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Quantum information-based approaches, in particular the fidelity, have been flexible probes for
phase boundaries of quantum matter. A major hurdle to a more widespread application of fidelity
and other quantum information measures to strongly correlated quantum materials is the inacces-
sibility of the fidelity susceptibility to most state-of-the-art numerical methods. This is particularly
apparent away from equilibrium where, at present, no general critical theory is available and many
standard techniques fail. Motivated by the usefulness of quantum information based measures we
show that a widely accessible quantity, the single-particle affinity, is able to serve as a versatile in-
strument to identify phase transitions beyond Landau’s paradigm. We demonstrate that it not only
is able to signal previously identified non-equilibrium phase transitions but also has the potential
to detect hitherto unknown phases in models of quantum matter far from equilibrium.

INTRODUCTION

Quantum fluctuations drive zero temperature quan-
tum phase transitions[1]. In equilibrium, the fluctuation-
induced long-range entanglement has been successfully
used as a probe of quantum criticality[2, 3].

Away from equilibrium the situation seems less clear.
Quantum systems far from equilibrium can exhibit a wide
variety of phenomena ranging from the usual symmetry-
based phase transitions [4–13] to the more exotic behav-
ior, such as mixed-order phase transitions [14–16] or time
crystallinity [17, 18], with no equilibrium counterpart.
Probing such systems necessarily requires an understand-
ing of their non-equilibrium properties. While a general
theory of far-from equilibrium criticality is not available,
it is known that not all systems are describable in terms
of order parameter fluctuations [19]. Already the mere
detection of a phase transition away from equilibrium,
where thermodynamic minimization principles no longer
apply, can be challenging, in particular if the order pa-
rameter is elusive. Likewise, detecting phase transitions
based on spectral properties require information on ex-
cited states that is also hard to access by most methods.

Quantum information-centered approaches, based on
the fidelity, are natural candidates as ’all purpose’ quan-
tities to circumvent that issue, i.e. to detect phase tran-
sitions in the absence of additional knowledge[20–24].
However, for interacting many-body systems its compu-
tation requires information about the full density matrix.
This makes it forbiddingly difficult, if not impossible, to
compute the fidelity as most state of the art numerical
techniques only allow for the faithful determination of

few-body observables. This renders the fidelity inacces-
sible to Quantum Monte Carlo methods and rescinds the
advantage of the exponential compression exploited by
variational methods such as the density matrix renor-
malization group (DMRG) for mixed states.

Single-particle correlators, which form the basic build-
ing block of many-body theory, are in contrast readily
accessible. In equilibrium, the use of the single-particle
correlator matrix was first proposed in the context of the
superfluidity transition [25]. Similar methods have re-
cently been employed to test for many-body localization
in closed systems [26, 27]. Thus, the idea of extending
quantum information concepts, in particular the fidelity,
to single-particle observables as a versatile tool to detect
phase transitions away from equilibrium presents itself.

Here, we provide a proof-of-concept of this idea by es-
tablishing that a class of single-particle observables, re-
ferred to as single-particle distances, can detect phase
transitions out of equilibrium. These quantities are
derived from a notion of proximity between quantum
states. Being dependent solely on single-particle quanti-
ties, these distances can be efficiently evaluated by com-
monly employed numerical methods. We demonstrate
that they can be used in the detection of phase tran-
sitions between mixed states, arising in open quantum
system setups and also in equilibrium at finite temper-
atures. This observation is particularly pertinent in the
out-of-equilibrium case due to a lack of alternative meth-
ods. In what follows, we focus on the single-particle affin-
ity (SPA) defined below, which exactly reduces to the
fidelity for Gaussian states.

We illustrate the usefulness of the SPA through
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the discussion of a model with a well-established non-
equilibrium steady-state (NESS) phase diagram. We
then apply the SPA as an ’all purpose’ detector of phase
transitions using it to investigate a boundary-driven
fermionic ladder whose NESS phase diagram has not
been reported so far. As it turns out, this phase diagram
is rather rich, contrary to naive expectations. This thus
establishes the usefulness of the SPA. We also confirm
the findings based on the SPA through a careful analysis
of the finite size scaling of the current.

RESULTS

Single-particle affinity

In order to assess the far-from-equilibrium behav-
ior of electronic matter, we note that for a fermionic
system all single-particle observables can be obtained
from the covariance matrix Σ = 〈C C†〉, where C =(
c1, c2, · · · , c†1, c

†
2, · · ·

)T
is a Nambu-vector. Here, Σ is

Hermitian, Σ† = Σ and respects charge conjugation sym-
metry, i.e., Σ = τx

(
1−ΣT

)
τx, with τx being the x Pauli

matrix acting in Nambu space.
It is well known that in equilibrium, the order pa-

rameter of, e.g., charge-, spin-density waves or super-
conducting phases is constructed from single-particle op-
erators, which can even signal topological phase transi-
tions for which a local order parameter cannot be defined.
Even far from equilibrium, where a symmetry-breaking
order parameter is often not available, the covariance ma-
trix may still encode important information about phase
changes in the NESS.

