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We derive exact, universal, closed-form quantum Monte Carlo estimators for finite temperature en-
ergy susceptibility and fidelity susceptibility for essentially arbitrary Hamiltonians. We demonstrate
how our method can be used to study quantum phase transitions without knowledge of an order
parameter and without the need to design system-specific ergodic quantum Monte Carlo update
rules by applying it to a class of random models.

Introduction.—Traditionally, quantum phase transi-
tions (QPTs) are analyzed using order parameters [1].
Informally, an order parameter is a model-specific mea-
surement that experiences a sharp jump at the interface
of two quantum phases, also known as a quantum critical
point. However for an unknown system, designing an or-
der parameter may not be obvious. There has thus been
a growing effort to develop order-parameter free tech-
niques to detect QPTs. The fidelity paradigm [2], which
has taken central stage in recent years, is based on the
observation that fidelity across phase boundaries is ex-
ponentially suppressed [3–6].

In many cases, it is sufficient to compute only the
second-order term in the Taylor expansion of fidelity,
known as fidelity susceptibility (FS) [7]. Though there
are examples where it is known to fail [8], the FS has
known scaling relations to several important thermody-
namic quantities [9–12] including the energy susceptibil-
ity (ES) [13, 14], or the second derivative of the ground-
state energy. Beyond exactly solvable models, one can
compute FS numerically for small systems using Lanczos-
Arnoldi [7, 15, 16], for large systems with bounded entan-
glement using tensor networks [16–21], and for systems
where the groundstate can be repeatedly measured (nu-
merically or experimentally) using machine learning [16].
In practice, these techniques rely on model-specific prior
information, such as known symmetries [22].

For general large-scale quantum many-body systems,
quantum Monte Carlo (QMC) techniques remain the
only viable approach [23–25]. However, most QMC
libraries are designed for specific systems (see, e.g.,
Ref. [26]) because the underlying algorithms rely on
system-specific update rules. Furthermore, the state-
of-the-art QMC FS estimator [25] assumes the system
Hamiltonian is partitioned into a purely diagonal term
and a purely off-diagonal driving term. These limitations
make applying current QMC methods to unstructured
systems without prior knowledge challenging or even im-
possible.

In this work, we propose universal, exact, closed-form
QMC estimators for ES and FS that can be applied

to essentially arbitrary Hamiltonians with arbitrary bi-
partitioning, without the need to use prior additional
knowledge such as known symmetries. We illustrate the
power of our method by successfully applying our estima-
tors to randomly generated 100–spin Hamiltonians that
do not have a simple geometry and are nonlocal.

To achieve the above, we derive our estimators within
the recently proposed permutation matrix representa-
tion (PMR) QMC framework [27, 28]. This is for two
reasons. First, the PMR-QMC framework writes QMC
weights in terms of so-called divided differences, which are
amenable to exact and generic derivations. Consequently,
our estimators are as general as possible and apply to
arbitrarily complicated driving terms that can contain
both diagonal and off-diagonal contributions. Second,
the PMR-QMC framework allows for the general treat-
ment of entire classes of Hamiltonians. In particular, a
recent study [29] devised an algorithm to automatically
compute PMR-QMC update rules that are ergodic and
satisfy detailed balance, for arbitrary spin-1/2 Hamilto-
nians, obviating the need to design system-specific QMC
updates. The same method has recently been general-
ized to apply to the Bose-Hubbard model on arbitrary
graphs [30] and it can be shown to naturally generalize
to higher spin systems, arbitrary bosonic and fermionic
systems, and mixtures thereof [31].

Thus, our derivations here, together with the existing
PMR-QMC framework [29–31], allow us to compute the
ES or FS on essentially arbitrarily constructed systems
(i.e., any system that can be studied using PMR-QMC)
with arbitrary driving terms. This elevates PMR-QMC
to a “black-box” algorithm in the study of QPTs. (It
should be emphasized, however, that this black box is still
subject to the usual obstructions to convergence, such as
frustration or the sign problem [32].)

Numerical demonstration.—Before deriving our esti-
mators, we first demonstrate their success on a class of
models where exact results can be computed. Firstly, we
study the two-spin model

H(λ) = Z1Z2 + 0.1(X1 +X2) + λ(Z1 + Z2) , (1)

ar
X

iv
:2

40
8.

