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Magnetic skyrmion crystals are traditionally associated with non-centrosymmetric crystal structures; how-
ever, it has been demonstrated that skyrmion crystals can be stabilized by competing interactions in centrosym-
metric crystals. To understand and optimize the physical responses associated with topologically-nontrivial
skyrmion textures, it is important to quantify their magnetic interactions by comparing theoretical predictions
with spectroscopic data. Here, we present neutron diffraction and spectroscopy data on the centrosymmetric
skyrmion material GdRu2Si2, and show that the key spectroscopic features can be explained by the magnetic
interactions calculated using density-functional theory calculations. We further show that the recently-proposed
2-q “topological spin stripe” structure yields better agreement with our data than a 1-q helical structure, and
identify how the magnetic structure evolves with temperature.

Magnetic skyrmions are nanometer-scale swirling spin tex-
tures that have attracted renewed interest because of their po-
tential applications in high-density magnetic memory tech-
nologies [1, 2]. This possibility is based on two properties of
skyrmions. First, their nontrivial topology offers them a high
degree of protection against external perturbations. Second,
magnetic skyrmions can be stabilized by competing (frus-
trated) magnetic interactions, which can yield skyrmions of
smaller dimensions compared with those that are stabilized by
the traditional mechanism of antisymmetric exchange interac-
tions [3, 4]. The correspondingly higher skyrmion density can
yield larger macroscopic responses, such as topological Hall
signals in itinerant-electron materials [5, 6].

The possibility of stabilizing skyrmions by competing in-
teractions has expanded the space of materials candidates
to include centrosymmetric systems. Intermetallic materials
containing spin-only Gd3+ or Eu2+ ions have proved fertile
ground for realizing magnetic skyrmion crystals. Skyrmion
phases have been discovered where the magnetic ions form
different lattice geometries, including triangular in Gd2PdSi3
[5, 7–10], breathing kagome in Gd3Ru4Al12 [11], and square
in GdRu2Si2 [12–19]. These materials share notably similar
magnetic properties. The net magnetic interaction strength, as
measured by the Weiss temperature, is ferromagnetic. Long-
range magnetic ordering is incommensurate with a periodicity
of ≲ 10 crystallographic unit cells. Applying a magnetic field
in the magnetically-ordered phase generates a phase transition
to a skyrmion phase—a multi-q structure formed by superpos-
ing sinusoidal or helical modulations with multiple wavevec-
tors q.

The similar magnetic properties of centrosymmetric
skyrmion materials suggest that similar interactions are at
play; however, the nature of these interactions remains a mat-
ter of debate [20–23]. While local magnetic moments re-
side on the Gd3+ ions, the magnetic interactions in these in-
termetallic materials are primarily mediated by conduction
electrons [24]. Consequently, magnetic interactions are long-

ranged, presenting challenges for first-principles modeling
and experimental parametrization alike. Moreover, the energy
resolution of resonant inelastic X-ray measurements is too
coarse to resolve the low-energy (∼ 5 meV) magnetic signals
in these systems [25]. Therefore, high-quality neutron spec-
troscopy measurements are crucial to understand the physical
responses associated with topologically-nontrivial skyrmion
textures.

In this article, we present neutron diffraction and spec-
troscopy data on the centrosymmetric skyrmion material
GdRu2Si2, and compare its experimental magnetic excitation
spectrum with the predictions of state-of-the-art theoretical
models [20]. The crystal structure of GdRu2Si2 is tetrago-
nal (space group I4/mmm; a ≈ 4.16 Å, c = 9.60 Å) and the
Gd3+ ions form a square lattice in the ab plane [Figure 1(a)].
We choose GdRu2Si2 to compare with theory because of the
apparent simplicity of its crystal structure. This contrasts with
Gd2PdSi3, in which the Pd and Si counter-ions form a su-
perstructure that significantly complicates its magnetic prop-
erties [25, 26]. Despite its chemical simplicity, the magnetic
behavior of GdRu2Si2 is subtle. It undergoes two magnetic
phase transitions upon cooling in zero field, at TN ≈ 45 K and
T ′ ≈ 38 K [12, 13, 18]. We will refer to the T < T ′ state as
Phase 1 and the precursor state at T ′ < T < TN as Phase 4,
following Ref. [27]. The zero-field structure below TN2 is a
2-q spin texture in which the two wavevectors have slightly
different magnitudes, which is referred to as a “topological
spin stripe” state because the topological charge of the spin
texture exhibits a one-dimensional sinusoidal oscillation [27]
and resembles theoretically-proposed structures [28, 29]. In
contrast, the magnetic structure of the precursor state is not
yet understood; moreover, the interpretation of the Hall signal
is challenging in this regime due to thermal spin fluctuations
at elevated temperatures [30].

