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FePS3 is a layered van der Waals (vdW) Ising antiferromagnet that has recently been studied in
the context of true 2D magnetism, and emerged as an ideal material platform for investigating strong
spin-phonon coupling, and non-linear magneto-optical phenomena. In this work, we demonstrate
an important unresolved role of spin-orbit coupling (SOC) in the ground state and excitations of
this compound. Combining first principles calculations with Linear Flavor Wave Theory (LFWT),
we find strong mixing and spectral overlap of different spin-orbital single-ion states. As such, the
low-lying excitations form complex mixtures of local degrees of freedom most accurately viewed as
hybrid spin-orbit exciton-magnon modes. Complete parameterization of the resulting low-energy
model including all such degrees of freedom requires nearly half a million coupling constants. Despite
this complexity, we show that such a model can be inexpensively derived using local many-body-
based approaches, which yield quantitative agreement with recent experiments. The results highlight
the importance of SOC even in first row transition metals, and provide essential insight into the
properties of 2D magnets with unquenched orbital moments.

Introduction Two-dimensional (2D) van der Waals
magnets have recently been intensively investigated for
fundamental developments and potential applications in
heterostructure devices [1–5]. One such material is
FePS3, which exhibits a large Ising anisotropy of the local
moments [6, 7], allowing retention of (zigzag) antiferro-
magnetic order down to the monolayer limit [8]. This fact
combined with the ease of exfoliation of few-layer sam-
ples of FePS3 has facilitated recent studies of e.g. prox-
imity effects in magnet-semiconductor heterostructures
[9], cavity manipulation of electromagnetic responses via
strong light-matter coupling [10], and giant nonlinear op-
tical responses [11]. The material has also emerged as an
ideal platform for studying strong spin-phonon coupling
[12], as it exhibits clear formation of optical magnon-
polarons [13–16], and a large modification of the lattice
dynamics with magnetic state [17–20]. A similar effect
leads to the possibility of topologically nontrivial phonon-
magnon hybrid modes [21–24] in FePS3 and the isostruc-
tural FePSe3.

The bulk magnetic excitations of FePS3 have also
been extensively studied, via inelastic neutron scatter-
ing (INS) [25–27], magneto-Raman [28], and THz spec-
troscopy [29]. Particulary intriguing is Ref. 29, which
proposed to observe high energy 4-magnon bound states.
However, to date, the majority of such works have an-
alyzed the response of FePS3 with reference to phe-
nomenological models with spin S = 2, referring to the
four unpaired electrons at each high-spin d6 Fe2+ site.
As we discuss in this work, such models ignore the un-
quenched local orbital degrees of freedom, which are nec-
essary for the strong Ising anisotropy of the local mo-
ments [30, 31], and play a significant role in related Fe2+

materials [32, 33]. Experimental evidence for large or-
bital moments in FePS3 can be seen in recent X-ray ab-
sorption spectroscopy branching ratio and linear dichro-
ism measurements [34]. Thus, we raise a fundamental

FIG. 1. Structure of FePS3. The (a,b,c) coordinates re-
fer to the C2/m unit cell. The (x,y,z) coordinates are the
global cubic axes. Predicted ordered moment directions are
indicated by red and blue arrows.

question: Is FePS3 an S = 2 system? The definitive
answer is, “No.” Utilizing a systematic first-principles-
based approach to construct the low-energy model, we
instead show that the local moments are rich mixtures of
spin-orbit entangled Jeff = 1, 2, and 3 states. The low-
lying magnetic excitations alter both the orbital compo-
sition and moment orientations, thus being described as
hybrid spin-orbit exciton (SOE)-magnon modes. These
findings are relevant for a complete microscopic under-
standing of the intriguing magnetic, phononic, and opti-
cal properties of FePS3.

Single Site States At the single-site level, the high-spin
d6 case has electronic configuration (t2g)

4(eg)
2, which

corresponds to S = 2, and Leff = 1. The latter orbital
momentum has been largely ignored in various recent
works, which treated FePS3 as an S = 2 system. In-
stead, when spin-orbit coupling (SOC) is considered, the
low-energy single-ion states are split into Jeff = 1, 2, and
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FIG. 2. Energy level scheme and definition of interac-
tions. (a) Splitting of local single-ion multiplets with spin-
orbit coupling (SOC) and trigonal distortion. (b) Definition
of first neighbor (X1, Y1, Z1) bonds. (c) Definition of third
neighbor (X3, Y3, Z3) bonds. The (x,y,z) coordinates are the
global cubic axes.

