Microscopic origin of magnetism in monolayer 3d transition metal dihalides
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Motivated by the recent wealth of exotic magnetic phases emerging in two-dimensional frustrated
lattices, we investigate the origin of possible magnetism in the monolayer family of triangular lattice
materials M Xz (M={V, Mn, Ni}, X={Cl, Br, I}). We first show that consideration of general
properties such as filling and hybridization enables to formulate trends for the most relevant magnetic
interaction parameters. In particular, we observe that the effects of spin-orbit coupling (SOC)
can be effectively tuned through the ligand elements as the considered 3d transition metal ions
do not strongly contribute to the anisotropic component of the inter-site exchange interaction.
Consequently, we find that the corresponding SOC matrix-elements differ significantly from the
atomic limit. In a next step and by using two ab initio-based complementary approaches, we
extract realistic effective spin models and find that in the case of heavy ligand elements, SOC effects
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manifest in anisotropic exchange and single-ion anisotropy only for specific fillings.

I. INTRODUCTION

Transition-metal-based materials with magnetically
frustrated lattices have been at the center of intensive
research for several decades™™ due to the presence of
fascinating phases ranging from unconventional ordered
states to spin liquids. In recent years, two-dimensional
(2D) van der Waals magnets have emerged as a new
platform for exotic magnetism in reduced dimensions.
One of the most prominent examples is the honeycomb
spin-1/2 a-RuCls which has dominant frustrating Kitaev
interactions™™3 as a result of an interplay of crystal field
splitting, Coulomb repulsion and spin-orbit coupling of
Ru 4d electrons. Anisotropic exchange interactions are
also being discussed in the context of 2D van der Waals
magnets with 3d transition metals, such as the spin-
3/2 Crl;, where SOC effects arise from the ligand io-
dine mediating the exchange; nevertheless, the underly-
ing physics and strength of such interactions still remain
rather controversiall421,

Motivated by the significance of understanding the ori-
gin of mechanisms behind the different magnetic interac-
tions in 2D van der Waals (vdW) magnets, we study here
the case of magnetic exchange interactions of selected
monolayer 3d transition metal dihalides M X, (M={V,
Mn, Ni}, X={Cl, Br, I}), where the cations M are in the

octahedral environment of the ligand X anions, and are
arranged in a triangular lattice, as depicted in Fig. [I|a).
These materials exhibit a variety of interesting proper-
ties. For example, type-II multiferroicity was reported
in bulk NiBrs22, Nil,2¥ and MnI,2%25 where the onset
of helimagnetic phases breaks inversion symmetry lead-
ing to spin-induced ferroelectricity. Such a multiferroic
phase has been recently reported to survive down to the
monolayer limit of Nilo2827 while monolayer NiBry and
NiCl, have been proposed as half-excitonic insulators2s.
The electronic structure of the 3d M X, compounds has
been recently analyzed®30: however the magnetic ex-
change couplings and SOC-driven anisotropic contribu-
tions have not been fully addressed and require deeper
investigation.

The purpose of the present work is twofold: (i) to un-
cover the microscopic mechanism behind the magnetic
couplings in the 2D dihalides with 3d transition metals,
and (ii) to benchmark two complementary ab-initio ap-
proaches for the estimation of magnetic couplings, the
“projED"BY and “4-states”#33 methods. The selected
materials allow us to address the underlying processes
behind the magnetic couplings by studying the influ-
ence of different electron filling through the metal ele-
ments M, and the effective spin-orbit coupling (SOC)
through the ligand elements X, as schematically shown
in Fig. b). The magnetic properties of the respective
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FIG. 1. (a) Common structure of the triangular M X, mate-
rials, for which monolayer structures are investigated in this
work. Relevant bonds, the crystallographic (abc) coordinate
system and the cubic (zyz) coordinate system are defined.
(b) Filling for VX2, MnX, and NiX; with X = {Cl, Br,I}. A
darker colour illustrates higher filling (grey) or stronger SOC

(blue). (¢) Dominant hoppings t3 and ¢ on a nearest neighbor
Z1-bond.

materials can be then generally described in terms of ef-
fective (anisotropic) spin Hamiltonians with S ={3/2,
5/2, 1}, dependent on the filling {d*, d°, d®}.

The paper is organized as follows; in Sections [T and [[I]
we discuss the spin model and general trends for the mag-
netic exchange couplings in M X, considering crystal-
field splittings and the Goodenough-Kanamori-Anderson
ruleg?¥35, In Sectionwe present our results on the ab-
initio estimated magnetic interactions and discuss the
resulting magnetic properties for the dihalide family. In
Section [[V] we present our conclusions.

II. SPIN MODEL

The most general spin Hamiltonian model, including
single-ion anisotropy A; and bilinear exchange tensors
Jim (with sites I, m), is given by:

HzZSl~Az~Sl+ZSl'J1m'Sm- (1)
)

<lm>

For convenience, we express the single-ion anisotropy
(SIA) in the crystallographic coordinate system (ab*c),
where b* is perpendicular to the ac crystal axes, Hgia =

Ac.>",(SF)? consistently with the symmetry of MXo.
This allows us to easily identify the triangular layer as
an easy or hard plane. On the other hand, the bond-
dependent bilinear exchange parameters are most conve-
niently described in the cubic coordinate system (zyz),
which consists of orthogonalized axes oriented approx-
imately along M-X bonds, as illustrated in Fig. [I[a).
Note that the M-X bonds are not perfectly orthogonal
due to trigonal distortion effects.

The P3m1 (space group 164) centrosymmetric mono-
layer structures have four independent parameters. Here,
we adopt a bond-dependent parametrization correspond-
ing to the extended Heisenberg-Kitaev modeP857.  In
this framework, each bond is labelled after the cubic axis
perpendicular to it. For a nearest-neighbor Z;-bond, per-
pendicular to the z axis, (Fig. [[(a)), the exchange cou-
plings are then conventionally parametrized as follows:

J T T
Jm=|T J T’ . (2)
't J+K

with the (nearest neighbor) bond-isotropic Heisenberg
exchange J, the anisotropic Kitaev exchange K, and the
off-diagonal symmetric exchange terms I and I”. This is
the most symmetric general expression for the exchange
tensor given the crystal symmetries that enforce four in-
dependent parameters. The bilinear exchange matrices
for the X- and Y-bond are related to Eq. by C5 rota-
tion about the out-of-plane axis. A correspondence to a
parametrization oriented along the crystallographic axes
coordinate system (ab*c) is given in Appendix [A]

III. GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS

We start by identifying general traits in hybridization
patterns and fillings in 3d-M X, triangular lattice com-
pounds, with edge-sharing halogen ligand octahedra. As
we discuss below, this will allow us to formulate trends
for the most relevant magnetic interactions.

A. Metal-ligand hybridization

The hybridization between the metal d- and ligand
p-orbitals is generally expected to increase as the elec-
tronegativity difference between the two elements de-
creases. This affects related electronic properties, such
as the local Coulomb repulsion Uy, the strength of dif-
ferent hopping processes and the materials’ SOC matrix
elements. These factors all together ultimately determine
the magnetic couplings.

We quantify the hybridization in MX, via non
spin-polarized density functional theory (DFT) calcula-
tions, through the generalized gradient approximation
(GGA)?E orbital-resolved density of states (DOS). In par-
ticular, the energy window dominated by p-d bonding or-
bitals contains also a finite d character that scales with
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FIG. 2. (a) Cubic crystal-field splitting (CFS) of d orbitals
into tzg and ey levels, (b) ab-initio (GGA) density of states
(DOS) of VCla, (c) p-d hybridization, i.e. integral of 3d DOS
in the energy region dominated by p-d bonding (illustrated
by the grey box in (b)), and (d) Uavg calculated with cRPA
for each M X5 material.

the degree of hybridization. This is illustrated for the ex-
ample case of VCl, in Fig.[2b), where a finite d character
(in blue) is present within the relevant energy window
(marked by the grey box). The integral of the metal
3d DOS in the respective p-d bonding dominated en-
ergy window is shown for each material in Fig. (c) As
expected, the hybridization increases with smaller elec-
tronegativity difference, i.e. for each of the considered
metal elements it increases with ligand atomic number.
For the NiXj5 systems, an especially strong hybridization
is observed due to the larger electronegativity of nickel.

