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We investigate the layer resolved magnetotransport properties of the antiferromag-
netic/paramagnetic superlattices based on one band half-filled Hubbard model in three dimensions.
In our set up the correlated layers (with on-site repulsion strength U 6= 0) are intercalated between
the uncorrelated (U = 0) layers. Our calculations based on the semi-classical Monte-Carlo technique
show that the magnetic moments are induced in the uncorrelated layers at low temperatures due
to kinetic hopping of the carriers across the interface. The average induced magnetic moment in
the uncorrelated layer varies nonmonotonically with the U values of the correlated layer. Inter-
estingly, the induced magnetic moments are antiferromagnetically arranged in uncorrelated layers
and mediates the antiferromagnetic ordering between correlated layers. As a result the whole SL
system turns out to be antiferromagnetic insulating at low temperatures. For U ∼ bandwidth the
local moments in the correlated planes increases as a function of the distance from the interface.
Expectedly our in-plane resistivity calculations show that the metal insulator transition tempera-
ture of the central plane is larger than the edge planes in the correlated layers. On the other hand,
although the induced moments in uncorrelated planes decreases considerably as move from edge
planes to center planes the metal insulator transition temperature remains more or less same for
all planes. The induced moments in uncorrelated layers gradually dissipates with increasing the
thickness of uncorrelated layer and as a result the long range antiferromagnetic ordering vanishes in
the superlattices similar to the experiments.

I. INTRODUCTION

Correlated transition metal oxide heterostructures are
extensively studied nowadays due to their unusual in-
triguing interfacial properties1–11. Various reconstruc-
tions such as electronic12–15, magnetic16,17, orbitals18–24

and structural reconstructions25–27 at the interface give
rise to many fascinating and promising phenomena that
are absent in the constituent bulk materials1,9,28–38.
These emerging phenomena like metallicity31,39, mag-
netism32,40 and superconductivity33,41 and their coex-
istence42–44 in the LaAlO3/SrT iO3 heterostructures,
metallicity in the interfaces of Mott insulator and
band insulator34,45, induced magnetism in the para-
magnetic layers in magnetic/paramagnetic superlat-
tices46–53, and ferromagnetism at the interfaces of param-
agnetic/paramagnetic superlattices35 pose many elemen-
tal scientific questions that need to be addressed. Pinning
down the underlying mechanism remains a challenging
task for both theory and experiments and remains a sub-
ject of active research54. A very good knowledge about
the structural and/or the chemical complexity and the
modulation of the elementary phases at the interfaces
are crucial to design artificially new functional materials
based on oxide heterostructures4,5.

In LaT iO3/SrT iO3 (LTO/STO) superlattices (SL),
where LTO is an antiferromagnetic Mott-insulator and
STO is a nonmagnetic band insulator, an unexpected
conducting and magnetic phase appears at the inter-
faces34,45. As a matter of fact the electrochemical po-
tential difference at the interface facilitate the leakage

of the charge from the filled LTO Ti-d band to the
empty STO Ti-d band and promote the magnetic and
conducting state at the interface12. Interestingly, the
amount of charge transfer across the interface can be
controlled by the relative thickness of the STO layer55.
Induced magnetic moments are also observed in STO
layer in La0.7Sr0.3MnO3/SrT iO3 (LSMO/STO) and
LaMnO3/SrT iO3 (LMO/STO) SLs16,38. These induced
magnetic moments in Ti controls the overall magnetic
and transport properties of the superlattice system when
the thickness of the STO layer is less than 1 nm16. At the
same time the thickness of LMO layer, due to the orbital
reconstructions at the interface of LMO/STO superlat-
tices38,55, provides a new pathway to tune the interac-
tion between the manganite and the titanate38. Density
functional theory studies of LMO/STO superlattices also
show that the magnetic and electronic properties can be
controlled by the thickness of the LMO and STO lay-
ers56,57.

Charge transfer from the Mn to the Ni atoms also
plays a vital role in LMO and LNO (LaNiO3) su-
perlattices47–53 in inducing magnetic moments in LNO
layer. These induced magnetic moments drives a metal-
insulator transition when the thickness of the LNO layers
reduces to 2 unit cells or less11,46,51,58. Superlattices com-
prised of doped Mott-Hubbard insulator LaT iO3+δ and
LNO also offers an unusual electronic structure at the in-
terfaces facilitated by the charge transfer from T i to Ni
sites14. Consequently an insulating ground state along
with orbital polarization and eg orbital band splitting
like mechanisms are observed at the interface. Further,
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it is observed that the metal-insulator transition temper-
ature decreases as one increases the width of the LaNiO3

layer inNdNiO3/LaNiO3 SLs
59. On the other hand it is

shown that the antiferromagnetic transition temperature
decreases with decreasing the layer thickness of the an-
tiferromagnetic CeIn3 layer in CeIn3/LaIn3 (antiferro-
magnetic/metallic) SLs60. In fact, the antiferromagnetic
order vanishes when the thickness of CeIn3 reaches as
thin as 2 unit cells.

In NiO/Pd superlattices, a type of antiferromag-
netic/paramagnetic superlattices, magnetization is in-
duced in the interfacial metallic Pd layers due to the
proximity effect of the AF NiO61–65. It is also observed
that the induced magnetic moment in Pd layers decreases
with distance from the interfaces and vanishes at a dis-
tance 35Å away from interface63. Induced magnetic mo-
ments are also observed in the metallic interfacial Cu lay-
ers in CuO/Cu (AF/PM) superlattices66. Model Hamil-
tonian based calculations indicate that the magnetic mo-
ments are induced in the metallic layers due to the prox-
imity of the AF insulating layers67–70. In addition, it is
also proposed that the metallicity penetrates in to the
insulating AF layers67, but details of the transport cal-
culations are not provided. More and more theoretical
studies are needed to understand the magnetotransport
properties of magnetic/paramagnetic SLs.

Motivated by the fascinating experimental results in
complex oxide superlattices we investigate the magneto-
transport properties of the correlated/uncorrelated (an-
tiferromagnetic/paramagnetic) superlattices. In order to
explore various phenomena we analyze a range of 3D su-
perlattices based on one band Hubbard model where cor-
related (U 6= 0) layers of width wU and the uncorrelated
(U = 0) layers of width w0 are periodically arranged
as shown in Fig. 1. At half-filling our uncorrelated layers
mimics the paramagnetic metallic (PM-M) state where as
the correlated layers imitate the antiferromagnetic insu-
lating state (AF-I) layers. Overall, our study unveils the
key role of mutual cooperation of the induced magnetic
moments in the uncorrelated (paramagnetic) layers and
the local moment in the correlated (antiferromagnetic)
layers in establishing the antiferromagnetic insulating na-
ture of the whole antiferromagnetic/paramagnetic super-
lattices. In addition, we emphasize that the induced mo-
ments in uncorrelated planes decreases considerably as
a function of the distance from the interface. As a re-
sult the induced moments completely dissipates with in-
creasing the thickness of uncorrelated layers and nullifies
the antiferromagnetic ordering among correlated layers.
We comprehensively show that the strength of the local
moments and the metal-insulator transition temperature
increases as one moves from the edge planes to the center
plane in correlated layers.

