2201.03123v2 [cond-mat.str-el] 6 Jun 2022

arxXiv

Effectiveness of the Self-Consistent Harmonic Approximation in ferromagnets with
dipolar interactions

A. R. Moural’H

! Departamento de Fisica, Universidade Federal de Vigosa, 36570-900, Vigosa, Minas Gerais, Brazil
(Dated: June 7, 2022)

Among the various methods for treating magnetic models, the Self-Consistent Harmonic Approxi-
mation (SCHA) has successfully described ferro and antiferromagnetism in many different scenarios.
In particular, the SCHA is a valuable and easy formalism for determining transition temperatures

as, for example, the Berezinskii-Kosterlitz-Thouless.

The heart of the method includes thermal

fluctuations through of a renormalization parameter depending on temperature. Nevertheless, most
of the work has been done considering only short-range interactions, which results in an incomplete
description of actual magnetic samples. Here, we generalize the SCHA to include the dipolar inter-
action in the thermodynamic analysis. The method is applied to analyze the well-known Europium
Chalcogenides EuO and EuS. The SCHA results are in good agreement with the experimental

measurements.
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I. INTRODUCTION AND MOTIVATION

The description of magnetism in condensed matter
physics involves a diversified set of theoretical tools. For
a long time, the bosonic representations, for example,
have been widely used to investigate all kinds of mag-
netic properties, spin excitations, and phase transitions
in ferro (FM) and antiferromagnetic (AFM) models. The
main concept is the replacement of the spin operators by
annihilation/creation bosonic ones. Since there are many
bosonic representations, one should choose the more ap-
propriate formalism according to the model’s dimension-
ality, temperature, spin interactions, and/or symmetries.
At low temperatures (below the ordering temperature),
it is usual to adopt the Holstein-Primakoff representa-
tion ﬂ] since the spontaneous symmetry breaking justi-
fies the series expansion of the spin operators in lower
orders of the magnon occupation n = ata < 1 [2]. In
the lowest order, we have the traditional linear spin-
wave theory, which is a reasonable picture of magnons
weakly coupled. On the other hand, phases with intact
symmetry are better described by using the Schwinger
bosonic representation E—Iﬂ], although three-dimensional
models require special attention close to the transition
temperature ﬂa] In general, the mean-field approach
of the Schwinger formalism is sufficient for most of the
scenarios; however, in frustrated models, the inclusion
of Gaussian fluctuations should be considered EHE],
providing some extra complexity to the model. More-
over, it is also possible to represent the spin field by
the non-linear sigma model O(3)[2, [11, |ﬁ)] and then
quantize the field fluctuations by standard techniques
of quantum field theory (furthermore, note that in the
AFM case, one should be careful with the topological
phase). In addition, the Self-Consistent Gaussian Ap-
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proximation (SCGA) [13] presents a purpose similar to
the Self-Consistent Harmonic Approximation (SCHA).
In the SCGA, the thermodynamics of a classical spin
model is evaluated through self-consistent equations de-
pending on the magnetization and their quadratic fluc-
tuations. In this case, the Gaussian corrections are in-
troduced by considering spin cumulants m, @] in the
statistical averages. The SCGA formalism provides good
results; however, the number of self-consistent parame-
ters is larger than the SCHA, and the quantization is
more challenging to implement.

The Self-Consistent Harmonic Approximation is an-
other practical approach for solving spin models ﬂﬁ]
Classically, the spin fields can be written using the phase
angle ¢ around the z-axis and the spin component S*. It
is clear that ¢ and S* composite a pair of canonically con-
jugate fields that obey the Poisson bracket {¢;, S5} = di;.
In the quantum point of view, the development is simi-
lar with the fields being replaced by operators that sat-
isfy the commutation relation [¢;, 57| = ihid;;. Over the
years, Pires et al. have applied the SCHA method to
evaluate the critical temperature ﬂﬂ—@], the topological
BKT transition ﬂﬂ, 24, |, and the large-D quantum
phase transition | in a wide variety of magnetic
models. Similar to the linear spin-wave theory, in the
SCHA, we expand the Hamiltonian up to second order
in ¢ and S*. However, higher-order contributions are
taken into account through a renormalization parame-
ter p that depends on temperature. The renormalization
temperature is determined by a self-consistent equation
that normally presents a fast convergence. Therefore,
the SCHA method provides an easy and efficient alter-
native for investigating spin models, mainly in determin-
ing thermal and quantum phase transitions without the
disadvantages of the usual bosonic formalisms. In addi-
tion, Moura and Lopes have demonstrated that, since ¢
and S* are canonically conjugated, SCHA is the natu-
ral choice to describe coherent states in magnetic models


http://arxiv.org/abs/2201.03123v2
mailto:antoniormoura@ufv.br

@], making SCHA very useful for describing the mag-
netization precession in spintronics.

