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We study finite-time driving across second-order dissipative quantum phase transitions described
by Lindblad dynamics. We show that the nonadiabatic entropy production, which quantifies devia-
tions from the instantaneous nonequilibrium steady state, exhibits universal power-law scaling with
the ramp duration in analogy to the Kibble–Zurek mechanism for closed systems. This establishes
the universality of irreversible dissipation induced by driving an open quantum system near criti-
cality. Furthermore, in systems described by bosonic Gaussian states, our scaling laws predict that
the nonadiabatic entropy production is independent of driving speed to leading order, revealing a
distinctive feature of Gaussian dissipative quantum phase transitions. We validate these analytical
predictions in the thermodynamic limit of the driven-dissipative Dicke model and via finite-size scal-
ing in the open Kerr model. Our results establish a general framework for understanding universal
nonequilibrium response and thermodynamic irreversibility in critical open quantum systems.

Introduction.—Phase transitions are characterized
by diverging relaxation times and correlation lengths,
giving rise to universal behavior near critical points [1–
6]. In equilibrium quantum systems, continuous quan-
tum phase transitions (QPTs) [7] occur at zero tem-
perature when ground-state observables or their deriva-
tives show nonanalytic dependence on a control param-
eter g. The energy gap closes at the critical point as
∆H(g) ∼ |g − gc|zν , where z and ν are the dynamical
and correlation length exponents, respectively, and the
relaxation time diverges as τR ∼ ∆−1

H [8], underpinning
the phenomenon of critical slowing down.

Finite-rate driving protocols inevitably generate
nonequilibrium excitations. If the driving is slow rela-
tive to τR, the adiabatic theorem guarantees that the
system remains close to its ground state. Near a critical
point, however, the diverging relaxation time ensures a
breakdown of adiabaticity, captured by the Kibble–Zurek
mechanism (KZM) [1, 2, 4, 5]. For a protocol of dura-
tion τq, the KZM predicts that the number of excitations
created is a universal function of τq, determined by the
critical exponents z and ν [8, 9]. Cumulants of the dissi-
pated work, i.e. the work performed in excess of the equi-
librium free energy difference, also show universal scaling
with τq [10–14]. This universality of thermodynamic dis-
sipation reflects the fact that finite-speed driving across
a critical point is an inherently irreversible process.

Even richer phenomenology arises in open quantum
systems, which may undergo phase transitions between
nonequilibrium steady states (NESSs) upon variation
of a control parameter [15]. These dissipative QPTs
(DPQTs) have been observed in systems ranging from
ultracold atomic gases [16, 17] to solid-state optical [18–
20] and electronic [21] devices, allowing for time-resolved
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measurements of critical fluctuations [22] and entropy
production [23] as a DQPT is traversed. Signatures
of KZM-like physics have also been observed in classi-
cal [24–27] and quantum [28–30] nonequilibrium phase
transitions. However, since a NESS continuously pro-
duces entropy even in the absence of time-dependent
forcing, the universal thermodynamic properties of dissi-
pation induced by driving across a DQPT have, so far,
remained elusive.
In this work, we use recent insights from information

geometry [31] to solve this open problem. We show that a
general measure of excess dissipation—the nonadiabatic
entropy production—scales universally with the protocol
duration τq when driving across a DQPT, thus consti-
tuting a genuinely far-from-equilibrium analogue of the
KZM. We focus on Markovian dynamics described by a
Lindblad master equation dρ̂/dt = Lgρ̂, with a Liouvil-
lian superoperator Lg depending on a control parame-
ter g and a NESS π̂g satisfying Lgπ̂g = 0. Relaxation
towards the NESS is controlled by the Liouvillian gap
∆g := minλi ̸=0 Re[−λi], with {λi} the Liouvillian eigen-
values. Near a second-order DQPT at g = gc, the gap
closes algebraically [32–35],

∆g ∼ |g − gc|γ , (1)

setting a diverging relaxation time τR = ∆−1
g , with ∆g

and γ replacing ∆H and zν of equilibrium QPTs, respec-
tively. In general, one can separate the rate of change of
the von Neumann entropy as

ṠvN(t) = Σ̇(t)− Π̇(t), (2)

with Σ̇ ≥ 0 the entropy production rate and Π̇ the en-
tropy flux to the environment. In a driven system, the
entropy production rate further decomposes as [36–39]

Σ̇(t) = Σ̇ad(t) + Σ̇na(t). (3)

Here, Σ̇ad is the adiabatic entropy production rate, set-
ting the baseline dissipation needed to maintain the
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NESS for fixed g, and Σ̇na is the nonadiabatic entropy
production rate, quantifying the additional irreversibil-
ity due to relaxation of Liouvillian eigenmodes excited
by the drive. Crucially, unlike in closed systems, there is
no natural notion of a “number of excitations” in open
dynamics: only the NESS is a normalized density opera-
tor, whereas all other Liouvillian eigenmodes are traceless
decay modes rather than states. Their “occupation” (i.e.
spectral weight) therefore has no interpretation in terms

of excitations above a ground state, which motivates Σ̇na

as a universal, thermodynamic quantifier of irreversibility
when driving across a DQPT. In the slow-driving regime,
Σ̇na can be related to the Kubo-Mori-Bogoliubov quan-
tum Fisher information (QFI) metric [31, 40], which de-
scribes the susceptibility of the NESS to variations of g.

Our central result is that the total nonadiabatic en-
tropy production Σna(0, τq) =

∫ τq
0

dt Σ̇na exhibits univer-
sal power-law scaling with the ramp duration τq, gov-
erned by the Liouvillian gap exponent γ and the QFI
critical exponent α:

Σna(0, τq) ∼ τ
α−2
γ+1
q . (4)

Eq. (4) establishes universality of the excess dissipa-
tion induced by finite-speed driving across second-order
DQPTs. Universal scaling is also found for the rate
Σ̇na(t

∗) at the freeze-out time t∗, where adiabaticity
breaks down. Furthermore, we show that α = 2 for sys-
tems in the mean-field Ising universality class, which can
be described by Gaussian bosonic states near criticality.
Remarkably, in this case, Σna becomes independent of
the driving speed, indicating a complete breakdown of
adiabaticity even in the limit of infinitely slow driving.
This behavior contrasts starkly with the KZM in near-
equilibrium systems [9, 41, 42], highlighting a distinctive
universality of nonequilibrium Gaussian bosonic critical-
ity. We validate these predictions with the examples of
the driven-dissipative Dicke and Kerr models.

