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From spinon band topology to the symmetry quantum numbers of monopoles in
Dirac spin liquids
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The interplay of symmetry and topology has been at the forefront of recent progress in quantum

matter.
of competing orders in a quantum magnet.

Here we uncover an unexpected connection between band topology and the description
Specifically we show that aspects of band topology

protected by crystalline symmetries determine key properties of the Dirac spin liquid (DSL) which
can be defined on the honeycomb, square, triangular and kagomé lattices. At low energies, the DSL
on all these lattices is described by an emergent Quantum Electrodynamics (QED3) with Ny = 4
flavors of Dirac fermions coupled to a U(1) gauge field. However the symmetry properties of the
magnetic monopoles, an important class of critical degrees of freedom, behave very differently on
different lattices. In particular, we show that the lattice momentum and angular momentum of
monopoles can be determined from the charge (or Wannier) centers of the corresponding spinon
insulator. We also show that for DSLs on bipartite lattices, there always exists a monopole that
transforms trivially under all microscopic symmetries owing to the existence of a parent SU(2) gauge
theory. We connect our results to generalized Lieb-Schultz-Mattis theorems and also derive the time-
reversal and reflection properties of monopoles. Our results indicate that recent insights into free
fermion band topology can also guide the description of strongly correlated quantum matter.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum spin liquids represent a class of exotic quan-
tum phases of matter beyond the traditional Landau
symmetry-breaking paradigm. Besides being concep-
tually interesting and experimentally relevant on their
own [TH3], they are also connected to various deep prob-
lems ranging from high-temperature superconductivity
to topological order and strongly coupled gauge theo-
ries, to name a few [4, [5].



A particularly interesting quantum spin liquid in two
spatial dimensions is the Dirac spin liquid (DSL) [} [6-
12]. The DSL is described by fermionic spinons — emer-
gent particles carrying spin-1/2 — whose dispersion at
low energies is described by the massless Dirac equa-
tion. These Dirac spinons interact with an emergent
photon (U(1) gauge field), an effective field theory known
as QEDg3. This spin liquid state was originally dis-
cussed on the square lattice in the context of high-Tc
cuprates[d] and as a “mother state” of different com-
peting orders[I3]. On the kagomé lattice the DSL is
a candidate ground state for the Heisenberg antiferro-
magnet [8, @, [14], as supported by recent DMRG cal-
culations [10, 12], and may potentially be relevant for
experimental systems such as hertbertsmithite [I5], [16],
although gapped spin liquids have also been proposed
in this context. On the triangular lattice, a spin lig-
uid is observed in DMRG studies when a small sec-
ond neighbor spin coupling J; is added in the range
0.07 < Jo/J1 < 0.15 [17], and variational Monte Carlo
simulation suggested it to be a Dirac spin liquid [11]. As
predicted for a Dirac spin liquid, a chiral spin liquid is
obtained in this parameter range as soon as a time rever-
sal symmetry breaking perturbation is applied [I8] [19].
Further support comes from recent lattice gauge theory
simulations have reported that QEDj3, even with rela-
tively small number of fermion flavors, may exhibit a
stable critical phase, at least when symmetry lowering
perturbations and monopoles were absent (sometimes
called ‘non-compact’ QEDg3) [20, 21]. This raises the
remarkable possibility that the DSL may be realized as
a stable phase (or perhaps a critical point, see [22]) on
the triangular lattice. Intriguingly, quantum spin lig-
uid materials candidates have recently emerged on the
triangular lattice [23] 24].

To make progress however, one really needs a rig-
orous understanding of monopoles [25H27], an impor-
tant class of excitations (or more accurately critical fluc-
tuations), in the DSL. If symmetry-allowed and rele-
vant (in the renormalization-group sense), the prolifera-
tion of monopole instantons leads to instabilities of the
DSL [28]. The properties of the monopoles also decide
the nature of other, more conventional, phases in prox-
imity to the DSL [28]. However, a fundamental aspect of
the monopoles, their quantum numbers under the micro-
scopic symmetries (lattice, time-reversal, etc.), has long
been an unresolved issue. In the simpler case of a semi-
classical theory of fluctuating Neel order, or equivalently
a theory based on bosonic spinons (Schwinger bosons)
coupled to a U(1l) gauge field that naturally appears
on bipartite lattices, the lattice symmetry properties of
monopoles were calculated in [29] [30]. This played an
important role in predicting valence bond solid (VBS) or-
der as a competing singlet state, and in the development
of deconfined criticality [31], [32], of the Neel-VBS phase
transiton. However, for fermionic spinons which provides
an intrinsically quantum mechanical description, such an
analytic understanding is still absent. Some progress

was made in Ref. [33], in which the monopole quan-
tum numbers on square lattice were shown to be con-
strained by group-theoretic considerations [34] and were
eventually calculated numerically. Subsequently an anal-
ysis of the honeycomb [35] and kagomé [9] lattices were
also initiated. We report the numerical computation of
monopole quantum numbers for several symmetries on
these lattices in a parallel paper[28], and also discuss
consequences for the stability and the phenomenology of
the DSL. In contrast, in this work we uncover a close and
unexpected connection between the symmetry properties
of monopoles and fermion band topology. This allows us
to build on recent progress understanding band topology
protected by crystalline symmetries, to develop a sys-
tematic analytical approach to calculate the monopole
symmetry quantum numbers on essentially any lattice —
although we focus on the physically relevant ones includ-
ing square, honeycomb, triangular and kagomé. Armed
with this deeper understanding and analytical machin-
ery, we are able to obtain a complete understanding of
the symmetry action on monopoles. Along with several
new results, we clarify some misconceptions in previous
work, and also verify consistency with generalized Lieb-
Shultz-Mattis theorems.

Our new understanding was enabled by developments
in the theories of topological insulators and topologi-
cal crystalline insulators over the past decade. Essen-
tially, the symmetry properties of the monopoles are
fixed by the “band topology” of the underlying fermionic
spinons. By establishing the precise connection between
band topology and monopole quantum numbers, the lat-
ter can be calculated using the technology of topologi-
cal band theory. An analogous approach has long been
used to determine monopole quantum numbers associ-
ated with continuous, on-site symmetries. For exam-
ple, when fermions fill a Chern band, a Chern-Simons
term is generated that represents charge-flux attach-
ment. Similarly, the S,-spin is carried by the monopole
(a flux-quanta) in the presence of a quantized spin Hall
conductance[35]. In this work we leverage the full power
of topological band theory to determine monopole quan-
tum numbers to include lattice symmetries and time-
reversal.

It turns out that that the monopoles’ lattice momenta
and angular momenta (the most challenging part of the
problem) is related to an old concept in band theory:
the charge (or Wannier) centers of an occupied band.
The basic idea is extremely simple: if a charge sits at a
point in space (the Wannier center), a monopole (mag-
netic flux) picks up a Berry phase when moving around
it. Recent developments[36H39], especially the clarifica-
tion of the notion of “fragile topology”, enabled us to
calculate the charge centers even when there is an ob-
struction to obtaining localized Wannier states. In fact,
this is a frequent occurance in the states we will dis-
cuss, nevertheless we are able to obtain the location of
charge centers efficiently, which then feature sites with
both negative and positive charges. We note that a sim-



ilar calculation has been applied to a particular spinon
mean field theory on the square lattice in Ref. [40], where
the charges could be localized on lattice sites.

We will also see that monopoles behave very differently
on bipartite (honeycomb and square) and non-bipartite
(triangular and kagomé) lattices: on bipartite lattices
there always exists a monopole that transforms trivially
under all the microscopic symmetries, making it an al-
lowed perturbation to the theory, thereby likely desta-
bilizing the DSL; on non-bipartite lattices this does not
happen, at least in the examples we considered. The dif-
ference can be traced to the fact that on bipartite lattices
one can continuously tune the DSL state to another spin
liquids state with SU(2) (instead of U(1)) gauge group.
This connection leads to a different, and simpler, way
of calculating monopole quantum numbers on bipartite
lattices, with results that are consistent with the band
topology approach.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In Sec.[[]
we review for completeness, aspects of U(1) Dirac spin
liquids, and define precisely the problem of monopole
quantum numbers. We also derive some general results
on time-reversal and reflection symmetries. In Sec. [[T]]
we calculate the monopole quantum numbers on bipar-
tite lattices (honeycomb and square) by two different
methods — with give identical results. In Sec. [[V]we de-
velop a more general method, based on spinon charge
centers, that is applicable to both bipartite and non-
bipartite lattices. In Sec. [V] we apply this method to
calculate monopole quantum numbers for the DSL on
the triangular and kagomé lattices. In Sec.[VIwe discuss
the connection between some of the monopole quantum
numbers and generalized Lieb-Schultz-Mattis theorems
and their corresponding field theory anomalies. We con-
clude in Sec. [VITI] and discusses open issues. The spinon
mean-field theory used on four types of lattices and the
fermion bilinear transformations are relegated to Appen-
dices.

II. GENERALITIES
A. U(1) Dirac spin liquid and monopole operators

We start with the standard parton decomposition of
the spin-1/2 operators on the lattice

1
S; = if,}taaaﬁfi,ﬁa (1)

where f; o is a fermion (spinon) on site ¢ with spin o €
{1,4} and o are Pauli matrices. This re-writing is exact
if we stay in the physical Hilbert space, defined by the
constraint fia fi,a = 1. We now relax the constraint
and allow the fermionic spinons to hop on the lattice
(for more details see Ref. [5]), according to a mean field
Hamiltonian

Hyp=-Y fitif;. (2)
j

There is a gauge redundancy f; — €' f; in the par-
ton decomposition Eq. , which results in the emer-
gence of a dynamical U(1) gauge field a, that couples
to the fermions f. Each site carries a gauge charge
% =2, f;r ofi.a — 1. In the strong coupling limit where
the gauge field simply enforces a constraint ¢; = 0 on
each site, the physical spin Hilbert space is recovered.
However if the gauge coupling does not flow to infinity
in the low energy limit (this can almost be viewed as the
definition of a spin liquid phase), the gauge charge only
needs to vanish on average (q) = 0.

We now arrange the hopping amplitudes ¢;; in a way
so that the spinons form four Dirac cones at low energy:
two Dirac valleys per spin, as required by fermion dou-
bling. For example, on honeycomb lattice one can just
take a uniform, real, and non-bipartite hopping, and two
Dirac valleys will generically appear. The non-bipartite
nature (second-neighbor hopping) is needed to make sure
that the gauge group is U(1) rather than SU(2)[5] — this
will play an important role later in Sec. [[ITA] The rel-
evant mean field Hamiltonians on square, honeycomb,
triangle and kagomé lattices are described in detail in
Appendix [A]

Taking the continuum limit, the U(1) Dirac spin lig-
uids in the low energy, long wavelength (IR) limit can
effectively be described by the following (Euclidean) La-
grangian:

4
L= Zizlmawz + é‘fﬁl/7 (3)
i=1

where 1; is a two-component Dirac fermion and a is a
dynamical U(1) gauge field. We choose (v9,71,72) =
(u%, 3, ') where p are Pauli matrices. This theory is
also known as QEDs with Ny = 4. The theory flows to
strong coupling at energy scale below €2, and its ultimate
IR fate is not completely known. In this work we assume
that when monopole instantons are suppressed (to be
explained in more details below), this QED theory flows
to a stable critical fixed point in the IR, as supported by
recent numerics[20] 21].
Naively there is a conserved current in the theory

. 1
Ju = 7(5#”)\81/&)\, (4)

2w
that corresponds to a global U(1) symmetry sometimes
called U(1);0p. The conserved charge is simply the mag-
netic flux of the emergent U(1) gauge field. One can then
define operators that carries this global U(1),, charge,
i.e. operators that create or annihilate total gauge flux
by 27. We denote these operators by M — one can picto-
rially think of it as a point in space-time surrounded by
a 2m-flux. This operator is not included in Eq. , but
in principle may be included as a perturbation which ex-
plicitly breaks the U(1)4,, symmetry. In the absence of
the gapless Dirac fermions (or other matter fields), it is
known that such a perturbation|25] will open a gap for
the Maxwell photon and confine gauge charges. With



gapless matter fields (like the Dirac fermions here) the
effect of monopole perturbation is more subtle: at large
enough Ny (fermion flavor) the monopole becomes an
irrelevant perturbation, but the lower critical Ny is not
completely known (some bounds were estimated from
F-theorem [41]).

