arXiv:2111.04288v2 [quant-ph] 16 Feb 2022

The missing quantum number of the Floquet states

Cristian M. Le,^{1, ∗} Ryosuke Akashi,^1 and Shinji Tsuneyuki^{1, 2} 1Department of Physics, University of Tokyo, Hongo, Tokyo, 113-0033, Japan 2ISSP, University of Tokyo, Kashiwa, Tokyo, 277-8581 Japan (Dated: February 17, 2022)

We reformulate the Floquet theory for periodically driven quantum systems following a perfect analogy with the proof of Bloch theorem. We observe that the current standard method for calculating the Floquet eigenstates by the quasi-energy alone is incomplete and unstable, and pinpoint an overlooked quantum number, the average energy. This new quantum number resolves many shortcomings of the Floquet method stemming from the quasi-energy degeneracy issues, particularly in the continuum limit. Using the average energy quantum number we get properties similar to those of the static energy, including a unique lower-bounded ordering of the Floquet states, from which we define a ground state, and a variational method for calculating the Floquet states. This is a first step towards reformulating Floquet first-principles methods, that have long been thought to be incompatible due to the limitations of the quasi-energy.

I. INTRODUCTION

Periodically driven quantum systems have been gaining increasing attention, particularly due to the promise of Floquet engineering [2, 3] to control material properties and achieve exotic states such as laser induced superconductivity [4–6], or topological insulators [7, 8]. So far these applications have been investigated only on simple model systems due to the limitations of the current Floquet methodology. In order to extend the Floquet formalism to self-consistent first-principles calculations and bigger more complex systems, we need to reevaluate the source of these limitations.

Since the original derivations of the Floquet formalism in quantum mechanics [9–11], the fundamental methodology of solving the time-periodic Schrödinger equation using Floquet theory has remained unchanged, relying on the definition of the quasi-energy eigenstates defined by the eigenproblem

Ĥ^F (t) |Φ_n(t)⟩ = ϵ_n |Φ_n(t)⟩ , (1)

where Ĥ^F , Φ and ϵ denote the Floquet Hamiltonian (Ĥ^F (t) = Ĥ(t) − i ^∂_t), the time-periodic Floquet states (Φ(t + T ) = Φ(t)), and the quasi-energies respectively. However, we know that there are various limitations to this definition [12–14]: the quasi-energy ordering being meaningless, the breakdown of this eigenproblem in the continuum system, the lack of a Hilbert space truncation method, and so on. These limitations are currently the main reasons why the Floquet formalism has not been generalized to various first principles calculation methods [15–17].

As for the similarities between Floquet and Bloch theories, these have long been known [2, 18], but the detailed analogy between the two theories has not been thoroughly explored. If we explore this analogy (Table I),

∗ cristian.le@phys.s.u-tokyo.ac.jp

we find that the current Floquet formalism is apparently incomplete, using only one quantum number to label the eigenstates as opposed to the two in Bloch systems. It should be clarified that the quasi-energy ϵ is analogous to the crystal momentum ⃗k, as opposed to the common misconception that it corresponds to the static energy E. Additionally, the Floquet method lacks a systematic derivation of the Floquet eigenstates from the fundamental symmetry of the time-periodic Hamiltonian and discrete time translation, which is otherwise well established in the Bloch theory [1]. Here we will present this missing derivation, completing the Floquet picture and Floquet- Bloch analogy, showing that the average energy [19], our missing quantum number (QN), is the analogue of the static energy, and as such we can expect it to fulfil similar roles.

In Section II, we are rederiving the Floquet eigenstates from first-principles, following the same steps as those in the Bloch systems [1]. We will discuss the main differences between this method and the conventional Floquet approach in Section III, and then the properties of the average energy as a QN in Section IV. We will conclude with Section V, where we discuss some potential applications that are to come following this reformulation.

