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Gross-Neveu model in 241 dimensions exhibits a continuous transition from gapless Dirac
semimetal to the gapped quantum anomalous Hall (QAH) insulator at a finite (attractive) cou-
pling, at which the inversion and time-reversal symmetry become spontaneously broken, and the
flavor O(M) symmetry remains preserved. A unification of leading order parameters of 2+1 di-
mensional N four-component Dirac fermions collects all Lorentz-singlet mass-like fermion bilinears,
except the one condensing in the QAH state, into an irreducible representation of the O(M = 4N),
and predicts another phase transition in the Gross-Neveu model to occur at a strong (repulsive)
coupling. Here, a fermionic auxiliary-field quantum Monte Carlo algorithm is employed in order to
study a lattice realization of the Gross-Neveu field theory in the repulsive regime, where the sign
problem is absent. We indeed find the O(4N) symmetry breaking transition out of Dirac semimetal
to occur and to be weakly first-order for N = 2, relevant to graphene. The size of the discontinuity
and the magnitude of the critical coupling, however, both grow with N. Adding a finite chemical
potential is found to break the symmetry and cause superconductivity. These results are in broad
agreement with the predictions of the unified field theory. Our lattice model also displays an inter-
esting exact O(2N) symmetry, a subgroup of the low-energy O(4N), and has the ordered ground
state with the order parameter that belongs to its N(2N — 1)-dimensional representation. Other
order parameters are also examined, and a certain hierarchy among those that belong to different
representations of the exact O(2N) is observed.

I. INTRODUCTION

All two-dimensional electronic systems with massless
relativistic (Dirac) spectrum at low energies exhibit an
emergent enlarged orthogonal symmetry [I]. Graphene,
for example, has such a symmetry to be O(8), which is
reduced to U(4) in presence of chemical potential or mag-
netic field. The mass-order-parameters [2, 3], which when
finite gap out the Dirac fermions while preserving Lorentz
invariance, can be grouped into irreducible representa-
tions (irrep) of this larger symmetry. All the mass-gaps
except one this way belong to the irreducible second-
rank symmetric tensor, which for graphene, for example,
is 35-dimensional [4, [5]. This maximal symmetry [6] of a
two-dimensional Dirac system is reduced by the electron-
electron (Coulomb) interactions and the lattice, which ul-
timately dictate the nature of the broken symmetry state
that emerges at strong coupling. Specific quantum phase
transitions into such broken-symmetry states have been
a subject of numerous studies in the last two decades [7].
In particular, the semimetal-antiferromagnetic-insulator
transition in the standard Hubbard model on the honey-
comb lattice can be understood in terms of spontaneous
breaking of rotational symmetry in presence of Dirac
fermions [7HI12].

It is interesting to ponder the nature of the quantum
phase transition and the corresponding broken symmetry
in the maximally symmetric unified theory of interact-
ing 2+1-dimensional Dirac fermions. Such a field theory
turns out to be unique and to have been present all along:
any relativistic field theory with M complex fermions and
the concomitant O(M) symmetry is equivalent to the cel-

ebrated original Gross-Neveu (GN) model [I]. The GN
model, on the other hand, is known only to have the
O(M)-symmetry-preserving phase transition for strong
interactions of certain sign, at which the inversion sym-
metry, which exists in addition to the O(M), becomes
spontaneously broken [I3HI6]. It has been argued, never-
theless, that above certain threshold of the interaction of
the opposite sign the O(M) should break spontaneously
as well [I]. The nature or even the existence of such a
phase transition on what one could call a “dark side” of
the GN model is presently an open problem [I7HI9].

