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We show that quantum fluctuations display a singularity at thermal critical points, involving
the dynamical z exponent. Quantum fluctuations, captured by the quantum variance [I. Frérot
and T. Roscilde, Phys. Rev. B 94, 075121 (2016)], can be expressed via purely static quantities;
this in turn allows us to extract the z exponent related to the intrinsic Hamiltonian dynamics via
equilibrium unbiased numerical calculations, without invoking any effective classical model for the
critical dynamics. These findings illustrate that, unlike classical systems, in quantum systems static
and dynamic properties remain inextricably linked even at finite-temperature transitions, provided
that one focuses on static quantities that do not bear any classical analog, namely on quantum
fluctuations.

Characterizing the dynamical behavior of systems
close to symmetry-breaking phase transitions [1] has far-
reaching implications, ranging from our understanding of
the early Universe to the behavior of interacting systems
in laboratory experiments [2–4]. Indeed, close to a criti-
cal point, the fluctuations of the order parameter become
correlated over a characteristic distance (the correlation
length ξ) which can exceed arbitrarily the microscopic
length (namely the distance between the elementary con-
stituents); as a consequence, such fluctuations build up
over a characteristic timescale (the relaxation time tc)
much larger than microscopic timescales. In particular,
in the vicinity of a thermal critical point at temperature
Tc, ξ and tc are expected to be related to the temperature
T via

tc ∼ ξz ∼ |T − Tc|−νz , (1)

where ν governs the divergence of ξ, and z is the dynami-
cal exponent [1, 5] governing the so-called critical slowing
down of the order-parameter dynamics. A central goal of
the study of critical phenomena is the evaluation of the
various critical exponents for a given universality class.

A fundamental paradigm in classical physics is that,
in order to extract the dynamical exponent z at a ther-
mal phase transition, it is necessary to go beyond static
thermodynamic observables, and to investigate instead
the dynamics at criticality. Indeed, all static quantities
can be obtained from the knowledge of the free energy
F = −kBT logZ (where Z is the partition function) and
of its derivatives; and, for classical systems, F is com-
pletely independent of the dynamics. As a matter of
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fact, quantities such as position and momentum enter
independently in the statistical sum over phase space,
and, as an example, the partition function of a system of
classical particles is fully independent of whether these
particles have a ballistic dynamics, a stochastic dynam-
ics, etc.; therefore the dynamical exponent z cannot be
obtained from the knowledge of the free energy. On the
other hand the z exponent governs the singular behav-
ior of dynamics, in accordance with dynamical scaling
theory [1], which has been confirmed either directly by
measuring the dynamical response functions in the vicin-
ity of a critical point [6–9]; indirectly via signatures of the
Kibble-Zurek mechanism [10, 11]; and in numerical simu-
lations of the dynamics of (classical) microscopic models
or classical field theories [12–18].

In the case of quantum systems, extracting ab initio
the z exponent at thermal transitions for a given quan-
tum Hamiltonian represents a notoriously difficult task.
On the theory side, the effective coarse-grained dynam-
ics to be studied can severely depend on the approxi-
mations made (e.g. how collective modes are effectively
included), see for instance [19–21]; in numerical simula-
tions, computing the fully quantum real-time dynamics,
or performing the analytical continuation of imaginary-
time correlators [22], are prohibitive tasks for many-body
quantum systems.

Yet, in spite of the above cited difficulties to investi-
gate their dynamics, quantum systems differ fundamen-
tally from classical ones in that, in quantum mechanics,
static and dynamic properties remain inextricably inter-
twined. As a striking illustration, at zero-temperature
(quantum) phase transitions the corresponding dynam-
ical exponent does govern the scaling of the (free) en-
ergy [23]. The link between between statics and dynam-
ics must remain true at finite-temperature transitions as
well, given that the quantum-mechanical partition func-
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tion is the trace of the imaginary-time evolution opera-
tor. In this work we probe this connection by consider-
ing microscopic quantum models possessing a thermal
phase transition, and whose order parameter is not a
conserved quantity, namely it does not commute with
the Hamiltonian. As a consequence, the order parameter
has quantum fluctuations in addition to thermal fluctua-
tions [24, 25]. We show that these quantum fluctuations
exhibit a weak singularity at thermal transitions, gov-
erned by a combination of critical exponents involving
the dynamical z exponent.

Our prediction for the singularity of quantum fluctu-
ations stems from the dynamical scaling hypothesis, the
fluctuation-dissipation theorem and Kramers-Kronig re-
lations; and it is rigorously verified using several exactly
solvable quantum models of thermal phase transitions.
As quantum fluctuations can be obtained from the parti-
tion function, this singularity establishes a fundamental
link between the thermal critical dynamics of a quantum
system and its statistical properties. Our results are not
in contradiction with the notion that thermal criticality
is fundamentally of classical origin, as the leading singu-
lar behavior of the order-parameter fluctuations coincides
with that of the classical limit of the models of interest;
yet the quantum fluctuations of the order parameter in-
troduce a sub-leading singular behavior (containing the
exponent z) which can be analytically singled out, and
which disappears in the classical limit. At the practi-
cal level, this insight allows one to extract the thermal z
exponent of microscopic quantum Hamiltonians without
simulating the many-body dynamics at all. We demon-
strate that our approach can be carried out successfully
via numerically exact quantum Monte-Carlo (QMC) cal-
culations on paradigmatic quantum spin models exhibit-
ing thermal transitions.