We organize the paper in the following way: In section
II we layout the model Hamiltonian associated with the
correlated/uncorrelated superlattices and briefly discuss
the numerical methodology. We outline different physi-
cal observables to study magnetotransport properties of

the antiferromagnetic/paramagnetic SLs in section III.
Then in section IV we present the magnetic and trans-
port properties and construct the U − T phase diagrams
for different wU/1 superlattices. We establish the mu-
tual cooperation between the magnetic ordering between
the correlated and the uncorrelated layers in section V

and present the plane resolved magnetic and transport
properties of individual layers in section VI. In section
VII we briefly analyze the 1/w0 SLs and then outline
the x− T phase diagram in section VII. We thoroughly
study 3/3 SL in section VII. At the end, we summarize
our results in section X.

II. MODEL HAMILTONIAN AND METHOD

To study of the magnetotransport properties of anti-
ferromagnetic/paramagnetic superlattices (SLs) we con-
sider following electron-hole symmetric one orbital Hub-
bard model:

H =− t
∑

<i,j>,σ

(c†i,σcj,σ +H.c.)

+ U
∑

i

(ni,↑ −
1

2
)(ni,↓ −

1

2
)− µ

∑

i

c†i,σci,σ

where c†i,σ(ci,σ) is the electron creation (annihilation) op-

erator at site i with spin σ (↑ or, ↓) and t is the hopping
amplitude between the nearest neighbors sites. In the
second term U is the strength of on-site Coulomb repul-
sion between two electrons of opposite spin at site i and

ni,σ = c†i,σci,σ is the spin sum occupation number oper-
ator at site i. µ is the chemical potential which controls
the overall density of the system. In our electron-hole
symmetric model Hamiltonian µ = 0 for half-filling case.
Then neglecting the constant term we write down the
Hamiltonian in the following form:

H =− t
∑

<i,j>,σ

(c†i,σcj,σ +H.c.)

+ U
∑

i

ni,↑ni,↓ −
U

2

∑

i

ni

= H0 +Hint

where H0 contains the one body part (i.e. quadratic
terms) and Hint denotes the interacting part (i.e. quar-
tic term) of the Hamiltonian. Now to solve the Hamilto-
nian using Monte Carlo method the quartic interaction
term can be transformed into combination of two differ-
ent quadratic terms to set up the Hubbard-Stratonovich
(HS) decomposition:

Uni,↑ni,↓ = U
[

1
4n

2
i − (Si.Ω̂)

2)
]

where Si(=
h̄
2

∑

α,β c
†
i,ασα,βci,β ; σ are the Pauli matri-

ces) is the spin at ith site and Ω̂ is the arbitrary unit
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vector. The partition function of the model Hamiltonian
is written as Z = Tre−β(H0+Hint) where β = 1/T and the
Boltzmann constant kB and h̄ are set to 1. The inter-
val [0, β] is divided into M equally spaced slices of width
∆τ such that β = M∆τ . For large values of M i.e.
in the limit ∆τ → 0, using Suzuki-Trotter transforma-
tion we can write e−β(H0+Hint) = (e−∆τH0e−∆τHint)M

up to first order in ∆τ . After that by implementing
the Hubbard-Stratonovich transformation the interact-
ing part of the partition function e−∆τU

∑
i
[ 14n

2
i−(Si.Ω̂)2]

for a generic time slice ‘l’ can be expressed as

∼

∫

dφi(l)d∆i(l)d
2Ωi(l)

× e−∆τ [
∑

i
{

φi(l)
2

2 +iφi(l)ni+
∆i(l)

2

2 −2∆i(l)Ω̂i(l).Si}].

The auxiliary field φi(l) [∆i(l)] introduced by the
Hubbard-Stratonovich decomposition is coupled with the
charge density ni (spin vector Si). Now we define a new

vector auxiliary field mi(l) = ∆i(l)Ω̂i(l). Finally we ob-
tain the total partition function as

Z = const.× Tr

1
∏

l=M

∫

dφi(l)d
3mi(l)×

e−∆τ [H0+
∑

i{
φi(l)

2

2 +iφi(l)ni+
mi(l)

2

2 −2mi.Si}].

The product follows the time ordered product, where
the time slice l runs from M to 1. From the partition
function we can extract an effective Hamiltonian. At
this moment we make two major approximations: (i) by
freezing the τ dependence of the auxiliary fields and re-
taining the spatial fluctuations of the auxiliary fields, (ii)
using the saddle point value of iφi(l) =

U
2 < ni >. Af-

ter all by redefining mi →
U
2 mi, we obtain the following

effective Hamiltonian71,72:

Heff =− t
∑

<i,j>,σ

(c†i,σcj,σ +H.c.)

+
U

2

∑

i

(< ni > ni −mi.σi)

+
U

4

∑

i

(mi
2 −< ni >

2)−
U

2

∑

i

ni − µ
∑

i

ni.

(1)

We simulate the effective model Hamiltonian (Heff )
using semi-classical Monte Carlo (s-MC)71–75 method by
diagonalizing the fermionic sector in the background of
fix {mi} and {< ni >} configurations. The classical
{mi} variables are updated by visiting every lattice site
sequentially by implementing metropolis algorithm. We
determine {< ni >} self-consistently at every 10th step
of the MC system sweep which is then used in the next
10 MC sweeps. We measure physical quantities at ev-
ery 10th step after the thermal equilibrium to discard

illicit correlation in the data. We compute the effec-
tive Hamiltonian in a large system size 8 × 8 × 12 with
the help of travelling cluster approximation (TCA)76–79

based Monte Carlo technique using 4×4×8 TCA cluster.

In the bulk system (where all the sites have finite U),
the ground state remains in an antiferromagnetic insu-
lating (AF-I) state for U > 0 and in a paramagnetic
metallic (PM-M) state for U = 0, at half-filling. We have
designed AF/PM (correlated/uncorrelated) superlattices
(SLs) where the AF layer (U 6= 0) of width wU and the
PM layer (U = 0) of width w0 are periodically arranged
to form the superlattices. We call the superlattices as
wU/w0 SLs, illustrated schematically in Fig. 1. We de-
fine x (= wU

wU+w0
) as the fraction of correlated planes in

the wU/w0 SL.

III. PHYSICAL OBSERVABLES

We evaluate various physical observables to investigate
the magnetotransport properties of the whole antiferro-
magnetic/paramagnetic superlattices. For all superlat-
tices we calculate the layer resolved (separately for cor-
related layers and uncorrelated layers) observables. In
some cases we also calculate plane resolved properties of
a given layer (correlated or uncorrelated).

