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Ferrom agnetism in M n-doped G aAs,the prototypicaldilute m agnetic sem iconductor,hasso far

been attributed to hole m ediated RK K Y-type interactions. First-principles calculations reveala

strong direction dependence ofthe ferrom agnetic (FM ) stabilization energy oftwo m agnetic ions,

a dependence that cannot be explained within RK K Y.In the lim it ofhost-like hole (engineered

here by an G G A+ U approach with large U ) where the RK K Y m odelis applicable,we �nd that

the exchange energies are strongly reduced,suggesting thatthislim itcannotexplain the observed

ferrom agnetism . The dom inant contribution stabilizing the FM state is found to be m axim alfor

< 110> -oriented pairs and m inim alfor < 100> oriented pairs,providing an alternate explanation

for m agnetism in such m aterials in term s ofenergy lowering due to p-d hopping interactions,and

o�ering a new design degree offreedom to enhance FM .

PACS num bers:PACS num ber:75.50Pp,75.30.H x

The discovery offerrom agnetism in M n doped G aAs

[1]hasspurred considerable attention in this im portant

class ofm aterials. Experim entally it is known that the

introduction ofM n in G aAsgivesriseto an acceptor[2].

The hole produced by the acceptoris believed to inter-

act with the localized orbitals ofthe TM im purity and

m ediate ferrom agnetism . The question is what type of

m echanism explains the FM resulting from the interac-

tion between the hole and the m agnetic ion.In a m odel

Ham iltonian approach [3,4,5]one selectsa prioria fa-

voredm echanism andworksoutitsphysicalconsequences

and m anifestations.Forexam ple,in the lim itwhere the

m agnetic electrons can be treated as a localized entity,

and the quantum oscillationsofthe electron spin polar-

ization around the localized im purity can be neglected,

the exchange interaction between the TM im purity and

the hole can be RK K Y-like.Ithasbeen argued [4]that

thislim itisindeed reached forTM im puritiesin sem icon-

ductors.A consequenceisthatthe exchangeinteraction

haseithera vanishing dependenceon thedirection ofthe

vectorjoining theM n ionsin G aAs(ifa sphericalFerm i

surface is assum ed),or a weak one [5]ifthe true non-

sphericalferm isurfaceofthe hostisconsidered.

Asan alternativeonecan useab-initiototalenergycal-

culationsform agneticionsin ahostcrystal[6]todistilla

m echanism a posteriori.W econsiderTM (V-Fe)pairsin

G aAs,atvariousseparationsand calculatetheexchange

interaction strength, Jij(R ). For allcases Jij(R ) are

found to exhibita strong dependenceon thespeci�clat-

ticeorientation oftheTM pairs,in sharp contrastto the

sim plestrealization ofthe RK K Y m odelwith a system -

independent sphericalFerm isurface. To test ifan ex-

tended RK K Y m odeldoesbetter,wehavecalculated the

anisotropic JR K K Y (R ) [7],taking the Ferm isurface of

hole doped G aAs explicitly into account. W e �nd that

JR K K Y (R ) is qualitatively di�erent from Jij(R ) deter-

m ined from ab-initio calculations, thereby establishing

that the m agnetic interactions in these system s cannot

be described even within a realistic RK K Y-type m odel.

Theab-initio resultsaresubjectto speci�cuncertainties

in theenergy position ofthed levels[8].Toseeifthiscan

a�ectourconclusion we use a sim pli�ed self-interaction

correction schem e in the form ofG G A+ U [9]. W e tune

U so asto �ttheincorrectG G A valueofthe energy po-

sition oftheprim arily M n d statesin thevalenceband of

G aAs(E v -2.6 eV)to experim entalphotoem ission (E v

-4 eV) [10]. The strong non-RK K Y anisotropy is still

presentfor U � 3-4 eV,proving that the G G A erroris

qualitatively inconsequential. Finally we show that this

directionaldependence can be explained within a m odel

offerrom agnetism arising from energy gain com ing from

p-d hopping interactions[11]

W ehavecarried out�rst-principleelectronicstructure

calculations using density functionaltheory,within the

pseudopotentialplane-wavetotalenergym ethod [12],us-

ing ultra-softpseudopotentials(USP)[13]and projected

augm ented wave (PAW ) [14]potentials as im plem ented

in VASP code [15]. The equilibrium lattice constantof

theTM containingG aAssupercellswas�xed atthevalue

obtained forzincblendeG aAs(5.728 �A)using thePW 91

G G A exchange functional[16],butthe atom ic positions

wereallowed to relax.Thebasissetshad a cuto� energy

forplanewavesequalto 13.3 Ry.K -pointgridsof4x4x4

including� and 2x1x1wereused forthe64and 256atom

calculations.G G A+ U calculationswereperform ed with

a U on M n,keeping the intra-atom ic exchange interac-

tion �xed atvaluesused earlier[17],whileU wasvaried.

