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For strongly correlated quantum systems, fundamental questions about the formation and stabil-
ity of Floquet-Bloch sidebands (FBs) upon periodic driving remain unresolved. Here, we investigate
the impact of electron-electron interactions and perturbations in the coherence of the driving on
the lifetime of FBs by directly addressing these questions in time-dependent single-particle spec-
tral functions. Using exact diagonalization (ED) and matrix product states (MPS), we find for a
chain of interacting spinless fermions that high-frequency driving leads to long-lived FBs of the full
many-body excitation continuum, accompanied by in-gap modes related to mobile domain walls.
Conversely, in the low-frequency regime and in the presence of noise, heating dominates, resulting
in a significant loss of quantum coherence. This is further elucidated by the behavior of real-space
single-particle propagators, of the energy gain, and of the momentum distribution function, which is
related to a quantum Fisher information that is directly accessible by spectroscopic measurements.

Introduction.— A promising direction of research for
realizing interesting quantum states of matter is Floquet
engineering, where the interaction of the light field with
electrons in materials [1–7] is used to tailor the band
structure. For example, such periodically driven systems
are predicted to offer a tunable platform to realize Frac-
tional Chern insulators (FCIs) [8, 9], engineered topo-
logical states [10–15], and coherent excitations in exper-
iments with ultracold gases [9, 16–19] (for a review see
Ref. 20). A hallmark of such periodically driven crys-
talline lattice structures is the emergence of Floquet-
Bloch sidebands (FBs). Such FBs can directly be de-
tected in pump–probe experiments by using time- and
angle-resolved photoemission spectroscopy (trARPES)
[21–30], which gives insight into the time-dependent
single-particle spectral function. The direct observation
of FBs has been reported, e.g., for the topological in-
sulator Bi2Se3 [22, 23], for the semiconductor material
WSe2 [26], and recently for mono-layer graphene [27, 28]
and for the topological antiferromagnet MnBi2Te4 [29].
These experimental findings are for weakly interacting
systems. Model calculations and experimental work
shows that it is non-trivial to understand the Floquet
physics even for weak interactions [26, 31, 32]. This raises
the question, whether for strongly interacting systems the
same picture holds, or if the interplay of Floquet driving
and many-body effects in the spectral function can mod-
ify the properties and stability of FBs [26].

Periodic driving leads to the dressing of electrons [33],
energy absorption from photons [34–36], light-induced
gaps [37, 38], and avoided crossings near the Fermi en-
ergy in the quasi-energy spectrum [15]. These effects
have been explored using methods like Floquet dynam-
ical mean-field theory (Floquet-DMFT) [39], which in-
vestigates non-equilibrium steady states. One finds band
narrowing under strong fields, charge localization, and
the coexistence of Wannier-Stark features with Floquet
sidebands. Out-of-equilibrium DMFT [35, 36] and clus-

FIG. 1. Overview of the main findings of this Letter. (a)
Sketch of model (1) and its phase diagram at half filling, with
a quantum phase transition from a Luttinger liquid (LL) to a
correlated charge density wave (CDW) insulator at V/th = 2.
(b) Typical result for the retarded spectral function Aret

k (ω)
deep in the CDW insulating phase at V/th = 5 at equilib-
rium. (c) and (d) Time evolution of the single particle prop-
agator Eq. (4) in real space in the CDW phase for driving
frequencies Ω = 3.0 and Ω = 20.0, respectively, at waiting
time t = 0, indicating the stability of quantum coherence in
both regimes. (e) and (f) Time dependent spectral function
Aret

k (t, ω) [Eq. (3)] in the CDW state at low and high fre-
quency driving, Ω = 3.0 (no FBs visible) and Ω = 20 (FBs
visible), respectively, at waiting time t = 10.

ter perturbation theory [40] have also revealed photo-
induced insulator-metal transitions. In strongly corre-
lated systems with symmetry broken ground states, pe-
riodic driving can also induce in-gap features, such as
Villain-type modes [41]. A major challenge in the pres-
ence of interactions in Floquet systems is the signifi-
cant heating [42–51], due to which a simple infinite-
temperature state competes with Floquet engineering;
due to this heating, one expects Floquet effects to play
a role on some transient time scale, before the heating
wins [43].

All these aspects highlight how the choice of driving
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parameters can significantly alter the Floquet electronic
structure of the system. The scope of this Letter is to
investigate how for strongly correlated electron systems
the interactions, the driving parameters, and noise influ-
ence the Floquet physics. We do so by directly studying
the time evolution of the retarded time-dependent spec-
tral function Aret

k (t, ω), of real space correlations, and
of the momentum distribution function ⟨nk⟩(t). The
latter relates to a Quantum Fisher Information (QFI),
which can give insights into multipartite entanglement
[52]. All results are obtained with time-dependent matrix
product states (MPS) [53, 54] and exact diagonalization
(ED) [55–57] techniques. We work on one-dimensional
systems (1D), since MPS work best for these. This al-
lows us to perform an unbiased study with high accu-
racy for the formation and stability of FBs and further
Floquet effects in a typical strongly correlated system of
1D spinless fermions with nearest-neighbor interactions
(tV -chain). Since in 1D correlation effects are strongest,
this will help us in understanding the effect of interac-
tions on the stability of FBs in correlated systems in
general. Recent inelastic neutron scattering studies on
quantum magnetic materials show that it is insightful
to complement the analysis of the spectral function by
also studying the real-space time evolution of correlation
functions and quantum information measures to probe
quantum mechanical entanglement [58, 59]. While typi-
cally studied in linear response, similar approaches apply
to non-equilibrium settings [60]. This enables us to ad-
dress the question, how coherence aspects of correlations
in real space, and quantum information measures behave
in strongly interacting Floquet-driven systems.

