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Using a combined perturbative and self-consistent medshdjgoroach that we directly compare with quan-
tum Monte Carlo calculations, we study the effects of shanged interactions on th&, topological insulator
phase, also known as the quantum spin Hall phase, in two glerest versions of the Kane-Mele model at
half-filling on the honeycomb lattice. For interactions keathan the critical value for magnetic instability, we
find that the interactions can stabilize the quantum spith ptelse against third neighbor hoppings, which pre-
serveC’s lattice rotation symmetry, but destabilize it for a dimetinn that explicitly breaks th€'s symmetry.
Consistent with quantum Monte Carlo calculations, we sh@phase boundary shifts are linearly proportional
to the square of the interaction strength, but with oppasge—a result that cannot be reproduced with a pertur-
bative treatment that does not also include a self-comgigteatment of the perturbed Hamiltonian. Our results
emphasize that short-range interactions can have sulgletebn the stability of topological phases, and may
need to be treated by methods analogous to those we use here.

Introductionr-Among the exotic states of matter discov- a shift in the location of the phase boundary (opposite direc
ered in recent years, topological insulators (TI) are espetions for the two models}I:kS]. In this Letter, we examine the
cially noteworthy for their novelty and potential technglo two models using perturbation theory followed by a mean-
ical applications|__[|1|36]. Shortly after the predicti(ﬂ [The  field Hartree-Fock decoupling scheme (MFHF) and directly
first experimental realization of a time-reversal symmetrycompare the results to QMC. We find that the sign of the shift
(TRS) protected quantum spin Hall system was reported imnd linear scaling witfU/¢)? are accurately reproduced by
HgTe/(Hg,Cd)Te quantum wells] [E| 9]. In all the acceptedthe combination of perturbation theory and a self-consiste
experimental examples of Tl to date, the presence of the topaalculation, though they are not captured by either one-inde
logical state and most of its properties can be well undetsto pendently. Our results emphasize that short-range irtteresc
within a noninteracting model. However, it is generally be-can have subtle effects on the stability of topological plsas
lieved that interactions can lead to qualitatively new fogé ~ and may need to be treated by methods analogous to those we
cal phenomenain both twﬂ@lS] and three dimenslons [164se here when other approaches are not available or desirabl
@]. In two-dimensions, the Kane-Mele (KM) modm[ZS] Variants of the KM modelThe first model we examine
has played an especially important role in the studyofT| is the generalized Kane-Mele model (GKI@[34], which in-
(also known as quantum spin Hall (QSH) insulators). Thecludes real-valued third neighbor hoppings in additionhi® t
KM model consists of two time-reversed copies of the Hal-original KM model, as illustrated in the inset in Fig. 2(aheér
dane mode|E4] on the two-dimensional (2D) honeycomb latsecond model is the dimerized Kane-Mele model (D [33],
tice, with real first-neighbor hopping and imaginary second which consists of anisotropic hoppings with hopping sttbng
neighbor hopping arising from spin-orbit coupling (SOQ). T ¢, within a unit cell larger than those between different unit
study interactions, the KM model has been supplemented withells, inset in Figl_2(h). The GKM Hamiltoniafi, is
an onsite Hubbard/-term—the Kane-Mele-Hubbard (KMH)
model-and investigated extensively, particularly witragu Hg = — Z Z tjkC;ngm +iAso Z Z o C;ngkam
tum Monte Carlo (QMC) which is free of the fermion sign ik ((3k))
problem EH—__3|3]. Its phase diagram is now well understood. )

Recently, several fermion sign-free extensions of the KMHWith ;. =t for j. k € (jk), t;r = tsfor j, k € (((jk))), and
model have been proposed and studied with QMG [34, 35Fero else, wher¢...), ({...)), and{({...))) represent the near-
with goal of understanding short-ranged interaction effec €St neighbors, the second neighbors, and the third neighbor
on the hopping-parameter-drivef topological phase tran- ¥k = +1(—1) for (counter-)clockwise second-neighbor hop-
sitions at half-filling. In this work, we study two of them, Ping and without lack of generality, we choosé,, 23 > 0.
given by Eq.[[2) and EqLI3), supplemented by a Hublard- The operator:jo_ (ci0) creates (annihilates) an electron on site

o o

term, i with sping. The DKM Hamiltonian,H p, is
o= U s O Ho=- X Yt Y Y o vinein
j (k) @ (k) @
J

