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A remarkable feature of topological superconductors is the emergence of Majorana fermions in
electron systems. Whereas the emergent Majorana fermions share the self-anti-particle property
with Majorana fermions in particle physics, they may have essentially different electromagnetic
properties. In this paper, we argue the electromagnetic response of spinful Majorana fermions in
topological superconductors. We present a general theory of the electromagnetic response of spinful
Majorana fermions in topological superconductors and clarify how the pairing symmetry is encoded
in the electromagnetic response. As an application, we predict the sublattice-dependent dipole
(Ising)-type magnetic response of corner Majorana fermions in iron-based superconductors.

I. INTRODUCTION

Topological superconductivity sheds new light on the investigation of superconductors [1–3]. In particular, it
has been revealed that topological superconductors (TSCs) may host self-conjugate fermionic excitations, named
Majorana fermions (MFs). Whereas such an interesting possibility was first pointed out in fully spin-polarized
(spinless) p-wave superconductors [4, 5], it becomes more realistic after the discovery that s-wave superconductors
with spin-orbit interaction also may support MFs [6–12]. Now, we have promising evidence of MFs in s-wave iron-based
superconductors [13–18]: The scanning tunneling microscope data for the vortex state clearly shows the zero-bias peak
of the tunnel conductance, which is well-separated from other peaks of the mini-gap states [18]. The zero-bias peak
is consistent with the existence of the Majorana zero mode localized at the vortex.

Nodal structures in unconventional superconductors are also known to be topologically protected and result in
topological surface bands. For instance, line nodes in high-Tc cuprate are protected by the winding number, giving
surface flat bands [19, 20]. The surface flat band in high-Tc cuprates has been observed by the tunnel conductance
measurement even before the recent progress of topological superconductors [21]. A similar tunnel conductance
measurement has now become the standard method to verify topological superconductivity.

As we mentioned above, the most distinct feature of TSCs is the possible realization of emergent MFs in various
superconductors. However, we should note that there are two different types of MFs. One is spinless MFs, and
another is spinful MFs. As we argue immediately, they have different properties, so they have different roles in studies
of superconductors.

Let us first consider spinless MFs. Remarkably, spinless MFs do not require any particular pairing symmetry except
for the superconducting gap. Indeed, for weak Cooper pairing, only the Fermi surface topology in the normal state
determines the presence or absence of a spinless MF. More precisely, we have the following criterion for spinless MFs
(See Appendix A for the proof):

• A spinless MF is realized if and only if the corresponding superconductor has an odd number of non-spin-
degenerate Fermi surfaces.

Actually, this simple criterion explains spinless MFs in various systems. For instance, a two-dimensional Dirac fermion
with s-wave condensate supports a spinless Majorana zero mode in a vortex [6, 7], which is consistent with the fact that
the two-dimensional Dirac fermion has a single non-spin-degenerate Fermi surface. It has also been demonstrated that
a spinless MF appears in Rashba s-wave superconducting state when the number of the non-spin-degenerate Fermi
surfaces becomes odd by applying Zeeman magnetic fields [8]. These spinless MFs may exhibit the non-Abelian anyon
statistics and thus possibly apply to topological qubits.

On the other hand, the above criterion also implies that most superconductors may support only spinful MFs
because they usually have spin-degenerate Fermi surfaces. Remarkably, in contrast to spinless MFs, one needs
particular pairing symmetries to realize spinful MFs. In other words, spinful MFs may contain information on pairing
symmetries, which opens the possibility of detecting paring symmetries through spinful MFs. This new application
of spinful MFs should be explored because the determination of pairing symmetries is an essential but difficult
problem in unconventional superconductors: Pairing symmetries in most unconventional superconductors have not
been established yet, except for a few, like the d-wave pairing symmetry in the high Tc cuprates.

In this article, we examine electromagnetic responses of spinful MFs as a probe to identify pairing symmetries of the
underlying unconventional superconductors. We present a general theory of quantum responses for spinful MFs and
point out that the information of pairing symmetries is compactly encoded in the quantum responses. In particular,
there exists a direct relation between pairing symmetries and electromagnetic responses for a particular class of spinful
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MFs. As an application, we consider corner spinful MFs in iron-based superconductors and show that they show a
sublattice-dependent dipole (Ising) spin behavior in accordance with the pairing symmetry.

II. ELECTROMAGNETIC RESPONSE FOR SPINFUL MFS OF ELEMENTARY PARTICLES

First, we argue the electromagnetic response for the original spinful MFs in particle physics. Whereas elementary
MFs in particle physics and emergent MFs in TCSs share the self-anti-particle nature, they show very different
electromagnetic responses. This difference comes from the fundamental theorem in quantum field theory, that is,
the CPT theorem [22]: CPT is a fundamental symmetry of relativistic quantum field theory, where C is charge
conjugation, P is parity (inversion), and T is time-reversal. The CPT theorem tells us that any reasonable relativistic
quantum field theory must be invariant under CPT . Since elementary MFs respect Lorentz invariance and the
relativistic quantum field theory, they obey the CPT theorem. This means that elementary MFs are self-conjugate
under CPT , not merely under the charge conjugation C.[23] Remarkably, this fundamental invariance of elementary
MFs gives a strong constraint on electromagnetic responses: Using the Lorentz invariance and CPT theorem, we can
restrict the possible electromagnetic response of elementary MFs in the following manner [24].

We start with a state vector |f(p, J, s)⟩ describing elementary MFs with momentum p, spin J , and Jz = s. From
the CPT theorem, we suppose that |f(p, J, s)⟩ is self-conjugate under CPT ≡ ζ,

ζ|f(p, J, s)⟩ = η(s)|f(p, J,−s)⟩, (1)

where we may have a phase factor η(s) on the right-hand side because of the phase ambiguity of states. Here, we
allow the possible dependence of s in η. Then, for p = 0, considering a new operator b ≡ ζeiπJy , we also have

b|f(0, J, s)⟩ = µ(s)|f(0, J, s)⟩, (2)

with a phase factor µ(s). Since ζ, hence, b is anti-unitary[25], the above equation leads to

b2|f(0, J, s)⟩ = |f(0, J, s)⟩. (3)

Therefore, using the relations [ζ, eiπJy ] = 0 and ei2πJy = (−1)2J , we have

(−1)2Jζ2|f(0, J, s)⟩ = |f(0, J, s)⟩. (4)

From Eq. (1), ζ also satisfies

ζ2|f(0, J, s)⟩ = (η(s))∗η(−s)|f(0, J, s)⟩. (5)

Thus, Eq. (4) implies

η(−s) = (−1)2Jη(s). (6)

For J = 1/2, we have η(−1/2) = −η(1/2), hence (η(s))∗η(s′) = (−1)s−s′ .
We now examine CPT constraints on matrix elements of ⟨f |Jµ|f⟩, where Jµ is the electromagnetic current. Since

the electromagnetic interaction is JµA
µ and Aµ(x = 0) is CPT -odd, Jµ(x = 0) must be CPT -odd too. Thus, one

satisfies

⟨f(pf , J, sf )|Jµ(0)|f(pi, J, si)⟩ = −(η(si))
∗η(sf )⟨f(pi, J,−si)|Jµ(0)|f(pf , J,−sf )⟩, (7)

where we have used ⟨a|b⟩ = ⟨ζb|ζa⟩. For spin-1/2 relativistic fermions, the Lorentz invariance and the current
conservation lead to the following general form of one-particle electromagnetic coupling [24]

⟨f(pf , J, sf )|Jµ(0)|f(pi, J, si)⟩
= iū(pf , sf )[F (q

2γµ − /qqµ) +Mσµνq
ν + Eσµνq

νγ5 +G(q2γµ − /qqµ)γ5]u(pi, si), (8)

where u is a Dirac spinor, and q ≡ pf − pi is the energy-momentum four-vector. The Dirac gamma matrices γµ
(µ = 0, 1, 2, 3) are given by

γ0 =

(
12 0
0 −12

)
, γ =

(
0 σ

−σ 0

)
, γ5 ≡ iγ0γ1γ2γ3 =

(
0 12

12 0

)
, σµν ≡ i

2
[γµ, γν ]. (9)



3

where σ = (σ1, σ2, σ3) are the Pauli matrices and 12 is the 2× 2 identity matrix, and ū is defined as ū = u†γ0. The
form factors F , M , E, and G are functions of q2, and these terms correspond to the electric charge, magnetic dipole
moment, electric dipole moment, and toroidal moment, respectively.

