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W e show that2D and 3D electron system swith the long-range Coulom b electron-electron inter-

action could develop ferrom agnetic instabilitiesdueto strong exchangee�ectsatlow densities.The

criticaldensitiesin both 2D and 3D system satwhich them agneticinstability,which could eitherbe

ofStonertype(second-order)orofBloch type(�rst-order),arehigherthan thedispersion instability

criticaldensity wheree�ectivem assattheFerm isurfacediverges.W ediscussthetheoreticalaswell

asexperim entalim plications ofthe ferrom agnetic instability atlow electron densities,particularly

in low-disordersem iconductor-based two-dim ensionalsystem s.

PACS num bers:71.10.-w;71.10.Ca;73.20.M f;73.40.-c

I. IN T R O D U C T IO N

W ith the developm ent ofhigh m obility sem iconduc-

tor based 2D electron system s such as Si M O SFETs

and G aAs HIG FETs,where extrem ely low carrier den-

sities and very high quality can be achieved,a num ber

ofrecent experim ents has been carried out to m easure

fundam entalphysicalquantities such as m agnetic sus-

ceptibility1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10,11,12,13 and e� ective m ass14 in

low density 2D electron system s at low tem peratures

(. 100m K ). These experim ents have triggered m any

theoreticalaswellasexperim entalstudieson 2D and 3D

electron system s. O ne im portantpurpose ofthese stud-

iesisto obtain the ground state phase diagram forsuch

system s. Itiswellknown thatthe zero tem perature 2D

and 3D electron system scan be characterized by a sin-

gle dim ensionless interaction param eter rs = E e�e =E K

(where E e�e denotesthe interaction energy and E K the

kineticenergy),which dependsonly on thedensity (n)of

thesystem with rs / n�1=2 (n�1=3 )in 2D (3D)system s.

For sm allrs,electron system s can be welldescribed by

Landau’sFerm iliquid theory. (Actually,there isan ex-

ception even to thisasatexceptionally low tem peratures

an interacting Ferm iliquid undergoesa K hon-Luttinger

superconducting transition,which weignoreforourpur-

pose since itisofno physicalrelevance.) In the lim itof

large rs,the system tends to reduce its interaction en-

ergy E e�e atthecostofhigherkineticenergy by form ing

into an electron crystal(the so called W ignercrystal15),

which has been established by M onte Carlo studies in

both 2D 16 (where the crystallization transition happens

at rs � 32 � 42) and 3D system s17 (where the transi-

tion happensatrs � 55� 75).How the system behaves

in between the above m entioned two lim its ofrs 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 agneticphase(ofeitherfully orpartially polarized

spins)in theinterm ediaters region.M any othertheoret-

icalstudies forsuch high rs value region typically start

with a m ore orlessarbitrary assum ption ofa particular

ground state sym m etry ofthe system . Am ong the vari-

ousm odelofexotic interaction-driven electronic ground

states,chargeorspin density wavestates,varioussuper-

conducting states,glassy orclustered ground stateshave

been m uch discussed in the literature.

From atheoreticalperspective,itisim portanttostudy

the evolution ofthe Ferm iliquid state starting from the

weakly interacting (sm allrs) regim e. As rs increases,

allthe single particle properties of the system are in-

creasingly renorm alized by interaction e� ects.Theques-

tion iswhethertheCoulom b interaction renorm alization

bringsaboutcertain instabilitieseventuallyatsom elarge

rs,and hence changesthe ground state sym m etry. The

existence ofdegreesoffreedom related to spin and m o-

m entum m akes it naturalto consider the possibility of

a m agnetic instability or an instability that is related

to the dispersion ofa quasiparticle,which we call\dis-

persion instability" forshort. In spite ofa greatdealof

pasttheoreticalwork investigatingthem agneticinstabil-

ity18,19,20,21,22,23,24,25,26,27,28,29,30,31,32,33,34,35 and disper-

sion instability possibilities36,37 in both 2D and 3D elec-

tron system s using a large variety ofdi� erent theoreti-

caltechniques,a uni� ed theoreticaltreatm entofthefer-

rom agnetic instability,starting from the weak-coupling

Ferm iliquid ground state with interaction e� ects intro-

duced system atically,is stilllacking. This absence ofa

uni� ed picturehasleftm anyunansweredim portantques-

tions.First,whatisthe orderofany possible ferrom ag-

netic instability? It could be a second-order transition

(the so-called Stonerinstability)caused by the continu-

ousdivergenceofthesusceptibility asthecriticaldensity

or rs-value is approached from the weak-coupling side.

