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Recent advances in quantum simulations have opened access to the real-time dynamics of lattice
gauge theories, providing a new setting to explore how quantum criticality influences thermalization
and ergodicity far from equilibrium. Using QuEra’s programmable Rydberg atom array, we map
out the dynamical phase diagram of the spin-1/2 U(1) quantum link model in one spatial dimen-
sion by quenching the fermion mass. We reveal a tunable regime of ergodicity breaking due to
quantum many-body scars, manifested as long-lived coherent oscillations that persist across a much
broader range of parameters than previously observed, including at the equilibrium phase transition
point. We further analyze the electron-positron pairs generated during state preparation via the
Kibble–Zurek mechanism, which strongly affect the post-quench dynamics. Our results provide new
insights into nonthermal dynamics in lattice gauge theories and establish Rydberg atom arrays as a
powerful platform for probing the interplay between ergodicity breaking and quantum criticality.

I. INTRODUCTION

Gauge theories are the fundamental framework for de-
scribing interactions among the elementary constituents
of matter in our universe [1, 2]. Built on the principle of
local gauge invariance, they capture how fermionic mat-
ter fields couple to gauge bosons, which forms the founda-
tion of the Standard Model of particle physics [3]. Their
lattice formulations, known as ‘lattice gauge theories’
(LGTs), preserve gauge symmetry on a discrete space-
time grid [4]. This has enabled non-perturbative studies
of phenomena such as confinement and chiral symmetry
breaking, and computation of many static properties of
LGTs via Euclidean-time path-integral methods [5–8].

The process of thermalization, which underpins trans-
port and the approach to equilibrium, is key to under-
standing matter under extreme conditions, from the early
universe to heavy-ion collisions [9]. In LGTs, gauge in-
variance imposes strict local constraints that can dra-
matically alter relaxation pathways, e.g., due to confine-
ment and string breaking mechanisms. As a result, the
interplay between gauge constraints and many-body in-
teractions can give rise to exotic dynamical regimes far
from equilibrium. Nevertheless, accessing the real-time
dynamics of LGTs remains a major challenge: for ex-
ample, quantum Monte Carlo techniques suffer from the
so-called sign problem [10], while tensor-network meth-
ods are limited by the rapid growth of entanglement [11].

Recent progress in programmable quantum simula-
tors has opened a new route to exploring these ques-

tions [12–14]. Synthetic platforms of trapped ions, su-
perconducting qubits and neutral atoms can natively en-
code gauge constraints and enable time-resolved mea-
surements of thermalization dynamics in LGTs [15–21].
Notably, Rydberg-atom quantum simulations of a quan-
tum link model (QLM) [22–24] in one spatial dimension
(1 + 1)D – the minimal model of quantum electrody-
namics on a lattice – revealed an unexpected type of
dynamical behavior dubbed ‘quantum many-body scars’
(QMBSs) [25–27]. This weak form of ergodicity breaking
occurs due to gauge-induced kinetic constraints and man-
ifests in special initial conditions that violate the stan-
dard paradigm of thermal relaxation in generic quantum
many-body systems – the eigenstate thermalization hy-
pothesis (ETH) [28–30].

The existence of QMBSs suggests that gauge-
invariance and nonthermal dynamics may intertwine in
other unexpected ways. Their interplay may particularly
be enhanced at quantum critical points, where correla-
tions become long-ranged due to the closing of an en-
ergy gap and entanglement entropy exhibiting universal,
logarithmic divergence with system size [31]. A promi-
nent example in the (1 + 1)D U(1) QLM is the Coleman
phase transition, which marks a continuous change from
a unique vacuum with vanishing electric flux to a spon-
taneously parity-broken phase with two degenerate flux
vacua [32]. When the system is driven across such a
transition at a finite rate, the Kibble–Zurek (KZ) mech-
anism predicts that critical slowing down prevents adi-
abatic evolution, leading to the spontaneous formation
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of topological defects [33, 34]. In the QLM, these ap-
pear as electron-positron pairs whose density reflects the
rate of crossing the critical point. While signatures of KZ
scaling have been observed in previous Rydberg atom ex-
periments [35], their impact on QMBS dynamics has not
been explored. Moreover, the large critical entanglement
near criticality raises the question of whether weak ergod-
icity breaking can persist in the presence of long-range
correlations.

In this work, we use QuEra’s programmable Rydberg-
atom quantum simulator [36] to map out the dynami-
cal phase diagram of a spin-1/2 U(1) QLM in (1 + 1)D
by globally quenching the fermion mass. We identify
a broad regime of ergodicity breaking characterized by
anomalously slow relaxation and long-lived periodic re-
vivals associated with QMBSs. By ramping the mass
across the Coleman transition, we prepare initial states
ranging from simple product states to highly entangled
ones, demonstrating that scarring dynamics persist even
at the quantum critical point, where rapid thermaliza-
tion was anticipated [18, 37, 38]. We further show that
the density and internal structure of electron–positron
pairs generated via the KZ mechanism play a central
role in shaping the post-quench dynamics. Together,
these results establish Rydberg atom arrays as a powerful
platform for exploring the interplay of gauge constraints,
quantum criticality, and ergodicity breaking in LGTs.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In
Sec. II, we introduce the model, its mapping to the Ryd-
berg atom array, and our experimental setup. In Sec. III
we map out the dynamical phase diagram, finding excel-
lent agreement with numerical predictions. In Sec. IV
we examine the role of electron-positron pairs produced
during state preparation on the ergodicity-breaking dy-
namics after the quench. Finally, Sec. V contains our con-
clusions and outlook, while further details on the map-
ping between the models, the experimental setup, and
the effect of internal structure of electron-positron pairs
on the dynamics are given in Appendices and the Sup-
plementary Material (SM) [39].

II. REALIZING THE U(1) QUANTUM LINK
MODEL WITH RYDBERG ATOMS

Our target model, the spin-1/2 U(1) QLM model in
(1 + 1)D, is a minimal model of quantum electrodynam-
ics (QED) on a lattice [8, 41]. The Hamiltonian can be
written as

ĤQLM =J

L−1∑
j=1

ψ̂†
j Ûj,j+1ψ̂j+1 + H.c.

+m

L∑
j=1

(−1)jψ̂†
j ψ̂j +

g2

2

L−1∑
j=1

(Êj,j+1)
2, (1)

where the fermionic fields ψ̂j , ψ̂
†
j represent matter degrees

of freedom on site j with mass m, and L is the total num-

ber of sites with open boundary conditions. The electric
fields Êj,j+1 reside on the links of the lattice and they
are coupled to fermions with strength J via the parallel
transporters Ûj,j+1, which obey the commutation rela-
tion [Êj,j+1, Ûj,j+1] = Ûj,j+1. The last term in Eq. (1)
represents the electric field energy with gauge coupling
g.

We adopt the staggered fermion representation [42],
whereby a fermion hopping from an even site to its neigh-
boring odd site creates a positron(•)-electron(•) pair.
The QLM formulation associates the gauge field oper-
ators with spin operators, Ûj,j+1 → Ŝ+

j,j+1 and Êj,j+1 →
Ŝz
j,j+1, and the full QED theory is recovered when the

local Hilbert space of spins expands to infinity. For our
implementation, the local Hilbert space is truncated to
that of a spin-1/2, denoting the two local electric field
states as ▷ and ◀. As a consequence of this truncation,
the last term in Eq. (1) is simply an overall constant that
can be dropped as it has no effect on the dynamics.

Importantly, the QLM truncation does not compro-
mise the local U(1) gauge symmetry, generated by

Ĝj = ψ̂†
j ψ̂j −

1− (−1)j

2
+ Ŝz

j−1,j − Ŝz
j,j+1 , (2)

which obeys [Ĝj , ĤQLM] = 0 at any site j. This con-
strains the neighboring electric field configurations to the
matter field between them, which is a discretized version
of the Gauss law. As customary, we will restrict our at-
tention to the physical sector of gauge-invariant states |ψ⟩
which obey the Gauss law condition Ĝj |ψ⟩ = 0. For our
1D open chain, the Gauss law allows one to completely in-
tegrate out matter fields, leaving an effective constrained
model for the gauge degrees of freedom only [40].

Our experiment starts by preparing single 87Rb atoms
in 1D arrays of equidistant optical tweezers, with all
atoms initialized in the ground state |g⟩, see Fig. 1(a).
The atoms are individually driven into an excited Ry-
dberg state |r⟩ with Rabi frequency Ω. As explained in
Appendix A, this spin-flip dynamics maps to the particle-
antiparticle pair production process, which is represented
by the kinetic term in Eq. (1) upon setting J = Ω/2. The
detuning ∆ acts as a chemical potential for Rydberg ex-
citations, which is proportional to the fermion mass in
the QLM with m = ∆/2. With this choice of parame-
ters, the gauge-invariant states of the QLM are encoded
into Rydberg atom configurations, see Fig. 1(b) for an ex-
ample. Crucially, gauge invariance is ensured by strong
van der Waals interactions, which penalize the configu-
rations with neighboring Rydberg excitations, |. . . rr . . .⟩.
As discussed below, this allows to conveniently certify the
accuracy of our simulations and detect any violations of
the Gauss law. Unless specified otherwise, all simulations
are performed at a fixed J = 7.715 kHZ.