®)
wheren;, is the number of electrons on sitewith spinc.  wheret;; = t4 (t) if the two sites(jk) belong to the same
Both models preserve discrete particle-hole symmetry (PHS (different) unit cell(s), and we choosg (¢) > 0.
For interaction strengths below the regime of magneti@inst  From here forward we replace the site labeljngith j =
bilities, the QMC results show that the interactions praduc {r, a}, wherer runs over the Bravais lattice of unit cells of the
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U/t expansion and mean-field decouplirgscording to
the low-energy descriptions in Eq.(6), the gaps vanisheat th
TRIM, unlike the usual Kane-Mele model, and are controlled
by the off-diagonal elements describing the hopping betwee
different sublattices. In order to describe a possibld siithe
topological phase boundary due to the presence of the short-
range Hubbard interaction, a mechanism that can renorenaliz
the off-diagonal elements (hopping amplitudes) of the Hami
tonian matrices is needed. A straightforward expansi@n/in
FIG. 1. Schematic of the honeycomb lattice with two suldatti  up to first orderO(U/t), using the MFHF only gives an over-
labeledA and B. The vectors?;» = (£1/2,+/3/2) connect the  all density correction which renormalizes the chemicaépet
same sublattice in different unit cells. The lattice constasetto 1. tial without renormalizing the bare hopping amplitudes. In
order to capture the essential physics of the topologicaseh
boundary shift, we perform the expansiorliit up to second
order and then apply MFHF. We find tligU? /t?) terms in-
deed give corrections to the off-diagonal terms consistihg
the hopping correlations which can renormalize the bare hop
ping amplitudes leading to a shift of th#& topological phase

honeycomb network and runs over the two sites4 and B)

in the unit cell shown in Figl1. The two different KM variants
can be expressed in momentum spaclas= ), . 7. ol

hy - ¥y, wherel = G and D stand for GKM and DKM. One
hashy = My (k) ® Laoxo + 2)\309(1()7'2 ® o, with

transition.
_ _ Performing the expansion i&i/¢t up to second order, we
0 tf(k) —t3fs3(k
Mc (k) = (—tf*(k) — tafi (k) S (k) 0 3/3( )> ,(4)  obtain the contributions to the bare Hamiltoniansé#t =
s dH1 + 0Ho, where theyH, ,) represent the first (second) or-
Mp(k) = < 0 . —ta— tfd(k)) , (5)  der correctionsi}; under straightforward mean-field HF de-
—ta—tfi(k) 0 couplings gives
whereo, and 7, are the Pauli matrices for spin and sub- U
lattice degrees of freedom, antly = (w” v;") = IHi= > [("(R(D) n(r,a) + (s.(r,a)) s:(r,a)|,
(ckt(A) e (B) e (A) e (B)), g(k) = —sin(k - &) + ra=A,B
sin(k - &) +sin[k - (€] — &)], f(k) = 1 + ek 4 etkez, (®)
fa(k) = e @+ 4 ocosk - (6 — &), and fy(k) =

with n = ny + ny, ands, = ny —ny. We have explicitly

o ) ] o neglected the constarit;)? appearing in the MFHF since
Low energy descriptiodn the noninteracting limit, the only shifts the total energy. The ternig!.c,) also vanish
band gap closes at time-reversal-invariant momenta (TRIM)gince they do not consen&. Since there is no local mag-
located atM, » = (iﬂv?/‘/g) and Mz = (07277/\@)_ netic field at each site, the local magnetization is zeroctvhi
[BE]. At the TRIM, the diagonal elements of the Hamilto- means the second term in EQl (8) vanishes. The on-site inter-

nian matrices vanisiy,(M,—1 2 3) = 0, and the ban_d 9aps IN - action within the MFHF picture simply renormalizes the diag
these models are actually controlled by the off-diagona el 5] elements of the Hamiltonian matrices. As QMC does not
ments. For the GKM, we find that the gaps close at all thregj,q 5 charge density wave state, we preserve the transhtion
independent TRIM while for the DKM the gap only closes symmetry and sefn(r, a)) = (n(a)) = (n,). In momentum

at one, sayMs3. Since the TRS relates the spinand o, spaced; (k) = 3 win (k) Wy, with

