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U sing a point-charge calculation ofthe electrostatic crystal eld, we detem ine the non-degenerate
orbial ground state of the ferrom agnetic M ott insulator Y T 10 3, which is found to agree perfectly
w ith experin ent. Based on the orbital order, we obtain by perturbation theory an e ective spin
H am iltonian that describes the m agnetic superexchange between nearest-neighbor T iions. T he su-
perexchange H am iltonian includes, in addition to the isotropic H eisenberg coupling, antisym m etric
(D zyaloshinskiiM oriya) and sym m etric anisotropy tem s, caused by the spin-orbit interaction on
the Tiions. We nd ferrom agnetic H eisenberg couplings for T i{T i bonds in the crystallographic
ab planes, but antiferrom agnetic ones for T i{{T 1 bonds between planes, In contradiction w ith ex—
perim ent (which gives ferrom agnetic couplings for both). D i culties in calculating realistic values
for the isotropic couplings of Y T 3 have been already reported in the literature. W e discuss
possible origins for these discrepancies. H owever, the m uch an aller values we obtain for the sym —
m etric and antisym m etric anisotropies m ay be expected to be reliable. W e therefore com bine the
experin entally-deduced isotropic coupling with the calculated anisotropic ones to detem ine the
m agnetic order of the T1i ions, which is found to be in satisfactory agreem ent w ith experim ent.
Based on thism agnetic order, we derive the spin-wave spectrum . W e nd an acoustic branch w ith
a very an all zone-center gap and three optical spin-wave m odes w ith sizeable zone-center gaps. T he
acoustic branch reproduces the one reported In experin ent, and the opticalones are in a satisfactory
agreem ent w ith experin ent, upon a proper ©lding of the m agnetic B rillouin zone.

PACS numbers: 71.10.{w, 7127+ a, 75.10D g, 7525+ 2, 7530D g

I. NTRODUCTION

T he perovskite T ioxides have attracted m uch Interest
since these strongly-correlated electronic system s possess
orbial and m agnetic degrees of freedom which are cou—
pld together (for a review, see Ref. [I]). A prom inent
m em ber of this fam ily is the ferrom agnetic M ott insula-
tor YT 10 5. The Curie tem perature of this com pound is
Tc = 30K and the ordered ferrom agneticm om ent, which
isordented along the crystallographiccaxis, is0.84 5 1.
A nother experim ent [3] reported Tc = 27 K .Due to spin
canting, there are also a an all G ~type antiferrom agnetic
m om ent along the a axis and a an all A -type one along
the b axis, which at T = 10 K amount to 008  and
005 p, respectively (the caxis ferrom agnetic m om ent
being 054 5 atthat tem perature, which isextrapolated
to 0.72 p at zero tem perature) [E].

Severalprevious calculations ain ing to explain YT 10 3
and the doped series La; x YT 0 3, resgoectively, have
failed to achieve a oconsistent description of the ex—
perim entally observed orbital and m agnetic ordering
3,14,18,16]. A recent GGA+U (generalized gradient ap—
proxim ation + local Coulomb repulsion) study [i] has
produced the correct orbital and m agnetic ground state
ofY T 1 3, buthasnot provided quantitative estin ates for
the superexchange couplings between nearestneighbor
T 1 ions. These couplings are required In order to un-
derstand quantitatively the m agnetic structure and the
spin-wave spectrum observed in experin ent [{].

From the m icroscopic point of view, YT 105 is quite

sim ilar to the antiferrom agnetic M ott Insulator LaT 0 5:
In both com pounds there is a single electron in the 3d
shell of T i, and both have the sam e space group, P nm .
Tt is worth noting in this connection that the m agnetic
structure of LaT 0 5 is also quite com plicated: Experi-
m ent has indicated a predom inant antiferrom agnetic G -
type m om ent along the a axis and a sn all ferrom agnetic
moment along the ¢ axis ], and a recent theory []
has predicted a sn all A -type m om ent along the b axis.
W e have recently presented a detailed m odel for LaT 0 3
@], which proved successfiil in describing the orbitaland
m agnetic ordering of that m aterial and provided the su-
perexchange couplings and the soin-w ave dispersion m ea—
sured in experin ent [L0]. Because of the apparent sin —
ilarity between YT O 3 and LaT 0 3, one m ay hope that
the sam e m odel w ill explain the form er as well. In this
paperw e carry out such investigation. Unfortunately, our
m odeldoes not yield the correct isotropic H eisenberg su—
perexchange coupling betw een nearest-neighbor T i ions.
T he reason is that there are both ferrom agnetic and anti-
ferrom agnetic contributions to that coupling, which have
roughly the sam e order of m agniude. O ur approxin a—
tions cannot resolve the com petition between them to a
su cient precision. A sin ilarproblem hasbeen reported
In Ref. [3].

Superexchange couplings are custom arily derived per-
turbatively, assum ing that the hopping m atrix elem ents
are snaller than the on-site excitation energies. It
has been found in other system s [L1] that such calcu—
lations yield naccurate values for the leading Heisen—
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berg (isotropic) couplings, but are quite reliable for the
much an aller anisotropic ones. It seem s therefore rea-
sonable to com bine the experim ental inform ation on the
isotropic couplings together w ith the calculated values of
the anisotropic ones, in order to determm ine the m agnetic
structure of the ground state and the spin excitations.
T his procedure w ill be adopted in this paper.

W e begh In Sec.[d with a pointcharge calculation
of the electrostatic crystal eld due to all ions of the
solid. The ground state of this crystal eld determ ines
the orbial order of the T 1 ions. This orbial ordering
agrees extram ely well w ith the one detected experin en—
tally E,E]. W e then use a SlaterK oster param etriza—
tion to com pute the e ective T {T i hopping m atrix el
ements. The Coulomb correlations on the doubly oc—
cupied d shells are fully taken into account in tem s of
Slater integrals. Having thus obtained an e ective m i~
croscopic H am ilttonian for the T i lons, we derive in Sec.
the superexchange spin couplings between nearest-
neighbor T i ions, em ploying perturbation theory to lead—
Ing (second) order in the hopping m atrix elem ents, and
up to second order in the spin-orbit interaction on the
Ti¥s. In this way we obtain, beside the isotropic su—
perexchange coupling allided to above, the antisym —
metric O zyaloshinskiiM oriya) and symm etric superex—
change anisotropies. Replacing the isotropic coupling
by the experin entally-determm ined one, we calculate in
Sec.[[¥] the m agnetic order of the classical ground state
of the T1i ions and in Sec.[] the spin-wave spectrum .
T he m agnetic structure of the classical ground state is
shown to be In satisfactory agreem ent w ith experim ent
E]. The soin-wave calculation reproduces an acoustic
branch of the spin-wave dispersion which has been de-
tected by neutron scattering E]. Thisbranch has a very
an all zone-centergap, and is aln ost isotropic in them ag—
netic Brillouin zone. In addition, we identify three op—
tical spin-wave branches w ith considerable zone-center
gaps. The experin ental dispersion has been plotted as
a singke branch over the m agnetic B rillouin zone (M BZ)
of a pure ferrom agnet E]. However, YT O3 is a canted
ferrom agnet, for which the M BZ is four tim es am aller.
W e therefore prefer to replot the experim ental spin-w ave
data according to the actualM BZ, i. e, to fold back the
experin entaldata from theM BZ ofthe purely ferrom ag—
netic case. W hen this procedure is adopted, one obtains
a satisfactory agreem ent between the optical branches
and experin ent. In Sec. (L1 we summ arize our resulks
and com pare our picture of Y T O 3 with the ones given
previously in the literature 0,14, [, [d].

