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We propose an entanglement-enhanced sensing scheme that is robust against spatially inhomoge-
neous always-on Ising interactions. Our strategy is to tailor coherent quantum dynamics employing
the Hilbert-space fragmentation (HSF), a recently recognized mechanism that evades thermalization
in kinetically constrained many-body systems. Specifically, we analytically show that the emergent
HSF caused by strong Ising interactions enables us to design a stable state where part of the spins is
effectively decoupled from the rest of the system. Using the decoupled spins as a probe to measure a
transverse field, we demonstrate that the Heisenberg limited sensitivity is achieved without suffering
from thermalization.

Introduction.— Taming entanglement and coherence
of a multiple qubit system is a crucial task in today’s
quantum technology. One of the most notable applica-
tions featuring quantum advantage is quantum metrol-
ogy, where entanglement enables the realization of the
enhanced sensitivity in estimating external fields [1–3].
For a given number N of probe spins to measure the
fields, the uncertainty of the estimation can be reduced
in proportion to N−1 for entangled states, which is called
the Heisenberg limit (HL). In contrast, the corresponding
scaling for separable states becomes only N−1/2, which
is known as the standard quantum limit (SQL). Due to
the fundamental and practical interests, quantum metrol-
ogy has extensively been studied both theoretically [4–10]
and experimentally [11–16].

One major challenge for quantum metrology is to pre-
cisely control the dynamics of many-body interacting sys-
tems. On the one hand, interactions among qubits are
necessary for preparing entangled states. On the other
hand, complicated interactions, which are in general spa-
tially inhomogeneous in actual experiments, make the
many-body system thermalize. In fact, recent studies on
quantum dynamics elucidate that even isolated system
can thermalize due to the eigenstate thermalization hy-
pothesis (ETH) [17–20], which states that every energy
eigenstate becomes locally thermal. This effect of ther-
malization [21] would spoil the sensitivity more severely
when target magnetic fields become weaker compared
with the interactions.

To overcome this unwanted effect of interactions, sev-
eral approaches have been proposed. One possible ap-
proach is the dynamical decoupling, where a sequence of
pulses is applied to eliminate unwanted terms in Hamilto-
nians [22–26]. In general, this method demands perform-
ing a large number of precise pulse operations. Another
recent approach [27] that does not involve active oper-
ations is to utilize quantum many-body scars [28–32],

which are non-thermalizing eigenstates in certain inter-
acting Hamiltonians. However, this approach is based
on Hamiltonians with fine-tuned interactions and hence
susceptible to, e.g., the spatially inhomogeneous pertur-
bations.

Hilbert space fragmentation (HSF) is another novel
mechanism that prohibits thermalization in interacting
non-integrable systems and has gathered recent atten-
tion [33–39]. In some models with kinetic constraints,
Hilbert space is fractured into exponentially many in-
variant subspaces, which leads to non-ergodicity. This
phenomenon also appears in an effective model that de-
scribes the transverse field Ising model (TFIM) in the
limit of a weak field [40–42]. In this model, eigenstates
can involve “frozen regions,” in which spins in the z direc-
tion cannot be dynamically flipped. The eigenstates with
frozen regions appear due to a constraint arising from
the emergent conservation of the interaction energy in
the weak-field limit and break the ETH and thermaliza-
tion. Notably, the structure of the HSF does not rely on
the translation invariance and fine-tuning of the Hamilto-
nian, in stark contrast to typical models hosting quantum
many-body scars.

In this Letter, we propose a novel entanglement-
enhanced sensing scheme in a strongly interacting in-
homogeneous Ising model in two dimension, where the
emergent HSF protects the relevant quantum coherence
against interactions. Our strategy is to design a metro-
logically useful state arranged as in Fig. 1 (a,b), where
the probe spins are embedded in the ancillary spins. This
state belongs to one of the fragmented subspaces in the
TFIM with a weak field limit, which exhibits the emer-
gent HSF as shown in Fig. 1 (c), and thus evades ther-
malization. More concretely, the probe spins undergo tai-
lored coherent dynamics just with additional bias fields,
being decoupled from the ancillary spins that are dy-
namically frozen. We analytically show that our scheme

ar
X

iv
:2

21
1.

09
56

7v
1 

 [
qu

an
t-

ph
] 

 1
7 

N
ov

 2
02

2



2

FIG. 1. (a) Schematic of how we split the system into probe spins and ancillary spins for our quantum sensing scheme.
The blue sites surrounded by the dotted lines represent the probe spins, and the other gray sites correspond to the ancillary
spins. We can achieve the sensitivity with the Heisenberg limit (HL) by using |Ψ〉 (see Eq. (5)) with probe spins being the
Greenberger-Horne-Zeilinger (GHZ) state. (b) Spin configuration around a probe spin in (a), which induces coherent dynamics
of the probe spins and dynamical freezing of the ancillary ones. Each ancillary spin is an eigenstate of σ̂z

i , which corresponds to
either spin-up (such as in j1 and j3) or down (such as in j2 and j4) state. (c) Schematic picture of the emergent Hilbert space
fragmentation (HSF) in our transverse-field Ising model with a weak-field limit. Emergent conservation law of the number of
domain walls block-diagonalizes the Hamiltonian, which is further block-diagonalized due to the HSF. (d) Illustration of the
GHZ state on a square lattice, which is used as a probe state in the conventional approach. The GHZ state in (d) corresponds

to
(⊗N

j=1 |+〉j + i
⊗N

j=1 |−〉j
)
/
√

2, which contains a superposition of many computational basis states that spread across the

fragmented subspaces. On the other hand, the state |Ψ〉 in (a) corresponds to a superposition of states in a restricted subspace
in the fragmented Hilbert space.

reaches the Heisenberg-limited sensitivity in estimating
the target transverse field for sufficiently strong interac-
tions. Our method is robust under various perturbations,
such as inhomogeneity, additional longitudinal fields, and
certain changes in the lattice structure and spatial dimen-
sions.

