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Na2BaCo(PO4)2 is a triangular antiferromagnet that displays highly efficient adiabatic demag-
netization cooling (Ref. 1) near a quantum critical point at µ0Hc ∼ 1.6 T, separating a low-field
magnetically disordered from a high-field fully polarized ferromagnetic phase. We apply high res-
olution backscattering neutron spectroscopy in an applied field to study the magnetic excitations
near µ0Hc. At large fields we observe ferromagnetic fluctuations that gradually transition to being
overdamped in energy below µ0Hc where the magnetism is spatially disordered. We parameterize
the excitations in the high field polarized phase in terms of coupled Zeeman split Kramers doublets
originating from the presence of spin-orbit coupling. On reducing the field, the splitting between the
Kramers doublets is reduced and if done adiabatically, provides a mechanism for reducing tempera-
ture. On lowering the applied field through the µ0Hc the excitations characterize a textured phase
that we suggest is inefficient for cooling. Low temperature disordered frustrated magnets built on
Kramers doublets with nearby quantum critical points provide a route for efficient magnetocalorics.

Low-dimensional magnets with frustrating interactions
provide a platform for novel quantum phases and prop-
erties [2]. While the classical two-dimensional triangular
antiferromagnetic displays 120◦ magnetic order, other ex-
otic phases have been predicted to exist depending on the
magnetic spin including “hidden” nematic quadrupolar
orders [3, 4], disordered spin-liquid phases [5], and re-
cently proposed spin-supersolids [6–12] analogous to the
supersolid phase sought after in solid Helium [13]. Here
we investigate the magnetic excitations in a candidate
spin-supersolid [14] and characterize the low tempera-
ture magnetic excitations as a function of magnetic field
and discuss the response in terms of recently reported
efficient adiabatic demagnetization cooling.

Antiferromagnetic triangular magnets can often be
fully polarized with relatively small applied magnetic
fields through a metamagnetic transition. [15] In terms
of applications, the critical field separating a low-field
disordered spin phase to a fully polarized state has been
observed to host efficient magnetocaloric properties mak-
ing such systems candidates for adiabatic demagnetiza-
tion. [1, 16] In particular, Na2BaCo(PO4)2 (NBCP) has
been identified to display giant magnetocaloric proper-
ties. [1] NBCP consists of two-dimensional planes of cou-
pled Co2+ ions (Fig. 1 a) in triangular arrangement
resulting from a trigonal P3m1 structure with lattice
parameters a = b = 5.3185 Å and c =7.0081 Å. De-
spite a Curie-Weiss constant of |Θ|CW ∼ 2 K, magnetic
order only appears at TN ∼ 150 mK with weak (re-
duced moment of µ ∼ 0.5 µB) incommensurate mag-
netic order. [17, 18] On application of a magnetic field,
this incommensurate magnetic order is replaced by an
up-up-down | ↑↑↓⟩ order with propagation wavevector
q⃗0 = (13 ,

1
3 ) and has been proposed to host a spin-

supersolid phase [19, 20] supported by theoretical analy-

sis of low-field neutron spectroscopy. [21] At large mag-
netic fields greater than µ0Hc ∼1.6 T, a fully polarized
|↑↑↑⟩ magnetic state is present.
The critical magnetic field separating |↑↑↓⟩ and |↑↑↑⟩

phases has been found to display very efficient adia-
batic demagnetization cooling. [1] In particular, reduc-
ing the field from large fields towards the critical field of
µ0Hc ∼1.6 T has been found to reduce the temperature
of the sample from a T0=2 K to T < 0.1 K. However,
for lower fields within the low field |↑↑↓⟩ phase warming
is observed and eventual recovery of low temperatures
found as the applied magnetic field is reduced to zero.
Cooling through adiabatic demagnetization involves

splitting a ground state degeneracy with an applied mag-
netic field preferentially depopulating the energetically
costly excited states followed by lowering the field adi-
abatically (keeping relative populations constant). This
can be understood through the Boltzmann distribution,
n(E) ∝ e−∆E/kbT , where demagnetization reduces ∆E
resulting in a lowering of the temperature of the system to
maintain a constant particle number at each energy level
n(E). In this context, the foundation relevant for NBCP
are the magnetic Co2+ ions coordinated in an octahedral
environment. Given the multi level quantum nature of
demagnetization cooling, we first discuss the single-ion
physics of isolated Co2+ ions in applied magnetic fields
and then discuss experiments and data parameterization.
The magnetic Hamiltonian for Co2+ ions in NBCP can

be divided into single-ion (SI) and interacting parts,

H = HSI +
∑

ij

J(ij)S(i) · S(j).

We first discuss the single-ion Hamiltonian HSI. The hi-
erarchy and effects of different terms in the single-ion
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FIG. 1. (a) Structure of Na2BaCo(PO4)2 (NBCP) with oc-
tahedral CoO6. (b) Co

2+ single-ion energies under spin-orbit,
distortion and molecular field with an overall applied octa-
hedral crystalline electric field. The dipole active quantum
levels with finite neutron cross section from the ground state
(blue) are highlighted in red. (c) Constant momentum slice
(MAPS) at T=10 K of the first spin-orbit level jeff = 3/2.
We note that given the direction of the integration, the spec-
tral intensities found at zero on the x-axis describe a sum over
(0,0,±0.5) rather than data strictly at the |Q⃗|=0 origin.

