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W e present high-resolution m easurem ents of the them al expansion and the m agnetostriction of
TICuCk which shows eld-induced antiferrom agnetic order. W e nd pronounced anom alies in the
eld and tem perature dependence ofdi erent directions of the lattice signaling a large m agnetoelas—
tic coupling. T he phase boundary is extrem ely sensitive to pressure, eg. the transition eld would
change by about 185 % /G Pa underuniaxialpressure applied along certain directions. T his drastic
e ect can unam biguously be traced back to changes of the intradin er coupling under uniaxial pres—
sure. The interdin er couplings rem ain essentially unchanged under pressure, but strongly change

when T 1lis replaced by K .

One of the most sinple quantum soin system is a
soin-1/2 dimer. If such dimers are weakly coupled to
each other, very rich and fascinating physical properties
are predicted for various theoreticalm odels and can be
observed experim entally in suitable m aterials. For ex-—
am ple, the tw o-din ensionalShastry-Sutherland m odelt_]:]
is realized experim entally by SrCu, BO 3), and is low—
tem perature m agnetization as a function of m agnetic

eld show sdistinct plateausat certain fractionalvaluesof
the saturation m agnetization [_2]. M agnetization plateaus
are also observed in the three-din ensionalspoin-din er sys—
tem NH4CuClk E]. Such plateaus are, how ever, absent in
its iso-structural (@t 300K ) counterparts RCuCl wih
R = Tland K, which both have a non-m agnetic ground
state up to a certain m agnetic eld EZJ:]. Above this eld
a N eelorderw ith staggered m agnetization perpendicular
to the applied eld occurs 5, E] and i hasbeen proposed
that this transition should be viewed as a BoseE Instein
condensation BEC) of m agnons ij, :g, :_§, :_l-(_)']. A ccord—
Ing to a recent neutron scattering study, the di erent
behavior of NH4CuC 1 is connected w ith two structural
phase transitions in that com pound [_I]_;] D espite their
qualitative sim ilarity, the m agnetic systems of TICuCl
and KCuCl show pronounced quantitative di erences.
T he triplt excitations of TICuCl are strongly disper-
sive, whereas those of KCuClL have a weak disper-
sion f_l-(_)', :_1-2_1', :_l-g;] Consequently, the m inimum gap '
8K is signi cantly sm aller than the intradim er coupling
J " 64K for T uClk, whereas this di erence is much
weaker OrKCuCL ( ’ 30K and J ’ 50K) [0 12, 13].
T he very di erent behavior of the RCuC 13 serdes show s
that an all structural di erences strongly In uence the
m agnetic subsystem . E vidence for a strong m agnetoelas-
tic coupling n TICuC L is also found in ultrasound and
NM R data, which indicate that the phase transition of
T X uClk hasa signi cant contribbution of rstorder char-
acter [14,115]. A BEC is expected to be of second order,
but spin-phonon coupling can drive a continuous tran-—
sition into a rst-order phase transition t_lg‘] M oreover,

hydrostatic pressure of lessthan 0.5 GPa isalready su —
cient to close and to induce antiferrom agnetic order in
TICuClL wihout m agnetic eld @7_‘-, :_l-E_B:] A m icroscopic
understanding of the relevant changes under pressure is
still m issing. In particular, it is not clear why extemal
pressure decreases , whereasthe substitution ofthe T1*
ionsby the smallerK* ions increases

W e present high-resolution m easurem ents of the ther-
m alexpansion and the m agnetostriction ofa single crys—
talofT L uC k. U sing a capaciance dilatom eterw e stud-
ied the length changes perpendicular to the (010) and
(102) clavage planes of the m onoclinic crystal struc—
ture E_S]. V ia them odynam ic relations we derive the uni-
axial pressure dependencies of the transition tem pera—
tures T., of the transition elds H ., of the spin gap
, and of the m agnetic coupling constants. For we
nd huge pressure dependencies of about 185% /GPa
for uniaxial pressure perpendicular to the (010) or (105)
planes, respectively. T he uniaxial pressure dependencies
of unambiguously correlate with changes of the in-
tradin er coupling J under pressure. In contrast to recent
assum ptions ﬁ_lC_i], pressure-dependent changes of the in-
terdin er coupling J° play a m inor roke. T hus, the weaker
J% of KCuC k is not a consequence of chem ical pressure.
Thisgives clearevidencethatthe TI' andK* ionsaredi
rectly Involved in the superexchange w hich is responsible
for the relevant interdin er coupling and experim entally
con m s the theoretical result ofa signi cantly stronger
superexchange via TI' than viaK*' ©rRCuClk [_1-9']

