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T he periodic A nderson m odelw ith correlated conduction electrons
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W e Investigate a periodic Anderson m odel w ith interacting conduction electrons which are de—
scribbed by a Hubbard-type interaction of strength U.. W ithin dynam ical m ean— eld theory the
totalH am iltonian ism apped onto an Im purity m odel, which is solved 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
U. = 0, the low-energy behavior of the conduction electrons at high tem peratures is essentially
una ected by the f electrons and for sn allU. a quasiparticlke peak corresponding to the H ubbard
m odel evolves rst. These quasiparticles screen the £ m om ents when the tem perature is reduced
further, and the system tums into an insulator with a tiny gap and at bands. The fom ation of
the quasiparticle peak is in peded by increasing either U. or the cf hybridization. N evertheless
aln ost dispersionless bands em erge at low tem perature w ith an increased gap, even in the case of
Initially nsulating host electrons. The size of the gap in the oneparticle spectral density at low
tem peratures provides an estin ate for the low -energy scale and increases as U. increases.
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I. NTRODUCTION

The usual explanation for the fomm ation of heavy
ferm Jons in com pounds w ith rare-garth or actinide ele-
m ents isbased on the Kondo e ect?’? T hereby, the char-
acterdstic low -energy scale arises from the spin-screening
of the localm om ents by a non-interacting electron gas.
T he periodic A nderson m odel is considered as the m ost
prom ising candidate to at least qualiatively describe
the rich physics of these m aterdals. This standard sce—
nario, however, fails to explain the heavy-ferm ion behav—
jor found in the electron-doped cuprate Nd; xCe,CuO4
discovered a few years agof In particular, the estjr
m ated low -energy scale is orders ofm agnitude too sm allf
Since undoped N ¢p,C u0 4 is an antiferrom agnetic charge—
transfer insulator?®, despite of one hole per unit cell, it
has been suggested? that this discrepancy is due to the
strong interactions am ong the electrons introduced by
doping.

A sregardsthe In uence of correlated conduction elec—
trons on the Kondo e ect, up to now attention hasbeen
focused on the case ofa m agnetic in purity em bedded In
a correlated host which js gither described by a Luttinger
licuid in one dim ension? {# oxby-som e kind of Hubbard
model ;n higher din ensions24111 m all of these cases
one ndsa strong dependence of the low -energy scale on
the Interaction strength of the conduction electrons and
is increase w ith increasing interaction strength. For a
lattice of m om ents hybridizing w ith correlated electrons
only fow resuls exist A9

Asa rststep towardsunderstanding thee ect ofcon—
duction electron interactions on the fom ation of heavy
ferm ions, we consider a lattice of f-electrons that hy-
bridize with conduction electrons which them selves are
correlated. These correlations w ill be describbed by a

Hubbard-type Interaction. T he resuling m odelcom bines
a periodic Anderson m odel with a Hubbard m odel. A
lim i in which onem ay obtain sensible results for this lo—
cally highly, correlated m odel is the lin it of lJarge spatial
din ensions24 24 T this Iin it the dynam ics becom es es—
sentially Iocal®d Hence or any correlated m odel, a single
(correlated) sitem ay be chosen and embedded nane ec—
tivem ediim which hasto be determ ined selfconsistently
(\dynam icalm ean— eld theory"):.The m odel reduces to
an Anderson in purity m 0de12323 1, ;et, Jn_has been
show n that besides the H ubbard m ode 4242423 the peri-
odic A nderson m odelw ith uncprrelated conduction elec—
trons is am enablk to this Iim 12429

In the next section we introduce the m odel and de—
rive the corresponding im purity m odel. The in puriy
m odel is solveqd nym erically by an extended non-crossing
approxin ation®4 €3 which is derived in Sec.lIaswell In
Sec. @ we present results for the particle-hole symm et—
ric case at half Iling. A ssum Ing a param agnetic ground
state we study the In  uence of weak correlations on the
one-particle spectral density and discuss how the heavy
bands em erge. At low tem peratures a gap fom s which
in the free case is related to the K ondo tem perature?d
and we discuss how the size of the gap depends on the
strength of the correlations of the conduction electrons.
W e nally conclude In Secf_i_\? .

