
First-order rhombohedral to cubic phase transition in photoexcited GeTe

Matteo Furci,1 Giovanni Marini,2 and Matteo Calandra1, 3, 2

1Department of Physics, University of Trento, Via Sommarive 14, 38123 Povo, Italy∗
2Graphene Labs, Fondazione Istituto Italiano di Tecnologia, Via Morego, I-16163 Genova, Italy

3Sorbonne Université, CNRS, Institut des Nanosciences de Paris, UMR7588, F-75252 Paris, France

Photoexcited GeTe undergoes a non-thermal phase transition from a rhombohedral to a rocksalt
crystalline phase. The microscopic mechanism and the nature of the transition are unclear. By using
constrained density functional perturbation theory and by accounting for quantum anharmonicity
within the stochastic self-consistent harmonic approximation, we show that the non-thermal phase
transition is strongly first order and does not involve phonon softening, at odd with the thermal one.
The transition is driven by the closure of the single particle gap in the photoexcited rhombohedral
phase. Finally, we show that ultrafast X-ray diffraction data are consistent with a coexistence of the
two phases, as expected in a first order transition. Our results are relevant for the understanding
of phase transitions and bonding in phase change materials.

Phase change materials (PCMs) have found commer-
cial applications in all-optical memories and are promis-
ing candidates for the use in computation beyond Von
Neumann [1]. Their success is due to two fundamen-
tal properties: i) their amorphous and crystalline phases
have a significantly different electrical resistance [2] and
optical properties [3, 4], and ii) they can be rapidly
switched between both states. The electronic structure
and structural properties of these materials result from
a competition of resonant bonding and Peierls distortion
[5]. PCM structural properties are very sensitive to ul-
trafast photoexcitation that, in these systems, can trigger
phase transitions [6]. However, a sound description of the
mechanism responsible for the photoexcited phase tran-
sitions is lacking even for GeTe, the most simple PCM.

At ambient conditions, GeTe crystallizes in a rhom-
bohedral phase (α-GeTe) which exhibits a ferroelectric
distortion along the body diagonal of the rhombohedral
cell, making α-GeTe a ferroelectric compound [7]. For
T ≳ 700K [8], GeTe adopts a paraelectric rock-salt crys-
tal structure (β-GeTe) [9] (see Fig. 1). The thermal dis-
placive phase transition involves an optical phonon soft-
ening at zone center, as confirmed by Raman data [10]
and molecular dynamics (MD) simulations [11, 12]. The
transition has a weakly first order character, as shown by
the detection of a latent heat [13]. EXAFS data [14] show
an apparent survival of long and short Ge-Te bonds at
T ≥ 700 K, suggesting an order-disorder phase transition
[14]. However, the latter result has been reinterpreted as
due to anharmonicity in the potential in Ref. [12]. The
common feature among all these interpretations of the
thermal transition is the occurrence of a softening of the
zone-center optical phonon mode.

Femtosecond visible laser pulses induce a non thermal
transformation on GeTe from the initial rhombohedral
phase to the cubic structure [6, 16]. Even if apparently
similar to the thermal one, the nature of this transition
is rather controversial. A key feature is that even after
6 ps, the ultrafast X-ray diffraction (XRD) data are not
consistent with a complete transition to a cubic structure

as additional diffraction peaks and anomalous broaden-
ings are still present. This led the authors of Ref. [6]
to speculate that the structure after photoexcitation is
only on average cubic, with the Ge atoms performing an
off-center rattling motion leading to the averaging effect.
This interpretation, consistent with an order to disorder
phase transition, has been questioned by time-dependent
density functional theory MD calculations resulting in a
coherent displacive second order phase transition to the
cubic phase [17]. However, the time evolution of the XRD
lines and the persistence of some rhombohedral features
are not explained by a displacive coherent transition as
proposed in Ref. [17].

In this work we investigate the photoexcited phase
transition in GeTe by using constrained density func-
tional (cDFT) and density functional perturbation the-
ory (cDFPT) calculations [18–21] coupled with the
stochastic self-consistent harmonic approximation (SS-
CHA) [22] to treat non-perturbative quantum anhar-

FIG. 1. Left Panel: pseudo-cubic unit cell of rhombohedral
GeTe. The rhombohedral primitive unit cell is shown in black
within the pseudo-cubic structure. Right Panel: details of
the rhombohedral unit cell for both rhombohedral GeTe (α-
GeTe) and cubic GeTe (β-GeTe); in both structures, the body
diagonal, the geometric centre of the primitive cell and the
rhombohedral angle are plotted in gray in order to highlight
the differences between the two crystalline phases [15].
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monicity in the ground and in the excited state. The
crystal under photoexcitation is here characterized by
the presence of two independent thermal populations of
photoexcited carriers: photoexcited electrons in the bot-
tom of the conduction band (ph. e− in the following) and
valence holes in the top of the valence band [21] (more
details in the Supplemental Material (SM)). We show
that the photoinduced non-thermal phase transition is of
the first order kind and does not involve a soft phonon
mode, at odd with the thermal case. The behaviour of
the ultrafast XRD peaks are naturally explained in this
framework.

