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In his comment [arXiv:2209:03235], S. W. Lovesey argues that our analysis of neutron scattering
experiments performed on Ce2Zr2O7 is invalid. Lovesey argues that we have not properly accounted
for the higher-order multipolar contributions to the magnetic scattering and that our use of pseudospin-
1/2 operators to describe the scattering is inappropriate. In this reply, we show that the multipolar
corrections discussed by Lovesey only become significant at scattering wavevectors exceeding those
accessed in our experiments. This in no way contradicts or undermines our work, which never claimed
a direct observation of scattering from higher-order multipoles. We further show that Lovesey’s
objections to our use of pseudospins are unfounded, and that the pseudospin operators are able to
describe all magnetic scattering processes at the energy scale of our experiments, far below the crystal
field gap. Finally, we comment on certain assumptions in Lovesey’s calculations of the scattering
amplitude which are inconsistent with experiment.

The comment [1] presents two principal objections to
our original study [2]:

1. It is argued that we did not properly account for
corrections to the neutron scattering cross section
coming from higher-order multipoles (beyond the
dipolar approximation).

2. It is argued that using pseudospin degrees of freedom
to describe magnetic scattering is fundamentally
inappropriate, since the pseudospins “are irrelevant
in the material world” [1].

In this response, we will show that:

1. Higher order multipolar corrections to the scattering
intensity are insignificant over the range of scatter-
ing wavevectors probed in our experiments. This
can be seen by calculating the form factors for the
higher order contributions [see Fig. 1]. Directly
observing the higher multipolar scattering was not
an aim of our study, and we did not claim any such
observation. As such, our analysis of the scattering,
in which we work within the dipole approximation,
is appropriate.

2. The use of pseudospin-1/2 operators, which is stan-
dard in the literature on rare-earth frustrated mag-

netism [3–13] , is the appropriate way to treat
the low energy magnetic degrees of freedom in
Ce2Zr2O7. Far from being “irrelevant”, these oper-
ators are directly related to measurable quantities
and can account for all magnetic scattering processes
(including multipolar scattering) which involve only
the states of the low energy Kramers doublet (which
is all of the magnetic scattering presented in [2]).

3. The calculation of the scattering amplitude in [1]
effectively assumes time-reversal symmetry breaking
order, which is inconsistent with the experimental
results.

I. GOALS AND OUTCOMES OF OUR STUDY

It appears to us that the comment [1] is partly mo-
tivated by a misunderstanding of the claims in [2]. We
therefore begin the response by briefly reviewing what we
actually set out to do, and achieved, in [2]. This will then
set the context for the remainder of our response.

Ce2Zr2O7 was identified in previous experimental stud-
ies as a highly frustrated magnet and quantum spin liquid
(QSL) candidate [14, 15]. Neutron scattering showed that
the crystal electric fields (CEF) on the Ce3+ sites separate
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a low energy Kramers doublet from the rest of the CEF
spectrum, by a large gap ∆CEF ≈ 56meV [14, 15]. Char-
acterization of the wave-functions of the low energy CEF
states revealed that they transform according to the Γ+
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and Γ+
6 irreducible representations of the D3d point group.

This characterisation identifies Ce2Zr2O7 as belonging to
the family of dipolar-octupolar pyrochlores, whose novel
properties were originally predicted in [16].

In particular, the symmetry allowed nearest-neighbor
exchange interactions in such a material lead to a Hamil-
tonian [Eq. (1) of [2]] which has been predicted to give
rise to a series of QSL states, occupying a large proportion
of parameter space [17, 18]. Given this context, the aims
of our study were:

1. To further characterize the low temperature state
of Ce2Zr2O7 using heat capacity, susceptibility and
neutron scattering measurements

2. To use these measurements to constrain the ex-
change parameters entering into the Hamiltonian
describing Ce2Zr2O7.

3. To place those estimates within published phase
diagrams of the Hamiltonian, and thereby arrive at
an inference of the ground state.

