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The topological Anderson and Mott insulators are two phases that have so far been separately and
widely explored beyond topological band insulators. Here we combine the two seemingly different
topological phases into a system of spin-1/2 interacting fermionic atoms in a disordered optical
lattice. We find that the topological Anderson and Mott insulators in the noninteracting and
clean limits can be adiabatically connected without gap closing in the phase diagram of our model.
Lying between the two phases, we uncover a disordered correlated topological insulator, which
is induced from a trivial band insulator by the combination of disorder and interaction, as the
generalization of topological Anderson insulators to the many-body interacting regime. The phase
diagram is determined by computing various topological properties and confirmed by unsupervised
and automated machine learning. We develop an approach to provide a unified and clear description
of topological phase transitions driven by interaction and disorder. The topological phases can be
detected from disorder/interaction induced edge excitations and charge pumping in optical lattices.

Introduction.—Topological insulators with intriguing
properties that are robust against certain disorders or in-
teractions have been well understood in the framework of
topological band theory [1–3]. For strong disorder or in-
teraction, the energy bands generally become trivial due
to the Anderson or Mott localization [4, 5]. Strikingly, it
was found that a topological phase can be induced from
a trivial phase by disorders, known as topological Ander-
son insulator (TAI) [6]. The TAIs have been theoreti-
cally studied [6–21] and experimentally observed in var-
ious system, such as ultracold atoms [22], photonic and
sonic crystals [23–25], and electric circuits [26]. On the
other hand, interactions can induce correlated topologi-
cal phases [27], such as fractional quantum Hall effects
[28] and topological Mott insulator (TMI) [29]. TMIs
are a class of interaction-induced topological phases for
interacting fermions or bosons [29–47], characterized by
many-body topological invariants and edge excitations.
Despite the disorder or interaction induced topological
(localization) phenomena are of growing interest, a uni-
fied picture of these two routes has not emerged so far.
Remarkably, it remains unclear whether the TMI and
TAI can exhibit in a system, as these two seemingly dif-
ferent topological phases are separately proposed. If yes,
how can they be connected and what are the phases
lying between them? Can TAIs exhibit within inter-
actions in view of current studies only focusing on the
single-particle TAIs? These questions involve the inter-
play among interaction, disorder, and topology, which are
fundamentally important but challenging in condensed
matter physics and artificial quantum systems.

In this Letter, we address these questions by explor-
ing topology of spin-1/2 interacting fermions in a dis-

ordered 1D optical lattice (OL). Our main results are:
(i) We combine the TAI and TMI in the noninteract-
ing and clean limits into this system and find that they
can be adiabatically connected without gap closing. (ii)
Lying between them, we uncover a disordered correlated
topological insulator (DCTI) induced by the combina-
tion of disorder and interaction from a trivial band in-
sulator (BI), as the first generalization of noninteracting
TAIs to the many-body interacting regime. (iii) We not
only numerically compute various topological properties
and use unsupervised and automated machine learning
to determine the phase diagram, but also develop an
analytical unified approach to reveal topological phase
transitions driven by the interaction and disorder with
the mean-field (MF) and self-consistent Born approxi-
mations (SCBAs). The revealed topological phases can
be detected from the interaction/disorder induced topo-
logical edge excitations and charge pumping in OLs.

Model and phase diagram.—We consider an atomic gas
of spin-1/2 interacting fermions in a 1D spin-dependent
OL with disordered ladder potentials [48–58], as shown
in Fig. 1(a). The tight-binding Hamiltonian reads

H =− t
∑
j

(c†j↑cj+1↑ − c†j↓cj+1↓ + H.c.)

+ ts
∑
j

(c†j↑cj+1↓ − c†j↓cj+1↑ + H.c.)

+
∑
j

mj(nj↑ − nj↓) + U
∑

jσ=↑,↓

njσnj+1σ,

(1)

where njσ = c†jσcjσ and c†jσ (cjσ) creates (annihilates) a
spin-σ fermion (σ =↑, ↓) at site j (j = 1, 2, ..., L) of the
two-leg ladder of length L. Here t (ts) denotes the spin-

ar
X

iv
:2

10
5.

03
64

5v
2 

 [
co

nd
-m

at
.q

ua
nt

-g
as

] 
 2

7 
Ju

l 2
02

1



2

DCTI

Trivial BI

TAI

T
M
I Trivial phase

(b)

1j −

(a) …
…



j

1j +

tt−
st st−



U U

jm - jm

( = , , )g F = 1 2 1

( = , , )= g F 1 4 1

( =0, 1, 1)= g F

( =0, 1, =1)=g F
(

=1
,

2,
1)

g
F


=

=

FIG. 1. (Color online) (a) Proposed model for interacting
fermions in a spin-dependent optical ladder with disordered
potentials. (b) Phase diagram of the Hamiltonian (1) on the
W -U plane. The square and circle symbols guided by the solid
lines are determined from the Berry phase, and the error bars
denotes the uncertainty due to disorders. The TMI and TAI
phases in the clean and noninteracting limits are connected
via the DCTI phase and become a disordered trivial phase
for stronger disorders. The red dashed line denotes the phase
boundary between the trivial BI and the topological phases,
obtained using the MF and SCBA approaches. The excitation
gap ∆g is plotted as the background. Parameters are t = 1,
ts = 0.95, mz = 3, α = (

√
5 − 1)/2, L = Na = 24 from the

DMRG for four solid blue circles, otherwise L = Na = 8 for
U 6= 0 and L = 610 for U = 0 from the ED.

dependent (spin-flip) hopping and t ≡ 1 as the energy
unit, mj is the lattice potential as an effective diordered
Zeeman field, and U is the inter-leg (spin) interaction
(see the intra-leg interaction in the SM [59]). We focus
on the half-filling case with atomic number Na = L and
the quasiperiodic disorder mj = mz + W cos(2παj + ϕ)
with mz the overall Zeeman strength, W the disorder
strength, α = (

√
5 − 1)/2 an irrational number, and ϕ

an offset phase randomly chosen for sampling. The spin-
dependent OL can be realized using proper laser beams
with incommensurate potential for two atomic internal
states with opposite detunings [49–53, 60]. The required
spin-flip and spin-dependent hoppings have been pro-
posed [61] and experimentally realized [62, 63] by Raman-
assisted tunnelings in OLs. The interaction terms can be
engineered for magnetic atoms with long-range dipolar
interactions [64–66]. By aligning the dipolar atoms at the
magic angle [64], only the inter-leg interaction is relevant
(with vanishing intra-leg interactions). The cold-atom
scheme to realize various tunable hopping and interac-
tion terms in optical ladders was proposed in Ref. [50].

The model in the U = W = 0 limit has a topological
insulator protected by the chiral symmetry in the AIII
class for |mz| < 2t [59, 61]. The disorder and interaction
considered here preserve the chiral symmetry. We study
the many-body ground state of the Hamiltonian (1) by
using the exact diagonalization (ED) and density-matrix
renormalization group (DMRG) methods [67–69], the un-

supervised and automated machine learning [70–73], and
the MF and SCBA approaches [7–9]. The quantities are
averaged over 20 quasiperiodic configurations in numer-
ical simulations. The random disorder case with similar
results is given in the Supplemental Material (SM) [59].

