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As primarily an electronic observable, the room-temperature thermopower S in cuprates provides possibili-
ties for a quantitative assessment of the Hubbard model. Using determinant quantum Monte Carlo, we demon-
strate agreement between Hubbard model calculations and experimentally measured room-temperature S across
multiple cuprate families, both qualitatively in terms of the doping dependence and quantitatively in terms of
magnitude. We observe an upturn in S with decreasing temperatures, which possesses a slope comparable to
that observed experimentally in cuprates. From our calculations, the doping at which S changes sign occurs in
close proximity to a vanishing temperature dependence of the chemical potential at fixed density. Our results
emphasize the importance of interaction effects in the systematic assessment of the thermopower S in cuprates.

INTRODUCTION

The Hubbard model, despite decades worth of study, re-
mains enigmatic as a model to describe strongly correlated
systems. Due to the fermion sign problem and exponential
complexity, only one-dimensional systems have lent them-
selves to error-free estimations of ground states and their
properties. Recently, angle-resolved photoemission studies
have demonstrated that a one-dimensional Hubbard-extended
Holstein model can quantitatively reproduce spectra near the
Fermi energy [1–3]. In two dimensions, the community lacks
exact results in the thermodynamic limit; nevertheless, many
of the extracted properties from simulations of the Hubbard
model bear a close resemblance to observables measured in
experiments, particularly those performed on high tempera-
ture superconducting cuprates. These properties include the
appearance of antiferromagnetism near half-filling, stripes,
and strange metal behavior [4–6]. However, quantitative as-
sessments have remained out of reach, particularly regard-
ing transport properties, where multi-particle correlation func-
tions (calculations involving the full Kubo formalism) are
computationally intensive, or one must rely on single-particle
quantities (i.e. Boltzmann formalism), which can be concep-
tually problematic for strong interactions.

In principle, the high temperature behavior of the ther-
mopower (thermoelectric power, or Seebeck coefficient) S of-
fers the possibility to directly test the Hubbard model against
experiments in strongly correlated materials like the cuprates.
Above the Debye temperature, phonons are essentially elastic
scatterers of electrons and one might expect thermal relax-
ation to come overwhelmingly from inelastic scattering off of
other electrons. Moreover, room temperature measurements
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afford direct contact with determinant quantum Monte Carlo
(DQMC) [7, 8] simulations, which are limited by the fermion
sign problem to temperatures above roughly J/2 (half of the
spin-exchange energy). Thus, one can address directly an es-
sential question – can the Hubbard model give both qualitative
and quantitative agreement with the observed thermopower in
cuprates at high temperatures?

Systematic studies of the room-temperature thermopower
across a wide variety of cuprates [9–17] show that the ther-
mopower falls roughly on a universal curve over a broad range
of hole doping p, with a more-or-less universal sign change
near optimal doping. This sign change has been interpreted
as evidence for a Lifshitz transition [18–20]; however, this
implies that the doping associated with the sign change de-
pends on material specifics and the detailed shapes of Fermi
surfaces, which is hard to reconcile with the observed uni-
versality. An alternative interpretation of the sign change ap-
peals to the atomic limit [21–27]; however, the atomic limit
requires extremely strong interactions and a very high temper-
ature T compared to the bandwidth, neither of which is satis-
fied in cuprates at room temperature. The thermopower S also
has been approximated by the entropy per density, defined
through the Kelvin formula SKelvin = (∂s/∂n)T /e

∗ [28],
where charge e∗ = −e for electrons. SKelvin is believed to be
an accurate proxy for the thermopower S, since it accounts for
the full effects of interactions, while bypassing the difficulties
in exactly calculating the Kubo formula [25, 28–30]. How-
ever, a direct comparison between S and SKelvin is required
before drawing any conclusions based on these assumptions.

Here, we calculate the thermopower S based on the many-
body Kubo formula, as well as the Kelvin formula SKelvin,
for the t-t′-U Hubbard model. We employ numerically exact
DQMC and maximum entropy analytic continuation (Max-
Ent) [31, 32] to obtain the DC transport coefficients that
specifically enter the evaluation of S. Our results show that
the Hubbard model can quantitatively capture the magnitudes
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FIG. 1. Comparison of simulated and experimental ther-
mopower. Thermopower S as a function of doping p from DQMC
simulations (empty markers connected by lines), compared with dop-
ing dependence of S for various cuprates at T = 290K (solid scat-
tered markers, data from Refs. [9, 11]). For U/t = 8 and t′/t = 0,
the temperature is kBT = t/3.5. For U/t = 6, the temperature is
kBT = t/4 for both t′/t = 0 and t′/t = −0.25.

and the general patterns of S that have been observed in
cuprate experiments.

RESULTS

The doping dependence of thermopower S from the Hub-
bard model is shown in Fig. 1 for three different sets of pa-
rameters at their lowest achievable temperatures, overlaid with
experimental data from several families of cuprates. It is im-
portant to note that in the process of converting our results
to real units based on universal physical quantities kB and e,
there are no adjustable parameters: S is a ratio, so the stan-
dard units of t (or U ) in the Hubbard model factor out. The
most striking observation is the surprisingly good agreement
between our results and the room-temperature thermopower
in cuprates, in both qualitative trend and quantitative magni-
tudes. Both the simulation and experimental data show a sign
change roughly at p ∼ 0.15. In both cases, S – a quantity
proportional to the electronic resistivity – increases dramati-
cally in the low doping regime, as the system approaches a
Mott insulator. The simulation shows moderate U and t′ de-
pendence, without significantly affecting agreement with ex-
periments. The moderate parameter dependence is consistent
with the observed approximate universality of the doping de-
pendence of the room-temperature S for different cuprates,
which may have varying effective U and t′.

