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We analyze the quantum antiferromagnet on the maple leaf lattice in the presence of a magnetic
field. Starting from its exact dimer ground state and for a magnetic field strength of the order
of the local dimer spin exchange coupling, we perform a strong coupling expansion and extract
an effective hardcore boson model. The interplay of effective many-body interactions, suppressed
single-particle dynamics, and correlated hopping gives way to an intriguing series of superfluid to
insulator transitions which correspond to magnetization plateaux in terms of the maple leaf spin
degrees of freedom. While we find plateaux at intermediate magnetization to be dominated by
bosonic density wave order, we conjecture plateau formation from multi-boson bound states due to
correlated hopping for lower magnetization.

Introduction. Frustrated quantum antiferromagnets
have become a crystallization seed for a plethora of cor-
related quantum many-body phenomena [1, 2]. Among
them, dimer states take a particular role, as they allow for
the formulation of a natural local basis encoding quan-
tum entangled degrees of freedom. Singlet dimer states
were the first discovered exact ground states of quantum
antiferromagnets [3], and have taken a pivotal role in
connecting frustrated magnetism to contemporary fron-
tiers of condensed matter physics such as fractionaliza-
tion, topological order, and lattice gauge theories [4–7].
A major direction of research on dimer models relates
to quantum magnetization plateaux, where a quantum
plateau does not originate from semi-classical order by
disorder phenomena, but in its essence traces back to
quantum entanglement [8]. This hints at the formidable
suitability of dimer ground states to address such quan-
tum plateaux, since their quantum nature is already en-
graved in the very basis of a dimer singlet state such as
formed by two adjacent spin-1/2 degrees of freedom.

Recently, the quantum antiferromagnet on the maple
leaf lattice has been found by three of us to host an ex-
act dimer ground state with exceptional stability [9]. As
compared to the Shastry-Sutherland model (SSM) [10]
which has been the dominant cornerstone with an exact
dimer ground state for decades [11, 12], the Maple Leaf
Model (MLM) exhibits a larger dimer ground state do-
main in terms of minimal bond anisotropy, along with
intriguing adjacent magnetic and paramagnetic regimes
that are under active investigation [9, 13, 14]. A particu-
larly interesting domain of a model with a dimer ground
state in a magnetic field is reached when the magnetic
field strength is of the order of the dimer singlet-triplet
gap, i.e., the exchange coupling scale J (Fig. 1). At low
energies, this then allows one to perform the hardcore
boson projection onto a two-dimensional basis formed by
the dimer state and the field-aligned triplet state com-
ponent. The effective hardcore boson model naturally
shows a highly exotic arrangement of terms entering the
effective Hamiltonian, which are hard to realize in other

condensed matter contexts: the single particle dynam-
ics are typically rather suppressed, promoting the rele-
vance of interactions [15, 16]. Depending on the bosonic
filling, i.e., the magnetization, and the bond anisotropy,
long-range two-body and higher-body interactions arise,
combined with correlated hopping terms that can over-
come the suppressed single-particle dynamics. There is
in principle three major ways for such a bosonic model
to develop a phase which, in terms of its underlying spin
degrees of freedom, would correspond to a magnetization
plateau. First, the system could break translation sym-
metry and form density waves. Second, the correlated
hopping can give rise to bound state formation, which
might be particularly relevant for low magnetization [17–
21]. Third, topological ordered states of bosons with
a finite condensation energy could turn out to be pre-
ferred energetically, which would show no sign of trans-
lation symmetry breaking [22, 23]. This is where a slight
analogy to fractional quantum Hall effect can be drawn,
where the Wigner crystal state at low densities is replaced
by a topologically ordered state at higher densities whose
quantum fluctuations reinstall translation symmetry.
In this Letter, we analyze the MLM in a magnetic field.

The Hamiltonian is given by

H = H0 +H′ −B
∑

i

Sz
i (1)

with

H0 = J
∑

⟨ij⟩
S⃗i · S⃗j , and H′ = J ′ ∑

⟨kl⟩
S⃗k · S⃗l,

where S⃗i denotes a spin vector operator acting on a spin-
1/2 degree of freedom at site i. Aside from a Zeeman
term, there are two separate summations ij, and kl over
the nearest neighbor bonds denoted purple (thick) and
blue (dotted), respectively (Fig. 1). Upon a hardcore
boson projection for B ∼ J , we perform a perturba-
tive expansion in the non-dimer exchange bond strength
J ′. In terms of single-boson self-energy expansion, we
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FIG. 1. Maple leaf model in (1). The dotted blue and thick
purple bonds relate to an exchange coupling J ′ and J . The
6-site unit cell has three dimer sublattices a, b, and c (dashed
triangle frame). The effective triplet-triplet repulsion (ref-
erence triplet in black) is expanded into pseudopotentials
V1,...,4 (3). The bonds related to V1,...,3 (V4) unfold from one
(three) bond(s) plus lattice symmetry operations.

find the single-particle dynamics to cancel up to ninth
order in J ′/J , hinting at the exceptional suppression of
triplet kinetic energy in the MLM. We extract the triplet-
triplet repulsive interactions up to fourth order in J ′, and
perform Monte Carlo simulations(see Supplemental Ma-
terial [24] which also contains Refs. [25–30]) to obtain
density wave type plateaux at m = 1/6, 2/9, 2/7, and
1/3. We identify the formation of two-particle and, possi-
bly, three-particle bound states from correlated hopping
which may lead to additional plateaux at lower magneti-
zation.

