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Equilibrium phase transitions usually emerge from the microscopic behavior of many-body sys-
tems and are associated to interesting phenomena such as the generation of long-range order and
spontaneous symmetry breaking. They can be defined through the non-analytic behavior of ther-
modynamic potentials in the thermodynamic limit. This limit is obtained when the number of
available configurations of the system approaches infinity, which is conventionally associated to
spatially-extended systems formed by an infinite number of degrees of freedom (infinite number of
particles or modes). Taking previous ideas to the extreme, we argue that such a limit can be defined
even in non-extended systems, providing a specific example in the simplest form of a single-mode
bosonic Hamiltonian. In contrast to previous non-extended models, the simplicity of our model
allows us to find approximate analytical expressions that can be confronted with precise numerical
simulations in all the parameter space, particularly as close to the thermodynamic limit as we want.
We are thus able to show that the system undergoes a change displaying all the characteristics of a
second-order phase transition as a function of a control parameter. We derive critical exponents and
scaling laws revealing the universality class of the model, which coincide with that of more elaborate
non-extended models such as the quantum Rabi or Lipkin-Meshkov-Glick models. Analyzing our
model, we are also able to offer insights into the features of this type of phase transitions, by showing
that the thermodynamic and classical limits coincide. In other words, quantum fluctuations must

be tamed in order for the system to undergo a true phase transition.

I. INTRODUCTION

Depending on the environmental conditions, systems
may exhibit strikingly different behaviors. To account
for these differences, the concept of ‘phase’ is often em-
ployed [1]. They may be familiar equilibrium phases such
as solid or liquid, but also more exotic such as dynami-
cal [2] or topological [3]. As one parameter is varied, the
system can change phase through a crossover or by un-
dergoing a phase transition. In the presence of the latter,
the boundary between phases can be defined through a
critical point, around which the system will exhibit char-
acteristic phenomena such as the divergence of the corre-
lation length and the slow down of the dynamics, which
are notorious hurdles to simulations. These phenomena,
often dubbed critical phenomena, come with some sub-
tleties that are still a subject of research. For example,
the generation of long-range order and the corresponding
divergence of the correlation length are still considered
fundamental components of criticality, although recent
works [4, 5] have hinted at the presence of phase transi-
tions in spatially non-extended systems.

An interesting feature of phase transitions is the fact
that similar critical behavior is observed across a broad
spectrum of models coming from seemingly unrelated
topics in physics, chemistry, and even biology. In the case
of equilibrium continuous phase transitions, these con-
nections are now understood through the well-established
concept of universality [6-8] and the emergent nature
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of the macroscopic properties characterizing the equilib-
rium phases. This results in the possibility of gathering
critical behavior in universality classes, characterized by
how the emergent properties behave around the critical
point as the thermodynamic limit is approached. As a
natural consequence, in order to disentangle the essential
physics relevant to criticality from other intricate phe-
nomena or to test new theoretical and numerical tools,
finding the simplest model within a particular universal-
ity class is a very relevant task.

This point is well illustrated within the realm of equi-
librium quantum phase transitions. Conceptually, these
are a consequence of abrupt changes in the ground state
of the system as we smoothly vary a parameter of its un-
derlying Hamiltonian. The phase change is not driven
by thermal fluctuations and can occur even at zero tem-
perature [9]. Consequently, it is sometimes said that the
phase change is driven by quantum fluctuations. Ex-
perimentally accessible imprints commonly survive finite
temperatures as indicated by, e.g., the superconducting-
insulator transition [10] or the tranverse-field Ising model
[11]. In this respect, the last decades have seen a flourish-
ing number of technological platforms leading the field of
many-body physics to an ever increasing number of ex-
perimental observations, in particular within the scope
of condensed-matter systems. In order to meet mod-
ern technological needs, materials with complex elec-
tronic structures displaying conductor-insulator transi-
tions, heavy fermion compounds, and two-dimensional
electron gases [12] have become topics of vivid interest.
Many conceptual mysteries remain within such complex
systems, with predictions heavily relying on costly nu-
merical methods [13] and quantum simulating platforms
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such as optical lattices [14-17]. This complexity has high-
lighted the necessity for new theoretical ideas and novel
approaches, driving the community towards simpler plat-
forms. For instance, engineering of quantum phase tran-
sitions in artificial nanoscale devices such as quantum
dots [18, 19] is one of such attempts.