We first consider the thermal case and show that in the
absence of photoexcitation the SSCHA correctly repro-
duces the displacive nature of the instability of the cubic
phase at T = 300 K. In Fig. 2, we show the harmonic
phonon dispersion of β-GeTe calculated by using density
functional perturbation theory [23–25]. In the harmonic
approximation, the phase is dynamically unstable, with
the complete optical band being imaginary and with the
strongest instability located at zone center. We explicitly
verify that the inclusion of the natural hole concentration
due to the intrinsic Ge vacancies in GeTe increases the
harmonic optical phonon frequency by no more than 5%;
thus, in the following, their presence will be neglected
(see SM and Ref. [26] there included).
Non-perturbative quantum anharmonicity is treated
within the SSCHA by calculating the positional free en-
ergy (F ) Hessian at T = 300 K. The static temperature
dependent dynamical matrix is defined as a function of
the free energy Hessian as:

D = M− 1
2
∂2F

∂R2

∣∣∣∣∣
Req

M− 1
2 (1)

where M is the matrix of the ionic masses Ma with Mab

FIG. 2. Harmonic phonon dispersion and anharmonic ωqν (at
T = 300K) for ground state cubic GeTe . The high symmetry
points are labeled according to the Brillouin zone of the Fm3̄m
space group. The LO/TO splitting is not included in the
calculation.

FIG. 3. Harmonic phonon dispersion for cubic GeTe as a func-
tion of increasing photocarrier concentration. The LO/TO
splitting is not included in the calculation.

= δabMa and R is a cumulative variable for all the ionic
positions (see Refs. 27 for a detailed explanation). By
Fourier transforming the matrix D and by diagonalizing
it, we obtain ωqν as the square root of the eigenvalues
of the positional free energy Hessian. An imaginary fre-
quency signals the occurrence of a second order phase
transition as dictated by Landau theory. As shown in Fig.
2, quantum anharmonicity partially cures the instability
as most of the optical band is now positive, but there
remains an instability of the optical mode at zone center
indicating the occurrence of a displacive phase transition,
in agreement with experiments and previous calculations.
[12].

Having shown the capability of our formalism to de-
scribe the displacive phase transition in the ground state,
we switch to the description of the photoexcited state.
In Fig. 5 (c) we show the harmonic phonon disper-
sion of the α-phase in the ground state and in the pres-
ence of ne = 0.1 excited electrons per formula unit
(ph. e−/ f.u.), which is compatible with the value that
we calculate from the experimental fluence [6] (see SM
which includes Ref. [28]). The ground state results are
in perfect agreement with Refs. [29–31] and confirm the
stability of the α-phase at zero temperature. More inter-
estingly, the rhombohedral phase remains stable even in
the presence of a substantial photoexcitation and shows
no tendency to a dynamical destabilization of the lattice.
Quantum anharmonicity weakly affects the dispersion at
ne = 0.1 ph. e−/ f.u., as show in Fig. 5 (d).

It is instructive to compare the persistent stability of
the α-GeTe phase under photoexcitation with the har-
monic phonon dispersion of the cubic phase as a func-
tion of the number of photoexcited carriers (Fig. 3). A
non-zero photoexcited carriers population progressively
reduces the displacive instability of the optical phonons
at zone center. At the harmonic level and in the ab-
sence of photocarriers cubic GeTe exhibits a deep dy-
namical instability at zone centre (ω = 89 i cm−1) and
a secondary dynamical instability at X (ω = 34 i cm−1),
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FIG. 4. Harmonic and anharmonic phonon dispersion (at T =
300K) for photoexcited cubic GeTe at ne = 0.1 ph. e−/f.u..
The high symmetry points are labeled according to the Bril-
louin zone of the Fm3̄m space group.