3 multiplets [30, 35], as shown in Fig. 2(a). These states
are further split by the crystal field, which has approxi-
mately trigonal symmetry in FePS3. The basis functions
for the pure Jeff multiplets are given in [36]. As discussed
below, due to the relative weakness of SOC, intersite cou-
plings are sufficiently strong to significantly mix and re-
order these single-ion levels, such that the local moments
and excitations develop a mixed Jeff character.
Electronic Hamiltonian In order to develop a low-
energy model for FePS3, we use the des Cloizeaux ef-
fective Hamiltonian (dCEH) approach [37, 38] to com-
pute interactions for each bond up to third neighbors.
A description is given in the Methods section. We first
consider an electronic Hamiltonian in terms of Fe 3d-
orbitals, which is a sum of, respectively, one- and two-
particle terms: Hel = H1p+H2p. The one-particle terms
include intersite hopping, intrasite crystal field, and spin-
orbit coupling, H1p = Hhop +HCF +HSO:

Hhop =
∑

ijαβσ

tαβij c
†
i,α,σcj,β,σ (1)

HCF =
∑
iαβσ

dαβi c†i,α,σci,β,σ (2)

HSO =
∑

iαβσσ′

λFe⟨ϕαi (σ)|L · S|ϕβi (σ
′)⟩c†i,α,σci,β,σ′ (3)

where c†i,α,σ creates an electron at site i, in orbital α,

with spin σ. To estimate tαβij and dαβi , we perform density
functional theory (DFT) calculations, as described in the
Methods section.

For H2p = HU + HJnn, we consider both on-site and
intersite terms, respectively. The on-site contributions
are given by:

HU =
∑
iαβδγ

∑
σσ′

Uαβγδ c
†
i,α,σc

†
i,β,σ′ci,γ,σ′ci,δ,σ (4)

In the spherically symmetric approximation [39], Uαβγδ

are parameterized by the Slater parameters F0, F2, F4.
We use F2 = 9.11 eV, F4 = 6.56 eV, in accordance
with spectroscopic studies of high energy d-d transi-
tions in FePS3 [40]. This leaves F0 (or equivalently,
Ut2g = F0 − 4

49 (F2 + F4)) as a free parameter in the cal-
culation. The effects of this choice are discussed below;
we ultimately conclude that Ut2g = 4.2 eV provides a
good match with experiment. For the intersite terms, we
consider an additional nearest neighbor Hund’s coupling:

HJnn =
∑

ijαβσσ′

Jαβ
H,ij c

†
i,α,σc

†
j,β,σ′ci,α,σ′cj,β,σ (5)

The physical origin of this term is the downfolding of
the p-orbital Coulomb interactions associated with the
sulfur ligands into the Fe d-orbital Wannier functions.
The Wannier orbitals are, in reality, anti-bonding combi-
nations of d- and p-orbitals. The usual ferromagnetic
Goodenough-Kanamori superexchange [41] arises from
the residual effects of the ligand Hund’s coupling when d-
orbitals of adjacent Fe atoms hybridize with p-orbitals of
the same ligand. This term plays a primary role in estab-
lishing ferromagnetic nearest neighbor couplings in edge-
sharing materials (see e.g. [42]). The intersite Hund’s

coupling coefficients Jαβ
H,ij can, in principle, be estimated

by constrained Random Phase Approximation (cRPA)
calculations [43, 44]. However, we have found that cRPA
tends to overestimate the coefficients by an order of mag-
nitude. Instead we take a partially empirical approach.
Projecting the p-orbital Coulomb interactions into the
Wannier function basis gives the approximation:

Jαβ
H,ij =

∑
n,δ,γ

(Un − Jn
H) ϕn,δi,αϕ

nδ
j,βϕ

n,γ
i,α ϕ

n,γ
j,β

+ Jn
H |ϕn,δi,α |

2|ϕn,γj,β |
2 (6)

where ϕn,δi,α is the wavefunction coefficient for the Wan-
nier function at Fe site i and d-orbital α correspond-
ing to the directly-bonded sulfur atom n, and p-orbital
δ ∈ {px, py, pz}. Un is the Hubbard repulsion between
electrons in the same p-orbital at site n, and Jn

H is the
Hund’s coupling at site n. At this point, we approximate
Un = 2Jn

H , and take the screened sulfur Hund’s coupling
to be half of the atomic value [45], namely Jn

H = 0.27 eV.
We then evaluate the sums over bridging sulfur atoms,
employing the wavefunction coefficients obtained from
DFT. While these choices are physically reasonable, this
approach is further justified because it yields intersite
magnetic couplings of experimentally correct magnitude,
as shown below. The full estimated intersite Jαβ

H,ij tensors
are given in the Supplemental Material [36]; the largest
coefficients are ∼ 2 meV, and involve the eg orbitals,
which hybridize more strongly than the t2g orbitals with
the ligand p-orbitals.
Intersite Low-Energy Couplings With the electronic
Hamiltonian thus defined, we obtain the low energy
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FIG. 3. Two-site energy levels and bilinear magnetic
couplings. (a) Evolution of lowest energy eigenvalues for
two site Z1-bond cluster. States are colored according to
their composition in terms of Jeff states. For Ut2g ≲ 5 eV,
Jeff = 2 states intrude into the low-energy space, invalidating
a pure Jeff = 1 model. (b,c) Evolution of bilinear couplings
in Jeff = 1 model for large Ut2g for first and third neighbors,
respectively. Second neighbor couplings are an order of mag-
nitude smaller, and are not shown.

