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Magnetic anisotropy is one of the important factors in determining magnetic structures. A type
of magnetic anisotropy is closely related to the symmetry of crystals. We theoretically investigate
magnetic anisotropy and its related magnetic instability arising from an electric axial moment, which
appears under the breaking of the mirror symmetry parallel to the moment but does not require the
breakings of both spatial inversion and time-reversal symmetries. By performing perturbation and
mean-field calculations in a complementary way, we show the appearance of the in-plane magnetic
anisotropy when the electric axial moment occurs, which tends to tilt in-plane spin moments from the
crystal axes in collaboration with relativistic spin–orbit coupling. We demonstrate such a tendency
for single-site and four-site cluster models, the latter of which leads to the instability toward a spin
vortex phase accompanying magnetic monopole and magnetic toroidal dipole.

I. INTRODUCTION

The stability of magnetic structures has long been
studied in lots of materials. Depending on the types of
magnetic interactions and anisotropy, noncollinear and
noncoplanar magnetic structures as well as collinear fer-
romagnetic and antiferromagnetic structures can be re-
alized. The appearance of magnetic anisotropy is often
related to the symmetry of the crystal, where the inter-
play between the relativistic spin–orbit coupling (SOC)
and crystalline electric field plays an important role. For
example, the Dzyaloshinskii-Moriya (DM) interaction is
present when the spatial inversion symmetry at the bond
center is lost [1, 2], which gives rise to a helical spi-
ral state and skyrmion crystal [3]. Another example is
the Kitaev-type exchange interaction that arises from the
strong SOC for the discrete rotational symmetry [4, 5],
which induces noncoplanar spin textures [6–8]. The re-
lation between magnetic interactions and crystal sym-
metry has been so far classified in real space [9, 10]
and momentum space [11]. The complicated magnetic
textures induced by magnetic anisotropy lead to uncon-
ventional physical phenomena, such as the topological
Hall effect under noncoplanar spin textures [12–15] and
nonlinear longitudinal/transverse transport under non-
collinear/noncoplanar spin textures [16–19].

In the present study, we investigate the origin and the
role of magnetic anisotropy under an electric axial mo-
ment, whose uniform component is referred to as the
ferroaxial (or ferrorotational) moment. The ferroaxial
moment corresponds to a time-reversal-even axial dipole
moment, which appears when the mirror symmetry par-
allel to the moment is lost but remains spatial inver-
sion (P) and time-reversal (T ) symmetries [20]. The
ordered state of such a ferroxial moment has been ex-
perimentally observed in materials like CaMn7O12 [21],
RbFe(MoO4)2 [22, 23], NiTiO3 [24, 25], Ca5Ir3O12 [26–
29], and BaCoSiO4 [30]. Although the ferroaxial moment
does not directly couple to neither electric field nor mag-
netic field owing to the even parity in terms of the P and
T symmetries, recent studies clarified that it becomes the
origin of rich transverse responses of the conjugate phys-

ical quantities [31, 32] such as the spin current genera-
tion [32, 33], antisymmetric thermopolarization [34], non-
linear transverse magnetization [35], unconventional Hall
effect [36], and nonlinear magnetostriction [37]. Mean-
while, magnetic instability under the ferroaxial ordering
has not been fully clarified in spite of the Kramers de-
generacy owing to the T symmetry. Thus, it is desired
to examine what types of magnetic instabilities occur un-
der the ferroaxial ordering. Especially, it is important to
understand how magnetic anisotropy is generated by the
onset of the ferroaxial ordering, which might be helpful
for understanding and exploring magnetic phase transi-
tions in ferroaxial materials.
For that purpose, we analyze a typical d-orbital model

with the d1 configuration based on the multipole rep-
resentation [38–46], where four types of multipoles with
distinct P and T parities, electric, magnetic, magnetic
toroidal, and electric toroidal, constitute a complete basis
set in the low-energy Hilbert space [38, 43, 44]. Since the
dipole component of the electric toroidal multipoles, i.e.,
the electric toroidal dipole (ETD), corresponds to the fer-
roaxial moment, we examine the magnetic instability in
the presence of the ETD. First, we perform perturbation
and mean-field calculations for the single-site d-orbital
model. As a result, we show that the synergy between
the molecular field arising from the ETD moment and
the SOC leads to single-ion magnetic anisotropy, which
tends to tilt the in-plane spin moments from the crystal
axis.
Then, we analyze the d-orbital model in a four-site

