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Many metallic quantum materials display anomalous transport phenomena

violating Fermi liquid and Boltzmann theory. Here, we study transport in

the doped Hubbard model and observe a cross-over separating high- and low-

temperature behavior in both thermal and charge transport. Distinct from

the incoherent behavior at high temperatures, the Lorenz number as T → 0

obeys the Wiedemann-Franz law, even in a doped Mott insulator that lacks

well-defined quasiparticles. Analyzing contributions to thermal diffusivity, we

find that the potential energy strongly affects thermal transport at high tem-

peratures, while at low temperatures, the behavior of both thermal and charge
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transport is controlled primarily by the electronic kinetic energy. Our result

helps to clarify the interpretation of transport experiments beyond Boltzmann

theory in non-Fermi liquid strange metals.

Landau’s notion of quasiparticles greatly simplified the language of transport in systems

having a macroscopic number of interacting degrees of freedom in terms of “free” objects with

renormalized properties that participate in transport via a semi-classical or Boltzmann frame-

work. As such, transport behavior of Fermi liquids is governed solely by kinematic constraints

of a Fermi surface and simple collisions between otherwise free particles. Yet in many corre-

lated metals, including the high-Tc cuprates, anomalous transport phenomena have been uncov-

ered that violate these rules: strange metal resistivity that increases linearly with temperature,

not saturating as the quasiparticle mean-free-path approaches the lattice spacing (1,2); inconsis-

tency with Kohler’s rule, which governs the scaling behavior of magnetoresistance from Boltz-

mann theory (3–5); and violations of the Wiedemann-Franz law, which constrains the ratio of

thermal to electrical conductivity (6–15).

The ubiquity of such behavior that violates notions of the Fermi liquid has led to tremendous

interest in determining how heat and charge currents propagate in systems without the saving

grace of quasiparticles (16–19). Analysis of the large body of experimental transport results in

correlated materials has been hindered dramatically by the use of an assumed Boltzmann-like

theory and reductive conclusions on the nature of transport in terms of Drude-like concepts,

which have no validity when quasiparticles are absent. While this greatly amplifies the need for

deeper analysis that avoids oversimplifications, there is very little known from exact methods

about the nature of transport in strongly interacting systems. Many advanced numerical calcu-

lations have focused on characterizing ground state properties (20,21), but a picture of transport

is incomplete without an understanding of the excited states in these materials. Analytical ap-

proaches are hampered by the fact that properly evaluating transport involves calculating many
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higher order correlation functions, not relying on the simplifying assumptions of quasiparticles

and Boltzmann theory, which only punctuates the need for more accurate and precise determi-

nations of transport.

Here, we study the DC longitudinal thermal conductivity κ in the doped 2D t-t′-U Hubbard

model, which exhibits strange metallic electric transport over a wide hole doping p and temper-

ature T range (22–25). We evaluate the many-body Kubo formula using the numerically exact,

unbiased, and non-perturbative determinant quantum Monte Carlo (DQMC) (26, 27) algorithm

and maximum entropy analytic continuation (MaxEnt) (28, 29). We define κ as the linear-

response heat current 〈JQ〉 induced by a parallel temperature gradient, κ ≡ −〈JQ,x〉/∂xT , under

the condition of zero charge current. Distinct from the incoherent behavior at high temperatures,

we observe that the Lorenz number for this doped strange metal has weak doping dependence

in the low temperature regime, and approaches the Wiedemann-Franz law prediction as temper-

ature approaches zero, even in the absence of long-lived quasiparticles. Methodological details,

including a systematic analysis of finite size and Trotter errors, as well as extensive supporting

data, can be found in the Supplementary Materials. For convenience, kB, ~, and charge e are

set to 1 throughout the paper.

