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In this work I demonstrate how to characterize topological phase transitions in BDI symmetry
class superconductors (SCs) in 1D, using the recently introduced approach of Berry singularity
markers (BSMs). In particular, I apply the BSM method to the celebrated Kitaev chain model, as
well as to a variant of it, which contains both nearest and next nearest neighbor equal spin pairings.
Depending on the situation, I identify pairs of external fields which can detect the topological charges
of the Berry singularities which are responsible for the various topological phase transitions. These
pairs of fields consist of either a flux knob which controls the supercurrent flow through the SC, or,
strain, combined with a field which can tune the chemical potential of the system. Employing the
present BSM approach appears to be within experimental reach for topological nanowire hybrids.

I.

INTRODUCTION

A little more than a decade after the beginning of
the intense pursuit of Majorana zero modes (MZMs) in
nanowire hybrids [1–3], a tremendous progress has been
recorded in various directions, e.g., the theoretical concepts, the material fabrication, the measurement protocols and, last but not least, the claims for the discovery of
MZM fingerprints in a number of experiments [4–9]. For
an overview, see for instance Refs. 10 and 11. Notably,
in most cases, the detection of MZMs has been pursued
by identifying a zero-bias peak (ZBP) in the differential
tunneling conductance. Specifically, the observation of a
ZBP with a quantized height equal to 2e2 /h [12, 13], has
been linked to the presence of a MZM. However, such a
signature is not unique to MZMs [11]. Indeed, the retraction [14] of the initial claim for a quantized ZBP [9]
in InSb hybrids, along with a number of recent experimental observations [15–17], reveal that near-zero-energy
topologically-trivial Andreev bound states are capable of
reconciliating the arising phenomenology without invoking MZMs [18–26]. All the above have recently spurred
a strong scepticism regarding the discovery of MZMs in
nanowire hybrids and the perspectives of this search.
Motivated by the above, a number of theoretical works
have appeared recently [27–34], which investigate the role
of disorder in such systems, and discuss potential approaches that may quantify the topological quality and
visibility that characterizes a hybrid device. Even more,
several groups have proposed protocols for evaluating the
visibility of the system and the topological character of
the bulk energy gap closing by investigating nonlocal responses [35–40]. Nonetheless, up to my knowledge, none
of the above approaches has suggested to infer the topological properties of the device by identifying the topological charges of the Berry singularities which are responsible for the various topological phase transitions.
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In this Article, I propose to quantify the visibility of
the target topological superconductor (TSC), and diagnose the topological character of the arising phase transitions by employing Berry singularity markers (BSMs).
The BSMs, which were recently introduced in a personal
work [41], are constructed using (quasi)equilibrium responses of the target system, which are measured in the
presence of suitable external fields. The latter need to
exhibit a slow spatial/temporal variation compared to
the characteristic length/time scales of the system. By
construction, BSMs becomes sizeable and tend to topological invariant quantities only when Berry singularities
are detected. Moreover, they yield the charge of the arrested singularity and, therefore, enable the topological
characterization of a gap closing point and/or a phase
transition. More importantly, inferring the BSM can be
implemented in a lock-in fashion [41], which is a procedure that can render the evaluation of the BSM immune
to the influence of noise and disorder.
In the present manuscript, I first extend the framework
that was developed in Ref. 41 for AIII topological insulators, to the case of 1D p-wave superconductors (SCs)
which belong to the BDI symmetry class. Notably, despite the fact that AIII and BDI classes share a number of
common features, they are yet sufficiently distinct, so to
render the extensions discussed here more than a mere
application of my previous work. In more detail, the
analysis of the present manuscript focuses on the Kitaev
chain model [42], a continuum version of which, is predicted to effectively describe [43] the low-energy physics
of the semiconductor nanowire hybrids [2, 3]. As I show,
the already applied magnetic field in the nanowire and a
flux which induces a supercurrent flow through it, map
the Berry singularities to a synthetic space, and serve as
the two external fields which are here required for the
evaluation of the BSM. See Fig. 1 for a schematic.
Apart from demonstrating the implementation of the
BSM theory in the case of the pristine Kitaev chain
model, I consider further extensions which can be relevant for experiments under the assumption of a BDI
class [44]. Specifically, by here allowing for long-ranged
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pairs up electrons residing on the different lattice sites n
and m. In the remainder, all energy scales are expressed
in terms of u, which I set to unity from now on.
To proceed, I consider the following concrete structure
for the pairing term:
∆nm = e−iϕn /2 ∆n−m e−iϕm /2

FIG. 1. (a) Sketch of a topological hybrid based on a Rashba
semiconductor nanowire in proximity to two loops made of
superconductors (SCs). The nanowire feels a Zeeman field B.
One loop is open and pierced by flux which yields a phase
gradient φ per unit length of the proximitized nanowire. A
supercurrent J flows through the nanowire which can be detected through the flux induced in the closed loop. (b) The
Berry singularity (BS) marker is obtained by spatiotemporally varying (φ, B) along a closed loop C encircling a gap
closing point of the bulk energy spectrum and its related BS.

