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We analytically identify a new class of quantum scars protected by spatiotemporal translation symmetries,
dubbed Floquet-Bloch scars. They distinguish from previous (quasi-)static scars by a rigid spectral pairing only
possible in Floquet systems, where strong interaction and drivings equalize the quasienergy corrections to all
scars and maintain their spectral spacings against generic bilinear perturbations. Scars then enforce the spatial
localization and rigid discrete time crystal (DTC) oscillations as verified numerically in a trimerized kagome
lattice model relevant to recent cold atom experiments. Our analytical solutions offer a practical way long
sought-after to understand the mechanisms for translation-invariant DTCs.

Introduction — Systems far from equilibrium have become
a fertile ground cultivating unexpected phenomena recently.
Among them, discrete time crystals (DTC) [1–7] constitute
an intriguing example. As foundational concepts of ground
state and temperature fall apart in the absence of thermal
equilibrium, Landau’s theory of symmetry breaking [8] is re-
placed by new principles like spectral pairing and eigenstate
orders [1, 2] in handling time translation symmetries. That re-
sults in the DTC phenomena where Hamiltonians Ĥ(t + T ) =

Ĥ(t) give rise to observables O(t+NT ) = O(t) (1 < N ∈ Z) os-
cillating like a temporal charge/spin density wave. Crucially,
the periodicity NT demands no fine-tuning and withstands
generic perturbations.

The concept of DTCs has been considered in several physi-
cal realizations [9–15]. While the strongly disordered cases
are relatively well understood [1–3, 16], the possibility of
DTCs in translation-invariant ordered systems is less clear.
Empirical evidence for DTCs is accumulating in both phys-
ical and numerical experiments [9, 10, 17–25]. However, an-
alytical explanations based on Floquet many-body localiza-
tion [26] or prethermalization [27] do not seem to apply to
these cases. Recently, it was indicated that quasi-conservation
laws [28, 29], which can be enhanced by single-particle terms,
may help protect phenomena pertinent to DTCs. Altogether,
continued investigation on DTCs in non-disordered systems,
with the objectives of uncovering the underlying mechanism
that supports the DTC and the specific role of many-body (vs.
single-particle) effects, is warranted.

In this Letter, we gain insights on these two research ob-
jectives by studying a small cluster of soft-core bosons on
driven trimerized kagome lattices, relevant to recent experi-
ments [59] and feasible for numerical verifications. We find
analytically that it is a class of quantum scars protected by
spatiotemporal translation invariance, dubbed Floquet-Bloch
scars (FBS), that gives rise to DTC behaviors for sublattice
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density oscillations. FBS’s identified here neither exploit a
static scar [31, 32] (i.e. “PXP” model [33–35]) nor end up
with engineered static Hamiltonians [36, 37], and constitute
the first example of intrinsic Floquet scars. As a unique fea-
ture, the interplay of strong interactions and drivings stabi-
lize not each individual FBS, but their mutual spectral pair-
ing rigidity. That allows for rather generic perturbations com-
pared with preexisting scar models typically relying on micro-
scopic details to achieve configuration separations [31–43].
Thus, our analytical solutions to translation-invariant DTCs
also point out a new way of constructing scars showing pecu-
liar spectral orders characteristic of Floquet systems.
Model and phenomena — We consider bosons evolving under
a Hamiltonian Ĥ(t + T ) = Ĥ(t) that is toggled between two
settings repetitively within each period T :

Ĥ1T/2~ = φ1

∑
r,µ,ν

i fµν
[
ψ̂†rµψ̂rν + λψ̂†r+eµ,µψ̂r+eν,ν

]
, t ∈ [0,T/2)

Ĥ2T/2~ =
∑
r,µ

[
φ2n̂rµ(n̂rµ − 1) + θµn̂rµ

]
, t ∈ [T/2,T ). (1)

Here, Ĥ1 describes the hopping of non-interacting bosons
in a trimerized kagome lattice with complex hopping ampli-
tudes, as shown in Fig. 1(a), while Ĥ2 describes the combi-
nation of on-site single-particle and interaction energy shifts.
Dimensionless parameters (φ1, λ, φ2, θµ) characterize the Flo-

quet operator ÛF = Pte−(i/~)
∫ T

0 dtĤ(t) = e−iĤ2T/2~e−iĤ1T/2~.
ψ̂rµ and n̂rµ = ψ̂†rµψ̂rµ are annihilation and particle number
operators respectively, for L2 unit cells r = m1e1 + m2e2
(m1,2 = 0, 1, . . . , L − 1) and three sublattices µ, ν = 0, 1, 2.
Here e1,2 are Bravais vectors for kagome lattices and e0 ≡ 0.
i fµν = (1 + 2e2πi(µ−ν)/3)/

√
3 = ±i specifies the +i hopping

directions in Fig. 1 (a). Note that
∑
µ θµ = 0 can always be

achieved by subtracting (Nb/3)
∑
µ θµ from Ĥ2T/2~, where to-

tal bosons Nb =
∑

rµ n̂rµ.
DTC dynamics obtained by exact diagonalization is briefly

shown in Fig. 1. When λ → 0, Ĥ1 enters the strongly trimer-
ized regime composed of disconnected triangles, where π/2-
fluxes equalize the spacing between single-particle flat bands
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(a) Lattice and phenomena

(c) Eigenstate correlations (b) Dynamics (m ∈ Z)

FIG. 1. (a) Trimerized kagome lattice and the schematic illustration
of DTC dynamics. Triangles with strong/weak bonds are denoted by
black/gray colors, with +i hopping directions indicated by arrows.
(b) Particle dynamics in different sublattices, with the initial state at
t/T = 1 that all particles locate at a single site r = 0, µ = 0. To
facilitate reading, data is grouped into 3 sets at t mod 3T = 0, 1, 2
respectively. For comparison, the non-interacting φ2 = 0, L = 3 case
is plotted at all t in the upper panel as translucent dots. (c) Tempo-
ral correlation functions indicating infinite-time response frequencies
(L = 3). Unless denoted otherwise, Nb = 5, φ1 = 2π/3

√
3, λ = 0.1,

φ2 = 1.1, θ1,2,3 = (0.1, 0.2,−0.3).

ωn = 0,±
√

3φ1 (ÛF |ωn〉 = eiωn |ωn〉). Then, φ1 = 2π/3
√

3
leads to 3T ballistic oscillations for particles Û†Fψ̂

†

r,µ=0,1,2ÛF =

ψ̂r,µ=1,2,0 breaking the Hamiltonian time translation symmetry
of T , as in Fig. 1 (a). Frequencies given by single-particle
physics are, of course, unstable against perturbations. It is
then the hallmark for DTC where strong interactions φ2 stabi-
lize the 3T periodicity without fine-tuning, see Fig. 1 (b). Late
time dynamics can be further confirmed by the temporal cor-
relation functions C(ω) =

∑∞
N=−∞

eiωN

2π
∑

n〈ωn|P̂(N)P̂(0)|ωn〉 =∑
mn δ(ω − ωmn)A(ωmn) for the sublattice density bias, i.e.

P̂(N) =
(
Û†F

)N
N−1

b
∑

r(n̂r0− n̂r1)ÛN
F . Note that the summation

N is over infinite time without truncation. The spectral weight
A(ωmn) = |〈ωm|P̂|ωn〉|

2, ωmn = ωm − ωn in Fig. 1 (c) showing
strong peaks at frequencies ω0 → ±2π/3 verifies long-time
oscillation periods 2πT/|ω0| → 3T .

