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We review the recent advances and current challenges in the field of strong spin-orbit coupled Kitaev mate-
rials, with a particular emphasis on the physics beyond the exactly-solvable Kitaev spin liquid point. To that
end, we give a comprehensive overview of the most relevant exchange interactions in d5 and d7 iridates and
similar compounds, an exposition of their microscopic origin, and a systematic attempt to map out the most
interesting correlated regimes of the multi-dimensional parameter space, guided by powerful symmetry and du-
ality transformations as well as by insights from wide-ranging analytical and numerical studies. We also survey
recent exciting results on quasi-1D models and discuss their relevance to higher-dimensional models. Finally,
we highlight some of the key questions in the field as well as future directions.
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I. Introduction

Magnetic Mott insulators that combine electronic corre-
lations with strong spin-orbit coupling (SOC) have recently
attracted significant interest as a prominent playground for
quantum magnetism and, in particular, quantum spin liquids
(QSLs) [1–12]. Due to the interplay between crystal field (CF)
effects, strong electron-electron interactions, and SOC, entan-
gled spin and orbital degrees of freedom are generically de-
scribed by the low-energy effective pseudo-spin models with
bond-dependent anisotropic-exchange interactions [13].

In the last decade, a considerable theoretical and experi-
mental effort has been devoted to a certain class of two- (2D)
and three-dimensional (3D) tricoordinated 4d and 5d materi-
als that have been identified as being proximate to the Kitaev
spin model, which is famous for its exact solubility and the
QSL ground state in both 2D and 3D tricoordinated lattices
(e.g., see Fig. 1) [1, 14]. The realization of this model re-
quires magnetic ions that are well described by pseudo-spin
Jeff = 1/2 Kramers’ doublets interacting via the nearest-
neighbor (NN) Ising-like interactions along bond-dependent
quantization axes. The compass form of this, so-called, Ki-
taev interaction stems from the highly entangled, spin-orbital
nature of the Kramers’ doublets and the particular geometry of
the tricoordinated lattice structures composed of edge-sharing
ligand octahedra [3, 15–19].

Most notably, a lot of effort has been devoted in the ex-
perimental investigation of the layered compounds A2IrO3

(A=Na, Li) [20–26] and α-RuCl3 [27–30], which are prox-
imate to the honeycomb Kitaev QSL [1], as well as the 3D
harmonic-honeycomb iridates β-Li2IrO3 and γ-Li2IrO3 [31–
34], which are proximate to the Kitaev QSL on the hyper-
honeycomb and stripy-honeycomb lattices, respectively [35–
37]. While there are numerous direct and indirect experimen-
tal indications (and first-principle calculations) that the Ki-
taev coupling K is the dominant microscopic interaction in
all these materials (hence the term ‘Kitaev materials’) [12],
most of them are actually magnetically ordered at low enough
temperatures (kBTN ≪ |K|), which underlies the broader
consensus that Kitaev QSLs are quite fragile against various
types of perturbations. In turn, this exposes the realization
that a fundamental understanding of the magnetism in these
materials is far from complete without a careful exploration
of other exchange interactions that are allowed by their sym-
metry [6, 7, 15, 18, 38].

This brings us to the primary scope of this review arti-
cle, which is precisely to address the role of the most rele-
vant anisotropic interactions beyond the Kitaev coupling K,
and highlight some of the novel qualitative physics and ex-
otic phases (including spin nematic and QSL ground states)
that arise from their interplay. To this end, we shall pay
special attention to the role of the symmetric component of
the off-diagonal exchange between nearest neighbours, com-
monly referred to as the Γ coupling, which has emerged as
another source of frustration that is essential for the complete
understanding of Kitaev materials. Moreover, in most of these
systems, Γ is the second strongest interaction and its interplay
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with K is often responsible for the highly anisotropic response
to external magnetic fields and a variety of complex orders at
intermediate field strengths [33, 39–50].

Besides the K and Γ couplings we shall also discuss the
impact of the NN Heisenberg exchange J , which is generi-
cally present in the Kitaev materials and plays a non-trivial
role despite its relatively weak strength compared to K and
Γ. A more realistic model should also include the effect of
the trigonal splitting of the t2g orbitals that modifies the pseu-
dospin wavefunctions and brings a new interaction term Γ′

that is otherwise not symmetry-allowed in the absence of the
trigonal distortion [51]. We shall therefore limit ourselves to
reviewing the physics of the NN Kitaev-Heisenberg-Gamma-
Gamma′ (J-K-Γ-Γ′) model, which is broadly considered as
the minimal model for many Kitaev materials.

We will also briefly touch on the response of Kitaev ma-
terials under a magnetic field, as a more focused review of
this topic can be found elsewhere [47]. Finally, we shall also
discuss Kitaev materials with larger spins such as CrI3 [52]
and ZrCl3 [53], where the dominant Kitaev interaction among
S = 3/2 spins was theoretically proposed. Simultaneously
with significant theoretical developments in the study of the
higher-spin Kitaev interaction [54–58], there has been a grow-
ing interest in realizing such interactions in solid-state materi-
als [59, 60].

In this review we shall not discuss other types of perturba-
tions that are present in real materials, such as further neigh-
bour isotropic and anisotropic interactions (J2, J3, K2, etc)
[7, 38], or the inequivalence between different bonds, i.e., we
shall only consider models where the strengths of J , K, Γ and
Γ′ are the same on all types of NN bonds [6, 7, 16, 61–63].
Additionally, since most of Kitaev materials are centrosym-
metric, NN Dzyaloshinskii–Moriya (DM) interactions are not
present in at least one NN bond (the bond with the inversion
center at its midpoint for C2h symmetry, and all NN bonds
for R3̄ symmetry), and we shall otherwise disregard the ef-
fect of the allowed DM terms on other bonds (e.g., the ones
between second neighbors). A detailed study of the impact of
Dzyaloshinskii–Moriya interactions on the Kitaev spin liquid
(with novel phenomena such as turning the nonchiral Kitaev’s
gapless QSL into a chiral one with equal Berry phases at the
two Dirac points) has been reported in Ref. [64].

The remaining part of this review is organized as follows. In
Sec. II we introduce the main lattice geometries and materials
of interest. In Sec. III, we discuss the physical origin of bond-
directional exchange anisotropies in spin-orbital materials and
give an illustration via a step-by-step, microscopic derivation
of these couplings in d5 and d7 systems. This leads us to the
generic Jeff=1/2 nearest-neighbor (NN) J-K-Γ-Γ′ Hamilto-
nian, as a minimal model for the description of many Kitaev
materials. We shall also briefly discuss higher-S extensions of
this model in Sec. III D. We then set out to review the various
competing phases in this high-dimensional parameter space.
To that end, we begin in Sec. IV with a discussion of the vari-
ous (global and local) symmetries and duality transformations
of the 2D Honeycomb model, which, in turn, are crucial for
mapping out the highly-correlated regions (as well as a num-
ber of ‘hidden’ isotropic points) in the parameter space. The

exploration of the phase diagram of the planar model, which
is presented in Sec. V, proceeds via a separate discussion of
some of the most relevant special limits and regions of the
parameter space, before sensible connections are made for a
qualitative understanding of the full picture. In this explo-
ration we shall pay special attention to the interplay between
the two known spin liquids of the phase diagram, the quantum
spin liquid of the pure Kitaev model (and its higher-spin ex-
tensions in Sec. V A 3) and the classical spin liquid of the pure
Γ model (Sec. V B). We shall also review the current state of
affairs in the quantum K-Γ model (Sec. V C), as well as the
classical limit of this model, and the emergence of approxi-
mate, period-3 states with counter-rotating sublattices, which
are observed experimentally in the three Li2IrO3 polymorphs.
In Sec. VI we provide a brief review of the magnetism of the
3D compounds β-Li2IrO3 and γ-Li2IrO3, which is driven, to
a large extent, by the interplay between K and Γ interactions.
We then review in Sec. VII the recent developments on the
physics of quasi-1D Kitaev-Γ models, which have emerged as
a theoretical platform to understand the physics of the corre-
sponding 2D model. Finally, in Sec. VIII we give an overview
of the outstanding questions that remain in the field, as well
as our perspectives on potential future directions for research.

II. Lattice geometries and materials of interest

We begin by highlighting some general structural and crys-
tal symmetry aspects of the available Kitaev materials, in or-
der to set the stage for the later discussion of the underlying
microscopic processes in these materials.

Kitaev materials are the spin-orbit coupled Mott insula-
tors that crystallize in the tricoordinated lattices of Fig. 1,
namely the layered 2D honeycomb (panel a), the 3D hyper-
honeycomb (b) and the 3D stripy-honeycomb (c). In these
geometries, Jeff = 1/2 pseudospin degrees of freedom inter-
acting solely via Kitaev exchange form exactly-solvable QSL
ground states with fractionalized excitations [1, 14, 35, 36].

The layered materials include, most notably, the d5

compounds Na2IrO3 [20–25], α-Li2IrO3 [26, 65, 66], α-
RuCl3 [27–30, 67, 68], H3Li2IrO6 [69–71], Ag3Li2IrO6

[72–74] and Cu2IrO3 [75–77], which typically have mon-
oclinic (C2/m or C2/c) or trigonal (R-3m∗ or R-3) sym-
metry [9]. More recent proposals include the family of
d5-based ilmenites AIrO3 with A=Mg, Zn, Cd [78, 79],
as well as a family of d7-based transition metal com-
pounds [80–83], such as the delafossites Na3Co2SbO6

and Na2Co2TeO6 [84–91], Li3Co2SbO6 [92], and also
BaCo2(AsO4)2 and BaCO2(PO4)2 [93–95].

The 3D geometries of Fig. 1 (b-c) are found in β-Li2IrO3

and γ-Li2IrO3, with orthorhombic Fddd and Cccm symme-
try, respectively [31–34, 40, 41, 96–102]. Together with α-
Li2IrO3 [26], they belong to the Li2IrO3 polymorph fam-
ily [102], which comprises an infinite set of 3D lattices, the
harmonic honeycomb (H-n) series [103]. The n-th mem-
ber of this series can be thought of as a sequence of n rows
of coplanar hexagonal plaquettes, followed by a bridge layer
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FIG. 1. The Kitaev model is exactly solvable on a wide range of tricoordinated lattices. Here are the examples of the harmonic honeycomb
(H-n) lattices: (a) 2D honeycomb lattice (H-∞), (b) 3D hyperhoneycomb lattice (H-0) , 3D stripy-honeycomb lattice (H-1). Here n counts
the number of rows along the z-axis before the orientation of the honeycomb plane switches between the two non-parallel chains of x and y
bonds. The hyperhoneycomb lattice switches chains at every z-bond, the stripy-honeycomb has one set of z-bonds making rungs of ladders
before a bridge (z-bond) to the opposite ladder. The honeycomb lattice never switches ladders.

of z-bonds along one of the crystallographic axes [the mon-
oclinic b axis in Fig. 1 (a) or the orthorhombic co axis in
Fig. 1 (b-c)] and then by another n rows of plaquettes in a
new plane. The hyper-honeycomb and stripy-honeycomb cor-
respond, respectively, to the n=0 and n=1 members of the
series, whereas the 2D honeycomb is the n=∞ member, see
Fig. 1. One of the distinguishing features of the 3D lattices
of Fig. 1 (b-c) compared to the 2D lattice is that, while all z
bonds are aligned along the orthorhombic co axis, there are
two different xy chain directions, one along ao+bo, and the
other along the perpendicular direction ao-bo. While the two
chains are related to each other by crystal symmetries (in par-
ticular, the twofold rotations C2a and C2b, see, e.g., discus-
sion in Ref. [45]), the microscopic modeling on this structure
necessitates that we treat them separately. So, unlike the hon-
eycomb case which features three types of bonds, labeled as
γ=x, y or z [see Fig. 1 (a)], the 3D lattices feature five types
of bonds, labeled as γ=x, y, x′, y′, and z [see Fig. 1 (b-c)].

III. Origin of bond-directional interactions

A. Historical perspective

The magnetic interactions in solids are generically
anisotropic. Historically, as early as in 1937, Van Vleck
showed that the SOC results in entangled spin-orbit wave
functions and anisotropic spin interactions [104]. However,
in most systems the orbital degeneracy is lifted by Jahn-Teller
distortions [105], rendering SOC partially inactive and de-
stroying the entangled nature of the spin-orbit wave function.
This, in turn, often leads to dominant XY or Ising anisotropic
spin models.

It was then noted in early 2000 that another highly
anisotropic bond-dependent interactions can appear in sys-
tems with partially filled t2g orbitals well separated from
higher energy doublet of eg orbitals by octahedral crystal field
[106]. These bond-dependent interactions, i.e., when only
particular components of the degrees of freedom interact on
different bonds in the lattice, are also known as compass mod-
els [107], among which the Kugel-Khomskii model [108] de-
scribing the interactions between orbital degrees of freedom
in strongly correlated electron materials is, perhaps, the most
widely-studied in different contexts. Moreover, in the pres-
ence of SOC, the spin S and orbital L degrees of freedom are
no longer separated and instead form the total angular mo-
menta J = L+S, dubbed pseudospins, interacting via entan-
gled spin-orbital exchange interactions.

This physics is especially relevant to 4d and 5d electron
compounds [13]. Jackeli and Khaliullin have shown how
the famous Kitaev interaction can be found in the edge-
sharing octahedra honeycomb lattice, opening a new road for
QSLs [2]. Shortly after, Rau et al reported another bond-
dependent interaction denoted by Γ [15] not discussed in the
earlier derivation of Jackeli and Khaliullin [2]. Its presence
was also reported by quantum chemistry [16] and density
functional theory calculations [17]. Unlike the Heisenberg
coupling, the Γ interaction on tricoordinated lattices is highly
frustrated, and has added significant challenges in understand-
ing possible spin liquids via the interplay between Kitaev and
Γ interactions. Since then, there have been intense studies
on realization of Kitaev interaction and generalized bond-
dependent spin models in Mott insulators with strong SOC.
The particular form of the pseudospin interactions in these
models is determined by the filling factor n of the correspond-
ing d- or f -orbitals, which also decides the shape and spin
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composition of the pseudospin wavefunctions. These interac-
tions generally arise from the exchange processes that involve
different orbital momenta, Lx, Ly , and Lz , which tie them to
the bond direction, thus leading to the bond-dependent nature
of the pseudospin interactions (spin for simplicity from now
on).

B. NN couplings in d5 and d7 systems

To illustrate how the bond-directional interactions arise in
the Kitaev materials we consider, as a platform, the broad fam-
ily of d5 and d7 systems with pseudospin-1/2 degrees of free-
dom and discuss the main steps in the derivation of their in-
teractions. Since the cases of d2 (quadrupole and octupole),
d3 (S = 3/2), and d8 (S = 1) were recently reviewed in
Ref. [11], we will only briefly discuss them in III D.

1. Local Jeff =1/2 degrees of freedom

A low-energy effective spin model can be derived when
electron-electron interaction is stronger than hopping inte-
grals between electrons (known as strong coupling expan-
sion). To derive the effective spin model for multi-orbital
Mott insulators such as d5, one begins with a local Kanamori-
Hubbard interaction, which has the following form at a given
site i [15, 109, 110]

Hloc,i=
U−3JH

2
(Ni−5)2−2JHS2

i −
JH
2

L2
i +λLi · Si, (1)

where Ni, Si, and Li are the total number, spin, and (effec-
tive) orbital angular momentum operators at site i, U is the
Coulomb interaction, JH is Hund’s coupling, and λ is the
SOC strength.

For 4d5 and 5d5 systems, the single ion interactions give
rise to a low-energy manifold with total spin S=1/2 and total
angular momentum L=1. The strong SOC then gives rise to
a Kramers doublet Jeff = 1/2, whose member wavefunctions
take the following form in the |mS ,mL⟩ basis (where mS and
mL are the eigenvalues of Sz and Lz , respectively) [2]:

4d5 & 5d5 systems :

|+ 1̃
2 ⟩ =

√
2
3 | −

1
2 , 1⟩ −

√
1
3 |

1
2 , 0⟩,

| − 1̃
2 ⟩ =

√
1
3 | −

1
2 , 0⟩ −

√
2
3 |

1
2 ,−1⟩.

(2)

For 3d7 systems, the large Hund’s coupling gives rise to a
high spin manifold with S = 3/2 and total angular momen-
tum L = 1. The strong SOC then gives rise to a Jeff = 1

2
Kramer’s doublet whose members take the following form in
the |mS ,mL⟩ basis [80, 81]

3d7 systems :

|+ 1̃
2 ⟩ =

1√
2
| 32 ,−1⟩ − 1√

3
| 12 , 0⟩+

1√
6
| − 1

2 , 1⟩,
| − 1̃

2 ⟩ =
1√
2
| − 3

2 , 1⟩ −
1√
3
| − 1

2 , 0⟩+
1√
6
| 12 ,−1⟩.

(3)

FIG. 2. Edge-sharing octahedral geometry of ligands (open circles)
in layered honeycomb Kitaev materials, here illustrated for a ‘z’-
bond of NN metal ions (grey spheres), as viewed along the cubic
[111] axis. Also shown are the two most commonly used axes frames
in the literature: i) the crystallographic (a, b, c∗) frame of the mon-
oclinic C2/m group, and ii) the ‘cubic’ (x, y, z) frame. The two
frames are related by â = x̂+ŷ−2ẑ√

6
, b̂ = ŷ−x̂√

2
, and ĉ∗ = x̂+ŷ+ẑ√

3
.

In the following, we shall follow the usual convention in
the literature and denote the pseudospin Jeff operators by the
symbol S.

2. Hopping processes

The effective hopping processes between two NN magnetic
ions at sites i and j give rise to the kinetic terms for t2g and eg
orbitals ({yz, xz, xy} and {3z2−r2, x2−y2}, respectively):

Hkin,ij =
∑

abσ
tabij d

†
iaσdjbσ, (4)

where d†iaσ are the creation and annihilation operators for the
a-th orbital with spin σ (↑ or ↓) at site i, and tabij denotes the
hopping amplitude from (iaσ) to (jbσ).

For 4d5 and 5d5 systems with a single hole in a t2g or-
bital, one can disregard processes that involve eg orbitals. Fur-
thermore, the symmetry of the local anion environment con-
strains the hopping terms between two magnetic sites. For
example, for t2g orbitals surrounded by an octahedra cage
with a slight trigonal distortion, there is a two-fold rotational
symmetry about the [11̄0] axis. This C2b symmetry dic-
tates that tzx,zx = tyz,yz ≡ t1, tzx,yz = tyz,zx ≡ t2 and
tyz,xy= tzx,xy≡ t4. Defining further txy,xy≡ t3 and including
time-reversal and inversion symmetries, leads to the following
hopping matrix on a z-bond between sites i and j [15]

4d5 & 5d5 systems : Tij,z =

 t1 t2 t4
t2 t1 t4
t4 t4 t3

 , (5)

in the basis of the t2g orbitals {yz, zx, xy}. The correspond-
ing matrices Tij,x/y for the bonds γ = x and y can be found
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by applying the C3c rotation around the [111] axis. For the
ideal octahedra without any trigonal distortion, there is an ad-
ditional, local C2 symmetry [51] around the axis perpendicu-
lar to the bond ([001] axis for the z-bond) and passing through
its center which prevents any mixing between the xy and the
zx and yz orbitals, forcing t4 = 0. Mott insulators with R3̄
space group do not feature such an additional C2 symmetry
around [001], and can therefore have a nonzero t4.