cluster. We find that the stability of a vortex spin state
accompanying both magnetic monopole and magnetic
toroidal dipole is enhanced by the magnetic anisotropy
characteristic of the ferroaxial moment. We show that
the ratio of magnetic monopole and magnetic toroidal
dipole becomes comparable to each other when the mag-
nitude of the SOC is comparable to that of the ETD
molecular field. Our results indicate that the magnetic
anisotropy arising from the ferroaxial moment can be a
source of intriguing magnetic phases, which might exhibit
a variety of cross-correlation phenomena.
The remaining part of this paper is organized as fol-

lows: In Sec. II, we briefly introduce the ferroaxial mo-
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ments based on the multipole representation. Then, we
present a single-site d-orbital model, and we show the
role of the ferroaxial moment on the magnetic anisotropy
through the second-order perturbative analysis. We also
numerically evaluate the magnetic anisotropy by per-
forming the mean-field calculations. Then, we show
the stable magnetic textures under ETD moments in a
four-site tetragonal cluster within the mean-field approx-
imation in Sec. III. We show that the SOC under the
ETD moment leads to a spin vortex phase accompany-
ing both the magnetic monopole and magnetic toroidal
dipole. Lastly, we summarize the results in Sec. IV. In
Appendix A, we show the CEF dependence of the mag-
netic anisotropy. In Appendix B, we show the finite-
temperature phase diagram when the exchange interac-
tion for the ETD is considered. In Appendix C, we briefly
show the result under the electric hexadecapole moment,
which is another candidate hosting the ferroaxial moment
in some crystals.

II. MAGNETIC ANISOTROPY UNDER
FERROAXIAL MOMENT

We discuss the role of the ETD moment on magnetic
anisotropy. In Sec. IIA, we introduce the ETD mo-
ment, which corresponds to a ferroaxial moment. We
also show when the ETD degree of freedom is activated
in the Hilbert space. In Sec. II B, we introduce a single-
site five d-orbital model. Then, we perform the second-
order perturbation theory by focusing on the role of the
ETD moment in Sec. II C. Finally, we show the magnetic
anisotropy within the mean-field calculations in Sec. IID.

A. Microscopic description of ferroaxial moment

The ferroaxial moment can appear when the mirror
symmetry parallel to the moment direction is lost; the
symmetry breakings in terms of P and T are not nec-
essary. It is microscopically characterized by a ferroic
alignment of a T -even axial vector, which is referred to as
the ETD G. Based on the multipole description [43, 44],
the atomic-scale G operator is represented as the outer
product of the spin operator s = σ/2 and orbital angular
momentum operator l as follows:

G = l× σ, (1)

where the schematic picture of G is shown in Fig. 1(a). It
is noted that G can appear when the expectation values
of l and σ are zero. Since both l and σ are axial vectors,
the mirror symmetry parallel to G is broken, as shown
in Fig. 1(b). G can be activated in the Hilbert space
possessing these two operators, such as the p, d, and f
orbitals.

Among them, we consider five d orbitals in the low-
energy Hilbert space in the following analysis. In this
situation, G is defined in the off-diagonal space between

(a) (b)

FIG. 1. (a) The representation of the atomic-scale ETD
moment G = l × σ, which is denoted by the green arrow.
The orange (blue) arrow represents the orbital (spin) angu-
lar momentum l(σ). (b) The symmetry of the atomic ETD
moment; the mirror symmetry parallel to the ETD moment,
σv, is lost. Meanwhile, time-reversal (T ) and spatial inversion
(P) symmetries are retained.

two orbitals with different total angular momenta J =
3/2 and J = 5/2.

B. Single-site d-orbital model

In order to investigate the role of the ETD moment on
the magnetic anisotropy, we consider a single-site five d-
orbital model with (du, dv, dyz, dzx, dxy) for u = 3z2 − r2

and v = x2 − y2, which is given by

H = Hloc +Hex, (2)

Hloc = HCEF + λl · s− hGGz, (3)

Hex = −J0(s
2
x + s2y), (4)

where the first term in Eq. (2) represents the one-
body Hamiltonian, while the second term represents
the two-body Hamiltonian. In Hloc, HCEF is the crys-
talline electric filed (CEF) Hamiltonian. We consider
the five CEF parameters by supposing the D2h symme-
try: ∆1 = 0.400, ∆2 ≃ 1.448, ∆3 = 2.200, ∆4 ≃ 2.552,
α ≃ 0.572, and β =