The DC longitudinal thermal conductivity κ is shown in Fig. 1(A); and for comparison,

the DC longitudinal charge conductivity σ (22) (multiplied by T ) is shown in Fig. 1(C). The

behavior of both κ and σ in the range of temperatures shown here is different from the ex-

pected behavior of the Hubbard model in the infinite-temperature limit where κ ∝ 1/T 2 and

σ ∝ 1/T (22, 23, 30) (see Fig. S6 in the Supplementary Materials). We observe a cross-over

temperature at roughly Txo ∼ t, separating distinct behavior in two regimes for both κ and σ.

κ decreases with doping at high temperatures, while it increases with doping at low tempera-

tures. While σ generally increases with doping at all temperatures, the temperature dependence

of σ × T displays kinks, or even non-monotonic behavior, at roughly Txo. At sufficiently low
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temperatures and away from half-filling, κ/T and σ display similar doping and temperature

dependence, as shown in Figs. 1(B) and (D).

To further analyze thermal and charge transport in the two temperature regimes, we use

the Einstein relations to calculate the thermal diffusivity DQ ≡ κ/cv and charge diffusivity

D ≡ σ/χ (22, 31), as shown in Figs. 2(A) and (B), where cv is the specific heat and χ is the

charge compressibility. DQ and D are not strictly independent diffusivities in the heat and

charge channels due to non-zero thermoelectric effects. However, in our parameter regime,

corrections from such effects are shown to be small (see Fig. S4 in the Supplementary Mate-

rials), so that DQ and D are good approximations to the independent diffusivities D±. There

is a cross-over temperature where the doping dependence of DQ changes, similar to κ; and in

the low temperature regime below Txo, DQ behaves similarly to D. As shown in the inset to

Fig. 2(B), D−1 displays strange metallic linear-in-T dependence for high doping, consistent

with Ref. (22), and non-monotonic temperature dependence for low doping. Neither of these

corresponds to the expected T 2 dependence for a Fermi liquid.

To understand the cross-over in DQ and why DQ and D behave similarly at low tempera-

tures, we separateDQ into kinetic and potential energy components. In the non-interacting limit

(U = 0) of the Hubbard model, the Hamiltonian consists only of the kinetic energy. The corre-

sponding charge current operator J and (kinetic) energy current operator JK are both weighted

two-fermion summations of nk,σ, the density operator with momentum k and spin σ. The only

difference between the two is an additional weighting factor of the bare-band energy εk in JK

(see Supplementary Materials). For interacting systems, the charge current operator keeps the

same form, but the energy current operator JE now consists of JK , an additional four-fermion

term JP , which we call the potential energy current, and corrections proportional to J, depend-

ing on the explicit form of the interaction (see Supplementary Materials). The heat current

JQ contains an additional correction term −µJ, where µ is the chemical potential. However,
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under the condition of zero charge current (〈J〉 = 0), terms proportional to 〈J〉 will not con-

tribute to 〈JQ〉, leaving only 〈JK〉 and 〈JP 〉. In this way, we separate the thermal conductivity

κP/K ≡ −〈JP/K,x〉/∂xT and the thermal diffusivity DQ = DP + DK , with DP/K ≡ κP/K/cv,

into potential and kinetic contributions, which are shown in Figs. 2(C) and (D), respectively.

Above Txo, the potential contribution DP dominates over the kinetic contribution DK . DP

decreases with doping, which can be understood intuitively by looking at the operator form of

JP (see Supplementary Materials) as a representation of the flow of double occupancies. A

lower density of double occupancies leads to a reduced effective “mean-free path”. Therefore,

DP should decrease with doping as double occupancies are suppressed. WhileDP dominates at

high temperatures, it decreases with decreasing temperature as the flow of double occupancies

is frozen out. DK increases with decreasing temperature and becomes dominant below Txo.

Comparing the operator form of J and JK , both being derived solely from the kinetic energy, it

becomes clear that the two are related, which is reflected in the similar behavior of D and DK ,

as shown in Figs. 2(B) and (D). SinceDK dominates at low temperatures, the thermal diffusivity

DQ inherits a similar doping and temperature dependence to that of the charge diffusivity D.

