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The Luttinger model of a quadratic-node semimetal for electrons with the j = 3
2

angular mo-
mentum under cubic symmetry is the parent, highest-symmetry low-energy model for a variety of
topological and strongly correlated materials, such as HgTe, α-Sn, and iridate compounds. Pre-
viously, we have theoretically demonstrated that the Luttinger semimetal exhibits surface states.
In the present work, we theoretically study the evolution of these surface states under symmetry-
lowering perturbations: compressive strain and bulk-inversion asymmetry (BIA). This system is
quite special in that each consecutive perturbation creates a new type of a semimetal phase, re-
sulting in a sequence of four semimetal phases, where each successive phase arises by modification
of the nodal structure of the previous phase: under compressive strain, the Luttinger semimetal
turns into a Dirac semimetal, which under the linear-in-momentum BIA term turns into a line-node
semimetal, which under the cubic-in-momentum BIA terms turns into a Weyl semimetal. We cal-
culate the surface states within the generalized Luttinger model for these four semimetal phases
within a “semi-analytical” approach and fully analyze the corresponding evolution of the surface
states. Importantly, for this sequence of four semimetal phases, there is a corresponding hierarchy
of the low-energy models describing the vicinities of the nodes. We derive most of these models
and demonstrate quantitative asymptotic agreement between the surface-state spectra of some of
them. This proves that the mechanisms responsible for the surface states are fully contained in the
low-energy models within their validity ranges, once they are supplemented with proper boundary
conditions, and demonstrates that continuum models are perfectly applicable for studying surface
states.

I. INTRODUCTION

A variety of materials termed Luttinger semimetals (LSMs) have been attracting a lot of attention recently [1–21].
The name is due to the model [1], first derived by Luttinger, for the quartet of electron states with the angular
momentum j = 3

2 in the vicinity of the Γ point p = 0 in momentum space for a system with full cubic symmetry,
with the point group Oh. This Luttinger model is the most general form of the single-particle Hamiltonian to the
lowest nonvanishing, quadratic order in momentum p, derived using the method of invariants. The bulk spectrum of
the Luttinger model consists of two double-degenerate quadratic bands; at p = 0, the quartet is unsplit (belongs to
one spinful 4D irreducible representation of Oh). If the bands have curvatures of opposite signs, the model describes
a quadratic-node semimetal [Fig. 1(a)] and is called a Luttinger semimetal; and so is the material exhibiting such
feature. Since these requirements are quite general (only the presence of the j = 3

2 states, Oh symmetry, and the
range of the curvature parameters), crystals with vastly different chemical composition and active electron states could
be Luttinger semimetals. Examples are α-Sn with active p orbitals and iridate compounds [5], like Pr2Ir2O7, with
active d orbitals. Moreover, the symmetry Oh does not necessarily have to be exact, just dominant, for the system
to manifest the properties of the Luttinger semimetal; see below for the tetrahedral group Td, with HgTe being the
prime example.

This special local feature of the band structure of the Luttinger semimetal leads to a variety of physical effects [1–
22]. Adding various single-particle symmetry-lowering perturbations modifies the quadratic node and introduces
a wide range of nontrivial phases, some of which are topological. Also, as first shown by Abrikosov [2], electron
interactions could lead to phases with spontaneously broken symmetries [3, 4, 11–13, 20, 21]. Some of the potential
order parameters are such that the interaction-induced phase is also topological, at least at the mean-field level.
Interactions effects are expected to be strong in iridate compounds with active d orbitals [5].

In particular, a number of other semimetal phases arise in the Luttinger semimetal under compressive strain and the
so-called bulk-inversion asymmetry (BIA) terms [6, 7, 23, 24]. The latter are the terms in crystals with the tetrahedral
point group Td that describe the difference between the Hamiltonians with Td and Oh point groups; when small, it
is instructive to consider them as perturbations. A prime example of such system is HgTe. Under compressive strain,
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FIG. 1. Bulk spectra of the four semimetal phases in the generalized Luttinger model with compressive strain and bulk-
inversion asymmetry (BIA) terms. (a) Unperturbed Luttinger semimetal [ĤL(p), Eq. (3.1)] for cubic symmetry Oh, in the

absence of strain and BIA terms. Double-degenerate bands εL±b(p) are given by Eq. (3.6). (b) Dirac semimetal [ĤD(p),

Eq. (3.7)], obtained from the Luttinger semimetal by adding compressive strain [Ĥu, Eq. (2.15)] along the z direction. The
symmetry is lowered to D4h. Double-degenerate bands εD±b(p) are given by Eq. (3.10). Compressive strain along the z direction
shifts the bands in energy for momentum (0, 0, pz), creating two Dirac points (green) at pz = ±pu [Eq. (3.8)]. (c) Linear-node

semimetal [ĤLN (p), Eq. (3.18)], obtained by adding the linear BIA terms to the Dirac semimetal Hamiltonian. Each Dirac
point is transformed into a line node of an approximate ring shape. The symmetry is lowered to D2d. (d) Weyl semimetal,

obtained by adding the cubic BIA terms to the line-node semimetal Hamiltonian [ĤW (p), Eq. (3.32)]. The degeneracy of
each line node is lifted everywhere expect for four Weyl points. The zoom-in around pz = pu is shown? The Chern numbers
CW = ±1 of the Weyl points (green) are indicated. The projections of the Dirac and Weyl points onto the surface-momentum
planes are also shown. The parameters of HgTe were used.

the Luttinger semimetal becomes a Dirac semimetal with a pair of linear nodes in the still double-degenerate band
structure (for the opposite, tensile strain, the system is a 3D class-AII topological insulator [25–27]). Introducing only
the lowest-order, linear-in-momentum BIA terms turns the Dirac semimetal into a line-node semimetal, with each
Dirac node transforming into an approximate ring line node. This line-node semimetal is likely of accidental nature,
as introducing the next-order, cubic-in-momentum BIA terms (which does not change the symmetry) turns it into
a Weyl semimetal, in which each line node is gapped out everywhere except at four Weyl points. This evolution of
the low-energy bulk spectrum is presented in Fig. 1. The theoretical prediction of this Weyl-semimetal phase in the
Luttinger model with such symmetry breaking terms has been made in Ref. 6.

One of the primary interests in such topological semimetal phases are their surface states. In Ref. 6, the surface
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states were calculated numerically within the density-functional-theory (DFT) method. On the other hand, the key
transformations of the bulk spectrum due to perturbations arise at low energies and are fully captured within the
Luttinger model (Fig. 1). Hence, a description of the surface states also within this minimal low-energy model would
be desirable. Indeed, such analysis is entirely possible, but the challenge is supplementing the bulk Hamiltonian with
proper boundary conditions (BCs) at the surface; determining possible BCs is a nontrivial and important problem.

Previously, we have derived [8] the BCs for the Luttinger-semimetal model without perturbations for the case when
it arises as the low-energy limit of the Kane model [23, 24, 28] with hard-walls BCs, which have a clear physical
interpretation. The Kane model is a continuum model that, in addition to the j = 3

2 quartet, includes a doublet of

j = 1
2 states of opposite inversion parity; it is commonly used for HgTe, α-Sn, and similar materials. And we have

shown [8] that for such BCs, the Luttinger semimetal model without any additional perturbations, in fact, exhibits
surface states. In this work, we expand this study further, by theoretically exploring the evolution of these surface
states of the Luttinger semimetal under compressive strain and bulk-inversion asymmetry, which create the Dirac,
line-node, and Weyl semimetals.

Besides the immediate practical goal of characterizing these surface-state structures, this work also has a method-
ological goal of demonstrating the applicability and advantages of employing minimal low-energy continuum models
supplemented with proper BCs for that purpose. Within such models, the surface states can be calculated using
the “semi-analytical” approach, in contrast to the common numerical calculations for large finite-size systems, for
tight-binding lattice or ab-initio (DFT) models. The surface states are calculated for a true half-infinite system and
require only modest computational resources: the computational complexity is determined by the number of degrees
of freedom of the continuum model, given by the product of the number of wave-function components and momentum
order of the Hamiltonian. For many simpler models, surface states can be found entirely analytically. As a result,
essentially arbitrary desired accuracy can be achieved, which is important to resolve fine features of the surface states
(which will be washed out in finite-size calculations, when spatial quantization exceeds their scale), such as the vicinity
of the nodes of the bulk spectrum. Perhaps most importantly, this analytical simplicity of the approach allows one
to clearly identify mechanisms and scales responsible for the surface states. Such understanding can hardly be gained
from more microscopic models, like tight-binding or ab-initio, which can usually be analyzed only numerically.

For the system in question, the main general picture we demonstrate is that the hierarchy of the perturbation scales
(strain, linear BIA term, and cubic BIA terms) defines a hierarchy of successively smaller momentum and energy
regions, where each consecutive perturbation modifies both the bulk and surface-state spectrum of the previous
semimetal phase in a qualitative way, by creating a new nodal fine structure: from the Luttinger to the Dirac to
the line-node to the Weyl semimetal. Whereas outside of each such region, the spectrum retains the structure of
the previous semimetal phase, and there are crossovers between the behaviors in larger and smaller regions. Since
the Luttinger semimetal exhibits surface states already without any perturbations, these modifications at low energy
scales can be regarded as the evolution of its surface states.

We demonstrate that within each successive smaller momentum and energy region a corresponding low-energy
model exists, both the bulk Hamiltonian and BCs of which can be derived using a systematic low-energy-expansion
procedure. Each such low-energy model will be simpler than the previous one, but will still fully capture the surface
states in that region. Most importantly, within this validity range, there will be a quantitative asymptotic agreement
between the surface states of the models. This proves that low-energy models supplemented with proper BCs are
perfectly suitable for the study of surface states.

We demonstrate this agreement in the vicinity of the quadratic node of j = 3
2 states between the surface states

obtained from the Kane and Luttinger models, when the latter arises as the low-energy limit of the former. This
also provides the physical insight that the mechanisms responsible for the surface states are already contained in the
low-energy Luttinger model. In the same spirit, we also derive and explore the linear-in-momentum low-energy model
in the vicinity of the Dirac points and demonstrate the asymptotic quantitative agreement between the surface states
obtained from this model and the Luttinger model.

We note that, although in this work we use the Kane model as the larger, “more microscopic” model from which
the Luttinger model originates, which is applicable to materials like HgTe and α-Sn, the results we obtain for the
surface states of the Luttinger model may be applicable to other Luttinger semimetal materials (such as iridates) that
are not necessarily described by the Kane model, as long as the used BCs apply to them.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II, we present the Hamiltonian of the generalized Luttinger
model in the presence of strain and BIA terms. In Sec. III, we discuss the bulk properties of the four semimetal
phases. We also derive the Hamiltonians of several low-energy linear-in-momentum models around the nodes of these
phases. In Sec. IV, we present the relation between the Kane and Luttinger models, when the latter arises as the
low-energy limit of the former. We present a systematic low-energy expansion procedure of deriving the Luttinger
model from the Kane models. In particular, in Sec. IV D, we present the BCs for the Luttinger model, previously
derived in Ref. 8, that originate from the hard-wall BCs of the Kane model, and discuss their status in the presence
of strain and BIA terms. In Sec. V, we discuss in detail the hierarchy structure of the four successive semimetal
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phases, their momentum and energy scales, and their low-energy models. In Sec. VI, we outline the general semi-
analytical method of calculating surface states for continuum models with BCs. In Sec. VII, we present the surface
states for the unperturbed Luttinger semimetal obtained wihtin the Luttinger model, and demonstrate quantitative
asymptotic agreement between them and those of the Kane model. In Sec. IX, we calculate the surface states for
the Dirac semimetal within the Luttinger model. In Sec. X B, we calculate the surface states for the Dirac semimetal
within the linear-in-momentum model. In Sec. XI, we calculate the surface states for the line-node semimetal. In
Sec. XIII, we calculate the surface states for the Weyl semimetal. In Sec. XIV C, we compare the surface states in the
Weyl-semimetal phase calculated within the Luttinger and Kane models for different strengths of compressive strain.
Concluding remarks are presented in Sec. XV.

II. GENERALIZED LUTTINGER MODEL FOR j = 3
2

STATES

In this section, we present the continuum low-energy model for j = 3
2 states in the vicinity of the Γ point, for

materials with the cubic Oh and tetrahedral Td point groups. The wave function

ψ̂(r) =


ψ+ 3

2
(r)

ψ+ 1
2
(r)

ψ− 1
2
(r)

ψ− 3
2
(r)

 (2.1)

is the coordinate-dependent four-component spinor, where the subscript denotes the jz projections of the j = 3
2

angular momentum on the z axis and r = (x, y, z) is the radius vector.
We present the most general form of the Hamiltonian for j = 3

2 states, which can be derived using the method of
invariants; in fact, all possible terms have already been found in previous works [1, 24]. In this approach, for a given
symmetry, determined by the spatial point group and time-reversal symmetry T−, one constructs all possible basis
matrix functions of momentum that are invariant under that symmetry. The most general form of the Hamiltonian
is then an arbitrary linear combination of these basis functions. The values of the coefficients are not fixed at all by
this symmetry approach. For a model of a real material, they take on specific values. In a more general theoretical
study, these coefficients may be considered as free parameters of a family of Hamiltonians.

In addition to the spatial symmetries considered below, we will always also assume spinful time-reversal symmetry
T−, with T 2

− = −1̂, throughout the paper. Although for brevity T− will not always be mentioned explicitly, it should
be kept in mind that the invariants allowed in the general Hamiltonians below are also restricted by T−.

It is particularly instructive to consider the following symmetry hierarchy, represented as a chain

O(3) ⊃ Oh ⊃ Td (2.2)

of subgroups, and to consider the Hamiltonians according to it. This way, if ĤO(3)(p̂) is the most general form of the
Hamiltonian for the spherical symmetry group O(3), then the most general form of the Hamiltonian for Oh can be
presented as

ĤOh(p̂) = ĤO(3)(p̂) + δĤOh⊂O(3)(p̂), (2.3)

where δĤOh⊂O(3)(p̂) is the linear combination of all invariants of Oh that do not contain invariants of O(3). Here,

p̂ = (p̂x, p̂y, p̂z) = −i(∂x, ∂y, ∂z)

is the momentum operator (throughout, we use the units in which the Planck constant ~ = 1). Similarly, the most
general form of the Hamiltonian for Td reads

ĤTd(p̂) = ĤOh(p̂) + δĤTd⊂Oh(p̂), (2.4)

where δĤTd⊂Oh(p̂) is the linear combination of all invariants of Td that do not contain invariants of Oh. It is quite

common in real materials that these additional symmetry-lowering terms δĤ ...(p̂) are smaller in magnitude, while
the higher-symmetry terms are dominant; in such scenario, this symmetry hierarchy becomes particularly useful.

We derive the most general forms of the Hamiltonian for these symmetries up to the cubic order in momentum; the
need for including the cubic terms is explained in Sec. III D.

For full spherical symmetry O(3), the most general form of the Hamiltonian up to cubic order for j = 3
2 states

reads

ĤO(3)(p̂) = α01̂4p̂
2 + αzM̂z(p̂). (2.5)
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It is a linear combination of two invariants, 1̂4p̂
2 and

M̂z(p̂) =
5

4
1̂4p̂

2 − (Ĵ · p̂)2, (2.6)

with arbitrary coefficients α0,z. Throughout, 1̂n is the unit matrix of order n; Ĵ = (Ĵx, Ĵy, Ĵz) are the j = 3
2 angular-

momentum matrices. Because both O(3) and Oh point groups include spatial inversion r→ −r, only even powers of
momentum are allowed in the Hamiltonian within the multiplet of j = 3

2 states of the same inversion parity.
Next, upon lowering the symmetry down to cubic, O(3) → Oh, only one additional term is allowed in the Hamil-

tonian Eq. (2.3):

δĤOh⊂O(3) = α�M̂�(p̂), (2.7)

where

M̂�(p̂) = Ĵ2
x p̂

2
x + Ĵ2

y p̂
2
y + Ĵ2

z p̂
2
z −

2

5
(Ĵ · p̂)2 − 3

4
1̂4p̂

2. (2.8)

This invariant of Oh belong to an angular-momentum-4 irreducible representation of O(3), and hence does not contain
the invariants of O(3), which are the angular-momentum-0 irreducible representations; the last two terms, invariants
of O(3), have been introduced precisely to remove the angular-momentum-0 component present in the combination

Ĵ2
x p̂

2
x + Ĵ2

y p̂
2
y + Ĵ2

z p̂
2
z. We refer to the term (2.5) and the coefficient α� as cubic anisotropy.

The Hamiltonians (2.3), (2.5), and (2.7) are known as the Luttinger model [1].
When lowering the symmetry further from cubic to tetrahedral, Oh → Td, the additional, odd-in-momentum terms

allowed in the Hamiltonian (2.4) are

δĤTd⊂Oh(p̂) = β1M̂1(p̂) +
∑

i=1,2,3,4

β3iM̂3i(p̂). (2.9)

There is one linear-in-momentum

M̂1(p̂) = {Ĵx, Ĵ2
y − Ĵ2

z }p̂x + c.p. (2.10)

and four cubic-in-momentum

M̂31(p̂) = p̂x(p̂2
y − p̂2

z)Ĵx + c.p., (2.11)

M̂32(p̂) = p̂x(p̂2
x − p̂2

z)Ĵ
3
x + c.p., (2.12)

M̂33(p̂) = p̂x(p̂2
y + p̂2

z){Ĵx, Ĵ2
y − Ĵ2

z }+ c.p., (2.13)

M̂34(p̂) = p̂3
x{Ĵx, Ĵ2

y − Ĵ2
z }+ c.p. (2.14)

invariants of Td that do not contain invariants of Oh (and there are no additional constant or quadratic-in-momentum

terms). Here {Â, B̂} = ÂB̂+ B̂Â is the anticommutator and “c.p.” denotes additional terms obtained by two possible
cyclic permutations of the x, y, z indices in the presented terms. These invariants of Td that do not contain invariants
of Oh are often referred to as bulk-inversion-asymmetry (BIA) terms [24].

We note that, of course, in real materials, the BIA terms cannot be tuned: in Oh materials, they are absent, and
in Td materials, their parameters β1, β3i have fixed values. Nonetheless, theoretically, it is instructive to consider
them as tunable parameters, to determine which terms are responsible for which features in the bulk and surface-state
spectra. Also, in Td materials, if the magnitude of these terms is smaller than the energy scales of interest (or, e.g.,
limited by the available resolution in experiments), it would be justified to treat such material as having Oh symmetry.

Finally, we also include the effect of strain [23] along the z direction (for x or y strain directions, the results would
be equivalent by symmetry). We take into account only the dominant, constant term

Ĥu = −u(Ĵ2
z − 5

4 1̂4). (2.15)

Clearly, its effect on the electron states amounts to introducing the energy difference between the jz = ± 3
2 and

jz = ± 1
2 pairs of states. The strength of the strain parameter u indicates the change of the lattice constant under

deformation, while the sign of u determines whether the lattice is stretched (tensile strain) or compressed (compressive
strain), which for the assumed αz > 0 (see below), corresponds to u > 0 and u < 0, respectively.

Note that for both Oh and Td point groups, the j = 3
2 quartet remains unsplit at the Γ point p = 0, i.e., it belongs

to one spinful 4D irreducible representation of the respective groups. This is, however, violated by strain.
We will refer to all the Hamiltonians below, containing various combinations of the above terms, as the generalized

Luttinger model.
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α0 αz α� β1 β31 β32, β33, β34

HgTe 16.58 1
2me

18.72 1
2me

−1.6 1
2me

−4.31 meV nm 140.36 meV nm3 0

TABLE I. The values of the parameters used for the generalized Luttinger model [Eqs. (3.1), (3.7), (3.18), and (3.32)] of
HgTe, with the linear and cubic bulk-inversion-asymmetry (BIA) terms included. Here, me is the electron mass. The curvature
α0,z,� and linear BIA β1 parameters are calculated from the parameters of the Kane model (Tab. II) via the folding procedure
presented in Sec. IV. The exact values of the cubic BIA parameters β3i, i = 1, 2, 3, 4, of HgTe are, on the one hand, not
well-documented and, on the other hand, not important for the studied system, since at low energies their effect reduces to
just one: opening of the gap [Eq. (3.34)] around the line node (Sec. III D). For these reasons, the values of β3i were chosen
arbitrarily.

III. SEMIMETAL PHASES, BULK SPECTRUM

The focus of this work are the surface states of the various semimetal phases that arise from the Hamiltonians for
j = 3

2 states presented above. In this section, we describe the properties of their bulk band structures.

A. Luttinger semimetal for Oh and O(3)

First, consider the unperturbed Luttinger Hamiltonian [Eqs. (2.3), (2.5), and (2.7)]

ĤL(p̂) = ĤOh(p̂) (3.1)

for Oh symmetry, without strain or BIA terms. For full spherical symmetry O(3), when α� = 0, the bulk spectrum

of ĤO(3)(p) [Eq. (2.5)] can be found as follows. For momentum

p = (px, py, pz) = pn, p = |p|,

of any direction, characterized by the unit vector n, the Hamiltonian ĤO(3)(p) [Eq. (2.5)] has axial rotation symmetry
about this direction. Hence, it is diagonal in the basis of the j = 3

2 states with definite projections jn of the

angular momentum on this direction, which are the eigenstates of the matrix Ĵn = (Ĵ · n) with the eigenvalues

jn = +3
2 ,+

1
2 ,−

1
2 ,−

3
2 . This diagonal Hamiltonian can be immediately recognized as ĤO(3)(0, 0, pz) in the original

basis of states with definite jz. Further, the dispersion relations are the same for the ±jn states with opposite
projections. So, there is a double-degenerate (due to inversion and T−) band

ε
L,O(3)

|jn|= 1
2

(p) = α+bp
2 (3.2)

of the jn = ± 1
2 states and a double-degenerate band

ε
L,O(3)

|jn|= 3
2

(p) = α−bp
2 (3.3)

of the jn = ± 3
2 states, where

α±b = α0 ±b αz (3.4)

are their curvatures. Throughout, we introduce the subscript b for the signs ±b to denote the upper (conduction) and
lower (valence) bulk bands, to distinguish these from multiple other signs that will appear.

When these curvatures α±b have opposite signs, the system is a quadratic-node semimetal, referred to as the
Luttinger semimetal. For absent α0 = 0, the spectrum has particle-hole symmetry; hence, finite α0 describes particle-
hole asymmetry. Throughout the paper, we assume

αz > 0

to be positive and that the system is in the Luttinger semimetal regime, so that

− αz < α0 < αz. (3.5)

In this case, the jn = ± 1
2 states are have a particle-like quadratic dispersion with the positive curvature α+b > 0

and the jn = ± 3
2 states have a hole-like quadratic dispersion with the negative curvature α−b < 0. This is the case,

e.g., for HgTe (Tab. I) and α-Sn [30]. The case of negative αz < 0 could be related by considering the Hamiltonian

−Ĥ(p̂).
For cubic symmetry, the spectrum can also be found analytically and reads



7

εL±b(p) = α0p
2 ±b

√
(αz − 3

5α�)2p4 + 3α�(2αz − 1
5α�)(p2

xp
2
y + p2

xp
2
z + p2

yp
2
z). (3.6)

In the presence of the cubic anisotropy α�, the spectrum becomes anisotropic, but so long as α±b ≷ 0 remain dominant
over α�, the system remains a quadratic-node Luttinger semimetal.

Further on, by ĤL(p̂) [Eq. (3.1)] we denote the Hamiltonian of the Luttinger model specifically in the Luttinger
semimetal regime.

B. Dirac semimetal for an Oh system under strain

Consider now the Oh-symmetric Luttinger-semimetal Hamiltonian (3.1) with the added strain (2.15):

ĤD(p̂) = ĤOh(p̂) + Ĥu. (3.7)

Since the Ĥu term has D∞h spatial symmetry, the Hamiltonian ĤD(p̂) has the spatial symmetry with the point
group

D4h = Oh ∩D∞h.

For p = (0, 0, pz), there are two double-degenerate bands

εD|jz|= 1
2
(0, 0, pz) = [α0 + (αz − 3

5α�)]p2
z + u,

εD|jz|= 3
2
(0, 0, pz) = [α0 − (αz − 3

5α�)]p2
z − u.

For this momentum direction, strain shifts these bands in opposite directions. As a result, for compressive strain with
u < 0 (and for αz > 0), the two bands cross at two momenta pz = ±upu, with

pu =

√
|u|

αz − 3
5α�

, (3.8)

and energy

εu = α0p
2
u =

α0

αz − 3
5α�
|u|. (3.9)

Throughout the rest of the paper, we assume compressive strain with u < 0. The bulk spectrum of this Dirac
semimetal can also be found analytically for any momentum and consists of two double-degenerate bands

εD±b(p) = α0p
2 ±b

√
(αz − 3

5α�)2p4 + 3α�(2αz − 1
5α�)(p2

xp
2
y + p2

⊥p
2
z) + (αz − 3

5α�)(2p2
z − p2

⊥)u+ u2, (3.10)

where p2
⊥ = p2

x + p2
y.

Expansion about these points p = (0, 0,±upu) shows (see also Sec. III B 1 below) the linear dispersion of the
two double-degenerate bands around them. Semimetals with such linear nodes in systems with inversion and time-
reversal T− symmetries are called Dirac semimetals and these points are called Dirac points. Here, the Dirac points
are protected by D4h spatial symmetry. Hence, the Luttinger semimetal (with αz > 0) under compressive strain
turns into a Dirac semimetal. We introduce the subscript u for the signs ±u pertaining to the two Dirac points, to
distinguish them from multiple other signs (such as ±b).

1. Linear model of the Dirac semimetal

For the Dirac semimetal above [Eq. (3.7)], we also derive the low-energy model that describes the system in the
vicinity of the Dirac points (0, 0,±pu) [Eq. (3.8)], linear in the momentum deviations k from them,

p = (0, 0,±upu) + k. (3.11)
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Following the standard procedure of the k · p expansion [23, 24], in the vicinity of the Dirac points, the wave function
of the Luttinger model may be presented as

ψ̂(r) = e+uipuzΨ̂+u(r) + e−uipuzΨ̂−u(r), (3.12)

where Ψ̂±u(r) are the envelope functions varying over spatial scales much larger than 1/pu. Joined together, they
form the wave function

Ψ̂(r) =

(
Ψ̂+u(r)

Ψ̂−u(r)

)
, (3.13)

and of the low-energy model. The Hamiltonian for it has the block-diagonal structure due to translation symmetry,

ĤD(k̂) =

(
ĤD+u(k̂) 0̂

0̂ ĤD−u(k̂)

)
, (3.14)

where

k̂ = (k̂x, k̂y, k̂z) = −i(∂x, ∂y, ∂z)

is the momentum operator for Ψ̂(r).
The linear expansion of Eq. (3.7) about the Dirac points gives

ĤD±u(k̂) =

(
ĤD±u,+jz (k̂) 0̂

0̂ ĤD±u,−jz (k̂)

)
= 1̂4εu ±u


(v0 − vz)k̂z −v⊥k̂− 0 0

−v⊥k̂+ (v0 + vz)k̂z 0 0

0 0 (v0 + vz)k̂z v⊥k̂−
0 0 v⊥k̂+ (v0 − vz)k̂z

 , (3.15)

where k̂± = k̂x ± ik̂y and

v0 = α02pu, vz = (αz − 3
5α�)2pu, v⊥ =

√
3

2 (αz + 2
5α�)2pu. (3.16)

We see that the pairs of jz = + 3
2 ,+

1
2 and jz = − 1

2 ,−
3
2 states, to be denoted as ±jz , respectively, are decoupled in the

linear Hamiltonian (3.15). We also note that even in the presence of cubic anisotropy α� 6= 0 the linear model has

emergent axial rotation symmetry about the z direction, since the anisotropic terms Ĵ2
x p̂

2
x+ Ĵ2

y p̂
2
y in ĤD(p̂) [Eq. (3.7)]

are quadratic in k̂x,y = p̂x,y and have to be discarded, and the only linear-in-k̂ contributions in M̂�(p̂) actually come

only from the O(3)-symmetric terms and give ∝ k̂z terms.

