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We investigate the effect of Dzyaloshinskii-Moriya intetians on the low temperature magnetic suscepti-
bility for a system whose low energy physics is dominatedHmysrange valence bonds (singlets). Our general
perturbative approach is applied to specific models exgeotbe in this class, including the Shastry—Sutherland
model of the spin-dimer compound Sr{{BOs)» and the antiferromagnetic Heisenberg model of the recently
discoveredS = 1/2 kagomé compound ZnG(OH)sCl. The central result is that a short-ranged valence bond
phase, when perturbed with Dzyaloshinskii—-Moriya intécas, will remain time-reversal symmetric in the ab-
sence of a magnetic field but the susceptibility will be neoze theT — 0 limit. Applied to ZnCu(OH)sCl2,
this model provides an avenue for reconciling experimanesilts, such as the lack of magnetic order and lack
of any sign of a spin gap, with known theoretical facts abbatkagomé Heisenberg antiferromagnet.

I. INTRODUCTION three just mentioned, have a spin gap. The intuition for this
is that an elementary magnetic excitation can be viewed as

A question at the heart of frustrated magnetism is whatPreaking” a valence bond by replacing it with a triplet (or
happens to an antiferromagnet when conventional magnet Pair of.S = 1/2 “spinons”), which costs an energy of or-
states, such as the Néel state, are destabilized by fingtia-  derJ if the bond is between nearby spins but a vanishingly
teractions or geometry. Classically, a system commonlysfindSmall amount if the bond is very long. An experimental con-
itself in a degenerate manifold of configurations which shar Seéguence of having a spin gdpis that the magnetic sus-

a local constraint, and whose size grows exponentially witrfeptibility should vanish exponentially at low temperatir

the systerh For quantum spins, this would violate the third X ~ €

law of thermodynamics. Instead, it has been suggested that These issues have gained additional prominence in light of
the system will enter one of a number of exotic non-magneti¢ecent experiments probing the magnetic properties ofethe r
phase$3# with orders that do not have classical analogs.cently discovered compound Zng®H)sClz, also known as
While some of these exotic quantum phases have now bedierbertsmithite. In this material, the magnetic properéiee
seen in toy mode¥&.”:8.9.10 settling the question of their exis- determined by th&S = 1/2 copper ions which arrange them-
tence as a matter of principle, an unambiguous experimentgelves in nearly perfect, widely separated, kagomé plénes
observation of such phases in actual materials is stillilmck Measurements of the powder magnetic susceptibility at high
Therefore, the issue of what experimental signatures are ifemperatures, when fitted to a Curie-Weiss law, reveal an an-
dicative or at least suggestive of such phases is a question &ferromagnetic exchange constaht~ 200 K. A variety
considerable interest. The most basic feature isatheence  of different measuremert&!®%:2°confirm that the material

of magnetic order even when the temperature is much loweghows no evidence of magnetic order down to temperatures

than the antiferromagnetic coupling as low as 50 mk~ 10~%J, which suggests a non-magnetic
Within a non-magnetic phase, one may visualize the syster@iround state.
wave function as a superpositionwdlence bond states e. The simplest model consistent with these facts is the two-

states where every spin is paired with another spin to form dimensionalS = 1/2 kagomé Heisenberg antiferromagnet
singlet orvalence bondThe valence bond states form a highly (KHAF). Indeed, while less is known about the KHAF than
overcomplete basis for th& = 0 subspac¥ so the represen- its counterparts on other lattices, such as the triang8iars

tation need not be unique. However, it is convenient tomtisti Widely believed that its ground state is non-magr#etiExact
guish between phases in which the wave functianbe ex-  diagonalization studies indicate a small spin#ap ~ J/20
pressed mainly in terms short-rangevalence bond stat®s  and below this scale, the spectrum shows a large number of
where the singlet pairing is always betweawrarbyspins, and  singlet states, the number growing exponentially withesyst
phases where the description always involves important corsize. These facts suggest a picture where the low energy
tributions from valence bonds of all lengths. In the lati@se,  physics of the KHAF, and hence Zng®H)sCl,, is domi-

the most famous example of which is the original formulationnated by short-range valence bonds and valence bond solids
of the resonating valence bond (RVB) lig&#, the spin—spin  are, in fact, among the proposed ground st4t€22°

correlation decays algebraically and the magnetic exaitat However, the coherence of this perspective is disturbed by
are gapless. In the former case, which includes the valendbe puzzling fact that the material shows no sign of a spin gap
bond solidé and the short-rangg, andU (1) RVB liquids4,  and the powder magnetic susceptibility does not go to zero as
spin—spin correlations decay exponentially. While, impii 7" — 0. While the original experiment§ in fact, showed

ple, the short-ranged nature of equal time correlationsdoé  the susceptibility continuing timcreaseeven at temperatures
necessarily imply a spectral g&qand hence it might be pos- small compared to//20, subsequent experiments have sug-
sible to conceive of a phase with exponential spin—spin corgested that the susceptibility might eventually satdface
relations and gapless magnetic excitations), the mostitami perhaps decrease before eventually saturating at a nonzero
examples of short-range valence bond phases, including thelueZ’
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A number of proposals have been made to resolve this dis-
crepancy including suggestions that the KHAF ground state
may actually be a gapless liquid state involving long-range
valence bond8; the gaplessness is a disorder effect involv-
ing magnetic defec8 and/or nonmagnetic impuriti€s3®. the
true spin Hamiltonian of the material is closer to an Ising
modeP!; and that Dzyaloshinskii-Moriya (DM) interactions
play an important roR:23 In this paper, we focus on this last
idea but will comment on the other suggestions further below

Microscopically, the DM interaction between spins arises () ®)
due to the spin—orbit coupling. Originally proposed on the
basis of symmet##, it can be derived microscopically as FIG. 1: The relations between the directions of the (a) dystane
a linear (in the spin-orbit coupling) correction to the stard  and (b) in-plane components of the DM vectors for nearefgthiber

superexchange mechan®mThe interaction has the form: interactions in the kagomeé lattice are summarized. Theetions are
- determined by the physical requirement th&iy preserves the sym-
Hpm = Z HE()W — Z D;; - (S: x S;) (1) metries of the lattice, but also by the convention of how werdrthe

@ 7 links as they appear in the Hamiltonian. The figure uses theare

’ ’ tion of Ref. [38] where the DM interaction on the lirlkj) appears in
where the sum is over pairs of spins on a lattice. As with thghe Hamiltonian with the lower spin or, on horizontal linkise left
Heisenberg interaction, the dominant contribution comasf  SPin, being the first member of the cross product. A diffectiice,
the pairs of nearest neighbors, to which the sum is commonlghi‘;h is sometimes convenient, is where the links are agolock-
restricted. Because the interaction is antisymmetric, lse a ise around each triang?é.ln this convention, all of thé>*'s come

: . Ja L with the same sign.

need to choose a convention for how the @ajl is oriented,
i.e. whether it appears in the Hamiltonian®sx S; or as
S; x S; (see Fig[ll). EqL{1) can be viewed more formally as
the antisymmetric part of the most general bilinear intéoac liable at temperatures larger tharg.J. On the other hand,
between spiné& one may argue that the observed susceptibility behaves trul

The vectorg D;; } are constrained by crystal symmetries to anomalously” only at temperatures smaller than the puati
follow certain rules. One rule is that if spinand; both liein ~ SPIN 9ap, since only at these temperatures do we expext
amirror plane of the lattice, thdd,; must be perpendicularto Start decreasing due to sn;glet formation. For the KHAFhsuc
this plane. For a literally two-dimensional crystal embedd @n €nergy scale is' .J/20.% Therefore, as Rigol and Singh