√
1− α2, as schematically shown in

Fig. 2(a); ∆1–∆4 denote the atomic energy levels for dxy,
−αdu + βdv, dzx, and βdu +αdv orbitals measured from
that for the dyz orbital, where α and β stand for the
numerical coefficients; see Appendix A for the detailed
definition of HCEF. We suppose that the ground-state
energy level is the dyz orbital. We take the principal axis
along the z direction, as shown in Fig. 2(b). The second
term in Eq. (3) represents the atomic SOC. The third
term in Eq. (3) represents the molecular field that arises
from the ETD moment, which lowers the symmetry from
D2h to C2h.
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Principal
axis

(a) (b) (c)

FIG. 2. (a) A schematic picture of the CEF levels for the
single-site five d-orbital model under the D2h symmetry. (b)
The coordinate axes for the single site, where the z axis is
taken as the principal axis. (c) Four-site tetragonal cluster un-
der the C4h symmetry, where the site symmetry is C2v. J1 and
J2 represent the exchange interactions between the nearest-
neighbor and next-nearest-neighbor sites, respectively. Yellow
arrows represent the electric polarization P , which originates
from the potential gradient at each site. Green (red) circles
represent ETD moments (DM vectors) along the z direction.

C. Perturbation analysis

We examine the magnetic anisotropy arising from the
ETD moment by performing the perturbation analysis.
For that purpose, we analyze Hloc in Eq. (3) by ignoring
Hex in Eq. (4). Within the second-order perturbation
in terms of λ and hG, an effective spin Hamiltonian is
derived as

Hs = −
∑

µ,ν=x,y

Λµνsµsν , (5)

Λ =

[
4h2

GΛ
′
yy + λ2Λ′

xx −2hGλ(Λ
′
xx − Λ′

yy)
−2hGλ(Λ

′
xx − Λ′

yy) 4h2
GΛ

′
xx + λ2Λ′

yy

]
, (6)

where

Λ′
µν =

∑
e

⟨g|lµ|e⟩⟨e|lν |g⟩
Ee − Eg

. (7)

Λ′
µν includes the contribution from the CEF, where

|g⟩ (|e⟩) is the ground state (excited state) and Eg(Ee)
is the ground-state (excited-state) energy. We here omit
the z component of Λµν , since the effect of the ETD does
not appear in Λzν and Λµz.

There are three important observations in Eq. (6). One
is the emergence of the off-diagonal xy component in Λµν .
Thus, the ferroaxial moment induced by hG tends to tilt
the spin moment from the crystal axis. In addition, it
is noteworthy that the SOC λ is necessary to induce the
off-diagonal component. The second is the importance
of the low-symmetric CEF to induce Λxy, since it is pro-
portional to Λ′

xx − Λ′
yy for Λ′

xx ̸= Λ′
yy. In other words,

the inequivalence between the x and y directions is sig-
nificant. This is why we consider the orthorhombic CEF
Hamiltonian under the D2h symmetry in HCEF; Λxy = 0
when the tetragonal and hexagonal CEFs are considered.
The last is the opposite tendency in the diagonal com-
ponent of Λµν for µ = ν between the ETD moment and
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FIG. 3. (a) Contour plot of the tilt angle of a spin moment
θ in the plane of λ and hG, which is obtained by the mean-
field calculations. (b) λ dependence of the numerical result
(red circle) and the perturbation result (blue dashed line) at
hG = 0.02. In both panels, the data is calculated by changing
λ and/or hG with the interval of ∆λ/J0 = ∆hG/J0 = 0.002.

the SOC; hG (λ) tends to favor the x (y) direction for
Λ′
xx < Λ′

yy.
More specifically, one obtains the tilt angle θ from

the x axis by diagonalizing Λ, which is given by θ =
arctan[λ/(2hG)] for Λ′

xx < Λ′
yy or arctan(−2hG/λ) for

Λ′
xx > Λ′

yy. In the case of the CEF parameters
in Fig. 2(a), Λ′

xx < Λ′
yy. We discuss the magnetic

anisotropy for the other CEF levels in Appendix A.

