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T he dependence of the m agnetoresistance of quasione-din ensionalm etals on the direction ofthe
m agnetic eld show dips when the eld is tilted at the so called m agic angles detem ined by the
structuraldim ensions of the m aterials. T here is currently no accepted explanation for these m agic
angle e ects. W e present a possible explanation. O urm odel is based on the assum ption that, the
Intralayer transport in the second m ost conducting direction hasa an allcontribution from incoherent
electrons. This incoherence ism odelled by a sm all uncertainty in m om entum perpendicular to the
m ost conducting (chain) direction. O urm odelpredicts them agic angles seen In interlayer transport
m easurem ents for di erent orientations of the eld. W e com pare our resuls to predictions by other

m odels and to experin ent.

PACS numbers: 72.15Gd, 74.70Kn, 72.10Bg, 73.90 + £

I. NTRODUCTION

T here is a fuindam ental relation between quantum co—
herenoe of electronic properties and, transport proper-
Scattering of
electrons a ects the transport, but also blurs inform a—
tion about the m om entum of the electron, and therefore
changes the ocoherence of the electrons, or quasiparticle
excitations. G enerally, the e ect of strong electronic cor—
relations and incoherent excitations are enhanced In sys—
tem s of reduced dim ensionality. A striking exam ple of
this are Luttinger liquids In one din ension. The quasi
one-din ensional Bechgaard salts (TM TST ), X K=PFg,
C1,4,NO3, :::) show a rich phase diagram ranging from

eld induced spin density waves to insulators and super—
conductors, depending on pressure and anion |7' The
structures are highly anisotropic, and show Jnterestjng
features asam agnetic eld is applied.

Lebed? predicted that resistance m axina would oc—
cur when orbits along directions the crystal are com —
m ensurate w ith the applied eld at the so called "m agic
angles" MA) where tan = Io=c, where is the an-
gl between the m agnetic led, tilted in the (y;z)-plane,
and the least conducting direction, z, b and c are lat-
tice constagnts, and 1is an integer. The M A were later
discovered?, but not as m axin a but as dips in the an—
gular dependenoe of the m agnetoresistance. M A e ects
are also seen®? in the DM ET-TSeF),X fam ily where
X=AuCL, Aul,. The theory was laterm odi ed to ex—
plin why dips should be fundli. The idea presented
is that periodic m otion is induced at the M A and, pro—
vided there iseven a am alloverlap in the direction ofthe
applied eld, the electron-electron interaction becom es
m ore two din ensionalwhich would produce a dip In the
m agnetoresistance M R) at the M A . A femative ideas
and explangtipnghave since then appeared in the litera—
ture £ M '13"14"'13’16'11’18' M ost of them are based on a snall
overlhp of electronic wave-functions in the direction of
them agnetic eld, but suggestions basegl on a Luttinger
liquid approach have also been m adéel 1924 The theory

developed by O sada, K agoshim a and,M iura- 3 captures
m any details of the experin ental data%}. However, that
theory requires the existence of very long-range hopping
(for exam ple, the second nearest neighbor hopping inte—
gralin a tight-binding m odel is of the sam e order as the
next-nearest neighbor integral). Further, if B, = 0, x
being the m ost conducting direction, ie., along the one—
din ensional chain ofm olecules, the theory predicts that
there would be no M A seen in the interlayer conductiv—
ity ... Further, it does not explain the dip n the M R
when them agnetic eld lies in theplane ( = 90). The
data for nplane magnetic eld is a ected by the fact
that the sam pl is superconducting and the upper criti-
cal eldH., oran n-planem agnetic el isquite larg&?.
T he consensus is that there is no acoepted theory behind
the appearance oftheM A . T he experin ental situation is
also unclarat them om ent. Som e groups report that the
MR hasthe sam e behavior in all directions oft.h.e cur-

rent212324 | W hereas other experin ents disagred??, and
clain that, due to defects in the crystals, the electrons
are foroed to travel in one direction past the defects, so
that there can be a contrbution from , eg., the resistiv—
iy in the x-direction to the resistivity in the z-direction,
producing an apparently sin larangularbehaviourof i
and ..