~——inthree-dimensions, the lattice itself is a mirror planesty ~ NOted in their conclusion, a theory taking into account DM
the out-of-plane compone®* will be present. However, in INtéractionsin the low temperature regime is much needed.
ZnCus(OH)sCls, this symmetry is broken by the (OH) groups _In this paper, we are attempting to fill this gap by studying
which mediate the superexchange between Cu ions, so the iflom at theT’ = 0 limit, which emphasizes the quantum na-
plane componerdP will also be present. Another rule is that ture of the system. _Our main conclusion is that the pic_ture of
D;; = 0 if the midpoint of the line connecting spinsand; ~ ZNCW(OH)Clz having a low temperature phase dominated
is a center of inversion. For the square and triangulactsti Dy short-range valence bonds can be reconciled with the sus-
the midpoint of every such line is a center of inversion so forceptibility measurements if we include the effect of a pertu
perfect lattices, DM will not be present. However, the mid- batively small DM interaction.
points of the bonds forming a kagomé lattice are not centers Our approach is not specific to the kagomé lattice and we
of inversior?’ so a DM interaction between nearest-neighborbegin in sectiof 1l by discussing an analytical method fdr ca
spins can exist. The relations between diffednf’s are de-  culating the susceptibility of a valence bond system in the
termined by the requirement thBY;; transforms like a vector ~presence of weak DM interactions on an arbitrary lattice pro
under a symmetry operation. For the kagomé lattice, theseided that the unperturbed Hamiltonian satisfies certain as
relations are summarized in Fig. 1. sumptions. The assumptions we require are: (1) the unper-

The suggestion of DM coupling as a means of reconcilingurbed Hamiltonian has a narrow band of low energy short-
the presence of a spin gap in the KHAF with its apparentange valence bond states separated from magnetic stades by
absence in the real material was first explored by Rigol an@pin gap, (2) thatipy connects this narro = 0 band to a
Singh in Refs.|[32,33]. The authors noted that the DM cou-narrow band o5 = 1 magnetic states, and (3) that the unper-
pling would mix the singlet and triplet sectors so total spinturbed Hamiltonian conserves the total spin. For such nspdel
is no longer a good quantum number. Instead, the groun@e show that the DM interaction leads to a nonzero value of
state will containS = 1 components which contribute to a the zero temperature susceptibility.
nonzero susceptibility &I’ = 0. The authors studied the  Then, in sectiori 1ll, we apply our approach to a model
KHAF augmented by the nearest-neighbor DM interactionof the spin-dimer compound SrgB0Os)2, which lives on a
given by Eq.[(). Fitting their results to the experimengyth Shastry—Sutherland lattice. The reason for consideriigy th
estimated the values ¢DP| and|D?| to be~ 0.2J — 0.3J  modelfirstis that the assumptions and approximations of sec
and~ 0.1J respectively. However, they also pointed out thattion [l hold exactly there. Then, in sectidnllV, we consider
the numerical techniques used in their study were most rea generalized Klein model on the checkerboard |aktig&



In this case, we have a Hamiltonian whose ground states are
known to be short-range valence bond states; whose spectrum
has approximately the form we assume; and for which the
overlap expansion is believed to converge fairly well. This
will provide a level of confirmation that our methods can giel

a correct order of magnitude in a “real” problem. In section
[Vl we return to the kagomé lattice and Zn@@QH)sCls. In
section V], we discuss our results in light of recent numeri-
cal work, other experiments, and alternative theoreti@iv
points.

(a) (b)

II. MODEL AND FORMALISM FIG. 2: (Color online) (a) A general dimer covering of the arpilat-
tice. This represents a wave function, which we writéd&g, where

. . . adimer across a link, shown as a thick red (black) line, mésatshe
In this section, we calculate the effect of a small DM inter- 5 spins are in a singlet bond. (b) Overlaying two differdimer

action on the low temperature powder susceptibility of a lat coverings, shown by the red and blue (black and gray) lineesg
tice spin system whose low energy properties are determine#le transition graph, which will contain both double bondéere
by short-range valence bonds. Our calculation applies for ¢e two coverings coincide, and closed loops of various &egths.
system that satisfies a few rather general assumptionshwhic
will be stated at the beginning of sectidn_1I B. For simplic-
ity, we concentrate on the case where the valence bonds aggaph will contain many long loops, though (for a finite sys-
always between nearest neighbor spins but the argument i6m) never zero. However, there is also a notion of a maximal
more general. We begin by discussing some technical aspeadgerlap which occurs between two dimer coverings that diffe
of working in a (nearest-neighbor) valence bond basis. by only one minimal length loop.
This latter observation is the basis of theerlap expan-
sion, which is an approximation scheme based on treating
A. Dimer basis and overlap expansions in Eq. (4) as a small paramefeFor example, the overlap ma-
trix of a set of square lattice dimer coverings, to leadindpor

A configuration where every spin is in a singlet with one in this expansion, is:
of its neighbors can be represented pictorially as a dimer co (aare s a0 5
ering of the lattice, as shown in Figl 2a for a square lattice. o 2 0ap =20 Uap+... ®)
Therefore, we will refer to these basic configurati . .

we wi ! lguratign, )} wherel[l, s equals 0 unless the dimer coverinds) and|dg)

as “dimer coverings”. The wave functions which will interes *. o .
us can be written gs superpositions of these dimer covering d'ﬁ_ef by exactly one minimal I_ength loop, which on the sapiar
ﬁattlce has length four. In this casel,s = +1, where the
) = Z talda) (2) Sign depend; on the sign convention we take fq.r the's.mglets
- (B e.our chlome in whether a sw;glet between spiasdj is
but this requires some care because the dimer coverings ren asﬁ(“u N N_JT) o _75(%” _ zUT))'- 't can be ;

q ; ; 95 afown that for any lattice, we can choose the sign convention
not orthogonal. One consequence is t.hat the inner product Qi that the overlap of two dimer coverings differing by ekact
|#) with a statey) = 3-, ba|da) is NOtSIMplyy, azba Ut one minimal loop always comes with a negative Sigfor

the square lattice, this means that the entries of the matrix

(ely) =1= Z aabpSlas (3) are always 0 or 1. We will assume this sign convention in this
B paper.
whereQ, s = (da|ds) is the overlap matrix. The overlap expansion can be applied to a general operator

The magnitude of the overlap of two dimer coverings is©O- For example, on a square lattice:

most easily calculated by overlaying the configurations to . N 4
form their transition graph as shown in Fig.]2b. As shown Oap = (da|Olds) = Aadas — 20" Bapllap + ... (6)

in the figure,_ the resulting picture contains_double bondbs aN\vhered, = O, andB. s are constants. EQJ(6) is especially
loops pf various even _Iengths. The magnitude of the COIM€zonvenient when!,, andB, are independent af, 3.
sponding overlap matrix element is: We will use the overlap expansion in the calculations that
Q] = 2V HxL @) follow, but we remind the reader that sineés actuallyl /v/2,
B ‘ the approximation is a poorly controlled one. Nonetheltgs,

! expansion has proven to be a useful guiding principle in the
where N; is the number of loops in the transition graph; the construction of effective models of valence bond dominated
product is over these loopg,; being the length of théth  phase$:®:2%40We expect that for lattices where the minimal
loop; andz = 1/v/2. Thus, the overlap between two ar- loop is large, such as the length six loop of the kagomé, the
bitrary dimer coverings will often be small, as the tramsiti approximation should work fairly well at leading order.
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B. Perturbation theory for susceptibility Hpyn will mix the singlet and triplet sectors, we are assuming
that the excited statef§e~ )}, for which the matrix elements

We now discuss our assumptions about the unperturbed sy§da [Howm|e,) # 0, are specificallys = 1 eigenstates. The
tem (i.e. the Hamiltonian in the absence of DM interactions) SImplest way to meet this requirementis via third assump-
Then, armed with the technical background of the previoudion: that the unperturbed Hamiltonian conserves tota,spi

section, we shall derive a perturbation theory for the gptice  Which both the Klein and Heisenberg models do. We also as-
bility in the presence of a small DM interaction. sume these states form a narrow band. One way this condition

may arise is if the magnetic excitations can be viewed ad loca
e — 5 disturbances of the low energy states. The simplest example
y ’ of such a disturbance would be to break a single dimer by ex-

citing the singlet to a triplet.
A — A Hy |A The precise way in which each of these assumptions are
AoI I used will be made explicit during the derivation.
}s }o ts
(a) (b) (©

2. Derivation

FIG. 3: The generality of our first assumption allows us tosider

different possibilities for the spectrum of the unperturtéamilto- Because the DM Hamiltoniahl(1) does not commute with
nian. (a) The low energy sector is comprised of a narrow bdnd othe total spin operato§ = >, S;, the sum being over sites
states which are superpositions of dimer coverings, stgghizy a  in the lattice, deriving an expression for the susceptibik-

spin gapA from the excited states. (b) The same spectrum as imuires some care. Consider the Hamiltonian:
(a), but allowing a number of low-lying singlet states tostxn the

gap. (c) Our second assumption: We assuffip@ connects the nar-
row band of low energys = 0 states with a narrow band of higher
energyS = 1 states.

