
Meson Mass Sets Onset Time of Anomalous Dynamical Quantum Phase Transitions

Jesse J. Osborne ,1, ∗ Johannes Knaute ,2 Ian P. McCulloch ,3, 4 and Jad C. Halimeh 5, 6, 7, 8, †

1School of Mathematics and Physics, The University of Queensland, St. Lucia, QLD 4072, Australia
281925 Munich, Germany

3Department of Physics, National Tsing Hua University, Hsinchu 30013, Taiwan
4Frontier Center for Theory and Computation, National Tsing Hua University, Hsinchu 30013, Taiwan

5Max Planck Institute of Quantum Optics, 85748 Garching, Germany
6Department of Physics and Arnold Sommerfeld Center for Theoretical Physics (ASC),

Ludwig Maximilian University of Munich, 80333 Munich, Germany
7Munich Center for Quantum Science and Technology (MCQST), 80799 Munich, Germany

8Dahlem Center for Complex Quantum Systems,
Free University of Berlin, 14195 Berlin, Germany

(Dated: July 8, 2024)

Dynamical quantum phase transitions (DQPTs) have been established as a rigorous framework
for investigating far-from-equilibrium quantum many-body criticality. Although initially thought to
be trivially connected to an order parameter flipping sign, a certain kind of anomalous DQPTs have
been discovered that exhibit no direct connection to the order parameter and have been shown to
arise in the presence of confinement. Here, we show in two paradigmatic models how the onset time
of anomalous DQPTs is directly connected, through a power law, to the meson mass in the confined
regime of a global symmetry-broken phase. This relation becomes more prominent the closer the
initial parameters are to the equilibrium quantum critical point, where a relativistic quantum field
theory emerges. Our findings draw a direct connection between mesons and anomalous DQPTs,
highlighting the power of the latter to classify exotic far-from-equilibrium criticality.

Introduction.—Dynamical quantum phase transi-
tions (DQPTs) [1–3] constitute an intuitive generaliza-
tion of thermal phase transitions to far-from-equilibrium
quantum many-body dynamics. In equilibrium, the
partition function of a system with Hamiltonian Ĥ is

Z=e−βĤ , where β is the inverse temperature — we work
with natural units c=ℏ=kB=1 throughout the paper.
A thermal phase transition occurs at a critical inverse
temperature βc, at which the free energy F=−β−1 lnZ
exhibits a singularity [4]. In the quantum many-body

context, the probability amplitude ⟨ψ0| e−iĤt |ψ0⟩, where
|ψ0⟩ is an initial state quenched by the Hamiltonian Ĥ
at t=0, can be viewed as a boundary partition function
where now evolution time represents a complexified in-
verse temperature. If one now defines the return rate

r(t)=− limL→∞ L−1 ln|⟨ψ0| e−iĤt |ψ0⟩|2, where L is the
system volume, this becomes equivalent to a dynamical
free energy. Singularities in r(t) at critical times tc are
then DQPTs, in analogy to equilibrium quantum phase
transitions [5].
Initially, DQPTs were discovered in the nearest-

neighbor transverse-field Ising chain, which is integrable,
and the critical times were analytically found to occur
periodically [1]. Furthermore, it was shown that DQPTs
only arose in this model upon quenching across the equi-
librium quantum critical point. However, it was soon
after shown that nonintegrable models also exhibited
DQPTs and not necessarily at periodic times [6], and
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that quenching across the equilibrium quantum critical
point was neither a necessary nor a sufficient condition
for DQPTs to arise [7, 8].

DQPTs have since been studied extensively in long-
range many-body models [9–19], topological Hamiltoni-
ans [20–28], lattice gauge theories [29–37], systems with
broken time-translation symmetry [38, 39], disordered
models [40, 41], non-Hermitian systems [42–47], as well as
in higher spatial dimensions [48–54], and at finite temper-
ature [55–59]. Furthermore, DQPTs have been observed
experimentally in cold-atom [60], trapped-ion [61], and
nuclear magnetic resonance [62] quantum simulators.

