
ar
X

iv
:2

20
9.

14
51

9v
3 

 [
co

nd
-m

at
.s

ta
t-

m
ec

h]
  1

5 
A

pr
 2

02
3

Universal Anomaly of Dynamics at Phase Transition Points Induced by

Pancharatnam-Berry Phase

Jia-Yuan Zhang,1 Xia Yin,2 Ming-Yu liu,1 Jize Zhao,3,4 Yang Ding2 and Jun Chang1,4∗
1College of Physics and Information Technology,

Shaanxi Normal University, Xi’an 710119, China
2Center for High-Pressure Science and Technology Advanced Research, Beijing 100094, China

3School of Physical Science and Technology&Key Laboratory for Magnetism and

Magnetic Materials of the MoE, Lanzhou University, Lanzhou 730000, China
4Lanzhou Center for Theoretical Physics and Key Laboratory of Theoretical

Physics of Gansu Province, Lanzhou University, Lanzhou 730000, China

(Dated: April 18, 2023)

Dynamical anomalies are often observed near both the continuous and first-order phase transition
points. We propose that the universal anomalies could originate from the geometric phase effects.
A Pancharatnam-Berry phase is accumulated continuously in quantum states with the variation
of tuning parameters. Phase transitions are supposed to induce an abrupt shift of the geometric
phase. In our multi-level quantum model, the quantum interference induced by the geometric
phase could prolong or shorten the relaxation times of excited states at phase transition points,
which agrees with the experiments, models under sudden quenches and our semi-classical model.
Furthermore, we find that by setting a phase shift of π, the excited state could be decoupled from
the ground state by quantum cancellation so that the relaxation time even could diverge to infinity.
Our work introduces the geometric phase to the study of conventional phase transitions as well as
quantum phase transition, and could substantially extend the dephasing time of qubits for quantum
computing.

I. INTRODUCTION

Phase transitions are of crucial importance in physics
since a variety of static and dynamic properties of sys-
tems are changed [1–5]. In a long history, the study
of phase transition focuses on the static thermodynamic
properties in equilibrium states. Recently, it was shown
that dynamical measurements could provide a direct in-
sight into the investigation of the complex transitions
[6–15]. Remarkably, the slowing-down dynamics near the
phase transition point have been observed in solids [9, 15–
17], glasses [18] and even microbial systems [19]. In the
symmetry-breaking phase transition, the critical slow-
ing down under perturbation could clearly be observed
in both experiments and theoretical models at critical
points [16, 20–23]. The divergence of the relaxation time
is attributed to the divergent correlation length according
to the renormalization group theory [24]. However, near
the first-order phase transition, the ultrafast relaxation
time from the photoexcited state to the equilibrium state
also increases by orders of magnitude in charge-ordered
LaSrFeO [9]. Similarly, slowing-down dynamics were ob-
served near the first-order Mott transition and structural
phase transition [15, 17]. More surprisingly, in the super-
conducting and antiferromagnetic phase transitions, the
lifetimes of the decay are even shortened at the critical
point [12, 14]. Furthermore, in some 1D short-range spin
models under sudden quenches, the fastest relaxations
are unexpectedly found at the critical points, in contrast
to the critical slowing down [5, 25–27]. Therefore, the
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dynamical anomalies near phase transition points are ex-
pected to be universal phenomena in a vast number of
systems.

In this paper, we propose that the universal anomalies
of dynamics near phase transition points could originate
from the effect of the geometric phase. Date back to 1956,
Pancharatnam proposed that the relative phase between
two polarized light beams determines the intensity of the
interferogram [28]. Later in 1984, Berry realized that be-
sides the dynamical phase, the quantum state acquires
a geometric phase in the adiabatic and cyclic evolution
of the time-dependent Hamiltonian [29]. The geometric
phase is then generalized by loosening the constraint of
adiabaticity, cyclicity and unity [30, 31], and applied in
many fields ranging from high-energy physics [32] to con-
densed matter [33], statistics [34, 35], molecular [36, 37],
ultracold atoms [38], optics [39, 40] and quantum com-
putation [41].