To estimate trends in the effective Coulomb interac-
tion U,yg, we employed the constrained random-phase
approximation (cRPA %40 detailed in Appendix The
results for each material are given in Table I and U,yg
is illustrated in Fig. d). We observe a decrease of
Uaveg as a function of ligand atomic number, which can
be related to the increasing metal-ligand hybridization
(see Fig. 2fc)). Accordingly, we find the smallest effec-
tive interaction parameters for the strongest hybridizing,
and hence most delocalized, orbitals. We have taken the
cRPA values of the effective Coulomb repulsion Uy, and
Hund’s coupling J,v, as input modeling parameters to
estimate the magnetic interaction parameters by means
of the two ab-initio methods (Section [[V]).

B. Nearest Neighbor Isotropic Exchange
Interactions

In general, there are various exchange processes that
are relevant to the magnetic couplings. The trends for

different ligands and filling can be rationalized by consid-
ering effective d-d hopping integrals estimated via Wan-
nier projection***2 onto a d-only basis. Precise hopping
parameters estimated using non-relativistic DFT calcu-
lations with the full potential local orbital (FPLO)* ba-
sis as well as complete expressions for symmetry-allowed
hopping matrices are given in Appendix [C} An alterna-
tive analysis, based on spin-polarized Wannier projection
is detailed in Appendix

Over the entire series of materials, we find that the
dominant nearest neighbor hoppings are t3 and ¢; on the
Zy-bond, for example, these correspond to t(yy..y) and
t(zy,22), Tespectively, illustrated in Fig. c). For the ideal
90° M-X-M bond geometry, t3 is mainly the result of di-
rect overlap, while ¢ has contributions from both direct
hopping and ligand hybridization (with the latter domi-
nating). Consequently, £ becomes increasingly important
as the p-d hybridization increases.

The consequences of the dominant d-d hopping pa-
rameters t3 and £ on the magnetic interactions can be
understood in terms of filling of the ¢y, or e, orbitals
(see Fig. P[a)) according to the Goodenough-Kanamori-
Anderson (GKA) rules?®3%, In particular, hopping be-
tween half-filled orbitals is associated with antiferromag-
netic exchange, while hopping from a half-filled to a full
or empty orbital is associated with ferromagnetic ex-
change.

For the d® materials (i.e. NiX3), we generally expect
the nearest neighbor couplings to be ferromagnetic: the
tag levels are filled; hence, the hopping processes involv-
ing t3 do not contribute to exchange in lowest order.
Therefore, J; arises mainly from ¢ processes, which con-
nect a half-filled e, orbital to a filled ¢54 orbital, and leads
to a ferromagnetic exchange. This effect is enhanced in
systems with heavier ligands, as the ligand-assisted ¢ is
strengthened by increased p-d hybridization.

For the d® materials (i.e. VX3), there is a competi-
tion between ferromagnetic (FM) and antiferromagnetic
(AFM) contributions to the nearest neighbor exchange.
In addition to the ferromagnetic exchange arising from
the t process connecting an empty eg with a half-filled
tag orbital, an antiferromagnetic contribution arises from
the hopping between the two half-filled ¢y, levels via
t3. While both mechanisms are relevant, the ferromag-
netic contributions are typically weaker than antiferro-
magnetic contributions, so that J; > 0 (in part, because

VX2 MDXQ N1X2
X Cl Br I Cl Br I Cl Br I

Uavg| 469 4.10 3.15| 4.56 3.88 3.29| 4.57 3.90 3.24
Javg | 0.65 0.63 0.57| 0.79 0.75 0.71] 0.84 0.79 0.68

TABLE I. Constrained RPA results of averaged Hubbard re-
pulsion Uayg (in €V) and averaged Hund’s coupling Jave (in
eV) for the monolayer structures of each investigated mate-
rial.



|t3| > t). For heavier ligands, the increasing ¢ should en-
hance the ferromagnetic contribution primarily, resulting
in a decreased magnitude of J.

Finally, for the high spin d° case (i.e. MnXjy), the
overall magnitude of the couplings is generally expected
to be weak. While both # and t3 hopping processes
contribute with antiferromagnetic contributions due to
half-filled t5, and e, levels, their effects are reduced by
two main factors. First, the energy cost for transfer of
an electron between metal sites is the largest for the
case of half filling**. This can be understood by con-
sidering the effects of Hund’s coupling; for a process
(P, L) = (P11, HLL), the total Coulomb re-
pulsion experienced by the electron at its parent site is
mitigated by the spin alignment through Hund’s cou-
pling. After hopping, the electron’s spin is necessar-
ily anti-aligned with all other electrons, so that the full
Coulomb repulsion is felt. For this reason the cost for
electron transfer is large ~ U + 4J. This suppresses
the antiferromagnetic exchange sufficiently that ferro-
magnetic exchange processes not captured in the d-only
picture are competitive, resulting in an overall suppres-
sion of the nearest neighbor interactions. Full discussion
of this situation is provided in the following sections.

C. Anisotropic Interactions

In this work, we consider d®, high-spin d°, and d® filling
because the ground states possess no orbital degeneracy,
and the orbital angular momentum is quenched at zeroth
order. In addition, the atomic spin-orbit coupling for
third row metals is relatively weak. For this reason, mag-
netic anisotropy associated with the metal alone is mostly
negligible, allowing the effects of introducing heavy lig-
ands to be investigated in detail. We discuss these effects
again in terms of the effective d-only model, where the
atomic SOC of the ligands (Hsoc = £, L;-S;) is down-
folded into effective d-d hopping and on-site terms. Such
terms can be estimated via Wannier projection tech-
niques applied to fully relativistic DFT calculations, as
shown in the following sections. In general, such single-
particle contributions then take the form:

m i _‘m =
HhOPZZZQEX {tixﬁ]IJri()‘laﬁ'o—)} Cng (3)

lm af

in terms of the Pauli matrices ¢ and electron annihila-
tion operators on site ! and orbital o, ¢;, = (clm Clm)
and its transpose g};. Here, the tlam represent the regu-
lar spin-independent hopping and crystal field terms be-
tween orbital « at metal site [ and g at site m. The vec-
tor ng then parameterizes the complex spin-dependent
terms resulting from spin-orbit coupling. For example,
the contribution from the atomic SOC at the metal site
M corresponds to Ay = —i &u(a|L|B). With inclusion
of heavy ligands with large SOC constants £, there are
two main effects.

pooﬁoéy A

FIG. 3. Illustration of predominant nearest-neighbor spin-
dependent hopping ., arising from spin-orbit coupling effects
on a Zi-bond (defined in Fig. [3). It results from the hopping
along the upper (/\S‘)) and lower (/\i”) paths: A. =A™ +A0.