II. THE MODEL
A . The crystal eld

A s ism entioned above, there is a single electron in the
3d shellofthe T iions In the ground state (Y T 10 3 hasthe
valncesY 3t T£* 02 )3;). Theunit cell, shown i Fig .0,

FIG.1: The crystallographic structure of YT 3. The ten
T1i jons, which constitute the twelve nnequivalent nearest-
neighbor T i{T ibonds are enum erated. For sim plicity, oxygen
octahedra are only shown around four Tisites. Y ions from

two layers are shown as sm all spheres.

TABLE I:The structuralparameters of YTO3 at T = 2 K

fd1.

a 532260 A X0 1 0.12133
5.69517 A Yo1 0.45702
7.59622 A X0 2 0.69010
Xy 0.97762 Yo 2 0.30919
Yy 0.07398 Zo 2 0.05770

contains four T i ions and twelve nequivalent nearest—
neighbor T i{T i bonds. The crystal has the symm etry
of the space group Plnm ©No. 62 in Ref. ﬂ]) . The
structuraldata (taken at T = 2K ) are given in Tabl[d
E]. In order to use the symm etries of the space group,
it is convenient to em ploy the orthorhom bic orthonom al
basis for the T id orbitals,

2

xy ;22° jyz ixz ;i x° ¥ ; @)

where the x, y and z axes corresoond to the crystallo-
graphic a, b and c axes.

U sing the structural data listed .n Tabk [}, we have
calculated the spectrum and the eigenstates of T i ion
No.1l (see Fig.[l), em ploying a point-charge calculation
of the static crystal- eld Ham itonian. This calculation
uses the full M adelung sum over the crystal, which is
evaluated as an Ewald sum m]. Tt requires the second



TABLE II:The static crystal ed ©orTi#* (site 1): Spectrum
and eigenstates in the orthorhom bic basis for the d basis, see
Eq. ).

{0458 ev ({0.181, 0295, 0.488, {0542, 0.590)
{0308 eV ({0.081, {0412, 0.529, 0.653, 0.343)
{0181 v (0444, 0266, 0.654, {0.017, {0.552)
0407 eV ( 0.761, 0302, {0231, 0222, 0477)
0.540 v ({0430, 0.762, {0.039, 0.480, {0.040)
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FIG.2: The orbitalorder ofthe Tijonsin YT 3.

moment, r’ ,andthe urthmoment, r* ,ofthee ec
tive jonic radiusofthe T £+ <on. W e have used the values

¥ = 0530A% and r! = 0554 A% [17]. The resuks
of the crystal- eld calculation, which are listed in Tabl
@, exhbi a g splitting schem e w here a non-degenerate
ground state is clearly separated from the excited states.
T his ground state orbital, which gives rise to orbial or—
dering, is given by the rst line in Tablk [ and depicted
in Fig.[J. It agrees very wellw ith data obtained from nu-—
clear m agnetic resonance (NM R ) and polarized neutron
di raction experim ents [17,113].

B. The H am iltonian

W e next construct the m icroscopic H am ittonian per-
taining to the T1iions, from which we obtain perturba—
tively the superexchange spin couplings. The calcula—

tion is carried out for a tw o-site cluster, consisting oftwo
nearest-neighbor T i ons, denoted by m and n.

T he unperturbed part of the H am iltonian contains the
static crystal eld, H &, and the intra—ionic Coulomb
correlations of a doubly occupied d shell, H $

mn/’

0
m

HO =HS +HS : @)
T he perturbation calculation carried out below involres
two sectors, which together span the H ibert space of
the cluster: A T sector, n which both T1i ions are
trivalent, and a T ' sector, where one of the T i ions is
divalent (two d electronson the sam e site) and the other
is tetravalent (@n em pty d shell). The ground state of
H?  belongsto the T " sector, where both T iions are
in the oneparticle ground state of H Y, (modul spin
up or down on each site), leading to a four-old degen—
eracy of the ground state of the cluster. The spectrum
of H?  is ound by applying H St on the T#* sector,
and both HSf and HS, on the T#" sector. HS is
param etrized In tem s of the Slater ntegralsF 2 and F *
[L8], and the e ective T i{T i chargetransfer energy U, .
This energy is the di erence between the ur-fold de-
generate ground state of the cluster (which is the lowest
levelofthe T £* sector) and the lowest kevelof the T £+
sector where HSf and H S, are diagonalized sinula-
neously). WeuseF?2 = 8F ‘=5 = 8:3eV from an atom ic
H artreeFock calculation [19], and U, = 35€V from the
analysis of the photoean ission spectra and rstprinciples
calculations 20]. W e note that the chargetransfer en—
ergy Ue m ight have a considerable uncertainty, and in
particularm ay be lower than 3.5 €V .For exam ple, there
is a strong resonance in Ram an spectroscopy R1] at a
laser frequency of 2.54 €V . Since experim ent indicates
that the resonance ism ainly caused by processes nvolv—
Ing two T1isites, i may well be that it yields a lower
valie or U, . Further rstprinciples calculations and a
com parison w ith opticalconductivity data are required
In order to determ Ine m ore precisely Ue .

T he perturbation part of the Ham iltonian, V, ,, con—
sists ofan e ective T { T itunnelling term , H 7, and the
on-site spin-orbit interaction, H *°

mn/

an:H;ur?-l—Hrion: (3)
T he tunnelling H am iltonian is given in temm sofan e ec—
tive hopping m atrix, &, », between them and then Ti
jons,

ij

where d! ; (d,; ) creates (destroys) an electron w ith
spin i the i-th eigen-orbitalofH £ at site num berm

m n

(see Tablke[d) . T he spin-orbit coupling is given by



w here Iy denotes the angularm om entum operator ofthe
T iion at the k site, s¢ is its spin operator, and is the
soin-orbit coupling strength. W euse = 18mev 274].