H =Hy+ Hom — gpsh - S (8)

where Hy is the unperturbed Hamiltonian discussed in the
previous sectionh is the magnetic fieldg the g-factor and
pp the Bohr magneton. E,, |a)} are the eigenvalues and

1. Assumptions eigenstates aff, then the partition function is:

. . — —Eq(h)/kT
Ourfirst assumptiois that the spectrum of the unperturbed Z[T.h] = Z € ©)
Hamiltonian has a low energy structure resembling Eig. 3a. .
The figure depicts a set of low lying stat¢g:)}, each of

; ; » " . . wWherekp is the Boltzmann constant afid the temperature.
which can be written as a superposition of dimer coverings:

The magnetizatiodVI may be computed in the usual way:

|n> = Zana|da>- (7) M = oOF o Tl 7 kgT 0Z
o = o, ~ on, CheThZ) = e
These states form a narrow band of widthnd are separated 1 0B, _p kT
from magnetic excitations by a spin gap>> . While hav- = z2am,° - (10)

ing a spin gap is crucial to the analysis, our formalism can be
adapted to a situation where higher energy singlet statag oc

in the gapped region, as depicted in Fify. 3b. A well-known
class of toy models having (or widely believed to have) this

and, similarly, the susceptibility:

structure are those of the Klein—AKLT type38:41.42These p — oM+ _ 5 (lﬂ _ LB_Za_Z)
are models for which dimer coverings, or a subset of them, Ohy Z Oh,0h,  Z? Ohy Oh,
are zero energy ground states and the collection of cowering 1 9*E, B /kpT
{|d«)} forms a spin-gapped degenerate ground state manifold. - 77 Z (8h 8h,,)
In fact, we expect Fid.]3ab to be a reasonably accurate cari- .
cature of a spin-gapped system even when there is no obvious 1 |1 OEa OEa\ _ g kst
reason for restricting our attention to nearest-neighhtemce + kT | Z Z (8—h# oh,, ) €
bonds. We will discuss the suitability of this assumptiomda @
the others) for the KHAF in sectidn]V but we refer the inter- 1 B0 g ke N 9E8 g kst
ested reader to the summary in section IIF of Ref. [40]. -2 3—h#e Z on, ¢

Our second assumptiois that Hpy connects our narrow * B

band of low energy singlet staté)} with a band ofS = 1 (11)
excited stateg|e, )}, whose bandwidtli. is also small com-
pared toA, as depicted in Fig.]3c. While it is well-knownthat  To compare with experiments, we need the powder suscep-



tibility which is given by xpowder= 3 (x** + x¥¥ + x**) or come:

k|Hpm|n
1 iy = my + 3 Eomln) (13
Xpowder = _3_Z Z(viEa)e—Ea/kBT kgn M k

[e3%

1 1 where the sum is over all eigenstateshf = Hy — gph - S
— [— > (VnEq)?e FalksT except|n). The sum will get restricted by our assumption

3kpT L2 <2 that Hpy connects the low energy sectdn) } with a narrow
1 B kT2 band of S = 1 excited stateg|e,)}, split by the field into
) (Z VhEae ? ) } (12) three separate narrow bands. Moreoever, because the widths
* of these excited bands and of the low energy sector were as-
5 o o sumed to be small compared to the gap, we may approximate
whereVi = (z5- 555 307 )- the denominators biy, — E, ~ A", In this case:

If the total spinS commutes withH, the stateq|«)} may
be chosen as simultaneous eigenstates of the two operators ') = Zana <|da>
and the eigenvalues will depend linearly on the magnetid.fiel —
i.e. E, ~h-S, = h-(«|S|a). Inthis case, the second deriva- )
tive term on the RHS of Eql_(11) will vanish and the remain- _ (s™) (s™)
ing terms will giveTx** ~ [(S*S”) — (S#)(S¥)], whichis a Z A(S") ; (e” | Homlda)ley >>
familiar version of the fluctuation-dissipation theoremovid
ever, if S does not commute witli/, the field dependence
of the eigenvalues can be more complicated. For example,
if the leading field dependence is quadraticiinthen in the - Therefore, in this approximation, the consequence of Igavin
zero field limit, the term in square brackets on the RHS off7 . hresent can be visualized in terms of its effect on the
Eq. (I1) will vanish and the second derivative term will ble al hdividual dimer coverings:
that remaing/’

Our first assumption was that the unperturbed Hamiltonian |d.) = |do) — Z ﬁ Z <e£ys’1)
Sh vy

Sh

> anald,). (14)

, Howlda)[e{™) (15)

Hj has a spectrum of the form shown in Hig. 3. Because we

also assumed thatly commutes withS, the eigenstates of

H, can be chosen to describe the system in the presence &9 proceed, we now examine the effect of the operatgy

a magnetic field. In addition, ifuzh is sufficiently small  on one of the dimer states. As the operator is a sum over
compared tQ\, the low energy spectrum of the Hamiltonian pairwise interactionsﬂéﬂ, there are two cases to consider:
H, = Hy — guph - S will still resemble Fig[B and the low- the link (ij) can either be (a) occupied by a dimer or (b) an
est energy eigenstates will still be the collection®f= 0 empty bond (see Figl 4).

states{|n)} of Eq. (@). However, the& # 0 bands will split

into separate bands indexed by the spin compoféralong — o @

the field directionh. In particular, the triplet band|e,)} e i J k

mentioned earlier will split into three bant@ﬁz(f’l)ﬂ, where
Sh = —1,0, 1. The spin gaps of the three bands are given by
A" = A — guphS". From Eq.[[IR), one may verify that
at low temperatures, the zero field susceptibility will vaiy
Xpowder ~ T—1e=2/T which decreases to zero @5— 0 as
expected for a spin gapped system.

Having formally included the magnetic field exactly (at

least with regard to the low energy spectrum), we now con- \ye yse the following notation to indicate the spin state of a
sider the effect of a small DM interaction, Eq] (1), on this pajr of spins on sitesandj:

picture. If D = |D| is sufficiently small (a sufficient, though

B —
e i j k

FIG. 4: Two different situations for a term ilipm to operate on: (a)
a dimer; (b) an empty bond.

not necessary, condition for “small” is1p is small compared (if) = 1 (irmdm — ipmitn) (16a)
to the smallest of the three spin gap$&®")), the spectrum of Tz e et

the perturbed Hamiltoniaf will still resemble Fig[B in the

sense of a set of low lying states separated by a gap, though, N 1 o

sinceH no longer conserves spin, the gap is no longer a “spin” lijlo = 7 (it,ndim + iynitn) (16b)
gap. To determine the effect on the low temperature suscep-

tibility, we need to examine how the low energy eigenvalues

and eigenstates get modified through mixing vtk 0 com- [i3]1 = it ndtom (16¢)

ponents.
To first order in perturbation theory, the statds)} be- (i3] =i ndin (16d)



—the singlet and three triplets associated with the quatidia

axisi whereiy () ,, denotes thes? = 1(—1) eigenstate of

the operato@gl and the subscripts 1, 0, 1 indicate the value
of S;* + ST for the pair(ij). The notation for a singlei;)

then Eq.[(1l7) becomes:

D" . DL-

ow (1) = S 116 = Sl + 5=l (22)

DJ_+
2V/2i

does not have a superscript because the singlet state is inde

pendent of the choice far.

