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Whether or not anomalies in the thermal conductivity in insulating cuprates can be attributed to
antiferromagnetic order and magnons in a 2D Mott insulator remains an intriguing open question.
To shed light on this issue, we investigate the thermal conductivity κ and its relationship with
the specific heat cv in the half-filled 2D single-band Hubbard model, using the numerically exact
determinant quantum Monte Carlo algorithm and maximum entropy analytic continuation. At low
temperatures where the charge degrees of freedom are gapped-out and cv exhibits a clear magnon
peak, we observe that thermal conductivity κ also tends to form a peak at similar temperatures.
Reducing temperature further produces a sharp upturn in κ, associated with an increasing mean-free
path. We identify this as the high-temperature side of the anomalous peak in insulating cuprates,
where the mean-free path eventually is cut-off by other scattering effects, including phonons, disor-
der, and physical size. Different scattering effects in our model are identified and analyzed in the
thermal diffusivity.

INTRODUCTION

The effects of magnetic ordering on transport in the
high-Tc cuprates are topics of great interest. For un-
doped strongly correlated systems that are electrically
insulating due to Mott physics, heat transport can be
measured to probe the excitations [1–5], in analogy to
how charge transport probes excitations in the metallic
phase. For a wide range of insulating antiferromagnetic
cuprates, a general two-peak structure appears in the
temperature dependence of thermal conductivity. A low-
temperature phonon-related peak at ∼ 25 K is present
in both in-plane and out-of-plane thermal conductivity,
and an additional anomalously broad peak at tempera-
ture ∼ 250 K has been observed in the in-plane thermal
conductivity [3, 4, 6–8]. While considerable experimen-
tal evidence suggests that this high temperature anomaly
arises from magnons or magnetic excitations [3, 6, 8, 9],
its origin remains unclear [10, 11]. Resolving this debate
about the origin of the anomalous peak and understand-
ing its microscopic dynamics requires further calculations
of magnon contributions to heat transport in such sys-
tems.

The calculation of transport properties in strongly cor-
related many-body systems presents a formidable chal-
lenge. For an antiferromagnetic Mott insulator, a typi-
cal theoretical description for thermal transport [12, 13]
begins by applying spin-wave theory [14] to an anti-
ferromagnetic Heisenberg model, which leads to low-
energy dispersive magnetic excitations, i.e., magnons.
Boltzmann theory can then be applied, assuming that
magnons are well defined and weakly interacting [8, 15–
17]. However, it is hard to verify whether or at which

temperatures these assumptions are correct. Attempts
to study thermal transport of magnons often involve tak-
ing various limits [18–23]. Moreover, even if we assume
Boltzmann theory is valid, heat transport remains diffi-
cult to calculate, as precise information about magnon
scattering is lacking. Exact calculations for magnon
heat transport without simplifying assumptions has been
an extreme challenge that has remained relatively unex-
plored for strongly correlated systems.

The Hubbard model has been widely studied as a sim-
plified description of the electronic properties of high-Tc
cuprates [24, 25]. Although the model lacks an analytic
solution in two dimensions (2D), several unconventional
transport phenomena in cuprates are successfully cap-
tured in numerical simulations [26–28] and in cold atom
experiments [29–31]. The determinant quantum Monte
Carlo (DQMC) algorithm [32, 33] and maximum entropy
analytic continuation (MaxEnt) [34, 35] have recently
been utilized to investigate optical conductivity, success-
fully finding strange metallicity in the doped model and
insulating behavior at half-filling [26].

In the limit of strong correlations t/U � 1 and low
temperatures T/U � 1, projecting out doubly occupied
states in the half-filled Hubbard model produces an ef-
fective spin- 12 antiferromagnetic Heisenberg low-energy
model [36], with spin exchange energy J = 4t2/U . Here, t
is the nearest-neighbor hopping energy, U is the Coulomb
interaction, and T is the temperature. At strong cou-
pling, a nonzero-temperature maximum of the local mo-
ment

〈
m2

z

〉
[37] and a sharp peak of the spin-spin cor-

relator S(q) at q = (π, π) in DQMC [33, 37–39] con-
vincingly demonstrate the formation of antiferromagnetic
magnons at temperature scales below J . Using MaxEnt,
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FIG. 1. Frequency dependence of the real parts of thermal
conductivity Reκ(ω) and optical conductivity Reσ(ω) (in-
set) [26] for the half-filled Hubbard model with U/t = 12 at
different temperatures. Simulation lattice size is 8 × 8.

the dynamical spin structure factor S(q, ω) has been cal-
culated [40–42] for the undoped Hubbard model, where
the results agree with spin-wave theory.

DQMC is a numerically exact algorithm, especially ef-
ficient for calculations of the half-filled Hubbard model,
and when including only nearest-neighbor hopping, the
model preserves particle-hole symmetry and is sign-
problem free [43], enabling simulations on large lattices
down to low temperatures. We are thus motivated to use
DQMC [32, 33] and MaxEnt [34, 35, 44] to investigate
thermal transport properties of the half-filled Hubbard
model, particularly when antiferromagnetic correlations
are strong [18, 45, 46]. In contrast to optical conductivity
and spin dynamical response, which involve four fermion
operators, thermal conductivity requires measuring heat
current-heat current correlation functions, which involve
observables with up to eight fermion operators, indicat-
ing that a greater amount of simulation data is required
to obtain converged and accurate results. This has been
one of the key challenges that has precluded an analy-
sis of thermal conductivity in the Hubbard model in the
past. In the Supplementary Material [47], we discuss the
methodology and challenges of this calculation, including
an analysis of Trotter [48] and finite-size errors.

In this paper, we report magnon heat transport in both
the frequency and temperature dependence of the ther-
mal conductivity for the undoped single-band 2D Hub-
bard model with only nearest-neighbor hopping. We ob-
serve a Drude peak in the real part of thermal conduc-
tivity Reκ(ω) at temperatures below the spin exchange
energy J . In the temperature dependence of the DC
thermal conductivity κ, we observe peaks at T ∼ U and
T ∼ J concurrent with features in the specific heat cv,
and an additional sharp upturn as T further decreases.
The interaction and temperature dependence are ana-
lyzed by comparing the results with the t = 0 single-site
Hubbard model at high temperatures and to the Heisen-
berg model at low temperatures. We identify two contri-
butions to κ and cv: one which involves the local kinetic

energy and another which involves the interactions. Dif-
ferent scattering effects are identified and analyzed in the
thermal diffusivity DQ. We conclude with a comparison
of the upturn of κ with experimental results for undoped
cuprates. We leave a discussion about the consistency
between the kinetic parts of both the specific heat and
the thermal Drude weight [22] and predictions from spin-
wave theory to the Supplementary Material [47].