T he dom inant hopping process between two nearest—
neighbor T iions ism ediated via the oxygen ion which is
nearest to both of them . Let 1;’; be the hopping m atrix
elem ent ofan electron In thep orbital on the oxygen ion
Into the i state ofthe Tiion located atm . The e ective
hopping between the T iions is then given by

1 X . y
tth =t ©®)

&, -

e

Here, . isthe chargetransferenergy, which is required
to put an electron from an O ion on a Tiion, and
denotes one of the three p orbitals on the oxygen (in
orthorhom bic coordinates),

Xi7Yrz: (7)

M odi cations of this basis due to the crystal eld are
ignored, since the crystal eld splitting is expected to be
an all com pared to the T +O charge-transfer energy.)

U sing the structuraldata from Tabl[, together w ith
elem entary geom etric considerations, the T i{O hopping
m atrix elem ents can be expressed in term s of the Slater-
K osterparam etersV,q and Vpq R3]. W e use the values
Voa = 23eV,Vyg = ldev,and . = 55 &V
201, in conjunction with Eq. [@) to com pute the e ec—
tive hopping m atrices pertaining to the unit cell. The
results are listed in Tablk [, which also gives the sym —
m etry properties of the hopping m atrices between di er—
ent T i{T ibonds. The four T i sites of the unit cell form
tw elve nearest-neighbor T i{T ibonds which are inequiva—
lent, i.e., they do not evolve from each other by B ravais
translations. These bonds connect the ten T i ions in-—
dicated in Fig.[l. By the symm etry operations of the
space group P lnm , the eight e ective hopping m atrices
between T iions belonging to the sam e ab plane and the
four m atrices for T i{T ibonds along the c direction, re—
spectively, can be expressed by a single m atrix each. For
exam ple, all twelve hopping m atrices are given by the
two m atrices for the T {T ibondsm n = 12 (planar) and
mn = 13 (interplanar), respectively.

C. The T i{O hybridization

O ur m odel does not nclide the covalent contribution
to the crystal eld, arising from hybridization between
the Ti{3d and O {2p states. Thism echanisn m ixes ex—
cited statesofthe static crystal eld into the T £+ ground
state, i.e., there is an adm ixture of T 7 states accom —
panied by an adm ixture ofholes on the oxygen sites.

Follow ing Refs. 2(0] and 24], we m ay estin ate the ef-
fect of the pd hybridization. W hen that hybridization
is absent, the e ective parameter U, de nes the en—
ergy di erence between the ground state of the T %

TABLE III: The e ective T i{T i hopping m atrices for the d
eigen-orbitals of the crystal eld from Table [[; valies are
given in €V . T he row s and the colum ns are ordered beginning
w ith the ground state ofthe crystal eld (index 0), continuing
with the st excited state (index 1), etc. The m atrix t;3 is
sym m etric because of a m irror plane, see Ref. 9].

P lanar
tip = the = ths = ths = tog = the = tuy = iy
2 0:062 0206 0033 0:026 02012 ’
0:007 0015 0006 0:086 0:114
= 0:130 0077 0125 0:149 0203
4 0202 0:030 0092 0453 06325
0:036 0:008 0024 0:031 0:044
Interplanar
T3 =ty = o = tpo
2 3
0:086 0:009 0:101 0:024 0085
0:009 0:160 0043 0:126 0227
= 0:101 0043 0119 0:048 0:159
0:024 0:126 0048 0:107 02635
0:085 0227 0459 0263 0:607

sector and the lowest state of the T £ sector in a two—
site cluster consisting of two T i ions. W hen the pd hy-
bridization is present, these two types of d states corre—
spond to two bands, from which two pd hybridized bands
evolve according to the covalent crystal eld. These hy—
bridized bands have, In general, signi cant dispersion:
T heir peak-topeak separation is given by the band gap
Egap=18 ev R(], and the distance between the band
edges is given by the opticalgap E opt=1.0 €V 24], which
is experim entally cbserved as the M ott gap. The m ean
bandw idth between the two pd hybridized bands is then
W = Egap Ecopt= 08€V.Thesebandsarenotasdisper-
sive as In the case of LaT O 3, where the m ean bandw idth
isW = 14 ev Ri].

N evertheless, given this digpersion of the bands one
m ay wonder whether a localized picture is appropriate,
even approxim ately, or the YTO 5 system . In order to
study this point, we have analyzed the covalent crystal

eld of a cluster consisting of a single T iion, and the six
oxygen ionspredom nantly hybridized w ith it (the calcu—
lation has been carried out for Tinumber 1 in Fig.[l).
T his is acoom plished by diagonalizing the H am iltonian
Hog=HS+H S+ B ®)
ra T ¢{clister. Here H °f describes the static crystal
eld, H ¢ is the Coulomb interaction, and Hg‘én is the
pd{tunnelling,

X
H " = .4, p, +H.c, )

pd
ni
destroys an electron on the n-th oxygen site
in the {orbital, given in Eq. . As

w here p,
wih spin



TABLE IV : The com bined static and covalent crystal eld for
T+£" (site 1): Spectrum and eigenstates in the orthorhom bic
basis or the d basis, see Eq. [I).

{0673 ev (0187, {0340, {0438, 0.583, {0.564)
{0519 ev ({0.028, {0350, 0.573, 0.622, 0.402)
{0409 ev (0459, 0274, 0.634, {0.050, {0.557)
0.737 eV (0.751, 0342, {0280, 0.188, 0.453)
0.865 eV ({0435, 0.755, {0.036, 0485, {0.072)

the calculation ofthe T i{T 1 hopping am plitudes, the pd
hopping am pliudes, t‘}n , are expressed In tem s of the
SlaterK oster param etersVpq and Vg , using the struc-
turaldata of Ref. [1L5].

T he entire space ofthe basis states ofthe T 10 ¢ {cluster
consists ofa T £* sector where the p orbitals are all oc—
cupied, and a T #* sector where there is a hole in one
ofthe p orbitals. T he eigenstates of the H am iltonian [d)
have the form
P md + T 1@ o)
w here ng is the occupation num ber ofthe T id shell (1
Ng 2), d' is a state with a single electron i the
d shell and fully occupied p shells on the surrounding
oxygen ions, and d? isa state w ith two electrons in the
d shell and a hole in the p shell of one of the oxygen
jons. W e nd that in the ground stateng = 1330, ie.,
there is a p hole on one of the neighboring oxygens w ith
probability 0of330 % .

