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Magnetic MXenes are turning out to be an important family of materials for exploring 2D mag-
netism. However, investigations into the inter-dependence of layer thickness, stacking patterns and
magnetism in these materials, from a microscopic point of view, is still lacking. In this work, we
have used Density Functional Theory (DFT) based calculations to understand the effects of layer
thickness and stacking on the magnetic properties in two magnetic MXenes, TioC and Fe>C in their
monolayer and bilayer forms. The ground state magnetic structures, magnetic moments, magnetic
exchange interactions, magnetic transition temperatures and magnetic anisotropy energies are calcu-
lated and analysed using their electronic structures and standardised models. We find that in both
systems increase in layer thickness (monolayer to bilayer) affects the ground state magnetic config-
uration which is driven by the changes in the magnetic exchange interactions. While the effects of
stacking pattern is rather weak in Ti2C, they are substantial, both qualitatively and quantitatively
in FeoC. The computed results are analysed from their electronic structures. The results suggest
that fascinating physical effects can be obtained in FeoC by tuning the layer thickness and stacking
patterns, making it more suitable for device applications.

I. INTRODUCTION

Since the discovery of single-layer graphene in
2004, two-dimensional (2D) materials have at-
tracted huge interest. In less than two decades
huge family of 2D materials like transition
metal  dichalcogenides  (TMDs)? hexagonal — Boron
Nitride?,Silicene?,phosphorene® are discovered. These
2D materials, due to their reduced dimensions, exhibit
many novel physical properties not seen in their bulk
counterparts. In the age of miniaturisation, they have
made significant inroads into various areas of appli-
cations like electronics®®, and photonics®’. The easy
integrability of 2D materials to form heterostructures
is an added advantage since it provides freedom and
flexibility to devise new materials with functional
properties.

Magnetism in 2D materials has been a subject of con-
temporary interest. Attempts to alleviate the skepticism
regarding discovery of intrinsic magnetism in 2D mate-
rials as established by the Mermin Wagner theorem!?
was addressed by considering the possibility of mag-
netic anisotropy stabilzing magnetism in 2D. This idea
gained currency once magnetic ordering in Crls was ob-
served in 2017''. The experiment found intrinsic fer-
romagnetic ordering in Crls with Curie temperature of
around 45 K.After that, various 2D magnetic materials
like VSes!'2,CroGeyTeg!3, FesGeTes't etec were success-
fully synthesised and studied.The existence of the long-
range ordering in these 2D materials are attributed to
their large magnetic anisotropy. The 2D materials, due
to their flexibility, high sensitivity, and susceptibility to
external perturbations, hold promises regarding applica-
tions in spintronics and quantum technologies.

Little more than a decade ago a new family of 2D
materials called MXene was discovered upon exfoliation
of layered 3D MAX compounds'®. The exfoliation to
MXene from MAX are done by removing the A lay-
ers that consist of elements from group 13 or 14.The

resulting 2D MXenes (M a transition metal and X ei-
ther C or N) have chemical composition M,,1X,, where
n = 1 — 3. Since the first discovery in 2011, quite a
few MXenes have been syntheseised'® 22. The major
area of application of the MXenes so far is in batteries
and supercapacitors?®24. Comparatively, exploration of
magnetism in MXenes is substantially less although the
compounds offer more tunability in terms of constituents
and compositions. Majority of the work on magnetism
in MXenes are theoretical, mostly through first principles
electronic structure calculations. However limited the ex-
ploration is, the outcome has been quite exciting as both
ferromagnetic and antiferromagnetic ordering have been
found in them?> 29, .

Though these calculations provide important aid in
understanding magnetism in MXenes, one major limi-
tation is that the works are done on monolayers while in
reality experimentally synthesised MXenes are multilay-
ered in general. The magnetic properties of 2D materi-
als are found to be dependent crucially on the thickness
of layers and their stacking patterns'™3%3% due to the
variations in intra and inter-layer exchange interactions.
With the help of Density functional theory (DFT) based
first - principles calculations, in this work, we investigate
the layer and stacking pattern dependencies of magnetic
properties in TisC, and FeoC MXenes. These two sys-
tems have different magnetic ground states in monolay-
ers. While Ti;C has AFM long range order as the mono-
layer ground state, FeoC monolayer has FM ordering in
its ground state3>36. Such differences in the monolayer
ground states motivated us to consider these two systems
for investigations into the multilayer effects on magnetic
properties in MXenes. For this purpose, we have consid-
ered monolayers and bi-layers only and looked into the
changes in the electronic structures, magnetic exchange
interactions, magnetic transition temperatures and mag-
netic anisotropy energies with variations in layer thick-
ness and stacking. Our work, for the first time, addressed
the aspect of multilayer-magnetism relation in MXenes.
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Our results illustrate the differences in the nature of mag-
netism in these two systems and provides important in-
sights which can be useful for using these compounds in
device applications