The action ofHpy on a dimer covering is most easily cal-
culated with respect ta quantization axis. Using the above

notation, the action of the terrﬁéi,vﬁ
andj are in a singlet is:

in case (a), when spinis

2 - D+t
— il - —= —=[ij)*;

while for case (b), whefi;) is an empty bond, the result is:

HEI (i) = [i) + (17)

B (e0)(7K)) = o {feii IR — [ef] 4] )

D~ 2102 SEIRYAE
awer {ledi[ik]G — ledG ikl }

D+ 1z 112 12(,:1.]%2
- 4—\/52 {[el]fl[ﬂf]o - [ez]o[Jk]fl} (18)
_ _% {[ek]3 (i) + (ek)[if]5}
n 4% {[ek)Z (i) + (ek)[ij]7}
D+
= 1va; Ukl i) + (e} (19)

To avoid clutter, we have dropped the subscijpbn the DM

coefficients and>* = D* + iDY. Eqgs. [1¥) and (18) show

that the effect of operatoﬁiéf,ji> on a dimer covering is to pro-
mote the dimer(s) emanating from siteend; from singlet(s)
to triplet(s). As indicated explicitly in Eqd. (17) arid {1®e
stateHéf,i,> |do), and hence the statépm|d, ), is an eigenstate

of total spin withS = 1. An immediate consequence of this
is that(n|Hpm|n), which is a sum of matrix elements of the
form (do|Hpm|dg), is exactly zero. Therefore, the energy of
state|n) will modified by Hpy only at second order in pertur-

bation theory.
The second order correction to the energy of staleis
given by:

EO =3 | (k| Hom|n)|*

kn En - Ek
1 * h h
~ _ZW > ahaans{da| HomleT ) (el*) | Hom|dg)
sn By

(20)

The operatorg(S") = >, e(S"))(e(S")| are projection op-
erators that respectively select for t§¢ = —1, 0, and 1
components offipw|dg). Therefore, it is useful to rewrite

Egs. [17)4{Ib) with respect to the two—spin states oftihe

guantization axis. If:

h = sin 6 cos ¢x + sin 0 sin ¢y + cos 6z (22)

and similarly Eqs.[(T18) an@ (1.9) become:

- h
HED (e0) (k) = % {[ei2 My — [ed)"y [iK2)
Dt-
= 175 etk — [eilg ikly}
DJ:F
aw.T {led)1 [k — [edlg [ik]" 1 } (23)
Dh
=~ {[eM§ (i) + (ek)lidlh }
D+—
+ {[ek]2(i5) + (ek)[ig))}
DJ_+
- {[ek)" 1 (i5) + (ek)[ig]", } . (24)

where

D" = D-h = D sinf cos ¢+ DY sin 0 sin ¢+ D? cos 6
(25)

D+ = —D*sin 6 4 D®(cos 6 cos ¢ T i sin ¢)
+iDY(cos ¢ Ficosfsing) (26)

The L superscript refers to the direction perpendicular to the
magnetic field and>-+ and D~ are complex conjugates
as the notation suggests. From Eqsl] (22) (24), we see
that the amplitudes of th8” = 0 component ofHpwm|dg)
are determined by the set (@D?j} while the amplitudes of
the S* = 41 components are determined by the collections
{D;7}.

The operatorHpyPS") Hpw of Eq. (20) is a sum of
link terms such asiy' P HiY . The matrix element

(do| HSD P (S"=0) e 4.5y will be proportional to:

DjDity = (Dap - h)(Dea - h) (27)

while (d,|HS) p(s"=1) grled| 4.,y will be proportional to:

DL DL+ DAY DY =2[Dyy - Deg — (Dap - h)(Dea - h)]

(28)
The proportionality constant (which might be zero) will de-
pend on the overlap of staté,) and|ds) and the particular
links (ab) and{cd) involved.

In order to proceed, we approximate Hq.l(20) by the leading
termin its overlap expansion. This means replacing theiratr
(do| HomPS") Hom|dg) by the diagonal term in (the lattice
appropriate generalization of) Efy] (6). We expect this apipr
mation to be accurate if the mutual overlaps between therdime
coverings entering the superposition in Eg. (7) are smafl or



the lattice architecture involves large minimal lengthdeoln (1), (2), (3), are taken with reference to a particular dimer

this approximation, EqL(20) becomes: covering|d,). These terms will therefore contribute i
according to which dimer coverings enter the superposition
Z Z lanal? Eq. (7). The sum labelled (1) is over all linksb) that contain
= A(S" e a dimer. The sum labelled (2) is over all triangular plageeett
(ab A that contain a dimer, wheré&[a(bc)] means that the dimer
x> (o Hipy PEOPE HED dy) lives on link (bc). The sum labelled (3) is over square pla-
(ab),(cd) quettes1[(ab)(cd)] with two dimers on links{ab) and{cd).

+O(zFm)  (29) These_z Iast_ two sums will only occur if the lattice in guestion
contains triangular and square plaquettes respectively.

whereL i, is the length of the minimal loop which can appear  Ed. (30) gives the field dependence of the energy levels of
in a transition graph for the lattice in question and, to tnme  the states in the low energy manifold. We expect these low ly-

order,>" . |ana|? &~ 1+ O(zLm). We have also used a basic ing states to dominate the thermal averages of[Eq. (11) when
propertyaof projection operator®? = P. the temperature and magnetic field energy are small compared

For a dimer covering|d,), the set of vectors to the gapA due to the Boltzmann factors. If we therefore
{P(Sh')Héﬁ>|da)} ) can be determined by looking at make the approximation of restricting the sums of Eg. 11

Egs. [22)4(24). Eq[(29) involves the sum of all pOSSIbIeto the low energy manifold, E€.BO tells us that the leading

eld dependence (at low fields) is quadratichinTherefore,
overlaps between pairs of vectors in this set. These pairs ¢
be classified into ten distinct types of combinations which he zero field susceptibility will be determined by the seton

are listed in Tablé]ll with reference to a dimer covering Ofderlvatlve terms of Ed.11 which, as mentioned above, vanish

the generic lattice depicted in Fig. 5. The terms that abtual forTsystems Wher.?htotal SpInis ;:onserveld. late th field
arise will depend on the connectivity of the lattice under O compare with experiments, we caiculate the zero fie

consideration. powder susceptibility in th& — 0 limit:

The vector P(5 Hé‘,ff,’ |do) resembles|d,) except the )
dimer(s) emanating from sites and b have been pro- _ (gpB) {Z(O)

. . . der =
moted to triplets. Therefore, the diagonal matrix element “P°**~ A3 (ab) b

(do| HEDPEPE e ) — 0 except for when links

(ab) and{cd) involve promoting the same dimer(s) to triplets. ZZ Wn Z |anal® (Z (ab)€]de) D¢21b
This corresponds to cases 1, 5, 6, and 8 in Tdble I. The other

cases in Tablg | will contribute at higher orders in the cuerl _ Z D,, - D,,
expansion, which involve off-diagonal matrix elements. Ala(be)l€lda)

Using Eqgs.[(2R)£(23)[(27), and {28), Eq] 29, to leading or-
der in the overlap expansion, becomes: + ZDW)) iy Dol Dbc) (31)
E® = —LZ(O) (DZb +7 [ng — (Dap - H)QD wherew,, = e~ F»/FsT is the Boltzmann factor of state)
8A ) and the primed sum is restricted to the low energy mani-
1 5 (1) 2 fold. The expression can be simplified if we assume the
YN |anal Z(ab)ada)( ab magnitude ofD is the same on every link and the products
o R D, - D, = D?cosfa andD,q - Dy = D? cosf are the
+7n [Dz — (Dap - h)zD same for every triangular and square plaguette respectivel

this case, Eq. 31 becomes:

- Z bc)eld)( ab * Dac

_ N(gup)*D? (241 eoss Na)
+n {Dab “Dye — (Dgp - h)(Dac . h)}) Xpowder = 6AS 5 rty
(3) <ND>)
2 Daa - Dec +2cosfg (32)
* ZD[(ab)(Cd)]E\da) ( d b N

- - where z is the coordination of the latticelN the number
+ n |:Dad . Dbc - (Dad . h)(Dbc . h):|) } Of S|tes, an(xNAEO = ZZ Wy, Z |ano¢| N(A ), Where
. N(a,0y,« is the number of triangular (square) plaquettes
+O(z™™) (30)  which contain one (two) dimer(s) in dimer coverifaty ).