For each Dirac point ±u, the bulk spectrum of ĤD±u(k) consists of the two double-degenerate bands

εD,lin±u,±b(k) = εu ±u v0kz ±b
√
v2
⊥k

2
⊥ + v2

zk
2
z (3.17)

with the linear dispersion, where

k = (k⊥ cosφ, k⊥ sinφ, kz).

The double-degeneracy comes from the two decoupled blocks ±jz in Eq. (3.15) with the same spectrum.
The linear model is valid in the vicinity of the Dirac points when |k| � pu and |ε− εu| � α±bp

2
u.

C. Line-node semimetal for a Td system under strain

Consider now adding strain [Eq. (2.15)] to the system with Td symmetry; the symmetry is lowered down to

D2d = Td ∩D∞h.

It is instructive to approach such system by starting with the Dirac semimetal [Eq. (3.7)] with already present strain
and adding the BIA terms [Eqs. (2.9)-(2.14)]. Let us first include only the linear BIA term (2.10),

ĤLN (p̂) = ĤOh(p̂) + Ĥu + β1M̂1(p̂) = ĤD(p̂) + β1M̂1(p̂). (3.18)
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64.9960

64.9964

64.9968

63.4084

63.4088

63.4092

6.0435

6.0425

6.0430

6.2560

6.2565

6.2555

FIG. 2. The dependence of the energy εLN (φ), and momenta pLNz (φ) and pLN⊥ (φ) of the line node on the polar angle φ of
momentum p = (p⊥ cosφ, p⊥ sinφ, pz) for the parameters of HgTe (Tab. I) and the value u = −3meV of compressive strain.

This generally lifts the overall double degeneracy of the bulk bands of the Dirac semimetal. Remarkably, upon
including only the linear BIA term, each four-fold degenerate Dirac point transforms into a line node of double
degeneracy, which has an approximate ring shape. This was first noticed in Ref. 6.

For the analysis of the line nodes, we find the following change of basis particularly useful,

Ĥ ′(p) = Û†φĤ(p)Ûφ,

Ûφ =
1√
2


0 −e−iφ 0 −e−iφ

1 0 1 0

e−iφ 0 −e−iφ 0

0 1 0 −1

 , (3.19)

where φ is the polar angle of momentum

p = (p⊥ cosφ, p⊥ sinφ, pz) (3.20)

in the cylindrical coordinates. The idea behind this basis is to utilize the fact that jz = ± 1
2 and jz = ± 3

2 are pairs of

Kramers doublets. For T− and inversion symmetry in D4h, the Hamiltonian is a unit matrix 1̂2 within each Kramers
doublet. One can therefore change the bases within the Kramers doublets to modify the form of the remaining terms
in the Hamiltonian, and thereby uncover some simplifying properties.
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Consider first the regime (quantified below) when the linear BIA term is much smaller than strain. In this case, it
may be included into the linear model of Sec. III B 1. To leading order, the linear BIA term (2.10) may be taken as
constant at the Dirac points (0, 0,±upu),

β1M̂1(±upu) = ±um


0 0 1 0

0 0 0 −1

1 0 0 0

0 −1 0 0

 ,

where

m =
√

3
2 β12pu. (3.21)

The Hamiltonian of the linear-in-momentum low-energy model with the linear BIA term reads

ĤLN (k̂) =

(
ĤLN+u (k̂) 0̂

0̂ ĤLN−u (k̂)

)
, HLN±u (k̂) = HD±u(k̂) + β1M̂1(±upu). (3.22)

The BIA term couples the ±jz pairs of jz = + 3
2 ,+

1
2 and jz = − 1

2 ,−
3
2 states, which are decoupled in the Dirac

semimetal [Eq. (3.15)]. However, utilizing the change of basis (3.19),

Ĥ′LN±u (k⊥ cosφ, k⊥ sinφ, k̂z) = Û†φH
LN
±u (k⊥ cosφ, k⊥ sinφ, k̂z)Ûφ,

we are still able to present the Hamiltonian in the block-diagonal form

Ĥ′LN±u (k⊥ cosφ, k⊥ sinφ, k̂z) = εu1̂4 ±u


(v0 + vz)k̂z v⊥k⊥ −m 0 0

v⊥k⊥ −m (v0 − vz)k̂z 0 0

0 0 (v0 + vz)k̂z v⊥k⊥ +m

0 0 v⊥k⊥ +m (v0 − vz)k̂z

 , (3.23)

For each Dirac point ±u, the four bands are

εLN,lin±u,+m,±(k) = εu ±u v0kz ±
√

(v⊥k⊥ −m m)2 + (vzkz)2, (3.24)

εLN,lin±u,−m,±(k) = εu ±u v0kz ±
√

(v⊥k⊥ +m m)2 + (vzkz)2, (3.25)

arising from the two decoupled blocks, respectively, which we label ±m. Comparing to the double-degenerate bands
(3.17) of the Dirac semimetal, we see that, for this linear model, the effect of the linear BIA term is to shift the
dependence of the bands on k⊥ by ±mm/v⊥ for every φ, thereby lifting their double-degeneracy. In other words, each
±u Dirac point is indeed transformed into a line node, which under this approximation is a circle of radius

pβ1
=
|m|
v⊥

=
|β1|

αz + 2
5α�

(3.26)

in the pz = ±upu plane. This momentum scale characterizes the linear BIA term and arises when the quadratic
terms of the Luttinger semimetal and the linear BIA term are of the same magnitude (note that pβ1 does not contain
strain). The above linear model [Eqs. (3.22) and (3.23)] is valid when pβ1 � pu, which quantifies the regime when
the linear BIA term is much smaller than strain. The characteristic energy scale

εβ1 = β1pu (3.27)

of the linear BIA term in the regime pβ1 � pu is set by Eq. (3.21) and does involve strain, since the latter is dominant.
When pβ1 ∼ pu are comparable, εβ1 ∼ β1pβ1 becomes strain-independent.

Further, we apply the basis change (3.19) to the Luttinger Hamiltonian (3.18) of the line-node semimetal, the form

of Ĥ ′LN (p) = Û†φĤ
LN (p)Ûφ is presented in Appendix A. In the presence of cubic anisotropy (α� 6= 0), for arbitrary

φ, we confirm the existence of the ±u line nodes numerically, with momentum and energy

p = (pLN⊥ (φ) cosφ, pLN⊥ (φ) sinφ,±upLNz (φ)), ε = εLN (φ), φ ∈ [0, 2φ). (3.28)
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The momenta pLN⊥ (φ) and pLNz (φ) and energy εLN (φ) of the line nodes have some dependence on φ, which is, however,
numerically quite weak in the regime pβ1

∼ pu and very weak in the regime pβ1
� pu. Therefore, the line node is

a circle to a high accuracy in the whole regime pβ1
. pu. Note that in the regime pβ1

� pu, the momentum
pLN⊥ (φ) ≈ pβ1

[Eq. (3.26)] is determined by the linear BIA parameter β1 and is virtually independent of strain u,
while the momentum pLNz (φ) ≈ pu [Eq. (3.8)] and energy εLN (φ) ≈ εu [Eq. (3.9)] are determined by strain and are
virtually independent of the linear BIA parameter. The same concerns the momenta pW⊥ and pWz and energy εW of
the Weyl points below. For the parameters of HgTe (Tab. I) and the strain value u = −3meV used in the subsequent
calculations, which correspond well to the regime pβ1 � pu, the dependencies pLN⊥ (φ), pLNz (φ), and εLN (φ) are
presented in Fig. 2.

Without the cubic anisotropy (α� = 0), we are also able to prove the existence of the line node analytically: one

can see explicitly that for p⊥ = pβ1 |α�=0 = |β1|
αz

one of the states is completely decoupled from the other three in

the Hamiltonian Ĥ ′LN (p)|α�=0 at any φ. Hence, the band of this state can cross with the bands of the other three

states and this indeed happens for one of the latter. Therefore, in this case, pLN⊥ |α�=0 = |β1|
αz

of the line node is

φ-independent; however, pLNz (φ)|α�=0 and εLN (φ)|α�=0 still have some weak dependence on φ (since the linear BIA
term breaks axial rotation symmetry about the z axis) and need to be obtained numerically.

We also notice that the Hamiltonian Ĥ ′LN (p) (with cubic anisotropy, α� 6= 0) is block-diagonal at φ = ±π4 , which
is due to reflection symmetry in D2d. The bulk spectrum of each block can easily be found and for one of the blocks
its two bands cross at (p⊥, pz) = (pLN⊥ (±π4 ), pLNz (±π4 )) given by

pLN⊥ (±π4 ) = pβ1 , [pLNz (±π4 )]2 = 1
2p

2
β1

+ p2
u, (3.29)

for any relation between pu and pβ1
, which signifies the node.

We use this simplification to analytically derive the next low-energy model: the linear-in-momentum model around
the +u line node at φ = π

4 . We expand the Hamiltonian Ĥ ′LN (p) of the line-node semimetal about the momentum

( 1√
2
p⊥π4 ,

1√
2
p⊥π4 , pz

π
4

) of the line node at φ = π
4 to linear order in momentum deviation (q⊥, qφ, qz) expressed in the

local basis of the cylindrical coordinates,

p = ( 1√
2
(p⊥π4 + q⊥ − qφ), 1√

2
(p⊥π4 + q⊥ + qφ), pz π4 + qz).

Here, we denote p⊥π4 = pLN⊥ (π4 ) and pz π4 = pLNz (π4 ) for brevity, qφ is the momentum component along the direction
1√
2
(−1, 1, 0) tangent to the line node at φ = π

4 , while q⊥ and qz are perpendicular to it.

For the block of the two states that form the line node, we obtain

ˆ̃H′LN (q⊥, qφ, qz;φ = π
4 ) = τ̂0[εLN (π4 ) + v0⊥q⊥ + v0zqz] + (τ̂xvx⊥ + τ̂yvy⊥)q⊥ + τ̂z(vz⊥q⊥ + vzzqz). (3.30)

Here, τ̂0,x,y,z are the unity and Pauli matrices. The velocities v... are determined by the parameters of the line-node

Hamiltonian ĤLN (p) [Eq. (3.18)] and are provided in Appendix A.
Importantly, we note that the terms at the matrices τ̂x and τ̂y contain only q⊥ and no qz. Therefore, one can

perform a basis change (rotation about the z pseudospin axis) to transform the Hamiltonian to the form

ˆ̃H′′LN (q⊥, qφ, qz;φ = π
4 ) = τ̂0[εLN (π4 ) + v0⊥q⊥ + v0zqz] + τ̂xv

′
x⊥q⊥ + τ̂z(vz⊥q⊥ + vzzqz), (3.31)

where

v′x⊥ =
√
v2
x⊥ + v2

y⊥.

The bulk spectrum of this low-energy model consists of two bands and reads

ε̃LN (q⊥, qφ, qz;φ = π
4 ) = εLN (π4 ) + v0⊥q⊥ + v0zqz ±

√
(v′x⊥q⊥)2 + (vz⊥q⊥ + vzzqz)2.

There is no dependence on momentum qφ in the Hamiltonian (3.31) and, as a consequence, in the spectrum, which
further confirms the existence of the line node. The line node within this model is the straight line q⊥ = qz = 0,
which is the line tangent to the exact line node.

An analogous low-energy model could be derived for every point of the line node, parameterized by φ. The
dependence of the velocity parameters on φ would have to be found numerically.

We believe that this line-node semimetal phase is of accidental nature, in the sense that it is not due to any exact
physical symmetry, since the symmetry D2d is not lowered further upon including the cubic BIA terms, which lift the
line-node degeneracy, see Sec. III D. We do not explore the reasons for the existence of these line nodes further here.
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We also mention that, as shown in Ref. 6, when strain is comparable to the linear BIA term, or weaker, or absent,
pu . pβ1

, additional line nodes arise in the planes px = ±py. These line nodes have a clear origin and are a consequence
of the exact spatial symmetries: reflections along the directions 1√

2
(1,±1, 0) contained in the D2d point group. These

line nodes arise from the crossing of the bands that belong to different (spinful) irreducible representations of the
reflection symmetry group. In this work, we are interested in the regime pu & pβ1

, when strain is larger than the
linear BIA term, although it does not have to be much larger. In this regime, these line nodes are absent.

D. Weyl semimetal for a Td system under strain

Upon adding the cubic BIA terms (2.11)-(2.14) to the Hamiltonian (3.18) of the line-node semimetal, i.e., considering
the Hamiltonian

ĤW (p̂) = ĤTd(p̂) + Ĥu, (3.32)

the degeneracy of each of the two ±u line nodes is lifted everywhere except for the four nodal points

p = (±pW⊥ , 0,±upWz ) and (0,±pW⊥ ,±upWz ).

The resulting system is a Weyl semimetal and the nodal points are the Weyl points, with the asymptotically linear
dispersion of the bands around them. The energy εW of all eight Weyl points is the same due to Td and T− symmetries.
For the considered hierarchy of scales (Sec. V), as with the line node above, pW⊥ ≈ pLN⊥ (0) ≈ pβ1

, pWz ≈ pLNz (0) ≈ pu,
and εW ≈ εLN (0) ≈ εu to a good accuracy. The topological properties of this Weyl semimetal are discussed in detail
in Sec. XII A.

The cubic BIA terms therefore need to be taken into account to create the Weyl semimetal in this type of system;
without them, the Luttinger Hamiltonian of the most general form up to quadratic order in momentum describes the
line-node semimetal, discussed in the previous Sec. III C. This is the only reason why we include the cubic BIA terms.

The cubic BIA terms in the Luttinger model consist of four invariants, characterized by the four coefficients β3i,
i = 1, 2, 3, 4. To our knowledge, their values for materials like HgTe are not well-documented. If the Luttinger model
arises as the low-energy limit of the Kane model (see the next Sec. IV), the parameters of the latter, from which the
cubic BIA parameters of the Luttinger model arise, are also not well-documented.

However, despite this uncertainty, we realize that there is no need to explore the whole space of the four cubic
BIA parameters β3i. When the cubic BIA terms are small, their key effect reduces to opening of the gap at the line
node, everywhere except for the four Weyl points. We demonstrate this by deriving the low-energy model for the
Weyl semimetal at φ = π

4 around the (former) line node, which amounts to incorporating the effect of the cubic BIA

terms into the low-energy model (3.31) for the line-node semimetal. The Weyl-semimetal Hamiltonian Ĥ ′W (p) with
the cubic BIA terms is still exactly block-diagonal at φ = π

4 due to reflection symmetry in D2d. To leading order,
the cubic BIA terms are simply taken at the line-node momentum and produce the momentum-independent energy
terms εα, α = 0, x, y, z, the expressions for which are provided in Appendix A. For the block of the two line-node
states, we obtain

ˆ̃H′W (q⊥, qφ, qz;φ = π
4 ) = τ̂0[εLN (π4 ) + ε0 + v0⊥q⊥+ v0zqz] + τ̂x(εx+ vx⊥q⊥) + τ̂y(εy + vy⊥q⊥) + τ̂z(εz + vz⊥q⊥+ vzzqz).

Performing the same basis change as in Eqs. (3.30) and (3.31) to eliminate the τ̂yq⊥ term, we obtain

ˆ̃H′′W (q⊥, qφ, qz;φ = π
4 ) = τ̂0[εLN (π4 )+ε0+v0⊥q⊥+v0zqz]+τ̂x(ε′x+v′x⊥q⊥)+τ̂y∆W (π4 )+τ̂z(εz+vz⊥q⊥+vzzqz), (3.33)

where

∆W (π4 ) = ε′y =
εyvx⊥ − εxvy⊥√

v2
x⊥ + v2

y⊥

=

√
3p⊥π4 pz

π
4

(p2
z π4
− 1

2p
2
⊥π4

)√
p2
⊥π4

+ 4p2
z π4

(β31 + 7
4β32 + β33 − β34). (3.34)

The bulk spectrum of this model reads

ε̃W (q⊥, qφ, qz;φ = π
4 ) = εLN (π4 )+ε0 +v0⊥q⊥+v0zqz±

√
(ε′x + v′x⊥q⊥)2 + [∆W (π4 )]2 + (εz + vz⊥q⊥ + vzzqz)2. (3.35)

The effect of the cubic BIA terms is contained in the four energy parameters ε0, ε′x, ε′y = ∆W (π4 ), and εz, of which ε0 is

a trivial energy shift. We notice that the term at τ̂y in Eq. (3.33) contains only the energy ∆W (π4 ) and no momentum
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dependence; as a result, the same concern the respective square term under the square root in the spectrum (3.35).
Hence, ∆W (π4 ) [Eq. (3.34)] determines the minimal energy distance (the “gap”) between the two bands at φ = π

4 ,
which is reached at the line in momentum space, where the two other squares are nullified:

ε′x + v′x⊥q⊥ = 0, εz + vz⊥q⊥ + vzzqz = 0.

We see that near the line node, the cubic BIA terms (2.11)-(2.14) have two effects on the spectrum of the line-node
semimetal: (i) they shift the position of the line node in both momentum and energy via ε0, ε′x, and εz; (ii) they
open a gap, determined by ∆W (π4 ). The shift of the line node (which is also small due to the assumed smallness of
the cubic BIA terms) is inconsequential for the bulk or surface states, whereas the gap opening qualitatively modifies
their spectrum.

We see that the gap (3.34) is determined by the linear combination of the four parameters β3i of the cubic BIA
terms (2.11)-(2.14), which does not even depend on the relation between p⊥π4 and pz π4 . This way, we were able
to aggregate (and thus characterize by) the key effect of the four cubic BIA terms into just this one quantity: the
gap at the line node. The exact values of the four parameters β3i are of no significance, since their effect results
in just one qualitative change of the spectrum. Therefore, there is no need to explore their whole parameter space,
as any combination will describe the general behavior. We prove this further in Sec. VI B by comparing the bulk
and surface-state spectra for two sets of values of β3i. Having established that, we use just one set of values of β3i,
provided in Tab. I and discussed at the end of Sec. IV C, for the main calculations for the Weyl semimetal.

This gap determines the characteristic energy scale

εβ3
= ∆W (π4 ) (3.36)

of the cubic BIA terms in the considered hierarchy of scales (Sec. V). The corresponding momentum scale

pβ3 =
εβ3

vD
(3.37)

is related via the typical velocity vD = αzpu of the linear spectrum around the Dirac point.
One could similarly derive an analogous low-energy linear-in-momentum model for the Weyl semimetal at every

point of the (former) line node, parameterized by φ. The dependence of the energy parameters on φ would also have
to be found numerically. The most important object of such a family of models would be the dependence of the gap
∆W (φ) along the (former) line node. One can anticipate that, for a sensibly chosen local φ-dependent basis of the
two eigenstates of the line node, the real gap ∆W (φ) will switch sign at the Weyl points. It is clear by symmetry that
the extrema of ∆W (φ) are reached at φ = ±π4 and are therefore given by the derived expression ∆W (π4 ) [Eq. (3.34)].

IV. LUTTINGER MODEL AS THE LOW-ENERGY LIMIT OF THE KANE MODEL

In this section, we demonstrate the relation of the Luttinger model for the j = 3
2 states, presented in Sec. II above,

to the Kane model [23, 24, 28], when the former arises as the low-energy limit of the latter. The goals of considering
such relation are as follows. (i) To demonstrate that hybridization between the j = 1

2 and j = 3
2 states can lead to

a qualitative change of the low-energy band structure of the j = 3
2 states, resulting in the creation of the Luttinger

semimetal phase. (ii) To derive the parameters of the Luttinger model from those of the Kane model for real materials,
since the latter are better researched. The Kane model is more commonly used in the studies of a large family of
semiconductor and semimetal materials [30], such as α-Sn and HgTe. (iii) To derive the effective BCs for the Luttinger
model from the hard-wall BCs of the Kane model, which have a clear physical interpretation. (iv) To establish the
validity range of the Luttinger model, which will then be used in the next sections to demonstrate the quantitative
asymptotic agreement within this range of the surface states obtained from the two models.

A. General Hamiltonian for the Kane model

The Kane model includes, in addition to the quartet of the j = 3
2 states, the doublet of the j = 1

2 states of opposite
inversion parity. The wave function reads

Ψ̂K(r) =

(
Ψ̂K

1
2

(r)

Ψ̂K
3
2

(r)

)
, Ψ̂K

1
2

(r) =

(
ΨK

1
2 ,+

1
2

(r)

ΨK
1
2 ,−

1
2

(r)

)
, Ψ̂K

3
2

(r) =


ΨK

3
2 ,+

3
2

(r)

ΨK
3
2 ,+

1
2

(r)

ΨK
3
2 ,−

1
2

(r)

ΨK
3
2 ,−

3
2

(r)

 , (4.1)
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where the labels denote the j, jz quantum numbers.
The Kane Hamiltonian has the corresponding block structure

ĤK(p̂) =

(
ĤK

1
2

1
2

(p̂) ĤK
1
2

3
2

(p̂)

ĤK
3
2

1
2

(p̂) ĤK
3
2

3
2

(p̂)

)
, ĤK

3
2

1
2
(p̂) = ĤK†

1
2

3
2

(p̂), (4.2)

here the cross blocks describe the hybridization between the j = 3
2 and j = 1

2 states. Its most general form can
also be obtained using the method of invariants within the Hilbert space (4.1). Of course, the symmetry structure of

the ĤK
3
2

3
2

(p̂) block is the same as that of the Luttinger Hamiltonian for the j = 3
2 states only, presented in Sec. II.

Following the same symmetry hierarchy (2.2), one can present the Hamiltonians for the three spatial points groups
(and time-reversal symmetry T−) as

ĤK,Oh(p̂) = ĤK,O(3)(p̂) + δĤK,Oh⊂O(3)(p̂), (4.3)

ĤK,Td(p̂) = ĤK,Oh(p̂) + δĤK,Td⊂Oh(p̂), (4.4)

with analogous meaning of the terms as in Eqs. (2.3) and (2.4).
The most general form of the Kane model for full spherical symmetry O(3) reads

ĤK,O(3)(p̂) =

(
(∆ + γ 1

2
p̂2)1̂2 vM̂v(p̂)

vM̂†v (p̂) γ0p̂
21̂4 + γzM̂z(p̂)

)
. (4.5)

M̂v(p̂) = 3√
2
(T̂ · p̂). (4.6)

Here, ε = ∆, 0 are the energy levels of the j = 1
2 and j = 3

2 states, respectively, at zero momentum; γ 1
2
, γ0,z are the

curvature parameters of the quadratic terms. The 4× 2 matrices T̂ = (T̂x, T̂y, T̂z) are the basis matrices for the cross

block ĤK
1
2

3
2

(p̂) belonging to the angular-momentum-1 irreducible representation of O(3) [24, 29]. Thus, for spherical

O(3) symmetry (and for cubic Oh below), there is just one invariant M̂v(p̂) for the hybridization between the j = 3
2

and j = 1
2 states; its coefficient v is real due to time-reversal symmetry T− and has the dimensionality of velocity.

Upon lowering the symmetry down to cubic, O(3)→ Oh, the only additional term, quadratic in momentum, is the
cubic anisotropy term for the j = 3

2 states

δĤK,Oh⊂O(3)(p̂) =

(
0̂ 0̂

0̂ γ�M̂�(p̂)

)
. (4.7)

Throughout, 0̂ denote the null matrices of the respective sizes.
Upon further lowering the symmetry down to tetrahedral, Oh → Td, the additional, BIA terms up to cubic order

are

δĤK,Td⊂Oh(p̂) =

(
. . . B−M̂−(p̂) +B+M̂+(p̂)

B−M̂
†
−(p̂) +B+M̂

†
+(p̂) β0

1M̂1(p̂) +
∑
i=1,2,3,4 β

0
3iM̂3i(p̂)

)
. (4.8)

There are linear and cubic BIA terms in ĤK
3
2

3
2

(p̂) of the same structure. There are two quadratic invariants in the

ĤK
1
2

3
2

(p̂) block, with real coefficients B± due to time-reversal symmetry T− and the matrix functions

M̂−(p̂) = −
√

3
2 [(T̂xx − T̂yy)(p̂2

z − 1
3 p̂

2)− T̂zz(p̂2
x − p̂2

y)], M̂+(p̂) =
√

3i(T̂xp̂yp̂z + c.p.), (4.9)

where T̂xx, T̂yy, T̂zz are some of the basis matrices for the cross block ĤK
1
2

3
2

(p̂) belonging to the angular-momentum-2

irreducible representation of O(3) [24, 29]. (Note that these three matrices are linearly dependent: T̂xx+T̂yy+T̂zz = 0̂.)

There is also a cubic term in the ĤK
1
2

1
2

(p̂) block in Eq. (4.8); we do not present it here and only denote with . . ., since

it does not contribute to the Luttinger Hamiltonian upon the folding procedure.
Finally, the strain term reads

ĤK
u =

(
0̂ 0̂

0̂ −u0(Ĵ2
z − 5

4 1̂4)

)
. (4.10)

To the lowest, zeroth order, strain only affects the Ĥ 3
2

3
2
(p̂) block.
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FIG. 3. The effect of hybridization v between the j = 1
2

and j = 3
2

states of the Kane model [Eqs. (4.5) and (4.11)] with

spherical symmetry O(3). The “inverted” regime ∆ < 0 is assumed, when the j = 1
2

level ε = ∆ is below the j = 3
2

level

ε = 0 at momentum p = 0, and the bare curvature parameters are assumed to satisfy γ 1
2
> 0 and γ± < 0. The |jn| = 1

2
bands

ε
K,O(3)

|jn|= 1
2
,±(p) [Eq. (4.12)] and the |jn| = 3

2
bands ε

K,O(3)

|jn|= 3
2

(p) [Eq. (4.13)] are shown. Due to symmetry, the |jn| = 3
2

states are

unaffected by hybridization. (a) For absent hybridization, v = 0, the |jn| = 1
2

bands of j = 3
2

and j = 1
2

states cross. (b)

For weaker hybridization, v2 < ∆γ+, the coupling of the |jn| = 1
2

states results in avoided crossing of the bands ε
K,O(3)

|jn|= 1
2
,±(p).

(c) For stronger hybridization, v2 > ∆γ+, level repulsion causes the bands ε
K,O(3)

|jn|= 1
2
,±(p) to become monotonous, so that the

band ε
K,O(3)

|jn|= 1
2
,+

(p) = ε
K,O(3)

j= 3
2
,|jn|= 1

2

(p) [Eq. (4.16)] at small p switches from hole to electron character and the system becomes a

Luttinger semimetal with a quadratic node. The Luttinger-semimetal regime (c) of the Kane model is realized in materials like
HgTe and α-Sn and is considered in this work.

∆ γ 1
2

γ0 γz γ� v2 β0
1 B+ B−

HgTe −303 meV 1
2me

−4.1 1
2me

−1.96 1
2me

−1.6 1
2me

12.53 1
2me

eV −4.31 meV nm −75.48 meV nm2 0

TABLE II. The values of the parameters used for the Kane model ĤK(p) [Eq. (4.2)] of HgTe. Except for B±, the parameters
of HgTe are taken from Refs. 31 and 32. The not well-documented bare cubic BIA parameters β0

3i = 0 of the j = 3
2

states were
assumed zero and the parameters B+ and B− = 0 were determined via Eq. (4.24) from the chosen values of the cubic BIA
parameters β3i (Tab. I) for the Luttinger model, to have correspondence between the models, see the end of Sec. IV C for the
explanation.