II.M ODEL AND METHOD
A . The lattice H am iltonian

In the follow ing we consider the sin plest version of
the perdodic Anderson m odel and allow for interacting
conduction electrons,
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Here, fi(y) destroys (creates) an electron in the localized £
orbitalat siteiwih soin ,and U isthe Hubbard inter—
action ofthe localized f states ( ¢ < 0). T he c operators
refer to the conduction electrons which are described by
a Hubbard m odelw ith an interaction U. being typically
an aller than Us.  denotes the cheam ical potential and
V m easures the m ixing between the c and £ subsystem s.
In the ollow Ing we w ill refer to the Ham iltonian ('_f) as
\ (periodic) A nderson-H ubbard m odel."

In what ollow swe w ill concentrate on the one-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 of states of the conduc-
tion e]ec&onsf:d For sin plicity, we therefore consider a
sem icircular densiy of conduction electrons states w ith
width 2D i Eq. ¢)

2
)

z
D D
which arises from hopping on a Bethe-lattice oflg:o_ordi—
nation number Z wih matrix element t= D=2 Z) in
thelmit Z ! 1 .WewilluseD = 1 asunit of energy
throughout this paper.

G ven the non-interacting G reen’s functions, G k;z),

(£ ) \

G,  k;z)= v z ()

(6)

and the 111G reen’s function G (k;z), the selfenergiesare
de ned by D yson’s equation

G 'kiz)=G,' k;z) k;z) )
oy £ k;z)  fckiz)
kiz) = o &iz)  oKiz) ®

B .The Im purity m odel

Thedynam icalm ean— eld theory assum esthat the self-
energy is a Jocal quantity which is correct in the Iim it of
i nite din ensiond8242427 T he latrice m odel can then
be m apped onto an im purity m odeB? which is seen as
Bllows: The self energy (8) of the lattice model (1) is

given as the derivative of a functional [G] of the full
G reen’s finctions®4
@i3iz) = ©)

G Gigz)

Here, i and j are real space coordinates and ; corre—
soond to cand f. Ifthe selfenergy ofthe latticem odel is
Iocal, depends on the localG reen’s functions, G (1),
only. Thus, can be generated from an im purity m odel.
Solving the In purity m odelwe know and, hence, the
selfenergy as functional of the im purity G reen’s func—
tion G: [G1= = G.W enow identify G wih the local
G reen’s function of the lattice,

Z
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Gic (@) = N Gkjz)= d ()G (;z): (10
k
Note that the k-dependence enters only via , into

G (k;z), thus G ¢ (z) can be expressed by an energy in-
tegration. From G, = G,we nd the actualvalie of
from the functional equation

Z

Gpc(2) = d
Z
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Technically, Eqg. z_l-l.') determ inesthe free G reen’s function
of the in purity m odelwhich is of course not xed by

T he H am iltonian ofthe in purity m odel that generates

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

rity and lattice m odel, they have the sam e diagram m atic
expansion. W e therefore embed a single unit cell @ \c-
f molecule") as mpurity #H 1) In an e ective m edium
H  eq) which willbe determ Ined self-consistently:

ernszloc+Hmed 12)
X X
Hie= ~ cdc + Uecnwnf + V df + Hx:
X f_f

+ fYf + Ugnuny (13)
X X

Hnea=  Ex y  + Wyd , +Hx 14)
k k

Fom ally one can consider the action of the Ilattice
m odel and integrate out the non-local part to arrive at
an In purity action which is afterwards m odelled by an
Ham itonian 29) Note that this choice for the in puriy
modeldi ersqualitatively from theysyalone for the pe-
riodic Anderson m odel at U, = 0238%27 T the case of
free conduction electrons, only a single self energy ex—
ists (for the f-electrons) and, hence, only the f-orbial
is coupled to an e ective mediim . W hen the conduc—
tion electrons are correlated they have a self energy, as
well. Therefore, we include a corbial n the localpart
OfH np - Weneed only a single e ectivem edium , Hy eq,
although there are two H ubbard interactions in the origi-
nalH am iltonian ('_]:) . This is due to the absence of direct
f-f hopping: The electrons explore their environm ent
only via the corbials. T he two interactionsm erely show
up in the intemal structure of the in purity which con—
sists of tw o orbitals, one ofw hich couplesto them edium .