For weakly interacting electrons, S is expected to change
sign around the Lifshitz transition. The sign change in our

model with strong interactions, which occurs at p ∼ 0.15
for t′/t = −0.25, is much lower than the Lifshitz transition,
which occurs at p ∼ 0.26 for the same parameters, nor is it
associated with the atomic limit (see Supplementary Note 3
and Supplementary Note 5 for details). Therefore, we seek
deeper understanding from SKelvin = −(∂s/∂n)T /e, entropy
variation per density variation at a fixed temperature, or equiv-
alently, by the Maxwell relation, (∂µ/∂T )n/e, chemical po-
tential variation per temperature variation at fixed density (see
Supplementary Note 4). In Fig. 2, we compare the doping
dependence of S and SKelvin. Despite differences in exact
values, the sign change of S, as shown in Fig. 2a, is closely
associated with that of SKelvin, as shown in Fig. 2b. The sign
change of SKelvin occurs when the temperature dependence of
the chemical potential µ vanishes at fixed density – an “isos-
bestic” point, as exemplified in the inset of Fig. 2b, and high-
lighted by the arrows.

The doping dependence of S and SKelvin are also qualita-
tively similar, and U generally affects both S and SKelvin in
a similar manner, moderately reducing the doping at which
each changes sign as U increases. However, t′ has more sig-
nificant and opposite effects on S and SKelvin. Comparing
Fig. 2a and 2b shows us that even though SKelvin, a thermo-
dynamic quantity, differs from S, since it does not reflect the
dynamics captured by transport [33], SKelvin still reflects the
most important effects from the Hubbard interaction, showing
a doping dependence and sign change similar to S.

We now examine the temperature dependence of S and
SKelvin, using U/t = 6 and t′/t = −0.25, shown in Fig. 3, as
a representative example. The temperature dependence of S
in Fig. 3a and SKelvin in Fig. 3b are qualitatively similar. As
temperature decreases from high temperatures, S and SKelvin

first increase, following the atomic-limit (t, t′ ≪ kBT,U ,
see Supplementary Note 5). As temperature decreases fur-
ther and passes the scale t/kB , their behaviors deviate from
the atomic-limit. At low doping (p ≲ 0.07), S and SKelvin

monotonically increase, but at higher doping levels, they first
decrease before increasing again down to the lowest tempera-
ture, with a dip appearing in between.

We find the dip and the low-temperature increase in both
S and SKelvin particularly interesting, since this upturn com-
monly appears in cuprates [9–11, 13, 16], and cannot be un-
derstood in either the atomic or weakly interacting limits. To
understand its origin, we consider the relationship between
SKelvin and the specific heat cv using the Maxwell relation
−e(∂SKelvin/∂T )p = −(∂cv/∂p)T /T , where, by definition,
SKelvin = (∂s/∂p)T /e and cv = T (∂s/∂T )p. Specific heat
cv results, also for U/t = 6 and t′/t = −0.25, are shown in
the inset of Fig. 3b. Near half-filling and for temperatures be-
low the spin-exchange energy J (= 4t2/U to leading order),
cv starts to increase with decreasing temperatures, which is
believed to be associated with spin fluctuations [34–36], and
cv drops with increasing doping. Correspondingly, SKelvin at
fixed doping increases with decreasing temperatures, leading
to the low-temperature upturn. As the upturn is a common
feature shared by S and SKelvin, it is reasonable to believe
that the origin should be the same.

The low-temperature slope of the thermopower can be
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FIG. 2. Doping dependence and sign change of S and SKelvin. Thermopower S (a) and the Kelvin formula for the thermopower SKelvin

(b) as a function of doping p for the Hubbard model with different U and t′, all at the same temperature kBT = t/3. Inset of (b): density n,
measured using DQMC, as a function of the chemical potential µ for U/t = 6 and t′/t = −0.25 at different temperatures T . The arrows in
(b) and its inset indicate the correspondence between the sign change of SKelvin and the vanishing of temperature dependence of µ at fixed
density.
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FIG. 3. Temperature dependence of S and SKelvin. Thermopower S (a), and the Kelvin formula for the thermopower SKelvin (b), as a
function of temperature T , at different doping levels p, for U/t = 6 and t′/t = −0.25. Inset of (b) shows the specific heat cv measured using
DQMC as a function of temperature for different doping levels.

compared with experiments. The negative slopes quoted in
Ref. [11] for Bi2Sr2CaCu2O8+δ and Tl2Ba2CuO6+δ range
roughly from −0.05 to −0.02µV/K2. Assuming t/kB ∼
4000K, this range corresponds to [−2.3,−0.9] k2B/(te) in
our model. We estimate the slope in our model by taking the
finite difference between temperatures kBT = t/4 and t/3.5
in Fig. 3a and 3b. For doping between p = 0.1 and 0.2, the

calculated slope ranges between [−2.1,−1.5] k2B/(te) for S,
and [−1.8,−0.2] k2B/(te) for SKelvin. Even though system-
atic and statistical errors in S introduce uncertainties to this
slope estimate, the ranges are roughly comparable between
simulated S, SKelvin, and experimental values.

