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We implement the recently developed influence functional matrix product states approach as
impurity solver in equilibrium and nonequilibrium dynamical mean field theory (DMFT) calculations
of the single-band Hubbard model. The method yields numerically exact descriptions of metallic
states without sharp spectral features, at a moderate numerical cost. Systems with narrow quasi-
particle or spin-polaron peaks, as well as low-temperature Mott insulators provide more challenges,
since these simulations require long time contours or high bond dimensions. A promising field of
application is the DMFT simulation of nonequilibrium steady states, which we demonstrate with
results for photo-doped Mott systems with long-lived doublon and holon populations.

I. INTRODUCTION

Dynamical mean field theory (DMFT) maps a lat-
tice model onto an effective quantum impurity model
with a self-consistently determined bath [1]. This map-
ping, which neglects spatial correlations but retains time-
dependent local fluctuations, is justified in the limit of
high connectivity [2, 3]. For finite-dimensional lattices,
DMFT is an approximation which significantly reduces
the numerical complexity and allows to study bulk sys-
tems in parameter regimes where Monte Carlo simula-
tions [4] and other numerically exact approaches are pro-
hibitively expensive. The effective impurity models are
however still nontrivial many-body systems whose solu-
tion requires dedicated numerical schemes.

For equilibrium impurity models, there exists a range
of powerful impurity solvers which provide access to low
temperatures, even in the strongly correlated regime and
in the case of multi-orbital and cluster impurities. In
particular the development of continuous-time quantum
Monte Carlo (CTQMC) [5–7], numerical renormaliza-
tion group (NRG) [8, 9] and tensor-network impurity
solvers such as the dynamical density renormalization
group (D-DMRG) [10, 11], time-evolving block decima-
tion (TEBD) [12] and real-frequency methods [13, 14]
have greatly enhanced the scope of DMFT studies, and
enabled investigations of low-temperature electronic or-
dering phenomena [15, 16] and Hund metal crossovers
[17–19].

An active research frontier is the extension of DMFT
and related methods such as GW+DMFT [20, 21] to the
nonequilibrium domain. On a formal level, this extension
is rather straightforward and essentially involves the for-
mulation of the self-consistency equations on a Keldysh
or Kadanoff-Baym contour instead of the Matsubara axis
[22–24]. The limited availability of accurate and effi-
cient nonequilibrium impurity solvers however represents
a major hurdle. Weak-coupling perturbative solvers [25],

which expand the self-energy in terms of the bare bath
Green’s functions, provide adequate solutions for the
short-time dynamics in weakly correlated systems, but
they do not conserve the total energy in isolated systems
and become unstable in the intermediate or strong corre-
lation regime, where non-perturbative effects dominate.
Boldified versions of such solvers, which use the interact-
ing Green’s functions instead of the bath Green’s func-
tions in the weak-coupling diagrams, can be derived from
a Luttinger-Ward functional and hence are conserving.
They have however been found to strongly overestimate
damping effects [26]. The implementation of CTQMC on
the Kadanoff-Baym contour yields the exact short-time
DMFT dynamics, but the errors grow exponentially with
the length of the real-time branches, due to a dynamical
sign problem [27, 28]. The self-consistent strong-coupling
expansion [29–32], which starts from the atomic limit and
treats the hybridization term as a perturbation, has been
intensively used for studies of nonequilibrium phenom-
ena in Mott systems [33–35]. The cost of these calcula-
tions however increases steeply with increasing diagram
order and practical applications have been mostly limited
to the first order (non-crossing) [29] and second-order
(one-crossing) [31] approximation. Especially for metal-
lic systems, or multi-orbital impurities, these low-order
approaches are not accurate enough.
In recent years, some promising strategies have

emerged which provide a realistic path towards numer-
ically exact nonequilibrium DMFT simulations. One of
them is the inchworm Monte Carlo approach [36], which
stochastically samples the self-energy diagrams of the
self-consistent strong coupling expansion [29, 37]. Since
this expansion converges rapidly in the strong correla-
tion regime, essentially exact results can be obtained in
some relevant situations at relatively low expansion or-
ders, which are manageable even in the presence of a sign
problem [38]. The development of the tensor cross in-
terpolation (TCI) technique [39, 40] enables an efficient
and noise-free calculation of these low-order diagrams,
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and is likely to replace the Monte Carlo approach. Both
inchworm and TCI-based strong coupling solvers have re-
cently been implemented for nonequilibrium steady-state
setups [38, 41]. A downside of the self-consistent strong
coupling expansion, which is based on the pseudo-particle
formalism [37, 42], is that certain pseudo-particle Green’s
functions decay very slowly. This makes it necessary to
introduce damping factors and treat long time intervals
in steady-state simulations [43].

An alternative method, which works with physical
Green’s functions, is the influence functional (IF) ap-
proach [44]. For non-interacting baths, the IF is a
(0 + 1)-dimensional Gaussian functional that encodes
bath-induced memory effects on the impurity dynamics.
Recent studies showed that the IF can be efficiently ap-
proximated by a matrix product state (MPS) with mod-
erate bond dimensions [45–49]. In the case of nonequi-
librium quantum dot problems, this approach reproduces
previously obtained inchworm Monte Carlo results with
moderate computational effort [46].

Here, we implement nonequilibrium DMFT simula-
tions using an IF matrix product state (IF-MPS) im-
purity solver. We show that this approach produces ac-
curate real-frequency spectral functions for equilibrium
systems in moderately correlated metallic states and en-
ables an efficient simulation of quasi-steady states in
photo-doped Mott insulators. The IF-MPS approach
thus promises to become one of the practically useful
methods for numerically exact nonequilibrium DMFT
calculations.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II
we detail the implementation of the IF method on the
Keldysh contour. In Sec. III we present some benchmarks
for an impurity setup, while Sec. IV demonstrates the
convergence of the results as a function of truncation and
discretization parameters, and shows DMFT results for
equilibrium and nonequilibrium setups. Section V is a
brief conclusion and outlook.

II. MODEL AND METHOD

A. Model

We introduce the IF-MPS impurity solver for the case
of the single impurity Anderson model (SIAM) [50]. The
SIAM is described by the Hamiltonian

H = Himp +∑
σ,p

ωp,σc
†
p,σcp,σ +∑

σ,p

(Vp,σd
†
σcp,σ +H.c.), (1)

Himp = (ϵd −U/2)∑
σ

nσ +Un↑n↓, (2)

where c†p,σ (cp,σ) denotes the fermionic creation (annihi-
lation) operator of the bath mode indexed by a quantum
number p and spin σ =↑, ↓, and d†

σ (dσ) are the fermionic
creation (annihilation) operators of the impurity states
with spin σ. In Eq. (2), nσ = d†

σdσ is the spin-density on
the impurity site. The bath energy levels are ωp,σ and

Vp,σ denotes the hopping amplitude between the impu-
rity and the σ-spin bath mode p. The impurity potential
is ϵd and U is the Hubbard repulsion between electrons
with opposite spins on the impurity site. ϵd = 0 corre-
sponds to a half-filled impurity for any U .

B. Influence functional formalism

1. Correlation functions

The task of an impurity solver is to compute local ob-
servables and temporal correlation functions on the im-
purity site. We define the real-time two-point correlation
function of the operators O1 and O2 at times t2 ≥ t1 ≥ 0
as

⟨O2(t2)O1(t1)⟩imp = Tr[eiHt2O2e
−iH(t2−t1)O1e

−iHt1ρ], (3)

where the density matrix ρ denotes the initial state at
t = 0. We are mostly interested in steady states, where
the density matrix is conserved, ρss = e−iHtρsse

iHt, and
the two-point correlation functions are time-translation
invariant,

⟨O2(t2)O1(t1)⟩imp = ⟨O2(t2 − t1)O1(0)⟩imp. (4)

However, in the IF-MPS approach, the time evolution
starts with a product initial density matrix for the im-
purity and the bath,

ρ(0) = ρimp ⊗ ρbath. (5)

In many physical systems, the local dynamics relaxes
quickly with some equilibration timescale trelax if the
bath is large and in a thermal state. We can therefore
compute the stationary two-point functions by choosing
t1 ≫ trelax, and carefully monitoring convergence with t1.
We define a maximal evolution time tmax such that

0 ≤ t1 ≤ t2 ≤ tmax. To obtain the Keldysh path integral
representation of Eq. (3), we discretize the time interval
[0, tmax] into M slices of length δt = tmax/M with ti =
miδt, and define Uδt = e−iHδt, so that

⟨O2(t2)O1(t1)⟩imp = Tr[U−Mδt UM−m2

δt O2U
m2−m1

δt O1U
m1

δt ρ],

(6)

and then introduce a resolution of the Grassmann iden-
tity [51],

1 = ∫ dη̄dη e−η̄η ∣η⟩⟨η̄∣, (7)

between successive time-evolution operators for every de-
gree of freedom, with the Grassmann coherent states ∣η⟩
and their conjugate ⟨η̄∣ defined as

∣η⟩ = e−ηd
†
∣∅⟩ , (8)

⟨η̄∣ = ⟨∅∣ eη̄d. (9)
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For non-interacting environments, the bath degrees of
freedom can be integrated out exactly. In the continuous-
time limit δt → 0, this yields the standard (0 + 1)-
dimensional field-theory description of the impurity dy-
namics [51]:

⟨O2(t2)O1(t1)⟩imp = ∫
⎛
⎝∏σ,z

dη̄σ,zdησ,z
⎞
⎠

× O2[η̄↑,t+2 , η̄↓,t+2 , η↑,t+2 , η↓,t+2 ]O1[η̄↑,t+1 , η̄↓,t+1 , η↑,t+1 , η↓,t+1 ]

× exp{∫
C

dz [∑
σ

η̄σ,z∂zησ,z − iHimp[η̄↑,z, η̄↓,z, η↑,z, η↓,z]]}

×∏
σ

exp(∫
C

dz∫
C

dz′ η̄σ,z∆σ(z, z′)ησ,z′)ρimp[η̄σ,0, ησ,0].

