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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 [I}, 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 [I0] 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, [ITHI7]. This identification with
Berry’s formulation extends and unifies previous work on geometric phases in stochastic and
dissipative systems, [I8-22]. In particular, we show how the Berry curvature, as used here,
measures the violation of (standard equilibrium thermodynamic) Maxwell relations [1H3], 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 C R™. For
a vector A = (A, ..., \") € M, the entries A" represent physical quantities such as environment
temperature and/or pressure, internal agitation or flipping rates, etc. We take the convention
to write A = (3,¢) with ¢ = (¢!,...,¢"!) to distinguish the inverse temperature of the bath
B = (kgT)~! from other parameters ¢ 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 A are
varied smoothly over a path I' in parameter space, called the protocol, say from some initial
to a final value, \; — A;. 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
A& (t) = A(et) for t € [0,e'7] and macroscopic time 7, as depicted in Fig, The parameter
¢ is the rate of change along the protocol, and taking the limit € | 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.



(a) Open path (b) Closed loop
FIG. 1: Protocol I' = (A(et),0 < t < 7/e) in parameter space M. The closed loop I' = 9.7 traces the

boundary of a surface .%.

A. Quasistatic excess

The system observables of interest can be mathematically represented as (parameter-dependent)
fluxes fi(w;T') = fi(er)(w) on the system trajectories w = (X¢,0 <t < 7/¢) in a time window of
size proportional to e~'. The state X; denotes the mesoscopic condition of the nonequilibrium
system at time t, for example, colloidal particle positions x; and velocities v¢, occupation of
energy levels F;, and spin configurations o;. At time zero, the system starts in a stationary
condition where the state X is sampled with probability density p3, , stationary for the dynamics
running with parameters \;.

During the transformation, quantities change value, or extra currents may emerge. Postponing
further specification to Section [[TB] for now, we consider quite abstractly the total expected
flux or current Jyy)(t) = [ fier)(w) dP(w), averaged over possible system trajectories w, and

look at their time-integrated value over the protocol

T/e
Hif) = [t e (1)

For nonequilibrium purposes, the limit € | 0 of (1)) often diverges, when at late times t ~ 7 /& 1 oo
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
A, and not in the asympototically reached stationary flux, at every moment we want to subtract
the instantaneous stationary current J)S\( ct)’ also known as the house-keeping part [4} [5 [8, 9, 25].
That leads to the notion of a ‘renormalized’ or excess current H*°. Under quasistatic changes

in parameters A along a path I' in parameter space, as depicted in Fig. we modify into

el = [t (e ® - ) @)



leading to

T/e
D) = tim H) =l [* d (e (8) = Bey) = [ ar- ROV, (3)

Here R(\) is the quasistatic response function, which is of central interest. We refer to [9, 26]
for mathematical details and for understanding R(\) as (nonequilibrium) heat capacity when

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

Remarks:

Note that the limit H**“(T") is “geometric,” only depending on the curve I' in parameter space
and not on how fast the parameters change in time, i.e. invariant under a reparametrization of
time t — 7(t) for a smooth function v with v/(¢) > 0. When we close the protocol having a loop
I in parameter space, then R(\) becomes the equivalent of the Berry potential from which the
Berry curvature 2 is derived; see Section [[Tl 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) = H) () whose parameters vary slowly, the
wave function picks up a phase ¢ after one period |¥(7)) = et |W(0)) = e'(Paynte8)|W(0))
which splits into a dynamical part ¢qyn = fOT dt’ (U(t')|Hyep) ¥ (t')) (housekeeping contribu-
tion) and the Berry phase ¢p = § dA (¥(A\)|[VA|¥(N)) (excess part).

Secondly, we note that the response functions R(A) and Berry phase H*¢ typically also depend
on other parameters that remain constant along the path I' (e.g. in an isothermal process).
Finally, under (global) detailed balance, the stationary currents J5 in typically vanish, and
the excess current H*¢ reduces to the ordinary time-integrated flux , and we recover the stan-
dard thermodynamic formalism. However, some excesses are real excesses also in equilibrium,

so not for all choices of f) do we have J} = 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 X; 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 z — ¥ is denoted by
kx(z,y) and it is zero iff no such jump is possible. The subscript A indicates the dependence of
the transition rates on the parameters A. The nonzero rates k) (z,y) can always be decomposed

as

(ﬂfvy)/Q’

k‘)\(l',y) = a)\(xvy) e (L)\(Cﬂ,y) = a,\(y,x), S)x(livy) = *Sk(yvl‘) (4)



with symmetric reactivities a) and antisymmetric sy. Under local detailed balance [10] 27], it

is possible to interpret

1 k)\(xvy)>
o(x,y) = =1o ( = kT s)(x,y 5
() = glog (202 (2.9) )
as the heat ¢)(z,y) = —q\(y,z) released to the bath during x — y. Then, s)(z,y) is the

entropy change (per kp) in the thermal bath from the transition x — y.

