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While the ability to measure low temperatures accurately in quantum systems is important in a
wide range of experiments, the possibilities and the fundamental limits of quantum thermometry
are not yet fully understood theoretically. Here we develop a general approach to low-temperature
quantum thermometry, taking into account restrictions arising not only from the sample but also
from the measurement process. This leads to a simple condition under which the uncertainty in
the temperature measurement must diverge exponentially with decreasing temperature, as seen in
previous works. When this condition is not satisfied, a better scaling becomes possible, even with
restricted measurement access. Our approach allows us to identify the mechanism that enables this
advantage, which is ultimately limited by the third law of thermodynamics. We illustrate this effect
in the case of thermometry on a fermionic tight-binding chain with access to only two lattice sites,
where we find a quadratic divergence of the uncertainty. We also give illustrative examples of ideal
quantum gases and a square-lattice Ising model, highlighting the role of phase transitions.

I. INTRODUCTION

A sizable part of contemporary physics is focused on
phenomena that occur at low temperatures [1]. While for
some of these phenomena, finite temperatures constitute
an undesirable nuisance (usually in the form of noise),
in other scenarios temperature gradients are at the heart
of the physics under investigation [2, 3]. In both cases,
accurately determining temperature is desirable for char-
acterizing the examined processes and ultimately leads to
an increase in control and a better understanding of the
underlying physics [4].

If the precision is quantified by the relative error, it
is not surprising that thermometry becomes more chal-
lenging as temperature is reduced. However, the state of
the matter is even worse as it turns out that also the ab-
solute error usually increases as temperature is reduced.
Sensitively measuring low temperatures is therefore chal-
lenging. But how hard is it exactly?

A number of previous studies considered specific phys-
ical models and found that it is exponentially hard, in
the sense that the absolute error diverges exponentially
at low temperatures [5–13]. In fact, this exponential
scaling can be derived from very general arguments [14–
16], based on the energy spectra of the sample and the
probe, and could therefore appear to represent a funda-
mental limit on thermometry. However, it was recently
shown that a sub-exponential scaling is possible in a sys-
tem of strongly coupled harmonic oscillators [17]. This
raises the question of what the fundamental limits to low-
temperature quantum thermometry really are. In partic-
ular, when and how exponential scaling can be overcome.
In addition to fundamental insight, addressing this ques-
tion is also highly desirable given the importance of ther-
mometry for quantum experiments [18].

With this goal in mind, we present a general approach
to low-temperature quantum thermometry. We consider
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not only limitations imposed by the sample itself, but
also limitations imposed by the experimentally accessible
measurements. Formally, we associate an energy spec-
trum to a temperature measurement on a given sample.
This results in a number of different bounds on the preci-
sion which can be much more restrictive than the bounds
imposed by the system itself. We identify a simple condi-
tion leading to an exponentially diverging error, explain-
ing the ubiquitous observation of such a scaling. We fur-
ther show that the exponential scaling can be overcome,
whenever the lowest energy level of the aforementioned
spectrum is degenerate at zero temperature and exhibits
a degeneracy splitting with increasing temperature. We
give a specific example of a physical system where this
occurs, namely a fermionic tight-binding chain with ac-
cess to only two lattice sites. In this case, the uncer-
tainty diverges only quadratically, similarly to the ex-
ample discussed in Ref. [17]. Overall our results shed
new light on fundamental limits and novel strategies for
low-temperature quantum thermometry.

II. CONTEXT AND MAIN RESULTS

Before we consider bounds that are imposed by lim-
ited experimental access, it is illustrative to consider the
limitations imposed by the system itself. The resulting
bounds are mostly based on the quantum Fisher infor-
mation and provide a minimal variance for temperature
estimation (under certain conditions that are specified
below) [14]. For thermal states in the canonical ensem-
ble, such a bound is derived by Paris in Ref. [19] and
reads

δT 2 ≥ 1

ν

kBT
4

〈Ĥ2〉 − 〈Ĥ〉2
=

1

ν

kBT
2

C
, (1)

where ν denotes the number of independent measure-
ments involved in the estimation, Ĥ is the Hamiltonian,
and C the heat capacity of the system. This bound holds
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FIG. 1. Illustration of different low-temperature scalings of the smallest possible error in thermometry. Given a measurement,
an energy can be associated to each outcome, corresponding to the most likely system energy given that outcome. These
energies define a temperature-dependent spectrum Em which in general differs from the spectrum of the system Hamiltonian.
Left panel: as long as the ground-state energy does not exhibit a degeneracy lifting, the best achievable measurement error
scales exponentially. Right panel: a degeneracy lifting of the ground-state as a function of temperature can lead to polynomial
scaling of the measurement error at low temperatures. Note that for the explicit scaling, we assumed that there is no term
linear in T in the lowest gap for both panels.

for all systems and it is interesting to note that a clas-
sical calculation by Landau and Lifshitz yields the exact
same result [20] (see also App. B). Even though Eq. (1)
depends on the system of interest, we can use the third
law of thermodynamics to obtain a bound that is system
independent. To this end, we note that the heat capacity
vanishes as T → 0 (the relations between vanishing heat
capacities and the Nernst postulate are discussed below
and in Ref. [21]). This directly implies that the relative
error δT 2/T 2 necessarily diverges as T → 0. We note
that Eq. (1) implies that temperature can be measured
precisely whenever the heat capacity diverges. This can
happen at phase transitions and is illustrated in Sec. VI.

For any system with a finite energy gap ∆ between
the ground and the first excited state, Eq. (1) implies
that the absolute error in any temperature measurement
diverges exponentially as absolute zero is approached [19]

δT 2 ≥ 1

ν

g0

g1

kBT
4

∆2
eβ∆, (2)

where β = 1/(kBT ) denotes the inverse temperature and
g0 (g1) the degeneracy of the ground (first excited) state.
Such an exponentially diverging error was found in var-
ious studies on low-temperature thermometry (see, e.g.,
[5–13, 15–17]). In particular, Eq. (2) is the relevant
bound if a weakly coupled, small probe is used to de-
termine the temperature of the system (assuming that
the energy of the probe can be measured projectively).
In that case, the probe thermalizes with the system and,
due to the weak coupling, is described by a thermal state
determined by the probe Hamiltonian. Note that the
degeneracy factors in Eq. (2) imply that it is beneficial
to use a probe with a highly degenerate excited state as
discussed in Ref. [16].

The bound in Eq. (2) seems to imply that measuring
cold temperatures is exponentially difficult in general.

However, this is not necessarily the case. To see this, we
discuss the limitations of Eq. (2). The first limitation is
the assumption of a finite gap between ground and ex-
cited state. While such a gap is strictly speaking always
present as long as the system is of finite size, it can be far
below any relevant energy scale (including the resolution
of any energy measurement). For systems which can ef-
fectively be described by a continuous energy spectrum,
the relevant bound can thus not be given by Eq. (2). This
is illustrated by several examples in Sec. V A. In this case,
one might be tempted to take a step back and resort to
Eq. (1). For electronic systems for instance, the heat ca-
pacity usually vanishes linearly in T [22]. Equation (1)
then implies that the error δT 2 also vanishes linearly in
T . This brings us to the second limitation of Eqs. (1) and
(2): the assumption of complete accessibility. The bound
in Eq. (1) can be saturated when performing projective
measurements of the system energy (in the large ν limit)
[19, 23]. This requires the possibility to experimentally
distinguish between all (non-degenerate) eigenstates of
the system Hamiltonian. For systems that are effectively
described by a continuous spectrum, this is a hopeless
task as it requires an infinite resolution in energy.

While Eqs. (1) and (2) give lower bounds on any ob-
tained error, they might thus be of little practical use
when the temperature estimation is bounded by the ex-
perimental access (see also Ref. [24] for the influence of a
limited detector resolution on the obtainable Fisher infor-
mation). It is therefore highly desirable to have bounds
on low-temperature thermometry that take into account
a limited access on the system. This includes the inter-
esting scenario of determining temperature using a small
probe that is coupled strongly to a large sample. In this
case, the reduced state of the probe differs from a ther-
mal state described by the probe Hamiltonian. As shown
in Ref. [17], the bound in Eq. (2) (with ∆ being the gap
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of the probe), can then be surpassed. This is possible
because the total system (sample and probe) is gapless.

