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We investigate the thermalization dynamics of 1D systems with local constraints coupled to
an infinite temperature bath at one boundary. The coupling to the bath eventually erases the
effects of the constraints, causing the system to tend towards a maximally mixed state at long
times. We show that for a large class of local constraints, the time at which thermalization occurs
can be extremely long. In particular, we present evidence for the following conjecture: when the
constrained dynamics displays strong Hilbert space fragmentation, the thermalization time diverges
exponentially with system size. We show that this conjecture holds for a wide range of dynamical
constraints, including dipole-conserving dynamics, the tJz model, and a large class of group-based
dynamics, and relate a general proof of our conjecture to a different conjecture about the existence
of certain expander graphs.
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I. INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW

Most physical systems thermalize: when prepared in a
generic initial state, they relax to a universal equilibrium
state determined by a small number of thermodynamic
variables. It is of great interest to characterize systems
where thermalization takes a “long” time, or even fails
to occur altogether [1–5]. Two well-studied examples of
such systems are strongly disordered systems with com-
plex energy landscapes (MBL, spin glasses, etc. [6, 7]),
and integrable systems. A third class of systems are those
with dynamical constraints, where hard restrictions are
placed on the allowed local transition rules governing the
dynamics. In these systems the presence of constraints
shatters the configuration space into disconnected re-
gions, a phenomenon known as Hilbert space fragmen-
tation (HSF) [8, 9]. By now, a diverse array of systems
displaying HSF are known, both for classical and quan-
tum systems [10–19]. These systems remain non-ergodic
for all times, and—like in integrable systems—require an
extensive number of quantities to label the equilibrium
state.

More formally, Hilbert space fragmentation is identi-
fied when the many-body Hilbert space H can be decom-
posed as

H =
⊕

α

Kα, (1)

where the different sectors Kα are subspaces which admit
a basis of weakly entangled states, and the constraints
prevent any states from different sectors from mixing for
all times. One example where this occurs is when a sys-
tem has a global symmetry; however, the more interest-
ing cases are when not all of the sectors can be enumer-
ated by the quantum numbers of standard global sym-
metries1 , as otherwise such systems typically fall under
conventional thermalization paradigms.

While constraints provide an interesting way to arrest
thermalization, they are undoubtedly fine-tuned in the
strictest sense, as violating the constraints even weakly
will generically render the system’s dynamics ergodic at
infinite times. It is thus an interesting question to ask
whether certain signatures of fragmentation remain even

1 We add the qualifier “standard” here because there exist certain
kinds of modulated symmetries [20] which split H in a similar
way to Hilbert space fragmented systems (see Sec. IVA).

Constraint Class Fragmentation Group? Lerg

PXP 0 Exp N ∞
Spin-1 breakdown (IVA) I Sym N ∞

Pair flip ([24]) II Exp Y O(L)
tJz (IVB) II Exp N O(2L)

Dipole (IVC) II Exp N ∞
Hyperbolic groups (VC) II Exp Y O(L)

TABLE I. The main examples of HSF systems studied in this
paper. For each type of constrained dynamics we indicate the
model’s “class” (class 0 systems are non-ergodic even after
adding boundary noise, while classes I and II display slow
thermalization for distinct reasons), the type of fragmentation
(‘Exp’ denotes exponentially strong fragmentation and ‘Sym’
denotes a global symmetry), whether the constraints arise
from a group structure, and the ergodicity length.

in these perturbed systems, as manifested e.g. by anoma-
lously long thermalization times.
In this paper, we will study a model where a 1D frag-

mented system of length L is subject to maximally de-
polarizing noise on an O(1) number of sites (which for a
large portion of the paper will be located at one end of an
open chain), which can be regarded as a way of studying
the system’s thermalization dynamics in the presence of
a local coupling to an infinite temperature bath, or as
a way of studying the thermalization of subsystems in
unperturbed fragmented models.2

Adding depolarizing noise to all the sites in the sys-
tem would cause it to decohere to a maximally mixed
state after O(logL) time by standard quantum informa-
tion theory arguments [23] (keeping the noise local but
removing the constraints on the dynamics also results in
rapid thermalization [22]). However, as we will see, only
subjecting an O(1) number of sites to noise can dramat-
ically increase the thermalization time, due to the pres-
ence of dynamical constraints that arrest how the effects
of the noise can spread across the system.
For fragmented systems, this setup was first studied in

Ref. [24] in the context of 1D random unitary dynam-
ics exhibiting a “pair flip” constraint [25]. It was shown
that, while the coupling to the bath eventually heats the
system to a maximally mixed state, this process takes an
exponentially long time (in L) to occur. This was identi-
fied as being due to the connectivity of the configuration
space, which in the pair flip model features structural
bottlenecks that result in in the slow diffusion of initial
product states across Hilbert space, yielding a way of ar-
resting thermalization qualitatively distinct from other
mechanisms such as integrability and disorder-induced

2 We note that similar types of setups have been used to study
the stability of MBL against a thermal bubble embedded in the
system (see e.g. [21]) as well as to investigate how spatially iso-
lated noise influences entanglement dynamics in random unitary
circuits [22] .
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localization.
In this paper, we make progress towards obtaining a

general understanding of which kinds of constrained sys-
tems exhibit exponentially slow thermalization dynamics
when coupled to boundary noise. We conjecture a sim-
ple sufficient condition for exponentially slow thermal-
ization to occur, based only on the size |Kmax| of the
largest Krylov sector. We will say that the dynamics
is exponentially fragmented if |Kmax|/|H| = O(exp(−L)),
while we say it is polynomially fragmented if |Kmax|/|H| =
1/poly(L). Our main contribution is to formulate and
provide evidence for the following conjecture: for ex-
ponentially fragmented dynamics with depolarizing noise
acting on an O(1) sized subregion near the boundary, the
thermalization time of typical initial computational-basis
product states is either i) infinite, or ii) exponential in
L.3 A similar conjecture can be made for thermalization
times of subsystems, with system size replaced by the
subsystem size. If true, this conjecture would imply that
dynamical phenomena like thermalization times can be
universally deduced purely from structural properties of
the constraints.

There are three distinct mechanisms behind slow ther-
malization in exponentially fragmented systems, and we
accordingly divide such systems into three classes. In
class 0, fragmentation persists even under the presence
of boundary depolarizing noise, which is unable to com-
pletely restore ergodicity. In class I, depolarizing noise
renders the dynamics ergodic, but exponentially many (in
L) steps of the dynamics are required to move between
different Krylov sectors. Consider forming a graph—
referred to hereafter as the “connectivity graph”—whose
vertices are product states and whose edges represent al-
lowed transitions between states induced by the dynam-
ics. Models in class I produce connectivity graphs with
exponentially large diameters. Finally, systems in class
II have ergodic dynamics and a connectivity graph with
a sub-exponential diameter; the slowness of thermaliza-
tion in these systems is instead due to bottlenecks which
occur in the connectivity graph.

We show that this conjecture is true in many expo-
nentially fragmented systems,4 such as dipole conserv-
ing models [8, 26], the tJz model [9, 27–29], the pair-flip
model [24, 25], and the colored Motzkin chain [30]. Ta-
ble I illustrates the particular models we study in this
work, which class they belong to, and their thermaliza-
tion times.

A major step that we take towards proving our conjec-
ture is to relate it to a different conjecture in the theory

3 In this definition, the thermalization time is defined as the small-
est time at which the system’s density matrix is ε-close (in 1-
norm distance) to the steady state, for a fixed constant ε < 1.

4 Our conjecture does not necessarily hold when the fragmented
system is subjected to noise at both ends of the system, or is
subjected to periodic boundary conditions. In these cases, we
find exponentially fragmented examples where tth = Θ(poly(L)).

of expander graphs. In Sec. V, we show how our con-
jecture can be formulated in terms of the conductance
of expander graphs weighted by heat kernels (i.e. dis-
tributions of random walks on these graphs). Exponen-
tially long thermalization times of systems with dynam-
ical constraints can be translated into showing that the
conductance of these graphs scales like O(exp(−L)). A
recent result by Fraczyk and van Limbeek [31] proves
a version of a conjecture of Benjamini [32] and shows
that the conductance must vanish in the thermodynamic
limit, therefore implying long (but not necessarily ex-
ponentially long) thermalization times; our conjecture
therefore amounts to a stronger version of Benjamini’s
conjecture. We prove that the conductance vanishes like
O(exp(−L)) for a large class of dynamical constraints
arising from multiplication laws in hyperbolic groups (see
Ref. [33]). The groups used to construct these models
are quite generic in that any randomly chosen constraint
which derives from a group multiplication law (of which
the pair flip model is an example) is either trivial (poly-
nomially fragmented) or hyperbolic with high probabil-
ity. We leave a full proof or disproof of our conjecture to
future work.

Another motivation for the boundary depolarizing
model studied in this paper is that it could serve as a
crude model for subsystem dynamics. Indeed, one might
be tempted to regard depolarizing boundary noise as a
way of mimicking the dynamics experienced by a sub-
system A when coupled to a sufficiently large reservoir
Ac, with the entire system A∪Ac undergoing constraint-
preserving unitary dynamics. Nonetheless, in systems
displaying HSF, these two scenarios can be quite differ-
ent, with the subsystem dynamics sometimes never ex-
hibiting thermalization, or requiring a bath of anoma-
lously large size in order for thermalization to occur. This
scenario was first pointed out in Ref. [33]. In particular,
we define the ergodicity length Lerg(|A|) as the minimal
size system in which the subsystem A must be embedded
so that the dynamics on A is ergodic and qualitatively
similar to the dynamics induced by maximally depolar-
izing boundary noise. In generic chaotic systems, one
typically expects Lerg/|A| ∼ O(1). We compute the er-
godicity length for the various models studied in this pa-
per, finding examples where Lerg scales as either poly(L)
or exp(L), as well as ones where Lerg = ∞ (Table I).

An outline of the remainder of the paper is as follows.
We begin in Sec. II by establishing basic definitions, in-
troducing the concept of a Krylov graph, and precisely
describing the class of dynamics we will study in the re-
mainder of the work. Our main conjecture regarding ex-
ponential fragmentation and slow dynamics is then for-
mulated in Sec. III. In Sec. IV we prove the conjecture in
a variety of models across all different classes, and with
different scaling behaviors of the ergodicity length Lerg.
In Sec. V we prove of the conjecture for a large class of dy-
namics based on group multiplication laws, and provide
a discussion of the mathematical results needed to prove
the conjecture in full generality. Sec. VI contains a dis-
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cussion of models that exhibit a strong to weak fragmen-
tation transition as a function of the expectation value
of a global symmetry charge, for which we show thermal-
ization is fast. Sec. VII concludes with a discussion of
open problems and future research directions.

II. GENERAL SETUP

A. Polynomial versus exponential fragmentation

Throughout this work, we will refer to a particular
model of dynamics using the symbol Dyn, with Dyn(t)
denoting the quantum channel implementing evolution
under Dyn for time t. Unless stated otherwise, Dyn will
be taken to act on a Hilbert space H associated with an
L-site qudit chain with open boundary conditions. We
will focus throughout on discrete-time dynamics gener-
ated by random unitary circuits subjected to a particular
type of constraint, since it allows us to readily make ana-
lytic progress; we expect many of our results to also hold
for constrained Hamiltonian dynamics, Floquet dynam-
ics, and classical reversible Markov chain dynamics.

The constraints present in Dyn “fragment” H via (1),
where the Krylov sectors Kα denote the irreducible sub-
spaces preserved by Dyn(t). The dimension of these
spaces will be denoted by |Kα|, the number of Krylov
sectors by NK, and the sector with the largest dimen-
sion by Kmax. When each of the Kα admit an orthonor-
mal basis of product states, Dyn is said to be classically
fragmented; when this is not the case Dyn is said to be
quantum fragmented, following [29].

In this work we will find it useful to distinguish between
the cases when Kmax constitutes a polynomially small
fraction of H, or an exponentially small fraction.5 We
will say that (following terminology first appearing in
[33]) Dyn is

1. polynomially fragmented if

|Kmax|/|H| = Ω(1/poly(L)), (2)

and

2. exponentially fragmented if

|Kmax|/|H| = O(exp(−L)). (3)

There may be examples which are neither polynomially
nor exponentially fragmented according to this definition
(with |Kmax|/|H| scaling as exp

(
−Lβ<1

)
) Ref. [33], but

we will not explicitly address such examples in this work.

5 If Kmax is an exponentially small fraction of H then the number
of Krylov sectors is exponentially large. Having NK = Ω(exp(L))
is of course however still possible even if Kmax is a polynomially
large fraction of H.

Note that when the dynamics possesses global symme-
tries we do not restrict ourselves to a symmetry sector to
define fragmentation, as in Refs. [29, 33] . This is because
when Dyn has symmetries, the ratio of |Kmax| to H (and
not to the size of the symmetry sector to which Kmax be-
longs) is what determines thermalization timescales for
the dynamics considered in most this paper. This dis-
tinction is particularly important in the exponentially-
fragmented “breakdown model” of Sec. IVA, in which
each fragment is uniquely identified with a global sym-
metry sector. However, in some settings focusing on a
single symmetry sector is meaningful; examples will be
discussed in Sec. VI. Until then, we will stick with the
above definition.
The second remark is that our definition above does

not distinguish between systems where |Kmax|/|H| is
asymptotically constant and those where it vanishes
as 1/poly(L)—both are treated as “polynomially frag-
mented”. In the literature, situations where |Kmax|/|H|
is asymptotically constant (or, more often, where the size
of Kmax is a constant fraction of the global symmetry
sector to which it belongs) are referred to as “weakly
fragmented”, while situations where |Kmax|/|H| vanishes
as L → ∞ (regardless of how quickly) are referred to as
“strongly fragmented”. For us, the distinction between
1/poly(L) and exp(−L) scaling will be more important.

B. Model of dynamics

In this section we introduce and motivate the particu-
lar models of dynamics we will study in subsequent sec-
tions (see Fig. 1 for a schematic). We aim to derive lower
bounds on thermalization times (defined below) which
are as general as possible, taking as input only the struc-
ture of the constraints, and not (for our purposes extrane-
ous) details such as the exact form of some Hamiltonian,
a particular representation of a set of Kraus operators,
etc. For this reason we will take Dyn to be generated
by an appropriate form of discrete-time constrained ran-
dom unitary dynamics (whose gates will be averaged over
in the channel implemented by Dyn) and an appropriate
type of depolarizing boundary noise. Since we are inter-
ested in placing lower bounds on thermalization times,
we will choose the structure of the unitary circuits to be
as rapidly thermalizing as possible, given the constraints.
For each choice of dynamics we will be interested in

studying the thermalization time tth, defined as

tth = max
ρ

min{t : ||ρ(t)− 1/|H|||1 < 1/2}, (4)

where ρ(t) ≡ Dynt(ρ), and the maximum is over all ini-
tial density matrices contained in the support of a sin-
gle Krylov sector Kα (i.e. ρ such that Tr[ρΠβ ] = δβα
for some α, where Πβ is the projector onto Kβ). This
definition assumes that thermalization always occurs to
the maximally mixed state, i.e. that Dyn thermalizes if
Dyn∞(ρ) = 1/|H| for all ρ. This assumption is correct in
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the minimally-structured models of dynamics considered
below but would need to be modified if Dyn possesses
additional conserved quantities (e.g. energy). In general
however we expect a bound on tth in this setting to also
provide bounds on tth in situations where Dyn has a more
structured fixed point (see below).

We note in passing that the definition (4) means that if
t < tth, there exists some observable O that distinguishes
ρ(t) from 1/|H| with probability greater than ε. While a
priori there need not exist a local observable which does
this, a local O can in fact be found in all of the examples
studied in Sec. IV.

1. Local constraint breaking

As mentioned above, our primary focus will be on sit-
uations where the constraints are violated in a local con-
nected region of space. When studying this situation we
will mostly work with open boundary conditions, and for
simplicity will take the region in which the constraints
are broken to be located at one boundary of the system.
The choice of open boundary conditions is important in
general, as there exist some models for which the imposi-
tion of periodic boundary conditions speeds up thermal-
ization by an amount exponential in L (such as the tJz
model, see Sec. IVB).

We will take each time step of Dyn to act as a
constraint-preserving quantum channel Cbulk acting on
the whole system, followed by a constraint-breaking
channel Cbound acting nontrivially only near the bound-
ary:

Dyn = Cboundary ◦ Cbulk. (5)

On physical grounds, we expect that the quickest way to
thermalize by breaking the constraints is to apply max-
imally depolarizing noise in the constraint-breaking re-
gion, which effectively replaces the constraint-breaking
region by an infinite-temperature thermal bath.6 We will
thus set Cboundary = D1⊗1L−1, where 1 denotes the iden-
tity channel on a single site, and D1 applies maximally
depolarizing noise to the first site (under this choice of
Cboundary, we may take the noise to act only on the first
site without loss of generality).

Similarly, we expect that thermalization will be fastest
when Cbulk globally scrambles all states within a given
Krylov sector, i.e. when

Cbulk =
⊕

α

Dα, (6)

6 Indeed, one can show show that among all possible choices of
Cboundary, this choice brings the system’s density matrix closer
(in trace distance) to the maximally mixed state than any other
channel.

FIG. 1. A schematic of the general setup. In a), an open 1d
chain is coupled to a thermal bath at one of its boundaries,
which induces depolarizing noise on one of its boundary sites.
We conjecture that in all exponentially fragmented dynam-
ics, the thermalization time tth is either infinite, or scales
exponentially with system size. In b), a finite chain is bi-
partitioned into A and Ac, with the state on Ac now playing
the role of the bath. This dynamics generically thermalizes
at least as slowly as the former type, although thermaliza-
tion may only be possible when |Ac|/|A| diverges sufficiently
quickly as |A| → ∞.

where Dα depolarizes states in Kα; explicitly,
Dα(|ψ⟩⟨ψ|) = Πα/|Kα| for all |ψ⟩ ∈ Kα. Physi-
cally, this choice of Cbulk corresponds to acting with a
deep constrainted RU circuit at each time step, and
then averaging over circuit realizations. We will employ
this choice of Cbulk when making analytic statements,
but for the numerics to follow we will instead take
Cbulk to be a local channel, each gate of which is drawn
from an appropriately constrained Haar ensemble (as in
Refs. [24, 33, 34]). Intuitively, we expect that imposing
locality will only slow the dynamics more because the
system will not instantaneously thermalize within a
sector [24]. In Appendix A, we prove this in generality;
thus, proving slow thermalization in the model with
instantaneous intrasector thermalization also implies
slow thermalization under generic local dynamics.

The choice (6) means that the internal structure of
each Kα is not important—at the end of every time step,
ρ(t) is always decohered and spread out uniformly across
any given sector, and all of the information in ρ(t) is
contained in the quantities

pα(t) ≡ Tr[ρ(t)Πα], (7)

which define a probability distribution over the set of
Krylov sectors. As we will see in Sec. III, this means that
the thermalization dynamics of Dyn can be computed by
studying the thermalization of a certain Markov process
(see also Refs. [24, 33, 34]), whose mixing time can be
bounded using standard graph theory techniques.
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2. Subsystem dynamics and ergodicity lengths

The depolarizing noise model above corresponds to lo-
cally coupling the system to an infinitely-large infinite
temperature heat bath. We can also consider the dy-
namics of the reduced density matrix ρA on a subsystem
A induced by constraint-preserving dynamics applied to
the full system A∪Ac, where ρA(t) = TrAc [Dynt(ρ)] with
Dyn now given by fully constraint-preserving random uni-
tary dynamics (with the circuit average incorporated into
Dyn as above, and with A taken to be e.g. the left half of
the system). For generic chaotic dynamics, the degrees
of freedom in Ac act as a thermal bath for the degrees
of freedom in A as long as Ac is large enough, and so we
expect the reduced density matrix ρA—or more precisely,
the diagonal matrix elements thereof 7—to evolve at long
times in qualitatively the same way as the density matrix
ρ in the model where the system undergoes depolarizing
noise at its boundary.

One natural question concerns the amount of spatial
resources required for subsystems to thermalize, i.e. how
large Ltot ≡ |A| + |Ac| needs to be before the dynamics
of ρA is qualitatively similar to the dynamics in the max-
imally depolarizing model (this comparison being made
only for initial states contained within a single Krylov
sector, or else confined to a small number of nearby sec-
tors). To quantify this, we define the ergodicity length
Lerg(|A|) as the minimial size system in which the sub-
system A must be embedded in order that the dynamics
on A is ergodic, meaning that at long times, the reduced
density matrix ρA has support on all Krylov sectors as-
sociated to a system of size |A|.
In generic chaotic dynamics, Lerg/|A| is usually a (per-

haps large) O(1) number, which is independent of |A| in
the |A| → ∞ limit. In exponentially fragmented models,
the story is rather different: in Sec. IV we will see that
the scaling of Lerg(|A|) with |A| can vary quite dramat-
ically, ranging from Lerg = Θ(|A|) to Lerg = ∞. For
models with infinite ergodicity length, subsystem entan-
glement entropies can never reach the Page value after
undergoing a quench from a state in a definite Krylov
sector, even when they are embedded in an infinite sys-
tem. In these models, even the most generic possible
constraint-preserving dynamics is unable to fully entan-
gle subsystems with their complements. See Ref. [26]
and the “fragile fragmentation” phenomenon identified
in Ref. [33] for further discussion.

7 Off-diagonal matrix elements can behave differently; for example
in the present situation ΠαρA(t)Πβ = 0 when ρA(t) is obtained
by tracing out Ac in constraint-preserving dynamics, i.e., ρA(t)
is block-diagonal. For the choices of Dyn we consider the off-
diagonal elements will however rapidly dephase.

FIG. 2. Coarse-graining and the Krylov graph. Each vertex
represents a basis state in H, with a solid line drawn between
two vertices if the corresponding states are connected by the
constraint-preserving part of the dynamics, and a dashed line
drawn if they are connected by the constraint-breaking part;
the resulting graph is GH. Each Krylov sector (purple circles)
defines a vertex of the Krylov graph GH, with an edge drawn
between two sectors if states in each sector are connected to
one another under the constraint-breaking part.