A summary of our main results at high and low fre-
quency driving is sketched in Fig. 1. We find in the high
frequency regime that the FBs are stable for long times
even in the presence of strong interactions, and are only
suppressed when adding noise to the drive.

Model.— We consider a system of periodically driven
one-dimensional interacting spinless fermions (tV -chain),

H(t) =− th
∑

j

(
eiAV (t)c†jcj+1 + H.c.

)
+ V (njnj+1) .

(1)

Here, c
(†)
j is the annihilation (creation) operator for a

spinless fermion at site j, nj = c†jcj is the operator of the
local density on site j, th the hopping strength between
nearest neighboring lattice sites, and V the strength of
the interaction between particles sitting on neighbor-
ing sites. The periodic driving is realized as Peierls’
substitution [61] via a time-dependent vector potential
AV (t) = A0 sin(Ωt), which is activated at time t = 0.
Unless stated otherwise, we use open boundary condi-
tions (OBC) and the hopping parameter is set to th ≡ 1
throughout, as well as ℏ ≡ 1.

Without the driving (i.e., for A0 = 0), the model
exhibits a Berezinskii-Kosterlitz-Thouless-like (BKT)

phase transition from a Luttinger liquid (LL) [62] to a
strongly correlated charge density wave (CDW) insula-
tor at V/th = 2, as obtained from Bethe ansatz after
mapping to an XXZ spin-chain via Jorgan-Wigner trans-
form [63]. Here, we focus on the CDW phase. In order to
suppress artifacts due to the OBC, we apply a pinning-
field Hpin = µnj at one of the edge sites, which enforces
the numerics to converge to one of the two possible CDW
ground states [41, 64]. We compute the non-equilibrium
generalization of the spectral function by performing a
Fourier transform of the single-particle Green’s function,

Gret
αβ (t, t

′) = θ (t− t′)
(
G>

αβ (t, t
′)−G<

αβ (t, t
′)
)

= −iθ (t− t′)
(〈
cα(t)c

†
β (t

′)
〉
+
〈
c†β (t

′) cα(t)
〉)

.

(2)
In non-equilibrium scenarios, one has to treat both time
variables in Eq. (2) explicitly, which leads to a non-
uniqueness of the Fourier transform (FT) to frequency
space ω [65]. Typical choices are so-called Wigner coor-
dinates, or relative time coordinates. The qualitative be-
havior typically does not depend on the particular choice
of these coordinates [65–67]. In the following we choose
a relative time coordinate τ = t − t′ for the FT, which
simplifies the numerical approach by reducing the num-
ber of MPS states that need to be stored in the course
of the calculation. In this way, we can interpret the evo-
lution time t as a waiting time, after which the spectral
function is obtained under the influence of the periodic
drive [41, 64]. The retarded single-particle spectral func-
tion then is computed via

Aret
k (t, ω) = − Im

1√
2π

∫ ∞

−∞
dτeiωτW (τ)Gret

kk (t, τ) ,

(3)
where W (τ) is a windowing function. Typically, we use
an adapted Tukey-window [68], since we find that for
the weak signals of the Floquet side bands this gives
the best resolution. The retarded spectral function
Eq. (3) can then be interpreted as the spectral function
measured at waiting time t, with the driving being
turned on at t = 0. In contrast to the equilibrium case,
Aret

k (t, ω) can have negative values, see, e.g., Refs. 69
and 70, which, however, in strongly interacting systems
tend to be absent at later times [41, 70]. Here, in the
context of the existence of FBs, we focus our discussion
on the absolute value |Aret

k (t, ω)|. Note that even at
waiting time t = 0 the results differ from the ground
state behavior, since the Fourier-transform to ω-space
is done with the time-dependent Hamiltonian (1). For
details of the MPS calculations and an error estimate,
see the supplemental material.

Results.— We define the spectral width W for the
ground state spectral function as the width of the in-
tervall [ωmin, ωmax] in which Aret

k (ω) ̸= 0, see Fig. 2(a).
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FIG. 2. Retarded single-particle spectral function Aret
k (t, ω)

[Eq. (3)] for the tV -chain (1) with L = 32, V/th = 5, and OBC
at half filling obtained with MPS. (a) Results at equilibrium.
W denotes the spectral width, in which Aret

k (ω) ̸= 0. (b)
Driven case with Ω = 3 and A0 = 1.0 at waiting time t = 0.
(c) The same driven case at waiting time t = 20. The inset
in (c) shows the result when keeping k = π/2 fixed.

