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Recent experiments have established a strong case for Cez(Zr, Sn, Hf)>O7 to host m-flux quantum
spin ice (QSI). However, an irrefutable conclusion still requires strong, multifaceted evidence. In
dipolar-octupolar (DO) compounds, external magnetic fields only strongly couple with the dipolar
component 7, along its local z-axis in contrast to octupolar components 7%Y. This gives rise to the
unique ways magnetic fields interact with the system and, in turn, provides us with a variety of
tuning knobs to generate comprehensive experimental results. In this work, we focus on magnetic
fields along the (110), (111), and (001) directions and present a plethora of remarkable experimental
signatures to probe the underlying physics of m-flux QSI using gauge mean field theory (GMFT) and
Monte Carlo simulations. In particular, we present unique signatures in magnetic field-dependent
phase diagrams, equal-time and dynamical structure factors, and magnetostriction.

Introduction.— Quantum spin liquids (QSLs) have gar-
nered much theoretical attention due to their rich physics
of hosting long-range entanglement (LRE) and fraction-
alized excitations [1-6]. However, experimental realiza-
tion of such a state has remained a challenge to this
day [7, 8]. Recently, exciting experimental development
has been made in Ce-based dipolar-octupolar (DO) ma-
terials, Cey(Zr, Sn, Hf)207 [9-22], suggesting the pos-
sibility of hosting 7-flux quantum spin ice (QSI). This
is a three-dimensional quantum spin liquid with a com-
pact U(1) emergent gauge structure, whose average flux
threaded through hexagonal plaquettes formed by tetra-
hedron edges (see the inset Fig. 1(a)) is 7 [4, 8, 22—
38]. Heat capacity and muon spin relaxation mea-
surements on these materials showed no sign of long-
range order or spin freezing down to the lowest acces-
sible experimental temperature [9-12, 14, 15, 17, 21, 39].
Best-fitting microscopic exchange parameters from var-
ious measurements place these materials in the region
of m-flux QSI [11, 14, 21, 22, 38, 40]. Furthermore,
in CegZrs07, the momentum-resolved energy-integrated
dynamical spin structure factors obtained with neu-
tron scattering [9, 11, 14] are in excellent qualitative
agreement with theoretical predictions[41-44]. More re-
cently, a polarized neutron scattering experiment of the
same material at low energy has also suggested the
presence of the emergent photon modes unique to QSI
states [16] where they also observed a T dependence
in the heat capacity. Furthermore, the results of high-
resolution backscattering neutron spectroscopy [20] re-
sults on CesSnyO7 have highlighted the presence of mul-
tiple peaks of decreasing intensity that was recently pro-
posed as a characteristic signature of spinon excitations
in QSI 7-flux QSI [41, 42, 45].

Despite these encouraging results, an unequivocal iden-
tification of QSI requires multifaceted evidence. In this
regard, recent experiments [14] have shown that magnetic
fields are powerful tuning knobs for generating a compre-
hensive experimental profile of w-flux QSI. More specifi-

cally, because Ces(Zr, Sn, Hf)307 are dipolar-octupolar
compounds whose underlying pseudospin-1/2 operators
7%Y(7%) are octupolar(dipolar), magnetic fields couple
strongly only with the dipolar pseudospin component
7% [32, 47, 48] aligned along the local z-axis z,, defined
in Table S1 of Ref. [46]. Here p € {0,1,2,3} is the py-
rochlore sublattice index (see inset in Fig. 1(b)). As such,
given a magnetic field direction, the Zeeman coupling
strength varies uniquely across the four tetrahedron sites,
thereby giving us a rich parameter space to capture dis-
tinctive signatures of m-flux QSI [49]. In particular, in
the case of (110) direction, two sites (sites 0 and 3) are
coupled to the magnetic field, and the other two (sites
1 and 2) are completely decoupled, forming systems of
coupled () and decoupled () one-dimensional chains,
as shown in the inset in Fig. 1(c). Another direction of
interest is the (111) field, where the much more strongly
coupled sites (site 0) form a sparse triangle, and the oth-
ers form a kagome lattice. Finally, in the case of (001)
field, all four sites are uniformly coupled along the field
direction. Evidently, applications of magnetic fields can
lower the space group symmetry and, in doing so, may
give us access to unique signatures of the underlying m-
flux QSI.

In this letter, we highlight important magnetic field
responses of m-flux QSI candidates Ceq(Zr, Sn, Hf)2O7
using the full XYZ model with the proposed microscopic
exchange parameters. In particular, we first character-
ize the magnetic phase diagrams under various field di-
rections for Ceqz(Zr, Hf)207. We highlight the critical
field strength under a (110) field as a potential experi-
mental marker for distinguishing the multipolar nature
of CegZry07. After which, we compute, within the QSI
phase, the distinctive signatures of static (equal-time)
spin structure factor (SSSF) and dynamical spin struc-
ture factor (DSSF) for comparisons with neutron scat-
tering data. We also show that the non-spin-flip channel
accessible in polarized neutron scattering experiments is
a distinctive signature to distinguish between 0-flux and
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FIG. 1. Phase diagrams containing dipolar parameter set (Jzz, Jyy, J==, Jz») = (0.063,0.062,0.011,0) (a-c) and the octupolar
parameter set (Jzz, Jyy, J2z, Jz2) = (0.062,0.063,0.011, 0) for Ce2Zr207 denoted by the black arrow under field directions (111)
(a,d), (001) (b,e), and (110) (c,f) by looking at the parameter spaces with J1+ = —0.2J) (a-c), Jxx = 0.2J) (d-f), respectively.
Blue denotes w-flux phase; red denotes 0-flux phase; and purple denotes the staggered (0, , 7, 0) phase. The green star in (c)
denotes the parameter set for which the SSSF is computed. The insets: (a) an example hexagonal plaquette for which the flux
thread through; (b) shows a pyrochlore parent unit cell denoting the pyrochlore coordinates R, and the sublattice-indexed
coordinate systems ro (see Sec. I in Ref. [46] for definitions); (c¢) an example of the coupled « chain in red and the decoupled

B chain in blue under a (110) field.

m-flux phases. Finally, we showcase magnetostriction as
a powerful probe to differentiate between degenerate pa-
rameter sets from fitting, helping us to discern the multi-
polar nature of the corresponding QSI phases under the
context of Cez(Zr, Sn, Hf);07.

Model— The most general Hamiltonian for DO com-
pounds coupled to external magnetic fields is the XYZ
model which, at the nearest neighbour level, takes the
form of:

H= > [Jmsﬁ” Sk, + JuySk, Sk, + J:=5%, Sﬁu}
(R, Ry)
— Y (B 2) (9:-5in0Sg, + g2 cos0S3, )| . (1)
Rllf

Here R, refers to the coordinate of the site within the
sublattice-indexed pyrochlore coordinates (SIPC) defined
in Eq.(S1) of Ref. [46]. The S components are relate to
pseudospin 7% via a rotation along the local y-axis by
an angle 6, where ¥ = SY; 7% = cos(#)S* — sin(0)S%;
7% = sin(0)S® + cos(0)S%; tan(20) = arctan(J2J“

xx zz

The landé g-factors of 7% g.4, gyy ~ 0 are calculated to
be weak due to their octupolar nature [47, 50]. As such,
we only consider the Zeeman term with 7%. For the fol-

lowing discussion, without any loss of generalities, let us
denote the dominant exchange coupling as Joo = J,
where Joo = max(Jyy, Jyy, J22); the transverse coupling
Ji = —JBﬁ—IJ'D-; Jii = Jﬁﬁ—Z‘L’l Where {Jaa,.]lgg,lw}
is some cyclic permutation of the Ising exchange interac-
tions {Jyz, Jyy, J2- } depending on which is the dominant
exchange parameter.