Our main results are summarized in the ground-state
phase diagram on the W -U plane [Fig. 1(b)]. The or-
dered and disordered phases are described by the unity
and non-unity fidelity [F in Eq. (4)], respectively. The
topology is characterized by the Berry phase [γ in Eqs.
(2,3)]. For small W and U , the ground state is an ordered
trivial BI. In the clean (noninteracting) limit W = 0
(U = 0), the ground state becomes an ordered TMI (dis-
ordered TAI) with increasing U (W ) up to the topological
phase transition point Uc ≈ 1.14 (Wc ≈ 2.8). For finite
U and W , a DCTI phase with disordered ground states
exhibits. Strikingly, the DCTI can be driven from the
trivial BI with increasing W for U . 1.14 with a topo-
logical phase transition. The first phase boundary be-
tween the trivial BI and topological phases are obtained
by computing the Berry phase and complementary quan-
tities, which agrees well with the analytical results by
the MF and SCBA approaches. For strong disorder, the
DCTI and TAI become a disordered trivial phase with
the second phase boundary. The gap ∆g = E1 − E0 be-
tween the ground and first excited states with energies
E0,1 under periodic boundary condition (PBC) is plotted
as the background of Fig. 1(b). We find the bulk gap
closing (unclosing) in the first (second) phase boundary.
Moreover, the TAI and TMI are adiabatically connected
via the DCTI without gap closing in the phase diagram.
The DCTI can be viewed as an intermediate phase be-
tween the TMI and TAI at the mean-field level, which
behaves as a disordered TMI when U & 1.14 and a cor-
related TAI in the other region that broadens the con-
cept of TAIs to the many-body interaction regime. The
TAI, TMI and DCTI share similar topological characters
(quantized Berry phase and edge modes) and compose a
unified and clear description of disorder and interaction
induced topological phases. Below we elaborate these
topological phases.

Before proceeding, we make some remarks on the phase
diagram. i) The finite-size scalings of the Berry phase and
bulk gap are used to confirm the topological phases and
their adiabatic connections, based on the DMRG for the
system up to L = Na = 48 [59]. ii) The DCTI and TMI
belong to the symmetry-protected topological phases of
interacting fermions [74–76]. Their ground states under
OBC near half filling are twofold degenerate with each
collective mode occupied on each edge (see Fig. 4). Here
the ground state degeneracy g is refereed to counting the
degeneracy among energies {EL0 , EL1 , EL∓1

0 }, where ENa
0,1

denote the two lowest energies for Na = L − 1, L, L + 1
under OBC. For the TMI and DCTI with U > 0, one
has g = 2 as EL0 = EL1 6= EL∓1

0 corresponding two col-
lective edge excitations. For noninteracting TAIs (trivial
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FIG. 2. (Color online) Berry phase γ obtained from the ED
as functions of U and mz for W = 0 and L = Na = 8 (a); and
W and mz for U = 0 and L = 610 (b), with the same other
parameters as in Fig. 1. The red dashed lines are the phase
boundaries obtained by the MF and SCBA approaches.

phases), the degeneracy tends to g = 4 (g = 1 without
edge modes) as EL0 = EL1 = EL∓1

0 , related to two zero-
energy single-particle edge modes either be empty or oc-
cupied. The subtle difference of edge modes in interacting
and noninteracting topological phases can be observed
[59, 77]. iii) We use the machine learning approach in a
unsupervised and automated fashion [70–72] to confirm
the phase diagram with the well matched phase bound-
aries [59]. iv) The DCTI driven by disorder and interac-
tion can exhibit while the TAI is absent for certain values
of mz [59]. v) Our main results preserve even if an intra-
leg interaction term V

∑
j nj↑nj↓ is tuned on [59].

TMI and TAI in two limits.— The topology of the sys-
tem can be characterized by the Berry phase quantized
in units of π under the twisted PBC [50, 78]:

γ =
1

π

∮
dθ 〈Ψg(θ)| i∂θ |Ψg(θ)〉 mod 2, (2)

where |Ψg(θ)〉 is the many-body ground state at half fill-
ing with the twist boundary phase θ [79]. Here γ = 1 and
0 for topological and trivial phases, respectively. In the
clean limit W = 0, we compute γ and obtain the topolog-
ical phase diagram on the U -mz plane, as shown in Fig.
2(a). The ground state lies at the trivial BI phase for
mz > 2 and U = 0, and becomes a TMI with increasing
U up to the critical interaction Uc. We find that Uc lin-
early depends on mz and Uc ≈ 1.14 for mz = 3. We also
compute ∆g to confirm the topological phase transition
accompanied with gap closing and reopening.

In the U = 0 limit, the Berry phase is rewritten as

γ =

L∑
l=1

1

π

∮
dθ 〈ψl(θ)| i∂θ |ψl(θ)〉 mod 2, (3)

where |ψl〉 is the l-th single-particle wave function by the
ED under the twisted PBC. Alternatively, we compute
the winding number to reveal the same topology [59].
The numerical result of γ on the W -mz plane is shown in
Fig. 2(b), which reveals the disorder-induced TAI phase
when 2 . mz . 3.8. For mz = 3 in Fig. 1(b), we obtain
the TAI for 2.8 .W . 3.9. Note that the single-particle

energy gap also closes at the topological phase transition
from the trivial BI to the TAI.

DCTI and topological phase transitions.—For finite in-
teraction and disorder, we compute γ as a function of W
and U in Fig. 3(a) formz = 3 and L = 8 by the ED, which
indicates three regimes for topologically trivial and non-
trivial phases. Note that γ is not well quantized in the
region of W & 3 and 0 6 U . 1 due to the finite size ef-
fect in disorder configurations. To reduce the uncertainty
of the phase boundary in this region, we recompute γ by
the DMRG for L = 24 and the ED for L = 610 when
U = 0, with the results plotted in Fig. 1(b). More-
over, we justify the phase boundary by the unsupervised
machine learning and anomaly detection of the entangle-
ment spectrum [80] and the local spin density [59].

We also confirm our results by gap and entanglement
calculations. The half-chain entanglement S is defined as
the von Neumann entropy [80]: S = −TrA[ρA ln ρA] with
ρA = TrB |Ψg〉〈Ψg| being the reduced density matrix of
two halves labeled byA andB. As shown in Fig. 3(b), the
large S indicates the topological phase that is highly en-
tangled and consists with the result in Fig. 3(a). We also
compute the fidelity F of the ground state wave function
against disorder, which is defined as

F =
2

Nd(Nd − 1)

∑
i6=j

〈Ψg(ϕi)|Ψg(ϕj)〉 , (4)

with ϕi,j the random phases chosen from Nd disorder
samples. As shown in Fig. 3(c), the fidelity F keeps
nearly 1 in the ordered phase, which is well separated
from the disordered phase with F < 1.

