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The method developed in [L. P. Gor’kov and L. P. Pitaevskii, Sov. Phys. Dokl. 8, 788 (1964); C.
Herring and M. Flicker, Phys. Rev. 134, A362 (1964)] to calculate the asymptotic form of exchange
interactions between hydrogen atoms in the ground state is extended to excited states. The approach
is then applied to shallow centers in semiconductors. The problem of the asymptotic dependence of
the exchange interactions in semiconductors is complicated by the multiple degeneracy of the ground
state of an impurity (donor or acceptor) center in valley or band indices, crystalline anisotropy and
strong spin-orbital interactions, especially for acceptor centers in III-V and II-VI groups semicon-
ductors. Properties of two coupled centers in the dilute limit can be accessed experimentally, and
the knowledge of the exact asymptotic expressions, in addition to being of fundamental interest,
must be very helpful for numerical calculations and for interpolation of exchange forces in the case of
intermediate concentrations. Our main conclusion concerns the sign of the magnetic interaction —
the ground state of a pair is always non-magnetic. Behavior of the exchange interactions in applied

magnetic fields is also discussed.
PACS number(s): 71.70.Gm, 71.55.Eq

I. INTRODUCTION

Ferromagnetism in diluted III-V semiconductors has
recently attracted considerable attention for technologi-
cally appealing possibility of integration of spin degrees
of freedom into semiconductor devices. In the most inten-
sively studied compound of this group Gaj;_,Mn,As the
ferromagnetic transition temperatures in thin annealed
epitaxially grown layers as high as T > 150K for  ~ 8%
have been reportedt.

The transition metal impurities in these materials sub-
stitute for the atoms of the III group and act as both
localized spins (S = 5/2 for Mn due to half-filled d-shell)
and as acceptors doping the system with one hole. How-
ever, the system is highly compensated presumably owing
to double donor antisites (V group elements substituted
for IIT group elements) and metastable interstitial tran-
sition metal impurities.

A major not fully resolved issue is the mechanism gov-
erning ferromagnetism in these compounds. Despite high
disorder in these non-equilibrium epitaxially grown films,
RKKY interaction seems to be the most plausible cause
of Mn spin-spin interaction?.

Meanwhile, we want to indicate that magnetic in-
teractions in semiconductors are not well understood
yet even in a much simpler case of electrons localized
on non-magnetic impurities. Whereas two hydrogen
atoms at large distances are known to interact anti-
ferromagnetically, the sign of the interaction between
donors/acceptors is not obvious because of the band
degeneracies as well as strong spin-orbital interaction
present.

To the best of our knowledge, exchange interaction be-
tween donors was considered only in Ref2 in the Heitler-
London approximation which is known to be incorrect

at large separations?®S, Besides, in Ref2 an isotropic

hydrogen-like model was adopted in contrast to real semi-
conductors that have strong anisotropy of conduction
band valleys. In Section [l below we compare our re-
sults for donors to those of Ref.3.

The purpose of the present paper is to obtain asymp-
totically exact formulas for the exchange interaction be-
tween two shallow centers at large separations. Although
our results are pertinent to low impurity concentrations,
this information would be necessary for interpolating re-
sults of numerical calculations to shorter inter-impurity
separations — higher impurity concentrations.

The Heitler-London scheme, which considers exchange
with the alien atom as perturbation, is inapplicable? to
electron exchange at large separations R, because the
tunneling takes place through a region where interac-
tions with both atomic residues and between the elec-
trons themselves are comparable. As a matter of fact, the
Heitler-London expression for the exchange between two
hydrogen atoms incorrectly changes sign at large inter-
atom separations. The correct approach to the asymp-
totic exchange, that accurately accounted for the interac-
tion between the electrons and ionic residues during the
exchange process, was proposed in®8, The magnitude of
the exchange was expressed as an integral of the proba-
bility current over the 5-dimensional median hyperplane
separating two regions of electron localization in their
6-dimensional coordinate space.

Before proceeding to the corresponding problem in
semiconductors we list a number of extensions of the
method®:¢ to other problems in atomic physics. In’ a gen-
eralization was made for two atoms with non-equal bind-
ing energies of electrons in s-states. It turned out, how-
ever, that in order for the method to be applicable, the
two energies should be close, which severely restricted the
applicable range of R (see the discussion in®). In Ref?
exchange integrals between degenerate s- and p- states
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have been calculated starting from Wigner-Witmer clas-
sification of the molecular states (see also!?). Exchange
integrals between higher orbital momentum [ states were
calculated int!. In papersi2 the method®:¢ was applied to
get interpolated formulas down to small R and to study
two-dimensional electrons localized on out-of-plane im-
purities. But to the best of our knowledge, multiple
degeneracy of donor or acceptor levels in real semicon-
ductors has never been addressed.

In this paper we extend the median-plane method to
asymptotic exchange between shallow impurities in semi-
conductors with localized carriers in degenerate and non-
spherically symmetric bands. We also study how spin-
orbital interaction and external magnetic field influence
the exchange.

As is well known, the basis of description of shal-
low impurity centers in semiconductors is the effective
mass method3:14. Shallow ceneters have small ioniza-
tion energy compared to the forbidden gap, and, con-
sequently, the localization scale much larger than the
lattice constant. Hence for shallow centers the poten-
tial binding carriers to the oppositely charged impurity
ion may be deemed of approximately Coulomb form:
V(r) = —e?/kr, where x is the permittivity. Following
standard Kohn-Luttinger formalismi3:14, the wave func-
tion may then be expanded in many-electron Bloch func-
tions (®)(r) at the extremum of the free band

() = ! ()0 (@), (1)

where o = 1,...,T", and T" is the band degeneracy at the
extremum, and the envelope function ¢*(r) satisfies a
Schrédinger equation

Ep® = —%D%ﬂaiajcpﬂ + V(r)p® (2)

with the effective mass tensor Df‘jﬁ determined by the
crystal symmetry.

We have generalized the approach®$ to the form of
a secular equation, and in Section [ of the paper we
demonstrate the method on the example of two atoms
with degenerate states. The atomic problem has much
in common with the case of two acceptors. In Section
[ we treat shallow donors in III-V (and also group IV)
semiconductors where the conduction band has several
equivalent minima. Section [Vl addresses the question of
asymmetric exchange in III-V semiconductors. Section
M deals with acceptor impurities localizing holes from
degenerate valence bands. In Section [Vl the dependence
of the exchange on the applied magnetic field is studied.
In the closing section we summarize our results.