II. REDERIVING THE FLOQUET EIGENSTATES

First we have to bring the time-periodic problem to a similar Hilbert space as the spatially periodic system. For this we promote the time parameter t to an operator defined on a Lebesgue space over the whole real domain E = L^2(R, t). The time-dependent Hamiltonian is then defined as a self-adjoint operator on the extended Hilbert space H ⊗ E, where H is the Hilbert space upon which the Hamiltonian Ĥ(t) acts on at any time t. In this

Bloch theorem

Floquet theory

Quasi-energy only With average energy Eigenstates (u_{⃗kn}(⃗r), ⃗k, E_{⃗kn}) (Φn(t), ϵn) (Φna(t), ϵn, Ēna) Symmetry QN ^⃗k | |u_{⃗kn}⟩ = ⃗k | |u_{⃗kn}⟩ Ĥ^F |Φ_n⟩ = ϵ_n |Φ_n⟩

Ĥ^F |Φ_{na}⟩ = ϵ_n |Φ_{na}⟩

Ordering QN Ĥ_{⃗k} | |u_{⃗kn}⟩ = E_{⃗kn} | |u_{⃗kn}⟩ ^̄H_n |Φ_{na}⟩ = Ē_{na} |Φ_{na}⟩ Ritz variation E[u] ≥ E0 ∄ Ē[Φ] ≥ Ē0

TABLE I. Perfect analogy of Floquet theory and Bloch theorem[1].

representation, the state vectors are expressed as |Ψ⟩ = ∫_{+∞} −∞ |Ψ(t)⟩ ⊗ |t⟩ dt , (2) ⟨Ψ|Ψ^′⟩ = ∫_{+∞} −∞ ⟨Ψ(t)|Ψ^′(t)⟩ dt , (3)

and the time-periodic Hamiltonian is naturally extended to the following form:

Ĥ = ∫_{+∞} −∞ Ĥ(t) ⊗ |t⟩⟨t| dt . (4) The physicality of this Hilbert space extension is a topic of great debate [21], with the most prominent counterpoint being that the extended Hilbert space H ⊗ E is over-complete [22, 23], including unphysical states which do not satisfy the time-dependent Schrödinger equation. We overcome this issue by focussing on the physical subspace (H ⊗ E)_S [24, 25] defined as

Ψ ∈ (H ⊗ E)_S ⇔ [ Ĥ − i ^∂_t ] |Ψ⟩ = 0, (5)

where the time-derivative operator ^∂_t is expressed in the E Hilbert space as:

^∂_t = ∫_{+∞} −∞ |t⟩ ∂_t ⟨t| dt . (6) Defining the physical subspace as such can be intimidating, so instead we use the equivalence of the time-dependent Schrödinger equation with the Floquet Schrödinger equation, i.e. any eigensolution of Eq. (1) corresponds to a physical state in (H ⊗ E)_S : |Ψ_n(t)⟩ = e^{−iϵnt} |Φ_n(t)⟩ . (7) Here we are using the already established identities of the quasi-energy eigenstates in Eq. (1) [2, 10], but reserve ourselves from defining these as the final Floquet eigenstates. As our goal is not to deny the validity of this definition, but rather complete it, we will be assuming that we know the quasi-energy eigenstates exactly. We can then define the projection operator 1_S onto the physical subspace (H ⊗ E)_S as

1_S = ∑ n |Ψ_n⟩⟨Ψ_n| , (8) where we require the orthonormality condition

|Ψ_n⟩ = lim_{T →∞} 1 √ 2T ∫_T −T e^{−iϵnt} |Φ_n(t)⟩ ⊗ |t⟩ dt , (9) ⟨Ψ_m|Ψ_n⟩ = δ_{mn}. (10)

For simplicity we have taken the Hilbert space H to be finite, although the generalization to the continuous space is straightforward. In order for the projection 1_S to be unitary and complete in (H ⊗ E)_S , the summation label n in Eq. (8) is limited to a single quasi-energy Brillouin zone (ϵ_n ∈ [0, ω)).

Next, in the Hilbert space E we define the time translation operator T̂ that shifts the time parameter by a time period T :

T̂ = ∫_{+∞} −∞ |t − T ⟩⟨t| dt . (11) This operator trivially commutes with the time-periodic Hamiltonian Ĥ in the extended space H ⊗ E (Eq. (4)) [ Ĥ, T̂ ] = 0, (12)

and it is the equivalent starting point of the Bloch theorem proof [1]. However, for our purposes, we need a similar commutation relation to hold within the physical subspace (H⊗E)_S . For that we project and redefine these operators on the physical subspace and confirm that the commutation relation still holds there.

