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Quasi-one-dimensional magnets can host an ordered longitudinal spin-density wave state (LSDW) in mag-
netic field at low temperature, when longitudinal correlations are strengthened by Ising anisotropies. In the S
= 1/2 Heisenberg antiferromagnet YbAlO3 this happens via Ising-like interchain interactions. Here, we report
the first experimental observation of magnetization plateaux at 1/5 and 1/3 of the saturation value via thermal
transport and magnetostriction measurements in YbAlO3. We present a phenomenological theory of the plateau
states that describes them as islands of commensurability within an otherwise incommensurate LSDW phase
and explains their relative positions within the LSDW phase and their relative extent in a magnetic field. No-
tably, the plateaux are stabilised by ferromagnetic interchain interactions in YbAlO3 and consistently are absent
in other quasi-1D magnets such as BaCo2V2O8 with antiferromagnetic interchain interactions. We also report a
sharp, step-like increase of the magnetostriction coefficient, indicating a phase transition of unknown origin in
the high-field phase just below the saturation.

Introduction— Low-dimensional quantum magnets support
a large variety of exotic quantum states, such as quantum
spin liquids [1], magnetization plateaux, or nematic states
that are induced by quantum fluctuations [11]. Quasi-one-
dimensional magnets are vital in this field since they are gen-
erally well understood theoretically [3]. In recent years, this
enhanced theoretical understanding has been translated into
a number of spectacular experimental observations that in-
clude a realization of the quantum integrable model with ex-
tended E8 symmetry [4–6], many-body string excitations [7–
9], and repulsively bound magnon states [10, 11]. Most
of these observations are based on spin-1/2 chain materials
with pronounced Ising anisotropies, such as CoNb2O6 [5],
SrCo2V2O8 [7], and BaCo2V2O8 [8]. These materials are
more complex than minimalistic theoretical models inspired
by them, and important details of their magnetic field B - tem-
perature T phase diagrams remain to be understood [12, 13].

Here, we report the experimental discovery of multi-
ple magnetization plateaux in another quasi-one-dimensional
magnet with the Ising motif, YbAlO3. In contrast with the
examples listed above, in YbAlO3 the exchange interaction
between spins within the chain is of Heisenberg kind, while
that between the spins from neighboring chains is dominantly
Ising-like [15]. The latter feature originates from the dipole-
dipole nature of the interchain interactions [4, 15]. It pro-
vides a novel route to the incommensurate longitudinal spin-
density wave (LSDW) phase, a state that, in many respects, is
similar to an itinerant charge-neutral conductor with the mag-
netic field-dependent Fermi-momenta kF = π(1 ± 2M)/2 =
π(1±m)/2, where m = M/Ms is the magnetization per site
M = ⟨Sz⟩ normalized by the saturation value Ms = 1/2. We
find that LSDW hosts two magnetization plateaux at 1/5 and

a

b

c

(a) 3+Yb
3+

Al
2-

O

(b)

a

b

c

Jc

J⊥

Figure 1. (a) Sketch of the magnetic structure showing only Yb ions
and two relevant exchange interactions, Jc and J⊥. (b) Crystal struc-
ture of YbAlO3 viewed from [001] direction.

1/3 of the saturation value. While the 1/3 plateau has been
previously observed in neutron-scattering and magnetization
studies [4, 13], the plateau at 1/5 is the new result. Notably,
both plateaux reported here are detected via the thermal trans-
port and magnetostriction measurements. The measurements
are done at sub-Kelvin temperatures ∼ 0.1K. We find that the
intrinsic spin thermal conductivity is larger than the phonon
contribution and can be well separated from it. We present
field-theoretic and symmetry-based arguments in favor of the
magnetization-plateau stabilization by the ferromagnetic in-
terchain interactions. Furthermore, we detect a phase transi-
tion of yet unknown origin not far below the quantum phase
transition to the field-polarised state. Our manuscript provides
new information on the magnetic phase diagram of YbAlO3
and motivates further numerical studies of its microscopic
spin Hamiltonian.

Formation of LSDW in YbAlO3— YbAlO3 is a rare-earth-
based insulator with an orthorhombically distorted perovskite
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structure as represented in Fig. 1b with room-temperature lat-
tice constants a = 5.126 Å, b = 5.331 Å, and c = 7.313 Å (in
conventional Pbnm notation) [1]. Due to the crystal electric
fields, the Yb J = 7/2 multiplet splits into four doublets, with
the lowest-energy doublet well separated from the higher CEF
levels, leading to an effective S = 1/2 system [15]. The Yb
moments have a strong uniaxial single-ion anisotropy with a
local easy axis oriented within the ab plane with an angle of
±23.5◦ away from the a axis [Fig. 1a] [4, 19] and the g fac-
tors g∥ = 7.6 (so that the full magnetic moment is g∥µB/2 =
3.8 µB/Yb[14]), much larger than g⊥ ≈ 0.46[4, 14, 15, 19].
Thus, the crystallographic a axis is the direction with the high-
est and equal g factor for both Yb sites in the crystal structure.
In our study, the magnetic field B is applied along this a axis.

The spin chains run along the c axis and are well de-
scribed by the isotropic Heisenberg intrachain exchange cou-
pling Jc = 2.4 K [4, 15, 21]. Recent neutron scattering re-
veals a gapless spinon continuum at 1 K, and an AF state
appears at 0.88 K due to interchain interactions with effec-
tive J⊥ ≈ −0.2Jc = −0.5 K [4, 14, 17]. The interchain in-
teractions are likely ferromagnetic and of dipolar origin, lead-
ing to an A-type order with distorted ferromagnetic arrange-
ment in the planes perpendicular to the c axis. The mag-
netic structure and dominant exchange coupling parameters
are shown in Fig. 1a. Surprisingly, the phase diagram of
YbAlO3 in magnetic field resembles that of the Ising mate-
rials BaCo2V2O8 and SrCo2V2O8 in which, after suppression
of the AF order at Bc, an incommensurate LSDW order is es-
tablished because the longitudinal spin-spin correlations are
strengthened by the Ising character of the exchange interac-
tions [13, 23]. Theoretical studies inspired by YbAlO3 sug-
gest that even for isotropic Heisenberg chains, Ising-like inter-
chain interactions can also stabilize the LSDW [4, 16, 17, 25].

Prime evidence for the LSDW in YbAlO3 comes from the
comparison of the Bragg peak position with the magnetization
showing exactly the expected behavior [4, 13]: The propaga-
tion wavevector Q = (0,0,Q), where Q = π(1± δ ) and the
incommensurability δ = m = 2M scales with the magnetiza-
tion and is aligned along the chain direction corresponding to
the c axis of the crystal, whereas the magnetic moments point
along the easy axis direction. Note that Q = ±2kF up to the
lattice momentum 2π , characteristic of the LSDW state. As
observed previously and reproduced here, Figure 2(a,b) shows
the magnetization plateau state for Ms/3 for which Q/π locks
into the commensurate position δ = 1/3 in Fig. 2e [4, 13].

