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Temperature dependent spin susceptibility in a two-dimensional metal.
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We consider a two-dimensional electron system with Coulamtéraction between particles at a finite tem-
peratureT. We show that the dynamic Kohn anomaly in the response fometi X leads to a non-analytic,
linear-in-T correction to the spin susceptibilitgy(T) = AT, same as in systems with short-range interaction.
We show that the singularity of the Coulomb interaction at 0 does not invalidate the expansionfoin pow-
ers ofrg, but makes the expansion non-analytic. We argue that teaditemperature dependence is consistent
with the general structure of Landau theory and can be viesgagtiginating from the non-analytic component
of the Landau function near the Fermi surface.

Introduction —There has been substantial recentinterestinr and that the prefactor depends only O2pg). This re-
the temperature dependence of various Fermi liquids propegult, however, was obtained under the assumption that ffor al
ties for both short-range and long-range interactions etw g, the dimensionless Born parametgg) = mu(q)/(2x) is
particles [1} 2| 13.14,/18., 6]. The revival of interest in thelpro  small. For Coulomb interaction this is obviously not thegsas
lem is two-fold. On the experimental side, technical adeanc and one has to verify explicitly whether the linear depermgen
now allow one to measure the temperature dependence of tigg(T) « T still holds, and whether the prefactor can be ex-
thermodynamic parameters such as specific heat and spin sygnded irrs. The spin susceptibility has recently been mea-
ceptibility in “classical” 2D Fermi liquids with short-r@®  sured at variou3 in Si inversion layers [8,19, 10, 11], and a
interaction, such as monolayers¥fe, as well as study two- quantitative theory is required to interpret the tempeeatie-
dimensional semiconductor structures with long-rangerint pendence of the experimentally measyyedn what follows,
action and with relatively low Fermi temperaturesl(K). On  we compute the spin susceptibility in the perturbation tiieo
the theory side, the leading interaction corrections twitto0  and beyond, and relate the prefactor of the linedF term in
be non-analytic functions of temperature making the subjecan arbitrary Fermi liquid to the spin component of the quasi-
particularly important. particle scattering amplitude at the scattering afgter.

Naive power counting arguments suggest that the temper-
ature dependence of any thermodynamic quantity, includ- We also consider in detail the relation between the non-
ing the spin susceptibility and the specific heatfiont  analyticT dependence of the thermodynamic parameters and
C(T)/T = v, should start with terms quadratic in temperature.Landau Fermi liquid theory. The Landau theory operates with
This conjecture is based on the observation that a thermodyhe quasiparticle interaction function for the particlestee
namic quantity at a finite temperature typically can be entt Fermi surface. In this theory, the spin susceptibility ideén
asf a(e)n(e)de, wheren(e) is the Fermi distribution function pendent ofT, and is expressed via the particular partial com-
anda(e) is some function. If the latter is smooth, the temper-ponent of the Landau function. The temperature corrections
ature dependence starts with a term of orfiéfi]. Such a to the Fermi liquid theory come from quasiparticles which
temperature correction is called “analytic.” This is al@me  are slightly df the Fermi surface. We demonstrate explic-
sistent with the intuitive expectation of the one-to-onaeo itly that non-analytic corrections to the spin susceptipan
spondence between the non-interacting Fermi gas and the ibe viewed as originating from the non-analytic momentum
teracting Fermi liquid since in the Fermi gas, the Sommeérfel dependence of the quasiparticle interaction functiom p’)
expansion leads to simple quadratic temperature correctio at small deviations from the Fermi surface. We argue that

However, the assumption about the analyticity of the func-f(p, p’) is non-analytic in deviations from the Fermi surface,
tions involved in the calculation of various thermodynamicand that this non-analyticity gives rise to the emergenctkef
properties of the Fermi liquid is quite generally not justifi linear inT terms in thegy—factor and the spin susceptibility.
because in any Fermi liquid, the dynamic interaction betwee
particles gives rise to a non-analytic energy dependence of Perturbation theory —Consider first the case when the
a(e). This leads to temperature corrections which do not scal€oulomb interaction is weak af ~ pg, i.e., whenrs < 1.
asT?2 and are therefore called “non-analytic.” Collecting theseThe temperature correction to the spin susceptibility can b
non-analytic corrections is a subtle theoretical problem. calculated either by explicitly evaluating the static et

