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The quantum phase transition of the long-range transverse-field Ising model is explored by com-
bining a quantum Monte Carlo method with the optimal computational complexity scaling and
stochastic parameter optimization that renders space and imaginary time isotropic, specifically
achieved by tuning correlation lengths. Varying the decay rate of the long-range interaction, we ex-
haustively calculate the dynamical critical exponent and the other exponents precisely in mean-field,
nonuniversal, and Ising universality regimes. In our simulations, critical properties are extracted
only from a set of simulations with different L, significantly improving computational cost compared
to the standard finite-size scaling approach based on data collapse. We also perform a hypothesis test
at the predicted universality boundary, which supports preceding reports arguing that conventional
theoretical prediction fails to locate the universality boundary.

I. INTRODUCTION

Long-range interacting systems have been a subject of
interest in statistical physics for decades, and enormous
efforts have gradually revealed their rich nature. Histori-
cally, long-range systems have been studied mainly from
theoretical viewpoints [1–9], but recently the situation
has been changing; Due to improvements in experimen-
tal techniques, they are no longer a figment of the imag-
ination: long-range systems appear in spin-ice materi-
als [10, 11], quantum optics [12–18], Rydberg atoms [19–
23], etc. In addition, massive advance in computational
physics from both algorithm and hardware sides has also
empowered us to investigate long-range systems numer-
ically in detail [24–43]. Modern research on long-range
systems has been speeding up, fueled by these develop-
ments.

Among many rich properties of long-range interact-
ing systems, quantum phase transition (QPT) under
strong space-time anisotropy would be one of the most
intriguing and challenging phenomena. In quantum long-
range interacting systems, spatial (long-range) interac-
tion and temporal (short-range) one give rise to ex-
treme anisotropy, and by varying the degree of long-range
nature, one can observe continuously changing critical
behavior accompanied by changes of universality class.
Given this property, one would naturally be tempted to
perform a detailed simulation across different universal-
ity classes in a coherent manner. Needless to say for the
theoretical approach, it is also challenging for numerical
simulations.
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Initially, conventional simulation techniques for QPT,
such as DMRG [44] and quantum Monte Carlo
(QMC) [45], are dedicated to short-range systems. Now,
however, they are also applicable to them without any
computation penalty compared to short-range cases,
thanks to advanced tricks such as matrix product op-
erator [46, 47] or Poisson process thinning [48, 49]. But
still, to extract critical exponents, we had to rely on tradi-
tional finite-size scaling (FSS) analysis [50–52], for which
we have to accumulate numerical data for exhaustive pa-
rameter sets by consuming considerable computational
resources. The computational cost problem is particu-
larly prominent in the case of QMC, leading to a dilemma
that we have to give up either the statistical exactness
of QMC or the coverage of parameter space. To per-
form a detailed simulation without compromise, we need
a QMC-based scheme that does not rely on FSS.

In this paper, we analyze the ferromagnetic long-range
transverse-field Ising model with algebraic interaction
Jij ∝ 1/|i − j|1+σ by a new approach that combines
long-range QMC [48] with stochastic parameter opti-
mizer [53, 54]. In our simulations, only the decay rate
σ and the system size L are the input parameter, and
the inverse temperature β and the transverse field Γ are
not: β and Γ are automatically tuned so that the system
is at the quantum critical point being the real space and
the imaginary time isotropic. This procedure forces ob-
servables to obey a power law regarding system size L,
and scaling powers are directly linked to critical expo-
nents [41, 54, 55]. Namely, we can extract critical prop-
erties only from a set of simulations with different L,
enabling us to perform exhaustive simulations over sev-
eral tens of different decay rates σ’s across three distinct
universality classes as shown in Fig. 1.

This paper is organized as follows; In Sec. II, we survey
previous results on the long-range transverse-field Ising
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FIG. 1. Zero-temperature phase diagram of the long-range
transverse-field Ising model. The curve, which corresponds
to Γc, is the cubic spline interpolation of data points at σ =
0.1, 0.2, . . . , 3.0 (× symbols, Γc(0.1), Γc(0.2) are outside the
range). For σ ≤ 2/3, 2/3 ≤ σ ≤ 7/4, 7/4 ≤ σ, the quantum
phase transition is classified as the mean-field, nonuniversal,
and Ising universality classes, respectively. At σ = 1, the
Kosterlitz-Thouless transition divides the finite-temperature
ordered phase and the disordered phase [8, 9, 38, 43, 48, 56,
57].

model, focusing on theoretical aspects. In Sec. III, we
elaborate on our tuning scheme. More details, includ-
ing the QMC sampling scheme and heuristics for pa-
rameter optimization, will be described in the Appendix.
In Sec. IV, the results are shown in two parts: direct
analysis achieved by two-parameter optimization and hy-
pothesis testing for universality boundary determination,
which uses predecided β. Finally, in Sec. V, we discuss
the results and conclude this paper.

II. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

A. model

The Hamiltonian of the ferromagnetic long-range
transverse-field Ising model (LRTFIM) is defined as fol-
lows:

H = −
∑
i<j

1

|i− j|1+σ σ̂
z
i σ̂

z
j − Γ

∑
i

σ̂x
i , (1)

where i, j ∈ Z[1, L] each labels paticular spin on L-site
one-dimensional periodic chain, σ̂x

i and σ̂z
i are the Pauli

matrices operate on site i, σ is the decay rate of pairwise

interactions and Γ is the transverse field. To ensure the
extensivity of the energy, σ must be positive. Otherwise,
⟨H/L⟩ diverges in the thermodynamic limit [58, 59]. In
our simulations, the bare interaction 1

|i−j|1+σ is corrected

by bundling all the interactions between infinite mirrors
(i, j + LZ) to a single Jij [5, 37, 60] to reduce finite-size
artifacts. For the one-dimensional case, the corrected
sum

∑
n∈Z

1
|i−j+nL|1+σ

(
i, j ∈ Z[1, L]

)
is expressed by the

Hurwitz zeta function ζ(s, q) =
∑∞

n=0
1

(q+n)s , i.e., we get

Jij =

1

L1+σ

[
ζ

(
1 + σ,

|i− j|
L

)
+ ζ

(
1 + σ, 1− |i− j|

L

)]
(2)

as effective interaction.
To sum up, the model of interest is

H = −
∑
i<j

Jijσ̂
z
i σ̂

z
j − Γ

∑
i

σ̂x
i . (3)

At T = 0, the quantum phase transition (QPT) is
predicted to occur [55, 56]; For large Γ, its ground state is
a polarized state aligned along the x-axis, while for small
Γ, it is an Ising-like ferromagnet. The order parameter of
this QPT is the squared magnetization along the z-axis,

m2 =
[
1
L

∑
i σ

z
i

]2
[55, 61].

B. theoretical predictions

In this section, we briefly review the theoretical predic-
tions based on the mean-field theory. The effective action
of the LRTFIM is the same as the (1 + 1)-dimensional
Ising model up to an additional term ∝ qσ accounting
for the long-range interactions. To be more specific, we
obtain the following action [36, 56]:∫∫

dq dω ϕ̃∗G̃(q, iω)
−1

ϕ̃+

∫∫
dxdτ

u

4!
ϕ4, (4)

where ϕ = ϕ(x, τ) is a field defined on the (1 + 1)-

dimensional space, ϕ̃ = ϕ̃(q, iω) is the Fourier transform

of ϕ, G̃(q, iω)
−1

= ω2+q2+cqσ+d is a long-ranged Gaus-
sian propagator, where c > 0 is a constant and d ∝ Γ−Γc

is a mass term.
For σ ≥ 2, the singularity of the propagator at Γ =

Γc is governed by ω2 and q2; It means that the system
is effectively the same as the isotropic two-dimensional
Ising model, and thus the criticality is described by the
well-known Ising critical exponents [62, 63] (see Table I).
This result is well tested by various approaches [1, 3, 7,
27, 32, 56, 64–67]. However, it is also stated that the
lower bound of the Ising universality decreases to 7/4
due to higher-order contributions, and this observation
is also well supported [4, 36, 68–75]. For a while, let us
assume that the Ising universality appears for σ ≥ 2. We
will revisit this topic later.
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For σ < 2, the singularity is now dominated by ω2

and qσ; The critical exponents can be nontrivial, and
anisotropy of ω and q leads to the dynamical exponent
z, which is known as a barometer of anisotropy, be-
ing different from unity. It is still possible to calculate
mean-field critical exponents provided the criticality is
described by the corrected Gaussian fixed point (see Ta-
ble I for details), however, justification of the assump-
tion is not straightforward. To cope with the difficulty,
the lowest-order approximation for the LRTFIM can be
compared with its short-ranged counterpart with a frac-

tional spatial dimension dvirtual = 2(d+z)
σ [36]. As the

upper critical dimension of the classical Ising model is 4,
it would be reasonable to conclude that the mean-field
universality appears for σ ≤ 2d

3 = 2
3 . Near the bound-

ary, multiplicative log corrections are predicted [26, 56].
This regime requires extra care in analysis, since the
ϕ4 couping constant u is a dangerous irrelevant vari-
able [37, 51, 52, 76, 77]. Due to the singularity of free
energy at u = 0, exponents get corrections, and thus we
have to get rid of the extra terms to extract bare expo-
nents.

For the remaining 2
3 < σ < 2, exponents are nontrivial

in the true sense; At present, analyses are mainly based
on numerical approaches such as series expansion [24, 26],
exact diagonalization [27–35], tensor network [32, 78, 79],
functional RG [36] and quantum Monte Carlo [37–43].

Although it is out of the scope of this paper, it is
known that for σ < 1, a finite-temperature phase tran-
sition exists in addition to the QPT we are focusing on.
The ordered phase abruptly disappears at σ = 1 via the
Kosterlitz-Thouless phase transition [8, 9, 38, 43, 48, 56,
57] as in Fig. 1.

symbol MF (σ ≤ 2
3
) Ising (2 ≤ σ)

β 1
2
− σ

4
1
8

γ 1 7
4

ν 1
σ

1

z σ
2

1

TABLE I. Table of the critical exponents.

C. critical exponents

In the vicinity of quantum critical point, several ob-
servables show distinctive power-low behaviors, and as-
sociated critical exponents are defined [55]. As the QPT
occurs at T = 0, the degrees of singularity is measured in
terms of a control parameter g rather than shifted tem-
perature t = T −Tc; For the LRTFIM, g is shifted trans-
verse field Γ− Γc. Aside from this difference, definitions
are quite similar to classical counterparts: β is defined
from squared magnetization m2 ∼ g2β, γ from suscepti-
bility χ ∼ 1/gγ and ν from correlation length ξ ∼ 1/gν.
Additionally, quantum-specific exponent z (also known
as the dynamic critical exponent) is defined from corre-

lation length along the imaginary-time axis ξβ ∼ 1/gzν.
Note that this section specializes in the L = ∞ case.