O ritcould bea� rst-ordertransition (theso-called Bloch

ferrom agnetism )which could happen abruptly ata spe-

ci� c rs-value. Both have been predicted and studied in

the literature,but their inter-relationship has not been

clari� ed.Second,whatisthe relationship between m ag-

neticinstability and dispersion instability? W hetherthe

possible divergence ofthe interacting spin susceptibility

��,which can be written as �� = g�m �,where m �(g�)

arethe e� ective m ass(g-factor)ofthe system ,iscaused

by thedivergenceofm � (dispersion instability)org�,or

both? In order to answer these questions,we provide

in thispapera com prehensivepictureoftheBloch ferro-
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m agneticinstability,Stonerferrom agneticinstability and

the dispersion instability ofthe 2D and 3D electron sys-

tem using them ethod ofRandom PhaseApproxim ation

(RPA)38.

The structure ofthe paper is the following: in Sec-

tion IIwe discuss brie y the background forBloch and

Stonerferrom agnetism ;in IIIwedescribeourtheoretical

form alism ;in IV we presentand discussourtheoretical

resultsforferrom agneticinstability in interacting2D and

3D quantum Coulom b system s;weconcludein V with a

discussion ofexperim entalim plicationsand related open

questions.

II. B A C K G R O U N D

Thepossibility ofa density driven ferrom agnetictran-

sition in an interacting electron system was � rst sug-

gested by Bloch39 m ore than 75 yearsago. Bloch’s ba-

sic idea, essentially a Hartree-Fock m ean � eld theory,

rem ains fundam entally valid even today. The idea is

thatathigh density the electron system would be para-

m agnetic in order to optim ize the kinetic energy cost

(which ishigh in a high-density quantum ferm ionic sys-

tem ) whereasat low density the system should sponta-

neously spin-polarize itselfinto a ferrom agnetic ground

state in order to optim ize the exchange energy arising

from the Pauliprinciple and Coulom b interaction. For

an electron gas(in a positivejellium background)itisa

straightforward exerciseto writedown thetotalHartree-

Fock energy per-particleasa sum ofthe non-interacting

kinetic energy and the (Fock) exchange energy due to

unscreened Coulom b interaction atT = 0 as

E

n
=
E K E

n
+
E ex

n
=

0:55

r2s

h

(1+ �)5=3 + (1� �)5=3
i

�
0:23

rs

h

(1+ �)4=3 + (1� �)4=3
i

(1)

for3D system ,and

E

n
=
0:50

r2s
(1+ �)2 �

0:30

rs

h

(1+ �)3=2 + (1� �)3=2
i

(2)

for 2D system s,where n = n" + n# is the totalnum -

ber density ofelectrons;� = (n" � n#)=n is their spin-

polarization (or m agnetism ) density; a3
B
n = (4

3
�r3s)

�1

and a2
B
n = (�r2s)

�1 de� ne the dim ensionless interac-

tion param eters rs in 2D and 3D respectively (with

aB = ~
2=(m e2), the Bohr radius); and the energy is

m easured in Rydberg units (i.e. e2=aB ). It is easy to

see thatthe aboveHartree-Fock energy expressionslead

to a � rst-orderferrom agnetictransition (the \Block fer-

rom agnetism ") at rs = rB where rB ’ 5:45 (3D) and

rB ’ 2 (2D),i.e. E (� = 1)ferrom agnetic state islower

(higher)in energy than E (� = 0)param agneticstatefor

rs > (< )rB . W e refer to such energy-di� erence-driven

abrupt (� rst order) transition as Bloch ferrom agnetism

in the restofthispaper.

TheStonerferrom agneticinstability40 refersto thedi-

vergence ofthe spin susceptibility and hence a second-

ordercontinuousm agneticphasetransition from a para-

m agnetic (rs < rSt) weak-coupling side to a ferrom ag-

netic side (rs > rSt). The sim plest m odel to con-

sider is, following Stoner’s originalwork, a zero-range

delta-function likeinteraction ofstrength ‘I’(a constant

in m om entum space) between the electrons,leading to

an interacting static long-wavelength spin susceptibility

(in thedynam icalHartree-Fock approxim ation)given by

��=� = (1� D0I)
�1 ,whereD 0 � D (EF )istheelectronic

density ofstatesatthe Ferm ienergy. Thisim m ediately

leadsto theStonercriterion forferrom agneticinstability

de� ned by a divergent��=� when 1 � D0I = 0. Since

the 2D density ofstates is a density-independent con-

stant,thisinstability criterion doesnotlead to a m ean-

ingfulcondition in 2D unless we arbitrarily de� ne I to

be the Coulom b interaction strength atFerm iwavevec-

tor,whence the Stonerinstability criterion leads to un-

physically low rs valuesforthe ferrom agneticinstability

given by rSt ’ 0:7 (2D) and rSt ’ 1:5 (3D),which are

absurdly sm allrs-valuesand are unrealistic. O fcourse,

in realelectron system sthe electron-electron interaction

isthelong-rangeCoulom b interaction,and thereforethe

sim ple Stoner instability criterion,de� ned by D0I = 1

where I is an e� ective short-range interaction strength,

isinapplicable. Butthe basic idea ofthe ferrom agnetic

Stonerinstability,de� ned by a continuousdivergenceof

��(rs) as rs is increased,stillapplied. W e refer to the

ferrom agnetictransition de� ned orcharacterized by adi-

vergence ofthe interacting susceptibility as the Stoner

instability.