The main goal of this work is to provide a detailed in-
vestigation on low-temperature thermometry under lim-
ited access, resulting in a number of bounds on the asso-
ciated measurement error. To this end, we consider mea-
surements with finitely many outcomes, as in any practi-
cal experiment. One can then assign an energy as well as
a probability to each measurement outcome. These quan-
tities replace the energies and occupation probabilities of
the Hamiltonian in Eq. (1). If the spectrum associated to
the measurement can be approximated as temperature-
independent at low T , then we immediately recover an
exponentially diverging error analogous to Eq. (2), see
Fig. 1 (a). However, the spectrum that is associated to
the measurement is in principle temperature-dependent.
This allows to overcome the exponential scaling of δT 2 by
the following mechanism. Whenever the ground state ex-
hibits a degeneracy at T = 0 which is lifted at finite tem-
peratures, the error δT 2 scales polynomially as T → 0,
see Fig. 1 (b). While we find that in principle any scal-
ing allowed by the third law (vanishing heat capacity at
T = 0) can be achieved, the best scaling that we find in
a physical system is δT 2 ∝ 1/T 2. This occurs in a tight-
binding chain with measurement access restricted to only
two lattice sites; the same scaling is also obtained in a
system of strongly coupled harmonic oscillators [17]. It
therefore remains an open question if there exists a phys-
ical system where an even better scaling can be achieved,
and if temperature could be determined perfectly in the
limit T → 0 with finite resources (i.e., a measurement
with finitely many outcomes).

The rest of this paper is structured as follows: in
Sec. III, we introduce the relevant quantities and the ap-
plied formalism. The low-temperature bounds are then
derived in Sec. IV, identifying the condition under which
sub-exponential scaling can be achieved. In Sec. V, we
illustrate our results considering ideal quantum gases.
First, in Sec. V A, we consider finite systems and show
how they behave as infinite systems at elevated temper-
atures, illustrating the inadequacy of Eq. (2) for systems
with small gaps. Second, in Sec. V B, we discuss a tight-
binding chain with restricted access, where polynomial
scaling is achieved. We illustrate the effect of phase tran-
sitions on low-temperature thermometry in finite systems
in Sec. VI. We conclude in Sec. VII discussing a number
of open questions.

III. FRAMEWORK FOR TEMPERATURE
MEASUREMENTS

Here we consider the scenario where temperature is
determined through a general quantum measurement de-
scribed by a positive-operator valued measure (POVM)

with M elements Π̂m. We note that POVMs provide the
most general measurements in quantum theory [25] and
include scenarios where probes are coupled to the system

of interest as well as measurements that exploit quantum
coherence [5, 8, 9, 26–30]. Each of the POVM elements
corresponds to an outcome m which will be observed with
probability

pm = Tr
{

Π̂mρ̂T

}
=
∑
n

e−βEn

Z
〈n|Π̂m|n〉, (3)

where ρ̂T denotes the thermal state

ρ̂T =
e−βĤ

Z
, Z = Tr{e−βĤ}, (4)

and Ĥ|n〉 = En|n〉. For simplicity, we consider the canon-
ical ensemble. Extensions to the grand-canonical ensem-
ble, including a temperature-dependent chemical poten-
tial, are discussed in App. A.

The amount of information on temperature that is en-
coded in the probability distribution pm is given by the
Fisher information [14]

FT =

M−1∑
m=0

(∂T pm)
2

pm
. (5)

We note that the Fisher information explicitly depends
on the POVM. Through the Cramér-Rao bound, the
Fisher information gives a lower bound on the variance
of any unbiased estimator for T [31]

δT 2 ≥ 1

νFT
, (6)

where ν denotes the number of independent measurement
rounds. This variance will serve as our quantifier for the
uncertainty of the temperature measurement.

We now define an energy for each measurement out-
come

Em =
1

pm
Tr
{

Π̂mĤρ̂T

}
=

∑
n Ene−βEn〈n|Π̂m|n〉∑
n′ e
−βEn′ 〈n′|Π̂m|n′〉

, (7)

which can be interpreted as the optimal guess of the sys-
tem energy (before the measurement) given the outcome
m. Note that if the POVM elements are projectors onto
the eigenstates of the Hamiltonian, then the energies de-
fined in Eq. (7) coincide with the eigenenergies of the
system, i.e. Em = Em. The Fisher information can
be written as the variance of the spectrum defined by
Eqs. (3) and (7)

FT =
1

k2
BT

4

M−1∑
m=0

pmE
2
m −

(
M−1∑
m=0

pmEm

)2
 , (8)

where we used Eq. (5) with

∂T pm =

(
Em −

M−1∑
n=0

pnEn

)
pm
kBT 2

. (9)
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As we discuss in detail below, defining the spectrum asso-
ciated to a given POVM allows us to group the POVMs
into different classes. These classes are defined through
the thermal behavior of the low-energy spectrum and
they are limited by different bounds on the Fisher in-
formation.

A measurement independent quantity, the quantum
Fisher information (QFI), can be obtained by maximiz-
ing the Fisher information over all possible POVMs. In
the case of determining temperature (in the canonical en-
semble), the optimal POVM corresponds to a projective
measurement of the energy of the system and the QFI is
determined by the variance of the system energy [19]

FT =
〈Ĥ2〉 − 〈Ĥ〉

k2
BT

4
=
∂2
β lnZ

k2
BT

4
=
∂TS

kBT
=
∂T 〈Ĥ〉
kBT 2

, (10)

where we have given the QFI in terms of different ther-
modynamic quantities for future reference and S is given
by the von Neumann entropy S = −kBTr{ρ̂T ln ρ̂T }. We
note that for thermal states, the von Neumann entropy
unambiguously corresponds to the thermodynamic en-
tropy [2, 32].

Using the definition of the heat capacity

C =
δQ

dT
= T∂TS, (11)

where δQ is the infinitesimal amount of heat required for
a temperature change of dT , we can write the QFI as

FT =
C

kBT 2
. (12)

We note that the heat capacity is usually defined at con-
stant volume or pressure. The above relations hold no
matter which quantity is being held constant as temper-
ature is varied (i.e., if volume is held constant, C de-
notes the heat capacity at constant volume and similarly
for any other choice). The last expression implies that
temperature can be measured precisely when the heat
capacity diverges. This can happen at phase transitions,
where the heat capacity exhibits a singular behavior. Us-
ing phase transitions for thermometry has a long history
[4, 18, 33] (think of the historical definition of the Cel-
sius scale using the freezing and boiling points of water)
and is illustrated in Sec. VI with the examples of Bose-
Einstein condensation (where C exhibits a cusp) and the
two-dimensional Ising model (where C diverges at the
critical temperature).

From Eq. (11), one infers that the heat capacity van-
ishes as T → 0 as long as the derivative ∂TS remains
finite. While the Nernst postulate only enforces the en-
tropy to be constant at T = 0 (implying ∂XS|T=0 = 0)
the assumption of a finite derivative ∂TS is often included
in the third law of thermodynamics [21]. This implies the
following bound on the QFI

lim
T→0

T 2FT → 0. (13)

It follows that the relative error δT 2/T 2 in any temper-
ature measurement has to diverge as absolute zero is ap-
proached [cf. Eq. (6)]. In addition to the unattainabil-
ity principle of reaching absolute zero [34, 35], the third
law thus implies an unattainability principle for precisely
measuring temperatures close to absolute zero. Equation
(13) constitutes our first and weakest bound on low tem-
perature thermometry. In the next section, we will give
stronger bounds which are based on restrictions in acces-
sibility.

We note that all considerations that are measurement
independent, i.e. all above considerations based on the
QFI, can be reproduced by a classical calculation fol-
lowing Landau and Lifshitz [20]. For completeness, this
derivation is reproduced in App. B.

