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We investigate the real-time dynamics of the sub-Ohmic spin–boson model across a broad range
of coupling strengths, using the numerically exact inchworm quantum Monte Carlo algorithm. From
short- and intermediate-time dynamics starting from an initially decoupled state, we extract signa-
tures of the zero-temperature quantum phase transition between localized and delocalized states.
We show that the dynamical phase diagram thus obtained differs from the equilibrium phase dia-
gram in both the values of critical couplings and the associated critical exponents. We also identify
and quantitatively analyze two competing mechanisms for the crossover between coherent oscilla-
tions and incoherent decay. Deep in the sub-Ohmic regime, the crossover is driven by the damping
of the oscillation amplitude, while closer to the Ohmic regime the oscillation frequency itself drops
sharply to zero at large coupling.

Introduction. The spin–boson model describes a two-
level system, or spin, coupled to a continuum of bosonic
modes. It is foundational in our understanding of quan-
tum phase transitions (QPT) [1], embodying the stan-
dard framework for studying environmental dissipation
[2] in chemical dynamics [3], quantum optics [4], and
quantum information science [5]. The effect of the
bosonic environment on the system is often described by
the spectral density J(ω) ∝ ωs for frequencies below a
certain cutoff ωc. The physically rich sub-Ohmic regime,
0 < s < 1, can be realized in various physical systems,
including superconducting and mesoscopic circuits [6–10]
and trapped ion systems [11, 12].

Analytical solutions of the spin–boson model exist in
only a few special cases. It is mostly accepted that in the
ωc → ∞ limit, the sub-Ohmic system is always localized
at zero temperature, and always delocalized at finite tem-
perature [1]. The behavior at finite ωc has received much
attention, in particular due to the existence of a QPT
between the localized and the delocalized phases. One
expects the QPT of the spin–boson model to be in the
same universality class as the thermal phase transition
of the classical Ising spin chain with long-ranged interac-
tions [2, 13–15]. After some initial controversy about the
validity of the correspondence [16–19] critical exponents
have been confirmed to match the Ising model prediction
[20–23].

Where analytical solutions are unavailable, a wide ar-
ray of numerical methods have been employed to simulate
the dynamics of the spin–boson model, including the mul-
tilayer multiconfiguration time-dependent Hartree (ML-
MCTDH) theory [24, 25], the quasi-adiabatic propaga-
tor path integral (QuAPI) method [26–29], and the hi-
erarchy equation of motion (HEOM) approach [30–35].
Interest within quantum information science has also re-
sulted in several successful approaches [36–39]. Focus-
ing on the sub-Ohmic regime, we employ the numerically

exact inchworm Quantum Monte Carlo (QMC) method
[40–45] in this work. This provides controlled results in a
wide range of sub-Ohmic exponents, coupling strengths,
frequency cutoffs, and temperatures.
Although at finite ωc delocalization is possible even

at zero temperature, it can take a very long time for
the system to delocalize [1]. Studies of the QPT have
thus so far been performed directly in equilibrium, even
though experimental probing of the dynamics can only
access short- and intermediate-time properties. Another
important feature manifested by the transient dynamics
is the coherence of the decay process [35, 46–49]. Usually,
the change from well-defined oscillations at weak spin–
bath coupling to incoherent decay at strong coupling is
characterized as a crossover.
In this Letter, we extract signatures of the localiza-

tion transition directly from the dynamics, showing that
the result differs dramatically from the equilibrium one
for s ≳ 0.4. We also reveal two distinct mechanisms
that drive the change from coherent to incoherent decay:
Overdamping of the oscillation amplitude that occurs at
all values 0 < s < 1; and a sharp decrease in oscillation
frequency that is only observed for s ≳ 0.5. While the
former is indeed a smooth crossover, the latter mecha-
nism has the hallmarks of a sudden transition.
Model. Setting ℏ = 1, the spin–boson model is de-

scribed by the Hamiltonian H = Hs +Hb +Hsb, where

Hs =
ϵ

2
σ̂z +

∆

2
σ̂x,

Hb =
∑
ℓ

ωℓ

(
b†ℓbℓ +

1

2

)
,

(1)

