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In this Reply, we respond to the comments in [1] on our Phys. Rev. Lett. 127, 176601 (2021)
“Coulomb instabilities of a three-Dimensional higher-order topological insulator”. We show the
surface gap given in [1] is different from the expression derived by using the well-accepted approach
and becomes divergent and singular at lower energies, thus is not suitable for depicting the phase
transition from the 2nd-order to lst-order topological insulator. We further show that a correct
surface gap can describe the phase transition if the RG scheme treats the bulk gap as starting
point. We justify our criteria in [2] for both the transitions from 2nd-order topological insulator to
1st-order topological insulator and normal insulator.

First of all, the results in [1] have verified the cor-
rectness of our calculations in [2] and shown the signif-
icance and broad interest of this topic. The comments
in [1] question our criterion for the transition from the
2nd- to 1st-order topological insulator. A new criterion,
the surface gap, is raised in [1], because the 2nd-order
topological insulator has surface gaps while the 1st-order
topological insulator has not.

The divergent and singular surface gap is not suitable
for describing topological phase transition. We have two
concerns on the surface gap in [1].

First, its expression [1]

Mgurt = mD/B (1)

is different from the one
Tn‘éurf:"nD/\/'1)2—i_‘B2 (2)

derived by using the well-accepted approach [3, 4] (see
details in Appendix). Here, m, D, and B are model
parameters in the Hamiltonian that we use in [2]

H = Hri+ Hp,
Hri = (m+ Bk?) v+ vy -k,
Hp = —D (k2 —k}) 7, (3)

where Hrp describes a 1st-order topological insulator and
the D term breaks time-reversal symmetry to open side-
surface gaps on Hrr, to generate a 2nd-order topological
insulator. Without the D term, the model reduces to the
1st-order TI and there is no surface gap, so the vanishing
D is a better criterion for describing the transition from
the 2nd- to 1st-order topological insulator.
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FIG. 1. (a) The surface gap msurt = mD/B defined in [1] as a
function of £. Larger ¢ means lower energy scale. Our results
(black solid) recover those (red dashed) from Fig. 1(a) in [1].
(b) B/D decreases with increasing ¢ without bound. Inset:
B = 0 around £, = 3.6, leading to the singular mgyurs. (C) Msurs
becomes singular around £, =~ 3.6. (d) For £ < 5, B/D < 1,
violating the assumption of D < B made in the perturbation
calculation of the surface gap in [1]. For all diagrams, the
initial values, namely mo = B =1, BY = 0.5, ap =72 = 0.1,
and Dy = 5, are identical to the values specified in [1].

Second, the flow of the surface gap mgy,s is shown in
[1], but only up to £ = 1.3, far away from the low-energy
thermodynamic limit (i.e., £ = 0o). Fig. 1(a) shows that
our results recover mgyy¢ in [1] from ¢ = 0 through 1.3.
Strikingly, as we further increase ¢, we notice a singu-
lar behavior around ¢ ~ 3.6 for mgus, as depicted in
Fig. 1(c). As shown in the inset diagram of Fig. 1(b),
this singular behavior of mgy,s is caused by the vanish-
ing of B at £ ~ 3.6, so does the increased behavior of
Mgure. Therefore, the claimed increased surface gap in [1]
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is misleading. This singular behavior shows that mgy,t of
Eq. (1) is not suitable for describing the phase transition.

Moreover, further analysis of how the authors in [1]
obtained Eq. (1) revealed that their perturbation calcu-
lation assumed D < B, which is not satisfied in the
region where the increased gap is described by Eq. (1).
Fig. 1(d) shows that for £ < 5, D > B, and even more
critically, ¢ ~ 3.6, D > B, which conflicts with the use
of Eq. (1) to describe the surface gap.