TheM A e ectsare also seen I, torque m easurem ents,
as m easured by Naughton et alf 4= T his has been dis-
cussed theoretically by Yakovenko?-é. Since the torque
can be related to the free energy, it is lkely that M A ef-
fects re  ects the ground state electronic properties of the
m aterial. Eurther, a big Nemst signalhas been detected
at the M A%%, and has been discussed ‘cheOJ:ethaJy2

T he crystalis ordented so that x isthem ost conducting
direction, ©llowed by the y-direction. The (x;y)-plane
de nes the layered structure. Typically, the hopping in
the thyee di erent directions are estin ated to be of the
order™d t, :t, :t, 2000K :200K :10K .

Here we present an altemative explanation of the oc—
currence oftheM A .0 urphysicalpicture is the follow ing.
T he strongly anisotropic structure ofthem ateriala ects
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the ocoherence of the particles in the crystal, aswell as
increasing the e ect of the electron correlation898%. m
a previous paper, we discussed a m odel for transport
In Jayered m aterials based on a cohergnce-incoherence
crossover as a fiinction of tem peraturef. A long the x-
direction them otion isassum ed to be coherent. T he least
conducting z-direction is assum ed to be incoherent, and
In the y-direction, the m otion is predom inantly coherent,
but with a an all incoherent contrbution. W e w ill show

that the loss of coherence In the y-direction is directly re—
soonsble fortheM A in the conductance m easured along
the z-direction. Even a an allam ount of incoherence gives
rise to a sizable e ect seen attheM A .

II. MODEL

W e modell the system as a quasitonedim ensional
metal. W e Introduce coordinates such that a is the lat-
tice spacing in the R-direction, b In the ¢, and ¢ in the
2, the layers lie in the (x;y)plane. D ue to the layered
structure, the Ham ittonian is divided into intralayer and
Interlayer contributions

H:Hk+H?; (l)

where H, describes the 2D (x;y)-layer and includes all
magy—body Interactions w ithin each layer, and H, =

t: .44 (G + hxy) descrbes the tunneling between
nearest neighbors in the z-direction. Because of the lay—
ered crystal structure, we assum e that Coulomb corre—
lations between the layers are sn all, and the separation
is valid. Later, we w ill further specify H for quasione-
din ensional system s. If we have a m agnetic eld in the
(v;z)-plane the vectorpotential, &, orthem agnetic eld
B = (0;By;B;) = (0;Bsin ;B cos ). In the Landau
gauge A is

K = (zBy;xB;;0):

W e are going to study transport in the z-direction, ie.,
transport between the anisotropic two-dim ensional lay—
ers. Let us consider two adipcent layers. The vector
potential in the two layers are not equal but di er by
a gauge transform ation &, = A; + £ , 1 and 2 indi-
cate the layer, and = Byx.Atsnallbiaswe can use
linear response theory to calculate the current between
the layers. At low tem peratures, only elctrons at the
Fem irenergy contrbute to the conductivity in the least
conducting direction, and it can be w pitten as a function
of only the in-plane G reen finction®4 due to the sep—
aration of intralayer and interlayer contributions In the
Ham iltonian. Separating the current—current correlation

finction we get that the conductivity is given by%3

Y4

et c ? . 0 A1+ 0 2 0
——— dr dr G (;r;Er )G (;5Er)
~ LyLy

+G' %riEr )G @ir%Er) ;

@)

where G (r;1%E ) denotes the electronic G reen func—
tion GF) wihin a single layer. Here, Ly L, are the di-
m ensions of the sam pl In the x— and y-direction respec—
tively. There is an indirect dependence on the distance
between the layers In t; . W e stress that this is a very
generalexpression and containsallthem any-body e ects
w ithin each layer.

