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Quantum many-body scarring is a paradigm of weak ergodicity breaking arising due to the pres-
ence of special nonthermal many-body eigenstates that possess low entanglement entropy, are equally
spaced in energy, and concentrate in certain parts of the Hilbert space. Though scars have been
shown to be intimately connected to gauge theories, their stability in such experimentally relevant
models is still an open question, and it is generally considered that they exist only under fine-tuned
conditions. In this work, we show through Krylov-based time-evolution methods how quantum
many-body scars can be made robust in the presence of experimental errors through utilizing terms
linear in the gauge-symmetry generator or a simplified pseudogenerator in U(1) and Z2 lattice gauge
theories. Our findings are explained by the concept of quantum Zeno dynamics. Our experimen-
tally feasible methods can be readily implemented in existing large-scale ultracold-atom quantum
simulators and setups of Rydberg atoms with optical tweezers.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The thermalization of closed quantum systems under
unitary time evolution [1, 2] has intrigued physicists for
decades due to the counterintuitive picture of thermal-
ization in the absence of a reservoir. Even though a pure
quantum state has zero entropy throughout its entire
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unitary time evolution, quantum entanglement [3–6] can
be a guiding principle in understanding the “thermaliza-
tion” of its constituent subsystems based on the concepts
of statistical mechanics. The entropy of entanglement be-
tween different subsystems can cause them to equilibrate,
and for generic nonintegrable models and typical initial
states, local observables can then be described by ther-
mal ensembles in the long-time limit in accordance with
the eigenstate thermalization hypothesis (ETH) [7–10].
This has been demonstrated experimentally in a Bose–
Hubbard optical lattice [11].

However, it has been shown that ETH can be vio-
lated in several ways. When the system is integrable
[12], for example, it has infinitely many conserved local
integrals of motion (LIOMs), which prevent it from ther-
malizing. Instead, it equilibrates to a generalized Gibbs
ensemble [13, 14]. Closely related to integrability, inter-
acting systems with quenched disorder can also violate
ETH and exhibit many-body localization (MBL) [15–
18], with emergent LIOMs that prevent thermalization.
Quenched-disorder MBL has also been demonstrated ex-
perimentally in ultracold-atom setups [19, 20]. And more
recently, it has been shown that even disorder-free inter-
acting spin models can exhibit so-called Stark MBL in
the presence of a constant magnetic field [21], with emer-
gent dynamical quasi LIOMs [22]. Stark MBL has also
been experimentally observed in a trapped-ion quantum
simulator [23].

Interestingly, many-body localization can still occur
in disorder-free spatially homogeneous quantum many-
body models, even when the latter are nonintegrable
[24–35]. This usually occurs when the underlying model
hosts a local gauge symmetry, and the initial state is pre-
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pared in a superposition of an extensive number of gauge
superselection sectors. Upon quenching such an initial
state, disorder-free localization (DFL) can arise, where
the initial state’s superposition over the symmetry sec-
tors dynamically generates an effective disorder over the
corresponding background charges of these gauge sectors.
DFL has been shown to vanish in the presence of errors
breaking the local symmetry [28], but recent theoretical
works have demonstrated that DFL can be stabilized or
even enhanced using linear gauge protection schemes that
we will discuss and employ in this work [36–38].

The above paradigms of strong ergodicity breaking are
also complemented by a different form of weak ergodic-
ity breaking occurring in nonintegrable models hosting
quantum many-body scars [39–42]. These are special non-
thermal eigenstates characterized by anomalously low en-
tanglement entropy, although they can be in the bulk of
the system far away from the ground state. They also
are roughly equally spaced in energy, and cluster in a
cold subspace weakly connected to the rest of the Hilbert
space [43–48]. As such, preparing an initial state in this
cold subspace and then quenching it will result in scarred
dynamics in the form of persistent oscillations beyond lo-
cal relaxation timescales, significantly delaying the onset
of thermalization [49–51]. It is important to note that
quantum many-body scars are not directly connected to
any underlying symmetry of the model, and, in contrast
to DFL, a superposition over different symmetry sectors
is not required for the emergence of nonthermal dynam-
ics.

The Rydberg-atom setup [49], in which quantum
many-body scarring was first observed, implemented an
Ising-type spin model that has since been shown to map
onto the spin-1/2 U(1) quantum link model (QLM) [52].
The latter is a quantum link formulation of lattice quan-
tum electrodynamics in (1 + 1) dimensions, which has
recently also been implemented in large-scale ultracold-
atom quantum simulators [53, 54]. Moreover, scars have
recently also been shown to exist in a Z2 lattice gauge
theory (LGT) [55, 56] and in higher-dimensional gauge
theories as well [57]. Given that quantum many-body
scarring is known not to be stable against perturbations
[58], and in light of an impressive experimental effort
towards realizing gauge theories in synthetic quantum
matter devices [53, 54, 59–68], it is important to investi-
gate methods that may protect scarred dynamics in the
presence of errors.