In 3d7 systems, there are three holes in the t2g and e2g or-
bitals, and one should therefore take into account, in principle,
all possible t2g-t2g , t2g-eg and eg-eg hopping processes. The
hopping matrix on a z-bond between sites i and j for the ideal
honeycomb lattice takes the form

3d7 systems : Tij,z =


t5 0 0 0 0
0 t̃4 0 0 t6
0 0 t1 t2 0
0 0 t2 t1 0
0 t6 0 0 t3

 , (6)

in the basis {x2−y2, 3z2−r2, yz, xz, xy}. Here t1, t3, t̃4 and
t5 denote hopping amplitudes between same-type orbitals (
dyz/xz , dxy , d3z2−r2 and dx2−y2 , respectively); t2 is the hop-
ping between dyz and dxz (which includes both direct and
indirect hoppings); t6 is the hopping between t2g and eg man-
ifolds (which also includes both direct and indirect hoppings).
Processes on other type of bonds are related to the ones in-
volving the z-bond by the C3c symmetry, as above.

3. Effective superexchange Hamiltonian

A standard superexchange expansion, whereby one treats
the kinetic terms tab of (4) as a small perturbation compared
to the effect of SOC, crystal field splitting and correlations
(in particular, U ≫ tab and U >JH , λ), leads to an effective
superexchange Hamiltonian

H =
∑

γ

∑
⟨ij⟩∈γ

Hij,γ +H′, (7)

where the second term might include any longer-range cou-
plings (such as J3, K2 or D2 [6]) that we do not analyze here,
and the first term incorporates the interactions between NN
sites i and j on a bond of type γ:

Hij,γ=JγSi ·Sj+KγS
γ
i S

γ
j +Γγ(S

αγ

i S
βγ

j +S
βγ

i S
αγ

j )

+ Γ′
γ

(
S
αγ

i Sγ
j + Sγ

i S
αγ

j + S
βγ

i Sγ
j + Sγ

i S
βγ

j

)
,

(8)

where (αγ , βγ) = (y, z), (z, x) and (x, y) for γ = x (and x′

for the 3D materials of Fig. 1 (b-c)), y (and y′), and z, respec-
tively [15, 51],

While detailed expressions for the dependence of the cou-
plings J , K, Γ and Γ′ on microscopic parameters are pro-
vided in Refs. [15, 80–82], here, for illustration, we discuss
virtual hopping processes that are responsible for the domi-
nant contributions to these couplings in d5 systems. As shown
in Fig. 3, these processes are confined to a plaquette consisting

of two magnetic ions and two ligand ions, which we denote as
M1, M2 and X1, X2, respectively. For iridium Kitaev materi-
als, for example, the plaquette is formed by two iridium and
two oxygen ions, while for α-RuCl3 it is formed by two ruthe-
nium and two chlorine ions. For concreteness, we consider a
z-bond with the hopping matrix elements (5) (the results for
other types of bonds can be obtained in a similar way, or sim-
ply by symmetry, if present). There are three different types of
paths on the M1-X1-M2-X2 plaquette: direct hopping (panel
a), ligand-mediated hopping (b), and mixed hopping (c). The
direct hopping between d orbitals (predominantly dxy-dxy on
the z-bond) gives a contribution to J already in second-order
of perturbation theory. The dominant contribution to K arises
in fourth-order, from the interference of the ligand-mediated
hopping processes, whereas the off-diagonal exchanges Γ and
Γ′ appear in third order from the mixed direct/ligand-mediated
hopping processes.

In general, the couplings depend on the bond type γ. We
can reduce the number of independent coupling parameters
by using crystal symmetries. Let us take for example the
layered honeycomb materials. For the ideal geometry where
the three types of bonds of Fig. 2 are symmetry equivalent,
the system has a D3d = C3v × I point group, generated by
the following operations: i) inversion center I on the middle
of a z-bond; ii) a two-fold C2b axis (π-rotation around the
b axis going through a z-bond), which, in spin space, maps
(x, y, z)→ (−y,−x,−z). iii) a three-fold C3c∗ axis (2π/3-
rotation around the c∗ axis going through individual sites),
which, in spin space, maps (x, y, z)→(y, z, x). For this ideal
geometry, all bonds are equivalent and we end up with three
independent couplings: the Heisenberg exchange J , the Ki-
taev exchange K and the symmetric off-diagonal exchange Γ.
The additional off-diagonal exchange Γ′ is introduced once
the trigonal distortion is present, i.e, t4 ̸= 0.

In Na2IrO3, α-Li2IrO3 and α-RuCl3, the C3c∗ symmetry is
actually absent and the three bonds are not all equivalent. In
particular, the symmetry lowers to monoclinic C2/m, with the
twofold axis along b (see Fig. 2), so the C2b rotation around
the z bond is still present and the x and y bonds remain equiv-
alent to each other. Thus, the C2/m symmetry dictates that the
exchange couplings on the z bonds are different from those on
x/y bonds, although these differences can be small in some
materials, see, e.g., discussion in Ref. [111].

Finally, it is worth noting that the signs of Γ and Γ′ de-
pend on the convention we use for the directions of the unit
vectors x̂, ŷ and ẑ along the cubic axes x, y and z, respec-
tively. While this convention may seem innocuous, it can lead
to quite different sign structures for the Γ and Γ′ couplings
across different bonds. Such different conventions have been
used in the literature, e.g., for β-Li2IrO3, and care must be
taken when comparisons are made. This issue is discussed in
more detail in Appendix 1.

4. Honeycomb Hamiltonian in the orthorhombic frame

Returning to the threefold-symmetric layered honeycomb
case, it is worthwhile to point out that further insights
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X X

M

M

(b) ligand-mediated hopping(a) direct hopping (c) mixed hopping

FIG. 3. The three main types of superexchange processes contributing to the Hamiltonian (8) live on a (tilted) square plaquette, formed by two
NN magnetic ions M1 and M2 (e.g., Ir4+ or Ru3+) and two ligand ions X1 and X2 (e.g., O2− or Cl1−). (a) direct hopping. (b) ligand-mediated
hopping. (c) mixed hopping.

can be gained by rewriting Eq. (8) in the crystallographic
(a, b, c∗) frame, sometimes also referred to as the (X,Y, Z)
frame [112]:

Hij,γ=Jab(S
a
i S

a
j + Sb

iS
b
j ) + JcS

c
iS

c
j

+A
[
cγ(S

a
i S

a
j − Sb

iS
b
j )− sγ(S

a
i S

b
j + Sb

iS
a
j )
]

−
√
2B

[
cγ(S

a
i S

c
j + Sc

iS
a
j ) + sγ(S

b
iS

c
j + Sc

iS
b
j )
]
,

(9)

where cγ≡cosϕγ , sγ≡sinϕγ , ϕγ=0, 2π
3 , and 4π

3 for γ=z-,
x-, and y-bond, respectively, and

A =
1

3
K +

2

3
(Γ− Γ′), B =

1

3
K − 1

3
(Γ− Γ′),

Jab = J +B − Γ′, Jc = J +A+ 2Γ′ .
(10)

We note in passing that various notations for these constants
have been used in the literature. For example, in Ref. [112],
Jab and Jc are denoted by JXY and JZ , respectively, and in
Ref. [113, 114], A and B are denoted by J±± and Jz±, re-
spectively, in the context of pyrochlores.

Equation (9) delivers the following insights. First, the
bond-directionality in Kitaev materials enters only through
the constants A and B, since these are the only constants that
contain the bond-dependent parameters cγ and sγ [112]. Sec-
ond, in the absence of A and B (which translates into K =0
and Γ = Γ′), the Hamiltonian reduces to a XXZ model
(with no bond directionality). In this model, the in-plane
vs out-of-plane anisotropy is determined by the combination
Jc−Jab = Γ + 2Γ′. In particular, a positive Γ+2Γ′ renders
the c∗-axis (i.e, the [111]-axis) the hard axis. A magnetic field
along this axis leads to an interesting competition, which has
been explored in Ref. [43]. Finally, as advocated in Ref. [115]
for the case of α-RuCl3, the use of the orthorhombic frame
(in conjunction with constrains from experimental data and
further duality transformations) can be useful for constraining
the number of ‘free’ (fitting) parameters of the model and for
mapping to a simpler description.

C. Typical values of microscopic couplings in d5 systems

To understand the properties of the candidate Kitaev ma-
terials, it is desirable to estimate the exchange interactions

as precisely as possible. This task is challenging for three
main reasons: i) the relatively low crystal symmetry renders
different NN bonds non-equivalent (although this inequiva-
lence is weak in many cases), ii) the strong spin-orbit cou-
pling and the presence of multiple non-equivalent superex-
change paths render the resulting spin Hamiltonian very com-
plex [18, 80, 115, 118], and iii) the fact that the dominant
couplings K and (often) Γ are frustrated evinces many of the
subleading terms relevant, even if they are much weaker in
strength.

The above task then requires bringing together insights
from theory – most notably, ab initio quantum chemistry cal-
culations (incorporating explicit many-body treatment of spin
multiplets), exact diagonalizations of the Hubbard model on
small clusters, perturbative superexchange expansions, and
general symmetry analysis and duality mappings [6, 7, 16,
17, 119–126] – as well as important constraints from experi-
ments [20–34, 65–68, 96–101, 115]. As was pointed by Mak-
simov and Chernyshev [115], these constrains still do not pro-
vide a unique set of model parameters because in most Kitaev
materials the minimal models still require a high-dimensional
parameter space (at least five-dimensional in α-RuCl3).

To give a rough idea of the typical energy scales and relative
importance of the various microscopic couplings in Kitaev
materials, we list in Table I some representative numerical val-
ues for the most relevant microscopic couplings in four rep-
resentative d5 materials, α-RuCl3, Na2IrO3, α-Li2IrO3 and
β-Li2IrO3. These numbers have been extracted from exact di-
agonalizations of the Hubbard model on small clusters [6]),
or ab initio quantum chemistry calculations [16], or fits of
minimal models to experiments [46, 48, 101, 116, 117]. For
a more complete overview of the numerical values extracted
from various other methods see, e.g., Table I of Ref. [117] and
references therein.

The data of Table I provide the following insights. First,
the Kitaev coupling is the dominant or one of the two dom-
inant (in case of α-RuCl3) interactions, as initially proposed
by Jackeli and Khaliullin [2]. The Kitaev coupling is also fer-
romagnetic.

Second, except for Na2IrO3, the off-diagonal coupling Γ is
quite substantial and is comparable in size or can even exceed
|K|. The overall dominance of K and Γ stems from the fact
that the superexchange via ligand p-orbitals often dominates
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material Kz Kx/y Γz Γx/y Γ′
z Γ′

x/y Jz Jx/y J3,z J3,x/y Refs.

α-RuCl3 -5.0 -7.5 8.0 5.9 -1.0 -0.8 -2.2 -1.4 2.4 3.0 [6]

∈ [-11,-3.8] ∈ [3.9,5] ∈ [2.2,3.1] ∈ [-4.1,-2.1] ∈ [2.3,3.1] [115]

Na2IrO3 -17.9 -16.2 -0.1 2.1 -1.8 -2.3 1.6 -0.1 6.8 6.7 [6]

-20.5 -15.2 0.5 1.2 5.0 1.5 [16]

α-Li2IrO3 -4.2 -13.0 11.6 6.6 -4.3 -0.4 -4.6 -1.0 4.4 4.7 [6]

β-Li2IrO3 -18 -10 ±10 0.4 [46, 48, 116]

-24 -9.3 ±9.3 0.4 [101]

TABLE I. Numerical values (in units of meV) for the most relevant microscopic parameters of four representative d5 materials, as extracted
from: i) exact diagonalizations of the Hubbard model on small clusters (first three materials [6]), ii) ab initio quantum chemistry calcu-
lations [16], or iii) fits to experiments based on minimal models of α-RuCl3 [117] and β-Li2IrO3 [46, 48, 101, 116]. The values for the
off-diagonal couplings Γ and Γ′ correspond to the choice of the cubic frame shown in Fig. 2 for the layered materials (first three rows) and to
the frame of Eq. (78) for β-Li2IrO3. For the first three materials, the numbers include the longer-range Heisenberg exchange J3 (across the
diagonals of the hexagon plaquettes), which has been proposed to play a substantial role, at least in Na2IrO3 and α-Li2IrO3. Also, for these
materials there are additional but much weaker interactions not shown here [6].

the direct exchange contribution which leads to the dominant
FM Kitaev coupling. As Γ interaction arises from a com-
bination of direct and ligand-mediated hopping, it is usually
weaker that K, but is larger than other subdominant interac-
tions allowed by symmetry (except for Na2IrO3).

Third, the inequivalence between the K and Γ couplings on
z bonds and those on x/y bonds in the layered materials with
monoclinic symmetry seems to be relatively weak in α-RuCl3
and Na2IrO3, but not in α-Li2IrO3.

Fourth, other interactions are generally much weaker than
K, but can nevertheless play a decisive role in the low-
temperature magnetic ordering because the K-Γ model is
frustrated, as we discuss in more detail below. For exam-
ple, the zigzag magnetic ordering in α-RuCl3 [27, 28, 67] and
Na2IrO3 [20–25] is selected by the competition of K and Γ in-
teractions with smaller Γ′, J and the longer-range Heisenberg
coupling J3 [111], while the incommensurate (IC) modula-
tion [31] of the 3D hyperhoneycomb β-Li2IrO3, and many
other experimental observations in this compound [96–101]
can be well understood at the level of the NN J-K-Γ model,
with dominant ferromagnetic K, half-strong Γ and a much
weaker J [45, 46, 48, 50], see last row of Table I.

The situation for the d5 ilmenites and d7 cobaltates men-
tioned above is under active exploration. For the ilmenites
AIrO3 (A = Mg, Zn, Cd) [78, 79], whose electronic structure
is similar to that of A2IrO3 (A=Na, Li), recent electronic band
structures studies have shown that at least in A=Mg and Zn,
the effective superexchange interactions are also dominated
by a FM Kitaev and an AFM Γ coupling [127, 128]. Sim-
ilarly, for the d7 cobaltates, theoretical studies suggest that,
despite a weaker spin-orbit coupling (compared to their 4d
and 5d counterparts), the bond-anisotropic K and Γ interac-
tions can be realized in materials when the direct intra-orbital
t2g-t2g hopping (t3) is negligible compared to indirect hop-
pings [80–82]. While this is true for some cobaltates, it has
recently been pointed out that t3 is the largest hopping inte-

gral in BaCo2(XO4)2 with X = As, P leading to the dominant
Heisenberg interaction [117, 129–131]. Further studies are
currently underway to identify cobaltates with dominant Ki-
taev interaction.

D. Higher-S extensions

To conclude this section, we will briefly discuss recent de-
velopments in the studies of general spin-S superexchange
models. The latter have been only a theoretical interest until
recently, as an effective spin S > 1/2 requires strong Hund’s
coupling, and the SOC required for the Kitaev interaction be-
comes inactive. For example, in d8 and d3 configurations,
Hund’s coupling gives S = 1 and S = 3/2, respectively. In
these cases, SOC has null effect, because of the quenched or-
bital angular momentum (L = 0). While the atomic SOC,
ξ
∑

i li ·si, together with a small trigonal field leads to a single
ion anisotropy (S · ĉ)2 where ĉ is the trigonal field direction,
it is natural to expect the absence of Kitaev interaction, as the
Hund’s coupling wins over the SOC at metal sites.

However, when anions are heavy, the bond-dependent inter-
actions are generated by utilizing the SOC at anion sites [59,
60]. For example, a strong coupling expansion for d8 has
revealed that the Kitaev interaction is twice larger than the
Heisenberg interaction via indirect exchange paths [60]. Fur-
thermore, the sign of the Kitaev interaction is positive (AFM),
and the Γ interaction is absent up to the second order in the
expansion. Combining both direct and indirect exchange con-
tributions, the Kitaev coupling can be the dominant interaction
in a d8 Mott insulator.

For d3, a similar analysis has shown that in this case the Ki-
taev interaction can be generated via SOC at anion sites, but its
strength depends crucially on the competition of the contribu-
tions from different hopping paths [132]. In particular, when
the hopping path involving both t2g and eg is large, it might
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cancel the contribution from the path involving only t2g or-
bitals. Then, the Kitaev interaction is no longer dominant but
is overshadowed by the Heisenberg interaction. Given its sen-
sitivity to various hopping integrals, the strength of the Kitaev
interaction in candidate materials with heavy anions such as
CrI3 is currently under debate [52, 133–136] and yet to be
fully determined.

Finally, it is worth mentioning that bond-dependent inter-
actions are not limited to dipole moments, but also occur in
multipolar systems described by quadrupole and octupole mo-
ments. In d2 Mott insulators, for example, such as Osmium
double perovskites[137–139], a dipole moment is absent, be-
cause the total angular moment J = 2 further splits into a
non-Kramer doublet Eg and a triplet T2g via the mixing of t2g
and eg levels [140, 141]. The resulting effective Hamiltonian
projected into low-energy doublet states takes a form similar
to the above JKΓΓ′ model of the d5 configuration. For exam-
ple, a microscopic derivation for 90◦ bonding geometry leads
to an effective pseudospin S=1/2 description with Hamilto-
nian [142]

H =
∑
⟨ij⟩

Jo Sy
i S

y
j + Jq(S

x
i S

x
j + Sz

i S
z
j ) + Jτ τiγτjγ . (11)

Here the following notations are used: τγ = cosϕγS
z +

sinϕγS
x, ϕγ = (0, 2π/3, 4π/3) for the bond type γ = z,

x, and y, respectively. Furthermore, for small t1 and in the
limit of JH ≪ U , we have Jo = −Jq =

2
3
t22
U and Jτ = 4

9
t23
U

(we use the same notations for t1, t2 and t3 as in Eq. (5) and
Ref. [15]). Including t1 can however lead to a FM Jo, which
is important for the octupolar ordering in Osmium double per-
ovskites [143]. In bipartite lattices, such as the honeycomb,
when Jo = −Jq , the Hamiltonian can be further transformed
into the JKΓΓ′ form with

K = 1, Γ = 1− 2

3
(1− δ),

J =
1

3
(1− δ), Γ′ = −2

3
(1− δ), (12)

where δ = 2Jo/Jτ . There is an exact degeneracy between
quadrupole and octupolar orderings when δ = 1, which is
equivalent to K = Γ in the spin-1/2 (Jeff = 1/2) case where
Néel and 120◦ orders are degenerate [15]. Under the magnetic
field along [111]-axis, additional interaction between octupole
and quadrupole occurs, which allows the Kitaev spin liquid
out of non-Kramer doublet in the d2 honeycomb Mott insula-
tors [144].

