arXiv:cond-mat/0501213v2 [cond-mat.str-el] 26 Aug 2005
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W e show that 2D and 3D electron system s w ith the long-range C oulom b electron-electron inter—
action could develop ferrom agnetic instabilities due to strong exchange e ects at low densities. The
criticaldensities in both 2D and 3D system s at which them agnetic Instability, which could eitherbe
of Stoner type (second-order) or ofB loch type ( rst-order), are higher than the dispersion instability
criticaldensity where e ectivem ass at the Ferm isurface diverges. W e discuss the theoreticalaswell
as experin ental in plications of the ferrom agnetic instability at low electron densities, particularly
In low -disorder sem iconductorfbased two-din ensional system s.

PACS numbers: 7110w ; 71.10Ca; 7320M £ 73.40.—c

I. NTRODUCTION

W ith the developm ent of high m obility sem iconduc—
tor based 2D electron systems such as SIMOSFETSs
and GaAs HIGFET s, where extram ely low carrier den—
sities and very high quality can be achieved, a num ber
of recent experim ents has been carried out to m easure
fundam ental, Physica L suantiiies such as m agnetic, sus—
ertibj]jtyg'geﬂ'g'@ﬂ‘g'e’iq&]:&g’.l% and e ective masg‘; in
low density 2D elctron system s at low tem peratures
(. 100m K ). These experim ents have triggered m any
theoreticalaswell as experin ental studies on 2D and 3D
electron system s. O ne in portant purpose of these stud—
jes is to obtain the ground state phase diagram for such
system s. It is wellknown that the zero tem perature 2D
and 3D electron system s can be characterized by a sin—
gk din ensionless interaction parameter ry = E¢ ¢ =Ex
(Where E. o denotes the Interaction energy and Ex the
kinetic energy), which dependsonly on the density (n) of
the system withrs / n ™2 @ ™) i 2D (3D ) system s.
For sm all ry, electron system s can be well described by
Landau’s Fem i liquid theory. @A ctually, there is an ex—
ception even to this as at exoeptionally low tem peratures
an interacting Fem 1 liquid undergoes a K hon-Luttinger
superconducting transition, which we ignore for our pur-
pose since it is of no physical relevance.) In the lim it of
large rg, the system tends to reduce its interaction en-
ergy E. o atthe cost ofhigher kinetic energy by form,ing
nto an ekctron crystal (the so calld W igner crystald),
which has been established by M onte Carlo studies in
both 2D%4 (W here the crystallizatipn transition happens
atrs 32 42) and 3D system$! where the transi-
tion happens at r; 55 75). How the system behaves
In between the above m entioned two lim its of ry is not
yet clear. It has been widely accepted, and also sug—
gested by M onte Carlo studies, that there m ay exist a
ferrom agnetic phase (ofeither filly or partially polarized
spins) in the interm ediate ry region. M any other theoret—
ical studies for such high ry value region typically start
w ith a m ore or lss arbirary assum ption of a particular
ground state symm etry of the system . Am ong the vari-
ous m odel of exotic interaction-driven electronic ground

states, charge or spin density wave states, various super—
conducting states, glassy or clustered ground states have
been much discussed In the literature.

From a theoreticalperspective, it is In portant to study
the evolution of the Femm i liquid state starting from the
weakly interacting (snall ry) regine. As ry Increases,
all the single particle properties of the system are In—
creasingly renom alized by Interaction e ects. T he ques—
tion is whether the C oulom b interaction renomm alization
brings about certain instabilities eventually at som e large
rs, and hence changes the ground state symm etry. The
existence of degrees of freedom related to soin and m o—
mentum m akes it natural to consider the possbility of
a m agnetic instability or an instability that is related
to the dispersion of a quasiparticle, which we call \dis-
persion instability" for short. In spite of a great dealof
tic instabik-

sion nstability possbilitief48% in both 2D and 3D elec-
tron system s using a large variety of di erent theoreti-
caltechniques, a uni ed theoretical treatm ent ofthe fer—
rom agnetic instability, starting from the weak-coupling
Fem i liquid ground state w ith Interaction e ects Intro—
duced system atically, is still Jacking. This absence of a
uni edpicturehasleftm any unanswered in portant ques—
tions. First, what is the order of any possble ferrom ag—
netic instability? It could be a second-order transition
(the so—called Stoner instability) caused by the continu—
ous divergence of the susceptibility as the criticaldensiy
or rs-value is approached from the weak-coupling side.
Oritcouldbea rstordertransition (the so—called B loch
ferrom agnetism ) which could happen abruptly at a spe—
ci ¢ z-valie. Both have been predicted and studied In
the literature, but their inter+elationship has not been
clari ed. Second, what is the relationship between m ag—
netic instability and dispersion instability? W hether the
possbl divergence of the Interacting spin susceptibility
, which can be written as =gm ,wherem ()
are the e ective m ass (g-factor) of the system , is caused
by the divergence ofm  (dispersion instability) org , or
both? In order to answer these questions, we provide
In this paper a com prehensive picture ofthe B loch ferro-
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m agnetic instability, Stoner ferrom agnetic instability and
the dispersion instability ofthe 2D and 3D electron sys—
tem using the m ethod ofRandom P hase A pproxin ation
®RPA ).