The above phenomena may be viewed from several angles.
Particularly, in the case of complete trimerization, λ = 0, the
two-dimensional lattice breaks up into isolated trimers. DTCs
observed in this case is then explained simply as that of a
microscopic three-site chiral system similar to Ref. [44]. If
we were to regard intertrimer coupling as simply opening up
each one-trimer DTC to an external bath composed of other
trimers, we might expect the overall DTC dynamics to be de-
stroyed over short time at λ , 0 [45]. Yet, such expectations
contradict results in Fig. 1 (b) (c). Below, we offer an expla-
nation that DTCs in the coupled-trimer regime is stabilized by
a special class of scar Floquet eigenstates each spanning over

the entire two-dimensional lattice.
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FIG. 2. (a) 〈r〉 shows generic ergodicity. (b) Subsystem for com-
puting EE. (c) – (d) Eigenstate EE in (c) proximate-integrable and
(d) DTC regimes, where low-entropy scars in (d) are highlighted by
larger dots. (e) Lowest EE approaching size-insensitive values at
small λ and volume law S ent ∼ (Nsub/3L2) ln(DL) at large λ. Here
DL is the total Hilbert space dimension and Nsub the subsystem site
number enclosed in (b). Inset shows ∆S ent = S (L=3)

ent − S (L=2)
ent near the

crossing λ0 ≈ 0.135. Unless specified otherwise, in all plots param-
eters are the same as in Fig. 1. Blue (or red) colors denote L = 2 (or
L = 3) respectively.

Identifying scars — Quantum scars are rare non-ergodic
eigenstates within an eigenstructure that is otherwise thermal-
izing [46]. Numerical calculations confirm the overall ther-
malizing, non-integrable nature of our model system. Specif-
ically, we point to two signatures of non-integrability: level-
spacing statistics and entanglement entropy.

Consider first the level spacing. Ordering quasi-energies
as ωn < ωn+1, following Ref. [47], we test for er-
godicity by calculating the level spacing ratios rn =

min(δn, δn+1)/max(δn, δn+1) for consecutive gaps δn = ωn+1 −

ωn. Clearly from Fig. 2 (a), except for a vanishingly small
region in proximity to single particle limit φ2 → 0, our
model is generically far from the integrable Poissonian case
〈r〉 → 0.39. We also note a crossover between two ergodic
Gaussian orthogonal/unitary ensembles (GOE/GUE) purely
by different drivings, an interesting feature previous seen in
spin models [48].

We next exploit the entanglement entropy (EE) to exam-
ine each Floquet eigenstate |ωn〉. Reduced density matrices
ρA = TrB(|ωn〉〈ωn|) for subsystem A (region enclosed by high-
lighted paths in Fig. 2 (b)) can be formed by tracing out the
remaining part B in real space. The EE S ent = −Tr (ρA ln ρA)
then shows that in both proximate-integrable (Fig. 2 (c)) and
DTC (Fig. 2 (d)) regimes, majority eigenstates do exhibit the
typical arch shape for S ent whose values increase with Hilbert
space dimensions [49]. The narrow distribution of EE for
eigenstates of similar quasi-energy in the DTC regime con-
firms that majority arch eigenstates are ergodic [49], in con-
sistent with 〈r〉 results previously.

However, in the DTC regime, additional non-ergodic states
are observed. As exhibited in Fig. 2(d), we identify precisely
3L2 low S ent scar states (each scar dot in the figure is L2-fold
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degenerate). Each set of scars separates from the others by
quasienergy |∆E| → 2π/3, corresponding to exactly the DTC
frequency in Fig. 1 (c). The scaling of lowest EE in Fig. 2 (e)
shows a system size L insensitive scar EE for λ → 0. With
increasing λ, a possible transition is observed around λ0 ≈

0.135 [50], after which all eigenstates approach the volume
law ergodic limit.

We have confirmed numerically that parameters in Fig. 2
(c) give rather short DTC lifetime, unlike the lifetime shown
in Fig. 1 (b) for parameters in Fig. 2 (d). It strongly indicates
that the DTC behaviors here are intimately associated with
scars rather than (approximate) overall integrability.
Analytical results for FBS — To characterize
these quantum scars further, we work in the
many-body momentum basis [51] |k, {nr,µ}〉 =

(1/L)
∑L−1

m1,m2=0 e(2πi/L)(k1m1+k2m2)
∣∣∣{nr+m1e1+m2e2,µ}

〉
constructed

from Fock basis |{nrµ}〉 =
∏

rµ

[(
ψ̂†rµ

)nrµ
/
√

nrµ!
]
|0〉. Here

{nrµ} specifies occupation numbers at different sites, and
k ∼ k1,2 = 0, 1, . . . , L − 1. Then, translation-invariant ÛF
are block-diagonalized 〈k, {nrµ}|UF |k′, {n′rµ}〉 ∼ δk,k′ . Each k
sector would be shown later to host 3 scar states, leading to
the 3 × L2-fold scars in Fig. 2 (d).

It is helpful to write down the solution UF |k, `, {nrµ}〉 =

eiE(`,{nrµ})|k, `, {nr}〉 to Eqs. (1) at the anchor point λ = 0,

∣∣∣k, `, {nrµ}
〉

=
1
√

3

∑
m=0,1,2

e−i( 2πm
3 `−αm)|k, {nr,µ+m mod 3}〉, (2)

E
(
`, {nrµ}

)
=

2π
3
` + φ2

∑
rµ

nrµ(nrµ − 1), ` = 0,±1, (3)

where α0 = 0, α1 =
∑

rµ θµnrµ, and α2 = −
∑

rµ θµnr,µ+2 mod 3.
Each eigenstate populates 3 sublattices µ = 0, 1, 2 coher-
ently, and therefore an arbitrary Fock state |{nrµ}〉, usu-
ally taken as initial states, will simultaneously overlap with
all three branches ` = 0,±1 separating from each other
by quasi-energy |∆E| = 2π/3. Then, observables diago-
nal in the Fock basis, such as Ô = n̂rµ or Ô = P̂ =

N−1
b

∑
r(n̂r0 − n̂r1), will demonstrate an oscillation 〈Ô〉(t) ∼

c∗1c2〈k1, `1, {nrµ}|Ô|k2, `2, {nrµ}〉e−i∆Et/T + c.c. with periodicity
2πT/∆E = 3T .

Spectral pairing ∆E for majority eigenstates in Eqs. (2) (3)
is, as expected, unstable against perturbations. The crucial
difference here from the disordered case [1–3, 16] is the uni-
form interaction strength φ2 in Eq. (3), which results in an
enormous Floquet emergent degeneracy. Specifically, con-
sider the combination Qa = {(q(a)

j ,N
(a)
j )| j = 1, 2, . . . ,M}

for, i.e. q(a)
j copies of sites each hosting N(a)

j ≥ 0 particles.
In terms of the Hubbard interaction φ2

∑
rµ nrµ(nrµ − 1) =

φ2
∑

j q(a)
j N(a)

j (N(a)
j − 1), each Qa manifold contains degener-

ate levels of different {nrµ} as deg(Qa) = (3L2)!/
∏M

j=1 q(a)
j !.

The degeneracy, though partially lifted by 2π`/3 in Eq. (3),
leads to the instability that a small perturbation could gener-
ally trigger a reconstruction for extensive numbers of eigen-
states in Eq. (2) with different configurations {nrµ}, leading to
the ergodicity as indicated by Fig. 2. Correspondingly, a Fock

initial state would overlap with large numbers of eigenstates
with different quasienergies without rigid spectral pairings.

To identify FBS, we then seek for manifolds with low
degeneracy. Except for a homogeneous distribution nrµ =

Nb/3L2 (deg=1) without dynamical signatures, the lowest de-
generate {nrµ} deposit all Nb bosons into a single site nrµ =

δr,r0δµ,µ0 Nb. There are apparently 3L2 such {nrµ} with Nb
bosons allocated into different sites (r0, µ0). They compose
the FBS eigenstates

|k, `,Nb〉 =
1
√

3

∑
m=0,1,2

e−i( 2πm
3 `−αm)|k, {nrµ = δr,0δµ,mNb}〉, (4)

with quasienergy Escar(`) = 2π`/3 + φ2Nb(Nb − 1). The 3L2

FBSs equally partition into L2 conserved many-body momen-
tum k sectors, each hosting 3 scars with ` = 0,±1. Spa-
tial translation symmetry then forbids hybridizing eigenstates
of different k, and temporal translation symmetry protects
the conserved quasienergy separating different ` by |∆E| =

|Escar(` + 1) − Escar(`)| = 2π/3. Therefore, FBS’s experience
no degenerate-level perturbations.

