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The Kekulé-Kitaev model: linear and non-linear responses and magnetic field effects
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The Kekulé-Kitaev model, an extension of the Kitaev model, exhibits quantum spin liquid (QSL) properties,
which has an exact solution through Kitaev parton construction. In this study, we calculate the dynamical spin
structure factor as a linear response and the third-order magnetic susceptibility as a nonlinear response using
two-dimensional coherent spectroscopy for Kekulé-Kitaev model. Our results reveal that the few-matter fermion
excitations approximation provides reliable results for both linear and nonlinear responses. Notably, while the
Kekulé-Kitaev model shows linear and nonlinear responses qualitatively similar to the Kitaev model, it displays
distinct behavior under a weak uniform/staggered magnetic field. Specifically, the Kekulé-Kitaev model does
not present a non-Abelian phase under a uniform magnetic field, while such phase appears in the presence
of a staggered magnetic field. Interestingly, within the non-Abelian phase, signals originating from two non-
adjacent fluxes in the nonlinear response are stronger than signals from other flux excitations. Furthermore, We
demonstrate that the ground state of the Kekulé-Kitaev model at isotropic coupling is mapped, through unitary
spin rotations, to an excited state of the Kitaev model with a uniform flux configuration.

I. INTRODUCTION

In 1973, Anderson introduced the idea that quantum fluc-
tuations could be sufficiently strong to stabilize a state in
which long-range magnetic order fails to develop, even at
absolute zero temperature'. Since then, there have been on-
going efforts to understand and experimentally identify this
phase of matter, which is now recognized as a quantum spin
liquid (QSL). However, the absence of long-range order is
not sufficient to fully characterize the quantum spin liquid
phase. Such exotic state is instead defined by the presence
of fractionalized excitations and emergent gauge fields, which
serve as key distinguishing features in the lack of conven-
tional order’~®. The complexities involved in QSLs make rele-
vance the use of gauge theories to understand their properties.
QSLs are typically classified into categories such as S U(2),
U(1), or Z,, based on their underlying gauge structures’.
Geometric and exchange frustration are two factors that am-
plify the strong quantum fluctuations necessary for stabiliz-
ing QSLs. Organic compounds « — (ET),Cuy(CN);'% and
EtMe;Sb[Pd(dimt),],!!, with a triangular layered structure,
and herbertsmithite ZnCus(OH)Cl,'?, with a kagome lay-
ered structure, are the most extensively studied candidates for
quantum spin liquids with geometric frustration.

The Kitaev honeycomb lattice'® illustrates the QSL phase
arising from exchange frustration. This is an outstanding
model, for two reasons. First, it can be exactly solved by rep-
resenting spins with four Majorana fermion operators. The
resulting Hamiltonian describes itinerant Majorana fermions
that freely move within a background of Z, gauge fields, de-
fined by the localized Majorana fermions. Second, Jackeli and
Khaliullin'# introduced a mechanism that leads to the domi-
nant Kitaev magnetic interaction in real materials. Based on
the aforementioned mechanism, various candidates have been
proposed>>*, with @-RuCl; being one of the most significant
Kitaev material>>. The representation of Majorana fermions
extends the Hilbert space, which consists of two components:
matter and gauge degrees of freedom. The matter excitations
are described by itinerant Majorana fermions, while the gauge
excitations, i.e. vortices or visons, are described by the local-
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FIG. 1. The Kekulé-Kitaev model. There are six sites in each unit
cell labeled with the letters A, B, C, D, E, and F. There are three types
of plaquette operators denoted by W,, W, and W, which are constant
of motions (see Eq.2). Different colors represent Ising interactions
along x, y, and z direction. @, and @, are the lattice primitive vec-
tors.

ized Majorana fermions.

Different aspects of QSL have been studied to provide
more information and clear identification of this elusive
phase*?=6_ In Neutron scattering®’*!, which is a princi-
pal probe to study magnetic structures, the spectrum of QSL
shows a broad and diffuse pattern due to spin fractionalization
and the absence of long-range magnetic order. The more we
resolve this continuum of magnetic excitations, the closer we
move towards an unambiguous and definitive identification of
the spin liquid phase in experiment. Two-dimensional coher-
ent spectroscopy (2DCS)**~*8, which provides coherent inter-
action between light and matter, has demonstrated the ability
to resolve the continuum of fractional excitations observed in
the linear response. In fact, the inhomogeneous broadening
caused by the multitude of fractional excitations is resolved by
a signal known as the echo signal. Specifically, itinerant and
localized Majorana fermions are proposed to be observed us-
ing 2DCS for Kitaev model**~°. Sharp and informative non-



linear response provided by 2DCS, makes this probe an active
and attractive direction for research®'~%.

In the Kitaev model, three types of bonds exist at each
vertex of the honeycomb lattice. Its solvability in the lan-
guage of Majorana fermions originates from this particular
type of bond covering. However, with this feature, other
bond coverings can also be considered’®, in which each lat-
tice vertex is the common point of three types of bonds. Here,
we study the bond covering shown in Fig. 1, known as the
Kekulé-Kitaev model’!. Away from the isotropic coupling,
the Kekulé-Kitaev model transforms into the Kitaev toric code
on the kagome lattice’®. Moreover, it has two degenerate gap-
less Dirac cones in the center of the Brillouin zone (BZ) at
the isotropic couplings. The inclusion of Heisenberg inter-
actions results in a continuous quantum phase transition to a
magnetically ordered phase, governed by a quantum order-by-
disorder mechanism. This transition is expected to fall within
the 3D-XY X Z, universality class. Multi-band spectrum of the
Kekulé-Kitaev model may provide a valuable framework for
interpreting experimental data in spin-liquid candidates’>.

Despite the existence of an exact solution for Kekulé-
Kitaev model, less is known about the complexity of solution
and its corresponding features on the exotic properties of the
model. The extension of Hilbert space within parton construc-
tion is classified to physical and unphysical states. We un-
veil that contrary to the Kitaev model’, the physical ground
state of the Kekulé-Kitaev model does not have odd parity
for matter excitations in the trivial gauge configuration. The
calculation, which leads to 2DCS takes into account all of el-
ementary excitations of the model and accordingly becomes
sophisticated. However, for the Kitaev model the validity
of the single-matter fermion excitations approximation’-3%74
dramatically simplifies the calculations of the physical re-
sponses. Nevertheless , the validity of single-matter fermion
approximation for the Kekulé-Kitaev model has not been re-
solved. To address the performance of single-matter fermion
approximation we calculate the contributions of higher order
of excitations, i.e., the three-matter fermion excitations, in the
dynamical spin structure factor. Our results justify that the
higher-order contributions are negligible compared with the
single-matter fermion ones. It paves the way to obtain the dy-
namical spin structure factor and 2DCS of the Kekulé-Kitaev
model within single-matter fermion approximation.

Moreover, we show that a weak uniform magnetic field
in the (111)-direction does not open a gap in Kekulé-Kitaev
model, contrary to the Kitaev model, where the magnetic field
makes gapless Dirac cones to be massive. Hence, an inter-
esting and relevant question is how one can open a gap in
the spectrum of the Kekulé-Kitaev model at the isotropic cou-
plings? We find that exposing the system to a weak staggered
magnetic field opens a gap in the spectrum. In this case, the
gauge excitations (vortices) induce Majorana bound states in-
side the gap, which are responsible for the non-Abelian statis-
tics of the vortices”>’®. Therefore, we can induce a non-
Abelian phase in the Kekulé-Kitaev model by applying a stag-
gered magnetic field.