are the system and bath Hamiltonians, respectively;
while

Hsb =
σ̂z

2

∑
ℓ

cℓxℓ =
σ̂z

2

∑
ℓ

cℓ√
2ωℓ

(
b†ℓ + bℓ

)
(2)
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describes the system–bath coupling or hybridization be-
tween them, which is linear in the bath coordinates, xℓ.
σ̂i are Pauli matrices, ϵ is the bias, ∆ is the tunneling
amplitude, and bℓ (b†ℓ) are the bosonic annihilation (cre-
ation) operators. The coupling constants cℓ control the
interaction strength between the spin and the harmonic
mode of frequency ωℓ. In the bath thermodynamic limit,
one can characterize the system–bath coupling by defin-
ing the continuous spectral density

J (ω) =
π

2

∑
ℓ

c2ℓ
ωℓ

δ (ω − ωℓ) = 2παωsω1−s
c e−ω/ωc , (3)

where α is the coupling strength, ωc the cutoff frequency,
and 0 < s < 1 is the sub-Ohmic exponent. The cutoff
frequency is associated with the relaxation timescale of
the harmonic bath, 2π/ωc.
The transient behavior of the sub-Ohmic spin–boson

model depends strongly on the bath initial condition
[46]. One usually considers the “decoupled” initial condi-
tion (where the bath is decoupled from the spin subsys-
tem) or the “shifted” initial condition (where the bath
is at equilibrium with the spin subsystem state fixed)
[49]. Here, the initial system is assumed to be decou-
pled and the total density matrix can be represented
by the factorized state ρ0 = ρs ⊗ ρb, where the spin
subsystem is in state 1 (ρs = |1⟩⟨1|) and the bath in
thermal equilibrium, ρb = e−βHb/Tr

{
e−βHb

}
. Follow-

ing the initial preparation, we focus on the dynamics of
the population difference between the two spin states,
⟨σ̂z(t)⟩ = Tr

{
ρ0e

iHtσ̂ze
−iHt

}
.

Method. To obtain numerically exact dynamics of
⟨σ̂z(t)⟩, we employ a real-time variant [50–59] of the
continuous-time QMC algorithm [60–62]. To bypass the
dynamical sign problem, which makes it exponentially
difficult to access long times, we implemented an “inch-
worm” algorithm [40]. The idea behind this algorithm is
that short-time propagators are less expensive to calcu-
late than long-time ones, and can be recycled to construct
easier expansions for propagators over longer timescales
in subsequent Monte Carlo steps. The inchworm algo-
rithm has been successfully applied to study the dynam-
ics of the spin–boson model with the Debye spectral den-
sity [41, 42], in which two types of diagrammatic expan-
sions were developed: the spin–bath coupling expansion
and the diabatic coupling expansion (the latter is com-
bined with a cumulant inchworm expansion). The results
are consistent, although in different parameter regimes
one of the expansions may be more efficient than the
other [42]. In the context of the Ohmic/sub-Ohmic spin–
boson model, we validated the accuracy of our inchworm
Monte Carlo results by detailed comparisons with numer-
ically exact results that are available at zero temperature
using ML-MCTDH [63], see Supplemental Material (SM)
[64] for more details.

To extract quantitative observables, we fit the dynam-
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FIG. 1. Time-evolution of ⟨σz(t)⟩ as a function of cou-
pling α deep in the sub-Ohmic regime (top panel) and
close to the Ohmic regime (bottom panel). The horizontal
shaded regions indicate the approximate location of the lo-
calization/delocalization transition, α∗, extracted from dy-
namical data. Two competing mechanisms for the coher-
ence/incoherence crossover are visible: the damping of the
oscillation amplitude (both panels), and the decrease in oscil-
lation frequency (bottom panel only), see text for discussion.
Dashed black lines denote the analytical prediction for peaks
in the dynamics, based on [65] (see SM [64]).

ics of ⟨σz(t)⟩ to the following functional form,

⟨σz(t)⟩ ≈ a cos(Ωt+ ϕ)e−γ1t + be−γ2t + c. (4)