To avoid any confusion, it should be stressed that
the behavior of quantum fluctuations at thermal criti-
cal points, as studied in this paper, is completely inde-
pendent of their behavior at (zero-temperature) quantum
critical points [23, 26–28], which are of no relevance to
the present study. We also stress that the thermal sin-
gularity of quantum fluctuations is different from that of
entanglement estimators, such as negativity, whose ther-
mal critical behavior still lacks a general understanding
[29–32].

Dynamical scaling hypothesis, and thermal singular-
ity of the quantum variance.– The linear response of
a system at thermal equilibrium to a weak time-
dependent perturbation is characterized by its dynam-
ical susceptibility [1, 33]. If O denotes the order pa-
rameter of a symmetry-breaking phase transition, and
if a weak time-dependent perturbation in the form
−f(t)O is added to the Hamiltonian H of the sys-
tem, the dynamical susceptibility is defined as χO(ω) =
δ〈O〉(ω)/δf(ω)|f=0, where 〈O〉(ω) and f(ω) are the
Fourier transforms of 〈O〉(t) and f(t), respectively. Here,

〈O〉(t) = Z−1Tr[O(t) exp (−βH)] denotes an average
over the equilibrium distribution at inverse temperature
β = (kBT )−1, with kB the Boltzmann constant, and
O(t) = eiHt/~Oe−iHt/~ is the time-evolved operator in
the Heisenberg picture. According to the dynamical scal-
ing hypothesis [1, 5], close to the critical point, the singu-
lar part of the spectral function χ′′O(t) = 1

2~ 〈[O(t), O(0)]〉
(the imaginary part of χO(t)) obeys in Fourier space the
scaling form

[χ′′O(ω)]s = [χ
(0)
O ]s g

(
ω

ωc

)
, (2)

where ωc ∼ t−1c ∼ |T − Tc|νz; g(x) is a scaling function

such that
∫
dx g(x)/x = π; and [χ

(0)
O ]s ∼ |T − Tc|−γ is

the singular part of the static susceptibility of the order
parameter with critical exponent γ.

In classical systems the variance of the order parame-
ter Var(O) = 〈O2〉 − 〈O〉2 is related to the susceptibility

via the fluctuation-response relation Var(O) = kBTχ
(0)
O ,

and therefore it exhibits the same power-law singularity.
In quantum systems, the above relation holds only if O
is a conserved quantity, namely if [H, O] = 0; otherwise
quantum fluctuations are responsible for an extra con-
tribution to the variance, the quantum variance (QV),

VarQ(O) = Var(O) − kBTχ(0)
O > 0 [24]. Our central re-

sult is that, at thermal criticality, the QV of the order
parameter (along with a whole family of coherence mea-
sures to which it belongs) acquires a singular part scaling
as

[VarQ(O)]s ≈ A1|T−Tc|2νz−γ+A2|T−Tc|4νz−γ+... (3)

Given that 2νz − γ ≥ 0 for all the universality classes
reported in the literature [1, 5] this result has the im-
mediate implication that the QV of the order parameter
does not diverge at the critical point, despite being the
difference between two divergent quantities. This is con-
sistent with the intuition that quantum fluctuations do
not alter the long wavelength behavior of the system at
thermal criticality – in fact, their characteristic length
scale, the quantum coherence length, remains finite even
at Tc [34]. At the same time, the weak singularity of
the QV fully exposes the dynamical critical exponent,
despite depending only on equilibrium fluctuations and
the static response of the system.

Proof of the main result.– Eq. (3) follows directly from
the dynamical scaling hypothesis (Eq. (2)). It is indeed
a basic result of linear response theory that both Var(O)

and χ
(0)
O can be expressed in terms of the imaginary part

of the dynamical susceptibility [1, 33]:

Var(O) =~
∫ ∞
0

dω

π
coth(β~ω/2) χ′′O(ω) ,

χ
(0)
O =2

∫ ∞
0

dω

π

χ′′O(ω)

ω
.

(4)
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The first line is a consequence of the fluctuation-
dissipation theorem [35], and the second of causality
[1, 33]. Consequently, the QV admits the following ex-
pression

VarQ(O) = ~
∫ ∞
0

dω

π
hQV(β~ω)χ′′O(ω) (5)

where hQV(x) = coth(x/2) − 2/x filters out the low fre-
quency modes in the integral (namely the modes such
that ~ω � kBT ). In contrast, the functions of which
is it composed (coth(x/2) and 2/x) both diverge at zero
frequency. The dynamical scaling hypothesis, Eq. (2),
suggests that the characteristic frequency singled out by
χ′′O(ω) (corresponding e.g. to its maximum), moves to
zero as T → Tc, and therefore the critical singularity of

both Var(O) and χ
(0)
O stems from the critical enhance-

ment of the zero frequency contribution to the integrals
Eq. (4). Similarly, the singular part of the quantum
variance must also stem from the low-frequency part
of the integral Eq. (5). Assuming on other hand that
χ′′O(ω) vanishes as ω → ∞ faster than any power [65]
we may then Taylor expand hQV(x) at low frequency as
hQV(x) = x/6− x3/360 + ..., to obtain

[VarQ(O)]s ≈ [χ
(0)
O ]s

[
(~ωc)2

kBT
I1 +

(~ωc)4

(kBT )3
I2 + ...

