mathieu chain treated in
the previous Section. They are all integrable, they all
have Hilbert space fragmentation, and their perturba-
tions can be tailored to have weak ergodicity breaking
with isolated integrable sectors. It will be shown later in
Sec. VI that the so-called XX spin ladder treated earlier
in [8] is a perturbation of an XXC model.

Let D ≥ 2 be the dimension of the local spaces in
our model, and let us choose two integers 1 < d1 ≤ d2
such that D = d1 + d2. We also define the sets A =
{1, 2, . . . , d1}, B = {d1 + 1, d1 + 2, . . . , D}. We define
a kinetic term and a diagonal interaction term via the
Hamiltonian densities hkinj and hdiagj :

hkinj =
∑
a∈A

∑
b∈B

|ab⟩⟨ba|+H.c.. (V.1)

Here the dependence on the site index j is suppressed on
the rhs. The diagonal term is

hdiagj = (hkinj )2 =
∑
a∈A

∑
b∈B

(|ab⟩⟨ab|+ |ba⟩⟨ba|). (V.2)
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Finally, the full Hamiltonian is

H int =
∑
j

hkinj −∆hdiagj (V.3)

where ∆ ∈ R is a parameter analogous to the anisotropy
of the XXZ spin chain.

Following [52], we call the model defined by (V.3) the
XXC model of type d1 + d2 with anisotropy ∆. In the
case of d1 = d2 = 1 one obtains precisely the spin-1/2
XXZ chain with anisotropy ∆. The Maassarani-Mathieu
(MM) chain treated in Sec. IV can be seen as the XXC
model of type 1+2 with ∆ = 0. The XXC models of type
1 + d with some d > 2 are simple generalizations of the
MM chain.

For further generalizations of the XXC models, see
Ref. [27] and the recent work [59]. The models treated in
[27] could be used to embed integrable spin chains with
higher rank symmetries into otherwise chaotic models.
Exploring all those possibilities is beyond the scope of
the present work.

A. Hilbert space fragmentation

The XXC models have a fragmented Hilbert space. The
models of type 1+d possess one irreducible string, which
is obtained in the computational basis by deleting ev-
ery occurrence of 1 from the sequence of local states. In
contrast, the general XXC models with d2 ≥ d1 > 1 pos-
sess two irreducible strings. The two irreducible strings
are obtained in the computational basis by deleting every
occurrence of local states from the set A and B, respec-
tively. For example, let us take d1 = d2 = 2 and consider
the basis state

|12134133241⟩ (V.4)

The two irreducible strings are

34334 and 121121 (V.5)

Conservation of both strings follows from the fact that
the hkinj do not swap two local states that are both from
A or both from B. Thus, the relative order of the local
states belonging to both sets is conserved.

B. Integrability and color-charge separation

The integrability of the general XXC models was
proven in [26]. The proof can be given via algebraic
means, but perhaps a more transparent proof is to con-
sider the dynamics of the model. Similar to the treatment
in Sec. IV B, it is possible to perform a color-charge sepa-
ration. However, in this case, we have two “color” degrees
of freedom corresponding to the subsets A and B of local
states. In the computational basis, the charge part of the
wave function simply just describes whether we place a

local state from either the A or the B set, and then the
color parts describe the internal degrees of freedom for
both sets.

Now we formalize this separation of variables. Consider
the expansion of the wave function into the computa-
tional basis

|Ψ⟩ =
D∑

k1,k2,...,kL=1

Ψk1,k2,...,kL
|k1, k2, . . . , kL⟩, (V.6)

where L denotes the length of the spin chain. For each
basis state, we compute three sequences of numbers. Two
sequences will be given by the two irreducible strings;
let us denote them by IA and IB . The third sequence
will correspond to the “charge part of the wave function”,
and will be denoted as K. The procedure to obtain these
sequences is the following. We proceed along the sites
from j = 1 to j = L, starting with empty sequences.
For every j, we consider the local state kj . If kj ∈ A,
then we append a 0 to the sequence K and append kj
to the sequence IA. If kj ∈ B, then we append a 1 to
the sequence K and append kj − d1 to the sequence IB .
Note that the resulting sequence K has length L, but
the lengths of IA and IB depend on the specific states.
Nevertheless, we always have L = |IA|+ |IB |.

The color-charge separation means that the wave func-
tion is factorized as

Ψk1,k2,...,kL
= χ(A)(IA)χ

(B)(IB)χ
ch(K) (V.7)

Here χ(A)(IA) and χ(B)(IB) are two wave functions that
depend on the irreducible strings IA and IB , and χch(K)
is the wave function for the charge part. If we consider
the model defined by the kinetic terms alone, then we
find that the charge part of the wave function evolves
according to the XX model in Eq. (III.11), while the two
color parts are constants of motion. If we also add the
diagonal interaction terms, then we find that the charge
part evolves according to the XXZ model with anisotropy
∆, while the color parts are still constants of motion.

C. Perturbations with weak ergodicity breaking

It is possible to construct perturbations of the XXC
models, which would destroy the color-charge separation
and undo the fragmentation for almost all of the original
sectors, meanwhile keeping one or a few selected sectors
untouched and therefore integrable. The idea is to select a
desired pattern in the computational basis, and to choose
new interaction terms which act identically as zero on the
specifically chosen pattern.

This approach might seem somewhat unnatural, given
that we are considering higher-dimensional local spaces,
and the resulting models might appear even more exotic
than our other examples. However, perhaps surprisingly,
we find that the so-called XX spin ladder (treated in the
next section) falls precisely in this category. That spin
ladder model is rather natural and yet it can be described
by the abstract framework that we laid out in this section.
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VI. THE XX SPIN LADDER

Here we treat the so-called XX spin ladder model in-
vestigated in [8]. This is a spin ladder model, and to
write down the Hamiltonian we will use the local opera-
tors σx,y,z

j and τx,y,zj , which correspond to Pauli matrices
X,Y, Z acting on the two legs of the ladder. The Hamil-
tonian is

H =
∑
j

h
||
j +

∑
j

h⊥j (VI.1)

with

h
||
j = σx

j σ
x
j+1 + σy

j σ
y
j+1 + τxj τ

x
j+1 + τyj τ

y
j+1 (VI.2)

and

h⊥j = J(σx
j τ

x
j + σy

j τ
y
j + ∆̃σz

j τ
z
j ). (VI.3)

In a special limit, this model reproduces the Hamiltonian
of the Hubbard model [60]. If we identify the local spaces
of the two legs of the ladder with the fermionic states
of two different spins (via the Jordan-Wigner transfor-
mation), then the special limit J → 0, ∆̃ → ∞ with
J∆̃→ U reproduces the Hubbard model with on-site in-
teraction parameter U . However, for generic values of J
and ∆̃ the model is different, and it is not integrable.