Using the relation

u(p,−s) = (−1)s+
1
2 γ1γ3ū

T (p, s), (10)

the right-hand side of Eq. (7) is rewritten as

− (η(si))
∗η(sf )⟨f(pi, J,−si)|Jµ(0)|f(pf , J,−sf )⟩

= −i(η(si))∗η(sf )ū(pi,−si)[F (q2γµ − /qqµ)−Mσµνq
ν

− Eσµνq
νγ5 +G(q2γµ − /qqµ)γ5]u(pf ,−sf )

= −i(η(si))∗η(sf )uT (pf ,−sf )[F (q2γµ − /qqµ)
T −MσT

µνq
ν

− EγT5 σ
T
µνq

ν +GγT5 (q
2γµ − /qqµ)

T ]ūT (pi,−si)
= −i(η(si))∗η(sf )(−1)sf−si+1ū(pf , sf )γ

T
3 γ

T
1 [F (q

2γµ − /qqµ)
T −MσT

µνq
ν

− EσT
µνγ5q

ν −G(q2γµ − /qqµ)
T γ5]γ3γ1u(pi, si)

= −i(η(si))∗η(sf )(−1)sf−si+1ū(pf , sf )[−F (q2γµ − /qqµ)−Mσµνq
ν

− Eσµνγ5q
ν +G(q2γµ − /qqµ)γ5]u(pi, si), (11)

where we have used the properties of the Dirac gamma matrices:

γT3 γ
T
1 γµγ3γ1 = −γµ, γT3 γ

T
1 σµνγ3γ1 = σµν . (12)

Since (η(si))
∗η(sf ) = (−1)si−sf , as mentioned above, Eq. (7) implies that F , M , and E must vanish, and thus Eq. (8)

reduces to

⟨f(pf , J, sf )|Jµ(0)|f(pi, J, si)⟩ = iū(pf , sf )[G(q
2γµ − /qqµ)γ5]u(pi, si). (13)

In other words, spin-1/2 elementary MFs have neither electric charges, magnetic dipole moments, nor electric dipole
moments. They only have toroidal moments.
Whereas the vanishing of electric charge directly follows from the self-anti-particle nature of MFs, the vanishing

of magnetic and electric dipole moments is a consequence of the CPT theorem. As shown immediately, this strong
constraint can be derived in a more intuitive manner.
To see the strong constraint, let us suppose the elementary MF has a magnetic dipole moment µ. Then, the MF

gets the energy

E = −µ ·B (14)

under a magnetic field B. We now take into account the CPT theorem. The magnetic field is invariant under C
and P but its sign flips under T like B → −B, so B is CPT -odd. Then, from the CPT theorem requireing the
CPT -invariance of Eq.(14), µ becomes CPT -odd. On the other hand, the elementary MF is self-conjugate under
CPT , so µ should coincide with its CPT partner −µ, hence µ must be zero.
The vanishing of the electric dipole moment of elementary MFs follows similarly. For an MF with the electric dipole

moment p, we have the energy

E = −p ·E (15)

under an electric field E. Since E change to −E under CPT , p must be CPT -odd from the CPT theorem. Then,
the self-conjugate nature of an elementary MF under CPT leads to p = 0.
Note that the above argument does not apply to emergent MFs in TSCs: Superconductors break the Lorentz

invariance, and thus, they do not obey the CPT theorem. As we discuss below, this difference enables rich structures
of the electromagnetic response of emergent MFs.

III. ELECTROMAGNETIC RESPONSE FOR MFS OF TSCS

We now turn to electromagnetic response for MFs of TSCs. In contrast to elementary MFs, spinful MFs of TSCs
are not subject to the constraint of the CPT theorem. Instead of the Lorentz invariance, spinful MFs respect the
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crystalline symmetry of the underlying materials. In addition, they are self-conjugated just under C, not CPT , where
C is particle-hole symmetry (PHS) in the context of superconductivity. (See below.) From these differences, spinful
MFs may have a variety of electromagnetic responses, such as a magnetic dipole. In the following, we will show
that their electromagnetic responses are closely related to the pairing symmetry of Cooper pairs, which offer valuable
information about pairing mechanisms of superconductivity.

A. pairing symmetry

First, let us see how the pairing symmetry is encoded in the topological classification. In the topological classifica-
tion [26–29], all the information of symmetry is compactly encoded in the following three relations [30]:

Ug(k)H(k)U−1
g (k) = c(g)H(gk), c(g) = ±1, (16)

Ug(k)i = ϕ(g)iUg(k), ϕ(g) = ±1, (17)

Ug(g
′k)Ug′(k) = eiτg,g′ (gg

′k)Ugg′(k), (18)

where Ug(k) is the unitary operator of symmetry operation g and H(k) is the Hamiltonian in the momentum space:
(i) The first equation specifies the type of symmetry. For c(g) = +1, Ug is ordinary symmetry, and for c(g) = −1, Ug

is anti-symmetry like chiral symmetry. (ii) The second equation specifies unitarity or anti-unitarity of symmetry g.
For ϕ(g) = +1, the symmetry operator Ug commutes with the imaginary unit i, so U is unitary, and for ϕ(g) = −1,
Ug anti-commute with i, so U is anti-unitary. (iii) The last relation determines the commutation relation between

symmetry operators, and the phase factor eiτg,g′ (gg
′k) is called twist between g and g′. Most cases show the trivial twist

determined by the commutation relations between point groups, but some may have a non-trivial twist. Representative
examples are unconventional superconductors and nonsymmorphic crystals. In particular, as we show immediately,
the twist between PHS and crystalline symmetry encodes the information on the pairing symmetry of superconductors.

Consider the Hamiltonian of a superconductor

H =
1

2

∑
k,α,β

Ψ̂†
α(k)H̃αβ(k)Ψ̂β(k) (19)

with the Nambu spinor

Ψ̂T
α(k) = (ĉk,α, ĉ

†
−k,α). (20)

The Bogoliubov-de Gennes (BdG) Hamiltonian H̃(k) consists of the normal-state Hamiltonian E(k) and the gap
function ∆(k), represented as

H̃αβ(k) =

(
Eαβ(k) ∆αβ(k)

∆†
αβ(k) −ET

αβ(−k)

)
. (21)

Here, ĉk,α (ĉ†k,α) is an annihilation (a creation) operator of electron with momentum k and internal degrees of freedom
of electron α such as spin, orbital, and sublattice. δαβ is the Kronecker delta. From the Fermi statistics, the gap

function satisfies ∆T (k) = −∆(−k). Because the Nambu spinor Ψ̂α(k) satisfies the self-conjugate relation,

Ψ̂†
α(k)τx = Ψ̂T

α(−k), τx =

(
0 1
1 0

)
, (22)

H̃BdG(k) automatically has the following symmetry

CH̃(k)C−1 = −H̃(−k), Cαβ =

(
0 δαβ
δαβ 0

)
K, (23)

where K is the complex conjugate operator. This particular symmetry in superconductors is called PHS and enables
TSCs to support MFs.

Conventionally, the transformation law of ∆(k) under crystalline symmetry specifies the pairing symmetry. How-
ever, the information on pairing symmetry can also be encoded in twists between PHS and crystalline symmetry
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operators. For instance, let us consider odd-parity SCs (e.g., p-wave pairing). In this case, the gap function satis-
fies [31–33]

P∆(k)PT = −∆(−k), (24)

under inversion P . Because of the additional minus sign on the right-hand side of Eq. (24), the inversion operation
in the Nambu space should be

P̃ =

(
P 0
0 −P ∗

)
, (25)

which gives inversion symmetry of the BdG Hamiltonian, P̃ H̃(k)P̃ † = H̃(−k). This equation implies that the electron
and hole states in odd-parity superconductors behave in a different manner under inversion, and thus, inversion and
PHS do not commute with each other. Thus, we have the non-trivial twist,

CP̃ = −P̃C. (26)

In a similar manner, we can encode the information of pairing symmetry in the twists when the gap function does
not spontaneously break the corresponding crystalline symmetry. Namely, if the gap function obeys

Ug(k)∆(k)UT
g (k) = ηg∆(gk), (27)

with a phase factor ηg under crystalline symmetry operation Ug(k), the BdG Hamiltonian retains the crystalline
symmetry,

Ũg(k)H̃(k)Ũ†
g (k) = H̃(gk). (28)

where the crystalline symmetry operator in the Nambu basis is given by

Ũg(k) =

(
Ug(k) 0

0 ηgU
∗
g (k)

)
. (29)

Then, we have an additional factor in the commutation relation between PHS and crystalline symmetry operators:

CŨg(k) = ηgŨg(−k)C. (30)

B. electromagnetic responses

We now consider the electromagnetic responses of MFs. To evaluate the possible response of MFs, we consider a
general local operator of the electrons. In the Nambu basis defined by Eq. (20), the local operator in the real space
reads