in complete agreement with previous theoretical deter-
mination of the same vibrational spectrum [29, 32, 33].
At ne = 0.1 ph. e−/ f.u. the instability of the zone-center
optical-phonon is weak but still present, while it is com-
pletely removed at ne = 0.15 ph. e−/ f.u., although the
acoustic modes are slightly imaginary close to zone cen-
ter. We note here that photoinduced weakening of the
zone centre dynamical instability can be correlated to
the promotion of electrons to the conduction bands of β-
GeTe which are predominantly derived from Ge p states
and thus favour a more perfect octahedral atomic ar-
rangement (see SM for the β-GeTe band character) [34].
The residual weak instability at ne ≥ 0.1 ph. e−/ f.u.
could, however, be removed by anharmonicity. In or-
der to investigate this possibility we report the results
of the SSCHA calculation at T = 300K and ne =
0.1ph. e−/ f.u. in Fig. 4. Quantum anharmonic cor-
rections are colossal and completely remove the insta-
bility. Thus, both the α and β phases have a positive
definite positional free energy Hessian at this photoex-
citation, meaning that both phases are local free energy
minima and the transition among the two cannot be due
to a displacive soft-phonon driven phase transition, at
odd with the thermal case. Inclusion of volume effects
and minimization of the Gibbs free energy do not qual-
itatively and quantitatively change this conclusion. At
ne = 0.1 ph. e−/f.u. the quantum free energy difference
between the cubic and the rhombohedral phases is very
small, namely ∆F := Fβ−GeTe−Fα−GeTe = 2.4meV/f.u.
at T = 300K. Inclusion of volume effects and mini-
mization of the Gibbs free energy changes only slightly
this result and leads to a quantum free energy differ-
ence of ∆F = 2.36meV/f.u. at T = 300K (the total
energy difference being ∆E = 16meV/f.u. ). This has
to be compared with the quantum free energy differ-
ence in the absence of photoexcitation at T = 300K,

that is ∆F = 18meV/f.u. (the total energy difference in
the ground state is ∆E = 29meV). Thus, photoexcita-
tion suppresses the free energy difference among the two
structures by a factor 7.6, making them almost degen-
erate at ne = 0.1 ph. e−/ f.u.. The reduction in ∆F is
entirely due to the change in total energy difference by
the photoexcitation, while the quantum anharmonic cor-
rection is almost equal in the ground state and in the ex-
cited state. Our results obtained within cDFPT strongly
support the occurrence of a first order phase transition
from the rhombohedral to the cubic phase with a region
of coexistence among the two.

Before addressing the comparison with XRD data, we
detail the microscopic mechanism responsible for the free
energy difference reduction under photoexcitation. In
Fig. 5 (a) we plot the evolution of the electronic struc-
ture of the α-phase as a function of photoexcitation ob-
tained with cDFT. As shown by the projection over the
Te atomic character, in the ground state the valence band
has a dominant Te character (at the valence band top ap-
proximately 60% of Te and 40% of Ge character), while
the conduction band is mostly derived from Ge atomic
states. This is also shown clearly in Fig. 5 (b), where
the electronic charge density restricted to the top of the
valence band (top) and to the bottom of the conduc-
tion band (bottom) is shown (see SM for more details).
The former is almost equally distributed among the Ge
and Te atoms, while the latter is mostly located close
to the Ge atoms. As Ge (Te) is positively (negatively)
charged in the ground state [30, 35], the photoexcitation
reduces the ionicity of the bonding. As the stabilization
of the rhombohedral structure in the ground state has
been attributed to the smaller ionicity of the bonding
[5, 30, 34] and the consequent energy gain due to gap-
opening, the stabilization of the cubic structure in the
presence of photocarriers seems to be in apparent contra-
diction with previous works. However, we should recall
that at ne = 0.1 ph. e−/f.u., GeTe is in a metallic state.
The concept of bond ionicity is lost as the Born effective
charges are completely screened, no net polarization oc-
curs in the α−phase and the band-gap is progressively
reduced, as it can be seen in Fig. 5. On the contrary the
gap of the cubic phase is essentially unaltered by pho-
toexcitation (see SM). Thus, the reduction in ∆F and
∆E by the electron-hole plasma is mostly due to the gap
closure.