In this work, we explore the potential of recently pro-
posed linear gauge protection schemes [38, 69, 70] in mak-
ing scarred dynamics robust against errors in modern
quantum-simulation platforms for gauge theories [68, 71–
75]. These methods have previously shown reliable sta-
bilization of gauge symmetry up to impressive timescales
[69, 70, 76, 77], but have mostly been tested on local ob-
servables under generic conditions. It is not clear how
they will fare when it comes to protecting fine-tuned fea-
tures such as quantum many-body scars especially as per-
taining the hallmark revivals they incur in the fidelity,
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FIG. 1. (Color online). Product states relevant to the
quenches in the U(1) quantum link model (1), the dynam-
ics of which we numerically calculate using Krylov subspace
methods. The vacua |vac〉 and |vac〉 are the doubly degener-
ate ground states of Eq. (1) at µ→∞ in the physical sector

Ĝj |φ〉 = 0, ∀j. They both break the global Z2 symmetry of
this model. They lead to resonant scarring when they are
quenched with Eq. (1) at µ = 0. The charge-proliferated
or “polarized” state |CP〉 is the nondegenerate Z2-symmetric
ground state of Eq. (1) at µ → −∞ in the physical sector

Ĝj |φ〉 = 0, ∀j. It leads to detuned scarring when quenched
by Hamiltonian (1) with a finite mass around µ = −0.84J .
Unless otherwise stated, we employ in our numerics a system
size of Lm = L = 12 lattice sites and Lg = L− 1 = 11 gauge
links with open boundary conditions.

which is a global quantity and therefore can be very
sensitive to errors. As we show here numerically using
time-evolution methods based on Krylov subspaces, lin-
ear gauge protection mitigates experimentally prevalent
errors and renders scarring robust up to experimentally
relevant timescales.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: In Sec. II,
we show how linear gauge protection can be efficiently
used to restore two main types of scarred dynamics in
error-prone implementations of the U(1) QLM. We then
show in Sec. III the generality of these schemes by demon-
strating how they protect scarred dynamics in the Z2

LGT in the presence of errors inspired from a recent
ultracold-atom experiment [65]. We conclude in Sec. IV
and supplement our work in Appendix A with support-
ing numerical results including those considering different
kinds of errors and protection schemes.

II. U(1) QUANTUM LINK MODEL

The spin-1/2 U(1) quantum link model is described by
the Hamiltonian [78–80]

Ĥ0 = J

L−1∑
j=1

(
σ̂−j ŝ

+
j,j+1σ̂

−
j+1 + H.c.

)
+
µ

2

L∑
j=1

σ̂zj , (1)

where the first term describes the annihilation and cre-
ation of charged matter, whose occupation at matter site
j is described by the Pauli matrix σ̂zj , along with the
concomitant action from the gauge field, described by
the spin-1/2 raising operator ŝ+j,j+1 at the link between
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sites j and j + 1, in order to preserve Gauss’s law. The
electric field at this link is represented by the spin-1/2
operator ŝzj,j+1. The fermionic mass is denoted by µ,
and the energy scale is set by J > 0. The U(1) QLM is
a simplified lattice version of quantum electrodynamics
where the U(1) gauge field is represented by a spin-1/2
operator.

Gauss’s law is described by the discretized generator
of the U(1) gauge symmetry,

Ĝj = (−1)j
(
n̂j + ŝzj−1,j + ŝzj,j+1

)
, (2)

with 1 < j < L due to open boundary conditions, and
where we have used n̂j =

(
σ̂zj + 1

)
/2. The gauge sym-

metry of Eq. (1) manifests in the latter commuting with

Eq. (2) at every site j:
[
Ĥ0, Ĝj

]
= 0, ∀j. In the eigen-

basis of the generator Ĝj , the Hamiltonian Ĥ0 can be
block-diagonalized, with each block corresponding to a
unique gauge superselection sector defined by the set of
eigenvalues g =

(
g2, g3, . . . , gL−1

)
of Ĝj . The Hamilto-

nian (1) drives dynamics within each superselection sec-
tor, but does not couple different sectors due to its gauge
symmetry.

In a realistic implementation of Ĥ0, unavoidable errors
will arise that may explicitly break gauge invariance. For
example, experimentally relevant errors for Eq. (1) may
take the form [66]

Ĥ1 =

L−1∑
j=1

(
σ̂−j σ̂

−
j+1 + σ̂+

j σ̂
+
j+1 + ŝxj,j+1

)
, (3)

which represent the creation or annihilation of matter
without a change in the electric-field configuration, or
vice versa, thereby violating Gauss’s law. Such errors
pose serious problems to gauge-theory simulations in gen-
eral, and controlling them becomes crucial.

Recently, a gauge symmetry-protection scheme linear
in the gauge-symmetry generators has been proposed,

V ĤG =
∑L−1
j=2 cjĜj , where the coefficients cj can be tai-

lored such that the U(1) gauge symmetry generated by

Ĝj is stabilized in the faulty theory Ĥ = Ĥ0+λĤ1+V ĤG

up to well-defined timescales [69]. The protection se-
quence cj is said to be compliant if it is integer and
satisfies

∑
j cj
(
gj − gtarj

)
= 0 ⇐⇒ gj = gtarj , ∀j ∈

{2, . . . , L − 1}, where gtar =
(
gtar2 , gtar3 , . . . , gtarL−1

)
is the

target gauge sector. At sufficiently large V , the linear
protection term stabilizes gauge invariance up to times
exponential in V . Since we are interested in large-scale
implementations of the U(1) QLM such as those recently
realized in ultracold atoms [53, 54], such a compliant se-
quence is not ideal because it grows exponentially with
system size for a fixed V . In keeping with experimen-
tal relevance, the noncompliant sequence cj = (−1)j has
been employed in numerical benchmarks, showing excel-
lent stabilization of gauge invariance up to all accessible
evolution times in both exact diagonalization and infinite
matrix product state calculations [69, 76].

Let us now investigate the efficacy of the single-body
staggered gauge protection scheme,

V ĤG = V

L−1∑
j=2

(−1)jĜj , (4)

in stabilizing quantum many-body scarring in the U(1)
QLM. Even though this scheme has been shown to pro-
tect the dynamics of local observables [69, 76], how it
will fare when it comes to global quantities such as the
fidelity is still an open question. Quantum many-body
scars require specific fine-tuning in the initial state and
the quench Hamiltonian in order to emerge in an exper-
iment, and the fidelity has been a main quantity used to
probe their existence [51]. For these reasons, it is impor-
tant to assess how well modern protection schemes can
stabilize them.