II. TWO HYDROGEN-LIKE ATOMS —
SECULAR EQUATION APPROACH

Consider two identical atoms A and B located at
—R/2 = —R(¢/2 and R/2 respectively, each having one
valent electron outside of closed shells. Let an isolated

atom have degenerate states ¢, (r) with binding energy
—a?/2. Here v are the quantum numbers describing the
state. In central-field approximation v stands for a set
of principal quantum number n, orbital momentum [, its
projection m and spin projection s. Henceforth we use
atomic units, i.e. measure lengths in units of the Bohr ra-
dius ag = h?/m.e?, energies in units of 2Ry = m.e*/h?.
At large distances

oo (1) = C Y™ (F)ra ~teor, (3)

where Y, (1) is a spherical function, and C,, is the asymp-
totic coefficient.

The two-electron wave function 1*?(ry,r2) in the ab-
sence of spin-orbital interaction can be factorized into
the product of spin x*# and coordinate 1 (ry,rs) parts,
where the former may be either a singlet S = 0 or a
triplet S = 1, and the latter is an eigenfunction of the
Hamiltonian

H = —107— 182 —1/ria — 1/rom (4)
— 1/r2A—1/TlB+1/7’12+1/R'

Here S = s; + sg is the total spin and r15 =11 + R/2,
rip =11 — R/2, etc.

In @) the first row is the Hamiltonian of two isolated
atoms, while the terms in the second row result from
bringing the two atoms to a finite separation. These
terms are taken as perturbation in the Heitler-London
approximation. The correct treatment of these terms has
to be accomplished in two stages.

First, if the possibility for the electrons to tunnel be-
tween the two potential wells is neglected, this part of
the Hamiltonian may be expanded in multipole moments
over inverse powers of R. Perturbation theory calcu-
lations then yield van der Waals corrections to the en-
ergy of each electron. We denote the energy of two elec-
trons with van der Waals interaction taken into account
as Fy. Corresponding corrections to the direct product
©us (r1)pug(r2) of isolated-atom wave functions retain
electron localization. We denote these perturbed wave
functions when the first electron is localized on ion A in
the state va and the second — on ion B in the state vp
as wVAVB'

Second, overlap of the wave functions of electrons (B
on the two atoms enables them to exchange position
by tunneling. This lifts the original degeneracy in en-
ergies of the isolated-atom states. In contrast to van
der Waals interactions, the resulting exchange splitting,
which exponentially decreases with distance, cannot be
calculated perturbatively. One can use symmetry reason-
ing to construct the correct two-electron wave functions
from the localized wave functions v, ., and interchanged
Ptpypvs = Uugua- Then the energy splitting is found by
substituting those combinations into Hamiltonian (#).

In the simplest case when atomic states are each only
doubly degenerate in spin projection s, the correct two-
electron functions are symmetric and antisymmetric com-
binations of the localized wave functions®. As total



fermionic wave function must be antisymmetric in parti-
cle permutation % (ry,ry) = —1%(ry,r1), the singlet
state corresponds to a symmetric coordinate wave func-
tion and the triplet state — to an antisymmetric one.
Hence the energy splitting between triplet and singlet
states is given by

Foy = —2J(R)(5152 + 1/4), (5)

where J(R) o« e 2f is found by substituting symmet-
ric and antisymmetric combinations into Hamiltonian (@)
(see below).

However, if degeneracy of atomic states is higher, the
choice of correct combination of two-electron wave func-
tions becomes more complicated. Higher orbital momen-
tum [ states of two atoms are degenerate in its projec-
tion m. In this case, the Wigner-Witmer classification of
molecular states in the absolute value of the total an-
gular momentum A (and also parity for homo-atomic
molecules) can be used to identify the correct combina-
tions of localized wave functions*?. The combination sat-
isfying the required symmetry constrains, however, can
sometimes be not unique. Or else, such a classification in
cases other than atomic may be complicated or absent.

We argue that one can simplify the procedure and find
the correct coefficients in the expansion

= Z (CVAVB7/)VAVB + Cl(/i?/BPwVAVB) (6)

VAVB

as well as the energy level splitting in an approach simi-
lar to the secular equation of perturbation theory of de-
generate level. To this end one substitutes (@) into two-
electron wave equation with the Hamiltonian (#) and uses
kuAuB = EO¢VAVB-

In the next few paragraphs we derive an analogue for
secular equation in this approach. Let us denote the set
of indices vavp by a single letter n. We start from the
matrix continuity equation ih0u)} Y, = —ihdjir, which
is a direct consequence of the Schrodinger equation and
where the probability current density

j ih r0 oy’

Jik——%(% Vi — YrOY;) . (7)
Writing it for v; = v, and ¥, = 9 from (@) and inte-
grating over the region (; < (2, we obtain

(E—EO)/ Yriapdory o = —ih/ jnpdS.  (8)
(1<¢2 1=C2

Here dS = ({1, —(,)d(d*p, 5, where p, , are the trans-
verse radii-vectors of the electrons, is the element of
the median 5-dimensional hyperplane ( = (3 = (2 that
bounds the integration region.

Functions 1, describe electrons localized on different
ions, therefore the integral in the left hand side of Eq.
@) equals ¢, up to an exponentially small quantity which

we neglect as being of the same smallness as the energy
splitting E — Ey itself. From () we then obtain

= Egen=3 [ [t~ vi0atm) en
+ (Pd]ma(lzd]:; - ¢26C12P¢m) Cgrlzj)}dgdzlpl,% (9)

where ¢ = %(Cl +¢2) and (12 = ¢ — Co.

Differentiating the functions v, and Pwm in this ex-
pression one may retain only derivatives from the rapidly
decaying exponents t,, ~ e *FtG2) g0 Oc1aVm =~
— ), and 8@2]51/% ~ aP,,. In this approximation
the expression in the first parentheses vanishes and we
arrive at

(E—Eo)en =Y Jumell), (10)
with the exchange integral matrix elements given by
Jan==2a [ wiPundcdip (1)
1=C2

Likewise, starting from the permuted states P¢n we
integrate over the region (; > (2. Combining the result

with (), we get

( J,?m J?)m ) (ch§>> = (F - Ey) (Cgﬁi)) (12)

(the Einstein convention on summation is implied). Since
coordinate wave functions of the triplet states are odd in

electron interchange (¢, = —c;”) and those of the singlet
O (P)y C
states are even (¢, = ¢, '), eigenvalue equation simplifies

to
JnmCm = £(F — Ey)cp, (13)

where sign plus corresponds to singlet (even) solutions,
sign minus to triplet (odd) ones. We conclude that the
splitting of originally degenerate state |vo) ® |vg) due to
exchange must be found as eigenvalues of the exchange
integral matrix Jupve i, and the coefficients in combi-
nations (@) of localized wave functions as corresponding
eigenvectors.