Central to the mathematical framework of phase tran-
sitions lies the concept of thermodynamic limit. This
limit is obtained when the number of available configu-
rations of the system approaches infinity, which tradi-
tionally has been associated with a divergent number
of system constituents [6, 9], in turn usually linked to
the physical extension of the system approaching infinity.
This is indeed the case of the paradigmatic transverse-
field Ising model [20], for example, where the thermody-
namic limit is obtained when the size of the lattice that
hosts one spin at each node diverges. Recently, however,
the intriguing possibility of using the infinite-dimensional
Hilbert space of a single harmonic oscillator (which in
principle already provides an infinite number of available
configurations), has motivated researchers to study non-
extended systems such as the Dicke [21], quantum Rabi
[5], or Jaynes-Cummings [4] models. All of these consist
of a single bosonic mode coupled to a finite spin. It is
argued that its ground-state energy possesses a critical
point as a function of the coupling strength, with the
thermodynamic limit determined by the ratio between
the characteristic energy scales of the bosonic mode and
the spin. Moreover, for the first two models, the phase
transition is found to be in the same universality class as
previously known mean-field models such as the Lipkin-
Meshkov-Glick (LMG) model [22, 23], where an infinite
number of two-level systems interact all with one another,
which can be equivalently formulated as a model for a
single large spin.

In this work, we further argue that phase transitions
can be defined in systems that are not spatially extended,
by going to the extreme of developing a model containing
only a single bosonic mode. According to conventional
definitions, the system undergoes a change as a function
of a control parameter that displays all the characteristics
of a second-order phase transition. In particular, to our
knowledge, we provide here the simplest model within the
same universality class as the quantum Rabi and LMG
models. The simplicity of the model allows us to charac-
terize it from first principles in all the parameter space,
giving solid support to the various analytical approxima-
tions that we use to get physical insight. Furthermore,
our model allows us to prove an interesting point: the
thermodynamic limit in which the critical behavior ap-
pears scales with the number of excitations and is shown
to coincide with the classical limit in which quantum fluc-
tuations become negligible. The simplicity of our model
also makes it a perfect one as a building block for more
complex lattice structures that might present interesting
interplays between many-body and local critical phenom-
ena.

Let us outline the contents of this article. In Section II

we introduce the model, its approximate ground states,
and the numerical approach that allows us to study it in
all parameter space. In Section III we present our main
results, studying the behavior of the system around the
critical point and determining that it offers all the sig-
natures of a second-order phase transition. In Section
IV we discuss the sensitivity of the model to symmetry-
breaking perturbations when in the ordered phase, and
in Section V we conclude and discuss some subtleties re-
lated to the equivalence between the thermodynamic and
classical limits.

II. MODEL AND METHOD

Consider the single-mode bosonic Hamiltonian

1
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where G and @ are creation and annihilation operators
satisfying the canonical commutation relation [a,a'] = 1.
Note that we have normalized the energy scale to the
parameter of the first term, which depending on the im-
plementation has different physical significance (e.g., the
detuning with respect to a driving field in quantum op-
tics [24] or a chemical potential in an atomic gas [14-17]).
The parameter ¢ > 0 breaks particle-number conserva-
tion and is associated with the coherent injection of pairs
of bosons, while the parameter 1/L > 0 is associated
to the nonlinearity or repulsive interactions between the
bosons. We will see that ¢ is responsible for crossing a
phase transition, while L controls how close we are to the
thermodynamic limit. Note that this Hamiltonian has a
discrete Zs symmetry, as it is invariant under the parity
transformation U = e””lf" which acts as UtalU = —a.

One motivation to study this model is that, in contrast
to the previous ones, we find ways to analyze it in all the
region of the parameter space (e, L) both through ap-
proximate analytical techniques and first-principles nu-
merical ones. In the reminder of this section we ex-
plain the different approaches that we use: Coherent-
state (classical) ansatz, Bogoliubov-de Gennes theory
around the classical minima, general Gaussian ansatz,
and full numerical simulations via a well-chosen basis of
the Hilbert space. These methods will univocally show
that there is a second-order phase transition at € = 1 for
L — oo that belongs to the same universality class as the
phase transition present in the quantum Rabi and LMG
models.

Let us first explore the classical limit of this model.
We make a coherent-state ansatz |a) [24], characterized
by being a right (left) eigenstate of the annihilation (cre-
ation) operators, i.e. ala) = a|a). The corresponding
classical energy function is

[af*

E(a,a") = 5L

(alHla) = T +a? = Z(a™ +0?). (2)
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Figure 1. (Left panel) Overlap |(0]ST(2)|as)|? between the true ground state |¢cs) of the system and the Gaussian ansatz
S(Z)]0) as a function of the system size L for different values of the pair injection rate e close to the critical point € = 1. (Right
panel) Fock distribution |(n|ST(Z)[as)|? of the true ground state of the system for L = 10 at the critical point.

Since the first two terms are positive and depend only on
the magnitude of «, the energy is obviously minimized for
a € R, since then the last term is the smallest possible
for any given magnitude |«|. The classical energy takes
the simple form

E(a) = (1—)a? + %o/‘, 3)

which changes from a single-well structure for e < 1 with
minimum at a = 0, to a double-well one for ¢ > 1 with
minima at @ = £4/L(e — 1). In other words, the trivial
state a = 0 becomes unstable for € > 1 in favor of two
non-trivial states each of which break the Zs symmetry.
As we will see later, quantum mechanically it is shown
that there is indeed a second-order phase transition. This
simple classical picture lays the intuition of the system.

