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We investigate nonergodic behavior of the one-dimensional Bose-Hubbard model, which emerges
in the unitary quantum dynamics starting with initial-state |ψ(0)〉 = | · · · 2020 · · · 〉 in the presence
of a trapping potential. We compute the level spacing statistic, the time evolution of the number
imbalance between the odd and the even sites, and the entanglement entropy in order to show
that the system exhibits nonergodicity in a strongly interacting regime. The trapping potential
enhances nonergodicity even when the trapping potential is weak compared to the the hopping
energy. We derive the effective spin-1/2 XXZ Hamiltonian for the strongly interacting regimes by
using a perturbation method. On the basis of the effective Hamiltonian, we show that the trapping
potential is effectively strengthened by the on-site interaction, leading to the enhancement of the
nonergodic behavior. We also calculate the real-time dynamics under the effective Hamiltonian and
find that the entanglement entropy grows logarithmically in time.

I. INTRODUCTION

Thanks to the development of artificial quantum sys-
tems, such as ultracold gases, trapped ions, and Rydberg
atoms, the problem of thermalization of isolated quantum
systems has attracted much attention in the past decade.
The key concept of this problem is the eigenstate ther-
malization hypothesis (ETH) [1–3], which states that the
expectation value of a few-body operator with respect to
an eigenstate of the Hamiltonian of a quantum many-
body system coincides with that of the microcanonical
ensemble. When the system satisfies the strong version
of the ETH (all eigenstates satisfy the ETH), the sys-
tem thermalizes after long-time unitary evolution [4, 5].
Thus, the ETH can be regarded as the quantum version
of the ergodicity hypothesis.

Integrable systems [6–10] and many-body localized sys-
tems [11–19] are known as systems that do not satisfy the
ETH. The integrable systems do not thermalize due to
the presence of an extensive number of conserved quan-
tities. The thermal equilibrium states of the integrable
systems can be described by the generalized Gibbs en-
semble [6, 9, 10]. The many-body localization (MBL)
phase appears in the presence of a strongly disordered
potential. Although the MBL systems are not integrable,
there is an extensive number of conserved quantities due
to the strong disorder. Therefore, the MBL systems do
not thermalize.

Recently, novel types of nonergodic systems in the ab-
sence of disordered potentials have been found theoret-
ically and experimentally, such as quantum many-body
scar [20–22], Stark MBL [23, 24], and Hilbert space frag-
mentation (or shattering) [25–27]. In systems where the

∗Electronic address: kunimi@ims.ac.jp
†Electronic address: danshita@phys.kindai.ac.jp

quantum many-body scar can occur, some eigenstates
(scar states) that violate the ETH exist. If we choose
a state overlapped largely with the scar states, the sys-
tem does not thermalize. This phenomenon has been
observed in quantum simulators using Rydberg atoms in
an optical tweezer array [28, 29]. The Stark MBL oc-
curs in the presence of a strong linear potential and an
additional weak nonlinear potential. The properties of
the Stark MBL are similar to those of the disordered
MBL. The stark MBL has been observed in trapped-
ion systems [30]. The Hilbert space fragmentation oc-
curs when some dynamical constraints are present. The
Hilbert space is then fragmented into an exponentially
large number of subsectors, which are not related to
symmetries of the system. Because the dynamics are
restricted in one or a few of these subsectors, the sys-
tem does not thermalize. This phenomenon has been
observed in a one-dimensional (1D) Fermi gas in an op-
tical lattice, which serves as a quantum simulator of the
Fermi-Hubbard model, in the presence of a strong linear
potential [31, 32].

In this paper, we study nonergodic behavior of the 1D
Bose-Hubbard model. The previous works investigated
level-spacing statistics, expectation values of physical
quantities of the eigenstates and dynamics, and showed
that strong interparticle interactions lead to the noner-
godicity even when the system is homogeneous [33–37].
From these works, it can be expected that the nonergodic
behavior is likely due to the Hilbert space fragmentation.
From an experimental point of view, it is important to
consider the effects of a trapping potential, and there are
several previous works along this direction [38–40]. In
particular, Yao and co-workers considered the dynamics
of the 1D Bose-Hubbard model with a strong parabolic
potential with initial-state |ψ(0)〉 = |· · · 1010 · · · 〉 [39, 40].
They showed that the system exhibits the MBL-like be-
havior when the strength of the trapping potential is
strong enough. They also found that the growth of the
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entanglement entropy (EE) is logarithmic in time.
Unlike the previous work by Yao and co-workers, we