It still remains to consider non-degenerate perturbations.
In particular, the periodicity 2π of Floquet quasienergy con-
strains Hubbard-interaction gap for different Qa to be of the
order unity. Then, one may expect each scar level to receive
an energy correction ∼ λ2 (of Fermi golden rule type), result-
ing in fast detuning within t ∼ T/λ2 ∼ 100T for λ = 0.1.
However, such estimations directly contradict Fig. 1 (b).

The resolution turns out to be that all three ` = 0,±1 scars
are shifted identically, such that their quasienergy difference,
dubbed spectral pairing gap |∆E| = 2π/3 [52], is unchanged.
In Supplemental Materials (SM) [53], we construct the
strong-drive Floquet perturbation theory. Arrange a Floquet
operator in the form UF = U0U′, where U0 corresponds
to Eq. (1) at λ = 0, and perturbations are factored into
U′ ≡ eiλH′ . For our purposes, it is more than enough to take
H′ as a generic hopping Hamiltonian H′ =

∑
Jrµ,r′µ′ ψ̂

†
rµψ̂r′µ′ .

(See SM [53] for factorization process). Scar quasienergy
corrections eiẼscar(`) = ei(Escar(`)+

∑∞
α=1 λ

αE(α)
`

) up to the sec-
ond order read E(1)

`
= 〈k, `,Nb|H′|k, `,Nb〉, E(2)

`
=

− 1
2
∑′

(`′,{nrµ}) |〈k, `
′, {nrµ}|H′|k, `,Nb〉|

2 cot Escar(`)−E(`′,{nrµ})
2 ,

where summation
∑′ excludes the scar eigenstate in con-

sideration. Here, E(1)
`

= 0 is trivially identical for all
`. Importantly, Eqs. (2)–(4) show that each term for E(2)

`
depends only on the difference (`− `′). Due to 2π quasienergy
periodicity, quantum numbers ` in Eqs. (2) and (3) are
only defined modulo 3. That allows for shifting dummy
indices `′ in the summation E(2)

`1
≡

∑′
`′,{nrµ}

ε(`1 − `′) =∑′
`′,{nrµ}

ε(`2 − (`′ − `1 + `2)) =
∑′
`′′,{nrµ}

ε(`2 − `
′′) = E(2)

`2
,

proving the equality of energy corrections for all scars.
SM [53] also numerically verifies spectral pairing rigidity for
Eq. (1) and against more generic bilinear perturbations.

Importantly, it is exactly the Floquet spectrum periodicity
that allows for shifting all three `’s in Eq. (3) by the same
integer and end up with an identical set of levels, which is
crucial for the above proof. Based on this point, we generalize
the analysis to higher orders in SM [53].
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Analytical identification of FBS’s and proof for their spec-
tral pairing rigidity are the main results of our work. They
rely on three pivotal factors. First, strong interactions validate
the starting point from Eqs. (2) and (3) for kicked Fock states.
Second, strong Floquet drivings produce three identical ` =

0,±1 spectral plethora at λ = 0, and the 2π quasienergy pe-
riodicity intrinsic of Floquet nature enables the rigid spectral
pairing for FBS against perturbations. Third, spatiotemporal
translation symmetry prevents FBS from mutual hybridiza-
tion. Therefore, FBS’s describe genuine strongly interacting
Floquet matters in clean systems.
Numerical verification — Revisiting previous numerics can
now be illuminating. Spectral function peaks in Fig. 1
(c) derive from pairs of FBS’s in Eq. (4), A(ω0)|λ→0 =

|〈k, `1,Nb|P̂|k, `1 ± 1,Nb〉|
2 = 1/3, |ω0| = 2π/3. The spec-

tral pairing rigidity then stabilizes |ω0| against perturbation up
to finite size effects, resulting in DTC oscillations in Fig. 1
(b). Also, Eq. (4) prescribes an L-independent EE for FBS at
λ→ 0 (see SM [53] for analytical calculation) as in Fig. 2 (e).

0.24

0 ωn
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2π/3 2π/32π/3

scars |ψ〉

-π π
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FIG. 3. Structure of Floquet eigenstates in k = 0 sector. Other
k sectors show essentially the same results. (a) Most eigenstates
involve extensive number of basis |k, {nrµ}〉 leading to vanishing IPR,
except for the 3 FBSs. (b) Expand for instance one FBS in the basis
|k, {nrµ}〉, we see it is dominated by 3 components depicted in (c),
exactly as given by Eq. (4). (d) Scaling of the maximal IPR, where
∆IPRmax = IPR(L=3)

max − IPR(L=2)
max in the inset. Parameters are the same

as in Fig. 1, and L = 3 for (a) (b).

Finally, we offer an efficient way to benchmark FBS by ex-
ploiting their peculiar k space localization. A natural mea-
sure is then the momentum space inverse participation ratio
IPR =

∑
{nr} |〈k, {nrµ}|ωn〉|

4, where scars would show excep-
tionally large IPR as in Fig. 3 (a). Due to the absence of de-
generate level hybridization, the original scar components in
Eq. (4) still dominate upon perturbation as in Fig. 3 (b) and
(c). The scaling of largest IPRs in Fig. 3 (d) reproduces the
reference transition λ0 ≈ 0.135 as in Fig. 2 (e).

Experimental relevance — Small clusters studied above can
be readily realized using the latest technology of quantum gas
microscopes [54–56], which allows for manipulation and de-
tection with single-site resolutions. We now further discuss
cases with finite filling fractions relevant to wider ranges of
experiments.

In principle, previous analytical results show that initial
states populating more than one unit cell will chiefly overlap
with non-scar ergodic eigenstates. Therefore, a finite filling
fraction among all unit cells will eventually lead to a thermal-
izing behavior without dynamical signatures. However, there
could exist a finite and predictable time window before decay
to observe the scar DTCs due to scar localization.

To show it, we first take a closer look at Fig. 1 (b). The
initial state of putting Nb bosons on one site overlaps with all
FBS’s (perturbed Eq. (4)) in different (k, `) sectors; they in-
terfere destructively everywhere except for the unit cell r = 0,
resulting in a real-space localization. As such, two scar DTCs
localized in different regions will take time to sense the pres-
ence of and affect each other φ2nol(nol − 1)t0 ∼ 1 by interac-
tions, giving rise to the characteristic time scale t0 to observe
DTC’s before decays. Here nol is the density overlap for two
scar DTCs hypothetically left alone in a lattice. Then, one can
predict that larger distance gives a smaller density overlap nol,
which prolongs the scar DTC lifetime. Such expectations are
verified numerically in SM [53] for two lattice settings rele-
vant to the Berkeley platform. It confirms the possibility of
observing DTC signatures with finite filling fractions over the
experimentally accessible time, and further point out theoret-
ically the controlling parameter for DTC lifetime therein: the
distance of initially populated cells.
Conclusion — We show a distinct DTC phenomenon en-
forced by the analytically discovered FBS’s. Its intrinsic Flo-
quet and many-body nature stabilizes spectral pairings against
translation-invariant bilinear perturbations. Moreover, the
new scheme of checking Floquet emergent degeneracy and
scar spectral pairing indicates a possible procedure to unveil
the long-sought universal mechanism behind clean DTCs in
arbitrary dimensions. It is also tantalizing to incorporate more
intricate crystalline spacegroup symmetries aside translations
into designing DTCs with unique structures and phenomena
in clean systems.
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S-1. FLOQUET PERTURBATION TREATMENT

In this section, we will derive a strongly-driven Floquet perturbation theory for analyzing the scar stability. A concrete series
up to the second order is firstly presented for intuition. Then, we would obtain the formal structure to all higher-orders and show
the spectral pairing rigidity for FBS.