03
92

4v
1 

 [
co

nd
-m

at
.s

ta
t-

m
ec

h]
  7

 A
ug

 2
02

4



2

where {Xj , Zj} are the Pauli operators acting on the
jth spin. The phases of this model in an NMR sys-
tem were studied in Ref. [33] via a fidelity approach.
Unlike most conventionally studied QPTs, such as the
transverse-field Ising model, this model has a driving
term H1 = Z1 + Z2, which is neither the entire diago-
nal nor the entire off-diagonal part of H since the static
term is H0 = Z1Z2 + 0.1(X1 +X2). As such, it does not
fit into the framework assumed in existing studies (e.g.,
Ref. [25]). Nevertheless, it is designed to have critical
points at around λ ≈ ±1 where an avoided level crossing
occurs, and it is anyway small enough to compute the FS
by direct diagonalization.

The output of our PMR-QMC FS estimator for differ-
ent inverse temperatures is shown in Fig. 1. As expected,
the curves grow sharper and approach the T = 0 FS as
T → 0 (i.e., as β ≡ 1/T → ∞), in agreement with the
general relation between Gibbs state FS and groundstate
FS. Fitting the peak location of each curve as a function
of T to a line, the fitted T = 0 peak occurs at±0.98±0.04,
in alignment with the known critical points. Finally, we
find χβ=20

F is an excellent approximation to the T = 0
FS, which we will utilize in our next numerical demon-
strations.
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FIG. 1: FS for the two spin model, Eq. (1), considered
in Ref. [33] for different inverse temperatures, β. Data
from QMC are points with 95% confidence intervals
from bootstrapping over 5 independent random seeds,
whereas direct numerical calculations are shown as lines.

Next, we consider a large ensemble of Hamiltonians
generated by random rotations of Eq. (1). In more detail,
we generate 10 random unitaries Ui such that eachHUi

≡
UiH(λ)U†

i (i) is a 100–spin Hamiltonian with non-trivial
support on every spin, (ii) has hundreds of Pauli terms
(iii) is efficient to generate and store, and (iv) does not
have a severe sign problem. Despite now being 100–spin
models, observables agree exactly with the original two

spin model by unitary invariance, and hence, we can still
validate the results of our QMC algorithm. In addition,
existing approaches cannot estimate FS since each HUi

is a random model with a random driving term, UiH1Ui.
Before presenting the results, we provide a brief

overview of how such a special ensemble of unitaries
was generated, with full details available in Appendix A.
Firstly, for n spins, the largest possible set of anti-
commuting Paulis is 2n + 1, and there exists an O(n)
algorithm to generate such a maximal set [34]. Secondly,∑L

i=1 ciQi is unitary whenever {Qi}Li=1 is a set of anti-
commuting Paulis and c ∈ RL such that ||c||2 = 1 (for a
slight generalization, see Ref. [35]). Lastly, within PMR-
QMC [29, 36], it is possible to track the empirical sign
of the QMC weight. Together, these facts enable the
generation of such a remarkable ensemble.
For each Ui, the driving term, UiH1U

†
i , typically con-

tains around 100 random Pauli terms of various weights
from 1 to 100. Nevertheless, our PMR-QMC estimators
consistently show excellent agreement with exact numer-
ical results for observables such as the imaginary-time
correlator G(τ), the ES, and the FS, as shown in Fig. 2.
Furthermore, our results confirm established characteris-
tics of these observables; for instance, G(τ) exhibits sym-
metry about β/2, while τG(τ) breaks this symmetry (see
Fig. 1 in Ref. [24] and Fig. 7 in Ref. [25]). Finally, the
ES serves as a robust estimator for quantum criticality in
this model, consistent with the general relation between
ES and FS discussed in Ref. [24].
Definitions and background.— To state and prove
our estimators, we first define the ES and FS. Through-
out, we assume H(λ) = H0 + λH1 is a single parameter
family of Hamiltonians, where H1 is the driving term.
We denote by Z the partition function Z = Tr

[
e−βH

]
for inverse temperature β ≡ 1/T , so the thermal aver-
age of an observable O is ⟨O⟩ = Tr

[
Oe−βH

]
/Z. We de-

note H1(τ) ≡ eτHH1e
−τH as the imaginary time evolved

H1 with the corresponding imaginary time correlator
G(τ ;β, λ) ≡ ⟨H1(τ)H1⟩ − ⟨H1⟩2.
The ES is the second derivative of the ground state

energy with respect to λ. However, because QMC meth-
ods inherently operate at finite temperature, we consider
instead the second derivative of the free energy, i.e., of
(−1/β) lnZ, which can be expressed as [24]

