arXiv:0901.4427v1 [cond-mat.supr-con] 28 Jan 2009

Fermi-surface pockets in YBa_2Cu_3O_{6.5} : A comparison of ab initio techniques

Danilo Puggioni, Alessio Filippetti, and Vincenzo Fiorentini CNR-INFM SLACS and Dipartimento di Fisica, Università di Cagliari, Cittadella Universitaria, I-09042 Monserrato (CA), Italy

(Dated:)

We study the Fermi surface of metallic, non-magnetic ortho-II YBa2Cu3O6.5 using three different density-functional-based band-structure techniques (GGA, GGA+U, PSIC). The calculated Fermi surface exhibits no pockets in GGA+U and PSIC, a minor one in GGA. Upon shifting the Fermi level in the vicinity of the calculated value, we instead observe several pocket structures. We calculate their cross-sectional areas and cyclotron masses. Overall, our calculations show no solid evidence of the existence of electron-like –nor, in fact, of any– Fermi surface pockets in this phase. This suggests that the origin of the pockets should be sought for in other, different phases.

PACS numbers: 71.18.+y,74.72.-h,74.25.Jb

I. INTRODUCTION

The Fermi surface of underdoped high-temperature cuprate superconductors is currently under intense investigation. Recently^{1,2,3,4} Shubnikov-de Haas (SdH) and de Haas-van Alphen (dHvA) oscillations were observed in ortho-II YBa_2Cu_3O_{6.5} (henceforth YBCO; ortho-II stands for the chain-aligned oxygen configuration with one Cu(1)-O chain per 2×1×1 cell). These oscillations (of resistance and Hall coefficient in SdH, and magnetization in dHvA) correspond to closed sections (pockets) of the Fermi surface and they exhibit, as a function of the inverse of the magnetic field, characteristic frequencies related to the cross-sectional area of the pocket (or pockets: their number and location is undetermined).

The frequency measured by dHvA experiments (more accurate than SdH) is 540±4 T, corresponding to a small portion (2%) of the Brillouin zone being enclosed by the pockets. The cyclotron mass, deduced from a Lifshitz- Koshevic fit of the oscillation amplitude vs temperature, is m=1.76±0.07 free-electron masses. The oscillations were observed^{1,2,3} in high field and only at low (4 K) temperature; the sign of the Hall coefficient was seen to become negative from about 25 K downward, and this was interpreted as a signature of the pockets in question being electron-like in nature. A further recent measurement^4 in YBa_2Cu_3O_{6.51} reported, in addition to the same signal of Ref.1, an oscillation with frequency and mass in the vicinity of 1600 T and 3.4 m_e respectively, allegedly (see Ref.4, p.201) associated with a hole-like pocket.

SdH and dHvA examine at low temperature a state obtained by applying a high magnetic field to the superconductor. To a first approximation this state is supposed to be the normal (possibly pseudo-gap) state. The simplest hypothesis is that once superconductivity is removed, YBCO is a metallic and non-magnetic Fermi-liquid like system (although more sophisticated options also exist, such as e.g. magnetic fluctuations and polaronic formations in stripe-like morphology^5 and more). Since experiments are often interpreted based on this assumption, an issue to be settled is whether or not the Fermi surface of this specific non-magnetic metallic phase exhibits pockets as revealed in experiments. If no calculated pockets exist, or can be identified with those observed, then some other phase will have to be invoked as the state accessed in oscillation experiments. To address this issue, here we employ three distinct techniques based on density-functional theory (DFT): GGA (generalized gradient approximation), GGA+U, and PSIC (pseudo-Self- Interaction-Correction) method. Furthermore, we adopt the common practice (discussed below) of applying rigidband shifts to explore the Fermi surface in a wide energy interval surrounding the calculated E_F. Our calculation widen the scope of recent^6 calculations limited to the GGA approach.

Our study shows that overall there is no reliable indication that non-magnetic metallic YBCO possesses electron-Fermi surface pockets. Specifically, only one technique (the GGA+U) finds an electron-like pocket, appearing however at a –60 meV shift away from calculated E_F. None of the other techniques find any such pocket in a ±100 meV interval around E_F. As we will argue, in fact, there is only scant evidence for hole-like pockets as well.