RESULTS

Figure 1 shows the temperature evolution of the fre-
quency dependence of the real parts of thermal con-
ductivity Reκ(ω) and optical conductivity Reσ(ω) (in-
set) [26]. As temperature T decreases, low-frequency
Reσ(ω) shows insulating behavior, while Reκ(ω) shows
a Drude peak close to ω = 0, indicating that the an-
tiferromagnetic magnons carry heat but no charge. The
low-frequency Drude peak of Reκ(ω) becomes sharper as
temperature decreases, reflecting well-defined magnons
with a decreasing scattering rate in this temperature
regime. Profiles over a wider energy range are shown
in the Supplementary Material [47].

We now turn to specific heat cv and the DC limit of
thermal conductivity κ(ω = 0). For brevity, we use κ to
denote κ(ω = 0) throughout the remainder of the paper.
Results for cv and κ are shown in Fig. 2, with Fig. 3
highlighting the low-temperature features. For each U
in Fig. 2(a), we observe two peaks in cv which appear
at two different temperatures, consistent with previous
studies [37, 52, 53]: a low-temperature peak associated
with the spin exchange energy J , reflecting the forma-
tion of antiferromagnetic magnons as T decreases, and
a high-temperature peak associated with the Coulomb
interaction U , reflecting the suppression of double occu-
pancy as T decreases. The high-temperature peak po-
sitions are close to U/4.8 [37], which is the predicted
peak position of the t = 0 single-site Hubbard model.
The low-temperature peak positions in Fig. 3(a) devi-
ate from the cv peak position numerically predicted in
the Heisenberg model T ∼ 2J/3 [51], in contrast with
previous results [37, 52], as we measure cv on a larger
lattice, using a smaller imaginary time discretization dτ .
This deviation is discussed in detail in the Supplementary
Material [47, 54–56]. As U increases and the Heisenberg
model becomes a better low-energy effective theory, the
peak position approaches ∼ 2J/3.

In the semiclassical kinetic theory, for a dilute gas, κ
is related to cv by κ = cv 〈v〉 l/d [15, 16], where 〈v〉 is
the particle velocity, l is the mean-free path and d is
the number of dimensions. For our strongly correlated
system with temperatures ranging over various energy
scales, this phenomenological relation is not directly ap-
plicable for quantitative behaviors without proper scat-
tering information, but implies possible correspondence
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FIG. 2. Specific heat cv and DC thermal conductivity κ for
the half-filled Hubbard model with U/t = 8, 10, and 12. (a)
The total specific heat cv calculated from finite differences.
(b) The kinetic part cK (solid lines) and potential part cP
(dashed lines) of the specific heat cv calculated by finite dif-
ferences. (c) The total DC thermal conductivity κ. (d) The
kinetic part κK (solid lines) and potential part κP (dashed
lines) of κ. In all subplots, arrows point to T = U/4.8, corre-
sponding to peak positions of the specific heat for the t = 0
single-site Hubbard model. The same color (marker) repre-
sents the same U . For cv, cK and cP calculated from finite
differences, the error has been calculated by propagating the
standard error from jackknife resampling [49], and they are
smaller than the size of the data points. The error bars for
the results for κ, κK and κP represent ±1 bootstrap standard
error [50]. Simulation lattice size is 8 × 8.

between cv and κ, which can be different for different
temperature scales. In Fig. 2(c), we find that the peak
associated with U also appears in κ. Between the tem-
perature scales set by J and U , κ drops quickly as the
temperature T decreases. Below T ∼ J where the ad-
ditional peak appears in cv, as shown in Fig. 3(a), κ
increases again and also tends to form a peak, which be-
comes more apparent for strong interactions U/t & 10
due to a better separation of energy scales between J
and U , as shown in Fig. 3(c). As temperatures further
decrease, cv decays toward 0, but κ shows an upturn and
continues increasing, down to the lowest temperatures,
associated with an increasing mean-free path l. We iden-
tify this regime with the high-temperature side of the
anomalous peak in insulating cuprates. Experimentally,
l will be cut off by various scattering effects, including
phonons, disorder, and physical size, inevitably leading
to the formation of a peak at lower temperatures.
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FIG. 3. Same results as Fig. 2, highlighting low temperature.
The arrows point to T = 2J/3, the numerically predicted peak
positions for the specific heat of the corresponding Heisenberg
model with J = 4t2/U [51].

To understand the temperature dependence and iden-
tify contributions from different energy scales, we sepa-
rate out the kinetic (K) and potential contributions (P)
to cv and κ [57, 58] in Figs. 2(b) and (d), by splitting the
total energy H and defining the hopping energy as the
kinetic energy HK and the electron-electron interaction
as the potential energy HP . Details about the definitions
and methods are in the Supplementary Material [47]. For
both cv and κ, we see that the high-temperature peak
mainly comes from the potential part cP and κP respec-
tively, as shown in Figs. 2(b) and (d), associated with
suppression of on-site double occupancy as temperature
decreases.

At T ∼ J , magnon peaks in cv and κ mainly arise
from the kinetic parts cK and κK , as shown in Figs. 3(b)
and (d), consistent with our expectations, since J arises
from virtual hopping processes [37]. The potential energy
involves only double occupancy terms, and double occu-
pancies are projected out when mapping the half-filled
Hubbard model to the Heisenberg model, so the magnon
peaks should not come from the potential parts cP and
κP . However, we note that, at the values of U/t consid-
ered here, double occupancies are not fully suppressed,
and hence, we find potential energy contributions to cv
and κ that are negative, with magnitudes still significant
compared with the kinetic parts, as shown in Figs. 3(b)
and (d). This negative dip for cP also is shown and dis-
cussed in Ref. [37]. For the case of a nonzero t′, down
to the lowest temperatures we can achieve, which is con-
strained by the fermion sign problem [43] due to broken



4

0 1 2 3 4
T/t

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

DQ  [t/ ]
a

U/t = 8
U/t = 10
U/t = 12

0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5
T/t

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6
b 10 × 10

8 × 8
6 × 6
4 × 4

FIG. 4. (a) Thermal diffusivity DQ = κ/cv for U/t = 8, 10,
and 12. Simulation lattice size is 8× 8. (b) Temperature and
lattice size dependence of DQ for U/t = 8 at low tempera-
tures. To calculate DQ at temperature T = (T1 + T2)/2, cv
is calculated from finite differences of the energies at T1 and
T2, and κ is determined by the average of κ obtained at tem-
peratures T1 and T2. The error bars are calculated from error
propagation assuming cv and κ are measured independently.

particle-hole symmetry, the behavior for cv, κ, and their
respective kinetic-potential separations shows no quali-
tative differences (see Supplementary Material [47]).