The subject of this paper is the temperature correctiorgto thhole polarization bubble in a zero field, with insertions due
spin susceptibility for a R system of fermions interacting via to the interaction, or by evaluating the free energy in adinit
a long-range Coulomb interaction. For Fermi systems withmagnetic fieldH and then dferentiating oveH. Either way,
short-range interaction, perturbative calculations fon@del  one obtains that, to the leading (second) order in the iotera
with a smallu(qg) have demonstrated théts(T) is linear in  tion, the linear inT term in the spin susceptibility comes from
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2pg processes, and Higher-order terms— As we just found, the second-order
2 7 result forgys(T) does not distinguish between short-range and
r > S -
Sxs(T) = xpaui (_S) —. for T/Er < 1, (1) long-range interaction, ie., the specifics of the Coulortec _
4/ E does not show up. There is no guarantee, however, that this

) ) . _ will remain so beyond the second order. Of particular inter-
Wherexpaui = M/ is the susceptibility of free fermions, g is \whether the divergence of the Coulomb interaction at
andrs = V2mU(2pg)/7. The special role of B¢ terms in the g = O affects the expansion @fys(T) « T in powers offs.
perturbation theory can be most easily understood by evafor this, we computed the corrections [ (1) from the third-
uating sxs(T) from the free energy. To second order in the order diagrams. We found that the divergerd) still does
interaction, the free energ®, consists of two particle-hole ot directly contribute to the spin susceptibility, howettee
bubbles connected Hy(q) prefactor of the linear inT term gets modified due to ver-
tex corrections tdJ(2pg). The corrections involvé) (2pg)
Qp oc U%(2pp)T Z Z fdqu'[aﬁ(q, QuIT’(0,Qm), (2)  itself and the momentum integrals of the interaction poten-
Qn aBiys tial. The most singular of these corrections accounts fer th

i i _renormalization betweet (2pg) and the spin component of
wherea, 8,y andé are spin components of four fermions in- e | andau functios(r). This renormalization involves

volved. Since the Coulomb interaction is spin independentT 3 depU(k — P)G(p, w)G(p - 2k, w) and yields the mul-
the spins of the two fermions within each bubble are para”e[ipligative correction to[’Ill) in the form

(i.e.,a = Bandy = §). However the spins in flierent bubbles

can be either parallel or antiparallel to each other. Thgusar 4 (" 0 VI+sing/2+ VI-sing/2
Sxs(T) comes from the antiparallel spin configuration betweenB = 1 + pu f dé uy cos5 log VITone2— vi—sng2.
bubbles. For such spin orientation, fermions in each bubble ° 5
have diterent Fermi momentgf and p; due to the Zeeman whereu(f) = (m/27)U(q = 2pk sind/2). One can easily ver-
splitting. Near 2, this splitting is relevant as the polariza- jfy that for short-rangei(d), the integral oveé converges, but
tion bubble is non-analytic in both momentum and frequencyfor the Coulomb interaction, whe(é) « 1/ sin@/2), the in-
The non-analytic momentum dependence is normally assoc{egra| is confined to small and diverges as 18g The true
ated with the Kohn anomaly and related Friedel oscillationsdivergence is indeed cuffoby the screeningfects. Still, it
For theT dependence of the spin susceptibility, however, ongmplies that in contrast to a short-range potential, thégure
actually needs the dynamic polarization bubble. In 2D, theor for the linear inT term in the spin susceptibility in the 2D
singular part of the polarization bubble behaves ng&r &  Coulomb system is non-analytic ig. Including screening in

[12] the usual way, we obtain frorl(5) within logarithmic accyrac
q .Qm)2 \/( q .Qm)2
(g, Qm) < y|=—+T1—| -1+ 4|[=—-I—] -1.(3
(@ Om) \/(ZIOF s 2pF  veq ) B=1+ vars [Iog2 rs+ O(logrs) + ] (6)
v/

At small frequencies angl < 2pr, this reduces to In a generic Fermi liquid, the full linear i correction

Qi to the spin susceptibility is evaluated in the same way as the
(g, Qm) o \/ﬁ (4)  correction to the specific heal [5]. At each order of perturba
-

tion, one selects two bubbles in which one keeps the singu-

Integrating the produdi**(q, Qm)IT-(q, Qm) in @) overg, lar frequency dependence B{qg, Q,), and eyaluate all other
we find that the frequency dependence is not analgig:x bubbles at. The two selected bubbles y'?ld the term, _
U2(2pe)T o, Q2 l0g[Q2 + (usH)?].  Evaluating the sum qther bubbles contribute to thg prefactorwa_thg renomzaali
one finds thaf2, contains a cross teriH? [13]. Differen- 10N of the Xr vertex. Extending the analysis irll [5] to the
tiating over frequency, one then obtaifig(T) « T, asin[1).  SPIN suscepnbll_lty we obtain that the prefacto_r is e_xpeelse
At the same time, the potentially dangerous srgatigion, Ferms of _the spin componen.t of the full quasiparticle s_cz_';\tte
where the Coulomb interaction is large, does not contributé’d amplitude at the scattering angle= 7. In the explicit
to (@) (in this respect, our resultsfiéir from those in Ref form,
[6]). The reason is that at smajleach of the two polariza- ) 2
tion bubbles contains only a non-singular, multiplicaties Sxs(T) = xpaui ZL [ﬂ FSp(ﬂ)] ) 7
pendence on the magnetic field; in two dimensions, this de- Er[m

pendence comes through(H) = pr(H)/min I1(q, Om) = Here Er = vgpg/2 is the Fermi energy for free fermions,

