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T he Pauli param agnetic susceptibility ofA3Cs0 A= K,RDb) com pounds is calculated. A lattice
quantum M onte Carlo m ethod is applied to a multiband Hubbard m odel, ncliding the on-site
Coulom b Interaction U . It is ound that the m any-body enhancem ent of the susceptibility is of the
order of a factor of three. T his reconciles estin ates of the density of states from the susceptibility
w ith other estim ates. The enhancem ent is an exam ple of a substantial m any-body e ect in the

doped fullerenes.

T he Pauli param agnetic susceptbility  is Interesting
for severalreasons. Firstly, isenhanced by m any-body
e ects relative to its valie ( for noninteracting elec—
trons, and = ( is one m easure of the strength of the
m any-body e ects in the system . In the akali-doped Cyo
com pounds, A3Cg0 A= K,RDb) theCoulomb J'nteractjoen
U between two electrons on the sam e m olecule is larg
com pared w ith thew idth W ofthe pa lled £, band,
w ith typicalestin ates U=W 155 25H 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 biguous signature of such strong e ects.

Secondly, ¢ is related to the density ofstatesN (0) at
the Fem i energy, and values of N (0) can be extracted
from if the enhancement = 3 is known. N (0) is
In portant for the superconductivity and the electron—
phonon interaction , since theoretical calculations give

=N (0), while spm e experim ental (€g., neutrond and R a—
m an scatterincd) estim ates give (0) and others (eg.,
photoenm ission from C,, molculedl) give =N (0). The
estin ate of N (0) is therefore crucial for obtaining val-

ues of and for our understanding of the supercon-
ductivity. Typically, for K 3C¢o band sttH re calcula—
tionsgive N (0) 6 9 states/ (€V-gpin) {1 £ stin ates

based on the speci c heat and the R relaxation rate
give N (0) 5 6 states/ €V -spin)td and N (0) 72
states/ €V -spin) respectively. On the other hand,

much larger values N (0) 10 16 states/{eilspin) for
K 3C ¢ are deduced from the susceptibility, ifm any-
body e ects are neglected. A substantialm body en—

hancem ent (factor 2-3) for the susceptbility 3 could es—
sentially reconcilke these rather di erent estim ates. On
the other hand, density functional calculations in the lo—
caldensiy approxim ation LDA) nd t the enhance-
ment is only about a factor of 1.3-1 451 W e note that
N (0) here refers to densities of states de ned in som e-
what di erent waysdepending on the experim ent, as dis—
cussed below .

We Ege used a lattice quantum M onte Carlo
m ethod for calculating the Pauli susceptbility for a

m ultiband Hubbard m odel of the system . For a anall
system w ith fourC g9 m olecules, we dem onstrate that this
m ethod gives an accurate enhancem ent of the suscepti-
bility. For realistic values of the param eters, the sus-
ceptbility is enhanced by about a factor of three, which
essentially reconciles estin ates ofN (0) based on the sus—
ceptibility w ith other estin ates.

In the presence of a an all extermalm agnetic
the energy of the system can be w ritten as

edH,

EM)=E,M ) MH 2

Eoo+% M M H; @)
where M B Wn» Ny) is the m agnetic m om ent of
the system , wih p being the Bohr m agneton and N
the num ber of electrons with spin . E¢ M ) is the en-
ergy of the system wih amoment M 1In the absence of
an external eld.M inim izing the energy w ith respect to
M ,we obtain the susceptibiliy

— = @)

In the Pollow ng we therefore calculate Eq M ) for the
Interacting and noninteracting U = 0) system s, from
which we obtain the m any-body enhancement = 4.

W e use a mulkiband Hubbard m odel of the A3C¢p
com pounds
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where the st temm describes the three-fold degener-
ate ty, states on the sites i and wih orbial (m ) and
soin () indices. The second tem descrbes the hop—
pihg between the sites, and the third term describes
the Coulomb on-site interaction. M ultiplet e ects and
the electron-phonon interaction have been neglected. In
A 3Cgp, the Cyo m olecules are preferentially in one pftwo
possible orientations in an essentially random way~ W e


http://arxiv.org/abs/cond-mat/9701131v1

take this nto acoount by having a large cell, w here each
m olecule takes one of the two preferred ordentations in a
random way, and the hopping m atrix elem ents between
twom o]ecu]esﬁﬁ Into account the orientations of these
two m olecules

To calculate the energy of the model in Eq. E), we
use a T = 0 propction lattice M onte Carlo m ethod,
Introduced by ten Haaf et a In this method a trial
function is constru from a Slater determ inant, using
a Gutzw iller Ansatz#4 An approxin ate ground-state is
then profcted out in a di usion M onte Carlo DM C)
approach, using a \ xed node" approxim ation. This
m ethod hasbeen used to study the condition fora M ott—
Hubbard transition in A3Cqo

To test the accuracy of the DM C approach, we
have rst applied the m ethod to a cluster of four Cy
m olcules. This cluster is so an all that we can also cb-
tain the exact solution for the model in Eqg. E), using
exact diagonalization. W e then calculate the coe cient

n Eqg. ﬁl) by considering the energy or N« Ny =
0 and 2. The DM C and exact resuls are com pared in
Tab]eﬂ:. W e can see that the DM C m ethod is quite ac-
curate in this case, and if a sin ilar accuracy is obtained
for larger system s, it is quite su cient.