At low temperatures, below Txo, both the thermal and charge transport are controlled by

the kinetic energy. This conclusion can be reinforced by looking at the Lorenz number, the

ratio between the thermal and charge transport L ≡ κ/(Tσ), as shown in Fig. 3. Aside from

half-filling in the Mott insulator, where L diverges with decreasing temperature, in the doped

metals L displays a similar cross-over at ∼ Txo. Above Txo, L has a non-monotonic temper-

ature dependence and decreases with increasing doping, primarily influenced by the potential

energy contributions to thermal transport and the flow of double occupancies. The system lacks

long-lived quasiparticles and is comprised of incoherent electrons with extraordinarily short

mean-free-paths. Below Txo, L has a weak doping dependence and increases with decreas-

ing temperature. As T → 0 for the temperatures that we can access, L appears to approach
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L0 ≡ π2/3 – the Lorenz number predicted by the Wiedemann-Franz law.

As the Wiedemann-Franz law applies only to the asymptotically low-temperature limit,

where one can learn much more about the fate of the Fermi liquid (7, 32), the fact that our

results approach L0 is rather surprising for a strongly correlated system without quasiparticles.

In principle, the Lorenz number L can be arbitrary in the absence of long-lived quasiparticles,

since neither Boltzmann theory nor the Wiedemann-Franz law should be generally applicable.

However, both charge and heat transport are controlled primarily by the electronic kinetic en-

ergy at low temperatures, independent of U or t′ (see Fig. S5 in the Supplementary Materials).

Even though the system has no long-lived coherent quasiparticles, as indicated by the tem-

perature dependence of D−1 in Fig. 2, electrical and thermal transport in this doped strongly

correlated Mott insulator still appear to obey the Wiedemann-Franz law. Our results are quite

generic to strongly correlated systems and provide a “beyond-Boltzmann” understanding of

traditional transport ratios.
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Figure 1: Temperature and doping dependence of thermal and charge conductivity. (A)
DC thermal conductivity κ. (B) κ/T focused on the low-temperature regime. (C) DC charge
conductivity σ multiplied by temperature T . (D) σ focused on the low-temperature regime. The
pink-shaded area marks a rough cross-over temperature Txo for both κ and σ × T . Parameters:
U/t = 8 and t′/t = −0.25.
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Supplementary Materials

Methods

Simulation Parameters

Simulations of the 2D single-band t-t′-U Hubbard model were performed on 8×8 square lat-

tice clusters with periodic boundary conditions for next-nearest-neighbour hopping t′ = −0.25t

and on-site Coulomb repulsion U = 8t. Measurements of all quantities, other than the den-

sity in the µ tuning process described later, if not otherwise specified, were performed with

a maximum imaginary time Trotter discretization dτ = 0.05/t, within the determinant quan-

tum Monte Carlo (DQMC) algorithm (26, 27). At high temperatures, the smallest number of

imaginary-time slices used in the Trotter decomposition was L̃ = β/dτ = 20, where β is the

inverse temperature T−1. Each Markov chain in the Monte Carlo process consisted of 5 × 104

warm up sweeps and 106 measurement sweeps through space-time. Unequal time measure-

ments were taken every 4 sweeps. Measurements were made on up to ∼ 2400 Markov chains

for each set of parameters at the lowest temperatures, with 2.5 × 105 unequal time measure-

ments and 2× 105 × L̃ equal time measurements [or 2.5× 105 × L̃ equal time measurements,

if mod(L̃, 5) 6= 0] per chain.

Analytic Continuation

We evaluated DC transport coefficients using the Kubo formula (30) to determine κ and σ.

The transport coefficients were obtained from DQMC simulation measurements of the corre-

sponding correlation functions in imaginary time. The maximum entropy analytic continua-

tion (MaxEnt) (28, 29, 33) algorithm was used to obtain DC values. Details of the formalism,

operators, and specific correlation functions can be found in the “Formalism” section of the

Supplementary Text.