model by exactly diagonalizing Hel on pairs of sites up
to third nearest neighbor, and projecting the lowest en-
ergy eigenstates onto pure Jeff states (see Supplemental
Material [36] for full definition). In general, the resulting
low-energy model takes the form:

H =
∑
i,n

An
i On

i +
∑
ij,nm

Jnm
ij On

i Om
j (7)

where On
i are local operators that act in the local basis,

which may include up to Jeff = 1, 2, and 3 states.
In Fig. 3(a), we first show the evolution of the state

energies as a function of Ut2g for a two-site cluster repre-
senting the Z1-bond. It is instructive to first consider the
large Ut2g limit, where states of different J are somewhat
separated in energy. In this limit, it is possible to con-

strain the low-energy model to the lowest three states on
each site, which are smoothly connected to pure Jeff = 1
triplets (9 states for the pair of sites). In this case, the
On

i operators may be chosen as the conventional spherical
tensor (Stevens) operators for S = 1. The Hamiltonian
may then be written:

H =
∑
i

A(Si · ĉ∗)2 +
∑
ij

Si · Jij · Sj

+
∑
ij,nm

Bnm
ij O2,n

i O2,m
j (8)

where the bilinear couplings are parameterized by

Jij =

 J Γ Γ′

Γ J Γ′

Γ′ Γ′ J +K

 (9)

for the Z-bonds, in terms of the global (x, y, z) coordi-
nates defined in Fig. 1 and 2(b,c). In Fig. 3(b,c), we
show the evolution of the couplings for the Z1 and Z3

bonds obtained by projecting the lowest 9 states onto
pure Jeff = 1 states. A full discussion of the biquadratic
couplings Bnm

ij is found in the Supplemental Material
[36]. There are several important observations: (i) We
find a large single-ion anisotropy (SIA) with A ≈ −5.1
meV, independent of Ut2g. This arises from the local
trigonal distortion of the FeS6 octahedra, which split the
Jeff = 1 levels. (ii) The intersite exchange couplings are
quite anisotropic. The nearest neighbor Kitaev coupling
K1 is antiferromagnetic, but small compared to the other
couplings. The third neighbor K3 is negligible. Instead,
the largest anisotropic couplings are Γn ≈ Γ′

n, which have
the same sign as the corresponding Heisenberg couplings
Jn. This implies a significant bond-independent Ising ex-
change anisotropy, with the Ising axis along the c∗-axis.
Microscopically, the origin of this exchange anisotropy is
precisely the same as the SIA: the modification of the
local moments by the trigonal crystal field. Both the
exchange anisotropy and SIA must be present together.
(iii) There is significant anisotropic nearest neighbor bi-
quadratic (BQ) exchange. Full details are given in the
Supplemental Material [36]; the Z-bond BQ terms are pa-
rameterized by nine symmetry-distinct constants, which
we find are typically on the order of 10% of J1. It may be
noted that large BQ exchange was recently implicated to
explain the specific dispersion of excitations in inelastic
neutron scattering experiments [27], although this was in
the context of an S = 2 model.

While these observations for the large U case may
provide some intuition into the intersite couplings, the
Jeff = 1 picture breaks down for Ut2g ≲ 5 eV, as the
higher lying Jeff = 2 states descend into the low-energy
window. This is depicted in Fig. 3(a). As we show be-
low, the physically applicable value is Ut2g ≈ 4.2 < 5
eV. Thus, it is not possible to map the low-energy space
onto a single J multiplet, so that all 15 local Jeff = 1, 2,
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and 3 states need to be considered explicitly in the low-
energy model. Complete specification of the Hamiltonian
therefore requires 152 = 225 local operators, such that
each bond interaction is defined by (152 − 1)2 = 50, 176
coupling constants Jnm

ij . Fig. 4(a) and (b) show the dis-
tribution and magnitudes of such couplings for the Z1

bond obtained by the dCEH method for Ut2g = 4.2 eV;
the fact that there is no clear separation of magnitudes
implies the need to retain all couplings. This situation
highlights the utility of many-body approaches, such as
the above-described dCEH approach, for the estimation
of low-energy Hamiltonians (see e.g. [46–50] for a sur-
vey of approaches). The many-body nature of the local
spin-orbital states and large number of couplings would
present a significant difficulty for more traditional pure-
DFT approaches in which couplings are estimated from
energy differences between suitably constrained Kohn-
Sham (single determinant) wavefunctions [51–53]. In the
above-described dCEH approach, all couplings are in-
stead obtained simultaneously for a given bond from a
single diagonalization of the two-site electronic Hamilto-
nian, which requires at most a few minutes on a single
workstation. In lieu of printing these couplings, we pro-
vide the corresponding bond-matrices in matrix market
[54] (.mtx) format in the Supplemental Material [36] to
facilitate future studies.

Model Properties From here, we consider only the full
Jeff = 1, 2, 3 model with Ut2g = 4.2 eV. In order to an-
alyze the ground state and excitations, we employ a nu-
merical Linear Flavor Wave Theory (LFWT) approach
[55–60], described in detail in the Methods section. We
find that the full model reproduces all aspects of the ex-
perimental response of FePS3.