These aims were achieved, resulting in the prediction that
the ground state of Ce2Zr2O7 is a U(1)π spin liquid.

We emphasise that, contrary to the depiction in [1],
it was not our goal to provide further evidence that
Ce2Zr2O7 is a dipolar-octupolar pyrochlore. We regard
this as having already been proven by the experiments
measuring the CEF states [14, 15], and we simply assume
it for the purpose of our study.

Further, again contrary to [1], it was also not our goal
to directly measure the higher order multipolar contribu-
tion to the neutron scattering intensity (unlike e.g. [11])
and we did not claim to do so. In order to do this, we
would have needed to measure scattering at much larger
scattering wavevectors (see Section II). Measuring such
scattering was not necessary for the purposes for which we
used the neutron scattering data in our study, as discussed
below.

We now turn to discuss the role that the theoretical
calculations of the neutron scattering response played
in our study. The initial estimation of the exchange
parameters was actually made by fitting heat capacity
and susceptibility measurements to model calculations,
not by using the scattering data (again, contrary to the
description of our work in [1]). It was only once optimal
sets of parameters had already been determined, that we
compared model calculations of the neutron scattering
intensity to measurements.

This comparison served two purposes: to differentiate
between two local optima in the goodness-of-fit with re-
spect to the thermodynamic measurements and as an
additional check on the consistency of our theory. For the
first purpose, it was sufficient to use data at relatively

small momentum transfer (in the range [0.43, 0.96]Å
−1
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FIG. 1. Squares of form factors multiplying different mul-
tipolar contributions to the scattering amplitude for mag-
netic scattering from a Ce3+ ion, over the momentum range

q ∈ [0, 2.5]Å
−1

relevant to the experiments in [2]. The form
factor arising from the dipolar approximation fdip(q) [Eq. (2)],
used in our calculation, agrees closely with f ′(q), the form
factor of the leading, dipolar, contribution in Eq. (5). The
form factors of the higher order multipoles h(q) and g(q) are
both small over this momentum range. This justifies the use
of the dipolar approximation in theoretical calculations of
the scattering, and demonstrates that the higher order multi-
pole corrections discussed in [1] will become significant only
at larger wavevectors. Calculations are based on analytical
approximations to the functions 〈jn(q)〉 given in [19].

see Fig. 10 of [2]). For the second purpose, we used all
the data at hand, and this involved a range of momenta

q . 2.5Å
−1

. Although at such wavevectors the scattering
is only meaningfully sensitive to magnetic dipoles (see Sec-
tion II) this is nevertheless a nontrivial test of the theory
as the wavevector and energy dependence of the dipole
correlations depends on all exchange parameters. It would
be interesting to test the theory with data from larger
scattering wavevectors, but that is beyond the scope of
[2].

II. NEGLIGIBILITY OF HIGHER-ORDER
MULTIPOLAR CORRECTIONS TO THE

SCATTERING CROSS-SECTION

We now consider the neutron scattering cross section
and show that the multipolar corrections discussed in
[1] are negligibly small over the range of wavevectors we
access.

The magnetic scattering cross section is related to the
correlations of the Fourier transform of the magnetization
operator M̂(q):

dσ

dΩ
∝
∑
αβ

(
δαβ −

qαqβ
q2

)
〈M̂α(−q)M̂β(q)〉 (1)

where
(
δαβ − qαqβ

q2

)
projects out the longitudinal compo-
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nent of M̂. When the wavevector q is small enough that
the scattering is not sensitive to atomic scale variations
of the magnetisation, we can rewrite M̂(q) as:

M̂(q) ≈ fdip(q)m(q) (2)

where m(q) is the lattice Fourier transform of the ionic
magnetic moments and fdip(q) is a scalar form factor.
This is the dipole approximation [20, 21]. In this approxi-
mation the form factor is:

fdip(q) = 〈j0(q)〉+
(2− gJ)

gJ
〈j2(q)〉 (3)

where gJ is the Landé g-factor (= 6
7 for Ce3+) and 〈jn(q)〉

are the expectation values of spherical Bessel functions

Jn(q r) evaluated with respect to the radial electron
density of the magnetic ions.