III. THE EXPONENTIAL FRAGMENTATION
CONJECTURE

A. Krylov graphs and expansion

Most of the results in this paper are derived from un-
derstanding how the constraint-breaking part of Dyn con-
nects different states in Hilbert space. To this end, we
will define a graph GH by associating to each basis state
|ψ⟩ of H a vertex vψ of GH, and drawing an edge (vψ, vψ′)
between vψ, vψ′ if |ψ⟩, |ψ′⟩ are connected under a single
step8 of the dynamics, i.e. if ⟨ψ′|Dyn(|ψ⟩⟨ψ|)|ψ′⟩ ≠ 0 (we
will always choose a basis of H where each basis state
is a product state belonging to a single Kα). For dy-
namics where the constraints are everywhere unbroken,
GH contains one disconnected piece for each Kα. When
the constraints are broken, vertices in different sectors
become connected, and this additional connectivity de-
termines how fast the resulting dynamics can thermalize.
From here on, we will restrict ourselves to a particular

kind of dynamics corresponding to random unitary cir-
cuit dynamics described in the Sec. II B 1. In this model,
once we take the Haar average (which will always be
done at each time step), we can map the dynamics onto
Dyn = Cboundary ◦ Cbulk for Cboundary maximally depolar-
izing on the first site and Cbulk maximally depolarizing
within each Krylov sector, as described above. For the
maximally depolarizing noise model we focus on, letting
pψ(t) ≡ ⟨ψ|ρ(t)|ψ⟩ denote a natural probability distribu-

8 In the case where Dyn is generated by continuous time Hamilto-
nian evolution, an edge is present if ⟨ψ′|H|ψ⟩ ≠ 0 (and likewise
for Lindbladian evolution).
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tion over GH (with
∑
ψ pψ(t) = 1), Dyn induces a clas-

sical stochastic process describing the time evolution of
this distribution. In particular, the vector of probabilities
p(t) evolves according to p(t + t′) = Mt′p(t), where M
is the transition matrix of a Markov chain with matrix
elements

Mψ,ψ′ = ⟨ψ′|Dyn(|ψ⟩⟨ψ|)|ψ′⟩. (8)

We will denote the stationary distribution of this chain
by µ(·), with µ(R) =∑ψ∈R µ(ψ) for a subspace R ⊂ H;
for all the examples we will be interested in, µ will simply
be the uniform distribution over H.
To link the connectivity of GH to the thermalization

time of Dyn (or equivalently, to the mixing time of the
Markov process M), we define the expansion or conduc-
tance of a subset of states R ⊂ GH as

Φ(R) ≜

∑
ψ∈R,ψ′∈Rc µ(ψ)Mψ,ψ′

µ(R)
. (9)

If µ is the uniform distribution over all nodes, we can
replace the numerator with

∑
ψ∈R,ψ′∈Rc Mψ,ψ′ and the

denominator with |R|. The graph expansion (or graph
conductance) is defined as

Φ(GH) = min
R⊂GH : |R|≤|H|/2

Φ(R). (10)

Φ(GH) measures how “well-connected” the dynamics is,
and directly places a lower bound bound on the ther-
malization time due to (one side of) Cheeger’s inequality
[24, 35]:9

tth ≥ C

Φ(GH)
− 1 (11)

with the constant C = ln(2)/2. When GH is discon-
nected, Φ(GH) = 0, and the system never thermalizes.
On the other extreme, when Φ(GH) is O(1), then GH is
an expander graph, and the system thermalizes rapidly.
One of the central messages of this work will be to link
the severity of fragmentation to the scaling of Φ(GH),
by showing that systems with strong fragmentation have
small Φ(GH) and long thermalization times.

Unfortunately the expansion of GH is usually difficult
to calculate exactly, and we will thus mostly be inter-
ested finding upper bounds for its scaling with L (which
by (11) then give lower bounds on tth). For this purpose
we will find it convenient to define a “coarse-grained” ver-
sion GK of GH called the Krylov graph, which ignores the
intra-sector aspects of Dyn and focuses only on how Dyn

9 The side of Cheeger’s inequality which lower bounds tth is con-
ventionally formulated in terms of the second-largest eigenvalue
λ2 of the Markov process as 1

1−λ2
≥ (2Φ(GH))−1; the form writ-

ten here follows from this and a standard bound between λ2 and
tth [35].

connects the different Kα. This is natural as under our
model of dynamics, we assume that intra-sector dynamics
in each Kα thermalizes instantaneously to the maximally
mixed distribution over Kα. To define the Krylov graph,
we group all nodes in GH belonging to a given sector
into a single “supervertex”, and all edges connecting two
sectors into a single “superedge”. We can define an “ef-
fective” expansion or conductance corresponding to this
coarse-grained graph. In particular, upon coarse-graining
to form the Krylov graph, the steady state distribution
has a probability weight of |Kα|/|H| on the node labeled
by α, and the effective expansion of a region RK ⊂ GK is
given by

Φ(GK) = min
RK⊂GK

µ(RK)≤1/2

Φ(RK), (12)

which by definition satisfies Φ(GH) ≤ Φ(GK).
We chose to work with the maximally depolarizing

model as we expect the instantaneous intra-sector de-
polarization to thermalize the system in a strictly faster
way than any local dynamics. To formalize this, we can
instead consider local random unitary circuit dynamics,
which can be mapped to a Markov process where the
transition matrix has a local tensor product structure.
Granted that the stationary distribution is uniform over
all nodes in GH, we thus expect the expansion of this
Markov chain to be upper bounded by Φ(GK). We prove
this in App. A, and thus in what follows we will thus
mostly focus on upper bounding Φ(GK). At this point,
in order to make further progress, we will need to make
additional assumptions on the structure of GK. In partic-
ular, configuration graphs obtained from exponentially
fragmented dynamics appear to always yield exponen-
tially small Φ(GK), as we now discuss.

B. Main statement

Much of the remainder of this work will be devoted to
addressing the following conjecture: if Dyn is exponen-
tially fragmented, then Φ(GK) = O(exp(−L)). This can
be restated as:

Conjecture: If Dyn is exponentially fragmented,
the thermalization time is exponentially long in sys-
tem size: tth = Ω(exp(L)).

This conjecture suggest that one can bound tth, a (usu-
ally) hard-to-compute quantity determined by the global
structure of GK, based on the size |Kmax| of a single
Krylov sector. The motivation for proposing this re-
lation comes from the fact that for a large subclass of
constraints—those obtainable within the group dynam-
ics framework of Ref. [33]—it can be reformulated as a
statement about the expansion of heat kernels of ran-
dom walks on Cayley graphs; in this setting, our conjec-
ture can be mapped to a refinement of a different con-
jecture by Benjamini related to the existence of certain
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FIG. 3. Different types of Hilbert space connectivity that
give rise to exponentially slow thermalization. In class 0,
Hilbert space remains disconnected even in the presence of
the bath, and tth = ∞. In class I, the diameter of the Krylov
graph GK is Ω(exp(L)), meaning that it takes the bath at
least ∼ exp(L) time steps to move the system across Hilbert
space. In class II, the bath can connect any two states in only
poly(L) time steps, but Hilbert space possesses strong bottle-
necks that render the thermalization dynamics exponentially
slow. In this class, GK typically has a tree-like structure as
in the figure, where GK can become disconnected into two
thermodynamically large pieces after only a small number of
edges are cut.

kinds of “robust” expander graphs. This perspective is
discussed further in Sec. V, where we prove our conjec-
ture for dynamics whose constraints derive from the ac-
tion of any hyperbolic group. Though this may seem
to be a restricted class of systems, a randomly gener-
ated group-based constraint corresponds to hyperbolic
group dynamics with high probability; thus, our results
are quite generic. While a general proof for all exponen-
tially fragmented dynamics (including those that do not
exhibit a group structure) will seem to require new math-
ematical ideas and techniques (see Sec. VB), it holds for
all examples known to the authors, some of which will be
studied in detail in Sec. IV.

To develop intuition for this conjecture, it is helpful to
group models of exponentially fragmented dynamics into
three classes, corresponding to the three qualitatively dis-
tinct ways in which a graph can have small expansion.
We refer the reader to Fig. 3 for an illustration:

• Class 0 (persistent ergodicity breaking): GK is dis-
connected. Here Dyn remains non-ergodic even af-
ter the constraint-breaking terms are added, and
the system fails to thermalize even at infinite time,
tth = ∞.

• Class I (large diameters): GK is connected, but
has an exponentially large diameter, diam(GK) =
Ω(exp(L)). tth = Ω(exp(L)) simply because it
takes exponentially long time to traverse Hilbert
space.

• Class II (bottlenecks): diam(GK) = O(poly(L)),
but GK has exponentially small expansion, meaning
that it possesses severe bottlenecks that produce
an exponentially long thermalization time (for ex-
ample, some models in this class have “tree-like”

Krylov graphs). Sometimes these bottlenecks man-
ifest as localized motifs in real space which restrict
the dynamics, while other times they are associated
with non-local degrees of freedom.

The conjecture thus claims that if Dyn is exponentially
fragmented, then GK is either disconnected, or becomes
disconnected into several pieces, each of which contains
Ω(exp(L)) states, after only a small (∼ o(poly(L))) num-
ber of edges are cut.
A well-known example of a model in class 0 is the PXP

model [36] (a less well-known example is provided by a
colored version of the Fredkin chain [37]). Examples of
systems in class I that the authors are aware of have
exponentially modulated symmetries [20], and are vari-
ants on the quantum breakdown models of Refs. [38–41]
(an example of which is treated in Sec. IVA). Ref. [24]
showed that the pair-flip model belongs to class II; other
well-known models belonging to this class include the tJz
model [26] (Sec. IVB) and the exponentially fragmented
Sz = 1 dipole-conserving model [8, 9] (Sec. IVC). Only
the last of these examples has bottlenecks visible as lo-
calized motifs in real-space.
Our conjecture applies equally well to systems with

classical and quantum HSF. However, the exponentially-
and quantum-fragmented models the authors are aware
of all have the property that they reduce to classically-
and exponentially-fragmented models upon adding cer-
tain operators to the dynamics. Adding additional oper-
ators to the dynamics in this way should not paramet-
rically increase thermalization times, and hence in what
follows we will simplify the discussion by focusing on clas-
sically fragmented examples.

IV. EXAMPLES

In this section we verify the conjecture for several ex-
plicit examples, which illustrate the range of mechanisms
by which slow thermalization can occur. We will focus
on examples in classes I and II only, as those in class 0
have tth = ∞ for trivial reasons.

A. Class I: The spin-1 breakdown model

1. Boundary depolarizing noise

An illustrative model in class I is what we will refer to
as the spin-1 breakdown model, following the fermionic
and bosonic breakdown models studied in Refs. [38–41].
The constraint in breakdown models comes from an ex-
ponentially modulated U(1) symmetry [20], which in the
spin-1 context is defined as

Q =

L∑

i=1

2i−1ni, (13)
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FIG. 4. (a) Allowed dynamical moves of the spin-1 break-
down model. (b) Sizes of each Krylov sector KQ with charge
Q. Notice that the sector sizes are symmetric about Qmax/2
(particle-hole symmetric). The sizes also exhibit a self-similar
structure, which can be understood from an underlying recur-
sion relation of |KQ| (see App. D)

where ni ≡ Szi + 1 is to be thought of as counting the
number of “particles” on site i—we will accordingly write
the basis for the onsite Hilbert space as {|0⟩, |1⟩, |2⟩}. If
we were to specialize to Hamiltonian dynamics, Dyn could
be generated by a Hamiltonian of the form

H = J
∑

i

((S+
i )

2S−
i+1 + h.c.) +Hz, (14)

where Hz contains only Sz operators. As usual however,
we will find Q-preserving RU dynamics to be more con-
venient.

The maximum value of Q is Qmax = 2
∑L
i=1 2

i−1 =
2L+1 − 2, immediately implying an exponentially large
number of sectors. It is easy to convince oneself that
Dyn is fully ergodic within each charge sector,10 giving
exactly NK = 2L+1 − 2 Krylov sectors in total; we will
accordingly write a given Krylov sector with charge Q
as KQ. We remark that although this model is not frag-
mented according to a previously adopted definition of

10 The easiest way to see this is by noting the close resemblance
of the definition of conserved charge in Eq. (13) to the binary
representation of real numbers in reverse order, with the least
significant bit on the left. Hence different configurations in KQ

correspond to all possible ways of representingQ, with the carries
either transferred to the more significant bits or not.

HSF in literature—since the dynamics is fully ergodic
within each charge sector—it is exponentially fragmented
according to our definition in Sec. II (see below), which is
the more relevant notion when considering the dynamics
induced by boundary depolarizing noise.
In Fig. 4, we plot the sizes of each Krylov sector

KQ with charge Q ranging from 0 to Qmax. Notice
that the Krylov sector sizes exhibit a remarkable self-
similar structure, and is symmetric about the middle
point Qmax/2. For now, we simply list the following use-
ful facts regarding the structure of KQ in this model,
while leaving a detailed justification in App. D:

1. The sector sizes are particle-hole symmetric:11

|KQ| = |KQmax−Q|;
2. The sector of charge Qmax/2 has dimension

|KQmax/2| = 1, being spanned by the state |1⟩⊗L;
3. The sector sizes |KQ| satisfy a simple recurrence

relation, which allows one to obtain the sizes of
sectors with larger Q (and larger system sizes) from
those of smaller Q (and system sizes);

4. The sectors with largest dimensions are those with
charge Qmax/3, 5Qmax/12, and the particle-hole
conjugates thereof. These sectors have dimension
that grows as

|Kmax| ∝ ϕL (15)

in the thermodynamic limit, where ϕ = (1+
√
5)/2

is the golden ratio.

Fact 4 shows that the spin-1 breakdown model is expo-
nentially fragmented, with the Krylov graph GK being a
line segment of length NK = Qmax + 1.12 Thus

diam(GK) = Θ(2L), (16)

immediately implying an exponentially long thermaliza-
tion time.
For example, consider what happens when one starts

from the Q = 0 state |0⟩⊗L, and tracks the charge ex-
pectation value ⟨Q(t)⟩ as a function of time t. In this

setting we may define the charge thermalization time tQth
as the first time for which ⟨Q(t)⟩ approaches within ϵ of
its value in the T = ∞ late time steady state:

tQth = min{t : |⟨Q(t)⟩ − ⟨Q(∞)⟩| < ε⟨Q(∞)⟩}, (17)

11 The particle-hole symmetry amounts to taking ni → 2 − ni on
each site, while the total charge transforms as Q → Qmax − Q.
One can check that the two types of allowed moves in this model
are exactly related by a particle-hole transformation.

12 The bath located at the left boundary can change the charge
by ±1 when acting on a state with odd charge, and by ±1
or ±2 when acting on a state with even charge. Thus GK is
more accurately described as a line segment where each odd-
numbered vertex is connected to its nearest neighbors, and each
even-numbered vertex is connected to both its nearest and next-
nearest neighbors.
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FIG. 5. Numerical results for the total charge relaxation dy-
namics in the spin-1 breakdown model with boundary depo-
larizing noise. The blue line shows results obtained from a di-
rect simulation of the stochastic dynamics of the spin-1 chain
under deep RU circuits in the bulk + depolarizing channel at
the endpoint. The orange line is obtained by simulating the
effective random walk process on the corresponding Krylov
graph. Both results are consistent with a diffusive charge re-
laxation.

where fact 1 above implies ⟨Q(∞)⟩ = Qmax/2 = 2L − 1.
We numerically simulate the charge relaxation dynamics,
as shown in Fig. 5. We perform two different simulations:
(1) a direct simulation of the stochastic dynamics of the
spin-1 chain under deep RU circuits in the bulk and de-
polarizing channel at the boundary; (2) the effective ran-
dom walk process on the corresponding Krylov graph (a
chain in this case). In (1), we evolve the system for suf-
ficiently long in between two consecutive actions of the
depolarizing channel at each time step, so that the intra-
sector dynamics is fully mixing instantaneously. For (2),
the transition probability from vertex/sector Kq to Kq′
is chosen according to

p(Kq → Kq′) =
1

|Kq|
∑

ψ∈Kq,ψ′∈Kq′

Mψ,ψ′ , (18)

where q′ = q ± 1 for q odd and q′ = q ± 1 or ±2 for q
even. We find that, although for a particular sector on
the Krylov graph, the transition rates to its left and right
are not symmetric, the total charge relaxes in a diffusive
manner, suggesting that on average the dynamics corre-
spond to a random walk on the Krylov graph with no
bias. Nonetheless, a rigorous proof of this statement so
far has remained elusive.

2. Subsystem dynamics: infinite ergodicity length

While adding depolarizing noise at a single site ren-
ders Dyn ergodic, this model has Lerg = ∞, meaning

that even in an infinite system, the reduced density ma-
trices ρA of any contiguous subsystem with size |A| > 1
will never have full rank. This in turn implies that the
constraint-preserving dynamics is very poor at generat-
ing entanglement, and is unable to maximally entangle
any finite region with its complement during evolution
from a product state, even if given infinite temporal and
spatial resources. From the perspective of thermaliza-
tion in isolated quantum systems, this means that under
unitary dynamics, the system cannot act as its own bath
and bring its subsystems to thermal equilibrium, however
large the size of the reservoir compared to the subsystem.
Consider a subsystem A of a larger system. The total

conserved charge can be split into

Q = QAc
L
+ 2il,A−1QA +QAc

R
, (19)

where

QA =
∑

i∈A
2i−il,Ani, (20)

il,A is the site at the leftmost end of A, and QAc
L/R

de-

notes charge in the region to the left/right of A. Suppose
at t = 0 the system is initialized in a product state with
a particular initial value QA(0) of QA. Since the total
charge of the full system A ∪ Ac is conserved, change of
QA must come from charge transferred in and out of Ac.
Let us first consider region AcL to the left of A. A particle
entering region A from its left end will increase QA by
2il,A−1. However, since the maximal amount of charge in
region AcL is 2il,A −2, it can only pump or absorb at most
one particle into or from region A, no matter how big its
size is. A similar reasoning holds for AcR to the right of A.
We find that, quite remarkably, the imposition of a global
symmetry—albeit a rather unconventional one—renders
the system being an extremely poor particle reservoir for
its subsystems.

Thus, after evolving the full system A ∪ Ac under
constraint-preserving dynamics, the value QA(t) of QA
at time t must be expressible as

QA(t) = QA(0) + a+ b2|A|, (21)

where a, b ∈ {−1, 0, 1} express the distinct ways that
particles can be transferred between A and Ac. For large
|A|, we may use |Kmax| = ϕL + · · · to conclude that for
all t,

rank(ρA(t)) ≤ 9ϕ|A|, (22)

where the factor of 9 comes from the number of ways of
choosing a, b. The entanglement entropy of ρA is accord-
ingly upper bounded as

S(ρA(t)) ≤ |A| ln(ϕ) + const, (23)

which since ln(ϕ) < ln(3) means that the coefficient of
the volume law can never be made to match the scaling
of a random state, so that Dyn is unable to fully entan-
gle subsystems with their complements, even when given
infinite spatial and temporal resources.
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Bath

FIG. 6. Krylov graph of the tJz model for L = 4 coupled
to a heat bath at one end of the chain. Each product state
defines a walk on a binary tree (highlighted in wavy lines),
where the walk stops for an empty site and takes the direction
determined by the spin for an occupied site. The endpoint
of the walk is invariant under pure tJz dynamics and labels
the corresponding Krylov sector. A given sector of particle
number Q lies at depth d = Q defined as the distance from the
top of the tree. The largest Krylov sectors (yellow circles) lie
at d = L/2, while a typical sector lies at d = 2L/3. Breaking
the constraints at one end of the chain changes the last step
of the walk and connects Krylov sectors in the way indicated
by the yellow line. A random initial state in C1 (the region
demarcated by the green dashed line) takes an exponentially
long time to escape due to the bottleneck at the tree apex.

B. Class II: tJz Model

1. Boundary depolarizing noise

Perhaps the simplest model in class II is the tJz model,
which was originally formulated as a hard-core Fermi-
Hubbard chain with only Szi S

z
i+1 spin interactions [27,

28].13 Writing the onsite Hilbert space as |0⟩, | ↑⟩, | ↓⟩,
the dynamics is such that the only allowed local matrix
elements are of the form |0σ⟩⟨σ0|i,i+1, |σ0⟩⟨0σ|i,i+1 for
σ ∈ {↑, ↓}. For convenience, we will consider the corre-
sponding RU dynamics from now on. Under such dynam-
ics, the Hilbert space is fragmented into exponentially
many Krylov sectors, with each sector characterized by a
spin pattern of ↑ and ↓’s. For example, the spin pattern
of the product state | ↑ 0 ↓↑ 0 ↑⟩ is ↑↓↑↑, which labels
its Krylov sector that is dynamically disconnected from
other sectors of different spin patterns.

The corresponding Krylov graph GK is simply a binary
tree, as illustrated in Fig. 6. A product state |a1 . . . aL⟩
with ai ∈ {0, ↑, ↓} is associated with a length-L lazy walk
on GK which starts from the top of the tree (the top be-
ing associated with the single state |0⟩L). The sequence

13 The thermalization dynamics of this model is somewhat similar
to that of the colored Motzkin chain [30], another well-known
exponentially fragmented model; since the analysis of tJz is sim-
pler, we will not discuss the Motzkin chain explicitly.

of the walk is read from left to right, with the i-th step
of the walk taking the direction determined by ai: the
walk moves left if ai =↑, moves right if ai =↓, and re-
mains where it is if ai = 0. Since the spin pattern is
invariant under the dynamics, the endpoint of the walk
is conserved, with the endpoint labelling the Krylov sec-
tor of the state. There are 2L+1 − 1 Krylov sectors in
total. We define the depth d of a sector as the distance
from the top vertex of the tree. A given sector of particle
number Q =

∑
i(| ↑⟩⟨↑ |i + | ↓⟩⟨↓ |i) is located at depth

d = Q, with dimension |KQ| =
(
L
Q

)
. The largest Krylov

sectors are located at depth d = L/2 and have dimension

|Kmax| =
(
L
L/2

)
= O( 2L√

L
), indicating that the tJz model

is exponentially fragmented.
Now we consider the RU dynamics Dyn coupled to

the depolarizing noise at site L. Breaking the con-
straints at the end of the chain restores ergodicity by
mapping the last step of the walk aL to a random di-
rection, and connecting the Krylov sectors as indicated
in Fig. 6. The thermalization time is lower bounded by
the inverse of the coarse-grained expansion Φ(GK) from
Eq. (11). Φ(GK), defined as the minimum expansion of
any subset R ∈ GK, is found to be the expansion of C1,
a full branch of the binary tree cut from depth d = 1
(shown in Fig. 6). While the number of edges connect-
ing C1 and Cc1 is O(1), the dimension of the branch is
|C1| = (|H| − 1)/2 = (3L − 1)/2, resulting in a severe
bottleneck with exponentially small Φ(GK). Therefore,
tth satisfies

tth ≥ 1

2Φ(GH)
≥ 1

2Φ(GK)
=

3

8
(3L − 1), (24)

and is thus exponentially long. For more details, see
App.E.
Since the distribution of charges is anisotropic across

GK, the expectation value of the magnetization

m ≡ 1

L

L∑

i=1

(|↑⟩⟨↑|i − |↓⟩⟨↓|i) (25)

serves as a reliable indicator of thermalization. We find
that it takes an exponentially long time for a state initial-
ized in a subset of states with nonzero expectation value
of m to leave that region, indicating an exponentially
long thermalization time. More precisely, defining the
magnetization relaxation time tm(γ) as the time needed
for ⟨m(t)⟩ to drop below γ, as computed for the initial
state with maximum charge |ψmax⟩ = | ↑⟩⊗L. Following
an analysis similar to that of [24], we find

tm(γ;ψmax) ⪆ 3(1−2γ log3[e/γ])L × 3e

4γ(1 + 2γ)
(26)

under the limit L → ∞ and γ ≪ 1 (See App.E). This
lower bound is numerically verified in the left panel of
Fig.7.
We remark that in this model (as well as the pair-flip

model studied in Ref. [24]), thermalization becomes ex-
ponentially faster either when the boundary condition is
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FIG. 7. Magnetization relaxation time tm(γ, ψmax) for the
maximal-charge initial state |ψmax⟩ = | ↑⟩⊗L. We take
γ = 0.1. Left: tm for the tJz model coupled to a thermal
bath at one boundary. The result shows good agreement with
the lower bounded in Eq. (26). Right: tm for the tJz model
coupled to thermal baths at both boundaries. Numerically
tm ∼ L3.5 and charge relaxation is exponentially faster than
the case when only a single boundary is coupled to the bath.

changed from open to periodic, or when coupling both
boundaries to a thermal bath. This is numerically veri-
fied for the tJz model in Fig. 7, from which we find

tm(γ = 0.1)|baths at both ends ∼ L3.5. (27)

Heuristically, with depolarizing noise applied to both
ends, one can think of the original system as being em-
bedded in a one-dimensional dictionary containing all
possible configurations, and the stochastic process can
be visualized as the original system sliding over the dic-
tionary like a window, with the region enclosed in the
window denoting the current configuration to which the
initial state is mapped. This facilitates rapid thermal-
ization compared to the case with only one end coupled
to the noise. Another way of understanding this is that
the additional thermal bath at site 1 generates nonlocal
moves on the Krylov graph, mapping states within one
branch of the tree C1 to states in the other branch, result-
ing in a highly connected Krylov graph with an expansion
that is no longer exponentially small.