Experimental observation of magnetization plateaux—
Figure 2 represents the experimental results of different
probes versus field up to the field-polarised state. Additional
details are provided in the Sec. S1 in SM [8]. For each probe,
the data is taken at the lowest temperature available. Panels
a and b show, respectively, the magnetization normalized to
the saturation value M/Ms and its derivative. As expected,
the magnetization rises sharply from zero at Bc = 0.32 T and
reaches the saturation value Ms at ≈ 1.4 T at this temperature.
The plateau at 1

3 Ms is clearly visible at a magnetic field of
0.7 T. The field of the quantum critical point BQCP = 1.15 T

Figure 2. Field dependence of different quantities in YbAlO3 at low
temperature for H ∥ a. Sharp anomalies occur at Bc, B∗ and at the
fields where the magnetization reaches 1/5 Ms as well as 1/3 Ms in
all quantities: normalised magnetization M/Ms (a), and its derivative
(b), magnetostriction coefficient λ (c), and thermal conductivity κ ,
here shown as the conductivity change normalised by the zero-field
value (d). The 1/3 plateau is also evidenced by a constant position
Q = (0,0,Q) with Q = π(1+δ ) and δ = 1/3 of the magnetic Bragg
peak in neutron scattering (e, right axis) associated with the LSDW.
The Bragg peak intensity is finite and the LSDW state persists up to
0.85 T but becomes very small for fields above 0.75 T (e, left axis).
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was previously derived [15].
The magnetostriction coefficient, defined as λ = 1

L0
dL
dB , where

L0 is the sample dimension, is shown in panel c. Magne-
tostriction is a thermodynamic bulk probe that is sensitive to
magnetoelastic coupling [7, 27]. The signal here is similar to
the magnetic susceptibility as seen by comparing panels c and
b (∆L/L0 is shown in Fig. S2 in [8]). The 1/3 plateau is visible
in λ as a v-shaped anomaly analogous to the signature in the
derivative of the magnetization. Being a very sensitive tech-
nique, it also resolves a second smaller v-shaped anomaly at
0.5 T. As indicated by a dashed horizontal line in panel a, this
corresponds to the field where the magnetization reaches 1

5 Ms.
Knowing the presence of this anomaly, one can also identify
a corresponding small v-shaped signature in the derivative of
the magnetization, panel b. To the best of our knowledge, this
is the first time a 1/5 plateau has been observed in a quantum
magnet.

Another anomaly in the magnetostriction is detected at
B∗ = 0.96 T. At this field, the magnetostriction coefficient
shows a clear jump to a higher value, an unambiguous indi-
cation of a second-order phase transition, where the slope of
the magnetization (panel b) also strongly increases to roughly
double the value, but less sharply.

We now turn to the thermal conductivity κ , which also con-
tains signatures of all the transitions described above, even
though all of the anomalies are broader in the field. Plotted in
Fig. 2d is the thermal conductivity along the chain direction as
a function of magnetic field B relative to its value at zero mag-
netic field, ∆κ/κ0 = [κ(B)−κ0]/κ0, where κ0 = κ(B = 0) at
constant low temperature T = 108 mK.

In general, thermal conductivity can give important infor-
mation on the heat carrying excitations in low-dimensional
quantum magnets [29]. For a magnetic insulator such as
YbAlO3, phonons and magnetic excitations both contribute
to the heat transport, so that κ = κph + κmag. For each heat
carrier, different scattering mechanisms contribute to the scat-
tering rate. Interactions between the two kinds of heat car-
riers induce correlations between κph and κmag by reducing
both contributions relative to the non-interacting limit. In our
data, the low-field (κ(B = 0)) and the high-field values of the
thermal conductivity at the given temperature agree with each
other, as Fig.2d shows. This is because magnetic excitations
are gapped in both limits. In the low-field limit, B < Bc, the
system is in the AFM Ising ordered phase, where the gap in the
excitation spectrum is estimated as Tgap =0.3 meV/kB = 3.5 K
see Fig.3b in [4]. In the high-field limit, B > 1.5 T, the spin
gap is controlled by the magnetic field. It thus follows that for
T ≪ Tgap there are no magnetic excitations in these magnetic
field regions and κ(B = 0) represents the upper limit of the
phonon contribution to the thermal conductivity. Conversely,
the field-induced increase of κ(B) in the intermediate LSDW-
TAF field region Bc < B < BQCP represents the magnetic con-
tribution. Moreover, given the detrimental role of the phonon-
magnon scattering, ∆κ introduced above represents a lower
bound of the magnetic thermal conductivity κmag ≥ ∆κ . (A
more detailed discussion of thermal conductivity is presented

Figure 3. T evolution of anomalies in magnetostriction and thermal
conductivity zoomed around the 1/5 (a,b) and 1/3 (c,d) plateaux. The
plateau region was defined as the field region in which the magne-
tostriction lies below the high-temperature curve as indicated by the
arrows and orange symbols for the curve at 70 mK. (e,f) show a zoom
at the phase transition at B∗ = 0.96 T at lowest measured temperature
indicated by an arrow and a green symbol in (e).

in the forthcoming publications [30, 31].)
This observation explains the high sensitivity of ∆κ in

Fig.2d to the magnetic field. As we argue below, the reduc-
tion of ∆κ inside the 1/5 and 1/3 plateau phases relative to
that for the adjacent field regions has to do with the opening
of the spin gap inside these commensurate SDW states. Such
a gap leads to a decrease of the magnetic heat-carrier density
and, as a result, a dip in the magnetic thermal conductivity.

Our high-quality data allow for quantitative analysis of the
temperature dependence of the anomalies in the plateau states
in Fig. 3a-d. Based on the precise magnetostriction data, we
define the width of the plateaux similar as in Ref. [32] (see
Fig. 3). For both plateau states, the width remains constant
with temperature. The width of the 1/5 plateau is (26±3)mT
and roughly 0.4 times the width of the 1/3 plateau with (60±
5)mT. The anomalies in the curves are visible up to TN (see
a more detailed evaluation of the latter in Sec. S2 in SM[8]).
From the thermal conductivity we can estimate the size of the
gap in the 1/3 plateau state as given in Sec. S3 in SM [8] where
∆1/3/kB ≈ 0.19 K.