In order to address the putative O(M)-symmetry-
breaking phase transition we utilize the determinant
Monte Carlo method to study a lattice model, argued to
undergo the standard O(M)-preserving GN phase tran-
sition below certain negative critical interaction and in
the large-M limit. We believe the model can be under-
stood as a possible UV completion of the GN field theory.
The attractive (negative) interaction in the lattice model,
however, leads to the sign problem, and we therefore can
efficiently simulate it only for repulsive (positive) inter-
action, which, incidently, corresponds to the previously
unexplored interaction regime of the GN theory. An ad-
ditional and unusual feature of our model which seems
interesting in its own right is that it has an exact O(2N)
symmetry, even on the lattice. For N = 2, for exam-
ple, which corresponds to spin-1/2 fermions, the possi-
ble mass-like order-parameters fall into six-dimensional
and nine-dimensional irreps, as well as into two further
(reducible) ten-dimensional representations of the O(4).
The lattice O(4) can be understood as the subgroup of
the maximal O(8) symmetry that emerges only in the
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low-energy limit. The ground state of the model turns
out to belong to the irrep 6 [20], which consists of the
three components of the Néel state, the charge density
wave, and two components of the s-wave superconduc-
tor. This should be contrasted with the Hubbard model,
for example, where the interaction term already reduces
0O(4) to SO(4), and the same irrep 6 decomposes into
two three-dimensional irreps [21].

The paper is organized as follows: in the next sec-
tion we define the lattice model and show it possesses an
O(2N) symmetry. In sec. III we discuss the physics of
the model for attractive interaction, and argue that it has
the GN transition into quantum anomalous Hall (QAH)
state at a finite coupling. In sec. IV other mass-terms
relevant for repulsive interactions are introduced. The
results of the sign-problem-free Monte Carlo calculation
for repulsive interaction are presented in sec. V. Further
discussion is given in sec. VI. Some technical details are
relegated to the Appendix.

II. LATTICE MODEL

We define the Hamiltonian as a sum of the standard
hopping term and the new interaction term:
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where ¢; = (¢;,,...,¢; y) creates a N-component com-

plex fermion at site ¢ on the honeycomb lattice. The
phase factors v;; = —vj; = +i, with the signs as given
in the Haldane model [22]. Both ¢ and A are real param-
eters, and H is Hermitian. Kinetic energy describes the
usual nearest-neighbor hopping from one triangular sub-
lattice of the honeycomb lattice to the other, whereas
the phase factors v;; in the interaction term connect
the next-nearest-neighbor sites on the same sublattice,
called hereafter A and B. The model is invariant under
the global transformation ¢; — Uc;, with U € U(N).
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It is convinient to introduce Majorana lattice fermions
at each site ¢, ¢r 4, k =1,2 as
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with n = 0 on the sublattice A, and n = 1 on the sublat-
tice B. Due to the phase factors v;; being imaginary both
the kinetic and the interaction terms in the Hamiltonian
now adopt simpler forms,
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where ¢ = (¢1,i1, 02410158, P24n)7 is a 2N-
component (“real”) Majorana fermion. The lattice
Hamiltonian H is now manifestly symmetric under the
(global) transformation

¢i — Ooy, (5)

with O € O(2N).

For N = 2 (spin-1/2) the generators of the SO(4) =
SU(2) x SU(2) C O(4) are S, = (03 ® 02,01 R 02,02 ®
12)/2 and C, = (0'2 ® 03,02 R 01, 19 ®0’2)/2, a=1,2,3.
o; are the usual Pauli matrices, and 1, is the two-
dimensional unit matrix. The first set generates spin-
rotations SU,(2), and the particle-number C3 generates
the gauge U(1) C SU.(2), for example.

The model shares the same symmetry with the recent
proposal of Ref. [23], but differs in the interaction term.

III. QAH STATE AND THE GN TRANSITION

After the Hubbard-Stratonovich transformation [24] of
the interaction term the (finite-temperature) action that
corresponds to the above Hamiltonian, written in Fourier
space, becomes
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with fi(k) + if2(k) = >y, exp(ik - b;) and g(k) =
2> ., sin(k - a;), where by o3 are the vectors that con-
nect a site to its nearest neighbors, and ag = by — by +
cyclic permutations, connect the next-nearest-neighbors.
The exponent m in the last term is m = 0 if A < 0 (at-

(

traction), and m = 1 if A > 0 (repulsion). Since the
honeycomb’s unit cell consists of two elements, the Ma-
jorana fermion ¢(k,w) = (¢4 (k,w), pp(k,w))T, and now
has twice as many components as before, which is 4N.
The sums over the momenta k and q are taken over the



first Brillouin zone, and w are the usual fermionic Mat-
subara frequencies.