Setup.—We consider linear ramps of a control param-
eter towards a DQPT,

g(t) = g0 + (gc − g0)
t

τq
, t ∈ [0, τq], (5)

with quench duration τq. So long as the driving timescale

τD(g) = |∆g/∆̇g| is much longer than the relaxation
time τR(g) = ∆−1

g , the system remains close to the in-
stantaneous steady state. As g → gc, however, τR di-
verges according to Eq. (1) and the system enters the
impulse regime where adiabaticity breaks down. In anal-
ogy to the analysis of quench dynamics near QPTs in
closed systems [4, 8, 43], we define the onset of the im-
pulse regime as the freeze-out time t∗ where the driving
timescale matches the relaxation time (see Fig. 1), so
that

|∆̇g∗ | = ∆2
g∗ , g∗ = g(t∗). (6)

The impulse duration t̄ = τq − t∗ and the distance to

FIG. 1. a) The Liouvillian spectrum {λi}, shown in the com-
plex plane, has a finite Liouvillian gap ∆g away from the
critical point. The soft-mode eigenvalue is shown in red, and
the zero eigenvalue corresponding to the unique steady state
π̂g in green. b) At the critical coupling gc, the Liouvillian gap
closes. c), d) During a slow, finite-time protocol approaching
criticality, the evolving state (blue line in d)) eventually fails
to adiabatically follow the instantaneous steady state (red line
in d)) and departs from the steady-state manifold. This de-
fines the freeze-out point, g∗ = g(t∗), occurring when the in-
trinsic relaxation time τR exceeds the driving timescale τD (6).
The protocol thus separates into a quasiadiabatic and an im-
pulse regime, indicated in grey.

criticality then scale as

t̄ ∼ τ
γ

1+γ
q , |g∗ − gc| ∼ τ

− 1
1+γ

q . (7)

These results mirror the KZM in closed systems [4, 8,
9, 43, 44], with the Liouvillian gap replacing the energy
gap.
Universality of dissipation.—In driven open quan-

tum systems, finite driving speeds cause deviations from
instantaneous steady states. A key thermodynamic
quantity characterizing these deviations is the nonadi-
abatic entropy production rate Σ̇na, which can be ex-
pressed as [36–39]

Σ̇na(t) = − d

ds
D(ρ̂s∥π̂g(t))

∣∣∣∣
s=t

, (8)

whereD(ρ̂∥σ̂) is the quantum relative entropy, ρ̂t denotes
the time-evolving system state and π̂g(t) is the instanta-
neous steady state that satisfies Lg(t)π̂g(t) = 0. If ρ̂t
remains close to π̂g(t), as is typically the case if the driv-
ing speed is sufficiently slow, ρ̂t can be expanded per-
turbatively around π̂g(t) in powers of the driving speed
ġ ∼ 1/τq [31, 40, 45–48]. As was recently shown in
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Ref. [31] (see also Appendix A for details), the leading

nonvanishing contribution to Σ̇na(t) in such an expansion
is quadratric in ġ and takes the geometric form

Σ̇na(t) ≈ ġ(t) ζg(t) ġ(t), (9)

where the metric, ζg = τg IKMB
g , factorizes into a general-

ized integral relaxation time τg from linear response [49]
and the Kubo-Mori-Bogoliubov QFI IKMB

g of π̂g with
respect to the driven parameter g. Importantly, the as-
sumptions required for the validity of Eq. (9) hold up to
the freeze-out point in a slow finite-time ramp, as demon-
strated in Fig. 2 a).

In Appendix B, we show that near a dissipative crit-
ical point, the integral relaxation time is inversely pro-
portional to the Liouvillian gap, τg ∼ ∆−1

g . Furthermore,
since the QFI quantifies the steady state’s susceptibility
to changes in g, it is also expected to diverge algebraically
near a second-order DQPT, IKMB

g ∼ |g − gc|−α, so that

ζg ∼ |g − gc|−(α+γ). (10)

With this we arrive at our first main result: for a linear
ramp, evaluating Eq. (8) at the freeze-out point (7) yields

Σ̇na(t
∗) ∼ τ

α−2−γ
γ+1

q . (11)

While the above describes the rate of dissipation at
the onset of the impulse regime t∗, we now turn to the
total nonadiabatic entropy produced over a protocol of
duration τq. Note that related discussions of total en-
tropy production in scaling contexts can be found in stud-
ies of classical phase transitions [10] and closed-system
QPTs [12]. We obtain the total nonadiabatic entropy

production by integrating Σ̇na over both the quasiadia-
batic and impulse regions as

Σna(0, τq) =

∫ t∗

0

dt Σ̇na(t) +

∫ τq

t∗
dt Σ̇na(t)

= Σna(0, t
∗) + Σna(t

∗, τq).

(12)

Notice that Eq. (9) relies on the assumption that the sys-
tem’s state remains close to the corresponding instanta-
neous steady state. Crucially, this approximation is valid
only up to the freeze-out point; beyond this, in the im-
pulse regime, it no longer holds (see Fig. 2 a)). Therefore,
the two regimes must be treated on distinct footings.

Up to the freeze-out point, we compute the nonadia-
batic entropy production as the path action with respect
to the thermodynamic metric [31]

Σna(0, t
∗) =

∫ t∗

0

dt ġ(t) ζg(t) ġ(t). (13)

Employing the freeze-out predictions (7), we find

Σna(0, t
∗) ∼ 1

τq

∫ g(t∗)

g0

dg |g − gc|−(γ+α)

∼

{
1
τq

ln τq, γ + α = 1,

τ
α−2
γ+1
q , otherwise.