(10)

Here, C = 0 → tmax → 0 denotes a real-time contour with
forward and backward branch, z ∈ C is a contour time
variable, and η̄σ,z and ησ,z are Grassmann variables that
parametrize the impurity trajectory. In this representa-
tion, the bath’s effect enters through the hybridization
function, whose spectral representation is given by

∆σ(ω) =∑
p

∣Vp,σ ∣2

ω − ωp,σ
, (11)

with Vp,σ and ωp,σ as described in Eq. (1).
Evaluating Eq. (10) for generic AIMs is challenging due

to (i) interacting dynamics that resists exact solutions
and perturbative treatments, and (ii) time non-locality,
which precludes the use of master-equation approaches
and standard time-evolution techniques. The IF-MPS
approach employed in this work overcomes these chal-
lenges by restoring time-locality in Eq. (10). This is
achieved by representing the time-nonlocal correlations
encoded by the hybridization function as a matrix prod-
uct state, where each tensor functions as an effective
super-evolution operator acting on a combined impurity-
bath system. In the following, we briefly review the
method before detailing its integration with DMFT.

2. Influence Functional

The Gaussian functional in the last line of Eq. (10)
is the continuous-time version of the Feynman-Vernon
influence functional (IF). In order to obtain an IF rep-
resentation with a finite number of degrees of freedom,
we work with time steps δt. Furthermore, we separate
the bath- from the impurity-evolution by Trotterizing the
evolution operator:

Uδt = Uimp,δt ⋅Uhyb,δt +O(δt2), (12)

with Uimp,δt = e−iHimp,δt and Uhyb,δt = e−i(H−Himp)δt. To
derive the discrete-time path integral, one thus needs to
insert 4M Grassmann coherent states per spin species
into Eq. (6)—two per Trotterized time step on the

forward and backward branch, respectively. As each
identity resolution introduces two Grassmann variables
(see Eq. (7)), the discrete-time version of Eq. (10) is
parametrized by 8M impurity Grassmann variables per
spin species. Half of these (4M) parametrize the IF and
the other half parametrize the local impurity gates. We
collect the IF-variables in a vector (dropping the spin
label σ for clarity):

η ≡ (η0,η1, . . . ,ηM−1), (13)

ηm ≡ (η2m+ , η2m− , η2m+1+ , η2m+1−), (14)

with m ∈ {0,1, . . . ,M −1}. The superscripts “+” and “−”
denote the forward and backward Keldysh branch, re-
spectively. At leading order in δt, the time-discrete IF in
Eq. (10) then takes the form

Iσ[ηm] = exp
⎛
⎝
1

2
∑
m,n

ηT
m Bσ

m,nηn

⎞
⎠
. (15)

Here, Bσ
m,n is a 4 × 4 matrix with elements [46],

Bσ
m,n = δm,n

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

0 0 −1 0
0 0 0 1
1 0 0 0
0 −1 0 0

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦

−∆σ
m,n(δt)

2
.

It encompasses the overlaps of the Grassmann coher-
ent states (first term) and the contribution from the
discretized hybridization function ∆σ

m,n (second term),
which is given by

∆σ
m,n = ∫ dωAbath(ω)Gσ

m,n(ω;β,µ) +O(δt). (16)

In this expression, Abath(ω) is the bath density of states
(DOS). The Green’s function matrix Gm,n is given by
(see Appendix A) [52]

Gσ
m>n =

⎛
⎜⎜⎜
⎝

0 g>,∗m,n g<,∗m,n 0
−g>m,n 0 0 −g<m,n

−g>m,n 0 0 −g<m,n

0 g>,∗m,n g<,∗m,n 0

⎞
⎟⎟⎟
⎠
, (17)

and

Gσ
m=n =

1

2

⎛
⎜⎜⎜
⎝

0 g>,∗m,m g>m,m 0
−g>m,m 0 0 −g>,∗m,m

−g>m,m 0 0 −g<m,m

0 g>,∗m,m g<,∗m,m 0

⎞
⎟⎟⎟
⎠
, (18)

where

g<m,n(ω;β,µ) = −fF (ω;β,µ)e−iω(m−n)δt, (19)

g>m,n(ω;β,µ) = (1 − fF (ω;β,µ)) e−iω(m−n)δt (20)

denote the lesser and greater Green’s function for a non-
interacting bath electron with energy level ω, chemical
potential µ and inverse temperature β; fF (ω;β,µ) =
1/ (1 + eβ(ω−µ)) is the Fermi-Dirac distribution function
for this temperature.
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FIG. 1. Two-point correlators can be evaluated by a tensor network contraction of two IF-MPS corresponding to ∣I↑⟩ and ∣I↓⟩
(shown in grey boxes), and the matrix product operator DO1O2 (dashed box). The blue arrows show the flow of time along the
forward and backward branches of the Keldysh contour, while the red arrows represent the variable transformations (B2) and
(B3). The corresponding signs are absorbed into the matrix product operator. In the curly braces we show a full time-evolution
step δt on the forward and backward branches.

3. Expectation Value as State Overlap

Having defined the discrete-time IF in Eq. (15), we
return to evaluating the expectation value in Eq. (10).
Upon making appropriate variable substitutions that in-
troduce signs on the impurity gates while leaving the
IF from Eq. (15) unchanged (see App. B for details),
Eq. (10) can be expressed as:

⟨O2(t2)O1(t1)⟩imp = ∫ (∏
σ

dη̄σdησ)

× I↓[η↓]e−η̄↓η↓DO1O2[η̄↓,η↑]e−η̄↑η↑I↑[η̄↑] +O(δt), (21)

where DO1O2[η̄↓,η↑] denotes the Grassmann kernel that
encodes the local impurity evolution operator Uimp,δt,
the operators O1(t1 =m1δt) and O2(t2 =m2δt), and the
initial impurity density matrix ρ.

By replacing the Grassmann variables by creation op-

erators d†
m ≡ (d

†
2m+ , d

†
2m− , d

†
2m+1+ , d

†
2m+1−) in Eq. (15) us-

ing the definitions of the coherent states in Eqs. (8–9),
one obtains the state representation of the IF to leading
order in δt:

∣Iσ⟩ = exp (
1

2
∑
m,n

d†
m

T
Bσ

m,n d
†
n) ∣∅⟩ . (22)

Such a state formally has a Bardeen-Cooper-Schrieffer
form, regardless of the fermion-number conservation of
the original problem. Physical symmetries are reflected
in the structure of the matrix B.
Similarly, the Grassmann kernel DO1O2 can be repre-

sented as a fermionic many-body operator (see App. B),
which we denote by DO1O2 . With this, Eq. (21) can be
cast into the form

⟨O2(t2)O1(t1)⟩imp = ⟨I↓∣DO1O2 ∣I↑⟩. (23)

Our strategy is to evaluate this overlap as a tensor
contraction, where the IF-states ∣Iσ⟩ are represented as

matrix product states and the operator DO1O2 is repre-
sented as a matrix product operator (MPO), see Fig. 1.
The tensors of this MPO encode (i) the unitary impurity
evolution operators Uimp,δt, (ii) the operators O1 and O2,
and (iii) the initial impurity density matrix ρimp. For
the single-orbital model considered here, the MPO has
a trivial bond dimension χ = 1 due to the time-locality
of the local impurity evolution [53]. The derivation of
its effective tensors—which differ from standard unitary
gates as they appear in conventional tensor time evolu-
tion methods—is detailed in Sec. II B 5 and App. C.

4. MPS Representation of the IF-state

Recently, multiple paths of constructing MPS repre-
sentations of many-body states in the form of Eq. (22)
were explored [45–49]. In this work, we follow Refs. [45,
46], which generalize an algorithm that was originally
introduced by Fishman and White (FW) [54]. While
Ref. [45] contains a detailed derivation, we summarize
its key steps here for completeness. The central idea of
this approach is to find a sequence of Gaussian two-body
rotations which map the IF state onto the vacuum state
at the single-body level. By expressing this circuit of ro-
tation matrices as unitary many-body gates and applying
them in reverse order to a MPS representation of the
many-body vacuum state, one obtains the many-body
state ∣Iσ⟩. At the single-body level, we start by express-
ing the Gaussian IF-state ∣Iσ⟩ which is fully characterized
by its two-point functions, in terms of its correlation ma-
trix

Λσ
τ,τ ′ = [

⟨dτd†
τ ′⟩Iσ ⟨dτdτ ′⟩Iσ

⟨d†
τd

†
τ ′⟩Iσ ⟨d

†
τdτ ′⟩Iσ

] . (24)

Here,

⟨dτd†
τ ′⟩Iσ ≡

⟨Iσ ∣dτd†
τ ′ ∣Iσ⟩

⟨Iσ ∣ Iσ⟩
, (25)
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and analogously for the other components. We stress
that the two-point correlations ⟨. . . ⟩Iσ in Eq. (24) merely
encode the correlations of the IF defined in Eq. (22). In
contrast to the physical expectation value ⟨. . . ⟩imp used
in Eqs. (3–10), they do not contain any physical informa-
tion about the impurity dynamics and are only needed
to construct the MPS-representation of ∣Iσ⟩.
In Eqs. (24) and (25), we introduced the time index τ ∈ C,
which encompasses a time step index and a branch la-
bel α ∈ {+,−}, i.e. τ = mα ∈ {0+,0−,1+,1−, . . . , (2M −
1)+, (2M − 1)−}. Furthermore, with each τ we associate
an integer index according to

∣τ ∣ = {2m if α = +,
2m + 1 if α = −.