focus on the initial condition |ψ(0)〉 = |· · · 2020 · · · 〉. In
this case, nonergodic dynamics have been found in a
strongly interacting regime when there is no trapping po-
tential [35, 37]. We show that a weak trapping potential
enhances the nonergodic behavior caused by the large
interaction. To understand this property, we derive the
effective Hamiltonian by using a perturbation method,
which is valid for the strongly interacting regime. The
effective Hamiltonian becomes the spin-1/2 XXZ model
with nonuniform spin exchange and a longitudinal mag-
netic field. Based on the effective Hamiltonian, we dis-
cuss the origin of the nonergodic behavior in the case
that the trapping potential is weak. We also find the log-
arithmic growth of the EE in time for some parameters.

This paper is organized as follows: In Sec. II, we ex-
plain our model. In Sec. IIIA, we show the results of
small systems based on calculations using the full Hilbert
space, which we call the exact diagonalization (ED). The
level-spacing statistics and the real-time evolution are
discussed. In Sec. III B, we show the results of rela-
tively large systems based on the matrix product state
(MPS) calculations. We calculate the real-time dynam-
ics of the imbalance and EE. We also derive the effective
XXZ Hamiltonian and show the results of real-time dy-
namics under the effective Hamiltonian. In Sec. IV, we
summarize our results. In the Appendix, we explain the
details of the Schrieffer-Wolff transformation.

II. MODEL

We consider the Bose-Hubbard model [41] on a 1D
open chain. This model quantitatively describes ultra-
cold 1D Bose gases in a sufficiently deep optical lat-
tice [42, 43]. The Hamiltonian is given by

Ĥ = −J
∑
〈i,j〉

â†i âj +

M∑
i=1

Vin̂i +
U

2

M∑
i=1

n̂i(n̂i − 1), (1)

where âi(â
†
i ) is an annihilation (creation) operator of a

boson at site i, n̂i ≡ â†i âi is a number operator at site
i, J > 0 is a hopping amplitude, U > 0 is an on-site
interaction strength, 〈i, j〉 represents the summation over
nearest-neighbor sites, M is the number of lattice sites,
Vi = Ω[i − (M + 1)/2]2 is the parabolic potential, and
Ω > 0 is the strength of the parabolic potential. For
simplicity, we consider the even-M case only.

We use a number basis |n〉 ≡ |n1, n2, . . . nM 〉, where
ni = 0, 1, . . . is the number of atoms at site i. Because the
Hamiltonian (1) has U(1) symmetry, we restrict the basis
|n〉 in the Hilbert subspace HN ≡ {|φ〉 |N̂ |φ〉 = N |φ〉}
where N̂ ≡

∑
i n̂i is the total number operator and N

is the total number of atoms in the system. In addi-
tion to the U(1) symmetry, the system has the space-
inversion symmetry. The Bose-Hubbard Hamiltonian (1)

commutes with the space inversion operator Î, which is
defined by ÎâiÎ−1 = âM−i+1. Throughout this paper, we
use the U(1) symmetry to reduce the computational cost.
In Sec. III A, we use both U(1) and space inversion sym-
metry to diagonalize the Hamiltonian (1) in the Hilbert
subspace HN,I = {|φ〉 | N̂ |φ〉 = N |φ〉 , Î |φ〉 = I |φ〉},
where I = ±1 is the eigenvalue of the space inversion
operator. See the details of the ED in Refs. [44, 45].

III. RESULTS

A. Small systems

In this section, we present the results obtained by ED
for M = N = 10. First, we show the level spacing statis-
tics. We calculate the mean level spacing ratio r defined
as [46, 47]

r ≡ 〈min(rn, 1/rn)〉 , (2)

where rn ≡ sn+1/sn, sn ≡ En+1 − En, En is the nth
eigenenergy of the Hamiltonian in the Hilbert subspace
HN,I and 〈· · · 〉 represents the average over all states, re-
spectively. Here, we sort the eigenenergy in the ascending
order: E1 ≤ E2 ≤ · · · . The mean level spacing ratio is
an indicator of the ergodicity. If the system is ergodic,
the system is well described by the random matrix the-
ory. Because the Bose-Hubbard model is spinless and
has time-reversal symmetry, we expect that the system
has similar features to the Gaussian orthogonal ensem-
ble. In this case, the mean level spacing ratio becomes
r ' 0.53. In contrast to this, if the system is localized or
integrable, the level spacing statistics obey the Poisson
distribution. In this case, the mean level spacing ratio is
given by r ' 0.38.