This paper is organized in following four sections: In
Sec. II, we describe the diagonalization of the original Kekulé-

Kitaev model in both real and momentum spaces and derive a
relation for identifying physical and unphysical states within
the Majorana representation. Furthermore, this section dis-
cusses the effects of weak uniform and staggered magnetic
fields on the Kekulé-Kitaev model and the stability of Dirac
cones. In Secs. III and IV, we present our results concerning
the linear and nonlinear dynamical responses, respectively.
Finally, Sec. V is dedicated to summarizing our findings and
presenting further discussions.

II. KEKULE-KITAEV MODEL AND ITS EXACT
SOLUTION

The Kekulé-Kitaev model is a variant of the Kitaev model
in which the distribution of Ising interaction on each hexago-
nal plaquette resembles the Kekulé pattern, as shown in Fig. 1.
The Hamiltonian is constructed with bond-dependent Ising in-
teractions,

A== J.6767, (1)
(e

where &7 is the @-component of Pauli matrix. This model has
six sites per unit cell, labeled with letters A to F, as shown in
Fig. 1. For the Kekulé-Kitaev model unlike the Kitaev one,
there exist three types of plaquettes: x/y/z-plaquette, where
all outgoing bonds in the a-plaquette are of a-type . Like the
Kitaev model, for each a-plaquette, the flux operator

W, = ]_[ o757, )
link (i),
€ a-plaquette

is a constant of motion. We consider an x-plaquette as the unit
cell. To impose an arbitrary periodic boundary condition, one
can consider the model on a torus with the basis vectors L;a;
and Lra; + May, see [77] and [73] for a similar approach and
see appendix A for details of the site labeling convention. As
an example Fig. 2 shows the case L} = 3,L; = 2,and M = 0.
Apart from the lattice parameters L; and L,, the parameter
M allows to define any desired periodic boundary condition,
which induces a twist in the lattice on the torus.

According to Kitaev’s parton construction, each spin (%)
is represented by three gauges (l;f s i)? R 131) and one matter (¢;)
Majorana fermions,

69 =i, a=xy,z (3)
This representation extends the Hilbert space of the Hamilto-
nian (1), which is finally written in the following form,

- i . R
Hie = ; Z 2Jailij, CiCjs “)
(i)a

where fi;j, = ilAJf‘lAa‘; and #1;; operators are constant of motions.
Eq.(4) reduces to a free Hamiltonian of ¢; fermions by fixing
the bond variables {u;; = £1}. The flux configurations ({W,})
determine the physics of the spin Hamiltonian (1). However,
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FIG. 2. The Kekulé-Kitaev lattice with geometrical parameters L; =
3, L, =2,and M = 0. Dotted links show the topological operators in
directions @, and a,. Red dotted links indicate the value of u;; = —1.
This is a gauge configuration for the 0-flux sector with topological
label (+1, -1).

we have a redundancy to choose the bond variables for a given
flux configuration, which reveals the emergent Z, gauge field
in terms of u;;’s. Since u;; = —u;;, we choose the convention to
fix u;;, where the first index i points to odd sublattices (A,C,E)
and the second one refers to even sublattices (B,D,F). Finally,
the Hamiltonian Hj; is written in the following compact form
after fixing the gauge configuration,

5 _bar ot 0 M)\ (Coa
H(”]i‘ - Z (codd ceven) (_MT 0 ) (ée(i/en) s (5)
in which,
Ca Cp AB AD AF
Codd =|Cc|s Ceven=|Cp|, M=|CB CD CF|, (6)
Cg Cr EB ED EF

where Coddjodd 18 @ 3N column vector of odd/even Majorana
operators. M is a 3N x 3N matrix, whose elements are of the
form 2J,ujy,. The other elements like AB is an N X N matrix
representing the hopping from A-sublattice to B-sublattice.
The even/odd arrangement considered for the Majorana oper-
ators simplifies the complexity of finding the eigen-energies,
because the compact form of Hamiltonian (5) is diagonalized
by singular value decomposition (SVD) of M3yx3y. For other
arrangement of Majorana operators one has to diagonalize the
whole 6N x 6N Hamiltonian.

The SVD of M = USVT, where S = diag(ey,...,&3y) leads
to the diagonalized form of Hamiltonian (see Refs. [73] and
[50] for more details),

Huye = Z EmiLl i — % Z . 7)

The complex fermion operators ay,, a, are related to Majorana
fermions by the following relations

tosd (U U\[a
)= i) ®

The spin representation in terms of Majorana operators (3)
extends the Hilbert space of the model. Hence, an eigenstate
of the Hamiltonian (4) is composed of two components: gauge
and matter, as follows,

|lPuc - |‘Pgauge>|qlmatter> (9)

where,

Whaee) = [ [R50, 16). ngw, = 0.1,
(/k>u
(10)
Whiter) = ﬂ( DM, n = 0,1,

m=1

in which |G) is the vacuum of gauge sectors and ngjy, is the

occupation number. )2:]@ is a complex fermion defined on the

lattice bonds through the following relation®%:6278

/\/<,1<> (b" + zb“) j €odd, k € even. (11)
Any arbitrary gauge configuration {u} can be determined in
terms of the occupation number of ¥ fermions, using the rela-
tion figjpy, = 1 - 2)(<jk) /\/(]k> In (9), |‘Pmaner) is the eigenstate
of Hamiltonian (7), where | M) is the vacuum of matter sector
in the fixed gauge configuration {u}. The parity of matter exci-
tations in |‘I’maner) is fixed, which means it can either be even
or odd. For even parity, I‘Pmmer) includes 0, 2,4, - - - -matter
fermion excitations, and for odd parity, it includes 1, 3,5~
matter fermion excitations.

The 0-flux sector has translational symmetry, which allow
us to obtain the dispersion of energy versus lattice momentum,
i.e. the band structure. With the following Fourier transforma-
tion,

1kRA .
Cra = \/_Z 120y @=AB,....,F;  (12)

the Hamiltonian (5) is reduced to,

. 1 R . 0 iM,
H{u},f'(k) = Z Z (Ck,odd Ck,even) (—ZMZ Ok)(
k

C_kodd
C_k.even ’

(13)
where,
J. Sk, a=-a
My=2[ J, J.  Jee*t| | b =a , (14
Jee'ke Jy Jz c=a;—a

and a; and a, are primitive lattice vectors shown in Fig.1. The
band structure for the isotropic couplings in the O-flux sector is
plotted in Fig. 3(a), which show two degenerate gapless Dirac
cones at the I" point. In appendix B, we analytically derive the
energy-momentum relations.