(m/2x) [1— 1Qml/ Q) + (UFQ)Z]- This multiplicative depen- m is the dfective mass, andsy(r) is the spin component
dence implies that the magnetic field only accounts for mgul Of the scattering amplitude. At weak couplingsy(r) =
corrections in the formugH/Eg)? for theq = 0 piece inthe —-mU(2pg)/(27) = —rs/(2V2), and Eq. [7) reduces to Eq.
free energy, i.e., no cross@t? term appears. @). In a generic Fermi liquidFsy(7) = Yn-0(-1)"(2n +
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1) fspn/(1 + fspn), Wherefsy, are the partial spin components  Eqgs. [11) and[{d2) determine the integral equation for the

of the Landau function. g-factor [7]:
If the system is close to a ferromagnetic (Stoner) insta- P o
bility, fspo » -1, andF2 o(m) can be well approximated by gp) =2+ = ffsp(p p’) n(p)g(p) 5 (14)
(27)

foo/(L + fspo)® Then 6x<(T) ~ (T/2Er)x3/xpaui, Where

Xs = xpaul(M'/m)/(1 + fspo) is the spin susceptibility in a Here fs, is the spin component of the Landau function:
Fermi liquid atT = 0. We did not analyze higher-order terms , f (p,p) = fol + oo "fsp(p, P’), Wherey = m/x.

in temperature, but based on the formef(T), it is tempting At zero temperature, the integration [13) is confined to
to assume that the Fermi surface. At finitd, the quasiparticles are allowed
AT =T =0)— L)(l ’ ®) to deviate from the Fermi surfaqe. Introducihg ve (p — Pr)
s s 2Eg "t Pault and¢’ = vr (P’ — pe), and assuming thg{p) depends o but

If, on the contrary, the spin component of the scattering amnOt on the direction op, we re-write Eqs[[l14) an@{lL3) as

plitude is small, bum*/mis arbitrary, as some studies sug-
gest [9], the same consideration yields 9(&) =2+ f fsp(£.€7) a—f/g(f )ag’ (15)
T
-1y — LT ) F2 and
Xs (T) =Xs (T = O) oE (ﬂ)XPauII (9) _ _7 ag (f)df (16)

In silicon inversion layerEg ~ 6K for typical densities|9]. o

The susceptibility measurements have been reportedl for  Here fsp(£,&’) is the interaction function averaged over
2 - 4K. x3X(T) measured in units ofpaui changes by about the angle¢ between the momenta and p’: ﬁp(_g, &) =
20% between R and &K [€]. This would be consistent with rf fop (€.£7: 6) doy/ (2r).

Eq. (8), however the sign of the measured temperature COr= ot T = 0, only particles at the Fermi surface matter, and
rection is opposite to that if(8). Recent Shubnikov- deHaaEq' [T3) yields the well-known resuf(T = 0) = 2/(1+ fspo)
measurements, however, reported a much weaker, almost Ugg calculations at a finit€, we need the solution at small but
detectablel dependence of(T), from whichéxs(T) could  finite 2 To illustrate the appearance of singular terms, let us
not be extracted L[14]. This much weakefeet would be ot study the structure of the finite temperatdireunction in
more consistent with EQLL9) if we assume tRgi(r) remains e jimit of weak interactions. The corresponding RPA corre

small. More precise measurementyoT) are clearly called |44ion energy can be written as follows [15]
for to test our theoretical predictions.

Extended Landau formalism We now consider in more E Refdezf T, ) [Vi(e, Q) - 0(q)].
detail the physics behind the linear ihdependence of the "~ (277)2 q q q
spin susceptibility. We argue that this term is actuallysisn a7)
tent with the structure of Landau theory can be viewed as origin Eq. [II),v(q) is the bare Coulomb interaction in two di-
inating from the non-analytic structure of the Landau fisret mensions and/(w, q) is the dynamically screened interac-
near the Fermi surface. tion V(w,q) = v(q) [1 - H(w, q)v(q)],”t. The polarizability
We remind that the Landau function is the second variall(w, q) is defined as
tional derivative of the energy of the system with respect to

the distribution function of quasiparticleg(p) (w,q) = Tr, f de f(g;;zeg(g, P)G,(e+w, p+q) (18)
, 6°E
foo (P, P') = 57 (10)  whereG,(e, p) is the time-ordered Green’s function, which
oNne(P)ons(p’)
we write as a functional of the quasiparticle distributiond-
The energy gain of a quasiparticle in a weak external magnetitjgn:
field H is [7]