The quantum criticality have been investigated based
on the geometric phase of ground states in the XY Spin
model [42, 43], the ground state overlap in Dicke mode
[44], the ground-state energy and its derivative in Rabi
model [45]. However, in many-body systems, it is diffi-
cult or impossible to experimentally measure the ground
state energy and the functional dependency of the geo-
metric phase on parameters. Theoretically, the system
Hamiltonian often could not be identified for a long time
as in cuprates, iron pnictides, manganites and so on. In
this paper, we prove the dynamical anomalies at phase
transition points are universal as the result of quantum
coherence, without the need for the exact system Hamil-
tonian or the precise dependency of the geometric phases
on control parameters. Our model only includes some
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FIG. 1. The Schematic of the state coupling in Phase I , II
and at the phase transition points in a multi-level system. In
Phase I and II, only one excited state and one ground state are
considered. At the phase transition point, all the four states
are coupled to each other due to the phase fluctuation. We
assume that the quantum state |gi〉 in the ith phase acquires a
continuous Pancharatnam-Berry phase θi(ξ) with the change
of the control parameters ξ. The phase transition induces a
geometric phase difference δ between the two ground states
with eiδ = ei(θ2−θ1) = 〈g1 | g2〉 / |〈g1 | g2〉| at ξc. Here, we
have ignored the dynamical phase.

relevant quantum states of systems and coupling interac-
tions. The information of the energy gaps between the
states and the coupling constants could be measured via
experiments. Therefore, the multi-level model is not lim-
ited to a special system. We suppose that Pancharatnam-
Berry phases appear in quantum states and change con-
tinuously with tunable parameters such as external fields
in the Hamiltonians. In particular, such phases abruptly
change at phase transition points. Using the dissipative
Schrödinger equation, we study the geometric phase ef-
fects on the dynamical evolution of a multi-level system
near the phase transition point based on the generalized
spin-boson model. Near the phase transition points, the
relative phase between the states belonging to neighbor-
ing phases induces quantum interference, which results in
the universal anomalies of the dynamics. The dynamical
anomalies could be applied to probe the phase transi-
tion in experiments. We also use a semi-classical model
to corroborate the geometric phase effects on the relax-
ation of the excited states. The relaxation time at phase
transition points could become longer or shorter, which
is in agreement with the experiments. Furthermore, we
show that the relaxation time even could go to infinity
by setting some peculiar coupling parameters. Our work
could contribute to the study of phase transition and the
design of qubits with long dephasing time.

II. QUANTUM MODEL

We set up a quantum model to study the relaxation
process around phase transition points as shown in Fig.
1. To elucidate the dynamical process, we introduce a

system with the Hamiltonian Hs(ξ) under a phase tran-
sition from phase I to phase II driven by the control pa-
rameter ξ, e.g. temperature, pressure, magnetic field and
interaction constants. For simplicity and generality, we
consider a multi-level system coupled to a bosonic bath,
i.e. a generalized spin-boson model. The model is first
mapped to another model with the electronic states cou-
pled to a single harmonic mode damped by an Ohmic
bath [46–48]. The Hamiltonian of the system is then
written as

Hs =
∑

i

Eic
†
i ci +

∑

ij

Vij(c
†
icj + h.c.)

+
∑

i

λic
†
i ci

(

a† + a
)

+ h̄ωa†a, (1)

where Ei is the energy level and ni = c†i ci gives the
occupation in the state i, Vij is the real coupling (hy-
bridization) constant between states j and i, e.g. Heisen-
berg exchange interaction, spin-orbit coupling constant,
atom-field coupling strength. a† is the creation opera-
tor for the bosonic mode with frequency ω. We further
define the electron-boson self-energy εi = λ2i /h̄ω, and

the self-energy difference εij = (λi − λj)
2
/h̄ω as well as

the energy gap ∆ij = (Ei − εi)− (Ej − εj) between two
states. Ei, Vij , ω and λi are the functions of the tuning
parameter ξ.
The Ohmic bath damping is introduced by a dissipa-

tive Schrödinger equation, in which a dissipative opera-
tor iD is added to the Hamiltonian to describe the bath
induced dissipation on the system [46],

ih̄
d |ψ (t)〉

dt
= (H0 + iD) |ψ (t)〉 , (2)

where H0 = eSHse
−S is the Fröhlich transformation of

Hs with S = 1/h̄ω
∑

i niλi
(

a† − a
)