This calculation allow s for the analysis of the eigen—
states of the com bined static and covalent crystal elds.
P rofcting the ve lowest eigenstates onto the T % sec—
tor (which correspondsto the states &' ), givesto a very
good approxin ation the sam e eigenstates as forthe static
crystal eld alone, as can be seen by com paring Table[]
with Tabk[@d. This ndihg explains why, despite the
adm ixture of T £ states d? , the agreem ent w ith the
experin ents of Refs. [12] and [L3] rem ains perfect. In—
deed, these experin ents m easure the T % part, d' , of
the com bined static and covalent crystal eld, and ap-—
parently are not sensitive to the T #* adm xture d?
Tabl[lV] also show s that the tpy splitting rem ainsaln ost
the sam e as in the absence of the covalent contribution,
w hereas the distance between the tpy and e; energies is
enhanced.

W e now discuss the crystal- eld gap and the tp4 split-
ting schem e asobtained from our calculation and from an
altemative calculation 26], n relation w ith an analysisof
the optical conductivity R€] and Ram an data 21]. Our
static crystal- eld calculation yields a non-degenerate or-
bial ground state separated by 0.5 &V from the rst
excited state and a second excited state separated by

013 eV from the rst excited one (see Tablk[d). This
thg splitting schem e resuls from the orthorhom bic distor-
tion ofthe crystaland from the distortion of the oxygen

octahedra. W e have estin ated that the covalent crystal

eld reduces the gap between the st and the second
excited states (to about 0.11 eV according to Tablk[M),
w hile the gap between the ground state and the rst ex—
cited state rem ains practically the sam e. A m ore precise
calculation of the covalent crystal eld [26], which takes
Into account two additionale ects, the pp hybridization
and the T#" adm ixture R1], gives 0.19 &V for the gap
between the ground state and the rst excited state and

0.14 eV for the gap between the st and the second
excited states (the Ti* adm ixture m eans that there is
also an adm ixture ofd® states to the ground state). T his
result is in better agreem ent w ith the data of optical con—
ductivity €] and Ram an spectroscopy 1], which show
that the rst orbital excitation is centered around 02{
025€&v.

Since it isextrem ely com plicated to include In them ag—
netic superexchange calculation the hopping betw een the
pd hybridized states, our calculationsbelow contain only
the hopping between the T £* states. T he results listed
in Tabl[l, which show that the profctionsofthe eigen—
states of the com bined static and covalent crystal elds
onto the T £ sector are aln ost the sam e as in the static—
only case, ensure that the T £* ground states we use are
an appropriate starting point for the superexchange cal-
culation.

D. Them agneticm om ent

T he calculation of the m agnetic structure detailed be-
low yields the directions of the m agnetic m om ents in the
ground state, but does not determ ine the m agnitude of
the mom ent. However, one can estin ate that m agni-
tude by diagonalizing together H &£ and H 2. for a sin—
gle T fon. The eigenstates of this combied Ham i
tonian are symm etric or antisym m etric w ith respect to
tin ereversal, leading to ve K ram ers doublkts for the
single TP ion. W e use those doublkts to nd the ex-
pectation values of the angularm om entum . By choosing
the largest possible polarization ofthe m agneticm om ent
along the z axis (that direction is the leading one of the
observed m om ent [Z]) out ofallthe linear com binationsof
theground-statedoublt,we nd LE+2sf ;= 091 ;.
T his partially explains the reduction of the cbserved or—
deredmomentascomparedtol 5.

The Ti{O hybridization hardly a ects the m agnetic
mom ent. For the param eters used here, the adm xture
of spin 0 and spin 1 T £+ states into the ground state of
the covalent crystal eld reduces the ordered m om ent by
ony 01%.

III. THE SUPEREXCHANGE COUPLINGS

Ouraim isto cbtain from the fullH am iltonian,H  , =
H? + V__,an e ective spin Ham ikonian, h, , which



acts w thin the H ibert space of the four-fold degenerate
ground state of the unperturbed Ham ittonian H? .

Since the H am ittonian is invariant under tin ereversal,
there are no single—ion temm s, and consequently the e ec—
tive spin Ham iltonian, to second-order in the spin vari-
ables, takes the form

hpyn = Sn Bin 37 11)

where A, , = AL, isthe 3 3 superexchange ma-
trix. Thism atrix m ay be decom posed Into a sym m etric
part and an antisym m etric one. T he three com ponentsof
the latter constitute the M oriya vectorD ,, & D pn
E xtracting fiirther the isotropic part of Ay 4, ie., the
H eisenberg coupling Jy ,, , the e ective spin H am iltonian
is cast into the fom

h, ,=J

m n m n

Sm S+D., S. S, +S

m %n

Here, A} | represents the symm etric anisotropy. D ue to
the spacegroup sym m etries, all three types of m agnetic
couplings belonging to the eight planar T i{T ibondsm ay
be obtained from those of a single bond, and so is the
case for the four interplanar bonds, see Ref. [9].

T he various m agnetic couplings appearing in Eq. [[2)
are obtained by perturbation theory to lading order in
Vi n »r Nam ely, to second order In the hopping &, , and to

rst and second order in the spin-orbit coupling (scaled
by ). The fom al expressions of the perturbation ex—
pansion are docum ented in Ref. [9]. The Heisenberg
isotropic exchange the rst term i Eq. ()] is inde-
pendent of . A system atic description of the m agnetic
anisotropies due to the spin-orbit Interaction requires
both the st and the second order processes In 291.
T he technical reason being that the expectation valie of
the crossproduct in the second tem ofE q. [[2) is, in fact,
also of order , so that altogether the D zyaloshinskii-
M ordya interaction contributes to the exchange energies
In at least second order in the spn-orbi coupling. W e
neglect tem s in which there appear two T#' ntem e~
diate states in the perturbation expansions. These are
an aller than the ones we keep, by an additional factor
of’ £=Ue = 0043, where = 0:150€&V is the gap
between the ground state of the single-particle crystal

eld and the rst excited state, see Tabk [. The de-
tailed calculation of the various tem s is lengthy, abeit
straight-forw ard . M ore details are given in Ref. [B]. The
values we obtain, using the param eters cited above, are
listed in Tablk[.