T he structure of the paper is the follow ng: In Sec—
tion IT we discuss brie y the background for B loch and
Stoner ferrom aqnethn n ']It w e describe our theoretical
form aligm ; in -IV. we present and discuss our theoretical
results for ferrom agnetic instability In interacting 2D and
3D quantum Coulomb system s; we conclude In V) w ith a
discussion of experin ental in plications and related open
questions.

II. BACKGROUND

T he possbility ofa density driven ferrom agnetic tran—
sition in an Interacting electron system was st sug-
gested by B o more than 75 years ago. Bloch’s ba—
sic idea, essentially a Hartreetock mean eld theory,
rem ains fundam entally valid even today. The idea is
that at high density the electron system would be para—
m agnetic n order to optin ize the kinetic energy cost
Wwhich ishigh in a high-density quantum fem ionic sys—
tem ) whereas at low densiy the system should sponta—
neously spin-polarize itself nto a ferrom agnetic ground
state In order to optin ize the exchange energy arising
from the Pauli principle and Coulomb interaction. For
an elkctron gas (inh a positive £llum background) it isa
straightforw ard exercise to w rite dow n the totalH artree—
Fock energy perparticle asa sum of the non-interacting
kinetic energy and the (Fock) exchange energy due to

unscreened Coulom b interaction at T = 0 as
h i
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for 2D system s, where n = n« + ny is the total num —

ber density of electrons; = (o g )=n is their spin—
polarization (or magnetism) density; ajn = (¢ )’
and a2n = ( ) ! de ne the dinensionlkss interac-

tion parameters ry In 2D and 3D respectively (with
ag = =@ &), the Bohr radius); and the energy is
measured I Rydberg units (ie. €?=ap ). Ik is easy to
see that the above H artreeFock energy expressions lead
to a rstorder ferrom agnetic transition (the \B lock fer-
rom agnetiam ") at ry = 1y whererpy ’ 545 (3D) and
" 2 2D),ie. E ( = 1) ferrom agnetic state is lower
(higher) in energy than E ( = 0) param agnetic state for
rs > K)z . We refer to such energy-di erence-driven
abrupt ( rst order) transition as B loch ferrom agnetisn
In the rest of this paper.
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T he Stoner ferrom agnetic instabilin#! refers to the di-
vergence of the spin susceptibility and hence a second—
order continuousm agnetic phase transition from a para-
m agnetic (rs < r5t) weak-coupling side to a ferrom ag-—
netic side (rs > 1st). The sinplest model to con—
sider is, follow ing Stoner’s original work, a zero-range
delta-function lke interaction of strength T’ (@ constant
In momentum space) between the electrons, leading to
an Interacting static long-w avelength spin susceptibility
(in the dynam icalH artreeFock approxin ation) given by

= = (1 DoI)?!,whereDy D () istheelctronic
density of states at the Fermm ienergy. T his inm ediately
Jeads to the Stoner criterion for ferrom agnetic instability
de ned by a divergent = when 1 DyI = 0. Shoce
the 2D density of states is a density-independent con—
stant, this instability criterion does not lead to a m ean—
Ingful condition in 2D unless we arbitrarily de ne I to
be the Coulom b interaction strength at Fem iwavevec—
tor, whence the Stoner Instability criterion leads to un-—
physically low rg values for the ferrom agnetic instability
given by rs¢ / 07 @D) and s+’ 15 (3D), which are
absurdly sm all rg-values and are unrealistic. O f course,
In realelectron system s the electron-electron interaction
is the Iong—range C oulom b interaction, and therefore the
sim ple Stoner instability criterion, de ned by DI = 1
where T isan e ective shortrange Interaction strength,
is Inapplicable. But the basic idea of the ferrom agnetic
Stoner instability, de ned by a continuous divergence of

(rs) as rs is ncreased, still applied. W e refer to the
ferrom agnetic transition de ned or characterized by a di-
vergence of the interacting susceptibility as the Stoner
Instability.

