
Dynamic structure factor of a spin-1/2 Heisenberg chain with long-range interactions

Sibin Yang, Gabe Schumm, and Anders W. Sandvik∗

Department of Physics, Boston University, Boston, Massachusetts 02215, USA
(Dated: December 20, 2024)

We study the dynamic structure factor S(k, ω) of the spin-1/2 chain with long-range, power-
law decaying unfrustrated (sign alternating) Heisenberg interactions Jr ∼ (−1)r−1r−α by means of
stochastic analytic continuation (SAC) of imaginary-time correlations computed by quantum Monte
Carlo calculations. We do so in both the long-range antiferromagnetic (AFM, for α ≲ 2.23) and
quasi ordered (QLRO, for α ≳ 2.23) ground-state phases, employing different SAC parametrizations
of S(k, ω) to resolve sharp edges characteristic of fractional quasi-particles and sharp peaks expected
with conventional quasi-particles. In order to identify the most statistically accurate parametriza-
tion, we apply a newly developed cross-validation method as “model selection” tool. We confirm
that the spectral function contains a power-law divergent edge in the QLRO phase and a very sharp
(likely δ-function) magnon peak in the AFM phase. From our SAC results, we extract the disper-
sion relation in the different regimes of the model, and in the AFM phase, we extract the weight
of the magnon pole. In the limit where the model reduces to the conventional Heisenberg chain
with nearest-neighbor interactions, our S(k, ω) agrees well with known Bethe ansatz results. In the
AFM phase the low-energy dispersion relation is known to be nonlinear, ωk ∼ kz, and we extract
the corresponding dynamic exponent z(α), which in general is somewhat above the form obtained
in linear spin-wave theory. We also find a significant continuum above the magnon peak. This
study serves as a benchmark for SAC/QMC studies of systems with a transition from conventional
to fractionalized quasi-particles.

I. INTRODUCTION

With the development of experimental techniques to
accurately manipulate quantum many-body systems, a
growing interest in low dimensional systems with long-
range interactions has emerged. Experiments utilizing
trapped ions, Rydberg atoms, and quantum gases [1–8]
have stimulated new theoretical exploration of related
fundamental model Hamiltonians. One such model that
has garnered interest due to its direct experimental re-
alization is the spin-1/2 chain with power-law decaying,
long-range interactions of the form ∼ 1/rα. Feng et al. [7]
have successfully prepared quantum XY spin chains with
this form of the interactions in trapped-ion systems and
observed continuous symmetry breaking—which would
not be possible with short-range interactions according
to the Mermin-Wagner theorem [9]. It was claimed that
the experimental platform can be extended to also study
the XXZ model, where some theoretical work has already
been done [10].

Another potential realization of long-range interac-
tions in one dimension is transition metal atomic chains
[11], for which an ab initio study found long-range decay-
ing Heisenberg (XXX) exchange interactions with alter-
nating (unfrustrated, bipartite) signs (−1)r. With the
distance (r) dependent interactions of the form Jr ∼
(−1)r−1r−α, the phase diagram of the the model with
S = 1/2 spins, which we will focus on here, contains a
long-range ordered Néel antiferromagnetic (AFM) phase
in addition to the quasi-long-range ordered (QLRO) crit-
ical phase exemplified by the conventional Heisenberg
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chain corresponding to α → ∞ settled [12–15].
With the alternating signs of the interaction versus

r, there is no frustration and, therefore, the model is
amenable to large-scale quantum Monte Carlo (QMC)
calculations. We study the Hamiltonian in the form

H =

L/2∑
r=1

Jr

L∑
i=1

Si · Si+r, (1)

where the distance dependent coupling Jr governed by
the exponent α is given by

Jr = G
(−1)r−1

rα
, G =

1 +

L/2∑
r=2

1

rα

−1

. (2)

Here G is a normalization factor chosen such that the
summation of |Jr| is equal to unity. Without this nor-
malization (i.e., with G = 1) the energy is superextensive
for α < 1 and our definition of G makes it more practical
to study the model for any α > 0.
Previous works have identified three ground state

phases of the model [12, 13, 16, 17]. For large α, the
long-range interaction is irrelevant and the ground state
is QLRO with the same critical behavior as the stan-
dard Heisenberg chain with only J1 interactions. Upon
lowering α, there is a quantum phase transition at α =
αc ≈ 2.23 [13, 15] to a long-range ordered AFM phase, in
which the order parameter, the staggered magnetization
ms, increases as α is further reduced until saturation at
ms = 1/2, occurring when α = αs > 0. Based on spin-
wave theory (SWT), the saturation point is exactly at
αs = 1 [12, 13].
Our focus here is on the dynamic spin structure factor

S(k, ω), which we compute using stochastic analytic con-
tinuation (SAC) of imaginary-time dependent correlation
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functions generated by the stochastic series expansion
(SSE) QMC method. Though the ground state phase
diagram of the model is now settled and unusual proper-
ties of the AFM phase and the QLRO–AFM transition
phase have been investigated extensively [13–15], dynam-
ical properties have been studied in less detail. In the
AFM phase, linear SWT predicts that the dynamic spec-
tral function S(k, ω) contains a single δ-peak at energy
ωk, with an anomalous dispersion ωk ∝ kz and ωπ−q ∝ qz

in the neighborhood of the two gapless points k = 0, π.
Here, the dynamic exponent z < 1, in contrast to z = 1
for conventional spin waves in higher dimensions.

The only previous numerical study of the dynamic
structure factor that we are aware of is the recent time de-
pendent density-matrix renormalization group (tDMRG)
work by Yang et al. [18], who investigated the evolution
of the deconfined spinons of the QLRO phase into co-
herent magnons in the AFM phase. The results demon-
strated the expected salient spectral features of a dom-
inant magnon peak in the AFM phase and more con-
tinuum spectral weight in the QLRO phase. However,
strong finite-size effects and broadening from the limits
on the tDMRG time evolution prohibited a more precise
determination of the full spectral profile and the anoma-
lous magnon dispersion in the AFM phase. Here we
study S(k, ω) on larger periodic chains (instead of the
open boundaries in the tDMRG study), using QMC sim-
ulations to measure the corresponding spin correlation
function in imaginary time, which we subsequently con-
tinue to real frequency using the SAC method [19–21].

Our goal with this work is two-fold: to obtain reliable
extensive size converged results in the AFM and QLRO
ground states of the model and to demonstrate the ca-
pabilities of newly developed enhancements of the SAC
method [21, 22]. We adopt several different parametriza-
tions of the sampled S(k, ω), with constraints based on
prior knowledge or hypotheses of the two ground state
phases. The ability of constrained SAC to reproduce
detailed sharp features of spectral functions [21] is im-
portant not only for comparison with future experiments
addressing the excitation spectrum, specifically inelastic
neutron scattering, but will also provide guidance to re-
solving long-standing theoretical uncertainty about the
form of the spectral peak in the AFM and QLRO phase.

The main question here is whether the spectral func-
tion in the AFM phase is dominated by a sharp quasi-
particle peak or by an edge followed by a continuum,
the latter being a well known consequence of deconfined
spinons in the QLRO phase but could also potentially be
realized in some form with anomalous magnons. Inspired
by ideas exploited in machine learning, we have devel-
oped a cross-validation method within the SAC frame-
work, which is able to determine the best possible func-
tional form from different SAC results. This method was
described in detail in Ref. 22, where we also presented
some preliminary tests on the model considered here. We
here present a much more comprehensive range of tests
and focus on the physics of the model.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: In Sec. II
we introduce the SAC method used to extract the spec-
tral function using QMC-computed imaginary-time cor-
relation data G(k, τ). We extract S(k, ω) in the AFM
and SAFM phases in Sec. III and in the QLRO phase in
Sec. IV, comparing results obtained with different SAC
parametrizations. The cross-validation method is briefly
introduced in Sec. V, followed by the use of the method
to determine the best parametrization and our final con-
clusion for the form of S(k, ω) in the AFM and QLRO
phases. The non-universal dynamic exponent of the dis-
persion relation ωk ∼ kz in the AFM phase is extracted
versus α and compared with linear spin-wave results in
Sec. VI, with close attention paid to the dependence on
the system size. We summarize and further discuss the
results and their implications in Sec. VII. Some auxiliary
calculations are reported in three appendices.

II. STOCHASTIC ANALYTIC CONTINUATION

A general spectral function of an operator Ô can be
expressed using the eigenstates |n⟩ and energies En as

S(ω) =
π

Z

∑
m,n

e−βEn |⟨m|Ô|n⟩|2δ(ω − [Em − En]), (3)

where the temperature T = β−1.
For a bosonic operator Ô of interest, the imaginary-

time correlation function computable by QMC simula-
tions is defined as

G(τ) = ⟨Ô†(τ)Ô(0)⟩, (4)

where the time evolved operator is given by

Ô(τ) = eτHÔe−τH , (5)

setting ℏ = 1. The formal relationship between G(τ) and
the real-frequency spectral function S(ω) is

G(τ) =
1

π

∫ +∞

−∞
dωS(ω)e−τω, (6)

where τ ∈ [0, β] and G(τ) = G(β − τ).
Here we consider the dynamic spin structure factor

S(k, ω) of the spin chain, for which Ô is the fourier trans-
form of z-component of the spin operator;

Ô = Ŝz
k =

1√
N

N∑
i=1

e−iri·kŜz
i . (7)

For a bosonic operator Ô as the above, the spectral
weights at positive and negative energies are related ac-
cording to S(−ω) = e−βωS(ω). In practice, we then use
an alternative form to Eq. (6);

G(τ) =
1

π

∫ ∞

0

dωS(ω)(e−τω + e−(β−τ)ω). (8)
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Since we will work effectively in the T → 0 limit, the ker-
nel is still very close to just e−τω and the spectral weight
at ω < 0 is vanishingly small. We can then normalize the
total spectral weight of S(ω) to unity by dividing the cor-
relation functions G(τi) at all time points τi considered
by G(0); see Ref. [21] for slightly different procedures at
elevated temperatures.