Our study reveals three key results. First, the precursor state
at T ′ < T < TN involves a single magnetic propagation vector
which splits into two wavevectors with different magnitudes at
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Figure 1. Structural and magnetic characterization of GdRu2Si2.
(a) Crystal structure of GdRu2Si2, showing Gd (purple), Ru (grey),
and Si (blue) atoms. (b) Magnetic susceptibility measured in a 1
T applied field (black points) and Curie-Weiss fit (red line), in-
dicating µeff = 7.978(1)µB per Gd and Curie-Weiss temperature
41.63(2)K. (c) Field derivative of magnetization at T = 2 K show-
ing magnetic phase transitions in small applied field. (d) Room-
temperature neutron-diffraction data (λ = 1.536 Å) showing data
(black points), Rietveld fit (red line) and data–fit (blue line). The up-
per tick marks identify nuclear peaks from GdRu2Si2, and the lower
tick marks identify peaks from the Al sample holder. Refined struc-
tural parameters: a = 4.165(1)Å, c = 9.613(3)Å, z(Si) = 0.367(5),
B(Gd) = 0.47(7)Å2, B(Ru) = 0.39(6)Å2, B(Si) = 0.44(8)Å2.

T ′, hinting that multi-spin magnetic interactions become more
significant on cooling the sample [31]. Second, at low tem-
perature, the key features of our neutron-spectroscopy data
are reproduced with high fidelity by the magnetic interactions
obtained from density-functional theory [20]. This result re-
veals that the magnetic Hamiltonian is dominated by isotropic
interactions. Third, the agreement with spectroscopic data is
improved by assuming the recently-proposed 2-q topological
spin stripe ground state [27], compared to a 1-q helical ground
state [18], providing strong support for the former model. Our
results show that first-principles calculations account remark-
ably well for the magnetic interactions, and place strong con-
straints on the magnitude and type of interactions that should
be included in future models.

We prepared a polycrystalline sample of 160GdRu2Si2
(mass ∼1.3 g) by arc melting. The use of isotopically-
enriched 160Gd (98.1% enrichment) is essential for success-
ful neutron-scattering experiments, since isotopically natural
Gd contains the strongly neutron-absorbing isotopes 155Gd
and 157Gd. Neutron-scattering experiments were performed at
ORNL using a suite of instruments. Room-temperature neu-
tron diffraction data were measured using the HB-2A diffrac-
tometer (λ = 1.536 Å). Low-temperature magnetic diffraction
data were measured using the POWGEN diffractometer with
a high measured resolution (full width at half maximum) of
δQ/Q= 0.015 at Q= 0.34 Å−1. Inelastic measurements were
performed using ARCS spectrometer with incident energies
Ei = 4, 8, and 14 meV, which covers the bandwidth of mag-
netic excitations. To reduce the neutron absorption from re-
maining 155Gd and 157Gd, the sample was loaded in an an-
nular geometry into an Al container (HB-2A and ARCS) or
V container (POWGEN). Cooling was provided by closed-
cycle refrigerators. Our inelastic data were corrected for the
energy dependent neutron absorption, which was significant
only for Ei = 4 meV, and were placed in absolute intensity
units (bn sr−1 meV−1 per Gd) by normalization to the nuclear
Bragg profile.

The bulk magnetic susceptibility of our sample is shown in
Figure 1(b). Our data indicate a magnetic ordering tempera-
ture TN ≈ 45 K, and a Curie-Weiss temperature of 41.63(2)K,
consistent with previous results [12, 13] and with net fer-
romagnetic interactions. The bulk susceptibility data show
a plateau-like feature between ∼33 and 45 K [inset to Fig-
ure 1(b)], which is consistent with the two closely-spaced
magnetic phase transitions at TN ≈ 45 K and T ′ ≈ 38 K re-
ported previously [12, 13, 18]. Below, we will discuss the
temperature evolution of the zero-field magnetic structure as
this feature is crossed. The derivative of the magnetization
with respect to applied magnetic field is shown in Figure 1(c),
and shows two field-induced magnetic phase transitions at
applied fields of approximately 2 and 4 T. Powder neutron-
diffraction data collected at room temperature are shown in
Figure 1(d), and are quantitatively modeled by the crystal
structure shown in Figure 1(a), as demonstrated by the high-
quality Rietveld fit.