Nevertheless, it was shown in [8] that this model also
has an integrable sub-space. In this work, we show that
the mechanism of weak ergodicity breaking in this model
is very similar to the one discussed in our previous ex-
amples. Namely, the model Hamiltonian can be seen as
a perturbation of a model with Hilbert space fragmenta-
tion, such that the perturbation connects many sectors
but it keeps a selected integrable sector invariant.

A. Connection with the XXC models

Following [8], we investigate the various matrix ele-
ments of the Hamiltonian density. This will lead to a
rewriting which will make the perturbed fragmentation
apparent.

The rung configurations can be described according to
their SU(2) eigenvalues. There are two states with zero
total magnetization on the rung, these are the singlet and
triplet states

|S⟩ = 1√
2
(|↑↓⟩ − |↓↑⟩)

|T ⟩ = 1√
2
(|↑↓⟩+ |↓↑⟩)

(VI.4)

Furthermore, there are the additional two states from the
triplet, which we denote as

|−⟩ = |↓↓⟩, |+⟩ = |↑↑⟩. (VI.5)

These local rung states are eigenstates of the correspond-
ing rung Hamiltonian density h⊥j .

It was shown in [8] that the Hamiltonian densities h||j
can be represented by the following matrix elements in
the rung eigenbasis:

h
||
j =2

∑
a=+,−

∑
b=S,T

|ab⟩⟨ba|+H.c.

+ 4
(
|TT ⟩ − |SS⟩

)(
⟨+−|+ ⟨−+|

)
+H.c.,

(VI.6)

where the dependence on the site index j will be sup-
pressed on the rhs. Now we introduce two separate defini-
tions for the two types of matrix elements above, namely,

h
||
j = hkinj + hXj , (VI.7)

where

hkinj = 2
∑

a=+,−

∑
b=S,T

|ab⟩⟨ba|+H.c.,

hXj = 4
(
|TT ⟩ − |SS⟩

)(
⟨+−|+ ⟨−+|

)
+H.c..

(VI.8)

The kinetic terms in hkinj describe special types of hop-
ping processes: the configurations + and − can exchange
places with the configurations S and T , but a + and a
− cannot cross each other, and similarly for S and T .
This means that even though the positions of the config-
urations do change, the sequences of the + and − states,
and also of the S and T states are preserved by time
evolution. This means that hkinj preserves two separate
irreducible strings. In fact, the model defined by

Hkin =
∑
j

hkinj (VI.9)

is one special example of the more general XXC models
defined in [26]. Using the nomenclature introduced in the
previous section, this is the XXC model of type 2+2, with
interaction parameter ∆ = 0. The two irreducible strings
for this model are the two sequences formed from the
letters + and −, and also T and S.

Altogether we found that the XX spin ladder model
can be seen as the XXC model of type 2+2 perturbed by
“magnetic fields” given by h⊥j and also by the additional
operator

HX =
∑
j

hXj . (VI.10)

B. Integrable subspace of the perturbed model

It was explained in [8] that the XX model can be em-
bedded into the perturbed model. There are two possible
embeddings. The irreducible string corresponding to the
letters S and T is

STSTST · · · (VI.11)

in both cases. Regarding the letters + and−, one needs to
choose a ferromagnetic configuration, i.e. the correspond-
ing irreducible string has to be ++++· · · or −−−−· · · .
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This is a good choice, because a + or a − can propa-
gate in the background formed by any sequence of the S
and T letters, but if the irreducible strings are chosen as
described above, then the additional terms hXj will act
as identically zero. This happens because they act non-
trivially only on local two-site configurations +−, −+,
TT , and SS, and these do not occur if we choose the
irreducible strings as described above.

VII. THE FOLDED XXZ MODEL AND ITS
PERTURBATIONS

In this section, we consider the folded XXZ model and
its variations. We will obtain a different mechanism for
embedding an integrable sector into a chaotic model.

The folded XXZ model is an integrable spin-1/2 chain,
which was studied in [21–23], although the model and
certain perturbations appeared earlier in [12, 20, 29].

The integrable Hamiltonian is given by

Hfolded =
∑
j

1 + ZjZj+3

2
(Xj+1Xj+2 + Yj+1Yj+2).

(VII.1)
As discussed in [21–23], one can perform a so-called bond-
site transformation to arrive at a dual Hamiltonian

H int =
∑
j

hkin(j) (VII.2)

where now

hkin(j) = (XjXj+2 + YjYj+2)Nj+1. (VII.3)

The duality transformation between the Hamiltonians
given by (VII.1) and (VII.2)-(VII.3) was discussed in de-
tail in [21–23] and it is not relevant for our purposes. We
will simply regard the Hamiltonian defined by (VII.2)-
(VII.3) as our model Hamiltonian.

The model (VII.2)-(VII.3) is a special case of the in-
tegrable spin chain with two- and three-spin interactions
studied by Bariev [61]. Previous work has shown that the
model exhibits Hilbert space fragmentation [23]. Below,
we will introduce integrability breaking terms which also
undo the fragmentation. However, the additional terms
will be engineered so that they keep a selected sector
intact, not affecting integrability in that sector.

The model defined above is also related to the
Maassarani-Mathieu spin chain defined in the previous
section. There is a highly nonlocal duality transforma-
tion that connects these two models [23]. This duality
will not be used below, therefore we refrain from giving
the details.

A. Integrability and Hilbert space fragmentation

Here we describe the mechanism of Hilbert space frag-
mentation in this model. We will also give some details

about the solution of the model in a selected fragment.
The model is integrable in every fragment, and for a com-
plete treatment of the eigenstates we refer to [23].

The kinetic term (VII.3) generates the transitions

|↓↓↑⟩ ↔ |↑↓↓⟩. (VII.4)

One possible interpretation is that we regard two neigh-
boring down spins as an excitation, and then the kinetic
term generates a translation (or hopping) of this excita-
tion by one site. It was argued in [23, 28] that this exci-
tation is analogous to the hard rods known from classical
mechanics [62], and that folded XXZ model should be
regarded as some sort of “hard rod deformation” of the
XX model.

In contrast to the hard rods of length two, an isolated
down spin embedded into a sea of up spins is immobile
on its own. However, such isolated down spins can be dis-
placed via a scattering on the hard rods. This is described
in detail in [23].

