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W e show that considerable orbital m agnetic m om ents and m agneto—crystalline anisotropy ener—
gies are obtained for a Fe m onatom ic w ire descrlbbed in a tightbinding m ethod w ith intra-atom ic
electronic interactions treated in a ullH artree Fock (HF) decoupling schem e. Even-though the use
ofthe orbitalpolarization ansatz w ith sin pli ed H am iltonians leads to fairly good resuls when the
spin m agnetization is saturated this is not the case of unsaturated system s. W e conclide that the
fullHF schem e is necessary to investigate low dim ensional system s.

PACS num bers:

In the buk of ferrom agnetic transition metals i is
well known that the orbial magnetic moment L is
quenched and that the m agneto-crystalline anisotropy
energy M AE) isvery an allas a resul of strong electron
delocalization and crystal eld e ects com pared w ith
those of ntra-atom ic Coulomb interactions. In nano—
ob Ects the din ensionality or coordination is reduced so
that the in uence of these Interactions, responsbl for
Hund’s rules in the free atom , becom es m ore and m ore
In portant and both the spin and orbital m agnetic m o—
m ents increase dram atically. T his is seen in experin ents
on chains of Co atom s at step edges of Pt (997) E:] and
Co singlk atom s or nanoparticles deposited on Pt(111)
In which orbital moments as large as 1.1 p per atom
have been measured'_ﬂ], associated with a considerable
enhancem ent ofthe M AE .

O n the theoretical side, In the LocalSpin D ensity Ap—
proxin ation (LSDA) or In sin pli ed tightbinding (TB)
HartreeFock HF) schem esthe ntra-atom icCoulom b in-
teractions are treated in an average m anner so that the
distrbbution ofelectrons between the orbital states of op—
posite m agnetic quantum numbersm ispoorly described,
especially n low dim ensional system s. As a result these
approxin ations yield underestin ated values of L, even
though these valies increase when the din ensionality is
Iowered. Erksson et aLg] have proposed to correct for
this e ect by adding a tem proportionalto £2=2 in
the H am iltonian, treated iIn m ean— eld, which willbe re—
ferred to as O rbital Polarization Ansatz (OPA) in the
follow ing. The e ect of this tem is obviously to in—
crease < B> . A more rigorous way of obtaining both
the spin and orbitalm om ents is to solve the HF equa—
tions by taking into account all intra—atom ic tem s in the
decoupling w ith allm atrix elem ents of the Coulomb in—
teraction U , , , , = h1(0); 2 @535 @); ¢ €4,
where ; are atom ic orbitals, expressed In tem s of the
three Racah parameters A;B and C, ord e]ecl:tons@:]
and a system ofhom onuclkar atom s. Starting from this
Ham iltonian Solovyev et aLi_ﬂ] have shown, In an elegant
work, that the OPA cannot be derived analytically from

the HF Ham iltonian exoept in som e very special cases
and that, even in the latter, the proportionality factor
is not B as usually assum ed but 3B =2. Very recently
N icolas et aLi_ﬁ'] have discussed the e ect oforbitalpolar-
ization, using either a Stoner-lke TB Ham iltonian w ith
the OPA or an HF Ham iltonian in which the one and
two orbialm atrix elem ents of the Coulomb interaction
are treated exactly in the sphericalham onics (SH ) basis
but three and four orbital termm s are neglected. These
latter tem s depend both on B and C in the SH basis
which results In a sym m etry breaking that they claim to
overcom e by averaging over di erent orbial basis. On
the opposite, a recent work by X iangang W an et aLtj] is
based on a complte HF decoupling. However their ef-
fective intra-atom ic potential (see Eg4 of their work) is
the sameasin LSDA + U while the TB part oftheir total
Ham iltonian is not spin polarized. A s a result when the
approxin ations leading to the Stoner m odel are carried
out in their Eq4, it does not lead to the correct Stoner
param eter.

Tt is thus of fundam ental in portance to investigate
the ability ofthe full HF schem e to predict large L and
MAE in nano-ob¥cts, and to check whether the OPA
can account for these e ects. In this paper we com —
pare, on the simpl model of a monatom ic wire, the
results given by the full HF decoupling and two cur—
rently used sim pli ed Ham iltonians corrected or not by
the OPA tem . W eusea TB modelin am Inin alorthog—
onalbasis set ofd valence orbitals §i; ; i= 3, 1 J i,
of soin and orbial centered at site 1. In the oI~
low ing will either denote cubic ham onics CH) ( =

