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Weyl fermions can arise from time-reversal symmetry-breaking magnetism, but their impact on magnetic
order is a source of ongoing research. Using high-precision neutron diffraction and spectroscopy, we present
a comprehensive exploration of the magnetic structure and excitation spectrum of Weyl semimetal and helical
magnet NdAlSi. We use Luttinger-Tisza, classical mean-field, and random-phase approximation techniques to
model the dispersive crystal field excitons. We find extended-ranged and sign-changing interactions, suggesting
a coupling between conduction electrons and the local moments. We demonstrate that low-symmetry anisotropic
Dzyaloshinskii-Moriya interactions, in contrast with higher-symmetry interactions enabled by Weyl fermions,
play an important role in stabilizing the complex spin spiral ground state of NdAlSi. Our work provides a first
detailed view of microscopic interactions in a Weyl magnet, and constrains the role of Weyl electrons and their
chirality on the spiral magnetism.

I. INTRODUCTION

The notion of topology is imperative for a comprehen-
sive understanding of the physics of many condensed mat-
ter systems. Unique phases of matter, like the topologi-
cal semimetal, arise due to symmetry-protected degenera-
cies. Of these phases, Weyl semimetals are unique in that
they harbor Weyl fermions as quasiparticles, subject to rela-
tivistic linear energy-momentum relation and a topologically-
protected chirality. Weyl nodes, Weyl fermions at zero en-
ergy, are sources and sinks of Berry curvature in momentum
space, acting as charged singularities in the form of magnetic
monopoles [1, 2]. Integrating the Berry curvature on a sur-
face in the vicinity of the Weyl node yields a nontrivial Chern
number, a topological charge characterising the chirality of
the Weyl fermion, which can only change by annihilation
with a Weyl node of opposite chirality. The Weyl semimetal
arises by breaking time-reversal symmetry or inversion sym-
metry. In noncentrosymmetric Weyl materials, time-reversal
and crystalline symmetry dictates the arrangement and num-
ber of Weyl nodes in the Brillouin zone to be at least four
[3]. The presence of these singular Weyl nodes in the bulk
has a drastic impact on electronic properties, including Fermi
surface arcs [2, 4, 5]; the chiral anomaly manifesting in neg-
ative longitudinal magnetoresistance due to the nonconserva-
tion of chiral left- and right- moving fermions [6, 7]; large lin-
ear transverse magnetoresistance due to linear band dispersion
[8–11]; anomalous Hall effect generated from enhanced Berry
curvature [12–15]; and singular magnetoresistance from nodal
Fermi surfaces [16].

While the classification scheme for non-interacting topo-
logical insulators and semimetals is well-established [17–19],

the role of interactions and strong correlations in these sys-
tems is the focus of ongoing research. In particular, how might
these topological fermions influence and imprint upon collec-
tive phenomena? In recent years, there have been several ad-
vances in this area, including studies of: the Kohn anomaly
due to Weyl electron-phonon coupling [20]; the impact of
topological fermions on the superconducting gap structure
and anisotropy [21–23]; the amplification of Dirac fermion
physics from formation of charge density waves [24]; Weyl-
Kondo heavy fermion physics [25, 26]; and coupling between
local moments and itinerant Weyl electrons [27–32].

A prototypical family of inversion symmetry-breaking
Weyl semimetal candidates is the RAlX system, where R
is a rare-earth ion and X is a tetral (Group 14) element,
namely Si or Ge. This family consists of nominally non-
centrosymmetric achiral crystals in space group 109 (I41md)
with interpenetrating body-centered tetragonal unit cells re-
lated by nonsymmorphic symmetries with a translation t =
(0, 1/2, 1/4). The Weyl fermions arise from intersecting va-
lence and conduction bands and their number and distribution
of the nodes depends on the mirror and rotation operators of
the point group C4v . LaAlGe was one of the first Lorenz-
violating Type-II Weyl semimetal candidates as shown by
angle-resolved photoemission spectroscopy (ARPES) and
density functional theory (DFT) studies [5, 27], and has re-
cently been shown to display superconductivity at pressures
beyond 65 GPa [33]. The inversion-symmetry breaking is vi-
tal for the existence of Weyl fermions in this system. In prin-
ciple, random alloying of Al and Si/Ge would restore the mir-
ror plane σz and restore centrosymmetry, bringing the crystal
system to the space group 141 (I41/amd) which does not ac-
commodate Weyl fermions [34]. Some X-ray diffraction stud-
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FIG. 1. (a) Crystal structure highlighting the different elements, sites
r1, r2, and bonds; and (b) atoms near the z = 0 plane, highlighting
the orthorhombic C2v symmetric bonds. (c) Brillouin zone and the
(hhl) scattering plane to which our neutron experiments are most
sensitive; along with (d) the kz = 0 plane, highlighting the tetragonal
C4v symmetry of Weyl points.

ies have suggested the existence of one space group over the
other, or their coexistence [35, 36]; however, X-rays are not
as sensitive to the noncentrosymmetry as neutron diffraction
and second harmonic generation [29, 37]. Additionally, this
system can accommodate magnetic rare-earth ions in place of
La, from Ce through Gd [27, 29, 37–39]. Fig.1(a) shows the
crystal structure and various exchange interactions between
magnetic ions. The introduction of magnetism into these Weyl
semimetal candidates has opened doors to explore various in-
teresting phenomena related to how differing magnetocrys-
talline anisotropy, isotropic and relativistic exchange interac-
tions, total angular momentum quantum number, and more,
might allow for observable effects of their interactions with
Weyl fermions [29, 31, 32, 38, 40–42].

The magnetic analog NdAlSi has proved an interesting ma-
terial due to the potential connection between its magnetic or-
dering wavevector kmag ≈ (0.67, 0.67, 0) and the coincident
momentum-space Weyl-node separation ∆QWeyl ∼ kmag

[29]. Fig.1(c,d) show the distribution of Weyl points in the
Brillouin zone (blue and red) and the magnetic wavevector
(purple) which connects Fermi surface pockets that contain
these Weyl points. The Kondo coupling between local mo-
ments and itinerant Weyl electrons can be rewritten in an ef-
fective theory as interactions between localized moments me-
diated by the Weyl fermions, in the form of a Ruderman-
Kittel-Kasuya-Yosida (RKKY) interaction [43–45]. Addi-
tionally, previous neutron diffraction data have revealed an in-
commensurate transition at Tinc ≈ 7.2 K to a long-wavelength

modulated state, followed by a commensurate ordering at
Tcom ≈ 3.5 K to a nearly-Ising ferrimagnetic up-down-
down (udd) spin structure with small canting angles into the
basal plane [29]. Weyl fermions, being chiral quasiparticles,
may leave imprints of their chirality on the exchange inter-
actions, in particular the Dzyaloshinskii-Moriya (DM) inter-
action, which can promote such helical spin structures. This
presents a unique opportunity to explore how Weyl fermions
may influence collective magnetic order. In recent works,
it was shown that the ferrimagnetism in NdAlSi influences
the electronic topology by renormalizing the band structure
and the positions of the Weyl fermions [46]. Furthermore,
the Weyl electrons and their nodal Fermi surfaces have pro-
found influence on thermal transport [47] along with short-
range order [20] due to thermal fluctuations above the or-
dering temperature. While the RKKY mechanism in these
semimetals is a natural explanation, superexchange interac-
tions mediated by the neighboring aluminum and silicon lig-
ands can also play an important role as discussed in recent
theoretical work on RAlSi compounds [34]. Here, DFT calcu-
lations on GdAlSi and the isostructural series predict predom-
inantly antiferromagnetic exchange interactions without sig-
nificant sign changes. In addition, isostructural SmAlSi fea-
tures weak nesting around the ordering wavevector as found in
χ′′(kmag), but was shown to be incompatible with a magnetic
instability due to the lack of divergence in χ′(kmag) [42].

While neutrons cannot easily probe itinerant Weyl
fermions, they scatter strongly from 4f electrons that may
interact indirectly with other 4f electrons through the Weyl
fermions. In this work, we measured and thoroughly mod-
eled the magnetic excitation spectrum in NdAlSi to under-
stand the underlying interactions. We use the random-phase
approximation (RPA) [48–54] to model the series of weakly-
dispersive, gapped, and mean-field-renormalized crystal field
excitons. While neutron scattering alone cannot determine the
mechanism behind the interactions, the extracted exchange
constants feature sign-changing modulations consistent with
expectations for the RKKY mechanism. We also show that the
helical ground state in NdAlSi is stabilized by short-ranged,
anisotropic Dzyaloshinskii-Moriya (DM) interactions with or-
thorhombic symmetry [55]. Previously predicted to stabilize
antiskyrmions, this may be one of the first reports of a ground
state spin texture arising from such low-symmetry anisotropic
DM interactions in a bulk crystal, and explains the exotic mag-
netism arising in isostructural materials. Our work serves as
the first comprehensive experimental study of magnetic exci-
tations and interactions in a rare-earth-based Weyl semimetal,
setting the stage for study of isostructural Weyl semimetals,
and demonstrates the vital role of crystalline symmetry in un-
derstanding the role of Weyl fermions on helical magnetic
order. We provide a first detailed view of magnetic interac-
tions in a Weyl semimetal and an opportunity to benchmark
ab-initio theories of superexchange and Weyl RKKY interac-
tions.
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FIG. 2. Temperature dependent of the inelastic magnetic neutron
scattering from NdAlSi for Q near ( 2

3
2
3
6) and ( 2

3
2
3
0). (a) Spec-

trum above and (b) below the commensurate ordering temperature
Tcom ≈ 3.5 K for Ei = 11 meV, integrated over the ranges l ∈
(−6.5,−5.5), hh ∈ (−0.9,−0.4), kk̄ ∈ (−0.25, 0.25) (c) High-
resolution spectra for Ei = 3 meV above and below Tcom showing
a drastic shift of spectral weight from quasielastic to inelastic scat-
tering, integrated over l ∈ (−0.2, 0.2), hh ∈ (−0.7,−0.5), kk̄ ∈
(−0.15, 0.15). Horizontal bars in (a-c) indicate the resolution (full
width at half maximum) at the elastic line. (d) Color map of the
temperature dependence at Q = ( 2

3
2
3
6) showing the splitting and

sharpening of modes upon cooling into the commensurate phase. (e)
Temperature dependence of the low-energy mode ω1 compared with
the intensity (squared order parameter) of the (101) ferrimagnetic
Bragg peak (see Methods). (f) Sketch of the ordered moments in the
commensurate state which experience distinct exchange fields.

II. RESULTS

A. Inelastic neutron scattering data

We probe the inelastic neutron scattering (INS) spectrum
with various incident neutron energy Ei, temperatures T , and
momentum transfers Q = ki − kf . Throughout, we work in
reciprocal lattice units (r.l.u.) denoted (hkl) for momentum
transfers Q = ha∗ + kb∗ + lc∗ where a∗,b∗, c∗ are the mu-
tually orthogonal reciprocal lattice vectors of the conventional
unit cell. The intensity represents the differential scatter-
ing cross section S(Q, ω) = (ki/kf )d

2σ/dΩdEf , expressed
throughout in absolute units, b/Sr/meV/4 Nd (see Methods).

First, we focus on the spectrum at isolated points in mo-
mentum space, to track the temperature dependence of the
modes as they are modified by the magnetic orders. We probe
the spectrum with Ei = 11 meV neutrons at 10 K in the para-

magnetic state as shown in Fig. 2(a). Due to the orthorhombic
crystal electric field from the Al and Si ligands, the multiplet
of total angular momentum J = 9/2 is expected to split into
five Kramers doublets as the irreducible representations 5Γ5

[56–58]. If the crystal field scheme has a first excited state
well above 10 K ≈ 0.86 meV, then the observed modes cor-
respond to transitions from the ground state to distinct crys-
tal field states without significant contribution from inter-level
transitions. Thus, we expect the low-T INS spectrum will con-
sist of four transitions from the ground state to excited states.
Indeed, we clearly resolve three different modes, and by fitting
the crystal field scheme, we find that two of the four modes are
nearly degenerate in energy (shown in Fig. 3(a)).

As we cool below Tincom ≈ 7.2 K and enter the incommen-
surate state, two main changes occur to the spectrum. First,
the crystal field modes harden, and also significantly broaden
(Fig. 2(b,d)). Furthermore, usingEi = 3 meV incident energy
neutrons, which provides an improved elastic energy resolu-
tion of 0.098 meV, we find pronounced quasielastic scattering
that extends above 2 meV as shown in Fig. 2(c). We note that
such quasielastic scattering is not likely to arise from heavy-
fermion physics as in other rare-earth intermetallics since
DFT calculations of NdAlSi predict 4f bands to be located
approximately 1 eV above the Fermi level [29]. The source
of this low-energy scattering becomes clear when we further
cool below Tcom. The commensurate state arises to satisfy the
constant-length moment constraint. Neglecting for the mo-
ment the small transverse fields arising from spin canting, the
main effect of the commensurate order is the development of
a periodic structure and two distinct static exchange fields at
each site as a result of the udd ferrimagnetic magnetic order
(2(f)). These exchange fields act as Zeeman fields that split the
Kramers-degenerate crystal field states, causing the modes to
shift in energy and change in intensity. Concomitantly, the
quasielastic peak is replaced with gapped, low-lying mean-
field states near ω1 ≈ 0.8 meV and ω2 ≈ 2.3 meV. Lastly,
there is an overall drastic reduction of the lifetime broadening
in the ordered state compared to the incommensurate and the
paramagnetic states. In particular, the intrinsic broadening η
derived from the fits to the neutron spectra (see Methods) are
refined as 0.12(2) meV in the commensurate state and 0.31(6)
meV in the paramagnetic state.

