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Anharmonic Ground state selection in the pyrochlore antiferromagnet
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In the pyrochlore lattice Heisenberg antiferromagnet,ldoge spin lengths, the massive classical ground
state degeneracy is partly lifted by the zero-point enefgguantum fluctuations at harmonic order in spin-
waves. However, there remains an infinite manifold of degirecollinear ground states, related by a gauge-
like symmetry. We have extended the spin-wave calculatogquiartic order, assuming a Gaussian variational
wavefunction (equivalent to Hartree-Fock approximatio@uartic calculationslo break the harmonic-order
degeneracy of periodic ground states. The form of the éfe¢iamiltonian describing this splitting, which
depends on loops, was fitted numerically and also ratioedlanalytically. We find a family of states that are
still almost degenerate, being split by the term from looptength 26. We also calculated the anharmonic
terms for the checkerboard lattice, and discuss why it (dsag¢he kagomé lattice) behave differently than the
pyrochlore at anharmonic orders.

PACS numbers: 75.25.+z,75.10.Jm,75.30.Ds,75.50.Ee

I. INTRODUCTION A. Prior work

Highly frustrated magnetic systems are systems in which In recent worke* we have studied the quantum zero-point
there is a zero temperature macroscopic classical groatﬂj st fluctuations of the Iargé‘-llmlt of this model, and found that,
degenerac%__2 In experimentaj systems, this degeneracy isto harmonic order in thE/S expansion, there remains an infi-
generically broken by secondary interactions, or by lattic hite degeneracy afollinear spin states (although the entropy
distortions34:5 However, even in toy models that include no ©of this family is non-extensive). The degeneracy is associ-
such perturbations, one finds that the classical ground stafited with an exact invariance of the harmonic order energy to
degeneracy is broken by thermal fluctuations or quantum zerd gaugelike transformation. Collinear configurations trat
point fluctuations. Such phenomena are collectively referr related by this symmetry have identidalxesthrough all di-
to asorder by disorde£’ amond lattice loops, where the flyx: through loopL with

Among three-dimensional geometrically frustrated sys-bonOI centers g1, iz, .. ., i2n) is defined as

tems, the most studied, by far, is the pyrochlore latticactvh . .
is composed of the centers of the bonds of a diamond lattice, PL = MiaTligMia =" Tizn -
so the pyrochlore sites form corner sharing tetrahedrapifes

numerous studies designed to illuminate on the ground stat ; - - . .
g g irection along the collinearity axis. THearmonic ground

Ea?gliretigrsozlghist;t]g ?1(:,3 i:l]otth gelaelag%cﬂ:?féﬁﬁ? pl)_’:%(alysindi%_tatesare all of the Ising configurations in one of thegige

: . ’ amiliesand we call them the-flux statesfollowing Ref.[12.
to_rted, pyr_ochlore_ He_lsenberg moqiel. Inth_|s Paper, We 8NSW 1 ose consist of all collinear configusrations \?vhose fluxes
this question by finding the_eﬁectlve Hamlltonla_n that T through allhexagongthe shortest diamond-lattice loops) are
sents the quantum zero-point energyattharmonicorder in

(1.3)

he Ising variables); = +1 correspond to the classical spin

spin waves. (A short report has appeared in Réf. 14). negative:
We consider the nearest neighbor Heisenberg Hamiltonian o
on the pyrochlore lattice gm =-1, vo. (1.4)
H = JZ S:-S;. (1.1) [The argument for{(1l4) is given in Sdc.JVI.] Some of these
Y states are shown in Fig. 9 of Ref] 11. Furthermore, in[Réf. 11,

we constructed an effective Hamiltonian for the harmonic or

: der zero-point energy, of the form
Here and below{:j) denotes a sum over nearest neighbors. P .

Classically, all states satisfying BT = NS (Eo+ Ke®g + Ks®s +---) (1.5)
Z S, =0, (1.2) whereF), K, are numerical coefficients that can be evaluated

analyticallyt! (Ey = —0.5640 , K¢ =0.0136, K3 = —0.0033);
here®,,, is the total flux (per lattice site) through all diamond-

for all tetrahedray are degenerate ground states, with energyattice 100ps of lengtizn:

—JN,S?, whereN, is the number of spins (we reserve Greek 1

indices for tetrahedra — diamond lattice sites— and roman in Dy, = — Z oL . (1.6)
dices for pyrochlore sites). 5 \c]=2n
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In the interest of conciseness, throughout the rest of thigenerate (both numerically and also to very high order in the
paper we use the terstateto mean “classical Ising configu- effective Hamiltonian).
ration”. In this paper, we go beyond the harmonic order in the
expansionl /S, to search for a unique semiclassical ground
state, focusing in the asymptotit— oo properties. We con-
sider small quantum fluctuations about classical Ising genfi
urations such that the local collinear order is preservedar. O I. SPIN-WAVE THEORY
approach is aimed at deriving a@ifective Hamiltonia#? in

terms pfa much small number_ofdegrees of freedom. In this section, we expand the Hamiltonidn {1.1) in the
Similar work has been previously done on the closely re-,

PR -k . . . semiclassical limit, in powers df/S. In Secs[ I[B we review
!ated kagome lattice. This is a_two-qllmensmnal lattichich some of the result in the harmonic theory of Ref. 11, relevant
is composed of corner sharing triangles. In the kagom

%o this paper.
Heisenberg antiferromagnet the zero-temperature chlssic pap

ground states satisfly (1.2) for allanglesc, and harmonic or-

der spin-wave fluctuations seleddt coplanar classical config-

urations as degenerate ground states. A self-consisthat-an

monic theory breaks this degeneracy and selects one unique A. Large-S expansion
coplanar ground state —the so-callgd x /3 statel6:17:18

To study the quantum Heisenberg model, in the semiclas-
sical limit of large .S, we perform the Holstein Primakoff
transformation. Since the harmonic ground states are all

Thi . ved as foll - in SBe. Il derive th collineari! we shall in the following, limit ourselves to states
IS paper s organized as follows. In SE€¢. 1l We derve &, \,hich each site is labeled by an Ising variablesuch that,
large-S expansion by means of a Holstein-Primakoff trans-

. . without loss of generality, the classical spinSs= 7,2, and
formation. We review some of the results of 11 on th ’ e
g . : . ) ; =0 for any tetrahedron. Thus each tetrahedron in-
harmonic theory. In SeE_]Il, we derive the mean-field Hamil- 5*§ N y

tonian for th h o th d X If-ctamgi cludes four satisfied — antiferromagnetic (AFM) — bonds and
onianforthe anharmonic theory, and present a Selli-CEmelS v, ynsatisfied — ferromagnetic (FM) — bonds. Notice that,
variational scheme for solving it.

whenever the spins satisfy the classical ground state tondi

Then, in Sed_1V we use a simple tractable example — th : : : :
X ; . ; _‘ﬂI:Z , the sum of neighbor spins (s-2) times the spin on a
(w, ) state on the two-dimensional checkerboard lattice— 'nsite)i e g pins (s-2) P

order to gain some analytic intuition on the behavior of the

two-point correlation functions that governs the meardfiel

quartic energy, and the scaling laws involved. We find that Z nj = —2n;. (2.1)
these diverge ak1 .S, resulting in anharmonic energy of or- jnn. ofi

der (In.S)%2. In Sec.[IVB we argue that among all of the

checkerboard lattice harmonic ground states, the quartic e

ergy is minimized in thér, 7) state, and show numerical re-  We first rotate the local coordinates(tp z, 4, 7;2), and de-
sults to support this claim. We find that, due to the differentfine boson operators;, aZT such that

symmetries of the checkerboard lattice and the Hamiltgnian

the harmonic degeneracy in the checkerboard can be broken

B. Outline of the paper

at the single-tetrahedron level, a result that cannot beéechr S7 = mi(S —ala;),
over to the pyrochlore case. 4o v oy t
In Sec.[W¥ we present the main results of this paper. — ST = miST +i5Y =25 — ajai ai,
numerical calculations for the pyrochlore lattice. We findtt - z  ay i/ T
as in the checkerboard, the quartic energy scalg$nas)?. Si = mS" —i8Y =a;\/25 — a;a;. (2.2)

We calculate the anharmonic energy for a large set of har-

monic ground states and find that and that the anharmonithese operators satisfy the canonic bosonic commutation re

theory breaks the degeneracy between them. We derive eftions

fective Hamiltonians for both the gauge-invariant and gaug

dependent terms in the quartic energy, and find a set of seem- -

ingly degenerate ground-states. lai,aj] =i,  [ai,a;]=0,  [a},a;]=0. (2.3)
Next, in Sec[Ml, we present a real-space loop expansion

to explain the nature of the dominant term in the gaugeys now expand EqLT2.2) in powers bf S, and express the

dependent effective Hamiltonian. We analytically derive a Hamiltonian in terms of spin deviation op’erators

effective Hamiltanion, which is different from the one weneo

jectured in the numerical fitting. Neverthless the leadng or

der terms of both effective Hamiltonians are minimized by S t y /S n
the same set of states which, as far as we can tell, are all de“i =l 5(‘” +a;), o; =1 §(ai —a;), (2.4)
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and obtaif® The corresponding frequencies die,, = 25|\,,,|, and thus
the zero-point energy is
H = Ecl + Hharm + Hquart + O(S_l) ) (253)
FEg = —J]VSSQ7 (25b) Eharm = SZ (|)\m| - 1) . (211)
Hiarm = J 3 ((07)2 + (02)?) + T S (0T o7 +0¥a?) -
i (i) In Refs[ 1 and]9, it was shown that the zero point energy is
_JjSN (2.5¢) minimized for configurations that satisfy (I..4). A condeshse
F ° ' version of this derivation shall be given later, in 9ec. VIA.
Hovows = —— 2mim: ((69)2 + (69)2) ((0%)2 + (o¥)2 For the Heisenberg Hamiltonian matrix_(R.7) on the py-
auart 852 % [ nini ((77) + (1)) ((77)° + (7)°) rochlore lattice, one finds that (fanylsing ground state) half
el 3 ey el sy the spin-wave modes have vanishing frequencies. These are
—of ((0f)’ +ofojol) —of ((07)’ +olofa}) thezero modeswhich satisfy
— V(6" +0%0Y0%) —a?((0?)3+o%cY o
ol ((0Y)’ +ofolot) —ol((})’ +ofolo] X}Z.Sd) va(i) —0. (2.12)

whereJ = J(1+1/285). In the following, we shall sef =1. e
Somewhat redundantly, we also defjﬁ?g J=1when(i, j) for all tetrahedrax. The two-point correlations (fluctuations)

are nearest neighbors, and zero otherwise (to simplify sum§'; of the spin deviation operators, it can be shown, are given

over just one index.) by
S vyvi
= (% () = (gY(gV)T) = Z_tm¥m
B. Harmonic Hamiltonian G =(o(e")]) = (e¥(e?)]) ; 2 vl
(e%(a") +a¥(a™)T) = 0. (2.13)

The use of the operatoes’, o¥ allows us to represent the
harmonic Hamiltoniar{2.%c) in block diagonal form Itis clear from [2:IB) that any mode,, for which v}, nv,, =
. 0, exhibits divergent fluctuations. We call such a mod#-a
T ((Uz)T, (Uy)T) ( %I gI > < "y >—TrH, (2.6) vergent modend it turns out that such a mode is necessarily
. a zero mode, i.e)\,,, =0. The converse is not true— most zero

whereo® ando? are vector operators with respect to site in- modes have nonsingular fluctuations.

dices, of lengthV,, and theN, x N, matrix H has elements

i=j 2. Ordinary modes

i, j nearest neighbors (2.7) ) o )

otherwise The eigenmodes of Eq[(2.9) can be divided into two
groups: half (V;/2) of the modes have zero frequency. We

The dependence on the particular classical ground statecomcall thesegeneric zero modgé because the subspace that

1
Hij = %
0

via the commutation relations they span is identical for any collinear classical grouates¥
, Since these modes have zero frequency, they do not comtribut
o7, o8] = iSnidij - (2.8)  to the harmonic zero-point energy.