The MaxEnt algorithm requires a “model” function to regularize the real-frequency correla-
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tion function. Here, we used an annealing procedure where spectra from one temperature serve

as the model function for the next lower temperature in a sequence (22, 30). We also deter-

mined spectra in the infinite-temperature-limit, using the moments expansion method (22, 30)

(up to sixth order, or eighth order for t′ = 0), which served as the model function at the highest

temperature.

Chemical Potential Tuning

To tune the chemical potential µ for a specific target filling ntar = 1 − ptar at a given

temperature and lattice size, we used DQMC to calculate 〈n〉 over a range of chemical potentials

µ (at 0.05t intervals). We obtained the best µ by interpolation of 〈n〉 versus µ. For the tuning

process, the imaginary time discretization dτ was chosen to be 0.02/t. The doping p in each

figure indicates the target doping ptar.

Error Analysis

Error bars are shown for all measurements. If not otherwise specified, error bars are deter-

mined by bootstrap resampling. We calculated 100 bootstraps and used the standard deviation

of the distribution as the standard error of the mean. The mean values represent the average val-

ues from bootstrap resampling. For analytic continuation, the average spectra from bootstrap

resampling at one temperature served as a model function for the next lower temperature, as

described above for annealing.

Supplementary Text

Formalism

In this paper, κ always refers to the longitudinal DC thermal conductivity measured under

the condition of zero charge current (30), distinguished from the one measured under the condi-

tion of zero electric field; cv refers to the specific heat, defined as the energy density difference

of the system per temperature difference at fixed density. Charge e, kB, and ~ are set to 1
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throughout the paper.

We investigate the 2D single-band Hubbard model with spin S = 1/2. Considering both

nearest-neighbour and the next-nearest-neighbour hopping, the Hamiltonian is

H = −t
∑
〈lm〉σ

(c†lσcmσ + c†mσclσ)− t′
∑
〈〈lm〉〉σ

(c†lσcmσ + c†mσclσ)

+U
∑
l

(nl↑ − 1
2
)(nl↓ − 1

2
), (1)

where t (t′) is the nearest-neighbour (next-nearest-neighbour) hopping, U is the on-site Coulomb

interaction, c†l,σ (cl,σ) is the creation (annihilation) operator for an electron at site l with spin σ,

and nl,σ ≡ c†l,σcl,σ is the number operator at site l.

Expressions for cv, κ and σ have been derived in the Supplementary Materials in Ref. (30).

As in Ref. (30), there are two methods to calculate cv. One is to measure the average energy 〈H〉

at different temperatures for fixed densities, and directly calculate δ(〈H〉/V )/δT by choosing

a reasonable finite temperature interval δT – the finite difference method. The other method is

to use the expression

cv =
β

V
(ΛHH −

Λ2
HN

ΛNN

), (2)

referred to below as the fluctuation method. Here, ΛO1O2 = β(〈O1O2〉 − 〈O1〉〈O2〉), where N

is the operator for the total number of particles in the system, β = 1/T is the inverse temper-

ature, and V is the volume. Similarly, the charge compressibility can be calculated using the

fluctuation method χ = ΛNN/V . The fluctuation method is used for calculating both cv and χ

when determining both DQ and D, respectively. Figure S1 shows the DQMC results for (A) the

specific heat cv and (B) the charge compressibility χ (22). Note that in Fig. S1(A) the results

for cv are consistent between the finite difference and fluctuation methods.

Calculating σ and κ requires correlation functions that include the particle/charge current J

and energy current JE terms. From the Hamiltonian in Eq. 1, we derive J and JE in a manner
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Figure S1: (A) Specific heat cv. Solid lines are results from the fluctuation method and dashed
lines are the results from the finite difference method. (B) Charge compressibility χ. Error bars
for cv and χ are±1 standard error determined by jackknife resampling. Proper error propagation
is used for cv obtained from the finite difference method. Simulation parameters are the same
as the main text.

similar to that in Ref. (30),

J = t
2

∑
l,δ∈{δ},σ

δ(ic†l+δ,σcl,σ + h.c.)

