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We investigate the magnetic instabilities of the two-disienal model of interacting, electrons for hole
doping away from two electrons per site in the mean-field @dpration. In particular, we address the oc-
currence of orbitally polarized states due to the inegeivabrbitals, and their interplay with ferromagnetic
and antiferromagnetic spin order. The role played by thedtuexchange couplingz and by the crystal
field orbital splittingE. in stabilizing one of the competing phases is discussedtailde
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1 Introduction The richness of cooperative phenomena encountered intioansetal oxides con-
tinues attracting considerable attention. In additionht® $pin and charge degrees of freedom, also the
coupling to the lattice and, in particular, the orbital dsgg of freedom at and close to the orbital degen-
eracy lead to very interesting behaviblr [1]. Here we willde®n the phenomena observed in nickelates
and manganites, which can be attributed to strongly cdaetlg electrons. So far, it is known that in the
regime of large intraorbital Coulomb interactiéhstrong quantum fluctuations may lead to qualitatively
new behavior in a Mott insulator with threg electrons per siteé_[2], but the competition between various
magnetic and orbital instabilities was little exploredhe tveak coupling regime.

While several features are generic in the models with twof3ore [4] orbitals per ion, and occur
already when diagonal hopping is assumed, we note that thedels are closer to the behaviorigj
electrons — strong interactions between them might exlé@mromagnetic (FM) instability in ruthenates
[B]. In contrast, the orbital flavor fog, electrons is not conserved, and this is likely to lead toiglart
orbital polarization which is expected to modify the magmetstabilities. Here we will consider such a
realistic two-dimensional (2D) model ef, electrons with(ddo) hopping element at intermediate and
strong coupling, which includes the full structure of otesCoulomb interactions with two parameters:
the Hubbard elemerif and Hund’s exchangéy [B], and the crystal field orbital splitting .

The magnetic and orbital instabilities within tleg band were less investigated until now, but they
become very relevant in the context of doped Lg5r, NiO,4 nickelates, where interesting novel phases
including the stripe order were discoveréd [7]. They wertamied in the theory using realistic models
both in Hartree-Fock]8] and in exact diagonalization oftérdlusters including the coupling to the lattice
[©]. Furthermore, the role of Hund's exchange in the FM ibaiiy and in the metal-insulator transition
was emphasized using a multiband Gutzwiller wave-funcfidj. All these studies reveal interesting
competition between FM and antiferromagnetic (AF) indities at densityn = 1, and the competition
between the latter two and@-AF instability atn = 1.5. In this paper we investigate the pure electronic
problem fore, electrons, using the mean-field approximation, seekinglfi@ses which are both orbitally
and magnetically polarized. By varying the electron dgnsibetween half fillingn = 2 andn = 0, we
cover the hole doping regime= n — 2 relevant to the nickelates.

* Corresponding author: e-malRaymond.Fresard@ensicaen.fr, Phone: +33 231452 609, Fax: +33 231951 600

pss data will be provided by the publisher


http://arxiv.org/abs/cond-mat/0502158v1

2 R. Frésard, M. Raczkowski, and A. M. Oles: Interplay dfitally polarized and magnetically ordered phases

2 Model Inthis work we consider a two-dimensional (2D) modeldgrelectrons on a square lattice,
H:Hkin+Hint+Hza (1)

with two orbital flavors:|z) ~ |22 — y?) and|z) ~ |322 — r2). The kinetic energy is described by

t( 3 =£V3
. a[} T af _ _°
Hyin = Zzt CiacCjipos tij Ty (:I:\/g 1 ) ’ (2)

(ij) aBo

wheret stands for an effectiv@ldo) hopping matrix element due to the hybridization with oxygeitals

on Ni—O-—Ni bonds, and the off-diagonal hoppinff alonga andb axis depends on the phase of the
orbital along the considered cubic direction. The elecitattron interactions are described by the on-site
terms, which we write in the following form[6],

Hint = U Z (nizTnim¢ + nizTniz\L) Z Mgy

- 2JH ZSZI SLZ + JH Z( “7T II\L zzJ,szT + szT IZ\L m\LszT) (3)

[

with n,;, = >°_ niae (for a = z, 2). U andJg stand for the intraorbital Coulomb and Hund’s exchange
elements. The interactiorf$;,,; are rotationally invariant both in the spin and in the orstzace. The last
term H, describes the uniform crystal-field splitting between— y2 and3z2 — r? orbitals,