Experimentally relevant Ce-based compounds have ex-
change parameters predicted to be far away from the
Ising limit (Jx < J)) [11, 13, 14, 20, 21, 51, 52]. As
such, a non-perturbative approach is warranted for a
faithful investigation. In particular, GMFT has been
shown to be a powerful formalism in its ability to pre-
dict experimentally verified signatures in the m-flux QSI
regime [1, 5, 33, 41, 42, 45, 53-59] where other numerical
techniques, such as quantum Monte Carlo (QMC), can-
not be applied due to the sign problem [5, 8, 26, 27, 37,
50, 60]. This formalism maps the Hamiltonian in Eq. 1
to a compact U(1) gauge theory whereby the dominant
pseudospin component S ~ E and S* = S8 £iS7 ~
dfetiAd 23, 25, 31, 37, 61, 62], where A is the gauge
field, E is the corresponding electric field, and ®f, ® are
the creation annhilation operators for elementary excita-
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FIG. 2. Phase Diagrams containing octupolar CesHf2O7 parameter (Joz, Jyy, J2z, Jz-) = (0.011,0.044,0.016, —0.002) denoted
by the black arrows by picking the parameter space where Ji+ = 0.04Jyy, 6 = 0.34 under magnetic field direction (111) (a),

(001) (b), and (110) (c).

Blue denotes w-flux phase; red denotes 0-flux phase; and purple denotes the staggered (0,7, w,0)

phase. The yellow star denotes the parameter set in which we compute the SSSF with.

tions dubbed spinons. For the detailed GMFT formalism,
please see Sec. II in Ref. [46].

Phase Diagram.— Before considering magnetic field re-
sponses, we first compute the phase diagrams to charac-
terize these Ce-based compounds under finite magnetic
fields of various directions. Since the exchange parame-
ters are obtained via fitting with experimental data, there
is often more than one set of acceptable parameters. To
avoid ambiguity, for the rest of the investigation, we in-
vestigate both the dipolar-dominant CesZr,O7 parame-
ters (Jpz, Jyy, Jzz, Jz2) = (0.063,0.062,0.011, 0)meV [14]
as well as the octupolar-dominant CeyZrO7 parameters
(Jazs Jyy, S22 Jzz) = (0.062,0.063,0.011,0)meV [14].
On the other hand for Ce;Hf507, due to reasons
discussed in Sec. II of Ref. [46], we should expect
GMFT formalism to be accurate only for the octupolar-
dominant fitting parameters (Jpz, Jyy, J2zy Jzz) =
(0.011,0.044,0.016, —0.002)meV [21]. For investigations
into the dipolar-dominant case, we require techniques be-
yond the scope of this work.

We therefore choose parameter spaces that contain the
above parameter sets to compute the phase diagrams.
Namely, we pick Jr+ = —0.2J), § = 0 for dipolar-
dominant CeyZraO7, Jri = 0.2J), 6 = 0 for octupolar-
dominant CeyZry0O7, and Jyy+ = 0.04, 6 = 0.34 for
octupolar-dominant Ce;Hf3O7. Then, we construct the
phase diagrams as a function of J1 and magnetic field h.

As shown in Fig. 1, for CeyZroO7, where Jx ~ —0.3J,
GMFT predicts a rapidly vanishing m-flux QSI phase
with small critical field strength h.. Amongst which, we
note that the h. under a (110) field for the dipolar case
is 0.1J) which is an order of magnitude larger than that
of the octupolar case where h. ~ 0.02J). We note this
remarkable qualitative difference can potentially serve as
a way to distinguish the underlying multipolar nature of
the m-flux QSI phase for CesZroO7 [11, 14].

Due to the narrow region where QSI survives under
magnetic fields for CesZroO7, experiments are more of-

ten done outside of the QSI phase. We thereby provide
classical phase diagrams accordingly at higher magnetic
fields using Monte Carlo (MC) simulations in Sec. V A of
Ref. [46]. We see that, at higher field strength, CeyZr2O7
is predicted to be in the classical spin liquid (CSL) regime
before eventually crossing over into the polarized para-
magnetic (PM) phase at h ~ 3J under a (111) field,
h = 2J) under a (001) field, and h ~ 5J) under a (110)
field.

On the other hand, due to the small J+ and Jy4 for
CeoHf507, the predicted critical fields are quite signif-
icant as shown in Fig. 2: h. ~ 0.15J) for B || (001),
he = 0.3J) for B || (110), and h. =~ 0.63J) for B || (111).
This provides a sizable region in the parameter space
to study the magnetic field responses of m-flux QSI. We
also observe the possibility of stabilizing a staggered flux
phase dubbed (0, 7, 7, 0) under a (110) field near the Ising
limit, which is a phase where half of the plaquettes are
zero flux and the other half, 7 flux [49].

Spin Structure Factors.— Now, we can compute SSSF
and DSSF at experimentally meaningful parameters for
Ceq(Zr, Hf)207. Since both 7% and 7Y have underly-
ing octupolar magnetic charge distribution, g,., gyy ~ 0
and neutron scattering only probes correlations between
pseudospin component 7%, [32, 47]. As such, we can com-
pute the neutron scattering structure factor using:

0%c
900w x S(q,w) = (2)

Z (2# “Zy — (i“ ' T()l?jl’ - q)> Ei‘,pu(qaw).
(3)

Here Sﬁguy(q,w) is the dynamical spin correlations
in the local sublattice-dependent frame Sgg,w(q,w) =
YR, r, ¢ [dtet (g (t)Tg (0)).

We first highlight the SSSF“signa,tVures of octupolar-
dominant 7-flux QSI in CeyHf507, defined as S(q) =
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FIG. 3. Static spin structure factor (1.a-1.b, 2.a-2.b) and dynamical spin structure factor (1.c, 2.c) with the proposed parameters
of octupolar CesHf;O7 and dipolar CezZroO7 under a (110) magnetic field with field strength h = 0.15J; (l.a-1.c) and

h = 0.0SJH (2.a—2.c).

The inset in (1.b) shows Snsr of an energetically less favourable 0-flux QSI under the octupolar

CezHf;07 parameters. Here, the DSSF is calculated along a path going through high symmetry points where X = (1,0,0),
W =(1,-1/2,0), K = (3/4,—-3/4,0), L = (1/2,1/2,1/2), U = (1/4,1/4,1), W' = (0,1/2,1) The side panels in (1.c) and (2.c)

show the momentum integrated DSSF [ dqS(q,w).