The fact that isolated down spins are not mobile leads
to Hilbert space fragmentation. The different sectors can
be labeled by the positions of the down spins, taking
into account the displacements caused by the possible
scattering processes.

B. The sector of the constrained XXZ model

Now we focus on a special sector of the model. This
sector consists of those states in the computational basis,
where every block of consecutive down spins (preceded
and followed by an up spin) has even length. If we take
the pairs of the neighboring down spins and we regard
the position of (say) the first down spin as a coordinate
of a particle, then we get the condition that the particle
coordinates have to differ by at least 2. This corresponds
to the so-called Rydberg constraint (see Subsection IX
below). Furthermore, it can be shown that in this sector
the Hamiltonian acts in the same way as the so-called
constrained XXZ model (with specification ∆ = 0, see
[63–65]).

This sector does not have a product space structure.
We show that the projector to this sector is given again by
an MPO. Consider for simplicity the case with periodic
boundary conditions when the length L of the chain is
odd. In this case, we can construct an MPO with bond di-
mension 2. This MPO can be written in the form (IV.13),
where now

Lj,a = NjXa + PjPa. (VII.5)

This MPO will ensure that every block of consecutive
down spins has an even length. Every such block has up
spins at their boundaries where the local projector Pa

will enforce that the bond spin is also in the up position.
If there are an odd number of down spins in the block,
then we would get an odd power of the spin-flip operator
Xa acting in the auxiliary space, eventually giving zero
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coefficient for the given configuration. However, if all such
blocks are of even length, then every such state gets a
coefficient equal to one. This argument does not work if
the length of the spin chain is even, because then the
state with all spins down obtains a coefficient of 2, which
means that the resulting MPO is not a projector; this is
similar to the situation in the Maassarani-Mathieu chain,
see Eq. (IV.15). Similar to the case of the operator in
(IV.15), we could rewrite the resulting projector as an
MPO with enlarged bond dimension, but we choose to
disregard this subtlety, because it is not relevant to our
discussion.

Let us now discuss the Bethe ansatz solution of the
model in this specific sector, following the treatment of
[23]. We introduce the local creation operators

Aj = σ−
j σ

−
j+1, (VII.6)

which create two neighbouring down spins on the refer-
ence state with all spins up. We introduce a set of mo-
menta {p1, p2, . . . , pN}, and we use the reference state |∅⟩
which is the ferromagnetic state with all spins up. The
wave function is then written as

|Ψ⟩ =
∑

x1≤x2≤···≤xN

∑
P∈SN

ei
∑N

j=1 pPj
xj

×
∏
j<k

Pj>Pk

S(pj , pk)

N∏
j=1

Axj
|∅⟩.

(VII.7)

Here SN stands for the permutation group of N ele-
ments. The scattering factor is given by

S(p1, p2) = −e−i(p1−p2). (VII.8)

The Bethe equations for a state with N particles in a
volume of L and periodic boundary conditions are

eipjL
∏
k ̸=j

S(pj , pk) = 1, j = 1, . . . , N. (VII.9)

After substitution, we get rather simple equations. Intro-
ducing the total momentum as

P (tot) =

N∑
j=1

pj (VII.10)

we get

eiP
(tot)L = 1, eipj(L−N) = (−1)N−1e−iP (tot)

.
(VII.11)

An explicit solution to these equations can be given as
follows. Let {Ij}j=1,...,N denote a set of integers, and let

I =

N∑
j=1

Ij . (VII.12)

Then we have

P (tot) =
π(2I +N(N − 1))

L
(VII.13)

and

pj =
(N − 1 + 2Ij)π − P (tot)

L−N
. (VII.14)

The energy of the corresponding state becomes

E =

N∑
j=1

ε(pj), ε(p) = 4 cos(p). (VII.15)

A more general Bethe ansatz for states with isolated
down spins was also given in [23], but we will not use
the general formulas.

C. Weak ergodicity breaking

Now we add perturbation terms to the integrable
Hamiltonian H int in Eq. (VII.2), to undo the fragmenta-
tion, yet keeping the selected integrable subspace intact.
The key idea is to generate dynamics for the isolated
down spins. Furthermore, we also break particle conser-
vation. However, the perturbing terms have built in con-
trols which will annihilate them once they act on the
integrable sector.

The Hamiltonian we consider is

H =
∑
j

hkin(j) + h̃kin(j) + hX(j), (VII.16)

where hkin(j) is given by (VII.3), and the two perturba-
tions are

h̃kin(j) = κPj(Xj+1Xj+2 + Yj+1Yj+2)Pj+3 (VII.17)

and

hX(j) = κ′ [PjNj+1Pj+2Xj+3 +XjPj+1Nj+2Pj+3] ,
(VII.18)

with κ, and κ′ real parameters.
In the sector with no isolated down spins, these terms

act as identically zero. However, h̃kin(j) undoes most of
the fragmentation while keeping particle number conser-
vation, and finally hX(j) also breaks particle number con-
servation.

It is important that adding only h̃kin(j) or hX(j) does
not make the model fully ergodic, because certain non-
local conservation laws would still remain. It follows di-
rectly from the form of these terms that h̃kin(j) preserves
the number of blocks of down spins with odd length, but
it allows for a split or combination of a block of even
length and an isolated down spin. In contrast, hX(j) pre-
serves the number of blocks of consecutive down spins.
Adding both terms will completely destroy these nonlocal
conservation laws.

D. Numerical investigations

In this subsection, we numerically demonstrate our
main claim, namely that the Hamiltonian H in Eq.
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(a)
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(e)
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(g)

(h)

Figure 1. Adjacency graph for the Hamiltonian (VII.16) with
κ = κ′ = 0.789 and L = 8. (a) chaotic sectors with 202 states;
(b) integrable sector with 20 states with 2 pairs of nearby
spin down particles; (c) integrable sector with 16 states and 3
pairs of nearby spin down particles; (d) integrable sector with
8 states, one pair of spin down; (e-f) trivially solvable sectors,
4 states, one spin up; (g-h) 1 state, all spins up or all spins
down.
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Figure 2. Distribution of the adjacent-gap ratios of the Hamil-
tonian in Eq. (VII.16) for L = 20 with κ = κ′ = 0.789. The
data are collected from the subspace of the chaotic sector,
which is invariant under translation and spatial inversion. The
dimension of this subspace is 26556. The GOE Wigner-Dyson
and Poisson distributions are shown for comparison.