(14)

Conversely, in the impulse regime (t ∈ (t∗, τq]), critical
slowing down implies that the state hardly evolves over
the time taken for g to reach gc. We can therefore approx-
imate Lg(t) ≈ Lgc and model the dynamics as relaxation
under the final generator with steady state π̂gc [50]. This
approximation holds in the slow-driving limit of large τq,
where δg = |g∗ − gc| can be treated as a small param-
eter. The integrated nonadiabatic entropy production
then reads

Σna(t
∗, τq) = D

(
ρ̂t∗∥π̂gc

)
−D

(
ρ̂τq∥π̂gc

)
. (15)

This is a positive quantity given by the difference of two
positive terms. Therefore, the second term is either sub-
leading with respect to the first or has the same scaling
behaviour in the large τq limit. It follows that the scal-
ing of Σna(t

∗, τq) is determined by the behaviour of the
first term: either this dominates the second term or the
two terms cancel at leading order, leaving a subleading
correction. Focusing thus on the first term in Eq. (15),
we use that ρ̂t∗ ≈ π̂g∗ in the slow-driving limit, and so

Σna(t
∗, τq) ∼ D

(
π̂g∗∥π̂gc

)
=

1

2
(δg)2 IKMB

g∗ +O(δg3),

(16)
by the definition of the QFI. It follows that

Σna(t
∗, τq) ∼ |g∗ − gc|2−α, (17)

and, using the standard Kibble–Zurek scaling of δg with
the quench time, we obtain

Σna(t
∗, τq) ∼ τ

α−2
γ+1
q . (18)

This mirrors the scaling behavior in the quasiadia-
batic regime if γ + α ̸= 1; otherwise, it is sublead-
ing compared to Eq. (14). We thus conclude that,
in general, the critical scaling of Σna(0, τq) is gov-
erned by Eq. (14), which recovers our main result (4).
Bosonic Gaussian DQPTs.—We now highlight a re-
markable feature of DQPTs in the mean-field, Ising-
like universality class [51]. This includes paradig-
matic fully connected open quantum systems exhibit-
ing spontaneous weak Z2 symmetry breaking, such as
the open Dicke [52], Rabi [53], Kerr [33], and Lip-
kin–Meshkov–Glick [54] models. These models, which
are generally non-Gaussian, can be approximated near
criticality as a bosonic Gaussian system with a single soft
mode. In this case, we show in Appendix C 9 that the
QFI diverges with critical exponent α = 2. Notably, this
exponent is universal within bosonic Gaussian models, in
the sense that it does not depend on the Liouvillian gap
exponent or any other critical exponent that typically ap-
pears in scaling predictions, making it a distinctive fea-
ture of these systems. This has a striking consequence for
the integrated entropy production in both the adiabatic
and impulse regimes. To leading order, the total nonadi-
abatic entropy production is independent of the quench
duration:

Σna(0, τq) ∼ τ0q . (19)
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FIG. 2. Example of a dissipative quantum phase transition (DQPT) in the open Dicke model. a) The nonadiabatic entropy
production rate is shown as a function of time for linear ramps of the coupling strength g from the normal phase to the critical
point gc, with protocol durations τq specified in the legend. Scatter points mark their respective freeze-out points t∗, set by (6),
solid lines show the exact result (8), and black dashed lines correspond to the slow-driving approximation (9). b) Scaling of
the nonadiabatic entropy production rate at the onset of the impulse regime t∗ as a function of the protocol duration τq for
a linear ramp of the coupling strength g from the normal phase to the critical point gc. The scaling exponent is found to be
Σ̇na(t

∗) ∼ τy
q with y = −0.508±0.001, in excellent agreement with the theoretical prediction y = (α−2−γ)/(γ+1) with α = 2

and γ = 1. c) The nonadiabatic entropy production as a function of time for different protocol durations τq of a linear ramp
of the coupling strength g from the normal phase to the critical point gc. We split the total nonadiabatic entropy production
(black squared markers) into two contributions (see Eq. (12)), stemming from the quasiadiabatic (blue cross markers) and the
impulse regime (red dot markers). Parameters: cavity frequency ωc = 1, atomic frequency ωz = 1, photon loss rate κ = 0.2,
initial coupling strength g0 = gc − 10−2, final coupling strength gf = gc − 10−15.

In other words, nonadiabatic effects always contribute
to dissipation for such DQPTs, even for arbitrarily slow
driving. This differs from the near-equilibrium physics
of isolated, fully connected models, where the work dis-
sipated by finite-speed driving across a QPT scales uni-
versally to zero as τq → ∞ [41, 42]. To validate these
analytical scaling predictions, we consider the open quan-
tum Dicke model (see Appendix D for details), a paradig-
matic example of a driven-dissipative system exhibiting
a DQPT [28, 52, 55–62]. The model describes the collec-
tive interaction of a single-mode optical cavity field with
a large ensemble of N two-level atoms, subject to photon
loss. In the thermodynamic limit, N → ∞, it undergoes
a transition from a normal to a superradiant phase. The
latter is characterized by a macroscopic occupation of the
cavity mode and collective atomic alignment, associated
with Z2-symmetry breaking. In this limit, the system
admits an effective Gaussian description [35, 61, 63] with
Hamiltonian (in the normal phase)

Ĥ(t) = ωcâ
†â+ ωz b̂

†b̂+ g(t)(â+ â†)(b̂+ b̂†). (20)

Here, â and b̂ are bosonic ladder operators describing the
cavity and atomic degrees of freedom, respectively, ωc

is the cavity photon frequency, ωz is the atomic energy
splitting, and g(t) denotes the time-dependent photon-
atom coupling. Cavity photon loss is modeled by the
Lindblad equation

dρ̂

dt
= −i[Ĥ, ρ̂] + κD[â]ρ̂, (21)

where D[L̂]ρ̂ = L̂ρ̂L̂† − 1
2{L̂

†L̂, ρ̂}, κ is the cavity de-
cay rate, and we set ℏ = 1. Using this Gaussian model,

we numerically confirm the predicted scaling of both the
nonadiabatic entropy production rate and its integrated
value in Fig. 2. In Appendix E, we further substanti-
ate our results via finite-size scaling in the non-Gaussian
open Kerr model [33], demonstrating that our predictions
are not merely an artefact of the Gaussian description
that holds strictly in the thermodynamic limit.

