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W e investigate a periodic Anderson m odelwith interacting conduction electrons which are de-

scribed by a Hubbard-type interaction ofstrength Uc. W ithin dynam icalm ean-�eld theory the

totalHam iltonian ism apped onto an im purity m odel,which issolved by an extended non-crossing

approxim ation. W e consider the particle-hole sym m etric case at half-�lling. Sim ilar to the case

Uc = 0,the low-energy behavior ofthe conduction electrons at high tem peratures is essentially

una�ected by the f electrons and for sm allU c a quasiparticle peak corresponding to the Hubbard

m odelevolves �rst. These quasiparticles screen the f m om ents when the tem perature is reduced

further,and the system turns into an insulator with a tiny gap and 
at bands. The form ation of

the quasiparticle peak is im peded by increasing either Uc or the c-f hybridization. Nevertheless

alm ost dispersionless bandsem erge atlow tem perature with an increased gap,even in the case of

initially insulating host electrons. The size ofthe gap in the one-particle spectraldensity at low

tem peraturesprovidesan estim ate forthe low-energy scale and increasesasUc increases.

71.10.-w,71.27.+ a,75.20.Hr,71.10.Fd

I.IN T R O D U C T IO N

The usual explanation for the form ation of heavy

ferm ions in com pounds with rare-earth or actinide ele-

m entsisbased on theK ondoe� ect.1;2 Thereby,thechar-

acteristiclow-energy scalearisesfrom the spin-screening

ofthe localm om ents by a non-interacting electron gas.

The periodic Anderson m odelisconsidered asthe m ost

prom ising candidate to at least qualitatively describe

the rich physics ofthese m aterials. This standard sce-

nario,however,failsto explain theheavy-ferm ion behav-

iorfound in the electron-doped cuprate Nd2� xCexCuO 4

discovered a few years ago.3 In particular, the esti-

m ated low-energyscaleisordersofm agnitudetoosm all.4

Sinceundoped Nd2CuO 4 isan antiferrom agneticcharge-

transfer insulator5;6 despite ofone hole per unit cell,it

hasbeen suggested4 thatthis discrepancy isdue to the

strong interactions am ong the electrons introduced by

doping.

Asregardsthein
 uenceofcorrelated conduction elec-

tronson theK ondo e� ect,up to now attention hasbeen

focused on thecaseofa m agneticim purity em bedded in

acorrelated hostwhich iseitherdescribed by aLuttinger

liquid in one dim ension7{9 orby som e kind ofHubbard

m odel in higher dim ensions.10{15 In all of these cases

one� ndsa strong dependenceofthelow-energy scaleon

the interaction strength ofthe conduction electronsand

its increase with increasing interaction strength. For a

lattice ofm om entshybridizing with correlated electrons

only few resultsexist.16;17

Asa� rststep towardsunderstandingthee� ectofcon-

duction electron interactionson the form ation ofheavy

ferm ions, we consider a lattice of f-electrons that hy-

bridize with conduction electrons which them selves are

correlated. These correlations will be described by a

Hubbard-typeinteraction.Theresultingm odelcom bines

a periodic Anderson m odelwith a Hubbard m odel. A

lim itin which onem ay obtain sensibleresultsforthislo-

cally highly correlated m odelisthe lim itoflargespatial

dim ensions.18{20 In thislim itthe dynam icsbecom eses-

sentially local.19 Henceforany correlated m odel,a single

(correlated)sitem aybechosenand em bedded in an e� ec-

tivem edium which hastobedeterm ined self-consistently

(\dynam icalm ean-� eld theory"):The m odelreducesto

an Anderson im purity m odel.21{23 In fact,in has been

shown thatbesidestheHubbard m odel21;24;22;25 theperi-

odicAnderson m odelwith uncorrelated conduction elec-

tronsisam enableto thislim it.26{29

In the next section we introduce the m odeland de-

rive the corresponding im purity m odel. The im purity

m odelissolved num erically by an extended non-crossing

approxim ation30{33 which isderived in Sec.IIaswell.In

Sec.IIIwe presentresultsforthe particle-hole sym m et-

riccaseathalf� lling.Assum ing a param agneticground

state we study the in
 uence ofweak correlationson the

one-particle spectraldensity and discusshow the heavy

bands em erge. At low tem peratures a gap form swhich

in the free case is related to the K ondo tem perature28

and we discuss how the size ofthe gap depends on the

strength ofthe correlationsofthe conduction electrons.

W e � nally concludein Sec.IV.