+ t′

2

∑
l,δ′∈{δ′},σ

δ′(ic†l+δ′,σcl,σ + h.c.) (3)
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and

JE =
∑

l,δ1∈{δ},δ2∈{δ},σ

(−δ1+δ2
4

)t2(ic†l+δ1+δ2,σ
cl,σ + h.c.)

+
∑

l,δ∈{δ},δ′∈{δ′},σ

(−δ+δ′

2
)tt′(ic†l+δ+δ′,σcl,σ + h.c.)

+
∑

l,δ′1∈{δ′},δ′2∈{δ′},σ

(−δ′1+δ′2
4

)t′2(ic†l+δ′1+δ′2
cl,σ + h.c.)

+Ut
4

∑
l,δ∈{δ},σ

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

+Ut′

4

∑
l,δ′∈{δ′},σ

δ′(nl+δ′,σ̄ + nl,σ̄)(ic†l+δ′,σcl,σ + h.c.)

−Ut
4

∑
l,δ∈{δ},σ

δ(ic†l+δ,σcl,σ + h.c.)

−Ut′

4

∑
l,δ′∈{δ′},σ

δ′(ic†l+δ′,σcl,σ + h.c.), (4)

where {δ} ({δ′}) includes all position displacements for nearest neighbours (next-nearest neigh-

bours). Specifically, on a 2D square lattice we consider {δ} = {+x,−x,+y,−y} and {δ′} =

{+x + y,−x + y,+x− y,−x− y}, where the lattice constant is set to 1 and x and y are unit

vectors. Here, the spin index satisfies σ̄ = −σ. The first three lines of Eq. 4 define the kinetic

energy current JK , and the fourth and fifth lines correspond to the four-fermion potential energy

current JP . The last two lines of Eq. 4 are corrections proportional to J, originating from the

chemical-potential correction term −1
2
UN in the Hamiltonian of Eq. 1.

Fourier transforming the fermion operators such as

c†l,σ =
1√
V

∑
k

e−ik·Rlc†k,σ, (5)

we can transform Eq. 3, and the first three lines of Eq. 4 (JK), which yields

J =
∑
k,σ

vkc
†
k,σck,σ, (6)

JK =
∑
k,σ

εkvkc
†
k,σck,σ, (7)
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as summations in k-space. Here, εk is the band energy at momentum k, determined by the

U = 0 non-interacting limit of the Hamiltonian in Eq. 1, H(U = 0) =
∑
k,σ

εkc
†
k,σck,σ, and the

band velocity vk ≡ ∂εk/∂k.

As mentioned in the main text, we can understand JP as the flow of double occupancies, by

looking at its operator form compared to the charge current J. As a summation over real space,

each term in JP is similar to that in J, involving electrons with spin σ flowing between sites.

In JP this includes a prefactor of density operators with opposite spin; and JP selects charge

flow involving a process where an electron flows from/to a site already occupied by an electron

of opposite spin. In other words, nonzero contributions to JP rely on breaking and reforming

double occupancies.

Using the Kubo formula, the transport coefficient are defined as (30)

LO1O2(ω) =
1

V β

∫ ∞
0

dt̃ei(ω+i0+)t̃

∫ β

0

dτ〈O1(t̃− iτ)O2(0)〉, (8)

where O1 and O2 are Hermitian operators that can be chosen as any one of the current operators

introduced previously. t̃ is real time and

O1(t̃− iτ) = ei(H−µN)(t̃−iτ)O1e
−i(H−µN)(t̃−iτ). (9)

We consider O1 = O2 = O, and set Z = Tr(e−β(H−µN)) as the partition function. From Eq. 8,

we obtain

ReLOO(ω) =
π

ZV βω

∑
i1,i2

||〈i1|O|i2〉||2

×e−βEi1 (1− e−βω)δ(ω + Ei1 − Ei2), (10)

where |ii〉 (Ei1) are eigenstates (eigenvalues) of H − µN . We use DQMC to measure the

correlation functions in imaginary time

〈TτO(τ)O(0)〉 ≡ 1

Z
Tr(e−β(H−µN)Tτe

τ(H−µN)Oe−τ(H−µN)O)