Eq. (32) shows explicitly that the low temperature, zero
field powder susceptibility does not vanish at low tempera-
tures but instead approaches a constant that depends on
belled with superscript (0), is ovetl links in the lattice and From Egs.[(ZID) and_(30), we find that quadratic field depen-
is a uniform shift that is the same for every staté in the  dence also implies that the low temperature, zero field magne
low energy sector. The three sums, labelled with supetscrip tization will be zero. Therefore, the picture of a shortgad

gush

9 —1
wheren = [( A ) — 1| . The first sum in Eq[{30), la-
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FIG. 5: Generic 2D arrangement considered for determiriegits-
tinct combinations of3y, as listed in TablEll. The specific Talfle |
cases which arise will depend on the connectivity of thédatinder
consideration.

L HEPSHR 6. HEPSHE,
2. H3PEOHE 7. HEPYHE
3. HEPSHHE 8 HEPSHZ
4. HEPSOHR 9. HEPSHE
5. HEPSVHE,  10. HS, PO HE,

TABLE [: Calculating the second order (in DM) correction tret

energy,Eff), involves computing all possible overlaps of pairs of

vectors in the se{PHéiMj> |da)} ;) for each dimer covering in the
superposition that defines the unperturbed dtat€Eq. [2)). There
are ten distinct cases to consider, indexed in this tablaéyirnk op-
erators involved, in reference to the generic dimer cogginirig.[3.
The possibilities are both links involving dimers, (1)=(@ye link in-
volving a dimer, (3)—(4); and neither link involving a dim@&)—(10).
If both links involve a dimer, they can be either (1) the samé€2)
different dimers. If one link involves a dimer, then the atliek is
an empty bond that either (3) contains or (4) does not cotaénof
the spins of that dimer. If neither link involves a dimer,rtibe pos-
sibilities are (5) the two empty links are the same; the twkdishare
exactly one spin while the other two spins either (6) formraati —
this is possible if the lattice has triangular plaquetteg7rdo not
form a dimer; or the two links do not share a spin (8)—(10). hiis t
latter case, the two empty links may be connected by (8) tweds
— this is possible if the lattice has square plaquettes; X8ty one
dimer; or (10) no dimers.

valence bond phase with DM interactions is qualitatively-co
sistent with the combination of a non-vanishihg— 0 sus-
ceptibility and lack of magnetic order observed in experitee
on the herbertsmithite compouf@t®:1%29|n the following

sections, we discuss how this approach fares quantitative
in the context of various models where our assumptions ar

known or widely believed to be satisfied.

Ill.  APPLICATION TO THE SHASTRY-SUTHERLAND
MODEL OF SrCu 2(803)2

Y 4A\Y —s | Toe—e
IR\ NN Y S
4 A L 4 "'\ ¥
e J QLy b ;‘@ I—»
AN\ Y | ® ® @
N 5 LN S S RO
Y/ 4 v —s ¢l.
® @ DZ ~~~~~~ @

FIG. 6: (a) The Shastry—Sutherland (SS) lattice. In its gtbstate,
the spins connected by the diagonal bonds form singletsafre/s

on the links denote their orientations in terms of the sigmveation

for Hpw, i.e. which spin comes first in the cross product. The ori-
entation of the diagonal bonds can be taken as going fronother|
site to the upper site, though this fact will not enter thecgktion.

(b) The structure formed by the copper ions in SfB0s),. This

is topologically equivalent to the SS lattice. Indicatedhis figure
are the directions of th® vectors on the various links, where the
orientation convention of (a) has been assumed.

which is topologically equivalent to the one considered By S
From our standpoint, this model satisfies the assumptions of
sectiori 1] almost exactly, which is why we discuss it as a first
application of our formalism.

A. Model

In the SS model, the interaction between neighboring spins
depends on whether the link connecting them is horizontal,
vertical, or diagonal. The Hamiltonian is:

di horiz,vert
Hy — JZ |agSi . Sj n J'Z oriz versi . Sj.
(ig) (i5)

(33)

whereJ andJ’ are positive constants. Jf = 0, the model re-
duces to the square lattice Heisenberg antiferromagnéthwh
is widely believed to have a Néel ordered ground state. If
J' = 0, the ground state is a product state of singlets on the
diagonal bonds|¥) = H‘Z;?i’(z‘j). SS showed that this prod-
uct state, which we may call a valence bond séfig; an exact
|eigenstate of the full Hamiltoniah (B3) and, in fact, thelgrd
Etate up to a critical value of’ /.J, which they determined to

e of order unity. When/’ = 0, the basic magnetic excita-
tions involve replacing singlets with triplets and the sgap
is exactly equal to/. In Ref. [45], it was shown that the exci-
tations remain nearly localized with a small dispersion mhe
J' # 0, except for very close to the transition (in fact, it has
been shown that even singlet excitations are gaffdadhis
parameter range). Therefore, in its valence bond phase, the

We now consider a toy spin model defined on the lat-SS model has a spectrum like Hig. 3a, where the low energy
tice in Fig.[6a, which was first considered by Shastry andsector now consists of just one staie.

Sutherland (SS) in 198%. This model has been revis-
ited more recentf#:45 in light of the spin-dimer compound

We now augment Eq[(B3) with a perturbatively small
nearest-neighbor DM interaction. For an ideal 2D lattice, w

SrCu,(BOs3)2, Where the copper ions form a lattice (Eig.6b) only need to consider the compondnt. Moreover, for an
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ideal SS lattice D = 0 on the diagonal bonds because theto be a dimer covering, higher order terms in the overlap ex-
midpoints of those bonds are centers of inversion symm&try. pansion will not enter. Therefore, the only approximations
However, in the context of SIG(BO3),, it has been arguéd  Eq. (35) are those inherent in perturbation theory.
that a slight buckling of the planes removes these symnsetrie
and the leading effect is to indude® and DY terms on the
diagonal bonds. Therefore, in anticipation of relatinghe t B. Comparison with experiment
experiment, we consider the DM interactions shown in[Hig. 6.

In adapting Eq.[(31) to this model, a few points should be  The most striking feature of the temperature dependence
noted. First is the fact thatipm couples the ground state to o the zero field® susceptibility of SrCu(BO3)s is a peak,
two different bands of magnetic excitations (each of whichynich occurs around = 15 K, followed by a rapid decrease
gets splitinto three bands on application of a magneticiield 1 nearly zero as the temperature is further lowéfe@he
To see this, it is simplest to consider thié = 0 case first. 45t natural interpretation of this rapid decrease is ataiu
Referring to Tabléll, we see that case 1 terms confiBEt  of entropy as the physics becomes increasingly dominated by
to the set of magnetic eigenstates where one of the dimers $non-magnetic ground state. ESR measurerfierasealed

now a triplet. These states have an enefgy = .J above g sets of triplet excitations with spin gags = 35 K and
the ground state. Cases 5 and 6 conn@gtto eigenstates A, = 55 K respectively

where two of the dimers are triplets (case 8 terms, while not The sS model has had some success as a theoreti-
forbidden by the lattice, do not occur in our considered gtbu 5 description of both the ground and excited states of
state). These states have enefgy = 2./ above the ground - ¢y, (BO,), in zero magnetic field. The analysis of Ref[45]
state. Since these two bands are orthogonal to one anotier, Wetermined that the temperature dependence of the suscepti
can consider them separately in the calculation. In pdaticu bility was well modelled by Eq[{33) with a value df/J ~

the argument which used the assumption of having a naroyy g which is in the valence bond phase but somewhat close
band, can be easily generalized to the present case becayggne transition point (though still far enough away to have
both of these bands are narrow. For instance, one may Ve”fé{ppreciable spin and singlet gaps and fairly localizedetip

that the proper generalization of EQ.{15) is: excitationd349).  In addition, it was showl#4749 that by
) 1 1ogn o including DM interactions, the model could also explain a
W) =) > WZ (e$") | Hom |W)[e{*)) number of features that occurred in the presence of a mag-
EOIRAS ¥ netic field, such as the appearance of uniform and staggered
1 "oh h magnetizatiorf$20 in fields small compared to the spin gap
- Y S ). @) TS
sn B2 Ty