The surface gap vanishes if RG is properly handled—
Now we show that the surface gap vanishes in the low-
energy limit as a result of the Coulomb interaction, if the
RG flow of the bulk gap is properly handled. Our RG
calculations show that B and D always flow to zero and
bulk gap m diverges as £ — oco. The behaviors can be
understood from the RG scheme, in which the linear-k
term is the free-field Hamiltonian, while the £° term (m)
and the k% terms (B and D) are treated as perturba-
tions. Integrating out high-energy modes is equivalent
to approaching the k£ = 0 point, resulting in two conse-
quences. First, the k2-related B and D become less im-
portant and thus can be ignored as k — 0 (i.e., £ — 00).
Second, the k° term m becomes more important thus di-
verges as ¢ — oo. However, the bulk gap m must be
finite in a realistic system. Once m flows to comparable
with the cutoff A ~ 1/a of the system, it is not proper
to view the linear-k term (i.e., v|k| in Eq. (3)) as the
free-field Hamiltonian. Instead, one needs to view the m
term as the starting Hamiltonian and all other terms as
perturbations [5]. As a result, with increasing ¢, m never
flows, but B and D still decrease. According to Eq. (2),
the gap in the low-energy limit becomes

furtl e = AV 1+ (B/D)?|100 — 0, (4)

which shows that the surface gap does not change sign
when the transition from the 2nd- to 1st-order topologi-
cal insulator happens, instead, it just vanishes, if the di-
vergent bulk gap is properly handled. More importantly,
the transition is controlled by the unbounded increase of
|B/D] (see Fig. 1(b)), where both B and D are of the
same k° order, so their tree-level scaling are cancelled,
indicating that the Coulomb interaction is truly behind
the transition.

A wanishing B does not influence the topology —
Although B also flows to zero, the vanishing B does not
indicates the transition from the 1st-order topological in-
sulator to normal insulator. To illustrate this, we note
that the topology of the 1st-order topological insulator is
described by the Pfaffian [6]

m — Bk?
\/(m — Bk2)? + v2k2

m

P(k) =i (5)

at k =0 and k — oo, specifically,
P(k =0) =isgn(m), P(k— o0)= —isgn(B). (6)

In other words, m only matters at k = 0 and B only mat-
ters as k — oo, respectively. Moreover, by approaching

to k = 0, the RG scheme cannot change B at k — oo,
so it is safe to use only m to describe the change of the
topology of the 1lst-order topological insulator.

Conclusion— We have justified our criteria [2] for both
of the transitions from 2nd-order topological insulator
to 1st-order topological insulator and normal insulator.
Nevertheless, we would like to emphasize that the tran-
sition from a second-order to a first-order topological in-
sulator is an emergent phenomenon, which is supposed
to happen only in the lowest-energy limit. The transi-
tion from the 2nd-order topological insulator to normal
insulator needs a critical strength of the Coulomb inter-
action. More importantly, our RG calculations are at
zero temperature. Finite temperatures may stabilize the
higher-order topological insulator, which is a topic that
deserves further exploration.
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Appendix A: Gap of the surface states

We show the detailed calculations of the surface gap in
the (100) plain, we focus on the gap instead of the whole
dispersion of the surface states, and thus set k, = k, = 0.
By replacing k, with —id,, The Hamiltonian becomes

H = (m + B@g) T,00 — WO TL05 + D@gryao (A1)

We directly solve the surface models by the method used
in [3, 4]. First, we take a trial wave-function

¥ = re’”, (A2)
the secular equation for energy FE is given by
det |H(k; = —i)\) — E| =0, (A3)
which gives four solutions of A,
Ao = j:\/X + (_1)am, (A4)
2(B2% + D?)

where X = v? — 2Bm, and Y = (B? + D?) (m? — E?).
For a A, the corresponding two eigenstates for H(k, =
—iA) with eigenvalue (—1)*FE are found to be

1/’0431 = [’“}ﬂ)\a71D>\(2170aZ()/]T7

baps = [iDAZ, 10BN Zay 0] (A5)



where Z, = BA2 +m — E, T represents the transpose.
The general wave functions are given by

U= Z Z Z Coégfy’gbagve’g)“"m. (AG)

a=1,2 f=+~v=1,2
We consider a semi-infinite boundary conditions:
U(x=0)=0 and ¥ (z=+oc0)=0. (A7)

U (z = +00) requires that only terms with 8 = — are
kept because we assumed that A, have positive real parts.

For 8 = +, to have nonzero C,p of ¥ (z =0) = 0, the
secular equation leads to

02 (m— E — BAA)? = D*(m — E)> (A1 + A2)?, (AS)
where the condition A1 # Ao is assumed. Substituting

Eq. (A8) into Eq. (A4), the dispersion of surface state
are given by

By =+mD/\/D* + B2. (A9)
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