χβ
E(λ;β) ≡

∫ β

0

G(τ ;β, λ)dτ, (2)

Similarly, the FS between two Gibbs states at finite tem-
perature can be written as [23–25]

χβ
F (λ;β) ≡

∫ β/2

0

τG(τ ;β, λ)dτ. (3)

Both Eq. (2) and Eq. (3) tend to their zero temperature
counterparts for β → ∞. Therefore, for simplicity, we re-
fer to these as the ES and FS henceforth. It is well-known
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(a) The imaginary time
correlator, G(τ), has the
expected symmetry around
β/2 = 10.
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(b) The weighted imaginary
time correlator, τG(τ), breaks
the β/2 symmetry as
expected.
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(c) The ES correctly predicts
critical points despite β = 20
curve not quite converging to
β = ∞ curve.
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(d) The FS correctly predicts
critical points more sharply
than ES, and β = 20 curve
matches β = ∞ curve.

FIG. 2: Comparison of QMC estimates with exact values for an ensemble of 100–spin Hamiltonians generated by
random rotations of Eq. (1). Detailed information on the ensemble can be found in Appendix A and is summarized
in the main text. QMC estimates include 95% confidence intervals across 10 models, where each calculation employs
a different random seed. In all cases, the QMC estimates show excellent agreement with exact finite β curves.

that these two quantities are closely related [13, 14]. In
numerical simulations, the FS is a sharper indicator of
QPTs, albeit at the expense of being more computation-
ally intensive [24].

We next briefly summarize PMR-QMC [28]. To begin,
we write the Hamiltonian in PMR form [37], H(λ) =

D0(λ) +
∑M

j=1 Dj(λ)Pj , where Dj are diagonal matrices

and {Pj}Mj=1 are permutation matrices that are a subset
of a special Abelian group, G [38]. For spin-1/2 systems,
G consists of all Pauli-X strings [29]. Practically useful G
have also been devised for higher spin models [31], Bose-
Hubbard models [30], flux superconducting circuits [39],
and in principle, every square matrix can be written in
PMR form for some suitable G [37].
A non-trivial though useful consequence is that we

can write the partition function as a sum of general-
ized Boltzmann weights [27–29] Z =

∑
C wC , where each

C = (z, Siq ) is a QMC configuration, and each weight

wC = D(z,Siq )
e−β[Ez0

,...,Ezq ] is efficiently computable [40].

A derivation is provided in Ref. [28]. Here, we provide
only a brief summary. Most importantly, a PMR-QMC
estimator OC is a function of C such that

⟨O⟩ =
∑

C wCOC∑
C wC

. (4)

Here, Siq ≡ Piq . . . Pi1 denote a product of q permuta-
tions, each from {Pj}Mj=1. The summation over C should
be interpreted as a double sum over all basis states |z⟩
and all possible products Siq evaluating to the identity,
for q from 0 to ∞. Next, we denote |z0⟩ ≡ |z⟩ and |zk⟩ ≡
Pik . . . Pi1 |z⟩. This lets us define the “diagonal-energies”
as Ezk ≡ ⟨zk|H|zk⟩ = ⟨zk|D0|zk⟩ and the off-diagonal
“hopping strength,” D(z,Siq )

≡ ∏q
k=1⟨zk|Dik |zk⟩. In

practice, both can be efficiently computed with a look-
up table [27, 28]. Finally, e−β[Ez0 ,...,Ezq ] is a divided dif-
ference of the exponential, which plays a key role in the

derivation of our estimators, so we now discuss it in more
detail.
The divided difference of any holomorphic function

f(x) over a multiset [x0, . . . , xq] can be defined as
f [x0, . . . , xq] ≡ (1/(2πi))

∮
Γ

f(x)/
∏q

i=0(x− xi)dx, for Γ

a positively oriented contour enclosing all the x′
is [41].