The rest of the Section is devoted to the details of
evaluation of exchange integrals in atomic case, which
will come useful for treatment of acceptors below. To
calculate J, Avp.v v, Oe needs to know the localized wave
functions v¢,,,,. We are only interested in asymptotic
dependence of exchange at large R, hence we will find
Yy, in principal order in R. As in®8 we seek 1., ,,, in
the form

Vuavs (r1,12) = X(r1,72)Pu, (T14) 005 (raB),  (14)

where x is a smooth function varying on the scale of
R. Substituting (@) into the Schrédinger equation
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Hipry = Egthyyuy, where Eg = —a? + O(R™°) and
keeping only terms of order R~! (and thus neglecting
the second derivatives of x), we obtain

1 1 n 1
R/2—-¢G R/2+¢ R

a(9¢, — 0c,) +

12
(15)
Introducing the new variables { = %(Cl +¢) and (12 =
G — G2, p12 = |py — pyl, in which 9, — I¢, = 20, the
solution of this equation is

\/\/ (Fy + piy — Ci2

(R —Ci2 — 2¢)(R — C12 +2¢)

RI=

—(12/2R

X = O(Ca 012)

(16)
where the integration constant C((, p12) must be deter-
mined from the boundary condition x — 1 when either
ri —» —-R/2orrs —» R/2.

On the median plane (; = (5 = ( one thus obtains

- R P12 lcI-R/2 L/a
X‘(R/2+|<|\/R/2—|<|e > - D

We now substitute () into the integrals in exchange
elements (). Expanding the asymptotics @): e™*" ~
e—(¢I+0°/2IKD | the integrals over transverse coordinates
P12 acquire the Gaussian form and converge rapidly on
scale p ~ VR. We thus need the asymptotics @) only
in the narrow cylinder p ~ VR < ¢ ~ R, ie. at
small polar angles € from the internuclear axis & chosen

as the quantization axis for orbital momentum. Since
Y0, p) ~ pr!™lei™? /\/An when 6 < 1, where

mim|
I o W oyl

2ml|m|! (I —|ml|)V

Eq. @) may be rewritten as (6 =~ p/|(|)

A,
oy (r) ~ E

where A, = C,p" for atom A, and A, = (—1)""™C,p"
for atom B. The sign multiplier for atom B originates
from the change of 6 to ™ — 6.

If all m = 0 the exchange matrix elements J may be
evaluated with the help of the substitution

pIml|¢| & =1Iml =<0 20D gime (1)

p=1(p1+py) P12 = P1 — P2, (20)
which yields”
JuAqugvg = _AZAAZBAUAAU{BI(Q)R7/2Q71€72QR, (21)

where

_ I'(1/2a) ! 3/2a 1/2a,—q/a
I<0<)—W/0q (2= q) /et dg.

(22)

x =0.

For non-degenerate s-states p§ = 1(see [[¥)), Ao = Co
and the energies of singlet and triplet states are

E.¢ = Eo F|Co|* I(a) R/ 2R, (23)

The asymptotic parameter Cy of the atomic function
@) depends on the generally unknown form of the atomic
potential V(r) at small . For a hydrogen atom in an s-
state Cp = 2, a = 1, I(1) = 0.511 and we regain that
the ground symmetric singlet and excited antisymmetric
triplet terms are separated by® 2 - 0.818 R%/2¢—2F,

To find the hierarchy of exchange splittings in the gen-
eral case, one needs expressions for J for other values of
m given in the Appendix.

III. EXCHANGE INTERACTION BETWEEN
SHALLOW DONORS

In Ge, Si and some zinc blende semiconductors (GaP,
AlSb) several equivalent conduction band minima are lo-
cated in equivalent points of the Brillouin zone, turning
one into each other under cubic symmetry transforma-
tions. In Ge these are four L-points of intersection of
third order A-axes [111] with the Brillouin zone bound-
ary. In Si and ITI-V semiconductors minima lie on the
three fourth order A-axes [100] at the X-points (III-V)
on the Brillouin zone boundary or close to them (Si).
Electrons in the coaxial pair of valleys in Si are indistin-
guishable, and such a pair may be considered as one with
doubled density of states.

Isoenergy surfaces in the vicinity of a minimum num-
bered by the index u are ellipsoids of revolution around
the symmetry axis au, and the effective-mass tensor has
uniaxial structure

Dm'j = mll(éij — szduj) =+ m[lczuidAuj, (24)

where m | are the transverse and longitudinal effective

masses ofA electrons and Jm are the direction cosines of
the axis d, in a certain coordinate system. In atomic
units defined now as ag = x/m €% and 2Ry = m e*/k2,
i.e. corresponding to the transverse mass:

Dyij = (0i5 — duidu;) + yduidu;, (25)
where Y= mL/m”

Before proceeding to calculation of exchange interac-
tion between elliptic valleys we first remind several details
about single-electron ground state that will be important
for the calculation. Ground state energy spans the inter-
val changing from —2 to —% when v ranges from 0 to 1
(see Fig. ). v = 1 corresponds to the spherical sym-
metric case with the ground state energy E, = —% of a
hydrogen-like center. For v < 1 ground state energy was
calculated int® by variational two-parameter fit with the
trial function

Do = (ﬂ_aia”)—1/267\/p2/ai+z2/aﬁ (26)
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Figure 1: Binding energy of electron in an elliptical valley with
the transverse to longitudinal mass ratio . Solid curve — re-
sult of numerical computations of the present paper. Dashed
curve — result of variational fit with the trial function (Z8).
Solid straight line — approximate adiabatic solution (Z7) near
v =0.

(dashed curve in Fig. [).

