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We investigate how introducing slow, time-dependent perturbations to a steady, nonequi-

librium process alters the expected (excess) values of important observables, such as the

dynamical activity and entropy flux. When we make a cyclic thermodynamic transforma-

tion, the excesses are described in terms of a (geometric) Berry phase with corresponding

Berry potential and Berry curvature quantifying the response. Focussing on Markov jump

processes, we show how a non-zero Berry curvature leads to a breakdown of the thermody-

namic Maxwell relations and of the Clausius heat theorem. We also present a variant of the

Aharonov–Bohm effect in which the parameters follow a curve with vanishing Berry curva-

ture, but the system still experiences a nonzero Berry phase. Finally, we identify (sufficient)

no-localization conditions in terms of mean first-passage times under which the correspond-

ing Berry potentials and curvatures vanish at absolute zero, extending, for arbitrary driving,

e.g. the case of vanishing heat capacity as for the Nernst postulate.

I. Introduction

Thermodynamic transformations are associated with quasistatic changes of control parameters

of a system, such as coupling coefficients or environmental pressure and temperature. The

idea is that these parameters can be varied so slowly compared to the relaxation time that the

system remains in thermodynamic equilibrium for their instantaneous values [1, 2]. The same

slow transformations apply to steady nonequilibrium systems where there is a constant driving

or agitating force. The system now remains close to the instantaneous steady condition, and

additional control parameters enter, such as the strength of a rotational force or of the agitation.

However, the effect of quasistatic changes can be quite different for steadily driven systems, and

the response might not be expressible as the derivative of an appropriate free energy, [3]. In fact,

the notion of excess enters when considering transformations between steady conditions, [4–9].

We have, for instance, directed and undirected currents of a certain type (particle, energy,...)

with stationary values depending on the strength of external fields and temperature(s). When

these parameters change to new values, the very change induces extra currents, and those are

called excess currents. As a result, the quasistatic response around nonequilibrium steady states

becomes more complicated but also richer.
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In this paper, we investigate the excesses in entropy flux, heat, currents, and dynamical activity

of Markov jump processes (verifying local detailed balance [10] but not excluding strong driving

or agitation). We obtain geometric expressions, containing the (equivalent of what has been

called the) Berry phase, Berry potential and Berry curvature, [11–17]. This identification with

Berry’s formulation extends and unifies previous work on geometric phases in stochastic and

dissipative systems, [18–22]. In particular, we show how the Berry curvature, as used here,

measures the violation of (standard equilibrium thermodynamic) Maxwell relations [1–3], and

of the Clausius heat theorem. We also construct an elementary analogue of the Aharonov-Bohm

effect [23, 24], where a particle current exists in regions with no Berry curvature. We end with

a discussion of low-temperature asymptotics where an extended Nernst postulate is obtained:

Berry potentials vanish at absolute zero in the absence of localization. The latter is specified,

for all excesses, in terms of the relative boundedness of the same mean first-passage times.

II. Excesses and their response

Suppose a physical system is exchanging energy with an equilibrium heat bath at temperature

T . For its theoretical description, we write M for the parameter space, which can be taken as an

n−dimensional differentiable manifold, but all examples in this manuscript take M ⊂ Rn. For

a vector λ = (λ1, ..., λn) ∈ M, the entries λµ represent physical quantities such as environment

temperature and/or pressure, internal agitation or flipping rates, etc. We take the convention

to write λ = (β, ζ) with ζ = (ζ1, ..., ζn−1) to distinguish the inverse temperature of the bath

β = (kBT )−1 from other parameters ζ appearing for instance in an energy function or as driving

amplitudes.

It is of great importance to understand the response of the system when the parameters λ are

varied smoothly over a path Γ in parameter space, called the protocol, say from some initial

to a final value, λi → λf. We assume that the variation is slow compared to the relevant

relaxation times of the system. Mathematically, we ensure this by varying the parameters as

λ(ε)(t) = λ(εt) for t ∈ [0, ε−1τ ] and macroscopic time τ , as depicted in Fig. 1a. The parameter

ε is the rate of change along the protocol, and taking the limit ε ↓ 0 makes the process qua-

sistatic. The system dynamics itself, for all fixed parameters along the considered protocols,

relaxes exponentially fast, uniformly in the initial condition.
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FIG. 1: Protocol Γ = (λ(εt), 0 ≤ t ≤ τ/ε) in parameter space M. The closed loop Γ = ∂S traces the

boundary of a surface S .

A. Quasistatic excess

The system observables of interest can be mathematically represented as (parameter-dependent)

fluxes ft(ω; Γ) = fλ(εt)(ω) on the system trajectories ω = (Xt, 0 ≤ t ≤ τ/ε) in a time window of

size proportional to ε−1. The state Xt denotes the mesoscopic condition of the nonequilibrium

system at time t, for example, colloidal particle positions xt and velocities vt, occupation of

energy levels Et, and spin configurations σt. At time zero, the system starts in a stationary

condition where the state X0 is sampled with probability density ρs
λi

, stationary for the dynamics

running with parameters λi.

During the transformation, quantities change value, or extra currents may emerge. Postponing

further specification to Section II B, for now, we consider quite abstractly the total expected

flux or current Jλ(εt)(t) =
∫

fλ(εt)(ω) dP(ω), averaged over possible system trajectories ω, and

look at their time-integrated value over the protocol

Hε[f ] =
∫ τ/ε

0
dt Jλ(εt)(t) (1)

For nonequilibrium purposes, the limit ε ↓ 0 of (1) often diverges, when at late times t ≃ τ/ε ↑ ∞

the system reaches a new stationary condition with nonvanishing current. However, since we

are primarily interested in the (integrated) flux entirely due to the change in parameter values

λ, and not in the asympototically reached stationary flux, at every moment we want to subtract

the instantaneous stationary current J s
λ(εt), also known as the house-keeping part [4, 5, 8, 9, 25].

That leads to the notion of a ‘renormalized’ or excess current Hexc. Under quasistatic changes

in parameters λ along a path Γ in parameter space, as depicted in Fig. 1a, we modify (1) into

Hexc
ε [f ] =

∫ τ/ε

0
dt
(
Jλ(εt)(t) − J s

λ(εt)

)
(2)
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leading to

Hexc(Γ) = lim
ε↓0

Hexc
ε [f ] = lim

ε↓0

∫ τ/ε

0
dt
(
Jλ(εt)(t) − J s

λ(εt)

)
=
∫

Γ
dλ · R(λ). (3)

Here R(λ) is the quasistatic response function, which is of central interest. We refer to [9, 26]

for mathematical details and for understanding R(λ) as (nonequilibrium) heat capacity when

fλ is the heat flux and the slow parameter is the temperature of a heat bath.