In Fi. -'!4' we show the longitudinal them al expan-—
sion ; along di erent directions i for various values of
a magnetic eld applied parallel to the respective m ea—
surem ent directions. In Iow elds there are no anom alies
of i, whereas above 6 T strong anom alies of opposie
signs appear for both directions. W ih increasing eld
the anom alies Increase and system atically shift to higher
tem perature. T hese anom alies signal spontaneous distor-
tions below the phase transition: a spontaneous elonga—
tion perpendicular to the (010) and a spontaneous con—
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FIG.1l: Them alexpansion ; perpendicular to the (010)

and (102) planes fordi erent m agnetic- eld strengths applied
parallel to the respective m easurem ent direction.

traction perpendicular to the (102) plne.

Fi. :_2 displays representative m agnetostriction m ea—
surem ents at di erent constant tem peratures for both
m easurem ent directions. The relative length changes

;= L ;H )=L; asa function of eld fori= (010) and
(102) are again of com parable size but of opposite sign.
T he phase transition causes a sharp kink in ; asa func-
tion of eld. W ith increasing tem perature these kinks
shift to higher elds and cannot be observed anym ore in
the studied eld range above about 9K .ForH > H, i
changes essentially linear with eld, whereas for sm aller

elds or orhigher tem peratures ; is proportionalto H 2
(sce Figudb). A kink in ; is typical for a second-order
phase transition, which should give rise to a jum p-lke
anom aly in the eld-derivative @ ;=QGH . A s m entioned
above, there is som e Indication fora rst-order contribu—
tion to thephase transition n TICuC L. A sn allregion of
coexisting phases around H . asproposed from the NM R
data f_l-§‘] can be neither con m ed nor ruled out by our
m easurem ents of the m acroscopic length changes. W e
can, however, exclide that there is a signi cant hystere—
sis of about 0:55 T between the H . values obtained w ith
Increasing and decreasing m agnetic eld as hasbeen ob—
served in an ultrasound study [_l-é_i] In Fjg.-'_che com pare
@ ;=QH obtained wih increasing and decreasing m ag—
netic eld. A s expected for a second-order phase transi-
tion there isa (proadened) jmp at H . and both curves
agree well with each other over the entire eld range.
T hus, any hysteresis of H . is restricted to less than our

eld resolution of about 50m T .

In FJgn_ﬂ we show the phase diagram obtained from
our data (circles) together with a power-law t (solid
Iine) ofthe orm @=2)H.(T) H: 0)]/ T . This t
yields = 2% and H .(0) = 56T. The exponent is
larger than the value of 21 obtained in Ref. [_igi] (or
T < 4K), but agrees well with the result of Quan-—
tum M onte Carlo QM C) sin ulations Pi]. A coording to
a more recent QM C study [_2-2_i], sensitively depends
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FIG.2: M agnetostriction ;= L ;=L; perpendicular to the
(010) and the (102) planes at selected tem peratures. Panel
@) shows ;vs:H and () ivs:H 2, respectively. Panel (c)
displays the eld-derivatives &+ fori= (010) obtaied with

@H
increasing (line) and decreasing (symbols) eld atT = 38K.

on the tem perature range of the t and In the low-—
tem perature lim it = 135 isapproached, which agreesto
the expected value for a BEC . T hus, our larger value of

arisesm ost probably from the used tem perature range
BK< T < 9K), but one should also keep In m ind that

could change due to the nite spin-phonon coupling,
w hich is not considered In the m odels ij, 3_3, 2-]_1', ég']

T he anom alies at the phase boundary allow to derive
the uniaxial pressure dependencies of T, and H . by the
Ehrenfest relations

QT ; QH <
=V, T.—— and A @M@H : Q)
@pi C P @pi ——gol

@H
Here, V,, is the m olar volum e, ; is the height of the
them alexpansion anom aly (see Fig. :1;') and C , that
of the corresponding speci c-heat anom aly IZ-Q:], g = Is
the slope change of ; atH . (see Fjg.lr_ﬁ) and

S the
corresponding slope change of the m agnetization E;'].