In real elctron liquids, the exchange-only Hartree—
Fock approxin ation considered above for the B loch in—
stability is inadequate because correlation e ects (ie. en—
ergy contrbutionsbeyond H artree¥ock) areknown to be
extram ely in portant, and m ust be included in the ener-
getic considerations. Sin ilarly, the interacting suscepti-
bility m ust be calculated forthe realC oulom b interaction
In the system , not for a hypothetical zero-range interac—
tion, In order to obtain a better estin ate of the Stoner
Instability criterion. In the rest ofthis paper we consider
both Bloch and Stoner ferrom agnetic instabilities using
better m any-body approxin ations for C oulom b electron
liquids, nam ely RPA .

ITII. THEORY

In thJs wo;k,w e_ﬁalbw I,h.e notation of R efs. 5@5?,_51:
to the ground state energy of a Pllium electron system
w ith long-range C oulom b interaction can be denoted by
the Feynm an diagram s shown in Fig. :_iA . The quasi-
particle energy is then obtained by Ey = Eg= ny,
where ny is the distrdbbution fiinction at m om entum k.
The second order derivative of the total ground state
energy is referred to as Landau’s interaction function:
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FIG.1l: The RPA Feynman diagram for: @A) the Coulomb
interaction contribution to the ground state energy; B) Lan—
dau’s interaction fiinction; (C) D ynam ically screened inter—
action. T he circles are polarization bubbles, the thin wiggly
lines are the bare C oulom b interaction, and the solid lines the
noninteracting electron G reen’s function.
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fk;k% = 2Eg= ng no, represented by the Feynm an
diagram shown in Fig. :_]:B . G raphically, taking the nyx
variational derivative of a quantiy simply m eans that
one cuts one solid line ofthe Feynm an diagram and takes
the extermalm om entum and frequency to be on-shell (ie.
k?=2m  Er wih m the band electron m ass and
Er the Fem ienergy). W e em phasize that the RPA as
shown in F jg.:g.' necessarily im plies that this on-shell self-
energy approxin ation is used for calculating the quasi-
particle energy dispersion Ey and Landau’s interaction
finction f (k;k° since allenergy and m om enta in Fjg.:J:
correspond to the noninteracting system . ThusRPA self-
energy approxin ation necessarily In plies an onyshell ap—
proxin ation Fig.iA) as em phasized by Rice® a Iong
tin e ago. Solving the full D yson equation using the o —
shell renom alized energy, as is som etin es done in the
literature, would be com pletely inconsistent w ithin RPA
as it would incorrectly m ik various perturbative orders.
Follow ing Hubbard’s notationti, the ground state en—
ergy per particle Eg=N wih N the particlke number
can be written as Eg=N = Egx =N v(§)=2+ Ec =N,
where Ex is the kinetic energy, v(0) = v,dig=@2 )¢
is the interaction energy at zero separation wih the
bare Coulomb interaction vq = 2 &=q ©r2D and vy =
4 &=¢ r3D,and E¢ isthe Coulomb contribution to
the ground state energy (ooth exchange and correlation)
w hich can be denoted as in Fjg.:_]:A .N ote that the singu—
larities in v(0)=2 and E- =N cancel,aut w ith each other.
In the 2D system , it is easy to show®3 that RPA leads to

Ee _ Br B
N 2 Z }\] Z
16E ¢
dx dulln (x;u) x;u)l; Q)
Js 0
where (g;!) is the dynam ical dielectric function, g is

the spin degeneracy (gs = 2 for param agnetic states and
gs = 1 for fully spin-polarized state), E o« is the exchange
part of the ground state energy. Note that in Eq. ('_3)
we subtracted a tem @!) from In[ (@;!)] In order to

handle the ultraviolet divergence in the Integration. Sin —
ilarly for 3D we have