We use the SSE method to generate statistically un-
biased imaginary-time correlation function data Ḡi ≡
Ḡ(τi) for a set of time points τi, using β ∼ L or 2L
for sufficiently converged ground state results—in the re-
sults reported here, we have not detected any statistical
differences between results at these two choices of β. We
denote the conventional statistical error (one standard
deviation of the mean) by σi. However, since the fluc-
tuations at different time points are correlated, the SAC
procedure requires the use of the full covariance matrix
with elements Cij defined using bin averages Gb

i for a
large number of bins b = 1, . . . NB ;

Cij =
1

NB(NB − 1)

NB∑
b=1

(Gb
i − Ḡi)(G

b
j − Ḡj). (9)

For a given spectral function S(ω) (an individual sample
in the SAC process), the goodness of the fit to the QMC
data is then given by

χ2 =
∑
i

∑
j

(Gi − Ḡi)[C
−1]ij(Gj − Ḡj), (10)

where Gi is obtained from S(ω) using Eq. (6). In prac-
tice, we transform the correlation functions to the eigen-
basis of the covariance matrix for a simpler form

χ2 =
∑
i

(Gi − Ḡi)
2

ϵi
, (11)

where ϵi is the ith eigenvalue of the covariance matrix
and both Gi and Ḡi now correspond to the respective
components after transformation to the new basis.

We use a τ grid with uniformly spaced points up to
τ = 2 and then with the spacing increasing roughly lin-
early with τ for τ > 2. This choice reflects the fact that
the relative statistical errors grow with τ , and, therefore,
the correlated data points provide less independent in-
formation with increasing τ . For a given wavenumber
k, above some value of τ the data are completely noise
dominated, and we therefore impose a cutoff to exclude
points for which the relative statistical error exceeds 10%.
In Ref. [21], an error level was defined as the statistical
error (conventional standard deviation) of the normal-
ized G(τ) at the cutoff τ . For all results reported here,
the error level was better than 10−5.
We here discuss SAC with the most generic (uncon-

strained) form of S(ω), composed of a collection of a
large number Nω of δ-functions (typically with Nω of or-
der 103 or larger) with amplitudes ai at frequencies ωi

effectively in the continuum (in practice a grid with a

S(ω
)

( b )

S(ω
)

ω

( a )

FIG. 1. Two parametrizations of the spectral function S(ω)
used in unconstrained SAC. In (a), the locations ωi of equal-
amplitude δ-functions are sampled on a very fine frequency
grid (essentially realizing a continuum). In (b), both the fre-
quencies and the amplitude are sampled while keeping the
total spectral weight unchanged.

number of points orders of magnitude larger than Nω);

S(ω) =

Nω∑
i=1

aiδ(ω − ωi). (12)

In the SAC sampling process, the spectrum is sampled
with a Boltzmann-like probability distribution,

P (S|Ḡ) ∝ exp

(
− χ2

2Θ

)
, (13)

with χ2/2 playing the role of the energy of the system at
a fictitious temperature Θ. We consider two versions of
unconstrained SAC, one where the amplitudes are fixed
uniformly at ai = 1/Nω and another where the ampli-
tudes are also sampled along with the frequencies ωi.
These two parametrizations of the spectral function are
illustrated in Fig. 1. In either case, the spectral weight is
averaged in the form of a histogram with bin width small
enough to capture the details of the spectrum.
When sampling according to the probability distribu-

tion in Eq. (13), lowering Θ will result in a lower mean
goodness-of-fit ⟨χ2⟩. An optimal Θ value corresponds to
balancing both goodness-of-fit (ensuring a statistically
acceptable ⟨χ2⟩ value) and entropy (avoiding over-fitting
to statistical noise in G). A simple criterion has been de-
veloped to satisfy this balance, by requiring that ⟨χ2⟩ is
above the minimum goodness-of-fit χ2

min by roughly one
standard deviation of the corresponding χ2 distribution;

⟨χ2(Θ)⟩ = χ2
min + a

√
2χ2

min, (14)

where a is of order unity (typically we take a ≈ 0.5).
Here χ2

min also serves as a proxy for the effective num-
ber of degrees of freedom of the fit, Ndof , based on the
expectation that χ2

min = Ndof . We determine χ2
min to

sufficient accuracy by a simulated annealing procedure
in which Θ is gradually reduced until ⟨χ2(Θ)⟩ converges,
after which Θ is adapted to satisfy Eq. (14) and the aver-
age spectrum is accumulated. We recently demonstrated
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that this criterion also matches well the optimum value
defined using statistical cross-validation [22].

With the fixed-amplitude parametrization, the SAC
method becomes equivalent to the standard maximum-
entropy method (MEM) [23] in the limit of large Nω, if
the MEM entropy weighting factor is chosen such that
the goodness of the fit of the solution equals ⟨χ2⟩ pro-
duced by the SAC method. If the amplitudes are also
sampled, SAC becomes equivalent to a generalized MEM
method with an entropic weighting different from that of
the conventional Shannon entropy [21, 24]. Thus, with
typical QMC data there can be notable differences in the
averaged S(ω) produced using these two unconstrained
parametrizations. We recently demonstrated that cross-
validation can be used to discriminate between different
parametrizations [22].

The main advantage of the SAC scheme is that var-
ious constraints can be introduced that produce sharp
spectral features that are not always easy to incorpo-
rate within the MEM scheme. We will apply and op-
timize constraints in the later sections, and finally use
cross-validation to determine the optimal constrained
parametrization.

III. ORDERED PHASES

Here we study the dynamic structure factor in the or-
dered AFM and SAFM phases. We employ different
SAC parametrizations, first with the basic unconstrained
parametrizations in Fig. 1 and later with various con-
straints to improve the resolution of the sharp magnon
peak. We here will study chains of length L = 256 to
test the different parametrizations and elucidate the ba-
sic aspects of S(k, ω); finite-size effects will be mostly
addressed in later sections.

A. Unconstrained SAC in the AFM phase

We begin in the AFM phase, where previous SWT cal-
culations have demonstrated a nonlinear dispersion rela-
tion in the limits k → 0 and k → π [12, 13]. The previous
tDMRG calculations showed some spectral weight also
above the magnon peak, which is absent in linear SWT.

We show examples of S(k, ω) obtained using SAC with
both unconstrained parametrizations in Fig. 2. Here the
long-range exponent is α = 2, which is sufficiently be-
low the QLRO transition point αc ≈ 2.23 for the system
to exhibit robust AFM order. The dominant magnon
peak is somewhat sharper when amplitude updates are
included, but the location of the peak is essentially con-
sistent among the two parametrizations. Continua above
the main peaks are also apparent. For the k points clos-
est to 0 and π, the continua (which have a very small
relative weight) show a peak structure that is more pro-
nounced with the constant-amplitude parametrization.
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FIG. 2. Dynamic structure factor for an L = 256 chain at five
different momenta in the AFM phase at α = 2. The blue and
red curves were obtained by sampling with and without am-
plitude updates, respectively. In the main panels the vertical
scale has been adapted to focusing on the dominant magnon
peak, while the insets show details of the continuum above
the magnon peak.

Such “ringing” behavior is a common artifact of numer-
ical analytic continuation and can often be traced to the
inability of unconstrained methods (including also MEM)
to reproduce sharp low-frequency features; the distor-
tions at the lower edge then lead to compensating distor-
tions at higher frequencies to match the imaginary-time
correlations within statistical errors.

Another notable feature of Fig. 2 is that the main peak
is narrower at lower energy. We will discuss the shape of
the magnon peak in detail in later sections, but here al-
ready note that the structure factor should evolve toward
a pure δ-function, S(k, ω) = akδ(k − ωk), for k → 0, π.
The narrowing of the dominant magnon peak is there-
fore expected, but the peak width cannot be expected
to be fully captured by SAC with unrestricted sampling,
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S(ω
)

ω

FIG. 3. Parametrization of a spectral function S(ω) with an
edge consisting of a macroscopic δ-function whose location ω0

serves as the lower bound for a large number equal-amplitude
microscopic δ-functions representing a continuum. The loca-
tion ω0 is sampled along with the other locations ωi>0 > ω0.
The optimal weigh a0 of the macroscopic δ-function is deter-
mined by a scan such as that in Fig. 4.

especially at higher energies where there is a larger con-
tinuum above the main peak. It is well known, and clear
from Eq. (6), that low-energy features effectively produce
more information in the imaginary-time correlation func-
tion G(k, τ), given that the decay with τ is slower and,
therefore, longer times τ can be reached before the data
become noise dominated. Considering these limitations,
results such as those in Fig. 2 can still be used to extract
the magnon dispersion relation to reasonable precision
and give some quantitative information on a continuum
above the magnon peak. However, the detailed shapes of
the spectra are not reliable.