A. Preliminary: Factoring out perturbations

The Floquet driving in Eq. (1) of the main text has the form

UF = Û2Û1 = e−iĤ2T/2~e−i(ĥ1+λĥ′), (S1)

where ĥ1 + λĥ′ = Ĥ1T/2~. For later analysis, it will be convenient to factor out the perturbation related to λĥ′ through the
Baker-Campbell-Hausdorff (BCH) formula,

ÛF =
(
e−iĤ2T/2~e−iĥ1

) (
eiĥ1 e−i(ĥ1+λĥ′)

)
≡ Û0Û′, (S2)

Û′ = eiĥ1 e−i(ĥ1+λĥ′) = e(iĥ1−i(ĥ1+λĥ′))+ 1
2 [iĥ1,−i(ĥ1+λĥ′)]+ 1

12 [iĥ1,[iĥ1,−i(ĥ1+λĥ′)]]+ 1
12 [−i(ĥ1+λĥ′),[−i(ĥ1+λĥ′),iĥ1]]+...

= eiλ(−ĥ′+ −i
2 [ĥ1,ĥ′]+ 1

6 [ĥ1,[ĥ1,ĥ′]]+... )+O(λ2). (S3)

In our case, both ĥ1 and ĥ′ consist of bilinear terms, so their mutual commutators to any orders are also of bilinear forms.
Meanwhile, on the exponential part of Eq. (S3), all remaining terms involve commutators between iĥ1 and −i(ĥ1 + λĥ′d), and
hence are at least of the order λ1. Therefore, we can group all terms into an effective perturbing static Hamiltonian

Û′ = eiĥ1 e−i(ĥ1+λĥ′) = eiλĤ′ , Ĥ′ =
∑

rµ,r′µ′
Jrµ,r′µ′ ψ̂

†
rµψ̂r′µ′ = Ĥ′d + Ĥ′nd (S4)

Ĥd =
∑

rµ
Jrµ,rµψ̂

†
rµψ̂rµ =

∑
rµ

Jrµ,rµn̂rµ, Ĥnd =
∑

rµ
Jrµ,r′µ′ ψ̂

†
rµψ̂rµ (S5)
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For our purposes, we would further factor out the onsite energy offsets in Ĥ′d, as these terms can be grouped into Û0:

Û0eiλĤ′d = Û2e−iĥ1 eiλ
∑

rµ Jrµ,rµψ̂
†
rµψ̂rµeiĥ1 e−iĥ1 = Û2eiλ

∑
rµ Jrµ,rµψ̂

†

r,µ+1ψ̂rµ+1 e−iĥ1 = ˆ̃U0. (S6)

Here, we use the fact that under the unperturbed ĥ1, e−iĥ1 ψ̂rµeiĥ1 = ψ̂r,µ+1, and that onsite terms ∼ nrµ commute with the Hubbard
interaction and chemical potentials in Û2. Then, ˆ̃U0 is related to Û0 by a renormalized chemical potential θµ → θµ − λJrµ−1,rµ−1.
To factor out onsite terms, we can perform an iteration:

1. The perturbing Hamiltonian Ĥ′ can be obtained from Eq. (S4), and then one could obtain the diagonal terms Ĥ′d.

2. Factor out onsite terms up to λ1 by Û′ = eiλĤ′d
(
e−iλĤ′d eiλ(Ĥ′d+Ĥnd)

)
= eiλĤ′d eiλĤ′nd+iλ2(Ĥ(2)

d +Ĥ(2)
nd ). Here we have used the BCH

formula in the last step, where λĤ′d in the exponential part are canceled, and the remaining terms other than λĤ′nd would
involve commutators between λĤ′d and λĤ′nd and therefore are at least of the order λ2.

3. Iterating the process in step 2 for n times will result in Û′ = ei
(
λĤd+

∑n−1
m=2 λ

mĤ(m)
d

)
ei

(
λĤ′nd+

∑n−1
m=2 λ

mĤ(m)
nd +λn(Ĥ(n)

d +Ĥ(n)
nd )

)
. That means one

can factor out the diagonal energy offset terms up to arbitrary accuracy.

In summary, for a bilinear type of Hamiltonian, one can transform the perturbation in Eq. (1) of the main text concerning Ĥ1
such that the Floquet unitary reads ÛF = Û0Û′. Here, Û0 is the unperturbed Eq. (1) with λ = 0 and onsite chemical potentials
renormalized. Û′ = eiλĤ′ contains all the perturbations with Ĥ′ =

∑
rµ,rµ Jrµ,rµψ̂

†
rµψ̂r′µ′ .

B. Formalism and explicit results up to the second order

Consider a Floquet operator involving a strongly-driven but exactly solvable part U0, and a perturbation U1,

UF = U0U′, U0|ωn〉 = eiωn |ωn〉, U′ = eiλH′ =

∞∑
α=0

(iλ)α

α!
(H′)α (S7)

Note that U0 could be far from an identity operator unlike conventional high-frequency expansions around static limits. Now, to
solve the eigenproblem perturbatively,

UF |ω̃n〉 = eiω̃n |ω̃n〉, (S8)

we expand the quasienergy and Floquet eigenstates into series

eiω̃n = eiωn exp

i ∞∑
α=1

λαω(α)
n

 , |ω̃n〉 = . . . eiλ3S 3 eiλ2S 2 eiλS 1 |ωn〉, (S9)

such that eiλαS α should diagonalize UF up to the order of λα. Note that unlike previous perturbation treatments [57] expressing
(α + 1)-th order results by α-th order ones, we would aim at obtaining series of any orders in terms of the zeroth-order solutions
ωn, |ωn〉. This is necessary for quantitative evaluations like spectral pairing rigidity, as only the zeroth-order results are exactly
solvable.

To λ1 order,

〈ωm|e−iλS 1 U0eiλH′eiλS 1 |ωn〉 = Q(1)
n

(
〈ωm|U0|ωn〉 + iλ〈ωm|(U0H′ + [U0, S 1])|ωn〉

)
+ O(λ2)

= Q(1)
n

(
eiωmδmn + iλ(eiωm [H′]mn + (eiωm − eiωn )[S 1]mn)

)
+ O(λ2).

= Q(1)
n eiωm

(
δmn + iλ([H′]mn + (1 − eiωnm )[S 1]mn)

)
+ O(λ2). (S10)

where ωnm = ωn − ωm and matrix elements i.e. [S 1]mn = 〈ωm|S 1|ωn〉. The normalization constant Q(1)
n makes sure that the

diagonal term (m = n) on the right-hand-side for perturbed eigenvalue, after keeping terms only up to λ1, is still unitary. To
diagonalize UF up to λ1, choose

[S 1]mn =
[H′]mn

eiωnm − 1
, (m , n); [S 1]nn = 0. (S11)

Then, compare the diagonal term in Eq. (S10) with Eq. (S9), we have a similar result as in static case

ω(1)
n = [H′]nn. (S12)
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A qualitative difference from static perturbation can be observed in the λ2 order,

〈ωm|e−iλS 1 e−iλ2S 2 U0eiλH′eiλ2S 2 eiλS 1 |ωn〉

= Q(2)
n

(
eiωn (1 + iλ[H′]nn)δmn + λ2〈ωm|[−

1
2

(U0S 2
1 + S 2

1U0) + i[U0, S 2] −
1
2

U0(H′)2 + [S 1,U0H′] + S 1U0S 1]|ωn〉

)
+ O(λ3).