]
, (6)

where I1 = (6π)−1
∫∞
0
dx xg(x), I2 =

−(360π)−1
∫∞
0
dx x3 g(x), etc. Given the critical

behavior of [χ
(0)
O ]s and ωc, we obtain Eq. (3).

Extension to asymmetry measures.– Eq. (5) is very
similar to an expression derived for the quantum Fisher
information (QFI) [26] (with hQFI(x) = tanh(x/2)), and
in fact, both the QV and the QFI belong to a larger
family of so-called quantum coherence (or “asymmetry”)
estimators [25], all admitting an analogous expression in
term of χ′′ (see the Supplementary Material – SM [36]
for further details). Most importantly, for all the coher-
ence measures of this family the “quantum filter” h(x)
appearing in the frequency integrals of the dynamical
susceptibility has an odd parity, and therefore is linear
at low frequency [26, 36]. The latter property, together
with the dynamical scaling hypothesis (Eq. (2)), are the
only requirements leading to Eq. (3); hence our result
immediately applies to all of them. In the specific case
of the QFI, our result rectifies a statement of Ref. [26] on
the absence of thermal singularities [36].
Two exactly-solvable models. We first illustrate our find-
ings with two quadratic models which belong to the
same static universality class, yet having different z ex-
ponents (we also treat the case of a quantum Ising model
with infinite range interaction in [36]). The first one is
the so-called quantum spherical model (QSM) on a d-
dimensional lattice [37–39], defined by the Hamiltonian
HQSM = g

2

∑
i P

2
i + 1

2g

∑
i,j U(i, j)XiXj+λ

(∑
iX

2
i − N

4

)

, [Xi, Pi] = i~δij , and U(i, j) defines the interaction.
The second model describes a Bose-Einstein condensa-
tion (BEC) transition [40–42], and is defined by HBEC =

−µNB +
∑

k(εk + µ)a†kak, [ak, al] = δkl. The Lagrange
parameter λ (resp. µ) imposes the constraint

∑
i〈X2

i 〉 =

N/4 (resp.
∑

k〈a
†
kak〉 = NB), with N the number of

sites (resp. NB the number of bosons). In both mod-
els, we assume that at small momenta εk ∼ Uk ∼ kx,
with d < x < 2d (x = 2 corresponds to short-range in-
teractions in the QSM). Both models have a phase tran-
sition at a critical temperature Tc, and belong to the
universality class of the spherical model [43, 44], with
exponents ν = 1

d−x and γ = x
d−x [39, 42, 44], so that

λ, µ ∝ |T − Tc|
x
d−x . In the SM [36], we show that for the

QSM, the dynamical exponent is zQSM = x/2, and that
the QV of the order parameter (OQSM = N−1/2

∑
iXi)

is VarQ(OQSM) = ~g
2ω0

hQV(β~ω0), with critical frequency

ω0 =
√

2gλ. For the bosons (OBEC = a0 + a†0), we find
zBEC = x and VarQ(OBEC) = hQV(βµ). Close to criti-
cality, we therefore obtain:

VarQ(OQSM) =
~2g

12kBT
− ~4g2λ

720(kBT )3
+ . . . ,

VarQ(OBEC) =
µ

6kBT
− µ3

360(kBT )3
+ . . . .

(7)

The singular part of the QV in the QSM model stems
from the (negative) I2 contribution to Eq. (6), scaling
as |T − Tc|4νz−γ , which is consistent with zQSM = x/2.
Remarkably, the QV vanishes at the BEC transition,
as well as in the whole BEC phase [66]. The singular
contribution scales as |T − Tc|2νz−γ [Eq. (3)], which is
consistent with zBEC = x.

Extraction of the dynamical exponent using QMC. The
QV can be calculated for any quantum model whose
thermodynamics can be calculated efficiently [24], open-
ing the route for a systematic calculation of the z ex-
ponent in a large class of quantum many-body sys-
tems. We illustrate this possibility by focusing on
four paradigmatic models exhibiting a finite-temperature
transition, defined on d-dimensional (hyper-)cubic lat-
tices of size Ld: (1) the 2d ferromagnetic transverse-
field Ising model (TFIM) HTFIM = −J

∑
〈ij〉 S

z
i S

z
j −

Γ
∑
i S

x
i with Γ/J = 1.3; and the XXZ model HXXZ =

−J
∑
〈ij〉
(
Sxi S

x
j + Syi S

y
j −∆Szi S

z
j

)
(with J < 0) in the

three following cases: (2) 2d easy-axis model (∆ = 1.2);
(3) 3d XX model (∆ = 0); and (4) 3d Heisenberg model
∆ = 1) [67]. For all models 〈ij〉 are nearest-neighbor
pairs on a d-dimensional lattice. All four models pos-
sess a finite-temperature transition. For models 1 and 2,
the transition belongs to the 2d Ising universality class.
However in model 2 the magnetization along z is con-
served: it represents a diffusive mode which could po-
tentially couple to the order parameter and alter the z
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FIG. 1: Thermal singularity of the quantum variance from QMC results, and fitted z exponents. The (a1-a4) panels show the
quantum variance of the order parameter close to the transition, together with a representative fit (black line) and the fitted
regular part (blue dashed line); the vertical line marks the transition point. The (b1-b4) panels show the resulting fitted z
exponent as as function of the fitting window width w around Tc, along with the reduced χ2 (the dashed line marks the unity
threshold). (a1-b1): 2d TFIM (Γ/J = 1.3 - lattice size L = 64); (a2-b2) 2d antiferromagnetic XXZ model (∆ = 1.2, L = 64);
(a3-b3) 3D XX model (L = 28); (a4-b4) 3D Heisenberg model (L = 28).