D. finite-size scaling

Let Q be a physical quantity, parametrized by system
size L, shifted temperature t, and field g. As long as
(t, g) is sufficiently close to the critical point (0, 0), we
can make use of the following finite-size scaling relation
for b ≥ 1 [54]:

Q(L, t, g) = b−xQQ
(
b−1L, bxtt, bxgg

)
, (5)

where (xQ, xt, xg) is scaling dimensions of correspond-
ing parameters. In contrast to xQ being unknown in
general, (xt, xg) can be rewritten as (z, 1/ν) where
(z, ν) are critical exponents of correction lengths (see
Sec. II C) [55]. Since b ≥ 1 is arbitrary, we can safely set
b = L. Finally, we get

Q(L, t, g) = L−xQQ
(
tLz, gL1/ν

)
. (6)

Note that we dropped the first argument by redefining
Q(a, b) = Q(1, a, b).

E. optimization and scaling relation

In our simulations, we specifically rely on Eq. (6) for
ξ/L and ξβ/β:

Q1

(
tLz, gL1/ν

)
=

ξ(L, t, g)

L
, (7)

Q2

(
tLz, gL1/ν

)
=

ξβ(L, t, g)

β
. (8)

For those cases, two xQ are trivially zero. Of course, two
Q are still unknown. Actually, we do not even evalu-
ate Q: we exploit their parameter dependencies only. As
we have two formulae and two variables

(
tLz, gL1/ν

)
, if

we set
(
tLz, gL1/ν

)
= const. then Eq. (7) and Eq. (8)

are constant, and vice versa. Namely, we can coerce(
tLz, gL1/ν

)
into some constants by imposing

ξ(L, t, g)

L
= R, (9)

ξβ(L, t, g)

β
= R, (10)

where R > 0 is some arbitrary constant and (t, g) =
(t(L), g(L)). While we set two R equal with space-time
isotropy in mind, they can be different in principle. For
later convenience, let us rewrite Eq. (9) and Eq. (10) as

S(0, 0)−
[
1 + (2πR)

2
]
S

(
2π

L
, 0

)
= 0, (11)

S(0, 0)−
[
1 + (2πR)

2
]
S

(
0,

2πi

β

)
= 0, (12)
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where S(q, iω) =

〈
1
Lβ

∣∣∣∑i

∫ β

0
eiqx+iωτσz

i (τ) dτ
∣∣∣2〉 is

canonical structure factor. In the equations, two ξ are
replaced by more explicit expressions [80]:

ξ =
L

2π

√
S(0, 0)

S
(
2π
L , 0

) − 1, (13)

ξβ =
β

2π

√√√√ S(0, 0)

S
(
0, 2πi

β

) − 1. (14)

It is remarkable that this procedure nullifies parameter
dependence of any scaling function Q

(
tLz, gL1/ν

)
; As

long as ξ/L and ξβ/β are fixed at some predefined con-
stant R, we can directly access to xQ through the relation
Q(L, t, g) ∼ L−xQ . In our analyses, we use the following
four formulae:

β(L) ∼ Lz, (15)

Γ(L)− Γc ∼ L−1/ν, (16)

m2(L) ∼ L−2β/ν, (17)

χ(L) ∼ Lγ/ν. (18)

Additionally, in the verification of the hyperscaling re-
lation we combine these equations as S(0, 0)/(βm2) ∼
L2β/ν+γ/ν−z to directly access to 2β/ν+ γ/ν− z. Note
that the exponents are multiplied by −1/ν because their
divergences are measured in terms of L ∝ ξ ∼ g−1/ν

rather than g, and four symbols are parametrized solely
by L.

III. METHOD

A. overview

In short, our method consists of two components, i.e.,
Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) sampler and pa-
rameter optimizer, interacting mutually as Fig. 2.

The former holds a microscopic spin state {σz
i (τ) | i ∈

Z[1, L), τ ∈ [0, β), σz ∈ {±}} drawn from the canonical

ensemble and measures S(0, 0), S( 2πL , 0), S(0, 2πi
β ),

etc. To accelerate sampling, we prepared many equiv-
alent samplers distributed among CPUs and calculated
required thermal averages using inter-process broadcast-
ing.

The latter accepts S sampled by MCMC and applies
feedbacks to (β, Γ) so that they asymptotically con-
verge to (β(L), Γ(L)): the simultaneous root of Eq. (9)
and Eq. (10). As (β, Γ) quickly approach the root, we
can accurately estimate (β(L), Γ(L)) even from limited
samples.

. . .

MCMC sampler MCS

ob
se

rv
a
b
le

s

broadcast mean reduction

increment

coscost evaluation

process x

process 1

process 2

parallel sampling

FIG. 2. Schematic representation of the whole process. Each
iteration begins with the MCMC step, which samples neces-
sary observables from the canonical ensemble. To increase
throughput, this step runs in parallel on multiple processes
sharing the same (β, Γ). After that, inter-process averages of
the canonical structure factors S(0, 0), S( 2π

L
, 0), S(0, 2πi

β
)

are calculated to estimate the left hand sides of Eq. (11)
and Eq. (12). The optimizer then decides the next (β, Γ)
so that they approach the root (β(L), Γ(L)) and distributes
them to the parallel samplers. In the bottom left figure, the
vector field symbolically represents the “flow” of (β, Γ). To
ensure convergence, feedback strength is gradually decreased
as ∝ 1

n
where n is the number of iterations.

B. sampling scheme

First of all, we need a method for calculating canoni-
cal structure factor S. While there are several different
realizations, we chose MCMC.
From the methodological view of point, we have trou-

ble here; Since the LRTFIM has LC2 = O
(
L2

)
nonzero

interactions, each Monte Carlo step (MCS), i.e., sequence
of tasks required for drawing one sample from the canon-
ical ensemble, takes O

(
L2

)
time if naively implemented.