Figure 1 shows the mean level spacing ratio versus U/J
for several values of Ω/J in the Hilbert subspace HN,I
with N = 10 and I = +1. We see that when the trap-
ping potential is as weak as Ω/J ≤ 0.02, r is close to
the Wigner-Dyson (Poisson) value in a region of small
(large) U/J . This behavior is consistent with the previ-
ous work in the absence of the trapping potential [33, 37].
As we will see below, the nonergodic behavior appears in
the Poisson distribution regime. This behavior can be
understood by the Hilbert space fragmentation induced
by the large on-site interaction. To see this, we consider
the atomic limit (J = Ω = 0). In this case, the en-
ergy eigenstate of the Hamiltonian (1) is given by |n〉
and can be characterized by the partition of N , which
is a way of expressing N as a sum of positive integers.
The particle number N can be written by N =

∑N
j=0 jlj ,

where lj is the number of ni in |n〉 that satisfies ni = j.
When the different states |n〉 and |n′〉 have the same
l ≡ (l0, l1, . . . , lN ), the eigenenergy of these states is the
same. This means that we can label the eigenstates by
l. The asymptotic form of the total number of the parti-
tion is given by p(N) ∼ [1/(4N

√
3)] exp (π

√
2N/3)] [48].
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FIG. 1: Mean level spacing ratio for the Bose-Hubbard model
of M = N = 10 and I = +1 as a function of U/J . The black
solid dashed and dotted lines represent the predicted values
of the Wigner-Dyson and Poisson distributions. In the case
of I = −1, the results are almost the same as I = +1 (data
are not shown).
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FIG. 2: Time evolution of the imbalance of the Bose-Hubbard
model of M = N = 10 and Ω = 0.02J .

This means that an exponentially large number of sectors
exist. In the case that 0 < J � U and 0 < Ω � U , the
different sectors are coupled due to the hopping term.
Nevertheless, the above structure will survive because
there is a large energy gap between the different subsec-
tors as long as U/J is large. Therefore, the nonergod-
icity in the Poisson distribution regime for small Ω/J
can be attributed to the Hilbert space fragmentation
induced by the large on-site interaction. On the other
hand, when Ω/J ≥ 1.0, r significantly deviates from the
Wigner-Dyson value for all values of U/J . It also devi-
ates from the Poisson value for large values of U/J . One
possible reason for this behavior is the emergence of the
quadrupole conservation law, which leads to the Hilbert
space fragmentation induced by large Ω [26, 27, 49, 50].
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FIG. 3: Time evolution of the entanglement entropy of the
Bose-Hubbard model of M = N = 10 and Ω = 0.02J . The
black dashed line represents the Page value. The black solid
line represents ln(t) for a guide to the eye.

Next, we calculate the time evolution by solving the
time-dependent Schrödinger equation

i~
d

dt
|ψ(t)〉 = Ĥ |ψ(t)〉 , (3)

where |ψ(t)〉 is a state vector at time t. The ini-
tial condition is |ψ(0)〉 = |2020 · · · 〉. We use the
fourth-order Runge-Kutta method. Here, we focus
on two physical quantities. One is a particle num-
ber imbalance I(t) ≡ [Nodd(t) − Neven(t)]/N , where
Nodd(t) ≡ 〈ψ(t)|

∑
i=1,3··· n̂i |ψ(t)〉 and Neven(t) ≡

〈ψ(t)|
∑

i=2,4··· n̂i |ψ(t)〉 are the particle numbers of odd
and even sites, respectively. This quantity is a good in-
dicator of the nonergodicity because the imbalance be-
comes zero in the thermal equilibrium states. Another
advantage of the imbalance is that it can be experimen-
tally measured by using the band mapping technique
with optical superlattices [31, 32, 51]. The other quantity
is the von Neumann EE: S(t) ≡ −Tr{ρ̂A(t) ln[ρ̂A(t)]},
where ρ̂A(t) ≡ TrB [ρ̂(t)] is the reduced density matrix
of the subsystem A, TrB denotes the trace over the
subsystem B (complement of the subsystem A), and
ρ̂(t) ≡ |ψ(t)〉 〈ψ(t)| is the density matrix of the whole
system. Throughout this paper, we consider a bipartite
EE, that is, the subsystem A is always taken to be the
half-left of the system.