W ith Cp, and M from Reﬁ.@, :_2-(_5] we nd huge uni-

axial pressure dependencies of T, and H ., e.g. @i% ’

9K /GPa for T = 72K and H = 12T, or @@p}i:z !
8T/GPa or H, = 6T and T = 4K .A hypotheti-
caluniaxialpressure of 0.1GPa on (010) would strongly
shift the phase boundary towardshigherH . and lower T,
values, respectively, whereas uniaxial pressure on (105)
would cause a shift in the opposite direction as shown
nFiyg. 'é’ by the upw ard and dow nw ard triangles, respec—
tively. T he dashed and dotted lines represent pow er-law
ts kegping  xed) ofthese hypothetical phase bound-
aries under uniaxialpressure, and their extrapolations to
T = 0K revealthe uniaxial pressure dependencies of

@I % @I %
= 180 and = +190
@py 43 GPa Po1o GPa
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FIG.3: Phase diagram of TICuClL from the m agnetostric—
tion and them al expansion m easurem ents perpendicular to
the (010) () and 102) () planes nom alized by the respec—
tive g factors E‘%Q] T he triangles display the hypothetical shift
of selected T and H ¢ values fora quaxjalpressure of0.1G Pr?
perpendicularto (010) ™) and (102) H) calculated by Eq.i.
The lines are power-law ts of the phase boundardies.

These are huge values, but due to the opposie signs,
they aln ost canceleach otherunderhydrostatic pressure.
N evertheless, a strong decrease of has been observed
under hydrostatic pressure [_i]', :_l-g‘] Thus should also
strongly decrease for uniaxial pressure along the RO01]
direction, which is perpendicular to both directions of
our m easurem ents. T he geom etry of our crystaldid not
allow m easurem ents along the R01] direction, but we ex—
pect that there will be sin ilar anom alies at the phase
boundary as those perpendicular to the (102) plane.

In am odelofdin ers coupled by an e ective Interdim er
coupling J° them agnitude of  is determ ined by the bal
ance of J and Jot_l-(_j]. An ncrease of J willenlarge ,
whereas an increase of J° will enhance the bandw idth
of the triplet excitations and therefore lower . Due to
the sm allvaluie of comparedto J (and J % in TICuC L
already m oderate pressure-dependent changes of J (or
J% may cause drastic changes of In order to gain
Inform ation whether these changes arise from a pressure—
dependence of J or of J% we t the m agnetic susocepti-
bility 3] for tem peratures w ell above the gap by

0(T)

= th @
mr (T) 1+ o(I')JOkB=NAgZ§ w @)

) - Nag” 2S5+ 1) 2@+ l)exp( J=T) . 6)
o 3kg T 1+ 26 + L)exp( J=T)

Here, ¢ (T) is the susceptibility of non-interacting spin
din ers w th Intradin er coupling J, and y g acocounts
for a m ean— eld correction with an e ective interdin er
coupling J% As shown by the solid line in Fig. 4 the

t for T > 25K yilds a good description of the exper—
mmentaldata or J = 60K, J° = 53K, and g = 1:48.
Our value of J is close to the neutron scattering result
J ' 64K [, 110, 14, 13], whereas our J° is signi cantly

L e B B e
; x calculated (Eq.2): -
—J=60K & J'=53K
R ---J=70K & I'=53K
N T J=60K & JI'=40K -
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FIG.4: M agnetic su‘sceptjbﬂjty () wih a t for coupld
dim ers (solid line, Eq.:g) . The dashed and dotted lines show
the expected changes of for an increase of J and a decrease
of J°, respectively. Both cases would cause an increase of the
soin gap  (see text.).

larger than the largest interdin er coupling (37K) and
our g factor is signi cantly sm aller than gg19 = 2:06 ob—
tained by ESR I_Z-(_i] O ne has to expect quantiative dis—
crepancies due to our oversin pli ed model. However,
this does hardly a ect the ©llow ing analysis of the rela—
tive variations around them axinum of (T ) arising from

pressure-dependent changes of J or J°, because them ahn
result is obtained from the signs of the uniaxial pressure
dependencies of and , respectively.

Let us discuss the case that increases as i would
under uniaxial pressure on (010). This may resul ei-
ther from an increase of J or from a decrease of J°. For
both cases (T) can be m odelkd by Eq.:_j. A's shown
in Fjg.:_4 the maxinum  ax decreases if J increases
dashed Iine) whereas p, .x increases ifJ° decreases (dot-
ted line). T hus, the sign of the uniaxial pressure depen-—
dence of  ax allow s an unam biguous decision w hether
the uniaxial pressure dependence of results from a
change of J or of J°. M easurem ents of under uniax—
ialpressure do not exist. H owever, the uniaxial pressure
dependence of is related to the m agnetostriction by a
M axwell relation, and ; / H ? is expected or a param -
agneticm aterialwith M = H , ie.