Remarks:

Note that the limit Hexc(Γ) is “geometric,” only depending on the curve Γ in parameter space

and not on how fast the parameters change in time, i.e. invariant under a reparametrization of

time t 7→ γ(t) for a smooth function γ with γ′(t) > 0. When we close the protocol having a loop

Γ in parameter space, then R(λ) becomes the equivalent of the Berry potential from which the

Berry curvature Ω is derived; see Section III. We remind the reader that splitting of the total

integrated current into a housekeeping and excess part is analogous to how in quantum mechan-

ics with a time-dependent, cyclic Hamiltonian H(t) = Hλ(εt) whose parameters vary slowly, the

wave function picks up a phase ϕtot after one period |Ψ(T )⟩ = eiϕtot |Ψ(0)⟩ = ei(ϕdyn+ϕB)|Ψ(0)⟩

which splits into a dynamical part ϕdyn =
∫ T

0 dt′ ⟨Ψ(t′)|Hλ(εt)|Ψ(t′)⟩ (housekeeping contribu-

tion) and the Berry phase ϕB =
∮

dλ ⟨Ψ(λ)|∇λ|Ψ(λ)⟩ (excess part).

Secondly, we note that the response functions R(λ) and Berry phase Hexc typically also depend

on other parameters that remain constant along the path Γ (e.g. in an isothermal process).

Finally, under (global) detailed balance, the stationary currents J s
λ in (3) typically vanish, and

the excess current Hexc reduces to the ordinary time-integrated flux (1), and we recover the stan-

dard thermodynamic formalism. However, some excesses are real excesses also in equilibrium,

so not for all choices of fλ do we have J s
λ = 0 automatically in equilibrium.

B. Berry-ology for Markov jump processes

We move to the case where the description of the system coupled to a heat bath may proceed

in terms of a Markov jump process Xt for the system state at time t. We denote the states by

x, y, z, · · · ∈ K for the state space K. The transition rate for the jump x → y is denoted by

kλ(x, y) and it is zero iff no such jump is possible. The subscript λ indicates the dependence of

the transition rates on the parameters λ. The nonzero rates kλ(x, y) can always be decomposed

as

kλ(x, y) = aλ(x, y) esλ(x,y)/2, aλ(x, y) = aλ(y, x), sλ(x, y) = −sλ(y, x) (4)
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with symmetric reactivities aλ and antisymmetric sλ. Under local detailed balance [10, 27], it

is possible to interpret

qλ(x, y) = 1
β

log
(

kλ(x, y)
kλ(y, x)

)
= kBT sλ(x, y) (5)

as the heat qλ(x, y) = −qλ(y, x) released to the bath during x → y. Then, sλ(x, y) is the

entropy change (per kB) in the thermal bath from the transition x → y.

It is convenient to work with the backward generator Lλ of the process Xt, defined on real-valued

functions g on K by

Lλg(x) =
∑
y∈K

kλ(x, y)[g(y) − g(x)] (6)

and etLλg(x) = ⟨g(Xt)|X0 = x⟩λ. The forward generator L†
λ is the transpose of Lλ, meaning

that

∑
x∈K

Lλb(x) c(x) =
∑
x∈K

b(x) L†
λc(x) (7)

for all functions b, c. Observe that always ∑x∈K L†
λc(x) = 0 for every function c. The stationary

probability distribution is denoted by ρs
λ and satisfies L†

λρs
λ(x) = 0 for each x.

Imagine next that the transition rates are time-dependent via a quasistatic protocol λ(ε)(t) =

λ(εt). We denote by ρε
t the solution to the time-dependent Master equation

∂ρε
t

∂t
(x) = L†

λ(εt)ρ
ε
t (x) =

∑
y∈K

[ρε
t (y) kλ(εt)(y, x) − ρε

t (x) kλ(εt)(x, y)] (8)

with normalization ∑x∈K ρε
t (x) = 1. We also define the averages ⟨·⟩ε

t and ⟨·⟩s
λ,

⟨g⟩ε
t =

∑
x∈K

g(x) ρε
t (x), ⟨g⟩s

λ =
∑
x∈K

g(x) ρs
λ(x). (9)

Thinking now about the temporal excesses as in (1)–(3), we are interested in single-time ob-

servables fλ expressing an expected rate of change or flux, of the form

fλ(x) =
∑
y∈K

kλ(x, y) hλ(x, y) (10)

with some cases of physical interest corresponding to

• Heat flux Pλ:

hλ(x, y) = qλ(x, y) =⇒ fλ(x) = Pλ(x) :=
∑
y∈K

kλ(x, y) qλ(x, y) (11)
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• Entropy flux Σλ:

hλ(x, y) = sλ(x, y) =⇒ fλ(x) = Σλ(x) :=
∑
y∈K

kλ(x, y) sλ(x, y) (12)

• Reactivity Aλ:

hλ(x, y) = e−sλ(x,y)/2 =⇒ fλ(x) = Aλ(x) :=
∑
y∈K

aλ(x, y) (13)

• Escape rate ξλ:

hλ(x, y) = 1 =⇒ fλ(x) = ξλ(x) :=
∑
y∈K

kλ(x, y) (14)

• Transition rate kλ:

hλ(x, y) = δy,y′ =⇒ fλ(x) = kλ(x, y′) (15)

for some fixed y′ ∈ K, relevant for excess currents.

• Rate of change of state function:

hλ(x, y) = h̃λ(x) − h̃λ(y) =⇒ fλ(x) =
∑
y∈K

kλ(x, y)
[
h̃λ(x) − h̃λ(y)

]
= −Lλh̃λ(x), (16)

where we used (6). A particular case of interest is the energy function h̃λ(x) = Eζ(x).

For no matter what hλ(x, y) in (10), the time-integrated current in (1) becomes

Jλ(εt)(t) = ⟨fλ(εt)⟩ε
t =

∑
y∈K

fλ(εt)(x) ρε
t (x), J s

λ = ⟨fλ⟩s
λ =

∑
y∈K

fλ(x) ρs
λ(x) (17)

with time-accumulated excess (3),

Hexc
ε [f ] =

∫ τ/ε

0
dt
∑
x∈K

fλ(εt)(x)
(
ρε

t (x) − ρs
λ(εt)(x)

)
(18)

where λ(εt) varies over the curve Γ, taking a macroscopic time τ . To compute Hexc
ε [f ] in the

limit ε ↓ 0, assuming everything is smooth, we use1 the result, [9, 26],

lim
ε↓0

∫ τ/ε

0
(ρε

t − ρs
λ(εt)) dt =

∫
Γ

dλ · 1
L†

λ

∇λρs
λ (19)

Therefore,

lim
ε↓0

∫ τ/ε

0

∑
x∈K

fλ(εt)(x) (ρε
t (x) − ρs

λ(εt)(x)) dt =
∫

Γ
dλ ·

∑
x∈K

(fλ(x) − ⟨fλ⟩s
λ) 1

L†
λ

∇λρs
λ(x) (20)

1 The inverse 1/L†
λ is defined on vectors g having zero sum,

∑
x∈K

g(x) = 0 (like g = ∇λρs
λ), and 1

L
†
λ

g = Vλ is

the unique solution of the (forward) Poisson equation,

L†
λV (x) = g(x),

∑
x∈K

V(x) = 0
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where we can insert the stationary average ⟨fλ⟩s
λ since ∑x∈K

1
L†

λ

∇λρs
λ(x) = 0. The last integral

is over the components λµ of the vector λ, which represent the moving parameters of our choice,

possibly including the temperature. Using (7), the limit (20) can be written as, [9, 26],∑
x∈K