E 3 E
_G _ _EF + ex
N 5 ZlN 7
48E ¢ 5
dx dulln (x;u) x;u)l: @)
s 0

Tt is convenient to convert all the expressions In tem s
of the dim ensionless units rs. The de nition of ¥ is as
rs = 1=( kr ag ) where kr is the Ferm im om entum and
ap = 1=fu &?) isthe Bohrradius. Tn 2D = © go=2 and
N30 = (gs=9 ) 3. Also we choose ~ = 1 through-
out, which m akes w avevector and m om entum (@swellas
energy and frequency) equivalent. In these notations, it
iseasy to show thatE =N = 8 =3 )Er for2D,and
Eex=N = 3 =@ )Ef for 3D . In the actual calcula—
tion, the Integration n Egs. Q'j.) and @) can be perform ed
on either realor in aghary axis. By exam ining the rs and
gs dependence of the ground state energy, we study the
B loch m agnetic instability of the electron system . The
Integrals In Egs. ;3) and ('_4) are the correlation contri-
butions not included in our H artreeFock considerations
of Bloch ferrom agnetic n Sec. IT. Note that g; = 1)
correspondsto = 1(0) In Sec. IT.
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FIG.2: (@) The ladderbubble series for the interacting sus—
ceptibility w ith the bold straight line the interacting G reen’s
function and the bold wavy line the dynam ically screened
interaction; (@) the noninteracting susceptibility; (c) the
D yson’s equation forthe interacting G reen’s fuinction in tem s
ofthe noninteracting G reen’s function and the selfenergy; (d)
the selfenergy In the leading-order expansion in the dynam -
ical screening; (e) the D yson’s equation for the dynam ically
screened Interaction in temm s ofthe bare C oulom b interaction
(thin wavy lines) and the polarization bubbl; (f) a charge

uctuation diagram which does not contribute to spin sus—
ceptibility.

W e Investigate the Stoner Instability by calculating the
m agnetic susceptbility within RPA which is repre-
sented by the Feynm an diagram showed in FJg:_Z D irect
calculation ofthese diagram stumsout tobedi cult for
the long ranged C oulom b interaction. However,atT = O,
Landau showed that , -can be equivalently expressed as
the ©llow ing equation?a:

fe ( )doj ©)



where isthePaulispin susceptbility, f. ( ) = £ k;k9)
with k and k° on—shell; k2=2m = k®=2m & E) is the
exchange Landau’s Interaction function, is the angle

between k and k°, do the elem ent of solid angle along k°

tinescos M 3D andd M 2D,and $ = 1=2 § in 2D
and $ = kr=@2 )® in 3D . Sin ilarly, the Landau theory
expression rthee ectivemassm ida
Z
m
— =1 $ f£( )do: 6)
m

In Eqg. (E), fo () is the exchange part of the Landau’s
Interaction finction, which is represented by Fig. dB (a)

This spin independent tem is responsible for the di er—

encebetween theratic = andm=m %i.Anequivaknt,

and easierw ay to derive thee ectivem ass isthrough cal-

culating quasiparticlke selfenergy and obtaining is m o—
mentum derivative. T he selfenergy wihin RPA can be
w ritten a4
Z Z
d?g d vy
@)y 21 @

k;!)= o+ k; +1);

(7)
where d= 2 or 3 is the din ension of the system , and

1 n (x) e (x)
Golit)= T T g ®)

is the bare G reen’s function, where ny is the Ferm idjs—
trbution finction, , = k®*=@m) Ep . It is shown®l
that the Integration along real axis in the expression of
selfenergy Eq. (:j)) can be deform ed onto in aginary
axis, which avoids the singularities along the real axis
and m akes the Integration easier. T he contour deform a—
tion also breaks the expression of selfenergy into sepa—
rate term s that correspond respectively to contributions
from the soin-dependent and spin-independent part of
the Landau’s Interaction function shown in Fig. -J. and
is very useful for us to derive the expression for suscep—
tbility as shown below . T he expression of the real part
of the selfenergy can then be w ritten as

Z
dd
Re (;!)= P (;Idvq em!+ kK § K9
Z
diq
T VaRe - '
@) @igqx ) i
En!+k 3 K ®¥ . K9
2 a 2 d 1 1
q
= Vq ; 1 - :9)
@2 )@ 2 ;i) i+ ! q+ k

The e ective m ass is derived from the expression of the
real part of the quaslparticle selfenergy by m=m =
1+ (m—kF) Re (k; k)k=xr -2:. Combining this with
Eqg. éj),wehave

Z

1+ $ f()d+de &
— = o+ ——Re ;
© kr dk

k) k=k = (10)

It is not di cul to show that the second tem of
Eqg. (55) acocounts for the contrbution from the spin—
Independent exchange Landau’s interaction pfinction

fo k; k9 CE‘Jg -ZhB @)), and therebretheterm $ f. ( )do
n Eqg. Il() ) exactly cancels the m om entum derivative of
the second term in the selfenergy Eq. €§) Hence the

expression of = only contains contrbutions from the

k derivatives of the rst and third tem in Eq. D). A £
ter converting all the expressions In termm s of the dim en—
sionless param eter rg, and using 2kg , 4Er , 2m as the

mom entum , energy, and m ass unis, we obtain the ex-
pression for the 2D m agnetic susceptbility as

P— Z 4 Z 4
2 r 2 r. 1
— = S 4 ° x?dx du -
h 0 0o . (x;1)
p P o
A 1+ A=R B 1 A=R R " °; 11)
4 p 2 2 . .
where A = x # ;B = 2xu;R = A4+ B4.Simi
larly for 3D we have
Z Z
Ts Ts ! ! 1
— = > dx du -
2 0 0 (x;iu)
IhnE=G) 2C=F + 2D =G ]; a2)
whereC =1 gD =1+ qF = C?+ u?;G =D?+ u?.