Let us look at the monopoles in more detail. It is
helpful to think in the large-NN; limit, where gauge fluc-
tuations are suppressed. In this case the monopole sim-
ply creates a static 2 magnetic flux in which the Dirac
fermions move freely. The most relevant monopole corre-
sponds to the ground state of these Dirac fermions, with
all negative-energy levels filled and all positive-energy
levels emptyﬂ However, each Dirac cone also contributes
to a zero-energy mode (guaranteed by the Atiyah-Singer
index theorem) in a 27 flux background. The filling of
any of these four zero modes do not affect energetics.
However, gauge-invariance (i.e. vanishing of the over-
all gauge charge) requires that exactly half of the zero
modes to be filled[27]. This gives in total C3 = 6 distinct
(but equally relevant) monopoles, schematically written
as

D ~ szf;Mbarea (5)

where f;r creates a fermion in the zero-mode associated
with 1);, and My, creates a “bare” flux quanta without
filling any zero mode. For later convenience, we define
the six monopoles as

CI)J{/Q/B - fgz,s(ETl/z/S)aﬂGSSIf/;s/Mbare
(I)jl/5/6 = ifot,s(e)aﬂ(60’1/2/3)55/fg’)3/-/\/lba7"e (6)

where we refine the label of zero mode by valley indices
a = 1,2 and spin indices s =1, |, € is the antisymmetric
rank-2 tensor, which is necessary because of the anticom-
mutation relations of f operators, 7, o acts on valley/spin
indices as the standard Pauli matrices formalism. The
factor ¢ in the second line is necessary such that the
six monopoles are related by SU(4) rotations of Dirac
fermions (to be explained in more detail later). From
our construction, it’s straightforward to see that the first
three monopoles are spin singlets, while the latter three
monopoles are spin triplets. Both Dirac sea and the
zero modes contribute to properties of monopoles such
as symmetry quantum numbers.

One can likewise define “anti-monopoles” as operators
inserting —27 flux and appropriately filling Dirac zero
modes. However, it is more convenient for us to simply
view such operators as the “anti-particles”, or hermitian
conjugates, of the monopole operators defined above.

Notice that under a 27-flux, each zero-mode behaves
as a Lorentz scalar [27](since there is no other index re-
sponsible for higher spin), in contrast to its parent Dirac

1 All these can be made more precise through radial quantization
and the state-operator correspondence, but for the purpose of
this work we do not need to use those machineries.
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fermion (originally a spinor). This makes the monopole
operator also a Lorentz scalar.

B. Symmetries

We now carefully examine the global symmetries of the
continuum QEDg3 theory. Clearly we have the Lorentz
symmetry, together with the standard charge conjuga-
tion C, time-reversal T and space reflection R,. As we
have discussed already, the conservation of the gauge
flux corresponds to a global U(1) symmetry known as
the topological U(1)40p. The fermion flavor symmetry
is naively SU(4): ¢; — U;j9p; where U € SU(4), but
we should remember that global symmetries, properly
defined, should only act on gauge invariant local op-
erators. Naively one would consider fermion bilinear
operators like 1o*7%1) as the simplest gauge-invariant
operators, which transform as (15-dimensional) SU(4)
adjoints. However, the monopole operators (defined in
Eq. or (6))) transform as a 6-dimensional vector un-
der SU(4), or more precisely SO(6) = SU(4)/Z2. Notice
that this operator is odd under both the SO(6) center
(—Isxe) and a w-rotation in U(1)s,. More generally one
can show that any local operator has to be simultane-
ously odd or even under the two operations — for example
a fermion bilinear &iz/)j carries no gauge flux and is even
under the SO(6) center. So the proper global symmetry
group should be

SO(6) x U(1)top
. ™

together with C,7,R, and Lorentz. One can cer-
tainly consider 27w-monopoles in higher representations
of SO(6), but in this work we will assume that the lead-
ing monopoles (with lowest scaling dimension) are the
ones forming an SO(6) vector — this is physically rea-
sonable and can be justified in large-Ny limit.

Instead of working with the explicit definition of
monopoles from Eq. , we shall simply think of the
monopoles as six operators {®q,...Pg} that carry unit
charge under U(1), and transform as a vector un-
der SO(6): ®;, — 0;;®,. Likewise we define “anti-
monopoles” as six operators {@I, ...@g} that also trans-
form as an SO(6) vector, but carry —1 charge under
U(1)top- The virtue of defining the monopole opera-
tors abstractly based on symmetry representations is
that we can easily fix the C, 7, R, symmetry actions on
the monopoles completely based on the group structure.
Consider a “bare” time-reversal symmetry

To : 9 — inoo 124, (8)

where v acts on the Dirac index, o acts on the physical
spin index, and 7 acts on the “valley” index. The physi-
cal time-reversal symmetry 7 (to be discussed later) is in
general a combination of 7y and some additional SU(4)
rotation Ur. Now consider the group structure of the



SO(6) x U(1)tep/Zo symmetry and Ty. Clearly Ty com-
mutes with U(1),p, which simply means that monopoles
become anti-monopoles. 7g also commutes with SU(4)
rotations generated by {o?, 7'}, namely the spin-valley
subgroup SO(3)spin X SO(3)vaitey. But for those gen-
erated by {o® 77} we have ToU = UTTy. One can then
show that the only consistent implementations on the
monopoles are T : & — +07®T, where

_(Izxs3 O
OT - ( 0 _13><3 ) . (9)

The basis is chosen so that ®;,3 rotates under the
SO(3) generated by 7, and ®45¢ rotates under that
by o’. Importantly, Or € O(6) but not SO(6). One can
likewise consider a “bare” reflection

Ro : ¥(z) = imy(Ra). (10)

Since this symmetry commutes with SO(6) rotations but
flips U(1)s0p charge, we have for the monopoles Rg :

P, — <I>;r (up to a phase factor which can be absorbed
through a re-definition of ®). Finally for the “bare”
charge-conjugation

Co ) — a2, (11)

We notice that it has the same commutation relation
to SO(6) as To and also flips U(1)s,, charge. There-
fore Cy : ® — +O07®T. This analysis also shows that
the fermion mass operators 1/77:Tij1/1j that form an ad-
joint representation of SU(4) (T is an SU(4) generator)
is indistinguishable from i(I);fAij ®; in terms of symmetry
quantum numbers, where A is a real 6 x 6 anti-symmetric
matrix.

Clearly the lattice spin Hamiltonians would not have
the full continuum symmetry — typically we only have
spin rotation, lattice translation and rotation, reflec-
tion and time-reversal symmetries. It was argued in
Ref. [13] that the enlarged symmetry (such as SO(6) x
U(1)top/Z2) would emerge in the IR theory since terms
breaking this symmetry down to the microscopic ones
are likely to be irrelevant (justified in large- Ny analysis).
In this work we will assume that the enlarged symmetry
does emerge, at least before the monopole tunnelings are
explicitly added to the Lagrangian.

The central question in this paper is: given a realiza-
tion of a U(1) Dirac spin liquid on some lattice, how
do the monopoles transform under the microscopic sym-
metries (such as lattice translation)? Since we already
know how the monopoles transform under the IR emer-
gent symmetries (such as SO(6)xU(1)/Zs), the question
can be equivalently formulated as: how are the micro-
scopic symmetries embedded into the enlarged symme-
try group? Clearly spin-rotation can only be embedded
as an SO(3) subgroup of the SO(6) flavor group, mean-
ing that three of the six monopoles (456 from Eq. (6]))
form a spin-1 vector, and the other three (®; 23 from
Eq. @) are spin singlets. Other discrete symmetries can

be realized, in general, as combinations of certain SO(6)
rotations followed by a nontrivial U(1),, rotation, and
possibly some combinations of Cy, 79, Ro. (Remember
that Lorentz group acts trivially on the 27-monopoles.)
In fact, in all the examples we are interested in, all those
discrete symmetries commute with the spin SO(3) rota-
tion. This means that for most purposes we can focus
on the SO(3)spin X SO(3)valiey subgroup of SO(6), and
the realization of the discrete symmetries should only
envolve SO(3)yaliey and possibly C,P, 7.

Many of these group elements in a symmetry realiza-
tion can be fixed from the symmetry transformations
of the Dirac fermions 1;, which is in turn fixed by the
symmetry of the mean field ansatz in Eq. , under the
name of projective symmetry group (PSG)[5]. For ex-
ample, if the symmetry operation acts on ¥ as ¥ — U
with a nontrivial U € SU(4), then we know that the
monopoles should also be multiplied by an SO(6) ma-
trix O that corresponds to U. This SO(6) matrix O
can be uniquely identified up to an overall sign, which
can also be viewed as a m-rotation in U(1)p. In prac-
tice the SO(6) flavor rotation involved in a symmetry
realization is always within the SO(3)spin X SO(3)vaitey
subgroup. The six monopoles transform as (1,0) & (0,1)
under this subgroup, which is the same representation
of the six fermion bilinears {¢)c¢,7%)}. Therefore to
fix the SO(6) rotation of the monopoles in a given sym-
metry realization it is sufficient to fix that for the six
masses, also known as quantum spin Hall and quantum
valley Hall masses, respectively. For the examples we
are interested in, these information are also reviewed in
Appendix. [A]

Similar logic applies to operations like C,7,R,. The
only exception is the flux symmetry U(1),p: there is no
information regarding U(1):,, in the PSG. Fixing the
possible U(1);0p rotations in the implementations of the
microscopic discrete symmetries is the main task of this
work.

The difficulty in fixing the U(1);,p, factor in a sym-
metry transform lies in its UV nature: intuitively, the
U(1)0p phase factor comes from the Berry phase accu-
mulated when a monopole moves on the lattice scale, in
a nontrivial “charge background”[29] [30]. This lattice-
scale feature is not manifested directly in simple objects
in the IR (such as the Dirac fermions). In previous stud-
ies such phase factors were decided numerically[28] [33]
42). In this paper we will develop several different ana-
lytical methods to calculate such phase factors.

We should emphasize here that the questions ad-
dressed in this work are kinematic (rather than dynam-
ical) in nature: i.e. we are interested in the qualitative
properties of the monopoles, such as symmetry repre-
sentations, rather than quantitative properties such as
scaling dimensions. We will introduce, at various stages
of our argument, assumptions that are only justified in
certain limits (such as at large-Ny), and importantly al-
though these assumptions will not be completely satis-
fied, they will provide a rationale for selecting an answer



typically from a discrete set of possibilities. Some of
the particularly important assumptions that follow from
this treatment are: (1) the most relevant monopole op-
erator are those that transform as an SO(6) vector and
Lorentz scalar — this is physically reasonable but justifi-
able only in large-Ny, (2) when perturbed by an adjoint
mass Yo7V, the small mass limit is adiabatically con-
nected with the large mass limit which describes lattice
scale physics and the Wannier limit (roughly speaking,
this means that the adjoint mass is not only relevant, but
flows all the way to infinity in the IR)E| — another physi-
cally reasonable assumption that is justified in large-Ny,
and (3) the U(1);, phase factors in the microscopic sym-
metry realizations are decided completely by the mean-
field theory of the spinons (which is a free fermion the-
ory) — gauge fluctuations only modify other quantitative
features (such as scaling dimensions) but not the (dis-
crete) symmetry properties. In particular, assumption
(3) may not always be valid (depending on microscopic
details), but when it is not valid, the parton construc-
tion combined with the mean-field description is itself
not likely to provide a reasonable starting point to de-
scribe the phase.

C. Time-reversal, reflection and band topology

We now derive some general results for time-reversal
and reflection symmetries that will be generally applica-
ble in all the systems we are interested in. Essentially,
with the help of the exact SO(3) spin rotation symmetry,
the U(1)0, phase factors associated with time-reversal
and reflection can be uniquely fixed.

Since the U(1),p phase factor comes from UV physics,
we can deform the QED3 theory with a fermion mass to
make the theory IR trivial, so that we can focus on the
UV part. Consider perturbing with a mass term

AL = m;Ti iy, (12)

where T;; is chosen to be an SU(4) generator without
loss of generality. The fermions are now gapped, and
there is a pure Maxwell U(1) gauge theory left in the IR.
The zero-modes associated with the monopoles are lifted
(according to the signs of the fermion masses), lifting the
six-fold degeneracy of the monopole completely, so that
there is only one gapless monopole left in the Maxwell
theory. The identity of the surviving monopole is fixed
again by symmetry. The mass term breaks the flavor
symmetry from SO(6) to SO(4) x SO(2). If we probe
the theory with an SO(4) x SO(2) gauge field A5°*) +
ASO®) the massive fermions generate a topological term

Liop = WASO@M (13)

2 The flow to infinity is smooth with no singularity/fixed point.

This means that the monopole (now unique) carries +1
charge under the SO(2) generated by T in Eq. and is
a singlet under the remaining SO(4) — this uniquely fixes
the identity of the monopole among the six degenerate
ones in the gapless phase. The argument will also be
useful for deciding the nature of the symmetry-breaking
phase when a mass perturbation is turned on, since the
monopole will eventually spontaneously condense in the
Maxwell theory, possibly breaking further symmetries
(such as the SO(2) here).