H,=1iE, Z(nzz —Njz). (4)
It is convenient to rewrite the Hamiltoniad (3) by introdngithe following operators:
n; = Z Niao (5)
m; = i AoNiao 0j = Z AaNiao pi = Z AaAoNiao, (6)
fio = Z Cjaaaiﬁcmaa (7)
ap

with A, = £1 for o =1 (}) spin and\, = £1 for « = z(z) orbital, ando” is a Pauli matrix. These
operators correspond to the total density, the total magatatn, the orbital polarization, the magnetic
orbital polarization, and the on-site orbital flip respeely. The Coulomb interaction teri;,,; @) can be
then written as:

Hie = 1> [BU=5Ju)ni — (U + Ju)m? — (U = 5Ju)o} — (U — Ju)pi]
+ Iy firfi - (8)

The order parameters introduced in EJS. (6);, o;, andp;, used next to minimize the ground state
energy, provide a complete description of the ground stafimite doping. We emphasize that they also
reveal the dominating role of the kinetic energy of dopedhdaver the superexchange energy. Namely,
large electron filling of z) orbitals, contributing to a narrow band, optimizes the kimenergy of holes in
magnetically polarized states, doped into fheorbitals, contributing to a wide band. On the contrary, the
superexchange J = 4(t*“)2/U at largeU suggests that the system would better optimize the magnetic
energy when the orbitals with larger hopping elemefitsare closer to half filling. We show below that
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Fig. 1 Order parameters: magnetizatiom), orbital polarization{o), and magnetic polarizatiotp) in the FM
phase as a function of dopingfor: (a)-(c) Jz = 0.25U and (d)-(f)Jz = 0.15U, and for two values of the Stoner
parameterl/ + Ju = 8t (black solid lines) and/ + Ju = 4t (gray solid lines).A and B refer to two sublattices in
the orbital ordered state far~ 1. The orbital polarization in the reference PM states is shbwdashed lines.

the complex interplay between all the degrees of freedoieiodell{lL) results in rather peculiar doping
dependence of the order parametEls (6), and thus leadshly hiontrivial and rich phase diagrams.

We investigated the stability of possible phases with eitimform or staggered magnetic order in the
mean-field (Hartree) approximation by expressing the logarators[{6) by their mean-field averages,
72 =~ 2v;(v:) — (). In order to establish unbiased results, the calculatiogrewarried out on a large
128x128 cluster, using periodic boundary conditions at low terapureT’ = 0.01¢ (herekg = 1).
Consistently with the present mean-field analysis we asdyifig) = 0.

3 Numerical results

3.1 Magnetic order and orbital polarization: First of all, in the paramagnetic (PM) stateat = 0,
with (m) = (p) = 0, a higher electron density is found|in) orbitals (o) > 0), as then the kinetic energy
is lowered [Figs[IL(b) and 1(e)], exceptat= 0. This state is our reference state for possible magnetic
instabilities.

We now proceed with the discussion of the magnetic order dvithbpolarization for two characteristic
values of the Stoner parameter= U + Jg: intermediate coupling = 4¢, and strong coupling = 8t,
being smaller and larger than the bandwitlith= 6¢, respectively. Let us begin with the FM phase. In
Fig.[l(a) we show the magnetizatiém) as a function of doping for the ratioJi /U = 0.25 which is
representative of the strong Hund'’s exchange couplingrregin this case the interaction in thechannel
is repulsive As shown in Fig[lL, several FM phases occur.

Consider first the intermediate interaction strenfjte 4t [Figs.[d(a-c)], where one finds two discon-
nected FM states: one for< x < 1, and the second one far~ 1.5. The latter corresponds to a van
Hove singularity in the density of states. Since it is pred@mtly related to théz) orbital, both the orbital
polarization{o) [Fig.[l(b)] and the magnetic polarizatidn) [Fig.[l(c)] are positive in this doping regime.
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Fig. 2 Order parameters as in F[g. 1 but for the AF phase.

In contrast, for) < x < 1 the total energy is minimized when a higher electron densifpund in the
|z) orbital, where also larger magnetic moments are formedh &nisotropic filling ofe,, orbitals follows
from a large difference between th& and¢** hopping elements[11]. Note that the orbital polarization
is here opposite to that in the reference PM state.

The above peculiar behavior disappears gradually whemtkeeaiction strength is enhancedite- 8t
and both{o) and(p) tend to saturate to the optimal value, being positive (negjgfor x < 1 (z > 1),
leaving the|z) orbital almost fully polarized. Here the magnetic instiilwith the largest effective
interaction ternUV + Jy, dominates and the magnetization barely deviates fronaitsation value — z,
except for the low electron density> 1.8. In this case doping the half-filled FM state first leads tcelsol
introduced into thez) orbitals, leaving the center of the narrower band, with preihantly|z) orbital
character, below the former broader one. Therefore, ingihigtion the formation of localized magnetic
moments optimizes the energy. They are naturally assdcieita the|z) orbitals since they contribute to
the narrower band.