In real electron liquids, the exchange-only Hartree-

Fock approxim ation considered above for the Bloch in-

stabilityisinadequatebecausecorrelatione� ects(i.e.en-

ergycontributionsbeyond Hartree-Fock)areknown tobe

extrem ely im portant,and m ustbe included in the ener-

getic considerations. Sim ilarly,the interacting suscepti-

bilitym ustbecalculated fortherealCoulom b interaction

in the system ,notfora hypotheticalzero-rangeinterac-

tion,in orderto obtain a better estim ate ofthe Stoner

instability criterion.In therestofthispaperweconsider

both Bloch and Stoner ferrom agnetic instabilities using

betterm any-body approxim ationsforCoulom b electron

liquids,nam ely RPA.

III. T H EO R Y

In this work we follow the notation ofRefs.36,37,41.

W ithin RPA 36,37,38,41,42,43,44,the Coulom b contribution

to the ground state energy ofa jellium electron system

with long-rangeCoulom b interaction can be denoted by

the Feynm an diagram s shown in Fig. 1A. The quasi-

particle energy is then obtained by E k = �EG =�nk,

where nk is the distribution function 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 .1: The RPA Feynm an diagram for: (A) the Coulom b

interaction contribution to theground stateenergy;(B)Lan-

dau’s interaction function; (C) D ynam ically screened inter-

action. The circles are polarization bubbles,the thin wiggly

linesarethebareCoulom b interaction,and thesolid linesthe

noninteracting electron G reen’sfunction.

f(k;k0) = �2E G =�nk�nk0,represented by the Feynm an

diagram shown in Fig.1B.G raphically,taking the nk
variationalderivative ofa quantity sim ply m eans that

onecutsonesolid lineoftheFeynm an diagram and takes

theexternalm om entum and frequencytobeon-shell(i.e.

! = k2=2m � EF with m the band electron m ass and

E F the Ferm ienergy). W e em phasize thatthe RPA as

shown in Fig.1 necessarily im pliesthatthison-shellself-

energy approxim ation is used for calculating the quasi-

particle energy dispersion E k and Landau’s interaction

function f(k;k0)sinceallenergy and m om enta in Fig.1

correspond tothenoninteractingsystem .ThusRPA self-

energy approxim ation necessarily im pliesan on-shellap-

proxim ation (Fig.1A) as em phasized by Rice42 a long

tim e ago.Solving the fullDyson equation using the o� -

shellrenorm alized energy,as is som etim es done in the

literature,would becom pletely inconsistentwithin RPA

asitwould incorrectly m ix variousperturbativeorders.

Following Hubbard’snotation43,the ground state en-

ergy per particle E G =N with N the particle num ber

can be written as E G =N = E K =N � v(0)=2 + EC =N ,

where E K is the kinetic energy,v(0) =
R
vqd

dq=(2�)d

is the interaction energy at zero separation with the

bare Coulom b interaction vq = 2�e2=q for2D and vq =

4�e2=q2 for3D,and E C isthe Coulom b contribution to

theground stateenergy (both exchangeand correlation)

which can bedenoted asin Fig.1A.Notethatthesingu-

laritiesin v(0)=2 and E C =N canceloutwith each other.

In the2D system ,itiseasy to show43 thatRPA leadsto

E G

N
=

E F

2
+
E ex

N

+
16E F

gs�

Z
1

0

xdx

Z

du[ln�(x;u)� �(x;u)]; (3)

where �(q;!) is the dynam icaldielectric function,gs is

thespin degeneracy (gs = 2 forparam agneticstatesand

gs = 1forfully spin-polarized state),E ex istheexchange

part ofthe ground state energy. Note that in Eq.(3)

we subtracted a term �(q;!)from ln[�(q;!)]in orderto

handletheultravioletdivergencein theintegration.Sim -

ilarly for3D wehave

E G

N
=

3

5
E F +

E ex

N

+
48E F

gs�

Z
1

0

x2dx

Z

du[ln�(x;u)� �(x;u)]: (4)

Itisconvenientto convertalltheexpressionsin term s

ofthe dim ensionless units rs. The de� nition ofrs is as

rs = 1=(�kF aB )where kF isthe Ferm im om entum and

aB = 1=(m e2)isthe Bohrradius.In 2D � =
p
gs=2 and

in 3D � = (2gs=9�)
1=3. Also we choose ~ = 1 through-

out,which m akeswavevectorand m om entum (aswellas

energy and frequency)equivalent. In these notations,it

iseasytoshow thatE ex=N = � 8�rs=(3�)EF for2D,and

E ex=N = � 3�rs=(2�)EF for 3D.In the actualcalcula-

tion,theintegration in Eqs.(3)and (4)can beperform ed

on eitherrealorim aginaryaxis.Byexam iningthers and

gs dependence ofthe ground state energy,we study the

Bloch m agnetic instability ofthe electron system . The

integrals in Eqs.(3) and (4) are the correlation contri-

butionsnotincluded in ourHartree-Fock considerations

ofBloch ferrom agnetic in Sec.II. Note that gs = 1(2)

correspondsto � = 1(0)in Sec.II.