IV. The honeycomb JKΓΓ′ model (I):
Symmetries & dualities

Having illustrated the origin of the various microscopic in-
teractions in Kitaev materials, we shall now turn to the anal-
ysis of the generic JKΓΓ′ model of Eq. (7), paying special
attention to the 2D honeycomb geometry with pseudospin
S = 1/2 degrees of freedom. In some special cases, we will

also discuss the semiclassical (large-S) limit as a means to un-
derstand the magnetic phases and the origin of frustration in
some regions of the phase diagram.

Before we embark on reviewing the phase diagram, it is
worthwhile to first map out some of the special, highly-
correlated regions in the parameter space, based on general
symmetry considerations. We shall begin with the two highly-
frustrated points of major interest, the pure Kitaev and Γ
points, and focus on the corresponding local symmetries that
are responsible for driving spin liquidity. We shall then move
onto identifying other special points with hidden symmetries,
or whole regions that are related by duality transformations.

A. Local symmetries

Quite generally, spin liquidity arises from the presence
of local symmetries that are either explicitly present in the
Hamiltonian, or emerge at low energies in the form of en-
ergetic constraints. Indeed, according to Elitzur’s theo-
rem [145], such symmetries cannot be broken spontaneously,
and this automatically excludes conventional magnetic long-
range ordering, and opens the door for fluctuating, spin-liquid-
like phases. Local symmetries or constraints are, in addition,
responsible for two of the most characteristic signatures of
spin liquids: i) the spectral downshift which is responsible for
the persistence of large entropy down to very low tempera-
tures [146, 147], and ii) the existence of long-lived fractional-
ized excitations, which arises from the fact that conventional
single-particle excitations are generally incompatible with lo-
cal symmetries.

Such local symmetries exist in the pure Kitaev model at
both the classical and quantum level, and in the pure Γ model
at the classical level.

1. Pure Kitaev model

The Kitaev point (J = Γ = Γ′ = 0) hosts the Kitaev QSL
phases for S = 1/2 [1] and similar QSL phases for higher
spin [55–57, 60, 148–152]. For the S = 1/2 honeycomb
model, the local symmetries underlying the QSL have been
identified in the seminal work of Kitaev [1], and correspond
to local transformations that reside on individual hexagon
plaquettes. Using the following site-labelling for any given
hexagon plaquette,

(13)

these transformations take the form [1]:

Wh = 26 Sz
1S

x
2S

y
3S

z
4S

x
5S

y
6 , (14)
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and [Wh,H] = 0 for every separate hexagon h. Such lo-
cal symmetries have also been identified for various tricoor-
dinated 3D lattices [14, 36], as well as in 1D versions of the
model [153, 154], which we will discuss in Sec.VII.

Interestingly, higher-spin S extensions of the Kitaev model
also feature an extensive number of local symmetries. Indeed,
as shown in Ref. [55], for general S, the plaquette operators
take the form

Wh = − exp[iπ(Sz
1 + Sy

2 + Sx
3 + Sz

4 + Sy
5 + Sx

6 )] , (15)

which reduces to Eq. (14) for S = 1/2. As discussed briefly
in Sec. IV A, Elitzur’s theorem prohibits magnetic long-range
ordering and opens the door to QSL-like fluctuating states for
any S [56, 57, 148]. It was also shown that these operators are
fermions in the half integer spin model, but are bosons in the
integer spin model [155].

2. Pure Γ model

At the classical level, the Γ point (J = K = Γ′ = 0)
marks a strongly correlated regime (both in 2D and 3D three-
coordinated Kitaev lattices) with infinite number of classical
ground states and a distinctive pattern of anisotropic spin-spin
correlations (see Sec. V B below). The reason is that, for clas-
sical spins, the pure Γ model has an extensive number of local
symmetry transformations, of three types, that affect the six
spins of an individual hexagon plaquette h [156]. Using the
site labeling of (13), these transformations amount to the fol-
lowing three types of transformations

Θ(h)·Rx(h), Θ(h)·Ry(h), Θ(h)·Rz(h), (16)

where Rx,y,z(h) are the operations

Rx(h)=C2x(1)C2z(2)C2z(3)C2y(4)C2y(5)C2x(6),

Ry(h)=C2y(1)C2y(2)C2x(3)C2x(4)C2z(5)C2z(6),

Rz(h)=C2z(1)C2x(2)C2y(3)C2z(4)C2x(5)C2y(6),

(17)

and the symbol Θ(h) denotes the time-reversal operation, ap-
plied only to the six spins of the given hexagon h, without
affecting the remaining spins of the lattice. Since Rx,y,z(h)
correspond to successive π-rotations which reverse two Carte-
sian components of the hexagon spins, the combinations
Θ(h) ·Rx,y,z(h) reverse a single Cartesian component. For
example,

Θ(h)·Rz(h)
(classical spins) :

label j Sx
j Sy

j Sz
j

1 S̃x
1 S̃y

1 −S̃z
1

2 −S̃x
2 S̃y

2 S̃z
2

3 S̃x
3 −S̃y

3 S̃z
3

4 S̃x
4 S̃y

4 −S̃z
4

5 −S̃x
5 S̃y

5 S̃z
5

6 S̃x
6 −S̃y

6 S̃z
6

(18)

Importantly, the situation in the quantum case is qualitatively
different, because, for extended systems, the time-reversal op-
erator Θ is a global transformation, and thus it cannot affect
only a part of the system (here the six spins of an individ-
ual hexagon plaquette h). In other words, the operation Θ(h)
[and hence Θ(h)·Rx,y,z(h) as well] simply does not exist for
quantum spins.

B. Hidden SU(2) symmetry points

Besides the two special points discussed above, the param-
eter space hosts a number of hidden, continuous and discrete
symmetries, as well as a number of dualities.

We first discuss the hidden SU(2) symmetry points [3,
112, 157], at which the Hamiltonian can be re-written as an
isotropic Heisenberg Hamiltonian,

H =
∑

⟨ij⟩
J̃ S̃i · S̃j , (19)

under a generally site-dependent transformation Si 7→ S̃i.
These special points can be associated with 2-, 4- or 6-
sublattice transformations as detailed below.

1. Hidden SU(2) point in the KΓ plane:
Six-sublattice mapping T6

Consider the six-sublattice decomposition and the associ-
ated transformation for the six spins of every third hexagon
(here the ones shaded in blue):

(20)

6-sublattice
transf. T6

:

label j Sx
j Sy

j Sz
j

1 S̃x
1 S̃y

1 S̃z
1

2 −S̃z
2 −S̃y

2 −S̃x
2

3 S̃y
3 S̃z

3 S̃x
3

4 −S̃y
4 −S̃x

4 −S̃z
4

5 S̃z
5 S̃x

5 S̃y
5

6 −S̃x
6 −S̃z

6 −S̃y
6

(21)
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Note that this 6-sublattice decomposition corresponds to a
trimerization of the lattice (see shaded hexagons). Therefore,
there are, in total, three different transformations of this kind.

Now, one can show that the special point J = Γ′ = 0 and
K=Γ is a hidden SU(2) point with

J̃ = −K . (22)

To see this, consider, e.g., the interactions on the y-bond (1,2)
in (20). Under T6, these map as follows

KSy
1S

y
2+Γ(Sx

1S
z
2+Sz

1S
x
2 ) 7→ −KS̃y

1 S̃
y
2−Γ(S̃x

1 S̃
x
2+S̃z

1 S̃
z
2 ) ,

which further maps to −KS̃1 ·S̃2 for K=Γ. The same holds
for the other bonds.

2. Hidden SU(2) point in the JK plane:
Four-sublattice mapping T4

Consider the following four-sublattice decomposition

(23)

and the associated transformation

4-sublattice
transf. T4

:

label j Sx
j Sy

j Sz
j

1 S̃x
1 S̃y

1 S̃z
1

2 S̃x
1 −S̃y

1 −S̃z
1

3 −S̃x
1 S̃y

1 −S̃z
1

4 −S̃x
1 −S̃y

1 S̃z
1

(24)

For Γ=Γ′=0, this is a duality that maps K and J to

K̃ = K + 2J , J̃ = −J , (25)

from which it follows that the special point

Γ = Γ′ = 0 , K = −2J (26)

is a hidden SU(2) point with

J̃ = −J . (27)

3. Hidden SU(2) point in the JΓΓ′ space:
Two-sublattice mapping T2

The first type of hidden SU(2) points are along the special
line K = 0, Γ = Γ′ = −2J , for which

J̃ = −3J . (28)

To see this, we note that along this line, the couplings A and
B of Eq. (10) vanish identically, while Jab = −Jc = 3J , and
therefore Eq. (9) reduces to

Hij,γ = 3J(Sa
i S

a
j + Sb

iS
b
j − Sc

iS
c
j ) , (29)

(the same for all γ), which is the XXZ model mentioned in
Sec. III B 4. This model can, in turn, be mapped to an isotropic
Heisenberg form with J̃ =−3J , by performing a C2c∗ rota-
tion (in spin space alone) on one of the two sublattices of the
honeycomb model.

4. Hidden SU(2) points from transformations T1T4 & T2T6

As shown by Chaloupka and Khaliullin [112], the point

J = K/6 = −Γ/8 = Γ′/4 (30)

is a hidden SU(2) point with J̃ = −J , corresponding to the
transformation T1T4, where T1 is a global π-rotation around
the c∗-axis and T4 is given in Eq. (24). According to a recent
study by Krüger et al [91], the proximity of the d7 compound
Ni2Co2TeO6 to precisely this hidden SU(2) point is respon-
sible for the stabilization of a triple-Q magnetic order with
finite scalar spin chirality.

Similarly, the point

J = −2K/3 = −2Γ = Γ′ (31)

is another hidden SU(2) point with J̃ = K, corresponding to
the combined transformation T2T6, where T2 is a π-rotation
around the c∗-axis applied to one sublattice only, and T6 is
given by Eq. (21).

C. Hidden discrete symmetries

As pointed out in Ref. [156] (see also Ref. [158]), the entire
KΓ line hosts a hidden C2v symmetry group, composed of the
following three, global, π-rotations

Rx=
∏
h∈B

Rx(h), Ry=
∏
h∈B

Ry(h), Rz=
∏
h∈B

Rz(h), (32)

where the six-body operations Rx,y,z(h) were defined in
Eq. (17) above and the products over h are over the ‘blue’
shaded hexagons of (20). Note that Rz can also be thought
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of as the product of the plaquette operators Wh of Kitaev [1]
over the ‘blue’ shaded hexagons of (20):

Rz =
∏
h∈B

(−σz
1σ

x
2σ

y
3σ

z
4σ

x
5σ

y
6 )h =

∏
h∈B

(−Wh) . (33)

Similarly, Rx and Ry are the corresponding products of Ki-
taev’s plaquettes defined on the hexagons labeled by ‘G’ and
‘R’, respectively, in (20), that is

Rx =
∏
h∈G

(−Wh), Ry =
∏
h∈R

(−Wh). (34)

Note further that in the frame corresponding to the six-
sublattice transformation T6 discussed above, the operations
Rx, Ry and Rz correspond to two-fold rotations around the
(local) axes x̃, ỹ and z̃, respectively:

Rα =

N∏
i=1

σα̃
i = (−1)N/6

N∏
i=1

C2α̃(i), α̃ = x̃, ỹ, z̃, (35)

where N is the total number of sites. Hence, this symmetry is
a C2v group in the rotated frame.

D. Dualities

Dualities are transformations that preserve the form of the
Hamiltonian but alter the values of the parameters, and are
very common in spin-orbital models [3, 15, 112, 159–161].
The isolated hidden SU(2) points of Eqs. (28), (27), (22), (30)
and (31) – resulting, respectively, from the transformations
T2, T4, T6, T1T4 and T2T6 – provide examples of such dual-
ities at special, isolated points. The more general duality of
Eq. (25) associated with T4 maps an extended region of pa-
rameter space in the JK plane to another extended region in
the same plane. Below we discuss a few more relevant exam-
ples.

1. Duality that maps K 7→ −K

For J = Γ = Γ′ = 0, the ferromagnetic and antiferro-
magnet Kitaev points are related to each other by the four-
sublattice duality transformation [3, 38]

4-sublattice
transf. T ′

4
:

label j Sx
j Sy

j Sz
j

1 S̃x
1 S̃y

1 S̃z
1

2 −S̃x
2 S̃y

2 −S̃z
2

3 −S̃x
3 −S̃y

3 S̃z
3

4 S̃x
4 −S̃y

4 −S̃z
4

(36)

associated with the four-sublattice decomposition shown in
(23) above. This operation simply maps K → −K. This
duality disappears for nonzero J , Γ or Γ′.

2. T1 duality

As shown by Chaloupka and Khaliullin [112], the general
(J,K,Γ,Γ′) point of the parameter space maps to the point
(J̃ , K̃, Γ̃, Γ̃′) under the π-rotation around the c-axis (denoted
by T1 in [112]), with

J̃

K̃

Γ̃

Γ̃′

 =

 1 4/9 −4/9 4/9
0 −1/3 4/3 −4/3
0 4/9 5/9 4/9
0 −2/9 2/9 7/9


 J

K
Γ
Γ′

 (37)

This tells us, e.g., that the Kitaev point J = Γ = Γ′ = 0 maps
to the point

J̃ = 4K/9, K̃ = −K/3, Γ̃ = 4K/9, Γ̃′ = −2K/9, (38)

and, conversely, that the special point

J = Γ = −2Γ′ = −4K/3 (39)

is a hidden Kitaev point with coupling K̃ = −3K.
Likewise, the special point

J = −K/3 = −4Γ/5 = −2Γ′ (40)

is a hidden Γ point with coupling Γ̃′ = 9Γ/5.

3. Classical duality

Finally, there is a duality present only for classical spins,
and amounts to a sublattice spin inversion (Sr,1,Sr,2) →
(Sr,1,−Sr,2). This transformation maps

(J,K,Γ,Γ′)→(−J,−K,−Γ,−Γ′) . (41)

So the classical phase diagram for a given set of couplings can
be obtained from that of the opposite couplings. This is not
true for quantum spins however, because the above transfor-
mation requires acting with the complex conjugation on half
of the system, which is not possible for quantum spins [38].

V. The honeycomb JKΓΓ′ model (II):
Exploration of the phase diagram

The extended J-K-Γ-Γ′ Hamiltonian is too complex to
solve analytically, and numerical studies have been playing
significant role in offering some physical insights into its
phases and providing experimental predictions for Kitaev ma-
terials in which all these interactions might be present simul-
taneously. The zero and finite magnetic field phase diagram
of the J-K-Γ-Γ′ model and its response to various pertur-
bations have been studied extensively using a wide range of
techniques, including classical energy minimization [15, 18,
51, 162, 163], classical Monte Carlo simulations combined
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with the spin wave analysis [18, 39, 48, 164–167], exact di-
agonalizations and cluster mean-field theories [3, 157, 168,
169], density-matrix renormalization group [43, 170–173],
tensor-network methods [49, 174, 175], functional renormal-
ization group studies [176] slave-particle mean-field theo-
ries [177–179], variational methods [180], variational Monte
Carlo [181] and machine learning [182, 183]. All these meth-
ods have their particular strengths and weaknesses, and are
complementary to each other and to analytical theories. How-
ever, there are limitations too and therefore, not surprisingly,
these methods often disagree in predicting properties of such
a complicated system.

In the following, we set out to explore the various com-
peting phases of the J-K-Γ-Γ′ model. Given the high-
dimensional parameter space of the model, we shall organize
the discussion around special limits and regions of the param-
eter space, paying special attention to the highly-correlated
regions of the model (in particular the ones around the pure
Kitaev and the pure Γ point), and building on insights from the
symmetries and dualities discussed in the previous section.

A. The Kitaev points

1. Quantum S = 1/2 limit

We start with the celebrated Kitaev model (J=Γ=Γ′=0) [1],
which is an exactly solvable yet realistic spin model with a
QSL ground state. Neighboring S = 1/2 spins of the honey-
comb lattice are coupled via different spin components along
the three bonds connected to any given site:

HK =
∑

γ

∑
⟨ij⟩∈γ

KγS
γ
i S

γ
j , (42)

where Kγ are the coupling constants for the three types of
bonds γ = x, y, and z. Note that, due to the duality trans-
formation of Sec. IV D 1, the Kitaev model is symmetric with
respect to the overall sign of Kγ .

The above model falls under the general family of compass
models [107], originally discussed in the content of Kugel-
Khomskii Hamiltonians in systems with orbital degrees of
freedom [108]. The special aspect of the honeycomb lattice
model (and its 3D extensions) is the presence of local sym-
metries Wh discussed in Sec. IV A 1, which lead to fluctuat-
ing QSL-like states consistent with Elitzur’s theorem [145].
For S = 1/2, the nature of the QSL states has first been
revealed by Alexey Kitaev in his original work [1]. In par-
ticular, the model has two different types of QSL phases,
gapped and gapless QSLs, depending on the relative strength
of the Kγ couplings. These phases can be understood in terms
of emergent fermionic degrees of freedom appearing from
the spin fractionalizion into two types of elementary excita-
tions – Majorana fermions and magnetic fluxes [1]. In both
phases, Majorana fermions (introduced in various spin rep-
resentations [1, 184–186]) move in the background of emer-
gent magnetic fluxes. Thermal fractionalization manifests it-
self in successive entropy releases at two well-separated en-
ergy scales TL ≃ 0.15K and TH ≃ K. At low temperatures

(T < TL), the fluxes are mostly frozen and only Majorana
fermions around the K Dirac points in the BZ (with vanishing
density of states) are thermally excited [187]. At intermedi-
ate temperatures (TL < T < TH ), thermal energy goes into
both fluxes and Majorana fermions, but their fractionalized
behavior remains readily observable. Finally, at high temper-
atures (T > TH ), fluxes and Majorana fermions recombine
into spins, and the system crosses over to a conventional para-
magnetic regime.

The response of the Kitaev magnet to an external magnetic
field is nontrivial and depends on the overall sign of Kγ , as the
above duality ceases to exist in the presence of the field [1,
172, 188–191]. For the symmetric model where all Kγ are
equal, and for weak enough fields, the gapless Kitaev spin
liquid turns into a gapped QSL and hosts non-Abelian anyonic
excitations [1]. However, they behave very differently when
are subjected to a stronger magnetic field. In particular, for
the antiferromagnetic Kitaev interaction (K > 0), a variety of
numerical techniques show that a distinct gapless QSL phases
appear in between the non-Abelian topological phase at low
fields and the high-field polarized phase [172, 188–191].

2. Classical limit: The ‘K recipe’

While the quantum spin-1/2 model is exactly solvable, it is
instructive to discuss the purely classical limit of this model
and the structure of the corresponding ground state manifold.
The resulting insights will be useful for the discussion of var-
ious classical phases in Secs. V C and V E, and will also form
the basis for the semiclassical analysis of the large-S Kitaev
model in Sec. V A 3.