A. Projection to physical subspace

Although representation (3) makes the problem solvable, it
also expands the Hilbert space to 4%V instead of 26V, which
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FIG. 3. The band structure of Kekulé-Kitaev model. (a) Two degenerate Dirac cones (red circles) are presented at the I point. (b) The band
structure in the presence of a uniform magnetic field, where the Dirac cones remain gapless but non-degenerate. The band crossings marked
by the black circles are not Dirac crossing, as shown in (e). (c) A staggered magnetic field opens a gap in the Dirac cones. (d) The paths for
presenting the band structure in the reciprocal lattice. (e) The three-dimensional plot of the Dirac cones in the presence of a uniform magnetic

field.

includes the unphysical sectors of gauge fields. Using the
following projection operator, we can determine the physical
Hilbert space. Suppose ;) is an eigenvector of Hj;, the
physical state is obtained by the following projection,

Wonys) = PPz, P =38Py, (15)

where P = LD “and D = [ b7bY6%¢,7°. If D = +1, then
|¥;.¢) is a physical state. D can be written in the following
simple and compact form in term of the parities of the gauge
(%) and matter (7,) fermions (see appendix C),

D = (1) det(A DA /., with 8=L -M~-1, (16)
where A, is obtained from the diagonalization of the Hamil-
tonian (5)°>7377. Note that the factor 6 differs from the corre-
sponding one in the Kitaev model’’. Since det(A,)#, is gauge
invariant, the parity of the physical state [, ) in each flux sec-
tor is obtained by the following equation,

_ = 17
0 detAm, an
Fig. 4 shows the energy difference of the lowest states in the
0-flux and 2-flux sectors for different boundary conditions in
the unprojected space (i.e., the extended Hilbert space) and
projected subspaces (i.e., physical and unphysical subspaces).
In the unprojected space, this energy difference is equal to the
two-vison gap (A,),

Aunproj =E-Ey=A, (18)

where E( and E; are the last term (- ), %”) in Eq.(7) for the
0- and 2-flux sectors, respectively. The energy differences in
the projected subspaces is defined such that: if the parity of
matter fermions in the physical subspace of the 0- and 2-flux
is equal to +1 and —1, respectively, we consider the reverse
parities —1 and +1 for them in the unphysical subspace. So,

Aphys, =(Er+&)-Ey=A,+& (19)
Aunphys =k —(Eot+e)=A,— ¢

where £ and &, are the lowest matter excitation in the 0- and
2-flux sectors, respectively. The aforementioned flux sectors
are gapless at the isotropic coupling J, = J, = J, = J,
which leads to equal energy difference within all subspaces,
A, = 0.26J, as shown in Fig. 4(a). For small L, all parts
in Fig. 4 indicate that the energy of the 2-flux state is lower
than the O-flux state. This observation appears to be incon-
sistent with Lieb’s theorem®’. Similar behavior is also seen
in the Kitaev model’. Notably, while the original Hamilto-
nian has been transformed into a free fermion Hamiltonian
using Kitaev parton construction, the resulting Hamiltonian is
more than just a free fermion problem due to the extension of
Hilbert space, where we have to consider the effect of the pro-
jection operator. Indeed, the conditions of Lieb’s theorem are
not fully satisfied, since the projection operator may introduce
excitations to the free fermionic states, leading to an increase
in energy. Nevertheless, the ground state belongs to the 0-flux
sector for large system sizes.

The Kekulé-Kitaev model has two topological Wilson loops
on a torus, characterized by eigenvalues /; = +1 and [, =
+181. In each flux sector {W,}, there exist four distinct topo-
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FIG. 4. The energy difference (denoted by A) of the lowest eigenstate in the O-flux and 2-flux sectors, where Ao is depicted by solid black
line, Aygphys With dotted red line and Ay, by dashed blue line. (a) shows the energy gap at the isotropic couplings. (b,c,d) show the same
energy gap at J, = 1 and J, = J, = 0.95 in gapped phase for different geometries (L;, L,, M) presented in each panel. Note that in (c) and (d),
the parameter M is non-zero. As shown in (b), (c) and (d), in the gapped phase, the difference between physical and unphysical data persists

up to the thermodynamic limit, similar to the Kitaev model”’.

logical states denoted as [{W,},/;,l2). The dotted links in
Fig. 2 illustrate the Ising terms that constitute these topolog-
ical operators along directions a; and a, for the geometry
Ly =3,L, =2,and M = 0. Similar examples can be found in
Ref.[62]. In the gapless phase of the Kitaev model, the physi-
cal state within the O-flux sector, which is characterized by the
topological labels (I; = +1,l, = +1) has an odd parity x, for
all sets of (L, Lp, M)”?. The odd parity constraint also exists
in the non-Abelian phase of the Kitaev model®>. However, we
numerically observed that the odd parity constraint does not
hold in the gapless phase of the Kekulé-Kitaev model.

B. Effects of weak uniform and staggered magnetic fields

We consider the effect of both uniform and staggered weak
magnetic fields, as depicted in Fig. 5, on the Kekulé-Kitaev
model at the isotropic couplings. The effect of magnetic field
has the following simple form

V=-— Z(hx(rf + hy6Y + h.6%). (20)

The dominant contribution of the weak magnetic field within
a perturbative approach is given by the following three-spin
term,

hyhyh.
A2

Ag=H-K 516765 5 K6 Q1)

CikYasCk j)p
yiap
where the factor 6 = 3! arises from different permutation of
spins, and A, is the two-flux gap (or two-vison gap). Accord-
ing to the plaquette depicted in Fig. 5, the following three-spin
interactions represent the effect of magnetic field
AZAY AX AZAY AX AT AY AX
+ 0503507 + 650407 + 55070 @2)
AZ AY A A7 AY A AZ AY A
+ 050007 £ 650,04 + 55050573,
where the plus and minus signs in the second line of Eq.(22)
correspond to the uniform and staggered magnetic fields, re-
spectively.

uniform magnetic field

staggered magnetic field

FIG. 5. Black arrows represent the nearest neighbor hopping with
u;; = +1. (a) The second neighbor hoppings (indicated by red and
blue dashed lines) exhibit opposite rotational direction in the pres-
ence of a uniform magnetic field. (b) However, in the presence of
a staggered magnetic field, the second neighbors exhibit the same
rotations. The staggered magnetic field may be realized by prox-
imity to an antiferromagnetic honeycomb lattice material. The up
and down arrows indicate the local magnetic fields (h,, h,, h;) and
(=hy, —hy, —h;), respectively.

The three-spin interactions are transformed to the next-
nearest neighbor hopping of Majorana fermions in the physi-
cal subspace as given by®?

@'75‘?(’7\'; = —ie‘lﬂyu(jl)au(kl)ﬁéjék. (23)

Therefore, we generalize Eq.(5) to the following equation,

s _ L 4 Fo M \[éCou
Heﬂ‘ - E(ngd CZVen) (_MT _Fe)( )v (24)

~
Ceven

where F, and F, represent the next-nearest neighbor hopping
matrices in odd and even sublattices. Using the following
complex fermions,

~

N =§(CA +iCp),

~ 1 N A

b :E(CC +icp), or f = E(Codd + iCeven), (25)

P
B :E(CE +iCr),



FIG. 6. In the unit cell y, there are three z-bonds labeled y, 1o, and
U3, each hosting complex fermions fi, f>, and f;3 on them, respec-
tively.

which are defined on AB, CD, and EF links, respectively (see
Fig. 6), the Hamiltonian Fli'gf”c is written in the following form

e Lia afh AN(F
A =g g S)A) e

where,

Rt =h,
AT = —A. 27)

(M™ + M) +i(F, - F,),
(MT = M) +i(F, + F.),

h
A

The Hamiltonian (26) can be diagonalized using a unitary
transformation, as given in Ref. [38]. Fig. 3(b) shows the
energy bands of the Kekulé-Kitaev model in the presence of
a uniform magnetic field within the 0-flux sector, where the
Dirac cones remain massless similar to the zero field case,
Fig. 3(a). Note that the band crossing indicated by the black
circles in Fig. 3(b) at finite momentum, as shown by the ar-
rows in Fig. 3(e), are not Dirac crossings. However, the
uniform magnetic field lifts the degeneracy of the two Dirac
cones. In contrast, introducing a staggered magnetic field re-
sults in the band structure shown in Fig. 3(c), which leads to
massive Dirac cones.