Hamiltonian for Co2+ (7 d-electrons) are illustrated in
Fig. 1 (b). [22] The largest single-ion energy scale is the
crystalline electric field HCEF from an octahedral envi-
ronment of oxygen that stabilizes a ground state spin-
orbital triplet (4T1, Fig. 1) with an effective angular mo-
mentum of leff = 1 and spin S = 3

2 . [23] Given the pres-
ence of an orbital degeneracy, the next important term
is spin orbit coupling HSO = αλl⃗ · S⃗ (α = − 3

2 is a pro-
jection factor [23, 24]) which splits the spin-orbital states
into three levels with total angular momentum jeff = 5

2 ,
3
2 , and a ground state 1

2 . The local octahedra surround-
ing the Co2+ site is distorted in NBCP and we parame-
terize this deviation of the crystalline electric field by a
tetragonal distortion Hdis = Γ(l2z − 2

3 ). The ground state
degeneracy of the Kramers doublet is broken by a time
reversal symmetry breaking field HMF = hmfSz either
by an applied magnetic field or a local molecular field
from neighboring statically ordered spins.

In the following we parameterize the magnetic exci-
tations extracted from neutron spectroscopy based on
the single-ion eigenstates of HSI . We apply Green’s re-
sponse functions as the neutron scattering cross section is
proportional to the imaginary part of the response func-
tion. This follows previous work applying this method-

ology to compounds with spin-orbit coupling [25–29],
spin-only [30], and rare-earth [31] compounds and is out-
lined in the Supplementary Information (SI). The cal-
culations are based on mean-field theory applying the
random phase approximation (RPA) [32]

G(Q, ω) = g(ω)
[
1− J (Q)g(ω)

]−1
.

with single-site susceptibility g(ω) derived from the
eigenstates of HSI. The Fourier transform of the ex-
change constants is denoted as J (q).
Neutron spectroscopy was performed on OSIRIS [33]

(ISIS, UK) with a coaligned NBCP sample mounted in a
dilution fridge with (HK0) Bragg reflections in the hori-
zontal plane. The elastic energy resolution with Ef=1.84
meV is 0.025 meV (full-width) [34]. While the mixing
chamber was held at T=50 mK, no evidence for static
magnetism was observed and this taken with previous
calibrations performed on heavy fermions [35, 36] in sim-
ilar configurations leads us to the conclusion the sample
temperature was greater than ∼ 100 mK. Vertical resolu-
tion defined by the detector geometry is estimated to be
± 0.2 r.l.u along c∗. Higher energy data characterizing
spin-orbit transitions were taken on the MAPS spectrom-
eters. Further experimental details are given in the SI.
We now discuss our MAPS data (Fig. 1 c, T=10 K)

where the only terms that are expected to define HSI are
the distortion Γ and spin-orbit coupling λ. The dominant
cross section in Fig. 1 (below ∼ 30 meV) are phonons as
the scattering increases with momentum transfer. Two
distinct dispersionless bands near ∼ 40 meV match the
expected splitting of energy levels in Fig. 1 (b) for exci-
tations from the ground state jeff = 1

2 → jeff = 3
2 man-

ifold. As discussed in the SI, the intensity from these ex-
citations decays with increasing momentum transfer and
is described by the isotropic Co2+ form factor [37, 38].
The energy position of these two modes fixes λ=-18 ± 2
meV and Γ=-10 ± 2 meV in HSI .
We now discuss the low-energy excitations within the

jeff = 1
2 ground state and our parameterization of the

magnetic excitations in the low-temperature fully spin-
polarized | ↑↑↑⟩ phase. Figs. 2 (a) and (b) illustrate
constant energy and momentum slices through the mag-
netic excitations which disperse over the energy range
of ∼0.6-0.95 meV. We describe these in terms of single-
ion Kramers doublets in Figs. 2 (e, f) coupled with a
nearest neighbor exchange coupling of J=0.0095 meV
via RPA. The calculated neutron response includes an
isotropic Co2+ form factor found to describe the momen-
tum dependent intensity of the single-ion excitations in
Fig. 1 (c). The derived exchange constant can be used
to calculate a Curie-Weiss constant (assuming jeff = 1

2 )
of |ΘCW |=2 K, which is in agreement with experiment.
However, while the RPA (Figs. 2 e, f) describes the mag-
netic dispersion and momentum dependence, it fails to
describe the momentum dependent intensity (Figs. 2
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Calc.
κ=0

FIG. 2. Constant energy slices (OSIRIS) taken at 4 T from (a) the measured data between ∆E = [0.62, 0.67] meV, (c) RPA
calculations with the inclusion of the term κ taken at E=0.645 meV and (e) RPA theory excluding κ. Constant momentum
slices are also presented with (b) data cuts along the (-H±0.1, 2H±0.1, 0) direction. Additional RPA theoretical dispersion
plots taken at H=0 along the (-H,2H,0) direction (d) including the parameter κ and (f) excluding it.

a, b), particularly at large momentum transfers near the
zone boundary where the intensity in the data decreases
faster with momentum transfer than would be expected
from the isotropic Co2+ magnetic form factor.

