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This article is the second of a trilogy that addresses the perturbative response of general quantum
systems, with possibly nontrivial ground state geometry, beyond linear order. Here, we establish
concise, general formulae for second order response to a spatially uniform, time-varying electric
field in the velocity gauge that are manifestly free of static limit spurious divergences. We first
discuss general quantum evolution in a curved space, then detail how such a situation is a natural
byproduct of Hilbert space truncation, and point out crucial subtleties associated with the resulting
finite curvatures. We then present a geometric perspective of the two popular gauges often used
in quantum transport theories, the velocity gauge and the length gauge, and discuss how they,
taking truncation-induced curvature effects into account, naturally lead to the same results in spite
of the truncation. We highlight subtle formal discrepancies in the literature. Finally, we provide a
general scheme for removing static limit spurious divergences in the velocity gauge without frequency
expansions and present concise and comprehensive Green’s function formulae for responses up to
second order. As an application of specific aspects of our theory, second order charge current
responses in selected cases are analyzed in Refs. [3] and [63].
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I. INTRODUCTION

The study of transport phenomena in an electric field
has a long history. The seminal work of Kubo [1, 2]
in the 1950s opened up a path towards laying bare the
quantum mechanical intricacies of such phenomena.
This is the second paper in our series on nonlinear
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quantum transport and, after the generalities of the
first paper [3], we narrow our focus to the study of
nonlinear responses to a spatially uniform, possibly
time-dependent electric field.

The lifting of the shroud over the quantized Hall ef-
fect’s topological underbelly [4] was followed by a flurry
of revelations regarding the subtle geometric structures,
Berry’s phase being a prime example, at the root of
many potentially interesting quantum phenomena [5–8].
Over the years, this newfound insight was simplified [9],
led to a deeper understanding of Hall effects [10, 11], and
heralded the topological approach to materials [12, 13].
Keeping transport phenomena in sight, despite the focus
on static transport effects first order in the driving field,
geometric concepts were spilling over to nonlinear optics
[14] and have gradually become more widespread [15–20]
culminating in their pervasive presence [21, 22]. In this
paper we provide a very general geometric framework
for computing second order and, by extension, higher
order time-dependent and static electric field responses.

I.1. The velocity gauge, the length gauge, and
spurious divergences

There are two recipes for coupling a uniform elec-
tric field to a quantum system. The first is via the
minimal coupling prescription p → p − eA(t), where
E(t) = −∂A(t)/∂t with E(t) being the electric field and
A(t) the vector potential, and can be considered as being
the dipole approximation of the more general Coloumb
gauge [23]. This prescription is commonly referred to as
the velocity gauge. The second option is to couple the
electric field directly to the position operator x · E(t),
which corresponds to the dipole approximation of the
multipolar gauge [23], and is dubbed the length gauge.
The initial approaches to the computation of nonlinear
optical responses, second harmonic generation for in-
stance, made use of the velocity gauge and it was shown
that spurious divergences arise in the static limit that
could nevertheless be cancelled via the use of delicate
sum rules [24]. Similarly, the early theories describing
the bulk photovoltaic effect, a direct current response of
semiconductors to an optical field, also used the velocity
gauge [25, 26]. However, the methods developed for
handling the spurious divergences assumed the ideal
circumstance of an infinite number of bands [27] and, in
the case of sum rules, required their identification on a
case-by-case basis [28]. Eventually, problems with this
spurious divergence and disagreements between calcula-
tions performed in the two gauges resulted in the velocity
gauge losing prominence and the length gauge garnering
favour [14, 28]. More than a decade passed before the
issue was revisited [29–31] and the intimate connection
between the divergences and truncation of the infinite
number of bands to a finite subset was emphasized.
The earlier sum rules requiring an infinite number of

bands were reformulated for the finite band case [29]
and it was shown, both formally and numerically, that
the velocity gauge yields results identical to the length
gauge even for finite band models [31] moreover, the
sum rules were given an interpretation as the vehicles
for moving between the two gauges. The velocity gauge
has since made a resurgence and the diagrammatic
techniques based on Green’s function expressions of the
retarded correlators, already enjoying widespread use for
first order responses, are starting to gain traction [32–34].

The issues with the velocity gauge are, however,
yet to be fully resolved. While the general sum rules
guarantee the non-existence of spurious divergences
and equivalence to the length gauge [29, 31], the fact
that the sum rules appear only when moving to the
length gauge—in other words, that the non-existence of
spurious divergences is not manifest within the velocity
gauge—, is a significant drawback. The reason for
this is that even though the ‘default’ combination of
retarded correlators giving the second (and higher)
order response function in the velocity gauge (see Eq.
(139)) is, by virtue of the sum rules, divergence-free,
crucially, the ‘default’ combination in question is not
manifestly divergence-free. Rather, the divergence-free
property of the ‘default’ combination is only unmasked
when moving to the length gauge and realizing that
the part that would otherwise provide the divergence
in the velocity gauge is precisely the part that vanishes
by virtue of the sum rules. This devoids us of insights
regarding the role of the rather different velocity gauge
correlators in the ‘default’ combination: in general, only
their totality has physical relevance. Then, a natural
question to ask is whether there exists an equivalent
combination of correlators that is manifestly free of
spurious divergences? Should the answer be affirmative,
it would provide a rather robust handle on the response
functions since all concerns about the divergences could
be laid to rest without having to move to the length
gauge. An important result of this paper is that such
a combination indeed exists and can be arrived at in
a rather simple manner. We show that the standard
technique of shifting the vector potential [35, 36], now
by a constant, A(t) → A(t) + c, and requiring the
resulting physical response to be independent of this
constant, leads to constraints that we refer to as ‘gauge
conditions’ and a specific conflation of these conditions
(Eq. (144)) allows us to express the default combination
of retarded correlators using a different combination
(Eq. (145)). This permits us to rewrite the second order,
finite-frequency response function as an expression (Eq.
(152)) that is manifestly free of spurious divergences
which can then be expressed using Green’s functions,
and ‘collapsed’ into a relatively simple formula (Eq.
(153)). To the best of our knowledge, the subtleties
concerning the spurious divergence alluded to above
have not been recognized and the form of the response
function we present is absent from the literature. Cru-
cially, should we be interested in taking the static limit,
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we would not be required to perform a Taylor expansion
in the frequency but could simply set the latter to zero
in the ‘collapsed’ formula. As a technical note, we point
out that the explicit form of the correlators is only
required for the proof of the gauge conditions, with the
special combination for manifest divergence-cancellation
being a very general, formal expression between the
retarded correlators, in a way providing the essence of
why the divergences are, in fact, spurious. Furthermore,
this special combination is not arbitrary but admits a
pattern that can be generalized to higher orders and was
carried out by us also for third order [37].

I.2. Band truncations and geometry

While the detrimental effects of band truncations on
calculations within the velocity gauge have been studied
broadly, linked to the failing of sum rules and thereby
electromagnetic gauge-invariance [30, 31], the underlying
interplay with geometry has, we believe, yet to be fully
appreciated. It is well-known that a Berry connection
with non-vanishing curvature arises upon projection to a
well-separated set of bands [8, 38]. This is a special case
of a more general phenomenon rooted in the behaviour
of derivatives and closely linked to vector bundles [39].
Roughly speaking, if we have a vector field v(x), where
x ∈ Rn, with values in N -dimensional vector spaces Vx at
each x such that Vx are copies of the same vector space V,
i.e., Vx are considered as fibres of a vector bundle over Rn
with the vector field v(x) being a section of the bundle,
and we can find a basis {ea} with a ∈ {1, . . . , N}—the
standard basis—that is the same for each Vx indepen-
dent of x, then the vector field v(x) can be identified with
its components v(x) = (v1(x), . . . , va(x), . . . , vN (x))T in
this basis and differentiation of the vector field Div(x)
is equivalent to partial differentiation ∂iv(x) of its com-
ponents. On the other hand, should we perform an x-
dependent smooth projection P(x) to subspaces VPx at
each x, such a ‘constant’ basis no longer exists within
the collection of subspaces and we have to define differ-
ent bases {eα(x)} with α ∈ {1, . . . ,dimVPx } (note that all
VPx have the same dimension independent of x) for VPx
at each x. This means that differentiation of the pro-
jected vector field within the projected subspace is now
a rather delicate matter since we would have to compare
components attached to different bases, the latter being
x-dependent, and therefore need a way to connect the
bases at different x (see FIG. 1). This is provided by a
connection on the vector bundle with fibres VPx and we
are lead to a covariant derivative DPi vP(x) [39]. A key
difference between the two cases is that even though in
the former case we could perform an x-dependent change
of basis in each Vx resulting in the fact that the compo-
nents of the vector field derivative Div(x) would natu-
rally not be equivalent to the partial derivative of the
vector field components in this basis, but, rather, they
would have the structure of a ‘covariant derivative’, we

could always move back to the constant basis and obtain
the partial derivative. This cannot be done in the latter
case: no matter what we do, we will not be able to ar-
rive at the constant basis and the derivative will always
be ‘covariant’. The corresponding connections are said
to be ‘flat’ in the former case and ‘curved’ in the latter
case. We can see this concretely by writing the covariant
derivative in terms of (local) connection components ωi,

i.e., ωbia(x), by defining its action on the bases at each x
as

Diea(x) =
∑
b

ωbia(x)eb(x),

and on component functions va(x) ∈ v(x) of a vector
field as Diva(x) = ∂va(x)/∂xi. Then, we have for its
action on a vector field

Div(x) =
∑
a

(
∂va(x)

∂xi
+
∑
b

ωbia(x)vb(x)

)
ea(x).

Suppose there exists a basis, the standard basis, in
which ωi(x) = 0. Then, the covariant derivative of a vec-

tor field is simply the partial derivative of its components
in this basis. Moving to another x-dependent basis the
connection components ωi(x) will not remain zero (they

transform non-covariantly, see Appendix A.1). On the
other hand, should we not have a standard basis avail-
able, ωi(x) will never vanish, regardless of what basis we

choose. We can connect these notions to flatness via the
curvature components Ωij(x) given as

[Di,Dj ]ea(x) =
∑
b

(
Ωij(x)

)b
a
eb(x),

where

Ωij =
∂

∂xi
ωj −

∂

xj
ωi +

[
ωi, ωj

]
.

Clearly, if ωi(x) = 0 then Ωij(x) = 0. What about

in another x-dependent basis? It turns out that Ωij(x)

remains zero (it transforms covariantly under a change
of basis) and such a connection is rightfully called flat.
Conversely, should no basis exist in which ωi(x) = 0, the

curvature cannot vanish and the connection is said to be
curved.

This discussion above is particularly relevant for
our investigation of band or Hilbert space truncations.
Formally, we have Hilbert spaces H(t,k) for each time t
and crystal momentum k; spanned by periodic Bloch
states {|ua(k)〉}, where a is the band index; considered
as fibres of a Hilbert bundle over R×B, with R referring
to time and B the first Brillouin zone. Just as a vector
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FIG. 1. Projection onto a subspace. We have x ∈ R2 as points
of the base space and vector spaces Vx

∼= R3 as 3-dimensional
fibres. The standard bases {ea} of each Vx can be trivially
identified for all x and v(x) ∈ Vx is a smooth vector field. VPx
are 2-dimensional vector spaces obtained via an x-dependent
projection and {eα(x)} are their bases which can no longer be
trivially identified for different x. This means that we have
to use different bases at different x to expand the projected
vector field vP(x) within the projected subspace and need a
way to transfer the resulting components between the bases in
order to facilitate a consistent comparison and differentiation.

field was a section of a vector bundle, a state |ψ(t,k)〉 is
a section of this Hilbert bundle, and to evolve it in time
we need a way to move it between different fibres which
requires a connection on the Hilbert bundle. We define
the connection through its components in the standard
basis {|eF

a 〉} of H(t,k), which is not the basis consisting
of the periodic Bloch states, rather, it is the standard,
‘k-independent’ basis of the total space of fibres H(t,k),
each of which are spanned by {|ua(k)〉} (cf. {ea} for the
standard basis of the vector bundle considered earlier).
In this basis, let the time-direction components of the
connection be given by the Bloch Hamiltonian H(k) and

in the k direction be vanishing AF
i (k) = 0 (see Section

II and Appendix B.1 for the general justification). This
corresponds to a flat connection in the k direction. We
can also project via P(k) along k to a subspace and
obtain states |ψP(t,k)〉 within the projected subspaces
corresponding to the fibres HP(t,k) (with respect to a local

trivialization of the projected bundle) that are connected
by the projected connection, now curved even over k,
with components HP(k), APi (k). We thus clearly have

to distinguish between evolution in the ‘total space’
and the ‘projected subspace’. In the former case the
connection is flat and we can always choose a basis
(locally), the standard basis, in which its components

vanish AF
i (k) = 0, meaning that we can simply consider

the Bloch Hamiltonian H(k) as describing the total
evolution in this basis, whereas in the latter case the
projection renders the connection curved and we have
to look at both HP(k) and APi (k) in order to properly

account for the evolution. In other words, we have to
beware of the fact that the standard quantum evolution
in the ‘total space’ has to be carried over to a modified
quantum evolution within the ‘projected subspace’. To
put this rather abstract description into perspective, we
give two practical examples of total spaces and projected
subspaces: the ‘total space’ consists of an infinite number
of bands and the ‘projected subspace’ contains only a
finite number of bands; the ‘total space’ is made up of
a finite number of bands and the ‘projected subspace’
also consists of a finite, albeit not as numerous number
of bands. We assume that the bands in the projected
subspaces are well-separated from the rest. Should we
obtain a finite band model by truncating an infinite
band model and continue our calculations within the
finite band space while not taking into account the fact
that the truncation (projection) gave rise to a curved
connection, we shall naturally get fictitious, gauge in-
variance breaking results. Similarly, should we start out
with a finite band model, truncate it to a lesser number
of bands and continue working in the truncated band
space, we would have to work with a curved connection.
The sum rules are only valid if we are working in the
total spaces, regardless of them consisting of an infinite
or finite number of bands since what matters is whether
the corresponding connection is flat or not and we always
take the connection on the Hilbert bundle corresponding
to the total spaces to be flat. As an example, we have the
trivial relation (∂i∂j − ∂j∂i)ψ(t,k) ∝ [xi, xj ]ψ(t,k) = 0,
where xi = i∂i = i∂/∂ki, which turns into a sum rule
upon choosing the basis to be one in which the Bloch
Hamiltonian is diagonal at each k and is responsible for
the cancellation of spurious divergences in the velocity
gauge at second order [28]. It is clear that this sum rule
implicitly assumes a flat connection since it is defined
in a basis in which the components of the connection
vanish. Thus, the validity of the sum rules rests not on
the number of bands, rather, on the curvature of the
connection.

I.3. Quantum evolution and parallel transport

We have referred to quantum evolution as some kind of
‘movement’ of states between fibres H(t,k) of the Hilbert
bundle, but have not specified precisely what it is. In
fact, we have a connection on the Hilbert bundle and
can thus go for the most straightforward option: par-
allel transport. While this sounds rather unfounded, it
is precisely what is happening. In the case without an
electric field, evolution is only in the time-direction and
parallel transport simply means that the state evolves
in such a way that it remains covariantly constant along
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time; Dt|ψ(t,k)〉 = 0. Here Dt is the covariant deriva-
tive in the time-direction and its components in a local
basis correspond to the Hamiltonian H(k), meaning that
writing Dt|ψ(t,k)〉 = 0 in a basis results in the standard
Schrödinger equation (see Section II for details)

i~
d

dt
ψ(t,k) = H(k)ψ(t,k). (1)

Upon the application of an electric field, in the veloc-
ity gauge, k gets modified to k(t) = k − eA(t) and we
also have evolution in the k direction. The total evo-
lution then happens along a path (t,k(t)) with tangent
(1, dk/dt), where dk/dt = eE(t), meaning that the par-

allel transport is Dt|ψ(t,k(t))〉 + dki

dt Di|ψ(t,k(t))〉 = 0,
where we assumed automatic summation on i and Di is
the covariant derivative along k in the i direction with
components Ai in a (local) basis. Writing out this par-

allel transport equation in an arbitrary (local) basis, we
obtain the ‘extended’ Schrödinger equation

i~
d

dt
ψ(t,k(t)) = H(k(t))ψ(t,k(t))+eEiAi(k(t))ψ(t,k(t)).

(2)
Should the connection over k be flat, i.e., the above

equation describes evolution in the ‘total space’, we can
always choose a local basis along each point of the path,
labelled as ‘F’, in which AF

i (k(t)) = 0 meaning that, in

this basis, the extended Schrödinger equation reduces to
the standard Schrödinger equation. Similarly, we can
choose a basis in which the Hamiltonian is diagonal,
or any other basis for that matter. However, if the
connection over k is not flat, in other words, curved, i.e.,
we are working in a ‘projected subspace’, then there is
no local basis in which the components APi (k(t)) vanish

and we have to describe quantum evolution with the
extended Schrödinger equation! From the perspective of
perturbative response, we have to expand the connection
components Ai(k(t)) with respect to A(t) in addition to

the Hamiltonian. At first order, the response function
will be formally similar to the flat case, however, at
second order, path-dependence in k starts to matter
and the response function is qualitatively different when
compared with the flat case: a term proportional to
the curvature appears (see Eq. (152)). This is the
fundamental reason for why such an integrated geomet-
ric framework is necessary and is an important result
of this paper. Indeed, should we want to accurately
account for Hilbert space truncation effects and work
within the truncated subspace, our description requires
a curved connection on a Hilbert bundle. To the best of
our knowledge, no such consistent framework has been
developed for nonlinear responses.

While our integration of nonlinear perturbative re-
sponse theory into a fully geometric framework is, to the
best of our knowledge, novel, the application of Hilbert
bundle techniques to quantum evolution is an old story.

The interpretation of the standard Schrödinger equation
as always being a parallel transport on a Hilbert bundle
with the Hamiltonian being components of a connection
on this bundle was first considered by Asorey et al.
[40]. These authors also discuss several mathematical
subtleties related to the construction of the connection
(see also ref. [41]). Later on, in a series of papers [42–44],
Iliev used similar ideas for a formulation of quantum
mechanics in fibre bundle language, but did not discuss
the case of the Hamiltonian depending on time-evolving
parameters, such as the crystal momentum k(t) in the
velocity gauge, a key and central theme of our paper.
This was done in a rather sophisticated manner by Sar-
danashvily [45] via a connection on a composite bundle,
and the author arrived at the extended Schrödinger
equation (2), however, no explicit construction of the
connection was provided and the author did not proceed
beyond a discussion of quantum evolution. This was
partially remedied by Viennot [46] who generalized the
composite bundle approach and arrived at a concrete
connection, albeit, yet again, failed to progress beyond a
detailed analysis of quantum evolution. In comparison,
our approach, though detailed, does not make use of
advanced techniques and is rather elementary, since the
primary focus of this paper is application, and our aim
is to get up to speed with the geometric background as
quickly as possible, so that we can go ahead and delve
into the subtleties of perturbative response calculations.

I.4. A reader’s guide

Establishing a rigorous theory of nonlinear responses
to an electric field in a curved space involves multi-
ple concepts from differential geometry, and requires
clarifying a number of fundamental aspects pertaining
to quantum evolution and the choice of gauge. We
have thus organized the paper into five main sections.
We develop our geometric framework in section II by
starting out with a formulation of quantum evolution
in a Hilbert bundle with a curved connection. We
then discuss parallel transport; show how to perform
perturbative expansions in a proper manner, all the
while highlighting some fundamental inconsistencies
present in the literature; and wrap up via a discussion
of density matrix evolution and expectation values.
We move on to Section III, in which we present a
detailed study of the velocity and length gauges from
a geometric perspective and also present a consistent
definition of the velocity operator in a curved space.
Following a brief review of some results from our paper
I [3], in Section IV we present the calculation of the
perturbative response upto second order—including the
gauge conditions and manifest cancellation of spurious
divergences—, and finally arrive at a finite frequency,
second order response formula valid for a Hilbert bundle
with a curved connection and provide an expression
for it in terms of Green’s functions. We finish with
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a discussion in section V and draw our conclusions in
section VI. Among the appendices, the first two contain
more than just technical details of calculations, but we
thought of them best suited as supplements to the main
text. In Appendix A.1 we provide some basic notions of
vector bundles and connections, and in A.2 discuss some
major abuses of notation widespread in the condensed
matter and nonlinear optics literature. In Appendix B.1
we discuss electron dynamics within a periodic crystal
and provide a derivation, within our framework, of the
semiconductor Bloch equations, before moving on to a
discussion of Blount’s position operator in B.2.

II. QUANTUM EVOLUTION IN A CURVED
SPACE

Let E(t) be a spatially uniform, time-varying electric
field. In the velocity gauge, it can be represented
using the vector potential as E = −∂A(t)/∂t. The
momentum-dependent equilibrium Hamiltonian H0(p)
changes according to the minimal-coupling prescrip-
tion to H0(p − eA(t)) ≡ H0(p(t)), where we defined
p(t) = p− eA(t). It is thus clear, that the Hamiltonian
can be considered as dependent on time only implicitly,
through the change of momentum. In light of this, we
require a discussion of quantum evolution with a clear
distinction between Hamiltonians containing implicit
time-dependence through a parameter and/or explicit
time-dependence.

For reasons that will become clear, in this section, we
shall treat an abstract state vector |ψ〉 of a Hilbert space
and the collection of its components ψ in a basis as dif-
fering objects in an explicit manner. For example, in a
countable basis {|ea〉}, we have

|ψ〉 =
∑
a

ψa|ea〉 → ψ = (ψ1, ψ2, . . . )
T . (3)

Of course, we could have also chosen a continuous ba-
sis. Similarly, the collection of components of an operator
O in a basis shall be labeled as O.

II.1. The extended Schrödinger equation

Suppose we are given a Hamiltonian H(t) dependent
on time explicitly, that is, not through a parameter. Let
{|ea(t)〉} be a basis at each instant of time and define

Dt|ea(t)〉 =
i

~
∑
b

Hba(t)|eb(t)〉. (4)

In other words, Dt is an operation that maps a state
vector at t to another state vector at t such that its action
on a basis state is determined by the Hamiltonian. Next,

let the action of Dt on a component ψa(t) of |ψ(t)〉 be
the standard derivative, i.e., Dtψa(t) ≡ ∂tψa(t), where
we defined ∂t ≡ ∂/∂t and let it satisfy the Leibniz rule.
Then, we can consider the action of Dt on |ψ(t)〉 which
yields

Dt|ψ(t)〉 =
∑
a

(
∂tψa(t) +

i

~
∑
b

Hab(t)ψb(t)

)
|ea(t)〉.

(5)
We want |ψ(t)〉 to be determined by the condition

Dt|ψ(t)〉 = 0, (6)

which, by virtue of (5), means

i~
d

dt
ψ(t) = H(t)ψ(t), (7)

and we have arrived at the standard Schrödinger equa-
tion. The Schrödinger equation should retain its form in
a different basis. In order to check this, let us consider an
explicitly time-dependent change of basis using a unitary
operator

|ea(t)〉 =
∑
b

Uba(t)|eUb (t)〉. (8)

The components of |ψ(t)〉 become ψU (t) = U(t)ψ(t) in
the new basis and, from definition (4), H(t) changes to

HU (t) = U(t)H(t)U†(t) + i~(∂tU(t))U†(t). (9)

As can be checked straightforwardly, the Schrödinger
equation (7) retains its form in the new basis. Reading
off the components of Dt|ψ(t)〉 from (5), we can see via
the transformation property (9), that they transform just
as ψ(t), i.e.,

(Dt|ψ(t)〉)Ua =
∑
b

Uab(t)(Dt|ψ(t)〉)b. (10)

We can look at U(t) as a ‘passive’ gauge-
transformation, and Dt thus behaves as a covariant
derivative along t acting on elements of Hilbert spaces
at each t. Indeed, we can consider a trivial Hilbert
bundle πH : R × H → R, where H is a Hilbert space
and R represents time, such that its fibres π−1(t) = Ht
are copies of the same Hilbert space attached to each
t and the Hamiltonian corresponds to the local form
of a connection on this Hilbert bundle, as detailed in
[40]. (see Appendix A.1 for a brief overview of Hilbert
bundles).