Spin gap and single-particle dynamics. The ground
state of H0 is a product state of spin singlets on all the
purple bonds for J ′/J ≲ 0.74 [9]. The eigenstates of an
isolated purple dimer are the singlet state |s⟩ and the
three triplet states |t1⟩, |t0⟩, and |t−1⟩, where the sub-
script denotes the total Sz. The effect of H′ is included
perturbatively in the basis of the dimer eigenstates [31].
The spin, i.e., singlet-triplet gap reads

∆ = J −B − J ′2

J
− J ′3

2J2
−5J ′4

8J3
+O(J ′5). (2)

The expression of ∆ in MLM is identical to the SSM up
to third order [15].

The parity of the singlets and the matrix elements of
H′ impose strong constraints on the hopping processes of
the triplets, namely, a triplet can only move to two of its
four neighboring dimers, and when it does, it leaves an-
other triplet behind. Consequently, we see that the hop-
ping of single triplets starts in fourth-order perturbation
theory, where a triplet can hop to any of the neighbouring
dimers(Fig. 2(a)) [24]. For SSM, such a hopping appears
only at sixth-order [15]. The enhancement of triplet hop-
ping for MLM is rooted in its lattice geometry [24].

Two-particle dynamics. An important property of the
dimer model is that it allows nontrivial two-triplet hop-

FIG. 2. (a) Hopping of a single triplet (marked by the dimer
filled in red) at fourth-order in J ′. There are two symmetry-
inequivalent ways a triplet can move between two equal-
sublattice dimers. (b) For correlated hopping, one triplet
(filled in red) hops assisted by another triplet in its vicinity
(filled in black). Such a hopping emerges from second order
in J ′ and implies triplet bound states.

ping called correlated hopping, where one triplet can hop
assisted by a second triplet in its proximity. Note that
a process like that can neither be interpreted as single-
triplet hopping nor a triplet pair creation-annihilation.
Correlated hopping motion of two triplets occurs from
a second order perturbation (Fig. 2(b)) [24]. Since the
single triplet excitations occur at further two-orders of
perturbation, the correlated hopping plays a crucial role.
That has likewise been noticed in the SSM, where the cor-
related hopping results in two-triplets bound states [17–
21].

Hardcore boson projection. For B > 0, the lowest en-
ergy states with magnetization m ≥ 0 for the whole sys-
tem consist of |s⟩ and |t1⟩, which we project to as the low-
energy physical degrees of freedom. Considering |t1⟩ as a
hard-core boson and |s⟩ as a vacancy, we project our sys-
tem onto an effective hard-core boson model along with
a perturbative treatment around the limit J ′/J ≪ 1.
Whereas the |t1⟩ triplets are treated as on-shell magnetic
particles, the rest of the dimer states, i.e., |t0⟩ and |t−1⟩,
are considered as intermediate virtual states in pertur-
bation theory. We estimate the interaction energy be-
tween two hard-core bosons for which we calculate the
energy required to create two triplet excitations from the
ground state as a sum of (i) the spin gap energy required
to generate a triplet excitation (2∆), which includes the
self-energy-type corrections outlined in (2), and (ii) the
interaction energy between the excited triplets which we
call pseudopotentials (PPs) Vn. The n in the subscript
refers to the fact that two triplets can interact in differ-
ent orders in perturbation theory due to their different
relative positions. In Fig. 1, we depict the interactions
(symmetry reduced) between different triplet pairs that
interact within third-order perturbation theory. We thus
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FIG. 3. (a) The density wave structures at magnetization
plateaux. The triplet excitations (singlets) are shown by filled
(open) dimers. (b) Magnetization processes of the MLM as a
function of J ′ and h upto third order in perturnation.

find the PPs

V1 =
J ′

2
+
J ′2

2J
+O(J ′4)

V2 =
J ′2

2J
+

3J ′3

4J2
+O(J ′4)

V3 =
J ′3

8J2
+O(J ′4)

(3)

Clearly, the triplet-triplet interactions do not truncate
at this order, but the higher order calculations are an-
alytically rather cumbersome. This is where extensive
numerical methods, e.g. perturbative continuous unitary
transformations [19], are ideal to take over, which we
keep as a future endeavor.