This leads to the following result for the scattering
cross-section, from which Eq. (F1) of [2] can be derived
(see Section III):

dσ

dΩ
∝ |fdip(q)|2

∑
αβ

(
δαβ −

qαqβ
q2

)
〈mα(−q)mβ(q)〉(4)

All of our calculations of neutron scattering responses
in [2] employ the dipole approximation with the form
factor being defined by Eq. (3). We employed analytical
approximations for 〈jn(q)〉 given in [19].

To go beyond the dipole approximation, requires a more
sophisticated treatment of M̂(q). To achieve this, one can

represent the matrix elements of M̂(q) between different
angular momentum states |J,mJ〉 as [20, 21]:

〈J,mJ |M̂x|J,m′J〉 = −
√

4πµB
∑

K=1,3,5...

Z(K, q)

K
P (K,m′J ,mJ)

[
YK−1,m′

J−mJ+1(q̃)
√

(K +mJ −m′J)(K +mJ −m′J − 1)

−YK−1,m′
J−mJ−1(q̃)

√
(K −mJ +m′J)(K −mJ +m′J − 1)

]
〈J,mJ |M̂y|J,m′J〉 = i

√
4πµB

∑
K=1,3,5...

Z(K, q)

K
P (K,m′J ,mJ)

[
YK−1,m′

J−mJ+1(q̃)
√

(K +mJ −m′J)(K +mJ −m′J − 1)

+YK−1,m′
J−mJ−1(q̃)

√
(K −mJ +m′J)(K −mJ +m′J − 1)

]
〈J,mJ |M̂z|J,m′J〉 = −

√
4πµB

∑
K=1,3,5...

Z(K, q)

K
P (K,m′J ,mJ)YK−1,m′

J−mJ (q̃)
√

(K −mJ +m′J)(K +mJ −m′J) (5)

where Ynl(q̃) are spherical harmonic functions of the di-
rection of q, Ynl = 0 for l > n and

P (K,mJ ,m
′
J) = (−1)J−m

′
J

(
K J J

mJ −m′J m′J −mJ

)
(
K J J
0 J −J

) (6)

with

(
M1 M2 M3

m1 m2 m3

)
being Wigner 3j-symbols. The func-

tions Z(K, q) are linear combinations of the expectation
values of spherical Bessel functions 〈jn(q)〉:

Z(K, q) = cK−1〈jK−1(q)〉+ cK+1〈jK+1(q)〉 (7)

with the coefficients cK for rare-earth ions being given in
Table 6.1 of [20].

Considering only the K = 1 term of Eq. (5) results in
an equation of the same form as the dipole approximation
[Eq. (2)], with a slightly different form factor f ′(q). Using
the coefficients cK given for Ce3+ in [20], we obtain

M̂(q) ≈ f ′(q)m(q) (8)

f ′(q) = 〈j0(q)〉+
8

5
〈j2(q)〉. (9)

cf. fdip(q) [Eq. (3)] which differs in that the coefficient

in front of 〈j2(q)〉 is (2−gJ )
gJ

= 4
3 for Ce3+.

The terms involving higher values of K contribute
higher order multipole scattering terms, like those dis-
cussed in [1]. The K = 3 and K = 5 terms come with
associated form factors:

h(q) = 〈j2(q)〉+
10

3
〈j4(q)〉 (10)

g(q) = 〈j4(q)〉+ 12〈j6(q)〉 (11)

as found in [1].
Thus, the essential requirement for the validity of the

dipole approximation is that 〈j0(q)〉 dominates the other
functions 〈jn=2,4,6(q)〉 over the relevant range of q. As
long as this is the case neither the difference between f ′(q)
and fdip(q) nor the contributions of the K > 1 terms will
be important.