The system averaged magnetization squared is cal-
culated as M = 〈(n↑ − n↓)

2〉 = 〈n〉 − 2〈n↑n↓〉 where
〈n〉 = 〈n↑+n↓〉. The average magnetic moment irrespec-
tive of its direction is inferred from this indicator M .
The angular brackets represent quantum mechanical and
thermal averages throughout the Monte Carlo generated
equilibrium configurations. To analyze the long range
antiferromagnetic order in superlattices we calculate the
structure factor S(q) for q = (π, π, π) as follows:

S(q) =
1

N2

∑

i,j

〈Si.Sj〉e
iq.(ri−rj)

where N is the total number of sites of the system and
i and j run all over the sites of the system. We also
calculate the specific heat of the system by differentiating
the total energy with respect to temperature, Cv(U, T ) =
dE(U,T )

dT
. We apply central difference formula to evaluate

the specific heat numerically.

Density of states (DOS) of the system at frequency ω
is determined by using the expression D(ω) =

∑

α δ(ω −
ǫα), where ǫα are the single particle eigen values and α
runs over the total number (= 2N) of eigen values of the
system. In our simulation, Lorenzian representation of
the delta function with broadening ∼ BW/2N (BW is
the bare bandwidth) is applied to evaluate the DOS.

The longitudinal (along z-axis) and transverse (along
x-axis) resistivity of the superlattice are calculated by
using dc limit of the optical conductivity through Kubo-
Greenwood formalism77,80,81, represented by
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FIG. 1: Schematic view of the superlattice system. Red
filled (open) circles represent the correlated (uncorrelated)
sites with U 6= 0 (U = 0). The width of the correlated (un-
correlated) layer is wU (w0) i.e. it contains wU (w0) number
of planes. These correlated and uncorrelated layers are peri-
odically arranged along the z-axis and denoted as wU/w0 SL.
The edge and center planes of the correlated layer are rep-
resented by different colors. Total width of the superlattice
along the z-axis is fixed; Lz = 12. In this schematic of 3/1
SL wU/w0 ≡ 3/1 and 3× (wU +w0) = 12.

σ(ω) =
A

N

∑

α,β

(nα − nβ)
|fαβ |

2

ǫβ − ǫα
δ[ω − (ǫβ − ǫα)]

where A = πe2/h̄a (a is the lattice parameter). fαβ rep-

resents the matrix elements of the current operator ĵz =

it
∑

i,σ(c
†
i,σci+z,σ−c

†
i+z,σci,σ) or, ĵx = i

∑

i,σ(c
†
i,σci+x,σ−

c†i+x,σci,σ) between the eigen states |ψα > and |ψβ > with
corresponding eigen energies ǫα and ǫβ, respectively and
nα = θ(µ− ǫα) is the Fermi function associated with the
single particle energy level ǫα. Afterwards the dc conduc-
tivity is computed by averaging over the low-frequency
interval as follows:

σav(∆ω) =
1

∆ω

∫ ∆ω

0

σ(ω)dω

where ∆ω is selected three to five times larger than the
average eigen value separation of the system, defined as
the ratio of the bare bandwidth to the total number of
eigen values. All the physical parameters like U , T , ω
are measured in units of t.

IV. U − T PHASE DIAGRAMS FOR VARIOUS
SUPERLATTICES

First we briefly discuss the physics of the bulk system
(U 6= 0 for all the sites) before analyzing the intrigu-
ing phenomena in AF/PM superlattices. We present the
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FIG. 2: (a) U −T phase diagram of the bulk system (U 6= 0
for all the sites). The system directly converts to an AF-I
state from a PM-M state for U < 8. A PM-I phase inter-
venes between the PM-M* and the AF-I phases for U ≥ 8.
For details about the characterization of these phases please
see the text. (b) The local magnetic moment M (for U = 8)
increases with decreasing temperature and saturates at low
temperature, displaying a small peak near TN . For U = 4,
MU decreases from T ∼ 1 down to T ∼ TN and then starts to
increase below TN . (c) Temperature dependence of S(π, π, π)
(left axis) and ρz (right axis) for U = 4 show that the an-
tiferromagnetic transition and the metal-insulator transition
occur simultaneously at the same temperature (i.e. TN =
TMIT ). (d) For U = 8 the TMIT is larger than TN and as a
result PM-I phase appears between the PM-M* and the AF-I
phases as shown in (a). The high-T Cv peak is consistent
with the metal-insulator transition, while the low-T Cv peak
corresponds to the antiferromagnetic transition.

U − T phase diagram for bulk system in Fig. 2(a). The
ground state of the bulk system shows a G-type antifer-
romagnetic (G-AF) insulating phase at low temperatures
for all U values. Please notice that the Neel temperature
(TN ) varies nonmonotonically with U values. Specifi-
cally, TN increases with U up to U = 8 and decreases
thereafter. For U < 8 the system transits from a param-
agnetic metallic (PM-M) phase to an AF insulating phase
(AF-I) with decreasing the temperature and the metal
insulator transition temperature (TMIT ) coincides with
the TN . On the other hand, for U = 8 or more the sys-
tem encounters a paramagnetic insulating (PM-I) region
above the TN . As we increase the temperature further
the system crosses over to a slightly different kind of para-
magnetic metallic phase (abbreviated as PM-M*) above
TMIT (denoted by dashed line). In order to characterize
the properties of PM-M (for U ≤ 6) and PM-M* (for U
≥ 8) phases we focus on the M vs T plot (see Fig. 2(d)).
In PM-M* phase (for U = 8 case), the magnetic mo-
ment M increases with decreasing temperature whereas
the magnetic moment M decreases in the PM-M phase
(for U = 4 case) as we go below T = 1 down to TN in our
phase diagram. In other words local magnetic moments
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FIG. 3: (a) The U−T phase diagram of the 5/1 superlattice:
Area of the PM-I phase shrinks whereas the metallic phase
(PM-M*) gets enlarged as compared to the bulk system phase
diagram. (b) Temperature dependence of S(π, π, π) (left axis)
and ρz (right axis) are plotted for bulk (x = 1), 5/1 SL (x ∼

0.83) and 3/1 (x = 0.75) SL for U = 8. The TMIT decreases as
we move from bulk to 5/1 to 3/1 SL whereas the TN s remain
more or less same. The TMIT matches with the TN only for
3/1 SL. (c) Temperature evolution of the local moments in the
correlated layers (MU ) are plotted for bulk, 5/1 and 3/1 SLs
using two different U values (U = 4 and 8). Low temperature
saturation magnetic moment increases as one moves from 3/1
SL to 5/1 SL to bulk systems. For U = 4 a dip near the TN is
present in all three systems. (d) The PM-I phase disappears
in U−T phase diagram for 3/1 SL. The PM-I phase is covered-
up by PM-M* phase. The 3/1 SL directly transforms from
PM-M (or PM-M*) state to AF-I state. For more details
please see the texts.

are preformed in PM-M* phase at high temperatures (∼
1) unlike the PM-M phase. Although not necessary, we
differentiate PM-M and PM-M* phases in the phase di-
agram for brevity, which will be useful in discussing the
phase diagrams of SL systems.