The phase diagram of the spin-1/2 U(1) QLM in
(1+1)D is summarized in Fig. 1(c). Large negative mass
m→ −∞ energetically favors particle creation, hence the
ground state in this limit is the charge-proliferated state
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Figure 1. Simulating the dynamics of a spin-1/2 U(1) QLM in (1 + 1)D with Rydberg atoms. (a) 87Rb atoms are
trapped in a 1D tweezer array. The two pseudo-spin states, the ground state |g⟩ and the Rydberg state |r⟩, are coupled by a
two-photon process at the Rabi frequency Ω and detuning ∆. Nearest-neighbor excitations are suppressed by van der Waals
interactions within the Rydberg blockade radius Rb, giving rise to the gauge-invariant constraint [40]. (b) The Rydberg spin
states are associated with electric fields in the QLM, with each spin-flip representing a fermion pair production or annihilation
process, accompanied by the corresponding change in the direction of electric field (shaded boxes). This mapping, the details
of which are given in Appendix A, fixes the parameters of the QLM to J = Ω/2 and m = ∆/2, while the average number of
electron-positron pairs in the QLM becomes the average density of Rydberg excitations. (c) The phase diagram as a function
of m/J . The representative ground states in the two phases are indicated, in both the Rydberg and QLM representations.
The two phases are separated by an Ising phase transition at the critical mass mc ≈ 0.65J . (d) Schematic of our two-stage
dynamical protocol. The initial state is prepared by ramping from deep in the disordered phase (m0 → −∞) into the ordered
phase at some mi, potentially crossing the critical point mc. The ramp function f(x) = x(1− k)/(k − 2k|x|+ 1) is a sigmoid
with the curvature parameter k, see Appendix B. For present purposes, we only need to distinguish between ‘fast’ (piecewise
linear) ramps (k → 0) and ‘slow’ (k → 1) ramps, whose dependencies are sketched in the figure. The second stage of the
protocol is the quench where we rapidly change mi → mf and monitor the subsequent dynamics. (e)-(f) Measurements of the
average number of electron-positron pairs after the quench to mf = 0. A slow ramp, k = 0.8 in panel (e), prepares a state close
to one of the flux states in panel (c). The subsequent dynamics give rise to persistent oscillations, first observed in Ref. [22].
By contrast, a fast ramp, k = 0 in panel (f), prepares a state with many electron-positron pairs, which causes a much faster
decay of the oscillations in the bulk. The measurements in (e)-(f) were taken at a fixed J = 7.715 kHz.

with the maximal number of electron-positron pairs,
|▷•◀•▷•...◀•▷•◀•⟩. In the opposite limit, m → +∞,
particle creation is inhibited and the ground state spon-
taneously breaks Z2 symmetry by choosing one of two de-
generate flux vacua, |▷◦▷◦...▷◦⟩ and |◀◦◀◦...◀◦⟩, which
contain infinite strings of electric fields and no matter.
A quantum phase transition connects the two phases at
a critical mass mc ≈ 0.65J [43], known as the Cole-
man phase transition [32]. In a Rydberg atom array, the
same phase transition separates the uniform ground state
|. . . gggg . . .⟩ from the degenerate Z2-states, |. . . rgrg . . .⟩
and |. . . grgr . . .⟩.

Our experimental protocol consists of two stages,
sketched in Fig. 1(d). First, we prepare a pre-quench
state |ψi⟩ by adiabatically ramping the mass from a
large negative value m0 to the initial value mi over time
tramp = 1.5µs. The ramp follows a sigmoid-type modu-
lation with tunable curvature parameter k, sketched in
Fig. 1(d) (see Appendix B for details). In the second
stage of the protocol, at t = tramp we abruptly quench
mi to the final value mf and monitor the subsequent evo-
lution. Generally, we will consider mf that is different
from mi, hence the post-quench dynamics are expected
to be complicated because the initial state |ψi⟩ is far from
any eigenstate of the Hamiltonian at mf .

We characterize quantum dynamics using the density

of matter fields Q̂ in the QLM:

Q̂ =
1

L− 1

L−1∑
j=1

[
1− (−1)j

2
+ (−1)j ψ̂†

j ψ̂j

]
. (3)

With this definition, the uniform flux states in Fig. 1(c)
have Q = 0, while the charge-proliferated state corre-
sponds to the maximal matter density Q = 1 for L≫ 1.
Equivalently, in the Rydberg atom picture, Q̂ counts the
number of |. . . gg . . .⟩ configurations. Ergodicity breaking
is identified by persistent revivals in the charge density
⟨Q̂(t)⟩, which signal a breakdown of conventional thermal
relaxation. The latter is sensitive to the structure of the
initial state, which is controlled by the ramp used to pre-
pare it. In particular, when the fermion mass is ramped
across the quantum critical point mc, critical slowing
down limits adiabaticity and leads to the formation of
domains of uniform electric field separated by particle–
antiparticle defects, in accordance with the Kibble–Zurek
mechanism [33, 34]. The typical size and density of these
domains depend sensitively on the ramp speed.

Ramp-induced domain structures play a central role
in determining the nature of subsequent post-quench dy-
namics. A slow ramp with k = 0.8, Fig. 1(e), results in
longer domains of electric-field strings, . . . ▷◦▷◦▷◦ . . . and
. . .◀◦◀◦◀◦ . . .. Such domains exhibit slow dynamics and
coherent revivals when quenched to mf = 0 – a hallmark
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of QMBS dynamics [44–50]. By contrast, quench dy-
namics after a fast ramp with k = 0, Fig. 1(f), exhibit
much faster dynamics, resulting in a loss of coherence
beyond ≈ 1µs. This behavior is consistent with the ex-
pectation that faster ramps nucleate a higher density of
domain walls and shorter characteristic length scales [35].
These domain walls destabilize the scarring dynamics of
the electric strings connecting them, as we will analyze
in more detail in Sec. IV below.

III. ERGODICITY-BREAKING PHASE
DIAGRAM

To systematically explore the existence of ergodicity
breaking, we map out the dynamical phase diagram of
the QLM in Eq. (1) for different combinations of masses
(mi,mf ) in our ramp-quench protocol in Fig. 1(d). This
is a generalization of the original protocol that first ob-
served QMBS in Rydberg atom arrays [22], where the
initial and final mass were kept fixed at mi = +∞ and
mf = 0. We quantify ergodicity breaking by measur-
ing the strength of oscillations in the charge density Q̂
in Eq. (3) [51]. The mean-square deviation between the
instantaneous value of Q̂ and its thermal ensemble ex-
pectation value Qth is given by

Dth ≡ 1

t1 − t0

∫ t1

t0

∣∣∣⟨Q̂(t)⟩ −Qth

∣∣∣2 dt. (4)

Here, the observation window is set to [t0, t1] =
[1.5, 3.5] µs in order to capture the relevant dynamics
prior to the onset of decoherence in our experiment. For
a thermalizing initial state, the integrand will be close to
zero and we expect Dth ≈ 0, while a QMBS initial state
will lead to a nonzero value of Dth. Since we lack direct
experimental access to the thermal Gibbs state, we ap-
proximate Qth via the time-averaged charge density Qav,
a method validated by our numerical benchmarks [39].

We utilize the slow-ramp protocol shown in Fig. 1(d) to
prepare the initial state, ensuring a controlled approach
to the target mass mi before quenching to mf . As a base-
line, in Fig. 2(a) we first present the Dth phase diagram
obtained by exact diagonalization of the full Rydberg
model [Eq. (A1) in Appendix A] for L = 15 atoms. The
red regions of high Dth represent the ergodicity-breaking
regimes. As mentioned above, the point (mi → +∞,
mf = 0) recovers the previously known QMBSs associ-
ated with the electric flux states [22]. Remarkably, we see
that this point is by no means special: the simultaneous
tuning of mi and mf gives rise to a continuous line of
QMBS revivals and ergodicity breaking across this phase
diagram, far beyond the regime of the electric-flux ini-
tial states. In particular, the non-ergodic regime extends
across the critical mass mi = mc ≈ J , with QMBS ef-
fects remaining robust even when the initial state is in
the vicinity of the Coleman phase transition. We note
that this value of mc in the Rydberg atom simulator is

shifted by the long-range tail of van der Waals interac-
tions compared to its value mc ≈ 0.65J in the QLM [43].
Nevertheless, the dynamical phase diagram in Fig. 2(a)
is in good qualitative agreement with that of the QLM
in Eq. (1), see Ref. [51].