Counterintuitively, the computational cost can actually
be reduced to the optimal scalingO(L) with careful treat-
ments [48]. In the algorithm, all the interactions Jij and
even the transverse field Γ are collectively taken into ac-
count. For more details, see Appendix.

C. parameter tuning algorithm

For parameter tuning, we adopted the Robbins-Monro
algorithm [53]. Formally speaking, this algorithm en-
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ables us to approximate the root of a monotonic func-

tion f(θ) (θ ∈ R) using its unbiased estimator f̂(θ), i.e.,〈
f̂(θ)

〉
= f(θ). For simplicity, we first introduce one-

dimensional case and then generalize that to two. The
algorithm proceeds as follows for increasing f :

Algorithm 1 Robbins Monro algorithm

Input: θn
1: sample xn from f̂(θn)
2: θn+1 ← θn − anxn

Output: θn+1

where {an}n is a slowly-decaying series of numbers which
ensure the convergence; To be more specific, an > 0 must
satisfy

∑
n an = ∞ and

∑
n a

2
n < ∞ [81]. As long as all

the requirements are fulfilled, θn converges to the root
of f(θ) with probability 1 regardless of the initial value
θ1. Since concrete choice of an is left for us, we adopted
the most conventional pattern: an = α

n where α > 0 is
a hyperparameter affecting the speed of convergence and
fluctuation of θn. What is more, as S(β, Γ), which cor-
responds to f here, is by no means monotonic, α also
affects whether the algorithm converges or not. In the
Appendix section, we will introduce a heuristic way of
enchanting the robustness of the algorithm without im-
pairing its performance.

For the multidimensional case, while a straightforward
generalization based on a decaying series of diagonal ma-
trices [54, 82] often works well, we can freely mix two
independent feedbacks by introducing off-diagonal ele-
ments. It is notable that the optimal choice for an, this
time it is a series of matrix, is [∇f(θ∗)]

−1
(inverse of the

Jacobi matrix) where θ∗ is the root of f(θ) [54], in terms
of minimizing asymptotic variance of θn. Hence nonzero
off-diagonals are indeed beneficial in general. From the
observation here, we further modified the target equa-
tion Eq. (11) and Eq. (12) as below,

S

(
0,

2πi

β

)
− S

(
2π

L
, 0

)
= 0, (19)

S(0, 0)− 1 + (2πR)
2

2

[
S

(
0,

2πi

β

)
+ S

(
2π

L
, 0

)]
= 0,

(20)

and tuned β by Eq. (19) and Γ by Eq. (20). In the
physical view of point, Eq. (19) reads as aspect-ratio
equality of ξ, ξβ , which we deduced that insensitive to
Γ, and Eq. (20) as a constraint on averaged correlation
length, which we assumed approximate independence of
β. Two conjectures here are supported by numerical ex-
periments, and thus we concluded that we can safely
drop off-diagonal elements of an without harming per-
formance, since ∇f is approximately diagonal. As two
diagonal elements are automatically tuned by the heuris-
tics (see Appendix), we have no leftover hyperparameter.

IV. RESULT

A. data analysis

To get a data point for each (σ, L), we iterated the
Robbins-Monro update 100 times (10 sample per iter-
ation) with the heuristics (see Appendix) as a burn-in
process and approximated the target root (β(L), Γ(L))
by the average of subsequent 2500 iterations together
with its standard error calculated by binning analy-
sis [45, 54, 83]. In the last stage, the heuristics were
turned off. R was set different for each L so that
Γ(L) quickly converges to Γc. Thanks to asymptotic
R independence, we can directly compare the results
even for different R. As for system size, we chose

round(
√
2
n
) (n = 6, 7, . . . , nmax ) for each σ. Here

nmax is determined in terms of elapsed time, and thus it
depends on σ since so the order of the algorithm does.
After collecting all the data, we performed fitting based
on Eqs. (II E). From this stage, though the sampler it-
self introduces no unpredictable errors, results suffer from
finite-size artifacts originating from correction terms of
the scaling relations, which persist sometimes even for
the largest L in our simulations. To mitigate artifacts,
we performed batched analysis, i.e., we grouped several
sequential system sizes L1, L2, . . . , Lk (allow overlap)
as a batch and checked the convergence of the results. k
was chosen equal to the minimum reasonable value for
each fit; For example, Eq. (15) requires k ≥ 3 hence we
selected k = 3. Therefore, final error bars can be de-
composed into statistical errors, finite-size artifacts, and
fitting errors, which the second component was domi-
nant for most of the cases. Note that we intentionally
omitted the analyses of 1/ν, since three-parameter fit-
ting to Eq. (16) is outstandingly unstable.

B. exponents

Fig. 3 summarizes our results overlayed on theoreti-
cal predictions. For σ ≤ 2

3 , our data look similar to
the theoretical prediction (dotted line) even though they
are not identical within error bars. The discrepancy is
indeed expected, since the mean-field universality con-
tains dangerous irrelevant variable u as discussed, and
our method always extracts correction plus bare expo-
nent. For the nontrivial 2

3 ≤ σ ≤ 2, exponents mono-
tonically change as Ref. [36, 37, 41, 61]. There are no
discernable anomalies near σ = 1, even though at this
point the phase boundary of QPT marks the end of the
KT transition (tricritical point). For σ ≥ 2, obvious
over/underestimates exist though the gap decreases as
σ → ∞. Unlike the previous case, the discrepancy is
merely an artifact that may be attributed to the mul-
tiplicative logarithmic correction near the universality
boundary. It is not clear whether the lower bound of
the Ising universality is 2 or not, as the results here are
dull even near σ = 2. In fact, in the nonuniversal re-
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2β
/ν

+
γ
/ν

−
z

d

FIG. 3. (a): Dynamical critical exponent z estimated from βc(L). (b): β/ν estimated from m2. (c): γ/ν estimated from
S (0, 0) |L. (d): Right-hand side of the hyperscaling relation 2β/ν+ γ/ν− z, which should be equal to d = 1. It implies that
in the nonuniversal region (1 ⪅ σ ⪅ 2) the results can contain severe finite-size artifacts.

gion (1 ⪅ σ ⪅ 2) finite-size artifacts are notably severe
(see Fig. IVB). To further investigate the topic, we will
present another scheme next.