(S13)

To diagonalize it, we similarly require the λ2 term for off-diagonal elements m , n to vanish,

0 = λ2

− [S 2
1]mn

2
(eiωm + eiωn ) + i[S 2]mn(eiωm − eiωn ) −

[(H′)2]mn

2
eiωm − [H′S 1]mneiωm +

∑
l

[S 1]ml[H′]lneiωl +
∑

l

[S 1]ml[S 1]lneiωl

 ,
A straightforward calculation simplifies it to

i[S 2]mn(eiωnm − 1) =
∑

l

[H′]ml[H′]ln

(eiωlm − 1)(eiωnl − 1)

(
−

1 + eiωnm

2
−

(eiωlm − 1)(eiωnl − 1)
2

− (eiωlm − 1) + eiωlm (eiωnl − 1) + eiωlm

)
=

∑
l

[H′]ml[H′]ln

(eiωlm − 1)(eiωnl − 1)
eiωnl − eiωlm

2
(S14)

Therefore, we can similarly choose

[S 2]mn =
−i

eiωnm − 1

∑
l

[H′]ml[H′]ln

(eiωlm − 1)(eiωnl − 1)
eiωnl − eiωlm

2
, (m , n); [S 2]mm = 0, (S15)

Then, the diagonal term of Eq. (S13), where λ2 terms corresponding to the right-hand-side of Eq. (S14) with m = n, gives the
second order correction to quasienergy

ω(2)
n = −

∑
l,n

∣∣∣∣∣ [H′]nl

(eiωln − 1)

∣∣∣∣∣2 sinωln = −
1
2

∑
l,n

|[H′]nl|
2 cot

ωln

2
(S16)

We can benchmark the results by considering high frequency limits where all ωnl’s are very small. Then, we can expand
cot(ωnl/2) ≈ 2/ωnl, so ω(2)

n =
∑

l,n |[H′]nl|
2/ωnl, which recovers the familiar static perturbation result.

It is worth noting that in the Floquet case, level differences ωln contribute a periodic 2π correction cot(ωln/2) in contrast to
the 1/ωln factor for static cases without periodicity. Such a difference is crucial for the spectral pairing rigidity only possible in
Floquet systems.

In sum, up to the second order, the perturbed quasienergy reads

eω̃n ≈ eiωn exp

iλ[H′]nn − i
λ2

2

∑
l,n

|[H′]nl|
2 cot

ωln

2

 , (S17)

For completeness, we also write the dressed eigenstates

|ω̃n〉 ≈ (1 + iλ2S 2)(1 + iλS 1 −
λ2

2
S 2

1)|ωn〉

= |ωn〉 + iλ
∑
m,n

[S 1]mn|ωm〉 + λ2

∑
m

∑
l,m,n

−
[S 1]ml[S 1]ln

2
+ i[S 2]mn

 |ωm〉.

= |ωn〉 + iλ
∑
m,n

[H′]mn

eiωmn − 1
|ωm〉 −

λ2

2

∑
m

∑
l,m,n

[S 1]ml[S 1]ln +
∑
m,n

∑
l,m,n

eiωml − eiωln

eiωmn − 1
[S 1]ml[S 1]ln

 |ωm〉 (S18)

up to a normalization factor. Here [S 1]mn etc are given by Eq. (S11)
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C. Scar spectral pairing rigidity up to the second order

Now, we apply the previously developed strong-drive Floquet perturbation theory to analyze the scar spectral pairings. Recall
Eq. (3) (4) in the main text for the eigenstates at λ = 0, which we will take as eigenstates for U0,∣∣∣k, `, {nrµ}

〉
=

1
√

3

∑
m=0,1,2

e−i( 2πm
3 `−αm)|k, {nr,µ+m mod 3}〉, (2)

E
(
`, {nrµ}

)
=

2π
3
` + φ2

∑
rµ

nrµ(nrµ − 1), ` = 0,±1. (3)

Each level labeled by |k, `, {nrµ}〉 corresponds to the zeroth order |ωn〉 here, and quasienergy eiE(`,{nrµ}) is denoted eiωn . Among
them, the special set of scars are defined in Eq. (4) of the main text,

|k, `,Nb〉 =
1
√

3

∑
m=0,1,2

e−i( 2πm
3 `−αm)|k, {nrµ = δr,0δµ,mNb}〉, Escar(`) =

2π`
3

+ φ2Nb(Nb − 1), ` = 0,±1. (4)

In this subsection, we would aim at proving that all the three scars ` = 0,± in each k sector will receive the same quasienergy
corrections in Eq. (S17), with the perturbing Hamiltonian H′ =

∑
rµ,r′µ′ Jrµ,r′µ′ ψ̂

†
rµψ̂r′µ′ being a generic bilinear hopping one

respecting translation invariance.
First, as onsite chemical potential terms are all factored out into U0 (see subsection S-1 A), the first order corrections E(1)

`
∝

〈k, `,Nb|H′|k, `,Nb〉 = 0 vanish — in |k, `,Nb〉 (for Nb > 1) all particles are allocated onto a single site and no hopping happens.
Next, for the second order corrections, we write explicitly

E(2)
`

= −
1
2

∑
{n′rµ},`′

|〈k, `,Nb|H′|k, `′, {n′rµ}〉|
2 cot

(E(`′, {n′rµ}) − Escar(`)

2

)
. (S19)

As the perturbing Hamiltonian only involves hopping terms, the non-vanishing matrix elements have {n′rµ} with (Nb−1) particles
on one site, and 1 particle on another. Written in the main text notation, {n′rµ} ∈ Qa = {(q(a)

1 ,N(a)
1 ) = (1,Nb − 1), (q(a)

2 ,N(a)
2 ) =

(1, 1), (q(a)
3 ,N(a)

3 ) = (3L2 − 2, 0)}. Thus, E(`′, {n′rµ}) = 2π`′/3 + φ2
∑

j q(a)
j N(a)

j (N(a)
j − 1) = 2π`′/3 + φ2(Nb − 1)(Nb − 2), and all

E(`′, {nrµ}) − Escar(`) = −(2π(` − `′)/3 + 2φ2). (S20)

Further, within the manifold {n′rµ} ∈ Qa,

〈k, `,Nb|H′|k, `′, {n′rµ}〉 =
1
3

2∑
m,m′=0

〈k, {nrµ = δr,0δµ,mNb}|H′|k, {n′rµ+m′ }〉e
i 2π

3 (m`−m′`′)e−i(αm−α̃m′ ), (S21)

the site with Nb particles for {nrµ} must be the same as the site with (Nb − 1) particles for {n′rµ}, see Fig. S1 for example. That

FIG. S1. Exemplary non-vanishing matrix elements in the second order perturbation for scar states |k, `,Nb〉. The non-vanishing matrix
elements would have m′ = m + ∆m mod 3, where ∆m = 2 for all m,m′.

means a non-vanishing term would have 〈k, {nrµ = δr,0δµ,mNb}|H′|k, {n′rµ+m′ }〉 ∝ δm′,m+∆m, with a fixed ∆m (mod 3) for all m,m′.
Then,

|〈k, `,Nb|H′|k, `′, {n′rµ}〉|
2 =

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣13e−i 2π∆m
3 `′

2∑
m=0

〈k, {nrµ = δr,0δµ,mNb}|H′|k, {n′rµ+m+∆m}〉e
i 2π

3 m(`−`′)e−i(αm−α̃m′ )

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

.



11

In sum, the second order quasi-energy correction

E(2)
`

=
1

18

∑
{n′rµ},`′

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
2∑

m=0

〈k, {nrµ = δr,0δµ,mNb}|H′|k, {n′rµ+m+∆m}〉e
i 2π

3 m(`−`′)e−i(αm−α̃m′ )

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

cot
(
π(` − `′)

3
+ φ2

)
(S22)

indeed only depend on the difference (` − `′), but not individual ` and `′. Thus, we can generically write E(2)
`1
≡

∑
`′ ε(`1 − `

′) =∑
`′ ε(`2 − (`′ − `1 + `2)) =

∑
`′′ ε(`2 − `

′′) = E(2)
`2

, proving the spectral pairing rigidity up to the second order.

D. Numerical verification

Now we verify the previous analysis numerically. First, we test the model in Eq. (1) of the main text. Quasienergy for the 3
scar states, obtained according to maximal momentum space IPRs as in Fig. 3 of the main text, is shown in Fig. S2 (a). At the
anchor point λ → 0, mutual spacing for FBS’s approaches 2π/3 giving the 3T -periodic oscillations. Then, under perturbations
λ, each individual FBS indeed receive an energy correction dominated by ∼ λ2 as expected. However, the key feature is that all
three FBS’s receive identical quasienergy corrections, as shown by Fig. S2 (b), leading to a rigid 2π/3 spectral pairing between
pairs of FBS’s schematically illustrated in Fig. S2 (c).