Despite the success of the SCHA to describe spin mod-
els with short-range interactions, there are only a cou-
ple of works considering Hamiltonians with long-range
interactions. Pires investigated the phase transition of
the Heisenberg model with ferromagnetic long-range in-
teraction decaying as r—P HE], and Moura generalized
the results to the anisotropic Heisenberg model @] In
both cases, the long-range interaction was considered
isotropic, limiting the possible applications. This paper,
will present a complete development of the SCHA that
includes the dipolar interaction. As it is well-known, the
dipolar interaction is an anisotropic long-range interac-
tion that decays as r~3. In general, the dipolar inter-
action is weak, compared to the exchange coupling, and
insufficient to sustain an ordered phase by itself. How-
ever, the dipolar field has a fundamental role in the de-
scription of ferromagnetic insulators, as the ferromag-
netic Yttrium-Iron-Garnet, which is commonly used in
spintronics [41]. Furthermore, to verify the obtained re-
sults, the SCHA is used to determine the thermodynam-
ics of the ferromagnetic Europium Chalcogenides EuS
and EuO m] In both cases, the results agree with the
literature.

II. THE SCHA METHOD

We will consider a ferromagnetic insulator in a cubic
crystalline lattice with an exchange interaction between
nearest neighbors. In the SI unit system, the Heisenberg
Hamiltonian endowed with dipolar interaction is given by
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where the first sum is done over nearest neighbors and
the second one is evaluated over each spin pair, sepa-
rated by r;; = r; —r;, on the lattice; J > 0 is the fer-
romagnetic exchange coupling, po = 47 x 1077 H/m is
the vacuum permeability, g is the Landé g-factor, and
pup = 9.274 x 10724 J/T is the Bohr magneton. If neces-
sary, other interactions, anisotropies, and coupling with
magnetic fields can be easily included. For example, if
one considers a finite model, it is important to include the
surface contribution through the demagnetizating field,
which vanishes for an ellipsoidal sample with magnetiza-
tion oriented along a symmetry axis. Slight differences
between theoretical and experimental results should be
observed if minor effects are disregarded. However, since
our main objective is to investigate the dipolar inter-
action under the SCHA perspective, we consider only
bulk interactions in this work. In above equation, S; is
adopted as a classical dimensionless spin field on the site

i, whose transverse components are written as

S¥ =1/5% — (57)% cos p; (2a)
SY =1/5%—(S7)%singp; (2b)

In the quantum development, ¢; and S; are promoted
to operators that obey the usual commutation relation
[pi, SF] = i0y; [16). Notwithstanding some different pro-
cedures in the middle of the process, the final result ob-
tained from the quantum version of the Hamiltonian ()
is the same one obtained from the a posteriori quantized
Hamiltonian. Therefore, for the sake of simplicity, we
will consider classical spin fields for now and leave the
quantization to be performed later. Let us define the
magnetization along the (100) direction and consider the
fields ¢ and S* small enough to perform a series expan-
sion around zero. After expanding up to second order in
the ¢ and S* fields, the exchange Hamiltonian reads in
the momentum space

HZ) =" 2J(1—7)(pS*pqp—q + S;5%,),  (3)
q

where the g-sum extends over the first Brillouin zone. In
above equation, the structure factor is defined by
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where 7 stands for the nearest neighbor positions,
and z = 6 is the coordination number for the three-
dimensional cubic lattice. In addition, p is a renormaliza-
tion parameter included to take into account higher-order
phase fluctuations disregarded in the cosine expansion,
which is determined by the self-consistent equation

p= [1 - %] exp {—%(Aw%} , (5)

where Ay is the phase difference between nearest neigh-
bors, and the averages are evaluated by using the har-

monic Hamiltonian Hy = Héﬁi H (gi?g. More details

about the renormalization parameter are given in Ap-
pendix [Al

We solve the dipolar interaction following similar steps.
First, note that, despite the decaying factor r;g, the
isotropic contribution is identical to the exchange term,
while the anisotropic dipolar contribution is written as