Notably, as T further decreases and the system ap-
proaches the antiferromagnetic ground state, where both
cK and cP approach 0, there is a switch in the dom-
inant contribution to κ. The low-temperature upturn
in κ, shown in Fig. 3 (c), mainly comes from κP , as
shown in Fig. 3 (d). The switch to κP is obvious espe-
cially for smaller U and indicates different energy trans-
port properties between high- and low-energy magnons.
For an intuitive understanding, consider the terms in-
volved in the kinetic and potential energy current op-
erators (see Supplementary Material [47]). The kinetic
energy current operators involve next-nearest and next-
next-nearest-neighbor hoppings, which are forbidden by
Pauli exclusion for an antiferromagnetic spin pattern,
while terms in the potential energy current are allowed
at the expense of forming double occupancies, costing
energy ∼ U .

Finally, to analyze the scattering mechanisms, we cal-
culate the thermal diffusivity DQ = κ/cv, as shown in
Fig. 4(a). When temperature is high enough and the
system is metallic, DQ shows weak temperature depen-
dence for temperatures T/t & 1, like the behavior of
charge diffusivity D [26]. This weak temperature depen-
dence reflects the similarity of the temperature depen-
dence between κ and cv around their high-temperature
peaks. For T/t . 1, we observe that DQ drops quickly
as temperature decreases, signifying a switch to magnon
dominated transport. Below this temperature scale, DQ

behaves significantly differently than D, as opposed to
the expected behavior in a Fermi liquid where the tem-
perature dependence is similar for the two quantities.

As mentioned, according to the kinetic theory, DQ is
a proxy to the phenomenological 〈v〉l/d, and thus re-
flects the evolution of scattering. If one assumes magnon

velocity 〈v〉 to be weakly temperature dependent, the
temperature dependence of the mean-free path l should
follow DQ. In our system, possible scattering mecha-
nisms include boundary scattering, correlation length,
and magnon-magnon scattering [9]. Here, we discuss
their respective temperature dependence trends. The
mean-free path l is constrained by the lattice size and
the correlation length ξ [8], which itself increases with
decreasing temperatures [59, 60] and saturates to the
order of the lattice size at some temperature (see Sup-
plementary Material [47] for behavior of the correlation
length ξ). The magnon-magnon scattering effects are re-
duced at lower temperatures due to the reduced num-
ber of high-energy magnons involved in Umklapp pro-
cesses for the scattering of low-energy magnons, as well
as reduced scattering between the low-energy magnon
branches around k = (0, 0) and (π, π) [9]. These trends
can be verified in our data for DQ. Figure 4(b) shows
the temperature and lattice size dependence of DQ for
U/t = 8 at low temperatures. For lattice sizes smaller
than 8× 8, DQ at the lowest temperatures shows signifi-
cant size dependence and tends to saturate with decreas-
ing temperatures, indicating that l is constrained by the
lattice size. Results on lattices of size 8× 8 and 10× 10
show minimal change in DQ because l is no longer con-
strained by the lattice size. Here, DQ increases as T de-
creases, reflecting larger l with increasing ξ and reduced
magnon-magnon scattering effects. Similar trends in DQ

also are observed for U/t = 10 and 12 (see Supplemen-
tary Material [47]).

DISCUSSION

Here we discuss the comparison of our lowest-
temperature upturn in κ with cuprates experiments.
Our units tkB~−1 for thermal conductivity become
tkB~−1d−1z for a three-dimensional material, where dz is
the lattice constant perpendicular to the 2D planes. Us-
ing t/kB ≈ 4000 K and lattice constant dz = 13.2 Å, as
appropriate for La2CuO4 [3, 61–64], we find tkB/(dz~) ≈
5.48 W m−1K−1. Thus, the experimentally reported κ
peak in La2CuO4 at ∼ 300 K has a magnitude of ∼
2tkB~−1d−1z [3], which is an order of magnitude higher
than our results for κ in Fig. 3(c). Aside from other
experimental factors that may affect the magnitude, we
speculate that the most significant reason for this discrep-
ancy is that our calculations are performed in strictly 2D,
where long-range antiferromagnetic order cannot survive
at finite temperature. On the other hand, La2CuO4 has
some weak interlayer exchange coupling J ′ between the
CuO2 planes, and shows a transition to long-range anti-
ferromagnetic order at a finite Néel temperature TN ∼
200 K [65], below which the correlation length ξ diverges
in the thermodynamic limit. Therefore, ξ in our 2D
model is much smaller than that in La2CuO4 at the cor-
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responding temperatures, and constrains the mean-free
path for magnons in our results. Since TN ∼ 200 K for
La2CuO4 is close to the temperature of the anomalous
peak in κ for La2CuO4 ∼ 300 K and marginally close
to the lowest temperatures in this paper, an order of
magnitude difference in the mean-free path or κ appears
reasonable. Nevertheless, our results demonstrate an in-
creasing κ with decreasing T , consistent with the high-
temperature side of the anomalous peak in κ for insulat-
ing cuprates. This feature sits at a similar temperature
scale with the anomalous peak in La2CuO4, providing
direct evidence that the peak should be attributed to
magnons. For our model in the thermodynamic limit,
without constraints of a finite lattice size, κ would di-
verge as T → 0 with an increasing correlation length
and decreasing magnon-magnon scattering. However, in
La2CuO4, a peak appears as temperature decreases and
the correlation length is cut off by the onset of long-range
order, saturating to the order of the physical system size
below the Néel temperature. In addition, the mean-
free path is affected by other scattering effects, such as
phonons and disorder, but these are beyond the scope of
our model.