Figures 2(b)-(c) illustrate the typical raw signals from
the measurements of the post-quench dynamics for two
points, P1 and P2, along the critical line mi = J in
Fig. 2(a). For each point, we prepare the state at mi,
evolve with mf while measuring the charge density, Q(t),
and finally compute Dth according to Eqs. (3)-(4). The
measurements are performed either on a single chain of
L = 61 atoms or on multiple chains of L = 21 atoms,
with the layouts illustrated in Appendix B. The plots in
Fig. 2(b)-(c) highlight the sensitivity of the frequency,
amplitude and decay rate of the QMBS oscillations to
the value of mf . In particular, they distinguish between
thermal [Fig. 2(b)] and QMBS [Fig. 2(c)] regimes, cap-
turing the expected oscillation frequency (see SM [39]
for additional data). We attribute the differences in
the oscillation amplitude between the experimental data
and numerical simulation to the dephasing caused by ex-
perimental errors and environmental influences that are
known to occur in this type of experiments [22, 36, 52].

Beyond local observables, we characterize thermaliza-
tion dynamics using the Principal Component Analysis
(PCA) entropy, SPCA [53–55] – a proxy for entanglement
entropy, which is challenging to measure [56]. The PCA
entropy is the Shannon entropy defined on a data matrix
of size L×nshots, containing the bitstrings resulting from
all experimental shots, hence it is readily available in our
simulations. Denoting the singular values of this matrix
by sk, the PCA entropy is defined as [53]

SPCA = −
∑
k

λk lnλk λk ≡ s2k/
∑
l

s2l . (5)

In Fig. 2(d)-(e), we plot the measured dynamics of SPCA,
normalized by logL, for the same points as in Figs. 2(b)-
(c). While in the thermal case the PCA entropy quickly
reaches saturation, in the QMBS case it exhibits per-
sistent oscillations, signalling a periodic disentangling of
the many-body wave function. The experimental revival
peaks are well-reproduced by the numerics, although the
dips are less pronounced at later times due to decoher-
ence effects mentioned above. Nevertheless, the oscilla-
tion frequency of the PCA entropy matches that of the
charge density Q(t) in Fig. 2(c).

Finally, we experimentally probe the phase diagram
by taking three representative cuts: C1 (mi = 0) with-
out ramping across the critical point; C2 (mi = J ≈ mc)
along the critical line; and C3 (mi = 2J) ramping to
the vacuum states with most of the (anti)particles anni-
hilated. The dependence of Dth on mf for these cuts is
shown in Figs. 2(f)-(h). The cut C3 at mi = 2J serves
as a benchmark, since the scarring effects are expected
around mf = 0, as indeed confirmed by the measure-
ments. The cut C2 represents one of our main results:
the scarring persists in a highly-entangled initial state
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Figure 2. Dynamical phase diagram of ergodicity breaking in the spin-1/2 U(1) QLM in (1 + 1)D. (a) Deviation
from thermal value, Dth in Eq. (4), shown on the color bar, as a function of fermion masses, mi and mf . Data obtained
by exact diagonalization of the Rydberg model [Eq. (A1)] for L = 15 atoms. Red regions correspond to ergodicity breaking.
Dashed lines (C1-C3) are the three cuts that have been measured experimentally, with C2 close to the critical value mi ≈ J .
The measured Dth values at these cuts are plotted in panels (e)-(g), while the dynamics of charge density and PCA entropy
at representative points P1 and P2 are shown in panels (b)-(e). (b)-(c) Time series of QLM charge density Q(t), Eq. (3), for
quenches at P1 (mi = J and mf = J/2) and P2 (mi = J and mf = 0), respectively. (d)-(e) Time series of the normalized PCA
entropy, SPCA/ log(L), for the same quenches as in (b)-(c). In panels (b)-(e), points are experimental data for L = 61 atoms,
while lines are theoretical predictions for L = 21. (e)-(g) Experimental data along the line cuts C1-C3. The data for a smaller
system with L = 21 (blue dots) are seen to be in excellent agreement with the much larger system L = 61 (red pluses), where
we have collected fewer points due to limited resources. The error bars in all the plots represent statistical errors. The dashed
and dot-dashed black lines show numerical results for L = 21, without and with exponential damping, respectively.

at a critical mi. The oscillations in this case are most
prominent for a final detuning of mf = −J/2, i.e., the
oscillation peak is shifted away from mf = 0 – compare
with the line cut C3. Finally, the C1 cut mi = 0 is far
away from previously known QMBS regimes, with some-
what weaker scarring effects compared to C2 and C3, but
with the peak around mf ≈ −1.2J still well above the
thermal baseline.

The experimental results in Figs. 2(f)-(h) are in good
overall agreement with the numerical results obtained
by exact diagonalization of the full Rydberg model for
L = 21 atoms (dashed black lines). For all three cuts, the
shapes of the numerical curves closely follow the exper-
imental data, albeit with systematically larger values of
Dth. This is unsurprising as our numerics assume a closed
system. At a phenomenological level, we can account for
environmental decoherence effects by introducing an ex-
ponential damping of the oscillations, Q(t)e−αt, see SM
for details [39]. The damping coefficient α = 0.5 kHz was
determined empirically and the same value is used for

all data points. The resulting damped numerical curves,
shown by the dot-dashed black lines in Figs. 2(f)-(h), are
in excellent agreement with the experimental data.

Finally, to demonstrate the stability of our results, we
have also collected data for a larger chain of L = 61
atoms at selected mf values. These measurements [red
crosses in Figs. 2(f)-(h)] are seen to align well with the
L = 21 results, indicating that the Dth curves do not
move significantly with increasing system size and our
conclusions are expected to hold in the thermodynamic
limit on timescales probed in Fig. 2.

IV. INTERPLAY OF SCARRING AND
DOMAIN-WALL DYNAMICS

When ramping from the charge-proliferated state into
the vacuum state, Coleman’s phase transition is crossed,
leading to the nucleation of domain walls according to
the Kibble-Zurek (KZ) mechanism [33, 34]. In the
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Figure 3. Impact of electron-positron pairs on the nonergodic dynamics in the spin-1/2 U(1) QLM in (1 + 1)D.
(a)-(b) The post-quench dynamics of total matter field density, Q̃ in Eq. (6), for a fast ramp with k = 0 (a) versus slow ramp
with k = 0.8 (b). Dots are experimental results, solid line is their interpolation, dashed line is the numerical simulation of the
Rydberg model [Eq. (A1)]. (c)-(d) Q̃ in the initial state (red crosses, left y-axis) compared against the first peak of the Fourier
transform of Q̃(t) (blue circles, right y-axis), as a function of ramp curvature k. Close agreement between the two for k ≲ 0.6
demonstrates that the density of electron-positron pairs in the initial state governs the decay of QMBS oscillations. Panel (c) is
numerics, (d) is experimental data. (e)-(f) Beyond the sheer number of electron-positron pairs, different types of particle-string
domains can have a strong impact on QMBS dynamics. This is illustrated by the numerical simulations of the dynamics for
‘even’ (e) vs. ‘odd’ (f) type of particle-string defects in the initial state, schematically shown on top of each plot. (g) The
measured number of paired (e.g., ••••) and unpaired (e.g., •••) particle strings, which serve as domain walls between vacuum
domains with uniform electric field. Dashed lines are theoretical predictions. (h) Density of gauge violations ε after the ramp
and before the quench. In all the panels, the parameters (mi = 2J,mf = 0) correspond to the point with the most robust
QMBS signatures along the C3 line in Fig. 2. The system size used in all panels except (e) and (f) for both the experiment and
the numerics is L = 21. Panels (e) and (f) are numerics for L = 61 atoms using time-dependent variational principle algorithm
in TenPy [57], with a maximum bond dimension 1000.

LGT context, these domain walls correspond to resid-
ual (anti)particles that separate distinct domains of the
electric field. The scaling of the domain-wall density
with ramp speed has been extensively studied [58–60].
In particular, the associated critical exponent has been
measured in Rydberg atom arrays [35], and numerical
studies have found the exponent to be highly sensitive to
the details of the ramp trajectory [61]. Furthermore, a
breakdown of KZ scaling was numerically observed when
the change rate of the control parameter is too fast or
too slow [62, 63].

Here we investigate the impact of domain walls on the
subsequent ergodicity-breaking dynamics. We focus on
the quench regime where QMBSs are most pronounced,
ramping to the pre-quench mass of mi = 2J and quench-
ing to mf = 0, i.e., the peak of Dth in Fig. 2(h). We
use the same ramp-quench protocol as in Fig. 1(d) and

tune the curvature parameter k of the sigmoid ramp,
which continuously varies the adiabaticity of state prepa-
ration. For all values of k, the ramp function is approx-
imately linear in the vicinity of the transition, and the
pre-quench state consists of electric flux domains sepa-
rated by (anti)particles. To quantify the impact of these
pre-quench domain walls, we measure the total matter-
field density

Q̃ ≡ Q+ ⟨ε̂⟩, ε̂ =
1

L− 1

L−1∑
j=1

⟨Ĝ2
j ⟩, (6)

which includes the possible violations of the Gauss law in
Eq. (2) given by ε̂. The gauge violations correspond to
neighboring Rydberg excitations, |. . . rr . . .⟩, which are
rare since they are suppressed by the Rydberg blockade.

