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The in uence of on-site (H ubbard) electron-electron interaction on disorder-induced localization
is studied in order to clarify the role of electronic spin. The m otivation is based on the recent
experin ental indications of a \m etal-nsulator" transition in two din ensional system s. W e use both

analytical and num erical techniques, addressing the lim it of weak short—range interaction.

The

analytical calculation is based on Random M atrix Theory RM T ). It is found that although RM T
gives a qualitative explanation of the num erical results, it is quantitatively incorrect. T his is due to
an exact cancellation of short range and long range correlations in RM T, which does not occur in
the non-universal corrections to RM T . An estim ate for these contributions is given.

PACS numbers: 71304 h, 7320Fz, 71.10Fd

I. NTRODUCTION

The question considered in this paper is whether
electron-electron interaction can reduce disorder-induced
localization, thus enabling m etallic behavior In two di-
m ensional disordered system s.

The common view about the subfct in the last 20
years has been based on the well known scaling theory
of Iocalizationt, according to which two din ensional sys—
tem swillalwaysbe localized (ie., nsulating), no m atter
how weak the disorder is. A lthough the original scal-
ng theory did not take Interactions into account, it was
shown that weak interaction (ie., high electron-density)
does not a ect its result?. On the other hand, in the
Ilim i of very strong interaction (ie. very dilute sys—
tem s) it is known that the electron liquid freezes into
a W igner lattige, which is pinned by disorder and there—
ore msulating?. A 1l these results have lead to the opin—
jon that the repulsion between electrons can only fiirther
decrease the conductance, so that all two din ensional
system s w ill show insulating behavior, regardless of the
strength of Interaction between the electrons.

A series of experin ents perform ed in the last few years
show ed that even though iIn the lin its ofboth very dense
and very dilute system s we get the expected insulating
behavior, for interm ediate values of density (correspond-—
Ing to s between 4 and 40, where r; is the average
Inter-electron distance m easured in the units of the Bohr
radiis) m etallic-like tem perature dependence is found?.
T he transition from an insulating behavior to a m etallic
one as the density decreases was entitled \Two D in en—
sionalM etalnsulator Transition" (2DM IT).An in por—
tant feature of these system s is that an application of
an n-planem agnetic eld, which cannota ect the elec—
trons’ orbialm otion but can direct their spins) reduces
the conductance in the m etallic regin e, until for high
enough m agnetic elds the conductance saturates as a
function ofthe eld, and the system s show the expected
nsulating behavior. This saturation eld was estin ated
to be the eld of ull alignm ent of allthe spins.

These results arouse much interest and m any ideas

w here suggested for their explanation. A debate started
In the question ofw hetherthere is really am etallicbehav—
jor and a phase trangition, probably caused by electron-—
electron interactiont; or the system is really insulat—
ng, but the experim entally accessble tam peratures are
high enough to exhibit tem perature dependent scatter—
ing, thus caus:ng the apparent m etallic behav:of‘

AnaJythaE and num encal calculations have shown
that, as expected, for soinless electrons repulsion can
only further localize the electrons, and does not lead
to a metaknsulator transition. However, when, taking
spin Into account, the situation is stJJJ.unc]ea]:'a In a
recent num erical exact-diagonalization studyi8 an An-
derson m odel with both long range Coulomb interac—
tion and short range Hubbard interaction was consid—
ered. It was shown that the Coulom b interaction, exist—
Ing between any two electrons regardless of their spin,
can only Increase localization. On the other hand, not—
too-strong Hubbard interaction were seen to cause de-
localization (Strong Hubbard interaction will lead to a
M ottH ubbard Insulator). Since this interaction exists
only between electrons w ith opposite spins, itse ect is
decreased by an In-plane m agnetic eld, and disappears
when all the soins are aligned. This dependence of lo—
calization on Interaction-strength and in-plane m agnetic

eld thus m In ics, at least qualitatively, the experin en—
tally observed phenom ena. Sin ilar results w erg,obtained
recently usihg Q uantum M onte€ arlo m ethod< .