In summary, we provide numerically exact, unbiased
results for the specific heat and thermal conductivity for
the half-filled Hubbard model. From our results based on
the Kubo formula without use of Boltzmann theory or
any other simplified assumptions, we observe heat con-
ductance by magnons in the Mott insulating antiferro-
magnetic phase. We observe an upturn in κ, consistent
with the high-temperature side of the anomalous peak
in thermal conductivity in undoped cuprates. From the
analysis of thermal diffusivity and its temperature and
lattice size dependence, we identify different scattering
mechanisms that affect magnon heat conductance.

In this paper, we focus on half-filling and the longitu-
dinal magnon heat conductance. Inspired by our obser-
vations, an important open question is: How do magnons
impact transport as antiferromagnetism is weakened by
factors such as doping and magnetic field? Further in-
vestigation into these effects for both the longitudinal
and transverse thermal (Hall) conductivity and the re-
lationship between thermal and charge diffusivity would
shed additional light on the nature of heat transport in
strongly correlated systems.
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I. FORMALISM

In this section, we provide derivations for the specific
heat ca, the thermal conductivity κa, and the electric
conductivity σ. Here, ~ and kB are set to 1 for con-
venience, but reintroduced when showing results for σ,
κa and ca in the figures, both within the main text and
supplementary material.

We consider specific heat in the grand canonical en-
semble,

ca =
d

dT

〈Ha〉
V

= −β2 d

dβ

trHae
−β(H−µN)

V tr e−β(H−µN)
, (S1)

where H is the Hamiltonian, β = 1/T is the inverse tem-
perature, µ is the chemical potential, N is the total num-
ber of particles in the system, and V is the volume of
the system. Here, we separate the Hamiltonian into two
parts, where a can be taken as K or P , representing the
kinetic and potential energy terms of the Hamiltonian,
or combined for the full Hamiltonian and total energy.
The kinetic and potential parts of the specific heat, cK
and cP , are defined as the derivative of the corresponding
energy with respect to temperature. We have

d

dβ
e−β(H−µN) = (−H +N

d(βµ)

dβ
)e−β(H−µN). (S2)

So

d

dβ
〈Ha〉

=

〈
Ha(−H +N

d(βµ)

dβ
)

〉
− 〈Ha〉

〈
−H +N

d(βµ)

β

〉

= −(〈HaH〉 − 〈Ha〉 〈H〉) +
d(βµ)

dβ
(〈HaN〉 − 〈Ha〉 〈N〉).

(S3)

µ is tuned so that the total density remains fixed while
varying the temperature. So

0 =
d

dβ
〈N〉

= −(〈NH〉 − 〈N〉 〈H〉) +
d(βµ)

dβ
(
〈
N2
〉
− 〈N〉2). (S4)

∗ wenwang.physics@gmail.com
† tpd@stanford.edu

Defining χO1O2 = β(〈O1O2〉 − 〈O1〉 〈O2〉) in Eqs. S3 and
S4, we obtain

ca =
β

V
(χHaH −

χHaNχHN
χNN

). (S5)

Thus, we have two methods to calculate specific heat.
One is to measure energies at different temperatures
and directly calculate δ(E/V )/δT by choosing a reason-
able finite δT . In other words, we choose two adjacent
temperatures T1 and T2 and measure the energy differ-
ence, ca((T1 + T2)/2) = δ 〈Ha〉 /δT/V = (〈H〉 (T1) −
〈H〉 (T2))/(T1 − T2)/V . The other method is through
Eq. S5, which we term the fluctuation method. In the-
ory they should be identical as δT → 0. However, in
the first method, based on finite differences, if δT is too
small, ca will be affected significantly by statistical errors
in the energies. On the other hand, if the finite δT is too
large, it introduces an additional source of systematic er-
ror. The second method, based on fluctuations, suffers
from Trotter error at low temperatures, which will intro-
duce a divergence in ca as T → 0 [1]. (See section II)

For heat transport, we consider the response due to
a temperature gradient ∇γT and electric field E. We
define µ = µ + e∗V so that ∇µ = ∇µ − e∗E, where e∗

is the particle charge (e∗ = −e for electrons). We define
J to be the particle current operator, and also define Ja,
where a = Q represents the heat current operator, a = K
represents the kinetic energy current operator, and a = P
represents the potential energy current operator. The
current responses along the α directions are defined as [2]

〈Jα〉/V = −βLαγ11 ∂γµ+ Lαγ12 ∂γβ

= −βLαγ11 ∂γµ− Lαγ12 β
2∂γT, (S6)

〈Ja,α〉/V = −βLαγa1 ∂γµ+ Lαγa2 ∂γβ

= −βLαγa1 ∂γµ− Lαγa2 β
2∂γT. (S7)

Thus, we have the longitudinal thermal and
kinetic/potential-energy conductivities κa in zero
magnetic field and zero electrical current,

κa =
〈Ja,α〉 /V
−∂αT

= β2(La2 −
La1L12

L11
), (S8)

and the electric conductivity,

σ =
e∗ 〈Jα〉 /V

Eα
= −e

2 〈Jα〉 /V
∂αµ

= e2βL11. (S9)
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Here the coefficients La1, L12, L11 are all longitudinal,
which means α = γ in Eqs S6 and S7. The linear re-
sponse coefficients can be obtained by using perturbation
theory [2–4],

L11(ω) =
1

V β

∫ ∞

0

dt̃eiz̃t̃
∫ β

0

dτ
〈
Jx(t̃− iτ)Jx(0)

〉
,

(S10)

La1(ω) =
1

V β

∫ ∞

0

dt̃eiz̃t̃
∫ β

0

dτ
〈
Ja,x(t̃− iτ)Jx(0)

〉
,

(S11)

L12(ω) =
1

V β

∫ ∞

0

dt̃eiz̃t̃
∫ β

0

dτ
〈
Jx(t̃− iτ)JQ,x(0)

〉
,

(S12)

La2(ω) =
1

V β

∫ ∞

0

dt̃eiz̃t̃
∫ β

0

dτ
〈
Ja,x(t̃− iτ)JQ,x(0)

〉
,

(S13)

where z̃ = ω + i0+ and t̃ is the real time. For operator
O,

O(t̃− iτ) = ei(H−µN)(t̃−iτ)Oe−i(H−µN)(t̃−iτ) (S14)

Eqs. S10-S13 are Kubo formulas for the coefficients. We
can find that in Eqs. S10-S13, replacing JK,x by JK,x +
λKJx and replacing JP,x by JP,x+λPJx for arbitrary con-
stants λK and λP , leaves the results unchanged for κa in
Eq. S8 and σ in Eq. S9. In our calculations, we mea-
sure the correlators in imaginary time 〈TτO1(τ)O2(0)〉 ≡
Z−1Tr(e−β(H−µN)Tτe

τ(H−µN)O1e
−τ(H−µN)O2), where

Z = Tr(e−β(H−µN)) is the partition function, and obtain
the coefficients in real frequency using maximum entropy
(MaxEnt) analytic continuation [5, 6], where details of
the method are described in Ref [7].