In agreement with experiment, the mean field model
exhibits antiferromagnetic zigzag order of magnetic
dipoles, which can be understood as arising from pri-
marily ferromagnetic nearest neighbor and antiferromag-
netic third neighbor couplings. The moment size is
|⟨ψ0

i |L − 2S|ψ0
i ⟩| = 5.0µB , which is enhanced compared

to the spin-only value of 4µB for S = 2. A similar en-
hancement has been reported both from neutron [61, 62]
and susceptibility [63] analysis.

For the zigzag wavevector along the b-axis, the mo-
ments are oriented in the ac∗-plane, making an angle of
11◦ with the c∗ axis, as shown in Fig. 1. Previous neu-
tron scattering data was analyzed in terms of the mo-
ments oriented precisely along the c∗ axis, although this
is not required by symmetry. Future experiments could
refine the moment direction. The composition of the MF
ground state is 75% Jeff = 1, 23% Jeff = 2, and 2%
Jeff = 3, demonstrating significant mixture of different
spin-orbital components. This mixing is driven both by
the on-site crystal field and the (mean-field) effects of
intersite coupling.

In principle, there are two classes of excitations of the
magnetically ordered phase: magnon-like modes within
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FIG. 4. Summary of nearest neighbor interactions for
full model. (a) Plot of coupling interaction matrix indicating
location of different Jeff blocks for each site, for the Z1 bond
and Ut2g = 4.2 eV for full Jeff = 1, 2, and 3 model. A constant
has been subtracted from the diagonal to make the matrix
traceless for plotting. (b) Histogram showing distribution of
the magnitude of matrix elements.

the lowest Jeff manifold, and spin-orbit excitons (SOE)
between different Jeff values. In FePS3, we find that these
excitations are strongly mixed. The predicted disper-
sion of the hybrid SOE/magnon excitations is shown in
Fig. 5(a), with the color indicating the J-composition
of the mode. In Fig. 5(b), we show the predicted
low-energy dynamical magnetic structure factor, de-
fined by Dmag(q) =

∑
µ

∫
eiωt[Lµ

−q(t)− 2Sµ
−q(t)][L

µ
q (0)−

2Sµ
q (0)]dt. The intensity pattern matches well with the

inelastic neutron scattering (INS) experiments [25–27].

In accordance with INS experiments, the lowest branch
forms two dispersive bands. We predict the gap at the Γ-
point to be ∼ 18 meV, which is somewhat larger than the
experimental value of 15 meV. This discrepancy is likely
due to an overestimation of the trigonal crystal field split-
ting at the DFT level. For example, a recent x-ray ab-
sorption study [34] was well-modelled with an absolute
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FIG. 5. Computed Excitations from Linear Flavor Wave Theory. (a) Full magnon/spin-orbit exciton band structure,
with bands colored according to their Jeff composition. (b) Dynamical magnetic structure factor Dmag(q) for the lowest energy
bands. (c) Dynamical electrical polarization structure factor Del(q) for the lowest energy bands (see text for definition). (d-f)
Evolution of the lowest excitations with magnetic field oriented along the c∗-axis, with zero-field energy ∆ and slope g indicated.

splitting of the t2g orbitals on the order of ∼ 10 meV,
while we find a value of ∼ 44 meV from the Wannier-
interpolated crystal field terms. Apart from this discrep-
ancy, the predicted dispersions of the excitations below
50 meV are in excellent agreement with INS experiments.
Due to their differing spin-orbital composition, popula-
tion of the low-energy modes alters the J-composition of
the local moments. For example, at q = 0, the eigen-
vector for the lower band corresponds to a composition
of 53% Jeff = 1, 38% Jeff = 2, and 9% Jeff = 3. Simi-
larly, the upper band has a composition of 65% Jeff = 1,
28% Jeff = 2, and 7% Jeff = 3. In both cases, relative
weight is shifted from Jeff = 1 to Jeff = 2, highlighting
the mixed SOE/magnon character of these modes. An-
other particular feature of the bands is the very weak
dispersion along the Γ → Y and Z → C paths, which im-
plies the excitations primarily propagate perpendicular
to the ordering wavevector, i.e. along the ferromagnetic
zigzag chains. This feature was discussed in Ref. 27, and
is naturally reproduced here.

Above the lowest branch, there is a flat band at ∼ 57
meV. This band essentially represents the quadrupolar
∆mJ = ±2 modes of the lowest Jeff = 1 single-ion level.
These modes correspond to a composition of 78% Jeff =
1, 13% Jeff = 2, and 9% Jeff = 3, which is similar to

the composition of the ground-state moments. Beyond
the LFWT approximation, we would expect this mode
to hybridize with the 2-magnon continuum, which may
lead to broadening. Finally, at higher energies there are a
number of modes between 70 and 170 meV, with mostly
Jeff = 2 and 3 SOE character. These likely explain the
broad absorption bands observed in the same region of
energies via infrared and Raman measurements [35, 64].