=
1

Z

∑
i1,i2

||〈i1|O|i2〉||2e−βEi1eτ(Ei1
−Ei2

). (11)
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We then apply MaxEnt (28, 29) to 〈TτO(τ)O(0)〉 and obtain ReLOO(ω) (22, 30) using the

relation (34)

1

V β
〈TτO(τ)O(0)〉 =

∫ ∞
0

dωReLOO(ω)
ω cosh[ω(τ − β/2)]

π sinh[βω/2]
, (12)

which can be derived from Eqs. 10 and 11. LOO(ω) is guaranteed to be positive definite in Eq. 8

when O1 = O2 = O.

In this work, particle-hole symmetry is broken and chemical potential µ is not 0; thus, to

measure thermal conductivity κ and the kinetic-potential decomposition κK and κP , we need

to analytically continue more correlation functions in addition to those in Ref. (30). Here, we

measure 〈TτO(τ)O(0)〉 and apply MaxEnt for O ∈ {Jx, JQ,x, JK,x, JP ′,x, JQ,x +Jx, JK,x +Jx,

JP ′,x + Jx}. Here, “x” is the x direction and JP ′,x is defined as JP,x − (U/2 + µ)Jx. For

convenience, we define L[O] = LOO, which we obtain directly from analytic continuation.

We previously derived the kinetic/potential contribution to the longitudinal thermal conduc-

tivity under the condition of zero electrical current as (30)

κK/P = β2(LJK/P,xJQ,x
−
LJK/P,xJxLJxJQ,x

LJxJx
), (13)

where LO1O2 is defined in Eq. 8. Here, we transform Eq. 13 to

κP = β2(LJP ′,xJQ,x
−
LJP ′,xJx

LJxJQ,x

LJxJx
), (14)

As discussed below, even though the expressions are equivalent, using JP ′,x instead of JP,x

in the relevant transport coefficients is a strategy to reduce error propagation. There can be

multiple ways to choose correlations for analytic continuation and combine them to calculate

Eq. 13 or Eq. 14. Different choices can result in different magnitudes for the final statistical

error after error propagation. We know that subtracting large measurements and producing a

small result can lead to large statistical errors relative to the difference. Generally speaking,

to reduce the statistical error of a result from an expression like Eq. 13 or Eq. 14, we want to
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minimize the relative error of both terms before subtraction, and we also want to minimize the

magnitudes of the two terms. Here, our choice is as follows: κ is calculated using

κ = β2(L[JQ,x]−
L2
JQ,xJx

L[Jx]
), (15)

where LJQ,xJx is calculated from LJQ,xJx = (L[JQ,x + Jx]−L[JQ,x]−L[Jx])/2. We define and

calculate κK,0 and κP ′,0 as

κK,0 = β2(L[JK,x]−
L2
JK,xJx

L[Jx]
),

κP ′,0 = β2(L[JP ′,x]−
L2
JP ′,xJx

L[Jx]
), (16)

where LJK,xJx and LJP ′,xJx
are calculated from

LJK,xJx = (L[JK,x + Jx]− L[JK,x]− L[Jx])/2,

LJP ′,xJx
= (L[JP ′,x + Jx]− L[JP ′,x]− L[Jx])/2. (17)

Then from Eqs.13-16, we have

κK = κK,0 + (κ− κK,0 − κP ′,0)/2, (18)

κP = κP ′,0 + (κ− κK,0 − κP ′,0)/2, (19)

which are used for the calculation of κK and κP .

Besides κ in Eq. 15, which is measured under the condition of zero charge current, one may

also be interested in the behaviors of DC thermal conductivity measured under the condition of

zero electric field (30),

κo = β2L[JQ,x]. (20)

In Figs. S2(A) and (B), we show and compare the results of κ and κo, respectively. In Figs. S2(C)

and (D), we compare the Lorenz number L ≡ κ/(Tσ) and Lo ≡ κo/(Tσ), which uses κ and

κo in the ratio, respectively. We find that in the temperature regime considered here, κ and
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Figure S2: (A) DC thermal conductivity κ for zero charge current, the same as Fig. 1(A) in the
main text. (B) DC thermal conductivity κo for zero electric field. (C) Lorenz number L ≡ κ

Tσ

normalized by L0 ≡ π2/3, the same as Fig. 3 in the main text. (D) Lorenz number Lo ≡ κo
Tσ

normalized by L0. Simulation parameters are the same as the main text.
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κo, as well as L and Lo, show similar temperature and doping dependence and have similar

magnitudes.