As is seen from Tabk[], the value we nd for the n—
plane H eisenberg coupling, Ji12, roughly agrees w ith the
experim entalone, {3meV [G]. However, the calculated
Interplane coupling, Ji3, is positive, In contradiction
w ith experim ent 3] which yields for that coupling {3
meV, too). Generally speaking, there are antiferrom ag—
netic and ferrom agnetic contrbutions to the isotropic
H eisenberg couplings. T he form er arise when the inter-
mediate T #* states of the perturbation expansion are
singlets, and the latter when they are triplets. Separat-
ing these com peting contrbutions, we nd J;,=21481

m S: (12)

m n

TABLE V: The calculated shglebond spin couplings (in
meV). The M oriya vectors are given incliding the cor-
rections D2 ,, which are of order ?. The symm etric
anisotropies are given as AS, = @ZX*;AYY ;AZ%) and
A%% = @Y% ;AZX% ;AXY ) for the diagonal and o -diagonal
entries, respectively.

H eisenberg couplings

J12 = 3870; J15 = 2772
M oriya vectors
D1, = (1:776; 0:2938; 0:325);D 13 = ( 0671;0:189;0)
Sym m etric anisotropies
A, = (0475; 0:011; 0:160);A5; = ( 0:145; 0:024;0:010),
A% = (0044; 0:131; 0313);A%% = (0;0; 0:153)

meV, J5,= {25351 meV, J5=12.008 meV, and J5= {

9237 m €V, nam ely, the antiferrom agnetic and the ferro—
m agnetic contrbutions are roughly the sam e. It isworth
noting that In the case ofLaT 10 3 [9], the contribution of
the singlets dom inated the one ofthe triplets, and indeed
our calculation ofthat com pound hasyielded reliable val-
ues. Unfortunately, in the case of YT 0 3 the balance
between these com peting contrbutions is too sensitive
to be resolved by our m odel approxin ations. This del-
icate balance In the case of YT 3 is also re ected In

the overall rather an all value of the total isotropic cou—
pling, {3meV, whereas it is 155 meV in the case of
LaT 10 3). Thisvalue is also very sensitive to the param e—
ters used. For exam ple, taking Ue 1:6 €V would have
changed the sign ofJ;3. In contrast, a sign change in the
case of LaT 10 3 requires the considerably lower value of
Ue 0% eV .W ediscuss in Sec. W 3variousdi cultiesen—

countered In obtaining realistic values for the H eisenberg
couplings of Y T 10 3 which have been previously reported
n the literature.

Had we used the values listed in Tabk [, we would
have obtained a predom inant A -type antiferrom agnetic
order for YT 0 3, which sharply contradicts the experi-
m ent [3]. H ow ever, the fact that ourvalues forthe leading
(isotropic) superexchange couplings do not agree w ith ex—
perin ent does not necessarily m ean that the anisotropic
ones are not reliable. In the case of the cuprates, for
exam ple, i has been found (y comparing wih ex—
act diagonalizations) that whilke the isotropic couplings
calculated by perturbation theory were inaccurate, the
anisotropic ones were accurate enough [L1]. Since the
latter determ ine the directions of the spins in the classi-
cal ground state and the spin-wave gaps, a way to test
our anisotropic superexchange couplings is to exam ine
those properties. In order to do so, we replace In the
follow ing the isotropic couplings by the experim entally—
deduced ones, Ji1; = Ji13 = 2{75meV [E], whil usihg
r the anisotropic couplings the values given in Tableil.



Iv. THE MAGNETIC STRUCTURE

T he singlebond spin Ham iltonian, Eq. [[2), is the ba—
sis for the m agnetic H am ittonian, from which the m ag—
netic order of the classical ground state follow s. To con—
struct the latter, the entire T iHattice is decom posed into
four sublattices. T he four sublattices are enum erated ac—
cording to the num bers of the four T i jons per unit cell
shown in Fig.[l (sublattice i = 1 corresponds to T i ion
1 and its Bravais translations, etc.). Assigning a xed
m agnetization (per site) to allthe spinsw ithin each sub-
lattioe, M ;, one sum soverallbondsw hich couple the four
sublattices, to obtain the m acroscopic m agnetic H am ik
tonian in the fom

X
Hy = I.M
ij
13)

w here ij runs over the sublattice pairs 12;13;24; and 34
of Fig.[l. This summ ation procedure gives rise to the
m acroscopic m agnetic couplings: I;; is the m acroscopic
isotropic coupling, D }; are the D zyaloshinskii vectors
which are the m acroscopic antisym m etric anisotropies,
and are the m acroscopic sym m etric anisotropy ten—
sors. The relations between those m acroscopic cou-—
plings and the m icroscopic singlebond couplings and
the Interrelations am ong the m acroscopic couplings, dic—
tated by the sym m etries ofthe space-group, are discussed
In Ref. [9].

Wenow mininize Hy , and nd the various sublat—
tice m agnetizations. W e assum e that all four vectorsM ;
have the sam e m agnitude, M , but di er in their direc—
tions. Since Eq. [[3) isquadraticin M , them inin ization
w illonly yield the directions of these vectors, and not the
valie ofM . To sin plify the procedure we use group the—
ory. According to the space group Plnm symm etries,
there are four possibilities for the sym m etry of sublattice
m agnetizations of the classical ground state, as listed In
Ref. 3d]. Having checked each of them , we have con—
cluded that only one of these possibilities has the lowest
energy. W e then nd that the classicalm agnetic ground
state has the follow ing structure: The x com ponents of
the m agnetizations order antiferrom agnetically, in a G —
type structure where the four sublattices actually reduce
to two). The y com ponents order antiferrom agnetically
as well, but in an A -type structure. Finally, the z com —
ponents of the m agnetizations order ferrom agnetically.

ij

T his structure agrees w ith experim ent [3]. T his isa non—
trivial result caused by the anisotropic spin couplings.
G ven only the ferrom agnetic H eisenberg couplings, the
ferrom agnetic m om ent could also be oriented along the
x or the y axis, see Ref. [30].

T he m agnetic structure can be speci ed by expressing
the four m agnetizations in tem s of two canting angles,
’ and #, see Tablesf[J and L 1J. T he angle #, m easured
w ith respect to the z axis, is proportional to the spin—
orbi param eter (as found by varying this param eter),
while the angle ’ is aln ost independent of . Indeed,

TABLE VI: The structure of the m agnetic order in YT O 3,
characterized in tem s of the sublattice m agnetizationsM ; in
the classical ground state (nom alized to the valueM ), which
are expressed by the canting angles ’ and #.