Figures 2 and 3 show the time evolution of the im-
balance and EE for Ω = 0.02J . We can see that the
imbalance decays to zero for small values of U/J , which
indicates that thermalization occurs. The thermalization
can also be seen in the EE. The EE for U/J = 1 and 5
almost saturates at the Page value SPage, which is an
EE of the random state vector [52]. In the present case,
we calculate the Page value by generating 1000 random
normalized vectors in the Hilbert space HN . We omit
the error bars of the Page value in Fig. 3 because the
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FIG. 4: Time evolution of the imbalance of the Bose-Hubbard
model for M = 50, N = 32, and Ω = 0.02J .

statistical uncertainty is sufficiently small.
On the contrary to the case that U/J is small, the non-

ergodic behavior appears when U/J is large. In Fig. 2,
we can see that when U/J ≥ 20, the imbalance notice-
ably deviates from zero, at least, up to t = 2000~/J . As
seen in Fig. 3, the nonergodicity of the dynamics is evi-
dent also in the EE. The growth of the EE is quite slow.
In particular, we can see the logarithmic growth of the
EE for U/J = 20. This logarithmic growth of the EE is
similar to the disordered MBL cases [19]. We note that
this logarithmic growth of the EE under the disorder-free
potential has been found in Refs. [38–40].

B. Large systems

In this section, we present the results obtained by
MPS for relatively large systems. We take M = 50 and
Ω = 0.02J . These values are evaluated by a realistic
experimental setup [53]. The strength of the trapping
potential Ω = 0.02J roughly corresponds to a trap fre-
quency ω/2π ∼ 30 Hz. To perform the calculations of
real-time dynamics in large systems by means of MPS,
we use the time-evolving block decimation (TEBD) al-
gorithm [54, 55] exploiting U(1) symmetry [56]. We re-
strict the dimension of the local Hilbert space dmax = 5-9
(the maximum occupation number is nmax = dmax − 1)
and use the maximum bond dimension χmax = 100-1600,
which depend on the parameters. The initial condition
for the real-time evolution is|ψ(0)〉 = |· · · 2020 · · · 〉. Here,
the particles are placed only near the central part of the
system in order to mimic the actual experiments.

Figure 4 shows the time evolution of the imbalance for
M = 50, N = 32, and Ω = 0.02J . We can see that the
slow decay of the imbalance for the large values of U/J .
We can also find that the growth of the EE for the large
U/J is quite slow (see Fig. 5). These results suggest that
the system is nonergodic for large U/J . On the other
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FIG. 5: Time evolution of the entanglement entropy of the
Bose-Hubbard model for M = 50, N = 32, and Ω = 0.02J .
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FIG. 6: Time evolution of the imbalance of the Bose-Hubbard
model for M = 50, N = 16, and Ω = 0.02J .

hand, we can see the fast decay of the imbalance and
rapid growth of the EE when U/J is small. This behav-
ior is consistent with the thermalization. However, our
calculations for small U/J are limited to short timescale
t . 10~/J because the growth of the EE is fast. We can-
not access the fully thermalized states in the small U/J
cases.

For comparison, we consider the case that the initial
state is |ψ(0)〉 = |· · · 1010 · · · 〉, where we set M = 50,
N = 16, and Ω = 0.02J . The time evolution of the im-
balance is shown in Fig. 6. Comparing with the previous
situations, we can see that the decay of the imbalance is
fast and the results are almost independent of the inter-
action. This behavior is qualitatively different from the
case that the initial state is |ψ(0)〉 = |· · · 2020 · · · 〉.

In order to understand this difference, we derive the
effective model of the Bose-Hubbard Hamiltonian (1)
for large U/J using the Schrieffer-Wolff transformation
[57, 58]. Here, we consider the Hilbert subspace H02 =
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{|n〉 |ni = 0 or 2, N =
∑

i ni}. To write down the effec-
tive Hamiltonian, we introduce the spin-1/2 operators;
Ŝz
i ≡ (1/2)(|2i〉 〈2i| − |0i〉 〈0i|), Ŝ+

i ≡ |2i〉 〈0i| = (Ŝ−i )†,
Ŝx
i ≡ (Ŝ+

i + Ŝ−i )/2, and Ŝy
i ≡ (Ŝ+

i − Ŝ
−
i )/(2i). This map-

ping means that we regard |2i〉 as |↑i〉 and |0〉i as |↓i〉,
where |↑i〉 and |↓i〉 are the eigenstates of Ŝz

i . Using these
operators, we can write down the effective Hamiltonian
in the spin language (see the Appendix),

Ĥ02
eff = E0 +

M∑
i=1

hzi Ŝ
z
i

+ 2

M−1∑
i=1

J̃i,i+1(Ŝx
i+1Ŝ

x
i + Ŝy

i+1Ŝ
y
i − 4Ŝz

i+1Ŝ
z
i ),

(4)

J̃i,i+1 ≡


2J2U

U2 − (Vi+1 − Vi)2
, i = 1, · · · ,M − 1,

0, i = 0, or M,

(5)

E0 ≡
1

2
MU +

M∑
i=1

Vi −
M−1∑
i=1

J̃i,i+1, (6)

hzi ≡ 2Vi − 2(J̃i−1,i + J̃i,i+1)− 2J+
i,i+1 − 2J−i−1,i, (7)

J±i,i+1 ≡


J2

U ± (Vi+1 − Vi)
, i = 1, · · · ,M − 1,

0, i = 0, or M.