B. Sharp magnon peak in the AFM phase

The long-range interacting Heisenberg chain in the
AFM phase likely shares properties with the standard 2D
Heisenberg model, even though the magnon dispersion is
anomalous in the former. High-order SWT calculations
for the 2D Heisenberg model [25–30]; show that the dy-
namic structure factor contains a dominant δ-function
at the lowest frequency ωk (the dispersion relation), fol-
lowed by an incoherent multi-magnon continuum,

S(k, ω) = S0(k)δ(ω − ωk) + Sc(k, ω)θ(ω − ωk), (15)

where S0(k) is the spectral weight of the leading magnon
pole and Sc represents the continuum weight above ωk

(as indicated by the step function θ). Some broadening
of the magnon peak may also be expected [31], though
there are no specific quantitative calculations including
this aspect, as far as we are aware.

A SAC parametrization motivated by Eq. (15) was im-
plemented in a study of the 2D Heisenberg model [20] and
we here use the same approach for the long-range chain in
the AFM phase. In this SAC “δ-edge” parametrization,
illustrated in Fig. 3, the normalized spectral function in-
cludes a “macroscopic” δ-function of weight a0,

a0(k) =
S0(k)∫

dωS(k, ω)
, (16)

and a continuum above its energy ω0. The continuum is
parametrized in the same way as in the equal-amplitude

0 . 6 5 0 . 7 0 0 . 7 5 0 . 8 0

0 . 8 0

0 . 8 5

0 . 9 0

0 . 9 5

a 0

<�
� >/N

�

FIG. 4. Scan over the macroscopic δ-function weight a0 with
the SAC parametrization illustrated in Fig. 3, here for the
L = 256 chain at α = 2 and k = π/2. The ⟨χ2⟩ minimum
represents the optimal weight. Here the sampling tempera-
ture Θ was chosen such that the criterion Eq. (14) is satisfied
with a ≈ 0.5.

case, but now with the constraint that the Nω “micro-
scopic” δ-functions are only allowed above ω0. Their total
spectral weight is accordingly (1 − a0), which is divided
evenly, i.e. their microscopic weights are (1− a0)/Nω.

As argued in Refs. 20 and 21, at a fixed sampling tem-
perature Θ, increasing a0 from 0 leads to a reduction
in configurational entropy (with its associated tendency
to spread out the spectrum below the actual edge), thus
leading to a better fit and decreasing ⟨χ2⟩. However,
when a0 exceeds its correct value (under the assumption
that the edge really is a δ-function or a very narrow peak)
the spectrum can no longer fit the imaginary-time data;
hence, ⟨χ2⟩ will increase sharply above some value of α0.
Thus, a minimum in ⟨χ2⟩ is observed when compared
across a series of constant-a0 SAC runs. Detailed tests
in Ref. 21 showed that the location of the minimum ap-
proached the true a0 value (in tests with synthetic data)
as the data quality is improved, with the the sampling
temperature adapted so that the minimum ⟨χ2⟩ roughly
satisfies the criterion Eq. (14). Fig. 4 shows an example
of such an a0 scan, using the same SSE data as previously
in Fig. 2(c).

Figure 5 shows results for the same system and k points
as in Fig. 2. Here the weight of the leading δ-function is
always relatively large and its location coincides closely
with that obtained by unrestricted sampling, as shown in
the insets of Fig. 5. The spectral weight in the continuum
above the magnon peak falls roughly within the same
energy range as before, but the details of the different
profiles are clearly different.

It should be noted that the magnon location ω0 does
fluctuate in the SAC process, but not enough to provide
visible broadening on the energy scale used in Fig. 5. In
the limit of large Nω, the fluctuations about the opti-
mal location vanish completely [21] and the calculations
shown here are in practice close to that limit. The disper-
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FIG. 5. Dynamic structure factors at five different momenta
for the L = 256 chain with α = 2 obtained with the δ-edge
parametrization in Fig. 3 and with the weight a0 optimized
as in Fig. 4. The optimal a0 value is indicated in each panel.
The k points are the same as in Fig. 2 and the results obtained
there with amplitude updates are compared with those with
the δ-edge in the insets.

sion relation obtained from the magnon peak is graphed
in Fig. 6 for several values of α between 1 and 2.2. Here
the nonlinearity close to k = 0 and π is obvious for the
smaller α values. There are still some finite-size effects in
these results, especially for the smaller α values, which
we will analyze in more detail in Sec. VI, where we ex-
tract the exponent z of the dispersion relation ωk ∝ kz

and compare it with SWT results.
The relative magnon weight a0 is graphed versus k for

representative α values in Fig. 7. In some cases there
are relatively large variations in a0 for nearby values of
k, which reflects the statistical uncertainty in the op-
timal a0 value. Similarly to the 2D case [20, 32], the
single-magnon contributions should exhaust the spectral
weight for k → 0 and π. For α > 1, there is indeed a

0 . 2 5 0 . 5 0 0 . 7 50 1

0 . 5

1 . 0

1 . 5

0

ω

k / π

 α= 1 . 0
 α= 1 . 5
 α= 2 . 0
 α= 2 . 1
 α= 2 . 2

FIG. 6. Dispersion relations ωk for different long-range in-
teraction exponents α in the AFM phase for L = 256. Each
point is extracted from the position of the δ function in spec-
tral functions exemplified in Fig. 5.

sharp increase in a0 as these limits are approached, but
larger systems would be required to study in detail how
a0 → 1. Note that, while the dispersion relations are
very symmetric about k = π/2 in Fig. 6, the magnon
weight has no such symmetry in Fig. 7, with a0 being
much larger for k < π/2. This difference in the neigh-
borhood of the two gapless points is also a known feature
in the 2D Heisenberg model.

For the larger α values, close to the AFM–QLRO tran-
sition at α ≈ 2.23, there is a more complex shape of a0(k),
with a local maximum in the weight at k/π ≈ 0.3, where
a0 even exceeds the value at some smaller α, exemplified
in Fig. 7 by α = 1.5. Upon decreasing α, the magnon
weight approaches unity for all k in Fig. 7, which is not
surprising, given that the spectrum should consist only of
a δ-peak in the SAFM phase (as we will show explicitly
below in Sec III C) entered at still smaller α.

We should point out here that the magnon weight
a0 obtained with the δ-edge parametrization can be ex-
pected to be correct only if the continuum is well mod-
eled by the mean density of the microscopic δ-functions
illustrated in Fig. 3. In practice, this implies that the
continuum itself must not be too strongly peaked (is not
close to divergent) at the edge—as seen in Fig. 5, the con-
tinuum produced by this SAC parametrization is indeed
not strongly peaked at the edge. If the true spectrum
has a very sharp peaked continnum, some of its weight
close to the edge will be effectively included in a0. As we
will discuss in later sections, the smoothness condition
on the continuum is likely violated close to the QLRO
boundary at αc = 2.23, and an improved parametriza-
tion of the continuum then should be used to obtain a
better estimate of the true value of a0 for given k. The
results presented in Fig. 7 nevertheless represent a useful
measure of the accumulation of spectral weight very close
to the edge as k is varied.
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FIG. 7. Relative weight a0 of the single-δ magnon peak vs the
momentum k for the same cases as the dispersion relations
presented in Fig. 6.

C. Exact magnon eigenstates in the SAFM phase

The SAFM phase at α ≤ 1 is characterized by the order
parameter taking its maximum possible value, ms = 1/2,
in the thermodynamic limit. In linear SWT, the magnons
are dispersionless in the SAFM phase, i.e., the dynamic
exponent z = 0, which corresponds to localized excita-
tions. We expect that the spectral function here con-
sists solely of a δ-function, with no broadening or contin-
uum above it. With unrestricted SAC, we indeed obtain
very sharp magnon peaks, as exemplified by α = 0.5 re-
sults at momenta k = π/8 and k = π/2 in Fig. 8(a) for
system sizes L = 64, 128, and 256. The peaks narrow
somewhat with increasing L and are nearly symmetric,
which is suggestive of no significant continuum above the
magnon. The peak position shifts slightly toward lower
energy with increasing L. Most likely, these are reso-
lution limited peaks, with the narrowing due to better
resolution at lower energy. Indeed, we can also fit the
data to a single δ-function (a0 = 1) whose frequency is
optimized (then with excellent goodness-of-fit), i.e., on
statistical grounds no other features should be included
in modeling the spectral function.

Figure 8(b) shows the dispersion relation obtained in
fits solely to a δ-function. The finite-size effects are very
large here, and we also show SWT results (computed
according to Refs. 12 and 13 with a small adaptation
to the precise form of our Hamiltonian, as detailed in
Appendix A). In our SWT calculations we observe that
L = 256 is not a sufficiently large size to remove finite-
size-effects, and even with a system 1, 000 times as large,
there are still visible deviations from the constant form,
most notably close to k = 0 and π. The SAC results show
the same oscillating behavior versus k as the SWT curves
for small L. We will not attempt to reach convergence
in the system size with the SAC in this case, as clearly
prohibitively large systems would be required. As will be
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FIG. 8. SAC and SWT results in the SAFM phase at α = 0.5.
In (a) the dynamic structure factor obtained with uncon-
strained SAC for system sizes L = 64, 128, and 256 are shown
for k = π/8 (solid curves) and π/2 (dashed curves). In (b),
the dispersions relation obtained for the same system sizes
with the δ-edge parametrization are compared with SWT re-
sults for L = 256 and 256000; details of the SWT calculations
are presented in Appendix A.

shown in Sec. VI and Appendix A, convergence is much
faster in the AFM phase, and for α ≥ 1.5 we are able
to extract reliable results for the dynamic exponent z
governing the k → 0, π limits of the dispersion relation.