. . The other half of the modes are calleddinary modeg*
In Ref.[11 we detailed the harmonic theory and the properz g these modes can be naturally expressed in terms of

ties of the eigenmodes. Here we briefly summarize the resuli§iamond-latticemodes (recall that the diamond lattice has

relevant to this paper, for completeness. N,/2 sites): an (un-normalized) ordinary mostg, can be
written down as
1. Diagonalization . 1
v (1) = —n; U, (¢ 2.14
(@) = Z5m > um(@) (2.14)

Define the N, x N, diagonal matrixn by 7;; = 1;0;;. oree
Then spin-wave modes of any Hamiltonian of the form](2.6), where the sum runs over the two tetrahedra to which site
with operator commutation relatioris (P.8) are the eigetarec ¢ belongs and,, is a vector of lengthV, /2, living on the
{vm }, with eigenvalueg\,,, }, of thedynamical matrixyH: centers of tetrahedra (diamond lattice sites), and saitsthe
spin-wave equation

1 ~
NidmUm (1) = v (1) + = Y Jijom(J) - (2.9) !
2 ; ! Amum(a) = %Z ni(a,@)um(ﬂ)v (215)
B

The eigenvectors satisfy a pseudo orthogonality constrain
where the sum is over (diamond-lattice) nearest neighkfors o

vjnvm X O - (2.10) «, andi(«ap) is the pyrochlore site on the center of the bond
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connectingy and 8. The diamond-lattice modefu,,, } are Upon diagonalization of the Hamiltonian [i.e., finding
eigenmodes of an Hermitian matrix and therefore are orthogeigenmodes ofyH(q), wheren is now N, x Nj], we ob-
onal to each other in the usual sense. We choose the normain N,; bands within the Brillouin zone, half of which are
ization|u,,| = 1 without loss of generality. FroniT (Z114) and of zero mode bands, and half are of ordinary modes. The di-
(2.138) one easily simplifies the pseudo-norm denominator ivergent spin-wave modes can be shown to occur alioeg

Eq. (Z.13), in the Brillouin zone where an ordinary mode frequency goes

to zero (we call thesdivergence linest! Each of these diver-
VIV = Am (2.16)  gence lines is parallel to one of y, or = axes.
The correlations of spin fluctuations can be expanded in

(valid only for ordinary modes). terms of Fourier components, using Hg. (2.18):

It is evident that the solutions of Ed._(2]15) are invariant
under agaugelike transformatiof the state: if we trans-
formn; — 7,7sm;, Wherer,, 73 = +1, then the dispersion Gij = (0i05) ~— Z G,
would not change, and the ordinary modes would transform
Um (@) = Toum(a). Takingr, = —1 amount to flipping with
all of the spins in tetrahedram. Such a transformation is not
literally a gauge transformation since the flips must beesorr Gr1,(q) = (oq(li)o—q(l;)) (2.20)
lated, so that the tetrahedron rulg =, 7; = 0 from (1.2) -
is preserved. Whenever two states are related by a gaugelikéherel; and/; are the sublattice indices ofandj, respec-
transformation, they have the same spin-wave eigenvalyes tively, andx;; =r;—r;.
and hence identical values of the total harmonic zero-point
energy.

Although most of the ordinary modes carry nonzero fre- 1ll. SELF-CONSISTENT ANHARMONIC THEORY
quency, there is a subset of them that bhas = 0. It
turns out that these are the divergent modes — modes that This section develops our mean-field prescription to self-
havev], nv,, = 0, and whose correlations are divergent [seeconsistently calculate the anharmonic corrections to the e
Egs. [2.1B) and (2.16)]. ergy, for an arbitrary given statg), }. First, (Sec[TI[A1) we

decouple the quartic terfi,..« and write down a quadratic

mean-field Hamiltonian. Next, we introduce a variational
3. Fourier transformed Hamiltonian Hamiltonian as an approximation for mean-field problem

(Sec[IB), and in Se¢_TITBI3 show that the variational form

In order to perform numerical calculations on large sys-agrees with a general self-consistent approach in the-léirge
tems, we must limit ourselves to periodic states. We shallimit. In Sec.[TlIJ we discuss how various fluctuations and
assume anagnetic unit celith N, sites arranged onmag-  energy scales depend 6n
netic lattice In the simplest possibl&) = 0 case,Ny; =4
and the magnetic lattice is the fcc. Most of this work focuses

)cosX;; - d, (2.19)

on harmonic ground states, i.er;flux states. Thesmallest A. Decoupling scheme

possible unit cell for that case hag,, = 16 sites. In practice,

the calculation can often be simplified by utilizing thend First let us work through the Hartree-Fock-like decoupling

order, which may have a smaller unit céfl. of the quartic term[{2.8d) of our spin-wave Hamiltordnit
We Fourier transform the Hamiltonian (P.6): turns out the decoupled coefficients depend on the (Isirig) sp

configuration in a simple fashion (Séc.1IITA 2) which allows

Huaem = Y _ ((60)T, (a})T) ( H(q) 0 ) ( % ) us (in principle) to reduce the self-consistency condiitma

5 4 0 H(q) 0 q one-parameter equation.

—TrH(q), (2.17)
wherea?, o¥ are vectors of lengtiV,; of the Fourier trans- 1. Energy expectation and decoupled Hamiltonian
formedz andy spin deviation operators. The waveveaids
in the Brillouin zone of the magnetic lattice. In a decoupling, one implicitly assumes a variational wave-

function W\, @ priori unconstrained except for being Gaus-
G = 1 Zaz eI Ri+AL) sian. Thus, itis specified by a harmonic effective Hamiloni
\/NM 4 Hur, defined so that
5é — Z el (R+A) , (218) <7'Lharm + %quart> = <7'LMF> (31)

where the expectations are taken with respeé{ ig- itself.
whereR is a magnetic lattice vector ainds a sublattice index, In light of Wick’s theorem, we can immediately write the
corresponding to a basis vectar, i.e., for sitei: r; =R;+  energy expectation by plugging info (2.5c) and (2.5d) the tw
Ay point correlations defined in_(Z.113), but now using #Hgr



wavefunction:

2(2 Gii + Z Gij — SNS)
(i7)

<Hharm> -

i

<Hquart > =

(3.2b)

1
352 > [mini(GuGii + G3) — Gij(Gii + Gyj)]
(i5)

5

All the machinery that was applied ¥ for the harmonic
problem in SecITB, can now be applied . In par-

(3.2a) ticular, we can evaluate the correlatiofiS;;}, in terms of

which the Hamiltonian matrix elements are written. Thus,
by the self-consistent decoupling approximation we have re
placed the interacting spin-wave Hamiltonian by an effecti
non-interacting theory.

Unfortunately, this does not yet give a solution, since the
{G,;} area priori unknown. We cannot just use the corre-

To make some expressions more compact, we define a borations obtained from the bare harmonic theryl(2.6) fohbot

variable,

Uiy = Gii —nin;Gij - (3.3)
I;; is, in generalnot symmetrié® and is defined only for
(i, 7) nearest neighbors (nonzefg).

Substituting[[3.B) intd(3]2), and usidg(.1), we get

(Hharm) = — Z [mﬁj (Ty; +Tji) — SNS:|; (3.4a)
(i5)
1
<Hquart> = ? Zninjrijl—‘ji- (34b)
(i)
Then
BEyr = (Mar) = — Y _(Hur)i;Gij = (3.5)

ij
1
- anj (Fij + L — ?Fijrji) — SN;; .
(i4)
and [using[(3R2)] we see indeét\r satisfies[(311).
To write our decoupled Hamiltonia# quare + Hharm, We

practical reasons({;; diverges in that case) and substantive
ones: the theory would not be self-consistent — we would not
recover the same correlations as those we put into it. A solu-
tion may, in fact be obtained by successive iterations:rassu

a trial set of coefficient¥;r, compute the implied correla-
tions, and define the next iterationHfyr from (3.7a).

2. Simplified form ofl";; and Hur

In principle this iteration seems forbidding, but it is silnp
fied by an important fact, discovered numerically but vedifie
analytically. For anyHyr approaching{y..m, as should be
the case for largé':

Ty =TO 4 T@pn; + AT, . (3.9)

HereI'(© andI'®® are diverging terms independent ofj
(and of the same order); wherea$';; does depend ohand

j. but is much smaller thaR(®). This was seen numerically
in the outputs from a particular family of starting parame-
ters, the family of variational wavefunctions(e) specified
by H.a: () [defined below in Se¢TITB]. More generally, an
analytic explanation of the forni (3.9), i.e. why; depends

adopt a matrix form, in analogy with the harmonic Hamilto- only on;n; at dominant order, is found in AppendiX A. [It

nian [2.6)
e = (@)1 (@) (T g ) (2 ) - s
(3.6)

follows from the gaugelike invariance, for the special cafse
Ising configurations that minimize the harmonic energy, the
m-flux states. One might crudely paraphrase that argument by
saying the correlations that come out of the bare Hamiltonia
have the form[{3]9) (albeit with divergeRt?, T'(2)).

defining the matrix elements in Eq._(B.6) to depend on the Next, inserting the relatiorf (3.9) into Eq§.(3.8), we can

correlationss;;:

(Hyr)i; = 5 [1 - e il ﬂ} (3.7a)
1 ~
(HMF)’LZ = 1+ @ Z Jij (ﬁﬂ?jij — Glj) . (37b)
J

Recall from Sed A that/;; = 1 for nearest neighbors, oth-

erwise zero. Thus, although,;; decays as a power la®#yr

has only on-site and nearest-neighbor terms. In terms of the +

I';; variables, eq[(3]7) reads

(HMF)ij = % |:1 — 2%5,2(1—‘1']' + Fji):| (3.8a)
(Hvr)i = (3.8b)

1 ~
1 + 2—82 ; JijT]i’I]jl—‘ji

write the matrix elements of the mean-field Hamiltonian

Jis 1 1
(Hur)ij = 77 [(1 — ﬁr@)) — §r<2>mn;3.10a)
1
- —282 (Al—‘ij + Al“ji)

1 o) 3 o
(Hur)ii = (1 — ﬁI‘( )) + ﬁf( )

1 -

252 > Jimin AT .
J

To get the last line of Eq[{3.IDb), we used the- 6 coordi-

nation of the pyrochlore lattice, and the classical tetdabe
constrainty ., n; = 0 [from (L.2)]. We now define

L ~o
§F(),

(3.10b)

T =T (3.11)



Note that|.J* — 1| < 1. We obtain

*
ij

5 (1= min)

1
_2—52 (AFZ-J- + AF”)

(1 o)

1 ~
o Z Jijnin AlL; .
J

(Hwir)ij (3.12q)

3
1+ —eout

(Hwir)ii 1

(3.12b)

where

A7)
Eout = W

(3.13)

Thus, if we drop the much smaller termsAd’;; all the cor-

rections are proportional to a single paramé&tét times sim-
ple functions of the spin configuration.

B. Variational Hamiltonian

6

Thus we requireyH., .. v = 0; inserting Eq.[(3.7b) and writ-
ing out each term, we first nolvs = 0 so our condition
is

0= i Z(Hvar)ijUG(j) =4) + e

J

(3.16)

Thus [3.I#) ends up having only one independent variational
parameteke. It will become clear in the following, that the
correct signs for the parameters are- 0, 6 < 0. So, just
writing out the components @, as defined in[(3.14),

1 €
(Had)iy = 3 (1- anj) , (3.17a)
(Hvar)ii = 1+ §€ . (317b)

4

Note that(ij) in (3I7&), and in similar equation pairs, applies
only to nearest-neighbor sites.

A more elaborate (multi-parameter) trial form &f,..
might improve the quality of the calculation, by exploring
a larger set of variational wavefunctions; this is partclyl
important when the Ising configuration is not uniform from
the gauge-invariant viewpoint (see AppendixIA 2), sific8)3.
breaks down in that case. Nevertheless, as we shall see nu-
merically in Sec[V, the most important degeneracy-bregkin

The one-parameter dependence of Eq.{3.12) suggests wfects are captured within this simple one-parametentheo

do not need to explore the full parameter space of trial Hamil
tonians to find the self-consistent mean-field Hamiltonian
Instead, we shall limit ourselves to a simplified variationa
Hamiltonian ., which though it has just one variational
parameter, appears to capture all the important propeties
Hur. (Specifically, .., approximates{yr better and bet-
ter in the limitS — oo, as will be shown analytically below.)
So, we wish to write a harmoni#.,,, as simple as pos-
sible, to specify the Gaussian variational wavefunctioy,,
its ground state (not necessarily equaltgr). SinceHur

— the solution to an unconstrained variational problem — has

1. Self-consistent approach

Revisiting eqs[(3.12), we see they reduce to Egs.|3.17) but
with ¢ — o,¢. Furthermore, as — 0, it turns oute,t (¢) is
increasing[indeed logarithmically divergent: se¢ (4117) and
(5.1)]. So there is a unique self-consistent solution to

Ar® (e*sc)

N (3.18)

€30 = cous(e'sc) =

only nearest-neighbor terms, there is no loss of generalityng at- = =*4., [neglecting theAT';;) correction terms] we

when we restrict our variational search to that form. [In
contrasted, on the kagomé lattice, the appropriate vanialt

Hamiltonian had second- or third-nearest-neighbor (Heise
berg) term&:17:1821 due to cubic terms in the spin-wave ex-

pansion.] We thus adopt the simplest nontrivial form, the

same as[(316), except with the diagonal block makiixr
replaced by
H,.. =H -+ énHn + 1. (3.14)

whered ande are variational parameters. Thenodifies the

strength of AFM and FM bonds in opposite ways: namely,

(Hyar)ij = (140) /2 for neighbors withy, = n; and(Hyar)ij =
(1—9¢)/2 for neighbors withy, = —n;. This is the simplest
possible form of a variational Hamiltonian that is congiste
with the local spin symmetries.