In order to go further quantum mechanically, but still
allowing for some analytics, we consider small quantum
fluctuations around the classical minima «. To this aim,
we move to a picture displaced to the corresponding
phase-space location, defined by the unitary transforma-
tion operator D(a) = exp(aa’ — a*a), the so-called dis-
placement operator. Any state |¢) is transformed into
DT(a)|1), which evolves according to the Hamiltonian
h = DY (a)HD(a). Using Df(a)aD(a) = a + o and
truncating to second order in creation and annihilation
operators (which in this picture correspond to fluctua-
tions around «) reads

h =~ E(a) + A(a)ata -

with
Ala) =1+ 2%, (5a)
o(a) = ¢ — % (5b)

The linear term vanishes because the corresponding coef-
ficient is equal to OE/d«, which vanishes at the classical
minima. We expect higher-order corrections to vanish
in the L — oo limit, as we indeed show when discussin
Fig. 1 and the Gaussian ansatz below. Note that the
eigenstates of h are independent of L, since expressions
(5) are independent of L at any of the classical minima
«. Therefore, the ground state coming from this approx-
imation can only be exact in the limit L — oo, which we
identify later with the thermodynamic limit. Below we
discuss how to approach the finite-L case.

Being quadratic, this approximate Hamiltonian h is
easily diagonalized via a Bogoliubov transformation, that
is, in terms of a squeezed annihilation operator [24] ¢ =
S(r)asSt(r) = acoshr—at sinhr, with S(z) = exp[(zat?—
z*a%)/2], so that (4) takes the form

h ~ Eo(a) + Q(a)éfe, (6)
with
0 =+vVAZ-02 (7a)
Fo=(Q- A)/2, ()
sinh 2r = o /Q. (7c)

Note that stable, lower-bounded Hamiltonians require
o > 0 and A > o, which will be our case around the
classical minima. The ground state of this Hamiltonian is



then the vacuum state of the Bogoliubov mode ¢, or, com-
ing back to the original mode and picture, the displaced
squeezed vacuum state D(«)S(r)|0), with @|0) = 0, which
has energy Ey. Let us now particularize these expressions
to the classical minima that we found above.

Consider first the ¢ < 1 region, for which a = 0, so
that A = 1 and o = ¢, leading to = /1 —¢2 and
sinh 2r = ¢/Q. In this case the approximate ground state
S(r)|0) is unique and invariant under the Z symmetry
transformation. € provides the gap to the first excited
state, and closes at the critical point ¢ = 1, where the
squeezing tends to infinity (r — 00).

When € > 1, two degenerate classical energy minima
appear, « = +£4/L(e — 1) = a4, so that around either
one of them A = 2¢ — 1 and ¢ = 1, leading to 2 =
\/4e(e — 1) and sinh 2r = 1/€. The degenerate ground
space is in this case approximately spanned by displaced
squeezed vacua D(ax)S(r)|0). Both these states breaks
the Z; symmetry spontaneously. The ground-state en-
ergy can be written as By = 1/2—ec+ /(e — 1)e — L(e —
1)2/2. Note that, once again, the squeezing diverges at
the critical point.

The discussion above hints at the system possessing
two phases, a symmetry-preserving (disordered) and a
symmetry-breaking (ordered) phase, separated by the
critical point € = 1. Note that the fact that the squeez-
ing, and hence the number of excitations (afa) = sinh?r,
diverges at that point is compatible with the mode
exploring its underlaying infinite-dimensional Hilbert
space, as required for the existence of a phase transi-
tion (in fact, we will later prove that (afa) ~ L'/ at
the critical point, so that indeed L controls how close
we are to the thermodynamic limit in this single-mode
problem). However, we emphasize that the Bogoliubov-
de Gennes approach above does not depend on L, is only
approximate, and it diverges at the critical point, making
it hardly a proof that there exists a true phase transition
at the critical point. We then explore the problem with
more accurate techniques, including a better Gaussian
ansatz and an approximation-free numerical approach.
Remarkably, the latter works for any value of the pa-
rameters (g, L) by choosing an appropriate basis of the
Hilbert space as we explain now and detail in Appendices
A and B.