We explore the ability of the covariance matrix to iden-
tify phase transitions by studying a suitable measure
of distance between covariance matrices DA(Σ1,Σ2) =√

2− 2
√
A(Σ1,Σ2) where A is a quantity we will refer

to as SPA. It is defined by

A(Σ1,Σ2) =
det
[
1 +

√(
Σ−1

1 − 1
) (

Σ−1
2 − 1

)]√
det
[
Σ−1

1

]
det
[
Σ−1

2

] . (1)

DA possesses all the properties of a metric, thus provid-
ing a sensible notion of affinity between two states (see
the Methods section). For non-interacting systems the
density matrices are Gaussian, in which case A coincides
with the fidelity F , i.e., F (ρ1, ρ2) = A(Σ1,Σ2), where
F (ρ1, ρ2) =

(
Tr
√√

ρ1 ρ2
√
ρ1

)2 and Σi = Tr
[
C C†ρi

]
.

Therefore, in the quadratic case DA(Σ1,Σ2) reduces to

the Bures distance DB(ρ1, ρ2) =
√

2− 2
√
F (ρ1, ρ2) [28–

31].
As the quantities entering Σ are, at least in principle,

straightforwardly accessible in most numerical and ap-
proximation methods, detecting phase-transitions based

t V
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FIG. 1. Schematics of the studied models. Fermion
chain (a) and fermion ladder (b).

on this quantity is of great practical relevance. This is
in contrast to the fidelity whose numerical calculation,
for an interacting system, is in general not feasible. To
address this issue, we demonstrate the usefulness of A
for detecting steady-state phase transitions of interact-
ing systems which can be evaluated efficiently. This is
accomplished by studying a generalized linear response
susceptibility associated with A and defined through

A[Σ(λ),Σ(λ+ dλ)] = 1−
∑
i,j

χi,jA (λ)
dλi dλj

2
+O(dλ3),

(2)
where λ parametrizes the NESS. Here, the first deriva-
tive term is absent since the expansion is done around
the maximum. By construction, A reproduces previous
results for non-interacting fermionic systems based on F
[21] and χi,jA reduces to the fidelity susceptibility.

Application to boundary driven systems

The methodology proposed here is applicable to open
quantum systems. An important subset of those are
systems in the so-called Markovian regime on which we
focus in what follows. Within the Markovian approxi-
mation time scales of the environment are taken to be
much shorter than those of the system. This Marko-
vian limit has recently received considerable attention
[32] both for its physical relevance and because it repre-
sents a substantial simplification with respect to generic
open many-body quantum systems. Additionally, for a
wide class of one dimensional models, non-equilibrium
steady-states (NESS) of Markovian systems can be effec-
tively parameterized by matrix product operators (MPO)
[33–38]. This approach leads to a number of important
developments for the transport properties of quantum
systems and in particular spin chains. For a boundary
driven Heisenberg XXZ chain, e.g., it helped establish
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the NESS phase diagram [39–47]. Further support came
from a series of exact results [48–52].

We consider two boundary-driven models with Marko-
vian reservoirs that allow injection or removal of elec-
trons. The Markovian evolution is described by a Lind-
blad equation [53, 54]

∂tρ = L(ρ), (3)

where ρ is the density matrix of the system. The Lind-
blad operator L is given by

L(ρ) = −i[H, ρ]+
∑
α

(
W †α ρWα −

1

2

{
W †αWα, ρ

})
. (4)

Here [ ] and {} denote commutator and anti-commutator
respectively, while Wl are the so-called jump operators
which encode the system-reservoir couplings. In Eq. (4),
the first term is responsible for the unitary part of the
time evolution and the second describes driving and dis-
sipation.

We analyse the steady-state properties of the models
defined below using techniques for open systems based
on MPS, which have been shown to yield reliable re-
sults for this class of boundary-driven problems [33, 34].
Starting in the infinite temperature state, we time evolve
the system according to Eq.(4) using the t-DMRG al-
gorithm [55] until it reaches the steady state. Details of
the implementation and convergence of the algorithm are
provided in the Methods section and the supplementary
material–S4. Except when explicitly stated otherwise,
all numerical results were obtained using matrix product
state (MPS) techniques [33, 34, 39].

Fermionic chain

The first system we consider is the t − V model for
spinless electrons on a chain. We demonstrate that A re-
produces the previously known phase diagram. A sketch
of the model is provided in Fig.1-(a) and its Hamiltonian
is given by (see also (7) of Method section)

H =
∑
〈i,j〉

[
−t c†i cj +

V

2

(
ni −

1

2

)(
nj −

1

2

)]
, (5)

where c†i , ci are the creation and annihilation opera-
tors on site i, ni = c†i ci, t is the hopping amplitude,
set to unity in the following, V is a nearest-neighbour
density-density interaction and L the length of the sys-
tem. Here, i = 1, ..., L, and the nearest neighbour sum-
mation,

∑
〈i,j〉, is restricted to j = i ± 1, where open

boundary conditions are assumed. The jump operators
in this case are

Wl,− =

√
Γl

1− ηl
2

cl, Wl,+ =

√
Γl

1 + ηl
2

c†l , (6)

where l = 1, L labels the end points of the chain, Γl is the
injection/removal rate for the lth reservoir and the bias
ηl specifies the associated imbalance between particle in-
jection and removal. Thus, the summation in Eq.(4) is
performed over α = (l,±). In what follows we set Γl = 1
and reduce the bias to a single parameter η1 = −ηL = η.
As a result, Eq. (5) is equivalent to the boundary-driven
XXZ chain studied in Refs. [39–47, 50, 51].