(Si - rij)(S; - rij) = 22159151/ 5% — (57)? 5] sin i+
Jr\/SQ — (Sf)Q\/S2 - (SJZ)Q(:EZQJ COS (p; COS P+
erfj sin; sin ;) + 24557 S5 (6)

where the mixed terms Sijy and S7S7 were omitted
since they do not yield second-order contributions. We
then expand the trigonometric functions as cosp =



1 — paw?/2 and sing ~ /pay, where pg is the dipolar

renormalization factor, given by

a1 5P

[+ exn-2ta)].
Again, the average is determined using the harmonic
Hamiltonian and details about the demonstration of the
above equation can be found in Appendix (A]). Therefore,
the quadratic dipolar Hamiltonian is written as
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We must be careful with the ¢ = 0 limit in performing
the Fourier transform, which presents a slow convergence.
Only for finite values of ¢, the result is almost indepen-
dent of the sample surface. We follow the standard pro-
cedures to properly evaluate the lattice sum in ¢ = 0

,143]. First, we divide the sum into two regions: one in-
side a small sphere containing only the nearest sites and
the other involving the entire sample outside the small
sphere. For the cubic lattice, the sum inside the small
sphere vanishes, and the second sum can be converted
into a volume integral, which is then written as two sur-
face integrals. The inner surface integral (over the small
spherical surface) provides the Lorentz factor 47/3, while
the outer surface results in the demagnetization factor,
which depends on the domain shape. Here, we consider
an elongated ellipsoid whose major axis is along the mag-
netization direction, and thereby we can neglect the de-
magnetizing field. For ¢ > 0, the sum can be converted
in an integral over the entire domain, which results in the
well-known Fourier transform @]
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where vy = a is the volume of a cubic Wigner-Seitz cell
with edge a (lattice parameter). In momentum space, the
quadratic dipolar Hamiltonian is then given by
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where M = gupS/vys is the magnetization. Note that
there is no dependence on ¢, and the dipolar contri-
bution vanishes for vector momentum along the (100)
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direction (considered as the preferred magnetization di-
rection). This implies that along the magnetization di-
rection, spin-waves have lower energy since there is no
effective dipolar field influence in this direction.

A. Semiclassical approach

Before we quantize the Hamiltonian, let us analyze the
semiclassical limit. Gathering both exchange and dipolar
contributions, we obtain the harmonic Hamiltonian

Hy = Z [S2Agpqp—q + BgSZS%, + SCypeS7,], (11)
q

where we have defined the coefficients

Ay = 2Jp(1 —7,) + Japasin® 0, cos® ¢,  (12a)
By = 2J(1 —7y,) + Jasin® 0, sin” ¢, (12b)
Cq =2Jav/pa sin? 04 8in ¢q cOS g, (12¢)

with Jg = (pogupM)/2S. In addition, 0, and ¢, are the
polar and azimuth angles between q and the preferred
magnetization direction, defined by ¢, = ¢sinf, cos ¢,
and ¢, = ¢sinf;sing,. Note that momentum compo-
nents appear only in a quadratic form in the Hamiltoni-
ans (@) and ([I0). Hence, the Ay, By, and Cy coefficients
are symmetric under the replacement q — —q. As ex-
pected, the dipolar energy vanishes along the magneti-
zation direction and reaches its maximum for 0, = 7/2.
The spin-wave dynamics is obtained from the Hamilton
equations

. OH
hSZ = _Z0 —25A,SY - SC,S; (13)
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WSy = S—o2 = 25B,S; + SC, S}, (14)



where we use SY ~ Spq. Thus, considering solutions in
the form of harmonic travelling spin-waves with tempo-
ral dependence proportional to exp(iwyt), we obtain the
system of linear equations involving the transverse com-

ponents

ihw, — SC, —28B, S\ _ a5)
254, ihw+SC, )\ S; )T

which provides the spin-wave energy

E, = hw, = S\/4A,B, — C2. (16)

For the pure exchange Hamiltonian, it is easy to ver-
ify that £, = 25Jz,/p(1 — v4), and so we can define

the renormalized exchange coupling as J,.(T) = /p(T)J.
For the dipolar model, it is not possible to exactly factor-
ize the expression and obtain the same result; however,
since p ~ pq, we can still use J,.(T') as an approximated
result.