We have plotted the energy levels (g,) versus n of both
Kekulé-Kitaev and Kitaev models within several flux sectors
in Fig. 7 for both uniform and staggered magnetic fields. In
the presence of a uniform magnetic field (Fig. 7(a)) the spec-
trum of Kekulé-Kitaev model is gapless and there is no bound
state contrary to the Kitaev model, Fig. 7(c), where the spec-
trum is gapped and a non-Abelian phase emerges’*%. The
non-Abelian phase of the Kitaev model has threefold topo-
logical degeneracy®”%3, which is consistent with the Ising
type of the non-Abelian anyons. For the Kekulé-Kitaev
model in a staggered magnetic field (Fig. 7(b)), the Majorana
bound states are imposed inside the fermionic gap by inserting
flux excitations and the non-Abelian statistics of the vortices
emerge from these bound states, while the Kitaev model re-
mains in a gapless phase, Fig. 7(d). We have also numerically
observed the threefold topological degeneracy for the Kekulé-
Kitaev model in its non-Abelian phase.
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FIG. 7. The energy levels (g,) of the Kekulé-Kitaev model for a
system with L; = L, = 30 and M = 0 exhibit distinct behavior in
the presence of (a) uniform and (b) staggered magnetic fields at the
isotropic coupling J = 1 and K = 0.2. In (a), no Majorana bound
state is observed, whereas in (b), for each 2n-flux, n Majorana bound
states are imposed inside the fermionic gap. The inset in (b) illus-
trates the (2,4, 6)-flux configurations in our numerical simulation.
(c) and (d) illustrate the energy levels of the Kitaev model in both
uniform and staggered magnetic fields, respectively. The flux con-
figurations we considered for the Kitaev model are depicted in the
inset of (c). Notably, the behavior of Kitaev model in these two types
of fields is contrary to that of the Kekulé-Kitaev model.

C. Stability of gapless Dirac Cones

The Dirac cones at the isotropic coupling of the Kekulé-
Kitaev model remain gapless if we apply a uniform mag-
netic field, while applying a staggered magnetic field makes
them massive. Hence, the relevant question is what symmetry
or symmetries are responsible for the stability of the gapless
Dirac cones at the isotropic coupling?

Gapless Dirac cones exist only at the isotropic coupling of
the Kekulé-Kitaev model. At this coupling, in addition to the
general symmetries of model’’, there exists an extra symme-
try. The latter symmetry consists of a simultaneous combi-
nation of inversion (or a & rotation of the lattice around the
center of any hexagonal plaquette W,) and a global spin ro-
tation by the angle /2 around the a-axis, where @ = x,y, z.
Let us denote this symmetry by /. In general®, a necessary
condition for Dirac cones to be gapless is the Hamiltonian be-
ing invariant under the product of time reversal (7) and space
inversion (I) symmetry, i.e., #/. It can be straightforwardly
examined that the original Kekulé-Kitaev model and the cor-
responding effective model in the presence of a uniform mag-
netic field possess 7/ symmetry. However, this symmetry is
broken in the effective model in the presence of a staggered



magnetic field. Consequently, as shown in Fig. 3(c), Dirac
cones become gapped by adding a staggered field. As previ-
ously stated, note that [ includes global spin rotations as well.
The presence or absence of 7/ symmetry can be analyzed in
the spin representation of both Hamiltonians (i.e., Eq.(1) and
Eq.21)) and also in terms of Majorana fermion representa-
tions. Appendix D provides a detailed explanation of how
this symmetry is examined in the Majorana fermion represen-
tation.

III. LINEAR RESPONSE: DYNAMICAL SPIN
STRUCTURE FACTOR

The dynamical spin structure factor (DSSF) is an exper-
imentally significant quantity, as it is related to the cross-
section in elastic neutron scattering experiments. The total
DSSF is given with the following equation’’-3%,

1 (R o ieteq
S(q,w) = ¥ Z Ze—’q“‘f Ry f dte“”Sjkﬁ(t). (28)

R, R of -

+

Our focus is on the zero temperature response, where we de-
note the ground state by |G) and,

S50 = (Gl L OG). (29)

The correlation function in Eq.(29) is extremely short-ranged,
where only on-site and the nearest neighbors correlations are
non-zero’8. We write the DSSF in the following Lehmann
representation,

S(q,w) =2r Z e RS+ Ey - Ep)XGI6|IPYPIGLIG),
ik,
a,P
(30)
where j and k are restricted to a single unit cell. Given that
the ground state belongs to the zero-flux sector, |P) state in
Eq.(30) belongs to the two-adjacent flux sector. If we de-
note the energy of the matter excitations in |P) state by &,
the DSSF has peaks at the frequencies w = A, + g,,.

All matter fermion excitations from few-matter fermion to
many-matter fermion excitations are of the order 0(23N) con-
tribute to the summation in (30). Since we are examining
the system’s response at zero temperature, it is reasonable to
expect that few-matter fermion excitations significantly influ-
ence the overall response. Both analytical and numerical in-
vestigations have confirmed the validity of the single-matter
fermion excitation approximation within the context of the Ki-
taev model. Notably, this approximation effectively captures
the system’s response at zero temperature37’38’74.

In order to examine the validity of the single-matter fermion
approximation in the Kekulé-Kitaev model, we have cal-
culated the contributions arising from both single-matter
fermion and three-matter fermion excitations in S %<(g = 0, w)
at the isotropic coupling J, = J, = J, = 1 (see appendix
E for details). Figs. 8(a,b) show the results for two cases:
the Kekulé-Kitaev model and the model in the presence of a
weak uniform magnetic field. The results reveals that the in-
fluence of three-matter fermion excitations (and higher orders)
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FIG. 8. (a) The contributions of single-matter fermion (black line)
and three-matter fermion excitations (red line) of S#(0, w) in the
Kekulé-Kitaev model and (b) in the presence of a uniform mag-
netic field with K = 0.1 and isotropic couplings. Moreover, the his-
tograms of energy levels, which correspond to the density of states,
are provided in the right inset. In the middle insets, the contribu-
tion of three-matter fermion excitations is shown more clearly. (c)
shows §*(0, w) and $¥(0, w) within the single-matter fermion ap-
proximation, as well as the S¥(0,w) in the zero- and two-matter
fermion approximations without any magnetic field for the couplings
J. = 1,J, = J, = 0.2. The dashed line, which represents a delta
function at w = 0.011, indicates the contribution of the zero-matter
fermion excitation. Tiny numerous peaks observed in panels (a) and
(b) do not have any specific physical significance, which arise from
finite-size effects. In these calculations, a system with 30 X 30 unit
cells was considered.

in both cases is negligible compared with the contribution of
single-matter fermion excitations. Consequently, the single-
matter fermion approximation is well-suited to calculate the
structure factor of the Kekulé-Kitaev model. In the presence
of a weak uniform magnetic field, the contribution of three-
matter fermion excitations is more significant than their influ-
ence without the field. The insets in Figs. 8(a,b) show that
this behavior is attributed to the higher density of states at low
energies of the perturbed model.
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FIG. 9. (a) The density plot of total DSSF (S (¢, w)) along the path
'K’ MT' KM at isotropic coupling J = 1 for the Kekulé-Kitaev model.
At this coupling S*(q, w) = S¥(q,w) = S¥(q, w). (b) The density
plot of S(¢,w = 1) in the reciprocal lattice. The presence of a broad
continuum in both energy and momentum spaces arises from spin
fractionalization and the lack of long-range order. These results are
for a geometry of L; = L, =30 and M = 0.