Eq. (35) predicts the effect of DM in the case of zero mag-
where the first sum is over th® = 1, £ = A; = J band netic field: asT’" — 0, the susceptibility will not decay to
while the second is over thg = 1, £ = Ay = 2J band.  zero but instead approach a constant. To compare with exper-
These arguments will still apply for the case whefe# 0 iment, we usg =~ 2, the measured values fdr; ~ 35 K and
(whenwe are away from the transition point) though the bandg\, ~ 55 K given in Ref. [48], an estimate dP* ~ 2 K taken
will now acquire a small dispersion and the spin gaps will befrom ESR measuremedfs and the suggestion of Ref. [47]
renormalizeé®4¢(andA, will no longer be2A;). We willac-  that D*¥ ~ D?. The molar susceptibility is obtained by
count for this in our calculation by using the actual gap galu multiplying Eq. [35) by the factoN /N, whereN 4 is Avo-
A1 in Eq. (34). gadro’s number. With these numbers, we obtain the estimate:
Similarly, the equation for the powder susceptibility will y,qy4e(7" = 0) =~ 5 x 10~° emu/mol Cu. The measured sus-
now consist of two separate parts, each of the form irceptibility in Fig. 2 of Ref. [44] does not go to zero and, in
Eq.[31, corresponding to the two bands of excited stategact, begins to show a rise at a temperature after reaching a
For the term associated with tha; band, >>(”’ D2, =  minimum value of around x 10~* emu/mol Cu at roughly
Z(l) D%, = N[(D®)?+ (D¥)?] /4 while the other two 4K, whic_h the a_uthors attributed to a small ((%) concen-
sums do not contribute. For the term associated withthe ~tration of impurities. _ _
band,z(o) D2, = 4N4(D?)? = 2N(D*)? while the sec- Therefore, more experiments on substantlally_cleaner sam-
ond sum will not contribute because in our chosen state, theIes are needed t(.) test EQLY35). We reemphasize that the as-
dimers are only on diagonal links. One may verify that eacteUmptions of sectiofilll are expected to hold well for the SS
triangle contributing t&)” ,) Das - Dac contributes the same moddel sodt(? tr;esexteéw(t)that Eq.133) \t’v'th D'\g |ncl;1ded IS a
value,D,;, - D,. = —(D?)? and the number of these triangles good model of SrCy(BOs )2, we expect our order of magni-

) . - tude estimate to be reliable.
is 2N, = N. Therefore, we arrive at our final result:

N(gun)? (D7) + (D" 8(D%)*
12 ( a7 " Aa)

IV. APPLICATION TO THE GENERALIZED KLEIN
MODEL ON THE CHECKERBOARD LATTICE

Xpowder =~
(35)

A noteworthy point is that because the low energy sector of We next consider a toy model defined on the checkerboard
the unperturbed model contains only one state which happerattice shown in Figil7a. The sites of this lattice are theesam
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given in Refs.|[10] and [38] shows that the ground state mani-
fold of Eq. (38) consistenly of dimer coverings of the lattice
where every crisscrossed plaquette &eactlyone dimer and
superpositions of such coverings. Note that there are dimer
coverings of the checkerboard lattice that are not included
this set.

@) (b) (€) In terms of Fig[Ba, the low energy sector of Eq](36) is a de-
generate manifold. One may consider perturbing Eg. (36) to
arrive at a model with a smaller ground state space. It has
links, we takeD = D*Z (i.e. the sign is always positive) while on not been proven, but strongly suspected, that the Hamilto-

diagonal linksD = 0. (b) The minimal loop on this lattice has length Nian [36) has a spin gap; demonstrations of a spin gap have
8. () The next minimal loop has length 12. been made, to varying degrees of rigor, in a number of related

modelst®#253.54Therefore, there are strong reasons to believe
that Eq. [3b) satisfies the assumptions required by our flerma

as a square lattice but the connectivity is different: oeralt 1SM.
nate square plaquettes, opposite corners are also codrecte  Moreover, the loop structure of the ground state space is
nearest-neighbors by diagonal links (note: the crossinigtpo such that there are strong reasons to expect the overlap ex-
of these diagonal links isot an additional site). The lattice pansion to converge well in a wide number of situati&hs.
can be viewed as a 2D projection of the 3D pyrochlore latticeBecause the minimal loop has length 8 (Hi¢). 7b), keeping
The checkerboard lattice does not currently have a realenly the diagonal term of the overlap expansion will often
ization in an actual material. While there are a numbeibe a good approximation. Also, the next minimal loop has
of material8! which form pyrochlore structures, we are not length 12 (Fig[Vc), instead of 10, so keeping the leading off
aware of a system where the low energy physics is believed tdiagonal term in the expansion will result in a relative eob
be captured by short-range valence bonds. However, thare is~ z(12-8) ~ z*, while in many other lattices, including the
theoretical motivation for considering this system. Thedelo  square, this error will be- z2.
we are about to describe is among the simplest examples of a The simplest way of introducing a nearest-neighbor DM
model for which (a) the Hamiltonian and exact ground stiite(Scoupling is to consider an ideal 2D lattice, in which case we
are known and well-characterized, (b) the assumptionsmf se gnly haveD* on the horizontal and vertical link&( = 0 on
tion[lllare expected to either hold or be a decent approximathe diagonal links due to inversion symmetry). Because we
tion, and (c) the overlap expansion is expected to converggo not have a specific material in mind, we take for simplic-
fairly well, while at the same time the model (d) captures allity D= to be the same magnitude and sign on all of the links,
of the complexities of the most general scenario. Inthiseen a5 per the link orientation convention in Fig. 7a. In adaptin
we may consider this system as a “laboratory” in which to ex£q, (31) to the present case, we note that all four cases con-

plore the limitations of our formalism. _ tributing to that general expression will occur here. Thst fir
The model we consider is a two-dimensional ver&asf sum will givez(o) D2, = 2N(D*)?, where2N is total num-

the generalized Klein model, introduced in Ref./[10] (nate: o o non-diagonal links. Similarly, the second sum willegi
model of a similar type was also considered in Ref. [52]). The—(1) 1o  ,2v2/ N _ S
Hamiltonian for this model may be written as: W p2, = (D) (5 — Ndiag) WhereNgiag is the number of
' diagonal dimers in the coverings under consideration. &her
- Z 3 (36) will be two triangular terms for each diagonal dimer, and for
- P each ofthese ternid,,-D,. = (D?)?. Similarly, each square
P plaquette having two dimers will contribute(D#)2. There-
fore, the analog of Eql_(32) for the present case is:

FIG. 7: (a) The checkerboard lattice with arrows specifytimg ori-
entations of links with DM interactions. On horizontal arettical

where the sum is ovarisscrossedquare plaguettes and:

hy = ($3)(S5 = 2)- (37) __ BN(gup)*(D*)* | _ AUNaag  4(No)
Apowder ™ 12A3 TN 5N
+0(=%) (38)