T his situation is sim ilar to the one encountered in the ex—
tended Hubbard m odel in Ref. 35.

W e show now that the se]f—oon&stency equation Cl]:)
can be ful lled by our In purity m odel (12) T he In puriy
G reen’s functions

Ge () Gec(z)

G @)= Gete (2) Ge (z) 43)

Vo~ £ (z) v ct (2)

G =1;
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16)
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E quating G to the localG reen’s function G .. of the lJat—
tice m odel ClO), which one obtains analytically due to

the density of states (5), and using that both, ™ (z) and

G (z) 1=z atlarge Zjwe nd:
~ =g (18)
- (19)
1
T (2)= ZG e (2) ¢ (20)

The mediuim is determ ined by the c6 reen’s function
only, re ecting that there is no direct £-£ hoppmg
The param eters in the inpurity m odel ClZ) is thus
xed, Ih particular the medium ™ (z) is detem ined by
the solution of the In purity m odelGe (z) = G 1o¢;c (2) «

C .Solving the im purity m odel

W e solve the Impurity m odel {;LZ). bly extending the
non-crossing approxin ation NGA)S4#} to the case of
m ore than two ionic propagators®384 T his approach has
been applied successfully to the niteU In puriy Ander-
son m odeB? where it hasbeen shown that neglecting ver—
tex corrections slightly underestim ates the K ondo tem —
perature, and to the Em ery m odelw ithin the dynam ical
mean— ed theonsl

D enoting the ejgenstates of the local part, H 1, by
jn i (w:ﬂ_ﬁ. n, = 0:::4 particks), the im purity Ham it
tonian QZ is expressed In tem s of Hubbard operators
Xmn = Mmimjas

Hloc= memm : (21)

+ H «x) (22)

with US, = mm 3 hi.
For each state 1n i a ionic propagator is introduced

1
Rn = 2
@ z Ep Sn (2) @3)

with spectraldensity n ®)= Im R, (z+ 10" )= .We
assum e that the corresponding selfenergies S are diago—
nalin the localbasis and evaluate them in selfconsistent
perturbation theory to second order in the hybridization
W asin theusualNCA:

X
Sn (2) = (:Un?n jz+ :Ur?m jz)
n;Z )
d f(un ) (R@+ un ): (4
1
Here , = 1(+1)jfthepa1:tjc]enumberjn jnijs
higher (ower) than n hi, f(z) = kxp( z) + 1] *
the Fermm i function, and = Im = . Thec—and f-
G reen’s functions are given by
£
Ge) @) = Fot T o iX o dd, @5)

m n

W ithin the NCA the G reen’s ﬁmctjonsI WX g n X am iy
are expressed by the fonic propagatorsss

thZm niXan iy = @6)
Zi dxe *[n KR, &+2) o @Ry & 2)] @7)
and
% 2
7 = dxe * , x): (28)

In the symm etric, half- lled case there areonly 6 inde—
pendent propagators due to particlke-hol and qJJn Sym -
m etry. The couplkd integralequations £3) and @4) are
solved num erically by introducing defect propagatoré?e
and m aking use of the fast Fourier transfom ation 83

ITII.RESULTS

In the follow Ing we considerthe sym m etricm odel ( . =

Uc=2, = U¢=2) athalf- Iling (0. + n¢ = 2). Due
to particle-hole sym m etry the chem icalpotentialis 0.

W e chose U = 5 In all our calculations so that the
f-level is well outside of the conduction band. Our in—
vestigations were restricted m ostly to those values of U,
for which the Hubbard m odel for the conduction elec—
trons ism etallic (for the sem ielliptic density of states ()
we found Uy 1:8). The reason is that iIn deriving
the self-consistency equations for the in purity m odelwe
assum ed a param agnetic state. Thus we typically chose

= 05:::20andV = 01 :::04. These values kead to



\% TP Tt
01 13 10 ** 2:7 10
02 255 10 *? 53 10 °
03 31 10 ° 73 10 *
04 49 10 * 11 10 ?