In orderto understand theroleplayed by thehole,we

considerthecasesofV and Fein G aAs,both ofwhich do

notintroduceholesinto the system .Fig.1(a),(b)show
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theTM d projected partialdensity ofstates(PDO S)re-

solved into t2 and e sym m etries for up (+ ) and down

(-)spin channels.In each spin channelwehavea pairof

states(bondingand antibonding)with t2 sym m etry.The

m agneticgroundstatethatwould befavoredcan beread-

ily understood with a schem atic two levelm odelshown

in Figs. 2(a) and (b). The unperturbed exchange-split

3d levelson theisolated atom sTM 1 and TM 2 areshown

on the leftand rightside ofFig. 2(a)and Fig. 2(b)for

FM and AFM (antiferrom agnetic) arrangem ent ofTM

spins,respectively.The up and down spin stateson the

TM atom sinteractvia spin-conserving hopping interac-

tionsofstrength vand form asetofbonding-antibonding

statesforeach spin channel,asshown in thecentralpart

ofeach panel. In a FM arrangem ent(Fig. 2(a)),both

bonding and antibonding levels ofone spin channelare

com pletely �lled,so to a �rstorder,there is no gain in

energy in thism agneticcoupling.FortheAFM arrange-

m ent (Fig. 2(b)),however,the bonding states with t2

sym m etry are com pletely �lled for both spin channels,

while the antibonding states are em pty. Consequently,

theresulting AFM energy gain is� v2=I,whereI isthe

energy separation ofthe sam e spin levels on TM 1 and

TM 2. Hence,the AFM arrangem entofthe TM spinsis

favored in theabsenceofa hole.Theexpectationsofthe

sim ple m odelofFig. 2 are veri�ed by the results from

ourab-initio calculations(Fig 3(a)and (b)). The AFM

con�gurationisfavoredatallseparations,with theexcep-

tion ofV at�rstneighbor.Interestingly thelargestAFM

stabilization energy isonly 31 m eV forV,whileitis298

m eV forFe.Thisdi�erence can be understood in term s

ofthehopping interaction strength,v,entering thev2=I

stabilization oftheAFM states.W hen thehighestoccu-

pied stateshavet2 sym m etry asin G aAs:Fe(Fig.1(b)),

the relevant hopping m atrix elem ent is between the Fe

t2 states. These are m uch larger than those between e

states as in G aAs:V (Fig. 1(a)) because e(t2g) orbitals

pointin-between (towards)the nearest-neighbors.

Turning nextto G aAs:M n and G aAs:Cr,itisevident

from the PDO S (Figs. 1 (c) and (d)) that both these

im puritiesintroduceholesin thesystem .In thepresence

ofpartially occupied orbitals,the sim ple m odelofFig.

2 predicts ferrom agnetism as the energy gain for a FM

arrangem ent is large because the interacting levels are

degenerate in the case ofFM arrangem ent,while these

are separated by a large energy in the AFM case. The

expectationsofthe sim ple m odelare veri�ed by ourab-

initio calculations(Figs.3(c)and (d)).Ferrom agnetism

isfavored atallseparationsforCrand M n pairs.

Focusing on M n-doped G aAs,weextractJij [18]from

EF M -EA F M ofFig.3(d)fordi�erentorientationsofM n

atom s in the 64-atom cell,as wellas for the 256 atom

cell. The signi�cant feature ofJij shown in Figs. 4(a)

and (b)isthepronounced dom ination oforientation over

distance dependence. In Fig. 4(a) the three pairs ori-

ented along the< 110> direction (connected by a dotted

line) show a m onotonic decay with R,while rem aining

higherin strength com pared to the pairsoriented along

other directions (e.g. < 100> direction,connected by a

dashed line),even when such pairshave a sm allersepa-

ration.Thisisfurtherestablished by ourresultsfortwo

M n atom s at the sam e distance,but oriented in di�er-

ent directions,nam ely < 110> and < 411> . O ne M n is

placed attheorigin and theothereitherat(1.5a 1.5a 0)