2. Ergodicity length

To find the ergodicity length of the tJz model, let us
consider a subsystem of size |A| embedded in a larger sys-
tem. Apparently, for the tJz model, subsystem A must
be coupled to its complement at both ends for the sub-
system dynamics to be ergodic: Ac ∪ A ∪ Ac. Since the
total spin pattern cannot change for the full system, the
only way for subsystem A to explore all its possible spin
patterns is to have all of them stored in Ac and trans-
ported to A under the constrained dynamics. We thus
consider the following embedding: |0⟩⊗Lerg⊗|ψ⟩A⊗|dict⟩,

FIG. 8. The Krylov graph of range-three dipole-conserving
model for L = 4. There are two layers of fragmentation in
this model. The first layer is the conserved defect pattern
represented by the nodes on the binary tree. The spin of
the k-th defect is labeled by +/− under each sector at depth
k. Within each sector at depth k, the Hilbert space is fur-
ther fragmented into subsectors (blue circles) labeled by the
dipole moment Pk between the k-th and (k + 1)-th defects.
The connected sectors give the allowed combinations of {Pk}
under the constraint, with different patterns of lines connect-
ing them denoting different numbers of defects nd in the state.

where |dict⟩ is the de Bruijn sequence which is the short-
est string that contains all possible orderings of |A| spins
[42]. Under open boundary condition, the length of |dict⟩
is

Lerg(|A|) = 2|A| + |A| − 1. (28)

Thus, the ergodicity length of the tJz model scales expo-
nentially with |A|.

C. Range-three dipole-conserving model (class II):
real-space bottlenecks

1. Boundary depolarizing noise

We move on to a prototypical example of HSF, namely
the dipole-conserving “fracton” model first studied in
Refs. [8, 9, 43]. The model consists of a spin-1 degree
of freedom on each site, which in the Sz eigenbasis can
be interpreted as positive/negative charge (Sz = ±) and
vacuum (Sz = 0). Local dynamics are subject to two
global conserved quantities: the total charge Q =

∑
i S

z
i

and dipole moment P =
∑
i iS

z
i . Alternatively, one can

think of a one-dimensional system of particles with oc-
cupation number on each site restricted to ni = 0, 1 or
2, and particle hoppings are constrained by total parti-
cle number and center-of-mass conservation. The addi-
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tion of dipole moment or center of mass conservation has
a nontrivial effect on the dynamics of the system. For
example, isolated charges or particles are immobile due
to this additional conservation law. Dynamical moves
that are compatible with the above two conserved quan-
tities must therefore involve r ≥ 3 consecutive sites. In
this subsection, we restrict ourselves to r = 3 (hence
the name range-three dipole-conserving model). It turns
out that the dynamics both with and without a bath are
drastically distinct for r = 3 and r > 3, and a detailed
discussion of the latter case will be deferred till Sec. VIB.

The dynamics of the range-three dipole-conserving
model can be generated by the following Hamiltonian
using the spin-1 representation:

H3 =
∑

j

S+
j−1(S

−
j )

2S+
j+1 +H.c., (29)

but we consider more generally Dyn generated by
symmetry-preserving three-site random unitary gates. It
has been shown that the Hilbert space under the above
Dyn is strongly fragmented, and also exponentially frag-
mented [8, 9]. We will show that this model belongs to
Class II and possesses severe bottlenecks towards ther-
malization. However, unlike the p-flip and tJz model,
here the bottleneck manifests itself as localized “motifs”
in real space, and this special feature leads to a higher
level of robustness against baths coupled to both ends of
the system.

We start from the structure of the Krylov graph GK.
The Krylov sectors of this model share certain similarities
with the tJz model, in that the dynamics preserve a cer-
tain pattern of “defects” which can be used to label each
Krylov sector. Following Ref. [26], such defects are de-
fined as spins that are identical to their nearest-neighbor
on the left, ignoring the empty sites. The defect pat-
tern plays the same role as the conserved spin pattern in
the tJz model. However, configurations sharing the same
defect pattern further fractures into even smaller subsec-
tors, as the dipole moment Pk in between the k-th and
(k+1)-th defects must also be conserved [26]. Thus, at a
coarse-grained level, GK of the range-three fracton model
is a binary tree just like the tJz model when only the con-
served defect pattern is resolved. Zooming in, however,
each node of the binary tree now exhibits a second layer
of fragmentation, according to the collection of conserved
dipole moments {Pk} in between the defects. Fig. 8 illus-
trates the Krylov graph GK for L = 4. The internal struc-
ture within each node on the binary tree further reduces
the connectivity of the Hilbert space. When coupled to
constraint-breaking perturbations at the boundary, not
all states sharing the same defect pattern can be con-
nected. To fully scramble the subsectors within the same
sector of a defect pattern close to the leaves of the tree,
one needs to walk deeply into the bulk of the tree and
then backtrack.

While an analytical bound on Φ(GK) and hence tth
has eluded us so far, the above analysis suggests that
thermalization in this model is slower than that of the

tJz model, and thus also exponentially slow. In fact, the
slow dynamics in fracton systems can be directly under-
stood from a real-space perspective. First of all, notice
that since the dipole moment Pk between adjacent defects
must be conserved, the mobility of the individual defects
is severely constrained. 14 An initial configuration close
to the leaves of the tree will contain a high density of
defects, i.e. contiguous regions of ++ · · ·+ or −− · · ·−.
Such regions are completely frozen under the dynamics.
Therefore, a typical such configuration will contain little
active puddles separated by frozen regions in real space.
This is in contrast to the tJz or the pair-flip model where
a single hole or flippable pair is able to move across the
entire system, and hence there is no inert region in real
space. In order to melt these frozen regions, the bath
must provide dipoles from the boundary. Consider for
definiteness a region of ++ · · ·+ at a distance l from the
bath at the left boundary. Dipoles of the type +− are
able to melt this region from the left. However, since the
bath generates +− and −+ dipoles at random, it must
first absorb all −+ dipoles in order to transport a +−
dipole. As an estimate for the timescale of absorption,
consider the rightmost −+ dipole, which experiences a
biased random walk with a drift velocity to the right.
The bias comes from the presence of a finite number of
dipoles to its left, which prevents it from diffusing to
the left. The timescale for this dipole to overcome the
bias and diffuse to the left is O(exp(l)). Therefore, the
bottleneck due to inert regions in real space makes ther-
malization an exponentially slow process in this model.
The real-space picture also makes it clear that the same

bottleneck remains even in the presence of baths at both
endpoints. The range-three dipole-conserving model is
thus more robust against contraint-violating perturba-
tions that try to restore full ergodicity. We numerically
test the above picture by coupling the system to a bath
either at one boundary or both boundaries. To allow
for the addition of dipoles, the bath now couples to the
leftmost and/or rightmost two sites, and creates a mix-
ture of all possible charge configurations on the two sites
with equal probability. In Fig. 9, we plot the average
total charge ⟨Q(t)⟩ as a function of time, which clearly
shows a slow logarithmic-in-time growth behavior. This
slow dynamics remains robust when baths are coupled to
both boundaries, as expected.

2. Subsystem dynamics: infinite ergodicity length

While the range-three dipole-conserving model is able
to restore ergodicity (albeit logarithmically slowly) when

14 Consider, for example, two adjacent positively charged defects at
positions i and j, respectively. If the dipole moment in between
the two defects is p, it is easy to see that because of the conser-
vation of Pk = i + p, the first defect can move at most p steps
to the right, and the position of the second defect must satisfy
j > i+ p.
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FIG. 9. Numerical results for the range-three dipole-
conserving model. The average total charge ⟨Q(t)⟩ relaxes
logarithmically slowly under depolarizing bath coupled to one
or both boundaries, which implies exponentially slow thermal-
ization. Due to the real-space bottleneck, the slow dynamics
remains robust even when baths are coupled to both bound-
aries, in contrast to the p-flip and tJz model.

coupled to a stochastic bath, we will show that the sub-
system dynamics in fact has an infinite ergodicity length,
in a way similar to the breakdown model discussed in
Sec. IVA2. More specifically, we will show below that
when a subsystem A is embedded in a larger system, the
total charge and dipole moment in A can only change by
an O(1) amount under the constraint-preserving dynam-
ics, irrespective of the length of the entire chain.

We start by pointing out the following simple fact
about the range-three dipole-conserving dynamics: the
boundary site of any finite system can only transition
between 0 ↔ + or 0 ↔ −. In other words, the boundary
site cannot explore all three possible charge configura-
tions under Dyn. We establish this via induction. The
statement is clearly true for L = 3, as the only allowed
moves are 0−0 ↔ −+−, 0+0 ↔ +−+, 0−+ ↔ −+0,
and 0 +− ↔ +− 0. Now suppose the statement is true
for a system of size L, and consider taking L→ L+1 by
adding one site to the right. Since the only way for the
added site to transition between − ↔ + is such that the
L-th site is able to change from − to + under Dyn re-
stricted within system size L, which contradicts our as-
sumption, we conclude that the statement is true for ar-
bitrary system sizes.

With the above fact established, we can show that the
amount of charges transferred across a cut of the system
is at most 2 under Dyn, regardless of the total system
size. Consider the two sites on both sides of the cut;
there are three possibilities for a charge to move from
left to right: · · · + |0 · · · , · · · 0| − · · · , and · · · + | − · · · .
For the first case, · · · + |0 · · · , the configuration evolves
to · · · − | + · · · . As previously discussed, the site on
the right can only be 0 or +, and the left site can be 0

or − under Dyn restricted within the subsystem to the
left and right of the cut, preventing further charge trans-
port across the cut. In this case, the maximum amount
of charge transferred from left to right is thus ∆q = 1.
The same argument applies to the · · · 0|−· · · case, which
also evolves to · · · − | + · · · with ∆q = 1. In the third
case, · · · + | − · · · can evolve to either · · · − |0 · · · or
· · · 0|+ · · · . The amount of charge transferred is ∆q = 2
and 1, respectively. In either case, the left region is un-
able to transfer more positive charge to the right. Hence,
∆qmax = 2 across any cut of the system under range-
three dipole-conserving dynamics, no matter how big the
size of the reservoir is. We thus conclude that the sub-
system dynamics cannot be ergodic, even when the size
of the reservoir becomes infinite. That is Lerg = ∞.

V. TOWARDS A PROOF

In the previous sections, we showed the conjecture
to be true for a diverse array of dynamical constrains,
such as those of the tJz model, the breakdown model,
and dipole conserving dynamics. In this section we will
present a more general framework for addressing the
main conjecture, by relating it to a conjecture in the
study of expander graphs called Benjamini’s conjecture.
For the setting we study in this paper, a weaker form
of the conjecture has been proven, which shows the ex-
istence of states with long (at least polynomial in L) re-
laxation times. However, this result is not strong enough
to prove exponential relaxation times. We therefore pro-
pose a refinement of Benjamini’s conjecture whose proof
would imply the existence of initial states that relax in
exponential time in system size, and show that this re-
finement holds for a large class of dynamics whose con-
straints are determined by multiplication laws of hyper-
bolic groups (in a sense to be made precise below). While
this condition may seem rather abstract, a randomly cho-
sen constraint subject to a group property is hyperbolic
with high probability, and hence our result implies that
the conjecture is true for dynamics with generic group
constraints. We also discuss challenges with proving the
refined conjecture in settings beyond imposing a group
constraint.

A. Group dynamics and hyperbolic groups: review

We now briefly review group dynamics, a class of con-
strained dynamics introduced in Ref. [33]. These dynam-
ics are obtained from some input group G, which we will
always assume has a finite generating set and is finitely
presented. This means that the group can be presented
as

G = ⟨gα1 , gα2 , · · · , gαn |R⟩ (30)

Here the elements gα1
, gα2

, · · · , gαn
, together with their

inverses, generate G, with the structure of the group de-



15

termined by the relations R relations satisfied by the gen-
erators. We will only be interested in groups which are
both finitely generated and finitely presented, with n and
|R| both being O(1) constants. We will also abuse no-
tation by using gi to denote either an arbitrary group
generator, the inverse of an arbitrary generator, or the
identity element e.

We will need additional terminology before describing
the dynamical constraint determined by G. Given G,
we define a word to be a sequence of generators, written
as w = g1g2 · · · gL (where again each gi is either a gen-
erator, a generator’s inverse, or the identity). Call WL

the set of all words of length L. There exists a natu-
ral homomorphism φ : WL → G whose action performs
group multiplication of the generators corresponding to
the characters in the word: φ(w) = g1 · g2 · . . . · gL ∈ G,
where ‘·’ denotes group multiplication. Two words w1

and w2 evaluate to the same group element under φ if
they are related by applying a sequence of relations of
G. By applying a relation, we mean that if a word has
a length k subword of the form wk = g1g2 · · · gk, and a
relation in R sets g1g2 · · · gk = g′1g

′
2 · · · g′k, then we re-

place wk with the right hand side of the relation. Under
a sequence of these ‘rewriting’ moves, any two words w1

and w2 can be connected to one another if and only if
φ(w1) = φ(w2).

We can associate this kind of rewriting dynamics with
a kind of quantum dynamics by associating each word
with a basis element of a many-body Hilbert space of a
1D chain. The local Hilbert space at each site of the chain
is taken to be 2n+ 1-dimensional, with basis vectors we
label as {|gi⟩} (with, as mentioned above, the gi denoting
either generators, their inverses, or the identity). A word
w = g1g2 · · · gL then corresponds to the product state
|w⟩ = |g1⟩ ⊗ |g2⟩ ⊗ · · · ⊗ |gL⟩. The rewriting rules are
represented as non-trivial matrix elements between basis
states.

Let γ ∈ R denote an arbitrary relation in R, which has
the form γℓ = γr for some words γℓ/r. We can write down
a natural Hamiltonian capturing the rewriting dynamics
of group G as

HG =
∑

i

cγ
∑

γ∈R
|γℓ⟩⟨γr|i + h.c. (31)

where the subscript i denotes the location on the spin
chain where the rewriting rule is performed and the cγ
are arbitrary constants. Equivalently, we can also define
random unitary circuit dynamics using the group con-
straint by constructing gates that impose the group con-
straint. First define lR = maxγℓ/r∈R |γℓ/r|, which yields
the maximum number of characters involved in the left
or right hand side of any relation in R. Also define GlR
to be the group restricted to group elements with word
representations of length ≤ lR. The elementary unitary

gates entering the circuit can then be expressed as

U =
⊕

g∈GlR

Ug, GlR = {g | ∃ |w⟩ : φ(w) = g, |w| ≤ lR},

(32)
where Ug is drawn from a Haar distribution of dimension
equal to the number of words with φ(w) = g and |w| ≤
lR.
We now describe the nature of fragmentation in these

models. First, φ is defined such that two words have the
same image if and only if they are related by a sequence of
rewriting relations. This means that if basis elements |w⟩
and |w′⟩ are in the same sector then they have the same
image under φ, suggesting that the Krylov sectors are
labelled by Kg for g ∈ G. The converse of the previous
statement however is not quite true. Suppose two words
w and w′ have the same image under φ. If both of these
words have length L (here, equal to the system size), then
the sequence of relations sending w to w′ might require
w’s length to increase beyond the system size before it
can shrink back to w′. As this is not possible, |w⟩ and
|w′⟩ cannot belong to the same Krylov sector, a phe-
nomenon dubbed fragile fragmentation in Ref. [33]. So,
the nature of the fragmentation in these group models is
twofold: there is an intrinsic fragmentation into sectors
Kg and potentially further fragile fragmentation within
these sectors depending on various geometric properties
of the group. We will not discuss the latter phenomenon
in depth.
In this section we will be interested in a large class

of groups known as Gromov hyperbolic groups, which ex-
hibit exponentially fragmented dynamics, and have cer-
tain geometric properties which allow us to place rigorous
bounds on thermalization times. These groups are those
whose Cayley graphs “resemble” hyperbolic space (but
strictly speaking they cannot be isometrically embedded
in such spaces). In order to define this condition, note
that the Cayley graph of any group admits a natural word
metric, where the distance d(·, ·) between g and g′ is the
shortest graph distance between these nodes in the Cay-
ley graph. We also define the notion of a geodesic [g, g′]
which corresponds to a path of shortest distance between
g and g′. Finally, we define d(h, [g, g′]) to be the shortest
distance from h and the geodesic [g, g′].

Definition 1 (Hyperbolic groups). A group G is hyper-
bolic if and only if its Cayley graph CG satisfies the δ-thin
triangle property (also called the Rips thin-triangle prop-
erty): for all u, v, w ∈ G, there exists a δ > 0 such that for
any h ∈ [u, v], either d(h, [v, w]) ≤ δ or d(h, [u,w]) ≤ δ.

Intuitively, this property means that for any geodesic
triangle in the Cayley graph, a ball of radius ≥ δ cannot
fit within it. This is similar to what happens in hyper-
bolic space.
Examples of hyperbolic groups include:

• Free groups Fn on n generators and free products
of discrete groups
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• The modular group SL(2;Z)

• Random groups, with high probability

Regarding the third point, the following seminal result
due to Gromov [44] provides a rigorous definition of what
is meant by a random group:

Theorem 1 (Gromov). Call P(n, k, ℓ) the set of all
group presentations with n generators with |R| = k re-
lations, and with the property that each relation r ∈ R
satisfies |r| ≤ ℓ. Then, with m ≥ 2 and k ≥ 1,

lim
ℓ→∞

∑
m≤ℓ |{P ∈ P(n, k,m) |GP is hyperbolic}|∑

m≤ℓ |P(n, k,m)| = 1

(33)
where GP denotes the group with presentation P .

A consequence of this statement is that with high prob-
ability, a randomly chosen group with fixed ℓ will be hy-
perbolic.15 This result indicates that hyperbolic groups
are rather abundant, and proving thermalization proper-
ties for these groups indicates that our conjecture would
be generically true. However, when the underlying dy-
namics is not group dynamics,16 additional subtleties
arise, which we will mention later.

B. Heat kernels and Benjamini’s conjecture

In this subsection, we will show that the main conjec-
ture can be related to a conjecture about the existence
of certain kinds of expander graphs. As in previous sec-
tions, our dynamics at each time step will consist of i)
constrained circuit-averaged dynamics which maps any
state in a fixed Krylov sector to the maximally mixed
state in that sector, and ii) maximally depolarizing noise
applied to the boundary site (though the analysis below
can be readily extended to the case where noise is ap-
plied to O(1) boundary sites). We emphasize that by
results in App. A, any model of dynamics which is more
local will relax more slowly. The thermalization time
in this model is determined by the conductance of the
Krylov graph GK, which as before we aim to show is ex-
ponentially small in the system size L. Note that due

15 Gromov also introduced a more natural “density model”. For
this setting, one fixes the number of generators to be n and
defines ρ(ℓ) = log(k(ℓ))/ log

(
Nn,ℓ

)
. Here, k(ℓ) is the number

of cyclically reduced relations in the group presentation, with ℓ
denoting the maximum length of a relation. Furthermore, Nn,ℓ

is the number of cyclically reduced words which have length at
most ℓ. Intuitively, ρ(ℓ) indicates how constrained the group
algebra is. When ρ(ℓ) = 1, the group is trivial, and when ρ(ℓ) is
small, it is “close” to a free group. Gromov proved that almost
every group with limℓ→∞ d(ℓ) < 1/2 is infinite and hyperbolic.

16 Ref. [33] showed that any 1D constraint can be formulated in
terms of a semigroup, whose generators no longer necessarily
have inverses and where the identity element need not exist.

to the phenomenon of fragile fragmentation, the Krylov
sectors are no longer labeled by group elements g ∈ G.
However, in this situation, we will additionally cluster to-
gether Krylov sectors containing words representing the
same group element, thus defining a graph GG. In par-
ticular, defining S to be a subset of group elements of G
and RS = {w : ∃g ∈ S, w ∼ g}, we write

Φ(GG) = min
S⊂G:µ(RS)≤1/2

∑
ψ∈RS ,ψ′∈Rc

S
µ(ψ) ⟨ψ|M|ψ′⟩

µ(RS)
.

(34)
with µ the stationary distribution as usual. The
value of this “doubly” coarse-grained conductance indi-
cates whether the dynamics is slow, which follows from
Φ(GK) ≤ Φ(GG) (see App. A). Qualitatively, by cluster-
ing together all Krylov sectors corresponding to a given
group element, these clusters are associated with nodes in
the Cayley graph Cay(G)17. Furthermore, edges between
these clusters—drawn due to the boundary depolarizing
term—connect nodes to their neighbors and a subset of
next nearest neighbors in Cay(G), and therefore the con-
nectivity of the state space inherits the topology of the
Cayley graph.
We will now invoke a number of results from the group

theory literature. The reader does not need to be familiar
with their proofs and thus we do not provide them. We
first provide a formal definition of an important property
for groups called amenability [45]:

Definition 2 (Amenability). A discrete group G is
amenable if it admits a finitely additive probability mea-
sure µ (satisfying µ(A∪B) = µ(A) + µ(B) for A,B ⊆ G
with A ∩B = ∅) which additionally obeys

µ(gA) = µ(A), ∀A ⊆ G, ∀g ∈ G. (35)

While this definition may seem rather formal, it turns
out to be rather general and powerful condition. The par-
ticular facts that we need are summarized below (without
proof):

Proposition 1. The following statements about a dis-
crete group G are equivalent [46]:

1. G is amenable

2. The Cayley graph Cay(G,A) for finite generating
set A does not have vertex expansion: there is no
ϵ > 0 such that ∀A ⊂ Cay(G,A) with A finite,
|∂A| ≥ ϵ|A|.

3. Kesten’s criterion [47, 48]: the probability that a
length L symmetric random walk on Cay(G,A) re-
turns to its starting point, denoted pL(g, g), decays
subexponentially in L.

17 The usual notation is Cay(G,A) where A is a generating set, but
we will sometimes drop the second argument.
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Thus, amenable groups correspond to groups whose
Cayley graphs have vanishing expansion. Therefore, we
expect the dynamics corresponding to amenable groups
(with boundary depolarization) to be slow. However,
they are not necessarily exponentially slow. For instance,
an example of an amenable group is Z, and the associ-
ated group dynamics is similar to that of the symmet-
ric exclusion process, which has relaxation time ∼ 1/L2.
In fact, group dynamics when G is amenable can often
correspond to dynamics with global symmetries or poly-
nomial fragmentation, in which case we cannot guaran-
tee exponential thermalization time. Instead, it is the
non-amenable groups that will be our focus. The rea-
son is twofold. First, we show that they correspond
to group dynamics with exponentially strong fragmen-
tation, which is relevant to the main conjecture of the
paper. Second, although we will show that the Cay-
ley graphs of non-amenable groups are vertex expanders
(which naively exhibit rapid mixing), we argue that an
important subtlety due to the large but finite system size
results in the dynamics being exponentially slow. Unlike
for amenable groups which can exhibit polynomially or
exponentially slow dynamics, we provide evidence that
the dynamics for non-amenable groups is generically ex-
ponentially slow.