D. Broadened magnon peak in the AFM phase

In Eq. (15) the magnon peak was assumed to be a
single δ-function, but in reality it is possible that this
feature is somewhat broadened, as has been discussed in
the case of the 2D Heisenberg model [30, 31]. Such quasi-
particle broadening should be considered as distinct from
the continuum extending beyond the peak, though both
forms of deviations from a sharp (δ-function) peak will
be the result of interactions. In order to attempt to ex-
tract the quasi-particle width, we next employ a multi-δ
edge parametrization [21], illustrated in Fig. 9. We here
focus on our main results with this parametrization and
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S(ω
)

ω

FIG. 9. Parametrization of the spectral function with a rel-
atively small number Np of δ-functions representing a broad-
ened quasi-particle peak (red bars) of total relative weight
A0, and with a continuum of weight 1 − A0 represented by
a number Nc ≫ Np of equal-weight δ-functions (blue bars).
The continuum contributions are normally lower-bounded by
the first moment of the quasi-particle contributions.

present details of the procedures (with minor extensions
of Ref. [21]) in Appendix B.

Applying the multi-δ peak SAC parametrization for
some representative momenta k for the L = 256 chain at
α = 2, we obtain the spectra shown in Fig. 10, with each
panel indicating the corresponding total peak weight that
we now denote as A0 to distinguish it from the single-δ
edge weight a0. Spectra obtained using the single-δ peak
parametrization are also included for comparison. The
peak positions obtained with these two SAC parametriza-
tions match each other very well, even though the low-
energy tails below the sharp single-δ peak imply a small
compensating shift of the broadened peak to higher fre-
quency. The magnon amplitude is graphed versus k
Fig. 11(a) and shows similar trends as the single-δ am-
plitude in Fig. 7.

We define the width of the magnon peak as the total
width at half of the maximum amplitude, which we plot
for different α values and various k points in Fig. 11(b).
While these results are rather noisy, as is obvious from
the large scatter among the data points, the trend of two
maximums and a rather sharp minimum between them is
still clear for α = 2 and α = 1.5, especially given that the
behaviors look quite similar for these two α values. The
width is considerably smaller at α = 1, which is expected
given that the system here is close to the SAFM phase
with its pure δ-function spectrum. For k close to 0, there
is a general trend that the magnon peak becomes sharper,
matching our expectation that the spectrum in this limit
evolves into a pure δ function for all values of α. This
narrowing of the peak is expected also for k → π, but
the noisier data here makes it more difficult to confirm
explicitly.

A key question now is whether the multi-δ peak rep-
resentation really delivers the correct peak shapes, or
whether the spectra are significantly affected by entropic
broadening. The rather sharp minimum between the two
maximums in Fig. 11(b) for α = 2 and α = 1.5 suggests
a resolution of 0.02 or better of the width, as this is
the minimum width extracted using our method. Given
that the peak location and A0 evolve smooothly versus
k, there is no obvious reason why the peak width should
exhibit such a sharp minimum unless this k dependence
is a real feature.
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FIG. 10. Dynamic structure factor of the L = 256 chain with
α = 2 at five different momenta obtained by SAC with the
multi-δ peak parametrization illustrated in Fig. 9. The results
are graphed along with those of the single-δ edge parametriza-
tion. The corresponding relative quasi-particle weights A0

(multi-δ) and a0 (single-δ) are indicated in each panel.

It is possible to test the resolution within the method
itself [21], and we present such tests in Appendix B. The
tests indicate that the α = 1.5 and 2 peak widths in
Fig. 11(b) are resolution limited at the momentum of the
local width minimum (k/π ≈ 0.35), while for k slightly
away from this region the width is correctly estimated
(though the peak shape is likely not correct, as we will
discuss further below). For α = 1, the calculated width
in Fig. 11(b) may always be resolution limited.
Though these results appear to support a significantly

broadened quasi-particle peak, the actual shape of the
peak is not necessarily correctly captured by the multi-δ
approach. A natural alternative to the Gaussian-like pro-
file that we have obtained here is a sharp edge at a lower
bound of the spectral weight. Such an edge, with an as-
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FIG. 11. Amplitude (a) and full-width at half-height (b) of
the broadened magnon peak versus momentum k for α = 1.0,
1.5 and 2.0, obtained in SAC calculations as those exemplified
by Fig. 10.

sociated power-law divergence as the edge is approached
from above, is well known in the standard Heisenberg
chain with only J1 interactions, and can be expected
throughout the QLRO phase. In that case, the shape
is directly related to the fractionalization of the excita-
tion into two spinons, which is not expected in the AFM
phase. A sharp edge, but without a δ-function, cannot
be excluded as a possible spectral form for anomalous
magnons in the AFM phase. Such an edge of the form
(ω − ωk)

−p is not necessarily divergent but can be char-
acterized by a negative exponent p. In the next section
we will explore parametrizations suitable for spectra with
sharp power-law edges edges in both the QLRO and AFM
phases.

IV. SPECTRAL EDGE WITH POWER-LAW
DIVERGENCE

Bethe-ansatz (BA) results [33–37] for the pure anti-
ferromagnetic Heisenberg chain show that the dynamic
structure factor should be an edge at energy ωk with a di-
vergent spectral weight for ω → ω+

k . Within the approx-
imation of only two-spinon contributions, the divergence

S(ω
)

ω

FIG. 12. SAC parametrization with equal-weight δ-functions
under the constraint of monotonically increasing spacing; ωi−
ωi−1 ≤ ωi+1 − ωi. The position ω0 ≡ ⟨ω1⟩ of the edge is not
fixed (though it can be if ω0 is known) but is also sampled
with the constraint maintained.

has the form [33]

S(k, ω → ω+
k ) ∝

ln(ω − ωk)

(ω − ωk)1/2
, (17)

and it is believed that this form also applies when the
higher-order spinon contributions are included. We ex-
pect that throughtout the QLRO phased in our model,
S(k, ω) should also exhibit an edge with a similar form,
while there will likely be differences at higher energy.
Given the broadened quasi-particle peak found in the pre-
vious section, it is also possible, in principle, that there
is a sharp edge at the lowest energy in the AFM phase
instead of a δ-function or broadened Gaussian-like shape,
though not necessarily with a divergence at the edge.
The simplest way to guarantee a sharp edge within

SAC is to simply impose a lower bound at some energy
ω0. If the bound is placed where the actual spectrum has
significant weight, a sharp edge will be produced. If ω0

is too high, a good fit to the data cannot be obtained,
while a very low bound (below the region where uncon-
strained sampling produces no spectral weight) will have
no impact on the sampled spectrum. Once the bound
eliminates some spurious low-energy weight, a reduction
of sampling entropy will be reflected in a lowered ⟨χ2⟩
versus ω0 when sampling at fixed Θ, until the fit rapidly
deteriorates when the bound exceeds the actual spectral
edge. Thus, a minimum forms in ⟨χ2⟩, as in Fig. 4, signal-
ing an optimal lower bound within the parametrization.
With this parametrization, the resulting spectrum will
not contain a divergence for ω → ω+

0 , however. Note also
that the edge location ω0 cannot be sampled, because en-
tropy will then push the edge to low energy, producing
results identical to unconstrained sampling.
In order to produce a spectrum with power-law di-

vergent edge in SAC, the constraint of a monotonically
increasing distance between adjacent δ functions can be
imposed, i.e. ωi−ωi−1 ≤ ωi+1−ωi for i = 1, . . . , Nω [21].
The spectrum can then be defined using a self-generated
grid based on the mean locations ⟨ωi⟩ and amplitudes ai,
as a better alternative to collecting spectral weight in a
predefined histogram;

S(ωi+1/2) =
1

2

ai + ai+1

⟨ωi+1 − ωi⟩
, (18)

where ωi+1/2 = (⟨ωi + ωi+1⟩)/2. In the simplest case,
illustrated in Fig. 12, the δ-functions again have equal



10

amplitudes ai and the native entropic pressure in the
presence of the monotonicity constraint then favors a sin-
gularity of the form (on the self-generated grid)

S(ω) ∝ (ω − ω0)
−p, (19)

where p = 1/2 and we have defined the edge location
ω0 ≡ ⟨ω1⟩. Thus, the native SAC edge form with the
monotonicity constraint reproduces the BA form Eq. (17)
apart from the logarithmic correction. While this is the
asymptotic form close to ω0 for sufficiently large Nω, the
spectral profile away from this limit will adapt to the
G(τ) data beyond some distance from ω0, determined by
the statistical errors.

This edge parametrization can also produce a spectrum
with a different exponent p asymptotically by varying the
amplitudes as

ai ∝ ic, (20)

which will result in a spectral function with an edge of the
form in Eq. (19) for arbitrary p when setting c = 1− 2p.
It is useful to let the i dependent amplitudes cross over
into the constant form (c = 0) for i above some sampled
value ic, to provide additional flexibility in the way the
asymptotic edge shape adapts to the form favored by the
data away from the edge. In Appendix C we show an
extreme case of such data driven self-adjustment when c
corresponding to a negative p (non-divergent) edge ex-
ponent is used in Eq. (20) in a SAC test for a synthetic
spectrum with actual p > 0; the cross-over point then is
pushed to very small i and the imposed wrong asymptotic
form becomes irrelevant.