Even though it has been conjectured that DQPTs only
occur in generic models when an order parameter flips
sign [12], this was shown not to be true [10]. In cer-
tain models that exhibit confinement, such as long-range
quantum spin chains [63–65] or lattice gauge theories
[66], so-called anomalous DQPTs can arise that have no
direct connection to the order parameter [10]. In the
quantum Ising chain with long-range interactions or a
longitudinal field, domain-wall excitations can bind into
mesons when the transverse-field strength is sufficiently
small [63, 64, 67–70]. Similarly, in the spin-S U(1) quan-
tum link model (QLM) formulation [71–73] of 1+1D lat-
tice quantum electrodynamics (QED), a large gauge cou-
pling [74, 75] or a topological θ-angle [76–79] can confine
electron-positron pairs into mesons. In order to better
understand the role of confinement in the occurrence of
anomalous DQPTs, a connection between the latter and
the emergent mesons is needed.

Given that DQPTs are a promising framework for
far-from-equilibrium quantum many-body universality
[80, 81], understanding their different types and how they
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emerge in the presence of different dynamical phases is
an essential path forward in the field. Indeed, univer-
sality classes in equilibrium phase transitions are under-
pinned by a set of critical exponents that are independent
of the microscopic properties of the underlying models.
For DQPTs to exhibit universality, it is necessary that
they at least qualitatively distinguish between different
dynamical phases or regimes, independently of the un-
derlying model, with the eventual goal of extracting from
them far-from-equilibrium critical exponents. Indeed, ef-
forts in the direction of defining critical exponents due to
DQPTs are already underway [2, 82].

In this Letter, we employ matrix product state (MPS)
techniques [83, 84] to pin down the relation between
DQPTs and mesons in the confined regimes of two
paradigmatic models: the tilted Ising chain with both
longitudinal and transverse fields, and the spin-1/2 U(1)
QLM.

Tilted Ising model.—The model we first consider
here is the 1+1D tilted Ising model [85–90]. This model
has been of particular interest in the study of confine-
ment and false-vacuum decay [91–94], and its real-time
confinement dynamics has recently been probed on an
IBM superconducting processor [95]. It is described by
the Hamiltonian

ĤTIM = −
∑
j

(
Jσ̂z

j σ̂
z
j+1 + hσ̂x

j + gσ̂z
j

)
, (1)

where σ̂x
j and σ̂z

j are the Pauli x and z matrices, respec-
tively, acting on lattice site j, J > 0 is the ferromagnetic
coupling constant, and h and g are the transverse- and
longitudinal-field strengths, respectively. For zero lon-
gitudinal field g, this model is integrable, with a phase
transition at |h| = J , separating a paramagnetic phase
for |h| > J from a ferromagnetic phase for |h| < J ,
which is described by the magnetization order parameter
M̂z = L−1

∑
j σ̂

z
j , for system size L [96]. This ferromag-

netic phase spontaneously breaks the global Z2 symmetry
under the transformation σ̂z,y

j → −σ̂z,y
j , ∀j, and so we

have a two-dimensional ground state subspace, spanned
by states |ψ+⟩ and |ψ−⟩, with positive and negative mag-
netization respectively. The lowest-energy excitations in
this ferromagnetic phase are domain walls between these
two ground states.

For nonzero longitudinal field g, the Z2 symmetry of
the g = 0 case is explicitly broken. If we imagine starting
in the ferromagnetic phase |h| < J with g = 0 and slowly
increasing g, the energies of the two original ground states
will start to diverge extensively, so that only one remains
the true ground state, and the other becomes a sort of
“false vacuum” [97]. The lowest excitations are no longer
single domain walls, but a pair of domain walls confined
into a meson, being a string of false vacuum sites sur-
rounded by the ground state. In this sense, the longitu-
dinal field g induces confinement in the Ising model by
explicitly breaking its Z2 symmetry [67].
We consider the real-time dynamics of the tilted Ising

model under a sudden quench in the longitudinal field
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FIG. 1. The evolution of the three lowest return rates λ1,2,3(t)
and magnetization Mz(t) following a sudden quench in the
tilted Ising model (1) with h = 0.95J , starting with the
ground state with negative magnetization at gi = 0 and
quenching to different longitudinal-field strengths gf.