(VII.16) describes a model with weak ergodicity break-
ing. It is clear from the analytic derivations that the
model has ergodicity breaking due to the embedded in-
tegrable subsector. Therefore, the numerical tests serve
to show that this ergodicity breaking is indeed weak. In
other words, we demonstrate that the majority of the
eigenstates are still thermal, and they satisfy the ETH.
To this end, we use the software Mathematica to perform
four different numerical tests.

First, we compute the Hamiltonian’s adjacency graph
for the states in the computational basis. In this graph,
each vertex corresponds to a computational basis state
(a product state in the Z basis), and an edge represents

a pair of basis states for which the Hamiltonian (with
nonzero κ and κ′) has a nonzero matrix element. The re-
sults for length L = 8 are shown in Fig. 1. This figure con-
firms the presence of a large sector and some small sec-
tors. We identify the largest connected component with
the chaotic sector. The small connected components can
be identified with subspaces of the integrable sector, cor-
responding to the different particle numbers, which are
conserved in that specific sector. We recall that, in this
context, "one particle" corresponds to two consecutive
down spins. Two of the small connected components (e-f)
in Fig. 1 do not belong to any of the integrable subspaces
that we identified. However, these subsectors are trivially
solvable since they correspond to states with one up spin
on the even or the odd sites of the chain.

As a second numerical check, we computed the
adjacent-gap ratio distribution, which is a standard di-
agnostic of ergodicity [66, 67]. Let En (n = 1, ..., Dsub)
be the energy eigenvalues of the Hamiltonian in ascend-
ing order. Here, Dsub is the dimension of the subspace
of interest. We define adjacent gaps as δn = En+1 − En

(n = 1, ..., Dsub − 1). Then the adjacent-gap ratio is de-
fined as

rn =
min(δn+1, δn)

max(δn+1, δn)
, (VII.19)

where n = 1, ..., Dsub − 2. For non-integrable models de-
scribed by GOE random matrices, the probability distri-
bution of rn is given by PGOE(r) =

27
4

r+r2

(1+r+r2)5/2
, with a

mean value of ⟨r⟩GOE = 4 − 2
√
3 ≃ 0.536. On the other

hand, for integrable models, the probability distribution
follows PPoisson(r) = 2

(1+r)2 , with a mean gap ratio of
⟨r⟩Poisson = 2 ln 2− 1 ≃ 0.386.

To evaluate rn for the Hamiltonian (VII.16), we pick
the sector of the largest dimension, which we assume
to be chaotic. We further restrict it to the subspace
spanned by states invariant under translation and spa-
tial inversion, thereby removing degeneracies due to spa-
tial symmetries. Figure 2 shows the distribution of rn
for L = 20 with κ = κ′ = 0.789. Clearly, it follows
PGOE(r), supporting our claim about the chaotic nature
of the largest sector. We also find that the mean-gap ratio
⟨r⟩ = 0.531 is in excellent agreement with the theoretical
value ⟨r⟩GOE ≃ 0.536.

To provide further evidence for weak ergodicity break-
ing, we computed the half-chain entanglement entropy
for all eigenstates of the model in a finite volume. States
in the sectors with ergodicity breaking are expected to
have relatively small entanglement, whereas, for the ma-
jority of eigenstates, we expect volume-law entanglement,
which in the thermodynamic limit only depends on the
energy density of the state [6]. We used a volume L = 14
and diagonalized the Hamiltonian in the zero-momentum
sector of the integrable subspace and its complement sep-
arately. In this way, we can directly distinguish the en-
tanglement properties of the two types of eigenstates.

The results for the half-chain entanglement entropy
are given in Fig. 3. We find that most points from the
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chaotic sector collapse onto a curve, and these states have
relatively large entanglement. In contrast, states in the
integrable sector have lower entanglement and remain
scattered, rather than clustering around a curve. This
is characteristic of integrable models, see, e.g., [68–70].
Furthermore, we have identified each state in the inte-
grable sector and have checked that the corresponding
energy can also be calculated via Eq. (VII.15), the one
predicted with the Bethe ansatz. As for the adjacency
graph, there is one state that does not belong to the in-
tegrable sectors with a fixed number of particles (pairs
of down spin). This corresponds to a state with one spin
up and hence is trivially solvable.

Finally, we examine how the ratio of the dimension
of the chaotic sector to that of the full Hilbert space
varies with the volume L. Let Dchaos(L) be the dimension
of the chaotic sector for chain length L. We found that
Dchaos(L) follows the sequence

Dchaos(L) =

{
2L − LL − 1 if L is odd
2L − LL − L+ 1 if L is even

, (VII.20)

where LL is the Lth Lucas number defined by the recur-
rence relation LL = LL−1 + LL−2 with the initial condi-
tions L0 = 2 and L1 = 1.

The above result for Dchaos(L) can be understood by
computing the dimensions of the integrable subspaces.
The distinguished sector that we treated above in Section
VIIB has dimension

Dconstr =

{
LL if L is odd
LL − 1 if L is even

(VII.21)

If the volume is odd, then one gets an additional “in-
tegrable” subspace spanned by the state with all spins
down, and this is not included in Dconstr by the defini-
tion of that subspace. Finally, if the volume is even, one
has two additional integrable subspaces spanned by the
states with only one up spin that propagates on the even
or the odd sites, respectively. This gives an additional di-
mension L in the even case. Putting everything together,
one obtains the formula (VII.20). We also checked this
formula up to L = 22 by analyzing the adjacency graphs
directly.

Since LL ∼ φL, where φ = (1 +
√
5)/2 ∼ 1.618 is

the golden ratio, the ratio between Dchaos(L) and the
dimension of the full Hilbert space is given by

Dchaos

2L
∼ 1− (0.809)L, (VII.22)

which approaches 1 exponentially as L increases. In other
words, the non-ETH subspace is a vanishing fraction of
the full Hilbert space. This further confirms that our
model weakly breaks ergodicity (see Definition 2 for the
definition of weak ergodicity breaking).

s.u.

Figure 3. Plot of the half-chain entanglement entropy as a
function of the energy for the zero-momentum eigenstates of
the Hamiltonian (VII.16) with L = 14 and κ = κ′ = 0.789.
The black dots represent the states in the chaotic sector, while
the colored ones correspond those in the subsectors of the
integrable sector with different particles. The pink dot "1 s.u."
identifies the state with one spin up. The purple point (0, 0)
is degenerate and corresponds to state with 0, 4, 7 particles.