Suppose now that the system also depends on a set
of parameters that we label as p (we assume that the
parameter space is a smooth manifold). Then, as the
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FIG. 2. Quantum evolution in a curved space. We have a
Hilbert bundle over (t,p) with fibres H(t,p) being Hilbert
spaces. The state |ψ(t0,p)〉 = |ψ(γ(t0))〉 is parallel trans-
ported via a connection with components (H(t,p),Ai(t,p(t))

and traces out a path |ψ(γ(t))〉 in the bundle, where γ(t) is
the corresponding path in the base space (t,p)

system evolves in time, the latter’s evolution traces out a
path (t,p(t)) in time-parameter space (see FIG 2). The
question now, is how do we extend the Schrödinger equa-
tion (7) to this case? From (4) and (6) we see that the
Hamiltonian is responsible for evolution in the time di-
rection, meaning that we need another quantity that gen-
erates evolution in the parameter direction. In order to
obtain this, let {|ea(t,p)〉} be a local basis, or, in other
words, a local frame of the Hilbert space attached to the
point (t,p). Define

Di|ea(t,p)〉 =
i

~
∑
b

Aiba(t,p)|eb(t,p)〉, (11)

where i ranges along the dimension of the parameter
space and Aiba(t,p) is a collection of components de-
termining the operation Di in a local frame. Further-
more, we demand that Di act on component functions as
Diψa(t,p) = ∂ψa(t,p)/∂pi ≡ ∂i∂ψa(t,p) and satisfy the
Leibniz rule. Then, its action on a state vector becomes

Di|ψ(t,p)〉 =
∑
a

(
∂iψa(t,p)

+
i

~
∑
b

Aiab(t,p)ψb(t,p)

)
|ea(t,p)〉.

(12)

Let (t,p(t)) be a path in time-parameter space with
the tangent in the pi direction being dpi/dt. We demand

that the complete evolution of |ψ(t,p)〉 along this path
be determined by the condition

Dt|ψ(t,p(t))〉+
dpi

dt
Di|ψ(t,p(t))〉 = 0, (13)

where automatic summation is implied on i. Using (5)
and (12) we can write this condition in a local frame as

i~
d

dt
ψ(t,p(t)) =

(
H(t,p(t)) +

dpi

dt
Ai(t,p(t))

)
ψ(t,p(t)),

(14)
where d/dt ≡ ∂t + dpi/dt∂i is the total derivative. We

refer to this equation as the ‘extended’ Schrödinger equa-
tion and shall provide a more elegant interpretation for it
after the next few paragraphs below. This equation was
also derived by Sardanashvily [45] using sophisticated
techniques involving connections on composite bundles
(see also ref. [47] for a more detailed exposition by the
same author). In comparison, our approach is rather
elementary, since our goal here is just to set up a con-
sistent framework for perturbative response calculations
and not delve into the depths of mathematical beauty.
Note that when applying Dt to a component function
ψa(t,p) with both time and parameter dependence, it is
defined to act only on the time argument, hence it acts
as a partial derivative with respect to time. Confusion
might arise from the fact that the path along which the
system evolves in time-parameter space is parameterized
by time itself. We clarify this point in more detail below.
In order to see how (14) transforms under a local, uni-
tary change of frame, or gauge-transformation, we first
determine the transformation properties of Ai(t,p). The

frame changes as

|ea(t,p)〉 =
∑
b

Uba(t,p)|eUb (t,p)〉, (15)

leading to the component functions transforming as
ψU (t,p) = U(t,p)ψ(t,p), which, by definition (11), re-
sults in

AUi (t,p) = U(t,p)Ai(t,p)U†(t,p)+i~(∂iU(t,p))U†(t,p).

(16)
Performing the transformation along every point of the

path we find that (14) retains its form in the new frame.
Note that when extending the Hamiltonian’s transforma-
tion rule (9) to the parameter-dependent case and per-
forming it along every point of a path to see how the evo-
lution equation (14) transforms, the Hamiltonian should
be

HU (t,p(t)) =U(t,p(t))H(t,p(t))U†(t,p(t))

+ i~(∂iU(t,p(t)))U†(t,p(t)),
(17)

where we took the partial derivative of the second
term, since Dt acts only on the time argument of a
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component.

We have to provide an interpretation for Ai(t,p).

Since they are components of the Di operation, i.e., con-
nection, in a local frame (see the definition (11)), suppose
that there exists a local frame {|eF

a (t,p)〉} in which they
all vanish identically, i.e., AF

i (t,p) = 0. By (11), this

means that, in this particular frame, Di|eF
a (t,p)〉 = 0 for

all a, so (12) becomes

Di|ψ(t,p)〉 =
∑
a

∂iψ
F
a (t,p)|eF

a (t,p)〉, (18)

and Di acts as a partial derivative on the component
functions. The extended Schrödinger equation (14) re-
duces to

i~
d

dt
ψF(t,p(t)) = HF(t,p(t))ψF(t,p(t)), (19)

which is the standard Schrödinger equation for a
Hamiltonian with both explicit time-dependence and a
time-dependent parameter. It is clear that the validity of
this equation rests on the existence of the special frame
{|eF

a (t,p)〉} in which all the components AF
i (t,p) vanish

and is thus a special case of the more general extended
one (14). We show in Appendix B.1 that a realization
of a special case of equation (19) with a Hamiltonian
lacking explicit time-dependence is provided by the evo-
lution under a spatially uniform electric field of periodic
Bloch states in a crystal, with p → ~k, where k is the
crystal momentum, and the Hamiltonian corresponding
to the Bloch Hamiltonian H(t,p(t)) → H(k(t)), where

k(t) ≡ k− ie
~ A(t) with A(t) being the vector potential.

Now let us change the frame by a unitary transforma-
tion according to (15). Taking a glance at (16), we find

that AF

i
(t,p) = 0 transforms to

AiF,U (t,p) = i~(∂iU(t,p))U†(t,p), (20)

which is clearly non-vanishing. As expected, this
results in the fact that equation (19) does not retain
its form under a change of frame. On the other hand,
AiF,U (t, p) is not an undetermined quantity, rather, it

is a definite expression given in terms of the unitary
transformation used to change the frame. In the special
case of a crystal, we can consider a change of frame
U†(k), that is not explicitly time-dependent, such that
the Bloch Hamiltonian becomes diagonal. In this case,
U†(k) simply contains the components of the periodic
Bloch states |ua(k)〉 written in the ‘F-frame’ (see

Appendix B.1), and consequently AiF,U (k) correspond

to components of the flat Berry connection.

It would be conducive to provide a quantity, dependent
on the components Ai(t,p), with the following property:

should it vanish in one frame, it should go on to van-
ish in all frames, i.e., it should transform covariantly.
Indeed, looking at (18) and (12), the only difference be-
tween them is that in the former we only find the par-
tial derivative whereas in the latter we also stumble into
the components Ai(t,p). Since the partial derivatives in

different directions commute, i.e., ∂i∂j = ∂j∂i, we can
quantify the importance of Ai(t,p) by checking the com-

mutation of Di in different directions. Using (11) we
obtain the standard result

[Di,Dk]|ea(t,p)〉 =
i

~
∑
b

(
Fik(t,p)

)
ba
|eb(t,p)〉, (21)

where

Fik = ∂iAk − ∂kAi +
i

~

[
Ai,Ak

]
, (22)

and we dropped the explicit arguments for clarity.
These are the components of the local form of the
curvature of a connection on a vector bundle [48–50]
and they transform covariantly under a change of frame:
FUik = UFikU†. Thus, the special local frame {|eF

a (t,p)〉}
in which the local components of the connection vanish
AF
i (t,p) = 0 and evolution is described by (19), only

exists if the curvature components vanish Fik = 0; in

other words, if the connection is flat. However, note
that, as can be checked by utilizing (22), (20) also has
vanishing curvature. Indeed, not all bundles admit
flat connections (a notable example being the tangent
bundle of the 2-sphere S2 [49]), but even if we look at a
bundle that does, such as the bundle of periodic Bloch
states over the Brillouin torus, we will not necessarily be
able to choose a continuous frame defined over the entire
bundle in which the connection components vanish,
rather, we might be able to construct such a frame only
locally, and use compatibility relations to find that the
components will take the form (20) over other parts [49]
(see also Appendix A.1).

The extended Schrödinger equation (14) can thus
describe quantum evolution in a Hilbert bundle with
a non-flat connection in the parameter direction and
is the equation we shall use for our calculation of
responses. Before we see how such a curved connec-
tion can actually arise, we provide an interpretation
for the frame-independent form (13) of the extended
Schrödinger equation.

The standard Schrödinger equation (7) is (6) written
in a frame. The latter equation simply expresses that
the state |ψ(t)〉 does not change with respect to the
covariant derivative in the time direction Dt; it is co-
variantly constant. We can also provide a similar inter-
pretation for the extended equation. Indeed, taking a
glance at (13), we are prompted to define D0 ≡ Dt and
Dµ ≡ (D0, Di). Similarly, we write Pµ(t) ≡ (t, pi(t)) for
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points of a path in (t,p) space parameterized by t and
dPµ/dt ≡ (1, dpi/dt) for the tangent to this path. Using
this notation, (13) reduces to

dPµ

dt
Dµ|ψ(P (t))〉 = 0. (23)

In other words, the extended Schrödinger equation
states that |ψ(t,p)〉 should evolve along a path in such a
way that it remain covariantly constant along this path.
In the case that will be of interest to us, the parame-
ter will correspond to a momentum and the path will
be determined by an externally applied electric field.
Hence, there is no need for concern regarding the path-
dependence of this formula.
The combined connection components Aµ(P ) ≡
(H(P ),Ai(P )) lead us to the following remark. When

the Hamiltonian H is looked at in isolation and consid-
ered as the ‘matrix’ of components of a connection on a
Hilbert bundle over time, it necessarily corresponds to a
connection that is flat (time is 1-dimensional so we only
have a covariant derivative in the t direction which com-
mutes with itself, cf. (21)). However, when thought of
as a vector component of Aµ(P ), then even if the curva-

ture (22) corresponding to the ‘latin index’ part Ai(P )

vanishes, in other words, the connection corresponding
to the covariant derivative in the parameter direction is
flat, the total connection with components Aµ(P ) is not

necessarily flat, since the curvature components

F0i = ∂tAi − ∂iH+
i

~

[
H,Ai

]
, (24)

corresponding to [D0,Di] do not necessarily vanish.
The Hamiltonian, in this sense, is not part of a flat con-
nection. In fact, the components F0i are proportional

to those of the velocity operator. We expand on this in
section III.3.
By construction, Equation (23) is frame-independent,
however, time is still handled in an awkward manner
and not treated on an equal footing with the other pa-
rameters. This is, of course, due to the choice of pa-
rameterization of the path in (t,p). We can simply
parameterize the path with another parameter, say, τ ,
leading to Pµ(τ) = (t(τ), pi(τ)) with tangent vector
dPµ/dτ = (dt/dτ, dpi/dτ). The extended Schrödinger
equation (23) written out along this path is then

dPµ

dτ
Dµ|ψ(P (τ))〉 =

(
dt

dτ
D0 +

dpi

dτ
Di
)
|ψ(P (τ))〉 = 0.

(25)
It is thus clear that the extended Schrödinger equation

(13) corresponds to the special case of dt/dτ = 1.
We can generalize Eq. (25) further. Suppose we choose
the parameter to be space proper, i.e., Pµ = (t, pi) →
xµ = (t, xi) is space-time (we take c = 1). Then, we
have a Hilbert space of states containing |ψ(x)〉 defined

at each point x of spacetime and the parallel transport
equation

dxµ

dτ
Dµ|ψ(x(τ))〉 = 0, (26)

over a path in spacetime parameterized by τ lifted to
the tangent bundle with tangents dxµ/dτ , is manifestly
(general) relativistic. Note that if we let gµν(x) be
the components of a metric on the tangent bundle of
the spacetime manifold and use it to fix the tangent
frames at each spacetime point to be orthonormal, then
we can expand the product in (26) with connection
components labelled Pµ(x) ≡ (H(x),Pi(x)) in a manner

similar to (25) (gµν(x) can be written locally as the
Minkowski metric). Equation (26) simply expounds
that the quantum state should evolve over a spacetime
path in such a way that it remain covariantly constant.
Following an appropriate interpretation of the paths and
connection components, this turns out to be a fruitful
approach to describing relativistic quantum evolution
[51].

A natural question to ask is: how could a non-flat
connection on the trivial Hilbert bundle over parameter
space with components Ai arise? For the purposes of

this paper, we look at a standard construction that we
adapt from [39], also discussed in [52] for the special
case of periodic Bloch states. Suppose we have a state
|ψ(t,p)〉 as a local section of a trivial Hilbert bundle
π : R × B × H → R × B, where B is the parameter
space and R refers to time. The fibres of this bundle
at points (t,p) ∈ R × B are labeled as the Hilbert
spaces H(t,p) ≡ π−1(t,p), moreover, we consider a
local frame in which the connection components in the
time direction are given by the Hamiltonian and in the
parameter direction are vanishing. Note that this does
not necessarily imply that the connection in the part of
the bundle over parameter space B is trivial—unless B
is contractible; we could very well have a flat connection
that is nevertheless non-trivial, but we are looking
at a local patch over parameter space in which the
connection components vanish (see Appendix A.1 for a
discussion of this). Now consider a sub-bundle whose
fibres in a local trivialization are HP(t,p) obtained via a

parameter-dependent projection P(p) to a subspace of

H(t,p). Let H
P(H)
(t,p) ⊂ H(t,p) be the projected subspace

HP(t,p) considered as embedded within H(t,p) (see FIG.

3) and define the map U(p) : H(t,p) → H
P(H)
(t,p) ⊂ H(t,p)

together with U†(p) : H(t,p) → HP(t,p) such that

U†(p)U(p) = idPp , the identity map on the projected

space and P(p) ≡ U(p)U†(p) : H(t,p) → H
P(H)
(t,p) an

orthogonal projection. Note that we do not consider the
projection P(p) to be dependent on time explicitly. This
results in the fact that the projected sub-bundle remains
trivial with respect to time πP : R × (BH)P → R × B,
where (BH)P is the total space of the non-trivial bundle



10

πPt : (BH)P → B, but only trivializes locally with respect
to the parameter space—unless the parameter space B is
contractible, in which case it is trivial too. As we show
below, this will lead to a purely parameter-dependent
non-flat connection on the πPt bundle, whose components
in a local frame cannot be made to vanish any longer.

FIG. 3.

We can now use the maps U , U† to construct a deriva-
tive on the projected subspace HP(t,p). In order to do this,

consider a frame {|ePα (t,p)〉} of HP(t,p) defined locally in

a neighbourhood of (t,p). We can use U(p) to map this
into H(t,p) with local frame {|eF

a (t,p)〉} with vanishing

connection components Di|eF
a (t,p)〉 = 0, since the latter

is a local frame in a trivial bundle πt : B × H → B with
a flat connection:

U(p)|ePα (t,p)〉 =
∑
a

Uaα(p)|eF
a (t,p)〉. (27)

Similarly, we have

U†(p)|eF
a (t,p)〉 =

∑
α

U∗aα(p)|ePα (t,p)〉. (28)

Since the result of (27) is in H
P(H)
(t,p) ⊂ H(t,p) we can ap-

ply the operation Di to it and use P(p) = U(p)U†(p) to

project the result onto H
P(H)
(t,p) allowing us to read-off the

connection components within the projected subspace
HP(t,p). Indeed, we have

U(p)U†(p)DiU(p)|ePα (t,p)〉

= U(p)U†(p)
∑
a

∂iUaα(p)|eF
a (t,p)〉

= U(p)
∑
β

(∑
a

U∗aβ(p)∂iUaα(p)

)
|ePβ (t,p)〉,

(29)

where we used the fact that Di|eF
a (t,p)〉 = 0 and (28).

The derivative in the projected subspace thus becomes

Di|ePα (t,p)〉 =
i

~
∑
β

APiβα(p)|ePβ (t,p)〉, (30)

where the connection components are

APiβα(p) = −i~
∑
a

U∗aα(p)∂iUaβ(p). (31)

Note that in order to get a non-flat connection,
FPαβ(p) 6= 0 (see Eq. (22) with Aiab → APiαβ), it is

crucial for the frame labeled by greek indices to span
a subspace of the space spanned by the frame with
latin indices, i.e., that we consider a ‘proper’ projection,
otherwise, we get the degenerate case of U being a
unitary transformation, thereby relating the two frames
according to (15) (with U → U†). Given that the
connection components vanish in the latin index frame
(we took the latin indices to label elements of the
‘F-frame’), they would become (20) (with U → U†) in
the greek index frame and would continue to be the
components of a flat connection which can be simply
made to locally vanish by moving to a different local
frame.

We can also see the curved connection arising directly,
by looking at how the extended Schrödinger equation
(19) in the F-frame changes form when restricted to the
projected subspace. Suppose we have a state |ψP(t,p)〉 ∈
HP(t,p) in the projected subspace and let us apply the
map U(p) to move it to the embedded projected subspace

H
P(H)
(t,p) ⊂ H(t,p) as |ψ(t,p)〉 = U(p)|ψP(t,p)〉. The state

|ψ(t,p)〉 ∈ H
P(H)
(t,p) obtained in this way clearly satisfies

|ψ(t,p)〉 = P(p)|ψ(t,p)〉, since P(p) = U(p)U†(p). In

the embedded space H
P(H)
(t,p) we have access to the F-frame

and, using (27) to find the corresponding frame in the
projected subspace, we can also relate the corresponding
components of the states via

ψF
a (t,p) =

∑
α

Uaα(p)ψPα (t,p). (32)

Writing this into (19), defining the projected subspace
Hamiltonian

HPαβ(t,p) =
∑
a,b

U∗aα(p)HF
ab(t,p)Ubβ(p), (33)

recognizing the curved connection components (31),
and rearranging, we obtain

i~
d

dt
ψP(t,p(t))

=

(
HP(t,p(t)) +

dpi

dt
APi (p(t))

)
ψP(t,p(t)),

(34)
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which is the extended Schrödinger equation (14) in a
local frame {|ePα (t,p)〉} of the projected subspace.

Throughout this construction we have only considered
the projection to a generic subspace of H(t,p). However,
there are certain distinguished subspaces, such as
the eigensubspaces of the Hamiltonian. Should the
projection be onto an isolated 1-dimensional eigenspace
of the Hamiltonian, (31) becomes the Abelian Berry
connection, on the other hand, should it be onto a
well-separated multi-dimensional eigenspace—–possibly
containing isolated 1-dimensional eigenspaces—–we get
the more general non-Abelian Berry connection [8].

In general, we can consider a truncation of the Hilbert
space H(t,p) via a projection to a subspace and this is
the perspective we would like to emphasize. The con-
nection components can be looked at as representing the
data contained within the truncated degrees of freedom
on the subspace under investigation. Thus, we can choose
to work within the subspace by sacrificing the flatness
of the connection in the paramater direction. Should
we tread this path, we clearly have to use the extended
Schrödinger equation (14) to describe quantum evolution,
since the standard one (19) assumes a flat connection.
However, the effort is worthwhile since we shall find that
going beyond first order in perturbative response calcula-
tions, path-dependence begins to matter when integrat-
ing the extended Schrödinger equation (14) and, com-
pared to the flat case, this changes the structure of the
response functions (see section IV.4 below).

II.2. The parallel transporter and infinitesimal
expansions

The extended Schrödinger equation (23) asserts that
the quantum state |ψ(P )〉 evolves in such a way that it re-
mains covariantly constant along the path γ(t) : Pµ(t) =
(t,p(t)) with tangent γ̇(t) : dPµ/dt = (1, dpi/dt). We
can thus think of the operator that evolves the state as
a parallel transporter. Let the initial time be t0 and we
define the parallel transporter T (γt0→t) that evolves the
quantum state from P (t0) to P (t) along the path γ as

|ψTγ (P (t))〉 = T (γt0→t)|ψ(P (t0))〉. (35)

The components of the parallel transporter in a local
frame can be defined as follows. Suppose {|ea(P (t0))〉}
is a frame at P (t0). Since T (γt0→t) maps this frame to
the Hilbert space at P (t) we should be able to expand
the result in a frame at P (t):

T (γt0→t)|ea(P (t0))〉 =
∑
b

Tba(γt0→t)|eb(P (t))〉, (36)

which means that (35) can be written in component
form as

ψT
γ

(P (t)) = T (γt0→t)ψ(P (t0)). (37)

We can obtain an expression for these components
of the parallel transporter by writing the extended
Schrödinger equation (23) in a local frame, and, the re-
sult being an ordinary differential equation in time, inte-
grating it along γ(t). Indeed, we have for (23) in a local
frame

d

dt
ψ(P (t) +

i

~
dPµ

dt
Aµ(P (t))ψ(P (t)) = 0, (38)

where we defined Aµ ≡ (H,Ai), and, using the stan-

dard iterative procedure, obtain

T (γt0→t) = T exp

(
− i
~

∫ t

t0

dt′Aµ(P (t′))
dPµ

dt′

)
, (39)

where T is the time-ordering symbol. Furthermore
since Aµ is Hermitian, the parallel transporter is

unitary, meaning that it preserves the modulus of the
states it transports. Note that, fundamentally, this is
a path-ordered expression, but due to choosing time
as our parameter—–under the assumption that time
only goes forward–—we are left with a time-ordered
expression. In its form, the parallel transporter is similar
to Dyson’s time-ordered evolution operator, however it
is fundamentally different: our state is being transported
not only over time, but also in the non-trivial Hilbert
bundle over parameter space, meaning that the parallel
transporter is heavily path-dependent. For the specific
case of interest to us, as alluded to earlier, the choice
of path is something we will not have to be concerned
with since we shall interpret the tangent dpi/dt in the
parameter direction as a known external classical field,
the electric field, and a path is thereby handed to us.

It is important to know how the components of the
parallel transporter transform under a local change of
frame, or ‘passive’ gauge transformation U(P (t)). This
can be deduced in a straightforward manner from (37).
We want the transformed components to be connected
by the transformed parallel transporter which means

U(P (t))T (γt0→t)ψ(P (t0)) = TU (γt0→t)U(P (t0))ψ(P (t0)),
(40)

and we thus have

TU (γt0→t) = U(P (t))T (γt0→t)U
†(P (t0)), (41)

a relation that will be of crucial importance. Using
the parallel transporter we can now gain some intuition
for the covariant derivative defined earlier. Consider
the infinitesimal transporter that transports from point
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P (t0) ≡ P + dP to another point P (t) ≡ P . That is, we
take (39) along an infinitesimal path

T (P, P + dP ) = 1 +
i

~
AµdPµ, (42)

where T (P, P+dP ) refers to components of the parallel
transporter that moves states along an infinitesimal path
from P + dP to P . We wish to compare states at P and
P + dP , however, the states at these two points live in
different Hilbert spaces. Hence, the comparison is only
possible if we transport the state from the space at the
latter point to the one at the former point. Doing this
we can compare their components in a local frame

ψT
dP

(P )− ψ(P )

= T (P, P + dP )ψ(P + dP )− ψ(P )

≈ dPµ
(
∂µψ(P ) +

i

~
Aµψ(P )

)
,

(43)

where the dP subscript refers to the fact that we are
transporting along an infinitesimal path; we also ex-
panded the component functions to first order in dP .
This corresponds to the frame-independent expression

|ψTdP (P )〉 − |ψ(P )〉 = dPµDµ|ψ(P )〉, (44)

which is another interpretation of the covariant deriva-
tive Dµ.

At this point we are compelled to say a few words
about operators, such as certain observables, acting on
states. Let O(P ) be an operator acting on the Hilbert
space at P (more precisely, we could define it as a local
section of the bundle of operators acting on the Hilbert
bundle, but we do not venture further into mathematical
details, as it is not the purpose of our paper). As usual,
we can define a covariant derivative on an operator based
on the Leibniz rule

(DµO(P ))|ψ(P )〉 = Dµ(O(P )|ψ(P )〉)−O(P )Dµ|ψ(P )〉
≡ [Dµ,O(P )]|ψ(P )〉.

(45)

The operator at P acts on states at P . Hence it maps
an element of a local frame at P to a linear combination
of local frame elements at P . This means that we can
give the operator’s components in a local frame as

O(P )|ea(P )〉 =
∑
b

Oba(P )|eb(P )〉, (46)

and, after a straightforward calculation, find the com-
ponents of the operator’s covariant derivative (45) to be

DµO = ∂µO +
i

~

[
Aµ,O

]
, (47)

where we dropped the P arguments for clarity. Now
let us change frames. Using (15) and (46) we find that,
as expected, the components of the operator become
OU (P ) = U(P )O(P )U†(P ) in the new frame, or, in
other words, they transform covariantly. This can be
combined with the transformation rule of the connection
components and it follows that the components of the
covariant derivative (47) also transform covariantly.