Classically, the Kitaev model is characterized by a huge
ground state degeneracy, which was first analysed in the sem-
inal work of Baskaran, Sen and Shankar (BSS) [55]. The
authors identified an infinite number of so-called ‘Cartesian’
states, which map to the dimer coverings of the honeycomb
lattice, modulo a factor of two for the orientation of the two
spins per dimer. They further showed that the Cartesian
states are connected to each other by continuous valleys of
other ground states, leading to a huge ground state degener-
acy. Shortly after, Chandra, Ramola and Dhar [192] showed
that the manifold actually consists of infinitely more ground
states and possesses an emergent gauge structure that leads to
power-law correlations.

The general structure of the classical ground states can be
seen in the parametrization proposed in Ref. [56], which in
addition reveals the topological terms arising from the leading
quantum fluctuations in an explicit way. In this parametriza-
tion, one writes the Cartesian components of each spin as
Si=[xi, yi, zi] with x2

i+y2i+z2i =S2, and then, for every pair
of NN sites Si and Sj , imposes the constraint that xi=κxj or
yi=κyj or zi=κzj , if the two sites share, respectively, an ‘x’
or ‘y’ or ‘z’ type of bond, where κ = −sgn(K). For K < 0,
the resulting structure is shown below for the 4-site building
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block of the lattice

(43)

The energy contribution from the three bonds emanating from
each site i add up to −|K|(x2

i+y2i+z2i )=−|K|S2. And since
each bond is shared by two sites, these configurations saturate
the lower bound Emin/N =−|K|S2/2 [55], and are therefore
ground states.

The Cartesian states of BSS form the subset of ground
states with only one non-vanishing Cartesian component. For
the above cluster, a state of such a type is, e.g.,

(44)

where the yellow oval (or dimer) denotes the pair of spins that
share the same non-vanishing Cartesian component, here the
‘x’ component of S0 and S1. The spins S2 and S3 form sim-
ilar dimers (not shown) with their neighbouring sites, here
along the ‘z’ and ‘y’ type of bond, respectively. Hence, the
Cartesian states of BSS map to dimer coverings of the lattice,
modulo the sign of the nonvanishing spin components on each
dimer. The latter introduces an Ising degree of freedom resid-
ing on each dimer.

3. Semiclassical approach to the spin-S Kitaev honeycomb model:
‘QSL out of disorder’

It is worth staying a little longer with the large-S Kitaev
model, to discuss the nature of the spin liquid phases [which
arise from the presence of local symmetries of Eq. (15)], and
their crossover to the more well-known spin-1/2 counterpart.
To that end, we shall first briefly review the main insights that
derive from semiclassical analysis [55, 56].

Selection of Cartesian states. The first effect of the semi-
classical corrections is the lifting of the classical degeneracy
and the selection of the submanifold of the above BSS Carte-
sian states, via the order by disorder mechanism. Referring
back to the general parametrization of (43), the leading, short-
wavelength corrections from second-order real space pertur-
bation theory gives an anisotropy term [56]

Eani = −|K|S
16

∑
i
(x̃4

i + ỹ4i + z̃4i ), (45)

FIG. 4. The star dimer pattern of Cartesian classical ground states
selected from quadratic spin wave fluctuations [55] for S>3/2 and
K<0. The Ising-like η variables reside on the midpoints of the NN
bonds of a honeycomb superlattice (dashed lines) and their dynam-
ics is governed by a Toric code Hamiltonian. Figure adapted from
Ref. [56].

similar to the ones in Eqs. (52) and (58), where x̃i = xi/S,
ỹi = yi/S, and z̃i = zi/S. This term selects the cubic direc-
tions, which corresponds to the (1.662)N different Cartesian
states of BSS [55].

Dimer freezing. As shown by BSS [55], the linear spin-
wave Hamiltonian around any of the Cartesian states leads to
non-interacting magnons propagating along loops that do not
contain dimers, and the minimum zero-point energy arises by
maximizing the number of the shortest such ‘empty’ loops,
which are the elementary hexagonal plaquettes. This leads to
the selection of the ‘star’ dimer pattern of Fig. 4, in which
the shortest empty loops are the the shaded hexagons. In this
pattern, the only dynamical degrees of freedom remaining are
the Ising-like variables η = ±1, which specify the direction
of the two spins forming the dimer. Higher-order corrections
give rise to significant quantitative changes but do not alter
this picture qualitatively [56].

The star dimer pattern breaks the translational symmetry as
there are three ways to place this pattern in the lattice. Fur-
thermore, each dimer has two configurations, so, at first sight,
the number of selected spin states is 3 × 2N/2. BSS showed,
however, that the minimum zero-point energy is associated
with spin-wave modes that have antiperiodic boundary condi-
tions around the empty hexagons, which reduces the number
of states to 3 × 2N/3 [55]. However, this is not the full story
yet. As it turns out, the boundary condition on the spin-wave
modes endows the selected manifold with a topological mag-
netic flux term [56].

Effective model of η variables. The η variables reside on the
midpoints of the bonds of a hexagonal superlattice, see dashed
lines in Fig. 4. To leading order, the effective model that de-
scribes the low-energy dynamics of the η variables takes the
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form of a Toric code [56]

Heff({η}) = Je
∑
v

ηxv1η
x
v2η

x
v3 + Jm

∑
p

ηzp1
· · · ηzp6

. (46)

Here v and p label, respectively, the vertices and plaquettes of
the honeycomb superlattice, the indices v1 − v3 are the three
bond variables emanating form v, and the indices p1 − p6
are the six bond variables around p. The first term of this
Hamiltonian comes from the quantum-mechanical tunneling
processes that connect one configuration of η variables to an-
other, and is known as the electric charge term of the Toric
code [1, 193, 194]. The second term is the magnetic flux
term of the Toric code and comes from the topological terms
mentioned above, related to the special anti-periodic boundary
conditions of the magnons.

The above Toric code Hamiltonian is an example of a Z2

gauge theory, which hosts quantum spin liquid ground states
with topological degeneracy (22g−1, where g is the genus of
the system), and fractionalized excitations [1, 193, 194]. So,
the spin-S version of the Kitaev model is a topological Z2

QSL even in the semiclassical limit [56]. This Z2 gauge struc-
ture descends from the gauge structure of the original spin-S
Kitaev model, identified by BSS [55].

Breakdown of semiclassical picture. We now turn our dis-
cussion to what can go wrong with the above semiclassical
picture as we lower S. The dimer freezing in the star pattern of
Fig. 4 stems from the zero-point energy of spin waves. How-
ever, this analysis disregards the quantum tunneling between
different dimer patterns. A shown in Ref. [56], the leading
such process is the one that shifts dimers around elementary
hexagon plaquettes, and the relevant tunneling amplitude td
can be estimated by

|td|/|K| = 3S22−6S/(1− 2−12S). (47)

At large S, td is extremely small, and the dimer pattern of
Fig. 4 is stable. However, td becomes relevant below S∼3/2.
It follows that in order to understand the physics of the S =
3/2 and S = 1 cases, we need to allow both the position of
the dimers and the orientation of the η variables that reside on
top of these dimers to resonate. Such a ‘decorated quantum
dimer’ picture remains to be confirmed by numerical studies,
and is a very active line of research.

Numerical and other studies. For the spin-1 Kitaev model,
an iDMRG study has shown that the system is a gapless QSL,
and that the position and number of gapless modes are quite
different from the corresponding spin-1/2 case [195]. By con-
trast, a tensor network analysis suggest that the ground state
of the spin-1 Kitaev model is a gapped quantum spin liquid
with Z2 gauge structure and Abelian quasiparticles [149].

The spin-3/2 Kitaev honeycomb model is unique among the
spin-S Kitaev models due to a massive ground state quasi-
degeneracy that has hampered numerical and analytical stud-
ies [151, 196]. In a recent work [151], the authors have used
an SO(6) Majorana parton mean-field theory and showed that
the anomalous features of S-3/2 Kitaev QSL can be under-
stood in terms of an emergent low-energy Majorana flat band.

Away from the isotropic limit, when the S = 3/2 KSL is
supplemented with single-ion anistoropy term, it generally
displays a quadrupolar order with gapped or gapless Majo-
rana excitations, features that were quantitatively confirmed
by DMRG simulations [151].

B. The Γ points

The off-diagonal exchange coupling Γ has emerged in re-
cent years as another way to drive Kitaev materials to a
strongly correlated behaviour, which is in fact universal across
the 2D and 3D geometries of Fig. 1 [156]. The pure, threefold
symmetric Γ model on the honeycomb lattice is described by
the Hamiltonian

HΓ =
∑

γ

∑
⟨ij⟩∈γ

Γγ(S
αγ

i S
βγ

j + S
βγ

i S
αγ

j ), (48)

where, as previously, (αγ , βγ) = (y, z), (z, x) and (x, y) for
γ = x, y and z, respectively, and Γγ =Γ has a uniform sign
across all bonds, using the cubic axes frame of Fig. 1 (a).

Since the quantum behavior of this model is less under-
stood, it is instructive to first discuss the classical limit of the
model and then move on to discuss the leading effect of semi-
classical corrections, before we review the numerical results
from the quantum spin-1/2 limit.

1. Classical limit: The ‘Γ recipe’

Just like the classical Kitaev model [54–56, 192], the clas-
sical Γ-model has a classical spin liquid ground state, charac-
terized by an infinite number of classical ground states [156,
158, 197]. The general structure of these states can be seen in
the parametrization proposed in Ref. [156]. One again writes
the Cartesian components of each spin as Si=[xi, yi, zi] with
x2
i +y2i +z2i = S2, and then: i) for every pair of NN sites Si

and Sj , one imposes the constraint that (yj , zj) = ζ(zi, yi)
or (xj , zj) = ζ(zi, xi) or (xj , yj) = ζ(yi, xi), if the two
sites share, respectively, an ‘x’ or ‘y’ or ‘z’ type of bond,
and where ζ = −sgn(Γ). Since this amounts to swapping
two out of three components (and multiplying by ζ), the third
components must have the same magnitude, in order to satisfy
the spin length constraint on both sites. This ‘Γ recipe’ is il-
lustrated below for the 4-site building block of the lattice for
Γ < 0 (ζ=1):

(49)

where η1−3 = ±1 are Ising degrees of freedom. The en-
ergy contribution from the three bonds emanating from each
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site i add up to −2|Γ|(x2
i +y2i +z2i ) = −2|Γ|S2. And since

each bond is shared by two sites, these configurations saturate
the lower bound Emin/N = −|Γ|S2 [156], and are therefore
ground states.

To get the global lattice structure of the ground states, we
take a reference site, say i = 0, and re-write (x0, y0, z0) =
(η1a, η2b, η3c), where (a, b, c) ≡ (|x0|, |y0|, |z0|), and then
proceed to apply the ‘Γ recipe’ to the first neighbours of i = 0,
and then to its second neighbours, etc, until we cover the
whole lattice. This recipe leads to the following structure,

(50)

which can be described in terms of the three positive numbers
(a, b, c), which satisfy a2 + b2 + c2 = S2, plus a set of N/2
degrees of freedom, ηi=±1, residing on the hexagons of the
lattice. Each such Ising degree of freedom appears only on the
Cartesian components of the spins of the given hexagon, and
nowhere else. For example, the variable η1 of (50) appears
only on the z, x, y, z, x, y components of the sites labelled by
4, 5, 10, 2, 0, and 1, respectively. Conversely, the three Ising
variables that carry the sign of the three Cartesian components
of each site, ‘migrate’ on the three hexagons sharing the spin.

Another aspect of the η variables is that they split into three
types that occupy the vertices of three inter-penetrating trian-
gular sublattices, denoted by ‘R’ (shaded in red), ‘G’ (green)
and ‘B’ (blue) in (20). This structure is reflected directly in
the classical value of Kitaev’s fluxes Wh, since (for general ζ)

Wh∈R=ζã6, Wh∈G=ζb̃
6
, Wh∈B=ζc̃6, (51)

where ã = a/S, b̃ = b/S and c̃ = c/S.
According to the above, the classical ground state manifold

has a discrete degeneracy of 2N/2 different states, on top of
the degeneracy associated with the choice of (a, b, c). The
local zero-energy modes responsible for this degeneracy cor-
respond to flipping one particular component for each of the
six spins of a hexagon. Taking again the η1 hexagon of (50)
as an example, the zero mode amounts to flipping the signs of
Sz
4 , Sx

5 , Sy
10, Sz

2 , Sx
0 and Sy

1 . These zero modes have also been
confirmed numerically by Landau-Lifshitz dynamics simula-
tions [158].

Importantly, the above operations of flipping individual η
variables are precisely the local symmetries Θ(h) ·R(h)x,y,z
of Sec. IV A 2. Therefore, the discrete degeneracy associated
with the η’s is not accidental but symmetry related (this is
different for quantum spins, see below).

2. Effect of thermal fluctuations:
Classical spin liquid & finite-T transition

According to Elitzur’s theorem [145], the local symmetries
Θ(h)·R(h)x,y,z cannot break spontaneously at any finite tem-
perature. In other words, the η variables are expected to fluc-
tuate and average to zero at all T . At low enough tempera-
tures (T ≲ Γ), the system is then expected to crossover into a
‘classical spin liquid’ regime, with short-range spin-spin cor-
relations, between spins belonging to the same hexagon only,
and with a distinctive anisotropic pattern, reflecting the above
‘locking’ of the Cartesian components z, x, y, z, x, y of the
six spins around the hexagon.

As it turns out, the physics of the classical Γ model be-
comes more interesting at even lower temperatures: Unlike
the degeneracy associated with the η variables, the degener-
acy associated with the choice of (a, b, c) is accidental, and,
as such, it can be lifted by thermal order-by-disorder. Indeed,
as shown in Ref. [197], the classical spin liquid regime in-
cludes a thermal phase transition at Tc ≃ 0.04Γ, associated
with the spontaneous trimerization of the lattice, which, in the
above parametrization, amounts to selecting the so-called ‘cu-
bic’ (or ‘Cartesian’) states with (a, b, c)=(S, 0, 0), or (0, S, 0)
or (0, 0, S). According to Eq. (51), such a trimerization gives
Wh=ζ on 1/3 of the hexagons (R or G or B, respectively) and
Wh = 0 on the remaining 2/3 of the hexagons. So, the low-
T phase shows long-range order in the fluxes Wh (with the η
variables still fluctuating), and has thus been termed ‘hidden
plaquette order’ [197].

It is worth noting that the above transition breaks a dis-
crete global symmetry (the translations) and is therefore not
in conflict with Elitzur’s theorem. Such a transition is anal-
ogous to the thermal transitions proposed by Chandra, Cole-
man, and Larkin [198] in two-dimensional systems where a
spontaneous symmetry breaking of a continuous global sym-
metry are prohibited due to Hohenberg and Mermin-Wagner
theorem [199, 200], see also Ref. [201].

3. Effects of quantum fluctuations from semiclassics:
magnetic order vs algebraic liquid

We now turn to the quantum spin-1/2 case, and discuss
a semiclassical approach [156] which addresses the role of
quantum fluctuations within the classical ground state mani-
fold. As such, this approach is variational in nature.

We begin by recalling the important fact that the local sym-
metries Θ(h) ·R(h)x,y,z do not exist for quantum spins (see
Sec. IV A 2). This means that the 2N/2 degeneracy associated
with the η variables is actually accidental, and can be lifted
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too, like the one associated with the choice of (a, b, c). Hence,
magnetic long-range order is possible [156], in stark contrast
to the classical version of the model discussed above.

The lifting of the classical degeneracy can be captured by
an effective model, that gives the quantum energy corrections
in terms of (a, b, c) and the η variables [156]. The general
form of this effective model can be guessed using the sym-
metries of the quantum model, which include the D3d group
discussed in Sec. III B 3, the time-reversal operation, as well
as the discrete operations Rx,y,z of Eq. (32). The D3d group
includes the threefold rotation around sites, in combined spin-
orbit space. This maps (a, b, c) → (b, c, a) in spin space, and
one η sublattice (colour) to another in real space. The sym-
metry group also includes reflections that change the signs of
two of (a, b, c). On the other hand, the operations Rx,y,z ef-
fectively flip the signs of all η’s of a given type. These sym-
metries necessitate the following:

i) The leading symmetry-allowed anisotropy term that lifts
the degeneracy associated with (a, b, c) must be of the type

Eani = A
(4)
ani (a

4 + b4 + c4) , (52)

since the combination a2 + b2 + c2 = S2 is a constant.
ii) Interactions that contain an odd number of η’s of the

same type are excluded from the effective model. So, the lead-
ing interactions are bilinear terms of the Ising type ηiηj , where
both ηi and ηj belong to the same type. And, by virtue of the
threefold rotation symmetry, we expect three Ising models,
one for each η sublattice. The leading effective terms that lift
the accidental degeneracy associated with the η variables must
then take the form of three decoupled triangular Ising models

δE({η})=JR
∑

⟨ij⟩∈R

ηiηj + JG
∑

⟨ij⟩∈G

ηiηj + JB
∑

⟨ij⟩∈B

ηiηj . (53)

The leading corrections from the so-called real space pertur-
bation theory (a type of short-wavelength expansion that cap-
tures spin-wave corrections at a local level [202–205]) con-
firms this general picture, and gives, to leading order [156]:

A
(4)
ani /N = −|Γ|S/32 < 0

JR = ΓSã2/8, JG = ΓSb̃2/8, JB = ΓSc̃2/8 .
(54)

These expressions give the following insights:
i) The fourth-order cubic anisotropy Eani is minimized

when {ã, b̃, c̃} = {1, 0, 0}, {0, 1, 0} or {0, 0, 1}. Then, 2/3
of the η’s become idle, and only the behavior of the remaining
1/3 stay dynamical. This amounts to a spontaneous trimer-
ization of the lattice, with broken translations and threefold
rotations around sites (but not around hexagon centers).

ii) For Γ< 0, we get a FM Ising model on one of the three
η sublattices, below a scale set by A

(4)
ani . In terms of spins, this

is a three-sublattice non-coplanar state, with spins pointing
along the cubic axes, and a nonvanishing total moment along
one of the ⟨111⟩ axes.

iii) For Γ > 0, we end up with an AFM Ising model on
the triangular lattice, which is the prototype of classical spin

liquids [206, 207]. The system then remains highly frustrated
even well below the scale set by A

(4)
ani and JR,G,B , and shows

algrebraic spin liquid behaviour down to very low T .
Higher order corrections analyzed in Ref. [156], include

sixth order anisotropies such as a2b2c2, a coupling between
different η sublattices, of the type (η3η4)(η1η9), as well as
kinetic (off-diagonal) terms that map one {ηi} configuration
to another. The proper description of such tunneling terms
requires promoting the ηi variables to spin-1/2 operators ηzi ,
and, to leading order, the tunneling terms take the form of
transverse couplings of the type Jxη

x
1η

x
9 and Jyη

y
1η

y
9 , which

together with the dominant terms of Eq. (53) lead to an XYZ
model. While the detailed role of these tunneling events is out
of the scope of this review [208], the key point is that the tun-
neling amplitudes Jx,y are extremely small, because flipping
two η variables amounts to flipping a Cartesian component for
twelve spins.