We consider the Hubbard model,

H = −t
∑

〈lp〉σ

(
c†lσcpσ + c†pσclσ

)

+ U
∑

l

(
nl↑ −

1

2

)(
nl↓ −

1

2

)
, (S15)

where t is the nearest-neighbour hopping, U is the on-site

Coulomb interaction, c†l,σ (cl,σ) is the creation (annihila-

tion) operator for an electron at site l with spin σ, and

nl,σ ≡ c†l,σcl,σ is the number operator at site l. The model
is placed on a square lattice with periodic boundary con-
ditions. It can be separated easily into kinetic ∝ t and
potential ∝ U contributions.

Therefore the local energy at site l is

hl = − t
2

∑

δ,σ

(
c†l+δ,σcl,σ + c†l,σcl+δσ

)

+ U

(
nl↑ −

1

2

)(
nl↓ −

1

2

)
, (S16)

where δ includes all position displacements for near-
est neighbours. Specifically, on a 2D square lattice
δ = +x,−x,+y,−y, where the lattice constant is set
to 1 and x and y are unit vectors.

We define the chemical potential as µ, the position of
site l as rl and RE =

∑
l rlhl. Since the total energy is

conserved, the energy current JE using the equation of
continuity is [3]

JE = i[H − µN,RE ] = i
∑

p,l

[hp − µnp, rlhl]

=
∑

l,δ1,δ2∈{δ},σ
(−δ1 + δ2

4
)t2(ic†l+δ1+δ2,σ

cl,σ + h.c.)

+
Ut

4

∑

l,δ∈{δ},σ
δ(nl+δ,σ̄ + nl,σ̄)(ic†l+δ,σcl,σ + h.c.)

− Ut

4

∑

l,δ∈{δ},σ
δ(ic†l+δ,σcl,σ + h.c.). (S17)

Here the spin index σ̄ = −σ. In order to separate the
kinetic part and potential part in κ we need to define the
kinetic energy current operator JK and potential energy
current operator JP . However, we cannot use the equa-
tion of continuity ∂HK/P /∂t = −∇·JK/P to define them
since HK/P are not themselves conserved quantities. In-
stead, JE in Eq. S17 can be readily separated into two
parts. We defined the two-fermion term ∝ t2 as the ki-
netic energy current JK and the four-fermion term ∝ Ut
as the potential energy current JP , in analogy to how the
Hamiltonian is split into HK and HP . Therefore we can
define the longitudinal kinetic/potential-energy conduc-
tivities κK/P = −

〈
JK/P,x

〉
/∂xT along the x direction.

As mentioned in the main text, from Eq. S17, opera-
tors in JK involve next-nearest and next-next-nearest-
neighbor hopping, which for an antiferromagnetic spin
pattern are forbidden by Pauli exclusion, as spins at the
two sites sit on the same sublattice and therefore have
the same orientation. On the other hand, terms in the
JP are allowed at the expense of forming double occu-
pancies, which cost an energy ∼ U .

The heat current is determined by

JQ = JE − µJ, (S18)

where J is the particle current,

J = i[H − µN,RN ] = i
∑

p,l

[hp − µnp, rlnl]

=
t

2

∑

l,δ∈{δ},σ
δ(ic†l+δ,σcl,σ + h.c.).

At half-filling, µ = 0. We consider the case of a bipar-
tite cluster divided into two sublattices, A and B, where
no hopping occurs between sites on the same sublattice
for the Hamiltonian in Eq. S15. The particle-hole trans-
formation can be defined as

dl = α̃lc
†
l,σ, (S19)
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where α̃l = 1 for l ∈ A and α̃l = −1 for l ∈ B. We
thus have particle-hole symmetry in the grand canonical
Hamiltonian H − µN at half-filling, which means, after
the transformation, the Hamiltonian remains unchanged
with that appearing in Eq. S15, only with c → d. It
is notable that in Eq. S17, cl+δ1+δ2 and cl are always
on the same sublattice, while cl+δ and cl are always on
different sublattices. So after the particle-hole transfor-
mation, JK → −JK , JP → −JP , J→ J, with the oper-
ator substitution c → d. So we know that particle-hole
symmetry guarantees 〈TτJK(τ)J〉 = 〈TτJP (τ)J〉 = 0.
This leads to La1 = L12 = 0 in Eqs. S11 and S12. To
measure κa and σ, we only need to measure and ap-
ply analytic continuation to imaginary-time correlators
〈TτJx(τ)Jx(0)〉, 〈TτJK,x(τ)JK,x(0)〉, 〈TτJP,x(τ)JP,x(0)〉,
and 〈TτJE,x(τ)JE,x(0)〉. The real parts of the coefficients
ReL11(ω) or ReLaa(ω) are guaranteed to be positive def-
inite (see Eq. S27 in section IV). Other coefficients needed
in κa can be obtained by linear combinations of these co-
efficients. Similarly, one can verify that χHaN = 0. So in
Eq. S5, we only need to calculate the energy fluctuation
function χHaH for the specific heat.

Here, we discuss a limitation of our methods for an-
alytic continuation. The kernel, which converts the
imaginary-time correlator into real frequency, limits the
frequency resolution to ∼ T [7, 8]. If the scattering rate
decays faster than T as temperature decreases, for ex-
ample ∼ T 2 as suggested by other work [9], the Drude
peak of Reκ(ω) may become resolution limited, making
it difficult to capture the proper frequency dependence
around ω = 0 at low temperatures; although future work
would be necessary to verify this scenario.

