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The quantum to classical transition (QCT) is one of the central mysteries in quantum physics.
This process is generally interpreted as state collapse from measurement or decoherence from inter-
acting with the environment. Here we define the quantumness of a Hamiltonian by the free energy
difference between its quantum and classical descriptions, which vanishes during QCT. We apply
this criterion to the many-body Rabi model and study its scaling law across the phase transition,
finding that not only the temperature and Planck constant, but also all the model parameters are
important for this transition. We show that the Jaynes-Cummings and anti Jaynes-Cummings mod-
els exhibit greater quantumness than the Rabi model. Moreover, we show that the rotating wave
and anti-rotating wave terms in this model have opposite quantumness in QCT. We demonstrate
that the quantumness may be enhanced or suppressed at the critical point. Finally, we estimate the
quantumness of the Rabi model in current trapped ion experiments. The quantumness provides an
important tool to characterize the QCT in a vast number of many-body models.

Quantum and classical physics differ fundamentally.
In quantum mechanics, particles are described as waves,
exhibiting phenomena such as entanglement and super-
position. In contrast, classical physics precludes these
characteristics, with well-defined mass points satisfying
the Newton’s laws. The quantum to classical transition
(QCT) is explained through the orthodox Copenhagen
interpretation of wave function collapse from measure-
ment [1–4], which is then understood by the quantum
decoherence theory [5–14]. The QCT is a rather sub-
tle issue. While in principle no such boundary exists,
because the bulk metals and superconductors in solids
and the neutron star in astrophysics should be described
by quantum mechanics; however, there are also abun-
dant evidences that when the system temperature is high
enough, or the Planck constant becomes negligible, the
quantum nature may disappear. Furthermore, the im-
portance of system size can be evidenced from macro-
scopic Schrödinger cat [6, 15–18]. Therefore, these fac-
tors should be among the most crucial factors for this
QCT. Unfortunately, a quantitative characterization of
this transition is still lacking.

Definition of quantumness: Imagine a Hamiltonian
H(x, p), where x and p are coordinate and momentum
operators, respectively. In classical physics, xp = px are
the same; yet in quantum physics, they are different, with
[x, p] = iℏ, where ℏ is the Planck constant divided by 2π.
Obviously, in quantum mechanics, x2 and p−1xp2xp−1

are different. Thus, when we say that a system exhibits
quantum behaviors, we mean that it possesses some fea-

tures quantitatively different from the classical counter-
part. Since in thermodynamics all observations can be
determined by the partition function, we expect their dif-
ference can be reflected from their free energies. When
these two descriptions yield the same free energy, they
can not be distinguished from measurements. Based on
this intuitive picture, we define the quantumness as

∆QC = FQ − FC, (1)

where FQ and FC are the free energies using quantum and
classical mechanics. The QCT is exact when ∆QC = 0,
and the nature of quantum vanishes. This work exam-
ines this quality in the many-body Rabi model, which
hosts quantum phase transition. Strikingly, we show that
the critical point with significant quantum (or classical)
fluctuation is not necessarily associated with maximal
quantumness. Finally, we will estimate the role of quan-
tumness in the current trapped ion experiments.
We can gain some insight into this problem by inves-

tigating some simple models. (A) A free particle model
with H = p2/2m, where m is the particle mass. The
partition functions are ZQ = ZC =

∫
dxdp/(2πℏ)e−βH =

V
√
2mπ/β, where V is the real-space volume, and β =

1/kBT , with kB is the Boltzmann constant and T is the
temperature. Hence ∆QC = 0. (B) A quantum oscilla-
tor model with H = p2/2m+mω2x2/2, with eigenvalues
En = ℏω(n + 1/2). We have ZQ =

∑∞
n=0 e

−βℏω(n+1/2),
and ZC =

∫
dxdp/(2πℏ)e−βH, yielding

∆QC =
1

24
(ℏω)2β − 1

2880
(ℏω)4β3 + · · · , (2)
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FIG. 1. (a) Energy levels of the generalized Rabi model, in
which the solid and dashed lines correspond to coupling in-
duced by rotating wave term (g1) and anti-rotating wave term
(g2), respectively. When g2 = 0 (JC model) or g1 = 0 (aJC
model), this model can be solved exactly; see discussions in
(I) and (II). (b) Phase transition in this model characterized
by energy gaps δEn = En−E0 by tuning of gi. (c) Dispersion
of energy levels in the normal phase (g < gc), critical point
(at gc) and superradiant phase (g > gc) when ω/Ω → 0.