Ô =
∑
αβ

ĉ†α(x)Oαβ ĉβ(x)

=
1

2
Ψ̂†(x)OΨ̂(x), (31)

where O is an arbitrary Hermitian operator O and O is its representation in the Nambu basis,

O =

(
O 0
0 −OT

)
. (32)

Here, we have neglected an irrelevant constant term. We also note that the Hermiticity of O implies {O, C} = 0. To
extract the contribution of MFs, we first use the self-conjugate nature in Eq.(22) of the Nambu spinor, which is given
by

Ψ̂†(x)τx = Ψ̂T (x) (33)

in the real space, so the local operator is recast into

Ô =
1

2
Ψ̂T (x)[τxO]Ψ̂(x). (34)
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Then, we perform the mode expansion of the Nambu spinor as

Ψ̂(x) =
∑
a

γ̂(a)|u(a)0 ⟩+ · · · , (35)

where γ̂(a) is a Majorana operator, |u(a)0 ⟩ represents a wave function of ath zero energy state, and · · · implies states
with finite energy. In the low-energy limit, the finite energy states can be neglected. Thus, we obtain the local
operator in terms of MFs [34]

ÔMF = −1

8

∑
ab

[γ̂(a), γ̂(b)] Tr[Oρ(ab)(x)], (36)

with

ρ(ab) = |u(a)0 ⟩⟨Cu(b)0 | − |u(b)0 ⟩⟨Cu(a)0 |, (37)

where we have used |Cu(a)0 ⟩ = τx|u∗ (a)
0 ⟩. This equation implies that the local operator has a nonzero coupling to MFs

only when the trace part in Eq. (36) is nonzero. Then, from the group theoretical argument [34], we can conclude

that ÔMF is nonzero only when O shares the same irreducible representation of symmetry as ρ(ab).
Interestingly, ρ(ab) transforms as a bi-product of electrons like Cooper pairs under the crystalline symmetry: When

applying a crystalline symmetry operation to the MF state |u(a)0 ⟩, we have an MF state again, and thus, the following
relation obeys

Ũg|u(a)0 (gx)⟩ =
∑
b

|u(b)0 (x)⟩Uba(g). (38)

Therefore, MFs are a (projective) representation of crystalline symmetry in a manner similar to electrons. Similarly,

for the PHS partner state |Cu(a)0 ⟩, we have

Ũg|Cu(a)0 (gx)⟩ = ηgCŨg|u(a)0 (gx)⟩

= ηg
∑
b

|Cu(b)0 (x)⟩U∗
ba(g). (39)

where we have used Eq.(30) and the anti-unitarity of C. Therefore, the PHS partner behaves like a hole state under
the crystalline symmetry. Finally, from Eqs. (38) and (39), ρ(ab) transforms, under the crystalline symmetry operation,
as

Ũgρ
(ab)(gx)Ũ†

g =
∑
cd

ρ(cd)(x)η∗gUca(g)Udb(g), (40)

which means that ρ(ab) transforms like a bi-product of electrons. Note that non-trivial factor ηg in pairing symmetry
appears in Eq. (40), so MFs know the pairing symmetry of Cooper pairs.

Below, we focus on spinful MFs in time-reversal invariant TSCs and assume they form a single Majorana Kramers
pair (MKP). In this case, we have a direct relation between the MKP and pairing symmetry under g. Since MKP

states |u(1)0 ⟩ and |u(2)0 ⟩ form a Kramers pair, they satisfy

T |u(1)0 (x)⟩ = eiα|u(2)0 (x)⟩, (41)

where T is a time-reversal operator with T 2 = −1, and α is a real constant. Thus, ρ(12) for the MKP is recast into

ρ
(12)
MKP = eiα(|u(1)0 ⟩⟨CTu(1)0 | − |Tu(1)0 ⟩⟨Cu(1)0 |). (42)

This equation implies that ρ(12) behave like a “spin-singlet” state under g since |u(1)0 ⟩ and T |u(1)0 ⟩ corresponds to

spin-up and spin-down states and ρ(12) is their antisymmetric product. (Note that C does not affect the spin.)
In particular, for g preserving the position of MFs, which is a necessary condition for symmetry protection by g,
Uca(g)Udb(g) represents a rotation in the spin space. Thus, this factor becomes trivial for the MKP since the spin-
singlet state is invariant under any spin rotation. Consequently, we have

Ũgρ
(12)
MKPŨ

†
g = η∗gρ

(12)
MKP (43)
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which is essentially the same as the transformation law of the gap function in Eq.(27). Moreover, we can show that

ρ
(12)
MKP is odd under T operation [35],

T [ρ
(12)
MKP]

†T−1 = −ρ(12)MKP, (44)

which means that ρ
(12)
MKP has a non-zero trace only with a magnetic operator (=a time-reversal odd operator) [35].

Therefore, a single MKP protected by g can couple only to a magnetic operator that has the same representation of
g as the gap function.

When we apply a magnetic field B to the MKP, the above coupling generally induces the magnetic multipole term,

Hm =

∫
dxgm(B)ÔMF(x), (45)

where gm(B) is a function of B. From Eqs.(43) and (44), ÔMF transforms as

ÔMF(x)
g−→ η∗gÔMF(x), ÔMF(x)

T−→ −ÔMF(x), (46)

under g and T . Then, because the system is invariant under these symmetries once we transform the applied magnetic
field at the same time, gm(B) must transform as

gm(B)
g−→ gm(gB) = ηggm(B), gm(B)

T−→ gB(−B) = −gm(B), (47)

which determines possible forms of gm(B) in the induced multipole term. The magnetic multipole term is bi-linear
in the Majorana operator γ̂(a), and thus, it gives finite energy to the Majorana zero modes.
In Table I, we summarize the possible induced magnetic multipole terms of a single MKP protected by two-

dimensional point groups. Note that a different representation of the gap function ∆, namely a different ηg, gives a
different magnetic multipole term. Thus, by detecting the magnetic response of a MKP, we can identify the pairing
symmetry ηg. We also have a similar result in three dimensions.

IV. APPLICATIONS TO VARIOUS TSCS

Finally, we argue the application of our theory to candidate materials of TSCs. In the previous studies [34, 35,
43, 44], we and the collaborators have revealed that the magnetic response of an MKP can identify various pairing
symmetry. For instance, our theory predicts magnetic dipole response for an MKP in superconducting topological
insulators such as AxBi2Se3 (A=Cu, Sr, Nb) [45–48]. We have shown that the direction of the magnetic dipole is
fully determined by the pairing symmetry of unconventional Cooper pairs. Another nontrivial example is high-spin
TSCs in YPtBi [49–54]. In this material, a proposed gap function has multipole structure due to higher spin [42],
which gives rise to magnetic octupole response on (111) surface on which an MKP protected by C3v symmetry
resides [34] (See also Table I). Moreover, the theory has been extended to the cases with nonsymmorphic crystalline
symmetry and double MKPs in Refs. [35, 55–57] and a large variety of responses of MFs beyond magnetic dipole and
octapole responses have been proposed. Examples include magnetic-quadrupole-like response [56] in nonsymmorphic
topological crystalline superconductor UCoGe [58] and strain-induced-electric response [57] in high-spin topological
crystalline superconductor Sr3SnO [59].

A. Corner MKP in higher-order TSC

Our theory is also applicable to MKPs in higher-order TSCs [60–62]. Here, we apply our theory to corner MKPs
in iron-based superconductors.
Recently, an extended s-wave superconducting state in iron-based materials has been proposed as a member of

higher-order TSCs [39]. This finding is surprising because, in the presence of time-reversal and inversion symme-
tries, most s-wave superconductors are known to be topologically trivial. Nevertheless, the authors of Ref.[39] have
discovered that an extended s-wave SC is not always the case, where the gap function changes its sign depending
on the Fermi surfaces. They have found that an extended s-wave superconductor with a nonsymmorphic crystal of
iron-based superconductors may realize a second-order TSC, which hosts a corner MKP protected by mirror-reflection
symmetry. Thus, iron-based superconductors such as monolayer FeSe [63, 64] are expected to be a good platform for
studying the magnetic response of spinful MFs.



8

TABLE I. Possible magnetic multipoles of a single MKP protected by two-dimensional point groups (PGs) and material
candidates of TSCs. “N/A” means no MF exists; instead, a symmetry-protected nodal point appears. The rotation axis is
parallel to the z axis. The irreducible representations (IRs) are labeled in the Mulliken notation [36].