For attractive interaction A < 0 and N — oo the
saddle-point contribution to the partition function yields
the exact result, and the Hubbard-Stratonovich field is
determined by
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are the Majorana 8 N-component fields which collect to-
gether the low-energy fermionic modes. The final dou-
bling of the number of degrees of freedom comes from
having two Dirac points. A is the UV cutoff, arbitrary,
but assumed much smaller than the inverse of the lattice
spacing.

Apart from the irrelevant terms, the low-energy the-
ory has the structure of the GN model. The transition
below the (negative) critical coupling A, should be into
the ground state with

(WF (o3 @ 1oy @ 03)1hR) # 0, (11)

at which fermions would become gapped and the time re-
versal and the sublattice symmetries broken. The exact
O(2N) symmetry of the lattice model, and the emergent
O(4N) symmetry of the low-energy field theory to be
extracted shortly, in contrast, at this transition remain
preserved. The symmetry breaking pattern and the field
content therefore suggest that the semimetal-insulator
transition at strong attractive interactions should be de-
scribed by the GN continuum field theory, and may be
expected therefore to be continuous at finite N. The
broken-symmetry phase can be recognized as the QAH
insulator [22].

IV. MASSES ON THE DARK SIDE

At an attractive interaction A < 0 the lattice model
suffers from the sign problem, which prevents us to effi-
ciently study what appears to be the usual criticality in

nated by contributions from the vicinity of the two Dirac
points at k = £ K, and has a non-trivial solution only
for A < A, with A\, < 0. For A > A, and in particular
for all A > 0, the solution of the saddle-point equation is
only the trivial x = 0.

To go beyond N — oo limit we integrate the fluctu-
ations of the uniform Hubbard-Stratonovich field, and
zoom in on the low-energy modes near the two Dirac
points. At low energies this way one finds the Lagrangian
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the GN field theory by Monte Carlo. At the same time
7 this implies that there is no sign problem when A > 0 [25].
" For positive A, and at least at large IV, one expects that
the QAH order parameter x = 0. It has recently been
argued, however, that the GN field theory suffers a differ-
ent phase transition above a certain repulsive (positive)
critical A, at which the internal symmetry O(4N), hid-
den in the above low-energy Lagrangian, spontaneously
breaks down to O(2N) x O(2N) [I}, [I7]. This transition
which should occur at strong repulsive interactions in our
model is the central theme of this work.

To discern the mass-like order-parameters other than
QAH, which are relevant to the repulsive regime, we be-
gin by examining the fermion bilinear that defines the
QAH order parameter more closely. It has the form ~
szwR, with the particular matrix M = 03 ® lay ® 03.
Since by our definition in Egs. @D and YR =
(01 ® 1oy ® 12)%y,, the matrix M satisfies the constraint:

-M
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)

which replaces the usual condition of antisymmetry of
M when it stands in between identical Majorana fields
on the left and the right. If we demand that: a) M
is a Hermitian mass-matrix that anticommutes with the
(linearized) Dirac Hamiltonian, and b) that it describes a
translationally uniform state, i. e. that it also commutes
with o3 ® 1oy ® 12 [28], it becomes either

M =03 ® Son ® 03, (13)

or

M =1y ® Aoy ® 03, (14)

where Son (Aon) is a real, symmetric (imaginary, an-
tisymmetric) 2N x 2N matrix. Aoy (Saon) transforms
as the two-component antisymmetric (symmetric) tensor
under the exact O(2N). Imposing TrSax = 0 makes the
representation irreducible by eliminating the unit matrix
lan, which as a scalar under O(2N) yields the QAH state

in Eq. .