II. COMPUTATIONAL DETAILS

All calculations are done within the framework of den-
sity functional theory (DFT)3" using the plane wave
basis set and the projector augmented wave (PAW)
pseudopotentials®® as implemented in the Vienna Ab
initio Simulation Package (VASP)3. The exchange-
correlation part of the Hamiltonian is approximated us-
ing generalized gradient approximation (GGA) as param-
eterized by Perdew-Burke-Ernzerhof (PBE)“°. The plane
wave cut-off energy is set as 600 eV after carefully check-
ing its convergence. The Van Der Waals interactions are
addressed using the DFT-D3%'. The convergence crite-
ria is set as 10~¢ for energy and 0.001 eV /A for force.
12 x 12 x 1 and 36 x 36 x 1 dense Monkhorst pack??
k-meshes have been used for structural relaxations and
electronic structure calculations, respectively. Spin-orbit
coupling (SOC) has also taken into account for calcula-
tions of magneto-crystalline anisotropy energies (MAE).
The magnetic exchange interactions are calculated by
mapping DFT total energies on to a 2D Ising Hamil-
tonian. These are then used to calculate the magnetic
transition temperatures by classical Monte Carlo simu-
lations with a Heisenberg model as implemented in Up-
pASD code*3.

The structure of monolayer MyC (M=Ti,Fe) is shown
in Figure 1(a),(d). Monolayer MyC, consists of two M
layers at the top and a C-layer sandwiched between them.
A vacuum of 20A is considered in the normal direction
to avoid interactions between the periodic images. All
calculations are done on 2 x 1 x 1 supercells since it was
necessary to represent bi-layers as well as various mag-
netic configurations.

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
A. Structural and magnetic ground states

The ground states of monolayer and bi-layer systems
are obtained by optimising a non-magnetic structure fol-
lowed by another optimisation over various magnetic con-
figurations. The lattice parameters of TioC and FeoC are
3.01A and 2.62A respectively, in good agreement with
existing results®®. To optimise the non-magnetic bilayer
structure of TioC and FeyC we consider four different
possible stacking configurations (Model 1-4)**. These are
shown in Figure 2. The stacking patterns differ with
each other the following way: in Model 1, the C atom of
the top layer is directly above the C atom of the bottom
layer.In Model 2 (Model 3),the C atom of top layer is
directly above the upper(lower) Ti atom of the bottom

TABLE I: Equilibrium lattice constants and total
energies of different magnetic configurations of
monolayer MoC MXenes. Energy zero is set for the
configurations with minimum total energy.

lattice-
Magnetic paranmeter(
Element Configurations  A) Energy(meV)
Ti,C NM 3.01 237.36
FM 3.05 73.68
A-AFM 3.04 0
C-AFM 3.04 206.55
G-AFM 3.04 198.06
FeyC NM 2.62 1532.34
FM 2.81 0
A-AFM 2.82 295.47
C-AFM 2.80 424.04
G-AFM 2.81 466.49

layer.In Model 4,the C atom of top layer is located di-
rectly above a hollow site in between the two Ti atoms
of the bottom layer. Upon relaxation, we find that with
the stacking pattern in Model 4 the structure undergoes
significant distortion for both MXenes. The optimized
inter-layer Ti-Ti (Fe-Fe) separations for TioC(Fe2C) are
3.04(2.61) A, 3.02(2.62) A and 2.79(2.31) A in cases of
Model 1, Model 2 and Model 3 respectively. Since com-
pounds with stacking patterns according to Model 4 dis-
torts the structure and Model 3 of TixC is reported to
be dynamically unstable**, we discard these structures
at this stage and work with the rest to find ground state
magnetic configurations.