Different Ways of Constructing Model function

Model function dependence of the results for the Lorenz number are shown in Fig. S3.

Other than the annealing procedure from high to low temperature, as in the main text, we have

annealed from low to high temperature by starting the procedure using results at the lowest

temperature as the initial model function. Two other methods include using the model func-

tions constructed from the infinite-temperature-limit spectra for all temperatures; and using a

flat model function for all temperatures. As shown in Fig. S3, results using these different meth-

ods show qualitatively similar behavior and conclusions and discussion in the main text would

remain the same regardless of the choice in model function and procedure.

Independent Diffusivities

As mentioned in the main text, DQ and D are not independent diffusivities due to non-

zero thermoelectric effects in our model. But in this section, we will show that the corrections

Dcorr due to thermoelectric effects are neglectable compared with DQ and D. So DQ and D

are approximately equal to independent diffusivities D±. According to Refs. (16, 31), D± are

determined by

D+D− = DDQ (21)

D+ +D− = D +DQ +Dcorr, (22)

where Dcorr is the correction term defined in Refs. (16,31). From Fig. S4, we observe that Dcorr

is orders of magnitude smaller than either DQ or D. Therefore, according to Eqs. 21 and 22,

values ofD± ≈ D andDQ. At high temperatures,DQ is larger thanD andD+ ≈ DQ, as can be

seen in Figs. S4(A) and (D). At low temperatures where D becomes larger than DQ, D+ ≈ D,

as can be seen in Figs. S4(B) and (D). D− in Fig. S4(C) takes the smaller value between DQ
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Figure S3: Lorenz number L obtained using MaxEnt with different methods for selecting the
model function. Dotted lines are results from the main text, obtained using the annealing proce-
dure from high to low temperature. Dashed lines are results using an annealing procedure from
low to high temperature. Dashed dotted lines are results using the model functions constructed
from the infinite-temperature-limit for all temperatures. Solid lines are results using a flat model
function for all temperatures. Simulation parameters are the same as the main text.
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Figure S4: Comparisons between DQ, D, Dcorr and D±. Simulation parameters are the same
as the main text. (A) Thermal diffusivity DQ. (B) Solid lines are the charge diffusivity D,
and the dashed lines are the correction term Dcorr. (C) D−. (D) D+. Dotted lines are infinite-
temperature-limits obtained by the moments expansion method.
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andD. In the high temperature limit, D+ is about twice of that ofD−, consistent with Ref. (31).

Supplementary Data Sets

To test the generality of the conclusions in the main text, we also calculate the Lorenz

number L for four other sets of parameters, as shown in Fig. S5. The lowest temperature we

can achieve is lower for smaller U due to a better behaved fermion sign. The behavior of L for

each parameter set is qualitatively similar, and L for each of the doped cases approaches L0 as

temperature approaches zero, demonstrating that our conclusions should be quite general for

the 2D correlated single-band Hubbard model.

In Fig. S6, measurements up to T/t = 8 are shown and compared with corresponding

infinite-temperature limits. We can see that all of the measurements approach their correspond-

ing infinite-temperature limits as temperature increases. Transport properties in the infinite-

temperature limit can be calculated using the moments expansion method. The infinite-temperature

limits of cv and χ, given by fluctuations ΛO1O2 , can be calculated analytically. Since eβH = 1,

〈O1O2〉 = Tr(O1O2),

〈O1〉 = Tr(O1). (23)

The calculation of these traces is straightforward in the occupation basis, when O1 and O2 are

expressed in fermion operators c†l,σ and cl,σ.