We identify Ω/th < W as a low-frequency drive and
Ω/th > W as a high-frequency drive. In Fig. 2(a) we
present MPS results for Aret

k (ω) at equilibrium deep in
the CDW-regime for L = 32 at half filling for V/th = 5.
Two continua of holon excitations, separated by a gap,
are observed within the energy range ω ∈ [−10, 10], con-
sistent with previous studies [41]. The gap size ∆ can be
calculated using the Bethe ansatz, which for V/th = 5
obtains ∆/th ≈ 1.576 [63]. This is in agreement with the
gap size seen in Fig. 2(a), which is affected by finite-size
effects and the limited spectral resolution of our meth-
ods. Fig. 2(a) serves as the starting point for our investi-
gation. A key aspect to consider is the potential overlap
of the FBs with the original GS spectral function: If
the excitation-continua of the replica and of the origi-
nal spectral function overlap, interference or scattering
events seem likely, so that the dynamics (in particular
at later times) should be very different from the one in
the high-frequency regime, where this overlap is not hap-
pening. This can be contrasted to non-interacting sys-
tems, where even in the presence of a complicated band
structure (e.g., multiple bands), the absence of scattering
terms should not lead to heating.

Low frequency drive.— Floquet theory predicts that
the FBs should be separated by integer(±) multiples of
the driving frequency Ω. Additionally, periodic driving
results in the dressing of electrons, which reduces the
hopping strength to teffh = thJ0(A0), with J0 the 0th
Bessel function, and where A0 represents the amplitude
of the drive [33, 34]. This expectation is clearly demon-
strated in the non-interacting case [43]. To highlight
the challenges associated with the formation of FBs in
the presence of interactions, we fix the driving ampli-
tude at A0 = 1.0 and first choose a driving frequency
Ω/th = 3.0 < W (low frequency drive). The results at
waiting time t = 0 are shown in Fig. 2(b). One would ex-
pect replicas of the entire equilibrium spectral function,

which, due to the small value of Ω/th, would significantly
overlap with the original signal and with each other. In
Fig. 2(b) we observe a significant spectral weight within
the gap region, but no signature for FBs. The in-gap
feature at t = 0 exhibits a rich structure, which is remi-
niscent to the avoided-crossing scenario expected in non-
interacting two-band models [15, 31, 35, 36, 71]. How-
ever, as shown in Fig. 2(c) for t = 20.0, these features
vanish at later times, and a broad continuum is obtained,
with a stronger weight inside the original gap region.
This melting of the gap features hints towards strong
heating effects due to the chosen drive parameters, see
further below. This indicates that once the replicas over-
lap in this strongly interacting system, the spectral func-
tion does not show FBs. Instead, strong heating is real-
ized, which presumably is due to enhanced scattering of
the particles caused by the overlaping FBs.

High frequency drive.— In Fig. 3 we present results
for the same set up, but with A0 = 1.6 and Ω/th = 20 >
W . At waiting time t = 0.0 in Fig. 3(a), we observe clear
FBs at integer multiples of ±Ω. These FBs exhibit the
full excitation continuum with renormalized bandwidth

FIG. 3. The same as in Fig. 2 but at high-frequency driving
Ω = 20 and driving amplitude A0 = 1.6. (a) and (b) show
MPS results for L = 32 and OBC, while the long-time results
in (c) and (d) are obtained using Lanczos time evolution with
L = 18 sites and PBC. The inset in (a) shows the result
when keeping k = π/2 fixed; the green highlighted region
indicates the spectral function in the 0th Floquet sector, the
blue shaded regions indicate the 1st FBs, and the magenta
shaded regions indicate the 2nd FBs.
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(since teffh = J0(A0)th) and the emergence of an in-gap
band, which was discussed in Ref. 41. This shows that
also in the strongly interacting case the FBs are replicas
of the full spectral function of the 0th Floquet sector,
including additional features like the renormalization of
the spectral width due to the dressed hopping teffh and the
in-gap signal caused by the driving. The question arises,
if these FBs are stable in time, or if scattering between
the particles eventually will destroy coherence, leading to
a suppression of the FBs in Aret

k (t, ω) at later times. If
scattering should be the reason for such a suppression,
then one would naively expect that this should happen
on a time-scale ∼ 1/V , which for our strongly interact-
ing case would be for waiting times t ≲ 1. However, in
Fig. 3(b), our results indicate that also at waiting time
t = 20, where for the low frequency drive all coherence
was lost due to heating, the FBs remain stable, along
with the in-gap band. This shows that the time scale
on which the FBs are stable is not naively given by the
interaction strength between the particles. We therefore
numerically further test for the stability of the FBs in this
strongly correlated case for much longer times, which are
still amenable to numerical approaches. In order to in-
crease the possible time scales, we employ the Lanczos
time evolution method, but have to restrict to smaller
system sizes of L = 18 and use periodic boundary condi-
tions (PBC). Figurs 3(c) and (d) show results for t = 100
and t = 200. Even at these substantially longer times,
we can still resolve the FBs alongside the in-gap band.
This demonstrates that high-frequency driving can yield
FBs even in strongly interacting quantum many-body
systems, exhibiting stability over the extended timescales
we examined.