Density wave magnetization plateaux. We first discuss
the magnetization plateaux of (1) through Monte Carlo
simulations [24] of the effective hard-core boson model,
with PPs defined in (3), in the limit of negligible kinetic
energy. We determine magnetization curves upto third-
order in perturbation for different values of J ′/J which
yield plateaux at m/msat = 2/9, 2/7, and 1/3 at suffi-
ciently low temperatures, where msat denotes the satu-
ration magnetization of full triplet occupancy. The 1/3
plateau has also been predicted via exact diagonaliza-

tion [14]. These plateaux only appear when the spin gap
∆ is closed by B. The strong repulsive interactions, how-
ever, will not allow for all the singlets to become triplets
upon gap closing. Due to the competition between the
energy gained by triplet excitations and the repulsive en-
ergy, one would expect that for a given B the triplets
would assume a particular superstructure (density wave)
to minimize the energy. Such a density wave with a
fixed magnetization is a stable configuration for a finite
range in B, long-range correlated, and exhibits a spin
gap. We construct all possible density waves of hardcore
bosons with different unit cells, and identify the partic-
ular arrangement that minimizes the energy for a given
field. This approach turns out to agree well with our
Monte Carlo results. The various bosonic density waves
and their corresponding magnetization phase diagram at
T = 0 are presented in Fig. 3. The inclusion of higher-
order calculations, however, would produce PPs beyond
the ones mentioned in (3) and can produce plateaux with
lower magnetization. For example, we depict the PPs
that would appear in fourth-order perturbation theory,

V4 =
J ′4

8J3
+O(J ′5), (4)

in Fig. 1. The inclusion of V4 would introduce a
m/msat = 1/6 plateau (see superstructure in Fig. 3).
We, also, do not explore the magnetization beyond the
1/3 plateau, as from there on we would encounter more
than one hard-core boson per unit cell, and hence three-
particle interactions would need to be considered to prop-
erly investigate such plateaux of higher magnetization.
While the Monte Carlo simulations of the hardcore bo-

son projection is suitable to capture the static physics of
the density wave magnetization plateaux, understanding
how the system rearranges itself across a critical field
requires the inclusion of correlated hopping. When a
plateau state is destabilized by a field, the system would
still maintain the density wave of the preceding phase,
but would have extra bosons in the system. These bosons
can perform superfluid motion in the lattice through cor-
related hoppings assisted by the bosonic density wave.
Thus, as a combination of the density wave and the su-
perfluid, the resulting state near criticality is a supersolid
phase [32, 33], where the magnetization should increase
smoothly with the increasing field and finally reach the
next plateau state. In addition to the plateau states de-
picted in Fig. 3, we thus also conjecture supersolid phases
to appear near the plateau transitions. Not all of these
supersolid phases, however, should a priori be expected
to be stable [17, 34].
Triplet bound states. When two excited triplets are far

apart from each other, individual triplets are nearly lo-
calized and gain only minuscule energy from kinematics.
When they are adjacent to each other, however, corre-
lated hopping makes the coherent motion of two triplets
possible, and hence the gain of kinetic energy (Fig. 2(b)).
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FIG. 4. (a) Two- and (c) possible three-particle bound states, and the constituent states with dominant contributions. The
filled dimer end-points reprents a triplet. The light red paralellograms in (a) and (b), and light orange hexagons in (c) and (d)
represent the bound states of two and three triplets, respectively. Speculative crystal of (b) two- and (d) three-particle bound
states giving rise to m/msat = 2/19 and 1/7. The bound states of two and three triplets are arranged to interact only via V4.

The balance between PPs and correlated hopping can
give rise to Sz = 2 bound states, i.e. a bound state
of two on-shell |t1⟩ triplets: When we place two triplets
next to each other, the interaction between them is linear
in J ′ and typically dominant. They can, however, em-
ploy correlated hopping ∝ J ′2 and move away from each
other in such a way that their PP energy penalty reduces
to V3, which is cubic in J ′, and thus as a whole form a
two-particle bound state.

The hopping processes of two triplets can be decom-
posed into the center-of-mass motion and the relative
motion, which leaves us with twelve unique states with
different two-triplet configurations. Note that, for SSM,
there are only four such states, as the effective lattice of
dimer bonds is a square lattice. Applying the same ra-
tionale to MLM, the effective dimer lattice is of kagomé
type, which enhances the complexity of the problem.
Upon calculating the energies e2P of a two-triplet exci-
tation [24], we find the energetically favoured two-triplet
bound state, which locates in the light red region shown
in Fig. 4 (a), and is mostly composed of a linear com-
bination of two triplet states interacting via V3. The
binding energy of this bound state, e2P − 2∆, is found
to be −3J ′4/16J3 (in lowest order) per particle [24]. Be-
cause the two-particle bound states thus have lower en-
ergy than two separate triplets, the gap of the bound
states collapses faster than the singlet-triplet gap upon
increasing B, thus enforcing the bound states to condense
first rather than the isolated single triplets.