In Fig. 1 we plot the squares of the form factors
fdip(q), f ′(q), h(q), g(q), since the form factors ultimately
appear quadratically in the scattering intensity. Over

the range q ∈ [0, 2.5]Å
−1

, which is the relevant range for
our experiments, fdip(q)2 agrees closely with f ′(q)2 and
the higher-order contributions h(q)2 and g(q)2 are neg-
ligible. This demonstrates the validity of our use of the
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dipole approximation in making theoretical calculations
to compare with neutron scattering.

III. USE OF PSEUDOSPINS IN DESCRIBING
PHYSICAL PROPERTIES

One of the foremost complaints in [1] is that we used
pseudospin-1/2 operators to describe the scattering, which
the author argues have no physical relevance. In this
section, we will explain the use of these operators and
demonstrate that they are appropriate for the purposes
for which we used them. We note that the use of such
operators to describe physical properties of rare-earth
magnets is a well-established method in the literature,
with a history of success, including in the description of
scattering experiments [3–13].

As mentioned above, the crystal field interactions in
Ce2Zr2O7 separate a Kramers doublet from the rest of
the J = 5/2 multiplet, by a gap ∆CEF ≈ 56meV [14, 15].
This should be compared to the temperature scales of
our experiment T . 10 K =⇒ kBT . 0.86meV, the
estimated interaction energies Jα̃ < 0.07 meV and to the
maximum energy transfers measured in our inelastic neu-
tron scattering experiments ω . 0.4 meV. Given these
comparisons, we can be confident that the higher CEF
levels are not significantly thermally populated in our ex-
periment, interactions do not appreciably mix higher CEF
levels into the ground state and our inelastic experiments
do not measure transitions out of the low energy Kramers
doublet. Thus, all of the properties we measure in the
experiment should be understood in terms of operators
acting in the space of states defined by the low energy
Kramers doublet. This is precisely the space in which the
pseudospins act.

A basis for the low energy doublet is given by the
|J = 5/2,mJ = ±3/2〉 states of the Ce3+ ions, with
the quantization axis ẑ being chosen to correspond with
the local axis of C3 rotational symmetry. We can define
a set of pseudospins in this basis Sα = 1

2σ
α, with σα

being the Pauli matrices. When combined with 2 × 2
identity matrix, these matrices provide a complete basis
of hermitian 2× 2 matrices. This means that all physical
processes which involve only the low energy states of
the doublet can be represented as combinations of these
pseudospin operators. Due to the temperature and energy
scales of our experiment, this comprises all of the processes
to which we are sensitive. This is why the pseudospin
operators are the appropriate tool for calculations.

Once projected into this low energy basis, all physical
properties can be represented in the pseudospin language.
For example, defining P to be the projector which projects
into the low energy space, we see that the magnetic mo-
ment operator is:

PmP = gJµBPJP = µB

 0
0

gzS
z

 (12)

where gz = 18/7 ≈ 2.57.
Not only the magnetic moment, but higher order multi-

poles can also be represented in terms of pseudospins. For
example, we consider the octupolar operator JxJxJy−J3

y

(where abc represents symmetrization over operator or-
derings). Projecting this into the low energy doublet
gives

P (JxJxJy − J3
y )P = 24Sy. (13)

All other higher-order multipoles, can also be repre-
sented in this way once projected into the low energy
doublet. Thus, the pseudospin operators have simple and
direct relations to physically measurable quantities.

We conclude this section of the reply by providing the
derivation of Eq. (F1) of [2] which gives the neutron scat-
tering intensity in terms of the correlations of pseudospins,
within the dipole approximation [Eq. (4)].