Our results of numerical calculations by the method
of differential sweeping in an infinite interval with
singularityi8 are presented in Fig. [0 as solid curve. The
wave function was sought in the form of the expansion
in L = 40 first Legendre polynomials in polar angle 6
with respect to the axis &u. The cut-off at L = 40 of the
indefinite basis cannot affect noticeably the accuracy of
calculations until the ratio of characteristic longitudinal
and transverse length scales v'/2 becomes comparable or
less than the minimal scale ~ L1 of the truncated ba-
sis. For that reason we have not plotted the numerical
curve E) () down to v — 0, where larger and larger ba-
sis would be required. However, an approximate solution
may be found in an adiabatic approach®:

E” ~—2— 4&6 \3/ 2 ) (27)

where af, &~ —1.02 is the first root of the derivative Ai’
of the Airy function. This expression is shown in Fig. [
as solid straight line.

At large distances from impurity the wave function of
a localized state with B = —a?/2 asymptotically falls
off as

o~ AB)F e, (28)
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Figure 2: Frame (é, 7, &) for calculation of exchange between

two elliptic valleys with the same d. The é‘—axis connects the
two centers.

where 7 = |15, 77 = D%I/QT‘]‘ and D;j1/2 = (0i; — JiCZj) +

7—1/%@. We introduced
) = Di_jl@éj =sin? @ + 7' cos? 0, (29)

where 6 is the angle between ¢ and d.

In real semiconductors several degenerate elliptic val-
leys with different &u (au along the rotation axis of the el-
lipsoid) contribute, generally speaking, to the wave func-
tion and hence to the exchange energy. Before addressing
the complications due to the valley degeneracy, consider
first two donors in a hypothetic tetragonal semiconduc-
tor with only one elliptic valley allowed by symmetry.
We assume again the two-electron wave function to have
the form (Idl), where, however, the two single-electron
functions ¢, (r14), ¢us (rap) should now be found from
solution of the Schrodinger equation for an elliptic val-
ley. Proceeding as above, from a bilinear kinetic energy
D;;0;0; we obtain instead of Eq. ()

01 0o
[_ (Dlijl_(pAalj + D2ij2—(pBa2j) _ (30)
PA ¥YB
B S S O & G
R/2—C RR2+G Rt

At large distances r = Cé along the é—direction TR
q(0)|¢|, where ¢(0)is from (29, and then from [E]) obtain

Dij8je*°”” T o

7 q0)

In the coordinate system chosen the angles 6 are equal
for the two impurity centers (see Fig. B). Hence (B0)
reduces to () with & — a/q(). This substitution also
gives the new expression for the matrix elements J to
replace ([[I). Also the two-electron wave functions ()
in expression () now contain single-electron functions
corresponding to elliptic valleys.

To calculate J we now follow the scheme presented in
Section [ for atoms. To expand the exponents in the
single-electron wave functions we supplement the inter-
impurity axis & with perpendicular axes é and 7 so that
d= écos 0+ E sin f and expand 7 in the small ratios £/¢

Gisgn . (31)

e—ar



and 7/¢ up to second order

_ (£ —1)sinfcosf 2 2
rrql¢) |14+~ §+ 772 2 54 2
2¢°¢*  29q*¢C

7 ¢
(32)
Applying this expansion to the sum 714 4+ 715 of the ex-
ponents we substitute ¢ with (+ = ¢ £ R/2. Since for
the electrons located between the ions —R/2 < ( < R/2:
|C+| = £C4, terms linear in & in ([B2) cancel each other.
Hence like in atomic case we are left with the Gaus-
sian integrals over transverse coordinates p; = (£1,m1)
and p, that decouple from the integral over ¢. By the
substitution (20) the Gaussian integrals reduce to a single
integral over the polar angle 19 of piy:

S(@):%/@ﬂ[ dip 53 (33)

sin? ¢ + cos2 p/vq?

In the spherically symmetric case v = ¢ = 1 the integral
S(0) =1.
Calculating matrix element (1) gives eventually

J = —(4m)2FAY0)S(0)I(a, ) RTV/207Lem20aR - (34)
where

I (g/20) *+9/% [1
I(CY, q) = 2(2%-/11/(12434‘(1/2& /0 t3/20‘ (2 - t)1/2ae_qt/adt_
(35)
and the integration variable in BH) ¢ = 1 — 2¢/R. For
two spherically symmetric (v = 1) atoms with angular
momentum projection m = 0 the asymptotic coefficient
A(0) = A/V4r (see (@) and Eq. ) reduces to 1)
as it should.

In addition to finding the binding energy we have also
carried out numerical calculation of single-electron wave
functions to obtain asymptotics [28) and exchange inte-
grals ([B4) using the differential sweeping methodi®. The
preexponents of the exchange integrals, J(R)e2*9%  are
presented in Fig. Bl for v = 0.1, 0.4, 0.7, and 1, and for
0 =0, 7/6, w/4, 7/3, and 7/2 (from top to bottom)
for each 7. In the interval of inter-center separations
1 < R < 10 accessible for numerical evaluation the de-
pendence of preexponents on R is approximately linear
in double logarithmic scale with the slope agreeing well
with 7¢/2a — 1 which follows from (&4).

Returning now to realistic semiconductors, recall that
degenerate valleys have different anisotropic dependence
for the decay of the wave function of localized electron.
For an arbitrary orientation of the axis connecting two
donor centers the main contribution to exchange inter-
action comes from the wave function components corre-
sponding to the pair of valleys with the slowest decay,
contributions of the other pairs being exponentially sup-

pressed. In other words, among all the elements
(uol J|u'v') ~ e=0la@u+a(0u)+a(®.)+a(0,01R/2  (36)

we can, with the accuracy up to exponentially small
terms, keep only the elements between such states u that
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Figure 3: Preexponents of exchange integrals between ground
states of electrons localized in elliptic valleys vs. donor center
separation for four values of v = 0.1, 0.4, 0.7, and 1. For
each value of v five curves are plotted for different angles
between the preferred direction of the elliptic valley and the
inter-center axis: 6 = 0, w/6, w/4, 7/3, /2 (from top to
bottom). In the spherical symmetric case ¥ = 1 exchange
does not depend on 6.

the exponent in (B8) is minimal: (uu|J|uu) ~ e~ 2240 R,
Therefore, for any arrangement of impurity centers ex-
cept for high symmetry directions the electron exchange
is predominantly caused by the overlap of the wave func-
tion components from valleys with dy = dp, which
means that the term splitting is correctly described by
Eq. ().

The relative position of the two donors being changed,
crossover between the pairs of valleys contributing the
most into the exchange matrix element ([BH) occurs2S.