Well-known elementary definitions and properties of the
divided difference follow by direct application of the
residue theorem [41]. Another important property that
follows is the Leibniz rule [42],

(f · g)[x0, . . . , xq] =

q∑
j=0

f [x0, . . . , xj ]g[xj , . . . , xq]. (5)

As in Refs. [27–29, 40], we adopt the shorthand notation
et[x0,...,xq ] ≡ f [x0, . . . , xq], where f(x) = etx. Replacing
the variable x → αx in the contour integral definition, we
find, αqet[αx0,...,αxq ] = eαt[x0,...,xq ]. Combining this with
Eq. (11) of Ref. [43] with Pm(x) = 1, we get,

L
{
eαt[x0,...,xq ]

}
=

αq∏q
j=0(s− αxj)

, (6)

where L denotes the Laplace transform from t → s. This
can also be shown explicitly by expanding eαtx within
the contour integral definition of the divided difference.
Pure diagonal derivations.— For simplicity, first sup-
pose the driver is purely diagonal, i.e., D0 = λH1 (re-
call H(λ) = H0 + λH1 = D0 +

∑
j Dj(λ)Pj). Following

Eq. (24) in [29], we can immediately write

(D0)C = Ez, (7)

which can be used to evaluate ⟨D0⟩2. Since this does
not depend on τ , subsequent integrations are straightfor-

ward, i.e.,
∫ β

0
⟨D0⟩2dτ = β⟨D0⟩2. Hence, all the work in

deriving G(τ) and integrals thereof is in the imaginary
time two-point correlator, ⟨D0(τ)D0⟩.
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To proceed, we first observe Z⟨D0(τ)D0⟩ =∑
z⟨z|D0e

−τHD0e
−(β−τ)H |z⟩. Applying the Leibniz rule

from right to left on the PMR expansions of the two ex-
ponentials, we find,

(D0(τ)D0)C =

Ez

e−β[Ez0 ,...,Ezq ]

q∑
j=0

Ezje
−τ [Ezj

,...,Ezq ]e−(β−τ)[Ez0
,...,Ezj

].

(8)

Note that the denominator of e−β[Ez0
,...,Ezq ] comes from

multiplying by e−β[Ez0 ,...,Ezq ]/e−β[Ez0 ,...,Ezq ] to coax the
expression into a PMR-QMC estimator as is done in
Ref. [29]. Combining Eqs. (7) and (8), we have an explicit
estimator for G(τ).

Since the τ dependence is entirely contained in the
divided differences in Eq. (8), we now prove Theorem 1.

Theorem 1 (Energy susceptibility integral).

∫ β

0

e−τ [xj ,...,xq ]e−(β−τ)[x0,...,xj ]dτ = −e−β[x0,...,xq,xj ].

(9)

Proof. Let f(t) = e−t[xj ,...,xq ] and g(t) = e−t[x0,...,xj ].
Now, the left side can be written as the convolution
(f ∗ g)(β). Since L{f ∗ g} = L{f}L {g} holds for
the Laplace transform, Eq. (6) leads to the claimed re-
sult.

As a consequence, we have derived the estimator,

Corollary 1 (Energy susceptibility estimator).(∫ β

0

D0(τ)D0 dτ

)
C

=

−Ez

e−β[Ez0 ,...,Ezq ]

q∑
j=0

Ezje
−β[Ez0

,...,Ezq ,Ezj
], (10)

which gives an estimator for χβ
E (see Eq. (2)) when com-

bined with Eq. (7).

To extend this result to χβ
F , we first prove,

Lemma 1 (Sum over repeated arguments).

τe−τ [x0,...,xj ] = −
j∑

m=0

e−τ [x0,...,xj ,xm] (11)

Proof. Let f(τ) ≡ e−τ [x0,...,xj ]. From Laplace trans-
form properties, Eq. (6), and algebra, L{τf(τ)} =

−∂sL{f(τ)} = L
{
−∑j

m=0 e
−τ [x0,...,xj ,xm]

}
. Inverting

the Laplace transform, we get the claimed equality.

Combined with our earlier results, we can now prove
Theorem 2, which gives an estimator for χβ

F .

Theorem 2 (Fidelity susceptibility integral).∫ β/2

0

τe−τ [xj ,...,xq ]e−(β−τ)[x0,...,xj ]dτ =

j∑
r=0

e−
β
2 [x0,...,xr]

q∑
m=j

e−
β
2 [xr,...,xq,xj ,xm] (12)

Proof. Our strategy is to coax the integrand

into e−τ [xj ,...,xq,xm]e−( β
2 −τ)[xr,...,xj ], whereupon

we can use Theorem 1 with the substitution
β → β/2. Firstly, it follows from Eq. (5) that

e−(β−τ)[x0,...,xj ] =
∑j

r=0 e
−(β/2)[x0,...,xr]e−(β/2−τ)[xr,...,xj ]

because e−(β−τ)x = e−(β/2)xe−(β/2−τ)x. Employing
Lemma 1, we can remove the linear τ at the expense
of summing over repeated entries m = j to m = q.
Together, the integrand is now of the desired form to
use Theorem 1.