== +

(a) (b)

(c) (d)

= +

+ + + + ...

(e) (f)

FIG .2: (a)The ladder-bubble series for the interacting sus-

ceptibility with the bold straightline the interacting G reen’s

function and the bold wavy line the dynam ically screened

interaction; (b) the noninteracting susceptibility; (c) the

D yson’sequation fortheinteractingG reen’sfunction in term s

ofthenoninteractingG reen’sfunction and theself-energy;(d)

the self-energy in the leading-orderexpansion in the dynam -

icalscreening;(e) the D yson’s equation for the dynam ically

screened interaction in term softhebareCoulom b interaction

(thin wavy lines) and the polarization bubble;(f) a charge

uctuation diagram which does not contribute to spin sus-

ceptibility.

W einvestigatetheStonerinstability by calculatingthe

m agnetic susceptibility �� within RPA which is repre-

sented by theFeynm an diagram showed in Fig.2.Direct

calculation ofthesediagram sturnsoutto bedi� cultfor

thelongrangedCoulom b interaction.However,atT = 0,

Landau showed that�� can beequivalently expressed as

the following equation42:

�

��
=

m

m �
+ $

Z

fe(�)do; (5)
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where� isthePaulispin susceptibility,fe(�)= fe(k;k
0)

with k and k0 on-shell;k2=2m = k0
2
=2m (= E F ) is the

exchange Landau’s interaction function, � is the angle

between k and k0,do the elem entofsolid anglealong k0

tim escos� in 3D and d� in 2D,and $ = 1=(2�)2 in 2D

and $ = kF =(2�)
3 in 3D.Sim ilarly,the Landau theory

expression forthe e� ective m assm� is42

m

m �
= 1� $

Z

f(�)do: (6)

In Eq.(5),fe(�) is the exchange part ofthe Landau’s

interaction function,which isrepresented by Fig.1B(a).

Thisspin independentterm isresponsible forthe di� er-

encebetween theratio�=�� and m =m �42.An equivalent,

and easierwaytoderivethee� ectivem assisthrough cal-

culating quasiparticle self-energy and obtaining its m o-

m entum derivative. The self-energy within RPA can be

written as36

� (k;!)= �

Z
ddq

(2�)d

Z
d�

2�i

vq

�(q;�)
G 0(q + k;� + !);

(7)

whered = 2 or3 isthe dim ension ofthe system ,and

G 0(k;!)=
1� nF (�k)

! � �k + i0+
+

nF (�k)

! � �k � i0+
(8)

isthe bare G reen’sfunction,where nF isthe Ferm idis-

tribution function,�k = k2=(2m )� EF . It is shown37

thatthe integration along realaxisin the expression of

self-energy (Eq. (7)) can be deform ed onto im aginary

axis,which avoids the singularities along the realaxis

and m akesthe integration easier.The contourdeform a-

tion also breaksthe expression ofself-energy into sepa-

rate term sthatcorrespond respectively to contributions

from the spin-dependent and spin-independent part of

the Landau’s interaction function shown in Fig.1,and

isvery usefulforusto derive the expression forsuscep-

tibility asshown below. The expression ofthe realpart

ofthe self-energy can then be written as

Re � (k;!)= �

Z
ddq

(2�)d
vq� (2m ! + k

2
F � jq � kj2)

+

Z
ddq

(2�)d
vqRe

1

�(q;�q�k � !)

�

h

� (2m ! + k2F � jq � kj2)� � (k2F � jq � kj2)

i

�

Z
ddq

(2�)d

Z
d�

2�
vq

�
1

�(q;i�)
� 1

�
1

i� + ! � �q+ k
:(9)

The e� ective m assisderived from the expression ofthe

real part of the quasiparticle self-energy by m =m � =

1+ (m =kF )
d

dk
Re � (k;�k)jk= kF

42. Com bining this with

Eq.(5),wehave

�

��
= 1+ $

Z

fe(�)do+
m

kF

d

dk
Re � (k;�k)jk= kF : (10)