We plot the magnetic and transport properties in
Fig. 2(b)-(d) that we used to set up the U − T phase
diagram presented in Fig. 2(a). Mainly, we focus on
two U values (U = 4 and 8) which represent two dif-
ferent regimes in our U − T phase diagram. As we men-
tioned earlier the structure factor calculations show that
the TN for U = 4 is smaller than the TN for U = 8
[see Figs. 2(c) and (d)]. The TN and the TMIT of the
bulk system are equal to each other for U = 4. On
the other hand the TMIT is much larger than TN for
U = 8. A paramagnetic insulating (PM-I) phase inter-
venes between the PM-M* and AF-I phase at larger U
values. We also plot the specific heat Cv vs temperature
for U = 8 case in Fig. 2(d). The high-temperature Cv

peak associated with charge-fluctuations coincides with
the TMIT whereas the low-T peak of Cv associated with
spin-fluctuations matches well with the TN

82,83. It is
also apparent that, for U = 4, the local magnetic mo-

ment M in PM-M phase decreases upon decreasing the
temperature from T ∼ 1 up to TN with the enhance-
ment of the metallicity as shown in Fig. 2(b). Below
TN the local magnetic moment M increases again with
decreasing the temperature. For U = 8 the magnetic
moment M gradually increases with decreasing the tem-
perature barring a small peak around TN and saturates
at low temperatures. The small drop just below TN is due
to the delocalization of the electrons assisted by virtual
hopping facilitated by the antiferromagnetic correlations.
The local moment for both U = 4 and U = 8 converge
to the asymptotic value M = 0.5 at very high temper-
atures. So, the system directly transforms to an AF-I
state from PM-M state upon cooling for U < 8 whereas
the system switches to an AF-I from PM-M* via a PM-
I state for larger U values as shown in our phase dia-
gram. Overall, the bulk phase diagram obtained in our
semi-classical Monte-Carlo (s-MC) approach is consistent
with the DQMC84,85, 2D cluster-DMFT (C-DMFT)86,
3D cluster-DMFT (C-DMFT)87 with vortex corrections
and QMC simulations88.

Next, we discuss the U − T phase diagram for differ-
ent AF/PM superlattices, namely 5/1, 3/1 and 1/1 SLs
where x ≥ 0.5 (x denotes fraction of correlated planes).
We start our analysis with the 5/1 SL [see Fig. 3(a)]. The
nonmonotonic behavior of TN with U remains intact for
5/1 SL, similar to the bulk systems although the TN val-
ues decreases very slightly. The TMIT for U < 8 also co-
incides with the TN (i.e. the SL system is metallic above
the TN ) and the local magnetic moment decreases as we
approach the TN from the high temperature [see Fig. 3(c)
for U = 4 case]. As a result the PM-M phase, observed in
5/1 SL, remains very similar to the bulk system. PM-M*
phase is enlarged for intermediate U values as compared
to the bulk phase diagram [please compare Fig. 3(a) and
Fig. 2(a)]. To analyze the enlarged PM-M* phase fur-
ther we compare the TN and TMIT obtained from the
antiferromagnetic correlations and the resistivity curves,
respectively in Fig. 3(b). Interestingly for U = 8 reduc-
tion in TN is hardly noticeable. On the other hand the
TMIT decreases considerably due to the insertion of the
uncorrelated layers. But, TMIT still remains larger than
the TN . Magnetotransport properties of individual lay-
ers (comprised of U = 8 and U = 0) will be discussed
later. In this PM-M* phase the magnetic moments in
the correlated layer MU gets more and more localized as
we decrease the temperature (see U = 8 case in Fig. 3(c)]
unlike the U = 4 case.

Now we outline the magnetotransport properties and
the phase diagram of 3/1 SL. The TN profile of 3/1 SL
remains more or less the same to that of 5/1 SL (see
Fig. 3(d)). We show the comparison of the TN of 3/1
and 5/1 SLs in Fig. 3(b) for U = 8. Interestingly, the
TMIT coincides with the TN at U = 8 in 3/1 SL (unlike
5/1 SL and the bulk systems) as shown in Fig. 3(b). In
fact the TN also coincides with TMIT at larger U values.
As a result the intervening PM-I phase seen between PM-
M* and AF-I in 5/1 SL is overtaken by PM-M* phase.
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So, one directly enters into an antiferromagnetic insulat-
ing (AF-I) phase from a paramagnetic metallic (PM-M*)
phase in the 3/1 SL system with decrease in tempera-
ture. Similar phase diagram is also obtained for the 1/1
SL but the TN [see the inset of Fig. 3(d)] gets reduced as
compared to the 3/1 SL.

V. LONG RANGE ANTIFERROMAGNETIC
ORDERING: MUTUAL COOPERATION

BETWEEN CORRELATED AND
UNCORRELATED LAYERS

In this section we analyze the magnetic and transport
properties of the individual layers (i.e. separately for cor-
related (U 6= 0) and uncorrelated (U = 0) layers) of our
SL systems to establish a mutual cooperation between
the magnetic ordering of the correlated and uncorrelated
layers. We plot the local moment MU profile of the cor-
related layers for U = 8 and U = 12 for 5/1, 3/1 and 1/1
SLs in Fig. 4(a). The local moment MU (calculated ex-
clusively for correlated layers) gradually increases with
decreasing the temperature for both the U values and
saturates at low temperatures. The local moment in the
correlated layer for 1/1 SL is visibly smaller than the 5/1
and 3/1 SLs below T = 1. The bidirectional coupling
of the correlated plane with the adjacent uncorrelated
planes in 1/1 SL suppresses the local moment in the cor-
related layers. As we increase the U values the local
moment in the correlated layer for 1/1 SL approaches
to that of the 3/1 and 5/1 SLs due to enhancement of
the localization in the correlated layers. At low tem-
perature T = 0.02, the local moment of the correlated
layers increases monotonically with increase of U (since
the double occupancy reduces with increase of U) and
saturates at large U values as shown in Fig. 4(b). But,
the local moment MU in the correlated layer for 1/1 SL
is smaller than the 3/1 and 5/1 SLs for intermediate U
values as mentioned above. Otherwise, the qualitative
nature of the local moments profile in the correlated lay-
ers remains similar for the 5/1, 3/1 and 1/1 SLs.
On the other hand, the average induced moment in

the uncorrelated layer (M0) shows nonmonotonic behav-
ior with increase of U values and the maximum moment
is obtained for U = 8 for all the three SLs [see Fig. 4(c)].
These induced moments in the uncorrelated layer are gen-
erated due to the kinetic hopping of the charge carriers
from the correlated layers. In addition, it is apparently
clear that the induced moment M0 in uncorrelated lay-
ers for 1/1 SL is substantially smaller than the 3/1 and
5/1 superlattices. The induced magnetic moment in the
uncorrelated layer is similar to the experimentally ob-
served induced magnetic moment in the paramagnetic Pd
layer in NiO/Pd multilayers61–65 and the induced mag-
netic moment in Cu layer in CuO/Cu multilayers66.
In order to extract the temperature scale at which mag-

netic moments are actually induced in the uncorrelated
layers we plot the local moment of uncorrelated layers vs