The numerical approach consists in finding the best
Gaussian-state [24] estimate D(&)S(z)|0) for the ground
state of the system, and then building an appropri-
ate basis of the Hilbert space around it. The ground-
state ansatz is found by minimizing the energy func-
tional (H) with respect to the complex parameters &
and zZ. We provide the details of this minimization in
Appendix A. Whenever & = 0, we use the orthonor-
mal set {S(2)|n) }n=0,1,... nma. 10 represent and diagonal-
ize the (sparse) Hamiltonian, where |n) are Fock eigen-
states satisfying a'a|n) = n|n), and np.x is a suitable
truncation. If & # 0 we then use a non-orthonormal
set {D(£@)S(Z)|1n) }n=0,1,... nmaxs COrresponding to basis
vectors around the two degenerate minima. We explain

all the nuances related to the use of a non-orthonormal
set in Appendix B. Here it suffices to remark that using
this optimized basis, convergence is found for small val-
ues of nyax (say well below 100) no matter the choice
of ¢ and L. This is because for small L the number of
excitations (a'a) is small as well, while for large L the
true ground state becomes closer to the Gaussian state
ansatz. In particular, we find that for large but finite
L the non-Gaussian fluctuations have a non-negligible
(but still small) impact only extremely close to the crit-
ical point ¢ = 1. Moreover, for any € we can find a
sufficiently large value of L for which the ground state
becomes Gaussian for all practical purposes. We illus-
trate this in Fig. la, where we plot the overlap between
the true ground state and the Gaussian approximation
S(2)]0) as a function of L for different values of ¢ close to
the critical point. For any e, the overlap is already very
close to 1 for small L, but jumps all the way to 1 (within
numerical precision) as soon as L is large enough. From
the tendency of the plot, we infer that at the critical point
€ = 1 the overlap is exactly 1 only in the thermodynamic
limit L — oo. Nevertheless, in Fig. 1b we show that
even for finite L the Gaussian ansatz S(Z)|0) contains
almost all the population of the ground state, with the
contribution to any other basis states S(z)|n) decreasing
exponentially with n.

—0.02f
—0.04}

€y —006f
—0.08F
—o0.1f
—o0.12f

— L =10%
— L=10°

-0}
Oeg —02f
e 03

—0.4f g

—0.2F i

—0.4f .
2
07€0 _ogf f

02 —0.8f E
71,
—1.2f \/f ,
0.6 03 1 12 11
€

Figure 2. Ground-state energy density (and its derivatives)
as a function of the pair injection rate . The grey-dashed
line is the analytic prediction expected to be valid in the
L — oo limit, and predicting a discontinuity in the second
order derivative (second-order phase transition). The orange
and blue lines are numerical results for L = 10? and 10°, re-
spectively, which indeed corroborate the expected analytical
result.



III. MAIN RESULTS
A. Phase transition and critical exponents

We now present the results that characterize the phase
transition. Let us start by discussing the ground-state en-
ergy density, which according to the approximate results
presented above is predicted to be

~ i Fo 0 fore <1 (8)
O NN T T —(e—1)?%/2 fore>1 "

Note first that this quantity is independent of L (mak-
ing the energy extensive if L is interpreted as sort of
a system-size parameter that controls how close we are
to the thermodynamic limit, which we prove through-
out the next sections). We represent this quantity, as
well as its first and second order derivatives, as a func-
tion of € in Fig. 2. Both ¢y and its first derivative are
continuous, while a discontinuity appears in the second
derivative. This approximate expression then predicts
a second-order phase transition in the thermodynamic
limit. In the same figure we confront this prediction
with the numerical results found for increasing values of
L. The exact results approach the prediction of (8) as L
increases.

In order to show that the phase transition belongs to
the same universality class as the one of the quantum
Rabi and LMG models, we first analyze the way in which
observables behave when approaching the critical point.
We consider here two observables, the gap between the
two smallest Hamiltonian eigenvalues (counting degener-
ate ones as distinct), which we denote by AFE, and the
density of excitations p = (afa)/L. In Fig. 3 we show
these quantities as a function of ¢ for increasing values
of L (evaluated numerically), together with the asymp-
totic results predicted by the Bogoliubov approach of the
previous section in the L — oo limit:

— 2
AE{\/l g2 fore<1 9)

0 fore>1"

and

. 0 forex<l1
p_{6—1f0r5>1' (10)

The numerics confirm the Bogoliubov predictions. More-
over, given an observable quantity A, we expect it to be
characterized around the critical point by a so-called crit-
ical exponent y4 via a power law

lim A(e, L) o |e — 1|74. (11)
L—o0

The Bogoliubov theory developed above provides us with
the exponents yap = 1/2 and 7, = 1, the same expo-
nents as those found in the quantum Rabi and LMG
models [5]. For completeness, it is also interesting
to look at the uncertainty of the position quadrature,
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Figure 3. Energy difference AE between the two lowest eigen-
energies (top) and density of excitations p (bottom) as a func-
tion of the pair injection rate €. Similarly to the previous fig-
ure, the numerical results (solid lines) approach the expected
analytical results (dashed lines) in the L — oo limit.