II. TROTTER ERROR AND FINITE-SIZE
EFFECT

For completeness, we show profiles of Reκ(ω) and
Reσ(ω) over a wide frequency range in Fig. S1, with
dominant high-frequency peaks at T ∼ U . For the spe-
cific heat, as shown in previous work using QMC [11, 12],
low-temperature peak positions for the Hubbard model
with U/t ≥ 10 match closely to 2J/3, the peak posi-
tion numerically calculated for the Heisenberg model [13].
However, our result in Fig. 3 in the main text deviates
from this position even for U/t = 10 and 12, as we sim-
ulate on a larger lattice size and for a smaller imaginary
time discretization dτ . The difference between our result
and that in previous work is a combined effect of finite-
size and the Trotter error, as shown in Fig. S2. The red
solid line shows results using the same lattice size and dτ
as Ref. [11]. Changes in lattice size and dτ both change
the peak position to some extent; however, the qualita-
tive behavior does not change. The deviation from 2J/3
also stems from the effective spin exchange energy J∗ for
Hubbard model with intermediate U , which can deviate
from the leading order approximation J = 4t2/U [14, 15].
As a point of comparison, this observed deviation in the

peak position agrees roughly with Ref. [16] using the nu-
merical linked-cluster expansion (NLCE) [17–20], which
is free of finite-size effects and Trotter error.

Looking more closely at the Trotter error, the con-
ventional constraint for a sufficiently small dτ requires
U(dτ)2 ≤ 1/(8t) = 1/W , where W = 8t is the non-
interacting bandwidth. However, this constraint is far
from sufficient for the fluctuation method based on
Eq. S5, as shown in Fig. S3. For the largest value of
the interaction in our study U/t = 12 we find that even
dτ = 1/(20t) is not small enough to sufficiently suppress
Trotter error at low temperatures T/t < 0.2, as shown
in Fig. S3 (a). Further, the highest temperature where
cK and cP calculated from the fluctuation method with
dτ = 1/(20t) start to show significant trotter error is even
higher than that for cv, as shown in Fig. S3 (a)-(c). At
the lowest temperatures for dτ = 1/(20t), cv, cK and cP
calculated in this way diverge as T → 0 [1]. However,
cv, cK and cP calculated from finite energy differences
have far less Trotter error for the same dτ . As shown in
Fig. S3 (d)-(f), the change in dτ from 1/(20t) to 1/(40t)
does not qualitatively affect the results for κ, κK , and
κP .

In Fig. S4, we show the finite-size analysis for U/t = 8.
We find that the finite-size does not affect the overall
qualitative behavior of either the specific heat or ther-
mal conductivity. Quantitatively, the temperatures for
the magnon peaks in cv, cK , and cP , shift slightly to
lower temperatures for larger lattice sizes. For κ, κK ,
and κP at the lowest temperatures, the overall trend is
that magnitudes increase with larger lattices, except be-
tween lattice sizes of 8×8 and 10×10, where these differ-
ences are minimal. Similar size dependences are shown
in Figs. S5 and S6 for U/t = 10 and 12, respectively.

Similar to Fig. 4 (b) in the main text, we show the tem-
perature and lattice size dependence of DQ for U/t = 10
and 12 in Figs. S7(a) and (b), respectively. Comparing
Fig. S7 with Fig. 4 (b) in the main text, we notice that
for U/t ≥ 10 at the lowest temperatures, the difference
between DQ on 6×6 and 8×8 lattices is much less obvious
than for U/t = 8. This is because J is larger for smaller
U . Therefore, the temperature at which the correlation
length saturates is larger for smaller U [22].

In Fig. S8, we show the lattice size and temperature de-
pendence of the spin-spin correlation length ξ. As men-
tioned in the main text, we find that ξ increases with
decreasing temperatures and saturates at some tempera-
ture. This saturation occurs at slightly less than half of
the linear size of the lattice, since we use periodic bound-
ary conditions.

III. SPIN-WAVE THEORY

In the limit t/U � 1, for temperature much lower
than U , the effective model is the spin- 1

2 antiferromag-
netic Heisenberg model [24]. According to spin-wave the-
ory [25], which utilizes the Holstein-Primakoff transfor-
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FIG. S1. Profiles of Reκ(ω)(a) and Reσ(ω)(b) over a wide frequency range. Parameters and methods are the same as Fig. 1
in the main text.
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FIG. S2. Specific heat cv calculated with three different sets
of parameters including lattice sizes and dτ . Solid lines: cal-
culated by the method of finite differences. Dashed lines:
calculated from energy fluctuation as in Eq. S5. Error bars
(mostly smaller than the marker size) represent ±1 standard
error determined by jackknife resampling [10]. The black dot-
ted line indicates the temperature T = 2J/3.

mation, one can obtain an approximate Hamiltonian,

H = E0 +
∑

k

ωk(α†kαk + β†kβk), (S20)

where E0 is the ground state energy, and α†k and β†k cre-
ate magnon excitations with wavevector k and energy
ωk. The dispersion relation for both αk and βk is

ωk = JSz
√

1− γ2
k, (S21)

where the spin exchange energy J = 4t2/U , the spin
S = 1/2, and z is the coordination of each site, equal to

the number of nearest neighbors on the lattice, or twice
the dimension of our square lattice. γk is determined by

γk =
1

z

∑

δ

cos(k · δ). (S22)

In deriving this expression, our 2D square lattice has
been divided into two interpenetrating sublattices. So,
k should be chosen in the magnetic Brillouin zone, which
is formed by either sublattice with a lattice constant

√
2,

while δ = +x,−x,+y,−y are the nearest neighbour dis-
placements on the original lattice. From Eq. S21 we
know that there are two branches of low-energy magnons
around k = (0, 0) and (π, π) [26].

We compare our results for Hubbard model with spin-
wave theory for non-interacting magnons. As we dis-
cussed in the main text, the potential parts cP and κP
should not be considered, as double occupancies are pro-
jected out when the Hubbard model is mapped to the
antiferromagnetic Heisenberg model, from which one de-
rives the spin-wave theory. Therefore, for the tempera-
ture regime where the kinetic contribution dominates κ,
a combination of spin-wave theory and the Drude for-
mula provide a reasonable approximation for compari-
son. In Fig. S9, we compare the kinetic parts of the
specific heat cK and the thermal Drude weight D̃ with
the predictions of spin-wave theory. We find that cK
and D̃ agree with the prediction from the spin-wave the-
ory in this temperature regime, consistent with magnons
being the dominant excitations and heat carriers. The
kinetic part of thermal Drude weight [27], defined as