(8)

This result shows that the effective Hamiltonian is a spin-
1/2 XXZ model with a nonuniform exchange coupling
and nonuniform magnetic field along the z direction. We
note that the effective Hamiltonian for Ω = 0 has been
derived in Refs. [35, 37]. Our results can be regarded
as the extension of these previous works that include in-
homogeneous potentials. We also note that the effective
Hamiltonian of two-component bosons in a trapping po-
tential has been derived in Ref. [59].

Here, we discuss the validity of the perturbation the-
ory. From Eqs. (5) and (8), if U ' |Vi+1 − Vi| is
satisfied, the perturbation theory breaks down because
state |1i1i+1〉 has almost the same energy as the |0i2i+1〉
or |2i0i+1〉 states. In the following, we consider case
U � |Vi+1 − Vi| for all i, which we refer to as the weak
trap. Note that the similar situations have been discussed
in Ref. [39].

In a similar manner, we can derive the effective
Hamiltonian in the Hilbert subspace H01 ≡ {|n〉 |ni =
0 or 1, N =

∑
i ni}. The effective Hamiltonian is given

by

Ĥ01
eff = E′0 +

M∑
i=1

h′zi τ̂
z
i

− 2J

M−1∑
i=1

(τ̂xi+1τ̂
x
i + τ̂yi+1τ̂

y
i )− 2

M−1∑
i=1

J̃i,i+1τ̂
z
i+1τ̂

z
i

(9)

E′0 ≡
M∑
i=1

(
Vi
2
− J̃i,i+1

2

)
, (10)

h′zi = Vi − J̃i−1,i − J̃i,i+1, (11)

where we defined the other spin-1/2 operators by τ̂zi ≡
(1/2)(|1i〉 〈1i| − |0i〉 〈0i|), τ̂+

i ≡ |1i〉 〈0i| = (τ̂−i )†, τ̂xi ≡
(τ̂+

i + τ̂−i )/2, and τ̂yi ≡ (τ̂+
i − τ̂

−
i )/(2i).

Here, we discuss the nonergodic behavior from a view-
point of the effective Hamiltonians (4) and (10). The
hopping process and nearest-neighbor density-density in-
teraction in H02 (or XY and ZZ interactions in the spin
language), namely, |0i2i+1〉 ↔ |2i0i+1〉 and |2i2i+1〉 ↔
|2i2i+1〉, come from the second-order perturbation. The
magnitude of these processes scale as O(J2/U). This
means that all the interaction terms vanish in the limit
U → ∞. The nonvanishing term is the magnetic-field
term, which does not change the spin configuration. We
also find that the ratio of the strength of the trapping po-
tential Ω and the effective hopping is given by Ω/(J2/U).
This means that the strength of the trapping poten-
tial is enhanced by the on-site interaction. In fact, for
Ω = 0.02J and U/J = 100, we obtain Ω/(J2/U) = 2,
which means that the strength of the trapping poten-
tial and the effective hopping energy are comparable.
This large effective trapping potential leads to the en-
hancement of the nonergodicity. For example, the oscil-
lation of the imbalance across zero that appears in the
absence of the trapping potential [37] disappears in the
present system due to the presence of the trapping poten-
tial, meaning that the particles are localized more signif-
icantly. On the other hand, the hopping process in H01,
namely, |0i1i+1〉 ↔ |1i0i+1〉, comes from the first order
perturbation. The ratio of the trapping potential and the
hopping energy is Ω/J , which is independent of the inter-
action U . In addition to this fact, the nearest-neighbor
interaction between bosons (or the ZZ interaction) van-
ishes in the limit U → ∞. Therefore, we do not see the
nonergodic behavior of the imbalance in the N = 16 and
Ω = 0.02J . Note that the nonergodicity associated with
the integrability at U → ∞ cannot be identified by the
imbalance.