To account for this decrease in intensity, we follow Ref.
39 and 40 and consider a distribution of response func-
tions centered around the Green’s response function pre-
dicted with the RPA calculation outlined above. To ac-
count for this and motivated by the “imaginary-part Self
Consistent Born Approximation (iSCBA)” we include an
additional parameter κ

G−1(Q, ω) = G−1(Q, ω) + iκ. (1)

The extra term κ results in a broadening of the excita-
tions. Following works on liquids [41] we assign a mo-
mentum dependence to this term that varies to leading
order κ = ξ|Q|2, preserving even symmetry in momen-
tum transfer. Inclusion of this heuristic parameter ξ that
characterizes the distribution of Green’s response func-
tions is illustrated in Fig. 2 (c, d) and accounts for the
decrease of intensity with increasing momentum trans-
fer. We discuss the field dependence of this parameter
below. This additional term can be motivated by a mode-
coupling analysis [42] which may result from the coupling
of single-magnon excitations to another degree of freedom
such as a multi-magnon continuum. While the single and
multi magnon dispersion relations do not kinematically

intersect, the two process are expected to become close
energetically near the zone boundary thereby potentially
enhancing coupling.

The field dependence of the dispersive excitations is
illustrated in Fig. 3. Decreasing applied magnetic fields
of µ0H=3, 2 T is shown in Figs. 3 (a, c) where the exci-
tation energetic gap decreases. This is replicated in our
response theory in Figs. 3 (b, d) and can be understood
in terms of a decrease in splitting of the ground state
jeff = 1

2 Kramers doublet illustrated in the single-ion
response in Fig. 1 (b). This originates from a combina-
tion of a decrease in the applied magnetic field and de-
crease of local magnetic order contributing to the molec-
ular field term in the Fig. 1 (b). This reduced splitting
of the ground state Kramers doublet, if performed adia-
batically, keeping the relative population of the differing
quantum levels fixed, will lead to cooling of the sample.

Below 2 T and illustrated in Figs. 3 (e, f), the neu-
tron response changes dramatically from leaving the fully
polarized | ↑↑↑⟩ phase to the intermediate | ↑↑↓⟩ phase.
Figs. 3 (e, f) are complex consisting of correlated mag-
netic scattering near H∼ 0.5 and also two field dependent
flat modes that soften as the field is lowered from 1 to 0.5
T. It is possible to attribute the two visible flat modes to
pair spectra of nearest neighbor Co2+ ions. The higher
energy flat mode in Figs. 3 (e, f) can be assigned to a
pair excitation of anti-aligned spins, with one of the spins
experiencing a strong molecular field from its six near-
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FIG. 3. Constant momentum slices (OSIRIS) along (-H±0.1,
2H±0.1, 0) for (a) µ0H = 3.0 T, (c) 2.0 T, (e) 1.0 T, (f) 0.5
T. RPA calculations for (b) µ0H=3.0 T and (d) 2.0 T.

est neighbors being aligned with the field. Meanwhile,
the lower energy mode originates from a pair excitation
of aligned spins, this lower energy originating from the
spins not experiencing a molecular field. Both situations
are expected to exist in the textured |↑↑↓⟩ phase. These
excitations are indicative of a complex or textured order
which may be expected given Ising-like | ↑↓⟩ on a trian-
gular motif is likely disordered. The complex and multi
level excitation spectrum is indicative of a large entropic
ground state which is disordered. It is in this |↑↑↓⟩ phase
that NBCP lacks cooling efficiency.

In Fig. 4 we compare constant energy slices in this
intermediate phase (Figs. 4 a, c) to our parameteriza-
tion outlined in Figs. 4 (b, d). On lowering the field and
on comparing with Fig. 2 the momentum dependence
in Figs. 4 (a, c) became broader, indicative of a short-
ening of dynamic spatial correlations in the |↑↑↓⟩ and
the µ0H=0 T phases. The loss of spatial correlations is
particularly evident in Fig. 4 (c) at small momentum
transfers where the scattering nearly has lost the sixfold
symmetry seen at higher applied fields and forms nearly a
ring in momentum. Simultaneously, the temporal corre-
lations (Fig. 4 e) become extended at zero applied field.
This relaxational-like scattering at µ0H=0 T is in con-
trast to the dispersive excitations discussed above in the
polarized phase for fields in excess of µ0Hc.