(26)

The entries in Eq. (24) are then evaluated as (see
Ref. [55], Eq. (A.90)):

⟨d†
τdτ ′⟩Iσ = pf[(B̃−1σ )

T ∣
[i1,i2][i1,i2]

], (27)

⟨dτdτ ′⟩Iσ = pf[(B̃−1σ )
T ∣
[i2,i2][i2,i2]

], (28)

⟨d†
τd

†
τ ′⟩Iσ = pf[(B̃

−1
σ )

T ∣
[i1,i1][i1,i1]

], (29)

⟨dτd†
τ ′⟩Iσ = δτ,τ ′ − ⟨dτ ′d

†
τ ⟩I , (30)

where the Pfaffian is computed for the 2 × 2 matrices
determined by the row and column indices indicated in
the square brackets, with

i1(τ) = 4M + ∣τ ∣, i2(τ) = 8M + ∣τ ∣. (31)

In the above expectation values we introduced the 16M ×
16M matrix

B̃σ =
1

2

⎛
⎜⎜⎜
⎝

(Bσ)† 1 0 0
−1 0 1 0
0 −1 0 1

0 0 −1 Bσ

⎞
⎟⎟⎟
⎠
. (32)

The problem of finding a sequence of two-site rotations
mapping the IF-state to the vacuum state is now equiva-
lent to the problem of finding rotations which diagonal-
ize the correlation matrix. Since Λσ

τ,τ ′ represents a pure
state, its diagonal form reads

Λσ
τ,τ ′

diag.ÐÐ→ [⟨d̃τ d̃
†
τ ′⟩Iσ ⟨d̃τ d̃τ ′⟩Iσ

⟨d̃†
τ d̃

†
τ ′⟩Iσ ⟨d̃

†
τ d̃τ ′⟩Iσ

] = [1 0
0 0
] , (33)

which corresponds to the vacuum state.
The FW algorithm performs the diagonalization step

approximately: Starting from the first fermionic mode as-
sociated with the operator pair d†

τ , dτ , which corresponds
to the first time step, the fermionic modes are added un-
til the corresponding submatrix of the correlation matrix
has an eigenvalue close to zero or one (up to a tolerance
which we fixed to 10−12) or a maximum number nsub is
reached. The eigenvector of this eigenvalue corresponds

to a single-body wavefunction with definite occupation
(associated with the operator pair d̃†

τ , d̃τ ) [56]. We then
add a sequence of up to nsub two-site rotations which ro-
tate this mode of definite occupation to the edge. These
steps are repeated starting from the second fermionic
mode until we obtain an approximate diagonalization of
the entire state. Finally, this sequence of rotations is
applied in reverse on a MPS representation of the many-
body vacuum state. In order to apply the many-body
gates, we use a version of the time evolving block deci-
mation [57, 58], with a given maximal bond dimension χ
and a singular value decomposition (SVD) cutoff of 10−8.
The maximum number of modes considered in each

step, nsub, represents a memory time cutoff. The FW
cutoff of 10−12 is an implicit memory time cutoff which
depends on the temporal correlation decay, whereas nsub

is a hard memory time cutoff tcutoff = 1
4
nsubδt and must

be carefully chosen with respect to the bond dimension χ.
If it is too large, more potentially irrelevant information
about long-time correlations will be encoded within the
finite bond dimension χ, reducing the accuracy of the in-
fluence functional. Additionally, the deeper circuit leads
to an increase of the numerical cost of evaluating the re-
sulting quantum circuit, due to a larger number of SVD
operations (complexity of the order of O(nsubMχ3)). If
it is chosen too small, long-time correlations are trun-
cated, which potentially reduces the accuracy as well.
We verified empirically that the subsystem size of

nsub = 4⌊ln2 χ⌋ (34)

is a suitable choice (see Sec. III), which is consistent with
the single-fermion Gaussian formulation of the algorithm
in Ref. [54].
We emphasize that the ordering of variables in the cor-

relation matrix, Eq. (24), determines the order of the de-
grees of freedom in the IF-MPS. Choosing their order as
in Eq. (13) is crucial for the MPS to have a low bond
dimension [59–61]. At the level of the product operator
DO1O2 in Eq. (23), this variable ordering must be ac-
counted for by adjusting the signs of each local impurity
gate. This is explained in the following section.

5. MPO Representation of the Impurity Operator DO1O2

Expanding the IF and impurity operator appearing in
Eq. (23) in the full many-body basis {∣µ⟩},

∣I⟩ =∑
µ

Iµ∣µ⟩, (35)

DO1O2 =∑
µ,ν

∣ν⟩αν,µ⟨µ∣, (36)

allows to associate each term with a specific impurity
trajectory ∣µ⟩. Here,

∣µ⟩ ≡ d†
id

†
j . . . d

†
k ∣∅⟩, (37)

⟨µ∣ ≡ ⟨∅∣dk . . . djdi, (38)
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where i < j < ⋅ ⋅ ⋅ < k with respect to the ordering in
Eq. (13), and analogously for ∣ν⟩ and ⟨ν∣. With this,
Eq. (23) can be expressed as

⟨I↓∣DO1O2 ∣I↑⟩ =∑
µ,ν

I↓,νI↑,µ ⟨ν∣(∣ν⟩αν,µ ⟨µ∣)∣µ⟩

=∑
µ,ν

I↓,νI↑,µαν,µ. (39)

To determine the MPO representation of DO1O2 in
Eq. (36), we proceed as follows:

(i) The Grassmann kernel DO1O2 in Eq. (21) naturally
takes the form

DO1O2 = DM−1+ . . .D0 . . .DM−1− . (40)

The Grassmann polynomial that is obtained by
multiplying out the Grassmann kernels in Eq. (40)
leads to Grassmann strings that are not ordered ac-
cording to Eq. (13). This is easy to see, since vari-
ables on the forward and backward branch with the
same time index are placed next to each other in
Eq. (13), while they are separated in Eq. (40).

(ii) We permute the Grassmann variables to respect the
ordering in Eq. (13). This swapping of Grassmann
variables generates non-trivial signs which are ab-
sorbed into the weights αν,µ in Eq. (40).

(iii) We include these signs locally in the kernels from

Eq. (40), Dmα

signsÐÐ→ D̃mα , such that we can write

DO1O2 = (D̃M−1− ⋅ D̃M−1+) . . . (D̃0− ⋅ D̃0+). (41)

(iv) Finally, we convert the Grassmann kernel from
each pair of brackets in Eq. (41) to fermionic op-
erators by using Eqs. (8–9), which amounts to re-
placing each Grassmann variable with a fermionic
operator, similarly to how we rewrote the IF-kernel
I as state ∣I⟩ in Eq. (22). This step allows us to
define a product operator

DO1O2 =DM−1 ⋅DM−2 . . .D1 ⋅D0, (42)

where the individual operators Dm can be viewed
as effective tensors of a MPO with bond dimension
χ = 1. Importantly, our procedure ensures that
one finds precisely the weights αν,µ when explic-
itly evaluating the global many-body operator in
Eq. (42).

With this, Eq. (39) can be evaluated straight-forwardly
as MPS-MPO-MPS contraction. The full derivation of
the kernels of the operators D̃n is detailed in App. C. As
mentioned in (iv), the kernels are directly converted into
the fermionic operators resulting in the MPO tensors.

6. Propagators

The correlation functions of interest to us are the
greater and lesser impurity Green’s functions, defined on
the Keldysh contour with forward (superscript +) and
backward (superscript −) branch as [23]

G>(t, t′) = −i⟨d(t−)d†(t′+)⟩imp, (43)

G<(t, t′) = i⟨d†(t′−)d(t+)⟩imp, (44)

which are analogous to Eq. (3), with O1 and O2 corre-
sponding to impurity creation or annihilation operators.
The greater and lesser components can be computed as
shown in Fig. 1 and can be used to evaluate the retarded
impurity Green’s function

GR(t, t′) = θ(t − t′)[G>(t, t′) −G<(t, t′)], (45)

from which the impurity spectral function A(ω) =
− 1

π
ImGR(ω) can be calculated by linear interpolation be-

tween the discrete time-dependent data points and sub-
sequent Fourier transformation.

C. DMFT calculations

1. Model and lattice

We will report DMFT results for the half-filled Hub-
bard model with Hamiltonian

H = −vnn ∑
⟨i,j⟩

(d†
idj + h.c.) +U∑

i

(ni↑ − 1
2
)(ni↓ − 1

2
), (46)

where the subscripts i, j denote the lattice sites and the
first sum is over nearest neighbor pairs. We consider
an infinitely connected Bethe lattice, which has a semi-
elliptical noninteracting DOS given by [1]

A(ω) = 2

πW

¿
ÁÁÀ(W

2
)
2

− ω2, (47)

where W = 4v is the bandwidth expressed in terms of
the renormalized hopping amplitude v = vnn

√

Z
(Z → ∞ is

the coordination number). This scaling assures that for
a generic value of the on-site repulsion U , the kinetic and
potential energies of the model are of the same order [2].
DMFT maps the lattice problem (46) to an impurity

model of the type defined in Eqs. (1) and (2), with a
self-consistently determined bath [1].

2. Updating the hybridization function

A single iteration of the DMFT loop consists of com-
puting the impurity Green’s function, extracting the self-
energy, calculating the lattice Green’s function with this
self-energy and imposing that the local lattice Green’s
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function is the same as the impurity Green’s function
[62]. In the case of an infinitely-connected Bethe lattice,
the explicit calculation of the self-energy can be avoided,
and the new hybridization function can be directly ob-
tained from the impurity Green’s function by the relation
[1, 23]

∆(t, t′) = v∗(t)G(t, t′)v(t′) = v2G(t, t′). (48)

The retarded component of this hybridization function
yields the specral function Abath(ω) = − 1

π
Im∆R(ω),

which is used for generating the B matrix via Eq. (16).
With this updated B matrix, the IF-MPS is recomputed.
On a bipartite lattice, such as the Bethe lattice, the

DMFT solution of the half-filled Hubbard model at high
temperature crosses over from a paramagnetic metal
(U ≲ W ) to a Mott-like bad metal (U ≳ W ). At suf-
ficiently low temperature, for 0 < U < ∞, an antiferro-
magnetic insulator is realized. If antiferromagnetic order
is suppressed, a metal-Mott insulator transition appears
at low temperatures. In the paramagnetic phase, the
IF-MPSs for up and down spin are identical. To study
the antiferromagnetic solution, one can combine the self-
consistency relations for the two sub-lattices into the sin-
gle relation [1]

∆σ(t, t′) = v2Gσ̄(t, t′). (49)

where σ̄ stands for the spin opposite to σ. In an anti-
ferromagnetic state, the spectral function becomes spin
dependent and also the IF-MPS needs to be computed
separately for the two spin species.