We do require invariance under global spin rotations, whictf* P&

means the Goldstone mode (associated with global rotatio
must have zero energy. Its eigenvecter has elements

i

VN’

v (i) Vi. (3.15)

get

HMF ~ J*Hvar- (319)

Of course, the overall prefactor of has no effect on the
spin correlations comprising;;. Thus we have shown that,
up to small corrections (AI';;), we in fact get out the same
‘Hnr that we putin, so our theory is self-consistent. The only
condition required for this to work wag (3.9).

NoteT'(®©) andI"® are of orderS In e, as will be explicitly
verified analytically for the checkerboard lattice (§ecAY)
and the pyrochlore (SEc.MA). The correcti@kl’;; | in (3.9)
is an order of magnitude smaller tha?) for all tractable
values ofe.

If we had tried a different one-parameter form of variationa
Hamiltonian, where we adéto to the matrix elementhl;; in
ttern other than the one in EQ.(3.14), the divergent

ould indeed be regularized, but the dominant contribution

ould still be of the form[(3.9), so self-consistency is ldbe
output would not have the same as the input The only one-
parameter nearest-neighbor variational Hamiltonian tvisc
self-consistent i§(3.14).



2. Variational approach

1

The above recipe is perfectly valid, but our actual calcu-
lation was done somewhat differently. We diagonalized the

0.95¢

H.ar to find a variational wavefunctiolr,,, (¢) and its corre- <= 0.9
lations{G,; }, and computed an expectatidir (¢, S) [given g
by (3.3)]. We iteratively minimizedyr (¢, S) with respectto L 0.85
¢ (for a givenS), defining a unique optimal value= £*(.5). =

It will be shown below (in Sed_TVAR and[_VIA) that %

e*(S) xInS/S. L 075
. . e 0.7
3. Equivalence of self-consistent and variational apphessc
0.65 : ‘ ‘
It remains to be justified that*sc, defined self- 5 SlO 15

consistently, should equal‘, defined by minimizingFyr.
This is expected, since the decoupling is variationallyebas

that is, afull variational optimization of{;r with respect to
all its parameters is equivalent to self-consistency withde-

FIG. 1: (Color Online) Self-consistency of the matrix elements. sew
the ratio of all nonzero elements Hyr andH,y.. (¢) for the state shown in

coupling form, by construction. Thus, to the extent the full Fig. 9(d) of Ref[ 1. Here is set to0.1. Each line represents a particulay)

solution sticks within the subspace defined Hy., (as we

matrix element. Up to symmetries of the configuration, theesl1 unique

argued it did) the decoupling and variational minimizatio Matrix elements for this state, some of which are virtuatigistinguishable
s ' . in the plot. All of the lines converge &* (¢ = 0.1) = 7.5 (up to a deviation
(both within that subspace) ought to agree with each_other._ which is much smaller thas).
The test for whether our result really is self-consistent is
that the diagonal elemenfs (317b) should be independent of

and the off-diagonal elemenis (3. 7a) should depend sotely o

n;1;. Furthermore, we wartt{nir);; / (Hvar)i; to be equal for
all 4, j (for which H;; # 0). We indeed found (empirically)
that this works wher = £*(5), i.e. [letting S*(¢) be the
inverse relation ta*(.9)]

} Le.

(Hwvr (S*(€))i

(Hvar(f))ij (3:20)

variance;; {

In Fig.[d we show an example of this for a particular state an

a particular value of. The crossing defines‘sc, in light of
(3:19), but it is seen to happen exactly where= ¢*, thus
empirically confirming the equivalence.

C. Scaling

Note that the harmonic energy is not rescaled because the fre
quency of divergent zero modes is ordy(S?/3), which is
negligible compared to non-zero modé¥S) frequency.

One might expect the scaling(3122) to carry through to the
pyrochlore lattice as weéfl. However, the divergent modes
of the kagomé and the pyrochlore are rather different: @ th
kagomeé, due to the anisotropy between in-plane and out-of-
gplane spin fluctuationsall zero modes are divergent modes,
so the kagomé divergent modes span the entire Brillouiezon
In the pyrochlore, on the other hand, the divergent modes re-
side only along lines in the Brillouin zone, hence the diver-
gences (coming from these lines’ vicinity) are weaker. Be-
low [see Egs.[(4.17) and (5.1)] we shall find that this leads
to logarithmic renormalization of the divergent fluctuations
I;; = O(S1nS), resulting in scaling

Within the harmonic theory of CRIIB, the fluctuations of
the spin deviation operators scale @so;) = O(S) — we
omit thexz andy component labels in these schematic expres-
sions — and therefore we would naively expect, from the-spin
wave expansioi (2.5), that

<Hquart>naivc - O(l) .

However,H uare has an infinite expectation using the unmod-
ified ground-state wavefunction 6{,,.,.,, since the fluctua-
tions diverge. Studies of the kagomeé lattt¥:18have taught
us that, when anharmonic terms are treated self consigtentl
spin fluctuations oflivergent modeare renormalized to finite
values. In the kagomé cage;o;) = O(S*/?) and the scaling
relations are

<Hquart> = EMF - Eharm = O((ln 5)2) . (323)

The singularity of the divergent modes’ fluctuations, away
from q = 0, is cut off by the variational parameter At
q = 0, the divergence ofo,0;) would be preserved, due to
the physical Goldstone mode;, but the Goldstone mode’s
contribution toI';; vanishes such that the Goldstone mode
does not contribute to the energy at any ordelr/if.

Because it is technically difficult to deal with the diver-
gence ofG;;(q = 0) we shall, for now, retain both variational
parameters. Thus we will have a handle on the fluctuations
until we eventually take the limi¢ — —c/4. [We find that
Gij(q = 0) ~ 1/v/e+ 40, so thats + 46 must be chosen to
be positive.]

Eharm = O(S)7 (321)

Eharm = O(S) 5 <Hquart>kag = 0(52/3) . (322)



IV. CHECKERBOARD LATTICE O_T
As a warm-up to the pyrochlore lattice problem, we o=
first consider the same model on the closely related, two-

dimensional checkerboard lattice. This case is more tosta
in that some expressions have a simple form which could no
(or should not) be written out analytically in the pyrocldor
case.

The checkerboard lattice (see Fid. 2) can be viewed a
{001} projection of the pyrochlore lattice, and is often called
the planar pyrochlore The lattice structure is a square lat-
tice with primitive vectorg1, 1), (1, —1) and two sublattices
corresponding to basis vectdrs1/2,0) and(1/2,0). We re-
fer to the crossed squares as “tetrahedra” in analogy wéh th
pyrochlore lattice, and we refer to any two sites within agtet
hedron as “nearest neighbors” regardless of the actual bond
length.

Since the checkerboard lattice, as the pyrochlore, is com-
pose(_:i of corner sharing tetrahedra, the derivation Oﬂ:o.h' IIZIG. 2: (Color Online) The checkerboard latti¢e, 7) state. The primitive
re_mams valid. Note that we assume that all O_f the COl‘lp“ng§e0tors are the diagonal arrows, and the primitive unit isehown by the
within a tetrahedron are equal, even though in the checkektashed square. The small arrows represents the two basissieblere we
board lattice, the various bonds are not related by latiiog&s  show the(r, ) state: open (closed) circles denote up (down) spins. Dark
metries. Since the shortest loop in the checkerboarddedttia  (light) colored lines denote AFM (FM) bonds.
square, the effective harmonic Hamiltonian for this l&thas
the same form as the pyrochlore harmonic effective Hamilto-
nian [L5), with the addition of a dominant terk,®,, with ~ Where
K, < (01113

Thus, the harmonic ground states of the checkerboard lat- Q= (¢ +y)/2. (4.2)

tice <_:onsist of all the zero-flux s_tat_es, i.e., states witkitpe The spin-wave modes can be found by diagonalizing the ma-
flux in all square plaquettes. Similar to the pyrochlore casey;, nH(q).A n is a diagonal matrix with elemens; } along

this is a family of states that are exactly degenerate to harg,, diagonal (in our cas@ = 1, 7o — 2). Diagonalization of

monic order, and in this case the residual entrop@®id.), H roduces eigenmoda&. andU.. for anv wavevector
whereL is the linear dimension of the systédBut since lat- Z (a)p g 8 4 y

tice does not respect the full symmetry of the tetrahedian, t

selection effect of the anharmonic terms turns out quite dif v — \/Z(cosQ —cos Q) A = B

ferent (and essentially trivial) as compared to the pyrohl a = \aq + - V. T Pas

case. UqT =, /a—i(cos Q_,—cosQy), Ay =0, (4.3)
satisfying the pseudo orthogonality conditiM‘Lan = 0.

A. Thecheckerboard (m,m) state The dispersions corresponding Y&, and Uy, respectively
are
One of the checkerboard harmonic ground states is sim-
ple enough for the diagonalization of the variational Hamil Avq = Pa, Aug =0, (4.4)

tonian [3.I#) to be done analytically: tke, ) state depicted

in Fig.[2. In this state, the diagonal bonds in each tetradvedr
are unsatisfied (FM), such that the symmetry of the lattice is
conserved, and the magnetic unit cell has two sites.

Here we defined

aq = 2(cos’ Q1 +cos’Q_),

Bq = 2(cos® Q4 —cos® Q). (4.5)
. o Thus, the ordinary spin-wave band has dispersiog =
1. Harmonic Hamiltonian for checkerboard 25|84/, and the zero point energy can be easily calculated

The Fourier transformed harmonic Hamiltonian for the 1 4 )
Earm:—g hwg — NS =N,S|—=—-1]. 4.6
(m, ) state is Eq.{Z.17), with " 2 4 4 (7T2 (4.6)

2cos? Q. 2cos Q4 cos @ ) 4.1) The fluctuations of the spin deviation operatofs.{(q) =

H(a) = ( 2cos Q4 cosQ_ 2cos? Q (oZ(l)o* ,(m)), wherel andm are sublattice indices) can be

a —-q



calculated from the spin-wave modes by Eqg. (2.13)
S aq . )
G(q) = — ( %@ T ) 4.7
(a) 20, ( vy g (4.7)

whereyq = 4cosQcos@-, so thatag = /B2 +13.
Eq. (47) shows that the fluctuations diverge whergyevan-
ishes, i.e., along the lines in the Brillouin zoftg, | = |Q_],
which turn out to bey, = 0 org, = 0.

2. Anharmonic energy

The variational Hamiltonian for thér, 7) checkerboard
state is of the form{{2.17) with the matrix(3]14) given by

Hoar(q) = aqnVqVin +6aqVqVE +c1,  (4.8)

DiagonalizingnH,.,(q), and keeping only the first order

terms ind, e results inwq of order/z, v/§ along the diver-
gence lines defined by, = 0, and a linear (irz,d) correction
to wq away from these lines.

The fluctuations of the variational Hamiltonian are now:

B S ag(l+0)+2e  —rq(1—9)
G(q)_gpq(g,5)< —q(1 =) aq(1+5)+28)

(4.9
Here we defined, for conciseness

Dql(e,8) = \/53(1 —8)2 + 4(aq +£)(agd +¢).  (4.10)

The fluctuations diverge (for nonzeed only if 54 = 0 and

agd+e = 0. Ifwe taked — —¢/4, to conserve the symmetries
of the original Hamiltonian, we find one divergent mode: the

q = 0 Goldstone mode.

9

Here we used'++(q) [shown in Fig[B(a)] fol;;(q), where
bothi andj are on the up-spin sublattice (and similarly for
I'y,. For neighboring sites on different sublattices, we obtain
[see Fig[B(b)]

" S
FTiy(q) - m[aq(l +6) +2e —yq(1 —0) cos gz /| ,

(4.15)
wherel'{| (F%) is the bond variable for a bond oriented along
thez (y) axis, connecting an up-spin and a down-spin. Note
that Eqs.[(4.13).(4.14), and (4]115) do not diverge at anyeval
of g for e + 40 = 0. Thus, we have regularized the fluctua-
tions, and retained only one variational parameter. Sitice a
sites are related by symmetry in this stafe; = I';;. Fur-
thermorel'+1(q) andI' (q) are related by a rotation of the
Brillouin zone, and the real space correlations will be #ae
upon integration over the Brillouin zone.

As we can see in Fi] 3, the divergent lines for(q) and
T'|i(q) are both major axes, whereB$, (q) andl', (q) only
diverge along the; andz axes, respectively. Along the di-
vergent lines, wher@, = 0 andag = |yq| = 4cos* Qy,
the values of the bond variables are, asymptotidallyq) =
S|sin2Q+|/2+/z. Away from the divergence line,

S| sin2Q 4 |
Tij(a) ~ St
2\/e +4q7
whereq, < 1 is transverse to the divergence line. Upon in-

tegration of[[4.18)[(4.14), and (4]15) over the Brillouone,
the result is a logarithmic singularity in the fluctuations:

(4.16)

45
F¢¢=F¢¢=—FIHE+O(E)ZQF¢¢+O(E). (4.17)

Observe that, in the notation df (8.9)+ = T';; = I'® +

In order to calculate the mean field enerfiy{3.5), we arg-(2) andly, = I'© — T, so the ratio 2 in EqT417) is

interested in combinations of the diagonal (on-site) arfe of

diagonal (nearest neighbor) fluctuations of the farm We
can write this as a sum over Fourier modes

1
Lij = 5 Xq: Tij(a), (4.12)
with T';;(q) defined as
ij(a) = G (q) — min;Gry, (@) cos &y -q. (4.12)

Herel;, [; are the sublattice indices ofand j, respectively,
&, is the vector connecting the two sited’;; is the number

of points in the Brillouin zone, i.e. the number of sites il th

magnetic lattice.