For SSM, it is shown that the Sz = 2 bound states give
rise to additional magnetization plateaux near m = 0 by
forming crystals of bound states [20, 21]. The same phe-
nomenon should be expected for MLM. In Fig. 4 (b), we
speculate on the existence of such a bound state crys-
tal corresponding to m/msat = 2/19. Moreover, in the
2/7 and 1/3 plateaux depicted in Fig. 3 (a), the relative
position of the triplets favors the onset of correlated hop-
ping. Therefore, upon inclusion of dynamics, these are

likely to gain stability from becoming a crystal of bound
states. The 1/6 and 2/9 plateaux, on the other hand, can
be destabilized by other competing bound state crystals.
The small size of the binding energy further suggests that
these intricacies are likely to only appear for larger values
of J ′/J .

There is, however, much more to explore with regard
to bound states in the MLM. Drawing a comparison to
SSM, the lowest-energy bound state is formed around a
square on the effective lattice [35]. In our case, the effec-
tive lattice is made of triangles and hexagons. No two-
particle bound state can be formed around a triangle, as
the interaction between the triplet would always be V1,
and not around hexagons either due to the range of cor-
related hopping. Therefore, it is quite natural to expect
the appearance of three-triplet bound states, where three
particles themselves perform a coherent motion around
a hexagon and overcome the mutual repulsion [24]. We
investigate this regime within a truncated three-particle
basis. The binding energy corresponding to the lowest
energy state, which is predominantly a linear combina-
tion of the three particle states in Fig. 4 (c), is found to
be J ′3/24J2 − J ′4/8J3 + O(J ′5) per particle, where the
binding energy is positive for small J ′. A more elabo-
rate analysis is required to capture the stability of such
three-particle bound states. Under the assumption that
such a bound state is stable, we present a speculative
bound state crystal in Fig. 4 (d) producing a plateau at
m/msat = 1/7.

Conclusions and Outlook. We have investigated the
magnetization phase diagram of the MLM by using a
strong-coupling expansion of a hard-core boson projected
effective model. We discover that finite single-particle
dynamics only occur by tenth order perturbation the-
ory in J ′, suggesting a remarkable flatness of the single
triplet dispersion. We extract the triplet-triplet repulsive
PPs up to fourth order in J ′, and find density wave type
plateaux atm/msat = 1/6, 2/9, 2/7, and 1/3. We predict
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the appearance of supersolid phases within this unfolding
magnetization phase diagram. Furthermore, we empha-
size the phenomenological step towards the development
of two- and perhaps three-particle bound states from cor-
related hopping, which might result in an amended stabil-
ity of density wave magnetization plateaux, and further
plateaux at lower magnetization.

Several pressing issues about the MLM in a magnetic
field remain unanswered and require further investiga-
tion. First, we truncate our evaluation of two-particle
PPs at fourth-order despite that higher-order expansions
will produce longer-range repulsion between particles and
may induce other lower magnetization plateaux. There,
another significant open question is to investigate the
crystallization of two-particle, or even three-body, bound
states at lower magnetic fields, and the impact of three-
body interactions at higher magnetization.
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MODEL

The maple leaf is a lattice of triangular motifs, that corresponds to a 1/7-site (1/6-bond) depleted triangular lattice
with coordination number 5 [? ]. The lattice has a p6 symmetry with three symmetry inequivalent nearest-neighbor
bonds (see Fig. S1). The maple-leaf model (MLM) is defined by

H = H0 +H′ −B
∑

i

Sz
i (S1)

with

H0 = J
∑

⟨lm⟩
S⃗l · S⃗m

H′ = J ′ ∑

⟨kl⟩
S⃗k · S⃗l + J ′ ∑

⟨km⟩
S⃗k · S⃗m

where, S⃗i are spin-1/2 operators. In addition to the Zeeman term, the separate sums over the three nonequivalent
nearest neighbor bonds lm, kl, and km on the maple leaf lattice are denoted in purple (thick), orange (dashed), and
blue (dotted), respectively (Fig. S1). The analytic calculation of Ref. [? ] shows that MLM has an exactly solvable
exact dimer ground state, a product state of singlets on all purple bonds, for J ′/J ≤ 0.5. Further numerical results
estimate that this dimer state is the ground state of the system even for J ′/J ≲ 0.74 [? ? ].