Digressed from the isotropic coupling to J, = 1,J, =
J. = 0.2, Fig. 8(c) shows S*/%(q = 0,w) in the single-
matter fermion excitation approximation and S¥(q = 0, w)
both in the zero- and two-matter fermion excitations approx-
imation. The zero-matter fermion contribution is represented
by a dashed line. This signal corresponds to a delta func-
tion with a relatively large amplitude, positioned at the energy
difference between 0-flux and 2-flux sectros, specifically at
A = E; — Ey ~ 0.011, which is a very small value at this cou-
pling. Again, we observe that the two-matter fermion excita-
tions have a tiny contribution to S %(¢q = 0, w) compared with
the zero-matter fermion excitation, confirming the validity of
the few-matter fermion approximation. Details of the calcu-
lation of the contributions from zero- and two-matter fermion
excitations are provided in the appendix E.

Based on the single-matter fermion approximation we have
plotted the total DSSF S'(g, w) of the Kekulé-Kitaev model at
the isotropic coupling in Fig. 9. Panel (a) shows the density
plot of S(q,w) along the path 'K’ MT KM, and in panel (b)
the density plot is shown in the entire Brillouin zone at fixed
w = 1. Both patterns of the DSSF are qualitatively similar
to those reported for the Kitaev model*’*>74. Consequently,
both Kekulé-Kitaev and Kitaev models exhibit nearly identi-

cal linear responses.

In Fig. 8 and Fig. 9 we have considered a system with
Ly = L, = 30 and M = 0. In order to reduce the finite-
size effects, we substituted the delta function in Eq.(30) with
the Lorentzian function

1 v
8(x) = lim —
) yl—r>r(l)7rx2+y2

€29

characterized by the broadening parameter y = 0.04J..

We have also derived the DSSF using the Pfaffian approach,
as proposed in Ref. [38], which corroborates our results, al-
though it was not included in this work. Due to computa-
tional resource limitations, we analyzed a system of 8 X 8 unit
cells using the Pfaffian approach, which accounts for all mat-
ter fermion excitations. The results from this method also con-
firm that the single-matter fermion approximation is valid for
zero-temperature responses. However, the Pfaffian approach
considers all matter fermion excitations, while the parity of
these excitations should be odd or even, consistent with the
projection to the physical subspace, Eq.(16). Therefore, one
might consider how to generalize the Pfaffian approach under
odd or even parity constraints.

IV. NONLINEAR RESPONSE: TWO-DIMENSIONAL
COHERENT SPECTROSCOPY

In two-dimensional coherent spectroscopy, the system is
exposed to two magnetic impulses B(f), with a time interval
of 7,450,

B(t) = Byo(t)e, + B1o(t — 11)e,, (32)

and then after time 7,, the magnetization an(‘rl + 7,) is
recorded. For simplicity, we considered the same linear po-
larization for these two impulses and the recorded signal. The
definition of nonlinear magnetization is:

My, (11 +72) = M, (71 +72) = M(71 +72) = M (71 +72), (33)

where M{(t1 + 72) and M{(7| + 72) are the recorded magne-
tization as a response to only the single impulse By and B; at
time t = 7| + Ty, respectively. For weak impulses, we can ex-
press the nonlinear magnetization in terms of different orders
of nonlinear susceptibilities,*

M3, (71 +12)[Nsiie = BoBiY 2 (12,71)
+ B1BoBox (72,71, 0)
+ B1B1Box 2 (12,0, 71) + O(BY).  (34)
The second-order susceptibility is zero™’, and as a result,
the first non-zero contributions to non-linear response are the

third-order susceptibilities, which are given with the follow-
ing relations,

4
2
Km0 = 1 D I [T @m0 (39)

4
, 2
K2, 0m) = 1 D Im [T @01 (o)
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FIG. 10. (a,d) Fourier transforms of the two-dimensional non-linear susceptibilities of the original Kekulé-Kitaev model, (b,e) the model in
the presence of a weak uniform magnetic field with K = 0.1 and (c.f) the model in the presence of a weak staggered magnetic field with

K = 0.2. All models are evaluated at isotropic couplings (J, = J, = J, = 1). Panels (a, b, c) show y.

(3),z

2z

(wy, w1, 0), while panels (d, e, f) show

)(Egz)‘z(wz, 0, w). In panels (c) and (f), the signals marked with green circles originate from two non-adjacent fluxes, while those marked with
black circles arise from other flux configurations. All responses are normalized to 10.

TEQ;Z is the four-point correlation function at zero temperature.
For instance,
T2, 71, 0) = MO M) (1 + 72)(0))

[y

= > D UGIZuIPXPIZ, |QX QI IRXRIZ, |G)
}liVj/lkpl PQR
> ei(Ep—ER)Tl'Fi(EQ_ER)TZ’

(37

where Z,, = Godd + Ojuevens 15 the sum of Pauli matri-
ces of the two nearest neighbor spins on z-link of the y unit
cell, see Fig. 6. The matrix elements in Eq.(37) are identi-
cal for all correlation functions, with the only difference be-
ing their time dependencies®”%2. For example, in functions
T (15, 71,0) and T (15,0, 71), the time dependencies are
eltEo=Eo)ri+ilEg=Enm2 anq ei(Er—Ec)ni+iEo=ERT: respectively.
Our calculations to obtain the nonlinear susceptibilities in
2DCS are done within the few-matter fermion approximation,
which has been justified in Sec.III. Given that the ground state
in Eq.(37) has no excitations, the states |P) and |R), as well

as state |Q), have odd and even parity m,, respectively. Ac-
cording to the few-matter fermion approximation, it suffices
to consider the first-order excitations for these states and ne-
glect the higher-order ones; specifically, this means consid-
ering single-matter fermion excitations for states |P) and |R),
and zero-matter fermion excitations for state |Q). Similar cal-
culations has been done in references [50] and [62].

Fourier transform of the third-order susceptibilities at the
isotropic coupling for three distinct models are plotted in
Fig. 10, namely: the Kekulé-Kitaev model and the model in
the presence of weak uniform and staggered magnetic fields
(see appendix E for details of computations). Our computa-
tions for the Kekulé-Kitaev model have been performed with
geometric parameters Ly = L, = 34, M = 0, and in the pres-
ence of magnetic fields we adopted L; = L, = 30,M = 0.
These system sizes are sufficiently large to reveal the expected
features of the non-linear response correctly.

In the nonlinear response of the Kitaev model, the streak
signals serve as signatures of the itinerant Majorana fermions,



FIG. 11. In the standard gauge configuration (i;; = +1), two non-
adjacent fluxes can be created by flipping two u;;’s. In the Kekulé-
Kitaev model, panel (a), there exist four such states per unit cell.
One of these states is created by setting u;; = —1 and uy = -1, as
depicted in this figure. The remaining three states arise from flipping
pairs (;, Upp), (ij, Upy), and (u;;, u,s). In contrast, the Kitaev model,
panel (b), exhibits two such states per each unit cell.

while their intercepts correspond to the localized ones>’. Sim-
ilarly, such signals indicated by gray lines in Figs. 10(d,e),
are also present in the Kekulé-Kitaev model and the model
in the presence of a weak uniform magnetic field. The
streak signals located in the second and fourth quadrants of
Figs. 10(d,e) originate from the functions ng’z(wz, 0,wp) =
ng’z(wg, 0, w1). These functions possess the following char-
acteristic frequencies,

w=Es—-—Ep=Ey—E — &y,
1 G j2 0 2—&p (38)
wQZER—EQZEz—E4+8r.