pairing terms, I address the case of additional Berry
singularities which come in pairs and possesss identical
topological charges. Such scenarios become relevant for
effective nanowire models [45–47] which describe coupled Yu-Shiba-Rusinov states in topological ferromagnetic chains [48–50]. The presence of the additional Berry
singularities can either reduce the visibility of the BSM or
narrow down the window of the bulk insulating regime.
Notably, as I show, effecting strain and controlling the
magnetization field, allows to construct alternative BSMs
that can be used to detect the Berry singularity pairs.
The remainder is organized as follows. Section II introduces the general model Hamiltionian to be discussed
here. Sections III and IV contain the main analysis of the
topological, response and BSM properties of the standard
and extended Kitaev chain models, respectively. Finally,
Sec. V discusses conclusions and open questions.
II.

MODEL HAMILTONIAN

The various topological scenarios discussed in this
work are described in terms of the following Hamiltonian operator, which is defined using the framework of
second quantization, and reads as:

X †
u X †
Ĥ = B − u
cn cn +
cn cn+1 + h.c.
2 n
n


X
1
+
c†n ∆nm c†m − cn ∆∗mn cm .
(1)
4 n,m
cn /c†n defines the annihilation/creation operator of a
spinless electron at lattice site n. The lattice constant
is set to unity throughout. B controls the chemical potential while the parameter u defines the strength for
nearest neighbor hopping. The nonlocal term ∆nm denotes the coordinate space superconducting gap, which

(2)

with ϕn denoting the global or “center-of-mass” superconducting phase. Besides this overall local phase, the
remaining part ∆n−m of the pairing term ∆nm is here
assumed to depend only on the differences between the
various lattice sites involved. As a result, it is odd under
inversion, i.e., ∆m−n = −∆n−m . To proceed, it is convenient to gauge away the phase factors e−iϕn /2 by means
of the gauge transformation cn 7→ e−iϕn /2 cn . This manipulation transfers the phase factor of the pairing gap
to the hopping term, which now becomes:

 
c†n cn+1 7→ Exp −i ϕn+1 − ϕn /2 c†n cn+1 .
(3)
The spatially varying superconducting phase is induced by the bond-defined flux element φn+1;n ∈ [−π, π):
φn+1;n = (ϕn+1 − ϕn )/2. This flux pierces an almostclosed superconducting loop that terminates at the sites
n and n + 1 of the SC, and induces a spatial gradient in
the superconducting phase. Note that the loop is embedded in the 2D coordinate space, as depicted in Fig. 1. In
the present work, I restrict to cases in which the flux is either constant or varies sufficiently slow in space/time, so
that a spatiotemporal adiabatic approach applies. Given
this assumption, both situations can be described by a
spatially (quasi)constant φ, which effectively renders the
model Hamiltonian invariant with respect to both space
and time translations.
Within the adiabatic picture and the emergent translational invariance assumed, it is convenient
to perform
√ P
a lattice Fourier transform cn = 1/ N k eikn ck and describe the bulk properties of the system in the first Brillouin zone defined by the wavenumber k ∈ [0, 2π). N
defines the number of sites which comprise the chain.
After introducing the ck and c†k operators, I additionally perform a unitary transformation to the Majorana
basis [42] to establish a connection to the Hamiltonian
employed in [41]. The emerging Majorana operators
γk
√
and γ̃k are defined through ck = (γk + iγ̃k )/ 2. These
describe charge neutral objects, which is a property reflected in the relations γk† = γ−k and γ̃k† = γ̃−k . In addition, they fulfill the anticommutators {γq , γ̃k } = 0 and
{γq , γ−k } = {γ̃q , γ̃−k } = δq,k for all k, q ∈ [0, 2π).
With the use of the above formalism, the model of
Eq. (1) is compactly written as:
Ĥ(φ, B) =

1X |
Γ−k ĤBdG (k, φ, B)Γk
2

(4)

k

with the multicomponent
Majorana operator being de
fined as Γ|k = γk , γ̃k where | effects matrix transposition. The matrix ĤBdG (k, φ, B) defines the Bogoliubov -
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de Gennes (BdG) Hamiltonian. For the upcoming analysis I consider the k-space pairing term:

∆(k) = i sin k 1 − β cos k ,
(5)
which is defined
by means of the lattice Fourier transform
P −ik(n−m)
∆(k) =
∆n−m . In the above, I consider
ne
contributions from the two harmonics sin k and sin(2k)
which lead to nearest and next nearest neighbor Cooper
pairing. While the coefficient of each harmonic is generally complex, here the two pairing coefficients are chosen
to see a zero relative phase difference. In the hybrid devices of interest, the spinless triplet pairing is induced
by the combination of Rashba-type spin-orbit coupling
(SOC) and spin-singlet superconductivity, in the additional presence of a magnetic field which polarizes the
electron spin. Thus, the two harmonics can be viewed as
the result of two SOC terms of a different range. Such a
situation occurs for topological magnetic chains in general, where the effective low-energy Hamiltonian contains
both long-ranged hoppings and pairing terms [51, 52].
Putting all the above ingredients together, I express
the BdG Hamiltonian compactly as:
ĤBdG (k, φ, B) = − sin φ sin k1τ + g(k, φ, B) · τ .