In this case we obtain, for two neighboring sites on the samand therefore the quartic ener@uat = Emr —

sublattice
S
Ci(q) = m[aq(l+5)+2s] sin? Q. , (4.13)
S
T (q) = =———=[aq(1+0) +2¢]sin* Q_ . (4.14)

equivalent to the ratio 3 in(A12). These fluctuatidis; },
divergent asn ¢, enter quadratically into the anharmonic term
of Eq. (3.5) for the mean field enerdisr (The divergent part
of the harmonic contribution, linear {T’;; }, cancels as was

noted in Sed TITAR.)

Evmr = Fham + S X O(e) — Z n;n; (In £)?> + O(elne)
(i7)
4(lne)?

= Fham + 95 X O(€)+ I
T

+O(elne). (4.18)

Minimizing (@.18) with respect te, for a givenS > 1 (ig-
noring the subdominant last term), we obtafS) o« In.S/S
Eharm
is quadratic inln.S. We remark that due to the logarithmic
singularity, in a numerical calculation one would expect it
to be hard to distinguish between terms of ord¥(In ¢)?),
O(lne), and O(1) for numerically accessible values ef
Nevertheless, since we are doing a lafjexpansion, we are
mostly interested in the asymptotic behavior.
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We start by explicitly finding the ordinary spin-wave modes
of the harmonic Hamiltoniari (2.6). Recall that the divergen
modes are a subset (of measure zero) of the ordinary modes.
Since we expect the divergent and nearly-divergent modes to
dominate the fluctuations, we shall later limit ourselves to
ordinary modes in the vicinity (imj-space) of the divergent
modes.

As we saw in SedI[BI2, any ordinary modg, can be
written [Eq. [21#)] in terms of a vectar,,, of length N, /2,
living on the centers of “tetrahedra”. In the checkerboask;
these correspond to square lattice sifas,, } satisfy the spin-
wave equatiorf{2.15), which can easily be solved by an ansatz

Niseiqfa : (4.19)
with v, = 1 (to be determined). Plugging this infa (2115),
we obtain, for anyy

uq(a) = Vq

@)

1 ord

=50 e varse L (4.20)
As always, ord” denotes a quantity limited to contribu-
tions from ordinary modes. In order for the right-hand-side
of (4.20) to be independent af, we choose

ValVg = 1i(ap) - (4.21)

It is easy to check that for (only) zero-flux states, the signs
of {v,} can be chosen consistently so that (#.21) is satisfied.
(b) (Note there is no need to assume the state is periodic.) Thus

we obtain, from[(4.20), that for any checkerboard latticedze
flux state, the dispersion is

FIG. 3: (Color Online) Bond variables in the Brillouin zone of the, 7)
checkerboard state. (&); for two neighboring sites on the same sublattice. )\q = 2 oS @, cos Qy - (4.22)
(b) T";; for two neighboring sites withy;7; = —1. In the case shown, the
(4j) bond is along ther axis. The analytic forms of the functions are given Note that herey,, andg, are shifted by(w/2,/2) compared
in Eq. [£13) and Eq[{4.15), respectively. to Eq. [4.2) [for the(r, 7) state]. This dispersion is shared by
all of the harmonic ground states of the checkerboard.
The (normalized) checkerboard-lattice ordinary spin-avav

B. Anharmonic ground state selection modes are, usind (Z119) in(2]14), thus
Now that we looked at the checkerbodrd ) state, what v (i) = i 1 Z Vg eidre (4.23)
can be said about the anharmonic selection in the checker- VNs =2

board lattice? The harmonic ground states in the checketboa ] ) )
are the zero-flux state: all of the states that have a positive The first term above vanishes upon summing over the lat-
product over); around all square plaquettes. tice.
In this section, we shall first find the ordinary spin-wave
modes (ignoring the generic zero modes, which are the same
for all states), and then focus on the divergent modes to pre-

dict which state is favored. Next, we show some numerical ) _
evidence to support are prediction. From [4.2B), we can calculate the correlations due to ordi-

nary modes, using (Z.1.3) arld (2.16)

2. Divergent correlations

1. Spin-wave modes for a generic harmonic ground state Gordij = "M Z Z VaVgGap (4.24)
anica B:jeB
In order to understand the leading order term in the anhamhere
monic energy, we restrict our discussion to the correlation g
due to divergent modes. We would like to derive an expres- Gop = —— Z cosq - (ra —1p) , (4.25)
sion forT';;, for any zero-flux state. 2N, < [ Aal
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corresponds to[ (A2), and _(4]25) corresponds[iol (A3) with
Gap = VaVpgap-
At this point it appears that we have a problem. The inte-
grand in [4.2b) diverges for anyalong the divergence lines,
and therefore we, of course, the correlatiéhs, Gij diverge FIG. 4: (Color Online) The three possible polarization axes fonglsitetra-
for the unperturbed harmonic theory. However, we have foun@edron.
that an adequate regularization scheme, such as the gaghti
Hamiltonian [3:1%), cuts off the singularity and resultsain _ )
logarithmic dependence. In particular, we have seen tbat, f (i) Neglecting all generic zero modes. In the checkerboard

the (r, ) state,Ni °..(1/]A\q]) can be replaced by a constant lattice, these mode_s,_close to thg divergence. lines, can be
C(e) which is Ioéaritﬁmic ine. Since the dispersion o is shown to closely mimic the behavior of the ordinary modes,

the same for any zero-flux state, th€(e) can be assumed to and will essentially increasél() by a factor of2 (see Ap-

be the same for all of the harmonic ground states. per.'.(.j'm).' . .
Without loss of generality, suppose sités on the bond (i) Ignoring any additional effects due to the regulatina

between diamond sites and 3 and;j is shared byy and 3. scheme. Although this assumption is not a priori justified,

Plugging this into Eq[{3]3) and using the relatibn (%212, we would like, as a first order approximation, to work with
ﬁnlégt%le%onld :/ariab?egm ) Hsing I 1w the bare harmonic Hamiltonian rather than the variational o

since itis easier to deal with analytically. We do not explkeet
ot = Godyy — i GOy (4.26)  regularization to qualitatively change the results we utised
in the following.

is manifestly independent of which (zero-flux) state we have
Remember suni_{4.24) has four terms; in the limit of a large
system, the sun{(4.25) converts to an integral in the stan-
dard fashion. This is a special case of AppefdiX ATL_(4.24)
Z X Yy

1 S
Ns q 2|/\q| [ nzn] cond (rﬂ rIB )
+micosq - (rg —Ta) —njcosq- (rg —ra)]. 3. Single tetrahedron

The last two terms in this expression are identicéllisince

the sum is odd iny), and thus To find the leading order quartic energy for a generic state,

we consider the three possible bond configurations for a sin-
pord_ _ 1 Z S [1_ 1 cosq- (zp — 1 ’ﬂ 4.27) gle tgztrzaahedron, which can be viewed_ as thpedi_arization
W= N, 20| Al Tt cosq - \rg — Tpr)| . (% axes==> z (where all tetrahedra are oriented as in ther)
q state)z andy (see Fig[#$®

Assuming that the anharmonic selection is solely due toyiear SUMMINg up the contributions, we obtain, for a single

divergent modes, we would like to focus on the vicinity of Polarized tetrahedron:

the divergence lines in the Brillouin zone; ~ +7/2 and 1

qy ~ £7/2. ES i = = Z min Ty =~ C(e)?. (4.29)
If the bond(ij) is diagonalrs —rg = (£2,£2), and the S (ij) e '

integral of the second term over any of the divergence lines

is identically zerc* On the other hand, for a bond in t&e  On the other hand, for or y polarization we find

(y) direction, the bond term in the bracketds);n; for q =

(£7/2,4qy) (q = (q., £7/2)) and0 otherwise. E(;Euart ~ 20(e)?. (4.30)
Thus we find
SC(e) (ij) diagonal bond Note that in all case} nmjl“l(.’.”) ~ 0 to leading order, since
Dij ~ < SC(e)(1+ 4nim;) (ij) % ory bond, (4.28) the divergent modes do not contribute to the harmonic part of
0 otherwise Eur in @3).
Thus we found that the divergent contribution to the quartic
Comparing to [[319), we see th&f?) = SC(c) while  energy is twice as large far or y polarization as it is for

r'® = 1r© onx ory bonds, but zero on diagonal bonds; polarization. It follows that the effective Hamiltonianditne

the form is modified from [(319) owing to the anisotropy of simplified form

the “tetrahedron” in the checkerboard lattice (i.e., thegmiv-

alence of the two kinds of bond.) ngfart
Eq. [4.28) is by no means an exact result. We have made

the following approximations in obtaining it: (i) Negles  with B(S) ~ A(S)/2. Therefore thgn, ) state, in which

modes away from the divergence lines. This assumption is inall tetrahedra are polarized, would be favored over all other

nocuous for larges, since the correlations are dominated by zero-flux states, and thus is tmiqueground state for the

the vicinity of divergent modes. checkerboard lattice.

= N; [A(S) - B(S)pz] ) (431)
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FIG. 6: (Color Online) Quartic energy for checkerboard latticenhanic
ground states. The energyquart is shown fore = 0.001, as a function
of the fraction ofz polarized tetrahedra, for various checkerboard latticge ha
monic ground states.

FIG. 5: (Color Online) A checkerboard lattice harmonic groundestathis
state was constructed by flipping the bonds that cross eaitte ¢ivo dashed
horizontal lines.

energy span is of ordef(Ine)? /7. (iii) the ground state is

the uniformlyz polarized(r, ) state. (iv) the quartic energy

of the (7, ) state is approximately half of the energy of the
To confirm Eq.[4.:31) on the anharmonic selection amonguniformly = polarized state.

harmonic checkerboard ground states, we constructedugario  Given the clear differences ifl,.:t (¢, S) between the var-

such states on&x 8 cell (see Fig.b) in the following way: we ious harmonic ground states, we expect that the same ogderin

started from thér, 7) state. There arghorizontal lines, that  would be conserved in the saddle point vakig..(.S) upon

each go through the centers #ftetrahedra (dashed lines in minimization with respect ta. Thus we can claim that the

Fig.[B). We choose any of tH¥ subsets of thesglines, and (7, ) state is the zero-temperature, lar§eground state of

change the sign af;n; on every(vertical or diagonal) bond the checkerboard lattice model. This ground state is theesam

that crosses one of the chosen horizontal lines. It is easy tone found in largeN calculations for the largé- limit.19:24

check, that each of theg8 transformations is a valid gauge- The effective quartic Hamiltonian has the form (4.31) with

like transformation, since it does not violate the tetrabad the coefficients3(S) o (In .S)? andA(S) ~ 2B(S) to lead-

rule nor does it change the flux through any square plaquéng order inS. We note that this effective Hamiltonian can be

tte. It turns out that of th@® that can be obtained, onB2  written in a more conventional form, in terms of Ising prod-

are unique by lattice symmetry. Note that the constructfon oucts

states, as well as our calculation, is based on bond-é%der, "

and thus we need not worry about flipping an odd number of Eggm = N,A(S) — B(S)Z 0i1; » (4.32)

lines of this structuré® See Ref. 11 for a detailed discussion (i7)

of gaugelike transformations; for our purpose, it sufficeset

alize that each state that we generate is a valid classicahdr  where>_* is a sum is over diagonal bonds only.

state with zero flux through each plaquette. The result is not very surprising: although we set the
Whenever we flip a row of bonds, we change the polarizaHeisenberg couplings to be the same for all bonds in the

tion of four tetrahedra from the direction to ther direction.  checkerboard lattice, there is no physical symmetry betwee

Based on the arguments of the previous section, we expéct théne diagonal bonds and the non-diagonal bonds and therefore

the leading order term in the quartic energy would be proporwe should have expected to generate anharmonic terms con-

tional to the number of flipped rows. sistent with the actual lattice symmetry. Thus, unfortehat
For each of these states, we calculate the quartic enerdfis does not provide a guide to lattices where all bonds in a

for a given value of: = 0.001, integrating overdl x 41  tetrahedron are related by symmetry.

points in the Brillouin zone, equivalent to a system size of

328 x 328, which is more than required to obtain good accu-

racy (see Se€.]V for more details about the numerical consid: EFFECTIVE HAMILTONIAN FOR THE PYROCHL ORE

erations). The results are presented in Eig. 6, as a funcfion

the fraction ofz-polarized tetrahedra. . As expected we find: We now turn our attention back to the pyrochlore lattice,

() the quartic energy is, for the most part, lineapin (i) the  where, due to the large sizes of the magnetic unit cells of