exponent with respect to model 1 [1]. Model 3 is repre-
sentative of the 3d XY universality class, and model 4 of
the 3d Heisenberg class. We investigate all models us-
ing Stochastic Series Expansions quantum Monte Carlo
[45] which allows us to reconstruct the QV (as already
shown in Refs. [24, 27, 28]). The system sizes we ana-
lyze (L = 64 in d = 2; L = 28 in d = 3) are not the
largest ones we can simulate, but the QV exhibits very
little scaling beyond these sizes [36], while its precision
degrades significantly in the ordered phase, as the QV
(per spin) is the non-diverging difference between two
divergent quantities. For all the models, Tc is estimated
by a scaling analysis of the full variance of the order pa-
rameter (scaling as Lγ/ν at the transition point).

The QV per spin of the order parameter (uniform mag-
netization O = Jz for the 2d TFIM, O = Jx for the 3d
XX model, and staggered magnetization O = Jzst for the
2d XXZ model and the 3d Heisenberg model) shows a
clear anomaly at the phase transition (Fig. 1). It is then
fitted as:

VarQ(O)(T ) = a0 + a1T + a2T
2

+ [A+ θ(δ) +A−θ(−δ)] |δ|2νz−γ . (8)

where δ = T − Tc. The first line is a parabolic fit to the
regular part, while the second line is a fit to the dominant
term of the singular part (the critical exponents ν and γ
are known for each universality class [46]). In principle
we have 6 fitting parameters (a0, a1, a2, A+, A−, z), which
are nonetheless further reduced: a) for the d = 2 models
(1 and 2), we set A− = 0, as suggested by the smallness
of A− when treated as a free parameter; b) for the d = 3
models, we set A+ = 0 (for the same reason as above)
as well as a2 = 0. A subtle aspect of the fits is the
discrimination of the singular part from the regular one,

since both are non-divergent. This is particularly true
for the models 1 and 2, for which an alternative fitting
analysis is presented in the SM [36].

We perform our fits to Eq. (8) over windows of vari-
able width [Tc − w, Tc + w] around the critical point.
Fig. 1 shows the results: the fit quality is always very
good for all four models, with (χ2)red (χ2 per degree of
freedom) systematically reaching values around 1 upon
shrinking the fitting window down to the relevant crit-
ical region. As for our final estimates of z, we retain
the values at which (χ2)red ≈ 1 and for which the fitted
value has converged upon reducing w (within the error
bar): (1) z = 1.95(15); (2) z = 1.95(10); (3) z = 1.61(15);
(4) z = 1.36(10). Models 1 and 2 (2d Ising universality
class) could potentially be captured by Model C (z = 2)
[1, 5]. The alternative fitting strategy presented in the
SM [36] gives z = 1.88(10) for model 2, compatible with
z = 1.95(10) obtained above, while it gives z ' 1.65(5)
for model 1, closer to experimental results on quasi-2d
magnets (z ≈ 1.6 − 1.8) [8, 9, 47–49]. For model 3, our
estimate is compatible with that obtained by Ref. [13]
(z = 1.62) via a dynamical simulation of the classical 3d
XY model. As for model 4, our estimate is slightly lower
but compatible with z = 1.49(3) obtained via dynami-
cal simulations of classical Heisenberg antiferromagnets
[12, 14, 50], and with the experimental estimate from
neutron scattering studies of quantum Heisenberg anti-
ferromagnets [51, 52].

Conclusions.– We have shown that the dynamical ex-
ponent z, governing the critical slowing down of the dy-
namics close to a second-order thermal phase transition
of a quantum system, manifests itself in a weak singu-
larity of the quantum fluctuations of the order param-
eter. This general result was illustrated by two exactly
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solvable models with the same thermodynamic critical-
ity but different critical dynamics; by a quantum spin
model with infinite-range interactions amenable to exact
diagonalization for large system sizes (as discussed in the
Supplemental Material [36]); and exploited to extract the
exponent z in four quantum spin models in d = 2 and
d = 3 from unbiased QMC data. Our scheme gives access
to the z exponent associated with the intrinsic Hamil-
tonian dynamics (in the absence of any external bath)
without the need to simulate the real-time quantum dy-
namics itself (which is a prohibitive numerical task); and
the z exponent can be extracted from numerical (e.g.
QMC) data without the need for analytic continuation
(which is also a very demanding task). Here we have fo-
cused on the singularity of quantum fluctuations of the
order parameter, but other quantities are expected to
display similar singularities exposing the z exponent, of-
fering alternative strategies for its numerical evaluation.
Therefore our approach opens a way to the calculation
of dynamical critical exponents for the Hamiltonian dy-
namics of a large class of quantum many-body models –
something which is of extreme importance in the light of
the recent generation of experiments addressing the dy-
namics of closed quantum systems close to critical points
[4, 10, 53, 54]. Moreover, the ability of inelastic neutron
scattering experiments to reconstruct quantum coherence
estimators [55–58] along with dynamical critical scaling
[6] could lead to a direct test of our predictions within
the same experimental platform. Finally, at a funda-
mental level, the precise connection between microscopic
quantum models (as studied in this work) and effective
classical theories [1, 5, 13–15] is a fascinating topic for
future investigations.
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064417 (2019), URL https://link.aps.org/doi/10.

