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We study the effect of bond disorder in extended Heisenberg-Kitaev models on the honeycomb
lattice, relevant for materials such as α-RuCl3, in the semiclassical limit using a combination of T-
matrix and real-space spin-wave approaches. Focusing on the regime of large applied magnetic field,
we discuss two distinct but related disorder-induced phenomena, namely spin textures in the vicinity
of isolated impurities and magnetic excitations below the bulk gap. A finite impurity concentration
smears the field-tuned phase transition and turns the isolated in-gap states into impurity bands.
As a result, there is a large field regime above the bulk transition into the high-field phase where
impurity-induced states fill the bulk spin gap. We illustrate the field dependence of these in-gap
states for parameters relevant for α-RuCl3, and we connect our results to heat-transport and NMR
data which indicated their presence.

I. INTRODUCTION

Mott-insulating magnets with strong spin-orbit cou-
pling are a major research field in condensed-matter
physics [1–4]. This has been partially triggered by Ki-
taev’s construction [5] of a quantum spin liquid driven
by bond-anisotropic exchange interactions on the honey-
comb lattice, and by subsequent proposals [6–9] to realize
Kitaev interactions in layered honeycomb magnets with
jeff = 1/2 moments.

Among the candidate materials, iridates of the fam-
ily A2IrO3 (A =Na, Li) and α-RuCl3 have received par-
ticular attention. However, these materials exhibit an-
tiferromagnetic order at low temperatures, except for
H3LiIr2O6 which appears heavily disordered at a struc-
tural level [10–12]. The presence of antiferromagnetic or-
der is attributed to magnetic interactions other than the
Kitaev exchange, which tend to destroy the Kitaev spin
liquid [7, 13]. This order can be suppressed by applied
magnetic fields, for instance at around 25 T for α-Li2IrO3

[14] and at 7–8 T for α-RuCl3 [15–22]. In α-RuCl3 the
existence of a quantum spin-liquid phase in a narrow field
range above the transition is suggested by a number of
experimental results, such as an excitation continuum in
neutron scattering [23, 24] and an approximately half-
quantized thermal Hall conductivity [25, 26]. However,
a definite consensus has not been reached, among others
due to significant sample-to-sample variations [27–30].

Remarkably, also the asymptotic high-field phase of Ki-
taev magnets hosts interesting physics. Saturated mag-
netization at low temperature is only reached in the hypo-
thetical high-field limit, and for generic directions of ap-
plied field the field-induced uniform magnetization does
not strictly point in field direction, but displays a signif-
icant transverse component [31]. The high-field magnon
excitations are gapped and can display non-trivial topo-
logical invariants [32, 33].

For α-RuCl3 the field dependence of the bulk magnon
gap has been mapped out [18, 19], it reaches about 40 K
at 15 T. Therefore, it came as a surprise when experi-

ments in α-RuCl3 indicated the presence of low-energy
magnetic excitations at fields of 15 T and above: Heat
transport measurements found a significant field depen-
dence of the low-temperature thermal conductivity in
this field range [34], and NMR measurements showed
a saturation of the temperature dependence of the spin
relaxation rate at low temperatures [18, 35]. A plausi-
ble interpretation of these phenomena is that they are
driven by quenched disorder. Since the mechanism for
dominant Kitaev exchange relies on details of the bond
geometry [6, 7], non-magnetic crystalline defects likely
have a stronger impact on nearby magnetic exchange cou-
plings compared to more conventional non-Kitaev mag-
nets. Disorder-induced low-energy excitations at high
fields have also been detected in the Kitaev-candidate
material Na2Co2TeO6 [36]. These observations suggest
that quenched disorder plays a significant role in Ki-
taev materials and raise questions about other little-
understood features possibly related to disorder [37].

Currently, there is limited concrete modeling of
disorder-induced phenomena for this class of materials.
Several studies have addressed disorder physics in the Ki-
taev spin liquid [12, 39–43]; others have studied general
aspects of impurity-induced states in gapped quantum
magnets without the intricacies of spin-orbit coupling
[44–46]. However, there is relatively little work on de-
fects in extended Heisenberg-Kitaev models relevant for
α-RuCl3 and other Kitaev materials. Some papers have
dealt with magnetic vacancies [47–50], but systematic
studies of bond disorder, in particular in applied mag-
netic fields, are lacking, with the exception of Ref. 36
specific to Na2Co2TeO6.

This paper aims to address this gap. We study the
physics of bond disorder in the relevant Heisenberg-
Kitaev-Gamma (HKΓ) models on the honeycomb lat-
tice in the zero-temperature limit, with a focus on strong
magnetic fields that drive the bulk system to the asymp-
totic high-field phase. We consider various types of
isolated impurities and find cases where they induce
spin textures in their vicinity and/or magnetic excita-
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FIG. 1: Honeycomb lattice with bond-dependent first-
neighbor interactions Jx,y,z on red, green and blue bonds,
respectively, and third-neighbor Heisenberg interactions J3

(dashed lines); the Jx,y,z are 3×3 matrices including Heisen-
berg, Kitaev and off-diagonal Γ spin exchanges. Nearest-
neighbor bond defects δJx,y,z are randomly placed in the lat-
tice (bold lines).

tion modes inside the bulk gap. These results guide
our proposal and analysis of impurity distributions at fi-
nite concentrations, which lead to low-energy excitations
over a broad field range above the bulk critical field, as
suggested by experimental data. Our results show that
properties of the disorder-induced states are sensitive to
the direction of applied magnetic field, and we provide
concrete predictions for the anisotropic response of such
states.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows: In
Sec. II we introduce the HKΓ model and discuss general
aspects of quenched disorder in Kitaev materials. Sec. III
outlines the methodology of spin-wave calculations in the
presence of disorder. Results for isolated impurities, in-
cluding discussions on spin textures and their associated
in-gap modes, are presented in Sec. IV. Sec. V shows
results for finite impurity concentrations, particularly in
relation to experiments on α-RuCl3. A summary of our
results, together with suggestions for future experiments,
closes the main part of the paper. Finally, appendices
provide a more in-depth analysis of various spin textures.

II. EXCHANGE MOD-
ELS AND BOND DISORDER

A. Heisenberg-Kitaev-Gamma model

The spin Hamiltonians proposed for α-RuCl3 and
other Kitaev materials, often dubbed HKΓ models, are
extensions [13] of the honeycomb-lattice Heisenberg-
Kitaev model originally introduced in Ref. 7. Here we
will consider

H =
∑
⟨ij⟩γ

S⃗ T
i Jγ S⃗j + J3

∑
⟨⟨⟨ij⟩⟩⟩

S⃗i · S⃗j − h⃗ ·
∑
i

S⃗i. (1)

Jγ are the bond-dependent nearest-neighbor exchange
matrices with

Jx =

J +K Γ′ Γ′

Γ′ J Γ
Γ′ Γ J

 (2)

and cyclic permutations, where J and K are the Heisen-
berg and Kitaev couplings, respectively, while Γ and
Γ′ parametrize symmetric off-diagonal terms. J3 is
a Heisenberg coupling between third-nearest-neighbor

spins, and the uniform magnetic field is h⃗ := gµBB⃗, with
g the anisotropic effective g tensor and µB the Bohr mag-
neton. We will study the model in the semiclassical limit,
formally corresponding to large spin size S; the results
apply semi-quantitatively also to the experimentally rel-
evant case of S = 1/2.
In Kitaev materials such as α-RuCl3, crystallographic

axes can be taken as â and b̂ that are both located in the
honeycomb plane of magnetic atoms, perpendicular and
parallel to a Ru–Ru bond, respectively, and ĉ∗ perpen-
dicular to the honeycomb plane, Fig. 1. In spin space,
using the frame of Eq. (1), they correspond to directions

â∥ [112], b̂∥ [110] and ĉ∗ ∥ [111].
For the HKΓ model (1), different parameter sets have

been proposed to describe α-RuCl3, based on either ab-
initio modeling or on fits to experimental data, and
we refer the reader to Refs. 31, 51, and 52 for an
overview. Guided by previous work [20, 31, 53–57] we
employ parameters where K < 0 and Γ > 0 are the
dominant couplings, while both J < 0 and J3 > 0
are small, mainly acting to stabilize the zigzag phase.
Most explicit numerical results in this paper are shown
for S = 1/2 and the parameter set (J,K,Γ,Γ′, J3) =
(−0.5,−5.0, 2.5, 0, 0.5)meV. For the g tensor we use
gab = 2.5 and gc∗ = 2.3 for in- and out-of-plane fields
respectively, as proposed in Ref. 58. While this combi-
nation leads to a somewhat larger in-plane anisotropy of
critical fields than that experimentally measured [62], we
expect our results be independent, on a qualitative level,
of minor deviations in the exact parameters.

B. Symmetries

The strong spin-orbit coupling underlying Eq. (1)
breaks all continuous symmetries, leaving a distinct set
of discrete symmetries. In the absence of quenched dis-
order, translation T and spatial inversion I with respect
to the center of any bond are symmetries of H in Eq. (1).

Provided that h⃗ = 0, the Hamiltonian is also invariant
under time reversal T , which is an anti-unitary transfor-

mation that acts on spins as S⃗ → −S⃗.
Furthermore, there are symmetries that involve simul-

taneous transformations of the spins and the lattice. One
is a C3 symmetry that rotates the lattice by 120◦ about
one of the lattice sites and the spins about the [111]
axis so that Sx → Sy → Sz → Sx. Additionally,
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â

b̂

ĉ∗
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FIG. 2: (a) One of the six zigzag ground states of Eq. (1) for
a parameter set relevant to α-RuCl3. (b) First Brillouin zone
with high-symmetry points. A zigzag state perpendicular to
the z bond as in (a) shows Bragg peaks at M1.

Eq. (1) is also symmetric under rotation of spins such
that Sα → −Sβ , Sβ → −Sα and Sγ → −Sγ when the
lattice is reflected with respect to the γ-bond. There are
three symmetries of this type corresponding to the three
different bonds that we label as C2x, C2y, C2z.
The symmetries listed above are reduced when a mag-

netic field is applied. While T and I still remain, T is
always broken. The symmetries acting on both real and
spin space are generically broken unless the field is ap-
plied in certain high-symmetry directions, when some or
a combination of some can still be preserved. For fields

along the high-symmetry directions â, b̂, and ĉ∗, as de-
fined in Sec. IIA, the following symmetries are preserved,
as also summarized in the first row of Table I.

(i) For a magnetic field B⃗ ∥ â, the Hamiltonian is sym-
metric under the spin transformation Sx ↔ Sy and re-
flection of the lattice along the â axis. We call this sym-
metry operation C∗

2z and it is a combination of the fun-
damental symmetries of the model IT C2z. The same
symmetry is present for all fields of the form [11z] which
lie on the plane perpendicular to the z-bond. There exist
three of these planes corresponding to three symmetries
C∗

2x, C
∗
2y, C

∗
2z.