According to reference [50] and based on Eq.(38), when
|P) = |R), constructive interference occurs, which generates
the streak signal w; + w, = —(E4 — Ep). In a weak uni-
form magnetic field, Fig. 10(e), the streak signals are weaker
than those in the original model, Fig. 10(d). According to
Fig. 8(b), this behavior may be explained with the observation
that only the first few single-matter fermion excitations have
dominant contributions, whereas higher energy single-matter
fermion excitations exhibit less impacts.

All of TE*(wy,w,0) functions in y2)*(w,, w;,0) con-
tribute to the generation of vertical signals in Fig. 10(a,b).
For example, the characteristic frequencies in function
'Y'Sg’z(a)z, w1, 0) are as follows,

w) = EG EQ = E() E4, (39)
w? ZER—EQ =FE,—E4+e¢,.

As indicated in Eq.(39), w; is a fixed value, while w; takes on
various values due to the presence of g,, resulting in the gen-
eration of a vertical signal. Furthermore, part of the horizon-
tal and vertical broadening observed in the signals of Fig. 10
arises from the one-sided Fourier transform, which occurs be-
cause 71,7y > 0. For further clarification on this topic, see
reference [51].

The nonlinear responses in the presence of a weak stag-
gered field are shown in Figs. 10(c,f). As evident from these
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figures, characteristic streak signals are no longer present; in-
stead, distinct sharp peaks emerge, which arise from the Ma-
jorana bound states and consequently indicate the presence of
non-Abelian anyons®?. The reason for absence of the streak
signals is that the few eigenstates with energies inside the
fermionic gap, as illustrated in Fig. 7(b), or in other words,
the Majorana bound states, have significantly lower energies
compared to the states above the gap. Consequently, the cor-
responding matrix elements for these states are substantially
stronger than those for other states present in the continuum
of excitations above the gap®.

The nonlinear responses in Figs. 10(c,f) is nearly identi-
cal to that of the Kitaev model in the non-Abelian phase®.
Each of the distinct signals observed in Fig. 10(c,f) arises
from different flux configurations of non-Abelian anyons.
For example, the signals marked with green circles in these
two figures arise from the flux configurations with two non-
adjacent fluxes. One of these flux configurations are depicted
in Fig. 11(a). If we compare the nonlinear responses reported
for the Kitaev model in reference [62] with the nonlinear re-
sponses shown in Fig. 10(c,f), we find that the strength of the
signals arising from the two non-adjacent fluxes in the Ki-
taev model is comparable to that of other signals. In contrast,
these signals (marked with green circles) in the Kekulé-Kitaev
model are more pronounced than the other signals. This dis-
crepancy, as illustrated in Fig. 11, arises from the fact that the
density of such flux configurations per unit cell in the Kekulé-
Kitaev model is larger than their density in the Kitaev model.

V. DISCUSSIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we studied a variant of the Kitaev model
known as the Kekulé-Kitaev model. Initially, we derived an
explicit relation for identifying physical and unphysical states
within the framework of Majorana fermions representation.
By calculating the spectrum and energy bands, we found that
a weak uniform magnetic field, as a simple perturbation, does
not create a gap in the Kekulé-Kitaev model’s spectrum but
instead lifts the degeneracy of the two gapless Dirac cones. In
contrast, a weak staggered magnetic field breaks the gapless
nature of these Dirac cones, opening a gap. The stability of
gapless Dirac points has been examined, which is preserved
if the combination of time reversal symmetry (7) and space
inversion (/) symmetry is not broken upon the introduction of
a perturbation, i.e., #I. The space inversion is the product of
inversion and a global spin rotation by the angle 7/2 around
any Cartesian axis.

In the presence of a staggered magnetic field, flux exci-
tations create Majorana bound states within the gap of the
Kekulé-Kitaev model. These bound states are responsible for
the non-Abelian statistics of the flux excitations. This be-
havior contrasts with the Kitaev model, which hosts the non-
Abelian phase under the uniform magnetic field. In fact, the
response of the Kekulé-Kitaev and Kitaev, in uniform and
staggered magnetic fields are opposites to each other. There-
fore, uniform, staggered, or other types of magnetic fields act
as simple perturbations that can induce non-Abelian phases in



various generalizations of the Kitaev model.

In the second half of the work, we investigated the lin-
ear and non-linear responses of the Kekulé-Kitaev model
by calculating the dynamical spin structure factor and two-
dimensional coherent spectroscopy. Due to the lack of long-
range order and the presence of fractional excitations, the dy-
namical spin structure factor exhibits a broad spectrum and
diffusive pattern. This linear response is nearly identical to
that of the Kitaev model. In the non-linear response, mat-
ter and gauge excitations show distinct signatures, visible as
streak signals and their intercepts, respectively. We used the
single-matter fermion excitation approximation to calculate
both linear and non-linear responses. To verify its validity, we
assessed the contribution of three-matter fermion excitations
in the dynamical spin structure factor. Our results show that
the contributions from many-matter fermion excitations are
are negligible compared to those from single-matter fermion
ones, confirming the validity of the single-matter fermion ex-
citation approximation.

Given the similarities between the Kekulé-Kitaev and Ki-
taev models, a natural question is whether the Kekulé-Kitaev
model can be transformed into the Kitaev model through a
suitable unitary transformation? We demonstrated that the
ground state of the Kekulé-Kitaev model at isotropic coupling,

J
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via unitary spin rotations, transforms into the excited state of
the Kitaev model with a uniform flux density py = 2/3. The
unitary transformation defines the relation between the spec-
trum of the two models. The detail of this transformation
is given in appendix F. The bulk properties of the Kekulé-
Kitaev model are expected to fall within the Kitaev’s sixteen-
fold way as the Kitaev model'38>, Because, both models are
described by free Majorana fermions in the background of Z,
gauge fields on a honeycomb lattice. This expectation is fur-
ther supported by the fact that the model at isotropic coupling,
transforms into the Kitaev model via a unitary transformation.

As shown in Fig. 3(b), the low-energy physics of the
Kekulé-Kitaev model in the uniform field is no longer de-
scribed by Dirac crossings. Therefore, an important question
arises: what is the role of these non-Dirac crossings in the
low-energy properties of the system? Furthermore, our study
did not take into account the effects of disorder and finite tem-
perature, and further research could be conducted to explore
their impact.
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Appendix A: Label of sites

For a lattice with N unit cells, there are 6N sites, which takes the labels from 1 to 6/N. According to our notation, Table I gives
the labels and coordinates of all sites. In this table, j is the label of a unit cell, which takes the values from 0 to N — 1, and R;

points to the center of a unit cell, where site i belongs to that,

(U ESTN

where [...] denotes the integer-valued function.

U 1)/6] @,

L (AL)

TABLE L

sublattice label position

A 6j+1
6j+2 R, —e3
6j+3 R;+e;
6j+4 R;—e
6j+5
6j+6 R, —e,

mmoaQw

R,»+e.