It may be instructive to consider the smallest case of
N = 2 again. The antisymmetric representation is six-
dimensional, and given by the set of generators S, and C,
already introduced in sec. II. We therefore find that the
matrices C7 and C5 form a two-component vector under
the action of the particle-number-generator C's, but also
that they are both invariant under SUs(2). They repre-
sent therefore the - and y- components of the s-wave su-
perconductor. C3, on the other hand, being also invariant
under SU,(2) and of course commuting with itself, yields
the charge density wave, i. e. the density imbalance be-
tween the A and B sublattices. Similarly, the generators
of SU,(2) correspond to the three components of the Néel
order parameter. Deconstructing ¥ M with M in the
form as in Eq. confirms these assignments and also
reveals these fermion bilinears to be local, on-site, lattice
terms.

The irreducible symmetric representation for N = 2 is
nine-dimensional; anticipating the correct identifications,
let us define E = (0'1 ®1s,03 ® 13,09 ® 0’2), F, = (0'3 ®
03,01®03,13®01), and F, = (03 ® 01,01 @01, 12 ®03).
All three, E, F,, and F, are then three-component vec-
tors under spin-rotations. FE is an (particle-number-
preserving) insulator, and F, and F, are components
of a (particle-number-violating) superconductor. Writ-
ing the nine bilinears explicitly identifies £’ as the quan-
tum spin Hall (QSH) order parameter [26], and F as
the six components of the spin-triplet “f-wave” super-
conductor [27]. All nine fermion bilinears translate into
next-nearest-neighbor lattice terms.

Relaxing the uniformity condition on the mass-
matrices allows two more possibilities:

M =0}, ® San ® 02, (15)

k = 1,2, which transform into each other under the
action of the generator o3 ® loy ® 1. These addi-
tional mass-like order parameters represent Kekulé bond-
density-waves, both insulating [29] and superconducting
[30). For N = 2 there are evidently 2 x 10 = 20 of these
mass-matrices. Altogether, therefore, for N = 2 there are
14+6+9+20=36 possible mass terms, including the QAH
state [4} [5]. Kekulé orders belong to a representation
which is actually reducible under O(2N), and to make it
irreducible again the condition TrS3y would need to be
imposed. We need not make this distinction, however,
since all the Kekulé orders will turn out to always stay
short-ranged.

By finding all non-trivial commutators between pairs
of the identified mass-matrices one may obtain the gener-
ators of the group of symmetry of the Dirac (linearized)
interacting theory in Eq. :

03 ® San ® 1o, (16)
1o ® Aoy ® 1o, (17)
ok ® Aan ® 071. (18)
k = 1,2. For N = 2 there are therefore 10 + (3 x 6)

= 28 generators, for example. For general N there are

4

2N (4N — 1) generators, and the resulting Lie algebra is
SO(4N). For any N the generators commute with the
QAH mass-matrix, and therefore the representation is
reducible. One can show it is an orthogonal sum of two
equivalent irreps of the dimension 4N. For N = 2 we
thus arrive at the spinor representation of the SO(8),
previously derived directly from the Dirac Hamiltonian
M. Tt is straightforward to check that the algebra of
generators of SO(4N) is closed, as well as that the com-
mutators of the generators with the mass-matrices pro-
duce only other mass-matrices. This confirms that the
masses indeed provide a representation of the extracted
Lie algebra.

V. RESULTS

We now proceed to study the model defined in equa-
tion by employing a finite temperature auxiliary-field
Quantum Monte Carlo (QMC) algorithm [31H33] based
on the ALF package [34]. In this approach, since the in-
teraction term is written as a perfect square it can be de-
coupled via a Hubbard-Stratonovich transformation with
space () and time (7) dependent auxiliary field x(z,7)
as in Eq. []] With this, and after integrating out the
fermionic degrees of freedom the partition function reads

_ / D {x(i, )} e~ NS} (19)

Due to requisite time reversal symmetry the action is real
for A > 0 [25], so that eV 37} ig a viable weight func-
tion for Monte Carlo importance sampling. We set t = 1
for all of the presented calculations and, if not stated oth-
erwise, consider a half-filled band, i. e. one electron per
site, which corresponds to vanishing chemical potential.
Furthermore, we use a symmetric Trotter decomposition
with an imaginary time discretization A7 = 0.4/N and
employ a finite temperature code at 8 = L unless oth-
erwise specified. The implementation follows closely the
Ref.[35] and the interested reader is referred to this work
for the details. In order to resolve a possible transition
in the lattice model for A > 0, we calculate the structure
factor