Having established that the magnetic and crystallographic
properties of our sample are consistent with the literature, we
turn to the temperature evolution of the zero-field magnetic
structure. Figure 2(a) shows the temperature evolution of the
neutron diffraction data measured using POWGEN. Below
TN , a new magnetic peak appears at Q ≈ 0.34 Å−1. As the
sample temperature is reduced below ≈ 35 K, this peak ap-
pears to broaden, and develops into a second peak at smaller
Q. On cooling the sample further, the second peak increases
in intensity and in separation from the initial peak. Profile
fitting of the diffraction data shown in Figure 2(b–d) reveals
that the data collected in Phase 4 (T = 42 K) can be fitted with
a single magnetic propagation vector, q = [0.2242(6),0,0],
whereas data collected in Phase 1 (T = 5 K) require two prop-
agation vectors of different magnitudes, q1 = [0.2203(2),0,0]
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Figure 2. Neutron diffraction data and Rietveld refinements. (a) Dependence of the intensity of the magnetic (q00) reflection, shown in
false color, on wavevector magnitude Q and temperature T . A single magnetic peak appears at TN ≈ 45 K and splits into two peaks below
T ′ ≈ 38 K. (b) Neutron powder diffraction data (black circles), Rietveld fits (red lines), and data–fit (blue lines) at T = 42 K (upper panel)
and 5 K (lower panel). Tick marks indicate (top to bottom) nuclear, Al, and magnetic peaks. (c) Magnetic (q,0,0) peak at 42 K (upper panel)
and (q1,0,0) and (q2,0,0) peaks at 5 K (lower panel). (d) Magnetic (1− q,0,1) and (q,0,2) peaks at 42 K (upper panel), and (0,1− q2,1),
(1−q1,0,1), (q1,0,2), and (0,q2,2) peaks at 5 K (lower panel). (e) Graphical representation of the refined 1-q sinusoidal magnetic structure
at 42 K (upper panel) and 2-q topological spin-stripe structure including q1, (lower panel). Spin components in the ab plane are shown as
black arrows and the c-axis spin component is shown in false color.

and q2 = [0,0.2251(4),0]. Since q ≈ q2, these results suggest
that the phase transition at T ′ is associated with the emergence
of the additional magnetic propagation vector q1.

To obtain further insight into the temperature evolution of
the magnetic structure, we tested structure models against our
POWGEN data using magnetic Rietveld refinements. We con-
sider first the data collected in Phase 4 (T = 42 K) and struc-
tures of the form [32]

µ(R) ∝ (µa,µb,µc)exp(−2πiq ·R)+ c.c., (1)

where c.c. denotes the complex conjugate, q denotes the prop-
agation vector, R denotes a lattice vector, and µa,µb,µc are
(possibly complex) basis-vector components related to unit
vectors parallel to the crystallographic a,b, and c axes. Ini-
tially, we consider an amplitude-modulated sine structure with
three real parameters µa,µb,µc, corresponding to the maxi-
mum values of the magnetic moment along a,b, and c, re-
spectively. This refinement yields excellent agreement with
the T = 42 K experimental data with Rwp = 18.0 %; fits to
the full profile are shown in Figure 2(b), fits to selected mag-
netic Bragg peaks in Figures 2(c) and 2(d), and a graphical
representation of the refined structure is shown in Figure 2(e).
Refined values of the basis-vector components for all mod-
els are given in Table I. The refined values of µb and µc are
equal within error, while µa is much smaller, suggesting that
a sine structure with magnetic moments polarized along the
[011] direction is an appropriate single-parameter model. This
model yields a very similar fit quality (Rwp = 18.1 %) to the
three parameter model. Due to the effect of powder averag-
ing, however, the sine structure with [011] moment direction is
not a unique solution: a helical magnetic structure with mag-
netic moments confined to the bc plane yields an identical fit.