II.M O D EL A N D M ET H O D

A .T he lattice H am iltonian

In the following we consider the sim plest version of

the periodic Anderson m odeland allow for interacting

conduction electrons,
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H = H c + H f + H cf (1)

H c =
X

k�

(�k + �c � �)c
y

k;�
c
k;�

+ Uc

X

i

n
c
i"n

c
i# (2)

H f = (�f � �)
X

i�

f
y

i;�
f
i;�

+ Uf

X

i

n
f

i"
n
f

i#
(3)

H cf = V
X

i�

�

f
y

i;�
c
i;�

+ c
y

i;�
f
i;�

�

: (4)

Here,f
(y)

i�
destroys(creates)an electron in thelocalized f

orbitalatsiteiwith spin �,and Uf istheHubbard inter-

action ofthelocalized f states(�f < 0).Thecoperators

referto the conduction electronswhich aredescribed by

a Hubbard m odelwith an interaction Uc being typically

sm aller than Uf. � denotes the chem icalpotentialand

V m easuresthem ixing between thecand f subsystem s.

In the following we willrefer to the Ham iltonian (1)as

\(periodic)Anderson-Hubbard m odel."

In whatfollowswewillconcentrateon theone-particle

spectra in a param agnetic phase. Inform ation on the

underlying lattice will enter the dynam ical m ean-� eld

equations only via the density ofstates ofthe conduc-

tion electrons.20 For sim plicity,we therefore consider a

sem icirculardensity ofconduction electrons states with

width 2D in Eq.(2)

�(z)=
2

�D

r

1�

�
z

D

�2

(5)

which arisesfrom hopping on a Bethe-lattice ofcoordi-

nation num berZ with m atrix elem entt= D =(2
p
Z)in

the lim itZ ! 1 . W e willuse D = 1 asunitofenergy

throughoutthispaper.

G iven the non-interacting G reen’sfunctions,G 0(k;z),

G
� 1
0 (k;z)=

�

z� (�f � �) � V

� V z� (�k � �)

�

(6)

and thefullG reen’sfunction G (k;z),theself-energiesare

de� ned by Dyson’sequation

G
� 1(k;z)= G

� 1
0 (k;z)� � (k;z) (7)

� (k;z)=

�

�f(k;z) �fc(k;z)

�cf(k;z) �c(k;z)

�

: (8)

B .T he im purity m odel

Thedynam icalm ean-� eld theoryassum esthattheself-

energy isa localquantity which iscorrectin the lim itof

in� nite dim ensions.18;19;24;20 Thelattice m odelcan then

be m apped onto an im purity m odel20 which is seen as

follows: The selfenergy (8) ofthe lattice m odel(1) is

given as the derivative ofa functional� [G ]ofthe full

G reen’sfunctions:34

���(i;j;z)=
��

�G��(j;i;z)
: (9)

Here,iand j are realspace coordinatesand �;� corre-

spond tocand f.Iftheself-energyofthelatticem odelis

local,� dependson the localG reen’sfunctions,G (i;i),

only.Thus,� can begenerated from an im purity m odel.

Solving the im purity m odelwe know � and,hence,the

self-energy as functionalofthe im purity G reen’s func-

tion G:� [G]= �� =�G.W enow identify G with thelocal

G reen’sfunction ofthe lattice,

G loc(z)=
1

N

X

k

G (k;z)=

Z

d� �(�)G (�;z): (10)

Note that the k-dependence enters only via �k into

G (k;z),thus G loc(z)can be expressed by an energy in-

tegration.From G loc = G,we � nd the actualvalue of�

from the functionalequation

G loc(z)=

Z

d� �(�)G (�;z)

=

Z

d� �(�)
�

G
� 1
0 (�;z)� � [Gloc]

�� 1
: (11)

Technically,Eq.(11)determ inesthefreeG reen’sfunction

ofthe im purity m odelwhich isofcoursenot� xed by � .

TheHam iltonian oftheim purity m odelthatgenerates

� is not unique. Since � is the sam e for both im pu-

rity and latticem odel,they havethesam ediagram m atic

expansion. W e therefore em bed a single unitcell(a \c-

f m olecule")asim purity (H loc)in an e� ective m edium

(H m ed)which willbe determ ined self-consistently:

H im p = H loc + H m ed (12)

H loc = ~�c

X

�

c
y
�c� + Ucn

c
"n

c
# + V

X

�

�

c
y
�f� + H:c:

�

+ ~�f

X

�

f
y
�f� + Ufn

f

"
n
f

#
(13)

H m ed =
X

k�

E k�
y

k�
�
k�

+
X

k�

�

W kc
y
��k� + H:c:

�

: (14)