VIII. THE DIPOLE CONSERVING MODEL
AND ITS PERTURBATIONS

In this section, we treat the dipole-conserving model
introduced in [10]. The model displays Hilbert space frag-
mentation, and it was already found in [10, 39] that the
model has integrable sectors. We add perturbation terms
to the model, which will restore ergodicity for almost all
states, nevertheless keeping selected integrable sectors in-
tact.

The model is a spin-1 chain with a Hamiltonian with
three-site interactions. The original Hamiltonian is de-
fined as

H0 =
∑
j

h(j) (VIII.1)

with

h(j) = S−
j (S+

j+1)
2S−

j+2 + S+
j (S−

j+1)
2S+

j+2. (VIII.2)

Here S±
j are the standard raising/lowering operators act-

ing on site j. This Hamiltonian has no free parameters.
This model preserves the total magnetization and also

the dipole moment defined by

Sz =
∑
j

Sz
j , D =

∑
j

j Sz
j . (VIII.3)

Let us denote the local basis states as |+⟩, |0⟩ and |−⟩.
We say that |0⟩ is the vacuum state and |+⟩ and |−⟩ are
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charges of different sign above the vacuum. Dipole con-
servation implies that an isolated charge cannot move in
the vacuum, unless it emits a dipole. However, dipoles on
their own are mobile. The two dipole configurations are
|+−⟩ and |−+⟩, and the Hamiltonian generates hopping
terms for them. Inspection of the combination of rais-
ing/lowering operators indeed shows that we obtain the
transition matrix elements

|0 +−⟩ ↔ |+− 0⟩
|0−+⟩ ↔ |−+ 0⟩

(VIII.4)

These can be interpreted as hopping terms for the
dipoles. However, these are not the only transition matrix
elements of the Hamiltonian. The remaining processes are

|0 + 0⟩ ↔ |+−+⟩
|0− 0⟩ ↔ |−+−⟩

(VIII.5)

These can be interpreted as emission/annihilation of
dipoles with the isolated charges as seeds.

Fragmentation in the unperturbed model was dis-
cussed in detail in [10, 39]. Here we provide an alter-
native treatment by using the terminology of the “irre-
ducible strings” [36–38]. The irreducible strings are very
closely related to the “Statistically Localized Integrals of
Motion” introduced in [10, 39]. Once again they are de-
fined for the computational basis, with a procedure we
now explain.

For any basis state, let us disregard the vacuum config-
urations; this way we obtain a sequence of + and − signs.
Let us now apply the following rule to the sequence: any
occurrence of the triplets + − + and − + − have to be
replaced by + and −, respectively. This procedure has to
be applied iteratively until one reaches a sequence with
no occurrence of the distinguished triplets. It can be seen
that this final sequence is independent of the order of the
shortening steps. The final sequence consists of blocks of
+ and − signs such that each block has two or more el-
ements (except at the boundary). We call this sequence
the irreducible string. It can be seen that this is an in-
variant of the motion: the kinetic terms do not affect the
original sequence, and the remaining processes create or
annihilate the triplets that need to be deleted anyways
to obtain the irreducible string.

A. Integrable subspace

Simple integrable subspaces are given by the irre-
ducible strings that are essentially empty. In the case of
open boundary conditions, let us consider the irreducible
strings +, −, +− and −+. These strings correspond to
states in the Hilbert space where every + is followed by a
− and vice versa, with possible insertions of the local vac-
uum state 0. The four different sectors correspond to four
possibilities specified by the leftmost and the rightmost
charge.

It was shown in [39] that the dynamics in these four
sectors is equivalent to the XX model with open bound-
ary conditions. The correspondence is the following. Let
us perform a special type of bond-site transformation,
which is meaningful specifically in these four selected sec-
tors: we put a |→⟩ or |←⟩ to every bond between two
sites, according to whether the first charge to the right
of the bond is a |+⟩ or a |−⟩, respectively. An equivalent
rule is that we put a |→⟩ or |←⟩ to every bond, according
to whether the first charge to the left is a |−⟩ or a |+⟩,
respectively. If there are charges to the left and to the
right, too, then the two rules give the same bond vari-
able, and if there is a charge only to the left or only to
the right, then the appropriate rule needs to be applied.
As an effect, the arrows on the bonds will point from the
negative charges |−⟩ to the positive charges |+⟩.

Now it can be seen that all the transition matrix el-
ements in (VIII.4)-(VIII.5) are translated to the transi-
tions

|←→⟩ ↔ |→←⟩ (VIII.6)

on the bond variables. These transitions define the XX
model.

If we make the identifications |0⟩ → |0⟩, |+⟩ → |1⟩,
|−⟩ → |2⟩, then these distinguished subspaces become
identical to the integrable subspace H̃ of the perturbed
XXC models defined in Sec. IV C. However, the mech-
anism of Hilbert space fragmentation differs in the two
models, and also the definition of the irreducible string
differs. What is more, the specific embedding of the XX
model is also different. It is only the constrained sectors
themselves that are identical in these two models.

B. Weak ergodicity breaking

Now we introduce a perturbed Hamiltonian as

H =
∑
j

h(j) + h2f(j) + h3f(j), (VIII.7)

where h(j) is defined in Eq. (VIII.2),

h2f(j) = κ
[
(S−

j S
−
j+1)

2 + (S+
j S

+
j+1)

2
]
, (VIII.8)

and

h3f(j) = κ′
[
(S−

j S
−
j+1S

−
j+2)

2 +H.c.
]
. (VIII.9)

It can be seen that these special perturbations keep the
integrable sectors intact. This happens because the per-
turbation term h2f(j) in (VIII.8) only acts on local con-
figurations |++⟩ and |−−⟩, and these do not occur in
the integrable sectors. The term h3f(j) in (VIII.9) fur-
ther introduces matrix elements between disconnected
subspaces of the unperturbed Hamiltonian H0, but still
preserves the integrable sectors.

To demonstrate that the perturbations introduced
undo the fragmentation, we numerically study the model
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Figure 4. Hamiltonian structure of (a) the original model H0

in Eq. (VIII.1) and (b) the perturbed model H in Eq. (VIII.7)
with κ = κ′ = 1.0 for L = 7. Black (white) pixels represent
nonzero (vanishing) matrix elements. The rows and columns
are downsampled so that the structures are visible in the plots.