D. Mean-field calculations

We numerically evaluate the tilt angle θ in the presence
of the two-body Hamiltonian Hex. We apply the mean-
field approximation for Hex as

Hex
MF = −J0(⟨sx⟩ sx + ⟨sy⟩ sy) + (const.), (8)

where ⟨· · ·⟩ represents the statistical average in d1 con-
figuration. We set J0 to the energy unit of the single-site
model (J0 = 1).
Figure 3(a) shows the angle θ of the spin moment mea-

sured from the x axis by changing λ and hG at temper-
ature T/J0 = 0.1. When either λ or hG becomes zero,
the spin aligns in the crystal axis. For λ/J0 = 0, the spin
moment aligns in the x direction, while it aligns in the y
direction for hG/J0 = 0. This feature is consistent with
the perturbation analysis, where Λ′

xx < Λ′
yy is satisfied.

Meanwhile, the spin tilts from the crystal axis when
both λ and hG are considered. One finds good agreement
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FIG. 4. Eight independent spin configurations in

the four-site cluster: magnetic monopole (M
(c)
0 ), magnetic

dipole (M
(c)
x ,M

(c)
y ), magnetic toroidal dipole (T

(c)
z ), magnetic

quadrupole (M
(c)
xy ,M

(c)
v ), and magnetic toroidal quadrupole

(T
(c)
yz , T

(c)
zx ). Blue arrows represent the spin moments at each

site.

between numerical and perturbation results; see the λ de-
pendence of both results in the case of hG/J0 = 0.02 in
Fig. 3(b). In addition, the maximum tilt angle of θ = 45◦

is realized for λ ≃ 2hG, which is also consistent with the
perturbation result in Eq. (6); the feature holds when λ
increases. These results indicate that the interplay be-
tween λ and hG plays an important role in inducing the
magnetic anisotropy characteristic of the ETD moment
even beyond the perturbation regime.

III. MAGNETIC INSTABILITY IN A CLUSTER
MODEL

A. Four-site cluster model

Next, let us consider the magnetic instability under
the ETD moment in a cluster system by extending the
analysis to the single-site system. We consider a four-site
tetragonal cluster under the C4h symmetry, as shown in
Fig. 2(c). We suppose that the site symmetry is C2v so
that the off-diagonal component in Λµν in Eq. (6) be-
comes nonzero. We use the local Hamiltonian Hloc in
Sec. II B by adding the sublattice index i = A–D. We
take the same CEF parameters in Sec. II, although α
take opposite sign and dyz ↔ dzx between (A, B) and
(C, D) sublattices because the principal axis for the A
and B sublattices is different from that for the C and D
sublattices by 90◦.

For the exchange interaction, we consider the following
Hamiltonian, which is given by

H′ex = −J1

n.n∑
⟨i,j⟩

(sixs
j
x + siys

j
y)

−J2

n.n.n∑
⟨i,j⟩

(sixs
j
x + siys

j
y), (9)

where J1 and J2 correspond to the coupling constants for
the nearest-neighbor (n.n.) and next-nearest-neighbor
(n.n.n) sites, respectively. We here consider the situation
where magnetic ordering with the in-plane spin modula-
tions occurs rather than the out-of-plane ones. In addi-
tion, we consider the DM interaction D = (Dx, Dy, Dz).
From the symmetry viewpoint, only the z component be-
tween the nearest-neighbor sites becomes finite, as shown
in Fig. 2(c). The DM Hamiltonian is given by

HDM = −
n.n∑
⟨i,j⟩

Dij
z (si × sj)z, (10)

where Dij
z = −Dji

z ≡ D. By adopting the mean-field
approximation, H′ex and HDM are represented as

H
′ex
MF ≃ −J1

A,B,C,D∑
i

n.n∑
j

( 〈
six
〉
sjx +

〈
siy
〉
sjy

)

−J2

A,B,C,D∑
i

n.n.n∑
j

( 〈
six
〉
sjx +

〈
siy
〉
sjy

)
, (11)

HDM
MF ≃ −D

A,B,C,D∑
i

n.n∑
j

[⟨si⟩ × sj ]z, (12)

where we omit the constant term for notational simplic-
ity. We set J1 to the energy unit of the four-site cluster
model (J1 = 1). Although we treat the effect of the ETD
as the one-body mean field hG for simplicity, a qualita-
tively similar result can be obtained even when the ETD
moment is induced through the two-body exchange in-
teraction, as discussed in Appendix B.