The momentum broadening is reproduced in our cal-
culations in Figs. 4 (b, d) by increasing the parameter κ
which corresponds to a broader distribution of Green’s
functions discussed above. In Fig. 4 (f) we plot the pa-
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μ0    =0T

FIG. 4. Folded constant-E slices (OSIRIS) at (a)
E=[0.32,0.37] meV (3 T) and (c) [0.01,0.015] meV (0 T). RPA
calculations at (b) E=0.325 meV (3 T) and (d) 0.085 meV (0

T). (e) Constant-Q⃗ slice (OSIRIS) at µ0H= 0 T. (f) Obtained
parameters as a function of µ0H with guiding lines.

rameters ξ that characterizes the distribution of response
functions and also the molecular field we have used as a
function of applied magnetic field. There is a trade off
between the two parameters with a nearly fully saturated
molecular field found to reproduce the magnetic response
at µ0H=4 T and minimal ξ. Indeed at small and zero
applied magnetic fields where the ground state is disor-
dered, there is a broad distribution of neutron response
functions indicated by large values of ξ. As the polarized
| ↑↑↑⟩ phase is entered, the molecular field increases in-
dicative of the formation of the polarized and spatially
correlated | ↑↑↑⟩ phase. It is interesting to note that
full saturation of the molecular field is not onset imme-
diately above the critical applied field of µ0Hc ∼ 1.6 T,
and gradually forms with increased field, indicative of the
second-order nature of the critical point. Concomitantly,
the parameter ξ which is related to the distribution of
neutron response functions κ decreases indicative of a
narrowing of the distribution of responses.

Our parametrization agrees with expectations based
on the statics reported previously from diffraction and
susceptibility. While magnetic order is observed at zero
field, it is only a fraction of the expected total based on
observations in other cobalt oxide compounds. This is
indicative of a large fluctuating moment, corroborated by
the low temperature µ0H=0 T response that we observed
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in Fig. 4 (e). This largely disordered “liquid” like phase
is parameterized by a broad range of localized response
functions in our analysis.

While the excitation spectrum at µ0H=0 T is broad-
ened in both momentum and energy and lacks the strong
dispersive nature of the excitations at high fields, it is less
complex than intermediate fields in the |↑↑↓⟩ phase where
a mixture of relaxational components near the magnetic
zone center and dispersionless features were observed.
This spectrum is noted to host more efficient cooling than
in the intermediate |↑↑↓⟩ phase.

NBCP displays efficient cooling through adiabatic de-
magnetization. Based on our mapping and parameteriza-
tion of the magnetic response discussed above, there are
several reasons for this. The primary reason is a ground
state Kramer’s doublet originating from the single-ion
physics of Co2+ which can only be split in the pres-
ence of a time reversal symmetry breaking magnetic field.
Thus, Kramers doublets cannot be split in a time rever-
sal symmetry perserving field such as a crystalline elec-
tric field. Splitting for NBCP occurs for magnetic fields
above µ0Hc=1.6 T. Normally for field induced critical
points defining a low-field magnetically ordered phase,
the Kramers doublet would split again at lower fields be-
low the critical magnetic field characterized by an open-
ing of an excitation gap. [43–45]

This is noted in the |↑↑↓⟩ phase, where an effective
splitting seen in Figs. 3 (e, f) causes a rise in tempera-
ture. We note that owing to disorder in this intermediate
field phase, there are excitations which are dispersionless
indicative of Co2+ sites which lack any molecular field or
coupling and increases the entropy in this field range that
causes heating. Meanwhile, at µ0H= 0 T the liquid like
ground state preserves the Kramers ground state degen-
eracy and hence cools the sample. The two essential com-
ponents for efficient cooling in NBCP are therefore the
single-ion physics that provides the basis for the Kramers
doublets and frustrated spin interactions preventing full
spatially long-range magnetic order at zero field.

In summary we have applied high resolution neu-
tron spectroscopy to study the correlated Kramers dou-
blet magnetism near the field induced critical point
µ0Hc ∼1.6 T. We have parameterzied the excitations in
terms of a ground state jeff = 1

2 doublets coupled via
the mean field random phase approximation. We have
included a broadening parameter to account for a distri-
bution of responses owing to the inherently disordered
ground state. We have also mapped out the excitations
in the low-field disordered and |↑↑↓⟩ phases.
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In this supplementary information we provide more details on the theoretical formulation of
the Green’s function response applied to neutron scattering and also provide more details on the
experiment and calculations to understand the magnetic phase present at intermediate fields. This
field range was denoted as the | ↑↑↓⟩ phase in the main text.

THEORETICAL FORMULATION OF THE
GREEN’S FUNCTION RESPONSE

We begin by discussing the Green’s function formal-
ism employed in this study. We recall that the neutron
magnetic cross section is proportional to the magnetic
dynamic structure factor, S(Q, ω), given by

S(Q, ω) = g2Lf
2(Q)

∑

αβ

(δαβ −QαQβ)S
αβ(Q, ω), (1)

Index Description
i, j, .. unit cell position indices

α, β, µ, ν,... Cartesian coordinates (x, y, z)
A,B,C, ... Quantities in lab frame

Ã, B̃, C̃, ... Quantities in local rotating frame
J Symmetric (scalar) Heisenberg exchange

TABLE I. Summary of labeling convention for indices and
notation.

where gL is the Lande g factor, f(Q) is the magnetic
form factor and Sαβ(Q, ω) is the dynamic spin structure
constant with the sum being taken over the Cartesian
coordinates α, β. For 3d7 Co2+, angular momentum is
quenched (⟨L⟩ = 0), therefore it can be assumed that the
spin operators provide the dominant contribution to the
scattering cross section, as opposed to the orbital angular
momentum.