To proceed, we first link the nature of the Hilbert space
fragmentation with the expansion properties of Cay(G).
We require following simple result regarding the conduc-
tance of the Krylov graph:

Lemma 1. Consider maximally depolarizing group dy-
namics with group G corresponding to a Markov process
with transition matrix M = ΠNL, where Π is the intra-
sector part of the dynamics and NL is the (symmetric)
inter-sector part induced by the boundary noise. Then

Φ(GG) ≤ min
S⊂G:µ(S)≤1/2

∑
g∈S,g′∈Sc,g∼g′ ν(g

′)∑
g∈S ν(g)

(36)

where the equivalence relation ∼ is defined such that g ∼
g′ if ∃w ∈ Kg and ∃w′ ∈ Kg′ such that ⟨w|NL|w′⟩ ≠ 0.
Furthermore, ν(g) = |Kg|/dL.

Proof. We bound the quantity in Eq. 34. Noting that the
stationary distribution of M is uniform, we can write

Φ(GG) = min
S⊂G:µ(RS)≤1/2

∑
g∈S,g′∈Sc

∑
ψ∼g,ψ′∼g′ ⟨ψ′|ΠNL|ψ⟩∑
g∈S |Kg|

(37)
Writing |ϕg⟩ =

∑
ψ∼g |ϕ⟩ for the uniform sum over states

in sector g—with |ϕg⟩ a steady state of Π—and suppress-

ing the argument of the minimum above with ‘(·)’, we get

Φ(GG) = min
(·)

∑
g∈S,g′∈Sc ⟨ϕg′ |ΠNL|ϕg⟩∑

g∈S |Kg|

= min
(·)

∑
g∈S,g′∈Sc

1
|Kg′ | ⟨ϕg′ |NL|ϕg⟩ ν(g′)
∑
g∈S ν(g)

= min
(·)

∑
g∈S,g′∈Sc

1
|Kg′ | ⟨ϕg|NL|ϕg′⟩ ν(g′)
∑
g∈S ν(g)

. (38)

where in the third line we used the fact that NL is sym-
metric. Note that 1

|Kg′ | ⟨ϕg|NL|ϕg′⟩ is the probability

that a uniformly selected state ψ ∈ Kg′ transitions to Kg
under the stochastic process NL, so

1
|Kg′ | ⟨ϕg|NL|ϕg′⟩ ≤

1. Furthermore, ⟨ϕg|NL|ϕg′⟩ = 0 if g and g′ do not sat-
isfy g ∼ g′. These two facts finish the proof.

Next, we are going to define the graph GG whose ver-
tices are labelled by g, and where an edge connects g
and g′ if g ∼ g′ (where ‘∼’ is defined in the Lemma
above). It is quasi-isometric to Cay(G), which it differs
from only by the addition of self edges and certain second
nearest-neighbor edges in Cay(G). The following propo-
sition then holds:

Proposition 2. If G is non-amenable, then group dy-
namics on G exhibits exponentially strong Hilbert space
fragmentation and the unweighted infinite graph GG is a
vertex expander (i.e. calling V the set of vertices of GG,
for all subsets A ⊂ V with |A| ≤ |V |/2 there exists an
ϵ > 0 such that |∂A|/|A| ≥ ϵ)

Proof. To show exponentially strong fragmentation, it is
sufficient to show that for all group elements g, we have
|Kg|/dL ≤ ρL for some ρ < 1, with Kg designating the set
of length-L words with φ(w) = g and d = 2n+ 1 the di-
mension of the onsite Hilbert space. We first assume the
case of no fragile fragmentation, i.e. each Krylov sector
is labeled by a group element g ∈ G. Then, one can rein-
terpret |Kg|/dL simply as the probability of a length-L
random walk on the Cayley graph starting at node e and
ending at node g. Call this probability pL(e, g). Then,
we can write (using transitivity of the Cayley graph)

p2L(e, e) =
∑

g∈G
pL(e, g)pL(g, e) =

∑

g∈G
p2L(e, g)

=

√∑

g∈G
p2L(e, g)

√∑

h∈G
p2L(e, h)

≥
∑

g,h∈G
pL(e, g)pL(e, h) ≥ p2L(g, h) (39)

where Cauchy-Schwartz was used in the last line. This
means that Ke is the largest sector. Since G is non-
amenable these return probabilities decay exponentially,
so that |Kg|/dL ≤ ρL, and group dynamics on G is ex-
ponentially strongly fragmented. Now we consider the
case of fragile fragmentation. Then, each sector Kg may
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shatter into additional sectors, and the size of the largest
sector |Kmax| ≤ |Ke|, thus implying that the group dy-
namics is exponentially strongly fragmented.

We use the equivalent characterization of (non)-
amenable groups to prove the second part about expan-
sion, i.e. that Cay(G) is a vertex expander if G is non-
amenable. For some generating set A, the graph GG al-
most has the topology of the Cayley graph Cay(G,A)
except that it has self loops (which do not affect the ex-
pansion) and next-nearest neighbor connections (which
do). Assuming that the Cayley graph is an ϵ-expander
(that is, ∀A ⊂ Cay(A, G), |∂A| ≥ ϵ|A|), in GG the same
vertex set A has |∂A|GG

≤ (d + 1)|∂A|Cay(A,G) where d
is the degree of Cay(A, G). This means that GG is a
ϵ

d+1 -expander.

Is the converse of this statement true? In App. B, we
use some additional results from group theory to show
the following statement:

Proposition 3. G has polynomial growth iff group dy-
namics on G exhibits polynomially strong fragmentation.

The proof of this result uses a characterization of
groups with polynomial growth rate (due to Gromov)
in order to compute |Ke|. However, due to fragile frag-
mentation, the size of the largest sector might be much
smaller than |Ke|; showing that this does not happen
then proves the above proposition. In addition, there
are examples of amenable groups G for which the associ-
ated group dynamics is neither polynomially fragmented
nor exponentially fragmented. Making a very reasonable
technical assumption (see App. B), we can address the
nature of fragmentation in such groups and prove:

Proposition 4. If group dynamics on G exhibits expo-
nentially strong Hilbert space fragmentation, then G is
non-amenable.

This provides an exhaustive characterization of the na-
ture of fragmentation for group-based dynamics.

As mentioned previously, from Prop. 2, since GG is
a vertex expander, we might expect that the dynamics
thermalizes quickly. However, an important subtlety is
that GG is only an expander because it is formally an
infinite graph. To better understand this, consider the
example when the Cayley graph is a tree. We know that
an infinite k-ary tree Tk is an expander for k ≥ 3. How-
ever, for a finite system size L, we instead need to con-
sider the infinite graph restricted to a ball of radius L,
where distances are provided by the word metric. The
dynamics with a configuration graph formed by restrict-
ing GG to a ball may no longer rapidly mix due to certain
initial configurations localized near the boundary. In the
case of a tree, while the infinite tree is an expander, the
finite tree is not an expander and has a relaxation time
scaling exponentially in its diameter. Is this phenomenon
generic? This question precisely turns out to be a con-
jecture in the expander literature known as Benjamini’s
conjecture:

Conjecture 1 (Benjamini, [32]). A graph G is said to be
an expander at all scales if there exists an ϵ > 0 such that
all balls B ⊂ G and subsets A ⊂ G with |A ∩ B| ≤ |B|/2
obey |∂A∩B| ≥ ϵ|A∩B|. An expander at all scales does
not exist.

Note that the conjecture does not require G to be a
Cayley graph, and thus this phenomenon can generalize
beyond group-based dynamics. We also note the con-
nection to another concept called the separation profile
of a graph sep(n), which is defined to be the maximum
over size n subgraphs of the minimum number of nodes
that need to be removed from the subgraph to shatter
it into connected components, each with size ≤ n/2 (see
Ref. [49]). Benjamini’s conjecture pertains to the separa-
tion profile of an infinite expander where the subgraphs
are restricted to be balls.
There are several subclasses of Cayley graphs where

Benjamini’s conjecture is proven to be true, see [50, 51].
However, the statement we are looking for is slightly dif-
ferent from Benjamini’s conjecture. In particular, Eq. 36
describes the expansion of GG weighted by the distribu-
tion ν(g). Since ν(g) = |Kg|/dL is the distribution of
a length-L random walk on Cay(G,A) starting at e, we
would instead want an estimate of the conductance for
graphs weighted by the heat kernel measure.
Fortuitously, Fracyzk and van Limbeek showed in 2019

that Benjamini’s original conjecture can be proven with
the heat kernel weighting; more precisely, they proved
the following theorem [31]:

Theorem 2 (Fracyzk and van Limbeek, [31]). Let G be
an infinite, irreducible, bounded degree graph. Define νL,o
to be the L-step heat kernel measure rooted at o. We say
that the heat kernel measure is ϵ-expanding if νL,o(∂A) ≥
ϵ νL,o(A) for all A ⊂ G with νL,o(A) < 1/2 and all choices
of o. The heat kernel measure on G is not ϵ-expanding
for any ϵ > 0.

Surprisingly, this theorem suggests that such ϵ-
expanders do not exist for any bounded degree, not just
Cayley graphs. Unfortunately, it does not tell us the rate
at which this decay occurs – this is left as an open ques-
tion in Ref. [31]. For example, in the case where G = Tk,
the restriction of G to a ball of diameter L has conduc-
tance exp(−O(L)) even with the heat kernel weighting.
However, it could be possible that the restriction of G
has conductance 1/poly(L). Since expanders look locally
tree-like, one may think it is unlikely to achieve such a
slowly decaying conductance, but because the conduc-
tance can be dictated by ‘global’ properties of the graph,
we cannot rule out such a situation. Instead, we will
pose the following conjecture, which we call a quantita-
tive version of Benjamini’s conjecture:

Conjecture 2. Let G be an infinite irreducible, bounded
degree graph. There exists an A ⊂ G and an o such that
νL,o(A) < 1/2 and

νL,o(∂A) ≥ ϕL νL,o(A) (40)
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for ϕ < 1.

Henceforth, we will focus our attention on graphs of
the form GG with G a finitely generated and finitely
presented group. Demonstrating counterexamples to the
above conjecture (in the context of Cayley graphs) would
require classifying boundaries of rather exotic groups,
which to the authors’ knowledge is an open problem and
thus beyond the scope of this paper. Here, we will con-
tent ourselves with a proof for hyperbolic groups, which
are rather generic based on Theorem 1.

C. A proof for hyperbolic groups

We will outline the main theorems that we prove as
well as some of the essential ideas, but will divert most of
the details to Appendix C. Let us first provide some crude
intuition for why the thermalization time is exponential
in L. To understand this, first note that the Cayley graph
of a hyperbolic group corresponds to a hyperbolic metric
space. Crudely (and technically incorrectly) approximat-
ing this metric space by n-dimensional hyperbolic space
Hn for some n, we want to compute the expansion of Hn
restricted to a ball of diameter L, denoted B(L), which
has volume ∼ e(n−1)L. If we slice this ball in half and
call one of the regions R, the boundary ∂R is a disk,
which has volume ∼ e(n−2)L. Therefore, the expansion
of R is ∼ e−L. Unfortunately, this heuristic argument
is not enough because it assumes that Cayley graphs of
hyperbolic groups are isometric to Hn for some n, which
is not true.

Instead, we need a more sophisticated notion of the di-
mension of the group. The way we quantify this is by us-
ing the notion of the boundary of a hyperbolic group, also
known as the Gromov boundary. The Gromov boundary
directly gives us information about the structure of the
group in two ways. First, the boundary of the group is
a topological space, and we show that it has finite di-
mension. Second, there is a correspondence between the
boundary of a hyperbolic group ∂G and the group itself
via a certain map f : ∂G× (0, D] → G where the interval
(0, D] corresponds to the ‘radial’ direction in G. There-
fore, by constructing sets with small expansion in ∂G, we
can construct sets with small expansion in G using this
map. The finite dimension of the boundary allows us
to construct such small expansion sets. These two ideas
allow us to prove the following theorem for hyperbolic
groups:

Theorem 3 (Informal). Consider a hyperbolic metric
space X corresponding to the Cayley graph of a hyper-
bolic group with the word metric, where ∂X has non-zero
dimension. The expansion of X ∩ B(L) is ≤ e−ξL for
some ξ > 0.

The proof of this theorem is in App. C, and relies on
many ideas in the Bonk-Schramm embedding theorem of
Ref. [52]. This theorem therefore proves a quantitative

version of Benjamini’s conjecture but does not yet ad-
dress the heat kernel version of Benjamini’s conjecture
(Conjecture 2). Naively speaking, so long as the heat
kernel measure “smoothly varies” over the Cayley graph,
then one should still expect the weighted expansion to de-
cay exponentially in L. In particular, taking a large sub-
set R of the Cayley graph, we expect the heat kernel mea-
sure of R is O(1), and since |∂R| is exponentially smaller
than |R| and the heat kernel varies smoothly enough, we
expect the measure of the boundary to be O(exp(−L)).
Once again, this intuition is roughly correct, but one
needs to more carefully quantify how smoothly the heat
kernel measure varies over the group. For this, we need
several properties of random walks on hyperbolic groups,
namely concentration inequalities [53] and the finiteness
of the entropy. Combined with geometric properties such
as the finite dimension of the Gromov boundary as well
as some probabilistic arguments for showing the existence
of subsets with guarantees on their heat kernel measure,
we prove the following theorem:

Theorem 4 (Informal). Suppose X is the Cayley graph
of a hyperbolic group G, weighted by a probability distri-
bution ν corresponding to an L-step random walk mea-
sure with step distribution µ. Assume that µ has bounded
support and is symmetric. The weighted expansion of X
is ≤ e−ξL for some ξ > 0.

The proof idea is discussed before the theorem state-
ment in App C and further details can be found there.
Some parts of our proof are a sketch but can be read-
ily made rigorous. Once again, we emphasize that due
to Theorem 1, hyperbolic groups are rather generic, and
this proves slow thermalization times for a large class of
constrained dynamics.
We end by briefly noting that there is a relationship be-

tween the vanishing expansion of the heat kernel measure
and the vanishing expansion of subsets of the boundary
of the group. In particular, equipping the boundary of
a hyperbolic group with a “hitting” probability measure,
one can show that the boundary has vanishing conduc-
tance (i.e. the boundary is amenable), and this can be
mapped onto the existence of subsets of the Cayley graph
that also have vanishing conductance. This is the main
idea that Fracyzk and van Limbeek use to prove their
theorem, and it indicates that quantitatively character-
izing the conductance of the boundary of Cayley graphs
of finitely generated groups will provide an answer to our
Conjecture 2. We leave this interesting question to the
future.

D. Non-hyperbolic groups and beyond

We discussed the boundary depolarizing model for
group dynamics, but a natural question is to ask whether
this is a good model for subsystem dynamics. For this,
we need to know the ergodicity length for group dynam-
ics. For this, we will assume the initial state is a random
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product state, which with high probability has a number
of e’s that is O(L). Call the number of e′s αL; then, if
the subsystem is of size αL/2, then we can shuttle αL/2
e′s in the subsystem and αL/2 e′s next to the subsys-
tem, and use the free relations to generate ww−1 for any
w in the subsystem and w−1 outside the subsystem. This
means that the ergodicity length of any groups dynamics
is O(L) with high probability. In order to get a more
interesting scaling we need to turn to semigroups (see
Ref. [33]).

Within group dynamics, our results mainly pertain to
a subclass of non-amenable groups, namely hyperbolic
groups. There are two natural questions one could ask.
The first is whether the dynamics remain exponentially
slow for non-amenable groups that are not hyperbolic.
Addressing this question will provide a complete proof
of our Conjecture 2 for groups. One simple example of
such a group is H × Z, where H is a hyperbolic group,.
However, the expansion of the Cayley graph of H × Z
restricted to a ball should still be dictated by that of H,
and so the dynamics should remain exponentially slow.

A more complicated example of a non-hyperbolic and
non-amenable group is SL(3;Z), which is finitely gener-
ated and presented. In particular, this group has an inter-
esting property not shared by any of the models we have
thus far studied. Note that words which represent the
identity element correspond to oriented and based loops
on the Cayley graph which are homotopy equivalent to
a point. Therefore, group dynamics within the sector of
length-L words representing the identity element (with-
out depolarizing noise) correspond to the dynamics of a
fluctuating loop on the Cayley graph. If the length of
the loop is roughly maintained but it has large filling (or
area), then it will take a long time to contract the loop
to a point, see Ref. [33] for more discussion of this point.
This would imply that the diameter of the graph GH (ig-
noring additional edges created by the boundary noise)
would be large. For the group G ∼= SL(3;Z), loops of
length L can have filling like ∼ exp(L) [54] (i.e. follow-
ing Ref. [33], the Dehn function is ∼ exp(L)) and so the
diameter of GH can be exponentially large in L without
boundary depolarizing noise. However, proving this esti-
mate on the diameter requires that the loop length must
remain O(L) during its homotopy to a point, which is re-
lated to the linear scaling of a quantity called the filling
length function. It is believed that this function scales
linearly in L for SL(3;Z), although a rigorous proof is
not known to the authors’ knowledge. When one turns
on boundary depolarization, we expect the dynamics to
be slow, but it can be of type I or II. We can rule out type
I dynamics because the depolarizing noise can “erase”
the current word in the system and rewrite a new word
in O(L2) steps, which implies that the diameter of the
Krlov graph is poly(L) and not exp(L). However, be-
cause SL(3;Z) has a similar looking structure to hyper-
bolic groups, we still expect it to be type II. There are
certainly other exotic groups that are non-amenable but
do not look like hyperbolic groups, and it would be inter-

esting to characterize their boundaries and thus compute
their expansion.
The second question is whether there are amenable

groups that still exhibit exponentially slow dynamics
when coupled to a bath. It may be possible that groups
of polynomial growth rate have this property, but that
our bounds on the conductance are not strong enough to
prove this. We believe this is unlikely and conjecture that
the dynamics is polynomially slow even with a one-sided
infinite temperature bath. A more interesting class of
groups are those which have return probabilities scaling
superpolynomially but subexponentially in L. One such
example is the Baumslag-Solitar group BS(1, 2) which
has the presentation

BS(n,m) = ⟨a, b | bamb−1 = an⟩. (41)

The Krylov sector corresponding to the identity sector
has size ∼ exp

(
−αL1/3

)
|H| [46], indicating that this

group is neither polynomially nor exponentially frag-
mented (based on the results in App. B, fragile fragmen-
tation is not expected to affect the asymptotic scaling
of the size of the identity sector). Furthermore, this
group has as similar property to SL(3;Z) in that the
intra-sector dynamics (without the boundary depolariz-
ing noise) are slow due to large diameters. However, in
this case, we can prove that loops in the Cayley graph
have large fillings and do not change in length very much
during the homotopy, providing a rigorous proof that the
configuration graph in the identity sector has a diameter
∼ exp(L). The Cayley graph of BS(1, 2) is isomorphic
to T3 × R, and it is possible that when restricted to a
ball B(L), the expansion still is exponentially small in
L. Thus, this would provide an example of an amenable
group which still exhibits dynamics of type II (when
boundary depolarizing noise is added, the diameter of
the Krylov graph is the diameter of the Cayley graph
which no longer scales like ∼ exp(L), ruling out type I
dynamics). This would also be an interesting direction
for future study. In Sec. VII 1, we also discuss an exam-
ple not based on a group which exhibits polynomial frag-
mentation but exponentially slow dynamics. This sug-
gests a larger and more interesting landscape of systems
that exhibit exponentially slow dynamics.
Finally, we ask whether our results can be extended

beyond group-based constraints. Ref. [33] showed that
the constraints of any classically-fragmented model of
dynamics in 1D can be recast as semigroup dynamics.
A semigroup has the same structure as a group except
that it in general lacks inverses, and consequently the
only difference between semigroup and group dynam-
ics is that the former does not possess basis states as-
sociated with the inverses of generators. The Krylov
graphs of generic classically fragmented models are thus
obtained from the “Cayley graphs” of semigroups. These
graphs lack some of the nice features enjoyed by the
Cayley graphs of groups: their edges are in general di-
rected (due to the lack of inverses) and are not tran-
sitive. However, since our dynamics is reversible, the
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Krylov graph in this case would simply correspond to an
undirected version of the semigroup Cayley graph. Fur-
thermore, Fraczyk and van Limbeek’s result, as well as
Benjamini’s conjecture, does not require transitivity of
the graph, and should still be applicable to semigroups.
One complication is that for semigroup dynamics, it is
possible for the maximum degree of the Krylov graph
to scale with L. As an example, consider a model with
onsite Hilbert space span(| ↑⟩, | ↓⟩, |⋆⟩), with the con-
straints allow for all 2-site transitions involving at least
one ⋆: |x⋆⟩ ↔ |y⋆⟩, | ⋆ x⟩ ↔ | ⋆ y⟩, for all x, y ∈ {↑, ↓, ⋆}.
Then the sector where at least one ⋆ is present is con-
nected to the 2L frozen sectors that lack any ⋆s, so
maxv∈GK deg(v) = 2L. In this example however, by ad-
ditionally regrouping these 2L frozen sectors into a single
sector, one can construct a new Krylov graph where the
degree remains bounded, and study Benjamini’s conjec-
ture for this. We additionally note that semigroup dy-
namics is necessary in order to get type 0 dynamics; with
a group constraint, a maximally depolarizing boundary
can connect any two words together, thus implying that
type 0 dynamics is not possible.

Thus, our conjecture about heat kernel expanders
(Conjecture 2) holds equally well for semigroups, pro-
vided the maximal degree of the Cayley graph remains
bounded (or a reasonable “regrouping” procedure exists
if this is not the case). As such, upon accounting for semi-
groups this conjecture would also imply our exponential
fragmentation conjecture.

VI. MODELS WITH FRAGMENTATION
TRANSITIONS

So far, we have demonstrated in a set of concrete ex-
amples that an exponentially fragmented Hilbert space
under Dyn leads to exponentially slow thermalization. In
most examples discussed above (except for spin-1 break-
down model), the origin of exponential fragmentation
and hence slow dynamics can be traced back to strong
HSF, where Kmax is an exponentially small fraction of the
global symmetry sector to which it belongs. In this sec-
tion, we discuss models in which the degree of HSF—now
as measured within a fixed symmetry sector—transitions
from strong to weak as the global symmetry charge is
varied (e.g. by tuning the charge/particle density). Ac-
cording to our definition in Sec. II, these models are poly-
nomially fragmented18, and as we will show explicitly,
they thermalize on timescales that are only polynomial
in system sizes when coupled to a bath.

18 Notice that in these models, the total number of Krylov sec-
tors is NK = O(exp(L)), and yet |Kmax|/|H| = Ω(1/poly(L)).
This is because the total number of global symmetry sectors is
only O(poly(L)), and the fact that there exist weakly fragmented
symmetry sectors necessarily implies that Kmax cannot be an ex-
ponentially small fraction of the entire Hilbert space.