We next consider the THz/infrared studies reported
in Ref. [29]. These studies observed the main modes at
15.1, 39.6, and 57.5 meV, which correspond very well
with the predicted energies of 18.3, 39.7, and 56.6 meV
from LFWT (at q = 0). In Fig. 5(d-f), we show the evo-
lution of these modes with magnetic field applied along
the out-of-plane c∗ direction. The modes at 18.3 and
39.7 meV each consist of a pair of excitations that are
symmetrically split under applied field. These represent
magnon-like excitations (∆mJ ∼ ±1), which are essen-
tially confined to either a spin-up or spin-down sublattice.
Based on the predicted slopes, we evaluate the effective
g-values for the excitations to be 2.10 and 2.52, respec-
tively. These values are in good agreement with the ex-
perimental value of 2.15 for both modes. The quadrupo-
lar (∆mJ ∼ ±2) mode at 56.6 meV instead has a much
larger slope, which we evaluate as g ≈ 7.3. Experimen-
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tally, it was found to be 9.2. While, naively, one might
expect the energies of the ∆mJ ∼ ±2 excitations to have
twice the slope of the ∆mJ ∼ ±1 excitations with re-
spect to field, it should be emphasized that the spin-
orbital composition of the excitations is quite different.
The lower energy modes have significantly higher Jeff = 2
character, which reduces the effective g-value.

Finally, it is worth considering why the 39.7 meV mode
has appreciable intensity in the THz/infrared spectra?
As shown in Fig. 5(b), this band has vanishing weight
in the dynamical magnetic structure factor near q = 0.
This is because this mode is odd under inversion, while
the magnetic dipole operator is even. In principle, the
finite intensity may therefore reflect a lowering of sym-
metry in the bulk, or a surface effect in thin samples.
Here we present another possibility that arises from the
orbital component of the excitations: in a sufficiently low-
symmetry crystal field, these modes are electric dipole-
active. In order to demonstrate this, we computed the
electrical polarization operators in the dCEH basis from
the matrix elements of P = −er between d-orbital Wan-
nier functions on the same Fe site. In Fig. 5(c), we
show the predicted electric dipole structure factor, de-
fined by Del(q) =

∑
µ

∫
eiωtPµ

−q(t)P
µ
q (0)dt. For q = 0,

this is proportional to the electric dipole absorption in-
tensity, which contributes to THz/infrared spectra, but
not INS. Since P is odd under inversion, this provides
a route to observe the inversion-odd “exchange modes”
without lowering of symmetry, provided such excitations
significantly alter the orbital composition. In the present
case of FePS3, where the magnons and SOEs are strongly
mixed, this condition is satisfied. As shown in Fig. 5(c),
both the 39.7 and 56.6 meV excitations are electric dipole
active.

Conclusions In this work, we have investigated the
low-energy model, ground state, and excitations of
FePS3, which has been of growing interest in the con-
text of 2D magnetism. Contrary to typical expectations
for 3d transition metal compounds, SOC is very impor-
tant to accurately model the low-lying excitations. In
fact, the weakness of SOC compared to crystal field split-
ting and intersite exchange leads to spectral overlap and
mixing of magnons and spin-orbit excitons to form hy-
brid excitations, the properties of which depend on their
specific spin-orbital composition. We have shown that a
comprehensive model including all local Jeff states, ob-
tained from first principles calculations employing the
dCEH approach, reproduces all essential experimental
details with remarkable quantititive agreement. While
these findings do not invalidate previous phenomenolog-
ical models (of e.g. spin-phonon coupling in FePS3) in
terms of an S = 2 system, a complete microscopic picture
of the intriguing optical, magnetic, and phononic prop-
erties should account for the large orbital moment. For
example, due to the relative weakness of SOC, the spe-
cific spin-orbital composition of the local moments and

excitations can be strongly perturbed by structural dis-
tortions, potentially enhancing spin-lattice coupling and
sensitivity to symmetry breaking at the surface. Effects
such as the giant surface optical second harmonic gener-
ation [11], and strong spin-phonon coupling [13–16] may
therefore be rooted in SOC. Overall, the results highlight
that complex spin-orbital phenomena may be found even
in first row transition metal compounds, and that we
have the tools to address them.

Methods Density Functional Theory Ab-initio DFT
calculations were performed starting from the experimen-
tal C2/m structure of FePS3 [65] in order to parameter-
ize the single-particle parts of the electronic Hamiltonian.
These calculations employed the package FPLO [66, 67],
and were performed at the GGA (PBE) level [68] us-
ing a 12× 12× 12 k-grid for self-consistent calculations.
Hopping integrals were obtained by projecting the re-
sulting electronic bands onto Fe d-orbitals to construct
Wannier functions [69]. We also repeated this procedure
for fully relativistic calculations in order to check the
effects of SOC on the single-particle Wannier Hamilto-
nian. From the comparison of the two calculations, we
find that SOC is well captured by an on-site λL · S term
with λ = 53 meV, the atomic value for Fe [70], which
was subsequently included in the derivation of the low-
energy Hamiltonian. Imaginary intersite hoppings were
negligible in the fully relativistic calculation, and were
subsequently omitted.