TABLE I. The estin ated K ondo tem peratures for uncor-
related conduction electrens. T;mp refers to the symm etric
in purity A nderson m odel§7: T;‘at Includes the lattice enhance—
m ent factor of 2 in the exponent for the lattice caseﬁii"ﬁfi

an all exchange couplings J 001 :::02 between two—
particle singlet and triplet state of the cf m olecule (see
below ). W e delberately chose these sm allvalues orv in
order to obtain \K ondo tem peratures" which are sm all
com pared to the bare band-w idth, see Table ::[

A . Singleparticle spectrum of the m olecule

The follow ing discussions focus on the oneparticle
spectral function. It is instructive to investigate this
quantity rst for the local problem given by Hpc In
Eqg. C_l-z_i) In the symm etric case. Due to symm etry, we
consider the photoem ission spectrum only. D enoting the
eigenstates and eigenenergies ofH . by jn iand E, , the
one-particle G reen’s function and spectral function are
givenby ( = 0)

1 X
Gcl(z)= 7 e

mn

En

|
m & himpen 1
z+ Eq En)

m o nim o 1
zZ En En)

@9)

1
Ac@)= =Tn Gc(z+ i07) : (30)
At zero tem perature only the ground state contrbutes
to the sum overm . It contains two electrons form ing a

sihglet

C C
j si= p%(c}ff;’ £+ p%(d{c;ﬁ ££)) Pi GL)
r
U+ U + Ue)?
Eg= — ¢ Oet Ue)l | yye . 32)
4 16

T he photoem ission spectrum is obtained by rem oving a

particle, hence the nalstatesarebonding and antbond-
Ing com bination ofthe c—and f-orbital. To lowest order

In V the transition energies are given by

U 30 50
Ze = == 2 £ c v?
2 Uc+ Ug)Us  Uyp)
U 50 30
ze = — £ < __v?: 33)
2 U+ Ug)U:  Uy)

T hey correspond to the lower Hubbard bands of the c—
and f-subsystem which are shifted by the hybridization
V.

The st excited state is the two-electron triplet state
(spIn excitation)

1
jori= p_z(qv,f#u G ) Pi (34)
w ith excitation energy
r
+ Ug)? Usg+ U
E-g, Eg= etUel g,y UetUe
16 4
8v 2
—_— (35)
Ue + Ug

At the tem peratures that we investigate In the follow Ing
(T = 05
niialstates, gn i. T he resulting photoem ission spectrum

of the m olecule thus consists of two double peaks at z.,
ze+ E,and zs, z¢e + E and the weight of the peaks
shifed by E goestoOasT ! O.

B . Singleparticle spectrum of the
A nderson-H ubbard m odel

W e rst considerthe spectraldensity ofthe conduction
electrons

1 ot
—In Gzt i0")

1X
= — Im G.Kk;z+ io*)

k

Ac(z)=

(36)

w hich corresponds to photoem ission and inverse photoe-
m ission spectra. A typical result orA. (z) is shown In
Fjg.-'}' for di erent temperatures : = 1,V = 02). At
high tem peratures (T = 0:5) we obtain two broad m ax—
In a Jocated at U=2 which correspond to upper and
lower Hubbard band of the csubsystem . W hen lower-
Ing the tem perature (T 0:), a peak at the chem ical
potential (z = 0) ardses. T his isthe wellknow n quasipar-
ticle peak belanging to the Hubbard m odel of the host
electrons, H ¢ 232429 T this tem perature regin e the f-
and csubsystam s are aln ost independent. The in uence
ofthe f-states on the cspectra is given only by the tiny
structure at z Ueg=2=  25. The separation of the
two subsystem s is indicated in Fjg.:_Z aswell where we
com pare the spectralw eight at the chem icalpotential for
di erent values of the cf hybridization V and the pure
cHubbard model Vv = 0): At high to m oderate tem —
peratures the spectral weight of the A nderson-H ubbard
m odel ollow s the one of the pure H ubbard m odel.