. The eigenvectors
|ψin〉 of H0 are selected as the basis of the state i with
n excited boson modes. We still need the detailed time
evolution formula for Pin(t). On one hand, the coupling
to the surroundings relaxes a state with n bosons to a
n−1 boson state by the emission of bosons. On the other
hand, the probability of the n-boson state increases due
to the decay of the state with n+1 bosons. This gives a
change in the probability of the n-boson state

dPin(t)

dt
= −2nΓ̄Pin(t) + 2(n+ 1)Γ̄Pi,n+1, (3)

where Pin(t) = |〈ψin| ψ(t)〉|
2
, Γ̄ = πρ̄V̄ 2/h̄ is the envi-

ronmental relaxation constant, where ρ̄ is the effective
environmental boson density of states and V̄ is the in-
teraction between the local system and the environment.
The dissipative Schrödinger equation effectively incorpo-
rates both the strong electron-boson coupling and envi-
ronment memory effects by introducing the bosonic mode
in the system, which were described previously [49]. De-
tails of the dissipative Schrödinger equation are provided
in the Supplemental Materials (SM) [50].
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III. DYNAMICS AT PHASE TRANSITION

POINT

The cascade decay in a multi-level system could be ef-
fectively described by a two-level system. One of them is
the excited state and the other is the ground state [46].
Therefore, in this paper, we only consider the relaxation
process in such a two-level system. We assume that the
Ohmic bath is the same in two different phases. The
ground states are represented by |g1〉 and |g2〉, and the
excited states |e1〉 and |e2〉 in phase I and II , respec-
tively. At the phase transition point, we assume the four
states in phase I and II coexist due to phase fluctuation.
There are inter couplings between the states in phase I
and II, such as Vgiej , Vgigj and Veiej with i 6= j. Im-
portantly, we assume that the quantum state acquires a
Pancharatnam-Berry phase θi(ξ) with the change of the
control parameters ξ in the ith phase. The phase transi-
tion induces a geometric phase difference between the two
ground states with eiδ = ei(θ2−θ1) = 〈g1 | g2〉 / |〈g1 | g2〉|
at ξc. The total probability P = Pe + Pg is normal-
ized to 1 with Pe = Pe1 + Pe2 for the exited states and
Pg = P g1 + Pg2 for the ground states. To study the
relaxation of excited states, we assume the initial state
is |e1〉 or |e2〉 adiabatically excited from |g1〉 or |g2〉 in
phase I or phase II, or the superposition of |e1〉 and |e2〉
at the phase transition point. Solving the dissipative
Schrödinger equation numerically, the evolution of all the
states as a function of time clearly reflects the dynamic
processes in phase I , II and at the phase transition point.
In this paper, we set h̄ω of the single harmonic boson
mode as the energy unit, and τ = 2π/ω as the unit of
time.

To underscore the dynamical anomaly at the phase
transition points, firstly, we set the parameters Ei, λi
and Vij to ensure that the decay processes are the same
in both phases. We assume Ei, Vij and ω are indepen-
dent of the control parameter ξ, and only λi may change
with ξ. For example, the abrupt change of the λi with
respect to ξ could be selected as the order parameter of
phase transition. The energies of the ground states Eg1