MATRIX ELEMENTS OF H′

Starting from the J >> J ′, for a B ∼ J , to perform a strong coupling expansion, we, first, move to the dimer basis,
which consists of the singlet, |s⟩, and the three triplets, |t1⟩, |t0⟩, and |t1̄⟩ (1̄ ≡ −1), which are given by

|s⟩ = 1√
2
(|↑1↓2⟩ − |↓1↑2⟩) |t1⟩ = |↑1↑2⟩ |t0⟩ =

1√
2
(|↑1↓2⟩+ |↑1↓2⟩) |t1̄⟩ = |↓1↓2⟩ (S2)

Figure S1. Maple-leaf lattice with three symmetry non-equivalent nearest-neighbor bonds. The dashed orange and dotted blue
bonds have a Heisenberg exchange with an identical strength of J ′, whereas the purple bonds have a Heisenberg interaction
strength of J . It has been demonstrated in [? ] that the system has an exactly solvable exact ground state for J ′/J ≤ 0.5, which
is a product state of spin-singlets formed on the J-bonds. The lattice vectors are given by a1 =

√
7x̂ and a1 =

√
7/2(x̂+

√
3ŷ).
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Figure S2. Elementary unit for the interaction between a pair of nearest-neighbor dimers.

where 1 and 2 indicate the site across a dimer. We calculate the matrix elements of H′ = J ′S⃗3 · (S⃗1 + S⃗2) (see Fig.
S2) for all the states on any pair of the nearest-neighbor dimer bonds to find

H′ |s⟩α |s⟩β = 0 (S3)

H′ |s⟩α |t0⟩β = 0 (S4)

H′ |s⟩α |tm⟩β = 0 (S5)

H′ |t0⟩α |s⟩β =
J ′

2
(|t1⟩α |t1̄⟩β − |t1̄⟩α |t1⟩β) (S6)

H′ |t0⟩α |t0⟩β =
J ′

2
(|t1⟩α |t1̄⟩β + |t1̄⟩α |t1⟩β) (S7)

H′ |tm⟩α |s⟩β = m
J ′

2
(|tm⟩α |t0⟩β − |t0⟩α |tm⟩β) (S8)

H′ |tm⟩α |tm̄⟩β =
J ′

2
(|t0⟩α |t0⟩β +m |t0⟩α |s⟩β − |tm⟩α |tm⟩β) (S9)

H′ |tm⟩α |tm⟩β =
J ′

2
|tm⟩α |tm⟩β (S10)

H′ |tm⟩α |t0⟩β =
J ′

2
(|t0⟩α |tm⟩β +m |tm⟩α |s⟩β) (S11)

H′ |t0⟩α |tm⟩β =
J ′

2
(|tm⟩α |t0⟩β + m̄ |tm⟩α |s⟩β) (S12)

with m = ±1 Here, (α, β) = (A,C), (C,B) or (B,A), where A, B, and C are the three dimer sublattices (see Fig.S1).

SINGLE TRIPLET DISPERSION AND EXCITATION GAP

With energy e0 = −3J/4 per dimer, the ground state of H0 is a product state of singlets on each purple bond. H′

in (S1) is treated using the standard perturbation theory [? ]. Note that, the singlets possess an odd parity which
one should be mindful of while performing the calculations. First, we focus on the hopping processes involving an
isolated triplet. After carefully analyzing all the matrix elements, we discover that no triplet hopping is conceivable
up to third-order in perturbation – the hopping only survives at the fourth-order perturbation. Examining Eqs. (S3)
makes the cause behind this suppression of single particle dynamics quite apparent. To display an example, we start
from the state with a t1 triplet on one B-dimer. Now, evidently, H′ |s⟩C |t1⟩B = 0. The states with finite matrix
elements with our starting state can be found on the right side of the equation

H′ |t1⟩B |s⟩A =
J ′

2
(|t1⟩B |t0⟩A − |t0⟩B |t1⟩A) .

Interestingly, in this process one triplet state can only result in two triplet states only on the A and B dimer, the C
dimer remains inaccessible when H′ is applied only once. These limit a triplet’s ability to move independently and
only let the triplets hopping possible via a closed path of dimer bonds. These conditions allow the hopping processes
only start from the fourth-order in the perturbation. See the two examples of such hopping processes in Fig. S3. As a
comparison, in the one-dimension counterpart of the MLM, the tetrahedral cluster spin chain, the triplet excitations
are fully localized [? ]. For SSM, the same hopping happens in sixth order in perturbation [? ? ? ]. The situation
is quite different for Majumdar-Ghosh model [? ] where the degeneracy of the singlet ground state allows for a
dispersive single spin excitation [? ].
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Figure S3. Representatives hopping processes of a single triplet excitation. The hopping is only possible from the fourth-order
perturbations.

Starting from the product singlet state, and for B > 0, we use the lowest energy |s⟩ and |t1⟩ as our physical degrees
of freedom. Once we have established that a single triplet is localized up to third-order in perturbation, we can easily
calculate the spin-gap. For that, we take the unperturbed state excited state

|ψ1⟩ = |s⟩1 |s⟩2 · · · |t1⟩i · · · |s⟩Nd−1 |s⟩Nd

and calculate its energy e1P using perturbation theory (the subscripts of the kets represent a J bond and Nd is the
total number of dimers in the system.). The singlet-triplet gap ∆ = e1P − e0, which up to third order in perturbation
reads as

∆ = J −B − J ′2

J
− J ′3

2J2
+O(J ′4). (S13)

TWO-PARTICLE STATES

Now we focus on two-particle excited states, which in the unperturbed case is

|ψ1⟩ = |s⟩1 |s⟩2 · · · |t1⟩i−1 |t1⟩i |s⟩i+1 · · · |t1⟩j−1 |t1⟩j |s⟩j+1 · · · |s⟩Nd−1 |s⟩Nd
.