When Hund’s exchange couplinfy; is reduced, the interaction in thechannel becomeattractive As
aresult, for largd = 8t, both(o) and(p) nearly saturate to the ideal behaviers for z < 1 and2 — x for
x > 1. Therefore, a transition between these two solutions woelfirst order, and one observes a jump at
x ~ 1. However, as shown in Fidd. 1(d-f), the two-sublattice milwrder sets in in this crossover regime in
the form of a FM,, state. This state has opposite orbital polarization ~ —0.8 and{(o) 5 ~ 0.8 on both
sublattices [FiglI1(e)]. While the total density) 4 is somewhat higher thafn) 5 due to inequivalent,
orbitals, alsaim) 4 > (m) . For large doping: > 1 the electrons occupy mainly the) orbitals, and the
small occupancy ofz) orbital results solely from the interorbital hopping teso,... Indeed, atz ~ 1.3
one finds appreciable orbital polarization, with) orbitals occupied and almost empt) orbitals, the
situation encountered in La, Sr+,MnO4 manganited[12]. In all FM phases foundat = 0.15U the
total magnetization is close to saturation. WHiéis reduced, one gradually recovers the behavior obtained
for largeJy /U.

We now turn to the AF phase, expected as a ground state néfillingl (= = 0). The order parameters
are shown in FidlJ2 for the same parameter values as for thed=kl. d&-or7 = 8t andJy /U = 0.25 the
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Fig. 3 Order parameters as in FIg. 1 but for theAF phase.

mean-field equations possess two competing solutions.[B{gsc)]. The first one, which can be continued
to weak coupling, is characterized by negative values afarfp) and magneti¢p) polarizations. Namely,
the higher electron density is found within the orbitals, and these orbitals carry the magnetic moment.
More precisely, introducing holes in the half-filled instiig AF state mostly affects the band with)
orbital character, leaving the localized magnetic momaeuitkin the |z) orbital almost saturated. This
solution extends to large doping~ 1. In contrast, the second solution rather stems from theweha
expected for low density: the electrons first occupy the deo&and withz) orbital character until quarter
filling (x = 1) is reached, and next they gradually occupy the other baiitl, ) orbital character.
However, since the interaction in thechannel isrepulsiveand since both bands are coupled, the orbital
polarization{o) and the magnetic polarizatiofp) are reduced from their maximal values which would
be reached for decoupled orbitals. These two trends ftom 0 andx = 2 contradict each other, and
therefore an abrupt (first order) transition between bolhtms is observed at ~ 0.7 [Figs.2(b-c)].

ReducingJy barely affects the above findings for strong coupling= 8t [Fig. B(d-f)]. While the
magnetizatior{m) is almost unchanged, the first order transition between fiferdntly polarized states
is more pronounced, as the values of the orbital polarinatind the magnetic polarization are enhanced.
When reducing/ the location of the first order phase transition shifts talgssmaller doping, while all
order parameters are suppressed. At the same time thaladibiging locating the second order phase tran-
sition is reduced by a weaker Coulomb interactiomut is enhanced by a weaker Hund’s exchange cou-
pling Jr. When seeking for other phases one may expect that twottiabl&M solutions can smoothly
interpolate between the FM and AF states. Such solutionsritavned out to be the ground state in this
study (up tol = 8t).

A competition between the FM and AF order in the present mofde) band may lead to a superposition
of the two phases in a form @f-AF phase, where the magnetic moments are FM along one idineantd
staggered in the other (orthogonal) one. According to recemerical simulation< 9], a coexistence of
FM and AF bonds is indeed expected for~ 0.5. Unlike in the AF phase, the order parameters are
continuous functions of doping fafy /U = 0.25, as can be seen in Fid3. 3(a-c). This behavior is similar
to that of the FM case (Fifl 1). Its origin can be attributeth®morbital polarization which is substantially
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Fig. 4 Phase diagrams of the, orbital model [(1) as functions of the Stoner paraméte Jz and hole doping

x = 2 —n, with: (a) Jzu = 0.25U, and (b)Jz = 0.15U. Panel (c) shows the stable phases for finite crystal field
splitting £. = 2t andJg = 0.25U. Transitions from the PM phase to magnetic phases are sewded The
remaining solid lines denote first order transitions whiile tashed, dotted, and dashed-dotted lines indicate second
order transitions.

stronger in the AF case to the extent that is exceeds a cént@shold above which no smooth solution
can interpolate between the small and large doping regifiesxz ~ 0.5 the magnetic momeriin) is
carried by thdz) orbital for largeU, while (m) decreases an@) changes sign for small.

