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Ferrom agnetian in M n-doped G aA s, the prototypical dilute m agnetic sem iconductor, has so far
been attrbuted to hol m ediated RKK Y -type interactions. F irst-principles calculations reveal a
strong direction dependence of the ferrom agnetic (FM ) stabilization energy of two m agnetic ions,
a dependence that cannot be explained wihin RKKY . In the lin i of host-lke hole (engineered
here by an GGA+U approach with large U) where the RKKY model is applicable, we nd that
the exchange energies are strongly reduced, suggesting that this lin it cannot explain the observed
ferrom agnetism . The dom inant contribution stabilizing the FM state is found to be m axin al for
< 110> -oriented pairs and m inim al for < 100> ordented pairs, providing an altemate explanation
for m agnetism in such m aterials In temm s of energy lowering due to p-d hopping interactions, and
o ering a new design degree of freedom to enhance FM .

PACS numbers: PACS number: 75.50Pp, 7530 H x

T he discovery of ferrom agnetism in M n doped GaAs
i] has spurred considerable attention in this in portant
class of m aterials. E xperin entally it is known that the
Introduction ofM n In G aA s gives rise to an acogptor i_zl].
T he hole produced by the acceptor is believed to inter-
act with the localized orbitals of the TM im purity and
m ediate ferrom agnetism . T he question is what type of
m echanian explains the FM resulting from the interac-
tion between the hole and the m agnetic ion. In a m odel
H am iltonian approach E_B':, :ff, iS] one selects a priori a fa-
voredm echanisn and worksout itsphysical consequences
and m anifestations. For exam ple, In the lim it where the
m agnetic electrons can be treated as a localized entity,
and the quantum oscillations of the electron soin polar—
ization around the localized in purity can be neglected,
the exchange Interaction between the TM im purity and
the hole can be RKK Y -lke. It has been argued @.'] that
this lin it is indeed reached ©orTM im purities In sem icon—
ductors. A consequence is that the exchange interaction
has either a vanishing dependence on the direction ofthe
vector pining theM n ionsin GaA s (ifa sphericalFerm i
surface is assum ed), or a weak one t_';] if the true non-—
spherical fermm i surface of the host is considered.

A san altemative one can use ab-iniio totalenergy cal-
culations form agnetic ions in a host crystal t_é] to distilla
m echanign a posteriori. W e consider TM (V Fe) pairs in
G aA s, at various separations and calculate the exchange
Interaction strength, J;5 R ). For all cases Ji5 R) are
found to exhibit a strong dependence on the speci ¢ lat-
tice ordentation ofthe TM pairs, in sharp contrast to the
sin plest realization ofthe RKKY modelw ith a system —
Independent spherical Ferm i surface. To test if an ex—
tended RKK Y m odeldoesbetter, we have calculated the
anisotropic Jrxkx vy R) tj], taking the Fem i surface of
hole doped G aA s explicitly into account. W e nd that

Jrr kv R) is qualitatively di erent from Ji5 R ) deter—
m ined from ab-initio calculations, thereby establishing
that the m agnetic Interactions In these system s cannot
be descrbed even w ithin a realistic RKKY -type m odel.
T he ab-initio results are sub fct to speci ¢ uncertainties
In the energy position ofthe d levels E]. To see ifthiscan
a ect our conclusion we use a sin pli ed self-interaction
correction schem e In the form ofGGA+U E]. W e tune
U soasto tthe ncorrect GGA valie of the energy po-—
sition ofthe prim arily M n d states in the valence band of
GaAs E, —2.6 €V) to experim ental photoem ission &,
4 &v) Ii(_)‘] The strong non-RKKY anisotropy is still
present for U 34 &V, proving that the GGA error is
qualitatively nconsequential. Finally we show that this
directional dependence can be explained w ithin a m odel
of ferrom agnetism arising from energy gain com ing from
p-d hopping Interactions I_l-]_:]

W e have carried out rstprinciple electronic structure
calculations using density functional theory, w ithin the
pseudopotential plane-w ave totalenergy m ethod t_l-z_i], us—
Ing ultra-soft pseudopotentials (USP) [_l-;:l] and pro gcted
augm ented wave (PAW ) [_1-4] potentials as in plem ented
In VASP code f_l-g;] T he equilbrium lattice constant of
theTM containing G aA ssupercellswas xed at thevalue
obtained for zindblende GaA s (5.728 A ) using thePW 91
G GA exchange functional I_l-é], but the atom ic positions
were allowed to relax. The basis setshad a cuto energy
forplane waves equalto 133 Ry. K -point grids of 4x4x4
ncluding and 2x1x1 were used for the 64 and 256 atom
calculations. GGA+ U calculations were perform ed w ith
a U on M n, keeping the intra-atom ic exchange interac-
tion xed at valies used earlier|[lV], while U was varied.