The typical dynamics of Q̃(t), for illustrative fast and
slow ramps, are shown in Fig. 3(a)-(b). Increasing k
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(slower ramp) reduces the initial density of particle-
antiparticle pairs, which leads to longer coherent oscilla-
tions. This improvement persists up to k ≈ 0.85, beyond
which the ramp becomes too steep at the beginning and
at the end, causing non-adiabaticity and resurgence in
domain wall production.

Intuitively, the density of particle-antiparticle pairs is
expected to impact the amplitude of the QMBS oscilla-
tions. We quantify this by evaluating the Fourier trans-
form of Q̃(t) and extracting the height of the first peak,
which is then compared with the density of domain walls
in the initial state (prior to the quench) as a function of
k. The numerical and experimental results are shown in
Figs. 3(c) and (d), respectively. In both cases, we find
excellent agreement between the two for k ≲ 0.5. Some
discrepancy occurs at larger values of k, when the domi-
nant type of defects starts to change, as we discuss next.

Crucially, due to the constrained Hilbert space, the
post-quench dynamics are governed not merely by the
total density of domain-wall particles but also by their
microscopic structure. We identify two distinct classes
of domain walls based on the alignment of the electric-
flux domains. The first class, even-length domain
walls, corresponds to localized particle-antiparticle pairs
(. . . ▷•◀•▷ . . . or . . .◀•▷•◀ . . .) situated between electric
field domains that are aligned in the same direction,
see Fig. 3(e). These domain walls are dynamically ac-
tive and, since we work in the deconfined regime of the
QLM [64], the spreading of these particles is unbounded.
These pairs oscillate out of phase with the remaining elec-
tric flux domains; the particle and the antiparticle move
ballistically away from each other, creating expanding
domains between the pairs. However, the expanding do-
mains oscillate at the same frequency as the original do-
mains, and therefore coherent oscillations are sustained.
The expansion of these domains may be suppressed by
periodically driving the detuning, as previously demon-
strated for the pure flux states [65].

In contrast, the odd-length domain walls contain a
single unpaired (anti)particle (. . . ▷•◀ . . . or . . .◀•▷ . . .).
They separate two opposite domains of the electric
field, making them topologically distinct from the type
discussed above. As illustrated in Fig. 3(f), these
(anti)particles ‘melt away’ locally as the system evolves.
However, this local thermalization does not succeed in
producing a homogenized vacuum order, as the electric
field domains on either side of the domain wall remain
largely pinned to their original, anti-aligned direction.
Healing such domain walls would require a macroscopic
reversal of the electric flux, a process that is energeti-
cally costly and dynamically suppressed. Consequently,
these ‘melting’ domain walls act as dissipative barriers
that fracture the system into finite-sized segments, accel-
erating the decay of a coherent QMBS signal.

The internal structure of the domain walls evolves dis-
tinctly as the ramp adiabaticity is tuned, as summa-
rized in Fig. 3(g). In the fast-ramp regime (k → 0),
the domain wall population is dominated by odd-length

clusters, i.e., clusters containing unpaired (anti)particles.
However, as the ramp curvature is increased toward the
adiabatic limit (k → 1), we observe a crossover at k ≈ 0.6
in the domain wall statistics. The number of single
(anti)particles significantly decreases, while the relative
fraction of pairs monotonically increases. Therefore, as
the ramp becomes more adiabatic, the statistical shift of
the domain wall structure, together with the reduction
of the total number of domain walls, helps protect the
coherence of QMBS oscillations. The numerical results
exhibit the same qualitative behaviour, with a decreas-
ing number of unpaired and an approximately constant
number of paired (anti)particles. The remaining quanti-
tative discrepancies can likely be attributed to readout
errors in the experiment, which can artificially truncate
an (anti)particle string and thereby change its parity.
Furthermore, we find that the number of gauge viola-
tions decreases slightly when using a slower ramp with
higher k, meaning that such ramp parameters also lead
to a better agreement with the exact QLM, see Fig. 3(h).

In summary, our combined experimental and numer-
ical analysis shows that the structure of ramp-induced
domain walls dictates the decay of QMBS oscillations
through a complex interplay of defect density and inter-
nal structure. Adjacent particle–antiparticle pairs are
capable of dynamical healing, effectively reconnecting
aligned electric-flux domains and sustaining coherent os-
cillations, whereas isolated (anti)particles fragment the
system into finite domains where decoherence is acceler-
ated. Experimental analysis of the domain-wall statis-
tics demonstrates that slower ramp trajectories sup-
press the total defect density and simultaneously decrease
the statistical fraction of non-healable single-particle do-
main walls, leading to better preservation of coherence
as the ramp becomes more adiabatic. Taken together,
these results establish a direct connection between KZ
state preparation and the robustness of nonergodic post-
quench dynamics in the U(1) QLM.

V. CONCLUSIONS AND OUTLOOK

By exploiting the mapping between constrained Ryd-
berg excitations and gauge-invariant degrees of freedom,
we used a programmable Rydberg-atom array to study
quench dynamics of the spin-1/2 U(1) QLM in (1 + 1)D
over a wide range of fermion masses. We found persistent
ergodicity-breaking signatures throughout the dynami-
cal phase diagram, including near the Coleman quantum
phase transition. This shows that quantum criticality
does not generically destabilize weak ergodicity break-
ing, but can coexist with, and even enhance, the dynam-
ics of nonthermal states in gauge theories. Crucially, our
results reveal a direct connection between domain forma-
tion during state preparation and the decay time scale of
QMBS oscillations, linking KZ scaling to the stability of
nonthermal dynamics. Together, these findings establish
programmable Rydberg-atom arrays as a powerful plat-
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form for uncovering microscopic mechanisms that control
ergodicity breaking in LGTs far from equilibrium.

Our work opens many future directions. The mech-
anism behind robust QMBS revivals from the critical,
highly-entangled ground state remains to be understood.
Ref. [51] pointed out that the post-quench Hamiltonian in
this case exhibits nearly dispersionless quasiparticle exci-
tations at low energies. However, the link between non-
interacting quasiparticles at low energies and QMBSs at
much higher energies is not transparent, nor is it clear
why this occurs at the particular value of mf . It would
be interesting to design new experimental probes that
could probe the nature of interactions between quasipar-
ticles in this setup. Another natural extension of our
setup are the higher-dimensional Rydberg lattices with
richer lattice connectivity and plaquette-type gauge con-
straints. While scar dynamics in two-dimensional Ryd-
berg arrays have so far been observed only on bipartite
lattices [23], it would be interesting to explore whether
our ramp-and-quench protocol can stabilize ergodicity
breaking on non-bipartite lattices, where geometric frus-
tration and gauge constraints compete. Another promis-
ing direction is non-Abelian gauge theories, whose richer
Hilbert-space structure is expected to significantly mod-
ify the interplay between criticality, kinetic constraints,
and ergodicity breaking. It would also be illuminating to
combine quantum-scar protocols with periodic (Floquet)
driving or engineered dissipation, to test whether non-
thermal oscillations can be stabilized or synchronized by
external control [65, 66]. On the theoretical side, our re-
sults highlight the need for an overarching description of
the interplay between disjoint Z2 (electric flux) domains,
KZ critical scaling and stability of QMBS dynamics.

Note added: During the final stages of this work, a re-
lated preprint appeared demonstrating that defect statis-
tics in slow KZ ramps may be strongly affected by non-
critical coarsening dynamics, leading to correlated defect
formation in a Rydberg-atom quantum simulator [67].
These results are consistent with our observation that
slow ramps can lead to the formation of aligned electric-
field domains.
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Appendix A: Mapping between QLM and Rydberg
models

In this work, we employ QuEra’s Aquila device [36]
to simulate the dynamics of the spin-1/2 U(1) QLM in
Eq. (1). The many-body Hamiltonian of a 1D Rydberg
atom tweezer array can be written as

ĤRyd =
Ω

2

L∑
j=1

X̂j −∆

L∑
j=1

n̂j +

L∑
i<j

Vij n̂in̂j , (A1)

where X̂ ≡ |g⟩⟨r| + |r⟩⟨g| is the Pauli-x operator, which
encodes Rabi oscillations with the frequency Ω [Fig. 1(a)],
n̂ ≡ |r⟩⟨r| counts the Rydberg excitations, ∆ is the de-
tuning, and Vij = C6/r

6
ij is the van der Waals interaction

between two atoms in the excited states at a distance rij .
The total number of Rydberg excitations will be denoted
by N =

∑
i⟨n̂i⟩ and the average excitation density by

n = N/L, where L is the number of atoms in the chain.
When interactions are sufficiently strong, Vi,i+1 ≫

Ω,∆ ≫ Vi,i+2, neighboring excitations . . . rr . . . be-
come energetically unfavorable. This defines the Ryd-
berg blockade radius Rb, where the interaction strength
is equal to the Rabi frequency C6/R

6
b = Ω. When set-

ting the blockade radius to a < Rb < 2a, the model in
Eq. (A1) can be mapped to the spin-1/2 QLM in Eq. (1),
with the parameters set to J = Ω/2 and m = ∆/2 [40],
see Table I.