A . N on-interacting G reen function for
quasione-dim ensionalm aterials in a m agnetic eld

Let us now look at the Ham iltonian in the absence of
electron-electron interactions. W e assum e that the spec-
tra in the m ost conducting direction can be lnearized.
Then, the Ham iltonian for a layer in a tilted m agnetic

el is (see Ref.32)

H)= vy ( i*Q +ezBsh ) 2pcosb( i~@ exB cos )I;
(3)
where = 1 denotes which sheet of the Fem isurface

the electron ison. v is the Fem ivelocity, and t, is the
interchain hopping-integral. T he wavefiinction is w ritten
as

t
I —+ kex+ kyy

x;yit) = exp - sh kb ox)
4)
where
B ! !
= cos _ ‘s _ 0 COS : )

g isthe frequency at w hich electrons traverse the quasi-

one-din ensional sheets of the Ferm i surface and

2
-y (6)
ebvy B cos

isthe isthe wavelength ofthe realspace oscillationsofthe
electron tra ectorieson the Ferm isurfaces . In am agnetic
eld the electron dispersion relation is independent oft,

(kx;ky) = ~kyV: (7)

A 1l energies are relative to the Fem i energy. The G_El‘
can be calculated in a way sin ilar to the one in Ref.;33,
to give:

0

oiky @ ¥Or Lligmem— E+i),

Gyt @r%E) = ;

®)



where
0
L=snhkJb oqx) shkb aox);
and is the electron scattering rate. TheGF for the
second layer di ers by a gauge factor, &= © %) and is
i, X . 0
+ (r;ro;E) — X eJ.[ky Yy y )+ L]
~Vp
ky i
0
i x5 ) )
e?(EJrevFCB sin +1): (9)
B . G reen function containing incoherence

W e now allow for the possbility that the m otion in
the Interchain direction can be incoherent. T he ncoher—
encem ight com e from polaron form ation, strong electron—
electron correlation, or any other m any-body e ect. In
a formulation in tem s 0of GFs a possbl ansatz for the
e ect of incoherence is that the non-interacting GF is
multiplied by a y-dependent factor

G )=6Gowr ) v Vi 10)
where (v V) depends on the process by which coher-
ence is Iost. T he validity ofthis spec:albrm ofGF canbe
seen forpolarons in ,eg., Refs. 4,33,34 and for electron—
electron interaction, in eg., Ref. -L In a 2D strpngly cor—
related m odel using the slveboson approacht the elec—
tronic GF factorizes into G = Gy Gr , where Gy is the
freeFerm ion GF,and Gy ;) = exp ¥ H=myT
is the bosonic GF containing the correlations, m g is the
m ass of the accom panying boson and T the tem pera-—
ture. Ifthe 2D -lattice is anisotropic (ie. weakly coupled
chains) thee ect from thebosonicpartw illbe even m ore
pronounced. In a previous paper w e studied transport in
layered m aterdals of polarond! . Forthis case the GF con—
tains tw o parts, one coherent, describbing band m otion of
electronsweakly scattered by the phonons, and one inco—
herent, where localized po]arons hog,between sites. For
the case ofpolaronsEq. {L0) is valid®®4. Here, we do not

specify the process resoonsble for the loss of coherence,
but will just assum e the generalﬁmn given in Eq. ald
T he process nvolved in Eg. {10 is the ollow ing. W hen
the electron m oves in the (x;y)-layerthe k, m om entum is
conserved. Hence, there is no x-dependence in the tem
describing the incoherent contribution, ¢ ¥). Istead
it describes the change In m om entum in the y-direction
as the particle jim ps between y and y°. The change nn
momentum is k,, which willbe centered around zero so
that form ost ofthe tin ek, isunchanged. Ifthe proposed
form forthe GF is correct, it could be visble n angle re—
solved photogm,ission spectra, which m easures the spec—
tral density28384. Later we w ill dem onstrate that even
a very sn all ncoherent term gives rise to observable M A
e ects.