For a detailed verification and analysis of the relationship
between SKelvin and cv , we calculate −∂2s/(∂p∂T ) from
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FIG. 4. Analysis using cv and SKelvin. Color density plots of −∂2s/(∂p∂T ) calculated from doping derivative of specific heat
[−(∂cv/∂p)T /T , (a and c)] and temperature derivative of SKelvin [−e(∂SKelvin/∂T )p, (b and d)], for interaction strengths U/t = 6 (a
and b) and U/t = 8 (c and d), both with t′/t = −0.25. A cubic-spline fit was applied to curves of cv versus p and SKelvin versus T , with
corresponding derivatives obtained from the fits. The derivatives −∂2s/(∂p∂T ) were interpolated (cubic) onto the two-dimensional (p, T )
plane. Horizontal dashed lines mark the leading-order approximation for the spin-exchange energy J = 4t2/U , and solid lines mark the
contour where −∂2s/(∂p∂T ) = 0.

derivatives of independently measured SKelvin and cv , for
both U/t = 6 and U/t = 8 with t′/t = −0.25, as shown
in Fig. 4. Results from the two methods are consistent, up to
minor discrepancies such as taking derivatives from discrete
data points. At any point along the contour ∂2s/(∂p∂T ) = 0
(black solid lines), either a peak or a dip will occur in SKelvin

as a function of T . We observe that a peak appears at tempera-
tures above J/kB (dashed horizontal line) and a dip appears at
temperatures below J/kB . Note that T ∼ J/kB corresponds
roughly to the crossover between a peak or dip in SKelvin for
both U/t = 6 and U/t = 8 (c.f. Supplementary Fig. 6), sup-
porting our idea that the non-monotonic temperature depen-
dence of both SKelvin and S should be associated with effects

of spin exchange.

DISCUSSION

In summary, we calculated the thermopower S and the
Kelvin formula SKelvin in the Hubbard model. S shows qual-
itative and quantitative agreement with the universal curve of
the room-temperature S in cuprates, with a sign change corre-
sponding to an “isosbestic” point in n versus µ. S and SKelvin

show qualitatively similar doping dependence, and the doping
at which S changes sign corresponds well to that of SKelvin.
As a function of temperature, we observe a low-temperature



5

upturn in S and SKelvin with a slope quantitatively compara-
ble with the corresponding linear increase in cuprates, and we
provide evidence supporting their association with the scale
of J . With this general agreement, we demonstrate that ma-
jor features in the universal behavior of S in cuprates can be
replicated through a quantitative assessment of S in the Hub-
bard model. The observation that SKelvin captures qualita-
tive features of S enables us to understand the experimental
thermopower results from the perspective of entropy variation
with density.

We emphasize the significance in such a high level of agree-
ment between simulations and experiments for thermopower.
Transport properties can be sensitive to numerous factors,
which may be different between cuprates and the t-t′-U Hub-
bard model. The combination of the model’s simple form and
capability to reproduce universal features suggests the domi-
nance of interaction effects in the origin of the systematic be-
havior in the cuprates. Our observations highlight the impor-
tance of pursuing high-accuracy simulations accounting for
the full effect of interactions in making progress at under-
standing these enigmatic materials.

METHODS

We investigate the two-dimensional single-band t-t′-U
Hubbard model with spin S = 1/2 on a square lattice us-
ing determinant quantum Monte Carlo (DQMC) [7, 8]. The
Hamiltonian is

H = −t
∑

⟨lm⟩,σ

(
c†l,σcm,σ + h.c.

)
− t′

∑
⟨⟨lm⟩⟩,σ

(
c†l,σcm,σ + h.c.

)
+ U

∑
l

(
nl,↑ −

1

2

)(
nl,↓ −

1

2

)
, (1)

where t (t′) is the nearest-neighbour (next-nearest-neighbour)
hopping, U is the on-site Coulomb interaction, c†l,σ (cl,σ) is
the creation (annihilation) operator for an electron at site l

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

The Kelvin formula for the thermopower SKelvin can be cal-
culated using DQMC through

SKelvin = −⟨(H − µN)N⟩ − ⟨H − µN⟩ ⟨N⟩
eT (⟨NN⟩ − ⟨N⟩ ⟨N⟩)

, (2)

where N =
∑

l(nl,↑ + nl,↓) is the total electron number op-
erator, and µ is the chemical potential.

From the Hamiltonian in Eq. (1), the particle current J and
the energy current JE are obtained as [37, 38]

J =
t

2

∑
l,δ∈NN,σ

δ
(
ic†l+δ,σcl,σ + h.c.

)
+

t′

2

∑
l,δ′∈NNN,σ

δ′
(
ic†l+δ′,σcl,σ + h.c.

)
(3)

and

JE =
∑

l,δ1∈NN,
δ2∈NN,σ

(
−δ1 + δ2

4

)
t2
(
ic†l+δ1+δ2,σ

cl,σ + h.c.
)

+
∑

l,δ∈NN,
δ′∈NNN,σ

(
−δ + δ′

2

)
tt′

(
ic†l+δ+δ′,σcl,σ + h.c.

)

+
∑

l,δ′
1∈NNN,

δ′
2∈NNN,σ

(
−δ′1 + δ′2

4

)
t′2

(
ic†l+δ′1+δ′2,σ

cl,σ + h.c.
)

+
Ut

4

∑
l,δ∈NN,σ

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

)
+

Ut′

4

∑
l,σ,

δ′∈NNN

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

)

− Ut

4

∑
l,δ∈NN,σ

δ
(
ic†l+δ,σcl,σ + h.c.

)
− Ut′

4

∑
l,δ′∈NNN,σ

δ′
(
ic†l+δ′,σcl,σ + h.c.