Just as we have a parallel transporter along a path
for states we can also define one for operators. We want
the transported operator to act on a transported state in
such a way that the result is equivalent to transporting
a state being acted on by the operator:

OTγ (P (t))|ψTγ (P (t))〉 = T (γt0→t)O(P (t0))|ψ(P (t0))〉.
(48)

Using (35) and the fact that the transporter is unitary,
we arrive at

OTγ (P (t)) = T (γt0→t)O(P (t0))T †(γt0→t). (49)

This expression provides a straightforward way to show
that, in analogy to the case of the state (44), the covariant
derivative of the operator can likewise be interpreted as
the difference between the operator at P and the operator
transported from P + dP to P :

OTγ (P )−O(P ) = dPµDµO(P ). (50)

We have finally arrived at the first justification for the
enormous emphasis we have placed on separating ‘ab-
stract’ states and operators from their components in a
local frame. Components are simply scalar-valued func-
tions, perhaps collected into arrays, and can thereby be
expanded in a standard Taylor series around a point, i.e.,

ψ(P + dP ) = ψ(P ) + dPµ∂µψ(P ) +O(dP 2),

O(P + dP ) = O(P ) + dPµ∂µO(P ) +O(dP 2),
(51)

for the components of a state, and the components of
an operator. On the other hand, ‘abstract’ states (oper-
ators) are elements of (act on) different Hilbert spaces—
different copies of the same Hilbert space to be precise—
at different points, meaning that we simply cannot ex-
pand them as

|ψ(P + dP )〉 6= |ψ(P )〉+ dPµ∂µ|ψ(P )〉+ . . . , (52)

neither as

|ψ(P + dP )〉 6= |ψ(P )〉+ dPµDµ|ψ(P )〉+ . . . , (53)

etc., since, we emphasize again, |ψ(P )〉 and |ψ(P+dP )〉
live in different spaces! There is, however, a special
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case in which an expansion like (52) can be made sense
of. This possibility hinges on the ability to choose the
same frame or basis for the Hilbert spaces at P + dP
and P , i.e., a frame that is (covariantly) constant with
respect to P . Then, we can identify the abstract states
with their components at each P and compare them.
Of course, this is only possible if the connection is flat,
since otherwise we cannot choose a local frame that is
covariantly constant. Indeed, a covariantly constant
local frame requires Dµ|eF

a (P )〉 = 0, which means that in
this local frame AF

µ = 0 and the curvature components

vanish FF
µν = 0. Since the curvature components

transform covariantly, their components will vanish in
any other frame and the connection is flat. Should
we have such a local frame at our disposal, we do not
need to worry about the components in this frame
transforming as we move between points since we are
expanding with respect to the same basis at each point.
This can be seen clearly for, say, quantum states from
the component form of their parallel transport (37).
If AF

µ = 0 then, by (39), T = 1 which is the identity,

meaning that (37) simply asserts that the transported
components do not need to be transformed by the
parallel transporter (see also section III for a related
discussion). Taking a closer look at only the right hand
side of (53), we can note that the expression is, in
fact, well-defined. It only contains states living in the
Hilbert space at point P , since the covariant derivative
maps between states living in the same space. We can
further imagine adding symmetrized combinations of
higher-order covariant derivatives to this expression and
arrive at the concept of a jet [53]. Jets can be thought of
as abstract Taylor polynomials, and provide the natural
language for generalizing partial differential equations to
general spaces in a frame-independent manner, however,
they only map states within the same space and do not
approximate an object living in a different space at a
different point.

We could also think of expanding the component func-
tions, e.g. of an operator O(P ), in the following, rather
unnatural way

O(P + dP ) 6= O(P ) + dPµDµO(P ) +O(dP 2), (54)

where DµO(P ) are the components (47) of the co-
variant derivative of the operator. While this expansion
makes sense, insofar as we only consider the compa-
rability of the expressions on the two sides—they are
just component functions, it is in conflict with (50),
which establishes that the components of the operator’s
covariant derivative measure the difference between the
components of operators at the same point one of them
being components of an operator transported to the
point. The components O(P+dP ) are those of an opera-
tor at P+dP , not those of one that was transported to P .

We now look at the special case of a flat connection
over the parameter space. We choose the local frame
{|eF

a (P )〉} in which the connection components over a

part of parameter space vanish AF

i
(P ) = 0. This means

that, locally, Hilbert spaces at different points of param-
eter space can be trivially identified, i.e., the local frame
is covariantly constant in the parameter direction, and
the parallel transporter (39) only needs to transport in
the time direction. What happens if we formally move
from (t0,p+dp) to (t0,p); a path purely within parame-
ter space for simplicity? The components of the parallel
transporter (39) become TF((t0,p), (t0,p)+(t0, dp)) = 1.
Now let us change to a different frame via a local unitary
transformation U(P ). By (41), the components of the
parallel transporter become

TF,U ((t0,p), (t0,p) + (t0, dp)) = U(t0,p)U†(t0,p + dp).
(55)

Note that a crucial difference from the curved case
is that this parallel transporter is not given by a path-
ordered product, in fact, instead of an infinitesimal one
we could have chosen an arbitrary path and the re-
sult would still just be the product of unitary matri-
ces at the two ends of the path reflecting the fact that
these are just the components of a ‘flat’ parallel trans-
porter. Now consider the components ψF(t0,p+dp) and

ψF,U (t0,p+dp) = U(t0,p+dp)ψF(t0,p+dp) in the two
frames. Since these are just collections of scalar-valued
functions, we can perform standard Taylor expansions
around p. Let us expand the components in the non-
transformed frame

ψF(t0,p + dp) = ψF(t0,p) + dpi∂iψ
F(t0,p) +O(dp2),

(56)
and rewrite them with the components in the ‘U-frame’

U†(t0,p+dp)ψF,U (t0,p + dp) = U†(t0,p)(ψF,U (t0,p)

+ dpi(∂i + U∂iU
†ψF,U (t0,p) +O(dp2)).

(57)

Multiplying both sides by U(t0,p); recognizing the flat,
transformed parallel transporter (55) on the left; and us-
ing the flat connection expression (20) we find

TF,U ((t0,p), (t0,p) + (t0, dp))ψF,U (t0,p + dp)

= ψF,U (t0,p) + dpi
(
∂i +

i

~
AiF,U

)
ψF,U (t0,p)

+O(dp2).

(58)

We can recognize a Taylor expansion with the deriva-
tive being replaced by a ‘covariant derivative’ on the
right hand side, however, most importantly, the left
hand side is not simply ψF,U (t0,p + dp), rather, it is
multiplied by the parallel transporter in the ‘U -frame’,
thereby giving the ‘transported’ components in complete
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consistency with the curved case (cf. Eq. (43)). The
same analysis applies for an operator, verbatim.

The reason we are expending so much effort with ex-
pansions and the role of curved and flat connections in
different frames is because these are precisely what are
required for perturbative response calculations and ill-
defined, inconsistent expansions, several of which were
presented above, are abundant in the literature (see for
example refs. [31, 32]). As an example, Parker et al.
[32] consider a special case of the expansion (58) for the
Hamiltonian without the parallel transporter appearing
on the left hand side. Indeed, suppose the Hamiltonian
H(p(t)) = H(p0−eA(t)) is not dependent on time explic-
itly only implicitly through the change of the parameter
according to the minimal-coupling prescription. Since
we only have component functions, we can expand them
around p0 in powers of A(t) in the standard way regard-
less of the connection on the Hilbert bundle over param-
eter space being flat or not:

H(p(t)) = H(p0)− eAi(t)∂iH(p0) +O(A2). (59)

Curvature effects would arise from the fact that in
the non-flat case we would have to use the extended
Schrödinger equation (14) and the connection compo-
nents in the parameter direction also demand expansion.
On the other hand, we can also add difficulty to our lives
by rewriting the expansion in terms of components in
a different frame—see the steps leading to (58)—, for
instance in one wherein H(p0) is diagonal. The Hamil-
tonian transforms covariantly under a change of frame
by a purely parameter-dependent unitary transformation
HU (p(t)) = U(p(t))H(p(t))U†(p(t)) at each point of the
path in parameter space. Note that this transforma-
tion is not dependent on time explicitly, only implicitly,
since, by (17), the non-covariant term only appears if the
change of frame is dependent on time explicitly. Taking
the flat case for simplicity, expansion (59) for the trans-
formed components yields

U(p0)U†(p(t))HU (p(t))U(p(t))U†(p0)

= HU (p0)− eAi(t)DiHU (p0) +O(A2),
(60)

where DiHU = ∂iHU + i
~

[
AiF,U ,HU

]
with AiF,U be-

ing the flat connection (20). Note that, as it should, the
‘flat’ parallel transporter within parameter space from
point p(t) to p0 has appeared on the left hand side.
This flat parallel transporter is absent in Parker et al.
[32], wherein, referring to Blount’s prescription for the
position operator (see Appendix B.2 for our discussion
of this), the authors simply expand the Hamiltonian in
a series of covariant derivatives, which, as discussed at
length in the previous paragraphs, is completely inconsis-
tent. The saving grace is the following. Suppose we take
the ‘flat’ parallel transporters on the left hand side into
account, and expand the Hamiltonian in the consistent

way. We get the correct expression on the right hand side.
Now let us disregard the parallel transporters on the left
and expand the Hamiltonian in the wrong way, i.e., using
the covariant derivative akin to (54). We get the same
correct expression on the right hand side. It is clear that,
miraculously, the two errors cancelled each other out. In
the flat case, this error-correction works for all orders—
the ‘flat’ parallel transporter is not path-dependent, but
it is pointless to move away from the local frame—the
‘F-frame’—in which the connection components vanish,
rather, we could help ourselves by only changing to, say,
the frame in which the Hamiltonian is diagonal, after we
have gone as far as we could with the calculation. In the
curved case, there is no local frame in which the connec-
tion components vanish and, in contrast to the flat case,
we do not have to change frame for them to appear. In
this case the error resulting from neglecting the parallel
transporter and performing an expansion with the covari-
ant derivative such as (54) would only be compensated
for first order, since, beyond that, path-dependence in
the parallel transporter begins to matter (cf. Eq. (39)).
We shall get back to this briefly in the next section when
discussing expectation values.

II.3. Density matrix evolution and expectation
values

In order to compute general expectation values we are
in need of another tool: the density matrix, or statistical
operator ρ. Under the assumption that any explicit or
implicit time-dependence of the Hamiltonian is the result
of external perturbations that leave the probability of
microstate occupation within the statistical ensemble of
interest unaltered, i.e., we remain close to equilibrium,
the standard density matrix satisfies the von Neumann
equation. Just as for the Schrödinger equation, if we have
implicit time-dependence through a parameter and want
to properly account for curvature effects in a possibly
non-trivial bundle over the parameter space, we have to
consider an extended von Neumann equation. Since the
density matrix ρ(P ) is a weighted sum of projections to
pure states and the components of the latter transform
as vectors under a change of local frame, the components
of ρ(P ) transform covariantly ρ→ UρU† and we can use

(47) to obtain the covariantly transforming components
of the density matrix’s covariant derivative.
The interpretation of the extended Schrödinger equation
as a condition that the state remain covariantly constant
(23) can be rolled-over to the density matrix

dPµ

dt
Dµρ(P ) = 0, (61)

where the action of Dµ on an operator is defined in
(45). In a local frame, (61) becomes

i~
d

dt
ρ(P (t)) =

[
Aµ(P (t))

dPµ

dt
, ρ(P (t))

]
. (62)
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While the extended von Neumann equation is formally
covariant under a local change of frame or ‘passive’
gauge transformation U(P ) = U(t,p), we make the
following remark. Suppose the equilibrium density

matrix is the Boltzmann weight ρ0 = e
−βH0/Z, where Z

is the partition function. The objects on the two sides
of this equality are fundamentally different since the
components H0 transform as those of a connection and

thus non-covariantly under an explicitly time-dependent
change of frame, whereas the components ρ0 transform

covariantly under such a transformation. This points to
a fundamental discrepancy within quantum-statistical
mechanics most likely related to subtleties involving
the concept of temperature and ‘energy’, however, such
considerations are beyond the scope of this paper and
will be addressed elsewhere.

We finally have all the necessary ingredients for com-
puting general expectation values. Consider a physi-
cal observable operator O(p) that depends on the pa-
rameters of the system. The local frame components
of an observable transform covariantly, i.e., O(p) →
U(p)O(p)U†(p). In the Schrödinger picture, the density
matrix always has explicit time-dependence ρ(t,p(t)),
and it can also have implicit time-dependence through
the evolution of parameters. On the other hand, still
in the Schrödinger picture, the observable does not have
explicit time-dependence, but can depend on time im-
plicitly O(p(t)). The observable’s expectation value is
the weighted trace

〈O(t)〉 = tr

(
ρ(t,p(t))O(p(t))

)
, (63)

where the trace is taken over both, the Hilbert spaces
at each (t,p) and over the parameter space, leading to
the result being dependent only on time (we assume
that all the operators are well-behaved such that the
trace exists). Note that some observables, such as the
velocity (vx, vy, vz), are vectors of operators vi whose

vector indices transform as components of a vector in the
tangent bundle of the parameter space. Integrating such
objects over parameter space can be problematic (in
order to add up vectors from different tangent spaces we
have to transport them all to one point requiring a choice
of connection) unless, 1: the latter’s tangent bundle is
trivial, in which case all tangent spaces can be trivially
identified via the trivial connection and there is no need
to be concerned about adding up tangent vectors from
different tangent spaces, an example being the torus,
or 2: the integrand is actually a differential d-form on
the tangent bundle, d being the real dimension of the
parameter space, in disguise and integration of d-forms
can be defined for a d-dimensional (orientable) smooth
manifold [54]. Taking these points into consideration,
in order to keep the presentation simple, henceforth,
we shall assume that the parameter space has a trivial
tangent bundle. Although the non-trivial case might
also be interesting, we do not delve into it any further
here.

The trace of products of operators can be naturally
written as the trace of the products of their component
matrices in a local frame. Due to both the density ma-
trix and the observable transforming covariantly under
a unitary change of local frame U(p), the cyclic prop-
erty of the trace ensures that the expectation value will
be independent of the chosen frame, or, in other words,
will be gauge-invariant. Indeed, suppose that the com-
ponents of the density matrix have evolved according to
the extended von Neumann equation (62), meaning that
they have been parallel-transported along the path γ(t)
from t0 to t. Then

tr

(
ρ(t,p(t))O(p(t))

)
= tr

(
T (γt0→t)ρ(t0,p(t0))T †(γt0→t)O(p(t))

)
.

(64)

Now let us change the frame at each point of the path,
and use the transformation property (41) of the parallel
transporter and the one of other operators to obtain

tr

(
U(p(t))T (γt0→t)U

†(p(t0))U(p(t0))ρ(t0,p(t0))U†(p(t0))U(p(t0))T †(γt0→t)U
†(p(t))U(p(t))O(p(t))U†(p(t))

)
= tr

(
T (γt0→t)ρ(t0,p(t0))T †(γt0→t)O(p(t))

)
,

(65)

confirming the local frame-independence or gauge-
invariance. Note that since we are changing the frames
in the Hilbert spaces at each point along the path, it
is crucial for a parameter-dependent observable to be
dependent on time implicitly through the parameter for

this result to hold.

Finally, not letting our interest in perturbative re-
sponse theory dissipate, we settle our discussion of Taylor
expansions, this time in the context of expectation val-
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ues. We restrict ourselves to the parameter space, since
our goal here is to further illustrate the subtle inconsis-
tency within the literature already presented. Consider
the infinitesimal transport of the density matrix ρ0(p0)
from point p0 to point p0 + dp. Using (42) we have

tr

(
T (p0 + dp,p0)ρ0(p0)T †(p0 + dp,p0)O(p0 + dp)

)
≈ tr

((
1− i

~
Aidpi

)
ρ0(p0)

(
1 +

i

~
Aidpi

)
O(p0 + dp)

)
≈ tr

((
ρ0 +

i

~

[
ρ0,Ai

]
dpi
)

(O + ∂jOdpj)
)

= tr(ρ0O) + tr(ρ0DiO)dpi +O(dp2),

(66)

where we dropped the p0 arguments starting from
the second line and used the cyclicity of the trace.
The components of the covariant derivative have ap-
peared, and, naturally, we have a frame-independent or
gauge-invariant expression, since all objects within the
trace transform covariantly under a change of frame. It
should be noted that should the connection not be flat,
we would not be allowed to expand in such a simple
manner beyond first order since path-dependence starts
to matter in the parallel transporter and we have to use
the path-ordered product (39).

Now let us neglect the parallel transporter and perform
the wrong expansion using the covariant derivative. We
get

tr

(
ρ0(p0)O(p0 + dp)

)
6= tr(ρ0O) + tr(ρ0DiO)dpi +O(dp2),

(67)

which is the correct result. However, in general, the
error-correction does not work beyond first order due to
the heralded path-dependence of the parallel transporter.

Let us now consider the case of a flat connection, and,
as before, work in a particular local frame {|eF

a (p)〉} in
which the connection’s components vanish: AF

i (p) = 0.

Then, yet again, we can make our lives more difficult
by changing the local frame via U(p) and rewriting the
expansion performed in the ‘F-frame’ in terms of compo-
nents in the ‘U-frame’. The parallel transporter from p0

to p0 + dp in the ‘F-frame’ becomes the identity and we
have for the expectation value

tr

(
ρ0

F(p0)OF(p0 + dp)

)
= tr(ρ0

F(p0)OF(p0)) + tr(ρ0
F(p0)∂

i
OF(p0))dpi +O(dp2),

(68)

which, upon writing the components in the ‘U-frame’,
becomes

tr

(
U(p0 + dp)U†(p0)ρ0

F,U (p0)U(p0)U†(p0 + dp)

×OF(p0 + dp)

)
= tr(ρ0

F,UOF,U ) + tr(ρ0
F,UDiOF,U )dpi +O(dp2),

(69)

where, in the last line, we defined

DµOF,U = ∂µOF,U +
i

~

[
AµF,U ,OF,U

]
, (70)

with AµF,U being the flat, transformed connection

components (20). Notice that the ‘flat’ parallel trans-
porter in the ‘U-frame’ has appeared on the left. Just
as in the previous section (expansion (60) and the
surrounding discussion), simply neglecting the parallel
transporter and expanding the operator using the
covariant derivative yields the correct result via the
expounded error-correcting; something we shall not
repeat here.

The conclusion of this subsection is that when expand-
ing implicitly time-dependent objects for perturbative
calculations, we have to perform the standard Taylor
expansion. In the case of a flat connection on the Hilbert
bundle over parameter space, we can simply perform all
calculations in a local frame with vanishing connection
components and quantum evolution is described by the
standard Schrödinger and von Neumann equations. In
the curved case, on the other hand, we cannot choose a
local frame in which the connection components vanish
and we have to use the extended Schrödinger and the
corresponding extended von Neumann equations for the
quantum evolution.

III. THE VELOCITY GAUGE, THE LENGTH
GAUGE, AND THE VELOCITY OPERATOR

III.1. The velocity gauge

Having developed the formulation of quantum evo-
lution in a curved space, we now move back to electric
field responses. As already noted in the very beginning
of section II, a spatially uniform, time-dependent electric
field E(t) can be represented in the Coulomb gauge as
E(t) = −∂A(t)/∂t, with A(t) being the vector poten-
tial. Consider the momentum-dependent equilibrium
Hamiltonian H0(p). According to the minimal coupling

prescription H0(p) changes to H0(p − eA(t)) upon the

application of an electric field represented as described
and is commonly referred to as the velocity gauge in the
literature. Let us consider this Hamiltonian in slightly
more detail. Suppose that the applied field was turned



17

on at a time t0, and before this instant the momenta
took on reference values denoted p0. Upon application
of the field, the momenta start varying in time as
Π(p0, t) ≡ p(t) = p0 − eA(t), and we assume that
A(t) = 0 if t ≤ t0. What we have then is a Hamiltonian
H0(Π(p0, t)) with implicit time-dependence through the

variation of a parameter.
The process just described can also be formulated as
follows. Suppose momentum space is B and define the
map Π(·, t) : B → B acting as p0 7→ Π(p0, t). Thus,
Π(p0, t) describes paths in (t,p) space with starting
reference points p0 ∈ B. This formulation of motion,
that follows a reference point as it evolves, is known
as the Lagrangian description and is widely used in
fluid and continuum mechanics [55]. It is clear that, as
already recognized by the authors of [14], the minimum
coupling prescription, and thereby the velocity gauge,
corresponds to a Lagrangian description.

Should the connection on the Hilbert bundle over mo-
mentum space be curved, as in the case of a Hilbert bun-
dle with fibres being truncated Hilbert spaces (see the
discussion leading to Eq. (31)), we have to use the for-
malism developed in section II and describe the evolution
using the extended Schrödinger equation (14). Indeed,
we see that dpi/dt ≡ dΠi(p0, t)/dt = d(pi0−eAi(t))/dt =
eEi(t) so the latter equation becomes

i~
d

dt
ψ(t,Π(p0, t))

=
(
H0(Π(p0, t)) + eAi(Π(p0, t))E

i(t)
)
ψ(t,Π(p0, t)).

(71)

We can recognize that the Hamiltonian accounting for
the complete time evolution in the velocity gauge or La-
grangian description is

Hvel(Π(p0, t)) = H0(Π(p0, t)) + eAi(Π(p0, t))E
i(t),

(72)
with both the equilibrium Hamiltonian H0 and

connection components Ai requiring expansion when

calculating the perturbative response (see section IV.
below).

III.2. The length gauge

Another way to prescribe the action of an electric field
on a quantum system is through the so-called length
gauge, which is the dipole approximation of the multi-
polar gauge [23]. In the length gauge, the electric field
couples directly to the position operator and the cou-
pling term can be formulated as x ·E(t), where x = i~∂p;
the partial derivative. Recall that the partial derivative
acts on components of a state in a local frame and the
result corresponds to the components of the covariant

derivative of the state in a local frame with vanishing
connection components (see Eq. (18)). Thus, we can

write xiψ
F → i~(Di|ψ〉)F, where, in order to avoid a no-

tational conundrum, we indicated that we are looking
at the components of the covariant derivative’s action
on an ‘abstract’ state, since, while the covariant deriva-
tive can act on the abstract states, the partial derivative
can act only on the components of the state in a local
frame. We can, of course, move to a different frame and
the position operator transforms to xUi = xi − AiF,U ,

where AiF,U = i~(∂iU)U† are the components of a flat

connection in the ‘U -frame’ (see Eq. (20)). It is clear
that the emergence of these components is merely a con-
sequence of our choice of local frame, and can always
be made to vanish by simply reverting back to the F-
frame. On the other hand, should the connection be
curved, an F-frame in which the components of the con-
nection locally vanish cannot be chosen and we have to
define the position operator as a ‘covariant derivative’
riψ = (xi − Ai)ψ → i~Di|ψ〉. In this case, the coupling

to the electric field becomes r · E(t). Note that this is
the covariant derivative in a local frame and it acts on
the components of ‘abstract’ states. Indeed, just like the
Hamiltonian is a the collection of a connection’s compo-
nents in the time-direction with respect to a local frame
(see Eq. (4)), the position ‘operator’ in its form as ri is al-
ways referenced to a particular frame. Thus, even though
the latter is an ‘operator’, as in a ‘matrix’ of components,
it cannot be looked at as an ‘abstract’ operator in the
sense of having an existence without reference to a frame
(see Appendix A.2 for further elaboration of this point),
however, in contrast to the Hamiltonian, it, in fact, has
an abstract counterpart; the covariant derivative itself.
Naturally, the length and velocity gauges are intimately
related and we should be able to obtain the length gauge
prescription from the velocity gauge prescription. There
are two approaches pursued in the literature: working in
the position basis of the total Hilbert space and introduc-
ing a unitary transformation of the form ∝ exp(ieA · x)
where x are the components of the position operator in
the position basis, i.e., just position (examples of this
approach are in refs. [14, 29, 56]), or, working in the mo-
mentum basis and introducing the same unitary transfor-
mation but with the position operator in this latter basis.
In the context of crystals, this second choice amounts to
working in the energy eigenbasis with the two labels k
for crystal momentum and a for band index (see ref. [31]
for a recent example of this). We shall comment on these
general approaches momentarily, but, before we do so, we
present a different perspective that delves into the heart
of the matter: the Lagrangian and Eulerian descriptions
of motion.
We already showed above that the velocity gauge corre-
sponds to the Lagrangian description. Now let us expand
the total derivative with respect to time on the left hand
side of the extended Schrödinger equation (71). By the
chain rule, we have
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i~
d

dt
ψ(t,Π(p0, t))

= i~
∂

∂t
ψ(t,Π(p0, t)) + i~

dΠj(p0, t)

dt
∂jψ(t,Π(p0, t))

= i~
∂

∂t
ψ(t,Π(p0, t)) + i~eEj(t)∂jψ(t,Π(p0, t))

= i~
∂

∂t
ψ(t,Π(p0, t)) + eEj(t)xjψ(t,Π(p0, t)).

(73)

This is known as the material or convective derivative
in fluid mechanics [55]. Looking first at the curved case,
we combine this with the right hand side of (71) and get

i~
∂

∂t
ψ(t,Π(p0, t))

= (H0(Π(p0, t))− eEl(t)(xl −Al(Π(p0, t))))ψ(t,Π(p0, t))

= (H0(Π(p0, t))− eEj(t)rj(Π(p0, t)))ψ(t,Π(p0, t)).