0 2 4 6 8 10 12
0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

L

D
ch
ao
s
/
3L

Figure 5. Ratio of the dimension of the chaotic sector to that
of the full Hilbert space as a function of L for the Hamiltonian
H in Eq. (VIII.7) with κ = κ′ = 1.0. Here Dchaos denotes the
sum of the dimensions of the (L−1)/2 largest subspaces. The
gray solid curve is a fit to the date using 1− exp(−αL) with
α ≃ 0.362. The ratio approaches 1 as the length increases.

in a finite volume with periodic boundary conditions. We
show in Fig. 4 the Hamiltonian structure of H0 in Eq.
(VIII.1) and H in Eq. (VIII.7) in a properly ordered
basis. Clearly, the perturbations connect exponentially
many disconnected subspaces of the original model, re-
sulting in a smaller number of sectors. Note that, in ad-
dition to the integrable sectors, there still remain many
small subspaces even after the perturbations are intro-
duced. This may be related to the conservation of the
local dipole moment in the original model, which is de-
fined within the region between two subsequent defects
[39].

While the remaining fragmentation deserves further in-
vestigation, we have found numerically that the first few
largest subspaces dominate the full Hilbert space; the ra-
tio of the sum of their dimensions and the total Hilbert
space dimension approaches 1 as L increases, as shown in
Fig. 5. This, together with the analysis of the adjacent-
gap ratios (see Fig. 6), suggests that the perturbed model
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Figure 6. Distribution of the adjacent-gap ratios of the Hamil-
tonian H in Eq. (VIII.7) for L = 13 with κ = κ′ = 1.0.
The data are collected from the subspace of the largest
chaotic sector, which is invariant under translation, spin-flip
(Sz

j → −Sz
j ), and spatial inversion. The dimension of this sub-

space is 15695. The mean gap ratio is ⟨r⟩ = 0.526, which is
in rough agreement with ⟨r⟩GOE ≃ 0.536. The GOE Wigner-
Dyson and Poisson distributions are shown for comparison.

exhibits weak ergodicity breaking according to Definition
2.

IX. INTEGRABLE MODELS DESIGNED FOR
CONSTRAINED HILBERT SPACES

In the literature, there exist models that are defined on
certain constrained subspaces of the configuration space,
and there is no guarantee that the Hamiltonians would be
integrable when extended to the full Hilbert space. It is a
natural idea to take these integrable models and consider
their action on the full Hilbert space. If the extension
is such that the constrained Hilbert space is preserved,
then we can find a non-integrable model with an iso-
lated integrable sector. This process typically results in
strong ergodicity breaking via fragmentation. However,
this fragmentation can be undone by adding the appro-
priate perturbations, thereby providing a somewhat dif-
ferent mechanism for finding an isolated integrable sector
in a chaotic model.

In two-dimensional (2D) statistical mechanics models,
famous examples for constrained models are the so-called
restricted solid-on-solid (RSOS) models, whose study
goes back to Baxter [71]. These models are in direct cor-
respondence with spin chain Hamiltonians, which act on
a constrained Hilbert space, such that the constraint fol-
lows directly from the restrictions of the 2D statistical
mechanics model.

Perhaps the most important example for such Hamilto-
nians is the RSOS family [72]. In this case, one deals with
the Rydberg constraint: the restricted Hilbert space con-
sists of states in the computational basis that do not have
two down spins on neighboring sites. A family of non-
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integrable Hamiltonians acting on this restricted space
was studied much earlier in [73, 74]. This family of model
Hamiltonians has two free parameters, and after a spe-
cialization one obtains the one-parameter family of inte-
grable models derived, for example, in [72]. This family
includes the so-called golden chain as a special point [75];
this critical Hamiltonian is related to the fusion rules of
anyons and also to the Temperley-Lieb algebra. Other in-
tegrable models defined on this restricted Hilbert space
were constructed recently in [76] (for interesting develop-
ments on Hilbert spaces with very different constraints,
see [77]).

If we take such an integrable Hamiltonian that acts
on the restricted Hilbert space and extend it formally so
that it should act on the full Hilbert space, one typically
ends up with immobile local configurations, which in turn
leads to strong Hilbert space fragmentation. For an ear-
lier discussion of this phenomenon in a related model,
see, for example, [78].

In order to circumvent this problem and obtain a ther-
malizing Hamiltonian for the complementary part of the
Hilbert space, we add perturbation terms that create
hopping processes for otherwise immobile local config-
urations, while keeping the constrained subspace intact.
This way, we obtain a new mechanism for weak ergodicity
breaking.

A crucial difference between this approach and our
other examples is that now the integrable model for the
constrained subspace does not necessarily have any kind
of particle conservation. To illustrate this, we now con-
sider a specific example of constrained Hilbert spaces,
namely the Rydberg constraint.

A. The spin-1/2 off-critical RSOS chains

In this case, the constraint is as follows: in the compu-
tational basis, we select those states where no two down
spins are adjacent. This constraint naturally arises in ex-
periments with Rydberg atoms [79], and is often called
Rydberg blockade or Rydberg constraint. Certain non-
integrable models defined for this Hilbert space (namely
the so-called PXP model and its generalizations) host
quantum many-body scars [4, 5, 7].

Integrable Hamiltonians acting on this constrained
Hilbert space, and having three-site interactions were
studied in [72], although the crucial elements of the the-
ory go back to [80, 81]. These integrable Hamiltonians
are given by

H int =
∑
j

hint(j), (IX.1)

where

hint(j) = PjXj+1Pj+2 + aNj+1 + bNjNj+2 (IX.2)

with

ab+ b2 = 1, (IX.3)

and periodic boundary conditions are imposed. Notice
that this Hamiltonian does not preserve the magnetiza-
tion due to the single spin-flip operator Xj+1.

Let us consider the action of this Hamiltonian on the
full Hilbert space. In this case, the integrability of the full
model is strictly speaking lost. We find that two neighbor-
ing down spins become fully immobile under the action of
this Hamiltonian. This implies that the full Hilbert space
fragments into exponentially many sectors according to
the placements of blocks of down spins.

In order to circumvent this fragmentation, we consider
the following Hamiltonian acting on the full Hilbert space

H =
∑
j

hint(j) + κhkin(j) + κ′hX(j). (IX.4)

Here hkin(j) is given by (VII.3) and

hX(j) = XjNj+1Nj+2 +NjNj+1Xj+2. (IX.5)

It is important that both hkin(j) and hX(j) act as iden-
tically zero on the constrained Hilbert space, therefore,
they preserve it. However, they undo the fragmentation.
The operator hkin(j) provides a kinetic term for a block of
two neighboring down spins, and hX(j) further changes
the number of down spins, but only if there are two or
more such down spins at neighboring positions.

We claim that these perturbations undo the fragmen-
tation such that the full model becomes ergodic. This
claim is justified below by numerical computations.