It is not di� cult to show that the second term of

Eq. (9) accounts for the contribution from the spin-

independent exchange Landau’s interaction function

fe(k;k
0)(Fig.1B(a)),and thereforetheterm $

R
fe(�)do

in Eq.(10)exactly cancelsthe m om entum derivative of

the second term in the self-energy Eq.(9). Hence the

expression of�=�� only containscontributionsfrom the

k derivativesofthe � rstand third term in Eq.(9). Af-

terconverting allthe expressionsin term softhe dim en-

sionless param eter rs,and using 2kF ,4E F ,2m as the

m om entum ,energy,and m ass units,we obtain the ex-

pression forthe 2D m agneticsusceptibility as

�

��
= �

2�rs

�
+

p
2�rs

�

Z 1

0

x
2
dx

Z 1

0

du

�
1

�(x;iu)
� 1

�

�

h

A
p
1+ A=R � B

p
1� A=R

i

R �5=2 ; (11)

where A = x4 � x2 � u;B = 2xu;R =
p
A 2 + B 2.Sim i-

larly for3D wehave

�

��
= �

�rs

�
+
�rs

2�2

Z 1

0

dx

Z 1

0

du

�
1

�(x;iu)
� 1

�

� [ln(F=G )� 2C=F + 2D =G ]; (12)

whereC = 1� q;D = 1+ q;F = C2 + u2;G = D 2 + u2.

Note that in the expressions of the dielectric function

�(x;u),x = q=(2kF )and u = !=(4E F ).

IV . R ESU LT S

In Fig.3 we present the calculated m agnetic suscep-

tibility asa function ofrs forboth 2D and 3D system s,

together with the calculated g-factor g� = ��=m � and

the e� ective m assm�. Itis clearfrom Fig.3 thatboth

2D and 3D system sexperience Stonerferrom agnetic in-

stabilities,characterized by the divergence ofm agnetic

susceptibility asthedensity decreases.Itisim portantto

note that this Stoner instability (i.e. divergence of��)

doesnotarisefrom an e� ectivem assdivergencesincethe

m � divergencehappensatm uch lowerdensities.In other

words,g� and m � both diverge,with thedivergenceofg�

occurring ata lowerrs value.Forthe2D system ,�� and

g� divergesatrs � 7:3 while m� divergesatrs � 18:1.

Forthe 3D system ,�� and g� divergeatrs � 18:7 while

m � divergesatrs � 49:9.

W e em phasize thatboth m � and g� divergencesactu-

ally happen independently and arecom pletely unrelated

phenom ena.O n theotherhand,itisalsoworth m ention-

ing that the g� divergence does have som e quantitative

e� ecton the m� divergence. After g� diverges,the sys-

tem becom esa ferrom agneticliquid,and them om entum

distribution isdi� erentand the Ferm ienergy increases.

Thischange resultsin a sm allincrease in the criticalrs
valuewherem � diverges.In factforgs = 2param agnetic

system s,m � divergesat 16:1 for 2D and 47:8 for 3D 36,

in contrastto gs = 1 case where m � divergesat18:1 for
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FIG . 4: Q uasi-2D e�ects on m agnetic susceptibility diver-

gence. (A):G aAs quantum wellsystem . (B):Si-inversion

layer.

2D and 49:9 for3D.Butthise� ectisrathersm alland is

ofno particularsigni� cance.

In realexperim entalsystem s,the value ofrs atwhich

�� divergesshould be in uenced by m any factors(even

within our RPA m any-body approxim ation schem e).

Hereweconsiderthe valley degeneracy gv and the � nite

width e� ecton them agneticsusceptibility divergencein

sem iconductor-based realistic 2D electron system s. The

e� ectofgv isexactly the sam e asthe e� ectofgs on the

system ,and therefore can be easily incorporated. For

the � nite width e� ect,weintroducea form factorto the

Coulom b interaction,following the standard procedure

described in detail in Refs. 45,46. Using appropriate

sem iconductor param eters,we obtain the susceptibility

in G aAs quantum wells and Si-inversion layers,plotted

in Fig.4.Itisclearfrom Fig.4 thatm ulti-valley degen-

eracy and � nite width both suppress the divergence of

the susceptibility renorm alization,and m ake the critical

rs value for �
� divergence considerably larger than the

strict2D results.
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FIG .5:(A)and (C):theRPA ground stateenergyperparticle

forpolarized (gs = 1)unpolarized (gs = 2)casesasa function

ofrs for 2D and 3D system s,calculated using Eq.(3) and

Eq.(4).(B)and (D ):detailsaround them agnetic instability

atrs � 5:5 for2D and 17:8 for3D system s.