(fλ(x) − ⟨fλ⟩s
λ)
( 1
L†

λ

∇λρs
λ

)
(x) =

∑
x∈K

1
Lλ

(fλ − ⟨fλ⟩s
λ)(x) ∇λρs

λ(x) (21)

− 1
Lλ

(fλ − ⟨fλ⟩s
λ)(x) = Vλ(x) =

∫ ∞

0
dt etLλ [fλ(x) − ⟨fλ⟩s

λ] (22)

which also defines 1/Lλ. Here, Vλ is called the quasipotential representing the unique solution

to the Poisson equation2 on K sourced by fλ:

LλVλ(x) + fλ(x) − ⟨fλ⟩s
λ = 0, ⟨Vλ⟩s

λ = 0 (23)

Via (20)–(23), the excess (3) then becomes

Hexc = lim
ε↓0

Hexc
ε =

∫
Γ

dλ · ⟨∇λVλ⟩s
λ = −

∫
Γ

dλ · ⟨Vλ ∇λ log ρs
λ⟩s

λ , (24)

Comparing (24) to (3), we recognize the response coefficient

R(λ) = ⟨∇λVλ⟩s
λ = − ⟨Vλ ∇λ log ρs

λ⟩s
λ (25)

where the equality holds since ⟨Vλ⟩s
λ = 0. We emphasize that Vλ obviously depends on the

choice of hλ in (10), but that dependence on the physical flux under consideration is ignored in

the notation.

Alternatively, for a given edge (x, y) and transition rate kλ(x, y) as in (15), we get the excess

(time-integrated) current by taking the difference

J exc
ε (x, y) =

∫ τ/ε

0
dt
[
kλ(εt)(x, y)

(
ρε

t (x) − ρs
λ(εt)(x)

)
− kλ(εt)(y, x)

(
ρε

t (y) − ρs
λ(εt)(y)

)]
(26)

As we integrate over time, what we call “excess current” is really the excess in the net number

of jumps across the edge x → y. In the quasistatic limit where ε ↓ 0 over a path Γ, we obtain

using (19)

J exc(x, y) = lim
ε↓0

J exc
ε (x, y) =

∫
Γ

dλ · kλ(x, y) 1
L†

λ

∇λρs
λ(x) −

∫
Γ

dλ · kλ(y, x) 1
L†

λ

∇λρs
λ(y)

=
∫

Γ
dλ · [kλ(x, y) Vλ(x) − kλ(y, x) Vλ(y)] (27)

where Vλ is the (vector) solution of the forward Poisson equation,

L†
λV(x) =

∑
y∈K

k(y, x)V(y) − k(x, y)V(x) = ∇λρs
λ(x) (28)

2 The name “Poisson” of the equation comes from viewing Lλ as the (graph) Laplacian; see also [28, 29]. The

terminology “quasipotential” is less standard, and refers here to the solution of such a Poisson equation, in

perfect harmony with its origin from quasistatic transformations.
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subject to the condition ∑x∈K V(x) = 0.

Such an excess (geometric) current (27) has been calculated in [17] for a double–channel two-

state system; we give another illustration in Example 3.

Formula (24) is our general point of departure. To connect this excess with the Berry phase,

[11–17], we consider for Γ a closed path in parameter space that traces out the boundary ∂S of a

surface S with a positive orientation (counterclockwise) as depicted in Fig. 1b. The expression

Hexc in (24) then becomes the “Berry phase” and the response function gets interpreted as the

“Berry potential” R(λ),

Hexc =
∮

Γ
dλ · R(λ) =

∮
Γ

ω, R(λ) = δHexc

dλ
= −

∑
x∈K

Vλ(x) ∇λρs
λ(x) (29)

with one form ω = Rµ dλµ where the sum over µ is implied. Here Rµ represents the µth

component of the vector R(λ) and is given by

Rµ = −
∑
x∈K

Vλ(x) ∂µρs
λ(x) =

∑
x∈K

∂µVλ(x) ρs
λ(x) = ⟨∂µVλ⟩s

λ , ∂µ = ∂

∂λµ
(30)

Note that Vλ solves the Poisson equation (23) sourced by fλ. Therefore, we can also write the

response vector (or Berry potential) as

R(λ) = −
∑
x∈K

Vλ(x) L†
λVλ(x) = −

∑
x∈K

fλ(x) Vλ(x) (31)

where Vλ with ∑x Vλ(x) = 0 solves (28).

We end this section with physically interesting examples of excesses and corresponding responses

(Berry potentials). The corresponding Berry curvature is discussed in the following sections.

Example 1: Thermal response

Taking the heat flux (11), we obtain the excess heat Hexc
ε = Qexc

ε and quasipotential V P
λ ,

Qexc
ε =

∫ τ/ε

0
dt
∑
x∈K

Pλ(εt)(x)
(
ρε

t (x) − ρs
λ(εt)

)
Qexc = lim

ε↓0
Qexc

ε =
∫

Γ
dλ ·

〈
∇λV P

λ

〉s

λ
= −

∫
Γ

dλ ·
〈
V P

λ ∇λ log ρs
λ

〉s

λ
(32)

V P
λ (x) =

∫ ∞

0
dt etLλ [Pλ(x) − ⟨Pλ⟩s

λ] (33)

where we add a superscript P on Vλ to distinguish the different quasipotentials in the examples.

When the only parameter that is varied is the temperature, T → T + dT , we get that the

thermal response function RP
β (λ) is directly related to the (nonequilibrium) heat capacity Cneq

λ
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which is the excess heat produced per dT , [6, 9, 30]:

RP
β (λ) = δQexc

dβ
, Cneq

λ = −δQexc

dT
= β2 δQexc

dβ
= β2

〈
∂V P

λ

∂β

〉s

λ

(34)

We extend this example to the case of two thermal baths by taking parameters λ = (β1, β2, ζ),

specified as follows. We consider the simple setup of a three-level system with states x, y, z and

energy gaps δ1, δ2 in Fig. 2. The “molecule” is in contact with two thermal baths at inverse

temperatures β1 and β2, representing a toy model of a (molecular) conductor. Finally, there

are transitions between x and y with constant switching rate α.

y

x

z

α

δ2

δ1

β2 β1

FIG. 2: Heat conducting three-level system with energy gaps δ1, δ2. The transitions between (z, y) and

between (x, z) are thermal from left and right heat baths at inverse temperatures β1, β2. The externally

applied switch x ↔ y has constant rate α.

The transition rates in Fig. 2 are

kλ(z, y) = kλ(z, x) = 1, kλ(x, z) = e−β1δ1

kλ(y, z) = e−β2δ2 , kλ(x, y) = kλ(y, x) = α (35)

Solving the stationary Master equation, the stationary distribution ρs
λ is found,

ρs
λ(x) = eβ1δ1

Z

(
2αeβ2δ2 + 1

)
, ρs

λ(y) = eβ2δ2

Z

(
2αeβ1δ1 + 1

)
ρs

λ(z) = 1
Z

(
α(eβ1δ1 + eβ2δ2) + 1

)
,

where Z = (α + 1)eβ1δ1 + eβ2δ2
(
4αeβ1δ1 + α + 1

)
+ 1. When β1 = β2 = β and α = 0, we get

the usual equilibrium distribution with Z = eβδ1 + eβδ2 + 1. The expected heat fluxes for every

state into the two baths are obtained by (11),

P1(x) = −δ1e−β1δ1 , P1(y) = 0, P1(z) = δ1

P2(x) = 0, P2(y) = −δ2e−β2δ2 , P2(z) = δ2.