Now as long as the relevant symmetry, let us call it
g, is not broken by the mass perturbation, the U(1)0p
phase factor Utgop associated with the implementation of
g will not be affected. We are thus left with the simpler
problem of finding the Berry phase of a non-degenerate
monopole moving in an insulating (gapped) charge back-
ground, which is essentially determined by the topology
of the insulator. Since the other monopoles are related
to this monopole by some SO(6) flavor rotations, their
symmetry transformations are fixed once we obtain the
transformation of this particular monopole.

It turns out to be particularly useful, for all the exam-
ples to be considered in this work, to consider a “quan-
tum spin Hall” (QSH) mass perturbation

ALgsh = mypa’y, (14)

where o2 acts in the spin but not valley index. This term
breaks the spin SO(3) rotation down to SO(2) and gen-
erates a mutual spin-charge Hall response as in Eq. ,
so that the low energy monopole operator transforms as
S, = sgn(m) — in our notation this monopole is denoted
as ¢4 £+ i®P5. Crucially, this term leaves all other dis-
crete symmetries unbroken — except for reflection sym-
metries R, but it is still a symmetry when combined
with a spin-flip operation R’ = ¢?R. Since the U(1)sp
factors can be nontrivial only for lattice symmetries and
time reversal, they can all be determined by considering
monopole quantum numbers in this QSH insulator. For
example, it is well known that the QSH insulator is also
a Zo topological insulator[43], protected by the Kramers
time-reversal symmetry 7 : f — io2f. This fixes the
transformation of the monopole under time-reversal to
be:

T:M— —MT, (15)

where the non-triviality of the topological insulator is
manifested in the minus sign. This can be seen most
easily through the edge state of the QHE insulator

Hedge = /dxx%Qazx, (16)

where x is a two-component Dirac fermion in (1 + 1)d,
with time-reversal acting as y — i02y that forbids any
mass term. In the QHE state a monopole tunneling
event will transfer one left-moving fermion into a right-
moving one, which is nothing but the physics of axial



anomaly. This leads to the operator identification on the
edge M ~ xT(o! +io3)x, from which Eq. follows.

Reflection symmetry can be discussed in a similar
manner. If the reflection does not involve charge con-
jugation, the monopole simply transforms as

Ry : M — " MT, (17)

where the overall phase factor can change by a re-
definition of M and is therefore physically meaningless
— unless there are more than one reflection axis, in which
case the relative phases in the transforms become mean-
ingful. Charge conjugation symmetry (if exists) alone is
not interesting for the same reason.

It becomes more interesting, and turns out to be also
much simpler, when a reflection involves an extra charge
conjugation operation, denoted as CR. Under this sym-
metry, the monopole is mapped to itself, possibly with a
sign

CR: M — +M, (18)

where we have assumed that (CR)? = 1 on local opera-
tors. The two different signs in the above transformation
are physically distinct and represent different topology
of the underlying insulators.

In a quantum spin Hall insulator, it turns out to be
particularly simple to tell if the insulator is also nontriv-
ial under an additional CR: it is trivial if (CR)?¢y = —1),
and nontrivial if (CR)?*y = +¢ (which then leads to the
nontrivial sign in Eq. ) In particular, the “bare”
CR symmetry defined in Eq. and squares to
one and therefore has nontrivial transformation.

The easiest way to understand the above statement is
to consider the edge state Eq. that preserves both
charge, spin-S, and CR symmetry. There are two differ-
ent ways to implement a CR symmetry: CR4 : x(x) —
X' (=z) or CR_ : x(2) = 0?xT(—2), where (CR4)? =1
and (CR_)? = —1 on the fermions. It is easy to see that
CR 4 forbids a Dirac mass term, making the insulator
also nontrivial under CR ., while CR_ does not forbid
any mass term and is therefore trivial. The monopole
transformation under CR in Eq. can be obtained
through the operator identification M ~ xT(o! +io%)y.
This result is perhaps natural when we think of CR as
obtained from Wick-rotating time-reversal symmetry 7T
using CRT theorem[d4], where 72 = (—1)F rotates to
(CR)? = +1.

It is now natural to ask what would happen if we had
a “quantum valley Hall” mass 1)7%1) instead. Now since
the full spin SO(3) is unbroken, the insulator cannot
have the band topology of topological insulators (under
either 7 or CR) — this is simply the famous statement
that topological insulator requires spin-orbit coupling.
Therefore time-reversal and reflection (or CR) should act
trivially on spin singlet monopoles selected by the valley
Hall massesl

3 One might wonder why our previous argument for the quan-

To summarize, the two symmetries Ty and CR defined

in Eq. , and acts on the six monopoles as
T :< P13 > N ‘I’I,Tz,g
D456 —Pliss
D123 D123
CRy : o — i . 19
0 ( Dy56 —®Py56 (19)

The physical time-reversal and reflection may further in-
volve additional SO(6) rotations or charge conjugations,
which can be included straightforwardly.

Next we turn to the more complicated symmetries in-
cluding lattice translation and rotations. We first discuss
the simpler cases on bipartite lattices.

III. MONOPOLE QUANTUM NUMBERS I:
BIPARTITE LATTICES

A. DMonopole quantum numbers constrained by

QCD;

On bipartite lattices, at least for the examples consid-
ered in this work, we can always continuously tune the
mean field Hamiltonian Eq. , without breaking any
symmetry or changing the low-energy Dirac dispersion,
to reach a point with particle-hole symmetry:

C: fio— (—1)'io2sfl . (20)

This theory will then have a larger gauge symmetry of
SU(2),4, with (fa,iagﬁfg)T forming an SU(2), funda-
mental (anti-fundamental) on each site in A-sublattice
(B-sublattice) for each spin a. The low energy theory
again has four Dirac cones, with two valleys, each form-
ing a fundamental under both gauge SU(2), and spin
SU(2)s. The continuum field theory of such state, de-
scribed by an SU(2) gauge field coupled to four Dirac
cones, is also known as QCD3 with Ny = 2. The La-
grangian is given by

2

Locp =Y xi(i@+ ¢ )xi. (21)

=1

tum spin Hall insulator cannot be used for the quantum valley
Hall insulator — afterall the time-reversal action 7o appeared
to be democratic between valley and spin indices. Crucially, in
our systems the continuous valley symmetry is never exact in
the UV, but can only be emergent in the IR. This has to do
with a mixed anomaly between the valley SO(3)yqiiey and spin
SO(3)spin in the continuum field theory, which is one manifes-
tation of the parity anomaly. This means that one cannot use
the previous argument here, since the link between quantum
spin Hall and time-reversal topological insulating behavior re-
lies crucially on the exactness of the spin rotation symmetry —
in particular, the edge state argument assumes that there is no
anomaly associated to the symmetries involved (a point dubbed
“edgability” in Ref. [45]).



At the lattice scale the SU(2) gauge symmetry can
be Higgsed down to U(1) by reinstating the particle-
hole symmetry breaking hopping (which could be weak),
and our familiar U(1) Dirac spin liquid will be recov-
ered at low energy. However, it turns out to be very
useful to consider an intermediate theory in which the
SU(2) gauge symmetry is Higgsed down to U(1), but the
particle-hole symmetry survives as a global ZS symme-
try. At low energy this theory also flows to QEDs3, but
with an extra Z$ symmetry compared to the U(1) Dirac
spin liquid. In fact this theory does not faithfully repre-
sent a lattice spin system due to the extra Z$. However,
it is a perfectly well-defined lattice gauge theory, and can
represent a lattice spin system if the spin-rotation sym-
metry is enlarged from SO(3) to O(3) ~ SO(3) x Z§.
In the continuum theory this intermediate QED3 can be
obtained from the QCD3 theory by condensing a Higgs
field that carries spin-1 of the gauge SU(2) and is even
under Z$'. This Higgs condensation does not break any
global symmetry of the QCD3 and the low energy Dirac
dispersion is not affected. We can then safely view the
continuum QCDj field theory (which is free in the UV),
instead of the original lattice theory, as the UV com-
pletion of the intermediate QEDg3 theory. As we shall
see below, the virtue of this alternative UV completion
is that the QCDg3 theory is much easier to understand
than the full lattice theory.

The QCD theory has the standard Lorentz and 7, R,
symmetries. It may not necessarily flow to a confor-
mal fixed point[46], but this should not be important
for our discussion since we are not interested in the ul-
timate IR fate of this theory. The flavor symmetry of
QCDg3 at Ny = 2 is SO(5), which acts on the fermions
as Spin(5) = Sp(4). Crucially, there is no additional
topological symmetry since the flux of SU(2) gauge field
is not conserved.

Now we notice that the implementation of the micro-
scopic (continuous or discrete) symmetries in the QCD3
theory is completely fixed by the symmetry transform of
the Dirac fermions x, due to the absence of any gauge
flux conservation. For example, a nontrivial Sp(4) trans-
form on x maps to a unique SO(5) transform on gauge-
invariant operators such as fermion bilinears. Notice
that in the SU(4) — SO(6) mapping discussed in the
QEDj3 context we still had a sign ambiguity due to the
existence of SO(6) center —Igx6. That ambiguity is ab-
sent here since SO(5) has no center. The bottom line is
that we know completely how the microscopic symme-
tries are embedded into the symmetries of the continuum
QCDgs field theory. Once we reach the QCD description,
the exact nature of these symmetries at the lattice scale
is no longer important — we simply view them as part of
the SO(5) x Lorentz x T, R, symmetry. Now we Higgs
the SU(2) gauge symmetry down to U(1), and far below
the Higgs scale we obtain the intermediate QED3 the-
ory which has a larger emergent symmetry including the
SO(6) x U(1)/Zy and ZS symmetries.

We now show that there is a unique way to embed

the symmetries of QCD (SO(5) and R, T) into the sym-
metries of QED. This will in turn fix the embedding
of the microscopic symmetries into the symmetries of
QED. First, it is obvious that there is a unique way
to embed the continuous SO(5) symmetry of QCD to
SO(6)xU(1)/Zs of QED, up to re-ordering of operators:
five of the six monopoles should transform as an SO(5)
vector and the remaining one (call it @¢;.i50:) should be
an SO(5) singlet, or 6 = 1@ 5. Since the microscopic
spin rotation symmetry SO(3)spi, must be part of the
SO(5), the SO(5) singlet monopole ®y,.;,,;4; must also be
a spin singlet, i.e. it is a combination of ®; 3 3. Crucially,
there is no nontrivial U(1),, phase factor involved in the
realization of the SO(5) symmetry on the monopoles.

Now consider the bare time-reversal and reflection-
conjugation defined in Eq. , and . As we ar-
gued before they act on the monopoles as Eq. . This
immediately implies that the SO(5) singlet monopole
Dyriviar also transforms trivially under 75 and CRg. The
physical time-reversal and reflection symmetry may in-
volve a further SO(5) flavor rotation, but this will not
affect ®ypipir since it is an SO(5) singlet. For the
charge-conjugation symmetry C, we expect Ppripiar —
ei"‘l’Lmaz for some phase factor e since C cannot mix
SO(5) singlet with SO(5) vector, and the phase can be
chosen to be trivial by redefining the monopole oper-
ators. In this case Re®@riviai = (Perivial + @;vwl)/Q is
trivial under C (in later examples sometimes the opposite
convention is chosen). We then conclude that Re®y,.iyial
is trivial under all microscopic symmetries in the inter-
mediate QEDj3 theory.

We now consider the actual U(1) Dirac spin liquid
of interest to us. This can be obtained from the in-
termediate QEDg3 by explicitly breaking the C symme-
try. It is also possible, as we shall see on square lat-
tice, that some other symmetries such as translation
T 2 and time-reversal 7 are also broken, but the com-
binations 77 2C and TC are preserved. In any case,
the symmetry-breaking term does not change the low-
energy Dirac dispersion (except velocity anisotropy) and
is expected to be irrelevant. Therefore we do not ex-
pect any change in monopole symmetry quantum num-
bers — as long as the symmetries are still unbroken.
In particular, the trivial monopole ®y,iqi, Or at least
RePirivial = (Prrivial + @Iim-al)/Q, should still transform
trivially under all global symmetries.