)
. (4)

To make the notations above clear, NN (NNN) denotes the set
of nearest-neighbour (next-nearest-neighbour) position dis-
placements. Specifically, on the two-dimensional square lat-
tice, NN = {+x,−x,+y,−y} and NNN = {+x+y,−x+
y,+x−y,−x−y}, where the lattice constant is set to 1 and
x and y are unit vectors. Here, if l is an arbitrary site label
associated with the position vector xlx+ yly, and ν is a vec-
tor adding up arbitrary elements in NN and NNN, the notation
l+ν represents a unique site label associated with the position
xlx+ yly + ν. The heat current is JQ = JE − µJ.

We calculate the thermopower

S = −
LJQ,xJx

eTLJxJx

(5)

using DQMC and maximum entropy analytic continuation
(MaxEnt) [31, 32]. Here, JQ,x and Jx are the x-components
of the heat current operator JQ and particle current operator
J, respectively. For arbitrary Hermitian operators O1 and O2,
the DC transport coefficient LO1O2

≡ LO1O2
(ω)|ω=0, where

LO1O2
(ω) is determined using the Kubo formula

LO1O2(ω) =

1

NxNyβ

∫ ∞

0

dtei(ω+i0+)t

∫ β

0

dτ⟨O1(t− iτ)O2(0)⟩, (6)

where t is real time, without confusion with the hopping
matrix elements in the Hamiltonian. Here, Nx, Ny are the
sizes of the lattice along the x and y directions, respectively,
β ≡ (kBT )

−1, and

O1(t− iτ) = ei(H−µN)(t−iτ)O1e
−i(H−µN)(t−iτ). (7)

Detailed derivations for Eqs. (5) and (2) are in Supplemen-
tary Note 2 and Supplementary Note 4, respectively. For our
calculation, the units for both S and SKelvin are kB/e ≈
86.17µV/K.
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DATA AVAILABILITY

The data needed to reproduce the figures can be found at
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.8286640.

CODE AVAILABILITY

The source code and analysis routines can be found at
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.8286636.
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SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION

Supplementary Note 1:. SIMULATION PARAMETERS

Statistical error bars denoting ±1 standard error of the mean
are shown for all measurements, except for Supplementary
Fig. 2 that has none. Error bars are determined by bootstrap
resampling (100 bootstraps) [39], except for error bars deter-
mined by jackknife resampling [40]: n in the inset of Fig. 2b
in the main text, SKelvin in Supplementary Fig. 3, and 16×16
SKelvin data in Supplementary Fig. 7b. Simulation cluster size
is 8 × 8 for all results, unless otherwise specified. The max-
imum imaginary time Trotter discretization is dτ = 0.02/t
in the chemical potential tuning process, and dτ = 0.05/t
for other thermodynamic and transport measurements, unless
otherwise specified. At high temperatures, the smallest num-
ber of imaginary-time slices used in the Trotter decomposi-
tion is L̃ = β/dτ = 20. For MaxEnt analytic continua-
tion, we choose the model function by using the same high-
temperature annealing procedure as in Ref. [37], except for
Supplementary Fig. 1. We determine spectra in the infinite-
temperature-limit, using a moments expansion method, which
serves as the model function at the highest temperature, ex-
cept for Supplementary Fig. 2, similar as in Refs. [37, 38, 41].
To determine the adjustable parameter which assigns weights
of statistics and entropy in the maximized function in Max-
Ent, we use the method of Ref. [42]. Other details in methods
and parameter choices are mostly the same as Ref. [37].

Supplementary Note 2:. FORMALISM

We set ℏ to 1 throughout the paper. We consider the re-
sponse due to a temperature gradient ∇T and electric field
E = −∇V . We define µ = µ+e∗V so that ∇µ = ∇µ−e∗E,
where charge e∗ = −e for electrons. The responses along
the x direction in terms of DC transport coefficients LO1O2

(ω = 0 value of Eq. (6) in the main text) are [33, 38]

⟨Jx⟩/(NxNy) = −βLJxJx
∂xµ+ LJxJQ,x

∂xβ

= −βLJxJx∂xµ− LJxJQ,x
β2kB∂xT, (1)

⟨JQ,x⟩/(NxNy) = −βLJQ,xJx∂xµ+ LJQ,xJQ,x
∂xβ

= −βLJQ,xJx
∂xµ− LJQ,xJQ,x

β2kB∂xT. (2)

The thermopower S is defined as

S = − ∂xµ

e∗∂xT

∣∣∣∣
⟨Jx⟩=0

= −
LJxJQ,x

eTLJxJx

= −
LJQ,xJx

eTLJxJx

, (3)

giving us Eq. (5) in the main text. In Supplementary Eq. (3),
we used Onsager’s reciprocity relations [43]

LJxJQ,x
= LJQ,xJx

. (4)

Setting Z = Tr(e−β(H−µN)) as the partition function,

from Eq. (6) in the main text,

LO1O2(ω) =
1

ZNxNyβ

∑
i1,i2

⟨i1|O1|i2⟩⟨i2|O2|i1⟩

× e−βEi1 − e−βEi2

i(Ei1 − Ei2)(ω + i0+ + Ei1 − Ei2)
. (5)

In the case of O1 = O2 = O, we obtain

ReLOO(ω) =
π

ZNxNyβω

∑
i1,i2

|⟨i1|O|i2⟩|2

× e−βEi1 (1− e−βω)δ(ω + Ei1 − Ei2), (6)

where |ii⟩ (Ei1 ) are eigenstates (eigenvalues) of the grand-
canonical Hamiltonian H−µN . From Supplementary Eq. (6)
we obtain ReLOO(ω) = ReLOO(−ω). By Kramers-Kronig
relations, ImLOO(ω = 0) = 0.