and Eg2 are set to be zero in both phases, and the en-
ergies of the excited states Ee1 = Ee2 . The coupling
constants between the ground state and excited state
are the same Vg1e1 = Vg2e2 . For the electron-boson cou-
pling, we take λg1 = −λg2 and λe1 = −λe2 , and hence
εg1 = εg2 , εe1 = εe2 and ∆g1e1 = ∆g2e2 . Therefore, the
exited states in the both phases decay in the same way,
as shown in Fig. 2(a). On the other hand, at the phase
transition point, we assume that the four states coexist
due to the fluctuation. The intercoupling constants be-
tween the ground states and exited states are supposed
to be the same Vg1e2 = Vg2e1 . Furthermore, there are
fluctuations within the ground and exited states with
Vg1g2 = Ve1e2 . The starting states are excited adiabat-
ically from the ground states |g1〉, |g2〉 or the mixture.
We assume that there is a Pancharatnam-Berry phase
difference δ between the ground state |g1〉 and |g2〉 of

2 4 6
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FIG. 2. The time evolution of state probabilities. Pe and Pg

are the probabilities of the excited states and ground states,
respectively. The dotted curves are obtained by fitting to
the exponential function y(t) = y0 + a1 ∗ e−t/t1 + a2 ∗ e−t/t2 .
The starting state |e〉 is excited from |g〉 adiabatically. At
the phase transition point, the starting state is the hybridiza-
tion of |e1〉 and |e2〉 with the same probability. h̄ω = 0.06
eV of the single harmonic boson mode is set as the unit of
energy, and τ = 2π/ω ≈ 69 femtosecond (fs) as the unit
of time (more details can be found in the SM ). We take
the environmental relaxation time (2Γ̄)−1 = 50fs ≈ 0.7τ ,
as in pervious paper [47]. (a) the probability evolution in
phase I or II, ∆g1e1 = ∆g2e2 = 5, the coupling between the
ground state and exited state Vg1e1 = Vg2e2 = 1/2. The
electron-boson coupling constants λg1 = −λg2 = 1/

√
2 and

λe1 = −λe2 =
√
5. (b) at the phase transition point with

δ = 0, the interstate coupling Vg1e2 = Vg2e1 = 1/4 and the
hybridization Vg1g2 = Ve1e2 = 0.1. (c) at the phase tran-
sition point with δ = π, other parameters are the same as
(b). (d) δ = π and Vg1e2 = Vg2e1 = Vg1e1 = Vg2e2 = 1/2,
λg1 = λg2 = 1/

√
2 and λe1 = λe2 =

√
5 and other parameters

are the same as (b) and (c).
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phase I and II. It is expected that the relaxation time at
the phase transition point should be quite close to that
in phase I and II. However, we find that the relaxation
strongly depends on the relative phase δ due to quantum
interference effects. When there is no phase difference or
δ = 0, the relaxation time at the phase transition point is
even slightly shorter than that in phase I or II as shown
in Fig. 2(b), which is in agreement with the reduction of
relaxation time observed in the experiment at the criti-
cal point [12, 14]. On the other hand, in Fig. 2(c) for
δ = π, the decay time at the phase transition point could
be much longer than that in phase I or II, as the slowing
down observed in many experiments [9, 16, 21, 51, 52].
More surprisingly, when we set δ = π, Vg1e2 = Vg2e1 =

Vg1e1 = Vg2e2 , λg1 = λg2 , λe1 = λe2 and keep the rest of
the parameters the same as in Fig 2(c), the relaxation
time of the exited states at the transition point even
could stretch into infinity as shown in Fig. 2(d), which
is similar to the critical slowing down in the continuous
phase transitions but it is independent of the divergent
correlation length. As a contrast, for δ = 0, the relax-
ation time of the excited states is close to that in phase
I or II (not shown). Actually, it has been realized in
experiments since several decades ago that the supercon-
ducting qubits composed by Josephson junctions with π
phase shifters could be efficiently decoupled from envi-
ronments and extend the phase coherence time [53–55].
To apprehend this puzzling result, we consider a four-
level system without a bath. We assume that |g1, g2〉 are
the wave vectors for the ground states and |e1, e2〉 the
wave vectors for the exited states. The time-dependent
Schrödinger equation of the four states is written as

ih̄
d

dt







|e1〉
|e2〉
|g1〉
|g2〉






=







Ee v V V
v Ee V V
V V Eg v
V V v Eg













|e1〉
|e2〉
|g1〉
|g2〉






, (4)

where Ee,g are the energies of the four states, v and V
are the state coupling constants. One has

ih̄
d |g1〉

dt
= Eg |g1〉+ v |g2〉+ V |e1〉+ V |e2〉 . (5)