Them agneticsusceptibilityisatherm odynam icFerm i-

surface property. As m entioned before, another way

ofstudying the m agnetic instability is to com pare the

ground state energy ofthe system forpolarized and un-

polarized statesatdi� erentelectron densities.Thisisthe

Bloch ferrom agnetism discussed in Sec.II. O ur results

(Fig.5) ofRPA ground state energy for fully polarized

and non-polarized electron states(usingEqs.(3)and (4))

in both 2D and 3D electron system sshow sim ilar char-

acteristic. W hen rs is very sm all(or electron densities

high),both system s prefer non-polarized param agnetic

states.Asrs increasestoacertain criticalvalue(rs � 5:5

for2D and rs � 17:8 for3D)theground stateenergy for

the fully polarized electron state actually becom eslower

than thenon-polarized states.Thisclearly indicatesthat

the system undergoesa Bloch type ferrom agnetic insta-

bility duetotheCoulom b electron-electron interaction in

a low density 2D electron system s.Notethatthecritical

rs forthe Bloch instability issubstantially higherin the

RPA theory (increasing from 2 to 5:5 in 2D and 5:45 to

17:8 in 3D)than in the Hartree Fock theory due to the

inclusion ofcorrelation energy.

Com paring Figs.3 and 5 we conclude that,at least

within our well-de� ned RPA ring-diagram m any-body

approxim ation schem e,the sequence ofinstabilities (as

density decreases) the theory predicts for both 2D and

3D electron liquids is the following: Bloch ferrom ag-

netism (i.e. an abrupt � rst order m agnetic transition)

atrs = 5:5 (2D);17:8 (3D);Stonerferrom agnetism char-
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acterized by a continuousdivergence(i.e.a second order

m agnetictransition)oftheinteractingg-factorand ofthe

susceptibility atrs = 7:3 (2D),18:7 (3D);the dispersion

instability associated with the continuous divergence of

the quasiparticle e� ective m ass at rs = 18:1 (2D),49:9

(3D).O fcourse,com paring � rstand second ordertran-

sitions is notparticularly m eaningfulsince their origins

are fundam entally di� erent,and a � rstordertransition

m ay alwayspreem pta second ordertransition asseem s

to happen in Coulom b electron liquidswith Bloch ferro-

m agnetism alwayshappening (both in 2D and 3D)ata

slightly lower rs values (5:5 versus 7:3 in 2D,and 17:8

versus18:7 in 3D)although the di� erence in the critical

rs values for the two transitions (less than 10% in 3D

and about25% in 2D)issu� ciently sm allso thatboth

Bloch and Stonerferrom agnetism rem ain ofexperim ental

interest.

W e also note that, by de� nition, �� � g�m � (and

� = gm ),and thereforethedivergenceoftheinteracting

susceptibility could be caused either by a divergence g-

factorora diverging e� ective m ass.Thisissue hasbeen

m uch discussed and debated1,2,3,10,11,12,13 in the recent

experim entalliteratureon 2D sem iconductor-based elec-

tron system s,where low-density divergence ofboth 2D

susceptibility and e� ective m asshasbeen reported. All

wecan say isthatourtheoreticalresultsareonly consis-

tentwith thesusceptibility divergenceasarisingfrom the

divergence ofthe interacting g-factor,not the e� ective

m ass,sincetheg-factordivergenceoccursatm uch lower

rs-values,rs � 7:3 (18:7)in 2D (3D)forg�=g divergence

versusrs � 18:1 (49:9)in 2D (3D)form�=m divergence.

W e add thatin realistic quasi-2D sem iconductorsystem

(ourFig.4)the susceptibility (aswellase� ective m ass)

divergence occurs at substantially higher rs values due

to theconsiderablesoftening oftheCoulom b interaction

from itsstrict2D form due to the � nite-width e� ect.

V . D ISC U SSIO N

Both Bloch and Stoner instabilities im ply that 2D

and 3D electron system s interacting via the long range

Coulom b 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 � rstorder(Bloch)transition ora second-order

(Stoner)transition (with a continuousdivergentsuscep-

tibility)ata criticalrs-value. G iven thatthe criticalrs
value(s)forthe transition(s)we obtain within ourRPA

m any-body theory is rather large (i.e. rs � 1),we do

notexpectourpredicted rs param eterforferrom agnetic

transitionsin 2D and 3D electron system sto bereliable.

Butthebasictrends,such asthesequenceofinstabilities

(i.e.Bloch followed by Stonerfollowed by thedispersion

instability with diverging m assasthedensity islowered)

orthesuppression ofthetransition to m uch lowerdensi-

tiesin quasi-2D system s,should be valid,in general.In-

deed quantum phasetransitionspredicted byRPA (orfor

thatm attereven bythesim plerHartree-Fockapproxim a-

tion)arealwaysfound tooccurin thenum ericalquantum

M onteCarlo(Q M C)sim ulationalbeitathigherrs values.

This is certainly true for electron liquid ferrom agnetic

instabilities. For 3D system ,Q M C sim ulation predicts

thatthesystem undergoesa possibly second-orderphase

transition and electron spinsbecom e partially polarized

at rs � 60 by Ref.47 or rs � 15� 25 by Ref.17,and

asrs increaseto rs � 100 by Ref.47 orrs � 35� 45 by

Ref.17,the system becom esa fully polarized ferrom ag-

neticstate.For2D case,Q M C sim ulation predicts48 that

as density approachesrs � 25,the system undergoes a

� rst-ordertransition intoafully spin-polarized ferrom ag-

neticstate.Theoretically itispossibleto obtain thespin

susceptibility through calculating the second derivative

ofthe ground state energy with respect to � at � = 0.