PG Spin of MFs IR of ∆ Magnetic multipole gm(B) Type Material Candidates

C1 1/2 A Bx, By, Bz Dipole

C2 1/2 A Bz Dipole 3He-B [37, 38]

1/2 B Bx, By Dipole

C3 1/2 or 3/2 A Bz Dipole

C4 1/2 or 3/2 A Bz Dipole

1/2 or 3/2 B N/A

C6 1/2 or 5/2 A Bz Dipole

1/2 or 5/2 B N/A

3/2 A Bz Dipole

3/2 B B3
x − 3BxB

2
y , B

3
y − 3ByB

2
x Octapole

Cs 1/2 A Bz Dipole Monolayer FeSe [39]

1/2 B Bx, By Dipole

C2v 1/2 A1 N/A

1/2 A2 Bz Dipole UTe2 [40]

1/2 B1 By Dipole UTe2 [40]

1/2 B2 Bx Dipole UTe2 [40]

C3v 1/2 A1 N/A

1/2 A2 Bz Dipole CuxBi2Se3 [41]

3/2 A1 B3
x − 3BxB

2
y Octapole YPtBi [42]

3/2 A2 Bz Dipole

C4v 1/2 or 3/2 A1 N/A

1/2 or 3/2 A2 Bz Dipole

1/2 or 3/2 B1 N/A

1/2 or 3/2 B2 N/A

C6v 1/2 or 5/2 A1 N/A

1/2 or 5/2 A2 Bz Dipole

1/2 or 5/2 B1 N/A

1/2 or 5/2 B2 N/A

3/2 A1 N/A

3/2 A2 Bz Dipole

3/2 B1 B3
y − 3ByB

2
x Octapole

3/2 B2 B3
x − 3BxB

2
y Octapole

To examine the magnetic response in detail, we consider a 2D tight-binding model proposed in Ref. [39], with space
group symmetry P4/nmm (SG #. 129). The unit cell of the model consists of A and B sites, and electrons in px and
py orbitals reside in each site. The lattice structure is shown in Fig. 1 (a). The normal state Hamiltonian is given by,
in the momentum space,

E(k) =

(
hA(k) hAB(k)

[hAB(k)]† hB(k)

)
η

− µη0s0σ0, (48)

with

hA(k) =t cos(kx)s0(σ0 + σ3) + t cos(ky)s0(σ0 − σ3)

− λR sin(kx)s2(σ0 + σ3) + λR sin(ky)s1(σ0 − σ3) + λ/2s3σ2, (49)

hB(k) =t cos(kx)s0(σ0 + σ3) + t cos(ky)s0(σ0 − σ3)

+ λR sin(kx)s2(σ0 + σ3)− λR sin(ky)s1(σ0 − σ3) + λ/2s3σ2, (50)

hAB(k) =t1[1 + eikx + eiky + ei(kx+ky)]s0σ0 − t2[1− eikx − eiky + ei(kx+ky)]s0σ1, (51)



9

Γ Y M Γ

0

4

-4

E

y

x
A

B

(a) (b)
μ

E 0

0.4

-0.4

0 π 2π
ky

(c)

Γ

Y
M

Unit cell

FIG. 1. (a) Square lattice with two sites A and B in the unit cell. (b) The band structure of the tight-binding model (48)
along the red line in the inset, where we choose the parameters as (t, t1, t2, λ, λR) = (−1.0, 0.4, 0.6, 0.3, 0.75). (c) Surface energy
spectrum of the BdG Hamiltonian (21) in the (10) surface as a function of ky, where the order parameters and chemical
potential are chosen as (∆0,∆1, µ) = (−0.58,−0.2, 3.6).

where si and σi (i = 1, 2, 3) are the Pauli matrices in the spin and orbital spaces, respectively, and η0, s0, σ0 are the
2× 2 identity matrices in the sublattice, spin, and orbital spaces. In Eq. (48), hA (hB) describes the intra-sublattice
hopping terms for the A (B) site and hAB describes the inter-sublattice hopping terms. The subscript η implies the
matrix in the sublattice space. Here, t is the intra-sublattice hopping amplitude, t1, t2 are the inter-sublattice hopping
amplitudes, µ is the chemical potential, λ is the atomic spin-orbit coupling, and λR is the Rashba-type spin-orbit
coupling allowed by the symmetry group P4/nmm.

The normal-state Hamiltonian (48) is invariant under the time-reversal symmetry T :

TE(k)T−1 = E(−k), T = iη0s2σ0K, (52)

where K is the complex conjugation operation and ηi (i=0,1,2,3) are the identity matrix and Pauli matrices in the
sublattice space. The Hamiltonian is also invariant under the space group symmetry P4/nmm. The generators of
P4/nmm are given by the inversion {P |x̂/2+ ŷ/2}, mirror-reflection of the xz plane {Mxz|0}, mirror-reflection of the
yz plane {Myz|0}, two-fold rotation about the z axis {C2z|0}, and four-fold-rotation about the z axis {C4z|0} [65],
where x̂ (ŷ) is the unit vector in the x (y) direction. For the normal state Hamiltonian, they are represented as

PE(k)P † = E(−k), P = η1s0σ0, (53)

Mxz(k)E(kx, ky)M†
xz(k) = E(kx,−ky), Mxz(k) = i

(
1 0

0 eiky

)
η

s2σ3, (54)

Myz(k)E(kx, ky)M†
xz(k) = E(−kx, ky), Myz(k) = i

(
1 0

0 eikx

)
η

s1σ3, (55)

C2z(k)E(k)C†
2z(k) = E(−k), C2z(k) = i

(
1 0

0 ei(kx+ky)

)
η

s3σ0, (56)

C4z(k)E(kx, ky)C†
4z(k) = E(ky,−kx), C4z(k) = −i

(
1 0

0 eikx

)
η

eis3π/4σ2. (57)

Here, the mirror and rotation operators have non-trivial k-dependence since P4/nmm is nonsymmorphic. The band
structure of E is shown in Fig. 1 (b). All the bands are doubly degenerate due to the Kramers theorem. The band
crossings at the Y and M points come from the nature of nonsymmorphic symmetry [39].
We consider an extended s-wave superconducting state of the system. The superconducting state is described by

the BdG Hamiltonian (21) with the gap function given by

∆(k) = [∆0 + 2∆1(cos(kx) + cos(ky))]iη0s2σ0, (58)

where ∆0 is the on-site intraorbital pairing and ∆1 is the nearest neighbor intrasublattice intraorbital pairing. The
second term in Eq. (58) depends on momentum, which gives rise to the sign change of the gap function. The BdG
Hamiltonian (21) satisfies PHS,

CH̃(k)C−1 = −H̃(−k), C = τ1η0s0σ0K, (59)
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where τi represents the Pauli matrix in the Nambu space. The combination of the PHS and T operators defines the
chiral operator Γ, which satisfies

ΓH̃(k)Γ−1 = −H̃(k), Γ ≡ −iT̃C = τ1η0s2σ0, (60)

where T̃ = diag[T, T ∗] = iτ0η0s2σ0K. In addition, the symmetry properties of the normal-state Hamiltonian in
Eqs. (52), (53), (54), and (57) are also satisfied in the superconducting state. The symmetry operations in the Nambu

space are described as in Eq. (29), labeled by P̃ , M̃xz, M̃yz, C̃2z, and C̃4z, respectively. In s-wave and extended
s-wave superconductors, we have a trivial twist; that is, the PHS operator commutes with every crystalline symmetry
operator.

Following Ref.[39], we now discuss topological superconductivity in the extended s-wave superconductor. Whereas
the time-reversal invariant even-parity superconductor does not have 2D topological numbers [66], it may have a non-
trivial 1D topological number due to crystalline symmetry [39, 43]: Let us focus on 1D mirror-invariant subspaces
of Brillouin zone satisfying Mxzk = k + G with a reciprocal lattice vector G, i.e., the lines of ky = 0, π. In the 1D

subspace, the BdG Hamiltonian commutes with the mirror-reflection operator M̃xz, and thus it has a block-diagonal
form with mirror eigenvalues my = ±i: Hsc → H+i ⊕H−i. Then, from [Γ, M̃xz] = 0, each mirror subspace H±i has
chiral symmetry, so we can define the 1D winding number in each mirror subspace:

wmy
(ky) =

∫ π

−π

kx
2π

Tr[Γmy
H−1

my
(k)∂kx

Hmy
(k)] ∈ Z, (61)

where ky = 0, π and Γmy is the chiral operator in the mirror eigenspace of my. Using the formula in Ref.[20], the 1D
winding number is recast into

wmy
(ky) =

1

2

∑
kF

sgn[vmy (kF)∆my (kF)], (62)

where vmy
(kF) and ∆my

(kF) are the Fermi velocity and the gap function at the Fermi point kF. Here the Fermi
point kF is given by det[E(kF)− µ] = 0 in the mirror eigenspace of my with the fixed momenta ky = 0, π.