when βℏω ≪ 1, which is always a positive value. When
ω = 0, it reduces to model (A). Thus when kBT ≫ ℏω,
the quantization effect is not important, and QCT hap-
pens. In the presence of many-body interaction, the
level spacing is increased and the quantumness ∆QC

will also be increased in accordingly. (C) QCT from
their statistics. One can find that the crossover between
Bose-Einstein and Fermi-Dirac distributions and the
Boltzmann-Maxwell distribution can be reached when
βµ ≪ −1 (µ is the chemical potential). The last two
models show that the system parameters are also impor-
tant for QCT.

Quantumness in the generalized Rabi model: With
these results in mind, we examine the physics in the gen-
eralized Rabi model [19–27]

H = ℏωa†a+
ℏΩ
2

σz + ℏg1aσ† + ℏg2aσ− + h.c., (3)

where ω is the harmonic oscillator frequency, Ω is the
spin level spacing, and g1, g2 are the couplings of ro-
tating and anti-rotating wave terms, respectively. This
model has been intensively studied using trapped ions
[28–35], superconducting qubits [36–39], quantum dots
[40–42], and ultracold atoms [43–52], etc. When g2 = 0
and g1 = 0, it reduces to the Jaynes-Cummings (JC)
model and anti-Jaynes-Cummings (aJC) model, respec-
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FIG. 2. Verification of quantumness in Eq. 4. (a) JC model
with g2 = 0, g1 = 0.3, 0.7, 1.5, with β = 2; (b) aJC model
with g1 = 0, g2 = 0.3, 0.7, 1.5, with β = 2; (c) Rabi model
with g = 0.6 (normal phase) and (d) g = 1.2 (superradiant
phase), with β = 5 and η = g1/g2. In the Rabi model, A = 0,
hence x∆QC is independent of x. In all figures, we set gc = 1.

tively. Recent investigations show that when ω/Ω → 0,
this model exhibits a second-order phase transition from
a normal phase to a superradiant phase [29, 38, 45, 53–
55]. In contrast to the models (A - C), Eq. 3 enables us
to study the quantumness across the critical point. Since
the rotating and anti-rotating wave terms are ubiquitous,
this model enables us to explore their individual role on
quantumness.

(I). JC model with g1 ̸= 0 and g2 = 0. Let q = g1/gc,
ω = gc/

√
x, and Ω = gc

√
x, where x = Ω/ω, such

that ωΩ = g2c is fixed during the variation of the pa-
rameters. This model can be solved analytically be-
cause the whole Hilbert space can be decoupled into
small subspaces (Fig. 1 (a)), with eigenvalues E±

n =

ℏ(n + 1)ω ± ℏ
√

g21(n+ 1) + (ω−Ω)2

4 for n ≥ 0. The

configuration in Fig. 1 (a) is of particular importance
in the limit Ω ≪ kBT , where only the lower branch
E−

n is significant. The phase transition of this model
can be manifested from the vanished energy gap, as
shown in Fig. 1 (b); and the corresponding spectra
are shown in Fig. 1 (c). In the normal phase, we ex-
pect E−

n ∝ n; and in the superradiant phase, we expect
E−

n ∼ (n− nc)
2. In the phase boundary, we have nc = 0

and E−
n ∝ n2. With this feature, the summation of n can

be generalized from zero to infinity (see the filled regime
in Fig. 1 (c)). Using the Euler-Maclaurin formula, we
can obtain the free energy in these two phases. Mean-
while, the classical free energy is obtained by defining
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TABLE I. Summarized free energies in the normal phase (n) and superradiant (sr) phases. In the first column, JC, aJC refer
to Jaynes-Cummings model and anti-Jaynes-Cummings model, respectively. The free energies are obtained from the partition
functions ZC = e−βFC and ZQ = e−βFQ using classical and quantum treatments, and in the classical model, JC and aJC have
the same free energy, because in the classical level these models are the same (upon a transformation a → a∗).