(6)

1τ and τ correspond to the unit and Pauli matrices defined in the Nambu τ space spanned by γk and γ̃k . The
definition of the BdG Hamiltonian becomes complete after specifying the g(k, φ, B) vector which takes the form:

g = sin k(1 − β cos k), 1 − cos φ cos k − B, 0 .
(7)
The system is characterized by two energy bands, with
their dispersions given by:
E± (k, φ, B) = − sin φ sin k1τ ± |g(k, φ, B)| .

(8)

One observes that when the flux is tuned to either one of
its two time-reversal invariant (TRI) values φ = {0, π},
the two dispersions satisfy E+ (k, φ, B) = −E− (k, φ, B)
and, thus, the modification of the various parameters can
only lead to band touchings. Instead, when considering
fluxes away from the two TRI values, the two dispersions
satisfy E+ (k, M, φ, B) = −E− (−k, M, φ, B), which is a
property that unlocks the possibility of band crossings.

III.

STANDARD P-WAVE SC MODEL

My analysis starts with the exploration of the properties of the standard model for a spinless p-wave SC [42],
which is obtained from Eq. (6) by setting β = 0.

A.

Topological phases and Berry singularities

When φ = {0, π}, the Hamiltonian lies in class BDI
for arbitrary values chosen for B [44]. The topological

properties of a BDI class SC are inferred by evaluating
the winding number w ∈ Z, which here simply reads as:
ˆ
w(φ, B) =
BZ

dk X
εnm ĝn (k, φ, B)∂k ĝm (k, φ, B) , (9)
2π n,m

where n, m = 1, 2, ε12 = −ε21 = 1, and ĝ = g/|g|. The
above topological invariant predicts that in the case of an
open chain, a number of |w| MZMs appear at each edge.
These remain uncoupled due to the protection provided
by the chiral symmetry effected by the operator Π = τ3 .
Class D Hamiltonians set in for φ 6= {0, π}. In principle, the change of the symmetry class also implies a
change in the MZM phenomenology. Specifically, only
a single MZM per edge is now accessible, and its topological protection is determined by the so-called Majorana number which constitutes a Z2 invariant [42] taking
two possible values, say, ±1. This invariant changes sign
when an odd number of band touchings take place. Notably, the Majorana number is meaningful only in the
presence of a full bulk energy gap [42]. Hence, further
attention needs to be paid in class D scenarios, since in
this case band crossings become possible, which lead to
gapless phases and robust Bogoliubov-Fermi points [53].
It is important to remark that inducing a symmetry
class transition BDI→D via a non-TRI flux gives rise to
a very special realization of a class D Hamiltonian. As
one infers from Eqs. (6) and (7), considering φ 6= {0, π}
has a twofold effect. First, it modifies the strength of the
hopping term and, second, it adds a diagonal term which
generates net momentum. However, a diagonal term cannot modify the eigenvectors of the BdG Hamiltonian and,
in turn, it cannot qualitatively alter the topological behaviour of the system. This is of course true as long as
the system does not undergo a band touching or crossing.
Indeed, such non-TRI fluxes are known to lead to gapless phases [54]. Hence, by restricting to the insulating
regime, a flux φ 6= {0, π} does not invalidate the winding
number which can be still used to classify the topological
phases of the system. Consequently, a sufficiently weak
flux appears to provide a non-invasive knob to probe the
topological properties of a BDI class Hamiltonian.
For the given choice of parameter values in Eq. (6),
gapless phases do not appear, unless β is nonzero. Therefore, the topological properties of the standard model discussed in this section can be fully described by the winding number defined in Eq. (9). One ends up with two
topologically-nontrivial phases with w = ±1. The associated phase transitions occur along two paths in (φ, B)
space, which stem from the gap closings at k = 0 and
k = π, and are given by the expressions: B = 1 − cos φ
and B = 1 + cos φ, respectively.
The total topological charge of the Berry singularities
responsible for a topological phase transition is obtained
by the difference of the winding number across the respective transition. Here, every topological phase transition
involves only a single Berry singularity. The topological
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charge Qs of the s-th singularity is given by the vorticity:
‰
dK X
·
εnm ĝn (K, φ)∂K ĝm (K, φ) ,
Qs (φ) = −
CKs 2π
n,m

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(10)
where n, m = 1, 2. In the above I introduced the synthetic space K = (k, B). CKs defines a closed loop which
encircles the singularity located at Ks . Straightforward
calculations for φ = 0, yield that the vorticities of the
Berry singularities at k = {0, π} equal to Q = {1, −1}.