Let us evaluate wmy
(ky) for the extended s-wave superconducting state. For ky = 0, we have [P̃ , M̃xz] = 0, so the

mirror eigenspace keeps inversion symmetry. Thus, the Fermi points on the right-hand side of Eq.(62) appear in a
pair (−kF,kF), and vmy

(−kF) = −vmy
(kF) and ∆my

(−kF) = ∆my
(kF) lead to wmy

(0) = 0. On the other hand,

for ky = π, from {P̃ , M̃xz} = 0, the mirror subsector does not have inversion symmetry, and thus, we have no such
constraint. Then, we find that |wmy

(π)| = 2 when the Fermi pockets around M in Fig. 1 (b) have opposite signs of
∆. Note that the sign change is possible for the extended s-wave superconducting state, and the Kramers degeneracy
due to PT symmetry leads to the even parity of wmy (π). (The mirror subspace keeps PT symmetry.) The non-trivial
winding number results in two helical Majorana edge states in each mirror subspace when one considers the boundary
keeping the mirror symmetry, i.e., the (10) edge. In Fig. 1 (c), we numerically demonstrate the boundary states on
the (10) edge. Because of |wmy (π)| = 2, the helical Majorana edge states support two zero energy MKPs at ky = π.
A similar analysis is also applicable to the 1D mirror-invariant momenta for Myz, i.e., kx = 0, π, leading to two
Majorana edge modes on the (01) edge.

These helical Majorana edge states give a corner MKP [39] of mirror symmetry-protected second-order topological
superconductivity [60, 61]. To see this, let us consider a corner, say the top-left corner, in Fig. 2 (a), which is formed
by the (11) and (11̄) edges. For a while, we neglect the orbital degrees of freedom for simplicity. (Later, we come
back to the model with orbital degrees of freedom.) The simplified extended s-wave superconductor also hosts a
helical Majorana edge state, which is solved analytically as shown in Appendix B. Since one can obtain this corner
configuration by adiabatically bending the (10) edge, the helical Majorana edge states on the (10) edge give the
following low-energy effective Hamiltonian near the corner (see Appendix B for the derivation)

Hcorner(y) = −iv∂yµ1κ0 +m(y)µ2κ1, (63)

where v is the Fermi velocity of the edge mode, µµ the the Pauli matrix in the mirror subspaces, i.e. µ3 = ±1

corresponds to the mirror subspaces M̃xz = ±i, and κµ the Pauli matrix labeling the two helical Majorana states.
Here, y is a real space parameter along the boundary near the corner, where y < 0, y = 0, and y > 0 correspond to the
(11̄) edge, the top-left corner, and the (11) edge respectively. The mass term m(y) appears because M̃xz exchanges
the (11) and (11̄) edges, and thus the symmetry-protection of helical edge states does not work on each of these edges;
the two helical edge modes can mix except at the corner, i.e. at y = 0. Still, the whole system can retain the mirror
reflection symmetry because the corner configuration is invariant under mirror reflection. To satisfy this symmetry
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constraint, m(y) must be an odd function of y, m(y) = −m(−y). Then, the effective Hamiltonian has time-reversal
symmetry, PHS, and mirror-reflection symmetry:

TeffHcorner(y)T
−1
eff = Heff(y), Teff = µ2κ3K, (64)

CeffHcorner(y)C
−1
eff = −Heff(y), Ceff = µ1κ3K, (65)

MeffHcorner(y)M
−1
eff = Heff(−y). Meff = iµ3κ0. (66)

Note that Meff commutes with Ceff , which is consistent with the fact that the extended s-wave pairing is mirror-even.
For simplicity, we assume v > 0 and m(y > 0) > 0 below.
We obtain a corner MKP by solving the BdG equation for zero modes:

[−iv∂yµ1κ0 +m(y)µ2κ1]|u(y)⟩ = 0. (67)

Multiplying iµ1κ0 to the above from the left, we have

[v∂y +m(y)µ3κ1]|u(y)⟩ = 0, (68)

which leads to two zero-mode solutions,

|u(1)0 (y)⟩ = f(y)


1

−1

0

0


µ⊗κ

, |u(2)0 (y)⟩ = if(y)


0

0

1

1


µ⊗κ

, (69)

with

f(y) =
C√
2
exp

[
−
∫ y

0

dy′m(y′)/v

]
. (70)

Here, C is a real constant, and we have used the standard definition of the Kronecker product µµκν . Since |u(2)0 ⟩ =
Teff |u(1)0 ⟩, these zero modes form a Kramers pair, and thus they are a corner MKP.
Using the above corner MKP, we can confirm the validity of our theory for the electromagnetic response: First, the

zero modes satisfy the following relation

Meff |u(1)0 (−y)⟩ = i|u(1)0 (y)⟩, Meff |u(2)0 (−y)⟩ = −i|u(2)0 (y)⟩, (71)

in the form of Eq. (38). Then, the corner MKP gives

ρ
(12)
MKP(y) = if2(y)


1 −1 0 0

−1 1 0 0

0 0 −1 −1

0 0 −1 −1


µ⊗κ

, (72)

which obeys the same transformation law as an s-wave pairing under the mirror reflection,

Meffρ
(12)
MKP(−y)M

†
eff = ρ

(12)
MKP(y). (73)

One can also check the relation in Eq.(44),

Teff [ρ
(12)
MKP(y)]

†T−1
eff = −ρ(12)MKP(y). (74)

According to our theory, an operator O satisfying Tr[ρ
(12)
MKP(x)O] ̸= 0 must be odd under time-reversal and share

the same irreducible representation of ρ
(12)
MKP under mirror reflection. We can also confirm these properties directly:

As the hermiticity of O requires {O, Ceff} = 0, possible O are restricted to

µ1κ1, µ2κ1, µ0κ1, µ3κ0, µ3κ3, µ3κ2. (75)
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FIG. 2. (a) Schematic illustration of the system with the (11) and (11̄) edges. The red lines describe the mirror symmetric
lines with respect to Myz or Mxz. (b) Eigenvalues of the BdG Hamiltonian in Eq. (21) with the full open boundary conditions
as shown in (a) with the lattice size being N(11) = N(11̄) = 60. We used the same parameters as in Fig. 1 (c). There are eight
zero energy states corresponding to an MKP at the four corners. Note that a very tiny gap opens at the zero energy states due
to finite-size effects. (c) Density of zero energy states in the real space, where |Ψ|2 is the normalized density of states. (d), (e),
and (f) show the energy spectra (E > 0) of Majorana corner modes as a function of the Zeeman magnetic field B = |B| for
B ∥ x̂, B ∥ ŷ, and B ∥ ẑ, respectively. The Zeeman term is added only at the corners in the Myz symmetric line. Similarly,
(g), (h), and (i) show the energy spectra of corner modes when the Zeeman magnetic field is applied only to the corner in the
Mxz symmetric line.

Then, we find that only µ0κ1 and µ3κ0 satisfy Tr[ρ(12)(x)O] ̸= 0. Thus, the MKP can couple only to Oeff =
Aµ0κ1 + Bµ3κ0, where A and B are real coefficients. Since we have [Oeff ,Meff ] = {Oeff , Teff} = 0, Oeff is a mirror-

even magnetic operator like ρ
(12)
MKP.