While we do not question the reliability of the SdH/dHvA experiments, we note that one may envisage ways to generate a negative Hall coefficient other than the existence of electron-like pockets. For example, oscillations may be due to hole-like pockets, and the Hall coefficient positive-to-negative crossover may stem from the contribution of other electron-like Fermi surface structures, mixed up by differently temperaturedependent electron and hole mobilities. Other considerations that must be marked on the theoretical roadmap are that the pocket structure is partially at odds with the “Fermi arcs” observed^{7,8,9,10,11,12} in angle-resolved photo-emission spectroscopy; and that ordering phenomena, possibly related to magnetic structure or density waves, may be causing a reconstruction of the Fermi surface.

II. METHOD

We calculate the band structure of YBCO in the non-magnetic metallic state with three different DFTbased techniques. We assumed the crystal structure of YBa_2Cu_3O_{6.5} determined by Grybos et al.^{13,14} We use the GGA (generalized gradient approximation), GGA+U, and the pseudo-self-interaction correction method (PSIC), a parameter-free, first-principles DFT-based method^{15} which correctly describes the physics of several correlated cuprates,^{16,17,18} and yet is practically viable for large-sized systems. In particular the PSIC is able to describe the competition of metallic and insulating phases of YBa_2Cu_3O_{6+x} from x=0 (where it is^{18} an antiferromagnetic Mott insulator) across two metal-insulator transitions^{17} to metallic x=1, obviating to the failures of plain GGA or similar approaches in this context.

Our GGA and GGA+U calculations are carried out using the VASP package^{19,20} with the projector-augmented wave method (PAW).^{21} The PSIC calculation are performed using a custom in-house code with ultrasoft pseudopotentials^{22} and a plane wave basis set. The cutoff energy was set at 420 eV. A Monkhorst-Pack^{23} 9×19×6 grid was used for the self-consistency cycle. We intentionally used the in-plane 2×1 periodicity appropriate to chain-ordered ortho-II YBCO at this specific doping, since experiments are claimed to be performed in this structure. We tested non-spin-polarized calculations, spin-polarized calculations with small initial moments, and fixed-magnetic-moment calculations with zero imposed magnetization, consistently getting the same results, i.e. a non-magnetic metallic state. The Fermi surfaces are visualized with the Xcrysden package.^{24} We used the Dudarev implementation^{25} of GGA+U, whereby the relevant parameter is the difference U–J of the effective on-site Coulomb and exchange interactions. U–J was set to 9 eV for the d states of planar Cu, the value reproduces the fundamental gap of Mott-insulating antiferromagnetic YBa_2Cu_3O_6 as obtained in PSIC^{17,18} or in experiment (no qualitative changes are observed down to U–J=6 eV for YBCO). We underline that the paramagnetic Fermi surface calculation is sensitive to U– J via small orbital polarizations (i.e. deviations from exact half-filling) in the partially occupied Cu d_x2_{−y}2 states, and this may affect the details of band morphology in the vicinity of E_F.

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

A. Band structures

In Fig.1 we compare the band structures in the k_z=0 plane, as obtained by the three methods. The dispersion in k_z is weak and not important in the present context. k_x and k_y are in units of the inverse 1/a and 1/b of the inplane lattice constants. The leftmost panel (Fig.1(a)) displays the bands within the GGA approach. Moving along the (π/2,0)-(π/2,π) direction, the first band to cross E_F is mainly due to states of the Cu(1)-O chain. This band is very close to being one dimensional. The next four bands crossings E_F come from the CuO_2 planes. There is a splitting between the bonding and antibonding CuO_2 bands of ∼0.2 eV along the (π/2,0)-(π/2,π) line at E_F. Each of these two bands are further split up by the additional 2a periodicity (this is most evident close to the point (π/2,π)). We find that the splitting is 40 meV at E_F along the (π/2,0)-(π/2,π) direction. In the GGA calculation a fairly flat Cu(1)O chain-O_{apical} band crosses E_F close to the (0,π) point and gives rise to a small tubular quasi-2D hole pocket. This band is 13 meV above E_F at (0,π). In addition, a second band with a similar character lies just 20 meV below E_F at (0,π). Our results are similar to calculations on YBCO reported previously.^{6,26}

FIG. 1: Band structures of YBa2Cu3O6.5. (a) GGA, (b) GGA+U with U–J= 9 eV, (c) PSIC.