A. Particle-conserving East model

The simplest example exhibiting a fragmentation tran-
sition is the particle-conserving East model [55, 56]. Con-
sider a one-dimensional system of hard-core particles
with occupation number ni = 0, 1 on each site. The
dynamics conserve the total number of particles, yet par-
ticle hoppings are subject to an East-constraint, which,
in its simplest version (range r = 1), requires that a par-
ticle can hop to the right only when the site to its left is
occupied, as illustrated in Fig.10(a). It is easy to see that
the Hilbert space of this model further fractures within
each U(1) symmetry sector: configurations with different
leftmost particle positions remain disconnected from one
another under the dynamics. Intuitively, one may antici-
pate that the degree of fragmentation should be different
for different charge sectors, since at high fillings the East
constraint essentially becomes ineffective and the system
should behave like an unconstrained charge-conserving
system where the Hilbert space is fully connected within
the symmetry sector. This turns out to be exactly the
case, as shown in Ref. [56], that the system transitions
from being strongly fragmented and nonergodic at low
fillings n < nc = 0.5, to weakly fragmented and thermal-
izing diffusively at n > nc, with the two phases separated
by a continuous phase transition at nc.

1. Real-space picture

The dynamics of this model also admits a simple real-
space picture. For a given configuration with an average
particle density below nc, there exists regions whose local
charge densities are above nc and hence locally thermal.
Particles in such regions are able to spread out up to a
maximal distance at which point the local density drops
to nc, and the thermal region cannot grow any further.
Therefore, under Dyn the system contains locally thermal
regions separated by frozen regions in real space, and
the frozen regions constitute a finite fraction of the full
system when n < nc. As n increases past nc, the thermal
regions are able to merge and the fraction of the frozen
sites vanishes.
Now consider coupling the left endpoint to a bath (par-

ticle reservoir) that randomly adds or removes one par-
ticle at each time. More precisely, since the particle on
the leftmost site is immobile, we instead couple the bath
to the second leftmost site while keeping the leftmost
site occupied at all times. With the real-space picture
described above in mind, it is easy to anticipate the dy-
namics under a bath. Starting from a random initial par-
ticle configuration with n < nc, a local thermal region is
seeded in the vicinity of the bath, which expands to larger
and larger distances as more particles are pumped into
the system at the boundary. As the dynamics inside the
thermal region is fast, one expects that the spreading of
the thermal region is also fast, until the entire system
thermalizes.
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FIG. 10. (a) Allowed local dynamical moves under particle-
conserving East constraints. A particle is allowed to move
only when there is at least 1 occupied site to its left within
range r. In this work, we consider the simple case with
r = 1. (b) An illustration of the packed sector with a fixed
total charge N = N0 and rightmost point x that the par-
ticles are able to reach. Each orange segment represents a
thermal region extended to its maximal length with criti-
cal density 1

2
, and each blue segment represents an empty

(frozen) region. The packed sector consists of all Krylov sec-
tors (labelled by {(xil, xir)}) with the same (N, x), satisfying∑m

i=1(x
i
r − xil + 2) = 2N, xmr = x. (c) The Krylov graph for

the particle-conserving East model. Each circle represents a
packed sector as illustrated in (b), and the circles are con-
nected with bonds due to the thermal bath coupled to the
boundary. The figure on the right is a zoom-in of a region on
the left. The top right region of the graph where the vertices
are connected horizontally corresponds to N ≥ L

2
, such that

x = L and cannot further increase.

To corroborate the above picture, we numerically study
the relaxation of total charge starting from an initial con-
figuration |•◦◦◦◦· · · ⟩, where • and ◦ denotes an occupied
and empty site, respectively. In Fig.11, we show the av-
erage total particle number ⟨N(t)⟩, and the average size
of the thermal region ⟨x(t)⟩ as a function of time. The
results clearly demonstrate that both quantities increase
polynomially in time with identical exponents, indicating
fast relaxation.

2. Krylov graph

While the above real-space picture is intuitive, it is pos-
sible to understand the thermalization process in terms
of the Krylov graph. An interesting property of the
particle-conserving East model is that the maximal range
to which an active region can grow is completely deter-
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FIG. 11. Numerical results for the particle-conserving East
model. The blue line represents the average total particle
number and the yellow line represents the size of the maximal
region that the particles can spread out at a given time. We
find that these two quantities behave in a similar fashion,
both showing a polynomial-in-time growth, which implies fast
relaxation.

mined by the number of particles in that region [56]. To
see this, consider the following particle configuration

• • • · · · •︸ ︷︷ ︸
N

◦ ◦ · · · ◦ . (42)

The maximum distance that the particles can spread to
the right is given by x = 2N − 1, which corresponds to
the most dilute configuration allowed by the constraint

• ◦ • ◦ • ◦ · · · •︸ ︷︷ ︸
2N−1

◦ ◦ ◦ ◦ . (43)

At this point, the particle density of the thermal region
self-tunes to the critical value nc =

1
2 and ceases to grow

any further. In general, a particle configuration will con-
tain spatially disconnected thermal regions separated by
empty (frozen) regions. Therefore, each Krylov sector
can be uniquely labelled by a collection of coordinates
{(xil, xir)}, which specifies the boundaries of each ther-
mal region in the system when expanded to the maximal
length [see Fig. 10(b)].
Upon coupling to a bath at the boundary, different

Krylov sectors become connected. Rather than directly
constructing the Krylov graph, it turns out to be use-
ful to coarse-grain further and construct a packed sector
consisting of all Krylov sectors with the same particle
number N and coordinate of the rightmost site x that the
particles can reach: (N, x). The reason is that, while the
total particle number obviously changes by ±1 per time
step, the farthest distance that the particles can expand
to the right serves as another useful “quantum number”
to organize various Krylov sectors with the same total
charge. Consider a simple example of three particles:
•••◦◦ · · · ◦. In this case, the rightmost position that the
particles are able to reach is x = 5. Suppose the bath re-
moves one particle from the second site on the left, such
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that (N = 3, x = 5) → (N ′ = 2, x′). Now the value of x′

depends on the specific particle configuration within the
Krylov sector when the system is put in contact with the
bath. For instance,

1. •••◦◦ · · · ◦ bath−−−→ •◦•◦◦ · · · ◦, (N ′ = 2, x′ = x−2)

2. ••◦•◦ · · · ◦ bath−−−→ •◦◦•◦ · · · ◦, (N ′ = 2, x′ = x−1)

3. ••◦◦•◦· · · ◦ bath−−−→ •◦◦◦•◦· · · ◦, (N ′ = 2, x′ = x).

One can analyze the reverse process where the bath
adds one particle in a similar way. We thus group
the Krylov sectors according to (N, x), and the coarse-
grained Krylov graph is depicted in Fig. 10(c). We find
that the Krylov graph again has a self-similar tree-like
structure. In Appendix F, we calculate the expansion
Φ(GK) for the cut shown in Fig. 10(c), which yields
Φ(GK) = 1

2(2N−1) , only polynomially small in the total

charge (and system size).

B. Range-four dipole-conserving model

Another class of models exhibiting a fragmentation
transition are dipole-conserving (fracton) systems with
local dynamical moves involving r > 3 consecutive
sites [57, 58]. Unlike the range-three fracton model dis-
cussed in Sec. IVC which does not have a weakly frag-
mented phase and suffers from real-space bottleneck,
fractonic systems with longer-range dynamical moves do
have a fragmentation transition as the charge density is
varied, similarly to the U(1)-symmetric East model. We
consider r = 4 in this subsection. The scenario of the
fragmentation transition very much resembles that of the
East model, and previous studies have found that the
transitions in these two classes of models seem to belong
to the same universality class [56]. In particular, the exis-
tence of local thermal regions that are able to grow until
the density self-tunes to the critical point also applies to
fractonic systems [57, 58]. We thus expect that charge
relaxation is also fast in this case when coupled to a bath.

In Fig. 12, we show numerical results for the average
total particle number ⟨N(t)⟩ as a function of time, start-
ing from an initial state with no particle, similarly to the
setup considered in Sec. IVC. In contrast to the logarith-
mically slow charge relaxation observed in range-three
fracton systems, here the results clearly demonstrate a
fast polynomial-in-time relaxation dynamics.

VII. DISCUSSION

In this work we have considered the thermalization dy-
namics of constrained spin chains connected to a ther-
malizing bath at one end. Our study has focused on con-
straints which strongly fragment Hilbert space (in the
absence of the bath coupling), with the largest sector oc-
cupying an exponentially small fraction of Hilbert space.
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FIG. 12. Numerical results for the range-four dipole-
conserving model. The average total particle number in-
creases polynomially in time, indicating fast relaxation. The
behavior is to be contrasted with the range-three dipole-
conserving model, where the total charge (particle number)
relaxes logarithmally slowly (Fig. 9).

We have provided strong evidence for the conjecture that
in the presence of the thermalizing bath, the thermal-
ization time tth is exponentially long in system size, re-
gardless of the details of the dynamics or specific choice
of constraint. This evidence came in the form of prov-
ing exponentially long bounds on tth in a large family
of models, and connecting this conjecture to a related
conjecture in the mathematics of expander graphs.
In what follows we briefly describe a few additional

lines of inquiry that would be interesting to pursue in
future work.

1. Slow thermalization without exponential fragmentation

While our conjecture is that exponentially strong HSF
is a sufficient condition for exponentially slow thermal-
ization, it is by no means necessary, and the converse of
our conjecture is not true. An explicit example illustrat-
ing this fact may be constructed by adding a certain type
of ‘dynamical impurity’ to the spin-1 breakdown model.
One does this by augmenting the Hilbert space of the
breakdown model by a state |A⟩, with the dynamics con-
serving the number of A particles

∑
i |A⟩⟨A|i. The A

particles can move to the left only by absorbing particles
in the breakdown model, so that the only allowed matrix
elements that move an A from site i to site i + 1 are of
the form |n,A⟩⟨A, 0|i,i+1 for n ∈ {1, 2} (together with
the Hermitian conjugate thereof). We furthermore allow
As to modify the breakdown-sector degrees of freedom to
their right, so that they dynamics also includes matrix
elements |A,m⟩⟨A,m′|i,i+1 with m,m′ ∈ {0, 1, 2}.
With this construction, it is easy to see that for an

initial state that includes a pattern like |A0lA0L−l−2⟩, it
will take a time ∼ 2l for the left A to provide the right A
with the ‘fuel’ it needs to move. This argument implies
an exponentially long thermalization time reflected in the
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relaxation of the A density ρA, which in more generic
states we expect to relax with a diffusion constant D ∼
2−1/ρA .

Additionally, within the context of group-based dy-
namics, there could be other candidates for non-
exponentially fragmented dynamics that are exponen-
tially slow. One such example could be polynomi-
ally fragmented groups due to intra-sector connectivity,
though as remarked in Sec. VD this is unlikely. An-
other example is a certain kind of Baumslag-Solitar group
which is neither polynomially nor exponentially frag-
mented but whose Cayley graph has a branching struc-
ture due to the exponential growth rate of the group.

2. Other types of open system dynamics

When the bath couples to a spatially local collection
of O(1) sites, exponentially fragmented dynamics retains
memory of its initial conditions for times exponetially
long in L. If all sites couple to a depolarizing bath, or if
at each time step a depolarizing bath couples to a ran-
dom fraction of the sites, the story is drastically differ-
ent: in these cases, if the strength of the coupling to the
bath is λ the thermalization time can be shown to satisfy
tth = O( 1λ log(L)), which follows as a consequence of the
results in [23]. A bath coupled at all sites thus heats the
system doubly-exponentially faster than a local bath. It
could thus be interesting to explore couplings interme-
diate between strictly local and fully global. As an ex-
ample, when the coupling occurs near the boundary and
is taken to decay exponentially in space, we expect that
models in all classes will have still tth = O(exp(L)), but
this scaling will change when the coupling becomes more
long range. Future work could also explore the influence
of bath non-Markovianity on tth.

3. Towards quantum dynamics

This paper has mostly focused on classical dynamics or
random unitary circuit dynamics (which reduces to the
former for observables linear in the density matrix af-
ter circuit averaging). An important question is whether
Hamiltonian quantum dynamics with energy conserva-
tion can yield qualitatively different dynamical proper-
ties. For instance, it could be possible that Dyn ther-
malizes faster in the quantum setting a) due to con-
structive quantum interference (which is often difficult to
achieve in a local system, see Refs. [59, 60] for examples
in non-local systems), or b) if Dyn has additional time-
dependence that steers the dynamics in H (in which case
the time dependence of Dyn would need to depend on
the initial state). In the absence of these kinds of mech-
anisms, we conjecture that the dynamics in the Hamil-
tonian setting is similarly slow for strongly fragmented
systems. In fact, for systems of type I, where the slow-
ness originates from large Krylov graph diameters, this

was explicitly shown in Ref. [33].

4. Higher dimensions

An obvious question is the status of our conjecture in
higher dimensions. It is easy to construct examples of
strongly fragmented models in d > 1 which are in class
0 (persistently non-ergodic; e.g. d > 1 PXP models)
or class I (exponentially large Krylov-graph diameters;
e.g. d > 1 models with exponentially modulated symme-
tries). Understanding to what extent models in class II
(Krylov graphs with small diameters but strong bottle-
necks) exist in d > 1 is an interesting question.19 Since
for d > 1 the number of sites that couple to the bath is
extensive, the nodes of the Krylov graph will generically
have thermodynamically large degrees. New techniques
may thus be needed to address this question in general-
ity. Studying the models of [61] could provide a fruitful
starting point. It would also be interesting to study re-
laxation in the presence of an infinite bath for the two
dimensional group loop models introduced in Ref. [33], of
which several subclasses where studied in Refs. [62–65].
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Appendix A: Local dynamics versus maximally
depolarizing dynamics

In the main text, we introduced and studied a maxi-
mally depolarizing model of dynamics. In this appendix,
we will show that the thermalization times of any generic
local dynamics with constraints are strictly longer than

19 In this situation, we are looking for intrinsically 2D examples
and not stacks of 1D models.
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that of the maximally depolarizing model. As in the main
text, we define the probability distribution

pψ(t) = EUt
[ ⟨ψ|ρ(t)|ψ⟩] (A1)

where |ψ⟩ is a basis state and we assume that ρ(t) =

U†
t ρ(0)Ut where Ut is a depth-t circuit built from local

gates (which act on l qubits) satisfying the Hilbert space
constraint. Under the Haar average (assuming no cor-
relations between the gates), ρ(t) becomes diagonal and
the probability vector p(t) evolves under time as

p(t+ 1) = M1M2M3 · · ·MlNL p(t). (A2)

Here, Mi denotes the tensor product of a sequence of
l-site transition matrices globally shifted by i sites which
respect the Hilbert space constraint, and NL denotes the
transition matrix corresponding to the depolarizing chan-
nel applied to the last site. Therefore, M1M2M3 · · ·Ml

can be considered to be part of a brickwork random uni-
tary circuit which we call a “single period” of the circuit;
under the assumption that N is applied after every k
periods, we may write

p(k, t+ 1) = (M1M2M3 · · ·Ml)
kNL p(k, t) (A3)

and in the limit that k → ∞, this gives us the maxi-
mally depolarizing dynamics p(∞, t+ 1) = ΠNL p(∞, t)
where Π is a projector onto the steady state in all Krylov
sectors. If the Markov chain is ergodic (which is true so
long as the dynamics is not class 0), the stationary dis-
tribution of this Markov chain is uniform over all states,
i.e. pψ(k,∞) = 1

dL
regardless of k, where d is the local

Hilbert space dimension.
For group-based dynamics (see Ref. [63]), it is sug-

gestive to label the Krylov sectors by an element of the
group g ∈ G. However, due to the phenomenon of fragile
fragmentation, this is not true: it may not possible tra-
verse between two words w and w′ corresponding to the
same group element because w may need to first grow
beyond the size of the system L before it can shrink to
become w′. This kind of bottleneck causes the sector
of words Kg = {w : |w| = L; w ∼ g} to further shat-
ter into many sectors: see Ref. [63] for more discussion
of this phenomenon. Therefore, in addition to proving
that local dynamics is strictly slower than the maximally
depolarizing model, we also want to show that addition-
ally coarse-graining the conductance to account for frag-
ile fragmentation does not quantitatively affect our re-
sults.

First we show that for any fragmented dynamics
(which need not obey a group structure), local dynamics
is strictly slower than the maximally depolarizing dynam-
ics:

Lemma 2. Let Gloc denote the configuration graph of
local depolarizing dynamics, i.e. one for which the tran-
sition matrix is given by

Mloc = M1M2M3 · · ·MlRNL (A4)

for Mi a bistochastic matrix with the uniform distri-
bution as a left and right eigenstate with eigenvalue 1.
Furthermore let Gloc,K denote the graph Gloc which is
then coarse-grained according to the same procedure that
coarse-grains G to GK for maximally depolarizing dynam-
ics. Then, Φ(Gloc,K) satisfies

Φ(Gloc,K) = Φ(GK) (A5)

with Φ(GK) denoting the coarse-grained graph conduc-
tance of the maximally depolarizing dynamics.

Thus, if the thermalization time of the coarse-grained
maximally depolarizing dynamics is ≥ exp(αL), then the
thermalization time of the local depolarizing dynamics is
also ≥ exp(αL), following from the fact that Φ(Gloc) ≤
Φ(Gloc,K) = Φ(GK).

Proof. Recall that the graph conductance Φ(G) for
weighted graph G with stationary distribution µ and
transition matrix M is defined to be

Φ(G) = min
R⊂G:µ(R)≤1/2

∑
ψ∈R,ψ′∈Rc µ(ψ) ⟨ψ|M|ψ′⟩

µ(R)
.

(A6)
To prove the inequality, first note that the stationary dis-
tribution of both the local and non-local models are uni-
form. Since the proposition concerns the coarse-grained
conductance, we only minimize over sets RS which are
expressible as RS =

⋃
s∈S Ks for some subset S of the set

of all Krylov sectors K. Denote by |π(R)⟩ the uniform
superposition over states in R. Then, we can write

Φ(GK) = min
S⊂K:µ(RS)≤1/2

√
µ(RcS)

µ(RS)
⟨π(RS)|M|π(RcS)⟩ .

(A7)
For the maximally depolarizing dynamics, we have M =
ΠNL where Π = M1 · · ·MlR ; since ⟨π(RS)|Π = ⟨π(RS)|
for any S (which follows from a uniform superposition of
states in a Krylov sector being a left steady state of Π),
⟨π(RS)|M|π(RcS)⟩ = ⟨π(RS)|NL|π(RcS)⟩. For the local
depolarizing dynamics,

⟨π(RS)|Mloc|π(RS)⟩ = ⟨π(RS)|M1M2 · · ·MlRNL|π(RcS)⟩
= ⟨π(RS)|NL|π(RcS)⟩ (A8)

where in the second equality we use the fact that ⟨π(RS)|
is a left stationary distribution forMi and thus a station-
ary distribution for M1M2M3 · · ·MlR . Thus, it follows
that Φ(Gloc,K) = Φ(GK).

As previously mentioned, for group based dynamics
which exhibits fragile fragmentation, the Krylov sectors
cannot be labeled uniquely by group elements. Let GG
denote the graph obtained by coarse-graining GK by
grouping all sectors associated with a given group ele-
ment into a single node. Call S a subset of group ele-
ments of G and RS = {w : ∃g ∈ S, w ∼ g}, and consider
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then the conductance

Φ(GG) = min
S⊂G:µ(RS)≤1/2

∑
ψ∈R,ψ′∈Rc µ(ψ) ⟨ψ|M|ψ′⟩

µ(R)
.

(A9)
Since GG is obtained by coarse-graining GK, for every S
there exists some S′ ⊂ K constructed from S such that
RS =

⋃
s∈S′ Ks. Because of this, the following holds:

Lemma 3. For maximally depolarizing dynamics for a
local constraint based on a presentation of group G,

Φ(GK) ≤ Φ(GG). (A10)

Proof. Follows from the definitions.

Therefore, for studying group dynamics in Section V,
it suffices to compute Φ(GG), which can be more readily
related to properties of the Cayley graph of G.

Appendix B: Equivalence of exponentially
fragmentation and non-amenability

In this appendix we will prove Prop. 3 and Prop. 4
from the main text. Proofs of these statements will ulti-
mately provide a complete characterization of all group
dynamics which exhibit exponentially strong fragmenta-
tion, and implies the equivalence:

G non-amenable ↔ DynG exponentially fragmented

As we noted in the main text, while the non-
amenability of a group implies that the corresponding
fragmentation of the group dynamics is exponentially
strong, the converse is not a priori clear. We will show
that if the group dynamics exhibits polynomially strong
fragmentation or weak fragmentation, then the group has
to be amenable. The most subtle part of the proof is deal-
ing with fragile fragmentation, which can further fracture
Kg. Thus it is not immediately clear how to estimate
the size of the largest component even when account-
ing for fragile fragmentation. After proving the result for
group dynamics with polynomially strong fragmentation,
we show that all remaining amenable groups cannot ex-
hibit exponentially strong fragmentation, even when ac-
counting for fragile fragmentation. For this result, we
make a mild assumption which is very likely true.

To prove the first statement about polynomial frag-
mentation, we note a few important definitions and re-
sults:

Definition 3 (Nilpotent and virtually nilpotent groups).
A group G is class k nilpotent iff it admits a central series
with length k:

{1} = G1 ◁ G2 ◁ G3 ◁ · · · ◁ Gk = G (B1)

where Gi ◁ Gi+1 means that Gi is a normal subgroup of
Gi+1. A group G is virtually nilpotent if there exists a
subgroup H of finite index which is nilpotent.

Definition 4 (Growth rate). The growth rate of a group
G, denoted N(r), is the number of group elements that
are expressible as words of length ≤ r. A polynomial
growth rate of degree n is one where N(r) = O(rn).

A seminal result by Gromov characterizes all groups
with polynomial growth rate:

Theorem 5 (Gromov [66]). A finitely generated and pre-
sented group G has polynomial growth rate iff it is virtu-
ally nilpotent.

The following is a consequence of seminal results, many
of which can be found in [46]:

Theorem 6. A finitely generated and presented group G
has polynomial growth rate of degree n iff a symmetric
random walk asymptotically has p2L(e, e) ∼ L−n/2.

The above theorems, along with the result from the
main text showing that Ke is the largest sector, would
imply that group dynamics which is polynomially frag-
mented is equivalent to the group having polynomial
growth and thus being amenable. However, due to frag-
ile fragmentation we need to further characterize the size
largest sector within Ke in order to determine whether
the group dynamics still exhibits polynomial fragmenta-
tion. For this, we will need to introduce the notion of
a filling length (a similar quantity called the expansion
length was discussed in Ref. [33]). A good reference for
these concepts is Ref. [67].

Definition 5 (Filling length). Consider a group G, and
a length-L word representing the identity element which
does not contain any e’s. Call w → w1 → w2 →
· · ·wm → ∅ a derivation of w if each pair of consecu-
tive words differs by the application of a single relation
and ∅ denotes the empty word. Call FL(w,∅) the mini-
mum over derivations from w to ∅ of the maximum value
of the length of an intermediate word in the derivation.
Then,

FL(L) = max
w∼∅:|w|=L

FL(w,∅). (B2)

Furthermore, we have the following result regarding
the filling length for nilpotent groups

Proposition 5 (Gersten, Holt, Riley, [68]). For nilpotent
and virtually nilpotent groups, FL(L) ∼ L.