Conclusion.—We have developed a general frame-
work for critical quantum dynamics far from equilibrium,
extending the Kibble–Zurek paradigm to second-order
DQPTs. By deriving scaling laws for the nonadiabatic
entropy production, a measure of excess dissipation anal-
ogous to the dissipated work in closed systems [10–14],
we have shown that the closing of the Liouvillian gap and
the divergence of the Kubo-Mori-Bogoliubov QFI govern
the universal behavior of irreversible thermodynamic sig-
natures. The Fisher information metric has already been
recognized as a powerful tool to identify critical points
and map out phase diagrams even in the absence of a
local order parameter [64–72]. By connecting the infor-
mation geometry of quantum NESS to thermodynamic
irreversibility and critical slowing down, our work es-
tablishes a new framework for characterizing dissipative
universality classes beyond near-equilibrium and unitary
settings.

Remarkably, for Gaussian bosonic systems with a sin-
gle soft mode, the quadratic divergence of the QFI near
criticality yields a total nonadiabatic entropy produc-
tion that is, to leading order, independent of the driv-
ing speed. Our predictions are validated in the driven-
dissipative Dicke model and confirmed by finite-size scal-
ing in the open Kerr oscillator. Since the open Kerr,
Rabi, and Lipkin-Meshkov-Glick models share the same
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universality class as the open Dicke model (see e.g.
Ref. [73]), i.e. that of the classical mean-field Ising model,
they are expected to exhibit identical thermodynamic sig-
natures near criticality, reflecting a common origin in the
effective classical stochastic dynamics of a Z2-symmetric
order parameter.

Our results highlight the need for experimental probes
of entropic currents in quantum devices. While stochas-
tic entropy production has been measured in classi-
cal systems to verify fluctuation relations such as the
Hatano–Sasa relation [74–80], only a few quantum exper-
iments have accessed entropic currents directly [23, 81–
87]. Looking ahead, our work also motivates time-
resolved probing of other routinely measured currents,
such as the photon flux in cavity-QED realizations of
open Dicke or Kerr models, which we have shown to also
exhibit Kibble–Zurek scaling [88]. The cavity photon flux
is directly related to the entropic flux [89] and has already
been measured experimentally [23]. Because the nonadi-
abatic entropy production rate can be expressed in terms

of both the rate of change of the von Neumann entropy
and the excess entropy flux to the environment [31], com-
bined measurements of the Wigner function and cavity
photon emisson may offer a feasible route to reconstruct-
ing the nonadiabatic entropy production in critical dissi-
pative quantum dynamics.
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Appendix A: Slow-driving expansion of the state
and the thermodynamic metric

For sufficiently slow driving through Lg(t), away from
the critical point, and starting from the NESS π̂g(0), the
system will remain close to π̂g(t), up to a small correction.
We consider the expansion

ρ̂t = π̂g(t) + δρ̂t. (A1)

Inserting this expansion into dρ̂/dt = Lg(t)[ρ̂] and using
that Lg(t)[π̂g(t)] = 0, we obtain a differential equation for
δρ̂t [40, 45, 48](

Lg(t) −
d

dt

)
[δρ̂t] =

d

dt
π̂g(t), (A2)

which can be formally solved using the Drazin inverse [91]
of the Liouvillian superoperator, L+

g . The Drazin inverse
is defined as the unique operator satisfying the properties

LgL+
g [Â] = L+

g Lg[Â] = Â − π̂g Tr
[
Â
]
, L+

g [π̂g] = 0 and

Tr
[
L+
g [Â]

]
= 0. It has an integral representation given

by [91]

L+
g [Â] :=

∫ ∞

0

dτ eLgτ
(
π̂g Tr

[
Â
]
− Â

)
. (A3)

By applying L+
g(t) on both sides of Eq. (A2) and formally

inverting the superoperator on the left-hand side, one
obtains the geometric series expansion

ρ̂t = π̂g(t) +

∞∑
n=1

(
L+
g(t)

d

dt

)n

π̂g(t). (A4)

Notice that the nth term in this series contains an nth-
order derivative of π̂g(t), and is thus proportional to ġn,
which means that Eq. (A4) can be seen as an expansion
in powers of the driving speed ġ.

Using the above expansion of the state, the nonadia-
batic entropy production along a slow driving protocol
g(t) becomes [31], to leading order in ġ,

Σna(τ) =

∫ τ

0

dt ġ2(t) ζg(t), (A5)

where ζg denotes the thermodynamic metric in the space
of NESS parameterized by g

ζg = −Tr

[
d log π̂g

dg
L+
g

(
dπ̂g

dg

)]
. (A6)

Equivalently, using Eq. (A3), this metric can be ex-
pressed as a correlation integral,

ζg =

∫ ∞

0

dτ ⟨F̂g, F̂g(τ)⟩π̂g
, (A7)

where the Kubo–Mori–Bogoliubov (KMB) inner product
is

⟨Â, B̂⟩π̂g
=

∫ 1

0

ds Tr
[
π̂s
gÂ

†π̂1−s
g B̂

]
, (A8)

and F̂g = ∂g log π̂g is the logarithmic derivative operator,

evolved in the Heisenberg picture as F̂g(τ) = eLgτ [F̂g].
The metric is closely related to the KMB quantum Fisher
information (QFI),

IKMB
g = Tr

[
d log π̂g

dg

dπ̂g

dg

]
= ⟨F̂g, F̂g⟩π̂g

, (A9)

via the integral relaxation time

τg =

∫ ∞

0

dτ
⟨F̂g, F̂g(τ)⟩π̂g

⟨F̂g, F̂g⟩π̂g

. (A10)

By construction, therefore,

ζg = τg IKMB
g . (A11)

Appendix B: Scaling of the integral relaxation time
with the inverse Liouvillian gap

We now show that the integral relaxation time τg scales
with the inverse Liouvillian gap near a dissipative critical
point. Expanding the correlation function in the eigen-

basis of the vectorized Liouvillian {λn, |r̂n⟩, ⟨l̂n|}, defined
by Lg|r̂n⟩ = λn|r̂n⟩ and ⟨l̂n|Lg = λn⟨l̂n|, and biorthonor-

mal, so that ⟨l̂n|r̂m⟩ = δnm, we obtain

|F̂g(τ)⟩ = eLgτ |F̂g⟩ =
∑
n

eλnτ |r̂n⟩⟨l̂n|F̂g⟩, (B1)

where ⟨l̂n|F̂g⟩ = Tr[l̂nF̂g]. Substituting into the KMB
correlation function yields