B. Spin configurations

We consider the magnetic instability in the four-
site cluster model within the mean-field approximation.
Since we suppose the in-plane magnetic anisotropy, the
four-sublattice magnetic structures are expressed as a
linear combination of eight independent spin configu-
rations. Based on the cluster multipole theory [47],
they are classified into magnetic and magnetic toroidal

multipoles: magnetic monopole (M
(c)
0 ), magnetic dipole

(M
(c)
x ,M

(c)
y ), magnetic toroidal dipole (T

(c)
z ), mag-

netic quadrupole (M
(c)
xy ,M

(c)
v ), and magnetic toroidal

quadrupole (T
(c)
yz , T

(c)
zx ). Specifically, their spin config-

urations denoted as (σA
x , σ

A
y , σ

B
x , σ

B
y , σ

C
x , σ

C
y , σ

D
x , σ

D
y ) are
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given by

M
(c)
0 = (0, 1, 0,−1, 1, 0,−1, 0), (13)

M (c)
x = (1, 0, 1, 0, 1, 0, 1, 0), (14)

M (c)
y = (0, 1, 0, 1, 0, 1, 0, 1), (15)

T (c)
z = (1, 0,−1, 0, 0,−1, 0, 1), (16)

M (c)
xy = (1, 0,−1, 0, 0, 1, 0,−1), (17)

M (c)
v = (0,−1, 0, 1, 1, 0,−1, 0), (18)

T (c)
yz = (1, 0, 1, 0,−1, 0,−1, 0), (19)

T (c)
zx = (0, 1, 0, 1, 0,−1, 0,−1). (20)

The lowest-energy spin configuration depends on the
magnetic interactions (J1, J2, D) as well as Hloc. When
D/J1 = 0, |J1| < |J2|, J2 < 0, and Hloc is negligible, the
energy by the exchange interactions becomes the lowest

for any of M
(c)
0 , T

(c)
z ,M

(c)
v , and M

(c)
xy . In this situation,

by introducing D > 0, the energy for M
(c)
0 and T

(c)
z is

smaller than that for M
(c)
v and M

(c)
xy . With this tendency

in mind, we take |J1| ∼ |J2|, J2 < 0, and D/J1 = 0.05 >

0. Although the energy for M
(c)
0 and T

(c)
z is degenerate

with each other, it splits by taking into account the effect
of the Hloc.

C. Magnetic phase diagram

We perform the self-consistent mean-field calculations
for the four-site cluster model by setting hG/J1 = 0.2
and the temperature as T/J1 = 0.1. Figure 5(a) shows
the magnetic phase diagram by changing λ and J2. There
are mainly two phases in the phase diagram: Phase I and
Phase II.

The spin configuration of Phase I is expressed as the

linear combination of M
(c)
x ,M

(c)
y , T

(c)
yz , and T

(c)
zx ; the spin

moments tilt from the crystal axis owing to the mag-
netic anisotropy arising from hG. Although Phase I is
almost characterized by the ferromagnetic spin configu-

ration, i.e., M
(c)
x and M

(c)
y , it includes the small contri-

bution from T
(c)
yz and T

(c)
zx . This is because the principal

axis for the A and B sublattices is different from that for
the C and D sublattices by 90◦, which means that x and
y axes in the global coordinate [Fig. 2(c)] are inequiva-
lent for the (A, B) and (C, D) sublattices, and hence, the
spin lengths between them are different from each other
when the moments lie in the xy plane in a uniform way.
Meanwhile, Phase II is characterized by the spin con-

figuration to possess the fourfold rotational symmetry in
order to gain the energy by the CEF. For J2/J1 < −0.9
and λ/J1 = 0, the spin configuration in Phase II corre-

sponds to T
(c)
z . By introducing λ, the spins at four sub-

lattices tilt in the same manner so as to keep the fourfold
rotational symmetry, which indicates that the spin con-

figuration is expressed as the linear combination of M
(c)
0

and T
(c)
z , as schematically shown in the inset of Fig. 5(a).

FIG. 5. (a) λ–J2 phase diagram obtained at hG/J1 = 0.2
and D/J1 = 0.05. The data is calculated by changing λ and
hG with the interval of ∆λ/J1 = ∆J2/J1 = 0.003. Phase I (
II) represents the spin configuration consisting of the linear

combination of M
(c)
x ,M

(c)
y , T

(c)
yz , and T

(c)
zx (M

(c)
0 and T

(c)
z ) in

Fig. 4. At λ/J1 = 0 for J2/J1 < −0.9, the T
(c)
z state is

stabilized. (b) Contour plot of the tilt angle of spin moments
at A sublattice θA for −1.1 ≤ J2/J1 ≤ −0.9. (c) λ dependence
of the numerical result (red circle) and the perturbation result
(blue dashed line) in terms of θA at J2/J1 = −1.1.