IV. BOUNDS ON LOW TEMPERATURE
THERMOMETRY

Since the experimentally implementable POVMs
might perform considerably worse for thermometry than
the optimal POVM, we consider the Fisher information
for a given POVM. We restrict the analysis to POVMs
with finitely many outcomes. While this is not a serious
restriction in practice (all experimentally implementable
POVMs have finitely many outcomes) it implies that the
spectrum Em is discrete. To find bounds on the Fisher
information, we write the formal solution to Eq. (9) as

pm =
e
∫
dT∆m(T )/(kBT

2)∑M−1
n=0 e

∫
dT∆n(T )/(kBT 2)

, (14)

where

∆m = Em − E0 ≥ 0. (15)

We now show how the low-temperature behavior of the
spectrum Em leads to different bounds on the error in
temperature estimation.

A. No degeneracy splittings

Let us first consider the case where the spectrum Em
can be approximated as temperature independent at low
T . In this case, the probabilities reduce to the Boltzmann
form

pm =
gme

−β∆m∑
n gne

−β∆n
, (16)

where the factors gm are the temperature-independent
integration constants in Eq. (14). They are determined
by Eq. (3). Without loss of generality, we can absorb all
degeneracies in the factors gm. Relabeling the energies
then results in a non-degenerate spectrum where ∆j >
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∆i for j > i. Inserting Eq. (16) in Eq. (8) results in the
low temperature behavior

FT =
g1

g0

∆2
1

k2
BT

4
e−β∆1 +O(e−βmin(2∆1,∆2)/T 4). (17)

The temperature measurement is then necessarily accom-
panied by an exponentially divergent error as T → 0 in
complete analogy to Eq. (2) with the only difference that
the gap ∆1 might be unrelated to and much bigger than
the lowest gap in the spectrum of the system Hamilto-
nian. In case the implementable POVMs are far from the
optimal one, the temperature measurement might per-
form considerably worse than predicted by Eqs. (1) and
(2).

Next, we relax the assumption of temperature indepen-
dent energies and we assume that the Em can be Taylor
expanded around T = 0

∆m = ∆m,0 + ∆m,1kBT +
∞∑
l=2

∆m,lT
l. (18)

In this case, the probabilities read

pm =
gmT

∆m,1e−β∆m,0e
∑∞
l=1 ∆m,l+1T

l/l∑
n gnT

∆n,1e−β∆n,0e
∑∞
l=1 ∆n,l+1T l/l

, (19)

where gmT
∆m,1 is a dimensionless quantity. We now

consider the case where no degeneracies are lifted as a
function of temperature [i.e., ∆i(0) = ∆j(0)⇒ ∆i(T ) =
∆j(T )]. In this case, we can again absorb all degeneracies
in the factors gm and consider a gapped, non-degenerate
spectrum where ∆j > ∆i for j > i. We note that we only

consider temperatures that are low enough such that no
level crossings have to be taken into account. Inserting
Eqs. (18) and (19) in Eq. (5) and only keeping the largest
term in the limit T → 0 then results in

FT =
g1

g0

∆2
1,0

k2
BT

4−∆1,1
e−β∆1,0 +O(e−β∆1,0/T 3−∆1,1). (20)

We thus see that the temperature dependence of ∆1 can
slightly modify the low-temperature scaling of the Fisher
information. However, we still find an exponentially di-
verging error. In the next sub-section, we show how to
overcome such an exponential divergence by making use
of a ground state that exhibits a lifting of its degeneracy
as a function of temperature.

B. Degeneracy splittings

Let us first consider the case of a ground-state which
exhibits degeneracy splitting as a function of tempera-
ture. At low temperatures, it is then sufficient to con-
sider the ground-state manifold. All additional terms of
the Fisher information vanish exponentially as T → 0.
We thus have ∆m,0 = 0 for all considered energies. As
temperature increases, the ground-state will split into dif-
ferent levels. Let the largest gap that opens up grow with
T l. All gaps are then approximated as

∆j = ∆j,lT
l +O(T l+1), (21)

i.e., gaps with ∆j,l = 0 are neglected and the correspond-
ing energies are absorbed into g0. Let us consider the
case l > 1. From Eqs. (19), (21), and (8), we find the low
temperature behavior

FT = T 2(l−2)

∑
m

∆2
m,l

gm∑
m gm

−

(∑
m

∆m,l
gm∑
m gm

)2
+O(T 3l−5). (22)

We thus find that for l = 2, the Fisher information re-
mains constant at T = 0 implying that the absolute error
of a low temperature measurement does not necessarily
diverge. For all higher l, we find a polynomial divergence
of the measurement error. Finally, let us consider the
case l = 1 for which we find

FT =
g1

g0
∆2

1,1T
∆1,1−2 +O(Tmin(2∆1,1,∆2,1)−2). (23)

As ∆1,1 tends to zero, we find that we can obtain any
scaling which respects the third law of thermodynamics,
i.e. which fulfills Eq. (13).

Finally, we consider the case where only the excited
states exhibit a degeneracy splitting as a function of tem-
perature. At low temperatures, it is sufficient to con-
sider the first excited state. If the first excited state is

p-fold degenerate at T = 0, we have ∆j,0 = ∆1,0 for all
0 < j ≤ p. However, ∆j,1 can be different for each j.
A similar derivation as for Eq. (20) shows that in this
case, the largest term in the limit T → 0 is still given
by Eq. (20). However, the terms that are dropped are at
least of the order of O(e−β∆1,0/T 4−∆2,1).

To summarize, we consider POVMs with finitely many
outcomes (i.e. finite resources). In this case, the only
way to overcome an exponentially diverging error in low-
temperature thermometry is to use a POVM such that
the ground state splits into multiple levels at finite tem-
peratures [as illustrated in Fig. 1 (b)]. The thermal varia-
tion of the occupation numbers of the ground-state man-
ifold are then not exponentially small which allows for
more precise thermometry. This insight allows for de-
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signing experimentally accessible POVMs for precise low-
temperature thermometry. Below we provide a physical
example for a system where the Fisher information scales
as T 2 [i.e., l = 3 in Eq. (22)]. We note that the same scal-
ing was found in Ref. [17] for a different system. With
the above results, we can thus infer that the lowest gap
corresponding to the POVM in Ref. [17] closes as T 3.
It remains an open question if a lower scaling can be
achieved in a physical system.

We note that while the existence of a Taylor expan-
sion of ∆m seems like a natural assumption, the fact that
the Boltzmann coefficients can not be expanded around
T = 0 might indicate that this assumption is not valid.
However, for the Boltzmann coefficients, this is a conse-
quence of the fact that they take on their T = 0 value
faster than any polynomial. If this were the case for the
energies Em, this would imply that the Fisher informa-
tion also vanishes faster than any polynomial resulting in
an error that diverges faster than any polynomial.

V. EXAMPLES

Before illustrating our main result (sub-exponential
scaling of the Fisher information due to ground-state
splitting) we illustrate the bounds given in Eqs. (1) and
(2) for finite systems. At sufficiently low temperatures,
we find the universality expressed by Eq. (2), which holds
for any gapped system. However, for sufficiently small
gaps (large systems), the discrete nature of the spectrum
can be neglected and the bound in Eq. (2) becomes irrel-
evant for all attainable temperatures.

A. Finite vs infinite systems

In this section, we focus on non-interacting particles
described by a spectrum of single-particle energies εk
and a chemical potential µ (for a detailed discussion on
the quantum Fisher matrix with respect to β and µ, see
Ref. [23]). In this case, the partition function in the
grand-canonical ensemble reads for fermions

lnZFµ =
∑
k

ln
[
1 + e−β(εk−µ)

]
, (24)

and for bosons

lnZBµ = −
∑
k

ln
[
1− e−β(εk−µ)

]
. (25)

From Eq. (A6), we find the QFI for fermions

FFT =
1

4k2
BT

4

∑
k

[εk − µ+ T∂Tµ]2

cosh2 [(εk − µ)/(2kBT )]
, (26)

and bosons

FBT =
1

4k2
BT

4

∑
k

[εk − µ+ T∂Tµ]2

sinh2 [(εk − µ)/(2kBT )]
. (27)

In the low temperature limit, the last expressions both
reduce to (assuming that ∂Tµ remains finite as T → 0)

FT→0 =
g∆2

k2
BT

4
e−β∆, (28)

in agreement with Eq. (2). Here ∆ = mink|εk−µ| denotes
the smallest gap and g its degeneracy. Note that for
bosons, εk−µ > 0 so the ground-state is always given by
zero bosons (i.e. non-degenerate) while the first excited
state contains one boson. For fermions, the first excited
state can either contain one extra fermion or one extra
hole (missing fermion with εk − µ < 0). Note that the
presence of single-particle energies equal to the chemical
potential imply a degenerate ground-state. However, the
same degeneracy is present in all excited states (we can
always remove or add particles with εk − µ = 0 without
changing the energy). This degeneracy therefore cancels
in the QFI which is the reason that there is no ground-
state degeneracy in Eq. (28).