C . Interlayer conductivity

UsihgtheGFs, Eq. ('_8) and Eqg. @),anq. @),andthe
incoherence factor, (y  ¥), we get a general expression
for the conductiviy:

zz = 7

2 X
i dr dro ei[(ky kyo)(y y0)+ (LJrLo)]
~ LyL

=y 'ky;kyo
w x99 ) .
] v %j’ae TvE els + e i3 ;
1)

ecB sin

where § = ®  ¥jis the change in gauge poten—
tialassociated w ith interlayer transport. T he sum m ation
over ,the two Fem isheets the electronsm oves on, can
be done and sinpli ed This can be sinpli ed to

:_L X of @l _
2
2cosfd sin[k, ko)b=2]cos[k, + kyo)o=21g
cosfd sin[, ko)b=2]cos[k, + kyo)b=2
+2sinf4 sin[k, ko)b=2]cos[k, + kyo)b=21y
sinf4 sin[k  ko)o=2]cos[k, + kyo)b=2

=2 &

=2

Here, we introduce new variables, ky ko =k ,ky+
kyo = ki, X }9=x,x+x0=x+,y yo=y,a.nd
v+ y°= y: . W e can then perform the integralover x,
to give Ly, and the integralovery, to giveL,.W e now
use the representation of the trigonom etric fuinctions in
term s of B essel functions

cos cosks b=2 )=

%

JoBI+ 2  ( 1FJx BJcoskk k¢ b=2 )1;
k=1

sin A cos ks b=2 )=

%

2 ( 1fJss1 B 1cos[@Ck + 1) (ks b=2 )1;

k=0

where J; is a Bessel function of order 1. The summ a—
tion overk,; can now be done by transform ing it into an
Integraland we get

oy 2 z _ .
462 ¢ ® 3 edB sin | .
2z = b dk dx e v cOS — K J
X kb 2
J1 4 sin - coslox )Ek ); 12)
=0
w here we introduced the distrbbution fiinction
Z
fk )= dy e¥ " 3¢ )f; 13)

describing the soread (incoherence) in the (interchain) y—
direction. The nalstep is the integration in x , which



gives us the nalexpression

® 2
2+ V2B 2 (bloos

Z 2
. kb
ko14S:Il’lT

ZZ()= 0 CSJH%

£k ) 14)

where we de ned the conductivity in zero eld, o

2 2 -y
8; =<. Eq. (I4) is the main resul of this paper. This
expression can be directly com pared wih those derived
by other authors or altemate theoried324. TheM A ap-
pearsaspeaksin ,, (dipsin theM R),when the denom —

natorhasam inin a. Thiswill occur at angles when

15)

ie, attheMA.

Recallthat the function £ k ) indicatesthe am ount of
Incoherence in the y-direction. If we have coherent par-
ticles In the y-direction, then, k, is always conserved so
that kyo = ky, and the distribution willbe a delta func-
tion f(k )= ( ). The sum over the Bessel functions
collapses to only the 1= 0 tem , and the result is

2
) = : 16)
°72 + (ecvr B sin )2

2z B

This agrees wih the result from regular Bolzm ann
transport theory'éz, and theM A e ects are not seen.
If an incoherent tem is present we will have som e

soread In k To illustrate this we use £k ) =
k )2
pz—l—ke 2<§ , m eaning that the averaged m om entum 1in
0

the y-direction follow

iy,  Ko)'i=kp: a7
f k ) hasthe property that it becom es a delta function
ifkg ! 0, ie., when the quasiparticles in the y-direction
are coherent. The m om entum In the x-direction is con-
served, kyo = ki . W e stress that the e ects we are dis—
cussing are not sensitive to the particular fom of £ k )
used, since it is an integrated quantity. kob is a m easure
of how poorly the quasiparticle wavevector is de ned
In the interchain direction. The electrons are coherent
In the y-direction of the order of ko1 , meaning that if,
say, kob = 001, then the electrons are coherent on the
order of 100 lattice constants in the y-direction. Thus,
a valie used below kpb= 001 still represents very well
de ned quasiparticles. A typical curve for the angular
dependence of the Interalyer m agnetoresistance is show n
n Fjgg: T he value of the other param eters, 'ty—" and ¢

are taken from typical experin ental valies. T he decay,

ing tin e has been m easured by m agnetoresistance m ea—
surem entsand is = 43psi Ref:_3_$ [TMTSF)RLCI,4 at
T=05K and ambient pressure] giving = 0id5mev,