0.6

B.

Response to the external fields

0.3

The construction of the BSM discussed in Ref. 41 requires experimentally inferring and theoretically predicting the conjugate fields (J, M ) of (φ, B), which are defined through the relations:
J(φ, B) = −∂φ E(φ, B)

and M (φ, B) = −∂B E(φ, B),
(11)

where E(φ, B) defines the total energy of the system at
zero temperature (T ). In general, E receives contributions from both E± (k, φ, B) bands, even in the T = 0
limit, due to the possible band crossings which may arise
for φ 6= {0, π}. The conjugate fields J and M correspond
to a supercurrent flowing through the TSC and the particle density, respectively. Note that in engineered TSCs,
B is associated with a magnetic field. Thus, in these
cases, M corresponds to the magnetization of the system.
The conjugate fields possess similar symmetry properties
to the components of the g vector entering the Hamiltonian and this similarity allows the construction of the
BSM.
It is instructive to alternative view the response fields
as the expectation values of corresponding microscopic
operators defined in terms of the Hamiltonian. In the
present case, J and M originate from the operators:

FIG. 2. (J, M ) as functions of their conjugate fields (φ, B), for
the model of Eq. (6), for β = 0. Panels (a) and (c) depict these
dependences using heat maps with a colorcoding which varies
continuously between deep red to deep blue (
),
with these two values corresponding one-to-one to the maximum and minimum of the depicted function. In both panels,
I have superimposed the contour plots B = 1 ± cos φ (dotdashed lines), which yield the locations of the Berry singularities in the synthetic (φ, B) space. Panels (b) and (d) are
corresponding cuts of (a) and (c) for B = 1.9 and B = 1.3.

indeed confirms that the conjugate fields possess the desired symmetry properties, so that a correspondence between (g1 , g2 ) → (J, M ) and k → φ is established. In
more detail, panels {(a), (c)} depict heat maps of the
response fields, while panels {(b), (d)} show cuts of the
former for the two values B = {1.3, 1.9}. From panels (a)
and (b) one infers that J vanishes for φ = {0, ±π/2, π},
a result which is fully compatible with the fact that J
retains contributions only from the term∝ τ2 in Eq. (12).

ˆ φ, B) = −∂φ Ĥ(k, φ, B)
J(k,
= cos φ sin k 1̂τ − sin φ cos kτ2 ,
M̂ (k, φ, B) = −∂B Ĥ(k, φ, B) = τ2 .

(12)
(13)

When there is a full gap in the spectrum only E− (k, φ, B)
contributes to the expectation values of the above operators. Even more, the presence of the built-in chargeconjugation symmetry Ξ of the BdG Hamiltonian, which
in the given Majorana basis is effected by the complex
conjugation K, implies that the contribution of the diagonal cos φ sin k 1̂τ term to the current is identically zero.
Therefore, in this case, J solely stems from the contribution of the g2 (k, φ, B) component. These two different
terms give rise to the so-called paramagnetic and diamagnetic contributions to the supercurrent. The former
(latter) is independent of φ (proportional to φ) for φ ≈ 0.
Figure 2 provides information regarding the behaviour
of (J, M ) for varying (φ, B). From this figure, one first

C.

Susceptibility analysis

Another important ingredient for the construction of
the BSM is the concept of the generalized susceptibilities
which provide the coefficients for the expansion of the
response fields for weak variations (δφ, δB) about the values (φ, B). These variations are supposed to give rise to
the spatiotemporally varying part of the external fields,
and are employed to implement a spacetime texture in
the synthetic space, which is required for the BSM study.
Standard Maclaurin expansions for (φ, B) yield:
J(φ + δφ, B + δB) ≈ χφφ (φ, B)δφ + χφB (φ, B)δB,
M (φ + δφ, B + δB) ≈ χBφ (φ, B)δφ + χBB (φ, B)δB,
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(a)

(b)

(c)

max

(a)

(b)

(c)

max

min

min

(d)
FIG. 3. Panels (a), (b) and (c) depict heat maps of the
numerically evaluated susceptibilities χφφ,BB,φB (φ, B), respectively, for β = 0. Note that χφB = χB,φ . The colorcoding
is set by the respective bar, where deep red (blue) corresponds
to the maximum and minimum of the depicted function.