We use DQMC to measure correlation functions in imagi-
nary time,

⟨TτO1(τ)O2(0)⟩

≡ 1

Z
Tr

(
e−(β−τ)(H−µN)O1e

−τ(H−µN)O2

)
=

1

Z

∑
i1,i2

⟨i1|O1|i2⟩⟨i2|O2|i1⟩e−βEi1 eτ(Ei1
−Ei2

). (7)

Comparing Supplementary Eqs. (6) and (7), we relate
ReLOO(ω) with ⟨TτO(τ)O(0)⟩ through

⟨TτO(τ)O(0)⟩
NxNyβ

=

∫ ∞

0

dωReLOO(ω)
ω cosh[ω(τ − β/2)]

π sinh[βω/2]
.

(8)
We apply MaxEnt analytic continuation to ⟨TτO(τ)O(0)⟩
data to invert Supplementary Eq. (8) and obtain ReLOO(ω).

According to Eq. (6) in the main text, we may write

1

2
(LO1O2

(ω)+LO2O1
(ω)) =

(
L(λsubO1+O2)(λsubO1+O2)(ω)

−λ2
subLO1O1

(ω)− LO2O2
(ω)

)
/(2λsub), (9)

where λsub is an arbitrary non-zero real constant [44]. With
Supplementary Eq. (9), Supplementary Eq. (8) can be gener-
alized,

⟨TτO1(τ)O2(0)⟩+ ⟨TτO2(τ)O1(0)⟩
NxNyβ

=

∫ ∞

0

dωRe [LO1O2
(ω) + LO2O1

(ω)]
ω cosh[ω(τ − β/2)]

π sinh[βω/2]
.

(10)

ReLOO(ω) is guaranteed to be positive definite in Supple-
mentary Eq. (6) when O1 = O2 = O, in which case Max-
Ent analytic continuation is applicable. However, in calcu-
lation of the thermopower, ReLJQ,xJx

(ω) + ReLJxJQ,x
(ω)

can change its sign as a function of ω, so it cannot be directly
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Supplementary Fig. 1. S as a function of λsub at a few different temperatures, for four sets of representative parameters, all with t′/t = −0.25:
(a) U/t = 6, p = 0.05, (b) U/t = 6, p = 0.25, (c) U/t = 8, p = 0.05, and (d) U/t = 8, p = 0.25. For MaxEnt analytic continuation, a flat
model function is used for all parameters.

calculated from ⟨TτJQ,x(τ)Jx⟩+ ⟨TτJx(τ)JQ,x⟩ using Sup-
plementary Eq. (10) through MaxEnt. So, according to Sup-
plementary Eqs. (4) and (9), we calculate LJQ,xJx

using

LJQ,xJx
=

(
L(λsubJQ,x+Jx)(λsubJQ,x+Jx)

−λ2
subLJQ,xJQ,x

− LJxJx

)
/(2λsub). (11)

Since LOO ≡ LOO(ω)|ω=0 is real, LJQ,xJx is also real. In
principle, if there are no errors in every LOO term on the
right hand side of Supplementary Eq. (11), then the result of
LJQ,xJx

from Supplementary Eq. (11) is λsub independent.
However, systematic errors introduced by the analytic contin-
uation process propagate in the calculation of Supplementary
Eq. (11), which is reflected by S exhibiting some degree of
λsub dependence. In Supplementary Fig. 1, we show S as a
function of λsub for four sets of parameters as examples. As
long as |λsub| ≳ 1, the λsub dependence is relatively weak.
Therefore, as a reasonable choice, we use λsub = 2 in this
work.

Supplementary Note 3:. LIFSHITZ TRANSITION

We calculate the density of states (DoS) from the
DQMC results of the local Green’s function G(τ) =

−⟨Tτ cl,σ(τ)c
†
l,σ(0)⟩, by inverting the relation [45]

G(τ) = −
∫ +∞

−∞
dω

e−τω

1 + e−βω
DoS(ω), (12)

using MaxEnt analytic continuation. For the model function
in MaxEnt, we start with using the flat model at the highest
temperature kBT/t = 8, and proceed with lower tempera-
tures using the high-temperature annealing procedure. In Sup-
plementary Fig. 2 we show doping dependence of DoS(ω) for
fixed U/t = 6, t′/t = −0.25, and kBT/t = 0.25. We ob-
serve that the Lifshitz transition, at which the quasiparticle
peak crosses the Fermi level at ω = 0, happens at doping
p ∼ 0.26, which is much higher than the sign change doping
of S at p ∼ 0.15 in Fig. 1 in the main text for the correspond-
ing parameter set. Therefore, the sign change doping of S is
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Supplementary Fig. 2. Density of states (DoS) as a function of ω for
different dopings, for U/t = 6 and t′/t = −0.25 at kBT/t = 0.25.
ω = 0 (light grey vertical line) sets the Fermi level.

not associated with the Lifshitz transition.