& = a' + a. For a pure Gaussian state S(r)|0), this
is just given by Ax = e". Noting that Bogoliubov-
de-Gennes theory (below the critical point) predicts
sinh2r = ¢/y/(1+¢)(1 —¢), so e*" o< 1/4/1 — € around
the critical point, we find ya, = —1/4, exactly the one
found in the quantum Rabi model as well [5].

B. Finite-size scaling and exponents

In order to confirm that our single-mode model is in
the same universality class as the quantum Rabi and
LMG models, we also need to analyze how criticality is
approached as L increases. Here, we first consider the
finite-size exponent d4 associated to an observable A of
interest, defined through:

. _6A
31_{1% A(e, L) ox L4, (12)

In Fig. 4 we plot the same observables that we consid-
ered in the previous section, AF, p, and Az, but now as
a function of L for ¢ = 1. The numerical results show
that they fit better and better a power-law of the type
(12) as L increases. Bogoliubov theory is not useful to
determine the finite-size exponents, since it has no infor-
mation about L (implicitly assumes L — oo as explained
above). However, we can still estimate them by consid-
ering a squeezed-vacuum ansatz S(r)|0), and minimizing
the energy functional (0|ST(r)HS(r)[0) at ¢ = 1. We
show in Appendix A that this provides a scaling rela-
tion e o« L'/3, with squeezing diverging as L — oo,



consistently with the Bogoliubov approach of the previ-
ous section. Using this ansatz, it is then easy to find
the finite-size exponents dap = —1/3, §, = —2/3, and
daz = 1/6 (see Appendix A for details), which fit great
the numerical results, as shown in Fig. 4. Remarkably,
once again this scaling-law exponents coincide with those
of the quantum Rabi and LMG models [5].

C. Scaling law

In order to prove beyond any doubt that the model dis-
plays a second-order phase transition and to completely
determine its universality class, we need to prove that all
physical observables A adhere to a scaling law of the type
7, 8]

A(e,L) = Cile = 1|74 F4(Csle — 1|"L), (13)

around the critical point ¢ = 1 and the thermodynamic
limit L — oo. The so-called correlation-length exponent
v must be the same for all observables, while the function
F4 and the critical exponent v4 depend on the observ-
able. Models with the same scaling functions, critical
exponents, and correlation-length exponents are said to
belong to the same universality class. The coefficients
C; can differ between models and observables. In loose
terms, the scaling law tells us that approaching the crit-
ical point either by varying the control parameter € or
the system’s size L has the same effect, except for a well-
defined scaling relation. Note that expressions (11) and
(12) imply that the scaling function must satisfy

lim Fa(y) 1, (14a)
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Figure 4. Log-log plot of the gap AFE (red), density of ex-
citations p (blue), and position uncertainty Az (yellow) as a
function of L at the critical point € = 1. The circles are nu-
merical results, while the solid lines are the linear expressions
expected by the scalings found in the text. It is obvious that
these match perfectly as L increases.
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Figure 5. Scaling functions for the density of excitations p
(top) and the gap AE (bottom). We can appreciate how the
points obtained numerically converge to a well-defined curve
as L increases (this is most clear in the insets, which show
that the scaling functions saturate as a function of L for fixed
y). We remark that we approach the critical point from below
(e < 1). However, we have checked that the same behavior
appears when approaching it from above.

The second line provides a relation between the three
characteristic exponents of the phase-transition, v =
~v4/d4 for any observable A. For our model all three ob-
servables we have considered lead to the same correlation-
length exponent, v = 3/2.

In Fig. 5 we show that our model satisfies a scaling
law (13) by plotting A(e, L)|e — 1|774 as a function of
y = |e — 1|¥ L for different values of € and L, and two ob-
servables, the density of excitations p and the gap AFE.
As L goes towards infinity, all the points converge to-
wards a well-defined curve F4(y), that satisfies the prop-
erties (14). Moreover, we have checked that the scaling
function Fy4 is the same as the one of the quantum Rabi
model (after matching the scaling coefficients C; appro-
priately), and hence we conclude that they are indeed in
the same universality class.

IV. SENSITIVITY TO SYMMETRY-BREAKING
PERTURBATIONS

An interesting feature of systems undergoing phase
transitions and spontaneous symmetry breaking is their
sensitivity to infinitesimal external perturbations while
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squeezed vacuum state (red) as a function of L, when the Hamiltonian is perturbed by a symmetry-breaking term with coupling
strength A =1/ VL for € = 1.3. The circles are numerical results, while the solid lines are the results expected in the I — oo

limit.

in the ordered phase. In our case, for example, a finite
gap should open in the ground-state manifold by adding
a symmetry-breaking perturbation of the type

S L P

V= 5 (a—al), (15)
to the Hamiltonian (1), with A\ <« 1. By numerically
finding the two lowest-energy eigenstates, we show in Fig.
6 that, indeed, in the ordered region € > 1 a perturbation
A= 1/\/Z is enough to open a gap in the ground-state
manifold of order larger than /e — 1.