0 4 8 12 16 20
U

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.9

1

M
U

5/1 SL
3/1 SL
1/1 SL

0.01 0.1 1 10
Temperature (T)

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.9

1

M
U U=12, 5/1 SL

U=12, 3/1 SL

U=12, 1/1 SL

U=8, 5/1 SL

U=8, 3/1 SL

U=8, 1/1 SL

0 4 8 12 16 20
U

0.5

0.51

0.52

0.53

0.54

0.55

0.56

M
0

5/1 SL
3/1 SL
1/1 SL

0.01 0.1 1 10
Temperature (T)

0.5

0.52

0.54

0.56

0.58

0.6

M
0

0.01 0.1 1 10
T

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

S
(π

, 
π,

 π
)T=0.02

T=0.02

(b)(a)

(c) (d)

U=8

FIG. 4: (a) Temperature evolution of the local moments in
the correlated layer (MU ) of three different superlattices (5/1,
3/1 and 1/1 SLs) are plotted for U = 8 and U = 12. The local
moment increases monotonically with decreasing temperature
and saturates at low temperature. For both values of U , the
local moment in the 1/1 SL is smaller than the 3/1 and 5/1
SLs. (b) At low temperatures (T = 0.02), the local moment
in the correlated layer (MU ) increases with U and eventually
saturates for larger U values. The local momentMU in 1/1 SL
is smaller than the 3/1 and 5/1 SLs for intermediate U values.
(c) The induced moment in the uncorrelated layer (M0) for
5/1, 3/1 and 1/1 SLs exhibits a nonmonotonic behavior with
U at low temperatures (T = 0.02). The induced moment
in the 1/1 SL is considerably smaller than the 3/1 and 5/1
SLs. (d) For U = 8 the onset temperature of the induced
moment in the uncorrelated layer (main panel) is consistent
with the antiferromagnetic ordering temperature of the SL
systems (inset).

temperature for 5/1, 3/1, and 1/1 SLs for U = 8 case
in Fig. 4(d). Local moments are induced in the uncor-
related layer at very low temperatures (the temperature
where M0 becomes greater than 0.5) as compared to the
correlated layers. The onset temperature of the induced
moment in the uncorrelated layer (M0) around T = 0.2
matches well with the TN of these SL systems (see the
inset of Fig. 4(d)). So our calculations show a one-to-one
correspondence between antiferromagnetic ordering and
onset of induced moments in uncorrelated layers in the
SL systems.

To further analyze the correspondence between the on-
set of antiferromagnetic ordering in correlated and uncor-
related layers we plot S(π, π, π) structure factor of both
the layers separately and compare it with the S(π, π, π)
structure factor of the total SL system in Figs. 5(a)-(c).
The structure factors show that the antiferromagnetic or-
der appears at the same temperature for both correlated
layers (U 6= 0 layers) and uncorrelated layers (U = 0
layers) and matches well with the TN of the whole super-
lattice system. This also indicates that the correlations
among the induced moments in the uncorrelated layer
play an important role in mediating the long range in-
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FIG. 5: Comparison of the antiferromagnetic ordering tem-
perature (from S(π, π, π) vs T plots) between the correlated
layers (U 6= 0), uncorrelated layers (U = 0), and total SL (in-
cluding both correlated and uncorrelated layers) for U = 8 in
(a) 3/1 SL, (b) 5/1 SL, and (c) 1/1 SL. Individual correlated
and uncorrelated layers exhibit antiferromagnetic transitions
simultaneously which matches with TN of whole SL system.
A mutual cooperation between correlated and uncorrelated
layers establishes the long range AF order in the whole su-
perlattices. ( d) In-plane resistivity ρx of the correlated and
uncorrelated layers for 3/1 SL at U = 8 show that the MIT
occurs at TN . For a better clarity we have also re-plotted
temperature dependence of S(π, π, π) for 3/1 SL in the same
figure.

teractions between the correlated layers. So, overall the
cooperation between the correlated and uncorrelated lay-
ers helps to sustain the global long range AF order in the
superlattices. We also plot the layer resolved resistivities
for the 3/1 SL in Fig. 5 (d). S(π, π, π) of whole 3/1 SL is
re-plotted in the same figure for comparing the transition
temperatures. The TMIT obtained from correlated lay-
ers and uncorrelated layers are equal to each other and
coincides with the TN for the SL system.

VI. PLANE RESOLVED TRANSPORT
PROPERTIES OF THE SUPERLATTICES

Here, we investigate the plane resolved transport prop-
erties of the correlated and uncorrelated layers of the su-
perlattices. First we focus on 3/1 SL where only one
uncorrelated plane (U = 0) is intercalated between the
correlated layers made up of three correlated planes. For
this we evaluate the in-plane resistivity (ρx) of individ-
ual planes (three correlated planes and one uncorrelated
plane) for U = 8 as shown in Fig. 6(a). Interestingly, the
metal-insulator transition temperature of the edge cor-
related planes (TE

MIT ) is smaller than the center (TC
MIT )

correlated planes (i.e, TE
MIT < TC

MIT ) in 3/1 SL. It is
clearly observed that the center correlated plane exhibits
MIT above TN whereas the TMIT of both the edge planes
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FIG. 6: In-plane resistivity (ρx) vs temperature (T ) for all
the constituent planes (three correlated planes and one un-
correlated plane) of the 3/1 SL are plotted for (a) U = 8
and (c) U = 4. For U = 8, both the TMIT as well as
the magnitude of the resistivity (ρx) of the edge correlated
planes are smaller than that of the center correlated plane
(i.e. TE

MIT < TC

MIT and ρEx < ρCx ). The TMIT of the edge
correlated plane matches with TN . In case of U = 4 all the
individual planes show MIT exactly at TN . In fact, for U = 4,
the resistivity curves obtained from the the correlated planes
are overlapping on top of each other. The resistivity of the
uncorrelated plane (U = 0) is much smaller than the corre-
lated planes for both U values. (b) Plane resolved density of
states (DOS) of the 3/1 SL at T = 0.2 (around TN): The
weight of the DOS at the Fermi level (ω = 0) for the edge
correlated planes are larger than the central correlated plane
(DE > DC). But, the weight of the DOS of the uncorrelated
plane (U = 0) at the Fermi level is very predominant among
the four planes. Our plane resolved DOS calculations corre-
spond well with the in-plane resistivity calculations shown in
(a). (d) In-plane resistivity of the individual planes in 5/1 SL
at U = 8 shows similar characteristics behavior to that of 3/1
SL in (a). Both the TMIT and magnitude of ρx increase as we
move from the edge plane to the center plane inside the cor-
related layer. Also the ρx in the uncorrelated plane (U = 0)
is much smaller than the correlated planes. Here E, I, and C
stand for edge, intermediate and center planes, respectively.

coincides with the TN . The TMIT of the uncorrelated
plane also matches with the TN . Expectedly the value
of ρx in the uncorrelated plane is much smaller than the
correlated plane.