4. Numerics for full lattice
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ground state candidates, it would be challenging, at the&t,lea This numerical finding is somewhat surprising. We would
to do analytic calculations (as were done for the checkethoa naively expect that the bond variablg (q) would drop, away
in Sec[1V). Since Se¢_1V explicitly worked out the details, from the divergent lines, with a functional forln (4116), as i
for that case, of implementing the self-consistent frantéwo the checkerboard. If so, as the transverse integrationgyver
of Sec[ll, we shall not belabor steps which are roughly para is now two-dimensional, the result would be a non-singular
lel. However, the selection effects themselves — our ultegma I';;.
motive — are quite different now, since the degeneracy is bro It turns out that this expectation is incorrect because ite d
ken byordiinary modes in the checkerboard case. persion in the direction perpendicular to the divergenoe i
Our aim here is to calculate the quartic energy for a set otrongly anisotropic. For each valuegpfilong the divergence
periodic states, and gather the energies we have calcutatedline, there are two particular independent eigendirestioh
construct an effective Hamiltonian. As seen in the harmoniay, . For example, for @ = ¢.z divergence, the eigendirec-
theory of Ref[ 111, and in the largs-theory of Ref 10, as tions ofq | are(1,1,0) and(1,—1,0). If we call unit vec-
well as the anisotropic perturbation theory of Reéfd. 25 andors along these eigendirectioés andé,, then we find that
26, it is natural that any non-trivial energy difference e Iy o« 1/\/5 +(qL-@1)% + 1/\/5 + (gL - €2)2. Integration
states should be represented as a sumloepoperators. The overq, results in the logarithmic dependence ©of (5.1),
effective Hamiltonian cannot take a local form: leeal en-  as in the checkerboard case. In turn, as in Subsec._IV A 2, the
vironments that all spins see are the same. (Indeed, if we réagarithmic scaling of fluctuations ifi.(3.1) implies v[a1g)
placed the diamond lattice by a (loop-free) 4-coordinagtd | that
tice Bethe, so that our spin sites formed a “Husimi cacéts”

i . _ ; InS

:?yel_r; z);tll Ising ground states would be equivalent by symme e*s0(S) o ==. (5.2)
The numerical calculation is done as follows: for a given ] )

collinear classical ground state and a given value ok di- Finally, we know the decoupled quartic energy in £q.1(3.5)

agonalize the Fourier transform of the variational Harmilto 1S @ Sum over products;;T";;, with I';; linear inIn S; since
nian [3.13), keeping + 44 infinitesimal. We find the bond the divergent parts linear in;; can.cel out [as noted be2fore
variableT';;(q) for each wavevector on a grid of Brillouin (A11)], the result is the anharmonic energy scalegas)®,
zone points, and sum over these points to obE3jnin real  as announced i (3.P3).

space. Once we have calculatBgr for many values ot

(for a given collinear state), we can minimize it, for a given

and find Equar (S). Our plan of action is to perform this nu- B. Gaugeinvariant terms
merical calculation ofZ,,,+ for a large database of collinear
classical ground states and construct an effective Hanmélio For our database we calculatég,,., on a sample of clas-

sical ground states (not all of themflux states), that we
constructed by hand, with unit cells ranging from 4 to 32
A. Logarithmic divergences sites. Two of these families consist of the zero-flux arftlix
states, which have uniform+1 and —1 products around all
In performing the calculation, we find a distinct resem-hexagons, respectively. In the other three gauge famthes,
blance to our findings on the checkerboard lattice: There arBexagon fluxes are arranged in planes such that within each
divergent modes along the y, andz axes in the Brillouin  plane the flux is uniform; we call these the00=”, * 070",
zonel! and these modes dominate the mean field quartic erand ‘007" plane states, according to the stacking sequence.
ergy (and have no contribution to the harmonic order energy) We minimize theEyr with respect tas at each value of
The singularity ofl';,;,(q) is cut off, along the divergence S and obtain the energy shown in the inset of Eig. 7. We fo-
lines, by a term of the orde$/./c. The divergence peaks cused on the five simplest gauge families. We minimize the
drop off to half of their maximum value at @) distance of Eyr with respect tes at each value of' and obtain the en-
order,/z, away from the divergence line. This means that theergy shown in the inset of Fi§] 7. We focused on the five
grid of wavevectors that we use must be denser in order to cagimplest gauge families. We show the energies of Gllis-
ture the effect of the divergent modes,salsecomes smaller. tinct Ising states belonging to the five gauge families. Due t
Thus, we need to sum of the orderaf3/2 points, to obtain  the exact invariance of the & 0) harmonic energy under the
good accuracy. This limits the values ®fthat we can do the gaugelike transformation, the total energies of statested|
calculation for, and we have found no useful numerical gick by such transformations are, as expected, indistinguistiab
to get around it. Nevertheless, we can get results over abothe inset, since the harmonic term dominates.
two orders of magnitude of, which can be extrapolated to  In the main part of Fig.]7 we show the anharmonic energy
the S — oo limit. Equare for the same states. As in the checkerboard lattice,
Upon numerical integration, we find, that as in the two-the dominant part of the quartic energy is quadratitniry,
dimensional checkerboard lattice, the divergence of the flu and of the ordefln S)?. However, unlike the checkerboard
tuations is logarithmic lattice (compare to FidLl6), we find that the enedifferences
between harmonically degenerate states are one to twosorder
I < |lnel+ O(e). (5.1) of magnitude smaller than the dominant quartic energy.
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We first consider the dominant gauge invariant contribution ~ C. Gauge dependent terms and effective Hamiltonian
to the quartic energy. Since the invariants of the gaugelike

transformation are products around loops, we search for an ypon close inspection of Fi§ 7, we see that some of the

effective Hamiltonian in terms of the fluxes,,,, similar to
the harmonic effective Hamiltoniah (1..5).

Eggart = Ao + A6(5) P + As(S)Ps + A10(S) P10 + -+,

(5.3)
where we find, numerically
Ap(S) =~ 0.300 +0.0130(In S)?,
Ag(S) ~ —0.116 — 0.0030(In S)?,
Ag(S) ~ —0.022 + 0.0055(In S)?,
A10(S) ~ 0.008 —0.0021(In S)?. (5.4)

Note that for larges, the signs of the coefficient$s, As, and
Ajo are opposite td(g, Kg, andK g in the harmonic Hamil-
tonian. The differences in signs among thg.S) coefficients

gauge families have a larger dispersion in their quartiec-ene
gies than others. But the quartic energy differences among
the ground states of the harmonic Hamiltonian — th#iux
states — are much smaller than the gauge-invariant contribu
tion. We attribute this to the fact that, unlike the checker-
board lattice harmonic ground states or even some pyrozhlor
gauge families, the-flux states are completely uniform and
isotropic (at the gauge-invariant level), and therefoerehs

no reason for the harmonic degeneracy to be broken at the
single-tetrahedron level (see the discussion of Eec. V. B 3)
Indeed, in Appendik’A we show that, the quartic energy due
to ordinary modes ofH},.,, — the dominant contribution — is
gauge invariant among-flux states. (This was not the case
for the checkerboard case of Sec. 1V B.) We would expect any
gauge-dependent terms in an effective Hamiltonian to not be

can explain why some of the lines in Fig. 7 appear to be con@s local as those in, say, EQ. (4.31). _
vex and other concave: each family of states is dominated by N Fig.[8, we zoom in on the gauge dependent anharmonic

different flux loop lengths.

energy, by showing the differencAE ot = Equart —

The gauge invariant terms can be heuristically explained i quart, Where Equar; is calculated forl2 m-flux states, and
terms of the divergent modes: the quartic energy is large fof/quart is the mean quartic energy of the states shown in the
states that have a large number of divergent modes. It turr@ot.
out:2%that the number of divergent modes is linearly related

to the flux termsd,,,: divergent modes proliferate to the ex-
tent that the fluxes through loops of leng@th are(—1)".

The above discussion of the gauge invariant quartic en 0.02! B
ergy [5.3) is somewhat moot, inasmuch as it is negligible <><><>
compared to the harmonic ener@y {1.5), and it does not bree o & £y -

the gaugelike symmetry. Nevertheless, one can clearlynsee

Fig.[7 that the anharmonic energy within each gauge family i
not exactly the same, meaning that there is a gauge-depend¢ L

term in the variational anharmonic energy.

0.48 0O O0—flux
A m-flux
O 000m planes
¢ OmOmplanes
X 00mrplanes

1.5¢

0.5t

FIG. 7: (Color Online) Quartic energ¥quart for 16 classical collinear
ground states.Equart (.S) was obtained in the variational calculation. The
lines show a numerical quadratic fitin.S. Each gauge family (represented
by 2-6 different states each) is denoted by a different symbol, luitkvtri-
angles denote the harmonic ground states -—ntifleix states. We show six
n-flux states, and their energies are virtually indistinpatse to the naked
eye. The total energfyr is shown in the inset.

0.01}

quart

O
ST é ,

-0.01;

FIG. 8: Energy difference betweeBquars 0Of 12 harmonic ground states
and the average of their energiés,,ari. By taking differences between
energies, we eliminate the (dominant) gauge-invariamt terthe anharmonic
energy. Each dashed line shows a fitinS2, for one of the states.. Note that
there are several overlapping symbols along the bottomrdapeesenting the
degenerate states described later in the text (those veitméximum possible
value of P = Ns/3).

In order to systematically search for a ground state con-
figuration of the anharmonic effective Hamiltonian, we con-
structed a large number of harmonic ground states using an al
gorithm for randomly generating gaugelike transformagitn
Within unit cells that we used, of up )2 sites, we believe
that the algorithm performs axhaustivesearch for harmonic
ground states. About 350 states were found, inequivalent by
lattice symmetries. (Notice that non-cubic cells weredie
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an effective Hamiltonian should be represented by some sort

0.582f of loop variables. We now consider an effective Hamiltonian
of the form
0.58¢
0578 AES . = C6(S)Ps + Cs(S)Ps + C10(S)Pro,  (5.5)
+ whereP; is equal to the number of loops of lendtbomposed
g 0.576/ solely of satisfied AFM bonds. The forfa (5.5) was partly in-
|_u°_0 574! spired by the effective Hamiltonian from Ref.| 10, which is
' also a count of alternating loops (but with a broader definiti
0.572¢ of “loop” than here). Eq[{515) was guessed after fitting othe
forms with a variety of two- and four-spin terms involvingeth
0571 [ several closest neighbors. (Due to the ground-state @intstr
‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ > ica M = 0 and ther-flux constraint[(1K), there are numer-
0 10 20 30 40 50 ous linear dependencies among such terms.)
state index Also shown in Fig[P is a numerical fit to the effective
Hamiltonian [5.5). FoS = 100 we obtain
FIG. 9: (Color Online) The points with error bars are the numerieslit Cs = —0.0621,
_Equart(S :‘100) for 50 dist_inct m-flux states, which h_ad been found us- Cs = —0.0223,
ing our algorithm for generating gaugelike transformagio(Note that these
energies are monotonic by construction, as the “state fnaeans simply Cio = —0.0046.
the sequence when these energies are sorted. Every semengy & plot- (5.6)

ted. Shown for comparison are the energies predicted byuheiq effective

Hamiltonian [5.5), using best-fit values for the three coiffits. The inset . .
showsEquart (S = 100) as a function of the effective Hamiltonian’s leading We ignore any constant terms here, as they belong in the

term, Pg. gauge-invariant Hamiltonia.ﬂBS). _ _
While we cannot numerically repeat this calculation over
a large range of values df, in order to find the functional

indeed, the optimal states described below require a cell ddependencé’;(S) with good accuracy, we can obtain a rough
mension that is a multiple dfa/4 in the stacking direction.) ~ fit by considering the small group of states depicted in[Big. 8

The overall anharmonic energy (see $ec.11l C) depends ofior thesel2 states we obtain
S as(In S)?, as does its gauge-invariant part [see Eql(5.4)];
is thig alsza true for the gauge-dependent selection terms weCﬁ(S) ~ —0.015 - 0.004(In 8)* ~ 0.05 — 0.031n S,
seek? From what has been shown so far, that would be a plauCs(S) ~ 0.002 — 0.002(In S)* ~ 0.04 — 0.02In S,
sible conjecture based on the scaling of the total energy, ag,;(S) ~ 0.0008 — 0.0005(In S)? ~ 0.009 — 0.004 1(FH7)
well as the checkerboard case. Empirically, for each of our
harmonic ground states, thfedependence of its energy (in- Over our range of = 10 to 1000, either fit is plausible but
cluding the gauge dependent part) is well fitted by a lineain S is a litttle better tharfln .S)2.
or quadratic functiorin S (as seen in Fig8). In fact, the It must be noted that (& = 100) the coefficients in[(517)
checkerboard case is misleading: the anharmonic selecticare bigger tharf (516) by nearly a factor of two; this is beeaus
there (unlike the pyrochlore) depends on the ordinary spinthe 12 states used were not sufficiently representative. Even
wave modes. The analytic derivation in SEC] VI shows thehough it is a rough fit, with significant error, it is clear ¢se
gauge-dependent term actually should scale &5 S; we do  the inset in Fig[P) that for a large number of states, the-lead
not understand the discrepancy between this and the numeiirg order contribution to the energy is captured in Eq.l(31b)
cal results. particular, the numerical energy and the effective Hamitio

In Fig.[@ we plotEqya, for the harmonic order ground agree as to which states have the minimum and maximum en-
states atS = 100. There are two sources of error in this ergies. As it turns out, this can be predicted from the firshte
calculation: The first is the minimization error, represeht in (5.3): the highest energy states are those with the highes
by the error bars, which is due to the difference in energy bePs value, namelyN, /6, which meansl/6 of all hexagons
tween consecutive value ethat we calculated, i.e. due to the have alternating spin directions. It can be shown thatsfor
“grid” in e-space. The second source of error is the grid useflux states, this is the smallest value tfiatcan take?’. The
in integrating over the Brillouin zone, which is equivalémn ~ lowest energy states ha¥® = N,/3 which is the highest
finite (albeit large) system size. This error becomes maye si possible value oPs.
nificant for large values aof (i.e., smaller values of), where
the singularity of the divergence lines becomes narrowee. T

results shown are far5? points in the Brillouin zone, for two D. Ground states
different magnetic unit cells: a cubi@8 site unit cell, and a
96 site tetragonal unit cell. Since thePg term is largest, and in view of the results just

As noted at the beginning of this section, we anticipate thamentioned, it is a reasonable guess that the ground staes ar
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not affect the selection. Therefore, we can try to undedstan
the origin of the quartic effective Hamiltonidn (5.5), bydy-

ing E..., the zero point energy of the variational Hamilto-
nian [3.1%), treated as a purely harmonic problem.