Since finite sized systems always exhibit finite gaps be-
tween the single-particle energies εk, Eq. (28) always be-
comes relevant at sufficiently low temperatures. How-
ever, in many systems of experimental interest, the gaps
between the single-particle energies are by far the small-
est energy scales of the problem and we can predict all
experimental observables by formally letting the gaps go
to zero. In such a case, the QFI can take on any scaling
that is allowed by Eq. (13).

1. Photons

As a first example, we consider (polarized) photons in
a container with hard walls and a cubic volume Ld, where
d denotes the spatial dimension. The single-particle en-
ergies are then given by (we set ~ = 1 throughout the
paper)

εk = ck, (29)

where c denotes the speed of light and the wave number
k can take on the values

k =
π

L

√√√√ d∑
i=1

n2
i , (30)

with ni being positive integers. From Eq. (27) (with µ =
0), we find that the low temperature behavior of the QFI

is given by Eq. (28) with g = 1 and ∆ = c
√
dπ/L. The

QFI for photons in one dimension is plotted in Fig. 2 (a),
together with its low-temperature behavior.

For a macroscopic system, i.e., in the thermodynamic
limit where L→∞, the gap ∆ becomes vanishingly small
and we have ∆ � kBT for all experimentally relevant
temperatures. In this case, the spectrum becomes con-
tinuous for all practical purposes and we can replace the



7

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0
0

2

4

6

8

10

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0 3.5 4.0
0

1

2

3

4

5

6

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0 3.5 4.0
0

5

10

15

20

FIG. 2. Quantum Fisher information for different systems. In all panels blue (solid) is the exact expression, green (dash-dotted)
the low-temperature limit given in Eq. (28), and red (dotted) the continuum approximation valid in the thermodynamic limit
(where L→ ∞ and ∆ → 0). (a) One dimensional gas of photons contained in a space of length L. The smallest gap is ∆ = π/L
and the first excited state is non-degenerate. (b) Two dimensional gas of non-interacting fermions of mass m contained in an
area L2. Here the smallest gap is given by ∆ = π2/(4mL2) and the first excited state is two-fold degenerate. (c) Fermionic,
one-dimensional tight-binding chain with periodic boundary conditions and N = 500 sites. The smallest gap in this system is
given by ∆ = 4πt/N and the first excited state is four fold degenerate (addition/removal of a right-/left-mover). In all three
panels, the QFI diverges as 1/T in the continuum approximation. Overall, these results show that for temperatures above
∆ the system can be effectively described as being gapless. For sufficiently small ∆, the exponential low-temperature limit
becomes irrelevant for all attainable temperatures.

sum in Eq. (27) with an integral. Doing so results in the
QFI

FT =
Ld

4k2
BT

2

∫
ddk

(2π)d
c2k2

sinh2[ck/(2kBT )]

= ηd(kBL/c)
dT d−2,

(31)

where η1 = π/3, η2 = 2ζ(3)/π, and η3 = 2π2/15 with
ζ(x) denoting the Riemann-zeta function. As expected,
the QFI scales with the system size Ld [23]. We see
that for d = 1, the QFI diverges in the low tempera-
ture limit allowing for precise thermometry [cf. Fig. 2
(a)]. However, this implies having access to an infinite
system and being able to measure its energy with infinite
precision (i.e., a POVM with infinite outcomes). In prac-
tice, the precision of any temperature measurement will
in this case be limited by the classical Fisher informa-
tion of the best experimentally implementable POVM.
Below, we consider such a scenario of an infinite system
with diverging QFI with restricted access.

2. Massive particles

As a next example, we consider a gas of massive, non-
interacting particles in a hard wall container. The single-
particle energies then read

εk =
k2

2m
, (32)

and the quantum number k can take on the values given
in Eq. (30). The QFI is then given by Eqs. (27) and (26)
for bosons and fermions respectively. The low tempera-
ture limit is again of the form given in Eq. (28), where
the gap ∆ and the degeneracy g depend on the chemical

potential and on the statistics of the particles (bosonic
or fermionic).

The thermodynamic limit of massive particles is dis-
cussed in detail in App. C. For fermions with a positive
and fixed chemical potential, we find that the QFI in
the thermodynamic limit scales as 1/T at low tempera-
tures, implying a heat capacity which vanishes linearly
in T . This is illustrated in Fig. 2 (b), where we show the
QFI for non-interacting fermions in two-dimensions with
a fixed chemical potential.

3. Tight-binding chain

As a next example, we consider a fermionic, one-
dimensional tight binding chain described by the Hamil-
tonian

Ĥ =

N∑
j=1

εĉ†j ĉj − t
N∑
j=1

(
ĉ†j+1ĉj + ĉ†j ĉj+1

)
, (33)

where ĉj annihilates a fermion on site j, ε denotes the
on-site energy (which is the same for all sites), t the hop-
ping strength, and N the number of sites. We consider
periodic boundary conditions (ĉj+N = ĉj), i.e., we con-
sider a tight-binding chain that is arranged into a ring.
Below, we will be interested in the thermodynamic limit
N →∞, where the boundary conditions have a negligible
effect. Diagonalizing Eq. (33) results in

Ĥ =

N∑
k=1

εk ĉ
†
k ĉk, (34)

with the eigenenergies

εk = ε− 2t cos

(
k

2π

N

)
, (35)
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FIG. 3. Spectrum of fermionic tight-binding chain with lin-
ear approximation for µ = ε. Blue (solid): Spectrum given
in Eq. (35) as a function of k. Red (dashed): Linear approx-
imation given in Eq. (37). For physical observables, only the
partially filled state around the chemical potential are rele-
vant. This is illustrated by the grey shading for kBT = 0.2t.

and the eigenmodes

ĉk =
1√
N

N∑
j=1

eijk
2π
N ĉj . (36)

The QFI can then be evaluated using Eq. (26). For a
fixed chemical potential, the QFI is plotted in Fig. 2 (c).

In the following, we consider a particularly simple sce-
nario which allows us to make some analytical progress.
We fix the chemical potential at µ = ε (half-filling) and
we focus on the regime kBT � t. In this case, all (low-
frequency) observables are determined by the partially
filled states which are within kBT around the chemical
potential. This allows us to linearize the single-particle
energies

εk − µ ' 2tκ, (37)

with

κ =

{
k 2π
N −

π
2 , for 1 ≤ k ≤ N

2
3π
2 − k

2π
N , for N

2 < k ≤ N.
(38)

The last approximation is illustrated in Fig. 3.
With the help of this approximation, we can write the

QFI in the thermodynamic limit (N →∞) as

FT =
t2N

πk2
BT

4

∫ ∞
−∞

dκ
κ2

cosh2(κt/kBT )
=
πkBN

6tT
, (39)

where we extended the integral from the interval
[−π/2, π/2] to [−∞,∞]. Again, we find that the QFI
is linear in the system size (N) and diverges as 1/T (just
like a gas of massive fermions with a chemical potential
within the spectrum). The QFI in the thermodynamic
limit is plotted in Fig. 2 (c). As for the above examples,
the QFI in the thermodynamic limit is only relevant if
energy measurements with arbitrary precision are avail-
able.