In summary, on bipartite lattices there is always one
monopole operator (at least the real or imaginary part of
it) that transforms trivially under all microscopic sym-
metries. The reasoning is summarized in Fig.

Although we have emphasized the bipartieness of the
lattices in our argument, the discussion above showed
that what really mattered was whether the U(1) spin
liquid mean-field ansatz could be upgraded to an SU(2)
gauge theory. One could certainly consider mean-field
ansatz on bipartite lattices that are “intrinsically non-
bipartite”, meaning they cannot be adiabatically tuned
to have an SU(2) gauge structure. One could also con-



Lattice theory UV
SO(3), discrete symmetries. .. :
QCD+Higgs
SO(5), discrete symmetries,
Lorentz...
QED
SO(6)xU(1)/Za, discrete symmetries, iR

Lorentz...

FIG. 1: For the Dirac spin liquid on bipartite lattices
(honeycomb and square) we can view the continuum
QCDj3 + Higgs field theory (instead of the original
lattice theory) as the UV completion of the QED3
theory. The implementation of microscopic symmetries
(at the lattice scale) in the QCD theory can be fixed by
PSG analysis, while the implementation of QCD
symmetries in the QED theory is also uniquely fixed by
field theory analysis. This uniquely fixes the
implementation of microscopic symmetries in the QED
(U(1) Dirac spin liquid) theory.

sider ansatz on non-bipartite lattices that are compatible
with SU(2) gauge structure, for example by making all
the hoppings imaginary (giving up time-reversal sym-
metry; although this would typically induce a gap). Our
dichotomy on bipartiteness should be applied with care
in those scenarios.

The above argument also completely fixes all the
monopole quantum numbers on bipartite lattices. We
now look at honeycomb and square lattices in detail.

An important conclusion is that the operator ®3 + (I’:;
transforms trivially under all physical symmetries, and is
therefore allowed as a perturbation to the QEDg3 theory.

1.  Honeycomb lattice

The uniform hopping mean-field ansatz on honeycomb
gives the Ny = 4 QED3 low-energy theory. The Dirac
points stay at momenta K = (%’T, %’r), K’ = —K. Under
appropriate basis, the low-energy effective Hamiltonian
takes the standard Dirac form. The physical symmetries

act as

Tyt — e_i%’%?’w Ce:— —ie_i%“nge_i%wTsw
Ry — —p’t°¢) Ry : ¢ — p'ty
T ) = —ic?u’r2p C:op — iptrio®y* (22)
where p? are Pauli matrices acting on the Dirac spinor in-
dex, T} /5 is the translation along two basis vectors with
27/3 angle between them,Cg is 7/3 rotation around a
center of a honeycomb plaquette, and R,,, denotes re-
flection perpendicular to the direction of the unit cell/
the axis perpendicular to unit cell direction, respectively.
As an illustrative example, let us consider the Cg rota-
tion (the most nontrivial symmetry here).' In general the
six monopoles could transform as ®; — e?fce 0;;®; with
ecs an overall phase and the SO(6) matrix O given by

—cos(2r/3) sin(2r/3) 0 0 0 O
sin(27/3) cos(27/3) 0 0 0 O

o_ 0 00 10 0 0
0 0 0-1 0 O

0 0 0 0 -1 0

0 0 0 0 0 -1

(23)
The form of the matrix O;; is fixed by the sym-
metry transforms of the Dirac fermions Cg : v —
mlexp (—iZF73) 1, up to an overall sign that can be
absorbed into the overall phase factor. Our argument
implies that the phase factor e?’@s should be chosen so

that the total transform takes the form

(0 506 )

with the trivial monopole being a spin singlet. Since
O already takes the above form (with ®3 being a triv-
ial singlet), the additional U (1), phase factor must be
trivial. Focusing on the spin triplet monopoles (®456),
this reproduces the result previously obtained through
numerical calculations[35].

The other symmetry actions can be determined using
the same logic. The results are tabulated in Table [l

(24)

2. Square lattice

We consider the staggered flux state on the square lat-
tice, with lattice hopping amplitudes (in a certain gauge)

tz’,i+§ = exp[z(—l)”“+y9/2]t, ti,i—i—;’c\ = (—l)yt (25)
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Ty [ Ty R Cs T
] cos(%’r)tﬂ — sin(%")q)g o |- cos(%”)@{ + sin(%”)@; D,
o} cos(%’r)ég + sin(%")CI)J{ —®y cos(%’r)q); + sin(%”)@‘; Dy
T
quTL 5/6 <1>}1 5/6 (1)21 5/6 —Pass/6 —Puy5s6 —Pass/6

TABLE I: The transformation of monopoles on honeycomb lattice. T, is translation along two basic lattice
vectors, R is reflection perpendicular to the axis defined by a unit cell (shown in fig|5| Cg is the six-fold rotation
around the center of a plaquette. There is a trivial monopole, i.e, the third monopole ®3.

The staggered flux state can be continuously tuned
(without changing the low-energy Dirac dispersion) to
have 6 = 0, also known as the m-flux state. The n-flux
state has all the symmetries of the staggered flux state,
together with an additional particle-hole symmetry. In
fact the m-flux state has an SU(2) gauge symmetry and
the unit cell contains two sites (sublattice A, B) with
a vertical link. As far as monopole quantum number is
concerned, there is no distinction between the two except
for the particle-hole symmetry which does not exist in
the staggered flux state. We will therefore calculate the
monopole quantum number in the 7w-flux state, which is
simpler.

There are two gapless points in the reduced Brillouin
zone at Q = (7/2,7),Q" = —Q. The low-energy theory
takes the standard Dirac form in an apropriate basis.

In the 7-flux phase, we can write the (projective) sym-
metry realizations on the Dirac fermions as

Ty :¢ =i’y Ty —irhe
Ry:p—= 2734 Cyp:itp— ei%“le_l%Tzw

Ty — iu202 72 Y, (26)
together with a particle-hole symmetry:
C:p—ipdo? o, (27)

where ;' are Pauli matrices acting on the Dirac spinor
index, and C4 means a four-fold rotation around a lattice
site. If we turn on a nonzero 6 in Eq. and convert the
state to the staggered flux phase, C,T1 2,C4,T will be
broken, but CT7 2,CCy4,CT will be preserved and provide
the realizations of the physical symmetries.

The monopole quantum numbers can now be deduced
using the argument outlined above. The results are tab-
ulated in Table [l To be concrete, we start with the
m-flux state (first four rows in Table [[I)). The Cy opera-
tion, based on its action on the Dirac fermions, should
act on the monopoles as Cy : ®; — e'fcs 054 ®;, where

00-1000
01 0000

e 100000

O™ =1000 100 (28)
000 010
00 0 001

Based on the argument outlined before, we should have
¢4 = 1 and @, is the SO(5) singlet monopole. This in
turn fixed the actions of T3 » on monopoles. For example,
the action of 77 on the Dirac fermions requires that 7; :
O, — et Og;.l ®; where

-1 0 0000
0 10000

n | 0 01000

O"=1190 00100 (29)
0 00010
0 00001

Since @5 should be a singlet under flavor symmetries,
we must have e71="1 which gives the transformation
tabulated in Table [

The combined symmetry action CR;, as we discussed
before, can act on the monopoles with potentially non-
trivial Berry phases. For this purpose we can view
this symmetry as a combination of CRy (as defined in
Eq. and (10)) and a flavor rotation ¢ — ir'e, fol-
lowed by a Lorentz rotation which does not affect the
scalar monopoles. The CRy transforms the monopoles
as Eq. and the flavor rotation is essentially the 75
transformation. Therefore under CR, we should have
®; —» —Py and &; — &, for i # 1. For R, and C sep-
arately, the overall phase depends on the definition of
the monopoles as we discussed, but the relative trans-
formation between the six monopoles is still meaningful.
Since R, involves a flavor rotation, it should act on the
monopoles as shown in Table [ up to an overall phase
which we fix to be trivial. The transformation of C then
follows immediately. Finally the transformation of 7 on
the monopoles is simply given by Eq. .

Now we proceed to consider the staggered-flux state
(the actual U(1) Dirac spin liquid). The only difference
now is that C is no longer a symmetry, and the action of
T1,2,C4,T should all be combined with C. The results
are tabulated in Table [[I] in the last four rows. Again
we see that there is a trivial monopole Im®5 that can be
added as a perturbation.
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T 1> R Cy C T
)] + — —®, | -l | @ o,
o} + + —By | DS | —Dy | B
ol - + Bg ol Pg B3
® 6| — | ®ays/6| L5 6| ®assse | —Paysss
CDJ{ ¢‘1 —<I>1 —CI>1 _q>3 CDJ{
Bl | —By | —Dy | By | s —]
oL | —ds B3 by | D ol
@} 5 /6| ~Passss | —Pass/e|Passse | Paysse —®} 56

TABLE IT: The transformation of monopoles on square lattice. T/, is translation along two basic lattice vectors,
R, is reflection perpendicular to the horizontal axis, Cy is the four-fold rotation around the site (shown in fig |5)).
There is a trivial monopole by our definition, i.e, the second monopole ®5. The first 4 rows and last 4 rows of
monopole transformation correspond to 7 flux state and staggered flux state, respectively, which differ by a charge
conjugation for T3, Cy and T. The last 4 rows align with the results of M transformations of Ref 33 after making
the identification D3 = Mz/p, P2 = iM1, Py F iP5 = My/s, P6 = M5 where M1s are the “monopole operators”
defined in Ref. [33l We emphasize that the “m-flux state” with U(1) gauge symmetry does not actually represent a
spin system, and should be viewed as an intermediate state for our purpose.

B. Another approach: lattice symmetries i
generated by CR

There is another trick to obtain lattice symmetry
quantum number for the monopoles on bipartite lattices,
thanks to the extra C symmetry. The key is to real-
ize that rotation and translation symmetries can all be
generated by repeatedly applying CR symmetries with
respect to different reflection axes (simple R will not
work since the overall phase is not well defined). We
will show below that this approach gives results identi-
cal to those obtained in Sec. [[ITA] which gives us more
confidence since the two approaches appear to be very
different from each other.

Following Sec. [TC] we calculate the monopole lattice
quantum numbers when the fermions form a quantum
spin Hall insulator (which preserves all lattice symme-
tries). Recall that in the quantum spin Hall phase,
CR : M — +M if CR?> = F1 on the fermions. This
gives us the quantum numbers of a particular monopole
(say ®4 + i®5), and those of other monopoles can be
fixed by the SO(6) flavor symmetry. Therefore our task
below is to show that the quantum numbers of &4 + iP5 Cs
calculated in the quantum spin Hall phase agree with
those tabulated in Table [l and [Il

CRy -6 -

]
]
A\
1

CR:

FIG. 2: Reflection axis to be considered in the main
text.

: ®y56 — Puse. Likewise, using two different
reflections to generate translations leads to the results
Ti2: ®as6 — Pase. These are all in agreement with
Table[ll

1. Honeycomb

Here we find (CR,;,)?> = —1(1) when acting on
fermions, (see Fig. [2). This means that (from Sec. [[LC)

the spin triplet monopoles (®456) stays invariant/ gets
a minus sign under CR,,CR,, respectively. All other
space symmetries are generated from reflections and we
get the transformation results in table [l For example,
Cg operation can be obtained by two different CR re-
flections in succession, and we immediately see that

We emphasize here that the above logic works because
if two different reflection axes are related by a symmetry
operation, then these two reflections should act on the
(unique) monopole M in the same way. More precisely,
g(CR1)g~! = CR; when acted on an one-dimensional
representation.
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FIG. 3: Reflection axis to be considered in the main
text.

2. Square

As discussed before, it suffices to consider the w-flux
phase which has a charge conjugation symmetry. Now
consider CRy = CR,, CRy = CT1C3R, and CR3 =
CC’4T102R3¢ — the last two are reflections across axis la-
beled in Fig.

It is easy to check that (CR;)? = (CR3)? = —1 and
(CR3)? = +1 on the fermions, which immediately leads
to

CRl M= M
CRQ M= -M
CR3 M — M. (30)

It is now straightforward to read off other symmetry
transformations on this monopole M ~ &4 + i®5. For
example Cy ~ CR3-CRy : M — M and T2 ~ CR;y -
CRy: M — —M.