Using the harmonic Hamiltonian given by Eq. (),
we can evaluate the required statistical averages for de-
termining the renormalization factors, to wit

2524
(Sg5Z4)00 = 1 (17)
q°—q BE,?
and
2B
<80q907q>0 = B—E‘;, (18)
q

with 3 = (kgT)~!. In above equations, we extend the
limit of integration to oo due to the fast decreasing of
exp(—BHp) at low temperatures. The distributions in
the partition function are then treated as Gaussian.
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FIG. 1. The renormalization factors for S =1, J/kp =1 K,
and Jg = 0.1J. At T. = 2.90K, p abruptly drops to zero while
pd assumes a finite value.

The renormalization parameters are determined by
solving the p and pg equations self-consistently. In gen-
eral, the convergence is very fast and are required few
iterations to reach the solution. At the zero-temperature
limit, it is easy to verify that p and pg tend to one, as

one sees in Fig. (II), which allows to simplify the energy
equation and obtain the spin-wave dispersion relation
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where wyr = guppoM. The above outcome coincides
with the well-known result for a ferromagnetic insula-
tor with dipolar interaction ﬂ4_1|] Indeed, one can de-
termine the dispersion relation by using the Landau-
Lifschitz equation M = —ypuoM x Heg, where the effec-
tive field Heg = Hexe+Haip. In the Fourier space, the ex-
change and dipolar fields [considering the magnetostatic
limit for which V - (M + Haip) = 0, and V x Hg;p = 0]
are respectively given by Hexe = z6My — n(aq)QM;-,
and Haip = —(§ - M;")d, where the transverse magneti-

zation is M- = MY +M;, and x = 2.J.5/hwy;. Note that
we have considered a uniform longitudinal magnetization
component and the vector q was defined as previously.
Adopting the oscillating time behavior for the magnetiza-
tion, M (t) = M, (0)e™4’, the Landau-Lifschitz equation
yields

B 2JS¢? [1 hwpy sin® Hq} 1/2 (20)

Ya= Ty 27542

which is the long wavelength limit of Eq. (I9). Con-
sidering S = 1, J/kp = 1 K, and Jyz/kp = 0.1 K, we
determine the critical temperature (the point in which
p abruptly vanishes) at 7. = 2.90 K. Opposite to the
exchange renormalization factor, pg is finite at T.. For
T > 0, the renormalization factors are slightly different;
however, for T' < 0.97,, p =~ pg and the dispersion rela-
tion can be written as wy(T) = \/p(T)we(T = 0).

The magnetization along the (100) direction is readily
determined and given by

59=5-3% (35055520 + 5 tep-ala ) (20

while (S#) and (SY) are null.

B. Quantum Hamiltonian

Although the semiclassical results are in reasonable
agreement with the literature, we can get better out-
comes through the quantized Hamiltonian. To perform
the quantization of the spin-waves, we promote the fields
¢q and S7 to operators that satisfy [pg, S5 ] = idgq
Therefore, it is convenient to define the bosonic oper-
ators a, expressed by

_ al +a a
Pq = /_25(q+ —q) (22)
. i8S
55 = 2 (e} —ay). (220)



which leads to

S
Ho=3_ 3 {(Aq + By)(afag +a-qal,) + (A — Byt
q

+iCg)alal | + (Ag + By —iCya_qaq| - (23)

The diagonalization is obtained from the definition of
new bosonic operators by the Bogoliubov transform

ag = €1/? cosh x,a_, + €¥4/? sinh ang, (24)
where x4 is established by the relation

_ |Ag — Bq +iCy|

25
1,15, (25)

tanh x, =

and 14 is the phase of (4, — By +iCy). Therefore, after
a straightforward procedure, we obtain

1
Hy =Y huw, <a};aq + 5) , (26)

q

where the spin-wave energy is again given by the relation

hwq = S, [4A,By — Cg, and we replace the classical spin

value S by S = 1/S(S +1).

The renormalization parameters are calculated using
the same Eqs. (@) and (@) but the averages are de-
termined by using the quantum harmonic Hamiltonian.
Through the relation between spin and bosonic opera-
tors, as well as the Bogoliubov transform, we are able to
achieve

B 8E
(Pgp-q)o = FZ coth (Tq) (27)
and
. 524 BE
(S58% )0 = qu coth ( 2q> . (28)

Note that, in the small energy limit, i.e., £, < kT, we
approximate coth(SE,/2) by 2/8E,, and the semiclassi-
cal averages are recovered.