Model (n/sr) Quantum free energy FQ Classical free energy FC

JC (n) − ℏgc
√
x

2
− 1

β
ln
( √

x
ℏgcβ(1−q2)

)
+ ℏgcq2

2
√

x
+

ℏ2β2g2c (q
2−1)3+24q2

24β(q2−1)x − ℏgc
√

x
2

− 1
β
ln
( √

x
ℏgcβ(1−q2)

)
aJC (n) - ℏgc

√
x

2
− 1

β
ln
( √

x
ℏβgc(1−q2)

)
− ℏgcq2

2
√
x

+
−ℏ2β2g2c (q

2−1)3+24q2(2q2+1)

24xβ(1−q2)

JC (sr) − ℏgc(x(q4x+x−2)+1)

4q2x3/2 − 1
β
ln
(
q
√

π
ℏβgc x

3/4
)

− (1+q4)ℏgc
4q2

√
x− 1

β
ln
(
q
√

π
βℏgc x

3/4
)

aJC (sr) − ℏgc(x(q4x+x+2)+1)

4q2x3/2 − 1
β
ln
(
q
√

π
ℏβgc x

3/4
)
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FIG. 3. Coefficients of A and B in these three models. The
red lines in (a) - (d) are calcualted by numerial fitting of ∆QC

at β = 20, 80 for various g1 and g2, and the dashed lines are
these by the analytical expressions in Eq. 5 and Eq. 6. The
other parameters are: (a - b) g2 = 0 for JC model; (c - d)
g1 = 0 for the aJC model; and (e -f) for the generalized Rabi
model for g < gc and g > gc. η = 0 and η = 1 correspond
to the analytic results of JC and aJC model. In (e) the two
curves are identical to the empirical formula of Eq. 7.

a =
√
ω/2ℏ(x̂ + ip̂/ω) and a† = a∗, which is commonly

used to analyze its phase transition in the limit ω/Ω → 0
(see Eq. 2) [55–57]. Then the classical partition func-
tion is given by ZC =

∑
s=±

∫
dxdp/(2πℏ)e−βEs(a,a

∗), in

which E± = ℏω|a|2 ± ℏ
√
(a∗g1 + ag2)(ag1 + a∗g2) + Ω2.

We can solve this model using the saddle point method,
which is almost exact in the low temperature regime. The
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FIG. 4. Quantumness ∆QC near the critical point in the gen-
eralized Rabi model. (a) η = 0 (for the JC model); (b) η = 0.5
(for the ideal Rabi model); (c) η = 0.75 (for the generalized
Rabi model); (d) η = 1 (for the aJC model). In all figures,
we have used gc = 1 and β = 5.

results of FQ and FC for these phases are summarized in
Table I, yielding

∆QC =
A√
x
+

B

x
+ · · · , x =

Ω

ω
. (4)

If we write ∆QC(ω) = ∆′
QC(0)ω+∆′′

QC(0)ω
2/2, then A ∝

∆′
QC(0) and B ∝ ∆′′

QC(0). Thus QCT happens when
x → ∞. We find analytically that

A =

{
ℏgcq2

2
ℏgc
2q2

, B =

{
ℏ2β2g2

c (q
2−1)3+24q2

24β(q2−1) q < 1

0 q > 1
. (5)

(II). aJC model with g2 ̸= 0 and g1 = 0. We define
q = g2/gc, while the other parameters are the same as
(I). This model can also be calculated exactly using E±

n =
(n+ 1

2 )ℏω±
1
2 (ℏω−

√
4ℏ2g2(n+ 1) + ℏ2(ω +Ω)2) for n ≥

−1, which is slightly different from that in the JC model.
The results are summarized in Table I, with quantumness
the same as Eq. 4. We have

A =

{
−ℏgcq2

2

−ℏgc
2q2

, B =

{
ℏ2β2g2

c (q
2−1)3−24(2q2+q4)
24β(q2−1) q < 1

0 q > 1
.

(6)



4

The classical energies are the same (see Table I). Physi-
cally, quantumness is fully determined the discrete nature
of quantum mechanics. For example, when ω ≪ Ω, we
have E−

n (ω) = E−
n (0) + κω, where κ = (dE−

n (ω)/dω).
When κ ̸= 0, we naturally have the A term. Therefore,
when all these terms disappear, quantumness naturally
is vanishes, indicating QCT.

The results in Eqs. 5 - 6 already reveal some important
and sutble difference between the JC and aJC models.
The scaling law of Eq. 4 for these two cases are shown
in Fig. 2 (a) and (b); and the corresponding coefficients
of A and B are shown in Fig. 3 (a) to (d). In both
models, the term A is always important in the whole
phase regime. Especially, A will takes on a maximal value
at the phase boundary. We find that A in the JC and
aJC models take opposite values, showing that the signs
of the quantumness in these two models are different.
The negative quantumness is in stark contrast to that in
the harmonic oscillator (Eq. 2). Besides, we find that
the coefficient B is only important in the normal phase,
while in the supperradiant phase, it becomes vanished.