Quantum sensing in an interacting system.— We
consider a system of spin-1/2 particles (qubits) where
always-on Ising interactions exist between them. We
here assume that the spins are arranged in a two-
dimensional square lattice, although generalization to
higher-dimensions and other types of lattices are straight-
forward. The system is exposed to a weak target mag-
netic field with magnitude ω, which we try to estimate
by quantum sensing. The Hamiltonian is then given by

ĤTFIM = Ĥω + Ĥint, (1)

Ĥω =
ω

2

∑

i

σ̂x
j , (2)

Ĥint = −
∑

〈i,j〉
Jij σ̂

z
i σ̂

z
j . (3)

where 〈i, j〉 indicates that the sites i and j are nearest
neighbors and we set ~ = 1. Here, Jij = J̄+∆Jij denotes
the Ising coupling constant, where J̄ does not depend on
〈i, j〉. We assume that |∆Jij | does not exceed |J̄ |/2, i.e.,
maxi,j 2|∆Jij |/|J̄ | =: k < 1. Without loss of generality,
we consider the ferromagnetic case hereafter (J̄ > 0).

Throughout this Letter, we adopt the Ramsey
scheme [3] summarized as follows: (i) prepare initial
probe spins in a metrologically useful state; (ii) let them
be exposed to the static target field, whose Hamiltonian

is given by Ĥω, for a duration time Tint; (iii) perform a
projective measurement described by an operator P̂s and
obtain an outcome; and (iv) estimate the value of ω from
the outcomes obtained by the repetition of (i)-(iii). The
uncertainty of the estimation of ω under this scheme is
calculated as

δω =
∆Ps∣∣∂Ps

∂ω

∣∣√M
, (4)

where Ps = 〈P̂s〉 denotes the expectation value of P̂s,
which corresponds to a probability for the projection onto
the desired basis to successfully occur. Here, ∆Ps =√
Ps(1− Ps) denotes the standard deviation of P̂s, and

M denotes the number of repetitions of the measure-
ments [43]. For a total available time Tall, the number
M is calculated as M = Tall/Tsens, where Tsens denotes a
combined time of the three procedures (i)-(iii) of the sens-
ing scheme. For simplicity, below we take Tsens = Tint by
assuming that Tint for (ii) is much longer than the other
duration times for (i) and (iii).

To begin with, let us consider quantum sensing in
the absence of the interaction Ĥint. In this case,
we can estimate ω with the HL by preparing the
Greenberger-Horne-Zeilinger (GHZ) state |GHZx〉 :=(⊗N

j=1 |+〉j +
⊗N

j=1 |−〉j
)
/
√

2 as a probe state [44,

45] in (i), where |±〉j denote eigenstates of σ̂x
j with

eigenvalues ±1 and N denotes the number of spins.
After this initial state acquires the relative phase
ωNTint through (ii), we perform a projective mea-
surement P̂ ′s = |GHZ′x〉〈GHZ′x| with |GHZ′x〉 :=(⊗N

j=1 |+〉j + i
⊗N

j=1 |−〉j
)
/
√

2 in (iii), and finally we
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FIG. 2. (a) Decay of the dynamical fidelity Fd(t), which
compares the time evolutions from the GHZ state |GHZx〉
with respect to Ĥω and ĤTFIM for three values of J̄ . We use
a N = 3 × 4 lattice system surrounded by fixed down spins.
Spatial fluctuations of the interaction ∆Jij are generated from
Gaussian random variables by setting the mean and the vari-
ance as zero and 0.3J̄ , respectively. We fix the transverse field
ω = 0.4 in all of the cases. (b) The asymptotic dependence
of δω on N and the interaction strength J̄ for three Ramsey
schemes. We compare the sensing schemes using initial states
that are explained in the caption of Fig. 1, where we take
|ψPprobe〉 = |GHZPx 〉 for the state |Ψ〉 here. Note that the case

for Ĥint 6= 0 with |GHZx〉 is achieved by shortening the du-
ration time Tint as N or J̄ increases, in contrast to the other
two cases, where Tint is assumed to be a constant.

estimate ω from the relation 〈P̂ ′s〉 = (1/2)(1 +
sin (ωNTint)). Throughout this paper we assume that the
target field ω is weak and satisfies ωNTint = O(N0)� 1
[46]. We also assume Tint = O(N0) unless otherwise
mentioned. The uncertainty δω of the estimation is
then calculated from Eq. (4) as δω = N−1(TintTall)

−1/2.
This demonstrates that the HL is achieved by using the
GHZ state in the absence of the internal interaction
Ĥint. We note that the projective measurement of P̂ ′s
can be replaced with a parity measurement described by
(1 +

∏N
i σ̂y

i )/2 along with an appropriate single spin ro-
tation [47].