Immediately by Theorem 2, we get the estimator,

Corollary 2 (Fidelity susceptibility estimator).(∫ β/2

0

τD0(τ)D0dτ

)
C

=
Ez

e−β[Ez0
,...,Ezq ]

q∑
j=0

Ezj

×
j∑

r=0

e−
β
2 [Ez0

,...,Ezr ]

q∑
m=j

e−
β
2 [Ezr ,...,Ezq ,Ezj

,Ezm ] (13)

which gives an estimator for χβ
F (see Eq. (3)) when com-

bined with Eq. (7).

On complexity of estimators.— When evaluating an
estimator in PMR-QMC, we have O(1) access to each
Ez and to exp

{
−β[Ez, . . . , Ezq ]

}
[28, 29], but evaluating

the divided difference with the addition or removal of an
input has an O(q) cost [40]. As such, evaluating (D0)C =
Ez is O(1) but (D0(τ)D0)C is O(q2), so our estimator
for G(τ) is O(q2). Similarly, the ES estimator is also
O(q2), but the FS estimator is O(q4). Since we expect
⟨q⟩ ∝ β for many systems [27], the FS estimate becomes
costly as β is increased. Nevertheless, we expect the total
simulation time to be determined by the complexity of
QMC updates rather than that of the estimators for a
wide range of temperatures. The number of times the
estimators are sampled can be made much smaller than
the number of QMC updates to reduce auto-correlation,
without compromising the accuracy of calculations [44].
Pure off-diagonal derivations.—We next suppose the
driver is purely off-diagonal, i.e., λH1 = H(λ)−D0. This
case reduces to the pure diagonal case with a small, con-
stant overhead. We briefly summarize why here, and
additional details are contained in Appendix B for inter-
ested readers. Firstly, we know (D0)C from the diago-
nal case, and we know (H)C from Eq. (20) of Ref. [29].
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Together, we thus know (H1)C . By straightforward ma-
nipulations, (H1(τ)H1)C = ((H2)C + (D0(τ)D0)C −
2(D0H)C)/λ

2, and (H2)C is given by Eq. (23) in Ref. [29],
whereas (D0H)C = ⟨z|D0|z⟩(H)C . Since the only non-
trivial τ dependence is contained in (D0(τ)D0)C , we can
write estimators for the ES and FS using the pure diag-
onal results.
General case—In general, H1 may contain both diag-
onal and off-diagonal terms, but we can always write,
H1 =

∑R−1
l=0 ClPl ≡

∑R−1
l=0 ClDlPl for Cl diagonal ma-

trices and DlPl directly from the PMR form of H (see
Appendix C for justification). By linearity, ⟨H1⟩ =∑

l⟨ClPl⟩, so it is sufficient to derive an estimator for
individual terms, (ClPl)C . By direct PMR-QMC manip-
ulations (see Sec. V.B in Ref. [29]), we find

(ClPl)C = δ
(q)
Pl

Cl(z)e
−β[Ez0 ,...,Ezq−1

]

e−β[Ez0
,...,Ezq ]

, (14)

where δ
(q)
Pl

equals 1 if the qth or final permutation in Siq

is Pl and is 0 otherwise, and we have used the shorthand
Cl(z) ≡ ⟨z|Cl|z⟩. We retain the use of the δ function as
in Ref. [29] for simplicity, but we remark that improved
statistics can be obtained using indicator functions as
explained in Ref. [37] and used in Ref. [36].

Similarly, we can derive an estimator for ⟨H1(τ)H1⟩
by finding one for ((CkPk)(τ)ClPl)C . In expand-
ing the trace, we encounter a matrix element
⟨z|CkPke

−τHClPle
−(β−τ)H |z⟩. Using the same Leibniz

rule trick as used in Eq. (8) but with the added complex-
ity of enforcing permutations in Siq match Pl and Pk in
appropriate places as in Eq. (14), we find

((CkPk)(τ)ClPl)C =
δ
(q)
Pk

Ck(z)

e−β[Ez0
,...,Ezq ]

×
q−1∑
j=1

δ
(j)
Pl

Cl(zj)e
−τ [Ezj

,...,Ezq−1
]e−(β−τ)[Ez0 ,...,Ezj−1

]. (15)

Although the presence of Pk and Pl cause e−(β−τ)[··· ] to
miss Ezj and e−τ [··· ] to miss Ezq compared to Eq. (8), this

estimator still has the same product e−(β−τ)[··· ]e−τ [··· ], so
our divided difference lemmas and theorems still apply.