Stability of the FBs against noise— The results so
far indicate that in the high frequency regime stable FBs
are obtained, as long as we have a coherent driving fre-
quency. We now test this aspect by explicitly breaking
the coherence by adding incoherent noise to the drive
and ask for the stability of the FBs as a function of
time. In order to reach longer times, we again apply
the Lanczos time evolution method for L = 18 (PBC)
at half-filling, V/th = 5.0, A0 = 1.6, and a frequency
Ω = 20 ± Ωnoise, where Ωnoise∈ [0, 0.1] represents the
random time-dependent noise in the driving frequency,
such that AV (t) = A0 sin((Ω ± Ωnoise)t). More pre-
cisely, we discretize the time variable such that t = ndt,
with n ∈ N0, and then compute Aret

k (t, ω) when applying
AV (t) = A0 sin((Ω ± Ωnoise)ndt). Note that the results
depend on the value of dt, as discussed in the supplemen-
tal material. Here, we present results for dt = 0.005 in
Fig. 4. In particular, Figs. 4(a), (b) and (d) demonstrate
that, at small to intermediate waiting times, despite the
introduction of noise, FBs are stable. However, at t = 20
in Fig. 4(b), we observe a noticeable suppression of the
second-order FBs. In Fig. 4(c), for waiting time t = 100,
this suppression becomes even more pronounced, with

the cross-section at k = π/2 shown in Fig. 4(e) clearly
showing the suppression of all FBs. Additionally, we no-
tice a higher intensity in the in-gap band, as we found
for the low frequency drive.
Real space correlations, heating, and Quantum Fisher

Information.— Our results so far have established
that—in the absence of noise—the FBs are a stable fea-
ture in our strongly interacting system up to longer times.
The question arises, how other observables behave when
driving this strongly interacting system. Here, we study
the time evolution of correlation functions in real space
and of the momentum distribution function ⟨nk⟩(t), ac-
companied by the behavior of the energy as a function
of time. This helps us to monitor the heating, which is
intrinsic to driven interacting systems [45, 47–51].
We apply our low and high frequency driving protocols

in Figs. 5(a)-(c) to the imaginary part of the real-space
single-particle propagator

Gr,L/2(t, τ) = ⟨ψ(t)|
[
c†r(τ), cL/2

]
|ψ(t)⟩ . (4)

Figure 5(a) shows the typical light-cone-like behavior
expected for gapped ground states [72–79]. In addi-
tion, one observes as a function of time and position a
‘checkerboard-like’ pattern, which is similar to the one
observed for spinons in neutron scattering experiments
in spin correlation functions [58]. Here, we expect this
should translate to the presence of holon excitations.
In stark contrast to the equilibrium results shown in

Fig. 5(a), we see in Fig. 5(b) that for low frequency driv-
ing already at t = 0 the correlation function is quickly

FIG. 4. The same as in Fig. 3, but in the presence of time-
dependent noise in the driving, where Ω = 20 ± Ωnoise and
Ωnoise ∈ [0, 0.1]. The results are obtained using Lanczos
time evolution with L = 18 and PBC. Pannels (a)-(c) show
Aret

k (t, ω) at waiting times t = 0, t = 20, and t = 100, re-
spectively. Pannels (d) and (e) show results at fixed k = π/2
at waiting times t = 0 and t = 100, respectively. All results
show an average over 8 realizations of the random noise.
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suppressed as a function of time. This demonstrates
that in this case coherence is quickly lost, which sug-
gests the absence of FBs in Aret

k (t, ω). However, for the
high-frequency driving case shown in Fig. 5(c), again a
light-cone is visible. Clearly, it is more narrow, which
is due to the reduced hopping teffh = J0(A0)th, which
leads to a lower propagation velocity of the perturba-
tions in the system. In the equilibrium case one observes
‘wakes’ [58], which are created inside the light cone. In
the driven case, they are more pronounced at later times,
and every second one seems to be suppressed. Also, the
checkerboard pattern is very similar to the one at equi-
librium, but with slightly slower oscillation frequency in
time. This is also obtained at later waiting times, see
supplemental material. This illustrates that coherence
is maintained, suggesting that here long-lived FBs are
possible, as indeed found in the time-dependent spectral
functions discussed above.

In addition to the real space correlations, coherence
effects can also be studied by investigation the momen-

tum distribution function ⟨nk⟩(t) = ⟨c†kck⟩(t), with c
(†)
k =

1/
√
L
∑L

r=1 e
(−)ik·rc(†)r . This quantity is accessible via

time-of-flight experiments in cold-gases setups [16]. In
Fig. 5(d) we show several snapshots in time for ⟨nk⟩(t)
for Ω = 3.0 and Ω = 20.0 with and without noise ob-
tained with ED for L = 18 and V/th = 5. At equilibrium,
we obtain the typical result for a strongly correlated in-
sulator, which is a smooth function without particular
features. This behavior persists in the high frequency
regime (without noise) up to the longest times studied
by us, here t = 100. However, when turning on the noise,
or in the low frequency regime, ⟨nk⟩(t) at later times is
essentially featureless and ⟨nk⟩ ≈ const for all values of
k. In the low frequency case, this happens already at
short times t ∼ 5, while in the case with noise it happens
only at later times t ≳ 30. This featureless result for ⟨nk⟩
is expected at very high or infinite temperatures, further
showing that in these cases coherence gets lost.