The steady-state phase diagram of the boundary-
driven t−V chain model is reproduced in Fig.2-(a). Fig.2-
(b) shows the real space occupations, nr = c†rcr. In the
diffusive regime, away from the boundaries, the density
profile is linear in r, i.e., nr−1/2 ∝ η(1/2−r/L). This is
in contrast to the ballistic case where the density profile
is position independent away from the leads [39–41]. The
diffusion constant is then defined as J = −D(V, η)∂nr

∂r ,
and becomes independent of η for small η.

Fig.2-(c) (inset) depicts the dependence of the current
J(L) = −it

〈
c†i ci+1 − h.c.

〉
on L in each of the phases:

the ballistic phase, for V < Vc = 2 , where J(L) is L
independent; the diffusive regime where J(L) ∝ L−1; and
the insulating phase (not shown) for η = 1 and V > Vc
where J(L) vanishes exponentially with L [41].

This leads us to the identification of a suitable or-
der parameter to distinguish the possible regimes. We
make use of the change of behavior of the current – L-
independent in the ballistic and ∼ 1/L in the diffusive
regime – to introduce the conductance G = J/η, where
η takes the place of the applied bias. This quantity is
shown in Fig.2-(c) (main panel).

Given both the relative simplicity and the existence of
many reliable results make this model an ideal bench-
mark for our method. Figs.2-(d), (e) show the SPA sus-
ceptibility, χV VA ' −δV −2[A(V + δV )− 2A(V ) +A(V −
δV )] (see Eq.2), for the well established ballistic-diffusive
transition of the chain model. Fig.2-(d) also depicts a
comparison with the fidelity susceptibility, χV VF , for small
systems sizes, obtained by exact diagonalization. Clearly
χV VF signals the presence of a transition of the infinite
system, at Vc, already for reduced system sizes and χV VA
tracks the behavior of χV VF near the transition.

Fig.2-(f) shows the position of the maximum of χV VA as
a function of L for different perturbation sizes δV . The
finite-size scaling analysis confirms that χV VA can be used
to effectively detect the steady-state phase transition lo-
cated at Vc = 2. The finite-size scaling analysis for fixed
δV leads to a Vc(δV ) < Vc which approaches Vc as δV
decreases, i.e., Vc(δV → 0)→ Vc. In practice, a decrease
in δV needs to be balanced against the concomitantly
increasing computational effort.

We checked that the critical phase boundary in Fig.2-
(a) at η = 1 is also detected by the proper affinity sus-
ceptibility, χηηA , both for the critical insulating phase
(V > Vc) and for the critical ballistic phase (V < Vc)
(see supplementary material–S2).
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FIG. 2. Results for the fermionic chain. (a) Sketch of the known phase diagram, showcasing a ballistic, diffusive and
insulating regimes. The symbols give the location of the peaks in (e) for different system sizes. (b) Comparison of the real
space occupations between the ballistic phase at V = 1.0 (continuous) and the diffusive at V = 4.0 (dashed). Figures (b)-(f) are
obtained for η = 0.1. Figures (b)-(e) use the color code given in (b). (c) G versus V for different system sizes. Inset shows the
current’s dependence with L for the different regimes, with the dashed line being a guide for the eyes delineating the diffusive
behavior. (d) Comparison of affinity (continuous) and fidelity (dashed) susceptibilities per degree of freedom obtained by exact
diagonalization for δV = 0.01. (e) χV V

A /L for δV = 0.2 obtained via MPS. (f) Critical coupling Vc, measured as maximum of
χV V
A vs L for different perturbation sizes.

Fermionic ladder

The second case we consider is that of an interacting
two-leg ladder whose NESS behavior has so far not been
addressed. A sketch of the model is shown in Fig.1-(b).
The system is described by Eq. (5), with i = (r, τ), where
r = 1, ..., L labels the rungs and τ = 1, 2 the legs. Hop-
ping and interactions are restricted to nearest-neighbors
of the ladder geometry. The jump operators, located
at the ends of the ladder, are given by Eq. (6) with
l = (r = 1, L; τ = 1, 2), η(r=1,τ=1,2) = −η(r=L,τ=1,2) = η
and Γ(r=1,L,τ=1,2) = 1. The full Hamiltonian govern-
ing the dynamics of this model is provided in (8) of the
method section.

Related systems featuring spins on a ladder were stud-
ied by Žnidarič [56, 57]. The Hubbard model which can
also be seen as a ladder system with the spin projection
as the leg index has been widely studied [58–60]. It was
found that, in contrast to the chain, the ballistic regime
appears to be absent for locally coupled reservoirs un-
der symmetric driving. Generic diffusive behaviour was

also found for closed spin ladders in the linear-response
regime using quantum typicality arguments [61].