As such, we have derived susceptibility estimators for
arbitrary partitions of H into H0 and H1. For example,(∫ β/2

0

τ(CkPk)(τ)ClPl dτ

)
C

=
δ
(q)
Pk

Ck(z)

e−β[Ez0
,...,Ezq ]

×

q−1∑
j=1

δ
(j)
Pl

Cl(zj)

j−1∑
r=0

q−1∑
m=j

e−
β
2 [Ez0

,...,Ezr ]e−
β
2 [Ezr ,...,Ezq−1

,Ezm ],

(16)

which gives a general estimator for FS when combined
with Eq. (14). A similar estimator can be written for ES.

Since these forms are analogous to the diagonal case, the
ES and FS have complexities O(R2q2) and O(R2q4), re-
spectively. In practice, the average complexity is smaller
since we do not actually need to compute the full estima-
tor whenever the δ function conditions are not satisfied.
Technically, Eqs. (14), (15), and (16) implicitly assume
both Pl ̸= 1 and Pk ̸= 1. Since a resolution of this prob-
lem is mostly a matter of notation and not of substance,
we explain it in Appendix D.

Conclusion and future work.— We have derived ex-
plicit, exact, and closed-form estimators for energy sus-
ceptibility and fidelity susceptibility within the frame-
work of permutation matrix representation quantum
Monte Carlo. Our derivations enable the measurement of
these critical quantities across a broad spectrum of large-
scale quantum many-body systems with arbitrary driving
terms. Our work elevates PMR-QMC to a “black box”
for investigating quantum phase transitions in any sys-
tem amenable to QMC simulations, since only the input
Hamiltonian and its driving term are required. No prior
knowledge of specific QMC updates or an order parame-
ter is necessary. Furthermore, we demonstrated the effi-
cacy of our approach in accurately identifying quantum
critical points across a class of 100–spin random models.

There are several promising avenues for future re-
search. Foremost, we aim to apply our approach to mod-
els that are already of interest and have non-standard
driving terms that are neither the pure diagonal part of
H nor the pure off-diagonal part H. We also want to
apply our method successfully to bosonic, fermionic and
high-spin systems of physical interest.

We hope the results of this work will serve as a valuable
and powerful tool for condensed matter physicists and
researchers studying quantum phase transitions.

Code availability.—Simulation code [45] as well as data
and analysis scripts [46] are open source.
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Appendix A: Additional details on generating special unitaries

Consider U =
∑L

k=1 ckQk for c ∈ RL and each Qk a Pauli matrix over n spins (we use Q to distinguish from
the permutation Pj in the PMR form of H). By construction, we can efficiently form the matrix UH(λ)U† for
H(λ) = Z1Z2 + 0.1(X1 + X2) + λ(Z1 + Z2), our prototypical example Hamiltonian from Ref. [33], whenever L is
polynomial in n. This is because for each term in H, we need only perform L2 Pauli conjugations, i.e, compute terms
like QkX1Ql, which are themselves computable in O(n) time using a look-up table or a symplectic inner product
technique as in Clifford simulations.

In addition, U can easily be shown to be unitary whenever ||c||2 = 1 and {Qk}Lk=1 all anti-commute [see Eq. (6)
in [35]]. The largest maximal set of anti-commuting Paulis is 2n + 1, and there is an O(n) algorithm to generate a
canonical set of this type [34]. Let Q denote this canonical set of 201 Paulis for a 100–spin system, which, in particular,

includes X⊗100. We can now describe our algorithm to generate 10 random unitaries such that HUi
≡ UiH(λ)U†

i

satisfies the four properties described in the main text.
To begin with, we generate 50 random unitaries by (a) selecting L ∈ [1, . . . , 201] uniformly at random, (b) construct a

random list of anti-commuting Paulis of the form {X⊗100}∪{Qi}Li=2 for each Qi drawn uniformly without replacement
from Q, (c) generating ci ∼ N (0, 1) for i = 1, . . . , L independently and then renormalizing. In step (b), we always

include X⊗100 to ensure each HUi(λ) ≡ UiH(λ)U†
i has non-trivial support on all 100 spins. By construction, HUi

has hundreds of Paulis terms, and yet, it is easy to generate and store. What remains to show is that we can find a
subset of 10 without a severe sign problem.