⟨F̂g, F̂g(τ)⟩π̂g
=

∑
n

eλnτ ⟨l̂n|F̂g⟩ ⟨F̂g, r̂n⟩π̂g
, (B2)

and the integral relaxation time

τg = −

∑
n>0

λn
−1 ⟨l̂n|F̂g⟩ ⟨F̂g, r̂n⟩π̂g∑

n>0

⟨l̂n|F̂g⟩ ⟨F̂g, r̂n⟩π̂g

. (B3)
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FIG. 3. Scaling of the soft mode symplectic eigenvalue with
the square-root of the inverse Liouvillian gap in the dissipative
Dicke model. Parameters: cavity frequency ωc = 1, atomic
frequency ωz = 1, photon loss rate κ = 0.2, initial coupling
strength g0 = gc − 5 × 10−3, final coupling strength gf =
gc − 10−8 τq = 102 . . . 105.

Since Re(λn) < 0 for all n > 0, the integral converges.
Close to a dissipative phase transition, the slowest mode
(n = 1) dominates the dynamics. As the Liouvillian gap
is given by ∆g := −Re(λ1), we obtain

τg ∼ 1

∆g
. (B4)

Importantly, this result mirrors the divergence of relax-
ation times in equilibrium critical phenomena. In fact, in
Ref. [12] the integral relaxation time near a closed-system
quantum phase transition was shown to diverge with the
inverse of the closing Hamiltonian gap.

Appendix C: Gaussian description

If both the Hamiltonian and the Lindblad jump oper-
ators are at most quadratic and linear in bosonic op-
erators, respectively, the dynamics preserve Gaussian-
ity [92, 93].

1. General Gaussian bosonic Lindblad dynamics

We assume dynamics obeying a Lindblad master equa-
tion of the form

L [ρ̂] = −i[Ĥ, ρ̂] +
∑
i

γ−
i D[b̂i]ρ̂+ γ+

i D[b̂†i ]ρ̂ (C1)

with a bosonic quadratic Hamiltonian

Ĥ =
∑
ij

Aij b̂
†
i b̂j +

1

2
(Bij b̂

†
i b̂

†
j +B∗

ij b̂j b̂i)) (C2)

with A = A† and B = BT . We define quadratures

q̂i =
1√
2
(b̂i + b̂†i )

p̂i =
i√
2
(b̂†i − b̂i),

(C3)

and construct the column vector R⃗ =
(q̂1, . . . , q̂N , p̂1, . . . , p̂N )T . The general quadratic
Hamiltonian can be written in terms of quadratures as

Ĥ =
1

2
R⃗T ·HR · R⃗, (C4)

where HR ∈ R2n×2n is a real, symmetric matrix repre-
senting the Hamiltonian coefficients, given by

HR =
1

2
(12 ⊗ (A+AT ) + σz ⊗ (B +B∗)

+ σy ⊗ (AT −A)− iσx ⊗ (B −B∗))
(C5)

The covariance matrix is given by

Θij =
i

2
Ωij + ⟨R̂jR̂i⟩ − ⟨R̂i⟩⟨R̂j⟩, (C6)

with symplectic form

Ω = (iσy)⊗ 1N . (C7)

The covariance matrix obeys the Lyapunov differential
equation of the form

dΘ

dt
= −(WΘ+ΘW †) + Y (C8)

with

W = −ΩHR +
1

2
12 ⊗ Γ,

Y =
1

2
12 ⊗ (γ+ + γ−).

(C9)

and Γ = γ− − γ+. Consequently, the steadystate covari-
ance matrix solves the Lyapunov equation

WΘ+ΘW † = Y (C10)

Further, it is often useful to express Gaussian bosonic
states in the form

ρ̂ =
e−

1
2R

T ·M ·R

Z
, (C11)

with M† = M (real, symmetric), and partition function

Z =
√
det

(
Θ+ iΩ

2

)
.

2. Constructing the Liouvillian spectrum from the
drift matrix

The full Liouvillian L acts on the operator space of the
density matrix, which is infinite-dimensional. The spec-
trum of L in such a basis includes all finite non-negative
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FIG. 4. Left: Complex spectrum of the drift matrix −W as a function of the coupling strength g in the dissipative Dicke model
(blue: real part, red: imaginary part). The vertical dashed black line indicates the critical point gc at which the Liouvillian gap
closes. Right: Scaling of the Liouvillian gap with proximity of the coupling strength g to the critical point gc: ∆g ∼ |g−gc|γ , in
the dissipative Dicke model. From a numerical fit, we obtain γ = 1.009± 0.001. Parameters: cavity frequency ωc = 1, atomic
frequency ωz = 1, photon loss rate κ = 0.2.

integer linear combinations (assuming the Liouvillian is
diagonalisable) [94, 95]

Spec(L) =

{
−
∑
i

kiλi

∣∣∣∣∣λi ∈ Spec(W ), ki ∈ N0

}
,

(C12)
where W is the drift matrix in the Lyapunov equa-
tion (C10). Therefore, the Liouvillian gap is given by

∆ = min
w∈Spec(W)

|Re(w)|. (C13)

3. Relative entropy for Gaussian bosonic states

Given two bosonic Gaussian states, and assuming zero
mean,

ρ̂ =
e−

1
2R

T ·M ·R

Z
and σ̂ =

e−
1
2R

T ·N ·R

Y
, (C14)

their relative entropy is given by

D(ρ̂||σ̂) = −1

2
Tr [(M −N)Θ]− log

Z

Y
, (C15)

where Θ denotes the covariance matrix with respect to
the state ρ̂. Note that

Z =

√
det

(
Θ+

iΩ

2

)
(C16)

and

M = 2iΩcoth−1(2ΘiΩ), Θ =
1

2
coth

(
iΩM

2

)
iΩ.