(ii) For B⃗ ∥ b̂, which is parallel to the z-bond, C2z

remains a symmetry of the Hamiltonian. Equivalently,
C2x and C2y are symmetries when the magnetic field is
parallel to the x- and y-bond respectively.

(iii) The Hamiltonian with B⃗ ∥ ĉ∗ remains invariant un-
der C3 rotations. Additionally, since the magnetic field
is perpendicular to all three bonds, it preserves the sym-
metries C∗

2x, C
∗
2y, C

∗
2z.

C. Field evolution of magnetic order

Systems governed by the Hamiltonian (1) typically dis-
play symmetry-breaking long-range order at low temper-
atures. While a plethora of phases have been found
as function of model parameters and magnetic field
[3, 13, 59–61], we restrict our discussion to the physics
encountered for the parameter set specified above which
is believed to be relevant for α-RuCl3.
At B⃗ = 0, the ground state of (1) exhibits collinear

single-Q zigzag magnetic order, consisting of ferromag-
netic chains being antiferromagnetically aligned to each
other, as shown in Fig. 2(a). The three distinct chain
directions, together with global spin flip, yield a six-fold
degeneracy of the ground state. The zigzag order is char-
acterized by a Bragg peak at one of the three M points of
the Brillouin zone, Fig. 2(b), depending on the direction
of the zigzag chains. The ground-state spin direction de-
pends of the ratio of K, Γ, and Γ′ and is about 40◦ out
of plane for the chosen parameters.
Adding a small magnetic field leads to canting of the

zigzag order and, depending on the field direction, re-

duces the ground-state degeneracy. Specifically, for B⃗ ∥ b̂
(or any field along a bond) the zigzag chains are oriented

perpendicular to the field; while for B⃗ ∥ â (or any field
perpendicular to a bond) the two zigzag orientations at
60◦ with the field remain degenerate. Only for the special

case of B⃗ ∥ ĉ∗ the three zigzag orientations remain degen-
erate: the C3 symmetry is left intact by the field and
then spontaneously broken by the ordered state. For a
generic field direction, one zigzag orientation is uniquely
selected.
At sufficiently high magnetic fields, the system reaches

the asymptotic high-field phase. Generically, this dis-
plays a transverse magnetization which, however, van-

ishes for B⃗ ∥ ĉ∗ or B⃗ ⊥ ĉ∗ [31], which are the field di-
rections of primary interest in this paper. For the pa-
rameters we use, Sec. II A, the transition to the high-
field phase takes place at Bc ≈ 7.4, 10.1 and 30.4 T for

B⃗ ∥ â, B⃗ ∥ b̂ and B⃗ ∥ ĉ∗, respectively (without quantum
corrections taken into account). We also note that, for
these field directions, the magnetization is saturated in
the classical limit, even though this does not hold for fi-
nite S. This high-field phase displays gapped magnons,
and their fate upon adding disorder is the main subject
of this paper.
For 0 < B < Bc the system may display a complex

evolution of phases, possibly with multiple different or-
dered states below Bc. For the specific parameter set of
interest, the magnetization process has been studied in
Ref. 31. For fields along one of the high-symmetry direc-
tions, there is a single finite-field transition at zero tem-
perature between the canted zigzag and polarized phases.

This transition is continuous when B⃗ ∥ b̂ but of first order
when B⃗ ∥ â or B⃗ ∥ ĉ∗.

D. Bond disorder in Kitaev materials

The mechanism for the emergence of Kitaev-
dominated exchange models proposed by Jackeli and
Khalliulin [6] is based on a combination of strong spin-
orbit coupling and a particular exchange geometry, the
latter leading to partial cancellations between multiple
exchange paths which cause the Heisenberg interaction
to be small. These cancellations as well as the processes
leading to anisotropic interactions sensitively depend on



4

the angles between different bonds (Ir-O-Ir or Ru-Cl-
Ru). This is consistent with numerous ab-initio inves-
tigations which show that both pressure and strain lead
to large changes of all microscopic couplings, including
sign changes [63–66].

Therefore, we can expect that crystallographic defects,
locally changing the bond geometry, produce large inho-
mogeneities in the exchange couplings, i.e. large bond
disorder. This can manifest in strong variations of the
dominant couplings K and Γ as well as in the originally
small Heisenberg coupling J becoming large. We restrict
our study to nearest neighbors and parameterize a single
impurity on a bond of type γ by

H imp
⟨ij⟩γ = S⃗ T

i δJγ S⃗j , (3)

with

δJx =

δJx + δKx 0 0
0 δJx δΓx

0 δΓx δJx

 (4)

for γ = x, and permutations.
Since reliable ab-initio studies of defect physics in Ki-

taev materials are lacking, we need to make assumptions
on Himp. For isolated impurities, we will separately con-
sider variations in J , K, and Γ, i.e we will discuss impu-
rity types of δJx, δKx, etc. The results will guide us in
selecting disorder distributions which induce low-energy
states in the high-field phase, as suggested by experi-
ments. Finally, by comparing our findings with available
experimental data, we will propose plausible impurity
models for α-RuCl3 and provide specific predictions.

III. SPIN-WAVE THEORY

We will study disorder effects in the HKΓ model in
the semiclassical limit of large S, using the tool of spin-
wave theory. This approach has been proven to yield
semi-quantitative agreement with both experiments and
numerics for S = 1/2 in the ordered phases of Eq. (1). In
this section we summarize the technical aspects involved;
for details we refer the reader to Ref. 67. Quenched dis-
order will be treated exactly, by numerical computations
for different disorder realizations on finite-size systems of
N = 2L2 sites, with L the linear system size, followed by
proper disorder averaging for individual observables.

A. Real-space spin-wave theory

A spin-wave calculation is performed by expanding
about a classical reference state, i.e. a spin product state
which minimizes the classical energy. In the presence
of magnetic field and disorder, we expect non-collinear
states without translation invariance. Hence, the com-
putation involves two steps, namely (i) finding the clas-
sical reference state by iterative minimization, and (ii)
computing its excitation spectrum via spin-wave theory.

To perform the spin-wave expansion, we define a local
coordinate system for each spin such that it is aligned
to the z axis, while the x and y axes can be arbitrary.
Formally

S⃗0
i = Ri(θi, ϕi) S⃗i , (5)

where the index 0 denotes spin in the global laboratory
frame and Ri is a rotation matrix, which can be defined
in different ways. Here we rotate the spin by θi about an
axis (− sinϕi, cosϕi, 0)

T, which is perpendicular to both

S⃗0 and ẑ and θi and ϕi are the spherical coordinates of
the spin in the laboratory frame. Then the Hamiltonian
can be rewritten as

H =
∑
⟨ij⟩γ

S⃗ T
i J̃ γ

ij S⃗j +
∑
⟨⟨⟨ij⟩⟩⟩

S⃗ T
i J̃3,ijS⃗j −

∑
i

h̃T
i S⃗i, (6)

with J̃ γ
ij = RT

i J γ
ijRj , J̃3,ij = J3 R

T
i Rj and h̃T

i = h⃗TRi.
In the local frame, each spin can be expressed in terms

of Holstein-Primakoff bosons

Sz
i = S − a†iai

S+
i =

√
2S − a†iai ai

S−
i = a†i

√
2S − a†iai

(7)

and expanded in powers of 1/S. Inserting into the Hamil-
tonian the expansion can be organized as

H = H0 +H1 +H2 + . . . , (8)

where indices refer to the number of bosonic operators in
each term prior to any normal ordering operations. In the
case of Hamiltonians that are bilinear in spin operators,
Hn carries a factor of S2−n/2, but this changes in the
presence of a magnetic field or higher-order spin exchange
interactions.
H0 represents the classical ground-state energy, and

H1 vanishes when the spin-wave expansion is performed
with respect to a local extremum of the classical energy.
H2 can be written as

H2 = a⃗†Ma⃗ (9)

up to constants, with a vector of operators a⃗† =

(a†1, ..., a
†
N , a1, ..., aN ) and M a 2N × 2N matrix of the

form

M =

(
A B
B∗ AT

)
, (10)

where N is the total number of spins.
The spin-wave spectrum is obtained by diagonalizing

M using a bosonic Bogoliubov transformation, a⃗ = T b⃗.
Our numerical implementation follows the procedure de-
scribed in Ref. 67. Here we outline the key points of
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it. To begin with, the b⃗ operators in the diagonal ba-
sis must obey canonical bosonic commutation relations,
which imposes the constraint

T †ΣT = Σ, with Σ =

(
1N 0
0 −1N

)
, (11)

and as a result T is of the form

T =

(
U V
V ∗ U∗

)
, (12)

with U and V being N × N matrices. Then, from
T †MT = Ω, where Ω is a diagonal matrix containing
the eigenvalues of the Hamiltonian, it follows that

ΣMT = TΣΩ. (13)

Therefore the problem of diagonalizing the Hamiltonian
is reduced to the diagonalization of the non-Hermitian
matrix ΣM . Its eigenvalues are ΣΩ, while T is the ma-
trix of its right eigenvectors. In the case of degenerate
eigenvalues, which is often the case when the Hamiltonian
is expressed in real space, the eigenvectors corresponding
to the same eigenvalue are not necessarily orthogonal and
need to be explicitly orthogonalized.

As our algorithm doubles the degrees of freedom of
the system, ΣM has 2N eigenvalues that come in pairs of
±ω̃i. The physical excitation energies then are ωi = 2|ω̃i|,
and are N in number, on par with the original degrees of
freedom.

B. Observables

We use the saddle-point plus spin-wave calculation to
extract a number of observables characterizing the mag-
netic state and its modifications from impurities. For
most observables, we restrict our attention to the respec-
tive leading-order in 1/S. Below, S0 denote spin opera-
tors in the global lab frame.

The uniform magnetization is simply m⃗ =
∑

i S⃗
0
i ,

which we calculate without quantum corrections. It is
useful to quantify deviations of the moments from the
field direction,

mloc
⊥ =

∑
i

|S⃗0
i,⊥|, (14)

where S⃗0
i,⊥ is the projection of each spin into the plane

perpendicular to the field. The static spin structure fac-
tor

Sαβ(q⃗) =
1

N

∑
i,j

e−iq⃗·(r⃗i−r⃗j)⟨S0,α
i S0,β

j ⟩, (15)

where α, β = {x0, y0, z0} are coordinates in the labora-
tory frame, signals ordering tendencies. As above, we re-
strict ourselves to the leading classical contribution and,
in particular, we calculate the trace S(q⃗) =

∑
α Sαα(q⃗).