We can define the equation of motion of our response
function as,

ωG(A,B , ω) = ⟨[A,B ]⟩+G([A,H],B , ω), (2)

where A and B denote generic spin operators. To solve
equation (2), we require both an expression for our
Hamiltonian H but also for its commutator with the spin
operators.

Total Magnetic Hamiltonian, H

We begin by defining our total Hamiltonian as

H = HCF +
∑

ij

J (ij)S(i) · S(j), (3)

with contributions from the crystal field (CF) and the
coupling between the Co2+ on sites i, j where J (ij) is the
exchange coupling constant. The total magnetic Hamil-
tonian for a lattice can be represented as the sum of the
crystal field (CF) contributions along with the coupling
between Co2+ ions on sites i and j, given by

H = HCF +
∑

ij

J (ij)S(i) · S(j), (4)

where J(ij) is the exchange coupling constant. The
molecular field Hamiltonian can then be defined as

HMF(i) =
∑

i

hMF(i)Sz(i), (5)

where hMF(i) is given by

hMF(i) = 2
∑

j

J (ij)⟨Sz(j)⟩, (6)

where the average spin due to thermal fluctuation is given
by ⟨Sz(j)⟩ =

∑
n Sznn fn with the Boltzmann population

factor being defined as

fn =
exp
(
−ωn/kbT

)
∑

m exp
(
−ωm/kbT

)

and Sznn = ⟨n|Sz|n⟩.
By expanding the total Hamiltonian, and adding and

subtracting the molecular field from the expression, the
total Hamiltonian can be written as both a single-ion
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component (H1 ) and an interion part (H2 ), each given
by,

H1 =
∑

i

HCF(i)+
∑

i

Sz(i)


2
∑

j

J (ij)⟨Sz(j)⟩


 , (7)

and

H2 =
∑

ij

J (ij)Sz(i)[Sz(j)− 2⟨Sz(j)⟩]

+
1

2

∑

ij

J (ij)[S+(i)S−(j) + S−(i)S+(j)], (8)

To derive the neutron response, H1 will be diagonalised
using the ladder operators C†(i) and C(i) (which satisfy
[C†

n(i), Cm(j)] = δijδnm), to give

H1 =
∑

n

∑

i

ωnC
†
n(i)Cn(i), (9)

where ωn are the energy eigenvalues. By using mean field
theory on the interion term (H2), the total Hamiltonian
can be used in the equation of motion of the response
function. Firstly, however, the eigenstates of the single-
ion Hamiltonian must be derived.

Eigenstates of single-ion Hamiltonian

We begin with the derivation of the single ion Hamil-
tonian, expanding the single-ion component as

H1 = HCF+HMF = (HCEF+HSO+Hdis)+HMF, (10)

where HCEF are contributions due to the crystal elec-
tric field of the structure, HSO are spin-orbit contribu-
tions, Hdis are contributions from structural distortion
and HMF is the mean molecular field. The Crystalline
Electric Field contribution corresponding to the hexag-
onal structure, specifically the point group symmetry of
D6h of a Co2+ compound, of the free-ion surrounded by
the ligand O simplify the general equation for CEF, using
Steven’s operators (Oq

k), from

HCEF =
∑

k,q

Bq
kO

q
k, (11)

to

HCEF = B0
2O0

2 +B0
4O0

4. (12)

If the crystal-field energy splitting for the hexagonally co-
ordinated Co2+ is assumed to be far less than the energy

differences between the free-ion terms, then the crystal-
field Hamiltonian can be treated as a perturbation to the
free-ion bases states, which are in turn defined by Hund’s
rules. Using these rules (i.e. accounting for electron-
electron interactions and Pauli’s exclusion principle), the
corresponding term symbol for the ground state is 4T .
Since spin-orbit coupling is significantly weaker that

the crystal electric field, L2, S2, Lz and Sz remain as
good quantum numbers under the Russel-Saunders L-S
coupling scheme since the ground state triplet in Co2+

spans the subspace |l = 1,ml⟩ rather than |L = 3,ml⟩.
Hence all consequent Hamiltonians can be projected onto
this space.
In this, we relegate all other parts of the Hamilto-

nian to simply perturbation additions to the 4T free-
ion ground state. To do this in practice, we diagonalise
the single-ion term excluding HCEF, then rotate all spin
terms of S-O into this basis, knowing |l = 1,ml⟩ already.
Further, the molecular field emerges from the effect

of the ligands on the ordering of Co2+. HMF behaves
as a Zeeman term, splitting the terms nearly degenerate
jeff levels after the effects of spin-orbit coupling. This
Hamiltonian can be defined by considering the dominant
nearest neighbor as:

HMF =
∑

i

hMF(i)Sz = 2z1J1⟨Sz⟩Sz, (13)

where z1 is the number of nearest neighbors and J1 is
the nearest neighbor exchange constant.