In the central panel, Fig.1(b), we show the GGA+U bands. Overall, the GGA+U rendition appears quite close to those of GGA. This is expectable as U only affect magnetic and/or orbital-polarized states, thus the paramegnetic configuration is mildly affected. The main difference with respect to the GGA case is that the flat chain-apical bands crossing E_F near (0,π) are now about 80 meV above E_F and 140 meV below E_F at (0,π), i.e. they are split by more than 200 meV, compared to about 30 meV in GGA. This difference is due to the indirect (i.e. self-consistent) effect of the orbital polarization of in-plane Cu d states on the band manifold.^{25}

The right panel, Fig.1(c), shows our calculation with the PSIC technique. Here we see more radical differences with respect to the other two methods, mainly due to the fact that PSIC corrects for sef-interaction Cu d as well as O p state occupations, so that the corrections can be equally sizable for non magnetic and/or non orbitallypolarized states. This description results in generally less dispersed band structure; chain bands are now far from E_F, and the net result is that there are no small pockets in the Fermi surface.

B. Fermi surfaces

Strictly speaking, the theoretical prediction of the Fermi surface is based on the calculated electronic structure and Fermi level. Here, however, we also consider how the Fermi surface changes upon an upward or downward shift of the Fermi level compared to the calculated value. This is a fairly common practice in band theory studies of superconductors. The first motivation is that, while DFT calculations usually describe well the general features of the band structure of metals, small discrepancies in the relative positions of the bands are common when comparison with experiment is involved. (Generally, this relates to structural details and of course to the DFT description of the electron correlation.) For example, in Sr_2RuO_4, studied in detail with the dHvA technique, the Fermi energy needs to be shifted by 40 meV in either direction^{27} to improve the calculated-bands agreement with experiment. Even in MgB_2, shifts of the order of 100 meV are needed.^{28,29}

A further motivation pertaining to doped cuprates is that Fermi level shifts roughly simulate doping fluctuations. Of course the shift-doping relation depends on which specific band or bands are or get occupied upon shifting. In our case the maximum shifts applied (∼50–60 meV) correspond to rather substantial doping fluctuation (∼±0.04, i.e. a 30% of the nominal doping).

In Fig.2 we collect the Fermi surface for the three techniques (top to bottom), and upward to downward (left to right) shifts of the Fermi level. The top panel (Fig.2(a)) reports GGA results. For ΔE_F=+50 meV the Fermi surface consists of just two large hole-like CuO_2 sheets centered on (π/2,π), plus three quasi-one-dimensional sheets (one from the chains, and two from the planes). As E_F shifts down, a small hole-like pocket develops near the (0,π) point, originating from the flat CuO-O_{apical} band discussed earlier. A further lowering of E_F causes this pocket to grow in size and then merge with the antibonding CuO_2 plane sheet. As E_F is further reduced, the second CuO-BaO band crosses the Fermi level, giving rise to another pocket. Eventually, this merges with the bonding CuO_2 plane sheet. Similar results were recently reported in Refs.6 and 30.

Fig.2(b) shows the Fermi surface evolution according to GGA+U calculations. In this case for ΔE_F=+50 meV the Fermi surface is similar to the GGA calculation, but shows a hole-like pocket near the (0,π) point, whose origin is the chain-apical band. This pocket merges with the CuO_2 sheets at zero shift. This trend is again expected given the larger splitting of the chain-apical band at (0,π) discussed in connection with Fig.1. For ΔE_F=–55 meV, an electron-like pocket appears near (π/2,π), surrounded by a hole-like sheet. Going back to Fig.1, one immediately realizes that this is also due to the enhanced splitting in GGA+U: a similar pocket would appear in GGA for a much larger negative shift of over 200 meV.