[ dwS(q,w), specifically under a (110) magnetic field as
shown in Fig. 3(1.a) (see other directions in Sec. IV of
Ref. [46]). Here, we observe a similar snowflake pattern
seen in m-flux QSI under zero field with pronounced in-
tensities at the L and X points in the first Brillouin zone.
On the other hand, the DSSF signature in Fig. 3(1.c)
shows that the 3-peak structure, which is indicative of
m-flux QSI in zero field, splits into 5 peaks by the (110)
field. This, combined with the DSSF signature under
other field directions, gives us a unique signature of 7-
flux QSL.

One remark here is that the non-spin-flip (NSF) chan-
nel Snysp under a (110) field can serve as an effec-
tive tool to probe the underlying physics of w-flux
QSI. Snsr (where neutrons are polarized perpendicu-
lar to the scattering plane) is defined by Snsr(q,w) =
> (20 %) (20 - 9) SiF (9, w), where ¥ s the direc-
tion of neutron polarization. When neutrons are polar-
ized along the (110) direction, Sysr(q,w) only contains
correlations between sites 0 and 3 which constitute the
a chains. As such, the NSF channel effectively sepa-
rates the contribution between the coupled o and the
uncoupled (8 chains and allows direct observation of the
former which are aligned perpendicular to the (h, —h,1)
plane. Therefore, Sysr shown in Fig. 3(1.b) encodes
strongly the information of the inter-a-chain correlations.
Here, the intensities along the Brillouin zone boundaries

have been previously identified as characteristic of m-flux
QSI [41]. Moreover, we propose a further possibility of
the NSF channel as a robust probe to distinguish be-
tween 0-flux and m-flux QSI under finite magnetic fields.
As shown in the inset in Fig. 3(1.b.), where we investi-
gate the energetically less favourable 0-flux QSI under the
same parameters, Snysr here is distinctively opposite to
that of the m-flux QSI despite their SSSF signatures being
qualitatively indistinguishable (see Sec. IV in Ref. [46]).

On the other hand, one important signature of -
flux QSI in CeyZroO7 can also be sleuthed out by look-
ing at the NSF SSSF signature. Here we compute the
SSSF along with the NSF signature of dipolar-dominant
CegZrs07. As shown in Fig. 3(2.b), Sxsr has modulated
intensities along the Brillouin zone boundaries with min-
ima at the U points. This is due to a much stronger
inter-a-chain correlation along the (001) direction supple-
mented by a much larger |J1| [49] unique to CeyZr2O7
compared to the octupolar CeoHf;07 case in Fig. 3(1.b).

Magnetostriction.— As previously discussed, there are
often several acceptable fitting parameters for m-flux QSI
candidates Ceq(Zr, Su, Hf)207 [11, 13, 14, 20, 21, 51, 52].
To discern between the different sets of exchange param-
eters, we study magnetostriction signatures which have
previously been shown to have distinctive behaviours be-
tween octupolar and dipolar 0-flux QST [48, 63]. Namely,
we consider the length change along (111), (110), and



(001) (p direction) when we apply a magnetic field in
the (111), (110), and (001) (h direction), denoted by Lg.
Here, the magnetostriction signatures are calculated from
classical Monte Carlo simulations.

In the case of CeyZroO7, due to the extremely small
difference between the J,, and J,, of the two parame-
ter sets, the magnetostriction signatures between them
are qualitatively identical across all magnetic field direc-
tions [46].

On the other hand, for CeyHf;07, where we
select amongst the proposed parameters the
octupolar-dominant QSI with (Jyz, Jyy, J2z, Jaz)
(0.011,0.044,0.016,—0.002) meV and the dipolar-
dominant QSI  with (Jow> Jyys oz, Juz) =
(0.046,0.022,0.011,—0.001) meV. As shown in Fig. 4
magnetostriction provides strikingly different profiles
for the octupolar-dominant versus the dipolar-dominant
case. Here, we showcase the most apparent case of
L0 (see other field directions in Ref. [46]). In
Fig. 4(a-b), we note that L1 plateaus for dipo-
lar parameter sets of CeyHfsO; but increases the
octupolar parameter set. This qualitative difference
is mainly due to the different underlying pseudospin
configurations within each respective parameter set.
For example, Lfggll]) ~ AhS%, + BhShy;, where
SEy = S§ — 8¢ — 5§+ 855 and SY := (Sg ). Here
Apzjgld B ;re sor;le cor?stants3 dependliLng on< tl});g >magne—
tostriction coupling constants g1 to g9 (see Eq. (S15)
in Ref. [46]) and h is the field strength. We find that as
we increase the magnetic field, the behaviours of S%,,
between the dipolar and octupolar-dominant case are the
same, whereas for S%,, they are completely different, as
shown in Fig. 4(c-d). This is mainly because 6 = 0.34 for
the octupolar-dominant case which is much larger than
that of the dipolar-dominant case where § = —0.03. As
such, the Zeeman term in Eq. (1) has a much stronger
coupling with S* of the octupolar-dominant case, result-
ing in a much larger |S%,,|. We note that even though
magnetostriction coupling constants are not known,
within the same set of parameters, due to the drastically
different behaviour of S%,,, the magnetostriction profile
of dipolar versus octupolar-dominant regimes would
always be qualitatively different, serving as a robust tool
to distinguish between them.

Furthermore, it is worth noting that the multipolar
nature of CesSnsO7, whose possibility of hosting 7w-flux
QSI is debated between two sets of proposed parame-
ters [20, 51], can also be distinguished by looking at
the magnetostriction signatures, as shown in Sec. VB
of Ref. [46].

Discussion.— In this letter, we used a combination of
GMFT and MC to explore the magnetic responses of DO
compounds. We computed the QSI magnetic phase di-
agrams for Cey(Zr, Hf)2O7 to categorize the regions in
parameters space where m-flux QSI is stable. In doing so,
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Lfggll]) and S%; = S§ — ST — S5 + S5 (c,d) under the appli-

cation of a (001) magnetic field for (a,c) octupolar parameter
set and (b,d) dipolar parameter set of CeoHf>O7.

we found that the critical field strengths under a (110)
field are an order of magnitude apart between dipolar and
octupolar parameter sets of CeaZro07. We also presented
predictions for SSSF and DSSF of Ces(Zr, Hf)2O7. Here,
beyond the distinctive marker seen in the SSSF, we show
that the NSF channel under a (110) field can serve as an
effective tool in distinguishing 0-flux and 7-flux QSI. Fi-
nally, in further aiding distinguishing degenerate fitting
parameter sets, we present predictions of magnetostric-
tion signatures of Cea(Zr, Sn, Hf)2O7 under various mag-
netic field directions. In short, we provide definite pre-
dictions for a series of powerful experimental results for
elucidating the nature of the spin liquid states in the QSI
candidates Cez(Zr, Sn, Hf)207.
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I. DIPOLAR-OCTUPOLAR PYROCHLORE

Sublattice-indexed pyrochlore coordinates (SIPC), R,,, and sublattice indexed diamond coordinates (SIDC), r,, are
used in the main text to label the pyrochlore sites and the parent diamond lattice sites, respectively. They are related
through:

RH =rie| + rqeg + rzes — nabO/Q + n(xbu/Q
=To +1abu/2, (S1)

where o =1 if « = A or no = —1 if @« = B. b, are vectors connecting the center of a down-pointing tetrahedron to
the centers of its nearest up-pointing tetrahedrons

bo = _3(1, 1,1) (S2a)
by = i(_l’ 1,1) (S2b)
by = 3(1,_1, 1) (S2¢)
by = 3(1, 1,-1), (S24)
and e; are the lattice basis vectors
eo = (0,0,0) (S3a)
o1 = %(0, 1,1) (S3b)
e = %(1,0, 1) (S3¢)
o5 = %(1,1,0). (S3d)

We have introduced ey = 0 for convenience.
Spins are defined in sublattice-dependent local frames whose basis vectors are given in table S1.