B. Hybridization effect between j = 3
2

and j = 1
2

states

Suppose one starts with a model “larger” than the Luttinger model, that besides the j = 3
2 states also includes

other states, separated at p = 0 by finite energies; the above Kane model with additional j = 1
2 states, separated

by ∆, is one specific example. But one is still only interested in momentum and energy scales in the vicinity of the
j = 3

2 states at p = 0, so that the energy deviations are much smaller than ∆. In this low-energy limit, one would

expect that the model that includes only the j = 3
2 states, the most general form of which has been presented above

in Sec. II, would be sufficient. And this is indeed true; however, the relation between these two models is nontrivial.

One cannot simply neglect the j = 1
2 states in Eqs. (4.1) and (4.2) and consider the block ĤK

3
2

3
2

(p) with its “bare”

parameters as the effective low-energy Hamiltonian just for the j = 3
2 states, even in this low-energy limit, for energies

and momenta close to (ε,p) = (0,0). This is because the polynomial momentum terms in ĤK
3
2

3
2

(p) are themselves

small compared to ∆ for small p. The hybridization with the j = 1
2 states via the cross block ĤK

1
2

2
3

(p) at nonzero

p generates effective polynomial momentum terms within j = 3
2 states (via virtual transitions to the j = 1

2 states
and back), which, even though they are much smaller than ∆, can be comparable to or even more dominant than
these bare terms. As a result, these hybridization effects can lead to a significant, qualitative change of the local band
structure in the vicinity of the j = 3

2 level (ε,p) = (0,0).

We first illustrate this hybridization effect for the whole bulk spectrum of the Kane model for full rotation symmetry
O(3). As for the Luttinger model in Sec. III A, in this case, for momentum p = pn of arbitrary direction, the
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Hamiltonian is block-diagonal in the basis of states with definite projection jn = + 3
2 ,+

1
2 ,−

1
2 ,−

3
2 on that direction

and these blocks are the same for the subspaces of ±jn states with opposite projections. Hence, the |j, jn〉 = | 32 ,±
3
2 〉

states are decoupled from the rest. The two pairs (| 12 ,+
1
2 〉, |

3
2 ,+

1
2 〉) and (| 12 ,−

1
2 〉, |

3
2 ,−

1
2 〉) of the states have the

Hamiltonian block (
∆ + γ 1

2
p2 vp

vp (γ0 + γz)p
2

)
, (4.11)

which can easily be diagonalized.
Altogether, the bulk spectrum of the O(3)-symmetric Kane model consists of three double-degenerate bands

ε
K,O(3)

|jn|= 1
2 ,±

(p) =∆
2 + 1

2 (γ 1
2

+ γ+)p2 ±
√

[∆
2 + 1

2 (γ 1
2
− γ+)p2]2 + v2p2, (4.12)

ε
K,O(3)

j= 3
2 ,|jn|=

3
2

(p) =γ−p
2, (4.13)

where we introduce

γ± = γ0 ± γz. (4.14)

At small momenta, the spectrum becomes

ε
K,O(3)

j= 1
2 ,|jn|=

1
2

(p) =ε
K,O(3)

|jn|= 1
2 ,−

(p) = ∆ +

(
γ 1

2
+
v2

∆

)
p2 +O(p4), (4.15)

ε
K,O(3)

j= 3
2 ,|jn|=

1
2

(p) =ε
K,O(3)

|jn|= 1
2 ,+

(p) =

(
γ+ −

v2

∆

)
p2 +O(p4), (4.16)

ε
K,O(3)

j= 3
2 ,|jn|=

3
2

(p) =γ−p
2, (4.17)

where one may identify and label the two bands ± of |jn| = 1
2 states as originating from the j = 1

2 and j = 3
2 states

at p = 0. This quadratic expansion as valid at p� p∆, where

p∆ =

√
∆

γ 1
2
− γ+ + 2v2

∆

(4.18)

is the momentum scale associated with the level spacing ∆, obtained by comparing the terms under the square root
in (4.12), which thereby determines the validity range of the Luttinger model.

Examining Eqs. (4.15), (4.16), and (4.17), we see that the effect of hybridization at small momenta is to change

the curvatures of the bands, via the term v2

∆ ; γ 1
2
, γ± [Eq. (4.14)] are the “bare” curvatures of the quadratic bands in

the absence of hybridization, when v = 0. Due to spherical symmetry, this affects only the |jn| = 1
2 bands, while the

|jn| = 3
2 bands with the curvature γ− remain unaffected.

For many semiconductor materials, the bare curvature parameters are such that

γ 1
2
> 0, γ± < 0,

i.e., without hybridization (v = 0) the j = 1
2 states would have an electron character and both bands of the j = 3

2
states would have a hole character. In the so-called inverted regime

∆ < 0,

the j = 3
2 level ε = 0 at p = 0 is above the j = 1

2 level ε = ∆. Figure 3 shows the effect of the hybridization v between

the |jn| = 1
2 states in this regime. Without hybridization (v = 0), the two bands (4.12) of the |jn| = 1

2 states cross.

Introducing hybridization opens up a gap between these bands. For weaker hybridization, v2 < ∆γ+, the character of
the bands at small momentum remains the same, and the |jn| = 1

2 bands are nonmonotonous at larger p. The system
is a metal with a Fermi surface in this regime. For stronger hybridization,

v2 > ∆γ+,

the j = 3
2 , |jn| = 1

2 band (4.16) at small p switches from hole to electron character, and the system becomes a
Luttinger semimetal with a quadratic node. This is the regime of parameters of the Kane model realized in α-Sn,
HgTe, and many similar materials and considered in the rest of the work.
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C. Derivation of Luttinger model from Kane model via folding procedure

When the Luttinger model for the j = 3
2 states arises as the low-energy limit of the Kane model for the j = 3

2

and j = 1
2 states, the former can be derived from the latter via a systematic “folding” procedure [24], which we now

present. This procedure systematically excludes the remote j = 1
2 states from the Hilbert space, while taking into

account the effect of hybridization to them, and establishes the relation between the parameters of the two model.
The procedure can be carried out to derive both the Hamiltonian and BCs.

It is technically simpler to carry out the derivation of the Hamiltonian in momentum space; however, analogous
steps can be performed in real space. For a plane-wave wave function Ψ̂Keipr [Eq. (4.1)] with momentum p and

constant Ψ̂K , the stationary Schrödinger equation for the Kane model in the block form [Eq. (4.2)] reads(
ĤK

1
2

1
2

(p) ĤK
1
2

3
2

(p)

ĤK
3
2

1
2

(p) ĤK
3
2

3
2

(p)

)(
Ψ̂K

1
2

Ψ̂K
3
2

)
= ε

(
Ψ̂K

1
2

Ψ̂K
3
2

)
. (4.19)

We exclude Ψ̂K
1
2

from the above equations to obtain the equationĤK
3
2

3
2
(p) + ĤK

3
2

1
2
(p)

1

ε1̂2 − ĤK
1
2

1
2

(p)
ĤK

1
2

3
2
(p)

 Ψ̂K
3
2

= εΨ̂K
3
2

(4.20)

solely for Ψ̂K
3
2

. This equation has a form of the stationary Schrödinger equation for Ψ̂K
3
2

, where the matrix in the

left-hand-side could be viewed as an effective Hamiltonian for it. The first term ĤK
3
2

3
2

(p) is the “bare” Hamiltonian

and the second term is the “correction” due to the hybridization with the j = 1
2 states. Physically, it can be seen as

the effect of virtual transitions to the j = 1
2 states and back.

However, this interpretation of the left-hand-side as a Hamiltonian is quantitatively rigorous only to lowest order,
when the energy and momentum in the inverse matrix are taken at the values (ε,p) = (0,0) of the j = 3

2 level. In

this limit, the j = 3
2 part Ψ̂K

3
2

of the wave function (4.1) of the Kane model may be identified as the wave function

[Eq. (2.1)]

ψ̂ ← Ψ̂K
3
2

of the low-energy Luttinger model, and the matrix in the left-hand-side as its Hamiltonian

Ĥ(p) +O(p4)← ĤK
3
2

3
2
(p) + ĤK

3
2

1
2
(p)

1

−ĤK
1
2

1
2

(0)
ĤK

1
2

3
2
(p), (4.21)

so that Eq. (4.20) indeed takes the form of the effective stationary Schrödinger equation

Ĥ(p)ψ̂ = εψ̂.

For a given symmetry, the correction part in the Luttinger Hamiltonian (4.21) has, of course, the same symmetry

structure as the bare Hamiltonian ĤK
3
2

3
2

(p), and can be presented as a linear combination of the respective invariants.

The whole effective Luttinger Hamiltonian (4.21) has therefore the symmetry structure presented in Sec. II with the
coefficients (α0,z,�, u, β1, β3i). And the effect of hybridization with the j = 1

2 states in the low-energy limit can be

regarded as the “renormalization” of the “bare” coefficients (γ0,z,�, u
0, β0

1 , β
0
3i) of ĤK

3
2

3
2

(p). Since the hybridization

block ĤK
1
2

3
2

(p) starts with the linear terms [Eq. (4.6)], the generated terms are at least quadratic in p. Therefore,

there are no generated strain Ĵ2
z − 5

4 1̂4 [Eq. (2.15)] and linear BIA M̂1(p) [Eq. (2.10)] terms in Eq. (4.21) and these
parameters remain equal to their bare values:

u = u0,

β1 = β0
1 . (4.22)
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The quadratic terms in Eq. (4.21) are generated from the linear term [Eq. (4.6)] in both ĤK
3
2

1
2

(p) and ĤK
1
2

3
2

(p). Since

these terms and ĤK
1
2

1
2

(0) have O(3) symmetry, only the 1̂4p
2 and M̂z(p) invaiants of O(3) are generated, and no cubic

anisotropy invariant M̂�(p) of Oh. The renormalized curvature parameters are

α0 = γ0 −
v2

2∆
, αz = γz −

v2

2∆
, α� = γ�. (4.23)

The corresponding curvature parameters

α+b = γ+ −
v2

∆
, α−b = γ−

of the bulk bands ε
L,O(3)

|jn|= 1
2

(p) = α+bp
2 and ε

L,O(3)

|jn|= 3
2

(p) = α−bp
2 [Eqs. (3.2), (3.3), and (3.4)] of the O(3)-symmetric

Luttinger model agree with those of Eqs. (4.16) and (4.17), respectively, of the O(3)-symmetric Kane model at small

momenta. In particular, the ε
L,O(3)

|jn|= 1
2

(p) band is affected by the hybridization with the j = 1
2 states and the ε

L,O(3)

|jn|= 3
2

(p)

band is not, due to the symmetries discussed above. In the inverted regime ∆ < 0, for strong enough hybridization,

the ε
L,O(3)

|jn|= 1
2

(p) band becomes electron-like, α+b > 0, even if the bare one was hole-like, γ+ < 0, and the system is in

the Luttinger semimetal regime.
Additional cubic BIA terms are generated in Eq. (4.21) from the linear term M̂v(p) [Eq. (4.6)] in one hybridization

block and the quadratic term M̂±(p) [Eq. (4.9)] in the other. The renormalized coefficients of the cubic BIA terms of
the Luttinger Hamiltonian (4.21) read

β31 = β0
31 +

√
2

3

v(B+ − 9
4B−)

∆
, β32 = β0

32 +

√
2

3

vB−
∆

, β33 = β0
33 +

√
2

3

vB−
6∆

, β34 = β0
34 −

√
2

3

vB−
3∆

. (4.24)

To have more practical relevance, we perform calculations of the surface states of the line-node and Weyl semimetals
for the parameters of HgTe. The parameters γ0,z,�, v, ∆, and β0

1 of the Kane model for HgTe are quite well-
established [31, 32], presented in Tab. II. These determine the curvature parameters α0,z,� [Eq. (4.23)] and the linear
BIA parameter [Eq. (4.22)] of the Luttinger model, presented in Tab. I. Note that for HgTe the renormalization
correction term ∼ v2/∆ in Eq. (4.23) is much stronger than the bare curvature values γ0,z; as a result, there is quite
a strong particle-hole asymmetry in the Luttinger semimetal: α+ � |α−|.

On the other hand, to our knowledge, the bare cubic BIA parameters β0
3i and B± parameters are not well-

documented. These parameters determine according to Eq. (4.24) the cubic BIA parameters β3i of the Luttinger
model. However, as we have demonstrated in Sec. III D, within the Luttinger model, for a well-defined hierarchy of
scales (Sec. V) the exact values of the four parameters β3i are of no significance, since the key qualitative effect of
the cubic BIA terms is the opening of the gap (3.34) in the Weyl-semimetal phase at the line node, whose magnitude
is determined by the linear combination of β3i. For this reason, we choose to perform the calculations within the
Luttinger model for only β31 nonzero and β32 = β33 = β34 = 0, as provided in Tab. I. In Sec. VI B, we also explic-
itly demonstrate the equivalence of the spectra between this case and the one with both β31 and β34 nonzero and
β32 = β33 = 0. The chosen value of β31 is close to the one estimated from the unpublished DFT calculations. To have
correspondence (4.24) with the parameters of the Kane model, when the comparison between the two is performed in
Sec. XIV C, we assume the bare cubic BIA parameters β0

3i = 0 of the Kane model zero and calculate B+ and B− = 0
from the chosen values of β3i of the Luttinger model.

We also observe an interesting property (although it does not seem consequential). Inserting the expressions (4.24)
into Eq. (3.34) for the gap at the line node due to the cubic BIA terms,

∆W (π4 ) =

√
3p⊥π4 pz

π
4

(p2
z π4
− 1

2p
2
⊥π4

)√
p2
⊥π4

+ 4p2
z π4

(
β0

31 + 7
4β

0
32 + β0

33 − β0
34 +

√
2

3

vB+

∆

)
.

we note that B− drops out. This means that, at least in the regime of small cubic BIA terms, there is no effect of
the B− term on the gap.

D. Boundary conditions for the Luttinger semimetal model

The bound states of any continuum model can be explored once its bulk Hamiltonian has been supplemented with
proper BCs. Possible BCs of continuum models is an interesting and rather large topic on its own [8, 33–55]. The
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most general form of them is governed by the fundamental principle of quantum mechanics, the norm conservation
of the wave function, which translates to nullification of the probability current at the surface. Such general BCs for
the Luttinger model is an open problem.

In this work, we focus on just one instance of possible BCs for the Luttinger model in the semimetal regime. Namely,
we consider BCs for the Luttinger model that correspond to the well-known hard-wall BCs for the Kane model. For
O(3) symmetry, we have derived such BCs via the folding procedure in the previous work and demonstrated that the
Luttinger semimetal model with these BCs exhibits surface states.

For the hard-wall BCs for the Kane model, all components of the wave function vanish at the boundary; e.g., for
the sample occupying the half space z > 0 with the boundary z = 0, they read

Ψ̂K(x, y, z = 0) = 0̂. (4.25)

These BCs have a clearly physical interpretation: the vacuum at z < 0 can be described by the Kane model with
the positive ∆′ > 0 and large ∆′ � |∆| level spacing, so that the system is an insulator. Then any solutions to the
stationary Schrödinger equation at energy ε ∼ ∆ will decay into z < 0. In the limit ∆′ → +∞, all components of the
Kane-model wave function (4.1) vanish already at the surface.

The corresponding previously derived BCs for the Luttinger semimetal model read

ψ̂(x, y, z = 0) = 0̂. (4.26)

These BCs apply within the validity range of the Luttinger model, at |p| � p∆ and |ε| � ∆.
When the Hamiltonian is modified by adding new terms, one must check whether the BCs are still valid. Funda-

mentally, any BCs that nullify the probability current through the surface are valid. Since the current contributions
of all terms up to quadratic order in momentum contain the wave function, both BCs (4.25) and (4.26) remains valid
when such term are added. In particular, these BCs remain valid in the presence of the strain, linear BIA, and cubic
anisotropy terms.

What concerns the cubic BIA terms, on the other hand, their current contributions generally do not vanish for the
BCs (4.26). However, as we explained above, the sole purpose of including them is to create a Weyl semimetal by
lifting the accidental degeneracy of the line node. The momentum scale pβ3

[Eq. (3.37)] of the cubic BIA terms in
the vicinity of the line node is assumed to be much smaller than the scales of strain pu [Eq. (3.8)] and linear BIA
term pβ1

[Eq. (3.26)] that create the very line-node structure. While the momentum regions where cubic BIA terms
would becomes comparable are outside of the validity ranges of the models. Hence, the effect of the cubic BIA terms
on the BCs may be neglected in the regime of interest, even if the probability current of the cubic terms does not
vanish exactly; meaning that the difference between the wave function satisfying the BCs (4.26) and the correctly
modified BCs, for which the current with the cubic BIA terms included would vanish, is negligible. The corresponding
necessary adjustment of the method of calculating surface states (Sec. VI) when the cubic BIA terms are included is
explained in Sec. VI B.

V. HIERARCHY OF SCALES AND LOW-ENERGY MODELS FOR THE STUDY OF SURFACE
STATES

The Hamiltonians for the Kane, Luttinger, and linear models presented in the previous Secs. II, III, and IV, with
multiple “successive” semimetal phases, are a perfect framework to illustrate the following important point, which is
rather general and applies to other systems with similar properties.

This system is quite special in that each consecutive perturbation (compressive strain, linear BIA term, cubic BIA
terms) does not gap out the previous semimetal phase, but creates a new type of semimetal phase (in contrast,
for tensile strain, the system would be a topological insulator, at which point significant modifications of the band
structure would stop). When a new perturbation is introduced, the most “eventful”, significant qualitative changes
of the band structure occur around the nodes of the previous semimetal phase, in the region of the size set by the
scale of the perturbation, where they transform into the nodal fine structure of the new semimetal phase. These
changes occur for both bulk and surface states. At the same time, outside of these “eventful” successively smaller
momentum regions, the effects of these new perturbations remain comparatively small and do not lead to qualitative
changes. There, the behavior of both bulk and surface states remains only weakly affected, as it is governed by more
dominant terms that define the previous semimetal phase. Importantly, since we have demonstrated that already the
unperturbed Luttinger semimetal exhibits surface states, this sequential evolution of the surfaces states starts with
Luttinger semimetal and continues all the way down to the Weyl semimetal.

If there is a well-defined hierarchy of the scales of perturbations, there is a corresponding hierarchy of successively
smaller momentum and energy regions, in which different distinct behaviors of the bulk and surface states will manifest,
accompanied by crossovers between them.
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Turning to the theoretical description of such a system, if one starts with a rather general model that contains all the
perturbations with a well-defined hierarchy, then there exists a corresponding hierarchy of low-energy models, valid
within the respective momentum and energy ranges around the nodes of successive semimetal phases. Each successive
low-energy model will be simpler, with less degrees of freedom (wave-function components or momentum powers in
the Hamiltonian). For multiple scales, one can talk about a chain of embedded low-energy models. Such low-energy
models can be derived by utilizing a variant of the systematic low-energy expansion procedure. Importantly, since not
only the Hamiltonians, but also the BCs can be derived this way, the low-energy model will capture all the properties
of the surface states within its validity range, where they will be in the quantitative asymptotic agreement with the
surface states obtained from all the “larger” models that embed this low-energy model.

On the one hand, the largest model has the largest validity range, and all the lower-energy effects can be taken
into account within it. The main advantage of such model is that the behaviors of the surface states at all lower
scales, as well as the crossovers between them, will be captured by it. This demonstration of different behaviors in
various ranges is possible only within the largest model, which includes all these scales. However, such model has
more degrees of freedom and is more complicated for the theoretical analysis.

On the other hand, “smaller” low-energy models embedded in it have a narrower validity range, but their analysis
is simpler, oftentimes simple enough that the surface states can be found analytically. Perhaps the most important
aspect of employing low-energy models is that they allow one to clearly identify the mechanisms of the surface states,
by isolating the minimal ingredients needed for them and discarding other effects that turn out to be nonessential.

Which model or set of models is more preferable for the analysis is a separate question. Our methodological goal
here is to explicitly demonstrate the said relations between the models and thereby prove that low-energy models
supplemented with proper BCs are perfectly applicable for studying surface states.

Specifically for the system described in the previous Secs. II, III, and IV, when all perturbations are present, we
assume the following hierarchy of their energy [Eqs. (3.27) and (3.36)] and momentum [Eqs. (3.8), (3.26), (3.37), and
(4.18)] scales:

εβ3
� εβ1

. |u| � |∆| � ε∗K , (5.1)

pβ3 � pβ1 . pu � p∆ � p∗K . (5.2)

This hierarchy is also satisfied well in HgTe (for the properly chosen strain).
The Kane model is the “largest” considered continuum model. It has some cutoff energy and momentum scales

(ε∗K , p
∗
K), so that it is valid (i.e., is quantitatively accurate) at energies ε and momenta p below these scales, satisfying

the conditions

|ε| � ε∗K , |p| � p∗K .

The cutoff scales are not explicitly present in the model itself. Outside of this range, other remote bands or higher-
order momentum terms would need to be taken into account (or a lattice model could be considered) and in relation
to such larger model, the Kane model would in turn serve as a low-energy model.

The first low-energy model, embedded into the Kane model, is the Luttinger model, applicable around the level
(ε,p) = (0,0) of the j = 3

2 states. The energy separation ∆ between the j = 1
2 and j = 3

2 states and the corresponding
momentum scale p∆ [Eq. (4.18)] of the Kane model serve as the cutoff scales

(ε∗L, p
∗
L) = (|∆|, p∆)

for the Luttinger model, which is valid at

|ε| � |∆|, |p| � p∆.

At this stage, the j = 1
2 states are excluded from the Hilbert space.

Note that if one wants to focus only on the four semimetal phases, whose nodal structures occur in the vicinity of
the j = 3

2 level (ε,p) = (0,0), the Kane model is essentially unnecessary, as it contains redundant degrees of freedom

of the j = 1
2 states. Since the scales of all the perturbations are assumed to be much smaller than (|∆|, p∆), all

their effects can be captured within the Luttinger model and quantitative asymptotic agreement between the bulk
and surface states of the Luttinger and Kane models within this range will manifest. We demonstrate this agreement
in Sec. VII B for the case of the Luttinger semimetal, without any perturbations. In this case, no further scales are
present,

p∆ � p∗K
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is the whole sequence of scales, and there is no other low-energy model to consider. We explicitly demonstrate how
the range of the asymptotic agreement changes with ∆. We also demonstrate this agreement in Sec. XIV C for the
case of the Weyl semimetal, with all the perturbations present.

When compressive strain is added and the Dirac semimetal is created, the linear-in-momentum model (3.14) around
the Dirac points ±upu [Eq. (3.8)] exists, whose cutoff scales (ε∗D, p

∗
D) = (|u|, pu) are set by strain. The validity range

of this model is

|ε− εu| � |u|, |p∓u pu| � pu.

At this stage, the number of the wave-function components (per ±u momentum region) still remains the same, but
the order of momentum is lowered from quadratic to linear. When strain is the only added perturbation, these are
no more scales and features,

pu � p∆ � p∗K

is the whole sequence of scales, and there is no other low-energy model to consider. We demonstrate the asymptotic
agreement between the bulk and surface states of this linear-in-momentum model and the Luttinger model in Sec. X B.

Adding further the linear BIA term, the line-node semimetal is created. In this work, we focus on the regime
pβ1 . pu, where strain is always present, although it does not have to be much larger; we did not find a qualitative
difference in the bulk or surface-state spectrum between the pβ1 � pu and pβ1 ∼ pu regimes. Note that while the
momentum scale pβ1 [Eq. (3.26)] of the linear BIA terms is fixed, strain is to some extent tunable in real materials.
For pβ1

� pu, the effect of the linear BIA term can also be taken into account to leading order in the linear model
around the Dirac points [Eq. (3.22)], since the arising line node fits within its momentum validity range.

Regardless of the relation, whether pβ1
∼ pu or pβ1

� pu, for the line-node semimetal, as discussed in Sec. III C,
the next, φ-dependent low-energy model can be derived, describing the vicinity of the line nodes, which would be
linear in the momentum deviation from the line nodes ±upLN (φ) [Eq. (3.28)]. For each φ, this model includes only
the two degenerate states at each line node, so the number of wave-function components is reduced from four to two.
The model is valid in the regions

|ε− εLN (φ)| � εβ1
, |p∓u pLN (φ)| � pβ1

around the line nodes. If pβ1 � pu, such linear model could be derived from the linear model (3.22) around the
(former) Dirac points. If pβ1 ∼ pu, the latter cannot be used anymore and one has to derive such model from the
Luttinger model (3.18) directly, although for arbitrary φ the coefficients would have to be obtained numerically. For
φ = π

4 , we have derived the Hamiltonian (3.31) for such linear model in Sec. III C. One could also derive the BCs for
this model and calculate the surface states, which we do not do here.

Further, as discussed in Sec. III D, the effect of the cubic BIA terms, which create the Weyl semimetal by gapping
out each line node everywhere except at the four Weyl points, can be included within the same φ-dependent model
around the (former) line nodes. The condition pβ3

� pβ1
ensures that these terms are within the validity range of the

model. We have derived the Hamiltonian (3.33) for such linear model for arbitrary pβ1
. pu and φ = π

4 in Sec. III D.

The Weyl points should be contained in this model and manifest as vanishing of the gap ∆W (φ) at the line node at
φ = 0, π2 , π,

3π
2 as it switches its sign. The very last low-energy model, linear in 3D momentum deviations from the

Weyl points, describing their vicinity, could be obtained by expanding the Hamiltonian of this low-energy model in
φ. Although we do not derive this last low-energy model, we do establish the linear scaling near the projected Weyl
points in Sec. XIII A, which proves that this is be possible.

We note that (as already pointed out in Ref. 6) the linear spectrum around the Weyl points is highly anisotropic: for
the two directions perpendicular to the line node, the characteristic velocity is that vD = αzpu of the linear dispersion
around the (former) Dirac node, while for the direction along the line node, the characteristic velocity

∂φ∆W (0)

pβ1

∼ εβ3

pβ1

∼ vD εβ3

εβ1

is determined by the variation of the gap along the line node and is therefore parametrically much smaller. Accordingly,
the momentum validity range of the linear model around the Weyl points, stemming from the energy range

|ε− εW | � εβ3

is also anisotropic. For example, for the four Weyl points (±pW⊥ , 0,±pWz ) in the py = 0 plane, the range is

|px ∓ pW⊥ |, |pz ∓ pWz | � pβ3
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for the two directions perpendicular to the (gapped out) line node and

|py| � pβ1

for the one direction along the line node.
We also point out that since the energy εLN (φ) of the line node depends on φ, there is a possibility of type-II Weyl

semimetal, when the variation of εLN (φ) exceeds the variation of ∆W (φ). In fact, the former is parametrically larger
than the latter. However, we have seen in Fig. 2 that for pβ1

� pu these variations are numerically very small, which
ensures that in this regime the Weyl semimetal will be of type I. For small enough strain, pu . pβ1

, however, the
transition from type-I to type-II Weyl semimetal should eventually occur.

VI. SEMI-ANALYTICAL METHOD OF CALCULATING SURFACE STATES

A. Outline of the method

In this section, we outline the general semi-analytical method of calculating the surface states of a given continuum
Hamiltonian supplemented with BCs. To be specific, we demonstrate that for the Luttinger Hamiltonian Ĥ(p̂) up
to quadratic order, without the cubic BIA terms, which can be any of the three versions (3.1), (3.7), and (3.18)
of the Luttinger, Dirac, or line-node semimetals, and the BCs (4.26). The same approach holds, however, for any
other continuum Hamiltonian with proper BCs, satisfying the current nullification requirement, in particular, for
the Kane Hamiltonian (4.2) with the hard-wall BCs (4.25), and the linear models with their BCs. The important
nontrivial nuance for the Hamiltonian (3.32) of the Weyl semimetal with the cubic BIA terms is explained afterwards
in Sec. VI B.