TABLE I. The enhancem ent of the susceptbility for a
m odelw ith four Cgo m olecules according to di usion M onte
Carlo DM C) and exact calculations as a function of the

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

DMC E xact
1.0 1.89 1.93
125 220 226
150 263 269

T he enhancem ent of the susceptibility is sensitive to
the density ofstates © O S) close to the Ferm ienergy Er .
For am alland interm ediate size clusters ofC 4o m olecules,
the DO S depends on the orientations of the m olecules,
while for large clusters the D O S rapidly converges. Since
we can only treat interm ediate size clusters ( (32 64)
molecules) n DM C, we have therefore chosen orienta—
tions which in a oneparticle approxim ation give sin ilar
DOS close to Er as for very large clusters.

In Fig. we show results for the total energy as a
function ofM N» N4 fordi erent valuesofU . The
results can be ratherwell tted by parabolas, although
the precise param eters of the parabolas have a certain
dependence on the range of M considered. From these
slopeswe can In m ediately deduce values of the enhance-
ment = . In Fig. [ the Inverse of the enhancem ent

0= Isshown. It is inm ediately clear that the enhance—
ment grows wih U and that would diverge for U a
bit larger than 2 €V, if no other transition (eg., antifer—
rom agnetic) happened before. E stin ates of U are typi-
cally in the range 1-1 .5 &V, giving an enhancem ent ofthe
susceptbility by about a factor of three. Q ualitatively

sin ilar results have been obtained for a Hubbard m odel
w ithout odﬂ:al degeneracy and in the lin i of in nite
din ensions
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FIG.1l. The energy as a function of N» Ny M rela—
tive to the energy forM = 0. Second order curves have been
tted to the energies. Results forU = 0, 05,10, 15 and
2.0 eV are shown. The calculations are for 32 m olecules and
the energy isin eV .

W ithin the H artreeFock approxin ation, the suscepti-
bility behaves as

w here the factor three com es from the three-fold degen-
eracy and N (0) is the density of states per soin, which
here isabout 5.5 states/ (€V -soin) . H ere we have assum ed
that the three orbitals are equivalent. The DM C results
show a sin ilar behavior, but wih a prefactor in front
of U, which is between a factor of four and ve times
an aller. This large change in the prefactor illustrates
the In portance of correlation in these system s.

To deduce N (0) we need to know the Pauli (param —
agnetic) susogptibility. M easurem ents using a SQU ID
m ay also contain a diam agnetic contribution, while EPR
m easurem entsdo not. In Tabl Ewe show various exper—
in ental results converted to N (0). From the SQUID re—
suls, diam agnetic contributions estim ated by the respec—
tive authors have been subtracted, but the m any-body
enhancem ent has not been considered. W e can see that
the resuls range between 10 and 16 states/ (€V -spin).
Ifwe consider a m any-body enhancem ent of a factor of
three, as deduced above, these resuls would be reduced
to about N S¥S€(0) 4 5 states/ €V -spin).



0.8 B

0.6 i

Xo/X

04 B

02 -
*
0 I I I I

0 0.5 1 1.5 2

U
FIG.2. The Inverse enhancement (= of the suscepti-

bility for a cluster with 32 m olecules as a function of the
Coulomb Interaction U (in €V ).The band width is 0.66 €V .

Up to now we have not fully considered di erences in
the de nition ofthe density of statesN (0) deduced from
di erent sources. Calculations ofthe electron-phonon in—
teraction are usually based on band structure calcu-
lations, giving a density of states N o (0) for noninteract-
ing electrons. T he electron-electron interaction m odi es
N (0) to is interacting value N (0) (density of quasi-

parti states), which should be used in the calculati
of T his density of states enters in the gpeci chea
Cvy

w here the last factor is due to the electron-phonon inter—
action, assum Ing that the hand w idth is Jarge com pared

w ith the phonon frequencyFd Tn thﬁm e approxin ation,
the susceptibility can be w ritten a
N (0)
o7 ©)
1+ F§

where F§ is a Landau parameter and 1=(1 + F§) can
be considered as a Stoner enhancem ent. Our calcula-—
tion =chiy includes both the factors N (0)=N, (0) and
L+ F§). W ithin the present M onto Carlo technique
it is not possble to calculate the speci c heat, and we
can therefore not separate the two contrbutions. The
value of N °%°¢ (0) deduced from the susceptibility, after
dividing out m any-body e ects, should therefore prim ar-
ily be compared wih the results obtained from band
structure calculations. The band structure calculations
have been perform ed for orientationally ordered system s
and give N§*@ 6 9 states/ (€V-spin). Sine the real
system s have ordentationaldisorder, w e estin ate the cor—
responding density of states by solving the H am ittonian
@) ru = 0 and orientational disorder. Com parision
w ith calculations for ordered system s suggests a reduc—
tion of N (0) by about 15 20% to NJ#=°*d@©) 5 7
states/ €V -gpin) . This is in rather good agreem ent w ith
N SUS€ () 4 5 states/ €V -spin).