Spin excitations can be deduced from the dynamic spin
structure factor, accessible in inelastic neutron scattering
experiments,

Sαβ(q⃗, ω) =
1

N

∑
i,j

e−iq⃗·(r⃗i−r⃗j)Sαβ
ij (ω), (16)

with

Sαβ
ij (ω) =

∫
dt eiωt⟨S0,α

i (t)S0,β
j (0)⟩. (17)

Using the zero-temperature version of the fluctuation–
dissipation theorem, S(ω) = 2 θ(ω)Imχ(ω), and express-
ing the susceptibility χ(ω) in a Lehmann representation,
spin-wave theory yields in single-mode approximation

Sαβ
ij (ω) = Sπ

N∑
k=1

(
uα
ik−ivαik

)∗(
uβ
kj−ivβkj

)
δ(ω−ωk), (18)

where uα
ik = Rαx

i (Uik + V ∗
ik) and vαik = Rαy

i (Uik − V ∗
ik),

Ri is the rotation matrix of S⃗i, and U and V the ma-
trices of Bogoliubov coefficients defined in Eq. (12). Un-
less otherwise noted, we will display results for the spin-
unpolarized structure factor, S(q⃗, ω) =

∑
α Sαα(q⃗, ω),

and we will also consider the momentum-integrated (i.e.,
local) structure factor

S(ω) = 1

N

∑
i

Sii(ω) (19)

To display the numerical results we employ Lorentzian
broadening with linewidth η,

δ(ω − ωk) → 1

π

η

(ω − ωk)2 + η2
. (20)

Due to the Bogoliubov transformation, modes with ωk →
0 have diverging spectral weight. Therefore we exclude
all modes with ωk < 10−3J from the plots.

C. T-matrix theory for a single impurity

In the high-field phase, the changes to the spin-wave
spectrum caused by a single impurity can be efficiently
computed by scattering theory, provided that the classi-
cal reference remains translation-invariant, i.e. does not
develop a spin texture. The conditions for the latter will
be discussed in Sec. IVA below.
In this T-matrix approach, spin waves scatter elasti-

cally off a local potential V generated by the impurity.
The real-space spin-wave propagator obeys

Gij(ω) = G0
ij(ω) +G0

i0(ω)T (ω)G
0
0j(ω), (21)

with G0 the bulk propagator, i, j site indices, and the T
matrix given by

T (ω) = V (1−G0
0,0(ω)V )−1, (22)
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where G0
0,0 is the local bulk propagator, with r = 0 the

impurity site. Importantly, in the models of interest,
the impurity is spatially local in the basis of the original
Holstein-Primakoff bosons.

The formation of bound states in the spectrum is sig-
naled by poles in T (ω). For a two-site unit cell and a
bond defect inside the unit cell, the scattering potential
V necessarily has a 2× 2 matrix structure. Additionally,
the Kitaev terms in Eq. (1) generate anomalous terms in
the spin-wave expansion, even in the fully polarized high-
field phase, resulting in a 4 × 4 matrix structure for the
above equation. Poles of the T matrix are then given by

the zeroes of det
(
1− (Ĝ0 V̂ )mn

)
, wherem and n and the

indices in sublattice space of the two neighboring spins
connected by the defect bond.

The retarded bulk Green’s function can be expressed
in Nambu notation as

Ĝ0(ω̃)=−i

∫
dteiω̃t θ(t)⟨[ā(t), ā†(t = 0)]⟩, (23)

with ā† = (a†m, a†n, am, an). It contains forward, back-
ward and anomalous bosonic propagators and can thus
take the block matrix form

Ĝ0(ω̃) =

(
GR(ω̃) F (ω̃)

F̃ (ω̃) GA(−ω̃).

)
(24)

In the particular case of a Heisenberg impurity, i.e.
δJ ̸= 0 and δK = δΓ = 0, by rewriting the impurity
Hamiltonian in spin-wave theory terms as Himp = ā†V̂ ā
we can extract the 4× 4 scattering matrix

V̂ =

(
V 0
0 V

)
, with V = δJ S

(
−1 1
1 −1

)
. (25)

Then, bound state energies can be found by solving the
real part of the equation

1

(δJ S)2
+

1

δJ S

1

2

(
GR(ω̃) + GA(−ω̃)

)
+
1

4

(
GR(ω̃)GA(−ω̃)−F(ω̃)F̃(−ω̃)

)
= 0,

(26)

with

GR(ω̃) = GR
mm(ω̃)−GR

mn(ω̃)−GR
nm(ω̃) +GR

nn(ω̃) (27)

and equivalent expressions for GA, F , F̃ . The propaga-
tors can be found either by matrix inversion of (Ĝ0)−1

or by diagonalization via a Bogoliubov transformation.
Since the above expressions are in Nambu notation,
which double the degrees of freedom of the initial prob-
lem, the physical bound state energies will be ω = 2|ω̃|,
where ω̃ solves Eq. (26) for a given impurity strength.

IV. ISOLATED IMPURITIES

In this section, we study the physics of a single bond
defect in an otherwise defect-free system. This corre-
sponds to the limit of vanishingly small impurity concen-
tration in a thermodynamically large system.

B⃗ ∥ â B⃗ ∥ b̂ B⃗ ∥ ĉ∗ generic B⃗

Clean T ,I,C∗
2z T ,I,C2z T ,I,C3,C

∗
2x,C

∗
2y,C

∗
2z T ,I,

Single impurities

δJz I0,C
∗
2z I0,C2z I0,C3,C

∗
2x,C

∗
2y, C

∗
2z I0

δJx I0,C
∗
2z I0,C2z I0,C3,C

∗
2x,C

∗
2y, C

∗
2z I0

δJy

δKz/δΓz I0,C
∗
2z I0,C2z I0,C

∗
2z I0

δKx/δΓx I0 I0

I0,C
∗
2x I0

δKy/δΓy I0,C
∗
2z

Impurity distributions

δJ C∗
2z C2z C3,C

∗
2x,C

∗
2y,C

∗
2z 0

δK/δΓ 0 0 0 0

TABLE I: Symmetries of the HKΓ Hamiltonian with a mag-
netic field applied in different directions and no impurities, a
single impurity of various types and random impurity distri-
butions. Further explanation for each symmetry is provided
in Sec. II B.

As will become clear below, there are cases of impurity-
induced spontaneous symmetry breaking. Given that
symmetry breaking requires the thermodynamic limit, a
single impurity cannot, strictly speaking, spontaneously
break symmetries. As our calculations are mean-field-
based, they escape this rule. Hence, the correspond-
ing statements below concerning symmetry breaking are
valid for any small but finite impurity concentration.
Numerical computations are performed for a system of

linear size L = 18 unless noted otherwise.

A. Bond defects and textures

A defect will generically change the magnetic order
in its vicinity, and those changes can be separated into
changes of (i) moment directions, and (ii) moment ampli-
tudes. For classical spins, moment amplitudes are fixed,
and therefore we focus here on changes of moment di-
rections which correspond to impurity-induced spin tex-
tures. In the following we discuss the high-field phase
where the clean-limit classical ground state is uniform

and, for a field B⃗⊥ ĉ∗ or B⃗ ∥ ĉ∗, polarized in the field di-
rection; many of the considerations apply to other bulk
phases as well.
As detailed below, two cases can be distinguished and

correspond to two classes of impurity problems: Type-
I impurities generically create a texture independent of
their impurity strength and for any B > Bc. Such tex-
tures result from the fact that the presence of the impu-
rity locally breaks the symmetries protecting the uniform
state at the Hamiltonian level. In contrast, type-II im-
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(a)

(b)

FIG. 3: Heisenberg antiferromagnet with a single bond de-
fect; data is shown for fields h ≥ hc = 6S and three different
impurity strengths. (a) Energy of the magnon bound state;
arrows indicate the critical field h∗

c below which the impurity
induces a texture with local canted order. The bulk con-
tinuum is shaded; the vertical dashed line shows the bulk
critical field hc. (b) Impurity-induced uniform magnetization
∆m = |m⃗clean| − |m⃗dis|.

purities do not generically create a texture, but they may
induce a texture via the spontaneous breaking of symme-
tries. The latter typically happens for impurity strengths
beyond a critical value. Consequently, we will distinguish
two types of textures as well, namely symmetric and
symmetry-breaking textures. We note that even type-
I impurities can generate symmetry-breaking textures,
i.e., tuning the impurity strength can induce a transi-
tion from a symmetric to a (less symmetric) symmetry-
breaking texture.

Importantly, the symmetries protecting the uniform
state can be different: For the Heisenberg model, it is
the U(1) spin rotation about the field axis, even in the
absence of translation symmetry. For HKΓ, it is transla-

tion symmetry provided that the field is B⃗⊥ ĉ∗ or B⃗ ∥ ĉ∗;
if translation is broken, the uniform state is still preserved
if the field is parallel or perpendicular to the Kitaev axis
of the impurity which applies, e.g., to δKz or δΓz with

B⃗ ∥ b̂. The case of δJ impurities is special: due to its
local spin rotation symmetry, it leaves the uniform state

intact for any of the field directions B⃗⊥ ĉ∗ or B⃗ ∥ ĉ∗.
On a technical level, type-I (type-II) impurities are

those which do (do not) generate terms linear in bosonic
operators, respectively, when performing a spin-wave ex-
pansion about the clean-limit classical state. Such linear
terms signal Bose condensation which is equivalent to a
change of the reference state. In practice, these cases re-
quire a full computation of the (now inhomogeneous) ref-
erence state by classical minimization. In the high-field
phase, linear terms do not occur for Heisenberg impuri-
ties, but generically occur for Kitaev and Γ impurities

(a)
~h

(b)

FIG. 4: (a) Spin texture surrounding a bond impurity with
δJ = 2 in the Heisenberg antiferromagnet at h/S = 7. The
color of each spin encodes the angle ϕ of the spin projected
on the plane perpendicular to the field, while the brightness
shows the deviation θ of a spin from the field direction in log-
arithmic scale. (b) Static spin structure factor, with the large
peaks at momenta Γ and Γ′ (the centers of the first and second
Brillouin zones, respectively) corresponding to uniform bulk
magnetization removed. The dashed line shows the bound-
ary of the first Brillouin zone. The impurity induces a diffuse
signal around Γ′.

unless the rotation matrices obey

Rγα = Rγβ = 0 or Rγγ = 0 (28)

for α, β ̸= γ with γ corresponding to the impurity bond.
These conditions are consistent with the symmetry state-
ments above.
Both types of textures will be discussed in detail be-

low. In the context of symmetry-breaking textures, it
is important to note that the symmetries available to
break are strongly reduced compared to the clean bulk,
Sec. II B, since many symmetries are explicitly broken
by adding an impurity. Obviously, translation symme-
try is broken and, as a result, spatial inversion remains a
symmetry only when performed about the center of the
impurity bond, which we label I0. Symmetries acting on
both the lattice and the spins depend on the direction
of the magnetic field and the type of the impurity. The
relevant symmetries are summarized in Table I.