1

0

(e)

1

0

and the respective susceptibilities are thus defined as:
χφφ (φ, B) = ∂φ J(φ, B), χBB (φ, B) = ∂B M (φ, B), (14)
χφB (φ, B) = ∂B J(φ, B), χBφ (φ, B) = ∂φ M (φ, B) . (15)
Note that the Onsager-type of reciprocity relation χφB =
χBφ holds for the two mixed susceptibilities as also found
in Ref. 41. The results of the numerical evaluations of the
various susceptibility elements are presented in Fig. 3,
and exhibit strong similarities to the ones obtained for
the AIII topological insulator model of Ref. 41.
To improve our understanding in regards with the behavior of the susceptibilities, it is useful to consider the
evaluation of these quantities using second order perturbation theory in response to the variations (δφ, δB). One
finds that up to lowest order in these variations, the operators providing the response of the system now read:
ˆ φ + δφ, B + δB) ≈ J(k,
ˆ φ, B) − sin φ sin k 1̂τ δφ
J(k,
− cos φ cos kτ2 δφ ,
M̂ (k, φ + δφ, B + δB) = M̂ (k, φ, B) .

(16)
(17)

The susceptibilities retain two types of contributions
from the generalized currents of Eqs. (16) and (17). The
first originates from the linear response to the perturˆ φ, B)δφ −
bation: δ ĤBdG (k, φ + δφ, B + δB) ≈ −J(k,
M̂ (φ, B)δB. The presence of the charge-conjugation
symmetry Ξ implies that the contributions from the diagonal part of the current in Eq. (12) drop out completely
also when evaluating the respective current-current correlation function, therefore leaving only the term ∝ τ2
to contribute. Hence, the linear response contribution to
the susceptibilities of the system is associated with the
quantum metric [55] of the occupied band and, in turn,
with the Berry vorticity density which corresponds to the
integrand of Eq. (10). A similar result was found previously in Ref. 41. Therefore, this so-called geometric part of
the response, provides direct information regarding the
distance from a Berry singularity and the related topological phase transition [56–61]. The second contribution
to the susceptibilities in unrelated to the quantum geometry and, as discussed in Ref. 41, it is practically constant along the Berry singularity branches and subdominant to the corresponding geometric contribution. This

FIG. 4. Numerical evaluations of (a) the trace Tr(χ̌) =
χφφ + χBB of the total susceptibility tensor, (b) its geometric part Tr(χ̌1 ), (c) its nongeometric part Tr(χ̌2 ),
and (d/e)pthe normalized geometric/nongeometric parts
|Tr(χ̌1,2 )|/ [Tr(χ̌1 )]2 + [Tr(χ̌2 )]2 . From panels (a)-(b) one
confirms that the total trace of χ̌ and its geometric part are almost identical and become sizeable in the vicinity of the Berry
singularities. In contrast, the nongeometric part is significant
and dominant away from the Berry singularity branches.

is because, this nongeometric part stems from the expectation value of the second derivative of the currents
ˆ φ + δφ, B + δB) and M̂ (k, φ + δφ, B + δB). Here, it
J(k,
is only the former term that yields such a contribution.
The above conclusions are confirmed by plotting the
separate contributions to the susceptibility elements. Of
particular interest is the trace Tr(χ̌) = χφφ + χBB of
the susceptibility tensor χ̌, since this enters the evaluation of the BSM. Figure 4 depicts the evaluation of the
above trace for the total susceptibility, as well as its geometric Tr(χ̌1 ) and nongeometric Tr(χ̌2 ) parts. The total and geometric contributions behave similarly, while
the nongeometric part exhibits a distinct dependence on
the parameters (φ, B). Panel (c) corroborates that the
nongeometric part is practically constant in the vicinity
of the Berry singularity branches. Panels (d) and (e)
depict the normalized geometric and nongeometric contributions, and clearly demonstrate that the geometric
contribution is dominant is a broad region centered at
the Berry singularity branches.
Concluding this analysis, I wish to mention that a number of recent works, cf Refs. 62–64, have also discussed
the role of the quantum metric in the calculation of the
superfuid density, which is related to the evaluation of J
here. However, the reasons for the emergence of quantum
geometry in those works and the present one are radically
different. The former focus on multiband SCs and the supercurrent carried by flat bands. As they have shown, the
supercurrent carried by a flat band is not only nonzero,
as one may naively expect, but it is even bounded from
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below [62–64]. This is due to contributions originating
from interband transitions, thus naturally involving the
quantum metric. Here instead, I consider a single-band
p-wave SC, whose nontrivial dispersion is solely responsible for the emergence of the quantum metric.

D.