It is convenient to work with the backward generator L) of the process X;, defined on real-valued

functions g on K by

Lag(z) = Y ka(z,9)[g(y) — g(x)] (6)

yeK

and e g(x) = (g(X;)|Xo = z)x. The forward generator L; is the transpose of L), meaning

that

3 Lab(z) e(z) = 3 b(x) Lie(x) (7)

reK zeK

for all functions b, c. Observe that always > LT/\C( ) = 0 for every function c. The stationary

probability distribution is denoted by p3 and satisfies L /\p/\( x) = 0 for each x.

Imagine next that the transition rates are time-dependent via a quasistatic protocol A& (t) =
A(et). We denote by pf the solution to the time-dependent Master equation
ap%( ) _ LT (3 _ (3 k _ A€ k 8
ot L) = Lx(et)Pt (z) = Z rA A(et)(%@ pi () A(st)(%y)] (8)
yeK
with normalization Y, pf(x) = 1. We also define the averages (-); and (-)3,
9f=> 9@ pi(x),  {93= D 9(z) Ki(x). (9)
zeK reK
Thinking now about the temporal excesses as in 7, we are interested in single-time ob-
servables f) expressing an expected rate of change or flux, of the form
A@) =" ka(z,y) halz,y) (10)
yeK

with some cases of physical interest corresponding to

o Heat flux Py:

ha(z,y) = ga(z,y) = fa(x) = Pa(z) := D kalz,y) aa(z,p) (11)
yeK



e Entropy flux ¥y:

ha(z,y) = sa(z,y) = falz) = a(z) := Y kalz,y) sa(z,y) (12)
yeK

e Reactivity Ajy:

ha(z,y) = e 02 = fy(2) = A\(2) = ) ar(2,y) (13)
yeK
o Escape rate &y:
ha(z,y) =1 = fi(x) =Y kalz,y) (14)
yeK

o Transition rate ky:

h)\(xvy) = 6y,y’ g f)\(.’,U) = k/\(xvyl) (15)
for some fixed ¢y’ € K, relevant for excess currents.

¢ Rate of change of state function:
ha(z,y) = ha(z) — ha(y) = faz) = D ka(z,y) [h/\( ) — ﬁx(y)} = —Lyhx(z), (16)
yeK

where we used (). A particular case of interest is the energy function ha(z) = Ec(z).

For no matter what hy(z,y) in , the time-integrated current in becomes
Inen®) = hen)i = D hen(@) pile), X =(H)5 =D fHl@) K@) (17)
yeK yeK

with time-accumulated excess ,

T/e
exc S
HEUf = [t S fen(@) (@)~ (@) (18)
0 zeK
where A(et) varies over the curve I', taking a macroscopic time 7. To compute H*[f] in the

limit ¢ | 0, assuming everything is smooth, we useﬂ the result, [9] 26],

T/e
lim (Pt — P(er)) dt—/d)\ V)\p)\ (19)
el0 Jo )\
Therefore,
. 1 S
lglfol/ Z ey (@) (07 (@) = Pl e () At = /d)\ > (Sl )FVAPA($) (20)

zeK A

! The inverse 1/L; is defined on vectors g having zero sum, ZIGK g(z) = 0 (like g = Vp3), and ﬁg =V is
A
the unique solution of the (forward) Poisson equation,

LV () =g(z), Y V@)=

zeK



where we can insert the stationary average (fy)3} since Y cx L%V AP} (z) = 0. The last integral
is over the components A" of the vector A, which represent the moving parameters of our choice,

possibly including the temperature. Using , the limit can be written as, [9] 26],

> (@) = 3 (Vi) @) = 5 (A = (W@ Taske) ()
zeK A zekK A
U = (R = Va@) = [ de e (@) = ()3 (22)
A 0

which also defines 1/Ly. Here, V) is called the quasipotential representing the unique solution

to the Poisson equationﬂ on K sourced by fy:
LiVa(z) + fa(z) = (UL =0, (V)i =0 (23)
Via . the excess (3)) then becomes
H®¢ = hm HZ = / dX - (VAW / dX - (VA Valog p3)3 (24)
Comparing to , we recognize the response coefficient
R(A) = (VaWa)} = — (Vi Valog p})} (25)

where the equality holds since (V)5 = 0. We emphasize that V) obviously depends on the
choice of hy in , but that dependence on the physical flux under consideration is ignored in

the notation.