We outline the method for the semi-infinite system that occupies the z > 0 half-space, with the surface at z = 0;
however, this works for any half-space with arbitrary surface orientation. Since the BCs (4.26) have translation
symmetry in the x and y directions along the surface, the in-plane momentum (px, py) is conserved and the wave
function of the surface state can be sought in the plane-wave form

ψ̂(x, y, z) = ψ̂(px, py, z)e
i(pxx+pyy).

The problem becomes effectively one-dimensional, in which the in-plane momentum (px, py) enters as a parameter:

the wave function ψ̂(px, py, z) must satisfy the stationary Schrödinger equation

[Ĥ(px, py, p̂z)− ε1̂]ψ̂(px, py, z) = 0̂, (6.1)

the BCs

ψ̂(px, py, z = 0) = 0̂, (6.2)

and must decay into the bulk,

ψ̂(px, py, z → +∞) = 0̂.

The method follows directly from the theory of linear differential equations. For a given energy ε, one first constructs
a general solution to Eq. (6.1) that decays into the bulk. Such solutions can exist only for energies ε within the “gap”
of the bulk continuum spectrum at a given (px, py). Assuming there is only one such “gap” at every (px, py),

ε ∈ (Ez>0,−b(px, py), Ez>0,+b(px, py)), (6.3)

where

Ez>0,+b(px, py) = min
pz,σ

ε+b,σ(px, py, pz), (6.4)

Ez>0,−b(px, py) = max
pz,σ

ε−b,σ(px, py, pz). (6.5)

are the boundaries of the continua of the bulk spectrum: Ez>0,+b(px, py) is the minimum of all upper +b (conduction)
bands (labeled with σ) over pz and Ez>0,−b(px, py) is the maximum of all lower −b (valence) bands (labeled with σ)
over pz. Such general solution is a linear combination of particular solutions of the form

χ̂eipzz, (6.6)
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where the momentum pz satisfies the characteristic equation

det[Ĥ(px, py, pz)− ε1̂] = 0 (6.7)

and χ̂ is the corresponding nontrivial “eigenvector” solution to

[Ĥ(px, py, pz)− ε1̂]χ̂ = 0.

For energies within the gap (6.3), all momentum solutions necessarily have nonzero imaginary parts.

First consider the case without the cubic BIA terms, when the top momentum order of the Hamiltonian Ĥ(px, py, p̂z)
in p̂z is quadratic. There are 2N = 8 momentum pzn(px, py, ε) solutions, of which there are N = 4 with positive and
negative imaginary parts. For the system occupying the z > 0 half-space, only the N = 4 momentum solutions with
positive imaginary parts Im pnz(px, py, ε) > 0, are kept, labeled n = 1, 2, 3, 4, to have decaying particular solutions
(6.6).

The general solutions at a given energy ε, decaying into the bulk, therefore reads

ψ̂(px, py, z, ε) =

N∑
n=1

cnχ̂n(px, py, ε)e
ipzn(px,py,ε)z, (6.8)

where cn are arbitrary coefficients. [It is assumed here that that eigenvectors χ̂n(px, py, ε) are linearly independent. In
the case of degenerate momentum solutions pzn(px, py, ε), the number of eigenvectors may sometimes be less than the
multiplicity. In that case, enough particular solutions still exists, but their coordinate dependence differs from that
of Eq. (6.6). The adaptation to this case is also straightforward and follows from the theory of differential equations.]

Inserting this form into the BCs (6.2), the problem reduces to solving the system of linear homogeneous equations
for the coefficients cn, which can be presented in the matrix equation

X̂(px, py, ε)ĉ = 0̂, (6.9)

where

X̂(px, py, ε) =
(
χ̂1(px, py, ε) . . . χ̂N (px, py, ε)

)
is a matrix whose columns are the eigenvectors of the particular solutions and

ĉ =

 c1
. . .

cN


is the vector of the coefficients. Equation (6.9) has nontrivial solutions for ĉ only if the matrix X̂(px, py, ε) is degenerate,
i.e.,

det X̂(px, py, ε) = 0. (6.10)

The solutions to this equation give the energies ε = Ez>0(px, py) of the surface states and the corresponding nontrivial
solutions ĉ to Eq. (6.9) give their wave functions according to Eq. (6.8).

Depending on the complexity of the model, for some models, the whole procedure can be carried out analytically
(such as the Luttinger model for the Luttinger semimetal and various linear-in-momentum models). For some more
complicated models, the momentum solutions pzn(px, py, ε) and eigenvectors χ̂n(px, py, ε) can be found analytically,
but Eqs. (6.9) and (6.10) cannot be solved analytically. For even more complicated models, the momentum solutions
and eigenvectors cannot be found analytically. In latter two cases, the respective parts of the algorithm have to be
performed numerically. However, this is still a very resource-efficient task (especially compared to the common finite-
size numerical calculations of the surface states): the computational complexity is determined by the number of degrees
of freedom of the continuum model, given by the product of the number of wave-function components and momentum
order of the Hamiltonian. This is why we refer to this method as semi-analytical, in contrast to the common finite-size
numerical calculations of the surface states. Another important advantage of this approach is that the calculations are
performed for a true half-infinite system and there is no limit on the energy and momentum resolution (in contrast to
the finite-size calculations). This is particularly important for the fine features of surface-state structure, such as in
the vicinity of the nodes or when the surface-state bands are close to the bulk-band boundaries, as we will see below.
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FIG. 4. (a) The surface-state spectrum EWz>0(px = p⊥ cosφ, py = p⊥ sinφ) of the Weyl semimetal for the z > 0 sample for the
surface momentum (px, py) = p⊥(cosφ, sinφ) along the φ = π

4
path in the vicinity of the (former) line node of the line-node

semimetal calculated within the Luttinger model for two sets of values of the cubic BIA parameters [Eqs. (2.11)-(2.14)]: (i)
(β31, β32, β33, β34) = (β∗31, 0, 0, 0) (red surface-state band and blue bulk bands), where β∗31 is the value in Tab. I and the other
parameters, including the cubic-power term ∝ β34p̂3z, are absent, as used in all subsequent calculations in Sec. XIII for the Weyl
semimetal; (ii) (β31, β32, β33, β34 = (2β∗31, 0, 0, β

∗
31) (purple surface-state band and green bulk bands), with the cubic-power

term present. The second set is chosen this way, so that the low-energy gap ∆W (π
4

) [Eq. (3.34)] at the line node is the same
as for the first set. (b) and (c) show the paths of the complex momentum solutions pzn(px = p⊥ cosφ, py = p⊥ sinφ, ε =
EWz>0(p⊥ cosφ, p⊥ sinφ)) to the characteristic equation (6.7) for the surface states as p⊥ spans the range of (a). This calculation
both emphasizes the issue of the cubic-power terms explained in Sec. VI B and demonstrates explicitly the point made in
Sec. III D that the spectrum for different values of the cubic BIA parameters is qualitatively the same, differing only by a shift
in momentum and energy.

B. Inclusion of the cubic BIA terms

The above general semi-analytical method of calculating the surface states works for any continuum Hamiltonian
with any well-defined BCs that satisfy the current-nullification requirement. As already mentioned in Sec. IV D, for
the Luttinger-model Hamiltonian ĤW (p̂) [Eq. (3.32)] of the Weyl semimetal phase, with the cubic BIA terms (2.11)-
(2.14) included, the BCs (4.26) no longer exactly satisfy the current-nullification requirement, albeit the deviations
are parametrically small. More precisely, this happens for the cubic terms of the momentum component perpendicular
to the surface in question, such as p̂3

z for the z = 0 surface. For the Hamiltonian (3.32) we consider, such terms arise
only from the β34 cubic BIA terms, while the other β31,32,33 terms, although cubic in all momentum components,
contain only lower powers of p̂z. Related to this deviation from the exact current nullification in the BCs (4.26), an
attempt to straightforwardly apply the above method to Eqs. (3.32) and (4.26) leads to nontrivial issues that need to
be resolved.

First, while these extra higher-order terms provide the desired fine-structure (small, but essential) qualitative
modifications of the bulk spectrum at lower scales of interest (like opening of the minigap along the line node of the line-
node semimetal, to transform it to a Weyl semimetal), they can also lead to undesired qualitative changes of the bulk
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spectrum at large momenta, where they inevitably become dominant. Namely, the gap Ez>0,+b(p⊥) − Ez>0,−b(p⊥)
of the bulk spectrum at a given surface momentum p⊥ as a function of momentum pz perpendicular to the surface
may disappear completely, if the bulk bands ε±b(px, py, pz) at larger momenta pz cross the original gap at smaller
momenta. (The simplest example of this scenario would be adding a cubic term β3p̂

3
z to the 1D Hamiltonian p̂2

z for a
one-component wave function: while there were no bulk states for it in the region ε < 0, there are bulk states at all
energies for the Hamiltonian p̂2 + β3p̂

3.) In this case, the surface-state problem, if approached rigorously, is rendered
meaningless.

Second, if the same BCs (4.26) are applied, the above method still fails even if the gap remains. The number
of linearly independent BCs nullifying the current exactly must always be half the number of degrees of freedom
(order of momentum times the number of wave-function components); this number is also the number of linearly
independent particular solutions in the general decaying solution (in the gapped energy region); this equality enables
the surface-state solutions. When cubic terms are included, one would have more decaying particular solutions than
the constraints the BCs (4.26) provide, and the system of equations for the coefficients would be underdetermined. To
resolve the problem in the latter case, new BCs would need to be derived that would satisfy the current-nullification
constraint for the Hamiltonian with the cubic terms exactly.

Both of these issues are resolved as follows. We realize that there is no goal to solve the problem with the cubic
terms exactly: they are only meant to provide the desired small modifications of the spectrum within the validity
range of the model without them, and they are never meant to be used in the large-momentum regions where they
become dominant. Hence, we may include their effect approximately in a controlled way, exploiting the parametric
separation of scales.

When cubic terms are included, there will be 3N = 12 linearly independent particular solutions. Of these solutions,
2N = 8 will have the previous momentum scale of interest p ∼ pu, pβ1 and they will essentially be all the previous
solutions slightly modified by the presence of the cubic BIA terms (upon sending the β3i coefficients to zero, these
solutions would by continuity recover the previous solutions). The other N = 4 “new” momentum solutions will have
a parametrically large scale p ∼ αz/β34 due to the small β34, which is outside of the applicability range of the model;
upon sending β34 to zero, these solutions would approach infinity. (If the bulk bands at large pz momenta cross the
original gaps at smaller momenta, some of these latter N solutions will be real, which, however, does not matter.)

The systematic controlled resolution of the arising issues is to simply discard all latter large-momentum N solutions
and leave the BCs unmodified, as per the discussion in Sec. IV D. The remaining former 2N solutions will include
all the desired fine-structure modifications of the spectrum. The rest of the procedure of calculating the surface
states remains well-defined. The number N of the free coefficients cn in the general decaying solution (6.8) will still
match the number N of BCs (4.26) and the system (6.9) is well-defined. The energies at which the system becomes
degenerate [Eq. (6.10)] will still provide the solutions for the surface states.

We illustrate this point in Fig. 4, where we present the surface-state spectrum EWz>0(px = p⊥ cosφ, py = p⊥ sinφ)
of the Weyl semimetal for the z > 0 sample along the φ = π

4 path (see Sec. VIII A for the explanation of notation
and Sec. XIII B for the detailed presentation of this case) in the vicinity of the (former) line node of the line-
node semimetal, calculated within the Luttinger model for two sets of values of the cubic BIA parameters: (i)
(β31, β32, β33, β34) = (β∗31, 0, 0, 0) (red surface-state band and blue bulk bands), where β∗31 is the value in Tab. I and
the other parameters, including the cubic-power term ∝ β34p̂

3
z, are absent, as used in all subsequent calculations in

Sec. XIII for the Weyl semimetal; (ii) (β31, β32, β33, β34 = (2β∗31, 0, 0, β
∗
31) (purple surface-state band and green bulk

bands), with the cubic-power term present. The second set is chosen this way, so that the low-energy gap ∆W (π4 )
[Eq. (3.34)] at the line node is the same as for the first set.

In Fig. 4(b) and (c), we plot the paths of the complex momentum solutions pzn(px = p⊥ cosφ, py = p⊥ sinφ, ε =
EWz>0(p⊥ cosφ, p⊥ sinφ)) to the characteristic equation (6.7) for the surface states at φ = π

4 as p⊥ spans the range of
Fig. 4(a). We observe full confirmation of the above explanation: there are 2N = 8 complex momentum solutions
for the case (i) without the cubic-power term in Fig. 4(b) and 3N = 12 solutions for the case (ii) with the cubic-
power term in Fig. 4(c). In the latter case, there is clearly a group of 8 low-energy solutions, labeled “1-8”, that
are in full correspondence with all 8 solutions of the case (i). But, in addition to that, there are 4 high-energy
solutions, labeled “9-12”, with the absolute value much larger (about 100 times) than the typical magnitude of the
low-energy momentum solutions. According to the above prescription, the latter 4 solutions were simply dropped in
the calculation for the case (ii) and BCs (4.26) were still used.

We see that indeed, as anticipated in Sec. III D, the difference in the bulk and surface-state spectra for the two
sets of cubic BIA parameters amounts to the shift of the whole band structure in momentum and energy; other
than that, the spectra are essentially identical. Having explicitly proven that, in all subsequent calculations for the
Weyl-semimetal phase (Sec. XIII), we use the set (i) (β31, β32, β33, β34) = (β∗31, 0, 0, 0) of the cubic BIA parameters
with only β31 present.
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FIG. 5. The surface-state spectrum of the unperturbed Luttinger semimetal with O(3) symmetry calculated analytically using

the method of Sec. VI within the Luttinger model with the Hamiltonian ĤL(p̂) [Eqs. (3.1) and (2.5)] and boundary conditions
(4.26). The surface-state spectrum EL±(p⊥) [Eq. (7.2)] is fully characterized by one dimensionless parameter ᾱ0 = α0/αz, which
determines the degree of particle-hole asymmetry (the label “z > 0” is dropped for brevity). In the Luttinger-semimetal regime,
−1 < ᾱ0 < 1. (a) The “phase diagram” of the surface states, showing the dimensionless curvatures Ā±(ᾱ0) [Eq. (7.3), red] of
the surface-state bands as functions of ᾱ0. In the ranges −1 < ᾱ0 <

1
2
, − 1

2
< ᾱ0 <

1
2
, and 1

2
< ᾱ0 < 1, there is one band

EL+(p⊥), two bands EL±(p⊥), and one band EL−(p⊥), respectively. The values ᾱ0 = 0.886 for HgTe (Tab. I) and ᾱ0 = 0.784
for α-Sn (calculated from α0 = 18.62 1

2me
and αz = 23.76 1

2me
taken from Ref. 30) are indicated. (b)-(h) The surface-state

spectrum (red) for various values of ᾱ0 within 0 ≤ ᾱ0 ≤ 1; the range −1 ≤ ᾱ0 ≤ 0 is analogous by symmetry. (b) ᾱ0 = 0,
the case of particle-hole symmetry. (c) and (d) The range 0 < ᾱ0 <

1
2

of two surface-state bands EL±(p⊥) ≷ 0 with particle-

and hole-like characters, respectively, exemplified with ᾱ0 = 0.25 and 0.45. (e) The borderline case ᾱ0 = 1
2

= 0.5 between the

regimes − 1
2
< ᾱ0 <

1
2

and 1
2
< ᾱ0 < 1: the band EL+(p⊥) merges altogether with the continuum of the upper bulk band and the

remaining one band EL−(p⊥) ≡ 0 is flat, transitioning from hole- to particle-like character. (f) and (g) The range 1
2
< ᾱ0 < 1 of

one surface-state band EL−(p⊥) > 0 with particle-like character, exemplified with ᾱ0 = 0.55 and the HgTe value ᾱ0 = 0.886. (h)
The end value ᾱ0 = 1−0 of the Luttinger-semimetal regime. The shaded blue areas depict the continua of bulk states, bordered
by the bulk-band boundaries EL±b(p⊥) [Eqs. (7.4) and (7.5), blue] in (b)-(h) and their dimensionless curvatures ᾱ±b = 1±bᾱ0

in (a).

VII. SURFACE STATES OF THE LUTTINGER SEMIMETAL

A. Surface states from the Luttinger model

In Ref. 8, we have demonstrated that the Luttinger model in the Luttinger-semimetal regime (3.5), with the

Hamiltonian ĤL(p̂) [Eq. (3.1)] and BCs (4.26), exhibits surface states. We also explained their existence in terms of
approximate chiral symmetry, by relating this model to the model of a 2D chiral-symmetric quadratic-node semimetal
with the winding number 2. We reproduce this result here in more detail, as it serves as the starting point of the
subsequent evolution of these surface states in the presence of perturbations.

For spherical symmetry O(3) (α� = 0), we found the surface states analytically. Both the bulk and surface-state
band structures are fully characterized by one dimensionless parameter

ᾱ0 =
α0

αz
, (7.1)

which controls the degree of particle-hole asymmetry. In the semimetal regime, −1 < ᾱ0 < 1 [Eq. (3.5)]. Depending
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on the subrange of ᾱ0, the surface-state spectrum consists of either two or one nondegenerate bands

ELz>0,±(p⊥;α0, αz) = Ā±(ᾱ0)αzp
2
⊥, (7.2)

characterized by the dimensionless curvatures

Ā+(ᾱ0) < 0, − 1 < ᾱ0 < − 1
2 ,

Ā±(ᾱ0) =
√

3
2 (
√

3ᾱ0 ±
√

1− ᾱ2
0) ≷ 0, − 1

2 < ᾱ0 < + 1
2 ,

Ā−(ᾱ0) > 0, + 1
2 < ᾱ0 < +1,

(7.3)

of the quadratic spectrum. Here, we present the spectrum for z ≷ 0 samples, where p⊥ =
√
p2
x + p2

y is the absolute

value of the 2D momentum (px, py) along the surface. Clearly, for O(3) symmetry, an analogous form holds for any
other surface orientation. The spectrum has axial rotation symmetry about the direction perpendicular to the surface.

The surface-state bands (7.2) lie between the boundaries

ELz>0,+b
(p⊥) = min

pz
α+bp

2 = α+bp
2
⊥, (7.4)

ELz>0,−b(p⊥) = max
pz

α−bp
2 = α−bp

2
⊥ (7.5)

of the bulk spectrum (3.6):

ᾱ−b < Ā±(ᾱ0) < ᾱ+b ,

where ᾱ±b = α±b/αz = 1±b ᾱ0.
Both the bulk-band boundaries (7.4) and (7.5) and the surface-state bands (7.2) are quadratic ∝ p2

⊥ in the surface
momentum, since this is the only scaling present in the Hamiltonian (3.1) and BCs (4.26). Note that the absence of
a scale in the BCs (4.26) we consider is just as important for this quadratic scaling of the surface-state spectrum. As

discussed in Sec. IV D, more general BCs for a quadratic Hamiltonian may involve both the wave function ψ̂(x, y, 0)

and its derivatives ∂ψ̂(x, y, 0), in which case the relative coefficients between them have the physical dimension of
length, which would then enter the surface-state spectrum.

The surface-state spectrum is thus fully characterized by the dimensionless curvatures Ā±(ᾱ0) [Eq. (7.3)] as func-
tions of one dimensionless parameter ᾱ0. Its “phase diagram”, depicting this dependence, and notable cases and
regimes are presented in Fig. 5. For − 1

2 < ᾱ0 <
1
2 , there are two bands with the curvatures Ā±(ᾱ0) ≷ 0 of oppo-

site signs (i.e., the bands have particle-like and hole-like character). For ᾱ0 = 0 [Fig. 5(b)], both the bulk and two

surface-state bands ELz>0,±(p⊥) with Ā±(0) = ±
√

3
2 are particle-hole symmetric. Upon increasing ᾱ0 > 0, the curva-

tures Ā±(ᾱ0) grow, i.e., both surface-state bands move upward, as exemplified in Fig. 5(c) and (d). This continues
until the bordeline case ᾱ0 = 1

2 [Fig. 5(e)], when the upper band ELz>0,+(p⊥) merges with the bulk continuuum at

Ā+( 1
2 ) = ᾱ+b = 3

2 and disappears, while the lower band ELz>0,−(p⊥) becomes flat, with the zero curvature Ā−( 1
2 ) = 0.

Since both the surface-state bands and bulk-band boundaries scale as ∝ p2
⊥, the merging occur altogether, for all

p⊥ at the same time. Upon further increasing ᾱ0, only one band Ā−(ᾱ0) > 0 remains in the range 1
2 < ᾱ0 < 1, as

exemplified in Fig. 5(f) and (g), whose character has switched from hole-like to particle-like upon passing through
the flat-band case at ᾱ0 = 1

2 . At ᾱ0 → 1 − 0 [Fig. 5(h)], the edge of the semimetal regime is reached, where the
negative curvature α−b → −0 of the valence band approaches zero. Interestingly, in this limit, the one surface-state
band ELz>0,−(p⊥) still remains and has an intermediate curvature value Ā−(1) = 3

2 . The behavior in the negative
range −1 < ᾱ0 < 0 is analogous by symmetry.

For cubic symmetry Oh, the general qualitative behavior remains, as long as the cubic anisotropy is weak. We were
able to find the surface states analytically for the z > 0 sample for the cartesian directions:

EL,Oh

z>0,±(px, py = 0;α0, αz, α�) = ĀOh
± (ᾱ0, ᾱ�)αzp

2
x (7.6)

where the dimensionless curvatures

ĀOh
± (ᾱ0, ᾱ�) =

√
3

2 [
√

3ᾱ0 ±
√

(1− 3
5 ᾱ�)2 − ᾱ2

0] (7.7)

are fully characterized by the dimensionless parameters ᾱ0 [Eq. (7.1)] and

ᾱ� =
α�

αz
. (7.8)



28

-4 -2 2 4

-0.5

0.5

1.0

1.5

-4 -2 2 4

-0.5

0.5

1.0

1.5

-4 -2 2 4

-0.5

0.5

1.0

1.5

-4 -2 2 4

-0.5

0.5

1.0

1.5

-0.1 0.1

10

20

-0.1 0.1

10

20

-0.1 0.1

10

20

-0.1 0.1

10

20

FIG. 6. Comparison of the surface-state spectra of the Luttinger semimetal calculated within the Luttinger model [ĤL(p̂),
Eqs. (3.1) and (4.26), lighter solid red for the surface-state bands and blue for the bulk-band boundaries] and the Kane model

[ĤK(p̂), Eqs. (4.2) and (4.25), dashed red for the surface-state bands and gray for the bulk-band boundaries] for O(3) symmetry
(α� = 0) for different values of the level spacing ∆ between the j = 1

2
and j = 3

2
states. The values of other parameters are those

of HgTe, given in Tabs. I and II. There is a quantitative asymptotic agreement between the spectra as the node (ε, p⊥) = (0, 0)
of the Luttinger semimetal is approached.

Cubic anisotropy (even when weak) could potentially lead to some fine-structure effects in the borderline cases,
such as ᾱ0 = ± 1

2 of the O(3)-symmetric case, when one of the surface-state bands (of the − 1
2 < ᾱ0 <

1
2 range) merges

with the bulk bands and the other one becomes flat. We do not explore such fine details here. For ᾱ0 away from
such borderline cases, moderate cubic anisotropy |ᾱ�| � 1 only leads to a mild warping of the spectrum, which seems
otherwise inconsequential.

B. Asymptotic agreement between the Luttinger and Kane models of the Luttinger semimetal

In Fig. 6, we show the comparison of the bulk and surface-state spectra of the Luttinger [Eqs. (3.1) and (4.26)] and
Kane [Eqs. (4.2) and (4.25)] models in the Luttinger-semimetal regime for the case of O(3) symmetry, when the former
is the low-energy limit of the latter (Sec. IV C). For the Luttinger model, the spectrum has been obtained analytically
above [Eqs. (7.2) and (7.3)]; for the Kane model, the spectrum has been obtained using the semi-analytical method of
Sec. VI. As explained in Secs. IV and V, the validity range of the Luttinger model originating from the Kane model
is set by the energy spacing ∆ between the j = 1

2 and j = 3
2 levels. We present the comparison for different values of

∆. The values of other parameters are those of HgTe, given in Tabs. I and II.
We see that for any ∆, there is indeed a quantitative asymptotic agreement between the bulk and surface-state

spectra of the two models as the node (ε, p⊥) = (0, 0) is approached. For the Luttinger model, the spectra are exactly
quadratic in p⊥, while for the Kane model, the spectra have the same quadratic asymptotic behavior. Quantitative
agreement occurs within the validity range |ε| � |∆|, p⊥ � p∆ [Eq. (4.18)] of the Luttinger model. We observe
that the validity range does expand upon increasing |∆|: for a fixed small enough p⊥, the difference between the
surface-state bands of the Luttinger (lighter solid red) and Kane (dashed red) models decreases upon increasing |∆|.

Outside of the validity range of the Luttinger model, the spectra of the Luttinger and Kane models deviate. The
main qualitative difference is that for the Luttinger model, the surface-state spectrum does not merge with the bulk-
band boundaries, since all scale quadratically, while the surface-state band of the Kane model does merge with the
bulk-band boundaries.
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This establishes the first relation in the hierarchy of low-energy models presented in Sec. V.

VIII. SURFACES AND SYMMETRIES

A. Surfaces

In the next Secs. IX, XI, and XIII, using the method of Sec. VI, we calculate the surface states of the Dirac, line-
node, and Luttinger semimetals, with strain applied along the z direction [Eq. (2.15)]. We do so for two characteristic
surface orientations: (i) A system occupying the half-space y < 0, with the y = 0 surface parallel to the strain z
direction; with the (px, pz) surface-momentum plane, for which the two Dirac points p = (0, 0,±upu) are projected
onto different points (px, py) = (0,±upu), Fig. 1. (ii) A system occupying the half-space z > 0, with the z = 0 surface
perpendicular to the strain z direction; with the p⊥ = (px, py) surface-momentum plane, for which the two Dirac
points are projected onto the same point (px, py) = (0, 0), Fig. 1 [Fig. 14]. Specifying the half-space of the system for
a given surface (e.g., whether it is z > 0 or z < 0 for the z = 0 surface; equivalently, considering oriented surfaces)
is important, since the chiral properties of the surface states of the line-node and Weyl semimetals depend on that;
for the Dirac semimetal, the surface-state spectrum is the same though, due to the symmetries, discussed below.
Accordingly, the surface-state spectra will be denoted as Ey<0(px, pz) and Ez>0(px, py), with the subscripts specifying
the half-space system and will be understood as sets of all the surface-state bands. As with the Hamiltonians, the
superscripts L, D, LN , and W of the surface-state spectra will be added to denote the Luttinger-, Dirac-, line-node-,
and Weyl-semimetal phases, respectively.

B. Symmetries

As mentioned in Secs. III B, III C, and III D, the bulk Dirac semimetal has D4h spatial symmetry, and the bulk
line-node and Weyl semimetals have D2d spatial symmetry. For half-infinite samples, the symmetries are deduced as
follows.

Since the projected bulk-band boundaries Ey<0,±b(px, pz) and Ez>0,±b(px, py) [Eqs. (6.4) and (6.5)] are determined
as extrema of the bulk spectrum with respect to momentum component perpendicular to the surface, their 2D
symmetries are all of those of the 3D bulk system with the perpendicular component simply dropped, regardless of
whether it is changed or not. For example, if for some (px, py) the extremum of the bulk bands ε±b,σ(px, py, pz) is
reached at some p∗z, then, due to the π rotation (px, py, pz)→ (px,−py,−pz) symmetry in D2d of the line-node or Weyl
semimetal, the same value of the extremum is reached at (px,−py), which gives the effective 2D reflection symmetry
Ez>0,±b(px,−py) = Ez>0,±b(px, py). Therefore, for Dirac, line-node, and Weyl semimetals, the spatial symmetry of
the bulk-band boundaries is C2v for the y < 0 sample and C4v for the z > 0 sample.