Though in principle the p = 0.5 form should be suit-
able for spectra expected to have the BA edge Eq. (17),
the logarithmic factor can in practice correspond to an
apparent effective exponent p > 0.5. Moreover, the form
is only strictly known for the 2-spinon contributions, and
it is possible that the exact form is different. We will
discuss cases where the optimal p value is significantly
larger than 0.5.

A. Edge singularity in the QLRO phase

In this section, we consider α = 3, which is far inside
the QLRO phase. In Fig. 13 we show SAC results with
the simple edge constraint described above, i.e., with a
lower optimized bound ω0 imposed on the sampling. We
also show results of unconstrained sampling, where there
is spectral weight below the optimal edge. The impo-
sition of the lower edge in this region suppresses con-
figurational entropy and the sampling is therefore more
dominated by spectra with lower χ2. Though the peak
at the edge is sharp, the G(τ) data quality is not good
enough for a divergent behavior to form because of the
entropic pressures suppressing such a peak.

With the monotonicity constraint illustrated in Fig. 12,
where uniform amplitudes correspond to an edge expo-
nent p = 0.5, sharp peaks indeed form, as shown in
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FIG. 13. Dynamic structure factor of the L = 256 system at
α = 3 and three different momenta; (a) k = π/4, (b) π/2,
and (c) 3π/4. The blue curves show results of unconstrained
sampling (with only ω updates), while the red curves were
obtained by imposing a lower bound ω0 in the sampling. The
optimal bound was found by locating a ⟨χ2⟩ minimum versus
ω0, in analogy with Fig. 4.

Fig. 14. The spectra look very similar to those obtained
before with this parametrization for the Heisenberg chain
with only J1 interactions [21]. Comparing with the re-
sults of the simple edge, it is also notable that the edge
itself is located at slightly higher energy with the mono-
tonicity constraint in Figs. 14(b) and 14(c). This behav-
ior can be understood as a compensating effect of the
simple edge when the spectral weight is too small at the
location of the edge (which should be very close to the
one obtained with the monotonicity constraint); as a re-
sult, some weight is instead pushed below the true edge.
In contrast, in 14(a), even the simple edge produces a
rather sharp peak slightly above the edge location with
the monotonicity constraint imposed.

B. Potential edge in the AFM phase

In Sec. IIID, we showed that the magnon peak in the
AFM phase may be a narrow peak with some broadening,
rather than a δ function. Given the anomalous nature
(nonlinear dispersion relation) of the magnon, an alter-
native to a broadened, Gaussian-like quasiparticle peak
could potentially be an edge with a power-law divergence.
We explore this possibility, using both the native power
p = 0.5 and an optimized power, corresponding to c ̸= 0,
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FIG. 14. Dynamic structure factor of the L = 256, α = 3
system at the same momenta as in Fig. 13. Results obtained
with the monotonicity constraint (Fig. 12), shown in blue, are
compared with those of the simple edge from Fig. 13, shown
with the red curves.

as determined via a scan.

In Fig. 15 we show results for α = 2, using all of the
parametrizations discussed above for the case of k = π/2.
The cases of edges with asymptotic exponents p = 0.5
and = 0.85 are shown in Figs. 15(d) and 15(e), respec-
tively. In the inset of the latter panel we show a scan
over the exponent p, which exhibits a mean goodness-
of-fit minimum at p = 0.85; the optimal exponent. The
peak here is significantly sharper than what is seen with
p = 0.5 in Fig. 15(d). We have not found any case for
which p < 0 is optimal; rather p > 0.5 is found in all
cases.

The inset of Fig. 15(c) shows a comparison of the re-
sults with the multi-δ broadened beak and the optimized
edge divergence with p = 0.85. Here it is obvious that
the p = 0.85 peak is much narrower at the half-height of
the multi-δ peak (corresponding to the maximum value
on the vertical axis). However, at the base of the peak
the p = 0.85 spectrum is broader and can effectively cor-
respond to an overall width similar to that of the multi-δ
peak.

To distinguish between the p = 0.85 power-law edge
and multi-δ peak as the best contender for the true spec-
tral form, we can implement a cross validation procedure
within SAC. We carried out tests of this approach in
Ref.22, and in Sec. V we will carry out a more exten-
sive range of tests. But first, we will perform the simpler
test of comparing the dispersion relations extracted using
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FIG. 15. Dynamic structure factor for L = 256, α = 2, k =
π/2, using five SAC paratrizations; (a) unconstrained, (b)
edge with a single δ-function, (c) broadened multi-δ peak, (d)
edge divergence with the default asymptotic exponent p =
0.5, and (e) edge with optimized exponent p = 0.85. The
inset in (e) shows the scan of the mean goodness-of-fit versus
p, which delivers the optimal exponent as the location of the
minimum. In the inset of (c), the multi-δ peak is compared
with the edge spectrum with optimal exponent p = 0.85, same
as in (e).

with the single- and multi-δ parametrizations, as well as
with the power-law edge.

C. Sensitivity of the dispersion relation to the
parametrization

Just as for the single-δ edge parametrization, we can
extract the dispersion relation from the spectra produced
by the multi-δ and power-law edge parametrizations. We
show these results in Fig. 16 for α = 1.5 and 2, along with
the previous single-δ results for comparison. In the case
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FIG. 16. Comparison of dispersion relations obtained in SAC
with single-δ peak, multi-δ broadened peak, and edge singu-
larity with default exponent p = 0.5. (a) and (b) show results
for the L = 256 chain with α = 1.5 and 2.0, respectively.
The red curves showing results for the single-δ peak are the
same as in Fig. 6. In the case of the multi-δ peak, “peak”
and “left” in the legends refer, respectively, to the location of
the maximum and the point on the low-energy tail where the
value is 1% of the peak height. The results labeled “edge”
represent the ω0 values obtained with the default edge expo-
nent p = 0.5.

of the multi-δ peak, we show results both for the loca-
tion of the peak and at the lower edge, which we define as
the ω where the spectral weight is 1% of the peak value.
Though not a traditional definition of the dispersion re-
lation of a broadened quasi-particle peak, this provides
another visual representation of the width of the peak.
As in Fig. 11, the width is affected by significant statis-
tical uncertainty in the k regions, particularly where this
width is the largest. The dispersion extracted by the lo-
cation of the maximum of the multi-δ peak coincides very
well with that of the single-δ peak, with small deviations
seen only close to k = π/2 on the scale of Fig. 16. For the
power-law edge, we have used p = 0.5 for all k here and
the peak is then clearly below the peak positions of the
other two parametrizations. From Fig. 15, as well as for
other cases that we have tested, the optimal p is larger
than p = 1/2, and when instead using the the optimized
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FIG. 17. (a) Comparison of dispersion relations for the stan-
dard J1 = 1 Heisenberg chain of length L = 512 obtained
with single-δ magnon and the power-law continuum edge with
default exponent p = 0.5. The infinite-size exact dispersion
relation ω = (π/2)|sin(k)| is also shown and coincides closely
with the result of the continuum edge parametrization. (b)
The deviation of the SAC results from the exact dispersion
relation. Here we also show results with the edge exponent
set to p = 0.8.

divergence exponent, the edge location is then also much
closer to the other values. The differences in the disper-
sion relations diminish for k → 0, π on account of the fact
that the continuum above the peak becomes very small in
these limits. We will address the size dependence of the
magnon dispersion relation in Sec. VI, where we extract
the exponent governing the nonlinearity for k → 0, π.
Turning to the QLRO phase, dispersion relations for

the standard J1 = 1 Heisenberg chain are graphed in
Fig. 17(a) along with the exact two-spinon form ωk =
(π/2)|sin(k)|. We compare results for the single-δ and
p = 0.5 power-law edges. In Fig. 17(b) we show the
difference between the exact and SAC dispersions, here
including also the edge with p = 0.8 for further insights
into the dependence of the dispersion relation on fine
details of the parametrization.
The p = 0.5 edge produces the best results overall

when k/π ≳ 0.3, where the deviations from the exact re-
sult are 1% or below. The single-δ edge produces good
results for k close to 0 and π, and also for a narrow range
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FIG. 18. Comparison of dispersion relations obtained with
single-δ peak and edge (p = 0.5) SAC parametrizations for
the L = 256 chain at α = 3.0.

of k/π values close to 0.55. Away from these momen-
tum regions, the deviations from the exact dispersion are
much larger; up to almost 3%.

Interestingly, for k/π ≲ 0.3, the p = 0.5 edge performs
worse, with the largest deviation around k/π = 0.2. Here
a sharper edge produces better agreement for small k,
with p = 0.8 results shown as an example in Fig. 17(b),
while for k/π ≳ 0.25 the deviations exceed those for
p = 0.5. By repeating these calculations for smaller sys-
tems, we have confirmed this behavior is not related to
the finite system size effects; our results may point to the
edge actually being significantly sharper for k/π ≲ 0.25
and not well modeled with the p = 0.5 edge parametriza-
tion. At k = π/8, the optimal exponent from the edge
SAC pametrization is as large as p ≈ 1.3, and the exci-
tation energy is then very close to the result using the
single-δ parametrization and the exact result.