Motivated by the results of Refs. [56–58] one may
expect that the phase diagram of the fermionic ladder
would feature only diffusive behavior. This expectation,
however, is in contrast to the behavior of the χV VA vs. V ,
shown in Fig.3-(d) for different L. As L increases, this
quantity develops a two-peak structure hinting at the ex-
istence of two phase transitions, located at Vc1 and Vc2,
and a much richer phase diagram.

To further demonstrate the predictive power of Σ we
turn to a discussion of the properties of the different
regimes. In Fig.3-(c), we show J as a function of L.
Surprisingly, in addition to the ballistic and diffusive
phases for small and large V respectively, we find a super-
diffusive regime at intermediate V for which J ∝ L−ν ,
with 0 < ν < 1.

Fig.3-(b) shows the density profiles for the three phases
in one of the legs of the ladder. The profiles in the ballis-
tic and diffusive regimes have a behaviour which is rem-
iniscent of the corresponding phases of the chain. For
the super-diffusive phase, the density profile also seems
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FIG. 3. Results for the fermionic ladder. (a) Tentative finite-sized phase diagram, showing a ballistic (Ball), diffusive (Diff)
and super-diffusive (S. Diff) regimes. Phase boundaries lines are based on the largest converged system size. The symbols give
the location of the peaks in (f) for different system sizes showcasing the drift of Vc1 and Vc2. (b) Comparison of the real space
occupations between the ballistic phase at V = 0.05 (continuous), the diffusive at V = 3.0 (dashed) and the super-diffusive at
V = 0.7 (dotted); all for η = 0.05. For the super-diffusive case (dotted) we showed 1− nr to avoid overlapping the curves. (c)
Comparison of the L dependence of the current for the different regimes, with η = 0.05. The straight lines serve as guides to the
eye for the power-law behavior of the diffusive and super-diffusive phases. (d) χV V

A /L vs V for different system sizes at η = 0.1
and with δV = 0.2, detecting a transition from a ballistic to a diffusive phase, while crossing an intermediate super-diffusive
regime. The color code for figures (d)-(f) is given in (f). (e) and (f) showcase G and −∂VG (finite differences) vs V for different
L and η = 0.1, with the result in (f) smoothed with a low-pass filter to remove high-frequency noise.

to depend linearly in r near the middle of the system.

Fig.3-(a) depicts the phase diagram calculated from
the maxima of −∂VG, shown in Fig.3-(f), computed from
the conductance in Fig.3-(e). We note that, although our
results point to the existence of three distinct phases, we
observe a small drift of the critical value of Vc1 and Vc2
with system size. At the present stage, we thus cannot
completely rule out that in the infinite system limit the
Vc1 → 0, i.e. ballistic transport only arises at V = 0, or
even a more dramatic scenario where both Vc1, Vc2 → 0
and only the diffusive phase is stable for finite V . Al-
though unlikely, disproving these scenarios will require
further studies. Either way, what is important in the
present context is that χV VA is able to detect finite-size
signatures of phase transitions for comparatively small
system sizes.

DISCUSSION

We proposed the affinity susceptibility, and other mea-
sures of distance between the single particle correlations
matrix, as multipurpose detectors for phase transitions
where the order parameter is elusive. This situation oc-
curs in certain systems in equilibrium but is prevalent in
open systems far from equilibrium.

In contrast to the well known fidelity susceptibility, the
affinity has the advantage of being available at a lower
computational cost for commonly employed numerical
methods, such as Monte-Carlo and MPS techniques.

We demonstrated the usefulness and predictive power
of the affinity susceptibility in two models of fermionic
quantum matter out of equilibrium, sketched in Figs.1-
(a) and (b). The well known boundary driven fermionic
chain of Fig.1-(a) was used as a benchmark for the pro-
posed method while the second model allowed us to test
its predictive power.

For the first model, we recovered the known phase di-
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agram and showed that the affinity susceptibility is en-
hanced at the phase transition already for relatively small
sizes (see Figs.2-(d) and (e)). For the boundary driven
fermionic ladder, we used the affinity to uncover a non-
trivial phase diagram. The two peak structure of the
affinity susceptibility suggests the existence of two phase
transitions upon increasing the interaction strength, see
Fig.3-(d). This is an unexpected and surprising result as
all existing results for spin ladders only feature diffusive
behavior[56–58].

Motivated by these results, we preformed a thorough
study of the finite size scaling of the current and the
spacial density profile. This corroborated the predictions
of the affinity, for all numerically accessible system sizes.
Our data point to the existence of two phase transitions
in the thermodynamic limit, where upon increasing the
interaction the systems passes from ballistic to super-
diffusive and subsequently to diffusive behavior.

Another remarkable feature of the affinity susceptibil-
ity is that in all the cases we studied it signals phase
transitions already for comparatively small system sizes.
This suggest that corrections to scaling of the affinity
susceptibility are smaller than those for other quantities.
Yet, perhaps because it also encodes long-range correla-
tions, a higher accuracy is required in the convergence of
the MPO as compared to local operators like current and
density. For this reason only relatively smaller sizes were
considered in the case of the ladder.

These findings underline the potential of the affinity
susceptibility as an indicator for phase changes in open
systems.