Fig. (@) shows the temperature dependence of the
renormalization factors. Due to the replacement of S
by S, we observe an increasing in the critical tempe-
rature, from T, = 2.90 K to T, = 4.78 K. As we will
see in the next section, the quantum results better agree
with experimental measures. In addition, as one can see,
pa 2 p, and both parameters are smaller than the respec-
tive semiclassical results. As expected, magnons have a
more expressive contribution to disorder the magnetic
phase in the quantum limit.

The effect of the dipolar interaction on the critical tem-
perature is shown in Fig. (Bl Using the semiclassical
approach, we obtain T, almost constant for 0 < J; < J,
while for the quantum analysis, T, is a slightly increasing
function of J;. Despite the small correction, the dipo-
lar interaction is important to determine the transition
temperature in Europium Chalcogenides with more pre-
cision, as demonstrated in the next section.
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FIG. 2. The renormalization factors for S = /2, J/ks =1
K, and J; = 0.1J. Here, the critical temperature is given by
T. =4.78 K.
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FIG. 3. The critical temperature as function of the dipolar
interaction intensity.

III. EUROPIUM CHALCOGENIDES

To verify the effectiveness of the SCHA including dipo-
lar interactions, we apply the formalism to determine the
energy spectrum and transition temperature of Europium
Oxide (EuO) and Europium Sulfite (EuS), two ferromag-
netic insulators with well-known properties @, .

The Europium Chalcogenides present a bulk with a
high degree of symmetry that makes them ideal to be
described by the Heisenberg Hamiltonian. The magnetic
properties arise from Eu?* ions that exhibit spin S = 7/2
and orbital angular momentum L = 0. Because of the
highly localized wave-function of the 4f electrons, the ex-
change coupling between Eu?* ions occurs due to indi-
rect exchange with unoccupied 5d conduction bands and
superexchange coupling |44]. The Europium ions are lo-
calized in an fcc lattice with isotropic exchange interac-
tion between nearest and near-nearest neighbors as well
as long-range dipolar interaction. Neither the exchange
nor the dipolar interaction shows a preferred magneti-
zation direction; however, a small anisotropy from the
crystalline field orients the spin on the direction (111).
Note that the Heisenberg Hamiltonian and the isotropic
part of the dipolar interaction are invariant under ro-



tations, and they show the same structure whether we
orient the magnetization in (100) or (111) directions. On
the other hand, we must take care of the anisotropic part
of the dipolar interaction when we rotate the preferred
magnetization axis. Here, we work with directions ac-
cording to the fcc lattice, and the anisotropic part of the
dipolar interaction is adjusted to this frame (initially it
is written in such a way that the x-axis coincides with
the (111) direction and later it is rotated to a new frame
where the x-axis coincides with the (100) direction). The
Hamiltonian is written as

H:—lesi-Sj—JQ Z Si'Sj-i-
(i4) ({ig))

to (gpB)? Si-S; L, (Si-riy)(S; ri;)
— E -3 29
+47r 2 = T?j T?j ’( )

where J; and Jo represent the exchange coupling between
nearest (nn) and near-nearest (nnn) neighbors, respec-
tively. For EuO (a = 5.141A), we adopt J;/kp = 0.606
K and Jo/kp = 0.119 K, while J;/kp = 0.236 K and
Jo/kp = —0.118 K are the exchange couplings for EuS
(a = 5.960A) [46]. Using the SCHA, we obtain a har-
monic Hamiltonian similar to the Eq. ([Il); however, the
coefficients are now given by

Ag =211 (1 - Vénn)) + 20J2p2(1 — %5”"”’)+

+Japasin 0, cos® ¢, (30a)
B, =z1J1(1 — 7,5”")) + zoJop(1 — v, )+

+Jgsin” 0, sin® ¢, (30b)
Cq =2Jav/pa sin? 04 5in ¢g cos ¢y, (30¢)

where the coordination numbers are z; = 12 and zo = 6,
and the structure factors are

yfn") = é [cos (q?z) cos (%y) + cos (%y) cos (%Z) +
+ cos (%Z) cos (qg)} ) (31a)

1
= g(cos ¢z + COSqy + €OS Q).