C. validation analysis at σ = 7/4

We cannot conclude that the lower bound of the Ising
universality is 7/4 (or not) from Fig. IVB. As an alterna-
tive, we performed a validation analysis at 7/4, defined as

follows; In the analysis, we fix β(L) as β = CβL
z′

where
Cβ > 0 is an arbitrary constant, z′ is an approximate
of z guessed a priori. As we are focusing on the Ising
universality here, z′ is set to 1. Γ is still unspecified, and
the Robbins-Monro algorithm decides it in reference to
either Eq. (11) or Eq. (12). As we link either Eq. (11)
or Eq. (12) to the Robbins-Monro algorithm, one of ξ or
ξβ is fixed to R while the other stays unbound. This time
the heuristics were unnecessary because one-parameter
tuning is more stable than two. Here we use 1000 itera-
tions (10 samples per step as well) after first 100 deletion
for each L.

Figure. 4 summarizes the result. It tells us that the un-
bound correlation lengths all converge to some constants
for large L, even though they are completely excluded
from the tuning process. This implies that if L is suffi-
ciently large, we can draw a result that z = 1 (Ising uni-
versality) from the two-parameter analysis at σ = 7/4. It
is intriguing that the rates of convergence seem identical
for six cases: ∼ L− 1

2 . It may be attributed to the fact
that ξ/L and ξβ/β are both convergent, and hence L− 1

2

is the leading-order term of L-dependent corrections.

D. critical field and phase diagram

Based on the discussions above, we came to the conclu-
sion that the Ising universality seems to hold for σ ≥ 7/4.
Together with the analytical results for σ ≤ 2/3, we drew
the phase diagram of the model as Fig. 1. In the figure,
× symbols denote Γc estimated at σ = 0.1, 0.2, . . . , 3.0
(see Appendix for data) and the curve is the cubic spline
interpolation of the data. At σ = 1, QPT line and KT
line meet at the tricritical point. For large σ, Γc|σ mono-
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FIG. 4. L dependence of unbound correlation lengths, i.e., either ξ or ξβ that the Robbins-Monro algorithm does not fix to R,
measured under assumption that β(L) scales as CβL

1 (Ising universality). Three plots have different Cβ : 19/25 (left), 19/50
(center), and 19/100 (right). They all converge to some constants for large L, implying that the Ising universality holds even
at σ = 7/4 < 2.

tonically decreases to ≃ 1, which is the exact value for
σ = ∞ [45, 84]. In the opposite limit, Γc diverges as
∼ σ−0.98(4). The result is comparable to Ref. [33], which
states that Γc = ζ(1+σ) (diverges as ∼ σ−1 near +0 [85])
under an approximation.

V. DISCUSSION

To begin with, let us summarize the results of this
paper. For σ ≤ 2/3, which is classified into the mean-
field universality class, our method gives different results
from the theoretical prediction as expected. This out-
come might be interpreted as proof of the accuracy of the
method, since it is aware of the corrections without any
knowledge of the model. For nonuniversal 2/3 ≤ σ ⪅ 2,
we observed monotonically varying exponents, which are
consistent with previous studies [36, 37, 41, 61]. The up-
per bound of the nonuniversal region, which is under de-
bate for now, is not clear from the two-parameter tuning
analysis. As an auxiliary analysis, we performed a vali-
dation analysis at σ = 7/4, assuming that the Ising uni-
versality holds. The result states that the presumption is
correct: we can surely conclude from the two-parameter
analysis that the Ising universality governs σ = 7/4 as
long as L is sufficiently large, even though the required
system size is unaffordable. For σ ⪆ 2, while there ex-
ist obvious over/underestimates, the gap narrows as σ
increases, and the exponents seem to converge to the an-
alytical results for σ → ∞. Even though our results
contain several provisos mainly attributed to finite-size
artifacts, they are consistent with the preceding results.
Here we insist on Ref. [41] in relation to artifact reduc-
tion, which included nearest-neighbor interactions as dis-
tinct terms from long-range ones and adjusted the cou-
pling strengths so that relevant interaction dominates the
system. Although this procedure is not suitable for phase
boundary determination, it has the potential to reduce

finite-size artifacts drastically.
Next, let us assess the method. In terms of computa-

tional cost, our method is obviously advantageous over
ordinary MCMC: it requires only one simulation for each
(σ, L) while conventional MCMC usually requires many
data points from various (β, Γ). This feature enables us
to perform the exhaustive analysis evaluating 30 points,
which is generally too expensive for MCMC analysis.
Moreover, while the idea of scaling β as ∼ Lz is already
present [41], our method does not require z to be known
in advance, achieving a fully automated analysis. As a
consequence, our scheme requires no prior knowledge of
the model. What is more, our framework, which couples
MCMC and the Robbins-Monro algorithm, is widely ap-
plicable to various models with trivial modifications. For
instance, consider the LRTFIM with spatial dimension
higher than 1. Even for that case the Hamiltonian is
parameterized by (σ, Γ, β); It clearly indicates that ker-
nel codes for the Robbins-Monro algorithm are literally
identical. For more conceptually different models we have
to alter implementations, but the core scheme stays un-
changed.
Before closing this paper, let us list possible improve-