As shown in Appendix B, the operators η1s3 and η3s2 in the normal state Hamiltonian of the simplified extended
s-wave superconductor give these µ0κ1 and µ3κ0 terms in the effective model,

η1s3 → µ0κ1, η3s2 → µ3κ0. (76)

Therefore, the Majorana corner modes can couple only to the following sub-lattice-dependent Zeeman magnetic fields,

Bzη1s3, Byη3s2. (77)

Among them, one can easily obtain the latter type of the Zeeman field in experiments: A local magnetic field By on,
say, the A-site induces the latter type of the sub-lattice-dependent Zeeman magnetic term. Note that it also induces
the term Byη0s2, but the sub-lattice-independent Zeemam term does not couple to the Majorana corner modes. As

shown in Appendix B, the operator η0s2 gives µ3κ3 in the effective Hamiltonian, which obeys Tr[ρ
(12)
MKP(y)µ3κ3] = 0.
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Finally, we come back to the original model with orbital degrees of freedom and discuss the magnetic response of
the corner MKP in the BdG Hamiltonian with Eqs. (48) and (58). Here, we focus on the magnetic response for the
following Zeeman magnetic fields,

B · η0sσ0, B · η3sσ0, (78)

which are feasible in experiments. As mentioned above, the corner MKP protected by the mirror reflection symmetry
Mxz can couple only to mirror-even operators, and thus, it can respond only to Byη0s2σ0 and Byη3s2σ0. Furthermore,
the analysis of the simplified model implies that the sublattice-independent Zeeman term Byη0s2σ0 rarely couples to
the corner MKP: As the original model consists of a pair of simplified models with couplings between them, we can
construct the corner MKP in the original model from the corner MKPs of the paired simplified models. Since the
latter MKPs do not couple to Byη0s2, we do not have a direct coupling between the former MKP and Byη0s2σ0. We
also have a similar argument for a corner MKP protected by Myz. In summary, we can expect that the corner MKP
protected by Mxz (Myz) responds only to the sublattice-dependent Zeeman magnetic field Byη3s2σ0 (Bxη3s1σ0).
We confirm this property numerically. We diagonalize the BdG Hamiltonian under the open boundary conditions

with (11) and (11̄) edges. See Fig. 2 (a). In the absence of the magnetic field, each corner hosts a single MKP, as
shown in Figs 2 (b) and (c). Then, we add the sublattice-dependent Zeeman term

Bη3 · sσ0 (79)

to the normal state Hamiltonian in Eq.(48), and examine the spectrum of the corner MKP. We apply the Zeeman
magnetic fields (i) at corners preserving Myz, or (ii) corners at the corners preserving Mxz. As shown in Fig. 2, the
energy spectra of the corner modes confirm the aforementioned anisotropic magnetic responses.

V. CONCLUSION

We have discussed the electromagnetic response of spinful MFs. Whereas the CPT theorem gives a strong constraint
on the electromagnetic coupling and forbids electric and magnetic dipole momenta for elementary MFs in high-energy
physics, MFs in TSCs do not suffer such a strong constraint. The associated electromagnetic responses are determined
by underlying TSCs, which provide information on the pairing mechanism. In particular, a magnetic operator of a
MKP (spinful MF of TSCs) and the Cooper pairs share the same property for crystalline symmetry. Therefore, we
can identify the pairing symmetry of TSCs by measuring a magnetic response of a single MKP through spin-sensitive
measurements such as spin-resolved tunneling spectroscopy [67, 68], spin relaxation rate [37], spin susceptibility [69],
and dynamical spin response [70].

In addition to surface or edge MFs, our theory is applicable to spatially localized MFs, such as corner MFs or hinge
MFs. As a concrete example, we have studied the magnetic response of corner MFs in iron-based SCs [39] proposed
as second-order TSCs. Using the effective low-energy Hamiltonian and the numerical calculation, we have found that
the corner MKPs exhibit magnetic dipole response to applied magnetic fields. Measuring the magnetic response of
the corner MKPs offers a clue for the pairing mechanism of iron-based SCs.

Another possible direction is to study the magnetic response of Majorana zero modes localized at the vortex in the
interface of s-wave superconductor/topological crystalline insulator hybrid systems. Recent theoretical works [71–
75] have revealed that the interplay between crystalline symmetry and vortex topology leads to the topological
superconducting states having multiple Majorana fermions at the vortex. In this phase, although time-reversal
symmetry is broken in the presence of the vortex, the stability of Majorana fermions is ensured by a rotation symmetry
and/or magnetic-mirror-reflection symmetry, the combination of mirror-reflection and time-reversal operations. Thus,
their magnetic response still obey Eq. (40), and the irreducible representation of the magnetic multipole may encode
information about an effective pairing symmetry realized in the interface.
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Appendix A: Fermi surface criterion for spinless MFs

Here, we show the Fermi surface criterion for spinless MFs. Before going to the argument, we would like to
make clear the assumptions of the criterion. First, we consider superconductors in class D in the Altland-Zirnbauer
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TABLE II. Topological numbers of superconductors in class D.

Dimension 1d 2d 3d

Topological number Z2 Z 0

classification [76] since spinless MFs do not form Kramers pairs. Other classes with PHS cannot be realized without
time-reversal symmetry or special crystalline symmetry. Second, we assume that Cooper pairs are formed by electrons
near the Fermi surface, and we can neglect the gap function except near the Fermi surface without gap-closing. In
particular, the gap function is assumed to be neglected at time-reversal invariant momenta since the Fermi surfaces
are usually away from time-reversal invariant momenta. Finally, we suppose that if the momentum k is on the Fermi
surface, its time-reversal partner −k is also on the Fermi surface. The final assumption ensures the formation of
Cooper pairs with electrons at k and −k.
The topological numbers in class D are summarized in Table II[26]. Here the one-dimensional Z2 topological number

is given by

(−1)ν1d = sgn [PfHBdG(0)τx] [PfHBdG(π)τx] , (A1)

and the two-dimensional Z topological number is the Chern number,

NCh =
1

2π

∫
BZ

d2ktr[∇⃗ × a⃗(k)]z, (A2)

where a⃗(k) is defined as

a⃗(k) = i
∑
n<0

⟨ϕn(k)|∇⃗ϕn(k)⟩ (A3)

and the integral in Eq.(A2) is performed over the entire two-dimensional Brillouin zone. For the Chern number in
class D, we also have [33]

(−1)NCh = sgn
∏

k0:TRIM

Pf(HBdG(k0)τx), (A4)

where the product is taken over all time-reversal invariant momenta in the Brillouin zone. Note that Eqs. (A1) and
(A4) share the same Pfaffian Pf(HBdG(k0)τx).
To evaluate the Pfaffian Pf(HBdG(k0)τx), we use the fact that Cooper pairs are formed by electrons near the Fermi

surface and time-reversal invariant momenta are usually away from the Fermi surface. Therefore, HBdG(k0) can be
approximated as

HBdG(k0) =

(
E(k0) ∆(k0)

∆†(k0) −ET (k0)

)
→

(
E(k0) 0

0 −ET (k0)

)
(A5)

without gap closing, from which we can obtain

sgnPf[HBdG(k0)τx] = (−1)N(N−1)/2sgn[detE(k0)], (A6)

where N is the matrix size of ϵ(k0). Since the sign of detE(k0) is determined by the number nocc(k0) of occupied
states of electrons at the momentum k0,

sgn[detϵ(k0)] = (−1)nocc(k0), (A7)

we have

sgnPf[HBdG(k0)τx] = (−1)N(N−1)/2(−1)nocc(k0), (A8)

so, the topological numbers are evaluated as

(−1)ν1d = (−1)nocc(0)+nocc(π),

(−1)NCh = (−1)
∑

k0:TRIM nocc(k0). (A9)
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Now we relate the number of occupied states of electrons at time-reversal momenta to the number of non-spin-
degenerate Fermi surfaces: From our assumptions mentioned above, if a Fermi surface does not enclose any time-
reversal invariant momentum, then it has a partner Fermi surface with opposite momentum. Thus, the number of
such Fermi surfaces must be even. Then, consider Fermi surfaces enclosing a time-reversal invariant momentum k0.
Since the number of occupied states of electrons changes by ±1 when we cross a Fermi surface, the number of Fermi
surfaces enclosing k0 coincides with the number of occupied states k0 in their parity. Combining these two results,
we eventually have

(−1)ν1d = (−1)NFermi , (−1)NCh = (−1)NFermi . (A10)

where NFermi is the number of non-spin-degenerate Fermi surfaces. From this equation, we conclude that a sinless MF
is realized if and only if the corresponding superconductor has an odd number of non-spin-degenerate Fermi surfaces.