The projection of the Hamiltonian Ĥ on the physical subspace gives us the average energy operator ^̄H.

^̄H = 1_SĤ1_S = ∑ mn H̄_{mn} |Ψ_m⟩⟨Ψ_n| , (13)

H̄_{mn} = lim_{T →∞} 1 2T ∫_T −T ⟨Ψ_m(t)|Ĥ(t)|Ψ_n(t)⟩ dt . (14)

We refer to this operator as the average energy because its expectation value gives us the observable average energy Ē, as defined in [19], for any normalized physical wave function in (H ⊗ E)_S :

Ē[Ψ] = ⟨Ψ| ^̄H|Ψ⟩ = lim_{T →∞} 1 2T ∫_T −T ⟨Ψ(t)|Ĥ(t)|Ψ(t)⟩ dt . (15)

Using the definition of Eq. (9) in Eq. (14), we can see that the average energy operator ^̄H is diagonal with respect to different quasi-energies, and it generally lifts the quasienergy degeneracy [19], so that we can simplify it to the following form:

H̄_{mn} =

0 if ϵ_m ≠ ϵ_n, 1 T ∫_T 0 ⟨Φ_m(t)|Ĥ(t)|Φ_n(t)⟩ dt if ϵ_m = ϵ_n.

(16) As for the translation operator T̂ , we can quickly see that it is diagonal with respect to the quasi-energy basis defined in Eqs. (8) and (9):

T̂_S = 1_ST̂ 1_S = ∑ n e^{−iϵnT} |Ψ_n⟩⟨Ψ_n| . (17) From the decompositions and identities in Eqs. (13), (16) and (17), we can conclude that the average energy operator ^̄H and the time translation operator T̂_S commute nontrivially in the physical subspace (H ⊗ E)_S (see Appendix A for proof). We thus define the physical eigenstates Ψ_{na} as the simultaneous eigenstates of these operators, with n being the QN of the quasi-energy ϵ_n and a being the additional QN of the average energy eigenvalue Ē_{na}. [ ^̄H, T̂_S ] = 0, (18) T̂_S |Ψ_{na}⟩ = e^{−iϵ}n^T |Ψ_{na}⟩ , (19) ^̄H |Ψ_{na}⟩ = Ē_{na} |Ψ_{na}⟩ . (20) This definition of the physical eigentriplet (Ψ_{na}, e^{−iϵnT} , Ē_{na}) is the first major result we want to emphasize in this work.

Finally, we substitute the Floquet state identity in Eq. (7) for the eigenstates |Ψ_{na}(t)⟩ = e^{−iϵnt} |Φ_{na}(t)⟩ , (21) into Eqs. (19) and (20) to get the equivalent eigenproblem in the Floquet space H⊗T, where T = L^2([0, T ], t) is the Fourier space, e^{iϵnt}T̂_S e^{−iϵnt} |Φ_{na}(t)⟩ = e^{−iϵnT} |Φ_{na}(t)⟩ , (22) e^{iϵnt} ^̄He^{−iϵnt} |Φ_{na}(t)⟩ = Ē_{na} |Φ_{na}(t)⟩ . (23) Equation (22) can be simply exchanged for the usual quasi-energy Floquet eigenproblem Eq. (1), while from Eq. (23), we get the equivalent average energy operator ^̄H_n acting on the Floquet space H ⊗ T (see Appendix B for derivation)

^̄H_n = ∑ ij H̄_{nij} |Φ_{ni}⟩⟨Φ_{nj} | , (24)

H̄_{nij} = 1 T ∫_T 0 ⟨Φ_{ni}(t)|Ĥ(t)|Φ_{nj} (t)⟩ dt , (25) where i, j are the degenerate labels spanning the quasienergy degenerate subspace:

Φ_{ni} ∈ (H ⊗ T)_{ϵn} ⇔ Ĥ^F |Φ_{ni}⟩ = ϵ_n |Φ_{ni}⟩ . (26)

At this point we should recall the labelling convention used here as to not create any confusion with the different labelling conventions used in Floquet systems. Here we use: m, n to be the quasi-energy labels, i, j to be the quasi-energy degenerate labels, and a, b to be the average energy label, being a subset of the former. We will also point out that the quasi-energy ϵ_n dependence of the average energy operator ^̄H_n is identical to the crystal momentum ⃗k dependence of the effective Hamiltonian Ĥ_{⃗k} of the Bloch systems.