In equilibrium calculations, we use Abath(ω) =
− 1

π
Im∆R(ω) in Eq. (16) to define the new influence ma-

trix for the given inverse temperature β. In the nonequi-
librium steady-state setup, we use a nonthermal dis-
tribution function fnoneq instead of the Fermi function
fF in Eqs. (20) and (19). Specifically, to study photo-
doped Mott states, we choose a chemical potential µ+
(µ−) for the doubly occupied (empty) sites in the up-
per (lower) Hubbard bands. The nonequilibrium distri-
bution function is then defined through correspondingly
shifted Fermi-Dirac distributions with an inverse effective
temperature βeff. Defining the half-frequency intervals
I+ = ω ∈ [0,∞) and I− = ω ∈ (−∞,0), the explicit formula
reads

fnoneq(ω;βeff, µ±) = {
fF (ω;βeff, µ−), ω ∈ I−
fF (ω;βeff, µ+), ω ∈ I+

. (50)

In principle, one could employ a smooth switching func-
tion between the two half-intervals. However, if the gap
in the spectral function is large enough, the details of the
switching procedure do not matter much and we employ
the above discontinuous switching.

3. Relaxation into a steady state

As mentioned in Sec. II B, the calculation starts from
a factorized density matrix (Eq. (5)), so that the sys-

tem exhibits a nontrivial time evolution while the entan-
glement between the impurity and the bath is built up.
During this evolution, neither the equilibrium nor effec-
tive temperature are well-defined. After some relaxation
time trelax, the system reaches a time-translation invari-
ant steady-state characterized by the imposed β (equi-
librium case) or βeff and µ± (nonequilibrium case). One
should measure the impurity Green’s functions starting
from a time larger than trelax.
In practice, we use the diagonal components of the

impurity density matrix at the maximum time t = tmax as
the initial impurity density matrix for the next iteration.
The relaxation time into the steady state does however
not depend much on this initial choice.

4. Convergence

At the end of each DMFT iteration, one computes the
spectral function from the retarded component of the
propagators. The steady-state DMFT iterations are run
until the absolute difference between two successive it-
eration’s spectral functions decreases below 10−3 for all
ω values. In simulations with low-temperature baths,
the spectral functions can oscillate between successive
DMFT iterations. In order to speed up convergence in
such situations, we apply mixing, i.e., take the average of
two successive iteration’s spectral functions as the input
for the next sweep.
Typically, the DMFT calculations need about 20 iter-

ations for a given time step size when started from an in-
put guess spectral function such as a semi-ellipse (metal-
lic system) or two semi-ellipses (insulators). For smaller
time step sizes, it helps to converge in smaller number
of iterations by taking the converged solution from the
bigger time step size DMFT iterations as the input.

III. IMPURITY MODEL RESULTS

Before employing the IF-MPS method described in the
previous section as impurity solver in DMFT calcula-
tions, we first show some benchmarks for impurity models
with a fixed bath.
In Fig. 2, the impurity Green’s function is computed

for a model with a single bath site and hybridization am-
plitude V . The energy of the bath level is ω = 0, the
impurity level energy is ϵd = 0, the Hubbard on-site re-
pulsion strength is U = 4V , the chemical potential is µ = 0
and the temperature of the bath is T = 0.1V . We measure
energy in units of V and time in units of h̵/V (h̵ = 1). For
this simple model, one can compute the propagators us-
ing exact diagonalization, while the IF-MPS calculation
based on the FW procedure is nontrivial. The compar-
ison between the exact result and the propagators com-
puted for different finite step-sizes is shown in Fig. 2(a).
The almost perfect agreement shows that the MPS con-
struction and the calculation of the correlation functions
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FIG. 2. (a) Retarded Green’s function for an impurity model
with a single bath site (V = 1, U = 4, T = 0.1), computed
using the IF-MPS method (blue) and exact diagonalization
(ED, red). (b) Errors in the retarded Green’s function when
compared to the exact ED result, for the indicated values of
the discretization step δt. In the inset, we show a log-log plot
with the y-axis corresponding to the sum over the time steps
of the absolute differences between the retarded propagator
and the ED propagator, and the x-axis given by the time step.

are implemented correctly. Panel (b) shows the difference
between the IF-MPS data and the ED reference data for
the different time step sizes. The error decreases propor-
tional to δt, consistent with a first-order scheme (see in-
set). We have also tested a second-order Trotter scheme
(analogous to Ref. [63]) instead of Eq. (12), but since
the IF construction has an error O(δt), the overall error
remains proportional to δt.
As a second benchmark, we consider an impurity

model with a flat bath DOS with smooth edges, defined
as

V 2Abath(ω) =
Γ

(1 + eν(ω−ωc)) (1 + e−ν(ω+ωc))
, (51)

where V = 1, ωc = 10Γ, ν = 10/Γ and Γ = 0.1, as in
Refs. [36, 45]. The temperature is set to T = 0.02V
and the chemical potential is set to µ = 0. Figure 3
shows the evolution of the four impurity states in the
fermionic basis (empty: ∣ϕ⟩, singly occupied: ∣σ⟩, σ =↑, ↓,
and doubly occupied: ∣ ↑↓⟩), starting from the polarized
initial density matrix ρimp(t = 0) = ∣↑⟩⟨↑∣ with an impu-
rity interaction strength of U = 8Γ at charge neutrality
(ϵd = 0). The figure reports results for different time step
sizes δt as one varies the bond dimension χ (columns)
and the sub-correlation matrix size nsub (rows). We find
that there is a breaking of particle-hole symmetry (dif-
ferent populations of empty and doubly occupied states)
when nsub ≳ 4 ln2 χ, which becomes increasingly severe
for smaller δt. Hence, to avoid artifacts resulting from a
large nsub, the bond dimension χ must be chosen suffi-
ciently large for the given time step size. In panel (d),
which is roughly in line with the condition (34), we com-
pare the IF-MPS results for bond dimension χ = 512 and
nsub = 28 with the inchworm QMC results from Fig. 2 of
Ref. [36] (black dashed curves) and find a good (although
not perfect) agreement for the evolution of the local state
populations. Since the IF-MPS calculation appears to be
converged in the parameters of the IF formalism, we be-
lieve that our results are more accurate than the ten year
old inchworm Monte Carlo data.

IV. DMFT RESULTS

A. General remarks

In this section, we report DMFT results for the half-
filled Hubbard model on the infinitely connected Bethe
lattice. First we compare IF-MPS spectra in the para-
magnetic metallic and Mott insulating phase against re-
sults obtained by established methods to demonstrate
the accuracy of the spectra. Then we show the effects
of the discretization step δt and of the product ansatz
(5) for the initial density matrix. The challenges associ-
ated with a slow relaxation into the steady-state are il-
lustrated by considering antiferromagnetic insulating sys-
tems with sharp spin-polaron peaks in the spectra. Fi-
nally, we demonstrate the suitability of the IF-MPS ap-
proach for the study of nonequilibrium steady-states by
calculating spectral functions and occupation functions
for photo-doped Mott insulators.

In this section, we use the renormalized hopping v as
the unit of energy and h̵/v as the unit of time (h̵ = 1 in
the following). In these units, the noninteracting band-
width is 4, the high-temperature end point of the Mott
transition line in the paramagnetic phase is near U = 4.67,
T = 0.55 and the zero-temperature end point near U ≈ 5.8
[66]. In the case of an antiferromagnetic self-consistency
loop, the Mott transition line gets buried inside the an-
tiferromagnetic insulating phase, and there merely exists
a crossover from a weak-coupling to a strong-coupling
antiferromagnet as U is increased inside the insulating
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FIG. 3. (a-f) Dependence of the diagonal elements of the impurity density matrix on the bond dimension, submatrix size and
time step size, for the impurity model with wide rectangular bath density of states of height Γ = 0.1. The impurity interaction
strength is U = 8Γ and the initial configuration of the impurity density matrix is spin-up. The columns show the results for
different sub-correlation matrix sizes nsub, and the two rows correspond to different bond dimensions χ. The black dash-dotted
lines in panel (d) show the inchworm QMC results from Fig. 2 of Ref. [36].

phase.

B. Paramagnetic equilibrium states

1. Equilibrium benchmarks

In Fig. 4(a-e), we show benchmark calculations for the
equilibrium Hubbard model in the paramagnetic state,
specifically for the noninteracting system, weakly and
moderately correlated metallic states and for the Mott
insulating phase. For U = 0, independent of temperature
T , the measured spectral function A(ω) = − 1

π
ImGR(ω)

should reproduce the semi-elliptical DOS (47) of non-
interacting fermions on the infinitely coordinated Bethe
lattice. This is indeed the case, apart from small wiggles
at T = 0, as demonstrated in panel (a). The likely origin
of the wiggles is the slow decay of the correlations in time
at low temperatures and the correspondingly demanding
memory time cutoff or nsub (which enforces a large bond
dimension χ according to Eq. (34)). At T = 0.05, the de-
cay of the correlations in time is faster, which results in
a smoother spectral function. While the impurity time
evolution operators become trivial in the noninteracting

case, this calculation is a good test for the precision of
the IF-MPS construction.