To our knowledge, there is no simple calculation to check for the sign problem for these models a priori. So in
practice, we simply ran a PMR-QMC simulation for each model for β = 5 and λ = 1, which approximately the critical
point for this model. The PMR-QMC code in Ref. [29, 36] automatically tracks the average and variance of the sign
of the QMC weight, so we then simply post-selected those models with the highest average sign. Empirically, we find
the worst average sign in this set of 10 is 0.9983± 0.0006 (this is 2σ), so this subset is essentially sign problem free.

Appendix B: Additional pure off-diagonal observable details

In the pure off-diagonal case λH1 = H − D0, so (H1)C = (HC − (D0)C)/λ. Furthermore, ⟨H1(τ)H1⟩ =
(⟨H2⟩ + ⟨D0(τ)D0⟩ − 2⟨D0H⟩)/λ2 can be shown by expanding Tr

[
(H −D0)e

−τH(H −D0)e
−(β−τ)H

]
and utilizing

cyclicity of the trace and the fact H commutes with e−τH . In the pure diagonal derivations, we found estimators

for ⟨D0⟩, ⟨D0(τ)D0⟩,
∫ β

0
⟨D0(τ)D0⟩dτ, and

∫ β/2

0
τ⟨D0(τ)D0⟩dτ , so as long as we can derive (H)C , (H

2)C , and (D0H)C ,
then we have everything we need for the pure off-diagonal estimators.

First, the Hamiltonian estimators are given in Equations 20 and 23 of Ref. [29], and for completeness are

(H)C =

{
Ez0 q = 0

Ez0 +
e
−β[Ez1

,...,Ezq ]

e
−β[Ez0

,...,Ezq ] q > 0
(H2)C =


E2

z0 q = 0

E2
z0 +

(Ez0
+Ez1

)e−βEz1

e−β[Ez0
,Ez1

] q = 1

E2
z0 + (Ez0 + Ez2)

e
−β[Ez1 ,...,Ezq ]

e
−β[Ez0

,...,Ezq ] +
e
−β[Ez2 ,...,Ezq ]

e
−β[Ez0

,...,Ezq ] q > 1

, (B1)

respectively. Finally, in the main text, we claimed (D0H)C = ⟨z|D0|z⟩(H)C . This follows by observing
Tr
[
D0He−βH

]
=
∑

z⟨z|D0|z⟩⟨z|g(H)|z⟩ for g(H) = He−βH . Applying the Leibniz rule, the diagonal matrix ele-
ments of g(H) are exactly given by (H)C .

Appendix C: On PMR form of H1

In the study of quantum phase transitions, we assume H(λ) = H0 + λH1 for some [H0, H1] ̸= 0. Regardless of the
specifics, this Hamiltonian can always be in PMR form, H(λ) =

∑
j Dj(λ)Pj , where we choose P0 = 1 by convention.

Here, we show that one can always write

H1 =
∑
j

Cj(λ)Dj(λ)Pj (C1)

where Cj(λ) are diagonal matrices and the Dj(λ)Pj terms are directly taken from the PMR form of H. The conse-
quence of this form is that there are no fundamental obstacles to estimating ⟨H1⟩, ⟨H1(τ)H1⟩, and integrals thereof
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using PMR-QMC, and in fact, estimators have a relatively simple form. A full understanding of why this is true is
subtle and entrenched in PMR-QMC details, and hence, out of the scope of this work. For additional context, we point
to Section V.B in Ref. [29] and Ref. [37], which discuss measurements of arbitrary operators O and what properties
O can have in relation to H that prevent accurate estimation by a single PMR-QMC simulation. To reiterate our
main point, proving Eq. (C1) is one way to show that H1 does not have any of these subtle problems that prevent
estimation.