The surface-state spectrum, on the other hand, has only those symmetries of the bulk that also preserve the sample
geometry. Therefore, for the Dirac semimetal, the spatial symmetry is C2v for the y < 0 sample and C4v for the
z > 0 sample; for the line-node and Weyl semimetals, the spatial symmetry is C2 for the y < 0 sample and C2v for
the z > 0 sample.

In addition to these spatial symmetries, time-reversal symmetry T− is still preserved for half-infinite samples, since
the BCs (4.26) are T−-symmetric.

IX. SURFACE STATES OF THE DIRAC SEMIMETAL

A. Surfaces

In this section, we calculate the surface states of the Dirac semimetal, which emerges when compressive strain is
introduced to the Luttinger semimetal, for the Luttinger model with the Hamiltonian ĤD(p̂) [Eq. (3.7)] and BCs
(4.26). We calculate the whole surface-state spectra EDy<0(px, pz) and EDz>0(px, py) of the Dirac semimetal with the
semi-analytical method of Sec. VI for absent cubic anisotropy, α� = 0, i.e., for the O(3) symmetry of the Luttinger-
semimetal part [Eq. (3.1)]. For α� = 0, due to the axial rotation symmetry of the Dirac semimetal, the surface-state
spectrum for any surface with the normal perpendicular to the z axis will be the same as EDy<0(px, pz) for the y < 0

sample, and the surface-state spectrum EDz>0(p⊥) for the z > 0 sample will be axially symmetric and depend on

p⊥ =
√
p2
x + p2

y only. As in the Luttinger semimetal, including weak cubic anisotropy |ᾱ�| � 1 [Eq. (7.8)] in the

Dirac semimetal would only lead to minor inconsequential warping (away from the borderline cases ᾱ0 = ± 1
2 ).
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FIG. 7. The surface-state spectrum of the Dirac semimetal for the y < 0 sample calculated using the “semi-analytical”
method of Sec. VI within the Luttinger model with compressive strain [ĤD(p̂), Eqs. (3.7) and (4.26)] and absent cubic
anisotropy α� = 0. The spectrum can be presented in the universal dimensionless form ĒDy<0(p̄x, p̄z; ᾱ0) [Eq. (9.3)], fully
characterized by the dimensionless parameter ᾱ0 = α0/αz. The case ᾱ0 = 0 of particle-hole symmetry is presented. (a) The
plane of the dimensionless surface momentum (p̄x, p̄z) [Eq. (9.2)], showing the Fermi contours (red) and the regions occupied
by the surface-state band(s) (shaded red with different intensity for the regions with one and two bands; see, e.g., Fig. 8 for
the difference), bordered by the merging contours (purple). The projected ±u Dirac points are shown in green. (b), (c), (e),
(f), (g) show the spectrum along straight-line paths, (d) and (h) show the spectrum along circular paths, indicated in (a). In
(d) and (h), the vertical position of the horizontal axis is the Dirac-point energy ε̄u0. The surface-state bands ĒDy<0(p̄x, p̄z; ᾱ0)

are in red and the boundaries ĒDy<0,±b(p̄x, p̄z; ᾱ0) of the continuum (shaded light blue) of the bulk spectrum (3.10) are in blue.
See text for more explanations.

B. Scaling

For spherical symmetry O(3) of the Luttinger-semimetal part [Eq. (3.1)], the bulk and surface-state spectra of
the Dirac semimetal described by the Luttinger model with strain [Eq. (3.7)] are still fully characterized by one
dimensionless parameter ᾱ0. The presence of strain does introduce energy |u| and momentum

pu0 =

√
|u|
αz

(9.1)

scales, where the latter is the Dirac-point momentum pu [Eq. (3.8)] for absent cubic anisotropy α� = 0; however, since
there are no other scales, its effect is that the spectra universally depend on the relative dimensionless momentum

p̄ = (p̄x, p̄y, p̄z) =
p

pu0
. (9.2)

The surface-state spectra can always be presented in the form

EDy<0(px, pz;α0, αz;u) = |u|ĒDy<0(p̄x, p̄z; ᾱ0), (9.3)

EDz>0(p⊥;α0, αz;u) = |u|ĒDz>0(p̄⊥; ᾱ0) (9.4)
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FIG. 8. The surface-state spectrum ĒDy<0(p̄x, p̄z; ᾱ0) of the Dirac semimetal for ᾱ0 = 0.25. Other conditions same as in Fig. 7.
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FIG. 9. The surface-state spectrum ĒDy<0(p̄x, p̄z; ᾱ0) of the Dirac semimetal for ᾱ0 = 0.45. Other conditions same as in Fig. 7.
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FIG. 10. The surface-state spectrum ĒDy<0(p̄x, p̄z; ᾱ0) of the Dirac semimetal for the borderline case ᾱ0 = 1
2

= 0.5 between the

ranges − 1
2
< ᾱ0 <

1
2

and 1
2
< ᾱ0 < 1 of two and one surface-state bands, respectively. Other conditions same as in Fig. 7.
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FIG. 11. The surface-state spectrum ĒDy<0(p̄x, p̄z; ᾱ0) of the Dirac semimetal for ᾱ0 = 0.55. Other conditions same as in Fig. 7.
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FIG. 12. The surface-state spectrum ĒDy<0(p̄x, p̄z; ᾱ0) of the Dirac semimetal for ᾱ0 = 886 of HgTe (Tab. I). Other conditions
same as in Fig. 7.

of the universal dimensionless functions ĒDy<0(p̄x, p̄z; ᾱ0) and ĒDz>0(p̄⊥; ᾱ0) of the dimensionless surface momenta, fully
characterized by just one dimensionless curvature parameter ᾱ0.

We stress that this exact scaling property of the surface-state spectrum of the Dirac semimetal originating from
the Luttinger semimetal under compressive strain is specifically due to the scaleless property of the Luttinger model:
that its Hamiltonian (3.1) contains only the terms quadratic in momentum and that the considered BCs (4.26) also
have no scale (see discussion in Sec. VII). For models that include higher-energy scales, like the Kane model (Sec. IV),
this is no longer exact, due to the presence of higher energy ∆ and momentum p∆ scales. However, as long as the
strain value |u| is within the validity range of the Luttinger model, |u| � |∆|, this scaling property remains accurate
as well.

C. Asymptotic relation to the Luttinger semimetal

As the next general property, valid for any surface, at surface momentum much larger than pu, the surface-state
spectra asymptotically approach those [Eq. (7.2)] of the Luttinger semimetal:

ĒDy<0(p̄x, p̄z; ᾱ0) = Ā(ᾱ0)(p̄2
x + p̄2

z) + o(p̄2
x + p̄2

z),
√
p̄2
x + p̄2

z � 1, (9.5)

ĒDz>0(p̄x, p̄y; ᾱ0) = Ā(ᾱ0)(p̄2
x + p̄2

y) + o(p̄2
x + p̄2

y),
√
p̄2
x + p̄2

y � 1, (9.6)

where Ā(ᾱ0) denotes the set of curvatures (7.3) of one or two surface-state bands, depending on ᾱ0. We exemplify
this asymptotic relation for y < 0 and z > 0 samples, but the same, of course, holds for any surface orientation. This
is a manifestation of the general annouced property that the low-energy perturbation, in this case, strain, affects the
spectrum of both the bulk and surface states only at lower momentum, while at larger momentum, p� pu, where the
quadratic terms of ĤL(p̂) in ĤD(p̂) [Eq. (3.7)] dominate over the constant strain term, the spectrum asympotically
approaches that of the Luttinger semimetal.
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D. Surface states for y < 0 sample

We describe the spectra ĒDy<0(p̄x, p̄z; ᾱ0) by the 2D plots presented in Figs. 7-12 for the six parameter values
ᾱ0 = 0, 0.25, 0.45, 0.5, 0.55, 0.886, respectively. Just like for the Luttinger semimetal, the surface-state spectrum of the
Dirac semimetal is qualitatively different in the regimes |ᾱ0| < 1

2 and 1
2 < |ᾱ0| < 1. We plot the surface-state spectra

ĒDy<0(p̄x, p̄z; ᾱ0) for the following values of ᾱ0: the particle-hole symmetric case ᾱ0 = 0 (Fig. 7) and ᾱ0 = 0.25 (Fig. 8)

and 0.45 (Fig. 9), as three representative cases of the range |ᾱ0| < 1
2 ; the borderline case ᾱ0 = 1

2 = 0.5 (Fig. 10)
between the two regimes; the cases ᾱ0 = 0.55 (Fig. 11) and 0.886 (Fig. 12) (where the latter is the value for HgTe), as
two representative cases of the range 1

2 < |ᾱ0| < 1. The cases ᾱ0 = 0.45 and ᾱ0 = 0.55, being close to the borderline

case ᾱ0 = 1
2 , help better understand the transition between the two regimes.

In each of Figs. 7-12, (a) shows the surface-momentum plane (p̄x, p̄z), (b),(c),(e),(f), and (g) show the spectra along
the straight-line paths, and (d) and (h) show the spectra along the circles (p̄x, p̄z) = (p̄r sin ζ, 1 + p̄r cos ζ), ζ ∈ [0, 2π),
of radii p̄r = 0.2, 0.5, respectively, centered at the projected Dirac point (p̄x, p̄z) = (0, 1). The panel (a) with the
surface-momentum plane shows the following: regions (shaded red) represent one or two surface-state bands according
to the intensity, bounded by the merging contours (purple), where the surface-state bands merge with the bulk-band
boundaries ĒDy<0,±b(p̄x, p̄z; ᾱ0), labeled accordingly with ±b. Also, red curves show the fixed-energy contours of the
surface-state spectrum in the surface-momentum (p̄x, p̄z) plane, obtained as crossing

ĒDy<0(p̄x, p̄z; ᾱ0) = ε̄u0

with the level [Eq. (3.9)]

ε̄u0 =
εu|α�=0

|u|
= ᾱ0

of the Dirac points (for ᾱ� = 0) in dimensionless units. Assuming the Fermi level is at that Dirac-point energy, these
fixed-energy contours are often called Fermi contours.

In the range |ᾱ0| < 1
2 , there are two surface-state bands, which, however, exist not at all momenta. The two

surface-state bands are present everywhere except for finite-size regions in-between the Dirac points, enclosed by the
merging contours with the ±b bulk-band boundaries that pass through both Dirac points p̄z = ±1. At ᾱ0 = 0, due
to particle-hole symmetry, the ±b merging contours are the same [Fig. 7(a)]; for any other 0 < |ᾱ0| < 1

2 [Fig. 8(a)
and Fig. 9(a)], they differ. At large momentum, the two surface-state bands asymptotically do recover those of the
Luttinger semimetal, as expected according to Eq. (9.5).

In the range 1
2 < ᾱ0 < 1, on the other hand, there is only one surface-state band, which exists everywhere, except,

interestingly, for one point (p̄x, p̄z) = (0, 0), where it touches the −b bulk-band boundary. The band also connects
to both Dirac points. In this range 1

2 < ᾱ0 < 1, at large momenta, this one surface-state band also asymptotically
recovers that of the Luttinger semimetal [Eq. (9.5)].

The transition between the two regimes occurs continuously as follows: upon increasing ᾱ0 in the range 0 < ᾱ0 <
1
2 ,

the region of absent upper surface-state band expands, and eventually disappears at infinity at ᾱ0 = 1
2 . The region

of absent lower surface-state band shrinks along the p̄x direction, so that at ᾱ0 = 1
2 the two parts of the merging

contour at p̄x ≷ 0 collapse onto one straight-line segment at p̄x = 0, occupying −1 < p̄z < 1, connecting the projected
Dirac points. Upon increasing ᾱ0 = 1

2 + 0 infinitesimally, the now only surface-state band detaches from this line
everywhere except for the point (p̄x, p̄z) = (0, 0).

The borderline case ᾱ0 = 1
2 that continuously connects these two regimes is itself particularly interesting. For the

Luttinger semimetal obtained from the Luttinger model, one surface-state band merges with the bulk continuum, while
the curvature Ā−(ᾱ0 = 1

2 ) = 0 of the other quadratic band vanishes and it becomes completely flat [Fig. 5(e)]. For
the Dirac semimetal obtained from the Luttinger model, we believe that, based on the general asymptotic argument,
one can only conclude that the surface-state energy ĒDy<0(p̄x, p̄z; ᾱ0 = 1

2 ) = o(p̄2
x + p̄2

z) grows slower than a quadratic

power in this limit, as written in Eqs. (9.5) and (9.6). The actual calculation shows that the limit ĒDy<0(p̄x, p̄z; ᾱ0 = 1
2 )

at large
√
p̄2
x + p̄2

z is finite, but depends on the direction of (p̄x, p̄z). In Fig. 13, we plot the surface-state spectrum

ĒDy<0(p̄r sin ζ, p̄r cos ζ; ᾱ0 = 1
2 ) along the circles of relatively large radii p̄r = 3 and 5 centered at (p̄x, p̄z) = (0, 0). It

appears to fit very accurately the trial function

1
2 + 3

4 (cos 2ζ − 1). (9.7)

This suggests that this could be the exact next-order term of the large-momentum expansion [the leading term of
which is the Luttinger-model result Eqs. (9.5) and (9.6)], which could perhaps be demonstrated analytically, e.g., via a
variant of perturbation theory. We also observe that the spectrum along the directions ĒDy<0(0, p̄z; ᾱ0 = 1

2 ) ≡ 1
2 = ε̄u0

(for |p̄z| > 1) [Fig. 10(b)] and ĒDy<0(p̄x, 0; ᾱ0 = 1
2 ) ≡ −1 [Fig. 10(e)] is exactly flat.
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FIG. 13. The surface-state spectrum ĒDy<0(p̄r sin ζ, p̄r cos ζ; ᾱ0 = 1
2
) (lighter red) of the Dirac semimetal along the circular

paths of larger radii p̄r = 3 [(a) and (b)] and 5 [(c) and (d)], centered at (p̄x, p̄z) = (0, 0), for the borderline case ᾱ0 = 1
2
.

Other conditions same as in Fig. 7. The spectrum fits very well to the trial function (9.7) (dashed red), suggesting a possible
analytical solution.

Regarding the Fermi contours [panel (a) of Figs. 7-12], in the whole range − 1
2 < ᾱ0 <

1
2 , the two surface-state

bands never cross the Dirac-point energy level, and hence, there are no such Fermi contours. In the range 1
2 < ᾱ0 < 1,

the one surface-state band does cross the Dirac-point energy level and therefore, there is a Fermi contour. There are
two symmetric smooth parts of the contour in the p̄x ≷ 0 regions, each connected to both Dirac points. We discuss
these properties below in Sec. IX F, in relation to previous works.

The qualitatively different situations in the regimes |ᾱ0| < 1
2 and 1

2 < |ᾱ0| < 1 is clearly manifested in the spectra
along circular paths around the projected Dirac point [panels (d) and (h) of Figs. 7-12 and Fig. 15], which further
confirm the general properties of the surface-state bands (in particular, their merging behavior). For |ᾱ0| < 1

2 , there
are two surface-state bands, both occupy finite segments of the circle and merge with respective bulk-band boundaries.
For 1

2 < |ᾱ0| < 1, there is one surface-state band, which exists on the whole circle and has no merging points. The

transition between these regimes occurs at ᾱ0 = 1
2 as follows: one band shrinks and disappears as its two merging

points meet; the other band extends and detaches from the bulk-band boundary as its two merging points meet.

Due to the asymptotic linear scaling of the surface-state spectrum in the vicinity of the Dirac points, for small
enough p̄r, the surface-state spectrum

ĒDy<0(p̄r sin ζ, 1 + p̄r cos ζ; ᾱ0) = ε̄u0 + V̄Dy<0(ζ)p̄r + o(p̄r), p̄r → 0,

is fully characterized by its velocity V̄Dy<0(ζ) as a function of the angle ζ. Therefore, the surface-state spectrum
along one circular path of small enough radii, being proportional to these velocities, is already sufficient to fully
characterize the whole local surface-state spectrum as a function of 2D surface momentum (p̄x, p̄z). In particular, it
captures the merging behavior with the bulk bands and the topological properties in the vicinity of the node, as will
be demonstrated in detail in Sec. XIII.

We see that the behaviors of the surface-state spectrum (controlled by a single dimensionless parameter ᾱ0) at
large momenta [Eqs. (9.5) and (9.6)], where it asymptotically approaches that of the Luttinger semimetal, and in the
vicinity of the Dirac points are related in a consistent way. There is a qualitatively different behavior in the regimes
|ᾱ0| < 1

2 and 1
2 < |ᾱ0| < 1 in both limits of momentum.
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FIG. 14. The surface-state spectrum ĒDz>0(p̄⊥; ᾱ0) [Eq. (9.4)] of the Dirac semimetal for the z > 0 sample for the six cases
ᾱ0 = 0, 0.25, 0.45, 0.5, 0.55, 0.886. Other conditions same as in Fig. 7 (including absent cubic anisotropy α� = 0). The two
Dirac points are projected onto one point p̄⊥ = 0. In the vicinity of p̄⊥ = 0, the surface-state bands ĒDz>0(p̄⊥; ᾱ0) (always two
at smaller p⊥) have a quadratic asymptotic behavior, while the bulk-band boundaries ĒDz>0,±b(p̄⊥; ᾱ0) have a linear one.

E. Surface states for z > 0 sample

In Fig. 14, we present the surface states ĒDz>0(p̄⊥; ᾱ0) of the Dirac semimetal for the z > 0 sample for the six cases
ᾱ0 = 0, 0.25, 0.45, 0.5, 0.55, 0.886. For the O(3) symmetry of the Luttinger-semimetal part (α� = 0), the surface-state
spectrum has axial symmetry and depends only on the absolute value p̄⊥ (including moderate cubic anisotropy α�
would only lead to some warping of the spectrum). The bulk-band boundaries ĒDz>0,±b(p̄⊥; ᾱ0) are asymptotically
linear in the vicinity of the projected double Dirac point at p̄⊥ = 0. We find that in the whole Luttinger-semimetal
regime −1 < ᾱ0 < 1, the structure of the surface-state spectrum near p̄⊥ = 0 is the same: there are two surface-state
bands in the vicinity of the projected Dirac point with quadratic asymptotic behavior. Since at large momentum
the behavior has to agree with that of the Luttinger semimetal [Eq. (9.6)], the behavior is different at intermediate
momenta p̄⊥ ∼ 1 in the two regimes. For |ᾱ0| < 1

2 , the two surface-state bands originating from the Dirac point

evolve into the two surface-state bands of the Luttinger semimetal at large momenta. For 1
2 < |ᾱ0| < 1, one of the

bands originating from the Dirac point merges with the bulk-band boundary at intermediate momentum p̄⊥ ∼ 1 [as
seen in Fig. 14(k)], while the other band evolves into the one surface-state band of the Luttinger semimetal at large
momenta. In the borderline case ᾱ0 = 1

2 = 0.5, one of the bands is exactly flat [Fig. 14(g),(h)].
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F. Discussion

We now discuss the above-established properties of the surface states of the Dirac semimetal that originates from
the Luttinger semimetal under compressive strain, calculated within the Luttinger model, in relation to the previous
works.

Surface states of Dirac semimetals are often compared to those of Weyl semimetals. The topological properties of
Weyl semimetals are directly tied to those of quantum anomalous Hall systems and their surface states obey quantum
Hall topology via bulk-boundary correspondence. We discuss the topological properties of the Dirac, line-node, and
Weyl semimetal in more detail in Sec. XIII, after we introduce the necessary concepts. In the vicinity of a single
projected Weyl point, the surface-state band is guaranteed to exist, since the band is chiral along the path enclosing
the Weyl point and its chirality is equal to the Chern number ±1 of the Weyl point, as has been recently shown for
the most general linear-in-momentum model [54]. Hence, the Fermi contour of the surface-state band (its fixed-energy
cut, called so assuming the Fermi energy is at the Weyl-point level) is also always guaranteed to exist in the vicinity
of a single projected Weyl point.

A Dirac point has the structure of two related Weyl points with opposite Chern numbers ±1 and has the net zero
+1− 1 = 0 Chern number. Based on this, one can conclude that surface states in Dirac semimetals are not enforced
to be present, at least not by quantum Hall topology, since a Dirac semimetal is a topologically trivial system in terms
of quantum Hall topology. Nonetheless, in various theoretical models [9], surface-state bands are typically present in
the vicinity of Dirac points. Here, we also see that surface-state band(s) are present generically [at least for the used
BCs (4.26)] in the whole Luttinger-semimetal regime −1 < ᾱ0 < 1.

By analogy with the surface-state Fermi contours in Weyl semimetals, which are guaranteed to exist, in Refs. 56 and
57, a particular attention was paid to the presence or absence of the surface-state Fermi contours in Dirac semimetals,
especially in the vicinity of Dirac points. In one [56] presented four-band lattice model of a Dirac semimetal, Fermi
contours existed, but were not connected to the Dirac points; in the other [57] eight-band model, Fermi contours were
completely absent.

Here, we present a model (Luttinger model with strain) with the minimal number of bands (four, double-degenerate
valence and conduction bands) that does not have surface states at the Dirac-point energy at all (for the y < 0 sample,
for the strain along the z direction), neither connected to nor disconnected from the Dirac points, in the substantial
range − 1

2 < ᾱ0 < 1
2 (half) of the parameter space −1 < ᾱ0 < 1. We stress that, nonetheless, two surface-state

bands do exist in this regime and they are also connected to both Dirac points; they just never cross the Dirac-point
energy level. (Therefore, one should always make it clear whether one is talking about the presence or absence of
the surface-state bands altogether, or just whether they cross the Fermi level or not.) We also fully characterize the
evolution with ᾱ0 between the regimes of two surface-state bands with absent Fermi contours (− 1

2 < ᾱ0 <
1
2 ) and one

surface-state band with a present Fermi contour ( 1
2 < |ᾱ0| < 1). The circular-path plots (Fig. 15) make it particularly

clear how the Fermi contours disappear: the band simply moves from crossing to not crossing the Dirac-point energy
level; in the borderline case ᾱ0 = 1

2 between the two regimes, the extremum of the band is exactly at that level. We
see that, at least in this model, this evolution also coincides with the other surface-state band disappearing and the
band in question detaching from the bulk-band boundary.

Therefore, the absence of the surface-state Fermi contours connected to the Dirac points (which, again, does not
at all rule out the presence of the surface-state bands) does not seem to be rare at all and could be expected in more
systems and models (especially the behavior in the vicinity of the Dirac points seems to be a more generic low-energy
feature than the model from which it was been derived).

X. SURFACE STATES OF THE DIRAC SEMIMETAL WITHIN THE LINEAR-IN-MOMENTUM
MODEL

In this section, we calculate the surface states of the Dirac semimetal in the vicinity of the Dirac points within the
linear-in-momentum model. The Hamiltonian (3.14) for the latter has already been derived in Sec. III B 1. Here, we
first derive the BCs for the linear-in-momentum model and then analytically calculate the surface-state spectrum.
The main goal is to demonstrate the expected asymptotic agreement in the vicinity of the Dirac points with the
surface states calculated from the Luttinger model in Sec. IX.
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A. Boundary conditions for the linear-in-momentum model of the Dirac semimetal

1. Systematic procedure

We want to derive the BCs for the wave function Ψ̂(r) [Eq. (3.13)] of the linear-in-momentum low-energy model
[Eq. (3.14)] of the Dirac semimetal from the BCs (4.26) of the Luttinger model. This is another instance of the general
systematic low-energy-expansion procedure [8, 41, 46, 53, 55? ] of deriving BCs from the underlying “microscopic”
models, which for the system in question is as follows.

For any surface, consider the stationary Schrödinger equation

ĤD(p̂)ψ̂(r) = εuψ̂(r) (10.1)

for the Luttinger Hamiltonian of the Dirac semimetal at the Dirac-point energy ε = εu [Eq. (3.9)]. There are eight
particular solutions with real momenta p = (0, 0,±upu), the general linear combinations of which reads

ψ̂bulk(z) = Ψ̂+ue
+uipuz + Ψ̂−ue

−uipuz, (10.2)

where Ψ̂±u are arbitrary constant four-component vectors. These vectors represent the low-energy wave function Ψ̂(r)
[Eq. (3.13)].

For a given surface, we look for a general solution to Eq. (10.1) that does not grow exponentially into the bulk.
Such general solution is a linear combination of particular solutions with real momenta for the directions along the
surface, but with generally complex momenta for the directions perpendicular to the surface. Among these particular
solutions, there will necessarily be the above plane-wave bulk solutions (10.2) with real momenta, representing the
low-energy wave function. However, for some surfaces, there will be additional particular solutions, exponentially
decaying into the bulk over spatial scales much shorter that the large spatial scales of interest considered in the low-
energy model. Applying the BCs (4.26) of the original model to such general solution and excluding the coefficients

of the latter decaying solutions, we obtain the relations for the constants Ψ̂±u , which represent the sought BCs for
the low-energy wave function.

Below we apply this procedure specifically to the z > 0 and y < 0 samples.

2. z > 0 sample

For the z > 0 sample, the Dirac points (0, 0,±upu) are projected onto the same momentum (px, py) = (0, 0) in the

surface-momentum plane. We look for the general solution ψ̂(z) to

ĤD(0, 0, p̂z)ψ̂(z) = εuψ̂(z)

that does no grow exponentially into the bulk, as z → +∞. The Hamiltonian ĤD(0, 0, p̂z) is diagonal and we
immediately find that the bulk plane-wave solutions [Eq. (10.2)] at the nodal points pz = ±upu are the only particular
solutions. So, the general solution reads

ψ̂(z) = ψ̂bulk(z) = Ψ̂+ue
+ipuz + Ψ̂−ue

−ipuz.

Applying the BCs (4.26), we obtain

ψ̂(z = 0) = Ψ̂+u + Ψ̂−u = 0̂.

To leading order, these relations hold for present coordinate dependence Ψ̂(r) of the low-energy wave function.

Therefore, upon the substitution Ψ̂±u → Ψ̂±u(x, y, z = 0), these represent the BCs

Ψ̂+u(x, y, z = 0) + Ψ̂−u(x, y, z = 0) = 0̂ (10.3)

for the low-energy wave function of the linear model of the Dirac semimetal for z > 0 sample. We see that different
jz components are not coupled by such BCs, while the two Dirac points ±u for each jz component are coupled.
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3. y < 0 sample

For the y < 0 sample, the Dirac points (0, 0,±upu) are projected onto the different momenta (px, pz) = (0,±upu)
in the surface-momentum plane. We look for the general solution of the form

ψ̂(y, z) = ψ̂+u(y)e+uipuz + ψ̂−u(y)e−uipuz (10.4)

to the Schrödinger equation at ε = εu that does not grow exponentially into the bulk, as y → −∞. Due to the linear
independence of the functions e±uipuz, we have the decoupled equations

ĤD(0, p̂y,±upu)ψ̂±u(y) = εuψ̂±u(y) (10.5)

for the functions ψ̂±u(y).

In this case, the situation is technically more complicated. In the Hamiltonians ĤD(0, p̂y,±upu) with nonzero p̂y,

i.e., for coordinate-dependent ψ̂±u(y), all four wave-function components with definite jz are coupled. For each Dirac
point ±u, we find that there are six momentum py solutions to the characteristic equation

det[ĤD(0, py,±upu)− εu1̂4] = 0,

for which the particular solutions are not growing exponentially into the bulk: there is a four-fold-degenerate solution
py = 0, representing the bulk low-energy wave function, and a double-degenerate solution

py = −iκ, κ = 2pu

√
3

2 (αz + 2
5α�)√

(αz − 3
5α�)2 − α2

0

= 2pu
v⊥√
v2
z − v2

0

for which the particular solutions decay into the bulk. The corresponding general solution to Eq. (10.5) not growing
into the bulk reads

ψ̂±u(y) =


Ψ±u,+ 3

2

Ψ±u,+ 1
2

Ψ±u,− 1
2

Ψ±u,− 3
2

+

b±u,1

±u
√
v2
z − v2

0

v0 + 1
2vz

0

−
√

3
2 vz

+ b±u,2


v0 − 1

2vz
∓u
√
v2
z − v2

0

−
√

3
2 vz
0


 eκy. (10.6)

Here, Ψ±u,jz , jz = + 3
2 ,+

1
2 ,−

1
2 ,−

3
2 , and b±u,1, b±u,2 are the six constant free coefficients. Applying the BCs (4.26)

to the general solution (10.4), we have

ψ̂(y = 0, z) = 0̂.