Again, the effect of H is included via degenerate perturbation [? ]. This allows us to obtain an effective Hamiltonian
upon a hard-core boson projection. For B > 0, we expect that the lowest energy states with magnetization M ≥ 0
for the whole system consist of the two lowest energy basis states, |s⟩ and |t1⟩. Therefore, we take the Sz = 1 triplet

as a particle (hard-core boson) and the singlet as a vacancy (â†i |s⟩i = |t1⟩i with i being the dimer index, and â†i
being the bosonic creation operator. We note that the two-particle excited states come with a potential and a kinetic
contribution. We find that the effective hard-core boson Hamiltonian up to two particles reads as

Heff ≈ e0 +∆
∑

i

n̂i + V1
∑

⟨i,j⟩
n̂in̂j + V2

∑

(i,j)

n̂in̂j + V3
∑

[i,j]

n̂in̂j

+ τ1
∑

r

(
â†A(r+a1)

âA(r) + h.c.
)
n̂B(r)

+ τ2
∑

r

(
â†A(r)âC(r) + h.c.

)
n̂B(r) + τ2

∑

r

(
â†A(r)âC(r−a2)

+ h.c.
)
n̂B(r−a1)

+ τ3
∑

r

(
â†A(r)âC(r) + h.c.

)
n̂B(r−a1)

+ τ3
∑

r

(
â†A(r)âC(r−a2)

+ h.c.
)
n̂B,r

+ {S(BCA),a1 → −a1 + a2,a2 → −a1}+ {S(CAB),a1 → −a2,a2 → a1 − a2}

(S14)
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where n̂i = â†i âi is the number operator of hardcore bosons on i-th dimer. In the static part of (S14),

V1 =
J ′

2
+
J ′2

2J
+O(J ′4)

V2 =
J ′2

2J
+

3J ′3

4J2
+O(J ′4)

V3 =
J ′3

8J2
+O(J ′4)

(S15)

and the position of the triplet pairs ⟨i, j⟩, (i, j), and [i, j] are given by

⟨i, j⟩ ∈





{A(r), B (r)}
{A(r), B (r− a1)}
{B(r), C (r)}
{B(r), C (r+ a1 − a2)}
{C(r), A (r)}
{C(r), A (r+ a2)}

(i, j) ∈





{A(r), A (r± a2)}
{B(r), B (r± a1)}
{C(r), C (r± a1 ∓ a2)}

[i, j] ∈





{A(r), B (r− a1 + a2)}
{A(r), B (r− a2)}
{B(r), C (r+ a1)}
{B(r), C (r− a2)}
{C(r), A (r− a1 + a2)}
{C(r), A (r+ a1)}

.

From this part of the Hamiltonian, one can see that the energy of a two-triplet excitation consists of two contributions:
(1) the spin gap energy to create a triplet excitation including the self-energy corrections, and (2) the interaction
between the excited triplets. For the kinetic part,

τ1 ≈J
′2

4J
+

3J ′3

8J2
+O(J4)

τ2 ≈− J ′2

4J
+
J ′3

4J2
+O(J4)

τ3 ≈J
′2

4J
+

5J ′3

16J2
+O(J4)

and in the last line S(· · · ) represents the cyclic permutations. Note that unlike single particle hopping, correlated
hopping, i.e. the hopping of a triplet assisted by another triplet in its vicinity, occurs in J ′2. We also find some
particular two particle interactions,

V4
∑

{i,j}
ninj ,

with

V3 ≈ J4

8J3

and

{i, j} ∈





{A(r), C (r− a1 + a2)}
{A(r), C (r+ a1 − 2a2)}
{A(r), A (r± a1 ∓ 2a2)}
{B(r), A (r− a2)}
{B(r), A (r+ a1 + a2)}
{B(r), B (r± a1 ± a2)}
{C(r), B (r+ a1)}
{C(r), B (r− 2a1 + a2)}
{C(r), C (r± 2a1 ∓ a2)}
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Figure S4. (a) Repulsive interaction between a pair of particles. The filled black symbols represent the reference dimer, and
all other filled symbols represent a particle that feels repulsion from the reference dimer. (b) Hopping processes of a dimer
excitation (colored symbols) near another triplet excitation (filled bonds).

that only contributes in the fourth order.

The two-particle interactions and correlated hopping (a hopping of a triplet assisted by the) are graphically repre-
sented in Fig. S4. The interesting difference between SSM and MLM is that the repulsion between two triplets across
the diagonal of a square is non-zero in SSM; however, the interaction between two triplets across the long diagonal of
a hexagon in MLM is zero up to fourth-order in perturbation.