Theoretical analysis of the plateau states— We now sum-
marize key points of the theoretical analysis of plateau phases
which is presented in Sec. S4 in SM [8]. Magnetization
plateau states represent commensurate version of the LSDW
phase. Once the latter is stabilized by the magnetic field and
interchain spin interactions, the plateaux are bound to hap-
pen as the LSDW ordering wavevector q = 2kF continuously
scans the interval from π at M = 0 to 0 at M = 1/2. In
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Figure 4. The phase diagram of YbAlO3. White points are from
specific heat C and magnetization M in reference [4]. Orange and
green points are from the magnetostriction λ in this work showing
the two plateau regions appearing within the LSDW state and the
phase transition at B∗ = 0.96 T. See text for details.

the process, it passes through fractional values ν/k (ν and
k are integers) of the reciprocal lattice vector 2π . For each
of these occurrences, there exists a symmetry-allowed umk-
lapp interaction that involves k spins and changes the total
momentum of the spin subsystem by 2πν , i.e. by ν units of
the lattice momentum. For a single Heisenberg spin chain,
such multi-particle interactions are highly irrelevant and do
not affect the magnetization [3]. However, in the ordered
three-dimensional LSDW phase, they do produce plateaux at
magnetization Mν ,k = (1− 2ν/k)/2 provided that the corre-
sponding k-th order umklapp interaction also minimizes the
much stronger interchain interaction (which is the reason for
the LSDW phase in the first place). Finally, the width of the
plateau (in the magnetic field) is exponentially narrow in k2,
which strongly favors plateaux with the smallest possible k
values. The detailed phenomenological analysis in Sec. S4
in [8] shows that ferromagnetic interchain interaction favors
odd-k umklapps. Together with the experimental restriction
that the LSDW phase occupies a finite magnetization interval
0 < 2M ≤ 1/3 (see the section on the phase diagram below),
one concludes that plateaux at M1,3 and M2,5 are the most
prominent ones satisfying all the requirements. Moreover, the
M2,5 plateau is narrower than the M1,3 one, precisely as the
experiment shows. Theoretically, the next most stable plateau
in the available magnetization range is M3,7, at 1/7 of Ms. The
arguments above, together with the fact that 72/52 ≈ 2, pre-
dict that it should be much narrower than the already tiny M2,5
feature, explaining its absence in our data.

It is worth noting here that the AFM phase itself, in fact, is
a zero magnetization plateau, M1,2 in our notations. Unlike all
other plateaux discussed above, it is an even-k (k = 2) state.
Correspondingly, it will be present even if the interchain in-

teraction is antiferromagnetic. Being the smallest-k plateau, it
is, in agreement with the theory, the widest one in the mag-
netic field. The AFM-LSDW transition is, therefore, of the
commensurate-incommensurate (C-IC) kind. A sharp varia-
tion of the ordering wave vector Q with B in Fig.2e, where Q
deviates from its commensurate π value with an infinite slope,
is a clear experimental manifestation of the C-IC physics [8].

The phase diagram— Our findings, together with the pre-
viously available data, are summarized in the phase diagram
in Fig. 4. The phase diagram is guided by theoretical studies
[4, 16, 17, 25] which suggest the following sequence of the
phases: Ising AFM - LSDW - TAF - FP. Here, the transverse
antiferromagnetic phase (TAF) denotes a commensurate state
with Q = π and staggered spin order in the plane perpendicu-
lar to the easy axis. Neutron scattering detection of this high-
field phase is severely complicated by the high anisotropy of
the g factor in YbAlO3. Compared to the longitudinal signal,
any transverse signal is reduced by a factor (g∥/g⊥)2 ≈ 273.
FP denotes the field-polarized ferromagnetic phase.

Based on the data, LSDW phase extends from Bc to about
0.75 T corresponding roughly to the upper end of the 1/3
plateau given that the upper end varies with measurement
technique and definition. While the LSDW Bragg peak in
Fig. 2e persists beyond this field, its intensity drops strongly
for B > 0.75 T. Given the different symmetries of the LSDW
and TAF phases and their respective ordering wave vectors Q,
the transition between them is likely of the 1st order. This
explains the persistence of the LSDW Bragg peak into a co-
existence region between 0.75 T and 0.85 T. The change from
LSDW to TAF is also seen in the flattening of the critical tem-
perature TN curve in Fig. 4. Fig. S4 shows the elastic Bragg
signal from the TAF phase in the interval from 0.75 T to the
saturation. We note that this analysis is slightly complicated
by the presence of the small twin crystalline in the studied
sample, as is discussed in detail in Sec. S5 in SM [8]. It
also must be noted that the very existence of the TAF phase
requires some interaction between transverse (with respect
to the field) components of spins on neighboring chain [17].
Comparing the ratio of the widths of TAF and LSDW phases
with that in the theoretical phase diagram in [17], we can es-
timate the degree of the interchain exchange anisotropy as
ε = Jxy

⊥ /Jz
⊥ ≈ 0.15. The small value of this estimate supports

our assumption of the dominant Ising-like nature of the inter-
chain interaction.

The transition at B∗, evidenced in Fig. 2c, and the exact na-
ture of the phases remain not understood. We label them as
TAF1 and TAF2 because the ordering vector detected in neu-
tron scattering stays the same, see Fig. S4. One possibility
is a change in the transverse moment orientation at this field,
since g⊥ along the c and b axes might be different. The situ-
ation could also be similar to BaCo2V2O8 which too features
an unknown high-field state between the TAF and FP ones
[12, 13]. We speculate that such an additional phase may be
caused by the dipole-dipole interaction between spin chains.

Summary— Magnetization plateaux in spin-1/2 quantum
magnets are rare and interesting. Their previous sightings in-
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clude Ms/3 plateau state, also known as the up-up-down state,
in spatially anisotropic triangular antiferromagnets Cs2CuBr4
[33] and Cs2CoBr4 [34]. As explained above, magnetization
plateaux are to be expected in quasi-one-dimensional mag-
nets supporting the field-induced LSDW phase. Yet, Ising-like
chain materials BaCo2V2O8 and SrCo2V2O8 that do feature
LSDW phase do not appear to contain any finite-M plateaux.
We attribute this difference with YbAlO3 magnet to the an-
tiferromagnetic sign of the interchain interaction, which sup-
presses the odd-k plateaux, in those Co-based magnets.

To the best of our knowledge, the reported observation of
the two plateaux, at magnetizations M2,5 and M1,3, is the first
of its kind. The fact that this is done with the help of heat
transport measurement makes it even more rare. We hope that
our findings generate further interest in unusual ordered states
of quasi-one-dimensional magnetic materials.
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Supplemental Materials

S1: EXPERIMENTAL TECHNIQUES

Single crystals of YbAlO3 were prepared by a Czochralski technique, as described elsewhere [S1, S2]. For all measurements
presented here, magnetic field is applied along the a axis of the crystal.

The magnetization was measured using a high-resolution Faraday magnetometer [S3] in a dilution cryostat. The data have
been reproduced from [S4].