Appendix B: Corner MF in simplified extended s-wave superconductor

To confirm the validity of our theory, we analytically examine corner MFs in a simplified version of the extended
s-wave superconductor in Sec.IV. For this purpose, we neglect the orbital degree of freedom σ and terms propositional
to λ and t2 in Eq.(48). Then, expanding the momentum around the M point with k = (π, π), we have a simplified
normal state Hamiltonian,

E(k) = (k2 − µ)η0s0 + η3(kxs2 − kys1) + kxkyη1s0, (B1)

where we have replaced ki − π by ki, put t = λR = −t1 = 1, and redefined the chemical potential µ. Corresponding
to Eqs.(52)-(57), the normal state Hamiltonian E(k) has the following symmetries:

TE(k)T−1 = E(−k), T = iη0s2K,

PE(k)P−1 = E(−k), P = η1s0,

MxzE(k)M−1
xz = E(kx,−ky), Mxz = iη3s2,

MyzE(k)M−1
yz = E(kx,−ky), Myz = iη3s1,

C2zE(k)C−1
2z = E(−kx,−ky), C2z = iη0s3. (B2)

We note that the kxkyη1s0 term breaks C4z symmetry, but this simplification does not affect the stability of corner
MFs because the corner configuration is not invariant under C4z. As a gap function, we consider

∆(k) = i(∆0 − k2∆1)η0s2, (∆0,∆1 > 0) (B3)

which represents an s+−-wave pairing symmetry in a manner similar to Eq.(58). The gap function is time-reversal
symmetric,

T∆(k)T−1 = ∆(−k), (B4)

and even under the above crystalline symmetries,

P∆(k)PT = ∆(−k), Mxz∆(k)MT
xz = ∆(kx,−ky),

Myz∆(k)MT
yz = ∆(−kx, ky), C2z∆(k)CT

2z = ∆(−k). (B5)

Then, the BdG Hamiltonian

H̃(k) =

(
E(k) ∆(k)

∆†(k) −ET (−k)

)
= (k2 − µ)τ3η0s0 + kxτ3η3s2 − kyτ0η3s1 − (∆0 − k2∆1)τ2η0s2 (B6)

keeps these symmetries,

TH̃(k)T−1 = H̃(−k), T = iτ0η0s2K,

P̃ H̃(k)P̃−1 = H̃(−k), P̃ = τ0η1s0,

M̃xzH̃(k)M̃−1
xz = H̃(kx,−ky), M̃xz = iτ0η3s2,

M̃yzH̃(k)M̃−1
yz = H̃(−kx, ky), M̃yz = iτ3η3s1,

C̃2zH̃(k)C̃−1
2z = H̃(−k), C̃2z = iτ3η0s3, (B7)
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k x kx kx
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FIG. 3. (a) The superconducting state in Eq. (B10). The red (blue) curve is the normal state dispersion in the M̃xz = i

(M̃xz = −i) sector. The symbols ± indicate the sign of the gap function. (b,c) The superconducting states in the mirror
subsectors effectively realize p-wave pairings.

together with particle-hole symmetry,

CH̃(k)C−1 = −H̃(−k), C = τ1η0s0K. (B8)

Remarkably, this Hamiltonian may effectively realize a p-wave superconducting state: On the mirror invariant line
at ky = 0, the BdG Hamiltonian becomes

H̃(kx, 0) = (k2x − µ)τ3η0s0 + kxτ3η3s2 − (∆0 −∆1k
2
x)τ2η0s2. (B9)

Then, in the M̃xz = i (M̃xz = −i) sector, we have η3 = s2 = ±1 (η3 = −s2 = ±1), and thus, the BdG Hamiltonian

H̃±(kx, 0) in the mirror subsector M̃xz = ±i reads

H̃±(kx, 0) = (k2x − µ)τ3s0 ± kxτ3s0 − (∆0 −∆1k
2
x)τ2s2

=

(
(k2x ± kx − µ)s0 i(∆0 −∆1k

2
x)s2

−i(∆0 −∆1k
2
x)s2 −(k2x ± kx − µ)s0

)
. (B10)

As shown in Fig. 3, for an s+−-wave gap function, each mirror subsector shows a sign change of the gap function
between opposite Fermi points in a manner similar to a p-wave superconductor. The sign change of the gap function
results in a non-trivial one-dimensional winding number in Eq. (62), and thus, we have two helical Majorana modes
on the (10) edge under the semi-infinite boundary condition (x > 0) in the x-direction.
Now, we construct the helical Majorana edge states for ky = 0 explicitly. For simplicity, we choose the model

parameters as µ = 0, ∆0 = 1/4 and ∆1 = 1, then, the BdG Hamiltonian is

H̃(k) = k2τ3η0s0 + kxτ3η3s2 − kyτ0η3s1 − (1/4− k2)τ2η0s2 + kxkyη1s0. (B11)

For ky = 0, the Majorana edge states become zero energy states |ψ0⟩, so they obey the BdG equation[
kxτ2η3s2 + k2xτ3η0s0 − (1/4− k2x)τ2η0s2

]
|ψ0⟩ = 0. (B12)

Then, by multiplying τ2η0s2 from the left, we have[
(k2x − 1/4) + ik2xτ1η0s2 + ikxτ1η3s0

]
|ψ0⟩ = 0. (B13)

In the M̃xz = i sector, it holds that η3s2 = 1 hence η0s2 = η3s0, so the above equation is simplified as[
(k2x − 1/4) + i(k2x + kx)τ1η3s0

]
|ψ0⟩ = 0. (B14)

Then, we have a nontrivial zero mode |ψ0⟩ when k2x − 1/4 + i(k2x + kx)δ = 0 with δ = τ1η3s0 = ±1. So kx is given by

kx =
±
√
2− 1

4
− i

δ

4
≡ k± − i

δ

4
(B15)

Therefore, for δ = −1, Im(kx) becomes positive, so we have a zero mode

|ψ0⟩ = e−x/4(eik+x − eik−x)|ψ̃0⟩, (B16)
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which satisfies the semi-infinite boundary condition x > 0. Here |ψ̃0⟩ in Eq. (B16) is an eigenstate with the eigenvalues
η3s2 = 1 and τ1η3s0 = −1, and thus it has the two possible form

|τ1 = −1⟩ ⊗ |η3 = 1⟩ ⊗ |s2 = 1⟩ , |τ1 = 1⟩ ⊗ |η3 = −1⟩ ⊗ |s2 = −1⟩ . (B17)

In a similar manner, we also have zero modes in the M̃xz = −i sector,

|ψ0⟩ = e−x/4(e−ik+x − e−ik−x) |ψ̃0⟩ , (B18)

where |ψ̃0⟩ are given by

|τ1 = −1⟩ ⊗ |η3 = 1⟩ ⊗ |s2 = −1⟩ , |τ1 = 1⟩ ⊗ |η3 = −1⟩ ⊗ |s2 = 1⟩ . (B19)

Below, we represent these zero modes as |ψ(+1)
0 ⟩, |ψ(+2)

0 ⟩, |ψ(−1)
0 ⟩, and |ψ(−2)

0 ⟩:

|ψ(+1)
0 ⟩ = Ne−x/4(eik+x − eik−x) |τ1 = −1⟩ ⊗ |η3 = 1⟩ ⊗ |s2 = 1⟩ ,

|ψ(+2)
0 ⟩ = Ne−x/4(eik+x − eik−x) |τ1 = 1⟩ ⊗ |η3 = −1⟩ ⊗ |s2 = −1⟩ ,

|ψ(−1)
0 ⟩ = Ne−x/4(e−ik+x − e−ik−x) |τ1 = −1⟩ ⊗ |η3 = 1⟩ ⊗ |s2 = −1⟩ ,

|ψ(−2)
0 ⟩ = Ne−x/4(e−ik+x − e−ik−x) |τ1 = 1⟩ ⊗ |η3 = −1⟩ ⊗ |s2 = 1⟩ , (B20)

where the ± in the surfix specifies the mirror eigenvalue M̃xz = ±i, and N =
√
3/8 is the normalization constant.

From the zero modes, we can derive the effective Hamiltonian for the helical Majorana edge states. First, we
approximate the helical Majorana edge states as

|ψ(ky)⟩ = u(+1) |ψ(+1)
0 ⟩+ u(+2) |ψ(+2)

0 ⟩+ u(−1) |ψ(−1)
0 ⟩+ u(−2) |ψ(−2)

0 ⟩ , (B21)

where u(µκ) (µ = ±, κ = 1, 2) is a function of ky. Then, the BdG equation H(k) |ψ(ky)⟩ = E |ψ(ky)⟩ leads to∑
µ′κ′

⟨ψ(µκ)
0 | − kyτ0µ3s1|ψ(µ′κ′)

0 ⟩u(µ
′κ′) = Eu(µκ), (B22)

where we have neglected O(k2y) terms in H(k). Using the relation

s1|s2 = ±1⟩ = ±i |s2 = ∓1⟩ , (B23)

we obtain

−kyτ0η3s1|ψ(+κ)
0 ⟩ = −iky

eik+x − eik−x

e−ik+x − e−ik−x
|ψ(−κ)

0 ⟩ ,

−kyτ0η3s1|ψ(−κ)
0 ⟩ = iky

e−ik+x − e−ik−x

eik+x − eik−x
|ψ(+κ)

0 ⟩ , (B24)

which leads to

⟨ψ(±κ)
0 | − kyτ0η3s1|ψ(∓κ)

0 ⟩ = 3

4
ky. (B25)

Thus, the matrix elements in the left-hand side of Eq.(B22) reads

⟨ψ(µκ)
0 | − kyτ0µ3s1|ψ(µ′κ′)