T : U7 — W%, with o =1 () = 1 (2), we can sim- ! keB.z. Tk '

ply focus on one spin species of fermions to have a complete U ((na) U{n)
description of the physics. The low-energy descriptiortbat 1(k) = 9 ( 0 (n >) ® Laxz = Thﬂl’ ©)
gap-closing points for spia in each model aré;_[_kS]

eik»éﬁ + eik-€2

where we explicitly used the fact that ) = (ng) = (n)

&= Ate U} 7,98, HE = AtpUgf g, (6)  above. _ _

The second-order correction?#, consists of two
where we introducétg = t—3t; andAtp = 2t—t,. Hence  terms, 6H, = oHSY + sHP, with sHY =
the band gaps are —(U?/2) Yo pr a0t (r,a)n (v a)ny (v a)ny (v, a), and

(2 _  _gr2 / /
A€ =2|Atg|;  AEp =2|Atp], @) 0Hy” = U Zr,r/ ny(r, A)ny (x', B)n, (r, A)ny (r', B).

For simplicity in performing MFHF, we assunté= r + EH,
which vanish atAtq, Atp = 0 (t§ = 1/3t for GKM and whereEM runs over the Bravais lattice of the unit cell that is
t5 = 2t for DKM) [35]. connected ta. Then,
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' — e EBuy, (E,, a) ‘XM(EWQ)’ )CLU(a)ckg(a) +H.c.|, (10)

k,E,,0,a

I E, = {+(é1 — &), & + &)} for m = 3. We can sim-
plify Eqs. [I0)-{I1) by identifying(,no (E,, AB) = Ymo =
o Xm» X20(€1,a) = —X20(€2,a) = —Xx2,(€1 — €2,a), and
X20(€u,a) = X55(€u,a) = —x25(€u,a), where we use
o the fact thaty.,(€,,a) € L. For clarity, we introduce
s T X5+(€1,a) = ix2t(a) andxz, (A) = —x2,(B) = x2 € R.

(2) DKM model: For hopping between different sublat-
tices we only need to consider the renormalizations of the
first neighbor hopping$ andt; with m = 1. Since the

12 16 0

8 8
v U2

FIG. 2. Self-consistent mean-field data for QSH boundarit &hi

the (@) GKM model and (b) DKM model within the perturbatioeth - . . . L
ory plus mean-field picture. (a) The amount of the boundaiff, sh Cs rotation is broken, the hopping amplitudes within the

red open squares, is linearly proportionalfé/¢>. The inset is the unit Ce_" are no ang_er equivalent to th‘?se b?tween differ-
illustration of GKM model on the honeycomb lattice. The rewes €Nt unit cells.  Utilizing symmetry considerations, we can
represent thés hoppings. (b) The open blue diamonds represent thddentify the hopping amplitudes within the same unit cell
data of the shift amount. The inset represent the DKM modéehen xI(é’O,AB) = xf(é’o,AB) = x{. For the hopping be-
honeycomb lattice with anisotropic hoppings that bre@ksotation.  tween different unit cellgf (€1, AB) = x{ (&2, AB) = x;.
The red lines represent tiig hoppings witht, > t. A positive shift 4 the second neighbor hopping, we hayg, (€1,a) =
indicates the Tl phase is stabilized; a negative shift ieistabilized. - i N - o
—X20(€2,a) # X20(€3,a), X21(€u=1,2,3,a) = —X21(€y, a),

and x2,(€,,A) = —x2-(€u, B). For clarity, we define
X5r(€1,a) = ixar(a), x5(€3,a) = ing(a). We further
introducexzt(a) = (—1)**'x2 andxg,(a) = (=1)"*'x4,
witha = A (B) =1 (2).