Sy (a =72 Zelq ") (0,50, 57)
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where L? is the lattice size and O is an observable de-
fined by the order parameter O, s, with  and § being
the position of a unit cell and the number of an orbital
respectively. If not stated otherwise we calculate the
trace of the structure factor with respect to the orbital
0. In Fig. I 1| we capture the antiferromagnetic (AFM)
insulating state by choosmg the vector order parameter
O = c¢/Tec in eq. where T is an N? — 1-component
vector containing the generators of SU(N). The diverg-
ing behavior of the structure factor with increasing lattice
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FIG. 1. Spin structure factor at ¢ = 0 (top) and scaled potential energy (bottom) as a function of A/t for different values of
N. The structure factor indicates a transition from a Dirac SM to an AFM insulator that gets shifted towards larger A with
increasing N. The potential energy shows a discontinuity, which becomes more pronounced as N increases. In (c), (d), (e) and
(f) the scale of the z-axis is adjusted in order to better resolve the split of the data with different lattice sizes.

size signals the O(2N) symmetry broken phase. It can
be observed that for N > 4 the structure factor, at least
for L =9 and L = 12, exhibits a sharp jump at the tran-
sition point A, which itself shifts to larger values with
the increase of N. The jump becomes better defined and
more sensitive to the lattice size as NV increases. In the
bottom row of Fig. the potential energy Epor = (Hx/A)
is plotted. Since at T' = 0 the internal energy of the sys-
tem can be identified with the free energy, the potential
energy equals the derivative of the free energy with re-
spect to A. Thus, a jump in the potential energy also
serves as an indicator of a first-order transition, as the
free energy typically then shows a kink.

The N = 2 case which corresponds to spin-1/2
fermions requires a closer look. For the lattice sizes
shown in Fig. the discontinuity at the transition is
not clearly discernable. Nevertheless, simulating larger
lattices suggests that the transition may even here still
be (weakly) first order. In Fig. the structure factor
and the free energy derivative are shown for systems up

to L = 21. The correlation ratio R =1 — S<2(J£2A)q) with
471

ordering wave vector Q and |Agq| = e is plotted as a

function of A in Fig. c). The correlation ratio allows us
to extract the crossing point A, by scaling the crossing of
the data for L and L+ 3 to infinite system sizes. This can
be observed in the inset of Fig. C) together with a fit
of the data by the function a + b/L¢. Hereby, we obtain

a crossing point A. = 0.955(3). The best data collapse
plotted in [2{d) is then found for the correlation length
exponent v = 0.529. This is an unusually low value, and
suspiciously close to the likely lower bound of 1/2 [36].
We note that it satisfies, but it is even closer, to the
stricter bound of v > 0.511 for a unitary conformal field
theory in 2+1D with only one tuning parameter. [37]
The free energy derivative in Fig. b) shows a rather
abrupt change for L = 21 and it becomes apparent that,
close to the transition, with increasing lattice size it rises
faster outside (A = 0.95) than inside the ordered phase
(A =0.96). This, together with a observed poor data col-
lapse suggests a discontinuous transition probably taking
place already at N = 2.

A finite chemical potential p breaks the O(2N) symme-
try in favor of the superconducting order parameters,[I]
and the ordered ground state at its finite value is ex-
pected to be a superconductor. The corresponding order
parameter may be written as OSC =3 I o Yoorc; othoc.,
with Y as an antisymmetric complex matrlx One does
not need to be more specific here, since the structure fac-
tor is independent on the precise form of Y. We provide
a more detailed discussion in the appendix. In Fig. [ the
particle number (V) as well as the spin and SC structure
factors are shown as a function of . Note, that at =0
the structure factors of spin and SC order parameters are
identical, since they belong to the same irrep of the ex-
act O(2N) symmetry of the lattice Hamiltonian. For a
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FIG. 2. Spin-structure factor at ¢ = 0 (a), derivative of free
energy with respect to A (b) and correlation value R at ¢ = 0
(c) as a function of interaction strength A/t for N = 2 at
Bt = L. The inset in (¢) shows the crossing point A. between
the correlation ratio for a respective lattice size L and L + 3
as a function of 1/L together with a power law fit. Thereby,
in the thermodynamic limit we extract a crossing point A. =
0.955(3). With this and a correlation length exponent v =
0.529 we obtain our best data collapse shown in (d).