Altogether then, the variational semiclassical approach pre-
dicts: i) the emergence of η degrees of freedom that live on the
hexagon plaquettes, ii) a spontaneous trimerization of the lat-
tice, where one of the three triangular superlattices of η’s is
selected, iii) for negative Γ, these η’s order magnetically be-
low an energy scale set by Γ, whereas iv) for positive Γ, the η
variables show a classical spin liquid behaviour with algebraic
correlations down to extremely low temperatures kBT ≪ Γ.

4. Quantum S = 1/2 model: Thermodynamics and dynamical
spin correlations

While the exact nature of the ground state of the pure, spin-
1/2 AFM Γ-model is not yet fully understood (a review of the
main relevant numerical results will be provided in Sec. V C 3
below, as part of the K-Γ phase diagram), here we review
some of the most interesting thermodynamic and dynamical
spin properties of the spin-1/2 Γ model.

As shown in Ref. [169] (see also discussion in [158]), the
specific heat of the spin-1/2 Γ model shows a two-peak struc-
ture, with the two temperature scales given by the peaks being
TL ≃ 0.03Γ and TH ≃ 0.4Γ. This two-peak structure is sim-
ilar to what has been found in the Kitaev model [187] (and in
its proximity [209]), although the balance of the entropy re-
leased at the two peaks, and its overall T dependence differs
from that of the Kitaev model.

Results for the dynamical spin structure factors of the quan-
tum model [158] show a characteristic classical to quantum
crossover as we lower the temperature. Specifically, at high
temperatures the correlations show distinct signatures of the
zero mode structure of the degenerate manifold of classi-
cal ground states of Sec. V B 1,which persist even down to
TL < T < TH . This structure gradually crosses over to the
quantum regime for T < TL, in which the dynamical spin
correlations show features that are not present in the classical
model.

A separate ED study [208, 210] shows evidence that the
ground state short-range spin-spin correlation pattern of the
spin-1/2 Γ model is in fact consistent with the distinctive
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anisotropic correlations of the η variables of Sec. V B 1. These
compound degrees of freedom then seem to survive in the
quantum ground state (see further discussion in Sec. V C 3).

C. The K-Γ model

Next and, perhaps, the most interesting regions of the pa-
rameter space are the K-Γ lines, which connect the two types
of strongly correlated regimes discussed so far, the Kitaev
quantum spin liquid and the Γ classical spin liquid. As men-
tioned above, the K-Γ model seems to play a central role in
several compounds [43, 156, 158, 173, 176, 183, 197, 211–
216], and although it is deceptively simple, it is not yet fully
understood.

It is instructive to discuss the classical limit first, before
we present what is known for the quantum spin-1/2 version
of the model. In doing this, we wish to highlight one of
the key ramifications of the interplay between K and Γ in-
teractions: The emergence, in the classical limit, of ‘period-3
chain’ orders, or long-wavelength modulations thereof, with
two counter-rotating spin sublattices. It is noteworthy that
this characteristic type of ordering can manifest irrespective
of the relative signs of K and Γ, although their stability can
be proven analytically only when the two couplings have the
same sign, as we discuss below. Moreover, these orders ap-
pear to be universal in all 2D and 3D geometries (see Sec. VI),
and have in fact been observed in the three available Li2IrO3

polymorphs [26, 31, 32, 102].
Classically, the points (K,Γ) and (−K,−Γ) map to each

other under the sublattice rotation of Sec. IV D 3. This leads
to two, qualitatively different regions in parameter space, the
ones where K and Γ have the same sign, and the ones where
they have opposite signs. The ground states of the former
regions are known exactly, whereas the ones of the latter are
not fully understood [15, 183, 210, 217–220].

1. Semiclassical phase diagram (I): K, Γ of the same sign.
The KΓ recipe

When K and Γ are negative, we get a family of six-
sublattice ground states, which map to a collinear Néel AFM
under the duality T6 of (21). This dual Néel phase includes the
hidden SU(2) point K=Γ (with K<0) of Sec. IV B 1. When
K and Γ are positive, we get a dual FM phase, by virtue of the
sublattice rotation of Sec. IV D 3. The two dual phases fea-
ture a number of interesting aspects, most notably the period-3
structure mentioned above, with counter-rotating sublattices.

The ‘KΓ recipe’. We will now analyze these features and
reveal their physical origin, by combining the ‘K recipe’ of
(43) and the ‘Γ recipe’ of (49), which are, compatible when
K and Γ have the same sign. To proceed, one writes again
the Cartesian components of each spin as Si=[xi, yi, zi] with
x2
i +y2i +z2i =S2, and then, for every pair of NN sites Si and

Sj , imposes the constraint that [xj , yj , zj ] = κ[xi, zi, yi] or
κ[zi, yi, xi] or κ[yi, xi, zi], if the two sites share, respectively,

an ‘x’ or ‘y’ or ‘z’ type of bond, and where κ=−sgn(K). For
κ=1, for example, this gives, for the 4-site building block of
the lattice:

(55)

The energy contributions from the three bonds emanating
from each site i add up to −(|K| + 2|Γ|)(x2

i + y2i + z2i ) =
−(|K|+2|Γ|)S2. Since each bond is shared by two sites, these
configurations saturate the energy lower bound Emin/N =
−(|K|/2 + |Γ|)S2, and are, therefore, ground states.

The dual AFM phase. When K and Γ are both negative, the
ground states take the general form

(56)
and have the following features, for general (x0, y0, z0):

i) the states break translational symmetry, with the underly-
ing superlattice shown by dashed lines in (56).

ii) the states form a two-parameter manifold, characterized
by the Cartesian components [x0, y0, z0] of the reference site.

iii) there are six spin-sublattices, denoted by A, B, C, D, E
and F in (56), which point along the directions

A=[x0, y0, z0], B=[z0, x0, y0], C=[y0, z0, x0],

D=[x0, z0, y0], E=[y0, x0, z0], F=[z0, y0, x0] .
(57)

iv) The directions A, B and C are related to each other
by three-fold rotations around the [111] axis, and similarly
for the directions D, E and F. As we travel along a specific
chain of the lattice, spins on the first sublattice of the honey-
comb rotate from B → A → C → B → · · · , which amounts
to successive clockwise 120◦ rotations around [111] in spin
space. By contrast, the spins on the second sublattice rotate
from D → E → F → D → · · · , which amounts to succes-
sive counter-clockwise 120◦ rotations around [111], see right
panels in (56). So, for general [x0, y0, z0], the classical ground
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states feature a period-3 modulation with two counter-rotating
sublattices, as mentioned above. This is one of the key rami-
fications of the interplay of K and Γ, and here it arises simply
from the requirement to saturate the energy contributions from
both couplings along all bonds (the ‘KΓ recipe’). For the hon-
eycomb lattice, this requirement can be fulfilled when K and
Γ have the same sign. This result has broader generality, as
we shall see in Secs. VI and VII.

vi) In the local frames defined by the six-sublattice transfor-
mation T6 of (21), the above states map to the (much simpler)
collinear Néel states, with moments along S̃i = ±[x0, y0, z0].
So, for K and Γ both negative, we end up with a dual Néel
AFM, which includes the hidden SU(2) point K = Γ (with
J̃ = −K), discussed in Sec. IV B 1. The two-parameter de-
generacy associated with the direction of [x0, y0, z0] is sym-
metry related only at K = Γ, but it is accidental everywhere
else inside this dual phase.

The dual FM phase. A similar analysis can be carried out
for positive K and Γ, in which case the classical ground states
map to a fully polarized state in the frame defined by T6.

Semiclassical corrections. In the two dual phases dis-
cussed above, the choice of the direction of the reference spin
[x0, y0, z0] is completely arbitrary. This degeneracy is ac-
cidental everywhere except at the two special hidden SU(2)
points, where it is symmetry related. Away from these points,
quantum corrections are expected to lift the accidental degen-
eracy and select a discrete set of ‘easy axes’, that are related to
each other by the true, discrete symmetry of the model. As it
turns out, the leading corrections from real space perturbation
theory take the form of a fourth-order anisotropy [210]

δE(2)/N = − (Γ−K)2S

32|Γ + 2K|
(x̃4

0 + ỹ40 + z̃40) (58)

where x̃0=x0/S, ỹ0= y0/S and z̃0= z0/S. This anisotropy
selects the cubic directions [x̃0, ỹ0, z̃0] = ±[1, 0, 0], ±[0, 1, 0],
or ±[0, 0, 1]. And, as expected, this anisotropy vanishes by
symmetry at the hidden SU(2) points K=Γ, where all direc-
tions are equivalent.

2. Semiclassical phase diagram (II): K, Γ of opposite signs

The KΓ recipe does not work when the two couplings are
of opposite sign. While a slight variation of this recipe can
still be applied on individual chains (see Secs. VI and VI), the
bonds connecting the chains remain frustrated, which gives
rise to a rich interplay of various complex phases. Figure 5 (a-
c) shows the classical phase diagrams for positive Γ and neg-
ative K, as proposed from various classical energy minimiza-
tion approaches, including machine learning [183] (Fig. 5
(a)), Monte Carlo simulations [217, 219] (Fig. 5 (b)), hy-
brid Monte Carlo and iterative variational minimizations [220]
(Fig. 5 (c)). Let us summarise the main features:

i) In the region around the AFM Γ point, there is some
consensus that a small negative K stabilizes a threefold-
symmetric order with 18 spin sublattices, whose stability re-
gion is varied across the different studies, see Fig. 5 (a-c).

This state is dubbed 18C3 order in Refs. [217, 220], modu-
lated S3×Z3 phase in Ref. [183], and triple-meron crystal in
Ref. [219]. Applying the symmetries Rx,y,z of Eq. (32) to the
18C3 state delivers other ground states with 54 sublattices.

ii) In the region around the FM Kitaev point, a small posi-
tive Γ seems to stabilize a zigzag (ZZ) order with a 4-site unit
cell that breaks the threefold symmetry. This state is one of the
classical ground states of the FM Kitaev point of Sec. V A 2.
Applying the symmetries Rx,y,z of Eq. (32) to the ZZ state
delivers other ground states with 12 sublattices, because these
operations trimerize the lattice.

iii) The number and exact nature of the phases that appear
in between the 18C3 and the ZZ rgions are debated. Never-
theless, it seems that this intermediate region is occupied by
phases with large magnetic unit cells or long-wavelength, IC
modulations thereof [183, 210, 212, 217–220]. While such or-
ders with large (or infinite) unit cells are challenging to detect
in finite-size simulations, the associated multi-peaked spin
structure factors [220] offer distinctive fingerprints for their
experimental detection by, e.g., neutron diffraction, NMR or
µSR.

iv) One of the proposed intermediate phases is the so-called
‘K-state’ of Fig. 5 (b-c), discussed in Refs. [210, 217–220],
which is analogous to the K-state proposed in Ref. [45] for β-
Li2IrO3 (see Sec. VI). This state has a six-site magnetic unit
cell and shows a characteristic ‘period-3 chain’ structure with
counter-rotating spin sublattices, that has the following form

(59)

This differs from (56) in that we now have three (instead of
six) spin sublattices, A, B and C, whose directions

A=[xA, yA, zA],B=[xB , yB , zB ],C=[xC , yC , zC ], (60)

are not given by Eq. (57) and are not related to each other by
threefold rotations around [111], but can be found numerically
by minimization. Finally, we note that applying the symme-
tries Rx,y,z of Eq. (32) to the K-state delivers other ground
states with 18 sublattices.

v) Another proposed intermediate phase is the state denoted
by ‘IC’ in Fig. 5 (c), which appears to be a long-wavelength
modulation of the ‘K-state’ [218, 220].

3. Quantum S = 1/2 limit: Numerical results

As discussed above, the non-trivial part of the phase space
of the K-Γ model occurs when Γ and K have opposite signs.
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FIG. 5. Classical (a-c) and quantum spin-1/2 (d-g) phase diagrams of the K-Γ model inside the frustrated region ϕ ∈ [π/2, π], where K=cosϕ
and Γ=sinϕ, as obtained by: (a) machine learning [183], (b) Classical Monte Carlo simulations [217, 219], (c) hybrid Classical Monte Carlo
and iterative variational minimizations [220], (d) infinite DMRG [171, 173], (e) Variational Monte Carlo (VMC) [181], (f) pseudofermion
functional renormalization group (fRG) [176], and (g) combined effective models and exact diagonalizations [208, 210].

Here we will focus on the regime with FM Kitaev and AFM
Γ couplings, which is relevant to candidate materials. Sev-
eral numerical attempts have been made on the spin-1/2 K-Γ
model, and the phase diagrams obtained using different tech-
niques are shown in Fig. 5 (d)-(g), with the parametrization

K = cosϕ, Γ = sinϕ (61)

and ϕ ∈ [π/2, π]. A series of two infinite density matrix
renormalization group studies [171, 173] have given evidence
for highly correlated paramagnetic states, irrespective of the
ratio Γ/K for negative K, see panel (d) in Fig. 5. Namely,
they observed that the entanglement entropy remains very
high in this entire region. Specifically, the work of Ref. [171]
suggests that there are two distinct spin liquid phases with a
sharp transition between them at around ϕ ≃ 0.98π, which is
seen as a small discontinuity both in the entanglement entropy
and in the spin structure factor. The state below 0.98π might
be a nematic paramagnet with a spontaneous broken 3-fold
rotation symmetry [173]. A similar picture for an extended
spin liquid phase has been suggested by earlier exact diago-
nalization (ED) results on a 24-site cluster, in the presence of
a weak bond anisotropy [169]. Finally, another DMRG study,
on a modulated J-Γ model [221], gives evidence that the Γ
point features a gapless quantum spin liquid ground state.

The picture for an extended spin liquid phase is at variance
with other approaches, such as variational Monte Carlo [181]
and pseudofermion functional renormalization group (pf-
FRG) [176] calculations, see panels (e-g) in Fig. 5. Specif-

ically, the VMC study of Ref. [181] delivers four ordered
states outside the stability region of the Kitaev spin liquid
(π/2 ≤ ϕ ≤ 0.95π). These include the zigzag phase for
π/2 ≤ ϕ ≤ 0.8π, an incommensurate (IC) spiral phase for
0.84π ≤ ϕ ≤ 0.84π, a proximate Kitaev spin liquid phase
(PKSL) for 0.84π ≤ ϕ ≤ 0.92π, and finally a FM phase for
0.92π ≤ ϕ ≤ 0.95π.

The pf-FRG study of Ref. [176] suggests that, away from
the Kitaev spin liquid phase (π/2 ≤ ϕ ≤ 0.94π), the system
features two ordered phases, a FM phase for 0.85π ≤ ϕ ≤
0.94π and an IC order for 0.5π ≤ ϕ ≤ 0.85π, whose ordering
wavevector evolves continuously with ϕ, along the line that
connects the BZ center to the midpoint of the BZ edge (M -
point). In the more extended phase diagram that includes the
region of positive K, the pf-FRG results show a variety of
other magnetic phases, including IC and vortex-like phases.

Finally, a study that combines effective strong coupling ex-
pansions and ED up to 36 sites [208, 210] gives evidence that
the classical spin liquid of Sec. V B 3 (see also [156]) survives
in a wide region surrounding the pure AFM Γ point, from
ϕ ≃ 0.41π up to approximately ϕ ∼ 0.8π. The results also
show that this phase is followed by at least one more phase
(of hitherto unknown origin) before we reach the Kitaev spin
liquid, see panel (g) in Fig. 5.

While different methods come with their own advantages
and disadvantages, and further studies are definitely needed to
reach a broad consensus, the multitude of competing phases
depicted in Fig. 5 illustrates the strong frustration that arises
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from the interplay of FM Kitaev and AFM Γ interactions in
the region where the two couplings have different signs. The
fact that the available layered Kitaev materials seem to be in
the vicinity of precisely this coupling regime (with dominant
FM K and subdominant AFM Γ) underlies the strong theoret-
ical interest to this open problem over the last years.

D. The Kitaev-Heisenberg model

Historically, the Kitaev-Heisenberg (KH) model was the
first extension of the Kitaev model, in which one includes the
isotropic NN Heisenberg interaction J , that arises from the
direct overlap of the d-orbitals. The KH model was already
proposed in the seminal paper of Jackeli and Khaliullin [2],
and has been pivotal in demonstrating that the Kitaev QSL
can survive in an extended region of parameter space (instead
of a single point), which immediately attracted a lot of atten-
tion [3, 47, 157, 164–168, 170, 175, 222–224], thus giving
birth to the field of Kitaev materials [9, 12, 47, 102].

One of the special features of the KH model is the duality
transformation T4 of (25). As discussed in Sec. IV B 2, this
duality maps the general parameter point (K,J) to (K̃, J̃) =
(K + 2J,−J). On one hand, this effectively allows to study
only half of the phase diagram. At the same time, it reveals
the two hidden SU(2) points with K = −2J . Altogether then,
the KH model has four SU(2) symmetry points. Using the
parametrization

K = sinϕ, J = cosϕ (62)

with ϕ ∈ [0, 2π), these SU(2) symmetry points reside at: ϕ=
0, π, − tan−1(2) = −63.43◦ and − tan−1(2)+π = 116.56◦.
The presence of the four SU(2) points governs much of the
phase diagram, as we discuss below.