Introducing a weak (moderate) repulsive Hubbard in-
teraction U = 2 (4), we next show results for the metal-
lic phase. First, in Figs. 4(b,c), we compare our T = 0
spectral function to the data from Ref. [64], which em-
ploys a MPS based method where the MPS represents the
full system’s density matrix at a given time. It is based
on the time-evolving block decimation (TEBD) approach
and directly computes the time-dependent correlations
by applying the impurity and bath evolution gates to the
ground state determined by the density matrix renor-
malization group (DMRG). We find a good agreement
with this method, even for the higher energy Hubbard
band substructures. In Fig. 4(c), we also compare our
T = 0 spectral function to the numerical renormaliza-
tion group (NRG) data from Ref. [65]. In this case, the
quasi-particle peak matches the IF-MPS result, while the
structures of the Hubbard bands near ω = ±U

2
differ. The

description of the Hubbard bands is challenging for NRG,
which uses a logarithmic frequency grid.

The IF-MPS calculations shown in Fig. 4(c) are for
δt = 0.125 and the description of the quasi-particle peak
should further improve with smaller time steps. One
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FIG. 4. (a) Comparison of the IF-MPS spectral function for U = 0 with the exact semi-elliptical spectral function of the
infinitely connected Bethe lattice. (b) Comparison of the IF-MPS spectral function for U = 2 and T = 0 with the TEBD data
taken from Ref. [64]. (c) Comparison of the IF-MPS spectral function for U = 4 and T = 0 with the TEBD data taken from
Ref. [64] and the NRG data taken from Ref. [65]. The dashed lines in panels (b,c) show the expected value of the spectral
function at ω = 0: A(ω = 0, T = 0) = 1/π. (d) Comparison of the IF-MPS spectral function for U = 4 and T = 0.05 with the result
obtained using continuous-time QMC and MaxEnt analytical continuation. (e) Comparison of the IF-MPS spectral function for
U = 6, T = 0.1 with the result obtained from the one-crossing approximation (OCA). (f) Comparison of the IF-MPS spectrum

for a photo-doped system with U = 4
√

2 and Teff =
√

2/25 with the inchworm QMC results from Ref. [38] and the steady-state
OCA spectrum [41].

sanity check is the integral of the spectral function,
wA = ∫ dωA(ω), which for δt = 0.125 is 0.995, while the
exact spectral function should satisfy wA = 1 [67]. An-
other sanity check is the value of the spectral function at
ω = 0, which for the zero temperature solutions should
be A(ω = 0) = 1/π (Friedel sum rule) [68]. This condition
is very well satisfied for the MPS-IF spectrum for U = 2,
while a small discrepancy is seen for U = 4, comparable
to the discrepancies of the NRG and TEBD results. This
discrepancy is also likely due to the slightly too large time
step size δt = 0.125.

Figure 4(d) compares the IF-MPS spectral function
for T = 0.05 to the result obtained from a continuous-
time quantum Monte Carlo (QMC) impurity solver [6]
via maximum entropy (MaxEnt) analytical continuation
[69]. The agreement is very good for the quasi-particle
peak, and the positions of the Hubbard bands are consis-
tent, whereas the structure of the Hubbard bands differs.
It is well known that analytical continuation has difficul-
ties predicting structures a high energy.

The benchmark of a Mott insulating solution at U = 6
is shown in Fig. 4(e). Here, we do not have an ex-
act reference sprectrum, but compare to the approximate
result from the one-crossing approximation (OCA) [31].
This self-consistent second order expansion around the
atomic limit overestimates correlation effects, but should
produce good result deep in the Mott regime. (For the
chosen parameter set, the first and second order expan-
sions give very similar spectra.) Since our OCA calcula-
tion is implemented on the three-branch Kadanoff-Baym
contour [42], there are no inaccuracies associated with
analytical continuation. The IF-MPS spectrum is con-
sistent with the OCA result, but the calculation is heavy
with nsub = 40 and a bond dimension of 1024, indicative
of a long memory time in low-temperature Mott insula-
tors. The wiggles in the Hubbard bands get smaller with
increasing number of DMFT iterations, and the IF-MPS
result approaches the OCA spectrum. Figure 4(e) shows
the almost converged spectrum after 12 iterations (a sin-
gle iteration with an MPS of size 1920 takes 50 hours on
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20 processors).

2. Nonequilibrium benchmark

In Fig. 4(f), we compare the IF-MPS nonequilibrium
steady state solution for a photo-doped Mott insula-
tor with photo-doping density nph = 0.03, U = 4

√
2

and Teff =
√
2/25 to the inchworm QMC result from

Ref. [38]. The inchworm QMC scheme implements a
high-order stochastic evaluation of the diagrams in the
self-consistent strong-coupling expansion and works di-
rectly on the real-time axis (no need for analytical con-
tinuation). We find a good agreement in the shape of the
Hubbard bands but the locations of the quasi-particle
peaks associated with doublons (holons) are shifted to
higher (lower) energy, compared to the inchworm spec-
trum. Furthermore, the height of the quasi-particle peaks
is smaller. The origin of the discrepancies between these
two “numerically exact” spectra remains to be clarified.
The IF-MPS spectrum is close to the OCA spectrum ob-
tained by the recently developed TCI based steady-state
approach [41], which itself is close to the first-order (non-
crossing approximation) result. This suggests that the
strong coupling expansion converges fast for this setup,
so that the exact spectrum should not be far from the
OCA one.

3. Effect of the time step size

The discretization of the influence functionals and
time evolution operators results in discretization errors.
In order to reach the final spectral function, we start
with a time step size δt which is small enough that
the full expected spectral bandwidth is covered, i.e.
∆ω ∈ (−π/2δt, π/2δt), and converge the DMFT calcu-
lation. Then, we decrease the time step size, taking the
previously converged solution as the input and again run
several DMFT iterations. This procedure is repeated un-
til the spectral function converges (see Fig. 5(a,b)). As
mentioned before, one measure for the discretization er-
ror is the violation of the sum-rule for the spectral func-
tion, wA = 1. The inset of Fig. 5(b) shows how these
deviations decrease with decreasing time step size. For
δt = 0.125, we have less than 1% deviation from the exact
sum rule. In practice, we normalize the spectra at each
DMFT iteration.

The convergence with decreasing time step size is also
evident in the real-time data for the retarded Green’s
function (Fig. 5(c,d)). A short enough time step is
needed especially for capturing the fast initial decay of
the Green’s function and the first oscillations. The details
of the short-time decay matter for the high-energy struc-
tures in the spectral function, while the damped oscilla-
tions at longer times determine the quasi-particle peak.
For the U = 4 system with relatively high temperature

T = 0.25 considered here, the quasi-particle peak is sup-
pressed and the Green’s function is fully damped within
a time window of ∆t ≈ 16. In a low-T strongly correlated
metal, or in an antiferromagnetic state (Sec. IVC), sharp
peaks in the spectral function lead to a slower decay, so
that a larger measurement window ∆t is required in the
simulations.

4. Relaxation into a steady state

Since the IF-MPS simulations start from an impurity
which is decoupled from the bath, one first needs to
build up the entanglement with the bath and relax into a
steady state corresponding to the desired (effective) tem-
perature. The first row of Fig. 6 illustrates this relaxation
process for the system with U = 4 and the indicated in-
verse temperatures. The full simulation covers a time
interval of length tmax = 60, and the four lines show the
diagonal elements of the density matrix, i.e. the proba-
bilities of the empty state (∣ϕ⟩), the singly occupied states
(∣σ⟩, σ = ↑, ↓) and the doubly occupied state (∣↑↓⟩). Since
the system is paramagnetic and particle-hole symmetric,
the weights of the spin-up and spin-down states, as well
as the empty and doubly occupied states are equal.
We start the solution with the density matrix mea-

sured at t = tmax in the previous DMFT iteration. After
the coupling to the bath is switched on at time t = 0+,
the probabilities of the different local states change, but
then relax back to the steady-state solution of the pre-
vious iteration after some time trelax, which depends on
the model parameters (here, trelax < 20 for all consid-
ered temperatures). Note, however, that the relaxation
of the density matrix does not guarantee that the system
has fully reached a steady state. Since the Green’s func-
tion is the relevant observable in DMFT calculations, it
is important to check that this function is indeed time
translation invariant. We measure the impurity Green’s
function starting at a time tstart which is larger than
trelax. The second column of Fig. 6 plots the results for
tstart = 20, 25 and 30, which are essentially lying on top
of each other. The insets show that the maximum devi-
ations between the curves are of the order of 10−4-10−3,
which demonstrates that for these tstart, the measured
Green’s function is the steady-state result.
Ideally, the Green’s function fully decays within the

measurement interval [tstart, tmax], as in these examples.
In the case of slowly damped oscillations, one can use
linear prediction [70] to extrapolate the solution to longer
times. This reduces cutoff-related artifacts in the spectra.

5. Comparison of the spectra

The third column of Fig. 6 compares the IF-MPS spec-
tra to the approximate spectral functions obtained with
the one-crossing approximation and using MaxEnt ana-
lytical continuation of continuous-time QMC data [6]. In
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shows A(ω), and panel (b) the absolute difference between the spectral functions for the indicated δt. The inset of panel (b)
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Green’s functions for the indicated δt. The data in panels (a) and (c) for δt = 0.25,0.1875 have been computed for bond
dimension of 512, while those for δt = 0.125 are for bond dimension 1024.

the chosen parameter regime, with a not too narrow or
completely suppressed quasi-particle peak, the IF-MPS
spectrum can be regarded as numerically exact. The
OCA solution provides a qualitatively correct description
of these correlated metal states, but underestimates the
weight of the quasi-particle peak and overestimates the
width of the Hubbard bands. Analytical continuation of
numerically exact Matsubara axis QMC data is expected
to produce a good estimate of the quasi-particle peak at
low temperatures, while high energy features and high-
temperature spectra can only be qualitatively described.
Indeed, the quasi-particle peaks of the QMC spectra in
panels (c) and (f) agree well with the IF-MPS results,
while the detailed shape of the Hubbard bands cannot
be captured by MaxEnt. Also the high-temperature in-
coherent metal spectrum is not accurately described by
the QMC+MaxEnt approach. In contrast, the IF-MPS
solver handles such systems efficiently, due to the short

memory time.