Using the staggered-fermion representation, electrons
reside on odd matter sites, while positrons reside on even
matter sites. Gauss’s law is enforced by the Rydberg
blockade that only allows one Rydberg excitation for ad-
jacent atoms, which allows us to integrate out matter
fields and represent gauge fields using Rydberg config-
urations [40]. Specifically, |rg⟩, |gg⟩, |gr⟩, are mapped
to ◀◦◀, ◀•▷ and ▷◦▷ for odd-even sites, and ▷◦▷, ▷•◀,
◀◦◀ and for even-odd sites, while the gauge violation
|rr⟩ is energetically suppressed. For the balance between
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Mapping
QLM Rydberg

Gauge fields Atoms
r (odd sites)

▷ or
g (even sites)
g (odd sites)

◀ or
r (even sites)

Matter fields Links between atoms
positron (e+) • gg (even links)
electron (e−) • gg (odd links)

empty ◦ rg or gr

Parameters
energy scale J Rabi frequency Ω/2

fermionic mass m Detuning ∆/2

Special states
Extreme vacua

or flux & anti-flux states
|▷◦▷◦...▷◦⟩ and |◀◦◀◦...◀◦⟩

Z2 states
|rgrg...rg⟩ and |grgr...gr⟩

Charge-proliferated state
|▷•◀•▷•...◀•▷•◀•⟩

Polarized state
|ggg...ggg⟩

Defects
Gauge violation
◀•▷ or ▷•◀

Rydberg blockade violation
rr

Separated e−−e+ pair
▷•◀◦...◦◀•▷

Even-length polarized domain
rggr

Adjacent e−−e+ pair
▷•◀•▷

Odd-length polarized domain
rgggr

Table I. Mapping of the spin-1/2 QLM from Eq. (1) onto the
Rydberg atom array described by Eq. (A1).

gauge violation and the 1/r6 tail of the Rydberg inter-
action, we have chosen the optimal Rydberg blockade
radius Rb = 1.4a [39].

Finally, utilizing the mapping of states in Table I, QLM
observables introduced in the main text can be compactly
expressed in Rydberg-atom language using the local den-
sity of excitations n̂j . For example, matter density Q̂ in
Eq. (3) assumes the form Q̂ = 1/(L−1)

∑L−1
j=1 (1−n̂j)(1−

n̂j+1), while the gauge violation ε̂ in Eq. (6) becomes
ε̂ = 1/(L− 1)

∑
j n̂j n̂j+1. Thus, by counting the number

of . . . gg . . . and . . . rr . . . pairs in measured bitstrings, we
characterize the evolution of particle-antiparticle pairs in
the QLM and the violation of the Gauss law.

Appendix B: Experimental setup

Our experiment starts by loading single atoms in opti-
cal tweezers and rearranging them into 1D arrays, with
all atoms initialized in their electronic ground state |g⟩ =∣∣5S1/2

〉
. We drive the atoms to the excited Rydberg state

|r⟩ =
∣∣70S1/2

〉
by the two-photon scheme with counter-

propagating lasers at 420 nm and 1013 nm, which yields

∆0
Ω

∆c
Ω

∆i
Ω

0 0.5 1 1.5

(a)

0 1 2 3
t [µs] t [µs]

∆(t) Ω(t)(b)

∆0

∆c
∆i

∆f

Figure 4. Ramp protocol. (a) Plot of the sigmoid part of
the ramp from Fig. 1(d), for different values of k. (b) The
complete protocol, with the simultaneous modulation of both
∆ and Ω, according to Eqs. (B1)-(B2).

the Rabi frequency Ω. The detuning ∆ gives rise to the
chemical potential for Rydberg excitations. The Rabi
frequency Ω(t) and detuning ∆(t) are tuned by power
and detuning of Rydberg excitation lasers, within the
technical specifications listed in the SM [39].

We set the initial detuning to ∆0 = −8.1Ω and then
increase it over a time of tramp = 1.5 µs using a ramp
based on the sigmoid-like function, defined in the caption
to Fig. 1(d). This slowly brings the detuning from a large
negative value up to the desired value ∆i, see Fig. 4(a).
If we do not cross the phase transition, ∆i ≤ ∆c, we use
the half-sigmoid in the range x ∈ [−1, 0], otherwise for
∆i > ∆c we use the full sigmoid with x ∈ [−1, 1]. The
function f(x) is shifted and rescaled such that the initial
point x = −1 corresponds to (t,∆) = (0,∆0) and the
final point (x = 0 or x = 1) to (t,∆) = (1.5µs,∆i). If
we cross the transition, ∆i > ∆c, the case depicted in
Fig. 4(b), the inflection point is at (t,∆) = (0.75µs,∆c),
ensuring that the flattest part of the ramp is around the
critical detuning.

At t = 1.5µs, the detuning is quenched to ∆f and the
system is left to evolve, with measurements performed at
20 different time points tm in the interval [1.5µs, 3.5µs].
The functional form of ∆(t) is summarized as:

∆(t) =


∆0, t = 0

∆sig(t), t < tramp

∆i, t = tramp

∆f , tramp < t ≤ tm.

(B1)

The functional form of the Rabi frequency is as follows:

Ω(t) =


t
(
dΩ
dt

)
max

, t ≤ tr,Ω
Ω, tr,Ω < t ≤ tm − tr,Ω
Ω− t

(
dΩ
dt

)
max

, tm − tr,Ω < t ≤ tm,

(B2)

with Ω(t) linearly increasing with the maximal slew rate
from 0 to a constant value Ω during the ramp time
tr,Ω = 0.06 µs, see Fig. 4(b). In the end, Ω(t) is linearly
reduced to 0 before measurement time tm. The constant
value Rabi frequency was set to Ω = 15.43 rad/µs, corre-
sponding to the Rydberg blockade radius of Rb = 8.6 µm.
In order to obtain the desired ratio Rb = 1.4a, which was
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Figure 5. Spatial arrangement of atoms. Left panel
shows six parallel chains of 21 atoms, right panel is one long
chain of 61 atoms looping around the available physical space.

numerically shown to provide the best agreement of the
phase diagram with that of the desired effective model,
the interatomic distance was chosen to be a = 6 µm.

The atoms were arranged in equidistant 1D chains, ei-
ther in six parallel linear chains of 21 atoms, or as one
longer chain of 61 atoms spiralling around the available
75 µm × 120 µm physical space, see Fig. 5. The short-
chain setup requires less experimental shots (approxi-
mately 40 shots needed per data point) and can be di-
rectly compared to exact diagonalization. The long-chain
setup has a higher error rate and requires more experi-
mental shots (around 200), but provides results for larger
systems that cannot be reached by exact diagonalization.

We therefore used the short-chain configuration for the
majority of experimental simulations, while confirming
the applicability of our results in larger systems by test-
ing the long-chain configuration for a smaller number of
experimental data points.

If the ramp is slow enough in the vicinity of the criti-
cal point, we are able to successfully prepare the desired
initial state, whose behavior is then observed over the
following 2 µs after quenching to ∆f . At each time step,
approximately 200 experimental shots are performed and
quantities such as the number of atoms in the excited Ry-
dberg state are extracted from the resulting data.

Experimental output is obtained in the form of a se-
ries of bitstrings, with zeroes and ones representing |g⟩
and |r⟩ states, respectively. The total number of bit-
strings is equal to the number of successful experimental
shots, as shots with detected atom loss are automati-
cally discarded. The number of successful shots was typ-
ically around 200 for 21-atom and 120 for 61-atom chains.
In the SM [39], we provide additional details about the
statistics of experimental bitstrings.

In order to reduce the effect of readout errors, we
also perform error mitigation techniques [68]. We take
into account that the known probabilities of erroneously
measuring the state of an atom as ground instead of
excited is pr→g = 8%, and excited instead of ground
pg→r = 1% [39]. This procedure results in improved
agreement of experimental measurements of Q(t) and
Dth with the numerical simulations. We use a modified
error mitigation procedure for the gauge violation den-
sity ε, as explained in the SM [39]. The technique from
Ref. [68], however, is not suitable for the computation
of SPCA, for which we have used the raw experimental
bitstrings.
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This supplementary material contains additional details of the experimental setup and measurement procedure, numerical verifications
of the encoding of the quantum link model (QLM) onto a Rydberg atom array, and further results about the dynamical phase diagram
and the role of electron-positron pairs in ergodicity-breaking dynamics.