0 ⟩ = 3

4
ky(µ1)µµ′(κ0)κκ′ , (B26)

where µµ and κµ are the Pauli matrices. Therefore, the effective Hamiltonian for the helical edge states on the (10)
surface is

Hedge = −iv∂yµ1κ0, (B27)

where v = 3/4 and we have used the real space representation of ky. The obtained edge Hamiltonian retains M̃xz,

C̃2zP̃ , M̃yzP , T and C in Eqs.(B7) and (B8). Acting these symmetries on |ψ(ky)⟩ in the above, we specify the
representation of these symmetries on the effective Hamiltonian as

M̃xz = iµ3κ0, P̃ M̃yz = µ3κ1, P̃ C̃2z = iµ0κ1, T = µ2κ3K, C = µ1κ3K. (B28)
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To obtain corner MFs, we make a corner between the (11̄) and (11) edges by adiabatically bending the (10) edge
at the right angle. The coordinate y now parameterizes the corner configuration: y < 0 (y > 0) corresponds to
the (11̄) ((11)) edge, and y = 0 is the corner. On the corner configuration, the effective Hamiltonian in Eq.(B27)
can have a mass term because the (11̄) and (11) edges do not preserve Mxz and MyzP . The possible mass term is
η2κ1, which anti-commutes with the kinetic term and preserves time-reversal and particle-hole symmetries. Mxz and
MyzP exchange the (11̄) and (11) edges, so they exchange the mass terms on these edges. Therefore, the effective
Hamiltonian on the corner is

Hcorner = −iv∂yµ1κ0 +m(y)η2κ1, (B29)

where m(y) is a real odd function m(−y) = −m(y). For simplicity, we assume m(y > 0) > 0 below.
From the above corner Hamiltonian, we can immediately construct Majorana corner zero modes, which obey the

BdG equation,

(−iv∂yµ1κ0 +m(y)µ2κ1) |u⟩ = 0. (B30)

By multiplying iµ1κ0 from the left, the above equation reads

(v∂y −m(y)µ3κ1) |u⟩ = 0, (B31)

which has a pair of normalized solutions when σ3κ1 = −1,

|u(1)0 ⟩ = C exp

(
−
∫ y

dy′m(y′)/v

)
|σ3 = 1⟩ ⊗ |κ1 = −1⟩ ,

|u(2)0 ⟩ = iC exp

(
−
∫ y

dy′m(y′)/v

)
|σ3 = −1⟩ ⊗ |κ1 = 1⟩ , (B32)

with a normalization real constant C. These corner zero modes form a Kramers pair, |u(2)0 ⟩ = T |u(1)0 ⟩.
Now, we argue how to gap out the Majorana corner modes by perturbing the normal state Hamiltonian. First, the

perturbation must break time-reversal symmetry; otherwise, the mixing of the Majorana Kramers pair is prohibited.
Second, the perturbation should make the topological number for Majorana modes ill-defined. In the present case, we
use the one-dimensional winding number wmy in Eq.(61) to obtain helical Majorana edge modes. From the equivalent
form of wmy ,

w+i(ky) = −w−i(ky) =

∫ π

−π

kx
4π

Tr[ΓM̃xzH
−1(k)∂kx

H(k)], (B33)

it is evident that the mirror chiral symmetry

ΓM̃xzH(k)(ΓM̃xz)
† = −H(kx,−ky), ΓM̃xz = −iTCM̃xz, (B34)

is necessary to define the winding number. Thus, the time-reversal breaking perturbation should break the chiral
symmetry at the same time. Since one cannot break particle-hole symmetry intrinsic to superconductors, we find that
the perturbation must be even under Mxz. From these two conditions, we have four possible perturbation terms in
the normal state Hamiltonian

O02 = η0s2, O11 = η1s1, O13 = η1s3, O32 = η3s2, (B35)

which give the following terms in the BdG Hamiltonian,

O02 = τ0η0s2, O11 = τ3η1s1, O13 = τ3η1s3, O32 = τ0η3s2, (B36)

Note that the above argument is consistent with our response theory. According to our theory, only a magnetic
operator breaking time-reversal symmetry can coupled to a Majorana Kramers pair. Moreover, it must share the same
representation of crystalline symmetry as the gap function. In the present simplified model, the relevant crystalline
symmetry consists of

Mxz = iη3s2, PMyz = η2s1, PC2z = iη1s3, (B37)

which preserve a corner between the (11) and (11̄) edges, and the gap function is an s+−-wave pairing. Thus, the
magnetic operator should be even under these symmetry operations. In particular, it should be even under Mxz.
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Remarkably, our theory gives a stronger constraint of the magnetic perturbation: In addition to Mxz, it must be
even also under PMxz and PC2z. As a result, the magnetic terms coupled to the Majorana corner mode are found
to be

O13 = τ3η1s3, O32 = τ0η3s2. (B38)

We confirm this result by checking the coupling of these terms to the ρ
(12)
MKP operator. The ρ

(12)
MKP operator of these

Majorana corner modes is given by

ρ
(12)
MKP(y) = if2(y)


1 −1 0 0

−1 1 0 0

0 0 −1 −1

0 0 −1 −1


µ⊗κ

, (B39)

with

f(y) =
C√
2
exp

(
−
∫ y

dy′m(y′)/v

)
. (B40)

Acting the terms in Eq.(58) on |ψ(ky)⟩ in Eq.(B21), we obtain the representation of these terms in the space of the
effective Hamiltonian as

O02 = µ3κ3 O11 = µ3κ2, O13 = µ0κ1, O32 = µ3κ0. (B41)

Then, the trace of these terms with ρ
(12)
MKP reads

Tr[O02ρ
(12)
MKP] = 0, Tr[O11ρ

(12)
MKP] = 0,

Tr[O13ρ
(12)
MKP] = −4if(y), Tr[O32ρ

(12)
MKP] = 4if(y). (B42)

Therefore, as expected from our theory, only O13 and O32 in Eq.(B38) are coupled to the Majorana corner modes.
We can numerically obtain the same magnetic response of Majorana corner modes for the simplified s+−-wave

superconductor in Eq. (B1). We redefine the model on the square lattice by replacing k2i → cos(ki) and ki → sin(ki).
The tight-binding Hamiltonian is given by

E(k) =[t(cos(kx) + cos(ky))− µ]η0s0 + λRη3[sin(kx)s2 − sin(ky)s1]

+ v sin(kx) sin(ky)η1s0, (B43)

which preserves the symmetries in Eq.(B2). For the superconducting state, we consider the BdG Hamiltonian with
an s+−-wave pairing symmetry given by

H̃(k) = [t(cos(kx) + cos(ky))− µ]τ3η0s0 + λR[sin(kx)τ3η3s2 − sin(ky)τ0η3s1]

+ v sin(kx) sin(ky)τ3η1s0 − [∆0 +∆1(cos(kx) + cos(ky))]τ2η0s2, (B44)

which is invariant under the symmetries in Eq.(B7) and particle-hole symmetry. It is verified that the corner MKP
appears when imposing the open boundary conditions with (11) and (11̄) edges and choosing the parameters as
(t, λR, v, µ,∆0,∆1) = (2, 0.5, 0.5, 1.5, 0.7,−1). In the following, we use this parameter.
To check the magnetic response of the corner MKP, we add two types of the Zeeman term: a sublattice-independent

Zeeman term η0B0 · s and a sublattice-dependent Zeeman term η3B3 · s to the normal-state Hamiltonian. As we
discussed above, the corner MKP has a nonzero expectation value only for the sublattice-dependent Zeeman term.
Thus, only the sublattice-dependent Zeeman term generates an energy gap at the corner MKP. To verify this, we
examine the energy spectrum of the corner MKP in four different cases: (i) B0 at the corners preserving Myz, (ii) B0

at the corners preserving Mxz, (iii) B3 at the corners preserving Myz, (iv) B3 at the corners preserving Mxz. Figure 4
shows the energy spectra of the corner MKP as a function of the Zeeman magnetic field B0 or B3: [(a),(b)] correspond
to case (i), [(c),(d)] to case (ii), [(e),(f)] to case (iii), and [(g),(h)] to case (iv). As expected, the magnetic response
of the corner MKP appears in cases (iii) and (iv), i.e., a sublattice-dependent Zeeman term, when the magnetic field
is applied in the direction perpendicular to the mirror plane. On the other hand, in cases (i) and (ii), there is little
change in the energy spectra. Note that a small change occurs in Fig. 4 (b),(c) due to the mixing of each corner mode
attributed to the finite size effect. The results are consistent with the analytical calculation in Appendix B.
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