Putting it all together, we have the fundamental commutation relation [ Ĥ^F , ^̄H_n ] = 0, (27)

from which we redefine the Floquet eigenstates Φ_{na} to be the simultaneous eigenstates of both the Floquet Hamiltonian Ĥ^F and the average energy operator ^̄H_n, having the quantum numbers of the quasi-energy ϵ_n and average energy Ē_{na}, respectively. Notice the additional Eq. (29):

Ĥ^F |Φ_{na}⟩ = ϵ_n |Φ_{na}⟩ , (28)

^̄H_n |Φ_{na}⟩ = Ē_{na} |Φ_{na}⟩ . (29)

III. DIFFERENCE WITH CONVENTIONAL FLOQUET METHOD

Conceptually, the conventional Floquet method of calculating the quasi-energy eigenstates is analogous to calculating the Brillouin zone in spatially periodic Bloch systems, and the additional step proposed here in Eq. (29) is analogous to then calculating the energy bands structure. We can imagine the significance of this step by this analogy, but to be more concrete, we will explicitly explore in this section two main consequences of this redefinition. In the next section we will further justify it by looking at the properties of the average energy.

Firstly, it resolves the quasi-energy degeneracy. Traditional Floquet eigenstates are ill-defined within the quasienergy degenerate subspace, so that any rotated basis set { Φ^′_{nj} } , where | Φ^′_{nj} ⟩ = ∑ i C_{ij} |Φ_{ni}⟩ , (30) ⟨ Φ^′_{ni} | Φ^′_{nj} ⟩ = δ_{ij} , (31)

is an equally valid eigenbasis Ĥ^F | |Φ^′_{nj} ⟩ = ϵ_n | |Φ^′_{nj} ⟩ ∀{Φ^′_{nj} }. (32)

This makes it impossible to uniquely define the quasienergy eigenstates in the continuum limit, and numerical calculations for these states become unstable. Conventionally, one would use an adiabatic continuation or pertrubative method to resolve this ambiguity, however, the former is ill-defined in the continuum limit [12], and the latter is unstable against infinitesimal perturbation [20]. The average energy offers an alternative labelling method, much more efficient then the previously mentioned ones as it requires a single calculation step, and it is applicable in the continuum system. We will comment that the current semi-adiabatic semi-diabatic Floquet methods [12, 26] are equivalent and more intuitive if we perform the adiabatic continuation using the average energy [20].

Secondly, this labelling is robust against infinitesimal perturbations. It is natural to assume that a physical system would be unaffected by infinitesimally small perturbations within acceptable measurement constraints, i.e. if we take Ĥ^0(t) to be an unperturbed Hamiltonian, and v(t) to be an arbitrary infinitesimally small perturbation, we expect that: |Φ_n⟩ ≈ | |Φ^0_n⟩ , (33)

where the standard notations for the perturbed and unperturbed systems is implied. This assumption, however, fails around the degeneracy, where ∃ v̂(t) : | ||Φ_{ni}⟩ − | |Φ^0_{nj} ⟩ | | = O(1) ∀i, j. (34) It is thus evident how problematic it is when we consider the continuum system, where we have infinitely dense degeneracies, and how numerical computations become unstable.

On the other hand, if we expand the derivation given here to include the near degeneracies, the labelling of the eigenstates becomes stable again [20], i.e. |Φ_{na}⟩ ≈ | Φ^0_{na} ⟩ , ϵ_n ≈ ϵ^0_n, Ē_{na} ≈ Ē^0_{na}. (35)

The average energy Ē here is redefined to be the timeaverage over a finite time. More discussions on this topic can be found in our previous works [19, 20].

Outside the quasi-energy degeneracies, there are virtually no differences in the Floquet eigenstates with the conventional Floquet method. There we can consider the unique properties that the average energy bring.