In Ref. [37], Caux and Hagemans calculated the four-
spinon contributions to the dynamic spin structure fac-
tor for the infinite-size Heisenberg chain. These contri-
butions constitute more than 20% of the total spectral
weight and visually exhibit a faster growth upon ap-
proaching the edge than the two-spinon form Eq. (17).
However, no quantitative analysis of the singularity was
presented. As a follow-up to the present work, we are
planning to combine BA and SAC to address this issue
in detail [38].

V. CROSS VALIDATION FOR MODEL
SELECTION

From the tests carried out in the previous sections,
one cannot determine which of the SAC parametriza-
tions best describes the spectral function of the model
with long-range interactions. The results of the SAC runs
summarized as the five plots in Fig. 15 have acceptable
values of χ2, so none of them can be ruled out using a

goodness-of-fit criterion alone. The extracted dispersion
relations all agree reasonably well with each other, es-
pecially close to k = 0 and π, but, to elucidate the full
spectral profile, some way to discriminate between differ-
ent SAC parametrizations is needed.
A similar problem arises in the field of machine learn-

ing when comparing the ability of various models to make
predictions based on a set of data. After training two or
more models using the same input data, how can one
gauge which model will perform best when new input
data is introduced? A common tool used to tackle this
problem is cross validation [39]. Rather than using the
entire data set to train each model, only a subset is used,
and the remaining data is instead used for validation.
This validation data is provided as input to the trained
models, and scored using some type of loss-function, typ-
ically the same loss function used to train the models ini-
tially. The validation score can then be used as a tool to
compare the performance of each model.
There is a natural extension of this procedure to SAC.

The QMC-generated G(τ) data is split into independent
subsets, which are to be used to calculate averages and
the covariance matrix as described above. Thus, instead
of using all NB bins generated in the SSE simulations to
calculate Ḡ(τi) and Cij , we split the bins into K+1 mu-
tually exclusive sets of equal length, and these have av-
erages Ḡn(τi) and covariance matrices Cn

ij , n = 0, . . . ,K.
For a single cross validation run, the n = 0 data will act
as the sampling set and is used to calculate the goodness-
of-fit χ2 = χ2

0 by Eq. (10) versus Θ during an annealing
run, while the other K groups are used for cross valida-
tion. The loss function in this case is the goodness-of-fit
χ2
val computed with respect to the validation data aver-

aged over each of the K validation sets:

χ2
val =

1

K

K∑
n=1

∑
i=1

1

σn(τi)2
[
GS(τi)− Ḡn(τi)

]2
, (21)

where S refers to the instances of the spectral function
generated in the sampling run according to χ2

0.
Cross validation was first combined with SAC in

Ref. [40] and in a recent study [22] we further devel-
oped the approach and emphasized its use as a model
selection tool. Because of the different entropic pres-
sures affecting the average spectrum generated with dif-
ferent parametrization, one can regard parametrizations
as models that are optimized (trained) in the SAC pro-
cedure to fit (but not overfit) the QMC data. We have
already applied cross validation to some preliminary re-
sults for the model considered here [22], but in this sec-
tion we present tests with further improved G(τ) data
and consider a wider set of SAC models, including the
multi-δ peak parametrization and optimal p edge.
While ⟨χ2(Θ)⟩ decreases monotonically in an SAC an-

nealing run with slowly lowered sampling temperature
Θ (ideally staying in equilibrium for all Θ), ⟨χ2

val(Θ)⟩ is
expected to exhibit a minimum and then increase below
some low Θ value as a result of overfitting to the training
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FIG. 19. Cross validation results for the L = 256 chain with
α = 2, k = π/128. The average of the validation χ2 value,
Eq. (21), normalized by the number of τ points and with the
constant 1 offset removed, is shown in the main graph, The
average over the conventional sampling χ2 value during the
anneal runs is shown in the inset. For this test, K + 1 = 21
total data sets were used, each containing ∼ 260 QMC bins.

data. To take full advantage of the information contained
in the data, we rotate which of the K + 1 data sets is
used for sampling (with the remaining K sets now used
for validation). The final validation result is the average
over all of these rotations; a single curve of χ2

val versus Θ
for each parametrization. Here we take K to be of the
order 10. As explained in Refs. 40 and 22, ⟨χ2

val⟩ con-
tains a trivial constant Nτ . We remove this constant and
present results for both ⟨χ2(Θ)⟩ (which is also averaged
over the rotations) and ⟨χ2

val(Θ)⟩/Nτ − 1.
We begin by showing in Fig. 19 the cross-validation

results corresponding to the spectral functions in the
AFM phase in Fig. 5(a) (α = 2), comparing the single-δ
magnon peak and the two unconstrained parametriza-
tions. Here the single-δ peak clearly produces the lowest
χ2
val value for all Θ, and there is also a clear minimum.

For the unconstrained parametrizations, either there is
only a very shallow minimum in χ2

val (when amplitude
sampling is included) or the minimum is in the Θ → 0
limit (when only frequencies are sampled). This test
solidifies the parametrization with the single-δ magnon
mode as the best out of these three models. Note that
this conclusion cannot be drawn based on the sampling
goodness-of-fit, which, as shown in the inset of Fig. 19,
is acceptable for all three parametrizations, but not the
lowest for the single-δ peak in the limit of Θ → 0.
In the QLRO phase, we would expect the power-law

edge to be the best parametrization, ideally with the ex-
ponent p optimized. In Fig. 20(a), we consider the plain
J1 = 1 Heisenberg chain at k = π/2, using only the
default exponent p = 0.5, which produced an excellent
agreement with the exact ωk in Fig. 17. Indeed, this
edge parametrization validates far better than the un-
constrained and single-δ peak parametrizations. Here, as
an alternative to graphing results versus Θ as in Fig. 19,
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FIG. 20. Cross-validation results in the QLRO phase for
k = π/2. Results for the J1 = 1 Heisenberg chain and the
long-range chain with α = 3 are shown in (a) and (b) re-
spectively. The normalized average validation goodness-of-fit
⟨χ2

val⟩ (with the offset removed) is here graphed vs the con-
ventional normalized sampling average ⟨χ2⟩. In (a) the result
of unconstrained SAC (including amplitude updates) is com-
pared with those of the single-δ magnon and p = 0.5 power-
law edge, while in (b) also results of an optimized p = 0.65
edge and a multi-δ broadened magnon are included.

we have graphed ⟨χ2
val(Θ)⟩/Nτ −1 versus ⟨χ2(Θ)⟩, which

allows direct comparisons of the different models at the
same value of the conventional goodness-of-fit.

In Fig. 20(b), we consider the long-range model with
α = 3, and now include results obtained with the opti-
mized edge exponent p = 0.65 and the multi-δ peak. The
optimized edge is now validated as the best case, though
it is only marginally better than the default p = 0.5 edge.

The above results represent cases where cross-
validation can single out the best model out of a set
with rather high confidence; in Fig. 19 likely because the
momentum is close to 0 so that the expected magnon
peak in the AFM phase must be very narrow. Similarly,
in Fig. 20 analogously the systems are deep inside the
QLRO phase where the power-law edge should clearly be
better than the other representations. Though the re-
sults are expected, it is still very gratifying to see that
the method indeed is able to distinguish the different



15

cases even though all the models work well in terms of
the conventional goodness-of-fit.

Cross-validation becomes more challenging in cases
where the true spectrum is likely not completely re-
producible by any of the models. For α inside the
AFM phase, but close to the AFM–QLRO transition,
the spectrum can be expected to exhibit a continuum
closely mimicking a power-law edge, but with eventually
a magnon peak instead of a power-law divergence very
close to the edge. In Fig. 21 we show results for k = π/2
at α = 1.5 and 2.0, using the same parametrizations as
before and including the power-law edge with both de-
fault and optimized exponents p. At α = 1.5, Fig. 21(a),
the optimized edge with p = 1.0 performs better than the
default p = 0.5 edge, but neither of them is close to the
best-validated case of the single-δ peak, which, in turn, is
only marginally better than the multi-δ peak case. Closer
to the AFM–QLRO transition, at α = 2 in Fig. 21(b),
the multi-δ peak performs worse relative to the single-δ
peak, which now competes very closely with the power-
law edge with optimized p. Here the optimized edge,
which has a large exponent p = 0.85, likely performs well
because it makes a successful (in a statistical sense) ap-
proximation to a small sharp magnon peak superimposed
on an almost divergent continuum resembling that in the
nearby QLRO phase at α > αc ≈ 2.23.

While there clearly are some limitations to cross-
validation as a model selection tool, our results show
that it works well in cases where the spectral function
does not mix different features that are difficult to cap-
ture in combination by the SAC method (or any other
analytic continuation method), ultimately because of in-
sufficient data quality. The set of parametrizations con-
sidered is also clearly of importance. When two or
more parametrizations perform comparably, ideally fur-
ther refined parametrizations and constraints can be in-
troduced with the goal of further improving the valida-
tion goodness-of-fit. In the case of α close to αc, a δ-
function edge could in principle be combined with the
monotonicity constrained continuum, Fig. 12, where a
minimum distance is imposed between the first two δ-
functions, which quenches the divergence of the contin-
uum [21]. We have not yet explored this more compli-
cated parametrization.