Now we can find three phases under disorder and in-
teraction: the ordered trivial BI for small U and W con-
necting to the U = W = 0 limit, the DCTI connecting
the TAI and TMI as a generalization of single-particle
TAIs to many-body interacting regime, and the disor-
dered trivial phase for large W . There are three typical
topological phase transitions with increasing U or W , as
shown in Figs. 3(d-f). For the first case with increasing
U and fixed W = 2 in Fig. 3(d), the topological invariant
changes from γ = 0 to 1 with the excitation gap clos-
ing (∆g ≈ 0) at the critical interaction strength. Near
the critical point, F decreases sharply from unity and
S increases quickly. These results signal the topological
phase transition from an ordered trivial BI to the DCTI.
For the second case with increasing W and fixed U = 0.5
in Fig. 3(e), the disorder-induced topological phase tran-
sition from the BI to the DCTI is also indicated by the
change of γ and other quantities. However, with fur-
ther increasing W , the DCTI becomes a disordered triv-
ial phase without gap closing. For the third case with
increasing W and fixed U = 2 in Fig. 3(f), the transition
from the DCTI to the trivial phase is well indicated by
the sharp change of the values of γ, S and F , but without
gap closing. By repeating the procedure of determining
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FIG. 3. (Color online) (a) Berry phase γ, (b) half-chain en-
tanglement S, and (c) ground-state fidelity F as functions of
W and U . The red dashed line in (a) is the phase boundary
under the MF and SCBA approaches. (d-f) The quantities γ,
∆g, F and S as functions of U or W for W = 2 (d), U = 0.5
(e), and U = 2 (f), as indicated by three cutting lines in (c).
The results are obtained from the ED for L = Na = 8 and
other parameters the same as in Fig. 1.

the transition points at different values of U and W from
the ED and DMRG, we map out the phase diagram in
Fig. 1(b). We find that the first phase boundary is ac-
companied by the discontinuity of the magnetization [59].

Unified analysis of phase boundaries.—Based on the
MF and SCBA mehtods, we develop a unified approach
to obtain the phase boundaries between the trivial BI
and different topological phases. Under the Hartree-
Fock MF approximation, the density-density interaction
term in Hamiltonian (1) can be linearized as njσnj+1σ ≈
〈njσ〉nj+1σ + 〈nj+1σ〉njσ − 〈njσ〉 〈nj+1σ〉. We find that
the interaction term in the BI phase can be further sim-
plify to

∑
jσ njσnj+1σ ≈ ρsU

∑
j(nj↑ − nj↓) up to an

irrelevant constant with ρs being the spin density differ-
ence (the spin density distribution of the ground state is
nearly site-independent) [59]. Thus, the interaction effec-
tively renormalizes the Zeeman term. By numerically de-
termining ρs, we obtain the interaction-renormalized Zee-
man strength m̃z ≈ mz −U/1.14 [59]. In the clean limit,
the interaction-induced TMI emerges when |m̃z| < 2,
which agrees well with the topological phase boundary
shown in Fig. 2(a). The analysis works in the ordered
BI regime where the disorder is not dominated. The
disorder effect can be accounted based on an effective
medium theory and the SCBA method [7–9]. The key of

the SCBA method is to self-consistently obtain the self-
energy introduced by the disorder, and then to include
the self-energy as renormalization to the clean Hamilto-
nian. For our model, the self-energy term Σ(W ) satisfies
the self-consistent equation [59]

1

Ef −HMF(k)− Σ(W )
= 〈 1

Ef −Heff(k,Wq)
〉q, (5)

where Ef ≡ 0 is the Fermi energy, HMF(k) = (m̃z −
2t cos k)σz−2ts sin kσy with σy,z the Pauli matrices is the
clean MF Hamiltonian, Heff denotes the effective Hamil-
tonian renormalized by the disorder Wq = W cos(2παq)
with index q = 1, 2, ..., Nq, and 〈· · ·〉q denotes averag-
ing over Nq disorder samples. Here the self-energy is
given by Σ = Σzσz + Σyσy. After numerically obtain-
ing Σ(W ) for given W [59], the Zeeman strength m̃z and
the hopping strength ts are renormalized according to
m̄z = m̃z+Σz ≈ mz−U/1.14+Σz and t̄s = ts+Σy. This
produces the topological phase boundaries at |m̄z| = 2,
which are plotted as the red dashed lines in Figs. 1-3 and
agree well with the numerical results. Thus, the topolog-
ical phase transitions from the trivial BI to topological
phases can be unifiedly attributed to the interaction and
disorder renormalization on the Zeeman strength.

Proposed detections.—Finally, we propose that the cor-
related topological phases may be detected from the dis-
order/interaction induced edge excitations and charge
pumping [81] in the OL. The density distribution of
the quasiparticle excitation when a fermion is added
to the lattice filled by n fermions can be defined as
δnj = 〈ψgn+1|nj |ψ

g
n+1〉 − 〈ψgn|nj |ψgn〉 [78], where |ψgn〉 is

the ground state of filling n fermions under OBC, and
nj = nj↑ + nj↓. We compute δnj for L = 24 and
n = 23, 24 by the DMRG in Figs. 4(a,c). The interaction
and disorder can induce two edge modes when the sys-
tem is driven from the trivial BI to the TMI and DCTI,
respectively. So the filling Na = 23, 24, 25 is excepted for
two edge collective excitations, which are different from
zero-energy single-particle modes in the U = 0 case (re-
lated to g [59]). The edge excitations can be probed by
site-resolved spectra of atomic density distributions [77].

The topological pumping allows a quantized parti-
cle transport when adiabatically encircling in parameter
space [81, 82]. We design a pump scheme by tuning the
parameters in Hamiltonian (1): ±ts → ±ts(1+sinφ) and
mz → mz+0.5 cosφ via the phase φ varying from 0 to 2π.
The charge pumping can be observed from the center-of-
mass of an atomic gas with respect to the adiabatic pa-
rameter [83–88]: Xcom(φ) = 1

Na

∑
j j 〈Ψg(φ)|nj |Ψg(φ)〉

under OBC. As shown in Figs. 4(b) and 4(d), when the
system is driven from the BI to the TMI or DCTI, the
center of mass Xcom(φ) shows a jump. The obtained

pumped charge Q =
∫ 2π

0
dφ∂Xcom

∂φ = 0 for the trivial
cases, and Q ≈ 1 for the topological phases in the large
L limit [59]. The atomic pump in OLs has been observed
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from center-of-mass measurements [83–85], even in the
presence of interactions [86] or disorders [88].

Conclusion.—In summary, we have demonstrated that
the TAI and TMI phases can emerge and be connected
without gap closing in a 1D disordered OL of interacting
fermions. We have uncovered the DCTI phase induced by
the combination of disorder and interaction. We have de-
veloped a unified theory to obtain the phase boundaries
between the trivial BI and different topological phases.
The predicted topological phases could be detected from
edge excitations and charge pumping in OLs. Our work
reveals the first many-body generalized TAI and provides
a unified picture of the disorder and interaction driven
topological phase transitions. These results show a uni-
fied framework to explore the seemingly different TAIs
and TMIs with the intermediate DCTI phase, which is
applicable to other models and higher dimensional sys-
tems. It would be also interesting to further study the
interplay of many-body localization and topology.