1. Classical & quantum spin-1/2 phase diagram

Figure 6 shows the classical (outer ring) and quantum spin-
1/2 phase diagram (as adapted from Ref. [157] (where the au-
thors use a slightly different parametrization for K and J).
The main features can be summarized as follows:

i) Besides the special Kitaev points which feature an infinite
number of classical ground states, the classical phase diagram
comprises four collinear magnetic orders: The Néel AFM, a
zigzag AFM (the dual of the Néel), the FM, and the stripy
AFM (the dual of the FM). Each of these phases surrounds
one of the four SU(2) points of the model. Away from these
points, all phases are gapped. More specifically, the linear
spin-wave spectrum has a quasi-Goldstone mode at the order-
ing wavevectors, despite the absence of continuous symmetry,
and the actual discrete symmetry and the nonzero gap are re-
covered by anharmonic spin wave fluctuations [3, 157].

ii) The direction of the moments in any of the four collinear
states does not affect the classical energy, so the system has
an S2 ground state degeneracy. Away from the SU(2) symme-
try points, this degeneracy is accidental and is therefore lifted

FIG. 6. Classical (outer ring) and quantum spin-1/2 phase dia-
gram (inner disc, adapted from Ref. [157]) of the J-K model,
parametrized as J = cosϕ and K = sinϕ. The star symbols indi-
cate the two hidden SU(2) points discussed in Sec. IV B 2.

by quantum (and thermal) fluctuations. Indeed, as shown
in several works (including semiclassical spin-wave expan-
sions, real space perturbation theory and variational mini-
mization over spin coherent states, Hubbard-Stratonovich ap-
proach [3, 157, 168, 225–228]) the magnetic moments in
each of the four magnetic phases point along one of the six
cubic directions ±x̂, ±ŷ or ±ẑ, except at the four SU(2)
points where all directions are equally likely. The selec-
tion of the cubic axes can be captured by a fourth-order
anisotropy similar to that of Eq. (58), see, e.g., Ref. [228].
Similar analysis was later performed to the extended mod-
els including Γ, further neighbor interactions or external field
[7, 39, 115, 166, 225, 229, 230].

iii) In the quantum limit, we have, in addition, the two Ki-
taev QSL phases, which extend in a narrow neighborhood of
the pure Kitaev points. The stability region of the FM Ki-
taev QSL is much more extended than that of the AF Ki-
taev point. Specifically, the AF Kitaev QSL is stable for
ϕ ∈ (89◦, 91◦), whereas the FM Kitaev QSL is stable for
ϕ ∈ (−99.23◦,−82.89◦). The physical reason for the asym-
metric stability of the Kitaev spin liquid phases around the FM
and AFM Kitaev limits can be understood from the fact that
the Heisenberg interaction drives the condensation of a bound
state of the fractionalized excitations, which signals the tran-
sition to the magnetically ordered state [180]. Remarkably,
this bound state appears as a sharp mode in the dynamical
spin structure factor, while its condensation patterns at the ap-
propriate phase transitions provide a simple explanation for
the magnetically ordered phases surrounding each Kitaev spin
liquid phase.

iv) Quantum corrections shift the boundaries between the
magnetic orders: the boundary between the FM and the zigzag
phase shifts from ϕ=3π/4 to ϕ≃146.98◦, and the boundary
between the stripy and the Néel phase shifts from ϕ=−π/4
to ϕ≃−53.45◦.
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v) Finally, while the phase transitions between the magnetic
phases appear to be discontinuous, numerical studies based on
density matrix renormalization group [224] and exact diago-
nalizations [168] suggest that the transition between the QSL
and the stripy state is continuous [157] or weakly first-order.

2. Finite-temperature transitions

The frustration in the classical KH model manifests itself
in very non-trivial finite temperature properties [164, 165],
which are similar to those of the six-state clock model [231].
For all values of parameters, except for the pure Kitaev
limit and points of hidden symmetries which we discussed
above in Sec. IV B, the KH model undergoes two continuous
phase transitions as a function of temperature;separating three
phases: a low-T ordered phase, an intermediate critical phase,
and a high-T disordered phase.

The presence of long range magnetic order in two dimen-
sion at finite temperatures requires a discreteness of the order
parameter, which means that the direction of the order param-
eter must also be selected. As we discussed above, higher
order anharmonic modes of spin fluctuations indeed select
collinear magnetic states at T = 0. At finite temperatures,
magnetically ordered states are stabilized entropically by an
order by disorder mechanism where thermal fluctuations of
classical spins select collinear magnetic states in which mag-
netic moments point along one of the cubic directions, in a
similar fashion to quantum spin fluctuations [164, 165, 232].

Regardless of the specific kind of magnetic order, the
low-T ordered phase is separated from the high-T paramag-
netic phase by the intermediate critical phase. The critical
phase has an emergent, continuous U(1) symmetry, which is
reminiscent of the intermediate phase of the six-state clock
model [231], and is similar to the low-T phase of the XY
model, a well-known Berezinskii-Kosterlitz-Thouless phase
of critical points with floating exponents and algebraic corre-
lations. To see this analogy to the six-state clock model, one
can map the order parameter describing the any of the magnet-
ically ordered phase of the KH model onto a 2D complex or-
der parameter mN(S) =

∑6
i=1 |mi,N(S)|eıθi , where the phase

θ is such that the minimal-energy states of the order parame-
ter, which point along the cubic axes, will be labeled by the
values θi = πni/3, ni = 0, ..5 [164, 165]. In general, the
long-range low-temperature magnetic order can be destroyed
in one of several ways, i.e., by a discontinuous first-order tran-
sition, by two continuous phase transitions with an interme-
diate, or by two BKT phase transitions with an intermediate
critical phase [231, 233, 234]. Which way is actually realized
depends on on the relative strength of the spin stiffness in dif-
ferent directions. If the stiffness of thermal fluctuations along
the circle is softer than the stiffness of fluctuations in the di-
rection transverse to the circle, the long-range order may be
destroyed by the last scenario. In this case, the low-T transi-
tion is between the magnetically ordered phase and the BKT
critical phase, and the high-T transition is between the BKT
phase and a disordered phase where fluctuations are primar-
ily two-dimensional. The crossover to the three-dimensional

paramagnet occurs at even higher temperatures [164, 165].
While the ordered phase is destroyed by the appearance of the
topological excitations in the form of discrete vortices whose
existence is directly related to the emergence of a continuous
symmetry in the critical phase, the BKT phase is destroyed by
their proliferation [231].

E. The JKΓ model

Let us now put together the above insights from the vari-
ous effects of K, Γ and J , and map out the phase diagram
of the JKΓ model. We shall begin with the semiclassical
limit, which features a rich interplay between a variety of
classical magnetic orders. Figure 7 (a) shows the early clas-
sical phase diagram proposed by Rau, Lee and Kee [15]. The
diagram shown covers the regions of parameter space with
positive Γ. The corresponding space with Γ < 0 can be ob-
tained by the sublattice duality of Sec. IV D 3, which maps
(J,K,Γ) 7→ (−J,−K,−Γ). Note that this diagram is shown
using the parametrization

J = sin θ cosϕ, K = sin θ sinϕ, Γ = cos θ (63)

with θ ∈ [0, π/2], ϕ ∈ [0, 2π). Compared to the parametriza-
tion of the KH model of Fig. 5, there is a second angle (θ)
which quantifies the strength of the Γ coupling, and varies
from θ=0 (center of the disc) to θ=π/2 (outer perimeter of
the disc). In this parametrization, the center of the disc cor-
responds to the pure Γ model, the outer perimeter of the disc
corresponds to the KH model, and the vertical line ϕ=±π/2
corresponds to the KΓ model with Γ>0.

The main features of the classical phase diagram are:
i) Around the outer perimeter of the disc, we recover the

four collinear orders of the KH model of Fig. 5. These phases
occupy a large portion of the phase diagram, especially the
FM and the Néel AFM phase.

ii) The introduction of the Γ coupling affects the direction
of the moments in these collinear phases already at the mean
field level (see Ref. [112, 228]), where it is further demon-
strated that the moment direction can be used as a sensitive
probe of the model parameters in real materials.

iii) Around the vertical half-line ϕ = π/2, we get the so-
called 120◦ state of Fig. 7 (f), for positive K and negative J ,
with spins lying on the (111) plane. This state is in fact a
member of the classical ground state manifold of Sec. V C 1,
for positive K and Γ. To see why this phase emerges for neg-
ative J , we use the six-spin-sublattices ansatz of Eq. (57) cor-
responding to K and Γ positive, namely

A=[x0, y0, z0], B=[z0, x0, y0], C=[y0, z0, x0],

D=−[x0, z0, y0], E=−[y0, x0, z0], F=−[z0, y0, x0],

(64)
and express the Heisenberg energy in terms of x0, y0 and z0:

EJ =
J

6
(A+B+C)·(D+E+F)=−J

6
(x0+y0+z0)

2. (65)



23

FIG. 7. (a) Classical phase diagram of the J-K-Γ model for Γ > 0. The couplings are parametrized in terms of two angles θ ∈ [0, π/2] and
ϕ ∈ [0, 2π), with J = sin θ cosϕ, K = sin θ sinϕ and Γ = cos θ. Solid lines correspond to the boundaries from the Luttinger-Tisza (LT)
method, while the region indicated by the white dashed line is where the LT method fails, and a single-Q analysis is carried out instead. (b-f)
Pictorial representation of the main ground states. (g) Magnitude of the ordering wave vector Q in the IS region. Adapted from Ref. [15].

This tells us that a negative J necessitates that x0+y0+ z0 =
0, i.e., the spins will be on the (111) plane, and form a ‘period-
3 chain’ state with two sublattices that are counter-rotating by
successive 120◦, compare Eq. (56) and Fig. 7 (f).

iv) By contrast, a positive J maximizes (x0 + y0 + z0)
2,

and this leads to the Néel state with spins along the [111] axis.
Note that this mean-field result competes with the effect of
quantum fluctuations close to the circumference of the disc,
where spins prefer to point along the cubic axes. So, one ex-
pects a rotation of the moments from [111] to one of the cubic
axes as we reduce the strength of Γ.

iv) There is an extended region, delineated by a white
dashed line in Fig. 7 (a), and centered around the vertical
half-line ϕ=−π/2, where the classical minimization by var-
ious methods shows incommensurate ground state(s). This
incommensurate phase actually emerges from the phases of
Fig. 5 (a-c), and it also remains coplanar despite its pitch vec-
tor characterising it varies throughout the phase [15].

Quantum limit. A complete mapping of the region delin-
eated by a white dashed line in Fig. 7 (a) remains a matter of
active investigation. As explained in Sec. V C 2, this is the
region where K and Γ compete the most, and it is where we
expect quantum fluctuations to have the strongest effect. It is
therefore not surprising that this region of the phase diagram
has attracted a lot of attention in the literature, also given the
relevance to α-RuCl3 and α-Li2IrO3, see Table I. The possible
presence of an additional QSL phase somewhere in this region
– besides the QSL phases surrounding the two Kitaev points –
is an exciting possibility that has been evidenced in some nu-
merics (see discussion in Sec. V C 3), but a more conclusive
picture warrants further investigations.

F. Other special limits

Even in the absence of Kitaev interaction, the interplay of
Heisenberg and off-diagonal Γ and Γ′ interactions leads to
some non-trivial physics. The huge ground-state degeneracy
of the pure AFM Γ model is a source of exotic states of matter,
which could be selected due to the interplay of exchange frus-
tration and competing interactions. The Γ′ interaction serves
as a representative perturbation to stabilize novel phases [51].
In the following, we will consider a few interesting limits.

i) The first example is the anisotropic Heisenberg-Γ
model where the z-bond strength is different from the other
bonds [235]. The model thus interpolates between isolated
bonds at one limit and a set of decoupled chains at the other
limit, with the isotropic exchanges in between. It has a very
rich phase diagram indicating the existence of ten phases:
three ferromagnetically ordered, three dimerized, two spiral,
one antiferromagnetically ordered, and one stripy phases. In
the spin-chain limit, there is also a Luttinger liquid in addi-
tion to two magnetically ordered states. In the isolated dimer
limit, there are three distinct dimerized phases among which a
triplet dimer phase can sustain up to the isotropic interaction
limit with dominant Γ interaction.

ii) The second example is the anisotropic Heisenberg-Γ′

model in which the anisotropy is exerted solely on the Heisen-
berg term [236]. It is found that the ground state is the AFM
phase with the spin aligning with the [111] direction near the
isotropic limit, which is replaced by the dimerized phase as
the anisotropy increases above certain critical strength. In an
out-of-plane magnetic field, the model shows a field-induced
AFM-type order occupying a large parameter region, before
entering into the polarized phase. Nature of the intermediate
phase can be understood from the picture of magnon conden-
sation [236].
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iii) The third example is the bond-modulated Heisenberg-
Γ model, another interesting example which displays several
phase transitions [221]. In this model, there is a competition
between the fixed Γ term and a staggered Heisenberg interac-
tion, in which there is a sign difference between the coupling
on the z-bond and on the other bonds. The phase diagram of
this model contains the zigzag order for positive Heisenberg
interaction and stripy order for the negative one. There is also
an intermediate phase sandwiching between the two. Though
exhibiting magnetic order at the classical level, quantum fluc-
tuations suppress such ordering since it acquires a large en-
ergy according to the spin-wave result. In the quantum case, it
turns out to be disordered and is separated from its two neigh-
bors by first-order transitions [221]. Though indirectly, the
numerical results presented in Ref. [221] emphasize the quan-
tum nature of the Γ model.

iv) The fourth example is the Γ-Γ′ model on the honey-
comb lattice [237]. This model is particularly interesting in
the vicinity of the AFM Γ interaction. There the spin liquid
phase of the classical Γ model is separated by the first order
phase transitions from the 120◦ ordered phase for Γ′ < 0 and
the AFM phase for Γ′ > 0. In the quantum limit, a chiral-spin
ordering with a spontaneous time-reversal symmetry breaking
is stabilized in a wide parameter space proximate to the pure Γ
model. The chiral-spin ordering is characterized by a nonzero
scalar spin chirality that is defined as

χ̂△
ijk = Ŝi · (Ŝj × Ŝk), (66)

where sites (i, j, k) are three neighboring sites that belong to
the same sublattice. The intriguing question is whether the
chiral-spin ordering is a QSL or not. The ED calculation and
the large-scale DMRG calculations [237] show the vanishing
magnetization in a large enough system size indicates that the
CS phase is a magnetically disordered state, in striking con-
trast to a classical chiral-spin ordering that possesses a long-
range magnetic order. Also, dynamic structure factor calcu-
lations find a broad continuous feature in the low-frequency
region, which is likely the evidence of the QSL phase [237].
However, the nature of this phase is still unclear.

FIG. 8. Orthorhombic unit cell of the hyperhoneycomb lattice. The
five NN bonds of the JKΓ model are marked in red for bonds of
type γ ∈ {x, x′}, green for γ ∈ {y, y′}, and blue for γ = z. The ±
signs on the bonds γ indicate the sign σγ in Γγ =σγΓ.

VI. Interplay between K and Γ in 3D compounds

The rich interplay between K and Γ is not specific to 2D,
but manifests also in the 3D geometries of Fig. 1 (b-c), which
are realized, respectively, in β-Li2IrO3 and γ-Li2IrO3, the
only 3D tricoordinated Kitaev materials studied extensively
so far [31–33, 40, 41, 102]. As mentioned earlier, together
with α-Li2IrO3 [26, 65, 66, 238, 239], these compounds are
special members of the Li2IrO3 polymorph family of crystal
structures [103]. The Kitaev model can be solved exactly on
all these geometries [14, 35, 36], despite the fact that Lieb’s
theorem [240] does not constrain the ground state flux sectors
of every one of them (in this case, the ground state flux sector
have been found numerically).

A. Universality across the Li2IrO3 polymorphs

Contrary to Na2IrO3 and α-RuCl3, which display collinear
zigzag order at low temperatures [23, 24, 28], the magnetic
states of the Li2IrO3 polymorphs involve non-collinear in-
commensurate (IC) spin spirals [26, 31–33], characterised by
two counter-rotating spin sublattices. Locally, these states re-
semble the ‘period-3 chain’ structure discussed above, which
is an indication for sizeable off-diagonal Γ interactions.

The origin of this universality across the three Li2IrO3

polymorphs has been the subject of several works [45, 103,
162, 241, 242], see also Ref. [102]. One key ingredient seems
to be the common local geometry of the bonds, which sug-
gests that the minimal microscopic description is similar in
these compounds. Indeed, the orders observed in β-Li2IrO3

and γ-Li2IrO3 have been rationalized [45, 162, 241] within
the framework of the minimal NN J-K-Γ model, with large
FM Kitaev interaction, sizeabe Γ interactions (with |Γ|< |K|)
and much weaker AFM Heisenberg exchange J≪ |Γ|.

Another key ingredient behind this universality seems to
be the physics along individual xy chains and how the corre-
sponding modulated orders on these chains tile in the whole
3D netowork [45, 103]. The work of Ref. [242] has revealed a
more general mapping that connects most of the ordered states
of the JKΓ phase diagram (and not just the ones relevant to
β-Li2IrO3) to their 2D counterparts on the honeycomb lattice,
with the classical energetics being identical in 2D and 3D.

B. The paradigm of β-Li2IrO3

In the following we focus on the paradigm of β-
Li2IrO3 [31, 34, 96, 101, 116, 243], which stands out among
the three polymorphs for its quantitative level of descrip-
tion [45, 46, 48, 50, 243].

Model. Here, the JKΓ model takes the general form of
Eqs. (7) and (8), where, as mentioned above, the bond index
γ runs over five types of bonds, x, y, x′, y′ and z (see also
Fig. 8), with

Kγ = K, Γγ = σγΓ, Γ′
γ = 0, (67)
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FIG. 9. The shaded region shows the portion of the parameter space
(θ, ϕ) [see Eqs. (67) and (68)] that is believed [45, 162, 241] to be
relevant for β-Li2IrO3. The ‘K-region’ and ‘Γ-region’ host differ-
ent types of classical states (with varying wavelengths), and their
boundary (red line) emerges from the hidden, isotropic SO(3) point
(red star) [45]. Quantitative estimates of J , K and Γ (see Table I)
place β-Li2IrO3 at the yellow point shown, very close to the spe-
cial frustrated line ϕ = 3π/2. For the phases outside the shaded
region (including the white region shown), see detailed analysis in
Refs. [162, 241]. Adapted from Ref. [45].

and σγ = ±1 incorporates the sign structure of the Γ cou-
plings, as discussed in App. 1. For the cubic axes frame
of Eq. (78) taken in Ref. [45], or the equivalent frame of
Refs. [162, 241], σz/x/y′ =1 and σx′/y = −1, see Fig. 8.

Hidden SU(2) points. In analogy to the 2D honeycomb
case, the above model has hidden SU(2) symmetry points at
K = Γ and J = 0, as these points can be mapped to dual
points with K ′ = Γ′ = 0 and J ′ = −K [45, 244]. For
K = Γ < 0 and J = 0 the system then maps to an antiffer-
omagnetic Heisenberg model, whereas for K = Γ > 0 and
J =0, the system maps to a FM Heisenberg model. The cor-
responding duality transformation is similar to the transforma-
tion T6 of Sec. IV B 1, and involves six sublattices on isolated
xy chains, and 12 sublattices for the hyperhoneycomb lattice
(24 for the stripyhoneycomb). The hidden SU(2) point that is
most relevant for β-Li2IrO3, where K and Γ are both nega-
tive, is shown in Fig. 9, where we use the parametrization

J = sin θ cosϕ, K = sin θ sinϕ, Γ = − cos θ. (68)

Here, ϕ∈ [0, 2π) and θ∈ [0, π
2 ], and the minus sign in the last

term accounts for the negative sign of Γ in β-Li2IrO3.
Relevant region of the phase diagram. Remarkably, all ex-

perimental data reported so far [31, 34, 96, 101, 116, 243]
are consistent with parameters close to J = 0.4 meV, K =
−18 meV and Γ = −10 meV [45, 46, 48, 50, 243]. These
parameters place β-Li2IrO3 somewhere inside the so-called
K-region of Fig. 9 [45]. This material is therefore ex-
tremely close to the special K-Γ line, which hosts a two-
parameter family of degenerate classical ground states, sim-
ilar to ‘period-3 chain’ family of states with counter-rotating

spin sublattices, discussed in Sec. V C 1. The weak and pos-
itive Heisenberg coupling J lifts this degeneracy and selects
configurations with the 120◦ structure, in analogy with the se-
lection of the 120◦ state of Fig. 6 by a negative J in the 2D
honeycomb case. With increasing J , this configuration gets
distorted, leading to an IC state with propagation wavevector
Q= (0.574, 0, 0) in orthorhombic units [31, 34] at zero-field
and below TI =38 K.