A. Resonant scarring

We now prepare the system in the vacuum initial state
|vac〉 depicted in Fig. 1. This is one of two doubly de-
generate ground states of Eq. (1) at µ→∞ in the phys-

ical sector Ĝj |φ〉 = 0, ∀j. Quenching this initial state
with the Hamiltonian (1) at µ = 0 (resonantly) is known
to lead to scarring behavior, and was first observed in
the form of persistent oscillations in local observables in
a Rydberg-atom setup [49, 52]. We shall refer to this
as resonant scarring. Let us now numerically investi-
gate how scarring dynamics is affected in the presence of
errors such as (3), and how the single-body protection
scheme (4) can mitigate them. Unless otherwise speci-
fied, our results are obtained from time-evolution meth-
ods based on Krylov subspaces [81, 82], for a chain of
Lm = L = 12 matter sites and Lg = L − 1 = 11 gauge
links, with open boundary conditions. This is the system
size at which finite-size effects are no longer relevant over
the times we probe [39].

We first compute the dynamics of the fidelity,

F(t) =
∣∣ 〈vac|ψ(t)〉

∣∣2, (5)

where |ψ(t)〉 = e−iĤt |vac〉 and Ĥ = Ĥ0 + λĤ1 +

V
∑
j(−1)jĜj , in Fig. 2(a). In the idealized case of no

errors, we see consistent revivals up to all accessible evo-
lution times indicating nonthermal behavior; see solid
yellow curve in the inset, dotted yellow curve in main
plot. In between two revivals, there is “state transfer”
from the initial state |vac〉 to the second vacuum |vac〉
(see Fig. 1), and back to |vac〉. The revival period is
determined by the energy spacing between the roughly
equally spaced scar eigenstates of the quench Hamilto-
nian [40]. Upon introducing even perturbative errors (re-
sults shown for λ = 0.5J) without protection (V = 0),
the fidelity exhibits ergodic behavior, quickly decaying
to zero; see dotted red curve in inset. Upon employ-
ing the gauge protection scheme (4), however, we find
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(a) (b)

(c)

(d)

FIG. 2. (Color online). Scarring dynamics in the U(1) quantum link model for a zero-mass quench starting in a vacuum

initial state, where unavoidable experimental errors are denoted by λĤ1, against which we protect using the term V ĤG =
V
∑L−1

j=2 (−1)jĜj . The results are obtained for Lm = L = 12 matter sites and Lg = L− 1 = 11 gauge links with open boundary

conditions using a Krylov-based time-evolution scheme. (a) The fidelity shows periodic revivals in the ideal case (solid yellow
curve in the inset, dotted yellow curve in main plot). However, in the presence of errors (λ = 0.5J here), the fidelity quickly
decays (dotted red curve in inset). Upon adding the linear gauge protection term the fidelity is restored to that of the ideal case
at sufficiently large protection strength V (different shades of blue). (b,c) Characteristic of many-body scarring is persistent
oscillations in local observables such as the (b) electric flux and (c) charge conjugate. Such oscillations are quickly damped in
the presence of unprotected errors (red solid curve), but are reliably restored upon employing linear gauge protection (different
shades of blue), exactly reproducing the ideal case (yellow dotted curve) at sufficiently large yet experimentally feasible values
of V for all investigated evolution times. (d) We can connect the robustness of quantum many-body scarring to the stability
of gauge invariance. Whereas the gauge violation quickly grows to a maximal-violation steady state in the case of unprotected
errors, upon adding linear gauge protection we see that it gets suppressed ∝ λ2/V 2 at sufficiently large V .

that nonthermal behavior is restored in the fidelity (dif-
ferent shades of blue), and even quantitative agreement
with the ideal case over all evolution times is achieved at
moderate values of the protection strength V & 8J .

A prominent feature of scarred dynamics is persistent
oscillations in local observables [49]. As such, we cal-
culate the dynamics of the electric flux and the chiral
condensate

E(t) =
1

L− 1

L−1∑
j=1

(−1)j 〈ψ(t)| ŝzj,j+1 |ψ(t)〉 , (6a)

n(t) =
1

L

L∑
j=1

〈ψ(t)| n̂j |ψ(t)〉 , (6b)

respectively. The electric flux serves as an order param-
eter, which is nonzero when the global Z2 symmetry of
Eq. (1) is spontaneously broken. The chiral condensate
measures how strongly the chiral symmetry related to
fermions in the model is spontaneously broken. The cor-
responding results are shown in Fig. 2(b,c). We see in
the case of unprotected errors (V = 0) that both ob-
servables show quick relaxation to their thermal value
(red solid curves). Upon adding the gauge protection

term (4), we find that oscillations are revived (differ-
ent shades of blue), with excellent quantitative agree-
ment with the ideal case (yellow dotted curves) already
at V ≈ 8J up to all investigated evolution times, indi-
cating robust scarring dynamics.