To begin with, we build up the PMR form of H(λ) by first writing PMR forms for H0 and H1 separately. For
simplicity, denote P ∈ H0 to mean there exists a term DP in the PMR expansion of H0 where D ̸= 0. With this
notation, we can write,

H0 =
∑

P∈H0

APP, H1 =
∑

P∈H1

BPP =⇒ H(λ) =
∑

P∈H0,P∈H1

(AP +λBP )P+
∑

P∈H0,P /∈H1

APP+
∑

P /∈H0,P∈H1

BPP. (C2)

When compared with H(λ) =
∑

j Dj(λ)Pj , we can readily identify {Pj}j = {P ∈ H0} ∪ {P ∈ H1} and Dj as the
diagonal in front of Pj , i.e., either Aj , Bj ,or (Aj + λBj). Before showing Eq. (C1) generally, we remark that in the
extremely common cases that H1 is either purely diagonal or purely off-diagonal, things simplify and Eq. (C1) is
obvious. In the pure diagonal case, H1 = 1

λD0, and in the pure off-diagonal case, H1 =
∑

j>0
1
λDj .

Now for the general case, consider P ∈ H0, P /∈ H1 where we haveDj = Aj and choose Cj = 0. For P /∈ H0, P ∈ H1,
we have Dj = Bj and choose Cj = 1. Finally, for P ∈ H0, P ∈ H1, we have Dj = (Aj + λBj) and choose
Cj = (Aj + λBj)

+Bj , where X+ denotes the pseudo-inverse of X, which prevents diving by zero. Before justifying
the pseudo-inverse—which is more subtle than any discussion so far—we remark that this case is moot if H1 is purely
diagonal or purely off-diagonal, since such partitions have no P that is contained in both H0 and in H1. To see why
the pseudo-inverse works, suppose ⟨z|Aj +λBj |z⟩ = 0 which implies either ⟨z|Aj |z⟩ = ⟨z|Bj |z⟩ = 0 or Aj = −λBj . In
the first case, ⟨z|CjBj |z⟩ = 0 for any choice of Cj , so the pseudo-inverse works. The second-case is not relevant since

it requires fine-tuning λ, and such exceptional points can be avoided in practice while still generating χβ
F (λ) curves.

Appendix D: Additional general observable details

In the general case, we can always write H1 =
∑T

l=1 ClDlPl ≡
∑T

l=1 ClPl, which obviates any subtle measurement
difficulties as discussed in Appendix C. In the main text, we presented several estimators, e.g, (ClPl)C in Eq. (14), with
the assumption Pl ̸= 1. Since the intention is that (H1)C =

∑
l(ClPl)C , then this is an incomplete picture ifH1 contains

a pure diagonal component. For (ClPl)C , the fix is very straightforward. When Pl = 1, then (ClPl)C = ⟨z|Cl|z⟩,
which removes the δ function and the ratio of divided differences in comparison to Eq. (14). This can be derived
straightforwardly or seen to be true in analogy with (D0)C = ⟨z|D0|z⟩ ≡ Ez.
Next, we consider ((CkPk)(τ)ClPl)C . Here, there are four cases to consider. When both Pl ̸= 1 and Pk ̸= 1, the

result is given in Eq. (15). In the case that both are identity, this reduces to

(Ck(τ)Cl)C =
Ck(z)

e−β[Ez0
,...,Ezq ]

q∑
j=0

Cl(zj)e
−τ [Ezj

,...,Ezq ]e−(β−τ)[Ez0 ,...,Ezj
], (D1)

in analogy with ⟨D0(τ)D0⟩ given in Eq. (8). Notice in particular that here, Pl no longer “steals” Ezj from e−(β−τ)[...]

and Pl no longer steals Ezq from e−τ [...]. Additionally, we clearly no longer need the δ functions. When Pl = 1 and
Pk ̸= 1, we blend the two results together to find,

((CkPk)(τ)Cl)C =
δ
(q)
Pk

Ck(z)

e−β[Ez0
,...,Ezq ]

q∑
j=0

Cl(zj)e
−τ [Ezj

,...,Ezq−1
]e−(β−τ)[Ez0

,...,Ezj
]. (D2)

Finally, when Pk = 1 but Pl ̸= 1, we get

((Ck)(τ)ClPl)C =
Ck(z)

e−β[Ez0 ,...,Ezq ]

q−1∑
j=1

δ
(j)
Pl

Cl(zj)e
−τ [Ezj

,...,Ezq ]e−(β−τ)[Ez0
,...,Ezj−1

]. (D3)

For each formula, we can readily apply Theorem 1 to derive the ES estimator and Theorem 2 to derive the FS
estimator, but we just must be careful to pay attention to which multiset arguments are contained within e−τ [...] and
e−(β−τ)[...]. Aside from this and the δ functions, the general structure remains the same, and handling each case in
the code is straightforward.
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