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Protecting coherent quantum dynamics from chaotic environment is key to realizations of frag-
ile many-body phenomena and their applications in quantum technology. We present a general
construction that embeds a desired periodic orbit into a family of non-integrable many-body Hamil-
tonians, whose dynamics is otherwise chaotic. Our construction is based on time dependent vari-
ational principle that projects quantum dynamics onto a manifold of low-entangled states, and it
complements earlier approaches for embedding non-thermal eigenstates, known as quantum many-
body scars, into thermalizing spectra. By designing terms that suppress “leakage” of the dynamics
outside the variational manifold, we engineer families of Floquet models that host exact scarred dy-
namics, as we illustrate using a driven Affleck-Kennedy-Lieb-Tasaki model and a recent experimental
realization of scars in a dimerized superconducting qubit chain.

Introduction.—The dynamics of non-integrable quan-
tum many-body systems typically gives rise to rapid ther-
malization and scrambling of information. These hall-
marks of quantum ergodicity can be traced to the prop-
erties of the system’s mid-spectrum eigenstates, which
are generally highly entangled and obey the Eigenstate
Thermalization Hypothesis (ETH) [1, 2]. In recent years,
there has been a flurry of activity aimed at understand-
ing the conditions for weak breaking of the ETH to
emerge, in particular by devising ways of embedding non-
thermalizing eigenstates into otherwise chaotic many-
body spectra [3–5]. These eigenstates, referred to as
quantum many-body scars (QMBSs), have been iden-
tified in prominent models of quantum magnets, such
as the Affleck-Kennedy-Lieb-Tasaki (AKLT) model [6–
8], and in Rydberg atom quantum simulators [9, 10],
where their signatures were first observed in quench ex-
periments [11]. Potential applications of QMBSs have
been explored in the context of controlling quantum-
information dynamics in complex systems [12] and for
quantum metrology [13–15].

Despite much interest in weak ergodicity breaking phe-
nomena in different experimental platforms [16–18], the
origin of QMBSs remains the subject of ongoing investi-
gation. In much of theoretical work, QMBSs are studied
by algebraic constructions of ergodicity-breaking eigen-
states. In particular, the local projector approach by
Shiraishi and Mori [19] embeds a few non-thermal eigen-
states into the spectrum of a non-integrable Hamiltonian.
Other approaches construct families of eigenstates, repre-
senting condensates of quasiparticles evenly spaced in en-
ergy [8, 20] . More recent proposals aim to unify these dif-
ferent constructions into a single framework [21–24]. All
these approaches, however, differ dramatically from the
case of single-particle scars in quantum billiards, which
are understood as quantum remnants of classical, un-
stable periodic orbits [25–28]. Nevertheless, for QMBSs
observed in Rydberg atom experiments [11], the eigen-
state constructions [10, 20, 29–31] were shown to be in
harmony with a semiclassical limit of the dynamics, de-
veloped by Ho et al. [32], which identified a periodic orbit

in the many-body Hilbert space that underpins the co-
herent QMBS dynamics. The notion of a semiclassical
limit, introduced in Ref. [32] and adopted in this paper,
is based on projecting quantum dynamics to a variational
manifold spanned by states with low entanglement.

In this work, we introduce a systematic method for
embedding a desired periodic trajectory into the dynam-
ics generated by a chaotic many-body Hamiltonian. The
latter is understood to obey the ETH, apart from a van-
ishing fraction of states in the thermodynamic limit. Our
method is based on decomposing the Hamiltonian into a
component that generates an exact periodic orbit and a
second component that vanishes upon taking the semi-
classical limit. Thus, within a suitably-defined semiclas-
sical manifold, the projected dynamics is a periodic os-
cillation. However, the dynamics of the full model may
deviate from the projection to the manifold and this
deviation is quantified by the so-called quantum leak-
age [32, 33]. Using the quantum leakage, we introduce
driving terms to the model that cancel the distinction be-
tween the semiclassical and quantum dynamics, schemat-
ically depicted in Fig. 1, which results in exact Floquet
QMBSs. We demonstrate the utility of our approach
using the AKLT model [6, 8] and a recent superconduct-
ing circuit realization of QMBS [18] based on the Su-
Schrieffer-Heeger (SSH) model [34].

Time-dependent variational principle (TDVP).—To
avoid the exponential complexity of many-body quan-
tum systems, the TDVP method [35, 36] approximately
solves the time-dependent Schrödinger equation (TDSE)
by projecting it onto a manifold M spanned by ansatz
wave functions that capture the most important fea-
tures of the dynamics. In this work we focus on one-
dimensional lattice systems with a d-dimensional Hilbert
space on each site, where M is spanned by wave func-
tions |ψ({zn})⟩, parameterized by a complex variable zn
for each site n. For example, in a simple manifold de-
scribing product states of spins-1/2, one can think of zn
parameterizing the orientation of each spin on the Bloch
sphere. However, as pointed out by Haegeman et al. [37],
a much larger class of dynamical behaviors can be de-
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FIG. 1. (a) A periodic orbit can be embedded into a chaotic
many-body Hamiltonian by decomposing the latter into two
terms: Ĥ0, which generates a periodic orbit in a semiclassical
manifold M, and Ĥ1 that vanishes as the semiclassical limit is
taken. (b) For an MPS manifold, Ĥ1 takes a simplified form.

The generic conditions for a four-site local Ĥ1, valid for any
system size and choice of boundary conditions, are illustrated
(top). These conditions can be weakened for translation in-
variant MPS in the thermodynamic limit (bottom).

scribed if we allow M to contain entangled states such
as matrix product states (MPS) [38]. For MPS, the vari-
ables zn on each site are χ×χ dimensional matrices, As

n,
labelled by a local basis vector s = 1, 2, . . . d and site in-
dex n. Increasing χ increases the power of the ansatz,
representing states with larger amounts of entanglement
between sites.

The time evolution within M is given by [36]

i
d

dt
|ψ({zn})⟩ = PT Ĥ |ψ({zn})⟩ , (1)

where PT =
∑

n |∂znψ({zn})⟩ g−1
znz̄′

n
⟨∂z̄′

n
ψ({z̄′n})| is a

projector onto the tangent-space of M at the point
|ψ({zn})⟩. g−1

z̄nz′
n
is the inverse of the metric tensor of M,

gz̄nz′
n
= ⟨∂z̄nψ({z̄n})|∂z′

n
ψ({z′n})⟩. Due to the tangent-

space projectors dependence on {zn}, the TDVP dynam-
ics typically deviate from that generated by the TDSE,
becoming nonlinear. When M is a so-called Kähler
manifold, it is a classical dynamical phase space with
the TDVP equations being the corresponding Hamilton
equations [39, 40]. Additionally, when the states in M
form an overcomplete basis, a Feynman path integral over
M can be constructed [41]. The TDVP equations then
correspond to the Euler-Lagrange equations of the path
integral.

Semiclassical limit.—The deviation between TDVP
and TDSE can be characterized using quantum leakage
Γ [32]. The leakage is the norm of the difference between
the full and approximate time-evolved wave functions,
integrated around the orbit:

Γ =
1

T

∮
||(1 − PT )Ĥ |ψ({zn(t)})⟩ || dt. (2)

Typically, Γ2 is extensive, i.e., asymptotically propor-
tional to the system sizeN . By constraining the complex-
ity of M, the TDVP approach allows one to effectively

define a semiclassical limit of the full quantum dynam-
ics [32]: provided the full quantum dynamics are well ap-
proximated within the manifold, i.e., Γ ≪

√
N , and M is

spanned by low bond dimension MPS states, we will refer
to such dynamics as “semiclassical”. Note that this def-
inition admits a semiclassical limit that includes (short-
range) quantum correlations, which is essential, e.g., for
capturing the behavior of constrained systems [32].
Orbit embedding conditions.—We now focus on Hamil-

tonians Ĥ0 that possess a periodic orbit from a certain
initial state, |ψ(t)⟩ = |ψ(t+ T )⟩, for which it is possible
to find a low-dimensional M that exactly captures the
dynamics. Suppose the Hamiltonian is then perturbed,
Ĥ0 → Ĥ0+ Ĥ1, so that the TDSE is altered, but Eq. (1)
is not. A Hamiltonian that satisfies the following condi-
tions along the trajectory will retain a semiclassical peri-
odic orbit, despite its quantum dynamics being altered:

PT Ĥ0 |ψ({zn})⟩ = Ĥ0 |ψ({zn})⟩ , (3)[
Ĥ1 − ⟨ψ({z̄n})| Ĥ1 |ψ({zn})⟩

]
|ψ({zn})⟩ ≠ 0, (4)

PT Ĥ1 |ψ({zn})⟩ = 0. (5)

These conditions are illustrated in Fig. 1(a). Eq. (4)
and Eq. (5) require that |ψ({zn})⟩ is a fixed point of the
TDVP equations with respect to Ĥ1, while not being an
eigenstate. For Hamiltonians that satisfy the conditions
Eq. (3)-(5), the leakage can be simplified:

Γ =
1

T

∮
||Ĥ1 |ψ({zn(t)})⟩ || dt. (6)

Periodic orbit for MPS.— Restricting our discussion
to MPS as a variational ansatz, we can be more precise
about the form Ĥ1 must take in order to satisfy Eq. (5).
Suppose Ĥ1 can be written as a sum of 2K-local op-

erators, Ĥ1 =
∑

n Ô
n
1 ⊗ Ôn+1

2 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Ôn+2K−1
2K , where

Ôn
k is the k-th type of local term in Ĥ1 acting on site

n. For evaluating correlation functions with MPS, it is
useful to introduce the MPS transfer matrix, En(Ôk) =∑

s,s̄′ Ā
s′

n Ô
n
k,s,s̄′A

s
n [42]. In the Supplementary Mate-

rial [43], we prove that Eq. (5) is satisfied for any system
size and choice of boundary conditions if we impose:

K∏
k=1

En+k−1(Ôk) = 0,

2K∏
k=K+1

En+k−1(Ôk) = 0. (7)

In the thermodynamic limit, these conditions can be
significantly weakened. Let us assume that As

n is site-
independent and En(1) possesses a unique dominant left
and right eigenvector, (L| and |R), respectively. In this
case, Eq. (1) will always begin with (L| and end with |R),
so Eq. (5) is satisfied, provided

(L|
K∏

k=1

En+k−1(Ôk) = 0,

2K∏
k=K+1

En+k−1(Ôk)|R) = 0.

(8)
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FIG. 2. (a) Maximum fidelity revival (between times t0 = 1
and t1 = 2π) for the driven SSH model in Eq. (10) with
α(t) = −α0 sin(2Jot). The system size N = 80 and coupling
Je = 2/3 are fixed, while α0 and ∆ are varied. (b) Maximum
fidelity revival (between t0 = 0.5 and t1 = π) for the driven
AKLT model, Eq. (14), with ∆(t) = ∆0 sin(ϵt). Data is for
the system size N = 50, varying ∆0 and γ. In both (a)-(b),
data is obtained using numerical implementation of TDVP
with bond dimension χ = 64. (c): The scarred eigenstates
|Ej⟩ of the static model are destroyed by the Floquet operator,
only the periodic orbit |ψ(0)⟩ is preserved. Also shown is the
periodic orbit shifted by T/2. Data for both models in (c) is
obtained via exact diagonalization.

These conditions are illustrated in Fig. 1(b) and below
we demonstrate how they can be used to construct fam-
ilies of models that share the same periodic orbit, using
SSH and AKLT chains as examples. We note that the
above assumption about the form of Ĥ1 can be straight-
forwardly lifted for Hamiltonians that are sums of local
operators or feature long-range interactions.

SSH chain.—We now apply our approach to the dimer-
ized SSH model of polyacetylene [34, 44],

ĤSSH =

N/2−1∑
n=0

Joσ
+
2n+1σ

−
2n+2+

N/2−2∑
n=0

Jeσ
+
2n+2σ

−
2n+3+h.c., (9)

where σ± denote the Pauli raising and lowering spin op-
erators, Jo and Je are the hopping amplitudes on the odd
and even sublattice, respectively, and we have assumed
open boundary conditions. In Ref. [18], the SSH chain
was used as a starting point to realize QMBS dynam-
ics on a superconducting quantum processor when ad-
ditional couplings between sites are added to break the
integrability. In the absence of inter-dimer couplings,
Je=0, the state |ψ(0)⟩ = |10011001 · · ·⟩, i.e., with dimers

alternating between 10 and 01 local states, undergoes free
precession, with frequency 2Jo. The oscillations are no
longer perfect at Je ≈ 2Jo/3 and instead exhibit a de-
caying envelope [18]. It was found that a translation in-
variant next-next nearest neighbor hopping enhances the
QMBS oscillations. Indeed, such a term reduces leakage
from the scarred subspace, but it does not lead to its to-
tal suppression [43]. However, using the above approach,
we can identify a driving protocol that embeds an exact
periodic trajectory into the model.
In order to embed the periodic trajectory into the SSH

chain, we block together sites {2n, 2n+1} and use a d=4,
χ=1 MPS ansatz. The SSH Hamiltonian in Eq. (9) then
neatly fits into the form introduced above, with Ĥ0 being
the Jo term and Ĥ1 the Je term. It is straightforward
to see that Eq. (4) is satisfied. To see that Eq. (5) is
satisfied, we note that because the variational parame-
ters are localized to a single site, each term in the sum
defining PT differs from |ψ(t)⟩ on just one site. Ĥ1 act-
ing on |ψ(t)⟩ makes it orthogonal to |ψ(t)⟩ on two sites,
therefore Ĥ1 |ψ(t)⟩ is annihilated by PT . In this sense,
the SSH Hamiltonian for any Je has the same semiclassi-
cal limit, corresponding to the quantum dynamics of the
Je = 0 model.
Suppose we modify the SSH chain by adding longer

range hopping terms of the form:

Ĥ =
∑
n

Joσ
+
2n+1σ

−
2n+2 + Jeσ

+
2n+2σ

−
2n+3+∆σ+

2n+1σ
−
2n+4

+ iα(−1)n
(
σ+
2n+1σ

−
2n+3 − σ+

2n+2σ
−
2n+4

)
+ h.c. (10)

The additional hopping terms introduced here all sat-
isfy Eqs. (4)-(5) and therefore Eq. (10) defines a class
of models that share the same semiclassical limit as the
SSH chain. This form was chosen so the Ĥ1 contribu-
tions all take |ψ(t)⟩ to the same state. For this reason
the quantum leakage takes a simple form,

Γ =

√
N − 2

T

∫ T= π
Jo

t=0

∣∣∣∣Je +∆

2
sin(2Jot) + α

∣∣∣∣dt. (11)

When Γ = 0, the periodic TDVP trajectory becomes an
exact trajectory in the full quantum dynamics. By fixing
α = 0 and Je = −∆, we obtain a family of static Hamil-
tonians, Eq. (10), that admit exact periodic orbits. How-
ever, we can also make Γ vanish if we allow the coupling
to vary with time, α(t) = − 1

2 (Je +∆) sin(2Jot), as con-
firmed in Fig. 2(a). The latter Floquet model hosts the
same periodic orbit as the static SSH model. However,
unlike the static case, the tower of QMBS eigenstates are
not preserved by the Floquet operator, see Fig. 2(c). This
is reminiscent of Rydberg atoms with a modulated chem-
ical potential [12], where the scarred initial state also has
high overlap with only a few Floquet modes [45].
AKLT model.—Our construction can also embed tra-

jectories that involve entangled states with nontrivial cor-
relations. As a second example, we consider the AKLT
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model [46] – a paradigmatic model of symmetry protected
topological (SPT) order:

ĤAKLT =
∑
n

Sn · Sn+1 +
1

3
(Sn · Sn+1)

2, (12)

where Sn is a spin-1 operator on lattice site n. Re-
cently, there has been much interest in quantum sim-
ulations of this model [47–51]. For present purposes, it
will be important that ĤAKLT contains a tower of QMBS
eigenstates, generated by repeatedly applying the π-
momentum spin-raising operator, Q+ =

∑
n(−1)n(S+

n )2,
to the ground state [8, 52]. The QMBS towers were
shown to allow signatures of SPT order, such as the frac-
tionalized boundary excitations, to persist at high ener-
gies above the ground state [53].