1103/PhysRevB.99.064417.
[18] R. Nandi and U. C. Täuber, Phys. Rev. E 102,
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[45] O. F. Syljůasen and A. W. Sandvik, Phys. Rev. E

66, 046701 (2002), URL http://link.aps.org/doi/10.

1103/PhysRevE.66.046701.
[46] A. Pelissetto and E. Vicari, Physics Reports

368, 549 (2002), ISSN 0370-1573, URL http:

//www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/

S0370157302002193.
[47] C. Bucci and G. Guidi, Phys. Rev. B 9, 3053 (1974),

URL https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.

9.3053.
[48] M. T. Hutchings, H. Ikeda, and E. Janke, Phys. Rev.

Lett. 49, 386 (1982), URL https://link.aps.org/doi/

10.1103/PhysRevLett.49.386.
[49] J. Slivka, H. Keller, W. Kündig, and B. M. Wanklyn,

Phys. Rev. B 30, 3649 (1984), URL https://link.aps.

org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.30.3649.
[50] A. Bunker, K. Chen, and D. P. Landau, Phys. Rev. B

54, 9259 (1996), URL https://link.aps.org/doi/10.

1103/PhysRevB.54.9259.
[51] A. Tucciarone, H. Y. Lau, L. M. Corliss, A. De-

lapalme, and J. M. Hastings, Phys. Rev. B 4,
3206 (1971), URL https://link.aps.org/doi/10.

1103/PhysRevB.4.3206.
[52] R. Coldea, R. A. Cowley, T. G. Perring, D. F. McMor-

row, and B. Roessli, Phys. Rev. B 57, 5281 (1998),
URL https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.

57.5281.
[53] L. Chomaz, L. Corman, T. Bienaimé, R. Desbuquois,
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Supplemental Material

Singularity of a family of quantum coherence
estimators.

In this appendix, we show that a general family of
quantum coherence estimators, to which both the quan-
tum variance (QV) and the quantum Fisher information
(QFI) belong, have an analogous expression in terms of
the dynamical susceptibility. As a consequence, they all
display a singularity of the same form at critical points.
This appendix is a summary of a longer discussion pre-
sented in ref. [59, Sections 1.5-1.6]. The relevant family
of coherence estimators, quantifying the coherence of a
quantum state ρ with respect to an observable O, can be
written as:

Cf (ρ,O) =
f(0)

2

∑
i 6=j

(pi − pj)2

pif(pj/pi)
|〈i|O|j〉|2 , (9)

where |i〉 is the eigenvector of ρ corresponding to eigen-
value pi. Here, f is a function obeying certain mathe-
matical properties [60] ensuring that Cf is a valid coher-
ence estimator, among which f(x) ≥ 0; f(x) = xf(1/x)
and f(1) = 1. For pure states, it can be verified that
Cf (|ψ〉〈ψ|,O) = 〈ψ|O2|ψ〉 − 〈ψ|O|ψ〉2 is the variance;
in general Cf is smaller than the variance, and obey
several mathematical properties which make it a well-
defined estimator of quantum coherence [59] (or, ac-
cording to an alternative terminology, of “asymmetry”
[25]). To this general family of coherence estimators be-
long the QFI (for which f(x) = F (x) = 1+x

2 ), the QV

(fQV(x) = (1−x)2/6
1+x+2(1−x)/ log x ), and the Wigner-Yanase-

Dyson skew information, defined as Iα = Tr(ρ1−αOραO)

(fα(x) = α(1−α)(1−x)2
1+x−xα−x1−α ). The fact that all coherence esti-

mators Cf behave in a qualitatively similar fashion across
the phase diagram of a many-body system descends from
the fundamental inequality [61]: Cf ≤ CF ≤ 1

2f(0)Cf ,

implying in particular that all Cf have the same scaling
behavior. Most importantly, for thermal states, straight-
forward manipulations and basic results of linear re-
sponse theory allow to establish the following expression
[59]:

Cf (ρ,O) = ~
∫ ∞
0

dω

π
hf (β~ω)χ′′O(ω) , (10)

where β is the inverse temperature, and with the “quan-
tum filter”:

hf (x) = f(0)
1− e−x

f(e−x)
. (11)

Eqs. (10)-(11) extend the result for the QFI [26] and the
QV (main text of this paper) to the complete family of
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coherence estimators defined via Eq. (9). At small fre-
quency (~ω � kBT ), one finds hf (x) ≈ xf(0), namely
hf is linear. Furthermore, the property f(x) = xf(1/x)
implies that hf (x) is an odd function, leading to an ex-
pression similar to Eq. (6) of the main text. In conclu-
sion: for all allowed f functions [60], Cf (ρ,O) displays a
singularity of the same form as that of the QV at critical
transitions.