It will be interesting to exploit the affinity to study
other instances where single-particle correlators are the
only easily available quantities. This applies to Quantum
Monte Carlo studies out of equilibrium or at finite tem-
peratures and in more than one dimension. Our method
might also prove useful for studying time dependent crit-
ical phenomena away from equilibrium where effective
techniques are badly needed.

METHODS

Explicit Hamiltonians for both models

To avoid large cumbersome expressions, we presented
in Eq.(5) a compressed form of the Hamiltonian and pro-
vided sketches illustrating the details of the interactions
in Fig.1-(a) and (b). For the sake of completeness, the
explicit expressions for the Hamiltonian for the fermion

chain model is given by

H =− t
L−1∑
r=1

[
c†r cr+1 + c†r+1 cr

]
+ V

L−1∑
r=1

(
c†r cr −

1

2

)(
c†r+1 cr+1 −

1

2

)
, (7)

while for the ladder

H =− t
L−1∑
r=1

∑
τ=1,2

[
c†r,τ cr+1,τ + c†r+1,τ cr,τ

]

− t
L∑
r=1

[
c†r,1 cr,2 + c†r,2 cr,1

]
+ V

L−1∑
r=1

∑
τ=1,2

(
c†r,τ cr,τ −

1

2

)(
c†r+1,τ cr+1,τ −

1

2

)

+ V

L∑
r=1

(
c†r,1 cr,1 −

1

2

)(
c†r,2 cr,2 −

1

2

)
, (8)

where τ = 1, 2 labels the legs of the ladder.

Properties of the single-particle affinity

In this section we present details regarding how the
single-particle affinity is numerically evaluated and dis-
cuss additional properties. In particular, we demonstrate
that the affinity coincides with the mixed-state fidelity
for the case of quadratic systems. This allows us to show
that it satisfies the required properties of a distance be-
tween covariance matrices. Finally, we also show that the
results in the main text are expected to hold for other no-
tions of distance between covariance matrices.

Details about the numerical evaluation

The affinity susceptibility is defined in terms of the
expansion of the affinity, shown in Eq.(2). Defining
A(δ) = A[Σ(V ),Σ(V + δ)], we can write [23, 24]

χV VA (δ) = − lim
δ→0

A(δ) +A(−δ)− 2A(0)

δ2
. (9)

We evaluate this quantity numerically by fixing the value
of the perturbation δ to be small and consider states at
points V , V + δ and V − δ. Note that, since Σ is ob-
tained at finite numerical precision, the value of δ has to
be taken sufficiently large to ensure that the difference
between the two covariance matrices is much larger than
that precision.
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Relation with fidelity for free fermions

For quadratic systems the density operator is given by
a Gaussian

ρ =
1

Z
e−

1
2C† Ω C , (10)

where C =
(
c1, · · · , cL, c†1, · · · , c

†
L

)T
and Ω is a Hermi-

tian matrix with the particle-hole symmetric structure

Ω =

(
h ∆

∆† −hT

)
. (11)

Each of its blocks is a L × L matrix, with h = h† and
∆T = −∆. For thermal states Ω can be seen as the
Hamiltonian divided by temperature. Z is the partition
function, which for quadratic models can be written

Z = Tr
[
e−

1
2C† Ω C

]
=
√

det [1 + e−Ω] . (12)

The covariance matrix also acquires a simple form:

Σ =
1

Z
Tr
[
e−

1
2C† Ω C C C†

]
=
[
1 + e−Ω

]−1
. (13)

From the definition of the fidelity

F (ρ1, ρ2) =

(
Tr
√√

ρ1 ρ2
√
ρ1

)2

, (14)

and using the identity

e−
1
2C† Ω1 C e−

1
2C† Ω2 C = e−

1
2C† Ω̃ C , (15)

where Ω̃ is defined as e−Ω̃ = e−Ω1 e−Ω2 , we can write

F (ρ1, ρ2) =
1

Z1 Z2

(
Tr
√
e−

1
2C† Ω1 C e−

1
2C† Ω2 C

)2

=
1

Z1 Z2
det
[
1 +
√
e−Ω1 e−Ω2

]
=

det
[
1 +

√(
Σ−1

1 − 1
) (

Σ−1
2 − 1

)]√
det
[
Σ−1

1

]
det
[
Σ−1

2

] (16)

where Σi is the covariance matrix corresponding to ρi.
Note that in Eq. (16) we assumed that we can invert

the covariance matrices. Nevertheless, the expression still
has a well defined value in the limit where Σi is not
invertible.

Notion of distance for the single-particle affinity

A metric is a function D : X ×X → [0,∞[ that pro-
vides a distance between two members of some set X. It
has to obey the following properties for all x, y, z ∈ X[62]:

• D(x, y) = 0 ⇔ x = y identity of indiscernibles

• D(x, y) = D(y, x) symmetry

• D(x, y) ≤ D(x, z) +D(z, y) triangle inequality.

The fidelity does not actually constitute a metric be-
tween density operators, but it can be related to other
quantities that do: the Bures distance DB(ρ1, ρ2) =√

2− 2
√
F (ρ1, ρ2) [28–30] and the Bures angle Dα =

arccos
√
F (ρ1, ρ2) [31]. In the previous section we showed

how the single-particle affinity corresponds to the fidelity
for quadratic systems. By continuation, it follows that it
can be related to the notion of distance between states.