Note that it is possible to relate ⟨nk⟩(t) to
the Quantum Fisher Information (QFI) FQ(k, t)

[52] for the entanglement witness operator Ô =∑
i(aic

†
i + h.c.), as we can directly write Aret

k (t, ω) =

Im
∫
dt′eiωt′i

〈[
Ô(k, t′), Ô(k, t)

]〉
, and at zero tempera-

tures

FQ(k, t) =

∫
dω Aret

k (t, ω) = ⟨nk⟩(t) . (5)

The QFI has recently been studied in inelastic neu-
tron scattering (INS) experiments on quantum mag-
nets [59, 80], and also out-of-equilibrium [60, 81]. Fur-
ther studies treat similar QFI to the one in Eq. (5) using
INS experiments and Quantum Monte Carlo simulations
for the heavy-Fermion material Ce3Pa20Si6, indicating
how this quantum information measure is suppressed as
a function of temperature in this material [82]. Here, our

nonequilibrium results for ⟨nk⟩(t) indicate how the QFI
for the simplest possible witness operator that can be
related to Aret

k (t, ω) is suppressed in the low-frequency
case and in the presence of noise, while it is stable in
the high-frequency regime. In current developments, at-
tempts for introducing further witness operators related
to Aret

k (t, ω) are made [83], which would help experimen-
tal investigations to gain further insights into how the
entanglement in the studied systems evolves in time.

The findings for Gr,L/2(t, τ) and for ⟨nk⟩(t) can be re-
lated to heating effects by comparing with the behav-
ior of the energy gain as a function of time ∆E(t) =
⟨H(t)⟩ − EGS (with EGS the ground state energy), see
Fig. 5(e). (Further results for Gr,L/2(t, τ), ⟨nk⟩(t), E(t)
for longer times and at later waiting times, as well as a
discussion of the numerical errors, can be found in the
supplemental material.) This has been discussed exten-
sively in the literature [45, 47–51]. When comparing the
results for coherent driving with Ω = 3 and Ω = 20, we
see a clear difference in the long time behavior. While
for Ω = 20 (for all times treated by us) the energy os-
cillates around a value, which is very different from the
one at infinite temperature, the case with Ω = 3 ap-
proaches this limit quickly. This seems in agreement with
the expected suppression of heating at high driving fre-
quencies [47]. When adding noise, we find intermediate
behavior: while at times t ≲ 25 the results for the coher-
ent driving are reproduced, at later times the result at
infinite temperatures is approached. This is in agreement
with the findings of Ref. 84. It is interesting that in the
presence of noise a clean transient time window exists, in
which the behavior is essentially the one of the coherent
driving, as can also be seen in Figs. 4(a) and (b).

Conclusions and Outlook.— We report the formation
of long-lived FBs in the time-dependent spectral function
of strongly interacting fermions under high-frequency
driving. All features, including the many-body excitation
continuum and a Villain-type in-gap mode, are replicated
by the FBs. These, however, are suppressed in the pres-
ence of incoherent driving (noise) or for low-frequency
driving, due to heating and loss of coherence. This is fur-
ther corroborated by the behavior of the single-particle
propagator Gr,L/2(t, τ) and the momentum distribution
function ⟨nk⟩(t), which is related to a QFI.

Our results indicate that Floquet engineering is
possible also in strongly correlated materials, e.g.,
cuprates [85], as long as the coherent driving frequency
is larger than the typical many-body bandwidth W , and
noise is suppressed. To further confirm this, the effect of
finite temperatures and of phonons should be studied.
The developments of Refs. 60, 80–82 show that spec-
troscopic quantities like Aret

k (t, ω) can be used to gain
insights into the entanglement in the materials studied,
both at equilibrium and out-of-equilibrium. To further
elaborate on this, it will be necessary to extend the QFI
of Eq. (5) to more useful entanglement witness opera-



6

FIG. 5. (a)-(c) MPS results for L = 32 (OBC) for the imag-
inary part of Gr,L/2(t, τ) [Eq. (4)] for the equilibrium case,
and for the parameters of Figs. 2 and 3 at waiting time t = 0.
(d) shows ⟨nk⟩(t), for low-frequency driving at Ω = 3, and for
high-frequency driving at Ω = 20 with and without noise for
L = 18 and PBC. (e) shows the time evolution of the energy
gain compared to the initial state (ground state energy EGS),
∆E(t) = ⟨H(t)⟩ − EGS for different driving frequencies for
L = 14 and PBC.

tors, which allow one to phrase FQ(k, t) as a function
of Aret

k (t, ω). These developments will path the way for
Floquet engineering in strongly correlated materials.
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SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIAL: Stability of Floquet sidebands and quantum
coherence in 1D strongly interacting spinless fermions

Karun Gadge and Salvatore R. Manmana
Institute for Theoretical Physics, Georg-August-University Göttingen,

Friedrich-Hund-Platz 1, D-37077 Göttingen, Germany

DETAILS OF THE CALCULATIONS

We compute

Gret
kk (t, τ) := −iθ(τ)

〈{
ck (t+ τ) , c†k (t)

}〉
, (S1)

which is the retarded Green’s function. For the real-to-k-space transform, in the case of PBC we apply a standard

Fourier transform, c
(†)
k = 1/

√
L
∑

j e
(−)ijkc

(†)
j with momenta k = 2π/L · {−L/2, . . . , L/2 − 1}. For OBC, we apply

the sine transform with quasi-momenta k ∈ π/L+ 1 · {1, ..., L} [1–4],

ck =

√
2

L+ 1

∑

i

sin(k · i)ci . (S2)

This leads for OBC to a nontrivial time dependence of ⟨nk⟩(t) even for noninteracting systems, as can be seen as
follows. Consider the noninteracting Hamiltonian with Peierls’ substitution,

H(t) =− th

N−1∑

j=1

(
eiAV (t)c†jcj+1 + H.c.