for < 110> or at (2a 0.5a 0.5a) for < 411> . The calcu-

lated Jij’s for these two pairs at the sam e separation

are vastly di�erent (Fig. 4(a)). Such an observation

is obviously incom patible with the usualRK K Y m odel

based on an isotropic Ferm isurface. Itishowever,pos-

sible that such orientation dependencies arise from the

non-sphericalFerm isurface ofthe speci�c system . W e

have calculated the orientation dependent exchange in-

teraction strengths,JR K K Y based on the RK K Y m odel

including the realistic band structure e�ectssuch asthe

non-sphericalFerm isurface ofthe host G aAs. The 64

atom supercellof G aAs with one hole was taken and

the eigenvalues were com puted over a grid of6x6x6 k-

points. The eigenvalues were interpolated over a �ner

grid of10x10x10 and the generalized susceptibility �(q)

wascom puted using them ethod ofRef.[7].TheFourier

transform of �(q) was used to calculate JR K K Y . W e

checked thestability ofourcalculation by increasing the

num berofk-pointsto20x20x20.Thechangeswerefound

to be lessthan 5% .ThisJR K K Y isplotted forcom pari-

son asan insertto Fig.4(b).Evidently,thebehaviorsof

Jij and JR K K Y are qualitatively di�erent;for exam ple,

the�rstprinciplescalculated Jij issm allestalong< 100>

and largest along < 110> as seen in Fig. 4, whereas

JR K K Y is alm ost m axim alfor < 100> . O bviously,any

RK K Y-typem odelin spiteofextending itto accountfor

realband structure e�ectsisinadequate to describe the

underlying m agneticinteractionsofthese system s.

The above m entioned failure of RK K Y m odel is in

facteasy to understand,asG aAs:M n clearly violatesthe

fundam entalassum ptions needed for the validity ofthe

RK K Y m odel. The RK K Y theory involvesa perturba-

tive treatm ent in which the exchange splitting (E exch)

ofthe hostband issm allin com parison with the Ferm i

energy (E F ),E exch < < E F . However,the DM S’s, in

particular M n doped G aAs,are half-m etallic ferrom ag-

nets,with com plete spin-polarization which arises from

E exch being larger than E F . Thus, a perturbation in

E exch/E F isbound to fail,m aking the inapplicability of

RK K Y m echanism obvious for these system s. Another

interestingconsequenceofthehalf-m etallicityisthecom -

plete supression ofspin 
ip scattering between up and

down spin statesofthe conduction electronsessentialin

theRK K Y exchangecoupling,thereby distinguishingthe

presentsystem from thosedom inated by RK K Y interac-

tions. It should be noted that totalJR K K Y is a prod-

uct oftwo term s. The �rst term is proportionalto the

square ofthe strength ofthe spin-coupling between the
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local(M n)m om entand theconduction electronsexplic-

itly accounted forin the K ondo-lattce Ham iltonian;the

second term includesallthe band structure inform ation

concerning the hostlattice. AllRK K Y-type approaches

assum e the �rstterm to be a constant,representing the

strength ofthespin-couplingbetween thelocalm om ents;

thus,allthedependencieson thedistanceand orientation

within RK K Y approach ariseexclusivelyfrom thesecond

term .W e havealready shown thatthe R dependenceof

JR K K Y in the inset to Fig. 4(b) is entirely inadequate

to describetheJij(R )observed.Nextwepointoutthat

the R dependence ofJij isin factcontrolled alm osten-

tirely by the distance and the orientation dependencies

ofthe spin-coupling in the K ondo-lattice m odel,which

itselfarisesfrom the anisotropichopping forexam ple in

a PeriodicAnderson Ham iltonian.

A singleM n in G aAsintroducesfully occupied t+ ,e+
statesinsidethevalenceband,and partially occupied t+
state atE F m ade ofTM d and anion p orbitals. These

partially occupied levels are represented in the left and

right panels ofFigs. 2(c) and (d). They interact via

hopping and lowerthe totalenergy ofthe FM arrange-

m ent. The dependence ofthe exchange integralon lat-

tice orientation com esfrom the dependence ofthe hop-

ping m atrix elem ent entering the FM energy stabiliza-

tion.Thisisdi�erentfrom any dependencieswithin the

RK K Y m echanism that arise from non-sphericalFerm i

surface[19].Them echanism discussed herebased on p-d

hoppingisnotuniquetodilutem agneticsem iconductors,

butiscom m on to a wide classofm aterials. Itwas�rst

introduced to explain the robustferrom agnetic state of

Sr2FeM oO 6 [11]. In the present work,we have pointed

outanothernovelaspectofthis m echanism in term sof

itsspeci�c and characteristicorientation dependence.