B. Heisenberg limit

As a warmup, we discuss the Heisenberg antiferromag-
net, i.e. a model with K = Γ = Γ′ = 0, with bond disor-
der in its high-field phase. The absence of spin-orbit cou-
pling reduces the complexity of the problem compared to
the full HKΓ model (1). The Heisenberg model displays
SU(2) spin symmetry which is reduced to U(1) in the
presence of a magnetic field. The transition between the
fully polarized high-field state and the symmetry-broken
canted antiferromagnet takes place at a field hc which is
given by 2JSz where z is the number of nearest neigh-
bors. In this subsection, we employ energy units of J = 1
and a field h in the same units.
The fully polarized state is an eigenstate of H, which

remains true in the presence of a defect bond, since it
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(a1)

(a2)

(a3)

(b1)

(b2)

(b3)

(c1)

(c2)

(c3)

FIG. 5: Characterization of type-II impurities, which induce textures via symmetry breaking only, in the HKΓ model as a
function of the magnetic field. Data is shown for three high-symmetry directions (two in plane, one out of plane) above the

respectively bulk critical field. Impurities are chosen to have different strength (in units of meV) and, in the cases of B⃗ ∥ â and

B⃗ ∥ b̂, to be placed on two inequivalent bonds. (a1-c1) Impurity-induced uniform magnetization ∆m = |m⃗clean|− |m⃗dis|; (a2-c2)
Magnetization transverse to the applied field mu

⊥ = |m⃗⊥h⃗|. (a3-c3): Energy of the magnon bound state.

preserves the U(1) symmetry, and, as a result, a bond
defect represents a type-II impurity. The defect modifies
the spin-wave spectrum, which can be calculated using
the T-matrix formalism, or explicitly using the real-space
spin-wave approach. A defect with strength δJ > 0 lo-
cally decreases the energy cost for spin-flip excitations,
and consequently we find a magnon bound state below
the bulk continuum, Fig. 3(a). In fact, a bound state
occurs for any δJ > 0, as is explained in Sec. IVE2 be-
low. The bound state’s energy depends on both field
and impurity strength: a stronger impurity leads to a
bound state at lower energy. Conversely, an impurity
with δJ < 0 increases the spin-flip energy cost and cre-
ates a magnon anti-bound state above the bulk contin-
uum (not shown).

Upon lowering the magnetic field, the magnon bound
state for δJ > 0 decreases its energy, Fig. 3(a), until it
eventually condenses at h∗

c(δJ) > hc. This implies an
instability of the assumed polarized state. Indeed, by
minimizing the classical energy for hc < h < h∗

c , we find
that the classical ground state includes a spin texture
with broken U(1) and I0 symmetries. We quantify the
impact of the impurity to the classical state by the devia-
tion of the uniform magnetization from full polarization,
∆m = |m⃗clean| − |m⃗dis|. As seen in Fig. 3(b), ∆m onsets
at hc and increases upon approaching the bulk transi-
tion. For h ≤ h∗

c , the magnon bound state has zero

energy, Fig. 3(a), i.e. it is a Goldstone mode related to
the spontaneous breaking of the U(1) symmetry by the
texture.

The textured state can be further analyzed by study-
ing the real-space spin configuration, as portrayed in
Fig. 4(a). The impurity locally induces a canted anti-
ferromagnetic order with a canting angle θ that decays
exponentially with distance from the impurity, see Ap-
pendix B for details. The static structure factor of the
textured state, Fig. 4(b), shows broad intensity around
the Γ′ points of the second Brillouin zone, where the
Bragg peaks of the Néel antiferromagnet are located, con-
sistent with the texture being a precursor to the low-field
ordered state.

C. Impurities with symmetry-breaking textures

We now turn to the full HKΓ model, where—compared
to the Heisenberg model—spin-orbit coupling reduces the
symmetries and renders the field directions inequivalent.
We will employ the parameter set specified in Sec. II A,
and we will quote energies in meV and magnetic fields
in T. This subsection will focus on impurities of type II,
which may lead to textures only via symmetry break-
ing. These are δJ for any direction and δKz or δΓz for
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(a) ~B ‖ b̂

(b)

~B ‖ â

FIG. 6: Symmetry-breaking textures for (a) B⃗ = 15.55T b̂

and δJz = 4 meV, which breaks C2z, and (b) B⃗ = 9.67T â
and δJz = 4 meV, which breaks C∗

2z. For the spin color
scheme see Fig. 4.

B⃗ ∥ b̂. We will present results for magnetic fields in high-
symmetry directions, for which the remaining discrete
symmetries of the Hamiltonian can be read off from Ta-
ble I for each type of defect.

The behavior of these impurities upon field evolution
can be seen in Fig. 5 and has some characteristics in com-
mon with the Heisenberg case discussed in Sec. IVB: the
classical state remains polarized at high fields, while an
antiferromagnetic impurity may induce in-gap states in
the magnon spectrum and lead to the formation of tex-
tures via symmetry breaking upon approaching the bulk
critical field. Depending on parameters, the correspond-
ing transition at B∗

c can be continuous, Fig. 5(a,b) or of
first order, Fig. 5(c).

One significant effect of the reduced symmetry is that
symmetry-breaking textures only break discrete symme-
tries and hence do not produce Goldstone modes for
Bc < B < B∗

c . Instead, if the transition at B∗
c is con-

tinuous, then the bound state’s energy only softens at
B∗

c . If the transition is of first order, however, there
is no mode softening, Fig. 5(c1). Another difference to
the Heisenberg case is that impurities may induce bound
states which do not condense upon lowering the field,
but instead merge with the continuum, Fig. 5(b1). The
reasons behind this will be discussed in more detail in
Sec. IVE.

When textures are formed, they do so by sponta-
neously breaking the discrete symmetries listed in Ta-
ble I. The result is a canting of spins that forms a zigzag
pattern and decays exponentially with distance from the
impurity bond, Fig. 6. For the high-symmetry field di-
rections considered, where the clean classical state is po-
larized in field direction, the textures imply a deviation
from full polarization, ∆m ̸= 0, Fig. 5(a2-c2), as well
as finite spin components transverse to the field in many
cases, Fig. 5(a3-c3).

In Fig. 7 we can see the static structure factors of tex-

(a) ~B = 9.67 â, δJz = 4 (b) ~B = 10.37 â, δJx = 4

(c) ~B = 15.55 b̂, δJz = 4 (d) ~B = 12.09 b̂, δJx = 4

(e) ~B = 33.8 ĉ∗, δJz = 5

FIG. 7: Static structure factor as in Fig. 4(b), but here for the
HKΓ model with different symmetry-breaking textures with
magnetic fields in one of the three high-symmetry directions
and, for in-plane fields, two inequivalent defect bonds. The
type of magnetic order of each texture depends on the com-
bination of field direction and placement of the impurity, for
details see text. Magnetic fields are quoted in T and impurity
strengths in meV.

tures for all inequivalent combinations of field and impu-
rity directions. In Fig. 7(b,c,e), the textures showcase a
zigzag pattern with an orientation corresponding to that

of the low-field clean case. In particular, when B⃗ ∥ â

or B⃗ ∥ ĉ∗, the low-field clean ground state has two or
three zigzag orientations respectively that are degener-
ate, and an impurity in the high-field regime uniquely
chooses one of them, as is the case in Fig. 7(b,c). In con-
trast, in the case of textures portrayed in Fig. 7(a,d), the
impurity does not fit in the zigzag orientations favored
by the field and, therefore, a compromise is achieved by a
texture with a more complicated structure, such as mix-
ing of different zigzag directions. More on the real-space
configurations of textures is discussed in Appendix A.

D. Impurities with symmetric textures

In this section, we discuss type-I impurities that create
textures without symmetry breaking and regardless of
impurity and field strength. Their field-dependent char-
acteristics are displayed in Fig. 8. Notably, the pres-
ence of textures does not guarantee spin-wave modes in
the bulk gap for any impurity of this category. Instead,
the existence of such in-gap states depends on the im-
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(a1)

(a2)

(a3)

(b1)

(b2)

(b3)

(c1)

(c2)

(c3)

FIG. 8: As in Fig. 5, but now for type-I impurities in the HKΓ model inducing symmetric textures. Remarkably, many cases
lead to symmetry-breaking textures at low fields in addition to the higher-field symmetric textures.

~B ‖ â

FIG. 9: Texture with C∗
2z symmetry and double-Q order.

Data was generated for field B⃗ = 13.82T â and impurity
δKz = 10 meV. Color scheme for spins as in Fig. 4.

purity sign and strength, as for type-II impurities. This
is illustrated in Fig. 8(a1-c1) for different combinations
of impurity type and field direction; a texture without

in-gap state occurs, e.g., for a δΓx impurity and B⃗ ∥ b̂.
For cases where an in-gap state exists, it may disappear
into the bulk for smaller fields, or it may condense at
a field B∗

c > Bc, at which point the texture transits to
one with broken symmetry, not unlike what happens for
type-II impurities. The conditions on the presence of in-
gap states and symmetry breaking are further analyzed
in the next section.

Symmetric textures are again characterized by a fi-
nite impurity-induced magnetization, Fg. 8(a2-c2), and
magnetization components perpendicular to the applied
field, Fig. 8(a3-c3). Both of these quantities now ap-
pear regardless of the sign and strength of the impu-

rity and extend over the entire field range, in contrast to
symmetry-breaking textures. The transition from sym-
metric to symmetry-breaking textures upon lowering the
field leads to non-analytic changes in these quantities.

Since there is no symmetry breaking involved in this
mechanism for texture formation, textures preserve the
symmetries listed in Table I. An example is shown in

(a) ~B = 14.82 â, δKz = 10

(c) ~B = 19 b̂, δKx = 15

(b) ~B = 10.37 â, δKx = 13

(d) ~B = 41.31 ĉ, δK = 13

FIG. 10: Static structure factors as in Fig. 4(b), but here for
symmetric textures for all combinations of field direction and
impurity orientation. (a,d) are symmetric under C∗

2z and I0,
and (b,c) only under I0.
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(a1)

(a2)

(a3)

(b1)

(b2)

(b3)

(c1)

(c2)

FIG. 11: Relation between impurity strengths and low-energy in-gap states for the HKΓ model. (a1-c1) Transition field h∗
c for

texture formation as function of the strength of Heisenberg impurities. Filled (open) symbols denote continuous (first-order)
transitions. (a2-b3) Existence of symmetry breaking and in-gap states for combined δK and δΓ impurities on a single bond,
see legend for color codes. Regions of interest for Sec. V are highlighted in cyan, for details see text.

Fig. 9 being symmetric under C∗
2z and I0. Spin struc-

ture factors of states with symmetric textures are shown
in Fig. 10. The zigzag patterns exhibited by different
textures result from a combination of the preserved sym-
metries and the states allowed by each field direction. For
instance, while the textures portrayed in Fig. 10(b,c) are
both symmetric under I0, their zigzag orientations differ,
owing to the different field directions. On the other hand,
Fig. 10(a) shows a state with double-Q order allowed by
C∗

2z symmetry. Remarkably, such a state does not exist
in the clean case, and can be only induced by impurities.