= dxyidyzidzxidk2 y2;d3,2 r2) Or sphericalham onics
(=m= 2; 1;0;1;2).0urHam iltonian H can be ex—
pressed as the sum ofa standard onebody TB Ham ito—
nian H( (detem ined by the bare d level "y, and hopping
Integrals) and an electron-electron Interaction Ham itto—
nian H i+ In which only on-site electron-electron interac—
tions are considered. T he standard H artree Fock decou—
pling leads to the oneelectron Ham iltonian (denoted as
HF1) which, in the second quantization form alisn can be
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T he expressions of the matrix elements U |, , , , obvi-
ously depend on the atom ic basis, but the resolution of
the full HartreeFock Ham iltonian (nam ely w ithout any
approxin ation) must lead to the sam e results whatever
the basis. H owever, the use of CH is quite attractive for
discussing the O PA since In this basis the three and four
orbitalm atrix elem ents of the electron-electron interac-
tion are proportionalto the Racah param eter B only if.'].
M oreover in CH the di erent values of the two orbial
m atrix elem ents U and U ( & ) only dif-
fer b}ﬁ> tem s proportional to % The average values:
(1=4) .6 §) and (1=4) U are inde—
pendent of and are given by U A B + C and
J=5B=2+C ig]whﬂethe one orbialtermm s U are
allequalto U + 2J. This lradsus to de ne (U;J;B) as
a new set of param eters. The two orbial term s U
(resp. U ) can then be expressed In term s 0of U and
B (resp. J and B ) while the three and fourorbialtem s
are proportionalto B only. A s already stated, this isno
Ionger true in the SH basis.

W hen B is neglected In the above Ham iltonian HF1,
we recover the m odel (hereafter referred to asHF 2) that
hasbeen used in ourprevious studiesfd] U = U and
U = J for any pair of di erent orbials and
and no three and four orbital term s) .n which spin—
term s were om itted since the spin-orbi coupling inter-
action was not taken into account. Starting from this
H am iltonian, keeping only the diagonalterm sand replac—
Ing each orbitalpopulation ofa given soin by its average
valie, leads to a Stoner-like Ham itonian (called HF 3)
that we have also Investigated since i has w idely been
used in the literature 1G]

; 6
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i
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In thisham iltonian I= U + 6J)=5 is the Stoner param —
eter while N; and M ; are, respectively, the total charge
andm om ent on site i. U, isequalto (U 2J)=10 ifone
derives HF 3 from HF 2 asexplained above. Shoe herewe
are interested In system s w ith geom etrically equivalent
atom s (ie,N;= N;M ;= M ) we can choose the energy
zero In allham iltoniansas"y+ Us N sothatthe rsttemm
In Eq.@) disappears from the totalham ittonian HF 3.

T he spin m agnetian is govemed by the Stoner param —
eter T that willbe kept constant In all our calculations
and detem ined so that it reproduces the experim ental
value in the buk bcc phase.

From the above discussion it is clear that HF 2 di ers
from HF 1 by tem sproportionalto B , this isalso true for
HF 3 as far as this ham iltonian is justi ed. Eriksson et
aLE]have proposed to introduce an O PA termm to acocount
for this di ce. This tem is written In mean eld

E op = 2B ,HL;i® which reducesto 1B HLy, i
w hen the spin and orbialm om entshave the sam e quanti-
zation axisz (which is strictly veri ed alonghigh symm e-
try directions). T he corresponding H am iltonian is then:
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where [L,] o are the m atrix elem ents of the local or—
bialm om ent operator L, . [L,] o is soin independent
and diagonal in the SH basis when the orbialm om en—
tum quantization axis of the SH orbials is rotated so
that it coincides w ith the spin quantization axis. This is
no longer true if the SH orbitalm om entum axis is along
a crystallographic axis which is not parallel to the soin
quantization axis, orwhen [L,] o isexpressed in the CH

basis. Finally the last tem of our Ham iltonian takes
Into acocount the intra—atom ic spin-orbit interactions de—
term ined by the soin-orbit coupling param eter

A monatom ic wire of a transition m etal is a handy
system to com pare the results given by the variousm od—
els described above. The param eters of the m odel are
chosen tom in ic Fe which isassum ed to have N = 7 va-
lence d electrons per atom in the buk aswell as in the
w ire. The hoppihg integralsdd ,dd and dd are cho—
sen proportionalto (6,4,-1) and decrease w ith the inter—
atom ic distance according to a R ° law . The num erical
valie of dd is tted to the buk d band width of Fe
W 4= 66V) which lreadstodd = 0:749eV at the buk
nearest neighbor distance (d=4.7au.). F irst and second
nearest neighbor hopping integrals have been taken into
account. T he Stoner param eter is I = 0:67eV . The spin-—
orbit coupling param eter is taken from a previous work
( = O:O6eV)II_i]. Tt is well known that the param e—
ter U is strongly screened in metals. In particular in a
recent paper Solovyev I_l-é] has shown that this param e-
ter is alm ost independent of the bare interaction. From
Fig.l of this reference it can be deduced that U / J in
Fell3]. Tn that case T = 7J=5 so that U = J = 048eV,
a num erical value In good agreem ent w ith that given by
Solovyev. F inally, as In previousw orks I;[Z_i], w e have taken
B = 014J g].