Thermal conductivity κ(T ) = P
∆T

l
A is obtained from measurements of the temperature gradient ∆T = Tw −Tc induced by a

heat current through the sample generated by the heater power P, including the geometry factor l/A of the sample where l is the
separation of the thermometer contacts and A the cross section of the sample. This gives κ at the average sample temperature
Tav = (Tw + Tc)/2. We used a standard steady-state method with a two-thermometer-one-heater configuration in a 3He-4He
dilution refrigerator. The sample had a total length of L = 1.95 mm and a cross section A = 0.5× 0.5 mm2, and the distance
between the thermometer contacts was l = 1.15 mm. The heat current was applied along the spin chains, i.e., the c axis, and the
temperature difference ∆T between the thermometer contacts was kept below 3% of the average sample temperature.
During temperature sweeps, the sample thermometers were calibrated in-situ against a field-calibrated reference thermometer
by measuring without heat current. This is important, because even tiny changes in the calibration curves well below 1 % have
large effects on the calculated temperature gradient, although they are not relevant for absolute temperatures.
For the magnetic field sweeps this in-situ calibration procedure is not applicable. In this case measurements were performed at
constant bath temperature and gradient heater power. The direct calculation of the field- and temperature dependent temperature
gradient ∆T and thermal conductivity κ from the raw data is impeded by three problems: (1) the unknown sample thermometer
calibration curves in zero field, (2) the field dependence of these calibrations, and (3) the change in average sample temperature
Tav with magnetic field caused by the strong field-dependence of κ and in consequence large variation of ∆T at constant gradient
heater power P.
To overcome the first problem (1), we started with an arbitrary calibration curve in zero field from a previous T sweep and
calculated approximate values ∆Tappr and κappr. κappr versus B is shown in Fig. S1 in comparison with the values of κ from
temperature sweeps. Owing to small deviations from the actual calibration curves, the calculated temperature difference ∆Tappr
contains an offset δT corresponding to an apparent gradient at zero heat current, i.e., ∆Tappr = ∆T +δT . δT is assumed constant
during field sweeps because changes of the calibration curves of the sample thermometers with time arise mainly from thermal
cycling of the contacts and the setup during heating. However, as stated above, the average sample temperature remains basically
unaffected by this tiny offset and is shown in the lower panel of Fig. S1. Hence, the corrected κ(Tav) thus far is then obtained
from κ(Tav) = P/∆T = P/(∆Tappr −δT ) = 1/(1/κappr −δT/P), where δT is still unknown.
The second effect (2) is small in the field range of interest being below 3 % for κ at B ≤ 2 T. It is therefore ignored.
The last problem (3) concerns the varying average sample temperature Tav between the hot and cold thermometers, which - in
combination with the strong temperature dependence of κ - leads to considerable systematic errors in the field-sweep curves.
When κ strongly increases in intermediate fields near 0.8 T (see Fig. S1), the temperature gradient and average temperature
decrease. Hence, the measured thermal conductivity corresponds to a lower value at lower temperature, so that κappr(Tav) stays
below the values from the temperature sweeps. To get κ(B,Tconst) at constant Tconst, we applied a correction using a power law
approximation of κ(T ) ∝ T α . This leads to the following correction to calculate the field-dependent real κ at constant Tconst:

κ(B,Tconst) =
1

1/κappr(B,Tav)−δT/P

( Tconst

Tav(B)

)α

(S1)

The temperature- and field-dependent exponent α(B,T ) was determined from the temperature sweeps and interpolated linearly
between those fields as given in the lower panel of Fig. S1. Tconst was taken as the average temperature of maximum and
minimum values of the Tav during a field sweep. The single free parameter δT was adjusted to minimize the sum of quadratic
deviations between results from T and B sweeps. Fig. S1 compares κappr and κ(B,Tconst) for a field sweep at Tconst = 202 mK.
The average temperature Tav during the field sweep varied between 196 mK and 208 mK. The difference between field-sweep
and temperature-sweep results is below 6.5 % for this curve, a value valid for 97 % of all data points. Importantly, the features
discussed in this manuscript appear in the raw data and are not altered by this data analysis.

The magnetostriction measurements were performed in a dilution refrigerator insert of a PPMS DynaCool using the worlds̀
smallest high resolution capacitance dilatometer [S5]. It was the first time that magnetostriction measurements could be carried
out in such a system at low temperatures in between 70 mK and 4 K [S6]. The magnetostriction was measured on a YbAlO3
single crystal along the c axis with a length of L0 = 1.74 mm. Here, the change in the length along c, ∆L was measured while
the magnetic field was applied perpendicularly, i.e., along a. The normalised magnetostriction data ∆L/L0 is shown in Fig. S2
and compared with the normalised “spin-interaction energy” ∆E =

∫ M
0 B(M′)dM′. The similar behavior is evidence that the
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Figure S1. a) Raw and corrected thermal conductivity data at Tconst = 202 mK. b) Variation of the average sample temperature during the field
sweep (left axis) and the exponent α determined from temperature sweeps κ(T ) ∝ T α around 202 mK (right axis). Tconst used as a basis for
calculation of the field sweep data is marked by a dotted line.

magnetostriction can be dominantly understood as exchange-striction [S7]. In order to obtain the magnetostriction coefficient
λ = 1

L0
dL
dB the raw data is derived with respect to the magnetic field with a mild Savitzky-Golay smooting routine to reduce the

noise in the derivative. The sweep-field rate of the 70 mK curve was much smaller than that of the higher temperature curves.
This is why the transition at B∗ is only sharp in that curve and only this temperature is shown in Fig. 3f of the main paper.

S2: TEMPERATURE RANGE OF THE PLATEAU STATES

For both plateau states, the anomalies in the magnetostriction are observed up to 250 mK but disappear at 300 mK. For the 1/5
plateau TN(0.5T ) = 300 mK but for the 1/3 plateau TN(0.7T ) = 240 mK, so that the plateau signature seems to extend above TN
for the latter. However, TN as shown in our phase diagram was previously defined at the peak of the specific heat anomaly. The
anomaly has a width of typically 40 mK, so that the bulk phase transition is more close to 260 mK. This means that the anomaly
is only present below TN as confirmed by the thermal conductivity in Fig 3 at 259 mK for which the anomaly is absent.