These considerations are not changed if one takes into
account the lifting of the inter-valley degeneracy of a sin-
gle center by the short-range part of the impurity poten-
tial (“central-cell correction”). The ground state in this
case is the non-degenerate symmetric combination of the
functions ()3

1 N
Uo(r) = T Z:jl Pu(r)u(r), (37)



where 1, (r) o< €T are the Bloch functions at the mini-
mum of the conduction band located at k = k,, and T is
the number of the participating valleys (6 in Si, 4 in Ge,
and 3 in III-V compounds).

Considering the Bloch functions oscillate rapidly on
atomic scale much smaller than the effective Bohr radius,
exchange interactions between the states (Bd) may be
seen to be3

r
1
QNF— Z (uv]J|uw)et kv k)R (38)

If we average over the rapidly oscillating exponential
terms, we get

r
1
Jg = I‘_ Z uulJ|uu), (39)

which shows that the exchange between the symmetric
ground states of multi-valley donors for any arrange-
ment except along high symmetry directions is described
by Eq. B4) with the asymptotic parameter A(f) —
A(6)/VT.

Concluding this Section, we discuss briefly the pre-
vious study of exchange interaction between donors®.
In the cited paper, the anisotropy of the exponential
dependence of exchange interaction for elliptic valleys
was completely ignored by substituting the expression
for isotropic atomic exchange. Whereas, e.g., for Si
v = my/m) =~ 0.21, and hence ¢(¢) ) in the ex-
ponent of the exchange interaction oc €24 changes
from y~1/2 ~ 2.2 for § = 0 to 0 for § = 7/2. Besides,
in Ref2 the Heitler-London approximation was used, the
approach proved incorrect in calculating the preexponen-
tial factors at large distances. On the other hand, we ob-
tained exact asymptotic expressions for the dependence
of the exchange interaction on the valley parameter v and
the mutual orientation of donors 6.

IV. ASYMMETRIC EXCHANGE
INTERACTION (DONORS)

In semiconductors without center of inversion symme-
try, such as III-V or II-VI compounds, spin-orbital inter-
action for donors acquires the formi718

Heo = h(—id)8. (40)

Wave function of a single electron cannot be represented
as a product of spin and coordinate components any
more. An approach with the expansion (@) is nevertheless
applicable after suitable adjustmentst®

In the presence of spin-orbital Hamiltonian (E0) spin
projection no longer commutes with the total Hamil-
tonian, but the two-fold (Kramers) degeneracy of the
ground state remains. Index numbering this degeneracy
may be included into the full set v of indices describing

a single-electron state. The permutation operator P in
) now interchanges both spin and coordinate variables
of the electrons.

Correspondingly, the provision for the total wave func-
tion ¢ (@) to be antisymmetric in electron permutation:

P = —ﬁg/}, leads to ¢,y = cl(,IZB,B

For simplicity we will restrict ourselves to donors in
II-VI and III-V semiconductors where besides being a
Kramers doublet single-electron state on a donor is not
otherwise degenerate. Then v will stand for the Kramers
index.

In bulk zinc-blende semiconductorst?18

ha (k) =

Uso
V2E,

and hy (k) and h, (k) are obtained by permutation in (@IJ).
Here E, is the band gap in atomic units and oy, is a
phenomenological parameter. For GaAs E,; ~ 1.43 eV
(in atomic units this yields Ey ~ 113 under the radical
sign in @) and as =~ 0.07.

For small spin-orbital interaction the spinor single-
electron wave functions are

~ (po(r)(eiazh(f')ro-ﬂ)ﬂz/’ (42)

ko (K — k2) (41)

op(r)

where ¢o(r) = e "/y/7 is the hydrogenic ground state
wavefunction and ¢ = r/r. The phase factor turns into
unity when » — 0. Thus the Kramers index takes on
the meaning of the spin projection of an electron on the
center v =1, |.

Two-electron wave functions have now to be sought as
solutions of the Hamiltonian

H = —387 — 383 + Hoor + Heoz — 1/71a — 1/728
— 1/7‘2A—1/7‘1]3+1/T12+1/R. (43)
in the form (I7)

aa',Bﬂ'(

$oB, (r1,r2) = ri,r2)p0 (t1a)@l, (ram), (44)

with xo‘o‘/ﬁﬂlconverting to §9¢' 588" when either ria —0
or rop — 0. The principal terms in spin-orbital interac-
tion are included into definition #Z), and the equation
for x*-#5" turns out to coincide with (). Therefore
BB = ygo' §8F" with y from ().

Similarly to () we get

P
(E - EO)CI/AI/B = Z JVAVBV;;VE;CI(/‘/AB/]/B’ (45)

VAVB

where

Tvavavyvy, = —2/ . U svn Yrp dCd P o
1—62
= JR)(e™ %) 0puy (677/%) 0, (46)
The exchange integral J(R) = —0.818R%/2¢—215.6 4

v =h({)R. (47)



Absolute value ||/2 plays the role of angle of rotation of
electron spin around the axis 4 when it tunnels between
each of the centers A and B and the median plane. Using

P _ — 1
CI(/ALB = —Cupvg = _5(0'1/,\1/;%0'1/31/& + 514;1/351/31/&)61/&1/&-

(48)
we finally arrive at the equation (E — Eg)c = Hexc for
the coefficients ¢, ,;, with the Hamiltoniant?

Hoxw = _%Jefiv(arm)ﬂ (6162 +1) (49)
J =R

= —1J {0'1 R (v)o2+ 1}

~ —%J[&1&2+1—7(&1 X 6’2)],

where the Pauli matrices 1 and & act in the space of

the Kramers indices, and R (v) is the three-dimensional
rotation matrix on the angle v around the axis 4.

In the absence of spin-orbital interaction (@) the angle
|v| = 0 and we return to the exchange Hamiltonian (&)
as expected.

In this Section we have considered the expansion of
spin-orbital interaction (E0) in bulk III-V semiconduc-
tors, where [H0) begins with the third power in momen-
tum. Analogously, one can study spin-orbital interaction
linear in momentum which appears in reduced symme-
try or dimensionality (in films or at the surface). All the
derivation including the expression {Z) for angle « re-
mains intact. The case of linear spin-orbital interaction
has also been studied differently in Ref.22,

V. DEGENERATE BANDS (ACCEPTORS)

As we will see later, calculation of the exchange inter-
action between two shallow acceptor centers has much in
common with the problem of two hydrogen atoms each in
a state with non-zero momentum discussed in Section [
and in the Appendix. However, the analogy is not com-
plete, the calculations become laborious and we have not
performed them fully. In what follows we only determine
the sign of the exchange interaction. More precisely, it
is shown that the magnetic moment in the ground state
of a pair of acceptors equals zero.