Note that in the expressions of the dielectric finction
x;u),x=g=@k )andu= !=@Ep).

IV. RESULTS

In Fjg.:_j we present the calculated m agnetic suscep—
tbility as a function of rgy for both 2D and 3D system s,
together w ith the calculated g-factor g = =m and
thee ectivemassm . It is clear from Fjg.:j that both
2D and 3D system s experience Stoner ferrom agnetic in—
stabilities, characterized by the divergence of m agnetic
susceptibility as the density decreases. It is in portant to
note that this Stoner Instability (le. divergence of )
doesnot arise from an e ectivem ass divergence since the
m divergence happens atm uch lower densities. In other
words,g andm both diverge, w ith the divergence ofg

occurring at a lower rg value. Forthe 2D system , and
g diverges at rg 73 whilem diverges at rg 184.
For the 3D system, and g diverge at rg 18:7 whike

m diverges at rg 499.

W e em phasize that both m and g divergences actu-—
ally happen independently and are com pletely unrelated
phenom ena. O n the otherhand, i isalso worth m ention—
Ing that the g divergence does have som e quantitative
e ecton them divergence. A ffter g diverges, the sys—
tem becom es a ferrom agnetic liquid, and the m om entum
distrbbution is di erent and the Fem ienergy increases.
This change results In a an all increase in the critical rg
valiewherem diverges. In fact forgs = 2 param agnetic
systems, m diverges at 16: fr 2D and 478 for 3D 24
In contrast to gs = 1 casewherem divergesat 18:1 for
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FIG.3: @) and (C):Calculated renom alized spin suscepti-
bility = ,e ectivemassm =m and g-factor g =g. For 2D

system , and g diverge at rg 73 whilem diverges at
rs 18:1. For 3D system, and g diverges at rs 187
whilem diverges at rs 499. B) and (D ): Inverse suscep—
tibility show s divergesat rs 73 for 2D and 18:7 for 3D

system s. N ote that the and g are calculated for param ag-—
netic system s (s = 2) whilem are for ferrom agnetic system s
@s = 1).
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FIG. 4: Quasi?2D e ects on m agnetic susceptibility diver-
gence. @A): GaAs quantum well system . (B): Sidnversion
layer.

2D and 499 for 3D .But thise ect is rather sm alland is
ofno particular signi cance.
In realexperin ental system s, the value of ry at which
diverges should be In uenced by m any factors (even
wihin our RPA many-body approxin ation scheme).
Here we consider the valley degeneracy ¢, and the nite
width e ect on the m agnetic susceptibility divergence in
sam iconductorbased realistic 2D electron system s. T he
e ect ofg isexactly the same asthee ect ofg on the
system , and therefore can be easily lncorporated. For
the nitewidth e ect, we introduce a form factor to the
Coulomb interaction, follow J'n_g tpe standard procedure
described in detail in Refs. 45/46. Using appropriate
sem iconductor param eters, we obtain the susceptibility
In GaA s quantum wells and Siinversion layers, plotted
in Fig.4. T is clear from Fig.4 that m ultivalley degen—

eracy and nite width both suppress the divergence of
the susceptibility renom alization, and m ake the critical
rs valie for divergence considerably larger than the

strict 2D resuls.
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FIG.5: A)and (C):theRPA ground state energy perparticle
forpolarized (gs = 1) unpolarized (gs = 2) casesasa ﬁmctJon
of rs for 2D and 3D system s, caloulated using Eq. (13) and
Eqg. 64) B) and (@ ):details around the m agnetic nstability
atrs 55 for2D and 178 for 3D system s.