However, the sensitivity decreases when Ĥint is taken
into consideration. Due to the flipping of spin states from
|±〉i|±〉j to |∓〉i|∓〉j caused by Ising-type interactions of

Ĥint, the probe state after (ii) no longer remains in a sim-

ple superposition of
⊗N

j=1 |+〉j and
⊗N

j=1 |−〉j . To show
the destructive effect of the interaction, we calculate in
Fig. 2 (a) the time evolution of the dynamical fidelity

Fd(t) :=
∣∣∣〈GHZx|eiĤωte−iĤTFIMt|GHZx〉

∣∣∣
2

, which quan-

tifies the difference between the ideal state evolved by
Ĥω and the actual state evolved by ĤTFIM with nonzero
interaction Ĥint. The rapid decay of Fd(t) in Fig. 2 (a)
implies that the probe state is unstable under the effect
of the interaction. The decay rate increases as the inter-
action becomes stronger. This implies that naive sensing
with the GHZ states, as illustrated in Fig. 1 (d), will be
challenging, especially under the strong always-on Ising
interactions.

We note that it is possible to achieve a sensitivity be-
yond the SQL but below the HL with our model using

the GHZ state. The idea is to appropriately tune the
duration time Tint in the step (ii) so that the effects from
the interaction are minimized. Specifically, if we decrease
Tint as Tint = O(J̄−1N−1/2) for increasing N , the uncer-
tainty of the estimation scales as δω = O(J̄1/2N−3/4)
(see also Supplemental Material, (SM) [48]). This scal-
ing is called the Zeno scaling [49, 50]. While the scaling
exceeds the SQL, it is still unsatisfactory since the sensi-
tivity becomes severely worse as the interaction strength
becomes stronger.

HSF-protected quantum metrology.– We now illus-
trate our entanglement-enhanced sensing scheme that is
robust against strong always-on-Ising coupling with spa-
tial inhomogeneity. Instead of using all spins as a probe
(see also Fig. 1 (d)), we design a state so that a frac-
tion of probe spins are embedded in the ancillary spins
as shown in Fig. 1 (a). Specifically, we take the following
initial state in step (i):

|Ψ〉 := |ψPprobe〉 ⊗ |FA〉 (5)

Here, |ψPprobe〉 denotes a state of αN probe spins, and

|FA〉 denotes that of (1 − α)N ancillary spins, where
we take a constant α as α = 1/11. The superscript P
(A) indicates that the state is defined on probe (ancil-
lary) spins. Figure 1 (a) illustrates how we divide the
system into these two groups of spins. Each probe spin
is interspersed among the ancillary spins. Figure 1 (b)
illustrates the spin configuration of the ancillary spins
around each probe spin in Fig. 1 (a).

Notably, our model exhibits the HSF in the weak-
transverse-field limit, which makes |Ψ〉 a non-ergodic
state with |FA〉 being a frozen region and leads to the
coherent time-evolution of |ψPprobe〉 in step (ii). Here,
“frozen” means that the spins cannot be flipped under
the time evolution. In particular, we show that the fol-
lowing approximation holds for any observable P̂s with
large J̄/ω

〈Ψ|eiĤtotaltP̂se
−iĤtotalt|Ψ〉 ' 〈Ψ|eiĤP

ω tP̂se
−iĤP

ω t|Ψ〉, (6)

where Ĥtotal = ĤTFIM + ĤPshift and

ĤPω :=
ω

2

∑

i∈probe

σ̂x
i , (7)

ĤPshift := −
∑

i∈probe

hzi σ̂
z
i . (8)

Here, “i ∈ probe” indicates that the sum is taken over
all probe spin sites. As detailed below, we tune hzi in

ĤPshift so that we can cancel out effective longitudinal

fields on the probe spins that arise due to Ĥint. Equation
(6) suggests that, for |Ψ〉, the probe spins are decoupled
from the rest of the interacting but dynamically frozen
spins and exposed only to the target field ĤPω .

To understand Eq. (6), we first note that a spin flip
by Ĥω with small ω is suppressed when the flip causes
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a large change in the energy due to Ĥint. For simplic-
ity, let us start from the case with ∆Jij = hzi = 0 and

ω/J̄ → 0. In this case, the large interaction Ĥint leads to
a constraint where a spin can flip only when two sur-
rounding spins are up and the other two surrounding
spins are down. This constraint results in the occur-
rence of the HSF as studied in Refs. [40, 41]; the effective
Hamiltonian has a block-diagonal structure by the emer-
gent conservation law of the domain-wall (DW) number
n̂DW :=

∑
〈i,j〉(1− σ̂z

i σ̂
z
j )/2, which is further fragmented

nontrivially as shown in Fig. 1 (c). This suggests non-
ergodicity even within each DW sector.

We next argue that a similar HSF emerges for ∆Jij 6= 0
and that |Ψ〉 corresponds to a state in one of the frag-
mented subspaces. More concretely, |FA〉 constitutes a
frozen region: from the construction given in Fig. 1 (b),
every ancillary spin is always surrounded by at least three
down spins. Then, the action of Ĥω is energetically sup-
pressed on this region even for nonzero ∆Jij , since the
magnitude of the fluctuation ∆Jij is assumed not to ex-
ceed J̄/2. Thus, |FA〉 becomes dynamically stable in
ω/J̄ → 0 limit, independent of the state of the probe
spins |ψPprobe〉. Due to the constraint, such a frozen region
appears in other configurations as well, leading to expo-
nentially many invariant subspaces, which means the oc-
currence of the HSF. Our designed initial state |Ψ〉 then
belongs to one of such subspaces and time-evolves only
within it (see SM [48]).

We now discuss the origin of ĤPω in Eq. (6), focusing
on probe spins. Since each probe spin is surrounded by
two up and two down frozen spins, the probe spin is
effectively exposed to an effective longitudinal magnetic
field h̃zi = −∆Jij1 +∆Jij2−∆Jij3 +∆Jij4 , see Fig. 1 (b).