S3: ESTIMATION OF THE GAP IN THE 1/3 PLATEAU STATE

Fig.S3a shows the thermal conductivity data for 108.5 mK as an example. κ0 is the phonon contribution when phonons cannot
scatter with magnetic excitations since those are gapped for both low and high fields. For each temperature we estimate the
magnetic contribution to heat transport as κmag = κ −κ0. This represents a lower limit of κmag because additional scattering
of phonons with magnetic excitations in the intermediate field range might reduce the phonon contribution to thermal transport
and would lead to a larger magnetic contribution. In order to get a value of the gap, we assume that the temperature dependence
inside the gapped phase of κ

1/3
mag = κ1/3−κ0 can be roughly written as κ

1/3
mag = κLSDW

mag ·exp{(−∆/kbT )} (see [S8]). Here κLSDW
mag =

κLSDW − κ0 is an estimate for the thermal conductivity in the LSDW state at the same field of the plateau. Although the
temperature dependence does not follow a perfect exponential function, this analysis also gives a gap of 0.19 K as shown in
panel b.
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Figure S2. a) Normalised ∆L/L0 at Tconst = 70 mK compared with the “spin-interaction energy” as defined in the text.

Figure S3. a) Raw data of thermal conductivity κ(B) at 108.5 mK with an extraction of characteristic values of κ1/3, κLSDW, and κ0. b)
Estimation of the gap in the 1/3 plateau state ∆1/3.

S4: THEORETICAL DESCRIPTION OF MAGNETIZATION PLATEAUX

The theoretical analysis below closely follows Section III.D of Ref.[S9] where the detailed theoretical description of mag-
netization plateaux in quasi-one-dimensional magnets was developed. Some details are also described in Ref.[S10]. This and
related physics are extensively reviewed in [S11].

The key idea is that the magnetization plateau is the commensurate version of the longitudinal spin-density wave (SDW) state.
Longitudinal SDW is the state where spins are ordered along the direction of the applied magnetic field. Quite generally, this is an
incommensurate state with the ordering momentum given by π ±2δ , where δ = πM and M is the magnetization. Commensurate
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magnetization plateau is made possible by umklapp processes when the quasi-momentum of k SDW excitations (thus k is an
integer number) is equal to ±2π and thereby can be emitted or absorbed by the lattice as a whole (this is the process that
distinguished lattice quasi-momentum from free-space momentum). This corresponds to the locking-in of the incommensurate
SDW state into a commensurate plateau state.

We assume the following sequence of energy scales: chain exchange interaction J is the largest one, the interchain interaction
J′ is the next one, and the umklapp interaction tk is the smallest. Thus, J ≫ J′ ≫ tk.

Symmetry imposed constraints

We start with Eq.32 of Ref.[S9] for the longitudinal component Sz
y(x) of the spin operator at the site x on the chain with

index y. Both x and y are integers, measured in units of corresponding lattice spacings (along the chain and between the chains,
correspondingly) which we set to unity. Then in the continuum limit

Sz
y(x)∼ M+

1
β

∂xφy(x)−A1 sin
[2π

β
φy(x)− (π −2δ )x

]
. (S2)

Here β is the parameter of the theory and is eventually related to the Luttinger parameters of the one-dimensional field theory.
Eq.(S2) shows that field φy(x) is periodic with period β , so that φy(x)→ φy(x)+β must always hold.

Observe that φy(x) describes quantum fluctuation of the state with the fixed magnetization M per chain site: ⟨Sz
y(x)⟩ = M +

1
β

∂x⟨φy(x)⟩ = M. This means that ⟨φy(x)⟩ is x-independent (and angular brackets denote the expectation value with respect to
the fixed magnetization state).

Now imagine actively translating the field Sz
y(x) along the chain by exactly one lattice spacing. Noting that ∂xφy(x+ 1) ≈

∂xφy(x) upto higher derivatives, we obtain

Sz
y(x+1)∼ M+

1
β

∂xφy(x)−A1 sin
[2π

β
φy(x+1)− (π −2δ )(x+1)

]
(S3)

and conclude that under the translation along the chain continuum field φy(x) transforms as

φy(x)→ φy(x+1)− β

2π
(π −2δ ). (S4)

Similarly, spatial inversion of the field Sz
y(x) results in

φy(x)→
β

2
−φy(−x). (S5)

In the rectangular geometry appropriate for YbAlO3 translating Sz
y(x) from chain y to the neighboring chain y+1 only changes

the discrete index y

φy(x)→ φy+1(x). (S6)

and does not play an important role in the following. (This is different from the triangular geometry where the translation along
the diagonal leads to Eq.34 in Ref.[S9].)

We now write down the k-th order umklapp term and use the above symmetries to constrain its form,

H(k)
umk = ∑

y

∫
dxtk cos

[2πk
β

φy(x)+ζk

]
(S7)

where tk ∼ o(J) is the amplitude and ζk is a k-dependent phase factor. Periodicity φy(x)→ φy(x)+β requires k to be integer.
Under translation (S4) the argument of cosine in (S7) changes like

2πk
β

φy(x)+ζk →
2πk
β

[
φy(x+1)− β

2π
(π −2δ )

]
+ζk =

2πk
β

φy(x+1)+ζk − k(π −2δ ) (S8)

which requires

k(π −2δ )≡ kπ(1−2M) = 2πν (S9)
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where ν is another integer. Therefore

M = Mν ,k =
1
2

(
1− 2ν

k

)
(S10)

defines the set of magnetizations Mν ,k for which k-th order umklapp interaction (S7) is allowed in the Hamiltonian. Observe that
M ≥ 0 means that ν ≤ k/2.

Under inversion (S5)

2πk
β

φy(x)+ζk →
2πk
β

(
β

2
−φy(−x)

)
+ζk =−2πk

β
φy(−x)+ζk +πk (S11)

Since cosine is even function of its argument this means ζk =−ζk −πk and thus the phase in (S7) is

ζk =−π

2
k (S12)

Energetic considerations

Our next goal is to minimize the in-chain umklapp interaction (S7) simultaneously with the inter-chain SDW term (which
is responsible for the SDW state in the first place). The relevant interchain interaction for XXZ chains is discussed in Section
II.B.1 of Ref. [S10], it is given by the first term of Eq.(12) of that reference

Hsdw = ∑
y

∫
dxγsdw cos[

2π

β
(φy(x)−φy+1(x))] (S13)

where the coupling constant is estimated to be γsdw = J′∆A2
1/2, see Table I in [S10]. Here J′ is the interchain exchange interaction

and ∆ is in-chain XXZ anisotropy (note notational confusion: in [S10] the XXZ anisotropy is denoted by δ ).
Configuration of the field φy(x) that minimizes (S13) depends on the sign of γsdw ∼ J′.
1. J′ < 0. Let J′ to be ferromagnetic so that γsdw =−|J′|∆A2

1/2 < 0 is negative. We see that φy(x)−φy+1(x) = βℓ, with integer
ℓ, trivially minimizes (S13). But since φy(x) is periodic in β anyway, the classical equilibrium configuration is given by simple
φy(x) = φy+1(x) condition. More accurately, we split the field into its classical part φ

(0)
y and quantum fluctuations φ̃y(x) on top

of it,

φy(x)→ φ
(0)
y + φ̃y(x) (S14)

Then our brief analysis above shows that Eq.(S13) is minimized by φ
(0)
y = βℓ which is equivalent to φ

(0)
y = 0.