When |e1〉 has a π phase difference with respect to |e2〉,
i.e. |e1〉 = eiπ |e2〉, then the two last terms in Eq. (5) can-
cel each other and the ground states are decoupled from
the two exited states. Interestingly, Fig. 2(d) indicates
that even the environmental dissipation is involved, the
excited states and ground states still could be decoupled
from each other by canceling. Consequently, the quan-
tum cancellation induced by the π phase shift is the key
to extending the phase coherence time in the experiments
[53–55].

IV. SEMICLASSICAL RELAXATION MODEL

To qualitatively understand the time relaxation in the
quantum model, we appeal to a semiclassical model. A

general phenomenological model is proposed to study the
time evolution of the excited states near the phase transi-
tion points. We assume that |e1, e2〉 are the wave vectors
of the excited states in the neighboring phase I and phase
II. At the phase transition point, two excited states co-
exist and are weakly coupled to each other due to phase
fluctuation. The quantum coherence is set up between
the two excited states. We study the time evolution of the
two exited states by mimicking the method in the Feyn-
man’s phenomenological model of the Josephson junction
[50].

ih̄
∂ |e1〉

∂t
= (Ee1 − iΓ1) |e1〉+ (K − iK ′) |e2〉 , (6)

ih̄
∂ |e2〉

∂t
= (Ee2 − iΓ2) |e2〉+ (K − iK ′) |e1〉 , (7)

where Ee1 , Ee2 are the energies, Γ1,Γ2 are the relaxation
rates of the two exited states, respectively. While K is
the state coupling constant andK ′ is relaxation rate con-
stant. If K and K ′ are zero, then the two Schrödinger
equations describe the two excited states in the phase
I and II, respectively. Near the critical point, the cou-
pling or fluctuation between the two states may induce
tunneling from one state to the other. Defining the to-
tal excited quasiparticle density Pe = Pe1 + Pe2 with
Pe1 = 〈e1 | e1〉 and Pe2 = 〈e2 | e2〉, and the phase differ-
ence eiδ = 〈e1 | e2〉 / |〈e1 | e2〉|, then one has

h̄
∂Pe

∂t
= −2Γ′Pe, (8)

with the effective relaxation rate

Γ′ =
Γ1Pe1 + Γ2Pe2

Pe

+ αK ′ cos δ, (9)

where α = 2 |〈e1 | e2〉| /Pe and 0 ≤ α ≤ 1. Since
max(Γ1,Γ2) > (Γ1Pe1 + Γ2Pe2) /Pe > min(Γ1,Γ2), the
relaxation rate should change smoothly from one phase
to the other if the quantum coherence in the last term
of Eq. (9) is ignored. However, the quantum coherence
could strongly affect the relaxation rate. For example, if
we further assume K ′ = Γ1 = Γ2 = Γ, then, the effective
relaxation rate reads,

Γ′ = (1 + α cos δ) Γ. (10)

Since cos δ could be zero, positive or negative, one has
0 ≤ Γ′ ≤ 2Γ. When δ = 0, Γ′ is larger than Γ. While
Γ′ = 0 signifies the relaxation time τ ′ = 1/Γ′ approaching
infinity, similar to the critical slowing down.
In order to compare the quantum and semiclassical