We now compare our findings with experimental data.
Ultrafast XRD data in Ref. [6] show a progressive emer-
gence of the cubic peaks in the time period 4-26 ps after
the transition. Yet, the behaviour of the [003], [104] and
[110] peaks is anomalous, as shown in Fig. 6. In par-
ticular, in the cubic phase, only the [003] peak should
be visible in the range of 2.6 < 2 sin θ/λ < 3 nm−1, as
shown in the simulated diffraction pattern (black line) in
the middle panel in Fig. 6 (a). However, at 6 ps the ex-
perimental data of Ref. [6], replotted in Fig. 6 (a), show
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FIG. 5. a) From top to bottom, electronic band structure of α-GeTe for increasing concentrations of photoexcited electrons; the
atomic state projections on Te s and p states are superimposed on the ground state electronic band structure; the Kohn-Sham
eigenvalues are referred to the valence hole Fermi level (dashed blue line), the photoexcited electron Fermi level is reported
with a dashed red line instead. b) Spatial distribution of electronic charge density difference in α-GeTe assuming a p-doping of
0.1 h−/ f.u., (top) and a n-doping of 0.1 e−/ f.u. (bottom). In both cases only the 3.5 e−/Å3 isosurface is shown [15]. Harmonic
(c and d) phonon dispersion and anharmonic ωqν (at T = 300K) (d) of (c) ground state and (d) photoexcited (0.1 ph. e−/ f.u.)
α-GeTe. The high symmetry points are labelled according to the Brillouin zone of the R3m space group following Ref. [36]
and the k-space paths were geenrated through the Xcrysden software [37].

the presence of a secondary peak as a left-shoulder. Sim-
ilarly, in the case of a complete transition to β-GeTe, the
cubic [110] peak should be the only visible in the diffrac-
tion pattern in the range 4.5 < 2 sin θ/λ < 4.9 nm−1. On
the contrary, the asymmetric shape of the experimental
peak suggests a persistence of the rhombohedral [104] at
6 ps (and also at larger times), see middle panel of Fig.
6 (b).

These anomalies in the XRD pattern were interpreted
as a rattling motion of the central ion in the unit cell
that experiences a shallow enough potential energy bar-
rier at the geometric centre of the unit cell so to be able
to rapidly move around it and leading, on average, to
a cubic structure [6]. Although such an explanation was
suggested to be consistent with the experimental observa-
tions through theoretical estimation of the structure fac-
tors in rhombohedral GeTe, no clear evidence of this spe-
cific dynamics was provided. Such a scenario clearly dif-
fers significantly from the first order picture of the phase
transition provided here. We believe that the progressive
change in the diffraction patterns in Ref. [6] could be
more conveniently explained assuming that after the irra-
diation a certain portion of the sample transitions to the
β phase. The larger concentration of β-GeTe in the sam-
ple would then correlate with the observed enhancement
of the diffraction peaks pertaining to the cubic structure.
The remaining portion still in the α phase would natu-
rally give rise to additional features in the XRD patterns.

In Fig. 6, we provide a comparison of the diffraction
peaks reported in Ref. [6] with theoretically computed
diffraction patterns [15]. For simplicity, we chose the
linewidths of the theoretical peaks to be identical to the
experimental ones for ground state α-GeTe (see Ref. [6]
and SM for further details). In Fig. 6 it is evident how
purely rhombohedral or purely cubic diffraction patterns
cannot explain the experimental observations. However,
when considering mixtures of the two phases, the qual-
itative features of the experimental diffraction patterns
are recovered (see 6 and SM for more details). Thus, the
XRD in Ref. [6] are better described by a phase mixture
than by a second-order displacive transition.

In conclusion, by using first principles calculations in
the presence of an electron-hole plasma and by includ-
ing non-perturbative quantum anharmonicity, we showed
that the non-thermal rhombohedral to cubic phase tran-
sition occurring in photoexcited GeTe is of the first order
kind and does not involve softening of any optical zone
centre mode, contrary to what happens in the thermal
case. By performing a careful analysis of ultrafast XRD
data [6], we have shown that they are compatible with
a mixture of the α and β phases and disagree with a
second-order or with a coherently uniform transition to
the β−phase [17].
Our results are relevant for the broad class of phase
change materials, as in several of these, such as SbTe3
or Ge2Sb2Te5, non-thermal phase transition induced by



5

FIG. 6. Comparison between experimental time resolved XRD data (6 ps after photoexcitation, replotted as Exp. from Ref.
[6]) and the calculated diffraction peaks of α-GeTe, β-GeTe and a mixture of the two phases (55% β-GeTe concentration),
respectively. In the top row the comparison focuses on the range where the [003] and [101] rhombohedral peaks are visible in
Ref. [6]. In the bottom row, the comparison is limited over the range where the [104] and [110] rhombohedral peaks are found
in Ref. [6] instead. All intensities are normalized to unity.

ultrafast pulses have been detected [38]. Moreover, as we
have shown that the order of the transition is sensitive to
the effective occupation of the valence band, our findings
could be helpful to explain the weakly first order nature
of the thermal transition in GeTe and other phase change
materials.
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