(Form ally one can consider the action of the lattice

m odeland integrate out the non-localpartto arrive at

an im purity action which is afterwards m odelled by an

Ham iltonian.20) Note that this choice for the im purity

m odeldi� ersqualitatively from theusualoneforthepe-

riodic Anderson m odelat Uc = 0.23;26;27 In the case of

free conduction electrons,only a single selfenergy ex-

ists (for the f-electrons) and,hence,only the f-orbital

is coupled to an e� ective m edium . W hen the conduc-

tion electrons are correlated they have a selfenergy,as

well. Therefore,we include a c-orbitalin the localpart

ofH im p.W e need only a single e� ective m edium ,Hm ed,

although therearetwoHubbard interactionsin theorigi-

nalHam iltonian (1).Thisisdueto theabsenceofdirect

f-f hopping: The electrons explore their environm ent

only viathec-orbitals.Thetwointeractionsm erely show

up in the internalstructure ofthe im purity which con-

sistsoftwoorbitals,oneofwhich couplestothem edium .
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Thissituation issim ilartotheoneencountered in theex-

tended Hubbard m odelin Ref.35.

W e show now that the self-consistency equation (11)

can beful� lled byourim puritym odel(12).Theim purity

G reen’sfunctions

G(z)=

�

Gf(z) Gfc(z)

Gcf(z) Gc(z)

�

(15)

aregiven by

�
! � ~�f � �f(z) � V � �cf(z)

� V � �fc(z) ! � ~�c � ~� (z)� �c(z)

�

G(z)= 1 ;

(16)

where

~� (z)=
X

k

jW kj
2

z� E k

: (17)

Equating G to thelocalG reen’sfunction G loc ofthelat-

tice m odel(10),which one obtains analytically due to

the density ofstates(5),and using thatboth, ~� (z)and

G (z)� 1=z atlargejzj,we� nd:

~�f = �f � � (18)

~�c = �c � � (19)

~� (z)=
1

4
G loc;c(z): (20)

The m edium is determ ined by the c-G reen’s function

only,re
 ecting thatthere isno directf-f hopping.

The param eters in the im purity m odel (12) is thus

� xed,in particular the m edium ~� (z) is determ ined by

the solution ofthe im purity m odelGc(z)= G loc;c(z).

C .Solving the im purity m odel

W e solve the im purity m odel(12) by extending the

non-crossing approxim ation (NCA)30;31 to the case of

m orethan two ionicpropagators.32;33 Thisapproach has

been applied successfully to the� nite-U im purity Ander-

son m odel32 whereithasbeen shown thatneglectingver-

tex corrections slightly underestim ates the K ondo tem -

perature,and to theEm ery m odelwithin thedynam ical

m ean-� eld theory.33

Denoting the eigenstates of the local part, H loc by

jm i (with nm = 0:::4 particles),the im purity Ham il-

tonian (12)is expressed in term s ofHubbard operators

X m n = jm ihnjas

H loc =

16X

m = 1

E m X m m : (21)

H m ed =
X

k�

E k�
y

k�
�k�

+
X

k�;m n

(W kU
c
m n�X m n�k� + H:c:) (22)

with U c
m n� = hm jcy�jni.

Foreach statejm ia ionicpropagatorisintroduced

R m (z)=
1

z� E m � Sm (z)
(23)

with spectraldensity �m (x)= � Im R m (z+ i0+ )=�.W e

assum ethatthe corresponding self-energiesS arediago-

nalin thelocalbasisand evaluatethem in self-consistent

perturbation theory to second orderin thehybridization

W asin the usualNCA:

Sm (z)=
X

n;�

(jU c
m n�j

2 + jU
c
nm �j

2)�

Z 1

� 1

d� f(�m n�)� (�)Rn(z+ �m n�): (24)

Here �m n = � 1(+ 1) if the particle num ber in jm i is

higher (lower) than in jni, f(z) = [exp(�z)+ 1]� 1 is

the Ferm ifunction,and � = � Im ~� =�. The c-and f-

G reen’sfunctionsaregiven by

G c(f)(z)=
X

m n

jU
c(f)

m n;"
j
2
hhX m n;X nm iiz (25)

W ithin the NCA the G reen’s functions hhX m n;X nm iiz

areexpressed by the ionicpropagators31

hhX m n;X nm iiz = (26)

1

Z

Z

dx e
� �x[�m (x)R n(x + z)� �n(x)R m (x � z)] (27)

and

Z =
X

m

Z

dx e
� �x

�m (x): (28)

In thesym m etric,half-� lled casethereareonly 6inde-

pendentpropagatorsdue to particle-hole and spin sym -

m etry.The coupled integralequations(23)and (24)are

solved num erically by introducing defect propagators36

and m aking use ofthe fastFouriertransform ation.33

III.R ESU LT S

In thefollowingweconsiderthesym m etricm odel(�c =

� Uc=2,�f = � Uf=2)athalf-� lling (nc + nf = 2). Due

to particle-holesym m etry the chem icalpotentialis0.