(III). Generalized Rabi model with g1g2 ̸= 0. Let η =
g1/(g1+g2), the phase transition happens at (g1+g2)

2 =
ωΩ. We only need to consider the regime with gi ≥ 0 [58].
When η = 1/2, it yields the Rabi model. This model
can not be solved analytically, and we solve this model
using numerical method. We find that the quantumness
can still be written in the general form as Eq. 4. Our
numerical results of quantumness are presented in Fig.
2 (c) - (d) and the extracted coefficients A and B are
shown in Fig. 3 (e) and (f). Strikingly, we find that
when η = 1/2, the quantumness is only given by the B
term, with A = 0. Thus due to the counteract effect
of the JC and aJC interactions, the Rabi model has the
smallest quantumness. From Fig. 3 (e) we have

A(η) = A(0)(1− η) +A(1)η, (7)

where A(0) = −A(1) are the coefficients in the aJC and
JC models, respectively. This relation naturally explains
the vanished A in the Rabi model.
(IV). Quantumness and phase transition: It is natu-

ral to explore the quantumness across the critical point,
which has the strongest fluctuations in both classical and
quantum mechanics. However, their difference is not nec-
essary to be increased. From the sign of A, we see that
the contribution of JC and aJC are opposite, which can
yield totally different behaviors. The numerical results
for these models are presented in Fig. 4. We find that
with the increase of g, the quantumness is enhanced in
the JC and aJC models; however, in the Rabi model, it
is suppressed near the critical point. These results sug-
gest that the quantumness is an intrinsic property of the
Hamiltonian, which can be increased or decreased by the
critical fluctuations. As a result, it is only in this limit
∆QC = 0 that the classical phase transition can happen
in the general Rabi model [55].
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FIG. 5. QCT in experimental Rabi model with trapped ions
[59]. Here we have used ω = 2π × 4.0 kHz, Ω = 2π × 100.0
kHz, which corresponds to a ratio x = 25, and the critical
point is at gc = 2π × 20.0 kHz, showing that ∆QC/FC ∼ 1%.

Quantumness in experiment with trapped ions: Finally,
we discuss the relevance of our results in the current ex-
periments with trapped ions implemented in the experi-
ments in Duan group [59]. In this experiment with Rabi
model, ω = 2π × 4.0 kHz, Ω = 2π × 100.0 kHz, x = 25,
and the critical point is at gc = 2π×20.0 kHz (at T = 0).
By varying of the coupling g from 0 to 14 kHz (1.4gc), we
estimate FQ, FC and ∆QC in these experiments in Fig. 5
, showing that in the current setup, the quantumness is
about 1% of the total classical energy. This value is small,
yet nonzero, thus in experiment only a smooth crossover
between the two phases can be demonstrated. We find
that to observe a relative sharp transition, x must be in-
creased to 100, yielding ∆QC/FC to be further reduced
by one order of magnitude since ∆QC/FC ∼ x−3/2, for
A = 0 and FC ∝

√
x; see Table I.

To conclude, we define the quantumness ∆QC to quan-
titatively characterize the QCT, and examine this qual-
ity in the generalized Rabi model. This interpretation
does not rely on the state collapse, thus is not a feature
of some particular states as discussed in quantum infor-
mation science [9, 14, 60], instead, it is a feature of the
Hamiltonian in thermal equilibrium. We show explicitly
that not only the temperature and Planck constant, but
also the system parameters are important for the QCT.
This quantity can be applied to study the QCT in a broad
range of many-body physical models, and clarify the roles
of quantumness on observations and phase transitions,
which could help to resolve the long-sought mysterious
boundary between quantum and classical worlds. From
this perspective, we expect this quantity to be important
for these models which can not be described approxi-
mately by classical mechanics. It also has potential to be
unified with the decoherence theory for QCT [5–14].
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Hruby, Tobias Donner, and Tilman Esslinger, “Forma-
tion of a spin texture in a quantum gas coupled to a
cavity,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 120, 223602 (2018).

[48] Ronen MKroeze, Yudan Guo, Varun D Vaidya, Jonathan
Keeling, and Benjamin L Lev, “Spinor self-ordering of a

quantum gas in a cavity,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 121, 163601
(2018).