g, with a fixed value of the transverse field h just be-
low the critical point h = J : we start with the ground
state with negative magnetization |ψ−⟩ at gi = 0, and
quench to gf > 0 (in this regime, this state is connected
to the false vacuum, as opposed to |ψ+⟩ which is con-
nected to the true ground state). We calculate this ini-
tial state and perform the time evolution using matrix
product state (MPS) based numerics [83, 84, 98, 99]. We
use translation-invariant MPSs, which work directly in
the thermodynamic limit, find the ground state using the
infinite density matrix renormalization group (iDMRG)
algorithm [98], and evolve the state using the time-
dependent variational principle (TDVP) for MPSs [100],
employing single-site updates with environment expan-
sion [101, 102].
Figure 1 showcases the dynamics following this sud-

den quench for h = 0.95J ending at various values of gf.
It displays the magnetization Mz(t) = ⟨ψ(t)|M̂z|ψ(t)⟩,
where |ψ(t)⟩ is the time-evolved state following the
quench, as well as the return rates λn(t) = − ln |ϵn(t)|2,
where ϵn(t) is the nth eigenvalue of the MPS mixed
transfer matrix T (t) [103] between the time-evolved state
|ψ(t)⟩ and the initial state |ψ−⟩, indexed by n in order
of decreasing magnitude. The overlap between these two
states in the thermodynamic limit is given by the spec-
trum of T (t) as follows,

lim
L→∞

⟨ψ(0)|ψ(t)⟩ = lim
L→∞

∑
n

ϵn(t)
L = ϵ1(t)

L, (2)

since contributions from n > 1 will be exponentially sup-
pressed: hence, we call λ1(t) the return rate proper. Non-
analyticities in λ1(t), i.e., the DQPTs, will correspond to
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FIG. 2. The onset time tonset of the first DQPTs in the
tilted Ising model (1) following the quench protocols used in
Fig. 1 for several transverse-field strengths h and a range of
longitudinal-field strengths gf following the quench. We show
the dependence of this onset time on (a) the quench parame-
ter gf as well as (b) the meson gap ∆meson calculated at that
value of gf. For values of gf where the first DQPT disappears,
we do not plot any data points for that h. The superimposed
lines show power-law fits, whose values are shown at the left
and right of the figure (rounded to three significant figures).

level crossings between the two highest-magnitude eigen-
values of T (t). In Fig. 1(a,c,e), we see that, immedi-
ately following the quench, the return rate λ1(t) steadily
rises, until it eventually crosses over with the “second”
return rate λ2(t), signaling a DQPT, which is then fol-
lowed by oscillatory behavior and more level crossings.
The magnetization, shown in Fig. 1(b,d,f) also steadily
rises from the initial value, until it changes sign and os-
cillates around a positive value (being the sign of the
magnetization for the true ground state of the quench
Hamiltonian).

As the quench value of the longitudinal field gf is in-
creased, the onset time tonset of this first DQPT de-
creases, as shown in Fig. 1(a,c,e). We plot the depen-
dence of this onset time on the quench value of the lon-
gitudinal field in Fig. 2(a) across a greater range of gf for
multiple values of the transverse field h. For h = 0.95J
and 0.97J , we can clearly see a power-law relation be-
tween gf and tonset developing at larger gf, the lower limit
of which gets smaller as we approach the critical point.
On the other hand, moving away from the critical point
to smaller h (0.9J and 0.8J), this linear relation starts
to break down: in fact, for some ranges of the quench
parameter gf, this first DQPT can disappear altogether
(see the Supplemental Material [104]). It is interesting to
note that in the large-entanglement regime near the crit-
ical point of this model (1), a relativistic quantum field
theory emerges in the continuum limit [105, 106]. Here,
the dominant meson mass manifests as a power-law func-
tion of the longitudinal field [107, 108].

Additionally, in Fig. 2(b), we relate the DQPT onset
time tonset with the value of the meson gap ∆meson at the
value of the quench longitudinal field gf, calculated using
the matrix product state excitation Ansatz [109]. In this
case, similarly, we can see the emergence of a power-law
relation, but with a crossover in the exponent as the gap
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FIG. 3. The evolution of the three lowest return rates λ1,2,3(t)
and electric flux E(t) following a sudden quench in the quan-
tum link model (3) with m = 0.35κ, starting in the ground
state with negative flux at χi = 0 and quenching to different
confining potentials χf.
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FIG. 4. The same as Fig. 2 but for the spin-1/2 U(1) quantum
link model (3) as the quench parameter χf is tuned.

increases. This is due to the relation between the longi-
tudinal field and the gap, which is approximately square-
root relation for small fields, but linear for larger fields
[104]. Hence, the exponent in Fig. 2(b) for small gaps
is approximately twice the exponent of the fit in panel
(a), while the exponent for larger gaps will asymptoti-
cally approach the same value as panel (a), as the offset
in the aforementioned linear relation becomes negligible.