In Fjg.:g we also see that this behavior does not ex—
tend to low tem peratures. At a certain tem perature,
which depends on V, the spectral weight no longer fol-
low s the quasiparticle peak of the Hubbard m odel but

0001) only these two states contrbute as
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FIG.1l. Spectraldensity A. (z) forUc.= 1,V = 02,Us = 5
at di erent tem peratures
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FIG .2. Spectralweight of the conduction elctrons at the
chem ical potential, A (0), orU. = 1 vs. tem perature

drops to zero. A s seen in Fjg.-r}' indeed a gap occurs and
sharp structures em erge close to the chem ical potential
when the tem perature allsbelow T . 0:04. This resem —
bles the Anderson m odel w ith uncorrelated conduction
electrons?8 There, at T < T, where T, is a characteris—
tic tem perature related to the K ondo tem perature, the
Kondo e ect leads to a resonance at the chem ical po—
tential. T hese dynam ically generated local states cross
the conduction-band states and one nds a splitting of
the conduction band wih a gap at the position of the
resonance. Due to particle-hole symm etry, this feature
occurs at the chem icalpotentialand the system becom es
an nsulator®d

A sin ilar behavior is found in the case of interacting
conduction electrons. In order to see that ndeed at
bands occur close to the chem ical potential we inspect
the k-dependent spectral function

1
Ackjz)= —Im Gckjz) : 37
From the selfconsistency equation l_l-ll) and Eqg. @'j) we
nd
1

Gelkjz) = T T : (38)
ocjc () k t ZG beic ()

Since A (k;z) dependson k only via y,wepltA.k;z)
fordi erent , = 1:::1nFig.d.Athigh tem peratures
(T = 03,Fxg. :_ﬂa.) the features are very broad and we
basically see the Hubbard bands for the csubsystem at

U.=2 aswellas for the fsubsystem at U¢=2 which
weakly adm ix to the ¢ spectra. At interm ediate tem per—
atures (T = 0::::0:02, T = 0205 is shown in Fig. Jo.)
spectralweight is found at the chem icalpotentialaswell
and wem ay trace the quasiparticle band ofthe H ubbard
m odel. W hen thre tem perature is decreased below 0.015
(T = 0:005, Fjg.ﬁc.) these peaks split, a sm allgap opens
and the new ly em erged peaks show a weak dispersion
at the chem ical potential. The transition occurs rather
quickly: W hereasatT = 0015 only thepeak at = 0 is
split and the band follow s the quasiparticle band of the
Hubbard band elsew here, two separated bands already
emerged at T = 0:01. Due to their weak digpersion at
the chem ical potential we expect that they will lead to
heavy bands upon doping. At higher energies these new
bands m erge in the previous quasiparticle bands of the
Hubbard m odel.

These ndings t qualitatively to the scenario of the
A nderson m odel.w ith uncorrelated conduction electrons
described above?d ang-to the results of the slaved-boson
mean— eld treatm ent4d Tn the latter, the free conduction
bands hybridize w ith a strongly renomm alized (reduced)
coupling to an e ective f-level at the chem ical poten-
tial. This leads to weakly digpersive bands at low ener—
gies m erging In the originalbands at high energies. In
the A nderson-H ubbard m odel the new bands m erge in
the om er quasiparticle band ofthe c-H ubbard m odelat
high energies. W e conclude that these quasiparticles take
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FIG.4. Spectral density Ac(z) or U = 15, VvV = 02,
Us = 5 at di erent tem peratures

the role of the free conduction electrons in the dynam ical
screening of the f£-m om ents lkading to the resonance at

the chem icalpotential. T his Interpretation does not con—
tradict previous resyks on a sihgle inpurity em bedded

i a correlated host!4 There i tumed out that.a vari
ationalansatz in the spirit of Vam a and Ya®t?! which

uses quasiparticles for the screening of the £-m om ent in—
stead ofbare electrons isnot su clentto nd the correct
K ondo tem perature. T hisholds due to in portance ofthe

renom alization ofthe cf exchange interaction and does

not In ply that the quasiparticlke picture is not valid in

descrbing the screening process.