TABLE S1. Local sublattice basis vectors

1 0 1 2 3

Py T —1 1 T

2 7 (—2,1,1) 7 (2,1,1) 7_61(2, 1,-1) 7 2,-1,1)
Yu ﬁ(oa_Ll) %(Ovla_ ) ﬁ(ovlvl) ﬁ(ovlvl)
2# %(17171) %(713171) %(157131) :/7%(171571)

Furthermore, we find that generators for the pyrochlore space group:

T :ry — (7"1 + 61’,1’ ro + (5@2, rs + 6ia3)a (S4a)
Co : T+ (=13, —11, —rg)ﬂ(a) (S4b)

Sire = (=11, =T, 71 + 72 + 73 + 0a,4) (S4c)

m(e)

II. GAUGE MEAN FIELD THEORY

We elaborate here on the gauge mean field theory (GMFT) formalism [1-6]. For the sake of simplicity, let us
first derive this with the assumption that J,, is dominant (i.e. |Jyy| > |Joel, [Jzz|, J) = Jyy). First, we introduce
a slave matter field Q € Z on the parent diamond lattice defined as Q,, = Y, PEDte, Sﬁu where t,, denotes the
tetrahedron centered at r, and Ot refers to the four pyrochlore sites forming its boundary. The index o € {A, B}

corresponds to up-pointing and down-pointing tetrahedrons. The associated charge raising and lowering operators



3

can then be naturally defined using the conjugate variable ¢, (i.e., [¢r,,Qr ] = i0r,r) to be ®f = e'Pra and

®,. = e ¥ra. By construction, the length of this operator is |<I>Ia ®,_| = 1. However, it is found that GMFT only
produces more agreeable critical J§ with Quantum Monte Carlo (QMC) results for 0-flux QSI if this constraint is

relaxed to (®) ®, ) = k, where k= 2 [6, 7]. We will enforce this constraint by introducing Lagrange multipliers A°.

Next, the original pseudospin operators can be extended to act on the enlarged Hilbert space H = Hg X Hspin via
S+” — <I>1A (1 Ay, rA“’u) ®r,+b, and Sk — Ex, ratb,, where By, . 1y, and Ay, r,4b, are canonical conjugate
electric and gauge fields acting on the 1n1t1al spin Hilbert space, b, are vectors connecting A diamond sites to
the nearest four B diamond sites defined in Eq. (S2d), and R/, is the pyrochlore site connecting the up and down
tetrahedron centered at r4 and r + b, respectively. We therefore arrive at the following Hamiltonian.

J|| J. .
— § 2 + E E T Na(Ara,ra+naby —Ara,ra+nab
H_? Q!‘a o 4 (I)l‘a“l‘nabp.(bra“”’]abue Y( Toor ' Toor ' “)

To W,V#EW

J N
= Z > ( 1o (Arerenavu F v s nabu ) @F BF By b, Pro b, + b, )

Yo p,VEW

- = Z (- 2,) ((cos@ —isinO)®] B, 41, e Araratvu 4 hc). (S5)

I'A7H

To obtain a tractable theory, the gauge field A is completely fixed by its mean field configuration A and we do not
consider any gauge fluctuation. In doing so, we also integrate out the canonical electric field E. Furthermore, we
perform mean-field decoupling on the quartic term in Ji:

‘I)Ia (I)Ia (bra+77abp (Dra+7]abu — <(I)Ia (I)ia >q)ra+nab ‘I)ra-‘rnab + (I)T (I) <(I)ra+77ab (I)ra+77abu>
+ <(I)I‘a (Dra +"7abu>(b!‘a ¢I‘a +naby <(I)l‘a (Dra +nab u>¢ (bra"l'nab;
+ QI‘Q <@I‘a (proz +nabu>¢ro¢ +nabu + ¢I <¢ éra"t"’]a >¢ro¢ +770¢bu . (86)

Therefore, we introduce mean field parameters Y, = (®f ®f ), x,0 = (Protnab, Protnab,), and &b, rotnab,
(®f ®ro+1ab,) to obtain the following mean field Hamiltonian:

J . - -
HGMFT - ?H Z Qfa + Z AO‘ ((b;r‘a (Dra - K:) o {Tj: Z Z (b-lr‘a‘f"r]abu (bra+7]abuezna(AraJa#»nabu _Al‘arl'aﬁﬂlabu)

To p,VFAW

J:I::I: ino (A A
72 E a(Arg.rat+naby TArg . ra+naby i3l cp i) i)
3 [em ( Fab Haby )( I roa Xra+nabu,ra+naby +Xra re *ra+naby ¥ra+nab

To [,VF#Q
+2(I)T o Protnab,bra ratnab, ZCI)IQ ¢ra+nab95rayra+nabp.) + h.c.]

+

_n Z (A-2,) [ (cos 0 — isinO)Bf, By, 11, e 4ramaton 4 h.c.] (S7)

rA#

Fitting parameter sets of Ce-based QSI candidates can also be that of dipolar natures with dominant J,, exchange

parameters. In this case, we instead map S® ~ E, SY = SJr%S_, 57 = s+;is—7 where S* = ®Te*4P. This would

give us the same Hamiltonian but with a different Zeeman term in Eq.(S5) where we now have

h L=
Haeoman = =7 D (8- 2,) [sin OFx, xaib, —i0050D] Dy, pp, M araton 4 h.c.} . (S8)

rA,pm

So now, instead of strictly coupling to spinons, magnetic fields can also couple to the electric field with coupling
strength o sinf. However, notice that in the GMFT formalism, the electric field is completely integrated out. As
such, a part of the Zeeman term is completely neglected. Therefore, we should be careful when applying GMFT to
dipolar QSI if 8 # 0 where the coupling with the electric field is not zero. More specifically, we should be careful
when applying GMFT with finite magnetic fields to the dipolar CesHfsO7 parameter sets (Jopa, Jyy, Jzz; Joz) =
(0.046,0.022,0.011, —0.001)meV, where § = —0.0285 # 0. As such, we leave this parameter set out of this particular

work. In contrast, we note that for the octupolar case, (Jyz, Jyy; J2z, Jzz) = (0.011,0.044,0.016, —0.002)meV, can



indeed be captured by GMFT since the Zeeman term only couples with spinon in Eq. (S7). On the other hand, we
note that CezZroO7 has proposed fitting parameters with § = 0. As such, GMFT is still perfectly valid for both the
dipolar and octupolar fitting parameters of CesZroO7.

Calculating the photonic contribution can be done using U(1) lattice gauge theory [8]. However, incorporating such
calculations with GMFT requires careful future studies that are beyond the scope of this work.