W e chose Uf = 5 in allour calculations so that the

f-levelis welloutside ofthe conduction band. O ur in-

vestigationswererestricted m ostly to those valuesofUc

for which the Hubbard m odelfor the conduction elec-

tronsism etallic(forthesem iellipticdensity ofstates(5)

we found Ucrit � 1:8). The reason is that in deriving

theself-consistency equationsfortheim purity m odelwe

assum ed a param agnetic state. Thuswe typically chose

Uc = 0:5:::2:0 and V = 0:1:::0:4.Thesevalueslead to

3



V T
im p

K
T
lat
K

0.1 1:3� 10
� 44

2:7� 10
� 23

0.2 2:5� 10
� 12

5:3� 10
� 5

0.3 3:1� 10
� 6

7:3� 10
� 4

0.4 4:9� 10
� 4

1:1� 10
� 2

TABLE I. The estim ated K ondo tem peratures for uncor-

related conduction electrons. T
im p

K
refers to the sym m etric

im purity Anderson m odel,
37
T
lat
K includesthelatticeenhance-

m entfactorof2 in the exponentforthe lattice case.
38;28

sm allexchange couplings J � 0:01:::0:2 between two-

particlesingletand tripletstate ofthe c-f m olecule (see

below).W edeliberately chosethesesm allvaluesforV in

order to obtain \K ondo tem peratures" which are sm all

com pared to the bareband-width,see TableI.

A .Single-particle spectrum ofthe m olecule

The following discussions focus on the one-particle

spectral function. It is instructive to investigate this

quantity � rst for the local problem given by Hloc in

Eq.(12) in the sym m etric case. Due to sym m etry,we

considerthephotoem ission spectrum only.Denoting the

eigenstatesand eigenenergiesofH loc by jm iand E m ,the

one-particle G reen’s function and spectralfunction are

given by (� = 0)

G c(z)=
1

Z

X

m n

e
� �E m �

 

hm jc"jnihnjc
y

"
jm i

z� (E n � E m )
+
hm jc

y

"
jnihnjc"jm i

z+ (E n � E m )

!

(29)

A c(z)= �
1

�
Im G c(z+ i0+ ): (30)

At zero tem perature only the ground state contributes

to the sum overm . Itcontainstwo electronsform ing a

singlet

j	 Si=

�
C1
p
2
(c
y

"
f
y

#
� c

y

#
f
y

"
)+

C2
p
2
(c
y

"
c
y

#
� f

y

"
f
y

#
)

�

j0i (31)

E S = �
Uf + Uc

4
�

r

(Uf + Uc)
2

16
+ 4V 2 : (32)

The photoem ission spectrum isobtained by rem oving a

particle,hencethe� nalstatesarebondingand antibond-

ing com bination ofthe c-and f-orbital.To lowestorder

in V the transition energiesaregiven by

zc = �
Uc

2
� 2

3Uf � 5Uc

(Uc + Uf)(Uf � Uc)
V
2

zf = �
Uf

2
� 2

5Uf � 3Uc

(Uc + Uf)(Uf � Uc)
V
2
: (33)

They correspond to the lower Hubbard bands ofthe c-

and f-subsystem which are shifted by the hybridization

V .

The � rstexcited state isthe two-electron tripletstate

(spin excitation)

j	 T i=
1
p
2
(c
y

"
f
y

#
+ c

y

#
f
y

"
)j0i (34)

with excitation energy

� E = E T � E S =

r

(Uf + Uc)
2

16
+ 4V 2 �

Uf + Uc

4

�
8V 2

Uf + Uc

: (35)

Atthe tem peraturesthatweinvestigatein thefollowing

(T = 0:5� � � 0:001) only these two states contribute as

initialstates,jm i.Theresultingphotoem ission spectrum

ofthe m olecule thusconsistsoftwo double peaksatzc,

zc + � E ,and zf,zf + � E and the weightofthe peaks

shifted by � E goesto 0 asT ! 0.