ments and future works. Currently we heavily rely on the
heuristics in the tuning process, since two-parameter tun-
ing is rather volatile. As a promising blueprint, we insist
on an idea of additional dimension reduction based on
the zero-temperature Monte Carlo method, which sam-
ples from the ground state distribution. With the algo-
rithm, Γ is the only parameter fed to the Robbins-Monro
optimizer. This can lead to massive improvements in
stability, but we suspect sampling cost increase. On top
of that, fitting analysis can also be a potential problem.
Even though the simulation part introduces no unpre-
dictable error in principle (provided the procedure con-
verges), the analysis part suffers from severe finite-size
corrections. As a countermeasure, we may utilize the re-
maining degrees of freedom (two R, target values of two
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normalized ξ) so that corrections are suppressed.
As closing remarks, let us locate our work. We in-

vented a conceptually-different method based on MCMC,
which requires less computations than ordinary schemes.
We expect that it is especially powerful when one wants
to perform exhaustive analyses of a model with additional
degrees of freedom, long-ranged one is a chief example,
and will be applied to other challenging models in the
future.

Appendix A: naive sampling algorithm

1. mapping to classical system

Using the Suzuki-Trotter decomposition [86], we first
decompose partition function Z as

Z =
∑
{Ψt}

⟨Ψ1| e−H∆τ |Ψ2⟩ · · · ⟨Ψm| e−H∆τ |Ψ1⟩ (A1)

where ∆τ is the discretization interval of the periodic
imaginary-time axis τ , m = β

∆τ is the number of slices,
and |Ψt⟩ symbolically denotes a possible state at the t th
slice: for spin- 12 models such as the LRTFIM, one candi-
date of { |Ψ⟩} is explicitly written as the union of all the
possible L qubit bases { |σ1⟩ ⊗ |σ2⟩ · · · |σL⟩ |σi ∈ {±}}.
This representation is the origin of many quantum Monte
Carlo methods, including ours.

For the LRTFIM e−H∆τ is disassembled as

e−H∆τ ≃
∏
i<j

exp
[
∆τJijσ̂

z
i σ̂

z
j

]∏
i

exp [∆τΓσ̂x
i ]. (A2)

This expression contains O(∆τ) errors originating from
σ̂x and σ̂z being non-commutative. After substituting
e−H∆τ with Eq. (A2) and |Ψt⟩ with the L qubit bases

|σ(t)
1 ⟩ ⊗ |σ(t)

2 ⟩ · · · |σ(t)
L ⟩, a new uniform nearest-neighbor

interaction with its local Boltzmann weight equal to
⟨σ(t)| exp [∆τΓσ̂x] |σ(t+1)⟩ appears as imaginary-time in-
teractions. It is notable that this interaction is also
Ising-like: by imposing e∆τJ ∝ ⟨±| exp [∆τΓσ̂x] |±⟩ and
e−∆τJ ∝ ⟨±| exp [∆τΓσ̂x] |∓1⟩, the coupling strength
J is obtained as 1

2∆τ log [coth∆τΓ]. After all, the dis-
cretized model is a two-dimensional ferromagnetic Ising
model; For the x direction, the interactions are long-
ranged, whereas for the τ direction they are simple uni-
form nearest-neighbor ones.

2. naive sampling algorithm

Now that the model is reduced to a well-known Ising
model, it is straightforward to sample from its corre-
sponding canonical ensemble using MCMC. As the core
algorithm, we adopted the Swendsen-Wang sampler [87].
For the τ direction, the interactions are nearest-neighbor
Ising ones parameterized by J , which the original algo-
rithm directly applies. An intriguing point here is that

the probability of connecting two adjacent aligned spins
converges to 1 in the limit of ∆τ → 0; In the simula-
tion, we consider its complementary event occurs with
1 − pτbind ≃ ∆τΓ. For the x direction, while the orig-
inal algorithm only covers nearest-neighbor cases, we
can extend it to long-ranged ones by considering long-
ranged connections, i.e., cluster-merging events between

LC2 = O
(
L2

)
pairs {(i, j) | i < j}. In contrast to

the τ direction, the probability of connection goes to
0: pxbind = 2∆τJij . Since the probabilities are O(∆τ)

whereas the number of slices is m = β
∆τ = O

(
∆τ−1

)
,

we have finite number of events on average after taking
∆τ → 0 limit. In this limit, all the events are described
by the Poisson process N(ρ, t) where ρ is probability
density and t is the interval of the process.

It is convenient to introduce diagrammatic representa-
tion of the algorithm depicted as Fig. 5. In this formula-
tion spin state {σz

i (τ) | i ∈ Z[1, L), τ ∈ [0, β), σz ∈ {±}}
are depicted as L vertical lines partitioned into black
( |+1⟩) and red ( |−1⟩) segments. The temporal periodic-
ity, i.e., |Ψm+1⟩ = |Ψ1⟩ is reflected in both ends at τ =
(0, β) colored in the same color. Horizontal bars (solid,
we call them “cut”) indicate where J failed to bind,
i.e., candidates of cluster boundary. Similarly, horizontal
lines with circles (dotted, we call them “bind”) represent
where Jij successfully bound. Thanks to the original
properties of the Swendsen-Wang algorithm, Jij (dotted
lines, “bind”) can only bind two same-color states, and
kinks must coincide with rejected binding events of J
(solid black bars, “cuts”). These L+L C2 types of graph
elements (“cut” and “bind” between {(i, j) | i < j})

σ1 σ2 σ3 σL

. . .