Alternatively, for a given edge (z,y) and transition rate ky(z,y) as in , we get the excess
(time-integrated) current by taking the difference

T/e
() = [ dt by (:) (6F0) — e &) — Bacen(0:2) (5 0) — )] (20)

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 ¢ | 0 over a path I', we obtain

using
To(ay) = lim T7(o,y) = [ Al y) TV )= [dh ke vm )

:/Fd)\- [ (, ) V)\('f) — ka(y, z) Va(y)] (27)

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

L) = 3 kly, 2)V(y) — k(z,y)V(x) = Vapi(z) (28)

yeK

2 The name “Poisson” of the equation comes from viewing Ly 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.



subject to the condition Y, x V(z) = 0.
Such an excess (geometric) current has been calculated in [I7] for a double—channel two-

state system; we give another illustration in Example [3

Formula is our general point of departure. To connect this excess with the Berry phase,
[11H17], we consider for I" a closed path in parameter space that traces out the boundary 9.7 of a
surface . with a positive orientation (counterclockwise) as depicted in Fig. The expression
H¢ in then becomes the “Berry phase” and the response function gets interpreted as the
“Berry potential” R(\),

HEC = ﬁ d\- R(\) = ﬁ w, R\ = 5Hexc = —x;( Va(x) Vapi(z) (29)

with one form w = R, d\* where the sum over p is implied. Here R, represents the uth

component of the vector R(\) and is given by
Z V/\ #p)\ Z a V)\ ) = <6NV)\>§\7 8/-" = W (30)
zeK zeK

Note that V) solves the Poisson equation sourced by f). Therefore, we can also write the

response vector (or Berry potential) as

=3 W@ L@ =- > Al (31)

zeK rzeK

where V), with 3>, V) (z) = 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 , we obtain the excess heat HZ*® = Q& and quasipotential V)\P,

T/e
Q¢ = /0 dt > Py (@) (pi(‘%) - pf\(at))

zeK
Qexc _ hm QeXC / d\- V)\V/\ / d\ - V)\ V)\ log p>\> (32)
V(e / dt e [P(2) = (Py)}] (33)

where we add a superscript P on V) 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 Rg()\) is directly related to the (nonequilibrium) heat capacity C',



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

» _5Qexc e __5Qexc_ 26Qexc_ ) ﬁ S
oy =222 oo Tt —/3<86 >A (31)

We extend this example to the case of two thermal baths by taking parameters A = (51, 52, (),

specified as follows. We consider the simple setup of a three-level system with states x, vy, z and
energy gaps 01,02 in Fig.[2] The “molecule” is in contact with two thermal baths at inverse

temperatures 1 and [, representing a toy model of a (molecular) conductor. Finally, there

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

B2
AN\
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1
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z

FIG. 2: Heat conducting three-level system with energy gaps d1,d. The transitions between (z,y) and
between (z, z) are thermal from left and right heat baths at inverse temperatures 1, 32. The externally

applied switch x <> y has constant rate a.

The transition rates in Fig. 2] are

kx(z,y) = kx(z,z) =1, kx(z,z) = e Ao

ka(y, z) = e 2%, Ex(z,y) = kx(y,z) = « (35)

Solving the stationary Master equation, the stationary distribution pf is found,

B161 B202
S _ € 6262 S — € ,8161
A(z) = — (2ae + 1) , A(y) = (2ae + 1)
1
s _ B101 B262
AR = 2 (aleh® %) +1)

where Z = (o + 1)ef191  ¢f202 (40[65161 +a+ 1) + 1. When 1 = B2 = 8 and a = 0, we get
the usual equilibrium distribution with Z = 8% + ¢#%2 4 1. The expected heat fluxes for every
state into the two baths are obtained by ,

Pl(ZE) = —516_6151, Pl(y) = 0, 731(2) = 51
732(33) = 0, Pz(y) = —526_6262, 732(2) = 52.