For B = 0, J ′
cri for SSM is 0.67 and J ′

cri for MLM is 0.74. In the perturbative calculations, the gap closes at
J ′ = 0.839 for B = 0. This indicates that with increasing J ′ there must be a first-order transition out of the singlet
phase for both models, as a gap closing indicates a second-order transition. This is indeed true for SSM [? ? ? ? ? ].

MAGNETIZATION

Next, we find the magnetization plateaus and the corresponding triplet structures that MLM can produce in the
presence of an external magnetic field. With two-particle interactions only between Ising spin-like hard-core bosons,
one can do so by employing the standard classical single-flip Monte-Carlo (MC) simulation of the effective Hamiltonian
in (S14) while ignoring the kinetic terms. For that, we take a kagomé lattice (the effective lattice of the dimers) with
N1×N2 unit-cells, i.e. a total of L = N1×N2×3 dimers with a periodic boundary condition. Here, N1 and N2 denote
the number of unit-cells along the lattice vector a1 and a2, respectively. We start our MC simulation by taking a
random spatial distribution of the hard-core bosons, n = (n1, · · · , nL), where ni can either be 0 (empty) or 1 (filled).
For our MC simulation, we adopt a simulated annealing algorithm where we start at a high temperature and slowly
reduce our temperature while allowing the system to thermalize at each temperature step. For each temperature, an
increasing number of MC cycles are performed. In each MC update, one would usually choose a random dimer (r) and
flip its state (nr → 1− nr) and accept the move based on the standard Metropolis algorithm. In a single MC cycle,
L individual Metropolis updates are attempted. However, this process becomes highly inefficient in the presence of a
magnetic field as the simulation can very easily get stuck in a local energy minimum. Therefore, we also introduce a
process where we choose two random sites (r and r′), and swap their states (nr ↔ nr′). The swapping ensures that
the energy cost to excite triplets, ∝ ∆ (∼ h), does not change and the system is allowed to arrange itself solely based
on the interactions. We slowly increase the probability of such swaps with every MC cycle, so that our system can
exploit this feature at every temperature step. This algorithm is parallelized over 32 different initial states and we
average over the individual results.

In our simulations, we have considered different geometries of the lattice, i.e. different combinations of N1 and N2,
the initial temperature being Ti = 2∆ and decreased the temperature to a minimum of Tf (∼ J ′4) after NT = 105

annealing steps. At Ti, 10
2 cycles are performed, which is increased linearly to 104 cycles at Tf .

In our MC simulation, we find four stable magnetization plateaus, namely, 2/9, 2/7, and 1/3. We sample single
configurations from our MC simulations to check the triplet configuration of the magnetization value, which are shown
in Fig. S5 (a). In the presence of V4 we can predict the appearence of an additional 1/6 plateau. We estimate the
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Figure S5. Left panel: The structures at the plateaus found from classical Monte Carlo simulations with ∆ given in (S18) and
including V4. The triplet excitations (singlets) are shown by filled (open) symbols. Right panel: Magnetization processes of
the MLM as a function of J ′ and h.

energies of these patterns from (S14) to find

e1/6 =
1

6
∆

e2/9 =
2

9
(∆ + V4)

e2/7 =
2

7
(∆ + V3 + V4)

e1/3 =
1

3
(∆ + 2V3 + V4) .

By comparing the energies above we obtain the magnetization phase diagram shown in Fig. S5 (b), which is in full
agreement with our MC simulation.

EFFECT OF SINGLE-PARTICLE KINEMATICS

The single triplet hopping starts at fourth order in perturbation where a triplet can hop to the neighbouring dimers.
This will add one more kinetic term to our effective Hamiltonian in (S14):

T̂1p = τ0
∑

r

(
â†B(r)âA(r) + â†C(r)âA(r) + â†B(r−a1)

âA(r) + â†C(r−a2)
âA(r) (S16)

+ â†A(r+a1)
âB(r) + â†C(r+a1−a2)

âB(r) + â†A(r+a2)
âC(r) + â†B(r−a1+a2)

âC(r) + h.c.
)

(S17)

where τ0 = −J ′4/8J3. This kinetic term is identical to a bosonic tight-binding model on the kagome lattice. With the
chemical potential term, ∆0

∑
i n̂i, we obtain the well-known kagome band-structure with minimum at k = Γ (Fig.

S6).

∆0 = J − J ′2

J
− J ′3

2J2
− J ′4

8J3
+O(J ′5)
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Figure S6. (a) The bandstructure of the effective tight-binding Hamiltonian H0
eff = T̂1p+∆0

∑
i n̂i. Note that this tight-binding

model is defined on the kagome lattice. The minimum of the bandstructure occurs at k = Γ which renormalizes the singlet-
triplet gap to ∆ given in (S18).