In order to understand the role played by the hole, we
consider the cases of V and Fe in G aA s, both ofwhich do
not introduce holes into the system . Fig. 1 @), ©) show


http://arxiv.org/abs/cond-mat/0409295v1

the TM d projcted partialdensity of states PDO S) re—
solved Into &, and e symm etries for up +) and down
(O soin channels. In each spin channelwe have a pair of
states (bonding and antibonding) w ith t, symm etry. The
m agnetic ground state that would be favored can be read-
iky understood w ith a schem atic two levelm odel shown
In Figs. 2(@) and (). The unperturbed exchange-split
3d evelson the isolated atom sTM 1 and TM 2 are shown
on the kft and right side ofFig. 2 (@) and Fig. 2 (o) for
FM and AFM (antiferrom agnetic) arrangem ent of TM
spins, respectively. The up and down spin states on the
TM atom s Interact via spin-conserving hopping interac—
tions of strength v and form a set ofbonding-antibonding
states foreach spin channel, as shown in the centralpart
of each panel. In a FM arrangement Fig. 2(@)), both
bonding and antbonding levels of one soin channel are
com plktely lked, so to a st oxder, there is no gain in
energy in thism agnetic coupling. For the AFM arrange-
ment EFig. 2@)), however, the bonding states wih t
symm etry are compltely lled for both spin channels,
while the antbonding states are em pty. Consequently,
the resulting AFM energy gain is v?=I, where I is the
energy separation of the same soin kevels on TM 1 and
TM 2. Hence, the AFM arrangem ent ofthe TM spins is
favored In the absence ofa hol. T he expectations of the
simplemodelofFig. 2 are veri ed by the results from
our ab-initio calculations Fig 3@) and ©)). The AFM
con  guration is favored at all separations, w ith the excep—
tion ofV at rst neighbor. Interestingly the largest AFM
stabilization energy isonly 31 mevV forv, whilk i is 298
meV forFe. Thisdi erence can be understood in termm s
of the hopping Interaction strength, v, entering the v?=I
stabilization ofthe AFM states. W hen the highest occu-
pied stateshave tp symmetry asin GaAs¥Fe Fig. 1)),
the relevant hopping m atrix elem ent is between the Fe
t, states. These are much larger than those between e
states as in GaAs¥V (Fig. 1l(@)) because e(tyy) orbitals
point n-between (tow ards) the nearest-neighbors.
Tuming next to GaAsM n and GaAsCr, i is evident
from the PDOS Figs. 1 (c) and (d)) that both these
In purities introduce holes In the systam . In the presence
of partially occupied orbitals, the simple m odel of F i.
2 predicts ferrom agnetism as the energy gain for a FM
arrangem ent is large because the interacting levels are
degenerate in the case of FM arrangem ent, whilke these
are separated by a large energy in the AFM case. The
expectations of the sin ple m odel are veri ed by our ab-
initio calculations Eigs. 3 (c) and (d)). Ferrom agnetisn
is favored at all separations for Cr and M n pairs.
Focusing on M n-doped G aA s, we extract Jij I;f§'] from
Erm Earm 0OfFig.3(d) fordi erent orientationsofM n
atom s in the 64-atom cell, as well as for the 256 atom
cell. The signi cant feature of 5 shown in Figs. 4 (@)
and () isthe pronounced dom ination of orientation over
distance dependence. In Fig. 4 () the three pairs ori-
ented along the < 110> direction (connected by a dotted