Assuming that each h̃zi is known from calibration, we can
cancel the effective field by choosing hzi = −h̃zi in Eq. (8).

Therefore, Ĥtotal acting on our state |Ψ〉 is reduced to ĤPω
when ω/J̄ → 0.

In our scheme, we perform the Ramsey sensing (i)–
(iv) with the following two modifications. First, we only
use the probe spins as a resource of metrology and make
the other spins ancillary. In other words, we prepare |Ψ〉
with |ψPprobe〉 = |GHZPx 〉 in (i) and readout outcomes by

using a projective operator P̂s = |GHZ′Px 〉〈GHZ′Px | ⊗ ÎA
in (iii). Second, we additionally apply the shift field
ĤPshift to the probe spins during the exposure (ii), as
discussed in the previous paragraph. In the limit of
ω/J̄ → 0, Eq. (6) is exact, and the uncertainty is calcu-
lated as δω = (αN)−1(TintTall)

−1/2, which demonstrates
the Heisenberg-limited sensitivity. Our scheme does not
require turning off the interactions or controlling Tint dur-
ing the interrogation process. The table in Fig. 2 (b) sum-
marizes three schemes that we introduced in this Letter.
The protocols using the state |GHZx〉 suffer from the in-
teractions, while our protocol using |Ψ〉 achieves the HL
for the estimation error for sufficiently large J̄/ω.

Stability for finite ω/J̄ .– While the freezing of the
ancillary spins discussed above is exact only for ω/J̄ → 0,
we here analytically show that the HL is still achieved in
our scheme even for sufficiently small but finite ω/J̄ . To
see this, we first evaluate the uncertainty of ω by taking
account of the deviation ε(t) from the approximation in
Eq. (6) (see SM [48] for the derivation):

δω =
1

aNTint

(
〈P̂s〉actual(1− 〈P̂s〉actual)

M
+ |ε(Tint)|2

)1/2

,

(9)

where ε(t) := 〈P̂s〉actual − 〈P̂s〉eff denotes the differ-

ence between 〈P̂s〉actual := 〈Ψ|eiĤtotaltP̂se
−iĤtotalt|Ψ〉

and 〈P̂s〉eff := 〈Ψ|eiĤP
ω tP̂se

−iĤP
ω t|Ψ〉. When ε(Tint) =

O(N0), the uncertainty δω scales as O(N−1) and the HL
remains to be achieved.

Now, we can analytically show that ε(Tint) = O(N0)
from the following inequality [48]:

|ε(Tint)| ≤
2Nω

Jg
+ 2

(
eNω/Jg − 1

)
NωTint, (10)

where Jg = mini

[
4J̄ −∑j∈〈i,j〉 |2∆Jij |

]
≥ 4(1−k)J̄ > 0

is evaluated from the minimum energy change associated
with a flipping of ancillary spins (remind the assumption
maxi,j 2|∆Jij |/J̄ = k < 1). Since NωTint = O(N0) � 1
and Tint = O(N0) are assumed here as a typical setting in
Ramsey-type sensing with GHZ states [51], ε(t) = O(N0)
holds. Furthermore, the deviation becomes |ε(Tint)| � 1
for Nω � Jg, which shows that strong interaction is ben-
eficial in our scheme. We note that the bound in Eq. (10)
is derived by generalizing the error bound discussed in
Refs. [52–54]. Equation (10) also shows that the effective
description of the dynamics becomes valid for the inter-
mediate timescale for a weak target transverse field. That
is, our sensing scheme exploits the HSF that emerges in a
prethermal regime [55, 56] before evolving into the final
equilibrium.

Discussion.– Our scheme leads to better sensitivity
for stronger interactions, in stark contrast to conven-
tional methods as summarized in Fig. 2 (b). Importantly,
our scheme is robust against the inhomogeneity of the in-
teraction. The mechanism of the approximate freezing is
also applicable for finite-range farther-neighbor interac-
tions, cubic or triangular lattices, as well as the addi-
tional presence of weak longitudinal fields. This is due
to the broad applicability of the mechanism of the sup-
pression of spin flips under a weak transverse field and
strong Ising interactions. Therefore, our HSF-protected
sensing scheme can be generalized for these situations.

Finally, we describe a possible procedure for creating
the entangled state |GHZPx 〉 ⊗ |FA〉 as follows. We first
prepare the GHZ state |GHZx〉 using the entire spins,
by, e.g., adiabatically transforming a trivial state into
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the state |GHZz〉 as suggested in Refs. [57–59], and then
rotating every spin by the angle π/2. Note that the state
|GHZz〉 corresponds to a superposition of the two ground
states of the system Hamiltonian Ĥint in the ferromag-
netic case. Then we obtain our desired state after per-
forming the projection P̂Ψ = ÎP ⊗ |FA〉〈FA| to |GHZx〉,
which is equivalent to measurement feedback control on
the ancillary spins: measuring in the z basis and then
applying single-spin rotations depending on the measure-
ment results.

Conclusion.– In this Letter, we have proposed a
quantum sensing scheme for a system with spatially non-
uniform always-on Ising interactions. Specifically, we
show that the Heisenberg limited sensitivity is robustly
achieved by designing a tailored state that evades ther-
malization due to the emergent Hilbert-space fragmen-
tation (HSF). In this state, the entangled probe spins
are decoupled from the rest of the system. This decou-
pling is due to a kinetic constraint that approximately
emerges in the prethermal regime for strong Ising cou-
plings and allows us to measure a transverse field sta-
bly. Our scheme establishes a novel approach to realize
quantum sensing in a quantum many-body system with
spatial inhomogeneity by using no dynamical controls.
It is rigidly applicable even when the lattice shape and
spatial dimensions are altered, as long as the HSF struc-
ture offers us a way to control coherent dynamics without
thermalization.