Figure S7. (a) Four bases of a bound state of two dimer triplets. There are 8 other basis states which are symmetry related
to the states shown here. (b) A representative three-particle process, where two particles perform a correlated hopping, while
one stays put. The red, cyan, and yellow dimers represent the starting configuration of the triplets. The red dimer performs
a correlated hopping with respect to the yellow dimer. (c) The representative correlated the three-particle hopping process,
which can lead to three-particle bound states.

is the singlet-triplet gap assuming dispersionless triplets. Therefore, at fourth order of perturbation the true energy
gap, ∆, includes the contribution from single particle dispersion and becomes

∆ = J − J ′2

J
− J ′3

2J2
− 5J ′4

8J3
+O(J ′5). (S18)

MULTI-PARTICLE (TWO AND THREE) BOUND STATES

For this part of our calculations, we restrict ourselves upto third-order perturbative corrections. When two triplets
are distant from each other, their mobility is severely limited, and the energy they acquire while moving on a lattice
is comparatively negligible. On the other hand, when the two are adjacent to each other, the situation is completely
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different, where a correlated hopping makes a coherent motion of two triplets possible, exploiting which a pair of
triplets can form a bound state. Obviously, when we place two triplets next to each other, the repulsive interaction
between them is linear in J ′. However, they can hop and move away from each other to a state which has an
interaction, V ′

2 which is only cubic in J ′. The hopping element that facilitates this move is ∝ J ′2. Thus, the two
triplets can gain enough kinetic energy to form a two-particle bound state. The energy of the bound state is found
by diagonalizing the hopping matrix in the appropriate basis. We find that all unique (up to an arbitrary lattice
translation) two-particle states can be written in a 12-dimensional basis |i⊗ j⟩, where i and j denote occupied dimers,
given by

|i⊗ j⟩ ∈





|A(r)⊗B(r)⟩
|A(r)⊗ C(r)⟩
|B(r)⊗ C(r)⟩
|A(r+ a2)⊗B(r+ a2 − a1)⟩
|C(r)⊗A(r+ a2)⟩
|C(r)⊗B(r+ a2 − a1)⟩
|C(r)⊗, A(r+ a2 − a1)⟩
|C(r)⊗A(r+ a1)⟩
|A(r)⊗B(r+ a2 − a1)⟩
|B(r)⊗A(r+ a2)⟩
|B(r)⊗ C(r− a2)⟩
|C(r+ a2)⊗B(r+ a2 − a1)⟩

(S19)

Four of these basis states are shown in Fig. S7 (a), the rest are related to these four via a lattice rotation. The matrix
representing the correlated hopping matrix in the above basis is given by

T 2P
k =




2∆ + V1 τ2 τ2 0 0 τ1e
−iϕ2,k

τ2 2∆ + V1 τ2 0 τ1e
iϕ1,k 0

τ2 τ2 2∆ + V1 τ1 0 0
0 0 τ1 2∆ + V1 τ2 τ2
0 τ1e

−iϕ1,k 0 τ2 2∆ + V1 τ2
τ1e

iϕ2,k 0 0 τ2 τ2 2∆ + V1

τ3 I6×6

τ3 I6×6 (2∆ + V2) I6×6




(S20)

with I6×6 being the identity matrix of dimension 6, ϕ1,k = k · a2, and ϕ2,k = k · a1.
Since strong repulsion V1 acts for a pair on adjacent bonds, one may naively expect that such bound motions are not

energetically favorable. However, we can take an optimal linear combination of the states, which avoids the effect of
V1 repulsion and gain kinetic energy via coherent motion (see example in Fig. S7 (a)). The binding energy, e2P − 2∆,
for such a bound state is found to be −3J ′4/16J3 (lowest order) per particle. Note that this two-particle bound state
is distinctively different from SSM.

Drawing inspiration from the two-particle bound state of SSM, we start from a situation as depicted in Fig. S7 (b).
Firstly, one can see that any two particles can make a coherent motion encountering no effect from the third one.
Note that apart from the initial state, in the other states, the third particle does not interact with the particle that is
hopping. Therefore, there exists three independent two-particle hopping in such a three-particle state. Secondly, the
three particles themselves can perform a coherent motion around a hexagon and form a three-particle bound state.
In this truncated three particle basis shown in Fig. S7 (c) the binding energy is found to be J ′3/24J2 − J ′4/8J3 per
particle. We find that the binding energy is positive for small J ′. However, due to the extensive size of the full three-
particle Hilbert space, we could not perform the three-particle calculations with its full complexity and analytically
evaluate the binding energy of the three particle states. It seems plausible that a more elaborate evolution of three
particle processes might make the cubic contribution to the binding energy could disappear or even change sign and
produce stable three-particle bound states, at least for larger J ′.
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Figure S8. (a) Energy bands of the effective Hamiltonian up to third order of J ′/J = 0.5. A two-particle bound state consists
of six branches, which is apparently lower than the two-particle threshold, shown by the green dashed line. (b) The per-particle
binding energy of two- (red, dashed) and three-particle (black, dash-dotted) bound states as a function of J ′/J .