The nature of the incommensurate versus commensurate or-
der is critical in explaining the changes in spectrum. In the in-
commensurate state with wavevector k = (2/3+δ, 2/3+δ, 0),
the spin structure is a long-wavelength (a/δ ≈ 420 Å)
amplitude-modulated spiral mz(r) ∼ mz

0 cos(k · r) with net
zero magnetization ⟨mz(r)⟩. Although there is a distinct ex-
change field h(rid) on each site, the sample-averaged ex-
change field vanishes. (This would not be true for a simple
commensurate antiferromagnet for example, where the dis-
tribution of fields would be bimodal at some values ±h0.)
Therefore, the quasielastic scattering may reflect a mean-field
distribution function P ({h(r)}). To a first approximation we
can treat this distribution as a Gaussian of a scalar field |h(r)|
with mean zero and standard deviation ∆h, arising from the
distribution of mean fields [52]. Once the magnetic structure
locks into a commensurate lattice, the exchange field becomes
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FIG. 3. RPA model of the magnetic excitations. Throughout, we select general positions in momentum space, that are not necessarily of
high-symmetry, to highlight the harmonics. All data were fit above 0.5 meV due to contributions from the elastic line. (a),(b) The models of
the inelastic spectra at particular Q-points at 10 K and 0.2 K, respectively. Data are scattered points, and black lines are the RPA calculation.
The ticks represent the energy levels of the noninteracting CEF and mean-field Hamiltonian, respectively. (c),(d) The dispersion for walks
along the (hh0) direction at fixed l for 10 K and 0.2 K respectively. (e),(f) Same for walks along (00l) for fixed hh. In both cases, the RPA
calculation is on the left (negative values), and the data are shown on the right (positive values). (g) Momentum-space (hhl) maps at constant
energy transfers, and (h) the corresponding simulated values.

periodic in space and bimodal with approximately two distinct
exchange fields hz1 and hz2 due to the distinct nature of the ma-
jority and minority sites of the udd magnetic structure. The
exchange fields are themselves proportional to the spin expec-
tation value, which increases abruptly as the ferromagnetic
component onsets. Thus, the critical behavior of the first ex-
cited state is ω1(T ) ∝ ⟨J(T )⟩. Indeed, the evolution of ω1(T )
is quite abrupt near Tcom, similar to the onset of intensity at
the ferromagnetic (101) Bragg peak (Fig. 2(e)). The bi-modal
exchange field distribution splits the five doublets into ten sin-
glets with the amount of splitting depending on the site index.

Similar to a tight-binding model for a crystalline insulator,
crystal field levels can have dispersion which arise from the
exchange interactions between localized spins in the lattice.
Neutrons excite a site in the ground state to an excited state,
which then propagates through the lattice. These excitations
are therefore known as crystal field excitons, and have been
found in numerous transition metal and rare-earth metal based
magnets [30, 53, 59–62].

Before we detail the RPA theory, let us examine the raw
data and preview the corresponding RPA model. In the fol-
lowing cuts and slices, we show the best fits to the data for
both 10 K and 0.2 K spectra, highlighting the overall agree-
ment of the spectrum intensity, and that all modes are ac-
counted for in our model. We note that for some modes the
RPA model suffers from discrepancies in intensity relative to
the experimental data, namely the high-energy modes along
the (00l) direction. First, Fig. 3(a,b) show fits to the RPA
model at different momenta for the paramagnetic and com-
mensurate states respectively. Next, we see slight dispersion
in the (hh0) in Fig 3(c,d), and (00l) in Fig 3(e,f), for both the
10 K and 0.2 K data. The dispersion is small, with a band-
width (peak to trough) less than 0.3 meV, on top of the other-

wise well-separated modes. We also note that the linewidth of
some modes can slightly vary with momentum; in particular
at 10 K, the low-energy 2.5 meV mode is significantly broader
than the other modes.

In Fig. 3(g,h) we plot the inelastic spectrum at 0.2 K in
constant-energy slices and the RPA simulation, to observe the
structure of the excitations as we vary momentum transfer.
We focus on the (hhl) scattering plane for which there is the
most coverage. The momentum space structure is rich, al-
though there are similar structures in different bands. The
slices show spots or ring-like features near integral positions,
and ladder-like features that oscillate between (1/3, 1/3, l)
and (2/3, 2/3, l) in the scattering plane. Higher momentum-
space resolution data are shown in Fig. S9. Such structure
arises from the exchange tensor J (q) and the matrix elements
that couple the mean-field states, as we will now discuss.

B. Crystal field and exchange parameters

We extract the crystal field and exchange parameters (the
Hamiltonian parameters) by fits to the full (hhl, ω) spectrum
of inelastic magnetic neutron scattering. The scattering inten-
sity is calculated for given Hamiltonian parameters through
the RPA, which conveniently separates the mean-field model
from fluctuations beyond the mean-field scheme:

H =
∑
id

HCEF(i, d) +
∑

µν,id,jd′

J µν
id,jd′ Ĵ

µ
idĴ

ν
jd′ (1)

=
∑
id

Hmf(i, d) +
∑

µν,id,jd′

J µν
id,jd′ Ĵ

µ
id

(
Ĵν
jd′ − 2

〈
Ĵν
jd′

〉)
(2)

Here HCEF is the crystal-field Hamiltonian from the lo-
cal environment, with the single-site mean-field Hamiltonian
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FIG. 4. Results of the fits of the Hamiltonian parameters. (a),(b) Experimental XXZ exchange parameters (EXP) for J z
n and J x

n , respectively,
as a function of near-neighbor distance. The dashed line in (a) represents the isotropic RKKY fit (see Discussion). (c) Comparison with the
isotropic DFT calculation of the Gd analogue in the lattice constant of NdAlSi scaled to the Nd magnetic moment [34]. (d) Stevens operator
coefficients Bnm from the fits (EXP), first-principles (DFT), and the screened point charge (SPC) model (see SI). The n ≥ 6 parameters
are substantially underestimated in the DFT and SPC compared to the experimental fits. (e) Minimum energy eigenvalue calculated from
the Luttinger-Tisza model, showing minima near kmag (black star) and symmetry-equivalent wavevectors. (f) Phase diagram for the fitted
parameters using Luttinger-Tisza. The white dotted line is the contour for constant |k| = |kmag|, while the silver dashed line represents a
constant mean-field ratio hz

2/h
z
1 consistent with the data. The gold star is the parameter set of best fit.

Hmf = HCEF + hid · Ĵid, while J µν
id,jd′ is the exchange

interaction tensor (energy per spin) with Cartesian compo-
nents µν and between sites id and jd′, where i, j are Bra-
vais indices and d, d′ denote the basis atoms in the first unit
cell; and hµid =

∑
νd′ 2J µν

idjd′

〈
Jν
jd′

〉
is the mean exchange

field. The single-ion crystal field Hamiltonian HCEF(i, d)
is site-dependent due to nonsymmorphic four-fold rotation
and mirror symmetries relating the sites r1 = (0, 0, 0) and
r2 = (0, 1/2, 1/4).

Our fitting routine is entirely self-consistent. The Hamilto-
nian parameters are allowed to freely refine, and a given set of
these parameters will select a certain ground state spin config-
uration {Jµ

id} which we find using Luttinger-Tisza. From this,
we obtain a set of mean fields {hµid} and a mean-field Hamil-
tonian. From these, we can find the single-site non-interacting
Greens function, and by calculating the exchange matrix, we
obtain the interacting Greens function using the random-phase
approximation, thereby producing a model for the spectrum
of the excitons. Due to the large amount of fitting parameters,
convergence requires good initial parameters. In the SI we de-
scribe ways of finding adequate initial crystal field parameters
to inform the fitting routine.

We use an XXZ Hamiltonian with DM interaction to fully
account for the mean-field modes and the excitation band-
width (see Methods). The results of the fits to the XXZ sym-
metric exchange parameters as a function of near-neighbor
distance are shown in Fig. 4(a,b). In the J z channel, we
find antiferromagnetic first and second near neighbors, fol-

lowed by predominantly ferromagnetic exchange interactions
for third and further neighbors, although we note that the error
bars for several parameters have overlap with zero. Such pre-
dominantly ferromagnetic interactions, and the sign-changing
oscillations between antiferromagnetic and ferromagnetic in-
teractions, are consistent with RKKY-type exchange. In the
J x channel, we note that J x

1 ,J x
3 ,J x

5 are highly correlated
parameters; as seen in Eq.40, these contribute to the cosπH
and cos 3πH harmonics that affect the dispersion. Therefore
separately they suffer from substantial spread, but their lin-
ear combination is more well-constrained (see SI). We next
directly compare our results to those predicted from first prin-
ciple calculations [34] shown in Fig. 4(c). Here, the elec-
tronic structure calculations are projected into spin-spin in-
teractions assuming a Heisenberg model. In this compari-
son we find important similarities and differences. Firstly,
we notice that while the overall exchange strength is com-
parable, the magnitude of the DFT calculation is smaller by
up to an order of magnitude. Furthermore, the length-scale
of the decay of the interaction strength is similar, decaying
within about 2 − 3a. We also notice anisotropic interactions
for J2, which our neutron experiment is not sensitive to (see
Methods). Next, the first two exchange constants J z

1 and J z
2

are antiferromagnetic, in line with the observed spin structure
which has antiferromagnetically-aligned spins on these par-
ticular near-neighbor pairs. However, we find a large discrep-
ancy in the third near-neighbor interaction; our model has a
best fit for sign changes in J z

3 relative to J z
1 and J z

2 . We at-
tribute this to the fact that in Ref [34] and correspondingly in
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Fig. 4(c) that the interaction has been carried out with the Gd
analogue of NdAlSi in the lattice constant of NdAlSi. Fur-
thermore, the majority of interactions are antiferromagnetic.
In the superexchange mechanism, the Heisenberg exchange
interaction is proportional to ∼ t4ij/∆

3
ij where t is the hop-

ping amplitude and ∆ is the charge transfer gap, and is pre-
dominantly antiferromagnetic, although the signs depend crit-
ically on bond angles and the ligands involved [63]. Whereas,
in the RKKY mechanism, the interaction is proportional to
∼ (cos 2kF rij)/r

3
ij and is thus sign-changing [43, 64], which

is consistent with the exchange parameters inferred from the
neutron data.

Fig. 4(d) compares the crystal field parameters inferred
from the experiment (EXP) with those obtained from the
projector-augmented wave formalism of density functional
theory (DFT), and from a screened point charge (SPC) model.
The DFT and SPC models predict predict B20 < 0 in agree-
ment with the easy-axis ground state. Likewise, there is good
overall agreement with the signs for most parameters among
the three models. The largest difference occurs in the n ≥ 6
angular momentum sector, which are drastically underesti-
mated relative to the experimental values by the DFT and
SPC. Apparently these theories underestimate contributions
to the spatial variations of the CEF from higher spherical har-
monics. As a result of this, the energy range for the CEF
excitations is significantly underestimated by these theories
(Fig. S3).

For the optimal CEF and exchange parameters obtained by
fitting the inelastic neutron scattering data, let us examine
the stability of the ferrimagnetic phase. In Fig. 4(e) we plot
the minimum energy eigenvalue of the Luttinger-Tisza energy
matrix (see Methods) as a function of wavevector in the (hk0)
plane. We find distinct minima near (2/3 + δ, 2/3 + δ, 0)
and their symmetry-equivalent positions. This is to be ex-
pected, as this calculation is done in the paramagnetic state
and must follow the paramagnetic space group symmetry. We
identify saddle points near (h00) or (0k0), and we note that
there is a local maximum at k = 0. This indicates that the
∼ (2/3+δ, 2/3+δ, 0) wavevector is a stable minimum of the
magnetic structure, and that there are no competing phases
within the fixed subspace of parameters. The spin configu-
rations and their irreducible representations predicted by this
method are discussed in more detail in II D.

We next study the magnetic phase diagram versus exchange
parameters as inferred from the Luttinger-Tisza method. By
varying only J z

2 /J z
1 and J z

3 /J z
1 (keeping J z

1 > 0 fixed)
we can explore nearby phases in parameter space, shown in
Fig. 4(f). We see that the (kk0) phase (with irreducible repre-
sentation Γ1) is stable over a wide range of parameter space,
including for both positive and negative values of J z

3 /J z
1 .

The parameters from DFT predict k ≈ (0.72, 0.72, 0),
in reasonable agreement with the observed incommensurate
wavevector kmag ≈ (0.677, 0.677, 0) to which the best-fit ex-
change parameters have been optimized.

Fig. 4(f) shows the ratio of mean fields on the up and down
spin sites hz2/h

z
1 as calculated in Eq. (13) as a function of the

ratios J z
2 /J z

1 and J z
3 /J z

1 . While the (2/3 + δ, 2/3 + δ, 0)
can be stabilized for J z

3 /J z
1 > 0, a negative mean-field ratio

that is consistent with the CEF spectrum requires a negative
J z
3 /J z

1 , which is also required to stabilize an ordered struc-
ture with wave vector consistent with the observed wave vec-
tor very near ( 23

2
30). Our phase diagram also reveals nearby

stable phases like (kk0) in irreducible representation Γ2,
along with (k00) phases and purely k = 0 ferromagnetic (Γ1)
or antiferromagnetic (Γ3) phases. All such irreducible repre-
sentations for the various possible ordering wavevectors are
consistent with group theory, and correspond to phases seen
in otherRAlX compounds, demonstrating how our model can
explain a variety of magnetic phases in these systems (with the
caveat that the magnetic anisotropy can drastically vary be-
tween materials). Overall we find that there is a wide region
of stability for (kk0) phases near k ∼ 2/3, and our model
constrains the exchange parameters for NdAlSi through the
mean field ratios and the experimentally observed magnetic
wave vector. Given the extended stability range, it may re-
quire large concentration of dopants or pressures to push the
magnetic state of NdAlSi into nearby phases.