IV. PROPERTIES OF THE AVERAGE ENERGY

Firstly, all of the familiar theorems related to the energy eigenstates, such as Hellmann-Feynman theorem, have analogues with respect to both the quasi-energy and the average energy, as these follow straight from the eigen-definition in Eqs. (28) and (29). Although the quasi-energy ones were already known [10], because of the infinitely dense quasi-energy degeneracy in the continuum, the usefulness of these theorems are greatly diminished. On the other hand, including the average energy, these degeneracies are lifted, and we can more naturally apply these methodologies to the continuum system.

Here we want to highlight that now a Ritz variational principle is possible:

Ē[Φ] = ⟨Φ| ∑ n ^̄H_n|Φ⟩ ≥ Ē_0 ∀Φ ∈ H ⊗ T, (36)

where the equality sign occurs at the Floquet groundstate. The lower-boundness of Ē_0 is guaranteed if the Hamiltonian is lower-bound at all times t. However, Eq. (36) is impractical in this form, as it would require the prior calculation of the full quasi-energy eigenspectra through the definition of Eq. (24), and it is only given here as such for theoretical purposes. In practice we can exchange it with a more calculable effective average energy functional Ē[Φ] [20] (see Appendix C for proof) defined as

Ē[Φ] = 1 T ∫_T 0 ⟨Φ(t)|Ĥ(t)|Φ(t)⟩ dt , (37) which becomes equivalent to the average energy Ē[Φ] when the quasi-energy ϵ[Φ] is stationary

Ē[Φ] = Ē[Φ] ⇔ Φ ∈ { Φ^′ ∈ H ⊗ T | | |δϵ[Φ^′] = 0 } , (38)

ϵ[Φ] = 1 T ∫_T 0 ⟨Φ(t)|Ĥ(t) − i ^∂_t|Φ(t)⟩ dt . (39) So, in practice, the efficient Lagrangian minimization method becomes:

Ē_0 = min Φ∈H⊗T { Ē[Φ] + ∑ i λ_i δϵ[Φ] δΦ_i + μ ( ⟨Φ|Φ⟩ − 1 )} , (40) where {Φ_i} is an arbitrary basis spanning the Floquet space H ⊗ T. We can thus straightforwardly calculate the ground state by constraint minimization methods in the Floquet space H⊗T using only easily calculable functionals. This offers an alternative to the conventional perturbation and adiabatic continuation method, and it does not require any approximation to the Floquet Hamiltonian Ĥ^F , just adequate parametrization of the Floquet wave function.

Secondly, the average energy is robust against infinitesimal perturbations. However, this was already mentioned in Section III. Here we will add that, with the lowerbounded and unconfined ordering of the eigenstates Φ_{na} by the average energy Ē_{na}, we can now systematically truncate the Floquet space H ⊗ T to a computationally accessible subspace, focusing on the lowest average energy states. This method would not require any adiabatic continuation to figure out which Floquet states are significant, or the prior evaluations of the static energy eigenstates, and is thus more computationally efficient and more generally applicable.

Finally, as for the physical significance of the average energy, we expect that it can serve a similar role to the static energies in the thermal equilibrium. There have already been attempts at quantifying the Floquet steady state by the average energy [27], although using a different definition for the average energy, showing how we cannot generally formulate an equivalent Boltzmann distribution around it. This is mostly due to the steady state being defined primarily by the energy spectra, and its dependence on the detailed system-bath interaction. So instead we should consider the average energy as an approximation tool for systematically truncating the Hilbert space to a finite computable one. We can at the very least eliminate the highly excited states as long as the energy spectra are weakly overlapping [20].

V. CONCLUSION

To conclude, we report that a more complete method for studying the time-periodic quantum systems using Floquet theory is to decompose the system onto the Floquet eigenstates defined as the eigentriplet with the quasi-energy and average energy. One of the main property of this formulation is the introduction of the Ritz variational principle. The lack of this has been a major roadblock in the development of efficient Floquet firstprinciples methods, most beautifully exemplified in the incompatibility of the Floquet Density Functional Theory [15, 16]. Now, we can revisit these Floquet firstprinciples methods, which would bring us one step closer to efficiently simulating the steady state of a many-body electron system under constant laser irradiation. Indeed, the Floquet Hartree-Fock method is straightforward to derive [20].