small but finite chemical potential the O(2N)-symmetry-
broken phase quickly flops into a pure SC. For this calcu-
lation, a St = L? scaling is employed assuming a dynam-
ical critical exponent z = 2 that reflects the quadratic
shape of the gapped energy dispersion. At small chemi-
cal potential y finite size effects may distort the data as
can be observed in Fig. a,b), especially for the small
system sizes.

Finally, in order to compare different possible orders in
the system we compute the normalized structure factor

__ S9%K)
B Zk:EB.Z SO(k) ’

and use it as a measure of the pronouncement of the peak
of the structure factor relative to the background. In
Fig. [4 the normalized structure factor is plotted for vari-
ous momenta against the interaction strength A/t around
the transition at N = 2. In Fig. a) we see that at
the ordering wave vector of the s-wave SC order parame-
ter, namely k = 0, the structure factor increases rapidly
relative to the overall Brillouin zone as the system un-
dergoes the phase transition. This is not the case for
the other momenta along the k,-axis, reflecting a strong
peak of the structure factor at kK = 0. In accord with
Fig. a) and Fig. this marks the transition to the
O(4)-symmetry broken phase. Moreover, we plot the
normalized structure factors of the order parameters of

S (k) (21)

- QSH
QSH O, 5 = Vi5jaci+i50'cr+j5 + h.c. and f-wave SC
~ £SC

o T T / 3
O,5 = Vi;j,Crii;002C, ;. + h.c. where vj; relates to

v;j by a negative sign on sublattice B and 4 specifies the
six bonds of a honeycomb with legs %5 and js. Singlet
Kekulé Of,}’% = cl.cyys (here § is the relative position of

\
a) L=6+—e— ..2
L=9+ e .o.‘
—~ 2.1 + L:12>—0—4....
I3 .
L .l.o
$ °
21;0'§'T ) )
2Oob) ‘ ‘ ‘
e
£ 15
o, ® o
UCJQlO?
528 °
® o
0L o8 9000 8 0000 00
GO*C) .l.. ® { o000 o
50 o
%3318:. .0.0°'.......
20:%.' e 0 0 000 0 00
10170000'.
oL ! ! !
0.05 0.1 0.15

n/t

FIG. 3. Particle number (a), Spin structure factor (b) and
SC structure factor (c) at ¢ = 0 as a function of chemical
potential p/t for N = 2 at A = 0.4t and St = L>.

the three nearest neighbors) as well as the z-component
of triplet Kekulé (A)I,iK = cl.oszcr 15 and QAH are for com-
parison shown in Fig. [[b)-(f). The 20 Kekulé order pa-
rameters for N = 2 fall into irreps 1,1 and 9,9 of the
exact O(4). Here, 1 and 1 are the spin-singlet bond den-
sity waves (BDW) whereas the other irreps contain spin
triplet and charge BDW as well as SC Kekulés. It should
be observed that the QSH and f-wave SC order param-
eters, which belong to the same irrep 9, show identical
behavior. At the phase transition their structure fac-
tors change from a seemingly random distribution to a
Gaussian-like shape in momentum space. However, in
distinction to the order parameters that belong to the
irrep 6, they fail to develop a sharp peak in the ordered
phase. Finally, in stark contrast to both irreps 6 and
9, neither the Kekulé nor QAH order parameters’ data
shows any discernable sign at the phase transition.