The first effect is to induce spin-dependent crystal
field terms as a result of p-d hybridization that mimic
the atomic SOC. For example, the metal d, orbital
may hybridize with the ligand p, orbital, while the d.
hybridizes with the ligand p, orbital. The effects of
SOC at the ligand is then to make an effective ma-
trix element between the d-orbitals via the sequence
day }EZ Dy LL—Sz Ds }ﬁg dy.. When downfolded into the
d-only picture, this mimics the effects of L,S,, with
an effective SOC constant that scales with the atomic
constant of the ligand and the degree of metal-ligand
hybridization. However, as discussed further in Ap-
pendix [C] the matrix elements of the induced SOC are
not restricted to take the atomic form. They are the
primary source of single-ion anisotropy (SIA), but the
effects are difficult to anticipate a priori. We can antici-
pate only that the SIA should generally grow for heavier
ligands. Experimentally, 3d® and 3d® materials tend to
have weak single-ion anisotropy, while larger variations
are seen for 3d® materials®,

The second effect concerns complex hopping between
sites. The GKA rules can be modified to treat complex
hoppings. For bonds with inversion symmetry, contri-
butions at order ¢\ in perturbation theory vanish pre-
cisely. Interactions arising at order (\)? take the form
J(25]'SE — Sy - S,,), where p refers to the direction
of X\. The sign of J, is the same as anticipated from
the GKA rules. Thus, spin-dependent hopping between
half-filled orbitals results in an antiferromagnetic Ising
term plus a ferromagnetic Heisenberg term of half the
magnitude. The converse applies to hopping from half-
filled orbitals to filled or empty orbitals. For all edge-
sharing materials, the largest nearest neighbor Xla"é terms
correspond to hopping between the e, orbitals, which
tend to hybridize with the ligands to a much higher de-
gree than the ¢y, orbitals. As a representative exam-
ple, there are two relevant sequences for the Z; bond:

dy2y2 hop Po L.S. Py hop dz2 ()\,(Zu), via the upper path
depicted in Fig. [3) and d,2_y2 hop Py L5, Pz hop dz2 ()\(Zl),
via the lower path). Due to the specific phases of the or-



bitals, these paths add constructively, \* = Ai“) + )\g).
Within the spin-dependent hopping picture, this mani-
fests into a particularly large )\fxg_yz,ﬁ). As discussed
previously in Ref. [30, this may be associated with an
antiferromagnetic Kitaev coupling for d® filling.

More generally, we expect strong bilinear anisotropic
terms in materials with half-filled e, orbitals, provided
the ligands are sufficiently heavy. This applies most
readily to d® filling, since materials with d° filling have
reduced p-d hybridization. In contrast, the d® mate-
rials, with empty e, orbitals, are expected to exhibit
much weaker anisotropic exchange. The above trends
and mechanisms highlight that electron filling and bond-
ing geometry play crucial roles in the relative anisotropy
of the magnetic couplings.

IV. MAGNETIC EXCHANGE COUPLINGS FOR
MONOLAYER MX,

In this section, we present estimates for the mag-
netic exchange couplings in monolayer M X5 by em-
ploying the ab-initio-based projED and 4-state methods,
and discuss results with the expected trends introduced
above. The 4-state method is based on total energy
mapping through non-collinear, magnetic DFT calcula-
tions, including SOC. Each magnetic interaction param-
eter is related to the energies of four distinct magnetic
configurations®##3, The projED method consists of two
steps: 1) a finite-cluster Hubbard Hamiltonian is con-
structed based on Wannier projection of a non-magnetic,
relativistic band structure calculation; ii) the Hubbard
Hamiltonian is solved via exact diagonalization (ED) and
the corresponding effective spin Hamiltonian is extracted
through projection onto the low-energy subspace®l. In
the results below, we employ a d-only basis for projED; as
such, the effects of p-d hybridization are downfolded into
effective d-only single particle terms and renormalized
Coulomb terms discussed in Section [[I[LAl While this al-
lows to capture the majority of contributions to the mag-
netic exchange, as recently pointed out for the d7 casé®d,
there is one important contribution omitted, which rep-
resents the regular ferromagnetic Goodenough-Kanamori
exchange for 90° bonds. This consists of processes where
a hole from each metal site meets on a single ligand in
different orbitals, and interact via Hund’s coupling. Per-
turbative corrections due to this process are mentioned
in each section. Further descriptions of both methods
and their relative merits are provided in Appendix

In Appendix [E] we list results obtained with alterna-
tive Uayg and Jayg values for all nine investigated mate-
rials with both methods. These values were previously
used by some of the authors in other works on the NiXs
materials?®4”. The comparison to the results below high-
lights the independence of the qualitative trends obtained
by the two employed methods on these input parameters.

NiXs projED 4-states

NiCls  NiBr2 Nilz NiCl  NiBr2 Nilz
J1 —-0.7 —-0.8 —-1.2 —2.9 -3.9 —6.2
K 0. +0.1 +1.0 0. +0.2 +2.2

Iy 0. 0. 0. 0. 0. 0.
1 0. 0. —-0.1 0. 0. —-0.1
J2 0. 0. 0. —-0.1 -0.1 —-0.2
J3 +0.6 +1.0 +1.8 +0.8 +1.8 +4.2
Ac 0. +0.1 +0.8 0. 0. +0.4

TABLE II. Exchange parameters (in meV) for the NiX,
monolayer structures using the respective (Uavg, Javeg) param-
eters determined with cRPA for each material (see Table [I);
extracted with the projED method (left) and the 4-states
energy mapping method (right). Note that for the projED
method J; should be corrected with 6J1 ~ —2 to —5meV to
take additional ferromagnetic contributions into account (see

Appendix .

A. d® S =1 materials NiX,

Experimentally, all bulk NiX, materials exhibit mag-
netic long-range order and were subject of intense inves-
tigation a few decades ago due to their metamagnetic
and multiferroic behavior22234849  For the monolayer
structures, previous theoretical analysis by some of the
authors indicated a range of possible ground states: from
a topological spin lattice*”, composed of vortices and
anti-bi-vortices to other competing commensurate and
incommensurate phases**2%>L including a multiferroic
spin spiral state29.

In Table [[IJ we report the exchange parameters of
model Eq. as defined in Eq. for NiXs monolay-
ers. Values are computed using the projED and 4-state
methods, employing U,ye and Jaye values estimated via
the cRPA approach (Table .

In agreement with the expectations addressed in Sec-
tion we find J; to be ferromagnetic (i.e. J; < 0)
and increasing across the series Cl-Br-I due to increased
metal-ligand hybridization. In d® materials, with half-
filled e, orbitals, exchange processes with multiple holes
on a single ligand lead to significant ferromagnetic cor-
rections to the value of J; obtained with projED. As
detailed in Appendix we estimate with perturbation
theory .J; ~ —2 to —5bmeV. It should therefore be noted
that the ferromagnetic ligand-mediated exchange 0J; is
for d® filling the largest contribution to J;. This can
be expected because the e, orbitals hybridize strongly
with the p-orbitals. The signs and overall magnitudes
obtained for the monolayers are compatible with the bulk
values; for example, bulk NiCly orders ferromagnetically
in plane?®©2hb3 with ESR and neutron scattering exper-
iments estimating Jy pux ~ —3.6 meV.

In both theoretical approaches, we find that the nearest
neighbor anisotropic exchange is well represented by an
antiferromagnetic Kitaev term K7, which may be quite
substantial compared to J; in NiBry and Nils. The mag-



nitude of K; scales with the SOC strength of the ligand,
clearly identifying the origin of the interaction as the hop-
ping process depicted in Fig. [3] These findings are com-
patible with previous work on superexchange processes
mediated by p-orbital anions with strong SOC®Y, such
as the S = 1 Nily or the S = 3/2 Cr3" monolayer sys-
temst?54 For example, Ref. [30] anticipated significant
AFM Kitaev interactions in d® compounds. In that case
a subset of exchange processes were considered, leading
to the prediction Ky 2 2|J1|. Here, we find that the
previously omitted correction §.J; somewhat reduces this
ratio, but relatively large AFM Kitaev interactions still
seem to be realised in Nil,.

For the longer range couplings, a vanishingly small J
and significant antiferromagnetic Js, i.e. |J1| > |J3] >
|J2], is found in both methods. These results can again be
understood by considering the dominant hoppings. For
the second and third nearest neighbors we discuss the
Zy- and Zs-bonds, defined in Fig. [I{a). The hoppings
between sites on a Zs-bond are dominated by ¢ = L(ry,22)
and ty = t(;,y.). For the Zz-bond we find t3 = t(4y 4y),
ts = t(p2.2 222y, and tg = t(;2 ;2) to be the largest.
For second neighbors, the d® filling ensures that only the
t24-€4 hopping t is relevant, which leads to a weak fer-
romagnetic interaction. This contribution is expected to
be smaller than the nearest neighbor coupling by a factor
~ (tann/tnn)?, which explains the relative suppression.
In contrast, for third neighbors, there are large e4-e4 hop-
pings that arise from ligand-assisted hopping paths such
as dy2_y2 hop Da hop Py hop dy2_,2 that are enhanced
by metal-ligand hybridization and the spatial extent of
the ligand p-orbitals. This results in large third neighbor
t5 and tg, producing significant third neighbor antiferro-
magnetic couplings, which tend to increase in magnitude
across the series Cl-Br-I. In fact, with both projED and
4-state approaches, we find that Js/|J1| increases toward
a significant contribution across this series.