B .Single-particle spectrum ofthe

A nderson-H ubbard m odel

W e� rstconsiderthespectraldensityoftheconduction

electrons

A c(z)= �
1

�
Im G loc;c(z+ i0+ )

= �
1

�

X

k

Im G c(k;z+ i0+ ) (36)

which correspondsto photoem ission and inversephotoe-

m ission spectra. A typicalresult for A c(z) is shown in

Fig.1 fordi� erenttem peratures(Uc = 1,V = 0:2). At

high tem peratures(T = 0:5)we obtain two broad m ax-

im a located at� � Uc=2 which correspond to upperand

lower Hubbard band ofthe c-subsystem . W hen lower-

ing the tem perature (T . 0:1),a peak at the chem ical

potential(z = 0)arises.Thisisthewell-known quasipar-

ticle peak belonging to the Hubbard m odelofthe host

electrons,H c.
22;24;25 In this tem perature regim e the f-

and c-subsystem sarealm ostindependent.Thein
 uence

ofthe f-stateson the c-spectra isgiven only by the tiny

structure atz � � Uf=2 = � 2:5. The separation ofthe

two subsystem s is indicated in Fig.2 as wellwhere we

com parethespectralweightatthechem icalpotentialfor

di� erentvaluesofthe c-f hybridization V and the pure

c-Hubbard m odel(V = 0): At high to m oderate tem -

peraturesthe spectralweightofthe Anderson-Hubbard

m odelfollowsthe oneofthe pureHubbard m odel.

In Fig.2 we also see that this behavior does not ex-

tend to low tem peratures. At a certain tem perature,

which depends on V ,the spectralweightno longer fol-

lows the quasiparticle peak ofthe Hubbard m odelbut

4
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FIG .1. Spectraldensity A c(z)forUc = 1,V = 0:2,Uf = 5

atdi�erenttem peratures

0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3

T

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

A
c
(0

)

V = 0.1

V = 0.2

V = 0.3

V = 0.4

Hubbard

FIG .2. Spectralweightofthe conduction electronsatthe

chem icalpotential,A c(0),forUc = 1 vs.tem perature

dropsto zero.Asseen in Fig.1 indeed a gap occursand

sharp structures em erge close to the chem icalpotential

when the tem peraturefallsbelow T . 0:04.Thisresem -

bles the Anderson m odelwith uncorrelated conduction

electrons.28 There,atT < T0 where T0 isa characteris-

tic tem perature related to the K ondo tem perature,the

K ondo e� ect leads to a resonance at the chem icalpo-

tential. These dynam ically generated localstates cross

the conduction-band states and one � nds a splitting of

the conduction band with a gap at the position ofthe

resonance. Due to particle-hole sym m etry,this feature

occursatthechem icalpotentialand thesystem becom es

an insulator.39

A sim ilar behavioris found in the case ofinteracting

conduction electrons. In order to see that indeed 
 at

bands occur close to the chem icalpotentialwe inspect

the k-dependentspectralfunction

A c(k;z)= �
1

�
Im G c(k;z): (37)

From the self-consistency equation (11) and Eq.(7) we

� nd

G c(k;z)=
1

G
� 1
loc;c

(z)� �k +
1

4
G loc;c(z)

: (38)

SinceA c(k;z)dependson k only via �k,weplotA c(k;z)

fordi� erent�k = � 1:::1in Fig.3.Athigh tem peratures

(T = 0:3,Fig.3a.) the featuresare very broad and we

basically see the Hubbard bandsforthe c-subsystem at

� Uc=2 aswellasforthe f-subsystem at� Uf=2 which

weakly adm ix to the cspectra.Atinterm ediatetem per-

atures (T = 0:1:::0:02,T = 0:05 is shown in Fig.3b.)

spectralweightisfound atthechem icalpotentialaswell

and wem ay tracethequasiparticleband oftheHubbard

m odel. W hen the tem perature isdecreased below 0.015

(T = 0:005,Fig.3c.) thesepeakssplit,asm allgap opens

and the newly em erged peaks show a weak dispersion

at the chem icalpotential. The transition occurs rather

quickly:W hereasatT = 0:015only thepeak at�k = 0is

splitand the band followsthe quasiparticle band ofthe

Hubbard band elsewhere,two separated bands already

em erged at T = 0:01. Due to their weak dispersion at

the chem icalpotentialwe expect that they willlead to

heavy bandsupon doping.Athigherenergiesthese new

bands m erge in the previous quasiparticle bands ofthe

Hubbard m odel.