There is a matrix of heat capacities with elements

ovFi\®
Cap, = B} < @gj > , (36)
A
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where P; 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 ¢ # j, the heat

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

05f A B 1+ ¢ g

= : ]
& oof=== £ .
Z g O ammememmmmmmmeeeeee ey
= 5 L’
° sl — V@ ] R — V(@)
I — ) a7 — Py
i V) V72
0 2 4 6 8 0 2 4 6 8
Bi B2
(a) B2 = 1.5. (b) B1 = 1.

FIG. 3: The quasipotentials Vf * (used in (36)) of the heat flux as a function of the inverse temperatures
with 61 = 1,92 = 2. The solid lines have o = 1 and the dashed lines correspond to o = 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

1 5 5
Cﬁl B1 :?ﬂ%(ﬁeﬁl 1 <20[€62 2 + 1)

X -62ﬁ262 (a2 (46’8151 + 2) +a+ 1) + P20 ((3a +1)eP19 4 2(a + 1)) + P14 1],

1
Coy o =53¢ 05010 (2067 11

X —(a _ 1)6’8151 (65151 + 1) + 65252 (6,31(51 [042 (465151 + 2) +3a — 1} i Oé) ]’

By symmetry, exchanging 31 <+ (2 and 01 <+ d2, yields the other components Cpg, s, and
Cp, ;- From Fig. |3, we observe that the quasipotentials from which these thermal responses
are derived using remain bounded at low temperatures. We show in Section that this
property is an essential condition for the vanishing of the Berry potential and curvature at zero
temperature. And indeed, all heat capacities vanish (exponentially fast) for 51, 82 T oo, 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 o, and compute R%,

avyr\* 1
REl — < 32\1 > — _551 (65151 _ 65252) [ —2(a — 1)651514-25252 — qe2b202
A

b2+ 1)e2POHB0 | (o 4 )Pttt | it +€25151]

v, \*
RZYDQ _ < A > — ZB 62( B2 65151) |: _ 625151 (2(a _ 1)65252 + a)

+ 6,31514-5252 (2(a + 1)6,3252 +a+ 3) + 65252 + 62,3252]

Fig. [ shows these responses as function of 85 for a = 1,8, = 0.5 and 31 = 3.

0.005 1

0.000 B
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¥ P _ ]
_0015F R Za,ﬁl—o-s
[ - sza B Bl:?’
~0.020 .
S0.025EL e
0 1 2 3 4 5

B

FIG. 4: The response R of the excess heat to each of the heat baths upon changing the switching rate o
in Fig. 2| around o = 1. We see the dependence on the bath temperatures for 61 = 1,6, = 2.

A further analysis of this example is presented in Section [[V]

EXAMPLE 2: EXCESS REACTIVITY

For jump processes, dynamical activity refers to time-symmetric traffic over one or more edges.
Here, following the parameterization , we take the excess reactivity with corresponding
current

st) Z A)\ et )

zeK

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

excess

HO = A7 = ¥ / At Axen(@) (5(2) = rer))
rzeK
has the limit
Aexe _hmAexc _/d)\ V)\V)\ /d)\ V/\ Vi logp)\> (37)

Vi / dt ¢! [Ar(@) ~ (A3} (39)
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To give a specific example, we calculate the quasipotential V)\A of the excess reactivity for a

Markov jumper on the graph in Fig.

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

The transition rates are

v
T 1+ e BEM =B +sx(nn)

kx(n,n') n,n’ € {w,u,z,y,2}

sx(z,2) = sa(z,y) = saly,x) =& sa(u, w) = sx(y,u) =0

Remember from that the reactivities can be computed as

1

ax(z,y) = \/ka(z,y) ka(y, @)

In what follows, we set the frequency v = 1 as a time reference for all jumps. The energy levels
E¢(n) are indicated in Fig. |5, and we keep E¢(u) = U as a free parameter. We use arbitrary

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

Taking control parameters A = (5,U, £), we solve the Poisson equation for the source
to obtain quasipotentials for the excess dynamical activity . For example,

Ax(@) = \Jk(2,y) - k(y,2) +/ka(2,2) - ka(z,0) = oo+ Ssech

1
e Ty (38 n).