)
. (S3)

Using the sine transform, the Hamiltonian is diagonalized, but has time-dependent eigenvalues,

H(t) =− th
∑

k

[cos(k +AV (t)) + cos(k −AV (t))] c
†
kck , (S4)

which implies that ⟨nk⟩(t) is time-dependent. (At t = 0, this simplyfies to the usual expression H(t = 0) =

−2th
∑

k cos(k)c
†
kck.)

The MPS calculations have been carried out using the SymMPS toolkit (developed by Sebastian Paeckel and Thomas
Köhler), which is freely available at [5]. For comprehensive reviews we refer to the literature [6, 7]. We follow the steps:

|ψ(t)⟩ = UTDVP(t, 0)|ψ0⟩,
|ψl(t)⟩ = cl|ψ(t)⟩,

|ψl(t+ τ)⟩ = UTDVP(t+ τ, t) |ψl(t)⟩ ,
(S5)

with the time-dependent time evolution operator UTDV P (t, t
′), which is implemented using a 2−site time-dependent

variational principle (TDVP) [6]. For time-dependent Hamiltonians, there are better approximations (e.g., commu-
tator free expansions, see Ref. 8); however, if the value of dt is chosen small enough, we obtain a good accuracy also

with this simpler approach. We repeat similar calculations for the operator c†l . Using the states (S5) we calculate the
quantities

Cml(t, τ) =
〈
ψ(t+ τ)

∣∣c†m
∣∣ψl(t+ τ)

〉
. (S6)

We work in units of the energy in which the hopping parameter th ≡ 1, and ℏ ≡ 1 throughout the simulations,
which leads to discrete time steps dt in these units. Typically, we set dt = 0.005, which is chosen to be one order of
magnitude smaller than the highest frequency scale ∼ 1/Ω (with Ω = 20 for the high frequency drive). We vary the
bond dimension between 400 and 800. For Ω = 20 for dt = 0.005 without noise we observe that the typical discarded
weight at the end of the time evolutions is ≲ 10−8, which is a rather small value, indicating a high precision of the
results. This is further corroborated by comparing the results for the time evolution of the energy with different
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values of dt as shown in Fig. S3, where excellent agreement is found (see also the discussion further below). In other
cases, in particular for Ω = 3, the discarded weight grows much faster, and we reach rather large maximal values
≲ 10−4 at the end of the time evolutions treated. It is very expensive to perform the calculations at substantially
higher bond-dimension, so that we refrain from doing so. However, we check for the time-evolution of the energy
when varying dt, and find that also in these cases the results for different values of dt are in excellent agreement, see
Fig. S3 and the discussion further below.

We also analyzed the errors in the time-evolution of the real-space correlations, where we obtain similar trends
(high accuracy for Ω = 20, lower accuracy in the low frequency case). However, at waiting time t = 0 in all cases
the errors are smaller than the signal size at small times, and for Ω = 3 of comparable value with the value of the
correlation functions, which is close to zero there. This confirms the statement about fast loss of coherence in the low
frequency case, as discussed in the main text. For a more detailled discussion of the error in the correlation functions,
see below.

To reach longer times we use the Lanczos time evolution method where the computation of one time step is achieved
by projecting the time-evolution operator onto a Lanczos basis for which |ψ(t)⟩ is the initial state of the iteration
procedure. In this way, also for time-dependent Hamiltonians, we compute [9]

e−idtĤ(t)|ψ(t)⟩ ≈ Vn(t)e
−idtTn(t)V+

n (t)|ψ(t)⟩ , (S7)

where the matrix Vn(t) contains the Lanczos vectors after n iterations, and Tn(t) is the tridiagonal matrix rep-
resentation of H(t) in this basis. As for the MPS calculation, for time-dependent Hamiltonians there are better
approximations (see, e.g., Ref. 8); however, if the value of dt is chosen small enough, we obtain a good accuracy also
with this simpler approach. The Lanczos simulations were done using the QuSpin package, see Ref. 10.

ENERGY E(t) AND MOMENTUM DISTRIBUTION FUNCTION ⟨nk⟩(t)

In Fig. S1, we present the expectation value E(t) = ⟨H(t)⟩ for the driven system with and without noise, comparing
the energy gain by plotting the energy for L = 18, periodic boundary conditions (PBC), and V/th = 5 at half filling.
We consider driving frequencies Ω = 3, and 20 (both with and without noise) and illustrate the resulting energy

gain over time. The insets of Fig. S1 display the momentum distribution function ⟨nk⟩(t) = ⟨c†kck⟩(t), with c
(†)
k =

1/
√
L
∑L

r=1 e
(−)ik·rc(†)r at the times indicated by the markers. Note that, as we also mention in the main text, ⟨nk⟩(t)

can be related to the Quantum Fisher Information (QFI) FQ(k, t) for the chosen witness operator Ô =
∑

i(aic
†
i+a

∗
i ci).