-1

(a)

-0.50

0

+0.50

+1

(b)

Berry singularity marker

The results obtained for the response fields and the
susceptibilities are very similar to the ones encountered
in the topological insulator model of Ref. 41. Therefore,
one expects to obtain an equally similar behaviour for
the BSM, which is here defined compactly as:
ˆ 2π
dω h
cos ωAB (φ, B, B, ω)
Q(φ, B, B) =
π
0
i
− sin ωAφ (φ, B, B, ω) , (18)
with the help of the two quantities:
Aφ (φ, B, B, ω) = −

sgn [χφB (φ, B)]

M (φ + δφ, B + δB) ,
Tr χ̌BS B

(19)
sgn [χφB (φ, B)]

J(φ + δφ, B + δB) .
AB (φ, B, B, ω) = +
Tr χ̌BS B
(20)
The above play a role analogous to the Berry vector potential of the occupied/empty bands, and are obtained
after considering a spacetime helix for the variations:
δφ = B cos ω and δB = B sin ω, which is parametrized
by

the phase ω ∈ [0, 2π). The quantity Tr χ̌BS denotes the
value of Tr χ̌ evaluated at the location of the Berry singularity which is the closest to the synthetic space
 location (φ, B) of interest. The emergence of Tr χ̌BS in the
definition of the BSM becomes transparent when considering that B is sufficiently small, so to justify the Maclaurin expansion of the response fields M (φ + δφ, B + δB)
and J(φ + δφ, B + δB) which was discussed in Sec. III.
Under this condition, and for the above assumed spacetime helix profile for δφ and δB, the expression for the
BSM simplifies as:
ˆ
sgn [χφB (φ, B)] 2π dω h

QB→0 (φ, B) =
cos2 ωχφφ (φ, B)
π
Tr χ̌BS
0
i
2
+ sin ωχBB (φ, B) + sin(2ω)χφB (φ, B) . (21)
The integrals appearing above are elementary and directly yield that, in this limit, the BSM is given by:



QB→0 (φ, B) = sgn [χφB (φ, B)] Tr χ̌(φ, B) /Tr χ̌BS .
(22)
The above sheds light to the construction of the BSM as
well as the reason for introducing Tr χ̌BS , which functions as a normalization constant, in order to ensure that

FIG. 5. Numerically evaluated BSM. The panels depict a
heat map of the BSM value Q, according to the colorcoding presenting on the top of the figure. Panels (a) and
(b) are calculated for different resolution given by the values
B = {0.1, 0.01} and the same lengths L = 4 of the spacetime
helix (δφ, δB) = B(cos ω, sin ω). In the calculations, Tr χ̌BS
 

was replaced by Tr χ̌ φ = cos−1 B − 1 , B , i.e., the value
obtained for the Berry singularity closest to (φ, B).

the BSM becomes equal to ±1 when the values of (φ, B)
are tuned at the BS. Moreover, this result further reveals that the contribution of the mixed susceptibility
χφB (φ, B) drops out after the integration. Hence, the
BSM receives only contributions from the diagonal response for B → 0. Note, however, that this holds as long
as (δφ, δB) form a spacetime helix as above, while any
“disorder” from this ideal profile renders the contribution
of the mixed response non-negligible.
Given the above, it is straightforward to numerically
evaluate the BSM for the model of Eq. (6) under the assumption of β = 0. For the numerical implementation, a
discrete helix is considered consisting of L points. In this
case, the expression
for Q has to be modified using the
´ 2π
P
replacement 0 dω/2π 7→ 1/L n , where n = 1, 2, . . . , L
labels the points of the helix.
Figure 5 shows related results for fixed L = 4, and
the two values {0.1, 0.01} for the parameter B, which
quantifies the resolution of the experimental probe. From
the results of Fig. 5 one confirms that the decrease of B,
which implies the enhancement of the experimental resolution, leads to higher BSM resolution and can better
discern the Berry singularities. As shown in Ref. 41,
increasing the length or the number of sampling cycles
is meaningful when disorder is present, and it provides
a path to render the evaluation of the BSM immune to
disorder. Due to the strong similarities obtained for the
BSM results of the present model and the one examined
in Ref. 41, I do not carry out here investigations in the
presence of disorder.
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IV.

EXTENDED P-WAVE SC MODEL

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

In this section, I proceed with the investigation of a
number of extensions considered for the standard model,
which become relevant in the presence of chiral symmetry. Specifically, by switching on β, additional pairs of
Berry singularities appear, while gapless phases become
accessible. The latter obstruct the evaluation of the BSM
defined using the flux, and call for alternative BSMs.

A.