Next, we calculate plane-resolved density of states
(DOS) to further deliberate the transport properties.
Plane-resolved DOS of the correlated layer at T = 0.2
(see Fig. 6(b)) indicate that weight of the DOS of the edge
correlated planes at the Fermi level (set at ω = εF = 0)
are larger as compared to the central correlated plane
(i.e. DE > DC at ω = 0). Expectedly the weight of
DOS of the uncorrelated plane at Fermi level is signifi-
cantly greater than all the correlated planes. Hence, our
plane-resolved DOS calculations are coherent with the
in-plane resistivity calculations of the individual planes
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FIG. 7: (a) Temperature dependence of S(π, π) of the in-
dividual correlated planes (U 6= 0) of 3/1 SL at U = 8 are
plotted to compare the TNs. Antiferromagnetic transition
temperatures remain more or less same for the individual
constituent planes (two edge planes and one center plane).
S(π, π) of the edge plane is smaller than the center plane at
low temperatures. (b) The local moments in the edge corre-
lated planes of the 3/1 SL are smaller than the center cor-
related plane (ME

U < MC

U ) at low temperatures corresponds
well with the structure factor calculations presented in (a).

of the superlattice.

For smaller U values all the planes (comprised of
three correlated planes and one uncorrelated plane) show
metal-insulator transition at the same temperature [see
Fig. 6(c)] and this temperature coincides with the TN . In
fact, the resistivity curves of all three correlated planes
overlap with each other. This shows that all the cor-
related planes are equally affected by the insertion of
uncorrelated layer for smaller U values where moments
are much more delocalized as compared to higher U val-
ues. Our magnetotransport results qualitatively follow
the QMC67 and DQMC69 studies of the correlated super-
lattices where it was shown that the correlated layer is
affected by the uncorrelated layer and the effect increases
with decrease of U . But, the detailed transport proper-
ties were not reported earlier. The transport properties
of 5/1 SL [see Fig. 6(d)] remains qualitatively similar to
that of 3/1 SL where the TMIT increases as we move from
the edge plane to the center plane.

In our 3/1 SL the correlated layer is made up of three
planes. So the obvious question arises at this point: Does
all the three correlated planes (two edge planes and one
center plane) that constitute the correlated layer align
antiferromagntically at the same temperature or not? To
answer this question we plot the antiferromagnetic struc-
ture factor of all the three correlated planes separately
using U = 8 in Fig. 7(a). The AF correlations of indi-
vidual planes vanish at the same temperature. But, the
reduction in the low-temperature saturation value in edge
plane as compared to center plane is very clear. This may
be due to the larger magnetic moment in the center plane
than the edge planes. To confirm this we plot the local
magnetic moment MU of individual correlated planes vs
temperature in Fig. 7(b). In fact, the MU for the center
plane is larger than the edge plane at low temperatures.

The uncorrelated plane affects the local magnetic mo-
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FIG. 8: Magnetotransport properties of 1/3, and 1/5 SLs. We
re-plot the corresponding data of 1/1 SL for comparison. (a)
At low temperatures (T = 0.02) the local moment in the cor-
related layer increases monotonically with U and saturates
at higher values of U for both 1/3 and 1/5 SLs similar to
1/1 SL. (b) The induced moment in the uncorrelated layer at
T = 0.02 shows nonmonotonic behavior with U for 1/3 SL.
However, for the 1/5 SL, the induced moment in the uncor-
related layer is negligibly small for all values of U . Induced
moment profile of the edge (center) uncorrelated plane for 1/3
SL is also plotted by blue (maroon) dashed line. Expectedly,
induced moment in the edge plane is larger than the center
plane. (c) Temperature dependence of M0 for U = 8 show
that there is a clear onset temperature of the induced mo-
ment in the uncorrelated layer in 1/3 SLs, similar to 1/1 SL.
There is no clear onset temperature for 1/5 SL. In the inset,
temperature dependence of the structure factor S(π, π) for
the correlated planes separated by five uncorrelated planes in
1/5 SL are plotted for U = 8. Individual correlated planes
show antiferromagnetic transitions, but the long range anti-
ferromagnetic order between them is not feasible due to the
insufficient induced moment in the uncorrelated layer, which
acts as a mediator. (d) Temperature dependence of S(π, π, π)
for 1/3 SL at U = 8 (left axis) shows a clear antiferromagnetic
transition. The TMIT obtained from ρz vs T plot matches well
with the TN for 1/3 SL. The value of ρz in 1/3 SL is smaller
than the 1/1 SL due to the insertion of a thicker uncorrelated
layer between the correlated layers.

ments MU of the correlated planes differently (MU is
larger for central plane) due to the proximity effect as we
discussed earlier. Apparently the MU profiles indicate
that the resulting effective U (Ueff ) of center plane is
larger than the edge plane. This is also supported from
resistivity plots where TMIT of the center plane is larger
than the edge plane (see Fig. 6 (a)). From all these anal-
ysis one would naively expect that the TN of the edge
plane should be smaller than the center plane but this
difference is beyond the resolution of our calculations and
we get more or less same TN [see Fig. 7(a)].



9

0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1
x

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

T

T
MIT

T
N

U=8

PM-M* PM-I

AF-I

FIG. 9: x−T phase diagram comprises different superlattices
(where wU = 1 or/and w0 = 1) for U = 8. Here, x = wU

wU+w0

is the fraction of correlated planes (U 6= 0). x = 1 represents
the bulk system where all the sites have U 6= 0. We use the
results from 1/5 SL (x ∼ 0.17), 1/3 SL (x ∼ 0.25), 1/1 SL
(x ∼ 0.5), 3/1 SL (x ∼ 0.75), 5/1 SL (x ∼ 0.83) and bulk
(x ∼ 1) to plot the phase diagram. Both TN (blue line) and
TMIT (red dashed line) decrease as we decrease the x value.
System encounters a PM-I phase between the AF-I and PM -
M∗ phases for x > 0.75. The TMIT merges with the TN for
x ≤ 0.75 i.e. the system directly transits from PM-M* to AF-
I state upon cooling. At x ∼ 0.17 (for 1/5 SL) the long range
AF order collapses due to the insufficient induced moments
in the uncorrelated layers as discussed earlier in Fig. 8(c).