We also make a phase choice so that
C: M— M. (31)

The transformation of charge conjugation C depends on
the phase choice of monopole but the relative phase be-
tween 6 monopoles are fixed and hence meaningful.

Then we essentially have reproduced Table [[T] for the
m-flux state. The transformation for ®; 2 3 can be fixed
by further applying the emergent SO(6) symmetry.

IV. A MORE GENERAL SCHEME: ATOMIC
(WANNIER) CENTERS

We have seen that on bipartite lattices (honeycomb
and square), with the help of particle-hole symmetry (a
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hallmark of bipartite lattices), the monopole quantum
numbers under lattice rotation and translation can be
uniquely fixed. Here we shall discuss a method applica-
ble on all lattices including non-bipartite ones such as
triangular and kagomé.

Notice that in this problem lattice rotation plays a
more fundamental role than lattice translation in two
ways. First, if lattice rotation symmetry is absent, there
will be no reason for the monopole to have a quantized
lattice momentum, which can take continuous value in
the entire Brillouin zone. Now if we impose certain ro-
tation symmetry C,, (n = 2,3,4,6), the momentum will
only take certain (discrete) rotationally invariant values,
which will be robust as the system is adiabatically de-
formed. Second, once we know how the monopoles trans-
form under rotations around different centers, we know
automatically how it should transform under translation
since translation operation can be generated by subse-
quent rotations around different centers.

Presumably the lattice momentum and angular mo-
mentum of the monopole operator is also decided by the
“band topology” of the spinon insulator, just like time-
reversal symmetry — but how? Before answering this
question systematically, let us consider a more famil-
iar example of bosonic spinon (Schwinger boson) the-
ory, where it is well known that on bipartite lattices
the monopole carries | = +1 angular momentum un-
der site-centered rotations, leading to valence bond solid
(VBS) order when the spinons are gapped[29,[30] — a fact
important in the context of deconfined quantum phase
transition between Neel and VBS states|31] B2]. We now
review this fact with a physically intuitive picture, which
could then be generalized to more complicated cases with
fermionic spinons. For the fermionic spinons, we will il-
lustrate the new method in this section with the bipartite
examples. We will obtain the same results as in Sec. [[I]]
with considerably more involved calculations — the goal
being to establish the method in a setting where the an-
swers are independently known, so that we can apply it
to the DSL on non-bipartite lattices (and further confirm
the results on bipartite lattices).

A. Warm-up: bosonic spinons and valence bond
solid

For concreteness let us consider a honeycomb lattice
with spin-1/2 per site. In the Schwinger boson formula-
tion we decompose the spin operator as

S: = (1) b aoasbis, (32)
where i is the site label and (—1)° takes &1 on the
two sub-lattices, respectively. b, is a hard-core boson
((b],)?=0) with spin a € {f,]}. The physical Hilbert
space has Y blb, = 1. Similar to the fermionic spinon
theory, this constraint only needs to be satisfied on av-
erage in a spin liquid phase. There is again a dy-



namical U(1) gauge field a, coupled to the Schwinger
bosons, with gauge charge on each site defined as ¢; =
> blba — 1.

The (—1)* factor in the parton decomposition is cho-
sen so that when the Schwinger bosons condense in a
uniform manner, the spins order as a collinear anti-
ferromagnet (Neel state). Due to this (—1)* factor, under
the Cg rotation (which exchanges the two sub-lattices),
the Schwinger bosons should transform (in addition to
the coordinate change) as

bo — 10 5b;- (33)

Similar transform also happens on square lattice under
translation.

We would like to construct a state in which the
Schwinger bosons are gapped, i.e. they form a bosonic
Mott insulator. The simplest such state respecting all
the symmetries — especially spin rotation and Cg rotation
— is shown pictorially in Fig. [l In this state every site
in A sub-lattice is empty, and every site in B sub-lattice
has both bosonic orbits occupied. The wavefunction is
simply a product state

[T 100 T o%6%, 100, (34)

icA JjEB

Now what happens when a monopole (a flux quanta)
moves in this simple charge background? What the flux
sees is a fixed gauge charge pattern, with g4 = —1 on
each A-site and gg = +1 on each B-site. Therefore as the
flux moves around each site, a non-trivial Berry phase
is picked up. The amount of gauge charge ¢, sitting on
each rotation center r dictates the Berry phase under the
C,, rotation to be

6(Cr) = etar2m/n, (35)

Effectively the monopole gains an angular momentum
l4 = —1 under A-site-centered C3' rotation (correspond-
ing to a Berry phase w™! = ¢7?7/3 under a C4' rota-
tion), and g = +1 under B-site-centered C¥ rotation
(Berry phase w), and [, = 0 under plaquette-centered C§
rotation since there is no charge placed at the center of
the hexagon plaquettes. One may ask how robust these
Berry phases are — for example, will the results change
if the flux is inserted far away from the rotation center?
The answer is no, since by C,, symmetry the total charge
enclosed by a closed rotation trajectory will always be
gr (mod n). Therefore the monopole Berry phase will
always be given by Eq. under a C,, rotation. This is
essentially the spirit of dimensional reduction introduced
in [47].

Translation symmetry quantum numbers are now eas-
ily obtained: T} = CglCB =w?and T = CBCE1 = w2
This makes the monopole operator the Kakule VBS or-
der parameter, as expected.

The above argument can be extended straightfor-
wardly to square lattice, from which the standard results
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FIG. 4: The simplest spinon (boson) Mott insulator,
with every site in A sub-lattice empty, and every site in
B sub-lattice completely filled (recall that the bosons

bo are hard-core). This respects Cg rotation since it

acts as by, — io” bl,. As a monopole (flux) moves in

this background, it sees a fixed gauge charge pattern
with g4 = —1 and gg = +1. The amount of gauge
charge sitting on each rotation center dictates the
nontrivial Berry phase accumulated by the monopole as
it moves around the center according to

0(Cr) = €'427/™  The translation quantum numbers of
the monopole can be easily obtained once the rotation
quantum number is known.

follow, namely the monopole carries +1 angular momen-
tum under site-centered Cj rotations and is therefore
identified with columnar VBS order parameter[29] [30].

B. Wannier centers on honeycomb lattice: a case
study

We now return to fermionic spinons in a quantum
spin Hall insulator band structure. Let us first consider
the simpler honeycomb lattice. The band structure is
given by the Haldane model[4§] for each spin component
with opposite Chern numbers. The hopping amplitudes
include a real nearest-neighbor hopping and an imagi-
nary second-neighbor hopping that preserve all the lat-
tice symmetries and time-reversal symmetry f — io2f.
One may ask whether we can deform this insulator to
an “atomic limit” as we did above in Sec. [VA] and
then trivially read off the monopole’s lattice quantum
numbers. Obviously this is impossible if time-reversal
and spin rotation (now only SO(2)) symmetries are pre-
served, since the spinons form a strong topological insu-
lator and therefore (almost by definition) an atomic limit
does not exist. However, since the question of monopole
lattice quantum number has nothing to do with spin ro-



tation and time-reversal symmetry, we may as well ex-
plicitly break all the symmetries except the lattice trans-
lation, rotation, and the U(1) charge conservation. In
the simplest setting, the resulting insulator can be de-
formed into an “atomic limit”, which can be pictured as
particles completely localized in real space. One non-
trivial aspect, compared to the bosonic spinon case in
Sec.[[VA] is that the effective centers of the localized or-
bits do not have to sit on the original lattice sites (where
the microscopic fermions are defined). For insulators de-
scribed by free fermion band theory these are simply the
Wannier centers. One can always deform all the Wannier
centers, without further breaking any symmetry, to one
of the rotation centers, such as lattice sites or plaquette
centers (see Fig. |5| for example). Once such a configu-
ration is reached, we can simply follow the procedure in
Sec. [[VA] to obtain the monopole Berry phase under a
C,, rotation centered at r according to Eq. . Lat-
tice momentum of the monopole can then be obtained
by composing rotations at different centers.

Let us illustrate this with the QSH insulator on hon-
eycomb lattice — for concreteness we assume that the
nearest-neighbor hopping ¢t > 0. To determine the exact
nature of the Wannier limit, we employ the techniques
developed in Refs. [36H38]. The basic idea is to look at
high symmetry points in momentum space, namely mo-
mentum points that are invariant under various lattice
rotations. The fermion Bloch states at these high sym-
metry points will now form certain representations of the
rotation symmetries, and our task is to determine what
kind of atomic (Wannier) limit would give rise to such a
representation.

Consider inversion symmetries I§ with respect to a
hexagon center. There are four inversion invariant mo-
mentum points: I' (Th = To = 1), M (11 = Tp, = —1),
and two other points M’, M" related to M by Cg rota-
tions. Since there are in total two bands occupied (one
per spin), the Bloch states form a two dimensional re-
ducible representation of IS at each of these momentum
point. The spectrum of inversion eigenvalues {A;c} at
each momentum is

Ao {1, 41},
M1, -1} (36)

Now what kind of atomic insulator can form such rep-
resentations at I' and M7 Let us consider several can-
didates. First, consider the simplest insulator, with ex-
actly one Wannier center sitting on each lattice site. It
is easy to show that this insulator has Aje : {+1,—1}
at both I' and M. Next consider an insulator with one
Wannier center sitting at the center of each edge. This
has AL @ Ao x {1,1,1} and A : Xg x {1, -1, —1} where
Ao is the intrinsic inversion eigenvalue of the Wannier
orbit which can be either +1. There is yet another in-
sulator with one Wannier center sitting at the center
of each hexagon plaquette. This has A\L. = A = )
for some intrinsic Ay = £1. We have exhausted all dis-
tinct types of atomic (Wannier) insulators but it appears
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FIG. 5: The Wannier limit of a quantum spin Hall
insulator on 4 types of lattices when all the symmetries
are broken except for charge U(1) conservation and
lattice translation/rotation. The solid dot indicates a
Wannier center and empty dot indicates “minus”
charge pertinent to the fragile nature of the band
topology. The pattern of U(1) gauge charge is shown in
the figure, with the background —1 charge per site
included.

that none of these fit the representation of our occupied
band Eq. ! The key concept we need here is that
of fragile topology[37]: the occupied band, even though
being “topologically trivial”, can be deformed into an
atomic (Wannier) limit only when combined with an-
other atomic insulator. In our case, if we combine the
occupied band with an atomic insulator with three Wan-
nier centers sitting on each hexagon center, with intrinsic
inversion eigenvalues \g = {1,1, —1}, the total system
will form inversion representations at I' and M that re-
sembles an atomic insulator with one Wannier center on
each site and at the center of each edge (with Ao = 1).
Formally we can write this relation as (upper left of Fig

&

honeycomb QS H occupied band = site + edge
—2 x hexagon™=! — hexagon*=(3Y¥)

Ao=1

where the minus signs indicate the fragile nature of the
topology. From the monopole point of view, the bands
that are formally subtracted in the above relation can
simply be viewed as negative gauge charges sitting on
their Wannier centers. So the above relation produces
a gauge charge pattern shown in Fig. [5| (remember that
there is always a —1 background gauge charge sitting on
each site).



One should also check that the above Wannier pattern
also reproduces representations at high symmetry points
of other point group symmetries such as site-centered
C3. Since the Cs-invariant momentum points include
the Dirac points (Q and Q"), it is important for us to in-
clude the Dirac mass term that corresponds to the QSH
mass. It is a relatively straightforward exercise to check
that the above Wannier pattern indeed reproduces the
representations from the occupied band of the QSH in-
sulator.

The gauge charge pattern thus produced gives rise to
some nontrivial quantum numbers for the monopole. Us-
ing Eq. , we conclude that the monopole transforms
under Cg as M — —M, and transforms trivially under
lattice translations. This is exactly what we found in
Sec. [Tl and numerically found in Ref. 35l

We comment that we can alternatively focus on the
un-occupied bands of the QSH insulator (holes) instead
of the occupied bands (particles), and ask about Wannier
centers of the holes. Since the occupied and un-occupied
bands together produce two trivial Wannier orbits on
each lattice site, it can be shown straightforwardly that
we would obtain the identical gauge charge pattern by
considering holes instead of particles.