These models are physically distinct: in particular, in the he-
lical case, the magnetic moment length is the same on every
site in the crystal, whereas in the sine case, the magnetic mo-
ment amplitude is modulated. The magnetic moment does
not exceed the maximum expected value of 7.0 µB per Gd
for either model, so both models are physically reasonable;
moreover, several examples are known where an amplitude-
modulated magnetic structure exists at elevated temperatures
(e.g., [33–35]). Further experiments, such as single-crystal
neutron diffraction, would be needed to distinguish between
the sine and helical possibilities.

At our base temperature of 5 K, we compare our powder
neutron diffraction data with the topological spin-stripe struc-
ture [27] shown in Figure 2(e). The moment orientations in
this model are a sum of three components [27],

µLT(R) ∝ (0,µ1, iµ1)exp(−2πiq1 ·R)

+(µ2,0,0)exp(−2πiq2 ·R)

+(0,µ3, iµ3)exp(−2πiq3 ·R)+ c.c.,

which are a circular helix with moments in the bc plane with
propagation vector q1, an amplitude-modulated sine struc-
ture with moments along [100] with propagation vector q2,
and a second circular helix with with propagation vector
q3 = q1 + 2q2. The inclusion of q3 with µ3 = µ2

2/4µ1 con-
strains the magnitude of the magnetic moment to be the same
on all sites in the crystal [27]. Our powder data provide a
particularly stringent test of this model, since their high res-
olution allow peaks associated with q1 and q2 to be clearly
resolved. First, we allow µ1, µ2, and µ3 to refine indepen-
dently, which yields excellent agreement with the experimen-
tal data (Rwp = 17.6%). The refined values of µ1, µ2, and



4

T (K) Structure type q (r.l.u.) µ∥a (µB) µ∥b (µB) µ∥c (µB) max(µord) (µB) Rwp (%)

42 Sine [0.2242(6),0,0] 1.00(23) 2.17(13) 2.39(12) 3.38(14) 18.0
42 Sine 0∗ 2.32(3)† 2.32(3)† 3.28(5) 18.1
42 Helical 0∗ 2.32(3)† 2.32(3)i† 2.32(3) 18.1

q1 (r.l.u.) q2 (r.l.u.) µ1 (µB) µ2 (µB) µ3 (µB)
5 Multi-q [0.2203(2),0,0] [0,0.2251(4),0] 5.45(3) 4.63(5) 0.65(17) 7.18(5) 17.6

Table I. Fitted values of magnetic structure parameters from Rietveld refinements. The derived maximum value of the ordered magnetic
moment per Gd is also given. Values denoted with a dagger (†) were constrained to be of equal magnitude. Parameter uncertainties indicate
1σ confidence intervals.

µ3 and q1 and q2 are in good agreement with Ref. [27] (see
Table I). Peaks associated with q3 are not directly resolved,
but the value of µ3 is constrained by the overall goodness-
of-fit. Notably, in our refinements, q1 and q2 are swapped
compared to Ref. [27], so that the smaller wavevector corre-
sponds to the helical modulation and the larger wavevector to
the sinusoidal one; this choice is necessary to obtain satisfac-
tory agreement with our data. Second, we constrain the ratios
µ2/µ1 and µ3/µ1 to be the same as Ref. [27], and refine only
the magnitude of µ1. This procedure ensures that the magnetic
moment is identical on all sites in the crystal, and again yields
good agreement with the data (Rwp = 17.6%). The refined
magnetic moment magnitude of 6.98(2) µB per Gd is in ex-
cellent agreement with the spin-only value of 7.0 µB for spin-
only Gd3+ions. Therefore, our refinements of high-resolution
powder neutron diffraction data provide strong support for the
2-q topological-spin-stripe ground state.