We gain analytical insight by making use of pertur-
bation theory. Specifically, we consider the L — oo
limit, where the gap is closed for all practical purposes
in the absence of perturbation, so that the ground-
state manifold is two-dimensional, and approximately
spanned by Gaussian states D(+a)S(2)|0) (see Appendix
A for details). In particular, the dominant contribu-
tion is expected to come from the displacement with
a = y/L(e —1), so that in the following we approxi-
mate these states by coherent states | +&). Furthermore,
in this L — oo regime these states can be considered
orthogonal, so that (—«a|V]a) = 0. The corrections to
the ground-state-manifold energies are then provided by
(£a|V] £ a) = FAa within degenerate perturbation the-
ory [25], hence predicting the opening of a gap within the
ground-state manifold given by

AE = 2\a = /4X2L(e — 1), (16)

which is finite in the ordered phase (¢ > 1, L — o) even
for an infinitesimal parameter A ~ 1/ VL.

In Fig. 6 we plot the gap found numerically for e = 1.3
and A = 1/v/L, as a function of L. We see that for large

L the numerical results converge to expression (16). In
the same figure, we also plot the overlap between the
numerical ground state and the variational Gaussian one
D(a)S(z)|0) (see Appendix A for more details). We can
appreciate that these converge for large L, and moreover,
we have checked that the variational parameters converge
to the ones that we found with Bogoliubov theory in
Section II.

V. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

In summary, we have observed all the signatures re-
quired from a second-order phase transition in a single-
mode bosonic model. The phase transition has been
shown to be in the same universality class as those of
more complex non-extended models such as the quantum
Rabi and LMG models, making it the simplest model
within this universality class (to our knowledge). The
simplicity of our model allows us to bring up a subtle
discussion related to whether one should call “quantum”
phase transition (meaning a phase transition in the equi-
librium state of the system at zero temperature, with
the phase change driven by quantum fluctuations) to the
type found in non-extended systems. Let us elaborate
on this. First, let us point out that, as evidenced by the
results above and proven in more rigor in Appendix C
for our model, in these systems the thermodynamic limit
coincides with the classical limit, that is, with the limit in
which quantum fluctuations are irrelevant. In contrast,
in extended systems the thermodynamic limit is usually
controlled by their size, and local quantum fluctuations
are still present even in the infinite-size limit. In this



sense, the phase transition of non-extended systems is
less rich, and perhaps one cannot even claim that it is ro-
bust against quantum fluctuations, as they play no role
in the thermodynamic or classical limit. Nevertheless,
it is our belief that such systems are still worth explor-
ing, since the elements required for a phase transition
are present on them, and being non-extended they can
be used as building blocks of more complex many-body
models where the local phase transition of each block
competes with other types of phase transitions effected
by many-body phenomena.
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Appendix A: Gaussian minimization and finite-size
exponents

In this section we discuss the details of the Gaussian-
state ansatz D(@)S(2)|0) that minimizes the energy of
the system for any value of L. This ansatz has been
crucial to determine the finite-size exponents in Section
III B, to check the sensitivity to symmetry-breaking per-
turbations in Section IV, as well as to build a Hilbert-
space basis leading to efficient numerical simulations, as
explained in Sections II and Appendix B below. The
variational parameters & and z are complex in principle,
although we have found that the energy is minimized
when both are taken real with z positive. In particular,
the energy functional has the form

(@a?)

E(a,z) = (a'a) — eRe{(a*)} + 5T

(A1)

We can use the identity [24] ST(2) D (a)aD(a)S(z) = a+
acosh7 + €41 sinh 7, with polar decomposition z = rel?
for the squeezing parameter, together with the definition
d0a = a — {(a), to write the following useful expressions:
(@) = &, (6a%) = €¥s9:/2, and (daToa) = s2, where we

use the short-hand notation s, = sinh z. We then obtain

(a'a) = |af® + s2, (A2)
(a2) = a® + €597 /2,

(a'?a%) = |al* + 4]al’s? + 153, + 251 + Re{a*?esor},

which lead to a relatively simple energy functional that
is easily minimized numerically with respect to the vari-
ational parameters with the use of any mathematics soft-
ware. Note that in the last equation we have used the

Gaussian moment theorem [24] to write (daf?6a?) =
2(6a’6a)? + |(6a%)|?, removing odd moments of the fluc-
tuation operators.

At the critical point € = 1 and for sufficiently large L,
we expect @ = 0 (which we also confirm numerically).
Under such circumstances, only the second term in (A1)
depends on 6, and is clearly minimized for § = 0. The
energy functional can be written as a function of x = 27
(expected to be large for large L), reading

322 2 1 5 1 1 3
E=r = 4 2 4 (2- )+ (A
32L 4L 2+16L+4x< L)+32La:2 (43)

The derivative with respect to x reads

dE 3z 1 1 9 1 3
de  16L AL  4a? L) 16Lz3’
so that writing the minimization condition as

E  3a

aB 327 s 3 _op—1)a—o,

dx 4 4 ——
—_——

~3z4/4

4Lx?