Quantum variance of the quantum spherical model

The quantum spherical model (QSM) [37–39] is a
quantum generalization of the spherical model [43, 44],
and is defined in terms quantum operators Xi on a d-
dimensional lattice with N sites, with a mean-field con-
straint

∑
i〈X2

i 〉 = N
4 . The Hamiltonian is

HQSM =
g

2

∑
i

P 2
i +

1

2g

∑
i,j

U(i, j)XiXj+λ

(∑
i

X2
i −

N

4

)
,

(12)
with Pi the canonical momentum [Xi, Pj ] = i~δij (all
other commutators vanish), λ is a Lagrange multiplier,
and U(i, j) is the two-body interaction. The order pa-
rameter is O := N−1/2

∑
iXi. The QSM is essentially

equivalent to the quantum non-linear sigma model with
O(N) symmetry in the large N limit [23].

Assuming that U(i, j) is invariant under translations,
and that its Fourier transform Uk ∼ kx at small momenta
(x < d < 2x, and x = 2 for short-range interaction), the
free energy is given by [39]

fQSM = −λ
4

+
kBT

N

∑
k

ln

(
2 sinh

(
~ωk

2kBT

))
, (13)

with ω2
k = Uk+2gλ. The mean-field constraint is imposed

by

∂fR
∂λ

= 0. (14)

Solving this equation for the Lagrange multiplier gives
λ(g, T ). For a given g, there is a finite-temperature phase
transition at a critical temperature Tc(g), defined by
λ(g, Tc(g)) = 0+. One finds λ ∝ δ

x
d−x and ω2

k ' kx+ 2gλ
at small momenta, with δ = |T − Tc| � 1, which im-
plies that the static critical exponents are those of the
spherical model [44], namely ν = 1

d−x and η = 0 (and in
particular γ = x

d−x ) [39].
The finite-momentum imaginary part of the dynamical

susceptibility is computed from

χ′′O(k, t) =
1

2~N
〈[Xk(t), X−k(0)]〉 , (15)

which gives

χ′′O(k, ω) =
πg

2ωk
(δ(ω − ωk)− δ(ω + ωk)) . (16)

At zero momentum, we get

χ′′O(ω) =
π

4λ

(
δ

(
ω√
2gλ
− 1

)
− δ

(
ω√
2gλ

+ 1

))
, (17)

which obeys the scaling law χ′′O(ω, δ) ∝ δ−γf(ωδ−
x

2(d−x) ),
from which we read zQSM = x/2.

A straightforward calculation gives the variance as
Var(O) = N−1 limk→0〈XkX−k〉 = 2g limk→0

∂fR
∂Uk

:

Var(O) =
~g
2ω0

coth

(
~ω0

2kBT

)
, (18)

and the static susceptibility:

χ
(0)
O =

g

ω2
0

. (19)

The quantum variance thus reads

VarQ(O) =
~g
2ω0

hQV(β~ω0),

' ~2g
12kBT

− ~4g2λ
720(kBT )3

+ . . . .

(20)

Comparing with Eq. (6) of the main text, we see that
the scaling of the quantum variance is consistent with
zQSM = x/2, using 2νzQSM − γ = 0 and 4νzQSM − γ =
x/(d− x).

Quantum variance at a Bose-Einstein condensation
with mean-field interaction

A simple description of Bose-Einstein condensation
(BEC) is obtained from a model of bosons with mean-
field (all-to-all) interaction [40, 41]. Alternatively, one
can study free bosons with a constraint on the mean
density 1

N

∑
i〈ni〉 = nB , with ni the number operator

on the site i and nB is the density of bosons. In momen-
tum space, the Hamiltonian is given by

HB = −NµnB +
∑
k

Eka
†
kak, (21)

where Ek = εk + µ, µ is an effective chemical poten-
tial that plays the role of a Lagrange multiplier to en-
force the constraint. We assume that the bosons have a
modified dispersion εk ∝ kx. The creation and annihila-
tion operator satisfy the canonical commutation relations
[ak, al] = δkl.

The free energy of the bosons is given by

fB = −µnB −
1

βN

∑
k

ln
(
1− e−βEk

)
, (22)

while the constraint reads

1

N

∑
k

1

eβEk − 1
= nB . (23)
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The transition happens at a critical temperature Tc(nB)
such that µ = 0+. A standard analysis gives µ ∝ δ

x
d−x

[42], and thus the static critical exponent are those of the
spherical model, namely ν = 1

d−x and η = 0.
An observable playing the role of an order parame-

ter for the BEC transition is the field quadrature qk =
ak + a†k at zero momentum. The imaginary part of its
dynamical susceptibility is given by

χ′′q (k, ω) =
π

~
(δ(ω − Ek)− δ(ω + Ek)) , (24)

from which we read ωc = µ/~ and thus zBEC = x, which
is twice that of the quantum spherical model. This is
in agreement with the critical behavior of the quantum
variance of q0,

VarQ(q) = hQV(βµ),

' µ

6kBT
− µ3

360(kBT )3
+ . . . ,

(25)

since µ ∝ δ
x
d−x = δ2νz−γ and µ3 ∝ δ3

x
d−x = δ4νz−γ .