, com es from tw o experin ents w here the scatter—

and = 63psin Ref.|39 [(TM TSF),PF¢ at T=0232K
and 82 kbar] giving = 0:10m eV . The m agnetic fre—
quenCy, 'y = ebw B, is given by the Fem i velociy,

= 02Mm /sin Ref. :12 and is equalto 1.08m eV when
them agnetic eld 7T andb=7 711A% . The hopping pa-
ram eter in they—dJJ:ectJon t Jngyen as3lm eV inRef. ,39
and Ref. :12 but 12m &V Jl'l Ref :38 Th our num erical ex—
am ples we use: Lo = 10, ty = 0:d. The resuls are not
that strongly dependent on the choice of these values,
only the am plitude ofthe M A dips change. H erewe have
to point out that according to the experin ent<£? there
should be a djp_when = 90 , which is absent in our
theory (see Fjg.:;h') . This dip occurs when B is parallel
to the layers, and is therefore not a M A, and can not
be described by our theory. A s described in the intro-—
duction, i m ay be connected w ith the proxim iy to,the
superconducting state for the in-plane m agnetic el®3.
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FIG.1l: Interlayer m agnetoresistance as a function of tilt
angle, ,in they =zplane. Even for a very sm all incoher—

ent hopping between the chains ofm olecules the m agic angle
e ect are clearly seen. The param eter kob is a din ensionless
param eter describing spread in the distribution ofm om entum

as the particle tunnelsbetween the chains. kpb= 0m eans full
coherence, ie., a delta-function distrdbbution ofky<alies. T he
m agnetic frequency, !¢ = ebwvr B, is the frequency at which
the electrons traverse the open sheets of the Fem isurface. 0

is the resistivity In zero eld, weused b= cand ! o= = 10.
W e also included, as a com parison, the result when no inco-
herence is present (kob= 0), given by Eq. ({9) In the text.

N.o:te that by com paring our theory to the one by O s—
adal% (which assum es non-interacting electrons) the in—
coherent term in the y-direction has a sim ilare ectasa
m agnetic eld in the x-direction. In particular we have

~ko

ec

18)

giving B « 63T ifweusskb= 001, . W e seethat even
a very am all inooherent part, kob = 0:01, corresponds
to a rehtively large uctuating eld in the x-direction



By 63T . Thus, the lJarger the incoherence is (larger
kob) the larger the corresponding e ective eld in the x-—
direction is, and the larger the M A dips in the M R are.

This is consigtent w ith the experin ental result by Lee

and N aughtonggn , Where an increasing x-com ponent ofthe

m agnetic eld increased the size of the M R oscillations
attheMA.

III. B IN THE x;z)PLANE

If we instead apply the magnetic eld in the (x;z)-
plane the vector potentialw ill be

A= (0;xB, zB,;0):

T he derivation is very sim ilar to the one presented above
w ih the only di erence that the gauge potential does
not have any com ponent depending on %k  ¥3 but now
dependson y ¥ Instead. The resuk is that the nte-
gralover x is sin pler, but the ntegralovery has an
additional factor. T his factor can be absorbed In the y
Integral, the nalresul is

® 2 kb °
2zB5 ) = ¢ kol4SjnT
=1
2
; 19
o (eva]Bz)zg(k ) 19)
where
2 cB
. ecB x e
gk )= dye¥ & Ty g Hf-f x .
(20)
Theparam eter s ebj:yB . The so called D annerK ang—