There is a matrix of heat capacities with elements

Cβi βj
= β 2

j

〈
∂V Pi

λ

∂βj

〉s

λ

, (36)
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where Pi refers to the heat flux released to the i-th bath. The diagonal elements of C correspond

to the heat released to a bath when its own temperature changes, while for i ̸= j, the heat

released to bath i as a result of changing the temperature of bath j is of interest.

V1
λ(z)

V1
λ(y)

V1
λ(x)

0 2 4 6 8

-1.0

-0.5

0.0

0.5

1.0

β1

Q
ua
si
po
te
nt
ia
l

(a) β2 = 1.5.

V2
λ(z)

V2
λ(y)

V2
λ(x)

0 2 4 6 8

-1

0

1

2

β2

Q
ua
si
po
te
nt
ia
l

(b) β1 = 1.

FIG. 3: The quasipotentials V Pi

λ (used in (36)) of the heat flux as a function of the inverse temperatures

with δ1 = 1, δ2 = 2. The solid lines have α = 1 and the dashed lines correspond to α = 0, keeping the same

colors. We work here, and in the rest of the manuscript, with dimensionless units.

The elements of that heat capacity matrix are obtained as

Cβ1 β1 = 1
Z3 β2

1δ2
1eβ1δ1

(
2αeβ2δ2 + 1

)
×
[
e2β2δ2

(
α2
(
4eβ1δ1 + 2

)
+ α + 1

)
+ eβ2δ2

(
(3α + 1)eβ1δ1 + 2(α + 1)

)
+ eβ1δ1 + 1

]
,

Cβ1 β2 = 1
Z3 eβ2δ2β2

2δ1δ2
(
2αeβ1δ1 + 1

)
×
[
(α − 1)eβ1δ1

(
eβ1δ1 + 1

)
+ eβ2δ2

(
eβ1δ1

[
α2
(
4eβ1δ1 + 2

)
+ 3α − 1

]
+ α

) ]
,

By symmetry, exchanging β1 ↔ β2 and δ1 ↔ δ2, yields the other components Cβ2 β2 and

Cβ2 β1 . From Fig. 3, we observe that the quasipotentials from which these thermal responses

are derived using (36) remain bounded at low temperatures. We show in Section IV that this

property is an essential condition for the vanishing of the Berry potential and curvature at zero

temperature. And indeed, all heat capacities (36) vanish (exponentially fast) for β1, β2 ↑ ∞, as

a nonequilibrium example of the Nernst postulate, [9].

One can also look at the dependence of the excess heat absorbed from one specific heat bath
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on changing the switching rate α, and compute RPi
α ,

RP1
α =

〈
∂V P1

λ

∂α

〉s

λ

= − 1
Z3 δ1(eβ1δ1 − eβ2δ2)

[
− 2(α − 1)eβ1δ1+2β2δ2 − αe2β2δ2

+ 2(α + 1)e2β1δ1+β2δ2 + (α + 3)eβ1δ1+β2δ2 + eβ1δ1 + e2β1δ1

]

RP2
α =

〈
∂V P2

λ

∂α

〉s

λ

= − 1
Z3 δ2(eβ2δ2 − eβ1δ1)

[
− e2β1δ1(2(α − 1)eβ2δ2 + α)

+ eβ1δ1+β2δ2(2(α + 1)eβ2δ2 + α + 3) + eβ2δ2 + e2β2δ2

]
Fig. 4 shows these responses as function of β2 for α = 1, β1 = 0.5 and β1 = 3.

R1
α , β1=0.5

R1
α , β1=3

R2
α , β1=0.5

R2
α , β1=3

0 1 2 3 4 5
-0.025

-0.020

-0.015

-0.010

-0.005

0.000

0.005

β2

FIG. 4: The response RPi
α of the excess heat to each of the heat baths upon changing the switching rate α

in Fig. 2 around α = 1. We see the dependence on the bath temperatures for δ1 = 1, δ2 = 2.

A further analysis of this example is presented in Section IV.

Example 2: Excess reactivity

For jump processes, dynamical activity refers to time-symmetric traffic over one or more edges.

Here, following the parameterization (4), we take the excess reactivity (13) with corresponding

current

Jλ(εt)(t) =
∑
x∈K

Aλ(εt)(x) ρε
t (x)

which measures a weighted expected rate of jumps per unit time under the distribution ρε
t . Its

excess

Hexc
ε = Aexc

ε =
∑
x∈K

∫ τ/ε

0
dt Aλ(εt)(x)

(
ρε

t (x) − ρs
λ(εt)

)
has the limit

Aexc = lim
ε↓0

Aexc
ε =

∫
Γ

dλ ·
〈
∇λV A

λ

〉s

λ
= −

∫
Γ

dλ ·
〈
V A

λ ∇λ log ρs
λ

〉s

λ
(37)

V A
λ (x) =

∫ ∞

0
dt etLλ [Aλ(x) − ⟨Aλ⟩s

λ] (38)
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To give a specific example, we calculate the quasipotential V A
λ of the excess reactivity for a

Markov jumper on the graph in Fig. 5.

Eζ(x) = 4

Eζ(y) = 3Eζ(z) = 2
Eζ(u) = U

Eζ(w) = 5

E

FIG. 5: Graph (with state space K = {x, y, z, u, w}) consisting of a triangle connected to a line.

The transition rates are

kλ(n, n′) = υ

1 + e−β(Eζ(n)−Eζ(n′)+sλ(n,n′)) , n, n′ ∈ {w, u, x, y, z}

sλ(x, z) = sλ(z, y) = sλ(y, x) = E sλ(u, w) = sλ(y, u) = 0

Remember from (4) that the reactivities can be computed as

aλ(x, y) =
√

kλ(x, y) kλ(y, x)

In what follows, we set the frequency υ = 1 as a time reference for all jumps. The energy levels

Eζ(n) are indicated in Fig. 5, and we keep Eζ(u) = U as a free parameter. We use arbitrary

units, which involve the temperature scale but are of no relevance here.

Taking control parameters λ = (β, U, E), we solve the Poisson equation (23) for the source (13)

to obtain quasipotentials for the excess dynamical activity (38). For example,

Aλ(x) =
√

k(x, y) · k(y, x) +
√

kλ(x, z) · kλ(z, x) = eβ(ε/2+1)(
eβε + e2β

) + 1
2sech

(1
2β(ε + 1)

)
.

The corresponding quasipotentials are obtained from LλV A
λ = ⟨Aλ⟩s

λ − Aλ, and they are shown

in Fig. 6.

Note that at vanishing temperature, the quasipotential V A
λ remains bounded for U = 5, while

V A
λ (w) and V A

λ (u) diverge for U = 8. The reason has to do with the increasingly long relaxation

time for large U : the dominant low-temperature state for E ≤ 1 and U > 2 is z and is difficult

to reach from w. We discuss the more general scenario in Section IV.
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(a) U = 5.
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(b) U = 8.