Fig.2(c) shows the PSIC results. The only structures in the Fermi surface are two large hole-like CuO_2 sheets centered on (π/2,π). The Fermi level shift only moderately affect their area. No small pockets appear in this shift interval.

Overall Fig.2 shows a marked sensitivity of the GGA

FIG. 2: Color on-line) Evolution of the Fermi surface of YBCO with Fermi-level shift ΔEF in the basal plane (kz = 0). The main quantum oscillation orbits (Fn) are marked on the O meV and –55 meV panel for GGA (a), on the +50 meV and –55 meV for GGA+U (b). In PSIC there are no small pockets.

and GGA+U Fermi surface to the relative positions of the bands. This suggests that subtle changes in doping could result in the formation of small Fermi surface pockets. On the other hand, the PSIC Fermi surface is quite independent of doping, and would lead to predict or expect no small pockets at all.

C. Fermi surface pockets: frequencies and masses

To make contact with the quantum oscillations measured in SdH and dHvA experiments,^{1,2,3,4} we calculate the quantum oscillation frequencies F=(h̄A/2πe) from the cross-sectional area A of the orbits (i.e. the pockets), and the attendant cyclotron masses m=h̄^2(∂A/∂E)/2π for the various structures found by the different techniques. They are reported in Figs. 3, 4, and 5 for GGA, GGA+U, and PSIC, respectively.

For all techniques we report the high-frequency oscillations related to large cylinders; for GGA and GGA+U only, low-frequency oscillations related to small pockets are reported in a second panel. Thus, the frequencies

FIG. 3: GGA extremal dHvA frequencies (solid) for the large hole-like pockets (a) and for the small pockets (b). Dashdotted lines are the calculated band masses.

shown in Fig.3(a), Fig.4(a) and Fig.5 (F_1 and F_2) are from the main CuO_2 sheet surfaces, whereas those in Fig.3(b) and Fig.4 (b) (F_3 and F_4) are from the small pockets. We note, first of all, that the frequencies calculated for the main CuO_2 sheets (F_1 and F_2) are similar for GGA and GGA+U with frequencies between 3000 T and 5500 T, whereas the frequencies calculated with the PSIC approach are between 1000 T and 2000 T. The reason of this difference is the lesser dispersion of the band structure as calculated with the PSIC technique. All values are way larger than the experimental one; the masses are typically a factor of two (or more) smaller than in experiment, and always negative. These Fermi

FIG. 4: GGA+U extremal dHvA frequencies (solid) for the large hole-like pockets (a) and for the small pockets (b). Dashdotted lines are the calculated band masses.

surface sheets can therefore be ruled out as the origin of the experimental oscillations reported so far.

Next we analyze the small-pocket signals in the frequency range 0 to 900 T. In the GGA calculation, the hole-like pocket F_3 has a frequency between 100 and 600 T depending on the E_F shift; the experimental value would be attained at a shift of about –65 meV. The calculated mass of this pocket is shift-independent, and equal to ∼–1.4 m_e. The F_4 pocket has a fairly low frequency of 100 to 300 T and a negative mass similar to F_3. With the GGA+U approach we find the hole-like pocket F_4, with a roughly shift-independent mass of ∼–1.25 m_e and frequency in the 400 to 600 T range, and the electron-like pocket F_3 with frequency between 400 and 800 T and a

FIG. 5: PSIC extremal dHvA frequencies (solid) for the large hole-like pockets. Dash-dotted lines are the calculated band masses.

sharply varying mass, between 1.5 m_e and 2.3 m_e.

Comparing with experiments,^{1,2,3} several of our calculated pockets may seem good candidates. Frequencies and masses (in absolute value) are more or less in the ballpark. If we accept the assumption that the change of sign of the Hall resistance^2 is purely due to the electron-like nature of the pockets, we implictly fix the experimental sign of the mass to a positive value. The frequency and mass deduced from observation^{1,2} would then be compatible only with the F_3 GGA+U pocket.