des Cloizeaux effective Hamiltonians Calculations of
the low-energy Hamiltonians were performed using
the dCEH approach [37, 38]. This is a standard
method for extracting generic effective Hamiltonians,
which act within an idealized low-energy Hilbert space
(e.g. spanned by local spin/orbital degrees of freedom),
from numerical eigenstates of a larger Hilbert space
(e.g. a full electronic Fock space). In our implementa-
tion, the electronic Hamiltonian was first diagonalized
on a finite number of Fe sites to obtain the low-energy
eigenstates |ϕn⟩ and energies En in terms of the electronic
degrees of freedom. The low-energy Hamiltonian is then
formally Hlow =

∑
nEn|ϕn⟩⟨ϕn|. However, in order to

interpret this expression, a mapping is required between
the electronic states and the idealized low energy spin-
orbital states, |ψn⟩. As described in the Results section,
this idealized basis may be chosen as pure Jeff = 1 states
at each site in the case of large U , but must include all
Jeff = 1, 2, and 3 states for realistic values of U due
to energetic overlap of different angular momenta. Hlow

was therefore rotated into the idealized low-energy space,
via Heff = S−1/2PHlowPS−1/2, where P =

∑
n |ψn⟩⟨ψn|

is the projection operator onto the low-energy space,
and S is the overlap matrix of the projected low-energy
states, with matrix elements [S]nm = ⟨ϕn|P|ϕm⟩. It may
be noted that U = PS−1/2 is a unitary operator (with
U† = S−1/2P), so this transformation preserves the local
spectrum of Hlow. For evaluation of expectation values,
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such as the magnetization or dipole matrix elements, the
operators within the electronic Hilbert space were trans-
formed accordingly, i.e. L−2S → U†(L−2S)U . This en-
sures the correct representation of these operators within
the low-energy effective model.

Linear Flavor Wave Theory Calculations of the ground
state and excitations of FePS3 were performed within
the LFWT approach. The mean-field model HMF =∑

i,n

(
An

i +
∑

jm Jnm
ij ⟨Om

j ⟩
)
On

i was first solved self-

consistently. From this, the local eigenstates |ψα
i ⟩ were

then employed to construct the LFWT Hamiltonian in
terms of bosonic operators b†i,α ≡ |ψα

i ⟩⟨ψ0
i | where |ψ0

i ⟩
corresponds to the local ground state of the MF model
at site i. Then, we may write:

HLFWT =
∑
i

εαi b
†
i,αbi,α +

∑
ij

tαβij b
†
i,αbj,β

+
∑
ij

∆αβ
ij b

†
i,αb

†
j,β +H.c. (10)

where:

εαi = ⟨ψα
i |HMF|ψα

i ⟩ (11)

tαβij = Jnm
ij ⟨ψα

i |On
i |ψ0

i ⟩⟨ψ0
j |Om

j |ψβ
j ⟩ (12)

∆nm
ij = Jnm

ij ⟨ψα
i |On

i |ψ0
i ⟩⟨ψ

β
j |O

m
j |ψ0

j ⟩ (13)

The linearized model was then diagonalized utilizing the
standard Cholesky decomposition approach [71, 72]. Fol-
lowing a similar approach, operators corresponding to
the spin, orbital momentum, and electric dipole opera-
tors were constructed in terms of the bosonic operators
b†i,α, and the q-dependent excitation intensities computed
from the resulting eigenvectors.
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during this study are included in this published article
and its supplementary information files.
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SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIAL

Basis functions for J States

In order to obtain the effective Hamiltonian describing
the Jeff = 1, 2, and 3 states, it is necessary to project the
low-energy eigenstates of a given two-site cluster onto
ideal reference states, according to the standard dCEH
procedure. These states can be easily derived, but are
reproduced here in full detail for future convenience. The
states labelled according to |Jeff ,mJ⟩ can be expanded
in terms of |S,mS ;Leff ,mL⟩ states. In particular, the
Jeff = 3 states are:

|3,+3⟩ = |2,+2; 1,+1⟩ (14)

|3,+2⟩ =
√

1

3
|2,+2; 1, 0⟩+

√
2

3
|2,+1; 1,+1⟩ (15)

|3,+1⟩ =
√

1

15
|2,+2; 1,−1⟩+

√
8

15
|2,+1; 1, 0⟩

+

√
6

15
|2, 0; 1,+1⟩ (16)

|3, 0⟩ =
√

1

5
|2,+1; 1,−1⟩+

√
3

5
|2, 0; 1, 0⟩

+

√
1

5
|2,−1; 1,+1⟩ (17)

|3,−1⟩ =
√

1

15
|2,−2; 1,+1⟩+

√
8

15
|2,−1; 1, 0⟩

+

√
6

15
|2, 0; 1,−1⟩ (18)

|3,−2⟩ =
√

1

3
|2,−2; 1, 0⟩+

√
2

3
|2,−1; 1,−1⟩ (19)

|3,−3⟩ = |2,−2; 1,−1⟩ (20)