In this paperwe w ish to study further the weak short—
range interaction regine, n which Interaction-induced
delocalization was ocbserved. W e will st address the
problem analytically, using a Random M atrix Theory
RMT) approachﬂq, and then com pare it to num erical
sim ulations on an Anderson m odel. Tt w illbe shown that
RM T can give only a qualitative but not a quantitative
explanation for the num erical results, sihce RM T does
not take into acocount non-universal correlations existing
between wave functions in the di usive regin e. An esti-
m ate Por the e ect’s order of m agniude and is depen-—
dence on the param eters of the system In the di usive
regin e w illbe given.
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II. ANALYTICAL RESULTS —~-RANDOM

MATRIX THEORY

W ew illconsider an A nderson H am iltonian w ith on-site
H ubbard interaction :
X X X
s, t &, &so + Un

s; < s5;50> ; s

A

H = ﬁs;"ﬁs;#; @)

where &7, , 85, and fi;; denote electron creation, anni-
hilation and num ber operators, respectively, for a state

on site s wih spin progction on some axis. The rst
term is a random on-site potential, where ¢ is chosen

random ly from the range FW /2W /2]; the second is the

hopping or kinetic tem , where the sum is over nearest—
neighborsites s, sOand t isan overlap integral; the third is
the Hubbard tem , the electrostatic interaction betw een

tw o electrons in the sam e site W hich m ust have opposite

spins), whose strength is determm ined by the param eter
UH .

To quantify localization, we w ill calculate the Inverse
Participation Ratio (PR),de nedbyP = _j )7.
This quantity is of order 1 for localized states, and of
orderN ! frdelocalized states, where N is the num ber
of Jattice sites. The IPR thus decreases w hen the single—
particlewave finction becom es less localized, and gives
us an estin ation for the changes In the conductance of
the system .

W e assum e here that without Interaction the single
electron energies and eigenvectors distrbutions for the
ensam ble of A nderson H am iltonians are described by the
corresponding distributions for an ensem ble of G aussian
real sym m etric m atrices, ie., the G aussian O rthogonal
Ensemble GOE). TLhisensambl is de ned by the well
know n distributiontd :
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where = 1, isa constantenergy parameter,and # )
is a suitabl m easure. T he eigenvectors are then a set of
random orthogonalrealnomm alized vectors. T he average
PR wihout J'nteracltjon for an electron in the n-th lkevel
wih spin  is thudh
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w here the superscript (0) denotes the state w ithout in—
teraction, and double angular brackets denote ensem ble
average.

Now we add a weak Hubbard interaction, treating it
In a selfconsistent way to  rst order in perturbation the—
ory. Thus, the e ect of spin-down electrons on the elec-
tronsw ith spin up w illbe the ollow nge ective potential
(sihce only electronsw ith di erent spins interact, we have
no exchange tem ):
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A cocording to the fam iliar rst order perturbation the-
ory,the rstorderchange In the IPR ofa spin-up electron
in the n-th state due to is interaction with a spin-down
electron in them -th state is :
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Since the wave functions can be chosen to be realdue to
tin e reversal sym m etry, we om itted absolute value and
com plex conjugate notations In this and the follow ing
expressions.

A cocording to RM T, the eigenvectors distribution is in—
dependent of the eigenvalues distribution, so we can sep—
arate the averages of the num erator and denom nator n
the above expression.

A s for the average qf-the num erator, its valie can be
und in the literaturel®3, and the results are summ a—
rized In Table E W e note that when s = sOwe have an
average ofeven pow ersofw ave functionsatdi erent sites,
which is expected to be positive and vary asN #, since
w e have eight w ave function values in the expression, each
ofwhich goesasN !72.0n the otherhand, when s 6 s(
it may appearat rst glance that since we have an aver—
age of odd pow ers of values ofwave functionsat di erent
sites, which are uncorrelated, we should get zero. How —
ever, we get In this case a nonzero negative value, going
asN °. This resul is due to correlations resuting from
the orthogonality requirem ent on the eigenvectors.

To understand thjs,Pwe m ay note that squaring the
orthogonality relation [ 5 (s) ]i-f) = 0 forjé k and
averaging, ushg the known resalt
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for s 6 s0 ie. iftwo di erent wave fiinctions have the
sam e sign on one site, from orthogonality they w ill tend
to have opposie signs on another site and vice versa,
hence the above nonzero negative average.