The corresponding quasipotentials are obtained from LAVX“ = (A))5 — A,, and they are shown
in Fig. [6]

Note that at vanishing temperature, the quasipotential VAA remains bounded for U = 5, while
V)\A(w) and V)\A(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 £ < 1 and U > 2 is z and is difficult

to reach from w. We discuss the more general scenario in Section [[V]
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FIG. 6: Quasipotential V/\A for all states {z,y, z, u,w} as a function of inverse temperature for the model

in Fig.[5] with £ =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 Vi (u) and V& (w). The differences

between Vi (z), VA (y) and V& (z) are invisible on that scale.

0.0

-0.51

Rf} “10f
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-5t
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0.5
A
R& 0.0

—05F

FIG. 7: Response coefficients R{} and RZ for the jump process given in Fig. by varying U and & for

different temperatures. Note how the low-temperature response, 8 = 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 £ < 1, the dominant state

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

Rﬁ of the reactivity to changes in U.

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

driving, since the corresponding response R? becomes small.

ExXAMPLE 3: EXCESS CURRENT

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

in Fig. [ consisting of two triangles connected by bridges with transition rate «. On the left

triangle, there is a counter-clockwise driving £ > 0.
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® 6

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

The transition rates over the “bridges” are
k)\(3,4) = k’)\(4,3) = k)\<2,5) = k‘)\(5,2) =a>0

while for the edges making the two triangles, we put

ka(z,y) = a€6/2(E(x)—E(y)+w(r,y))7 (39)

where
E:(1)=1,E:(2) =2,E:(3) =3, Ec(4) =3,E¢:(5) =2,E¢:(6) =1 (40)
w(3,1) =w(1,2) =w(2,3) =& = —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 jx(4,6) = p}(4)kr(4,6) — p3(6)kxr(6,4) there as well, [31]; see Fig.[9(a). Following the
same arguments as before, when the driving £ is slowly changed from 0 — 1 in the left triangle,

the excess (or geometric) current in the right triangle equals
1
T°(4,6) = /0 dE [kn(4,6) Va(4) — kx(6,4) V(6)] (42)

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

Fig. [9

0.0
0.06 F
0.05F -05
=
0.04F
g s
3 oosf NI
z g sl
S 0.02fF . h
a o j1,2)/a
: — j4.6)/a 201
0.00F
25
~0.01 Es =
0 2 4 6 3 10 o > P P s
@ a
(a) (b)

FIG. 9: (a) Steady currents j, (in units of a) in the left and right triangles in Fig.|8|for 8 = 1 and
€ =0.5. (b) Excess current J°*¢ (also in units of a) in the right triangle as a function of a for § =1 and

B = 1.5, where £ varies from 0 to 1.
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III. Berry curvature

For a cyclic transformation, the curve I' = 9.7 traces the boundary of a (two-dimensional)

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

using Stokes’ theorem, [32],

H® = ¢ dX-R(\) :}{

1
w= / dw = / = A A AN (43)
0.7 9.7 y 7 2

Qu =0, R, —0,R,

where d\* A d\” represents the area element on the surface . with wedge product A and
we have applied the exterior derivative “d” to obtain an antisymmetric second-rank tensor {2
(Qu = —y,), called Berry curvature. The Berry potential (called Berry connection in the
context of differential geometry) is the response R(\), and it acts as a vector potential with
as the corresponding magnetic field (or field strength tensor). That analogy is used in Section

[T C] for an Aharonov-Bohm-type effect.

Using the components , the Berry curvature gets expressed as

Y == D [0, (Va(@) Bups (@) — 0, (Va(2) 9upi(2))]

zeK
= - Z [8NV>\(x)8,,p§\(a:) - 8VV>\(37)8MP§\($)]
zeK
= Ou (V) — v (0 V) (44)

CONTINUATION OF EXAMPLE 1: BERRY CURVATURE OF THE EXCESS HEAT

For p,v € {p1, B2, a}, the Berry curvature is
P _ P; P;
Q. =0uR,) —OuR,".
Considering the excess heat to the bath ¢ =1,

1
P
Qﬁllﬁz -z [

1
O, = =55 0770 (272 (—a 446 4 1) + (a4 3)el ot 4 A ) |

97;21& — _% [515266252 ((a +3) (_65151+5252) + 20101 (a — 4eP202 _ 1) _ 65252” ]

2(@ o 1)a5%52eﬁ151+ﬁ252 (65252 (2(@ + 1)66151 + 1) + eﬂ161)1| (45)

CONTINUATION OF EXAMPLE 2: BERRY CURVATURE OF EXCESS REACTIVITY

We consider the Berry curvature

Qf; = 0¢R} — Oy RE
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whose behavior is shown in Fig.[I0] as a function of # and driving £.