To construct the AKLT periodic orbit, we use the fol-
lowing χ=2 initial state,

|ψ(0)⟩ =
⊗
n

(
1 + (−1)n(S+

n )2/2
)
|ψAKLT

GS ⟩ . (13)

This state oscillates periodically at a constant entangle-
ment entropy SE(t)= log(2), with the period set by the
level spacing in the scarred subspace, ϵ=4. Note that
this choice of the initial state is not unique, e.g., a sim-
ilar χ= 4 state was considered in Ref. [21]. We con-
struct Ĥ1 that satisfies Eqs. (4)-(5) by noting that for
the AKLT ground state, no two neighboring sites can
be in the state |−⟩, a property inherited by |ψ(t)⟩. As
PT differs from the MPS state |ψ(t)⟩ on a single site,
Ĥ1 will satisfy Eq. (5) provided it maps at least four
neighboring sites to |−⟩. Therefore, introducing the state
|χ−⟩ ≡ |−,−,−,−⟩, a suitable Hamiltonian will be of
the form Ĥ1 = γ

∑ |Φ⟩ ⟨χ−| + h.c., where |Φ⟩ is an ar-
bitrary state on four sites, which needs to have a finite
overlap with |ψ(t)⟩ in order to satisfy Eq. (4). These per-
turbations to the AKLT model differ fundamentally from
those that preserve the entire tower of QMBS eigenstates
in Ref. [21]. Indeed, the QMBS eigenstates of the AKLT
model are not contained within the manifold, therefore
even perturbations with a perfectly coherent scarred or-
bit are not required to preserve the eigenstates.

Using quantum leakage, we can construct a driven per-
turbation of the AKLT model with an exact Floquet
scarred state. First, we introduce the local basis vectors,
|α±⟩ = (|+⟩±|−⟩)/

√
2. Using this basis, we examine the

following two-parameter perturbation:

Ĥ1 =
∑

n γ |α+, α−, α+, α−⟩ ⟨χ−|
+ γ |α−, α+, α−, α+⟩ ⟨χ−|
+ (−1)n∆ |0,+, 0,+⟩ ⟨χ−|+ h.c. (14)

All of the terms in this Ĥ1 map |ψ(t)⟩ to the same state,
therefore the leakage takes the form:

Γ ∝
√
N

∫ T=π
2

t=0

|γ cos(ϵt)−∆/2|dt. (15)

The leakage can be exactly cancelled by setting ∆ =
2γ cos (ϵt), as confirmed in Fig. 2(b). The Floquet model
once again destroys the underlying tower of QMBS states,
as shown in Fig. 2(d).
While to the best of our knowledge, there is no gen-

eral relation between QMBS states and SPT order, it
is interesting to note that our periodic scarred trajec-
tory exhibits a constant-in-time AKLT string order pa-
rameter [54]. This is surprising given that the Floquet
model breaks the dihedral Z2×Z2 symmetry that nor-
mally protects the SPT order in the AKLT model [55].
Thus, our construction can embed a trajectory with
quantized SPT order parameter into a non-SPT model.
In SM [43], we show that similar conclusions hold for the
cluster model [56], which exhibits Majorana boundary
modes [57, 58].
Conclusions and discussion.—We have presented a

method for constructing classes of quantum Hamiltonians
with equivalent semiclassical dynamics. This construc-
tion results in models that possess approximate QMBS
associated with a semiclassical trajectory, reminiscent of
scars in quantum billiards [25]. For the choice of Hamil-
tonians above, the calculation of the quantum leakage is
tractable, allowing to write down new Floquet models
with exact QMBSs (see [43] for further examples). The
choice of MPS states for defining the manifold M was
due to many QMBS models previously studied in the lit-
erature using MPS methods. However, our approach can
be extended to other classes of variational wave functions
such as bosonic or fermionic Gaussian states [59] or pro-
jected entangled pair states (PEPS) [42].
The approach here complements recent works that con-

struct exact QMBSs using cellular automata [60–62]. In
particular, it furnishes a constructive realization of or-
bit “steering” by Ljubotina et al. [63]. In contrast to
the latter, our approach yields exact Floquet QMBSs
without the need for variational optimization. Further-
more, our method does not require that the periodic orbit
be generated by QMBS, e.g., it could result from other
ergodicity-breaking mechanisms, such as integrability or
Hilbert space fragmentation [64–66].
If the states in M form an overcomplete basis, then

a Feynman path integral over the manifold can be con-
structed [41]. The saddle point equations of the path in-
tegral will correspond to the TDVP equations of motion,
while additional perturbative corrections eventually re-
produce the exact quantum dynamics. In particular, the
quadratic corrections to TDVP equations of motion can
be related to Lyapunov exponents which characterise the
chaotic nature of mixed semiclassical phase space [33, 67].
For Hamiltonians which can be decomposed in the man-
ner introduced in this paper, it is possible to write ana-
lytic expressions for the Lyapunov exponents [68].
In some physical applications, one would wish to “in-

vert” the above procedure, i.e., given a manifold M
and a Hamiltonian Ĥ, describing some physical sys-
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tem which supports QMBS, one would like to identify
a decomposition into Ĥ0 and Ĥ1, such that Eqs. (3)-
(5) approximately hold. A notable example is the PXP
model [69, 70], which provides an effective description of
QMBS in Rydberg atom arrays. In the PXP model, it
is not obvious how to perform the decomposition into
Ĥ0 and Ĥ1, although it has been conjectured that a
suitable deformation of the model could result in ex-
act QMBS [30, 71, 72]. In this context, we note that,
while Eq. (7) or Eq. (8) are sufficient conditions to sat-
isfy Eq. (5), they are not necessary. Hence, it would be
interesting to understand if there exist more general yet
analytically tractable mechanisms for embedding peri-
odic orbits into larger families of non-integrable quantum
Hamiltonians.
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17, 675 (2021).
[4] S. Moudgalya, B. A. Bernevig, and N. Regnault, Reports

on Progress in Physics 85, 086501 (2022).
[5] A. Chandran, T. Iadecola, V. Khemani, and R. Moess-

ner, Annual Review of Condensed Matter Physics 14, 443
(2023).

[6] I. Affleck, T. Kennedy, E. H. Lieb, and H. Tasaki, Phys.
Rev. Lett. 59, 799 (1987).

[7] D. P. Arovas, Physics Letters A 137, 431 (1989).
[8] S. Moudgalya, N. Regnault, and B. A. Bernevig, Phys.

Rev. B 98, 235156 (2018).
[9] C. J. Turner, A. A. Michailidis, D. A. Abanin, M. Serbyn,

and Z. Papic, Nat. Phys. 14, 745 (2018).
[10] C. J. Turner, A. A. Michailidis, D. A. Abanin, M. Serbyn,
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In this Supplementary Material, we derive the conditions for the embedding of a periodic orbit in cases where

the variational manifold is spanned by matrix product states. We demonstrate that the perturbed models remain

chaotic, and we clarify their distinction from the eigenstate embedding constructions by Shiraishi and Mori [19].

We provide details of the quantum leakage computation for the Su-Schrieffer-Heeger (SSH) model and Affleck-

Kennedy-Lieb-Tasaki (AKLT) model discussed in the main text. We illustrate that our approach can be applied to

other scarred models, such as the spin-1 XY model from Ref. [73] on hypercubic lattices in arbitrary dimensions, a

model with an emergent kinetic constraint from Ref. [74], and a cluster model that supports symmetry-protected

topological (SPT) order [56].