This heuristic choice of fitting function is well-suited to
capture several key characteristics: (i) The first term de-
scribes the damped oscillation at the renormalized fre-
quency Ω and the damping coefficient γ1; (ii) The second
term describes the overall decay at the decay rate γ2; (iii)
The long-time behavior is captured by the offset coeffi-
cient c = ⟨σz(t → ∞)⟩. Given the fitting coefficients,
we can identify different regimes by using the following
criteria: (a) The long-time population is considered lo-
calized if c ̸= 0 and delocalized if c = 0. The localiza-
tion/delocalization transition can be delineated as the
boundary line of the c = 0 region. (b) The damped oscil-
lation becomes incoherent if Ω/∆ → 0. In this case, the
coherence/incoherence crossover is driven by the renor-
malized frequency decreasing, which corresponds to the
boundary of the Ω/∆ = 0 region. (c) Alternatively, the
transient dynamics is also regarded incoherent when the



3

oscillation is over-damped, i.e. Ω/γ1 < 1. In this case, the
coherence/incoherence crossover is driven by the damp-
ing, which corresponds to the Ω/γ1 = 1 line in the pa-
rameter space.

Results. We only consider unbiased systems, i.e., ϵ =
0. We set ωc = 10∆ throughout and use ∆ as the unit
of frequency. We have found inverse temperatures in the
range β∆ ∼ 20 − 100 to be indistinguishable from the
zero temperature limit within the statistical errors of the
simulation.

In Fig. 1 we qualitatively compare the time-evolution
of ⟨σz(t)⟩ as a function of coupling α in the deep sub-
Ohmic (s = 0.2) and near-Ohmic (s = 0.8) regimes. In
both regimes, the system undergoes a transition from a
delocalized state at weak coupling to a localized state
at strong coupling. The corresponding critical coupling
α∗, as obtained by criterion (a), increases with increas-
ing s. We also observe the crossover between coher-
ent oscillations at weak coupling and incoherent decay
at strong coupling. In the deep sub-Ohmic regime, the
crossover is damping-driven as the oscillation frequency
remains essentially unchanged and the amplitude is more
strongly damped when α increases (criterion (c)). In
the near-Ohmic regime on the other hand, in addition to
the decrease in amplitude, the oscillation frequency also
decreases with increasing α and completely vanishes at
large α (criterion (b)). The α dependence of the renor-
malized oscillation frequency can be captured qualita-
tively by a theoretical treatment based on the analytical
renormalization group method used in Ref. [65]; the re-
sult is displayed as the dashed black curves representing
oscillation peaks in the figure (see SM [64] for further
discussion).

A quantitative analysis of the fit parameters obtained
by fitting the numerical data to Eq. (4) sheds light on
the nature of the localization/delocalization transition
and the coherence/incoherence crossover. To distinguish
between the localized and delocalized phase we exam-
ine the offset coefficient c of the fit, shown in Fig. 2.
A sharp transition from zero to finite c is observed for
s ≲ 0.5. For larger s (shown in Fig. 9 of the SM [64]),
the offset c increases more smoothly with α, resulting
in a larger uncertainty on the critical value α∗. For the
equilibrium QPT the critical exponents of the transition
are known [2, 13–15]. At s ≤ 0.5 the exponent β de-
fined via ⟨σz⟩ ∝ (α − αc)

β equals 1/2. In contrast, the
corresponding scaling of the transient phase diagram an-
alyzed in this work indicates a scaling exponent above 1,
see SM [64] for more information.

Next, to characterize the coherence/incoherence
crossover, we focus on the α-dependence of the renor-
malized frequency Ω/∆, criterion (b), and its ratio to
the damping coefficient Ω/γ1, criterion (c), both shown
in Fig. 3. Interestingly, after a small initial dip, the
frequency increases with increasing α for small values
of s (s < 0.5). In contrast, for s ≳ 0.5 the fre-
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FIG. 2. The offset fit coefficient c as a function of the
coupling α for different values of s ≤ 0.5. A sharp transi-
tion between the localized and delocalized regimes is visible,
but the associated scaling does not correspond to the critical
exponent of the equilibrium QPT. The dashed lines show cor-
responding power law fits, with fit exponents ranging between
1.6 and 2.1.