Topological phases and Berry singularities

In this paragraph, I carry out the topological classification for β 6= 0. When φ = {0, π} the Hamiltonian lies in
class BDI for arbitrary nonzero values chosen for β and
B. Figure 6(a) shows the possible topological phases of
the model under consideration for β = 2. These are
inferred by evaluating the winding number defined in
Eq. (9) as a function of φ ∈ [−π, π) and B ∈ [0, 2].
Besides the case of a trivial winding, one finds phases
with the nonzero winding numbers w = ±1. The occuring winding number transitions appear now along three
paths in (φ, B) space, and are associated with the gap
closings at k = 0, k = π, as well as two additional points
given by β cos k∗ = 1. The gap closings at k = ±k∗ give
rise to the Berry singularity branch B = 1 − cos φ/β.
The chiral symmetry of the BdG Hamiltonian, which
is effected by Π = τ3 , implies that the Berry singularities k = ±k∗ appear for identical (φ, B), and possess
the same topological charge Q. Employing Eq. (10) for
φ = 0, yields Q = {−1, −1, 1} for k = {0, π, ±k∗ }, respectively. Remarkably, the long-ranged pairing results
in the switching of the sign of the Bery singularity at
k = φ = B = 0, compared to the one found in Sec. III A.
Class D Hamiltonians are accessible for φ 6= {0, π}, as
shown in the previous section. As mentioned earlier, the
presence of flux does not invalidate the winding number
which can be still employed to classify the topological
phases of the system. However, in the present case β 6= 0
which implies that gapless phases set in. In the regions of
the synthetic space (φ, B) where gapless phases develop,
the BSM defined earlier does not any longer constitute
a good tool to detect Berry singularities, due to the presence of the crossing points which obscure the outcome.
In Figs. 6(b), (c), and (d) I discuss the emergence
of gapless phases which arise for φ 6= {0, π}. In panel
(b), I present a countour plot of the Fermi surface obtained in the 3D (φ, k, B) mixed synthetic space. The
emergence of Bogoliubov-Fermi surfaces [53] restricts the
validity of the winding number to a narrow parameter
value window, and at the same time reduces the capabilities of the flux knob to probe the topological properties in the insulating regime. Panels (c) and (d) provide
Fermi surface cuts of (b) in (φ, B) space. The contours
shown from inside to outside correspond to wavenumbers k = {π/12, π/8, π/6, π/4, π/3}. One observes that
a flux can be employed as a noninvasive tool to infer

FIG. 6. (a) Winding number value diagram. One finds a trivial (0) and two nontrivial (±1) values. The winding number
is ill-defined for B = 1 ± cos φ and B = 1 − cos φ/β, where
band touchings occur at k = {0, π, ±k∗ }, where β cos k∗ = 1.
Note that this diagram is capable of predicting the topological properties, only as long as the bulk energy spectrum is
fully gapped. Here, gapless phases arise for fluxes φ 6= {0, π}.
Panels (b), (c) and (d) exemplify the emergence of band crossings in k space, Bogoliubov-Fermi surfaces in the mixed synthetic 3D space (φ, k, B), and Bogoliubov-Fermi loops in the
pure synthetic 2D space (φ, B). The last panel illustrates how
the gapless phases arise from touchings of the k = {0, π, ±k∗ }
points. In the present analysis β = 2.

the topological properties of the gapped phase only for a
neighborhood of values centered at (φ, B) = (0, 3/2) and
(φ, B) = (π, 1/2). In these regions, the insulating phase
persists and the winding number analysis remains valid.

B.

Response to the external fields

In this paragraph I investigate the modifications that
the presence of the added longer-ranged pariring term
incurs on the response fields J and M . The numerical
evaluation of the various quantities is considered at zero
temperature which I obtain here by considering a finite
temperature formalism. The inclusion of a nonzero temperature T (in energy units), is here used to smoothen
out various numerical instabilities appearing when using
instead the zero-temperature formalism. The evaluation
is carried out by defining the fermionic free energy part:
i
X ˆ dk h
F (φ, B) = −T
ln 1 + e−Es (φ,B)/T
(23)
2π
s=± BZ
and subsequently defining J = −∂φ F and M = −∂B F .
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A related numerical analysis resulting from the above
procedure is presented in Fig. 7. One observes that the
main effect of the additional pairing term is to introduce
the gapless phases presented in Fig. 6(d). When these set
in, the response fields become substantially modified, cf
Fig. 7(b) and (d). This is because the (free)energy now
obtains/loses contributions from the upper/lower band.
Two important conclusions arise from Fig. 7. First, the
gapless phases can be detected through discontinuities in
the slope of the response which appear when these set in
and, second, the branches of the pairs of Berry singularities appearing at k = ±k∗ , are completely buried inside
the gapless phases. Hence, the Berry singularity pairs
cannot be accessed by the BSM defined in Eq. (18) in
terms of (J, M ). On the other hand, the abovementioned
BSM is still capable of diagnosing the Berry singularities
stemming from gap closings at k = {0, π}, but now in a
significantly reduced window of the synthetic space.

C.