Figure 7. Adjacency graph of the Hamiltonian H in Eq. (IX.4)
for L = 8 with a = 1.5, b = 0.5, and κ = κ′ = 0. The upper left
sector corresponds to the integrable model in the constrained
Hilbert space. For better visibility, we have removed the loops
in the graph.
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(a)

(b)

Figure 8. Adjacency graph of the Hamiltonian H in Eq. (IX.4)
for L = 8 with a = 1.5, b = 0.5, and κ = κ′ = 1.0. (a) Chaotic
sector with 209 states. (b) Integrable sector with 47 states,
corresponding to the upper left sector in the adjacency graph
of the undeformed model shown in Fig. 7.

B. Numerical investigations

As before, we demonstrate numerically that the Hamil-
tonian H in Eq. (IX.4) describes a model with weak er-
godicity breaking. In this model, the integrability is man-
ifest in the constrained Hilbert space, where two down
spins are not allowed to occupy adjacent sites. In the
full Hilbert space, the model exhibits fragmentation. We
show that after adding the two engineered perturbations,
the integrable sector is preserved, but in the complemen-
tary space, the remaining sectors are not fragmented any-
more and are merged into a chaotic sector.

First, we show in Fig. 7 the adjacency graph for the un-
perturbed Hamiltonian highlighting the presence of many
subsectors. This fragmentation arises from the fact that
a block of two adjacent down spins is immobile. Then,
we add the perturbation terms hkin(j) and hX(j) that
undo the fragmentation. We show the adjacency graph
of the perturbed model in Fig. 8, where only two sectors
are present. We claim that the larger sector (a) corre-
sponds to the chaotic sector. To confirm this, we show
in Fig. 9 that the adjacent-gap ratio distribution for sec-
tor (a) follows the Wigner-Dyson distribution. The other
sector, (b) in Fig. 8, is the integrable sector, which can
be identified in the adjacency graph of the unperturbed
model shown in Fig. 7. The adjacent-gap ratio distribu-
tion for this sector follows the Poisson distribution, as
shown in Fig 10. We calculate the mean-gap ratios and
obtain ⟨r⟩ = 0.532 for sector (a) and ⟨r⟩ = 0.394 for
sector (b), which supporting our claim.

Next, we numerically compute the half-chain entan-
glement entropy, which is an indicator of weak ergodic-
ity breaking. Figure 11 shows the results for the zero-
momentum sector of the Hamiltonian H in Eq. (IX.4)
with L = 16, a = 1.5, b = 0.5, and κ = κ′ = 1. We ob-
serve that the states in the chaotic sector collapse onto
a curve and have higher entropy compared to those in
the integrable sector. Interestingly, the low-entanglement
states appear to form multiple arcs, reminiscent of quan-
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Figure 9. Distribution of the adjacent-gap ratios of the Hamil-
tonian H in Eq. (IX.4) for L = 20 with a = 1.5, b = 0.5, and
κ = κ′ = 1.0. The data are collected from the subspace of the
chaotic sector, which is translationally invariant and even un-
der spatial inversion. The dimension of this subspace is 26557.
The GOE Wigner-Dyson and Poisson distributions are shown
for comparison.

tum many-body scars in the PXP model [4, 5]. How-
ever, elucidating the underlying mechanism is beyond the
scope of this work.

Finally, we discuss the ratio of the dimension of the
chaotic sector to that of the full Hilbert space. It is
well known that the dimension of the restricted Hilbert
space subject to the Rydberg constraint is equal to the
Lth Lucas number for a chain of length L with periodic
boundary conditions [4]. Consequently, the dimension
Dchaos(L) of the chaotic sector is given by Dchaos(L) =
2L − LL, where LL is the Lth Lucas number, as before.
This leads to Dchaos/2

L ∼ 1−(0.809)L, which approaches
1 exponentially with L, further evidencing weak ergodic-
ity breaking in our model.

X. QUANTUM CIRCUITS

In this section, we show that the embeddings of in-
tegrable models are not restricted to continuous-time
evolution, but also to certain types of quantum circuits
that describe discrete-time evolution. It is known that
for integrable models associated with the Yang-Baxter
equation there exist integrable Trotterizations, which are
regular quantum circuits that approximate continuous-
time evolution [82]. Here we show that the Hamiltonians
described above can be approximated by similar quan-
tum circuits such that there is a distinguished integrable
sector where dynamics coincides with that of the corre-
sponding integrable Trotterization.

The idea is to take a model Hamiltonian

H = H int +HX =
∑
j

hint(j) + hX(j), (X.1)

where hint(j) is the integrable part, and hX(j) is a per-
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Figure 10. Distribution of the adjacent-gap ratios of the
Hamiltonian H in Eq. (IX.4) for L = 25 with a = 1.5, b = 0.5,
and κ = κ′ = 1.0. The data are collected from the subspace
of the integrable sector, which is translationally invariant and
even under spatial inversion. The dimension of this subspace
is 3545. The GOE Wigner-Dyson and Poisson distributions
are shown for comparison.
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Figure 11. Plot of energy vs half-chain entanglement entropy
for the zero-momentum eigenstates of the deformed RSOS
model (IX.4) with L = 16, a = 1.5, b = 0.5, and κ = κ′ = 1.
The black dots represent the states in the chaotic sector, while
the red ones correspond to those in the integrable sector.

turbation. We approximate the continuous time evolution
as

e−iHt ≈ (U intUX)N , (X.2)

where U int and UX are unitary operators constructed
using local quantum gates, and N is the so-called Trotter
number. It follows that the product U intUX is assumed
to approximate e−iH(∆t), where ∆t = t/N .

We will construct circuits such that

U int ≈ e−iHint(∆t), UX ≈ e−iHX(∆t) (X.3)

We will use the so-called brickwork circuits for both uni-
tary operators; for a depiction of a brickwork circuit see

Figure 12. An example for a brickwork circuit with two-site
gates and open boundary condition. It is understood that time
flows in the vertical direction. The wires stand for the qudits
and boxes denote two-site gates.

Fig. 12. The key idea is that U int will be given by ex-
actly the same brickwork circuit as for the purely inte-
grable model, whereas UX will be given by a brickwork
circuit that uses only the perturbation terms. This im-
plies that the integrable sectors will be the same as in
the case of the Hamiltonians. The actual time evolution
will be slightly different due to the discretization, but
the kinetic constraints and the conserved quantities (irre-
ducible strings) will not be affected by the discretization.
The fact that the continuous and discrete time evolution
can lead to the same Hilbert space fragmentation was
already noticed in [9, 10].