(C17)

4. Thermodynamic metric for Gaussian bosonic
states

Generalizing the results of Ref. [96] from Gaussian
bosonic thermal states to Gaussian bosonic NESS (as-
suming zero mean, see Eq. (C11)), we find that the single-
parameter thermodynamic metric is given by

ζg =
1

2
Tr

[
I(χg)

(
Θ− i

2Ω
)
F(χg)

(
Θ+ i

2Ω
)]

. (C18)

Here, we define χg = ∂gM . Furthermore,

I(χg) =

∫ 1

0

ds
(
eisΩM

)T
χge

isΩM ,

F(χg) =

∫ ∞

0

dν
(
eνA

)T
χge

νA,

(C19)

with A = Ω
(
H − Im(CC†)

)
, where the the matrix

C = (c⃗T1 , . . . , c⃗
T
NL

)T encodes the jump rates of the as-

sociated linear Lindblad jump operators L̂i = c⃗Ti · R⃗. In
the following, we discuss how this metric can be evalu-
ated efficiently numerically.

5. Unitary contribution

We first evaluate the integral in I(χg). To this end,
we define

A := (iΩM)T , B := iΩM. (C20)

Diagonalizing yields

A = UADAU
−1
A , B = UBDBU

−1
B , (C21)
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FIG. 5. Left: The KMB QFI scales with a power law of the distance to the critical point IKMB
g ∼ γ2

2
|g − gc|−α, with

α = 2 ± 1 · 10−4, in the Gaussian open Dicke model. Right: Here we show that the slope obtained from a linear fit is

0.500001± 1 · 10−6, which is in excellent agreement with the predicted γ2

2
, with γ = 1. Parameters: cavity frequency ωc = 1,

atomic frequency ωz = 1, photon loss rate κ = 0.2.

with DA, DB diagonal, and we can write

esA = UAe
sDAU−1

A , esB = UBe
sDBU−1

B . (C22)

Substituting into I(χg), we find

I(χg) =

∫ 1

0

ds esAχge
sB = UA

[ ∫ 1

0

ds esDA χ̃ge
sDB

]
U−1
B ,

χ̃g = U−1
A χgUB .

LetDA = diag(λ1, . . . , λ2n) andDB = diag(µ1, . . . , µ2n).
Then [

esDA χ̃ge
sDB

]
ij
= (χ̃g)ije

s(λi+µj). (C23)

Hence∫ 1

0

ds es(λi+µj) =


eλi+µj − 1

λi + µj
, λi + µj ̸= 0,

1, λi + µj = 0.

(C24)

Define

Jij = (χ̃g)ij f(λi + µj), f(z) =


ez − 1

z
, z ̸= 0,

1, z = 0.

(C25)
Then ∫ 1

0

ds es(iΩM)Tχge
siΩM = UAJU

−1
B . (C26)

6. Dissipative-like contribution

For the dissipative-like term we evaluate

F(χg) =

∫ ∞

0

dν eνA
T

χge
νA. (C27)

This integral is the solution of the continuous Lyapunov
equation

ATY + Y A = −χg, (C28)

which can be solved efficiently using standard numerical
routines.

7. Kubo-Mori-Bogoliubov Quantum Fisher
information for Gaussian bosonic states

The Kubo-Mori-Bogoliubov (KMB) quantum Fisher
information (QFI) is defined as

IKMB
g =

∫ 1

0

dsTr
[
ρ̂s(∂g log ρ̂) ρ̂

1−s(∂g log ρ̂)
]
. (C29)

Performing an analogous calculation to that presented in
Appendix C 4 and Refs. [96, 97], we find that for Gaussian
bosonic states with zero mean (see Eq. (C11)) , the KMB
QFI is given by

IKMB
g =

1

2

∫ 1

0

dsTr[χgΘ̌ST (s)χgS(s)Θ̌
T ], (C30)

with S(s) = esiΩM , χg = ∂gM and Θ̌ = Θ + iΩ/2.

8. Critical scaling of the symplectic eigenvalue for
Gaussian bosonic states

We consider a Gaussian bosonic system whose covari-
ance matrix evolves under a Lyapunov differential equa-
tion (see Eq. (C8)), so that the steady-state covariance
matrix solves the Lyapunov equation (see Eq. (C10)). In
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this section, our aim is to understand the behaviour of
the soft mode symplectic eigenvalue of the steadystate
covariance matrix in the vicinity of a critical point gc in
a second-order DQPT. Let λs denote the eigenvalue of
W , assumed to be diagonalisable, with smallest absolute
real part (Liouvillian gap), and

Wvs = λsvs, w†
sW = λsw

†
s, (C31)

where vs is the right eigenvector and w†
s is the left eigen-

vector, such that

w†
svs = 1. (C32)

We define the projection of Θ onto the subspace of the
slowest-decaying (soft) mode as

θs = w†
s Θws. (C33)

Multiplying Eq. (C10) from the left by w†
s and from the

right by ws gives

(w†
sW )Θws + w†

sΘ(W †ws) = w†
sY ws. (C34)

Using the eigenvector relations and (C32), we obtain the
equation

λs θs + λ∗
s θs = ys, (C35)

where

ys = w†
sY ws, (C36)

which we assume remains finite and non-zero across the
transition. Thus,

θs =
ys

λs + λ∗
s

=
ys

2Reλs
. (C37)

To understand the structure of divergences, recall that
the Lyapunov equation admits the integral solution

Θ =

∫ ∞

0

etWY etW
†
dt =

∑
i,j

vi (w
†
iY wj) v

†
j

λi + λ∗
j

, (C38)

using etW =
∑

i e
tλiviw

†
i and etW

†
=

∑
j e

tλ∗
jwjv

†
j . As

∆g = Reλs → 0+, the dominant term is the contribution

Θ =
ys

λs + λ∗
s

vsv
†
s +Θreg, (C39)

where Θreg remains finite at the transition. The divergent
part is rank-one. Hence in the two-dimensional canonical
subspace of the soft mode, Θs has one eigenvalue ∝ ∆−1

g

and the other ∝ O(1). The covariance matrix of the
slowest decaying mode, in canonical coordinates, can be
written as