whereS, = S; + S, + S3 + S, is the total spin of the four

members of plaquettg. Bp is an operator that projects the
wave function onto its component where plaquetteas the
maximal spin of 2, the two factors in E§.{37) annihilating th where, (---) denotes thermal average as per the discussion
spin 0 and 1 components respectively. Since EJ. (36) is a suaiter Eq.[(31).
of projection operators, its eigenvalues must be non-negat |t would be useful to study EqL{B6) numerically to con-
and any state with zero eigenvalue is a ground state. firm the existence of a spin gap and to examine its low-lying
A wave function in which crisscrossed plaqueptdas a S = 1 states, in light of the assumptions of our formalism. A
dimer on one of its links will be annihilated by, since the comparison of an “exact” calculation Gfowder for (possibly
total spin ofp can then be at most 1. Therefore, a wave func-a perturbed version of) Eq._(36) with the analytical expim@ss
tion having a dimer orverycrisscrossed plaquette will be a Eq. (38) would provide a useful validation of our approach
zero energy ground state of Ef.{36). A counting argumenand is natural topic for further study.
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V. APPLICATION TO THE KAGOM E LATTICE AND of the above mentioned “perfect hexagon” valence bond crys-
ZnCu3(OH)4Cl2 tal state were studied. For that state, it was found that the
lowest lying triplets have a spin gap of orde08.J but a band-
In the previous sections, we have app“ed our forma|.Width of onIyN 0.01J. This is consistent with the assumption
ism to systems with well-characterized Hamiltonians andof @ narrows = 1 band required in sectiénl 1.
ground states. In the present section, we finally return to Therefore, while currently there is no Hamiltonian on the
the original motivation for this work and discuss the effett kagomé lattice for which it can bexplicitly shown that the
Dzyaloshinskii-Moriya interactions on the (short-ranga)  assumptions of secti¢n I are satisfied, the above factsestigg
lence bond physics of the kagomeé lattice in the contextef th that these assumptions are sensible with respect to the KHAF
material ZnCy(OH);Cl,. and related models. _
We begin by assuming the material is well described, to In adapting Eq.[(32) to the kagomé lattice, cases 1 and 5
leading order, by a spin 1/2 kagomé Heisenberg antiferggma (se€ Tabléll) are straightforward (using4 for the kagomé)
net, though the details of our analysis do not depend specifand case 9 does not occur. For the kagome lattice, each dimer
cally on the KHAF and will apply for any Hamiltonian with s part of a triangular plaquette and each plaquette cartéth
the assumed spectral properties of . 3. We review someD?)? + (DP)*cos & = (D?)?> — $(DP)? to sum (2) in
known properties of the KHAF which suggest that this modelEd. (31). Therefore,
satisfies the assumptions of our formalism. We then discuss

2

the results of the calculation qfpowder in light of recent ex- Xpowder X M (2D? — (D*)?) + O(z®). (39)
periments. We note that while the KHAF assumption under- 4A
lies most theoretical treatments of this material to ddtere We can also use our formalism to calculate the anisotropy
is not currently a consensus on what model best describés y, as would be seen in measurements on single crystals:
herbertsmithite?

X D\’ 40

v U (D ) “o

A. Model
As noted in the Introduction, exact diagonalization stud- B. Comparison with experiment

ies of the KHAF suggest that the ground state is non-
magnetié::22with a spin gap of ordes/20.22 The gap is filled In comparing our results with experiments on