Quantum link model.—Confinement is a major phe-
nomenon in gauge theories and a hallmark of quantum
chromodynamics (QCD) [110–112]. Recently, there has
been a concerted effort to realize lattice gauge theories
on quantum simulation platforms, ranging from trapped
ions and cold atoms to superconducting qubits [113–123].
In this vein, a quantum simulator of the spin-1/2 U(1)
quantum link model (QLM) [71, 72] has been realized in
a Bose–Hubbard quantum simulator with a tunable topo-
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logical θ-term that probed a confinement–deconfinement
transition [124]. This motivates us to study the connec-
tion between anomalous DQPTs and the mesons in this
model as well. It is described by the Hamiltonian

ĤQLM =− κ

2

∑
j

(
ϕ̂†jŜ

+
j,j+1ϕ̂j+1 +H.c.

)
+m

∑
j

(−1)j ϕ̂†j ϕ̂j − χ
∑
j

Ŝz
j,j+1, (3)

where ϕ̂†j and ϕ̂j are the spinless fermion creation and

annihilation operators at matter site j, Ŝ±
j,j+1 and Ŝz

j,j+1

are the spin-1/2 ladder and projection operators on the
link between matter sites j and j + 1, κ is the hopping
strength, m is the fermionic mass, and χ = g2(θ− π)/2π
is the confining potential, with θ the topological angle.
This model has a U(1) gauge symmetry generated by the
local operators

Ĝj = Ŝz
j,j+1 − Ŝz

j−1,j − ϕ̂†j ϕ̂j −
(−1)j − 1

2
. (4)

We work in the physical sector of states |ψ⟩ satisfying

Ĝj |ψ⟩ = 0, ∀j.
At χ = 0 (which corresponds to θ = π), Coleman’s

phase transition occurs at mc = 0.3275κ [125, 126], with
a CP -breaking phase for m > mc. This phase hosts
a two-fold degenerate ground-state manifold spanned by
“vacuum” states |ψ+⟩ and |ψ−⟩ with opposite-sign values

of the electric flux Ê = L−1
∑

j Ŝ
z
j,j+1. For χ ̸= 0, the

particles and antiparticles feel a linear force proportional
to χ times their separation, inducing confinement: the
CP -broken phase for m > mc at χ = 0 becomes a de-
confined first-order transition line between two confined
phases for χ > 0 and χ < 0.
In Figure 3, we plot the evolution of the return rates

and electric flux following a quench of the positive-flux
ground state at m = 0.35κ, χ = 0, suddenly quench-
ing the confinement potential to a range of values χf > 0
(where the ground state has a negative flux). This is sim-
ilar to the quench protocol followed for the tilted Ising
model in Fig. 1, and indeed, we observe similar qualita-
tive behavior in the return rate and order parameter, in
that the onset time tonset of the first DQPT decreases
as we increase the quench parameter χf. We can also
see a similarity in behavior in the relation between the
DQPT onset time and the quench parameter and meson
gap shown in Fig. 4, where again, the onset time shows
an approximately power-law dependence on the quench
parameter and the meson gap (although the latter again
has a crossover in the exponent as we move from small
to large gap, due to the relation between the gap and
the confinement parameter χ shifting from power-law to
linear at larger χ [104]). We also can clearly see that
the quality of this power-law relation gets stronger as we
approach the critical point in m.
Nevertheless, we can observe some differences between

in the time evolution in the QLM and the tilted Ising

model after this DQPT onset, such as in the strength of
the oscillations of the flux in the quench to χf = 0.8κ
(Fig. 3(f)), and the corresponding revivals in the return
rate (Fig. 3(e)), which we do not find in the Ising model
quenches. Whether we see strong oscillations in the or-
der parameter or a quick equilibration to a steady value
following this DQPT onset does not appear to affect the
relation between the onset time and the quench parame-
ters.