line) show a m onotonic decay with R, while rem aining
higher In strength com pared to the pairs oriented along
other directions (eg. < 100> direction, connected by a
dashed line), even when such pairs have a am aller sepa—
ration. T his is further established by our resuls for two
M n atom s at the sam e distance, but oriented In di er-
ent directions, nam ely < 110> and <411>. OneMn is
placed at the origin and the other either at (1.5a 1.5a 0)
for <110> or at (2a 05a 0.5a) for < 411> . The calcu-
lated Ji3's for these two pairs at the sam e separation
are vastly di erent Fig. 4@)). Such an observation
is obviously incom patible with the usual RKKY m odel
based on an isotropic Fem isurface. It is however, pos—
sble that such ordentation dependencies arise from the
non-soherical Ferm i surface of the speci ¢ system . W e
have calculated the orientation dependent exchange in—
teraction strengths, Jrkx x vy based on the RKKY model
Including the realistic band structure e ects such as the
non-spherical Fem i surface of the host GaAs. The 64
atom supercell of GaAs wih one holk was taken and
the eigenvalues were com puted over a grid of 6x6x6 k—
points. The eigenvalues were interpolated over a ner
grid of 10x10x10 and the generalized susceptbility (@)
was com puted using the m ethod ofR ef. ij.]. T he Fourier
transform of (g) was used to calculate Jrxxy . We
checked the stability of our calculation by increasing the
num ber ofk-pointsto 20x20x20. T he changesw ere found
to be lessthan 5% . This Jrk x v is plotted for com pari-
son as an insert to Fig. 4 ). Evidently, the behaviors of
Ji; and Jrk x v are qualitatively di erent; for example,
the rstprnciplescalculated J5 is sn allest along < 100>
and largest along < 110> as seen In Fig. 4, whereas
Jrx Kk v 1S almost maxin al for < 100> . O bviously, any
RKKY typem odel In spite of extending it to account for
realband structure e ects is lnadequate to describe the
underlying m agnetic interactions of these system s.

The above m entioned failire of RKKY model is in
fact easy to understand, as G aA sM n clearly violates the
fundam ental assum ptions needed for the validity of the
RKKY model. The RKKY theory Involves a perturba—
tive treatm ent in which the exchange splitting € excn )
of the host band is sm all In com parison w ith the Ferm i
energy Er ), Ecxen << Ep . However, the DM S’s, In
particular M n doped G aA s, are halfm etallic ferrom ag—
nets, wih com plete spin-polarization which arises from
E excn being larger than Er . Thus, a perturbation in
Eexen /Er isbound to fail, m aking the inapplicability of
RKKY mechanisn obvious for these system s. Another
Interesting consequence ofthe halfm etallicity isthe com —
plte supression of spin I scattering between up and
down soin states of the conduction electrons essential in
theRKKY exchange coupling, thereby distinguishing the
present system from those dom inated by RKKY interac—
tions. It should be noted that total Jrx x vy is a prod—
uct oftwo term s. The st term is proportional to the
square of the strength of the spin-coupling between the



local M n) m om ent and the conduction electrons explic—
itly accounted for n the K ondo-lattce H am ittonian; the
second tem inclides all the band structure inform ation
conceming the host lattice. AILRKK Y -type approaches
assum e the 1rst temm to be a constant, representing the
strength ofthe spin-coupling betw een the localm om ents;
thus, allthe dependencies on the distance and ordentation
within RKKY approach arise exclisively from the second
term . W e have already shown that the R dependence of
Jrrx kv In the Inset to Fig. 4 ) is entirely nadequate
to describe the Ji3 R ) observed. N ext we point out that
the R dependence of Ji5 is In fact controlled aln ost en—
tirely by the distance and the ordentation dependencies
of the spin-coupling In the K ondo-lattice m odel, which
Itself arises from the anisotropic hopping for exam ple n
a Periodic Anderson Ham iltonian.

A singleMn in G aA s introduces fully occupied t; , e
states inside the valence band, and partially occupied t,
state at Er made of TM d and anion p orbials. These
partially occupied levels are represented in the left and
right panels of Figs. 2(c) and (d). They interact via
hopping and lower the total energy of the FM arrange-
ment. The dependence of the exchange Integral on lat-
tice ordentation com es from the dependence of the hop—
pihg m atrix elem ent entering the FM energy stabiliza—
tion. This isdi erent from any dependencies w ithin the
RKKY mechanisn that arise from non-spherical Femm i
surface {9]. Them echanism discussed here based on p-d
hopping isnot unique to dilute m agnetic sem iconductors,
but is common to a wide class ofm aterials. Tt was 1rst
introduced to explain the robust ferrom agnetic state of
SnFeM o0 ¢ LLl;] In the present work, we have pointed
out another novel aspect of this m echanism in tem s of
is speci ¢ and characteristic orientation dependence.