The concrete formulas for U int and UX depend on the
model. The circuit geometry depends slightly on the in-
teraction range of the Hamiltonian. Nearest neighbor in-
teracting models are the simplest. In those cases one can
apply the formulas of [82]. In the case of three-site and
four-site interactions, the integrable Trotterizations can
be constructed using the techniques of [83].

In this section, we provide examples for these dis-
cretizations, but we do not give the final formulas for
every embedding that we considered in the previous sec-
tions. Here our goal is simply to demonstrate that the
integrable embeddings can be lifted also to the circuits.

A. Circuits for the perturbed Maassarani-Mathieu
spin chain

Now we consider the model defined in Sec. IV. More
specifically we focus on the Hamiltonian

H =
∑
j

hkinj,j+1 + hpairj,j+1, (X.4)

where hkinj,j+1 and hpairj,j+1 are given by (III.7) and (IV.17),
respectively. We set the diagonal interaction terms to zero
for simplicity, such that the kinetic term describes the
original Maassarani-Mathieu spin chain [25].
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Now we discretize the time evolution dictated by this
Hamiltonian. We construct a quantum circuit of the form

U = U intUX , (X.5)

where both factors are given by a “brickwork” geometry:

U int =

L/2∏
j=1

V int
2j,2j+1

L/2∏
j=1

V int
2j−1,2j

UX =

L/2∏
j=1

V X
2j,2j+1

L/2∏
j=1

V X
2j−1,2j ,

(X.6)

where V int
k,k+1 and V X

k,k+1 are two-site gates. For the inte-
grable part we choose the gate to be an evaluation of the
so-called Ř matrix [82]:

V int
k,k+1 = Ř(−µ), (X.7)

where µ ∈ R is a parameter of the circuit, and the Ř
matrix is the solution of the Yang-Baxter relation corre-
sponding to this model [25]. It is given by [25]

Řj,k(µ) =i sin(µ)h
kin
j,k + (N tot

j Pk + PjN
tot
k )+

+ cos(µ)(PjPk +N tot
j N tot

k ),
(X.8)

where we used the notations introduced in Sec. III. For
small values of µ, the operator Řj,k(µ) is a good approx-
imation for exp(−ihkinj,j+1µ).

It follows from the general construction in [82] that
time evolution by U int only gives an integrable Trotteri-
zation for the Maassarani-Mathieu spin chain.

For the circuit responsible for the perturbation we can
simply choose

V X
k,k+1 = exp(−ihpairk,k+1µ). (X.9)

The introduction of these two-site gates generally breaks
integrability. Nevertheless, these two-site gates act as the
identity on the distinguished integrable subspace, there-
fore they preserve the integrability of the distinguished
sector.

B. Circuits for the perturbed folded XXZ model

Now we consider the perturbed model treated in Sec.
VIIC. More concretely, we intend to discretize the time
evolution given by the Hamiltonian

H = H int +HX , (X.10)

where now

H int =
∑
j

hkin(j), (X.11)

where hkin(j) is given by (VII.3), and

HX =
∑
j

h̃kin(j) + hX(j) (X.12)

where h̃kin(j) and hX(j) are given by eqs. (VII.17)-
(VII.18).

The integrable part of the Hamiltonian can be dis-
cretized by the constructions in [83], using the Lax opera-
tors given in [28]. This construction is a generalization of
the usual algebraic treatment of integrable spin chains, by
extending the formalism to the so-called medium range
interactions, which span a few sites instead of just two.
Here we do not discuss this construction, we just refer
the reader to the papers [28, 83]. However, we give the
concrete formulas for the circuits.

For technical reasons discussed below, let us assume
that L is a multiple of 3. Then the integrable part is
discretized as

V int =
∏

k=1,2,3

L/3−1∏
j=0

V3j+k,3j+k+1,3j+k+2, (X.13)

where Vj,j+1,j+2 is given by an evaluation of the so-called
Lax operator, more concretely

Vj,j+1,j+2 = Pj+1Řj,j+2(−µ), (X.14)

where µ is a real parameter, and Ř is the R-matrix of the
XX model acting on two sites, given concretely by

Řj,k(−µ) =

1
cos(µ) −i sin(µ)
−i sin(µ) cos(µ)

1

 . (X.15)

For the non-integrable part we can choose multiple
types of discretizations. The perturbations have 4 site
interactions, so the most homogeneous discretization can
be done if L is also a multiple of 4, and we build

V X =
∏

k=1,2,3,4

L/4−1∏
j=0

V X
4j+k,4j+k+1,4j+k+2,4j+k+3,

(X.16)
where now

V X
j,j+1,j+2,j+3 = exp[−iµ(h̃kin(j) + hX(j))]. (X.17)

XI. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we uncovered multiple mechanisms that
allow for the embedding of an integrable model into the
Hilbert space of an otherwise ergodic model. A distin-
guished property of the embeddings was that the inte-
grable subspace is not of product form with respect to
real space. Alternatively, the projector to the integrable
subspace has non-zero operator entanglement.

Interestingly, we found that for all such nontrivial em-
beddings the models are perturbations of simpler mod-
els with Hilbert space fragmentation. The perturbations
are such that they preserve the distinguished integrable
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subspace, but they connect all (or almost all) other sub-
spaces, making the model ergodic in the complement of
the integrable subspace. The preservation of the inte-
grable subspace appears to be connected to conservation
laws of the fragmented models. These observations hold
for all our examples, including the model of [8], which ap-
pears to be the only known example in the literature for
the special type of ergodicity breaking that we consider.

It is an interesting question whether there are other
mechanisms for non-trivial embeddings of integrable
models. In our examples, the distinguished subspaces
could be identified by certain spin patterns, and the basis
for the subspace could be easily prepared in the compu-
tational basis. It is an interesting question whether there
are more complicated rules for the integrable subspace,
such that the model Hamiltonians remain local.

In our examples, we managed to embed the XX model,
the XXZ model, the constrained XXZ model, and the so-
called integrable RSOS chains into the Hilbert spaces of
chaotic models. Interestingly, we did not find any mech-
anism that could embed the XYZ chain. This remains an
open problem for future works.

Finally, we remark that some of our examples can be

used to construct models hosting quantum many-body
scars. The key idea is to introduce perturbations that
annihilate the target scar states while breaking the in-
tegrability of the distinguished subspaces. For instance,
following the method in [84], the XX model embedded in
an integrable subspace can be perturbed such that the
resulting Hamiltonian leaves a set of exact eigenstates
intact.
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