C. Dzyaloshinskii-Moriya Interaction

While the uniaxial albeit symmetric exchange parameters
discussed previously give rise to the udd ferrimagnetic struc-
ture, the antisymmetric Dzyaloshinskii-Moriya (DM) interac-
tion is a necessary ingredient to explain the canted spins in
NdAlSi. The DM interaction is described with a vector quan-
tity D, in terms of which the energy is Dij · (Ji × Jj). Thus,
a collinear magnet can lower its energy if the spins slightly
cant. The DM interaction generically arises as a result of
spin-orbit coupling between spins that are not related to each
other through inversion symmetry. Since the crystal structure
of NdAlSi has no point of inversion, the DM interaction is al-
lowed for all spin pairs. The direction and structure of Dij are
dictated by the symmetries of the bond between the two sites
as expressed by the Moriya rules [65]. Like the symmetric
exchange interaction, the strength |Dij | of the DM interaction
varies with the bond distance, and can even have similar os-
cillatory behavior [44, 45]. Therefore, it may be necessary to
consider DM interactions beyond the first nearest neighbor.

We begin by enumerating the DM interactions that are
symmetry-allowed in the paramagnetic state in order of in-
creasing near-neighbor distance. We use the method of
Luttinger-Tisza to determine the spin structure for a given
DM interaction, for comparison with the observed ground
state. In the following discussion, we make use of the lan-
guage of the spiralization tensor [55] to succinctly express
the DM vector for particular bonds. The spiralization tensor
D arises from a microscopic field-theoretical approach and is
crucial in systems with low-symmetry interactions, expressing
the real-space DM vector Dij as a general matrix operation
Dij = Dr̂ij where r̂ij = (rj − ri)/|rj − ri| is the unit vector
between spins. The precise form of the tensor D will depend
on the symmetry of the particular interactions [66]. While the
Moriya rules dictate the general form of the DM interaction
for particular bonds, the spiralization tensor indicates how the
DM vector transforms under transformation of bonds. If G is
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(a)

(b)

FIG. 5. Dzyaloshinskii-Moriya interaction and the resulting mag-
netic ground state. (a) Structure of the z = 0 Nd atoms, symmor-
phic (solid lines) and nonsymmorphic (dashed lines) mirror planes,
and select DM vectors for the second and fourth near-neighbors as
a function of spiralization angle ψ. Taking a clockwise loop around
the central atom results in a clockwise (anticlockwise) rotation of the
DM vector given a spiralization angle of −π/4 (π/4). (b) Simulated
spin structure in the magnetic unit cell determined self-consistently
from the RPA refinement, with all magnetic sites projected into the
z = 0 plane, and taking D2 = Dx = Dy (equivalently, ψ = π/4)
while fixing D4 = 0. Here the in-plane spin components primar-
ily point along the ẑ × kmag direction. Up (down) spins are shown
in blue (red). The in-plane canting structure sweep ellipses when
changing D2(ψ). The conventional chemical unit cell is shown in
the smaller black square, along with the indicated chemical basis of
the primitive unit cell.

a symmetry of the bonds, then D′ = (detG)G−1DG = D.
In the following, we compare the spin orientation relative to
kcom = ( 23

2
30), which was proposed to be perpendicular to

the magnetic wavevector (that is, along ẑ×kmag) in previous
studies [29, 67, 68].

1. The first near-neighbor occurs between interlayer sites
r1 and r2 and lies in a mirror plane; therefore the DM
vector points perpendicular to the bond. Furthermore,

the bonds are related by nonsymmorphic four-fold ro-
tation operations, which constrains the direction of the
DM vector for all equivalent sites (jd′). We can write
Did,jd′ = Dẑ × r̂id,jd′ . However, this interaction fa-
vors a canted spin component that is parallel to kcom,
inconsistent with experiment.

2. The second near-neighbor interaction is intralayer, oc-
curring between atoms on the edges of the square lat-
tice. This bond lies in a mirror plane containing the
c-axis, and simultaneously the midpoint lies in a mir-
ror plane perpendicular to the spins. These constrain
the DM vector to point in the basal plane perpendicu-
lar to the bond. However, this bond is special, as there
is no symmetry operation that takes (i, j) to (i, j′) by
a 90 degree rotation. Therefore, DM vectors for bonds
along x can be in general different from that of y, in
both magnitude and direction. This result can be writ-
ten as Did,jd′ = [R−1

d DRd ]̂rid,jd′ where

D =

 0 Dx 0
Dy 0 0
0 0 1

 ≡

 0 |D| cosψ 0
|D| sinψ 0 0

0 0 1

 (3)

is the spiralization tensor, with D2
x +D2

y = |D|2, and

Rd =

 cosϕd sinϕd 0
− sinϕd cosϕd 0

0 0 1

 (4)

is the classical rotation operation with ϕd = 0 for sites
r1 while ϕd = π/2 for sites r2. For illustration, an
x-oriented bond has Dij = D(1, 0, 0)T = (0, Dy, 0)
whereas a y-oriented bond has Dij = D(0, 1, 0)T =
(Dx, 0, 0). We summarize the spin canting orientation
with changes in the spiralization angle ψ, and more im-
portantly with the determinant detD = −DxDy =
− 1

2 |D|2 sin 2ψ. Samples of real-space DM vectors for
given spiralization angles ψ in Fig. 5(a), along with
their varying orientation or length. We find when
detD < 0, the spins point nominally perpendicular to
kcom, consistent with experiment. On the other hand, if
detD > 0, the spins point nominally parallel to kcom.
The distinction can be understood in how the DM vector
changes orientation across the bonds. Walking along a
clockwise loop around site i, a negative (positive) value
of ψ corresponding to a positive (negative) spiralization
determinant will result in a clockwise (anticlockwise)
rotation of the DM vector. These dichotomous orienta-
tions ultimately result in the spin canting primarily par-
allel or perpendicular to the magnetic wavevector.

3. The third nearest neighbor interaction, an interlayer in-
teraction, has no general symmetry constraint besides
the lack of inversion center, and the DM vector can be
in general D = (D1, D2, D3). Such a vector is difficult
to constrain with three free variables. For simplicity we
set it to zero here. Higher-quality data would be needed
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to assess this interaction. However, we consider a par-
ticular limit to compare to the prediction from field the-
ory. Taking D ∝ r, the resulting spin structure will be
primarily parallel to the wavevector, inconsistent with
experiment.

4. The fourth-nearest neighbor intralayer interaction lies
between the corners of the square lattice. The midpoint
between the spins lies in a two-fold axis (the c-axis),
constraining the DM vector to lie in the basal plane,
D = (Dx, Dy, 0). The bonds cannot be mapped to
one another by a four-fold rotation, but they do obey
mirror symmetry σx and σy . Since the DM vector
is axial [69], the mirror symmetry σx will transform
(Dx, Dy, 0) to (Dx,−Dy, 0); likewise σy will trans-
form (Dx, Dy, 0) to (−Dx, Dy, 0). In the language of
the spiralization tensor, this can be expressed succinctly
as Did,jd′ = [R−1

d DRd ]̂rid,jd′ , remarkably with the
same definitions as those for the second-near-neighbor
case Eq.(3). Hence the same arguments for detD apply
as before.

In summary, in the paramagnetic state, only the second-
and fourth-near neighbors accommodate DM interactions that
promote the observed spin structure, and they have the iden-
tical succinct form Did,jd′ = [R−1

d DRd ]̂rid,jd′ where the
spiralization tensor D must have negative determinant. The
origin of this anisotropic interaction is the C2v symmetry of
the bond, which should be compared to the global C4v point
group symmetry of the crystal and the C4v-symmetric struc-
ture of Weyl nodes in the first Brillouin zone (Fig. 1(c,d)).

It is worth noting that these detD < 0 spiralization ten-
sors are predicted to stabilize 2q antiskyrmion phases [55, 70],
which have been found in bulk materials [71] and thin films
[72] in applied magnetic fields. The spin texture in NdAlSi
is akin to antiferromagnetic, 1q analog of these antisykrmion
phases (see SI for more discussion). Intriguingly, 2q spin
structures with non-trivial textures were shown to arise in
isostructural Weyl semimetal CeAlGe, which feature meron-
antimeron pairs, resulting in a topological Hall effect in ap-
plied magnetic fields [73]. In the SI, we show such spin con-
figuration can be inferred from Luttinger-Tisza for a negative-
determinant spiralization tensor. The lack of inversion sym-
metry in RAlX compounds and the low-symmetry bonds
make DM interactions ubiquitous so that nontrivial spin struc-
tures can be anticipated.

D. Spin Structure and Thermodynamics

Using a mean-field theory (MFT) treatment, we calculate
the ground state spin structure that arises from the exchange
interactions. The simplest configuration at T = 0 assumes
a periodic Bravais 3 × 3 lattice corresponding to the com-
mensurate kcom = ( 23

2
30) structure. Fig. 5(b) shows the

calculated spin structure based on the CEF and exchange pa-
rameters that account for the INS spectrum. To provide an
overview, all atoms have been projected onto the z = 0
plane. The ferrimagnetism manifests as the udd spin structure

with equal-magnitude spins, while the canting arises from the
DM interactions discussed in the previous section. Through-
out this discussion, we describe the real-space spin canting
with the spherical polar angles (ϑ, φ). Taking a look at the
canted components projected into the z = 0 plane, we ob-
serve that the spins are closer aligned along ẑ × kmag than
kmag, but wobble away from its nominal direction such that
φ ̸= −π/4 ≈ −0.79.

Experimentally, this wobbling manifests in a small effect on
the intensity of the magnetic Bragg peaks. Namely, the pre-
dicted structure factors are S( 13 ,

1
3 , 4n) ∝

8
3δ

2(cosφ−sinφ)2

where δ ∝ ⟨S⊥⟩ and φ is the in-plane angle of a particu-
lar spin relative to the x-axis. This value is therefore a con-
stant for all L = 4n (aside from the form factor). Whereas,
S( 23 ,

2
3 , 4n) ∝

[
8
3 Q̂

2
zδ

2(cosφ+ sinφ)2 + 4(1− Q̂2
z)η

2
]

with Q̂z = ẑ · Q̂, and δ/η ≪ 1 related to the spin canting,
which clearly has significant contribution from the nearly-
Ising spins. Our diffraction refinements with a larger set of
magnetic Bragg peaks with improved statistics on the weak
peaks (which are most sensitive to δ and φ) reveals a lo-
cal extremum at φ = −π/4 and a shallow global mini-
mum at φ0 = −1.5(1) (see Fig. S1). In comparison, from
the refinement of the Hamiltonian parameters (having taken
D2 = Dx = Dy) we calculate φ = −1.34, which is remark-
able given that our refinement is mainly sensitive to the crystal
field and magnetic excitations. More generally, for a given set
of Hamiltonian parameters, Fig. 5(b) shows the ellipse swept
out as a function of the spiralization angle ψ. The ellipse is
preferentially aligned along y (x) for atom 1 (2), which is a
consequence of the C2v point group symmetry, namely there
is a different energy cost for spins pointing along x or y. Sim-
ilar wobbling was observed in the easy-plane spin structure of
isostructural CeAl(Ge/Si) [16] and was equivalently explained
using a g-tensor picture (see SI).

Estimates of thermodynamic quantities associated with the
Hamiltonian parameters are important tests of their predictive
power. We have used a mean-field model on a commensu-
rate lattice to determine the ground-state magnetic structure,
however this is not useful in studying the changes of the spin
structure in an incommensurate state. We remind that the udd
commensurability is a natural consequence of the constraint
that the moment at each site must be constant at T = 0,
whereas in the incommensurate state the structure behaves as
a long-wavelength structure akin to an amplitude-modulated
spin density wave. Thus, for intermediate temperatures, we
consider a model of a large 11 × 11 cell with open boundary
conditions. The nonzero mean field hid engenders a nonzero
spin expectation value ⟨Jid⟩, while the CEF Hamiltonian con-
strains the spin length through the thermal population of the
mean-field renormalized eigenstates. To simulate the order
parameters, we track the standard deviation

√
⟨(Jz

d )
2⟩ to ex-

tract the mean-field incommensurate transition, and the mean
⟨Jz

d ⟩ to extract information about the onset of ferrimagnetism.
Within this model, we find evidence of the smooth develop-
ment of ferrimagnetism and domain formation with inflection
point Tcom ∼ 4(1) K, above which the incommensurate state
sets in, and magnetic order is destroyed near Tinc ∼ 9(1) K,
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(b)

(d)(c)

FIG. 6. Thermodynamic measurements and mean-field theory
(MFT) simulations. (a) Estimate of order parameters for the antifer-
romagnetic (black) and ferrimagnetic order (red). (b) Magnetization
versus applied magnetic field for H ∥ c. (c) Magnetic susceptibility
χ = M/H per mol Nd for H = 500 Oe applied parallel to the
c-axis, showing a transition near Tinc and near-perfect agreement at
high temperatures. (d) Isobaric magnetic specific heat revealing the
CEF Schottky and weak peaks at Tinc and Tcom.

as demonstrated in Fig. 6(a).
We next study the field-polarized magnetic transition in the

magnetization seen in Fig. 6(b). We self-consistently anneal
the mean-field spin structure in a 3×3 lattice at 2 K by sweep-
ing various applied Zeeman fields with strength gJµBB, to
compare with the experimental data. First, the 1/3 magneti-
zation plateau arises as a consequence of the udd ferrimag-
netic structure. In the mean-field picture, the spin lengths at
2 K are nearly their full value, so the plateau magnetization
is only weakly dependent on the applied field. As we apply
larger fields, there is a competition between the exchange field
(from the surrounding ions) and the Zeeman energy amount-
ing to a net energy difference δH = (hz1−gJµBB)Jz

1 . When
the applied field overcomes this difference, the minority sub-
lattice will flip its orientation and the system will be fully spin
polarized. Concomitantly, the ω2 ∼ |h1|J mode decreases in
energy until it mixes with the ground state singlet and these
form the new ferromagnetic state. On the basis of such con-
siderations alone we can predict a field-induced transition near
Bc ∼ hz1/gJµB ∼ 7.6 T. The exact value of Bc is sensitive
to the crystal field scheme and exchange parameters and so is
best found numerically, and in our simulation, it is remarkably
close to the experimental value Bc ≈ 6 T.