ΔE1

ΔE2

ΔE3
2 π

3

2 π

3

2 π

3

0.1 0.2 0.3
λ

-π

π

Escar

(a) Quasienergy for largest IPR eigenstates

ΔE1
ΔE2
ΔE3

ΔE2-ΔE1
ΔE3-ΔE2
ΔE1-ΔE3 ∼λ2

0.03 0.06 0.09 0.12 0.15
λ0.00

0.02

0.04

0.06

0.08

0.10

0.12

(b) Deviations and spectral pairing rigidity

E3 (0)

E3 (λ)

E2 (0)

E2 (λ)

E1 (0)E1 (λ)

ΔEn=En (λ)-En (0)∼λ
2

|En+1 (λ)-En (λ)|-
2 π

3
0

(c) Spectral pairing for FBS’s

FIG. S2. Test of spectral pairing for the main text model. (a) Based on the data of Fig. (3) in the main text, we obtain the quasi-energy of
the 3 eigenstates with largest IPR’s. Below the transition λ ≈ 0.135 indicated by the green dashed line, they correspond to the FBS’s, while
for λ > 0.135 all eigenstates have similarly vanishing IPR’s. We take λ = 0.005 as a reference point for λ → 0 limits (corresponding to
gray horizontal lines), and measure quasienergy deviations ∆En ≡ En(0.005) − En(λ). (b) The spectral deviations of each FBS. We see that
individual scar quasienergy ∆En indeed exhibits a ∼ λ2 deviation of Fermi-Golden rule type. However, different scars demonstrate almost
identical deviations ∆En1 −∆En2 → 0, such that their mutual spacing of 2π/3 in (a) is preserved, leading to a stable 2πT/(2π/3) = 3T periodic
DTC oscillations. (c) Schematic illustrate for scar spectral pairings. All data is for the k = 0 sector, and other k sectors demonstrate essentially
the same characters. L = 3, and parameters are the same as Fig. 1 in the main text.

Further, we test the spectral pairing rigidity against more generic perturbations using the second order perturbation results
in Eq. (S16). Here we generalize H′ to involve all possible hoppings up to nearest neighbors, where each bond can possess
different hopping matrix elements as shown by Fig. S3 (a). These bonds possess random strengths Jn ∈ [0, 1] and also carry
random fluxes Θn ∈ [0, 2π]. Each set of {(Jn,Θn)|n = 1, . . . , 6)} consists of a sample. From the results in Fig. S3 (b) for different
sets of samples, it is clear that each scar quasienergy can receive notable second order corrections ω(2)

n as given by Eq. (S16).
However, all 3 scars receive equal amount of corrections |ω(2)

n+1 − ω
(2)
n | → 0 (up to numerical errors), such that their mutual

spectral pairing remain rigidly 2π/3 just like that for U0, reproducing again the scheme in Fig. S2 (c).

E. Higher orders

Formally, as can be seen from Eq. (S17) and Eqs. (S7) – (S9), the perturbed quasi-energy at the α-th order takes the most
generic form satisfying Floquet quasienergy periodicity as

ω(α)
n =

∑
β

∑
l1...lα−1

′

gβ([H′]nl1 [H′]l1l2 . . . [H
′]lα−2lα−1 [H′]lα−1n)hβ(eiωnl1 , eiωl1 l2 , . . . , eiωlα−1n ), (S23)
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(a) Random bonds

20 40 60 80 100
sample

2

4

6

8

10

12
ω1

(2)

ω2
(2)

ω3
(2)

|ω2
(2)
-ω1

(2)
|

|ω3
(2)
-ω2

(2)
|

|ω1
(2)
-ω3

(2)
|

(a) Second order quasienergy corrections (in units of λ2)

FIG. S3. Generalized model allowing for random bond parameters (preserving translation symmetry) up to nearest neighbor hoppings. Floquet
operator takes the form in Eq. (S7), where Nb = 5, L = 3, U0 is for the main text model at the anchor point φ1 = 2π/(3

√
3), λ = 0, and the

perturbation U′ = eiλH′ . (a) Random hopping parameters for H′. (b) Results for the k = 0 sector. Each sample means one set of parameters in
(a). To compare with Fig. S2, note the rescaling for each point, ω(2)

n ∼ ∆En/λ
2, where ω(2)

n is given by Eq. (S16).

where β = 1, 2, . . . denotes a set of functions. The major difference between the second and higher orders is that one would
encounter, i.e. l1 and l2 denoting unperturbed eigenstates within the same degenerate manifold. To be concrete, we give the
explicit third order result

ω(3)
n =

1
3!

∑
l1,l2,n

[H′]nl1 [H′]l1l2 [H′]l2n

[
1
2

cos(ωl1n/2)
sin(ωl2l1/2) sin(ωnl2/2)

+
1
2

cos(ωnl2/2)
sin(ωl1n/2) sin(ωl2l1/2)

−
cos(ωl2l1/2)

sin(ωl1n/2) sin(ωnl2/2)

]
(S24)

Here, two different levels denoted by l1, l2 could be different configurations in the same degenerate manifold `,Qa =

{(q(a)
1 ,N(a)

1 ) = (1,Nb − 1), (q(a)
2 ,N(a)

2 ) = (1, 1), (q(a)
3 ,N(a)

3 ) = (3L2 − 2, 0)}, so the two different levels l1, l2 both have unper-
turbed quasienergy 2π`/3 +

∑
j q jN j(N j − 1) = 2π`/3 + (Nb − 1)(Nb − 2). As such, we need to first perform a degenerate level

perturbation for non-scar eigenstates within each subspace `,Qa.

FIG. S4. Non-vanishing submatrix elements within the Qa = {(q(a)
j ,N

(a)
j ) = (1,Nb − 1), (1, 1), (3L2 − 2, 0)} degenerate manifolds. Similar to

the case in Fig. S1, the site with majority particle Nb − 1 forces the matrix element to only depend on the relative ` − ` = 0 — so there is no
dependence on ` for degenerate sub-space corrections.

Importantly, the submatrix spanned by {|k, `, {nrµ}〉|{nrµ ∈ Qa}} would contribute a degeneracy-lifting energy independent of `.
This is due to the same reason as before: the site with Nb − 1 particles must be the same in order for the hopping matrix element
to be non-vanishing. One can choose the gauge that the unperturbed eigenstates within Qa have the (Nb − 1)-particle site being
the same for each m in different {nrµ}, as shown in Fig. S4. Then, the degenerate space corrections in different ` sectors are the
same. That means for degenerate eigenstates within the manifold Qa = {(q(a)

j ,N
(a)
j )| j = 1, 2, . . . ,M}, one only needs to replace

Eq. (2), (3) in the main text with

|k, `, {{nrµ} ∈ Qa}, γ〉 =
∑
{nrµ}∈Qa

A(γ)
{nrµ}
|k, `, {nrµ}〉 =

1
√

3

∑
m=0,1,2

e−i 2πm
3 `

 ∑
{nrµ}∈Qa

A(γ)
{nrµ}

eiαm |k, {nrµ}〉

 (2′)

E
(
`, {{nrµ} ∈ Qa}, γ

)
=

2π
3
` + φ2

M∑
j=1

q jN j(N j − 1) + Eγ({nrµ} ∈ Qa). (3′)
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Due to the absence of ` in the submatrix within degenerate Qa manifold, the quasienergies in each ` sector are lifted by the
`-independent Eγ, and the coefficients A(γ)

{nrµ}
are also independent of `.