We use FQ(k, t) =
∫
dωA(ω, k, t), at temperature T = 0 where A(ω, k, t) = Im

∫
dt′eiωt′i⟨[Ô(k, t′), Ô(k, 0)]⟩, and

integrating over ω results in the momentum distribution function ⟨nk⟩(t) [11–13]. In Fig. S1, the insets show loss
of coherence as the system gains energy and the effective temperature increases over time. In the following, we use
matrix product states (MPS) [6, 7] to compute systems with open boundary conditions (OBC) and pinning field
µ = V/th (see main text) for L = 32. We employ Lanczos time evolution [9] for systems with L = 18 and PBC to
achieve longer simulation times than accessible with MPS. In Fig. S2 (a) we show MPS results for ⟨nk⟩(t) for Ω = 3.0
and 20.0 at various waiting times obtained with OBC (note that in the main text and in Fig. S1 we show results
obtained with PBC; in Fig. S2(a), we have only positive k-values due to the sine-transform). For Ω = 3.0, we observe
a strong flattening of the momentum distribution function, consistent with the insets of Fig. S1. Further, in Fig. S2
(b) we check E(t) for L = 32 using MPS for different values of Ω, which shows that the energy gain decreases with
increase of the driving frequency. For the case of incoherent noise in the driving frequency, we consider a driving field
with vector potential AV (t) = A0 sin((Ω±Ωnoise)t), where the frequency is given by Ω = 20±Ωnoise, Ωnoise ∈ [0, 0.1].
We discretize the time as t = ndt with n ∈ N0 and apply AV (ndt) = A0 sin((Ω ± Ωnoise)ndt). Therefore, at each
time step of the simulation, we have a different value of Ωnoise. Hence, the frequency, with which the value of Ωnoise

is changed, depends on the value of dt, so that we can expect different time-dependent behavior of the observables
for different values of dt in the presence of noise. In Fig. S3(a), we show the energy gain E(t) for discrete time steps
dt = 0.05 and dt = 0.005 for L = 14 PBC. We observe that the choice of dt affects the energy gain over time in the
presence of noise, as mentioned above.

Furthermore, we check the dependence of our results on the size of dt also without noise in the driving. This is
important, since we are treating a time-dependent Hamiltonian, and in addition to the usual MPS errors, we have
an additional source of errors due to the discretization of t in H(t) [8]. In Fig. S3(a) we show Lanczos results for
the different cases treated in the main text, but with values of dt = 0.05 or dt = 0.005, respectively, in order to
estimate the error due to the discretization of H(t). As can be seen, in all cases the values of the energy E(t) lie on
top of each other, so that this discretization error seems to play a minor role. In Fig. S3(b) we turn to MPS results
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FIG. S1. Time-dependent Lanczos results for systems with L = 18 and PBC for the time evolution of the energy E(t) = ⟨H(t)⟩
(main figure) for the indicated different driven cases for dt = 0.005, and ⟨nk⟩(t) (insets) for the indicated markers on the energy
curves.

for L = 32 (OBC) for Ω = 3.0 and in Fig. S3(c) for Ω = 20.0, with discrete time steps dt = 0.04, dt = 0.005, and
dt = 0.0025. In these plots, the MPS results all carry the accumulated error due to (i) discretization of time in H(t);
(ii) error of the TDVP-ansatz due to the finite value of dt [6]; (iii) accumulated MPS-errors due to the finite bond
dimension [7]. Hence, by comparing the time evolution of observables with different values of dt, we get an estimate
for the accumulated errors of our numerical calculations, which can be used to estimate the overall accuracy of our
results. As can be seen, only the values with the largest chosen value of dt = 0.04 for Ω = 3 show a clear discrepancy
at later times, indicating that the results obtained with dt = 0.005 shown in the main text have a high numerical
accuracy. In Fig. S3(d) this is further quantified by showing the relative difference (in percentage) for the energy E(t)
with the choice of dt = 0.005, and dt = 0.0025. For the coherent drive case, the maximal difference of these results
at the end of the time evolutions shown is ≈ 2% for Ω = 3 and ≈ 0.25% for Ω = 20. The smaller error in the high
frequency case can be understood by having less heating and less growth of entanglement in this case (this can be seen
in the growth of the discarded weight with time, which is much faster in the low frequency case, see further below).
We, therefore, stick to the discrete time steps of dt = 0.005 for all our calculations presented in the main text.