The IC order of β-Li2IrO3 can be treated as a long-distance
twisting of the closest commensurate period-3 state, with
Q = 2

3 â, in orthorhombic units of 2π
a [45]. This ansatz is

amenable to a semi-analytical treatment, and delivers results
that are consistent with almost all experimental findings so
far [31, 34, 96, 101, 116, 243], both in zero field and at fi-
nite fields. The quantitative success of this ansatz is another
evidence of the close proximity of the IC order to the line
ϕ=3π/2.

Physics under a magnetic field. The application of a mag-
netic field along b axis (see Fig.8) suppresses the zero-field or-
der with a critical field of Hb = 2.8 T [96]. This rapid decline
of the IC order is a signature of the smallness of J , since in the
b-direction the critical field only depends on J [46]. For fields
along a and c, the system shows a much weaker response,
with the IC order remaining robust and the magnetization be-
ing linear up to the maximum fields measured [96, 98]. Such
a strongly anisotropic response signifies a large separation of
energy scales between J and Γ. This large separation also
manifests in the structure of the magnetic excitations mea-
sured by Resonant Inelastic X-ray Scattering (RIXS) [116],
inelastic neutron scattering (INS) and time-domain THz spec-
troscopy [101], and in the magnetic Raman response [243].

VII. Quasi-1D K-Γ models

The challenges associated with the 2D K-Γ Honeycomb
model (see Sec. V C) have motivated a number of studies
which approach the 2D lattice as a collection of 1D chains.
This idea has worked quite well for the Heisenberg-Kitaev
model, see e.g., Ref. [245]. This has lead to several quasi-1D
versions of the model which are numerically and analytically
more accessible than the 2D model and, as it turns out, have
very rich physics on their own.

A. Kitaev-Γ chain

We begin with the geometry of an isolated xy chain (the
case of yz and zx chains can be defined analogously), de-
picted as

(69)

where, for later purposes, we have also labeled the sites ac-
cording to the six-sublattice decomposition of (20) along xy
chains.
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1. Symmetries and dualities

Before we discuss the phase diagram of the 1D K-Γ chain
model, it is worth emphasizing that the symmetries and duali-
ties of the 2D honeycomb model that we examined in Sec. IV
(and in particular, the ones involving the K-Γ model) carry
over to the 1D chain as well. To see this, one simply needs
to isolate an xy chain from the honeycomb lattice, and, for
each given transformation of Sec. IV (symmetry or duality),
remove any parts of the operation that pertain to sites not be-
longing to the given chain. For example, the local symme-
tries Wh of Eq. (14) reduce to three-body operations involv-
ing three consecutive sites of the chain. More explicitly, for
the first three consecutive sites of (69), labeled by 2, 1 and 6,
the local symmetry is

C2x(2)C2z(1)C2y(6) . (70)

Likewise, the four-sublattice transformation T ′
4 discussed in

Sec. IV D 1 for the 2D model, which maps the FM to the AFM
Kitaev point, is still present in the chain model, and its form
is that of Eq. (36) if we keep the 4-sublattice labelling of (23)
for the chain. Finally, the points K = Γ are hidden SU(2)
points with J̃ = −K, as in the 2D model. The associated
transformation T6 has again the form of Eq. (21) when using
the labelling of the six-site decomposition of (69).

Altogether then, the dualities and symmetries of the planar
2D model carry over to the 1D chain model in a straightfor-
ward way. What is not immediately evident, however, is that
the chain model has, in fact, some additional symmetries and
dualities compared to the 2D model. We will discuss the three
most notable examples:

i) At the pure Kitaev point, the chain has local symmetries
defined on bonds [248]. These correspond to π-rotations (of
the two spins of the bond) around the x-axis (y-axis) for a y-
type (respectively, x-type) of bond. For the bonds (1,2) and (1,
6) of (69), for example, the corresponding local symmetries
take the form

C2x(2)C2x(1) and C2y(1)C2y(6) , (71)

respectively. We can now recognize that the local 3-site sym-
metries of Eq. (70) are the product of the bond-symmetries
of (71). As shown by Sen et al. [248], the presence of these
bond symmetries gives rise to a qualitative difference between
integer and half-odd-integer values of S, which stems from
the fact that for integer S, all the bond symmetries commute
with each other, but for half-odd-integer S this is not true any
longer. One of the immediate consequences is that all the
eigenstates of the chain with half-odd-integer S are 2N/2-fold
degenerate.

ii) Compared to the 2D model, the chain model has an
additional pair of hidden SU(2) points, at K = −Γ (with
J̃ = −K) [45, 214]. For the site-labelling of (69), the as-

sociated transformation T ′
6 reads:

6-sublattice
transf. T ′

6
:

label j Sx
j Sy

j Sz
j

1 S̃x
1 S̃y

1 S̃z
1

2 S̃z
2 −S̃y

2 S̃x
2

3 S̃y
3 −S̃z

3 −S̃x
3

4 −S̃y
4 −S̃x

4 −S̃z
4

5 −S̃z
5 S̃x

5 −S̃y
5

6 −S̃x
6 S̃z

6 S̃y
6

(72)

Indeed, taking, e.g., the y-bond (1, 2) of (69) and using (72)
with J=Γ′=0 and K=−Γ gives

KSy
1S

y
2 + Γ(Sx

1S
z
2 + Sz

1S
x
2 ) → −KS̃1 · S̃2 , (73)

which is again a Heisenberg coupling with J̃ = −K. Al-
together then, it follows that when K is positive, the points
K = Γ and K = −Γ both map to a FM Heisenberg model,
and must therefore show FM ordering at low T . By contrast,
when K is negative, the points K=Γ and K=−Γ both map
to the AFM Heisenberg model, and we therefore get a gapless
critical phase [249].

iii) The chain model has an additional duality that maps
(K,Γ) → (K,−Γ). The associated operation is the global π-
rotation around the z axis in spin space alone. This operation
maps (Sx

i , S
y
i , S

z
i ) 7→ (−Sx

i ,−Sy
i , S

z
i ) for all sites i, which

effectively reverses the sign of Γ. Thus, the model with K
and Γ of opposite signs can be mapped to the model with the
same signs. This duality, which can also result from the three-
sublattice transformation T3 of Ref. [214], is not present in the
2D model.

2. Phase diagram for S = 1/2

We begin with the physics of the pure Kitaev points, which
goes back to the study of Ref. [153]. As for the 2D and
3D cases, these points can be mapped to free fermion mod-
els via a Jordan-Wigner transformation [153], and it has been
shown that the ground states are critical (gapless) phases. In
the anisotropic version of the model with different couplings
on the two types of bonds (i.e., with Kx ̸=Ky), a nonzero gap
opens up as soon as we depart from the special point Kx=Ky .
The transition between the two gapped phases on the two sides
of this critical point does not involve any change of symmetry,
but is an example of a change from one topological order to
another, each associated with a separate hidden nonlocal order
parameter [153].

When the Γ coupling is introduced, the Jordan-Wigner
transformation is no longer useful, but the model has been
studied using non-Abelian bosonization and DMRG tech-
niques [214, 215, 246]. The resulting phase diagram is
shown in Fig. 10 (a), with the parametrization K = cosϕ
and Γ = sinϕ. Note that due to the duality which maps
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FIG. 10. Zero-temperature quantum phase diagram of the K-Γ model on (a) spin-1/2 chain [214, 215, 246], (b) spin-1 chain [247], and (c)
two-leg spin-1/2 ladder [216], with the parametrization K = cosϕ and Γ = sinϕ. Blue stars show the positions of the hidden SU(2) symmetry
points with K=Γ, whereas red stars in (a-b) show the positions of the hidden SU(2) points with K=−Γ, see text.

(K,Γ) 7→ (K,−Γ), the points ϕ and 2π − ϕ are dual to each
other. In total, there are seven extended phases:

i) There are two (dual) FM orders, denoted by FM and
FM’ in Fig. 10 (a), surrounding the two hidden SU(2) points
K = ±Γ with positive K. These orders are gapped every-
where except at the hidden points themselves, where the or-
dering breaks a continuous symmetry, leading to Goldstone
modes. The ordered phase is characterized by the Oh → D4

symmetry breaking, where Oh is the full octahedral group and
Dn represents the dihedral group of order 2n. This phase has
a six-fold degenerate ground state, with moments along the
±x̂, ±ŷ, and ±ẑ [214].

ii) The phases surrounding the two hidden AFM SU(2)
points (K=±Γ, with negative K), remain gapless in extended
regions of parameter space [denoted by AFM and AFM’ in
Fig. 10 (a)] and feature an emergent SU(2)1 symmetry. The
pure Γ points are special members of these extended (dual)
phases, and can be described as Luttinger liquids with central
charge 1.

iii) While the FM and AFM mapping is valid in the Kitaev-
Γ chain, their stability under a finite Γ term is very different.
As shown in the phase diagram, the FM Kitaev point is im-
mediately unstable and becomes a critical point as soon as Γ
is introduced. On the other hand, the AFM Kitaev phase (C)
remains stable for weak enough Γ.

iv) Finally, there are two (dual) magnetic orders, denoted
by SN in Fig. 10 (a), which are sandwiched between the AFM
Kitaev phase (C) and the FM (FM’) phases. These orders are
characterized by two types of modulations, with 2-site and 6-
site periodicities [246]. A finite spin nematicity (SN) on a NN
bond is another signature that differentiates these phases from
their surrounding AFM Kitaev and FM orders.

3. Integer spins: Spin-1 K-Γ model

Quasi-1D models of higher spin have been also stud-
ied [247, 248]. While the spin-1 Kitaev chain is not exactly
solvable, numerical works show that the ground state is trans-
lationally invariant and lives in the ‘flux-free’ sector, where
all mutually-commuting bond symmetries of Eq. (71) equal

to +1 [247, 248]. Compared to the ground state, the first
excited states feature one bond with flux −1, leading to an
N -fold degeneracy, where N is the number of bonds [247].
Due to the unusual excitations, the Kitaev phase displays a
nontrivial double-peak structure in the specific heat. In con-
trast to the spin-1/2 Kitaev honeycomb model, whose low-
temperature peak comes from the freezing of vison fluxes,
the low-temperature peak in the spin-1 Kitaev chain is re-
lated to the freezing of Z2 degrees of freedom and is relevant
to the highly degenerate low-lying excited states. Moreover,
the thermal entropy is released gradually without generating
a plateau in the crossover temperature region, which is again
different from the Kitaev honeycomb model.

The introduction of the Γ coupling leads to a rich phase dia-
gram which contains six phases, see Fig. 10 (b). These phases
include: i) a gapped FM Kitaev (FK) phase and a gapped AFM
Kitaev phase (AK), ii) two FM phases (FM and FM’) sur-
rounding the two hidden FM SU(2) points, and iii) two Hal-
dane phases surrounding the two hidden AFM SU(2) points,
which are gapped, unlike the spin-1/2 case.

B. Spin-1/2 Kitaev-Γ ladder

While the Kitaev-Γ chain highlights the interplay of these
two interactions leading to both ordered and disordered
phases, the link to the physics of the 2D Kitaev-Γ model is
weak. The difference between the Kitaev-Γ chain behavior
and numerical results obtained for the 2D Kitaev-Γ model is
obviously from the missing z-bond, and one may wonder if
the minimal geometry such as that of the 2-leg Kitaev-Γ lad-
der, depicted as

(74)

may capture the phases found in the 2D model. This geom-
etry has been the subject of several studies with Kitaev-like
models [43, 153, 154, 216, 245, 250–253].
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1. Symmetries and dualities

At the pure Kitaev point, the local plaquette symmetries of
the 2D model [see Eq. (14) for spin-1/2 or its extension in
Eq. (15) for higher spins] are still present in the 2-leg ladder.
Furthermore, the hidden SU(2) points at K=Γ remain present
in the parameter space of the ladder, see blue stars in the phase
diagram presented in Fig. 10 (c). Contrary to the chain, how-
ever, the T ′

6 mapping of Eq. (72) is lost in the ladder geometry
due to the presence of the z-bonds that link the two chains
of the ladder. As a result, the points K =−Γ are not hidden
SU(2) points. The same situation is encountered in the K-Γ
honeycomb model. Similarly, the duality that maps (K,Γ) to
(K,−Γ) in the chain model is not present in the 2-leg ladder.
Therefore the points ϕ and 2π − ϕ are not dual.

2. Phase diagram

The phase diagram of the spin-1/2 K-Γ ladder is shown
in Fig. 10 (c), as obtained by numerical studies [43, 216]. In
total, there are seven extended phases, with the following main
features:

i) The pure Kitaev ladder at ϕ=0 and π is exactly solvable,
and at both points it is in a disordered gapped phase [153],
featuring a long-range nonlocal string order parameter [245].
The Kitaev phases survive for small enough Γ, leading to the
extended phases denoted by AK (AFM Kitaev) near K = 1
and Γ = 0 and FK (FM Kiteav) near K = −1 and Γ = 0 in
Fig. 10 (c).

ii) The hidden SU(2) point at ϕ = π/4 maps to the spin-
1/2 Heisenberg ladder with J̃ =−K < 0, which explains the
FM order surrounding this point. Likewise, the second hidden
SU(2) point at ϕ = 5π/4 maps to the AFM spin-1/2 Heisen-
berg ladder, which gives rise to a rung singlet (RS) phase sur-
rounding this point. This phase is gapped with short-range
correlations [254, 255]. Note that, in the 2D limit, the FM
and RS phases will eventually give way to the FM and Néel
phases, respectively, whose stability regions are outside the
parameter space of Fig. 5.

iii) Near Γ = 1 and K = 0, there is a disordered phase
denoted by AΓ (AFM Γ) in Fig. 10 (c). This phase shows
similarities to the nematic paramagnet that has been predicted
by iDMRG [173] for the 2D model, see Fig. 5 (e).

iv) There is a spin-nematic phase denoted by SN in
Fig. 10 (c), which is sandwiched between the RS and the AFM
Kitaev phase. This phases features local quadrupolar order
parameters and is likely gapless [216].

v) Finally, there is a narrow phase, denoted by X in
Fig. 10 (c), which is sandwiched between the FM and AΓ
phases. A recent DMRG study has reported two symmetry-
protected topological (SPT) phases inside X [256].

C. Other developments and phenomena in 1D

Given the numerical accessibility of 1D models, a variety of
modified 1D models have been explored. Examples include an
extension of the pure Kitaev chain to bond-alternating Kitaev-
Γ chain for S = 1/2 and S = 1 [215, 247]. Similar to the
spin-1/2 and spin-1 chains, these studies show clear differ-
ences in the ground states between half-integer and integer
spin chain systems. Another line of investigations concerns
the response of these 1D models to various perturbations, such
as external magnetic fields [216, 257–261]. In the following,
we briefly review two notable examples.

1. Field-induced chiral solitons in Kitaev chains

The influence of magnetic fields on the spin-1/2 Kitaev
chain has been explored in several works [257–261]. Here we
shall briefly expand on the field-induced chiral soliton phase
reported in Ref. [261]. Starting from the Kitaev limit at zero
field, a phase with finite vector spin chirality can be induced
by an in-plane magnetic field along the [110] direction. For
S = 1/2, the ground state evolves continuously and remains
gapless up to a critical field hc1 , but enters into the polarized
phase only above a critical field hc2 , leaving an intermediate
phase in between. This phase is characterised by a nonzero
vector chirality of the staggered form (−1)j⟨(Sj × Sj+1)

z⟩,
similar to the phase found in the context of the anisotropic
J1-J2 model with J1< 0 and J2> 0 [262–264] and observed
recently in the spin-1/2 chain compound LiCuVO4 [265]. For
periodic boundary conditions, this phase features a finite ex-
citation gap above the two-fold degenerate ground state. For
open boundary conditions, the ground state exhibits a single
soliton, lowering the energy, and in-gap excitations. Such a
soliton can also be revealed by a twist in the very middle of
the magnetization [261].

It is noteworthy that the chiral soliton phase can also ap-
pear in the integer-spin Kitaev chains [266]. The ground
states of the integer-spin Kitaev chains, at least for S ≤ 4,
are gapped. By adding an in-plane magnetic field, these ex-
citation gaps vanish at certain magnetic fields that are smaller
than

√
2SK. Hence, the chiral soliton phase is stabilized in

these regions around h =
√
2SK. Finally, we mention that

although the chiral soliton phase is easily accessible when the
magnetic field is along the [110] direction, it can also exist if
the in-plane azimuth angle is slightly away from 45◦, and/or
the field slightly deviate from the xy plane [266].

2. Field-induced scalar chiral orders in KΓ ladders

The entire phase diagram of the spin-1/2 two-leg KΓ lad-
der in the [111] magnetic field has been mapped out by the
iDMRG and DMRG methods [216], motivated by the rich
magnetic field effects in Kitaev materials. The system features
a multitude of distinct orders with multicritical points, incom-
mensurate phases, as well as disordered states characterized
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AK

UC

SC

SN RSRS

FIG. 11. Field-induced phase diagram of the spin-1/2 two-leg KΓ
ladder versus h ∥ [111] (where h = H/(gµB) and H is the applied
field) and ϕ/π, where K = cosϕ and Γ = sinϕ, as obtained from
iDMRG calculations [216]. The colour-coded intensity corresponds
to the bipartite von Neumann entanglement entropy Srung on the rung.
Adapted from Ref. [216].

by various scalar chiralities, see Fig. 11 and Figs. 4 and 5 of
Ref. [216]. Throughout the phase diagram, the most excit-
ing parts are the dominant positive Γ regime (AΓ) perturbed
by FM Kitaev, and the dominant AFM Kitaev (AK) regime
perturbed by a negative Γ interaction. The competition be-
tween FK and AΓ under the [111] magnetic field leads to FK
phase sitting above AΓ phase leading to a field induced FK
phase. However, such field-induced FK phase region shrinks
as the number of legs grows [173]. While AΓ is robust under
the [111] field, it is replaced by the ZZ order when a small
negative Γ′ is introduced, which has been also found in the
honeycomb model [51].