Mean Field Theory for Spin-Orbit Excitations

As previously mentioned, to model our neutron re-
sponse function we require an understanding of both the
Hamiltonian, together with how it commutes with the
spin operators. Since we wish to have both the single-
ion and interion component of the Hamiltonian be in the
same basis, we can rotate H2 into our H1 basis. This is
possible because H2 is based on the components of the
spin operators S. This method is particularly convenient
as the single-ion Hamiltonian H1, is already diagonal-
ized. To perform this rotation of the spin operators, the
set of ladder operators previously defined above can be
employed to write this rotation as

S(±,z) =
∑

mn

S(±,z)mnC
†
mCn. (14)

To begin obtaining an expression for our Green’s func-
tion we can define the interlevel susceptibility similar to
previous studies [1, 2] as,

Gαβ(ij, ω) =
∑

mn

SαmnĜ
β(mn, ij, ω), (15)

where it is possible to solve for Ĝβ(A,B, ω) using the
Heisenberg EOM where A = C†

mCn and B = Sβ . This
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follows from our definition of Gαβ which when written in
terms of Ĝβ yields

∑

mn

SαmnĜ
β(mn, ij, ω) =

∫
dteiωt

(
−iΘ(t)⟨[Sα, Sβ ]⟩

)
.

(16)

When writing Sα in our H1 basis we can simplify the
previous expression to

∑

mn

SαmnĜ
β(mn, ij, ω) = ... (17)

∫
dteiωt

(
−iΘ(t)⟨[

∑

mn

SαmnC
†
mCn, Sβ ]⟩

)
, (18)

and since Sαmn is a C-number it is possible to obtain
after Fourier transforming the left-hand side

Ĝβ(mn, ij, t) = −iΘ(t)⟨[C†
mCn, Sβ ]⟩, (19)

thus confirming our choices for A and B.

Derivation of Commutators

When obtaining an equation for Ĝ, there will be three
seperate terms: diagonal, transverse and longitudinal.
The commutator of C†

mCn with the diagonal terms of
H1 yields diagonal terms of the form

∑

k

∑

r

[C†
m(i)Cn(j), C

†
r (k)Cr(k)]ωr, (20)

which when combined with the condition that our ladder
operators must satisfy

[C†
mCn, C

†
rCs] = δnrC

†
mCs − δsmC†

rCn, (21)

gives a single non-zero term

δij(ωn − ωm)C†
m(i)Cn(j), (22)

having inserted the δij to account for the commutator
vanishing when our ladder operators act on different
spaces. The commutator of C†

mCn with the transverse
terms in our Hamiltonian yielded a similar equation of
the form

∑

kl

Jkl[C
†
m(i)Cn(i), S+(k)S−(l)]. (23)

Proceeding with our expressions for the spin operators in
the H1 basis we obtain
∑

kl

Jkl[C
†
m(i)Cn(i),

∑

pq

S+pq(k)C
†
p(k)Cq(k)

∑

rs

S−rs(l)C
†
r (l)Cs(l)], (24)

which can be simplified to
∑

kl

∑

pq

∑

rs

JklS+pq(k)S−rs(l)

[C†
m(i)Cn(i), C

†
p(k)Cq(k)C

†
r (l)Cs(l)]. (25)

Applying random phase decoupling

C†
p(k)Cq(k)C

†
r (l)Cs(l) ≃

fp(k)δpqC
†
r (l)Cs(l) + fr(l)δrsC

†
p(k)Cq(k) (26)

we can re-express our transverse term as

∑

kl

∑

pq

∑

rs

JklS+pq(k)S−rs(l)(fp(k)δpq

[C†
m(i)Cn(i), C

†
r (l)Cs(l)]+

fr(l)δrs[C
†
m(i)Cn(i), C

†
p(k)Cq(k)]). (27)

Using one of the properties of our ladder operators
∑

rs

[C†
mCn, C

†
rCs]Sαrs =

∑

s

(C†
mCsSαns − C†

sCnSαsm),

(28)

it is possible to re-express (27) as

∑

l

JilS+nm(fm − fn)
∑

−pq

(29)

C†
qCp + S−nm(fm − fn)

∑

pq

S+qpC
†
qCp. (30)

Lastly, we compute the longitudinal commutator given
by

∑

lk

Jlk[C
†
mCn, Sz(k)

{
Sz(l)− 2⟨Sz(l)⟩

}
], (31)

which when simplified using our ladder operator proper-
ties becomes

2
∑

l

JilSznm(fm − fn)
∑

pq

SzpqC
†
q (l)Cp(l). (32)

The final commutator required to be able to solve the
Heisenberg equation of motion is ⟨[A,B]⟩. This commu-
tator conveniently simplifies to

⟨[A,B]⟩ = (fm(i)− fn(i))Sβnm(j)δij . (33)

Obtaining the Green’s Function

The single-site dynamical susceptibility, gαβ(q⃗, ω) is
the solution to the interlevel susceptibility for Jil = 0
which becomes

ωĜ(mn, ij, ω) = (fm − fn)Sβmnδij+

(ωn − ωm)Ĝ(mn, ij, ω). (34)
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After performing a Fourier transform, and multiplying
with Sαmn we obtain

gαβ(ω) =
∑

mn

SαmnSβnm(fm − fn)

ω − ωn + ωm + iχ
. (35)

The additional parameter iχ moves the singularities
(poles) off the real axis to ensure the response function is
analytic. The parameter χ can be physically interpreted
as a resolution width as it broadens the response in en-
ergy. We have fixed this parameter to the resolution of
OSIRIS discussed in the main text.