VII. MAGNETOTRANSPORT PROPERTIES OF
1/3 AND 1/5 SUPERLATTICES

Now we briefly analyze the transport and magnetic
properties of 1/3 and 1/5 SLs to present a x − T dia-
gram. We plot the local moment of the correlated lay-
ers for 1/1, 1/3 and 1/5 SLs with different U values at
T = 0.02. The local moments of the correlated layersMU

increases monotonically with increase of U and saturates
at large U values as shown in Fig. 8(a) for all three SLs.
So, the qualitative nature of the local moments profile in
the correlated planes remains the same as we increase the
thickness of uncorrelated layer. We also plot the induced
magnetic moment in uncorrelated layers in Fig. 8(b). In-
duced magnetic moment shows nonmonotonic behavior
for 1/1 and 1/3 SLs. But, induced magnetic moment de-
creases drastically for 1/5 SL. The average induced mo-
ment M0 in the edge and center uncorrelated (U = 0)
planes are also plotted (see Fig. 8(b)) for 1/3 SL. The
nonmonotonic behavior remains intact for both edge and
center plane and expectedly the induced moment in the
edge uncorrelated plane is larger than the center uncor-
related plane.

The induced moments in the uncorrelated layer de-
creases as we shift from 1/1 to 1/3 SL as shown in
Fig. 8(b). But, there is a clear onset temperature of the

induced moment in the uncorrelated layer (M0) around
T = 0.1 for 1/3 SL as shown in Fig. 8(c). So, one expect
long range antiferromagnetic correlations in 1/3 SL. In
fact, magnetic structure factor S(π,π,π) for 1/3 SL (see
Fig. 8(d)) shows that the SL system is antiferromagnetic
at low temperatures. Resistivity curve, plotted in same
figure, shows that the TMIT matches well with the TN .
Expectedly the resistivity of 1/3 SL is much lower than
the 1/1 SL due to participations of thicker uncorrelated
layer (see Fig. 8(d)).

Does the 1/5 SL system have an antiferromagnetic or-
dering at low temperatures? Our calculations show that
the induced moment in uncorrelated layers for 1/5 SL is
negligible (see Fig. 8 (b) and (c)) and as result the long
range antiferromagnetic correlation between the corre-
lated layers cease to exist. To gain more insight of mag-
netic correlations of correlated planes separated by five
uncorrelated planes we plot the magnetic structure fac-
tor S(π,π) for individual correlated planes in the inset of
Fig. 8(c). It is apparent that the individual correlated
layers are antiferromagnetically ordered by themselves
but due to insufficient induced moments in uncorrelated
planes the long range antiferromagnetic order between
them is not established.

VIII. x− T PHASE DIAGRAM

Thereafter, we present the x − T phase diagram for
the correlated/uncorrelated SLs for U = 8 where wU

= 1 or/and w0 = 1. The Neel temperature TN [from
S(π, π, π) − T plots] and the metal-insulator transition
temperature TMIT [from ρz − T plot] for different SLs
are used to construct this phase diagram. Fraction of
correlated planes x is varied in our SLs. We plot the
TN for 1/5 SL (x ∼ 0.17), 1/3 SL (x ∼ 0.25), 1/1 SL
(x ∼ 0.5), 3/1 SL (x ∼ 0.75), 5/1 SL (x ∼ 0.83) and bulk
(x ∼ 1) in Fig. 9. For bulk case (x = 1) the system tran-
sits from PM-I phase to an AF-I phase as we discussed
earlier. This PM-I to AF-I transition remains intact for
5/1 SL (x ∼ 0.83) although the TMIT decreases consid-
erably. For x ≤ 0.75 the PM-I phase above AF-I phase
disappears and as a result the TMIT matches well with
the TN . Lastly, the antiferromagnetic ordering vanishes
for 1/5 SL (i.e. for x ∼ 0.17). So, to summarize, the
superlattice system directly transits from AF-I state to
PM -M∗ state with increase of temperature for x ≤ 0.75
whereas the SL system converts to PM -M∗ state from
AF-I state via the PM-I state upon increasing the tem-
perature for x > 0.75 at U = 8. This phase diagram is
similar to the very recently reported phase diagram in
Ref. 72, where randomly diluted systems were studied.
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FIG. 10: U − T phase diagram of the 3/3 superlattice. The
phase diagram is very similar to the phase diagram for 3/1
SL in Fig. 3(d). The only difference is that the value of TN is
suppressed. We compare the TN values in the inset.

IX. MAGNETOTRANSPORT PROPERTIES OF
3/3 SL

Now we proceed to study the plane resolved magnetic
and transport properties for 3/3 SL (x = 0.5). First, we
plot the U −T phase diagram for 3/3 SL in Fig. 10. This
phase diagram is very similar to 3/1 and 1/1 SLs that
we presented in Fig. 3(d). We plot the antiferromagnetic
structure factor and resistivities (ρx and ρz) for the 3/3
SL in Fig. 11(a) for U = 8. The TN of 3/3 SL remains
more or less same to that of 1/1 SL. The TMIT obtained
from ρz and ρx are also equal to each other and matches
well with the TN . Obviously, the value of out-of-plane
resistivity ρz is larger than in-plane resistivity ρx. The
plane resolved resistivities of the correlated and uncorre-
lated layers are shown in Fig. 11(b). The TMIT of central
correlated plane is larger than the edge correlated planes.
Interestingly, only the TMIT of the edge correlated plane
matches with the TN . On the other hand, all the uncor-
related planes show the metal-insulator transition at TN .
In addition it is clear that the central correlated (uncor-
related) plane is more (less) resistive than the edge corre-
lated (uncorrelated) planes in correlated (uncorrelated)
layer. The coupling of the correlated edge plane with
the nearest uncorrelated plane reduces its resistivity as
compared to the central correlated plane. In other words
metallicity penetrates to the correlated edge layer above
the TN due to the interfacial coupling between the corre-
lated and uncorrelated layers. This interfacial coupling
is also reflected in the plane resolved magnetic moments
profile of the correlated layer shown in Fig. 11(c). We
find that the center plane has larger moment as compared
to the edge planes at low temperatures. Expectedly the
edge plane of the uncorrelated layer also has compara-
tively larger induced magnetic moment to that of center
plane as shown in the same figure.
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FIG. 11: (a) Temperature evolution of the structure fac-
tor (left axis) and out-of-plane ρz and in-plane ρx resistivities
(right axis) are plotted for 3/3 SL for U = 8. It is apparent
that the TMIT s obtained from ρx and ρz are equal to each
other and matches well with the TN of the SL. The struc-
ture factor of 1/1 SL is plotted by dashed line to compare
the TN s. The magnitude of ρz is much larger than ρx, as
expected. (b) The in-plane resistivity ρx of the constituent
planes of the correlated (U 6= 0) and uncorrelated (U = 0)
layers: The TMIT and the value of ρx in the central corre-
lated plane are larger than that of the edge correlated planes
(i.e. TE

MIT < TC

MIT and ρEx < ρCx ). Edge correlated planes
show MIT exactly at TN . All the uncorrelated planes also
show MIT at the same temperature T = TN . But, the value
of ρx in the edge uncorrelated plane is somewhat larger than
the center uncorrelated plane (ρEx > ρCx ). The local moment
profile of all the individual planes are presented in (c). In
the correlated layer, the local moments in the edge plane ME

U

is smaller than the center plane MC

U (i.e. ME

U < MC

U ) at
low temperatures. Conversely, in the uncorrelated layer, the
induced moments in the edge plane ME

0 is larger than the cen-
ter plane MC

0 (i.e. ME
0 > MC

0 ). (d) Center correlated plane
shows antiferromagnetic transition at slightly higher temper-
ature than that of the edge correlated planes. The value of
structure factor in the center plane is also larger than the
edge planes (SE

U < SC

U ) at low temperatures. This is consis-
tent with the moment profile curves shown in (c). Legends
are same in (b), (c), and (d). Physical observables like mo-
ment profile, resistivity and structure factors are symmetric
around the central plane in both correlated and uncorrelated
layers.