(74)

Now, following the standard procedure, we define the
Eulerian coordinate p = Π(p0, t) and note that the Ja-
cobian is the identity to get

i~
∂

∂t
ψ(t,p) = (H0(p)− eEj(t)rj(p))ψ(t,p), (75)

which is the Eulerian description of motion and the
standard expression for the evolution equation in the
length gauge. We refer to standard fluid mechanics text-
books such as [55] for a detailed overview of the La-
grangian and Eulerian descriptions.
In the Eulerian case, we are not following the evolution of
a reference point, rather, we are looking at a fixed point
and examining the change at this particular point. The
Hamiltonian accounting for the complete time evolution
is then

Hlength(p) = H0(p)− eEj(t)rj(p). (76)

We note how the position operator as a covariant
derivative and the length gauge arose naturally from the
velocity gauge. Crucially, we did not perform a unitary
transformation of the extended Schrödinger equation
(71) in the Lagrangian description to get its form (75)
in the Eulerian description. Rather, we performed a
careful analysis of the time-derivative on the left hand
side and noted that in the case of the velocity gauge
it is a total derivative along a path, whereas in the
Eulerian case it is a partial derivative at a point. It
is important to remark that, as we have demonstrated
extensively, a unitary transformation of the components
represents a change of local frame and in this new frame
we can again consider the Lagrangian and Eulerian
descriptions and move between them by expanding the

total time-derivative. The velocity and length gauge
thus do not correspond to different frames, but different
descriptions in the same frame. This is far from obvious
in the position basis approach.

Let us now look at the flat case. In the F-frame the
connection components vanish and we have the standard
Schrödinger equation

i~
d

dt
ψF(t,Π(p0, t)) = HF

0 (Π(p0, t))ψ
F(t,Π(p0, t)).

(77)
Expanding the derivative on the left as in (73), rear-

ranging, and moving to the Eulerian description, we find

i~
∂

∂t
ψF(t,p) = (HF

0 (p)− eEj(t)xj(p))ψF(t,p), (78)

which is the standard length gauge prescription.
Moving to a different frame, the components of the state
and Hamiltonian transform covariantly, but the position
operator becomes xUi = xi − i~(∂iU)U† (see the begin-
ning of this section). The common practice is to choose
U such that the Hamiltonian be diagonal in the U -frame
and, in this case, we see the natural ‘emergence’ of
Blount’s position operator [57]. In the curved scenario,
the position operator ri = xi − Ai can be considered

as a ‘generalized’ version of Blount’s position operator,
albeit the two are fundamentally different. Indeed, in
the ordinary case the connection components can be
made to vanish via a change of frame, but this cannot be
done in the curved case. Should the curved connection
arise as the result of a projection to a subspace (see
Eq. (31)), a formal similarity between the flat and
curved cases exists, and we could talk of Blount’s ‘pro-
jected’ position operator. We present a more thorough
discussion of Blount’s position operator in Appendix B.2.

As highlighted earlier, the fact that the velocity gauge
is an essentially Lagrangian and the length gauge an Eu-
lerian description was already recognized by Sipe and
Shkrebtii [14], however, they use the phase shift in the po-
sition basis approach which obscures the fact that we are
really just changing descriptions and not frames or bases.
On the other hand, the unitary transformation in the
energy eigenbasis approach carries subtle problems with
the way it is implemented, for example by Passos et al.
[31], closely related to our discussion of Taylor expan-
sions in section II.2. Following Passos et al. [31] consider

the time-dependent transformation SU (t) = e
i
~ eA

j(t)xU
j ,

where xUi = xi−AiF,U = xi− i~(∂iU)U†, with xi = i~∂i
and U chosen to be the operator that diagonalizes the
Hamiltonian. As an example, in the case of a periodic
crystal, the Hamiltonian is taken to be the Bloch Hamil-
tonian and the elements of U are the components of cell-
periodic Bloch states in a countable basis (see Appendix
B.1). The motivation for such a transformation is, of
course, to get rid of the vector potential via a transla-
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tion: ψ(t,Π(p0, t)) = ψ(t,p0 − eA(t))→ ψ(t,p0). How-
ever, recall from section II.2 that components are sim-
ply scalar-valued functions and should be expanded via
a standard Taylor expansion around a point regardless
of the connection over parameter space being flat or not.
For a finite displacement in momentum, we can formally
write

ψ(t,p0−eA(t)) = e−eA
i(t)∂iψ(t,p0) = e

i
~ eA

i(t)xiψ(t,p0),
(79)

and identify the translation operator S(t) = e
i
~ eA

i(t)xi.
Note that this operator is fundamentally different from
the unitary transformations we have used to move be-
tween local frames, since the latter were all performed at
each momentum, whereas the former contains the deriva-
tive with respect to p and thereby connects different
momenta. Similarly, we can apply the translation op-
erator to matrices of components as H0(p0 − eA(t)) =

S(t)H0(p0)S†(t). According to Passos et al. [31], we

should be doing

ψ(t,p0 − eA(t)) 6=e−eA
i(t)(∂i+

i
~Ai

F,U )
ψ(t,p0)

= e
i
~ eA

i(t)xU
i ψ(t,p0),

(80)

which corresponds to a Taylor expansion in terms of
the covariant derivative. While the right hand side can
be formalized in a frame-independent manner as the
action of an infinite jet [53] on the abstract state, this
will be a map from p0 to p0 parameterized by t and will
not provide a state at p0 − eA(t). (See also section II.2
and Appendix A.2).

Inserting (79) into the extended Schrödinger equation
(71), we obtain

i~
∂

∂t
ψ(t,p0) = (H0(p0)− i~S†(t)∂tS(t)

+ eEi(t)Ai(p0))ψ(t,p0).
(81)

Since [xi, xj ] = 0, we can simply differentiate S(t) with
respect to time and arrive at the standard length gauge
evolution (75). We note the difference between this
and our approach of simply changing description; apart
from conceptual clarity, when moving to the Eulerian
description by expanding the total time derivative we
do not need to define operators such as S(t) which are
mathematically difficult (‘derivative’ of infinite expan-
sions with unbounded operators), moreover, the fact
that we are not changing frames, rather, just changing
descriptions is completely transparent.

Returning to the translation operator S(t), it acts on
the components ψ(p0) as functions and moves them from
Π(p0, t) = p0 − eA(t) to p0. What about the ‘abstract’
state |ψ(Π(p0, t))〉 itself? Could we, perhaps, move it

to the fibre at p0? Yes, we most definitely could, by re-
cruiting the parallel transporter within the Hilbert bun-
dle over momentum space. For each t we choose a nat-
ural path st : [0, 1] → B in momentum space with end-
points st(λ = 0) = Π(p0, t), s

t(λ = 1) = p0 and tangent
eEi(λ). Then, the components of the parallel transporter
within the Hilbert bundle over momentum space are

Tp(stΠ(p0,t)→p0
) = P exp

(
− ie

~

∫ 1

0

dλAi(p(λ))Ei(λ)

)
,

(82)
where P is a path-ordering symbol. This moves states

over a curve st in momentum space at fixed times t (see
FIG. 4). We are thus able to get the components of the
transported state at p0 as

ψT (t)(t,p0) = Tp(stΠ(p0,t)→p0
)ψ(t,Π(p0, t)), (83)

where the T (t) superscript on the left hand side la-

bels that ψT (t)(t,p0) are the components of a transported
state and that the parallel transporter is time-dependent,
i.e., we are performing the transportation over momen-
tum space for each time t. Let us use this to transform
the extended Schrödinger equation (71). Noting that the
parallel transporter is unitary and the fact that the com-
ponents Tp of the parallel transporter themselves satisfy

i~
d

dt
Tp(sΠ(p0,t)→p0

) = Ai(Π(p0, t))E
i(t)Tp(sΠ(p0,t)→p0

),

we have

i~
d

dt
ψT (t)(t,p0) = HT (t)

0 (p0)ψT (t)(t,p0)〉T , (84)

where we defined the transported equilibrium Hamil-
tonian

HT (t)
0 (p0)

= Tp(sΠ(p0,t)→p0
)H0(Π(p0, t))(T

p(sΠ(p0,t)→p0
))†.

(85)

What we have done is transferred the dynamics re-
sulting from the curved space evolution over momentum
space to the Hamiltonian and obtained an equation akin
to the standard Schrödinger equation. This is analogous
to the interaction picture, in which the dynamics due to
the ‘simple part’ is transferred onto the ‘difficult part’
of the Hamiltonian. Indeed, below we shall see how a
geometric interpretation can be given to the relation-
ship between the evolution pictures. Despite offering
conceptual clarity, actually working with (84) seems to
be rather impractical since operator exponentials have
appeared, and performing perturbation expansions with
these are rather cumbersome due to the fact that, in
general, Ai does not commute with Aj leading to the
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FIG. 4. Parallel transport over a curve in momentum space.
The transverse curved planes illustrate momentum space, and
are not the fibres of the Hilbert bundle. A few fibres H(t0,p)

of the latter are depicted at t0 in order to avoid confusion.
γ(t) is the path in (t,p) over which the state evolves. sti are
paths in momentum space at fixed times ti from Π(p0, ti) to
p0 parameterized by λ with tangent ∝ E(λ) over which the
states are parallel transported. The left most transverse plane
shows the momentum space trajectory for all times.

necessity of considering the ‘derivative of the exponential
map’ [58].

On a more abstract note, the construction just
presented can be looked at as follows. Consider a diffeo-
morphism f of momentum space that acts as f : B → B,
p 7→ p′ and we would like to lift this to the states in
the Hilbert bundle, i.e., |ψ(p)〉 → |ψ′(f(p))〉. There is
no canonical way to do this and a connection has to
be chosen. Once this is done, we can use the parallel
transporter to transport the state over some path γ and
get |ψ′(f(p)) = |ψTγ (f(p))〉. The diffeomorphism of the
base space has induced a mapping of the bundle to itself,
albeit this mapping is connection and path-dependent.
Such constructions have been widely used in theoretical
physics, specifically Yang-Mills theories, and we refer
to [59] for a more thorough discussion. We also remark
that there is a category of bundles, known as natural
bundles, for which there is a canonical way to perform
this lift. One example is the tangent bundle, with the
lift being the push-forward (or differential) and over
curved space-time these base space diffeomorphism
induced transformations are known as general covariant
transformations [60]. As a final note, it is important to
recognize that active gauge transformations which map
a state in a fibre to ‘another’ state in the same fibre and
can thereby be considered ‘redundancies’ or ‘internal
symmetries’ are fundamentally different from the latter
transformations that move the fibres around and are
thereby ‘external symmetries’. Such concepts are widely
discussed in the context of real space gauge theories and

general relativity and we refer to [61] for a relatively
recent and exhaustive discussion.

In light of the above, we can now provide a geo-
metric interpretation of the relationship between the
Schrödinger and Heisenberg pictures. For simplicity, we
do not consider parameters and suppose the Hamiltonian
H(t) is just time-dependent. Recall that the Hamiltonian
can be considered as a collection of components of a con-
nection on a Hilbert bundle over time (see section II).
The standard Schrödinger equation is

i~
d

dt
ψ(t) = H(t)ψ(t). (86)

Now let us consider a diffeomorphism of time given
by f : R → R such that t 7→ t0. Using the parallel
transporter over time with components given by

T t(t→ t0) = T exp

(
− ie

~

∫ t

t0

dt′H(t′)

)
, (87)

where T(. . . ) prescribes time-ordering, we can lift the
base space diffeomorphism to the bundle and transport a
state |ψ(t)〉 at t to t0 with the result being |ψT (f(t))〉 =
|ψT (t0)〉 and in component form

ψT (t0) = T t(t→ t0)ψ(t), (88)

together with the standard Schrödinger equation (86)
becoming

d

dt
ψT (t0) = 0. (89)

This is the fixed state at t0 in the Heisenberg picture.
It is thus clear that the Schrödinger and Heisenberg
pictures are related by an analogue of a general covariant
transformation widely-studied within general relativity
and their equivalence reflects an ‘external symmetry’.

It is important to emphasize that the translation of
components as functions ψ(p0) = S(t)ψ(p0 − eA(t)),

where S(t) = eeAi(t)∂i , and the parallel transport of ‘ab-
stract’ states |ψT (t)(p0)〉 = T (sλ0(t)→λ1))|ψ(p0− eA(t))〉
over some path st parameterized by λ with
st(λ0(t)) = p0 − eA(t) and st(λ1) = p0 are funda-
mentally different concepts. From the component point
of view, in the latter case, we are simply accounting
for the fact that we need to take the components with
respect to different bases at each p, i.e., we have to
consider p-dependent local frames. The two notions of
translation and parallel transport are often confused
and even ‘hybridized’. For example, in a recent pa-
per, Wilhelm et al. [62] define a “boost operator”

∝ P exp(−
∫ t
∞ dt′Ei(t′)∂i), where P is a path-ordering

symbol in momentum space, and use it to move from the
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velocity to the length gauge. Based on our discussion till
now, it is clear why this ‘operator’ does not make sense.
Is it a parallel transporter in a frame with ∂i being
the ‘connection components’? Or is it a translation
operator acting on the component functions of a state
in a frame? The authors use and interchange both of
these interpretations. We remark that path-dependence
within the multi-dimensional momentum space only
arises if the connection on the Hilbert bundle over
momentum space is not flat; a case the authors do not
discuss.

In conclusion, we found that the length gauge can
be derived from the velocity gauge by moving to the
Eulerian description via the material derivative and
there is no fundamental need to perform any ‘unitary’
transformation when in the momentum basis, or energy
eigenbasis in the case of a crystal. If we do want to
take the transformation route we have to keep in mind
that it is the standard Taylor expansion which is defined
for the frame components of the relevant object and no
expansion is defined for the abstract states since these
live in different spaces. Furthermore, abstract states can,
in general, only be moved between spaces over different
momenta, i.e., between different fibres, via the Parallel
transporter. Despite the difficulties with the position
operator, the length gauge has still not withered away
and, to the detriment of clarity, continues to justify
its use within nonlinear transport calculations via the
non-existence of apparent divergences in the static limit,
lesser sensitivity to band truncations and supposed
‘easier’ comparison to semiclassical approximations
[29, 32], however, our main goal is to show that all
of these issues can be handled in a relatively simple
manner within the velocity gauge: the divergence by the
implementation of certain gauge conditions allowing the
bypass of sum rules, the truncation by a combination
of our curved space formalism and the gauge conditions
(see the respective sections V.2 for our discussion of
sum rules and IV.4 for the latter), and, in paper III
of our series [63], we use the decompositions presented
in paper I [3] to derive exact, velocity gauge formulas
in the spectral representation from which semiclassical
limits can be found with little effort.

III.3. The velocity operator

We wrap up this section by taking a look at the ve-
locity operator V. This is an important physical ob-
servable but its definition in a curved space, as we shall
see below, is rather interesting. Velocity describes how
position changes in time. Since we want it to be a phys-
ical observable operator its expectation value should be
gauge invariant, meaning that it should transform co-
variantly under a gauge transformation, or, equivalently,
its components in a local frame should transform co-
variantly under a change of frame. This means that

we should have Vi(p) → U(t,p)Vi(p)U†(t,p) under a

change of frame. It is possible to construct such an op-
erator as the covariant derivative in the time direction
of a covariantly transforming position operator. That
is, we take the action of the curved position operator
ri(p)ψ(t,p) → i~Di|ψ(t,p)〉, with the resulting compo-
nents transforming covariantly due to them being compo-
nents of a covariant derivative, and consider the latter’s
covariant derivative in the time direction

Vi(p) = D0(ri(p)) ≡ i~[D0,Di]. (90)

We can recognize the ‘0i’ components of the curvature
Fµν of the connection with components Aµ = (H0,Ai).
The velocity operator can thus be interpreted as a con-
tribution to a curvature of a connection on a bundle over
time-momentum space and, going forward with the anal-
ogy to electromagnetism, we can think of it as a non-
Abelian ‘electric field’ over time-momentum space (the
‘ij’ components of the curvature correspond to the non-
Abelian ‘magnetic field’). We have to emphasize, though,
that the combined time-momentum indices µ on the cur-
vature Fµν , where µ, ν ∈ 0, . . . , 3 with µ = 0 correspond-

ing to time and µ = i (i ∈ {1, 2, 3}) to momentum compo-
nents, are not Lorentz indices and we should treat this
non-Abelian ‘electromagnetic field’ as a Euclidean one.
The components in a local frame become

Vi(p) = i~
(
∂tAi(p)− ∂iH0(p) +

i

~

[
H0(p),Ai(p)

])
= −i~

(
∂iH0(p) +

i

~

[
Ai(p),H0(p)

])
= −i~DiH0,

(91)

where we supposed that the components Ai(p) are not

dependent on time explicitly. Note that should these
components arise via an explicitly time-dependent pro-
jection to a subspace of the Hilbert space, the compo-
nents would themselves be dependent on time (see the
discussion in section II), and our efforts to reduce the ve-
locity operator to the second equality would be stymied.
Such a case might arise for Floquet systems in which
the projection could be onto a quasi-band of the Flo-
quet Hamiltonian. Under this circumstance we would
have the components of the total curvature Fµν(t,p)

with F0i(t,p) = − i
~Vi(t,p), the velocity operator and

Fij(t,p) the curvature components (22) of Ai(t,p). Con-

sider now the special case of a 3-dimensional periodic
crystal with p = ~k, where k is the crystal momentum.
The time direction is periodic and is thus topologically
a circle S1, whereas the first Brillouin zone is a 3-torus
T 3 = S1 × S1 × S1. The base space for our Hilbert bun-
dle is then the 4-torus T 4 = S1 × S1 × S1 × S1. We
can use the curvature Fµν(t,p) to construct the second

Chern character [48, 50] of the bundle
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εµνρλtrH

(
Fµν(t,p)Fρλ(t,p)

)
= −4i

~
εijktrH

(
Vi(t,p)Fjk(t,p)

)
,

(92)

where εµνρλ and εijk are the totally antisymmetric
Levi-Civita symbols, moreover, the trace is taken only
over the Hilbert spaces at each (t,p). Integrating this
over the base 4-torus T 4, that is, over one period of
time and the 3-dimensional first Brillouin zone, provides
a topological invariant of the Hilbert bundle over T 4

proportional to the bundle’s second Chern numbers. A
question is, whether this can be realized as a physical
quantity. Indeed it can, as a second order current
response to an electric field. We shall deal with this
issue in future work.

As an electric field is applied, in the velocity gauge, the
momentum changes according to the minimal-coupling
prescription and the velocity operator will get an implicit
time-dependence through the momentum

Vi(p)→ V vel
i (Π(p0, t)). (93)

We remark an important subtlety. Should the con-
nection components not vanish, we also have Ai(p) →
Ai(Π(p0, t)), since we are taking the covariant deriva-

tive at each point of the path. The components Ai(p)

do not vanish if the connection is curved or, in the flat
case, by choice of local frame. This is crucial for pertur-
bative current responses, because, in the non-vanishing
case, we also have to expand the connection components
in terms of the perturbing field. Indeed, to first order in
the vector potential we have

DiH0(Π(p0, t)) ≈ DiH0(p0)− eAj(t)∂j∂iH0(p0)

− ie

~
Aj(t)

([
∂jAi(p0),H0(p0)

]
+
[
Ai(p0), ∂jH0(p0)

])
= DiH0(p0)− eAj(t)∂jDiH0(p0).

(94)

This is, of course, expected, since, in general, we can-
not have a covariant derivative at p acting on an oper-
ator at p′. In particular, Parker et al. [32] for exam-
ple work with a flat connection in a frame with non-
vanishing components, but do not consider the implicit
time-dependence of the connection components, rather,
the authors take the covariant derivative, or position op-
erator r as fixed at the reference momentum and expand
using the covariant derivative, i.e.,

DiH0(Π(p0, t)) 6= DiH0(p0)−eAj(t)DiDjH0(p0), (95)

and then use the fact that the connection is flat and
covariant derivatives in different directions commute

implying that Di can be exchanged with Dj , thereby
providing a ‘covariant derivative expansion’ of the left
hand side. The reason why it works is the same error-
correcting mechanism we discussed for Taylor expansions
in section II.2 for flat connections, i.e., moving to a local
frame in which the flat connection’s components are
nonvanishing, and then not taking into account the ‘flat’
parallel transporter but at the same time expanding
wrongly with the flat covariant derivative. However, in
the curved case, this leads to serious issues with gauge
invariance, so great care has to be taken in order to
perform the expansions consistently.

How does the above velocity operator transfer to
the length gauge? As discussed in considerable detail,
the length gauge is simply the Eulerian description
and, therefore, all we have to do is shift the velocity
gauge velocity operator to the Eulerian coordinate

p = Π(p0, t) : V vel
i (Π(p, t))→ Vi(p) = V length

i (p).
We point out that neither of the velocity operators
are defined as [H, ri] where H describes the full time
evolution with it being (72) for the velocity gauge and
(76) for the length gauge. This is because H, through
the connection Ai, also describes evolution in the
momentum direction, whereas velocity is defined as the
change of position in the time direction.

IV. PERTURBATIVE RESPONSE

Henceforth, in an effort to avoid clutter, we shall stop
explicitly distinguishing between abstract operators and
their components in a local frame and simply refer to all
such objects as ‘operators’ with the understanding that
they are component ‘matrices’. By this point it should
not lead to any confusion.

Before beginning with the explicit calculations, we
briefly summarize some necessary aspects of standard
perturbative response theory upto second order in
the Kubo formalism and refer to [3] for details and
derivations.

Let the total many-body Hamiltonian be H = H0 +
H ′(t) where H0 is the time-independent equilibrium
Hamiltonian and H ′(t) is a time-dependent perturbation.
Suppose F(t) is a spatially uniform classical field that we

consider as an external perturbation and let M(0)
j ,M(1)

jk
denote the components in an array of Hermitian opera-
tors that the field couples to. Then the interaction Hamil-
tonian is

H ′(t) =
∑
j1

M(0)
j1
F j1(t) +

∑
j1,j2

M(1)
j1j2

F j1(t)F j2(t) +O(F 3)

(96)

and the array M(1)
j1j2

is defined to be completely
symmetric in j1, j2. There is no loss of information,
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since we are summing over these indices and the array is
multiplied by F j1(t)F j2(t), a symmetric expression.

Similarly, let Oi be the i-th component of a vector
of observable operators whose expectation values we are
looking for. Keeping in mind that these might depend
on the applied field, we have

Oi0(F(t)) =O(0)
i0

+
∑
i1

O(1)
i0i1

F i1(t)

+
∑
i1

∑
i2

O(2)
i0i1i2

F i1(t)F i2(t),
(97)

and take O(2)
i0i1i2

to be symmetric in i1, i2. The expec-
tation value upto second order in the perturbation can
be expressed as a sum

〈Oi0(t)〉 =

2∑
n=0

〈Oi0(t)〉n, (98)

where

〈Oi0(t0)〉n =
∑
i1

· · ·
∑
in

∫
dt1· · ·

∫
dtnPi0i1...in(t0, t1, . . . , tn)F i1(t1) . . . F in(tn), (99)

with the first and second order response functions being

Pi0i1(t0, t1) = Cr
O(1)

i0i1

δt0t1 + Cr
O(0)

i0
M(0)

i1

(t0, t1), (100)

Pi0i1i2(t0, t1, t2) = Cr
O(2)

i0i1i2

δt0t1δt0t2 + Cr
O(0)

i0
M(1)

i1i2

(t0, t2)δt1t2 +
1

2
(Cr
O(1)

i0i1
M(0)

i2

(t1, t2)δt0t1 + Cr
O(1)

i0i2
M(0)

i1

(t2, t1)δt0t2)

+ Cr
O(0)

i0
M(0)

i1
M(0)

i2

(t0, t1, t2). (101)

Here δtitj ≡ δ(ti − tj) is Dirac’s delta function and we have the retarded 2 and 3-point correlators

CrA0A1(t0, t1) = − i
~
θ(t0 − t1)tr

(
ρ0

[
A0
H0

(t0), A1
H0

(t1)
])
, (102)

CrA0A1A2(t0, t1, t2) = − 1

2~2

(
θ(t0 − t1)θ(t1 − t2)tr

(
ρ0

[[
A0
H0

(t0), A1
H0

(t1)
]
, A2
H0

(t2)
])

+ θ(t0 − t2)θ(t2 − t1)tr
(
ρ0

[[
A0
H0

(t0), A2
H0

(t2)
]
, A1
H0

(t1)
]))

, (103)

where θ(ti− tj) is Heaviside’s step function and the observable operators Ai are in the interaction picture AiH0
(t) =

e
i
~H0tAie−

i
~H0t, furthermore ρ0 is the equilibrium density matrix. We also defined the ’1-point correlator’ CrA =

CrA(t) = C[A](t) = tr (ρ0AH0
(t)) = tr(ρ0A) to maintain consistency in the notation. Next, we make use of time-

translation invariance, move to the frequency domain and express the retarded 2 and 3-point correlators in the
spectral representation (see our first paper in this series [3] for a detailed and rather simple derivation without the
use of the standard Keldysh or Matsubara formalisms and related discussion)

CrA0A1(ω1) =
1

π
P̂(+)
K∗ω

i

∫
dε tr

(
ρ0A

0Grω1
A1Gr−a

)
, (104)

CrA0A1A2(ω1, ω2) =
1

π
P̂(+)
K∗ω
P̂(Γ+

1 )

A1
ω1
A2

ω2

i

∫
dε tr

(
ρ0

(
A0Grω1+ω2

A1Grω2
A2 +

1

2
A1Ga−ω1

A0Grω2
A2

)
Gr−a

)
, (105)

where we defined the operations

P̂(+)
K∗ω

f(ω) =
f(ω) + f∗(−ω)

2
, P̂(Γ+

1 )

A1
ω1
A2

ω2

fA1A2(ω1, ω2) =
fA1A2(ω1, ω2) + fA2A1(ω2, ω1)

2
, (106)

for some complex valued functions (f∗ denotes complex conjugation). The notation is related to projections to
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the irreducible representations of certain groups (see [3]
for details). We also have Green’s retarded and advanced

operators G
r(a)
±ω ≡ Gr(a)(ε± ~ω) as

Gr(ε) = lim
η→0

1

ε−H0 + iη
, Ga(ε) = lim

η→0

1

ε−H0 − iη
,

(107)
and used the short-hand notation Gr−a ≡

Gr(ε) − Ga(ε). We shall also make ample use of a
number of identities involving Green’s operators that
can found in Appendix C.