These BCs have to be satisfied at every point (x, z) on the y = 0 surface. Due to the linear independence of e±uipuz,
the BCs have to be satisfied independently for the functions (10.6):

ψ̂±u(y = 0) = 0̂.

For each Dirac point ±u, this gives four linear homogeneous relations between the six coefficients. Excluding b±u,1
and b±u,2 from these relations, we arrive at the two relations

√
3

2 vzΨ±u,+ 3
2

+ (v0 − 1
2vz)Ψ±u,− 1

2
±u
√
v2
z − v2

0Ψ±u,− 3
2

= 0, (10.7)

√
3

2 vzΨ±u,+ 1
2

+ (v0 + 1
2vz)Ψ±u,− 3

2
∓u
√
v2
z − v2

0Ψ±u,− 1
2

= 0 (10.8)

for the four coefficients. These become the BCs for the low-energy wave function upon the identification

Ψ̂±u → Ψ̂±u(x, y = 0, z)

of the coefficients with the wave-function components at the surface. It is also instructive for further calculations of
the surface states to express these BCs in terms of the velocities v0,z [Eq. (3.16)], since these will combine naturally
with those in the linear Hamiltonian [Eq. (3.14)].
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4. Summary

We summarize how the BCs for the wave function Ψ̂(r) of the linear model of the Dirac semimetal originate for the
z > 0 and y < 0 samples. This wave function has eight components and there are four BCs for any surface, since its

Hamiltonian ĤD(k̂) [Eq. (3.14)] is linear in momentum k̂.
The eight plane-wave solutions (four for each Dirac point) are present for any surface. For the z > 0 sample, these

were the only relevant particular solutions to the stationary Schrödinger equation for the Luttinger Hamiltonian at
the Dirac-point energy ε = εu. All of these solutions have the same (absent) coordinate dependence on (x, y) along

the z = 0 surface; as a result, the four BCs for the wave function ψ̂(r) of the Luttinger model translate directly to

four BCs (10.3) for the eight components of the low-energy wave function Ψ̂(r).
One the other hand, for the y < 0 sample, in addition to the eight bulk plane-wave solutions, there are extra four

(two for each Dirac point) decaying solutions; so, there are twelve free coefficients (six for each Dirac point). Here, the
solutions for the two nodes have different dependencies e±uipuz along the y = 0 surface; as a result, the four functional

BCs for the Luttinger-model wave function ψ̂(r), due to their translation symmetry, reduce to eight relations for the
twelve free coefficients. Excluding the four coefficients of the decaying solutions, we again obtain four BCs (10.8) for

the eight components of the low-energy wave function Ψ̂(r).

B. Analytical calculation of the surface states

We now calculate the surface states analytically in the vicinity of the Dirac points from the linear model of the
Dirac semimetal derived above.

1. y < 0 sample

For energies

ε ∈ (ED,liny<0,±u,−b(kx, kz), E
D,lin
y<0,±u,+b(kx, kz))

within the gap between the bulk-band boundaries

ED,liny<0,±u,±b(kx, kz) = εu ±u v0kz ±b
√
v2
⊥k

2
x + v2

zk
2
z , (10.9)

the characteristic equation

det[ĤD±u,±jz (k)− ε1̂2] = 0 (10.10)

with respect to ky for each ±u, ±jz block has one solution (the same for ±jz )

ky,±u(ε, kx, kz) = −i

√
k2
x +

v2
zk

2
z − [±uv0kz − (ε− εu)]2

v2
⊥

(10.11)

that corresponds to a particular solution to the stationary Schrödinger equation decaying into the bulk, as y → −∞.
For each ±u,

Ψ̂+u(y; ε, kx, kz) =

(
Ψ̂+u

+u(y; ε, kx, kz)

0̂4

)
, Ψ̂−u(y; ε, kx, kz) =

(
0̂4

Ψ̂−u−u(y; ε, kx, kz)

)
the general solution is their linear combination

Ψ̂±u±u(y; ε, kx, kz) =

[
c±u,+jz

(
χ̂±u,+jz (ε, kx, kz)

0̂2

)
+ c±u,−jz

(
0̂2

χ̂±u,−jz (ε, kx, kz)

)]
eiky,±u (ε,kx,kz)y,

where

χ̂±u,+jz (ε, kx, kz) =

(
v⊥kx −

√
v2
⊥k

2
x + v2

zk
2
z − [v0kz − (ε− εu)]2

(v0 − vz)kz ∓u (ε− εu)

)
, (10.12)
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χ̂±u,−jz (ε, kx, kz) =

(
−v⊥kx +

√
v2
⊥k

2
x + v2

zk
2
z − [v0kz − (ε− εu)]2

(v0 + vz)kz ∓u (ε− εu)

)
(10.13)

are the nontrivial solutions to

[ĤD±u,±jz (kx, ky,±u(ε, kx, kz), kz)− ε1̂2]χ̂ = 0̂2

and c±u,±jz are arbitrary coefficients. Regarding notation, here and below, the superscript labels of the wave functions

denote the quantum numbers, while the subscripts are reserved for their components. In 0̂4 and 0̂2, the sizes of the
null vectors are indicated for clarity.

Inserting these wave functions into the BCs (10.8) yields the equation for the energy ε of the surface states. Solving
it, we obtain the surface-state spectrum for the linear model of the Dirac semimetal

ED,liny<0,±u,±(kx, kz) = εu +
√

3
2 [±u

√
3v0kz ±

√
(v2
z − v2

0)(
4v2⊥
3v2z

k2
x + k2

z)]. (10.14)

Due to the linear scaling, the surface-state spectrum (10.14), as well as the bulk-band boundaries (10.9), are linear in

the absolute value
√
k2
x + k2

z of the surface momentum relative to the projected Dirac points and are fully characterized
by their dependence on the polar angle ζ,

(kx, kz) =
√
k2
x + k2

z(sin ζ, cos ζ).

The surface-state spectrum (10.14) is shown in Fig. 15, along with that calculated within the Luttinger model, for
comparison; their quantitative asymptotic agreement is discussed below in Sec. X D. The properties do fully agree
with those obtained from Luttinger model. The solution is fully characterized by the ratio

v0

vz
=

α0

αz − 3
5α�

.

In the Luttinger-semimetal regime from which this Dirac semimetal originates, −1 < v0/vz < 1. Because of the linear
scaling, the merging contours in (kx, kz) are straight half-lines with specific merging angles ζm. The latter can be
obtained by equating the surface-state energy (10.14) to the bulk-band boundaries (10.9), which gives

cos ζm = ±
2 v0vz

v⊥
vz√

1− 4
v20
v2z

(1− v2⊥
v2z

)
.

Depending on v0/vz, there are two regimes, with one and two surface-state bands (10.14). The borderline case can
be found be demanding that the merging angle(s) ζm equal 0 or π, which is when one of the two bands as functions
of ζ shrinks and disappears and the other one detaches from the bulk-band boundaries. This happens at

v0

vz
= ± 1

2 .

For − 1
2 < v0/vz <

1
2 , both surface-state bands (10.14) are present. For −1 < v0/vz < − 1

2 , only the + band is present;

for 1
2 < v0/vz < 1, only the − band is present.

We also observe an interesting relation: the surface-state spectrum (10.14) of the linear-in-momentum model of the
Dirac semimetal can be expressed (at least for kx = 0) in terms of the curvatures (7.7) of the surface-state spectrum
of the Luttinger model of the Luttinger semimetal (also for finite cubic anisotropy):

ED,liny<0,+u,±(kx = 0, kz) = εu + ĀOh
± (ᾱ0, ᾱ�)αz · 2pukz, kz > 0,

and similar for the −u Dirac point or kz < 0.

2. z > 0 sample

For the z > 0 sample, the two Dirac points are projected onto the same surface momentum (kx, ky) = (0, 0), as a

result, the ±u parts Ψ̂±u,±jz (r) are coupled by the BCs (10.3). However, the ±jz parts are decoupled in both the
Hamiltonian and BCs.
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FIG. 15. The surface-state spectrum ED,liny<0 (kx, kz) [Eq. (10.14)] of the Dirac semimetal in the vicinity of the +u projected Dirac
point for the y < 0 sample, calculated analytically within the linear-in-momentum model (dashed red) with the Hamiltonian

ĤD(k̂) [Eq. (3.14)] and BCs (10.8). The spectrum is presented in the dimensionless momentum and energy units [Eqs. (9.2) and
(9.3)] and for absent cubic anisotropy α� = 0. and the comparison with spectrum calculated within the Luttinger model (solid
lighter red). The bulk-band boundaries of the linear-in-momentum and Luttinger models are in dashed blue and solid lighter
blue, respectively. (a),(b),(c),(e),(f),(g) are spectra along the circular paths of radius p̄r = 0.05; (d) and (h) are spectra along
straight-line paths passing through the projected Dirac point. Quantitative asymptotic agreement between the two models as
the projected Dirac point is approached is observed.

For the energies

ε ∈ (ED,linz>0,−b(k⊥), ED,linz>0,+b
(k⊥))

within the gap between the bulk-band boundaries

ED,linz>0,±b(k⊥) = εu ±b v⊥k⊥
√

1− v20
v2z
,

the characteristic equation (10.10), with respect to kz for each ±u,±jz block has one solution (the same for ±jz )

kz,±u(ε, k⊥) =
∓uv0(ε− εu) + i

√
k2
⊥v

2
⊥(v2

z − v2
0)− v2

z(ε− εu)2

v2
z − v2

0

(10.15)

that corresponds to a particular solution to the stationary Schrödinger equation decaying into the bulk, as z → +∞.
The general solution for each ±jz is their linear combination

Ψ̂+jz (z; ε, k⊥, φ) = c+u,+jz

 χ̂+u,+jz (ε, k⊥, φ)

0̂2

0̂4

 eikz,+u (ε,k⊥)z + c−u,+jz

 0̂4

χ̂−u,+jz (ε, k⊥, φ)

0̂2

 eikz,−u (ε,k⊥)z, (10.16)

Ψ̂−jz (z; ε, k⊥, φ) = c+u,−jz

 0̂2

χ̂+u,−jz (ε, k⊥, φ)

0̂4

 eikz,+u (ε,k⊥)z + c−u,−jz

 0̂4

0̂2

χ̂−u,−jz (ε, k⊥, φ)

 eikz,−u (ε,k⊥)z, (10.17)
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FIG. 16. (a) The flat surface-state spectrum ED,linz>0 (k⊥) ≡ εu [Eq. (10.19)] of the Dirac semimetal for the z > 0 sample,

calculated within the linear-in-momentum model with the Hamiltonian ĤD(k̂) [Eq. (3.14)] and BCs (10.3). This flat spectrum
and the quadratic asymptotic behavior of the surface-state bands (Fig. 14) calculated within the Luttinger model as the projected
double Dirac point is approached constitute quantitative asymptotic agreement between the two models, see Sec. X D. (b) The

flat surface-state spectrum ELN,linz>0 (k⊥) ≡ εu [Eq. (11.8)] of the line-node semimetal for the z > 0 sample, calculated within the

linear-in-momentum model with the Hamiltonian ĤLN (k̂) [Eq. (3.22)] and BCs (10.3).

where

χ̂±u,+jz (ε, k⊥, φ) =

(
∓uv⊥k⊥e−iφ

ε− εu ∓u (v0 − vz)kz,±u(ε, k⊥)

)
,

χ̂±u,−jz (ε, k⊥, φ) =

(
±uv⊥k⊥e−iφ

ε− εu ∓u (v0 + vz)kz,±u(ε, k⊥)

)

are the nontrivial solutions to

[ĤD±u,±jz (k⊥, kz,±u(ε, k⊥))− ε1̂2]χ̂ = 0̂2

and c±u,±jz are arbitrary coefficients.
Applying the BCs (10.3), we obtain the homogeneous system of equations [akin to Eq. (6.9)] for these coefficients,

which has nontrivial solutions when its determinant is zero [akin to Eq. (6.10)], which yields the equation

χ
+u,+jz
+ 3

2

(ε, k⊥, φ)χ
−u,+jz
+ 1

2

(ε, k⊥, φ)− χ−u,+jz
+ 3

2

(ε, k⊥, φ)χ
+u,+jz
+ 1

2

(ε, k⊥, φ) = 0 (10.18)

for the energy ε of the surface states for the +jz block. For every surface momentum (kx, ky), the only solution
to this equation is a nondegenerate ε = εu. Similar situation holds for the −jz block. Hence, the surface-state
spectrum (Fig. 16) for z > 0 sample obtained from the linear-in-momentum model of the Dirac semimetal is flat and
double-degenerate:

ED,linz>0,±jz (k⊥) ≡ εu. (10.19)

The momentum solutions of the surface states equal

kz,±u(ε = εu, k⊥) = iκ, κ =
v⊥k⊥√
v2
z − v2

0

,

the coefficients are c+u,±jz = c−u,±jz = 1, and the wave functions of the surface states reads

Ψ̂+jz (z; ε = εu, k⊥, φ) =


χ̂+u,+jz (ε = εu, k⊥, φ)

0̂2

χ̂−u,+jz (ε = εu, k⊥, φ)

0̂2

 e−κz, χ̂±u,+jz (ε = εu, k⊥, φ) =

(
∓uv⊥k⊥e−iφ

∓u(v0 − vz)iκ

)
, (10.20)



44

Ψ̂−jz (z; ε = εu, k⊥, φ) =


0̂2

χ̂+u,−jz (ε = εu, k⊥, φ)

0̂2

χ̂−u,−jz (ε = εu, k⊥, φ)

 e−κz, χ̂±u,−jz (ε = εu, k⊥, φ) =

(
±uv⊥k⊥e−iφ

∓u(v0 + vz)iκ

)
. (10.21)

C. Emergent chiral symmetry of the linear-in-momentum model

We find a symmetry explanation for the obtained flat behavior of the surface-state spectrum (10.19) of the linear
model of the Dirac semimetal for the z > 0 sample. We notice that both the Hamiltonian (3.14) and BCs (10.3)
possess chiral symmetry. Namely, we notice that the Hamiltonian (3.14) changes its sign relative to the Dirac-point
energy εu under the unitary transformation

Ŝ[ĤD(k̂)− εu1̂8]Ŝ† = −[ĤD(k̂)− εu1̂8], (10.22)

Ŝ = τ̂x ⊗ 1̂4,

since the blocks ĤD±u(k̂) − εu1̂8 differ only by the sign. This means that the Hamiltonian satisfies chiral symmetry

and Ŝ is its operator [58]. The operation Ŝ interchanges ±u components of the wave function:

ŜΨ̂(r) =

(
Ψ̂−u(r)

Ψ+u(r)

)
.

This transformed wave function also satisfies the BCs (10.3) for the z > 0 sample, which means that they also satisfy
chiral symmetry [8, 46, 54]. Hence, the whole z > 0 system with the boundary has chiral symmetry. As a result,
its spectrum, including the surface states, satisfies chiral symmetry. Regarding the double degeneracy of the flat
surface-state band, for these Hamiltonian and BCs it is guaranteed by the decoupling of the ±jz parts in both of
them. Moreover, we notice that both ±jz surface-state solutions have the same eigenvalue −1 of the chiral symmetry
operator:

ŜΨ̂±jz (z; ε = εu, k⊥, φ) = −Ψ̂±jz (z; ε = εu, k⊥, φ).

This means that the double degeneracy is also protected by chiral symmetry, meaning that double degeneracy will
persist if the Hamiltonian or BCs are modified (for example, the decoupling of ±jz blocks could be broken) in a way
that still preserves their chiral symmetry.

For the y < 0 sample, the BCs (10.8) of the linear-in-momentum model do not obey chiral symmetry and therefore,
neither does the surface-state spectrum.

We note that this is an emergent symmetry of specifically the linear-in-momentum model for the z > 0 sample that
arises in this low-energy limit. In the Luttinger model with strain, there is no such chiral symmetry. And indeed the
surface-state spectrum is not flat; its quadratic dispersion at small p⊥ is, however, in accord with the flat behavior in
the linear model.

D. Asymptotic agreement between the linear-in-momentum and Luttinger models of the Dirac semimetal

Comparing the surface-state spectra of the Dirac semimetal in the vicinity of the Dirac points, |p ∓u pu| � pu,
calculated within the linear-in-momentum and Luttinger models, Fig. 15 for the y < 0 sample and Figs. 14 and
16 for the z > 0 sample (flat versus quadratic behavior), we observe a clear quantitative asymptotic agrement, as
the projected Dirac points are approached. This establishes the next relation in the hierarchy of low-energy models
presented in Sec. V. Just as the Luttinger model is sufficient to fully capture the asymptotic behavior of the surface
states of the Kane model in the vicinity of the quadratic node in the Luttinger-semimetal phase (Sec. VII B), the
linear-in-momentum model is sufficient to fully capture the asymptotic behavior of the surface states of the Luttinger
model in the vicinity of the Dirac nodes in the Dirac-semimetal phase.
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FIG. 17. The surface-state spectrum ELNy<0(px, pz) of the line-node semimetal for the y < 0 sample, calculated within the
Luttinger model with compressive strain and linear BIA term [Eqs. (3.18) and (4.26)] for the parameters of HgTe (Tab. I) and
the strain value u = −3 meV. The structure of the figure is the same as in Fig. 12 for the Dirac semimetal. Compared to the
surface-state spectrum of the Dirac semimetal, the key changes occur in the vicinity of the (former) projected Dirac points,
which transform into projected line nodes (green). The spectrum is presented in the dimensionless momentum and energy units
[Eqs. (9.2) and (9.3)] of the Dirac-semimetal case for better comparison.

XI. SURFACE STATES OF THE LINE-NODE SEMIMETAL

In this section, we calculate and explore within the Luttinger model the surface states of the line-node semimetal
that arises in the Dirac semimetal upon introducing the linear BIA term; the Dirac semimetal itself, studied in the
previous Sec. IX, arises from the Luttinger semimetal upon introducing compressive strain. The bulk properties of
this line-node semimetal have been studied in Sec. III C.

The Luttinger model (3.18) of the line-node semimetal is fully characterized by three dimensionless parameters:
two of the Luttinger-semimetal part, ᾱ0, ᾱ�, and the ratio pβ1

/pu of the characteristic momenta of the linear BIA
[Eq. (3.26)] and strain [Eq. (3.8)] terms. We present the line-node (this section) and Weyl (next Sec. XIII) semimetal
cases for the parameters α0,z,� and β1 of HgTe and the value u = −3meV of the compressive strain. Although we
include the nonzero cubic anisotropy α�, it does not seem to play any notable role for the regime of other parameters
we explore: we have compared to the case of absent cubic anisotropy (α� = 0) and found only minor inessential
quantitative differences.

For the chosen value of strain, the hierarchy presented in Sec. V is satisfied well. As demonstrated in Sec. III C,
upon introducing the linear BIA term into the Dirac semimetal, the Dirac points of the bulk spectrum transform into
line nodes. As we show below, the surface-state spectra of both the y < 0 and z > 0 samples also undergo rather
nontrivial transformations at the pβ1

scale around the former projected Dirac points.
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FIG. 18. The surface-state spectrum ELNy<0(px, pz) (red) of the line-node semimetal along px = const straight-line paths in

the vicinity pz ≈ pLNz (0) = pz0 of the projected +u line node (additional characterization of Fig. 17). For −p⊥0 < px < p⊥0,
p⊥0 = pLN⊥ (0), the path crosses the projected line node; the bulk-band boundaries ELNy<0,±b(px, pz) (blue) along this path have

a linear node and the surface-state band ELNy<0(px, pz) also has a linear asymptotic behavior on both sides.

A. y < 0 sample

1. Bulk-band boundaries and projected line node

First, let us discuss the bulk-band boundaries

ELNy<0,+b
(px, pz) = min

py,σ
εLN+b,σ

(px, py, pz), (11.1)

ELNy<0,−b(px, pz) = max
py,σ

εLN−b,σ(px, py, pz), (11.2)

and the projection of the line node onto the surface-momentum plane (px, pz), which are somewhat nontrivial.
Because of the symmetric orientation of the y = 0 surface relative to the bulk symmetry axes, the boundaries

ELNy<0,±b(px, pz) of the conduction and valence bulk bands meet at the curve

(px, pz) = (pLN⊥ (φ) cosφ, pLNz (φ)), φ ∈ [0, π], (11.3)
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FIG. 19. Additional characterization of the surface-spectrum ELNy<0(px, pz) of the line-node semimetal (Fig. 17) in the vicinity
of the projected +u line node: (a),(b),(c) along pz = const straight-line paths and (d),(e),(f) along circular paths. The latter
are useful for comparison with those around the projected Weyl points of the Weyl semimetal, presented in Figs. 23, 24, and
25. The vertical position of the horizontal axis is the energy εLN (0) of the line node.

in the surface momentum plane (φ becomes merely a parameter here), which is the projection of the 3D line (3.28),
and at energy ε = εLN (φ):

ELNy<0,+b
(pLN⊥ (φ) cosφ,±upLNz (φ)) = ELNy<0,−b(p

LN
⊥ (φ) cosφ,±upLNz (φ)) = εLN (φ), φ ∈ [0, π] (11.4)

The two line nodes ±u have nonoverlapping projections, but for each of them, the two points at ±φ, φ ∈ (0, π), of
the 3D line node are projected onto one point.

As explained in Sec. III C, the line node has an approximately circular shape, but does have a weak dependence of
the momenta pLN⊥ (φ) and pLNz (φ) and energy εLN (φ) on the polar angle φ. Because of the dependence εLN (φ), there
is no single energy at which the region in the surface-momentum plane (px, pz) occupied by the bulk states would
be equal to the projection (11.3) of the line node. Rather, at any energy, the region occupied by the bulk states is
solid. In Fig. 17(a) and Fig. 18(a), we plot the bulk and surface-state spectrum at the fixed energy ε = εLN (0). Since
the dependencies εLN (φ) and pLNx (φ) are weak, the region of the bulk states has only a narrow width along the pz
direction. Since εLN (φ) ≥ εLN (0), the crossing with this level occurs for −b bulk states, the equation

ELNy<0,−b(px, pz) = εLN (0).

defines the boundary of that region. Because the pLNz (φ) and εLN (φ) dependencies are numerically really weak, these
differences cannot be resolved in the scale of Fig. 17(a) and Fig. 18(a) and both the projected line node and the
fixed-energy region appear as a straight-line segment.

2. Surface-state spectrum

We describe the surface-state spectrum ELNy<0(px, pz) of the line-node semimetal for the y < 0 sample by the 2D
plots presented in Figs. 17-19. Fig. 17 has the same structure as Figs. 7-12 for the Dirac semimetal. Figs. 18 and 19
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further characterize the surface-state spectrum in the vicinity of the projected line node. Fig. 18 shows the spectrum
along the px = const paths and Fig. 19 – along some additional paths.

In accord with Sec. VIII B, as the Dirac semimetal is transformed into the line-node semimetal upon introducing
the linear BIA term, the C2v spatial symmetry of the bulk-band boundaries remains, while the spatial symmetry of
the surface-state spectrum is lowered from C2v to C2.

For pβ1 � pu, the key nontrivial changes occur in the vicinity of the former Dirac points, which transform into the
line nodes. Away, the surface-state spectrum is qualitatively similar to that of the Dirac semimetal for the most part,
compare Fig. 17 to Fig. 12, except for the region around the touching point at (px, pz) = (0, 0) in the Dirac semimetal
for 1

2 < |ᾱ0| < 1, due to the proximity of the surface-state band to the bulk-band boundary of the Dirac semimetal.

As in the Dirac semimetal in the regime 1
2 < |ᾱ0| < 1, there is still only one surface-state band in the line-node

semimetal at ᾱ0 = 0.886 of HgTe. However, unlike in the Dirac semimetal, there appear patches of absent surface
states. The touching point (px, pz) = (0, 0) in the Dirac semimetal grows into a finite-size region of absent surface
states of size ∼ pβ1

in the line-node semimetal. In the vicinity of the +u projected line node, two patches of absent
surface states emerge, both scaling as ∼ pβ1

, with merging contours connected to the two ends of the projected
line node: a smaller patch around (px, pz) = (−p⊥0, pz0) and a larger one around (px, pz) = (p⊥0, pz0); we denote
p⊥0 = pLN⊥ (0) and pz0 = pLNz (0) for brevity. The smaller patch is visible in Fig. 18(a), while in Fig. 17(a) it is not
well-resolved. Other than these regions, the surface-state band merges with the bulk-band boundaries at the projected
line node from both sides pz ≷ pLNz (φ(px)), as clearly seen in Fig. 18 [φ(px) is the inverse of px = pLN⊥ (φ) cosφ]. The
spectrum around the −u projected line node is the same by symmetry.

The weak dependence of the momentum pLNz (φ) of the line node is manifested in the spectrum along the pz = pz0
path, shown in Fig. 19(b): the “gaps” in the bulk spectrum are only due to pLNz (φ(px)) depending on px.

In Fig. 18, the spectrum along a series of straight-line paths with px = const is shown. Except for the close proximity
to the ends px = ±p⊥0 of the projected line node, the surface-state band ELNy<0(px, pz) at fixed px ∈ (−p⊥0,+p⊥0)
is asymptotically linear in pz as it approaches the projected line node from both sides. Due to the variations of
pLNz (φ(px)) being much weaker than the 0.1p⊥0 scale, the velocities

∂pzELNy<0(px, pz → pLNz (φ(px))± 0)

can be effectively deduced from the straight-line paths at fixed pz = pz0−0.1p⊥0 and pz0 +0.1p⊥0, shown in Fig. 19(a)
and (c) [the level of the horizontal axis in Fig. 19 is εLN (0)]. On the pLNz (φ(px)) < pz side of larger pz, around the
right end of the projected line node, the velocity changes from negative to positive as px decreases from p⊥0; the
velocity depends quite linearly on px. The termination point of the Fermi contour, defined by ELNy<0(px, pz) = εLN (0),

on the pLNz (φ(px)) < pz side [Fig. 18(a)] is also in accord with the switch of the sign of the velocity ∂pzELNy<0(px, pz)

with px. On the pz < pLNz (φ(px)) side of smaller pz, on the other hand, the velocity stays negative and close to that
of the lower bulk-band boundary in the whole range of px.

In Fig. 19(d),(e),(f), we also plot the spectrum along the circular paths of radius pr = 0.1p⊥0 centered at (px, pz) =
(−p⊥0, pz0), (0, pz0), and (+p⊥0, pz0). Such circles cross the projected line node. These circular paths will become
particularly insightful for the Weyl semimetal, where their centers turn into projected Weyl points; we will discuss
the comparison of these spectra between the line-node and Weyl semimetals in Sec. XIII A.

B. z > 0 sample

1. Bulk-band boundaries and projected line node

For the z > 0 sample, the two line nodes ±u [Eq. (3.28)] project onto the same curve

(px, py) = (p⊥(φ) cosφ, p⊥(φ) sinφ), φ ∈ [0, 2π),

in the surface-momentum plane. The bulk-band boundaries

ELNz>0,+b
(px, py) = min

pz,σ
εLN+b,σ

(px, py, pz), (11.5)

ELNz>0,−b(px, py) = max
pz,σ

εLN−b,σ(px, py, pz). (11.6)

meet at this projected line node at the line-node energy:

ELNz>0,+b
(pLN⊥ (φ) cosφ, pLN⊥ (φ) sinφ) = ELNz>0,−b(p

LN
⊥ (φ) cosφ, pLN⊥ (φ) sinφ) = εLN (φ), φ ∈ [0, 2π). (11.7)
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FIG. 20. The surface-state spectrum ELNz>0(px, py) of the line-node semimetal for the z > 0 sample. Other conditions same as
in Fig. 17. (a) Surface-momentum plane. (b),(c),(d) The spectrum along the φ = 0,+π

4
,−π

4
paths, respectively.