These � ndings � t qualitatively to the scenario ofthe

Anderson m odelwith uncorrelated conduction electrons

described above28 and to the resultsofthe slaved-boson

m ean-� eld treatm ent.40 In thelatter,thefreeconduction

bandshybridize with a strongly renorm alized (reduced)

coupling to an e� ective f-levelat the chem icalpoten-

tial. Thisleadsto weakly dispersive bandsatlow ener-

gies m erging in the originalbands at high energies. In

the Anderson-Hubbard m odelthe new bands m erge in

theform erquasiparticleband ofthec-Hubbard m odelat

high energies.W econcludethatthesequasiparticlestake

5
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Uf = 5 atdi�erenttem peratures

theroleofthefreeconduction electronsin thedynam ical

screening ofthe f-m om entsleading to the resonance at

thechem icalpotential.Thisinterpretation doesnotcon-

tradict previous results on a single im purity em bedded

in a correlated host.14 There it turned out that a vari-

ationalansatz in the spiritofVarm a and Yafet41 which

usesquasiparticlesforthescreening ofthef-m om entin-

stead ofbareelectronsisnotsu� cientto � nd thecorrect

K ondotem perature.Thisholdsduetoim portanceofthe

renorm alization ofthec-f exchangeinteraction and does

not im ply that the quasiparticle picture is not valid in

describing the screening process.

W hen the interaction strength ofthe conduction elec-

trons is increased to Uc = 1:5,no qualitative changes

occur at � rst sight. In Fig.4 we show the c-spectra at

varioustem peraturesforUc = 1:5 and V = 0:2. Again,

the c-and f-subsystem are separated at high tem pera-

tures and a quasiparticle peak ofthe c-Hubbard m odel

evolves � rst. At low tem peratures a K ondo resonance

isform ed atthe chem icalpotentialwith hybridizeswith

the quasiparticle band,a gap opens and we � nd bands

with a weak dispersion. W hen com pared to Uc = 1,we

� nd thatthe gap hasincreased. Thisindicatesthatthe

hybridization ofthequasiparticleband with the dynam -

ically generated stateshasincreased.

However,as dem onstrated in Fig.5, a quasiparticle

peak doesnotalwaysoccurin the interm ediate tem per-
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ature range even though the bare conduction electrons

are m etallic: Increasing the c-f m ixing to V = 0:3,the

system becom esdirectly insulating although Uc = 1:5 <

Ucrit. Figure 6 illustrates that it depends on the value

ofV whether the quasiparticle peak shows up or not.

W e conclude that part ofthe strong correlation on the

f-orbitalis e� ectively inherited by the c-orbitalvia the

hybridization V .A sim ilare� ecthasbeen observed and

discussed fora di� erentm odelin Ref.42.

Although no quasiparticle peak corresponding to the

conduction electrons em erges in Fig.5,we stillrecover

the Anderson scenario described above when decreasing

the tem perature,i.e.,a gap opensand peaksarise close

to itatlow tem peraturesT � 0:04. Itappearsthatwe

do notneed pre-form ed quasiparticlesin orderto screen

the f-m om ents which in turn leads to the K ondo reso-

nance.Note however,thatthere is� nitespectralweight

at the chem icalpotential. This is better seen in the k-

resolved spectralfunction A c(k;z) in Fig.7 where we

display A c(k;z) for two di� erent tem peratures for the

Anderson-Hubbard (Uc = 1:5;V = 0:3)and theHubbard

m odel(U = 1:5).FortheHubbard m odelwe� nd a peak

crossing the chem icalpotentialat T = 0:07 (Fig.7a.).

Itcorrespondsto the quasiparticle peak ofthe Hubbard

m odelbeing form ed atthistem perature.TheAnderson-

Hubbard m odel,however,exhibitsno structure crossing

the chem icalpotential.Note thatupperand lowerHub-
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0.0

0.2

0.4
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0.8

A
c
(z

)

V = 0.1

V = 0.15

V = 0.2

V = 0.25

V = 0.3

V = 0.4

Hubbard

FIG .6. Spectralweightofthe conduction electronsatthe

chem icalpotential,A c(0),forUc = 1:5 vs.tem perature

bard bandsoftheAnderson-Hubbard m odelarein agree-

m entwith thoseofthepureHubbard m odel.AtT = 0:04

(Fig.7b.) the Anderson-Hubbard m odelshowstwo 
 at

bands at the chem icalpotential. The peaks are m ost

pronounced close to chem icalpotential. In contrast to

the caseofsm allUc (Uc = 1 discussed above)the corre-

sponding bandsdo not m erge the quasiparticle band of

the Hubbard m odel. Thisindicatesa large e� ective hy-

bridization between quasiparticleand dynam icallygener-

ated statesatthe chem icalpotential.To a lesserdegree

thisbehaviorisalso observed forUc = 1:5 and V = 0:2

(A c(k;z)notshown).W econcludethatthee� ectivehy-

bridization increasesasboth Uc and V increase.Consid-

ering again Fig.7a.,we � nd thatthe di� erence between

Hubbard and Anderson-Hubbard m odelathigh tem pera-

turesisrelated to theonsetoftheheavy bandswhich are

thusalready seen atcom paratively high tem peratures.