VI. DISPERSION RELATION AND DYNAMIC
EXPONENT IN THE AFM PHASE

Based on the cross-validation tests in Sec. V, we can
conclude that the single-peak SAC performs best in the
AFM phase; of course, as expected though in principle
there could be some small amount of broadening that
we cannot resolve. In the limits k → 0 and k → π,
any broadening and continuum should vanish and we can
reliably extract the dynamic exponent z from the peak
location, ωk ∝ kz. We already showed results for the full
dispersion relation for different values of α in Fig. 6. We
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FIG. 21. Cross validation results graphed in the same way
as in Fig. 20 for the L = 256 chain with α = 1.5 in (a) and
α = 2 in (b), all for k = π/2. Five different parametrizations
are compared, including the power-law edge with optimized
exponent p = 1 and (a) and p = 0.85 in (b).

used the chain length L = 256 for all system sizes, but
finite-size effects are large, especially when α is below 1.5.
The finite-size evolution of the dispersion relation must
be investigated before extracting the dynamic exponent.

Figure 22(a) and 22(b) show dispersion relations for
several system sizes at α = 1.0 and 1.5, respectively.
Judging from these results, at α = 1.5 there should only
be small remaining finite-size effects with L = 512, while
there are still finite-size effects left at α = 1. In Fig. 6
we show results for the largest system size studied for
several values of α, using log-log scales for data close to
0 in Fig. 6(a) and close to π in Fig. 6(b) (in the latter
case graphing versus π − k). For α ≥ 2, clean power law
scaling is observed all the way from the smallest valye
2π/L of k or π − k, while for smaller α there are clear
deviations that we ascribe to remaining finite-size effects.
We have carried out fits with those points left out, finding
the same dynamic exponent for k close to 0 and π, as
expected. The results are graphed versus α in Fig. 24.

Given that the nature of the low-energy edge likely is
influenced by the power-law divergent continuum when α
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FIG. 22. Size dependent dispersion relation ωk for α = 1.0
(a) and 1.5 (b), in both cases with chain lengths L = 64, 128,
256, and 512. The points correspond to the position ωk of the
macroscopic δ function in the single-δ edge SAC.

is close to the transition point αc to the QLRO phase, we
also have extracted the dynamic exponent using the p =
0.5 edge form. As already seen in Fig. 16, the dispersion
relations close to k = 0 and π are not sensitive to the form
of the edge used. In Figs. 24(c) and 24(d) we compare fits
to the appropriate low-energy segments of the dispersion
relation to results from both the single-δ and p = 0 edges.
While there is a small overall shift of the energies, the
dynamic exponent is essentially the same.

In Fig. 24 we compare z(α) from the single-δ edge with
SWT calculations, first carried out by Yusuf et al. [12]
and adapted in Appendix A to the exact form of the inter-
action in our model. If the SAFM–AFM transition takes
place at α = 1 as in linear SWT, z should approach 0
at that point. While our results for z(α) are consistently
slightly above the SWT result, the behavior is still con-
sistent with z → 0 as α → 1 if we disregard the likely
not fully size-converged results for α = 1 and 1.25. A fit
of our results to a second-order polynomial is also shown
in Fig. 24. The quadratic correction is very small and a
linear form, as in SWT, also provides an acceptable fit
to the data.
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FIG. 23. Dispersion relation close to (a) k = 0 and (b) k = π
for several values of α, with the results obtained for chain
length L = 512 for α ≤ 1.5 and L = 256 for α > 1.5. Log-log
scales are used to observe the power-law form ωk ∼ kz in (a)
and ωk ∼ (π − k)z in (b). The lines are fits that for α < 2
exclude some of the the points closest to 0 and π, where finite-
size effects are still present. For given α, the lines have the
same slope in (a) and (b).

VII. SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

We have investigated the dynamic spin structure factor
S(k, ω) in the ground state of the spin-1/2 Heisenberg
chain with long-range sign-alternating (bipartite), power-
law decaying interactions. Using the SAC method with
high-quality imaginary-time correlations computed using
SSE-QMC simulations, we have applied different types of
constraints in order to resolve the sharp feature expected
at the lowest excitation energy ωk. We further used cross-
validation to single out the optimal constraint (shape of
the edge) in the AFM and QLRO phases.

Sufficiently deep inside the AFM phase, our results
support a δ-function edge corresponding to a single-
magnon excitation. Though we cannot strictly rule out
that the peak is broadened by interactions, with one of
our representations indeed produce a broadened quasi-
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FIG. 24. Dynamic exponent versus α obtained from the fits in
Fig. 23 compared with the SWT result (blue line). The solid
and open red circles correspond to well converged and likely
not fully converged results, respectively. The red line shows
a second-order polynomial fit to the converged SAC results,
assuming αs = 1. The quadratic correction is very small, and
leaving it out also leads to an acceptable fit.

particle peak, cross-validation does not support broaden-
ing below a sharp edge. There is, however, a significant
continuum above the edge, which vanishes only in the
limits k → 0 and k → π. Close to the quantum phase
transition into the QLRO phase, the continuum starts to
develop the features of a power-law divergent continuum
that is expected inside the QLRO phase. In the AFM
phase, a likely interpretation of our results is that the
divergence of the continuum is quenced, and instead a δ-
function related to the magnon in the long-range ordered
system emerges at the otherwise nonsingular edge.

We investigated the relative weight of the single-
magnon contribution versus the momentum at different
points in the AFM phase. However, because the com-
bination of the near-critical form of the continuum and
the magnon peak is not fully captured by parametriza-
tion used here close to the QLRO phase, the results for
the relative magnon amplitude versus k in Fig. 11(a) are
likely reliable only deep inside the AFM phase (while
close to the QLRO phase the weight a0 also contains
contributions from a very narrow continuum close to the
edge). It would be interesting to repeat the calcula-
tions with a SAC parametrization properly combining the
near-divergent continuum and the magnon peak, which,
however, is beyond the scope of the present survey.

In the QLRO phase, our parametrization of the di-
vergent edge produces results in close agreement with
the expected form, as has been previously shown for the
standard Heisenberg chain (J1 interactions only) [21] for
k/π > 0.25. For smaller k, we have found signs of a faster
divergence at the edge than the conventional two-spinon
form. We plan to investigate the Heisenberg chain in
more detail in the future, using a combination of finite-
size numerical BA and QMC-SAC calculations [38].

Despite the potential deficits in modeling the detailed
form of the spectral edge in the near-critical part of the
AFM phase, we have shown that the dispersion relation
in the low-energy limits k → 0 and k → π is insensi-
tive to the exact form of the parametrization used. The
nonlinear form of the dispersion relation corresponds to
a dynamic exponent z < 1, which was known from previ-
ous SWT calculations. For α close to 1, large finite-size
effects on the dispersion relation makes it impossible to
extract a reliable value of z. For α = 1.5 and higher, our
results are well converged and consistently give values of
z somewhat larger than the SWT results, though still
being consistent with z → 0 as α → 1. in SWT, z(α) is
linear in α and our results are consistent with such a form
as well, with a slightly larger coefficient and possibly a
small quadratic correction.
Our study demonstrates the versatility of the SAC ap-

proach with constraints to model sharp spectral features,
as well as the use of cross validation as a model (i.e.
constrained parametrization) selection tool. An interest-
ing aspect of cross validation exemplified by the present
study is that two (or possible more) models can be essen-
tially equally validated, which then calls for the construc-
tion of yet a better model that in some ways combines
features from both. In the present case, our results in the
AFM phase close to the QLRO boundary presented this
behavior and suggested a new parametrization as dis-
cussed above. While one can of course never guarantee
that the optimal model has been found, our approach can
at least point the way to improved models and spectral
functions exhibiting details that would be impossible to
obtain with conventional numerical analytic continuation
tools.
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Appendix A: Spin-wave calculations

Though the SWT calculations for the model are stan-
dard [12, 13], we briefly review its implementation for
the model in the form of Eq. (2). The main purpose here
is to investigate the size dependence of the dispersion
relation, which shows similarities with our results from
QMC-SAC in its slow convergence deep inside the AFM
phase, close to α = 1, and fast convergence closer to the
QLRO transition at larger α.
We first divide the chain into two sublattices and repre-

sent the spin operators accordingly in terms of two types
of bosons: a and b bosons on sublattice A and B, respec-
tively. Up to the order of 1/S, where S is the size of the
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spin, the Holstein-Primakoff transformation for the spin
operators can be written as

Sz
i =S − a†iai, S−

i =
√
2Sa†i [1− a†iai/(2S)]

1/2 ≃
√
2Sa†i ;

i ∈ odd,

Sz
j =b†jbj − S, S−

j =
√
2S[1− b†jbj/(2S)]

1/2bj ≃
√
2Sbj .

j ∈ even.
(A1)

After the standard steps of 1) Rewriting the Hamilto-
nian in terms of the above a and b bosons, 2) Fourier
transforing to momentum space, and 3) carrying out the
Bogoliubov transformation to diagonalize the Hamilto-
nian, we obtain the final simplified expression

H = const. +GS
∑
k

ωk(c
†
kck + d†kdk), (A2)

where ck and dk are free boson operators and

ωk =
√
[γ − f(k)]2 − [g(k)]2, (A3)

where

γ = 2

L/4∑
r=1

1

(2r − 1)α
,

f(k) = 2

L/4∑
r=1

cos(2rk)− 1

(2r)α
,

g(k) = 2

L/4∑
r=1

cos[(2r − 1)k]

(2r − 1)α
.

(A4)

The only difference between ωk and the results in Ref. [12,
13] is the summation limit, where their long-range inter-
action in the previous works extends to L rather than
L/2 used here. To compare with the QMC-SAC results,
we divide all energies by GS, where G is the common
factor used to normalize the interaction in Eq. (2).