SUFFICIENT CONDITIONS FOR A TDVP PERIODIC ORBIT IN THE MPS MANIFOLD

In this section we prove the sufficient conditions that the MPS transfer matrix, and thereby perturbation Ĥ1, need
to obey in order to sustain a periodic orbit in the TDVP manifold. We assume the perturbing Hamiltonian is a sum
of tensor products of 2K-local operators,

Ĥ1 =
∑
n

Ôn
1 ⊗ Ôn+1

2 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Ôn+2K−1
2K , (S1)

and denote the MPS transfer matrices as

En(Ôk) =
∑
s,s̄′

Ās′

n Ô
n
k,s,s̄′A

s
n. (S2)

Working on a finite spin chain with open boundary conditions, we parametrize the MPS tangent space in the following
way:

|∂Anψ⟩ →
∑
n

∑
{σn}

(. . . An−1BnAn+1 . . .) |. . . σn−1σnσn+1 . . .⟩ . (S3)

For the sake of this discussion, Bn is not required to take any particular form. We also introduce the environment of
the tensor network contracted from the left and right, respectively,

(Ln| =
n∏

m=1

E0
m, |Rn) =

N∏
m=n

E0
m, (S4)

where E0
n is a shorthand notation for En(1). Finally, let us introduce the mixed MPS transfer matrix

EB̄
n (Ôk) =

∑
s,s̄′

B̄s′

n O
n
k,s,s̄′A

s
n, (S5)

with EB̄,0
n representing the case O = 1. Using these expressions, we can show that ⟨∂Anψ|Ĥ1|ψ⟩ = 0 provided that

K∏
k=1

En+k−1(Ôk) = 0,

2K∏
k=K+1

En+k−1(Ôk) = 0. (S6)

In order to demonstrate this let us analyze the various possible cases in turn. Firstly, when the Hamiltonian is one
of 2K sites that do not overlap with the tangent vector MPS, we find contributions like

(Ln−1|
(

2K∏
k=1

En+k−1(Ôk)

) j′−1∏
j=n+2K

E0
n

EB̄,0
j′ |Rj′+1), (S7)
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which is clearly zero if
∏K

k=1 En+k−1(Ôk) = 0 or En+k−1(Ôk) = 0. When the tangent vector is located to the left of
the Hamiltonian, the contributions will similarly be zero. When the tangent vector overlaps with the Hamiltonian,
we will find contributions like

(Ln−1|

k′−1∏
k=1

En+k−1(Ôk)

EB̂
n+k′−1(Ôk′)

(
2K∏

k=k′+1

En+k−1(Ôk)

)
|Rn+2K). (S8)

Since the tangent vector will be in either the first half or the second half of the Hamiltonian, either
∏K

k=1 En+k−1(Ôk) =

0 or En+k−1(Ôk) = 0 will force this contribution to be zero. These contributions are zero regardless of the particular
form of (Ln| and |Rn), for this reason they also apply naturally to MPS with periodic boundary conditions. If we
work in the thermodynamic limit, with a translation invariant, injective MPS tensor As, the MPS transfer matrix
will have a dominant left and right eigenvectors with eigenvalue λ = 1,

(L|E0 = (L|, E0|R) = |R). (S9)

The equations equivalent to Eqs. (S7)-(S8) now begin and end with the same eigenvectors everywhere, (L| and |R).
Therefore, the conditions for ⟨∂Anψ|Ĥ1|ψ⟩ = 0 can be weakened to

(L|
K∏

k=1

En+k−1(Ôk) = 0,

2K∏
k=K+1

En+k−1(Ôk)|R) = 0, (S10)

as stated in the main text. This condition can be easily generalized to an n-site translation invariant MPS in the
thermodynamic limit.

Example

To clarify how we can use the construction above to find a valid perturbing Hamiltonian, we give an example for
the AKLT model, which was considered in the main text. The spin-1 AKLT model is defined by the Hamiltonian:

ĤAKLT =
∑
i

Si · Si+1 +
1

3
(Si · Si+1)

2. (S11)

The AKLT ground state is defined by the three MPS tensors

A+ =

√
2

3

(
0 1
0 0

)
, A0 =

√
1

3

(
−1 0
0 1

)
, A− = −

√
2

3

(
0 0
1 0

)
. (S12)

For this wavefunction (L| = (1, 0, 0, 1) and |R) = (1, 0, 0, 1)T /2. Suppose we want to build a perturbation from the
operators (S+

n )2 and (S−
n )2. In this case, we find that

En((S
+
n )2) = −4

3


0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 1 0 0
0 0 0 0

 and En((S
−
n )2) = −4

3


0 0 0 0
0 0 1 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0

 . (S13)

Since En((S
+
n )2)|R) = En((S

−
n )2)|R) = (L|En((S

+
n )2) = (L|En((S

−
n )2) = 0, we can construct a two-site Hamiltonian of

the form

H1 =
∑
n

(S+
n )2(S+

n+1)
2 + (S−

n )2(S−
n+1)

2. (S14)

Provided we work in the thermodynamic limit, this is a valid perturbation.
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RELATION TO SHIRAISHI-MORI EIGENSTATE EMBEDDING

Here we discuss the relation between our approach and that of Shiraishi-Mori [19], which embeds target eigen-
states in a generally thermalizing spectrum. The time-dependent variational principle can be reframed as a modified
Schrödinger equation where the Hamiltonian is dressed with time-dependent projectors. Suppose we introduce a pro-
jector which projects onto either the state P0(t) = |ψ(t)⟩ ⟨ψ(t)|, or onto the TDVP tangent space of this state, PT (t).
These two projectors can be combined to define a single P (t) = P0(t) + PT (t) with complement Q(t) = 1 − P (t).
From this perspective, we can rewrite the Hamiltonian as

H = P (t)HP (t) + P (t)HQ(t) +Q(t)HP (t) +Q(t)HQ(t). (S15)

The first term of this decomposition, P (t)HP (t) corresponds to the TDVP equations. If we group together the remain-
ing terms of H′(t) = P (t)HQ(t)+Q(t)HP (t)+Q(t)HQ(t), this superficially resembles the Shiraishi-Mori construction
of eigenstate embedding. However, upon further examination it is clear that this decomposition it not related. Firstly,
the time-dependent projectors P (t) do not annihilate the relevant state, |ψ(t)⟩. Secondly [P (t),H′(t)] ̸= 0. For this
reason, the approach discussed in this work should not be viewed as a straightforward generalization of Shiraishi-Mori
to a time-dependent setting.

SSH MODEL: LEAKAGE CALCULATION

In the main text we considered a modified SSH model on a N -site chain with open boundary conditions (OBC).
We can divide the model up into Ĥ0 and Ĥ1 terms, where Ĥ0 takes the form

Ĥ0 =

N/2−1∑
n=0

Joσ
+
2n+1σ

−
2n+2 + h.c. (S16)

For this Hamiltonian, the initial state |ψ(0)⟩ =⊗n=N/4−1
n=0 |1, 0, 0, 1⟩ oscillates periodically, taking the form

|ψ(t)⟩ =
N/4−1⊗
n=0

|ϕ1(t)⟩ ⊗ |ϕ2(t)⟩ =
⊗
n

(cos(Jot) |10⟩ − i sin(Jot) |01⟩)⊗ (cos(Jot) |01⟩ − i sin(Jot) |10⟩) , (S17)

where |ϕ1(t)⟩ is the same for every pair of sites {4n+1, 4n+2} and, similarly, |ϕ2(t)⟩ is on sites {4n+3, 4n+4}. For
this reason, it is appropriate to block together sites {4n + 1, 4n + 2} and {4n + 3, 4n + 4}. This d = 4, χ = 1 MPS
ansatz defines the variational manifold for which we calculate the TDVP equations and quantum leakage.