Applying the same method for the whole Green’s func-
tion yields

Gαβ(q, ω) = gαβ(ω) + gα+(ω)J (q)G−β(q, ω)+

gα−(q, ω)J (q)G+β(q, ω)+

2gαz(ω)J (q)Gzβ(q, ω). (36)

Where J(q⃗) is the Fourier transform of the exchange in-
teraction. Due to the high symmetry of the lattices we
will examine, there are only three non-zero components
of the single-ion susceptibility, these are: g+−,g−+ and
gzz. Thus the solution for the spin wave is then

G+−(q, ω) =
g+−(ω)

1− J (q)g+−(ω)
, (37)

for the transverse modes and

Gzz(q, ω) =
gzz(ω)

1− 2J (q)gzz(ω)
, (38)

for the longitudinal mode.

Rotating Frame Formalism

The material under investigation can be considered to
have a non-collinear magnetic structure as a result of each
unit cell having a different mean field Hamiltonian. This
can be overcome by transforming to a coordinate frame
that rotates with the magnetic structure of the sample.
We choose this rotating frame such that the magnetic
moment is orientated along the z̃ axis. The spin vector in
the lab frame is related to the spin vector in the rotating
frame by,

Siγ = Riγ S̃iγ (39)

with the tilde denoting the rotating frame. The ro-
tation can be broken into two components, rotating the
spins in the unit cell onto a common basis for the unit
cell and a rotation of the unit cell onto a common rotat-
ing frame basis. In order to relate the rotation of each

unit cell Ri to the magnetic ordering wavevector Q and
spin rotation plane n, we employ the Rodrigues formula

Ri = eiQ·riT + e−iQ·riT ∗ + nnT , (40)

T =
1

2
(1− nnT − i[n]×). (41)

Thus, by taking a Fourier transform of the Green’s func-
tion using the rotating frame formalism we obtain

G̃(q, ω) = g(ω) + g(ω)J̃ (q)G̃(q, ω), (42)

where we define J as

J (q) =
1

N

∑

mn

Jmne
−iq(rm−rn), (43)

where N is the number of nearest neighbors. Writing J
in the rotating frame formalism we get

J̃ (q) = J (q+Q)Φ + J (q−Q)Φ∗ + J (q)nnT . (44)

Using the Fourier transform of the exchange interaction
J(Q), we obtain the non-zero components of G(Q, ω) as,

G(Q, ω) = G+−(Q, ω) +G−+(Q, ω) +Gzz(Q, ω). (45)

To account for the observed strong magnon decay, we
employ the imaginary-part self-consistent Born approx-
imation (iSCBA). Through the use of the iSCBA, our
ansatz for the decay corrected response function takes
the form,

G−1(Q, ω) = G−1(Q, ω) + iκ, (46)

where G(Q, ω) is the magnon decay corrected Green’s
function and K is the magnon decay rate [3]. Taking the
self-consistent form of K to be an analytic function of Q
and knowing it must be even in Q from Bloch’s theorem,
we can re-express it as a power series. Keeping only the
first Q2 term in the expansion yields

κ = ξQ2, (47)

where ξ is some variational parameter.
Since the imaginary component of the total response

function is proportional to the dynamical structure factor
in the T→ 0 K limit, equation (1) can be reduced to

S(Q, ω) ∝
∼
−f(Q)IG(Q, ω), (48)

which is our theoretical response.
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FIG. S1. Plots of single-ion response for the two ion excita-
tions at (a)µ0H = 1T, (b) 0.5T.

Multi-Ion Excitations

The Hamiltonian for an ion cluster for an isotropic
configuration was taken to be

H =
∑

i,j

J1S(i) · S(j) +
∑

i

H1(i). (49)

The determined pair spectra for the isotropic configura-
tion for the two field measurements in the | ↑↑↓⟩ phase
are presented in S1[(a) (b)]. The decrease in the gap of
the two levels originates from the molecular field experi-
enced by the anti-aligned spin in the ↑↓ pair undergoing
the excitation. As the field is decreased towards the liq-
uid like ground state, the parameter for molecular field
of this anti-aligned spin sharply decreases from the sat-
uration value of 0.13 meV to 0.07 meV. This decrease
in molecular field can be interpreted as increasing the
number of anti-aligned spins with the external field. The
resulting decrease in entropy to accommodate for the en-
ergetically costly spin flips results in an increase in tem-
perature making NBCP an inefficient adiabatic coolant
in the intermediate |↑↑↓⟩ phase.