6. Self-energy

Besides spectral functions, the IF-MPS approach also
provides reliable self-energies. The self-energy describes
the effect of correlations on the propagation of the elec-
trons. From the Dyson equation for the retarded compo-
nent of the Green’s function we get [23]

ΣR(ω) = ω −∆R(ω) − 1

GR(ω)
, (52)

where GR(ω) [∆R(ω)] is the Fourier transform of the
retarded Green’s function [hybridization function]. With
the self-consistency relation (48) for paramagnetic states,
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FIG. 6. Metallic DMFT solutions for U = 4 and T = 0.05 (top row), 0.1 (middle row) and 1 (bottom row), calculated for time
step δt = 0.125 and bond dimension χ = 1024. In the left column (a,d,g), the evolution of the diagonal elements of the impurity
density matrix are plotted. The dashed vertical line indicates tstart with tmax fixed at 60. In the middle column (b,e,h), we
plot the Green’s function measured from tstart = 20, 25 and 30. The results lie on top of each other, so we plot in the insets the
absolute difference between the Green’s function for tstart = 30 and that for tstart = 25 (solid black lines) and tstart = 20 (dashed
black lines). In the right column (c,f,i), the spectral functions from the IF-MPS method (blue solid lines) are compared to the
QMC MaxEnt solutions (red solid lines) and OCA solutions (red dashed lines).

the above equation becomes

ΣR(ω) = ω − v2GR(ω) − 1

GR(ω)
, (53)

where v = 1 in our convention. In Fig. 7, we show the
results obtained for the equilibrium Hubbard model with
U = 4. In panel (a), the imaginary part of the retarded
self energy is plotted for different temperatures. Since the

low-frequency value is proportional to the inverse lifetime
of the quasi-particles, the data in this panel show an in-
creasingly longer lifetime as temperature is decreased. At
T = 0, we find that the imaginary part of the self-energy
vanishes quadratically near ω = 0, as expected for a Fermi
liquid. This result is consistent with the T = 0 NRG self-
energy plotted in Ref. [65], except for discrepancies at
higher ω, which can be explained by the limitations of



14

6 4 2 0 2 4 6

8

6

4

2

0

Im
R

(
)

(a)

T = 0
T = 0.05
T = 0.1
T = 0.25

6 4 2 0 2 4 6

40

30

20

10

0 (b)

Teff = 0
Teff = 0.1
Teff = 1

6 4 2 0 2 4 6

6

4

2

0

2

4

6

R
e

R
(

)

(c)

6 4 2 0 2 4 6

40

20

0

20

40
(d)

FIG. 7. Self-energy ΣR
(ω) as a function of frequency, computed at different temperatures using δt = 0.125 and bond dimension

χ = 1024. The upper and lower row shows the imaginary and real part of ΣR
(ω), respectively. (a,c) Equilibrium system with

U = 4. The black dashed line corresponds to y = ω. (b,d) Photo-doped system with U = 8, µ± = ±3. The black vertical lines
indicate the effective chemical potentials of the doublons and holons (µ± = ±3).

NRG. In panel (c) we plot the corresponding real parts
of the self energy. The intersection between the y = ω
line (black dashed) with the y = ReΣR(ω) line roughly
locates the position of the quasi-particle peak and the
Hubbard bands.

7. Numerical effort

Let us briefly comment on the computational cost
of the different calculations. The simulations with
continuous-time QMC [6] on the Matsubara axis and the
analytical continuation take between a few hours and one
day (depending on the precision), on a single processor.
The implementation of such calculations on the real-time
axis comes with a sign problem [28] and a computational
effort that scales exponentially with tmax. The OCA cal-
culations on a three-branch Kadanoff-Baym contour with
tmax = 21 take about four days on a single processor and
the cost increases like the fourth power of tmax. (Here,
shorter tmax can be used, compared to the IF-MPS ap-
proach, because the initial state is entangled with the
bath.) The recently developed TCI implementation of
steady-state OCA brings the cost of OCA calculations

down by at least two orders or magnitude [41, 71]. The
IF-MPS method takes 12 hours on 10 processors for one
iteration with δt = 0.25, bond dimension χ = 512 and
tmax = 120, and most of the computational time is spent
on computing the IF-MPS. With fixed bond dimension,
the calculation cost scales linearly with the length of the
IF-MPS generated, i.e. LMPS = 4tmax/δt, but in practice
we found that the bond dimension has to be increased if
the time step size is decreased (∝ 1/δt), making the effec-

tive cost proportional to tmax/(δt)4. The full steady-state
DMFT calculation takes about 10 iterations at high tem-
peratures and about 20 iterations at low temperatures.
Hence, IF-MPS calculations are substantially more ex-
pensive than OCA or Matsubara-axis QMC calculations,
but they also provide more accurate spectra. All the
calculations shown in this paper can be obtained with
small-scale parallelization.

C. Antiferromagnetic equilibrium states

The DMFT solution of the half-filled Hubbard model is
antiferromagnetically ordered at low T . To describe this
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FIG. 8. Antiferromagnetically ordered solutions for the half-filled Hubbard model with U = 4 and T = 0.1 (top row), 0.167
(bottom row). The simulations are for δt = 0.25, bond dimension 512 and tmax up to 240. In the left column (a,c), we plot the
measured Green’s functions for up-spin (blue) and down-spin (red). In the right column (b,d), the spectral functions computed
with the IF-MPS method (shown in blue and red for up and down-spin, respectively) are compared to the down-spin spectral
functions computed using continuous-time QMC and MaxEnt (solid green) and OCA (dashed green).

state, we introduce spin-dependent Green’s functions Gσ

and hybridization functions ∆σ, and use the antiferro-
magnetic self-consistency condition (49).

In the antiferromagnetic state, the majority-spin
(minority-spin) spectral function gains (loses) occupation
and the Hubbard bands split up into spin-polaron bands.
At low temperatures, these side-band features become
sharp, resulting in a slowly decaying Green’s function.
Also the build-up of the entanglement between the im-
purity and the bath becomes noticeably slower than in
the paramagnetic state. The interaction U = 4 places our
system in the intermediate coupling region with maxi-
mum Néel temperature (TN ≈ 0.2) [72].
Because of the slow relaxation into a time-translation

invariant state, we use a larger timestep δt = 0.25 in
these calculations. With this, we can push the measure-
ment time of the Green’s function to tstart = 200, which
however is still not enough to reach the steady state at
T = 0.1. This presumably explains why the IF-MPS cal-
culation underestimates the magnetization (asymmetry

in the up and down spin spectra), as well as the gap
in the spectral function. In Fig. 8(b), we compare the
minority spin IF-MPS spectral function (red curve) to
the spectra obtained from OCA (green dashed lines) and
from continuous-time QMC via analytical continuation
(solid green lines). The MaxEnt spectrum cannot be
expected to capture the substructures of the Hubbard
bands, but it should give a reliable estimate of the gap
and roughly reproduce the first spin-polaron peak. In-
deed, these two features match well between the MaxEnt
and OCA results. This strongly suggests that the height
of the spin-polaron peaks and the gap size are under-
estimated in the IF-MPS spectra. Consistent with this
conclusion, we observed that both grow if we increase
tstart. The same is true for the higher-temperature spec-
tra shown in Fig. 8(d), even though in this case, the
density matrix has reached a steady state within the ac-
cessible time window. The shown IF-MPS spectra are
thus not for the true equilibrium state at the indicated
temperatures, but still influenced by the slow relaxation
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FIG. 9. Energy difference between successive spin-polaron
peaks in the antiferromagnetic solution of the half-filled Hub-
bard model with U = 4 and T = 0.1. The square symbols
are the difference between the expected energy positions for a
single hole in the t-J model, where J is selected such that the
first spin-polaron peak position in the analytical expression
matches the numerically obtained spectrum. J∗IF denotes the
renormalized value for the IF-MPS solution, while J∗OCA de-
notes the renormalized value for the OCA solution (see text).

from the initial product state. They are representative of
what can be obtained with moderate computational ef-
fort (by generating two IF-MPS each of length 3840 and
bond dimension 512 in each DMFT iteration) using our
current implementation.

In the exact solution for the half-filled system, the real
parts of the up and down Green’s function should be
identical, while the imaginary parts should have opposite
signs. As shown in Fig. 8(a,c), this is indeed the case,
up to a small artificial symmetry breaking. We attribute
the latter to the time step δt = 0.25, which is too large
for accurate low-temperature calculations.

The splittings between the spin-polaron peaks are
smaller in the IF-MPS spectra, compared to the OCA re-
sults. For the T = 0.1 spectrum, we plot these splittings
in Fig. 9. The spin polaron peaks of the lower (upper)
Hubbard band describe holons (doublons) dressed by a
spin cloud. The motion of a hole in the Néel ordered
spin configuration leads to a string of misaligned spins,
which results in a linear confining potential. The energy
positions of the spin-polaron peaks can be analytically
calculated for a single hole in the t-J model [73]. Rela-
tive to the innermost edge of the semi-elliptic Hubbard
band, the peaks are predicted at

En = −
J∗

2
− anv (

J∗

2v
)

2
3

, (54)

where J∗ is the effective spin-exchange interaction and
an is the n-th zero of the Airy function. To compare
these analytical results to our Hubbard model spectra, we
tune the J∗ value such that the position of the first spin
polaron peak aligns with Eq. (54), which gives J∗IF ∼ 0.802
in units of 4v2/U . The location of the second predicted

peak lies very close to that of the IF-MPS spectrum,
while the gap to the third spin polaron peak is somewhat
smaller than predicted by Eq. (54). If we apply the same
procedure to the OCA spectrum (J∗OCA ∼ 1.444 in units
of 4v2/U), we find deviations to the analytical prediction
already for the second spin-polaron peak.