REAL SPACE CORRELATIONS

We show the real and imaginary parts of the real-space correlation function

Gr,L/2(t, τ) = ⟨ψ(t)|
[
c†r(τ), cL/2

]
|ψ(t)⟩

in Fig. S4 for L = 32 with OBC for V/th = 5.0 at waiting time t = 5.0 for Ω = 3.0 and at waiting time t = 20.0
for Ω = 20.0. The results are presented at equilibrium in panels (a) and (d), for Ω = 3.0 in panels (b) and (e), and
for Ω = 20.0 in panels (c) and (f). In equilibrium, we observe a light-cone-like spread of correlations as the system
is perturbed at the central site. This behavior changes for Ω = 3.0, as also pointed out in the main text. Already at
t = 0, we observed a suppression of correlation propagation as from the main text Fig. 5; here, at t = 5.0 we observe
even stronger suppression. For Ω = 20.0, even at t = 20.0, the light-cone-like spread is clearly visible, exhibiting
coherence features also at later waiting times.
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FIG. S2. MPS results for L = 32 and V/th = 5.0 at half filling and with OBC: (a) momentum distribution function ⟨nk⟩(t) at
different waiting times for low Ω = 3.0 and high frequency Ω = 20.0. (b) energy E(t) = ⟨H(t)⟩ as a function of time for the
driven case with the different frequencies as indicated.

FIG. S3. Energy E(t) = ⟨H(t)⟩ as a function of time. (a) Lanczos results for the time evolution of E(t) for the driven case for
different values of Ω for L = 14 (PBC) when using dt = 0.05, or dt = 0.005, respectively. The inset is a zoom into the interval
t = [99, 100.0]. MPS results for E(t) in (b) for the driven case of Ω = 3.0 and in (c) for the driven case of Ω = 20.0 using
dt = 0.04, dt = 0.005, and dt = 0.0025. The insets in (b) and (c) zoom into the interval t = [17, 20.0]. (d) relative difference
for the energy for the choice of dt = 0.005 and dt = 0.0025, respectively.
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FIG. S4. MPS results for L = 32, V/th = 5.0 at half filling and OBC for the real part (a)-(c) and for imaginary part (e)-(f) of
real-space correlation function Gr,L/2(t, τ) = ⟨ψ(t)|

[
c†r(τ), cL/2

]
|ψ(t)⟩ at equilibrium and for the driven case for later waiting

times t = 5.0 and 20.0 than the ones shown in the main text.

Furthermore, we compare the imaginary part of Gr,L/2(t, τ) for cases with and without noise in Fig. S5 at longer
waiting times. In Fig. S5, we show results for L = 18 (PBC), V/th = 5.0 at half filling. Panels (a) and (b) correspond
to the case without noise, while panels (c) and (d) represent the noise case at waiting times t = 0 and t = 100,
respectively. As is evident from the noise case, at longer waiting times the system loses coherence, as seen in the
vanishing imaginary part of the correlation Gr,L/2(t, τ) in Fig. S5(d).

In order to estimate the errors in the MPS results for the real time correlation function, we compared results for
the coherent drive with dt = 0.04 and dt = 0.005. For Ω = 20, we find in all cases that the difference between both
calculations is substantially smaller than the magnitude of Gr,L/2(t, τ); the difference is (in the case of small values)
of the order of a few percent. For Ω = 3, the situation is more complicated, because at later times the value of
Gr,L/2(t, τ) becomes very small, so that even small numerical errors lead to a larger relative deviation of the results.
However, we find for waiting time t = 0 that at short times the difference is ≲ 0.015, while the maximal value of
Gr,L/2(t, τ) ∼ 0.16. At later times, the maximal value of Gr,L/2(t, τ) ∼ 10−3, and the difference between both runs is
of comparable magnitude. Therefore, it is difficult to make quantitative statements at the longer times; however, it
is clear that Gr,L/2(t, τ) decayed to a value much smaller than the one at the beginning of the time evolution, clearly
indicating the loss of coherence in this case. This is further confirmed by Fig. S6, in which Lanczos results for Ω = 3
for L = 18 (PBC) clearly show the loss of coherence at waiting time t = 0. At later waiting times, the errors in the
MPS calculations for Ω = 20 are similar to the ones at t = 0, but larger for Ω = 3 due to the higher entanglement
in the system; see Fig. S4 for results at equilibrium and at waiting times t = 5 and t = 20. However, the results are
qualitatively very similar to the ones at waiting time t = 0 shown in the main text (see also the discussion above).

WINDOW FUNCTION

The retarded single-particle spectral function is computed via

Aret, eq
k (ω) = − Im

1√
2π

∫ ∞

−∞
dτeiωτW (τ)Gret,eq

kk (t, τ) (S8)
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FIG. S5. Lanczos results for L = 18 and PBC for the imaginary part of the real-space correlation function Gr,L/2(t, τ) =

⟨ψ(t)|
[
c†r(τ), cL/2

]
|ψ(t)⟩, with A0 = 1.6 and Ω = 20.0. (a) and (c) show results for waiting time t = 0 and t = 100 without

noise. (b) and (d) show results for waiting time t = 0 and t = 100 with noise.

where W (τ) is a windowing function. Typically, we use an adapted Tukey-window [14] with the parameter α = 0.7,
where

W (τ) =
1

2

[
1− cos

(
2πτ

αN

)]
, for 0 ≤ n <

αN

2
. (S9)

In Fig. S7, we show an example of the window function in Eq. (S9) for α = 0.7. We find that with this choice even
weak FBs can be resolved in the spectral functions shown in the main text.
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