It is interesting to note in the case of robust scarring
(V & 8J) that the period of oscillation for the electric
flux (6a) is roughly the same as that of the fidelity (5),
but the chiral condensate (6b) has half the period of
the latter. The fidelity revivals indicate that the wave
function is returning very close to its initial state |vac〉.
However, in-between two revivals, the wave function very
closely approaches the second degenerate vacuum |vac〉,
which corresponds to an infinitesimally small fidelity in
the middle of two consecutive revivals. Since the electric
flux is the order parameter associated with the sponta-
neous breaking of a global Z2 symmetry in this model,
it is at a local maximum when the wave function ap-
proaches the second vacuum |vac〉, itself of maximal or-
der (see Fig. 1). When the fidelity revives, however, the
order parameter is again at a local minimum, correspond-
ing to the vacuum |vac〉, which has minimal order and in
which the system was initially prepared. On the other
hand, the chiral condensate is not an order parameter,
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and therefore need not have the same period as the fi-
delity. Instead, we find that the chiral condensate has
half the period of the latter. This makes sense when
noticing that the matter-field configuration must be the
same for both vacua |vac〉 and |vac〉 (zero chiral conden-
sate), as shown in Fig. 1. As such, when the wave func-
tion is near the second vacuum, it must give rise to a local
minimum in the chiral condensate, just like at the initial
state, but the chiral condensate must also be at a local
minimum when it goes back to the first vacuum. This
therefore requires the chiral condensate to have double
the frequency of the fidelity and electric flux.

We now investigate the connection between the robust-
ness of scarring and the stability of gauge invariance in
the dynamics of this quench. For that purpose, we com-
pute the gauge violation

χ(t) =
1

L− 2

L−1∑
j=2

〈ψ(t)|
(
Ĝj − gtarj

)2 |ψ(t)〉 , (7)

the dynamics of which are shown in Fig. 2(d). We re-
call here that we work in the gauge sector gtarj = 0, ∀j.
In all cases, one can show through time-dependent per-
turbation theory [83] that the gauge violation (7) grows
∝ λ2t2 at early times in the presence of errors, λ = 0.5J .
Without any protection, the gauge violation grows un-
til it plateaus into a maximal-violation steady state at a
timescale ∝ 1/λ. Once the gauge protection is turned
on, however, we see that beginning at a timescale ∝
1/V there is a suppression of the value of this plateau
∝ λ2/V 2, as can be derived in degenerate perturbation
theory [83]. The behavior of the gauge-violation dynam-
ics shows that the robustness of scarring is directly con-
nected to a stable gauge symmetry.

B. Detuned scarring

In a recent ultracold-atom experiment [51], a tilted
Bose–Hubbard optical lattice that maps onto the U(1)
QLM in the physical sector gtarj = 0, ∀j, has been em-
ployed to investigate scarring behavior for a detuned
quench starting in a Mott-insulator state. We shall re-
fer to this as detuned scarring. This is equivalent to
quenching the charge-proliferated state |CP〉 in Fig. 1
with Hamiltonian (1) at nonzero µ. The state |CP〉 is
the ground state of Eq. (1) at µ → −∞ in the physical
sector.

We perform this quench in our numerical simulations,
where we start in the charge-proliferated state |CP〉 and
quench it with Hamiltonian (1) at µ = −0.84J , which is
within the optimal range to generate scarred dynamics
for this initial state [51]. We see consistent revivals in
the fidelity dynamics for the ideal case in Fig. 3(a)—
yellow solid curve in inset, yellow dotted curve in main
plot—indicating nonthermal scarred behavior. However,
as soon as errors are included (here we set λ = 0.5J),
the fidelity quickly decays and remains mostly vanishing

(a)

(b)

(c)

FIG. 3. (Color online). Same as Fig. 2 but for a nonzero-mass
quench starting in the charge-proliferated (polarized) initial
state. The qualitative picture remains unchanged.

throughout the whole time evolution (red dotted curve in
inset). As in the case of its resonant counterpart, we can
make detuned scarring also robust by introducing the
gauge protection scheme in Eq. (4), the corresponding
dynamics of which are shown in different shades of blue.
Even at the smallest considered value V = 2J of the
protection strength, the fidelity displays small revivals
up to relatively long evolution times. Already at the
experimentally friendly value of V = 16J , we find very
good quantitative agreement with the ideal case (yellow
dotted curve).

Turning to local observables, we see the same qualita-
tive picture in the dynamics of the chiral condensate (6b)
in Fig. 3(b). In the ideal case, it shows persistent oscilla-
tions over all accessible evolution times, in keeping with
scarred dynamics (yellow dotted curve). In the presence
of errors without protection, the dynamics shows faster
relaxation, with only strongly damped oscillations (red
solid curve). Upon employing gauge protection, however,
the revivals in the chiral condensate become prominent
again. For the moderate value of V = 16J , the quan-
titative agreement with the ideal case is very good over
the accessible evolution times. Unlike in the case of res-
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onant scarring, here we find that the chiral condensate
has the same period as the fidelity. This lies in the fact
that the charge-proliferated state is nondegenerate. This
means that half-way between two revivals in the fidelity,
the wave function is not required to exhibit the same
matter-field configuration by passing through a second
degenerate state.

Just as in the case of resonant scarring, we find that the
stability of gauge symmetry is directly connected to the
robustness of quantum many-body scars in this case as
well. As shown in Fig. 3(c), the gauge violation is sup-
pressed into a plateau of value ∝ λ2/V 2 at sufficiently
large V , and this reflects in the robustness of the cor-
responding scarring dynamics in the fidelity and chiral
condensate in Fig. 3(a,b).