~2L

we obtain the scaling « ~ L'/ provided in Section ITI B.
Note that in (A5) we have used > 1 and L > 1, but we
have not assumed any particular dependence of x with
L.

Once we know the scaling of €27, it is easy to find the
scaling for any observable. In the case of the number
of excitations (afa) = s2 ~ €2"/4 and the quadrature
variance (#2) = 2", both of them scale with L'/3, leading
to the scalings provided in Section IIIB for the density
p = (a'a)/L and the uncertainty Az = /(2).

In order to determine the scaling of the gap, we take
the variational excited states S(7)|n), for consistency
with our variational ground state. Using ST(7)aS(7) =
acosh7 + af sinh 7, aln) = /njn — 1), working at the
critical point € = 1, and defining the variational energy
spectrum E,, = (n|ST(7) HS(7)|n), it is easy to show after
some algebra that

4sinh* r + 2sinh? 2r n
2L

E, —Ey= e ~ LT3 (A6)

Appendix B: numerical simulation

In order to perform numerical diagonalization of the
Hamiltonian, it is crucial to choose an appropriate basis.
Here we show how to do this by building a basis from
the Gaussian ansatz described in the previous section. It
is first convenient to rewrite the Hamiltonian in terms of
the Bogoliubov operators ¢ = S(7)aST(7). In particular,
we simply use the relation @ = écoshr + &t sinh r, which
inserted in (1) leads to an expression for H as fourth-
order polynomial in ¢ and &f.

Whenever the optimization provides & = 0, we take
{InYe = S(7)|n)}n=01,...mm. & an orthonormal basis,



are the Fock states associated to the
= \/ﬁ(sm,n—L
This leads to a simple sparse-matrix representation of H,
whose eigenvector with smallest eigenvalue is efficiently
found with any algebra software, even when nu, takes
on extremely large values. On the other hand, we have
checked that for all our simulations convergence is ob-
tained way before that truncation, typically well before
Nmax ~ 100.

The situation is a bit more complex when a # 0. In
such case, we take {D(E£&)|N)c}n=01,....nma @S the ba-
sis for the representation, built up from states localized
around the two possible Zs-symmetry-breaking ground
states. The issue here is that states with opposite dis-
placement are not orthogonal, and hence, the basis vec-
tors are not linearly independent. In order to explain
how we deal with this, let us define and sort the ba-
sis elements as {|d1)},_¢ 1 with even elements

,1,.., 2Mmax+1?
|p2n) = D(@)|n)., and odd ones |pant+1) = D(—&)|n)ec,
where n = 0,1,...,npn.x. We define the overlap matrix
A with elements Ag; = (¢r|di) # dri. We can insert
the expansion ) = >, yi|¢) into the eigenvalue equa-
tion fIW) = AlY), and apply (¢x| onto it, obtaining the

generalized eigenvalue problem

noting that |n).
Bogoliubov operators, that is .(m|én).

Hy = My, (B1)

where the representation H of the Hamiltonian has com-
ponents Hyy = (¢x|H|¢r) and y = (Yo, Y1, - Y2npma+1)” -
While this is no longer a sparse problem, the ground state
can be efficiently found with any algebra software as well,
especially keeping in mind that convergence is found for
Nmax < 100 once again. The only tricky point we want
to emphasize is related to how to write the matrices A
and H. In the case of the overlap matrix, we use

AQq,?p <¢2q|¢2p> < |DT(6‘) ( )‘ > 5qp7 (B2)
Asg2p = (b2g11|b2p41) = (gl DT (=) D(=a) |p) = b4,
Azgt1,2p = <¢2q+1|¢2p> (q|D'(—a)D(a)|p)
= (¢|D(2a)|p) = Dyp(20),
Azq2p+1 = <¢2q|¢2p+1> (q/DY(@)D(~a)lp)
= (g|D(—2a)|p) = Dyp(—20),

where D, () = o(p|D(a)|g). are the elements of the rep-

resentation D(«) of the displacement operator D(a) in
the Bogoliubov mode’s Fock basis. Noting that the dis-
placement operator can be written as D(«a) = exp(a.éf —
aé), with a, = acosh? — o* sinh 7, we have for o € R

26]
\/‘chp L (Jacl), p2 g

/P aq pL(q P) Oéc|2)’ p<q ’
(B3)
where L§:’ )(m) are the generalized Laguerre polynomials.