S1. EXPERIMENTAL SETUP AND CHOICE OF PARAMETERS

Here we provide additional details about the experimental setup and justify our choice of parameters. All measure-
ments reported in the main text were carried out on QuEra’s Aquila device [36], based on programmable arrays of
Rydberg atoms. As mentioned in the main text, the Hamiltonian describing a Rydberg atom tweezer array is

ĤRyd =
Ω

2

L∑
j=1

X̂j −∆

L∑
j=1

n̂j +

L∑
i<j

Vij n̂in̂j , (S1)

where X̂ ≡ |g⟩⟨r| + |r⟩⟨g| encodes Rabi oscillations between the ground state |g⟩ and excited state |r⟩ with the
frequency Ω, n̂ ≡ |r⟩⟨r| counts the Rydberg excitations, ∆ is the detuning, and Vij = C6/r

6
ij is the van der Waals

interaction between two atoms in the excited Rydberg states at a distance rij .
We will focus on 1D arrays in the blockade regime, Vi,i+1 ≫ Ω,∆, where neighboring excitations . . . rr . . . are

energetically unfavorable. This regime is achieved by tuning the Rydberg blockade radius Rb, as discussed in Sec. S1 B.
For the optimal choice of Rb, the model in Eq. (S1) can be mapped to the spin-1/2 QLM in the main text if we set

J = Ω/2 and m = ∆/2, with the density of Rydberg excitations n̂ mapping to the charge density Q̂ in the QLM 1. As
explained in Appendix A of the main text, the allowed states of matter and the surrounding gauge fields in the QLM
are mapped onto the states of a Rydberg dimer, with the following rules for the even and odd sites in the lattice:

even : rg, gg, gr ↔ ▷◦▷, ▷•◀,◀◦◀, (S2)
odd : rg, gg, gr ↔ ◀◦◀,◀•▷, ▷◦▷, (S3)

while the terms rr represent gauge violations that should be energetically suppressed. Applying these rules se-
quentially, the main states of interest in the QLM model—the electric flux and charge-proliferated states—have the
following representations in terms of Z2 and polarized states in the Rydberg atom model:

|...▷◦▷◦...⟩ ↔ |...grgr...⟩, |... ◀◦◀◦...⟩ ↔ |...rgrg...⟩, |...▷•◀•▷•...⟩ ↔ |...gggg...⟩. (S4)

While the results in the main text were primarily expressed in the QLM picture, in the remainder of this supplementary
material, we will focus on the Rydberg notation and corresponding quantities as they are directly measured in our
experiments.

1 Note that our Rydberg conventions differ by an overall factor of 2 compared to Ref. [40].
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Aquila parameters
Width of the available space w 75 µs
Height of the available space h 120 µs
Minimal interatomic distance dmin 4 µs
Spatial resolution δd 0.1 µs
Rabi frequency range (Ωmin,Ωmax) (0.0, 15.8) rad/µs
Maximal Rabi freq. slew rate dΩ/dt 250 rad/µs2

Detuning range (∆min,∆max) (−125, 125) rad/µs
Maximal detuning slew rate d∆/dt 2500 rad/µs2

Interaction coefficient C6 5.42× 106 rad.µm6/µs
Maximal experimental time tmax 4 µs
Temporal resolution δtmin 0.01 µs

Table II. Technical specifications of the Aquila device [36].

A. Spatial arrangement of atoms, parameter values and number of shots

The flexibility of the Aquila platform allows to modulate the functional form of the Rabi frequency Ω(t) and
detuning ∆(t), as well as the spatial arrangement of up to 256 atoms. The technical specifications of the device are
listed in Table II. Since the extent of the physical space available for the experiment is limited, we want to make the
interatomic distance as small as possible in order to form a chain with the largest possible number of atoms. However,
the blockade radius depends on the Rabi frequency. We estimate the minimal blockade radius using the maximal
available value of the Rabi frequency in Table II:

Rb
min =

(
C6

Ωmax

) 1
6

≈ 8.4 µm. (S5)

Together with Rb = 1.4a, this yields the atomic spacing a = 6 µm. As we explain in Sec. S1 B below, the value
Rb = 1.4a was chosen because it provides the best agreement with the QLM model. The corresponding Rabi
frequency and the detuning range are given by

Ω ≈ 15.43 rad/µs, ∆/Ω ∈ (−8.10, 8.10), (S6)

which amounts to m/J ∈ (−8.10, 8.10) in the QLM language.

Figure S1. Ground state configurations at ∆ → ∞ (m → ∞) for different boundary conditions and system sizes. Black circles
(•) denote Rydberg excitations, while empty circles (◦) denote atoms in the ground state.

The electric flux states map to Z2-ordered states of Rydberg atoms and they can be strongly affected by boundaries
in moderate system sizes. In Fig. S1 we show some examples of such configurations, corresponding to the ground
states with detuning ∆ → ∞ (or m → ∞). The case of periodic boundary conditions (PBCs) and odd system size
L is incompatible with Z2 order, while with open boundary conditions (OBCs) and L-even, the ground state has low
overlap with the Z2 states. This is due to the presence of equal-energy configurations with . . . gg . . . defects, whose
number increases linearly with L. Thus, the optimal choices are PBC with L-even, with the superposition of two
|Z2⟩ states as the ground state, and OBC with L-odd with a single |Z2⟩-type state as the lowest-energy configuration.
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While we expect the results to remain qualitatively the same for both choices [51], the OBC case with L-odd is more
practical for experimental implementation and we adopt it for all the results in the main text.

Based on previous discussion, in Fig. 5 of the main text we showed two types of atom arrangements used in our
experiments, both with OBCs. The first employs parallelization over six rows of 21 atoms each, while the second is
a single long chain of 61 atoms. Since the preparation of long chains comes with a higher error rate and we want to
limit the experimental number of shots, we use the short-chain configuration for the majority of measurements and
selectively confirm the validity of our results in larger systems by repeating the measurements for a few representative
parameter values using the long-chain configuration.

As the typical number of shots needed per timestep is around 100, when running six chains in parallel it is sufficient
to do ∼20 shots per timestep. However, at least 20-40 timesteps per each point in the phase diagram are needed
to simulate the dynamics. The number of required timesteps depends on the oscillation frequency, but it is also
limited by the minimal temporal resolution listed in Table II. Thus, simulating the full (∆i,∆f ) phase diagram with
a reasonable resolution (at least 20×20) would require a large amount of resources. Because of this, in the main text,
we chose three representative line cuts through the phase diagram, one below, one above and one at the critical point.

Finally, the total evolution time is limited to tmax = 4 µs, which has to accommodate both state preparation and
quench dynamics. Our calculations show that tramp = 1.5 µs is optimal for the ramping protocol and tdyn = 3.5 µs for
the quench dynamics. At the start of the experiment, the detuning is set to the lowest accessible value ∆0 = −8.10Ω,
for which the ground state is well-approximated by the product state with no Rydberg excitations, corresponding
to the charge-proliferated state in the QLM language. To map out the dynamical phase diagram, we employ a
sigmoid-type ramp with an optimal curvature parameter k = 0.88 and vary the parameters (∆i,∆f ). To study the
effect of domain walls on the dynamics, we fix (∆i,∆f ) = (2Ω, 0) and vary the curvature parameter over the range
k ∈ [0.00, 0.90] realizing a broad range of ramp speeds at the critical point.

B. Blockade radius

Finding the optimal parameter regime with a good agreement between the QLM and full Rydberg models requires
a careful analysis of both ground-state and dynamical properties. We determined the optimal blockade radius Rb

based on exact diagonalization studies of the two models, comparing both their ground-state wave functions and the
dynamics after the quench.

Figure S2 shows the overlap of the ground states of ĤQLM and ĤRyd at different ∆i and Rb. The Hilbert spaces of
the two models are not the same because of the Gauss law imposed on the QLM. Nevertheless, the latter is a subset
of the full Rydberg Hilbert space, hence we can expand the QLM ground state to the unconstrained Hilbert space
and then directly evaluate the inner product between the two states. We see that the best agreement is consistently
achieved around Rb ≈ 1.5, although the overlap is slightly lower around the Coleman critical point, ∆c ≈ 0.65Ω.

In order to compare the dynamics of the QLM with the Rydberg model, we use the comoving fidelity,

Fc(t) = |⟨ψQLM(t)|ψRyd(t)⟩|2, (S7)

which represents the overlap between the instantaneous wave functions at different times. Similar to the ground state
overlap, the fidelity is computed by first expanding the QLM state into the unconstrained Hilbert space. In Fig. S3
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Figure S2. The overlap of the ground states of QLM and Rydberg models at different values of detuning ∆i and blockade
radius Rb. The dashed white line at ∆c = 0.65Ω marks the phase transition. System size L = 17.
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Figure S3. Average comoving fidelity starting from the ground states of HRyd and HQLM at different ∆i and system size
L = 11. (a) ∆i/Ω = −2.5. (b) ∆i/Ω = 0. (c) ∆i/Ω = 2.5.

we compute the average comoving fidelity over the time interval t ∈ [0, 20] for the initial ground states of HQLM and
HRyd at three different values of ∆i. In contrast to the ground-state overlap, the comoving fidelity has a stronger
dependence on detuning as we vary ∆f . Nevertheless, there is a range of Rb ≈ 1.5a where the average comoving
fidelity is sufficiently high for all considered values of ∆f .