0.03 -
0.02

0.02
0.01

y 0.01
Qgy

0.00

-0.01

-0.01
-0.02 -

FIG. 10: Berry curvature QZ;, for the excess reactivity in the dynamics of Fig.|5|for U = 5. (a) as a
function of the inverse temperature for £ = 0 (equilibrium) and £ = 1. Observe that the Berry curvature

vanishes at low temperatures. (b) as a function of € for § =1 and g = 3.

A. As violation of the Maxwell relations

From 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 h¢(z,y) = E¢(x) — E¢(y), we have fi(z) = —LyE¢(x) and
the Poisson equation has the simple solution V) = E¢(x) — (E¢(x))3, which is the centered

energy. The Berry potential then becomes
R = (0uV\) = (OuEQ) — 0u (E¢)y = — (E¢ dulog p)y (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 E¢(x) — (E¢(x))3. The corresponding stiffness matrix is
E E\® S s S S
Kpw = 0uRE = 0, (O,VE) = (0,0,E0)3 — 0,0, ()3 + (Oulog g3 duE)3
A sufficient condition for local stability is the positivity of IC, and that depends only on its

symmetric part, [3, 33]. Its antisymmetric part is proportional to the Berry curvature ,
E E\® E\®
QL = 0, (V4 >A — 0, (94 >A = Ko — Ky (47)

Therefore, the Berry curvature measures the rotational part of the mean force. More generally,
for other choices of the flux f), 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, [Il [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 € in measures the failure for 9, and 9, 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) p3 changes

with respect to the parameters A = (3, ():
Ky = 0, (0,VA)} = (0,0,VA)3 + (9 Jog 44 0,133 (15)

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 A enters the dynamics.
We continue with the choice as in where V) = E¢(x) — (E¢(x))3. We assume that
the parameters ¢ that are varied only enter the energy E¢ in the sense that, for , sx(z,y) =
BlE¢(x) — E¢(y) + w(z,y)] for some antisymmetric w(z,y) = —w(y, x) and

ka(z,y) = a(z,y) e Pc@=Ecw)twly)l/2, (49)

In other words, the parameters ¢ do not directly interfere with the driving w(z,y), nor with the
reactivities a(z,y). We then start the usual treatment of linear response around nonequilibrium

[27, 134-38] by writing

(O log p 0L VA)3

[Zam Phe(@) = > 0, Va(x) )]

rzeK rzeK

C%M—‘

= hmhmf l Z 20,V (z) phpelT Z o, Vi (z) p (l‘)] (50)

6o 10 £ zeK z€K

where ¢ = d(* changes ¢ in the p-parameter direction only. Moreover, we have inserted the

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

> e POVA(@) Ayel@) = (BVAG(1)"

zeK

where the x—process is a time-dependent perturbation of the steady nonequilibrium process
corresponding to the second term in with rates at fixed (. More precisely, the average
(-)* defined as

o starts far in the past (¢ = —o0), with « distributed by p3;
e for t < 0, the dynamics runs with parameter values ¢ + ¢ till time ¢ = 0;

o switches back to the dynamics with at fixed ¢ for ¢ > 0.
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A standard calculation, using techniques from [27], 34-38], then gives
3 0
<8M logpi aVV)\>f\ = 5 <8ME< N aVV)\>i — /_ dr <L)\8ME§(T) 3 aVV)\(O»i (51)

Here (- ; -)5 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

Qu = <8u log p} 0, V)X — (0u log p3 auVA>§\ = erzlxt + foﬁn

en 5 S S

U = 3 (0B VA5 — (0B 5 0V (52)
ren /8 0 S S

Qi =—5 [ A7 [(La0uBe(r) 3 0VA(0))} = (Ladu () 5 0uVA(0))3]

and it is easily checked that the entropic part Q¢ = 0 vanishes for Vi = E¢(z) — (E¢(z))3. 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 [[IIB] 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 the excess entropy change

T/e
ngc _ /0 dt Z EA(st) (33) (pi(x) - pi(at) (x>)

rzeK

exc __ 1: exc __ »\% _ . D) s\®
S = lim S —/F<VAVA ) dr= /Fd)\ (V¥ Valogs3). (53)

where the quasipotential V)\Z solves

V(@) = /0 Tt ¢ Sy (2) — (203 (54)