B. Sub-exponential scaling - two fermionic sites

Here we consider again the tight-binding chain dis-
cussed in the last section. However, we consider the case
where one only has access to two sites of the (infinitely
long) chain. In this case, all accessible observables are
encoded in the reduced state that describes the two ac-
cessible sites. For simplicity, we consider the case where
all POVMs that only act on the two accessible states can
be implemented. As discussed in Ref. [36], the reduced
state can be obtained from the covariance matrix. With
the help of the linear spectrum approximation and in the

thermodynamic limit, we find 〈ĉ†j ĉj〉 = 1/2 (half filling)
and

〈ĉ†j ĉj′〉 =
1

π

∫ π/2

−π/2
dκ

cos
[(
κ+ π

2

)
(j − j′)

]
e2tκ/kBT + 1

' kBT

2t

sin
[
π
2 (j − j′)

]
sinh [πkBT (j − j′)/(2t)]

,

(40)

where the last equality holds for kBT � t. Following
Ref. [36], we find the reduced state for two sites (with
j = 1 and j = 2)

ρ̂2 =
e−β

∑
σ=± εσ ĉ

†
σ ĉσ

Z2
, (41)

with the energies

ε± = ±kBT ln

(
t sinh[πkBT/(2t)]− kBT
t sinh[πkBT/(2t)] + kBT

)
, (42)

and modes

ĉ± =
1√
2

(ĉ1 ± ĉ2) . (43)

Since we consider the scenario where all POVMs that
only act on the reduced state can be implemented, the
relevant bound on the error in a temperature measure-
ment is determined by the QFI of the reduced state

FT =
k2
B

2t2 sinh2[πkBT/(2t)]

[πkBT cosh[πkBT/(2t)]− 2t sinh[πkBT/(2t)]]
2

t2 sinh2[πkBT/(2t)]− (kBT )2
. (44)

At low temperature, this reduces to

FT =
π4k2

B

18(π2 − 4)

(kBT )2

t4
+O[k6

BT
4/t6]. (45)

We thus find that the QFI of the reduced state of an
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FIG. 4. Comparison between reduced states describing two sites of an infinite, fermionic tight-binding chain. (a) Quantum
Fisher information. Green (dash-dotted): for a weak coupling between the two sites and the rest of the chain, we find the
usual exponential scaling at low temperatures [cf. Eq. (48)]. Blue (solid): if the coupling between the two sites and the rest
of the chain is strong, sub-exponential scaling can be achieved. In this case, the QFI scales as T 2 [cf. Eq. (45)]. (b) Energy
spectrum of the optimal POVM. For weak coupling, the temperature-independent spectrum results in the exponential scaling
of the quantum Fisher information. For strong coupling, the ground-state splits at finite temperatures resulting in gaps that
scale as T 3. This results in the quadratic scaling of the quantum Fisher information.

infinite tight-binding chain vanishes quadratically at low
temperatures.

The optimal POVM for determining temperature from
the state given in Eq. (41) is a measurement of the oc-
cupation numbers of the modes given in Eq. (43). As
discussed in Sec. III, we can associate an energy to each
measurement outcome. This is done explicitly in App. D
and the resulting energies are plotted in Fig. 4 (b). At low
temperatures, we find that these energies show a ground
state splitting that scales as T 3 which implies a Fisher
information that is proportional to T 2 [cf. Eq. (22)] in
agreement with Eq. (45). In the present example, the
QFI for the full system diverges implying that temper-
ature can in principle be measured precisely in the low
T limit. However, the restriction imposed on the mea-
surements (only two sites can be addressed) necessarily
implies a diverging error in low-temperature thermome-
try.

We can interpret the last scenario as having access to
a probe that consists of two fermionic sites which are
coupled to each other with a hopping term of strength
t. This probe is then attached to a bath that consists of
N − 2 fermionic sites. The connection is made at both
ends of the probe with hopping strength t′ [cf. inset in
Fig. 4 (a)]. The above analysis then corresponds to the
case where t′ = t which corresponds to strong coupling
between probe and bath (note that we made the assump-
tion t � kBT ). It is illustrative to compare this case to
the weak coupling case t′ � t. Then the reduced state
reads

ρ̃2 =
e−β

∑
σ=± ε̃σ ĉ

†
σ ĉσ

Z̃2

, (46)

with the energies

ε̃± = ∓t, (47)

and the states given in Eq. (43). The QFI of this state
reads

FT =
t2

2k2
BT

4

1

cosh2[t/(2kBT )]

T→0−−−→ 2t2

k2
BT

4
e
− t
kBT . (48)

At low temperatures, it assumes the usual exponential
form [cf. Eq. (28)] with a degeneracy factor of g = 2
because the first excited state is given by either the pres-
ence of an extra electron in the state − or the absence
of an electron in the state +. We thus find that strong
coupling can outperform weak coupling at low tempera-
tures. This is illustrated in Fig. 4. Interestingly, both for
weak and for strong coupling, we find that it is the same
POVM that is optimal for thermometry. As discussed in
detail in App. D and shown in Fig. 4 (b), at weak coupling
the energies associated to the measurement outcomes are
temperature independent while at strong coupling they
are temperature dependent. Furthermore, at strong cou-
pling the energies exhibit a splitting of the ground state,
allowing for the polynomial scaling of the Fisher infor-
mation.

We note that a similar quadratic scaling in the strong
coupling case is found in Ref. [17] for a probe consisting
of a harmonic oscillator coupled to a bath of harmonic
oscillators. In this case, the optimal POVM depends on
the coupling strength.

VI. PHASE TRANSITIONS

Given the connection between the QFI and the heat
capacity of a system [cf. Eq. (12)], one could hope to
make use of phase transitions, where the heat capac-
ity can show a singular behavior, in order to enhance
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FIG. 5. Quantum Fisher information for systems exhibiting phase transitions. For both panels, blue (solid) shows the exact
expressions for a finite system, green (dash-dotted) the corresponding low temperature limit [cf. Eq. (28)], and red (dashed) the
thermodynamic limit N → ∞. (a) Non-interacting Bose-gas with N = 100 bosons in three dimensions. At low temperatures,
the QFI follows the exponential behavior while at high temperatures it is well described by the thermodynamic limit (where
∆ ∝ 1/L → 0). The phase transition (Bose-Einstein condensation) gives rise to a shoulder in the QFI. The inset shows the
heat capacity which has a cusp at the critical temperature Tc in the thermodynamic limit [the small discontinuity is due to
the approximation in Eq. (52)]. (b) Square-lattice Ising model with N = 16 spins. In this model, the QFI at low temperatures
is well captured by the expression for the thermodynamic limit. This is due to the fact that the smallest gap does not vanish
in the thermodynamic limit (as J remains constant). In the thermodynamic limit, both the QFI as well as the heat capacity
diverge at the critical temperature, allowing for precise thermometry at least in principle.

the precision of thermometry. Indeed the connection be-
tween critical behavior and metrology was investigated
before [33]. Here we investigate two phase transitions.
Bose-Einstein condensation (BEC), where the heat ca-
pacity exhibits a maximum at the critical temperature,
and the Ising model, where the heat capacity diverges at
the phase transition to a magnetically ordered state. We
note that while phase transitions can enhance thermom-
etry at the critical temperature, there seems to be no
direct influence on the scaling of the Fisher information
as T → 0.

A. Bose-Einstein condensation

To investigate BEC, we consider a non-interacting
Bose gas in three dimensions with a fixed density. The
chemical potential then becomes temperature-dependent
and is determined by

N =
∑
k

1

eβ[εk−µ(T )] ± 1
, (49)

where N denotes the number of particles. In the thermo-
dynamic limit, where N,L → ∞ with the density N/L3

fixed, the Bose gas condenses into the ground state at
the critical temperature

kBTc =
2π

m

(
N

L3ζ(3/2)

)2/3

. (50)

The heat capacity exhibits a cusp at the critical temper-
ature and reads

C

kBN
=

15

4

ζ(5/2)

ζ(3/2)

(
T

Tc

)3/2

, for T ≤ Tc, (51)

and

C

kBN
' 3

2

[
1 +

ζ(3/2)

27/2

(
Tc
T

)3/2
]
, for T > Tc. (52)

Note that the last expression is only approximative (see
Ref. [37] for a detailed discussion on the approximation).