With a model of the magnetic ground-state structure in
hand, we now investigate the low-energy spin dynamics. Tra-
ditionally, such analysis proceeds by optimizing a few mag-
netic exchange parameters against inelastic neutron scatter-
ing data. However, this approach provides at best an effec-
tive description of intermetallic magnets such as GdRu2Si2,
because the long-ranged nature of the RKKY interactions im-
plies that an impractically large number of interaction param-
eters must be optimized for a complete description. For this
reason, we instead compare our inelastic neutron-scattering
data with predictions of the density-functional-theory (DFT)
simulations reported in Ref. [20], which provide a qualita-
tively correct description of the magnetic field vs. tempera-
ture phase diagram of GdRu2Si2 [20]. The DFT interactions
describe an isotropic (Heisenberg) Hamiltonian,

Hiso =−∑
i> j

Ji jSi ·S j,

where Si denotes a spin vector with position Ri and quantum
number S = 7/2, and Ji j ≡ J(R j −Ri) is the interaction be-
tween spins at Ri and R j. The dependence of the DFT interac-
tions on radial distance, r = |R j −Ri|, is shown in Figure 3(a).
While the magnitudes of the interactions decay rapidly with
increasing distance, treating their long-ranged nature is nev-
ertheless crucial: A maximum distance of 10a = 41.6 Åis
needed to obtain a calculated magnetic propagation vector
qcalc = [0.184,0,0] in reasonable agreement with the exper-
imental value, whereas truncating the interactions at a dis-

tance of 3a yields an incorrect ferromagnetic propagation vec-
tor qcalc = 0. The long-range nature of the interactions hints
towards an RKKY mechanism [20].

Figure 3(b–e) compares our inelastic neutron-scattering
data with calculations of the magnetic excitation spectra per-
formed using linear spin-wave theory. Figure 3(b) shows
constant-Q cuts of the experimental data, while the top panels
of Figure 3(c), (d), and (e) show data collected with Ei = 4, 8,
and 14 meV, respectively. Our data show an overall excitation
bandwidth of approximately 4.5 meV. The Ei = 4 meV data
clearly show a region of high intensity at 0.5 ≲ E ≲ 1.0 meV
at small Q, while the Ei = 8 meV data suggest that the spec-
tral weight at E ∼ 3 meV consists of two nearly-dispersionless
excitation bands at E ≈ 2.8 and 3.2 meV. To model our inelas-
tic neutron-scattering data, we calculate the neutron-scattering
spectrum using linear spin-wave theory, as implemented in
the SpinW program [36]. The Hamiltonian is the sum of the
isotropic interactions calculated by DFT (see Figure 3(a)) and
the long-ranged dipolar interaction, so that the total Hamilto-
nian is given by

H = Hiso +D ∑
i> j

Si ·S j −3(Si · r̂i j)(S j · r̂i j)

(ri j/r1)
3 ,

where D = 0.047 meV is the energy scale of the dipolar in-
teraction at the nearest-neighbor distance r1, which is propor-
tional to the squared magnetic moment and is thus relatively
large for Gd3+. We also include a small easy-axis single-ion
anisotropy term, ∆ = −0.005 meV, to stabilize magnetic mo-
ments in the bc plane.

Importantly, linear spin-wave theory requires a magneti-
cally ordered state that is a local energy minimum of the as-
sumed magnetic Hamiltonian. If there is more than one such
state, each may have a distinct magnetic excitation spectrum
[37]. In GdRu2Si2, the magnetic Gd ions occupy a Bravais
lattice, and the DFT calculation includes Heisenberg magnetic
interactions only. In this case, the magnetic ground state of the
Hamiltonian is a 1-q helix. This result is not fully consistent
with the experimental result from neutron diffraction, which
shows that the observed magnetic ground state is actually a 2-
q state. However, since the largest basis-vector component in
the 2-q structure describes a helix, and the neutron-scattering
intensity is proportional to the square of the basis-vector com-
ponent magnitude, we expect that scattering from the helical
component will make the largest contribution to the observed
intensity. The calculated spin-wave spectrum of the helical
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Figure 3. Inelastic neutron scattering data and spin-wave model calculations. (a) Dependence of magnetic interactions J(r) determined
from DFT calculations [20] on radial distance r. Positive values indicate ferromagnetic interactions. (b) Constant-Q cuts of inelastic neutron-
scattering data compared with linear-spin-wave calculations, showing cuts at (left to right) Q = 0.245, 0.735, 0.980, and 1.330Å−1. Cuts are
from Ei = 4 meV (Q = 0.245 Å−1) and 8 meV data (all other cuts) and the Q-resolution is ±0.0175Å−1. Calculations are for J(r) and the
1-q helical structure (red lines in upper panel), J(r) and the 2-q topological spin stripe structure (red lines in lower panel), and 1.1J(r) in the
2-q topological spin stripe structure (dotted green lines in lower panel). (c) Data with Ei = 14 meV (top panel), 1-q spin-wave calculation
(middle panel), and 2-q calculation (lower panel). (d) Data with Ei = 8 meV (top panel), 1-q spin-wave calculation (middle panel), and 2-q
calculation (lower panel). (e) Data with Ei = 4 meV (top panel), 1-q spin-wave calculation (middle panel), and 2-q calculation (lower panel).
All calculations are convolved with the instrumental energy resolution of 0.52, 0.23, and 0.13 meV for Ei = 14, 8, and 4 meV, respectively,
from Gaussian fits to the elastic line of the experimental data.