0

β
τ

FIG. 5. Snapshot of the sampling process. Vertical lines rep-
resent a spin state, i.e., |+1⟩ (black) or |−1⟩ (red), and hor-
izontal solid/dashed lines correspond to the positions where
the clusters are splitted/unified.
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have corresponding Poisson processes which decide the
positions of elements τ ∈ [0, β). For “cut” the process
is N(Γ, β) regardless of i, and for “bind” the process
is N(2Jij , β). After inserting graph elements, clusters
are identified by the union-find algorithm [88] and each
cluster gains a new random spin state. The full pro-
cess, which costs O

(
L2

)
time, is summarized in Alg. 2.

Note that conceptually we can sample any observable as
a complete quantum state is explicitly stored, and using
the graph itself we can indirectly measure several physi-
cal quantities more efficiently [45, 89, 90].

Algorithm 2 naive algorithm

Input: initial state
1: remove all “cut”
2: for all kinks do
3: assign “cut” element
4: end for
5: for i do
6: sample Tcut ∼ N(Γ, β)
7: for τcut ∈ Tcut do
8: assign “cut” to (x, τ) = (i, τcut)
9: end for

10: end for
11: for i < j do
12: sample Tbind ∼ N(2Jij , β)
13: for τbind ∈ Tbind do
14: if |σ(τ)

i ⟩ = |σ
(τ)
j ⟩ then

15: assign “bind” between (i, τcut) and (j, τcut)
16: end if
17: end for
18: end for
19: identify clusters
20: for all clusters do
21: assign either |±⟩ at random
22: end for
Output: updated state

3. efficient algorithm

The bottleneck of the naive implementation is the sam-
pling process from LC2 different Poisson processes. As
an improvement, we first fuse all the Poisson processes
regarding particular cite i into one, explicitly denoted by

N
(∑

j ̸=i Jij + Γ, β
)
. Here the factor 2 before

∑
is in-

tentionally erased by considering the rest half of Z2
[0, L)

previously omitted, i.e., {(i, j) | i > j}. After sampling
from the fused process, the sampled event is distributed
to one of L−1 independent “bind” or “cut” according to
the weight {Jij | j ̸= i} and Γ. This reformation is known
as thinning [49]; Informally speaking, it corresponds to
postponing the decision of element type until the posi-
tion is fixed. To implement this, we need to sample from
L-element discrete distribution, which can be achieved in
O(1) time by the alias method [91]. The efficient algo-
rithm is summarized in Alg. 3.

Algorithm 3 efficient algorithm

Input: initial state
1: remove all “cut”
2: for all kinks do
3: assign “cut” element
4: end for
5: for i do
6: sample T ∼ N

(∑
j ̸=i Jij + Γ, β

)
7: for τ ∈ T do
8: sample element type from ∝ {Jij | j ̸= i} ∪ {Γ}
9: if Γ (“cut”) is sampled then

10: assign “cut” to (x, τ) = (i, τ)
11: else if Jij (“bind”) is sampled then
12: assign “bind” between (i, τ) and (j, τ)
13: end if
14: end for
15: end for
16: identify clusters
17: for all clusters do
18: assign either |±⟩ at random
19: end for
Output: updated state

Note that, strictly speaking, this algorithm is not O(L);
In the clustering step, we have O(L) singletons and
need to perform O(L) union-find operations. This costs
O(Lα(L)) amortized time where α is the inverse Acker-
mann function [92]. Although α(L) ≤ 4 even for astro-
nomically large L, it is still unbounded.

Appendix B: more on the Robbins-Monro algorithm

The full process per iteration is summarized in Alg. 4.

Algorithm 4 Robbins-Monro step

Input: initial (β, Γ, αβ , αΓ, n)
1: sample S(0, 0), S( 2π

L
, 0), S(0, 2πi

β
)

2: calculate fβ = S(0, 0)−
[
1 + (2πR)2

]
S(0, 2πi

β
)

3: calculate fΓ = S(0, 0)−
[
1 + (2πR)2

]
S( 2π

L
, 0)

4: if mixed scheme is used then
5: (fβ , fΓ)←

(
1
2
(fβ − fΓ),

1
2
(fβ + fΓ)

)
6: end if
7: (fβ , fΓ)←

(
αβ

Lβ
fβ ,

αΓ
Lβ

fΓ
)

8: adjust αβ , αΓ

9: (fβ , fΓ)←
(

fβ
n
, fΓ

n

)
10: clamp fβ , fΓ
11: (β, Γ)← (β + fβ , Γ + fΓ)
12: increment n
Output: updated (β, Γ, αβ , αΓ, n)

After sampling the required quantities (three S), we first
calculate the left-hand sides of Eq. (11) and Eq. (12).
After that, two f are optionally mixed. This mixing
stage typically reduces off-diagonal elements of the Ja-
cobi matrix, which is beneficial for convergence as pre-
viously presented. Before applying the feedbacks, they
are scaled by Lβ to avoid them from being too large;
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The scaling factor is motivated by the asymptotic value
of S(0, 0) → Lβ near the absolute zero. From here, the
procedures are straightforward other than two additional
heuristic steps.

In the adjusting step, we increse or decrease
αθ (θ = β, Γ) depending on the relative amplitude of fθ.
If |fθ/θ| < cincθ = 0.05

3 , we increase αθ by a factor of
r = 1.01. Conversely αθ is decreased by multiplying 1/r
when |fθ/θ| > cdecθ = 0.05. It is essential that two cθ are
chosen so that cincθ < cdecθ , otherwise αθ will stray around
the optimal value. Intuitively speaking, this step tries to
adjust αθ so that the parameter difference is ≃ 0.05θ

n .