FIG. 6: Quasipotential V A
λ for all states {x, y, z, u, w} as a function of inverse temperature for the model

in Fig. 5 with E = 1 for (a) U = 5 and (b) U = 8. Increasing the energy U causes localization at the outer

edge of the graph, which leads to the low-temperature divergence of V A
λ (u) and V A

λ (w). The differences

between V A
λ (x), V A

λ (y) and V A
λ (z) are invisible on that scale.

β=1

β=2

0 2 4 6 8
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-1.5

-1.0
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0.0
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A

(a) E=0.5

β=1

β=2

0 1 2 3 4 5

-1.0
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0.0
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ℰ

Rℰ
A

(b) U = 8

FIG. 7: Response coefficients RA
U and RA

E for the jump process given in Fig. 5, by varying U and E for

different temperatures. Note how the low-temperature response, β = 1, jumps up from zero at the U ≃ 2

value where the structure of dominant states changes.

When U < 2, smaller than the energy of the other states, and E < 1, the dominant state

becomes u, which influences the system’s response as evident in Fig 7(a) showing the response

RA
U of the reactivity to changes in U .

Fig 7(b) shows that the driving E does not significantly affect the excess reactivity for large

driving, since the corresponding response RA
E becomes small.

Example 3: Excess current

To illustrate how to calculate the excess current (27), consider the jump process on the graph

in Fig. 8, consisting of two triangles connected by bridges with transition rate α. On the left

triangle, there is a counter-clockwise driving E > 0.



14

1 2

3 4

5 6

E
α

α

FIG. 8: Graph of Example 3 with left and right triangles.

The transition rates over the “bridges” are

kλ(3, 4) = kλ(4, 3) = kλ(2, 5) = kλ(5, 2) = α > 0

while for the edges making the two triangles, we put

kλ(x, y) = a eβ/2(E(x)−E(y)+w(x,y)), (39)

where

Eζ(1) = 1, Eζ(2) = 2, Eζ(3) = 3, Eζ(4) = 3, Eζ(5) = 2, Eζ(6) = 1 (40)

w(3, 1) = w(1, 2) = w(2, 3) = E = −w(1, 3) = −w(2, 1) = −w(3, 2) > 0 (41)

and fixing a gives a reference frequency to the time-scale of the currents in the loops. Even

though there is no driving in the right triangle, there is a nonzero stationary (i.e., steady)

current jλ(4, 6) = ρs
λ(4)kλ(4, 6) − ρs

λ(6)kλ(6, 4) there as well, [31]; see Fig. 9(a). Following the

same arguments as before, when the driving E is slowly changed from 0 → 1 in the left triangle,

the excess (or geometric) current in the right triangle equals

J exc(4, 6) =
∫ 1

0
dE

[
kλ(4, 6) Vλ(4) − kλ(6, 4) Vλ(6)

]
(42)

with the quasipotentials Vλ from the forward Poisson equation (28). The result is plotted in

Fig. 9.
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FIG. 9: (a) Steady currents jλ (in units of a) in the left and right triangles in Fig. 8 for β = 1 and

E = 0.5. (b) Excess current J exc (also in units of a) in the right triangle as a function of α for β = 1 and

β = 1.5, where E varies from 0 to 1.
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III. Berry curvature

For a cyclic transformation, the curve Γ = ∂S traces the boundary of a (two-dimensional)

surface S in the positive (counter-clockwise) orientation such that we can rewrite the excess

(29) using Stokes’ theorem, [32],

Hexc =
∮

∂S
dλ · R(λ) =

∮
∂S

ω =
∫

S
dω =

∫
S

1
2Ωµν dλµ ∧ dλν (43)

Ωµν = ∂µRν − ∂νRµ

where dλµ ∧ dλν represents the area element on the surface S with wedge product ∧ and

we have applied the exterior derivative “d” to obtain an antisymmetric second-rank tensor Ω

(Ωµν = −Ωνµ), called Berry curvature. The Berry potential (called Berry connection in the

context of differential geometry) is the response R(λ), and it acts as a vector potential with Ω

as the corresponding magnetic field (or field strength tensor). That analogy is used in Section

III C for an Aharonov-Bohm-type effect.

Using the components (30), the Berry curvature gets expressed as

Ωµν = −
∑
x∈K

[∂µ (Vλ(x) ∂νρs
λ(x)) − ∂ν (Vλ(x) ∂µρs

λ(x))]

= −
∑
x∈K

[∂µVλ(x)∂νρs
λ(x) − ∂νVλ(x)∂µρs

λ(x)]

= ∂µ ⟨∂νVλ⟩s
λ − ∂ν ⟨∂µVλ⟩s

λ (44)

Continuation of Example 1: Berry curvature of the excess heat

For µ, ν ∈ {β1, β2, α}, the Berry curvature is

ΩPi
µν = ∂µRPi

ν − ∂µRPi
ν .

Considering the excess heat to the bath i = 1,

ΩP1
β1β2

= − 1
Z3

[
2(α − 1)αδ2

1δ2eβ1δ1+β2δ2
(
eβ2δ2

(
2(α + 1)eβ1δ1 + 1

)
+ eβ1δ1

)]
(45)

ΩP1
β1α = − 1

Z3

[
δ2

1eβ1δ1
(
e2β2δ2

(
−α + 4eβ1δ1 + 1

)
+ (α + 3)eβ1δ1+β2δ2 + eβ1δ1

)]
ΩP1

β2α = − 1
Z3

[
δ1δ2eβ2δ2

(
(α + 3)

(
−eβ1δ1+β2δ2

)
+ e2β1δ1

(
α − 4eβ2δ2 − 1

)
− eβ2δ2

)]
.

Continuation of Example 2: Berry curvature of excess reactivity

We consider the Berry curvature

ΩA
EU = ∂ERA

U − ∂U RA
E
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whose behavior is shown in Fig. 10 as a function of β and driving E .
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(b)

FIG. 10: Berry curvature ΩA
EU for the excess reactivity in the dynamics of Fig. 5 for U = 5. (a) as a

function of the inverse temperature for E = 0 (equilibrium) and E = 1. Observe that the Berry curvature

vanishes at low temperatures. (b) as a function of E for β = 1 and β = 3.