Θs =

(
⟨X2

s ⟩ 1
2 ⟨XsPs + PsXs⟩

1
2 ⟨PsXs +XsPs⟩ ⟨P 2

s ⟩

)
, (C40)
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log10 |g gc|
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FIG. 6. Scaling of the thermodynamic metric ζ near the criti-
cal point: ζ ∼ |g−gc|x, in the dissipative Dicke model. We ob-
tain x = −2.9953±0.0009 via a numerical fit, which is in excel-
lent agreement with our theoretical prediction x = −(α+ γ),
with α = 2 and γ = 1. Parameters: cavity frequency ωc = 1,
atomic frequency ωz = 1, photon loss rate κ = 0.2.

where (Xs, Ps) are the associated quadratures, chosen
such that they satisfy canonical commutation relations.
The symplectic eigenvalue of this matrix is

νs =
√
detΘs. (C41)

From the rank-one structure above, we have

detΘs ∼ ∆−1
g , νs ∼ ∆−1/2

g . (C42)

The scaling behaviour of the soft mode symplectic eigen-
value is confirmed in the Gaussian driven-dissipative
Dicke model, see Fig. 3

9. Scaling of the Kubo-Mori-Bogoliubov Quantum
Fisher information for Gaussian bosonic states

Here we show that the Kubo-Mori-Bogoliubov (KMB)
quantum Fisher information (QFI) diverges as IKMB

g ∼
γ2

2 |g − gc|−2 near a critical point for bosonic Gaussian
NESS with a single soft mode. In Appendix C 7, we have
shown that for zero mean Gaussian states, the KMB QFI
can be expressed as

IKMB
g =

1

2

∫ 1

0

dsTr[AΘ̌ST (s)AS(s)Θ̌T ], (C43)

with S(s) = esiΩM . Let us first express X = iΩM in its
biorthonormal basis

X =
∑
i

λiviw
T
i , wT

j vi = δij , (C44)
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so that

S(s) =
∑
j

eλjsvjw
T
j , ST (s) =

∑
j

eλjswjv
T
j .

(C45)
The KMB QFI then reads

IKMB
g =

1

2

∑
ij

Tr

[
AΘ̌

∫ 1

0

e(λi+λj)s dswiv
T
i Avjw

T
j Θ̌

T

]

=
1

2

∑
ij

eλi+λj − 1

λi + λj
Tr

[
AΘ̌wiv

T
i Avjw

T
j Θ̌

T
]
.

(C46)

Equation (C46) contains the factors Θ̌ = Θ + iΩ/2 and
Θ̌T = Θ− iΩ/2. We expect the soft mode component to
the ΘΘ-contribution to dominate near the critical point,

since, as we have shown in Appendix C 8, νs ∼ 1/
√
∆g

and ∆g → 0. We further use that

A = ∂gM = iΩ∂gX

=
∑
j

iΩ∂gλjvjw
T
j︸ ︷︷ ︸

Aλ
j

+ iΩλj∂g(vjw
T
j )︸ ︷︷ ︸

AP
j

=
∑
j

Aλ
j +AP

j ,

(C47)

so that A can be split into components involving the
derivatives of the symplectic eigenvalues (Aλ

j ) the pro-

jectors (AP
j ), respectively. We now perform the explicit

computation of the term involving the g−derivatives of
λi, labelled with ΘΘλλ. We express Θ = (ΘiΩ)iΩ =∑

j νjvjw
T
j iΩ, and find

IKMB,ΘΘλλ
g =

1

2

∑
ijklmn

eλi+λj − 1

λi + λj
Tr

iΩ∂gλkvkw
T
k︸ ︷︷ ︸

Aλ
k

νlvlw
T
l iΩ︸ ︷︷ ︸

Θl

wiv
T
i iΩ∂gλmvmwT

m︸ ︷︷ ︸
Aλ

m

vjw
T
j νnvnw

T
n iΩ︸ ︷︷ ︸

Θn


=

1

2

∑
ij

eλi+λj − 1

λi + λj
(∂gλjνj)

2 wT
j iΩwi v

T
i iΩvj ,

where have used that (iΩ)2 = 1, the cyclic property
of the trace as well as the biorthonormality condition.
Since X = 2 coth−1(2ΘiΩ), ΘiΩ shares an eigenbasis
with X and their respective eigenvalues are related via
λj = 2 coth−1(2νj), and

∂gλj = − 4∂gνj
4ν2j − 1

g→gc−→ −∂gνj
ν2j

. (C48)

From our analysis of the soft mode in Appendix C 8, we
know that in the vicinity of the critical point, the soft
mode symplectic eigenvalue of the covariance matrix di-
verges as νs ∼ 1/

√
∆g. Therefore, the soft mode sym-

plectic eigenvalue of M λs ∼ 1/νs vanishes. Further,

the factors wT
j iΩwi and vTi iΩvj are nonzero only for the

labels i and j referring to symplectic eigenvalues of op-
posite sign. Therefore, there are two nonzero identical
contributions to the sum, relevant to the scaling (s,−s)

and (−s, s). Further, we note that the prefactor eλi+λj−1
λi+λj

reduces to 1, for the dominant soft mode contribution,
since λs → 0, and find

IKMB,ΘΘλλ
g ∼ (∂gλj)

2ν2j ≈
(
∂gνs
νs

)2

∼
(γ
2

)2

|g − gc|−2,

(C49)
Similarly, we find for the contribution involving the pro-
jector derivatives

IKMB,ΘΘPP
g =

1

2

∑
ijklmn

eλi+λj − 1

λi + λj
Tr

iΩλk∂g(vkw
T
k )︸ ︷︷ ︸

AP
k

νlvlw
T
l iΩ︸ ︷︷ ︸

Θl

wiv
T
i iΩλm∂g(vmwT

m)︸ ︷︷ ︸
AP

m

vjw
T
j νnvnw

T
n iΩ︸ ︷︷ ︸

Θn


∼ (∂gλj)

2ν2j ∼
(γ
2

)2

|g − gc|−2.

All other terms can be computed in an analogous fashion
and can be shown to be subleading or vanishing by the

biorthonormality condition. Combining these findings,



13

we obtain that the dominant scaling of the KMB QFI is

IKMB
g ∼ γ2

2
|g − gc|−2, (C50)

so that the KMB QFI critical exponent is given by α = 2.