Next, we prove that a randomly drawn word repre-
senting the identity element of a group with polynomial
growth rate will have a large fraction of e’s:

Lemma 4. Consider a group G with polynomial growth
rate. If the number of length-L words representing the
identity is |Ke|, with probability 1− ϵ, the number of e’s
in a randomly chosen word w ∈ Ke is ≥ η(ϵ)L, where η
and ϵ are positive constants.
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Proof. First, we note that the symmetric random walk
generating a length-L word is lazy due to the ‘e’ gener-
ator explicitly present in the group relations. Call Wn

the number of words of length n that do not have any
e’s. Then, the expected number of e’s in a length-L word
uniformly chosen in Ke is

⟨Ne⟩ =
1

|Ke|
L∑

n=0

(
L

n

)
Wn(L− n) (B3)

We know that due to Theorem 6, for n > 0, C
nk/2 (2d)

n ≤
Wn ≤ C′

nk/2 (2d)
n where k is the growth rate degree, d

is the number of non-identity generators, and C and C ′

are constants. Furthermore, C
Lk/2 (2d + 1)L ≤ |Ke| ≤

C′

Lk/2 (2d+ 1)L. Thus, we can write

⟨Ne⟩ ≳ L

L∑

n=1

(
L

n

)
(2d)n

(2d+ 1)L
(xk/2n − xk/2−1

n ) (B4)

where ≳ indicates greater than or equal to up to multi-
plicative constants, and xn = L/n. Next, we note that
fk(x) = xk/2(1− 1/x) is convex in the interval [1,∞) for

k > 2. Noting that p(n) =
(
L
n

) (2d)n

(2d+1)L
is the PDF of a

binomial random variable with parameter 2d/(2d + 1),
we can write

⟨Ne⟩ ≳ ζL

L∑

n=1

ζ−1p(n)fk(xn) ≳ ζLfk

(
L∑

n=1

ζ−1p(n)xn

)

(B5)

where we reweighted the distribution by ζ = 1− 1
(2d+1)L

and used Jensen’s inequality. What remains is to com-
pute the expectation value of xn under the reweighted
binomial distribution. First define x′n = L/(n + 1), and
note that fk(·) is increasing in the interval [L/(L+1),∞)
for L large enough. Thus,

⟨Ne⟩ ≳ ζLfk

(
L∑

n=1

ζ−1p(n)x′n

)
. (B6)

Then, use the identity

L∑

n=1

(
L

n

)
(2d)n

(2d+ 1)L
L

n+ 1
=

(2d+ 1)L

2d(L+ 1)
− L

(2d+ 1)L

(B7)
which is (2d + 1)/(2d + ϵ) for ϵ → 0 as L → ∞. Then,
ζfk((2d+ 1)/(2d+ ϵ)) is a constant, and thus ⟨Ne⟩ ∼ L.

Next, suppose that k = 2. Then,

⟨Ne⟩ ≳ L

L∑

n=1

(
L

n

)
(2d)n

(2d+ 1)L
(x′n − 1) (B8)

which evaluates to L(1/2d + ϵ) where ϵ → 0 as L → ∞.
Thus, ⟨Ne⟩ ∼ L. Finally, suppose that k = 1. Define
yn = 1/xn = n/L so that we may write

⟨Ne⟩ ≳ L

L∑

n=0

(
L

n

)
(2d)n

(2d+ 1)L
(y−1/2
n − y1/2n ) (B9)

Note that g(x) = x−1/2 − x1/2 is convex in the interval
(0, 1], and thus by Jensen’s inequality

⟨Ne⟩ ≳ Lg

(
L∑

n=0

p(n)yn

)
(B10)

Then, we use

L∑

n=0

(
L

n

)
(2d)n

(2d+ 1)L
n

L
=

1

2d+ 1
(B11)

and thus ⟨Ne⟩ ≳ Lg((2d + 1)−1) ∼ L. Having shown
that ⟨Ne⟩ ∼ L for all k, call ⟨Ne⟩ = (1 − δ)L. Applying
Markov’s inequality to the random variable L − Ne, we
have

P [L−Ne ≥ (1− η)L] ≤ δ

1− η
, (B12)

and choosing η small enough proves the Lemma.

Proposition 6. Consider a group G with FL(L) ∼ L.
If the number of length-L words representing the identity
is |Ke|, under group dynamics on G, there exists a con-
nected component of words within Ke of size ∼ |Ke|/Lξ
for ξ > 0.

Proof. Suppose FL(L) = αL, α > 1. Consider a length-
L word w = eL. Divide this word into L/ℓ segments
of length ℓ. In each length ℓ segment, we will create a
word representing the identity such that the number of
e’s in the word is at least ηℓ. Selecting η small enough,
there is an ϵ(η) such that the number of such words is
(1 − ϵ)(2d + 1)ℓ/ℓk/2 due to the previous Lemma and
Theorem 6. For each length ℓ interval, all such words can
be connected to one another. This is because the number
of e’s needed for this in each interval is FL(ℓ) = αℓ and
since the number of e’s in the entire word is ≥ (ηℓ)L/ℓ =
ηL, choosing ℓ = ηL/α ensures the connectivity property.
Therefore, the number of words that one can construct
is at least

W ≥
(
(1− ϵ)

(2d+ 1)ℓ

ℓk/2

)L/ℓ
(B13)

and using L/ℓ = α/η, we find

W ≳
(2d+ 1)L

Lαk/(2η)
∼ |Ke|
Lk/2(α/η−1)

, (B14)

thus proving the Proposition.

This implies the following Proposition:

Proposition 7. Group dynamics for group G has poly-
nomial fragmentation iff G has polynomial growth rate.

Proof. If G has polynomial growth rate, then the size of
the identity sector is |Ke|/|H| ∼ L−2k where L is the sys-
tem size. Furthermore, we know that all nilpotent groups
have FL(L) ∼ L, and thus all virtually nilpotent groups
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have FL(L) ∼ L because the asymptotic scaling of the
filling length is a quasi-isometry invariant (see Ref. [67]).
Therefore, the above Proposition can be applied, show-
ing that there exists a connected subset K ⊂ Ke such
that |K|/|H| ≥ L−ξ. Thus, the largest sector must have
size L−ξ ≤ |Kmax|/|H| ≤ L−2k thus proving polynomial
fragmentation.

If G has polynomial fragmentation, then there exists
a Krylov sector K ⊂ Kg for some g such that |K|/|H| ∼
L−ζ . Then,

|Ke|
|H| ≥ |Kg|

|H| ≥ |K|
|H| ∼ L−ζ (B15)

where the first inequality follows from Prop. 2 in the main
text. Therefore, the return probability decays with L at
least as slow as inverse polynomially. From the results in
this appendix, this implies that G is virtually nilpotent
and thus has polynomial growth rate.

Next, we will study the case where the dynamics is
neither polynomially fragmented nor exponentially frag-
mented. Such groups exist where return probabilities
scale neither inverse polynomially nor exponentially; the
most notable example is the Baumslag-Solitar group,
where the return probability of a length L random walk
scales like ∼ exp

(
−L1/3

)
. In general, call the scal-

ing of the return probability exp(−f(L)) where f(L) ≪
O(L). Furthermore, call the inverse filling length func-
tion FL−1(L) (i.e. satisfying FL−1 ◦ FL(L) = L). Then
the following is true:

Proposition 8. Given a finitely generated and presented
group G, suppose that with probability 1− ϵ, a randomly
chosen length-L word from Ke has a number of e’s which
is ≥ ηL for some η(ϵ). Then, if G is amenable, then
group dynamics on G is not exponentially strongly frag-
mented.

Proof. The proof is similar to that of Prop. 6. If G is
amenable, then the return probability decays subexpo-
nentially with L, i.e. exp(−f(L)). We consider a word
eL and split it into L/ℓ segments of length ℓ. The length
of ℓ has to be ℓ ∼ FL−1(ηL) to access all words of length ℓ
representing the identity. Since this can be done on each
segment of length ℓ the number of such words which can
be formed is

W ≳

(
(1− ϵ)

(2d+ 1)ℓ

exp(f(ℓ))

)L/ℓ
∼ |H| (1− ϵ)L/ℓ

exp(Lf(ℓ)/ℓ)
.

(B16)
Since ℓ ∼ FL−1(ηL) which is asymptotically scaling with
L, W/|H| decays subexponentially in L and thus the dy-
namics cannot exhibit exponential fragmentation.

The above proofs heavily relied on the existence of an
“identity” character e. Suppose one constructs a Hamil-
tonian implementing rewriting dynamics that does not
feature such a character in the local Hilbert space. An
example is the pair-flip model, which is a group model

for G = Z2 ∗ Z2. Then, one simply needs to replace e
with a sequence of characters of length O(1) which rep-
resents the identity. So long as the expected number of
such sequences is O(L) for a randomly chosen length-L
word representing the identity element, then the same
results will hold. Since the sequence is of length O(1),
we expect this to be true, although we leave a proof to
future work.

Appendix C: Gromov boundaries and quantitative
Benjamini conjecture for hyperbolic groups

In this appendix, we provide the reader with a brief
introduction to boundaries of hyperbolic groups, before
proving the main theorems in Sec. V. This appendix will
be divided into four parts. First, we introduce Gromov
boundaries of hyperbolic groups and prove some of their
known properties. Then, we use these properties to prove
a quantitative version of Benjamini’s conjecture for hy-
perbolic groups. We then prove a quantitative version
of Benjamini’s conjecture for the heat kernel measure in
hyperbolic groups. We finally provide a discussion about
the relationship to the amenability of the Poisson bound-
ary, which we believe is ultimately the route towards a
more general proof for all groups (and beyond).
First, we will provide a discussion of some important

results pertaining to hyperbolic metric spaces and their
boundaries. Understanding properties of the boundaries
of these spaces is important because the bottlenecks are
produced from finite system size effects, which mean that
they have to originate near the boundary of the metric
space. Denote X as a hyperbolic metric space (i.e. a
metric space satisfying the δ-thin triangle property for
some δ > 0) and call ∂X the Gromov boundary of that
space. Excellent surveys which will contain most of the
results we will use in this section are Refs. [69, 70]. We
will also be using d(a, b) and |a − b| interchangeably to
denote the word distance. The formal definition of the
Gromov boundary is given below:

Definition 6 (Gromov boundary). Given a δ-hyperbolic
metric space X, define a geodesic ray to be an isom-
etry γ : [0,∞) → X such that the set of points
γ(0), γ(1), · · · , γ(t) is a geodesic for all t. We define the
equivalence relation ∼ to mean that γ1 ∼ γ2 if there ex-
ists a K > 0 such that d(γ1(t), γ2(t)) ≤ K for all t > 0.
Call Γ the space of geodesic rays. The Gromov bound-
ary ∂X is then defined as ∂X = Γ/ ∼, i.e. the set of
equivalence classes of geodesic rays.

To build intuition, we list some examples of Gromov
boundaries:

1. The Gromov boundary of Z is ∂Z ∼= {−∞,∞}
2. The Gromov boundary of the free group is ∂Fn ∼= C

where C is a Cantor set

3. The Gromov boundary of Fuchsian groups Γ (cer-
tain discrete subgroups of PSL(2,R)) is ∂Γ ∼= S1.
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This follows from the fact that Fuchsian groups
are surface groups of the hyperbolic plane H2 and
∂H2 ∼= S1.

4. The Gromov boundary of most hyperbolic groups
is homeomorphic to a Menger sponge [70, 71].

One nice property of the Gromov boundary is that it
is a quasi-isometry invariant. Roughly speaking, this
means that two geodesic metric spaces X and Y are not
‘equivalent’ to one another (i.e. mappable via a quasi-
isometry) if their Gromov boundaries are not equiva-
lent. Since hyperbolic groups have a variety of different
kinds of Gromov boundaries (including examples with
non-integer Hausdorff dimensions), the classification of
these groups is rather rich. We should not simply expect
to quasi-isometrically embed any hyperbolic group in a
simple space like Hn. Another nice fact is that the Gro-
mov boundary is itself a topological space, and a notion
of distance can be defined – we elaborate on this below.

One important property of the Gromov boundary is
that it has finite Hausdorff dimension. For our purposes
it is more convenient to use a different measure of dimen-
sion called the Assouad dimension [72]:

Definition 7 (Assouad dimension). Let X be a metric
space with distance metric d. Let Sα,β denote the largest
set such that all points x, y in the set satisfy α ≤ d(x, y) ≤
β. The Assouad dimension of X is then defined by

da(X) = min{ t : |Sα,β | ≤ K(β/α)t ∀α < β}. (C1)

for some constant K.

We will also need to define the Gromov product, an
important notion of distance:

Definition 8 (Gromov product). Given x, z, w ∈ X, the
Gromov product is

(x|z)w =
1

2
(d(x,w) + d(z, w)− d(x, z)) , (C2)

which roughly measures how long geodesics remain close
to one another. When x,w ∈ X but γ ∈ ∂X, the Gromov
product is

(x|γ)w = sup{lim inf
i→∞

(x|yi)w : yi ∈ [γ]}. (C3)

Using the Gromov product, we can formulate an equiv-
alent definition of a δ-hyperbolic metric space which fol-
lows from the thin triangle property (see standard texts
for a proof):

Lemma 5 (δ-hyperbolic metric space). X is a δ-
hyperbolic metric space iff for all x, y, z, w ∈ X,

(x|z)w ≥ (x|y)w ∧ (y|z)w − δ. (C4)

where a ∧ b = min(a, b).

Finally, since the Gromov boundary is a topological
space, we additionally would like to endow a metric on
it, called the visual metric:

Definition 9 (Visual metric on Gromov boundary). If
x, y ∈ ∂X and o ∈ X, let ϵ > 0: the visual metric on the
Gromov boundary is given by

do,ϵ(x, y) = inf
{xi}:x0=x,xn=y

(
n∑

i=1

e−ϵ(xi−1|xi)o

)
(C5)

The following lemma is a well-known result that we
present without proof [69, 70]:

Lemma 6. If X is δ-hyperbolic, then for ϵ small enough,

1

2
e−ϵ(x|y)o ≤ do,ϵ(x, y) ≤ e−ϵ(x|y)o . (C6)

∀x, y ∈ ∂X and some o ∈ X.

For the rest of this subsection, we will use many ideas
from the proof of the Bonk-Schramm embedding theo-
rem, see Ref. [52]:

Theorem 7 (Bonk-Schramm [52]). Any Gromov hyper-
bolic geodesic metric space with bounded growth at some
scale is roughly similar to some convex subset of Hd for
some d. By roughly similar, we mean there exists a map
f : X → Y ⊂ Hd and constants α and β such that

|αdX(x, y)− dY (f(x), f(y))| ≤ β (C7)

∀x, y ∈ X and supy∈Y dY (y, f(X)) ≤ β. Here, dX,Y
denotes the geodesic distance in X and Y .

We may expect to compute the expansion of the Cay-
ley graph restricted to a ball by computing the expan-
sion of the associated convex set obtained upon embed-
ding. Unfortunately characterizing such convex sets in
Hd is not straightforward as these sets can reside in lower-
dimensional subspaces or exhibit fractal-like properties.
Instead, a more convenient proof involves working di-
rectly with X rather than its embedding, but still relying
on ideas from Bonk and Schramm’s proof. In particular,
they first prove that the Gromov boundary has finite As-
souad dimension. Then they use a result due to Assouad
to embed the boundary into Rd for some d. Then they
argue that the rest of the space can be embedded into a
space with Rd as its boundary, namely Hd. The first idea
in the proof is particularly important to us:

Proposition 9. The Assouad dimension of the Gromov
boundary of a Gromov hyperbolic geodesic metric space
with bounded degree is finite.

For the reader’s convenience, we will reproduce the
proof from Ref. [52] with minor pedagogical differences.
We first need the following fact:

Fact 1. Given X a δ-hyperbolic metric space, for z ∈ ∂X
and every t > 0, there is an x ∈ X such that |x| =

t (where |x| ≜ d(x, o) for some specified origin o) and
(x|z)o − t = C(δ).
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Proof. To show the fact, consider w ∈ X with |w| ≥ t
such that (w|z) ≥ t + δ, and call x a point on [o, w]
satisfying |x| = t. Using the simple identity (x|w)o ≤
d(x, o) ∧ d(w, o) and the hyperbolicity condition, we ob-
tain

t = d(x, o) ∧ d(w, o) ≥ (x|z)o ∧ (w|z)o − δ (C8)

Since (w|z) ≥ t+δ we must have (x|z)o∧ (w|z)o = (x|z)o
therefore giving the desired result. We will now spend
a bit of time proving the following simple fact. Suppose
that a, b ∈ X ∪ ∂X and x, y ∈ X. Suppose that (a|x)o ≥
|x| − ϵ and (b|y)o ≥ |y| − ϵ for some ϵ ≥ 0. Then,

d(x, y) = |x|+ |y| − 2 ((a|b)o ∧ |x| ∧ |y|) + C(δ, ϵ). (C9)

The proof follows from using the hyperbolicity condition
many times (we will drop the subscript o in what follows):

(a|b) ≥ (a|x) ∧ (b|x)− δ

≥ (a|x) ∧ (b|y) ∧ (x|y)− 2δ

≥ |x| ∧ |y| ∧ (x|y)− 2δ − ϵ. (C10)

Using the Gromov product identity (x|y) ≤ |x| ∧ |y|, we
have (a|b) ≥ (x|y)−2δ−ϵ and therefore (a|b)∧|x|∧ |y| ≥
(x|y) − 2δ − ϵ. Next, we can apply the hyperbolicity
condition multiple times for (x|y) instead:

(x|y) ≥ (x|a) ∧ (y|a)− δ

≥ (a|x) ∧ (y|b) ∧ (a|b)− 2δ

≥ |x| ∧ |y| ∧ (a|b)− 2δ − ϵ. (C11)

Combining these two results gives:

|x|∧ |y|∧ (a|b)−C(δ, ϵ) ≤ (x|y) ≤ |x|∧ |y|∧ (a|b)+C(δ, ϵ)
(C12)

proving the fact.

We now prove Prop. 9:

Proof. of Prop. 9. Now, consider points z1, z2, · · · , zn ∈
∂X satisfying α ≤ do,ν(zi, zj) ≤ β. Rescaling the metric
on X so that we can set ν = 1 (see Ref. [52] for further
discussion of this point; without the rescaling we would
have some additional unimportant dependence on ν), this
expression is equivalent to

− log β − C(δ) ≤ (zi|zj) ≤ − logα+ C(δ) (C13)

for 0 < α ≤ β ≤ 1. We also choose points x1, · · · , xn ∈ X
and y1, · · · , yn ∈ X which satisfy |xj | = − log β, |−log β−
(xj |zj)| ≤ C(δ) and |yj | = − logα, | − logα − (yj |zj)| ≤
C(δ) as per the claim made towards the beginning of the
proof. Next, we use Fact 1 (with ϵ set to a function of
δ) to show that (abusing notation with use of C(·) to
indicate different constants)

d(xi, xj) = |xi|+ |xj | − 2((zi|zj) ∧ |xi| ∧ |xj |) + C(δ)

≤ −2 log β − 2(− log β − C(δ)) + C(δ)

≤ C(δ). (C14)

Similarly,

d(xi, yj) = |xi|+ |yj | − 2((zi|zj) ∧ |xi| ∧ |yj |) + C(δ)

= − log β − logα− 2(− log β) + C(δ)

= log
β

α
+ C(δ). (C15)

and,

d(yi, yj) = |yi|+ |yj | − 2((zi|zj) ∧ |yi| ∧ |yj |) + C(δ)

≤ −2 logα− 2(− log β − C(δ) ∧ − logα) + C(δ)

= 2 log
β

α
+ C(δ). (C16)

This implies that a ball of radius R∗ = log(β/α) + C(δ)
centered on one of the xi will contain all of the yi.
The rest proceeds using standard topological argu-

ments. If X is a bounded degree graph, then it satisfies
the property that there exist constants R > r > 0 and
N > 0 such that every open ball of radius R can be cov-
ered with N open balls of radius r in X. Furthermore, a
ball of radius 2R−r, denoted B(2R−r) can be covered by
N2 open balls of radius r 20. The generalization to this
is B(nR− (n− 1)r) being covered by Nn balls of radius
r. Call n∗ the smallest integer for which n∗(R−r) ≥ R∗.
Then, the points {yi} are covered by Nn∗ radius-r balls.

If r ≪ log β
α , then balls of radius r cover at most one of

the yi’s. Therefore,

Sα,β ≤ Nn∗ ≤ N1+R∗/(R−r) ≤ C(R, r,N, δ)

(
β

α

)C(R,r,N,δ)

,

(C17)
which implies that the Assouad dimension of the Gromov
boundary is finite.

The finiteness of the Assouad dimension means that
the Gromov boundary exhibits an isoperimentric inequal-
ity of the form |∂A|/|A| ∼ |A|r for A ⊂ ∂X. To show
a similar bound for the space X, we will need a ‘bulk-
boundary’ dictionary, which maps points on the Gromov
boundary to points in X at some fixed distance to the
specified origin o. This concept is also introduced an
heavily utilized in Ref. [52].

Theorem 8. Consider a δ-hyperbolic visual21 metric
space X where ∂X has non-zero Assouad dimension. The
expansion of a ball Bo(L) centered at o is ≤ e−ξL for
some ξ > 0.

20 The argument is standard: consider B(R) centered at the same
point, which is covered by N balls B1(r), B2(r), · · · , BN (r).
Consider the union

⋃
iBi(R); this covers B(2R − r) following

from X being a geodesic metric space. Finally, each one of these
balls is covered by N balls of radius r and so B(2R−r) is covered
by N2 balls of radius r.

21 A metric space X is visual with respect to o if every point x ∈ X
lies on a roughly-geodesic ray originating from o. Cayley graphs
of hyperbolic groups with the word distance are visual.
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Proof. The Gromov boundary ∂X of hyperbolic metric
space X has diam(∂X) = D for D = O(1). Define the
“cone” space

Con(∂X, d) = ∂X × (0, D]. (C18)

with d the word metric onX. We can define the metric on
this space ρ : Con(∂X, d)× Con(∂X, d) → R+ satisfying

ρ((z, h), (z′, h′)) = 2 log

(
do,ϵ(z, z

′) + h ∧ h′√
hh′

)
. (C19)

where do,ϵ is the visual metric on ∂X with respect to
some basepoint o. Bonk and Schramm also show (see
Theorem 7.2 of Ref. [52]) that this space is δ-hyperbolic
and visual. Additionally, if X is visual, they show that
X ∼ Con(∂X, d) 22. In this context ∼ means that there
exists a quasi-isometry f : Con(∂X, d) → X, i.e. satis-
fying the property that there exist constants λ,K such
that for all ζ = (z, h) and ζ ′ = (z′, h′)

ρ(ζ, ζ ′)−K ≤ λ−1dX(f(ζ)−f(ζ ′)) ≤ ρ(ζ, ζ ′)+K. (C20)

The proof of this property is the proof of Theorem 8.2 in
Ref. [52]. For our purposes, we need the explicit map f .
Define γz to be a geodesic ray with γz(0) = o which is in
the equivalence class z ∈ ∂X. Then,

f(z, h) = γz(ϵ
−1 log(D/h)) (C21)

obeys the quasi-isometry property. Suppose we consider
a ball on X with radius L, denoted as B(L). The range
of h which will contain all points in B(L) is

0 ≤ ϵ−1 log(D/h) ≤ L (C22)

or h ∈ [De−ϵL, D], which is discretized into L inter-
vals. We also show the following property of the quasi-
isometry. Consider the points in X corresponding to the
image of points in Con(X, d) with h = De−ϵn for in-
teger n ∈ [0, L]. Since the distance to neighbors in X
is O(1), the corresponding points in ∂X must satisfy
ρ((z, h), (z′, h)) = 2 log

(
D−1eϵndo,ϵ(z, z

′) + 1
)
= O(1),

which is not possible to satisfy if do,ϵ(z, z
′) ≪ De−ϵn.