Here, we have introduced a concept of designing quan-
tum states that avoid many-body thermalization by the
HSF. Beyond quantum metrology, this HSF-protected
manipulation of quantum dynamics would be advanta-
geous for other quantum technologies as well, where re-
taining entanglement in the presence of interactions is
crucial.
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[31] Z. Papić, in Entanglement in Spin Chains (Springer,
2022) pp. 341–395.

[32] S. Dooley, S. Pappalardi, and J. Goold, arXiv:2207.13521
(2022).

[33] S. Moudgalya, A. Prem, R. Nandkishore, N. Regnault,
and B. A. Bernevig, in Memorial Volume for Shoucheng
Zhang (World Scientific, 2022) pp. 147–209.

[34] P. Sala, T. Rakovszky, R. Verresen, M. Knap, and



6

F. Pollmann, Phys. Rev. X 10, 011047 (2020).
[35] V. Khemani, M. Hermele, and R. Nandkishore, Phys.

Rev. B 101, 174204 (2020).
[36] M. Serbyn, D. A. Abanin, and Z. Papić, Nature Physics
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I. ZENO SCALING

We discuss a way to obtain the sensitivity better than the standard quantum limit (SQL) in our system just by
controlling the duration time Tint, which turns out to be below the Heisenberg limit (HL). Specifically, we show

that, by sufficiently shortening Tint, we can suppress the effect of the residual interaction Ĥint and obtain the Zeno
scaling δω ∝ N−3/4 [1–3]. Although this scaling of N−3/4 is worse than the HL, it is better than the SQL. We

consider preparing a state |GHZx〉 and let it evolve for a time Tint according to ĤTFIM in [Eq. (1) in the main
text]. Assuming that Tint is sufficiently small and that the perturbation series converge, the expectation value of the

projective measurement P̂s in this case is evaluated as (up to the second order)

Ps =
1

2
+

1

2
ωNTint −

1

2
T 2

int

∑

〈i,j〉
J2
ij +O(T 3

int). (S1)

Note that we can approximate 1
2

∑
〈i,j〉 J

2
ij ∼ J̄2N for simplicity. The expression (S1) shows that the expectation value

of the measurement outcomes is affected by the presence of the interaction term Ĥint. Importantly, as this additional
term due to the interaction increases quadratically in time Tint, the standard deviation

√
Ps(1− Ps) increases for

large Tint, which contributes to the deterioration of the sensitivity. On the other hand, as we increase the duration
time, |∂Ps/∂ω| becomes large, which contributes to the enhancement of the sensitivity. These suggest that there is
an optimal duration time Tint for the sensitivity δω.

Now we evaluate the optimal sensitivity by shortening the duration time Tint. Let us take Tint = τN−1/2−β J̄−1−γ ,
where τ , β and γ are constants with τ � 1. First, we can see that if either β or γ is negative, the second-order term
in Eq. (S1) will diverge as we take either N → ∞ or J̄ → ∞. Thus, we take β, γ ≥ 0 below. To make the situation
similar to the main text, we again assume that ω = O(N−1) and set ω = ω0N

−1, where ω0 is a constant. Then, we
can evaluate the uncertainty using Eq. (4) in the main text and Eq. (S1) as follows:

δω =
2

T
1/2
all

(
1

4
τ−1J̄1−γN−3/2−β − 1

4
ω2

0τ J̄
−1+γN−5/2+β + ω0τ

2J̄2γN−2+2β − J̄1+3γτ3N−3/2+3β

)1/2

. (S2)

For large N , this is minimized when we take β = 0. In this case, γ = 0 gives the optimal sensitivity. Noting that the
first term in the parenthesis dominates in Eq. (S2), we can estimate the optimal scaling of the uncertainty as

δω ' (J̄/τTall)
1/2N−3/4 = O(N−3/4), (S3)

which demonstrates the Zeno scaling. Note that the uncertainty increases as J̄ becomes larger in this case. This is
consistent with our observation in the main text, which shows a faster decay of the dynamical fidelity for a larger J̄
in case of using the state |GHZx〉 as the initial state.
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II. DERIVATION OF THE UNCERTAINTY EQ. (9) IN THE MAIN TEXT

We evaluate the uncertainty δω by taking into account the deviation in the approximation Eq. (6) in the main text
with finite ω/J̄ . For this purpose, let us remind that ω in our scheme is estimated from a sequence of measurement
outcomes. Suppose that we obtain M outcomes by repeating the step (i)–(iii) using our scheme. Let us define

{m1,m2, · · · ,mM} with mj ∈ {0, 1} as the sequence of the measurement outcomes and SM = (1/M)
∑M
j=1mj as the

average of mj . We estimate the unknown parameter ω from SM as follows. When M goes to infinity, the average SM

is given by the quantum expectation value of the measurement 〈P̂s〉actual := 〈Ψ|eiĤtotalTint P̂se
−iĤtotalTint |Ψ〉. Although

calculating the ω-dependence of 〈P̂s〉actual analytically is difficult in general, we have the approximation Eq. (6) in
the main text, which can be recast as an equation as follows:

〈P̂s〉actual = (1/2) (1 + sin (αNωTint)) + ε(Tint), (S4)

where ε(Tint) := 〈P̂s〉actual − 〈P̂s〉eff is the deviation in the approximation due to finite ω/J̄ and we substitute Tint for
t in Eq. (6). As discussed in the main text, when Nω � J̄ , ε(Tint) becomes small. Assuming Nω � T−1

int as well, we

can approximate Eq. (S4) as 〈P̂s〉actual ' (1/2) (1 + αNωTint). Let us introduce ωestM := (1/αNTint)(2SM − 1), where
ωestM denotes the estimated value of ω in our scheme. Importantly, in the limit of large M and J̄ , we obtain ω = ωestM .
On the other hand, ωestM does not necessarily coincide with the actual ω when ε(t) or M is finite. Below we consider

this case and evaluate the uncertainty. Assuming NωTint � 1, we obtain ω '
(

2〈P̂s〉actual − 1− 2ε(Tint)
)
/(αNTint)

from Eq. (S4), and then the uncertainty is calculated as [4, 5]

δω2 := 〈(ωestM − ω)2〉stat (S5)

=

〈(
2SM − 1

αNTint
− 2〈P̂s〉actual − 1− 2ε(Tint)

αNTint

)2〉

stat

(S6)

=
4

α2N2T 2
int

〈(
SM − 〈P̂s〉actual

)2

+ ε(Tint)
2

〉

stat

(S7)

=
4

α2N2T 2
int

(
〈P̂s〉actual(1− 〈P̂s〉actual)

M
+ ε(Tint)

2

)
, (S8)

where 〈·〉stat is the statistical average of the outcomes mj . In the last line, we used 〈mj〉stat = 〈P̂s〉actual and
〈mimj〉stat = 0 for i 6= j to derive

〈(
SM − 〈P̂s〉actual

)2
〉

stat

=

〈∑

i

∑

j

(
mi − 〈P̂s〉actual

)(
mj − 〈P̂s〉actual

)〉

stat

/M2 (S9)

=

〈
(1/M)

∑

i

(
mi − 〈P̂s〉actual

)2
〉

stat

/M (S10)

= 〈P̂s〉actual(1− 〈P̂s〉actual)/M. (S11)

This evaluation means that δω consists of the statistical error coming from finite M and the systematic error coming
from finite ε(Tint).

III. DERIVATION OF THE ERROR BOUND EQ. (10) IN THE MAIN TEXT

Here we show how one can derive the upper bound given in Eq. (10) in the main text. We introduce the following
theorem, which is a generalized version of the bound in Ref. [6].

Theorem III.1 (Universal error bound). Consider a Hamiltonian Ĥ = Ĥ0 + V̂ of a quantum system, where Ĥ0 is

regarded as a non-perturbed part and V̂ is a small perturbation. Let HP be a certain energy eigenspace of Ĥ0 and write

P̂ as the projection operator on HP. Suppose that another energy eigenspace HR (HP ∩ HR = φ) of the Hamiltonian

Ĥ0 satisfies the followings [see Fig. S1]; (I) P̂V̂(1 − P̂) + (1 − P̂)V̂P̂ = P̂V̂R̂ + R̂V̂P̂, where R̂ is the projection onto
the energy eigenspace HR; (II) Energy spectra of HP and HR are separated by a finite energy gap ∆PR > 0, where
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FIG. S1. Energy spectrum of Ĥ0. The energy eigenspace HP does not need to be isolated from the rest of the spectrum with
an energy gap. Another eigenspace HR ⊆ H0 \ HP is connected via V̂ from HP, where H0 denotes the total Hilbert space of

Ĥ0. We assume that HP and HR are separated by a finite energy gap ∆PR ≡ min{∆(u)
PR ,∆

(d)
PR }.

∆PR := min|E〉∈HP,|E′〉∈HR
|E −E′|. Then, starting from an initial state belonging to HP, we have the following error

bound between the original dynamics described by Ĥ and effective dynamics by ĤP = P̂ĤP̂:

ε(t) :=
∥∥∥P̂
(
eiĤtÔe−iĤt − eiĤPtÔe−iĤPt

)
P̂
∥∥∥ (S12)

≤4‖V̂‖
∆PR

+ 2
(
e2‖V̂‖/∆PR − 1

)
‖V̂‖t (S13)

for any Ô with ‖Ô‖ = 1, where ‖ · ‖ denotes the operator norm.

In contrast to the bounds in Refs. [6, 7] that rely on the energy gap between HP and the rest of the spectrum, our

theorem does not require that the eigenspace HP is isolated in the energy spectrum of Ĥ0, see Fig. S1. That means,

when V̂ and P̂ satisfy the conditions (I) and (II), ε(t) is still bounded by using the energy gap between HP and a

part of the spectrum HR, which is connected from HP via V̂. In fact, the upper bound in Ref. [6] corresponds to the

special case at which R̂ = 1− P̂.
Our theorem can be derived just by following the proof in Ref. [6] with a slight modification. The proof is divided

into two parts. In the first step, we derive

ε(t) ≤ 4‖T̂‖+ 2(e2‖T̂‖ − 1)‖V̂‖t. (S14)

Here, T̂ is an anti-Hermitian operator T̂ (i.e., T̂† = −T̂) that satisfies

[T̂, Ĥ0] = −V̂off (S15)

with V̂off := P̂V̂(1− P̂)+(1− P̂)V̂P̂. The derivation is obtained and explained in Section II-B in Ref. [6] (see especially

Eqs. (23) and (30)). In the second step, which is different from Ref. [6], we derive an upper bound on ‖T̂‖ as follows:

‖T̂‖ = ‖T̄PR‖ ≤
‖V̄PR‖
∆PR

≤ ‖V̂‖
∆PR

. (S16)

Here, the matrix T̄PR is the solution for the Sylvester equation

H̄0PT̄PR − T̄PRH̄0R = V̄PR, (S17)

where V̄PR ≡ P̂V̂R̂, T̄PR ≡ P̂T̂R̂, H̄0P ≡ P̂Ĥ0P̂, and H̄0R ≡ R̂Ĥ0R̂. Our observation here is that we can take a solution T̂
of Eq. (S15) as T̂ = P̂T̂R̂ + R̂T̂P̂ under the condition (I). In this case, Eq. (S15) is reduced to the equation Eq. (S17),
which is different from the one in Ref. [6]. Using the condition (II) on the spectra of H̄0P and H̄0R, we can adopt
known relations for the Sylvester equation [6, 8] to obtain ‖T̄PR‖ ≤ ‖V̄PR‖/∆PR [See also Eq. (29) in Ref. [6]]. In
addition, using a similar argument given in Eq. (25) in Ref. [6], we arrive at Eq. (S16).
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Now, we explain how we adopt the theorem to our system. By taking Ĥ0 = Ĥtotal − Ĥω, V̂ = Ĥω, and P̂ = P̂Ψ =
|Ψ〉 〈Ψ| (, see Eqs. (7) and (8) in the main text,) we have

ĤP = P̂ΨĤP̂Ψ = (ÎP ⊗ |FA〉〈FA|)Ĥ(ÎP ⊗ |FA〉〈FA|) (S18)

= ĤPω ⊗ |FA〉〈FA|, (S19)

where ÎP denotes the identity operator on the probe spins, ‖V̂‖ = Nω/2, and ∆PR ≥ mini

[
4J̄ −∑j |2∆Jij |

]
. Below

we explain how we evaluate ∆PR. The eigenspace HR in this case, which is connected to P̂Ψ via the action of Ĥω,
is formally expressed as HR := span{|φ(k)〉 ⊗

(
σ̂xi |FA〉

)
: |φ(k)〉 (k = 1, 2, . . . , 2αN ) are eigenstates of probe spins; i

is any site on ancillary spins}. In other words, HR is spanned by computational basis states whose configuration
includes the same configuration as |FA〉 except for any but one ancillary spin whose state is flipped from |FA〉. Then,

the energy gap between HP and HR is obtained by finding the minimum energy difference in Ĥtotal − Ĥω caused by
flipping one ancillary spin in |FA〉. Using the condition that every ancillary spin in |FA〉 is surrounded by at least

three neighboring spins in the down states, we can evaluate ∆PR as ∆PR ≥ Jg := mini

[
4J̄ −∑j∈〈i,j〉 |2∆Jij |

]
. Note

that Jg is always positive since we assume that the spatial fluctuations of the interaction are relatively weak such that
|∆Jij | < J̄/2.

IV. HILBERT SPACE FRAGMENTATION WITH/WITHOUT INHOMOGENEITY IN THE
COUPLINGS

In this section, we compare the emergent Hilbert space fragmentation (HSF) in the transverse field Ising models
(TFIMs) for the cases with homogeneous (∆Jij = 0) and inhomogeneous (∆Jij 6= 0) Ising couplings. As we have
explained in the main text, the HSF can emerge for both cases. We consider imposing the constraint on the Hamilto-
nian of the TFIM, where a transition between states due to Ĥω is suppressed when it causes the energy change much
larger than ω. For the homogeneous case, the effective Hamiltonian Ĥ ′∆Jij=0, which is obtained by this constraint, is

explicitly expressed as [9–11]

Ĥ ′∆Jij=0 = Ĥ ′ω + ĤIsing, (S20)

with

ĤIsing :=− J̄
∑

〈i,j〉
σ̂zi σ̂

z
j , (S21)

Ĥ ′ω :=
ω

2

∑

i

σ̂xi Q̂i (S22)

Here, Q̂i is formally given by

Q̂i =

K/2∏

n=1


(2n)2 −


 ∑

j∈ngbh(i)

σ̂zj




2


/

(2n)
2
, (S23)

where K denotes the number of the neighboring sites of a site i in the lattice structure, and ngbh(i) denotes the

nearest-neighbor sites of the site i. Importantly, Q̂i becomes an identity operator under the condition that half of the
spins surrounding the i-th spin are in the spin-up state and the other half are in the spin-down state in the z axis, while
otherwise Q̂i becomes zero, as we illustrate in Fig. S2 (a) for the case of K = 4. This leads to emergent conservation
of the domain-wall (DW) number n̂DW :=

∑
〈i,j〉(1 − σ̂zi σ̂zj )/2, and the effective Hamiltonian is block-diagonalized.