III. TRANSFORMATION PROPERTIES OF THE PARTON OPERATORS

In the case where Jy, is dominant for an octupolar spin ice, the generators of the pyrochlore space group act on
the parton construction as:

1 . 1 .
T - A +b A
v {Q(I)IA e'firara “(I)rAerw 7<I)IA+bue Hiraratou (I)I‘A ’ EI‘A,I‘A+bu

2
Lol AT mieatn) @ Lot T (e a) Te(raton) B E S
T2%nen FPTratba) P eatb,)e T PIPT(ra)) BTi(r ), Ti(ra+by) (59)
— 1 i 1 —1 r
Cs : {Q‘I)iAe A‘"A""A—Fb“q)rA-‘rbw §(I)IA+b,l,e Aras A+b”¢)I‘A’ EI‘A7I‘A+bu}
1 iAg . 1 —idg G
T TA)s r I3 = - f ral) i H > o o
— {2®Cs(m)e A AT O, 14, 5 P (earn,© AT )@Cﬁ(“)’EC‘B("A”C‘S(““’“)} (310
1 i 1 —
S {QCIDIAe Araratbudy Ly §¢1A+bue Araratbueg, ETA7TA+bM}
1 iA 1 A
- {—2‘1{2(“)6 S B,y — 5 Pl e S(’A)’S(””b“)‘I’S(rﬁbu)yES<rA>,S<rA+bu>}- (S11)

We note that for the dipolar case, where S* ~ E, S* = SY + iS5, the screw operation S would instead map
S : 8* — SF. Under GMFT formalism, this swaps the spinon creation and annihilation operators and, therefore,

will result in different PSG equations since this operation flips A — —A. We will see in Sec. VI C that this will result
in different PSG classes.

IV. SUPPLEMENTARY SPIN STRUCTURE FACTORS

We present here some supplementary spin structure factors to elaborate on some details discussed in the main text.
First of all, we present the SSSF and DSSF signatures of other field directions, (111) and (001), for the octupolar-
dominant parameter set of CeoHf5O7 in Fig. S1 and CeyZroO7 in Fig. S2 at various field strengths.

We discussed in the main text the potential of the non-spin-flip channel as a distinctive marker to distinguish 0-flux
and 7-flux QSI. We want to supplement this argument by providing the equal time structure factor (SSSF) under
the same parameter sets between the energetically favourable m-flux phase and the less favourable 0-flux phase in
Fig. S3. On close inspection, strictly speaking, these SSSF signatures are different. Namely, the peak intensities of
the 0-flux phase are not along the first Brillouin zone boundary like that of the m-flux phase. However, the overall
similar snowflake pattern and the closeness in these peak positions might be hard to resolve under momentum-resolved
neutron scattering data. We contrast this with the strikingly opposite signatures for the non-spin-flip channel discussed
in the main text.

V. CLASSICAL SIMULATIONS

The classical simulations were done with Monte Carlo algorithm on a 4 x 12 x 12 x 12 pyrochlore lattice. We
performed 107 sweeps per temperature step for careful spin configuration convergence. After which, to obtain the
DSSF, we then time evolve (S®) after simulated annealing by applying the classical equation of motion for SU(2)
spin, which is the Landau-Liftshitz-Gilbert equation,

OSR, oH

= —Sg, X 2"
ot R 9Sn,

(S12)
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FIG. S1. Static spin structure factor (l.a-1.b, 2.a-2.b) and dynamical spin structure factor (l.c, 2.c) with the proposed
parameters of octupolar Ce;Hf207 under a (111) magnetic field with field strength h = 0.4J) (l.a-1.c) and a (001) h = 0.1J
(2.a-2.c).

A. Classical Phase Diagram

We present the classical phase diagrams containing parameter sets for octupolar-dominant CesZroO7 in Fig. S4 at
temperature T = 10_3|JH |~1. Since we are performing classical Monte Carlo simulations, the zero field ground states
are that of classical spin ices (CSIs). As we increase the magnetic fields, the classical spin ice phases cross over into
classical spin liquid (CSL) phases, where there still exists extensive ground state degeneracy. We refer to this phase as
the CSL phase to make distinctions from the CSI phase since the residual entropy is not that of Pauling ice entropy
and the underlying spin configurations are not exactly 2-in-2-out. We elaborate on this more in the discussions below.

To determine the phase boundaries between the classical spin liquid phase and the paramagnetic phase, we compute
the entropy up to T' = 10_3|J|||_1. Here, since we assume that .J,, is dominant, at zero field, the system is in
a degenerate manifold of 2-in-2-out spins aligned in the local y-axis (Y-2120). On the other hand, as previously
discussed, the magnetic field only couples to S* degrees of freedom since § = 0. Therefore, as we increase the
magnetic field, the spins will gradually align with the local z-axis until we reach the paramagnetic spin configuration
under each respective field direction. During this process, the spin degeneracy of Y-2120 is not completely lifted.
To see this, let us consider a simplified case where J,, # 0 and Jy; = J.. = 0 under a finite (110) field. At
zero fields, one example of the y-components of the spins is {S§,S7,S5,S¥} := {1/2,1/2,—-1/2,—1/2} where the
expectation values of all other components are zero. Notice that here, any permutation of {S}j} will yield the same
energy, giving us a degenerate manifold of Y-2I20 spin configuration with a residual entropy of % In % On the other
hand, for a finite magnetic field, since the Zeeman term only couples with sites 0 and 3 with the same coupling
strength albeit with opposite sign, [(S§)| = |(S5)| # 0. We see that one example of the y-components of the spins are
[SY, 57,5, SU} = {(S¥), 1/2.~1/2, (SY)}, where |(SU)[2+(S2)[2 = §2 = 1/4 for € {0,3}. As such, |(SL)] = |(S¥)].
Therefore, we see that for a given spin configuration, swapping the spin components S? on sites 0 and 3 or on sites 1
and 2 are degenerate in energy, since the energy associated with the Zeeman term only depends on the z-components
(Sﬁ> We note that this residual entropy should be less than the Pauling ice entropy as we only have 4 degenerate
configurations per tetrahedron. We can do the same for the other two directions. We find that, for the (001) direction,
the residual entropy is approximately that of the Pauling entropy. On the other hand, we should expect the residual
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FIG. S2. Static spin structure factor (l.a-1.b, 2.a-2.b) and dynamical spin structure factor (l.c, 2.c) with the proposed
parameters of dipolar Ce2ZraO7 under a (111) magnetic field with field strength h = 0.1J (1l.a-1.c) and a (001) h = 0.05J
(2.a-2.c).
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FIG. S3. Static spin structure factor S with the proposed parameters of octupolar CeoHf20O7 under a (110) magnetic field with
field strength h = 0.15.J with the energetically favourable 7-flux phase (a) and the less favourable 0-flux phase (b).

entropy of Kagome-ice for the (111) field [9-12]. Of course, the above derivation only is true only for J,, = J,, = 0.
Nevertheless, for J. # 0 and Ji4 # 0, we should expect a finite residual degeneracy for the CSL phases, unlike the
polarized paramagnetic phases where the entropy is 0. As such, we can gain a conclusive phase boundary of the CSL
phase by looking at the residual entropy.