E. Impurity strengths and in-gap states

The experimental data of Refs. 18, 34, and 35 suggest
the presence of impurity-induced magnetic in-gap states
in α-RuCl3 for a field range above Bc. We therefore
use our single-impurity analysis to identify under which
circumstances an impurity leads to a mode near ω = 0; as
we have seen such (near-)zero modes occur at continuous
impurity-induced transitions toward symmetry-breaking
textures. This identification will guide us in proposing
experimentally relevant disorder distributions in Sec. V
below.

1. Numerical results

In the SU(2)-symmetric Heisenberg case, our numerics
in Sec. IVB revealed that all impurities with δJ > 0
induce in-gap states, which eventually condense at B∗

c

forming a texture. Both the energetic distance of the
in-gap mode from the bulk gap and (B∗

c − Bc) increase
monotonically with δJ; this will be rationalized below.

In the HKΓ model, however, the behavior is signif-
icantly more complicated, with an overview given in
Fig. 11 for the bulk model parameters specified in Sec. II.
Heisenberg impurities (Fig. 11(a1,b1,c1)) lead to a field-
induced gap-closing transition only beyond a certain an-
tiferromagnetic strength, which depends on the orienta-

tion of the impurity bond unless B⃗ ∥ ĉ∗. In contrast,
weaker impurities produce an in-gap state which merges
with the bulk continuum but does not soften upon ap-
proaching the bulk critical field, such as the δJx = 3 case
in Fig. 5(b1). Also, there are instances where the tran-
sition is of first order with the in-gap state remaining at
finite energy. These are represented by open symbols in
Fig. 11(a1,c1).

For δK and δΓ impurities the effects of bulk and im-
purity anisotropies intertwine, and we choose to analyze
isolated defects which combine δK and δΓ on the same
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bond, with results in Figs. 11(a2-b3). These panels in-
dicate, depending on field direction and impurity orien-
tation, for which impurity parameters in-gap states oc-
cur (in the field range Bc < B < 2Bc), and whether a
transition to a symmetry-breaking texture occurs upon
lowering the field, either continuous or of first order. The
general trend is that sufficiently strong impurities which
oppose a homogeneously magnetized state induce in-gap
states; these are impurities with δK > 0 for any field di-

rection, δΓ > 0 for B⃗ ∥ ĉ∗, δΓz > 0 for B⃗ ∥ â and δΓz < 0

for B⃗ ∥ b̂.
Considering the results in Fig. 11, we see that

impurity-induced mode softening above hc often requires
impurities which are strong compared to their bulk val-
ues. However, we can identify some combinations of weak
δK and δΓ, marked with boxes in Fig. 11(a2-c2), which
lead to mode softening, namely δK > 0 and δΓ > 0, i.e.
weaker ferromagnetic K and stronger Γ, and δK < 0 and
δΓ < 0, i.e. stronger ferromagnetic K and weaker Γ. In

the first case, impurity-induced soft modes arise B⃗ ∥ â

(a)

(b)

FIG. 12: Solutions to the real part of Eq. (26) for poles of the
T-matrix for a single Heisenberg impurity. Each line corre-
sponds to one of the two solutions of the quadratic equation,
and bound-state energies are ω = 2|ω̃| for any δJ. (a) In the
Heisenberg model (shown for h/S = 10) the divergence at the
band edge ω = ±∆ leads to bound states in the gap for ar-
bitrarily weak impurities. (b) In the HKΓ model (shown for

B⃗ = 13.82T â) the Bogoliubov coefficients cancel the diver-
gence at ∆, requiring a minimum impurity strength to induce
a bound state. Energies are in units of J in (a) and meV in
(b). The shaded regions correspond to unphysical solutions,
see text.

and z-bond impurities as well for B⃗ ∥ ĉ∗ regardless of the

impurity orientation, while this happens for B⃗ ∥ b̂ and
z-bond impurities in the second case.

2. Analytical T-matrix interpretation

In the absence of textures, impurity-induced in-gap
states can be predicted via the T-matrix formalism of
Sec. III C, which amounts to finding solutions to Eq. (26).
Here, we will use this to interpret the circumstances un-
der which bound states may exist and whether they con-
dense.
We start from the Heisenberg antiferromagnet, again

as a useful benchmark. In the polarized phase there exist
no anomalous terms in the spin-wave expansion and, as
a result, Eq. (26) contains only the normal propagators
GR(ω̃) and GA(−ω̃). These can be found by a Fourier
transformation and subsequent diagonalization of 2 × 2
matrices, leading to

GR/A(ω̃) =
1

N

∑
l,⃗k

|ul,⃗k|
2 1

ω̃ ± iη − ω̃l,⃗k

(29)

where ul,⃗k = U1l − e∆r⃗·⃗kU2l with U the unitary matrix

that diagonalizes the Hamiltonian, 1,2 sublattice indices,

l the band index, k⃗ momentum, η an infinitesimal imag-
inary part, and ∆r⃗ the vector of the impurity bond.
In Fig. 12(a) we present the solution to Eq. (26) for

a fixed magnetic field and showcase the bound-state en-
ergy as a function of impurity strength δJ. The prop-
agators GR/A(ω̃) have been calculated numerically from
the equation above for an impurity on the z bond. We
observe that the solution exhibits a divergence at the
band edge. This can be qualitatively understood from
a long-wavelength approximation to ReGR/A(ω̃): Near

the dispersion minimum at k⃗ = 0 we expand the dis-
persion as ω̃k ≈ ∆ + bk2, with b a velocity. The mo-
mentum summation is performed in the continuum limit,
1
N

∑
k →

∫
d2k
(2π)2 , and in polar coordinates with a UV

cut-off Λ. This yields

ReGR/A
H (ω̃) ∼

∫ Λ

0

dk

2π

k

ω̃ −∆− bk2
. (30)

Power counting shows that the above integral diverges
logarithmically at ω̃ = ∆ in the case of ReGR

H (ω̃) and at
ω̃ = −∆ for ReGA

H (−ω̃), in agreement with our exact so-
lution to the T-matrix poles in Fig. 12. The physical con-
sequence of this divergence is that arbitrarily weak anti-
ferromagnetic impurities induce a bound state in the gap,
close to the band edge, as is also known for generic im-
purities in quadratically dispersing systems in two space
dimensions.
Increasing the impurity strength, Fig. 12(a) predicts

a decrease in the energy of the bound state, which
eventually goes to zero for a δJcrit, in agreement with
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our real-space calculation in Sec. IVB. This mode con-
densation at δJcrit implies the transition to a textured
symmetry-broken state. Therefore, the present T-matrix
calculation—which assumes a homogeneous reference
state—cannot predict the behavior for δJ > δJcrit; the
poles of the T matrix in this regime (shaded in Fig. 12)
are unphysical.

For ferromagnetic impurities (δJ < 0), Fig. 12(a) pre-
dicts a anti-bound state above the bulk continuum, the
energy of which increases as the impurity gets stronger.
This is a valid solution, since δJ < 0 impurities never
form a texture when the bulk is polarized. Note that the
additional solutions shown inside the continuum do not
represent true poles of the T matrix [; they indicate a
reshuffling of the bulk spectrum].

We now turn to the HKΓ model where anomalous
terms in the spin-wave Hamiltonian exist, even when ex-
panded about the polarized state. As a result, Eq. (26)
for the poles of the T-matrix contains both normal and
anomalous propagators. These can be calculated by suc-
cessively performing Fourier and Bogoliubov transforma-
tions, resulting in

GR(ω̃) =
1

N

∑
l,⃗k

[ |ul,⃗k|
2

ω̃ + iη − ω̃l,⃗k

+
|vl,⃗k|

2

−ω̃ − iη − ω̃l,⃗k

]
(31)

GA(−ω̃) =
1

N

∑
l,⃗k

[ |vl,⃗k|
2

ω̃ + iη − ω̃l,⃗k

+
|ul,⃗k|

2

−ω̃ − iη − ω̃l,⃗k

]
(32)

F(ω̃) =
1

N

∑
l,⃗k

[
ũl,⃗kvl,⃗k

ω̃ + iη − ω̃l,⃗k

+
ul,⃗kṽl,⃗k

−ω̃ − iη − ω̃l,⃗k

]
(33)

F̃(ω̃) =
1

N

∑
l,⃗k

[ u∗
l,⃗k
ṽ∗
l,⃗k

ω̃ + iη − ω̃l,⃗k

+
ũ∗
l,⃗k
v∗
l,⃗k

−ω̃ − iη − ω̃l,⃗k

]
, (34)

with ul,⃗k = U1l,⃗k−e−i∆r⃗·⃗kU2l,⃗k, ũl,⃗k = U1l,⃗k−ei∆r⃗·⃗kU2l,⃗k

and similar expressions for vl,⃗k, ṽl,⃗k, where Uk⃗ and Vk⃗ are

matrices of Bogoliubov coefficients as defined in Eq. (12),
but in a momentum-space basis.

The resulting solutions of Eq. (26) are illustrated in

Fig. 12(b), for B⃗ = 14.82T â and a defect on a z bond,
with the two curves corresponding to the two solutions
of the quadratic equation. Contrary to the Heisenberg
case, there is no divergence at the band edge ∆, mean-
ing that a minimum impurity strength is required to in-
duce a bound state in the gap, in agreement with our
real-space numerics. On a technical level, the absence of
this divergence is rooted in the Bogoliubov coefficients.
The magnon spectrum of the HKΓ model in the high-

field phase has two minima at k⃗ = ±k⃗M and, there-
fore, to perform a low-wavelength approximation each
integral is split in two, and the lowest band is approxi-

mated by ω̃l1 ,⃗k
≈ ∆+ b(k⃗± k⃗M )2. The terms containing

the Bogoliubov coefficients are also Taylor expanded as

ul1 ,⃗k
= u0 + u⃗1 · (k⃗ ± k⃗M ) and vl1 ,⃗k = v0 + v⃗1 · (k⃗ ± k⃗M )

etc. Then, the retarded propagator, after renaming

k⃗ ± k⃗M → k⃗, can be written as

ReGR
HKΓ(ω̃) =

∫
d2k

(2π)2
2 |u0 + u⃗1 · k⃗|2

ω̃ −∆− bk2

−
∫

d2k

(2π)2
2 |v0 + v⃗1 · k⃗|2

ω̃ +∆+ bk2
.