Among the phases identified in Ref. [216], two scalar chi-
rality orders are intriguing, as they may be connected to the
magnetic vortex liquid-like phases found in Ref. [267] around
the similar phase space in 2D classical Kitaev-Γ model. This
is near the AFM Kitaev regime, where the gapless quantum
spin liquid under the magnetic field was also suggested [189].
By increasing the magnetic field, there appear two scalar chi-
rality orders. The scalar spin chirality is defined on triangu-
lar plaquettes in anticlockwise direction, as shown in Fig. 12.
More explicitly, for the lower and upper triangles involving
the rungs r and r+ 1, the corresponding chiralities κ1(r) and
κ2(r) take the form

κ1(r) = σ̂r,2 ·
(
σ̂r,1 × σ̂r+1,1

)
,

κ2(r) = σ̂r,2 ·
(
σ̂r+1,1 × σ̂r+1,2

)
,

(75)

where Ŝr,ℓ = σ̂r,ℓ/2 corresponds to the spin residing at the
r-th rung and ℓ-th leg, and where ℓ=1 (2) denoting the lower
(upper) leg. To measure the intensity of the chirality, one in-
troduces the chiral-chiral correlation function between two tri-
angles separated by distance d, Cκυ

(d) = ⟨κυ(r)κυ(r + d)⟩,
such that Cκυ

(d)→ κ2
υ when |d| ≫ 1. The magnitude of the

chirality κυ is extracted by calculating Cκυ
(d) in the large

distance limit and its sign is given by the corresponding local

FIG. 12. Sketch of the scalar chirality in the (a) uniform chirality
(UC) case and the (b) staggered chirality (SC) case. The width of
the line indicates the stength of the scalar chirality, while the color
represents the sign.

expectation value. The resulting pattern of κυ at two represen-
tative points of the phase diagram, (ϕ, h) = (1.73π, 0.125)
and (1.92π, 0.42), are shown in Fig. 12. In the two panels, the
width of the arrows in each triangle indicates the magnitude of
the chirality, and the color of the triangle represents its sign.
In the upper panel, the scalar chirality is negative in each trian-
gle, and the magnitude shows period-2 modulation, reflecting
the period of the Hamiltonian. By contrast, in the lower panel,
the sign of chirality shows an alternating staggered pattern but
the magnitude is uniform. Since the summation of the chiral-
ity within each unit cell is zero, the net flux in the ladder is
zero, despite the presence of the external field.

In summary, the broader picture emerging from the above
body of results on quasi-1D geometries is that the interplay
of Kitaev and Γ interactions on these geometries gives rise
to a wide range of new possibilities. Some of the phases are
generic to 1D, like the critical Luttinger-Liquids for spin-1/2,
or the Haldane-like phases for spin-1. Other phases, seem to
be the precursors of particular orders in the 2D model. Ex-
amples include the FM and RS phases of Fig. 10 (c), which
give way to the FM and Néel phases of the 2D model; the dis-
ordered AΓ phase of Fig. 10 (c) which shows some similari-
ties to the nematic paramagnet of Fig. 5 (e) [173]; and the two
field-induced scalar chirality orders of Fig. 12 (denoted by UC
(uniformed chirality) and SC (staggered chirality) in Fig. 11),
which seem to be connected to the magnetic vortex liquid-like
phases found in Ref. [267] in the 2D model. Finally, there
are phases whose connection to the 2D lattice model is not
clear, including the SN phase of Fig. 10 (c), and the two SPT
phases inside the region denoted by X in Fig. 10 (c). Further
systematic work on n-leg ladders with n > 2 can shed more
light into this possible correspondence and eventually to the
nature of the enigmatic phases of the 2D KΓ model. In terms
of materials, 1D Kitaev systems are still lacking, apart from
the recently suggested twisted Kitaev chain [268]. Developing
material platforms to explore the physics of quasi-1D models
is a promising endeavour.

VIII. Summary and discussion

The present review aims to complement previous review ar-
ticles on various aspects of the broader activity in the field of
Kitaev materials [5, 7–10, 12, 47, 102], and focuses primar-
ily on the theoretical understanding of how other interactions
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intertwine with the Kitaev coupling K and what physics to
expect beyond the Kitaev limit.

To expose the relevance of these additional interactions,
we begun with a comprehensive overview of the microscopic
exchange mechanisms that are generically present in strong
spin-orbit coupled honeycomb Mott insulators. This led us to
the J-K-Γ-Γ′ model as a minimal description of many Kitaev
materials, and the identification of the Γ coupling as the main
source of additional frustration besides the Kitaev coupling.

We then set out to explore the various phases in this ex-
tended four-dimensional parameter space. To that end, we
provided a detailed discussion of a number of special sym-
metries and duality transformations, which play a crucial role
in mapping out the most interesting (and oftentimes hidden)
regions of the parameter space. We have organized our ex-
ploration of this space by reviewing the physics along cuts
that connect these special regions. This led us to a number
of ‘simpler’ models that have attracted a lot of interest in the
community, either due to their close relevance to existing ma-
terials or due to their rich physics.

One such region that stands out is the line in the parameter
space connecting a pure Kitaev point to a pure Γ point, where
one encounters a novel interplay between the Kitaev quantum
spin liquid and the classical Γ spin liquid. In particular, we
highlighted the region corresponding to negative K and posi-
tive Γ as the one that is most relevant to existing materials, but
also the one that is most challenging to tackle from the theory
and numerical side, as this is where the two types of spin liq-
uids compete the most. We reviewed the current debate on the
nature of the ground state and the phases proposed by various
state-of-the-art methods. Altogether, despite intensive studies,
the ground state for K<0 and Γ>0 is currently unknown and
remains a challenging question. Although several numerical
studies have suggested a magnetically disordered state, most
of them are limited by small cluster sizes or wave function
ansätze. Developing new numerical techniques could poten-
tially expand our current understanding of this region.

We have also collected complementary insights from stud-
ies of the classical KΓ model and highlighted the emergence
of ‘period-three chain’ orders with counter-rotating spin sub-
lattices, or long-distance modulations thereof, as one of the
key ramifications of the interplay between K and Γ. These or-
ders have been observed in the three members of the Li2IrO3

family of 3D polymorphs, for which we have provided a brief
overview of the most relevant results and phenomenology.

Finally, we have briefly reviewed some of the recent excit-
ing results on quasi-1D versions of Kitaev models, which are
motivated by the idea that one can approach the 2D lattice by
bridging together 1D chains or ladders. Part of the emerging
phenomenology is specific to 1D, such as the presence of crit-
ical Luttinger-Liquid phases in spin-1/2 chains, Haldane-like
phases in spin-1 chains, or the rung singlet phase in spin-1/2
ladders. Other exciting results in these quasi-1D models in-
clude the stabilization of field-induced chiral soliton phases in
spin-1/2 Kitaev chains and the scalar chiral orders reported for
the spin-1/2 K-Γ ladder.

The theoretical exploration of the phase diagram of Ki-
taev materials continues to be strongly driven by discover-

ies of new materials and the application of state-of-the-art
experimental techniques that have been designed for detect-
ing signatures of Kitaev physics. On the material front,
α-RuCl3 stands center stage due to the report of the half-
integer thermal Hall conductivity under an in-plane magnetic
field [269–274]. However, there are debates on whether the
measured thermal Hall conductivity can be attributed to chi-
ral magnons [275, 276] or phonons [277, 278]. The exper-
iments of the longitudinal thermal conductivity, which have
shown oscillations as a function of in-plane magnetic field
have generated new excitement on α-RuCl3 [279]. While
these oscillations were initially interpreted as quantum oscil-
lations of a gapless spin liquid, akin to Landau levels of gap-
less metals [279], later experiments attributed the oscillations
to anomalies associated with magnetic transitions [280]. Var-
ious numerical studies have uncovered an intermediate phase
between the magnetic ordered ground state and the polarized
paramagnetic state when the field is out of the honeycomb
plane [43, 49]. However, when the field is within the plane,
a direct transition from the magnetically ordered phase to the
polarized state was reported [43, 281]. Further experimental
and theoretical studies are needed to confirm or disprove the
existence of a field-induced spin liquid in α-RuCl3.

Beyond α-RuCl3 and d5 Iridates, there have been intense
studies on d7 honeycomb cobaltates [80–82, 84–86, 90–92,
95, 243, 282–288]. There are also several other candidate ma-
terials proposed, ranging from quasi-1D systems and twisted
Kitaev chains [268] to f-electron honeycomb materials[289–
291]. Further experiments and microscopic theories on these
candidates need to be explored.

In parallel to the rapid developments in bulk materials, the
experimental community has been actively pursuing the de-
velopment of various two-dimensional (2D) single layer com-
pounds. Among the Kitaev candidate materials, in Na2IrO3

and Li2IrO3, the presence of Na+ and Li+ ions in the in-
terlayer space introduced unwanted interlayer interactions,
which could potentially disturb the desired Kitaev physics in
2D systems. In the case of RuCl3, the interlayer interactions
are relatively smaller compared to honeycomb iridates due to
the absence of charged ions between the layers, but they are
still present and not negligible. Consequently, significant ef-
forts have been made to control and mitigate these interlayer
couplings. One approach to achieve a 2D system involves
the exfoliation of 2D honeycomb compounds into monolay-
ers [292], allowing for better isolation and manipulation of
the desired properties. Among several measurements, Ra-
man spectroscopy performed to study the evolution of struc-
ture with thickness and temperature revealed a symmetry-
forbidden mode appearing in only the thinnest flakes at low
temperature [293]. This evidences a possible structural trans-
formation. It is likely that the exfoliation process or substrates
generate significant strain leading to the distorted structure.
To advance our understanding of the effects of interlayer cou-
plings and various substrates in such van der Waals Kitaev
candidates, further studies the role of the structure and the
substrate remain to be carried out in future.

On the computational side, exploring the ‘physics beyond
the Kitaev point’ that we discuss in this review have been a
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testing ground for a broad range of state-of-the-art computa-
tional techniques, including ab initio methods. Indeed, the
inherent complexity of the materials, the interplay of several
degrees of freedom (including correlations, crystal field, spin-
orbit coupling, and their sensitivity to structural details), as
well as the presence of strong frustration, and the necessity to
treat quantum and thermal fluctuations on equal footing ren-
ders the modelling of these materials a challenging task.

As discussed in the introduction, the determination of the
right starting minimal model requires using ab initio methods
in tandem with careful analysis of the experimental data based
on models, which is quite nontrivial given the large number of
microscopic parameters.

Characterizing the physics of simpler generic models (such
as the KΓ model) plays a crucial role in mapping out dis-
tinctive regions of the broader multi-dimensional phase dia-
gram and building a phenomenology that can then be con-
trasted with experiment. To that end, a number of many-body
techniques have been employed over the years. Large-scale
exact diagonalizations have the advantage of exploiting sym-
metries to analyze the low-energy part of the many-body spec-
trum, but the exponential growth of the basis with system size
(and the generic lack of continuous spin rotational symme-
try in spin-orbit models) imposes severe constraints on the
size of finite clusters, typically up to 36 sites. The DMRG
method is a powerful tool to target the ground state and the
low-lying excited states by mapping a long cylinder into a
snake-like chain with more than two hundred sites. However,
the width of the cylinder is typically less than ten lattice sites,
and the convergence is slow when the ground state is gapless
or approaching a quantum critical point. Although the VMC
method can achieve a balance of the lattice sites along two
sides, it is intrinsically a variational iteration over a mean-
field Hamiltonian and relies highly on the proposed trial wave
functions. In contrast to these methods mentioned above, the
tensor network approach is claimed to solve the model with
an infinite number of lattice sites via wave function ansatz
like infinite projected entangled pair state. Nevertheless, it
may suffer from an artificial optimization route towards the
ground state and a fast-growing computational cost when con-
sidering further-neighbor interactions and/or large unit cell.
Finally, classical minimizations and semiclassical 1/S expan-
sions are often the natural starting point for the description
of the ground state properties and low-energy excitations, as
most (if not all) materials exhibit magnetic ordering at low
enough temperatures. However, these approaches may break
down at intermediate and higher energy scales due to strong
magnon-magnon interactions and decay processes, which can
be strongly amplified when these orders are selected by weak
perturbations out of a nearby highly frustrated point. While
every numerical technique comes with their own weaknesses
and limitations, a convincing conclusion can be reached when
results from different methods are contrasted and analyzed.

We hope this review will provide a valuable contribution
to the current literature on Kitaev materials, and set the ba-
sic phenomenology and some useful baselines for researchers
working in this flourishing field. We have also exposed the
current challenges in the field but also the rich opportunities

for exploring novel physics in these materials.
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Appendix

1. Sign structure of off-diagonal couplings

Here we return to the issue raised at the end of Sec. III B 3
regarding the sign structures of Γ and Γ′ interactions and their
dependence on the convention used for the directions of the
cubic axes x, y and z. We know that these axes are perpendic-
ular to the corresponding type of bonds, however their orien-
tation with respect to the crystallographic axes is defined only
up to an overall ±1 sign. In Fig. 2, for example, once we have
identified the x and y type of bonds with respect to the crystal-
lographic axes (a, b, c∗) of the monoclinic cell, we can choose
(x̃, ỹ, z̃)=(ϵxx, ϵyy, ϵxϵyz), where ϵx,y=±1 are arbitrary, as
the cubic frame instead of the (xyz) frame shown.
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While the choice of ϵx and ϵy may seem innocuous, it can
lead to quite different sign structure for the Γ and Γ′ couplings
across different bonds. Taking the three-fold symmetric hon-
eycomb case as an example, the cubic frame shown in Fig. 2
(ϵx=ϵy=1) features uniform signs of Γ across all bonds,

Γx=Γy= Γz≡Γ, (76)

which is quite naturally desirable for this three-fold symmet-
ric case. However, the choice (x̃, ỹ, z̃) = (−x, y,−z), which
corresponds to ϵx=−1 and ϵy=1, features

Γx̃=−Γỹ=Γz̃=−Γ, (77)

i.e., a modulation of the sign of Γ across different types of
bonds, despite the fact that the model is threefold symmetric.
(Incidentally, this example also shows that such a sign modu-
lation in Γγ , that could appear in some model, can be ‘gauged
away’ by a twofold rotation around one of the cubic axes.)

The case of β-Li2IrO3 offers another striking example.
Here, there exist two different sign structures of Γ, depend-
ing on the convention used for the cubic frame. Specifically:

i) the cubic frame of Ref. [45],

x̂ =
ĉo + âo√

2
, ŷ =

ĉo − âo√
2

, ẑ = −b̂o, (78)

where (ao,bo, co) are the orthorhombic axes, see Fig. 1 (b-c),
gives, by virtue of the crystal symmetries C2c and C2a,

Γx = −Γy = −Γx′ = Γy′ , (79)

where the bonds with γ = x and y are the ones on the xy-
chains running along ao+bo, whereas γ = x′ and y′ cor-
respond to the xy-chains along ao-bo. We note in passing
that flipping the directions of two of the orthorhombic axes
(without altering the actual directions of x and y), does not
change this sign structure. For example, flipping âo → −âo
and b̂o→−b̂o, would change Eq. (78) to x̂=(ĉo − âo)/

√
2,

ŷ = (ĉo + âo)/
√
2, and ẑ = b̂o (which is the frame used in

Refs. [162, 241]), but would not alter Eq. (79), because the
actual directions of x and y are the same as before.

ii) By contrast, the frame used in Ref. [31],

ˆ̃x =
ĉo − âo√

2
, ˆ̃y =

ĉo + âo√
2

, ˆ̃z = b̂o, (80)

which corresponds to the choice ϵx = 1 and ϵy = −1, gives,
again by virtue of the symmetries C2c and C2a,

Γx̃ = Γỹ = −Γx̃′ = −Γỹ′ , Γz̃ = −Γz , (81)

which is a drastically different modulation of the sign of Γ
compared to that of Eq. (79). In particular, the xy- and x′y′-
chains now each feature a uniform (instead of alternating) sign
of Γ, opposite to each other. Importantly, the sign of Γ on the
z-bond also depends on the choice of the cubic frame. Similar
modifications in the sign structure of Γ′ exist as well, and can
be found in a straightforward manner.

The above examples demonstrate that it does not make
sense of stating the sign of the off-diagonal couplings with-
out specifying the choice made for the directions of the cubic
axes with respect to the crystalographic frame. This is im-
portant both when comparing experimental data to theoretical
models, but also when extracting numerical values of the cou-
plings from ab initio calculations.
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kis, Quantum-classical crossover in the spin- 1

2
heisenberg-

kitaev kagome magnet, Phys. Rev. Research 2, 033217 (2020).
[162] E. K.-H. Lee, J. G. Rau, and Y.-B. Kim, Two iridates, two

models, and two approaches: A comparative study on mag-
netism in three-dimensional honeycomb materials, Phys. Rev.
B 93, 184420 (2016).

[163] A. A. Vladimirov, D. Ihle, and N. M. Plakida, Magnetic or-
der and spin excitations in the Kitaev-Heisenberg model on a
honeycomb lattice, Journal of Experimental and Theoretical
Physics 122, 1060.

[164] C. C. Price and N. B. Perkins, Critical Properties of the Kitaev-
Heisenberg Model, Phys. Rev. Lett. 109, 187201 (2012).

[165] C. Price and N. B. Perkins, Finite-temperature phase diagram
of the classical Kitaev-Heisenberg model, Phys. Rev. B 88,
024410 (2013).

[166] G.-W. Chern, Y. Sizyuk, C. Price, and N. B. Perkins, Kitaev-
Heisenberg model in a magnetic field: Order-by-disorder and
commensurate-incommensurate transitions, Phys. Rev. B 95,
144427 (2017).

[167] X. M. Zhang, R. M. Liu, Z. Jin, T. T. Liu, D. Y. Chen, Z. Fan,
M. Zeng, X. B. Lu, X. S. Gao, M. H. Qin, and J.-M. Liu,
Phase transitions in the classical exchange-anisotropic kitaev-
heisenberg model, Phys. Rev. E 102, 042132 (2020).
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[226] P. Wölfle, N. B. Perkins, and Y. Sizyuk, Free energy of quan-
tum spin systems: Functional integral representation, Phys.
Rev. B 95, 184408 (2017).

[227] E. Sela, H.-C. Jiang, M. H. Gerlach, and S. Trebst, Order-
by-disorder and spin-orbital liquids in a distorted Heisenberg-
Kitaev model, Phys. Rev. B 90, 035113 (2014).

[228] J. Chaloupka and G. Khaliullin, Magnetic anisotropy in the
Kitaev model systems Na2IrO3 and RuCl3, Phys. Rev. B 94,
064435 (2016).

[229] R. L. Smit, S. Keupert, O. Tsyplyatyev, P. A. Maksimov, A. L.
Chernyshev, and P. Kopietz, Magnon damping in the zigzag
phase of the Kitaev-Heisenberg-Γ model on a honeycomb lat-
tice, Phys. Rev. B 101, 054424 (2020).

[230] P. A. Maksimov and A. L. Chernyshev, Easy-plane
anisotropic-exchange magnets on a honeycomb lattice: Quan-
tum effects and dealing with them, Phys. Rev. B 106, 214411
(2022).
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L. Bohatý, and J. Hemberger, Observation of chiral solitons
in LiCuVO4, Commun. Phys. 5, 37 (2022).

[266] E. S. Sørensen, J. Riddell, and H.-Y. Kee, Islands of chiral soli-
tons in integer-spin kitaev chains, Phys. Rev. Res. 5, 013210
(2023).

[267] L. E. Chern, F. L. Buessen, and Y. B. Kim, Classical magnetic
vortex liquid and large thermal hall conductivity in frustrated
magnets with bond-dependent interactions, npj Quantum Ma-
terials 6, 33 (2021).

[268] C. M. Morris, N. Desai, J. Viirok, D. Hüvonen, U. Nagel,
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