models, we study the influence of the relative phase δ on
the relaxation time quantitatively in both models. We
define t90% as the time for the ground state reaching 90
percent of the total population. As shown in Fig. 3, the
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FIG. 3. The time t90% for the ground state reaching its 90%
population as a function of the geometric phase difference δ at
phase transition points. The relaxation times at the critical
point could be longer or shorter than that in a single phase,
in agreement with the experiments. The model parameters
are the same as Fig. 2(c). Due to the fluctuations of the
probability with time, the calculation results of the dissipa-
tive Schrödinger equation are fitted to exponential functions
as shown in Fig. 2, and the triangles collected by solid red
line denote t90% obtained from the fitting curves. With the
change of the relative phase δ, the decay times of the ex-
cited states vary roughly from 4τ to 11τ . The dashed blue
curve is given by the semiclassical model at phase transition
point with t90% = −h̄ ln 0.1/2Γ′, where Γ′ = (1 + α cos δ) Γ
according to Eq. (10) with α = 0.6. In the semiclassical
model, Γ is calculated by Fermi’s golden rule in Eq. (11) us-
ing the parameters in the quantum model. In the phase I or
II, t90% = −h̄ ln 0.1/2Γ ≈ 4.16τ is a constant denoted by the
horizontal dashed black line.

dependence of t90% on δ in the quantum model agrees
well with that in the semiclassical model. With δ varying
from 0 to π, the decay rate decreases gradually and the
value of t90% is strongly enhanced. For instance, when
there is no phase difference or δ=0, t90% at the phase
transition point is even slightly shorter than that in phase
I or II. On the other hand, for δ = π, t90% at the phase
transition point is much longer than that in phase I or II.
In the semiclassical model, using the parameters in the
quantum model, Γ of the excited states is calculated by
Fermi’s golden rule [46]

Γ =
πFnV

2
ge

h̄ω
(11)

where Vge is the coupling strength between the ground
state and excited state and Fn = e−ggn/n! is the Franck-
Condon factor with n ≈ ∆ge/h̄ω with energy gap ∆ge =
(

Ee − λ2e/h̄ω
)

−
(

Eg − λ2g/h̄ω
)

, and g = εge/h̄ω is the
Huang-Rhys factor with the electron-phonon selfenergy

difference εge = (λe − λg)
2
/h̄ω. At phase transition

point, the decay time t90% = −h̄ ln 0.1/2Γ′ with Γ′ =
(1 + α cos δ) Γ. In the phase I or II, t90% = −h̄ ln 0.1/2Γ
is a constant around 4.16τ .

V. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

The phase difference between the ground state and the
excited state is not always exactly the same. For exam-
ple, in the XX spin model, the phase difference between
the ground state and the excited state changes from 0 to
π near the critical point [43]. Interestingly, the anomaly
of the relaxation time dominantly originates from the rel-
ative phase difference between the two excited states be-
longing to the phase I and II, respectively, which could
be roughly understood from our semiclassical model and
the Eq. (5) of the 4-level model without dissipation. Fur-
thermore, within the single phase I or II, the phase differ-
ence between the ground state and the excited state has
limit effects on the relaxation time. The relative phase
between different states could be tuned by external fields.
To conclude, we have proposed that the conventional

phase transition and quantum phase transition could be
featured by the Pancharatnam-Berry phase factor. We
assumed that with the change of the control parameter
in the Hamiltonian, the quantum state accumulates a
geometric phase and there is abrupt shift of the phase
at phase transition points. Applying the dissipative
Schrödinger equation, we studied the dynamical evolu-
tion of the generalized spin-boson model. At the phase
transition point, the geometric phase difference between
the states belonging to neighboring phases results in the
universal anomalies of dynamics via quantum interfer-
ence. Since the geometric phase strongly affect the dy-
namical relaxation near phase transition points, experi-
mental measurements of the dynamical anomalies could
be applied to probe the phase transition. The effects
of the geometric phase on the relaxation times in the
quantum model qualitatively agrees with our semiclas-
sical model. The geometric phase can increase or de-
crease the relaxation time at phase transition points,
which coincides with the experiments and existing mod-
els. Furthermore, by adjusting some parameters and set-
ting a π phase shift, we found that the relaxation time of
the excited states even could be divergent, which agrees
well with experiments of the superconducting π-junction.
Our work presented theoretical evidences for studying
the phase transition by introducing the geometric phase,
which is benefited for the design of qubits with a long
dephasing time for quantum computation and communi-
cations.
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