Under (global) detailed balance, there exists an energy function E; with corresponding equi-
librium free energy F) and p§ e PEc. The heat sent to the heat bath during the transition

x — y, and the associated quasipotential are given by
an(7,y) = kpTsy(z,y) = Bc(x) = Bc(y),  ViU2) = B (Ec(a) — (BT
such that the response (or Berry potential) is equal to

(VAVZ) " =~V (B205F)) = —Va (S /kp)
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eq
A
is a gradient, and the Berry curvatures vanish QEZ, = 0; hence both the entropic and the frenetic

where Sy is the equilibrium entropy. Therefore, the response coefficient R¥(\) = <V )\V)\E’eq>

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

matrix,

K5l = =00, (8205 )

= B0 Ec)St — BHOuEc ; OuE:) S — BOuw (Ec)SE + Sxv, g 6, g Var(Ee)$? (55)

is symmetric, in agreement with the Maxwell relationsﬂ
Of course, in equilibrium, there is no housekeeping heat (zero mean entropy flux rate), implying

S6 €4 = §° and we find

1
sa—— 4 dr.v, (SA) L asi—o (56)
9.7 kp kg Jo

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
R¥(A) = (VA [B (B¢(x) = (B = B (Va (Be(z) — (E)3))3 (57)
must be a gradient, R”(\) = V\Gy. It means that
A {dE)x — d(E))) = dG,

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 (¢ 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.

% That stiffness is different from the one in [3] due to the last term O, (E¢)$®.
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We continue working with the excess entropy in with quasipotential . We consider a
two-level system that switches between two energy profiles (indicated as + and — occupation
levels). The colloidal setup is represented in Fig. (a—b) with energy gap 6 and an energy
barrier A > 0. The states are denoted by x = (i,0) with ¢ € {0,1}, 0 = %+, and the transition

rates are

ka((i,0),(1 —i,0)) = e—o3(1-20-8A

k)\((i7o-)a (i7 _U) = k‘)\((’i, _0)> (ia U)) = g(a’ 5)7 (58)

where ag(d, ), o > 0, is an effective switching rate that, when nonzero, brings the system out
of equilibrium. We take g(«,d) = 15(a, d) with indicator function 1. 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 (a.,d.) and radius 0 < r < min(a., d.),

1 if (o —ae)?+ (6 —6.)2 <r?
9(a,6) =
0 if (a0 —ae)?+ (6 —3.)2 > r?

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

Energy Energy
a g(a,6)
>
> state ¢ y > state
0 1 0 1
(a) o = — (b) o=+
Energy Energy
0| — 1| —
0 0
1| — 0| —
(c) Energy levels in 0 = — (d) Energy levels in o = +

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

and an energy barrier A. The switch rate is a function « g(a, §) of two parameters.
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For control parameters A, we take the energy gap § > 0 and the flipping rate @ > 0. The

stationary distribution is

18(2A+9) 5 $B8(2A+9) Bs
s < ae? g(a,6) +1 < < ae? g(a,0) +e
P0.) = (L 4) = Y (U RV R g el

depending on the hole size and with normalization 2 = 2046%5(2A+5)g(a, §) + €% 4+ 1. When
(ar,0) ¢ B, that the stationary distribution is the equilibrium one (where o = 0). In other words,
the stationary process satisfies detailed balance for (o, §) ¢ B, while it is out of equilibrium when
(o, 0) € B.

Using , the Berry potentials for the excess entropy flux become

RS =~ 00 (0gla0) + (e, 6) 422849 (2 1)
1S =ggse® (70 1) [oe (3 (7 +1) ol 9) =2 (% 1) ahgle ) + 26 7]

leading to the Berry curvature

B 1
05, = —0f = 3 (00ag(a,8) + g(a,9) e2P2A8+0) (—2556&5 +e?P0 1) (59)

Note that Q55 = 0 for (a,d) € B but Q55 # 0 for (o, §) € B such that the one form Rﬁd)\“ =