R,’+€3

Appendix B: Diagonalization in the momentum space

The eigenvalues of Hamiltonian (13) are obtained by the following equation

det (_l?k],kl
—le —Ekll

iMy ):0 (B1)
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The above equation is simplified using a determinant identity as follows,

det [Ei]l - M};Mk] = 0. (B2)
For brevity, we express the matrix M}:M &8ss
I3 Ay By
MM, =A% J2 C,| > with J§ = 4(J5 + T, + J2). (B3)
B, Ci Jg

Hence, Eq.(B2) leads to the following cubic equation,

APt =0, x=Ep—Jg, (B4)
with,
Pk = =(Ar? + 1Bil’ + [Cul?), B5)
qr = —(A,B,Cy + A} B,C}).
The cubic equation (B4) has three roots, which gives six energy bands,
Xnk =24 / s cos l cos™! (L) + nz—ﬂ],
3 3 2pk\=pi/3 3 (B6)
Epk= %0k + 2, n=1,23.
Appendix C: Calculation of D operator
We generalize the approach given in [77] to the Kekulé-Kitaev model to obtain D. This operator is given as follows,
6N 6N 6N 6N 6N
D= bbb = [o:] |80 [5:] | (€1
i=1 =l =l =l =l
Similar steps as given in Ref.[77], leads to the following equation,
6N
[ e =@ detAni, (C2)

i=1

where 7, = [[3 o 1(1 2&,’{&,() is the parity of the matter fermions. To derive a simple relation for the remaining factors, we need
to pair up b" operators, which are related to the same a-bond. By doing this, H6N b is reduced to the product of i Gty Given
that the y- and z-links are placed in the unit cells, it is straightforward to derive the followmg relation,

6N

[ 16 =%, . a=yz (C3)

i=1

v, =11, ey ﬁ?ﬂc) is the parity of the complex gauge fermions. According to our convention, the first index in &7, , belongs to

a

(k)
odd sites, and the second one belongs to even sites. Given that the x-links are located outside the unit cells, the pairing of the b}
operators in the expression le\; 13;‘ depends on the boundary conditions. To simplify the pairing procedure, we decompose the

expression into L, products,

6L,

6N L,
]_[13 [17 . 7u= ]—[bwn b (C4)
i=1 n=1
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FIG. 12. (a) The lattice can be divided into L, rows from 1 to L,. Two different configurations, (b) |P}, ) and (c) |Pi-’]’ ), for two-adjacent fluxes.
(d) Dynamical phase diagram of the original Kekulé-Kitaev model for a system with L; = 40, L, = 41, and M = 14. The red line represents
the overlap of the vacuum state of |}, ), while the blue line represents the overlap of the vacuum state of |PZ? ) with the ground state |G).

T is the product of 6L; operators existing in each of the nth-row of the lattice, which is schematically depicted in Fig 12(a).
Some of b?’s are paired within each row, while some of them are paired between two successive rows {n,n + 1;n # 1, L}, and
on boundaries {1, L,}, giving rise to the three distinct phases (—1)/2@1=D_(=1)L2~! "and (1)1, respectively. So,

6N
1_[ b = (=N (=N (=1l M g, (CS)

i=1
Finally, we obtain the following relation,
D = (=1)! det(A )7, 7, (C6)

where 0 = L; — M — 1 and &, = 7, 7ty 7.

Appendix D: Examination of 7/ symmetry

To examine the existence of #/ symmetry, we expand the Hamiltonians close to the I" point, where the Dirac points are located.
Specifically, in the vicinity of this point, the Hamiltonian is given by

rylu} _ glu}
A"k = A

~lu . ~{u . 0 Mk ~lu (F,(k 0
i 00 + gy (l), - with - HE (k) = t( ( )], Al k) = z( N ] (D1)

-M'(k) 0 F.(k)

where I:I:;f}l(k) represents the first-neighbor hopping and I:Ii#2(k) the second-neighbor hopping. M(k), F,(k), and F.(k) are
given by the following matrices,

J. T =ik - By g,
M(k) = J, J. T+ ik | (D2)
T = ik, + Bk Jy J.
0 KG -3k, - Bk)  K(=3+iV3k,)
Folk) = | K(=3 - Yk, - k) 0 KG+ Ek, - Bk, (D3)
KG+iV3k)  K(=3+ 3k, - g 0
0 K@#3FiV3k) K3 ¥ ¥k, + B,
F(k)=| K&3FiV3k,) 0 K3+ 3k, + B, (D4)
K37 3k, + 8k K3+ Ik, + 2Bk, 0
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where, in F,.(k), the upper and lower signs correspond to uniform and staggered magnetic fields, respectively. In the original
Kekulé-Kitaev model, K = 0 or equivalently I:Igf]’z(k) = 0. As mentioned in Sec.IIC, the [ symmetry is a simultaneous
combination of inversion (or a & rotation of the lattice around the center of any hexagonal plaquette W,) and a global spin
rotation by the angle /2 around the a-axis, where @ = x,y,z. Under the operation of I, the Majorana fermion operators

transform as
é/J,A Ad 6‘V,D’ 6'/J,C A 6'v,Fs éﬂ,E A 6\/,3- (DS)

This basis transformation can be represented by the following matrix,

000010
000001
Im:OOOIOO. (D6)
001000
100000
010000
Therefore, if Hamiltonian (D 1) has #/-symmetry, where 7 is time-reversal opertation, the following relation holds
GDAGED™ = Al — LA H)) L, = A k), (D7)

where in the right identity, 7 and * represent the transpose and complex conjugate operations, respectively. We can easily verify
that in the original Kekulé-Kitaev model, and the model in the presence of uniform magnetic field, equality (D7) holds. However,
in the presence of the staggered magnetic field the Hamiltonian is not invariant upon #/ operation.

Given that under the / transformation, the odd sublattices transform into even ones and vice versa, the transformation Uij —
—u;; must be applied to the gauge degrees of freedom. On the other hand, under time-reversal transformation (%), u;; — —u;;
also occurs. Therefore, no extra negative sign in Eq.(D7) is generated by the #/ transformation. It is worth noting that under
time-reversal, the Majorana fermion operators transform as follows

tepl = =B, #bT = ey, b = (D8)

Appendix E: Matrix elements in linear and non-linear responses

The calculation of the matrix element (P|6,|G) for both even and odd parity of matter fermions in |P) state can be addressed
by considering the gauge redundancy. Suppose a € A sublattice and according to the gauge structure of the Hamiltonian, for |P)
state, it is possible to choose two initial gauge configurations—one characterized by an odd parity of gauge fermions and the
other by an even parity. These configurations are depicted in Figs. 12(b,c),

15) = Ry [GIME, )

Py =% X 1GIMY ED
Pui? = XeaayXapy, il

In order to construct the physical states, we have to sum over all gauge configurations, i.e. |Pf;1> = SI pﬁl) and IP;"I’ ) = SI p;'l’ ),
which is given by

N | o ~F o A .
|PZ]> = [X<ab>: _X<ad>XX<af>yca +... ]|§>|M;l>,

(E2)
IPal) = [X (at Riapy, ~ Rapy, Cat - ~]|g>|Mffly :
Utilizing straightforward calculations, we derive the subsequent relations,
(P 1631G) = (M}, 18 Mo),
(PL1G3IGY = (M, 1851 Mo), .

(PRI6IG) = =M, IMo),
(P1G3IG) = ~(My]12asIMo).