C. Effective Zeno Hamiltonian

The concept of quantum Zeno dynamics [84–87] can be
employed to rigorously show that starting in the physical
sector, the quench dynamics under the faulty theory Ĥ =
Ĥ0 + λĤ1 + V ĤG is effectively reproduced by the Zeno
Hamiltonian [69]

ĤZ = Ĥ0 + λP̂0Ĥ1P̂0, (8)

where P̂0 is the projector onto the physical sector, up to
a timescale ∝ V/(LV0)2 in a worst-case scenario, with
V0 an energy term comprised of a linear sum in J , µ,
and λ [69]. For the particular experimentally relevant

[66] error in Eq. (3), P̂0Ĥ1P̂0 = 0, and therefore the

Zeno Hamiltonian is exactly the ideal theory: ĤZ = Ĥ0.
This allows the excellent quantitative, in addition to the
qualitative, agreement at sufficiently large V between the
scarring dynamics under the faulty theory and that under
the ideal theory over the accessible evolution times.

It is to be noted here that while the concept of quantum
Zeno dynamics is known to stabilize gauge theories [69],
it has hitherto been an open question as to whether also
highly fine-tuned phenomena such as quantum many-
body scars can be protected under this scheme. Our
results have resolved this question, showing that experi-
mentally feasible single-body gauge terms such as those
in Eq. (4) can make scars robust up to all experimentally
relevant timescales. Indeed, the evolution times we ac-
cess in our numerical simulations are similar to or even
longer than those achieved in modern synthetic quantum
matter setups observing scars [51, 88].

III. Z2 LATTICE GAUGE THEORY

Let us now turn our attention to another model that
has received a lot of recent theoretical [62, 89–93] and
experimental [64, 65] attention, the Z2 lattice gauge the-
ory (LGT). In (1 + 1) dimensions, it is described by the

Hamiltonian

Ĥ0 =

L−1∑
j=1

[
J
(
b̂†j σ̂

z
j,j+1b̂j+1 + H.c.

)
− hσ̂xj,j+1

]
, (9)

where b̂†j , b̂j are the creation and annihilation operators
of hard-core bosons on site j, respectively, with boson-

number operator n̂j = b̂†j b̂j , J describes the hopping pro-
cesses mediated by the gauge field σ̂zj,j+1, a Pauli matrix,
which resides on the link connecting the two nearest-
neighbor sites j and j+1, and h is the strength of an effec-
tive electric field σ̂xj,j+1, also a Pauli matrix, on this link,
imparting dynamics on the gauge field. Here, we further
fix the bosonic density at half-filling n̄ = N/L = 1/2,
with N = L/2 the number of bosons and L the number
of lattice sites. The Hamiltonian (9) commutes with the
local generators of the Z2 gauge symmetry,

Ĝj = σ̂xj−1,j(−1)n̂j σ̂xj,j+1. (10)

Gauge-invariant states satisfy Ĝj |φ〉 = ± |φ〉, i.e., there
are locally only two possible background charges gj = ±1
corresponding to the underlying Z2 gauge symmetry.

Equation (9) can be rewritten in terms of gauge-
invariant local spin operators as [90]

H =

L−1∑
j=1

[
J

2

(
Ẑj,j+1 − X̂j−1,jẐj,j+1X̂j+1,j+2

)
− hX̂j,j+1

]
, (11)

where

X̂j,j+1 = σ̂xj,j+1, (12a)

Ẑj,j+1 =
(
b̂†j − b̂j

)
σ̂zj,j+1

(
b̂†j+1 + b̂j+1

)
. (12b)

Notice that the relation n̂j =
(
1−X̂j−1,jX̂j,j+1

)
/2 holds,

and therefore the number of bosons in Hamiltonian (9) is
equivalent to the number of domain walls in the Hamilto-
nian (11), which we keep as a conserved quantum number
corresponding to a global U(1) symmetry.

Upon defining the model on a dual lattice where the
links are represented by sites, and upon a spin-basis ro-
tation (z ↔ x), the Hamiltonian in Eq. (11) becomes ex-
actly the same model considered in Ref. [55]. Here, two
towers of quantum many-body scars have been derived,∣∣Skm〉 =

1

m!
√
N (L,m)

[(
Q̂k
)†]m ∣∣Ωk〉 , (13)

with k = 1, 2,
∣∣Ω1
〉

= |↓, ↓, . . . , ↓〉,
∣∣Ω2
〉

= |↑, ↑, . . . , ↑〉,
and Ẑj,j+1

∣∣Ωk〉 = (−1)k
∣∣Ωk〉. The parameter m refers

to the number of magnons, defined as the number of
spins-↑ in

∣∣Ωk〉, and it automatically fixes the num-
ber of domain walls (or bosons) through the relation
m = 2N . In the case of open boundary conditions as
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FIG. 4. (Color online). Sample product states (4 out of 35
for the system size we use, Lm = L = 12 lattice sites and
Lg = L−1 = 11 gauge links with open boundary conditions),
an equal superposition of which gives an initial state that
will lead to scarred dynamics when quenched by the ideal Z2

LGT Hamiltonian (9). All these product states live in the
target gauge sector gtarj = +1, ∀j. Each contains three pairs
of adjacent bosons (half-filling) where any two pairs of bosons
are separated by at least one empty lattice site.

we adopt in this work, N (L,m) =
(
L−m−1

m

)
, (Q̂k)† =∑

j P̂
k
j−1σ̂

αk
j P̂ kj+1, where j runs from the second to the

second last link, and α1(2) = ±, σ̂±j =
(
σ̂xj ± iσ̂yj

)
with P̂ kj =

[
1 + (−1)kẐj

]
. Upon imposing Gauss’s law

Ĝj |φ〉 = gtarj |φ〉, the states (13) automatically become
quantum many-body scars for the Hamiltonian (9). By
looking at the structure of such a state in addition to the
constraints imposed by Gauss’s law, Eq. (13) describes
quantum states where pairs of bosons sitting in nearest-
neighbor sites can never reach an interparticle distance
smaller than two lattice sites; see Fig. 4, where we show
a few samples product states. In total there will be 35
such product states for the system size we use in this pa-
per (L = 12 sites and 11 gauge links) in the target sector
gtarj = +1.