BSM defined in strain - magnetic field space

In order to tackle the inaccessibility of the pair of Berry
singularity pairs by the so far examined BSM, as well as
enable the study of their interplay with the Berry singularities emerging from k = {0, π}, one can consider
alternative BSMs. To identify a more suitable BSM for
this purpose, one needs to replace the flux knob by a field
which provides control over the phase transition mediated by the pair of Berry singularities. From the structure
of the Hamiltonian one infers that β is a natural parameter candidate. Indeed, the positions of these Berry singularities are tunable by modifying β, since cos k∗ = 1/β.
In the remainder of this section, I construct a BSM in
terms of (β, B) and set φ = 0. The parameter β is dimensionless in all unit systems, and its size can be controlled
by effecting strain along the main axis of the sample.
The conjugate field of β corresponds to an elastic modulus, i.e., a stress field which I here denote σ.
Figure 8 presents the topological phase diagram and
the responses of the TSC in terms of (σ, M ). Varying
β for a fixed B and φ = 0, allows observing the transition w = 1 ↔ w = −1 of Fig. 6(a). Since the system
resides in the BDI class, only the E− band determines
the response and, thus no gapless phases arise. The susceptibilities peak as usual in the vicinity of the Berry
singularity branches. From Fig. 8(a), one observes that
there exist two points in the (β, B) space where two Berry
singularity branches meet. Figure 8(h) depicts the result
of BSM defined in (β, B) space. One observes that at
(β/2, B) = (1/2, 0) the pair of Berry singularities carrying here a total charge of −2 units coalesce with the
Berry singularity branch stemming from the k = 0, which
extends along (β/2 > 1, B = 0) and sees a charge Q = 1.
Their merging gives rise to the Berry singularities for
(β/2 < 1, B = 0) with a charge −1. It is important to
note that in the present case it is not possible to identify
the topological charges of the various Berry singularities

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

FIG. 7. Numerical evaluation of (J, M ) as functions of (φ, B).
Panels (a) and (c) depict heat maps for (J, M ), with a colorcoding which varies continuously between deep red to deep
blue (
), with these two values corresponding to
the maximum and minimum of the depicted function. Panels
(b) and (d) present cuts of (a) and (c) for B = 1.9 and B =
1.3. In the heat maps I have superimposed the three Berry
singularity paths (black dot-dashed) B = 1 ∓ cos φ and B =
1−cos φ/β, as well as a countour (magenta) which determines
the parameter values of (φ, B) for which a Bogoliubov-Fermi
loop is formed at the wavenumber k = π/3. As shown in
Fig. 6(c), the Bogoliubov-Fermi loop obtained for k = π/3
in the 3D space (φ, k, B) yields the Fermi countour with the
largest area in the 2D (φ, B) plane. Hence, the area enclosed
in the magenta contour captures the part of the heat map
for which, a gapless phase is stabilized. Both conjugate fields
feature discontinuous slopes for the values of φ where band
crossings appear. In the above, I set β = 2 and T = 2 · 10−3 .

in a precise manner, since the expansion of the Hamiltonian about k = 0 is not linear in neither k nor B.

V.

CONCLUSIONS AND OUTLOOK

To summarize, I described how to extend the BSM
method to the case of p-wave SC models which belong to
symmetry class BDI. The results obtained for the standard Kitaev chain model are similar to the ones found in
Ref. 41 for a AIII topological insulator model. However,
here the external field employed to mimic the wavenumber k is a flux knob which induces a supercurrent in the
SC. The flux field can also detect Berry singularities for
SCs with longer-ranged pairing, but it has restricted capabilities when it comes to the detection of pairs of Berry
singularities. To tackle this shortcoming I introduced an
alternative BSM defined using a strain field instead.
As it became apparent in this work, a number of aspects of the BSM approach need to be further considered.
Firsty, this method needs to be generalized and systema-
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max

(h)
BSM

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

(f)

(g)
min

FIG. 8. (a) Topological phase diagram of the Hamiltonian in Eq. (6) for φ = 0. (b) and (c) Numerical evaluation of (σ, M ) as
functions of (β/2, B). Panels (d)-(f) depict the susceptibility elements χβB,ββ,BB (β, B), while (g) shows the trace χββ (β, B) +
χBB (β, B). Notably, the generalized susceptibilities retain only geometric contributions. (h) shows the BSM
 value
 Q(β, B). At
(β/2, B) = (1/2, 0) two different Berry singularity branches coalesce. To evaluate the BSM, I set Tr χ̌BS = Tr χ̌ β, B = 0 .

tized. Second, additional effort is needed to address how
to efficiently tell Berry singularities of different charges
apart based on the quantum geometry. Concerning the
experimental implementation of this method, the BSM
approach appears feasible to be realized in semiconductor nanowire hybrids [2, 3] by considering the proximity
to conventional SC segments which are parts of larger SC
rings which are pierced by flux in a controllable fashion.
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acknowledge funding from the National Natural Science Foundation of China (Grant No. 12074392 and
No. 12050410262).
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