Chakin oscillation®8 are observed provided that

edB 4

ko; 1)

where kob is the incoherence param eter. In Fjg.:_ﬂ we
com pare the resulting resistivity (1= ,,) from Eg. {_1-9')

w ith an experin ental curve®d. W e did not adapt the pa-
ram eters to the experin ent, but jist want to illistrate
that this type of oscillations do appear In the theory

presented. Note that we have used a an aller value for
the nooherence param eter kgb= 0:001, com pared to the
valieused in Fig.il. This is j1sti ed by the fact that the
experim ent we com pare w ith is perform ed for the C10 4

com poung and the oscillations in they  z-plane are not
asvisb¥ as for the PF4 com pound indicating a sm aller
Inocoherence factor.

IV. BIN THE x;y;z)PLANE

Combining the resuls from the calculations above we
can get an expression ora eld in a general direction,

L L B
Ml b b b b

P

2C

®(degree)

FIG.2: Interlayer m agnetoresistance as a function of the
m agnetic eld direction in the x  z-plane. is the angle
between the eld and the z-axis. The upper panel shows a
num erical galculation of the so called D annerX ang-Chaikin
oscﬂ]a‘doniq , from Eq. (9) in the text. The theoretical curve
can be com pared w ith Fig. 1 from Ref.38 shown in the lower
panel, w ith experim ents done on (IM T SF),C 10 4 at am bient
pressure and T=0.5K . The dip around zero degree below 3T
is due to the sam ple becom ing superconducting. N ote that
denotes the angle between the m agnetic eld and the x-axis.
W eused b= ¢, keb= 0:001,wih !o= = 10 and ! o=, = 0:1
atB = 7T .

BxiByiB,).Weget

2+ V2 LB,

kb

@2)

note that is a function ofB,. In Fjg.:gi we com pare
results from this expyession w ith the experin entalresults
ofLee and N aughtonﬁgn, by identifying the anglesde ned
n Fig.d, as Hlows,

8

< Bx =B cos cos
By=Boos sn ; 23)
B, = B sin



where the de nition of and flows Ref.:_-3_'9, (see the
upperpanelin Fig.3). Astheangle between the &;y)-
plane and the direction of the eld is increased, the os-
cillations start to appear. The sin ilarities to Fig. 4 In
Ref. -'_3-_9 are strikking. Changing the param eters in the
m odel does not change the general features of this plot.

V. DISCUSSION

In sum m ary we have presented an explanation in tem s
of m any-body e ects of the appearance of m agic anglke
e ects in the Interlayer m agnetoresistance. The M A ap—
pears naturally from , even a an all, incoherent contribu-
tion to the nterchain hopping. T he hopping in them ost
conducting direction is assum ed to be coherent, and in
the least conducting direction incoherent. M om entum
can change in the direction between the one-din ensional
chain of molecules. This is described by a distribu-
tion function which is centered around zero, letting m ost

quasiparticles retain their m om entum when hopping.

W eused an explicit ormm ofthe interlayerG reen finction,

w hich can be directly observed in a angle resolyegd ghotoe—
m ission spectra. Unlke present explanationd32i87, the

theory does not assum e any long distance hopping be—
tween non-ad-pcent quasione-din ensionalm olecules in

di erent layers, where the overlap is quite an all, only
a nearest neighbor interlayer overlap. T he shape of the

Fem isurface isnota ected by the incoherence. Num er—
ical calculations produce resuls sin ilar to experin ental
resuls.
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FIG. 3: Interlayer m agnetoresistivity versus y z-plane
angle, ,dened via tan = sih =tan (see top gure).
The m iddle panel show s the result from our num erical cal-
culation of conductivity using Eq. 22. M odulations appear
at the m agic angls as the anglke  is ncreased. W e used
b= 7581A and ¢ = 13264A . The other param eters used
are kob = 01, o= = 10 and ! ¢=t, = 0. The_t:heoreti—
cal curve can be com pared with Fig. 4 from Ref.39 shown
in the Iower panel. This is an experim ent done at 032K on