A s for the average value of the energy denom inator in
Eqg. 6'_5), In principle i m ight be possible to calculate its
valieusihngRM T .H ow ever, to estin ate the leading order
we will assum e the spectrum is com posed of equidistant
levels, w ith m ean level spacing

Combining all those results together, we get, to the
lading order iIn N , the ollow Ing result for the change In
the PR ofa spin-up elctron In the n-th leveldue to its
Interaction w ith a spin-down electron in the m -th level:
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TABLE I:Valuesofthe average of the num erator in Eq. ;5) for all the possible com binations of level num bers 1, m , n and sites
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where (k) isde ned by:

k=1

W e observe that orm = n the correction is always neg—
ative (for n In the lower half of the band), ie., the in—
teraction between two electrons In the sam e state tends
to delocalize them , which is the only way to reduce their
mutual interaction energy. Form #% n the correction
w il usually be positive, ie., electrons In di erent levels
repulse each other, resulting in fiirther localization. As
can be expected, the form ere ect is lJarger than the lat-
ter, due to the identity of the two Interacting electrons’
w ave fiinctions in the form er case. H ow ever, the order N
di erence between the casem = n and thecasem 6 n
is caused by an excat cancellation of the leading order
dependence on N betw een the single short range (s = s0
term and all the N 1 Iong range (s & sO tem s in
the latter case, which doesn’t occur in the former. W e
w ill see below that this cancellation, together w ith the
negative sign of the resul form 6 n, is correct only in
RMT.

T hus, ifthe Iowest ny levels are occupied by soin-down
electrons, the total change in the PR ofa soin-up elec—
tron in the n-th level is:
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The maih features in the behavior of P_ ! are as B
Iows : Forn n the negative contribution of the spin—
dow n electron at the sam e leveln asthea ected soin-up
electron dom nates the usually positive contribution of
the other spin-down ekctrons. T herefore, P, ' isneg—
ative, but decreases In absolute valuie when ny Increases.
Forn > ny, there are spin-down electrons only In lev—
elsdi erent from n, thus B, 1 is positive and increases
when ny Increases. At n = ny there is a discontinuous
jmp of P, '. In both cases, since N ! i real
system s (@lthough not In RM T), the e ect is of order
N 2, ifwekeep the concentration of spin-dow n electrons
constant. W e neglect here the logarithm ic factor com ing
from the function ()).A plotofthese orm ulaswillbe
shown in the next section, where these expressions w ill
be com pared to num erical resuts.

ITII. NUMERICAL RESULTS

In this section we will exam ine results of num erical
calculations and com pare them to the analytical resuls
discussed above. Two m odel H am iltonians w i1l be con—
sidered : an RM T Ham iltonian and an A nderson Ham ik
tonian. It will be shown that their results di er by an
order of m agniude as well as In other characteristics.
T he theoretical predictions w ill be shown to agree w ith
the formm er but not w ith the latter, and reasons for the
discrepancy w illbe given.

A . Random M atrix H am iltonian

Wewill wstconsiderthe change n the IPR fora true
RM T Ham itonian. Shce we considerhere only the weak
Interaction regin e, Instead of solving the exact m any—
body problem we sin ply diagonalize rst the Ham ilto-
nian w ithout interaction, and then use the w ave functions
to construct thee ective potential, given in Eq. -Zh) .This
potentialis then used to calculate the w ave fiinctions and
the PR with interaction. T he applicability of this one
loop H artreeFock approxin ation is justi ed by the fact
that the change in P ! was fund to be linear n Uy , as
required.

T hem atrix size chosen was 408 408, and the elem ents
w ere chosen according to the distrbution law in Eq. ('_2) .
W e have chosen = 0:t, so that the m ean level spacing
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is = 0:0196t, approxin ately equalto the spacing in the
Anderson Ham itonian, Eq. g-;l:), used in the next section
(0.022t to 0.025t orW between 2.0t and 4.0t). The In—
teraction strength Uy was taken as 1.0t. The calculated
quantities w ere averaged over an ensemble of 5 10* dif-
ferent realizations.

T he num erical results for the change in the IPR vs.
the level num ber of the a ected spin-up electron due to
its interaction w ith di erent num bers of spin-down elec—
trons, are shown in Fig. :}:, together w ith the theoretical
formula, Eqg. 6'5) . T he theoretical form ula was corrected,
taking into acoount that the m ean level spacing is not
constant acrossthe spectrum , but varies according to the
sem icircle law?d,

42N EZ? 10)

where () isthe densiy of states.

As can be seen, there is a good agreem ent between
the num erical and the theoretical results. A 1l the m ain
features discussed at the end of the previous section can
be clarly seen in the num ericaldata.

B . A nderson H am iltonian

Now we will discuss the changes in the IPR for the
Anderson Ham iltonian given in Eq. ('_]:) . The calculation
was perform ed in the sam e m ethod as was used for the
random m atrix Ham ittonian (ie., one-loop H artreeFock
approxin ation).