A very recent measurement^4 in YBa_2Cu_3O_{6.51} has revealed, in addition to the same signal of Ref.1, an oscillation with frequency and mass in the vicinity of 1600 T and 3.4 m_e respectively. In Ref.4 (p.210) the signal is attributed tentatively to a hole-like pocket. In all our calculations, including shifts, there is only one case (GGA+U at large negative shift, rightmost picture in panel b of Fig. 2) in which hole and electron pockets coexist. Near the (π/2,π) point in the GGA+U calculations, starting at a shift of –55 meV, the structure recognizably involves two distinct pockets: one is the electron pocket F_3 discussed above; the other a larger hole-like pocket surrounding F_3 itself. Their simultaneous presence is due to a change in curvature of the same band, most notably between (π/2,π) and (π/2,0). The character of this band is, like that of F_3, strongly chain-apical. The corresponding calculated frequency is about 2200 T and a mass of –1.4 m_e. The frequency is very roughly similar to the 1600 T measured in Ref.4, while the mass is over a factor two smaller.

Overall, however, we conclude that there is not enough evidence to actually associate our calculated results to the experimental findings of Refs. 1,2,3,4. The reasons will be discussed in the next Section.

D. Discussion and summary

The calculations just reported have detected several small pockets (mainly hole-like) roughly compatible with the observed oscillation. However, all these small pockets have essentially chain or chain-apical character, and not in-plane character. GGA+U does seemingly finds the “right” pattern of coexisting electron and hole pockets, but (aside from the need for an artificial –60-meV Fermi level shift, corresponding to a 30% overdoping) both pockets have a chain-apical nature even stronger than the corresponding GGA-calculated band due to the remarkable (perhaps exaggerated) U-induced lowering of in-plane Cu bonding states.

On the other hand, there appears to be experimental evidence that the negative and oscillating Hall resistance at low temperature resulting from electron-like pockets (i.e. a positive mass) be related to states residing in the CuO_2 planes. This is supported^1 by the suppression of ab-plane conductivity anisotropy below 100 K, implying that chains do not conduct at low temperatures (and high field).

Further supporting the fact that Fermi surface pockets are a plane-related feature, quantum oscillations were observed in YBa_2Cu_4O_8.^{2,31,32} Calculations^{6,32,33} for that compound have shown that the GGA-calculated band related to the F_3 hole pocket in YBa_2Cu_3O_{6.5} is now as far as 400 meV below E_F, hence cannot not reasonably invoked to explain the observations. Consistently, we found (unpublished calculations) that no pockets appear at all in the non-magnetic phase of chainless Y_{0.75}Ca_{0.25}Ba_2Cu_3O_6.

We further recall that pockets appear only upon appreciably shifting the Fermi energy: the proper calculated Fermi surfaces, i.e. those at zero shift, show no small pockets, except for the GGA F_4 hole pocket of Fig. 2(a), related to the backfolding in the 2×1 cell of a pocket found by GGA itself in YBa_2Cu_3O_7 (not seen by ARPES).

Were we forced to embrace one of the methods applied here and the pertaining conclusions as the most reliable in this context, we would by all means pick PSIC, and conclude that in non-magnetic YBCO simply there are no small pockets, electron-like or otherwise. Indeed, among those used here, PSIC has shown to be by far the most dependable technique in the context of cuprates. For instance, the energy balance of various magnetic phases of YBa_2Cu_3O_{6+x} is correctly described, and so are the general properties of a number of cuprates.^{16,17,18} Furthermore, in the context of Fermi surface determination, PSIC matches ARPES perfectly for YBa_2Cu_3O_7 (unpublished calculations) whereas GGA finds, as mentioned, a zone-corner pocket which ARPES does not observe.