In the calculations for the Bose-Hubbard model, the
maximum time isO(100~/J). This limitation comes from
the large dimension of the local Hilbert space. In order
to compute dynamics in a longer timescale, we investi-
gate the effective Hamiltonian (4) whose dimension of
the local Hilbert space is two. Moreover, in the effec-
tive Hamiltonian, the timescale of the effective hopping
is much larger than that of the bare hopping. Combining
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the small dimension of the local Hilbert space and the
large timescale of the effective hopping, we can perform
the TEBD simulations for a much longer timescale by
using the effective Hamiltonian.

Figure 7 shows the time evolution of the imbalance of
the effective XXZ model for M = 50, N = 32, and Ω =
0.02J . We can see that the imbalance remains nonzero
up to the timescale 103−105~/J . We also show the time
evolution of the EE of the XXZ model in Fig. 8. We
can see the logarithmic growth of the EE for U/J = 30
and 40, which is similar to MBL in disordered systems.
On the other hand, we can see saturation of the EE for
U/J & 50. To understand this behavior, we show the
time evolution of the local density profiles. Figure 9 (a)
shows the results for U/J = 100. In this case, we can
see that only particles in a central few sites move during
the time evolution. This means that the dynamics are
restricted to a small Hilbert subspace, which is the reason

why the EE is saturated at a small value for the large U/J
cases. In the case that U/J = 30, mobile particles exist
in the central 10−20 sites [see Fig. 9 (b)], but the system
still retains the memory of the initial conditions.

Here, we discuss the limitations of the timescales of
the effective Hamiltonian. According to Ref. [35], the
time evolution under effective Hamiltonian is valid for
the timescale shorter than ~(U2/J3). In the present case,
the validity timescales are given by 9× 102 − 104~/J for
U/J = 30−100. This means that some of the results are
out of these limitations. However, the validity timescales
are longer than the maximum time of the Bose-Hubbard
calculations [O(100~/J)]. In this sense, our calculations
are still meaningful. Therefore, we conclude that the
nonergodic behavior appears for, at least, 9×102−104~/J
in the effective XXZ model.

In order to roughly characterize the nonergodicity from
the time evolution of the imbalance, we define Imin, which
is the first minimum value of the imbalance (see the inset
in Fig. 10). Figure 10 shows that the U/J dependence
of Imin of the Bose-Hubbard model for N = 32 and 16
and the effective XXZ model (4). We find that Imin is
negative for all U/J ’s in N = 16 Bose-Hubbard models.
This indicates that the imbalance will decay to zero after
several oscillations. In contrast, the sign of Imin changes
for N = 32 Bose-Hubbard models. As shown in this
paper, the nonergodic behavior appears in the regime
of large U/J . We find that Imin is close to unity when
the system exhibits nonergodicity. From these results, we
can roughly capture how nonergodic the dynamics are by
the values of Imin. We also note that we can check the
validity of the effective XXZ model (4) from the results
of Imin. We can see that the results of the XXZ model
deviate from those of the N = 32 Bose-Hubbard model
for U/J . 20. This behavior is consistent with the fact
that the perturbation theory is valid in the regime of
large U/J .

Although Imin can roughly capture the properties of
the nonergodicity, this quantity is insufficient to con-
firm the nonergodicity. As mentioned in this subsection,
the timescales of the numerical simulations of the Bose-
Hubbard models are limited due to the computational
costs. For a further study, the use of quantum simu-
lators built with ultracold Bose gases in optical lattices
will be helpful. Fortunately, the present setup is not diffi-
cult to install in the quantum simulator. To perform the
quantum simulations of the present systems, we need to
prepare initial state |· · · 2020 · · · 〉 and measure the time
dependence of the imbalance. These two operations can
be realized by utilizing an optical superlattice technique.
For example, we initially prepare the Mott insulator state
|· · · 1111 · · · 〉 in the short optical lattice and then slowly
ramp up the long lattice so that the potential minima of
sites at odd j are much lower than those at even j. After
we slowly turn off the hopping by increasing the depth
of the short lattice and ramp down the long lattice, we
can obtain the |· · · 2020 · · · 〉 state. The measurements of
the imbalance have been performed in some experiments
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FIG. 9: Time evolution of the local density [ni(t) ≡ 〈ψ(t)| n̂i |ψ(t)〉 = 1 + 2 〈ψ(t)| Ŝz
i |ψ(t)〉] of the effective XXZ model for

M = 50, N = 32, and Ω = 0.02J . (a) U/J = 100 and (b) U/J = 30.
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FIG. 10: U/J dependence of Imin for Ω = 0.02J . The inset
shows Fig. 4. The black circles in the inset represent Imin.