The pseudospin basis used in [2] is related to the one
defined above, by a rotation around the y-axis of pseu-
dospin space by an angle θ. This coordinate frame is
chosen to remove a coupling between the x and z pseu-
dospin components from the Hamiltonian (see [16, 5]).
The operators in the new coordinate frame x̃, ỹ, z̃ are
related to the original one x, y, z as follows:

Sxi = cos(θ)Sx̃i − sin(θ)S z̃i (14)

Syi = Sỹi (15)

Szi = cos(θ)S z̃i + sin(θ)Sx̃i . (16)

Combining this with Eq. (12), we obtain the magnetic
moment on each site as:

mi = gzµB(cos(θ)S z̃i + sin(θ)Sx̃i )ẑi (17)

where ẑi is the local axis of C3 symmetry on site i. There
are four distinct sites in the unit cell of the pyrochlore
lattice, defining four sublattices, with different anisotropy
axes ẑi.

We define a lattice Fourier transformed operator mj(q)
as the Fourier transform over the sublattice j, with
j = 0, 1, 2, 3 being a sublattice index. Then m(q) =∑
jmj(q). Inserting this into Eq. (4) we obtain

S(q) = g2zµ
2
Bfdip(q)2

∑
i,j,=0,1,2,3

(
ẑi · ẑj −

(ẑi · q)(ẑj · q)

q2

)
〈(cos(θ)S z̃i (−q) + sin(θ)Sx̃i (−q))(cos(θ)S z̃j (q) + sin(θ)Sx̃j (q))〉

(18)

Since we compare only relative, rather than absolute intensities with experiment we drop the multiplicative constant
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g2zµ
2
B . Finally we note that the symmetries of XY Z Hamiltonian cause the cross correlators 〈S z̃(−q)Sx̃(q)〉 to vanish.

Applying these points to Eq. (18) we obtain Eq. (F1) of [2]:

S(q) = fdip(q)2
∑

i,j,=0,1,2,3

(
ẑi · ẑj −

(ẑi · q)(ẑj · q)

q2

)[
cos(θ)2〈S z̃i (−q)S z̃j (q)〉+ sin(θ)2〈Sx̃i (−q)Sx̃j (q))〉

]
(19)

Eqs. (E1) and (E2) of [2] follow similarly, with consid-
eration of the neutron polarization.

IV. INCONSISTENCY OF THE COMMENT’S
CALCULATIONS WITH EXPERIMENT

Finally, we comment briefly on the calculations of the
scattering amplitude in [1]. In the comment, the expec-
tation value of the scattering operator Q (proportional

to M̂ as given in Eq. (5)) is calculated, assuming two
different ground states.

In both cases the ground state of the many body system
is assumed to be approximated as a product of single
site wavefunctions. The two single-site wavefunctions
proposed are:

|u〉 = a|J = 5/2,mJ = 3/2〉+ b|J = 5/2,mJ = −3/2〉
(20)

|g〉 =
1√
2

(
(a+ ib)|J = 5/2,mJ = 3/2〉

+(b− ia)|J = 5/2,mJ = −3/2〉
)

(21)

with a and b being unknown real coefficients and a2+b2 =
1.

It is important to note here that both |u〉 and |g〉 break
time reversal symmetry. This can be seen in the case of
|u〉 by the generally finite expectation value of Jz

〈u|Jz|u〉 =
3

2
(a2 − b2) (22)

implying magnetic order. As noted in [1] this also breaks
some lattice symmetries. In fact, this would correspond

with all-in-all-out antiferromagnetic order, which we do
not observe.

The state |g〉 preserves all lattice symmetries, but nev-
ertheless possesses a finite value of the octupolar order
parameter

〈g|
(
JxJxJy − J3

y

)
|g〉 = 12 (23)

which breaks time reversal symmetry. This corresponds
with the octupole ordered state on the phase diagram.