We begin this Section by first reviewing the properties
of a single acceptor center.

Without taking spin-orbital interaction into account
the valent band of typical semiconductors (Ge, Si, 11I-V)
would be six-fold degenerate at the point k = 0. Spin-
orbital interaction splits the valent band into a two- and
four-fold degenerate bands separated by a gap. If the
spin-orbital splitting is large with respect to the binding
energy of an acceptor, the two-fold degenerate band can
be neglected. For k # 0 the four-fold degeneracy of the
upper-lying band is lifted and two two-fold bands of light
and heavy holes are formed. Their energy spectrum e(k)
quadratic in k£ is known to depend on the direction of
the quasimomentum k through three invariants of the

O}, point symmetry group so that surfaces e(k) = const
are slightly warped spheres.

As is known, the spectrum in the vicinity of k = 0
is determined by three Luttinger parameters i, 72 and
~v3. In practice, two of them are close 72 ~ v3 = 7% and
the dispersion relation is simply ¢ = k?/2m;;, where
myp = mo/(71 £7) are the effective masses of the light
and heavy holes. In this so called spherical approxima-
tion the Schrédinger equation for the four-component en-
velope hole wave function ¢® is given by (@) with the
effective mass tensor

Dij = [’7161']‘ -5 ({JZJ]} — %Jzéij)] , (50)

mo
where J is the 4x4 matrix of the pseudospin operator
J = % and {JZJJ} = %(Jljj + JJJZ)

It is convenient to rewrite (&) using atomic units ag =
k/mpe? and 2Ry = 1/mpa¥:

Dij = %ﬂ [5U iy ({JlJJ} — %szw)} . (51)

Here

v mp —my

: Yo omp+my (52)
In the limit of equal masses m; and m; the four
components of p® in () decouple, each satisfying the
Schrodinger equation for a hydrogen atom with the
ground state energy Ej = —1/2 for orbital momentum
L = 0. In the general case m; > m; acceptor states
may be classified?::22:23 by the total angular momentum

F =J + L and its projection mp:

|Fmp) =" > (mymg|Fmp)|Jm,)|Lmz), (53)

L mgmg

where (mymp|Fmpg) are the Clebsh-Gordan coefficients
and my + mg = mp, |Lmp) = Rp(r)Y[" (¢), Y ()
are the spherical harmonics and |Jmj) is a column in
the pseudospin index with one non-zero component at
my. The summation over L for a given F' runs over all
such values that |[L — J| < F <L+ J.

Substituting [B3) into @) with @I) results in the
Sturm-Liouville problem on the energy FEj and the un-
known radial functions Ry (r). The ground state turns
out to be four-fold degenerate with F = % (It is, in fact,
the only state with possible L = 0, hence it becomes the
correct ground state in the limit my, = m;). In this state
only the radial functions Rp(r) with L = 0 and 2 turn

out to be coupled:
_ 2,5 3
1 (02420, + %) ) (Ro> (54)

9%+ 20, 3
—n(0?2-19,) 02+209,-%

+2(1 = p) (B + 1) <gz> =0

Numerical solution?® of this equation shows that Ej
changes from —% at = 0 (mp = my) to ~ —2 in the



limit ¢ — 1 (mp > my). Thus the binding energy is
determined by the scale of the heavy mass. At large r

BA) yields

(1= )07 + 2Ep)(Ro + Rz) = 0, (55)
(0% + 2E,my/my)(Ro — Rz) = 0, (56)

which shows that for my > m; the sum of the two func-
tions falls off on the scale 1/4/2|E},| corresponding to the
heavy holes, i.e. much faster than their difference, falling
off on the scale determined by the light holes. Then at
large 722 Ry ~ — Ry ox e~ " with

o) = \/2|Eh|ml/mh. (57)

The four degenerate wave functions of the ground state
B3) in the asymptotic region close to the axis ¢ connect-
ing the impurities (chosen as the quantization axis for
the orbital momentum L) are

py(e) = —Ro(r)y] -0 13),
_ R (’f') —ip
ey = =72 (19 - Soe1)). 69)
oo = 2L (1= 1)+ Foer - ).
3

—1
¢_z(r) = Ro(r) Et?e - 3)-
Here the four unit columns |Jmj;) = | £3/2), | £1/2)
form the basis in the pseudo-spin 3/2 space, and we have
left only terms up to first order in the small polar angle
0 (cf. Eq. @)).

Proceeding now to the calculation of exchange inter-
action, we construct asymptotically correct basis of the
direct product of the ground states on two centers in the
form

wf;%mg (ry,r2) = x‘”’ﬁ‘;(rl,rz)wl? (r14)@), (r28).

(59)
The total two-electron wave function 1 is again sought
in the form (@), where the condition c¢,,a,,2 = —cfvigm%

is required for the wave function ¢ to be antisymmetric
in particle permutation. Equation on x is obtained by
substitution of this form into the two-hole Hamiltonian:

(D Gonx P — DI o %) +

1 1 1 1
= - + =+ —[x" = (60
R2-G RR2iG Rl 160)

+

whereA we used the asyrpptotics Oip = —aupdir =
—aypC;sgn ( at large r = €|¢| (cf. @&)).

We neglect the derivatives of x over transverse coordi-
nates as they are, as before, of higher order in 1/R (the
validity of this approximation is verified by differentiat-
ing the resulting expression for x).

Moreover, in the spherical approximation we consider,
the hole Hamiltonian is invariant under transformations

from the spherical point symmetry group Kj; and not
only from Oy. Therefore, in this approximation, axis é
connecting the acceptor centers may be chosen as the
quantization axis of the moments J, L and F, and the
problem acquires some resemblance with the hydrogen
problem studied in Section I.

In particular, the equations (B0) on x decouple from
each other:

’ ’ E) ’ /6
(D2 O, x* "7 = DIF 06, x* 70 +

L L e ey

+|- = =+
R/2—CG R/24+CG R 71

. ’ / .
because matrices D2 and D??" are diagonal:

Dzz =

as can be easily seen using the explicit form of the pseudo-
spin matrix J,. Together with the boundary condition
X*B% — 597689 when either ry — —R/2 or ry — R/2,
this equation yields solution for xy*?#% diagonal in each
pair of band indices. i.e. only the elements with o = ,
8 = § are non-zero.

