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The Pauliparam agnetic susceptibility ofA 3C 60 (A= K ,Rb)com poundsiscalculated.A lattice

quantum M onte Carlo m ethod is applied to a m ulti-band Hubbard m odel,including the on-site

Coulom b interaction U .Itisfound thatthe m any-body enhancem entofthe susceptibility isofthe

orderofa factor ofthree. Thisreconciles estim ates ofthe density ofstatesfrom the susceptibility

with other estim ates. The enhancem ent is an exam ple ofa substantialm any-body e�ect in the

doped fullerenes.

The Pauliparam agneticsusceptibility � isinteresting

forseveralreasons.Firstly,� isenhanced by m any-body

e� ects relative to its value �0 for noninteracting elec-

trons,and �=�0 is one m easure ofthe strength ofthe

m any-body e� ectsin thesystem .In thealkali-doped C60
com pounds,A 3C60 (A= K ,Rb)theCoulom b interaction

U between two electronson the sam e m olecule islarge1

com pared with thewidth W ofthepartly � lled t1u band,

with typicalestim atesU=W � 1:5� 2:5.2 In view ofthis

large ratio,one expects very strong m any-body e� ects

for these system s. Up to now,however,there seem s to

be no unam biguoussignatureofsuch strong e� ects.

Secondly,�0 isrelated to thedensity ofstatesN (0)at

the Ferm ienergy,and values ofN (0) can be extracted

from � if the enhancem ent �=�0 is known. N (0) is

im portant for the superconductivity and the electron-

phonon interaction �,since theoreticalcalculationsgive

�=N (0),whilesom eexperim ental(e.g.,neutron3 and Ra-

m an scattering4)estim atesgive �N (0)and others(e.g.,

photoem ission from C
�
60

m olecules5) give �=N (0). The

estim ate ofN (0) is therefore crucialfor obtaining val-

ues of � and for our understanding of the supercon-

ductivity. Typically,for K 3C60 band structure calcula-

tionsgive N (0)� 6� 9 states/(eV-spin).6{11 Estim ates

based on the speci� c heatand the NM R relaxation rate

give N (0) � 5 � 6 states/(eV-spin)12 and N (0) � 7:2

states/(eV-spin),13 respectively. O n the other hand,

m uch largervaluesN (0)� 10� 16 states/(eV-spin)for

K 3C60 arededuced from thesusceptibility,14{17 ifm any-

body e� ectsareneglected.A substantialm any-body en-

hancem ent(factor2-3)forthe susceptibility,14 could es-

sentially reconcile these rather di� erent estim ates. O n

theotherhand,density functionalcalculationsin thelo-

caldensity approxim ation (LDA)� nd thatthe enhance-

m ent is only about a factor of1.3-1.4.13 W e note that

N (0) here refers to densities ofstates de� ned in som e-

whatdi� erentwaysdepending on theexperim ent,asdis-

cussed below.

W e have used a lattice quantum M onte Carlo

m ethod18;2 for calculating the Paulisusceptibility for a

m ulti-band Hubbard m odelofthe system . For a sm all

system with fourC60 m olecules,wedem onstratethatthis

m ethod gives an accurate enhancem ent ofthe suscepti-

bility. For realistic values ofthe param eters,the sus-

ceptibility isenhanced by abouta factorofthree,which

essentially reconcilesestim atesofN (0)based on thesus-

ceptibility with otherestim ates.

In the presence ofa sm allexternalm agnetic � eld H ,

the energy ofthe system can be written as

E (M )= E 0(M )� M H � E 00 +
1

2
�M

2
� M H ; (1)

where M � � �B (N " � N #)is the m agnetic m om entof

the system ,with �B being the Bohr m agneton and N �

the num ber ofelectronswith spin �. E0(M )is the en-

ergy ofthe system with a m om entM in the absence of

an external� eld.M inim izing the energy with respectto

M ,weobtain the susceptibility

� �
M

H
=

1

�
: (2)

In the following we therefore calculate E 0(M ) for the

interacting and noninteracting (U = 0) system s, from

which we obtain the m any-body enhancem ent�=�0.