This observation does not affect the form H(k)
umk in (S7), (S9) and (S12), and therefore does not produce any additional con-

straints on integers ν and k determining the allowed magnetization values of the plateaux in (S10).
2. J′ > 0. Let now J′ to be antiferromagnetic so that γsdw > 0. This requires

φ
(0)
y −φ

(0)
y+1 =

β

2
(2ℓ+1) (S15)

This is satisfied by

φy(x)→
β

2
y+ φ̃y(x) (S16)

which leads to a change of the overall sign of Hsdw in (S13) when expresses in terms of “new" (fluctuating) field φ̃y(x).
This substitution changes the umklapp Hamiltonian to

H(k)
umk = ∑

y

∫
dxtk cos

[2πk
β

φ̃y(x)+πky− π

2
k
]

(S17)

For even k = 2n the term πky = 2πny is a multiple of 2π for any chain index y and therefore drops out of (S17). Then

H(k=2n)
umk = ∑

y

∫
dxtk cos

[4πn
β

φ̃y(x)−πn
]

(S18)
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with y-independent cosine. This means that H(k=2n)
umk is minimized the same way in every chain y. The total energy gain due to the

umklapp interaction of k = 2n order is given by that in the single chain times the (infinite) number of chains, i.e. it is extensive.
The situation is different for odd k = 2n+1. Now πky = π(2n+1)y = 2πny+πy → πy (since 2πy is multiple of 2π for every

integer y). Thus

H(k=2n+1)
umk =

∫
dxtk ∑

y
cos

[2π(2n+1)
β

φ̃y(x)+πy− π

2
(2n+1)

]
=

∫
dxtk

{
∑

y=even
cos

[2π(2n+1)
β

φ̃y(x)−
π

2
(2n+1)

]
− ∑

y=odd
cos

[2π(2n+1)
β

φ̃y(x)−
π

2
(2n+1)

]}
(S19)

where we split the y-sum into that over y = even and y = odd subsets and used the basic fact that cos[α + π · odd integer] =
−cos[α]. We see that the expectation value of (S19) is zero, and the contributions of even-numbered and odd-numbered subsets
of chains cancel each other exactly.

That is, magnetization plateaux of the odd order (k = 2n+1) are energetically disfavored for J′ > 0.

Experimental consequences

Eq.(S10) tells us the first member in the Mν ,k sequence of plateaux is given by the 1/3-plateau M1,3 = 1/2× (1− 2/3) =
1/2× 1/3 while M2,5 = 1/2× (1− 2× 2/5) = 1/2× 1/5 corresponds to ν = 2,k = 5. Notice that another “natural" member
M1,5 = 1/2× (1−2/5) = 1/2×3/5 corresponds to the magnetization bigger than that of M1,3. Note that k is odd for both M1,3
and M2,5.

To obtain these plateaux with even k, we should consider, for example, ν = 2,k = 6 state which gives M2,6 = 1/2× (1−2×
2/6) = 1/2× 1/3. So, magnetization-wise this state is equivalent to M1,3 one because M1,3 = M2,6. However, it turns out that
higher values of k result in much more narrow plateaux. Specifically, the width of the plateau is exponentially sensitive to the
index k, see (S39) below. ( The full renormalization-group-based argument is in Ref.[S9].)

This means that plateaux with the smallest k are the most stable and, therefore, most pronounced.
Our analysis above shows that rectangular geometry with J′ < 0 strongly favors odd-valued plateaux with odd k. In the case

of J′ > 0 odd k’s are energetically not possible.
Since YbAlO3 is characterized by the ferromagnetic inter-chain exchange, J′ < 0, we conclude that plateaux at 1/3 of the

total magnetization (M1,3) and at 1/5 of it (M2,5) are the two most pronounced of their kind, with other plateaux either having
higher k (and therefore being more narrow in field) or occurring at higher magnetization where the SDW state ceases to be the
ground state. It thus appears that our theoretical description is consistent with the experiment and, in fact, explains what makes
YbAlO3 special.

Perhaps a little Table of possible Mν ,k will be useful here:

k 3 4 5 5 6 6 7 7 7 8 8 8
ν 1 1 1 2 1 2 1 2 3 1 2 3
2M 1

3
1
2

3
5

1
5

2
3

1
3

5
7

3
7

1
7

3
4

1
2

1
4

Plateaux

We now focus on the relevant case of ferromagnetic interchain exchange so that γsdw < 0.
In the absence of the chain umklapp term (S7) magnetization varies with the magnetic field monotonously and commensurate

magnetizations Mν ,k constitute set of measure zero. That is, magnetization M(h) takes particular value Mν ,k at a particular (and
unique) value of the field h = hν ,k such that M(hν ,k) = Mν ,k. k-the order magnetization plateau appears when

H(k)
umk = ∑

y

∫
dxtk cos

[2πk
β

φy(x)−
π

2
k
]

(S20)

is strong enough to pin down φy(x) at a particular value minimizing (S20) in a finite interval of field h in the neighborhood hν ,k.
To describe this quantitatively we need to generalize our description to h near but not equal to hν ,k.
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First, we need to bring (S20) into a minimization-ready form. Given discussion of Mν ,k values in the Table above, we focus
on the case of odd k (extension to even k is obvious). Then

H(k)
umk = ∑

y

∫
dxtk(−1)

k−1
2 cos

[2πk
β

φy(x)−
π

2

]
(S21)

Classical configuration φ (0) (see (S14)) that minimizes (S21) is determined by the sign of t̃k = tk(−1)
k−1

2 .
For tk(−1)

k−1
2 < 0 we need 2πk

β
φ (0) = π

2 and therefore we write (Θ is the Heavyside step function)

φy(x) =
β

4k
Θ(−t̃k)+ φ̃y(x). (S22)

For tk(−1)
k−1

2 > 0 we need 2πk
β

φ (0) =−π

2 and therefore

φy(x) =− β

4k
Θ(t̃k)+ φ̃y(x). (S23)

In both cases φy(x) =− β

4k sgn(t̃k)+ φ̃y(x) and we end up with

H(k)
umk = ∑

y

∫
dx

(
−|tk(−1)

k−1
2 |

)
cos

[2πk
β

φ̃y(x)
]

(S24)

which is written in terms of fluctuating component φ̃y(x) of the original field φy(x). Importantly, constant shifts in (S22) and
(S23) do not affect spatial derivatives of the field. That is, ∂xφy(x) = ∂xφ̃y(x). Being y-independent, they also do not affect the
interchain SDW interaction (S13), φy(x)−φy+1(x) = φ̃y(x)− φ̃y+1(x).