W e� nally turn to thecasewherethebarec-subsystem

is insulating, i.e.,Uc > Ucrit. For Uc = 2 a shoulder

in the spectralfunction em erges at the edge Hubbard

band towards the chem icalpotentialwhen the tem per-

ature is lowered (Fig.8). That this feature is indeed

caused by the f-subsystem is dem onstrated in Fig. 9

where we com pare A c(k;z) for the Anderson-Hubbard

m odeland thepureHubbard m odel.W hereasthestruc-

turescorrespondingtotheHubbard bandsroughlyagree,

the Anderson-Hubbard m odelshowsan additionalpeak

atthelow-energyedgeoftheHubbard bands.Thisisun-

expected because the c-subsystem isinsulating and pro-

videsno quasiparticleswhich could screen thef-m om ent

and the resulting spectra should resem blethe oneofthe

c-f m olecule described in Sec.IIIA. W e do notbelieve

thatthisshoulderisspurioussinceincreasing theenergy

resolution which allowsto proceed to lowertem peratures

did not change the shoulder. However,we can not ex-

clude a principle failure ofthe extended NCA as it is

well-known thattheNCA failsto convergewhen thesys-

tem becom esinsulating.43 O n the otherhand,the spec-

tralweightatthe chem icalpotentialisnotexactly zero.
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FIG .8. Spectraldensity A c(z)forUc = 2,V = 0:3,Uf = 5

Sim ilar to the case Uc = 1:5,V = 0:3 discussed above,

this sm all,but � nite spectralweight could be su� cient

to dynam ically generate states at the chem icalpoten-

tialwhich result in a heavy band via hybridization as

previously. To clarify this situation,it is m andatory to

em ploy othernum ericalm ethodsforsolvingtheim purity

m odel.Ifthe picture presented aboveisvalid,the e� ec-

tivehybridization m ustbelargecom pared tothem etallic

casessothatthenew bandsarepushed towardstheHub-

bard bands.Notethatthe new peaksapproach,butnot

m ergein theHubbard bandswhereasthey m erged in the

quasiparticle bands in the m etallic cases (Uc = 1,and

Uc = 1:5,V . 0:2).

C .H ybridization gap

In thissection wefocuson thegap which opensatlow

tem peratures. W e determ ine the size ofthe gap,� ,as

twice the distance between zero frequency and the � rst

m axim um close to the chem icalpotential.28 In Fig.10,

where we plot the gap � vs.tem perature for di� erent

hybridizationsV ,weobservethatthegap opensquickly

when thetem peratureisreduced and wede� neT0 asthe

tem perature where the gap opens. O ne expectsthatT0
is related to the energy di� erence,� E ,ofsinglet and

triplet states in the localproblem , see Sec.IIIA. In-

deed,we observe in Figs.4 and 5 that the gap opens
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roughly in the sam e tem perature regim e where the f-

peak atz � � Uf=2 splits,i.e.,wherethestatesj	 Siand

j	 T ibecom edistinguishablein thephotoem ission ofthe

lattice. W e extract this splitting ofthe f-peak,� E lat

from thespectralfunction ofthelatticem odel(ifvisible)

and com pareitto thecorresponding splitting,� E loc for

the c� f m olecule [cf.Eq.(35)]in Fig.11 for di� erent

valuesofUc and V = 0:3.Surprisingly we� nd thatwhile

both splittingsareofthe sam eorderofm agnitude,they

depend di� erently on Uc: W hen Uc increases,� E lat in-

creases,whereas� E loc decreases.

In Fig.12weplotthegap vs.tem peraturefordi� erent

valuesofUc and V = 0:2; 0:3.In general,the tem pera-

ture T0 atwhich the gap sets in increaseswith Uc,but

deviations occur: W hen V = 0:3,Uc = 1:5 and 1:7 do

not � t into this schem e. However,one should bear in

m ind thattheonsetofthe gap form ation aswem easure

it,dependsalso on theshapeofthespectrum .Asisseen

from Fig.11,T0 is ofthe sam e order ofm agnitude as

� E lat and itsgeneralbehavioragreeswith � E lat and is

thusopposed to � E loc.