W hen the interaction strength of the conduction elec—
trons is Increased to U, = 135, no qualitative changes
occur at  rst sight. In Fjg.:_'é we show the cspectra at
various tem peratures or U, = 15 and V = 02. Agai,
the c—and f-subsystem are separated at high tem pera—
tures and a quasiparticle peak of the cH ubbard m odel
evolves rst. At low tem peratures a Kondo resonance
is form ed at the chem icalpotentialw ith hybridizes w ith
the quasiparticle band, a gap opens and we nd bands
w ith a weak dispersion. W hen compared to U, = 1, we

nd that the gap has increased. T his indicates that the
hybridization of the quasiparticle band w ith the dynam —
ically generated states has increased.

However, as dem onstrated In Fig. :_5, a quasiparticle
peak does not always occur In the interm ediate tem per-
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FIG.5. Spectral density A (z) for U. =
Us = 5 at di erent tem peratures

15, v

03,

ature range even though the bare conduction electrons
are m etallic: Increasing the cf m ixing to V. = 03, the
system becom es directly Insulating although U, = 15 <
Ucrit - Fjgure:_é Mustrates that i depends on the value
0f V whether the quasiparticle peak shows up or not.
W e conclude that part of the strong correlation on the
f-orbital is e ectively inherited by the corbial via the
hybridization V . A sin ilare ect hasbeen observed and
discussed fora di erent m odel in Ref] 42.

A though no quasiparticle peak oon:espondjng to the
conduction electrons em erges in Fig. -5 we still recover
the Anderson scenario described above when decreasing
the tem perature, ie., a gap opens and peaks arise close
to it at low tem peratures T 004. It appears that we
do not need pre-form ed quasiparticles In order to screen
the f-m om ents which In tum Jeads to the K ondo reso—
nance. N ote however, that there is nite spectralweight
at the chem ical potential. This is better seen in the k-
resolved spectral finction A k;z) in Fig. i} where we
digplay A k;z) Por two di erent tem peratures for the
A nderson-Hubbard U, = 15;V = 0:3) and the H ubbard
model U = 1:5). Forthe Hubbardmodelwe nd apeak
crossing the chem ical potentialat T = 007 Fi. :ja.) .
Tt corresponds to the quasiparticle peak of the Hubbard
m odelbeing formm ed at this tem perature. T he A nderson-
Hubbard m odel, how ever, exhibits no structure crossing
the chem ical potential. N ote that upper and lower Hub-
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FIG . 6. Spectralweight of the conduction electrons at the
chem icalpotential, A (0), orU. = 1:5 vs. tem perature

bard bands ofthe A nderson-H ubbard m odelare n agree—
m entw ith those ofthepureHubbardm odel. AtT = 0:04
Fig. :jb.) the Anderson-H ubbard m odel shows two at
bands at the chem ical potential. The peaks are m ost
pronounced close to chem ical potential. In contrast to
the case of smnallU. (U, = 1 discussed above) the corre—
soonding bands do not m erge the quasiparticlke band of
the Hubbard m odel. This indicates a lJarge e ective hy—
bridization betw een quasiparticle and dynam ically gener—
ated states at the chem ical potential. To a lesser degree
this behavior is also cbserved for U. = 15 andV = 02
A k;z) not shown). W e conclude that the e ective hy—
bridization increasesasboth U, and V increase. C onsid—
ering again Fjg.-rja., we nd that the di erence between
Hubbard and A nderson-H ubbard m odelat high tem pera—
tures is related to the onset ofthe heavy bandswhich are
thus already seen at com paratively high tem peratures.