To find the magnetic ground states of monolayer TiyC
and FeoC, four differrent magnetic configurations are
considered (Figure 1). The calculated total energies of
these configurations along with their lattice parameters
are shown in the Table I. We find that for Ti,C, A-AFM
configuration has the lowest energy. The lattice constant
of Ti,C in A-AFM is 3.04 A. The individual magnetic
moment of Ti atoms is 0.56 uB. This result is in very
good agreement with Reference 35 . For FeoC, FM or
ferromagnetic structure is the most stable structure with
a high Fe magnetic moment of 1.95 uB. This result, too,
is in very good agreement with Reference 36.

To determine the magnetic ground state of bilayers, we
considered eight different magnetic configurations. These
eight possible configurations are summarised in Tables
II, III and Figure S1, supplementary information. In-
dexed 1-4 are the M atoms in the bottom layers of MyC
MXene while ones indexed 5-8 are the M atoms in the
top layer. The energies of all magnetic configurations for
each one of the stacking models are compared with re-
spect to the one having minimum energy (with the same
stacking pattern).

TiyC bilayer in both models (Model 1 and 2) has ferro-
magnet (FM) configuration as its ground state. However,
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FIG. 1: (a) and (d) are top and side views of M2C monolayer; M and C atoms are represented by blue and brown
balls respectively.(b),(c),(e),f) are the four possible magnetic configurations in monolayer MsC.Purple and green
colour stand for spin up and spin down configurations respectively.

(a) Model 1 (b) Model 2

(c) Model 3

(d) Model 4

FIG. 2: Four stacking configurations of bilayer Mi;C.Both top view (upper row ) and side view ( lower row ) are
included for clarity.The blue atoms indicates the M(M=Ti,Fe) atom where as the brown ones are the C atoms

the magnetic moments of all the Ti atoms are not equal.
The inner surface Ti atoms of both layers have a near
vanishing magnetic moment of 0.04(-0.05) B in Model
1(Model 2). The outer surface Ti atoms of both layers
have a magnetic moment of 0.55 (0.47) pB in Model 1(
Model 2). Thus the magnetism in bilayer TioC is con-
trolled by the Ti atoms on the outer surfaces. This is
a significant departure from what is observed in case of
monolayer. In monolayer TiyC, the chemical environ-

ment surrounding each Ti atom is the same. Hence the
magnetic moments of all Ti atoms are same. However,
in the case of a bilayer, the chemical environments of the
inner and outer surface Ti atoms are different, result-
ing in unequal magnetic moments on them. The near
vanishing magnetic moment of inner Ti atoms implies
that the magnetism originates from the dangling states of
the outer surface Ti atoms. Such surface dangling bond
driven magnetism has been observed in low dimensional



TABLE II: Total energies of various magnetic configurations considered for bilayer TioC. The indexes 1-8 stand for
the Ti atoms in bilayer. 1({) denotes the alignment of spin along (opposite to) z-direction. The lowest energy
configuration is set as Energy zero. Energies are in units of meV.

Type |1 2 3 1 5 6 7 8 TiC-Model I Ti,C-Model2
3 N A B A B 0

AFM1 |t 4 1 l 4 4 ! ! 12.04 19.13

AFM2 |t 1 4 ! 4 l 4 ! 176.87 176.78
AFM3 || 1 4 ! ! 4 4 ! 170.80 153.61
AFM4 |t 1 4 4 ! I 1 ! 12.02 15.32

AFM5 |t 4 ! l 4 ! 4 ! 2.59 15.32

AFM6 |t 4 ! ! ! 4 4 ! 2.59 15.31

AFM7 |t ! 1 ! 1 4 4 ! 166.32 153.63

TABLE III: Total energies of various magnetic configurations considered for bilayer FeoC. The indexes 1-8 stand for
the Fe atoms in bilayer. 1(/) denotes the alignment of spin along (opposite to) z-direction. The lowest energy
configuration is set as Energy zero. Energies are in units of meV.

Type |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 FeoC-Model 1 FeoC-Model 2 FeoC-Model 3
FM T T T T T T T T 0 0 62.23

AFM1 |1 T b i T T i i 1164.23 825.32 deformed
AFM2 |1 4 0 4 0 4 T 4 1105.57 Deformed deformed
AFMS3 || T T + J T T + 1250.59 650.65 766.72
AFM4 |1 T T T J J + + 481.22 381.04 0

AFM5 |1 T b i T b T i 951.28 386.40 deformed
AFMG6 [T 0 4 4 4 0 T 4 deformed 386.41 deformed
AFMT |1 J T + J T T + Deformed Deformed 797.22

materials like Gallium nitride nanoclusters®®.