Because of the energy dependence εLN (φ) of the line node, at a fixed energy εLN (0), there is also a finite-width region
of bulk states, whose contours are defined by

ELNz>0,−b(px, py) = εLN (0).

Due to the weak numerical dependence of the line-node energy, these deviations from the circle are not visible in the
scale of Fig. 20.

2. Surface-state spectrum

The surface-state spectrum ELNz>0(px, py) of the line-node semimetal for the z > 0 sample is presented in Fig. 20.
Again, compared to the Dirac semimetal, the key changes occur at the scale p⊥ ∼ pβ1

set by the linear BIA term.
In the Dirac semimetal, there are two surface-state bands in the vicinity of the projected double Dirac point, both
connected to the latter. In the line-node semimetal, the two surface-state bands are degenerate at p⊥ = 0, due to time
reversal symmetry T−. For a given φ, as a function of p⊥, the upper surface-state band passes through the projected
line node. The lower surface-state band merges with the lower bulk-band boundary and then reappears in the outer
region, and we notice that it does so virtually unhybridized with the bulk bands, as if passing them through. In fact,
it visually appears that the main qualitative effect of linear BIA term is to shift the two surface-state bands of the
Dirac semimetal in opposite directions along p⊥; we demonstrate below that in the linear-in-momentum model this
is a precise mathematical property.

While for every φ the dependence of the spectrum on p⊥ is qualitatively the same, there is some quantitative
dependence on φ as well, i.e., axial rotation symmetry is broken, which is predominantly due to the linear BIA term
rather than cubic anisotropy. We plot the spectrum for fixed φ = 0,±π4 as a function of p⊥ (the spectrum for φ = π

2
is the same as for φ = 0). The spectrum is most stretched along the φ = −π4 direction and most squeezed along the
φ = π

4 direction, as also clearly evident in the in the Fermi contour (red) of the lower surface-state band in the outer
region.

3. Analytical calculation for the linear-in-momentum model

We also find the surface-state spectrum analytically for the linear-in-momentum model (3.22), which includes the
linear BIA term to leading order. This provides some additional insights. We have seen that in the basis (3.19) the
Hamiltonian of the model is decoupled [Eq. (3.23)] into two 2× 2 blocks, labeled ±m. The BCs (10.3) for the z = 0
surface have been derived in Sec. X A. Clearly, this form of BCs holds upon any same change of basis within the ±u
parts of the wave function. Repeating the steps of Sec. X B 2, we obtain that the double-degenerate flat-band solution

ED,linz>0,±m(k⊥) ≡ εu, (11.8)

remains also in the presence of the leading BIA term. Indeed, its effect solely amounts to shifting the spectra of the
two decoupled blocks in momentum k⊥ by ±m/v⊥, compare Eqs. (3.24) and (3.25) to Eq. (3.17). Chiral symmetry
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still holds in the presence of the BIA term and still provides an explanation for this behavior. The surface-state
spectrum is presented in Fig. 15(b). The bulk-band boundaries [Eqs. (3.24) and (3.25)] are

ELN,linz>0,±b(k⊥) = εu ±b
√

1− v20
v2z
|v⊥k⊥ −m|.

Another conclusion that can be drawn is that all the deviations (lifting of the degeneracy and nonzero dispersion)
of the surface-state bands (Fig. 20) from this double-degenerate flat-band behavior are due to the next-order terms
of the Luttinger model that have been neglected in the linear-in-momentum model.

XII. BULK TOPOLOGY AND BULK-BOUNDARY CORRESPONDENCE OF A WEYL SEMIMETAL

In Sec. XIII, we calculate and analyze the surface states of the Weyl semimetal. One of our main goals in that
section is exploring the manifestation of bulk topology in the behavior of the surface states; such relation is known
as bulk-boundary correspondence [58]. In this section, we remind the basic topological properties of Weyl semimetals
and formulate a type of bulk-boundary correspondence that directly relates the characteristics of the surface-state
spectrum to the Weyl points, which we will actively use in Sec. XIII.

A. Bulk topology of a Weyl semimetal

The topological properties of 3D Weyl semimetals are directly tied to those of a 2D quantum anomalous Hall (QAH)
systems (Chern insulators) [9]. In the general topological classification scheme [58, 59], both systems belong to class
A with no assumed symmetries in their respective dimensions. Any surface Σ in the 3D momentum space that is
closed or extends to infinity may be regarded as an effective 2D QAH bulk system. The Chern number

C(Σ) =
1

4π

∫
Σ

d2σp B(p) (12.1)

of this system is given by the flux of the wave-function-basis-independent Berry curvature vector field B(p) through
that surface (σp is the normal area vector at point p ∈ Σ on the surface).

Weyl points are singularities of the Berry curvature, at which the orientation of the field depends on the direction
from which the Weyl point is approached. The Chern number

CW (p0) = C(Σp0) (12.2)

of a Weyl point at p0 is defined as the Chern number over a surface Σp0
enclosing only that point, e.g., a sphere of

a sufficiently small radius centered at the Weyl point. Weyl points can be seen as sources and drains of the Berry
curvature field, depending on the signs of their Chern numbers. Note that, as a flux integral, the sign of the Chern
number depends on the assigned orientation of the surface. A unified convention must be chosen for the orientations
of the surfaces.

Since the Berry curvature B(p) is a rotorless vector field, [∇p×B(p)] = 0, the Chern numbers of different surfaces
obey conservations laws, which follow from the Gauss theorem. The difference of the Chern numbers of the two
surfaces Σ1 and Σ2 not crossing any Weyl poins is given by the sum of the Chern numbers of all Weyl points enclosed
in the region between the two surfaces,

C(Σ1)− C(Σ2) =
∑

pαbetween Σ1 and Σ2

CW (pα). (12.3)

In particular, the Chern number of all surfaces that can be continuously deformed to one another without crossing
any of the Weyl points is the same. Sets of such surfaces can be regarded as topological phases of effective 2D
QAH systems. The formula (12.3) can be interpreted as the change as the Chern numbers across a topological phase
transition realized as the surface Σ is continuously deformed from Σ1 and Σ2. A surface Σ passing through at least
one Weyl point can be seen as a topological phase transition, where the effective 2D QAH system becomes a gapless
nodal semimetal.

For the considered generalized Luttinger model, for the Dirac semimetal, the Chern number of any surface not
crossing the Dirac points is zero by cancellation, because a Dirac node consists of two Weyl nodes with opposite
Chern numbers. Upon introducing linear and cubic BIA terms, by continuity, the Chern number remains zero for any
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surface Σ that is not crossed by the created line node or Weyl points during this process. Knowing this and the Chern
numbers of the Weyl points, one can then easily determine the Chern numbers of any other surface using Eq. (12.3).
The Chern numbers CW (pα) of the Weyl points can be calculated using the expansion of the Hamiltonian about the
Weyl points. We choose the sign convention so that the Chern numbers of the four Weyl points of the two groups
p = (±pW⊥ , 0,±pWz ) and p = (0,±pW⊥ ,±pWz ) equal −1 and +1, respectively. This corresponds to the convention as in
Ref. 54, with the outward sphere orientation and the flux is of the local pseudospin of the lower (filled) bulk band.

Among possible surfaces Σ in 3D momentum space, it is common to consider families of parallel planes with the same
common orientation and different positions. For the considered Weyl semimetal, for the px = const family of planes
Σpx , there are four “topological phases” separated by the planes px = −pW⊥ , 0,+pW⊥ of three “phase transitions”. The
sum of the Chern numbers of the two Weyl points in the px = −pW⊥ plane equals −2, that of the four Weyl points in
the plane px = 0 equals +4, and that of the two WPs in the px = +pW⊥ plane equals −2. According to Eq. (12.3),
these determine the changes of the Chern numbers of the planes as the phase-transition plane is crossed. The Chern
numbers of the px = const planes in the phases px < −pW⊥ , −pW⊥ < px < 0, 0 < px < pW⊥ , and pW⊥ < px therefore
equal C(Σpx) = 0,−2,+2, 0, respectively, for the normal of the plane pointing in the positive px direction. For the
pz = const planes, since the sum of the Chern numbers of the four Weyl points in the pz = ±pWz planes is zero, the
Chern number of any pz = const plane is zero.

These bulk topological relations are also manifested in the momentum planes of specific sample surfaces, as the
surfaces in 3D momentum space project as paths onto the 2D surface-momentum plane, as shown in Fig. 21(a) for
y < 0 sample and Fig. 26(a) for z > 0 sample and will be discussed in more detail in the respective sections.

B. Generalized bulk-boundary correspondence of a Weyl semimetal

1. Bulk-boundary correspondence for paths in the surface-momentum plane

In Ref. 54, the formulation of the bulk-boundary correspondence for Weyl semimetals was presented that is more
general than commonly considered. Also, as its special case, a version of the bulk-boundary correspondence follows
that fully characterizes the vicinity of the Weyl point: the chirality of the surface-state spectrum along a path enclosing
the projected Weyl point is equal to the Chern number of the Weyl point. In Ref. 54, it was presented for one Weyl
point. The generalization to any number of Weyl points is straightforward, as we now present.

To be specific, we consider the z > 0 sample; the formulation is, of course, applicable to any surface orientation.
Consider an arbitrary path pγ⊥(t), parameterized by t, in the surface-momentum plane p⊥ = (px, py) that is either
closed or terminates with both ends at infinity |p⊥| = +∞, and does not cross any projected Weyl points. Each such

path defines an effective 2D QAH system with the Hamiltonian ĤW (pγ⊥(t), p̂z) on a generalized cylinder Σγ in the
3D momentum space, obtained by passing straight pz lines (perpendicular to the surface) through this path γ. The
Chern number C(Σγ) [Eq. (12.1)] of such system is given by the flux through this generalized cylinder.

The surface-state spectrum EWz>0(pγ⊥(t)) along this path becomes the “edge-state” spectrum as a function of t of
this effective 2D QAH system defined on the space (pz, t). The bulk-boundary correspondence for this system states
that the signed number

N(Σγ) = N [EWz>0(pγ⊥(t))] (12.4)

of the effective chiral edge-state bands is given by the Chern number C(Σγ) of the cylinder Σγ :

N(Σγ) = C(Σγ), (12.5)

An edge-state band is called chiral if it connects lower −b (“valence”) and upper +b (“conduction”) bulk bands. The
signed number ±1 of one chiral band, also called “chirality”, is determined by the order of the merging points t±b
with these bulk bands on the t axis. If there are several chiral bands, then the total signed number (chirality) N(Σγ)
is given by the sum of their individual chiralities.

The bulk-boundary correspondence of Weyl semimetals is commonly expressed in terms of “conventional” 2D QAH
systems defined on infinite 2D planes in 3D momentum space. This now becomes a special case of the above more
general formulation, when the paths pγ⊥(t) are straight lines, and the generalized cylinders on which the QAH systems
are defined are such planes. For example, for a plane with the fixed px = Px = const, to be denoted as ΣPx , the
parameter t = py is the momentum component itself. The surface-state spectrum EWz>0(Px, py) is interpreted in this
picture as effective edge-state spectra (functions of py) of a family a 2D QAH systems defined on the planes ΣPx .
According to the bulk-boundary correspondence [Eqs. (12.9) and (12.5)], the signed number

N(ΣPx) = N [EWz>0(Px, py)] = C(ΣPx) (12.6)
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of the chiral edge-state bands is determined by the Chern number C(ΣPx) of the plane ΣPx . The Chern numbers
CW (pα) of the Weyl points determine via (12.3) the corresponding changes in the chiralities of the effective edge-state
spectra upon crossing the Weyl points by the plane:

N(ΣPx1)−N(ΣPx2) =
∑

pα between ΣPx1 and ΣPx2

CW (pα). (12.7)

However, the above more general formulation (12.5) allows us to formulate, as its special case, a different type of
bulk-boundary correspondence of Weyl semimetals that is much better suited for the characterization of the surface-
state spectrum in the vicinity of projected Weyl points. Consider a closed path γ that encloses some number of
projected Weyl points pα. The Chern number

C(Σγ) =
∑

pα inside Σγ

CW (pα) (12.8)

of the 2D QAH system defined on the cylinder Σγ generated by such path is equal to the net sum of the Chern numbers
[Eq. (12.2)] of the Weyl points enclosed by the cylinder Σγ , since such cylinder and the set of spheres around the
Weyl points can be continuously deformed into each other. According to the bulk-boundary correspondence (12.5),
the signed number (chirality)

N(Σγ) = N [EWz>0(pγ⊥(t))] =
∑

pα inside Σγ

CW (pα) (12.9)

of the effective chiral edge-state bands EWz>0(pγ⊥(t)) along the path γ is given directly by this net sum of the Chern
numbers of the enclosed Weyl points.

We will explicitly demonstrate the manifestation of both of these types of bulk-boundary correspondence for the
studied Weyl-semimetal model.

2. Bulk-boundary correspondence for the oriented Fermi contours

In fact, for a given surface, the essential information about the topological properties of the surface-state spectrum
EWz>0(p⊥) and its bulk-boundary correspondence for any path pγ⊥(t) can be captured in one 2D plot of the oriented
fixed-energy contours in the surface-momentum plane p⊥. Such fixed-energy contours (also called Fermi contours,
assuming the Fermi level is at the Weyl-point energy) where the surface-state bands cross the energy εW level of the
Weyl points, are defined by the equation

EWz>0(p⊥) = εW .

The chirality N [EWz>0(pγ⊥(t))] of the effective edge-state spectrum EWz>0(pγ⊥(t)) along an arbitrary path pγ⊥(t) can
alternatively be determined as the net signed number of its crossings of a certain energy level, such as εW , where the
sign of the crossing is determined by the sign of the “velocity”

∂tEWz>0(pγ⊥(t)) = vWz>0(pγ⊥(t)) · ∂tpγ⊥(t)

with respect to t. This sign is therefore determined by the scalar product of the path’s tangent vector ∂tp
γ
⊥(t) and

the velocity vector

vWz>0(p⊥) = ∂p⊥EWz>0(p⊥)

at the intersection of the path and the Fermi contour. The velocity vWz>0(p⊥) is orthogonal to the Fermi contour and
which of the two options of its orientation is realized can be specified without plotting the vector by assigning an
orientation to the Fermi contour. It makes sense to coordinate the contour orientation with the Chern numbers of
the projected Weyl points so that the points with positive and negative Chern numbers acts as effective sources and
drains, respectively.

Summarizing, for any path γ, one can determine the chirality N(Σγ) of the effective edge state-spectrum along it
by considering its intersection points with the Fermi contour and counting the numbers of these crossings with the
signs of the velocities deduced from the local orientation of the contour.

Generally, there may be several branches of the Fermi contours connected that meet at one projected Weyl point, in
which case there is a conservation law according to the “source and drain” picture, that the net number of the oriented
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branches has to equal the net Chern number of the projected Weyl point. In particular, each single projected Weyl
point with the Chern number ±1 emanates or terminates one Fermi contour. A single Fermi contour connecting two
projected single Weyl points with the Chern numbers ±1 is typically referred to as a Fermi arc and is the simplest
situation. For 0 or ±2 net Chern numbers of the projected Weyl points, the Fermi-contour structures are more
complicated, as we will see below.

XIII. SURFACE STATES OF THE WEYL SEMIMETAL

In this section, we calculate and explore the surface states of the Weyl semimetal that arises in the Luttinger
semimetal upon introducing compressive strain and linear and cubic BIA terms. Without the cubic BIA terms,
the system is a line-node semimetal, whose surface states were studied in the previous Sec. XI. We calculate the
surface states within the Luttinger model, described by the Hamiltonian ĤW (p) [Eq. (3.32)] and BCs (4.26), for
the half-infinite y < 0 and z > 0 samples, using the semi-analytical method presented in Sec. VI. We present the
Weyl-semimetal case for the parameters α0,z,� and β1 of HgTe provided in Tab. I and compressive strain u = −3meV,
the same values as for the line-node semimetal case. The choice of the cubic BIA parameters has been explained in
Sec. IV C. Such values obey well the hierarchy pβ3

� pβ1
� pu of scales described in Sec. V.

A. y < 0 sample

We describe the surface-state spectrum EWy<0(px, pz) of the Weyl semimetal for the y < 0 sample by the 2D plots
presented in Figs. 21-25. Fig. 21 shows the overall behavior and has the same structure as Fig. 12 for the Dirac
semimetal and Fig. 17 for the line-node semimetal. Figs. 22-25 fully characterize the vicinity of the former projected
line node: Fig. 22 shows the spectrum along the series of px = const paths, analogous to Fig. 18 for the line-node
semimetal, and Figs. 23, 24, and 25 – along the circular paths around the projected Weyl points (px, pz) = (−pW⊥ , pWz ),
(0, pWz ), and (+pW⊥ , p

W
z ) of the +u group, respectively. The surface-state spectrum along some other characteristic

paths, not presented here, can be deduced using the symmetry EWy<0(−px,−pz) = EWy<0(px, pz).

1. Projected bulk spectrum

As explained in Sec. III D, the cubic BIA terms transform the line-node semimetal into a Weyl semimetal by
“gapping out” each line node in the bulk spectrum everywhere except for the four Weyl points. For the y = 0 surface,
there is a total of six projected Weyl points in the surface-momentum plane (px, pz) [Fig. 21(a) and Fig. 22(a)]: two
Weyl points with the same Chern numbers are projected onto each of the points (px, pz) = (0,±pWz ), resulting in their
net Chern number CW = +2; one Weyl point is projected onto each of the points (px, pz) = (±pW⊥ ,±pWz ), with the
Chern number CW = −1. The upper and lower bulk-band boundaries EWy<0,±b(px, pz) of the Weyl semimetal touch

only at these six projection Weyl points, at the common energy εW . For the used parameters, the differences between
the values (pLN⊥ (0), pLNz (0), εLN (0)) of the line node and (pW⊥ , p

W
z , ε

W ) of the Weyl points are negligible.
The “gapping out” of the line node is best seen in the spectrum along the straight-line path pz = pWz passing

through the +u group of the three projected Weyl points, shown in Fig. 21(j), where the “gap” EWy<0,+b
(px, p

W
z ) −

EWy<0,−b(px, p
W
z ) ∼ εβ3

[Eq. (3.36)] in the bulk spectrum is now due to the cubic BIA terms. Compare this to a much

smaller scale of the “gap” ELNy<0,+b
(px, pz0)− ELNy<0,−b(px, pz0) in the bulk spectrum of the line-node semimetal along

the pz = pLNz (0) = pz0 path, shown in Fig. 19(b), which is only due to the very weak pLNz (φ) dependence.

2. Surface-state spectrum, general properties

In the surface-momentum plane (px, pz), changes occur in the regions of width pβ3 [Eq. (3.37)] around the former
projected line nodes, which for the considered values is much smaller than the typical radius ∼ pβ1 [Eq. (3.26)] of
the line-node. Away, the bulk and surface-state spectrum is very similar to that of the line-node semimetal, compare
Fig. 21 to Fig. 17 and Fig. 19. Already for the pz = pWz ± 0.1pW⊥ paths, positioned close to the pz = pWz line, on
which the +u group of projected Weyl points resides, the bulk-state and surface-state spectra of the Weyl semimetal
are essentially identical quantitatively to those of the line-node semimetal: compare Fig. 21(i) and (k) to Fig. 19(a)
and (c).
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FIG. 21. The surface-state spectrum EWy<0(px, pz) of the Weyl semimetal for the y < 0 sample, calculated within the Luttinger
model with compressive strain and linear and cubic BIA terms [Eqs. (3.32) and (4.26)] for the parameters of HgTe (Tab. I) and
the strain value u = −3 meV. The structure of the figure is the same as in Fig. 12 for the Dirac semimetal and Fig. 17 for the
line-node semimetal. The projected Weyl points are shown in green. Away from the (former) projected line nodes, the bulk
and surface-state spectra are very similar to that of the line-node semimetal (Fig. 17).

The key changes upon introducing the cubic BIA terms are as follows. As demonstrated in Sec. XI, the surface-state
band ELNy<0(px, pz) of the line-node semimetal merges with the bulk states at both sides of the projected line node.
Upon introducing the cubic BIA terms and opening the small gap ∼ εβ3

[Eq. (4.24)] in the bulk spectrum at the +u

projected line node, the two sides pz ≷ pLNz (φ(px)) of the surface-state band ELNy<0(px, pz) adjust, so that in the Weyl

semimetal the surface-state band EWy<0(px, pz) remains connected to either the upper or lower bulk-band boundary

EWy<0,±b(px, pz). This happens differently in the px ∈ (−pW⊥ , 0) and px ∈ (0,+pW⊥ ) regions. Namely, in the region

px ∈ (−pW⊥ , 0), the part of the surface-state band approaching the former projected line node from smaller pz and
smaller energies connects to the lower −b bulk-band boundary and the part thereof approaching from larger pz and
higher energies connects to the upper +b bulk-band boundary. As a result, the surface-state band does not cross
the opened bulk gap in the region px ∈ (−pW⊥ , 0) around pz = pWz . In the region px ∈ (0,+pW⊥ , 0), the behavior is
reversed. As a result, the surface-state band crosses the opened bulk gap twice in the region px ∈ (0,+pW⊥ ) around
pz = pWz .

These differences in the bulk and surface-state spectra of the Weyl and line-node semimetals are best seen in the
spectrum along the series of px = const paths, presented in Fig. 22 for the vicinity of the +u group of projected Weyl
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FIG. 22. The surface-state spectrum EWy<0(px, pz) of the Weyl semimetal along the px = const straight-line paths in the

vicinity of the former +u projected line node pz ≈ pWz ≈ pLNz (0) (additional characterization of Fig. 21). The main difference
from the analogous Fig. 18 for the line-node semimetal is that the line node gaps out everywhere expect for the Weyl points at
px = 0,±pW⊥ . and the surface-state spectrum adjusts accordingly. The edge-state spectra EWy<0(px, pz) of the effective 2D QAH
systems defined on px = const planes obey the bulk-boundary correspondence (12.6) in all four “gapped” regions of px. Note
that the aspect ratio in (a) differs from 1 to resolve the features along the pz direction.

points, as compared to Fig. 18 for the line-node semimetal. The spectrum in the vicinity of the −u group is related
to +u via the symmetry EWz>0(−px,−pz) = EWz>0(px, pz).

These differences are also seen in the spectrum along the circular paths of radius pr = 0.1pW⊥ around the projected
Weyl points (px, pz) = (−pW⊥ , pWz ), (0, pWz ), and (+pW⊥ , p

W
z ), presented in Fig. 23(a), Fig. 24(b), Fig. 25(a) for the

Weyl semimetal, respectively, as compared to Fig. 19(d),(e),(f) for the line-node semimetal, where the spectrum along
the circular paths of radius pr = 0.1p⊥0 centered at the points (px, pz) = (−p⊥0, pz0), (0, pz0), and (+p⊥0, pz0) of the
projected line node are presented.

These differences are also manifested in the Fermi [EWy<0(px, pz) = εW , red] and merging [EWy<0(px, pz) =

EWy<0,±b(px, pz), purple] contours of the Weyl semimetal, presented in Fig. 22(a) and Figs. 23, 24, and 25. We

see that the regions of absent surface states around the (px, pz) = (±pW⊥ , pWz ) projected Weyl points are still present,
inherited from the line-node semimetal, controlled mainly by the linear BIA term. However, additional Fermi and
merging contours appear in the region of the former projected line node, according to the restructuring of the bulk
and surface-state bands explained above.
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FIG. 23. The surface-state spectrum EWy<0(px, pz) of the Weyl semimetal along the circular paths around the projected Weyl

point (px, pz) = (−pW⊥ , pWz ) with the Chern number CW = −1 (additional characterization of Fig. 21). The bulk-boundary
correspondence [54] (12.9) characterizing the vicinity of the projected Weyl point is satisfied and, for small enough radius,
the emergent linear regime (13.1) is observed, as identified by the asymptotically straight Fermi and merging contours as the
projected Weyl point is approached; the same concerns Figs. 24 and 25.
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FIG. 24. The surface-state spectrum EWy<0(px, pz) of the Weyl semimetal along the circular paths around the projected double

Weyl point (px, pz) = (0, pWz ) with the net Chern number CW = +2 (additional characterization of Fig. 21). Note that the
aspect ratio in (e) differs from 1 in order to resolve the features along the pz direction.

Away from the regions of the former projected line nodes, the Fermi contours of the Weyl semimetal have the same
shape as those of the line-node semimetal [Fig. 21(a)]. As the Fermi contour connected to the (px, pz) = (−pW⊥ , pWz )
projected Weyl point deviates from the +u region, it becomes the same as that of the line-node semimetal until it
eventually reaches the −u region, where it connects to the (0,−pWz ) projected double Weyl point. The Fermi contour
connected to the (pW⊥ , p

W
z ) projected Weyl point connects to the (0, pWz ) projected double Weyl point along an almost

straight line. The other Fermi contour connected to (0, pWz ) also moves towards the (pW⊥ , p
W
z ) point; however, it does

not connect to it, but only passes closely; after which it deviates from the +u region and follows closely the Fermi
contour of the line-node semimetal until it reaches to −u group, which it connect to the (pW⊥ ,−pWz ) point. Altogether,
there are two disconnected contours, in accord with absent surface states crossing the εW level in the px ∈ (−pW⊥ , 0)
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FIG. 25. The surface-state spectrum EWy<0(px, pz) of the Weyl semimetal along the circular paths around the projected Weyl

point (px, pz) = (pW⊥ , p
W
z ) with the Chern number CW = −1 (additional characterization of Fig. 21).

region around pz = +pWz and in the px ∈ (0,+pW⊥ ) region around pz = −pWz . Note that, similar to the discussion for
the Dirac semimetal in Sec. IX F, this only means that there is no connectivity at this energy: all six projected Weyl
points are connected by the surface-state band.

3. Surface-state spectrum, topological properties

We now explore the topological aspect of the Weyl semimetal, as well as of the Dirac and line-node semimetals.
As per the general topological framework presented in Sec. XII B 1, the surface-state spectrum EWy<0(pγx(t), pγz (t))
along various paths (pγx(t), pγz (t)) presented in Figs. 21-25 (straight lines and circles), can be regarded as edge-state
spectra of effective generalized 2D QAH systems, defined on the respective cylinders Σγ . All these spectra obey the
bulk-boundary correspondence (12.5), as we now demonstrate.

According to the changes in the spectrum in the vicinity of the former projected line nodes, the contribution
from the region around pz = pWz to the chirality of the effective edge-state bands oriented with growing pz is 0 in
the px ∈ (−pW⊥ , 0) region and +2 in the px ∈ (0,+pW⊥ ) region. By the symmetry EWy<0(−px,−pz) = EWy<0(px, pz),

the contribution to the chirality from the region around pz = −pWz , is −2 in the px ∈ (−pW⊥ , 0) region and 0 in
the px ∈ (0,+pW⊥ ) region. Adding these together, the chiralities N(Σpx) of the effective edge-state spectra of the
px = const QAH systems (Fig. 22) are indeed in accord with the Chern numbers C(Σpx) = 0,−2, 2, 0, of the four
topological phases at px < −pW⊥ , −pW⊥ < px < 0, 0 < px < pW⊥ , and pW⊥ < px, respectively, manifesting bulk-boundary
correspondence (Sec. XII B 1). The planes with px = −pW⊥ , 0, pW⊥ that cross the projected Weyl points represent the
phase transitions between these phases.