Figure 5 (a) shows the QFI of a finite system together
with the thermodynamic limit obtained from Eqs. (51)
and (52). While the maximum in the heat capacity leads
to a shoulder in the QFI, the system is much more sensi-
tive to temperatures which are of the order of the small-
est gap. For the finite system, we numerically evalu-
ated Eq. (27) with the chemical potential determined by
Eq. (49) with N = 100.

B. Ising model

Here we consider a square-lattice Ising model in two
dimensions described by the Hamiltonian

Ĥ = −J
∑
〈i,j〉

σ̂izσ̂
j
z, (53)

where the sum goes over nearest neighbors. This model
exhibits a phase transition (in the thermodynamic limit)
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to a magnetically ordered state [(anti)ferro-magnetic for J > 0 (J < 0)] at the critical temperature

kBTc =
2J

ln(1 +
√

2)
. (54)

In the thermodynamic limit, the heat capacity reads [38]

C

kBN
=

4

π

[
J

kBT
coth(2J/kBT )

]2 {
K1(z)− E1(z)−

[
1− tanh2(2J/kBT )

] [π
2

+ [2 tanh2(2J/kBT )− 1]K1(z)
]}

,

(55)

where N denotes the number of spins and we introduced

z = 2
sinh(2J/kBT )

cosh2(2J/kBT )
, (56)

and the complete elliptic integrals of the first and second
kind

K1(z) =

∫ π/2

0

dφ
1√

1− z2 sin2(φ)
,

E1(z) =

∫ π/2

0

dφ

√
1− z2 sin2(φ).

(57)

In Fig. 5 (b) we plot the QFI for a finite Ising lattice
together with the thermodynamic limit obtained from
Eq. 55. For the finite system, we considered a square
lattice ofN = 16 spins with periodic boundary conditions
in both directions (i.e., a lattice arranged on a torus). We
numerically evaluated the variance of the Hamiltonian in
a thermal state to determine the QFI [cf. Eqs. (4) and
(10)]. We note that already for such a small system,
the QFI is substantially enhanced at Tc as compared to
the low-temperature approximation. In this system, the
effect of the gapped structure (the gap is equal to 8J ,
corresponding to flipping a single spin) and the phase
transition add up to a large peak in the QFI.

VII. CONCLUSIONS

We investigated fundamental limitations on low-
temperature quantum thermometry. We developed an
approach where restrictions from both the sample and
the measurement are taken into account. Formally, we
associate an energy as well as a probability to each mea-
surement outcome, which fully determine the Fisher in-
formation of the corresponding POVM. This leads to a

classification of POVMs, corresponding to different low-
temperature scalings of the measurement error. While
most POVMs lead to an exponentially diverging error,
this is not the case in general. The temperature de-
pendence of the associated energies can result in a sub-
exponential scaling of the error, whenever the ground
state exhibits a degeneracy at zero temperature which is
lifted at finite temperatures.

Our results are illustrated with the example of a
fermionic tight-binding chain. Limited access is imposed
by assuming that only two sites can be accessed. In this
case, we find an error that scales as δT 2 ∝ 1/T 2. An iden-
tical scaling was found in Ref. [17], considering a bosonic
probe strongly coupled to an infinite bath of harmonic
oscillators. Our general approach provides an intuitive
understanding of the origin of this sub-exponential scal-
ing. While this is explicit in the case of our example of
a tight-binding chain, it would be interesting to investi-
gate the results of Ref. [17] in the light of our approach.
More generally, our results could help to identify further
physical systems that are favorable for low-temperature
thermometry. In particular, it remains an open question
if a better scaling is possible, and if the best possible scal-
ing allowed by the third law of thermodynamics could be
achieved in a physical system with limited access.

Note added.—After completion of this manuscript, we
became aware of related work [39], which also considers
thermometry under restricted access on gapless systems
by studying coupled harmonic oscillators.
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[24] Florian Fröwis, Pavel Sekatski, and Wolfgang Dür, “De-
tecting large quantum Fisher information with finite
measurement precision,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 116, 090801
(2016).

[25] M. A. Nielsen and I. L. Chuang, Quantum Computation
and Quantum Information (Cambridge University Press,
New York, 2010).

[26] A. Monras and F. Illuminati, “Measurement of damping
and temperature: Precision bounds in gaussian dissipa-
tive channels,” Phys. Rev. A 83, 012315 (2011).

[27] E. Mart́ın-Mart́ınez, A. Dragan, R. B. Mann, and
I. Fuentes, “Berry phase quantum thermometer,” New
J. Phys. 15, 053036 (2013).

[28] S. Jevtic, D. Newman, T. Rudolph, and T. M. Stace,
“Single-qubit thermometry,” Phys. Rev. A 91, 012331
(2015).

[29] T. H. Johnson, F. Cosco, M. T. Mitchison, D. Jaksch,
and S. R. Clark, “Thermometry of ultracold atoms via
nonequilibrium work distributions,” Phys. Rev. A 93,
053619 (2016).

[30] L. Mancino, M. Sbroscia, I. Gianani, E. Roccia, and
M. Barbieri, “Quantum simulation of single-qubit ther-
mometry using linear optics,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 118,
130502 (2017).

[31] H. Cramér, Mathematical Methods of Statistics., PMS-9
/ Princeton Landmarks in Mathematics (Princeton Uni-
versity Press, 1946).

[32] E. T. Jaynes, “Information theory and statistical me-
chanics,” Phys. Rev. 106, 620 (1957).

[33] P. Zanardi, M. G. A. Paris, and L. Campos Venuti,
“Quantum criticality as a resource for quantum estima-
tion,” Phys. Rev. A 78, 042105 (2008).

[34] L. Masanes and J. Oppenheim, “A general derivation and
quantification of the third law of thermodynamics,” Nat.
Commun. 8, 14538 (2017).

[35] H. Wilming and R. Gallego, “Third law of thermody-
namics as a single inequality,” Phys. Rev. X 7, 041033
(2017).

[36] I. Peschel, “Calculation of reduced density matrices from
correlation functions,” J. Phys. A 36, L205 (2003).

[37] F. London, Superfluids: Macroscopic Theory of Super-
conductivity, Vol. II (1954).

[38] L. Onsager, “Crystal statistics. I. A two-dimensional
model with an order-disorder transition,” Phys. Rev. 65,
117 (1944).

[39] K. Hovhannisyan and L. A. Correa, “Probing the tem-
perature of cold many-body quantum systems,” (2017),
arXiv:1712.03088 [quant-ph].

http://stacks.iop.org/1751-8121/49/i=14/a=143001
http://stacks.iop.org/1751-8121/49/i=14/a=143001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1039/9781782622031
http://dx.doi.org/10.1039/9781782622031
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.82.011611
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.82.011611
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.84.032105
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.84.032105
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevA.86.012125
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4170192/
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1088/1367-2630/17/5/055020
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1088/1367-2630/17/5/055020
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevA.92.052112
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.119.090603
http://stacks.iop.org/1367-2630/19/i=10/a=103003
http://arxiv.org/abs/1709.09672
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1142/S0219749909004839
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/ncomms12782
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/ncomms12782
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.114.220405
http://arxiv.org/abs/1611.10123
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.78.217
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1751-8113/49/3/03LT02
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.88.063609
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.116.090801
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.116.090801
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511976667
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511976667
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.83.012315
http://stacks.iop.org/1367-2630/15/i=5/a=053036
http://stacks.iop.org/1367-2630/15/i=5/a=053036
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.91.012331
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.91.012331
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.93.053619
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.93.053619
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.118.130502
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.118.130502
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRev.106.620
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevA.78.042105
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/ncomms14538
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/ncomms14538
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevX.7.041033
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevX.7.041033
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1088/0305-4470/36/14/101
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.65.117
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.65.117
http://arxiv.org/abs/1712.03088


13

Appendix A: Chemical potential

In this section, we consider systems described by the
grand canonical ensemble, i.e, we consider states of the
form

ρ̂µ =
e−β(Ĥ−µN̂)

Zµ
, (A1)

where [Ĥ, N̂ ] = 0 and the partition sum reads Zµ =

Tr{exp [−β(Ĥ − µN̂)]}. Here we only consider a sin-
gle chemical potential. Extensions to multiple parti-
cle species, each with their own chemical potential, are
straightforward. For a temperature-independent chem-
ical potential, we can simply replace Ĥ → Ĥ − µN̂ in
Sec. III. The bounds derived in Sec. IV are then still
valid but the energies Em are defined as

Em =
1

pm
Tr
{

Π̂m(Ĥ − µN̂)ρ̂T

}
. (A2)

For the QFI, we find in this case

FT =
〈(Ĥ − µN̂)2〉 − 〈(Ĥ − µN̂)〉

k2
BT

4

=
∂T 〈(Ĥ − µN̂)〉

kBT 2
=
∂2
β lnZµ

k2
BT

4
=
∂TS

kBT
=

C

kBT 2
.