Finally, we consider the dynamical phase diagram obtained by preparing the system in the ground state at detuning
∆i and then evolving with a quenched detuning ∆i → ∆f . To detect the ergodicity-breaking regimes associated with
quantum many-body scars (QMBSs), we compute the quantum fidelity

F (t) = |⟨ψ(0)|ψ(t)⟩|2, (S8)

and consider the difference between its maximal and minimal values over a time interval:

δF ≡ max
t∈[1,20]

F (t)− min
t∈[1,20]

F (t). (S9)

For a generic initial state, the fidelity is expected to drop to zero by time order t ≈ 1 and remain around that value at
subsequent times, hence δF ≈ 0. By contrast, for a QMBS reviving initial state, the fidelity will rise to a value close
to 1 at some later time, hence δF will be non-zero. Figure S4 illustrates the dependence of δF across the (∆i,∆f )
phase diagram for the QLM and full Rydberg models, for the blockade radius Rb = 1.4a. We see that the main
features of the phase diagram, in particular the ergodicity-breaking regimes, are in good agreement between the two
models for the chosen value of Rb.
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Figure S4. Comparison of the dynamical phase diagram between the QLM and Rydberg models for the blockade radius
Rb = 1.4a. The initial state is the ground state at detuning ∆i, while the evolution is performed using ∆f . The color
represents the fidelity difference, Eq. (S9). The system size is L = 19 [QLM in (a)] and L = 15 [Rydberg model in (b)].

C. Phase transition point

Both the full Rydberg model, Eq. (S1), and the QLM model contain a second order phase transition which belongs
to the Ising universality class. For even system sizes, this marks a transition between a non-degenerate and doubly-
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degenerate ground states. For odd system sizes, there is a single ground state on either side of the transition, but the
gap to the first excited state still closes in the thermodynamic limit. Here we determine the phase transition point in
the two models by identifying a point where the gap is smallest and extrapolating to the infinite system size limit.
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Figure S5. The location of the phase transition. (a) The gap between the ground state and the first excited state at different
detunings ∆ and different system sizes in the QLM and Rydberg models. The blockade radius is Rb = 1.4a. (b) System-size
extrapolation of the critical detuning ∆c corresponding to the minimal gap in panel (a). (c) Phase transition points in the
Rydberg model at different Rb, determined using the minimal gap criterion.

In Fig. S5(a) we plot the energy gap between the lowest two states in the spectrum for different system sizes
as we scan the detuning ∆. Upon increasing the system size, the point with the minimal gap in the QLM model
moves towards the expected value of 0.65Ω [43]. However, due to the tail of the van der Waals interactions, the
phase transition point in the Rydberg case is significantly larger than the QLM value. In Fig. S5(a), we show the
results for Rb = 1.4a, where we found the best agreement between the two models in Sec. S1B. In Fig. S5(b) we
perform the system-size scaling to determine the phase transition point in the thermodynamic size limit. Since exact
diagonalization is limited to relatively small system sizes, our extrapolated value for the QLM model, ∆c ≈ 0.64Ω,
is in reasonably good agreement with the expected value 0.65Ω [43]. Moreover, our results for the Rydberg model,
∆c ≈ Ω, are also in line with the literature [35]. Finally, the location of the critical point is sensitive to the Rydberg
blockade radius Rb that determines the interaction strength, as illustrated in Fig. S5(c).

D. Deviation from thermal ensemble

Our diagnostic of ergodicity breaking in the main text, Dth, was defined as the mean-square deviation of charge
density ⟨Q̂(t)⟩, or, equivalently, the Rydberg excitation density ⟨n̂(t)⟩, from the corresponding thermal value nth. The
latter is given by the Boltzmann-Gibbs expression:

nth = Tr(ρ̂thn̂), ρ̂th =
1

Z e
−βĤ , Z = Tr(e−βĤ). (S10)

Here, β = 1/T is the inverse temperature (kB = 1), which can be obtained from the condition that the expectation
value of the Hamiltonian in the initial state is equal to its expectation value in the ensemble with an appropriate
temperature:

⟨ψ(t = 0)|Ĥ|ψ(t = 0)⟩ = Tr(ρ̂thĤ). (S11)

Since the thermal value of the excitation density nth is not easily extracted from the available experimental data, we
use other quantities to approximate it. In the ergodic case (for a generic initial state), the system is expected to relax
to the thermal value after a sufficiently long time. We can therefore estimate nth by averaging over long time intervals.
However, the experimental time window is limited by decoherence and cannot be arbitrarily increased, hence we need
to establish an acceptable range for it.

In Fig. S6 we plot the evolution of n(t) at (∆i,∆f ) = (5Ω, 0) and compare the excitation density averaged over
the time intervals t ∈ [0, 100] and t ∈ [0, 15]. The two intervals yield very similar average values. Moreover, the
evolution of the square deviation SD(t), calculated using ⟨n(t)⟩15, does not significantly differ from that computed
using ⟨n(t)⟩100. This justifies our method of estimating Dth in the main text.
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Figure S6. (a) The excitation density dynamics for ∆i = 5Ω and ∆f = 0. The red line represents the average value of
n(t) over the full observed period t ∈ [0, 100], while the black line is the average over the initial period t ∈ [0, 100] (shaded
area), which roughly corresponds to the experimentally-accessible timescale. (b) Evolution of the square deviation, calculated
by approximating the relaxation value with ⟨n(t)⟩100 (red) and ⟨n(t)⟩15 (black), showing that there is no significant difference
between the two.

E. Postprocessing and error mitigation

Here we provide additional details related to the postprocessing of the experimental data, extracting relevant
quantities and performing error-mitigation procedures.

For each data point (∆i,∆f , k, tm), we perform 40 experimental shots on six parallel chains of L = 21 atoms,
yielding a total of 240 shots, and 200 shots for longer chains with L = 61 atoms. All runs with detected atom loss
due to incorrect initial loading are automatically discarded, leaving approximately 180 valid shots per data point for
the short chains and 120 shots for the long chains.

The single-atom measurement outcomes obtained in this procedure are stored as bitstrings and subsequently pro-
cessed to extract the relevant observables, including the Rydberg excitation density ⟨n̂(t)⟩, the charge density ⟨Q̂(t)⟩,
and other quantities of interest. Unless stated otherwise, error bars correspond to standard errors computed over all
bitstrings. Because the evaluation of the PCA entropy SPCA requires the singular values of the bitstring data matrix,
we estimate its uncertainty using a resampling procedure. Specifically, we generate ns = 100 artificial replica datasets
by sampling the measured bitstrings with replacement, perform singular value decompositions on each replica, and
compute the standard error of the resulting PCA entropy values.

In order to mitigate readout errors, we perform the procedure described in Ref. [68]. For the Aquila device, the
known probabilities of erroneously measuring the state of an atom as ground instead of excited is pr→g = 8%, and
excited instead of ground pg→r = 1% [36]. This amounts to the readout error matrix

Â =

[
1− pr→g pg→r

pr→g 1− pg→r

]
=

[
0.92 0.01
0.08 0.99

]
, (S12)

which is the same for all atoms. For an observable which can be written in a tensor product form Ô = Ô1⊗Ô2⊗...⊗ÔL,
its error-mitigated expectation value can be computed as

OEM =
1

n

n∑
i

L∏
j

⟨e|ÔjÂ
−1|sij⟩, (S13)

where |e⟩ = |g⟩ + |r⟩ is a single-atom state and sij ∈ {g, r} is the measurement outcome for the j-th bit of the i-th
bitstring si ∈ {g, r}L of out n viable shots. This procedure results in an increased excitation density ⟨n̂EM(t)⟩, and
consequently, reduced charge density ⟨Q̂EM(t)⟩.

When applicable, we also employ additional procedures to mitigate the effects of readout errors. In particular, in
measurements of gauge violations, identified as neighboring Rydberg excitations of the form |...rr...⟩, we find that
configurations of the type |...rrr...⟩ contribute disproportionately to this quantity, with a much larger weight than
the other configurations with the same number of violations, such as |...rr...rr...⟩. Given that the Rydberg blockade
radius is Rb = 1.4a, nearest-neighbor excitations are strongly suppressed, implying that three consecutive excitations
are extremely unlikely and are therefore most plausibly attributed to a readout error on the central atom. A simple
substitution |rrr⟩ → |rgr⟩ significantly improves the agreement between experimental measurements and numerical
predictions, as shown in Fig. 3(h) of the main text.
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S2. ADDITIONAL EXPERIMENTAL DATA

In this Section we provide additional experimental results, including the Q and SPCA dynamics, their Fourier
transforms, and the statistical analysis of experimental bitstrings.

A. Quench dynamics

In Fig. 2 of the main text, we presented time series plots of charge density Q(t) and PCA entropy SPCA(t) for two
illustrative points in the phase diagram. Figure S7 shows more systematically the evolution of charge density Q(t)
after the quench mi → mf in the QLM. The corresponding results for the PCA entropy SPCA(t) are shown in Fig. S8.
Both quantities display good agreement between the experimental data and the numerical prediction. In particular,
the experiment is clearly able to distinguish between ergodic and non-ergodic regimes, with the same frequency of
scar-induced oscillations in both measured quantities. We note that the agreement between theory and experiment in
the case of PCA entropy is notably worse in some cases compared to the charge density, e.g., in the benchmark case
mi = mf = 0 where the initial state is close to an eigenstate of the quench Hamiltonian (for sufficiently-accurate state
preparation), hence no dynamics is expected. We attribute this discrepancy to the readout errors which, as explained
in Appendix B of the main text, were not mitigated in the case of PCA entropy. By contrast, the (error-mitigated)
result for Q(t) is in good agreement with theory.