Because of such diagonal structure, the one-hole func-
tions in the elements of the exchange integral matrix

ao 2
Jm%m%m%’m%’ = —2&1 Z/ (X ﬁﬁ) (62)
ap 7C=C
XA (114) 0 5 (PaB) @l ar (r24) @0 1, (r15)dCd* py -
F F F F

At integrating wave functions (B) over transverse co-
ordinates in (B2) each 6 will produce an additional small-
ness R~/ as we have seen in Section I. In princi-
pal order we may hence leave only functions Pp1 (r) =~

Ro(r)| % 1)/+/7 (each of them has also only one non-zero
pseudospin component).

The 16x 16 diagonal matrices D2 §%5" before O¢, and
52’ DBB" before J¢, in @) do not generally coincide for
« # [, and hence equations for all the elements of y
cannot be simply solved in terms of (12 as was done in
atomic case. Nevertheless, to calculate ([2) in main order
we only need ¢ 1 as we explained above. Equations (G
on x for the components ¢, 1 do reduce to @) with o —
agmy, /my. We thus arrive to a complete analogy with the
problem of exchange between two hydrogenic centers in
the ground state, i.e. degenerate only over projection
of spin % In this analogy localized wave functions are
Ry(r)/y/m and the role of the projection of “spin” 3 is
played by mp spanning the truncated subspace j:%.

We may, therefore, at once give the asymptotically cor-
rect terms: the ground state will be the “singlet”

1 » 1 1 1 1 1
—2(¢+P¢)—2(|§=—§>—|—5=5>) (63)
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and the excited state will be the “triplet”

e

1

Sl

7)
(I3:-2)+1=3.2) ., (64)
5 -1)

1
» T2

where v = xRo(r1a)Ro(r2p)/m and x is given by (1)
with a = aymp, /my.

Energies of the “singlet” and “triplet” states are Ey &+
J(R) respectively, where for the exchange splitting we
obtain

g _mup (120 2R a0
mp, 2« a2t
y /1 PR +1)] P2 [E(1—1)]
o (14t)2a2(1—t)za2

where P(r) is defined as P(r) = R(r)e?*® with R(r)
from numerical solution. For two atoms, when m; = my,
oy = a and the preexponent P(r) = Ar'/*=1/2 Eq. (63
reduces to (ZI)).

Asymptotics Ro(r) ~ Ra(r) = R(r) used to obtain
J(R) unfortunately sets in too far (R > 10) and we have
not evaluated (B3) numerically.

Similar to the hydrogen molecule problem the two
states found, [B3) and (B4), with energies split by the
amount of 2J(R) (B3) represent only the ground and
the most excited states. Energies of all the other two-
center states are defined by smaller exchange integrals
and will have exchange splitting O(R™1J(R)), i.e. at
large R these terms will lie between the first two.

As for the magnetic moment of a single acceptor center,
it is proportional to F with the g-factor2® g ~ 0.76. We
see immediately that the ground state of two acceptor
centers is non-magnetic as is the case with hydrogenic
atoms and donors.

VI. ROLE OF MAGNETIC FIELD

To complete the above discussion, we briefly review
the impact of external magnetic fields. Strong magnetic
field squeezes electron wave functions in cross direction
reducing their overlap. Therefore, major changes come
already in exponential factors, and one may use well-
known results for the asymptotic behavior of hydrogenic
wave functions in magnetic fields.

Uniform magnetic field H = Hz with the vector po-
tential A(r) = H x r results in an additional magnetic
parabolic potential in the Schrodinger equation for the
ground state

1 1 p? (ag\*
l—aaz’ -4 % (—B) ] o= Eno, (66)

r aHg

where a% = hc/|e|H is the magnetic length. In weak
magnetic fields ag < ay magnetic potential is weak in

the region of localization r ~ ap, and Fy ~ —%. High
magnetic fields ag > ay localize an electron in the trans-
verse directions much stronger than Coulomb potential
does, and the binding energy grows logarithmically with
magnetic field By = —4 In*(ag/an)?.

Exponential tails of localized electron wave function in
magnetic field have the following form (see?? and refer-
ences therein). For a weak field (ag > ap) there are two
asymptotic regions with different dependencies of (r).
Rather close to the 2 axis, 1 < r < (ag/ap)?, wave
functions fall off as

2 47
© X exp —r l—l—g—4 <Z—E) , (67)
whereas at large 7 > (ay/ap)? as
2 /an\ 2]
o o exp— ||2] + ”Z <£) . (68)

In strong magnetic fields (ay < ap) the first asymptotic
region is absent and exponential tail of the wave function
is given by

2 2 2
© X exp — l|z| In (a—B) + 2 (a—B) ] . (69)
aHg 4 aHg
The change in the “longitudinal” asymptotics (field along
the direction connecting two centers) compared to (BS)
is due to the change of the binding energy (and hence, of
the localization length) with magnetic field.

From these formulas we observe that application of
magnetic field parallel to the inter-center axis does not
change the form of the exponential dependence of ex-
change integrals. At the same time, field perpendicu-
lar to the axis changes exponential asymptotics either to
slightly corrected atomic one

e~ 2R(+R?(ap/am)?/6) (70)
for 1 < R < (ag/a%) in weak fields, or to
¢~ R (an/an)’ (71)

for R > (ap/a%) in weak fields and for all R > 1 in
strong fields.

We conclude that magnetic field drastically changes
already the exponential dependencies, and we thus will
not study the behavior of the pre-exponential factors.

VII. SUMMARY

We have calculated exact asymptotic form of exchange
interaction between shallow impurity centers in semicon-
ductors at large separations generalizing the methods of
the theory of hydrogenic molecules.



We found that the ground state of a pair of impurity
centers is always non-magnetic. In other words, the ex-
change interactions between centers have the “antiferro-
magnetic” sign.

The essence of the method that we use is the construc-
tion of a secular equation with the matrix comprising ex-
change integrals between all the degenerate single-center
states. The exchange integrals are expressed as the prob-
ability current through the hyperplane in the coordinate
space of two electrons that separates two regions of their
localization on the centers. The exchange integrals are
calculated with wave functions at the hyperplane cor-
rected for the Coulomb interaction between electrons and
alien ions in principal order in inverse inter-center sepa-
ration R~

Exchange integrals between different degenerate single-
center states may have different order in R~!. The main
exchange integrals define the energy of the lowest and
the highest split terms with the remaining terms lying in
between. To calculate the latter the exchange integrals
in the next approximation would be necessary. However,
the procedure simplifies for atoms if one uses symmetry
considerations to restrict the basis of degenerate states on
each center to only those that are allowed by symmetry
to convert to a given term.