C. Wannier centers on Square lattice

Now consider the m-flux state on square lattice. We
deform the band structure to the QSH regime. One could
obtain how monopoles transform under various rotations
by deforming the spinon bands to a Wannier insulator as
we did above on honeycomb. One finds that on square
lattice (upper right of Fig [5)

square QSH occupied band = site
+edge center — 2 X plaquette, (38)

where the RHS means Wannier insulators with particles
lying on site, edge center or plaquette centers. Account-
ing for the background 1 per site minus gauge charge,
this configuration means the gauge charge on-site van-
ishes, leading to spin triplet monopoles staying invariant,
under site-centered Cy4 in Table |H|, while for C4 around
plaquette center the monopoles get —1 since they seem
two gauge charges sitting at the rotation center. This
implies that, for example, under 77 - T, the spin-triplet
monopoles should change sign, in agreement with Ta-

ble [

We note that similar results were obtained in Ref. [40]
by considering a VBS insulator formed by the spinons,
in which the effective Wannier centers are simply sitting
on the lattice sites and the computation was simpler.
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TABLE III: Monopole transformation laws on
triangular lattice. Cg is 6— fold rotation around site
and other symmetries are marked in figure [5| There is
nontrivial Berry phase for translations.

V. MONOPOLE QUANTUM NUMBERS II:
NON-BIPARTITE LATTICES

We are finally ready to calculate monopole lattice
quantum numbers on the non-bipartite lattices i.e. tri-
angular and kagomé lattices.

A. Triangular lattice: Wannier centers from
projective symmetry group

1. Mean-field and PSG

On triangular lattice we focus on a particular mean-
field ansatz with the Hamiltonian

H=JY t; > flfia+he (39)
()

where t;; = £1 and there is a “staggered 7 flux” config-
uration of ¢;; on the triangular lattice, with a 7-flux on
each upward triangle and zero flux on each downward tri-
angle. More details can be found in Appendix [A] Under
an appropriate basis the low-energy Hamiltonian takes
the standard Dirac form, with two spins (denoted by
Pauli matrices o), two valleys (denoted by Pauli matri-
ces 7). The projective symmetry representation of the
Dirac fermions (translation 7T}/, reflection R, six-fold
rotation Cgs and time-reversal) are calculated in standard
method and the results are listed below:

Ty . 3
Y= i3,

T: )
Y2 —iTP,

L io? 12 p(—k),

b2 i Wbt

b i Wt (40)
where we have suppressed the coordinate transforms and

—ir°Z izr¢ 1

We,=e 7 §W,oo2e's TCZE(TI—FTQ-I—T?’)
1_ /32 3_ 1
2 V2
W= o (—ilys — i + ) (41)
c— X
V3



where '’ are Pauli matrices acting on the Dirac spinor
index (i.e. superposition of v matrices). Again more
details can be found in Appendix [A]

The above transformations on Dirac fermions fix the
monopole transformations up to overall U(1);,, phase
factors. The results are listed in Table[[T]} Let us provide
some more explanations here:

e Translations Tj/p: KEN —iT2, KEN iT3,
which gives a relative minus sign to ®y,3, @/,
respectively. The overall phase factor is unde-
termined, but is constrained by the invariance of
®,/5/6 under C3 = C? to take value in {l,w =

e Wl

e Time reversal T: o L io 242712y = Top. Then
from Sec. . we know that ® — Op®T, which fixes
the overall phase factor.

e Six-fold rotation around site Cg:
b2y 08 {io?WerYeapliz T,

where the part inside {} is identlcal to Cy defined
in eq . We disregard the first Lorentz rotation
since the monopole is a scalar anyway. The last

part involves certain SO(3) rotation in ®; /5,3 in-
duced by 72[% (Iyxq —im® —i72 —ir!)]. From Sec.
we know that Cy : @ — £07®%, where the overall
phase depends on convention. Fixing the overall

phase we get the last column in table [[T]]
e Reflection R, :
3_ 1
r (1 \fw){wyw 2yl T
V2
This is really a CR symmetry. Since quantum spin
hall mass 1o stay invariant under R, we could in-
voke the reflection-protected topological phase ar-
gument in Sec It is easy to check that R? =
(fl)F, .Wk.liCh means t}.la.t R @456 — <I>4/5/.6
since this is not a nontrivial R protected topologi-
cal phase. To fix how ®;/5/3 transform requires a
bit of caution: first, they differ from ®4/5/5 trans-
formations by a minus sign from Cy (the part en-
coded in big bracket in the transformation), on top

Rl . (42)

27371

of that they are rotated by 7 Combining

these steps, one gets full reflection transformation.

So at this point the only unfixed phase factors are
those associated with 77 2. We now calculate these
phases using the Wannier center technique developed in

Sec. V1

2. Momnopole angular momenta from Wannier centers

Below, we calculate the Wannier centers in the trian-
gular lattice setting to deduce the monopole angular mo-
menta for rotations around different centers. We use the
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approach described in Sec [[V] and consider three kinds
of 3-fold rotations around site C;, upward triangle center
C’3A and downward triangle center CY, respectively (we
omit Cg, since it changes the staggered flux pattern).
Employing the dimensional reduction principles in Ref
47 we first find the high symmetry points and calculate
representations for the rotation groups.

First one takes a 4-site unit cell with a C3 invariant
Brilloun zone illustrated in figure [f} Under the three
types of 3-fold rotations, the microscopic spinon fields
transform as

Griy = 9lC3(r, )] b3, (43)

where r labels Bravais lattice vector and ¢ labels the
A, B,C, D sublattices within a unit cell. The accompa-
nying gauge transformation g[r, ] = g0, élexp(idk - (r)),
i.e., the gauge transformation has momentum ¢k = (0, 7)
shown in figure [f] The momenta transform under Cj’s
as
C3:k — Cs5(k) + (0,7) (44)

which leads to three rotation invariant momenta, M =
(m,m) which is the 4-fold degenerate Dirac point, and
k = (5 %),k = —k (right panel of figure @ One
could diagonalize the C5 rotation matrix at these high
symmetry points and the eigenvalues are listed in the
last two columns of table [V1

To find the Wannier limit of the spinon band, we com-
pare the band representation to those of the Wannier
insulator centered on site, upward triangle and down-
ward triangle, respectively. The representation of site-
centered Wannier insulator is straightforward from the
projective symmetry group since we are using wavefunc-
tion localized on site as our basis after all. For the other
two types of Wannier limit, we first define the localized
fermionic wave function basis. We stipulate that the
wannier function localized at the center of certain pla-
quette to be a equal-amplitude superposition of the wave
functions on site surrounded the plaquette. Then each
Wannier center holds n linearly independent wave func-
tions where n is the number of vertices on the boundary
of the plaquette. E| In principle, one could use this new
basis, diagonalize the C3 matrix at high symmetry point
to calculate the representation. Next we present a more
direct and physical way to obtain the representation.

Consider site centered C'§ operation for upward trian-
gle centered Wannier basis. As shown in figure[6] we take
the four upward triangles with the lower right site as ref-
erence point to form the unit cell marked by A4/p/c/p,
it’s obvious that under C3 around site A A4/ p/p’s per-
mutes to one another, since (C3)® = 1, the matrix for

4 For the edge centered Wannier function on square and honey-
comb lattice, the Wannier function is a superposition of wave-
functions on the endpoints of the edge.



these three triangles is always of the form (under appro-
priate phase choice of the superposition coefficients)

010
001 (45)
100

whose eigenvalue is {1,w,w?}, (w = exp(i%F)), the 9-

dimensional subspace spanned by Wannier functions of
A y/p/p at high symmetry points therefore constitute
a representation with eigenvalues 3{1,w,w?}, where 3
means direct sum of the set of eigenvalues. A¢, on the
other hand, goes to its equivalent under C;. Consider
the Wannier function localized at A¢:

1
Ac)=—=(—1)+]2) — |3 46
Ve = I+ -3
where the site labels are marked in figure [6} under Cs,

B(D0) = YD) = —%(—m T - [3). (47)

Since C,C’ differs by a lattice vector rq, the eigenvalue
reads —exp(ik-rz). Similarly for the other two A¢ wave
functions

¢<Ac>:%<7|1>+w"|2>7w2”|3>> (n=1,2) (48)

the eigenvalues are —w"exp(ik - ra).

b(Ao) = %(—m +12) - 13))

PSG of C3 : K — C3(K) + (0, 7)

FIG. 6: On the left is the 4-site unit cell used to
calculate Wannier centers on the triangular lattice.
Right: Brillouin zone of the 4-site unit cell Parton
Hamiltonian. The —1 gauge transformation for Cj’s is
labeled by a solid blue circle on site (those without the
circle have trivial gauge transformation). This gauge
transform has momentum (0, 7). Right panel is the
rotation invariant Brillouin zone for the 4-site unit cell.
Marked are 3 rotation invariant momenta.

Since the Wannier insulator has to respect rotation
symmetry, each legitimate representation should involve
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all 4 types of wannier centers A4/p/c/p, namely one
should combine the above block diagonalized representa-
tion for A 4/p/p with some A wavefunction of certain
angular momentum L, leading to the second column of
table [[V] We proceed in a similar fashion to produce the
rest of the table.

Compare the representation of spinon bands with
those of the 3 Wannier insulators, we identify a unique
decompositon of the spinon bands into Wannier centers
(lower left of Fig [f)):

triangular QSH occupied band =site+A — v (49)

where again the minus sign denotes formal difference
in light of fragile topology. Taking into account the
background gauge charge —1 per site, the spin triplet
monopoles see no gauge charge rotating around site
and £1 gauge charge rotating around upward /downward
triangle center, respectively. Since Ty = (C§)~'C¥
(d,u denotes rotations around downward,upward trian-
gle centers, respectively), monopoles S;’s transform with
a phase — _32,” + %’T = %”, and similarly they get a phase
of w under T;. To sum up, we get the transformation
of monopoles as tabulated in Table [[IIl The minimal
symmetry-allowed monopole is a three-fold monopole as
discussed in Ref. [28].

Note that in principle, it is not sufficient to simply
match the eigenvalues because of the complicated PSG
structure. A full calculation should compare the full rep-
resentations of lattice PSG (rotation and translation) at
high symmetry points in the Brillouin zone, which are
generically non-Abelian. We do not perform such calcu-
lation here since the much simpler calculation is already
sufficiently constraining to essentially fix the Wannier
centers.

B. Kagomé lattice

On kagomé lattice, similar to triangular case, Ref. O
calculated the kagomé DSL with staggered flux mean-
field ansatz, with three gamma matrices as v, =
(3, u%, —pt), and we have for the PSG of Dirac fermions
as

Ty — (i7-2)1/) T — (iTg)l/} Ry T — (iﬂl)e%ﬂ-yw

Co:tp— T FmY Ty — (i0?)(ip?)(—ir?)p.
(50)

where
-1, 3 1

Try = —=(T"+ 7T TR = ——=
The PSG again fixes the monopole transformations,
up to overall phase factors to be determined, as listed
in Table [V] The overall phase for time-reversal is fixed
through the argument in Sec. [[I} The overall phase for R,
is convention-dependent and we fix it as in Table[V] The

(7‘1 +72 - 73). (51)
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Sym. FkA v FZ/M k/ M I'f5¢ (2-fold particle,2-fold hole) |57 (4-fold deg.)
C;”XC:O —wpt & [1,w,w?]| w1 @ [1,w,w?]| 1®[1,w,w?] I‘i”tide = [w?, 1], TP = [w, 1] 1,1, w,w?]
CXe=t W@ [lw,w?] |—w'pl @ [1,w,w?’]|—p1 @ [1,w,w?] Fi“mde = [w, 1], TP = [w,w?] 1,1, w,w?]
Cg”X”:Q w1 & [Lw,w?]| W& [Lw,w?] |[—p2®[l,w,w?] I‘i‘””de = [w?, w], Tl = [w?, 1] 1,1, w,w?]