However,in realitytoom uch errorisintroduced when ob-

taining the susceptibility this way in Q M C sim ulations,

and therefore itis di� cultto ascertain the orderofthe

ferrom agnetic transition in Q M C num ericalsim ulations

{ ourRPA theory predictsthe� rst-orderBloch instabil-

ity to occur� rstasthedensity isbeing lowered.Another

thingtobenoticed aboutQ M C sim ulation resultsisthat

theferrom agnetictransition rs valuepredicted by di� er-

entgroupsdi� ersby a largefactorfrom each other(see,

forexam ple,Ref.17 and Ref.47),which showsthelarge

am ount oferror introduced by such sim ulations due to

thesm allenergy di� erencebetween spin polarized states

and spin unpolarized states(the two density dependent

energy curves are alm ost parallelwhen they cross each

other)and di� erentchoicesoftrialwavefunctions.

M uch hasbeen written aboutthe validity ofthe RPA

m any-body approxim ation atlow carrierdensities(rs >

1). W e have little to add to this issue beyond the de-

tailed discussion we already provided in ourrecentpub-

lications36,41.W ewanttoem phasizethat,although RPA

isexactin the rs ! 0 lim it,itisby no m eansa theory

based on an rs expansion {itisaself-consistent� eld the-

ory based on an expansion in the dynam ically screened

interaction which should be qualitatively valid forallrs
below the W igner crystallization ofthe electron liquid.

In fact,RPA is found to be quantitatively valid in 3D

system s42 at m etallic densities (rs � 3 � 6) and in 2D

system sforrs up to 10� 15 where com parison with ex-

perim enthasbeen carried out49. O ften the errorin the

calculation arising from othere� ects(e.g.� nite tem per-

ature50,� nitequasi-2D width,band structure,etc.) turn

outto be largerthan thatincluded in the RPA approx-

im ation,and thereforeim provem entbeyond RPA (short

ofa full- edged Q M C calculation)becom esm eaningless.

O ne can try to \im prove" upon RPA by including local

� eld correctionsto the dynam icalelectron polarizability

(i.e.barebubble ofRPA)which,in som ecrudem anner,

sim ulates the incorporation ofhigher-order vertex cor-

rections in the theory. But such local� eld corrections

are uncontrolled,and probably inconsistent,since m any

diagram sin thesam eorderaretypically leftout.W eare

thereforeunconvinced thattheinclusion oflocal� eld cor-
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rectionsin the theory is necessarily an im provem enton

RPA.The greatconceptualadvantage ofRPA isthatit

isa well-de� ned approxim ation thatisboth highly phys-

ically m otivated (i.e.dynam icalscreening)and theoreti-

callyexactin thehigh-density (rs ! 0)lim it.Attem pted

im provem entupon RPA through the arbitrary inclusion

oflocal� eld correction m ay neitherbe theoretically jus-

ti� ablenorm orereliable.K eeping thesecaveatsin m ind

wehavecarried outourexchangeinstability calculations

using the Hubbard local� eld corrections43,and we � nd

no qualitative changes from the RPA results presented

in this paper. The criticalrs values for the occurrence

ofthe ferrom agnetic instability change som ewhatin the

presence ofthe local� eld correction,but this is a re-

sult without any signi� cance since the precise values of

criticalrs are expected to be not particularly accurate

in any ofthese theories. The fact that the basic quali-

tative conclusionsaboutthe variousinstabilities do not

change in the presence oflocal� eld correctionsdem on-

strates the qualitative robustness ofour RPA-based re-

sults. Another point to note is that the fact that RPA

predicts the existence ofdivergence ofcertain physical

quantitiesatcertain criticaldensitiesdoesnotnecessar-

ily im ply that RPA or Ferm iliquid theory fails at that

density. Forexam ple,RPA predictsthe divergence and

then negative values for the com pressibility38 at densi-

ties higher than ferrom agnetic transition densities,and

negativecom pressibility hasindeed been observed in ex-

perim ents51 on 2D electron system saspredicted by RPA

calculations.O fcoursethetotalcom pressibility ofa sys-

tem cannot be negative,but just the electronic part of

thecom pressibility can benegativeaspredicted by RPA

and as is routinely observed in 2D electron system s for

rs > 3.Therecanbenodoubtthatif3D electronsystem s

with largeenough rs values(rs > 6 according to RPA 38)

are found they would routinely have negative electronic

com pressibility aswell!Itiscertainly truethatRPA be-

com es a progressively poorer approxim ation as density

decreasesand perhapsdetailed Q M C calculationsshould

becarried outto testthevalidity ofourRPA-based pre-

dictionspresented in thispaper.