with an exponentially (in the system size) large number ofZnCu;(OH);Cl; , the first point to note is that DM does
non-magnetic states which appear to become a gapless camet induce a zero field magnetization, which is consistent
tinuum in the thermodynamic limit. It was noted in Ref.[[22] with the lack of magnetic order according to a number of
that a gapless singlet continuum and spin gap an order of magechniqueg?:18:19.20
nitude smaller tha' could indicate the importance of longer  Eq. (39) is an expression for the = 0 powder suscepti-
than nearest-neighbor valence bonds. However, in Ref, it55] bility. In order to compare with experiment, we assume that
was noted that at least the gapless singlet continuum, teuld D* ~ D; A ~ .J/2022 or possible a bit higher .7/10% (the
reproduced by considering the KHAF restricted to the neéaresgap entering the calculation is the one separating the bands
neighbor valence bond (dimer) subspace. Indeed, dimesstatconnected byHpy for which the spin gap is a lower bound);
with gapless singlet excitations have been seen in toy reddel and.J ~ 170 K.22
In addition, it was noted that the dimer subspace is the sim- There are two sets of experiments which suggest that the
plest subspace that captures the feature of an expongntiabusceptibility saturates in tiie — 0 limit. Ofer et ali® mea-
growing number of states. suredypowder USiNg SR in @ 2 KG magnetic field in a tem-
More recently, the series expansion study of Ref. [26] experature range from around 100 mK to around 200 K. They
amined the energies of various dimer coverings of the kagomaobserved a monotonic rise ihowder @s the temperature was
for the KHAF Hamiltonian and found that a particular one, lowered and the last two data points indicated a saturation
namely the “perfect hexagon” state first noted in Ref| [24],value of xpowdedT = 0) ~ 15.7 x 10~3 emu/mol Cu. Us-
was optimal though all dimer coverings were very close ining Eq. [39), this value is consistent with ranging from
energy, with a bandwidth (of ordef/50) small compared to 0.03.J to 0.08.J. However, other interpretations of this data
the spin gap. Their estimate for the ground state energy perave involved the Ising anisotroflyand/or stressed the role
site compared well with exact diagonalization studies ef th of impuritieg®:30.57.58
model. Put together, these facts suggest that spectra such a The second experiment is a recéh® NMR study?’ pur-
Fig.[3ab, where the low energy physics is determined by gorted to measure the intrinsic susceptibility of the kagom
narrow band of dimer states, are decent caricatures of whalanes. Because the energy scale of theT6field used in
happens in the KHAF. Further arguments about the suitabilit that study is comparable to our lower estimateAqrit is not
of restricting attention to the dimer subspace when stuglyin clear that Eq.[(39), the derivation of which assumed that the
low energy properties of the KHAF may be found in sectionBoltzmann factors of the excited bands were relatively smal
IIF of Ref. |40]. compared to the low energy dimer manifold, will directly ap-
In Ref. [56], the elementary triplet (and singlet) excitas  ply. However, if the actual gap is closer to the higher end of
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our range~ J/10, then Eq.[(3B) might produce a reliable or- Cu-Cu axis at high temperature but freeze in random orien-
der of magnitude estimate. The measurements of Ref. [27&htions below 50 K. While the effect of this ah would be
sugges? aT = 0 susceptibility per spin of = 0.13 which  weak, we expect the effect dd to be more significant be-
implies a molar susceptibility of 1.1 x 10~2 emu/mol Cu.  cause the direction dD is determined by the position of this
From Eq.[[39), this implies thdd ranges from 0.008 t0 0.02  OH group® Therefore, there is strong reason to suspect that
J. the strength of the DM interaction experienced by the system
We caution against taking these estimates too literally beat lowT is different than the value suggested both by the high
cause in both cases they are based on a relatively small nurtemperature ESR analysis and the numerical fit of the high
ber of data points and in both experiments, it is not clear thatemperature magnetic susceptibifty We emphasize again
DM interactions are the only factors at play. Also, becauséhat our estimate ob is based on lowl” susceptibility data.
these two experiments suggest gualitatively differenfpem  (However, it remains to be seen if an analysis of the Bw
ature dependences fgt they can not both be measurementsESR data will lead to a larger or smaller estimatefoy
of the quantity we are calculating. However, we would like to  There is another possible reason for the discrepancy with
emphasize that these estimates strongly suggest that te maref. [60]. One could speculate that the ESR analysis of
nitude of the DM interaction may be significantly smallemha Ref. [60] was based on the assumption that the symmetric
previously quoted values. We will discuss this point in moreanisotropic exchange could be neglected in comparison to
detail in the next section. the antisymmetric DM interaction. While this is often a rea-
While our calculation is for thd” = 0 susceptibility, we sonable approach, given that the former term is quadratic in
can speculate on what happens at a small but nonzero terthe spin-orbit coupling while the latter is linear, someenatc
perature. Numerical studies of the KH#Fsuggest that the magnetization measureme#tgive reason to suspect that the
singlet sector has a linear density of states at the verydbwe symmetric term might also be important in this material.Th
energies. An approximate way of accounting for this is forimportance of accounting for such a term has been pointed out
a low energy state with energyabove the ground state, the by Shekhtman et &:82and has received further experimental
gap entering Eq[(30) will bé — ¢, if we assume the triplet confirmatio®3.) However, in the present context, we again do
band is still flat. The sum over in Eq. [31) will become an  not know whether accounting for this will lead to a larger or
integral over a density of states, the range of integrat®n b smaller estimated value d@.
ing the effective low energy bandwidth In the limit where One reason to believe that our estimates may not be entirely
T < § < A, the result will be a modification of EQ._(B9): off target is the fact that in the presence of sufficientlpisty
X(T) =~ x(T' = 0)(1 + CT) whereC'is a positive constant D= the KHAF is expected to order magnetically. For classical
that depends ol andA. Therefore, our picture prediCtS that Spinsy the presence of such a Coup“ng, no matter how small,
X should rise withl” so in this sense resembles what is seenyould favorak)ng-range three-sublattic)° magnetic order
in Ref.|127. However, more experiments and a more refinegh the z — y plane (with the chirality determined by the sign
theoretical treatment are clearly warranted. of D*)37. Curiously, a similar result would appear to hold in
the quantum limit if one were to adopt a proposed algebraic
spin liquid description of the KHARE:£4However, no signs of
VI. DISCUSSION any magnetic ordering in herbertsmithite have been obderve
thus far in contradiction with both the quasi-classicalypie,
The original motivation for this work was the material €ven after accounting for the spin-wave correct®®nand the
ZnCu;(OH)sCl,, which appears to have a non-magnetic lowalgebraic spin liquid picture.
temperature phase, whose nature has been the subject of muctCepas et a¥? recently studied the KHAF augmented with
speculation. At the beginning of this paper, we noted thgt anDM via exact diagonalization. They found that the non-
non-magnetic phase could be viewed as either a short-rangeagnetic phase observed in the= 0 casé:#?is stable to
or long-range valence bond phase. In the previous sectiosmall DM coupling until atD. ~ 0.1J the system under-
we have shown that a short-range valence bond phase withgpes a phase transition to a magnetically ordered phase. The
very small DM coupling provides a picture of the low tem- value of D obtained in Ref/[60] is very close to such a mag-
perature phase of ZnG(OH)sCl, which reconciles the lack netic transition while our range of estimates puts the syste
of observed magnetic order, the lack of an observed spin gageeper into the non-magnetic phase, making it definitely con
and known facts about the KHAF. We now discuss this picturesistent with the current lack of any experimentally obsdrve
in the light of more recent experiments and other theories. magnetic order or phase transition. Relevance to expetsnen
Recently, Zorko et &9 determined the magnitudes BF aside, our estimate and Ref. [59] together form a theottica
andDP based on an analysis of high temperature ESR me&s€elf-consistent picture because our calculation assumes-a
surements. They found the best fit was obtained#ér~  magnetic phase.
0.08J and |DP| ~ 0.01J. These values were somewhat Assuming the picture of a short-range valence bond phase
smaller than the estimates of Rigol and Si#glalso based is correct, an obvious question would be what is the nature of
primarily on high temperature measurements. One possibline phase? It is difficult to address this question using owr f
reason for our discrepancy with these estimates is the -obsemalism. As mentioned previously, the overlap expansioh wil
vation of Imai et ak® that the OH bonds, which mediate the be more accurate, and hence our calculation more reliable, f
superexchange between the Cu spins, freely rotate about tlaevalence bond crystal where the fluctuations are weak (such
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as the columnar staten the square lattice) as opposed to aity in a system dominated by short-range valence bonds at low
liquid or a valence bond solid where fluctuations are strongemperatures, while the magnetization remains zero. Adpli
(for example, a plaquette ph&8e Phases based on maximiz- to herbertsmithite, we find that such a picture is consistent
ing “perfect hexagons”, variants of which were suggested byith experiments and our approach may be used to estimate
Marston and Zerd, Nikolic and Senth#®, and more recently the strength of the Dzyaloshinskii-Moriya coupling. There
by Singh and Husé, are candidate states to which our calcu-are, however, inconsistencies in attempting to reconaile o
lations might reliably apply. We hope the present work will results to the estimates based on the high-temperature data
rekindle interest in these and other short-range valenod bo Clearly, further studies, both theoretical and experirakste
phases in the context of herbertsmithite. needed to fully clarify these issues. Progress on this front
A non-magnetic alternative to the above picture is a phasaould contribute greatly towards understanding this malter
based on long-range valence bonds. As these phases are spin-
gapless by construction, the absence of a spin gap in the ex-
periment is explained by fiat. One issue with this approach is
the aforementioned numerical evidence suggesting the KHAF
has a spin gap. Another issue is that at least one calculétion
of the properties of such a phase, a variant of an algebraic
spin liquid, shows the susceptibility vanishing at low tem- We would like to express our gratitude to Michael Her-
peratures ag ~ T, instead of saturating. An already men- mele for an important discussion on calculating the sus-
tioned recent calculati$Aindicates that DM interactions will  ceptibility in systems that do not conserve spin, which
drive this same phase into a magnetically ordered statehwhi led to a serious revision of this paper. The authors are
has not been seen in experiment so far. A nonzero suscep#iso indebted to Roland Kawakami, Douglas MacLaughlin,
bility can, in principle, be obtained within a long-range va Roderich Mossner, Marcelo Rozenberg, Rajiv Singh, Cheandr
lence bond picture by considering phases that break SU(2Jarma, and Ashvin Vishwanath for many valuable discussions
invariancé’, by coupling the liquid phase to impuritf8<$8 and suggestions. We are also grateful to Amit Keren both for
or via a state with a spinon Fermi surf&e sharing his data and for providing useful feedback. In addi-
To conclude, we would like to reiterate or central result: wetion, KS would like to thank the Aspen Center for Physics for
have shown that Dzyaloshinskii—-Moriya interactions can acits hospitality. This research has been in part supportetidy
count for a nonzero value for thé = 0 magnetic susceptibil- NSF under grant DMR-0748925.
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The frustration of the classical triangular Heisenbergfemo-
magnet is partially relieved by having the spins arrangerior
collinear 120 degree pattern which turns out to closely rhtiae
ground state of the quantum moHeldespite initial thoughts that
it was a spin liquid. In contrast, for the classical kagomé Heisen-
berg model, the ground state is highly degenétaaed there is
no obvious reason we are aware of for why quantum fluctuations
should favor one of them, though a particular set of them pre a
parently favored classically due to “order by disordér”
In fact, a careful microscopic derivation shows that thigllebilin-
ear interaction between the spins is akin to the familiaskleiberg
interaction: H = > JS; - S’;, whereS’ has been rotated about
D,; by a certain angf&:2273 While experimentally confirmég,
and undoubtfully important in discussions of a spontandeus-
magnetism, this observation is not essential for the lowedr
calculations of the uniform susceptibility in the absentenag-
netic order — the subject of this manuscript.
Of course, the fluctuation-dissipation theorem will stidl true.
However, the relationship between the uniform susceftitahd
spin-spin correlation will now involve more than just theuaf
time correlatof?
We might view a valence bond solid as “exotic” if it occurs 8po
taneously due to quantum frustration. However, in the SSamod
and experimentally in spin-dimer materiisthe valence bond
solid phase occurs because some links have a strongerciiara
than others. The discussion in the introduction where wetsal
the valence bond solid as an example of an exotic non-magneti
phase, was in reference to the first scenario.
The experiments we are referring to (Refl[44]) were aciuddine
in a magnetometer with a static field & = 1.0 T, which for
spin 1/2 corresponds to an energy scgles H ~ 1.3 K. The
temperature range of the experiment is from 1.7 to 400 K, so th
results can be interpreted by a zero-field theory exceptddraps
the very lowest temperature points.
Measurements of the NMR relaxation fdteetermined the gap
to the lowest magnetic state to By = 30 K, consistent with the
value of A; = 35 K given in Ref. [48]. Fitting the susceptibility
data gave a slightly lower value &f = 19 K but these and other
authoré® have interpreted the:30 K values as the “spin gap”.
Therefore, we use this value for our estimate.
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81 The spin gap scale is A/gus ~ 20 T while the onset of a wave function were a liquid state of the Rokhsar—Kivelsqrey
uniform magnetization is seen at around 18 T. We point out tha Inthis case, the error made in keeping only leading termétig
these interesting field dependencies occur at fields mudkehig quite large because of the cumulative effect of many smatige
than the 1.0 T field of the magnetometer used in Ref. [44], thé®® This point was also made in the discussion section of Ref. [59
results of which we interpret with our zero field calculation

82 One situation where the expansion might not work so welltsef