In the clamping step, we limit fθ to [−c′θθ, c′θθ] =
[−0.05θ, 0.05θ]. This procedure not only prevents θ from
being negative but also suppresses it from going too far
away from the initial value. As the target function is not
monotonic, θ can even eagerly go away from the desired
root without clamp once it escapes from the basin.
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F. Verstraete, Quasiparticles in Quantum Spin Chains
with Long-Range Interactions, Phys. Rev. Lett. 121,

090603 (2018).
[80] F. Cooper, B. Freedman, and D. Preston, Solving φ4

1,2

field theory with Monte Carlo, Nuclear Physics B 210,
210 (1982).

[81] C. Bishop, Pattern Recognition and Machine Learning:
All ”just the Facts 101” Material , Information science
and statistics (Springer (India) Private Limited, 2013).

[82] J. R. Blum, Multidimensional Stochastic Approximation
Methods, The Annals of Mathematical Statistics 25, 737
(1954).

[83] M. Wallerberger, S. Iskakov, A. Gaenko, J. Kleinhenz,
I. Krivenko, R. Levy, J. Li, H. Shinaoka, S. Todo,
T. Chen, X. Chen, J. P. F. LeBlanc, J. E. Paki, H. Terlet-
ska, M. Troyer, and E. Gull, Updated core libraries of the
alps project (2018), arXiv:1811.08331 [physics.comp-ph].

[84] E. Lieb, T. Schultz, and D. Mattis, Two soluble models
of an antiferromagnetic chain, Annals of Physics 16, 407
(1961).

[85] E. T. Whittaker and G. N. Watson, The Zeta Func-
tion of Riemann, in A Course of Modern Analysis,
Cambridge Mathematical Library (Cambridge University
Press, 1996) pp. 265–280, 4th ed.

[86] M. Suzuki, Relationship between d-Dimensional Quan-
tal Spin Systems and (d+1)-Dimensional Ising Sys-
tems: Equivalence, Critical Exponents and System-
atic Approximants of the Partition Function and
Spin Correlations, Progress of Theoretical Physics
56, 1454 (1976), https://academic.oup.com/ptp/article-
pdf/56/5/1454/5264429/56-5-1454.pdf.

[87] R. H. Swendsen and J.-S. Wang, Nonuniversal critical
dynamics in Monte Carlo simulations, Phys. Rev. Lett.
58, 86 (1987).

[88] B. A. Galler and M. J. Fischer, An improved equivalence
algorithm, Commun. ACM 7, 301 (1964).

[89] U. Wolff, Collective monte carlo updating for spin sys-
tems, Phys. Rev. Lett. 62, 361 (1989).

[90] A. Avella and F. Mancini, Strongly Correlated Systems:
Numerical Methods, Springer Series in Solid-State Sci-
ences (Springer Berlin Heidelberg, 2013).

[91] A. J. Walker, An efficient method for generating discrete
random variables with general distributions, ACM Trans.
Math. Softw. 3, 253 (1977).

[92] T. H. Cormen, C. E. Leiserson, R. L. Rivest, and C. Stein,
Introduction to Algorithms, Third Edition, 3rd ed. (The
MIT Press, 2009).

https://doi.org/10.1209/0295-5075/101/56003
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10955-013-0824-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10955-013-0824-7
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.96.012108
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.89.025703
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.89.025703
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.89.062120
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.95.012143
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysb.2015.10.018
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysb.2015.10.018
https://doi.org/10.1088/1751-8121/aa8099
https://doi.org/10.1088/1751-8121/aa8099
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.118.241601
https://doi.org/10.1088/1751-8121/aafd1b
https://doi.org/10.1088/1751-8121/aafd1b
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjb/e2014-50683-1
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjb/e2014-50683-1
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysb.2012.07.021
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysb.2012.07.021
https://doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/18/1/015001
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.121.090603
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.121.090603
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(82)90240-1
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(82)90240-1
https://books.google.co.jp/books?id=HL4HrgEACAAJ
https://books.google.co.jp/books?id=HL4HrgEACAAJ
https://doi.org/10.1214/aoms/1177728659
https://doi.org/10.1214/aoms/1177728659
https://arxiv.org/abs/1811.08331
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/0003-4916(61)90115-4
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/0003-4916(61)90115-4
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511608759.014
https://doi.org/10.1143/PTP.56.1454
https://doi.org/10.1143/PTP.56.1454
https://arxiv.org/abs/https://academic.oup.com/ptp/article-pdf/56/5/1454/5264429/56-5-1454.pdf
https://arxiv.org/abs/https://academic.oup.com/ptp/article-pdf/56/5/1454/5264429/56-5-1454.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.58.86
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.58.86
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.62.361
https://books.google.co.jp/books?id=Be4_AAAAQBAJ
https://books.google.co.jp/books?id=Be4_AAAAQBAJ
https://doi.org/10.1145/355744.355749
https://doi.org/10.1145/355744.355749

	Stochastic approximation analysis of dynamical quantum critical phenomena in long-range transverse-field Ising chain
	Abstract
	introduction
	theoretical background
	model
	theoretical predictions
	critical exponents
	finite-size scaling
	optimization and scaling relation

	method
	overview
	sampling scheme
	parameter tuning algorithm

	result
	data analysis
	exponents
	validation analysis at sigma = 7/4
	critical field and phase diagram

	discussion
	naive sampling algorithm
	mapping to classical system
	naive sampling algorithm
	efficient algorithm

	more on the Robbins-Monro algorithm
	Acknowledgments
	References