We next study the magnetic susceptibility in weak applied
magnetic fields as shown in Fig. 6(c). The susceptibility is
sensitive to both the crystal field levels (whose population re-
sults in changes of curvature) and magnetic exchange (result-
ing in both Curie-Weiss behavior and changes in curvature
due to magnetic order). The calculated susceptibility shows
excellent agreement with the high-temperature data, and qual-
itatively indicates the onset of magnetic order near Tinc as well

as a plateau below ∼ Tcom.
Lastly, specific heat capacity is another useful thermody-

namic quantity that highlights phase transitions and energy
level schemes. We simulate the specific heat in the mean-field
model on an 11×11 cell, which shows weak features near the
temperature scales found in Fig. 6(d). The lack of available
spin fluctuations in this simple mean-field model results in se-
vere underestimates of the magnetic specific heat associated
to the magnetic ordering transitions. Above the mean-field or-
dering temperature, we find the Schottky anomaly due to ther-
mal population of crystal field energy levels. We remind that
the above thermodynamic quantities were not directly utilized
in the fitting routine, yet the model based solely upon fitting
the inelastic neutron scattering data and reproducing the mag-
netic wave vector faithfully can account for the specific heat
data versus temperature.

III. DISCUSSION

The success of the RPA and mean-field models in model-
ing the spin structure and excitation spectrum of NdAlSi is
owed to the large J = 9/2 (essentially classical) total angu-
lar momentum, the significant easy-axis anisotropy, and the
extended-ranged interactions. The existence of well-defined
crystal field excitons facilitates modeling based on harmonic
mode theories, as with several Weyl semimetals displaying
clear spin waves rather than continuum scattering [74, 75].
Furthermore, the use of crystalline samples to solve the crys-
tal field Hamiltonian allows the modeling of the weak disper-
sion, which cannot be resolved in polycrystals due to powder
averaging. This is especially necessary in the case of NdAlSi,
where the three perceptible crystal field energy levels cannot
alone uniquely constrain the nine crystal field parameters.

The predictions for Weyl fermion versus free-electron
RKKY mechanisms have subtle distinctions. The general
forms for perfect isotropic Type-I Weyl nodes without inver-
sion symmetry are predicted to generate Heisenberg, Ising-
Kitaev, and DM interactions [44, 45]. It is then natural to
assume the contribution of Heisenberg-like and Ising-like in-
teractions can produce the effective XXZ model that we use
to explain the salient features of the data. Of course, the
XXZ model is not unique to Weyl metals; it has been used
to explain the spin excitations of many three-dimensional
magnetic systems including the honeycomb cobaltate insula-
tors CoTiO3 and BaCo2(AsO4)2 [53, 76, 77], the supersolid
K2Co(SeO3)2 [78], and the ferromagnetic square net Dirac
material CeAgSb2 [54], among others. It should be noted that
other Dirac/Weyl semimetals, like the family (Sr/Ca)MnBi2
[74] or Co3Sn2S2 [75] are well explained by isotropic Heisen-
berg exchange rather than XXZ exchange. Hence while there
is consistency of the XXZ model and the predictions from
Weyl-mediated interactions, it is not the only possible ori-
gin. We remind that the low-energy quasiparticles available to
mediate the exchange interactions are small pockets of Weyl
fermions, and the form of the interactions informs theories and
microscopic models of RKKY interactions mediated by Weyl
electrons.
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Additionally, neutron scattering is sensitive to the spin sus-
ceptibility of the rare-earth moments, and not the electronic
susceptibility. While we therefore cannot directly comment
on nesting and instabilities brought on by Weyl fermions, we
still find hints of “nesting” in the form of J (q) extracted from
the INS spectrum within the Kondo approximation J (q) ∼
J2
Kχ(q, 0), where JK is the Kondo coupling and χ(q, ω) is

the Lindhard susceptibility [26]. In the language of field the-
ory of Weyl-mediated exchange, the Heisenberg exchange in-
teractions will follow the general form J (r) ∼ f(Λr)eiK·r

where Λ is a momentum space cutoff (related to the linearity
of the Weyl nodes). A small cutoff Λ/|K| ≪ 1 would re-
sult in a slowly-varying (i.e. constant) function f(Λr) with
a rapidly oscillatory phase eiK·r, so J (q) would be sharply
localized near q ≈ K akin to a Delta function. In contrast, we
see a smooth, shallow minimum of J (q) at K = ( 23

2
30) as

shown in Fig. 4(e). In the field-theory approach, this implies
a larger cutoff Λ/|K| ∼ 1 and therefore the oscillatory behav-
ior of the phase cannot be easily disentangled from the oscil-
latory behavior of f(Λr) given the short-ranged data. For this
reason, we attempted fits to the real-space interactions J z(r)
with the conventional isotropic RKKY equation R(2kF r) to
get a sense of the lengthscale of the wavevector [43, 64]. The
best fit value is 2kF = 0.92(4) Å−1 which may be compared
with the reduced magnetic wavevector k′

mag ≈ ( 13
1
30) with

|k′
mag| ∼ 0.71 Å−1 and the paramagnetic-state separation of

|∆QWeyl| ∼ 1.07 Å−1 between Weyl nodes.
In all, the preponderance of kmag in the weak extrema in

the spectrum from Fig. 3; the weak minima in the Luttinger-
Tisza minimum eigenvalue λ(q); and the natural lengthscale
of oscillations in the radial lengthscales are consistent with the
electronic susceptibility [42] and first principles [34] calcula-
tions for J (q). Some notes are in order, however. First, it
was noted by Bouaziz et al. [34] that this weak peak in J (q)
persists in DFT even in the centrosymmetric analog with-
out Weyl fermions. Note however, that the centro-symmetric
model would not account for the chiral spin canting associ-
ated with DM interactions. Furthermore, we find that if Weyl
fermions are responsible for the significant weight on this har-
monic, their effects are not as singular as might be expected
for longer-ranged oscillations with more beat frequencies, and
hence their effects are not easily distinguished from that of an
RKKY interaction from conventional itinerant electrons.

We note that the paramagnetic crystal field modes at 10 K
do not all have the same widths, even when correcting for
resolution. In particular the ∼ 2.8 meV energy mode can
broaden as wavevector is varied as seen in Fig. 3(c,e). This
cannot be easily captured in our simple model where we take
the intrinsic broadening as a constant. It is not immediately
obvious why this mode is broader than the others, however
in this temperature regime it was shown that spin fluctuation-
enhancement of the Nernst effect was found due to the nodal
character of the Fermi surface [47], and so different crystal
field modes may couple differently to the conduction elec-
trons that results in their reduced lifetime. It may be also
worth investigating, in addition to this effect, the spin exci-
tations in isostructural Weyl semimetals like CeAlGe. This
material orders into a k = 0 structure (or slightly incom-

mensurate, depending on doping levels [16, 73]) but has ev-
idence of short-ranged magnetism and spin fluctuations near
kmag ∼ ∆QWeyl at temperatures above the ordering temper-
ature [20]. It would be beneficial to probe the effect of this
fluctuation by means of INS; if this effect arises generically
from Weyl nodes of separation ∆QWeyl, they may leave an
imprint on certain harmonics (similar to cos 3πh in NdAlSi)
despite not developing instability (in the form of long-range
order) at this harmonic.

We now discuss the role of the DM interactions in our work.
The broken inversion symmetry can simultaneously lead to
the existence of Weyl nodes and DM interactions for any
bond. We refine a DM interaction on the second-near neigh-
bor of strength |D2| = 2.6(3) µeV to get consistency with the
spin structure and overall spin canting. While the DM interac-
tion plays a significant impact in the spin structure, its effect
on the excitation spectrum is subtle. Firstly, the real-space
DM vectors which self-consistently produce the spin struc-
ture lie only in the basal plane, which implies that the Fourier
transform of the interaction matrix Dµν

dd′(q) will not have l-
dependence. Therefore, its effect on dispersion will compete
with the various harmonics from the symmetric exchange con-
tributions and is not easily discerned. For this reason, we only
attempt fits to the second-near neighbor interaction. However,
the role in the energy level scheme is similar to other quantum
magnets in that it will generally split energy modes due to the
reduced symmetry [79, 80].

In a field theoretical approach for local-moment interac-
tions driven by isotropic Weyl fermions, the DM vector is
predicted to be bond-parallel, and is derived from a sum over
pseudoscalar chiralities and momentum-space positions of the
Weyl nodes. In a more general case with tilted Weyl cones
(see SI), the DM vector also has a component perpendicu-
lar to the bond direction, providing a general form D(r) =

Dr̂r̂+Dθ̂θ̂, where Dr̂, Dθ̂ involve sums over all Weyl nodes
and the tilting vectors un. Recall the local moments (Weyl
nodes) are positioned in real space (the Brillouin zone) and are
subject to nonsymmorphic (symmorphic) symmetries. There-
fore if only the pseudoscalar chirality and Weyl node posi-
tion appear in the Hamiltonian kernel HDM(k), the conse-
quent DM interaction in the paramagnetic state will follow
the symmetry of point group C4v . Although C4v-symmetric
DM vectors can produce spin canting, they do not result in
the momentum-perpendicular spin canting found in experi-
ment. If not arising from the Weyl electrons, the shorter-
ranged C2v-symmetric anisotropic interactions that give rise
to the momentum-perpendicular canting may be facilitated by
superexchange interactions as found in noncentrosymmetric
magnets like MnSi [63, 65].

In the ferrimagnetic state, the magnetic space group Cc′

only retains the identity and the antiunitary nonsymmorphic
mirror symmetry. This symmetry breaking dramatically re-
duces the number of elements in the point groups, and there-
fore has an effect on the Weyl nodes in addition to band fold-
ing [46]. The point group symmetry of the real-space bonds
(Weyl nodes) is reduced from C2v (C4v) to C1 (C1h). This
can introduce magnetoelastic relaxations that can thus engen-
der additional DM interactions. This includes bond-parallel
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interactions predicted for Weyl fermions that were not present
in the paramagnetic state, and can additionally affect the spin
canting. Similar behavior arises in multiferroics where the
breaking of inversion symmetry by magnetic order will give
rise to DM interactions that were not allowed in the paramag-
netic state, and select a chiral spin structure [81]. In principle,
all possible DM interactions can compete, but it is not possible
to differentiate these in our work due to their minute contri-
bution to the excitation spectrum. Concurrently, we have seen
that DFT calculations predict primarily isotropic and antifer-
romagnetic interactions, and have not resolved DM interac-
tions of comparable strength to the symmetric exchange inter-
actions. Conversely, our work points to sign-changing sym-
metric exchange and low-symmetry antisymmetric exchange
interactions to self-consistently resolve the spin structure and
its excitation spectrum. Together, these motivate further high-
precision DFT calculations and ab-initio theories of Weyl-
mediated exchange with the full orbital and spin degrees of
freedom to pin down the predicted electronic origin and struc-
ture of the anisotropic DM interactions.

Overall, we have quantitatively deduced the magnetic in-
teractions present in the helical Weyl ferrimagnet NdAlSi by
fitting the spectrum of crystal field excitons. We have shown
the presence of sign-changing oscillations that may be con-
sistent with coupling between itinerant electrons and local-
ized 4f electrons. In light of recent studies on the strong
renormalization of band structure in NdAlSi, and the coin-
cident length scales of RKKY-type interactions with the Weyl
node separation, this may make NdAlSi special in the fam-
ily for its strong coupling to conduction electrons, and war-
rants further theoretical investigations. Furthermore, we have
discussed in detail the DM interactions and find that indepen-
dent of the particular near-neighbor coupling, the mechanism
that best explains the observed spin texture is that of a spiral-
ization tensor with negative determinant, which gives rise to
antiskyrmion lattices or single antiskyrmions if the right pa-
rameter sets of temperature and external magnetic field is met
for formation. This model is notable not only for its simplicity
but also for its predictive power. It will be fruitful to compare
the scattering spectrum of other rare-earth RAlSi materials,
which may indicate the universality of harmonics at the Weyl-
node separation. Lastly, given the relatively weak (µeV) inter-
action energy scales in NdAlSi, it may be interesting to study
structurally-related materials that harbor magnetic transition
metals and may have stronger quantum and correlation effects,
especially in route to finding correlated topological materials,
where our work may help inform experimental manifestations
of coupling to Weyl fermions in these ordered states.

IV. METHODS

A. Neutron scattering

This work includes the results of four main neutron scatter-
ing experiments with crystals that were synthesized as previ-
ously reported [29]. We performed an initial neutron diffrac-
tion experiment at the BT-4 Triple Axis Spectrometer which

included the results of the magnetic (101) Bragg peak in vary-
ing temperature. The magnetic peak was fit as a power law
I(T ) = A0(1 − T/Tc)

2β + I0, and plot in Fig. 2(e) by scal-
ing T to match the Tcom ≈ 3.5 K. Next, we performed initial
inelastic neutron scattering experiment at the CHRNS Multi-
Axis Crystal Spectrometer (MACS), which qualitatively show
the excitations in the (hhl) plane. We used 0.44(1) mg of
single crystals and glued them onto a thin aluminum plate
with the fluoropolymer adhesive Cytop, and measured with
Ef = 3.7 meV neutrons. The large step sizes in energy pre-
cluded careful quantitative fits but allowed for the observation
of the complex dispersion in constant-energy slices. Some of
these data are shown in SI in Fig. S9. In the above data, the
error bars represent one standard deviation.