Then, at the surface of a ball of radius n in X, associated
points in ∂X are at least a distance ∼ O(De−ϵn) from
each other (up to multiplicative constants determined by
parameters of the quasi-isometry).

Suppose that we pick β < D. The points in Sα,β can
by definition be enclosed in a ball of diameter β. Add
additional points to this set so that α ≤ do,ϵ(zi, zj) ≤ β+
rα for constant r (related to the parameters of the quasi-
isometry f): this set, denoted by Sα,β+kα, is enclosed in
a ball of diameter β+ rα. Choose r such that rα/β ≪ 1.

22 The assumption of the metric space being visual is not needed
for the main Bonk-Schramm embedding theorem.

Since ∂X has finite Assouad dimension denoted da > 0,
there exists an Sα,β satisfying

|Sα,β+rα| − |Sα,β | = C

(
β

α

)da ((
1 +

rα

β

)da
− 1

)

≤ C

(
β

α

)da ((
1 +

rα

β

)⌈da⌉
− 1

)

≤ C ′2dar

(
β

α

)da−1

(C23)

where in the second inequality we used (1 + x)⌈k⌉ − 1 ≤
2⌈k⌉x ≤ 2k+1x if x < 1 and C ′ = 2C. This provides
an upper bound on the number of points adjacent to
the boundary of the ball of diameter β. Define the set
An ⊂ X to be

An = {x : |x|o = n,∃z ∈ Sα,β , |x− f(z,De−ϵn)| ≤ K}.
(C24)

for some constant K, which is the image of the diameter
β ball in ∂X at scale h = De−ϵn. Then define

A =

L⋃

n=0

An. (C25)

To compute |An|, we define Zn to be a set of maximal size
which can be expressed as {ẑi ∈ Sα,β : ∀i ̸= j, K ′e−ϵn ≤
do,ϵ(ẑi, ẑj) ≤ β}, where K ′ is a constant.
Due to the property of the quasi-isometry we proved

earlier, for large enough K ′ the size of |An| is the size of
|Zn|, up to an O(1) constant depending on K,K ′, and
the degree of the Cayley graph. Because of the finite
Assouad dimension of ∂X, we can choose the set Zn such
that |Zn| = C(β/αn)

da = C(βeϵn/D)da . Therefore,

|A| ∼
L∑

n=0

|Zn| ∼ C

L∑

n=0

(
βeϵn

D

)da
∼ C ′eϵdaL. (C26)

Next, we compute |∂A|. We construct the set ∂S =
Sα,β+rα \ Sα,β . We then define

∂An = {x : |x|o = n, ∃z ∈ ∂S, |x− f(z,De−ϵn)| ≤ K}.
(C27)

and similarly define ∂Zn to be a set of maximal size which
is expressed as {ẑi ∈ ∂S : ∀i ̸= j,K ′e−ϵn ≤ do,ϵ(ẑi, ẑj) ≤
β + rα}. We then use the bound on |Sα,β+rα| −
|Sα,β | to show that |∂Zn| ≤ C ′2dar(β/αn)da−1 =
C ′2dar(βeϵn/D)da−1. Therefore,

|∂A| ∼
L∑

n=0

|∂Zn| ≲ C ′2dar
L∑

n=0

(
βeϵn

D

)da−1

≲ C ′′eϵ(da−1)L.

(C28)
Therefore, there exists an A ⊂ X such that |∂A|/|A| ≲
e−ϵL, thus proving the upper bound for the expansion.
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The proof idea crucially only relies on the Assouad
dimension of the boundary being finite. In addition, an
important assumption we made for the proof was that the
Assouad dimension is strictly positive. Having zero As-
souad dimension would mean that the hyperbolic group
has trivial Gromov boundary (i.e. it is isomorphic to a fi-
nite set of points) which implies that such a group would
be amenable.

1. Hyperbolic groups with heat kernel measure

Having proved that the unweighted Cayley graph has
expansion exponentially small in L, we would like to
prove a similar statement for the ν-weighted Cayley
graph of hyperbolic groups where ν is the heat kernel
measure. Naively, one can use the same sets R and ∂R
constructed in the proof of Theorem 8, but unfortunately
we cannot guarantee that ν(∂R)/ν(R) scales in a simi-
lar way as |∂R|/|R| without requiring more information
about ν. Instead, we resort to a slightly different rea-
soning, which uses a probabilistic argument along with
certain properties of random walks on hyperbolic groups.
In particular, we need the following result, which was
proved in [73] and the references therein (see also [53]):

Theorem 9. Consider a symmetric (possibly lazy) ran-
dom walk on hyperbolic group G with step distribution µ.
Construct sample path wn = g1g2 · · · gn where gi ∼ µ.
Suppose µ is a non-elementary probability distribution on
G with bounded support. Then, for each sample path wn,
the limit

lim
n→∞

|wn|
n

= v > 0 (C29)

exists almost surely. Furthermore, there exists a constant
K such that

P[||wn| − vn| ≥ nt] ≤ 2 exp

(
−nt

2

K

)
. (C30)

This theorem shows that the length-n random walk
measure concentrates on the surface of a ball of radius vn,
with Hoeffding-like guarantees on the tails. Additionally,
we will be making use of other properties of random walks
on groups, in particular relating to their entropy:

Definition 10 (Entropy). The entropy of the step
distribution µ of a random walk on G is H(µ) =
−∑g∈G µ(g) logµ(g). Denoting νn = δo ∗ µ∗n where ∗
denotes convolution and δo is a point mass distribution
at o, the entropy density of a random walk on G is

s = − lim
n→∞

1

n

∑

g∈G
νn(g) log νn(g). (C31)

The following result holds for Cayley graphs of non-
amenable groups:

Theorem 10. A symmetric random walk (which can be
lazy) on a non-amenable group has s > 0.

This follows from the inequality s ≥ −2 log ρ, where
the return probability is p2n(e, e) ∼ ρ2n, as well as
Kesten’s criterion. We will not provide a proof of the
inequality as it can be found in many standard texts.
Next, we prove some simple technical Lemmas before at-
tempting to prove our main result:

Lemma 7. Consider the Cayley graph X of hyper-
bolic group G with Gromov boundary ∂X of diameter D
equipped with the map f : Con(∂X, d) → X. Cover ∂X
with open balls of diameter R denoted Bz(R), where z ∈
∂X is the center of the ball. Call Cz = f(Bz(R)× (0, D])
the image of the ball under the map f . Consider a sym-
metric random walk on G with finite entropy density h.
Defining

smax =
1

n
max
z

∑

x∈Cz

−νL(x) log νL(x), (C32)

if smax = s/K for constant K, then R ≥ D ·
exp (−(ϵv − s/(daK))L), where ϵ is the parameter of the
visual metric, da is the Assouad dimension of ∂X, and
v is defined in Theorem 9.

Proof. Due to Theorem 9, the probability of a random
walk wL being distance ≫

√
L logL from the surface

of a ball of radius vL scales inverse polynomially in
L. Therefore, the contribution to the entropy density
from any of these points is ≤ −(log νmin)/L

C+1 where
νmin ≥ 1/(2d + 1)L is the smallest probability of any
x ∈ X and d is the number of generators of G. Thus, the
contribution to the entropy density from these points is
≤ (log(2d+ 1))/LC . Since the maximum contribution to
the entropy density from one of the regions is s/K, this
places a lower bound on the size of the region which is

≥ exp(sL/K) nodes. At least ≥ exp(sL/K)√
L logL

of these nodes

reside on the surface of a ball of some radius in the inter-
val [vL−O(

√
L logL), vL+O(

√
L logL)]. We will simply

call this value vL because the subleading contributions
do not affect the analysis.
Next, from the explicit form of the quasi-isometry

f , we know that points (z,De−ϵvL) ∈ Con(∂X, d) cor-
respond to being close to the surface of a radius-vL
ball in X. Furthermore, each point on X near this
ball corresponds to a radius α ∼ De−ϵvL ball in ∂X.
If the Assouad dimension of ∂X is da > 0, then
(R/α)da ≳ |Sα,R| ≥ exp(sL/K), which means that
R ≳ D · exp (−(ϵv − s/(daK))L).

Lemma 8. Suppose a subset P ⊂ X of Cayley graph
X contributes h/K to the entropy density with respect
to the L-step heat kernel measure νL. Then, there exists
constants a < 1 and a′ < 1 with a′ > a such that

s

K log(1/a)
≤ νL(P ) ≤

s

K log(1/a′)
(C33)
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Proof. We suppress the subscript L in νL for convenience.
Define νmin = minx ν(x) and νmax = maxx ν(x). We note
the simple inequality

− 1

L

∑

x∈P
ν(x) log νmax ≤ s

K
≤ − 1

L

∑

x∈P
ν(x) log νmin.

(C34)
Note that ν(x) > 0 for all x ∈ X. It is immediate that
νmin = (1/(2d+1))L where d is the number of generators,
and νmax = ρL since the identity sector is the largest
sector along with Kesten’s criterion. Therefore, writing∑
x∈P ν(x) = ν(P ),

ν(P ) log(1/ρ) ≤ s

K
≤ ν(P ) log(2d+ 1), (C35)

and thus s/(K log(2d+ 1)) ≤ ν(P ) ≤ s/(K log(1/ρ)).

We now sketch the idea behind the proof of the main
result of this subsection. The main goal is to construct
a set R with not too large of measure such that the ν-
weighted expansion of R is exponentially small in L. The
proof strategy first constructs a region R′ which has large
probability mass. Then, a number of “shells” Sm are
added to R′ such that Sm “wraps around” R′ ∪S1 ∪S2 ∪
· · · ∪ Sm−1. By a probabilistic argument, we show that
there is an m where ν(Sm) is small. We then call R the
space enclosed by the separators Sm and G, where G is
the boundary of a ball of a certain diameter. We argue
that ν(G) is small, and ν(R) is large, therefore showing
that the expansion of ν(R) is small.

Theorem 11. Suppose X is the Cayley graph of a hy-
perbolic group G, weighted by the L-step heat kernel mea-
sure νL. Then, the weighted expansion of X satisfies
Φ(X) ≤ exp(−ξL) for some ξ > 0.

Proof. We will be denoting subsets of boundaries with
calligraphic letters, and subsets of hyperbolic space with
latin letters. First, consider the Gromov boundary ∂X
of the hyperbolic metric space X corresponding to the
Cayley graph of G. Suppose that ∂X has diameter D:
then, cover ∂X by open balls of diameter β < D. For
each such ball Bz(β/2) with z labeling the center of the
ball, define the cone Cz to be the image of Bz(β/2) ×
(0, D] under the quasi-isometry f : Con(∂X, d) → X.
Then,

⋃

z

Cz = X. (C36)

Call s(P ) the contribution to the entropy density due
to set P , so that s(X) = s > 0. We define zm =
argmaxzs(CBz(β/2)). Choose β so that s(Czm) = s/K
for some large constant K. Construct Bzm(3β/2), which
is a ball of diameter 3β centered around zm. The number
of balls of diameter β that fit in this ball is ≲ 3da with
da the Assouad dimension of ∂X. Call C ′

zm the image of

Bzm(3β/2)× (0, D] under f . Therefore,

ν(C ′
zm \ Czm) ≲

3da

log(1/ρ)

s

K
≤ 3da

log(2d+ 1)

log(1/ρ)
ν(Czm)

(C37)
where we have used Lemma 8. For simplicity, call S =
C ′
zm \ Czm . We now will subdivide S into many thin

“shells”. To construct these shells, subdivide Bzm(3β/2)\
Bzm(β/2) into concentric annuli of thickness re−ϵn for
constant r and integer n, with ϵ is the parameter of the
visual metric. Define An(∆) to be the annulus with inner
diameter ∆, so that

Bzm(3β/2)\Bzm(β/2) =

2βeϵn/r⋃

m=0

An(β+mre
−ϵn). (C38)

Call Qn(R) = f(An(R), De
−ϵn) and Pn =

f(Bzm(3β/2), De−ϵn). We then define the “shells”

Sm =

L⋃

n=0

Qn(β +mre−ϵn) ∩ Pn (C39)

which satisfy S =
⋃2βeϵL/r
m=0 Sm. To provide some intu-

ition for these shells, note that for large enough m and
small n, the argument of Qn(β + mre−ϵn) can become
larger than 3β. Thus, the intersection with Pn implies
that no points in Qn(β+mre

−ϵn) are included in Sm for
n small enough. Thus, one should think of these shells as
having two open ends whose radii increase asm increases.
Next, we know from Eqn. C37 that

2βeϵL/r∑

m=0

ν(Sm) ≲ 3da
log(2d+ 1)

log(1/ρ)
ν(Czm), (C40)

and therefore treating m as a random variable uniformly
sampled from 0 to 2βeϵL/r, we have from Markov’s in-
equality

P
[
ν(Sm) ≥ F

βe(ϵ−η)L
ν(Czm)

]
≤ 1

eηL
(C41)

where all constants da, ρ, d, r have been absorbed into a
single constant F . This means that there exists an m∗ ∈
[0, 2βe(ϵ−η)L/r] such that ν(Sm∗) ≤ F

βe(ϵ−η)L ν(Czm). As

mentioned previously, Sm∗ is a shell with two open ends;
we now want to compute the radial location of one of the
open ends. For this, we find the value of n∗ for which
β +m∗re−ϵn

∗
= 3β. Since m∗ ≤ 2βe(ϵ−η)L/r, we have

2βe(ϵ−η)L−ϵn
∗ ≥ 2β, or n∗ ≤ L(1 − η/ϵ). Then, define

Gn∗ = {x : |x| = n∗, x ∈ C ′
zm}. The region Sm∗ ∪ Gn∗

naturally separates X∩B(L) into two pieces, the smaller
of which we call R. In particular, R has the property that

Czm ∩ (B(L) \B(n∗)) ⊂ R (C42)

Note that Czm ∩B(n∗) has measure

ν(Czm ∩B(n∗)) ≤ P
[
|wL| ≤ L

(
1− η

ϵ

)]
(C43)
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where the probability is taken over length-L random
walks on the Cayley graph with step distribution µ. Since
µ has bounded support, we can use Theorem 9 after
choosing η so that 1− η

ϵ = (1− ζ)v and find

ν(Czm ∩B(n∗)) ≤ exp(−ζ ′L) (C44)

for constant ζ ′ ∝ ζ2. Then, we use

ν(∂R) ≤ ν(Sm∗) + ν(Gn∗)

≤ F

βe(ϵ−η)L
ν(Czm) + ν(Czm ∩B(n∗))

≤ Fβ−1e−ϵ(1−ζ)vLν(Czm) + e−ζ
′L

≤ F ′e(ϵζv−s/(daK))Lν(Czm) + e−ζ
′L

≤ (1 + F ′)e−((s/(daK)−ϵζv)∧ζ′)L

where in the second to last line we use Lemma 7.
Next, since s(Czm) = s/K, we know that ν(Czm) ≥
s/(K log(2d+ 1)) but that ν(Czm) ≤ s/(K log(1/ρ)) =
1/100 for sufficiently large K. Therefore,

ν(R) ≥ ν(Czm ∩ (B(L) \B(n∗)))

= ν(Czm)− ν(Czm ∩B(n∗))

≥ log(1/ρ)

100 log(2d+ 1)
− e−ζ

′L ≥ log(1/ρ)

101 log(2d+ 1)
(C45)

for sufficiently large L. However, ν(R) ≤ ν(C ′
zm∩(B(L)\

B(n∗))), which is upper bounded by using Eqn. C37:

ν(R) ≤ ν(C ′
zm ∩ (B(L) \B(n∗)))

≤ ν(C ′
zm)

≤ ν(Czm) +
3da

log(1/ρ)

s

K

≤ 1

100
+

3da

log(1/ρ)

s

K
(C46)

and can be chosen to be less than 1/2 for sufficiently large

K. Therefore, ν(∂R)/ν(R) ≲ e−((s/(daK)−ϵζv)∧ζ′)L, and
with ζ small enough such that s/(daK) − ϵζv > 0, this
proves the theorem.

We note that this result also extends to certain general-
izations of hyperbolic groups, such as weakly hyperbolic
groups. This is because Theorem 9 holds for more gen-
eral hyperbolic metric spaces than Cayley graphs of word
hyperbolic groups.

2. Connection to amenability of Poisson boundary

The proof above is rather general, and crucially relied
on the Assouad dimension of the boundary being finite
in order to construct the sets Sm. Therefore, Benjamini’s
conjecture could be reformulated as a conjecture suggest-
ing that boundaries of infinite bounded degree graphs

are amenable. If they are, then one could construct sub-
sets of the boundary which have vanishing expansion,
which can be mapped to a subset of vertices of the graph
which also must have vanishing conductance. In particu-
lar, the analysis of Fraczyk and van Limbeek [31] essen-
tially reduces to showing that the boundary of the mea-
sured space corresponding to a random walk on group
G is amenable, though they do not provide a quantita-
tive estimate of the conductance. In this subsection, we
summarize their results and provide a more heuristic but
direct argument that the expansion decays exponentially
in L for hyperbolic groups.
To proceed we need to know some properties of random

walks on Cayley graphs. The first result pertains to the
asymptotic behavior of such a walk at infinity. More
precisely, we define the Poisson boundary of a random
walk

Definition 11 (Poisson boundary). Consider a random
walk on G with step distribution µ. Assume that for
any initial distribution m, the support of the measure
m ∗ µ∗n is G in the limit n → ∞, where ∗ denotes
convolution. For two sample paths w = g0g1g2 · · · and
w′ = g′0g

′
1g

′
2 · · · , define the equivalence relation w ∼ w′

if there exists k and k′ such that wm+k = w′
m+k′ for

all m ≥ 0. Call (Γ, ν) the measured space of samples
paths corresponding to random walks on G. The Poisson
boundary of (G,µ) is the measured space (Γ, ν)/ ∼. We
denote the Poisson boundary by (P, τ), with τ called the
hitting measure.

For hyperbolic groups, there are a number of known
results that characterize Poisson boundaries. We will rely
on a result due to Kaimanovich [74, 75], who requires an
assumption that the step distribution of the random walk
has finite entropy. This is true for our considerations,
since µ has bounded support.

Theorem 12 (Kaimonovich). Consider a random walk
on G with step distribution µ. If H(µ) is finite and∑
g∈G µ(g) log |g| is finite, then the Poisson boundary of

(G,µ) is (∂G, τ), where ∂G is the Gromov boundary of
G and τ is the hitting measure on the Gromov boundary
and is non-atomic.

Therefore, properties of the Poisson boundary can be
inherited from properties of the Gromov boundary and
the hitting measure. Now, we will follow the analysis of
Fracyzk and van Limbeek, who first proved the heat ker-
nel version of Benjamini’s conjecture for Cayley graphs of
groups before proving the more general case of bounded-
degree graphs [31]. Call (P, τ) the Poisson boundary
of (Γ, µ). Construct a sequence of subsets {Sn} where
Sn ∈ P . Then for a fixed n and p ∈ P , they construct
the set

An(p) = {g ∈ G : gp ∈ Sn} (C47)

Under a k-step random walk measure for k → ∞:

lim
k→∞

µk(An(p)) = τ(Sn). (C48)
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Thus, choosing Sn ⊂ P and ∂Sn ⊂ P , we have that there
exist sets An(p) ⊂ G and ∂An(p) ⊂ G such that

µk(∂An(p))

µk(An(p))

k→∞−−−−→ τ(∂Sn)

τ(Sn)
. (C49)

Since P = ∂G due to the result of Kaimonovich the ex-
pansion of An(p) weighted by a k-step random walk con-
verges to the expansion of a subset Sn ⊂ ∂G on the Gro-
mov boundary weighted by τ . Next, we use a property
of τ that it has finite Haussdorff dimension (see Theorem
1.3 of Ref. [76])23:

Theorem 13 (Blachére, Häıssinsky, Mathieu [76]). Sup-
pose X is the Cayley graph of a (non-elementary) hyper-
bolic group with Gromov boundary ∂X admitting a visual
metric do,ϵ. Let τ be the hitting measure of a heat kernel
measure with step distribution µ that has bounded sup-
port. Denote by Bz(r) a ball in ∂X of radius r centered
at z ∈ ∂X. Then,

lim
r→0

log τ(Bz(r))
log r

=
s

ϵv
(C50)

for τ -almost every z ∈ ∂X.

Our argument will be heuristic from here on. Using
the above result, for a ball of radius α which is small
enough, the measure τ(Bz(α)) ∼ αs/(ϵv). Choosing Sβ to
be a ball Bz(β) for some z ∈ P we have

τ(Sβ) ∼ αs/(ϵv)
(
β

α

)da
(C51)

and choosing ∂Sβ = Sβ+rα \ Sβ , we have

τ(∂Sβ) = τ(∂Sβ+rα)− τ(∂Sβ) ≲ αs/(ϵv)
(
β

α

)da−1

,

(C52)
the weighted expansion of this set scales like
τ(∂Sβ)/τ(Sβ) ≲ α/β. We expect that for hyper-
bolic groups α is exponentially small in L while β
is O(1), which would imply exponentially small in L
expansion for the Cayley graph restricted to a ball of
diameter L. However, this argument is clearly a sketch
and a more rigorous proof may also provide an avenue
towards a general proof for all non-amenable groups
(since we would only need to prove that the hitting
measure for the boundaries of such groups have finite
Hausdorff dimension).

Appendix D: Details about the spin-1 breakdown
model

In this appendix, we give a detailed analysis of the
Hilbert space structure of the spin-1 breakdown model.

23 We note that this Theorem may be potentially used to provide
a more direct proof of our Theorem 11, which we leave to future
work.

1. Recurrence relation for |KQ|

Denote by |KQ(L)| the dimension of the Krylov sector
with charge Q and total length L. Since ni = Szi + 1
could be 0, 1, or 2, the maximum value of Q is Qmax =

2
∑L
i=1 2

i−1 = 2L+1 − 2 and the total Hilbert space di-

mension satisfies
∑Qmax

Q=0 |KQ(L)| = 3L.
Due to the particle-hole symmetry about half filling,

the sizes of the Krylov sectors are also symmetric with
respect to Qmax/2:

|KQ(L)| = |KQmax−Q(L)|. (D1)

Therefore, below we only need to consider sectors with
Q ≤ Qmax/2 = 2L − 1. Notice that for Q ≤ 2L − 1, the
rightmost site can have at most one particle, and hence
particles cannot propagate further to the right even if we
were to append more empty sites to its right. We thus
conclude that |KQ(L+ 1)| = |KQ(L)| for Q ≤ 2L − 1.
Now consider some state with charge Q ≤ 2L− 1. If Q

is odd, the first site has exactly 1 particle and is frozen.
Thus |KQ(L)| is completely determined by charges of the
system excluding the first site. Relabelling each site 2 ≤
i ≤ L as i−1 amounts to lowering the weight of each site
in computing Q by a factor of 2, and hence

|KQ(L)| = |K(Q−1)/2(L− 1)|, for Q odd. (D2)

As explained above, the sizes of the Krylov sectors for
the values of Q we focus on do not change if we append
more empty sites to the right of the system, we can safely
write

|KQ(L)| = |K(Q−1)/2(L−1)| = |K(Q−1)/2(L)|, forQ odd.
(D3)

For Q even, the first site has either 0 or 2 particles,
and the total size of KQ is the sum of these two types
of configurations. Using the same line of reasoning as
above, we have

|KQ(L)| = |KQ/2(L− 1)|+ |KQ/2−1(L− 1)|
= |KQ/2(L)|+ |KQ/2−1(L)|, for Q even.