Other notions of distance

So far we focused on the single-particle affinity and its
susceptibility to detect out-of-equilibrium phase transi-
tions. To emphasize that the quantity that contains the
relevant information is the covariance matrix, we discuss
here a similar analysis using different notions of distance
and verify that the results agree qualitatively.

Consider the Bhattacharyya distance [63] between
classical probability distributions DBhatt(p, q) =
− log

∫ √
p(x) q(x) dx. When evaluated on Gaussian dis-

tributions with zero mean, the Bhattacharyya distance
writes

DBhatt(p, q) =
1

2
log

(
det

Cq+Cp

2√
detCq detCp

)
, (17)

in terms of the covariance matrices Cp and Cq. This
expression induces a distance between real covariant ma-
trices. Its generalisation to Hermitian matrices yields

DBhatt(Σ1,Σ2) =
1

2
log

(
det Σ1+Σ2

2√
det Σ1 det Σ2

)
. (18)

In the same way, from the Wasserstein distance [64] we
obtain

DWass(Σ1,Σ2) = tr
[
Σ1 + Σ2 − 2

√√
Σ2 Σ1

√
Σ2

]
.

(19)
Finally, we also consider the Trace distance [65]

Dtrace(Σ1,Σ2) =
1

2
tr |Σ1 −Σ2|, (20)

where |A| =
√
A†A.

In the supplementary material–S1 we illustrate these
different distances in the two examples considered before.
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Open systems with MPS

The vectorized form of generic density matrix ρσ,σ′ ,
with σ = σ1σ2 . . . σL is given by

|ρ〉〉 =
∑
σ,σ′

ρσ,σ′ |σ,σ′〉〉, (21)

with |σ,σ′〉〉 = |σ〉 〈σ′|T . It admits the MPO decompo-
sition

|ρ〉〉 =
∑

s

Ms1 . . .Msi . . .MsL |s〉 . (22)

where si = (σi, σ
′
i), and Mσi,σ

′
i are the MPO decomposi-

tion matrices with dimension up to the bond dimension
D. This yields a MPS with a local dimension encompass-
ing the original Hilbert space and that of the copy. Using
the vector notation, the integrated Lindblad dynamics of
Eq. (3) is

|ρ(t)〉〉 = eL̂t |ρ0〉〉. (23)

In this form the existing time-evolution algorithms for
MPS and unitary dynamics [55, 66] can readily be applied
here without significant modifications [33, 34].

For this work we used the t-DMRG algorithm for time-
evolution with a Trotter decomposition of 4th order as
described in Ref. [67] and with an associated error per
iteration of O(∆t4), where ∆t is the time step.

We used the ITensor library [68] as the basis of our
implementation. In the initial stages of the evolution a
larger time step was chosen, typically in the range ∆t ∈
[0.1, 0.5], to speed up convergence. In the final stages,
when necessary, we switched to a smaller time step to
better approximate the steady-state, but generally not
smaller than ∆t = 0.01.

To guarantee the correctness of the results, the follow-
ing recipe was used [69]. For a set of parameters L, V , η
and D,

• we monitored J in the middle bond during time-
evolution until it saturated. The condition for con-
vergence was σt/Jt < 0.01, where Jt and σt are
respectively the mean value and the standard de-
viation of the last 50 values of J obtained during
time-evolution for the middle bond. This ensured
that fluctuations only affected digits at least 2 dec-
imal places after the most significant one;

• the obtained steady-states are supposed to possess
a constant current across the length of the system,
which was tracked by checking if σx/Jx < 0.01,
where Jx and σx are the mean value and standard
deviation for the current at the different bonds.
If this condition was not fulfilled, the state was
evolved further in time until it was;

• to determine if the MPO description approxi-
mates sufficiently well a given steady-state, we also
analyzed the convergence with bond dimension.
The criterion for convergence of the current with
bond dimension, which was applied for prototyp-
ical cases, was σD/JD < 0.01, where JD and σD
are respectively the mean value and standard devi-
ation of a set composed of Jx, for the largest bond
dimensions used. Typically, the bond dimension of
the results shown in the main text was D = 100,
but it went up to D = 150 for the larger system
sizes.
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Summary: Below we provide additional technical details and further numerical results supplementing the conclusions
from the main text.

S1. OTHER NOTIONS OF DISTANCE

In the methods section of the main text we introduced
different notions of distance between covariance matri-
ces, namely the Bhattacharyya, Wasserstein and Trace
distances. This was done to emphasize that the quantity
that contains the relevant information is the covariance
matrix; and that the analysis in the main text can be
replicated with these alternative distances.

To demonstrate this equivalence, in Figs.S1-(a), (b)
and (c) we show these different distances as a function
of V for the chain model. Figs.S1-(d), (e) and (f) depict
the same for the ladder case. Both exhibit compatible
behavior with the results shown in Fig.2-(e) and 3-(d) of
the main text.