We discuss the effect of Hloc including the ETD molec-
ular field hG and the SOC λ for J2/J1 < −0.9. In the
case of Hloc = 0, the phase boundary between Phase I
and Phase II is given by J2/J1 = −0.95. Thus,Hloc tends
to favor the region for Phase II. This is understood from
the fact that Hloc, which becomes the origin of the mag-
netic anisotropy, favors the spin configuration satisfying
the fourfold rotational symmetry that the four-site clus-
ter possesses in order to gain the energy by the magnetic
anisotropy. Such a tendency holds for nonzero λ, which
enhances the magnetic anisotropy; the phase boundary
moves upward by increasing λ. Thus, both hG and λ
tend to favor the vortex spin configuration retaining the
fourfold rotational symmetry compared to the uniform
one breaking the fourfold rotational symmetry.

Figure 5(b) shows the tilt angle of spin moments at
A sublattice θA in Phase II for −1.1 ≤ J2/J1 ≤ −0.9.
The behavior is similar to that in the single-site model;
the tilt angle increases as λ increases. Furthermore, we
confirmed that such behavior is understood from the per-
turbation calculations, as shown in Fig. 5(c); both data
are well consistent.

Finally, we discuss the relationship between the ETD
moment and vortex magnetic structures from the symme-
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try viewpoint. Since M0 corresponds to a time-reversal-
odd axial scalar and Tz corresponds to a time-reversal-
odd polar vector, their product M0Tz corresponds to a
time-reversal-even axial vector, i.e., the ETD Gz [48]. In
this sense, the appearance of Phase II, which is expressed
as the linear combination of M0 and Tz in the presence
of Gz, is natural. In a similar context, it was shown
that the skyrmion crystal accompanying both M0 (Néel
type) and Tz (Bloch type) is realized by considering the
magnetic anisotropy that originates from the mirror sym-
metry breaking [49]. Since M0 and Tz lead to similar but
different physical phenomena, the coexisting state can
give rise to further intriguing cross-correlation responses
and transports. The electric axial moment, Gz, plays an
important role in inducing such an effective coupling of
M0 and Tz.

IV. SUMMARY

To summarize, we have investigated the magnetic
single-ion anisotropy and its associated magnetic insta-
bility driven by the ETD moments based on the pertur-
bation and mean-field calculations for the five d-orbital
models in the single-site and four-site cluster. We show
that the synergy between the molecular field arising from
the ETD moment and the SOC is essential to induce the
in-plane magnetic anisotropy so that the spin tilts from
the crystal axis. We also show that the tendency to tilt
the spin moments is enhanced when the ETD molecular
field and SOC are comparable to each other. We discuss
that the ferroaxial system might become a prototype to
realize the vortex spin texture with both the nature of the
magnetic monopole and magnetic toroidal dipole. One of
the candidate materials is CaMn7O12, where a in-plane
spin vortex structure was identified in experiments [21].

In addition, the present tendency in terms of mag-
netic anisotropy is also expected for other ferroax-
ial materials. Since the ferroaxial moment can ap-
pear in crystallographic point groups without mir-
ror symmetry parallel to the electric axial moment,
C6h, C6, C3h, C4h, C4, S4, C3i, C3, C2h, C2, Cs, Ci, and C1,
the materials with these crystal structures can exhibit
similar vortex spin configurations when the magnetic
phase transition occurs.

Let us comment on the difference between the ETD
and other multipole degrees of freedom which might also
correspond to the electric axial moments in some crys-
tals. Although the ETD and other multipoles are in-
dependent of each other in the rotational group, they
often belong to the same irreducible representation ac-
cording to the symmetry lowering. In the cases of the
C2h and C4h symmetries discussed in Secs. II and III,
respectively, the xy(x2 − y2) type of the electric hexade-
capole also leads to similar mirror symmetry breaking.
Thus, the electric hexadecapole is another candidate to
describe the ferroaxial ordering. Indeed, we find that
the electric hexadecapole also leads to the tilt of spin

moments, although its behavior against the model pa-
rameters is different. We discuss the difference between
the ETD and electric hexadecapole in Appendix C.
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Appendix A: CEF dependence of magnetic
anisotropy
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FIG. 6. B2 dependence of (a), (c), (e) energy levels and (b),
(d), (f) Λ′