FeoC with stacking patterns of Model 1 and Model 2 re-
tain its FM ground state in bi-layer structure. Similar be-
havior like bilayer TisC with regard to atomic magnetic
moment is observed in case of this MXene. But unlike
TisC, all Fe atoms have significant magnetic moments in
bilayer FeoC and they vary substantially as stacking pat-
tern changes. The magnetic moment of inner surface Fe
is 1.93 (1.51)pp in Model 1 (Model 2). The outer surface
Fe has a moment of 1.77 pp in Model 1 and 1.81 pp in
Model 2. This implies that the stacking pattern affects
the inner surface Fe atoms only. Even in Model 3, the
ground state which is an anti-ferromagnetic configuration
AFMA4 (the inter-layer spin configuration is anti-aligned)
the magnetic moment of inner surface Fe atoms is 1.15
uB, whereas that of the outer ones is 1.90 uB. The itin-
erant nature of magnetism in Fe is responsible for the
larger magnitude of Fe moments in comparison to Ti.

In order to understand the differences in the mag-
netism of the two MXenes under consideration, we plot
the spin density profile for both systems in different
stacking patterns. The ground state corresponding to
each stacking pattern is considered.The results are shown
in Figure 3. The results suggest that the spin density in
bilayer TisC is very different from that in the monolayer.
Unlike the case of monolayer spin density is completely
localised on the outer surface Ti atoms of bilayer TisC.
This explains the reason behind vanishing moments on
the inner surface Ti atoms. In contrast, FeoC there is sig-

nificant spin densities on both the inner and outer surface
Fe atoms in Fe;C bi-layers. This is an artefact of the itin-
erant nature of Fe moments. However, there is noticeable
difference in the distributions of the spin density as the
stacking pattern changes.

B. Electronic Structure

The total density of states(DOS), and d-orbital pro-
jected Ti density of states(PDOS) of TiaC monolayer in
ground state configuration are shown in Figure 4(a)-
(b). The corresponding bandstructure is shown in Figure
S2(a), supplementary information. The results suggest
that TisC monolayer is an indirect band gap semicon-
ductor with a small gap of around 0.22 eV. In the case
of monolayer TiyC, the crystal field with Cs, symmetry
splits the d orbitals of Ti atoms into three states: d 2 and
two two-fold degenerate dz_ 2 /dxy and dyy/dy, state?s.
Figure 4(b) shows that states around the fermi levels are
formed by hybridisation among these states of the Ti
atom. When bonded with C atoms, each Ti atom donates
two 4s electrons to them and becomes Ti?t. The re-
maining two d electrons of each Ti?T ion will half-fill the
two-fold degenerate orbitals. This is evident from Figure
4(b), Figure S5, supplementary information, and Table
I of supplementary information. Superexchange interac-
tion between two half-filled d-orbitals via non-magnetic
Carbon p orbitals, thus, leads to the AFM ground state.
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FIG. 3: Spin density profile for (a) monolayer TioC , bilayer TioC (b) Model 1 and (¢) Model 2 ,(d) monolayer FeoC
,bilayer FesC (e) Model 1, (f) Model 2 and (g) Model 3.
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FIG. 4: (a) Total density of states and (b) d- orbital projected Ti density of states of monolayer Ti;C in ground
state A-AFM configuration are shown. (¢) Total density of states and (d) d-orbital projected Ti density of states in
FM configuration are shown for comparison.

Figure 5 (a)-(d) show the DOS and PDOS of bilayer
TioC with Model 1 and 2 stacking. Corresponding band
structures are shown in Figures S2 (b)-(c), supplemen-
tary information. With inclusion of another layer, the
gap in the monolayer fills up leading to a semiconduc-
tor to metal transformation. It is the states from the
outer surface Ti atoms that contribute to the filling of
the states around the gap (Figures S6-S7, supplemen-
tary information). Information on occupancies in the
d-orbitals (Table I, supplementary information) suggest
that it hardly changes from monolayer to bilayer outer
surface Ti atoms. This is irrespective of the stacking
pattern. This in turn corroborates the presumption that