Note added: Recently, we noticed a related work on
the symmetry-protected topological phase of hard-core
bosons in 1D Rydberg atom chains with structural dis-
orders [89].

This work was supported by the National Natural Sci-
ence Foundation of China (Grants No. U1830111, No.
12047522, No. 12074180, and No. U1801661), the Key-
Area Research and Development Program of Guangdong
Province (Grant No. 2019B030330001), the Science and
Technology of Guangzhou (Grants No. 2019050001),
and the Guangdong Basic and Applied Basic Research
Foundation (Grants No. 2020A1515110290 and No.
2021A1515010315).

∗ danweizhang@m.scnu.edu.cn

[1] M. Z. Hasan and C. L. Kane, Rev. Mod. Phys. 82, 3045
(2010).

[2] X.-L. Qi and S.-C. Zhang, Rev. Mod. Phys. 83, 1057
(2011).

[3] A. Bansil, H. Lin, and T. Das, Rev. Mod. Phys. 88,
021004 (2016).

[4] P. W. Anderson, Phys. Rev. 109, 1492 (1958).
[5] D. Belitz and T. R. Kirkpatrick, Reviews of Modern

Physics 66, 261 (1994).
[6] J. Li, R.-L. Chu, J. K. Jain, and S.-Q. Shen, Phys. Rev.

Lett. 102, 136806 (2009).
[7] C. W. Groth, M. Wimmer, A. R. Akhmerov,

J. Tworzyd lo, and C. W. J. Beenakker, Phys. Rev. Lett.
103, 196805 (2009).

[8] H. Jiang, L. Wang, Q.-F. Sun, and X. C. Xie, Phys. Rev.
B 80, 165316 (2009).

[9] C.-Z. Chen, J. Song, H. Jiang, Q.-f. Sun, Z. Wang, and
X. C. Xie, Phys. Rev. Lett. 115, 246603 (2015).

[10] H.-M. Guo, G. Rosenberg, G. Refael, and M. Franz,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 105, 216601 (2010).

[11] A. Altland, D. Bagrets, L. Fritz, A. Kamenev, and
H. Schmiedt, Phys. Rev. Lett. 112, 206602 (2014).

[12] I. Mondragon-Shem, T. L. Hughes, J. Song, and E. Pro-
dan, Phys. Rev. Lett. 113, 046802 (2014).

[13] P. Titum, N. H. Lindner, M. C. Rechtsman, and G. Re-
fael, Phys. Rev. Lett. 114, 056801 (2015).

[14] P. V. Sriluckshmy, K. Saha, and R. Moessner, Phys. Rev.
B 97, 024204 (2018).

[15] R. Chen, D.-H. Xu, and B. Zhou, Phys. Rev. B 100,
115311 (2019).

[16] D.-W. Zhang, L.-Z. Tang, L.-J. Lang, H. Yan, and S.-L.
Zhu, Sci. China-Phys. Mech. Astron. 63, 267062 (2020).

[17] X.-W. Luo and C. Zhang, arXiv:1912.10652v1.
[18] H. Wu and J.-H. An, Phys. Rev. B 102, 041119 (2020).
[19] X. S. Wang, A. Brataas, and R. E. Troncoso, Phys. Rev.

Lett. 125, 217202 (2020).
[20] C.-A. Li, B. Fu, Z.-A. Hu, J. Li, and S.-Q. Shen, Phys.

Rev. Lett. 125, 166801 (2020).
[21] Y.-B. Yang, K. Li, L.-M. Duan, and Y. Xu, Phys. Rev.

B 103, 085408 (2021).
[22] E. J. Meier, F. A. An, A. Dauphin, M. Maffei, P. Massig-

nan, T. L. Hughes, and B. Gadway, Science 362, 929
(2018).

[23] S. Stützer, Y. Plotnik, Y. Lumer, P. Titum, N. H. Lind-
ner, M. Segev, M. C. Rechtsman, and A. Szameit, Nature
560, 461 (2018).

[24] G.-G. Liu, Y. Yang, X. Ren, H. Xue, X. Lin, Y.-H. Hu,
H.-x. Sun, B. Peng, P. Zhou, Y. Chong, and B. Zhang,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 125, 133603 (2020).

[25] F. Zangeneh-Nejad and R. Fleury, Adv. Mater. 32,
2001034 (2020).

[26] W. Zhang, D. Zou, Q. Pei, W. He, J. Bao, H. Sun, and
X. Zhang, Phys. Rev. Lett. 126, 146802 (2021).

[27] S. Rachel, Rep. Prog. Phys. 81, 116501 (2018).
[28] D. C. Tsui, H. L. Stormer, and A. C. Gossard, Phys.

Rev. Lett. 48, 1559 (1982).
[29] S. Raghu, X.-L. Qi, C. Honerkamp, and S.-C. Zhang,

Phys. Rev. Lett. 100, 156401 (2008).
[30] Y. Zhang, Y. Ran, and A. Vishwanath, Phys. Rev. B

79, 245331 (2009).
[31] D. Pesin and L. Balents, Nat. Phys. 6, 376 (2010).
[32] T. Yoshida, R. Peters, S. Fujimoto, and N. Kawakami,

Phys. Rev. Lett. 112, 196404 (2014).
[33] I. F. Herbut and L. Janssen, Phys. Rev. Lett. 113, 106401

http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.82.3045
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.82.3045
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.83.1057
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.83.1057
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/RevModPhys.88.021004
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/RevModPhys.88.021004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/physrev.109.1492
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/revmodphys.66.261
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/revmodphys.66.261
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.102.136806
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.102.136806
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.103.196805
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.103.196805
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.80.165316
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.80.165316
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.115.246603
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.105.216601
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.112.206602
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.113.046802
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.114.056801
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.97.024204
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.97.024204
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevB.100.115311
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevB.100.115311
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1007/s11433-020-1521-9
http://arxiv.org/abs/arXiv:1912.10652v1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.102.041119
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.125.217202
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.125.217202
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.125.166801
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.125.166801
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevB.103.085408
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevB.103.085408
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1126/science.aat3406
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1126/science.aat3406
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41586-018-0418-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41586-018-0418-2
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.125.133603
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/adma.202001034
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/adma.202001034
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.126.146802
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1361-6633/aad6a6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/physrevlett.48.1559
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/physrevlett.48.1559
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.100.156401
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.79.245331
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.79.245331
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.112.196404
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.113.106401


6

(2014).
[34] A. Amaricci, J. C. Budich, M. Capone, B. Trauzettel,

and G. Sangiovanni, Phys. Rev. Lett. 114, 185701 (2015).
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Finite-size scaling

In this part, we present finite-size scalings of the topological invariant, excitation gap, charge pumping, and give
the numerical evidence of the ground state degeneracy in the topological regions. We first show the Berry phase γ
calculated in our DMRG simulation up to L = 48 sites, and establish this quantized topological invariant can preserve
in the large-L limit by extrapolation.