Dpg(a) = elael*/2

Let us discuss now the representation of the Hamilto-
nian H, which we assume to be written in anti-normal
order, such that it is a sum of terms of the type éméf™
for different natural values of m and n. Note that, be-
cause the basis is not orthonormal, the representation
of a product of operators is no longer the matrix prod-
uct of their representations. Instead, we have to use the
following expressions:

(pgle™e™ |pop) =

SEOO e

with @ = @a(cosh7 — sinh7), the same for

(P2gt1]c™e T|¢2p+1> changing a by —a, and

(P2q11]6™E™ |pop) = (g DT (—@)e™ e D(a)|p)
= (q| (¢ — ac)" D(2a) (¢" +a7)" Ip)

)" (qle"D(2a)c™|p)

r=0s=0
_ gszo <T) (Z)( Gy (ar)” (B5)
o JUENPED, o),

q'p!

plus the same for (¢o,|¢™é"|popi1) changing & by —a.
Note that in the second equality, we have inserted the
identity operator D(—a)DT(—a)D(a)D'(a) in between
¢™ and ¢

Appendix C: Equivalence between the
thermodynamic and classical limits

A neat way of showing that quantum fluctuations are
fixed to zero-point fluctuations in the thermodynamic
limit . — oo is by using the positive P phase-space rep-
resentation of the state of the system [27, 28], which al-
lows mapping the exact quantum dynamics into a set of
stochastic differential equations. The positive P distribu-
tion can be seen as a generalization of the more familiar
Glauber-Sudarshan P function P(«) [29]. The latter pro-
vides the coefficients required to expand a given density
operator p as a linear combination of coherent-state pro-
jectors, that is, p = der‘P(a)|a><a|. Quantum expec-
tation values in normal order are then mapped to phase-

space averages through (af™man) = ftc dWO‘P

)Arm A",



Using the identities [27-29] d|a) = ala) and afla)(a| =
(o + 0q)|a){al, it is easy to rewrite the von Neumann
equation for the evolution of the state, 9;p = —i[ﬁ iR
as the following partial differential equation for the dis-
tribution [29]:

0P = | —0,A(a) + %8§D(a) P +c.c., (C1)
where

A= —i(1+|a)?/L)a +ia*, (C2a)

D =i(e —a?/L). (C2b)

In terms of the real variables (Re{a},Im{a}), Eq. (C1)
has the form of a Fokker-Planck equation. However,
the corresponding diffusion matrix is easily shown not
to be positive semidefinite at some points of phase space.
This is evidenced by the naive application of the equiva-
lence [29] between the Fokker-Planck equation and the
following set of stochastic Langevin equations: & =
A++v/Dr(t) and &* = A*++/D*ny(t), where 7;(t) are in-
dependent real Gaussian white noises. These are nonsen-
sical equations, since o and a* do not remain complex-
conjugate under evolution. The positive P representation
P, (a,a™) is a generalization of the Glauber-Sudarshan
function that allows finding a Fokker-Planck equation
with a positive semidefinite diffusion matrix, but at the
expense of working in a doubled phase space, since here
a and o™ are independent complex variables. It can be
(non-uniquely) defined through [27, 28]

o) (ot

[OECE

ﬁ:/ d*ad*at Py (a, a™)
C2

for the representation of a state p, where the states
in the kernel are coherent. It can be shown that
quantum expectation values are obtained as (af™mam) =
Jo: Pad?at P (a,a)at™a".  In addition, it is also
shown that the corresponding stochastic Langevin equa-

tions can be obtained from the naive ones provided by
the Glauber-Sudarshan representation, just replacing o*
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by o™ [27, 28], that is,

+ 2
& =i <1+O‘La> a+iat + i(s—i)nl(t),

(C4a)
at =i <1 + O‘?‘) at —ia 44 —i (g — ()T)ng(t).
(C4b)

Since now « and a™ are independent complex variables,
there are no issues with them not evolving as a complex-
conjugate pair. It’s important to note that these equa-
tions provide the exact quantum dynamics of observables,
there are no approximations involved in their derivation.
In addition, note that a coherent state |ag) can be repre-
sented by the distribution Py = 6 (a—ag)d® (at—ay),
meaning that whenever the solutions of (C4) do not fluc-
tuate, the state of the system is given by a coherent state.
This is exactly what happens in the L — oo limit as we
show next. In order to do this, let us normalize the vari-
ables as @ = VL3 and a™ = VLA™, obtaining then

B=—i (L4 B70) BHi8" 4/ 1 (e~ Bm(),
(

i

L

Cha)
Br=i(1+pTB) BT —iB+ (e — BH2)ma(t).
(C5b)

This normalized equations clearly show that in the ther-
modynamic L — oo limit, the noise term vanishes, since
B and BT are finite. Hence, in this limit the determin-
istic part of the equations dominates, and the variables
do not fluctuate when starting from non-fluctuating ini-
tial conditions. In other words, a coherent state remains
coherent. This shows that, in our model, the thermo-
dynamic and classical limits are not independent, but
equivalent.
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