On the other hand, we note that the phase whose spin configuration is the all-in-all-out in the local z-axis (Z-ATAO)
is stable up to h ~ 4.J,, before transitioning to the paramagnetic (PM) phase. Since the PM spin configuration also
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FIG. S4. Classical phase diagram with J1 = —0.2, # = 0 under magnetic field directions (a) (111), (b) (001), and (c) (110).
Here green denotes the classical spin liquid phase (CSL); orange denotes the all-in-all-out in the S* basis (Z-AIAO).

aligns in the local z-axis but strictly not ATAO, the Z-ATAO configuration directly competes with the PM phase,
resulting in a first-order transition from the Z-ATAO phase to the PM phase. As such, delineations between the
Z-AIAO and the PM phase can be found by looking at (Sg ). In the Z-AIAO phase, (Sg ) = 1/2, whereas in all the
other PM configurations, (Sg ) <1/2.

B. Magnetostrictions

We present the magnetostriction calculation under magnetic field directions (111), (110), and (001) for Ces(Zr, Sn,
Hf)207 in Fig. S5, S6, S7 respectively. The magnetostriction calculations follow the same derivation from Ref [13, 14].
To aid in a helpful discussion of physical understandings of the computed results, we hereby merely quote the relevant

equation for calculating magnetostriction length change J S

[001]) for discussions in the main text.

AL (001) 1
(F7) =gt 2+ 00) (S5 = ST = 5+ 50) + (200 + 10) S5 - 55 = 85 + 59)]
[001] 33

1
b (V201 + g2) (S — ST — ST+ 5%) + (V297 + 98 ) (S5 — S7 — S5+ 53)| . (S13
3V (c1r — ca0) [(\[91 92)( 0 — ST — 57+ 55) (\[97 98)( 0 — 91— 5 3)} (S13)

Here, to evaluate the magnetostriction length change, we consider the following parameters: g1 = 4 x 1077, go =
—8x1077,g3=12x 107,94 = -2.6 x 1077, g7 =05 x 1077, g5 = —0.7 x 1077, g9 = 0.43 x 107, g190 = 0.51 x 1077,
C33 — 1, C11 — Cop = 1.

We compute the magnetostriction length change profiles between the two degenerate fitting parameters of CexZr307,
(Joa Jyys T2z, Juz) = (0.062,0.063,0.011,0)meV and (Jyy, Jyy, J2z, Jzz) = (0.063,0.062,0.011,0)meV [15]. Evidently,
they are qualitatively indistinguishable. This is mainly due to the extremely small difference between J,, and J,, in
the two proposed parameter sets.

In the case of CesSnaO7, we note that the magnetostriction length changes under (111) are qualitatively similar
between the octupolar (Jyz, Jyy, J-2) = (0.034,0.069,0.034)meV and § = OmeV [16] and the dipolar parameter set
(Jzz, Jyys J=2) = (0.045,—0.001, —0.012)meV [17] and 6 = 0.19 as shown in Fig. S6(a-b) and (d-e), respectively. But,
we see that L(19 is an order of magnitude larger in the dipolar-dominant parameter set than that of the octupolar-
dominant one. Finally, we see a clear qualitative distinction in L(°°1) as we see an apparent discontinuity in the
dipolar-dominant case.

For CeyHf,07, aside from the L(°°V) results discussed in the main text, we note that the length changes between
the octupolar and dipolar fitting parameters are one order of magnitudes apart under a (110) and qualitatively similar
under a (111) field, as shown in Fig. S7(a,d) and (b,e).
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FIG. S5. Magnetostriction for CezZroO7 under octupolar-dominant fitting parameters-dominant (Jua, Jyy, Jzz, Joz) =

(0.062,0.063,0.011,0)meV (a-c) and the dipolar-dominant parameter set with (Jzz, Jyy, J2z, Jz2) = (0.063,0.062,0.011, 0)meV
under magnetic field direction (111) (a,d), (110) (b,e), and (001) (c,f).
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FIG. S6. Magnetostriction for Ce2Sn2O7 under octupolar-dominant fitting parameter J+ = —0.2464, J1++ =0, 0 = 0 (a-c) and
the dipolar-dominant parameters with (Jaze, Jyy, J=2) = (0.045,—0.001, —0.012)meV, 8 = 0.19 under magnetic field direction
(111) (a,d), (110) (b,e), and (001) (c,f).
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(0.011,0.044,0.016, —0.002)meV ~ (a~c) and the dipolar-dominant parameter set with (Juz, Jyy, 2z, Joz) =

(0.046,0.022,0.011, —0.001)meV (d-f) under magnetic field direction (111) (a,d), (110) (b,e), and (001) (c,f).

VI. PROJECTIVE SYMMETRY GROUP

A. Generalities

Due to the projective construction in GMFT, mean-field Ansétze that are related via some U(1) gauge trans-
formation correspond to the same physical wave function [1, 3, 18, 19]. As such, mean-field Ansétze needs only
to be invariant under GoO, where O is some symmetry operation and Go : |[¥,_ ) — e'®oFa)| ¥, ) is some U(1)
transformation associated with the symmetry operation.

The projective representations of the space group generators GoO must follow the same underlying algebraic
relation. The PSG classification of all fully symmetric states is therefore found by imposing such algebraic constraints.
However, this is not enough to unambiguously find a representation of the fully symmetric states due to the fact that
there is a gauge freedom in Go. A PSG element GoO € PSG transforms under some general gauge transformation
G: |0, ) =e?e) | W, ) as

GoO = GGoOG ™" = GGoOG 10O (S14)
=GGoG O (ra)]O, (S15)
where we used the relation
OGO~ =GO (ry)]. (S16)
Here G[O™ Y (ry)] ¢ Wy, ) — €@ "(¥a)) |U,. ) As such, the PSG phase transforms as
$o(ra) = ¢o(ra) + d(ra) — ¢(O 7 (ra)). (517)

To obtain an unambiguous representation of the PSG class, we must fix the gauge freedoms. If we assume spatially
isotropic and translationally invariant phase factors, there are 6 distinct gauge transformations corresponding to 2
diamond sublattices and 3 directions.

¢i,8(ra) = ¥i grida,s, (S18)
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where 1); 5 is some U(1) element. Furthermore, one can apply a sublattice-dependent gauge transformation:

‘E)(ra) = &ﬁéa,ﬁv (519)

Vi 8, 1/;g € [0,27). In total, we have 8 gauge degrees of freedom that we will use in the following sections to completely
fix the phase factors along with site-independent U(1) gauge transformation associated with each operation.

B. PSG for Octupolar Spin Ice under Magnetic Fields

Under finite magnetic fields, the point group symmetry of the pyrochlore lattice is lowered depending on the imposed
magnetic field direction. As such, we only need to calculate the PSG solutions for the generators of the remaining
point group.