We remark that we are working in a general, many-
body framework in which all operators can be considered
as being many-body, including the density matrix ρ0(ε).
However, we can move to the single-particle approxima-
tion using the standard recipe of replacing all opera-
tors with their one-body counterparts, the density matrix
ρ0(ε) with either the Fermi-Dirac f(ε) = 1/(eβ(ε−µ) + 1)
or Bose-Einstein distribution b(ε) = 1/(eβ(ε−µ) − 1) (in
our case the former, since we are interested in electron
transport) and performing the trace over single particle
states [64].

IV.1. Non-equilibrium couplings

In order to proceed with the calculation we first have
to identify the non-equilibrium part of our evolution and
read-off the couplings. The full time evolution is given
by velocity gauge Hamiltonian (72)

Hvel = H0(Π(p0, t)) + eAj(Π(p0, t))E
j(t)

= H0(p0 − eA(t)) + eAj(p0 − eA(t))Ej(t).
(108)

We thus have for our driving field F(t) = (A(t),E(t))
and need to read off the perturbative couplings

M(0)
i1
,M(1)

i1i2
defined in (96). Since we decomposed our

driving field into A(t) and E(t), we can write for (96)

H ′(t) =M(0)
i1
F i1(t) +M(1)

i1i2
F i1(t)F i2(t) +O(F 3)

=M(0)A
i1

Ai1(t) +M(0)E
i1

Ei1(t)

+M(1)AA
i1i2

Ai1(t)Ai2(t) +M(1)AE
i1i2

Ai1(t)Ei2(t)

+M(1)EA
i1i2

Ei1(t)Ai2(t) +O(A3, A2E),

(109)

where H ′(t) corresponds to the non-equilibrium part
H = H0 +H ′(t). Performing the standard Taylor expan-
sion (see the discussion in section II.2) of (108) around
p0 to second order we have

H ′(t) =− e(∂piH0)Ai(t) +
1

2
e2(∂pi∂pjH0)Ai(t)Aj(t)

+ eAiEi(t)− e2(∂piAj)Ai(t)Ej(t)
+O(A3, A2E),

(110)

where we dropped the p0 arguments. Next, we use
the flat position operator xi = i~∂pi to write the oper-

ator derivatives as commutators ∂piH0 = − i
~ [xi,H0] =

i
~ [xi, G

−1], where G−1 = ε−H0 is the inverse of Green’s
operator, and read off the couplings

M(0)A
i1

= − ie
~

[xi1 , G
−1] ≡ −ji1 , M

(0)E
i1

= eAi1 ,

M(1)AA
i1i2

= −1

4

ie

~
([xi1 , ji2 ] + [xi2 , ji1 ]) ≡ −ji1i2 ,

M(1)AE
i1i2

= e
1

2

ie

~
[xi1 ,Ai2 ], M(1)EA

i1i2
= e

1

2

ie

~
[xi2 ,Ai1 ],

(111)

where we defined the flat current operator ji and its
second order version jik. Note also that the relevant
permutation symmetries were taken into account.

The only input left is an observable Oi whose expec-
tation value we want to calculate as a response to the
applied electric field. In order to keep with the gen-
erality, we suppose that the observable is momentum-
dependent and so it obtains an implicit time-dependence
as Oi(Π(p0, t)). An example of such an observable would
be the velocity (91) defined earlier. Performing the stan-
dard Taylor expansion around p0 we can express the
terms as defined in (97)

O(0)
i0
≡ Oi0 , O

(1)A
i0i1

=
ie

~
[xi1 ,Oi0 ],

O(2)AA
i0i1i2

=
1

4

(
ie

~

)2

([xi1 , [xi2 ,Oi0 ]] + [xi2 , [xi1 ,Oi0 ]]).

(112)

IV.2. The Coulomb gauge and the vector potential

We now have to discuss one final subtlety related
to the vector potential A(t). We have represented
the spatially uniform, time-dependent classical elec-
tric field in the electric dipole approximation of
the Coulomb gauge as E = −∂A(t)/∂t. However,
even though the gauge has been ’fixed’, crucially,
we still have some remaining freedom. Consider
the Coulomb gauge condition divA(x, t) = 0 in the
general, non-uniform, time-dependent case. Now
suppose we perform a time-independent gauge trans-
formation Λ(x) under which only the vector potential
changes as A′(x, t) = A(x, t) + ∇Λ(x). We would
like the transformed A′(x, t) to continue satisfy-
ing the Coulomb gauge condition, which requires
divA′(x, t) = divA(x, t) +∇2Λ(x) = ∇2Λ(x) = 0, where
we used the fact that A(x, t) is already in the Coulomb
gauge. We thus see that choosing as gauge function any
smooth function that satisfies the condition ∇2Λ(x) = 0
will not force us to leave the gauge [65]. One particular
function that satisfies this condition is a linear function
Λ(x) = c ·x where c is some constant vector. In general,
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such a gauge function is discarded and not consid-
ered since it is not compactly supported—a common,
mathematically convenient requirement. However, the
gauge function is a redundancy and we have to be
careful in how the boundary conditions imposed on the
physical fields reach the level of the gauge function. In
particular, the electromagnetic field (E,B) is given by
a combination of the first derivatives of the scalar and
vector potentials (φ,A). Suppose the electromagnetic
field satisfies certain asymptotic boundary conditions.
Then, since the electromagnetic field is the derivative of
the potentials, the corresponding asymptotic boundary
conditions that are satisfied by the potentials can only be
specified upto a constant. Going one step further to the
level of the gauge functions, the asymptotic boundary
conditions for these can then only be specified upto a
linear function. We can thus always perform a gauge
transformation with a linear gauge function and remain
compatible with any asymptotic boundary conditions
imposed on the physical electromagnetic field. With the
linear gauge function, the vector potential changes to
A′(x, t) = A(x, t)+c and we still remain in the Coulomb
gauge. In the electric dipole approximation, the vector
potential becomes spatially uniform, but this freedom,
that cannot be fixed, still remains since it is just a
constant A′(t) = A(t)+c. Note how this is connected to
p0. Momentum changes in time as p0 − eA(t). Adding
a constant to A(t) amounts to a shift of the origin in
the coordinate charts used to cover momentum space.

The physical responses cannot be dependent on such
an arbitrary constant, consequently we have to make sure
that the response functions satisfy appropriate gauge
conditions. We will show explicitly that in our frame-
work, these are satisfied for both first and second order
responses and are the constraints responsible for the
cancellations of unphysical divergences in the static limit.

The fact that the cancellation of such divergences, for
charge current responses in particular, is closely related
to gauge invariance is well-known [35, 36] however,
the general perspective shown here and the specific
technique to be discussed below is, to the best of our
knowledge, not used.

IV.3. First order response

We denote the total first order response function to
the electric field as PEi0i1(t0, t1), and the response to the

A(t) and E(t) parts as KA
i0i1

(t0, t1) and KE
i0i1

(t0, t1) re-
spectively. We take the n = 1 term from (99) and obtain

〈Oi0(t0)〉1 =

∫
dt1P

E
i0i1(t0, t1)Ei1(t1)

=

∫
dt1K

A
i0i1(t0, t1)Ai1(t1) +

∫
dt1K

E
i0i1(t0, t1)Ei1(t1).

(113)

Furthermore, (100) provides the expression for the first
order response functions KA

i0i1
(t0, t1) and KE

i0i1
(t0, t1)

with retarded correlators

KA
i0i1(t0, t1) = Cr

O(1)A
i0i1

δt0t1 − CrOi0
ji1

(t0, t1),

KE
i0i1(t0, t1) = Cr

Oi0M
(0)E
i1

(t0, t1),
(114)

where the minus sign before the second term
in KA

i0i1
(t0, t1) arose due to the coupling being

M(0)A
i1

= −ji1 (cf. Eq. (111)).

Recalling our discussion on the remaining freedom in
the Coulomb gauge, in order to find the condition that
KA
i0i1

(t0, t1) has to satisfy, we consider the response to an
applied vector potential given by A(t) + c. This yields

∫
dt1K

A
i0i1(t0, t1)(Ai1(t1) + ci1)

=

∫
dt1K

A
i0i1(t0, t1)Ai1(t1) + ci1

∫
dt1K

A
i0i1(t0, t1).

(115)

Independence from the constant requires

∫
dt1K

A
i0i1(t0, t1) = 0. (116)

To make contact with experimental results we have to
express our response functions in the frequency domain.
Using the time-translation invariance of the retarded cor-
relator, we take the Fourier transform of (114) and get

KA
i0i1(ω1) = Cr

O(1)A
i0i1

− CrOi0
ji1

(ω1),

KE
i0i1(ω1) = Cr

Oi0
M(0)E

i1

(ω1),
(117)

with the gauge condition becoming

KA
i0i1(ω1 = 0) = 0. (118)

We now make use of the spectral representation (104)
of the retarded 2-point correlator

CrOi0
ji1

(ω1) =
i

2π

∫
dε ρ0(ε)tr((Oi0Grω1

ji1

+ ji1G
a
−ω1
Oi0)Gr−a).

(119)

Similarly, we write for the ’1-point’ correlator:

Cr
O(1)A

i0i1

= tr(ρ0O(1)A
i0i1

)

=
i

2π

ie

~

∫
dε ρ0(ε)tr([xi1 ,Oi0 ]Gr−a),

(120)
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where we used identity Gr−a = −i2πδ(ε − H0) for
Green’s operators and the observable expansion (112).

We now prove the gauge condition KA
i0i1

(ω1 = 0) = 0
via the standard method from [66]. We take ω1 = 0 in
(119), use the cyclicity of the trace and the definition
ji1 = ie

~ [xi1 , G
−1] of the flat current. Then we have

CrOi0 ji1
(ω1 = 0) =

i

2π

∫
dε ρ0(ε)tr((Oi0Grji1

+ ji1G
aOi0)Gr−a)

=
i

2π

ie

~

∫
dε ρ0(ε)tr(Oi0Gr[xi1 , G−1]Gr

−Ga[xi1 , G
−1]GaOi0)

= − i

2π

ie

~

∫
dε ρ0(ε)tr(Oi0 [xi1 , G

r−a])

=
i

2π

ie

~

∫
dε ρ0(ε)tr([xi1 ,Oi0 ]Gr−a),

(121)

which is the same as (120). Thus CrOi0 ji1
(ω1 = 0) =

Cr
O(1)A

i0i1

, and looking at (117) we see that

KA
i0i1(ω1 = 0) = Cr

O(1)A
i0i1

− CrOi0
ji1

(ω1 = 0) = 0, (122)

thereby satisfying the condition. Note that
CrOi0

ji1
(ω1 = 0) is symmetric under the exchange

of operators Oi0 , ji1 . In the special case of charge
current response, i.e., Oi0 = ji0 , this means that the
gauge condition only concerns the longitudinal part of
the conductivity with the transverse part, responsible
for effects such as the anomalous Hall effect [10],
remaining unaffected. Crucially, the gauge condition
is necessary for a proper discussion of first order lon-
gitudinal transport effects such as those occuring in
the Boltzmann limit [36]. The fact that the gauge
condition carries such a symmetry is a peculiarity of
first order response and does not spill over to higher
orders. This results in the unfortunate circumstance
that no effects of the latter sort can be analyzed with-
out a thorough overview of the relevant gauge conditions.

We are led to the standard result [36]

KA
i0i1(ω1) = −(CrOi0 ji1

(ω1)− CrOi0 ji1
(0)). (123)

We can now find the frequency domain expression
of the total response function PEi0i1(t0, t1) defined in
(113). Since we have taken care of the gauge ambi-
guity we can now write Ei(ω) = iωAi(ω) and conse-
quently combine the frequency domain version of the
two responses KA

i0i1
(t0, t1) and KE

i0i1
(t0, t1). Indeed,

taking the Fourier transform of (113) and making use
of Ei(ω) = iωAi(ω) we have for the total response
〈Oi0(ω1)〉1 = PEi0i1(ω1)Ei1(ω1), where

PEi0i1(ω1) =
KA
i0i1

(ω1)

iω1
+KE

i0i1(ω1)

= i
CrOi0

ji1
(ω1)− CrOi0

ji1
(0)

ω1
+ Cr

Oi0
M(0)E

i1

(ω1).

(124)

Note that this expression is manifestly free of apparent
divergences and the underlying mechanism is the gauge
condition. This will generalize to second order as we will
show in the next section.
In order to arrive at our final result we have to apply
some identities between Green’s operators that can be
shown directly from the definitions (107)

Grω −Gr = −~ωGrωGr,
Ga−ω −Ga = ~ωGa−ωGa.

(125)

Using these identities with the spectral representation
(119), we obtain

i
CrOi0

ji1
(ω1)− CrOi0

ji1
(0)

ω1

=
i

ω1

i

2π

∫
dε ρ0(ε)tr((Oi0(Grω1

−Gr)ji1

+ ji1(Ga−ω1
−Ga)Oi0)Gr−a)

= −i~ i

2π

∫
dε ρ0(ε)tr((Oi0Grω1

Grji1

− ji1Ga−ω1
GaOi0)Gr−a).

(126)

Next, we express KE
i0i1

(ω1) in the spectral representa-
tion and use the relevant coupling from (111) to get

KE
i0i1(ω1) = e

i

2π

∫
dε ρ0(ε)tr((Oi0Grω1

Ai1

+Ai1Ga−ω1
Oi0)Gr−a)

= −e i
2π

∫
dε ρ0(ε)tr((Oi0Grω1

Gr[Ai1 , G−1]

− [Ai1 , G−1]Ga−ω1
GaOi0)Gr−a),

(127)

where the second line is the result of the insertions
GrG−1 → 1 and GaG−1 → 1 between Grω1

, Ai1 and Ai1 ,

Ga−ω1
respectively, together with G−1(Gr − Ga) → 0.

Combining this with the result of (126) we have

KA
i0i1

(ω1)

iω1
+KE

i0i1(ω1)

= −i~ i

2π

∫
dε ρ0(ε)tr((Oi0Grω1

Gr
(
ji1 −

ie

~
[Ai1 , G−1]

)
−
(
ji1 −

ie

~
[Ai1 , G−1]

)
Ga−ω1

GaOi0)Gr−a)

=
~

2π

∫
dε ρ0(ε)tr((Oi0Grω1

GrJi1

− Ji1Ga−ω1
GaOi0)Gr−a),

(128)
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where we defined the curved current operator
Ji = ji − ie

~ [Ai, G−1] = ie
~ [xi − Ai, G−1] = ie

~ [ri, G
−1]

with ri = xi − Ai = i~(∂i + i/~Ai) → i~Di being
the curved position operator given by the covariant
derivative.

Our final result for the first order response is

PEi0i1(ω1) =
~

2π

∫
dε ρ0(ε)tr((Oi0Grω1

GrJi1

− Ji1Ga−ω1
GaOi0)Gr−a).

(129)

This is a fully gauge invariant result, since all the com-
ponents of all the operators transform covariantly under
under a change of frame and the curved current opera-
tor Ji , which is the covariant derivative of H0, emerged
naturally in our curved space formalism. This result is
a generalization of the widely-used Kubo-Bastin formula
[66] to frequency dependent responses. Indeed, taking
ω1 = 0 and G2 = −dG/dε we get the standard Kubo-
Bastin formula describing linear response in the static
case [66].
Taking a look at the result of (126), we see that the only
difference from (129) is that the flat current ji is replaced
by the curved current Ji meaning that we can also write
the final result as

PEi0i1(ω1) = i
CrOi0

Ji1
(ω1)− CrOi0

Ji1
(0)

ω1
, (130)

where Ji is now the curved current operator. This
has the form of the standard Kubo formula [36]. Thus,
formally, we could have forgone the entire discussion
on curved connections, simply exchanged the flat
current ji with the curved current Ji in the standard
Kubo formula, and found that the truncation of the
Hilbert space does not affect the qualitative aspects of
the formula. However, this trickery would only work
for first order response and completely break down
for higher orders due to subtleties involving the path-
dependence of the parallel transporter beyond first order.

IV.4. Second order response

Having warmed-up with the first order response we
now apply our formalism to second order response. We
denote the total second order response function to the
electric field as PEi0i1i2(t0, t1, t2), and the response to the

AiAj , AiEj , EiAj and EiEj parts as KAA
i0i1i2

(t0, t1, t2),

KAE
i0i1i2

(t0, t1, t2), KEA
i0i1i2

(t0, t1, t2) and KEE
i0i1i2

(t0, t1, t2)
respectively. We take the n = 2 term from (99) and
obtain

〈Oi0(t0)〉2 =

∫
dt1

∫
dt2P

E
i0i1i2(t0, t1, t2)Ei1(t1)Ei2(t2)

=

∫
dt1

∫
dt2K

AA
i0i1i2(t0, t1, t2)Ai1(t1)Ai2(t2) +

∫
dt1

∫
dt2K

AE
i0i1i2(t0, t1, t2)Ai1(t1)Ei2(t2)

+

∫
dt1

∫
dt2K

EA
i0i1i2(t0, t1, t2)Ei1(t1)Ai2(t2) +

∫
dt1

∫
dt2K

EE
i0i1i2(t0, t1, t2)Ei1(t1)Ei2(t2).

(131)

Even though KAE
i0i1i2

(t0, t1, t2) = KEA
i0i2i1

(t0, t2, t1), meaning that the two terms are thus closely related and could be
combined by relabeling indices, we keep them separate in order to avoid confusion later on.
The retarded correlator expressions (101) for the second order response functions are

KAA
i0i1i2(t0, t1, t2) = Cr

O(2)AA
i0i1i2

δt0t1δt0t2 − CrOi0 ji1i2
(t0, t2)δt1t2 −

1

2
(Cr
O(1)A

i0i1
ji2

(t1, t2)δt0t1 + Cr
O(1)A

i0i2
ji1

(t2, t1)δt0t2) (132)

+ CrOi0
ji1 ji2

(t0, t1, t2),

KAE
i0i1i2(t0, t1, t2) = Cr

Oi0
M(1)AE

i1i2

(t0, t2)δt1t2 +
1

2
Cr
O(1)A

i0i1
M(0)E

i2

(t1, t2)δt0t1 − CrOi0
ji1M

(0)E
i2

(t0, t1, t2), (133)

KEA
i0i1i2(t0, t1, t2) = Cr

Oi0
M(1)EA

i1i2

(t0, t2)δt1t2 +
1

2
Cr
O(1)A

i0i2
M(0)E

i1

(t2, t1)δt0t2 − CrOi0
M(0)E

i1
ji2

(t0, t1, t2), (134)

KEE
i0i1i2(t0, t1, t2) = Cr

Oi0
M(0)E

i1
M(0)E

i2

(t0, t1, t2), (135)

where the minus signs appear due to the coupling definitions M(0)A
i1

= −ji1 and M(1)AA
i1i2

= −ji1i2 in (111).

We now find the gauge conditions that have to be satisfied. Suppose the applied vector potential is A(t) + c, then
the response functions involved are



28∫
dt1

∫
dt2K

AA
i0i1i2(t0, t1, t2)(Ai1(t1) + ci1)(Ai2(t2) + ci2) =

∫
dt1

∫
dt2K

AA
i0i1i2(t0, t1, t2)Ai1(t1)Ai2(t2)

+ ci1
∫
dt1

∫
dt2K

AA
i0i1i2(t0, t1, t2)Ai2(t2) + ci2

∫
dt1

∫
dt2K

AA
i0i1i2(t0, t1, t2)Ai1(t1)

+ ci1ci2
∫
dt1

∫
dt2K

AA
i0i1i2(t0, t1, t2).

(136)

We can read-off the requirements for independence from the arbitrary constant∫
dt1K

AA
i0i1i2(t0, t1, t2) = 0,

∫
dt2K

AA
i0i1i2(t0, t1, t2) = 0,

∫
dt1

∫
dt2K

AA
i0i1i2(t0, t1, t2) = 0. (137)

These conditions are in fact not independent. The first two are related by symmetry since KAA
i0i1i2

(t0, t1, t2) =

KAA
i0i2i1

(t0, t2, t1) and the third is satisfied if the first two are.
Similarly we have for the other two response functions∫

dt1K
AE
i0i1i2(t0, t1, t2) = 0,∫

dt2K
EA
i0i1i2(t0, t1, t2) = 0,

(138)

which are likewise related by symmetry.

We now move on to the frequency domain. Making use of time-translation invariance and applying the Fourier
transform to response functions (132)-(135) we find

KAA
i0i1i2(ω1, ω2) = Cr

O(2)AA
i0i1i2

− CrOi0
ji1i2

(ω1 + ω2)− 1

2
(Cr
O(1)A

i0i1
ji2

(ω2) + Cr
O(1)A

i0i2
ji1

(ω1)) (139)

+ CrOi0
ji1 ji2

(ω1, ω2),

KAE
i0i1i2(ω1, ω2) = Cr

Oi0M
(1)AE
i1i2

(ω1 + ω2) +
1

2
Cr
O(1)A

i0i1
M(0)E

i2

(ω2)− Cr
Oi0 ji1M

(0)E
i2

(ω1, ω2), (140)

KEA
i0i1i2(ω1, ω2) = Cr

Oi0M
(1)EA
i1i2

(ω1 + ω2) +
1

2
Cr
O(1)A

i0i2
M(0)E

i1

(ω1)− Cr
Oi0M

(0)E
i1

ji2
(ω1, ω2), (141)

KEE
i0i1i2(ω1, ω2) = Cr

Oi0M
(0)E
i1
M(0)E

i2

(ω1, ω2). (142)

The gauge conditions (137) and (138) become

KAA
i0i1i2(ω1, 0) = KAA

i0i1i2(0, ω2) = KAA
i0i1i2(0, 0) = 0,

KAE
i0i1i2(0, ω2) = KEA

i0i1i2(ω1, 0) = 0.

(143)

Note that ω1, ω2 are arbitrary. We use the spectral
representation to prove that these conditions, however
unlikely, do in fact hold but, due to the length of the
calculation, we relegate the proof to Appendix D.

The existence of these conditions accounts for an in-
timate relation between the retarded correlators making
up the response functions. Indeed, consider the following.
We have

KAA
i0i1i2(ω1, 0) +KAA

i0i1i2(0, ω2)−KAA
i0i1i2(0, 0) = 0, (144)

since each term in the sum is itself zero. Plugging in the

relevant retarded correlator expressions from (139) into
this sum and rearranging we obtain

Cr
O(2)AA

i0i1i2

− 1

2
(Cr
O(1)A

i0i1
ji2

(ω2) + Cr
O(1)A

i0i2
ji1

(ω1))

= CrOi0
ji1i2

(ω1) + CrOi0
ji1i2

(ω2)− CrOi0
ji1i2

(0)

− CrOi0 ji1 ji2
(ω1, 0)− CrOi0 ji1 ji2

(0, ω2) + CrOi0 ji1 ji2
(0, 0).

(145)

Similarly the conditions KAE
i0i1i2

(0, ω2) = 0 and

KEA
i0i1i2

(ω1, 0) = 0 yield the respective relations

1

2
Cr
O(1)A

i0i1
M(0)E

i2

(ω2) = −Cr
Oi0
M(1)AE

i1i2

(ω2) + Cr
Oi0

ji1M
(0)E
i2

(0, ω2),

1

2
Cr
O(1)A

i0i2
M(0)E

i1

(ω1) = −Cr
Oi0
M(1)EA

i1i2

(ω1) + Cr
Oi0
M(0)E

i1
ji2

(ω1, 0).