quency monotonically decreases with α and eventually
sharply drops to zero at sufficiently strong coupling. This
sharp frequency drop is not predicted by the renormal-
ization group treatment [64, 65] and is distinct from
the localization/delocalization transition. The widely
accepted notion is that the crossover between coherent
and incoherent dynamics is smooth. As opposed to the
sharp frequency-driven incoherence transition, criterion
(c) identifies the standard hallmark of a smooth inco-
herence crossover, which is driven by the over-damping
of the oscillation. The Ω/γ1 ratio decreases with in-
creasing α for all values of s and we choose the (arbi-
trary) threshold Ω/γ1 = 1 to indicate the over-damping
crossover. The two incoherence mechanisms are clearly
distinct from each other, both in terms of their sharpness
and in terms of the parameter range in which they occur.

A summary of our quantitative results is presented
through the phase diagram in the parameter space of
α and s, see Fig. 4. The transient critical coupling α∗

distinguishing the localized and delocalized phases agrees
well with the αc of the equilibrium QPT for a model with
sudden frequency cutoff [20, 66, 67] for sufficiently small
s, where the critical couplings are also well-described by
the analytical prediction from the generalized polaron
ansatz [68]. For s ≳ 0.4 the two values begin to devi-
ate. The frequency- and the damping-driven crossover
lines depicted in Fig. 4 are clearly distinct from each
other, with the frequency-driven crossover only occur-
ring in the near-Ohmic regime, while the damping-driven
crossover can occur at any value of s (though it is numer-
ically challenging to observe at small s). Coherent and
incoherent regimes are observed on either side of the lo-
calization/delocalization line. For the Ohmic spin–boson
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FIG. 3. Two distinct hallmarks of the coherence/incoherence
crossover: the renormalized oscillation frequency, Ω/∆, (top
panel) and the ratio between Ω and the corresponding damp-
ing coefficient γ1 (bottom panel). The horizontal line in the
bottom panel marks the Ω/γ1 = 1 threshold.

model the location of the incoherence transition is known
analytically to occur at α = 0.5 (Toulouse point) [2]. Our
numerical results for the frequency-driven transition (cri-
terion (b)) are consistent with the Toulouse point. The
Ω = γ1 line of the damping-driven criterion (c) yields a
different value for the Ohmic transition point.

Conclusions. We extracted the transient dynamical
phase diagram of the sub-Ohmic spin–boson model from
numerically exact data for ⟨σz(t)⟩ at short and intermedi-
ate times, which are the experimentally relevant regimes.
Similarly to the corresponding equilibrium phase dia-
gram, which has been extensively studied, the system
features a transition between localized and delocalized
regimes. The corresponding critical couplings agree well
with the equilibrium values for s ≲ 0.4, but deviate
for larger values of s. The equilibrium critical expo-
nents, on the other hand, are not reproduced from the
intermediate-time data: rather, we find apparent critical
behavior with different exponents. We also studied the
change from coherent to incoherent decay, typically char-
acterized as a crossover in the literature. We identified
two distinct mechanisms driving this change: the reduc-
tion of the oscillation frequency itself (at s ≳ 0.5) and
the damping of the oscillation amplitude (at all values
of s). While the latter is smooth, the drop in frequency
occurs sharply and is thus more reminiscent of a phase
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FIG. 4. Transient dynamical phase diagram of the sub-
Ohmic spin–boson model. The red shaded region is our
numerical result for α∗ that characterizes the dynamical
localization-delocalization transition (criterion (a)), with the
area marking a confidence interval. For s ≲ 0.4 it agrees
well with the equilibrium αc from a QMC calculation for a
model with sudden cutoff [20] (red circles and solid line) [69].
The dotted and dashed lines are the two characterizations
of the coherent to incoherent , corresponding to criteria (b)
and (c), respectively. The system tends towards incoherence
above the lines, i.e. at higher values of α. The frequency-
driven crossover (blue dotted line) was only observed in the
near-Ohmic regime, for the range of parameters considered.
The damping-driven crossover (green dashed line), which we
defined as γ1 = Ω, was observed in a wider parameter range.

transition than a crossover.