The chirality of the effective edge-state spectra of the pz = pWz ± 0.1pW⊥ QAH systems [Fig. 21(i),(k),(f)] is zero, in
accord with the zero Chern number C(Σpz ) = 0 of the topological phases pz < −pWz , −pWz < pz < pWz , pWz < pz. We
remind that for pz = const QAH systems, although there are phase transitions at the planes pz = ±pWz containing
the ±u groups of Weyl points, there is no change of the Chern number, since the sum of the Chern numbers of the
Weyl points at pz = ±pWz is zero: 1− 1− 1 + 1 = 0.

Also, we have assigned orientation according to the source-and-drain picture to all Fermi contours in the surface-
momentum planes in all Figs. 21-25 for the Weyl semimetal. As explained in Sec. XII B 2, this allows one to deduce
the chirality of effective edge-state spectrum along any path. We observe that the so-determined chiralities are indeed
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in full accord with the bulk-boundary correspondence (12.5).
We can now also comment on the topological aspect of the surface-state spectrum of the Dirac and line-node

semimetals. These systems can be regarded as special cases of Weyl semimetals and their surface states can also be
analyzed in terms of quantum Hall topology and its bulk-boundary correspondence. They are trivial Weyl semimetals
with composite, net-neutral nodes, since for any surface not crossing the nodes the effective 2D QAH system is trivial
with zero Chern number.

Of particular interest are the circular paths enclosing one projected Dirac point [(d) and (h) of Figs. 7-12 and
Fig. 15]. The Chern number of the Dirac point is zero, and in all six presented cases of ᾱ0, the surface-state spectrum
along such circular paths is in accord with bulk-boundary correspondence. Although the surface-state spectrum
is qualitatively different in the two regimes |ᾱ0| < 1

2 and 1
2 < |ᾱ0| < 1, it is topologically the same and has the

same zero chirality: for |ᾱ0| < 1
2 , there are two edge-state bands, one merging with the lower bulk-band boundary

EDy<0,−b(px, pz), and the other with the upper bulk-band boundary EDy<0,+b
(px, pz); for 1

2 < |ᾱ0| < 1, there is one
edge-state band not connected to the bulk-band boundaries. Of course, the net chirality of the effective edge-state
spectrum is also zero for any other path (like straight lines) not crossing the projected Dirac points.

This topological property of the surface states is preserved by continuity when the Dirac semimetal is transformed
into the line-node semimetal and when the latter is in turn transformed into the Weyl semimetal. For the circular
paths enclosing the +u Dirac point of the Dirac semimetal [Fig. 12(d) and (h)], for the circular paths enclosing the
+u line node of the line-node semimetal [Fig. 17(d) and (h)], and for the circular paths enclosing the whole +u group
of projected Weyl points of the Weyl semimetal [Fig. 21(d) and (h)], the effective edge-state spectra are topologically
equivalent (moreover, those of the line-node and Weyl semimetals are very close quantitatively), their chirality is
zero in accord with the zero total net Chern number of the enclosed singularities (nodal points or lines), manifesting
bulk-boundary correspondence. This is because all three contours and systems can be continuously deformed to each
other without crossing the nodes (and therefore while the effective QAH systems remain gapped).

4. Topological properties and emergent linear scaling near projected Weyl points

Next, we consider circular paths enclosing individual projected Weyl points. Circular paths of sufficiently small
radii centered around the projected Weyl points are particularly useful, as they provide a direct and complete charac-
terization of the whole surface-state spectrum in their vicinity, serving two purposes: capturing the local topological
properties and the emergent linear scaling. For each projected Weyl point (px, pz) = (−pW⊥ , pWz ), (0, pWz ), and
(+pW⊥ , p

W
z ) of the +u group, we present the surface-state spectra along several such circles with decreasing radii pr

in Figs. 23, 24, and 25, respectively.
First, we explicitly see the bulk-boundary correspondence (12.9) manifest: the signed number (chirality) of the

effective edge-state bands connecting the lower and upper bulk-band boundaries is indeed in full accord with the net
Chern number of the projected Weyl points enclosed within the circle. Although the spectra around the same point
differ quantitatively for different radii, their topological properties remain the same.

Second, as the radius pr is decreased, the emergence of the momentum scale pβ3 [Eq. (3.37)] of the cubic BIA
terms becomes evident. Below this scale around the projected Weyl points, a universal linear scaling behavior of the
surface-state spectrum emerges, e.g.,

EWy<0(pW⊥ + pr sin ζ, pWz + pr cos ζ) = εW + VWy<0(ζ)pr + o(pr), (13.1)

for the projected Weyl point (px, pz) = (pW⊥ , p
W
z ) and similar for the other points. In this regime, the spectrum is

fully characterized by its velocity VWy<0(ζ) as a function of the angle ζ. Therefore, for small enough radius pr, the

spectrum along the circle essentially maps out the velocity VWy<0(ζ).
In Ref. 54, the general surface-state structure in the vicinity of one projected Weyl point was calculated for the

most general form of the linear-in-momentum Hamiltonian and BCs. The main general properties are: there is
one surface-state band, which exist in a half-plane of the surface momentum; the merging half-lines with the upper
and lower ±b bulk-band boundaries form one straight line. Hence, for any model, the surface-state properties must
asymptotically reduce to this behavior in the vicinity of a single projected Weyl point. The linear regime can be best
identified by the Fermi and merging contours, which become asymptotically straight as the projected Weyl point is
approached (and also by the linear spectrum along the straight-line paths passing through the Weyl points). We do
observe this asymptotic behavior for the considered generalized Luttinger model of the Weyl semimetal in the vicinity
of the four single projected Weyl points (±pW⊥ ,±pWz ) [Figs. 23 and 25]. For the (−pW⊥ , pWz ) point, the linear regime
is reached at slightly less than pr = 0.001pW⊥ [Fig. 23(g)]. For the (pW⊥ , p

W
z ) point, the linear regime is reached at

around pr = 0.01pW⊥ [Fig. 25(f)]. For the (0, pWz ) double projected Weyl point, the linear regime is reached earlier,
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already at pr = 0.1pW⊥ . [Fig. 24(d) and (e)]. For the double projected Weyl point, the general linear-in-momentum
model has not yet been derived and studied, but, of course, linear scaling is also anticipated in this case.

The emergence of the linear scaling proves that the vicinities of projected Weyl points could be described by a
linear-in-momentum model, which would be the last low-energy model in the hierarchy of Sec. V. Although we do not
derive these models from the generalized Luttinger model here, the clearly observed linear scaling proves that they
exist and could be derived.

We also point out the following. Although the surface-state spectrum along the px = 0 straight-line path is
qualitatively the same for the Dirac [Fig. 12(b)] and Weyl [Fig. 21(b) and Fig. 22(g)] semimetals, the full spectra in
the vicinity of the projected Dirac point (px, pz) = (0, pu0) and the projected double Weyl point (px, pz) = (0, pWz ) are
topologically and qualitatively completely different, as the spectra along the circular paths show: for the Dirac point
with the CW = 0 Chern number, the two branches at px = 0 are cuts of the same topologically trivial band at ζ = 0, π
[Fig. 12(d) and Fig. 15]; for the projected Weyl point with the CW = +2 Chern number, the two branches are cuts of
two different chiral subbands [Fig. 24(a),(b),(c)]. Therefore, it is important to realize that single straight-line paths
alone do not provide a complete picture of the surface-state spectrum and such similarities can be misleading. The
plots along circular paths of sufficiently small radii, on the other hand, fully characterize the surface-state spectrum
in the vicinity of the nodes.

B. z > 0 sample

The surface-state spectrum EWz>0(px, py) of the Weyl semimetal for the z > 0 sample is presented in Fig. 26. As
a consequence of the bulk band structure explained in Sec. XII A, the Weyl points with equal Chern numbers are
projected onto each other in pairs in the surface-momentum plane (px, py). This leads to four projected Weyl points
(px, py) = (±pW⊥ , 0) and (0,±pW⊥ ) [Fig. 26(a)] with the net Chern numbers CW = ∓2, respectively. Away from the
region of width pβ3

around the former projected line node, the spectrum is very similar to that of the line-node
semimetal, compare to Fig. 20.

The same main changes upon introducing the cubic BIA terms and transforming the line-node semimetal to the
Weyl semimetal occur in the surface-state spectrum for the z > 0 sample as for the y < 0. As demonstrated in Sec. XI,
the upper band of the surface-state spectrum ELNz>0(px, py) of the line-node semimetal merges with the projected line
node from both the inner p⊥ < pLN⊥ (φ) and outer pLN⊥ (φ) < p⊥ regions. Upon introducing the cubic BIA terms
and opening the gap in the bulk spectrum in the four angular sectors of φ, the two sides sides of the upper surface-
state band adjusts, so that in the Weyl semimetal the upper band of the surface-state spectrum EWz>0(px, py) remains
connected to either the upper or the lower bulk-band boundary EWz>0,±b(px, py). This happens differently in different

angular sectors between the projected Weyl points. In the sectors 0 < φ < π
2 and π < φ < 3π

2 [Fig. 26(e),(f), and (g)],
the inner band growing with p⊥ merges with the +b upper bulk-band boundary and the growing outer band merges
with the −b lower bulk-band boundary. As a result, in these sectors, these parts of the surface-state band cross the
gaps, each contributing +1 chirality for any path oriented with growing p⊥. In the remaining sectors π

2 < φ < π and
3π
2 < φ < 2π [Fig. 26(h),(i), and (j)], the situation is reversed: the inner band growing with p⊥ merges with the −b

lower bulk-band boundary and the growing outer band merges with the +b lower bulk-band boundary. As a result, in
these sectors, these parts of the surface-state band do not cross the gap and contribution nothing to chirality. These
properties are also manifested in the Fermi and merging contours [Fig. 26(a),(n),(o),(s),(t)]. From each projected
Weyl point (px, py) = (0,±pW⊥ ) with CW = +2, two inner Fermi contours originate and terminate at the projected
Weyl point (px, py) = (±pW⊥ , 0) with CW = −2, respectively.

The net chirality of the effective edge-state bands can be deduced from this for any path and will be equal to
the Chern number of the effective QAH system, manifesting the bulk-boundary correspondence. In particular, for
straight-line paths passing through p⊥ = 0, with φ = const 6= 0,±π2 , π the chirality is always zero, in accord with
the zero Chern number, but there are two different realizations. For 0 < φ < π

2 , there is a cancellation of +2 and −2

contributions. For 3π
2 < φ < 2π, there are no edge-state bands crossing the gap. The zero chirality and Chern number

for any φ = const 6= 0,±π2 , π path can also be explained in terms of T− time-reversal symmetry, see Sec. XIV A.

In Fig. 26(k),(l),(m),(p),(q),(r), we also present the spectrum along the circular paths enclosing individual projected
Weyl points for the radii pr = 0.1pW⊥ , 0.01pW⊥ . The bulk-boundary correspondence is manifested. From the plots
Fig. 26 (n),(o),(s),(t) of the surface-momentum plane, linear scaling, analogous to Eq. (13.1), is seen emerging at
about pr = 0.001pW⊥ as the Fermi and merging contours become asymptotically straight as the projected Weyl point
is approached.
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FIG. 26. The surface-state spectrum EWz>0(px, py) of the Weyl semimetal for the z > 0 sample. Other conditions same as in
Fig. 17. (a) Surface-momentum plane. (b),(e),(h) The spectrum along the φ = 0,+π

4
,−π

4
paths, respectively, with the insets

around the former projected line node. (k),(l),(m),(p),(q),(r) The spectrum along the circular paths around the projected Weyl
point (px, py) = (pW⊥ , 0) and (n),(o),(s),(t) the surface momentum plane at the same scale. In (o) and (t), the aspect ratio
differs from 1 to resolve the features along the pz direction.

XIV. OTHERS ASPECTS

A. Effective 2D T− insulators

Just like any surface (in particular, any plane) in the 3D momentum space of a Weyl semimetal can be regarded
as an effective 2D QAH system (class A), for present T− symmetry (which is the case for the considered model), any
T−-invariant surface can be regarded as an effective 2D T−-symmetric topological insulator (if no Weyl points are
crossed) (class AII). Since the BC (4.26) is T−-symmetric, the corresponding effective edge-state spectrum satisfies
the class-AII bulk-boundary correspondence.
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FIG. 27. Relation between the surface-state spectra of the Weyl semimetal for different surface orientations. For an effective
2D QAH system, specified by a plane in 3D momentum space of the Weyl semimetal, exemplified here with px = pW⊥ /2 plane
of the 0 < px < pW⊥ topological phase, the effective edge-state spectra EWy<0(px, pz) for the y < 0 sample and EWz>0(px, py) for
the z > 0 sample have the same chirality N = 2, equal to the Chern number C(Σpx)) = 2 of the plane, in accord with the
bulk-boundary correspondence (12.6). This can be understood from the visualization of the chiral quantum Hall edge states
following the edge of one sample of any shape, such as a sample occupying the quadrant region specified by both y < 0 and
z > 0 conditions. Other conditions are the same as in Fig. 21.

Any plane passing through p = 0 is T−-symmetric. For the y < 0 sample, relevant T−-symmetric planes are those
that project onto the lines (px, pz) = pr(sin ζ, cos ζ) with ζ = const. There are three phases as a function of ζ. The
effective edge-state spectrum, which for |ζ| � 1 can be deduced from the px = const paths around pz = pWz in Fig. 22
and symmetry, is trivial in terms of class-AII topology in all three phases, although differs qualitatively. For the z > 0
sample, relevant T−-symmetric planes are those that project onto the lines (px, py) = p⊥(cosφ, sinφ) with φ = const.
There are two phases: φ ∈ (−π2 , 0) and φ ∈ (0, π2 ). The effective edge-state spectrum is nontrivial in terms of class-AII
topology in both phases [Fig. 26(e) and (h)], although differs qualitatively.

B. Relation between different surfaces

Although considering effective 2D QAH systems defined on cylinders in the 3D momentum space of a Weyl semimetal
is particularly useful for characterizing the vicinity of the Weyl points, this construction is tailored to a specific surface
orientation. Considering QAH systems defined on planes, on the other hand, has the advantage that different surfaces
become different effective edges of the same QAH system, the topological properties of the edge-state spectra of which
are related.

For instance, for px = const planes, the surface-state spectra EWy<0(px, pz) and EWz>0(px, py) can be regarded as effec-
tive edge-state spectra at fixed px = const as functions of pz and py, respectively. The bulk-boundary correspondence
[Eq. (12.6)] has to hold for any edge of a given QAH system; hence, the chiralities of these edge-state spectra have
to be the same and equal to the bulk Chern number C(Σpx). This can be understood from the chiral properties of
the edge states of a QAH system (Fig. 27) with an edge consisting of straight-line sections with different orientations:
due to their chiral nature, the edge states cannot terminate and persist with preserved chirality into the next section.

We illustrate this in Fig. 27 for the effective QAH system defined on the px = pW⊥ /2 plane, which exemplifies the
0 < px < pW⊥ phase with the Chern number C(Σpx) = +2. The surface states for y < 0 and z > 0 samples in this case
have already been presented in Figs. 21 and 26. According to the considerations in Secs. XIII A and XIII B, the net
chirality of the effective edge-state spectra is N = +2 for both surfaces, as seen in Fig. 27. Note that it is important
here that both (−y, x, z) and (z, x, y) form right-handed systems, which is why the chiralities of the spectra for y < 0
and z > 0 samples are the same (and not opposite).
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FIG. 28. Comparison of the surface-state spectra of the Weyl semimetal calculated within the generalized Luttinger (first three
rows) and Kane (last three rows) models, for the parameters of HgTe (Tabs. I and II) and for different values of compressive
strain u. For each model, the first row presents the Fermi contours of the surface-state band at the Weyl-point energy εW , the
second and third rows present the spectrum along the φ = ±π

4
paths, respectively. For small enough strain u (like u = −3meV),

there is qualitative and good quantitative agreement at momenta on order p⊥ ∼ pβ1 . For larger strain, outside of the validity
range of the Luttinger model, the spectrum of the Kane model undergoes qualitative transformations, while the spectrum of
the Luttinger model remains qualitatively the same. The units of momentum and energy in these plots are µm−1 and meV.

C. Comparison between the Luttinger and Kane models

In this section, we perform the comparison of the surface-state spectra calculated within the generalized Luttinger
and Kane models in the Weyl semimetal phase, i.e., with all perturbations present: strain and linear and cubic BIA
terms. As explained in Secs. IV and V, the Luttinger model is the rigorous low-energy limit of the Kane model, when
all the relevant energy scales are much smaller than the level spacing ∆ between the j = 3

2 and j = 1
2 states. For
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the hierarchy of scales we consider, the largest scale in the Luttinger model is the strain |u|; therefore, agreement is
expected when the condition |u| � |∆| is satisfied. We now explore what this means quantitatively by comparing the
surface-state spectra for various values of |u| while ∆ and other parameters remains fixed and equal to those of HgTe
(Tabs. I and II).

We calculate the spectra for the z > 0 sample along the characteristic φ = ±π4 paths and their Fermi contours,
presented in Fig. 28.

We notice that for the bulk spectrum at the momentum scale pβ1
[Eq. (3.26)] of the linear BIA term, there is no

appreciable quantitative difference between the Luttinger and Kane models for the presented values of strain and
there are no qualitative differences as the strain is changed: the values pW⊥ of the Weyl points remain almost the same
(they are determined mainly by the pβ1 scale, which does not depend on strain), and only the energy position and
splitting of the bulk bands have some dependence on |u|.

Further, there are also no qualitative changes in the surface-state spectrum of the Luttinger model upon changing
strain. This is understandable, since there is no larger scale in the Luttinger model that could compete with strain.

At the smallest presented value u = −3meV (which is the value used throughout for the line-node and Weyl
semimetals), the surface-state spectra of the Kane and Luttinger models agree qualitatively and reasonably well
quantitatively, confirming that at such value the Luttinger model (with the values of other parameters those of HgTe)
is applicable. (Upon decreasing the strain value, quantitative agreement would only improve.) The agreement is best
seen in the Fermi contours: there is a closed Fermi contour in the outer region and two “double” Fermi contours
connected to the pairs of the projected double Weyl points.

However, we observe that, upon increasing the strain magnitude |u| and thus making it more comparable to the
level spacing |∆|, the surface-state spectrum of the Kane model undergoes not just quantitative, but qualitative

transformations. The main “driver” of these changes is the surface-state energy EW,Kz>0,±(0) at the double-degeneracy

point p⊥ = 0 moving upwards relative to the bulk-band boundaries upon increasing |u|; this effect does not happen
in the Luttinger model. Upon this evolution, first, the connectivity to the Weyl points switches from the lower to
the upper surface-state band between u = −3meV and u = −10meV. The energy of the p⊥ = 0 point still remains
below the Weyl-point (Fermi) level εW,K . The closed Fermi contour shrinks and passes through the (former) line-node
region. For smaller strain magnitude |u|, this Fermi contour in the outer region is due to the lower surface-state band

EW,Kz>0,−(p⊥) crossing the Fermi level and for larger |u|, this Fermi contour in the inner region is due to the upper

surface-state band EW,Kz>0,+(p⊥). Further, at the strain value very close to u = −14meV, the surface-state energy

EW,Kz>0,±(0) crosses the Fermi level εW,K , where the Fermi contour shrinks into a point. At larger strain magnitude,
u = −16,−17,−20meV, the closed Fermi contour in the inner region is again due to the crossing of the lower surface-
state band. The qualitative difference in the Fermi contours at u = −16meV and u = −17,−20meV is whether along
the φ = π

4 path (and in a range of φ around it) the lower surface-state band crosses the Fermi level twice or not at
all, respectively, whether it has a minimum in p⊥ below or above the Fermi level.

XV. CONCLUSION

We have presented the theoretical analysis of the surface states of the Luttinger semimetal in the presence of several
perturbations: compressive strain and linear- and cubic-in-momentum bulk-inversion-asymmetry (BIA) terms. There
are several physical, technical, and methodological points presented in this work, which we summarize and emphasize
in this conclusion.

It has been demonstrated that the Luttinger semimetal without perturbations can indeed be regarded as the parent,
highest-symmetry system for multiple nontrivial phases. For the considered perturbations, the system has a peculiar
structure, where each successive perturbation creates a new semimetal phase via the modification of the nodal structure
of the previous phase, resulting in a sequence of four semimetal phases: the parent Luttinger semimetal and Dirac,
line-node, and Weyl semimetals.

Calculation of the surface states of these semimetal phases has been the main practical goal of this work. Since
already the unperturbed Luttinger semimetal exhibits surface states [8], the surface states of the new phases can be
regarded as their evolution.

Among the theoretical technical points, we have shown that the semi-analytical method of calculating surface
states within the continuum models with BCs allows for calculations for a true half-infinite system with any desired
resolution. This allowed us to capture very fine features of the surface-state spectrum, e.g., in the vicinity of the
nodes. We have also used an efficient and insightful method of characterizing surface-state spectra through a set of
2D plots, which consists of the plot of the surface-momentum plane with Fermi and merging contours and shaded
regions occupied by the bands and 2D plots of the surface-state spectrum along a set of paths: key straight-line paths
and circular paths around the projected point nodes. Circular paths provide a full characterization of the vicinity
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of the projected point nodes, including the demonstration of bulk-boundary correspondence. This set of 2D plots
provides a comprehensive description of the whole 3D plot of the surface-state spectrum as a function of the 2D
surface momentum.

Among the interesting physical features of the system, for the considered Weyl semimetal, we observed multiple
situations where the effective edge-states bands of different QAH systems with the same Chern number (either within
one gapped phase or in different phases with the same Chern number), while having the same chirality and being
topologically equivalent, nonetheless differ quite a bit qualitatively (such as the situations of absent edge states crossing
the bulk gap and present edge states with cancelled chiralities for the zero Chern number).

The main theoretical methodological point has been the application of continuum models with BCs for the study of
surface states. In accord with the hierarchy of the perturbations and semimetal phases they create, there is a hierarchy
of low-energy continuum models describing the vicinities of the nodal structures. We derive most of these models
and demonstrate quantitative asymptotic agreement between some of them, which explicitly proves that continuum
models with proper BCs are perfectly applicable for the study of surface states.
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Appendix A: Linear-in-momentum model at the line node

Here we present additional formulas of relevance to Secs. III C and III D.
The Hamiltonian of the line-node semimetal in the basis (3.19) reads

Ĥ ′LN (p) = Û†φĤ
LN (p)Ûφ =
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2 (αzp⊥ + β1)p⊥ cos 2φ√
3

2 (−αzp⊥ + β1)p⊥ cos 2φ 0

)
,

Ĥ ′�(p) = α�


3
5 ( 1

2p
2
⊥ − p2

z)
2
√

3
5 p⊥(pz + 1

2 ip⊥ sin 2φ) 0 − 3
√

3
5

1
2p

2
⊥ cos 2φ

2
√

3
5 p⊥(pz − 1

2 ip⊥ sin 2φ) − 3
5 ( 1

2p
2
⊥ − p2

z)
3
√

3
5

1
2p

2
⊥ cos 2φ 0

0 3
√

3
5

1
2p

2
⊥ cos 2φ 3

5 ( 1
2p

2
⊥ − p2

z)
2
√

3
5 p⊥(pz − 1

2 ip⊥ sin 2φ)

− 3
√

3
5

1
2p

2
⊥ cos 2φ 0 2

√
3

5 p⊥(pz + 1
2 ip⊥ sin 2φ) − 3

5 ( 1
2p

2
⊥ − p2

z)

 .

Without cubic anisotropy (α� = 0), we observe that at p⊥ = β1/αz the second state decouples from the other three
at any φ and at p⊥ = −β1/αz the fourth state decouples from the other three. Depending on the sign of β1/αz, the
crossing of the band of one of these states with one of the bands of the other three states forms the line node.

At φ = π
4 , there is exact block decoupling (due to reflection symmetry in D2d) of the Hamiltonian

Ĥ ′W (p)|φ=π
4

= Û†φĤ
W (p)Ûφ|φ=π

4
=

(
ĤW
a (p⊥, pz) 0̂

0̂ ĤW
b (p⊥, pz)

)
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for the Weyl semimetal, with the cubic anisotropy and cubic BIA terms. Presenting the first block in terms of the
Pauli matrices,

ĤW
a (p⊥, pz) =

∑
α=0,x,y,z

τ̂α[hLNaα (p⊥, pz) + h3
aα(p⊥, pz)],

the contribution of the line-node semimetal with cubic anisotropy (all terms except for the cubic BIA terms) reads

hLNa0 (p⊥, pz) = α0(p2
⊥ + p2

z) + 3
2β1p⊥ ≈ εLN (π4 ) + 2α0(p⊥π4 q⊥ + pz π4 qz) = εLN (π4 ) + v0⊥q⊥ + v0zqz, (A1)

hLNax (p⊥, pz) =
√

3((αz + 2
5α�)p⊥ − β1)pz ≈

√
3(αz + 2

5α�)pz π4 q⊥ = vx⊥q⊥, (A2)

hLNay (p⊥, pz) = −
√

3((αz + 2
5α�)p⊥ − β1) 1

2p⊥ ≈
√

3(αz + 2
5α�) 1

2p⊥π4 q⊥ = vy⊥q⊥, (A3)

hLNaz (p⊥, pz) = (αz − 3
5α�)(− 1

2p
2
⊥ + p2

z) + u ≈ 2(αz − 3
5α�)(− 1

2p⊥π4 q⊥ + pz π4 qz) = vz⊥q⊥ + vzzqz, (A4)

and the contribution of the cubic BIA terms reads

h3
a0(p⊥, pz) = 1

2p⊥[(β31 + 7
4β32 + 3β33 + 3β34) 1

2p
2
⊥ − (β31 + 7

4β32 − 3β33)p2
z], (A5)

h3
ax(p⊥, pz) = −

√
3pz(β33p

2
⊥ + β34p

2
z), (A6)

h3
ay(p⊥, pz) =

√
3

2 p⊥[− 1
2p

2
⊥(β31 + 7

4β32 − β33 − β34) + (β31 + 7
4β32 + β33)p2

z], (A7)

h3
az(p⊥, pz) = 1

2p⊥(β31 + 13
4 β32)( 1

2p
2
⊥ − p2

z). (A8)

Assuming β1/αz > 0, the terms hLNaα (p⊥π4 , pz
π
4

) = 0, α = x, y, z vanish at p⊥ = p⊥π4 and pz = pz π4 [Eq. (3.29)],
which signifies the node of the line-node semimetal. The linear-in-momentum model [Eqs. (3.30), (3.31), and (3.33)] is
obtained by expanding in momentum about this point. To leading order, the line-node-semimetal part is expanded in
momentum deviation (q⊥, qφ, qz), as shown in Eq. (A4), which gives the linear-in-momentum terms, (importantly, we
also check that there is no linear in qφ contribution when the deviation from the φ = π

4 plane is taken into account),
while the cubic BIA terms (A8) are taken at the line node point to produce the energy parameters

εα = h3
aα(p⊥π4 , pz

π
4

), α = 0, x, y, z.

The energy parameter arising in Eq. (3.33) upon the basis change reads

ε′x =
εxvx⊥ + εyvy⊥√

v2
x⊥ + v2

y⊥
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[23] G. L. Bir and G. E. Pikus, “Symmetry and Strain-induced Effects in Semiconductors”, Wiley (1974).
[24] R. Winkler, “Spin-orbit Coupling Effects in Two-Dimensional Electron and Hole Systems”, Springer-Verlag Berlin Heidel-

berg (2003).
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[27] C. Brüne, C. Thienel, M. Stuiber, J. Böttcher, H. Buhmann, E. G. Novik, C.-X. Liu, E. M. Hankiewicz, and L. W.

Molenkamp Phys. Rev. X 4, 041045 (2014).
[28] E. O. Kane, Journal of Physics and Chemistry of Solids 1, 249 (1957).
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