In discussing possibleexperim entalim plicationsofour

results, we note the great recent experim ental inter-

est in the literature on the possibility of a density-

driven ferrom agnetic transition in sem iconductor-based

2D carrier system s where very low carrier densities

(rs . 10) can be achieved in rather high-quality sam -

ples1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10,11,12,13,14. There are recent experi-

m entalclaim s1,2,3,12 ofthe observation ofa low density

susceptibility divergencein SiM O SFETsforrs � 7� 10.

Although the experim entalsusceptibility behavior as a

function ofdensity (or,rs)lookssim ilarto ourtheoret-

icalresultsin Figs.3 and 4,we are skepticalaboutthe

signi� canceofthisagreem ent.Thereareseveralreasons

forourskepticism . First,the experim entalclaim ed sus-

ceptibility divergence occurs at far too high a density

(rs � 7) com pared with the theory where we � nd the

RPA susceptibility divergence in realistic SiM O SFETs

(Fig.4) to be occurring at rs � 23. This RPA predic-

tionsforcriticalrs(� 23)ism ostlikely the lowerbound

{ any realsusceptibility divergence isexpected to occur

at higher rs values (rs > 23). Second,the experim en-

taldivergenceof��=� � g�m �=gm hasbeen claim ed1,2,3

to be arising from an e� ective m assdivergence,notthe

g-factor divergence as we � nd in our theory. O ur the-

oreticale� ective m ass divergence, in fact, occurs at a

criticalrs m orethan twiceaslargeasthecorresponding

�� criticalrs.In fact,ourquasi-2D e� ective m assdiver-

gence36,37 occursforrs > 40! Third,there hasbeen no

experim entalevidence forthe existence ofa low-density

ferrom agnetic phase such as hysteresis,rem anence,etc.

Ifthere isindeed a ferrom agnetic transition,one should

beabletoobserveferrom agneticbehavioratdensitiesbe-

low the ferrom agnetic criticaldensity (i.e. forrs values

largerthan the pointof�� divergence). No such direct

ferrom agneticbehaviorhaseverbeen observed in a low-

density 2D system casting seriousdoubts on the claim s

ofthe observation ofa 2D ferrom agnetic transition. A

very recentextrem ely carefuland detailed m easurem ent

of2D susceptibility in a high-m obility n-G aAs system 9

� nds no divergence in ��=� up to rs � 12,calling into

question theearlierclaim sofsusceptibility divergencein

SiM O SFETs at lower rs values. In addition,a direct

therm odynam ic m easurem ent4 of2D susceptibility in Si

M O SFETs also does not � nd a ferrom agnetic instabil-

ity.W hatisclearistheobserved strong enhancem entof

��=� (and m �=m )asa function ofincreasing rs which is

consistentwith ourtheoretical� ndings. Butthe actual

existence ofa low-density electron liquid ferrom agnetic

transition has not be established experim entally in our

opinion.

Finally wediscusssom eoftheearlierliteraturethatis

ofrelevance to ourwork. O urcalculation ofthe ground

state energy for polarized and unpolarized states par-

tially con� rm s the num erical results of Rajagopal et.

al.52, who also considered the possibility of partially

polarized states, and found that for certain range of

electron densities,the system prefers a partially polar-

ized ferrom agnetic state in the 3D system . Sim ilar re-

sultswere also derived using the Q uantum M onte Carlo

m ethod17,47.In thispaperwedid notpresentourcalcu-

lation results (which con� rm s the results ofRef.52) for

the Bloch instability associated with the partialspin-

polarization because this willnot help our understand-

ings ofthe relation between Stoner,Bloch,and disper-

sion instabilities,which is the m ain purpose ofthis pa-

per. In 3D,partially spin polarized states is preferred

energetically for the density region ofrs between � 14

and � 18,which is right before the fully polarized fer-

rom agnetic region as the density is decreased52. This

suggeststhatourunderstanding ofthe relation between

thethreekindsofinstabilitieswillnotbea� ected by the

consideration ofpartially spin-polarized states. In 2D

system s,partialspin-polarization doesnotoccur17,47,52,

and thus this issue does notarise atallforour 2D cal-

culations,which isthe m ain focusofourwork. Forthe
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m agneticsusceptibility,therehavebeen earlierRPA cal-

culationsin 2D 29,30,31,53,54 and 3D 28,and Q M C calcula-

tionsin 2D 48. O nly Shastry28 predicted a susceptibility

divergencein 3D system s,and ourresultscon� rm hiscon-

clusion.No previouswork considered theinterrelations,

am ongBloch instability,Stonerinstabilityand dispersion

instability. O ur work is the only work in the literature

connecting allthese density-driven electron liquid insta-

bilitieswithin onecoherenttheoreticalfram ework.

Thiswork issupported by NSF,DARPA,O NR,LPS,

and ARO .
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