Now, as all degeneracies are lifted, and the resulting levels still has the structure of identical plethoras of ` = 0,±1, we can
use the previous analysis to prove spectral pairing rigidity. Specifically, in Eq. (S23), when we change the scar level

n ∼ (`,Nb) → n′ ∼ (` ± 1,Nb) (S25)

the right-hand-side should remain the same. Specifically, we note that quantum numbers ` = 0,±1 is only defined modulo 3.
That means summing over

∑
`=−1,0,1 is equivalent to

∑
`+1=0,1,2 =

∑
`+1=0,1,−1 and

∑
`−1=−2,−1,0 =

∑
1,−1,0. Then, Eq. (S25) would

be compensated by a simultaneous change of the dummy index in Eq. (S23)

l1 ∼ (`1, {nrµ}1) → l′1 ∼ (`1 ± 1, {nrµ}1), lα−1 ∼ (`α−1, {nrµ}α−1) → l′1 ∼ (`α−1 ± 1, {nrµ}α−1), (S26)

while all the remaining indices are unaffected.
In summary, we have proved that for perturbations H′ of a generic bilinear form conserving translation symmetries, all scar

levels |k, `,Nb〉 will receive the same amount of energy correction in the perturbation series, leading to the spectral pairing
rigidity |∆E| = 2π/3 for FBS’s.

S-2. ENTANGLEMENT ENTROPY AT THE ANCHOR POINT λ→ 0

To compute the entanglement entropy, we first rewrite Eq. (4) in the main text in the real space representation

|k, `,Nb〉 =
1
√

3

∑
m=0,1,2

e−i( 2πm
3 `−αm) 1

L

L∑
m1,m2=1

e−(2πi/L)(k1m1+k2m2) (ψ̂†m1e1+m2e2,m)Nb

√
Nb!

|0〉 (S27)

The full density matrix for each FBS is defined as ρ = |k, `,Nb〉〈k, `,Nb|, and in the real space representation

ρ =
1

3L2

∑
m,m′=0,1,2

ei( 2π(m−m′ )
3 `−(αm−αm′ ))

L∑
m1,m2,m′1,m

′
2=1

e
2πi
L (k1(m1−m′1)+k2(m2−m′2))

 (ψ̂†m1e1+m2e2,m)Nb

√
Nb!

|0〉〈0|
(ψ̂m′1e1+m′2e2,m′ )

Nb

√
Nb!

 (S28)

Then, we obtain the reduced density matrix by enclosing Ns subsystem unit cells (3Ns sites), dubbed region A, among totally
3L2 sites. The remaining part is denoted as B. Due to the form of Eq. (S28), ρA only involves tracing over configurations of 0 or
Nb bosons in region B,

ρA = TrB(ρ) = 〈0B|ρ|0B〉 +
∑

m′′1 ,m
′′
2 ,m

′′∈B

〈0B|
(ψ̂m′′1 e1+m′′2 e2,m′′ )

Nb

√
Nb!

ρ
(ψ̂†m′′1 e1+m′′2 e2,m′′

)Nb

√
Nb!

|0B〉

=
1

3L2

∑
m1,m2,m,
m′1,m

′
2,m

′ ∈A

ei( 2π(m−m′ )
3 `−(αm−αm′ ))e

2πi
L (k1(m1−m′1)+k2(m2−m′2))

 (ψ̂†m1e1+m2e2,m)Nb

√
Nb!

|0A〉〈0A|
(ψ̂m′1e1+m′2e2,m′ )

Nb

√
Nb!


+

3L2 − 3Ns

3L2 |0A〉〈0A|. (S29)

Here, the first term would allow for arbitrary indices (m1,m2,m), (m′1,m
′
1,m

′) ∈ A because they all correspond to zero particles
in region B. For the second term, there must be (m1,m2,m) = (m′1,m

′
2,m

′) equaling to the trace indices (m′′1 ,m
′′
2 ,m

′′) ∈ B, so all
the phase factors vanish, and there are 3L2 − 3Ns sites in region B giving rise to the prefactor. Denote

Fm1,m2,m = e−i( 2πm
3 `−αm)e−

2πi
L (k1m1+k2m2), |F〉 = (F0,0,0, F0,0,1, F0,0,2, F0,1,0, . . . , FL(A)

x ,L(A)
y ,2)T , (S30)

the reduced density operator, written in the matrix form, has

ρA =
1

3L2

(|F〉〈F|)3Ns×3Ns
0

0 3L2 − 3Ns

 (S31)
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Apparently, there are only 2 nonzero eigenvalues. The first one is for the (3Ns × 3Ns) matrix whose eigenvector is (1/
√

3Ns)|F〉
(note 〈F|F〉 = 3Ns) corresponding to the eigenvalue Ns/L2. The second one is the 1 × 1 part obviously corresponding to
eigenvalue (L2 − Ns)/L2. That yields the entanglement entropy

S ent = −Tr (ρA ln ρA) = −γ ln γ − (1 − γ) ln(1 − γ), γ ≡
Ns

L2 . (S32)

Therefore, for the choices of region A in the main text Fig. 2 (b), we have S ent = ln 2 ≈ 0.6931 for L = 2(γ = 1/2), and
S ent = (4/9) ln(4/9)+ (5/9) ln(5/9) ≈ 0.6870 for L = 3(γ = 4/9). They lead to slight differences of S ent at λ→ 0 due to different
subsystem portions γ = Ns/L2. However, the reference scar vanishing point λ0 ≈ 0.135 is unlikely to be dominated by such
differences, as significant deviations of S ent already takes place there compared with S ent at λ → 0. This is also confirmed by
the IPR scaling in Fig. 3 (d) of main texts (irrelevant of subsystem size) that also gives λ0 ≈ 0.135.

S-3. MORE DETAILS FOR EXPERIMENTAL PROPOSALS

This section gives a more detailed account for the experimental proposals. They are most relevant to the kagome lattice
platform at Berkeley [58–62], while similar schemes can be generalized into other lattices. The laser system we consider
consists of 6 beams, with 3 being red (λR = 1064nm) and 3 green (λG = 532nm). They are directed along the same plane,
where each set of monochromatic laser beams form 120◦ angles with respect to each other, as in Fig. S5 (a). The laser system
exhibits good tunability in forming different lattices in a unified setting, including the (trimerized) kagome, honeycomb, stripe,
and Su-Schrieffer-Heeger types of lattices. We would discuss two exemplary choices of experimental setup in the following.

A. Scheme I: Trimerized kagome lattice (TKL)

The TKL setting in Ref. [59] uses all 6 bichromatic lasers beams, where green beams are polarized in-plane, while red ones
are along z. The lattice potential is given by

V(x, y) = VR(x, y) + VG(x, y),

VR(x, y) = −V (R)
0

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
3∑

j=1

e
2πi
λR

((x−x0) cos Φ j+(y−y0) sin Φ j)

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

,

VG(x, y) = V (G)
0

+
∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

3∑
j=1

cos(Φ j + π/2)e
2πi
λG

(x cos Φ j+y sin Φ j)

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

+

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
3∑

j=1

sin(Φ j + π/2)e
2πi
λG

(x cos Φ j+y sin Φ j)

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
2 ,

(Φ1,Φ2,Φ3) =

(
−
π

2
,
π

6
,

5π
6

)
. (S33)

(a) Lasers (b) V (R)
0 = V (G)

0 (b) V (R)
0 = 0.8V (G)

0

FIG. S5. Schemes for the driven trimerized kagome lattice, where x0 ≈ 405nm, y0 = 0. The extent of trimerization can be tuned continuously
by the relative strength between red and green laser beams.

TKLs correspond to our main text model, and the associated driving protocols are

• Shake the lattice circularly in order to endow a π/2 flux per triangle. This shaking is kept on throughout the whole period.
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• Drive the lattice potential strength periodically, such that the Hamiltonian switches between hopping-dominant terms for
Ĥ1 and Hubbard interaction (plus possible sublattice energy offset) dominant terms for Ĥ2. Then, the Hamiltonians (in
ideal situations) take the form as in Eq. (1) of the main text.

• For specific parameter control, one can fix the duration t1 for the first half of a period according to φ1 = Jt1/~ ≈ 2π/3
√

3,
where J is the hopping strength of strong bonds. Then, λ = J′/J, with J′ the hopping strength for weak bonds. Similarly,
the “interaction strength” for the Floquet parameter φ2 = Ut2/~ can be controlled by the duration t2 in the second half of
a period, where U is the Hubbard interaction strength. One driving period T = t1 + t2 here.