Fgarticle — Q{WXC [w2’ 1}} F;]:;rticle — [1’ 1’ w’w2] th’zj'\r/;iclc _ FZ,J\{[ + FﬁM _ F[Z,]\/j

rpete = 2fwXelw, 1)} i =[1,1,w, w7 TR%e = T2+ Tir — T

TABLE IV: The point space group representation of C5 rotations (superscript v,u,d denotes rotation center as site,
upward triangle and downward triangle center, respectively, x. is an index assigned to each rotation for notation

- T

convenience.) on triangular lattice at high symmetry points k = (5*, %), M = (7, 7). p1/2 = exp(ik - r1/3) is the
phase factor along T}, translations at the high-symmetry momenta of interest. ', TV, T° denotes representation

of Wannier functions centered at upward,downward triangle and on site, respectively. w = ¢'% and integer 7 is
related to orbital angular momentum of Wannier function and can differ from each to each (n = 0 for site-center
wannier function by our Hilbert space choice).The quantum spin hall mass will open a gap at M point and the
filled band for spin up and down are related by time reversal. Hence the filled band at Dirac point has eigenvalue

{1,1,w,w?}.
T | T R, Ce T
of | —al [ —ol | @35 | 5 @] @,
ol | ol | —ol | @ | Tl | @,
ol | —ol | @l | —dy | Tl | @
2T
cI)jl 5/6 @1 5/6 @1 56| —Pass/6|€ 3 q):rx 56| —Pass/6

TABLE V: The transformation of monopoles on
kagomé lattice. R, Cs denotes reflection perpendicular
to vertical direction and six-fold rotation around center
of hexagon in fig[5} It’s impossible to incorporate the
6-fold rotation of monopoles to a vector representation
of SO(6) owing to the nontrivial Berry phase, which is
in line with magnetic pattern on kagomé lattices.

fact that ®45¢ are invariant (up to a phase) under Cg
requires their momenta to be zero, which in turn fixes
the overall phases associated with 77 » as in Table M
The only undetermined phase is that in Cg, which we fix
below. The calculation is essentially the same as in the
triangular case, so we will be brief here.

One calculates symmetry representations of 3-fold ro-
tation around upward/downward triangle centers, and
6-fold rotation around hexagon centers, listed in table
The spinon band is represented as (lower right of
Fig )

kagome QSH occupied band= 3 site— A — vV —40 (52)

where A, V,0 denotes Wannier insulators localized on

upward /downward triangles, and hexagons. Note the

numeral factor only denotes the numbers of occupied

particles localized at Wannier center, they may have dif-

ferent Wanniir wave functions. This means the Cg rota-
s

tion sees a =™ Berry phase, and translation begets no

Berry phase since translation is composed of (73A (cy)—t

and the two Berry phase cancels. These are the results
listed in Table [V] The most relevant (in the RG sense)
symmetry-allowed monopole is a two-fold monopole as
discussed in Ref. [28].

VI. ANOMALIES AND
LIEB-SCHULTZ-MATTIS

In CP! (slave boson) representation of spin-1/2 sys-
tems on square lattice, the monopole quantum numbers
were fixed by Lieb-Shultz-Mattis (LSM) constraints[49].
Essentially, the LSM theorem requires the low energy ef-
fective field theory to have certain symmetry anomalies,
which can be matched only if the C’ P! monopole carries
the right quantum number, e.g. £1 angular momentum
under Cy. It is then natural to ask to what extent are the
monopole quantum numbers in Dirac spin liquids deter-
mined by LSM-anomaly constraints. In this section we
show that monopole quantum numbers associated with
Zs symmetries (such as inversion) are indeed determined
by LSM-anomaly constraints in DSL, while those asso-
ciated with Zz symmetries (such as C3) are not.

Let us start from the QEDg3 theory, and try to gauge
the SO(3) spin X SO(3)vattey X U(1)top symmetryﬂ as we
will be interested in those microscopic symmetries that
can be embedded into this group. The anomaly associ-
ated with these symmetries can be calculated. One way
to interpret the anomaly is to imagine a (3 4+ 1)d SPT
state that hosts the QED3 theory on its boundary, and

5 Notice that this symmetry is simpler than SO(6) x U(1)/Zz since
SO(3) x SO(3) has no center.
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sym. F@Q Y0 Yo rQ I'p5¢(4-fold  particle,2-fold | T5%%4-fold particle,4-
particle,4-fold hole,2-fold | fold(Dirac fermion), 4-fold
hole) hole
C3 |w" @ |w'p1 O|whpt @ [1,w, w?] 41, w, w?) [(w,w?),(1,w)] ® [1,w?] ®|[w,w,w’w?]®[1,1,w w?]®
[1,w,w?] [1,w,w?] [(w,0?), (L,w)] & [1,w?] [1,1,w,07
C§ |w'pi O |w” @ |wp1 @ [1,w,w’] ALw,e? (1,02, (W w)] @ [Lw] @ [w w, w? W oLl w e
Ch |w'p @ |wpi B|w? @1, w,w?] 401, w, w?) [(w,1),(1,wd)] & [w,w?] @ [w w,w?, W @1, 1,w,w] @
1, w,w?] 1, w,w?] [(w, 1), (1,w?)] ® [w,w?] 1, 1,w w?]
Cs |[Q*7T, —Q*"H'] @ [Sextet] | Q*7T1 @ | 2[Sextet] r5%¢  [Q,9°,07°,Q% @ [+£,Q,Q°] @ [£i,Q°, Q77
(_1)7][6167(31?7_1]
rrertiele = 319 o — T o — T — T8 — T8 —TE_, —TE_;
DMl = 19 o+ T o+ T o+ T+ TE 3 + T, + TP

TABLE VI: The space group representation of rotations on kagomé lattice at high symmetry points

F=(%.3).0=

(0, 7). Superscript u,d,h denotes rotation around upward, downward triangle and hexagon centers,

respectively. We have Q = €%, w = €??™/3, [Sextet] = i[e*'5, +i, eﬂ%], and 7 is an integer and can vary from each
to each. p; = e™" is the phase factor under 7} translation at the high-symmetry momenta of interest.

I'2,TV,T°, TC denote representation of Wannier functions centered at upward,downward triangle, sites and
hexagon, respectively. At k point, there are two sets of 4—fold degenerate states, which can be simultaneously
block diagonalized into two 2 x 2 matrices for all three C'5 rotations and we list the pairwise eigenvalues in brackets.
The multiplicity of reps. is denoted as simply a number in front of the set of eigenvalues.

the bulk SPT is characterized by a response theory

) dAs, dA;

Su — SU v s v P U op
i [ [ssvns o (s 24 o ).

(53)

where w3 are the second Stiefel-Whitney classes of the
SO(3)spin/vaiiey bundles, respectively, and Ao, is the
U(1) gauge field that couples to the U(1)s,, charge. We
outline the derivation of the above expression (which is
similar to that in Ref. [50]) in Appendix The first term
is essentially a descendent of the parity anomaly of Dirac
fermions, and the terms involving A;,, simply represents
the fact that an Ay, monopole — the spinon ) in the
original QED3 — carries half-spin under SO(3)pin/vaiiey
and is a fermion.

Our remaining task is simply to embed the lattice sym-
metries into the SO(3)yatzey X U(1)top group and see if
the correct anomaly from LSM is reproduced. The PSG
determines the SO(3)yaiiey part of the lattice symme-
tries, which in turn determines w3. The only unknown
is the relation between the lattice symmetries and A;op,
determined by the U(1);,, Berry phase in the symmetry
realizations.

Let us first consider Zy inversion symmetries. On tri-
angular lattice this is not interesting since it involves
charge conjugation. We shall consider the other three
lattices in detail.

On square lattice the site-centered inversion involves a
nontrivial SO(3)yaurey rotation ¢ — ir2e. So if we gauge
the inversion symmetry (call the Zs connection «), the
Twsws term in Eq. becomes Twj~y?(short hand for
v U+%), which is exactly the anomaly imposed by LSM

(simply reflecting the fact that there is a spin-1/2 Hilbert
space at the inversion center on lattice). Therefore the
other terms in Eq. should not contribute further
anomalies. This means that dA:,, = 0, i.e. there is
no additional U(1);,, phase factor associated with in-
version. This is indeed what we have in Table [[, where
inversion only implements the SO(3)yaiey rotation by
D3 = —Dy 3.

On honeycomb lattice the mwiwy term likewise gives
a mw3y? anomaly where v is again the inversion gauge
field. However, since on the lattice there is no spin at
the inversion center, there should be no actual anomaly.
This means that the other terms in Eq. should con-
tribute another mw$y? term to the anomaly, which can
be done by having dA;,p, = 2742, This means that un-
der inversion the monopole should pick up an additional
(—1) phase, exactly in accordance with Table

On kagome lattice, the hexagon-centered inversion
does not involve any nontrivial SO(3)yaiiey rotation for
the Dirac fermions, therefore the mwiws term does not
contribute an anomaly for inversion. The LSM con-
straint also requires no anomaly since on the lattice there
is no spin at the inversion center. Therefore the terms
involving Ay, in Eq. should not give rise to any
anomaly either. This means that under inversion the
monopoles stay invariant, again in accordance with Ta-
ble [V1

We now consider Zs (or any Zog+1) symmetries like
the C3 rotations. In this case the anomalies become
trivial no matter how we embed the symmetry to
SO@3)vatiey X U(1)top. This can be seen most eas-
ily by writing the anomalies involving SO(3)spin as




wwgwgso(g)“”’”e“XU(l)“’p (recall that ng(z) = dA/2m

(mod 2)), and using the fact that wy = 0 for a Z3 bun-
dle. Therefore the anomaly-based argument does not say
anything about monopole quantum numbers for these
symmetries.

As a final example, let us consider translation symme-
tries 17 » on triangular lattice. These symmetries act as
Zo X Zo on Dirac fermions, but could also involve a Zg
subgroup of U(1), (one can show translation involves
Berry phase 2n7/3(n € Z) from algebraic relations of
space group[28]). The Zs x Zo part gives an anomaly
mwsxy where z,y are the Zg forms associated with T o,
and this is exactly the LSM anomaly since we have one
spin-1/2 per unit cell. The Zj part, however, will not
further modify the anomaly, so the two in-equivalent
choices of Berry phase (¢?27/3 or trivial) are both allowed
by LSM.

VII. THREE DIMENSIONS: MONOPOLE PSG
FROM CHARGE CENTERS

The charge (Wannier) center approach can also be
generalized to three dimensions. Consider a 3D U(1)
quantum spin liquid with gapped spinons (charge) and
magnetic monopoles. Recall that in 3D a monopole is
a point excitation, and the monopole creation operator
is a nonlocal operator. Such spin liquids have been ex-
tensively discusses in the context of quantum spin ice
materials[2]. The non-local nature of monopoles in 3D
implies that unlike the 2D case, they can transform
projectively under physical symmetries like the spinons.
The relevant question then is how the spinon band topol-
ogy (or SPT-ness) affects the monopole projective sym-
metry quantum number (or simply monopole PSG).

We now show that the monopole PSG associated with
lattice rotation symmetries are determined by the effec-
tive gauge charges sitting at the rotation centers, in cases
when the rotation symmetries do not involve charge con-
jugation (namely when the monopole flux is invariant un-
der the lattice rotations). To see this, first consider a sin-
gle charge, or any odd-integer charge, in space with the
full SO(3) rotation symmetry around the charge. By ex-
amining the Aharonov-Bohm phase for a monopole mov-
ing around the charge, one concludes that the monopole
carries half-integer angular momentum under the space
SO(3) rotatimﬂ i.e. the monopole transforms projec-
tively under SO(3). Now on a lattice the SO(3) is bro-
ken down to a discrete subgroup, but as long as the re-
maining rotation group G admits a projective represen-
tation wy € H2(G,U(1)) that is a descendent of the spin-
1/2 representation when G is embedded into SO(3), the

6 One choice of vector potential for a 2 Dirac monopole reads

— (1—cos(0))
A= 2r:i0n(6)

on the unit sphere identical to Berry connection for spin-1/2.

@ in polar coordinates parametrized by (r, 6, ¢),
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monopole will transform projectively under G according
to wo.

The simplest examples is the dihedral group Dy =
Zo X 7, corresponding to 7 rotations about three orthog-
onal axes. If an odd number of gauge charges effectively
sit at the rotation center, the monopole will transform
under Dy such that different Zs rotations anti-commute.

VIII. DISCUSSION AND FUTURE

DIRECTIONS

We have demonstrated a precise mapping between
Landau order parameters and the symmetry protected
band topology of fermions. The link is established by
studying the properties of magnetic monopoles in a Dirac
spin liquid. Knowledge of the spinon band topology
allows us to analytically calculate monopole symmetry
quantum numbers. This in turn allows us to identify
the set of order parameters that are enhanced in the
vicinity of a Dirac spin liquid. Thus, results involving
gapped and noninteracting fermions, which is an analyt-
ically well controlled limit, are used to extract key infor-
mation about a strongly interacting and gapless system,
the Dirac spin liquid. We also showed that on bipartite
lattices there always exists a symmetry-trivial monopole
due to the existence of a parent SU(2) gauge theory.
In a separate publication we have discussed the phys-
ical consequence of the monopole properties as well as
signatures of a Dirac spin liquid which can be accessed
in numerics and in scattering experiments on candidate
materials[2§].