X com ponents: G “type
MYi=MJ=M]-=

M;=M cos’ sh#

y com ponents: A -type

J=MI=M]=M sih’ sin#

2
Z ponents: ferrom agnetic
M{=Mj=Mi=M;=M cos#

one m ay verify that for an in nitesim ally an all , there
is just a ferrom agnetic order along the z axis. As in-
creases, so does #, causing an increasing canting of the
m agnetizations. H ow ever, the pro fction ofthe m agnetic
m om ent onto the xy planes rem ains aln ost perpendicu-—
larto the rotation axis ofthem agnetization, and hence ’
is practically una ected by the value of . Interestingly
enough, the m agnetic structure of LaT 10 3 can also be
described in tem s of such canting angles. However, in
that caseboth / and # (the lJatterm easured w ith respect
to the xy planes) are proportionalto [9], lrading to a
(m ainly) G -type order along the x direction which would
have occurred even for an in nitesim ally sm all

Tt isw orth noting that using naively the procedure out-
lined above to obtain the energy ofthe classicalm agnetic
ground-state m ight yield non-system atic contrbutions
up to fourth order in the spin-orbi coupling [9,129]. To
exem plify this point, we consider the expectation value
of Hy , expressed in temm s of the canting angles ’ and
#,



O: 2@, + I;)cof #

+ 40,7+ DY) cos’ cos# sin#
: + 4D 2% cos’ sin’ sin® #

4. 2( 33+

TABLE VII: The m acroscopic m agnetic couplings in mev,
the resulting canting angles of the m agnetizations in the clas—
sicalground state, and the resulting values of the ordered m o—
m ents (nomm alized to the value M ). T hree coe cients of the
m acroscopic sym m etric anisotropies are taken into account
(see text).

Isotropic couplings
2:{150; 13 = 1375
D zyaloshinskii vectors
0:938; 0367);D 33 = ( 0:335;0:094;0)
M acroscopic sym m etric anisotropies
f5 = 0:460; 3= 0005 7= 0044

Lz =

DY = (©;

C anting angles
= 44:17 ;#= 755
O rdered m om ents
( 0:094; 0:092;0:991)M

I3

M =

W e take the contrbutions up to the order 3 into ac—
ocount, i.e. we exclude from the calculation of the classi-
calground state the coe cients 55, %%, 13, 13, 13/
and the 2 correction ofD },*. Thisprocedure yields the
m acroscopic m agnetic couplings listed i TabkF . Us-
Ing these couplings w e have calculated the canting angles
’ and #, and the ordered m agnetic m om ents. T hese re-
sults are also listed in Tablk [ T1.

In order to com pare our m agnetic structure w ith the
one found experim entally, we nom alize the m om ents to
1 g .Then, according to Ref. [1], experin ent givesM =
( 0:149; 0:085;0:985) g, wih relative errors of 15 %
for the G type moment, 25 $ for the A-type m om ent,
and 2 % for the ferrom agnetic m om ent. The calculated
values are w thin a singl error bar except for the G -type
m om ent for which we obtain a valuewhich is37 % lower
than the experin entalone (ie., wihin the3 rangeofthe
m easuram ent). T hus, the calculated m agnetic structure
is In reasonable agreem ent w ith experin ent.

2(I,, + I,5)cof  sin # + 2(I,,

.2,

I,,)sih®’ sin® #

4DV sin’ cos#sin#+ 2( %+ ZZ)cos #

2 17 sin’ cos# sin#

)cos ! s #+ 2( Y

ysin®’ sin®# 4 1Y cos’ sin’ sin” #:

14)

V. THE SPIN-WAVE SPECTRUM
A . The spin-wave H am iltonian

T he calculation of the spin-wave dispersion is carried
out analogously to the case ofLaT 10 3 [@], since all sym —
m etries are the same forboth YTiO 3 and LaT103.Asin
the calculation ofthe classicalm agnetic ground state, we
com bine the experim ental H eisenberg couplings Ji, =
J13 = 275 mevV [A] wih our calculated anisotropic
couplings which contrbute system atically to the classi-
cal ground-state energy [see Eq. [[4) and the ©llow ing
discussion].

Since the classicalm agnetic ground state is character—
ized by four sublattices, we w ill obtain four branches in
the spin-wave dispersion. The rst step in the standard
calculation of spin-w ave dispersions is the rotation ofthe
Jocalcoordinatesat each sublattice, i, such thatthenew z
axisw illpoint in the direction of the corresponding sub-
lattice ground-state m agnetization, M ;. This rotation
still leaves the freedom to choose the new localx and y
axes, ie. to rotate the new coordinate system around
is z axis. D enoting the new local coordinate system by
%%, v?and z? 4= 1;2;3;4), we nd that the convenient
choice for our purpose is

M ; M; R
0 i 0 i 0 0 0
2i=M 7 S7i= —mi l; 2‘1:?‘1 2‘1; M= M;;
g -
mi= M7+ M) as)

In the rotated coordinate system the spin Ham iltonian,
com prising all three types of m agnetic couplings, takes
the form

16)

w here the prin es denote the rotated quantities. In par-
ticular, AQ | isthe3 3 superexchangem atrix in rotated
coordinates.

Sihce we consider only the T iions, it is convenient to
use a coordinate system in which the T iions occupy the
sites of a sinple cubic lattice, of unit lattice constant
(this picture is the appropriate one for com paring w ith
the experin ental spin-wave data [1], as discussed In the



next subsection). It is also convenient to use a coordi-
nate system in which nearest-neighborT iions are located
along the axes (nam ely, to rotate the orthorhom bic coor-
dinatesby 45 around the z axis, see Fig.[l). A ccord—

ngly, our m agnetic unit cell is spanned by the vectors
1;1;0), @; 1;0), and (0;0;2), and the corresponding
m agnetic B rillouin zone M BZ) is de ned by

RSN SIS @)
T he resulting spin-w ave dispersion (for m ore details of the derivation, see Ref. [9]) consists of four branches,
2@=C1+C} cosg)? F£IFoofq+ T4 (cosq + cosg)®  £5cosg+ Ch cosq
(cosg, + cosq, )W ( cosq,);
@@= f@+Q); wih Q = (0;0; );
S@= 2@+0%; wih Q%= (; ;0);
T@= T@+0®; wih 0®=0+0°%= (; ;) 18)
w here
h ih k k i
5 5 C,+C 2
W 2(c::osqz)=4 C, C, c:osqz)2 s fc:oszq,Z j:;f %
h i,
+ €l crk+cicl)oosqg+ €1 Cf cosg)Ci+ck) 19)

E ach of the soin-wave branches has tetragonal sym m etry, ie.,

= i %i%i%k)= i1@;
of the coe cientsC 4 (Y),

Q%) = 1%

1 &%) = 1 @Fiki%)

& ). The coe cients in Egs. ([[8) and [[3) are linear com binations

C,=2C,s M)+ 4C,(1)=C,; CZ=2C,,@)=C ; Cs=2Cc,Q); CZ=20,,03); Ci=2C,,03): 0)
T hese are given by com binations of the superexchange m atrix elem ents (Ar%n) ’
Con W= @2
_ 1 0 XX 0 )% . 0 yX 0 b'3% .
Can@= 7 @A)+ A )" +1 @AL,) L) ;
Can@®)= 1 @2V @p )W +i@) )+ @)Y @1)

T he explicit expressions are not reproduced here since
their expressions are very long.