In summary, we presented calculations of the electronic structure of YBCO in the non-magnetic state with three different DFT-based approaches: GGA, GGA+U and PSIC. Upon substantial shifts of the Fermi energy, GGA and GGA+U do produce small Fermi surface pockets, mostly originating from chain or chain-apical bands, with frequencies and band masses similar to those experimentally observed (one GGA+U pocket has a positive cyclotron mass, i.e. is electron-like), while PSIC shows no small pocket at all. As discussed, our conclusion is that there is no unambiguous evidence for the existence of electron-like pockets –nor, indeed, of any pockets– in the non-magnetic metallic state of YBa_2Cu_3O_{6.5}. In addition, no pockets (either electron or hole) derive from in-plane states. This is a conclusion coherently obtained by three different ab initio techniques. We suggest that the experimentally observed pockets are a property of another state of YBCO, possibly characterized by some form of ordering (probably magnetic, given its coexistence with superconductivity up to high doping revealed by many experiments) causing a Fermi surface reconstruction. We will present elsewhere further firstprinciples work in this direction.

Acknowledgments

Work supported in part by MiUR through PRIN 2005 and PON-CyberSar projects, and by Fondazione Banco di Sardegna. Calculations performed on the Cybersar@UNICA and SLACS-HPC@CASPUR clusters.

1 N. Doiron-Leyraud, C. Proust, D. LeBoeuf, J. Levallois, J-B. Bonnemaison, X. Liang, D. A. Bonn, W. N. Hardy and L. Taillefer, Nature 447, 565 (2007).

2 D. LeBoeuf, N. Doiron-Leyraud, J. Levallois, R. Daou, J.

B. Bonnemaison, N. E. Hussey, L. Balicas, B. J. Ramshaw, R. Liang, D. A. Bonn, W. N. Hardy, S. Adachi, C. Proust and L. Taillefer, Nature 450, 533 (2007).

3 C. Jaudet, D. Vignolles, A. Audouard, J. Levallois, D.

LeBoeuf, Nicolas Doiron-Leyraud, B. Vignolle, M. Nardone, A. Zitouni, R. Liang,D. A. Bonn, W. N. Hardy, L. Taillefer, and C. Proust, Phys. Rev. Lett. 100, 187005 (2008) 4 S. E. Sebastian, N. Harrison, E. Palm, T. P. Murphy, C.

H. Mielke, R. Liang, D. A. Bonn, W. N. Hardy, and G. G. Lonzarich, Nature 454, 200 (2008).

5 B. Lake, H. M. Ronnow, N. B. Christensen, G. Aeppli, K.

Lefmann, D. F. McMorrow, P. Vorderwisch, P. Smeibidl, N. Mangkorntong, T. Sasagawa, M. Nohara, H. Takagi, and T. E. Mason, Nature 415, 299 (2002) 6 A. Carrington and E. A. Yelland, Phys. Rev. B 76, 140508(R) (2007).

7 M. A. Hossain, J. D. F. Mottershead, A. Bostwick, J. L.

McChesney, E. Rotenberg, R. Liang, W. N. Hardy, G. A. Sawatzky, I. S. Elfimov, D. A. Bonn and A. Damascelli, Nature Physics 4, 527 (2008).

8 M. R. Norman, H. Ding, M. Randeria, J. C. Campuzano, T. Yokoya, T. Takeuchi, T. Takahashi, T. Mochiku, K. Kadowaki, P. Guptasarma and D. G. Hinks, Nature 392, 157 (1998).

9 K. M. Shen, F. Ronning, D. H. Lu, F. Baumberger, N. J. C.

Ingle, W. S. Lee, W. Meevasana, Y. Kohsaka, M. Azuma, M. Takano, H. Takagi and Z.-X. Shen, Science 307, 901 (2005).

10 M. C. Schabel, C. H. Park, A. Matsuura, Z.X. Shen, D. A.

Bonn, X. Liang, and W. N. Hardy, Phys. Rev. B 57, 6090 (1998).

11 D. H. Lu, D. L. Feng, N. P. Armitage, K. M. Shen, A.

Damascelli, C. Kim, F. Ronning, and Z. X. Shen, D. A. Bonn, R. Liang, and W. N. Hardy, A. I. Rykov and S. Tajima, Phys. Rev. Lett. 86, 4370 (2001) 12 V. B. Zabolotnyy, S. V. Borisenko, A. A. Kordyuk, J.