A. As violation of the Maxwell relations

From (44) the Berry curvature is an antisymmetrization of a second-order response, and there-

fore, it measures the rotational part of the response. To be specific, we take the context of

elasticity. For (16) with function hζ(x, y) = Eζ(x) − Eζ(y), we have fλ(x) = −LλEζ(x) and

the Poisson equation (23) has the simple solution Vλ = Eζ(x) − ⟨Eζ(x)⟩s
λ, which is the centered

energy. The Berry potential then becomes

RE
µ = ⟨∂µVλ⟩s

λ = ⟨∂µEζ⟩s
λ − ∂µ ⟨Eζ⟩s

λ = − ⟨Eζ ∂µ log ρs
λ⟩s

λ (46)

which is interpreted (up to a minus sign) as a mean force since it is the stationary expectation

of the gradient of a (mean-zero) energy Eζ(x) − ⟨Eζ(x)⟩s
λ. The corresponding stiffness matrix is

Kµν = ∂µRE
ν = ∂µ

〈
∂νV E

λ

〉s

λ
= ⟨∂µ∂νEζ⟩s

λ − ∂µ∂ν ⟨Eζ⟩s
λ + ⟨∂µ log ρs

λ ∂νEζ⟩s
λ

A sufficient condition for local stability is the positivity of K, and that depends only on its

symmetric part, [3, 33]. Its antisymmetric part is proportional to the Berry curvature (44),

ΩE
µν = ∂µ

〈
∂νV E

λ

〉s

λ
− ∂ν

〈
∂µV E

λ

〉s

λ
= Kµν − Kνµ (47)

Therefore, the Berry curvature measures the rotational part of the mean force. More generally,

for other choices of the flux fλ, the K measures the dependence of the response on another

parameter. In that sense, a nonzero Berry curvature signifies a breaking of the Maxwell ther-

modynamic relations, [1, 2]. Indeed, the latter follow under equilibrium conditions from the
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equality of mixed second derivatives, independent of their order, of thermodynamic potentials,

while Ω in (44) measures the failure for ∂µ and ∂ν to commute.

Expression (47) makes the Berry curvature an antisymmetrization of a response function. To

get more explicit expressions, we need to compute how (the in general unknown) ρs
λ changes

with respect to the parameters λ = (β, ζ):

Kµν = ∂µ ⟨∂νVλ⟩s
λ = ⟨∂µ∂νVλ⟩s

λ + ⟨∂µ log ρs
λ ∂νVλ⟩s

λ. (48)

Since the first term is symmetric, it is the last term that is of interest for the Berry curvature.

It can be computed in a variety of ways, also depending on how the λ enters the dynamics.

We continue with the choice (16) as in (46) where Vλ = Eζ(x) − ⟨Eζ(x)⟩s
λ. We assume that

the parameters ζ that are varied only enter the energy Eζ in the sense that, for (4), sλ(x, y) =

β[Eζ(x) − Eζ(y) + w(x, y)] for some antisymmetric w(x, y) = −w(y, x) and

kλ(x, y) = a(x, y) eβ [Eζ(x)−Eζ(y)+w(x,y)]/2. (49)

In other words, the parameters ζ do not directly interfere with the driving w(x, y), nor with the

reactivities a(x, y). We then start the usual treatment of linear response around nonequilibrium

[27, 34–38] by writing

⟨∂µ log ρs
λ ∂νVλ⟩s

λ = lim
ℓ↓0

1
ℓ

[ ∑
x∈K

∂νVλ(x) ρs
λ+ℓ(x) −

∑
x∈K

∂νVλ(x) ρs
λ(x)

]

= lim
ℓ↓0

lim
t↓0

1
ℓ

[ ∑
x∈K

etLλ∂νVλ(x) ρs
λ+ℓ(x) −

∑
x∈K

etLλ∂νVλ(x) ρs
λ(x)

]
(50)

where ℓ = dζµ changes ζ in the µ-parameter direction only. Moreover, we have inserted the

generator Lλ because the first term in (50) can be written as

∑
x∈K

etLλ∂νVλ(x) ρs
λ+ℓ(x) = ⟨∂νVλ(x(t))⟩∗ ,

where the ∗−process is a time-dependent perturbation of the steady nonequilibrium process

corresponding to the second term in (50) with rates (49) at fixed ζ. More precisely, the average

⟨·⟩∗ defined as

• starts far in the past (t = −∞), with x distributed by ρs
λ;

• for t < 0, the dynamics runs with parameter values ζ + ℓ till time t = 0;

• switches back to the dynamics with (49) at fixed ζ for t ≥ 0.
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A standard calculation, using techniques from [27, 34–38], then gives

⟨∂µ log ρs
λ ∂νVλ⟩s

λ = β

2

[
⟨∂µEζ ; ∂νVλ⟩s

λ −
∫ 0

−∞
dτ ⟨Lλ∂µEζ(τ) ; ∂νVλ(0)⟩s

λ

]
(51)

Here ⟨· ; ·⟩s
λ indicates the covariance in the stationary state.

From a pathspace analysis, the first term in the right-hand side represents the entropic contri-

bution, while the second term is frenetic, [38]. Hence, the Berry curvature decomposes as well

into

Ωµν = ⟨∂µ log ρs
λ ∂νVλ⟩s

λ − ⟨∂ν log ρs
λ ∂µVλ⟩s

λ = Ωent
µν + Ωfren

µν

Ωent
µν = β

2
[
⟨∂µEζ ; ∂νVλ⟩s

λ − ⟨∂νEζ ; ∂µVλ⟩s
λ

]
(52)

Ωfren
µν = −β

2

∫ 0

−∞
dτ

[
⟨Lλ∂µEζ(τ) ; ∂νVλ(0)⟩s

λ − ⟨Lλ∂νEζ(τ) ; ∂µVλ(0)⟩s
λ

]
and it is easily checked that the entropic part Ωent

µν = 0 vanishes for Vλ = Eζ(x) − ⟨Eζ(x)⟩s
λ. In

other words, it is the frenetic contribution that is responsible for the violation of the Maxwell

relations. In that same spirit, in the next subsection III B, we show that the vanishing of the

Berry curvature for excess entropy is equivalent to the Clausius heat theorem, [7, 39–44].

B. Equilibrium case

We recall from (12) the excess entropy change

Sexc
ε =

∫ τ/ε

0
dt
∑
x∈K

Σλ(εt)(x)
(
ρε

t (x) − ρs
λ(εt)(x)

)
Sexc = lim

ε↓0
Sexc

ε =
∫

Γ

〈
∇λV Σ

λ

〉s

λ
· dλ = −

∫
Γ

dλ ·
〈
V Σ

λ ∇λ log ρs
λ

〉s

λ
, (53)

where the quasipotential V Σ
λ solves

V Σ
λ (x) =

∫ ∞

0
dt etLλ [Σλ(x) − ⟨Σλ⟩s

λ] . (54)

Under (global) detailed balance, there exists an energy function Eζ with corresponding equi-

librium free energy Fλ and ρs
λ ∝ e−βEζ . The heat sent to the heat bath during the transition

x → y, and the associated quasipotential are given by

qλ(x, y) = kBTsλ(x, y) = Eζ(x) − Eζ(y), V Σ,eq
λ (x) = β

(
Eζ(x) − ⟨Eζ⟩eq

λ

)
such that the response (or Berry potential) (25) is equal to

〈
∇λV Σ,eq

λ

〉eq

λ
= −∇λ

(
β2∂βFλ

)
= −∇λ

(
Sλ/kB

)
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where Sλ is the equilibrium entropy. Therefore, the response coefficient RΣ(λ) =
〈
∇λV Σ,eq

λ

〉eq

λ

is a gradient, and the Berry curvatures vanish ΩΣ
µν = 0; hence both the entropic and the frenetic

part in (52) vanish separately. That result also follows by noting that the equilibrium stiffness

matrix,

Keq
µν = −∂µ∂ν

(
β2∂βFλ

)
= β⟨∂µνEζ⟩eq

λ − β2⟨∂µEζ ; ∂νEζ⟩eq
λ − β∂µν⟨Eζ⟩eq

λ + δλν , β δλµ, β Var(Eζ)eq
λ (55)

is symmetric, in agreement with the Maxwell relations3.