(146)

We can use these relations to rewrite the responses in
(139)-(141) as
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KAA
i0i1i2(ω1, ω2) = −(CrOi0

ji1i2
(ω1 + ω2)− CrOi0

ji1i2
(ω1)− CrOi0

ji1i2
(ω2) + CrOi0

ji1i2
(0)) (147)

+ CrOi0 ji1 ji2
(ω1, ω2)− CrOi0 ji1 ji2

(ω1, 0)− CrOi0 ji1 ji2
(0, ω2) + CrOi0 ji1 ji2

(0, 0),

KAE
i0i1i2(ω1, ω2) = Cr

Oi0
M(1)AE

i1i2

(ω1 + ω2)− Cr
Oi0
M(1)AE

i1i2

(ω2)− (Cr
Oi0

ji1M
(0)E
i2

(ω1, ω2)− Cr
Oi0

ji1M
(0)E
i2

(0, ω2)), (148)

KEA
i0i1i2(ω1, ω2) = Cr

Oi0
M(1)EA

i1i2

(ω1 + ω2)− Cr
Oi0
M(1)EA

i1i2

(ω1)− (Cr
Oi0
M(0)E

i1
ji2

(ω1, ω2)− Cr
Oi0
M(0)E

i1
ji2

(ω1, 0)). (149)

Having applied the gauge conditions, we take the Fourier transform of the total response (131)

〈Oi0(ω)〉2 =

∫
dω1

2π

∫
dω2

2π
2πδ(ω − ω1 − ω2)PEi0i1i2(ω1, ω2)Ei1(ω1)Ei2(ω2), (150)

and use Ei(ω) = iωAi(ω) to find

PEi0i1i2(ω1, ω2) =−
KAA
i0i1i2

(ω1, ω2)

ω1ω2
+
KAE
i0i1i2

(ω1, ω2)

iω1
+
KEA
i0i1i2

(ω1, ω2)

iω2
+KEE

i0i1i2(ω1, ω2)

=
CrOi0

ji1i2
(ω1 + ω2)− CrOi0

ji1i2
(ω1)− CrOi0

ji1i2
(ω2) + CrOi0

ji1i2
(0)

ω1ω2

−
CrOi0

ji1 ji2
(ω1, ω2)− CrOi0

ji1 ji2
(ω1, 0)− CrOi0

ji1 ji2
(0, ω2) + CrOi0

ji1 ji2
(0, 0)

ω1ω2

+

Cr
Oi0M

(1)AE
i1i2

(ω1 + ω2)− Cr
Oi0M

(1)AE
i1i2

(ω2)

iω1
+

Cr
Oi0M

(1)EA
i1i2

(ω1 + ω2)− Cr
Oi0M

(1)EA
i1i2

(ω1)

iω2

−
Cr
Oi0

ji1M
(0)E
i2

(ω1, ω2)− Cr
Oi0

ji1M
(0)E
i2

(0, ω2)

iω1
−
Cr
Oi0
M(0)E

i1
ji2

(ω1, ω2)− Cr
Oi0
M(0)E

i1
ji2

(ω1, 0)

iω2

+ Cr
Oi0M

(0)E
i1
M(0)E

i2

(ω1, ω2).

(151)

It is clear that this expression is manifestly free of apparent divergences in the zero frequency limit. Finally, through
a lengthy calculation described in Appendix E, we combine the terms and arrive at

PEi0i1i2(ω1, ω2) =
CrOi0

Ji1i2
(ω1 + ω2)− CrOi0

Ji1i2
(ω1)− CrOi0

Ji1i2
(ω2) + CrOi0

Ji1i2
(0)

ω1ω2

−
CrOi0

Ji1Ji2
(ω1, ω2)− CrOi0

Ji1Ji2
(ω1, 0)− CrOi0

Ji1Ji2
(0, ω2) + CrOi0

Ji1Ji2
(0, 0)

ω1ω2

− e2

4π
P(+)
K∗ω

i

∫
dερ0(ε)tr(Oi0Grε+~(ω1+ω2)(G

r
ε+~ω1

−Grε+~ω2
)[ri1 , ri2 ]Gr−aε ),

(152)

where Ji = ie
~ [ri, G

−1] is the curved current, and Jik = 1
4
ie
~ ([ri, Jk] + [rk, Ji]) is the second order symmetrized

version of the former. Furthermore, [ri, rk] = −~2[Di,Dk] = −i~Fik, where Fik, expressed in (22), are the curvature
components of the connection.

Formula (152) is one of the main results of this paper and a fully consistent generalization of the first order Kubo
formula (130) that is manifestly free of apparent divergences, and accurately describes second order effects in a Hilbert
bundle with a curved connection, such as one arrived at through truncation or projection to an arbitrary eigenspace
of H0. The formula is invariant under a unitary change of frame since only covariantly transforming operators appear
within the trace. Crucially, its structure is fundamentally different from the first order version. For the latter, we could
simply perform the calculation with the flat currents ji and describe evolution by the standard Schrödinger equation
before going on to exchange ji with the curved current Ji in the final result. However, this does not work for second
order and an extra term containing the curvature of the connection appears. This is a direct reflection of the parallel
transporter’s path-dependence—a consequence of the connection’s curvature—that becomes important beyond first
order. This might prove to be useful for numerical procedures aimed at calculating second order responses, since
should a Hilbert space truncation be performed in a controlled manner and the truncation’s effects summarized in
a curved connection (see Eq. (31)), our formula would allow a consistent way of arriving at the response coefficient
while working in the truncated subspace. We show in Appendix F, that the curvature term can be combined with
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the term on the first line of(152) and we finally descend to the realm of practical calculations by rewriting our result
in the spectral representation (104) and (105)

PEi0i1i2(ω1, ω2) =− e~2

2π
P̂(+)
K∗ω

i

∫
dε ρ0(ε)tr

(
Oi0Grω1+ω2

Gr(Grω1
[Di2 , Ji1 ] +Grω2

[Di1 , Ji2 ])Gr−a
)

− ~2

π
P̂(+)
K∗ω
P̂(Γ+

1 )

(i1,ω1)(i2,ω2)i

∫
dε ρ0(ε)tr

((
Oi0Grω1+ω2

(Grω1
+Grω2

)GrJi1G
rJi2

+Oi0Grω1+ω2
Grω2

Ji1G
r
ω2
GrJi2 −

1

2
Ji1G

a
−ω1

GaOi0Grω2
GrJi2

)
Gr−a

)
.

(153)

where [Di, Jk] = ∂iJk + i/~[Ai, Jk] is the covariant
derivative of the curved current operator and recall

that P̂(±)
K∗ω

acts as P̂(±)
K∗ω

f(ω) = (f(ω) ± f∗(−ω))/2,

whereas P̂(Γ+
1 )

(i1,ω1)(i2,ω2)fi1,i2(ω1, ω2) = (fi1,i2(ω1, ω2) +

fi2,i1(ω2, ω1))/2. The term on the first line is the result
of combining the first and third lines of (152). The
procedure of this section has also been generalized
to third order responses and a general velocity gauge
formula free of apparent divergences has also been
derived [37].

Formula (153) expresses the second order response to
a spatially uniform time-varying electric field in terms
of the curved current operator Ji and its covariant
derivative [Di, Jk], thereby providing a firm and robust
platform for computing such responses even in the
presence of controlled Hilbert space truncations. The
static limit of (153) can be arrived at in a straightfor-
ward manner by taking ω1 = ω2 = 0 and there is no
need for resorting to expansions in terms of the frequency.

During the final stages of this work, it came to our
attention that very recently the static limit of the flat
case was derived [67] and also used for a diagrammatic
analysis of disorder contributions to the nonlinear Hall

effect [68]. However, we highlight that the subtleties
involving the gauge conditions (144) and the resulting
intimate relation between retarded correlators (145)
leading to the cancellations of apparent divergences
was not realized, furthermore, the truncation effects
and deep connection to curved connections on Hilbert
bundles were not discussed. Finally, the fact that the
finite-frequency correlators can be ‘collapsed’, as in
(153), and the static limit can thereby be arrived at
without the performance of an expansion in terms of the
frequency, failed to be mentioned.

We can arrive at the simpler, flat version of (153) as
follows. In this case, the curvature [Di,Dk] = 0 of Ai
vanishes meaning that we can gauge the latter away and
find an expression in terms of the flat currents ji ∝ ∂iH0.
Decomposing the first line of (153) into parts symmetric
and anti-symmetric in i1, i2 and using the Jacobi identity
allows us to recognize that the latter part contains the
curvature, and, since this vanishes, only the symmetric
part will prove to be sustained. Equivalently, we could
look directly at (152), discard the curvature term, restrict
to the flat current operators, and rewrite the remaining
terms in the spectral representation. Overall, we are left
with

PE,flat
i0i1i2

(ω1, ω2) =
CrOi0

ji1i2
(ω1 + ω2)− CrOi0

ji1i2
(ω1)− CrOi0

ji1i2
(ω2) + CrOi0

ji1i2
(0)

ω1ω2

−
CrOi0

ji1 ji2
(ω1, ω2)− CrOi0

ji1 ji2
(ω1, 0)− CrOi0

ji1 ji2
(0, ω2) + CrOi0

ji1 ji2
(0, 0)

ω1ω2

=− ~2

4π
P̂(+)
K∗ω

i

∫
dε ρ0(ε)tr

(
Oi0Grω1+ω2

(Grω1
+Grω2

)Gr(e(∂i1ji2 + ∂i2ji1) + 2(ji1G
rji2 + ji2G

rji1))Gr−a
)

− ~2

π
P̂(+)
K∗ω
P̂(Γ+

1 )

(i1,ω1)(i2,ω2)i

∫
dε ρ0(ε)tr

((
Oi0Grω1+ω2

Grω2
ji1G

r
ω2
Grji2 −

1

2
ji1G

a
−ω1

GaOi0Grω2
Grji2

)
Gr−a

)
.

(154)

Putting Oi = ji provides the charge current responses,
or conductivities, which are the subjects of paper III [63]
in our series. In the latter paper, we apply the group
theory based decompositions introduced in paper I [3]
and find basis-independent formulae for a large number

of transport effects and light-induced current responses.
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V. DISCUSSION

V.1. Geometric framework

Our general, integrated geometric framework devel-
oped throughout Section II has highlighted the necessity
of distinguishing between ‘abstract’ states/operators
|ψ(P )〉/O(P ) (P ≡ (t,p)) and their components
ψ(P )/O(P ) in a frame. The former can be thought of
as sections of a Hilbert bundle over P -space, i.e., maps
from P -space to the Hilbert spaces at each P , whereas
the latter as collections of scalar-valued functions on
P -space. Since the abstract states (operators) live in
(act on) different copies of the same Hilbert space at
different points P and P ′, the only way to compare
them is by transporting them to the same copy of
the Hilbert space. This is performed by means of a
connection on the Hilbert bundle, which provides a
natural way for transporting objects between Hilbert
spaces at different points without ‘change’, i.e., it arms
us with a parallel transporter (39). For points in-
finitesimally close, the comparison following the parallel
transport yields an intuitive notion of the corresponding
covariant derivative on the abstract states/operators
(Eq. (44)/(50)). On the other hand, the components
of the abstract states/operators in a (local) frame are
simply collections of scalar-valued functions, hence they
can always be compared at different P and expanded
around a particular P . This subtle distinction has not
been appreciated in the quantum transport literature,
since, in general, the connection (on the total Hilbert
bundle) in the p-direction has mostly been considered
as flat. Note that we identify the Hamiltonian as being
the components of a connection in the time-direction
(see Eq. (4)). The flatness allows us to choose a
local frame along p—that we refer to as the ‘F-frame’
throughout the paper—in which the components of
the connection vanish AF

i = 0. In this particular case

we can then identify the abstract state/operator with
its components in the F-frame and freely perform the
usual comparisons and Taylor expansions at different
points—we are trivially identifying the Hilbert spaces
at each p. However, as soon as we change frames via
a p-dependent unitary transformation, for example by
moving to the frame in which the Hamiltonian is diago-
nal, this identification between abstract states/operators
and their components no longer holds since the bases
or frames become p-dependent and we have to utilize
our general framework. Should the connection become
curved, a scenario achievable through a truncation of
the ‘total’ Hilbert spaces at each p (see (31) and the
surrounding discussion), we would go on to lose our
ability to choose the F-frame and, consequently, under
no circumstance can we identify the abstract quantities
with their components. This case demands taking
complete advantage of our framework. The neglect of
this distinction in the flat case has led to inconsistent
Taylor expansions [29, 31, 32] (which we discuss in
section II.2), confusion between parallel transport of

abstract quantities and translation of their components
in a frame [62] (we discuss this in section III) and overall
underappreciation of the geometric subtleties involved
in the cancellation of apparent divergences and the
transition between the velocity and length gauges. We
note that the issues in the Taylor expansions do not
affect the results of the response calculation in the flat
case due to the appearance of a compensating error,
however, this self-correction process breaks down in
the curved case. We believe that these inconsistencies
are rooted in an abuse of notation concerned with
different notions of differentiation widespread within the
condensed matter literature and we devote Appendix
A.2 to a thorough examination of this issue.

Our integrated geometric framework handles all of the
discussed subtleties in a natural manner and provides
a consistent response formalism that is valid even
when working within a Hilbert bundle with a non-flat
connection. This is particularly important if we would
like to perform our calculations only within a truncated
Hilbert space, obtained, for example via a projection
onto an isolated set of bands, because this case can be
described via a curved-connection. The derived response
formula (152) is naturally capable of handling this case.

V.2. The sum rules of Aversa and Sipe

Currently, the prevalent procedure used to elimi-
nate the static limit spurious or apparent divergences
appearing in the response functions to an electric
field in the velocity gauge is to utilize so-called sum
rules resulting from the expression of the response
function in the energy eigenbasis, i.e., a frame in which
H0(p) = U(p)E(p)U†(p), where E is diagonal at each
p [29, 31, 32]. An example of a sum rule responsible
for the removal of a spurious divergence at second
order is [xi, xj ] = 0 (here xi = i~∂i) when written in
the energy eigenbasis [U†xiU,U

†xjU ] = 0 [28]. After
utilizing such sum rules, the final result is the response
function that we would obtain should we have done
our calculations in the length gauge. This approach
via sum rules went through an arduous process [24, 69]
before crystallizing in the general form just presented
through the work of Aversa and Sipe [28]. More recently
[29, 31, 32], interest in these sum rules has experi-
enced a renewal and they were adapted to a modern
treatment with an understanding that they are the ve-
hicles for moving between the velocity and length gauges.

This point of view can be contrasted with our ap-
proach, during the course of which we first show that
the fundamental mechanism behind the cancellation of
apparent divergences in the velocity gauge is, in fact,
the necessity of the physical result being independent
from the shift of the vector potential by a constant.
We formulate this in terms of gauge conditions—Eq.
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(143) for second order—and, for the second order case,
show that the trivial expression [xi, xj ] = 0 is precisely
what lets the gauge condition hold. We then prove
that the gauge conditions result in intimate relations,
such as (145), between the retarded correlators giving
the second order response, and that these lead to the
manifest cancellation of apparent divergences in our
general response formula (152), still in the velocity gauge
expressed in terms of the derivatives of the equilibrium
Hamiltonian H0. Crucially, we do not actually move
to the length gauge, moreover, we do not even need to
work in the energy eigenbasis and talk about bands!
Our gauge conditions can thus be thought of as being
the ‘soul’ of the sum rules in the sense that the purpose
of the latter is to cancel the spurious divergences, which
they do accomplish, but at the cost of desertion to the
length gauge, whereas our gauge conditions also bring
with them the removal of spurious divergences, once
and for all, but without incurring the cost of leaving the
velocity gauge.

Due to our formalism being completely intertwined
with geometry at a fundamental level, we can also
provide a geometric interpretation of why terms such as
[xi, xj ] start to appear at second order. The curvature
effects of the connection on the Hilbert bundle over
momentum space only appear through the connection
component operator Ai which is treated separately in
the total velocity gauge ‘Hamiltonian’ (72). Thus, the
response KAA

i0i1i2
arising purely from the equilibrium

Hamiltonian H0, can be considered as the response in the
case of a flat connection, with the responses due to the
connection’s curvature summarized in KAE

i0i1i2
, KEA

i0i1i2
,

and KEE
i0i1i2

(see the beginning of section IV.4). The
commutator [xi, xj ] appears in the gauge condition
for KAA

i0i1i2
(see Eq. (D9) in Appendix D) and is, in

fact, the curvature of a flat connection written in the
F-frame. As discussed in section II.3, the density
matrix is evolved by a parallel transporter and from
(39) it is clear that, unless the connection is flat, the
parallel transporter becomes path-dependent beyond
first order. The curvature of the connection can thus
be thought of as a measure of the path-dependence
of the parallel transporter and given that KAA

i0i1i2
is

responsible for the ‘flat’ response, the appearance of
[xi, xj ]—the curvature of a flat connection—is precisely
the reflection of path-independence or ‘flatness’. On
the other hand, bringing Ai into the mix, through
Hilbert space truncation for example, gives rise to the
additional ‘KEA,KAE ,KEE ’ responses, makes the total
parallel transporter path-dependent, and this latter fact
is reflected by the appearance of the curvature term in
the total response (152).

V.3. Limitations and perspectives

In the end, we believe that our approach is rather
robust, since sum rules are completely bypassed and
our final formula for the second order response is
rather general. Moreover, the extension to responses of
arbitrary order is straightforward and has been done for
third order [37]. Naturally, we have to keep in mind the
limitations of this formalism. We have assumed that the
external forcing can be described by a classical field and
that the resulting non-equilibrium aspects of the system
under study can be handled in a perturbative manner
via an expansion around the equilibrium configuration.
This is the fundamental tenet of Kubo’s formalism [2]
and, over the decades, has proven to be rather useful for
the understanding of quantum transport phenomena.
We have also completely forgone discussions of disorder
related effects and effects resulting from the spatial non-
uniformity of the driving electric field. Our formalism
can accommodate the former in a straightforward man-
ner via impurity averaging leading to a diagrammatic
expansion akin to recent work for the flat, static case
[68], whereas the latter can be handled along lines similar
to the first order flat, static case that has been receiving
attention recently [70]. Finally, we remark that we have
not included the effects of a static magnetic field since a
discussion of this aspect within the integrated geometric
viewpoint considered in this paper would require the
introduction of further mathematical refinements in
the form of non-commutative geometry [61, 71]. The
situation can then be handled by considering (crystal)
momentum space as non-commutative [61] and looking
at fibre bundles over a non-commutative base space.
Non-commutative geometry has been successful in
providing a general, Kubo formalism-based framework
for the first order quantized Hall effect [72, 73] and we
believe that this framework can be generalized to higher
orders in the spirit of our paper.

VI. CONCLUSION

Throughout this paper, we have developed a fully
geometric framework to describe linear and nonlin-
ear perturbative responses to a spatially uniform,
time-varying electric field in the velocity gauge. We
highlighted numerous subtleties and several inconsis-
tencies contained within the literature. We discussed
the transition between the velocity and length gauges
in great detail and provided a geometric perspective.
We showed that the static limit spurious divergences
that have plagued velocity gauge calculations can be
completely eliminated without the use of sum rules
while still remaining within the velocity gauge and
this allowed us to arrive at a finite frequency response
formula that is manifestly free of such divergences. We
further highlighted that controlled band truncations can
be handled by working within a curved space, a case
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that is accurately described by our response formula.
We believe that the results of this paper will open the
path towards a comprehensive analysis of nonlinear
transport effects and provide a firm, robust platform
for both numerical and analytical investigations. In the
next paper of our series [63] we apply the decompositions
discussed in paper I [3] to the flat response formula
just derived and obtain relatively simple, exact velocity
gauge expressions for a large number of electric field and
light-induced transport effects.
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Appendix A: Basic differential geometric tools

1. Hilbert bundles, local frames, and connections

In this appendix, we briefly summarize basic aspects
of Hilbert (vector) bundles, frames and connections
using Dirac’s notation and highlight concepts ap-
plied throughout the main text. All of this material can
be found with varying notation in standard texts [48–50].

We consider a smooth Hilbert manifold Htot, i.e., a
smooth manifold whose locally defined charts map to
Hilbert spaces, a Hilbert space H and a smooth manifold
B. We define the smooth projection π : Htot → B such
that for an open covering {Vi} of B, i.e., the union of open
sets Vi covers B, we have the pre-image π−1(Vi) = Vi×H.
This yields a local trivialization of the fibred space π and
imbues it with the structure of a vector bundle with typ-
ical fibre being the Hilbert space H. If H is infinite di-
mensional, then this local trivialization can be extended
to the entire bundle and the Hilbert bundle is, in fact,
trivial π∞ : B × H→ B; a consequence of Kuiper’s theo-
rem from functional analysis, roughly stating that the
infinite-dimensional unitary group is contractible [74].
On the other hand, if H is finite-dimensional, then the
Hilbert bundle is not necessary trivial if B is not con-
tractible. This latter case is of interest in applications of
topology to condensed matter since, when B is the Bril-
louin torus of a periodic crystal, it is non-contractible and
projecting from the corresponding Hilbert space spanned
by an infinite number of bands to a finite-dimensional
subspace H spanned by only a finite number of bands re-
sults in a non-trivial Hilbert bundle.
Let us now treat both cases in unison and look at a local
trivialization (that can always be extended to a global
one in the infinite-dimensional case but not always in the
finite-dimensional case). Fix local coordinates on B and

FIG. 5. Local frames on a Hilbert bundle. V and W are two
sets in an open cover of the base with intersection V ∩W . The
sets π−1(V ), π−1(W ), and π−1(V ∩W ) are their pre-images
with respect to the bundle projection π. {|eVa 〉} and {|e′Va 〉}
are two frames over V connected by unitary UV , whereas
{|eWa 〉} is a frame over W . Within the intersection V ∩W ,
the frames over V and W are connected by the unitaries UVW

and UV
′W .

consider local sections |ψV (p)〉 ∈ π−1(V ) ⊂ Htot. Quan-
tum states are interpreted as these local sections. A local
frame over V consists of a set {|eVa (p)〉} of local sections
that form a local basis for section in π−1(V ), i.e., any
local section can be written as

|ψV (p)〉 =
∑
a

ψVa (p)|eVa (p)〉. (A1)

We take the local frames to be orthonormal and la-
bel the collection of components as ψV (p). Now let us
look at the intersection V ∩W between two sets V and
W in the open covering with corresponding local frames
{|eVa (p)〉} and {|eWa (p)〉} (see FIG. 5). Both of the latter
are frames over the intersection, hence they must related
by a unitary transformation

|eVa (p)〉 =
∑
b

UWV
ba (p)|eWb (p)〉. (A2)

This means that the components of local sections over
V and W satisfy

ψV (p) = UWV (p)ψV (p), (A3)

where UWV (p) is the unitary matrix formed from the

components UWV
ba (p). Note that the change from W to

V is given by UVW (p) = (UWV )†(p) which is the inverse

of UWV (p).
We now introduce a connection on the Hilbert bundle

and express it locally via a covariant derivative DVi of
its local sections |ψV (p)〉 with respect to local tangent
vector fields over V , i.e., i refers to a direction on the
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tangent spaces Tp(B), where p ∈ V , of B. Let Hp be a
fibre (Hilbert space) at p ∈ V ⊂ B. Then, we have for
the covariant derivative of a local section at p

Dp : Hp → Hp, |ψV (p)〉 7→ Dp
i |ψ

V (p)〉, (A4)

that acts on scalar-valued functions f : V → C on the
base space as a partial derivative DVi f(p) = ∂if(p) and
satisfies the properties of a derivative, such as the Leibniz
rule

DVi (f(p)|ψV (p)〉) = ∂if(p)|ψV (p)〉+ f(p)DVi |ψV (p)〉.
(A5)

We omitted some properties, such as linearity in the
tangent vector fields with respect to which it differenti-
ates the local sections, (we refer to [50] for a more thor-
ough and precise presentation of connections on vector
bundles) because we will not be needing them explicitly.
Since Dp

i maps a local section at p ∈ V to another local
section at p, its action on an element of a local frame at
p should be expressible as a linear combination of frame
elements at p. Extending over V we then have

DVi |eVa (p)〉 =
i

~
∑
b

AViba(p)|eVb (p)〉, (A6)

where AViba(p) are the components over V of the lo-
cal form of the connection. They are analogues of the
Christoffel symbols of the local form of a metric compat-
ible connection on the tangent bundle of a Riemannian
manifold. Similarly, we can move over to W and also
obtain components AWiba(p) in a local frame {|eWa (p)〉}
over W . To find how the connection components are re-
lated in an overlap V ∩W , we simply apply the relation
(A2) between the local frames and use the Leibniz rule
for the covariant derivative as follows. We have the two
expressions

DVi |eVa (p)〉 =
i

~
∑
b

AViba(p)|eVb (p)〉

=
i

~
∑
c

∑
b

UWV
cb (p)AViba(p)|eWc (p)〉,

(A7)

and

DVi |eVa (p)〉 = DVi
∑
c

UWV
ca (p)|eWc (p)〉

=
i

~
∑
c

(
AWicb(p)UWV

ba (p)− i~∂iUWV
ba (p)

)
|eWc (p)〉.

