
Figure 2: Experimental quantum oscillations for different angles compared with simulations
for a two fundamental-warped cylinder model. (A) Measured oscillations in the contactless
conductivity plotted versus 1/B cos θ (the projection of the field along the ĉ-axis) at θ =0, 1.3,
11.3, 12, 16.3, 18, 21.3, 26.3, 31.3, 36.3, 38, 41.3, 45.2, 46.3, 48, 49, 49.4, 50.1, 50.6, 51.4,
51.5, 52, 52.3, 52.5, 52.9, 53.1, 54.4, 54.9, 55.5, 56, 56.2, 56.95, 57.2, 57.4, 58.15, 58.2, 59.4,
59.6, 60.6, 61.2, 61.4, 61.7, 62.5, 62.6, 62.7, 63.2, 63.4, 63.7, 64.1, 64.5, 65.5, 66, 66.3, 68.1,
69.4 and 70.6◦, all at φ ≈ 45◦. The inset shows a schematic of the angles θ and φ with respect
to the crystalline axes. (B) Simulated oscillations at the same angles and fields as (A) for two
Fermi surface cylinders exhibiting a fundamental warping [21, 22, 23, 24], for parameters listed
in [31] previously fit to the restricted experimental range within the dotted line accessed in
earlier experiments. The striking amplitude enhancement expected in the vicinity of the Yamaji
angle in B is absent in the experimental data in A. (C) A schematic showing the degeneracy
in the cyclotron orbit cross-sectional area yielding an amplitude enhancement at the Yamaji
angle (green). (D) Schematic of experimentally measured quantum oscillations in β-(ET)2IBr2
from [18], for which θYamaji ≈ − 18◦. Here, the same fundamental sinusoidal warping occurs
for two slightly different Fermi surface cross-sections, giving rise to an additional beat.
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