[49] Markus P. Baden, Kyle J Arnold, Arne L Grimsmo, Scott
Parkins, and Murray D. Barrett, “Realization of the
Dicke model using cavity-assisted Raman transitions,”
Phys. Rev. Lett. 113, 020408 (2014).

[50] Nick Sauerwein, Francesca Orsi, Philipp Uhrich, Soumik
Bandyopadhyay, Francesco Mattiotti, Tigrane Cantat-
Moltrecht, Guido Pupillo, Philipp Hauke, and Jean-
Philippe Brantut, “Engineering random spin models with
atoms in a high-finesse cavity,” Nat. Phys. , 1–7 (2023).

[51] Xiaotian Zhang, Yu Chen, Zemao Wu, Juan Wang, Jijie

Fan, Shujin Deng, and Haibin Wu, “Observation of a
superradiant quantum phase transition in an intracavity
degenerate fermi gas,” Science 373, 1359–1362 (2021).

[52] Kenji Hayashida, Takuma Makihara, Nicolas Mar-
quez Peraca, Diego Fallas Padilla, Han Pu, Junichiro
Kono, and Motoaki Bamba, “Perfect intrinsic squeez-
ing at the superradiant phase transition critical point,”
Sci. Rep. 13, 2526 (2023).

[53] Myung-Joong Hwang, Ricardo Puebla, and Martin B.
Plenio, “Quantum Phase Transition and Universal Dy-
namics in the Rabi Model,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 115, 180404
(2015).

[54] Maoxin Liu, Stefano Chesi, Zu-Jian Ying, Xiaosong
Chen, Hong-Gang Luo, and Hai-Qing Lin, “Universal
Scaling and Critical Exponents of the Anisotropic Quan-
tum Rabi Model,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 119, 220601 (2017).

[55] Wei-Feng Zhuang, Bin Geng, Hong-Gang Luo, Guang-
Can Guo, and Ming Gong, “Universality class and exact
phase boundary in the superradiant phase transition,”
Phys. Rev. A 104, 053308 (2021).

[56] Clive Emary and Tobias Brandes, “Quantum Chaos Trig-
gered by Precursors of a Quantum Phase Transition: The
Dicke Model,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 90, 044101 (2003).

[57] Clive Emary and Tobias Brandes, “Chaos and the quan-
tum phase transition in the Dicke model,” Phys. Rev. E
67, 066203 (2003).

[58] We focus on g1 > 0 and g2 > 0. When these two coeffi-
cients have opposite sign, we can make a transformation
a → ia, and σ− → iσ− to change them to have the same
sign. When g1 < 0 and g2 < 0, we can change a → −a to
change them to be positive valued.

[59] M-L Cai, Z-D Liu, W-D Zhao, Y-K Wu, Q-X Mei,
Y Jiang, L He, X Zhang, Z-C Zhou, and L-M Duan, “Ob-
servation of a quantum phase transition in the quantum
rabi model with a single trapped ion,” Nat. Commun.
12, 1–8 (2021).

[60] Kavan Modi, Aharon Brodutch, Hugo Cable, Tomasz
Paterek, and Vlatko Vedral, “The classical-quantum
boundary for correlations: Discord and related mea-
sures,” Rev. Mod. Phys. 84, 1655 (2012).

https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.129.140501
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.129.140501
https://doi.org/10.1038/nphys3906
https://doi.org/10.1038/nphys3906
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms1069
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms1069
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.131.113601
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.131.113601
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.128.163601
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.128.163601
https://doi.org/10.1038/nphys494
https://doi.org/10.1038/nphys494
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.81.075308
https://arxiv.org/abs/2310.15167
https://arxiv.org/abs/2310.15167
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms5023
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms5023
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature09009
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature09009
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.107.140402
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.107.140402
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.112.115302
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.112.115302
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.120.223602
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.121.163601
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.121.163601
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.113.020408
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.7074544
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.abd4385
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-023-29202-x
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.115.180404
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.115.180404
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.119.220601
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.104.053308
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.90.044101
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.67.066203
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.67.066203
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-021-21425-8
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-021-21425-8
https://journals.aps.org/rmp/pdf/10.1103/RevModPhys.84.1655

	Quantumness and quantum to classical transition in the generalized Rabi model
	Abstract
	References