(A8)

We can read-off the compatibility relation between the
components of the local form of the connection over V
and W

AWi = UWVAVi (UWV )† + i~(∂iU
WV )(UWV )†, (A9)

which is the standard rule for the transformation of a
gauge potential under a gauge transformation. In this
case we described a ‘passive’ gauge transformation via a
change of frame.

Till now, we have looked at the relation between local
sections, frames and connections over different subsets V
and W of the open cover. What if we only looked at V ,
say, and wanted to change the frame over V via a unitary
transformation (see FIG. 5). How would the components
over V transform? The two frames on V are related by

|eVa (p)〉 =
∑
b

UVba(p)|e
′V
b (p)〉, (A10)

and the same analysis applies as for the intersection,
i.e., the components of a local section over V transform
as ψ(p) = UV (p)ψ(p) and the components of the local
form of the connection over V transform as

A
′V
i = UVAVi (UV )† + i~(∂iU

V )(UV )†. (A11)

Note that the difference from (A9) is that in the

present case A′Vi and AVi are defined over the same set
V , whereas in the former case, AWi and AVi are defined
over different sets V and W , with (A9) being interpreted
as a compatibility relation on the overlap V ∩W . In both
cases the transformation rules relate components in dif-
ferent frames but the interpretation is different: in the
former case, it quantifies a mismatch between frames over
V and W , whereas in the present case it simply measures
the change in components when moving to another frame
over V .
To illustrate this, suppose that the components over V
of the local form of the connection are given by AVi =

i~(∂i(U
V
1 )†)UV1 , where UV1 is a unitary matrix over V .

By the compatibility relations (A9), the corresponding
components over W are

AWi = i~UWV (∂i(U
V
1 )†)UV1 (UWV )† + i~(∂iU

WV )(UWV )†

= i~∂i(UWV (UV1 )†)UV1 (UWV )†.

(A12)

Now let us change the frame over V with UV1 according

to (A10). Then, by (A11), we have A′Vi = 0, meaning

that the components over W become

AWi = i~∂i(UWV ′)(UWV ′)†, (A13)

where UWV ′ = UWV (UV1 )†. The point is, that even

though, for this specific case, we could choose a frame
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over V in which the connection components vanish, we
might fail with this over W . Such a connection is known
as a flat connection, since its curvature (22) over any
set V within the open cover vanishes. In the main text,
we do not label the sets V explicitly to avoid clutter
but we repeatedly refer to ‘local’ frames. Among the
latter, the local frame in which the components of a flat
connection vanish is dubbed the ‘F-frame’ and another
frame in which they do not, such as the one in which
the Hamiltonian is diagonal, is the ‘U -frame’.

We wrap up this subsection by summarizing the
different notions of triviality with respect to Hilbert
(vector) bundles and connections on them. In the
bundle context, (topological) triviality always refers to
whether the bundle is a product of the base space B and
a typical fibre H, i.e., whether it be written as B × H.
Every bundle is locally trivial (trivializable), meaning
that we can always write locally V × H with V ⊂ B
being part of an open covering [50]. If the base space B
is contractible, e.g., a plane but not a torus or sphere,
then the bundle is trivial [48]. If the base space is
arbitrary and the typical fibre is an infinite-dimensional
Hilbert space, then the bundle is trivial [74]. If the
base space is non-contractible and the typical fibre is a
finite-dimensional Hilbert space, then the bundle can
be non-trivial. Moving on to connections, they carry a
different meaning of triviality. A connection on a vector
bundle is trivial if we can choose a global frame in which
all of its components vanish. This means that only
trivial bundles admit trivial connections. A connection
is flat if its curvature vanishes and consequently a trivial
connection is always flat, however, a flat connection is
not always trivial. If the base space is non-contractible,
then a trivial bundle can admit flat connections that
are non-trivial, but a non-trival bundle can only admit
curved connections, which, by definition, cannot be triv-
ial. On the other hand, if the base space is contractible
and its dimension is greater than 1, then the trivial
bundle cannot admit non-trivial flat connections, hence
all non-trivial connections on a trivial bundle over a
contractible base (with dim>1) are necessarily curved.

2. Covariant derivatives and partial derivatives

In this appendix we discuss an abuse of notation,
ubiquitous within the condensed matter literature, that
resulted in the appearance of the inconsistencies related
to Taylor expansions discussed in section II.2 of the
main text.
Henceforth, we dispose of the label keeping track of
which set of the open cover we are working over and
should just keep in mind that, in general, all of our ob-
jects are defined locally. As usual, states are interpreted
as local sections of the Hilbert bundle.

From the local form of the covariant derivative (A6) in

the previous subsection, we can express the components
of the local form of the connection as

Aiab(p) = −i~〈ea(p)|Di|eb(p)〉. (A14)

Note how it is the covariant derivative that is acting
on the states, since the partial derivative only acts on the
components of the state with respect to a local frame. In-
deed, in general, it is only the covariant derivative that
makes sense without reference to a basis or a frame (we
show the special case of the trivial connection, i.e., ex-
terior derivative, below). We can thus find the action of
Di on a state to be

〈ea(p)|Di|ψ(p)〉 = 〈ea(p)|
∑
b

Di(ψb(p)|eb(p)〉)

= ∂iψa(p) +
i

~
∑
b

Aiab(p)ψb(p).

(A15)

Now suppose that the connection is flat. This means
that we can choose a local frame {|eF

a (p)〉}, the ‘F-frame’
in which all of the components of its local form vanish:
Di|eF

a (p)〉 = 0 ↔ AF
iab(p) = 0. This follows from the

fact that the curvature of the connection (22) transforms
covariantly under a change of frame, meaning that if it
vanishes in one frame it has to vanish in all frames. Thus,
we can simply move to a frame (locally) in which the
AF
iab(p) are zero. The state |ψ(p)〉 can also be expanded

in this frame with the covariant derivative becoming

Di|ψ(p)〉 =
∑
a

∂iψ
F
a |eF

a (p)〉, (A16)

and we can see that it acts as the partial derivative of
the components in the F-frame. In this particular case
we can then abuse notation and write ‘∂i|ψ(p)〉’ since we
can consider the basis as ‘constant’ in the locality we are
looking at and, consequently, we are allowed to identify
the abstract state |ψ(p)〉 with its components. However,
this cannot be done in any ‘non-constant’ frame. Indeed,
let us move to another frame {|ua(p)〉} via

|ua(p)〉 =
∑
b

Uba(p)|eF
a (p)〉

↔ ψF,U†

a (p) =
∑
b

U∗ab(p)ψF
b (p),

(A17)

where Uba(p) are the elements of a unitary matrix. By
(A14), the components of the covariant derivative in this
frame are

AF,U†

iab (p) = −i~〈ua(p)|Di|ub(p)〉

= −i~
∑
c

U∗ca(p)∂iUcb(p).
(A18)
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The partial derivative only acts on the components
Uab(p) of the U -frame with respect to the F-frame,
whereas it is the covariant derivative that acts on the
states themselves. In the case of a periodic crystal,
|ua(p)〉 are taken to be the periodic Bloch states and
the elements Uab(p) of the unitary matrix are the
components of |ua(p)〉 in a countable basis |eF

a 〉 of the

total Hilbert space of states. The components AF,U†

iab (p)
are considered as those of the flat Berry connection and
written as 〈ua(p)|∂iub(p)〉—a blatant abuse of notation
permeating the literature.

Using (A18), the components of the flat covariant
derivative of a state in this U -frame become

〈ua(p)|Di|ψ(p)〉 = ∂iψ
F,U†

a (p) +
i

~
∑
b

AF,U†

iab (p)ψF,U†

a (p).

(A19)

We can now present the standard notational abuse
leading to inconsistent Taylor expansions (for example,
Ventura et al. [29] do this for operators (see below) in-
stead of states, but the same applies). Consider

‘〈ua(p)|∂i|ψ(p)〉 = 〈ua(p)|
∑
b

∂i(ψb(p)|ub(p)〉

= ∂iψa(p) +
∑
b

AF,U†

iab (p)ψb(p)

= 〈ua(p)|Di|ψ(p)〉’,
(A20)

which means

‘∂i|ψ(p)〉 = Di|ψ(p)〉’. (A21)

We perform a Taylor expansion of the state |ψ(p+dp)〉
around p and apply this to get

‘|ψ(p + dp)〉 = |ψ(p)〉+ dpi∂i|ψ(p)〉+O(dp2)

= |ψ(p)〉+ dpiDi|ψ(p)〉+O(dp2)’.
(A22)

By now, it should be clear why this procedure is
not appropriate. First of all, on the left hand side of
(A20) we assumed that the partial derivative ∂i acts on
the state. This can just be considered as an innocent
abuse of notation and would still be fine if we kept in
mind its meaning: it represents the covariant derivative.
However, after applying it on a state expanded in
the U -frame and noting that the components of the

flat connection AF,U†

iab in the U -frame appear, thereby
manifesting the structure of a covariant derivative, we
cannot simply change the meaning of the ∂i to that of
Di, since it meant Di all along! The covariant derivative
is a frame-independent object. Moving on to the Taylor
expansion, note that since the states at different p live

in different spaces they cannot just be compared: we
have to use a connection to transport them to the same
space before we can. Their components in a frame, on
the other hand, are just scalar-valued functions and
can be compared; consequently, they afford a standard
Taylor expansion. However, in the special case of a flat
connection, we can always choose (locally) a frame in
which the components of the connection vanish (the
F-frame above) and can consider the abstract state
as equivalent to its components in this frame. In this
particular case, with heavy abuse of notation, the
expansion of the state with the partial derivatives makes
sense, as long as we keep in mind that they are being
identified with their components in the F-frame. As
soon as we change to the U -frame, this does not make
sense anymore (we show what goes wrong in section II.2
of the main text).

The exact same arguments can be repeated for
‘abstract’ operators O(p) acting on the abstract states
|ψ(p)〉 at each p. However, there is an important
subtlety that we would like to emphasize. We can
have such abstract operators that can be defined in
a frame-independent manner, an example being the
velocity operator (90), and, upon introducing a frame,
we can go on to define the ‘matrix’ of their components
in the particular frame. On the other hand, we also
have a fundamental ‘operator’ that cannot be defined
in a frame-independent manner: the Hamiltonian. The
Hamiltonian represents the time-direction components
of a connection in a frame (see Eq. (4)); it is linked
to a frame by definition! It can be looked at as an
‘operator’ (a finite or infinite dimensional ‘countable
matrix’ of components in the energy eigenbasis, or an
‘uncountable matrix’, i.e., integral kernel, in the position
basis) but not as an abstract operator. Of course, this
means that the Hamiltonian always affords a standard
Taylor expansion around a particular point in parame-
ter space: it is just a collection of components in a frame.

Going forward, we have the covariant derivative
DiO(p) ≡ [Di,O(p)] (see Eq. (45)) of an abstract op-
erator defined via the Leibniz rule and can look at its
components in a frame

〈ea(p)|[Di,O(p)]|eb(p)〉

= ∂iOab(p) +
i

~
∑
c

(Aiac(p)Ocb(p)−Oac(p)Aicb(p)).

(A23)

Suppose the connection is flat and let us choose the
F-frame in which AF

iab(p) = 0. Then,

〈eF
a (p)|[Di,O(p)]|eF

b (p)〉 = ∂iOF
ab(p). (A24)

Moving to the U -frame via (A17), we find
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〈ua(p)|[Di,O(p)]|ub(p)〉 = ∂iOF,U†

ab (p)

+
i

~
∑
c

(AF,U†

iac (p)OF,U†

cb (p)−OF,U†

ac (p)AF,U†

icb (p)),

(A25)

where we used (A18).
We can also abuse notation as follows

‘〈ua(p)|∂iO(p)|ub(p)〉 = ∂iOab(p)

− 〈∂iua(p)|O(p)|ub(p)〉 − 〈ua(p)|O(p)|∂iub(p)〉
= ∂iOab(p)

+
i

~
∑
c

(AF,U†

iac (p)OF,U†

cb (p)−OF,U†

ac (p)AF,U†

icb (p))

= 〈ua(p)|[Di,O(p)]|ub(p)〉’,
(A26)

which means

‘∂iOab(p) = [Di,O(p)]’, (A27)

and then go on to perform a Taylor expansion using
the covariant derivative. This is precisely the procedure
adopted by [29] and the inconsistencies should be appar-
ent by now. While the abuse of notation can be handled,
should we keep in mind that when acting with the partial
derivative on the operator, we are, in fact, applying a
covariant derivative, it might lead to confusion regarding
the fact that the covariant derivative acting on abstract
operators and states is defined in a frame-independent
manner. However, as mentioned above, the Hamiltonian
is, by definition, attached to a frame and we cannot
define its ‘abstract’ covariant derivative. What we can
do, is define the frame-independent velocity operator as
[Di,D0] (see Eq. (90) and the surrounding discussion),
which is a part of the abstract curvature of the connec-
tion, and then neglect explicit time-dependence which
leads to the ‘frame-dependent’ covariant derivative of
the Hamiltonian (91).

Appendix B: Dynamics in a periodic crystal

In this appendix, we recount how a crystal under the
influence of a spatially uniform, time-varying electric field
provides a specific case in which the general, parameter-
dependent standard Schrödinger equation (19) is realized
and briefly overview the definition of Blount’s position
operator [57].

1. Time-dependent Schrödinger equation in a
periodic crystal

The single particle crystal Hamiltonian; which we write
in the position basis as H(r)(∇; r), where the superscript

(r) labels the fact that we are in the position basis and
the real-space gradient∇ labels the ‘true’ momentum op-
erator in the position basis; is periodic in real space. By
Bloch’s theorem, the eigenfunctions φa(k; r) ofH(r)(∇; r)
can be labelled by two parameters, the crystal momen-
tum k and band index a, and are of the form

φa(k; r) = eik·rua(k; r), (B1)

where ua(k; r) = ua(k; r + R) are periodic with lattice
vector R. These periodic functions satisfy the eigenvalue
equation

H(r)(∇+ ik; r)ua(k; r) = εa(k)ua(k; r), (B2)

where H(r)(∇ + ik; r) = e−ik·rH(r)(∇; r)eik·r is the
Bloch Hamiltonian and εa(k) are the bands.

Now let |ψ(t)〉 be an ‘abstract’ state satisfying the stan-
dard Schrödinger equation Dtot

t |ψ(t)〉 = 0, where Dtot
t is

the covariant derivative in the time direction whose ac-
tion on the position basis ‘elements’ provides the com-
ponents H(r)(∇; r) of the crystal Hamiltonian in the po-
sition basis, and consider expanding |ψ(t)〉 in two bases:
the position basis and the basis provided by the eigen-
states of the Hamiltonian

|ψ(t)〉 =

∫
drψ(r)(r; t)|r〉,

|ψ(t)〉 =

∫
dk
∑
a

ψ(E)
a (k; t)|φa(k)〉,

(B3)

where the superscripts on the components, e.g. ψ(r),
are merely labels to indicate the basis. We can thus ex-
press the components in the position basis with the com-
ponents in the energy eigenbasis as

ψ(r)(r; t) =

∫
dk
∑
a

ψ(E)
a (k; t)〈r|φa(k)〉, (B4)

and can interpret the Bloch states 〈r|φa(k)〉 = φa(k; r)
as the components of a basis transformation used to move
between the two bases. Using (B1) in (B4) to rewrite
〈r|φa(k)〉 with the periodic function 〈r|ua(k)〉, we have

ψ(r)(r; t) =

∫
dk eik·r〈r|

∑
a

ψ(E)
a (k; t)|ua(k)〉

=

∫
dk eik·r〈r|ψ(k, t)〉,

(B5)

where we defined

|ψ(k, t)〉 =
∑
a

ψ(E)
a (k; t)|ua(k)〉, (B6)
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and can interpret it as the expansion of a k-dependent
abstract state |ψ(k, t)〉 in a k-dependent frame {|ua(k)〉}
at each k. We label the Hilbert spaces spanned by this
frame at each k as Hk and consider them as the fibres of
a Hilbert bundle over k-space. The standard Schrödinger
equation Dtot

t |ψ(t)〉 = 0 satisfied by the ‘total’ state
|ψ(t)〉 then reduces to

Dtot,k
t |ψ(k, t)〉 = 0, (B7)

for the abstract states |ψ(k, t)〉 at each k. Here, the

superscript k on Dtot,k
t refers to the fact that the action

of the latter covariant derivative on elements of a frame
in each Hk provides the k-dependent Bloch Hamiltonian
in the frame.

Now suppose that we apply a spatially uniform, time-
varying electric field E(t) = −∂A(t)/∂t and implement it
on the Hamiltonian via the minimal coupling prescription
∇ → ∇− ie

~ A(t) applied to the ‘true’ momentum opera-
tor ∝ ∇. Then, the Hamiltonian begets time-dependence
and becomes H(r)(∇; r)→ H(r)(∇− ie

~ A(t); r), which is
still periodic in real-space meaning that Bloch’s theorem
continues to apply. By noting that the Bloch Hamil-
tonian gets modified as H(r)(∇ + ik; r) → H(r)(∇ −
ie
~ A(t) + ik; r) = H(r)(∇ + ik(t); r), where we defined
k(t) = k − e

~A(t), we can rewrite the eigenvalue equa-
tion (B2) as

H(r)(∇+ ik(t); r)ua(k; r) = εa(k(t))ua(k(t); r), (B8)

with the periodic functions becoming instantaneous
eigenfunctions of the Bloch Hamiltonian. The k-
dependent abstract states (B6) are modified by instanta-
neously adapting to the frame |ua(k(t))〉 at each k and
become

|ψ(k(t), t)〉 =
∑
a

ψ(E)
a (k(t); t)|ua(k(t))〉. (B9)

The applied vector potential then modifies the compo-
nents of the total state (B5) to

ψ(r),A(r; t) =

∫
dk eik·r〈r|ψ(k(t), t)〉, (B10)

where the A superscript indicates that we have ap-
plied the vector potential. The position basis compo-
nents ψ(r),A(r; t) of the total state satisfy the standard
Schrödinger equation with minimal-coupling, hence the
‘reduced’ evolution equation (B7) gets modified to

Dtot,k(t)
t |ψ(k(t), t)〉

= Dk(t)
t |ψ(k(t), t)〉+

e

~
Ei(t)Di|ψ(k(t), t)〉 = 0,

(B11)

where the second term arises from the time-dependence
of k(t). Choosing a frame {|eF

a (k)〉} of the Hilbert spaces

Hk spanned by the periodic Bloch states that is ‘constant’
with respect to Di, i.e., a frame in which the components
of the connection vanish in the k direction, we have

Dk(t)
t |eF

a (k(t))〉 =
∑
b

HF
ba(k(t))|eF

b (k(t))〉,

Di|ψ(k(t), t)〉 =
∑
a

∂iψ
F
a (k(t), t)|eF

a (k(t))〉,
(B12)

where HF
ba(k) are the components of the Bloch Hamil-

tonian in the standard F-frame. In this frame we then get
the ‘Bloch’ form of the standard Schrödinger equation

i~
d

dt
ψF(k(t), t) = HF(k(t))ψF(k(t), t). (B13)

Note that the Bloch Hamiltonian will only be diagonal
if we choose the frame to consist of the periodic Bloch
states themselves, in which case the action of Di on the
frame elements will no longer vanish and will provide
the components of the flat Berry connection (see below).
We have thus arrived at a special case of equation (19),
wherein the parameter p corresponds to ~k, the fibres
H(t,p) of the Hilbert bundle over time-parameter space
correspond to the spaces Hk spanned by the periodic
Bloch states with copies at each t, and the Hamiltonian
is not dependent on time explicitly, meaning that we
do not need to consider local frames with explicit
time-dependence.

We can transfer the Bloch form of the standard
Schrödinger equation to the Bloch form of the von Neu-
mann equation describing the evolution of the reduced
density matrix as

i~
d

dt
ρF(k(t), t) =

[
HF(k(t)), ρF(k(t), t)

]
, (B14)

which are known as the semiconductor Bloch equa-
tions. We can move to a frame {|ua(k)〉} given by the
periodic Bloch states in which the Bloch Hamiltonian is
diagonal at each k, i.e., HF(k) = U(k)E(k)U†(k) where
E(k) is diagonal, via (A17) and the equation becomes

i~
d

dt
ρF,U†(k(t), t) =

[
E(k(t)), ρF,U†(k(t), t)

]
+ eEi

[
ABi (k(t)), ρF,U†(k(t), t)

]
,

(B15)

where ρF,U†(k(t), t) = U†(k(t))ρF(k(t), t)U(k(t)) and

ABi (k(t)) = −iU†(k)∂iU(k) are the components of

a flat Berry connection (see also the next subsection
for their relation to the position operator). This is
the more familiar form of the semiconductor Bloch
equations [62, 75] and note how, as required by the
covariance of the von Neumann equation under a change
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of frame, the components of Berry’s flat connection
arose naturally (see also ref. [76] for a description of the
importance of Berry’s connection terms in this form of
the semiconductor Bloch equations).

2. Blount’s position operator

We briefly discuss the form of the position operator in
different bases of the Hilbert space.
Just as in (B5), we expand an abstract state |ψ〉 ∈ H in
two different bases of the total Hilbert space H; the posi-
tion basis and the energy eigenbasis. The components r
of the position operator r̂ in the position basis are simply
the position ‘vector’ r

〈r|r̂|ψ〉 = rψ(r)(r). (B16)

How would the components of the position operator
look like in the energy eigenbasis? To find out, we use
(B4) to write ψ(r)(r) in the latter basis

〈r|r̂|ψ〉 =

∫
dk
∑
a

rψ(E)
a (k)〈r|φa(k)〉. (B17)

Next, we use 〈r|φa(k)〉 = eik·r〈r|ua(k)〉 and, following
in the footsteps of Blount [57], obtain

〈r|r̂|ψ〉 =

∫
dk reik·r〈r|

∑
a

ψ(E)
a (k)|ua(k)〉

=

∫
dk (−i∂ke

ik·r)〈r|
∑
a

ψ(E)
a (k)|ua(k)〉

=

∫
dk eik·ri∂k

(
〈r|
∑
a

ψ(E)
a (k)|ua(k)〉

)
.

(B18)

We can read-off the abstract states |ψ(k)〉 ∈ Hk in the
spaces spanned by {|ua(k)〉} at each k as

|ψ(k)〉 =
∑
a

ψ(E)
a (k)|ua(k)〉. (B19)

With this, the result of (B18) can be written as

〈r|r̂|ψ〉 =

∫
dk eik·ri∂k (〈r|ψ(k)〉)

=

∫
dk eik·r〈r|iDk|ψ(k)〉,

(B20)

where we noted that 〈r|ψ(k)〉 are the components
of |ψ(k)〉 in a basis—the position basis—in which the
components of the connection inducing the covariant
derivative Dk over k vanish, i.e., we have the trivial

connection on the total space of the Hilbert bundle—
which is just the total Hilbert space fibred with respect
to k—with infinite-dimensional fibres Hk spanned by
the periodic Bloch states. Thus, we have the result
that the position operator corresponds to a covariant
derivative induced by a flat (trivial) connection acting
on states in the spaces spanned by the periodic Bloch
states. The covariant derivative can be defined in a
frame-independent manner, and this is precisely what
allows us to also consider the position operator for
the finite-dimensional case—we can simply choose a
countable basis for each fibre. By natural restric-
tion, we can then define the position operator for a
finite-dimensional total Hilbert space, i.e., a finite-band
model, as the covariant derivative corresponding to
a flat connection. Note that a Hilbert bundle with
infinite-dimensional fibres is always trivial regardless of
the base-space being contractible or not [74], hence the
flat connection in the general case discussed above is
just the trivial one, however, in the finite-dimensional
case, a flat connection can be non-trivial for a non-
contractible base, hence we can only choose frames
in which the connection components vanish, locally.
Indeed, since the connection is flat, let us choose a local
frame {|eF

a 〉} that is countable and is ‘constant’, i.e,
Dk|eF

a 〉 = 0. In this frame, the position operator simply
acts as the partial derivative on the components of states.