We performed comprehensive inelastic neutron scattering
using the Cold Neutron Chopper Spectrometer (CNCS) at the
Spallation Neutron Source, Oak Ridge National Lab (ORNL).
We co-aligned 25 single crystals and glued them onto alu-
minum plates with minimal amounts of Cytop. The sam-
ples were aligned so that the experiment probed primarily the
(hhl) scattering plane, with ±15◦ out-of-plane coverage of
the (kk̄0) direction. The total sample mass was 1.75(1) g with
a mosaicity of 2.4◦ as determined by in-plane rocking scans.
We performed measurements down to 0.2 K using a He-3 in-
sert, well below the commensurate transition Tcom ≈ 3.0 K.
We used incident energies of Ei = 3 meV, 11 meV, and 25
meV, the latter of which demonstrate that the modes are ac-
counted for up to 10 meV (see SI). We measured at several
intermediate temperatures up to T = 10 K to explore the spec-
trum between Tcom and Tinc, along with in the paramagnetic
state at T = 10 K (above Tincom). Lastly, we measured an
aluminum background holder with cylindrical symmetry and
whose exposed volume had nearly identical mass to the plates,
with similar volume of Cytop. The reported data are expressed
as Idata(xi) = Isample(xi) − Iempty(xi) and with standard
error δIdata =

√
δIsample(xi)2 + δIempty(xi)2; that is, us-

ing a self-shielding factor of 1. We performed mesh scans
from Ω = 0 to 180◦ in steps of 1◦ for 0.2 K and 10 K (at
intermediate temperatures we used 2◦ steps, and for the back-
ground used 2◦ steps). The data were also symmetrized with
respect to mirror symmetry operations σx, σy, σz to improve
statistics. Unless otherwise noted, the 11 meV data in cuts,
slices and volumes were integrated over ranges HH̄ ± 0.1
r.l.u. (due to the negligible dispersion in this range), while
HH ± 0.05 r.l.u. and L ± 0.25 r.l.u. (amounting to roughly
δQ ≈ ±0.1 Å−1) to improve statistics, considering the as-
pect ratio (2π

√
2/a)/(2π/c) ∼ 5 of the two orthogonal axes

in the (hhl) scattering plane. The energy axis was binned
δE = 0.055 meV which may be compared to the resolu-
tion (FWHM) of 0.283 meV at the elastic line. All inelas-
tic neutron spectra are normalized to absolute units (denoted
throughout as “abs. units”), barn/steradian-meV per conven-
tional unit cell, by normalization to the nuclear (004) Bragg
peak which does not gain intensity in the magnetically ordered
state and for which |FN (004)|2 = 2.32 barn/u.c.

Lastly, we performed comprehensive neutron diffraction
at the DEMAND HB-3A single crystal diffractometer in the
High-Flux Isotope Reactor at ORNL. We measured a 140mg
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single crystal nominally oriented in the (hhl) scattering plane,
and for which we had out-of-plane coverage between −8◦

and 40◦ to access a wide array of nuclear and magnetic
Bragg peaks. We used 1.005 Å neutrons for which there
was negligible higher-order contamination and thus did not
require the use of a PG filter. Due to the relatively large
sample, there are non-negligible extinction effects that were
corrected for using an empirical extinction formula [13, 82]
Iobs = Ith/

√
1 + 10−3bλ3Ith/ sin 2θ. The scaling factor and

overall extinction parameter were fit then fixed from the data
of the 10 K nuclear Bragg peaks. Peaks in the commensurate
state were measured down to 1.5 K in an orange cryostat.

B. Crystal field theory

Throughout, we refer always to the global (lab frame) co-
ordinate system xyz, where ẑ = ĉ is the quantization axis.
Coordinate rotations therefore are not necessary when calcu-
lating expectation values, crystal field states, or projections of
Greens functions. Any changes of local coordinate systems,
for example due to local crystal field environment, is per-
formed as an active transformation of the quantum mechan-
ical Hamiltonian. We use J to denote the quantum operator
for the total angular momentum J = 9/2 (not to be confused
with the magnetic exchange parameters J ). We neglect the
higher-energy J multiplets in this approach, due to the max-
imal crystal field energy splitting of about ∆CEF ∼ 10 meV,
compared to the J = 7/2 multiplet at about ∆7/2 ∼ 250 meV,
where admixture of states goes roughly as ∆CEF/∆7/2 [83].

Each Nd ion has C2v point group symmetry, with mir-
ror planes σx and σy perpendicular to the quantization axis
ẑ ∝ c along which there is also a 180-degree rotation op-
eration C2z . Due to these mirror planes, there will be no
contributions from the odd-parity Stevens coefficients B(s)

nm,
leaving only contributions from the even-parity coefficients
Bnm. Furthermore, from group theory [57] there will be in
general nine independent crystal field parameters {Bnm} =
{B20, B22, B40, B42, B44, B60, B62, B64, B66}. The Hamil-
tonian is generally written, in the Stevens operator formalism,

H0 =
∑
nm

BnmOnm(Ĵ) (5)

where Onm(Ĵ) are the Stevens operators which are products
and linear combinations of the components of the total angular
momentum Ĵ. For example, O20 = 3Ĵ2

z − J(J + 1) and
O22 = 1

2 (Ĵ
2
+ + Ĵ2

−) = (Ĵ2
x − Ĵ2

y ). [84].
There are four basis atoms in the conventional unit cell

that we denote as site 1 (0, 0, 0), site 2 (1/2, 0, 1/4), site
3 (1/2, 1/2, 1/2) and site 4 (0, 1/2, 3/4). Atoms 1 and
3, and likewise 2 and 4, are identical in the primitive
non-orthogonal cell. Atoms 1 and 2 are related by non-
symmorphic four-fold rotationalC±

4z

′ ≡ {C±
4z|t±} and mirror

plane σ′
db = {σdb|t+}, σ′

da = {σda|t−} symmetries, where
t+ = (0, 1/2, 1/4) and t− = (1/2, 0, 3/4). This means their
crystal field operators are related by the quantum mechanical

rotation R001(π/2) = e−iĴzπ/2. The CEF Hamiltonian for a
general site can then be expressed as

HCEF(i, d) = R−1
d H0Rd (6)

where Rd = e−iĴzϕd with ϕ1 = 0 for atom 1 and ϕ2 = π/2
for atom 2. This can also be written in terms of the nonsym-
morphic mirror operation σdb = 211̄0Π, where 211̄0 is the
two-fold rotation along the axis perpendicular to the mirror
plane, and Π is the inversion operator. As J is invariant under
Π, we can equivalently write the quantum mechanical action
of σdb as Rd = e−iĴ·n̂(2ϕd) where ϕd is the same as before
and n̂ = (1,−1, 0)/

√
2. In all cases the effect of these non-

symmorphic symmetries is encoded in the eigenvectors |n⟩id,
but in the paramagnetic state, the energy level scheme is inde-
pendent of d.

C. Exchange Hamiltonian

Throughout, we follow the convention of
[49]. We use an XXZ symmetric exchange in-
teraction which can be expressed as HXXZ =∑

idjd′

(
J x
id[J

x
idJ

x
jd′ + Jy

idJ
y
jd′ ] + J z

idjd′Jz
idJ

z
jd′

)
. We also

include the antisymmetric exchange interaction that arises
from the DM interaction HDM =

∑
idjd′ Didjd′ · Jid × Jjd′ .

The Fourier transform of the exchange parameters, J µν
dd′(q),

forms a Hermitian matrix which can be written as

J µν
dd′(q) =

∑
j

J µν
id,jd′e

−iq·(Rid−Rjd′ )

=

 J x
dd′(q) +Dz

dd′(q) −Dy
dd′(q)

−Dz
dd′(q) J x

dd′(q) +Dx
dd′(q)

+Dy
dd′(q) −Dx

dd′(q) J z
dd′(q)

 (7)

where

Jµ
dd′(q) =

∑
j

Jµ
0djd′e

−iq·(R0d−Rjd′ ) (8)

Dσ
dd′(q) =

∑
j

Dσ
0djd′e−iq·(R0d−Rjd′ ) (9)

are the Fourier transform of the symmetric exchange terms
and DM vector, respectively, while

Dµν
dd′(q) =

∑
σ

ϵσµνDσ
dd′(q) (10)

are the tensor components of the anisotropic part of the ex-
change Hamiltonian. The totally antisymmetric tensor Dµν

idjd′ ,
made from the vector components of Didjd′ , should not be
confused with the spiralization tensor D.

We note a few limitations of this model. First, we in-
dex the exchange parameters by the radial distances Rn as
J µµ
idjd′ = J µ

n δRn,|ridjd′ |, and similarly for the DM interaction.
However, this does not capture the anisotropy that exist in
some (symmetric) exchange parameters that have the same ra-
dial distance. For example, J2 between sides of the square lat-
tice has generically different values for the x-direction and the
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y-direction that is not captured in our model. This anisotropy
would be most prominent in the (hk0) scattering plane, which
our experiment is not sensitive to (see SI for coverage and ex-
citation spectrum). We note that this anisotropy is taken into
account for the antisymmetric exchange in the spiralization
tensor formalism. Next, while the XXZ model is one degree
of complexity higher than the isotropic Heisenberg model, the
general exchange matrix has several more independent param-
eters, as has been described in detail by Suzuki et al. [16].
In addition to the antisymmetric off-diagonal terms, there are
symmetry-allowed symmetric off-diagonal terms, along with
independent diagonal elements. We remark that our model
needs at least the XXZ anisotropy to account for the band-
width of the modes. Lastly, since the different crystal field
states |n⟩ have different and anisotropic probability density
functions, exchange couplings between spins can likewise in
principle depend on their respective crystal field state. This
would add considerable complexity and free parameters that
are not likely to be well-constrained by our dataset. In all,
our model serves as a best estimate of the underlying strength
of the exchange parameters as a function of distance that are
consistent with the spectrum, and can be compared with esti-
mates derived from DFT and the general structures predicted
from field-theoretical approaches.

We refer to [34] and the Supplementary Information therein
on the details of the DFT+U for the crystal field and first-
principles calculations of the Heisenberg exchange constants.
We calculate the exchange constants by first calculating the
exchange parameters derived from infinitesimal rotation of
paramagnetic spins in the GdAlSi analog but with the lattice
constants of NdAlSi. Note that to facilitate comparison with
the convention

∑
ij JijJi · Jj in this work, we multiply by

the factor − 1
2
(gJ−1)2

J(J+1) to account for the de Gennes factor and
total angular momentum of Nd3+.

D. Mean-field formalism

With the small interaction strengths the main perturbation
to the dispersionless crystal field excitations are the renor-
malization of the energy level scheme due to the develop-
ment of a mean field hµid at each site; the next order pertur-
bation is the dispersion of these levels, which we model in
the RPA treatment. The effect of magnetic order is the de-
velopment of nonzero expectation value of angular momen-
tum ⟨Jµ

id⟩ on every site. This produces a net mean field

hµid =
∑

jd′ 2J µν
idjd′

〈
Jν
jd′

〉
, where the mean field with site in-

dex (id) is due to the ordered moments on its neighbors at sites
indexed by {(jd′)}. The factor of 2 arises from the double-
counting done in writing the Hamiltonian as a sum over sites
i, j. Note that the expectation value of the operator Ĵ is related
to but should not be confused with the ordered moment. We
remind that for rare-earth ions with total angular momentum J

following Hund’s rule, the moment is m̂id = gJµBĴid whose
expectation value follows the same form. Note gJ is isotropic,
and any anisotropy arising from the local (crystal field) envi-
ronment is endowed into the wavefunctions |nid⟩ which can

be used to calculate the total angular momentum expectation
value self-consistently through〈
Ĵµ
id

〉
= tr(ρidJ

µ
id) =

∑
nd

d⟨n|Ĵ
µ |n⟩d e

−βωnd/
∑
nd

e−βωnd

(11)
where Hmf |n⟩d = ωnd |n⟩d is the eigenvalue problem for the
general single-site mean-field Hamiltonian

Hmf = HCEF + hid · Jid − gjµBB · Jid (12)

From the mean-field Hamiltonian we can compute thermo-
dynamic quantities like the magnetization ⟨M(H)⟩, specific
heat Cp(T ) = d ⟨E⟩/dT , and the magnetic susceptibility
χ(T ) = ⟨M(T,H)⟩ /H . Of course, such mean-field calcu-
lations neglect spin dynamics.

We notice that the spin structure {⟨J⟩νjd′} and mean fields
{hµid} will inform one another. If we assume a collinear fer-
rimagnetic udd spin structure at T = 0 and neglecting spin
canting, then the net mean fields can be calculated exactly and
to arbitrary distance (below shown to ninth near neighbor),

hz
1 ≈ −8J(J z

1 + J z
2 − J z

5 + 2J z
7 + J z

8 ) ∼ −0.34 meV (13a)
hz
2 ≈ −8J(J z

3 + 1
2
J z

4 + J z
5 + J z

6 + J z
9 ) ∼ +0.12 meV (13b)

Here J z
n are the out-of-plane symmetric exchange compo-

nents in units of meV, while ⟨Jz
d ⟩ ≈ ±J is the ordered an-

gular momentum for J = 9/2 of Nd3+, with hz1 referring to
the field on the up site (+J) and hz2 referring to the field on
the down sites (−J). The estimated values of (−0.34,+0.12)
meV are those obtained from the best fit values. Note that
the site index d does not appear in these equations, namely
that mean fields on different sites are the same as long as they
correspond to up or down spins. They also demonstrate that
at least three near neighbors are required to explain this spin
structure, else only one nonzero mean field would arise. The
lack of J z

1 and J z
2 contributing to hz2 is due to cancellation

of summing equal amounts of +J and −J neighbors. For
fixed values of these two mean fields, clearly the dimension-
ality of the large number of exchange constants cannot be re-
duced by more than two, but such constraint helps to inform
their estimated values. Lastly, with the form of the Hamil-
tonian described previously, the mean field and its associated
ordered spin must have opposite signs so as to minimize the
ground-state energy. Consequently, hz1 and hz2 must differ in
sign because they represent the mean fields of moments with
different signs.

From Eq.13(a,b), it is clear that there must be sign changes
in the exchange parameters to allow for hz1 and hz2 to have
opposite sign. Namely, in this approximation (J z

1 + J z
2 −

J z
5 +2J z

7 +J z
8 +· · · ) must be positive and (J z

3 +
1
2J

z
4 +J z

5 +
J z
6 +J z

9 + · · · ) must be negative. Not only is this a fortuitous
result that cannot be easily predicted from first principles, it
also gives further indication that sign-changing interactions
are needed to stabilize the observed magnetic order in NdAlSi.