Tt is Interesting to exam ine whether the orientation
dependence changes w ith the localization of the hole-
carrying ty oroital. W e achieve this using the GGA+U
approach EB!] wih a nie U, that pushesthe bonding &
kvelsatEy 26 &V Fig. 1(d)) desper in the GaA s va—
lence band, m aking them m ore M n-localized, while the
holecarrying t; state at Er becom esm ore host-like and
delocalized. Figs. 5@) and () show theMn d PDOS
wih tp symmetry orU = 0, 6, 10 and 15 &V .A s isev—
dent from the nset ofFig. 5(@), the Introduction of U
pushes the Iocation ofthe M n feature from E2.6 &V at
U=0toEy5Ey7and E,93¢&V forU =6,10 and 15
eV, respectively. Ag]:ean ent w ith the photoeam ission de-
termm ined position [10]ofE -4 eV requiresa U ofaround
34 &V .M ost features of the U= 0 calculations are pre—
served at this value ofU , including the strong anisotropy
In Ji5 (see Fig. 4(0)). Thus the GGA error does not
a ectourresultsmuch.

W e can use GGA+ U to sinulate the condtions under
which RKKY is supposed to work: The am plitude of
theM n dPDO S ofthe antibonding t; statesatEr de—
creases as U increases Fig. 5 @),0)). This decrease In

M n content is clearer from the hole wavefinction squared
plotted In the < 110> plane forU =0 and 10 &V in Figs
5 (©) and d): At U =0, a considerable portion of the
hole wavefiinction at Er is localized on M n and its near—
est neighborA s atom s, while at U =10 €V, the states at
Er becom e m ore delocalized, host-like as In the case for
GaAsZn.Atthislim i U=10-15¢€V) of "host-lke-hol"
the conventionalRKK Y approach is supposed to be valid.
Ourcalculations show that at this Iim it the FM stabiliza—
tion J is already quite sm all, and the J;5's becom e m ore
short—ranged w ith only nearest-neighbor pairs contribut-
ng Fig. 4 ). Thus, the cbserved FM isunexplained by
a m odel sin ulating "host-lkehol" RKKY conditions.

In sum m ary, we have exam ined the m icroscopicm ech—
anism giving rise to ferrom agnetism in 3d im purities in
GaAs. A strong deviation is found from current carrier—
m ediated ferrom agnetism based m odels i_:%, EJ:], which we

nd are not appropriate even w hen the hole ism ore host-
like. The dom inant contrbution to FM stabilization is
found to be from p-d hopping.
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FIG.1l: (Colronline) The broadened up (+), down () spin
TM dPDOS in spheresofradius 12 A wih t,, e symm etry
for di erent TM s.

FIG.2: (Color online) Schem atic energy levels for two Inter—
acting TM w ith their spins FM [@),(c)] and AFM [(b),d)]
aligned and highest occupied lvel fully [@),b)]partially
[(©),@d)] led.

FIG . 3: D istance/O rientation dependence ofEry /Earn fOr
two @) V, ) Fe, (¢) Cr, d) Mn in 64 atom GaAs cell
using U SP potentials (using PAW in (d) in parentheses). The
upper x-axis gives the direction of the vector pining the two
TM atom s.

FIG .4: The distance/orientation dependence of Ji; forM n
pairsn (@) 256, ) 64 atom G aA scellusing PAW potentials.
The expected dependence of Jrxx y for a hole in GaA s is
given In the insert.

FIG.5: (Colr) The up [(@) and inset] and down (o) spin
Mnt, PDOS forU= 0 (black line), U= 6 (red line), U= 10 (green
line) and U=15 (blue line) €V . H ole wavefiinction squared in
the < 110> plane are shown for U= 0, and U= 10 In parts (c)
and (d) respectively.
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