It is interesting to exam ine whether the orientation

dependence changes with the localization of the hole-

carrying t+ orbital. W e achieve thisusing the G G A+ U

approach [9]with a �niteU ,thatpushesthebonding t+
levelsatE V -2.6 eV (Fig. 1(d))deeperin the G aAsva-

lence band,m aking them m ore M n-localized,while the

hole-carryingt+ stateatE F becom esm orehost-likeand

delocalized. Figs. 5(a) and (b) show the M n d PDO S

with t2 sym m etry forU = 0,6,10 and 15 eV.Asisev-

identfrom the insetofFig. 5(a),the introduction ofU

pushesthelocation oftheM n featurefrom E v-2.6 eV at

U = 0 to E v-5,E v-7 and E v-9.3 eV forU = 6,10 and 15

eV,respectively.Agreem entwith the photoem ission de-

term ined position [10]ofE v -4eV requiresaU ofaround

3-4 eV.M ost features ofthe U = 0 calculations are pre-

served atthisvalueofU ,including thestronganisotropy

in Jij (see Fig. 4(b)). Thus the G G A error does not

a�ectourresultsm uch.

W e can use G G A+ U to sim ulate the condtionsunder

which RK K Y is supposed to work: The am plitude of

theM n d PDO S oftheanti-bonding t+ statesatE F de-

creasesasU increases(Fig. 5 (a),(b)). Thisdecrease in

M n contentisclearerfrom theholewavefunction squared

plotted in the < 110> plane forU = 0 and 10 eV in Figs

5 (c) and (d): At U = 0,a considerable portion ofthe

holewavefunction atE F islocalized on M n and itsnear-

estneighborAsatom s,whileatU = 10 eV,thestatesat

E F becom em oredelocalized,host-likeasin the casefor

G aAs:Zn.Atthislim it(U = 10-15eV)of"host-like-hole"

theconventionalRK K Y approachissupposedtobevalid.

O urcalculationsshow thatatthislim ittheFM stabiliza-

tion J isalready quitesm all,and theJij’sbecom em ore

short-ranged with only nearest-neighborpairscontribut-

ing (Fig.4(b).Thus,theobserved FM isunexplained by

a m odelsim ulating "host-like-hole" RK K Y conditions.

In sum m ary,wehaveexam ined them icroscopicm ech-

anism giving rise to ferrom agnetism in 3d im purities in

G aAs.A strong deviation isfound from currentcarrier-

m ediated ferrom agnetism based m odels[3,4],which we

�nd arenotappropriateeven when theholeism orehost-

like. The dom inant contribution to FM stabilization is

found to be from p-d hopping.
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FIG .1: (Color online) The broadened up(+ ),down(-)spin

TM d PD O S in spheresofradius1.2 �A with t2,e sym m etry

fordi�erentTM s.

FIG .2:(Coloronline)Schem atic energy levelsfortwo inter-

acting TM with their spins FM [(a),(c)]and AFM [(b),(d)]

aligned and highest occupied level fully [(a),(b)],partially

[(c),(d)]�lled.

FIG .3:D istance/O rientation dependenceofEF M /E A F M for

two (a) V,(b) Fe, (c) Cr , (d) M n in 64 atom G aAs cell

using USP potentials(using PAW in (d)in parentheses).The

upperx-axisgivesthe direction ofthe vectorjoining the two

TM atom s.

FIG .4: The distance/orientation dependence ofJij forM n

pairsin (a)256,(b)64 atom G aAscellusing PAW potentials.

The expected dependence of JR K K Y for a hole in G aAs is

given in the insert.

FIG .5: ( Color) The up [(a) and inset]and down (b) spin

M n t2 PD O S forU= 0(black line),U = 6(red line),U = 10(green

line)and U = 15 (blue line)eV.Hole wavefunction squared in

the < 110> plane are shown forU = 0,and U = 10 in parts(c)

and (d)respectively.
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