When reducing/y /U, the orbital polarization is enhanced and a first order tti@msappears fof = 8¢
[see Figs[B(d-f)]. In this case both the orbital polariaatand the magnetic moment are predominantly
carried by the stronger correlatee) orbital (with a weaker hopping and thus larger ratigt** than
U/t**) in the physically relevant doping range centered arougd0.5.

3.2 Magnetic phase diagrams:Our main findings are summarized in the phase diagrams ilfFigor
Ju /U = 0.25 [Fig.H(a)], the doped PM phase is characterized by a peditibital polarization, therefore
denoted PM. It is unstable towards A& phase for small doping up to ~ 0.5, towardsC-AFx phase
for1 < z < 1.02 and for1.65 < x < 1.75, and towards FM phase otherwise. In particular, for
x = 1 the FMz, C-AFz, orbitally unpolarized FM and (fof > 16t) the alternating FMz phases appear
successively with increasing interaction strenbtifhe C-AF phases are found far~ 0.5 atI > 4¢, and
also in a small range around~ 7/4.

When reducing/y /U [Fig. d (b)], the main difference appears fer~ 1. Here the PM phase is
unstable towards an AFphase which itself is robust and remains stable up to strangling. This
seemingly peculiar behavior can be better understood lgodilizing exactly a two-site cluster. One can
find the ground state to be AFor small /i and arbitraryU and FMez for large Ji /U, in qualitative
agreement with our mean-field calculation.

Let us finally mention that the model we use is known to haveralave singularity in the vicinity
of z = 1.5, which is expected to induce a FM instability for arbitrargak coupling at zero temperature.
This particular instability, however, turns out to be unalustrongly temperature dependent. Therefore,
the corresponding critical value of the Stoner parameterfinite at temperaturé > 0, and reaches a
value close tdV/3 (Fig.[d) atT = W/600 used in this work.

3.3 Consequences of the crystal field splittingA complete investigation of the phase diagrams at finite
crystal field splittingE, would be quite involved, and is left for future work. At., = 0 the majority of
stable magnetic solutions is characterized by a positi@adpolarization, a tendency expected for a 2D
model ofe, electrons[[12], which would certainly be enhanced by a negatystal field£,. We therefore
limit our present discussion to the influence of a posifikein order to investigate a competition between
the kinetic energy, which is lower when the broad band withdpminantlylz) orbital character is closer
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to half filling, and the potential energy at finite,. Furthermore, we restrict ourselves to the strong Hund’s
exchange coupling regimgy = 0.25U.

As shown in Fig[4(c), the orbital polarization of the PM pbaas changed to negative (P\phase)
already for moderat&, = 2t. As a result, the magnetic moment and the orbital polaoradie carried
by the same orbital in all phases, and the magnetic indiakilare achieved for lower values 6f=
U + Jg. Another consequence of finit€, > 0 is the observed shift of the van Hove singularity to
larger doping, strongly enhancing the tendency toward®efeagnetism in the low density regime. In
addition, the competition between FM and AF phases at quiilliteg (« = 1) remains quite spectacular:
even though both weak coupling and strong coupling expasgeedict antiferromagnetism, as does our
calculation, FM phase nevertheless takes over in an intiateecoupling regimé.15¢ < I < 6.5¢.

Such features as the Aphase obtained for low doping, ti& AFz phase fotz ~ 0.5, and FM one for
both~ 0.5 < z < 0.98 andz > 1.02, are robust and are found also at finite crystal field, in paldir in
the strong coupling regime. On the contrary, the instahilftthe PM phase to the FMphase disappears,
and the one to th€’-AF phase moves from ~ 1.5 to small doping.

4 Conclusions Insummary, we have determined the phase diagras efectrons on the square lattice
within the mean-field approximation. The occurrence offantbmagnetism in the vicinity of half filling,
followed by C-AF phase at ~ 0.5, as well as FM phases for~ 0.75 andx ~ 1.5, are robust features of
this model. Note that the regions of stability of the AF a@itd\F phases with respect to the FM one would
still be somewhat extended due to quantum correctlors Jh3jarticular, the occurrence a6f-AF phase
indicates that even more complex types of magnetic phasels a5 stripe phases with larger magnetic unit
cells [7,[9], might be expected in doped nickelates.

In contrast, the ground state is strongly parameter depeiii¢he vicinity of quarter fillingx = 1,
resembling to some extent the ground state of the model withetquivalent orbitalsd [3,15]. While the
orbital polarization systematically appears in all phasies orbital carrying the magnetic moment does
not necessarily coincide with the one carrying higher etectdensity, leading to a particularly interesting
interplay between magnetic and orbital degrees of freedom.
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