W enow turn to thesizeofthegap.Ithasbeen shown

for the Anderson m odelwith free conduction electrons

thatthisquantity determ inesthe low-tem perature ther-

m odynam ics in the lim it of in� nite dim ensions.44;45;28

The gaps in the localspin and charge excitation spec-

tra were found to be ofthe sam e orderofm agnitude as

thegap in thedensity ofstates.Thelatterthusprovides

am easureofthelow-tem peraturescale(\K ondotem per-

ature").From Fig.12 weextractthatthesizeofthegap

hasnotyetconverged atthe lowesttem peratureswhere

ourextended NCA ceasesto converge.Nevertheless,we

can draw som e qualitative conclusions: The size ofthe

gap increasessystem atically asUc increases.Thisisalso

deduced from Fig.13 where we plotted the gap at the

lowesttem perature we could reach foreach pair(Uc;V )

vs.thestrength Uc oftheHubbard interaction ofthecon-

duction electrons.Thisprocedureim pliesthatthepoints

shown correspond to di� erent tem peratures. Note that
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them agnitudeof� variesm uch strongerwith Uc and V

com pared to T0 or� E .

IV .C O N C LU SIO N S

In conclusion,we studied the in
 uence ofinteractions

am ong the conduction electronson the low-tem perature

behavioroftheperiodicAnderson m odel.In thedynam -

icalm ean-� eld theory them odelism apped onto agener-

alized Anderson im purity m odelthatcouplestheorbitals

ofa single unitcellto an e� ective m edium which hasto

bedeterm ined selfconsistently.Theim purity m odelwas

solved num erically by an extended non-crossing approx-

im ation.

Forweakly interacting conduction electronswe found

thatathigh tem peraturesthec-and f-subsystem sareal-

m ostseparatedasin thecaseoffreeconduction electrons.

Decreasing tem peraturethen � rstleadsto theform ation

ofquasiparticlesin the c-subsystem asin the bare Hub-

bard m odel. W hen the tem perature is reduced further,

the quasiparticle band splits,a tiny gap opens and the

system turnsintoan insulator.Asin thecaseoffreecon-

duction electrons,thegap isform ed by thelevelcrossing

ofthe quasiparticle (Hubbard) band and the resonance

which arisesatthe chem icalpotentialfrom the K ondo-

like screening ofthe f-m om ents. W e observed that the

quasiparticlesplayan essentialrolein thisscreening.The

resulting two bandshave a weak dispersion close to the

gap and weexpectthatthey turn into heavy bandsupon

doping.

W hen the correlationsofthe conduction electronsbe-

com e stronger,the low-tem perature gap increases. This

can be interpreted asincreasing the e� ective hybridiza-

tion between thequasiparticlestatesatthechem icalpo-

tentialand thedynam ically generated stateswhich leads

to a largergap and isqualitatively in agreem entwith re-

sultsfound forim purity m odels.Forthe lattercase,the

m ain e� ectofthe (sm all)interaction wasto renorm alize

and increasethe exchangeinteraction.14

Itturned out,however,thatpre-form ed quasiparticles

within thec-subsystem arenotprerequisitefortheem er-

genceofheavybands.W hen increasingthec-f hybridiza-

tion,the corbitalsseem to inheritcorrelationsfrom the

f orbitals and a quasiparticle peak is no longer form ed

in thespectraldensity atinterm ediatetem peratures,al-

though thespectralweightatthechem icalpotentialdoes

notvanish.Nevertheless,weobservedheavybandsatlow

tem peraturesin the one-particlespectra.

Even when the(bare)c-system isinsulating,itisin
 u-

enced by the f-system atlow tem peratures:A shoulder

form sattheedgeoftheHubbard band which showsweak

dispersion.Thisissurprisingsincethebarec-system pro-

videsnoquasiparticleswhich could screen thef-m om ents

and thecspectralweightcloseto thechem icalpotential

issm all.However,wecan notexcludethatthisresultis

an artefactofourm ethod to solvetheim purity problem
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and further investigationsare necessary to decide upon

thisquestion.

Finally,we investigated the hybridization gap which

occurs at low tem peratures. W hen increasing the

Coulom b interaction am ong theconduction electronsthe

tem peratureatwhich thegap opensincreases.Thistem -

perature is related to the splitting ofthe f-peak in the

spectrum which results from singlet and triplet states

in the c-f m olecule. However,we found thatthis split-

tingdependsoppositelyon theinteraction strength in the

lattice and in the m olecule. The low-tem perature ther-

m odynam icsin in� nitedim ensionsscaleswith thesizeof

thegap.28 Thisquantity thereforeprovidesam easurefor

the \K ondo tem perature." In agreem entwith im purity

m odels,thisgap increasesasthe correlationsam ong the

conduction electronsbecom estronger.
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