µν(µ, ν = x, y) at B4 = −2.5 in (a), (b), B4 = −1.6
in (c), (d), and B4 = −1.3 in (e), (f) for the single-site system.
The red(blue) line represents the CEF energy level −αdu +
βdv(βdu+αdv). The insets of (c) and (e) show B2 dependence
of |α|. The ground-state energy level is characterized by the
dxy (dyz) orbital for (a), (b) [(c), (d), (e), and (f)]. The other
model parameters are chosen as B1 = 0.5, B3 = −2, and
B5 = 0.2.
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In this Appendix, we show the relation between CEF
parameters and the magnetic anisotropy. As shown in
Eq. (7), the CEF energy levels and the matrix elements
of orbital angular momentum lx, ly affect the magnitude
of anisotropy Λ′

xx,Λ
′
yy. The matrix elements of lx and ly

are given by

lx =


0 0 i

√
3 0 0

0 0 i 0 0

−i
√
3 −i 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 i
0 0 0 −i 0

 , (A1)

ly =


0 0 0 −i

√
3 0

0 0 0 i 0
0 0 0 0 −i

i
√
3 −i 0 0 0

0 0 i 0 0

 , (A2)

where the basis is given by five d orbitals:
|du⟩ , |dv⟩ , |dyz⟩ , |dzx⟩ , |dxy⟩. lx(ly) has the matrix
elements between du and dyz, dv and dyz, and dzx and
dxy (du and dzx, dv and dzx, and dyz and dxy). To in-
vestigate the relation between CEF levels and magnetic
anisotropy, we rewrite the local CEF Hamiltonian as

Hloc =

5∑
k

BkOk, (A3)

where

O1 =
1√
2


1 0 0 0 0
0 −1 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0

 , O2 =
1√
2


0 1 0 0 0
1 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0

 ,

O3 =


0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 1 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0

 , O4 =


0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 1 0
0 0 0 0 0

 ,

O5 =


0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 1

 . (A4)

We take the principal axis as the y direction by supposing
the cartesian coordinate for the A sublattice in Fig. 2(c).
B1, B3, B4, and B5 represents the parameters for the
atomic-energy level, while B2 represents the parameter
for the hybridization between the du and dv orbitals.

Figures 6(a), (c), and (e) [(b), (d), and (f)] represent
the B2 dependences of CEF energy levels (Λ′

xx,Λ
′
yy and

Λ′
xx−Λ′

yy) by setting B1 = 0.5, B3 = −2.0, and B5 = 0.2.
We set B4 = −2.5 for Figs. 6(a) and 6(b), B4 = −1.6 for

Figs. 6(c) and 6(d), and B4 = −1.3 for Figs. 6(e) and
6(f).
In the case of Figs. 6(a) and 6(b), the ground state

is occupied by the dxy orbital, which leads to nonzero
matrix elements ⟨e| lx |g⟩ (⟨e| ly |g⟩) for ⟨e| = ⟨dzx| (⟨dyz|).
Thus, B2 does not affect both Λ′

xx and Λ′
yy.

On the other hand, when the ground state is occu-
pied by the dyz orbital, the anisotropy depends on B2, as
shown in Figs. 6(c), 6(d), 6(e), and 6(f), since ⟨e| lx |g⟩
(⟨e| ly |g⟩) becomes nonzero for ⟨e| = ⟨du| , ⟨dv| (⟨dxy|). In
such a situation, energy levels of −αdu+βdv(βdu+αdv)
and the ratio of du in the lower eigenstate affect Λ′

xx.
When B2 becomes larger, |α| becomes smaller as shown
in the insets of Figs. 6(c) and 6(e), thereby Λ′

xx decreases
because of | ⟨du|lx|dyz⟩ | > | ⟨dv|lx|dyz⟩ |. On the other
hand, Λ′

yy is independent of B2 as the energy of dxy is
constant against B2. Depending on the CEF parameters,
the sign change of Λ′

xx−Λ′
yy occurs, as shown in Fig. 6(f).