W e use a m ulti-band Hubbard m odel of the A 3C60

com pounds

H =
X

i�

3
X

m = 1

"t1u ni�m +
X

< ij> �m m 0

tijm m 0 
y

i�m  j�m 0

+U
X

i

X

�m < �0m 0

ni�m ni�0m 0; (3)

where the � rst term describes the three-fold degener-

ate t1u states on the sites i and with orbital(m ) and

spin (�) indices. The second term describes the hop-

ping between the sites, and the third term describes

the Coulom b on-site interaction. M ultiplet e� ects and

the electron-phonon interaction have been neglected.In

A 3C60,theC60 m oleculesarepreferentially in oneoftwo

possibleorientationsin an essentially random way.19 W e
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takethisinto accountby having a largecell,whereeach

m oleculetakesoneofthe two preferred orientationsin a

random way,and the hopping m atrix elem entsbetween

two m oleculestakeinto accounttheorientationsofthese

two m olecules.20;21

To calculate the energy ofthe m odelin Eq.(3),we

use a T = 0 projection lattice M onte Carlo m ethod,

introduced by ten Haafet al.18 In this m ethod a trial

function isconstructed from a Slaterdeterm inant,using

a G utzwiller Ansatz.22 An approxim ate ground-state is

then projected out in a di� usion M onte Carlo (DM C)

approach, using a \� xed node" approxim ation. This

m ethod hasbeen used to study thecondition fora M ott-

Hubbard transition in A 3C60.
2

To test the accuracy of the DM C approach, we

have � rst applied the m ethod to a cluster offour C60
m olecules. Thisclusterisso sm allthatwe can also ob-

tain the exact solution for the m odelin Eq.(3),using

exactdiagonalization. W e then calculate the coe� cient

� in Eq.(1) by considering the energy for N " � N # =

0 and 2. The DM C and exact results are com pared in

Table I. W e can see thatthe DM C m ethod isquite ac-

curate in thiscase,and ifa sim ilaraccuracy isobtained

forlargersystem s,itisquite su� cient.

TABLE I. The enhancem ent of the susceptibility for a

m odelwith fourC 60 m oleculesaccording to di�usion M onte

Carlo (D M C) and exact calculations as a function of the

Coulom b energy U .The band width isW = 0:58 eV.

U �=�0

D M C Exact

1.0 1.89 1.93

1.25 2.20 2.26

1.50 2.63 2.69

The enhancem ent ofthe susceptibility is sensitive to

thedensity ofstates(DO S)closetotheFerm ienergyE F .

Forsm alland interm ediatesizeclustersofC60 m olecules,

the DO S depends on the orientations ofthe m olecules,

whileforlargeclusterstheDO S rapidly converges.Since

wecan only treatinterm ediatesizeclusters(� (32� 64)

m olecules) in DM C,we have therefore chosen orienta-

tionswhich in a one-particle approxim ation give sim ilar

DO S closeto E F asforvery largeclusters.

In Fig. 1 we show results for the totalenergy as a

function ofM � N " � N # fordi� erentvaluesofU .The

results can be ratherwell� tted by parabolas,although

the precise param eters ofthe parabolas have a certain

dependence on the range ofM considered. From these

slopeswecan im m ediately deducevaluesoftheenhance-

m ent �=�0. In Fig. 2 the inverse ofthe enhancem ent

�0=� isshown.Itisim m ediately clearthattheenhance-

m ent grows with U and that � would diverge for U a

bitlargerthan 2 eV,ifno othertransition (e.g.,antifer-

rom agnetic)happened before. Estim atesofU are typi-

cally in therange1-1.5eV,givingan enhancem entofthe

susceptibility by about a factor ofthree. Q ualitatively

sim ilarresultshave been obtained fora Hubbard m odel

without orbitaldegeneracy and in the lim it ofin� nite

dim ensions.26
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FIG .1. The energy as a function ofN " � N # � M rela-

tive to the energy forM = 0.Second ordercurveshave been

�tted to the energies. Results for U = 0,0.5,1.0,1.5 and

2.0 eV areshown.Thecalculationsarefor32 m oleculesand

the energy isin eV.