Discussion and outlook.—In this Letter, we have
found that the onset time of the first anomalous DQPT
is determined by the confinement parameter, and also,
by proxy, the meson mass, in both the tilted Ising model
and the spin-1/2 U(1) QLM with a topological θ-term.
Specifically, after instantaneous quenches of the (1+1)-
dimensional tilted Ising model, the onset time decreases
through a power-law as the quench value of the longi-
tudinal field, or meson mass (gap), is increased. Anal-
ogously, we also find a power-law relation with respect
to the confining potential and meson gap in the QLM.
These dependencies become clearer as the equilibrium
critical point is approached. In this large-entanglement
regime, it is well understood that a relativistic quantum
field theory emerges in the continuum limit of the Ising
model (see, e.g., [105, 106]), in which the dominant me-
son mass depends on the longitudinal field through a
power law [107, 108]. A key finding of our studies is the
observation that a similar dependence appears also for
dynamical nonequilibrium quantities, independent from
the underlying microscopic model. This provides a new
perspective on the classification and characterization of
far-from-equilibrium phenomena.

Importantly, both models considered in this work
have been realized experimentally in modern quantum-
simulation platforms (see, e.g., [95, 124]), several of which
can also be employed to observe DQPTs. Furthermore,
there have been proposals to probe meson spectra in ion-
trap quantum simulators [127], which have also been used
to detect DQPTs [61]. In principle, one can perform me-
son spectroscopy by parametric modulation to search for
a resonance at the meson mass. This lends hope for ex-
perimentally realizing our findings here.

An interesting future direction would be to extend our
results to other more complex models, such as LGTs with
non-Abelian gauge symmetries or systems in higher spa-
tial dimensions. It would also be interesting to extract
the corresponding critical exponents associated with the
first anomalous DQPT through, e.g., local measures that
are amenable for experimental realization [128].
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In this Supplemental Material, we discuss the aberrant behavior in the DQPT onset time as we tune the confinement

parameters in Figs. 2 and 4 in the main text, and discuss the relation between the meson gap and the confinement

parameters, leading to imperfections in the power-law relations in panels (b) of the aforementioned Figures.

JUMPS AND BREAKS IN THE DQPT ONSET
TIME
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FIG. S1. The evolution of the return rates λ1,2,3(t) for
tilted Ising model (1) with h = 0.8J , suddenly quenching
to gf = 1.4J and 1.6J , where the first DQPT disappears as g
is increased.
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FIG. S2. The evolution of the return rates λ1,2,3(t) for tilted
Ising model (1) with h = 0.9J , suddenly quenching to gf =
1.8J and 2J , where the first DQPT time appears to suddenly
jump in Fig. 2.

When comparing the DQPT onset time as the quench
parameter is tuned in Figs. 2 and 4, there are some in-
stances with sudden jumps in the onset time, or it disap-
pearing altogether. In Figure S1, we show the behavior in
the return rate for h = 0.8J around the point where the
onset time disappears, which is due to the first DQPT
suddenly disappearing (or we could consider the DQPT
at around Jt = 5 at gf = 1.6J to be the “new” initial
DQPT, in which case this break in the onset time would
become a discontinuous jump to a higher value). In Fig-

ure S2, we look at h = 0.9J around the point where there
appears to be sudden jump in the onset time in Fig. 2,
which is due to the intersection of the two lowest return
rates suddenly moving from the peak to the trough of the
second return rate. As we approach the critical point,
these jumps and breaks become less prevalent, and the
relation between the onset time and quench parameter
more closely follows a power law.

THE RELATION BETWEEN THE MESON GAP
AND THE CONFINEMENT PARAMETER
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FIG. S3. The relation between the meson gap and the longi-
tudinal field g in the tilted Ising model (1) with h = 0.97J on
(a) a linear and (b) a log–log scale. The superimposed lines
show a power-law and linear fit for small and large g, respec-
tively, with the values given next to the relevant fit (rounded
to three significant figures).

In Figure S3, we show the relation between the meson
gap and the longitudinal-field strength g in the tilted
Ising model (1). We can see a clear crossover in behavior
here: For small g, the meson gap follows a power-law
relation Agα, while for larger g, the meson gap follows a
linear relation mg+ c. This crossover also appears in the
QLM as the confinement potential χ is tuned, as shown
in Fig. S4. Because of this, the plots of the meson gap
versus the confinement parameters in Figs. 2(b) and 4(b)
appear slightly bent, and do not exactly follow a power-
law relation.
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FIG. S4. The same as Fig. S3, but for the U(1) quantum
link model (3) at m = 0.34κ, as the confinement parameter
potential χ is tuned.
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