Regarding the single-ion anisotropy A., with both
projED and 4-states methods, we generally find A, > 0,
with a magnitude that increases with the SOC strength
of the ligand. This is compatible with bulk trends. For
bulk NiCly, the single-ion anisotropy was determined to
be finite, but small, i.e. below 0.01 meV4823  For bulk
NiBry, SIA was experimentally® estimated to be larger
A, ~ 0.08 +£0.05 meV, which is similar to the monolayer
projED estimation A, =~ 0.1 meV. While it is tempting
to attribute this effect to an increase in the effective SOC
of the metal via d-p hybridization, the situation is not so
simple, as outlined in Appendix [C}

The classical ground states of the triangular Heisen-
berg model with isotropic ferromagnetic J; and compet-
ing FM or AFM J,, J3 have been thoroughly investigated
in the past®®. Our estimated range of parameters are
compatible with two possible magnetic ground states for
NiX, monolayers, namely a ferromagnetic or an incom-
mensurate helix with ordering wavevector gap = (g, q),
the latter displaying lower energy when 4.J35 2 |J1|+3|J2].
The increasing trend of Js/|J;| across the Cl-Br-I series

indicates an enhanced tendency to stabilise incommensu-
rate helimagnetism for heavier ligands, with NiCls mono-
layer being very close to the FM-spiral phase boundary.
These trends can be compared to their bulk counterparts,
keeping in mind that interlayer interactions may also af-
fect the magnetic properties of the latter.

Bulk NiCl, orders ferromagnetically in the planet®52:23

with an ordering wavevector ¢g3p = (0,0, 1.5) signalling
AFM interlayer interaction between the planes. On the
other hand, NiBry and Nil; undergo a series of transi-
tions: upon decreasing temperature, they both enter first
a similar state to bulk NiCl, of antiferromagnetically cou-
pled ferromagnetic sheets* 761 Hhut then upon decreas-
ing T further, they enter another, incommensurate spiral
phase®7164  For NiBr,, the spiral displays a wavevec-
tor (q,q,1.5) with small ¢ ~ 0.03 and spins lying in the
plane of the layer®8, Such a phase can be understood
in the context of a model with ferromagnetic J;, antifer-
romagnetic Js, and A, > 0 with J3/|J;| = 0.25°% as well
as antiferromagnetic interlayer exchange®®, thus demon-
strating a significant J3 > 0 in the bulk materials. These
parameter trends are fully consistent with our monolayer
calculations.

For bulk Nils, the spiral develops concomitantly with
a structural transition from rhombohedral to monoclinic
cell and displays instead a wavevector (g, 0, ~ 1.46), with
g 2 0.1 and moments oriented in the plane perpendicular
to one of the cubic axes (~ 35° from the plane)*!. Such
an orientation is difficult to understand without invoking
bond-dependent couplings referenced to the cubic axes.
Since the ordering vector is perpendicular to a bond, the
ordering pattern consists of stripes in which moments
linked by one of the nearest neighbor bond types are al-
ways aligned in parallel. In the presence of a sizeable an-
tiferromagnetic K7 > 0, there is an energetic preference
for the moments to align in the plane perpendicular to the
associated cubic axis of the bond perpendicular to the ¢-
vector. This is precisely what is observed experimentally.
Thus the particular moment orientation should be taken
as evidence for significant K7 > 0 in bulk Nil;. Albeit the
larger ordering wavevector of bulk Nil, is still consistent
with our prediction of increasing magnetic frustration
across the Cl-Br-I series, the in-plane component of bulk
q3p would suggest, within an isotropic Heisenberg model,
a strong antiferromagnetic Jy?%%L. Such a significant de-
viation from expected and estimated trends for magnetic
interactions in the NiXsy class is difficult to rationalize,
and one may wonder how appropriate it is to compare
bulk and monolayer Nil;. A recent experimental anal-
ysis of Nil, magnetic properties down to the monolayer
limit via complementary optical techniques could not re-
solve the 2D ordering wavevector, both gap = (g, ¢) and
(¢,0) being compatible with the detected symmetries?%.
At the same time, a quite strong AFM interlayer interac-
tion, ~ 0.45|.J1|, was deduced from the layer-dependent
spiral transition temperature4’, much larger than the in-
terlayer exchange of NiBra, ~ 0.1|.J1[*%. These facts sug-
gest that other mechanisms, not included in the 2D model



VX, projED 4-states

VC]Q VBI‘Q VIQ VC]Q VBI‘2 VIQ
Ji +4.9 +3.6 +2.6 +4.2 +2.5 +0.6
K, 0. 0. 0. 0. 0. —-0.1
Iy 0. 0. 0. 0. 0. +0.1

4 0. 0. 0. 0. 0. 0.
J2 0. +0.1 +0.1 0. 0. +0.1
J3 0. +0.1 +0.1 0. +0.1 +0.2

A 0. 0. 0. 0. 0. 0.

TABLE III. Exchange parameters (in meV) for the VX,
monolayer structures using the respective (Uavg, Javg) param-
eters determined with cRPA for each material (see Table [I);
extracted with the projED method (left) and the 4-states en-
ergy mapping method (right).

considered here, may play an important role in shaping
the bulk magnetic properties of Nils.

Finally, we note that a large nearest neighbor bi-
quadratic exchange B (S; - S;)? with B < 0 was recently
invoked to explain the collinear ground state of NiCls,
compared to non-collinear helimagnetic ground states of
NiBr2 and Nil;. To test the possibility of large B, we also
computed all higher order couplings using projED for the
monolayer structure, which is capable of capturing 4-spin
interactions®?. However, we find no 4-spin terms exceed-
ing 0.01meV. This result can be understood from the
fact that B arises at order t*/U? in perturbation theory,
and is generally expected to be significant for nearly itin-
erant electrons. Nonetheless, it could still be relevant for
systems like NiCly that are at the verge of the FM-spiral
phase transition and, as such, sensitive to other weak
interactions not included in the model Eq. .

B. 4 S= 3/2 materials VX,

For VX5 compounds, the exchange parameters ex-
tracted with both ab-initio methods are given in Ta-
ble [T} Good agreement is found both in magnitude and
trends between 4-state and projED approaches.

We find antiferromagnetic (AFM) nearest neighbor
Heisenberg coupling J;, with a decreasing magnitude as
a function of the ligand atomic number. As outlined
in Section [Tl the dominant hopping processes suggest
a competition between antiferromagnetic and ferromag-
netic contributions in VX5, resulting in a net antifer-
romagnetic interaction; the ligand-assisted hoppings be-
come more important for the heavier ligands, leading to a
stronger contribution of the ferromagnetic exchange and
resulting in the overall decrease of |J;| across the series
Cl-Br-1.

The second and third nearest neighbor couplings, J3
and Js respectively, turn out to be small generally. This
can be understood considering the primary third neigh-
bor hopping occurs between e, orbitals via paths like

g }Fp) P h_og P th> eg. For d? filling, such hoppings are
irrelevant to the magnetic couplings. As a result, the
long-range interactions are suppressed compared to d®
filling. Similarly, consistent with the discussion in Sec-
tion [T} the bilinear anisotropic exchange is negligible,
since the ligand SOC only makes relevant corrections to
hopping between e, orbitals.