1
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According to Eq.(E3), when the parity of matter fermions in |P) state is odd, choosing |Pj, ) representation is necessary to
obtain a non-zero matrix element. Conversely, if the parity is even, IPZ? ) representation must be chosen. Fig. 12(d) shows the
dynamical phase diagram of the Kekulé-Kitaev model. The parity in |P) state remains even up to J = 0.87, and changes to odd
parity thereafter, where we set J; = 1 and J = 5— = % For a similar discussion, see Refs. [38 and 74].

In the context of single-matter fermion excitations, the matter state is represented by IMZI) = ﬂIMZ] ). The calculation of ma-
trix elements within the single-matter fermion approximation for the Kekulé-Kitaev model is similar to the detailed discussions
provided in Refs. [38 and 74] for the Kitaev model. To keep it concise, we only show the final outcome. For example, in the
Kekulé-Kitaev model,

(5, 1631G) = iv]denl [UoX 1|
Hat (E4)
(R J6%105,) = iNTae@] [Uax |

HiMi
Hal

where X = %(UZTU0 + ViV and X' = %(UZTU4 +V] V4)50. Moreover, 1, = p and index i in y; takes the values of 1,2,3; see
Fig. 6. It should be noticed that u. = p + N and y, = u + 2N. In the above relations, if 67 — &7, we perform the substitutions
Uy - Vpand Uy — -V,. Similarly, we can compute these matrix elements in the presence of weak uniform and staggered
magnetic fields. More dtails is available in Ref.[62].

In order to examine the validity of the single-matter fermion approximation, we compute the contribution of three-matter
fermion excitations in the structure factor. Specifically, within the context of three-matter fermion excitations, the matter part of

IPZ]) takes the form |Mf“) = iiﬁzl/\/lf“ ). We summarize the matrix elements pertaining to these excitations as follows,
(P% |621G) = i /| det(X)| [(UOX‘I)WWX‘I)W — (UoX ™y s(Y XDy + UpX ™) g(YX s (E5)

For the matrix element of B-sublattice (5 — 0”2), we perform the substitution Uy — V). The straightforward result in Eq.(E5)
emerges as the sum of 40 terms, which we categorize into three distinct parts,

() : (agagalal), (@, aa,al).aba,a.al),
(ii) : <&m An&q’ AI’&V’&I” >’ <&man&;&s’&;a:~ >’ <&m&n&j1’&z’ &r’&r” >’ (E6)

A A A AT AT AT

(iii) : (amanaq,as,ar,ar,,).
Fig. 8(c) shows the components of the structure factor in the gapped phase. For the calculation of §%(0, w), it is crucial to note
that states |G) and |P) have the same matter fermion parity. Consequently, the two-flux state must necessarily include an even
number of matter excitations. As previously mentioned, adopting |P,’) representation is essential to yield a non-zero matrix
element. Specifically, for the case of zero-matter fermion excitation, i.e., |M,) = IM,/),

(PYI6IG) = —i/| det( X)),

XY | A7 . 1
(P16 1G) = —i [ det(X)] [UOVOT + U =FWVE|

Hallp

(E7)

. L. . afaf
and for the case of two-matter fermion excitations, i.e., IMffly ) =a,a; IMZ? ,

(PY63IG) = —i |det(/\’)|[~y/\ﬁl] ’

rs

(PIG31G) = ~I NGO | UnX s (VoX s = WoX s (VoX Y+ XUV + 3 U = IV |

(E8)
where the last matrix element corresponds to the sum of 40 terms, akin to the expression in Eq.(ES). In equations (E7) and (ES),
the matrices X and Y are defined as

U= (X Y ) (E9)
Yy X
where U represents a unitary transformation that diagonalizes Hamiltonian (26)3.
In the numerical computation of the non-linear responses of the Kekulé-Kitaev model, we consider the gauge configuration
with the topological label (+1, —1) for the ground state, see Fig. 2. In the presence of a uniform magnetic field, we choose the



16

unrotated

FIG. 13. (a) The unit cell of the Kekulé-Kitaev model. The global spin transformation that maps the Kekulé-Kitaev model to the Kitaev model
consists of on-site spin rotations with R operators specified near each site of the unit cell. Two rotations are applied at sites 1 and 5. The black
component written at the center of each bond indicates the type of Ising interaction in Kekulé-Kitaev model, while the red components near
each site represent the obtained components of the spin operators after rotation. Under this transformation, the sign of interaction on the bond
marked by the dashed oval is reversed, which can be absorbed into the gauge field on that bond. Through this mapping, the ground state of
the Kekulé-Kitaev model transforms to an excited state of the Kitaev model with the flux configuration shown in (b). The blak and red bonds
indicate uj = +1 and ujy = -1, respectively.

standard gauge configuration for the ground state. While in the presence of a staggered magnetic field, the O-flux state labeled
(+1,+1) is no longer belongs to the ground state manifold due to the increase in energy®>. Consequently, we consider the gauge
configuration labeled by (+1, —1) for the ground state.

Utilizing the translational symmetry of the ground state simplifies the calculation of non-linear response. For instance, the
quantity ng’z(‘rz, 71, 0) can be expressed as

IN 3N
. ; N -y ~ N . ap N ~
Ty, 71,0) =3N " ellFm) E]{ e G2 Py P12 Q1) D e 0L 12 Ry, KR 12, 1G)
I p=1 r=1
N i) 5 5 S =gl (11 472) 7 7
+ Ze o ]<G|ZI~4'|P i><Pﬂi|lelQl1,ui>Ze l’ e <Q11I~1i|Zﬂz|Rll><Rll|Z11|G>}’ (EIO)
p=1 r=1

where 1; # 1;. As a reminder, u represents the unit cell label, while y; indicates z-links, see Fig. 6.

Appendix F: Mapping the spectrum of Kekulé-Kitaev model to the Kitaev model

At the isotropic coupling J, = J, = J, = J, the unitary spin rotations on each site of the unit cell, as illustrated in Fig. 13(a),
map the Kekulé-Kitaev model to the Kitaev model, with a sign change of the upper bond of the unit cell. In Fig. 13(a), the
operators R} = ¢~"%/?, written near each site of the unit cell, indicate a spin rotation around the axis « by an angle ¢. The spins
are rotated as RZ@‘?R;T.

In the Kitaev model, bonds with the interaction type Jé";é—;f are aligned parallel across the entire lattice. Accordingly, in this
transformation, we take the direction of interactions at site 3 as the reference direction. Thus, site 3 is unchanged during the
transformation. However, under this transformation, the sign of interaction on the bond indicated by the dashed oval (upper
bond of unit cell) in Fig. 13(a) is reversed. Prior to the transformation, the interaction of this bond is J&Zé’i, while it becomes
—J&367 after the transformation. Given the gauge structure of the system, this additional sign can be absorbed into the gauge
fields. Therefore, if we choose an arbitrary gauge configuration

{12, 32, Uzs, Usa, Use, U6}, (F1)

for the unit cell in the Kekulé-Kitaev model, after applying this transformation, we adopt the gauge configuration

{12, U2, 34, —Us4, Use, U16}, (F2)
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for the Kitaev model. In particular, this implies that the ground state of the Kekulé-Kitaev model with the standard gauge
configuration {u = +1, Vj € odd, k € even} is transformed into an excited state of the Kitaev model with the flux configuration
shown in Fig. 13(b), characterized by the flux density p; = 2N/3N = 2/3. Notably, the ground state of the Kekulé-Kitaev model,
as illustrated in Fig. 3(a), has six energy bands in momentum space, and the flux configuration shown in Fig. 13(b) similarly
results in six energy bands for the Kitaev model.
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