In semiconductors we have considered degeneracy of
single-center states both in valley index (donors) and in
the band spectrum near k = 0 (acceptors). For electrons
localized on donors calculation of exchange interaction
reduces to evaluation of exchange integrals between the
components of the wave functions from different pairs
of valleys. Depending on the relative position of the two
donors in the cubic lattice, crossover from one pair of val-
leys to another takes place at high-symmetry directions.
The dependence of exchange integrals on valley param-
eters and on the orientation of the valleys with respect
to the axis connecting the two centers was calculated nu-
merically.

We have also evaluated the asymptotic form of the
asymmetric (Dzyaloshinskii-Moriya) exchange interac-
tion for donors.

The problem of exchange interaction between two ac-
ceptors simplifies considerably in the spherical approx-
imation when it acquires resemblance with hydrogenic
molecules. We have developed the complete procedure
for calculation of exchange in spherical approximation,
but have restricted ourselves to the sign of the interac-
tion only. As in the case of a hydrogen molecule, the
ground state of a pair of acceptors turned out to be non-
magnetic. For a detailed calculation of the exchange in-
teraction numerical solution of the wave equation of an
acceptor center at very large distances would be required,
which was not possible to do in the numerical scheme we
used.

The influence of external magnetic field on the strength
of exchange interaction was also briefly discussed. Ex-
pectedly, magnetic field affects already the exponential
dependence due to stronger localization of electron on a
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center in the presence of magnetic field.
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Appendix A: HIERARCHIC STRUCTURE OF
MOLECULAR TERMS

In this Appendix we present asymptotic expressions
for exchange integrals between higher orbital momentum
I atomic states. Preexponents of these integrals contain
R in different degrees dependent on the projections m of
l for the two atoms. We show how exchange integrals
(and hence electronic terms) of higher than leading order
in R~! may be found by restricting the basis of single-
atom wave functions to only those allowed by symmetry
to participate in a given molecular term.

The matrix elements () for arbitrary ! were consid-
ered in Ref! in the most general case of different bind-
ing energies of the two atoms. However, these general
formulas were cumbersome and were not brought to ex-
plicit answer2?. Below we cite our results for the case of
equal binding energies:

JVAVBVIAV]’B = —(Ia++Ia_)A:iAA$BAVAAV{3
X R%_l_mf;e—&x}%’ (A]_)
where
I'(1/2a)
o = 93+4 =5 g2t et K (20, ma,mg, Am)
1 . N
X /(1—y)%iT(1+y)i:FTeTldy (A2)
0
and
my = |mal+ [mjy| + [ms| + [mp|
m_ = |mal+[mjy| = (Ims|+ [mg]),
mi = |mal+ |mg|,
my = |mjy|+ |msl,
Am = |mA—m'B|_ (A3)

The four-fold integral

2a 1/a my m
K (20, m1,ma, Am) = 7r221/20¢—1“(1/%¢)/p14 PPy

xe PP cos[Am(p1 — )] d*pyd?p, (A4)
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Figure 4: Constants J1(«) and Jz(a) from Eq. (AD).

may be calculated analytically. First three integrals are
K(2,0,0,0) = 1,

K(20,2,0,0) = 1+ 1/4a,
K(20,1,1,1) = —1/4a.

(A5)

(See alsoll).

We observe from Eq. ([AJl) that the matrix elements for
transitions between states with different m have different
degrees of R in the preexponents. Since in all the calcu-
lations we have omitted all but the leading terms in R~1,
secular equation ([3)) is valid only up to the accuracy of
the matrix element with the highest preexponent.

In the complete basis of all the degenerate atomic
states the principal matrix element in R~! is the one
with minimal m; = 0, i.e. between the states with
ma = mg = m)y = mp = 0 @I). It corresponds to
one of the molecular ¥ states. With the accuracy up to
this element, matrix .J,, ampmlml 1 trivial with only one
finite element Jo(R) at ma = mp = m/y, = mp = 0. So,
at large R molecular terms are arranged as follows: the
ground singlet ¥ state with the energy Eo — |Jo(R)|, the
triplet excited ¥ term Ey + |Jo(R)|, and the other terms
with energy is Eo + O(R™'Jo(R)).

One can resolve the energies of those terms by restrict-
ing the basis of degenerate atomic functions to only those
that by symmetry can convert to the molecular term with
given A = |ma + mg| = |m/y + mj|.

Because of the angular momentum projection conser-
vation ma + mg = m/, + mp the next minimal m, = 2
will be for the matrix element between the states with
one of mp, mp = 1, the other zero. Such atomic states
(and only them) convert to molecular IT states, which
thus will have splitting R7/2~2¢=22%_ Arranging the

four states in the following order |mamg) = |0, 1), |1,0),
E—E,

|7 + Jo + singlet [01) — [10) + P|01) — P|10)

| /1| — Jo 1+ triplet  [01) + [10) — P|01) — P]10)
0 —+

—|h| + Jo + singlet [01) + [10) + P|01) + P|10)

—|i| = & T triplet  [01) — [10) — PJ01) + P|10)

Figure 5: Sketch of the energy level splitting of p-states
of hydrogenic atoms under exchange interaction in diatomic
molecule (in units of i|C’l|4(21‘+ 1)21(1 +1)R7/?0 7220k

0,—1), | = 1,0), we find that the matrix Jy,,mpm, m, 18

1
J = Z|Cl|4(2l+ 1211 + 1)R7/2a—2 208

Jo Ji1 0 0
00| (16)
0 0 Ji Jo
where
Ji = —é (2—}—%) I(a),
Ty = I'(1/2a)

1
/ ¢“F (1~ )11+ )P (1 + 4?)dgAT)
0

These constants are plotted as functions of « in Fig. H

Matrix ([AB) has two doubly-degenerate eigenvalues
Jy + J; = Jy F |J1|. Hence eight-fold degenerate two-
electron state will split into four doubly-degenerate co-
ordinate states located in the order shown in Fig. B
The correct combination of two-electron wave functions
converting into molecular terms are presented in Fig.
for the total projection of the orbital momentum L = 1.
The second degenerate state with L = —1 for each term
is given by substitution of 1 with —1 in the two-electron
wave functions.

Note that unlike the energy level splitting of s-terms,
the lowest energy term of the two atoms each in a p-
state turns out to be spin-triplet while the most excited
— spin-singlet.
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