Our results show consistency with behaviors exper-
imentally observed in the VX, bulk systems. Esti-
mated intralayer nearest-neighbor exchange couplings fit-
ting data from susceptibility®® and INS data®®68 were
reported to be J; = +3.8meV and J; = +2.8meV, for
bulk VCl; and VBrsy, which supports the ab-initio trends.
Moreover, the AFM Néel 120° spin order was observed,
with transition temperatures of Ty = 36 K and 29K, for
the two systems respectively®? ™, In accordance with our
ab-initio intralayer estimates, these results suggest that
monolayer VCly and VBry can be sufficiently described
by short-range AFM interactions. Given the absence of
anisotropic couplings, we would expect these ordering
temperatures to be significantly reduced in monolayers.
However the ordering pattern is not expected to differ.

At variance, the physics of VI, appears less obvious.
Bulk VI, displays AFM 120° correlations at high tem-
perature, but ultimately orders at T, = 14.4K into an
AFM collinear zigzag stripe order®" ™, No experimental
estimates of J; are available (to the best of our knowl-
edge). However, the lower Ty values with respect to VCly
and VBry suggest reliability of our ab-initio estimates:
the former suggests energetic competition between AFM
phases that could be ascribed to the non-zero intralayer
J3 contribution estimated in monolayer VIy; the latter
supports the argued J; decrease across the series Cl-Br-I

(Table [III)).

C. S =5/2 materials MnX,

As discussed in Section [[TI} the magnetic exchange in-
teractions in MnXs are expected to be relatively sup-
pressed as a consequence of the large energy cost for
transfer of electrons between metal sites. This is in-
deed what is found with both projED and 4-state ap-
proaches, as detailed in Table [[V] Due to the partially
filled e, orbitals, J; obtained with projED has to be cor-
rected, with §.J; ~ —0.4 to —0.9meV (see Appendix [B).
The nearest-neighbor Heisenberg J; exchange is found
to be antiferromagnetic, with little variation with lig-
and elements, in contrast to the behaviors discussed for
NiXs and VXs5. Anisotropic exchange associated with
the €, hop P hop P hop €g hopping processes should be
finite, but it represents only a small fraction of the total
contributions, and is therefore negligible. With both ap-
proaches we find longer range couplings J, and J3 in the
range 0.01 to 0.1 meV, which may be significant given the
relative suppression of Jj.

Consistently with the nearly suppressed magnetic ex-
change interactions, very low experimental transition



Mn X5, projED 4-states
MnCly MnBrs Mnlz| MnCle MnBre Mnls
Ji +0.8 +0.7 +0.7 +0.1 +0.1 +0.1
K 0. 0. 0. 0. 0. 0.
I'y 0 0 0 0 0. 0.
h 0 0 0 0 0. 0.
Jo 0 0. 0. 0 0. 0.
J3 0 +0.1 +0.1 0 0. +0.1
Ac 0 0 0 0 0. 0.

TABLE IV. Exchange parameters (in meV) for the MnX,
monolayer structures using the respective (Uavg, Javg) param-
eters determined with cRPA for each material (see Table [I);
extracted with the projED method (left) and the 4-states
energy mapping method (right). Note that for the projED
method J; should be corrected with §J; ~ —0.4 to —0.9 meV
to take additional ferromagnetic contributions into account

(see Appendix .

temperatures are reported for the bulk MnXs systems.
Particularly, bulk MnCly and MnBrs exhibit two succes-
sive transitions at Ty, = 1.96K, Ty, = 1.81 K™ and
Tn, = 2.32K, Tx, = 2.17TK® regpectively. In both
cases, the intermediate phase has been identified as an in-
commensurate phase, and the low-temperature structure
as a double stripe order phase. Bulk Mnls exhibits even
three subsequent magnetic transitions below 4 Kol
The lowest temperature phase was identified as a spi-
ral order with an incommensurate wavevector™. Given
the very small magnitude of the exchange couplings and
large S = 5/2, we agree with previous speculations™*"
that long-range dipolar interactions may ultimately be
relevant for both, bulk and monolayer systems.

V. CONCLUSIONS

With this study we investigated the effective magnetic
models in the monolayer family of triangular lattice ma-
terials M Xy (M={V, Mn, Ni}, X={Cl, Br, I}), where
spin-orbit coupling effects are dominantly caused by the
ligand element. We also took the opportunity of such a
larger study to benchmark two ab-initio methods used to
extract effective spin models for real materials.

Considering the very different nature of the two ab-
initio-based methods considered here, the results agree
remarkably well in terms of signs and trends in the rel-
ative magnitudes. The points of disagreement are typi-
cally the overall magnitude. Among others, this may be
assigned to the implementation of the parameter values
Uaveg and Jyye, since they enter either in the Hubbard
Hamiltonian for projED, or in the DFT+U framework
for the 4-states method. For consistency, we compared
both methods using the same parameter values in spite
of the fact that this may not be the ideal parameter set
especially for the 4-states method. On the other hand,
in the 4-states method an overall linear dependence vary-

ing these parameters was found (compare Table while
the projED method relies stronger on choosing appropri-
ate parameter sets such as the ones used in this work,
obtained with cRPA. In the case of half-filled e, orbitals
for the projED method ferromagnetic contributions from
additional processes have to be considered, which we es-
timated here via perturbation theory.

Regarding the magnetic parameters for the triangu-
lar lattice compounds in general, we find trends for the
monolayer structures consistent with expectations based
on experimental observations in the bulk case. Notice-
ably, for monolayer Nil, we do find sizeable Kitaev cou-
pling suggested in previous works3®7 as well as large
ferromagnetic J; and significant antiferromagnetic J3
isotropic couplings. The VX5 monolayer structures can
all be described well in the framework of nearest neigh-
bor AFM Heisenberg models, and the MnXs materials
reveal overall suppressed magnetic exchange, hinting at
long-range dipolar interactions as potentially the most
important factor for the magnetic ground state.

Finally, already the use of simplified models made it
possible to understand the underlying mechanism of the
magnetic exchange in the triangular M X5 compounds.
Consideration of two dominant hopping parameters en-
abled us to identify the (anti-)ferromagnetic nature of .J;
in the (d®) d® materials, including the trends of additional
or competing ferromagnetic contributions for larger lig-
ands. Our analysis further allows for a physical insight in
the peculiar situation of d® materials, displaying i) signifi-
cant enhancement of the third-nearest-neighbor exchange
interaction J3, especially when compared to shorter-
range Jo, and ii) substantial anisotropic exchange /Kitaev
interactions, increasing with ligand atomic number. The
first effect can be understood only if the specific hop-
ping interactions and involved orbital states contribut-
ing to the exchange interactions are properly taken into
account: as the hopping processes relevant for J, and
J3 are fundamentally different, the conventional expec-
tation that exchange interaction should roughly scale
with the inverse of the bond length is, at best, inaccu-
rate. Additionally, J3 is dominated by ligand-assisted
hopping processes, and as such can be directly tuned
by the metal-ligand hybridization (hence by appropriate
choices of the ligand). Similarly, relativistic anisotropic
exchanges arise mostly from ligands spin-orbit coupling,
which tunes through ligand-assisted hoppings the effec-
tive SOC between the magnetic ions and strongly modi-
fies its matrix elements as compared to the atomic limit.
It follows that the resulting strength of the anisotropic
exchange found in d® materials is mostly driven by the
atomic SOC of the ligands, as well as by the metal-ligand
hybridization again. The emerging picture thus possi-
bly suggests strategies to enforce magnetic frustation and
Kitaev-type interactions, both sought for in the quest of
exotic magnetic phases, alternative to existing ones based
mostly on suitable choices of heavier (4d or 5d) transition
metals.
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Appendix A: Relation between exchange values in
crystallographic and cubic coordinate systems

The parameterization convention used in the main text
follows the extended Heisenberg-Kitaev model with fo-
cus on the bond-dependent Ising-like Kitaev interaction.
With this convention it is easy to identify such general
bond-dependent parameters. For example, on a Z;-bond
between sites [ and m, the magnetic exchange matrix is
defined as follows:

J T T
o= g 1 (A1)
't J+K

while on an X;-bond it can be determined by C3 rotation
about the out-of-plane axis arriving at:

J+K I/ T
- U (A2)
' T J

Alternatively, the interactions can also be expressed
in a coordinate system oriented along the crystal axes
(ab*c), where b* is perpendicular to a and c¢. By symme-
try, the magnetic exchange on a bond along the a axis
(e.g. Z1-bond) can be parametrized with:

Joa 0 0
I =1 0 Jyepe Jpee (A3)
0 Jb*c Jcc

The corresponding exchange matrix on the X;-bond can
then be again obtained by C3 rotation about the ¢ axis:

i(Jaa‘f’?)Jb*b*) _é(Jaa_Jb*b*) _§Jb*c

T = _§(Jaa = Jpor)  1BJaa+ Jorrre —3Jpee
7§Jb*c *%Jb*c Jee

(A4)

Both approaches are equivalent and can be directly
translated into each other via the following relations:

1

J = 6 (3Jaa + Jpepr + 2J0e + 2\/§Jb*c> (A5)
1

K = 5 (_Jaa + Jb*b* - 2\/§Jb*c) (AG)
1

= G (—3Jaa + Jprpr + 20 + 2\/§Jb*c) (AT)
1

F/ = 6 (—2Jb*b* + 2Jcc - \/ijb*c) (AS)

Independent of the coordinate system, the exchange
matrix can conventionally be decomposed into three dis-
tinct contributions. The fully isotropic part with respect
to spin orientations —in contrast to bond anisotropy—
corresponds to Ji5¢ = XTr(Jy). In the case of the cubic
coordinate system with Eq. , this would correspond
to Jj*¢ = J + K/3. The anisotropic terms with respect
to spin orientation are composed of the symmetric term,
Jlsm = %(Jlm + ) — Jli;‘fl and the anti-symmetric term
J]f;n = %(Jlm — Jint). The latter vanishes in the presence
of an inversion center in the middle of the bond, as it is
the case for the materials investigated in this work.

Appendix B: Methods
1. Monolayer M X, structures

Within the projED and 4-state methods, calculations
have been performed on fixed triangular M X5 mono-
layer structures, which have been fully relaxed through
structural relaxations as implemented in VASP™, within
the generalized gradient approximation (GGA) and
Perdew—Burke-Erzenhof (PBE)*® functional. Particu-
larly, no Hubbard-U and SOC corrections were employed
for all the structures’ optimization, whereas different
magnetic orderings were considered according to calcu-
lated energetics (i.e. lowest energy configuration without
SOC contribution): FM order for NiXs systems, con-
sistent with previous works*” and 120° AFM order for
MnXs5 and VX5 systems. The obtained in-plane lattice
parameters (Ja| = |b|) are reported in Table [V} the ¢
length was fixed to 20.8 A, to insert a vacuum distance
between periodic repetition of the layers along this direc-
tion.

calc. exp/™ calc. exp™ calc. exp/™
NiCl, 3.49 3.48 |VCly 3.54 3.6 |MnCl; 3.70 3.71
NiBre 3.69 3.7 |VBre 3.75 3.77 | MnBr: 3.88 3.89
Nil; 3.96 3.9 VI, 4.05 4.06 | Mnl, 4.15 4.15

TABLE V. In-plane lattice parameters in angstrom (A) for the
studied triangular M X2 monolayer systems. Values obtained
from DFT-calculations are compared with corresponding ex-
perimental data for bulk structures.



2. Constrained RPA

We estimated the electronic two-particle interaction
terms with the constrained random-phase approximation
(cRPA)*24U a5 implemented in the FHI-gap code®?. The
approach is similar to a recent cRPA study®l, applied
here for the discussed relaxed monolayer structures and
considering the full five 3d orbitals of the metal elements
in each case. The atomic-like spherical symmetric expres-
sions for d block electrons derived from Slater integrals®
F} can be obtained via the following relations (for or-
bitals a, # and angular momentum quantum number [):

Uavg ( 2 E UQB—FO, (Bl)
7 1 I+ Fy
Joyg = = ————— Jog= ——. B2
8T 5 9120 4 1) Z s 14 (B2)
o
3. ProjED

The projED method®! consists of two main steps.
First, an effective electronic multi-orbital Hubbard
Hamiltonian Hios is determined:

Htot = Hhop + HU; (B3)

Hiop = Ztl(gmﬁ o Cmpors (B4)
Imap oo’

Ho= Y > Ul ClanClporCisorcyo,  (B5)
laB~yé oo’

where {l,m} are site, {«, 8} orbital and {o, 0’} spin in-
dices. Hnop describes non-magnetic hopping processes
between the 3d electronic (spin-)orbitals of the transition
metals M ={Ni, V, Mn} and Hy the respective two-
particle Coulomb interaction. The hopping parameters
were computed ab-initio using the Full Potential Local
Orbital*® (FPLO) code within the generalized gradient
approximation®® (GGA) for each monolayer structure.
The hopping parameters are extracted via Wannier pro-
jection based on full relativistic non-spin-polarized band
structures. This allows to effectively consider the influ-
ence of the heavy ligands involved, especially in the case
of the MT5 series, and results in complex hopping param-
eters. To ensure consistent treatment of the two-particle
Coulomb interaction within the investigated series, the
Coulomb parameters were extracted for each material
within the cRPA method, as described above.

In a second step, an effective spin Hamiltonian is ex-
tracted:

Mot = PHwoP = > JfSI'SE, (B6)

lumy

with u, v € {z,y, z}. The projection operator PP projects
the electronic Hamiltonian onto its low-energy subspace
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and then maps onto the respective spin operator repre-
sentation. The low-energy eigenstates, required for the
first step, are computed via exact diagonalization of the
five-orbital electronic Hamiltonian on finite two-site clus-
ters. After reducing the Hilbert space onto an energetic
regime where spin degrees of freedom are sufficient to de-
scribe the relevant physical properties, the Hamiltonian
can be mapped from the electronic onto the spin picture
using Stevens operators. In case of S = 1/2 this would
correspond to the well-known Pauli matrices.

Estimating exchange parameters in the above intro-
duced d-only basis, ferromagnetic corrections arising
from exchange processes with multiple holes on a single
ligand are omitted. These contributions are dominantly
relevant for the isotropic interaction in materials with
partially filled e, orbitals, since p orbitals hybridize pre-
dominantly with e, orbitals. We estimate §.J; for the
relevant fillings via perturbation theory.

For d® filling, the ferromagnetic correction to the
projED results can then be estimated by:

1 ( ;Zd)“Jﬁ
§2 A2 (A e+ Uyp/2)?

- (B7)

where A, is the charge transfer energy from d to p or-
bitals, U, is the excess ligand Coulomb repulsion, JF is
the ligand Hund’s coupling, and t7, is the e4-p hopping
integral in the Slater-Koster scheme. On the basis of
non-relativistic band-structure calculations, we estimate
tgd ~1eV and Ayq ~ 3 to 4eV for NiXy, while we take
U, ~4eV, Jb ~ 0.3U, following Ref. 83l

For d? filling, the ferromagnetic correction can be ap-
proximated by:

3 ( ;)rd)4JIZ—)I
S2 A2 (A pa + Uy /2)?

5J = — (BS)

where we estimate the {34-p hopping ¢7; ~ 0.7eV, and
Apq ~ 4 to 5eV. Again, we may take U, ~ 4eV, Ji ~
0.3U, following Ref. 83l This provides an estimate of
0J; ~ —0.3 to —0.7meV. The correction is significantly
reduced compared to the NiXs compounds due to the
weaker tog-p hybridization. As a result, the couplings
are well approximated by the d-only terms.

For d® filling, §.J; may be estimated via:

1 [( Zd)4 +2( ;d)2( Zd)2 +3( ;rd)‘*]«fﬁ

§J1 = ——
T AZ,(Apa + U, /2)?

(B9)

Taking 7, ~ 1eV, 7, ~ 0.7eV, Apg ~ 4 to 5eV,
Up ~ 4eV, and J ~ 0.3U,* yields an estimate of the
correction to dJ; ~ —0.4 to —0.9meV.

Extracting the local single-ion anisotropy, we consid-
ered a linked-cluster expansion including two-site clusters
in order to take contributions from nearest neighbor in-
teractions next to the local contributions into account.