(D4)

In the above equations, the first term in the sum repre-
sents contributions from configurations with ni=1 = 0,
and the second term for ni=1 = 2.
To summarize, we have the following recurrence rela-

tion for |KQ(L)| with Q ≤ 2L − 1:

|KQ(L)| =
{

|K(Q−1)/2(L)|, for Q odd;

|KQ/2(L)|+ |KQ/2−1(L)|, for Q even.

(D5)

2. Size of the largest Krylov sector

We show that the dimension of the largest Krylov sec-
tor grows as |Kmax(L)| ∼ ϕL, where ϕ = (1 +

√
5)/2 is
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the golden ratio. The first question we need to address is:
which charge sectors have the largest size? We observe
from Fig. 4 that there are four charge sectors (two from
each particle-hole sector) having the largest size. Below
we will first work out the exactQ of these four largest sec-
tors. Then we derive the asymptotic size of these largest
sectors. Again, we restrict ourselves to Q ≤ 2L − 1 and
the other two sectors are related by particle-hole symme-
try.

To gain some intuition, we start by listing |KQ(L)| for
2 ≤ L ≤ 4:

• L = 2:

|K0(2)| = 1, |K1(2)| = 1, |K2(2)| = 2, |K3(2)| = 1;

• L = 3:

|K4(3)| = 3, |K5(3)| = 2, |K6(3)| = 3, |K7(3)| = 1;

• L = 4:

|K8(4)| = 4, |K9(4)| = 3, |K10(4)| = 5,
|K11(4)| = 2, |K12(4)| = 5, |K13(4)| = 3,
|K14(4)| = 4, |K15(4)| = 1.

These numbers can be easily obtained by using the recur-
rence relation Eq. (D5). For each L, the largest sectors
are highlighted. We make the following simple but im-
portant observations from the above list:

1. The largest sectors all have Q even;

2. There are two largest sectors for all L ≥ 3.

The first observation can be easily justified by inspect-
ing the recurrence relation (D5). For any pair of con-
secutive charges (Q,Q + 1) with Q odd, their Krylov
sectors have dimensions (|K(Q−1)/2(L)|, |K(Q−1)/2(L)| +
|K(Q+1)/2(L)|). Hence even charge sectors are always big-
ger than the adjacent odd sectors.

The second observation requires more care, but is also
straightforward to see. Let us write explicitly how we
obtain |KQ(L)| of the two largest sectors for L = 3, using
data from L = 2:

|K4(3)| = |K2(2)|+ |K1(2)| = 2 + 1,

|K6(3)| = |K3(2)|+ |K2(2)| = 1 + 2. (D6)

Notice that both expressions not only involve the size of
the largest even charge sector at system size L − 1, but
also the largest odd charge sector at L − 1. This is also
a direct consequence of Eq. (D5), since when Q even,
one of the two contributions in the sum (Q/2, Q/2 − 1)
must be odd. Therefore, the appearance of two equally
largest charge sectors can be traced back to the fact
that there are two odd charge sectors with equal size
at the very beginning of the recurrence relation L = 2:
|K1(2)| = |K3(2)| = 1, which then propagate to larger
L’s and generate two sequences following the recurrence
relation.

Now we can put the simple observations made above
into a more mathematical form. Denote by Q⋆(L) the

charge of the largest Krylov sector for system size L. We
know from observation 1 that Q⋆ must be even. From
observation 2 we know that there are two Q⋆’s with equal
size, which we denote as Q⋆1(L) and Q

⋆
2(L) with Q

⋆
1(L) <

Q⋆2(L). For convenience, we also denote by Q⋆odd(L) the
charge of the largest odd charge sector for system size L.
From the first line of Eq. (D5), we have

Q⋆odd(L+ 1) = 2Q⋆(L) + 1. (D7)

Likewise, Q⋆1,2 will also give rise to two sequences of
Q⋆odd,1/2. We claim that the following relation holds for

all L:

• for L even,

Q⋆odd,1(L) = Q⋆1(L)− 1 (D8)

Q⋆odd,2(L) = Q⋆2(L) + 1 (D9)

• for L odd,

Q⋆odd,1(L) = Q⋆1(L) + 1 (D10)

Q⋆odd,2(L) = Q⋆2(L)− 1. (D11)

We can directly check the above relations using the ex-
plicit values for 2 ≤ L ≤ 4 listed above. In general,
one can prove this by induction. Suppose L is even, and
Q⋆odd,1(L) = Q⋆1(L)− 1 holds. For L+ 1, we have

Q⋆odd,1(L+ 1) = 2Q⋆1(L) + 1. (D12)

Since |KQ⋆
1
(L + 1)| = |KQ⋆

1
(L)| + |KQ⋆

odd,1
(L)|, we must

have

Q⋆1(L+ 1) = 2Q⋆1(L). (D13)

By comparing Eqs. (D12) and (D13), we see that
Q⋆odd,1(L+ 1) = Q⋆1(L+ 1) + 1. One can similarly prove
the rest of the relations by induction. In the process of
the proof, we also obtain the following set of recurrence
relations for Q⋆ alone:

Q⋆1(L+ 1) =

{
2Q⋆1(L), for L even;

2(Q⋆1(L) + 1), for L odd,
(D14)

Q⋆2(L+ 1) =

{
2(Q⋆2(L) + 1), for L even;

2Q⋆2(L), for L odd.
(D15)

The solution for the sequence Q⋆1 is




Q⋆1(2l) =
1

3
22l+1 − 2

3

Q⋆1(2l + 1) =
1

3
22l+2 − 4

3

(D16)

We find that this sequence approaches 1
3Qmax(L) for both

odd and even system sizes as L becomes large. Similarly,
the solution for the sequence Q⋆2 is





Q⋆2(2l) =
5

12
22l+1 − 4

3

Q⋆2(2l + 1) =
5

12
22l+2 − 2

3

(D17)



37

We find that this sequence approaches 5
12Qmax(L) for

both odd and even system sizes as L becomes large. In-
cluding their particle-hole partners, we conclude that the
four largest Krylov sectors have charges

{
1

3
Qmax,

5

12
Qmax,

7

12
Qmax,

2

3
Qmax

}
.

Now it is straightforward to obtain a recurrence re-
lation for the sizes of the largest Krylov sector |Kmax|.
Let us take the sector Q = Qmax/3 as an example. For
L = 2l even, we have

|Kmax(2l)| = |K 1
3 2

2l+1− 2
3
(2l)|

= |K 1
3 2

2l− 1
3
(2l)|+ |K 1

3 2
2l− 4

3
(2l)|

= |K 1
3 2

2l−1− 2
3
(2l)|+ |K 1

3 2
2l− 4

3
(2l)|

= |K 1
3 2

2l−1− 2
3
(2l − 2)|+ |K 1

3 2
2l− 4

3
(2l − 1)|

= |Kmax(2l − 2)|+ |Kmax(2l − 1)|.
(D18)

In going from the first line to the second line, we used
Eq. (D5)

For L = 2l + 1 odd, we have

|Kmax(2l + 1)| = |K 1
3 2

2l+2− 4
3
(2l + 1)|

= |K 1
3 2

2l+1− 2
3
(2l + 1)|+ |K 1

3 2
2l+1− 5

3
(2l + 1)|

= |K 1
3 2

2l+1− 2
3
(2l + 1)|+ |K 1

3 2
2l− 4

3
(2l + 1)|

= |K 1
3 2

2l−1− 2
3
(2l)|+ |K 1

3 2
2l− 4

3
(2l − 1)|

= |Kmax(2l)|+ |Kmax(2l − 1)|
(D19)

This gives a Fibonacci sequence for the size of the largest
sector, which directly leads to the asymptotic scaling
|Kmax(L)| ∼ ϕL.

Appendix E: Details of the tJz model

In this section, we derive rigorous bounds on the ther-
malization time of the tJz model. As stated in the main
text, we focus on the stochastic dynamics associated with
the circuit-averaged evolution of the RU dynamics Dyn.
A single timestep of evolution corresponds to the channel

C(ρ) = U†
(
TrL[ρ]⊗

1

N

)
U , (E1)

where TrL[ρ] ⊗ 1
N represents the effect of depolarizing

noise coupled to the boundary: the last site of the system
is traced out and replaced by a maximally mixed state. U
is the depth-2 brickwork circuit consisting of constraint-
preserving Haar-random unitary Ui,i+1:

U =



L/2−1⊗

i=1

U2i,2i+1





L/2⊗

i=1

U2i−1,2i


 . (E2)

For the tJz dynamics, we consider unitary gates of the
form

Ui,i+1 =
∑

a∈{↑,↓}
Ca|0a⟩⟨a0|+ h.c.+

∑

a,b̸=0,
a=b=0

eiϕab |ab⟩⟨ab|

= U↑
tJz

⊕ U↓
tJz

⊕ (
⊕

a,b̸=0,
a=b=0

eiϕab),

(E3)
where the matrices UatJz are drawn from the Haar ran-
dom ensemble on U(2), and the rest of the terms in the
direct sum act as a diagonal matrix of random phases
on the states that are frozen under the dynamics. We
are interested in the evolution of the state ρ(t) under the
circuit-averaged dynamics, i.e.,

ρ(t) ≡ E
Ct

[Ct(ρ)], (E4)

where ECt denotes averaging over the unitaries constitut-
ing U . We divide each unit time interval into three steps
of length t = 1/3, where the depolarizing noise is applied
at t ∈ N, the first layer of U is applied at t ∈ N+1/3, and
the second layer of U is applied at t ∈ N+2/3. Therefore,

ρ(t+ 1/3) = TrL[ρ(t)]⊗ 1. (E5)

Decomposing the state as ρ = ⊗L/2−1
i=1 ρ2i,2i+1, then aver-

aging over the Haar ensemble gives

ρ2i,2i+1(t+
2

3
) =

1

2

∑

a∈{↑,↓}
Tr

[
ρ2i,2i+1(t+

1

3
)ΠtJza

]
ΠtJza

+Tra,b̸=0,
a=b=0

[ρ2i,2i+1(t+
1

3
)Πab]Πab,

(E6)
where the projectors are defined as

ΠtJza = |0a⟩⟨0a|+ |a0⟩⟨a0|,
Πab = |ab⟩⟨ab|. (E7)

The action of the second layer of the unitary is simi-
lar. Under time evolution, ρ2i,2i+1 becomes diagonal in
the computational basis, resulting in an effective Markov
generator on the probability distribution of the basis
states {|ψ⟩},

p({|ψ⟩}, t+ 1) = Mp({|ψ⟩}, t)
= MoMeMLp({|ψ⟩}, t),

(E8)

where

ML = 1L−1 ⊗
1

3

∑

a,b

|a⟩⟨b|

Me =

L/2−1⊗

i=1

M tJz
2i,2i+1

Me =

L/2−1⊗

i=1

M tJz
2i−1,2i

(E9)
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and the 2-site stochastic matrix is defined as

M tJz ≡ 1

2

∑

a∈{↑,↓}
(|0a⟩+|a0⟩)(⟨0a|+⟨a0|)+

∑

a,b̸=0,
a=b=0

|ab⟩⟨ab|.

(E10)
Therefore, the steady state of this Markov process is the
uniform distribution over the Hilbert space, which coin-
cides with the fact that ρ will eventually thermalize to a
maximally mixed state under Dyn.

As is also explained in the main text, it is convenient
to consider a non-local Markov process defined as

Mnonloc ≡ (MoMe)
∞ML, (E11)

such that a state thermalizes within a Krylov sector as
soon as it reaches that sector. Physically one can think of
this as applying a sufficiently deep random unitary circuit
between consecutive applications of the boundary noise.
By doing so, we essentially focus solely on the inter-sector
dynamics due to the boundary depolarizing noise and
ignore the intra-sector thermalization process. The lack
of locality in the dynamics leads to a thermalization time
that is faster by a factor of O(1/L), since the number of
unitaries needed to spread the effect of the bath to the
bulk of the system is O(L). However, since we are after a
lower bound on the thermalization time, there is no loss
of generality in considering non-local dynamics.

1. Expansion and thermalization time

Following the discussion in IIIA, we would like to find
the expansion Φ(GK) of the Markov process Mnonloc, de-
fined as

Φ(GK) = min
R∈GK:|R|≤|H|/2

Φ(R),

Φ(R) ≡ 1

|R|
∑

ψ∈R,ψ′∈Rc

⟨ψ′|Mnonloc|ψ⟩.
(E12)

For a Krylov sector Ksd labeled by the spin pattern
sd = (s1s2 . . . sd), we define the cone Csd to be a subset
of the Hilbert space that contains all the states with the
same spin pattern up to the d-th particle, i.e.,

Csd ≡
⊕

s′l=(s1s2...sd)×(s′d+1...s
′
l),l≥d

Ks′l
. (E13)

When the exact spin pattern is not important, we can
represent Ksd and Csd as Kd and Cd (see Fig. 6 for an
illustration of C1). As illustrated in Fig. 6, Cd can be
visualized as a branch of the binary tree GK at depth d.

To compute Φ(Cd), it is easy to see that the probabil-
ity for the state |ψ⟩ in Cd to move to the complement Ccd
under one application of the depolarizing noise is only
nonzero when |ψ⟩ has d particles with the last site occu-

pied, i.e.,

∑

ψ∈Cd,
ψ′∈Cc

d

⟨ψ′|Mnonloc|ψ⟩ =
2

3
|{ψ ∈ Kd :

∑

σ

c†L,σcL,σ|ψ⟩ ≠ 0}|

=
2

3

(
L− 1

d− 1

)
.

(E14)
The denominator is simply the dimension of Cd,

|Cd| =
L−d∑

l=0

2l|Kd+l| =
L−d∑

l=0

2l
(

L

d+ l

)
. (E15)

Since |Cd| increases as d decreases, and the transition
probability decreases as d decreases for d < L/2, the
expansion of the Krylov graph is lower bounded by the
expansion of the cone at d = 1,

Φ(GK) ≥ Φ(C1) =
2

3

1
∑L−1
l=0 2l

(
L

1+l

) =
4

3(3L − 1)
. (E16)

Hence, from Cheeger’s inequality in Eq. (11), the ther-
malization time is lower bounded by

tth ≥ 1

2Φ(GK)
≥ 3

8
(3L − 1), (E17)

which scales exponentially as the system size.

2. Magnetization relaxation time

Now we examine the relaxation time of the expectation
value of local operators, namely, the average magnetiza-
tion

m ≡ 1

L

L∑

i=1

(|↑⟩⟨↑|i − |↓⟩⟨↓|i). (E18)

We define the relaxation time tm(γ;ψ) as the time needed
for the expectation value of m in the circuit-averaged
state ρ(t, ψ) ≡ ECt

[Ct(|ψ⟩⟨ψ|)] to relax below γ of its
equilibrium value 0:

tm(γ;ψ) ≡ min{t : |⟨m⟩ρ(t,ψ)| ≤ γ}. (E19)

Then the thermalization time is lower bounded by the
magnetization relaxation time tm(γ, ψmax) of the state
with the maximal magnetization ⟨m⟩ = 1, i.e., |ψmax⟩ ≡
| ↑⟩⊗L. The inhomogeneity of the distribution of charges
in the Krylov graph allows us to select a subspace A of H
with nonzero expectation value of m. We will show that
when A is large enough, it takes exponentially long time
for a state initialized in A to move to the complement
Ac, which sets a lower bound for tm(γ;ψmax). Define A
to be the cone CsηL

that contains all the states with the
same spin pattern sηL = (↑↑ . . . ↑) for the first ηL ∈ N
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particles, we are interested in the expectation value of m
at time t over initial states in A,

⟨m⟩A(t) ≡ E
ϕ∈A

⟨m⟩ρ(t;ϕ)

= E
ϕ∈A

(∑

ϕ′∈A
P (ψ(t) = ϕ′|ψ(0) = ϕ)⟨m⟩ϕ′

+
∑

ϕ′∈Ac

P (ψ(t) = ϕ′|ψ(0) = ϕ)⟨m⟩ϕ′

)

≥ E
ϕ∈A


∑

ϕ′∈A
P (ψ(t) = ϕ′|ψ(0) = ϕ)⟨m⟩ϕ′




− P (ψ(t) ∈ Ac|ψ(0) = ϕ),
(E20)

where the last inequality holds since ⟨m⟩ϕ ≥ −1 for all
ϕ. In order to compute the first term, we define χAd to be
the set of states in A with the same number of particles
d with d ≥ ηL. Then it is easy to see that the average
transition probability Eϕ∈A P (ψ(t) = ϕ′|ψ(0) = ϕ) is the
same for all ϕ′ ∈ χAd , and since

∑
ϕ′∈χA

d
⟨m⟩ϕ′ = η, we

have

E
ϕ∈A

(∑

ϕ′∈A
P (ψ(t) = ϕ′|ψ(0) = ϕ)⟨m⟩ϕ′

)

= E
ϕ∈A

( L∑

d=ηL

ηP (ψ(t) ∈ χAd |ψ(0) = ϕ)

)

= ηP (ψ(t) ∈ A|ψ(0) ∈ A).

(E21)

Therefore,

⟨m⟩A(t) ≥ η − (1 + η)P (ψ(t) ∈ Ac|ψ(0) ∈ A)

≥ η − (1 + η)tΦ(A),
(E22)

where the transition probability is bounded from above
by tΦ(A), and the expansion of A is given by

Φ(A) = Φ(CηL) =
2

3

(
L− 1

ηL− 1

)/ (1−η)L∑

l=0

2l
(

L

ηL+ l

)
.

(E23)
To get a tight bound of ⟨m⟩A, we need to take 1

L ≥ η ≪
1 such that the expansion of the cone is exponentially
small. Using Stirling’s approximation for η ≪ 1, we have

(
L− 1

ηL− 1

)
≈ (L− 1)ηL−1

(ηL− 1)!
, (E24)

The denominator becomes,

(1−η)L∑

l=0

2l
(

L

ηL+ l

)
= 2−ηL

[
3L −

ηL−1∑

d=0

2d
(
L

d

)]

> 2−ηL
[
3L − (2L)ηL−1/(ηL− 2)!

]
,

(E25)

where the second term is exactly 1 when ηL = 1. There-
fore, the inverse of the expansion gives

Φ(A)−1 ⪆
3

2
3(1−η log3 2)L

(
ηL− 1

e(L− 1)

)ηL−1

+ C, (E26)

where the second term becomes a constant C after tak-
ing the limit L → ∞ while keeping ηL finite, and
the first term is obtained using Stirling’s approximation
x! ≈ (x/e)x.
The lower bound on tm(γ;ψmax) is given by taking

η = 2γ, i.e.,

tm(γ;ψmax) ⪆ 3(1−2γ log3[
e(L−1)
γL−1 ])L × e(L− 1)

2γL− 1
× 3

2(1 + 2γ)

≈ 3(1−2γ log3[e/γ])L × 3e

4γ(1 + 2γ)
.

(E27)
When γ → 1

L , we have ⟨m⟩A(t) ≥ 2γ − tΦ(C1), so that
we recover the bound of the thermalization time

tm(γ → 1

L
;ψmax) ≈ tth ≥ 3

8
(3L − 1). (E28)

Appendix F: The expansion Φ(GK) of the
particle-conserving East model

In this section, we derive the expansion Φ(GK) of the
particle-conserving East model, corresponding to the cut
depicted in Fig. 10(c). Physically, this corresponds to
choosing an initial state where all but the first site are
empty [the bottom left vertex in Fig. 10(c)]. Recall the
definition of the expansion for a subregion R:

Φ(R) ≡ 1

|R|
∑

ψ∈R,ψ′∈Rc

Mψ,ψ′ . (F1)

As detailed in Ref. [56] and summarized in Fig. 13, the
allowed configurations in a given Krylov sector can be
mapped to the combinatorial problem of counting the
number of allowed monotonic paths on a 2D square lat-
tice. As a simple example, consider the size of the Krylov
sector generated by

• • • · · · •︸ ︷︷ ︸
N

◦ ◦ · · · ◦︸ ︷︷ ︸
L−N

, (F2)

where L ≤ 2N . Due to the kinetic constraint, for any
subregion A = [1, k], there cannot be more empty sites
than occupied sites. The problem is thus equivalent to
counting the number of L-step walks on a 2D square
lattice, where the path is not allowed to touch the line
y = x+ 1. This number is easily seen to be given by

(
L

N

)
−
(

L

N + 1

)
. (F3)

First consider the numerator of Eq. (F1). It is easy to
see that, as long as the site coupled to the bath is empty,
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FIG. 13. Computing the size of the thermalized Krylov sec-
tors by mapping to the combinatorial problem of counting the
number of allowed monotonic paths on a lattice. (a) and (b):
Allowed and disallowed monotonic paths in the numerator of
Eq. (F1). The red arrow represents the first site fixed to be
occupied while the blue arrow represents the second site fixed
to be empty in the numerator. (c) and (d): Allowed and dis-
allowed monotonic paths in the denominator. The 2 figures
are examples of the sector K(N0 − 1, 2N0 − 1), where the red
line is moved up to y = x+3 and the end point of the path is
moved to (N0 − 1, N0 + 1), according to the constraints. The
first site is still fixed to be occupied while the second site has
no constraints in the denominator.

the state will be connected to Rc. Hence, the number
contributing to the numerator is obtained by counting
the number of allowed paths with the first two steps fixed :

∑

ψ∈R,ψ′∈Rc

Mψ,ψ′ =

(
2N0 − 2

N0 − 1

)
−
(
2N0 − 2

N0 − 2

)

=
(2N0 − 2)!

N0!(N0 − 1)!
.

(F4)

For the denominator, one needs to sum over all sectors
belonging to R. Let us first sum over a column of vertices

in Fig. 10(c) with a fixed total charge N0 − i (0 ≤ i ≤
N0 − 1) and varying x [2(N0 − i) − 1 ≤ x ≤ 2N0 − 1].
We claim that the sum of the sizes of the Krylov sec-

tors in one column
∑2N0−1
x=2(N0−i)−1 |K(N0 − i, x)| is given

by the number of 2N0-step walks from the origin (0, 0) to
(N0− i,N0+ i) on the 2D square lattice that do not cross
the line y = x+1+2i, as shown in Fig. 13(c) and (d). This
can be justified as follows. First, for any configuration
in this column where the particles can reach a maximal
distance of x, one can append 2N0 − x empty sites to
the right, so that all walks have the same length 2N0,
which is not constrained by x. Then, it is clear that each
length-2N0 walks from the origin to (N0 − i,N0 + i) is in
one-to-one correspondence with a configuration belong-
ing to this column, provided that the following constraint
is satisfied:

(# of holes)− (# of particles) ≤ 2i. (F5)

As a result, the allowed paths cannot touch the line
y = x+ 1 + 2i, which can be enforced by the same path
reflection trick in Ref. [56]. Hence, the summation over
a column of vertices in Fig. 10(c) yields

2N0−1∑

x=2(N0−i)−1

|K(N0 − i, x)| =
(

2N0

N0 − i

)
−
(

2N0

N0 − i− 1

)
.

(F6)
Therefore, we have the denominator

|R| =
N0−1∑

i=0

2N0−1∑

x=2(N0−i)−1

|K(N0 − i, x)|

=

(
2N0

N0

)
− 1 ≈ 2N0!

N0!N0!
.

(F7)

The expansion is thus given by

Φ(R) =
1

2(2N0 − 1)
. (F8)
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