Supplementary Note 4:. KELVIN FORMULA

The Kelvin formula for thermopower is [28]

SKelvin =
1

e∗

(
∂s

∂n

)
T

= − 1

e∗

(
∂µ

∂T

)
n

, (13)

where s is the entropy density and n is the particle density.
To obtain the second equality in Supplementary Eq. (13),

we consider the thermodynamic potential density f = ϵ −
sT − µn, where ϵ is the energy density. Using the first law of
thermodynamics,

dϵ = T ds+ µdn, (14)

we obtain d(f + µn) = −s dT + µdn. Equating

∂2(f + µn)

∂T∂n
=

∂2(f + µn)

∂n∂T
(15)

then gives us the Maxwell relation leading to the second
equality in Supplementary Eq. (13).

From Supplementary Eqs. (13) and (14), we find

SKelvin =
1

e∗

[
1

T

(
∂ϵ

∂n

)
T

− µ

T

]
, (16)

where (
∂ϵ

∂n

)
T

=

(
∂ϵ

∂µ

)
T

/(
∂n

∂µ

)
T

. (17)

In terms of correlation functions, which we measure using

DQMC, (
∂ϵ

∂µ

)
T

=
∂

∂µ

TrHe−β(H−µN)

NxNy Tr e−β(H−µN)

=
β

NxNy
(⟨HN⟩ − ⟨H⟩ ⟨N⟩), (18)(

∂n

∂µ

)
T

=
∂

∂µ

TrNe−β(H−µN)

NxNy Tr e−β(H−µN)

=
β

NxNy
(⟨NN⟩ − ⟨N⟩ ⟨N⟩). (19)

Taking Supplementary Eqs. (16), (17), (18), and (19), with
e∗ = −e, we obtain Eq. (2) in the main text.

The specific heat (considering Supplementary Eq. (14)) is

cv =

(
∂ϵ

∂T

)
n

= T

(
∂s

∂T

)
n

. (20)

So from Supplementary Eqs. (13) and (20), we obtain

e∗
(
∂SKelvin

∂T

)
n

=
∂2s

∂n∂T
=

∂2s

∂T∂n
=

1

T

(
∂cv
∂n

)
T

. (21)

Therefore, the temperature dependence of SKelvin is directly
related to doping dependence of the specific heat cv . In the
main text, we use doping p = 1 − n instead of n. So we
rewrite Supplementary Eq. (21) as

−e

(
∂SKelvin

∂T

)
p

= − ∂2s

∂p∂T
= − ∂2s

∂T∂p
= − 1

T

(
∂cv
∂p

)
T

.

(22)

For the calculation of −∂2s/(∂p∂T ) in Fig. 4 in the main
text, to rule out data points with large error bars in the spline
fitting process, for the fitting of cv , the lowest temperature
considered is kBT = t/3.5 for U/t = 6 and kBT = t/3
for U/t = 8; for SKelvin, the lowest temperature in the fitting
range is kBT = t/4.5 for U/t = 6 and kBT = t/3.5 for
U/t = 8. Since the measurements of cv involve energy fluc-
tuation and therefore contains correlators with up to 8 fermion
operators, while SKelvin contains up to 6, for the same set of
parameters, cv data generally has larger statistical error than
SKelvin. Therefore a higher lowest temperature is chosen for
fitting cv than that for SKelvin.

Supplementary Note 5:. ATOMIC LIMIT

In this note we derive the atomic-limit (t, t′ ≪ kBT,U )
approximation of S and SKelvin.

Considering the condition t, t′ ≪ U , we divide the Hamil-
tonian of Eq. (1) in the main text into the interaction part
H0 ∝ U as the unperturbed Hamiltonian and the kinetic part
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Supplementary Fig. 3. Comparison between Hubbard model (solid lines, obtained by DQMC) and atomic-limit (dashed lines, from Supple-
mentary Eq. (25)) results of SKelvin for large interactions: (a) U/t = 16, t′/t = 0, (b) U/t = 12, t′/t = 0, (c) U/t = 16, t′/t = −0.25, and
(d) U/t = 12, t′/t = −0.25. For these parameters, the maximum dτ for chemical potential tuning is 0.01/t. Error bars denote ±1 standard
error of the mean determined by jackknife resampling.

∆H as the perturbative term. Namely,

H0 = U
∑
l

(
nl,↑ −

1

2

)(
nl,↓ −

1

2

)
,

∆H = −t
∑

⟨lm⟩,σ

(
c†l,σcm,σ + h.c.

)
− t′

∑
⟨⟨lm⟩⟩,σ

(
c†l,σcm,σ + h.c.

)
.

By expanding

e−τ(H−µN) = e−τ(H0−µN)

[
1−

∫ τ

0

dτ1∆H(τ1)

+

∫ τ

0

dτ1

∫ τ1

0

dτ2∆H(τ1)∆H(τ2) + ...

]
, (23)

where ∆H(τ1) = eτ1(H0−µN)∆He−τ1(H0−µN), the O1 −
O2 correlation function between arbitrary Hermitian operators

O1, O2 is

⟨TτO1(τ)O2⟩

=
Tr

(
e−(β−τ)(H−µN)O1e

−τ(H−µN)O2

)
Tr e−β(H−µN)

=
Tr

(
e−(β−τ)(H0−µN)O1e

−τ(H0−µN)O2

)
Tr e−β(H0−µN)

(1 +O(βt)).