Preparing our system in an initial state |ψ0〉 that is an
equal superposition of these product states, and quench-
ing with Eq. (9) at J = 1 and h = 0.3J , we find that
scarring behavior is evident in the dynamics of the fi-
delity, shown in Fig. 5(a) as a yellow dotted curve in the
main plot, and a yellow solid curve in the inset. It is to be
noted that the scarring here is not as prominent as in the
case of the U(1) QLM discussed in Sec. II, and this has
already been shown to be the case in Ref. [56]. Neverthe-
less, the behavior of the fidelity shows clear nonthermal
revivals, a hallmark of scarred dynamics.

Inspired by a recent implementation of a building block
of Eq. (9) in an ultracold-atom experiment [65], we in-
troduce the gauge-breaking error term

λĤ1 = λ

L∑
j=1

{[
b̂†j b̂j+1

(
η1σ̂

+
j,j+1 + η2σ̂

−
j,j+1

)
+ H.c.

]
+
(
η3n̂j − η4n̂j+1

)
σ̂zj,j+1

}
, (14)

where the coefficients η1 = 0.5110, η2 = −0.4953, η3 =
0.7696, and η4 = 0.2147 are determined by an optimal

(a)

(b)

(c)

FIG. 5. (Color online). Restoring scarred dynamics in the Z2

LGT in the presence of experimentally relevant errors (14)
by employing the linear gauge protection scheme given in
Eq. (17), based on the principle of the local pseudogenerator
given in Eq. (15). (a) Fidelity dynamics shows nonthermal
revivals in the ideal case (yellow dotted curve in main plot,
yellow solid curve in inset), but in the presence of unavoidable
errors, the revivals vanish and the behavior of the fidelity is
thermal (red dotted curve in inset). Linear gauge protection
at moderate values of the protection strength qualitatively
restore nonthermal revivals in the fidelity dynamics (different
shades of blue), albeit they are quantitatively different from
the ideal case due to a renormalization of the gauge theory
(see text). (b) The electric flux exhibits persistent oscilla-
tions in the ideal case, which vanish in the presence of errors.
Linear gauge protection qualitatively restores these persistent
oscillations, indicative of robust scarred dynamics. (c) As in
the case of the U(1) QLM in Sec. II, the robustness of scars in
the presence of linear gauge protection is directly connected
to the suppression of gauge violations.

value of a dimensionless driving parameter in the Floquet
setup of Ref. [65]. We emphasize that we are not driving
our system, but only performing global quenches. The
aim of the Floquet setup employed in the experiment
of Ref. [65] was merely to obtain an effective Floquet
Hamiltonian in the form of Eq. (9), but subleading orders
in Floquet theory lead to errors such as those of Eq. (14).

Upon quenching by Ĥ0 + λĤ1, with λ = 0.5J , we see
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that the fidelity quickly decays and remains vanishing
in value up to all accessible evolution times, indicative
of thermal behavior, as shown in the inset of Fig. 5(a).
This shows the pernicious effect of such errors, even when
they are perturbative. It is therefore crucial to protect
against such gauge-breaking processes by the introduc-
tion of an experimentally feasible technique. However,
just by looking at the local generator (10), one notices
that it is experimentally quite challenging to implement,
being a three-body term. In contrast, we recall that the
local generator of the U(1) QLM is composed of only
single-body terms; see Eq. (2).

This problem can be resolved by employing a local
pseudogenerator (LPG) [70],

Ŵj = σ̂xj−1,j σ̂
x
j,j+1 + 2n̂j , (15)

which is composed of single and two-body terms, and acts
identically to Ĝj of Eq. (10) in the target sector, but not
necessarily outside of it:

Ŵj |φ〉 = |φ〉 ⇐⇒ Ĝj |φ〉 = |φ〉 . (16)

One can then utilize the concept of quantum Zeno sub-
spaces by employing the linear protection scheme [70]

V ĤW = V
∑
j

6(−1)j + 5

11
Ŵj . (17)

At sufficiently large V and when starting in a state in
the target sector, quenching with the faulty Hamiltonian
Ĥ = Ĥ0 + λĤ1 + V ĤW gives rise to the effective Zeno
Hamiltonian of the same form as Eq. (8), but with Ĥ0

given in Eq. (9), λĤ1 given in Eq. (14), and where P̂0

is the projector onto the target gauge sector. However,
unlike the errors (3) in the case of the U(1) QLM, the

errors (14) do not satisfy P̂0Ĥ1P̂0 = 0, since they also

include gauge-invariant processes. The term P̂0Ĥ1P̂0

will project out all gauge-breaking processes in Ĥ1, but
keep the gauge-invariant ones in the Zeno Hamiltonian,
thereby renormalizing the Z2 gauge theory.

The effect of this renormalization is seen in the corre-
sponding fidelity dynamics of Fig. 5(a) for a quench un-

der the faulty theory Ĥ = Ĥ0 + λĤ1 + V ĤW (shades of
blue). Even though we find that already at small values
of V the fidelity again exhibits nonthermal revivals, the
latter converge with V to a revival profile quantitatively
different from that of the ideal theory, although qualita-
tively as nonthermal. Nevertheless, it is impressive that
scarred dynamics is still robust despite this renormaliza-
tion, and we clearly see its signature in the fidelity, which
is a global quantity quite susceptible to errors.