Now we look at a distinguished frame. Suppose we
choose the frame of the spaces Hk spanned by the pe-
riodic Bloch states to be these Bloch states themselves,
i.e., {|ua(k)〉}. This frame is no longer ‘constant’ and
the components of the flat connection then provide the
components of the flat Berry connection

Di|ua(k)〉 = i
∑
b

ABiba|ub(k)〉. (B21)

We can find the expression for these components by
changing the frame from |eF

a 〉 as

|ua(k)〉 =
∑
b

Uba(k)|eF
b 〉, (B22)

and can interpret Uba(k), apart from being components
of a unitary matrix, as the components of the periodic
Bloch states in the ‘constant’ countable basis. For exam-
ple, in the case of a 2-band model we have

|u1(k)〉 →
(
U11(k)
U21(k)

)
, |u2(k)〉 →

(
U12(k)
U22(k)

)
. (B23)

We then obtain for the covariant derivative

Di|ua(k)〉 =
∑
b

∂iUba(k)|eF
b 〉

= i
∑
b,c

ABica(k)Ubc(k)|eF
b 〉,

(B24)
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from which we can read-off

ABiab(k) = −i
∑
c

U∗ca(k)∂iUcb(k). (B25)

This is the standard expression for the flat Berry con-
nection. The covariant derivative acting on a state writ-
ten in the {|ua(k)〉} frame is then

Di|ψ(k)〉 =
∑
a

(
∂iψ

(E)
a (k) + i

∑
b

ABiab(k)ψ
(E)
b (k)

)
|ua(k)〉,

(B26)

and we have arrived at Blount’s position operator
since recall that the position operator corresponds to
the covariant derivative. Note how we did not abuse
notation: partial derivatives only acted on components
in a frame!

While our focus was on the position operator and
hence the periodic Bloch states |ua(k〉, the spaces of
Bloch states |φa(k〉 at each k provide another fibration
of the total Hilbert space. However, a discussion of this
aspect is beyond our goals and we refer to [77] for a
detailed overview.

The key point is that Blount’s expression for the
position operator is closely linked to the local frame
given by the periodic Bloch states, however, it is best to
think of the position operator as a covariant derivative
acting on abstract states which can be written in any
local frame (ipso facto (B20)). Then, since this covariant
derivative is induced by a flat connection, we can always
choose a local frame in which its components vanish
and proceed to perform our calculations in this frame.
We can, of course, move back to the Bloch frame at
any time, provided we do it consistently. On the other
hand, should we project to a subspace of the Hilbert
space and work within this subspace, the connection will
cease to be flat (see section II in the main text) and we
can no longer choose a frame in which the connection
components vanish. There are two general situations
in which this usually occurs. In the first one, we take
our model to have an infinite number of bands and
project to a subspace spanned by a finite number of
bands. The position operator in the total space of the
model corresponds to a flat connection, whereas in the
projected subspace corresponds to a curved connection.
In the second case, we take our model to have only a
finite number of bands and project to a subspace, such
as the space spanned by the valence bands, that contains
a lesser number of bands. The position operator in the
total space, yet again, corresponds to a flat connection,
whereas in the projected subspace, corresponds to a
curved connection.

Appendix C: Identities involving Green’s operators

We present several identities that are used throughout
the paper.

Recall the definitions from (107)

Gr(ε) = lim
η→0+

1

ε−H0 + iη
, Ga(ε) = lim

η→0+

1

ε−H0 − iη
.

(C1)
Henceforth we shall not write out the limit explicitly

and use the short-hand notation G
r(a)
±ω ≡ Gr(a)(ε+±~ω),

as introduced in the main text.

Following straight from the definitions, we have

Grω −Grω′

=
1

ε+ ~ω −H0 + iη
− 1

ε+ ~ω′ −H0 + iη

=
−~(ω − ω′)

(ε+ ~ω −H0 + iη)(ε+ ~ω′ −H0 + iη)

= −~(ω − ω′)GrωGrω′ ,

(C2)

and similarly for the advanced correlator.

Next, we consider the following combination of re-
tarded Green’s operators

Grω1+ω2
−Grω1

−Grω2
+Gr

= −~ω2(Grω1+ω2
Grω1
−Grω2

Gr)

= −~ω1(Grω1+ω2
Grω2
−Grω1

Gr),

(C3)

where we used the identity in (C2) with two different
groupings. For the first equality we grouped the (first,
second) and (third, fourth) terms of the first line, whereas
for the second equality we grouped the (first, third) and
(second, fourth) terms. We can manipulate further by
taking common denominators and arrive at

Grω1+ω2
Grω2
−Grω1

Gr =

= −~ω2G
r
ω1+ω2

(Grω1
+Grω2

)Gr.
(C4)

Combining with (C3) we find

Grω1+ω2
−Grω1

−Grω2
+Gr

= ~2ω1ω2G
r
ω1+ω2

(Grω1
+Grω2

)Gr.
(C5)

Naturally, the exact same relation can be found for
the advanced correlator.

In a very similar manner, by straightforward applica-
tion of the definitions, we can go further and show the
following identity for the case of three frequency argu-
ments
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Grω1+ω2+ω3
−Grω1+ω2

−Grω2+ω3
−Grω3+ω1

+Grω1
+Grω2

+Grω3
−Gr

= −~3ω1ω2ω3G
r
ω1+ω2+ω3

Gr(Grω1+ω2
(Grω1

+Grω2
)

+Grω2+ω3
(Grω2

+Grω3
) +Grω3+ω1

(Grω3
+Grω1

)),

(C6)

that is useful for third order responses.

Appendix D: Proof of the second order gauge
conditions

The second order gauge conditions (143) are

KAA
i0i1i2(ω1, 0) = KAA

i0i1i2(0, ω2) = KAA
i0i1i2(0, 0) = 0,

KAE
i0i1i2(0, ω2) = KEA

i0i1i2(ω1, 0) = 0.
(D1)

1. The case of KAA
i0i1i2(0, ω)

We start with the conditions for KAA. Due to
the intrinsic permutation symmetry, KAA

i0i1i2
(ω1, 0) =

KAA
i0i2i1

(0, ω1), if KAA
i0i1i2

(0, ω) = 0, then KAA
i0i1i2

(ω, 0) = 0

for arbitrary ω this naturally imples KAA
i0i1i2

(0, 0) = 0.

We thus only need to prove KAA
i0i1i2

(0, ω) = 0.

KAA
i0i1i2

(0, ω) is given in terms of retarded correlators
by (139)

KAA
i0i1i2(0, ω) = Cr

O(2)AA
i0i1i2

− CrOi0 ji1i2
(ω)− 1

2
(Cr
O(1)A

i0i1
ji2

(ω) + Cr
O(1)A

i0i2
ji1

(0)) + CrOi0 ji1 ji2
(0, ω). (D2)

Next, we make use of the couplings (111), observable expansion (112) and spectral representations (104) and (105).
Furthermore, we have the flat current definition ji = ie

~ [xi, G
−1] and shall repeatedly apply the cyclic property of the

trace. The retarded correlators are

Cr
O(2)AA

i0i1i2

= tr(ρ0O(2)AA
i0i1i2

) =

(
ie

~

)2
i

8π

∫
dε ρ0(ε)tr(([xi1 , [xi2 ,Oi0 ]] + [xi2 , [xi1 ,Oi0 ]])Gr−a), (D3)

CrOi0
ji1i2

(ω) =
ie

~
i

8π

∫
dε ρ0(ε)tr((Oi0Grω([xi1 , ji2 ] + [xi2 , ji1 ]) + ([xi1 , ji2 ] + [xi2 , ji1 ])Ga−ωOi0)Gr−a), (D4)

1

2
Cr
O(1)A

i0i1
ji2

(ω) =
ie

~
i

4π

∫
dε ρ0(ε)tr(([xi1 ,Oi0 ]Grωji2 + ji2G

a
−ω[xi1 ,Oi0 ])Gr−a), (D5)

1

2
Cr
O(1)A

i0i2
ji1

(0) =
ie

~
i

4π

∫
dε ρ0(ε)tr(([xi2 ,Oi0 ]Grji1 + ji1G

a[xi2 ,Oi0 ])Gr−a)

=

(
ie

~

)2
i

4π

∫
dε ρ0(ε)tr([xi2 ,Oi0 ]Gr[xi1 , G

−1]Gr −Ga[xi1 , G
−1]Ga[xi2 ,Oi0 ])

= −
(
ie

~

)2
i

4π

∫
dε ρ0(ε)tr([xi2 ,Oi0 ][xi1 , G

r−a])

=

(
ie

~

)2
i

4π

∫
dε ρ0(ε)tr([xi1 , [xi2 ,Oi0 ]]Gr−a),

(D6)

and

CrOi0
ji1 ji2

(0, ω) =
i

4π

∫
dε ρ0(ε)tr((Oi0Grωji1Grωji2 +Oi0Grωji2Grji1 + ji2G

a
−ωji1G

a
−ωOi0 + ji1G

aji2G
a
−ωOi0

+ ji1G
aOi0Grωji2 + ji2G

a
−ωOi0Grji1)Gr−a),

(D7)

where for (D7), ω1 = 0 is taken in (105) only after the application of the projector P̂(Γ+
1 )

(i1,ω1)(i1,ω2) has been completed.
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We focus on the trace part of (D7). By the cyclic property of the trace, several terms cancel and we are left with

tr(Oi0Grωji1Grωji2Gr−a +Gr−aji2G
a
−ωji1G

a
−ωOi0 +Oi0Grωji2Grji1Gr −Oi0Grωji2Gaji1Ga

+Grji1G
rji2G

a
−ωOi0 −Gaji1Gaji2Ga−ωOi0)

=
ie

~
tr(Oi0Grω[xi1 , G

−1
+ω]Grωji2G

r−a +Gr−aji2G
a
−ω[xi1 , G

−1
−ω]Ga−ωOi0

+Oi0Grωji2Gr[xi1 , G−1]Gr −Oi0Grωji2Ga[xi1 , G
−1]Ga

+Gr[xi1 , G
−1]Grji2G

a
−ωOi0 −Ga[xi1 , G

−1]Gaji2G
a
−ωOi0)

=
ie

~
tr(Oi0Grωxi1ji2Gr−a −Oi0xi1Grωji2Gr−a +Gr−aji2G

a
−ωxi1Oi0 −Gr−aji2xi1Ga−ωOi0

+Oi0Grωji2Gr−axi1 −Oi0Grωji2xi1Gr−a +Gr−axi1ji2G
a
−ωOi0 − xi1Gr−aji2Ga−ωOi0)

=
ie

~
tr((Oi0Grω[xi1 , ji2 ] + [xi1 , ji2 ]GaωOi0)Gr−a)

− ie

~
tr(Oi0 [xi1 , G

r
ωji2G

r−a] + [xi1 , G
r−aji2G

a
−ω]Oi0)

=
ie

~
tr((Oi0Grω[xi1 , ji2 ] + [xi1 , ji2 ]Ga−ωOi0)Gr−a)

+
ie

~
tr(([xi1 ,Oi0 ]Grωji2 + ji2G

a
−ω[xi1 ,Oi0 ])Gr−a),

(D8)

where, after the first equality, we defined ji = ie
~ [xi, G

−1] = ie
~ [xi, G

−1 ± ~ω] ≡ ie
~ [xi, G

−1
±ω]. After attaching the

relevant coefficients and reinstating the integration, we combine the result of (D8) with the correlators in (D3)-(D6)
according to (D2) and obtain

KAA
i0i1i2(0, ω) =

(
ie

~

)2
i

8π

∫
dε ρ0(ε)tr(([xi2 , [xi1 ,Oi0 ]]− [xi1 , [xi2 ,Oi0 ]])Gr−a)

+
ie

~
i

8π

∫
dε ρ0(ε)tr((Oi0Grω([xi1 , ji2 ]− [xi2 , ji1 ]) + ([xi1 , ji2 ]− [xi2 , ji1 ])Ga−ωOi0)Gr−a)

=

(
ie

~

)2
i

8π

∫
dε ρ0(ε)

{
tr([[xi2 , xi1 ],Oi0 ]]Gr−a)

+ tr((Oi0Grω([xi1 , [xi2 , G
−1]− [xi2 , [xi1 , G

−1]) + ([xi1 , [xi2 , G
−1]]− [xi2 , [xi1 , G

−1]])Ga−ωOi0)Gr−a)

}
=

(
ie

~

)2
i

8π

∫
dε ρ0(ε)

{
tr([[xi2 , xi1 ],Oi0 ]Gr−a)

+ tr((Oi0Grω[[xi1 , xi2 ], G−1] + [[xi1 , xi2 ], G−1]Ga−ωOi0)Gr−a)

}
= 0,

(D9)

where we used the Jacobi identity multiple times and, finally, the fact that xi1 is just the partial derivative, so
[xi1 , xi2 ] = 0.

2. The case of KAE
i0i1i2(0, ω)

We now show the other gauge conditions KAE
i0i1i2

(0, ω2) = KEA
i0i1i2

(ω1, 0) = 0. By the symmetry condition

KAE
i0i1i2

(ω1, ω2) = KEA
i0i2i1

(ω2, ω1), if KAE
i0i1i2

(0, ω) = 0 holds then so does KEA
i0i1i2

(ω, 0) = 0, hence we only need to prove
the former.

The response function KAE
i0i1i2

(0, ω) is given in terms of retarded correlators by (140)

KAE
i0i1i2(0, ω) = Cr

Oi0
M(1)AE

i1i2

(ω) +
1

2
Cr
O(1)A

i0i1
M(0)E

i2

(ω)− Cr
Oi0

ji1M
(0)E
i2

(0, ω). (D10)

Just as for KAA we make use of the relevant couplings from (111), the observable expansion (112) and spectral
representations to get
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Cr
Oi0
M(1)AE

i1i2

(ω) = e
1

2

ie

~
i

2π

∫
dε ρ0(ε)tr((Oi0Grω[xi1 ,Ai2 ] + [xi1 ,Ai2 ]Ga−ωOi0)Gr−a), (D11)

1

2
Cr
O(1)A

i0i1
M(0)E

i2

(ω) = e
1

2

ie

~
i

2π

∫
dε ρ0(ε)tr(([xi1 ,Oi0 ]GrωAi2 +Ai2Ga−ω[xi1 ,Oi0 ])Gr−a), (D12)

and

Cr
Oi0

ji1M
(0)E
i2

(0, ω) = e
1

2

i

2π

∫
dε ρ0(ε)tr((Oi0Grωji1GrωAi2 +Oi0GrωAi2Grji1 +Ai2Ga−ωji1Ga−ωOi0 + ji1G

aAi2Ga−ωOi0

+ ji1G
aOi0GrωAi2 +Ai2Ga−ωOi0Grji1)Gr−a),

(D13)

for the retarded correlators on the right hand side of (D10).

We only need to manipulate (D13). Using the definition of the flat current ji = ie
~ [xi, G

−1] and performing the

same operations as we did for KAA
i0i1i2

(0, ω), we obtain

Cr
Oi0

ji1M
(0)E
i2

(0, ω) = e
1

2

ie

~
i

2π

∫
dε ρ0(ε)

(
tr((Oi0Grω[xi1 ,Ai2 ] + [xi1 ,Ai2 ]Ga−ωOi0)Gr−a)

+ tr(([xi1 ,Oi0 ]GrωAi2 +Ai2Ga−ω[xi1 ,Oi0 ])Gr−a)

)
.

(D14)

This is the same as the sum of (D11) and (D12), thus, when combining all three correlators according to (D10), we
get KAE

i0i1i2
(0, ω) = 0, as claimed.

Appendix E: Proof of formula (152)

We show that combining the terms in (151) leads to the second order response formula (152).
Our goal is to pair the flat current operators ji = ie

~ [xi, G
−1] with the connection component operators Ai to get the

curved current operators Ji = ji − ie
~ [Ai, G−1] = ie

~ [xi −Ai, G−1] = ie
~ [ri, G

−1]. The latter is a covariant derivative,
meaning that its components transform covariantly under a change of frame which is what we need in order to obtain
a frame-independent expectation value.
The strategy will be to first use the coupling definitions (111) and write the retarded 2 and 3-point correlators
contained in (151) in their respective spectral representations (104) and (105), then apply Green’s operator identities
discussed in Appendix C line-by-line after the second equality of (151). Henceforth, when referring to line numbers we

mean the lines after the second equality. For brevity, we shall use the short-hand P̂(Γ+
1 )

12 ≡ P̂(Γ+
1 )

(i1,ω1)(i2,ω2). Furthermore,

we will be needing the frequency-dependent inverse G−1
±ω = ε−H0 + ~ω.

The first line is

CrOi0
ji1i2

(ω1 + ω2)− CrOi0
ji1i2

(ω1)− CrOi0
ji1i2

(ω2) + CrOi0
ji1i2

(0)

ω1ω2

=
1

ω1ω2

1

π
P̂(+)
K∗ω

i

∫
dε ρ0(ε)

ie

4~
tr
(
Oi0(Grω1+ω2

−Grω1
−Grω2

+Gr)([xi1 , ji2 ] + [xi2 , ji1 ])Gr−a
)
,

(E1)

with the second line being

−
CrOi0

ji1 ji2
(ω1, ω2)− CrOi0

ji1 ji2
(ω1, 0)− CrOi0

ji1 ji2
(0, ω2) + CrOi0

ji1 ji2
(0, 0)

ω1ω2

= − 1

ω1ω2

1

π
P̂(+)
K∗ω
P̂(Γ+

1 )
12 i

∫
dε ρ0(ε)tr(Oi0(Grω1+ω2

−Grω2
)ji1G

r
ω2
ji2 −Oi0(Grω1

−Gr)ji1Grji2

+
1

2
ji1(Ga−ω1

−Ga)Oi0(Grω2
−Gr)ji2)Gr−a).

(E2)

The third line is
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Cr
Oi0
M(1)AE

i1i2

(ω1 + ω2)− Cr
Oi0
M(1)AE

i1i2

(ω2)

iω1
+

Cr
Oi0
M(1)EA

i1i2

(ω1 + ω2)− Cr
Oi0
M(1)EA

i1i2

(ω1)

iω2

= − e
2

2π
P̂(+)
K∗ω

i

∫
dε ρ0(ε)tr

(
Oi0Grω1+ω2

(Grω2
[xi1 ,Ai2 ] +Grω1

[xi2 ,Ai1 ])Gr−a
)

= − e
2

4π
P̂(+)
K∗ω

i

∫
dε ρ0(ε)tr

(
Oi0Grω1+ω2

(Grω1
+Grω2

)([xi1 ,Ai2 ] + [xi2 ,Ai1 ])Gr−a
)
→ (∗)

+
e2

4π
P̂(+)
K∗ω

i

∫
dε ρ0(ε)tr

(
Oi0Grω1+ω2

(Grω1
−Grω2

)([xi1 ,Ai2 ]− [xi2 ,Ai1 ])Gr−a
)
,

(E3)

where, for the first equality, we used (C2) to combine Green’s operators and symmetrized to get the second equality.
We leave the last integral as it is, and continue to manipulate the second to last one, as indicated by the asterisk

(∗)→ e2

4π
P̂(+)
K∗ω

i

∫
dε ρ0(ε)tr(Oi0Grω1+ω2

(Grω1
+Grω2

)Gr( [[xi1 ,Ai2 ], G−1] + [[xi2 ,Ai1 ], G−1]︸ ︷︷ ︸
[[xi1

,G−1],Ai2
]+[xi1

,[Ai2
,G−1]]+(i1↔i2)

)Gr−a)

= − 1

ω1ω2

1

4π
P̂(+)
K∗ω

i

∫
dε ρ0(ε)

ie

~
tr
(
Oi0(Grω1+ω2

−Grω1
−Grω2

+Gr) ([ji1 ,Ai2 ] + [ji2 ,Ai1 ])Gr−a
)

− 1

ω1ω2

1

4π
P̂(+)
K∗ω

i

∫
dε ρ0(ε)

(
ie

~

)2

tr
(
Oi0(Grω1+ω2

−Grω1
−Grω2

+Gr)
(
[xi1 , [Ai2 , G−1]] + [xi2 , [Ai1 , G−1]]

)
Gr−a

)
,

(E4)

where we used (C5), the Jacobi identity as depicted by the underbraces and the definition ji = ie
~ [xi, G

−1] of the
flat current operator.

The fourth line becomes

−
Cr
Oi0 ji1M

(0)E
i2

(ω1, ω2)− Cr
Oi0 ji1M

(0)E
i2

(0, ω2)

iω1
−
Cr
Oi0M

(0)E
i1

ji2
(ω1, ω2)− Cr

Oi0M
(0)E
i1

ji2
(ω1, 0)

iω2

=
1

ω1

ie

2π
P̂(+)
K∗ω

i

∫
dε ρ0(ε)tr(Oi0(Grω1+ω2

−Grω2
)ji1G

r
ω2
Ai2 +Oi0Grω1+ω2

Ai2Grω1
ji1 −Oi0Grω1

Ai2Grji1)Gr−a)

+
1

ω2

ie

2π
P̂(+)
K∗ω

i

∫
dε ρ0(ε)tr(Oi0(Grω1+ω2

−Grω1
)ji2G

r
ω2
Ai1 +Oi0Grω1+ω2

Ai1Grω2
ji2 −Oi0Grω1

Ai1Grji2)Gr−a)

+
ie~
π
P̂(−)
K∗ω
P̂(Γ+

1 )
12 i

∫
dε ρ0(ε)tr

(
1

2
(ji1G

a
−ω1

GaOi0Grω2
Ai2 −Ai1Ga−ω1

Oi0Grω2
Grji2)Gr−a

)
=
ie

π
P̂(−)
K∗ω
P̂(Γ+

1 )
12 i

∫
dε ρ0(ε)

(
1

ω1
tr(Oi0(Grω1+ω2

−Grω2
)ji1G

r
ω2
Ai2Gr−a)

+
1

ω2
tr(Oi0Grω1+ω2

Ai1Grω2
ji2 −Oi0Grω1

Ai1Grji2Gr−a)

)
− ie~

π
P̂(−)
K∗ω
P̂(Γ+

1 )
12 i

∫
dε ρ0(ε)tr

(
1

2
(ji1G

a
−ω1
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(E5)

We continue manipulating the second to last integral indicated by the star
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(E6)

Finally, the fifth and last line is
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We manipulate the first term in the trace
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(E8)

Focusing on the second term after the last equality
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(E9)

with the last term being
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(E10)

The final term of (E10) can be combined with the first term after the last equality of (E8) yielding
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with the first term after the last equality becoming
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where we used (C5). The final tally contains the first two terms after the last equality of (E9), the first term after
the last equality of (E10), the second term after the last equality of (E11) and the result of (E12). Combining all
these terms and attaching the coefficients, the projectors and integral, we get for (E7)
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(E13)

where the last term within the trace after the second integral is the second term in (E7) rewritten with the usual
identities.

Now we combine (E1), the result of (E4), the first integral after the last equality of (E6) and the first integral of
(E13):
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(E14)

Next we combine (E2), the second integral after the last equality of both (E5) and (E6), and the second integral of
(E13) to get
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(E15)

The only remaining terms are the second integral after the last equality of (E3) and the third integral of (E13)
which yield
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(E16)

We have thus reduced (151) to the expressions (E14), (E15) and (E16) containing the curved current operator which
constitute the second order response formula (152), as claimed.
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Appendix F: Proof of formula (153)

We shall make ample use of the identities discussed in Appendix C.
We would first like to combine the first and third lines of (152) and start by manipulating the latter

− e2

4π
P̂(+)
K∗ω

i

∫
dε ρ0(ε)tr

(
Oi0Grω1+ω2

(Grω1
−Grω2

)[ri1 , ri2 ]Gr−a
)

= − e
2

4π
P̂(+)
K∗ω

i

∫
dε ρ0(ε)tr

(
Oi0Grω1+ω2

(Grω1
−Grω2

)GrG−1[ri1 , ri2 ]Gr−a
)

=
e2

4π
P̂(+)
K∗ω

i

∫
dε ρ0(ε)tr

(
Oi0Grω1+ω2

(Grω1
−Grω2

)Gr[[ri1 , ri2 ], G−1]Gr−a
)

= −~2

π
P̂(+)
K∗ω

i

∫
dε ρ0(ε)

ie

4~
tr
(
Oi0Grω1+ω2

(Grω1
−Grω2

)Gr([ri1 , Ji2 ]− [ri2 , Ji1 ])Gr−a
)
,

(F1)

where, for the final equality, we used the Jacobi identity and applied the definition of the curved current operator.
Moving on to the first line of (152), we see that it is expressed with Green’s operators after the first equality of (E14).
Applying (C5) to the latter and combining with the result of (F1) we have
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With [ri, Jk] = i~[Di, Jk], this becomes the first integral of (153).

Next we look at the second line of (152). This is expressed with Green’s operators on the left hand side of (E15).
Consider the following manipulation of the first two terms in the trace of the latter
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where we used Grω2
= Gr − ~ω2G
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Gr for the first equality and (C2), (C5) for the final equality. Similarly, we can

use (C2) for the third term in the trace on the left hand side of (E15) and altogether get
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which is the second integral of (153).
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[59] M. Göckeler and T. Schücker, Differential Geometry,
Gauge Theories, and Gravity , Cambridge Monographs
on Mathematical Physics (Cambridge University Press,
1987).

[60] G. Sardanashvily, Advanced Differential Geometry for
Theoreticians: Fiber Bundles, Jet Manifolds and La-
grangian Theory (LAMBERT Academic Publishing,
2013).

[61] G. Grensing, Structural Aspects of Quantum Field Theory
and Noncommutative Geometry (In 2 Volumes) (World
Scientific, 2013).
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