Below, we consider the case at which the system is on a two-dimensional square lattice.
As we described in the main text, the Hamiltonian (S20) allows appearance of frozen regions, in which spins in the

z direction cannot be dynamically flipped due to the constraint [11, 12]. Hence, dynamics only occurs on non-frozen
regions, i.e., melting regions, while the DW density is still conserved in each of the regions. Indeed, each block of the
effective Hamiltonian is further block-diagonalized, and these subblocks are characterised by configurations of frozen
regions and DW densities on melting regions. This means that there appear many nontrivial subspaces, where initial
states in any of such subspaces cannot explore the other subspaces, i.e., the Hamiltonian shows the HSF.
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FIG. S2. (a) Examples of spin configurations surrounding a site i on a two-dimensional square lattice, demonstrating when the

projection operator Q̂i becomes unity or zero. (b,c) Schematic illustration of the Hilbert space fragmentation in a single DW

number sector for (b) Ĥ ′ω, i.e., the case of ∆Jij = 0 and (c) Ĥ ′′ω , i.e., the case of ∆Jij 6= 0. Each node represents a computational

basis state having a common DW number, and the colors associated with nodes describe their expectation values for ĤIsing in

(b) and ĤIsing −
∑
〈i,j〉∆Jij σ̂

z
i σ̂

z
j + ĤPshift in (c). Links connecting nodes exemplify nonzero off-diagonal matrix elements that

the constrained Hamiltonians may possess. Panels (b) and (c) show that the Hilbert space is still divided into parts in a similar
way even after we specify the number of DWs, while the inhomogeneous case can become more complex than the homogeneous
case. Due to the additional longitudinal field ĤPshift, all computational basis states in the subspace PΨ have the same energy
expectation value in panel (c).

A similar structure of the fragmented Hilbert space will also emerge in the Hamiltonian even if we allow for spatially
inhomogeneous Ising couplings Jij = J̄ + ∆Jij with |∆Jij | < |J̄ |/2. In particular, the block-diagonalized structure
again appears due to the constraint that the spin flip is energetically suppressed unless two surrounding spins are
up and the other two are down, which leads to local conservation of the DW numbers. On the other hand, the
subblocks in the DW number sectors obtained for the case with ∆Jij = 0 may further be block-diagonalized for
∆Jij 6= 0, as we illustrate in Figs. S2 (b) and (c). This is because a spin flip can be energetically suppressed even
for the surrounding spins satisfying the two-up and two-down condition due to the energy mismatch caused by the
inhomogeneous interactions. This suggests that a spin that belongs to a melting region for homogeneous couplings
may become dynamically frozen for inhomogeneous couplings, resulting in more complex fragmentation of the Hilbert
space.

For completeness, we describe an effective Hamiltonian in the above as follows:

Ĥ ′′ω :=
∑

i

(
W ↑↑↓↓i P̂ ↑Li

P̂ ↑Di
σ̂xi P̂

↓
Ri
P̂ ↓Ui

+W ↑↓↑↓i P̂ ↑Li
P̂ ↓Di

σ̂xi P̂
↑
Ri
P̂ ↓Ui

+W ↑↓↓↑i P̂ ↑Li
P̂ ↓Di

σ̂xi P̂
↓
Ri
P̂ ↑Ui

+W ↓↑↑↓i P̂ ↓Li
P̂ ↑Di

σ̂xi P̂
↑
Ri
P̂ ↓Ui

+W ↓↑↓↑i P̂ ↓Li
P̂ ↑Di

σ̂xi P̂
↓
Ri
P̂ ↑Ui

+W ↓↓↑↑i P̂ ↓Li
P̂ ↓Di

σ̂xi P̂
↑
Ri
P̂ ↑Ui

)
. (S24)

Here, P̂ ↑k := (1 + σ̂zk)/2 (P̂ ↓k := (1− σ̂zk)/2) is a projection operator on the site k. Also, Li, Di, Ri, and Ui denote the
neighboring site left, down, right, and up to the site i on the square lattice, respectively (see also Fig. S2 (a) ). The

coefficients Wis take either 1 or 0 depending the energy change created by the spin flip of i. Specifically, W ↑↑↓↓i (and
the others with permutated superscripts) with i /∈ probe is formally described as

W ↑↑↓↓i = W ↑↑↓↓i (δth) = θ(δth − |∆JiLi
+ ∆JiDi

−∆JiPi
−∆JiUi

|), (S25)

where θ(x) is a step function which reduces to 1 (0) for x ≥ 0 (x < 0) and δth is a constant which determines the
strength of the constraint. If we set all ∆Jij to zero, then all Wis become 1, and the Hamiltonian (S24) is reduced
to the Hamiltonian (S22) with the square lattice case, see Ref. [13]. On the other hand, for general ∆Jij , which are

assumed to satisfy maxi,j 2|∆Jij |/J̄ < 1 as in the main text, W ↑↑↓↓i (and the others with permutated superscripts)
can take zero. This is especially the case when the change in the sum of the Ising interaction energy between the
site i and its neighbors, which is caused by the spin flip, exceeds the threshold δth. Here, to describe the physical
requirement that the spin flip can occur only when the associated energy change is much smaller than Jg, we assume
that δth is much smaller than Jg but much larger than ω. This additional suppression of some transitions, which is
exemplified in Figs. S2 (b) and (c), can lead to the further fragmentation of the Hilbert space as we have explained
above. Note that, for the probe sites i ∈ probe, we take into account the energy contribution from the shift fields
ĤPshift in Eq. (S25). As mentioned in the main text and the next paragraph, the energy difference coming from the

interaction is cancelled out by the shift fields, which leads to W ↑↓↑↓i = θ(δth) > 0.
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Finally, we focus on the subspace PΨ, which includes a state |Ψ〉, and explain the role played by the additional

longitudinal fields ĤPshift (see Eq. (8) in the main text) in this subspace. When we appropriately tune the bias strengths
as we have shown in the main text, the energy change caused by a spin flip of each probe spin is kept zero. In other
words, the computational basis states in the subspace keep having the same energy expectation values with that for
Ĥ ′∆Jij=0, see also Fig. S2 (c). This leads us to obtain the effective Hamiltonian ĤPω (see Eq. (7) in the main text) in

this subspace. Consequently, we can induce a coherent dynamics by constructing a certain superposition of the basis
states.
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