Solutions of PSG follow exactly the same as that of Ref. [20]. Here, we summarize the necessary results. Under a
(110) magnetic field, the generators of the remaining point group is a reflection ¢ = SCZ and inversion I = C3. The
resulting PSG solution is:

¢, (ra) = (S20a)
¢, (ra) = namry (S20b)
é15(ra) = nom(ry +r2) (S20c¢)
G0 (ra) =nom(r1 +12)(r1 + 12 +1)/2 (S20d)
¢1(ra) = Y171 + Yr1,72 + Yrda B (520e)

Here ny,ns € Zo; trry, ¥rry, ¥r € U(1) B
On the other hand for a (111) field, the only remaining generator of the point group is Cg. Therefore, we get the
following PSG solution:

¢, (ra) =0 (S21a)
¢, (ra) = n1mry (S21b)
¢r15(ra) = mam(ry +12) (S21c)
bo(ra) = mmri(ry +73) + %1&065&,3, (S21d)

where ny € Zy and ¢, € U(1).

Finally, for the (001) case, here the remaining generators are Cy = 6'6256'6_ ! and inversion. The resulting PSG
solution is:

o1, (ra) =0 (S22a)
o1, (ra) = namry (S22b)
o1y (ra) = nam(ry +12) (S22¢)
bc, (1) = 5 (=r1(1+11) +75(1+73))

+nmmrire +maw(ry +13)00,8 + g, /4 (522d)
¢1(re) =0 (S22e)

Here, again, ny € Zsg, g, € U(1).

C. PSG for Dipolar Spin Ice under Magnetic Fields

In the case where J,, is dominant, the screw operation S will instead map creation operators to annihilation
operators and vice versa. Therefore, the PSG will differ for symmetry group with generators containing the screw
operation S. These operators are o under [110] fields and Cy under [001] fields. Therefore, we expect different PSG
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results for these fields. After going through similar derivations, it turns out that under a [110] field, the PSG solution
is:

o1, (ra) =0 (S23a)

¢T2 (ra) =ni7ry (S?gb)

é15(ra) = nom(ry +r2) (S23c)
Go(ra) = nom(ry +12)(r1 + 72 +1)/2

— Yoy, T1 — YoryT2 (S23d)

¢1(ra) = nym(r1 +r2) +P1/2. (S23e)

where ny,na,n; € Zy. The PSG solutions under a [001] field is:

¢T1 (ra) =0 (824a)

o1, (Ta) = namry (S24b)

¢15(ra) = nim(ry +r2) (S24c)
¢¢,(ra) = n;r( r(L+71) +7r3(1+73))

+nimrire + (nam(ry +13))da, + Ye, (524d)

¢r(ra) = nym. (S24e)

where ny,ny € Za, ¢, € U(1). As such, the PSG solution for the dipolar case differs from that of the octupolar case.
Despite this difference, both result in the same mean-field gauge configuration Ay, r,+b, as in Eqs. (S26) and (S28).
However, the mean-field parameter y, £ are indeed different, as we will demonstrate in Sec. VI E.

D. Mean Gauge Configuration

After getting all the PSG solutions, we can now find the fully symmetric mean-field solution by looking at how they
are related under the remaining symmetry operations. Indeed, the MF Hamiltonian has to be invariant under the

projective transformations GoO. This determines the corresponding mean-field Ansétze Gz(ra,ra+b,) = eHAraratoy,
More specifically, invariance of the MF Hamiltonian under Go O implies
Gi(O(ra),0(ra +b,))
4 8 (S25)

= Q(T;(O(TA))QA(PA,PA +b,)Go(0(ra)).

From these requirements, the gauge field configuration on the entire lattice can be determined for a given PSG
class. To do so, the value of the gauge field background is arbitrarily fixed on representative bonds that are not
related to each other but are related by all other bonds on the lattice by symmetry operations. In the presence of
translation symmetry, this inequivalent set can be taken to contain at most the for bonds of the unit cell at the origin
Ao A,04+b, = /_lﬂ. In many cases, these bonds might be related by symmetry operations. We compute the mean field
gauge configuration for the octupolar-dominant case, although it turns out that the dipolar-dominant case has the
exact same relations.

For the [110] field, the bonds Ag ,.0,4+bo> A04.04+b1> and Ag, 0,+b, cannot be related by the remaining symmetry
transformations. The mean-field configuration for a specific PSG class is then specified by three parameters Ag, A,
and As:

Al(r1,m2,73) 45 (T1,72,73) 5] = A (S26a)
Al(r1,7m2,73) 45 (11 + 1,72, 73) g] = Ay + nymrg + namry (S26b)
Al(r1,72,73) 4 » (11,72 + 1,73) g] = As + nomrs (S26¢)
Al(ri,r2,13) 4, (r1,72,73 + 1) g] = Ap. (526d)

Similarly, we can only mix the bonds AOA,OA-s-bla AOA,0A+b2 and A0A70A+b3 by symmetry operations in the presence
of a [111] field. The gauge field background configuration of the associated PSG class then depends on two parameters



1210 and 12112
Al(ri,r2,m3) 4, (r1,72,73) 5] = Ao
A[(’I“ T2, T 3)A,(T1+1 7“2,7“3)3]
Al(ri,ra,m3) 45 (r1,m2 + Lirg) gl =
A[(’I‘l,T‘Q,?”3)A,(T1,’I"2,T3+1)3]

1

Ay +nym (rg +73)

A1 + ni7rs

12

(S27a)
(S27Db)
(S27¢)
(8274d)

Finally, for the [001] field, C, can indeed relate all 4 sites. Therefore, the gauge field configuration would depend

on the parameter Ag:

A[(T17T2,T3) ,(7"1,7"2,7’3) ]:A

Al(ri,re,m3) 4, (r1 + 1, 7‘2,7”3)3]on+71177(7“2+7“3)
Al(r1,m2,73) 4, (11,72 + 1,73) gl = Ag + nymrs
A[(T17T2,T3)A,(T17r2;7'3+1)B]:A(]

E. Mean Field Parameters

We can use the same relations to relate the other mean-field parameters.
= Xﬁm where 5 = A if & = B and vice versa. Notice that by construction £o,,0,+b

X0a+b,,00+b,
Under a (110) field, the mean-field parameters relate as:

El(r1,m2,m3) 45 (11,72,73) gl = o
El(r1,r2,m3) 45 (11 + 12, m3) gl =
El(ri,r2,m3) 4o (r1,m2 +1,73) gl =
El(ri,m2,m3) 05 (r1, 2,73 + 1) g] =

Here, we can see that since Inversion is still present under a (110) field, we can apply I on &, =

Therefore, §0 e R. SlIIlllaI'ly7 51 = £0A70A+b1 = gOA—b170A

51 ez nyTra+nowr3)

é— in
€o-

2773

Let us define £o,,04+b,

(S28a)
(S28Db)
(S28c¢)
(S5284d)

= ¢, and

_ *
w §OA-l-b;“OA .