(nnn)

Yq (31b)
The angles 0, and ¢, are defined in relation to the mag-

netization preferred axis ((111) direction) and, in the ref-

erence frame used to define v4 ~ and 4 , we have

_ QmJFQy*QQZ

\/g(qgc - Qy) .

Here, we consider three renormalization factors, again
evaluated using Egs. (@) and (), one for each contri-
bution of the Hamiltonian. For the exchange coupling,
the structure factor -, is chosen according to the nn
or nnn interaction. As in the pure exchange Hamil-
tonian, we define the renormalized coupling terms by
Jl(T) = \/pl(T)Jl(O) and JQ(T) = \/pQ(T)JQ(O), which
reproduce very well the result obtained from Dyson-
Maleev representation for EuO [4§] and EuS [50]. Both

tan g (32)
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FIG. 4. The renormalized coupling Ji and J> (in units of kg)
as function of temperature for EuO and EuS. The black solid
lines are the SCHA results, the dashed red line is from Ref.
[48], and the dashed blue line is from Ref. [5(]

quantum SCHA and Dyson-Maleev results are shown in
Fig. ). The solid line ends at the critical temperature
(the point where the renormalization parameter abruptly
vanishes), very close to the Curie temperature. Apply-
ing the quantum SCHA, we obtain T, = 63.75K for EuO
and T, = 16.71 K for EuS, while the experimental val-
ues of the Curie temperatures are T = 69.15 K (EuO)
and Te = 16.57 K (EuS) [46]. The transition tempe-
ratures evaluated from both semiclassical and quantum
SCHA for the pure exchange Hamiltonian and the full
model, including dipolar interaction, are listed in Table
(IID). As one can see, we reach the best results by using
the quantum SCHA including the dipolar interaction.

Using the SCHA formalism, we also evaluate the spin-
wave dispersion at 7' = 5.5 K to compare with neutron
scattering experiments [46]. Fig. (&) shows the curves
(solid lines) calculated through SCHA and the experi-
mental data for EuO and EuS. In both cases, the SCHA
provides good agreement with the experiments. In addi-
tion, Fig. (@) shows the temperature dependence of the
reduced magnetization for both EuO (in blue) and EuS
(in red). The figure plots the data from neutron scatter-
ing experiments [47] (following the same color scheme).
For EuS (EuO), the calculated magnetization is slightly
smaller (larger) than the experimental measurements.
The experimental measurements were done using thin-
slab samples obtained from polycrystalline powders @]
Surface effects, which were disregarded in our analysis,
could justify the slight difference between the theoreti-
cal and experimental results. For the same reason, one
could justify the difference between the SCHA and ex-
perimental critical temperature, mainly for EuQO. Since
exchange couplings are intrinsic properties, depending on
the superposition of electron wave-functions, surface con-
tributions are negligible for the renormalized coupling J;
and Jo, which explain the good agreement in Fig. ().
On the other hand, D. A. Garanin applied the SCGA
with a simplified dipolar interaction to obtain a critical
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FIG. 5. Spin-wave dispersion relation (at 7' = 5.5 K) for EuO
(above) and EuS (below). The solid lines are results of the
SCHA formalism, and the red points are neutron scattering
measures along the (110) direction extracted from Ref. [46].

Method EuO EuS

Pure exchange, semiclassical SCHA 48.64 K 17.64 K
Pure exchange, quantum SCHA 61.24 K 15.22 K
Full model, semiclassical SCHA 50.60 K 19.49 K
Full model, quantum SCHA 63.75 K 16.71 K
Experimental data [46] 69.15 K 16.57 K

TABLE I. Transition temperature obtained from SCHA con-
sidering pure exchange Hamiltonian and including dipolar in-
teraction. Both semiclassical and quantum are considered and
the best result is obtained by using the quantum SCHA with
dipolar interaction.

temperature T, ~ 69K for the EuO [19]. At the same
time, the magnetization obtained by Garanin is slightly
larger than the experimental data, as the SCHA result.
Therefore, more investigation is necessary to explain the

slightly lower EuO critical temperature obtained from
SCHA.