We now look at the corresponding dynamics of the
electric flux, which for the Z2 LGT is defined as

E(t) =
1

L− 1

L−1∑
j=1

〈ψ(t)| σ̂xj,j+1 |ψ(t)〉 , (18)

with |ψ(t)〉 = e−iĤt |ψ0〉, and where |ψ0〉 is the initial scar
state. The result is shown in Fig. 5(b). Whereas in the
ideal case we see persistent oscillations up to all accessi-
ble evolution times, upon introducing the errors (14) at
λ = 0.5J without protection, the dynamics equilibrates
rather quickly and the oscillations are damped, indica-
tive of expected thermalization. Persistent oscillations
are revived upon utilizing the linear protection (17) in
the LPG (15), which at sufficiently large V converges to
a scarred dynamics that is not quantitatively identical
to the ideal case, but qualitatively similar and exhibiting
persistent oscillations. We note that we do not compute
the matter density here since it is always constant at 0.5
due to the global U(1) symmetry of the Z2 LGT.

Finally, we look at the gauge violation (7) with gtarj =
+1, ∀j, in Fig. 5(c). We see a clear connection between
a suppressed gauge violation and a more robust scarring
dynamics. The errors (14) are not simple, and this shows
in the fact that the suppression of the violation is not as
controlled as in the case of the U(1) QLM. The gauge-
violation plateau does not settle into a value ∝ λ2/V 2

for the range of values we consider for the protection
strength. However, as we show in the Appendix A, for
different newly developed protection schemes, this con-
trolled behavior can also be achieved.

IV. CONCLUSION

In summary, we have demonstrated that recently pro-
posed experimentally feasible linear gauge protection
schemes render scarred dynamics robust in two paradig-
matic systems, the U(1) quantum link model and the Z2

lattice gauge theory. This is remarkable because fine-
tuned phenomena such as quantum many-body scars re-
quire persistent revivals in the fidelity itself, which indi-
cate that the wave function is localized in a cold subspace
containing the initial state. Such a global quantity as
the fidelity is more susceptible to errors, but our numer-
ical simulations show that it is nevertheless well-restored
through the considered gauge protection schemes. We
note that the Z2 scars are reproduced qualitatively, not
quantitatively, in the presence of certain experimentally
relevant errors that renormalize the gauge theory, show-
ing the generality of our approach in stabilizing a unique
physical phenomenon.

In addition to the fidelity, we have also computed lo-
cal observables such as the electric flux and the matter
density (chiral condensate), which under ideal dynamics
exhibit persistent oscillations up to all accessible evolu-
tion times. Even though unprotected errors wash out
these oscillations, linear gauge protection at experimen-
tally feasible values of the protection strength can restore
these persistent oscillations, and in some cases does so
quantitatively relative to the ideal case.

We have also computed the gauge violation dynam-
ics, which demonstrate a direct connection with the re-
stored scarring behavior. The more gauge violations are
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suppressed, the better restored is the scarring dynam-
ics. This implies that leakage out of the target gauge
sector exposes its quantum many-body scars to other
subspaces in the total Hilbert space that couple nontriv-
ially with the scars, leading to thermal behavior when no
protection is employed. We have explained our findings
with the concept of quantum Zeno subspaces, through
which the target sector is energetically isolated from
other gauge sectors up to times at least linear in the
protection strength. As our results demonstrate, scarring
dynamics is robust under linear gauge protection at mod-
erate values of the protection strength up to timescales
that are relevant to modern synthetic quantum matter
implementations of gauge theories.

Given the experimental feasibility of the linear gauge
protection schemes that we have employed in this work,
we expect our results to be directly implementable in
modern quantum-simulation realizations of lattice gauge
theories, including ultracold-atom optical lattices and
Rydberg-atom setups with optical tweezers. Further-
more, we expect our linear gauge protection schemes to
apply equally well to recently discovered quantum many-
body scars in the spin-S U(1) quantum link model for
S > 1/2 [94].
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Daniel González-Cuadra, Maciej Lewenstein, Adith Sai
Aramthottil and Jakub Zakrzewski for discussions on
related topics. This project has received funding from
the European Research Council (ERC) under the Euro-
pean Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation pro-
gramm (Grant Agreement no 948141) — ERC Starting
Grant SimUcQuam, and by the Deutsche Forschungsge-
meinschaft (DFG, German Research Foundation) under
Germany’s Excellence Strategy – EXC-2111 – 390814868,
and from the NSF through a grant for the Institute for
Theoretical Atomic, Molecular, and Optical Physics at
Harvard University and the Smithsonian Astrophysical
Observatory. This work is part of and supported by
Provincia Autonoma di Trento, the ERC Starting Grant
StrEnQTh (project ID 804305), the Google Research
Scholar Award ProGauge, and Q@TN — Quantum Sci-
ence and Technology in Trento.

Appendix A: Supporting results

Here, we provide supplemental numerical results in
support of the main conclusions of our work.

(a)

(b)

FIG. 6. (Color online). Dynamics of the mid-chain entan-
glement entropy in the U(1) QLM. (a) Quench of the vac-

uum state with Ĥ = Ĥ0 + λĤ1 + V ĤG at µ = 0, with
Ĥ0, λĤ1, and V ĤG given in Eqs. (1), (3), and (4), respec-
tively. For reference, we include the result for the quench of
the charge-proliferated (polarized) state with Ĥ0 at µ = 0
(green solid curve). (b) Quench of the polarized state with

Ĥ = Ĥ0+λĤ1+V ĤG at µ = −0.84J , and that of the vacuum
with Ĥ0 at µ = −0.84J . In both cases, linear gauge protection
at sufficiently large V reproduces the localized scarred dynam-
ics of the ideal case (yellow dotted curve), which exhibits an
anomalously low and slowly growing mid-chain entanglement
entropy over the considered time-evolution window. In our
numerics, we have employed open boundary conditions with
Lm = L = 10 matter sites and Lg = L− 1 = 9 gauge links.