Note that here the distances are computed using only
two points, taken at V and V + δV , which had the effect
of slightly left-shifting the results with respect to what
was shown in the main text.

S2. η = 1 CRITICAL REGION

The η = 1 states correspond to a special configura-
tion of the reservoirs where electrons are only injected
on the left and removed from the right of the system.
As mentioned in the main text, the η = 1 line of the
phase diagram of both models corresponds to a critical
region, which is signaled by a peak in the SPA suscep-
tibility χηηA . This not only happens for V > Vc, where
the system transitions from a diffusive to an insulating
regime as η approaches 1; but also for V < Vc inside the
ballistic regime.

In Fig.S2-(a) and (b) we show the SPA susceptibility
χηηA per degree of freedom for the chain model at V = 0
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FIG. S1. Alternative notions of distance as a function
of V for different system sizes. (a), (b) and (c) correspond
respectively to the Bhattacharyya, Wasserstein and Trace dis-
tances for the chain model. (d), (e) and (f) show the same
quantities for the ladder model.

and V = 4 respectively. In Figs.S2-(c) and (d) we show
the same quantity for the ladder at V = 0 and V = 2.
In all of the figures χηηA diverges as η approaches 1. The
insulating regime is hard to converge [41], which explains
the comparatively small system sizes for the ladder in
Fig.S2-(d).

Similarly to what was done in Fig.2-(d) of the main
text, where a comparison between the affinity susceptibil-
ity χV VA and the fidelity susceptibility χV VF as a function
of V was shown; in Fig.S3 a comparison of χηηA and χηηF
is shown for the chain model. Evidently, both quantities
exhibit compatible behavior.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.102.184304
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.102.184304
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF01331938
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF01331938
http://dx.doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/0003-4916(61)90115-4
http://dx.doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/0003-4916(61)90115-4
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FIG. S2. Affinity susceptibility as a function of η for
different system sizes. (a) for the chain at V = 0; (b) for
the chain at V = 4; (c) for the ladder at V = 0; (d) for the
ladder at V = 2. The results in (a) and (c) were obtained
with ED, which for the non-interacting case is numerically
efficient, with a perturbation of δη = 0.01. MPS methods
were used to obtain (b) and (d), for which a perturbation of
δη = 0.05 and δη = 0.1 were used respectively.
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FIG. S3. Comparison between affinity susceptibility
(full) and fidelity susceptibility (dashed) as a function
of η for different system sizes. Both quantities exhibit
compatible behavior. The perturbation used was δη = 0.01
and the results were obtained with ED for the fermion chain
model.

S3. ORDER PARAMETERS

The distinct L-dependence of the ballistic and diffusive
regimes prompted us to propose quantities that can serve
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FIG. S4. Resistivity % as a function of V . (a) for the
chain and (b) for the ladder.

as potential order parameters.
The first quantity was G, which we dubbed conduc-

tance by way of analogy with Ohm’s law. This was de-
fined as G = J/η, where J is the current and η the in-
jection/removal imbalance of the Markovian reservoirs.
G is finite in the ballistic regime, but goes to zero in the
thermodynamic limit for the diffusive phase, see Fig.2-(c)
of the main text.

Similar considerations apply to the resistivity %. We
define it in terms of the induced resistance R = %L =
1/G, such that % = η/(JL). In contrast to the conduc-
tance, % is finite in the diffusive phase and goes to zero
on the ballistic regime, see Fig.S4-(a).

So far we focused on the chain model; for the ladder
one reads off Fig.3-(e) of the main text that G acquires a
L dependence for small interactions, which increases with
increasing V . This is compatible with the hypothesis of a
ballistic phase that transitions into a diffusive regime by
crossing a super diffusive region. One might speculate
that G and % can be used to extract estimates for Vc1
and Vc2. In Fig.S4-(b), we can see for the fermion ladder
model % as function of V at different system sizes. Its
behavior is complementary with that of the conductance,
but we were not able to use it to estimate the position
of the critical points. In the main text we used instead
the derivative of the conductance for that purpose, see
Fig.3-(f).

S4. JORDAN-WIGNER TRANSFORMATION
FOR OPEN SYSTEMS

The MPS formalism is more naturally implemented
in terms of spin degrees of freedom. Its application
to fermionic systems is accomplished via the Jordan-
Wigner (JW) transformation [70, 71]. For short-range
one-dimensional models the Hamiltonian remains local
after the transformation and thus amenable to MPS tech-
niques.
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The JW transformation is defined as

ci = Siσ
−
i

c†i = Si σ
+
i (S1)

where ci (c
†
i ) are fermionic annihilation (creation) opera-

tors, σ± = (σz ± i σy)/2 are the spin- 1
2 ladder operators,

σx,y,z are the Pauli matrices, and Si =
[∏i−1

j=1

(
−σzj

)]
is

the string operator.

Chain Model

The JW transformation requires an ordering of the
sites. For a closed one-dimensional system, a sequential
ordering yields a local Hamiltonian.