In Fig. 5(a), the finite-size scaling of the Berry phase γ is plotted as a function of 1/L in the topological (W/t = 2.2)
and trivial (W/t = 1.8) regions near the phase transition boundary. The twist phase interval [0, 2π] is equally cut
into 24 parts, the offset phase is fixed to ϕ = 0. We have checked the convergence of the Berry phase with the twist
phase interval cut into 40 parts. In each DMRG simulation, we keep up to 600 Schmidt values and use a convergence
criterion |∆Eg|/Eg < 10−8 of the ground state (and the first excited state if computed). These criteria are also used
in other DMRG simulations involved in this work. We further calculate the excitation gap in topological phases (TMI,
DCTI, and TAI) under PBC and do the finite-size scaling to see whether the gap can preserve in the thermodynamic
limit. Figure 5(b) shows the excitation gap scalings of four typical parameters in the topological region, and the linear
fits indicate that ∆g has finite value when L→∞.

We present finite size scalings of the total pumped charge Q obtained from the DMRG simulations, as shown in
Fig. 5(c). In the TMI phase (U = 2,W = 0), the pumped charge Q for L → ∞ tends to Q ≈ 0.993 from the linear
fit of the numerical data. For the DCTI phase (U = 0.5,W = 2.5), we numerically obtain Q ≈ 0.988 from the scaling
when L→∞.

0 0.04 0.08 0.12

0

1

0 0.02 0.04 0.06 0.08
0

0.4

0.8

1.2

0 0.02 0.04 0.06 0.08
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0.9
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FIG. 5. (Color online) Finite-size scalings of (a) the Berry phase γ, (b) excitation gap ∆g, and (c) total pumped charge Q.
The parameters are t = 1, ts = 0.95, mz = 3, α = (

√
5− 1)/2, and offset phase ϕ = 0 for (a) and 20 offset phases are averaged

for W 6= 0 in (b) and (c). Dashed lines are linear fits of the numerical data obtained from the DMRG.

Ground state degeneracy related to edge modes near half filling

We compute the three lowest eigenenergies ENa
0,1,2 of the many-body system near half filling under OBC from the

DMRG for the particle number Na = L − 1, L, L + 1 with fixed L = 24. The numerical results for four typical
cases are shown in Fig. 6(a-d). The ground state degeneracy g is refereed to counting the number of degenerate
energies among four energies {EL−1

0 , EL0 , E
L
1 , E

L+1
0 }. In the trivial phase, we obtain the single many-body ground

state without degeneracy (g = 1 and not shown here). For the topological phases of interacting fermions [the TMI
and the DCTI with U 6= 0], one can find EL−1

0 < EL0 ≈ EL1 < EL+1
0 from Figs. 6(a-c), such that the ground state

degeneracy in these cases is g = 2. Here the twofold degeneracy from EL0 ≈ EL1 under OBC corresponds to two
topological collective excitations for the filling Na = L − 1, L, L + 1, which are occupied on each edge in this finite
system of L = 24, as shown in Fig. 6(e) and Fig. 4 in the main text. For the noninteracting topological phase of
fermions (the TAI with U = 0 and L = 24) in Fig. 6(d), one has EL−1

0 ≈ EL0 ≈ EL1 ≈ EL+1
0 and thus obtain the

degeneracy g = 4. Here EL0 ≈ EL1 also corresponds to two edge modes as in the interacting case, and the energy
difference between EL0,1 and EL±1

0 gradually decreases and tends to zero as the interaction strength U → 0. In this
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FIG. 6. (Color online) Energies E of lowest three states near the half filling under OBC with total atomic numbers Na =
L− 1, L, L+ 1 for (a) the TMI with U = 2 and W = 0, (b) the DCTI with U = 1.5 and W = 0.5, (c) the DCTI with U = 0.2
and W = 3, and (d) the TAI with U = 0 and W = 3, Parameters are t = 1, ts = 0.95, mz = 3, α = (

√
5 − 1)/2, L = 24, and

20 different offset phases are averaged when W 6= 0. (e) The density distribution of two collective excitation edge modes (see
Fig. 4(a) and the discussion in the main text). (f) The single-particle spectrum and the density distribution of two zero-energy
single-particle edge modes. The results in (a-e) are obtained from the DMRG, and that in (f) is obtained from the ED under
the single-particle representation.

noninteracting limit, one thus has fourfold ground state degeneracy, which indicates that the two edge modes are zero
energy and can be either empty or occupied. The two zero-energy edge modes within the single-particle spectrum are
numerically confirmed by the ED under the single-particle representation, as shown in Fig. 6(f). Another difference
between single-particle and collective excitation edge modes is their density distributions, which can been clearly
seen from Figs. 6(e,f). In contrast to two collective excitations occupied on each edge in the interacting topological
phases, for the noninteracting topological case, one fermion can occupy (and transfer between) two edges owing to
the hybridization for finite chains. The differences of edge modes in the noninteracting and interacting (symmetry-
protected) topological phases closely related to ground state degeneracy under OBC have been noted in Ref. [55] and
moreover experimentally observed in Ref. [77].

Machine learning the phase diagram in a unsupervised and automated fashion

Recently, machine learning methods are emerging as a versatile toolbox to explore the quantum phase diagrams [70–
73]. Especially, the unsupervised learning with anomaly detection has showcased its exceptional applicability in both
theory [72] and experiments [73]. In this part, we apply the unsupervised learning and anomaly detection proposed
in Ref. [72] to benchmark the ground-state phase diagram of our model.

We apply the neural network autoencoder for anomaly detection. An autoencoder is a type of neural network that
consists of two parts as shown in Fig. 7(a). The encoder part takes the high dimensional input data x and maps it
to a low latent variable z via a parametrized function z = fθE (x). The decoder part takes the latent variable z and
maps it back to x′ = gθD (z). The goal of the autoencoder is to find an efficient representation of the input data x
through the encoder at the bottleneck, from which the decoder can reproduce the input data x′. The parameters
θE and θD are trained via the minimization of the mean squared error loss function L̄(x,x′) = ||x − x′||2, which is
averaged over 20 disorder configurations in our case.

The main idea of anomaly detection scheme is that after training the autoencoder in a region of the phase diagram,
it learns the characteristic features of the phase where the data were taken from and fails to reproduce data from the
other phases. Therefore, the failure leads to a higher loss, from which we deduce that the data do not belong to the
same phase as the ones used to train the autoencoder. By looking at the loss for all data after training in only part of
the phase diagram, we are able to distinguish different phases via different plateaus of the loss function. Furthermore,
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by fitting the loss curve and finding the transition points, we obtain phase boundaries. Below we use this method
based on the autoencoder to benchmark the phase diagram of the model shown in Fig. 1(b).