W ithin the Hartree-Fock approxim ation,the suscepti-

bility behavesas

�0

�
� 1�

N (0)

3
U; (4)

where the factorthree com esfrom the three-fold degen-

eracy and N (0) is the density ofstates per spin,which

hereisabout5.5states/(eV-spin).Herewehaveassum ed

thatthe three orbitalsare equivalent.The DM C results

show a sim ilar behavior,but with a prefactor in front

ofU ,which is between a factor offour and � ve tim es

sm aller. This large change in the prefactor illustrates

the im portanceofcorrelation in thesesystem s.

To deduce N (0) we need to know the Pauli(param -

agnetic) susceptibility. M easurem ents using a SQ UID

m ay also contain a diam agneticcontribution,whileEPR

m easurem entsdonot.In TableIIweshow variousexper-

im entalresultsconverted to N (0).From the SQ UID re-

sults,diam agneticcontributionsestim ated by therespec-

tive authors have been subtracted,but the m any-body

enhancem enthasnotbeen considered. W e can see that

the results range between 10 and 16 states/(eV-spin).

Ifwe considera m any-body enhancem entofa factorof

three,asdeduced above,these resultswould be reduced

to aboutN susc(0)� 4� 5 states/(eV-spin).
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FIG .2. The inverse enhancem ent �0=� of the suscepti-

bility for a cluster with 32 m olecules as a function ofthe

Coulom b interaction U (in eV).The band width is0.66 eV.

Up to now we have notfully considered di� erencesin

thede� nition ofthedensity ofstatesN (0)deduced from

di� erentsources.Calculationsoftheelectron-phonon in-

teraction � are usually based on band structure calcu-

lations,giving a density ofstatesN 0(0)fornoninteract-

ing electrons.The electron-electron interaction m odi� es

N 0(0) to its interacting value N (0) (density of quasi-

particle states),which should be used in the calculation

of�.23 Thisdensity ofstatesentersin thespeci� cheat24

Cv

T
� N (0)(1+ �); (5)

wherethelastfactorisdueto theelectron-phonon inter-

action,assum ing thatthe band width islargecom pared

with thephonon frequency.25 In thesam eapproxim ation,

the susceptibility can be written as24

� �
N (0)

1+ F a
0

; (6)

where F a
0 is a Landau param eter and 1=(1 + F a

0 ) can

be considered as a Stoner enhancem ent. O ur calcula-

tion �=chi0 includes both the factors N (0)=N 0(0) and

(1 + F a
0 ). W ithin the present M onto Carlo technique

it is not possible to calculate the speci� c heat,and we

can therefore not separate the two contributions. The

value ofN susc(0) deduced from the susceptibility,after

dividing outm any-body e� ects,should thereforeprim ar-

ily be com pared with the results obtained from band

structure calculations. The band structure calculations

havebeen perform ed fororientationally ordered system s

and give N ord
0 � 6 � 9 states/(eV-spin). Sine the real

system shaveorientationaldisorder,weestim atethecor-

responding density ofstatesby solving the Ham iltonian

(3) for U = 0 and orientationaldisorder. Com parision

with calculations for ordered system s suggests a reduc-

tion ofN (0) by about 15� 20% to N disord
0 (0) � 5� 7

states/(eV-spin).Thisisin rathergood agreem entwith

N susc(0)� 4� 5 states/(eV-spin).

Itisinterestingthattheestim ateofN (0)� 5� 6states

/(eV-spin)based on the speci� c heat12 iscom parableto

the noninteracting resultN disord
0 (0)� 5� 7 states/(eV-

spin). In contrastto what has been found for the non-

degenerateHubbard m odelin in� nite dim ensions,26 this

surprising observation suggeststhatthe enhancem entof

thedensity ofstatesissm allin theA 3C60 com poundsor

thattherem ay even be a reduction.Ifthisisindeed the

case,then theenhancem entofthesusceptibilitywould be

a Stonerenhancem ent,and the N susc
0 (0)obtained from

the susceptibility,afterdividing outthe m any-body en-

hancem ent, could be com pared with other experim en-

talestim ates ofN (0). W e then � nd that these exper-

im ental estim ates are essentially brought in line with

each otherand with theband structureestim ates,giving

N (0)� 5� 7 states/(eV-spin)forK 3C60.

In our m odel and in the calculations of the sus-

ceptibility,we have neglected m ultiplet e� ects and the

electron-phonon interaction, which are now discussed.