Given this, we can choose the Ĥ1 Hamiltonian to be,

Ĥ1 =

N/2−2∑
n=0

Jeσ
+
2n+2σ

−
2n+3 +∆σ+

2n+1σ
−
2n+4 + iα(−1)n

(
σ+
2n+2σ

−
2n+4 − σ+

2n+1σ
−
2n+3

)
+ h.c. (S18)

We find that the instantaneous quantum leakage is

Γ(t) = ||Ĥ1 |ψ(t)⟩ ||. (S19)

We can evaluate this by calculating the action one term of Ĥ1 on |ψ(t)⟩. A single term of Ĥ1 acting on |ϕ1(t)⟩⊗|ϕ2(t)⟩
in |ψ(t)⟩ is(⊗

|ϕ1(t)⟩ ⊗ |ϕ2(t)⟩
)
⊗ (−i ((Je +∆) cos(Jot) sin(Jot) + α)) (|0011⟩+ |1100⟩)

(⊗
|ϕ1(t)⟩ ⊗ |ϕ2(t)⟩

)
. (S20)

A similar result is obtained when Ĥ1 acts on |ϕ2(t)⟩ ⊗ |ϕ1(t)⟩ instead. So in total there are N/2 − 1 terms in Ĥ1,
all of which have zero overlap with one another and contribute similarly. For this reason, we find that the total
instantaneous quantum leakage is

Γ(t) = ∥
N/2−2∑
n=0

|ψL,2n(t)⟩ ⊗ (|0011⟩+ |1100⟩)⊗ |ψR,2n+5(t)⟩ ∥ × |(Je +∆) cos(Jot) sin(Jot) + α|

=
√
N/2− 1×

√
2×

∣∣∣∣12(Je +∆) sin(2Jot) + α

∣∣∣∣
=

√
N − 2×

∣∣∣∣12(Je +∆) sin(2Jot) + α

∣∣∣∣ , (S21)
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FIG. S1. − log(F )/N for the SSH model with Jo = 1, Je = 2/3, α = 0 and varying ∆. a) shows − log(F )/N against 1/N for
various ∆, it approaches a value far from log(2) in the thermodynamic limit, indicating strong revivals. b) shows − log(F )/N
for various N as a function of ∆, it appears to grow approximately quadratically.

where |ψL,2n(t)⟩ and |ψR,2n+5(t)⟩ denote the parts of |ψ(t)⟩ on which the term of Ĥ1 is not acting, and which is simply
composed of a tensor product of |ϕ1(t)⟩ and |ϕ2(t)⟩. When the leakage does not exactly cancel, quantum dynamics
will only approximately be periodic. We characterize such approximate periodic dynamics using the maximum fidelity
revival, F = maxt∈[t1,t2] |⟨ψ(t)|ψ(t = 0)⟩|2, over some moderate time interval [t1, t2] that exceeds an initial relaxation
(given by the energy scales of the microscopic Hamiltonian). For a generic quantum trajectory, the fidelity density
− log(F )/N is expected to approach log(d) in the thermodynamic limit, where d is the local Hilbert space dimension
on each site. In Fig. (S1)(a), we see that the fidelity density remains small for various ∆ as the system size increases.
Moreover, in Fig. (S1)(b), we see − log(F )/N has an approximately quadratic dependence on −Je +∆.
We note that the same results hold for periodic boundary conditions as long as N is a multiple of 4. The only

difference is that he prefactor in the leakage becomes
√
N instead of

√
N − 2.

As a side note, we can simply generalize the driven model one with long-range interactions due to the fact that the
wavefunction has zero correlation length. For example, any perturbation of the form

Ĥ1 =

N/2−2∑
n=0

∑
m=0

f(m)(Jeσ
+
2n+2σ

−
2n+3+4m +∆σ+

2n+1σ
−
2n+4+4m + iα(−1)n

(
σ+
2n+2σ

−
2n+4+4m − σ+

2n+1σ
−
2n+3+4m

)
+ h.c.)

(S22)

would be valid. Here f(m) can be arbitrary function, but
∑m=∞

m=0 f(m) should converge for the model to possess a well
defined thermodynamic limit. This model will also feature exact quantum revivals provided 1

2 (Je+∆) sin(2Jot)+α = 0.

Nearest-neighbor coupling

If, instead, Ĥ1 contains next-next-nearest neighbor term of the form

Ĥ1 =

N/2−2∑
n=0

Jeσ
+
2n+2σ

−
2n+3 +∆σ+

2n+1σ
−
2n+4 +

N/2−3∑
n=0

Jnnσ
+
2n+2σ

−
2n+5 + h.c., (S23)

we can once again perform the quantum leakage calculation. We find one contribution equivalent to the calculation in
the previous section, with an additional term due to Jnn acting on next-nearest neighboring sites in the d = 4 ansatz.
Taking into account these terms, we find that the instantaneous quantum leakage is

Γ(t) =
√
N/2− 1

√
1/2(Je + Jnn)2 sin(2Jot)

2
+ J2

nn

N/2− 2

N/2− 1

(
sin(Jot)

4
+ cos(Jot)

4
)
. (S24)

As the two terms under the square root are both positive definite, it is clear that there is no choice of Jnn which
will lead to Γ(t) = 0 for finite Je. Nevertheless, increasing Jnn can still reduce the leakage. Fig. S2 shows the
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FIG. S2. The optimal value of Jnn that minimizes quantum leakage, found using Eq. (S24), with Jo = 1, N = 50 (blue).
This can be compared with the maximum fidelity revival found numerically using χ = 64 TDVP with a timestep of δt = 0.025
(orange).

optimal choice of Jnn that minimizes the leakage. We see that the optimal Jnn increases linearly with Je. This is
in reasonably good agreement with the optimal choice of Jnn found by maximizing the fidelity revival for the exact
quantum dynamics.

We note that, in addition to the nearest-neighbor coupling considered above, Ref. [18] also found that a driven
perturbation of the form ∝∑n sin(Ωt)σ

z
n can enhance the periodic revivals due to scarring. Unfortunately, it is not

possible to treat such perturbations using the method introduced here, as any single-site operator commutes with the
tangent space projector, therefore it is not of the appropriate form required for Ĥ1.

SPIN-1 XY MODEL

Another model that has been rigorously shown to exhibit quantum many-body scars is the spin-1 XY chain [73],

Ĥ0 =
∑
n

J(Sx
nS

x
n+1 + Sy

nS
y
n+1) + hSz

n +D(Sz
n)

2. (S25)

Here, we will once again work with open-boundary conditions (OBC). This model features a tower of scarred eigen-
states generated by repeatedly applying the operator

Q+ =
∑
n

(−1)n(S+
n )2 (S26)

on the state |0⟩ = ⊗n |mn = −1⟩. The m-th eigenstate in this tower has an energy Em = h(2m−N) +ND. Due to
the even level spacing of this tower, any state written as a superposition of these eigenstates will oscillate periodically.
One particularly nice example is the initial state

|ψ(t = 0)⟩ =
⊗
n

1√
2
(|mn = −1⟩+ (−1)n |mn = 1⟩), (S27)

for which |ψ(t)⟩ remains an unentangled, product state throughout its evolution. Therefore its behavior is captured
entirely by d = 2, χ = 1 MPS.

We can choose

Ĥ1 = γ
∑
n

(Sx
nS

x
n+1 − Sy

nS
y
n+1) +

∑
n

(−1)n∆(Sx
nS

y
n+1 − Sy

nS
x
n+1) (S28)

to satisfy the conditions in Eq. (4) and Eq. (5) in the main text. Ĥ1 will clearly satisfy Eq. (4) but Eq. (5) is more
subtle. We can see Eq. (5) is satisfied by noting that every site in every state in the TDVP ansatz is some superposition
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of mi = −1 or mi = 1 and Ĥ1 will flip two sites of the system to be mi = 0. The tangent space projector is equal to
|ψ(t)⟩ on all but one site, but Ĥ1 will make the state orthogonal to |ψ(t)⟩ on two sites, therefore Eq. (5) of the main
text will be satisfied.

FIG. S3. Left: Fidelity revivals for the modified spin-1 XY model with J = 1, h = 1, D = 0.5, γ = 0.1, ∆ = 0, N = 16. Perfect
fidelity revivals are seen for the semiclassical TDVP ansatz (χ = 1) compared to the full quantum evolution (χ = 100). No
revivals are seem for the generic state, “Nematic Ferro”. Right: Entanglement entropy growth for the same model. The full
dynamics still exhibits slow entropy growth compared to a generic state.

In Fig. S3(a) we compute the fidelity revivals for the spin-1 XY model after introducing a perturbation with γ = 0.1,
∆ = 0.0, which destroys the exact scarring structure. For bond dimension χ = 1 we have a product state ansatz and
the revivals remain exact but the full quantum dynamics exhibits only imperfect revivals. Fig. S3(b) shows the entropy
growth. The ansatz has exactly zero entropy for all times but the full dynamics still exhibits slow entropy growth
compared to a generic initial state, the nematic ferromagnetic state |ψ(t = 0)⟩ =⊗i

1√
2
(|mi = −1⟩+ |mi = 1⟩).