Appendix B: Finite-temperature phase diagram in
the presence of the exchange interaction between

the electric toroidal dipoles

In the main text, we deal with the effect of the ETD
moment as the one-body molecular-field term hG. In this
Appendix, we introduce the two-body exchange interac-
tion between the ETD moments instead of hG, which is
given by

HG = −
∑
⟨ij⟩

J ij
GGi

zG
j
z, (B1)

where J ij
G is the coupling constant for the nearest-

neighbor sites, i.e., J ij
G = JG. We apply the mean-field

approximation as

HG
MF = −JG

A,B,C,D∑
i

n.n∑
j

〈
Gi

z

〉
Gj

z + (const.). (B2)

By performing the self-consistent calculations for the
four-site cluster model

∑
i Hloc

i + H′ex
MF + HDM

MF + HG
MF,

we obtain the finite-temperature phase diagram against
JG in Fig. 7. We choose the same model parameters as
those in Sec. III except for hG = 0.
Similarly to the results in Sec. III in the main text,

one finds that a sequence of the phase transition occurs
for JG/J1 ≳ 0.1; in the case of JG/J1 = 0.12, the para-
magnetic state with ⟨Gz⟩ = 0 turns into the ferroaxial
state with ⟨Gz⟩ ̸= 0 at T/J1 ≃ 0.4, and this state shows
a further transition to Phase II at T/J1 ≃ 0.24 by de-
creasing the temperature. Here, the spin configuration
in Phase II is characterized by the linear combination
of the magnetic monopole and magnetic toroidal dipole,
as discussed in the main text. We show the behavior of
⟨Gz⟩ and spin moments ⟨siµ⟩ for i = A–D and µ = x, y in
Figs. 7(b) and 7(c), respectively. Thus, the phase tran-
sition from the ferroaxial state to the vortex spin state
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0.2

0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5

(a)

-0.5

0.0

0.5

0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5

0.0
0.5
1.0
1.5
2.0

0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5

(c)

(b)

FIG. 7. (a) T–JG phase diagram at λ/J1 =
0.1. (b, c) The T dependence of (b) ⟨Gz⟩ and (c)
⟨sAx ⟩ , ⟨sAy ⟩ , ⟨sBx ⟩ , ⟨sBy ⟩ , ⟨sCx ⟩ , ⟨sCy ⟩ , ⟨sDx ⟩ , ⟨sDy ⟩ at JG/J1 =
0.12. The data is calculated by changing T and JG with the
interval of ∆T/J1 = 0.02,∆JG/J1 = 0.01. The other param-
eters are the same as those used in Fig. 5.

occurs in a unified way once the ferroaxial moment is
induced.

Appendix C: Result for electric hexadecapole

Although we have investigated the ferroaxial ordering
under the ETD moment in the main text, other mul-
tipoles also lead to the ferroaxial ordering when their
irreducible representations are the same as each other.
In the d-orbital space, the electric hexadecapole Qα

4z[∝
xy(x2 − y2)] is another degree of freedom related to the

ferroaxial moments, since Qα
4z belongs to the same irre-

ducible representation as Gz under theD2h symmetry. In
this Appendix, we briefly discuss the result for the Qα

4z

ordered phase. We analyze the single-site model, where
we replace the mean-field term −hGGz to −hQQ

α
4z in

Eq. (3). The other model parameters are the same as
those used in Sec. II
Figure 8 shows the contour plot of the tilt angle θ

0.00 0.05 0.10 0.15 0.20
 

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

 

 

 

 

FIG. 8. Contour plot of the tilt angle θ of the spin moments
under the Qα

4z molecular field. The other parameters are the
same as those used in Fig. 3. It is noted that θ is indetermi-
nate for λ/J0 = 0 owing to no magnetic anisotropy in the xy
plane.

by changing λ and hQ, which is obtained by the self-
consistent mean-field calculations. In contrast to the re-
sult in Fig. 3 in Sec. II in the main text, θ does not depend
on λ, while hQ tilts the spin moments from the crystal
axis. This behavior is attributed to the anisotropic form
factor of Λ′

µν . In the presence of Qα
4z without the spin

component, the spin Hamiltonian in terms of the x and
y spin components is represented as

H′
s = −λ2

∑
µ,ν=x,y

Λ′
µνsµsν , (C1)

where Λ′
xx, Λ

′
yy, and Λ′

xy can become nonzero in the pres-
ence of hQ in contrast to Λxy in Sec. II.
By diagonalizing Λ′ in Eq. (C1), one obtains θ as fol-

lows:

θ = arctan

 2Λ′
xy√

(Λ′
xx − Λ′

yy)
2 + 4Λ′2

xy + Λ′
xx − Λ′

yy

 .

(C2)

Thus, one finds that θ has no λ dependence, which is
consistent with the numerical results in Fig. 8.
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