Geck, D. S. Inosov, A. Koitzsch, J. Fink, M. Knupfer,

B. Büchner, S. L. Drechsler, H. Berger, A. Erb, M. Lambacher, L. Patthey, V. Hinkov, and B. Keimer, Phys. Rev. B 76, 064519 (2007) 13 J. Grybos, D. Hohlwein, T. Zeiske, R. Sonntag, F.

Kubanek, K. Eichhorn and T. Wolf, Physica C 220, 138 (1994).

14 J. Grybos, M. Wabia, N. Guskos and J. Typek, Mol. Phys.

Rep. 34, 121 (2001).

15 A. Filippetti and N. A. Spaldin, Phys. Rev. B 67, 125109 (2003) 16 A. Filippetti and V. Fiorentini, Phys. Rev. Lett. 95, 086405 (2005); Phys. Rev. B 74, 220401(R) (2006); Phys. Rev. Lett. 98, 196403 (2007); Phys. Rev. B 77, 235124 (2008).

17 A. Filippetti, G. M. Lopez, M. Mantega and V. Fiorentini, Phys. Rev. B 78, 233103 (2008).

18 A. Filippetti and V. Fiorentini, J. Magn. Magnetic Mat.

310, 1648 (2007) 19 G. Kresse and J. Hafner, Phys. Rev. B 47, 558 (1993);

G. Kresse and J. Hafner, Phys. Rev. B 49, 14251 (1994); G. Kresse and J. Furthmüller, Comput. Mat. Sci. 6, 15 (1996); G. Kresse and J. Furthmüller, Phys. Rev. B 54, 11169 (1996).

20 J. P. Perdew, J. A. Chevary, S. H. Vosko, K. A. Jackson, M. R. Pederson, D. J. Singh, and C. Fiolhais, Phys. Rev. B 46, 6671 (1992); 48, 4978 (1993).

21 P. E. Blochl, Phys. Rev. B 50, 17953 (1994); G. Kresse and D. Joubert, Phys. Rev. B 59, 1758 (1999).

22 D. Vanderbilt, Phys. Rev. B 41, R7892 (1990). 23 H. J. Monkhorst and J. D. Pack, Phys. Rev. B 13, 5188 (1976).

24 A. Kokalj, J. Mol. Graphics Modelling 17, 176 (1999); Comp. Mat. Sci. 28, 155 (2003). See

http://www.xcrysden.org.

25 S. L. Dudarev, G. A. Botton, S. Y. Savrasov, C. J.

Humphreys and A. P. Sutton, Phys. Rev. B 57, 1505 (1998).

26 E. Bascones, T. M. Rice, A. O. Shorikov, A. V. Lukoyanov, and V. I. Anisimov, Phys. Rev. B 71, 012505 (2005).

27 A. P. Mackenzie, S. R. Julian, A. J. Diver, G. J. McMullan, M. P. Ray, G. G. Lonzarich, Y. Maeno, S. Nishizaki, and T. Fujita, Phys. Rev. Lett. 76, 3786 (1996).

28 A. Carrington, P. J. Meeson, J. R. Cooper, L. Balicas,N. E.

Hussey, E. A. Yelland, S. Lee, A. Yamamoto, S. Tajima, S. M. Kazakov and J. Karpinski, Phys. Rev. Lett. 91, 037003 (2003).

29 A. Carrington, E. A. Yelland, J. D. Fletcher, and J. R.

Cooper, Physica C 456, 92 (2007).

30 I. S. Elfimov, G. A. Sawatzky, and A. Damascelli, Phys.

Rev. B 77, 060504(R) (2008).

31 E. A. Yelland, J. Singleton, C. H. Mielke, N. Harrison, F.

F. Balakirev, B. Dabrowski, and J. R. Cooper, Phys. Rev. Lett. 100, 047003 (2008).

32 A. F. Bangura, J. D. Fletcher, A. Carrington, J. Levallois, M. Nardone, B. Vignolle, P. J. Heard, N. Doiron-Leyraud, D. LeBoeuf, L. Taillefer, S. Adachi, C. Proust, and N. E. Hussey Phys. Rev. Lett. 100, 047004 (2008).

33 C. Ambrosch-Draxl, P. Blaha, and K. Schwarz, Phys. Rev.

B 44, 5141 (1991).