[31, 32, 51]. We can naively expect that the nonergodic
behavior of the 1D Bose-Hubbard model will be clarified
in future experiments.

IV. SUMMARY

To summarize, we investigated the nonergodic behav-
ior of the 1D Bose-Hubbard model with a parabolic
trapping potential. In small systems, we calculated the
level spacing statistics and dynamics starting from state
|ψ(0)〉 = |2020 · · · 〉 by means of the ED. Both results
suggest that the nonergodicity appears in the large U/J .
In relatively large systems, we analyzed the real-time dy-
namics of the Bose-Hubbard models starting from the
state |ψ(0)〉 = |· · · 2020 · · · 〉 by using the TEBD algo-
rithm. We found the nonergodic behavior in the time
evolution of the EE and the particle imbalance between

the even and odd sites when U/J is large. To bet-
ter understand this behavior, we compared these re-
sults to the real-time dynamics of the initial condition
|ψ(0)〉 = |· · · 1010 · · · 〉. In this case, we showed that the
system approaches thermal equilibrium states. This dif-
ference can be understood in terms of the effective spin-
1/2 XXZ models. In the case that the initial state is
|· · · 2020 · · · 〉, the strength of the trapping potential is
effectively enhanced when the onsite interaction U in-
creases. Due to this effect, even a small trapping poten-
tial can significantly enhance the nonergodic behavior.
On the other hand, the strength of the trapping poten-
tial is not modified by the interaction in the case that the
initial state is |· · · 1010 · · · 〉. We also calculate the real-
time dynamics of the effective Hamiltonian to understand
the behavior for a longer time. We showed that the effec-
tive spin-1/2 XXZ model exhibits the nonergodicity on
the O(104~/J) timescale. We also found the logarithmic
growth of the EE in time for U/J ∼ 30 and saturation of
the EE for U/J & 50. We discussed the relation between
this behavior and the dynamics of the local density.
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Appendix A: Schrieffer-Wolff transformation

In this appendix, we discuss the details of the deriva-
tion of the effective Hamiltonian by using the Schrieffer-
Wolff transformation [57, 58]. To perform this, we define
the projection operator P̂ onto the subspace H02 or H01.
We decompose Hamiltonian (1) into Ĥ = Ĥ0+λV̂ , where
Ĥ0 ≡

∑
i[Vin̂i + (U/2)n̂i(n̂i−1)] is a nonperturbed part,

λV̂ ≡ −J
∑
〈i,j〉 â

†
i âj is a perturbed part, and λ repre-

sents a formal perturbation parameter, which we will set
λ = 1 in the end of the calculation. The Schrieffer-Wolff
transformation transformation is defined by

Ĥ ′ ≡ eŜĤe−Ŝ , (A1)

where Ŝ is an anti-Hermitian operator. We choose Ŝ such
that Ĥ ′ satisfies Ĥ ′ = P̂ Ĥ ′P̂ + Q̂Ĥ ′Q̂, P̂ ŜP̂ = 0, and
Q̂ŜQ̂ = 0, where Q̂ ≡ 1̂ − P̂ and 1̂ is an identity oper-
ator. This means that there are no off-diagonal matrix
elements between the subspaceH02 (orH01) and its com-
plement. The effective Hamiltonian in the subspace H02

or H01 is given by Ĥeff ≡ P̂ Ĥ ′P̂ .
We determine the operator Ŝ by using the second-order

perturbation theory. We expand Ŝ as Ŝ =
∑

n λ
nŜn. To

simplify the notation, we introduce X̂D ≡ P̂ X̂P̂ + Q̂X̂Q̂
and X̂OD ≡ P̂ X̂Q̂+Q̂X̂P̂ , where X̂ is an operator. Ŝn is
determined by iterative calculations. Within the second
order, Ĥ ′ is given by

Ĥ ′ = Ĥ0 + λ
{
V̂ + [Ŝ1, Ĥ0]

}
+ λ2

{
[Ŝ2, Ĥ0] + [Ŝ1, V̂ ] +

1

2
[Ŝ1, [Ŝ1, Ĥ0]]

}
+O(λ3),

(A2)

Here, we choose Ŝ1 and Ŝ2 to cancel the off-diagonal el-
ements of Ĥ ′,

[Ŝ1, Ĥ0] = −V̂OD, [Ŝ2, Ĥ0] = −[Ŝ1, V̂D]. (A3)