The Jeff = 2 states are:

|2,+2⟩ =
√

2

3
|2,+2, 1, 0⟩ −

√
1

3
|2,+1, 1,+1⟩ (21)

|2,+1⟩ =
√

1

3
|2,+2, 1,−1⟩+

√
1

6
|2,+1, 1, 0⟩

−
√

1

2
|2, 0, 1,+1⟩ (22)

|2, 0⟩ =
√

1

2
|2,+1, 1,−1⟩ −

√
1

2
|2,−1, 1,+1⟩ (23)

|2,−1⟩ = −
√

1

3
|2,−2, 1,+1⟩ −

√
1

6
|2,−1, 1, 0⟩

+

√
1

2
|2, 0, 1,−1⟩ (24)

|2,−2⟩ = −
√

2

3
|2,−2, 1, 0⟩+

√
1

3
|2,−1, 1,−1⟩ (25)

The Jeff = 1 states are:

|1,+1⟩ =
√

3

5
|2,+2, 1,−1⟩ −

√
3

10
|2,+1, 1, 0⟩

+

√
1

10
|2, 0, 1,+1⟩ (26)

|1, 0⟩ =
√

3

10
|2,+1, 1,−1⟩ −

√
2

5
|2, 0, 1, 0⟩

+

√
3

10
|2,−1, 1,+1⟩ (27)

|1,−1⟩ =
√

3

5
|2,−2, 1,+1⟩ −

√
3

10
|2,−1, 1, 0⟩

+

√
1

10
|2, 0, 1,−1⟩ (28)

Each of the |S,mS ;Leff ,mL⟩ states can then be written
as a linear combination of Slater determinants. For this
purpose, we define the following orbitals:

ea = dz2 , eb = dx2−y2 , t0 = dxy (29)

t+ = − 1√
2
(dyz + idxz) , t− =

1√
2
(dyz − idxz) (30)

Then we have:

|2,+2, 1,+1⟩ = |ea↑eb↑t+↑t+↓t0↑t−↑⟩ (31)

|2,+2, 1, 0⟩ = − |ea↑eb↑t+↑t0↑t0↓t−↑⟩ (32)

|2,+2, 1,−1⟩ = |ea↑eb↑t+↑t0↑t−↑t−↓⟩ (33)

|2,+1, 1,+1⟩ = 1

2
(|ea↓eb↑t+↑t+↓t0↑t−↑⟩

+|ea↑eb↓t+↑t+↓t0↑t−↑⟩
+|ea↑eb↑t+↑t+↓t0↓t−↑⟩
+|ea↑eb↑t+↑t+↓t0↑t−↓⟩) (34)

|2,+1, 1, 0⟩ = − 1

2
(|ea↓eb↑t+↑t0↑t0↓t−↑⟩

+|ea↑eb↓t+↑t0↑t0↓t−↑⟩
+|ea↑eb↑t+↓t0↑t0↓t−↑⟩
+|ea↑eb↑t+↑t0↑t0↓t−↓⟩) (35)

|2,+1, 1,−1⟩ = 1

2
(|ea↓eb↑t+↑t0↑t−↑t−↓⟩

+|ea↑eb↓t+↑t0↑t−↑t−↓⟩
+|ea↑eb↑t+↓t0↑t−↑t−↓⟩
+|ea↑eb↑t+↑t0↓t−↑t−↓⟩) (36)
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|2, 0, 1,+1⟩ = 1√
6
(|ea↓eb↓t+↑t+↓t0↑t−↑⟩

+|ea↓eb↑t+↑t+↓t0↓t−↑⟩
+|ea↓eb↑t+↑t+↓t0↑t−↑⟩
+|ea↑eb↓t+↑t+↓t0↑t−↓⟩
+|ea↑eb↓t+↑t+↓t0↓t−↑⟩
+|ea↑eb↑t+↑t+↓t0↓t−↓⟩) (37)

|2, 0, 1, 0⟩ = − 1√
6
(|ea↓eb↓t+↑t0↑t0↓t−↑⟩

+|ea↓eb↑t+↓t0↑t0↓t−↑⟩
+|ea↓eb↑t+↑t0↑t0↓t−↓⟩
+|ea↑eb↓t+↓t0↑t0↓t−↑⟩
+|ea↑eb↓t+↑t0↑t0↓t−↓⟩
+|ea↑eb↑t+↓t0↑t0↓t−↓⟩) (38)

|2, 0, 1,−1⟩ = 1√
6
(|ea↓eb↓t+↑t0↑t−↑t−↓⟩

+|ea↓eb↑t+↓t0↑t−↑t−↓⟩
+|ea↓eb↑t+↑t0↓t−↑t−↓⟩
+|ea↑eb↓t+↓t0↑t−↑t−↓⟩
+|ea↑eb↓t+↑t0↓t−↑t−↓⟩
+|ea↑eb↑t+↓t0↓t−↑t−↓⟩) (39)