(A3)

Therefore, the bound in Eq. (13) still holds. We note that
in this case, the optimal POVM is given by a projective
measurement of energy and particle number which leads
to temperature-independent Em [23].

For a temperature-dependent chemical potential, using
the definitions in Eq. (3) and (5), the Fisher information
can still be written as the variance of the energies associ-
ated to the POVM elements [cf. Eq. (8)]. However, these
energies now read

Em =
1

pm
Tr
{

Π̂m[Ĥ − (µ− T∂Tµ)N̂ ]ρ̂T

}
. (A4)

Note that they can be temperature dependent even for
the optimal POVM which is still given by a projective
measurement of both energy and particle number. This
implies that even the QFI for a gapped system can exhibit
a sub-exponential scaling at low temperatures. For this
to happen, the lowest energy E0 needs to be degenerate
at T = 0 and this degeneracy must be lifted at finite
temperatures. For the optimal POVM, the energies are
of the form

Em = Em − (µ− T∂Tµ)Nm, (A5)

where Em and Nm are the eigenvalues of Ĥ and N̂ .
This implies that a sub-exponential scaling can only be
achieved if the states involved in the ground-state degen-
eracy at T = 0 correspond to different particle numbers.
We therefore find that a temperature-dependent chemi-
cal potential together with a particle-number uncertainty

in the ground-state manifold are necessary ingredients
for a QFI that scales sub-exponentially. We note that
if the chemical potential can be Taylor-expanded around
T = 0, then the ground-state degeneracy is lifted at least
proportionally to T 2. Thus Eq. (22) applies and the QFI
scales at least with T 0.

A temperature dependent chemical potential also al-
ters Eq. (A3) and we find

FT =
∂2
β lnZµ

k2
BT

4
− (∂Tµ)2

kBT
〈N̂〉

=
C

kBT 2
+ (∂Tµ)(∂T 〈N̂〉).

(A6)

The QFI is thus directly proportional to the heat capac-
ity if either the chemical potential or the mean particle
number is fixed as a function of temperature.

We close this section with a brief discussion on the
scenario where both temperature as well as chemical po-
tential are fixed but unknown parameters that are to be
determined by a measurement. This corresponds to the
problem of multi-parameter estimation where the vari-
ances of any measurement are bounded by(

δT 2 δTδµ
δTδµ δµ2

)
≥ 1

ν
F−1, (A7)

with the QFI matrix given by [23]

F =

(
FT FTµ
FTµ Fµ

)
, (A8)

where

FT =
∂2
β lnZµ

k2
BT

4
=
∂TS

kBT
=
∂T 〈Ĥ − µN̂〉

kBT 2
,

Fµ = ∂2
µ lnZµ =

∂µ〈N̂〉
kBT

,

FTµ =
1

kBT
∂β

1

β
∂µ lnZµ =

∂T 〈N̂〉
kBT

.

(A9)

We note that if we have perfect knowledge of µ, then
we can set δµ = 0 and we recover the results for
a temperature-independent chemical potential given in
Eq. (A3). In the next section, we reproduce the above
relations by a classical calculation.

Appendix B: Classical bound on thermometry

Here we reproduce the calculation on fluctuations of
thermodynamic quantities given in Ref. [20]. Interest-
ingly, the variances found for these fluctuations are ex-
actly the minimal variances given in Eqs. (A7)-(A9). In-
tuitively, the variance of any temperature measurement
is bounded from below by the variance in the intrinsic
temperature fluctuations.

As in Ref. [20], we consider a large, closed system with
a well defined energy Et. The probability of finding the
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total system in a given configuration is then determined
by the entropy as

w ∝ δ(E − Et)eSt/kB = δ(E − Et)e(S0+∆St)/kB , (B1)

where St denotes the total entropy and S0 its maximal
value (i.e. ∆St ≤ 0). We now consider a small part of the
total system which is still macroscopic in size. We denote
this part as the system whereas all the rest of the total
system is denoted as the bath. We make the assumption
that the system locally equilibrates on time-scales that
are much faster than all other time-scales of the problem.
In this case, we can restrict the analysis to local equilib-
rium states which are described by a temperature T , a
chemical potential µ, and an entropy S. All these quan-
tities depend on the energy E and the particle number N
in the system. Due to energy and particle exchange with
the bath, the thermodynamic quantities that describe the
system will fluctuate. In particular, the energy deviation
from its equilibrium value reads

∆E = −TB∆SB − µB∆NB

= −TB∆St + TB∆S + µB∆N,
(B2)

where ∆SB and ∆NB are the entropy and particle num-
ber deviation in the bath. For the last equality, we used
St = SB + S and ∆NB = −∆N and all quantities with-
out subscript denote the system. From Eq. (B2), we find

∆St = − 1

TB
(∆E − TB∆S − µB∆N)

' − 1

2T
(∆S∆T + ∆N∆µ).

(B3)

To obtain the second equality, we used TB = T +∆T and
µB = µ+ ∆µ with

T =

(
∂E

∂S

)
N

, µ =

(
∂E

∂N

)
S

, (B4)

and neglected all higher order terms in ∆X by expanding
∆E (∆T , ∆µ) up to second (first) order in ∆S and ∆N
[20].

Taking T and µ as individual variables and using the
Maxwell relation

∂µS = ∂TN, (B5)

where we keep µ constant when taking the derivative with
respect to T and vice versa, we find

∆St = − 1

2T

(
∆T ∆µ

)(∂TS ∂TN
∂TN ∂µN

)(
∆T
∆µ

)
. (B6)

Identifying N with 〈N̂〉, we find that the fluctuations
of the total entropy is governed by the QFI given in
Eq. (A9). The probability of observing a temperature de-
viation ∆T and a chemical potential deviation ∆µ from
their equilibrium values is thus given by [cf. Eq. (B1)]

w(∆T,∆µ) ∝ exp

[
−1

2

(
∆T ∆µ

)
F
(

∆T
∆µ

)]
. (B7)

Thus temperature and chemical potential fluctuate with
variances given by the inverse of the QFI matrix. Any
measurement with the aim of determining T and µ must
thus result in variances that are strictly bigger as ex-
pressed by the Cramér-Rao bound in Eq. (A7).