We find that the leakage in this case is

Γ =

√
N − 1

T

∫ T

0

|γ sin(2ht)−∆| dt. (S29)

Therefore, by choosing ∆ = γ sin(2ht), we can once again construct Floquet scars through exact cancellation of the
quantum leakage. For this reason, we choose ∆ = δ sin(2ht) and vary γ and δ. In Fig. S4 we show the behavior of the
driven spin-1 XY model for various γ and δ. When γ = δ we see perfect fidelity revivals despite it being a strongly
driven system. We see that the entropy growth is suppressed to near zero in Fig. S4(b). In Fig. S4(c) we show the
integrated leakage (divided by system size), which closely predicts the behavior of the entropy and fidelity.

Since the oscillating state is a product state with zero correlation length it can also be generalized to long-range
interactions straightforwardly. For a perturbing Hamiltonian of the form

Ĥ1 = γ
∑
n

∑
m=0

f(m)((Sx
nS

x
n+1+2m − Sy

nS
y
n+1+2m) +

∑
n

(−1)n∆(Sx
nS

y
n+1+2m − Sy

nS
x
n+1+2m)), (S30)

with an arbitrary function f(m), choosing ∆ = γ sin(2ht) still leads to exact quantum leakage cancellation and perfect
Floquet scarring.

Higher dimensional Spin-1 XY model

Scarring in the spin-1 XY model can be generalized straightforwardly to hypercubic lattices in any dimension. The
Hamiltonian is generalized so the XY interaction acts on neighbouring sites of the hypercubic lattice:

Ĥ0 =
∑
⟨n,m⟩

J(Sx
nS

x
m + Sy

nS
y
m) + hSz

n +D(Sz
n)

2. (S31)
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FIG. S4. Behavior of the driven spin-1 XY model for fixed J = 1, h = 1, D = 0.5 and L = 16 while varying δ and γ. Left:
Fidelity revival at t = π. Middle: Entropy at t = π. Right: Integrated leakage rescaled by the square root of the system size
Γ/

√
N .

On this hypercubic lattice the initial state is now

|ψ(t = 0)⟩ =
⊗
n

1√
2
(|mn = −1⟩+ ω(n) |mn = 1⟩), (S32)

where ω(n) = ±1 on even/odd sublattices. We can generalize the driven model to hypercubic lattices similarly:

Ĥ1 =
∑
⟨n,m⟩

γ(Sx
nS

x
m − Sy

nS
y
m) + ω(n)∆(t)(Sx

nS
y
m − Sy

nS
x
m). (S33)

Choosing ∆ = γ sin(2ht) will once again result in perfect coherent oscillations for this initial state.

COMPUTATION OF LEAKAGE IN THE AKLT MODEL

As an example of a model whose periodic orbit features entangled states, in the main text we considered the spin-1
AKLT model, with the ground state MPS matrices given in Eq. (S12). In the case of open boundary conditions, the
AKLT ground state is four-fold degenerate. The tower of eigenstates are only generated by acting on one of these
ground-states, chosen by applying the boundary vectors vL = (1, 0) and vR = (0, 1) to the first and last sites of the
system. We can find a bond-dimension two initial state

|ψ(t = 0)⟩ =
⊗
j

(1 + z(−1)j(S+
j )2) |ψGS⟩ (S34)

which has overlap with only the scarred AKLT subspace. In fact, this state is the natural equivalent of the spin-1 XY
initial state considered above. The dynamics from this initial state is remarkably simple:

|ψ(t)⟩ =
⊗
j

(1 + z(−1)jeiϵt(S+
j )2) |ψGS⟩ . (S35)

The state periodically oscillates, with the period set by the level spacing in the scarred subspace, ϵ = 4. In terms of
the MPS tensors this looks like:

A+
j (t) =

√
2

3

(
0 1

2(−1)jzeiϵt 0

)
, A0

j (t) =

√
1

3

(
−1 0
0 1

)
, A−

j (t) = −
√

2

3

(
0 0
1 0

)
. (S36)

We can now focus on the case of an infinite chain. For that, we need to compute the two-site transfer matrix for
this MPS tensor which is

1

9


5 + 16|z|2 0 0 4

0 1− 16|z|2 0 0
0 0 1− 16|z|2 0

4(4|z|2 + 1) 0 0 5 + 16|z|2

 , (S37)



8

with eigenvalues{
1

9
(16|z|2 + 4

√
4|z|2 + 1 + 5),

1

9
(16|z|2 − 4

√
4|z|2 + 1 + 5),

1

9
(1− 16|z|2), 1

9
(1− 16|z|2)

}
. (S38)

We therefore introduce a factor

N (z) =

(
1

9
(16|z|2 + 4

√
4|z|2 + 1 + 5)

)N/2

=

(
1

3
(2
√
4|z|2 + 1 + 1)

)N

= nNz , (S39)

which appropriately normalizes the state in the thermodynamic limit. Putting the MPS tensor into left canonical
form, the dominant left/right eigenvectors become (L| = {1, 0, 0, 1}, |R) = 1/2{1, 0, 0, 1}T , showing the state will
evolve at constant entanglement entropy SE(t) = log(2).

If we perform a local change of basis on every site, |α±⟩ = 1√
2
(|+⟩ ± |−⟩), the time evolved state can be written as

A
α+

j (t) =

√
1

3

(
0 1

−1 + 2(−1)jzeiϵt 0

)
, A0

j (t) =

√
1

3

(
−1 0
0 1

)
, A

α−
j (t) =

√
1

3

(
0 1

1 + 2(−1)jzeiϵt 0

)
. (S40)

By making the choice z = 1/2, the bottom left element of Aα+ and Aα− can be rewritten respectively as
−2eiϵt/2 cos (ϵt/2) and −2ieiϵt/2 sin (ϵt/2) for odd sites. For even sites they are 2ieiϵt/2 sin (ϵt/2) and 2eiϵt/2 cos (ϵt/2)
respectively. For z = 1/2, nz = n1/2 = 1

3 (1 + 2
√
2). Using this basis we can study the behavior of the following two

parameter perturbation:

Ĥ1 =
∑
i

γ(|α+, α−, α+, α−⟩ ⟨−,−,−,−|+ |α−, α+, α−, α+⟩ ⟨−,−,−,−|) + (−1)i∆ |0,+, 0,+⟩ ⟨−,−,−,−|+ h.c.

(S41)

Calculating the leakage is more complicated in this case due to the non-zero overlap between Ĥ1 acting on different
sites. Let us write Ĥ1 =

∑
i hi. We first note that on the four sites where hi modifies the MPS, the only nonzero basis

vector is |−⟩ and the product of the four MPS tensors is proportional to the identity, hi,i+1,i+2,i+3
i AiAi+1Ai+2Ai+3 ∝

12. Then we note that, ⟨ψ(t)|hihj |ψ(t)⟩ ≠ 0 only when j = {i−1, i, i+1} due to |ψ(t)⟩ not featuring two neighboring
sites in the |−⟩ state. Working in the thermodynamic limit, we can take each of these cases in turn, finding that

⟨ψ(t)|hihi|ψ(t)⟩ =
1

81n41/2

(
γ(1 + eiϵt)(1 + eiϵt) + γ(1− eiϵt)(1− eiϵt)− 2∆eiϵt

)
×
(
γ(1 + e−iϵt)(1 + e−iϵt) + γ(1− e−iϵt)(1− e−iϵt)− 2∆e−iϵt

)
=

1

81n41/2

(
2γ(1 + e2iϵt)− 2∆eiϵt

) (
2γ(1 + e−2iϵt)− 2∆e−iϵt

)
=

16

81n41/2

(
γ cos(ϵt)− ∆

2

)2

.