For further neighbor interactions, two-site clusters are
used with hopping parameters between the relevant sites.



Note that this procedure neglects contributions through
indirect hopping paths that involve more than two mag-
netic sites, but is unavoidable for fillings approaching
half-filling due to the computationally demanding exact
diagonalization step. Especially for long-range interac-
tions such as J3 this approximation may be cautiously
examined. For the NiXy series we tested the neglected
contributions via linked cluster expansion, as used pre-
viously with projED®#, including up to three magnetic
sites. At least for this class of materials we find only
minor modifications below 1%.

4. 4-state total energies

The estimate of the magnetic interaction parameters
employing the “4-state method” relies on DFT calcu-
lations of the total energies associated to various spin
configurations to be mapped on the classical spin Hamil-
tonian written in Eq. . This approach is known as
energy-mapping analysis. Specifically, the 4-state energy
mapping method, which is explained in detail in Refs [15
and[32] allows us to extract the magnetic exchange inter-
action, both the isotropic and anisotropic contributions,
between a selected pair of magnetic sites by performing
DFT plus SOC energy calculations on four ordered non-
collinear spin states. It is based on the use of supercells,
which allow to exclude couplings with unwanted distant
neighbors. The method is however tied to the choice of
DFT basis, implementation of exchange correlation func-
tional used in DFT and to specific computational pa-
rameters (i.e. k-points sampling, Hubbard U corrections
within DFT+U, etc.).

In this work, we performed calculations of the SIA,
first- and second-neighbors interaction using a 5 x 4 x 1
supercell, while a 6 x 3 x 1 supercell was used for the es-
timate of the third-neighbor interaction. Such large cells
should exclude a significant influence from next neigh-
bors. We built supercells from the periodic repetition
of the M X5 monolayer unit cell; structural details are
reported in Sec. [[V]

By means of this method we can obtain all the ele-
ments of the exchange tensor for a chosen magnetic pair,
thus gaining direct access to the symmetric anisotropic
exchange part (or two-ion anisotropy) and the antisym-
metric anisotropic part (the DM interaction) of the full
exchange. In particular, we performed direct calcula-
tions on the magnetic M-M pairs parallel to the crystal-
lographic a direction (Fig. , determining the exchange
tensor reported in Eq. (A3). The interaction between the
five other nearest-neighbor pairs can be evaluated via the
three-fold rotational symmetry, as in Eq. . In all our
systems, the tensor turned out to be symmetric or, equiv-
alently, any anti-symmetric (DM-like) contribution was
found to be negligible.
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generic Z-bond Z1-bond VCl,
oy dez dy: dy2 2 dy2|  duy dez dyz dy2 2 do2
doy| ts ta  ta 0 ¢[-248 10 10 0 121
de| ta  t1 t2 ts t7 10 68 30 0 -3
dyz ta to t1 —ts t7 10 30 68 0 -3

dp22| 0 —ts s ts 0 0 0 0 -9 0

de| t tr tr 0 tg| 121 -3 -3 0 -2
Zg-bond VC]Q Z3-bond VClz

doy doz dy- dp2 2 d2|  dey dee dyz dy22 do2

dey| 1 -2 =2 016 -19 2 2 0 13
dez| —2 5 —13 2 2 2 2 -4 -2 =2
dy-| —2 —13 5 -2 2 2 -4 2 2 =2
dy22| 0 2 =2 -1 0 0 -2 2 56 0
d,2| 16 2 2 0 1 13 -2 -2 0 —-20

TABLE VI. Non-relativistic, non-spin-polarized hopping pa-
rameters for a generic Z-bond, considering only symmetry
restrictions, as well as hopping parameters (in meV) for VCl,
on a Zi-, Zo-, and Z3-bond as defined in Fig. m The dominant

hoppings are highlighted for Z1 (t3, 1), Z2 (t2, t) and Z3 (t3,
ts, t6).

Appendix C: Details of non-spin-polarized hopping
parameters

To understand the microscopic mechanisms dictated
by symmetry considerations of the space group P3ml
(164) it is insightful to first consider the underlying elec-
tronic processes, which we model with an effective tight-
binding Hamiltonian reduced on the magnetic ions M.
The corresponding Hamiltonian is given in Eq. . The
hopping parameters discussed in this section were ob-
tained using the Full Potential Local Orbital*¥ (FPLO)
code within the generalized gradient approximation®®
(GGA) and served in the relativistic case as basis for
the projED results in the main text.

a. Effects without spin-orbit coupling

We first consider the case without spin-orbit coupling
effects. In this case tf;;w = t;’;;nﬁ&g/.

Let us consider the symmetry restrictions on first, sec-
ond and third neighbor bonds, which can be all described
by the same reduced matrices due to 2/m symmetry at
their bond center. For this discussion, we focus on Zi-,
Z5 and Zgz-bonds, which can be related to the other first,
second and third neighbor bonds by the appropriate sym-
metry operations of the crystal. The Z; and Z3 bonds are
parallel to the crystallographic a direction, in cubic co-
ordinates along [110] and the corresponding Cs rotation
axis is parallel to the bond. The Z, bond is perpendicular
to that bond, in cubic coordinates along the [112] direc-
tion. Since in this case the Cy axis is perpendicular to
the bond and in-plane, it turns out to be parallel to the
C5 axes of the Z; and Z3 bond and the same restrictions



on the hopping matrices are valid in this case.

In Table [VI] we list the generic hopping matrix on a
Z-bond with 2/m symmetry at the bond center. The
hopping matrix between ¢y, orbitals is fully determined
by four parameters ¢ 4, following the convention intro-
duced in Ref. 85l For a perfect octahedral geometry of
the ligands t4 = 0. In the materials considered, the octa-
hedra do not deviate too strongly from a perfect shape,
hence t4 is generally small, as can be seen for the hop-
ping parameters listed for the example case NiCly. Fol-
lowing from the Slater-Koster integrals in a 90° M-X-M
geometrytl, ¢, is dominated by ligand-assisted hopping
processes, while t; and 3 arise mainly from direct hop-
ping.

Hopping between t,, and e, orbitals is constrained to
three parameters, ¢, t7, ts. However, if the considered
bond lies within a mirror plane, t7 and tg vanish. While
this is not a symmetry of the crystal, it is a symmetry
of a single bond NisIljy molecule. In the crystal, these
hoppings are hence finite, but small. Consequently, the
ligand-assisted ¢ dominates the exchange between 124 and
eg orbitals.

Finally, hopping between e, orbitals can be described
with two parameters t5 and tg, where the off-diagonal
terms vanish due to the 2/m symmetry. These hoppings
turn out to be important for further neighbor interactions
on e.g. the Zs-bond.

b. Effects of spin-orbit coupling

As mentioned in the main text, the Hamiltonian
HhOP = Zlm Zoz,B ergz {tlawé I+ %()\lo% ’ 0_:)} Qmﬁ is suit-
able to describe hopping processes including spin-orbit
coupling effects. In Table [VII we list for the example
case VI the hopping parameters on-site and for the Zi-
bond.