The main physical significance of the average energy would be in calculating the steady state. We do not expect it to have exactly the same role as the static energy, but instead it should have a supporting one, such as to limit the Hilbert space to the physically significant states. To that end, the average energy ground state might not have a direct physical significance, but we conjecture that it generally approximates the steady state with dense thermal baths. Indeed we can check the validity of these statements in various model systems, while a quantitative proof is still being developed.

This work was supported by JST-Mirai Program Grant Number JPMJMI20A1, Japan. C. M. Le was supported by the Japan Society for the Promotion of Science through the Program for Leading Graduate Schools (MERIT).

Appendix A: Proof of [ ^̄H, T̂S ] = 0

We can rewrite the operators ^̄H and T̂_S as ^̄H = ∑ nij H̄_{nij} | |Ψ^′_{ni}⟩⟨Ψ^′_{nj} | | , (A1)

T̂_S = ∑ ni e^{−iϵnT} |Ψ^′_{ni}⟩⟨Ψ^′_{ni}| . (A2) Using an arbitrary quasi-energy eigenbasis {Ψ^′_{ni}} (Eq. (26)), for which we will reserve the primed notation here for clarity. This basis satisfies |Ψ^′_{ni}⟩ = lim_{T →∞} 1 √ 2T ∫_T −T e^{−iϵnt} |Φ^′_{ni}(t)⟩ ⊗ |t⟩ dt , (A3) [ Ĥ(t) − i∂_t ] |Φ^′_{ni}(t)⟩ = ϵ_n |Φ^′_{ni}(t)⟩ , (A4)

so that we retain the orthonormality conditions ⟨ Ψ^′_{mi} | |Ψ^′_{nj} ⟩ = δ_{mn}δ_{ij} . (A5)

Combining this orthonormality condition with the definitions in Eqs. (A1) and (A2) we straightforwardly get:

[ ^̄H, T̂_S ] = ∑ mnijk [¯ H_{mij} e^{−iϵnT} δ_{mn}δ_{jk} − e^{−iϵmT} H̄_{njk} δ_{mn}δ_{ij} ] |Ψ^′_{mi}⟩⟨Ψ^′_{nk}| , (A6) = ∑ nij [¯ H_{nik}e^{−iϵnT} − e^{−iϵnT} H̄_{nik} ] |Ψ^′_{ni}⟩⟨Ψ^′_{nk}| = 0. (A7)

The commutation of the effective operator ^̄H_n and the Floquet Hamiltonian Ĥ^F in the Floquet space follows the same steps.

Appendix B: Derivation of H̄n

Starting from the physical eigenstate definition, ^̄H |Ψ_{na}⟩ = Ē_{na} |Ψ_{na}⟩ , (B1) |Ψ_{na}⟩ = lim_{T →∞} 1 √ 2T ∫_T −T e^{−iϵnt} |Φ_{na}(t)⟩ ⊗ |t⟩ dt , (B2) we operate ⟨t| on the left of Eq. (B1), where t is an arbitrary time: ⟨t| ^̄H|Ψ_{na}⟩ = Ē_{na} ⟨t|Ψ_{na}⟩ , (B3) We expand the definition of ^̄H from Eq. (A1) ∑ mij H̄_{mij} ⟨t|Ψ^′_{mi}⟩ ⟨Ψ^′_{mj} | |Ψ_{na}⟩ = Ē_{na} ⟨t|Ψ_{na}⟩ , (B4)

The inner product of the state vectors is simplified as ⟨ Ψ^′_{mj} | |Ψ_{na}⟩ = lim_{T →∞} 1 2T T∫ −T e^{i(ϵm−ϵn)t} ⟨Φ_{mi}(t)|Φ_{na}(t)⟩ dt , (B5) = δ_{mn} 1 T ∫_T 0 ⟨Φ_{mi}(t)|Φ_{na}(t)⟩ dt . (B6) Now it is helpful to introduce a double bra-ket notation for the vectors in the Floquet space H ⊗ T, such that the inner-product is defined by:

⟪Φ|Φ^′⟫ = 1 T ∫_T 0 ⟨Φ(t)|Φ^′(t)⟩ dt ∀Φ, Φ^′ ∈ H ⊗ T. (B7)

Using Eqs. (B6) and (B7) in Eq. (B4) and re-arranging some terms, we get: ∑ ij H̄_{nij} |Φ^′_{ni}(t)⟩ ⟪Φ^′_{nj} | |Φ_{na}⟫ = Ē_{na} |Φ_{na}(t)⟩ . (B8)

As this relation holds at all times t, we can expand it to the whole Floquet space T: [∑ ij H̄_{nij} |Φ^′_{ni}⟫⟪Φ^′_{nj} | ] |Φ_{na}⟫ = Ē_{na} |Φ_{na}⟫ . (B9)

Defining the bracketed expression as ^̄H_n, we get the original equation in Eq. (29). Repeating this process for all physical eigenstates Ψ_{na} and for all quasi-energy Brillouin zones, we get the complete definition of ^̄H_n spanning all Floquet space H ⊗ T.

Appendix C: Equivalence of Ē and Ē

Expanding the functionals Ē[Φ] and Ē[Φ] on an arbitrary quasi-energy basis {Φ^′_{ni}}, we find the differences between these to be on the non-degenerate components with respect to the quasi-energy labels, i.e.:

Ē[Φ] = ∑ nij C^∗_{ni}C_{nj}H̄_{nij} , (C1) Ē[Φ] = ∑ mnij C^∗_{mi}C_{nj}H̄_{mnij} , (C2) where H̄_{mnij} is the more general uncontracted form of H̄_{nij} (Eq. (25)), representing the matrix element of the Hamiltonian:

H̄_{mnij} = 1 T ∫_T 0 ⟨ Φ^′_{mi}(t) | |Ĥ(t) | |Φ^′_{nj} (t)⟩ dt , (C3)

and C_{nj} is the usual overlap matrix with the arbitrary Floquet state Φ:

C_{nj} = 1 T ∫_T 0 ⟨ Φ^′_{nj} (t) | |Φ(t)⟩ dt . (C4)

So the condition for the two functionals to be equal simplifies to

Ē[Φ] = Ē[Φ] ⇔ C^∗_{mi}C_{nj} = δ_{mn}C^∗_{ni}C_{nj} . (C5)

This condition is satisfied by the quasi-energy variation δϵ[Φ] = 0, which we will show explicitly here. For this we decompose the Floquet state Φ using two parameters θ, φ so that we focus on the two states Φ^′_{mi} and Φ^′_{nj} as follows:

|Φ⟩ = cos(θ) cos(φ) |Φ^′_{mi}⟩ + cos(θ) sin(φ) | |Φ^′_{nj} ⟩ + sin(θ) | |Φ^{′⊥}⟩ . (C6)

Here Φ^{′⊥} is the remaining projection of the Floquet state Φ, orthogonal to both Φ^′_{mi} and Φ^′_{nj} . We will also ignore the complex phase as it does not affect the quasi-energy variation. As the variation δϵ[Φ] = 0 has to hold for all parameters, the following condition has to hold δϵ[Φ] δφ = −(ϵ_m − ϵ_n) cos^2(θ) sin(2φ) = 0 (C7)

So the necessary condition for the quasi-energy variation to hold is:

δϵ[Φ] = 0 ⇒ ϵ_m = ϵ_n ⇔m = n; ∀C_{mi}, C_{nj} , sin(2φ) = 0 ⇔C_{mi} = 0 or C_{nj} = 0, cos(θ) = 0 ⇔C_{mi} = C_{nj} = 0. (C8) Applying this for all pairs we get the equivalence with Eq. (C5): δϵ[Φ] = 0 ⇔ C^∗_{mi}C_{nj} = δ_{mn}C^∗_{ni}C_{nj} . (C9)

[1] N. Ashcroft, Solid state physics (Holt, Rinehart and Winston, New York, 1976).

[2] M. Holthaus, Floquet engineering with quasienergy bands of periodically driven optical lattices, Journal of Physics B: Atomic, Molecular and Optical Physics 49, 013001 (2015).

[3] T. Oka and S. Kitamura, Floquet engineering of quantum materials, Annual Review of Condensed Matter Physics 10, 387 (2019).