The inchworm algorithm used here is efficient over a
wide range of parameters. Looking forward, it can also be
used to explore dynamics and full charge/energy counting
statistics at higher temperatures [70–73], in more general
models [74], or in the presence of intrinsically nonequilib-
rium drives such as multiple baths at different thermody-
namic parameters. Extensions exist for investigating dy-
namics over very long timescales [75] and nonequilibrium
steady states [76, 77]. On a more general note, our work
points the way towards the ability to investigate and po-
tentially control transient “phase diagrams” in numerous
scenarios, opening up intriguing prospects for revealing
new physics in experiments, theory and simulations.
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[50] L. Mühlbacher and E. Rabani, Physical Review Letters
100, 176403 (2008).
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Supplemental Material to “Transient dynamical phase diagram of the spin–boson model”

Numerical benchmarks

We have performed an extensive array of tests to ensure the validity of our numerical results across the range of
physical parameters considered. For internal consistency, we employed two independent diagrammatic expansions: the
spin–bath coupling expansion and the diabatic coupling expansion combined with a cumulant inchworm expansion.
We also varied all auxiliary numerical parameters, such as time step and maximal expansion order, to exclude potential
truncation errors. In the Ohmic regime, we reproduce the analytically known Toulouse point and ensure consistency
with numerical data from previous work with the inchworm algorithm [41, 42], which was in turn benchmarked with
QUAPI and HEOM.

Figure 5 compares our data at very low temperature (β∆ = 100) to the numerically exact results obtained at zero
temperature using ML-MCTDH [63]. Our dynamics data also agree with the data for the decoupled initial condition
shown in Fig. 5 of Ref. [46].

Comparison with analytical estimates at low coupling

In the context of the Redfield equation (based on Born-Markov approximation), the damping coefficient of the
oscillating dynamics can be estimated by Fermi’s golden rule (FGR) [3]

γFGR =
1

4

∫ ∞

−∞
dtei∆tCb(t). (5)

Here we write the system-bath coupling in terms of Hsb = 1
2 σ̂z

∑
ℓ cℓxℓ ≡ V̂sVb, where the system operator is V̂s =

1
2 σ̂z

and the bath operator Vb =
∑

ℓ cℓxℓ. In the absence of the system, the autocorrelation function of the bath operator
Cb(t) = Tr{ρbVb(t)Vb(0)} is given by

Cb(t) =
1

2π

∫ ∞

0

dωJ(ω)

[
coth(

βω

2
) cosωt− i sinωt

]
. (6)

In the low-temperature limit (coth(βω2 ) ≈ 1), we can carry out the time integration first
∫∞
−∞ ei∆te−iωt = 2πδ(∆−ω),

which results in the spectral function evaluated at ω = ∆. Given the spectral density J(ω) in Eq. (3), the coherence
decay rate can be estimated by

γFGR =
π

2
α∆sω1−s

c e−∆/ωc ∝ α (∆/ωc)
s
, (7)
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FIG. 5. Time-evolution of σz(t) for ωc = 5∆ and α = 0.2 for different values of s. The black lines correspond to data from
Fig. 10(a) of [63] (note that units were adjusted to match our convention for the model Hamiltonian). They agree well with the
inchworm QMC data from this work (color-coded) for both the spin-bath coupling expansion (left panel) and diabatic cumulant
expansion (right panel).
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FIG. 6. The damping coefficient γ1 of the coherent part of the time evolution as function of α for different values of s. For
small α the damping exhibits the predicted scaling γ1 ∝ α(∆/ωc)

s.

γFGR

∆

(ωc

∆

)s

=
π

2
α
ωc

∆
e−∆/ωc ≈ 14.21α, (8)

which agrees with the scaling in Fig. 6 when α is small. Note that the FGR decay rate is only valid for small α.
Figure 7 compares the numerically found oscillation frequency Ω with the analytical prediction from [65]. For

a direct comparison, the analytical predictions were obtained by numerically solving Eq. (11) from [65] with our
form of spectral density J(ω) and for the specific parameter values used in the simulation. Our results agree with the
analytical estimate at sufficiently weak coupling, but not at strong coupling. In particular, the setup from [65] predicts
a smeared-out crossover for all s < 1, rather than the sharp drop of Ω that was numerically found at large coupling.
We also compare our numerical data with the analytical prediction from [65] as a function of cut-off frequency ωc for
α = 0.05 and different values of s. The agreement is best at small values of ωc and in the near-Ohmic regime, since
α = 0.05 corresponds to weak coupling for large values of s, but to strong coupling for small values of s.