Gap equations for the topological phase transitidtiter

where we define thel-neighbor hopping correlation
[Xto (Ey,a)]* = (cl(r + E,, a)ce(r,a)), with £ being the
number of sites covered by,,. For correlations between the
same sublatticed, is always even. For the GKM and DKM .. :
. . : utilizing symmetry arguments, we can self-consistently nu
models, we restriat = 2 for second neighbor hopping (SOC) . S .
merically solve for all parameterg, For determining the shift

renormalization an(ﬁ# = {e1, &, €3 = €1 — é>}, which o .
. C . ! of the phase transition location, we rely on the low-energy d
is enough to capture the essential physics of the QMC results P y

(1) . , Scriptions around the gap closing points, located at TRiM, a
Under M_FHF_,(SH2 o_nly renormalizes the diagonal terms of o, mine the gap equations below.
the Hamiltonian matrices.

@ _ (1) Gap equation for GKM:
For the MFHF of theyH,™, we introduce(r’,a) = (r +
@,,7 a), w?th E, being.the vectors connegtedrto Npte that Ag =t — 3ty + U2 (ﬁ _ 3X§)- (12)
E, containey = 0, which means the two sites are in the same

unit cell. We obtain For the noninteracting critical points = 1/3t. At weak-

i . - 2 coupling,U/t < 1, we can approximatg; and x; to be
oHSY = U? > [G_Zk'E”Xma(EwAB) ‘Xmﬁ(EwAB)‘ the noninte/racting values. We find that ~ 0.20705 and
k,E,,0 x3 ~ 0.03064 and theU? correction is roughly).00879U2.

t We conclude that at the weak-coupling limit, the topologica

O (B) ko (A) + H'C'] (11) phase is more stable against the third neighbor hoppinge sin

we need larget; to close the gap, consistent with QMC [35].

where[xme (E,, AB)]* = (¢} (v + E,, B)cy(r, A)), with m (2) Gap equation for DKM:
being the number of sites covered Ey SinceE, connects
two different sublatticesy. is always odd. For simplicity, we Ap=2t—tq—U? [(X‘f)3 - QX?} : (13)

restrictm = 1, 3 for the GKM to capture the renormalizations
of the first and third neighbor hoppings and = 1 for the  Focusing on the critical point,; = 2¢, at theU/t < 1, we
DKM. For more efficient numerical calculations, we can uti- find thaty; ~ 0.15770 andx{ ~ 0.36627. TheU? correction
lize symmetries @, Inversion + complex conjugatiorZ{),  to the gap equation is0.04129U2 < 0. We conclude that at
TRS, PHS for both GKM and DKM while there is an addi- the weak-coupling regime the topological phase is more frag
tional Cs for GKM] to reduce the number of variables in each ile to the dimerization, consistent with QMC [35].
model. Self-consistent numerical calculatierla the self-

(1) GKM model: For the hoppings between different sub- consistent numerical calculations, the honeycomb lattice
lattices, we choos@,, = {éy, €1, &} form = 1 and consists 0f400 x 400 unit cells and we set = 1 and
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FIG. 4. QMC data for QSH boundary shift in the attractive Kane
Mele-Hubbard model in the presence of staggered potehtial he
shift amount of the critical/, AM?¢, is negative and linearly pro-
portional toU/t. Note that we choosg,, = 0.2t, U < 0 and PHS
is explicitly broken due to the staggered potentials. QM@riy
fermion-sign free in the attractivi€é < 0 case.