state is shown in the upper panel of Figure 3(b) and the mid-
dle panels of Figure 3(c), (d), and (e). The overall energy scale
agrees well with the experimental data and the main features
of the data are well reproduced. This level of agreement is
remarkable, considering that the comparison relies on inde-
pendent first-principles calculations [20] and does not include
any free parameters.

We now consider the excitation spectrum of the 2-q
topological-spin-stripe state [27]. Compared to the 1-q he-
lical state, this calculation introduces two complexities. First,
to account for the multi-q state, it is necessary to use a super-
cell of the crystallographic unit cell; we consider a 5× 5× 1
supercell containing 50 Gd3+ ions, which enforces propaga-
tion vectors of [ 1

5 ,0,0] and [0, 1
5 ,0]. Second, the 2-q ground

state has an energy ≈ 2.8% greater than that of the helical
state; hence, it is not an exact local energy minimum of the
Hamiltonian. These two limitations imply that the spin-wave
energies contain some imaginary values, which are unphysi-

cal and must be discarded in the calculation of the spin-wave
intensities [38]. Since only a small fraction (≈ 0.06%) of
the spin-wave modes considered have imaginary eigenvalues,
we expect that the calculated spectrum still represents a rea-
sonable approximation to the spin-wave spectrum of the 2-q
ground state. The excitation spectrum of the 2-q topological-
spin-stripe state is shown in the upper panel of Figure 3(b),
and the lower panels of Figure 3(c), (d), and (e). It shows
clearly improved agreement with the experimental data com-
pared to the 1-q helical calculation. Notably, the 2-q calcula-
tion reproduces the two nearly-dispersionless excitation bands
at E ≈ 2.8 and 3.2 meV that are not reproduced by the he-
lical calculation. The agreement with experiment is further
improved by scaling the energies of all the interactions by a
factor of 1.1. This scaling provides essentially quantitative
agreement between the 2-q calculation and the experimen-
tal data, as shown by the constant-Q cuts in the lower panel
of Figure 3(b). It also yields improved agreement between
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the experimental Weiss temperature (41 K) and the calculated
value obtained as θcalc = 1

3 S(S + 1)∑ j Z jJ0 j, which is 28 K
after rescaling.

Our neutron-scattering experiments provide an essential
quantitative test of the magnetic interactions of GdRu2Si2 cal-
culated from first-principles theory. Our results show that the
theoretical calculations [20] provide an accurate description of
our experimental data, providing confirmation of the method-
ology and the nature of the interactions. In particular, our
study indicates that the magnetic interactions of GdRu2Si2
are dominated by isotropic (Heisenberg) exchange, and the
long-ranged nature of the DFT interactions strongly supports
interpretations in terms of a generalized RKKY mechanism
[20, 23, 25]. This mechanism is supported by quantum-
oscillation measurements in GdRu2Si2 [24], but is not uni-
versal in magnetic intermetallics, where superexchange can
dominate [39]. The excellent agreement of first-principles cal-
culations with experimental data also shines light on the few
areas in which the theory does not fully agree with experi-
ment. Most importantly, our experimental results confirm the
2-q nature of the magnetic ground state, but this state cannot
be stabilized by purely isotropic interactions; an anisotropic
or multi-spin contribution is necessary to stabilize it; two pos-
sible candidates are a biqudratic interaction [28] or a bond-
dependent anisotropy [29]. However, the excellent agreement
of the purely isotropic model with our spectroscopic model
suggests that the anisotropic contribution is much smaller than
the isotropic one. As such, the determination of this contribu-
tion represents an open challenge for theory and experiment
alike, which motivates further experiments on single-crystal
samples [29].
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