E. Random-phase approximation

Proceeding from the mean-field formalism, we separate the
Hamiltonian into the combination of single-site mean-field
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term and fluctuations away from the mean-field,

H =
∑
id

(HCEF(i, d) + hµidJ
µ
id)

+
∑

µν,id,jd′

J µν
id,jd′J

µ
id(J

ν
jd′ − 2

〈
Jν
jd′

〉
) (14)

Note that in the above Hamiltonian we do not refer to a sepa-
rate “magnetic sublattice” index, because this is built in to the
basis index of the magnetic unit cell. We proceed to summa-
rize the calculations of the well-known random-phase approx-
imation (RPA), which calculates the Fourier transform of the
spin-spin correlation

〈
Ĵα
id(t)Ĵ

β
jd′(0)

〉
using the Greens func-

tion approach. First, we calculate the non-interacting Greens
function matrix g(ω) representing the single-ion susceptibility
in the mean-field treatment, with matrix elements

gαβ
id,jd′(ω) = δijδdd′

∑
nm

d⟨m|Ĵα |n⟩d d′⟨n|Ĵ
β |m⟩d′

ω + iϵ− (ωnd − ωmd′)
(fmd′ − fnd)

(15)
where ij are the indices of the Bravais lattice, dd′ are the ba-

sis atoms of the magnetic ions, and Hmf |n⟩d = ωnd |n⟩d is
the eigenvalue problem for the mean-field Hamiltonian, and
fnd is the Boltzmann weight for the state |n⟩d. The tempera-
ture dependence of the Greens function is entirely contained in
the Boltzmann weights and the mean-field Hamiltonian. The
non-interacting Greens function is a single-ion function and
has poles at the energies (ωnd − ωmd) corresponding to exci-
tations of the basis site d from state m to state n. Due to the
periodicity of the Bravais lattice, here Ĵµ

i = Ĵµ are the an-
gular momentum operators with Cartesian component µ, ex-
pressed always in the lab frame. We also define the Fourier
transform gαβdd′(q, ω) = gαβdd′(ω) which is q-independent due
to the delta function δij in Eq.15.

Within RPA, we obtain a closed form for the expression of
the interacting Greens function in the matrix equation

G(q, ω) = (I − 2g(ω) · J(q))−1g(ω) (16)

where we define the square matrices

G(q, ω) = [G(αd),(βd′)(q, ω)] (17)

g(ω) = [g(αd),(βd′)(ω)] (18)

J(q) = [J(αd),(βd′)(q)] (19)

Here (α, d) are the Cartesian and basis atom indices respec-
tively, resulting in 3|d|×3|d| matrices, where |d| = 4×9 = 36
is the number of sites in the magnetic unit cell. With the in-
teracting Greens function, we write the scattering law via the
fluctuation-dissipation theorem as

S(q, ω) =
1

|d|

(γr0
2

)2

g2J |f(q)|2
∑
αβ

(
δαβ − qαqβ

q2

)
(20)

×− 1

π

1

1− e−ℏω/kBT

∑
dd′

ImGαβ
dd′(q, ω + iϵ(ω))

where (γr0/2)2 ≈ 0.0727 bn relates to the gyromagnetic fac-
tor of the neutron; gJ = 8/11 is the isotropic g-factor of Nd3+

with total angular momentum J = 9/2; |f(q)|2 is the mag-
netic form factor for Nd3+; and ϵ(ω) is the energy-dependent
broadening due to the combined effect of instrument resolu-
tion and intrinsic lifetime.

In the Greens function formalism, the modes follow a
Lorentzian distribution due to the imaginary factors ω + iϵ in
the denominator. In contrast, the combination of intrinsic life-
time η (Lorentzian-distributed) and instrumental-resolution
f(ω) (Gaussian-distributed) is formally a Voigt distribution.
Thus, we approximated the Voight distribution as a Lorentzian
whose width follows a phenomenological relation [85]

2ϵ(ω) = ηnq +
√
η2nq + f(ω)2 (21)

In general, the intrinsic lifetime ηnq can be both mode-
dependent and wavevector-dependent, but we approximate its
effect as a single constant ηnq ≈ η. We find, similar to other
metals subject to the Korringa law, that the intrinsic broad-
ening η increases with increasing temperature due to the de-
creased lifetime as a result of electronic scattering [48].

F. Modeling and Fitting

In the above, it is assumed that the data are normally dis-
tributed, allowing the use of the chi-square to determine the
estimates of the parameters. Given the scattering law S(q, ω)
and a set of parameters θ, we calculate the chi-squared func-
tion for the RPA calculation as

χ2
RPA(θ) =

∑
i

(
I(xi)/A− S0(xi,θ)

δI(xi)/A

)2

(22)

where xi = (qi, ωi) are points in (hhl, ω) space, I and δI
are respectively the intensity and its associated standard error,
andA ∼ 1 is an amplitude parameter, refined as 1.37(8) due to
the uncertainty from the normalization of the (004) peak. For
these calculations, we have fit the 11 meV datasets for both 10
K and 0.2 K.

To obtain a starting set of crystal field parameters, we cal-
culated the scattering law for the non-interacting Greens func-
tion in the mean-field approximation, which does not take into
account dispersion. We additionally refined two free param-
eters h̃z1 and h̃z2 to get an estimate of the mean-field energy
scale. From these estimates, we could take estimates of ex-
change couplings that gave consistent mean-field values.

After obtaining a set of crystal field parameters and esti-
mates of exchange constants, we add further constraints on the
chi-square metric to match quantities relating to the measured
spin structure, whose excitations lead to the inelastic scatter-
ing spectrum. First, we used the method of Luttinger-Tisza to
estimate the (incommensurate) magnetic ordering wavevector
kLT, and we minimized its deviation from the experimentally
determined value kinc. Next, we define the average canting
ratio defined by summing the canting ratio over all sites,

ϑ̄ ≡ 1

Nd

∑
d

√
⟨Jx

d ⟩
2
+ ⟨Jy

d ⟩
2

| ⟨Jz
d ⟩ |

(23)
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and likewise minimize the deviation from the observed aver-
age of ϑ̄ ≈ 2

3 · 5%. These constraints amount to minimizing
the total chi-squared

χ2(θ) = χ2
RPA+α2

(
|kinc| − |kLT(θ)|

δ|kinc|

)2

+β2

(
ϑ̄− ϑ̄th(θ)

δϑ̄

)2

(24)
The parameters α and β for the refinement are arbitrary, but

were kept fixed to α = 103 and β = 25× 103 in order to have
substantive effect on the refinement. We proceed to minimize
the reduced chi-squared χ2/(N − N0) where N = 182370
pixels and N0 = 27 parameters. We used the Nelder-Mead
(heuristic) minimizer to refine each parameter freely. While
Nelder-Mead does not guarantee a global minimum (and can
fall into saddle points), we found it converged better than the
Levenberg-Marquardt least-squares optimizer due to the pos-
sibility of local extrema.

To estimate uncertainties in the parameters, we performed
a Monte Carlo calculation. This was aided by the principal
component analysis of an initial set of variations to the ex-
change constants [64, 86]. In our Monte Carlo algorithm, we
accept the step on the condition that z < e−χ2/t for random
number z ∈ [0, 1] and Monte Carlo temperature t = 0.25,
and that χ2

min does not exceed a given threshold (discussed
below). Despite the large α, β coefficients, the contributions
of these costs on the reduced chi-square were on average less
than 1% of the RPA cost; therefore, the parameter sweep was
essentially done in the subspace of constant wavevector and
canting angle.

The sum of ν (degrees of freedom) Gaussian random vari-
ables forms a chi-squared distribution χ2

ν with mean ν, and
one standard deviation uncertainty in the parameters corre-
sponds to a change of ∆χ2

ν = 1 [87, 88]. Therefore, the
reduced chi-squared statistic χ2

red = (1/ν)χ2
ν is expected to

have mean of 1 and one standard deviation uncertainty in pa-
rameters has ∆χ2

red = 1/ν. Therefore, parameters ought to
be swept until the condition χ2

max = χ2
red(1+1/ν) is reached.

However, in the case of the RPA calculation, the large number
of fitted pointsN = 182370 makes 1/ν = 1/(N−N0) excep-
tionally small. As a compromise, we conditioned the Monte
Carlo simulation to keep parameters below ∆χ2

red = 1 and
reported the mean and standard deviation of the parameters in
the Monte Carlo sweeps as the best fit values.
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VIII. SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION (SI)

A. Magnetic structure analysis

We use the convention that the real-space magnetic struc-
ture m(rid) is expressed as [82]

m(rid) =
∑
{k}

Td(k)e
−ik·Rid =

∑
{k}

Sd(k)e
−ik·Ri , (25)

where Td(k) and Sd(k) are Fourier amplitudes, {k} are the
set of wavevectors making up the star of the magnetic propa-
gation vector (nominally ±kmag), Rid = Ri + rd, such that
Ri is a Bravais lattice vector and rd is the atomic basis in the
conventional tetragonal unit cell. While Sd(q) is commonly
referred to in the literature and analysis software like Fullprof
and SARAh Refine, we find it convenient to refer to Td(q)
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due to the form of the Fourier transform which is used in the
Luttinger-Tisza model.

An important result of the symmetry relations is how the
structures of the ordered moment are related between sites.
The local coordinates of the two Nd sites in the primi-
tive unit cell are related by exchanging x and y due to the
non-symmorphic mirror symmetry operation g8 = σ′

db ={
σdb| y − 1

2 , x− 1, z + 3
4

}
in the little group for magnetic

structure with propagation vector kcom = (2/3, 2/3, 0). We
write Td =

∑
j cjψjd where cj are generally complex coef-

ficients and ψj are the basis vectors of the irreducible repre-
sentation for the particular spin structure. The symmetry and
space group of the ordered state can be written in the magnetic
space group approach. Here, the symmetry operations consis-
tent with the spin structure are the identity and ḡ8 where x̄
denotes time-reversal conjugation. The operations are consis-
tent with the space group Cc′ (#9.39) whose point group is
m′ (#4.3.11). Note that this point group is compatible with
ferromagnetism, as we expect. Here the Fourier components
will satisfy T1 = (Tx, Ty, Tz) and T2 = (Ty, Tx, Tz) where
Tx, Ty, Tz are in general complex numbers. From the diffrac-
tion data, we write these Fourier components in the convenient
notation

T1(kcom) =

iδ cosφ/√3

iδ sinφ/
√
3

η/2

, T2(kcom) =

iδ sinφ/√3

iδ cosφ/
√
3

η/2


(26)

The Fourier component for the ferromagnetic component is
simply Td(k0 = 0) = (0, 0,−ξ). Therefore in this con-
vention, the moment at (0, 0, 0) is (0, 0, η − ζ), at (1, 0, 0)
it is (−δ cosφ,−δ sinφ,−ζ − η/2) and at (1/2, 0, 1/4) is
(δ sinφ, δ cosφ,−ζ − η/2).

The neutron diffraction data are fit by calculating

S(Q) = (γr0/2)
2|f(Q)|2

∑
αβ

(δαβ− q̂αq̂β)(Fα(Q))∗F β(Q)

(27)
where |f(Q)|2 is the squared form factor of Nd3+, and the
magnetic vector F(Q) is defined as

Fµ(Q) = Fµ(H+ k) =
∑
d

Tµ
d (k)e

+iH·rd (28)

with the sum over the basis atoms of the unit cell, and we ex-
plicitly separate the reciprocal lattice vector H from the mag-
netic wavevector k. Fig. S1 shows the results of the magnetic
structure refinement highlighting the agreement of the weak
peaks, which are most sensitive to the canting angles.

B. Crystal field, DFT, and parameter estimations

The orthorhombic crystal field symmetry manifests in
low-symmetry wavefunctions for the ground state and ex-
cited states. The general form of the state |n⟩ is |n⟩ =∑

m c(n,m) |m⟩ where |m⟩ ≡ |J,m⟩ are the states of defi-
nite projection of angular momentum and the sum is over all
−J ≤ m ≤ J . In general c(n,m) ̸= 0, so that there are con-
tributions from all projections of angular momentum. Indeed,
all crystal field states share this general form as they all lie

(a) (b)

(c) (d)

FIG. S1. (a) Theoretical and experimental structure factors. (b)
Minimum chi-squared by sweeping the parameters δ, η, φ away from
the optimized values, revealing the shallow minimum near φ =
−1.5(1). (c,d) Example spin structures for varying φ, showing the
in-plane component of spinss aligned mainly perpendicular or paral-
lel to the wavevector ( 2

3
2
3
0), respectively.

in the same irreducible representation Γ5 formed in the dou-
ble group of C2v [58]. An Ising-like ground state |±⟩ would
correspond to large weights c(±,±9/2), but in general the
nonzero weights on the m ̸= ±9/2 components will reduce
the ground-state moment from the maximal value gJµBJ .
Meanwhile, the mean fields or Zeeman fields will split the
doublet and put more weight on the c(0,±9/2) component
leading to larger magnitude of moment. The sign of the mean
field will select the (opposite) sign of the component that has
larger contribution, which results in the antiparallel aligment
of the spin expectation value with the mean field.

In previous works [16], the local anisotropy of the sites
was expressed using the g-tensors g1 = diag(gx, gy, gz) and
g2 = diag(gy, gx, gz). In our work, we refer to the isotropic g-
factor gJ . The distinction arises from our use of the full crystal
field scheme where the moment is m = gJµBJ, whereas the
g-tensor formalism works in the projection of the Zeeman en-
ergy (−B ·m) to the ground state doublet |±⟩ represented in
the Pauli pseudospin basis (−B · g1 · σ). Our model has the
benefit of being able to directly calculate the g-tensor from the
result of our crystal field fits:

g1 = gJ

Re ⟨+| Jx |−⟩ Im ⟨+| Jx |−⟩ ⟨+| Jx |+⟩
Im ⟨+| Jx |−⟩ Im ⟨+| Jy |−⟩ ⟨+| Jy |+⟩
⟨+| Jx |+⟩ ⟨+| Jy |+⟩ | ⟨±|Jz |±⟩ |


=

gxx gxy gxz
gxy gyy gyz
gxz gzy gzz

 = gJ

0.250 0 0
0 1.149 0
0 0 3.407

 (29)

Under the 4± nonsymmorphic symmetry, the g-tensor will
transform as gd = R−1

d g1Rd where Rd is the classical ϕd
rotation matrix about the z-axis. This equivalently can be ex-
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FIG. S2. Screened point charge model from sweeping freely the two
indendent charge parameters QSi and QAl to closely match the first
excitated states, highest energy level, and the z-projection of ground
state wavefunction.
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models in absolute units.

plained due to the quantum mechanical rotation of the eigen-
functions |±⟩d.