W e have chosen a 17 24 lattice, corresponding to
a 408 408 matrix. As for the RM T calculations, we
took Uy 1:0t, while four values of disorder were used
{W=20t,W=25t, W=30tand W =4.0t. The results
were averaged over 10? realizations of disorder.

First, In Fjg.:_z, the value of the IPR w ithout interac—
tion is show n forthe fourvalues ofdisorder, aswellasthe
RM T valie, Eqg. {3.). W e can see a di erence here, as the
Anderson m odel gives higher values (m ore localized) of
the IPR thanRM T .Thee ect iscaused by non-universal

(ie., beyond RM T ) corrections to the PR and ism ore
pronounced for higher disorder. T he corrections for the
PR were caloulated using supersym m etry techniquest3,
reuktingm P ! P,y . g !N !@hereqg isthedi
m ensionless conductance) . W e can also see, as expected,
that the Jevels near the band edge have higher IPR , and
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are thusm ore localized, than levels near the center ofthe
band.

Now we move to interaction e ects in the A nderson
m odel. The results are shown In Fjg.-'_IJ., w ith the same
occupation num bersasthose chosen In the previousRM T
calculations, for the four values of the disorder. As In
RM T, the change in the IPR isnegative forn ny and
changes sharply (though not discontinuously) atn = ny.
N evertheless, it doesn’t change is sign there. M oreover,
the change in the IPR is larger by about an order of
m agnitude than the one found from RM T . A Iso, even In
the range n ns, i increases n absolute value, rather
than decreases, when ny Increases. A 11this is in contrast
with Eq. @) and the discussion Dlow ing it.

Anotherpoint isthatthee ect increasesw ith disorder.
This is seen by comparing P, ! forthe sam e leveln but
di erent values ofW ; or by observing that, for the sam e
valie of W , levels near the band edge, which are m ore
localized, show larger P_ 1.

The reason forthese di erences isthe abovem entioned
cancellation between long range and short range wave—
function correlations in RM T . A s has been seen in our
RM T calculations (Tabl :'I), the average of wave func-
tions product appearing In the num erator ofEq. (E), is
oforderN * and positive when the two sites considered
coincide, but are only of order N > and negative when
the sitesare di erent. Shoe thereareN 1 temm softhe
latter type for each tem of the form er type, their total
contrbutions are ofthe sam e orderbut their signs are op—
posite. D ue to the equallity of the num erical coe cients
of the two types of temm s when the interacting electrons
are in di erent levels, they cancelout exactly to the lead-
Ing order in N , leaving behind a an all negative term , of

orderN °. Therefore, n RM T interaction between elec—
trons in di erent levels ncreases their localization, oppo—
site to the situation for electrons in the sam e level. From
this Hllow ed the decrease in the absolute value of P *
asng Increases n the rangen ng, its positive value for
n > ny, and the overallN 2 dependence ofthee ect or
constant density of spin-up electrons.

A llthis iscorrect when g isin nite. For nite g there
exist non-universal corrections to the wave-function av—
erages. T hose corrections were not calculated before for
the averages required here, but their behavior can be
con ectured from know n garrections for sin pler averages
(like those in Egs. G§, :j)ﬂ). W e may expect them to
have the sam eN dependence and sign astheRM T value,
but to be an aller by a factor of g. The corrections for
the short range (s = s0O tem s and long range (s & s0
term s w ill not, in general, have equal num erical coe -
cients, even when the Interacting electrons are in di er-
ent levels. Hence, after summ ation over sOwe are left
with an orderg N * contrdoution instead of the order
N 5 contribution n RM T .For this reason, although the
non-universalcorrections are oforderg 1, orm ost ofthe
averaged temm s they are about N tin es larger, so they
w il determ Ine both the m agnitude and the sign of the
Interaction-induced change in the IPR . Since the correc—
tions for s = sOw ill, In general, have a long range part,
persisting for s & sOand having the sam e sign for neigh—
boring sites (@lthough for lJargerdistanceswem ay expect
som e oscillations), their sign will dom inate the overall
sign ofthe results. W e w ill thus get a negative change In
the IPR not only from interaction between electrons in
the sam e kevelbut also w hen the Interacting electrons are
in di erent levels. Hence, B, 1 willalw ays be negative,
as can be seen in the num erical results.