In Refs.[ 11 and!9 we developed an effective Hamiltonian
for the harmonic zero-point energy by a real-space loop ex-
pansion. Below (Se€. VIIB), we shall use the same method as
motivation for Eq.[(5.b). First, in Sed._{VIA), we shall giee
quick summary of the results cHy...,. Next, we represent
the variational Hamiltonian in similar matrix notation,care-
peat the loop expansion (for the leading ordes)into derive
an analytic effective Hamiltonian (Sdc. VIC). In SEc. VID
FIG. 10: (Color Online) Projection of the slabs which form the near- we discuss the obtained effective Hamiltonian and compare i

degenerate anharmonic ground state$>pf showing A layer in (a) andB 14 the effective Hamiltonian we used in the numerical fit.
layer in (b). The square shown2g x 2a. Open and filled circles represent

spin up and down. Dashed lines are bonds outside the slab), lar(e loop

is outlined (numbered) from each of the two classes of haxagentioned in

text and in Tabl€]!; there are also four classes for octagaoephent, num- A. Bareharmonic theory
bered 3 — 6 here.

For this quick review of Ref. 11, it will be convenient to
a subset of the “hexagon_ground_states” that maximize jugtewrite some l’eSL_J|tS Of Sd_C._._ﬂ B USing the matrix notation Of
the Ps term. Since (see Appendix € 1) all hexagon-ground{2.8), as we note in each place. _
states are degenerate at the octagon term too, only the muchThe spin-wave modes in the unperturbed harmonic theory
weaker 10-loop term might split these states, this assompti are the eigenvectors of the equation [equivalerftid (2.9)]
— confirmed numerically in the results of subsecfionlV C — is
very plausible.

All hexagon ground states found could be constructed b
layering two-dimensional slabs (see Hig] 10); they had un
cells of48 spins (or larger). They were, within the numerical |-
accuracy that we can obtain, degenerate for all valués bf H= §W W. (6.3)
fact, we found these states share the same valuPsfof all
loop lengths that we calculateti< 16). Appendi{B explains W is a N,/2 x N, matrix whose(a, i) element isl if the
these facts: indeed, it is shown that all loops are idenfaral ~pyrochlore site is in tetrahedromv and zero otherwise.

1 < 26, and hence the stacked hexagon-ground-states must beThe spin-wave equation is transformed to the diamond lat-
exactlydegenerate up to that order, at least for any effectivdice (which is easier to deal with, since it has fewer loopg),
Hamiltonian written in terms of loops [whether of the form definingu,,, = Wv,,,. The diamond lattice modes satisfy the

nHv,, = A\, (6.2)

%/vhereH can be written as [equivalent fo (P.7)]

(5.3) or the form to be derived in SECVI]. equation [equivalent td (2.114)]
We conjecture that the stackings are, in fact, the only
ground hexagon-ground-states, but this is unproven sirce w Pl = AUy (6.4)

have not tried all possible unit cell shapes in the numerical . hth g t

enumeration. AppendIx]C explains how one could approacl\‘vIt the matrixp = 3 WnW'. . .

the ground state problem as a color-matching problem, but '_I'he elements ofx only connect diamond-lattice nearest

does not solve it. neighbors and are equal to the value)ddt the center of the

) : . . bonds.
Although we shall find a different version of the effective

Hamiltonian in Sed. VI, this section is valid for that too.l Al Ni(ap) @B nearestneighbors

that matters is that the effective Hamiltonian depends en th Hap = { 0 otherwise

Ising configurations of loops, and that the hexagon term dom-

inates. As before,i(af) is the pyrochlore site at the center of the
diamond-bonda3). The zero point energy iS > |\, |, or
in matrix notation

(6.5)

VI. LOOP EXPANSION
1
Eharm :STY(—H2)1/2—SN5. (66)
In Sec.[Ill we saw that in our self consistent theory, 4

the mean-field Hamiltonian is proportional to the variaibn £ aachy. the diagonal elemerit :2).,., is equal tol, and
’ 4 oo ’

Hamiltonian thus the square-root can formally be Taylor-expanded in-pow
Hurr = J* Hoar (6.1) ers ofu? (or more exactly ofs? — 41).
In fact, it turns out that the quartic selection effectstyfir Fharm/S =1+ Z Qan Tr(p?") — N, (6.7)

can be seen in the zero-point energy?f.., i.e. J* does

n=1
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where the coefficients are the diagonal (with respect to the diamond-site index):
—(_ g1 (2n — 3 4 a=p,
@ = (=1) 8nn)! (6.8) vag = 4 1 «,f nearestneighbors (6.13)
0 otherwise

The details of the expansion were given in Ref. 11, where
the effective Hamiltoniari(115), written in terms ff; }, was Still defining o as in [65), we find [by multiplying
derived from Eq.[(6]7). However, the harmonic-order selecEq. (6.11) from the left byW and W] the new equation
tion can be explained with a “back-of-the-envelope” argu-of motion
ment, as in Ref.|9Tr p?" is a sum of products of,,5 over all L L
closed paths in the diamond lattice. Since any path that goes A < “12n > -M ( “gw ) ) (6.14)
back and forth is independent pf; }, the only paths that con- Um U
tribute.non-triviql terms to.the effective Hamilftonian actual with the 2N, x 2V, matrix M defined as
loops in the lattice. The first of these terms in foe 3 (cor-

responding to hexagons in the pyrochlore lattice). Thus, th M = n —%g(u — 81) 6.15
first non-trivial term in the expansion favors states witlg-ne T\ 421 _1lg : (6.15)
icH
ative hexagon fluxes — the-flux states with[ [, 7: = —1 _ o _
[Eq. (T2)]. The zero-point variational energy is
Foar = smiwﬁ)l/? — SN;. (6.16)

B. Variational Hamiltonian
Note that now twice as many elements are summed in the trace

The self-consistent theory (S&C] 111) employs a variationa @S Were in the bare harmonic versibn [6.6). One way to under-

Hamiltonian which has the same form as the harmonic HamilStand this is that the generic zero modes no longer have zero
tonian but withH replaced by frequency and must explicitly appear in the zero-point sum

S Aml.
H,.,, =H- iann +el (6.9)
C. Expansion of variational energy
[to repeat[(3.I4) and(31L7)]. Here> 0 is the (small) varia-
tiongl parameter. The qu_artic energy is not equal to, but PrO  The square root of {6.16) can be formally expanded in ex-
por_tlonal to, _the zero-point energy of the varlatlona_l Hami actly the sum Eq.[T817), but with the replacemedit’ —
tonian [with its parametes* sat|sfy|_ng the self-cor_13|stency_ M?2". In this trace expansion, each factogobr v hops us to
equation [[3.18)]. Let us try to derive an expansion for thisy neighboring site — with or without a factor gfr;, respec-
energy. _ _ tively — whereas a factor af does nothing. We expect the
The spin-wave modes are eigenvectors of the equation  |gwest order non-trivial terms in the expansion to be of orde
6 in i, v, since it takes (at least) that many hops to complete a

AmVm = nH — lan +ENVy, . (6.10) hexagon, which is the smallest loop (in the pyrochloredat
4 these contributions come from thel'r(M°) term
ReplacingH by (6.3), we obtain Furthermore, since is a small parameter, we shall expand

the results in orders of, keeping only the lowest order non-
1 1 trivial term. Notice that for everyl factor in [6.15), we pay
AmVm = (gnWTW - gaWTW" + 577) V. (6.11)  the price of one power of but do not gain a hop: hence, fac-
tors of 1 cannot ever appear inleadingcontribution. Such
Clearly, the recipe for transposing this to the diamond latfactors serve to “decorate” a basic loop, so that the same con
tice must be generalized to a more complex form than befor#ibution reappears coming from higher powershdfand of
(which must reduce to the old formulas in the case- 0).  higher order ire. They play a role similar to (and in addition
Luckily, thanks to the simple form adopted for our variaibn t0) the decorations by hops that retrace themselves, aslfoun
Hamiltonian [3.14) it will suffice to expand the vector spacealready in the bare harmonic theéty
of diamond modes from one to two components. Define the The upper-left block oM corresponds tdu;,, } — the or-
two vectors dinary modes, whereas the lower-right block corresponds to
{u2,} — generic zero modes (that acquire nonzero frequency
in the variational Hamiltonian). Since the matrix elemeofts
=Wv,,, w2, = Wnv,, . (6.12)  theu? sector always carry a facter the leading order terms
in the smalle expansion will involve hops from the ordinary
For the case of = 0, {ul,} corresponds to ordinary modes mode sector to the zero-mode sector and quickly return back.
and{u?,} to generic zero modes. In this fashion, as conjectured in Appenfix A, we shall find
It is convenient to introduce, analogousyior = WW T; explicitly that degeneracy breaking effects are due to e i
thusv is independent of;} and has nonzero elements on teraction between generic zero modes and ordinary modes.
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All nonzero terms in a trace represent pawwsof length  ately):
2] < 2n on the diamond lattice that start and end on the same
site (possibly retracing some bonds; at&e,— 2/ is the num- ESan 52{ Ty [H2n—3(y — 8w — Ap 2 (v — 81[)]
ber of factorsv,, which are diagonal with respect to sites. 8 "
From here on we imagine having selected a particular path | 2»—4
W, which can be expressed as a sequence of pyrochlore sites +3 ST [ (v - 8L)pp " (v - 81)] } (6.19)
(diamond-lattice bondg)1, io, . . ., ig;); alltermsin the traces m=0

g:lijnsgt ?ﬁ eﬁgﬁ’;ggﬂi&;ﬁ;?'gﬁég&’ ord-(le—:] i?; we consid The prefactor oft /2 in front of the second trace corrects the
. ) counting factor2n, since each placement of the pair wof

The leading order®(1)] terms involve only the upper-left t5ctors is counted twice in the sum.
block (ordinary modes) dM. But it will b2e helpful to notice We now study Eq[{6.19), seeking to keep gauge dependent
thatTr(p*") = (2n)pw, wherepyy = [T}2, n;,, whichgen-  terms only. Start with the second term in the first tracegisi
eralizes Eq[{T]3), to a general closed path. (Here therfaato e curly brackets:—4u2"~2(v — 81). In this term, only
accounts for different cyclic permutations inside theéfa®.  the site-diagonal elementsin— 81 can contribute, since the
different places the same loop could have been started. Nofgth has to be of an even length. By the same arguments given
that any retraced portions iV have canceling contributions ahove we just obtaif-4)(4—8)¢)y which is gauge-invariant.
in the productpyy.) They are clearly gauge-invariant (See Next, the first term in the first trace in EG{6]19) produces on
Appendi{A2) by the definition of the gauge-symmetry as degauge invariant term (for diagonal elementszofplus one
scribed in Se€.TA and are in fact exactly the same tep8X  term that is gauge dependent:
that we had in the bare harmonic theory [Eg.{6.7)]. Such

terms in the effective Hamiltonian give the same value for 2n
all gauge-equivalent states, so they do not split the haicnon ew Z Nip Mirgo = PWITW - (6.20)
order degeneracy and are not of interest here. k=1

In the next order{(c), we can have terms that take us out gyery factor inside the trace involves a hop to a differetet si

of the ordinary-mode sector il and into the zero-mode sec- Similarly, the sum over traces iRL{B]19) results, for a path
tor, but come immediately back. We obtain in terms '