Note that the prefactor γ2

2 depends on the gap exponent
γ.

Appendix D: Driven-dissipative Dicke model in the
thermodynamic limit

The quantum Dicke model [28, 52, 55–62] describes
the interaction between a single-mode bosonic field and
a large ensemble of two-level atoms (spins). The Hamil-
tonian (in units where ℏ = 1) reads

Ĥ = ωcâ
†â+ ωzĴz +

g√
N

(â+ â†)(Ĵ+ + Ĵ−), (D1)

where â, â† are the annihilation and creation operators of
the cavity mode, Ĵz, Ĵ± are collective spin operators for
N two-level atoms, ωc is the cavity photon frequency, ωz

is the atomic transition frequency, and g is the atom-light
coupling strength. In the thermodynamic limit N → ∞,
we assume that the system stays close to the collec-
tive spin ground state. We apply the Holstein-Primakoff
transformation [61, 98]

Ĵ+ = b̂†
√

2J − b̂†b̂ ≈
√
2J b̂†, (D2)

Ĵ− =

√
2J − b̂†b̂ b̂ ≈

√
2J b̂, (D3)

Ĵz = b̂†b̂− J, (D4)

where J = N/2 and b̂ is a bosonic operator with [b̂, b̂†] =
1. Substituting into Eq. (D1) and taking the large-N
limit, the Hamiltonian in the normal phase becomes (g <
gc)

ĤN ≈ ωcâ
†â+ ωz b̂

†b̂+ g(â+ â†)(b̂+ b̂†), (D5)

which is a quadratic Hamiltonian in the bosonic modes

â and b̂. To include dissipation, we add a Lindblad term
modeling photon loss:

˙̂ρ = −i[Ĥ, ρ̂] + κD[â]ρ̂, (D6)

where D[L̂]ρ̂ = L̂ρ̂L̂† − 1
2{L̂

†L̂, ρ̂}, and κ is the cavity
decay rate. For the driven-dissipative Dicke model, we
find the matrices (see Appendix C 1)

AN =

(
ωc g
g ωz

)
(D7)

and

BN =

(
0 g
g 0

)
(D8)

for the normal phase Hamiltonian. Further,

Γ =

(
2κ 0
0 0

)
. (D9)

We can obtain the critical point by first setting det(W ) =
0, and find [63]

gc =
1

2

√
ω2
c + κ2

ωc
ωz. (D10)

1. Critical scaling of the Liouvillian gap

The Liouvillian gap can be obtained from the spectrum
of the drift matrix W , as described in Appendix C 2.
Fig. 4 shows the complex spectrum of W as a function
of the coupling strength g as well as the Liouvillian gap
∆g near the critical point. From a numerical fit, we find
γ = 1.009±0.001 in the normal phase. We thus conclude
γ ≈ 1. This is in agreement with Ref. [35].

2. Critical scaling of KMB QFI

For the driven-dissipative Dicke model, we find that
the KMB QFI scales with the distance to the critical

point as IKMB
g ∼ γ2

2 |g − gc|−2, as shown in Fig. 5. This
is in excellent agreement with our analytical scaling pre-
diction (see Appendix C 9).

3. Critical scaling of the thermodynamic metric

For the dissipative Dicke model, we find that the ther-
modynamic metric scales as ζ(g) ∼ |g−gc|−3, as shown in
Fig. 6. This numerical finding is in excellent agreement
with the analytical scaling predictions (see Appendix C 9
and Ref. [35]).

Appendix E: Open Kerr parametric oscillator

In this section, we provide a discussion of the single-
mode Kerr parametric oscillator, a nonlinear oscillator
subject to two-photon driving and single photon loss,
near a dissipative quantum phase transition. The Hamil-
tonian of a Kerr parametric oscillator in the rotating
frame reads [33]

Ĥ = −∆ â†â+
U

2
â†2â2 +

1

2
(Gâ†2 +G∗â2), (E1)

where â and â† are the bosonic ladder operators, ∆ is
the detuning between the driving and cavity frequency,
U the Kerr nonlinearity, and G the parametric drive am-
plitude. Here 1/U → ∞ corresponds to the thermody-
namic limit [99]. The system is coupled to a Markovian
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FIG. 7. Finite-size scaling analysis of the KMB QFI in the dissipative Kerr model as a function of the distance to the
critical point (left panel) and at the critical point (right panel). Here 1/U → ∞ corresponds to the thermodynamic limit [99].
Parameters: parametric drive amplitude G = 1.5, photon loss rate κ = 1.

environment with one-photon loss at rate κ, described by
the Lindblad master equation

d

dt
ρ̂ = −i[Ĥ, ρ̂] + κD[â]ρ̂, D[â]ρ̂ = âρ̂â† − 1

2
{â†â, ρ̂}.

(E2)

1. Finite-size scaling

In infinitely coordinated models, or models without
spatial degrees of freedom, the scaling analysis relies on
the so-called coherence number, instead of the correla-
tion length, which is assumed to diverge in the thermo-
dynamic limit, as [53, 100]

Nc ∼ |g − gc|−ν∗
. (E3)

We are interested in the finite-size scaling behaviour of a
quantity that diverges in the thermodynamic limit with
proximity to the critical point as

A∞ ∼ |g − gc|−αA . (E4)

The scaling hypothesis assumes the existence of a regular
function FA, s.t. near gc and for large N

AN ∼ |g − gc|−αAFA

(
N

Nc

)
(E5)

Therefore, we expect a collapse of the curves when
plotting AN |g − gc|αA vs. N |g − gc|ν

∗
and further

AN (gc) ∼ NαA/ν∗. Interestingly, ν∗ is related to the
mean field νMF and the upper critical dimension dc of a
corresponding short-range mean field model in dimension
d = dc via ν

∗ = νMFdc. In Fig. 7 we present the finite-size
scaling results for the KMB QFI of the dissipative Kerr
model. The numerical findings confirm α = 2 and are in
agreement with νMF = 1/2 and dc = 4 of the mean-field
Ising universality class with Z2-symmetry in the critical
dimension. Further, our results agree with similar anal-
ysis of models in the same universality class [53, 73].
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