The electron-phonon interaction leads to an increase of

the density ofstatesatthe Ferm ienergy,due to the re-

duced dispersion ofstates within roughly a phonon en-

ergy ofthe Ferm ienergy. This does not in
 uence the

susceptibility,ifthephonon energiesaresm allcom pared

with theelectronicenergies.27 Although thisassum ption

m aynotbeentirelysatis� ed forA3C60 and interestingef-

fectsm ayresultfrom the� niteband width,28 weherene-

glectthee� ectsoftheelectron-phonon interaction on the

density ofstates. Instead we focuson how the electron-

phonon interaction in
 uencesthe m om entform ation on

the C60 m olecules.

TABLE II. The density ofstates N (0) (pereV and spin)

forK 3C 60 asdeduced from susceptibility m easurem ents.The

resultshave notbeen corrected forthe Stonerenhancem ent,

which would lead to reduced estim atesofN (0).

N (0)(K 3C 60) M ethod Reference

14 SQ UID Ram irez etal.
14

16 SQ UID W ong etal.
15

11 EPR W ong etal.
15

15 EPR Tanigakietal.
16

10 EPR W ang etal.
17

Ifthem ultipletsareneglected buttheelectron-phonon

interaction (Jahn-Tellere� ect) isconsidered,the lowest

spin 1/2 state isfavored overthe spin 3/2 state,accord-

ingtocalculationsfortheloweststateofeach m ultiplicity

forafreem olecule.29 Theenergy loweringofthespin 1/2

relativetothespin 3/2statem ay beaslargeas0.3 eV.30

Thissuppressesthe form ation ofm om entsand probably

tendstoreducethesusceptibility.O n theotherhand,the

m ultiplete� ectsshould favorthe form ation ofm om ents

on theC60 m olecules,by giving preferenceto stateswith

the spin 3/2.

The m ultiplete� ectslead to � ve spin 1/2 stateswith

the energy 3K and three spin 1/2 states with the en-

ergy 5K relative to the spin 3/2 state. Here K is the

exchangeintegralbetween two t1u orbitals,and wehave

assum ed thattheCoulom b integral(Uxx)between equal

3



orbitalsis2K largerthan theone(Uxy)between di� erent

orbitals. To estim ate K ,we have used a sim ple m odel,

where the Coulom b integralbetween two 2p-charge dis-

tributions on two carbon atom s goesas e2=R,where R

is the separation between the two atom s.31 The on-site

interaction was assum ed to be 15 eV.W ithout screen-

ing we � nd that K = 0:12 eV.This probably overesti-

m ates the m ultiplet e� ects. An alternative estim ate is

obtained by using RPA screening ofthe Coulom b inter-

action. W e then � nd K = 0:030 eV.A sim ilar result

(0.024 eV) was also found by Joubert,using a density

functionalapproach.32

From the num bers above it follows that there should

be a partialcancellation between electron-phonon and

m ultiplete� ects.Depending on which num bersareused,

eithere� ectcould beargued to belarger.Iftheelectron-

phonon e� ectswin,thism ay lead to a som ewhatsm aller

enhancem entofthe susceptibility than wasfound above

(Fig.2).

W e have calculated the Pauli susceptibility of the

doped fullerenesA 3C60 (A= K ,Rb). The enhancem ent

is ofthe order ofa factor ofthree,which allows us to

reconcile the estim atesofthe density ofstatesfrom the

susceptibility with other estim ates. This suggests that

for K 3C60 N (0) � 5 � 7 states/(eV-spin). This value

is only slightly sm aller than a value (N (0) = 7:2) used

recently toprovidesupportforan electron-phonon m ech-

anism driving thesuperconductivity in K 3C60,
5 butsub-

stantially sm aller than som e values used in early the-

oreticaldiscussions. The susceptibility enhancem ent is

appreciably largerthan the one(factor1.3-1.4)found in

the LDA,and it is one ofthe � rst explicit exam ples of

im portant m any-body e� ects,expected to be found in

these system s. Com parison with Hartree-Fock calcula-

tionsshows,however,thattheenhancem entisaboutfour

to � ve tim essm allerthan the HF result,illustrating the

im portanceofcorrelation e� ects.
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