To quantify the quality of the revivals and identify the dominant frequency, we compute the Fourier transform
of the charge density ⟨Q(t)⟩ and present the results along the three experimental cuts ∆i/Ω ∈ {0, 1, 2} in Fig. S9.
Different colors correspond to different post-quench detunings ∆f , which govern the dynamics. The solid lines in the
top row display the experimental data [(a)-(c)], while the dashed lines in the bottom row show the results of numerical
simulations for L = 21 [(d)-(f)]. For all combinations of (∆i,∆f ), we find good quantitative and excellent qualitative
agreement in all cases, in particular for the value of ∆f that produces the highest peak, signifying the most prominent
QMBS regime for a given ∆i. For all three values of ∆f , the peak is barely visible for ∆f > 0.5Ω, meaning that those
parameters are outside of the QMBS regime, while for ∆f < 0 the highest peak moves towards higher frequencies
with decreasing ∆f . In cases where the highest peak was outside the initial frequency range, we performed additional
measurements at intermediate time steps to increase the range and correctly locate the peak.

In Fig. S10 we fix the parameters to (∆i,∆f ) = (2Ω, 0), where we find strong scar-induced oscillations, and vary
the curvature parameter k of the sigmoid-type ramp. Instead of the excitation density, here we perform the Fourier
transform of the PCA entropy SPCA(t), since this quantity is more sensitive and allows for better differentiation
by k values. Once again, we find good agreement with the numerical prediction. The height of the Fourier peak
monotonically increases with k until a value around k ≈ 0.85 is reached, when the ramp becomes too steep at the
beginning and the end, and too flat in the critical region.
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Figure S7. Dynamics of charge density Q(t) for different (mi,mf ) points along the three cuts through the phase diagram. The
points are experimental measurements for L = 61, while the blue and black solid lines are numerical results for L = 21, with
and without damping, respectively.
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Figure S8. Dynamics of normalized PCA entropy SPCA(t)/ log(L), for different (mi,mf ) points along the three cuts through
the phase diagram (same parameters as in Fig. S7). The points are experimental measurements for L = 61, while the black
and blue solid lines are numerical results for L = 21 with ns = 10000 samples.
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with ns = 10000 samples.

B. Statistical analysis of experimental bitstrings

Here we perform a statistical analysis of experimental bitstrings of length L = 21, which were used for the study of
Kibble-Zurek effect in the main text. The detuning after the ramp and before the quench was set to ∆i = 2Ω, such
that the prepared state resembles one of the |Z2⟩ states with defects in the form of consecutive ground-state atoms,
or in the QLM language, a state with uniform electric field domains, separated by domain walls formed by a few
(anti)particles. Defects in the form of neighbouring Rydberg excitations represent gauge violations and are strongly
suppressed due to the Rydberg blockade effect, see Fig. 3(h) in the main text.

We use the following definition of different types of domains. The ground state domains consist of at least two
consecutive non-excited atoms, and can be interpreted as strings of (anti)particles. The Z2 domains always begin and
end with an excitation, unless they are on a boundary of the system. In the QLM interpretation, these domains cor-
respond to vacuum states with an uniform electric field. For example, the configuration grgrgr|ggg|rgrgr|gg|rgr|gggg
has five domain walls (denoted by vertical lines) between three Z2 (blue) and three ground-state domains (red).

Figures S11(a)-(e) show the Z2 (blue) and polarized (white) domains for states prepared by a sigmoid-type ramp
with the curvature parameter in the range k ∈ [0, 0.8]. The Rydberg-blockade/gauge violations, whose density is
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very low, are also represented here in white, since they are another type of defects. The bitstrings are sorted by the
length of the longest Z2 domain. It is clear from Figs. S11(a)-(c) that the bitstrings prepared by slower ramps contain
longer antiferromagnetically-ordered domains, with the number of defectless Z2 states growing with k. This is further
confirmed by the histograms for the length of the Z2 domains (note that their lengths are odd numbers due to the
definition of domains we use here), see Figs. S11(f)-(g), which show that the numbers of longer domains indeed grow
with k. Domains of length 1 are not considered here since they would simply represent an isolated Rydberg excitation.

Figure S11. Bistring statistics. (a)-(e) Domains in experimental bitstrings, sorted by the longest Z2 domain. The Z2 (Néel)
domains are shown in blue, while the ground state (polarized) domains and Rydberg-blockade violations are shown in white.
(a) k = 0, (b) k = 0.2, (c) k = 0.4, (d) k = 0.6, (e) k = 0.8. (f)-(g) Histogram of the length of Z2 (vacuum) domains, for k = 0
and k = 0.8. (h)-(i) Histogram of the length of polarized (charge-proliferated) domains, for k = 0 and k = 0.8.

Additionally, we plot the histograms for the polarized state domains in Figs. S11(h)-(i). Those have a minimal
length 2, since a single ground-state atom can be considered a part of the neighboring Z2 domain. We see that the
number of such domains decreases, while the most probable ground state domain length for k = 0.8 changes from 2 to
3, which has significant effects on the post-quench dynamics. Numerical simulations of product states with different
types of defects are presented in the following Sec. S3.

The bistring statistics findings are summarized in Fig. S12(a), which shows that the length of the ground-state
domains remains approximately the same while the length of Z2 domains steadily grows with increasing k. However,
the total number of defects decreases and the proportion of odd-length compared to even-length defects also increases
with k, as can be seen in Fig. S12(b). Note that odd (even) length ground state domains correspond to even (odd)
strings of (anti)particles. This finding is somewhat surprising, given that in the LGT interpretation this means that
the electric fluxes associated with Z2 domains tend to be aligned in the same direction across different domains when
the ramp is sufficiently slow in the vicinity of the phase transition, implying some correlation between the domains.
This effect, which was observed both in the numerical and experimental data, is not explained by the conventional
Kibble-Zurek theory.
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S3. IMPACT OF DOMAIN WALLS ON THE DYNAMICS

In this section, we numerically investigate the impact of different types of defects in the initial state on the dynamics
following the quench. For simplicity, the detuning is set to ∆ = 0 and we work in the effective QLM model, as its
constrained Hilbert space allows us to explore larger system sizes. We study the excitation dynamics of several product
states formed by periodic repetition of unit cells. Each unit cell consists of a polarized state domain of length lp and
Z2 domain of length ln, and is denoted by (lp, ln). In Fig. S13, we show the dynamics starting from product states
with odd lp in the top row (a)-(c) and even lp in the bottom row (d)-(e).

The difference between these two cases is striking. The states with odd lp continue to oscillate between the initial
state and its translated partner, resembling the scarred dynamics of the Z2 and anti-Z2 states. We have confirmed
that the overlap of the initial product state with the eigenstates of the QLM model reveals a familiar pattern of
QMBS towers [44], hinting that such states with periodically spaced odd-length defects are also scarred. In the LGT
framework, these states consist of domains with uniform electric field, separated by adjacent electron-positron pairs,
which then move apart until they collide with their other neighbors and scatter back.

On the other hand, oscillations from states with even lp quickly decay. As can be seen in Figs. S13(e) and (f), the
Z2 state domains grow until a ...gg... pattern is left between them, which cannot be removed due to frustration from
the incompatible Z2 domains. The two-site polarized domain remains frozen and acts as a barrier between smaller Z2

domains that continue to oscillate but suffer from early-onset finite size effects, which rapidly destroy the oscillations.
This case can be though of single electron/positron particles that are unable to propagate in space due to being stuck
between opposite electric field domains which periodically keep changing the direction.
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Figure S13. Numerical study of the impact of defects on the dynamics in a system size L = 21. Density of excitations starting
from product states with different unit cells (lp, ln) (see text). (a) (3, 5). (b) (3, 9). (c) (5, 7). (d) (2, 5). (e) (4, 5). (f) (6, 5).
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In cases of product states with a mix of even and odd defects, a combination of previously described behavior
is seen (data not shown). Parts of the system with odd defects oscillate together, whereas even defects remain as
barriers that separate opposite Néel domains. Furthermore, states with randomly spaced odd-length defects exhibit
less regular oscillations than those with regularly spaced defects as in Figs. S13(a)-(c). Finally, the experimentally
prepared states at ∆i > ∆c are entangled superpositions of product states with different types of defects between
for Z2 state domains. As demonstrated earlier for both numerical and experimental data, the expectation values of
the numbers of even- and odd-length defects strongly depend on the curvature parameter k of the sigmoid ramp.
Slower ramps produce a smaller total number of defects, but also a larger proportion of odd-length defects, resulting
in better quality of oscillations after the quench. Periodic driving with optimal driving parameters can completely
remove odd-length defects and restore nearly-perfect Z2 order [65].
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