B. Scheme II: Shaken honeycomb lattice

The honeycomb lattice [61] only requires monochromatic lasers, while for our purposes the lattice should be dimerized as
described later. Here, we propose to use the green laser beams to generate a honeycomb lattice, while the red beams would be
used later to engineer the initial state. So the green beams here should be polarized along z, giving

V(x, y) = V ′G(x, y) = +V0

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
3∑

j=1

e
2πi
λG

(x cos Φ j+y sin Φ j)

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

, (Φ1,Φ2,Φ3) =

(
−
π

2
,
π

6
,

5π
6

)
. (S34)

The lattice potentials are illustrated in Fig. S6. The corresponding driving protocols here are

1. One can smoothly control the extent of dimerization, shown in Fig. S6 (c) (d), by shaking linearly the whole lattice at all
time [63].

2. Similar to the trimerized kagome lattice, we can add a driving in terms of laser intensity to produce the relatively slow
Floquet driving, where the first and second step of a Floquet driving produce the Hamiltonians

Hopping to three neighbors with unequal strength:
Ĥ1T
2~

= φ1

∑
r
ψ̂†r(ψ̂r+d1 + λ(ψ̂r+d2 + ψ̂r+d3 )) (S35)

Onsite interactions and possible sublattice energy offsets:
Ĥ2T
2~

= φ2

∑
r

nr(nr − 1) + θrnr (S36)

(a) Lasers and shaking
scheme (b) Potential contours

(c) Honeycomb
lattice with

dimerized hopping
strength

Three nearest neighbor bonds
d1 = ex, d2 = − 1

2 ex +
√

3
2 ey, d3 = − 1

2 ex −
√

3
2 ey

γm → γm J0

(mωdm ·ey
~

)
Strong bond 1 not affected, weak bonds→ 0

when shaking frequency mω
√

3
2~ → 2.405

FIG. S6. The dimerized honeycomb lattice. The extent of dimerization is achieved by tuning the shaking frequencies. J0(x) is the Bessel
function of the first kind.

C. Initial state preparation

Now, we show the scheme to realize initial states of depositing particles in one sublattice. That can be achieved by taking
advantage of the highly tunable kagome optical lattice platform, for both the trimerized kagome and dimerized honeycomb
settings, as illustrated in Fig. S7.
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(a) Trimerized kagome case (b) Dimerized honeycomb case

FIG. S7. Laser schemes to prepare for initial states. (a) For the trimerized kagome lattice case, the scheme is realized by slightly modifying
the setting in Fig. S5 by tuning the relative phase of the red beam, such that x0 ≈ 0.5nm and the minima of the red laser potential matches
one sublattice site. After loading the atoms to one sublattice as in (a), one could quench x0 → 0.405nm and recover the scheme in Fig. S5.
(b) For the dimerized honeycomb case, in addition to the scheme in Fig. S6 using purely green beams, one could further apply the red beams
polarized along z forming triangular lattices. Matching the potential minima to one of the honeycomb site would produce the plotted potentials
for preparing initial states.

D. Detection of sublattice particle number by band mapping

The projection measurement of particle number in individual sublattice sites of a non-primitive unit cell of an optical lattice
can be performed in three steps. First, the lattice depth is suddenly increased to quench tunneling between lattice sites and project
the subsystem in each site to approximately a number Fock state. Then, the superlattice potential is adiabatically deformed, say
by changing the relative position of the two underlying sublattices that add up to create the trimerized kagome lattice or the
dimerized honeycomb lattice, to energetically detune all subllatice sites. If the detuning is sufficiently large and all the sublattice
sites are decoupled, then each energy band of the system is predominantly associated with one sublattice site only. Finally, band
mapping, a standard technique where the lattice potential is addiabatically turned off to map quasimomentum to free-particle
momentum, is performed. Band population can thus be measured in time-of-flight imaging.

Sublattice-site particle number measurement performed with a similar but slightly different technique can be found in [64].

E. Simulations of results

To simulate concrete experimental situation with large lattices and filling fractions, we resort to a semiclassical numerical
method, the truncated Wigner approximation (TWA) [65]. Roughly speaking, this method goes beyond a mean field analysis by
sampling over different initial states

W[Φ(0)
rµ ] =

1
2πσ2 e−|Φ

(0)
rµ −
√

n(0)
rµ |

2/2σ2
(S37)

where quantum operators ψ̂rµ are replaced by their mean field values ψrµ, and their could deviation from the initial state val-
ues {n(0)

rµ } in different samplings. The fluctuation σ = 1/2 means there is on average one half excessive particles per site

〈δnrµ〉 =
∫ ∞
−∞
|Φ

(0)
rµ −

√
n(0)

rµ |
2W[Φ(0)

rµ ]d(ReΦrµ)d(ImΦrµ) = 2σ2 = 1/2, which will be canceled by the symmetrization process for

transforming operators into Weyl symbols, i.e. n̂rµ = 1
2 (ψ̂†rµψ̂rµ + ψ̂rµψ̂

†
rµ) − 1/2→ |Φrµ|

2 − 1/2 [65]. Meanwhile, the evolutions
are still prescribed by classical differential equations, which can be obtained by first using the Heisenberg’s equation of motion
i∂tψ̂rµ = [ψ̂rµ,H] and then replacing ψ̂rµ with Weyl symbols (complex numbers) Φr,µ. For instance, the main text model of
trimerized kagome lattice in Eq. (1) prescribes the equations of motion in each period T as

t ∈ [0,T/2) : ∂tΦrµ = J
∑
ν,µ

fµν(Φrν + λΦr−eν+eµ,ν), (S38)

t ∈ [T/2,T ) : i∂tΦrµ = 2U |Φrµ|
2Φrµ (S39)

Here the parameter J,U are related to those in Eq. (1) by JT/2~ = φ1,UT/2~ = φ2. This way, the semiclassical results are
expected to capture the quantum fluctuations during early time of evolution, which is most relevant to experimental observations.
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As a side remark, we notice that if only a pure mean field simulation is adopted (no initial state sampling), one would observe
a deceptive infinite time DTC oscillation without decay at all for a rather wide range of initial states. That contradicts exact
diagonalization and analytical results, and the generic thermalizing nature confirmed by level spacing statistics. Therefore, it is
of vital importance to incorporate fluctuations at least for the initial states so as to simulate a realistic situation at early time.
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0.6

0.8
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n0/Nb

(a) Numerical results
(experimentally accessible)

(b) No separation (c) Separation by 1 cell (d) Separation by 2 cells

FIG. S8. TWA simulation of scar enforced DTC dynamics in trimerized kagome lattice. We simulate a lattice containing 12 × 12 unit cells
under periodic boundary conditions. Each populated site denoted by colored dots in (b) – (d) contains 5 bosons as the initial state. Evolutions
from these states are simulated in (a) for the corresponding colors. Two sublattices are denoted as µ = 0 and µ = 1 following the convention
in main text. n0 is the total particle number in sublattice 0, and Nb the total number of bosons in all sites. Parameters for the model written in
Eq. (S35) and (S36) are φ1 = π/2, φ2 = 1.1, θr = 0, λ = 0.05. Simulations contain 3000 initial state Monte-Carlo samples for each site and
error bars denote the standard deviation when all data are group into 10 bins.
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FIG. S9. Similar simulations as in Fig. S8 for the dimerized honeycomb lattice. System size is again 12 × 12 unit cells, and each initially
populated site in (b) – (d) contains 5 bosons. n0 means the total particle number in sublattice µ = 0 and Nb is the total boson number. Parameters
for the model written in Eq. (S35) and (S36) are φ1 = π/2, φ2 = 1.1, θr = 0, λ = 0.05. Simulations contain 3000 initial state Monte-Carlo
samples for each site and error bars denote the standard deviation when all data are group into 10 bins.

The results for sublattice density dynamics is shown in Fig. S8 and S9, where we compare the DTC decay rates starting from
different initial states. It is clear that with larger spatial separations for the initially populated sites lead to prolonged oscillations
due to longer time needed for FBS localized at different unit cells to interact with each other.
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