(35)

While these integrals diverge at ω̃ = ±∆ in the presence
of non-zero coefficients u0 and v0, similar to the Heisen-
berg case, this divergence is cured if u0 = v0 = 0, con-
sistent with Fig. 12(b). Similar arguments can be made
for ReGA

HKΓ(−ω̃), but, when it comes to the anomalous

propagators F(ω̃) and F̃(ω̃), divergences must cancel in
both the real and imaginary parts.
The blue curve approaching ω̃ = 0 for increasing impu-

rity strength again implies bound-state condensation at
δJcrit. As with the Heisenberg model, T-matrix poles ob-
tained for larger positive δJ (shaded) are unphysical be-
cause the assumption of a homogeneous reference state is
violated. Additionally, our real-space calculations show
the formation of a texture via a first-order transition in
certain cases (Fig. 11(a1,c1)). Such behavior cannot be
captured by the T-matrix calculation, as the first-order
transition preempts the bound-state condensation.
To conclude, the T-matrix results for the magnon

bound states are consistent with those of the real-space
calculations as long as the underlying magnetic state is
uniform. Consequently, the T-matrix calculation can
predict a continuous transition into a textured state via
magnon condensation, but not a first-order transition.

V. FINITE IMPURITY CONCENTRATION

In order to connect to experiments, we now turn to
study finite impurity concentrations. We will consider
different distributions of disorder, to be discussed below,
and compute the dynamic spin structure factor in order
to inspect the impurity-induced low-energy states. We
also discuss the fate of the thermodynamic bulk phase
transition upon introducing impurities.
The numerical results shown below are for a defect

concentration of p = 5%, systems of linear size L = 24,
and disorder averages taken over 40 realizations, unless
noted otherwise. With p = 5%, effects of isolated impu-
rities, which scale linearly with p, dominate most quan-
tities, but higher-order effects are visible as well. While
experimentally relevant impurity concentrations may be
significantly smaller, their effects would be more difficult
to observe in our numerics due to limited system size.
In the following discussion, we will use the term “or-

dered” to refer to the magnetic states displaying sym-
metry breaking. This can imply either a state with long-
range order or a spin glass with short-range order; transi-
tions between long-range order and spin glass as function
of field or impurity concentration can occur as well. Our
finite-size scaling analyses of the static structure factor
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(a)

Clean(b)

Distribution δJ ∈ [0, 2](c)

S(ω)

S(ω)

FIG. 13: Heisenberg antiferromagnet in a magnetic field, com-
paring the clean system to that with p = 5% of impurities .
(a) Deviation of local moments from the field direction, mloc

⊥
Eq. (14), reveals a smearing of the phase transition due to
impurities. Momentum-integrated dynamical structure fac-
tor (b) without impurities and (c) with impurities δJ ∈ [0, 2]
shows a continuous filling of the bulk gap and Goldstone
modes over an extended field regime above hc, due to dis-
order. Lorentzian broadening with η = 0.1 has been used.

at fields above the bulk transition have remained incon-
clusive in that respect.

A. Disorder distributions and their symmetries

A finite concentration of randomly distributed impu-
rities generally reduces the symmetries obeyed by the
Hamiltonian as compared to the case of a single impu-
rity, discussed in Sec. IVA. Inversion symmetry I0 is
broken in all cases, while randomly distributing impu-
rities on the x, y and z bonds in the HKΓ model may
restrict symmetries even further. As seen in the middle
section of Table I, the symmetries allowed by isolated
Heisenberg impurities do not depend on the orientation
of the bond defect and may, therefore, continue to hold.
On the other hand, the orientation of δK and δΓ defects
strongly affects the symmetries present. In our particular
model, these symmetries are contradictory to each other
and, therefore, all symmetries are explicitly broken. This
is summarized in the bottom section of Table I.

(a) h/S = 8 S(q) (b) h/S = 9 S(q)

FIG. 14: Static structure factors of the Heisenberg antiferro-
magnet with δJ ∈ [0, 2] and at (a) h/S = 8 and (b) h/S = 9,
with the bulk contributions at Γ and Γ′ removed. Intensity is
concentrated around the Γ′ points, which is indicative of Néel
order with broken U(1) symmetry, and originates primarily
from isolated impurities in (a) and from impurity clusters ex-
clusively in (b).

S(q, ω)

FIG. 15: (a) Dynamic structure factor for h/S = 8 and an im-
purity distribution δJ ∈ [0, 2] over a path in momentum space.
Impurities fill the bulk gap and induce Goldstone modes, the
latter due to U(1) symmetry breaking. Lorentzian broadening
with η = 0.1 has been used.

Consequently, we shall study two types of impurity dis-
tributions, namely (i) Heisenberg impurities only, such
that residual symmetries may still be broken sponta-
neously, and (ii) simultaneous Kitaev and Γ impurities
for which all symmetries are broken and which therefore
represent the more generic situation.

B. Heisenberg limit

Before turning to the HKΓ model, we again consider
the Heisenberg antiferromagnet in a magnetic field. Im-
portantly, the model retains its higher symmetry, com-
pared to the HKΓ model, even in the presence of a finite
concentration of bond impurities, since the U(1) spin ro-
tation symmetry about the field axis remains intact. As
before, we choose J = 1 as energy unit in this subsection.
Numerical results have been obtained for p = 5% defects,
with the defect strength drawn from a box distribution
δJ ∈ [0, 2].
Fig. 13 shows an overview of impurity-induced phe-

nomena and their field evolution. The fate of the phase
transition between the canted antiferromagnetic and po-
larized phases can be assessed from mloc

⊥ , as defined in
Eq. (14) and shown in Fig. 13(a). In contrast to the
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~B ‖ â(a1)

Clean(a2)

Distribution δJ ∈ [0, 3](a3)

~B ‖ b̂(b1)

Clean(b2)

Distribution δJ ∈ [0, 3](b3)

~B ‖ ĉ∗(c1)

Clean(c2)

Distribution δJ ∈ [0, 5](c3)

S(ω)

S(ω)

FIG. 16: As in Fig. 13, but for the HKΓ model with a distribution of Heisenberg impurities and magnetic fields in three
high-symmetry directions. (a1-c1) The phase transition between the canted zigzag and polarized phases is smeared by disorder.
(a2-c3) Disorder gives rise to low energy states above Bc, which are especially prominent for in-plane fields.

sharp transition that takes place in the clean case, one
sees a gradual onset of mloc

⊥ upon lowering the field in
the presence of disorder. This is indicative of a smeared
phase transition. Spin-wave excitations are revealed in
the momentum-integrated dynamical structure factor,
Fig. 13(b,c). Prominent impurity-induced zero modes are
seen in Fig. 13(c) in an extended field region above hc.
In contrast to the single-impurity case where they are
well-separated from the bulk spectrum, Fig. 3(a), here
the clean-limit gap is continuously filled.

To discuss the smearing of the phase transition, we first
focus on the dilute limit: Using the results of Sec. IVB,
we can define hdil

c = h∗
c(dJ = dJmax), corresponding to

the field where the strongest impurity, if isolated, induces
a texture upon lowering the field. The continuous distri-
bution of impurity strengths then leads to the onset of
local textures at different fields below hdil

c , leading to a
smearing of the transition. For the specific parameters,
hdil
c /S = 8.5. However, from Fig. 13(a) we deduce weak

but non-vanishing order also at higher fields: This repre-
sents physics beyond the dilute limit, where rare impurity
clusters stabilize the textured phase. This is nicely seen
in the static structure factor in Fig. 14, where panels
(a) and (b) are for h < hdil

c and h > hdil
c , respectively.

In both cases, the weight around Γ′ indicates inhomoge-
neous canted Néel order, with much lower intensity and

shorter correlation length in (b) compared to (a). Taking
rare events into account, our bounded distribution yields
a true transition field h∗∗

c /S = 18, corresponding to a
large region of bonds of strength J + δJ = 3. However,
due to the extreme rarity of such events, mloc

⊥ develops
gradually at lower fields.

Goldstone modes in the spin-wave spectrum are a di-
rect result of the broken U(1) symmetry at h < h∗∗

c . The
role of hdil

c is manifest in the momentum-integrated struc-
ture factor, Fig. 13(c), where weight at lowest energies is
significant for hc < h < hdil

c but gets much weaker for
hdil
c < h < h∗∗

c . The former receives contributions from
individual impurities and scales linearly with p, while the
latter arise from impurity clusters and scales with higher
powers of p. A true gap opens for h > h∗∗

c .

The momentum-resolved dynamic structure factor,
Fig. 15, reveals more details about the excitations. While
the bulk modes display a clear gap (and the Dirac points
expected for the honeycomb lattice), the continuous im-
purity distribution induces finite-energy in-gap modes
which are concentrated around the ordering wavevector
Γ′. Interestingly, the modes at very low energy are com-
pletely smeared in momentum space, indicating that the
order parameter distribution, and with it the Goldstone-
mode weight, is spatially extremely inhomogeneous.
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(a) ~B = 12.09 â, distr. δJ ∈ [0, 3]
S(q)

(b) ~B = 13.82 b̂, distr. δJ ∈ [0, 3]
S(q)

(c) ~B = 37.56 ĉ∗, distr. δJ ∈ [0, 5]
S(q)

FIG. 17: Static structure factors for the HKΓ model with Heisenberg impurities show different types of zigzag order induced
by impurities above the bulk critical field. Magnetic fields are in units of T and impurity strengths in meV.

(a) ~B = 12.09 â, distr. δJ ∈ [0, 3] (b) ~B = 13.82 b̂, distr. δJ ∈ [0, 3] (c) ~B = 38.56 ĉ∗, distr. δJ ∈ [0, 5] S(q, ω)

FIG. 18: Dynamic structure factors for the HKΓ model with Heisenberg impurities. Low energy excitations continuously fill
the bulk gap in the case of in-plane fields. The path in momentum space is as shown in Fig. 15. Lorentzian broadening with
η = 0.1 has been used, magnetic fields are in units of T and impurity strengths in meV.

C. Distributions of Heisenberg impurities

Distributions of Heisenberg impurities (as opposed to
generic impurities) in the HKΓ model allow for some sym-
metries of the Hamiltonian to remain, as shown in Ta-
ble I. Moreover, all Heisenberg impurities belong to type
II, which implies that the polarized, i.e., non-textured,
classical state is preserved at high magnetic fields. Not
unlike the case of the Heisenberg antiferromagnet dis-
cussed above, symmetries can be broken at fields above
the bulk Bc, accompanied by low-energy in-gap states.
In order to observe this phenomenon, we use the insights
of the single-impurity analysis, Secs. IVC and IVE, to
select appropriate disorder distributions. We choose a

box distribution of δJ ∈ [0, 3] for B⃗ ∥ â and B⃗ ∥ b̂ and

δJ ∈ [0, 5] for B⃗ ∥ ĉ∗ with a defect concentration of 5% in
all cases. As before, we will quote energies in meV and
magnetic fields in T.

Similar to the case of the Heisenberg antiferromag-
net, the phase transition between the symmetric high-
field phase and the symmetry-broken zigzag phase is
smeared, as seen in Fig. 16(a1-c1). Furthermore, there
exist impurity-induced low-energy magnetic states with
significant weight below the bulk gap above Bc, as re-
vealed in the momentum-integrated dynamic structure
factor, Fig. 16(a2-c3).