N-(p) 1-n,(p)
G, (&,p) = — + —. 19
5e(p) =~ (o H) + Tr,. ffmr 0.9) 20 sr) TP ORI
(2”211) Using the definition[(110) and EqE{11.118), ahd (19), ormre ca
obtain the quasiparticle interaction function by a stréigh
ward evaluation of the derivatives with respechtdp) [L€].
At finite temperatures, we have to allow quasiparticles to de
se(p) = _9(Pue (cH), (12)  partfromthe Fermisurface. Keeping this in mind, we find that
2 the spin-dependent part of the Landau function is essntial
and the spin susceptibility of a Fermi liquid is expressed ashe dynamically screened Coulomb interaction, determiyed
the momentum integral ove(p) the values of momentum and energy transfer of the intergctin
an(p) guasiparticles:

_ s 03P (13)
Y= 9P o 18P p, p') = ~ReV[E(p) - E(P),p-p1.  (20)

where bothse andésn are matrices in the spin space. Te
factor of a quasiparticle with momentupris defined by




In the limit of low temperature§ /EFr <« rgs < 1, we

4

small deviations from the Fermi surface. This non-analytic

can present the spin-dependent part of the Landau funenomentum dependendging o« ¢ — £'| is the fundamental

tion f(p’ p,) = fsp(f’ é:/l ¢) as fSp (f’ é:/- ¢) = ffeg (é:’ f,! ¢) +
fsing (€, &'; ¢), where the “regular” part is due to the statically
screened Coulomb interaction, and the “singular” part come
the singulardynamicscreening nearkZ. A small&, ¢, the
singular part is a small correction fpg and can be written as

1
fsing (&.€;5¢) = - [freg (&.¢,; ¢)]2 Hsing(fv & e), (21)

wherellsing is the dynamic part ofl, given by Eq. [B) at
w = E(p) - E(p).

For actual calculations of the susceptibility, we will need
the interaction function averaged over the anglBerforming
the calculations, we find that the singular part is non-aialy
in the deviations from the Fermi surface.

(fsno)z( )|§—§’| .

2 Er

where the dots stay for regular terms¢thand ¢)2. We ex-
plicitly verified that the non-analyticity ifi{22) origineg from
the dynamic R Kohn anomaly. This agrees with our dia-
grammatic analysis above.

Substituting the non-analytic part of the Landau function
into the Eq.[Ib) for the-factor, we obtain the following in-
tegral equation:

mt
m

Toing (6.€") = fspo — (22)

L)

+00

g&) = 2+ fapo f 4(&)

—Er

m* T ,
(E) Ef je-¢

This integral equation can be solved by iterations, usimg th
zero temperature resuf{T = 0) = g* = 2/(1 + fspo) as the
first approximation. Performing the calculations, we abtai

on
o0&’

d¢’

fszpo
8Ero

’ on ’
g(f)@%ﬂ (23)

ol ™ iy L
9&.T) = ¢"|1+ T (6" = 2) 8E;
, m T [€ _e/T
”SROEE[T’LZ'”(“e )]’ (24)

Using Eqgs.[(I6) we then obtain for the spin susceptibility

_#évg* * £2 m" T

[1— g fsp,OH oE:

(25)

This agrees with the result of the diagrammatic treatment,

Eq. @), for the case when the full scattering amplitédgir)
can be approximated by its zeroth partial compor@gtz
fao/ (1 + fspo)®. This approximation is implicit in the RPA
formalism. In a more generic analysis, one indeed should r
cover the full scattering amplitude.

We see therefore that the linearTncorrection to the spin
susceptibility can be understood as originating from the-no

consequence of the dynamip2Kohn anomaly in a generic
Fermi liquid.

To conclude, we considered the temperature dependence of
the spin susceptibility in a 2D electron system with Coulomb
interaction. We found that the leading temperature correc-
tion 6ys(T) is linear inT and comes from the# singular-
ity in the dynamical response function (the dynamic Kohn
anomaly). The origin of theffect is the same as in systems
with short-range interaction. However, for Coulomb inter-
action, the prefactor of th®(T) term is itself non-analytic
in r. We also analyzed the emergence of @@) term in
dxs(T) by extending the Landau formalism to finife We
demonstrated that within this approach, the non-analgtic t
perature dependence of the susceptibility originates fittan
non-analytic momentum dependence of the Landau function
at small deviations from the Fermi surface. The experimenta
verification of the linear inl dependence of the spin suscep-
tibility is clearly called for.
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