(S42)

For the other two cases, we find:

⟨ψ(t)|hihi+1|ψ(t)⟩ = ⟨ψ(t)|hi+1hi|ψ(t)⟩ =
1

3
√
2n1/2

⟨ψ(t)|hihi|ψ(t)⟩ =
16

243
√
2n51/2

(
γ cos(ϵt)− ∆

2

)2

. (S43)

Therefore, the quantum leakage in the thermodynamic limit is

Γ =
√
N

√
16

81n41/2
+ 2

16

243
√
2n51/2

∫ T

0

∣∣∣∣γ cos(ϵt)− ∆

2

∣∣∣∣ dt = 4
√
N

9n21/2

√
1 +

√
2

3n1/2

∫ T

0

∣∣∣∣γ cos(ϵt)− ∆

2

∣∣∣∣ dt. (S44)

For finite systems, the same arguments hold. So we get non-zero contributions that are still proportional to∣∣γ cos(ϵt)− ∆
2

∣∣. This means that we can get a perfectly periodic orbit with the same driving parameters. However,
the exact expression of Γ becomes non-trivial due to the normalization factor.
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SPT order parameter

Despite being a finite energy density state, the scarred initial state in Eq. (S34) actually possesses a finite string
order for the operator [54]

Oz = lim
|i−j|→∞

⟨Sz
i

n=j−1∏
n=i+1

eiπS
z
nSz

j ⟩. (S45)

The behavior of Oz as a function of z is shown in Fig. S5. When z = 0 the well-known value of the AKLT string
order is recovered, Oz = −4/9. The value of Oz only depends upon the sign of z and is therefore constant over time
during the evolution. It is typically expected that at finite energy density, the string order of an SPT phase is lost.
The robustness of the string order in this case is therefore unusual, indicative of the unusual nature of the scarred
eigenstates responsible for the periodic trajectory.

FIG. S5. String order of the scarred AKLT initial state in Eq. (S34) as a function of z. When z = 0 the string-order of the
AKLT ground-state is recovered.

IADECOLA-SCHECTER DOMAIN-WALL PRESERVING MODEL

Another model with a tower of scarred eigenstates that can be exactly constructed in the Iadecola-Schecter “domain-
wall preserving” spin-1/2 model [74],

Ĥ0 =
∑
n

λ(σx
n − σz

n−1σ
x
nσ

z
n+1) + ∆σz

n + Jσz
nσ

z
n+1. (S46)

The tower of scarred states in this model is generated by the repeated application of the operator

Q+ =
∑
n

(−1)nP 0
n−1σ

+
n P

0
n+1 (S47)

onto the state
⊗

n |0⟩, where P 0
n = (1 − σz

n)/2 is the projector onto spin down. These states have energies En =
(2∆ − 4J)n + J(N − 1) −∆N . While the model overall is unconstrained, the scarred eigenstates obey an emergent
kinematic constraint in which no two neighboring sites can be occupied.

A simple state which exhibits periodic oscillations due to these scarred eigenstates is

|η⟩ ∝ Pc

∏
n

[1 + (−1)nησ+
n ] |0⟩ (S48)
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where Pc =
∏

n

(
1− |11⟩n,n+1 ⟨11|n,n+1

)
imposes the emergent kinematic constraint. This state can be written

simply as a χ = 2, d = 2 MPS where, w

A1 = (−1)n
η

2

(
−1 −1
1 1

)
, A0 =

(
0 0
−1 1

)
. (S49)

Choosing χ = 2, d = 2 for our variational manifold, it is straightforward to construct a valid Ĥ1. If Ĥ1 |ψ(t)⟩ violates
the emergent kinematic constraint in at least two places, the state will be annihilated by the tangent space projector.
Therefore, it suffices to choose Ĥ1 as

Ĥ1 = γ
∑
n

|Φ⟩ ⟨1, 1, 1, 1|+ h.c. (S50)

The construction of Floquet scars for this model is slightly more complicated than the previous examples. However,
we can proceed if we notice that A0A0 = A0 and A0A1A0 = η(−1)nA0. Using these relations and fixing η = 1, we
introduce the following perturbation

Ĥ1 =
∑
n

σ+
n−3σ

+
n−2

[
γσ+

n−1P
1
nσ

+
n+1 +∆(−1)n

(
σ+
n−1σ

+
n σ

+
n+1 + P 1

n−1σ
+
n P

1
n+1

)]
σ+
n+2σ

+
n+2 + h.c. (S51)

For this perturbation, we find that the instantaneous quantum leakage is proportional to

Γ ∝
∫ T

0

|γ +
∆

2
cos(ϵt)| dt (S52)

and thus we obtain perfect Floquet scars when γ = −2∆ cos(ϵt).

THE CLUSTER MODEL

The ZXZ or the cluster model [56] is a spin- 12 chain defined by the Hamiltonian

H0 = −
∑
n

σz
n−1σ

x
nσ

z
n+1 = −

∑
n

Kz
n. (S53)

This model realizes an SPT phase, preserved by a dihedral Z2 × Z2 symmetry. The dihedral symmetry is generated
by spin flips on the odd and even sites of the chain, Ue =

∏
n∈even σ

x
n and Uo =

∏
n∈odd σ

x
n. Its ground state is the

well-known cluster state, widely studied as a resource for quantum computation. The cluster state can be represented
as a χ = 2 matrix-product state

A↓ =
1√
2

(
0 0
1 1

)
, A↑ =

1√
2

(
−1 1
0 0

)
. (S54)

The cluster state is an eigenstate of each individual cluster operator Kz
n |ψ⟩ = |ψ⟩ with eigenvalue +1. The cluster

raising/lowering operators can flip the sign of any particular cluster operator, K±
n = 1

2 (σ
z
n + iσz

n−1σ
y
nσ

z
n+1). Using

these operators, a complete basis for the spin chain can be constructed, with Kz
n being equivalent to the σz

n operator
in the computational basis. Similarly, Kx

n = K+
n +K−

n = σz
n and Ky

n = i(K+
n −K−

n ) = σz
n−1σ

y
nσ

z
n+1, are the cluster

basis equivalent of σx
n and σy

n.
Using these operators it is straightforward to construct a state that oscillates periodically under dynamics generated

by the cluster Hamiltonian. If the state is prepared in the +1 eigenstate of each Kx
n operator, it will locally be a

superposition of −1 and +1 eigenstates of Kz
n, therefore it will oscillate periodically in the Kx −Ky plane. Since Kx

n

is just σz
n, initially it is simply |ψ(t = 0)⟩ = |↓↓↓ ...⟩. The full quantum dynamics can be captured using a χ = 2 MPS

ansatz by noting that one cluster operator can be flipped from −1 to +1 by applying applying a σz to the MPS on
the virtual level Aσ

n → Aσ
nσ

z. Therefore, in terms of MPS tensors the state evolves as:

A↓(t) =
1√
2

(
0 0
1 1

)(
1 + e2it 0

0 1− e2it

)
, A↑(t) =

1√
2

(
−1 1
0 0

)(
1 + e2it 0

0 1− e2it

)
. (S55)
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FIG. S6. Behavior of the cluster model starting from the initial state |ψ(t = 0)⟩ = |↓↓↓ ...⟩ at N = 50. Left: Fidelity showing

revivals at t = π, 2π. Middle: Entanglement entropy over time. Right: String order parameter ⟨Ôy⟩ with n1 = 10. n2 = 40,
showing the persistence of SPT order parameter at finite energy density.

This state oscillates periodically with period T = π. When t = π/4 and t = 3π/4 the state is oriented in the ±Ky

direction. At this point SE(t) = log(2) and the state possesses long-range string order such that the operator

Ôy =

m=n2∏
m=n1

Ky
m = (−1)(n1−n2)σz

n1−1σ
x
n1

m′=n2−1∏
m′=n1+1

σy
m′σ

x
n2
σz
n2+1, (S56)

takes the value ⟨Ôy⟩ = ±1. In this sense, the state possesses long-range SPT order despite being at finite energy
density. The behavior of the fidelity, entanglement entropy and string order parameter can be seen in Fig. S6.