[4] D. Fausti, R. I. Tobey, N. Dean, S. Kaiser, A. Dienst, M. C. Hoffmann, S. Pyon, T. Takayama, H. Takagi, and A. Cavalleri, Light-induced superconductivity in a stripeordered cuprate, Science 331, 189 (2011).

[5] N. Dasari and M. Eckstein, Transient floquet engineering of superconductivity, Physical Review B 98, 235149 (2018).

[6] K. Takasan, A. Daido, N. Kawakami, and Y. Yanase, Laser-induced topological superconductivity in cuprate thin films, Physical Review B 95, 134508 (2017).

[7] B. M. Fregoso, Y. H. Wang, N. Gedik, and V. Galitski, Driven electronic states at the surface of a topological insulator, Physical Review B 88, 155129 (2013).

[8] J. Klinovaja, P. Stano, and D. Loss, Topological floquet phases in driven coupled rashba nanowires, Physical Review Letters 116, 176401 (2016).

[9] J. H. Shirley, Solution of the schrödinger equation with a hamiltonian periodic in time, Physical Review 138, B979 (1965).

[10] H. Sambe, Steady states and quasienergies of a quantum-mechanical system in an oscillating field, Physical Review A 7, 2203 (1973).

[11] J. M. Okuniewicz, Quasiperiodic pointwise solutions of the periodic, time-dependent schrödinger equation, Journal of Mathematical Physics 15, 1587 (1974).

[12] D. W. Hone, R. Ketzmerick, and W. Kohn, Timedependent floquet theory and absence of an adiabatic limit, Physical Review A 56, 4045 (1997).

[13] W. Kohn, Periodic thermodynamics, Journal of Statistical Physics 103, 417 (2001).

[14] M. Langemeyer and M. Holthaus, Energy flow in periodic thermodynamics, Physical Review E 89, 012101 (2014).

[15] N. T. Maitra and K. Burke, On the floquet formulation of time-dependent density functional theory, Chemical Physics Letters 359, 237 (2002).

[16] N. T. Maitra and K. Burke, Comment on “analysis of floquet formulation of time-dependent densityfunctional theory”[chem. phys. lett. 433 (2006) 204], Chemical Physics Letters 441, 167 (2007).

[17] V. Kapoor, M. Ruggenthaler, and D. Bauer, Periodicity of the time-dependent kohn-sham equation and the floquet theorem, Physical Review A 87, 042521 (2013).

[18] T. Dittrich, B. J. Kramer, G.-L. Ingold, P. Hänggi, W. Zwerger, G. Schön, and U. Eckern, Quantum transport and dissipation, 1st ed. (Wiley-VCH, Weinheim New York, 1998).

[19] C. M. Le, R. Akashi, and S. Tsuneyuki, Defining a well-ordered floquet basis by the average energy, Physical Review A 102, 042212 (2020).

[20] C. M. Le, Floquet Average Energy Ground State: The Missing Step towards Floquet First-Principles Methods, Ph.D. thesis (In preparation).

[21] J. Muga, R. S. Mayato, and Í. Egusquiza, eds., Time in Quantum Mechanics, Lecture Notes in Physics, Vol. 734 (Springer Berlin Heidelberg, 2008).

[22] S. Flügge, Prinzipien der Quantentheorie I/Principles of Quantum Theory I, 1st ed. (Springer Berlin, Berlin, 1958).

[23] W. Pauli, General Principles of Quantum Mechanics (Springer Berlin Heidelberg, 1980).

[24] S. Prvanović, Operator of time and generalized schrödinger equation, Advances in Mathematical Physics 2018, 1 (2018).

[25] V. Giovannetti, S. Lloyd, and L. Maccone, Quantum time, Physical Review D 92, 045033 (2015).

[26] P. Weinberg, M. Bukov, L. D’Alessio, A. Polkovnikov, S. Vajna, and M. Kolodrubetz, Adiabatic perturbation theory and geometry of periodically-driven systems, Physics Reports 688, 1 (2017).

[27] R. Ketzmerick and W. Wustmann, Statistical mechanics of floquet systems with regular and chaotic states, Physical Review E 82, 021114 (2010).