RSda + R;;Sd(s does not equal an exact differential since the mixed derivatives do not agree:
OaRS —O5RS =QS; #0  Ya,0 € 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 [[ITB] Indeed, consider a closed loop I' in parameter

space enclosing B such that ¢(I') = 0 and p§

L= pyL. Then, even though the system is formally
satisfying detailed balance along I and the Berry curvature (equivalent of the magnetic field)

vanishes along this curve, Q‘g(;’ = 0, we still have
r

25,86
exc __ S S _ 5 de
57 = § (RSda+ R§) = ¢ (0 da—l—(1+66§)2d5> £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 [0, 26]. The present section generalizes the Nernst
postulate even further, where again we consider nonequilibrium systems in contact with a heat
bath at temperature 7', but now for all types of excess as considered above, and isothermal
quasistatic transformations. We show below that all the (excess) responses R, 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 Valueﬂ SO

that

: S * 1 * *

élTIglo Prx=(B.C) (%) = N forany z*eB, (€D (60)
with NV = |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 A/ > 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 < £ < 1.5, the stationary probability at low temperature satisfies p°(z) &~ 1. This indicates that
within this entire parameter range, the system remains in the same dominant state z* = z as the temperature

approaches zero.
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extension). For the third condition, we introduce the mean first-passage time 7)(z,y) to
reach y € K when started from x € K. It is the solution of
Z Ex(z,y)[ma(y,2) — Az, 2)] +1 =0, x # z, ™\ (2,2) =0 (61)
yeK
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 7" | 0, in the sense

that
ITA(y, 2) — Ta(z,2)| < ¢c  independent of (62)

whenever ky(z,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 z 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 7" | 0, and tunnelingﬁ 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 that the response R, = — 3 ,cx Va(x) Oupi(x) is given in terms of the
quasipotential V). Informally, under our assumptions above for isothermal quasistatic transfor-
mations, that response equals R, ~ Y .cpve(2*) limpgro Oup3 (2*) as the temperature reaches
absolute zero. Because we assume , the response R, vanishes whenever the quasipotential
V) remains bounded as the temperature lowers. Indeed, if for all x, V) (z) saturates to a finite
value v¢(z) as T | 0, then R, — 0 must vanish since from (60)), p}(z*) becomes independent of
the parameters we vary in d,,. This result is our extended Third Law.
To justify the boundedness of V) at low temperatures, the condition enters. Indeed, its
main input is the following general identity for quasipotentials, following [29],

Va(z) = Valy) = D p3(2) fa(2)(ma(y; 2) — Ta(z, 2)) (63)

zeK

with mean first-passage time 7)(z,y) from . We conclude that the quasipotential remains
finite (and hence the response vanishes at zero temperature) under , when the differences in
mean first-passage times |7\ (y, z) — 7\(z, )| remain finite. We assume here that the source fy

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 , a more formal argument proceeds via

limHeXC:Iim/d)\- Van),
Btoo fioo (VaVa),

— hm/dA AA(@) VAVA(@)

Z /d)\ Vave(z Z /dvc

zGB zEB

N Z UCf — UG (z")] (64)

z*eB

where (; and (; denote the initial and final points along the isothermal path I' inside D*.
Thus, for a closed path where (; = (; with temperature reaching absolute zero, it follows
that the Berry phase vanishes. But even for an arbitrary path, limg.o H*¢ = 0 because

0= (V\)} = 2o+ vc(x*) when indeed the V) — v¢ remain uniformly bounded with 5 1 cc.

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 and Fig.

‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
\ 015
0.06 R [ — 0%,
o 1
= ” g onof )
g R A g [ Q '61 82
Q > L
S 004t RPy £ oosf — 0",
a 3 F
g g 0.00[
R g0t as)
~0.0s
000 l l l l l [ . . . . . .
0 | 2 3 4 P 0.0 0.5 1.0 15 20 25 3.0
B B
(a) (b)

FIG. 12: Response coefficients R”* and Berry curvatures Q%! for the molecular conductor in Fig. 2| with

01 =1,00=2, B =158 and a = 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. |§|(b), the quasipo-
tentials at zero temperature are not bounded for U = &8, but the response coefficients still
vanish at low temperatures; see Fig. The reason is that here the vanishing of the stationary
probabilities p3(u), p(w) is faster than the divergence of V{(u), V{(w). Since the response
coefficients vanish at zero temperature, the Berry curvature also becomes zero, as in Fig. [I0]
Lastly, in the AB-type effect, one readily checks that the Berry curvature vanishes for
f T oc.
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0.000?
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: — U=8,6=0
~0.010} U5, &1
— U=8,&-1

-0.005 |

R, f
~0.015|
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FIG. 13: Response coefficients R4 of Example 2| for two different values of U and &, where a = 1.

It can also happen that the set B of dominant states changes when ( varies. For example, we
see in Fig. [7a) that for large 3 (8 = 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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