𝑓𝑓𝜃𝜃𝐸𝐸(𝑥𝑥) 𝑔𝑔𝜃𝜃𝐷𝐷(𝑧𝑧)

(a) (b) (c)

𝑥

𝑧

𝑈𝑈
/𝑡𝑡

𝑊𝑊/𝑡𝑡

Loss[%]

𝑊𝑊/𝑡𝑡=0

𝑈𝑈
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𝑈𝑈/𝑡𝑡=0.31

Training area𝑈𝑈/𝑡𝑡=0

𝑥'

FIG. 7. (Color online) (a) Schematic of the neural network autoencoder with encoder and decoder. The input data x are
mapped to the low bottleneck z via encoder z = fθE (x) and decoded to x′ = gθD (z). The 2D loss map of the mean loss of
the autoencoder after training in the parameter space (U/t,W/t) ∈ [0, 0.5] × [0, 1] with (b) the entanglement spectrum and
(b) the local spin density as input data, respectively. The insets show the loss along the dashed lines. Vertical gray dashed
(black dotted) lines in the insets are the transitions obtained by the anomaly detection (the ED and DMRG simulations). Two
different phases are distinguished via different plateaus of loss value. The black triangle and blue circle symbols in (b) and
(c) guided by the solid line denotes the topological phase boundaries determined by using anomaly detection. Red circle and
square symbols with error bars for the uncertainty guided by the red solid lines are the phase boundaries determined by the
ED and DMRG, as plotted in Fig. 1(b) in the main text.

In order to explore the topological properties of model, we first use the entanglement spectrum [70] as our input
data x to explore the phase diagram of our model. We note that half-chain entanglement has already indicated
the regimes for the topologically trivial and the nontrivial phases, as shown in Fig. 2(b) in the main text. The
entanglement spectrum also plays an important role in the characterization of many-body quantum systems and is
experimentally accessible in cold atom systems [80]. We divide the whole system into two equal subsets A and B,
after which the reduced density matrix of subset A is calculated by partially tracing out the degrees of freedom in B:
ρA = TrB |Ψg〉〈Ψg|. Denoting the eigenvalues of ρA as λi, the entanglement spectrum is defined as the set of numbers
− lnλi. The input data x are 32 × 8 matrices, each row of which consist of the lowest 8 eigenvalues of − lnλi for
32 different twist boundary phases θs. Here the autoencoder is a convolutional neural network and the encoder part
consists of two convolution layers, which have 16 kernels of size 2 × 2 with 2 strides, 8 kernels of size 2 × 2 with 2
strides, respectively. The input data are then transformed into z as 8 × 2 matrices with 8 channels. Following the
decoder part are two upsampling convolutional layers both have 16 kernels of size 2 × 2 with 2 strides. Finally, a
convolutional layer with 1 kernel of size 2× 2 is used to reproduce the output with the same dimension as the input
data x′.

Assuming no a prior knowledge, we start by training data points at the parameter space (U/t,W/t) ∈ [0, 0.5]× [0, 1]
with system size L = 8, which is the ordered trivial BI phase according to Fig. 2(a) in the main text. By testing with
data points from the whole phase diagram, we can clearly distinguish the boundaries between the trivial phase and
the non-trivial phase in Fig. 7(b). The different loss levels and the sharp transitions at the phase boundaries indicate
two different phases.

We also use another experimentally accessible quantity, i.e., the local spin density 〈njσ〉 to reveal the phase transi-
tions from the trivial BI to the topological phases. The input data of the local spin density are 2L× 1 matrices of the
form [〈n1↑〉 , 〈n1,↓〉 , 〈n2↑〉 , 〈n2↓〉 , ..., 〈nL↑〉 , 〈nL↓〉]. We numerically generate the data for each pair of parameters over
20 quasiperiodic configurations with respect to the offset phase ϕ. Now the autoencoder is taken as a fully connected
neural network consisting of three hidden layers which have 8, 4 and 8 neurons, respectively. We take the training
data points at the parameter space (U/t,W/t) ∈ [0, 0.5]× [0, 1], which is the ordered trivial BI. After training, we can
obtain the boundaries between the trivial BI to the topological phases.

Overall, the phase boundaries predicted by this unsupervised and automated machine learning match well with
those obtained from the ED and DMRG results of the phase diagram in Fig. 1(b) in the main text. The right side
phase boundary from nontrivial to trivial insulator determined by the ED and DMRG methods suffer significant
uncertainty due to the disorder fluctuations and the finite-size effect, especially when 0 6 U . 1 and W & 3 (here
the DMRG for L = Na = 24 and U 6= 0 and the ED for L = 610 for U = 0 has been used to reduce the uncertainty).
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Surprisingly, the anomaly detection based the neural network method can indicate the phase boundary well in this
uncertain region even thought the network is trained by the data obtained from L = Na = 8 small systems.

Mean-field and self-consistent Born approaches

In this part, we describe some details of the unified analysis of the topological phase transitions from the trivial BI
driven by the disorder and interaction. The density-density interaction term can be linearized by the Hartree-Fock
MF approximation [47]

njσnj+1σ ≈ 〈njσ〉nj+1σ + 〈nj+1σ〉njσ − 〈njσ〉 〈nj+1σ〉 . (6)

In the trivial BI phase, the fermion density of each spin component of the ground state is approximately site-
independent, and the Hartree-Fork MF approximation can be simplified to

U

L∑
j=1

njσnj+1σ ≈
2NσU

L

L∑
j=1

njσ + const., (7)

where Nσ is the total occupation of spin-σ fermions. We plot the density distributions of fermions calculated from
both ED method and Hartree-Fork MF approach in Fig. 8(a), which shows that the spin density is indeed site-
independent and the MF ground state fairly captures the exact ground state property even near the trivial BI phase
boundary (U/t = 1). In this case, the density difference between spins 〈n↑〉 < 〈n↓〉. By defining the density difference
ρs ≡ (N↓ −N↑)/L > 0, the interaction term under the MF approximation can be further expressed as

∑
σ={↑,↓}

2NσU

L

L∑
j=1

njσ =

L∑
j=1

[−ρsU(nj↑ − nj↓) + U(nj↑ + nj↓)] = UNa − ρsU
L∑
j=1

(nj↑ − nj↓), (8)

where ρs affects the σz component of the model and the interaction U can renormalize the Zeeman strength as [47]

m̃z = mz − ρsU, (9)

up to an irrelevant constant energy UNa. As is shown in Fig. 8(a), we numerically determine ρs ≈ 1/1.14. We apply
Eq. (9) to accurately characterize the phase boundary of the trivial BI and TMI in the clean limit.

0

0.5

1

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 1.6 2 2.4
-0.7

-0.5

(a) (b) -0.3

FIG. 8. (Color online) (a) Density distribution of each spin component for ED and MF approximated ground states in the
clean limit. Parameters are chosen as t = 1, ts = 0.95, mz = 3, U = 1, and L = 8. (b) The self-energy parameter Σz as a
function of W for results averaged from 400, 1000, 2000 number of disorder samples. Dotted lines indicate the critical disorder
Wc for m̃z + Σz = 2t. Parameters are t = 1, ts = 0.95, mz = 3, U = 0.57, α = (

√
5− 1)/2, and ϕ = 0.