VI. DISCUSSION

The diverging structure factor of the Néel order pa-
rameter, given in Fig. [1| suggests that as argued in Refs.
[T, [I8] there is indeed a phase transition in the repulsive
GN model. The observation that the critical interaction
increases with the number of fermion components N also
agrees with the relevant Fierz identities and the mean-
field analysis [I], which alone would predict a linear in-
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FIG. 4. Normalized structure factor of (a) sSC, (b) QSH,
(c) £SC, (d) singlet Kekulé, (e) triplet Kekulé and (f) QAH
at various wave vectors along the k,-axis as a function of
interaction A/t for N = 2 and L = 12 at half-filling.

crease. The observed increase which appears faster than
linear is presumably due to fluctuations, which should
require a stronger than mean-field critical interaction to
tame ~ N? of Goldstone bosons in the ordered state. We
may also note that the critical attractive interaction for
the transition into the QAH state should, in contrast, be
essentially independent of N.

When N = 2 the transition appears to be almost con-
tinuous. However the poor quality of the data collapse
and the suspicious value of the correlation length expo-
nent needed to achieve it may be taken as evidence of
a weakly discontinuous transition. This can be possi-
bly understood as being due to a critical fixed point in
the RG flow in the field theory with a small imaginary
part [18]. The fact that the transition becomes more
discontinuous as NN increases can be understood from a
renormalization group (RG) perspective [I8]. Although
the transition is continuous at the mean-field level [IJ,
the RG flow in the corresponding Gross-Neveu-Yukawa
field theory for the tensor order parameter coupled to
massless Dirac fermions shows a runaway into the region
of couplings where the theory is unstable, which usually
indicates a first-order transition. The RG “time” it takes
the flow to run away is inversely proportional to the size
of the discontinuity [38], and this was used to show in Ref.
[18] that for specific initial conditions the size increases
with the number of fermionic components N. That the
same behavior can be expected quite generally follows
from the shape of the boundary between the regions of
first- and second-order transitions in the N — Ny plane
[18], where Ny is the additionally introduced number of
fermion flavours, which in the present model is fixed at
N; = 1: at any constant Ny simply increasing IV takes
one farther from the second-order and deeper into the
first-order-transition territory. It is also worth noticing
that we find the transition to be discontinuous already at

N = 2, albeit only weakly so. This is in contrast to the
result in another O(4)-symmetric model studied in Ref.
[23], but in agreement with the field-theoretic arguments
[39H41]. Both model Hamiltonians share the same sym-
metries and the numerical simulations point to quantum
phase transitions between the very same phases. One
hence expects similar criticality. A possible interpreta-
tion of this mismatch could lie in the weakly first order
nature of the transition. In this case, the starting point
in an RG flow is determined by the details of the interac-
tion term and can lead to very different flows, including
quasi-criticality and strong first order transitions. An
explicit example is discussed in [42].

The result that a finite chemical potential favors super-
conducting states is in accord with the mean-field anal-
ysis [I]. In our exact O(2N)-symmetric lattice model at
half filling the insulating and the superconducting states
that belong to the same irrep are exactly degenerate, and
linear combinations of some of these are also possible.
The ground state for general N belongs to the representa-
tion given by the generators of O(2N), and it is therefore
N(2N — 1)-dimensional. Since it is energetically prefer-
able to gap out all the fermion components in the ordered
state equally, the antisymmetric matrix in Eq. that
corresponds to the ground state satisfies A%, = 1on. At
half-filling therefore the exact O(2N) symmetry becomes
spontaneously broken down to U(NN). Chemical poten-
tial couples to the particle number, which is one of the
generators of the O(2N), and when finite manifestly re-
duces the symmetry to U(N). The superconducting and
the insulating states then no longer belong to the same
irrep of the U(N), and the mean-field calculation shows
that the previously existing degeneracy is being broken
in favor of superconductivity. If the O(2N) symmetry
were already broken at half-filling in favor of insulators
by some additional interactions, for example, a chemical
potential above a finite critical value would be required
to induce a flop into a superconducting state [1].