W e nally tum to the case w here the bare csubsystem
is insulating, ie., Uc > Ucr. For Uc. = 2 a shoulder
In the spectral function em erges at the edge Hubbard
band towards the chem ical potential when the tem per-
ature is owered F ig. -8) That this feature is Indeed
caused by the f—subsysl:em is dem onstrated In Fig. -§
where we com pare A, k;z) for the Anderson-H ubbard
m odeland the pure H ubbard m odel. W hereas the struc—
tures corresponding to the H ubbard bands roughly agree,
the A nderson-H ubbard m odel show s an additional peak
at the low -energy edge ofthe H ubbard bands. T his isun-
expected because the csubsystam is nsulating and pro—
vides no quasiparticles w hich could screen the f-m om ent
and the resulting spectra should resemble the one of the
cf molecule described in Sec.!IIIA!. W e do not believe
that this shoulder is spurious since Increasing the energy
resolution which allow s to proceed to low er tem peratures
did not change the shoulder. However, we can not ex—
clide a principle failure of the extended NCA as it is
welkknown that the NCA fails to converge w hen the sys—
tem becom es nsulating £ fl% O n the other hand, the spec-
tralweight at the chem icalpotential is not exactly zero.
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FIG .7. Com parison ofthe spectral function A ¢ (k;z) ofthe
A nderson-H ubbard model U. = 15,V = 02, solid lines) to
the Hubbard model U. = 135, dashed lines, multiplied by
l)ata. T = 007 and b. T = 0:04.
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FIG .8. Spectraldensity A (z) orU.= 2,V = 03,Us = 5

Sin ilar to the case U, = 15,V = 03 discussed above,

this an all, but nie spectralweight could be su cient
to dynam ically generate states at the chem ical poten-
tial which resut in a heavy band via hybridization as

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

em ploy other num ericalm ethods for solving the in purity

m odel. If the picture presented above is valid, the e ec—
tive hybridization m ust be Jarge com pared to them etallic

cases so that the new bands are pushed tow ards the H ub-
bard bands. N ote that the new peaks approach, but not
m erge in the H ubbard bands w hereas they m erged in the

quasiparticle bands In the m etallic cases U, = 1, and

U.= 15,V . 02).

C . H ybridization gap

In this section we focus on the gap which opens at low
tem peratures. W e determm ine the size of the gap, , as
tw ice the distance between zero frequency,-and the rst
maxinum close to the chem ical potential?l Tn Fig. 10,
where we plot the gap vs. tem perature or di erent
hybridizationsV , we observe that the gap opens quickly
w hen the tem perature is reduced and we de ne Ty asthe
tem perature w here the gap opens. O ne expects that Ty
is related to the energy di erence, E, of singlkt and
triplet states n the local problem , see Sec. :J_:E[_Z-\-: In—
deed, we observe in Fjgs.:ff and :_5 that the gap opens
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FIG.9. Comparison of the ¢ spectral function A k;z) of
the A nderson-H ubbardm odel U. = 2,V = 03,U¢ = 5, solid
lines) to the Hubbard m odel U, = 2, dashed lines, m uliplied
by 1)atT = 0:065
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0.14

0.12 ¢

0.10

0.08 -

0.06 -

0.04 - -
0.5 1.0 15 2.0

U

c

FIG .11. Splitting ofthe f peak in them olecule and lattice,
and Tg vs.U. atV = 03

roughly In the sam e tem perature regin e where the f-
peak at z U¢=2 splits, ie., where the states j siand

j 7 ibecom e distinguishable in the photoem ission of the
lattice. W e extract this splitting of the fpeak, E t

from the spectral function ofthe lattice m odel (if visble)

and com pare it to the corresponding splitting, E . for
thec £ mokculk Ef Eq. 89)]in Fig.ll Hrdi erent
vallesofU. andV = 03. Surprishgly we ndthatwhile
both splittings are of the sam e order of m agnitude, they

depend di erently on U.: W hen U, increases, E 1+ In-
creases, whereas E . decreases.

T Fig.\l3 we plot the gap vs. tem perature fordi erent
valiles 0f U, and V = 02; 0:3. In general, the tem pera—
ture Ty at which the gap sets In increases with U, but
deviations occur: W hen V. = 03, U, = 135 and 1:7 do
not t into this scheme. However, one should bear in
m Ind that the onset of the gap f©om ation aswe m easure
i, depends a]so on the shape ofthe spectrum . A s is seen
from Fig. .l]: Ty is of the sam e order of m agniude as

E 1t and its generalbehavior agreeswih E ;¢ and is
thus opposed to  E 1c.