Of course, in equilibrium, there is no housekeeping heat (zero mean entropy flux rate), implying

Sexc, eq = Seq and we find

Seq = −
∮

∂S
dλ · ∇λ

(
Sλ

kB

)
= − 1

kB

∮
∂S

dSλ = 0 (56)

For the opposite direction, if all Berry curvatures are zero over the entire parameter space, the

integral of the Berry potential over any loop vanishes, as follows from (43). Hence, the Berry

potential

RΣ(λ) = ⟨∇λ [β (Eζ(x) − ⟨Eζ⟩s
λ)]⟩s

λ = β ⟨∇λ (Eζ(x) − ⟨Eζ⟩s
λ)⟩s

λ (57)

must be a gradient, RΣ(λ) = ∇λGλ. It means that

β (⟨dE⟩λ − d⟨E⟩λ) = dGλ

must be a total differential, which is the Clausius relation.

C. Aharonov-Bohm-type effect

One reason in general for the study of the Berry phase lies in its importance for topological

effects. The Aharonov-Bohm phenomenon is a standard application, [23, 24]: the wave func-

tion of an electrically charged particle and its Berry phase are affected by the electromagnetic

potentials (φ and A), despite being confined to a region where both electric E and magnetic

fields B are zero. The closest analogy we can make here is to give an example where the system

parameters are being slowly changed over a loop where the driving is zero, and the Berry

curvature vanishes, and yet, the Berry phase is nonzero. No spatial Aharonov-Bohm effect is

considered, in the sense that the states are energy levels.

3 That stiffness is different from the one in [3] due to the last term ∂µν⟨Eζ⟩eq
λ .
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We continue working with the excess entropy in (53) with quasipotential (54). We consider a

two-level system that switches between two energy profiles (indicated as + and − occupation

levels). The colloidal setup is represented in Fig. 11(a-b) with energy gap δ and an energy

barrier ∆ ≥ 0. The states are denoted by x = (i, σ) with i ∈ {0, 1}, σ = ±, and the transition

rates are

kλ((i, σ), (1 − i, σ)) = e−σ βδ
2 (1−2i)−β∆

kλ((i, σ), (i, −σ) = kλ((i, −σ), (i, σ)) = α g(α, δ), (58)

where αg(δ, α), α ≥ 0, is an effective switching rate that, when nonzero, brings the system out

of equilibrium. We take g(α, δ) = 1B(α, δ) with indicator function 1B. In other words, we make

a “hole” in parameter space by allowing switching (and hence nonequilibrium contributions)

only within the bounded region B, representing inhibition of a reaction outside B. The simplest

case corresponds to a circular hole with center (αc, δc) and radius 0 < r ≤ min(αc, δc),

g(α, δ) =


1 if (α − αc)2 + (δ − δc)2 ≤ r2

0 if (α − αc)2 + (δ − δc)2 > r2

That function can be made (more) continuous, but it does not change the main idea.

Energy

state
0 1

∆

(a) σ = −

α g(α, δ)

Energy

state
0 1

∆

(b) σ = +

Energy

1

0

δ

(c) Energy levels in σ = −

Energy

0

1

δ

(d) Energy levels in σ = +

FIG. 11: Two-level switch, the ground state is separated from the excited state with an energy gap δ ≥ 0,

and an energy barrier ∆. The switch rate is a function α g(α, δ) of two parameters.
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For control parameters λ, we take the energy gap δ ≥ 0 and the flipping rate α ≥ 0. The

stationary distribution is

ρs
λ(0, −) = ρs

λ(1, +) = αe
1
2 β(2∆+δ)g(α, δ) + 1

2Z
, ρs

λ(0, +) = ρs
λ(1, −) = αe

1
2 β(2∆+δ)g(α, δ) + eβδ

2Z
,

depending on the hole size and with normalization Z = 2αe
1
2 β(2∆+δ)g(α, δ) + eβδ + 1. When

(α, δ) ̸∈ B, that the stationary distribution is the equilibrium one (where α = 0). In other words,

the stationary process satisfies detailed balance for (α, δ) ̸∈ B, while it is out of equilibrium when

(α, δ) ∈ B.

Using (30), the Berry potentials for the excess entropy flux (53) become

RS
α = − βδ

Z 3 (α∂αg(α, δ) + g(α, δ)) e
1
2 β(2∆+δ)

(
e2βδ − 1

)
RS

δ = βδ

2Z 3 e
βδ
2
(
eβδ + 1

) [
αeβ∆

(
β
(
eβδ + 1

)
g(α, δ) − 2

(
eβδ − 1

)
∂δg(α, δ)

)
+ 2βe

βδ
2
]

,

leading to the Berry curvature

ΩS
αδ = −ΩS

δα = β

Z 3 (α∂αg(α, δ) + g(α, δ)) e
1
2 β(2∆+δ)

(
−2βδeβδ + e2βδ − 1

)
(59)

Note that ΩS
αδ = 0 for (α, δ) ̸∈ B but ΩS

αδ ̸= 0 for (α, δ) ∈ B such that the one form RS
µdλµ =

RS
αdα + RS

δ dδ does not equal an exact differential since the mixed derivatives do not agree:

∂αRS
δ − ∂δRS

α = ΩS
αδ ̸= 0 ∀α, δ ∈ M

Hence, the excess entropy flux rate does not need to vanish as it does in equilibrium around

every closed loop; see the previous Section III B. Indeed, consider a closed loop Γ in parameter

space enclosing B such that g(Γ) = 0 and ρs
λ

∣∣∣
Γ

= ρeq
λ . Then, even though the system is formally

satisfying detailed balance along Γ and the Berry curvature (equivalent of the magnetic field)

vanishes along this curve, ΩS
αδ

∣∣∣
Γ

= 0, we still have

Sexc =
∮

Γ

(
RS

αdα + RS
δ dδ

)
=
∮

Γ

(
0 dα + β2δeβδ

(1 + eβδ)2 dδ

)
̸= 0

That result can be considered as an analogue of the Aharonov–Bohm effect for the excess

entropy flux.

IV. Low-temperature behavior

One standard formulation of the Nernst postulate, also a version of the Third Law of Ther-

modynamics, states that the thermodynamic entropy of an equilibrium system approaches a

finite value as the temperature approaches absolute zero. It implies that the equilibrium heat
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capacity must go to zero. To understand an extension of that statement to open driven systems

has been the subject of previous papers [9, 26]. The present section generalizes the Nernst

postulate even further, where again we consider nonequilibrium systems in contact with a heat

bath at temperature T , but now for all types of excess as considered above, and isothermal

quasistatic transformations. We show below that all the (excess) responses Rµ and the Berry

curvatures vanish for isothermal transformations at vanishing absolute temperature. Context

and conditions are needed, similar to the equilibrium case, which we list below:

1. We restrict ourselves to Markov jump processes. That discretization is in line with the

necessary quantum (and quantization) aspects that show up for physical systems at very

low temperatures. Shortly, it will become clear how, for instance, tunneling effects con-

tribute positively as well.