(24)

Using Supplementary Eq. (24) evaluated under the occupation
basis (the eigenstates of H0), Eq. (2) in the main text can be
obtained to leading order. This leads to the atomic-limit ap-
proximation

SKelvin =
−U

(
e2βµ+

βU
2 + eβµ

)
eT

(
e

βU
2 + e2βµ+

βU
2 + 2eβµ

) +
U
2 + µ

eT
. (25)

In the same limit, we can calculate the average density ⟨n⟩.
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Applying Supplementary Eq. (23), we find

⟨n⟩ =
Tr

(
e−β(H−µN)N

)
NxNy Tr

(
e−β(H−µN)

)
=

Tr
(
e−β(H0−µN)N

)
NxNy Tr

(
e−β(H0−µN)

) (1 +O(βt)). (26)

Therefore, to leading order,

⟨n⟩ = 2e
1
2βU+βµ + 2e2βµ

1 + 2e
1
2βU+βµ + e2βµ

, (27)

which allows us to determine µ for any given density n in the
atomic limit.

In Supplementary Fig. 3, we compare SKelvin calculated
using DQMC with the atomic-limit approximation of SKelvin,
Supplementary Eq. (25). Large interactions U/t = 16 and
U/t = 12 are selected. At high temperatures, where the con-
dition t, t′ ≪ kBT is satisfied, the simulation results match
the atomic-limit approximations well. As temperature de-
creases and this condition breaks down, SKelvin deviates from
its atomic-limit approximation.

Now, we derive the atomic-limit approximation for ther-
mopower S. Still using the occupation basis, and replacing O1

and O2 with Jx or JE,x operators in Supplementary Eq. (24),
the JE,x − Jx and Jx − Jx correlation functions to leading
order are

⟨TτJE,x(τ)Jx⟩
NxNy

=
Tr

(
e−(β−τ)(H0−µN)JE,xe

−τ(H0−µN)Jx
)

NxNy Tr e−β(H0−µN)

(28)

=
−16t2t′ − 2U(t2 + 2t′2)

Z2
0

×(
e3βµ+

βU
2 + eβµ+

βU
2 + e2βµ+τU + e2βµ+βU−τU

)
+

2U(t2 + 2t′2)

Z2
0

(
2e3βµ+

βU
2 + e2βµ+τU + e2βµ+βU−τU

)
(29)

=
⟨TτJx(τ)JE,x⟩

NxNy

and

⟨TτJx(τ)Jx⟩
NxNy

=
Tr

(
e−(β−τ)(H0−µN)Jxe

−τ(H0−µN)Jx
)

NxNy Tr e−β(H0−µN)

=
4(t2 + 2t′2)

Z2
0

×(
e3βµ+

βU
2 + eβµ+

βU
2 + e2βµ+τU + e2βµ+βU−τU

)
, (30)

where Z0 = 1 + 2eβU/2+βµ + e2βµ. Notice that any term
of the form (e−(β−τ)U + e−τU ) multiplied by a quantity in-
dependent of τ in ⟨TτO1(τ)O2⟩+ ⟨TτO2(τ)O1⟩ corresponds
to a delta function at ω = U in ReLO1O2

(ω) +ReLO2O1
(ω)

through Supplementary Eq. (10). Such terms do not contribute
to the DC values of transport coefficients. Any term inde-
pendent of τ in ⟨TτO1(τ)O2⟩ + ⟨TτO2(τ)O1⟩ corresponds

to a delta function at ω = 0 in ReLO1O2
(ω) +ReLO2O1

(ω).
Summing up magnitudes of such terms provides the integrated
weights of ReLO1O2

(ω) + ReLO2O1
(ω) around ω = 0. So,

using finite-frequency Onsager relations [33], Supplementary
Eqs. (10), (29), and (30), with |ϵ̃| < U , we have

1

π

∫ +|ϵ̃|

−|ϵ̃|
ReLJE,xJx

(ω)dω =
1

π

∫ +|ϵ̃|

−|ϵ̃|
ReLJxJE,x

(ω)dω

=
−16t2t′ − 2U(t2 + 2t′2)

Z2
0

(
e3βµ+

βU
2 + eβµ+

βU
2

)
+

4U(t2 + 2t′2)

Z2
0

e3βµ+
βU
2 , (31)

1

π

∫ +|ϵ̃|

−|ϵ̃|
ReLJxJx

(ω)dω

=
4(t2 + 2t′2)

Z2
0

(
e3βµ+

βU
2 + eβµ+

βU
2

)
. (32)

Here, both ReLJxJx(ω) and ReLJE,xJx(ω) are proportional
to δ(ω) at low frequencies, so they are both infinite at ω = 0.
To make both ReLJxJx(ω = 0) and ReLJE,xJx(ω = 0) fi-
nite, we introduce a small scattering rate [21, 22, 24, 27], or
broadening effect, to both coefficients. The same scattering
rate in both terms cancels out when we take their ratio and
gives us the ratio of corresponding weights. Under this as-
sumption, combining Supplementary Eqs. (3), (31), (32), and
that JQ = JE−µJ, we obtain the atomic-limit approximation
of thermopower to leading order,

S = lim
|ϵ̃|→0

−

∫ +|ϵ̃|
−|ϵ̃| dω(ReLJE,xJx

(ω)− µReLJxJx
(ω))

eT
∫ +|ϵ̃|
−|ϵ̃| dωReLJxJx

(ω)

=
4t2t′(e2βµ + 1)− U(t2 + 2t′2)e2βµ

eT (t2 + 2t′2)(e2βµ + 1)
+

U
2 + µ

eT
. (33)

An interesting observation in the atomic limit is that t and
t′ affect S (a transport property) in Supplementary Eq. (33),
but not SKelvin (a thermodynamics property) in Supplemen-
tary Eq. (25). If we take t′ = 0, the expression Supplementary
Eq. (33) is equivalent to corresponding expressions of S de-
rived and discussed in Refs. [21, 22, 24, 27], where the chemi-
cal potential is different from our definition by U/2 due to the
difference in the Hamiltonian definition.