As is discussed in the main text, the fidelity F of the ground state against disorder reveals that the trivial BI
phase is ordered, and the above MF approach can be fairly applied. We further consider the MF relation in Eq. (9)
with nonzero disorder W and include the neighboring density-density interaction U into the Zeeman strength mz to
analysis the topological phase boundary. The effects of disorder can be accounted as the self-energy from the effective
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medium theory and SCBA under as [7–9]

1

Ef −HMF(k)− Σ(W )
=〈 1

Ef −Heff(k,Wq)
〉q,

HMF(k) =[m̃z − 2t cos(k)]σz − 2ts sin(k)σy,

Heff(k,Wq) =[m̃z − 2t cos(k) +Wq]σz − 2ts sin(k)σy,

(10)

where Ef is the Fermi energy and is set to zero in our model, σy,z are Pauli matrices, HMF(k) is the clean Hamiltonian
under MF approximation, Σ(W ) is the self energy under the specify disorder strength W , Heff(k,Wq) is the effective
two-band disordered Hamiltonian with random parameter Wq = W cos(2παq) denoted by the index q = 1, 2, ...Nq,
and 〈· · ·〉q denotes averaging over Nq disorder configurations.

Our numerical result indicates the self-energy has form Σ = Σzσz + Σyσy, with the z component effectively
renormalizes the Zeeman term m̄z → m̃z + Σz, and the y component renormalizes the hopping paramter t̄s → ts + Σy
which is irrelevant to the topological phase transition. In Fig. 8(b), we extract and plot Σz as a function of the disorder
strength W , which are averaged over different momenta k and different sample numbers Nq = 400, 1000, 2000. We
find that Σz tends to small value with increasing W , and the critical value Wc is determined by the renormalized
topological phase boundary m̃z + Σz = 2t (e.g., m̃z = 2.5 for U = 0.57). In practice, the self-energy converges quickly
when increasing Nq and we use Nq = 1000 disorder samples in the main text.

Discontinuous change of total magnetization at the topological phase transition

Here we numerically study the total magnetizationM as a local order parameter to provide the first-order character
of the quantum phase transition from the trivial BI to the topological phases. The total magnetization M in this
spin-1/2 system is defined as

M =
1

L

L∑
j=1

〈Ψg|nj↑ − nj↓|Ψg〉 , (11)

where |Ψg〉 is the many-body ground state. In Fig. 9(a), we plotM as a function of W and U , which is obtained from
the ED and averaged over 20 random samples. The result shows a discontinuous change near the phase boundary
(determined by other quantities as discussed in the main text) between trivial BI and the topological phases. To
see the discontinuous change of M with respect to W or U more clearly, we further calculate the corresponding first
derivatives δM(x)/δx with x = U,W . Numerically, the first derivative δM(x)/δx at x = x0 up to the second order
approximation is given by

δM(x)

δx
|x=x0 ≈

−M(x0 + 2δx) + 8M(x0 + δx)− 8M(x0 − δx) +M(x0 − 2δx)

12δx
, (12)

and δx = 10−4 is chosen in the numerical calculation. In Figs. 9(b-f), we plot the first derivative δM/δx as functions
of U or W for five typical situations discussed in the main text. The interaction or disorder induced topological phase
transitions from the trivial BI to the DCTI are accompanied by the divergence of δM/δx near the transition points.
This indicates the disorder/interaction induced topological phase transitions have the character of first order phase
transitions with discontinuous change of the total magnetization as a local order parameter. However, the transitions
from the topological phases to the disordered trivial phase induced by stronger disorders shows no divergence of
δM/δW [see Fig. 9(d)].

To confirm that the discontinuity of the total magnetization can survive in the large L limit, we perform the
finite-size scaling of the magnetization change δM ≡ M(xc + δx) −M(xc − δx), which denotes the difference of
the total magnet M between the right and left sides of the phase transition point xc (with the δx = 10−4). We
present numerical results for the clean limit and the non-interacting limit in Figs. 9(g) and 9(h), respectively. The
extrapolations of δM to the 1/L→ 0 limit indicate the discontinuous magnetization change can exist in the large L
limit. Thus, we argue that the first-order topological quantum phase transition induced by the disorder/interaction
preserves in the thermodynamic limit.
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FIG. 9. (Color online) (a) The total magnetization M as a function of U and W for L = Na = 8 systems. A minus sign is
added to M because M < 0 in our model. (b-f) The first derivative of M along with the Berry phase plotted as functions of
U or W for U = 0 (b), U = 0.5 (c), U = 2.0 (d), W = 0 (e), W = 2 (f); L = 610 for U = 0 and L = 8 for U 6= 0. (g,h) The
finite-size scaling of the magnetization change δM near the phase transition point as functions of inverse system size 1/L for
interaction-induced (g) and disorder-induced (h) phase transitions at W = 0 and U = 0, respectively. Other parameters are
t = 1, ts = 0.95, mz = 3, and α = (

√
5− 1)/2. (a,b,h) are obtained by the ED, and others are computed by the DMRG.

Results for the case of mz = 4 and the random disorder case

We present numerical results of the quantized Berry phase γ as functions of W and U for mz = 4 in Fig. 10(a), in
which case the DCTI phase induced by the combination of disorder and interaction remains while the noninteracting
TAI phase is absent. The phase transitions from the trivial BI to the topological phases accompany with the gap
closing as shown in Fig. 10(b). The half-chain entanglement S and the ground-state fidelity F (against disorder)
are plotted in Figs. 10(c) and 10(d), respectively. The large entanglement signals the topological states are highly
entangled and the fidelity suggests that trivial BI phase is ordered and the others are disordered. These numerical
results consist with those for mz = 3, except the absence of disorder-induced TAIs in the noninteracting limit for
mz = 4.
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FIG. 10. (Color online) (a) Berry phase γ, (b) excitation gap ∆g, (c) half-chain entanglement S, and (d) ground-state fidelity
F plotted as functions of W or U for mz = 4. All data are obtained from the ED for L = 8 systems. Other parameters are the
same to Fig. 1 in the main text.
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FIG. 11. (Color online) (a) Berry phase γ and (b) excitation gap ∆g on the W -U plane for mz = 2.4 and L = Na = 8 obtained
from the ED. The red dashed curve is the phase boundary obtained from the MF and SCBA approaches. The data in (a) are
averaged over 20 random disorder realizations. (c) Berry phase γ, excitation gap ∆g, and first derivative of M as a function
of W for a disorder configuration with U = 0.25, mz = 2.4 and L = 24 obtained from the DMRG. Other parameters are t = 1
and ts = 0.95.