In Fig. 6 we show illustrative results for the finite-size
dispersion relation the long-range exponent α = 1 and
α = 2, comparing the results obtained with SAC with
the single-δ edge. For α = 1 in Fig. 6(a), the system
is deep in the AFM phase and the both methods show
significant finite-size effects. Within SWT, α = 1 = αs is
the point at which the SAFM phase with flat dispersion
is entered, but even for L = 256000 there is still signif-
icant dependence on the SWT dispersion. In contrast,
for α = 2 in Fig. 6(b), the results are well converged al-
ready for L = 256. The QMC-SAC results also suggest
fast convergence at α = 2, while for α = 1 the results
are likely not completely converged for the largest sys-
tem size studied, L = 512. In fact, the L = 256 and
L = 512 dispersion relations are close to each other for a
substantial range of k values close to 0 and π, as we have
discussed in more detail in Sec. VI, and it is possible to
extract the dynamic exponent z > 0 here.
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FIG. 25. Comparisons of the dispersion relation from the
single-peak SAC and the linear SWT expressions using the
same chain lengths L = 256 and 512 in the QMC-SAC cal-
culations and linear SWT. In the case of SWT, the result for
L = 256000 are also shown. In (a) the case of α = 1 exhibits
slow convergence while the results for α = 2 in (b) converge
rapidly. Here all SWT results fall essentially on the same
curve.

Appendix B: Multi-δ peak optimization

1. Scanning procedure

As a faster alternative to a 2D scan to locate the
optimal (A0, Np) in the multi-δ peak parametrization
(Fig. 9), Ref. [21] discussed a two-line scan procedure
that seems to work well in test cases though not always
being fully optimal in locating the true ⟨χ2⟩ minimum.
We here apply the two-line scan with our real QMC data,
incorporating a further improvement in the determina-
tion of A0. Here we use A0 for the total relative weight
of the Np peak contributions, as opposed to a0 used for
the weight with a single δ-function at the edge. We will
denote by a0 also an intermediate peak weight in the
modified optimization procedure outlined here.
Figure 26 illustrates the procedure for the L = 256

chain with α = 2.0 at k = 3π/4. In the first scan to
determine a (near) optimal weight a0 (which is not ex-
actly the same as A0, as explained below), the number
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of peak δ-functions is set to Np = 2. The idea here is
that these two contributions can bracket a narrow peak
and roughly account for its width and weight. The con-
straint of the continuum δ-functions at this stage is that
they can extend all the way to the lower of the two peak
δ-functions, instead of being only above the mean loca-
tion of the peak as in Fig. 9. The entropic downward
pressure exerted by the continuum on the lower edge will
then lead to a more optimal bracketing of a broadened
peak. Here it should be noted that there can also be
significant spectral weight from the continuum contribu-
tions between the two peak δ-functions, and to account
for this weight in the second scan, where there will be no
continuum contributions below the mean peak location,
we take the total peak weight as A0 = a0 + p0, where
p0 is the weight between the low edge and the mean 2-δ
location.

Figure 26(a) shows the optimal 2-δ peaked spectrum
with a0 = 0.740 (the optimal value according to the scan
shown in the inset of the figure) and A0 = a0+p0 = 0.754.
We have also included in Fig. 26(a) the final spectrum af-
ter the second scan, to show how the two peaks clearly
bracket the final broadened peak. The continua above
the peaks are very similar in these two spectra. The
second scan, further illustrated in Fig. 26(b), is over Np

with A0 fixed. The number of δ-functions in the contin-
uum is Nc = 2000 and the optimal fraction of the peak
contributions is Np/Nc = 0.005. The small value of this
ratio is why there is much less entropic broadening of the
multi-δ peak than the continuum, thus allowing a narrow
peak to form according to its dominant impact on χ2 in
the sampling. The final result is shown in Fig. 26(b)
along with the result of unconstrained sampling. Here it
can be noted that the continuum above the narrow peak
does not have any additional peak, unlike the uncon-
strained case. The second peak there is likely spurious,
being a consequence of too much weight above the first
peak, which necessitates a compensating effect of reduced
weight, leading to a minimum, at slightly higher energy.

2. Resolution check

The multi-δ peak parametrization can resolve signifi-
cantly sharp peaks than the conventional unconstrained
SAC method, but what is the limit of the sharpness de-
tectable by SAC? As discussed in Ref. 21, we can perform
a resolution check for the G(τ) data we are working with
to determine whether the extracted width of the leading
peak is within the resolution of the method itself or not.
The resolution check is performed by replacing the peak
part of the extracted spectrum by a macroscopic δ func-
tion whose position is at the mean of the peak part and
whose weight is the same as the total peak weight A0.
This replacement corresponds to a modified correlation
function Gδ(τ), to which noise is also added in the way
discussed in Ref. 21. The so obtained new Gδ(τ) and
covariance matrix (where only the diagonal terms are af-
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FIG. 26. Illustration of the two-line scan procedure to de-
termine the optimal A0 and Np for the L = 256 chain with
α = 2, k = 3π/4. The error level of G(τ) is slightly better
than 10−5. In all the cases, Nc = 2000 and the sampling
temperature is Θ = 0.1. The initial step with Np = 2 to fix
a0 is illustrated in (a), with the goodness-of-fit scan shown
in the inset. The total peak weight A0 for the second scan
is taken as the optimal a0 = 0.74 plus the continuum weight
from the lower peak to the mid point between the two spikes;
here p0 = 0.014. The optimal Np = 2 spectrum (blue) is
compared with the final result after Np has been fixed in the
second scan (red). The final spectrum in (b), shown in red,
is produced with the optimal (A0, Np) = (0.754, 10), with the
goodness-of-fit scan over Np with A0 fixed shown in the inset.
The spectrum is is compared with the result of unconstrained
SAC (with both amplitude and frequency updates), shown in
blue.

fected by the added noise, in the absence of more detailed
information of how thew pek replacement affects the co-
variance matrix). A scan over Np is again performed to
find its new optimum. If the new extracted spectrum
Sδ(ω) at the new optimal Np is sharper than the original
spectrum S(ω) from G(τ), then we deem the width of the
original peak reliable (the spectrum passes the resolution
check), while an unchanged or wider new peak suggests
that the true peak is narrower and cannot be resolved
with the present G(τ) data quality (the spectrum fails
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the resolution test).
Fig. 27 shows the results of resolution checks for three

spectra obtained at α = 2 and k values corresponding
to the regions of the two maxima on either side of the
width minimum in 11. Here we can see that the cases
k = π/4 and 59π/128, shown before and after the peak
replacement in Figs. 27(a) and Fig. 27(c), respectively,
pass the resolution check, while the k = 49π/128 spec-
trum in Fig. 27(b) fails the test. Thus, the minimum
width is resolution limited.

While this resolution check is compelling, as we have
discussed at length in the main paper, our conclusion
based on other parametrizations is that the multi-δ
parametrization is not appropriate for the long-range in-
teracting model. Nevertheless, the parametrization and
resolution tests still have some utility in demonstrating
an interesting k dependence of the width of the spectrum
even though we have not determined the full spectral pro-
files accurately.

Appendix C: Self-adjusted edge shape

In Sec. IVB, we applied SAC with a tunable edge expo-
nent p to produce the power-law spectrum with optimal
p = 0.85, shown in Fig. 15(e). It is interesting to observe
in the inset of Fig. 15(e) that ⟨χ2⟩ is essentially constant
for p < 0.5, indicating that a similarity of the resultant
spectra within a large range of the p values that, at face
value, seem to impose very different edge shapes. The
reason for this behavior is illustrated in Fig. 28, which
shows results for S(ω − ω0) obtained with five differ-
ent p values. Here the spectra for p ≤ 0.5 almost fall
on top of each other, except for the very small region
ω − ω0 ≲ 10−4. At higher energies, the p < 0.5 curves
coincide almost exactly with that for p = 0.5. The rapid
cross-over to the p = 0.5 form takes place because the
sampled cross-over location ic in index space (of the δ-
functions with ωi increasing with i) are pushed to small
values in order for the G(τ) fits to be good. In contrast,
for p = 0.85 the cross-over is not observed clearly because
it takes place at large (and fluctuating) ic and the shape
of the spectrum overall is different from that at p ≤ 0.5.
The ⟨χ2⟩ minimum in Fig. 15(e) identifies p ≈ 0.85 as
the optimal exponent in this case.
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FIG. 27. Resolution checks for three spectra used in Fig. 11
at α = 2, with k = π/4 in (a), 49π/128 in (b), and 59π/128
in (c), where (b) corresponds to the region where a minimum
width is seen in Fig. 11(b), while (a) and (c) correspond to
spectra with significantly larger width to the left and right
of the minimum. The insets show goodness-of-fit scans over
Np when the contributions from broadened peak to G(τ) has
been replaced by that of a single δ-function with the same
weight. In each case, the original spectrum S(ω) is shown
with the black curve and the red curve shows the spectrum
at Sδ sampled at the new optimal Np value. In (a) and (c),
the new spectrum has a taller peak, thus indicating that the
original peak is properly resolvable, while in (b) the new peak
is broader, indicating a failed resolution test, i.e., the actual
spectrum has a sharper peak than the original one produced
by SAC.
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0 )−p with different initial setup of the power p from

Fig. 15(e) using edge SAC.
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