@; @M 1e 2

and ;= - H® : 4)
2@p;

@H Qp;

Asshown in Fig.dc, the relation ; / H 2 is indeed fuk
lled and forthe discussed case one nds (10 > 0 (Upper
panel), which Inplies @ p ax=@po10 < 0. A decreasing
m ax M eansthat the intradin er coupling J increases (see
Fjg.:f;') . The sam e argum entation w ith inverted signs for
all the uniaxial pressure dependencies is valid for pres-
sure on (102). Thus, J is the relevant param eter w hich

changes under pressure!
T he anisotropy of@@‘“T“ fori= (010) and (102) agrees

well with that of ST. This indicates that J° hardly



changes under pressure é_l']. Setting g—g) = 0, ourm odel

yields @]“@% 107 @@];J and allow s us to estin ate
@InJd % @hhgd %
r 34 and " +39
@Ploi GPa @p()]_o GPa

T he relative changes of J arem uch an aller than those of
, but because ismuch an aller than J, the absolute

changesofJ and arenottoodi erent ( 22K /GPaand

14K /GPa, respectively). This can be interpreted as
follow s. T he pressure-induced change of J causesm ainly
a shift of the center of m ass of the triplet excitations,
but hardly changes its bandw idth. This is com pletely
di erent from what is observed when T 1 is substituted
by K : The triplet excitations of KCuClL have a much
an aller bandw idth than those of TXCuCk. Our analy—
sis of the pressure dependencies clearly show s that this
an aller bandw idth isnot a consequence of chem icalpres—
sure, although K * issigni cantly sm allerthan T 1" . Thus
the very di erent valies of J° in KCuClk and TXCuC L
mean that the K* and TI ions directly in uence the
e ective interdim er coupling. This conclision has been
proposed also from a bandstructure calculation [_1-5_5] and is
now experin entally con m ed by our data. The an aller
J° arises m ost probably from a weaker overlap via the
small Rr] shellofK* than via T with the con gura—
tion XeMfr5d'%6s?.

A though it is, in general, di cul to predict the m i
croscopic changesunder (uniaxial) pressure, onem ay un-—
derstand qualitatively the uniaxial pressure dependen-—
cies of J In a simple m icroscopic picture. The din ers
are form ed by the Cu?" spins of two neighboring CuC J
octahedra, which are connected via a comm on edge of
their basal planes. The Cu{C }{Cu bond angle am ounts
to’ 96 . Thus the weak antiferrom agnetic coupling of
T ICuC L agreesw ith the expectation ofthe G oodenough-
K anam oriA nderson rulesthat the coupling changes from
weakly ferro—to strongly antiferrom agneticw hen the Cu{
C l{Cu bond angl Increases from 90 to 180 . Since the
line connecting the two C1 Jons and the [010] direction
have an angle ofabout 29 , onem ay expect that pressure
along [010] will shorten the C l{C 1distance. This would
Increase the Cu{C {Cu bond angl and enhance J. The
opposite m ay be expected for pressure along R01], since
this direction has an angle ofabout 25 w ith the connec—
tion of the Cu?" ions, and a shortening of the Cu{Cu
distance would lower the Cu{C }{Cu bond angl and de—
crease J. The nom alofthe (102) plane is nearly perpen—
dicular to both, the Cu{Cu (" 82 ) and the C1{C1lne

(" 77 ). Thusonem ay expect that pressure on the (105)
plane w ill hardly change the Cu{C }{Cu bond angle, but
w il slightly increase both the Cu{Cu and the C {C 1dis-
tance. T herefore the Cu{C ldistancesw ill Increase and J
decreases, since the overlap betw een the Cu-3d and C F2p
orbitals becom es w eaker.

In summ ary, we have presented high-resolution m ea—

surem ents of them al expansion and m agnetostriction
perpendicular to the (010) and (lOE) plnesof TICuC L.
For both directions the eld-induced N eel order causes
very pronounced anom alies, which allow a detailed de—
term ination of the phase boundary. T here is essentially
no hysteresis as expected for a second-order phase transi-
tion. T he anom alies signalhuge uniaxialpressure depen—
dencies of the phase boundary, eg. 185% /GPa for the
spin gap obtained from H . (0K) wih the signs depend-
Ing on the direction of pressure. Large uniaxial pressure
dependencies of opposite signs are also present for the
susceptibility around 40K . O ur analysis unam biguously
reveals that the huge pressure dependencies of arise

from pressure-dependent changes of the intradim er cou—
pling, whereas changes of the interdim er coupling play
a m inor role. Thus, the an aller interdim er coupling in
KCuCl compared to TICuCk is clearly not a conse—
quence of chem ical pressure.
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