When we additionally impose the conditions kBT/U ≪ 1
(i.e. βU ≫ 1) and n < 1, and use µ as determined from
Supplementary Eq. (27) under these conditions, Supplemen-
tary Eq. (25) and the t′ = 0 case of Supplementary Eq. (33)
both approach the “Heikes formula” [21–24, 27]

SKelvin = S =
U
2 + µ

eT
=

kB
e

ln

[
n

2(1− n)

]
. (34)

This “Heikes limit” in Supplementary Eq. (34) produces a
sign change at p = 1/3 [21–27].

In Supplementary Fig. 4, we compare Hubbard model sim-
ulation results with the atomic limit of S (Supplementary
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Supplementary Fig. 4. Hubbard model simulation data (solid lines, S obtained with DQMC and MaxEnt, SKelvin obtained with DQMC) at
high temperatures compared with corresponding atomic-limit results (dashed lines, from Supplementary Eqs. (33) and (25)), for U/t = 8 in
(a, b), and U/t = 6 in (c, d). All panels have t′/t = −0.25.

Eq. (33)) and SKelvin (Supplementary Eq. (25)), for t′/t =
−0.25 and U/t = 6 or 8. The atomic-limit sign-change p
of S shifts away from 1/3 when t′ becomes non-zero, be-
cause of additional terms introduced by t′ in Supplementary
Eq. (33). Supplementary Figure 5 presents the same compari-
son as Supplementary Fig. 4, but for t′/t = 0 and U/t = 6 to
10 and focusing on lower temperatures. In all panels of Sup-
plementary Figs. 4 and 5, we see that simulation results (un-
surprisingly) match the atomic-limit approximations at high
temperatures but deviate as temperature decreases.

Supplementary Note 6:. SUPPLEMENTARY DATA

For the sake of completeness, we show the temperature de-
pendence of S and SKelvin for U/t = 8 and t′/t = −0.25
in Supplementary Fig. 6. We find the behaviors of S and
SKelvin are qualitatively similar to the case of U/t = 6 and

t′/t = −0.25, shown in Fig. 3 in the main text.

Supplementary Note 7:. FINITE SIZE AND TROTTER
ERROR

We analyze finite-size effects and Trotter error for S and
SKelvin in Supplementary Fig. 7.

Taking U/t = 6 and t′/t = −0.25 as an example, differ-
ences between results obtained with 8×8 and 12×12 clusters
are minimal for SKelvin in Supplementary Fig. 7a, and are the
same order of magnitude as the statistical errors for S in Sup-
plementary Fig. 7d. The extent of finite-size effects changes
with t′. For U/t = 6 and t′/t = 0 in Supplementary Fig. 7b,
small finite-size discrepancies between SKelvin obtained with
8 × 8 and 12 × 12 clusters can be observed at high doping.
However, these differences do not impact the overall doping
dependence. Moreover, further increasing the lattice size to
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Supplementary Fig. 5. Comparison similar to Supplementary Fig. 4 for t′/t = 0, T ≲ 2, (a, b) U/t = 10, (c, d) U/t = 8, and (e, f) U/t = 6.

16 × 16 shows minimal difference compared to the 12 × 12
lattice. In Supplementary Fig. 7e, differences between S ob-
tained with 8 × 8 and 12 × 12 clusters are the same order
of magnitude as the statistical errors. Higher doping, smaller

U , and lower temperature generally causes larger finite-size
effects, as the system becomes more delocalized. Therefore,
our analysis up to 30% doping, with U/t = 6, including both
t′/t = −0.25 and t′/t = 0, and down to the lowest accessible
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Supplementary Fig. 6. Temperature dependence of S (a) and SKelvin (b), plotted in the same way as Fig. 3 in the main text, but for U/t = 8
and t′/t = −0.25.
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Supplementary Fig. 7. Finite size and Trotter error analysis for SKelvin (a, b, c) and S (d, e, f). Dotted lines with open circles are obtained
with dτ = 0.05/t on an 8×8 lattice, which are the parameters we use in the main text. Solid lines with crosses are obtained with dτ = 0.05/t
on a 12 × 12 lattice. Dashed lines with filled circles are obtained with dτ = 0.025/t on an 8 × 8 lattice. Triangles in (b) are obtained with
dτ = 0.05/t on a 16 × 16 lattice. For the solid and the dashed lines in (d), and the dashed lines in (f), the MaxEnt model functions for
highest temperature (β = 2/t) are chosen to be the spectral functions obtained with dτ = 0.05/t on an 8× 8 lattice at β = 1.5/t. Similarly,
for solid lines in (e), the MaxEnt model functions for highest temperature (β = 1.5/t) are chosen to be the spectral functions obtained with
dτ = 0.05/t on an 8× 8 lattice at β = 1/t.
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temperatures provides an approximate upper limit for finite-
size effects, given the parameters considered in this work.

For two sets of parameters, U/t = 6, t′/t = −0.25 and
U/t = 10, t′/t = 0, differences between results obtained with
dτ = 0.05/t and dτ = 0.025/t are minimal for SKelvin in

Supplementary Fig. 7a and 7c, and are the same order of mag-
nitude as the statistical errors of S in Supplementary Fig. 7d
and 7f. Larger U generally causes larger Trotter error, so our
analysis up to U/t = 10 provides an approximate upper limit
for Trotter error for data presented in the main text of this
work.
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