T hem agnetic suscgptibility isa them odynam icFerm i
surface property. As mentioned before, another way
of studying the m agnetic instability is to com pare the
ground state energy of the system for polarized and un-
polarized statesat di erent electron densities. This isthe
B loch ferrom agnetism discussed in Sec. II. Our resuls
Fi. 3) of RPA ground state energy for fully po]anzed
and non—po]anzed electron states (usihg Egs. (d and (4
In both 2D and 3D elctron system s show sim ilar char-
acteristic. W hen rg is very sm all (or electron densities
high), both system s prefer non-polarized param agnetic
states. A s g Increasesto a certain criticalvalue (rg 55
for2D and rg 178 for 3D ) the ground state energy for
the fully polarized electron state actually becom es lower
than the non-polarized states. T his clearly Indicatesthat
the system undergoes a B loch type ferrom agnetic insta—
bility due to the C oulom b electron-electron interaction in
a low density 2D electron system s. N ote that the critical
rs for the B loch Instability is substantially higher in the
RPA theory (increasing from 2 to 535 in 2D and 545 to
17:8 In 3D) than in the H artree Fock theory due to the
Inclusion of correlation energy.

C om paring Fjgs.:_ﬂ and :_5 we conclude that, at least
wihin our wellkde ned RPA ring-diagram m any-body
approxin ation schem e, the sequence of instabilities (as
density decreases) the theory predicts for both 2D and
3D elkctron liquids is the ©llow ng: Bloch ferrom ag-—
netisn (ie. an abrupt rst order m agnetic transition)
atrs = 55 (2D );17:8 (3D ); Stoner ferrom agnetism char-



acterized by a continuous divergence (ie. a second order
m agnetic transition) ofthe interacting g-factorand ofthe
susceptbility at rs = 73 (2D ), 1857 (3D ); the dispersion
Instability associated w ith the continuous divergence of
the quasiparticle e ective massat x = 18:1 (D), 499
(3D).0 foourse, com paring rst and second order tran—
sitions is not particularly m eaningfiil since their origins
are fundam entally di erent, and a st order transition
m ay always pream pt a second order transition as seem s
to happen in Coulom b electron Iiquids w ith B loch ferro—
m agnetiam always happening (poth In 2D and 3D ) at a
slightly lower rg values (55 versus 73 in 2D, and 178
versus 18:7 in 3D ) although the di erence in the critical
rs values for the two transitions (less than 10% in 3D
and about 25% in 2D ) is su ciently an all so that both
B loch and Stoner ferrom agnetism rem ain ofexperin ental
Interest.

W e also note that, by de nition, gm (@and

= gm ), and therefore the divergence of the interacting
susceptibility could be caused either by a divergence g—
factor or a diverging e ectjylelm.ass.-Thljs issue has been
much discussed and debated??249138243 i the recent
experim ental literature on 2D sem iconductorbased elec—
tron system s, where low -density divergence of both 2D
susceptibility and e ective m ass has been reported. A1l
we can say is that our theoretical results are only consis—
tent w ith the susceptibility divergence as arising from the
divergence of the interacting g-factor, not the e ective
m ass, since the g-factor divergence occurs at m uch lower
rs-values, rg 73 (18:7) In 2D (3D ) for g=g divergence
Versus rg 18:1 (499) In 2D (3D ) form =m divergence.
W e add that in realistic quasi?D sam iconductor system
(ouerg.:fj) the susceptbility @swellase ective m ass)
divergence occurs at substantially higher ry values due
to the considerable softening of the C oulom b interaction
from its strict 2D form due to the nitewidth e ect.

V. DISCUSSION

Both Bloch and Stoner instabilities imply that 2D
and 3D electron system s Interacting via the long range
Coulomb interaction undergo a T = 0 ferrom agnetic
quantum phase transition from a high-density param ag—
netic state to a low-density ferrom agnetic state either
through a rst order B loch) transition or a second-order
(Stoner) transition (W ih a continuous divergent suscep—
tbility) at a critical rs-value. G iven that the critical rg
valie(s) for the transition (s) we obtain within our RPA
m any-body theory is rather large (ie. rg 1), we do
not expect our predicted rgs param eter for ferrom agnetic
transitions in 2D and 3D electron system s to be reliable.
But the basic trends, such as the sequence of nstabilities
(ie. B loch ollowed by Stoner followed by the dispersion
Instability w ith diverging m ass as the density is lowered)
or the suppression of the transition to m uch lower densi-
ties in quasi?2D system s, should be valid, in general. Tn—
deed quantum phase transitionspredicted by RPA (or for