FIG. 3. QMC data for QSH boundary shift in (a) GKM model and
(b) DKM model. (a) The shift is positive, which means QSH isreno
stable against; hoppings. More interestingly, the shift amount is
linearly proportional ta(UU/t)?, consistent with our mean-field pic-
ture. (b) The shift is negative and linearly proportional(t/t)*.
The short-range interaction makes the QSH phase more dizstdb
by the dimerizationt;. Statistical errors are denoted by the error

bars. the gap function [43],
U
Aso = 0.4. The results at finité//¢ for the GKM and DKM As(K) = 2M — 4Xs09(K) — b} <<”B> - <"A>)- (14)
are shown in Figg_ 2(#)-2(b). The x-axis is the square of
the interaction strength and the y-axis is the boundaryt shifFOr constant staggered potentidl and SOCAso, the sign
amountAt§ (AtS). We can see from Fiff. 2{a) that the on-site of theU correction term is determlned. by the_ signlofwith
interaction stabilizes the QSH against the third neighlop:h  (5) > (na) assumed). For comparison with the QMC re-
ping ¢5 for GKM consistent with our previous weak-coupling Sult, which can only work in the attractive interaction case
picture, while Fig 2() shows that the interaction makes theVe choosd/ = —|U|. ForU < 0, theU correction is pos-
QSH more fragile to the dimerizatioty [35]. In addition, itive. Since the QSH boundary is located/atK) = 0, the
within MFHF, we find that the hopping amplitudes are almostcfitical staggered potential in the presence of interactie-

independent o/t and, hence, the amount of boundary shift comes smaller and decrease linearly as a functidryef The
is |inear|y proportiona' to théU/t)Q QMC data obtained 6 x 6 and12 x 12 attractive Kane-

Sign-free determinant projector QMo further verify the L/!eIEHub?a_rtcli mod?(( :th_ll\[lel-TF’O andd/_\sf_ - OI‘:%) ”:h
MFHF, we perform sign-free QMd;_[_PE—B8] for the GKM and Il\%l.t exp IC(ij| con lrl;n? € N preh|_c I?hn'. Lotrtéf) er
DKM and plot them in FiglB. The closed (open) red square§< -type models, we believe our approach in this Letté/t

and closed (open) blue diamonds represent the boundal:ryshitexmns.ionJr MFHF + Iqw-energy gap equation(k), can
(At5 andAt<) obtained in x 6 (12 x 12) clusters, respec- essentially capture the interactions effects onAheopolog-

tively. Due to the PHS, the Monte Carlo samplings in theical phase transitions, and possibly in more general madels
KM variants are positive-definitive, and thus the resules ar Wecl:l' luSioR- W ined short dint " ffect
numerically exact. Here we consider the discretized tirap st t\(:vnc USIOR- I'e edxamln_e s (f)rk’:/?nged Iln e[ﬁ]\c I((;T(I?/I ecc?
AT = 0.05¢. The locations of the topological phase transition®" WO generaiized versions o moce's, e A an
boundaries are characterized by theindex and spin Chern DKM. We_ﬁnd that t.he |nt.eract|on stat_nhzes Fhe QSH in the
number, in terms of zero-frequency Green’s functions/[35, 3 GKM against th_e third ne|ghbct_e hopplngl whﬂe makes the
142]. In both models, the amounts and the signs of the boun SH more fragile to the dimerized hoppingin the DKM.

ary shift are linearly proportional t@//¢)? to high accuracy, th |th|r;1_tfr:e mean-tﬂe:cd tEartreSel;F(l;ck p:jcture_, we conctl_ude It r;a
consistent with the MFHF picture. Note that the linear re- & shiit amount of the Q ounadary 1S proportional 1o

5 ) L .
lations to (U/t)? are universal and size-independent in the(U/.t) and confirm this with exact QMC calculations. We
QMC resuilts. believe this approach has a generally applicability whan ne

. . h hh i i h ther perturbative treatments nor mean-field treatmentbef t
DiscussiorThe approach here is not unique to the KM' bare Hamiltonian exhibit stabilization/destabilizatiemden-

type models whose gaps close at TRI points. For an '"usbies alone for the topological phase
tration, we consider a more conventional KM model in the AcknowledgmentaVe are grateful. to V. Chua. Z.-C. Gu
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controlled by the diagonal terms of the Hamiltonian matrix.

For extracting the correct physics, we performth& expan-

sion to first order and mean-field decouplings give an equatio

similar to Eq. [8) with the diagonal elements replaced with
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