Moreover, the transition rates of the Markov jump process need to remain bounded as

the temperature reaches absolute zero, in accord with what is obtained from a Golden

Rule approximation.

2. Secondly, there is an equilibrium-like condition, that the low-temperature behavior in

an open neighborhood of parameters is determined equally by dominant states x∗ of the

system. More specifically, we suppose that for the considered parameter value, there is a

set B of states (called dominant) and an open neighborhood D∗ around that value4, so

that

lim
β↑∞

ρs
λ=(β,ζ)(x∗) = 1

N
for any x∗ ∈ B, ζ ∈ D∗ (60)

with N = |B| the number of dominant states. In other words, we assume an open

neighborhood of parameters around the ones we are considering, where the stationary

distribution starts to concentrate equally on the same set of dominant states x∗.

Note that when there is more than one dominant state N ≥ 2, it is perfectly possible

to have a residual or nonzero current at vanishing temperature. Recall here that we

consider only finite systems and ignore thermodynamic limits and the possible occurrence

of thermal phase transitions.

3. So far, these conditions do not deviate much from the typical equilibrium statistical

mechanical setup for the Third Law (except that we do not consider limits of spatial

4 Importantly, D∗ does not need to be narrow. For example, in the case of Fig. 5, one finds that for any values of

U > 4 and 0 ≤ E ≤ 1.5, the stationary probability at low temperature satisfies ρs(z) ≈ 1. This indicates that

within this entire parameter range, the system remains in the same dominant state x∗ = z as the temperature

approaches zero.
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extension). For the third condition, we introduce the mean first-passage time τλ(x, y) to

reach y ∈ K when started from x ∈ K. It is the solution of
∑
y∈K

kλ(x, y)[τλ(y, z) − τλ(x, z)] + 1 = 0, x ̸= z, τλ(z, z) = 0 (61)

Our third condition and specific to the considered nonequilibrium setup is the requirement

that the differences in mean first-passage times must remain finite as T ↓ 0, in the sense

that

|τλ(y, z) − τλ(x, z)| ≤ cζ independent of β (62)

whenever kλ(x, y) ̸= 0. In other words, there is no exploding difference in the times to

reach a given state z when taking two different initial states x and y. Avoiding low-

temperature localization is indeed the key to having saturation of all excess quantities.

Heuristically, it means that the local dynamical activity should remain larger than the

steady current, uniformly in T ↓ 0, and tunneling5 obviously helps. That requirement

has been explained in [9, 26] for thermal response by demanding that the ratio between

relaxation time and dissipation time needs to remain bounded at vanishing temperature.

Given the above conditions, the extended Third Law follows from the following reasoning.

We have seen in (30) that the response Rµ = −
∑

x∈K Vλ(x) ∂µρs
λ(x) is given in terms of the

quasipotential Vλ. Informally, under our assumptions above for isothermal quasistatic transfor-

mations, that response equals Rµ ≃
∑

x∗∈B vζ(x∗) limβ↑∞ ∂µρs
λ(x∗) as the temperature reaches

absolute zero. Because we assume (60), the response Rµ vanishes whenever the quasipotential

Vλ remains bounded as the temperature lowers. Indeed, if for all x, Vλ(x) saturates to a finite

value vζ(x) as T ↓ 0, then Rµ → 0 must vanish since from (60), ρs
λ(x∗) becomes independent of

the parameters we vary in ∂µ. This result is our extended Third Law.

To justify the boundedness of Vλ at low temperatures, the condition (62) enters. Indeed, its

main input is the following general identity for quasipotentials, following [29],

Vλ(x) − Vλ(y) =
∑
z∈K

ρs
λ(z) fλ(z)(τλ(y, z) − τλ(x, z)) (63)

with mean first-passage time τλ(x, y) from (61). We conclude that the quasipotential remains

finite (and hence the response vanishes at zero temperature) under (62), when the differences in

mean first-passage times |τλ(y, z) − τλ(x, z)| remain finite. We assume here that the source fλ

remains finite, e.g., from the boundedness of low-temperature transition rates (first condition).

5 modeled as extra nonzero transitions that survive the zero-temperature limit.
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Starting from (24), a more formal argument proceeds via

lim
β↑∞

Hexc = lim
β↑∞

∫
Γ

dλ ·
〈
∇λVλ

〉s
λ

=
∑
x∈K

lim
β↑∞

∫
Γ

dλ · ρs
λ(x) ∇λVλ(x)

= 1
N

∑
x∗∈B

∫
Γ

dλ · ∇λvζ(x∗) = 1
N

∑
x∗∈B

∫
Γ

dvζ(x∗)

= 1
N

∑
x∗∈B

[vζf(x∗) − vζi(x∗)] (64)

where ζi and ζf denote the initial and final points along the isothermal path Γ inside D∗.

Thus, for a closed path where ζi = ζf with temperature reaching absolute zero, it follows

that the Berry phase vanishes. But even for an arbitrary path, limβ↑∞ Hexc = 0 because

0 = ⟨Vλ⟩s
λ →

∑
x∗ vζ(x∗) when indeed the Vλ → vζ remain uniformly bounded with β ↑ ∞.

For the molecular conductor of Example 1, it is seen in Fig. 3 that the quasipotentials are

bounded at zero temperatures, and indeed the response coefficients and the Berry curvatures

vanish at zero temperatures; see (45) and Fig. 12.
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FIG. 12: Response coefficients RP1 and Berry curvatures ΩP1 for the molecular conductor in Fig. 2 with

δ1 = 1, δ2 = 2, β2 = 1.5β1 and α = 1.

Example 2, corresponding to the graph in Fig. 5, illustrates that the boundedness of the quasipo-

tentials is a sufficient but not necessary condition. Indeed, as shown in Fig. 6(b), the quasipo-

tentials at zero temperature are not bounded for U = 8, but the response coefficients still

vanish at low temperatures; see Fig. 13. The reason is that here the vanishing of the stationary

probabilities ρs
λ(u), ρs

λ(w) is faster than the divergence of V A
λ (u), V A

λ (w). Since the response

coefficients vanish at zero temperature, the Berry curvature also becomes zero, as in Fig. 10.

Lastly, in the AB-type effect, one readily checks that the Berry curvature (59) vanishes for

β ↑ ∞.
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FIG. 13: Response coefficients RA of Example 2 for two different values of U and E , where a = 1.

It can also happen that the set B of dominant states changes when ζ varies. For example, we

see in Fig. 7(a) that for large β (β = 5 there) the response jumps up (from being zero) at the

parameter value U ≃ 2 where there is a change in dominant states. In that way, low-temperature

response detects changes in the near-zero-temperature behavior of the system.

V. Summary

Excesses for quasistatic perturbations to steady nonequilibria are geometric and give rise to the

analogues of Berry phase, Berry potential, and Berry curvature, quantifying the response. We

have given various illustrations and have discussed the relation between the Berry curvature,

(thermodynamic) Maxwell relations, and the (first part of the) Clausius heat theorem. We also

found a simple analogue of an Aharonov-Bohm-type effect.

Finally, we have given sufficient conditions for the Berry potentials (response coefficients) and

Berry curvature to vanish at absolute zero temperature, which is an extension of the Third

Law. Counterexamples reveal zero-temperature transitions.
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