According to Eq.(S2) magnetization per site is

⟨Sz
y(x)⟩= M+

1
β

∂x⟨φ̃y(x)⟩. (S25)

Now, we claim that magnetic field h in a small neighborhood of hν ,k is described by the following modification [S12] of (S24)

H(k)
umk = ∑

y

∫
dx

(
−|tk(−1)

k−1
2 |

)
cos

[2πk
β

φ̃y(x)+αx
]

(S26)

Being the only field-dependent term in the full Hamiltonian, (S26) is minimized by

φ̃y(x) =− αβ

2πk
x+ϕy(x) (S27)

where ⟨ϕy(x)⟩= 0. Then (S25) becomes

⟨Sz
y(x)⟩= M− 1

β
∂x

(
αβ

2πk
x
)
= M− α

2πk
(S28)

We now require that ⟨Sz
y(x)⟩ = Mν ,k (that is, that magnetization ⟨Sz

y(x)⟩ does not depend on field h and therefore exhibits the
plateau behavior) which immediately fixes α to be

α(h) = 2πk
(

M(h)−Mν ,k

)
(S29)

Observe that by construction α(hν ,k) = 0. Thus, α(h) in (S29) is the wavevector parameterizing variation of the magnetic field
in the vicinity of the ‘optimal’ hν ,k value. Keep in mind that M(h) here represents magnetization per site in the absence of the
umklapp interaction, while ⟨Sz

y(x)⟩ is that of the full theory.
To connect with Ref.S9 the Hamiltonian of the full system can be written in terms of ϕ field

H(k)
plateau = ∑

y

∫
dx
{ v

2
(∂xϕy(x))2 +

v
2
(∂xθy(x))2 −|γsdw|cos

[2π

β
(ϕy(x)−ϕy+1(x))

]
−vβα

2πk
∂xϕy(x)−|tk(−1)

k−1
2 |cos

[2πk
β

ϕy(x)
]}

(S30)
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which is just Eq.48 of [S9] (upto what looks like misprints in the linear derivative term there). The same Hamiltonian can also
be written in terms of the ‘original’ field (S27) φ̃y(x) as

H(k)
plateau = ∑

y

∫
dx
{ v

2
(∂xφ̃y(x))2 +

v
2
(∂xθy(x))2 −|γsdw|cos

[2π

β
(φ̃y(x)− φ̃y+1(x))

]
−|tk(−1)

k−1
2 |cos

[2πk
β

φ̃y(x)+αx
]}

(S31)

In both Hamiltonians field θy(x) is the field dual to φy(x) (and, therefore, also dual to φ̃y(x) and ϕy(x)). The dual field is crucial
for understanding the dynamics of φy(x).

Transition to the three/two-dimensional regime

Since interchain SDW interaction is relevant, the ground state of our system is ordered in the longitudinal SDW phase. To
describe it, we follow steps outlined in [S9, S12]. The key idea is to integrate out high-energy modes in the interval Λsdw < k <
Λ0 ∼ π/a0. Here k = (ωn,kx) is two-dimensional Euclidian momentum (and for convenience we have rescaled euclidian time
by the factor of velocity, τ → vτ = x0, so that it has the same dimension as the coordinate along the chain), and a0 = ax is the
distance between nearest spins along the chain. Notice that chain index y (in the three-dimensional system that index has two
components, y → (y,z)) remains discrete for now (it will become continuous coordinate = (y,z)ay at the end of the day, and ay
is the minimal distance between neighboring chains).

Now we can follow steps outlined in Section III.D.4 of [S9] to find that perturbative elimination of high-energy degrees
results in the renormalization of the SDW coupling in (S31) γsdw(0) → γsdw(ℓ) = γsdw(0)(Λsdw/Λ0)

2. In the differential form
(Λsdw = Λ0e−ℓ) this is just

∂γsdw(ℓ)

dℓ
=−2∆sdwγsdw(ℓ) ⇒ γsdw(ℓ) = γ0

(
Λsdw

Λ0

)2∆sdw
(S32)

where ∆sdw = π/β 2 is the scaling dimension of φ field and we introduced γ0 = γsdw(ℓ= 0) for brevity. We fix the new momentum
cut-off Λsdw by requiring the maximum energy along the chain ∼ vΛ2

sdw to be comparable to the renormalized SDW interaction
between the chains γsdw(ℓ) so that

Λ
2
sdw =

γ0

v

(
Λsdw

Λ0

)2∆sdw
⇒ Λsdw

Λ0
=
(

γ0

vΛ2
0

) 1
2(1−∆sdw) (S33)

Observe that γ̃0 ≡ γ0/(vΛ2
0)≪ 1 is small dimensionless parameter of the theory.

Thus, by construction, at the scale Λsdw the system is approximately three-dimensional and SDW cosine in (S30) can be
approximated as

cos
[2π

β
(φ̃y(x)− φ̃y+1(x))

]
≈ 1− (

2π

β
)2a2

y [∂yφ̃(x,y)]2 (S34)

The umklapp interaction renormalizes as well

tk → tk(ℓ) = tk(0)
(

Λsdw

Λ0

)k2∆sdw
(S35)

where tk(0) is the initial umklapp coupling in (S30) or (S31). Notice that the exponent k2∆sdw grows very fast with the order k
of the umklapp process. Since Λsdw/Λ0 < 1, hence plateaux with large k are strongly suppressed.

As a result, (S31) can now be written in terms of the continuous 3-dimensional field φ(x,y) (here y is (y,z) as mentioned
above and we drop tilde symbol˜on top of φ so that φ̃ → φ )

H3d ≈
∫

dxdy
{ v

2
(∂xθy(x))2 +

v
2
(∂xφ(x,y))2 +

cy

2
(∂yφ(x,y))2 −|tk(ℓ)(−1)

k−1
2 |cos

[2πk
β

φ(x,y)+αx
]}

(S36)

where

cy = v
(2π

β

)2
(ayΛ0)

2
(

γ0

vΛ2
0

) 1
1−∆sdw ≪ v (S37)
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is the velocity in the transverse to the chain direction(s) and the coefficient of cosine is given by (S35).
We are now in position to estimate the width of the plateau by considering classical limit of (S36), i.e. by treating ⟨φ(x,y)⟩ as

classical, time-independent field. Cosine term in (S36) is minimized by ⟨φ(x,y)⟩=−αβx/(2πk) and the energy gain is −|tk(ℓ)|.
However this x-dependent expectation value costs deformation (kinetic) energy v(αβ/(2πk))2/2. Equating the two we find the
critical αc,

αc =
2πk
β

√
2|tk(0)|

v

(
Λsdw

Λ0

)k2∆sdw/2
(S38)

For α ≤ αc the plateau is stable, while for α ≥ αc it is replaced by the incommensurate SDW phase. Given (S29) and the fact
that in the narrow range of the plateau phase dM/dh is constant (remember that here M is the magnetization of the spin chain in
the absence of the umklapp interaction term), we can use (S38) to estimate the width of the plateau in magnetic field as

∆h =
1

βdM/dh

√
2|tk(0)|

v

(
Λsdw

Λ0

)k2∆sdw/2
∼
(

γ0

vΛ2
0

) k2∆sdw
4(1−∆sdw) (S39)

where the last estimate follows from (S33). Very approximately ∆sdw ≈ 1/2 so that the exponent of the last term in (S39) is
estimated as k2/4. That is, ∆h ∼ (J′/J)k2/4. As already discussed previously: the higher the value of k, the more narrow the
plateau is.