Now, the same question that we addressed for 3/1 SL
arises here: Does all the three correlated planes (two
edge planes and one center plane) that constitute the
correlated layer in the 3/3 SL align antiferromagntically
at the same temperature? To answer this question we
plot the antiferromagnetic structure factor of the three
correlated planes for U = 8 in Fig. 11(d). The TN of the
center plane is slightly higher than the edge planes which
is expected. So, one can firmly claim that the effective U
(Ueff ) of the central plane is somewhat larger than the
edge planes.
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FIG. 12: The density of states (DOS) of the constituent
planes of the correlated layer (U 6= 0) in the 3/3 SL are plotted
for U = 8 at (a) T = 0.2 (around TN ) and (b) T = 0.02
(low temperatures). Mott lobes appear around ω = ±U

2
. At

high temperatures T = 0.2 the weight of DOS of the edge
correlated plane at the Fermi level (ω = 0) is greater than
that of the center correlated plane (DE > DC), supporting
the in-plane resistivity calculations shown in Fig. 11(b). A
clear Mott gap opens up in both the center and edge planes
of correlated layer at low temperatures T = 0.02. But, extra
tiny satellite pattern arises in the band-gap of the edge plane.
(c) At low temperatures (T = 0.02), the local moment in both
the edge and center planes of the correlated layer increase
monotonically with increase of U and saturates at higher U
values. The local moment in the edge plane is smaller than
the center plane (ME

U < MC

U ) for intermediate values of U .
(d) The U dependence of the induced moment in the edge
and center uncorrelated planes at low temperatures T = 0.02
exhibits nonmonotonic behavior (optimum value around U =
8). The induced moment in the edge uncorrelated plane is
larger than the center uncorrelated plane (ME

0 > MC
0 ). The

average induced moment profile is plotted by dashed line for
comparison. Legends are same in (c) and (d).

To analyze the plane resolved magnetic and transport
properties further we have calculated the density of states
(DOS) of the individual correlated planes of the 3/3 SL.
The DOS (D(ω)) of the individual planes of the corre-
lated layer are shown in Fig. 12(a) for U = 8 at temper-
ature T = 0.2 (just above TN). Emergence of Mott lobes
at ω = ±U

2 is apparent in all the three correlated planes.
But the weight of DOS at the Fermi level (ω = 0) for the
edge correlated plane is comparatively larger than to that
of the central correlated plane. This larger weight at the
Fermi level enforces the edge correlated planes to have
smaller resistivity than the center correlated plane. At
low temperature T = 0.02 a clear Mott gap opens in the
DOS of center correlated plane as shown in Fig. 12(b).
Although same kind of gap is noticed for both the edge
plane and center plane, some very tiny satellite patterned
structures appear in the band-gap of edge planes.

At low temperatures (T = 0.02) the local moment of

the correlated planes increases monotonically with in-
crease of U and saturates at large U values as shown
in Fig. 12(c). The local moments in the center plane is
slightly larger than the edge plane for intermediate U val-
ues. Otherwise, the qualitative monotonic nature of the
local moments profile in the correlated planes remains the
same. On the other hand the induced magnetic moment
in uncorrelated layer shows nonmonotonic behavior (for
both edge and center plane) with U at low temperatures.
The induced local moment in the edge uncorrelated plane
is significantly larger than the center uncorrelated plane
as shown in Fig. 12(d). This is due to the fact that the
uncorrelated edge plane which is adjacent to the corre-
lated plane gets more affected by the correlated layer.

X. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper we have implemented one band Hubbard
model at half-filling to investigate the AF/PM superlat-
tices by using semi-classical Monte Carlo approach. We
analyze various superlattices in three dimensions where
correlated (with on-site repulsion strength U 6= 0) and
uncorrelated (U = 0) layers are arranged periodically.
First, we explore the U − T phase diagrams for various
wU/1 SLs (wU = 5, 3, 1) and compare the results with
the bulk systems. We show that the magnetic moments
are induced in the uncorrelated layers at low tempera-
tures due to the kinetic hopping of carriers and optimum
magnetic moment is induced for U = 8. The antiferro-
magnetic ordering among the induced moments in uncor-
related layers mediates the long range antiferromagnetic
ordering between the correlated layers and as a result
the antiferromagnetic insulating nature of the bulk sys-
tems remains intact in the SLs. In other words, the long
range antiferromagnetic order survives in the superlat-
tices through the mutual cooperation of the induced mo-
ment in the uncorrelated layer and the local moment in
the correlated layer. Thus, the induced moments in the
uncorrelated layer play an important role in determin-
ing the global long range antiferromagnetic order in the
superlattices.
To analyze the plane resolved magnetotransport prop-

erties we focus on the U = 8 regime. Interestingly, the
average local moments in the edge planes are compar-
atively smaller than the central plane in the correlated
layer. The coupling of the edge planes of correlated and
uncorrelated layers reduces the local magnetic moments
of the edge correlated plane but induces magnetic mo-
ments in uncorrelated layer. In-plane resistivity calcu-
lations of the individual constituent planes of the su-
perlattices show that the TMIT increases as we move
from edge plane to center plane inside the correlated lay-
ers, which is consistent with the local moment profile of
the individual constituent planes. So overall our plane
resolved calculations establish an one-to-one connection
between the local moment profile and the in-plane trans-
port properties of the superlattices. Plane-resolved den-
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sity of states calculations of the individual planes of the
correlated layer are also concomitant with the in-plane
resistivities. On the other hand the induced moments in
uncorrelated planes decreases considerably as a function
of the distance from the interface, but the metal-insulator
transition temperature of edge and center planes remain
more or less unaffected. In the end, we show that the
induced moments in uncorrelated layers dissipates with

increasing the thickness of uncorrelated layers as a result
the antiferromagnetic ordering among correlated layers
vanishes.
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ports 5, 13762 (2015).

57 F. Cossu, J. Jilili, and U. Schwingenschlögl, Adv. Mater.
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