2n 2n+j—2

1 o 1
— §Sann€TI' [N2 2(’/ - 8:]]-)’/] ) (617) @Wi ; kz;rQ Ni; M1 Mig Migeyr s (621)
=1 k=j

with the same2n factor for cyclic permutations The trace in plus gauge-invariant terms that result from diagonal elgme
Eqg. (6.17) contains two types of terms: Firstly, takings¢fte-  in v — 41. This can be simplified int(égaW(Uﬁv —2Tw),
diagonal(a = ) element in eaclv, we obtaindyyy, (where  where we define

|[W| = 2n — 2.) As noted above, this is gauge-invariant hence

not of interest. 2n
Secondly, taking the siteen-diagonalklements ofv, we st

obtain a products of all spins except two adjacent ones, i.e.
Merging these two expressions together, we obtain, up to
gauge invariant terms:
W DMy iy s (6.18)
J 1

ESnQQnEQ W%; WU s (6.23)
where we adopted the notation conventign,, = 7;,. In
(only) the special case ofaflux state, all productsyy along Itis easy to see that only actual loops contribute intemgsti
paths of the same topology are the same, and therefore a sugrms to Eq.[(6.23) — all paths that go back and forth along the
overall paths of lengt2n amounts to a multiple of the clas- lattice add up to terms that are equal for all states that tieey
sical energE(ij) n;1n;, and does not split any degeneracies.“tetrahedron rule’y ;. mi = 0. Thus the anharmonic energy,
[More generally, within a family of non=flux states, such to ordere, can be expressed as a sum over lattice Idaps
terms do split the degeneracy and we must keep them. This
is probably the reason that the dispersion of quartic easrgi 2g
among nonz-flux states is notably larger than in theflux or E auge dep.) = =2 nO Us2+ O3
0-flux states (see Fi@l 7).] var (gage dep.) 16 7;3 QQ’Tﬁ%fd zl (£

Moving on to the terms of order, we have contributions B (6.24)
(i) from paths that hop once into the zero-mode sector (possHere, the coefficienf),,, is not quite the same &38,,,, since
bly staying there for at most one hop) (ii) paths that hop éwic loop terms of lengtln are renormalized by “decorated loops”
into the zero-mode sector (each time hopping back immedief longer lengths. These are paths that go along the loop with
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additional back-and-forth paths added to them. Such decde be the same for any of these states. Furthermore, at least

rated loops have been discussed extensively, for relatds pr for the stacked hexagon-ground-statesfound by the exkiaust

lems, in Refs, 10,11, and can be summed up by use of simpkearch in Se¢.V, and described in Sec. erefsec:grounsistate

combinatorics. many more terms are degenerate too. Each term appearing in
Eq. (6.2%) is the final result of this section and defines theEq. (6.24) is the same ieverystate of this family, at least up

quartic effective HamiltoniarEgg'art. Assuming we chose to the terms fof£|=16. Thus the degeneracy is broken only

e = £*(S), the self-consistent value, then each ternEfﬁart from .a.quite long loop that we anticipate to have a minuscule

is o Se2, i.e. o« (In§)?/S, in light of (5.3). We do not un-  coefficient.

derstand the discrepancy (by a factorlgfS) with with log-

arithmic scaling of the fitted effective Hamiltonian in Fig.

and Eq.[(5). VIl. DISCUSSION

_ ) o We have calculated the anharmonic corrections to the spin-
D.  Discussion of loop derivation wave energy in the pyrochlore, and found that they break the
degeneracy between the various harmonic ground states. We
With (6.24) we can completely understand the essentiainanaged to numerically construct an effective Hamiltopian
features of the quartic effective Hamiltonian, and how the-a and in Sed._MlI, obtained an understanding of its terms.
lytic results of Sed_ VI relate to the (prior) fit results ofcI#] In retrospect, we should not have been surprised to find that
Egs. [6.24) and [{515) are both sums over the same kinds @he effective Hamiltonian is written in terms of loop varies
loops. The terms dmot have the same analytic functional After all, in any collinear configuration, the local enviraent
form, but are related, in being minimized by the same configthat each spin sees is the same for all sites. If the centéns of
uration of alternating spins around that loop. Hence we tnde simplexes were put on a Bethe lattice rather than a diamond
stand how((6.24) and(3.5) tend to be optimized by the samattice, then all collinear configurations would be relatsd
configurations, and hence whij__(b.5) was a good approximdattice symmetries and would therefore have the same energy
tion of the correct effective Hamiltonian. (as was found explicitly in the harmonic theory of 11
First, the leading order term i {(6]24) is due to hexagonsand the large¥ theory of Ref[ 10, and in analogy to Ref] 27).
Since the number of AFM bonds within a single hexagon (inThus any degeneracy-breaking termastarise from lattice
a-flux state) can be, 4, or 6, and sincgU,| = 2 is the  |oops, so it is plausible that the effective Hamiltonian Idou
same for both the case @f AFM bonds and the case df  pe written explicitly in terms of loop configurations, buetie
AFM bonds, then are still multiple possibilities: the analytic derivatisaid the
loop term is the square of the number of antiferromagnetic
> ¢elUc|* = ~32Pg + const. (6.25) bonpds along it [Eq?]EM)] whereas a good numerical f?t was
o obtained to a Hamiltonian that counts only the loops with
Thus, this term is in exact agreement the leading term in wittbonds antiferromagnetic [Ed._(5.5)].
Eqg. (55). It accounts for the largest contribution, sudfitly The anharmonic Hamiltonian is dominated by the smallest
large that our ground state search can be limited to the subskops, the “hexagon”terms. The hexagon term’s groundstate
optimizing the hexagon term minimizins| or equivalently — are degenerate, having €{L) entropy; we conjectured that
maximizingPs. the stacked family in SeC. VID agdl of its ground states, but
The next to leading term is due to octagon loops. Alreadywe did not demonstrate it (see Appenflik C). Within those
at this order|Ug|? is notindependent ofs. But, withinm-  states at least (and certainly to octagon order in any hexago
flux states, an octagon hag =+1, and since&l)s=—1, then  ground-state), the count of many longer loops is constdaine
a large|U,| is favored. Clearly, a largd_ |Uc|? means a  so that only a tiny term can break the degeneracy, which (for
tendency to alternate and this correlates with lgpgemean-  the stacked family at least) is only at the length 26 loops. To
ing that a largePs is favored by Eq.[{6.24). (In any case, the accuracy layers of our numerics, all the stacked ground
among states optimizing (6125), the octagon terms are alwaystates are degenerate.
the same: see Appendix C 1.) What do our results say for realistic spins? First of all,
As for loops of lengthl0 or longer, the situation is fur- the “small parameter” turned out to B¢ In .S, which is not
ther complicated because the pyrochlore lattice has mare th really small except at unphysical spin lengti$s £ 10-103
one kind (modulo symmetries) ang- may not be the same were used for numerical fits in Séc, V C]. Still, our argument
for different kinds of loop. Indeed, one kind @6-loop has that only loop terms can break degeneracies still apples, s
¢ = +1 while another kind hag, = —1, in n-flux states, we expect the effective Hamiltonian takes similar funcsibn
Therefore some of thE)-loops actually prefer to have a small forms for realisticS. It appears that only the first (hexagon)
|U.|, and it is not certaira priori thatP;, should be maxi- loop term will be important, since this will fix the values of
mized. the next few terms and only some very long loops will cause
But the role of larger loops simplifies in the special casequite small splittings in these energies. So in practics thi
of the hexagon-ground-states (the subset-@itix states that leaves a massive but non extensive degenerae{O (L)), as
optimizesP;). The octagon terms (of either the fitted effec- was already the case for the harmonic ground Etgleit with
tive Hamiltonian [5.b) or the analytic one_(6124)) turn out a smaller coefficient of.).
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It is worth noting that the anharmonic selection effects in 1. Calculating correlations
the pyrochlore turn out to be much weaker than in other
closely related lattices: the two-dimensional checkerboa  an ordinary modev,, is a mode that can be expressed in
and kagome lattices. In the checkerboard lattice, which Wegrms of a diamond-lattice mode,, by Eq. [Z-I#). The cor-

discussed in SeL. 1V, many of the details are the same as in thg|ation function’;; was shown in SeEI[B 1 to be written as
pyrochlore: it is composed of corner sharing tetrahedm, th sum over the spin-wave modes

spin-wave Hamiltonian is the same, and the harmonic ground

states are collinear states with uniform fluxes. Nevertisle S ] ,
because of the anisotropy inherent to the two-dimensional Gij = Z 2vhv |”m(2)”m(3)' (A1)
checkerboard, the anharmonic energy breaks the harmonic de m e

2
generacy at the lowest order terms, of orgers)". Restricting ourselves to the contribution of ordinary m®de

In the kagomeé lattice, the anharmonic selection is evefidenoted henceforth by superscripbré”), and using
stronger: first, there are cubic (in spirf/¥) anharmonic Egs. [ZIB) and(2.16),

spin-waves terms. In addition, because of the anisotropy be

tween in-plane and out-of-plane fluctuations about theazopl ord ord S

nar statesall harmonic zero modes possess divergent fluctu- Gij. = Z 2] 1M Z um(@)um(B)
m

ations and therefore the anharmonic energy scales as a power a,picajep
law in §.16.17.18 = mn; > Gap- (A2)
Finally, we would like to mention that a similar calcula- a,f:€a,jE

tion can be carried out in the case of collinear states with _ _ )

nonzero magnetization, in the presence of a magnetic field. For (A2) we defined, in analogy with (A1)

Such magnetization plateaus have been the subject of numer-

ous recent studie®:28:22:30.310yr own harmonic work on the Jop = Zordium(a)um(ﬂ) , (A3)
subject concluded that for a magnetic field that induces a ™ 2| Am|

collinear spin arrangement such thatn;, = 2 in each tetra-

hedron, the degenerate harmonic ground states are zero-fluxWe need the bond variable§ (8.3), for a nearest-neighbor
statest! One could develop a self consistent variational treatair (ij), since that is how correlations enter our results [such
ment analogous to the one in this paper, to find that quarties [3.8)]. To express this for a particular pair dete the com-
ground state. Due to the asymmetry betwéespins and| mon diamond site, and Igtand3’ be the diamond sites at the
spins, there will be two independent variational paranseter far ends of the bonds on which siteandj sit, respectively.

In particular, the bond variabldy; are no longer expected to Then

satisfy Eq.[(3.P). Rather, we expect the dominant terni jn .

to bel® + (n; — ;) TW + n;n, I (see AppendikA). %% =98s+ 98a — 9pra — 9pp’ - (A4)

Note that the last line consists of one on-(diamond)-sitesco
lation function, (the difference of) two nearest neighbanre-
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Although we have been considering one particular classi-

cal configuration, we can make use of the concept of gauge-

like transformations (discussed in Sec. 1B 2). The impuirta

points are the following:

(i) Under a gaugelike transformation (recall =, = +1)

the diamond-lattice spin-wave modes transfaimp(«) —
To attempt to understand the results of the anharmonic calro ., (@); Ni(ag) = TaTsMi(ap)-

culation, the first thing we try is to calculate the contribnt (i) If two states have the same products{gf} (flux) around

to the anharmonic energy due to ordinary modes, as we digtach loop in the lattice, they are related by a gaugelikestran

for the checkerboard lattice, in SEC. TV B. The reason that wéormation.

focus on ordinary modes is that, unlike generic zero-modegjii) In particular, if the state has a uniform flux arrangerhe

we know how they transform under gaugelike transformation(e.g. ther-flux states), theanynew configuration generated

In the checkerboard case, we saw ($ec.1V B) that the anhaby a lattice-symmetry operation can alternatively be gateer

monic selection can be explained in terms of the correlationby a gaugelike transformation.

due to ordinary modes in the harmonic Hamiltonian. As weThe consequences of these points is that, fortflex states

shall see below, this is not true for the pyrochlore lattice,

the ordinary modes produce a gauge-invariant quartic gnerg r® =g, is independent o, (A5)

APPENDIX A: ORDINARY MODES
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(since a gaugelike transformation would takeo 5 for any  we could always do this well by using the wavefunction of the
two diamond-sitesr and ). Similarly, it is easy to find that bare harmonié{y.,,,. On the other hand, (3.4) [which is part

for nearest neighbor (diamond) sitesg (sharing site): of the expectation (315)] contains terms{ifi;;} which are
. divergent ag — 0: these must cancel out, at the dominant
'Y =1gas,  independent of, (A6)  order. In other wordd;; + I';;, must cancel out.

and for next-nearest-neighbor (diamond) sitgss’, con- , _ o (Toi 4+ T0) 2 Nong [T© 4 T7(2)
nected by bon(ﬂl_]) <Hvar>dom1nant — ;771773( ij + ]1) ~ FlVI[ + }
()

T® = —ningsp, independent ofij). (A7) + Napm [T —T@] = O(e). (A11)
In (A7), the sign was set so thEf2 would be positive. Plug-  Since [3.9) say¥;; (at dominant order) just depends on the
ging these intd (A#4), we obtain sign ofn;n;, the sum groups intd/ry; terms for the FM bonds
and Ny terms for the AFM bonds. But sinc®apy =
I =TO 4 (n; — )W 4 i, T (A8) 2Ny in any ground state,
Sincel“;?;d must be invariar]t under a global spin-flip, we must @ (6)/F(0) (€) — 1 7 (A12)
havel'™ = 0 and we obtain 3

ord _ 1(0) S T(2) valid for the limite — 0. Numerically,I'® appeared to be
Fig” = 10 A min 1 (A9) betweerl(?) /3 andT(“) /2,