the magnetism in Ti,C is driven by the dangling bonds.
The absence of dangling bonds in the Ti atoms located on
the inner surfaces coupled with the fact that Ti is weakly
magnetic, leads to a near vanishing spin polarisation on
them. In order to find out whether the magnetic config-
uration or the inclusion of one extra layer is responsible
for the semiconductor to metal transition, the DOS and
PDOS of TioC monolayer in FM configuration is shown
in Figure 4(c)-(d). We find that in this magnetic con-
figuration, the monolayer TisC is like a semi-metal with
small densities of states around the gap in AFM config-
uration. It is, therefore, tempting to conclude that the
changes in the magnetic configuration drives the changes
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FIG. 5: Total density of states of TiyC bilayer (a) Model 1 and (¢) Model 2 in their ground states (FM) are
shown.Corresponding d-orbital projected Ti density of states in bilayer (b) Model 1 and (d) Model 2 are also shown.
Density of states of bilayer TioC in AFM1 configuration is shown in (e) for comparison.

in the electronic structure. To cross-confirm, we look at
the DOS of bilayer TioC with Model 2 stacking in AFM1
magnetic configuration (Figure 5(e)). The AFM1 config-
uration is chosen as it is the closest to A-AFM configura-
tion in monolayer structure. We find that even with this
AFM spin configuration, the bilayer structure is metallic
in nature. This implies that if the magnetic configuration
was solely responsible for the changes in the electronic
structure, we would have gotten AFM semiconductor in
bilayer Model 2 stacking as well. We, therefore, conclude
that the presence of one extra layer must be responsible
for the metallicity in TiaC bilayer. From the PDOS plots
(Figure 5(b),(d) and Figure S6-7, supplementary infor-
mation) it is observed that the states near Fermi levels
are mainly contributed by the dy/d 2 2 orbitals of Ti
atoms of both layers and s states of the outer surface
Ti atoms. In Figure 6(a)-(b) and Figure S2 (d), sup-
plementary information, we show the DOS, PDOS, and
band structures of monolayer FeoC. DOS of bilayer Model
1, Model 2 and Model 3 are shown in Figure 6 (c), (e)
and (f), respectively. The PDOS in these three models
are displayed in Figure 6 (d),(f) and (h). The corre-
sponding band structures are shown in Figure S2 (e)-(f),
supplementary information. Irrespective of the stacking,
the system is metallic with states near Fermi levels are
mainly due to hybridization among the dyy/d,2 2 and
dy,/dzx orbitals. Unlike TipC, in case of bilayer Model
1 and Model 2 stacking in Fe;C, both outer surface and
inner surface Fe atoms are significantly spin polarised as
is obvious from Figures S9-S10, supplementary informa-

tion. There are, however, noticeable differences in the
electronic re-distribution among the spin bands between
the two stackings. While there is not much change in
the occupations in the spin bands of outer surface Fe
atoms, in Model 2, the spin down band of inner surface
Fe atom is more populated than that of Model 1 at the
expense of its spin up band. This leads to the differences
in the atomic magnetic moments in these two models.
The electron numbers shown in Table I, supplementary
information, corroborates this. The AFM ground state
in case of Model 3 makes the electronic structure very
different (Figure 6(g)-(h), Figure S2 (g) and Figure S11,
supplementary information). This must be due to dif-
ferences in the magnetic interactions as a consequence of
differences in the stackings. In the next sub-section we
will address this.

C. Magnetic Exchange parameters and transition
temperatures

In order to calculate the magnetic exchange interac-
tions, we make use of the 2D Ising model with first three
M-M exchange interactions Ji, J; and J340

H=— Z Jimimj — Z Jomymy — Z Jsmpmmy, (1)
kl mn

j
For the monolayers, mapping of energies of the four mag-
netic configurations considered, to the 2D Ising Hamilto-
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FIG. 6: Total density of states of FeoC (a) monolayer and bilayer (c)Model 1, (e) Model 2 and (g) Model 3 are
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TABLE IV: Magnetic Exchange parameters, Curie/Neels Temperature and MAE of monolayer and bilayer MXenes

Curie/Neel MAE
Material Ji(meV)  Ja(meV)  J3(meV) Temperature(K) (pueV/atom)
TiaC Monolayer -5.14 10.33 -1.01 125 5.68
TisC Bilayer Model 1 1.33 1.16 4.69 185 4.74
TioC Bilayer Model 2 -2.25 1.27 4.08 175 2.45
FeoC Monolayer 5.27 4.65 0.87 450 -7.02
Fe,C Bilayer Model 1 9.28 7.11 5.43 625 1.82
Fe,C Bilayer Model 2 4.63 7.94 1.78 410 -14.57
Fe,C Bilayer Model 3 -3.92 0.95 4.85 380 41.5

nian yields the following set of equations:

Ea_arym = Eo+ 6J1m? — 12Jom? + 6.J3m>

Ec—arm = Eo — 2J1m? + 4Jom® + 6.J3m?