Using these results, we obtain the expression of the effec-
tive Hamiltonian,

Ĥeff = P̂ Ĥ0P̂ + λP̂ V̂ P̂ +
λ2

2
P̂ [Ŝ1, V̂ ]P̂ . (A4)

Here, we consider the case of H02. The zeroth-order
effective Hamiltonian becomes

P̂ Ĥ0P̂ =
1

2
MU +

M∑
i=1

ViP̂ n̂iP̂

=
1

2
MU +

M∑
i=1

Vi(2Ŝ
z
i + 1), (A5)

where we used |2i〉 〈2i| = Ŝz
i + 1/2. In this case, we

can easily find V̂D = 0. This means that the first order
of the effective Hamiltonian P̂ V̂ P̂ = 0. From this fact,

Eq. (A3) becomes [Ŝ1, Ĥ0] = −V̂ . Because V̂ acts only
on nearest-neighbor sites, it is sufficient to consider the
matrix elements of the two-site states |ni, ni+1〉. The
nonzero matrix elements of Ŝ1 are given by

〈1i1i+1| Ŝ1 |0i2i+1〉 = −〈0i2i+1| Ŝ1 |1i1i+1〉
=
√

2J+
i,i+1/J, (A6)

〈1i1i+1| Ŝ1 |2i0i+1〉 = −〈2i0i+1| Ŝ1 |1i1i+1〉
=
√

2J−i,i+1/J, (A7)

〈1i3i+1| Ŝ1 |2i2i+1〉 = −〈2i2i+1| Ŝ1 |1i3i+1〉
= −
√

6J+
i,i+1/J, (A8)

〈3i1i+1| Ŝ1 |2i2i+1〉 = −〈2i2i+1| Ŝ1 |3i1i+1〉
= −
√

6J−i,i+1/J, (A9)

where we used Ŝ†1 = −Ŝ1. Using these results, we can
obtain the second-order effective Hamiltonian as

1

2
P̂ [Ŝ1, V̂ ]P̂

=

M−1∑
i=1

{
2J+

i,i+1 |0i2i+1〉 〈0i2i+1|

+2J−i,i+1 |2i0i+1〉 〈2i0i+1|

+J̃i,i+1(|2i0i+1〉 〈0i2i+1|+ |0i2i+1〉 〈2i0i+1|)

−6J̃i,i+1 |2i2i+1〉 〈2i2i+1|
}
. (A10)

Finally, using the relations,

2(Ŝx
i Ŝ

x
i+1 + Ŝy

i Ŝ
y
i+1) = |2i0i+1〉 〈0i2i+1|

+ |0i2i+1〉 〈2i0i+1| , (A11)(
1

2
+ Ŝz

i

)(
1

2
+ Ŝz

i+1

)
= |2i2i+1〉 〈2i2i+1| , (A12)(

1

2
+ Ŝz

i

)(
1

2
− Ŝz

i+1

)
= |2i0i+1〉 〈2i0i+1| , (A13)(

1

2
− Ŝz

i

)(
1

2
+ Ŝz

i+1

)
= |0i2i+1〉 〈0i2i+1| , (A14)(

1

2
− Ŝz

i

)(
1

2
− Ŝz

i+1

)
= |0i0i+1〉 〈0i0i+1| , (A15)

we obtain the effective Hamiltonian (4).
Next, we consider the case H01. In this case, the

zeroth-order effective Hamiltonian becomes

P̂ Ĥ0P̂ =

M∑
i=1

ViP̂ n̂iP̂ =

M∑
i=1

Vi

(
τ̂zi +

1

2

)
. (A16)

In contract to the H02 case, the first order effective
Hamiltonian is nonzero,

P̂ V̂ P̂ = −J
M−1∑
i=1

P̂ (â†i+1âi + â†i âi+1)P̂

= −2J

M−1∑
i=1

(τ̂xi+1τ̂
x
i + τ̂yi+1τ̂

y
i ). (A17)
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In a similar manner, the nonzero matrix elements of Ŝ1

become

〈0i2i+1| Ŝ1 |1i1i+1〉 = −〈1i1i+1| Ŝ1 |0i2i+1〉
= −
√

2J+
i,i+1/J, (A18)

〈2i0i+1| Ŝ1 |1i1i+1〉 = −〈1i1i+1| Ŝ1 |2i0i+1〉
= −
√

2J−i,i+1/J. (A19)

The second-order effective Hamiltonian becomes

1

2
P̂ [Ŝ1, V̂ ]P̂ = −2

M−1∑
i=1

J̃i,i+1 |1i1i+1〉 〈1i1i+1| . (A20)

Using the above results, we can obtain the effective
Hamiltonian (10).
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