The initial crystal field parameters for refinements were es-
timated in two ways, each of which produced similar pre-
liminary crystal field refinements. First, we used the crys-
tal field coefficients found in [34] as an initial parameter set
for the refinement. We note that the coefficients with large
n tend to be inaccurate due to the large angular momentum,
and as a result will typically under-estimate the bandwidth of
the crystal field spectrum. The coefficients were calculated
as Bnm = αnmθn[Anm ⟨rn⟩], where αnm are coefficients
found in converting from the Wybourne coefficients. The re-
duction of the bandwidth of the states required a scaling to
reach reasonable fitting, for example a single scaling param-
eter αHDFT, where α = 1.5 − 2.0 gave reasonable starting
parameters to perform fits.

Next, we used a screened point-charge calculation by taking
the local coordination of aluminum and silicon ions above and
below the local Nd site, forming the C2v symmetric cage. We
take free charges for qAl and qSi as free parameters to calculate
the Stevens operator coefficients [89]

Bnm = (−ke2)cnm ⟨rn⟩ θn
∑
j

4π

2n+ 1

qj

rn+1
j

Zc
nm(θj , ϕj)

(30)
with qj in units of e, where k is the Coulomb constant, (−e)
is the charge of the electron, cnm are coefficients that re-
late the tesseral Zc

nm(θ, ϕ) and spherical Ynm(θ, ϕ) harmon-
ics, θn are J-dependent Stevens coefficients {αJ , βJ , γJ} for

n = 2, 4, 6 respectively, and (rj , θj , ϕj) are the spherical co-
ordinates of the ligands at position rj . The qj represent the
effective charges perhaps due to screening from itinerant elec-
trons. As shown in Fig. S2, we vary the two charge parameters
to explore the ground state doublets (expected |±9/2⟩ states),
the energy of the first excited state doublet, and the energy
of the maximum excited state. These inform regions of this
reduced space for which to start the refinement.

C. Luttinger-Tisza Method

Any exchange parameters extracted from excitations in INS
data must be consistent with the ground state spin structure
that yield the excitations in the first place. To do this, we use
the method of Luttinger-Tisza [90], which is a classical spin
model that arises in relaxing the fixed spin-length constraint
that occurs in the minimization problem

E = ECEF +
∑
id,jd′

Jidjd′J
µ
idJ

ν
jd′ − λ

(∑
id

|Jid|2 −NJ2

)
(31)

The Hamiltonian is expressed in the paramagnetic state where
we do not assume the moments yet have a finite expectation
value; the atomic basis d, d′ ∈ {d0} is the chemical basis
of the unit cell with 4 dependent sites. The CEF energy, to
second order in the angular momentum operators, is

ECEF =
∑
id

(−K20)(J
z
id)

2 + (−1)dK22[(J
x
id)

2 − (Jy
id)

2] (32)

where −K20 = 3B20 is assumed to be negative to give easy-
axis anisotropy, K22 = B22 can have any sign, and the factor
(−1)d arises from the rotation operation in Eq.(6). Upon tak-
ing the Fourier transform,

Jµ
id =

∑
q

Jµ
d (q)e

iq·rid (33)

and minimizing the energy with respect to variations
δE/δ(Jα

kd′′), we obtain the eigenvector problem

[J µν
dd′(q) +Kµν

dd′ ]J
ν
d′(q) = λ(q)Jµ

d (q) (34)

Here Kµν
dd′ = δdd′δµν [δµz(−K20) + (−1)dK22(δ

µx − δµy)]
reflect the single-ion energies. The exchange Hamiltonian is
Hermitian, including the antisymmetric terms, leading to an
eigenvalue problem for a fixed wavevector that yields a set of
ordered real energies {λp(q)}. To minimize the system en-
ergy, we seek to find the wavevector that minimizes the min-
imum eigenvalue, namely minq{λ0(q)}. Once a wavevec-
tor is chosen, denoted kmag, the eigenvector {Jµ

d (kmag)} de-
scribes the Fourier transform of the angular momentum vec-
tors for the different basis atoms. This is in fact the estimate
of the vectors Td(q) in Eq.(25). In summary, the estimates of
the crystal field and exchange parameters directly predict the
magnetic wavevector and spin structure.

Often, for incommensurate spin systems, the Luttinger-
Tisza method leads generically to spin spirals that can have
unequal magnitude on each spin site. Such a solution will not
correspond to the true T = 0 ground state for Kramers ion
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systems as it does not satisfy the strong constraint. This is the
case in NdAlSi, where the predicted spin structure (neglect-
ing spin canting) is the basis vector Γ1(ψ3) with mz

1 = +m
and mz

2 = −m/2. We thus treat the predicted wavevector
and spin structure from Luttinger-Tisza as that arising near
Tincom. For T < Tcom, we use the Fourier components as
an initial estimate to compute the self-consistent mean-field
spin structure in a commensurate unit cell, whereby the spin
length is controlled by the crystal field Hamiltonian. Simulta-
neously, there sometimes exist frustrated exchange parameters
that make the Luttinger-Tisza method unstable, or produce de-
generate or even spin-liquid states [77]. However, taking the
Luttinger-Tisza result into the mean-field model yields a self-
consistent and convergent solution to the ground state order.

While the above eigendecomposition problem may seem
intractable given its size 3d0 × 3d0, it is informative to get
an analytic estimate of the minimum wavevector. Without the
DM interaction, and assuming an XXZ Hamiltonian, the min-
imization of the interaction matrix J µν

dd′ can be done by con-
sidering only the block diagonal J zz

dd′ , since the eigenvalues
of this block will be minimized due to the inclusion of the
single-ion term −K20J

2
z . This block matrix has the form

J zz
dd′(q) =


cq −K20 aq dq bq

a∗q cq −K20 b∗q dq
dq bq cq −K20 aq
b∗q dq a∗q cq −K20


(35)

where

cq −K20 = 3B20 + 2J z
2 [cos(2πh) + cos(2πk)]

+ 2J z
4 [cos 2π(h+ k) + cos 2π(h− k)] + · · · (36)

aq = 2e−iπl/2[J z
1 cosπk + 2J z

3 cos 2πh cosπk

+ J z
5 cos 3πk + 2J z

7 cos 3πh cos 2πk + · · · ] (37)

bq = 2e+iπl/2[J z
1 cosπh+ 2J z

3 cos 2πk cosπh

+ J z
5 cos 3πh+ 2J z

7 cos 3πk cos 2πh+ · · · ] (38)

dq = 8J z
6 cosπh cosπk cosπl

+ 8J z
11[cosπh cos 3πk + cos 3πh cosπk] cosπl + · · ·

(39)

The four eigenvalues of this matrix are λ(q) = (cq − K) ±
dq − |aq ± bq|. Along q = (hh0) the minimum eigenvalue is
(written up to nine nearest neighbors)

λ0(hh0) = (3B20 − 2|J4| − 4|J6|)

+

[
4 (J z

2 − |J z
6 |) cos 2πh+ 2(J z

4 + J z
8 ) cos 4πh+ · · ·

]
− 4

∣∣∣∣ (J z
1 + J z

3 + J z
7 ) cosπh+ (J z

3 + J z
5 + J z

9 ) cos 3πh

+ (J z
7 + J z

9 ) cos 5πh+ · · ·
∣∣∣∣ (40)

Of course, with a large set of exchange parameters, it is not
guaranteed that (hh0) will be the optimal wavevector com-
pared to (h00), for example. The minimization routine of the
full matrix J µν

dd′(kmag) for the magnetic wavevector kmag is
ultimately done numerically. However, the above exercise il-
lustrates broadly speaking how the competition of the various
exchange constants will generally lead to incommensurability.
Furthermore, it can give an indication of when to expect prox-
imity to certain minima. Note kmag ≈ ( 23

2
30) is equivalent

to kmag ≡ G3 − k′
mag where k′

mag ≈ ( 13
1
30) lies in the first

Brillouin zone and G3 = (110) is a reciprocal lattice vector of
the primitive lattice. These correspond to the extremum of the
cos 3πh term when h = 1/3. Up to nine nearest neighbors,
this harmonic only appears in |aq+bq|. Focusing on this term,
suppose (J z

7 + J z
9 ) ≈ 0 for illustration. Then for instance if

A = (J z
1 +J z

3 +J z
7 ) andB = (J z

3 +J z
5 +J z

9 ) have the same
sign, h = 0 will be the minimum value of this expansion. But
if A and B have opposite signs, then h ∼ 1/3 is the minimum
value of this expansion when 0 < −A/3B < 3. This term
will then compete with other harmonics when the full func-
tional form is taken into account, but this discussion serves to
demonstrate that sign changes in the exchange constants are
an important ingredient in obtaining a magnetic propagation
vector close to ( 23

2
30).

D. Exciton spectrum and dispersion

To illustrate the role of the exchange interaction when the
exchange is comparable but smaller than the crystal field en-
ergy level scheme, we can consider the case of an isotropic
spin system with one site per unit cell and isotropic interac-
tions. Here the RPA gives a Greens function that is a scalar,

G(q, ω) =
g0(ω)

1− 2g0(ω)J (q)
(41)

where we have now scalar division instead of matrix inver-
sion. At T = 0, we have g0(ω) =

∑
n |Mn|2/(ω + iϵ − ωn)

where |Mn|2 is a matrix element. Then the energy modes
of the spin spectrum are the poles of the Greens function
G(q, ω), which occur when 1− 2g0(ω)J (q) = 0, or ωn(q) ≈
ωn + 2|Mn|2J (q) if the separation of bands are much larger
than the interaction energies. Similar to the tight-binding
model, the frequency of the excitations should thus roughly
follow the functional form contained in J (q), with bandwidth
bound by the matrix element. Of course, this picture is lost
when looking at the full matrix formulation where bands aris-
ing from the different basis atoms and Cartesian components
can mix.

Indeed, the dispersion can be found by diagonalizing the
Bogoliobuv Hamiltonian written to quadratic order of the op-
erators that create and destroy mean-field states |n⟩. This is
akin to a tight-binding calculation performed in a basis of de-
generate states. The energy eigenvalues are found after diag-
onalizing the symplectic matrix [30, 91, 92]

H =

(
A(q) B(q)

−B∗(−q) −A∗(−q)

)
(42)
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whose matrix elements are

App′,dd′(q) = ωpδpp′δdd′ + 2
∑
µν

J µν
dd′(q) d⟨p|J

µ |0⟩d d′⟨0|J
ν
∣∣p′〉

d′

(43)

Bpp′,dd′(q) = 2
∑
µν

J µν
dd′(q) d⟨p|J

µ |0⟩d d′
〈
p′
∣∣Jν |0⟩d′ (44)

From the above equations, we can anticipate that the largest
matrix elements (which couple between sites and different ex-
cited states) will preferentially select exchange terms Jµν

dd′(q)
to dominate the dispersion. This detail is quite useful in dis-
tinguishing models like the Heisenberg, XXZ, XY, and Ising
spin models, as the bandwidths will be affected by the compo-
nents of spins that are coupled. For instance, an Ising model
would have less-dispersive bands than a Heisenberg model.

Since the dispersion of the modes will go roughly as J (q),
we can use this to predict the expected exchange constants
necessary to account for the data. For instance, the pres-
ence of modes following approximately ω(00l) ∼ cosπl =
cos(q ·R6) along the (00l) direction implies a coupling of at
least sixth-nearest neighbor, J6, as seen in Eq. (39).

E. Spiralization tensor

We note that the anisotropic DM interaction can in principle
lead to stable antiskyrmion phases as discussed in [55]. As an
illustration, using the spin structure of our system, consider
the structure written in a continuum limit for a single plane of
the square lattice of Nd ions. The spin structure can be written

m(rid) =
∑
{k}

Td(k)e
−ik·rid (45)

For a 2q structure the sum is over the vectors k∥ and k⊥ which
are related by paramagnetic space group symmetry

m(rid) = [Td(k∥)e
−ik∥·rid +T†

d(k∥)e
+ik∥·rid ] (46)

+ [e−iαTd(k⊥)e
−ik⊥·rid + e+iαT†

d(k⊥)e
+ik⊥·rid ]

In CeAlGe [73], meron-antimeron spin texture was re-
ported and evidenced by topological Hall effect in applied
magnetic fields. The latter arises due to an imbalance of the
population of merons and antimerons. We can similarly sim-
ulate the Fourier transform of the spin structure for (k00) or-
der using Luttinger-Tisza. To give a faithful representation of
the magnetic order and exchange interactions, we take a toy
model consisting of an easy-plane structure with K20 > 0
and K22 < 0; symmetric exchange interaction J x

1 < 0 and
antisymmetric exchange |D2| < |J x

1 | whose spiralization ten-
sor has detD < 0, while all other interactions are set to
zero. These will stabilize either k = 0 or incommensurate
k = (k00) depending on the relative size of |D2/J x

1 |. In the
incommensurate 2q structure, we find

m1(r) =

 η1 sin kx
η2 sin ky

δ1 cos kx+ δ2 cos ky

 (47)
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FIG. S4. Simulation of the 2q spin structure for CeAlGe. Here
we took J x

1 = −3 µeV, |D2| = 2.25 µeV, K20 = 0.132 meV
and K22 = −0.04 meV. This given parameter set stabilizes an
incommensurate (k00) structure with k ≈ 0.066 and a negative-
determinant spiralization tensor. With these, we find the topological
meron-antimeron structure; we plot the spatial range to show consis-
tency with [73].