(S29a)
(S29Db)
(S29c¢)
(S29d)

— — *
- €OB7OA - 50'
= &7, since &; does not depend on ry. The same can be said

about &;. Therefore, £ and &, are both real. On the other hand, mean-field parameter y are related in the following

ways:

m,72,73) 5, (11

T1,72,73) 5 s (

71,72,73) g5 (11,72, 73 + 1) ] = X03

r+1,7m9,73) g, (r1,r2 + 1,73) g
r3)p, (r1,r2,m3 + 1) g
)as(

r1,72 +1,7r3) 4, (11,72, 73 + 1) g

B
B

r1+1,72,73

—_ = = == =

And that x4, = e~ "1x§, for p € {0,

+1,72,73) ] = X010
y(r1,m2 4+ 1,73) 5] = Xo2e

= X12€
= Xo1€

= X12€

im(nire+inars)

N T3

TNy
im(nire+na(rs+1)

i?'LQTg

(S30a)
(S30b)
(S30c)
(S30d)
(S30e)
(S30£)

1,2,3}; X1142 = Xl%e—lbri-wn"l Ity X1143 — X%e—lﬁl-i-wm*l; X1243 - X%e—wl-‘rwn"z )

Just like the mean-field configuration /_1”, due to the reduced symmetry introduced by the magnetic fields, not all
mean-field parameters can be related to each other. As such, we are left with 3 independent {,, parameters and 4
independent Y, parameters to solve. Furthermore, the complex phase factor v, 1¥;1,, ¥r7, actually comes into the
mean-field calculation now and needs to be determined self-consistently.

Under a (111) field, we have that the three types of mean-field parameters follow that:

§[(r1,r2,m3) 5, (r1,72,73) gl = o
El(ri,r2,m3) 40 (11 +1,72,m3) g] =
El(risra,m3) 45 (r1,m2 + 1,73) g
El(ri,r2,m3) 45 (11, 72,73 + 1)

§1 6277,171'(7’2 +r3)

&

gl 62n17TT3

(S31a)
(S31b)
(S31c)
(S31d)



Here, & and &; are real by the same logic.

And the sublattice A mean-field parameters are related by the
W,V € Zy.
Finally, under a (001) field, the mean-field parameters follow:

El(ri,ro,m3) g, (r1,12,73) gl = &o (S33a)
5[(7‘ T2,T 3),4 , (7"1 +1 7‘277’3)3] = goemm(mﬂn) (S33b)
E[(r1,72,73) 45 (11,72 + 1,73) g] = o™ ™" (S33c)
El(r1,m2,m3) 45 (11,72, 73 + 1) g] = &o. (S33d)
where & € R.
X [(r1,72,73) g, (r1 + 1,79,73) g] = Yore™ (r2FTs) (S34a)
x[(ri,ro,73) g, (r1,m2 + 1,13) 5] = Yor€' (M3 Ve, /2) (S34b)
X [(r1,72,73) g, (r1,72,73 + 1) 5] = Xo03 (S34c)
X[(r1+1,72,7m3), (r1,m2 + 1,73) g] = Xoze M2V, /2 (534d)
X[(r+1,re,r3) g, (11,72, 73+ 1) 5] = Xmeml”(”"'r?’)_iw@m (S34e)
X[(r1,ra+1,7r3) 4, (r1,r2, 73+ 1) 5] = Yore™ T e, (S34f)

Here the sublattice A mean-field parameters Xf}y

X [(r1,72,73) 5, (11 + 1,72,73) g] = X012 ("2F72) (S32a)

X [(r ro, 1"3)3 , (fr ro + 1’ 7’3)3] = XOlei(nlﬂr374¢ce/3) (S32b)

x(r1,7r2,73) g, (1,72, 73+ 1) 5] = Yore~ 2¥ee/3 (S32¢)

X [(T +1,79,7 3)3 , (’I"l,’l"g + 17T3)B] _ X236in17rr27i2wc‘6/3 (832(1)

X[(r1 + 1,79,73) 5, (11,72, 73 + 1) g] = xozet™1 T (r2tra)—idvce /3 S32e
B B

X [(r,ra+1,73) 4, (r1, 2,73 + 1) 5] = Xa23e™MT3 (S32f)

13

complex phase factor ¥c;: Xﬁu = Xﬁye*¢06 for

= Xfy since ¢r(ry) = 0.

Similarly, we can do the same for dipolar-dominant QSI. Here we note that since the PSG solutions under a (111)
field for dipolar and octupolar-dominant cases are the same, we only need to calculate for the (110) and (001) fields.

Under a (110) field, the mean-field parameters relate as:

El(r1,m2,7m3) 45 (11,72,73) gl = &0 (S35a)
é- [(7’ ro, 3)A 7 (7'1 +1 oy 7,3)3] glez (nimra+nomrs) (835b)
Ellri,ra,r3) 4, (r1,r2 + 1,73) ] = &ae inamrs (S35¢)
f[(TlaTQaT3)A’(T17T27T3+ 1)3] :go (S35d)
Here, 50751762 eR.
X[(r1,72,73) 5, (11 + 1,72,73) 5] = xe (172 Fm2rs) (S36a)
X [(r1,72,73) g, (r1,r2 + 1,73) g] = Xo2em27Ts (S36Db)
X [(r1,72,73) g, (r1,72,73 + 1) 5] = Xo03 (S36¢)
x[(r1+1,m2,73) 5, (1,72 + 1,73) ] = X126 (S36d)
X [(Tl + 1,79, 3)B , (T17 ro,r3 + 1)3] = o1 z7r(n1r2+n2(r3+1)+on1 (8366)
X[(r1,ma +1,m3) 4 (11,72, 75 + 1) ] = xp0€ 273 TV 0T2) (S36f)
Xdo = Xboe "5 Xty = XGire T Xy = xghe T Xy = xohe 75 xih = xthe T xiy = xihel Ve Tt inam i,

XéAS — X2B3ei¢oT1 +iYory =N T—iYr1 :
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Finally, under a (001) field, the mean-field parameters follow:

El(ri,ro,m3) g, (r1,72,73) gl = &o (S37a)
E(r1,m2,7m3) 45 (11 + 1,72, 73) ] = Eoe™ T (r2+73) (S37b)
El(r1,ra,r 3),4 y(r1,re +1 7’3)3] = goemmm (S37c)
E(r1,m2,7m3) 4, (11,72, 73 + 1) 5] = &o. (S37d)
where & € R.
X [(r1,72,73) g, (r1 + 1,r2,73) 5] = xOleml(TﬁTs) (S38a)
X [(r1,72,73) g, (r1, 2 + 1,73) ] = XOlei(”lm?’_w@l) (S38b)
X [(r1,72,73) 5, (r1,72,73 + 1) g] = X038 (S38¢)
X1+ 1,r2,m3) g, (11,12 4+ 1,73) 5] = xo3€™™ ™2~ e (S384d)
x[(r1+1,r9,73) 5, (r1,72,73 + 1) 5] = yore ™1 (rztra) e, (S38e)
X [(r,ra+1,73) 4, (r1,r2, 73 + 1) 5] = Xmem”riw@ (S38f)

Here the sublattice A mean-field parameters Xf}y = Xfy since ¢r(ry) = 0.

We have now successfully categorized all the mean field parameters under different magnetic field directions. Now,
we are equipped to solve the mean-field Hamiltonian in Eq. S7 self-consistently by evaluating the respective mean field
while respecting the relations enumerated above. Furthermore, all complex phase factors ¢ also need to be solved
self-consistently. Clearly, the number of free parameters makes the convergence of the problem computationally costly
or inaccurate if fell into some local minimum. However, a phase diagram is indeed attainable with sufficient resolution
of the parameter space as well as enough computational resources.
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