Ising model with infinite-range interactions

In this section, we compute the quantum variance
(QV) and quantum Fisher information (QFI) at the ther-
mal phase transition of the s = 1/2 transverse-field Ising
model with infinite-range interactions:

H = − 1

N
(Jz)2 − gJx , (26)

where Ja =
∑N
i=1 σ

a
i /2, with σai the Pauli matrices

(a = x, y, z). Upon varying g from 0 to 1, this model
displays a continuous line of second-order phase transi-

tions at Tc = g/ ln
(

1+g
1−g

)
[62] with mean-field exponents

(ν = 1/2, γ = 1). This represents another example of a
quantum model for which the quantum coherence mea-
sures of interest (QV and QFI) can be computed exactly
at any temperature. As we shall see in this section, these
computations confirm our general result concerning the
singular behavior of these quantities at a thermal tran-
sition, involving the dynamical z exponent. Regarding
the QFI, the present computation rectifies the results of
Ref. [26] which reported the absence of any singularity
at the transition (Fig. 3 of Ref. [26]).

First, we show that z = 1 at the thermal transition;
then, we investigate the singularity of the QV and the
QFI at the thermal transition and relate it to the z ex-
ponent.

Dynamical exponent. As the total spin (J)2 commutes
with the Hamiltonian, the latter can be diagonalized sec-
tor by sector, taking into account the degeneracy of each
sector. The largest dimension (N + 1) corresponds to
a total spin J = N/2, which sets the maximal number

0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00 1.25 1.50 1.75 2.00
Nz/4

0.00

0.05

0.10

0.15

0.20

0.25

′′ (
)/

(0
)

N = 500
N = 1000
N = 1500
N = 2000

FIG. 2: Dynamical susceptibility for the Ising model with
infinite-range interactions (g = 0.8, T = Tc ≈ 0.3641). The
imaginary part of the dynamical susceptibility χ′′(ω) of Jz

is rescaled to the static susceptibility χ(0). It is plotted as a
function of ωNz/4 with z = 1.

of spins reachable in a numerical exact diagonalization.
The dynamical susceptibility χ′′(ω) of the order parame-
ter Jz is given by χ′′(ω) = (1−e−β~ω)S(ω)/2, with S(ω)
the dynamical structure factor [35]:

S(ω) = Z−1
N/2∑
J=0

D(J)

J∑
k,k′=−J

e−βE(J,k)|〈J, k|Jz|J, k′〉|2 ×

δ(ω − [E(J, k′)− E(J, k)]/~) (27)

where E(J, k) and |J, k〉 are the energy and eigenstates
in a sector of fixed J . The factor D(J) =

(
N

N/2−J
)
−(

N
N/2−J−1

)
accounts for the degeneracy of each J sec-

tor [63]. In Fig. 2, we plot χ′′(ω)/χ(0) at the criti-
cal temperature for g = 0.8, for different system sizes
(N = 500, 1000, 1500, 2000). We computed S(ω) using
Eq. (27), with frequency bins of width 100/N5/4.

For a d-dimensional system of linear size L, the char-
acteristic frequency ωc scales according to ωc(L) ∼ L−z

with z the dynamical exponent. In the case of infinite-
range systems, L is replaced by N1/d with d the
upper critical dimension (d = 4 in the present case)
[64]. In Fig. 2, the frequency is therefore rescaled
to ωc(N) ∼ N−z/d, with the choice z = 1 providing
excellent collapse of the data for various system sizes. In
summary, Fig. 2 shows that the dynamical exponent is
z = 1 at the thermal transition. Interestingly, the value
z = 1 differs from the mean-field prediction z = 2 for the
critical dynamics of a non-conserved order parameter
(model A) [1, 5]. However, z = 1 is in agreement with
both the quantum O(1) model in a gaussian approx-
imation [59]; and with the quantum spherical model,
which has the same symmetries as the Ising model, and
which for x = 2 has the same (mean-field) static critical
exponents.
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FIG. 3: Weak singularity of the QV and QFI around the
thermal critical point of the TFIM with infinite-range inter-
actions (g = 0.8.Tc ≈ 0.3641J). (a1) QV per spin fQV =
N−1VarQ(Jz) as a function of the reduced temperature δ =
T/Tc − 1 for various system sizes (N = 200, 500, 1000, 2000);
(b1) same for the QFI. (b1)-(b2) Linearized first derivative,
showing a discontinuity building up with system size; (c1)-

(c2) second derivative at the critical point, exhibiting a
√
N

scaling.

Critical behavior of quantum fluctuations. Fig. 3 shows
the QV (panel a1) and QFI (a2) per spin across the ther-
mal phase transition [respectively fQV = N−1VarQ(Jz)
and fQFI = N−1FQ(Jz)], clearly exhibiting the buildup
of a singularity for N →∞.

According to the discussion in the main text, the
dominant contribution to the singularity is of the form
[fQV]s, [fQFI]s ∼ |δ|2νz−γ with δ = (T − Tc)/Tc. In
the present case (ν = 1/2, z = 1, γ = 1), we have
2νz − γ = 0. Since a jump singularity (compatible
with a 0 exponent) is not observed in the QV and QFI
[Fig. 3(a1-a2)], the critical singularity must come from
the second term in Eq. 3 of the main text, that is:
[fQV]s, [fQFI]s ∼ |δ|4νz−γ = |δ|. We expect therefore
a discontinuous change of slope of the QV and QFI at
T = Tc. More precisely, a finite-size scaling analy-

sis shows that the first derivative of the QV and QFI
with respect to the temperature admits the scaling form
∂T [fQV]s, ∂T [fQFI]s ∼ f(δ

√
N). Fig. 3(b1-b2) indeed

confirms this scaling behavior, although the finite-size
effects are still important for the largest sizes we investi-
gate (N = 2000), leading to an imperfect data collapse.
Finally, this scaling form implies that the second deriva-
tive at the critical point diverges as

√
N , as confirmed on

Fig. 3(c1-c2).
In summary, our numerical and theoretical findings

are consistent with a dynamical exponent z = 1 for the
infinite-range transverse-field Ising model [Hamiltonian
in Eq. (26)] at the finite-temperature critical point, re-
sponsible for a weak singularity of both the QV and QFI
of the form |T − Tc| in the thermodynamic limit. The
likely explanation for the absence of such a singularity
in the QFI as computed in Ref. [26] is an incorrect ac-
count for the sectors J < N/2 in Eq. (27). While the
ground state only lies in the J = N/2 sector, all sectors
with their exponential degeneracy D(J) contribute to the
thermal properties.