Details on the fitting procedure

The numerical data for ⟨σz(t)⟩ obtained with inchworm diagrammatic QuantumMonte Carlo is fitted to the heuristic
function given by Eq. (4). As illustrated in Fig. 8, the fits match well the overall shape of the data across the different
regimes, but in some cases, the error bars on the input data were scaled in order to ensure acceptable values of
χ2/d.o.f. The nonlinear fit function has 7 parameters (Ω, ϕ, γ1, γ2, a, b, c). Although the initial condition requires
⟨σz(0)⟩ = a cos(ϕ) + b + c = 1, strictly enforcing this condition led to worse fits. Instead the error bar on the t = 0
point was set to have very small (typically between 10−4 and 10−8) but nonzero. Because the nonlinear fit has many
fit parameters, the χ2-function can have multiple minima and thus the fit result may depend on the choice of the
initial parameter guess for the χ2-minimization. The overall error bars on the fit parameters are comprised of the
propagated statistical errors of the numerical data, and the systematic error related the variability of the minimization
procedure.

Additional plots of fit parameters

Figure 9 shows a detailed analysis of the transient localization transition for all values of s considered. For values
s ≳ 0.5 the offset curves are significantly less sharp than for smaller values of s and extracting the transition points
is more challenging, resulting in a wider confidence interval for the transient phase diagram shown in Fig. 4 of the
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FIG. 7. Left panel: Oscillation frequency Ω as function of coupling α for two values of s in the regime that exhibits the
frequency-driven coherence/incoherence transition. The symbols represent numerical data (solid lines are guides to the eye)
and the dashed lines of the corresponding color are analytical predictions from [65]. The approximate theory and numerics
agree at weak coupling. The numerically observed sharp drop to zero frequency at the transition is not predicted by theory.
Right panel: Oscillation frequency Ω as function of the cut-off frequency ωc at fixed α and for different values of s. The symbols
represent numerical data and the dashed lines of the corresponding color are predictions based on numerically solving Eq. (11)
from [65]. The agreement between the approximate theory and numerics is especially good closer to the Ohmic regime, which
corresponds to weaker coupling when α is held fixed.

0 5 10 15 20 25 30
𝑡Δ

−0.25

0.00

0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00

⟨𝜎
𝑧(

𝑡)⟩

fit
data

0 5 10 15 20 25 30
𝑡Δ

−0.25

0.00

0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00
⟨𝜎

𝑧(
𝑡)⟩

fit
data

FIG. 8. Examples of fits to the simulation data ⟨σz(t)⟩ for s = 0.5, β∆ = 20, ωc = 10∆. Left panel: α = 0.07 (coherent and
delocalized); Right panel: α = 0.11 (less coherent and localized). The fits agree qualitatively well with the data.

main text. For the equilibrium QPT the critical exponent β defined via ⟨σz⟩ ∝ (α−αc)
β equals 1/2 for s ≤ 0.5. The

dynamical data is inconsistent with the equilibrium behavior, indicating a scaling exponent above 1.
Figure 10 shows Ω plotted on a log-log scale, which indicates the existence of a power law.
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FIG. 9. Left panel: the offset fit coefficient c as a function of the coupling α for s ≥ 0.6 (data for s ≲ 0.5 is shown in the
main text). While for small s the dynamical localization transition is sharp, for larger values of s the curves are smoother and
extracting the transition points is more challenging. The right panel shows the offset values for s ≤ 0.5 on a log-log scale.
The dashed line corresponds to the critical exponent of the equilibrium QPT (β = 1/2) and the dot-dashed line corresponds
to an exponent of 2, for comparison. It is clear from the plot that the corresponding scaling of the transient phase diagram is
inconsistent with the equilibrium exponent.
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behavior. The extracted powers range between 0.28 for s = 0.5 and 0.78 for s = 0.9.
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