Trotter Error Analysis

Trotter error enters our measurements of thermodynamic and transport properties in two

ways. The first is in measurements of density 〈n〉 during chemical potential tuning. After

the chemical potential µ has been obtained for the target density, the Trotter error enters in

the measurements themselves. For chemical potential tuning, Fig. S7 shows the difference

between the measured density 〈n〉 and the target density ntar for different dτ . For U/t = 10

in (A)-(C), we see that the Trotter error scales as ∼ dτ 2, as predicted (35). Extrapolating
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Figure S5: Supplementary data for the Lorenz number for other parameters. (A)-(D) Four sets
of data with different interaction U and next-nearest-neighbour hopping t′, as indicated in each
panel. Simulation cluster is 8× 8.
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for (A)-(C) U/t = 10, t′ = 0 and (D)-(F) U/t = 6, t′/t = −0.25, at temperatures indicated in
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potential tuning to obtain the chemical potential µ corresponding to the target filling ntar. µ is
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Figure S8: Trotter error analysis for (A) κ/T , (B) DQ, (C) DP , (D) σ, (E) D, and (F) DK .
Dashed lines are for dτ = 0.05/t and solid lines are for dτ = 0.025/t. The same marker (color)
indicates the same doping. Simulation parameters: U/t = 6, t′/t = −0.25, with cluster size
8× 8.

〈n〉−ntar to dτ 2 = 0 should indicate the “true” value of 〈n〉(µ)−ntar. The difference between

the actual density 〈n〉 at µ and the target density ntar indicates the tolerance of the density

tuning process. Here, µ is the chemical potential obtained from tuning with dτ = 0.02/t.

U/t = 10 is the largest U considered in this paper, and the deviation |〈n〉(µ) − ntar| is within

10−4 as shown in Figs. S7(A)-(C). Since Trotter error should be roughly ∝ U (27), the error

|〈n〉(µ) − ntar| for U smaller than 10t would be expected to fall within the range of 10−4 or

smaller. As in Figs. S7(D)-(F), lower temperatures are achievable for U/t = 6, t′/t = −0.25

than U/t = 10, t′/t = 0, and |〈n〉(µ) − ntar| is still controlled within O(10−4) down to the

lowest accessible temperature.

We show the measurement Trotter error in Fig. S8 for U/t = 6, t′/t = −0.25 and in Fig. S9

for U/t = 10, t′/t = 0. Results obtained with dτ = 0.05/t and 0.025/t show minimal differ-
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Figure S9: Similar Trotter error analysis as Fig. S8 but for U/t = 10, t′/t = 0.

ence. For transport measurements, in addition to direct changes in the Trotter error, changing dτ

may affect analytic continuation, as the number of imaginary time points changes for fixed in-

verse temperature β. Analyzing Figs. S8 and S9, we conclude that dτ = 0.05/t is small enough

to prevent Trotter error from affecting our conclusions, and it also provides a reasonable value

for stable MaxEnt analytic continuation.

Finite Size Effects Analysis

In Fig. S10, we compare results on 8 × 8 and 12 × 12 clusters with periodic boundary

conditions. For U/t = 6, t′/t = −0.25, the differences between the results from the two sizes

are minimal and do not affect our conclusions. Higher doping, smallerU , and lower temperature

generally should cause larger finite size effects, as the system becomes more delocalized. This

analysis up to 30% doping, with U/t = 6, and down to the lowest temperatures should represent

a worst case scenario for finite-size effects given the parameters considered in this manuscript.

We would conclude that for U/t = 6− 10, finite size effects should be minimal and would not
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Figure S10: Finite size analysis for (A) κ/T , (B) DQ, (C) DP , (D) σ, (E) D, and (F) DK .
Dashed lines are obtained for simulation clusters of size 8 × 8. Solid lines are obtained for
simulation clusters of size 12 × 12. Simulation parameters: U/t = 6, t′/t = −0.25, dτ =
0.05/t.
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affect our conclusions.
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