W hen applied to buk Fe, the com plete HF decoupling
yieldsh2S,i= 212 3 andhL,i= 008 3 whenB = 0
HF2 model), and 2S,i= 211 g and hL,i= 0:{12 3
when B is taken into account HF1 model). Then, we
have com pared the results derived from the wve m odels
HF1,HF2 and HF 3 w ith and w ithout H ¢ p ) for the spin
and orbitalm om ents w ith m agnetizations along the w ire
( = 0) and perpendicularto it ( = =2) and the corre-
soonding m agnetocrystalline anisotropy energy M AE)



HF1|HF2|HF2|HF3|HF3
OPA

ws, @i | 3 3 3 3 3
s, ( =2)i| 3 3 3 3 3

hL, 0)i |145/037[131|037|131

hL, ( =2)1|049|025|0.61|025|0.60

MAE 2341 07122306 (223
= 425au.

h25, (0)i |151({124(123|0.94|0.78
h2S, ( =2)i|151{123|124|0.93|0.94
HL, (0)i |033{0.19/039|024|1.07
hL,(=2)1{021(0.10(0.18|0.08|0.15
MAE 07|03 15|00 62

TABLE I:The spin (©2S,1i) and orbital (L, i) m agnetic m o—
ments (n p per atom ) for a m onatom ic Fe wire and two
m agnetization orientations (parallel ( = 0) and perpendic—
ular ( = =2) to the wire) and the corresponding m agne—
tocrystalline anisotropy M AE Etor ( =2) Etwot(0)) h mev
per atom for two interatom ic distances.

E = EFE e = =2) Egol 0) where E¢ is the
total energy per atom of the system . Two Interatom ic
distances have been considered: the buk interatom ic dis—
tance at which the spin m agnetization is saturated and a
shorter distance (4 25au1.) corresponding to unsaturated
sodn m om ents. The results are given in Tablk 1.

Let us st discuss the wire at the buk interatom ic
distance. A1l m odels agree to predict saturated spin
m agnetization, ie. the soin magnetic moment is 3 3
to less than a fow 10 3 B - As a consequence the e ec—
tive atom ic orbital levelsw ith down soin are identical in
HF2 and HF3 models since U = J. This is no longer
true for the up soin orbitals for which the atom ic lev—
els are orbial dependent with HF2 and not wih HF 3.
However the average atom ic level is the same in both
m odels. T herefore the orbitalm om ent, which arisesonly
from the spin down band, the spin up band being 1lld,
is alm ost identical n both m odels sim ilarly to the total
energy (see Tabl 1). A s expected the orbitalm om ents
for both m agnetization orientations and the associated
M AE, even though reinforced com pared to thebulk ones,
are largely underestin ated by the HF 2 and HF 3 m odels
wih B = 0 com pared to those predicted by the com plete
HF decoupling HF1). W hen the OPA tem isadded to
the HF 2 and HF 3 ham iltonians, the resuls given by the
latter m odels becom e in fair agreem ent w ith those ob—
tained from HF1 for the orbialm om ent whilk the M AE
is well reproduced.

T he above trends com pletely change when the inter-
atom ic distance is shortened to 4 25au.. Tt is st seen
that the spin m om ent depends on the m odel. In this re—
spect the HF 2 m odel is m uch better than the HF 3 one.

M oreover, taking into acoount the O PA tem leadsto an
Increase of the orbitalm om ents for both m agnetization
orientationswhich are rather close to the HF' 1 results for
HF2 but not for HF 3.
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FIG.1l:h,iand M AE as a function ofB=J from HF1 and
HF2 HF3 results are undistinguishable from the HF 2 ones)
for a m agnetic Fem onatom icwire d=4.7au.).