thatm attereven by the sin plerH artreeFock approxin a—
tion) are alw ays found to occur in the num ericalquantum
M onteCarlo @M C) sin ulation abeit at higher ry values.
This is certainly true for electron liquid ferrom agnetic
Instabilities. For 3D system , QM C sinulation predicts
that the system undergoes a possbly second-order phase
transition and electron spins becom e partially polarized
atr, 60byRefjd¥orx 15 25by Ref] 17, and
asrs Mcreasetor, 100 by RefidVory 35 45by
Ref. :;L]‘, the system becom es a fully polarized feryam ag—
netic state. For2D case, QM C sin ulation predict!® that
as density approaches rg 25, the system undergoes a
rst-order transition into a fully spin-polarized ferrom ag—
netic state. T heoretically it is possble to obtain the spin
susceptbility through calculating the second derivative
of the ground state energy with regpect to at = 0.
H owever, In reality toom uch error is introduced w hen ob—
taining the susceptbility thisway In QM C sinulations,
and therefore it is di cul to ascertain the order of the
ferrom agnetic transition in QM C num erical sin ulations
{ our RPA theory predicts the rst-orderB loch instabil-
iy to occur st asthe density isbeing lowered. A nother
thing to be noticed about QM C sin ulation results is that
the ferrom agnetic transition rg value predicted by di er—
ent groups di ers by a large factor from each other (see,
for exam ple, Ref.:_lj and Ref.:_élj), which show s the Jarge
am ount of error introduced by such sin ulations due to
the sm allenergy di erence between soin polarized states
and soin unpolarized states (the two density dependent
energy curves are aln ost parallel when they cross each
other) and di erent choices of trdialw ave functions.

M uch has been w ritten about the validity of the RPA
m any-body approxin ation at low carrier densities (rg >
1). W e have little to add to this issue beyond the de-
tailed discpssion we already provided in our recent pub—
lication£4%% . W e want to em phasize that, although RPA
isexact In the rg ! 0 lim i, it is by no m eans a theory
based on an ry expansion { i isa selfconsistent eld the-
ory based on an expansion in the dynam ically screened
Interaction which should be qualitatively valid for all rg
below the W igner crystallization of the electron liquid.
In fact,,RPA is ound to be quantitatively valid in 3D
system £2% at metallic densities e 3 6) and & 2D
system s or rg up to 10 15 where com parison w ith ex—
perin ent has been carried out?d. O ften the error in the
calcuJation arising from othere ects (eg. nite tem per—
atur®d, nite quasi2D width, band structure, etc.) tum
out to be larger than that included in the RPA approx—
In ation, and therefore inm provem ent beyond RPA (short
ofa full- edged QM C calculation) becom esm eaningless.
One can try to \in prove" upon RPA by including local

eld corrections to the dynam ical electron polarizability
(ie. bare bubbl of RPA ) which, in som e crude m anner,
sin ulates the incorporation of higher-order vertex cor-
rections In the theory. But such local eld corrections
are uncontrolled, and probably inconsistent, since m any
diagram s in the sam e order are typically keft out. W e are
therefore unconvinced that the Inclusion oflocal eld cor—



rections in the theory is necessarily an im provem ent on
RPA . The great conceptual advantage of RPA is that it
isawelkde ned approxim ation that isboth highly phys-
ically m otivated (ie. dynam ical screening) and theoreti-
cally exact in thehigh-density (rs ! 0) lim it. A ttem pted
In provem ent upon RPA through the arbitrary inclusion
of ocal eld correction m ay neither be theoretically jis—
ti able norm ore reliable. K eeping these caveats In m ind
w e have carried out our exchange instability calculations
using the Hubbard Iocal el correction$?, and we nd
no qualitative changes from the RPA results presented
In this paper. The critical ry values for the occurrence
of the ferrom agnetic instability change som ew hat In the
presence of the local eld correction, but this is a re—
sult without any signi cance since the precise values of
critical rg are expected to be not particularly accurate
In any of these theories. The fact that the basic quali-
tative conclusions about the various instabilities do not
change In the presence of local eld corrections dem on—
strates the qualitative robustness of our RPA -based re—
sults. Another point to note is that the fact that RPA
predicts the existence of divergence of certain physical
quantities at certain critical densities does not necessar—
ily In ply that RPA or Fem i liquid theory fails at that
density. For exam ple, RPA predicts the divergence and
then negative values for the com pressbjljty'éq at densi-
ties higher than ferrom agnetic transition densities, and
negative gam pressibility has indeed been observed in ex—
perin ent% on 2D electron system s aspredicted by RPA
calculations. O foourse the total com pressibility ofa sys—
tem cannot be negative, but jist the electronic part of
the com pressibility can be negative as predicted by RPA
and as is routinely observed In 2D electron system s for
rs > 3. Therecan beno doubtthat if3D electron systamn.s
w ith Jarge enough rs valies (r; > 6 according to RPA%9)
are found they would routinely have negative electronic
com pressbility aswell! It is certainly true that RPA be-
com es a progressively poorer approxin ation as density
decreases and perhapsdetailed QM C calculations should
be carried out to test the validity of our RPA -based pre—
dictions presented in this paper.