D̃ ≡
∫ Ω

0
dωReκK(ω), rather than κK itself, is used

for comparison, due to the difficulty in determining the
scattering rate of the magnons in the Heisenberg model.
Here, Ω is an appropriate frequency bound to include
the whole low-frequency Drude peak. Ω should be large
enough to include all the low-frequency Drude-like behav-
ior, while it also should be small enough to avoid high
frequency behavior, which is dominated by the higher-
energy terms integrated-out in deriving the Heisenberg
Hamiltonian. Our choices for Ω and their relative posi-
tions in the spectra of ReκK(ω) are shown in Fig. S10.
Below, we will provide details about the methods used
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FIG. S3. Trotter error analysis. (a) cv, (b) cK , (c) cP , (d) κ, (e) κK , and (f) κP calculated with imaginary time discretization
dτ = 1/(20t) and 1/(40t) on lattices of size 8× 8 for U/t = 12. In panels a-c, solid lines are calculated by the method of finite
differences, while dashed lines are calculated from energy fluctuation as in Eq. S5. For panels a-c, error bars (smaller than the
marker size) represent ±1 standard error determined by jackknife resampling. For panels d-f, error bars represent 1 bootstrap
standard error [21].

to determine cv and the thermal Drude weight for the
Heisenberg model from spin-wave theory.

Dotted lines in Fig. S9(a) are obtained by calculating
the following expression in the thermodynamic limit:

∂

∂T
E =

1

V

∑

k

2ωk
∂

∂T
n(k) =

∫∫
dkcv(k) (S23)

=
2

4π2

∫ 2π√
2

0

dkx′

∫ 2π√
2

0

dky′
2ω2

k/T
2eωk/T

(eωk/T − 1)2
, (S24)

where n(k) is the Bose-Einstein distribution n(k) =
1/(eωk/T − 1). The factor 2 in Eq. S23 comes from the
fact that there are two types of magnon excitations αk

and βk. Here, the x′ and y′ directions are along the next-
nearest-neighbour bonds of the original lattice, which are
the nearest-neighbours of the sublattice with a distance√

2.

For dotted lines in Fig. S9(b), we use the thermal con-
ductivity expression for the bosonic gas derived from the
Boltzmann Equation [28, 29], and add the frequency de-
pendence based on the Drude formula,

κ(ω) =

∫∫
dkcv(k)v2

k,x′
τr(k)

1− iωτr(k)
(S25)

where vk,x′ = ∂ωk/∂kx′ is the magnon velocity along
the x′ direction, and τr(k) is the k-dependent relaxation
time. As an analog, one can refer to the photonic thermal
conductivity for the Debye model [30, 31]. The only un-
known quantity in Eq. S25 is τr(k). However, we can ob-
tain the Drude weight explicitly without knowing τr(k).
Integrating the real part of Eq. S25 over ω gives

∫ ∞

0

Reκ(ω)dω =
π

2

∫∫
dkcv(k)v2

k,x′ . (S26)

IV. SIMULATION DETAILS

Measurements in the main text are evaluated with an
maximum imaginary time discretization dτ = 0.05/t, al-
though for high temperatures the smallest L = β/dτ =
20. Measurements are performed on Markov chains,
which consist of 5 × 104 warm up steps and 106 mea-
surement steps. Unequal time measurements are taken
every 4 measurement steps. For lattice sizes between 4×4
and 8×8, we measure up to ∼ 1600 Markov chains (even
more for some parameters) for each set of parameters
at the lowest temperatures, leading to 2.5× 105 unequal
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FIG. S4. Finite-size analysis. (a) cv , (b) cK , (c) cP , (d) κ, (e) κK , and (f) κP calculated for lattices of size 4× 4, 6× 6, 8× 8
and 10× 10, with U/t = 8 and an imaginary time discretization dτ = 1/(20t). cv, cK and cP are calculated by the method of
finite differences. For panels a-c, error bars (smaller than the markers) represent ±1 standard error determined by jackknife
resampling. For panels d-f, error bars represent 1 bootstrap standard error.

time measurements and 2× 105×L equal time measure-
ments per Markov chain. For relatively high tempera-
tures, fewer Markov chains are simulated. For lattice
size 10 × 10 and U/t = 8, each Markov chain consists
of 2.5× 105 measurement steps (6.25× 104 unequal time
measurements and 5×104×L equal time measurements);

and we measure between ∼ 3200 and 6400 Markov chains
for each set of parameters.

MaxEnt requires a model function, which at the high-
est temperature we estimate from the spectrum at infinite
temperature using the moments expansion method, as in
Ref. [7]. To summarize this technique, from Eqs. S10-S13

ReLaa(ω) ≡ Re
1

V β

∫ ∞

0

dt̃ei(ω+i0+)t̃

∫ β

0

dτ
〈
Ja,x(t̃− iτ)Ja,x(0)

〉

=
−π
V β

∑

ζ,η

e−βEζ (1− e−β(Eη−Eζ))

Eζ − Eη
|| 〈ζ|Ja,x|η〉 ||2δ(ω + Eζ − Eη) (S27)

=
1− e−βω
ωV β

Re

∫ ∞

0

dt̃ei(ω+i0+)t̃
〈
Ja,x(t̃)Ja,x

〉
=

1− e−βω
2ωV β

∫ ∞

−∞
dt̃eiωt̃

〈
Ja,x(t̃)Ja,x

〉
. (S28)

Here we have used

(ei(ω+i0+)t̃
〈
Ja,x(t̃)Ja,x

〉
)∗ = e−i(ω−i0

+)t̃
〈
Ja,x(−t̃)Ja,x

〉
.

(S29)

As T →∞ (β → 0), Eq. S28 becomes

ReLaa(ω) =
1

2V

∫ ∞

−∞
dt̃eiωt̃

〈
Ja,x(t̃)Ja,x

〉
, (S30)
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FIG. S5. Similar finite-size analysis as in Fig. S4 but for U/t = 10. Lattice sizes include 6× 6 and 8× 8.
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FIG. S6. Similar finite-size analysis as in Fig. S4 but for U/t = 12. Lattice sizes include 4× 4, 6× 6, and 8× 8.
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FIG. S7. Lattice size dependence of thermal diffusivity DQ for U/t = 10 (a) and U/t = 12 (b). Imaginary time discretization
dτ = 1/(20t). Methods are the same as in Fig. 4 in the main text.
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FIG. S8. Lattice size and temperature dependence of the spin-spin correlation length ξ for U/t = 8 (a), 10 (b), and
12 (c). ξ is approximated by fitting the staggered spin-spin correlation function along the x direction in real space,