M oreover, repeating the calculations with the non-
universal correction to the averages of wave functions
product, we can estin ate the dependence of the e ect
on the systam param eters. W e expect the total change
In the PR of a spin-up electron due to its interaction
w ith ny soin-down electrons to vary as

lUH Ny

n g— N3 1)
T hisexpression doesnot ilnclude a factor com ing from the
sum overenergy denom nators, which hasonly a weak de—
pendenceon N and ny (logarithm ic for equidistant levels,
a weak power law for a non-constant density of states).
B ecausew ave flinctions corresponding to neighboring lev—
els are m ore correlated than wave-finctions correspond—
Ing to faraw ay levels, there isalso a factor, which changes
sharply (though not discontinuously) when we pass from
n ns ton > ng, asseen in the num erical results. Since
N ! i real system s (although not in RM T), the
e ectisoforderg !N 1!, ifwe keep the concentration of
soin-down electrons constant. This is In contrast to the
N 2 dependence n RM T . Because N =g is much larger
than unity In our num erical calculations, we can now un-—
derstand the orderofm agnitudedi erencebetween RM T
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and A nderson m odelresuls. T hus, allthe features ofthe
num ericaldata can be explained by taking non-universal
corrections into account.

A swehavem entioned before, the non-universalpart of
the IPR w ithout Interaction, ie., the di erence between
the value ofthe PR w ithout interaction in the A nderson
modeland itsvalle n RM T, variesasg 'N !.A coord—
Ing to the our estim ate, the change in the IPR due to
interaction in the Anderson m odelalso goesasg N 1.
Thus, their ratio, P, =@ ' P., ,), should be in-
dependent of g, ie. of the degree of disorder. It should
also be independent of the number of lattice sites N if
the densities of spin-up and spin-down electrons are kept
constant. Thus, this ratio m ay be used to test our con—
fcture or the param etric form of P, '.

We rsttestthegindepenceoftheratio B =@ !
PRMl ¢ ) by plotting it in Fjg.:ff for system sw ith identical
lattice sizes (taken tobe 17 24, as in the previous calcu—
lations), but di erent values of disorder. W e can clearly
see that the di erences between curves corresponding to
di erentW valiesaremuch an allerthan the corresoond—
ing di erencesin Fjga'_h. The only exception is the value
W =2.0 (the lowest curve), which showsamarked di er-

24 sites lattice. T he estin ated error approxin ately equals the w idth of the num erical resuls. Further param eters are

ence from the other W wvalues. This is probably due to
the fact that for W = 2.0 disorder is not high enough, so
the electrons’ m otion is not fully di usive, and ballistic
boundary e ectsm ay be in portant.

We now test N independence of the ratio

P,'=¢ ' P,;,) by pbtting it i Fig. § for
system s wih the same valie of disorder (taken as
W =40) but di erent lattice sizes { 8 13, 13 19,
17 24, In all the cases the densities of spin-up
and spin-down electrons are approxin ately equal (the
horizontal axis is not the lvel num ber of the a ected
soin-up electron as before, but the Iling , de ned
as the ratio of the number of spin-up electrons n and
the total number of lattice sites N ). W e can clearly
see that the di erent curves are alm ost identical. The
only exception isthe small8 13 lattice, whose slighly
di erent behavior can again be attrbuted to ballistic
boundary e ects.
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Iv. CONCLUSIONS

In conclusion, we have shown how a spin-dependent
interaction can cause delocalization, at least for weak
short-range interaction. Localized elctrons highly re—
pulse each other, esgpecially if they have the sam e orbital
wave function and thus a di erent spin. This results in
a tendency for Interaction-induced delocalization. The
e ect on an electron wih a given orbital level and spin
direction is stronger if the sam e orbial level is occupied
by an electron w ith an opposite spin, and increases w ith
the totalnum ber ofelectronsw ith opposite spin. The de—
Jocalization isthus reduced by an in-planem agnetic eld.
A1l this is In accordance, gt last qualitatively, w ith rg—
cent experin ental nding€ and num ericalsin ulation£#,
regarding the in-plane m agnetoresistance.

W e have also seen that them ain di erence n thein u-
ence of the Hubbard interaction between realistic nite

g system s and the RM T stem s from exact cancellation

of the lading order long range and short range term s In

the omer. Thus, while n RM T a state is correlated

only to the sam e state w ith an opposite soIn (except for
weak anticorrelationsw ith all other states), or nie g
correlations between di erent states lead to a stronger
repulsion between these states resulting in a stronger de—
Jocalization due to the on-site interactions. N evertheless,

the order ofm agnitide and param etric dependence ofthe

PR can becalculated usingRM T, once the non-universal
corrections are properly taken into account.
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