The on-site hopping parameters can be directly com-
pared to the analytic expressions of the matrix elements
in AegL - S for d orbitals in the atomic limit:

Az ‘ da;y dy- dyz dw2—y2 d22
Dy 0 0 0 2hg 0
dy 0 0 —Xg O 0
do| 0 X O 0 0 (C1)
dpyz|~20eg 0 O 0 0
d-| 0 0 0 0 0
Aelday dow  dye dpoyp  dio
Ty 0 _)\eff O 0 0
dez | der O 0 0 0 (C2)

0 0 _>\eﬁ _\/§>\eﬁ
dp2y2 | O 0 Aeft 0 0
0 V3g O 0
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Zl-bond VIQ
M| doy dow dyo dyzp di2| dey de dye dyoye doe
dzy 0 0 0 =31 0 0 -1 1 =17 0
0 —-38 2 0 1 0 -2 -1 -3
dyz 0 38 0 2 0] -1 2 0 -1 3
dy2,2| 31 -2 =2 0 —6| 17 1 1 0 36
6 0 0 3 -3 =36 0

on-site VIo

Mo| doy dow dye dpoye dio| dey den dye dpoye doo

z2-y

dzy 0 —38 0 -1 -2 0 —1 —-12 1 -1

den| 38 0 0 0 -2/ 1 0 0 21 -1
d-] 0 0 0 16 27| 12 0 0 0 —2
dpy2| 1 0 —16 0 —6| -1 -21 0 0 1
de| 2 2 —21 6 0 1 1 2 -1 0
M| doy dow dye dyoe dpo| duy de. dy. dyae doo
dw| 0 0 38 —1 2 0 12 1 1 1
dez| 0 0 0 16 -27|—-12 0 0 0 2
dy.-38 0 0 -0 2(-1 0 0 21 1
dyrp| 1 =16 0 0 —6| -1 0 -21 0 1
do| —2 27 -2 6 0 -1 -2 -1 -1 0

TABLE VII. Relativistic hopping parameters A, (in meV)
for VI, on-site and on a Zi-bond as defined in Fig. [T} with

v € {z,y, 2} and Huop = £ + X7 - 5.

M| oy dpe dye drye doo

dpy| O 0 g O 0
de.| 0 0 0 et V3t
dyz | =g 0 0 0 0 (C3)
dyry2 | 0 dg 0 0 0
(da2]| 0 =VBhg 0 0 0

As discussed in the main text, comparison to the val-
ues obtained for the monolayer structures (see Table
for the example case VI3) does not allow to identify one
unique effective spin-orbit coupling strength Aeg. This
can be attributed to the fact that spin-orbit coupling ef-
fects arise mainly from the heavy ligand p elements (here
I), not the metal d elements (here V).

On a nearest neighbor bond, one can assume that the
crystal-field effects at the ligand site split the p-levels,
such that the p, orbital is split off from the p, and p,.
This suggests that the z-component of the SOC at the
ligand dominates the effect, which couples the p, and
py orbitals. In this case, the SOC at the ligand, when
projected into the d-orbital Wannier functions, results in
a complex hopping )\(Zﬁ_yz;zz). A similar analysis of this
situation was done in Ref. [30

Appendix D: Spin-polarized Wannier function
analysis

For completion, we discuss in this section spin-
polarized nearest neighbor hopping integrals to give fur-
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FIG. 4. DOS projected onto M-d and Cl-p orbital states for
(a) NiClz, (b) VCly and (c) MnCly. Fermi level is set at

energy origin.

\ NiCly VCl, MnCl,
ts —77 —250 —81
t 37 -33 0.5

TABLE VIII. Hopping integrals t.z (meV) calculated via
spin-polarized MLWF's basis set for first nearest neighbor cou-
pling in ferromagnetic spin configuration.

ther insight into the microscopic mechanism behind the
magnetic couplings in the cases of monolayer MCly
(M={V, Mn, Ni}). After a DFT calculation was per-
formed by using the VASP codé™ and GGA+U func-
tional with U = 1.8eV and Jg = 0.8V, the hopping
parameter tf’ig between the transition-metal sites was
extracted via the Maximally Localized Wannier Func-
tions (MLWFs) as constructed from projection of five
transition-metal d states and six ligand p states®8. The
shapes of the d-orbital MLWFs are shown in Fig. [f(a).
Note that the dp-pd hybridization process is implicitly
included in t‘;g hopping since the Wannier function has
delocalized character reflecting the hybridization with
the surrounding ligands’ p orbital states. The orbital-
dependent hopping integrals between the first nearest
neighbour M sites were calculated in ferromagnetic spin
configuration.

Figure [4]shows the density of states projected onto M-
d and Cl-p orbital states. Strong hybridization between
M-d and Cl-p orbitals can be seen in the cases of NiCl,
and MnCls, but not in VCls, resultant from the different
d electron filling. The CFS causes large band gap be-
tween ey and t9, orbital states in Ni minority-spin state
and V majority-spin state.
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(a) MLWFs

e
: T

XTI

(b) t3 hopping path

(c) t hopping path

dyy dyy dyy

dzz—.?rz

FIG. 5. (a) 3d-orbital MLWFs in VCls octahedral coordina-
tion in VClz monolayer. (b, ¢) Combination of MLWF's for t3
and £ hopping paths in ferromagnetic configuration. Isosur-
face levels were set at £0.8 a, /2 Blue and red colors show
opposite signs of MLWF.

As mentioned in Section [[ITB] the nearest neighbor
exchange coupling can be explained by the hopping in-
tegrals between d;, and dg, orbitals and d,, and d,:
orbitals, namely, t3 and £. Table lists the calculated
hopping parameters through the spin-polarized Wannier
functions.

In NiCly, weak ferromagnetic exchange is attributed to
t (= 37 meV) hopping between filled tég state and empty
eé state. Since the ¢, state is fully occupied, ¢3 hopping
does not play any role in the exchange interaction.

In VCly, tgg state is fully occupied while eg state is
empty. It is found that anti-parallel-spin-favored t3 hop-
ping is much stronger than parallel-spin-favored ¢ hop-
ping. As shown in Fig. b) and (c), t3 hopping is direct
d—d hopping while ¢ hopping is dp(c)-pd(7) indirect hop-
ping. This result is consistent with what was discussed
in Section [ITBl

In MnCls, d® electron fully occupies the majority spin
state and opens a wide band gap. As being speculated,
this leads to weak exchange interaction while [t3| >> |{|
condition results in anti-parallel spin exchange interac-
tion.

Appendix E: Exchange parameters for alternative
Uavg and Javg values

To provide context of the dependence on the Coulomb
repulsion Uy, and Hund’s coupling Jayve, we list in Ta-
ble [[X] the exchange parameters extracted with projED
and the 4-states method for (Uayg, Javg) = (1.8,0.8) eV.
These parameters were chosen previously by some of the



projED 4-states
NiCly NiBrg Nilo NiClg NiBrg Nils
Ji —2.2 —2.1 —-2.5 —5.1 —6.0 —8.0
K, 0. +0.1 +1.3 0. +0.2 +3.2
Iy 0. 0. 0. 0. 0. 0.
1 0. 0. —0.1 0. 0. -0.2
Ja —-0.1 —-0.1 —-0.1 —0.1 -0.1 -0.3
J3 +1.2 +1.7 +2.4 +1.7 +2.9 +5.8
A 0. +0.1 +0.7 0. 0. +0.6
projED 4-states
VC]Q VBI"Q VIQ VClQ VBI“Q VIQ
Ji +7.8 +5.0 +2.6 +8.6 +5.1 +1.8
K, 0. 0. 0. 0. 0. 0.
Iy 0. 0. 0. 0. 0. 0.
4 0. 0. 0. 0. 0. 0.
Jo 0. +0.1 +0.1 0. 0. +0.1
J3 0. +0.1 +0.1 —-0.1 +0.2 +0.3
A 0. 0. —0.1 0. 0. 0.
projED 4-states
MnCl, MnBro Mnls| MnCl, MnBrs Mnls
Ji +1.2 +1.0 +0.9 +0.4 +0.3 +0.3
K 0. 0. 0. 0. 0. 0.
Iy 0. 0. 0. 0. 0. 0.
4 0. 0. 0. 0. 0. 0.
Ja 0. 0. +0.1 0. 0. +0.1
J3 +0.1 +0.1 +0.1 +0.1 +0.1 +0.1
A 0. 0. 0. 0. 0. 0.

TABLE IX. Exchange parameters (in meV) for the M X,
monolayer structures using (Uavg, Jave) = (1.8,0.8)eV; ex-
tracted with the projED method (left) and the 4-states energy
mapping method (right).

W N =¥
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4021 for the analysis of the NiX, materials.

Not surprisingly, the trends agree with the parameters

listed in the main text in Tables [[I] to [V] for the values
determined with constrained RPA. The overall tendency
toward larger absolute values in both methods can be
assigned to the smaller Coulomb repulsion, which results
in an overall increase of the magnetic exchange.
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