Eq. (A9) is the key result of this appendix, the justificatafn
Eq. [39). It should be noted thEt?) andI'(?) are both infinite
in the bare harmonic theory, and are regularized by the varia 4. Roleof generic zero modes
tional scheme. Here we assume that the regularization would
not change the fact that(®) andI'(®) are spatially invariant Note that in the entire discussion, we have ignored the
and gauge-independent. generic zero modes. Recall that divergent modes occur along

Furthermore, by the argument abo¥é?) andT'(?) are the lines in the Brillouin zone aty values for which the ordinary
same for any harmonic ground statef{ux state). Inserting modes’ frequency goes to zero. kpvalues close to these di-
Eqg. (A9) into the mean-field enerdy(8.5), we quickly find thatvergence lines, the zero-modes and small-frequency asdina
the ordinary modes’ contribution to the anharmonic enesgy i modes become close to each other (until they merge on the

gauge-invariant: divergence lines; divergent modes are both ordinary anal zer
modes). The nearly divergent generic zero modes’ contribu-
Eye®d = — e <1"i. 4T — 1“1 T l) A10) tion to the correlations mirrors the contribution of the rmga
M %77 MA\Fu T T gt (A10) divergent ordinary modes, and therefdtg ~ 2I'¢"d and it
© @ has the same functional forin (A9).
_ Z K () 4+ T2 > - In the self-consistent variational theory, the genericozer
o 52 ! modes and the ordinary modes in the vicinity of the divergent
! T lines interact strongly and, in fact, this interaction ispensi-
492 (1“( ) _ F )} ble for the degeneracy-breaking, as we observe in[Séc. VI.
T70) )2 _ grOT(2)
=N, {2 (F(O) — 31“<2>) ( Y Sg ] APPENDIX B: STACKED GROUND STATES

Note that the arguments above do not apply to the checker- In this appendix, we analyze analytically the ground states
board lattice, where all bonds an®t equivalent by gauge- of the effective Hamiltonians found in S€c. ¥ C and Sec. VI C,
transformations — there is no transformation that can take as summarized in Séc. M D. We assume a stacked spin config-
diagonal bond and turn it into a horizontal or vertical bond.uration (see Fid_10) as this is what emerged from numerics;
Therefore, the correlations calculated from ordinary nsode however, this is not yet proven.

are sufficient to break the harmonic-order degeneracy in tha

case, as we find in Sdc.IV.
1. Layer stackings

3. Relation of I'” toI'® The pyrochlore sites can be broken into a stack of layers,
eacha/4 thick, wherea is the lattice constant of the con-
We take a moment to note that the parameifétsandr(?) ventional cubic cell. The hexagon-ground-states are stack
are not independent. We start from the variational Hamiltoings of two kinds of slabs parallel to (say) tf@01) plane:
nian (Sec[dIB). Notice thatHya,) = Eharm + O(g), On  thin “A” slabs (thickness/4) and thick “B” slabs (thickness
the one hand(Hyar) = Fharm + O(¢), since [look atl(3:14)] a/2), which are stacked alternatingand B. A thin slab has
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one level of chains along thi@10] or ([10] direction, along : .
; ; « . . TABLE I: Types of spin patterns imr-flux hexagon loops. Only
which the spins repeat the patterh = + . This pattern is hexagons with a loop produgi; = —1 are included. Values are

reversed under a shift ¢#00] or [0a0], so the periodicity is given for the two effective Hamiltoniand_T5.5) afid (8.2 the

v2a x v/2a within a thin slab. next section.
A thick slab has two Iay_ers _of spins, wh_ich form chains Type class pattern “Ps [Us|?

along the[110] and [110] directions, repeating the pattern
“ " i i ; Hy 1 (+++—-——) 0 4

+ 4+ ——", such that the chain spins are parallel and the in- - 0 .
terlevel bonds are AFM in every tetrahedron spanning those 2 +++++-)
two layers; within the thick slab, the spin pattern has aqukri H 2 (++-—4-) 0 4
2a X 2a. He 2  (+—+—-+-)] -1 36

The inter-slab spin couplings cancel, so each slab has an in-
dependent choice of two ways to align its spins. When there
arem slabs of either kind, for a linear dimension in the stack-hexagons are centered on thin slabs. The two spins in the thin
ing direction L, = m(3/4)a, the number of stacked spin layer are opposite, and each pair within a thick layer is par-
states is thug x 22™ = 3 x 28%=/3, This includes three pos- allel. Consequently, for each thin slab, the class 1 loops ar
sible possible offsets (by multiples af4) in the z direction  half type H, and halfH/, (see Table[]l). Class (2) hexagons
for the start of the stacking. [In a rectangular cell whegeor ~ span one thick and one thin slab The part of the loop within
L, are also multiples o3« (see below), we add similar terms the thick slab, always has — +—, so for each thick slab, the
counting possible spin stackings in ther y directions.] No-  class 2 loops are half typ€, and half typeHj, of which the
tice, apart that initial offset, the actual sites forming thyers lastis the type favored by the effective Hamiltonian. Therse
are determined; only the spin directions are free. the four hexagon patterns satisfying thélux condition [1.%);

As a side remark, we can compare this to the family of harthat confirms that these slab stacked states are indeed har-
monic ground states for the pyrochlore as described in[Ref. 9nonic ground states, a precondition for being hexagon groun
that was a stacking of onlyl slabs. The family of ground states. Furthermore, since there are twice as many Class 2
states of the effective Hamiltonian derived in the largéhe-  hexagons as Class 1, exactly 1/3 of all hexagons are type H2
ory for the pyrochlor® is a stacking of alternating thid’ (the favored kind). Appendix F of ref. 20 shows that a frac-
andB layers. TheA’ slab differs from theA layer shown in  tion 1/3 is the upper limit, so these are in fact hexagon gdoun
Fig.[I0(a) in that the spin patten is tseameunder a shift of  states, too. A similar enumeration can be done of octagons.
[a00].27 Again, for each particular type of spin pattern for an octago

Now we examine the slab stacking more carefully. The waythe number is the same for all our stacked hexagon ground
a B layer adjoinsA layers on opposite sides forces successivestates, therefore they adegenerateip to order 8.

A layers to have opposite orientations: i.e., if one slab has
chains alond110] the next one has them alofigl0], etc. On
the other hand, the way at layer adjoins its neighboring
layers requires thesB layers to have a relative shift in the 3. Longloops
xy plane of(a/4)[110] or (a/4)[110] parallel to theA layer’s
chains. Hence, they offset of theB layer cycles through  Symmetry can be used to show that much longer loops have
all four possible values in successieslabs. The resultis the same count in all possible stackings. Say that a certain
any periodic stack must have even, e.g.m = 2 has a pe- |oop spang slabs; the2 possible spin states of those slabs
riod [a/2,a/2,3a/2] producing centered tetragonal cell. To are defined bysy, ss, ..., s;) where eachs;; = =+1 is a ref-
directly repeat the same layer requiresto be a multiple of  erence spin in slal. Now, a lattice symmetry operation
four, so the shortest celir{ = 4, L. = 3a) contains 12 layers  (which maps each layer to itself) has the action effect of flip
of sites. ping the spins in some slabs and not others:(ke, s, ..., 5¢)
is multipled by some pattern @fy;, o, ..., ¢) of £1 factors,
depending ory. Provided is not too large, in facéverypos-
2. Counting short loops sible pattern ofy; is generated by some one of the lattice sym-
metries: hence, all stacks oflabs are related by symmetry

Identifying ground states depends on counting the numbend have the same counts of all possible loops. The smallest
of loops with various spin patterns, since this is what the efstack for which this no longer happens is when the first and
fective Hamiltonian depends on. We first do it for the sharteslast slab are stacked directly on top of each other, which (as
loops, starting with hexagons. A hexagon that satisfiesrthe Worked out above) first happens for= 4, meaning 12 layers
flux constraint must have one of the four spin patterns shower for ¢ = 9 slabs (including the repeated one). The smallest
in Table[); we label the typesHo,,,” where 2n is the num-  loop which requires all of these slabs has length 2(12)+2.= 26
ber of AFM bonds in the loop. Also, independent of the spin We conjecture that at order 26, the effective Hamiltonian
pattern, the sites of a hexagon are placed in two possible wayloesbreak the degeneracy. That will be a tiny energy: from
within the layer stacking, which are the “classes” expldime  (5.8) one could guesg€s| (for S = 100) is in the ranga 0~7
the next paragraphs; the classes are also labeled i Fig. 10. to O(10~?) (depending whether one assumes an exponential

First, there are two classes of hexagon placement Class (tlecrease witln, or a power law).
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TABLE II: Supertetrahedra types: frequencies in hexagagd- (()itigSnLOE)p_s:—:)ip;e é?])dfgisfllefiicfl-ﬁij)—\;vi—h—":; +e_(%0,)
states, and the counts of hexagons in each supertetrah@ding the ! ! ypP

type labels of Tablg I.) The types are given color names alsiexqul has one each @ft + — —+—+-),(+++—-——+—),and
in text. (++ + + + — +—). Hence, any hexagon-ground-state has a
Type Name frequency Hexagons fixed frequency of each octagon loop; from the list just given

and the supertetrahedron frequencies in Table II, the oatag
terms have the valuggs = 1/9, or meanUs|? = 64/3.
2. Node and superbond constraintsas coloring rules

Hs, Hy' Hs Hs
orange white purpl

[¢)

a purple 1/3 0 2 2

b 0 0 3 1 A convenient necessary (though not sufficient) condition to

¢ orange 2/3 2 1 1 be a hexagon ground state can be expressed as the following
d 0 2 2 0

coloring problem on the complementary diamond lattice. For
this purpose, the hexagon types (which are the superbonds on
this lattice) are associated with colors, as are the suparte
hedron types (nodes on the lattice). Then we have a com-
plete covering by “purple trimers”, consisting of two puepl

Here we consider the ground states of the anharmonic ebonds (the middle node is purple and the other two nodes are
fective hexagon-order Hamiltoniaf®s;. We review the ar- orange. Simultaneously, we have a loop covering by orange
guments from Appendix F of Ref. 20. The key idea is that,loops (connecting orange nodes). Notice that, if we havk suc
in a w-flux state, there are constraints on spin arrangements coloring, we still must verify whether the can be filled in
due to the fact that different hexagons share edges. Tharound each hexagon in a consistent fashion.
level at which these contraints are first important isghper- In the stacking of Se€.VID, the supertetrahedra centered in
tetrahedron a cluster in the form of a truncated tetrahedronB slabs are of type (a), and those centered between A and B
with four hexagonal faces. The centers of the super-tetirahe slabs are of type (c). The purple trimer bonds are all ornte
form the complementaryliamond lattice with the same lat- vertically (i.e. the three nodes are always at three diffeley-
tice constant as the diamond lattice formed by centers of thels); this give2? degrees of freedom pé? slab, accounting
original tetrahedron lattice. Each bond of the complenmgnta for all the spin entropy. The orange loops always run horizon
diamond lattice (henceforth “superbonds”) correspontis1-  tally between the A and B slabs (perpendicular to the chains
with a hexagon in the original pyrochlore lattice. of that A slab).

We can classify supertetrahedra according to the types of \we conjectured, but did not prove, that thely hexagon

hexagon loops appearing on their faces. Counting argumenifround states were the stackings of $ec.]VD. The special
there showed that there are four classes (Table Il) and the to constraints of the stackings can be expressed, in the @oler |
number of type 6 hexagons is maximized when only class (aguage, as follows:

and (c) appear.

APPENDIX C: GROUND STATE PROBLEM ASCOLORING

@) If a, 8,7, 4 are four successive nodes connected by

orange bonds, then thie3) and(v4) are oriented the

1. Octagonsin supertetrahedra same.
First we can apply the supertetrahedron enumeration to (i) If g is orange andy is a purple node, anth/3) is

show that all the hexagon-ground-states also are degenerat  the white bond intg? while (¢) is the purple bond out

at the octagon term; we take advantage of the fact that ev- of v, then(a3) is never oriented the same @g)).
ery octagon is contained entirely within one supertetratved
(three contained in each). We do not know if (i) and (ii) follow from the condition of

We know that any hexagon ground state has fixed fractionkaving only type (a) and (c) super-tetrahedra, and so we do
of type (a) and type (b) supertetrahedra, as shown in Table Ihot know whether any hexagon ground state exists, besides
But each of those supertetrahedra has a fixed pattern for ithe stacked family of SeE. VID,
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In Ref.[13 the polarization axis of checkerboard tetraheuna
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odic or vice versa.

These states were illustrated in Fig. 3 of Ref. 10 with thelstay

in the z direction, theB layers being those with all bonds AFM,
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