Tt is interesting that the estin ate o (O0) 5 6states
/ €V —soin) based on the speci ¢ heakd is com parable to

the noninteracting result N §#°*4 (0) 5 7 states/ (V-
sodn). In contrast to what has been found for non-—
degenerate Hubbard m odelin In nite dim ensiongA this
surprising observation suggests that the enhancem ent of
the density of states is am allin the A 3C ¢g com pounds or
that there m ay even be a reduction. If this is indeed the
case, then the enhancem ent ofthe susceptibility would be
a Stoner enhancem ent, and the N §%°¢ (0) obtained from
the susceptibility, affer dividing out the m any-body en—
hancem ent, could be com pared wih other experin en—
tal estin ates of N (0). W e then nd that these exper-
In ental estin ates are essentially brought in line with
each other and w ith the band structure estim ates, giving
N (0) 5 7 states/ (eV—qun) forK 3C 60 «

In our model and in the calculations of the sus—
ceptbility, we have neglected multiplet e ects and the
electron-phonon interaction, which are now discussed.
T he electron-phonon interaction leads to an increase of
the density of states at the Ferm i energy, due to the re—
duced dispersion of states w ithin roughly a phonon en—
ergy of the Femm i energy. This does not in uence the
susceptibility, if the phononenergies are sm all com pared
w ith the electronic energiesEd A though this assum ption
m ay not be entirely satis ed forA;C ¢p and interesting ef-
fectsm ay result from the niteband widthfbd we here ne-
glkctthee ectsofthe electron-phonon interaction on the
density of states. Instead we focus on how the electron—
phonon interaction In uences the m om ent form ation on
the C 49 m olecules.

TABLE II. The density of states N (0) (per eV and spin)
forK 3C 40 asdeduced from susceptibility m easurem ents. T he
results have not been corrected for the Stoner enhancem ent,
which would Jlead to reduced estin ates of N (0).

N (0) K3Cso0) M ethod R eference O
14 SQUD Ram irez et M
16 SQU DD W ong et aﬁ
11 EPR W ong et a
15 EPR Tanjgakieﬁﬂ
10 EPR W ang et a

Ifthem ultiplets are neglected but the electron-phonon
interaction (Jahn-Teller e ect) is considered, the lowest
sodn 1/2 state is favored over the soin 3/2 state, accord-—
Ing to calculations frthe low est state ofeach m ultiplicity
fora freem oleculeFd T he energy lowering ofthe spin 1
relative to the gpin 3/2 statem ay be as largeas 03 eV
T his suppresses the form ation ofm om ents and probably
tends to reduce the susoceptibility. O n the otherhand, the
muliplet e ects should favor the form ation ofm om ents
on the C 4o m olecules, by giving preference to statesw ith
the spin 3/2.

Themultplet e ects lead to ve spin 1/2 states w ith
the energy 3K and three spin 1/2 states with the en—
ergy 5K relative to the soin 3/2 state. Here K is the
exchange Integralbetween two ty, orbials, and we have
assum ed that the Coulom b integral Uyx) between equal



orbitalsis 2K largerthan theone Uy, ) between di erent
orbitals. To estin ate K , we have used a sin ple m odel,
w here the Coulomb integralbetween two 2p-charge dis—
tribbutions on two carbon atom s goes as 2=R , where R
is the separation between the two atom skd T he on-site
Interaction was assum ed to be 15 €V . W ithout screen—
Ingwe ndthatK = 0:12 V. This probably overesti-
m ates the multiplet e ects. An alemative estin ate is
obtained by using RPA screening of the Coulomb inter—
action. We then nd K = 0030 V. A sinilar result
(0.024 V) was also~pund by Joubert, using a density
functional approach

From the numbers above i follow s that there should
be a partial cancellation between electron-phonon and
multiplete ects. D epending on which num bers are used,
eifthere ect could be argued to be larger. If the electron—
phonon e ectswin, thism ay lad to a som ew hat an aller
enhancem ent of the susceptbility than was ound above
Fig.B).

W e have calculated the Pauli susceptibility of the
doped fullerenes A3Csp A= K, RDb). The enhancem ent
is of the order of a factor of three, which allow s us to
reconcilke the estin ates of the density of states from the
susceptibility with other estim ates. T his suggests that
for K3Cgo N (0) 5 7 states/ €V -spin). This value
is only slightly an aller than a value W (0) = 72) used
recently to provide support for an electron-phonon m ech—
anisn driving the superconductivity n K 3C ¢g H but sub—
stantially sm aller than som e values used In early the—
oretical discussions. The susceptibility enhancem ent is
appreciably larger than the one (factor 1.3-14) found in
the LDA, and i is one of the rst explicit exam ples of
In portant m any-“ody e ects, expected to be found in
these systam s. Com parison with HartreeFock calcula—
tions show s, how ever, that the enhancem ent isabout four
to ve tin es an aller than the HF resul, illustrating the
In portance of correlation e ects.
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