1. Mid-chain entanglement entropy

We now consider the behavior of the mid-chain en-
tanglement entropy SL/2(t), shown in Fig. 6(a,b) for the
cases of resonant and detuned scarring, respectively, in
the U(1) QLM (1) in the presence of experimentally rel-
evant errors (3) and with linear gauge protection (4).

In the ideal case (λ = V = 0), we see that the scarred
dynamics (yellow dotted curve) exhibit anomalously low
mid-chain entanglement entropy with significantly slower
growth compared to the case of the same quench but
starting in a nonscar initial state (green solid curve) such
as the charge-proliferated state in Fig. 6(a) and the vac-
uum state in Fig. 6(b).

Upon introducing errors (λ = 0.5J) and without pro-
tection (V = 0), we see a fast growth in the mid-chain
entanglement entropy even when starting in the correct
initial scar state. However, upon turning on the linear
gauge protection, we find that the entanglement entropy
is suppressed, and its growth is slowed down, indicating
that scars are trapping the dynamics in a low-entropy
subspace. At a moderate value V = 16J of the pro-
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(a)

(b)

(c)

FIG. 7. (Color online). Same as Fig. 5 but with the errors of
Eq. (A1) instead of those in Eq. (14). The qualitative picture
is the same, but we further achieve much better quantitative
agreement with the ideal case at larger values of V , because
now P̂0Ĥ1P̂0 = 0.

tection strength, we already find excellent quantitative
agreement with the ideal case for all evolution times in
Fig. 6.

We note that due to numerical overhead, the results of
Fig. 6 are computed for an open chain with Lm = L = 10
matter sites and Lg = L − 1 = 9 gauge links with open
boundary conditions.

2. Different kinds of gauge-breaking errors

In Sec. III, we have considered the errors (14), which
are inspired from a recent ultracold-atom experiment
based on a Floquet setup used to engineer a building
block of a Z2 LGT [65]. As we have explained, these er-
rors contain also gauge-invariant processes, which renor-
malize the emergent gauge theory due to quantum Zeno
dynamics up to timescales at least linear in V . However,
in other setups different errors may arise. Let us now

(a)

(b)

(c)

FIG. 8. (Color online). Same as Fig. 7, but employing the
Stark gauge protection term (A2) instead of Eq. (17). The
quantitative agreement with the ideal case is excellent for
both (a) the fidelity and (b) the electric flux, but (c) ad-
ditionally we now see a controlled gauge violation suppressed
∝ λ2/V 2.

choose a different error of the form

λĤ1 = λ

L−1∑
j=1

(
b̂†j b̂j+1 + b̂j b̂

†
j+1 + σ̂zj,j+1

)
. (A1)

This corresponds to the gauge-noninvariant processes of
matter annihilation or creation without the simultane-
ous change in the electric-field configuration required to
satisfy Gauss’s law, and vice versa. In particular, this
error satisfies P̂0Ĥ1P̂0 = 0, meaning that the emergent
Zeno Hamiltonian is the same as the ideal theory up to
an error of the order O(tV 2

0 L
2/V ). We now repeat the

quench results of Fig. 5 but with the error of Eq. (A1),
with the corresponding results provided in Fig. 7. We
find that in this case the quantitative agreement of the
fidelity and electric-flux dynamics at sufficiently large V
with those of the ideal case is much better than in Fig. 5.
However, the gauge violation still does not show a con-
trolled suppression ∝ λ2/V 2, and this may be an issue
with the protection scheme (17) itself. Indeed, there are
various ways of choosing the LPG coefficients in such lin-
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ear gauge protection terms, and different coefficients will
achieve a better partition of the gauge sectors into quan-
tum Zeno subspaces [36]. In the following, we shall ex-
plore a recently introduced protection scheme that solves
the problem and leads to a controlled gauge violation at
sufficiently large yet experimentally feasible values of V .

3. Stark gauge protection

Recently, Stark gauge protection (SGP),

V ĤSGP = V
∑
j

jŴj , (A2)

has been introduced, showing superior performance com-
pared to Eq. (17) in stabilizing and enhancing disorder-

free localization in the U(1) QLM and Z2 LGT [38]. Even
though the states considered in Ref. [38] are superposi-
tions over an extensive number of gauge sectors rather
than fine-tuned scar states in a target gauge sector, it
will be interesting to investigate the power of SGP in
protecting scarred dynamics. We therefore repeat the
quench of Fig. 7 but with SGP instead of Eq. (17), and
present the corresponding results in Fig. 8. The quantita-
tive agreement in the fidelity and electric-flux dynamics
with those of the ideal theory at a given value of V is
significantly better under SGP compared to Eq. (17), al-
beit the qualitative performance is the same. However,
the dynamics of the gauge violation is qualitatively far
better compared to Eq. (17), where under SGP we see a
controlled plateau ∝ λ2/V 2 at sufficiently large values of
V .
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Greiner, Vladan Vuletić, and Mikhail D. Lukin, “Prob-
ing many-body dynamics on a 51-atom quantum simula-
tor,” Nature 551, 579–584 (2017).

[50] Hongzheng Zhao, Joseph Vovrosh, Florian Mintert, and
Johannes Knolle, “Quantum many-body scars in optical
lattices,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 124, 160604 (2020).

[51] Guo-Xian Su, Hui Sun, Ana Hudomal, Jean-Yves De-
saules, Zhao-Yu Zhou, Bing Yang, Jad C. Halimeh, Zhen-
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