Appendix C: Thermodynamic limit for massive,
non-interacting particles

In this section, we consider massive, non-interacting
particles enclosed in a cubic container with volume Ld,
where d denotes the spatial dimension. The single-
particle energies are given by εk = k2/(2m), where the
quantum number k can take on the values

k =
π

L

√√√√ d∑
i=1

n2
i , (C1)

with ni being positive integers. Here we are interested in
the thermodynamic limit, i.e., the limit L→∞ (keeping
the density finite), where k becomes a continuous vari-
able. The QFI for such a system is given in Eqs. (27) and
(26) for bosons and fermions respectively. In the ther-
modynamic limit, we can replace the sum over k with an
integral resulting in

FBT =
νd

T 2−d/2

(√
mkBL

π

)d ∫ ∞
−µ/(2kBT )

dx [x+ ∂Tµ(T )/(2kB)]
2 (x+ µ/(2kBT ))

d/2−1

sinh2(x)
, (C2)

and

FFT =
νd

T 2−d/2

(√
mkBL

π

)d ∫ ∞
−µ/(2kBT )

dx [x+ ∂Tµ(T )/(2kB)]
2 (x+ µ/(2kBT ))

d/2−1

cosh2(x)
, (C3)
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where ν1 = 1, ν2 = π, and ν3 = 2π. As expected, the QFI scales with the volume Ld [23]. In two dimensions, the
above integrals can be solved analytically yielding

FBT =
mkB
πT

L2

[
Li2(eβµ) +

µ

kBT
ln
(
1− eβµ

)
− (µ− T∂Tµ)2

4k2
BT

2
[1 + coth (µ/(2kBT ))]

]
− µ∂Tµ

2k2
BT

4
− ∂Tµ

kB
ln [2 sinh(−µ/(2kBT ))] ,

(C4)

and

FFT =
mkB
πT

L2

[
−Li2(−eβµ)− µ

kBT
ln
(
1 + eβµ

)
+

(µ− T∂Tµ)2

4k2
BT

2
[1 + tanh (µ/(2kBT ))]

]
+

µ∂Tµ

2k2
BT

4
+
∂Tµ

kB
[ln [cosh(µ/(2kBT ))] + ln(2)] ,

(C5)

where Li2(x) denotes the polylogarithm of order two.
Equation (C5) is plotted in Fig. 2 (b).

For a temperature-independent chemical potential µ,
we can find the low temperature behavior of Eqs. (C4)
and (C5) in all dimensions. To this end, we distinguish
three regimes.

1. µ = 0

In this case, we use∫ ∞
0

dx
x
d
2 +1

sinh2(x)
=

1

2
d
2

Γ

(
d

2
+ 2

)
ζ

(
d

2
+ 1

)
, (C6)

and∫ ∞
0

dx
x
d
2 +1

cosh2(x)
=

2
d
2 − 1

2d
Γ

(
d

2
+ 2

)
ζ

(
d

2
+ 1

)
,

(C7)
where Γ(x) denotes the gamma function and ζ(x) the
Riemann zeta function. With the help of the above iden-
tities, we find

FBT =
νd

2
d
2 T 2−d/2

(√
mkBL

π

)d
Γ

(
d

2
+ 2

)
ζ

(
d

2
+ 1

)
,

(C8)
and

FFT =
(2

d
2 − 1)νd

2dT 2−d/2

(√
mkBL

π

)d
Γ

(
d

2
+ 2

)
ζ

(
d

2
+ 1

)
.

(C9)

We find that the QFI is proportional to T
d
2−2 in contrast

to photons [cf. Eq. (31)], where we find the scaling T d−2.
We note that these expressions for the QFI are valid at
all temperatures (but they are restricted to µ = 0). We
further note that for a Bose gas with fixed density, the
chemical potential is pinned to µ = 0 below the critical
temperature. Indeed, multiplying Eq. (C8) with T 2/N
and setting d = 3, we recover Eq. (51).

2. µ < 0

For negative chemical potentials, we perform a shift
x → x − µ/(2kBT ) in the integrals of Eqs. (C2) and
(C3). We then make the approximation

sinh[x+ |µ|/(2kBT )] ' cosh[x+ |µ|/(2kBT )]

' 1

2
exe|µ|/(2kBT ),

(C10)

which is valid in the limit kBT � |µ|. We further use
the identity

Γ

(
d

2

)
= 2

d
2

∫ ∞
0

dxx
d
2−1e−2x, (C11)

resulting in the QFI

FT = νd
Γ
(
d
2

)
2
d
2

(√
mkBL

π

)d
µ2e−|µ|/(kBT )

k2
BT

4− d2
, (C12)

which holds both for bosons and for fermions in the limit
kBT � |µ|. Due to the negative chemical potential, there
is a gap of magnitude |µ| between the ground-state (no
particles), and the first excited state (presence of a sin-
gle particle). This results in an exponential scaling of
the QFI similar to what we found for a discrete spec-
trum [cf. Eq. (28)]. The fact that there is a continuum of
states above the gap, modifies the scaling in the denom-

inator [T 4 in Eq. (28) vs. T 4− d2 in Eq. (C12)] similar to
what we found if the excited states exhibit a temperature
dependence [cf. Eq. (20)].

3. µ > 0

This regime is exclusively of relevance for fermions
since µ ≤ 0 for bosons (in order to have finite occupation
numbers). In the limit kBT � µ, we assume that the
integrand in Eq. (C3) is only non-zero for x � µ/kBT .
We can then extend the integral to go from minus infinity
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to infinity and approximate x + µ/(2kBT ) ' µ/(2kBT ).
With the identity∫ ∞

−∞
dx

x2

cosh2(x)
=
π2

6
, (C13)

we then find

FFT =
νd

2
d
2

π2

3

(√
m

µ

L

π

)d
kB
µT

. (C14)

We thus find a QFI that diverges as 1/T for all di-
mensions as long as the chemical potential is within the
energy spectrum. This scaling implies a heat capacity
that vanishes linearly in temperature as expected for free
fermions [22].

Appendix D: Thermometry with two fermionic sites:
optimal POVM

In this section, we consider the optimal POVM for
thermometry given the states in Eqs. (41) and (46). The
first state is obtained by tracing out all but two sites of
a tight-binding chain described by the Hamiltonian in

Eq. (33). The second state is obtained by weakly cou-
pling two fermionic sites (coupled to each other with tun-
nel coupling t) to a thermal bath. In both cases we focus
on half-filling, i.e. µ = ε. Both states are diagonal in the
basis given in Eq. (43). The optimal POVM is thus the
same for both states and is given by measuring the occu-
pation numbers in the diagonal basis. The corresponding
POVM elements read

Π̂0 =
(

1− ĉ†+ĉ+
)(

1− ĉ†−ĉ−
)
,

Π̂± = ĉ†±ĉ±

(
1− ĉ†∓ĉ∓

)
,

Π̂2 = ĉ†+ĉ+ĉ
†
−ĉ−.

(D1)

As discussed in Sec. III, we can associate probabilities
[cf. Eq. (3)] and energies [cf. Eq. (7)] to the POVM ele-
ments. For the reduced state of the tight-binding chain,
we find

p0 = p2 =
1

4
− (kBT )2

4t2
1

sinh2[πkBT/(2t)]
,

p± =

[
1

2
± kBT

2t

1

sinh[πkBT/(2t)]

]2

,

(D2)

and

Ē0 = Ē2 =
(kBT )3

t sinh[πkBT/(2t)]

πkBT cosh[πkBT/(2t)]− 2t sinh[πkBT/(2t)]

t2 sinh2[πkBT/(2t)]− (kBT )2
,

Ē± = ∓ (kBT )2

t sinh[πkBT/(2t)]

πkBT cosh[πkBT/(2t)]− 2t sinh[πkBT/(2t)]

t sinh[πkBT/(2t)]± kBT
.

(D3)

With the help of Eq. (8), we recover the QFI in Eq. (44)
which confirms that the POVM in Eq. (D1) is indeed op-
timal for determining temperature if one only has access
to the reduced state. At low temperatures, the probabil-
ities and energies reduce to

p0 = p2 =
1

4
− 1

π2
+O[(kBT/t)

2],

p± =

(
1

2
± 1

π

)2

+O[(kBT/t)
2],

(D4)

and

Ē0 = Ē2 =
2π2

3(π2 − 4)

(kBT )3

t2
+O[(kBT )5/t4],

Ē± = ∓ π2

3(π ± 2)

(kBT )3

t2
+O[(kBT )5/t4].

(D5)

We thus find that the energies are degenerate at T = 0.

At finite temperatures, gaps open up that scale as T 3,
giving rise to the polynomial low temperature behavior
of the quantum Fisher information discussed in the main
text and illustrated in Fig. 4.

For the weakly coupled system, we find the probabili-
ties

p0 = p2 = (2 + 2 cosh[t/(kBT )])−1,

p± =
[
e∓t/(kBT ) + 1

]−2

,
(D6)

and the energies

Ē0 = Ē2 = 0, Ē± = ε± = ∓t. (D7)

With the help of Eq. (8), we recover the QFI in Eq. (48).
Since the above energies are temperature independent,
we find an exponential scaling of the Fisher information
at low temperatures in accordance with Eq. (17).