Equations [I8) contain our nal result for the spin—
wave goectrum of YT 10 3. Evidently, the details of the
spectrum can be obtained only num erically: O ne has to
write the spin-wave coe cients, Egs. (B0), in tem s of
those appearing in Egs. ), and express the latter in
term s of the original coe cients ofthe spin H am iltonian
[[J). These results are then used In constructing the
dispersion.

W hen the soih-orbit parameter is set to zero the
coe cients appearing in Egs. ([[8) sin plify to

C,=

2 k 2
2dy,;  Jy135C5; = J135C, = J1,iC3 = C5=0;

@2)

where J;, < 0 is the inplane H eisenberg coupling, and
J13 < 0 is the Heisenberg coupling between planes. In

that case

2 2
T@= 2Jy, + J;3  Jy, (cosq + cosq,)  Jy3008qG,

2
2(q)= 2J1, + Jy13  Jy; (00sq, + cosq,) + Jy3008q,

2
g(q)= 2J1p + Jqy3 + Jqp (OsQ + c08q,)  Jy3008q,

2 2
3 @)= 2Jy, + Jy3 + Jy; (COSq, + cosq,) + Jy3 008G,
@3)

Only 1(g) vanishes at the zone center and is hence
term ed the acoustic m ode. The other branches have
gaps at the zone center: 5, (0) = 237133 30) = 47123

4 ()= 41,3 2771373 and are hence term ed the optical
m odes. Indeed, when only the ferrom agnetic couplings
J12 and J;3 are kept (e, or = 0), the m agnetic uni
cell contains only one T iion, corresponding a sim ple cu—
bic Jattice. The B rillouin zone is then four tin es as large
as the Brillouin zone of Eq. [[A). By "®ing out" the



three optical m odes into the larger B rillouin zone, one
reproduces the usual gapless dispersion of the pure (fer-
rom agnetic) Heisenberg model. At nite values of the
soin-orbit coupling allm odes have gaps at the zone cen—
ter, but the one of ; ismuch sm aller than those of the
other three m odes.

B . Num erical results for the spin-w ave dispersion
1. The aooustic branch

Usihg an isotropic ferrom agnetic nearest-neighbor
Heisenberg coupling J = 2:75m eV for all bonds, an

10

anisotropy param eter A = 0:8m &V (which expresses the
sym m etric anisotropieswhich are allowed in a cubic situ—
ation), and a zonecentergap = 0:093 Zj*J—zj = 002mev,
the authors ofRef. [i]have tted them easured neutron—
scattering data num erically onto the dispersion,

q

@’ 3B

The num erically- tted zone-center gap is extram ely
anall. On the other hand, Ref. [i] reports an upper
bound, 03meV, forthegap .W e nd forthe acoustic
branch

1= 10)= 0326mev: (25)

This value for the zonecenter gap roughly agrees w ith
the upper bound according to Ref. [3]. A m ore severe
discrepancy concems the anisotropy param eter A . This
param eter Im plies that the diagonaland o -diagonalen-—
tries of the sym m etric anisotropy tensors are given by

A ?2:% A;A;0)= (04;04;0)meV;

A$y=(0;0;2) = (0;0;08)meV;
A?SZ%(O;O; A)= (0;0; 04)mev;
A(f§= 0;0;0): 26)

This resul is in contrast w ith our calculated values for
the sym m etric anisotropy tensors according to Tabl [l.
However, as is noted above [see Eq. [[4)] and also
elsew here [9], both antisym m etric as well as sym m etric
anisotropies contribute to the sam e order in the soin—
orbit param eter to the classical ground-state energy and
hence to the spin-wave gap and is digpersion. In other
words, it is not possbl to express all anisotropies in
term s of a single param eter and the zone-center gap, or
altematively, it is not possble to deduce the strength of
the D zyaloshinskiiM oriya interaction directly from the
soin-w ave dispersion. A proper procedure is to com pare
the fallm easured and calculated dispersions. Figuresd
@){ (©) show such a com parison. The agreem ent of the
calculated acoustic branch w ith the experin ental fiunc—
tion of Eq. 24) is satisfying (though i is quantitatively
notasgood as in caseofLaT 1 3). T he calculated tetrag—

(cosgy + cosg, + cosg )+ +A (1 cosqgy)

q

JIB (cosgq+ cosg,+ cosq )+ +A (1 cosqgy): (24)

onal anisotropy of the acoustic branch is found to be

(1 005) a4 @7)
1(350;0)

This valie is smaller com pared to the one found for

LaTi03; [B], maihly because in the present case the

H eisenberg couplings are taken to be isotropic over the

lattice.

2. The optical branches

T here is experin ental evidence for optical soin-wave
branches, though this has not been pointed out explic—
itk in Ref. B]. There, a plot of the dispersion along
the (0,0,1) direction (in the pseudocubic coordinates also
used here) is shown. The plot range inclides wave vec—
tors (n our notation) g = =2(0;0;1) wih = 0:z2.
O nem ay note however, that for > 1 these wave vectors
are located outside the ( rst) MBZ, see Eq. (). The
reason isthatQ = (0;0; ) BswellasQ %= ( ; ;0)]is
a site on the reciprocal lattice of sublattice No. 1 and
thus, is equivalent to zero wave vector. Were YTO 5 a
ferrom agnet w thout any spin canting, then all fourm ag—
netic sublattices would have com bined to form a singke
lattics, and Q ,0 % and 9 ©= 0 + 0 °would not be sites
of the reciprocal Jattice. In this hypothetical case the
MBZ would be given by &% F % F %] In the ac—
tual case, w ith the spin canting, the M BZ is four tin es
an aller than that. W e prefer to fold back the data from
Ref. [1] to this smaller M BZ, i. e., not to consider only
the experimental t function (g), butalso g+ Q),

g+0 9,and @@+ Q ©).W ehavepltted Figs.d @){
(c) using the back-olded M BZ . T he experim ental curves
which are folded back into the M BZ of the canted ferro-