Epy = Ey — 6Jym? — 12Jom? — 6.J3m?

(2)

(3)

(4)

EG-arm = Eo + 2Jim? + 4Jom? — 6.J3m?

()

The J;s are obtained by solving the set of equations.
Extension of the procedure to include the eight magnetic
configurations considered provides us with the exchange

interactions for bilayers.

These interactions are then

used to calculate the magnetic transition temperatures
by classical Monte Carlo simulations. The magnetic ex-
change interactions and the transition temperatures cal-
culated this way for TioC and Fe,C are shown in Table



FIG. 7: First three magnetic exchange interaction
parameters J1,Jo and J3 in monolayer FeoC and bilayer
FeoC Model 1 are shown.Golden balls are the Fe atoms

and brown ones are the C atoms

IV.

The results for Ti;C monolayer shows comparable
strengths of first and second neighbour exchange inter-
actions. While J; signifies AFM interaction, Jo implies
FM interaction. The AFM first neighbour interaction
is superexchange one via the C atoms coordinated be-
tween the two Ti atoms (Figure S3 (a)) while the second
neighbour interaction is direct exchange. As has been
discussed in Section IIIB, the superexchange between the
half filled T1i orbitals drives the AFM ground state of this
system. The calculated magnetic exchange interactions
justify this explanation. In case of FeoC monolayer, all
three magnetic exchange parameters signify a FM ground
state. In this case, the FM state is driven by the first
neighbour superexchange between more than half-filled
Fe d orbitals.

The magnetic interactions for bilayers are quite in-
triguing. For the bilayers considered here, .Jp,.J3 are
intra-layer while J5 is inter-layer in case of TioC. Things
are different for Fe;C; in bilayer Models 1 and 3, J; is
inter-layer while the other two are intra-layer. The inter-
actions are schematically shown in Figure 7 and Figure
S3, supplementary information. In case of TioC, a change
in stacking inflicts very little change in the exchange in-
teractions. The qualitative change happens for J; when
it becomes AFM in Model 2 from FM in Model 1. This
is due to the competing direct and superexchange that
change with orientations of the Ti atoms on the inner
and outer surfaces of the bilayer. The presence of an ex-
tra layer as compared to monolayer renormalises the two
competing exchanges. Clearly the main effect is to reduce
the strength of the C mediated superexchange which is
prominent in both models of stacking pattern. Thus in
TiyC bilayers FM due to direct exchange dominates. This
becomes clearer by looking at the strengths of Js.

Strong FM interactions in either of Model 1 and Model
2 , FesC bilayer is consistent with the FM ground state
obtained by total energy calculations. However, to un-
derstand how the stacking affects various interactions,
J1(J2) of Model 1 is to be compared with J2(.J1) of Model

2. We find that the strength of the interactions decrease
when the stacking changes to Model 2 from from Model
1. The same qualitative feature was found in TioC. Such
trend across systems originates from the effect on the
overlap of the spin wave functions due to changes in the
orientations of the transition metal atoms due to changes
in the stacking. A comparison between the exchange pa-
rameters of Model 1 and Model 3 shows overwhelming re-
duction in the FM interaction for first and second neigh-
bour interactions. This is an artefact of the changes in
the competing superexchange and direct exchanges with
the changes in the stacking pattern. The AFM J; in
Model 3 is consistent with the AFM ground state ob-
tained from total energy calculations. It is noteworthy
that J3 does not suffer such drastic change across models,
presumably due to the dominant direct exchange nature
of the interaction.

The magnetic transition temperatures for both sys-
tems follow the trends in the variations in the magnetic
exchange interactions. Monolayer FeoC has larger tran-
sition temperature in comparison with TioC monolayer
due to stronger FM exchange coupling in case of the for-
mer. Since the interactions are predominantly FM in
Fe,C bilayer, the transition temperatures in general are
higher in this system with the highest one of 610 K ob-
tained in Model 1 stacking. The strongest FM exchange
interactions in this system is responsible for this.