Since both these ground states break symmetry, reach-
ing them from the high temperature paramagnet would
require a thermodynamic phase transition. No such phase
transition is observed in either our heat capacity or sus-
ceptibility measurements. Muon spin relaxation measure-
ments [14], also find no evidence of time reversal symmetry
breaking. Thus the assumptions behind the calculation
in [1] are inconsistent with experiment.

In the absence of time reversal symmetry breaking, the
expectation value 〈Q〉 vanishes and the correlator 〈Q ·Q〉
cannot be approximated as 〈Q〉 · 〈Q〉 as suggested in [1].

V. SUMMARY

To summarize, the arguments advanced in [1] do not
warrant any revision to our analysis of the neutron scat-
tering data in [2]. The multipolar corrections pointed out
in [1] are negligible at the wavevectors we study, and the
pseudospin formalism we use is appropriate for the tem-
perature and energy range of our experiments. Further,
the calculations of the scattering matrix elements in [1]
are themselves not consistent with experiment since they
assume time-reversal symmetry breaking order, requiring
a thermodynamic phase transition on cooling from the
high temperature paramagnet, which we do not observe.
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R. Schäfer, J. Gaudet, J. Dudemaine, A. Fitterman,
J. Beare, A. R. Wildes, S. Bhattacharya, T. DeLazzer,
C. R. C. Buhariwalla, N. P. Butch, R. Movshovich, J. D.
Garrett, C. A. Marjerrison, J. P. Clancy, E. Kermarrec,
G. M. Luke, A. D. Bianchi, K. A. Ross, and B. D. Gaulin,
Case for a u(1)π quantum spin liquid ground state in

the dipole-octupole pyrochlore ce2zr2o7, Phys. Rev. X 12,
021015 (2022).

[3] K. A. Ross, L. Savary, B. D. Gaulin, and L. Balents,
Quantum excitations in quantum spin ice, Phys. Rev. X
1, 021002 (2011).

[4] L. Savary, K. A. Ross, B. D. Gaulin, J. P. C. Ruff, and
L. Balents, Order by quantum disorder in er2ti2o7, Phys.
Rev. Lett. 109, 167201 (2012).

[5] O. Benton, Quantum origins of moment fragmentation in
nd2zr2o7, Phys. Rev. B 94, 104430 (2016).

https://arxiv.org/abs/2209.03235
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.12.021015
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.12.021015
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.1.021002
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.1.021002
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.109.167201
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.109.167201
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.94.104430


6

[6] Y. Li, G. Chen, W. Tong, L. Pi, J. Liu, Z. Yang, X. Wang,
and Q. Zhang, Rare-earth triangular lattice spin liquid: A
single-crystal study of ybmggao4, Phys. Rev. Lett. 115,
167203 (2015).

[7] J. G. Rau, L. S. Wu, A. F. May, L. Poudel, B. Winn, V. O.
Garlea, A. Huq, P. Whitfield, A. E. Taylor, M. D. Lums-
den, M. J. P. Gingras, and A. D. Christianson, Anisotropic
exchange within decoupled tetrahedra in the quantum
breathing pyrochlore ba3yb2zn5o11, Phys. Rev. Lett. 116,
257204 (2016).

[8] J.-J. Wen, S. M. Koohpayeh, K. A. Ross, B. A. Trump,
T. M. McQueen, K. Kimura, S. Nakatsuji, Y. Qiu, D. M.
Pajerowski, J. R. D. Copley, and C. L. Broholm, Disor-
dered route to the coulomb quantum spin liquid: Random
transverse fields on spin ice in pr2zr2o7, Phys. Rev. Lett.
118, 107206 (2017).

[9] J. G. Rau and M. J. Gingras, Frustrated quantum rare-
earth pyrochlores, Annu. Rev. Condens. Matter Phys 10,
357 (2019).

[10] C. L. Sarkis, J. G. Rau, L. D. Sanjeewa, M. Powell,
J. Kolis, J. Marbey, S. Hill, J. A. Rodriguez-Rivera, H. S.
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