|2,−1, 1,+1⟩ = 1

2
(|ea↑eb↓t+↑t+↓t0↓t−↓⟩

+|ea↓eb↑t+↑t+↓t0↓t−↓⟩
+|ea↓eb↓t+↑t+↓t0↑t−↓⟩
+|ea↓eb↓t+↑t+↓t0↓t−↑⟩) (40)

|2,−1, 1, 0⟩ = − 1

2
(|ea↑eb↓t+↓t0↑t0↓t−↓⟩

+|ea↓eb↑t+↓t0↑t0↓t−↓⟩
+|ea↓eb↓t+↑t0↑t0↓t−↓⟩
+|ea↓eb↓t+↓t0↑t0↓t−↑⟩) (41)

|2,−1, 1,−1⟩ = 1

2
(|ea↑eb↓t+↓t0↓t−↑t−↓⟩

+|ea↓eb↑t+↓t0↓t−↑t−↓⟩
+|ea↓eb↓t+↑t0↓t−↑t−↓⟩
+|ea↓eb↓t+↓t0↑t−↑t−↓⟩) (42)

|2,−2, 1,+1⟩ = |ea↓eb↓t+↑t+↓t0↓t−↓⟩ (43)

|2,−2, 1, 0⟩ = − |ea↓eb↓t+↓t0↑t0↓t−↓⟩ (44)

|2,−2, 1,−1⟩ = |ea↓eb↓t+↓t0↓t−↑t−↓⟩ (45)

Intersite Hund’s Coupling Matrices

As discussed in the main text, we include the effects of
intersite Hund’s coupling for nearest neighbor bonds, in
order to treat the ferromagnetic Goodenough-Kanamori
exchange. The resulting electronic Hamiltonian takes the

form:

HJnn =
∑

ijαβσσ′

Jαβ
H,ij c

†
i,α,σc

†
j,β,σ′ci,α,σ′cj,β,σ (46)

where the coefficients Jαβ
H,ij were approximated as:

Jαβ
H,ij =

∑
n,δ,γ

(Un − Jn
H) ϕn,δi,αϕ

nδ
j,βϕ

n,γ
i,α ϕ

n,γ
j,β

+ Jn
H |ϕn,δi,α |

2|ϕn,γj,β |
2 (47)

with Un = 2Jn
H , and Jn

H = 0.27 eV. The resulting tensors
are thus summarized as (in meV):

X1 bond:

Jαβ
H,ij =



dxy dxz dyz dz2 dx2−y2

dxy 0. 0.03 0.08 0.2 0.02

dxz 0.03 0. 0.09 0.07 0.16

dyz 0.08 0.09 0.44 1.2 0.8

dz2 0.2 0.07 1.2 0.7 1.32

dx2−y2 0.02 0.16 0.8 1.32 0.01


(48)

Y1 bond:

Jαβ
H,ij =



dxy dxz dyz dz2 dx2−y2

dxy 0. 0.08 0.03 0.2 0.02

dxz 0.08 0.44 0.09 1.2 0.8

dyz 0.03 0.09 0. 0.07 0.16

dz2 0.2 1.2 0.07 0.7 1.32

dx2−y2 0.02 0.8 0.16 1.32 0.01


(49)

Z1 bond:

Jαβ
H,ij =



dxy dxz dyz dz2 dx2−y2

dxy 0.4 0.08 0.08 0.57 1.37

dxz 0.08 0. 0.03 0.06 0.15

dyz 0.08 0.03 0. 0.06 0.15

dz2 0.57 0.06 0.06 0.29 0.7

dx2−y2 1.37 0.15 0.15 0.7 1.71


(50)

Biquadratic Exchange Couplings

In the limit of large Ut2g, the intersite interactions may
be discussed in terms of states smoothly connected to the
lowest Jeff = 1 levels. In this case, the biquadratic terms
may be expressed in terms of the operators:

O2,−2
i = Sx

i S
y
i + Sy

i S
x
i (51)

O2,−1
i = Sy

i S
z
i + Sz

i S
y
i (52)

O2,0 = 3S2
z − 2 (53)

O2,+1
i = Sx

i S
z
i + Sz

i S
x
i (54)

O2,+2
i = (Sx

i )
2 − (Sy

i )
2 (55)
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Coulomb Repulsion Ut2g (eV) 
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FIG. 6. Intersite biquadratic interactions for Z1 bond as a
function of Ut2g.

Here, the (x, y, z) axes correspond to the cubic axes
defined in Fig. 1 of the main text. Defining Oi =

(O2,−2
i ,O2,−1

i ,O2,0
i ,O2,+1

i ,O2,+2
i ), the biquadratic inter-

actions can be written Oi · Bij · Oj . For the nearest
neighbor Z-bond, the coupling matrix can be written in
terms of nine parameters as:

Bij =


B1 B2 B3 B2 0

B2 B4 B5 B6 B7

B3 B5 B8 B5 0

B2 B6 B5 B4 −B7

0 B7 0 −B7 B9

 (56)

The computed values are given in Fig. 6 as a function of
Ut2g. It can be seen that the biquadratic couplings are
indeed relatively large.
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