IV. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The SCHA method is an efficient formalism for treat-
ing spin models at finite temperature, provided that
the method deals with simple harmonic Hamiltonians.
The temperature dependence is included through renor-
malization parameters that need to be solved by self-
consistent equations. The SCHA has been used for many
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FIG. 6. The reduced magnetization curve as function of rel-
ative temperature T'/T. (EuO in blue and EuS in red). The
solid lines are the SCHA results and the points were obtained
for neutron scattering experiments ﬂﬂ]

years, mainly to determine critical temperatures; how-
ever, in general, only short-range interaction has been
considered. Since dipolar interaction is a relevant con-
tribution for many magnetic experiments, we developed
the SCHA to include the dipolar field.

Using the SCHA, we obtained the spin-wave spectrum
energy, the transition temperature, renormalized cou-
plings, and magnetization, while other results can also
be easily determined. The SCHA results coincide with
theoretical development obtained from standard bosonic
representations in the zero-temperature limit. To ver-
ify our equations, we applied the formalism to the ferro-
magnetic Europium Chalcogenides: EuO and EuS. The
results were compared with well-known results obtained
from usual bosonic representations and neutron scatter-
ing experiments. We achieved a good agreement for
both materials, mainly for Europium Sulfite. For EuS,
the transition temperature provided by SCHA (16.71 K)
showed an error of less than 1 percent when compared to
the experimental value (16.57 K). Besides, the theoretical
magnetization curve presented an excellent fit with the
neutron scattering data. In the EuO case, the determined
transition temperature was T, = 63.75 K, while the ex-
perimental result is given by 7. = 69.15 K. It is known
that anisotropic energy provides a small gap of the order
of 3.5 peV in EuO (and one order of magnitude smaller
in EuS) that was disregarding in our work. However, this
anisotropy is insufficient to explain the observed differ-
ence. In addition, surface effects, which were also disre-
garded, could contribute to the small difference between
theoretical and experimental results. The calculated
magnetization curve is precise at the low-temperature
limit, but SCHA gives results slightly different from the
experimental data for T 2 0.57, (approximately 10%
larger at T' = 0.97,, for EuO). Finally, the renormalized
exchange coupling evaluated by SCHA for both materials
showed an excellent agreement with the literature.

The SCHA revealed a great formalism in describing the
magnetic thermodynamics in models endowed with dipo-



lar interaction. Likewise the usual bosonic formalisms,
the SCHA method can be applied in the theoretical inves-
tigation of magnetism in various fields. Since the SCHA
formalism is a quadratic model, its application is more
manageable than traditional bosonic representations that
need to include spin-wave interaction to consider correc-
tions of fourth-order or higher. In addition, the SCHA
shows some advantages compared with the SCGA, which
is another method with similar purposes. The first one is
related to the smaller number of required self-consistent
parameters. For example, for the isotropic ferromagnetic
Heisenberg model in the presence of a field H*, the SCHA
requires only a parameter (the renormalization term p)
to determine the thermodynamics. At the same time,
SCGA needs three self-consistent unknown variables (the
magnetization and the longitudinal and transverse com-
ponents of the mean-field fluctuation) to treat the same
Hamiltonian. The difference in self-consistent parame-
ters between both methods is even more significant for
more general Hamiltonians. Another advantage refers
to the quantization procedure. Whereas the SCGA ap-
plies to only classical spin models, the SCHA Hamil-
tonian, which is written in terms of $* and ¢, can be
easily quantized by imposing the commutation relation
[¢i, S] = d;j. Finally, despite the excellent SCGA re-
sults, it is easier to implement the dipolar interaction in
the SCHA than in the SCGA, which could be a decisive
point depending on the problem addressed.

Appendix A: Renormalization factors

The dynamics of S* depends on which Hamiltonian is
used to determine the time derivative, and the result is
strongly affected whether one uses the simple harmonic
Hamiltonian (without any correction) or the complicated
full version. Therefore, we include the renormalization
parameter in the quadratic Hamiltonian to improve the
results without turning the evaluation overly laborious.

In order to determine the renormalization factors,
we compare the average (S;SZ )o evaluated using the
quadratic Hamiltonian Hy, given by Eq. (), with
the result obtained from the full Hamiltonian H, i.e.
(8557 ,). Starting with the former, we obtain

h2<5§53q>o = 454A3<‘Pq§0—q>0 + 453chq<90q5iq>0+
o 2524
+52CF(S2S7 o = 3 <.