We also consider the random disorder by replacing the quasiperiodic disorder mj = mz +W cos(2παj+ϕ) with the
random disorder mj = mz +Wj in the model Hamiltonian (1) in the main text, where Wj is uniformly distributed in
[−W,W ]. We display the Berry phase γ on the W -U plane for L = Na = 8 and mz/t = 2.4 in the random disorder
case, as shown in Fig. 11(a). Although γ is not well quantized near the phase boundary due to the finite size and
fluctuation effects in this case, the disorder and interaction induced topological phase transitions from the trivial BI
to the DCTI can also be observed. The red dashed curve is the phase boundary obtained from the MF and SCBA
approaches. In Fig. 11(b), the excitation gap ∆g is displayed for a certain random disorder configuration, which
clearly shows the gap closing near the topological phase transition from the BI to topological phases. To reduce the
finite size effect of the random disorder, we further plot the DMRG result for a larger system with L = Na = 24 in
Fig. 11(c), where the Berry phase γ, excitation gap ∆g, and the first derivative of the total magnetization δM/δW
as a function of W are plotted. The Berry phase γ is now well quantized in the DMRG simulation, and the results
show the topological phase transition accompanied by the gap closing and the divergence of the first derivative of the
total magnetization. These results are similar to those for the quasiperiodic disorder discussed in the main text. This
indicates that the adiabatical connection between the TAI and TMI phases, the DCTI phase, and the unified analysis
of the topological phase transitions in the main text preserve for both quasiperiodic and random disorders.

Results for the case with the intra-leg interaction term

We now show that our main results with the topological phase diagram can preserve in the presence of finite density-
density interaction between different spin components along vertical bonds of the ladder, as shown in Fig. 12(a). By
adding this intra-leg (on-site) interaction term V

∑
j nj↑nj↓ in the Hamiltonian (1) in the main text, we numerically

compute the Berry phase γ and the fidelity F by the ED for several typical cases, with the results shown in Figs. 12(b-
e). In the absence of disorders with W = 0 [Figs. 12(b,c)], one can find the increasing of the interaction strength U
can induce the topological phase transition from the trivial phase (γ = 0) to the TMI phase (γ = 1) for finite V ,
although the increasing of V will shrink the region of the TMI phase. In Figs. 12(d,e), we plot γ and F on the W -U
plane for V = 0.5. We can find that under this addition interaction term, the disorder-induced TAIs for U = 0 and
DCTIs for 0 < U . 0.8 from the trivial BI phase exhibit in the topological phase diagram, similar to the results
shown in Fig. 3 in the main text.

Relation between the quantized Berry phase and winding number in the single-particle case

As pinpointed in the main text, our model recovers to the 1D AIII class of topological insulators protected by the
chiral symmetry in the W = U = 0 limit. In this single-particle and clean case, the translational invariance of the
system preserves. The corresponding Bloch Hamiltonian in momentum k space isH0(k) = (mz−2t cos k)σz−2t sin kσy,
which satisfies CH0(k)C−1 = −H0(k) with the chiral symmetry operator C = σx acting on the two spins (legs).
The eigenvalues of C are ±1 for two eigenstates |u±(k)〉 satisfying C|u±(k)〉 = ±|u±(k)〉 and CH0(k)|u±(k)〉 =
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FIG. 12. (Color online) (a) The proposed model with additional interaction V between different spin species (legs) on the same
site of the ladder. (b) Berry phase γ on the U -mz plane for W = 0 and V = 0.5. (c) Berry phase γ on the U -V plane for
W = 0 and mz = 2.5. (d) Berry phase γ, and (e) fidelity F as functions of W and U for V = 0.5 and mz = 2.5. All data
are computed by the ED for L = Na = 8 and are averaged over 20 quasiperodic configurations of random offset phases. Other
parameters are the same as those in Fig. 3(a) in the main text.
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FIG. 13. (Color online) (a) Berry phase γ, (b) winding number ν, and (c) the difference ∆ = |γ− ν| as functions of W and mz.
Other parameters are the same as Fig. 2(b) in the main text. The red dash lines in (a) and (b) are the same SCBA calculated
phase boundary plotted in Fig. 2(b). Berry phase and winding number are calculated by ED under single particle picture for
L = 610 systems.

∓H0(k)|u±(k)〉. Thus, in the basis of Ŝ eigenstates, the Bloch Hamiltonian takes an off-block-diagonal form as

H0(k) =

(
0 q(k)

q†(k) 0

)
, (13)

with q(k) = 2teik − imz. The topological properties in this case can be characterized by the 1D winding number [12]:

ν =
1

2πi

∫ 2π

0

dk
∂kq(k)

q(k)
, (14)

with ν = 1 for |mz/t| < 2 and ν = 0 for |mz/t| > 2. Alternatively, the band topology can be characterized by the
quantized Berry phase (in units of π):

γ =
1

π

∫ 2π

0

dk〈u+(k)|i∂k|u+(k)〉 mod 2. (15)

One can easily verify the relation γ = ν for this clean chiral AIII system with the translation symmetry.
In the presence of disorders, the translational symmetry of the system is broken and k is no longer a good quantum

number. In this case, the Berry phase (for a given disorder configuration) can be computed under twisted periodic
boundary condition at half filling:

γ =

L∑
l=1

1

π

∮
dθ 〈ψl(θ)| i∂θ |ψl(θ)〉 mod 2, (16)
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where |ψl(θ)〉 is the l-th single-particle wave function with the twisted phase θ obtained from the ED. The numerical
results of the Berry phase (averaged over disorder configurations) as functions of W and mz for L = 610 systems are
shown in Fig. 13(a) [also in Fig. 2(b) in the main text]. One can use an alternative approach to numerically compute
the winding number of disordered systems, based on a covariant real-space generalization of ν to AIII systems without
translational symmetry [12]:

ν =
1

2L′
Tr′(SP [P,X]), (17)

where P =
∑
l(|ψl〉 〈ψl| −C |ψl〉 〈ψl|C−1) sums over the lowest half energies of the single particle wave functions |ψl〉,

L′ is the number of states summed in P , X is the coordinate operator with entry Xjs,j′s′ = jδjj′δss′ (j for lattice site
index and s for spin index), C = σx1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ σxL is the chiral operator in the real space, and Tr′ represents the trace
over the interval with length L′. Figure 13(b) shows the numerical results of the real-space winding number ν on the
W -mz plane from the ED for L = 610. In Fig. 13(c), we plot the difference ∆ = |γ − ν| between the quantized Berry
phase and real-space winding number as functions of W and mz. One can clearly see that the above two numerical
approaches are effectively characterizing the same topology with ∆ ≈ 0, except the region near the topological phase
boundary where the real-space winding number is significantly affected by the finite system size.


	Connecting Topological Anderson and Mott Insulators in Disordered Interacting Fermionic Systems
	Abstract
	 Acknowledgments
	 References
	 Supplemental Materials for Connecting Topological Anderson and Mott Insulators in Disordered Interacting Fermionic Systems
	 Finite-size scaling
	 Ground state degeneracy related to edge modes near half filling
	 Machine learning the phase diagram in a unsupervised and automated fashion
	 Mean-field and self-consistent Born approaches
	 Discontinuous change of total magnetization at the topological phase transition
	 Results for the case of mz=4 and the random disorder case
	 Results for the case with the intra-leg interaction term
	 Relation between the quantized Berry phase and winding number in the single-particle case