In discussing possible experin ental In plications ofour
results, we note the great recent experimn ental inter—
est in the literature on the possbility of a density—
driven ferrom agnetic transition in sem iconductordbased
2D can::ier system s where very low carrier densities
(Ts oy he.adueue;l In rather high-quality sam —
p]ei""‘"'a“" @'421?.. E"'l0"'11"'12:"13"11-4 There are recent experi-
m ental clain Q’E’E‘l i of the cbservation of a Iow density
susceptibility divergence In SiM O SFET s for rg 7 10.
A Ihough the experin ental susceptibility behavior as a
function of densiy (or, rs) Jooks sim ilar to our theoret—
ical results in F igs. d and -4 we are skeptical about the
signi cance of this agreem ent. T here are several reasons
for our skeptician . F irst, the experim ental clain ed sus—
ceptbility divergence occurs at far too high a density
(rs 7) com pared wih the theory where we nd the
RPA susceptibility divergence In realistic SIM OSFET s

Fig.4) to be occurring at r,  23. This RPA predic-
tions for critical rg ( 23) ism ost lkely the lower bound
{ any real susceptibility divergence is expected to occur
at higher rgy values (rs > 23). Second, the exper:'[q@n..—
taldivergence of = gm =gm hasbeen clain ed?2
to be arising from an e ective m ass divergence, not the
g-factor divergence as we nd in our theory. Our the—
oretical e ective m ass divergence, In fact, occurs at a
critical rg m ore than tw ice as large as the corresponding
critical rg . In fact, our quasi2D e ective m ass diver-
genoe®987 occurs Brr, > 40! Third, there has been no
experim ental evidence for the existence of a low -density
ferrom agnetic phase such as hysteresis, ram anence, etc.
If there is Indeed a ferrom agnetic transition, one should
be able to cbserve ferrom agneticbehavior at densitiesbe—
low the ferrom agnetic critical density (ie. for rs values
larger than the point of divergence). No such direct
ferrom agnetic behavior has ever been ocbserved in a low —
density 2D system casting serdious doubts on the clain s
of the observation of a 2D ferrom agnetic transition. A
very recent extrem ely carefiil and detailed m easurem ent
of 2D susceptibility in a high-m obility nGaA s system &
nds no divergence n = up to rg 12, calling Into
question the earlier clain s of susceptibility divergence in
SiMOSFETs at lower rg va]ues In addition, a direct
them odynam ic m easurem ent- of 2D susceptbility in Si
M OSFETs also does not nd a ferrom agnetic instabil-
ity. W hat is clear is the observed strong enhancem ent of
= (@andm =m ) asa function of increasing rgy which is
consistent w ith our theoretical ndings. But the actual
existence of a low -density electron liquid ferrom agnetic
transition has not be established experim entally in our
opinion.

F inally we discuss som e of the earlier literature that is
of relevance to our work. O ur calculation of the ground
state energy for polarized and unpolarized states par-
tiglly con m s the num erical results of Rapgopal et.
alf3, who also considered the possbility of partially
polarized states, and found that for certain range of
electron densities, the systam prefers a partially polar-
ized ferrom agnetic state in the 3D system . Sin ilar re—
sults wewg also derived using the Q uantum M onte C arlo
m ethod® 7. In this paper we did not present our calou-
lation results which con m s the results ofRe 4) for
the Bloch instability associated wih the partial spin-
polarization because this w ill not help our understand-
ngs of the relation between Stoner, B loch, and disper—
sion instabilities, which is the m ain purpose of this pa—
per. In 3D, partially spin polarized states is preferred
energetically for the density region of ry between 14
and 18, which is right before the fully polgrized fer-
rom agnetic region as the density is decreased®. This
suggests that our understanding of the relation between
the three kinds of Instabilities w illnot be a ected by the
consideration of partially spin-polarized states., Ip-2D
system s, partial spin-polarization does not occurt¥47E%,
and thus this issue does not arise at all for our 2D cal-
culations, which is the m ain focus of our work. For the



m agnetic susceptihility,-there haveeen earlierRPA cal-
culations i 2D 2984846354 3nd 3028, and QM C calcula-
tions in 2D%%. O nly Shastry?d predicted a susceptibiliy
divergence in 3D system s, and ourresultscon m hiscon-
clusion. N o previous work considered the Inter relations,
am ong B loch instability, Stoner instability and dispersion

Instability. O ur work is the only work In the literature
connecting all these density-driven electron liquid insta-
bilities w ithin one coherent theoretical fram ew ork.
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