For the chain this yields

H = − t
2

L−1∑
i=1

[
σxi σ

x
i+1 + σyi σ

y
i+1

]
+
V

4

L−1∑
i=1

σzi σ
z
i+1. (S2)

and

W1,± =

√
Γ

1± η
2

σ±1

WL,± = ∓
√

Γ
1∓ η

2
(−1)N̂σ±L (S3)

where we used in the expression for WL,± that SLσ±L =

∓(−1)N̂σ±L where N̂ counts the number of occupied
fermion (or spin up) states.

We now have to consider the effect of the (−1)N̂ op-
erator on the Lindblad equation, see Eq.(4) of the main
text. The only non-trivial term is the one where the
jump operator acts from both the left and the right.
To deal with this it is helpful to consider that the den-
sity matrix has two sectors that are not mixed by the
Lindblad equation, the {|even〉 〈even| , |odd〉 〈odd|} and
{|even〉 〈odd| , |odd〉 〈even|}. The operator (−1)N̂ com-
mutes with the former and anti-commutes with the later,
so we can replace it with 1 and −1 respectively. Expec-
tation values of operators composed of an even number
of creation and annihilation operators only have contri-
butions from the sector (−1)N = 1; therefore this sector
alone was considered.

Ladder Model

For the fermion ladder model, regardless of the choice
of ordering, the string operator always leads to the
appearance of additional interaction terms in the spin
model.

For the results in the main text, we chose the zig-
zag ordering in Fig.S5, which maintains the locality of

L even

L odd

FIG. S5. Jordan-Wigner ordering for the fermion
ladder.

the Hamiltonian. As suggested by the picture, nearest
neighbor sites can have string operators in the intra-chain
hopping terms, depending on whether the corresponding
bond is even or odd.

For clarity, instead of giving the transformed spin
Hamiltonian and jump operators we list below the trans-
formation rules.

Labeling the rungs by τ = 1, 2 for the upper and lower
chain respectively, the intra-chain hopping terms of the
Hamiltonian in Eq.(5) of the main text transform accord-
ing to

c†i,τ ci+1,τ → σ+
i,τ σ

−
i+1,τ

c†i+1,τ ci,τ → σ−i,τ σ
+
i+1,τ

c†i,τ̄ ci+1,τ̄ → σ+
i,τ̄ σ

z
i,τ σ

z
i+1,τ σ

−
i+1,τ̄

c†i+1,τ̄ ci,τ̄ → σ−i,τ̄ σ
z
i,τ σ

z
i+1,τ σ

+
i+1,τ̄ . (S4)

For an even bond we have that τ = 1 and τ̄ = 2, and for
an odd bond τ = 2 and τ̄ = 1. For the inter-chain hop-
ping and interaction terms the corresponding operators
transform as

c†i,τ ci,τ̄ → σ+
i,τ σ

−
i,τ̄

c†i,τ ci,τ − 1/2→ σzi,τ/2. (S5)

Using the same reasoning as for the chain model, we can
obtain the transformation rules for the jump operators.
For the left side of the ladder we get

c1,1 → σ−1,1

c†1,1 → σ+
1,1

c1,2 → σz1,1 σ
−
1,2

c†1,2 → σz1,1 σ
+
1,2. (S6)

On the right side we obtain

cL,τ → σ−L,τ

c†L,τ → σ+
L,τ

cL,τ̄ → σzL,τ σ
−
L,τ̄

c†L,τ̄ → σzL,τ τ
+
L,τ̄ , (S7)

where for L even we have τ = 1 and τ̄ = 2, and for L
odd τ = 2 and τ̄ = 1.
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Observables

In this subsection, it is shown how to relate the spin
and fermionic observables used to characterize the differ-
ent NESS regimes.

Occupation

The local occupation transform according to

〈ni〉 =
〈σzi 〉+ 1

2
, (S8)

which is valid for both the chain and ladder models.

Current

The current operator in the chain model is written in
terms of the spin degrees of freedom as

Jchain
i = − t

2

〈
σxi σ

y
i+1 − σ

y
i σ

x
i+1

〉
. (S9)

For the ladder one finds

J ladder
i = − t

2

〈
σxi,τ σ

y
i+1,τ − σ

y
i,τ σ

x
i+1,τ

〉
− t

2

〈
σxi,τ̄ σ

z
i,τ σ

z
i+1,τ σ

y
i+1,τ̄ − σ

y
i,τ̄ σ

z
i,τ σ

z
i+1,τ σ

x
i+1,τ̄

〉
,

(S10)

where τ = 1 and τ̄ = 2 for an even bond, and τ = 2 and
τ̄ = 1 for an odd one.

Covariance Matrix

Consider the block decomposition of the covariance
matrix

Σ =

( 〈
cc†
〉
〈cc〉〈

c†c†
〉 〈

c†c
〉 ) . (S11)

The first two blocks are given by

〈
cic
†
j

〉
=
〈
σ−i Si,j σ

+
j

〉
; 〈cicj〉 =

〈
σ−i Si,j σ

−
j

〉
, (S12)

where we assumed, without loss of generality, that i < j

and Si,j =
[∏j−1

k=i(−σzk)
]
. The other cases can be ob-

tained by taking advantage of the symmetries of the co-
variance matrix. The string operator for the chain will
be a straight line between the sites i and j, whereas for
the ladder it will be a zig-zag line, see Fig.S5.
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