Discussion of the Quantum Monte Carlo results and
their fits

Quantum Monte Carlo results. Fig. 4 shows a zoom
of the quantum variance of the order parameter close to
the thermal phase transition for the four models stud-
ied via QMC – compare Fig. 1 of the main text for an
extended view. In each figure two system sizes are com-
pared (L = 64 and L = 72 for the 2d models; L = 28 and
L = 32 for the 3d models), showing that size effects are
very small for the system sizes considered; and that the
numerical precision on the quantum variance degrades
with system size, especially below the phase transition,
because of the divergence of the two quantities whose
difference defines the quantum variance. The figure also
shows the fitting function, visually highlighting the con-
sistency between the singularity contained in the fitting
function and the (weakly) singular behavior exhibited by
the quantum variance.

In particular, in order to achieve the numerical pre-
cision on the quantum variance that allowed us to per-
form meaningful fits, we had to resort systematically to
choosing a computational basis orthogonal to the order
parameter, so that the quantum fluctuations of the or-
der parameter are estimated as off-diagonal observables.
This aspect is motivated by the fact that in Stochastic
Series Expansion, as well as in any finite-temperature
quantum Monte Carlo schemes, the estimate of the off-
diagonal correlations is made during the (directed-loop or
worm) update [45], and it therefore enjoys a much richer
statistics than diagonal observables which are sampled
instead only in between updates.

Alternative fitting strategies for the two-dimensional
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FIG. 4: Singularity of the quantum variance in the vicinity of the transition. The four panels refer to the four models discussed
in the main text, and referenced to in the panel labels. In all panels the points are QMC data for two different Ld lattices, the
black line is an example of a fit to the function given in the main text, and the dashed line shows the regular part. The vertical
blue line indicates the position of the transition.

models. As stated in the main text, a fundamental diffi-
culty in fitting the QV data with a singular and a regular
part is that both parts are non-diverging, so that dis-
criminating between them is generally non-trivial. For
the fits of the QMC data presented in the main text, we
have chosen the regular part to fully account for the QV
on one side of the transition; while the singular part adds
up to the regular part on the opposite side. This choice
is justified in the case of the 3d models we considered,
where one clearly observes a slope discontinuity on the
two sides of the transition (Fig. 4(c-d)), which can be
accounted for by a linear (and regular) QV above the
transition and a weakly non-linear QV below; we have
not found an alternative hypothesis that could lead to
good fits.

On the other hand, for the 2d models, the curvature
of the QV captured by the regular part on one side of
the transition could as well be accounted for by the sin-
gular part being finite on both sides. Therefore we have
analyzed the 2d data with an alternative hypothesis: 1)
for the 2d TFI model, we have chosen to take the regu-
lar part as a constant, and to allow for a singular part
on both sides of the transition, fitting therefore with the

parameters a0, A+, A−, z; 2) for the 2d XXZ model, we
have also turned on a linear term (with coefficient a1) in
the regular part, due to the manifestly finite slope at the
critical point. The resulting fits are shown in Fig. 5, ex-
hibiting a quality which is fully comparable to that of the
fits shown in the main text. In the case of the 2d XXZ
model, the z exponent resulting from the alternative fit-
ting scheme, z = 1.88(10), is compatible with the one we
have obtained in the main text (z = 1.95(10)), so that
the estimate of the z exponent appears to be robust. As
for the 2d TFI model, on the other hand, the alternative
fitting scheme gives systematically lower values for the z
exponent, with a final estimate – drawn using the same
criteria as the one declared in the main text – of 1.65(5).
This is to be compared to z = 1.95(15) obtained with
the fitting procedure of the main text. Interestingly, the
values of z obtained with the alternative fitting scheme
for both models (2d quantum Ising and XXZ) are closer
to the experimental values obtained by various methods
on 2d quantum magnets, see Refs. [8, 9, 47–49]. Our cur-
rent conclusion is that theoretical data of higher quality,
or a fundamental justification on the choice of the fitting
function, would be needed to discriminate between the
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two fitting schemes, and draw a conclusive value of z for the model in question.
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FIG. 5: Results of the alternative fitting scheme for the 2d TFI and XXZ models. All symbols in panels (a1) and (b1) are as
in Fig. 4, except that the solid black curve now indicates the fit to the modified fitting function (see text). Panels (a2) and
(b2) show the fitted z exponent and the reduced χ2 of the fit as a function of the fitting window. In the case of the 2d XXZ
model, the fits have been performed on an asymmetric window [T −w, T + 1.5 ∗w] due to the higher quality of the data above
the transition.