Utilizing the fact that the cluster operators are unitarily equivalent to Pauli operators, we can construct perturba-
tions to H0 that do not affect the periodic trajectory. It is convenient to work in the cluster basis of eigenstates of
Kz

n. Since each site in the cluster basis is oscillating the in the Kx −Ky plane, the state is orthogonal to a singlet
constructed in the cluster basis |↑↓⟩cluster − |↓↑⟩cluster. For this reason, the periodic trajectory is unaffected by the
addition of terms equivalent to the Heisenberg model in the cluster basis:

Ĥheis = J
∑
n

Kx
nK

x
n+1 +Ky

nK
y
n+1 +Kz

nK
z
n+1 = J

∑
n

σz
n−1(σ

x
nσ

x
n+1 + σy

nσ
y
n+1)σ

z
n+2 + σz

nσ
z
n+1. (S57)

We can also introduce driven perturbations to the model that preserve the periodic trajectory. One such perturbation
is

Ĥ1 =
∑
n

Kz
n

(
α
(
Kz

n+2 −Kz
n+3

)
+ β

(
Kz

n+2K
x
n+3 −Kx

n+2K
z
n+3

))
. (S58)

Kz
n flips the cluster on site n, and the operators Kz

n+2−Kz
n+3 and Kz

n+2K
x
n+3−Kx

n+2K
z
n+3 maps the clusters centered

on sites n+ 2 and n+ 3 to the cluster singlet, therefore Ĥ1 |ψ(t)⟩ is annihilated by the tangent space projector. For
this perturbation, we find that the instantaneous quantum leakage is proportional to

Γ ∝
∫ T

0

|α+ β cos(2t)| dt, (S59)

and thus we obtain perfect Floquet scars when α = −β cos(2t). The second term in this perturbation does not
commute with Ue or Uo and therefore cannot preserve the SPT order of the cluster model.

LEVEL STATISTICS

In order to verify that the Floquet models resulting from our procedure are chaotic, we numerically construct the
time evolution operator over a full period

ÛT = T̂ exp

[∫ T

0

Ĥ(t)dt

]
, (S60)
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where T̂ denotes time ordering. The right eigenvectors |ϕn⟩ of ÛT are then the Floquet modes with eigenvalues on
the unit circle eiϕn . If the Floquet operator is chaotic, we expect the spacings between the consecutive ϕn to obey the
prediction of the random matrix theory for the circular orthogonal ensemble (COE). This means that the spacings sn =
ϕn+1−ϕn should obey the Wigner-Dyson distribution [75] and the average spacing ratio rn = min{sn/sn+1, sn+1/sn}
be close to 0.53 [76]. Nonetheless, this prediction is applicable only after all the symmetries of ÛT have been resolved.
In this section, we discuss the different models studied in this work and show that they yield spectral statistics in
good agreement with COE in all cases.

For the SSH chain, as our initial state of interest is at zero magnetization,
∑

j σ̂
z
j = 0, we restrict to this sector.

The only symmetry of the driven model is then spatial inversion for N multiples of 4. However, resolving only this
symmetry does not yield the level statistics of a chaotic model. It turns out we also need to consider the action of
the spin-flip operator X̂ =

∏N
j=1 σ̂

x
j . Indeed, let us first split our Hamiltonian between the static and driven parts,

which are respectively given by

Ĥs =
∑
n

Joσ
+
2n+1σ

−
2n+2 + Jeσ

+
2n+2σ

−
2n+3+∆σ+

2n+1σ
−
2n+4 + h.c., (S61)

Ĥd(t) = − i

2
(Je +∆) sin(2Jot)

∑
n

(−1)n
(
σ+
2n+1σ

−
2n+3 − σ+

2n+2σ
−
2n+4

)
+ h.c.. (S62)

It is then straightforward to check that X̂ commutes with Ĥs but anticommutes with Ĥd(t). The consequences of
these relations become clearer when we also notice that Ĥd(t + T/2) = −Ĥd(t) due to the driving function being
sinusoidal. Let us now introduce the operators Ûa and Ûb that describe the evolution for the first and second half of
the driving period such that ÛT = ÛbÛa. It is then straightforward to relate them according to

Ûb = T̂ exp

[∫ T

T/2

Ĥ(t)dt

]
= T̂ exp

[∫ T/2

0

Ĥ(t+ T/2)dt

]
= T̂ exp

[∫ T/2

0

Ĥd − Ĥs(t)dt

]

= X̂X̂T̂ exp

[∫ T/2

0

Ĥd − Ĥs(t)dt

]
= X̂T̂ exp

[∫ T/2

0

Ĥd + Ĥs(t)dt

]
X̂ = X̂ÛaX̂,

(S63)

where we have used the fact that X̂2 = 1. This also means that we can write ÛbX̂ = X̂Ûa, which finally leads to

ÛT = ÛbÛa = ÛbX̂X̂Ûa = (ÛbX̂)(X̂Ûa) = (X̂Ûa)
2. (S64)

As a consequence, X̂Ûa and ÛT have the same Floquet modes (including the one corresponding to our initial state),
but the phase of each mode of ÛT is twice that of the corresponding X̂Ûa mode. The computed statistics of the
spacings shows a good agreement with COE for X̂Ûa but not for ÛT . This is a consequence of the mentioned phase
doubling. Indeed, as the phases are folded back into the range [−π, π] this can lead to quasi-degeneracies into the
spectrum of ÛT and deviation from the COE predictions. Nonetheless, ÛT is still “chaotic” because it is equivalent
to applying the chaotic time-evolution X̂Ûa operator twice.

Other models studied in this work display a similar relation where a symmetry of the static part of the Hamiltonian
anticommutes with the driving term. For the spin-1 XY model with an even number of sites, the only symmetry of

the static Hamiltonian is the “parity” operator Ẑ2 = exp
[
−iπ∑N

j=1 Ŝ
z
j

]
. Meanwhile, the operator R̂ that generates

spatial inversion commutes with the static terms but anticommutes with the driving term. Using the analogous
construction as for the SSH model, we readily obtain the decomposition ÛT = (R̂Ûa)

2. We checked the level statistics
of R̂Ûa and confirmed it agrees well with the Wigner-Dyson distribution.
The case of the AKLT model is only slightly more complicated. Here, the only symmetry of the full Hamiltonian is

also the operator Ẑ2 = exp
[
−iπ∑N

j=1 Ŝ
z
j

]
. However the static terms also commute with Ẑ4 = exp

[
−i(π/2)∑N

j=1 Ŝ
z
j

]
,

while the driving term anticommutes with it. Let us restrict to a symmetry sector of Ẑ2 with eigenvalue z = ±1.
In that sector, we then have (Ẑ4)

2 = Ẑ2 = z1 and so Ẑ4 = zẐ†
4 as Ẑ4Ẑ

†
4 = 1. We can once again rewrite the full

evolution operator ÛT = ÛbÛa with ÛbẐ4 = Ẑ4Ûa = zẐ†
4Ûa which leads to

ÛT = ÛbÛa = ÛbẐ4Ẑ
†
4Ûa = zÛbẐ4Ẑ4Ûa = z(Ẑ4Ûa)

2. (S65)

As z = ±1, it does not stretch the spectrum and lead to folding. So, in the end, we recover the same construction as
for the SSH, and we find good agreement between the spectral statistics of Z4Ûa and the COE prediction, showing
that our Floquet operator ÛT is indeed chaotic.
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FIG. S7. Floquet level spacing statistics for the evolution operators ÛT and X̂Ûa for the SSH model at N = 16. The
latter displays good agreement with COE, while the former shows the presence of quasi-degeneracies due to the folding of the
spectrum.

Despite the fact that in all three models considered the Floquet evolution operator can be written as a square of
some operator, this is not necessary for our construction. As an example, we note that we can change the driving
term in the AKLT case to

Ĥd(t) = 2γ cos (ϵt)

[
κ
∑
n

P̂−
n P̂

−
n+1 +

∑
n

(−1)n∆ |0,+, 0,+⟩ ⟨χ−|+ h.c.

]
, (S66)

where P̂− = |−⟩ ⟨−| is the projector on the −1 spin state and κ is a free parameter. The P̂−
n P̂

−
n+1 perturbation

does not affect the periodic trajectory as the latter has no overlap on configurations with neighbouring −1. However,
as P̂−

n P̂
−
n+1 commutes with Ẑ4, it means that Ĥd(t) no longer anticommutes with this operator. As a consequence,

ÛT does not factorize and we indeed find it has chaotic spectral statistics. More generally, we can notice that the
factorization found in these models also relies on the condition Ĥd(t + T/2) = −Ĥd(t). So we do not expect it to
appear for more complex trajectories, where the driving should not simply be sine or cosine.
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