(A1)

To find out the second term, given by the Fourier trans-
form

bz Gz 1 Sz Oz\ iq-(rj—r;
(8552,) = & D_ASES e, (A2)
5]

we use the following useful relation, obtained after an

integration by parts,
. 1 OH 0H
n*(S;55) = = | DpDS* ————e
(5757) Z/ P G a0,
1 / 1 9*°H _
= — | DeDS*— e PH
7] 777 Bopiog,

where Z is the partition function, and the integration
measure DpDS* stands for the field integration over each
site on the lattice. In addition, we extend the integration
limit to —oo < ¢, S* < 0o and so we will deal with Gaus-
sian integrals. Since the exchange and dipolar Hamiltoni-
ans are decoupled, we can develop them separately. For
the exchange term, we get

aQHeXC exc
=23 hX (65 — 6ij),
n

(A3

A4
Dpi0yp; (A4)

with hgXe = —J/5% — (57)%,/5? — (57)? cos(pi — ;)
and 7 being the nearest neighbors. Then, the Fourier
transform yields

2zJ
g
where we assume that (h®*¢)q is independent of the site
position and the average is determined through the har-
monic Hamiltonian Hy. We can evaluate the averages
over S* and ¢ independently for decoupled fields. How-

ever, in our case, the Hamiltonian present mixed terms
and, in space coordinates, it looks like

h2<S§Siq>exc = (1- 7q)<hexc>0a (A5)

Hy =Y [S%Aijpip; + BijSiS; + SCijeoiS).

ij

(A6)

Then, some extra steps are necessary to properly deter-
mine (h¢)o. Firstly, we consider that S} ~ 57 < S
and write (h®*¢)g = S?((1 — s%) cos ¢), where s* = §7/S
and ¢ = Agp. Since we are dealing with Gaussian inte-
grals, we can replace (cos@)o by exp(—{(¢?)o/2). Now,
to determine the average ((s*)? cos¢)o, we expand the
cosine function and apply the general result for Gaussian
distributions, for example, in the variables z and y

min(m,n)

@7 =Y @) ) P )™, (AT)

p=0
whose coefficients are given by

(2m)!(2n)!1(2m — 2p — DHN(2n — 2p — D!
Crmnp = (A8)
(2m — 2p)!(2n — 2p)!(2p)!
Therefore, it is a straightforward procedure to get the
exact result

(2 coso = ({5570 ~ (o] exw | - 52| (a9

and disregarding the forth-order term (s*¢)3, we obtain
Eq. (@). Note that, in the decoupled fields case, we have



(s*¢)o = 0, which provides the result obtained from the
relation ((s*)%2cosd)o = ((5%)%)o(cosp)o. In addition,
one can use the same approach to implement higher-order
contributions to the SCHA renormalization parameter,
although the corrections are minor and do not provide
reasonable changes in final results. The more relevant
contribution to determining the transition temperature
comes from the exponential term.

The dipolar renormalization parameter follows the
same development. Considering the isotropic part and
the terms present in Eq. (@), the derivative of the dipo-
lar Hamiltonian reads

0% Haip
(9(,01' 8gpj o 47

o JdUws

Z [2 in (04 sin @; sin ¢, —
n

—0d;j cos p; cos o) + 25#(5]-77 COS (p; COS Py —

Yyz

—0ij sin g singy) — &7 sin i8] | (A10)

where 77 now represents any site on the lattice, not only
the nearest neighbors as previously, and the £ coefficients

are expressed by

. 1 3z,
ij :\/52*(55)2\/52*(55)2 s T;—,‘J),
1] 1]

N GOV CRE (— - ) ,
z P Zyzzz
5= —6y/82 — (57)285 75

ij ij
ij

(A1)

For determining the averages of above equation, we
make the same previous considerations. Besides, we
adopt that the sine terms are much smaller than the
cosine ones, provided that ¢ < 1. In performing the
Fourier transform, we obtain

2 ;

P(838% )aio = <(52*(Sz)2)0082<ﬁ>03—gv (A12)

and comparing with EQ(S’gS’iq>O, we see that the dipolar
renormalization parameter is given by

e (- 58) o),

After a fast algebraic manipulation, and using the same
procedures of the exchange case, we finally obtain Eq.
([@. Other cases, as the near-nearest exchange interac-
tion in the Europium Chalcogenides, are solved following
the same steps presented here.
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