D. Magnetic Anisotropy energy (MAE)

From the point of view of applications, one of the
important properties of magnetic materials is mag-
netic anisotropy. Systems with considerable magnetic
anisotropy energy (MAE) are usually preferred for var-
ious storage-related applications. This MAE makes the
existence of magnetic ordering in these classes of materi-
als possible?”. MAE is evaluated the following way:

Eyvap=FE| - EL (6)

Ej and E, are DFT total energies obtained by align-
ing the spins in-plane and out of plane with respect to
the surface. Spin-orbit coupling (SOC) is taken to ac-
count to calculate these energies. The total energies for
all structures are obtained along the high symmetric in-
plane (along 100 and 010 axis) and out-of-plane direc-
tions(001). The direction having the lowest energy is
chosen as the magnetic easy direction for that particular
structure. For example, in TioC monolayer (001) direc-
tion has the lowest energy; hence this is the magnetic
easy axis for monolayer TioC. The calculated MAE are
presented in Table IV. For both monolayer and bilayer
TisC, (001) turns out to the magnetisation easy axis.
The positive values of MAE too suggests the presence of
an easy axis. We find that there is no drastic change in
MAE values upon changes in stacking for bilayer TisC.
The change can be attributed to the changes in DOS near



the fermi level as stacking changes.

For FeoC monolayer, the in-plane directions (100) and
(010) have the same energy. The MAE turns out to be
negative implying presence of an easy plane of magne-
tization. This suggests the magnetism in this system
describable by XY model, and that there is a possibility
of a non-collinear ground state.For FeaC bilayer, Model 1
and Model 3, the MAE values are positive indicating the
presence of an easy axis for both cases; it turns out to
be the (001) axis. The drastic increase in MAE in Model
3 can be attributed to an increase in states in DOS at
the fermi level in the majority spin channel. For Model 2
stacking, MAE value is negative implying the presence of
an easy plane instead of an easy axis and thus possibility
of a non-collinear ground state.

To gain more insight, the angular dependence of MAE
is calculated. The results are shown in Figure 8. For this
we calculated the MAEs of the zy, xz and yz planes. The
MAE of xz and yz plane are equal for all the structures.
Thus MAE of only xy and yz planes are shown in Figure
8. The spin angle 6 is varied from 0 to 180° at an interval
of 12°. All systems of TioC MXene show MAE minima at
0 = 0° and @ = 180°.This implies § = 0° that is the c-axis
or (001) direction is the easy direction.A similar conclu-
sion also holds for FeyC bilayer Model 1 and Model 3.
However, for monolayer FesC and bilayer Model 2 , the
minima of MAE are in the xy plane, indicating that the
zy plane is the easy plane of magnetization.The depen-
dence of MAE on spin angle 6 for a hexagonal system is

given by the relation?®:

MAE(6) = Ko + K,Sin®0 + K,5in*0 (7)

Here K; and K, are magnetic anisotropy constants, 6
is the angle made by the spin vector with z and x-axis
for MAE in the zy and yz planes, respectively.If K; > 0
and Ky > — K>, the out of plane direction (# = 0°) is the
direction of magnetic easy axis. On the other hand, if
Ky >0and K1 < =Ky or K5 <0 and K1 < —2K5, the
in-plane directions(6 = 90°) are the magnetic easy direc-
tions. By fitting the calculated values to the above equa-
tion, we get K1 = 5.693ueV and Ko = 0.004ueV for TiyC
monolayer. As K7 > 0 and K7 > —K>5, we have an easy
axis of magnetisation. For bilayer TisC, the numbers are
K; =4.73(2.14)ueV, Ko = 0.004(—0.001) eV for Model
1(Model 2). As K7 > 0 and K7 > —Ks,we have easy
axes of magnetisation for both cases. In FeyC mono-
layer, K1 = —7.772ueV, Ko = —0.267ueV. In this case,
Ky < 0,K; < —2K5 imply an easy plane of magnetisa-
tion. In case of FesC bilayer, K = 4.733(40.56) eV and
Ky = 0.006(—0.041)peV for Model 1 (Model 3). Since
K1 >0 and K7 > — K5 in both models, we have an easy
axis of magnetisation. For Model 2 K; = —14.562ueV,
Ky = —0.018u eV imply the existence of an easy plane
of magnetisation.