To summ arize this discussion we can state that the
OPA is rather good for saturated spin m agnetization
w hile for the unsaturated case it leads to results depend-
Ing critically on the approxin ationsm ade conceming the
electron-electron interaction ham itonian. In order to
verify that the good perfom ance of the OPA for the
saturated spin m agnetization is not due to the partic—
ular value of B, we have studied the variation of HL,i
at = 0and = =2 and the associated M AE as a
finction of the ratio B=J. The results Figil) show that
the OPA gives the right trends on the fiill dom ain of
B =J values that we have investigated. In particular an
abrupt variation ofhL.,iat = 0 occursaround a critical
valie ofB=J ’ 009 above which the upper band (the
corresponding eigenfunctions being m ostly linear com bi-
nations of SH wih jn j= 2) ofm nority spin becom es
am pty.

Even ifthe O PA worksreasonably in the saturated soin
m agnetization case for determ ining hl.,i and the M AE,
this doesnotm ean that it reproduces the band structure
correctly. Let us rst note that or = 0, the eigen—
functions have a lJargely dom inating single SH character
whiltat = =2 they arealn ostpuresingle CH orbitals.
T he band structures corresponding to HF1 and HF 2 are
drawn in F jg:_i (the band structure of HF 3 is close to that
ofHF2).At rstsightthey look quite sin ilar. Howevera
closer exam Ination reveals som e di erences. Let us rst
comm ent on the maprity soin bandsat = 0. W hike
the splittings ofthe jn j= 2 ( ) and Tn j= 1 ( ) bands
are respectively given by 2 and wih the HF1 m odel,
they becom e 2 4B hL, i and 2B hL, i w ith both the
HF2 and HF 3 m odels, respectively. In addition the m
character of the bands is reversed, ie., them = 2 (1) band
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FIG.2: HF1 (top) and HF2 (bottom ) band structure (re—
ferred to the Femm i level) for a m agnetic Fe m onatom ic w ire
(d =4.7au) with a m agnetization parallel ( 0) and per-
pendicular ( =2) to the wire. A1l results are obtained
forU=J = 1 and B 0:14J save for the dotted band struc—
ture of the the top right panel cbtained for U=J = 134 and
B = 0:14J.

is above the m =2 (-1) band in the HF1 while i is the
opposite w ith the HF 2 and HF 3 m odels. T his inversion
does not occur in the m nority soin bands and the split—
tingsofthe and bandsare not exactly the sam e w ith
the HF2 and HF 3 aswih the HF1 models. At =2
allm odels agree that orU = J there are alm ost no band
splittings and that the rem ovals ofdegeneracy around the
m idpoint between and X are m ore pronounced in the
m inority bands than in the m a prity ones.

Finally it is interesting to study the variation ofhL,i
and oftheM AE with the HF 1 m odelw hen the ratio U=J
is varied by keeping the Stoner param eter xed. Indeed
this ratio isnot perfectly known. T he resultsare shown in
Fjglrj. Abrupt variations of hL , i are ocbserved at U=J ’
1:34 when =2 and U=J ’ 325 when 0. They
correspond resoectively to the occurrence ofa splitting of
the bands (see Fng.Z) and to the com plte lling ofthe
Iowest band ofm inority soin. T hese abrupt changes of
hL, 1 are associated w ith a change of sign of the variation
ofthe M AE asa function ofU=J.

In conclusion we have studied orbital polarization ef-
fects for a Fe m onatom ic w ire w ith various HF H am ilto—
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FIG.3:hL,iand M AE as a function ofU=J from HF1 fora
m agnetic Fe m onatom ic wire (d=4.7au).

nians in a tightbinding scheme: a fillHF Ham iltonian
HF1) including all the Coulomb interaction m atrix ele—
ments, a sin pli ed one HF2) neglecting the Racah pa—
ram eter B, and nally a Stoner-like Ham iltonian HF 3).
OPA has then been reintroduced in HF2 and HF3 as
proposed by E riksson et al[_:%]. W ith HF 1 we predict that
very large values of L and M AE are possble in agree—
ment wih existing experim ents. The sam e trends are
obtained by adding the OPA to simpli ed Ham ittonians
when the soin m om ent is saturated, how ever noticeable
di erences appear in the band structure since som e split—
ting and band characters are w rongly reproduced. This
fair agreem ent strongly deteriorates when dealing w ith
an unsaturated system , especially w ith the Stoner-like
model. It is thus of prim e in portance to use the HF 1
m odel for the study of system s wih much m ore com —
plex geom etries (surfaces, clusters, break junctions), in a
realistic s, p and d basis set, or to mplem ent i in ab-
Initio codes. Indeed from our results giant anisotropy of
m agneto-resistance in low dim ensional system s such as
break jinctions is expected [14].
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