D. Photo doped Mott system

We now switch to the simulation of nonequilibrium
steady states in Mott insulating Hubbard models. Photo-
excitation of charge carriers across the Mott gap cre-
ates doublons (doubly occupied sites) and holons (empty
sites) whose life-time grows exponentially with U [74]. If
these charge carriers couple to some environment, they
can dissipate their kinetic energy and the system may
reach a long-lived state with a distribution of doublons
(holons) in the upper (lower) Hubbard band described by
an effective temperature Teff [75]. Such a state can for
example be stabilized by weakly coupling the Hubbard
bands to electron baths within the nonequilibrium steady
state formalism [43]. Recently, it was shown that one
can also directly impose the nonequilibrium distribution
corresponding to Teff and converge to a self-consistent
solution for the retarded and lesser Green’s function [38].
Here, we choose the latter approach and impose a

nonequilibrium distribution fnoneq(ω) with two chemi-
cal potentials at µ±, as described in Sec. II C 2. The
results for U = 8, µ± = 3 and different Teff are shown in
Fig. 10. The blue lines in the third column show the
spectral function A(ω) = − 1

π
ImGR(ω) and the red shad-

ing the measured occupation A<(ω) = − 1
2π

ImG<(ω). The
latter satisfies the condition A<(ω) = fnoneq(ω)A(ω) for
a self-consistent solution. In the result for Teff = 0, we
notice however small oscillations, which indicates that
some simulation parameters (δt, χ, or nsub) are not yet
optimally chosen. Overall, however, the low-Teff spectra
show the expected features of an effectively cold photo-
doped state, namely two quasi-particle peaks at the edges
of the Hubbard bands, associated with the mobile dou-
blons and holons [76]. At the highest effective temper-
ature, Teff = 1, these quasi-particle peaks disappear and
the spectra show two featureless Hubbard bands with a
broad doublon and holon distribution. The self-energies
for these solutions, calculated using Eq. (53), are plotted
in Fig. 7(b,d).
The left and middle columns of Fig. 10 show the time

evolution of the diagonal elements of the density matrix
and the retarded Green’s function, respectively. In the
density matrix results we notice an anomaly in the evolu-
tion of the doublon and holon probabilities. These should
be degenerate in our particle-hole symmetric system, but
the simulation somehow breaks this degeneracy. Since
we explicitly symmetrize the spectral functions obtained
at each iteration, this symmetry breaking must happen
in the construction of the influence functional, and it is
likely related to the way in which we initialize the FW
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FIG. 10. DMFT solutions for photo-doped nonequilibrium steady states of the Hubbard model with U = 8 and different Teff.
The nonequilibrium state is produced by setting µ± = ±3 and we use time step sizes δt = 0.125 (with bond dimension 1024). In
the left column (a,d,g), the diagonal elements of the impurity density matrix are plotted. The doublon and holon weights are
identical at t = 0, but an artificial symmetry breaking occurs at t > 0. The propagators were measured in the region shaded
in grey. The middle column (b,e,h) plots the measured Green’s functions. In the right column (c,f,i), the spectral functions
computed with the IF-MPS method are denoted by the blue lines. The boundary of the red shaded region corresponds to the
computed occupation (A<(ω)).

algorithm. Decreasing the time step and increasing the
bond dimension decreases this artificial splitting, but the
issue persists for δt = 0.125 and χ = 1024, which is al-
ready a computationally heavy calculation. Alternative
procedures for computing the IF-MPS [77] will hopefully
resolve this issue.

V. CONCLUSIONS

We applied the recently developed IF-MPS approach
as impurity solver in DMFT calculations, and computed
real-frequency spectral functions of the Hubbard Model
on a Bethe lattice with infinite coordination. We demon-
strated that in equilibrium settings the IF-MPS method
can match or even surpass the accuracy of established
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methods, at least in the weakly to moderately correlated
metal regime, where the IF-MPS approach works well in-
dependent of temperature. With the current implemen-
tation, it is however not yet possible to efficiently sim-
ulate low-temperature strongly correlated metals or an-
tiferromagnetic states with sharp quasi-particle or spin-
polaron peaks. The method also struggles to produce
fully converged solutions for low-temperature Mott insu-
lators with large gap.

The influence functional approach is a particularly
promising solver for nonequilibrium steady-state simula-
tions, where it enables for example an accurate descrip-
tion of photo-doped Mott states. For such applications,
only few alternative numerically exact methods such as
inchworm Monte Carlo [36, 38] exist. Also, in this con-
text, one is not necessarily interested in very low effective
temperatures, which are hard to reach in experiments.
For not too low Teff, the steady-state IF-MPS solver can
provide numerically exact nonequilibrium DMFT results
with small scale parallelization.

While the calculations presented in this work have been
run on a computer cluster of modest size, the simula-
tions are still too expensive for widespread applications.
The main bottleneck is the calculation of the IF using

the FW algorithm. If this step can be significantly im-
proved, for example using the recently proposed semi-
group influence matrix method [77], or using TCI [40],
the IF-MPS solver will become practically useful for a
broad range of DMFT applications. In the strongly corre-
lated regime, high-order strong-coupling impurity solvers
based on TCI [40, 41, 71] will likely outperform the IF-
MPS solver, but for moderately correlated metallic sys-
tems and low-temperature states, the IF approach should
be competitive.
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Appendix A: Justification of Eq. (17)

Introducing the spinors Ψσ,n =
(d†

σ,2n+ dσ,2n− dσ,2n+1+ d†
σ,2n+1−) the Green’s func-

tion matrix expressed in the time-dependent fermionic
basis is given by

G̃σ,m>n = ⟨ΨT
σΨσ⟩imp

RRRRRRRRRRRU=0,ϵd=0

= 1

2

⎛
⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜
⎝

⟨d†
σ,2m+d

†
σ,2n+⟩imp ⟨d†

σ,2m+dσ,2n−⟩imp ⟨d†
σ,2m+dσ,2n+1+⟩imp ⟨d†

σ,2m+d
†
σ,2n+1−⟩imp

⟨dσ,2m−d†
σ,2n+⟩imp ⟨dσ,2m−dσ,2n−⟩imp ⟨dσ,2m−dσ,2n+1+⟩imp ⟨dσ,2m−d†

σ,2n+1−⟩imp

⟨dσ,2m+1+d†
σ,2n+⟩imp ⟨dσ,2m+1+dσ,2n−⟩imp ⟨dσ,2m+1+dσ,2n+1+⟩imp ⟨dσ,2m+1+d†

σ,2n+1−⟩imp

⟨d†
σ,2m+1−d

†
σ,2n+⟩imp ⟨d†

σ,2m+1−dσ,2n−⟩imp ⟨d†
σ,2m+1−dσ,2n+1+⟩imp ⟨d†

σ,2m+1−d
†
σ,2n+1−⟩imp

⎞
⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟
⎠

RRRRRRRRRRRU=0,ϵd=0
, (A1)

where the expectation values are for a noninteracting
level with energy ω. Since the corresponding Hamilto-
nian is number-conserving, the expectation values with
two annihilation or two creation operators are zero. The

other expectation values correspond to the lesser and
greater Green’s functions (19) and (20) of the noninter-
acting level (here dropping the spin label as the following
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expressions hold for each IF individually):

G̃m>n =
⎛
⎜⎜⎜
⎝

0 −g>n,m −g<n,m 0
−g>m,n 0 0 g<m,n

−g>m,n 0 0 g<m,n

0 g>n,m g<n,m 0

⎞
⎟⎟⎟
⎠
.

Using the relation

g>,< (t, t′) = −g>,<,∗ (t′, t)

yields Eqs. (16) and (17).

Appendix B: Derivation of the Temporal state
overlap

Deriving the path integral expression, Eq. (10), in-
cludes inserting Grassmann resolutions of identity 1τ =
⊗σ1σ,τ , between each time-local operator—which can be
either evolution operators Uimp,δt, or combinations of op-
erators like O1Uimp,δt—into Eq. (6).

For the combined impurity-bath system, the Grass-
mann identity reads

1σ,τ = ∫ d(η̄σ,τ , ησ,τ)d(ξ̄σ,τ ,ξσ,τ)

e−η̄σ,τησ,τ−ξ̄σ,τξσ,τ ∣ησ,τ ,ξσ,τ ⟩⟨η̄σ,τ , ξ̄σ,τ ∣. (B1)

As introduced in the main text, η̄σ,τ , ησ,τ are impu-
rity variables, while ξ̄σ,τ = (ξ̄j=1,σ,τ ,⋯, ξ̄j=L,σ,τ)T , ξσ,τ =
(ξj=1,σ,τ ,⋯, ξj=L,σ,τ)T are the degrees of freedom of the
environment (consisting of L fermionic modes).
In order to arrive at Eq. (21), we manipulate the path

integral in a way that results in the following structure:
All variables associated with the kernel of the spin-up
(down) IF should be conjugate (non-conjugate) and op-
posite for the impurity kernel. This is achieved by making
appropriate variable substitutions in the system-variables
of the identity resolution, Eq. (B1). We define these mod-
ified identity resolutions as

1′σ,τ with substitution η̄σ,τ → ησ,τ , ησ,τ → −η̄σ,τ ,
(B2)

1′′σ,τ with substitution η̄σ,τ → −ησ,τ , ησ,τ → η̄σ,τ .

(B3)

With this, Grassmann identities are inserted between the
hybridization and impurity evolution operators on the
forward branch in the following way:

Uimp,δt ⋅ 1(2m+1)+ ⋅Uhyb,δt ⋅ 1(2m)+ , (B4)

with the evolution operators as defined in Eq. (12). In
this expression, we introduced

1(2m+1)+ =1↑,(2m+1)+ ⊗ 1′↓,(2m+1)+ , (B5)

1(2m)+ =1′′↑,(2m)+ ⊗ 1↓,(2m)+ . (B6)

On the backward branch, we insert identities as follows:

1(2m)− ⋅U †
hyb,δt ⋅ 1(2m+1)−U

†
imp,δt, (B7)

with

1(2m)− =1↑,(2m)− ⊗ 1′↓,(2m)− , (B8)

1(2m+1)− =1′′↑,(2m+1)− ⊗ 1↓,(2m+1)− . (B9)

With these insertions, one arrives at Eq. (21) by following
the standard text-book procedure for deriving the path
integral. Note that these variable substitutions alter the
signs of some components of the impurity kernel, while
they amount to a simple renaming of variables for the IF.