Excitations of the SDW and plateau phases

Finally we can address the issue of excitations described by the Hamiltonian (S36). Cosine term there makes the problem
unsolvable but there are two easy and physically important limits that we can analyze. First is the incommensurate SDW phase
which is obtained by eliminating the cosine term from (S36). The second limit is represented by the center of the magnetization
plateau, when α = 0. In that limit we can expand the umklapp cosine

cos
[2πk

β
φ(x,y)

]
≈ 1− 1

2
(2πk

β

)2
φ(x,y)2, (S40)

so that (S36) can be further approximated as

H3d ≈
∫

dxdy
{ v

2
(∂xθ(x,y))2 +

v
2
(∂xφ(x,y))2 +

cy

2
(∂yφ(x,y))2 +

m2
k

2
φ

2(x,y)
}

(S41)

where the mass mk is given by

m2
k =

(2πk
β

)2|tk(ℓ)|. (S42)

So obtained H3d in (S41) is quadratic in φ and θ field and can therefore be solved exactly. These two field are canonical, which
in particular means the following commutator

[φ(x,y),∂x′θ(x
′,y′)] = iδ (x− x′)δ (y− y′). (S43)

We use it to write equation of motion for ∂tφ(x,y), and then one for ∂t∂xθ(x,y), and then Fourier transform to frequency and
wave vector space to find the dispersion relation of SDW excitations

ω
2
k (px, p⃗⊥) = v2 p2

x + c2
y(p⃗⊥)2 +m2

k . (S44)

Notice that k in ωk is the index reminding of the k-th plateau. Inside the plateau the excitations are massive (gapped), with the
mass mk given by (S42), while in the incommensuare SDW phase the mass is absent (mk = 0) and the excitations are linearly-
dispersing phasons with very different velocities v (cy) along the chain (perpendicular to the chain) directions, correspondingly.

Eq.(S44) is expected to work inside the ordered SDW (or plateau) phase at temperatures T below vΛsdw. That is, it represents
the low-energy, acoustic, part of the phason dispersion.
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Critical behavior of the ordering wave vector across C-IC transition

Ref.[S9], Section III.D.6, shows that the incommensurate correction δQ = πδ to the ordering wave vector Q exhibits a
singular dependence on the magnetic field. Specifically, deviation from the commensurability is described in terms of dilute gas
of solitons which interpolate between the degenerate ground states of the classical sine-Gordon model (S36). In the low-density
limit (that is, near the commensurate plateaux states) the solitons repel each other with potential that decays exponentially with
the distance between them. This translates into the inverse log behavior of δQ,

δQ =
−2π

w ln[|h−hν ,k|/∆h]
(S45)

where w is the width of the soliton. Notice that δQ deviates from 0 with an infinite slope. This feature is clearly seen in
Figure 2e, both near the C-IC transition from the AFM to LSDW phase and also near the C-IC transition from LSDW to the 1/3
magnetization plateau state.

S5: MAGNETIC FIELD DEPENDENCE OF THE AFM BRAGG PEAK FROM NEUTRON DIFFRACTION

AFM1 LSDW1 TAF1 FM1

AFM2 LSDW2

AFM1 +
AFM2

AFM2 TAF1

Main crystal, B || a

Twin, B || b

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1 1.2

B  (T)

10-3

10-2

10-1

100

101

102

In
t (

a.
u.

)

Figure S4. Intensity of (0,0,1) Bragg peak measured as a function of magnetic field using neutron diffraction [S13]. Dots show the measured
intensity, color-shaded areas below and above represent different phases for field applied along a and b axis correspondingly (see details in the
main text). Grey solid (dotted) lines demonstrate the critical fields for the field applied along a (b) axis.

In this section we briefly discuss the magnetic field dependence of (0,0,1) Bragg peak, which was measured by neutron
diffraction (see Sec. S1 of SM in Ref. [S13] for the details) and which is important in the context of new phase transition
at B ≈ 1 T. AFM spin chains in YbAlO3 are aligned along the c axis resulting in a Bragg peak at Q = (0,0,1) at zero
field [S14, S15]. Moreover, the TAF phase is also expected to yield magnetic Bragg peak at the same Q position [S16]. The
field dependence of this peak was measured in Ref. [S13], but the sample contained two twins, which have common c axis, but
permuted a and b direction. Magnetic field was applied along the a axis of the main twin, which constituted ≈ 95 % of total
mass of the sample. For the second twin, the field was aligned along the b axis.

Due to single-ion anisotropy, the easy axis of Yb moments lies within the ab plane with 23.5◦ to the a direction [S15]. Thus,
application of magnetic field along a and b produces qualitatively similar response, because it is caused by projection of the
magnetic field on the easy magnetization axis.

Field-induced evolution of magnetic order in YbAlO3 for B∥a (of the main twin) along with intensity of (0,0,1) peak are
summarized in Fig. S4. Intensity of (0,0,1) is strong and constant below the first critical field, Bc = 0.32 T. Above this field,
it drops rapidly and remains constant up to ≈ 0.75 T, which is close to the LSDW-TAF phase boundary for B∥a. Note that
the field region between 0.32 and 0.75 T corresponds to the LSDW phase of the main twin, and no intensity is expected at
(0,0,1). However, this field region coincides with the AFM phase of the second twin, which has the first critical field of
Bc/tan(23.5◦) = 0.74 T. Thus, we interpret the presence of the finite intensity between 0.32 and 0.75 T as signal from AFM
Bragg peak of the second twin. At fields above 0.75 T the second twin is within the LSDW phase, and does not contribute to the
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intensity at (0,0,1) and thus we can interpret the signal at B > 0.74 T (first critical field of the second twin) as the signal from the
main twin. It shows a continuous decrease and disappear below the detection limit at ≈ 1.2 T. This result suggest presence of a
long-range magnetic order between 0.75 T and saturation field. Such behavior is consistent with formation of the TAF phase, as
was proposed by theory [S16, S17].
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