It is interesting to compare different order parameters
in the lattice model at N = 2. Consider the normalized
structure factor in Fig. [4] The sSC and Néel order pa-
rameter belong to the same irrep 6 of the exact lattice
O(4) symmetry. This is clearly observable in the data, as
the spin and sSC structure factors are numerically equal.
The same is true for the structure factors of fSC and
QSH, which belong to the same irrep 9 of the O(4), as
seen in Fig. [4[b) and Fig[4fc). Although the structure
factor for the irrep 9 develops a discernable peak at k = 0
at the transition, it is much broader than that of irrep 6
to which the order in the ground state belongs. On the
other hand, the normalized structure factor of the Kekulé
order parameters, which belong to two (reducible) ten-
dimensional representations, shown in Fig. d) remains
completely flat. The different behavior of three differ-
ent representations of the exact lattice O(4) reflects the
breaking of the low-energy O(8) by the lattice terms: the
irrep 35 of O(8) decomposes as

35— 6+ 9+ 10+ 10, (22)



under the restriction to O(4). In our model the irrep 6
order parameters develop long-range order in the ground
state, while the order parameters in the irrep 9 seem to
show some tendency to order, but ultimately do not; it
would be interesting to see if in a different model it could
be the other way around.

Finally, in Fig. f) we see that the QAH order param-
eter, which is a singlet of both the exact O(4) and the
low-energy O(8) remains short-ranged across the transi-
tion. This was to be expected, since the lattice model is
constructed so that QAH order was to be present only
when the interaction is attractive. It would be illuminat-
ing, however, if one could circumvent the sign problem
and confirm that the QAH state indeed develops for the
negative interaction, as we argued in the paper.
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Appendix A: Superconducting order parameter

The on-site superconducting order parameter is de-
fined as

A 1
0f = el Ve, cl

i = 500 Yo - +he. (A1)
where Y* is one of a = N(N — 1)/2 possible matrices
that can be chosen to define on-site pairing. In fact, only
antisymmetric matrices Y* lead to non-zero values of O

since

YO"ID',C’L ol T (CI,GY;,O'/CI,J’)T = (Ya )T Io"
=Ye=—(Y")T. (A2)

In the first step we use that this is just a bilinear
and as such is the same as its transpose. Y ® can be
written as Y* = X%X* with ¥ the unitary part of time
reversal symmetry T = YK (K denoting the complex
conjugation operator) and XX7¥~! = X. The simplest
possible choice would be X = T and Iy_s ® o2 thus
restricting to an SU(2) spin degree of freedom. E.g. in
the SU(4) case there are six possible matrices X that
satisfy this condition. These are I and the five Dirac
matrices v, with a = 1,...,5. Together they can be
interpreted as the irreducible tensor representation of
SU(4) but also form a 6-component vector that rotates
under SO(6). By choosing . = I, ® 0% we can define the
matrices v, as (6! @ Lo* @ 1,02 ®0%,0% ® 03,02 ® ot)
in order to satisfy the condition for X. In the SU(2)
case there is only a single option for the matrix Y which
isY =02

In order to define the SC order parameter we may
choose ¥ = Iy_o ® 02 and X = I. Here, we show
that regarding the computation of structure factors this
is equivalent to choosing any other possible Y, i.e. the
correlations function does not depend on Y. The corre-
lation function reads

1 b
*<Ci,aYél,ﬁci,ﬁcmyq,écj,@ +h.c.

: (43)

(0705) =

We can use the Wick decomposition in order to obtain

Ao A 1
(0705) :g(@acj,é)@,gcjw
(e atin) (el gein)) Vi g¥y s+ e (Ad)
Due to SU(N) spin symmetry the Green’s function is

diagonal and independent on the spin, i.e. <CI oCio') =
(cl¢;)05.5r. With this, the correlation value reads

(070%) = Hcle;)? (YesYh, —Ye,Y?h,) +he (A5)

Using the fact that YolZ,B = (Yﬁb’a)T = —Y}p o and choosing
a basis where Tr(Y2Y?) = §%* we obtain

i(c ) 2Tr(Y“Yb) + h.c.

N
2(5‘”’(6 cj)? +h.c. (A6)

This result shows that all the components Of lead to
the same correlation value and enables us to compute it
without specifying the matrix Y.
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