In particular, the Grassmann kernel DO1O2 in Eq. (21)
can formally be factorized as follows:

DO1O2[{η̄↓,τ , η↑,τ}] =
DM∗[η̄↓,(2M−1)+ , η↑,(2M−1)−]
⋅D(M−1)+[η̄↓,(2M−3)+ , η̄↓,(2M−2)+ , η↑,(2M−3)+ , η↑,(2M−2)+] . . .
⋅Dn+[η̄↓,(2n−1)+ , η̄↓,(2n)+ , η↑,(2n−1)+ , η↑,(2n)+] . . .
⋅D0∗[η̄↓,0+ , η̄↓,0− , η↑,0+ , η↑,0−] . . .
⋅Dn−[η̄↓,(2n−1)− , η̄↓,(2n)− , η↑,(2n−1)− , η↑,(2n)−] . . .
⋅D(M−1)−[η̄↓,(2M−3)− , η̄↓,(2M−2)− , η↑,(2M−3)− , η↑,(2M−2)−].

(B10)

Here, the individual factors are the Grassmann kernels of
the many-body operators from Eq. (12) and include the
signs from the variable substitutions, Eqs. (B2, B3), e.g.

Dn+ = ⟨η̄↓,(2n)+ ,−η↑,(2n)+ ∣Uimp,δt∣ − η̄↓,(2n−1)+ , η↑,(2n−1)+⟩.

Appendix C: Derivation of the Grassmann kernels of
the impurity gates

In order to evaluate any observable one must determine
the Grassmann kernel of the corresponding many-body
operator in accordance with the order of the Grassmann
variables in any single term (monomial) arising from the
expansion of the influence functional given by Eq. (15).
In Eq. (40), the kernel of the many-body operator is a
product of kernels of the local impurity evolution opera-
tors. These kernels are sandwiched between up-spin and
down-spin IF-MPS and define a local map between the
spin-up and spin-down Grassmann variables at a given
time step. We follow a two-step procedure: (i) determine
the signs in the individual gate-kernels, and (ii) adjust
the non-local signs between the successive fermion oper-
ators. We consider the generic 4 × 4 many-body gate to
illustrate the procedure to calculate a Grassmann-kernel
of the impurity gate.

1. Forward branch impurity evolution operator. The
kernel of the many-body impurity evolution opera-
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tor (τ > τ ′) can be written generically as follows:

U = ⃗̄ηTτ ⋅

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

a0,0 a0,1 a0,2 a0,3
a1,0 a1,1 a1,2 a1,3
a2,0 a2,1 a2,2 a2,3
a3,0 a3,1 a3,2 a3,3

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦

⋅ η⃗τ ′ , (C1)

where

⃗̄ητ = (1, η̄↑,τ , η̄↓,τ , η̄↓,τ η̄↑,τ)T , (C2)

η⃗τ ′ = (1, η↑,τ ′ , η↓,τ ′ , η↑,τ ′η↓,τ ′)T . (C3)

We suppress the branch index in the Grassmann
variables so as not to clutter the expressions and it
is clear that the kernel only applies to the forward
branch. We determine the signs in four steps:

(a) Expand the kernel U(η̄↓,τ , η̄↑,τ , η↑,τ ′ , η↓,τ ′) into
the sum of Grassmann variable monomials.

(b) Substitute variables to change the Grassmann
integral into an overlap (same as Eqs. (B2),
(B3)).

(c) Re-order the Grassmann monomials accord-
ing to the order of appearance of the Grass-
mann variables in the monomials of the IF-
MPS overlap: (i) The barred Grassmann vari-
ables (corresponding to the down-spin IF-
MPS) are to the left and the unbarred Grass-
mann variables (corresponding to the up-spin
IF-MPS) are to the right of the gate-kernel,
(ii) the Grassmann variables in the IF-MPS
for a given spin-species appear in ascending
order of the time index, so it implies that the
Grassmann variables in the gate-kernel appear
in descending order of the time index.

As the impurity gate kernel will be appearing
between the forward branch of a given time
step (say m-th time step), the resulting order
of the Grassmann variables in the impurity
evolution kernel is

U(η̄↓,2m, η̄↓,2m−1, η↑,2m, η↑,2m−1). (C4)

Re-ordering the variables in each monomial re-
sults in changes in signs. Each swap between
two Grassmann variables incurs a minus sign
and if the total number of swaps needed to
reach the order in Eq. (C4) is odd, the mono-
mial is multiplied by minus sign.

(d) Re-express the monomial as a matrix, the lo-
cal map between the up-spin and the down-
spin variables. The forward gate-kernel for U
becomes

⃗̄ηT
↓
⋅

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

a0,0 −a1,0 a0,1 −a1,1
a2,0 −a3,0 a2,1 −a3,1
−a0,2 −a1,2 a0,3 a1,3
−a2,2 −a3,2 a2,3 a3,3

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦

⋅ η⃗↑, (C5)

where

⃗̄η↓ = (1, η̄↓,2m, η̄↓,2m−1, η̄↓,2mη̄↓,2m−1)T , (C6)

η⃗↑ = (1, η↑,2m, η↑,2m−1, η↑,2mη↑,2m−1)T . (C7)

2. Backward branch impurity evolution operator. The
kernel of the many-body backward-evolution ma-
trix is obtained in a similar way to the forward
evolution gate:

(a) The many-body evolution operator U † is ob-
tained starting from Eq. (C1) as

U † = ⃗̄ηTτ ′ ⋅

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

a∗0,0 a∗1,0 a∗2,0 a∗3,0
a∗0,1 a∗1,1 a∗2,1 a∗3,1
a∗0,2 a∗1,2 a∗2,2 a∗3,2
a∗0,3 a∗1,3 a∗2,3 a∗3,3

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦

⋅ η⃗τ , (C8)

where

η⃗τ = (1, η↑,τ , η↓,τ , η↑,τη↓,τ)T , (C9)

⃗̄ητ ′ = (1, η̄↑,τ ′ , η̄↓,τ ′ , η̄↓,τ ′ η̄↑,τ ′)T . (C10)

We suppress the branch index in the Grass-
mann variables so as not to clutter the ex-
pressions and it is clear that the kernel only
applies to the backward branch.

(b) We note that the Grassmann variables with
smaller time-indices appear before variables
with larger time-indices upon expanding the
kernel. So, in order to return to the fa-
miliar set-up of the forward time-evolution
case discussed above, shift the variables such
that the unbarred variables (with larger time-
index) appear before the barred variables
(with smaller time-index). This results in
some sign changes which is reflected in the ker-
nel when re-expressed as a matrix:

U † = η⃗Tτ ⋅

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

a∗0,0 a∗0,1 a∗0,2 a∗0,3
a∗1,0 −a∗1,1 −a∗1,2 a∗1,3
a∗2,0 −a∗2,1 −a∗2,2 a∗2,3
a∗3,0 a∗3,1 a∗3,2 a∗3,3

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦

⋅ ⃗̄ητ ′ . (C11)

(c) Proceeding from the above gate-kernel, we
expand it to obtain the monomial expres-
sion and perform the variable substitution as
in Eqs. (B2), (B3). Finally the down-spin
variables and up-spin variables are arranged
into the described order of appearance as in
Eq. (C4). The signs incurred in the Grass-
mann monomials with the substitution and
the rearrangement are absorbed into the ma-
trix. Thus, one obtains the following back-
ward gate-kernel for the operator U †:

⃗̄ηT
↓
⋅

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

a∗0,0 a∗1,0 −a∗0,1 a∗1,1
−a∗2,0 a∗3,0 −a∗2,1 −a∗3,1
a∗0,2 a∗1,2 −a∗0,3 a∗1,3
a∗2,2 −a∗3,2 a∗2,3 a∗3,3

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦

⋅ η⃗↑, (C12)
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where

⃗̄η↓ = (1, η̄↓,2m, η̄↓,2m−1, η̄↓,2mη̄↓,2m−1)T , (C13)

η⃗↑ = (1, η↑,2m, η↑,2m−1, η↑,2mη↑,2m−1)T . (C14)

3. Global signs. The unbarred Grassmann variables
in the monomial terms of the kernel expansion are
in the order with the Grassmann monomials of the
up-spin IF-MPS. However, the barred Grassmann
variables appear in the reverse order to the desired
order of the down-spin IF-MPS. Note that the BCS
structure of the IF imposes that the string of barred
(spin down) variables and the string of unbarred
(spin up) variables each have even parity. Thus, re-
versing the string of N barred variables introduces

a sign (−1)N/2 = iN . We take this into account in
the local kernels by including a factor of imaginary
i for each barred Grassmann variable in the kernels
and it effectively counts the number of Grassmann
variables. This procedure automatically produces

a minus sign if N/2(mod 2) = 1 without the need
to analyze the global string.

4. Interleaving (Kronecker product of the evolution
operators). The Grassmann kernels of the for-
ward and backward time-evolution operators ap-
pear as in the IF-MPS individually, but our or-
ganization of the variables in the IF-MPS is
such that the Grassmann variables from the for-
ward and backward branches are interleaved, i.e.
(. . . η2m,+η2m,−η2m+1,+η2m+1,− . . . ). Therefore, af-
ter doing the Kronecker product of the forward
and backward kernels, one needs to interleave the
Grassmann kernels and keep track of the change
in the signs due to exchanges of the Grassmann
variables within the monomials generated from the
Kronecker product. This results in the full time-
evolution Grassmann kernel, which can be applied
locally.
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