W enow tum to the size ofthe gap. It hasbeen shown
for the Anderson m odel w ith free conduction electrons
that this quantity detem nes the low -tem perature-thee
m odynam ics in the lim it of ;n nite din ension$#3%28
The gaps in the Iocal spin and charge excitation gpec—
tra were found to be of the sam e order of m agnitude as
the gap in the density of states. T he latter thus provides
am easure ofthe low —ten perature scale (\K ondo tem per—
ature"). From Fig. .12 we extract that the size ofthe gap
has not yet converged at the lowest tem peratures w here
our extended NCA ceases to converge. N evertheless, we
can draw som e qualitative conclusions: T he size of the
gap increases system atically asU. increases. This isalso
deduced from Fjg.:_l-g where we plotted the gap at the
low est tam perature we could reach for each pair U.;V)
vs.the strength U, ofthe H ubbard interaction ofthe con—
duction electrons. T hisprocedure in plies that the points
shown correspond to di erent tem peratures. Note that
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FIG.13. Gap in the spectral density vs. Uc.
correspond to the lowest tem peratures reached.

The gaps

them agnitude of variesm uch strongerw ith U, and V
com pared to Tp or E .

IV.CONCLUSION S

In conclusion, we studied the In uence of Interactions
am ong the conduction electrons on the low -tem perature
behavior of the periodic A nderson m odel. In the dynam —
icalm ean— eld theory them odelism apped onto a gener—
alized A nderson in purity m odelthat couples the orbitals
ofa single unit cellto an e ective m edium which has to
be determ ined self consistently. T he in purity m odelwas
solved num erically by an extended non-crossing approx—
In ation.

For weakly interacting conduction electrons we found
that at high tem peraturesthe c-and f-subsystem sareal-
m ost separated as In the case of free conduction electrons.
D ecreasing tem perature then rst leads to the form ation
of quasiparticles in the csubsystem as in 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 tums into an insulator. A s in the case of free con—
duction electrons, the gap is form ed by the level crossing
of the quasiparticle Hubbard) band and the resonance
which arises at the chem ical potential from the K ondo—
like screening of the £-m om ents. W e cbserved that the
quasiparticlesplay an essentialrole In this screening. The
resulting two bands have a weak dispersion close to the
gap and we expect that they tum into heavy bandsupon
doping.

W hen the correlations of the conduction electrons be—
com e stronger, the low -tem perature gap increases. This
can be interpreted as increasing the e ective hybridiza—
tion betw een the quasiparticle states at the chem icalpo—
tentialand the dynam ically generated stateswhich leads
to a larger gap and is qualitatively in agreem ent w ith re—
sults found for in purity m odels. For the latter case, the
main e ect ofthe (an all) interaction was to renom alize
and increase the exchange interaction 4

Tt tumed out, how ever, that pre—form ed quasiparticles
w ithin the csubsystem are not prerequisite for the em er—
gence ofheavy bands. W hen increasing the c-f hybridiza—
tion, the c orbitals seam to inherit correlations from the
f orbials and a quasiparticle peak is no longer form ed
In the spectraldensity at intermm ediate tem peratures, al-
though the spectralweight at the chem icalpotentialdoes
notvanish. N evertheless, w e observed heavy bands at low
tem peratures In the one-particle spectra.

Even when the pare) csystem is nsulating, £ isin u-
enced by the f-system at low tem peratures: A shoulder
form s at the edge ofthe H ubbard band w hich show sweak
dispersion. T his is surprising since the bare csystem pro—
videsno quasiparticlesw hich could screen the £-m om ents
and the c spectralweight close to the chem icalpotential
is am all. H owever, we can not exclude that this resul is
an artefact of ourm ethod to solve the In purity problem



and further investigations are necessary to decide upon
this question.

Finally, we Investigated the hybridization gap which
occurs at low temperatures. W hen increasihg the
Coulom b interaction am ong the conduction electrons the
tem perature at w hich the gap opens increases. T histem -
perature is related to the splitting of the f-peak in the
soectrum which results from singlet and triplet states
In the cf molcule. However, we found that this solit—
ting depends oppositely on the interaction strength in the
lattice and in the m olecule. The low -tem perature ther—
m odynamics In In nite din ensions scales w ith the size of
the gap 28 This quantity therefore providesa m easure for
the \K ondo tem perature.” In agreem ent w ith im purity
m odels, this gap Increases as the correlations am ong the
conduction electrons becom e stronger.
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