As with the Heisenberg antiferromagnet, the phenom-
ena contributing to smearing the transition are the suc-
cessive onset of textures due to the continuous distribu-
tion of impurities strengths, from isolated impurities and
from impurity clusters at higher magnetic fields. While

isolated impurities enabled different textures to occur de-
pending on the placement of the defect bond, Fig. 7, for
a finite impurity concentration we observe canted zigzag
order with an orientation determined by the field direc-

tion, Fig. 17. Interestingly, the cases B⃗ ∥ â and B⃗ ∥ ĉ∗

lead to classical states consisting of two and three simul-
taneous zigzag orientations respectively, contrary to the
clean system.

As before, we can define Bdil
c corresponding to the field

below which the strongest impurity, if isolated, induces
a texture. For the parameters in Fig. 16, the values of
Bdil

c are 12.6 T, 14.7 T, and 39.5 T in panels (a,b,c),
respectively. Similar to the Heisenberg antiferromagnet,
the impurity-induced order parameter is finite but very
small above Bdil

c , as it is exclusively carried by impurity
clusters. The true transition to the high-field phase hap-
pens at a much larger B∗∗

c which is, e.g., about 30 T for

B⃗ ∥ b̂.
Significant in-gap states that approach zero energy are

observed for in-plane fields near Bdil
c , Fig. 16(a3,b3). De-

tails can be seen in the momentum-resolved structure
factor in Figs. 18(a,b), where the gap is filled at the loca-
tions in momentum space where the minima of the bulk
spectrum are found. These are the ordering wave vectors

M and, in the case of B⃗ ∥ â, K. The low energy of these
modes is a remnant of the single-impurity phase transi-
tion, where the in-gap modes of strong isolated impurities
tend to soften. Since the true transition only happens at
higher fields, however, these are not true zero modes.

For fields B > Bdil
c , the in-gap modes originat-

ing from isolated impurities develop a gap, and excita-
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~B ‖ â(a1)

Distribution δK/δΓ+(a2)

Distribution δK/δΓ−(a3)

~B ‖ b̂(b1)

Distribution δK/δΓ+(b2)

Distribution δK/δΓ−(b3)

~B ‖ ĉ∗(c1)

Distribution δK/δΓ+(c2)

Distribution δK/δΓ−(c3)

S(ω)

S(ω)

FIG. 19: As in Fig. 16, but for two distributions of Kitaev and Γ impurities (see text in Sec. VD for definition of distributions).
(a1-c1) The phase transition is now replaced by a crossover for both impurity distributions, with full polarization only reached for
B → ∞. (a2-c3) The presence of in-gap states strongly depends on the combination of field direction and disorder distribution.

tions from impurity clusters become visible below them,
Fig. 16(a3,b3). For B < Bdil

c the spectrum develops a
small apparent gap; given the finite-size limitations of
our simulations we are not able to quantify it. This re-
flects the fact that there are no zero modes from isolated
impurities close to Bc, as seen in Fig. 11(a1,b1).

In contrast, for B⃗ ∥ ĉ∗ impurity-induced excitations
form a continuum below the bulk gap, but do not soften
anywhere above Bc, Figs. 16(c3). Instead, a small gap
is always visible, as in Fig. 18(c). This is because here
the symmetry-breaking texture of an isolated impurity
forms via a first-order transition with finite-energy exci-
tations at the transition, Fig. 5(c1-c3). We expect this to
change for a wider impurity distribution, since the first-
order transition becomes continuous for stronger impuri-
ties, Fig. 11(c1).

D. Distributions of Kitaev and Γ impurities

As discussed in Sec. VA, distributions of Kitaev and Γ
defects explicitly break all symmetries of the HKΓ model,
see Table I, with consequences both on the ground state
and the spin-wave excitations. Since we target situations
with impurity-induced low-energy states, we utilize the
single-impurity results, Sec. IVE. As shown in Fig. 11,

in-gap states require moderate impurity strengths when
δK and δΓ are combined on the same bond. Therefore,
we choose the following impurity distributions:

• δK ∈ [0, 5] and δΓ ∈ [0, 2.5], which we will call
δK/δΓ+, where K becomes weaker and Γ stronger,
and

• δK∈ [−5, 0], δΓ∈ [−2.5, 0], which we call δK/δΓ−,
where K becomes stronger and Γ weaker.

In both cases we leave δK and δΓ uncorrelated.
The absence of any symmetries results in the phase

transition between the canted zigzag and the high-field
phases disappearing entirely, regardless the impurity dis-
tribution, as seen in Fig. 19(a1-c1). A homogeneous po-
larized state is approached only as B → ∞ and, thus,
phase transitions are replaced by crossovers. Moreover,
the existence of in-gap states strongly depends on the
direction of the magnetic field for each impurity distri-
bution, Fig. 19(a2-c3). This is a result of the strong
spin-orbit coupling encoded in the K and Γ terms of the
Hamiltonian that now carry disorder. In particular, the
δK/δΓ+ distribution induces significant in-gap states for

B⃗ ∥ â and, to a lesser extent, for B⃗ ∥ ĉ∗, while the δK/δΓ−
distribution does so for B⃗ ∥ b̂.
The vanishing of the phase transition can be inter-

preted by use of the single-impurity analysis, Sec. IVD:
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(a) ~B = 12.09 â, distr. δK/δΓ+
S(q)

(b) ~B = 13.82 b̂, distr. δK/δΓ−
S(q)

(c) ~B = 37.56 ĉ∗, distr. δK/δΓ+
S(q)

FIG. 20: As in Fig. 17, but for two distributions of Kitaev and Γ impurities (see text for definition).

(a) ~B = 12.09 â, distr. δK/δΓ+ (b) ~B = 13.82 b̂, distr. δK/δΓ− (c) ~B = 38.56 ĉ∗, distr. δK/δΓ+ S(q, ω)

FIG. 21: As in Fig. 18, but for two distributions of Kitaev and Γ impurities (see text for definition). While low-energy
excitations exist, they exhibit a significant gap due to the absence of symmetry breaking.

distributions include impurities of type I, as defined in
Sec. IVA, which always induce textures regardless of im-
purity or field strength. As a result, the disordered sys-
tem remains in an inhomogeneous textured state, even at
high fields. For very weak disorder, however, we expect
that first-order transitions without symmetry breaking
would remain intact.

Such textured states are described by the static struc-
ture factors in Fig. 20(a-c). They feature zizag-type spin
correlations similar to the clean-limit state below Bc, not

unlike those in Fig. 17. However, for B⃗ ∥ â, double-Q
states occur in the vicinity of some impurities, which are
characterized by Fig. 10(a) in the single-impurity limit.
The structure factors also indicate progressive weight
accumulation around (but not at) Γ, particularly pro-
nounced in Fig. 20(c). This broad peak at Γ simply cor-
responds to an almost polarized, but inhomogeneously
textured, state.

In-gap states, in the cases when they exist, can be seen
in more detail in the momentum-resolved dynamic struc-
ture factors, Fig. 21. Even though low-energy states dom-
inate the majority of the bulk gap, they nevertheless leave
a distinct albeit small gap, also seen in Fig. 19(a2,b3,c2).
This is to be expected, since in the case of isolated impu-
rities gap closings signified symmetry breaking. In dis-
tributions studied in this section, however, there are no
symmetries to be broken.

VI. EXPERIMENTAL RELEVANCE
OF IMPURITIES FOR α-RuCl3

We now turn to connect our results for the HKΓ model
to the van-der-Waals material α-RuCl3. As mentioned in
the introduction, several experiments point to the pres-
ence of low-energy magnetic excitations in a field regime
far above the bulk critical field, e.g. at 15 T. Given that
such excitations are not expected in the clean limit, we
consider them to be the identifying signature of bond dis-
order. Concretely, the field dependence of the thermal
conductivity at very low temperature [34] implies the ex-
istence of low-energy magnetic excitations which scatter
phonons. Furthermore, in NMR measurements [18, 35],
the exponential temperature decay of the relaxation time
T1, which is characteristic of a gapped spectrum, is cut
off at low temperature turning into a plateau of T1 indi-
cating a filling of the gap. Empirical modeling suggests
a broad distribution of in-gap energies, reminiscent of an
impurity band.

A. Disorder distributions
and experimental signatures

In the following, we use the numerical results of Sec. V
to draw conclusions concerning the likely type of (dom-
inant) disorder in α-RuCl3. Given that the phenomena
arising from K and Γ impurities strongly depend on the
direction of the applied field, a comparison between ex-
periment and theory requires the knowledge of the field
direction. In the aforementioned experiments [18, 34, 35]
the field was applied in-plane but, unfortunately, the pre-
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(a) Clean (b) δJ ∈ [0, 3] (c) δK/δΓ+ (d) δK/δΓ− S(ω)

FIG. 22: Momentum-integrated dynamical structure factor at fixed magnetic field strength B = 13.82 T as function of the
in-plane field direction ϕ, with 0 corresponding to B⃗ ∥ â. While the filling of the bulk gap is mostly isotropic for a distribution
of Heisenberg impurities (b), it shows strong direction-dependence for distributions of K and Γ impurities (c,d).

cise direction was not specified. This uncertainty leaves
us with two distinct scenarios, that we outline in the fol-
lowing.

(i) Disorder may be dominated by strong Heisenberg
impurities. In this case, the presence of impurity-induced
low-energy states does not depend on field direction, ow-
ing to the isotropic nature of the impurity. This is illus-
trated in Fig. 22(b), where the continuum of in-gap states
shows only minor shifts upon field rotation, on par with
the bulk spectrum. This type of impurities, however,
ought to be strong in comparison to the bulk Heisenberg
coupling. This may be realized due to the fact that the
clean Hamiltonian is a result of cancellation of isotropic
interactions, sensitive to bond angles.

(ii) On the other hand, disorder may be dominated by
moderate Kitaev and Γ impurities. In this case, the pres-
ence of in-gap states depends strongly on the direction of
the magnetic field, which can be understood by the fact
that these impurities encode information about strong
spin-orbit coupling. This is seen in Figs. 22(c,d), where
two different impurity distributions induce low-energy
states only at fields near a (different) high-symmetry di-
rection.

Therefore, we suggest experimental set-ups that can
detect low-energy excitations be performed with a sys-
tematic analysis of directions of magnetic field. Then,
information about the true impurity distributions in
α-RuCl3 can be obtained.
It must be pointed out that even though calculations

were performed for a model with specific parameters and
impurity concentrations of p = 5%, all impurity-induced
phenomena can be explained by symmetry arguments.
Therefore, we do not expect our main results to be sen-
sitive to parameter choice and different impurity con-
centrations would only change the weight of impurity-
induced states.