This form necessarily depends on the sign of detD. When
detD < 0 we find η1η2 > 0 and δ1δ2 < 0, and remark-
ably this has identical form to that refined in [73]. When
detD > 0, we get a spin structure with η1η2 > 0 and
δ1δ2 > 0, which is not consistent with the refined data. The
change in sign of δ1δ2 manifests similarly to the change in ori-
entation of the in-plane canting of NdAlSi. We note that our
Luttinger-Tisza method does not differentiate in the energet-
ics of the real-space skyrmion versus antiskyrmion structures.
However, our method has predictive power for demonstrating
which spin textures may develop from a certain spiralization
tensor, and how detD < 0 interactions can stabilize the spin
structures found in this family of Weyl semimetals.

F. Chi-squared and correlations

Fig. S5 shows the reduced chi-squared versus the 27 inde-
pendently refined parameters in the RPA model. These are the
nine CEF parameters; the fourteen symmetric exchange pa-
rameters; the free antisymmetric exchange parameter D2; the
amplitude correction A; and the two width corrections η at 10
K and 0.2 K. We also show the position of the mean and stan-
dard deviation used in the analysis. Note that many symmetric
exchange parameters are highly correlated, as evidenced by
computing the Pearson correlation coefficient for all parame-
ters. These are shown in Fig. S6. Sets like J x

1 ,J x
3 ,J x

5 are
expected to be correlated due to their linear combination con-
tributing to harmonics like cos 3πh. Meanwhile, the crystal
field and antisymmetric exchange parameters D2 have sepa-
rately low correlations.
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FIG. S5. Reduced chi-squared χ2
red metric for the parameters used in the RPA model. The black point is the best fit from the refinement. The

parameters were varied to within ∆χ2
red = 1 of the minimum, and the reported values are given by the mean and standard deviation as shown

in the erorr bar.
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FIG. S6. Correlations for the 27 parameters used in this model. It can
be seen that most crystal field, amplitude, and width parameters are
not highly correlated, whereas the exchange parameters have high
correlations.

G. Chirality and DM interaction

In the case of spherical Weyl nodes with chirality χn and
arranged in the Brillouin zone at position Qn, the contribution
to the DM vector between spins is

Dij ∝ r̂ij
∑
nm

χn + χm

2
ei(Qn−Qm)·rij

This is strictly a bond-parallel interaction, and this model is
strictly speaking independent of the symmetry of the bond.
In this formalism, these are guaranteed by the symmetry of
the Weyl nodes in the Brillouin zone, considering their posi-
tion and chirality. Note that for the bonds of interest in our
model, in particular (i) the second-near neighbor bond along

the x or y axes, or (ii) the fourth-near neighbor bond along
the (110) directions, the DM vectors will sum to zero iden-
tically. Hence, to a further approximation, it is of interest to
consider the contribution of Weyl electrons for non-spherical
Weyl nodes.

Mirroring the derivation of Weyl-induced RKKY interac-
tions between local moments, we split the induced spin inter-
actions into ”channels” defined by pairs m,n of Weyl nodes
in the 1st Brillouin zone. The low-energy Hamiltonian in the
vicinity of a Weyl node at wavevector Qn can be modeled as

Hn(k) = vχnσ · k− un · k− µ

where χn is the chirality of the node n, µ is the chemical po-
tential, and k is the electron’s momentum relative to Qn. The
tilt of the Weyl spectrum is parameterized by a velocity vector
un, and we assume |un| < v in order to focus on Type-I Weyl
nodes. While various symmetry restrictions apply to χn,Qn

and un, here we consider electron scattering between general
two Weyl nodes n, m (assuming only that their node energy
is the same, corresponding to µ = 0).

The effective spin Hamiltonian with induced RKKY inter-
action between local moments n̂i and n̂j at lattice sites i, j
(with coordinates ri, rj ) has the form:

H2 =
∑
ij

Jab
ij n̂

a
i n̂

b
j

Jab
ij =

a6

2

∑
nm

∫
d3q

(2π)3
ei(Qm−Qn+q)(ri−rj)Kab

nm(q) (48)

Computing Kab
nm(q) in a single ”channel” from the appropri-

ate bubble Feynman diagram produces a form

δKab
mn(q) =

v (χm + χn) J
2
K

(2π)3
iqϵabc

·
[
q̂cF ′

(
∆umn

v
, β, q

)
+ êc1F

′′
(
∆umn

v
, β, q

)]
(49)
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in momentum space, where

∆umn = um − un = ∆umn (q̂ cosβ + ê1 sinβ)

∆umn = |∆umn| (50)

Only the terms associated with the DM interactions from
equal-chirality node pairs are shown in δK. The functions
F ′, F ′′ are complicated and their evaluation is useful for de-
ducing how exactly the DM interactions eventually depend on
the distance between two spins in real space (will not be con-
sidered here). The key new ingredient, which did not exist in
the case of perfectly symmetric Weyl nodes, is the term with
êc1. The vector r̂1 is orthogonal to q, but lives in the plane
made by q and ∆umn. Here β is the angle between q and
∆umn.

When q is integrated out to find Jab
ij in real space, the in-

duced DM vector has a component parallel to the bond be-
tween the interacting spins, but also acquires a component per-
pendicular to the bond direction. The DM vector from a single
m,n channel lives in the plane made by the real-space bond
direction r̂ and the tilting difference ∆umn. Both components
exhibit algebraically-attenuated and sign-changing behavior
as a function of the distance between the two spins. If γ is the
angle between the vectors r̂ and ∆umn, then the bond perpen-
dicular component vanishes when γ ∈ {0, π} or ∆umn = 0.
Very roughly (ignoring the dependence on µ and approximat-
ing the dependence on γ ), the bond-perpendicular component

of the DM vector is smaller than the bond-parallel component
in the same channel by a factor of ∼ (∆umn/v) sin γ.

H. Additional Scattering Data

Fig. S7 shows the RPA simulation and dataset for Ei = 3
meV, 11 meV (shown previously in Fig. 3), and 25 meV. We
note that only the 11 meV data were fit in the refinement, as
this dataset had the best coverage of the excitons and sensitiv-
ity to the dispersion. The 3 meV data set has much higher
resolution with comparatively less dispersion, but the con-
sequence of it not being refined is that the ω2 ∼ 1.0 meV
mode is under-estimated in energy compared to that in the
11 meV dataset. Meanwhile, the 25 meV dataset has signifi-
cantly broader resolution and therefore the excitons cannot be
resolved. However, this dataset is useful to highlight that no
extra modes appear above 10 meV in both the simulation and
the data. The only high-energy features come from phonons
at largeQ which have much stronger momentum dependence.

Fig. S8 shows an example range of the (kk̄0) direction for
selected values of (hh0) and (00l). The small out-of-plane
coverage and small lattice constant a means that the range of
(kk̄0) is drastically smaller than that of (hh0), making fits
to nonzero kk̄ difficult to refine. Therefore, the data we fit
were integrated about −0.1 < kk̄ < 0.1 given the negligible
dispersion in this direction.
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FIG. S7. Commensurate state (T = 0.2 K) simulation and data for
the (HH0) scattering plane at various incident energies for compar-
ison. (a) Ei = 3 meV, (b) Ei = 11 meV, and (c) Ei = 25 meV.

0.0 0.1 0.2
(kk0) (r.l.u.)

0.0

2.5

5.0

7.5

E 
(m

eV
)

hh = 0.630, l = 1.815

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

S(
Q

,
) (

b/
Sr

/m
eV

/4
 N

d)

FIG. S8. Typical range of the scattering data from CNCS for Ei =
11 meV, given the out-of-plane coverage, with a binning size ∆k =
∆h. The low statistics and small bandwidth makes fitting K ̸= 0
prohibitive.

FIG. S9. MACS data in the (hhl) scattering plane (same as CNCS)
for various values of ∆E. Note the integrated energy binning range
of ±0.1 meV, compared with the finer energy binning δE = 0.055
meV enabled by the CNCS experiment. However, the salient fea-
tures, present in both datasets, are highlighted here with improved
momentum resolution.

cations 14, 5182 (2023).
[21] Z. Guguchia, F. von Rohr, Z. Shermadini, A. T. Lee, S. Baner-

jee, A. R. Wieteska, C. A. Marianetti, B. A. Frandsen,
H. Luetkens, Z. Gong, S. C. Cheung, C. Baines, A. Shengelaya,
G. Taniashvili, A. N. Pasupathy, E. Morenzoni, S. J. L. Billinge,
A. Amato, R. J. Cava, R. Khasanov, and Y. J. Uemura, Nature
Communications 8, 1082 (2017).

[22] Y. Li and F. D. M. Haldane, Phys. Rev. Lett. 120, 067003
(2018).

[23] C. J. Lygouras, J. Zhang, J. Gautreau, M. Pula, S. Sharma,
S. Gao, T. Berry, T. Halloran, P. Orban, G. Grissonnanche,
J. R. Chamorro, K. Mikuri, D. K. Bhoi, M. A. Siegler, K. K.
Livi, Y. Uwatoko, S. Nakatsuji, B. J. Ramshaw, Y. Li, G. M.
Luke, C. L. Broholm, and T. M. McQueen, “Fragile supercon-
ductivity in a Dirac metal,” (2023), arXiv:2307.01976 [cond-
mat.supr-con].

[24] S. Lei, S. M. L. Teicher, A. Topp, K. Cai, J. Lin, G. Cheng,
T. H. Salters, F. Rodolakis, J. L. McChesney, S. Lapidus,
N. Yao, M. Krivenkov, D. Marchenko, A. Varykhalov,
C. R. Ast, R. Car, J. Cano, M. G. Vergniory, N. P. Ong,
and L. M. Schoop, Advanced Materials 33, 2101591 (2021),
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/pdf/10.1002/adma.202101591.

[25] S. Dzsaber, X. Yan, M. Taupin, G. Eguchi, A. Prokofiev,
T. Shiroka, P. Blaha, O. Rubel, S. E. Grefe, H.-H.
Lai, Q. Si, and S. Paschen, Proceedings of the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences 118, e2013386118 (2021),
https://www.pnas.org/doi/pdf/10.1073/pnas.2013386118.

[26] W. T. Fuhrman, A. Sidorenko, J. Hänel, H. Win-
kler, A. Prokofiev, J. A. Rodriguez-Rivera,
Y. Qiu, P. Blaha, Q. Si, C. L. Broholm, and
S. Paschen, Science Advances 7, eabf9134 (2021),
https://www.science.org/doi/pdf/10.1126/sciadv.abf9134.

[27] G. Chang, B. Singh, S.-Y. Xu, G. Bian, S.-M. Huang, C.-
H. Hsu, I. Belopolski, N. Alidoust, D. S. Sanchez, H. Zheng,

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-023-40765-1
https://doi.org/ 10.1038/s41467-017-01066-6
https://doi.org/ 10.1038/s41467-017-01066-6
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.120.067003
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.120.067003
https://arxiv.org/abs/2307.01976
https://arxiv.org/abs/2307.01976
http://arxiv.org/abs/2307.01976
http://arxiv.org/abs/2307.01976
https://doi.org/ https://doi.org/10.1002/adma.202101591
http://arxiv.org/abs/https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/pdf/10.1002/adma.202101591
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2013386118
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2013386118
http://arxiv.org/abs/https://www.pnas.org/doi/pdf/10.1073/pnas.2013386118
https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.abf9134
http://arxiv.org/abs/https://www.science.org/doi/pdf/10.1126/sciadv.abf9134


23

H. Lu, X. Zhang, Y. Bian, T.-R. Chang, H.-T. Jeng, A. Bansil,
H. Hsu, S. Jia, T. Neupert, H. Lin, and M. Z. Hasan, Phys. Rev.
B 97, 041104 (2018).

[28] S. Borisenko, D. Evtushinsky, Q. Gibson, A. Yaresko,
K. Koepernik, T. Kim, M. Ali, J. van den Brink, M. Hoesch,
A. Fedorov, E. Haubold, Y. Kushnirenko, I. Soldatov,
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S. Blügel, Phys. Rev. B 109, L201108 (2024).

[35] S. Pukas, Y. Lutsyshyn, M. Manyako, and E. Gladyshevskii,
Journal of Alloys and Compounds 367, 162 (2004), proceed-
ings of the VIII International Conference on Crystal Chemistry
of Intermetallic Compounds.

[36] T. Wang, Y. Guo, and C. Wang, Chinese Physics B 30, 075102
(2021).

[37] H.-Y. Yang, B. Singh, J. Gaudet, B. Lu, C.-Y. Huang, W.-C.
Chiu, S.-M. Huang, B. Wang, F. Bahrami, B. Xu, J. Franklin,
I. Sochnikov, D. E. Graf, G. Xu, Y. Zhao, C. M. Hoffman,
H. Lin, D. H. Torchinsky, C. L. Broholm, A. Bansil, and
F. Tafti, Phys. Rev. B 103, 115143 (2021).

[38] H.-Y. Yang, B. Singh, B. Lu, C.-Y. Huang, F. Bahrami,
W.-C. Chiu, D. Graf, S.-M. Huang, B. Wang, H. Lin,
D. Torchinsky, A. Bansil, and F. Tafti, APL Mate-
rials 8, 011111 (2020), https://pubs.aip.org/aip/apm/article-
pdf/doi/10.1063/1.5132958/13258871/011111 1 online.pdf.

[39] A. Laha, A. K. Kundu, N. Aryal, E. S. Bozin, J. Yao, S. Paone,
A. Rajapitamahuni, E. Vescovo, T. Valla, M. Abeykoon,
R. Jing, W. Yin, A. N. Pasupathy, M. Liu, and Q. Li, Phys.
Rev. B 109, 035120 (2024).

[40] J.-F. Wang, Q.-X. Dong, Z.-P. Guo, M. Lv, Y.-F. Huang, J.-S.
Xiang, Z.-A. Ren, Z.-J. Wang, P.-J. Sun, G. Li, and G.-F. Chen,
Phys. Rev. B 105, 144435 (2022).

[41] R. Lou, A. Fedorov, L. Zhao, A. Yaresko, B. Büchner, and
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