Even though all our calculations of the Wannier cen-
ters were done in free fermion framework, notions like the
monopole quantum numbers are certainly well-defined
beyond free fermions. In fact, the connection between
Wannier centers and monopole quantum numbers gives
intrinsically interacting definitions of notions like Wan-
nier centers and fragile topology (in accordance with the
recent work[51, (52]).

The monopole angular momenta arising from charge
(Wannier) centers are consistent with another simple fact
in lattice gauge theory: in the strong-coupling limit of
a lattice gauge theory (which is fully confined), all the
gauge charges simply sit on the defining sites of lattice
and do not fluctuate. Therefore if the gapped charge
fields have their effective charge centers (Wannier cen-
ters) off the sites (say at plaquette centers), the strong-
coupling limit must destroy such a state and pull the
charges back to the lattice sites, implying that the lat-
tice symmetries (that prevent charges from moving away
from nontrivial centers) must be broken along the way.

One can use this as an intuitive way to understand the
following well-known statement: the SU(2) Yang-Mills
theory in (3+1) dimensions with § = 7 cannot confine to
a trivial phase without breaking time-reversal symmetry
(for a recent exposure see Ref. [53). When put on the
lattice, & = 7 can be generated through introducing fun-



damental fermions and putting the fermions into a topo-
logical superconductor state (protected by SU(2) x T).
By definition the topological superconductor cannot be
deformed (without closing gap or breaking symmetries)
to a trivial product state with local SU(2) singlets on lat-
tice sites — but this is exactly what the strong-coupling
limit demands. Therefore if the theory indeed flow to
infinite coupling, without closing the fermion gap, then
time-reversal symmetry must be broken in the IR.
We end with a discussions of open issues:

e It is also straightforward to apply the charge center
method to Zs spin liquids (or other discrete gauge
theories) in (2 + 1)d. For example, if a nontrivial
Zs charge (effectively) sits at the center of a pla-
quette, then the gauge flux (vison) will transform
projectively under the lattice rotation around the
plaquette center. This is similar to the situation
for 3D U(1) spin liquids discussed in Sec.

e One natural question is: given a microscopic
Hilbert space (say, one spin-1/2 per site on tri-
angular lattice), is it possible to realize a different
U(1) Dirac spin liquid, with the same field con-
tent and symmetry realizations (PSG), but dif-
ferent monopole quantum number from the one
discussed in this work? For example, is there a
spinon mean field ansats that gives identical Dirac
dispersion and PSG, but with monopoles at dif-
ferent momenta, say T12 : ®y/5/6 — Pus5/6 (as
opposed to that in Table [[II)? Unlike the bosonic
spinon theory for deconfined criticality, some of
the monopole quantum numbers in our exam-
ples are not linked to Lieb-Schultz-Mattis (LSM)
constraints[49], as discussed in Sec. So an alter-
native U(1) Dirac spin liquid (with the same PSG
but different monopole quantum numbers) seems
allowed on general ground — finding a concrete ex-
ample is left for future work.

e In Sec. [[V] and [V] we calculated the angular mo-
menta of monopoles using charge centers, and then
obtained their momenta by composing different ro-
tations. In the absence of lattice rotation symme-
tries the angular momenta are not defined, but the

J
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momentum of a monopole is still well defined (al-
though may not be quantized). It is then natu-
ral to ask what determines monopole momentum
when lattice rotation symmetries are not consid-
ered. Recall that with rotation symmetries, the
momentum is given by the difference between an-
gular momenta around different rotation centers,
which is in turn given by the difference between
gauge charges sitting at different rotations centers.
The latter appears to be nothing but the dipole
moment in the unit cell, which in the more famil-
iar language is just the polarization density. In
fact by comparing Fig. [5| and the monopole mo-
menta for each spinon insulator, we can infer that
monopole momentum ks is given by the polar-
ization density P (dipole density per unit cell)
through k¢ = 27z x P. In a forthcoming work
we will develop the connection between polariza-
tion and monopole momentum in detail without
assuming lattice rotation symmetries[54].

Note added: In a different parallel work [52], monopole
quantum numbers were used as a probe of free fermion
band topology for a specific class of models. Here how-
ever, monopoles are dynamical objects, and the underly-
ing models are of strongly interacting quantum magnets.
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Appendix A: Mean field, Projective symmetry group and fermion bilinear transformations

1.

Square

We adopt a mean-field where ¢;; = (—1)¥ for horizontal links and ¢;; = 1 for vertical links on square lattice which
creates 7 flux on every plaquette. This choice enlarges the unit cell to contain two sites (sublattice A, B) with a
vertical link. There’re two gapless points in the reduced Brillouin zone at Q = (7/2,7), Q' = —q.
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The projective symmetry group reads (applicable also for staggered flux state)
Ty = iplo?m3y* Ty p — ipdo?riy*
1 -
Ry = 3P Cypinhp— ﬁu?’az(l - iTz)elzl‘llb*
T :op — 2ty (A1)
C:p — ipdo?y* (A2)

where C denotes charge conjugation that reverses the flux ¢ — —¢.

2. Honeycomb

On honeycomb lattice, with mean-field ansatz of uniform fermion hopping, one could similarly work out the PSG
and the constraints on monopole quantum numbers. The Dirac points stay at momenta Q = (%”, %’T), Q =-Q.
The physical symmetries act as

_i2m .3
Tijp:p—e K ()
C6 . '(/} N _Z-e—i%,ue'ei(cos %Tl-&-sin %T2)§¢ R: w N _l”'27—2¢
T i1 — —io?u*r*)  charge conjugation C : ¢ — p'y* (A3)

where T /5 is the translation along two basis vectors with 27/3 angle between them,Cs is m/3 rotation around a
center of a honeycomb plaquette, and R denotes reflection along the direction of the unit cell.
From the transformation of Dirac fermions, one gets transformation of fermion masses as table [VII]

3. Triangular lattice

There’s a “staggered 7 flux” configuration of ¢;; on the triangular lattice. We choose a particular gauge of t;; to
realize this mean field as in Fig[7] Under appropriate basis the low-energy Hamiltonian reads as the standard form
with 4 gapless Dirac fermions.

kyl(2m)

Kxi(2r)

FIG. 7: Left panel:The gauge choise (blue/black bonds denote negative/positve hopping strength with equal
amplitudes.) and the Brillouin zone with M point the gapless point and k, k' stay invariant under PSG of 3-fold
rotations. Right panel: The energy spectrum of staggered flux spinon model on triangular lattice in reduced
Brillouin zone with 4 site unit cell. The spectrum is gapless at momentum (m, 7).

For later purposes, the charge conjugate operation is given here as
b= W' = %(—114“ - /13 + H1)¢ (Ad)
The PSG for all the symmetry operations are the following:
o2y D i D o2y (—k) (A5)

5 . k ) k
bk, ko) & m2WCGwT(—§2, %1 — ko) (ki ko) Do icV Wt (kg — 52 —ks) (A6)
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where
We, = e_”S%chxp[izTC] ¢ = i(7'1 +72 4+ 7'3)
6 3 \/g
(0 = VE),, P
Wgr = W, AT
=00 = (A7)
4. Kagomé

On kagomé lattice, similar to triangular case, Hermele et al calculated the kagomé DSL with staggered flux mean-
field ansatz, with three gamma matrices as v, = (u, 2, —p!), and we have for the PSG of Dirac fermions as

T ¢ — (i72)1/) Ty — (iTB)z/) R, — (iul)eaﬁp(ijny)w

2
Co b = exp(Sp)eap(Torm)e T 54— (o) i) (—ir)v. (A%)
where
Ty = %(Tl +73) 1= %(7‘1 + 72— 713). (A9)

Appendix B: The SO(3); x SO(3)y X U(1)top anomaly

We take the QED3 Lagrangian and gauge the SO(3)s x SO(3), x U(1);0p, with gauge connections denoted by
Ag, Ay, Arop, respectively. We also regularize the Dirac fermions using a Pauli-Villars regulator (which is different
from the notation used in the main text), and define the Euclidean partition function of a Dirac fermion coupled
with a gauge field A and metric g to be

Zglry = |ZLA glleso (=S lA ). (B1)

where 7n[A, g| is the n-invariant, which is similar to a half-level Chern-Simons term classically, but is gauge invariant
unlike the half-level Chern-Simons term (see Ref. [44] for more details). One can simply interpret the n-invariant as
coming from an additional gapped Dirac fermion. Now the gauged QEDj3 theory should be properly written as

S = / {(wa 2,40, 4090) v + 5CS[a] + SOS[A] + SCS[A] +405S]g] + —adAry |,

where the Chern-Simons terms in a, Ay, A,, g are introduced to compensate the 7-invariant at classical level (notice
we have also redefined a — a/2 for later convenience), and the last term comes from the definition of U(1)0p.
However those terms are not strictly gauge invariant in (2 + 1)d. Instead we should consider a 4d (orientable) bulk
system and view our 3d system as its boundary. The Chern-Simons terms can now be written as perfectly gauge
invariant bulk ©-terms

i da dA
Shuik = — A® AY] — o[My] + 2 —AN—, B2
i =5 (mlal +ma)+ i) ol +2 [ G20 50 (52)
where p; is the first Pontryagin number of the SO(N) bundles (here a is viewed as an SO(2) bundle)
_ L tr(FAF) (B3)
pl - 871'2 M, 9
and o is the signature of the manifold
- L/ (R AR) (B4)
7= 247T2 My " ’
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Lattice |Bilinears|T} Ts Reflection Rotation T
Moo |+ + - + -
Mo | — - - - -
Mor | — + + Mos +

square Moz |+ + + —Mo2 -
Moz |+ - - —Mo1 +
M |+ - + —M;3 +
M2 | — - + M2 -
Mis |- + - M, +
Moo |+ + - + -
Mo |+ + — + +

honey- Mo cos(?”)M(n + sm(%)Mog + Cos(?”)Mm + Sll’l(?ﬂ)M()g +
Moz |cos(5F) Moz — sin(ZF) Mo - — cos( %) Moz + sin(2F) Mo1 |+

comb Mos | +]| + + - +
M |cos(3)Mix + bin(%’r)Miz + cos(Z)Ma + sm(?’r) 2 | —
My | cos(3) Mz — sin(3F) M — —cos(3 ) Miz + sin(3F) My | —
Mis |+ + + - -
Moo |+ + - + -
Mo |+ + + - +
Mo1 |- - —Mos — Moz +

triangle Moz |+ - Mos Mos +
Mos | — + — Mo Mo +
M | — - Mis M;2 -
M2 + - i2 — M3 -
Mz | — + My — M1 =
Moo |+ + - + -
Mo |+ + — + +
Mo1 |- - —Mos Moz +

kagome Mo> |+ - Moz —Mos +
Mos |- + —Mo1 —Mo1 +
M |- - —M;3 M;2 -
Mi> |+ - M2 —Mis -
M3 - + —Mi — M1

TABLE VII: The transformation of fermion bilinears M;; = PaiTis on four types of lattices(staggered flux mean
field on square lattice). T/, reflection are marked in fig |5} rotation denotes 4—fold rotation around site for square,
6—fold rotation for honeycomb/kagome/triangular lattices.

where F' and R are the gauge field strength and Riemann tensor, respectively. Both p; and o are integers. We also
have the relation[]

p1 = P(wz) (mod4), (B5)

where P denotes Pontryagin square operation and ws denotes the second Stifel-Whitney class of the SO(N) bundle.
On any 2-cycle we should have the constraint (cocycle condition)

wy + wy + wy + ng 0 (mod2), (B6)

where wg, w§, wy, wi™ are the second Stifel-Whitney classes of the a, SO(3),, SO(3), and tangent bundles, respec-

tively. This condition simply comes from the fact that any field that carries half charge under a (unit charge
in the notation in main text) must also carry half-spin under SO(3), and SO(3),, and must be a fermion.
Putting the cocycle condition and Eq. into the bulk Theta terms Eq. (B2)), and using the facts that (a)
Pla + b] = Pla] + P[b] + 2a U b(mod4), (b) Pla] = a U a(mod2), (c) aUwiM = aUa for a € H*(M,Z), (d)
P(wlM) = g(mod4), and (e) w§ = da/2m(mod2) for SO(2) bundles, we have

dA dA
Shulk = iﬂ'/ [w§ Uwsy + (w§ +wy + top) U t0p:| , (B?)
X4

2T 2

7 This holds when w4 vanishes, which is true for SO(2) and SO(3)
bundles.
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as promised in the main text. Notice that the bulk term only depends on the “external” gauge fields and does not
depend on a — this is required since a exists as a dynamical gauge field defined only in the 3d field theory.
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