(−1)∆rx 〈Sz(r + ∆rxx)Sz(r)〉, to Css(e
−|∆rx|/ξ + e−|Lx−∆rx|/ξ). Here Sz(r) ≡ (n↑ − n↓)(r) is the z-direction component

of the spin operator at position r, ∆rx is the distance in the x direction, Css is a fitting parameter, and Lx is the linear size of
the lattice along the x direction. The correlation function is position independent due to translation symmetry. The values at
rx = 0 and rx = 1 are not included in the fitting, in order to rule out short-range effects. The term ∝ e−|Lx−∆rx|/ξ is added
to the fitting function, in consideration of periodic boundary conditions [23]. Imaginary time discretization dτ = 1/(20t).

or

〈
Ja,x(t̃)Ja,x

〉
=
V

π

∫ ∞

−∞
dωe−iωt̃ ReLaa(ω), (S31)

which means
〈
Ja,x(t̃)Ja,x

〉
is real and even since one can

prove ReLaa(ω) to be even by interchanging ζ and η in
Eq. S27. Finite even order derivatives of

〈
Ja,x(t̃)Ja,x

〉
at

t̃ = 0 can be calculated analytically at T = +∞,

d2l

dt̃2l

〈
Ja,x(t̃)Ja,x

〉
|t̃=0 = (−1)l

〈
(L2lJa,x)Ja,x

〉

=
〈
(LlJa,x)(LlJa,x)

〉
, (S32)

which determine the Taylor expansion coefficients of〈
Ja,x(t̃)Ja,x

〉
. Here L is the Liouvillian operator LO =

[H,O] for any operator O and we have used 〈(LO1)O2〉 =
−〈O1(LO2)〉. The highest order that we calculate is
l = 8. We can use these coefficients to calculate the
Padé approximate of

〈
Ja,x(t̃)Ja,x

〉
. Within the range of

t̃ where Padé approximates converge (that is, the expan-
sions at the two highest orders do not deviate from each
other within this t̃ range), we fit the highest order ap-
proximate to

〈
Ja,x(t̃)Ja,x

〉
= A1 sech

(
Γ1t̃
)

+A2 sech
(
Γ2t̃
)

cos
(
ω2t̃
)
,

(S33)
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FIG. S9. cK and D̃ compared with predictions from spin-
wave theory. (a) Kinetic part of the specific heat cK (solid
lines as in Fig. 3 (b)) in the main text. Here the dotted lines
show specific heat from the 2D antiferromagnetic Heisenberg
model for the corresponding value of J , obtained from spin-
wave theory. (b) Kinetic part of the thermal Drude weight

D̃ in the Hubbard model (solid lines) compared to that ob-
tained from spin-wave theory and the Drude formula for the
2D antiferromagnetic Heisenberg model (dotted lines). The
same color (marker) represents the same U . The error bars
for the Drude weight represent 1 bootstrap standard error.
Simulation lattice size for the Hubbard model is 8× 8, while
the calculation for Heisenberg model is in the thermodynamic
limit.

where A1, A2, Γ1, Γ2 and ω2 are the fitting parameters.
Therefore we have an estimate of

〈
Ja,x(t̃)Ja,x

〉
to con-

vert to ReLaa(ω) for the model function. We note as be-
fore that the coefficients ReLaa(ω) are positive definite
in Eq. S27, allowing us to use MaxEnt analytic continua-
tion [5, 6] to obtain the coefficients in real frequency. To
determine the adjustable parameter in MaxEnt, we use
the method in Ref. [32]. We use an annealing procedure
to determine the model function for other temperatures,
which means we use the spectra from the current temper-
ature as the model function for the next lower tempera-
ture. This strategy is the same as that used in Ref. [7].
For lattice sizes other than 8 × 8, where data is only
obtained in the low-temperature regime, the spectrum
at infinite temperature is no longer a good approxima-

tion for the initial model function. In such cases, we use
the spectrum at a higher temperature, obtained from the
simulations on 8 × 8 lattices, for the initial model func-
tion. To determine the error for results from analytic
continuation, we calculate 200 bootstraps [21] (with the
same model function) and calculate the standard error
from resampling.

V. EFFECTS OF NON-ZERO t′

Next-nearest-neighbour hoping t′ is usually non-zero
in cuprates but will lead to a sign problem in our model
even at half-filling [33]. However, we still can access tem-
peratures lower than J .

In Fig. S11, we compare cv and κ, as well as
their kinetic-potential separation between next-nearest-
neighbour hopping t′/t = 0 and t′/t = −0.25 for U/t = 8
at half-filling. We observe that the qualitative behavior
is not affected by t′, down to the lowest temperatures.

Here we introduce the required changes to our method-
ology for non-zero t′. The kinetic energy current JK now
includes terms ∝ t2, tt′ and t′2, and the potential en-
ergy current JP includes terms ∝ Ut and Ut′. Since
we do not have particle-hole symmetry for t′/t = −0.25,
the chemical potential can be non-zero. For convenience,
we include the additional term −µJ in JP , such that
JQ = JK + JP . The value of neither κP nor κK is
affected by this addition as we demonstrated in Sec. I.
χHKN , χHPN , 〈JKJ〉, and 〈JPJ〉 also can be non-zero
without particle-hole symmetry. Therefore, for the ther-
mal conductivity we analytically continue 〈TτO(τ)O(0)〉,
where O = Jx, JQ,x, JK,x, JP,x, JQ,x+Jx, JK,x+Jx, and
JP,x+Jx, to calculate the corresponding DC coefficients,
and obtain κK , κP , and κ by appropriate combinations
of these coefficients. In the MaxEnt analytic continua-
tion, we use a flat model function for all temperatures.
To determine the error, we calculate 200 bootstraps and
calculate the standard error from resampling, as we do
for t′ = 0.
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FIG. S11. Comparison of specific heat cv and DC thermal
conductivity κ between t′ = 0 (the same data as Fig. 2 in the
main text) and t′/t = −0.25 at half-filling for U/t = 8. (a)
The total specific heat cv calculated by finite differences. (b)
The kinetic part cK (solid lines) and potential part cP (dashed
lines) of the specific heat cv calculated by finite differences.
(c) The total DC thermal conductivity κ. (d) The kinetic
part κK (solid lines) and potential part κP (dashed lines)
of κ. Calculation of error bars is the same as Fig. 2 in the
main text. Simulation lattice size is 8 × 8. Imaginary time
discretization dτ = 1/(20t).