B. Quantum corrections and finite temperatures

Results in this paper have been computed to leading
order is 1/S and at zero temperature. However, quantum

corrections and finite temperatures are highly relevant to
any experimental set-up.
Quantum corrections to our results can be computed

systematically in a 1/S expansion [68], while results for
very small systems can alternatively be obtained by exact
diagonalization directly for S = 1/2. Quantum correc-
tions will modify the numerical values for phase bound-
aries, moment amplitudes, and canting angles. They will,
however, not change any of the qualitative conclusions of
this paper which are based on symmetries, provided that
the clean-limit zero-field model is located in the regime
of robust zigzag order.
At finite temperatures, our key feature of interest, the

impurity-induced in-gap states, continue to be present
and well defined, as long as T is significantly smaller
than the clean bulk gap. In contrast, the weakly ordered
states above the bulk critical field will have a correspond-
ingly low ordering temperature [69], and hence their de-
tection would require thermodynamic measurements at
extremely low T .
It is interesting to note that, for generic impurities, the

finite-field canted zigzag state does not break any sym-
metries of the Hamiltonian, see Sec. VD. This implies
that the finite-temperature transition into this state, if
originally continuous, will no longer be sharp, but be-
come a crossover due to disorder effects. The transition
remains well-defined, however, at zero field where time
reversal is spontaneously broken by the zigzag state. In-
deed, progressive smearing of the zigzag transition with
increasing field has been seen experimentally [20].

VII. SUMMARY

Motivated by recent experiments [18, 34, 35] that re-
vealed signatures of quenched disorder in nominally clean
samples of α-RuCl3, we studied the role of bond defects
in extended HKΓ models, with a focus on parameters rel-
evant for α-RuCl3. In particular, we examined the role
of defects in the asymptotic high-field phase in the low-
temperature limit. We have shown that dilute impurities
can generate both in-gap states and magnetic textures in
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their vicinity; due to the low symmetry of the system the
latter can either be accompanied by spontaneous symme-
try breaking or can respect all symmetries. A finite con-
centration of impurities leads to in-gap states forming an
impurity band, and the presence of textures either smears
the bulk transition to the high-field phase, or destroys
it in favor of a crossover. The details of the impurity-
induced low-energy states, however, depend sensitively
on the type of impurities and on the field direction. This
analysis has enabled us to propose two distinct scenarios
for the character of bond disorder in α-RuCl3, and we
make concrete predictions for experiments which could
discriminate between the two scenarios.

While our work was motivated by experiments on
α-RuCl3, with calculations performed for a specific pa-
rameter set, our general analysis and symmetry argu-
ments can be adapted to any antiferromagnet in a mag-
netic field. More broadly, our work highlights the rele-
vance of impurity effects in spin-orbit-coupled magnets,
and we hope that this study will help highlight the con-
sequences of disorder in the hunt of Kitaev materials.
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Appendix A: Texture description

As discussed in Secs. IVC and IVD, impurities can in-
duce textures with or without symmetry breaking. The
static structure factors, Figs. 7 and 10, reveal that tex-
tures differ greatly depending on the directions of the
magnetic field and the defect bond. Here we analyze the
real-space configuration of textures for all distinct com-
binations of field and impurity bond.

1. Symmetry-breaking textures

In Fig. 23 we show a representation of symmetry-
breaking textures. The deviation θ of spins from the di-

rection of the magnetic field shows a decay with distance
from the center of the impurity. At the same time the
spin projections transverse to the magnetic field form dis-
tinct patterns described by the angle ϕ. Since these tex-
tures are formed via a spontaneous symmetry-breaking
mechanism, they act as precursors to the low-field phase.
Therefore, the pattern of each texture is determined by
a combination of the low field order present for each field
direction and a state minimizing the energy of the defect
bond.
We start by analyzing textures in a magnetic field B⃗ ∥ b̂,

as it only allows for a unique zigzag orientation with fer-
romagnetic chains that are perpendicular to the field.
An antiferromagnetic δJz impurity is positioned perpen-
dicularly to the favored zigzag orientation. Therefore,
the resulting texture shows a clear canted zigzag pattern
that is transverse to the magnetic field (Fig. 23(c)). On
the other hand, an antiferromagnetic δJx is incompati-
ble with the state favored by the magnetic field. In this
case, the texture’s spin configuration changes character
as function of the distance from the defect (Fig. 23(d)).
While at large distances we observe the same zigzag ori-
entation perpendicular to the field, this is greatly dis-
torted closer to the impurity in order to accommodate
the defect bond. The short-distance behavior is reflected
in the static structure factor Fig. 7(d), showing the rem-
nants of a zigzag pattern perpendicular to the impurity
bond.
A magnetic field B⃗ ∥ â allows for two degenerate zigzag

orientations. An antiferromagnetic δJx impurity locally
uniquely selects the one perpendicular to the x bond as
seen in Fig. 23(b). However, at larger distances the tex-
ture is split into domains with different zigzag orienta-
tions. In Fig. 23(a), we can see the texture that results
from δJz > 0 impurity, which is incompatible with either
of the zigzag directions favored by the magnetic field. As
a result, the different zigzag domains that are prevalent
are larger distances merge into a new unique pattern.

The case when B⃗ ∥ ĉ∗ all three zigzag orientations are
degenerate and a large number of symmetries break in
the formation of a texture. The resulting texture is seen
in Fig. 23(e), featuring zigzag ferromagnetic chains in all
three directions. However, the one perpendicular to the
defect bond is dominant, which can also be deduced from
the static structure factor in Fig. 7(e).

2. Symmetric textures

Textures forming without symmetry breaking must
preserve the residual symmetries while they also have to
conform to the types of order allowed by the direction of
the magnetic field in each case.
An impurity on a z-bond preserves C∗

2z and inversion
when the magnetic field is either in the â or ĉ∗ direction.
In both cases, the texture emerging at high fields will be
symmetric under both symmetry transformations. How-
ever, the type of order as revealed by the static structure
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(a) ~B = 9.67 â, δJz = 4

(d) ~B = 12.09 b̂, δJx = 4

(b) ~B = 10.37 â, δJx = 4

(e) ~B = 33.8 ĉ∗, δJz = 5

(c) ~B = 15.55 b̂, δJz = 4

FIG. 23: Top-down view of symmetry-breaking textures for all distinct combinations of field direction and impurity bond;
the corresponding spin structure factors are in Fig. 7. Each spin is represented by a triangle, with its color representing the
spin direction in the plane perpendicular to B⃗ and its brightness the angle relative to B⃗. The figures indicate combinations of
different zigzag patterns which decay with distance from the impurity. Magnetic fields are quoted in T and impurity strengths
in meV.

(a) ~B = 14.82 â, δKz = 10 (b) ~B = 10.37 â, δKx = 13 (c) ~B = 19 b̂, δKx = 15 (d) ~B = 41.31 ĉ∗, δKz=13

FIG. 24: Top-down view of symmetric textures with color scheme as in Fig. 23. Spin configurations preserve C∗
2z and I0 in

(a,d) and just I0 in (b,c). The corresponding spin structure factors are in Fig. 10.

factor will differ. For B⃗ ∥ â the two zigzag directions fa-
vored by the magnetic field combine into a region with
double-Q order around the impurity, Fig. 24(a). The

symmetric texture for B⃗ ∥ ĉ∗ is shown in Fig. 24(d). Its
dominant feature are the two ferromagnetic zigzag chains

that intersect at the impurity.

Inversion is the only symmetry present when the im-
purity is placed on an x- or y-bond with a magnetic field

in either of the two in-plane directions. For B⃗ ∥ â, I0
symmetry forces the zigzag with ferromagnetic chains
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FIG. 25: Decay of two textures in the Heisenberg antiferro-
magnet in a field h/S = 7. S⊥ is the spin projection per-
pendicular to the field and r is measured in units of bond
length.

run through the defect bond to become dominant as

seen in Fig. 24(b). For B⃗ ∥ b̂ the I0-symmetric texture,
Fig. 24(c), has a simple zigzag order perpendicular to the
magnetic field.

Appendix B: Texture decay

In the case of isolated impurities, textures are a result
of the bulk’s response to a local perturbation. For small
perturbations, linear-response theory dictates that the
decay length of textures must be equal to the bulk corre-
lation length. We will test the validity of linear response
by studying the decay of textures arising from different
impurities in the same bulk.

In the simple case of impurities in the Heisenberg
model, textures decay exponentially in an isotropic way
as

S⊥(r) = c e−r/ξ, (B1)

where S⊥ is the projection of each spin on the plane per-
pendicular to the magnetic field, r measures the distance
form the center of the impurity bond and ξ is the decay
length. In Fig. 25 we present the decay of two textures
originating from different impurity strengths at the same
field value. While the prefactor c of the decay depends
on the impurity strength, the two textures have almost
identical decay lengths. Therefore, we conclude that the
response to the defect is determined by bulk properties.

Textures in the HKΓ model, on the other hand, do
not decay isotropically. An example for a symmetric tex-
ture is shown in Fig. 26(a), where the broad range of S⊥
at larger distances is clearly demonstrated. The fastest
decay takes place in the direction of the magnetic field
(red), while the slowest in the direction at a 45◦ angle
away from that (yellow).

The decay of different textures has to be compared in
order to determine whether bulk behavior is dominated

(a)

(b) φ = 0 (c) φ = π/4

FIG. 26: (a) Decay of symmetric textures due to δKz = 1

and B⃗ = 8.64T â. Points of different colors represent lattice
sites at different in-plane directions away from the impurity.
Solid lines are exponential fits of data selected for ϕ = 0
(â direction) in red and ϕ = π/4 in yellow. The scatter at
larger distance is an artifact of periodic boundary conditions.
(b,c) Decay length ξ of textures from different impurities at
B = 8.64 T along two in-plane directions.

by linear response. While in the Heisenberg case
the only free parameter was the impurity strength,
in the HKΓ case we can change the orientation of
the defect bond, as well as the type of impurity thus
creating symmetric or symmetry-breaking textures. In
Figs. 26(b,c) we compare the decay lengths of four
textures along the directions for ϕ = 0 and ϕ = π/4. In
the case of symmetric textures from δK impurities, the
decay length remains mostly unaffected by the impurity
strength. This can be traced to the fact that any
infinitesimally weak impurity can form a texture and we
can therefore apply linear-response theory. Interestingly,
in Fig. 26(b) the transition from a symmetric to a
symmetry-breaking texture can be seen for δKz ≥ 4.
Textures from impurities on different bonds, however,
have slightly different decay lengths, indicating the need
for corrections to linear response. The decay length
of symmetry-breaking textures can depend strong on
impurity strength. This can be understood due to the
fact that there is a minimum δJ required to create a
texture for any B > Bc. As a result, the limit δJ → 0 is
not valid and, therefore, linear-response theory breaks
down.
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S. Schönecker, S.-H. Do, K.-Y. Choi, R. Albrecht, J.
Hunger, T. Doert, M. Vojta, and B. Büchner, Phys. Rev.
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