EXPERIMENT

Neutron Scattering - The experiments were performed
on the OSIRIS and MAPS spectrometers located ISIS
(UK). OSIRIS is a backscattering spectrometer with
Ef=1.84 meV and was used with an applied magnetic
field and dilution refrigerator to probe the low-energy
magnetic excitations within the jeff = 1

2 ground state
Kramers doublet. To fix the single-ion parameters in
HSI , we applied the MAPS direct geometry spectromet
with Ei=75 meV with the Fermi chopper spun at 300 Hz.

Sample - The sample consisted of a series of coaligned
NBCP samples mounted on copper plates such that re-
flections of the form (HK0) lay within the horizontal scat-
tering plane. The sample mount is displayed in Fig. S2
with an elastic line slice through the OSIRIS data illus-
trating the (100) Bragg peak shown in Fig. S3. The clus-
tering of intensity around (100) demonstrates the quality
of the coalignment.

Na2BaCo(PO4)2:

FIG. S2. The coaligned sample mount used in the experi-
ments. The purple NBCP samples were mounted on copper
plates which is the origin of the intense phonons obsever be-
low ∼ 30 meV in the high-energy experiments investigating
HSI .

FIG. S3. An elastic E=0 ±0.1 meV slice from OSIRIS illus-
trating the coalignment characterized by the Q⃗=(100) Bragg
peak.

Analysis - We started the paper above by presenting an
outline of the data obtained from the 4 T field measure-
ments, comparing it to the theoretical results from our
calculations, as illustrated in Figure 2 of the main text.
We discuss data processing and detector masking given
electronic difficulties that occured during the experiment.
For the magnetic field data sets, several detectors were
found to give significantly higher detector counts when
compared to nearest neighbor detectors. We therefore
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imposed a mask of detectors 4 (for µ0H = 1 T), 13 (for
µ0H = 4 T) and 24 (all fields), the effect of which is most
visible in Figure 2 [(a) (b)] and Figure 4 [(c) (e)] of the
main text. The data from detector 24 was removed in all
measurements to account for anomalous readings in the
high momentum range.

Field-Independent Parameters
Parameter Value (meV) Parameter Value

J1 0.0095 ±
0.0005

λ −18 ± 2 meV

J2 0 α −3/2
J3 0 Γ −20 ± 2 meV

Field-Dependent Parameters

B(T ) hMF (meV) ξ (Å2/meV)
0 -0.060 ± 0.015 0.13 ± 0.010
1 -0.030 ± 0.015 0.090 ± 0.010
2 -0.030 ± 0.007 0.075 ± 0.010
3 0.040 ± 0.005 0.065 ± 0.010
4 0.114 ± 0.003 0.06 ± 0.015

TABLE II. Summary of field-independent and field-
dependent parameters.
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FIG. S4. Comparison between the RPA calculation
(a)including the distortion parameter and (b) excluding it.

The parameters employed in the RPA calculation for
various fields are provided in Table II. The qualitative
interpretation of these parameters may be understood in
the context of their impact on the excitation observed.
The nearest exchange parameter J1 may be understood
as varying the amplitude of the excitation, while the
molecular field hMF shifts the minimum energy of the
excitation given that it is a Zeeman term. Constant mo-
mentum cuts for the model with these parameters are
plotted on top of the neutron scattering data and are
presented in Fig. S5. Of notable importance is the dis-
tortion parameter Γ, in whose absence the RPA calcu-
lation suggested that a smaller value for J1 would have
been required (see Fig. S4). To evaluate the parameter
uncertainties in the model we systematically varied each
parameter and observed how these affected the model’s
output in comparison to the data. Based on this we
established a range of parameters where the data and
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FIG. S5. Constant momentum slices of the neutron scattering
data (blue) with the overplotted RPA calculation (red) for
magnetic fields (a) µ0H = 4.0 T, (b) 3.0 T .

FIG. S6. Constant energy slices through the two dispersion-
less excitations near ∼ 40 meV reported in the main text in
Figure 1 (c). Decaying intensity with increasing momentum
transfer can be observed and also the isotropic nature of the
scattering expected from single-ion like excitations.

model were still consistent. Overall, we determined that
the parameters could be determined within 5-10 % error.

The spin-orbit coupling λ and distortion Γ parameters
in HSI were derived from the high-energy MAPS data il-
lustrated in Fig. 1 (c) of the main text. Kramers doublets
cannot be split by a time reversal symmetry preserving
crystalline electric field, and therefore investigating spin-
orbit crystal field excitations are required to derive λ and
Γ. As noted in the main text, two distinct dispersionless
excitations were observed near ∼ 40 meV. These excita-
tions are magnetic and decay with momentum transfer.
This is illustrated in Fig. S6 which plots constant energy
slices through the two dispersionless excitations near ∼
40 meV. The scattering intensity decays with increas-
ing momentum transfer and is also isotropic as expected
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FIG. S7. The isotropic magnetic form factor from Co2+ is
over-plotted the excitation at 43 meV confirming the magnetic
nature.

from single-ion crystal type excitations. In Fig. S7 we
plot the momentum dependence of the intensity of the 43
meV excitation. Overplotted in red is the isotropic Co2+

form factor.
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