@)

O=a/2(1,11)¢

20
15 \\\
12.5 A
- T \.l-"-
9 Sy
7.5 ///
5 Ve
25 -~ /
//’
T
02 04 0B 038 1
£

FIG . 3: The spin-wave dispersion along selected directions in
the m agnetic Brillouin zone. Panels @){ (c) show the four
branches ;(q) of our calculated dispersion (solid curves),
the single branch (q) (dashed curves) which has been t-
ted onto neutron-scattering experim ents, Eq. B24), according
to Ref. 3], and three branches, which are ocbtained from (q)
by lding it back from the M BZ of the uncanted ferrom ag-
net into the snaller M BZ of the canted ferrom agnet (dot-
ted curves, see text). (a) The dispersion along the direction
1,1,1); (o) the dispersion along (1,0,0); (c) the dispersion
along (0,0,1).

m agnet are In a satisfying agreem ent w ith our calculated
optical branches. In fact, the signature of the optical
soin-wave m ode w ith the largest zone-center gap can be
seen In the plots of Ref. [3]. There, it is related to the
wave vector 0 ® which is equivalent to zero w ave vector)
and has an energy ofabout 18 m &V .

W e suggest to reanalyze also the soin-wave data on
LaT 05 [d], i e, to old the experim entally-deduced
dispersion (q) from the M BZ of the antiferrom agnet
w ithout spin canting back to the M BZ of the canted an-
tiferrom agnet Which is half as large), considering also

@+ Q). Then one obtains the result that the optical
branches which have been calculated in Ref. [9] are con—
sistent w ith the experim ental t function ofRef. [1(] for
the digpersion.

In the follow ing, we sum m arize the properties of the
calculated opticalbranchesofY T O 5. T hey have consid-
erable zone-center gaps,

2= 5(0)=5815mev; 3= 3(0)= 11721meV;
4= 40)=17214meV: (28)
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T wo ofthe calculated opticalbranches have considerable



tetragonal anisotropies,
©;0;5 ©;0;3)
200%3)_ g5 pps, 32902 jp00s,
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Asisseen in Figs.d @){ (¢), all our spin-wave m odes
are highly non-degenerate overa w ide range ofthe M BZ.
In contrast, in the case of LaT 10 5 we have found [9] that
the four m odes constitute two pairs of quasidegenerate
branches. The reason for this di erence between the
two system s is related to the an allness of the anglk ’
In LaT 03 (asopposed to is signi cant value in the case
ofY T 3,seeTablkeT). In LaT 0 ; there isa nearly full
translational sym m etry, leading to the quasidegeneracy
of the m odes.

VI. SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

W e have presented a detailed m odel that ain s to de—
scribbe the orbial and the m agnetic orders in YT 5.
W hile the orbitalorder that we have calculated tumsout
to agree very wellw ith experin ent, this isnot the case for
the m agnetic superexchange couplings: To the lowest or—
der In perturbation theory, we nd that the approxin ate
isotropic coupling betw een the ab planes is antiferrom ag—
netic, w hile experin ent indicates that it is ferrom agnetic.
T his discrepancy is apparently due to a strong com peti-
tion betw een ferrom agnetic and antiferrom agnetic contri-
butions to that coupling. T he approxin ationswe em ploy
are not sensitive enough to resolve successfiilly this com -
petition. In particular, the neglect of exchange processes
w hich involve double p holes in the interm ediate states,
and ofthe T #* adm ixture into the ground state caused
by the covalent crystal eld m ay be detrim ental to the
calculation of the isotropic m agnetic coupling.

In fact, the titanates are notorious for the di cul-
ties one encountersw hen trying to m icroscopically derive
their properties. For exam ple, Ref. 4] nds a predom i~
nant A -type antiferrom agnetic coupling for LaT 0 3 whilke
Ref. [B] predicts a ferrom agnetic one, both contradicting
the experim entally detected G -type coupling ofthat m a—
terial. Our work on that com pound (9] has yielded the
correct m agnetic order, but the application of the sam e
modelto Y T 10 3 tumsout to benot so successfiil. Sim ilar
problem s have been reported in other studies of Y TO 5.
Reference [€], while deriving ferrom agnetic couplings,
predicts (in contradiction to the experim ent) a strong
anisotropy between the intra and the Interplane cou-—
plings, ie., Ji2 = 20meV and Ji3= 06 meV.Ref
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erence [1] nds antiferrom agnetic values for both these
couplings In a param eter range w hich is considered to be
realistic. B oth these papers use m odels which are di er-
ent than ours, but they also em ploy perturbation theory
to second order in the T i{T i hopping to derive the re—
quired superexchange param eters.

Tt should be em phasized, however, that the starting
point of our model, ie., the crystal eld and the or-
bialordering it im plies do give a faithfiil description for
YT 3. The failure of ourm odel In producing correctly
the isotropic H eisenberg coupling between the ab planes
is likely to be related to the use of low order perturbation
theory and to subtle haccuracies in the param etersused.
T he altemative possibility suggested in Ref. 3] based on
orbital uctuations is, in our opinion, not adequate, sihoe
it de es the experim entally-detected orbital order of the
ground state.

In view ofthe above di culties, and since it is known
that perturbation theory may be insu cient for the
lading isotropic couplings but may well be reliable
for the anisotropic ones, we have combined together
the experim entally-deduced isotropic couplingsofY T 10 5
w ith the com puted anisotropic ones, to calculate the clas—
sicalm agnetic ground state. T he result tums out to be
satisfactory, when com pared w ith experin ent. Sin ilarly
to LaT 0 3, we obtain a G -type m om ent along the crys—
tallographic a axis, an A -type m om ent along the b axis,
and a ferrom agnetic m om ent along the c axis, the latter
being the predom inant one. Rem arkably, this detailed
structure is caused by the anisotropies, and cannot be
derived solely on the basis of sym m etry argum ents.

An even further check of our procedure is provided
by the calculation of the spin-wave excitations. W e nd
four dispersions: T hree of them have considerable zone-
center gaps, 6 meV, 12 meV, and 17 meV, whik the
fourth one has a very amall gap, of the order of 0.3
m eV, and is approxim ately isotropic over the m agnetic
Brillouin zone. W e have dem onstrated that allbranches
have experin ental counterparts as can be deduced from
neutron-scattering data. Com paring the calculated dis—
persion w ith the experim ental one, we have found that
they are n a plausble agreem ent.
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