To understand the origin of the changes in MAE
on moving from monolayer to bilayers of FeoC, we
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FIG. 8: Angular dependence of MAE in TixC (a)
monolayer (b)bilayer Model 1 and (c) bilayer Model 2.
Results for FesC in monolayer and bilayer Model 1,2,3

are shown in (d),(e),(f),(g), respectively.

use a perturbative analysis. According to second-order
perturbation theory, the MAE is given as MAE =

E00) — Epoor) ~ 2 Zo.’u [{du|Hs0. |do)| = [{dulH504 |do}| {]are

€y

——
dy and d, are the unoccupied and occupied states,

respectively?®21.Only the d states of Fe atoms
close to the fermi level contribute majorly to
the MAE values. The SOC matrix elements

(dyz|Hsoldy:)| \[{dy2_y2|Hsoldyy)| favour out of plane
anisotropy whereas [(d,2_,2|Hsol|dy:)| ,[{dzy|Hso|ds=)]
and |(d,2|Hsold,.)| favour in-plane anisotropy. From the
PDOS of monolayer FesC, we find that it is mainly the
minority spin states that contribute to MAE since there
is not much contribution from the majority spin band to
the states near the fermi level. In the unoccupied part
of the minority band, we find a prominent peak around
0.75 eV due to d» orbitals along with other less promi-
nent ones due to dyy /dx2_y2 states. In bilayer Model 1,
the contribution of dyy/d. 22 states in the unoccupied
part increase substantially along with a slight increase in
the dy,/dy, contributions. Consequently, the contribu-
tions in the occupied part slightly decrease. This causes



the enhancements in the matrix elements favouring out
of plane MAE. The existence of magnetic easy axis is
thus explained. In Model 2, the states contributed by
dxs/dy, and dyy/ d,2_ 2 in the unoccupied part are greatly
reduced as compared to Model 1.As a result contributions
of the terms to favour out of plane magnetic anisotropy
are reduced. This causes further enhancement in the
in-plane MAE value compared to monolayer since now
both terms contributing to out-of-plane anisotropy de-
crease. In Model 3, dy,/dy, and dyy/d 2_y2 contributions
increase in both the occupied and unoccupied parts due
to a significant amount of states near the fermi level in
the majority spin channel. This causes enhancement of
both the terms that favour out-of-plane anisotropy. Thus
we get a clear picture regarding stacking dependence in
the qualitative behaviour of magnetic anisotropy in Fe;C
from electronic structure.

E. Conclusions

Using first-principles calculations, we have investigated
the dependence of electronic and magnetic properties in
on layer thickness and stacking patterns in Ti;C and
FeoC MXenes. To our knowledge, this is the first work
exploring this aspect in magnetic MXenes. We find that
both layer thickness and stacking patterns alter the mag-
netic properties in MXenes, irrespective of whether the
transition metal is a weakly magnetic like Ti or a strong
magnet like Fe. For TiyC the ground state magnetic con-
figuration changes as one increases the number of lay-
ers; the magnetism is driven by the dangling bonds as-
sociated with the Ti atoms on the outer surface. The
qualitative nature of magnetic exchange interactions and
magnetic anisotropy in this system remain same in differ-
ent stacking patterns. Relatively weak qualitative nature
of the magnetic exchange parameters lead to magnetic
transition temperatures below the room temperature. In
contrast, FeoC is more fascinating. Here, the itinerant
nature of Fe atoms contribute to the magnetic proper-
ties. Thus, unlike TioC where the magnetic moments
are localised on the outer surface Ti atoms, Fe atoms
on both surfaces are spin polarised with the magnitudes
much larger than that in TioC. The stacking patterns
give rise to competing superexchange and direct exchange
among the Fe atoms leading to differences in the ground
state of bilayer FeoC. This affects the qualitative nature
of the magnetic exchange parameters and subsequently
the magnitudes of the magnetic transition temperatures.
The significant changes in the electronic structures as one
changes the stacking pattern in bilayer FesC lead to dif-
ferences in the nature of the magnetic anisotropy in this
system. Thus we conclude that there is a better scope
in manipulating the magnetism in FeoC by varying the
layer thickness and stacking pattern. This would be de-
sirable from the point of view of device fabrication. This
study opens up the possibility of further exploration into
the structure-magnetism relations in magnetic MXenes.
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