arXiv:cond-mat/0301208v1 [cond-mat.str-el] 14 Jan 2003

Letter Typeset with jpsj2.cls <ver.1.0beta>

Coexistence of Charge Order and Spin-Peierls Lattice Distortion in One-Dimensional Organic Conductors

Makoto Kuwabara, Hitoshi Seo^{1,2} and Masao Ogata^3

Molecular Photoscience Research Center (MPRC), Kobe University, Hyogo 657-8501, Japan 1Correlated Electron Research Center (CERC), AIST Tsukuba Central 4, Ibaraki 305-8562, Japan 2Domestic Research Fellow, Japan Society for the Promotion of Science, Tokyo 102-8471, Japan 3Department of Physics, Faculty of Science, University of Tokyo, Tokyo 113-0033, Japan

(Received May 5, 2019)

The electronic properties of quarter-filled organic materials showing spin-Peierls transition are investigated theoretically. By studying the one-dimensional extended Peierls- Hubbard model analytically as well as numerically, we find that there is a competition between two different spin-Peierls states due to the tetramized lattice distortion in the strongly correlated regime. One is accompanied by lattice dimerization which can be interpreted as a spontaneous Mott insulator, while the other shows the existence of charge order of Wigner crystal-type. Results of numerical density matrix renormalization group computations on sufficiently large system sizes show that the latter is stabilized in the ground state when both the on-site and the inter-site Coulomb interactions are large.

KEYWORDS: organic conductors, spin-Peierls transition, charge order, one-dimensional system, density matrix renormalization group, bosonization

Quasi-one-dimensional (1D) organic conductors exhibit a variety of electronic states with spatially inhomogeneous charge, spin, and lattice structures. A typical example is the family of TMTSF_2X and TMTTF_2X,^{1)} where X denotes different anions. Recently, the existence of charge ordering (CO) has been identified in several of such quasi-1D compounds, which has renewed interest in these systems. It was first found in DI-DCNQI_2Ag, a member of the R_1R_2-DCNQI_2X family, with X= Ag or Li, and R_1 and R_2 taking different substitution groups to modify the DCNQI molecule itself, in which the charge pattern has been identified as a Wigner crystal-type one.^{2, 3)} Independently, analogous CO was predicted theoretically to also exist in TMTTF_2X based on the result of mean field calculations,^{4)} and soon after it was confirmed experimentally.^{5, 6)} In the two families menioned above, the 1D π-band is quarter-filled in terms of electrons or holes. The wave vector along the chain direction for the CO state mentioned above is 4k_F, corresponding to the period of two molecules, which suggests the origin of this phenomenon to be the long range nature of Coulomb interaction as theoretically studied in the past.^{7)} Further studies have been performed on explicit models appropriate for the description of the electronic properties of DCNQI/TMTTF molecules, i.e., 1D extended Hubbard models of quarter filling with on-site and nearest-neighbor Coulomb interactions, U and V , respectively.^{4, 8–11)} In those models, the CO insulating ground state is actually stable, in general, when both U and V are appreciably large compared to the transfer integrals.

1

Fig. 1. Schematic views of the ground states in quasi-one-dimensional organic conductors. Coexisting states of (a) charge ordering and Néel ordering, (b) charge ordering and spin-Peierls lattice distortion, and (c) dimer Mott insulating state and spin-Peierls lattice distortion. The grey area represents where the charge localizes, and the arrows and the ellipses represent the ordered spins and the spin singlet formation, respectively. The lattice distortions are also shown schematically by the thickness of the bonds.

In the above compounds showing CO, below the CO transition temperature which is typically of the order of 100 K, magnetic phase transitions take place, to either antiferromagnetic (AF) or spin-Peierls (SP) state. These can be understood since in this CO state each charge is localized on every other site so that the spin degree of freedom acts as a quasi-1D spin 1/2 system. Then a competition arises between the AF state stabilized by the interchain exchange interaction and the SP state due to the 1D instability coupled to the lattice degree of freedom.^{12)} In fact, the mean field calculations mentioned above,^{4)} expected to be relevant for the former case with sufficient three-dimensionality, show the coexistence of CO and AF for the ground state when V exceeds a critical value. This state is schematically shown in Fig. 1 (a), which is consistent with the low temperature AF states observed in DI-DCNQI_2Ag,^{2)} and TMTTF_2X with X = Br and SCN.^{1, 13)} On the other hand, in a recent experiment on TMTTF_2X with X = PF_6 and AsF_6,^{6)} the CO is actually found to also persist in the SP phase with lattice tetramization. Then this coexistence state can be schematically drawn as in Fig. 1 (b), which we call the CO-SP state. However, existing theoretical studies, mainly numerical ones,^{14, 15)} have failed to reproduce this CO-SP state within the so-called 1D extended Peierls-Hubbard model, which is a natural extension of the extended Hubbard model to include the electron-lattice coupling. In these studies, only one other SP state is found, in which the lattice dimerization and the lattice tetramization both occur, as schematically shown in Fig. 1 (c). The lattice dimerization produces a spontaneous ‘dimer Mott insulating’ (DM) state, as will be discussed later, so we call this state the DM-SP state.^{16)} This state is relevant to several DCNQI compounds^{2, 3)} and to a classical example of SP compounds, MEM-(TCNQ)_2.^{17)} In this paper, we will show that the coexistent state of CO and SP is stable in the strongly correlated regime, i.e., with large U and V , in contrast to previous studies.^{14, 15)} This explains naturally the experimental facts noted above, and provides a unified view for the ground-state properties of the strongly correlated quarter-filled 1D organic compounds on the basis of the CO phenomenon.

The 1D extended Peierls-Hubbard model as in refs. 14 and 15 is expressed as H = ∑ i,σ t(1 + u_i) ( c^†_{iσ} c_{i+1σ} + h.c. ) + K 2 ∑ i u^2_i +U ∑ i n_{i↑}n_{i↓} + V ∑ i n_in_{i+1}, (1)

where σ is the spin index which takes ↑ or ↓, n_{iσ} and c^†_{iσ} (c_{iσ} ) denote the number operator and the creation (annihilation) operator for the electron of spin σ at the ith site, respectively, and n_i = n_{i↑} + n_{i↓}. U and V are the on-site and nearest-neighbor Coulomb energies, respectively. The electron-lattice interaction is included in the Peierls-type (or sometimes called the Su-Schrieffer- Heeger-type) coupling where the intermolecular motions result in the change of the transfer integral from t to t(1 + u_i), while it expends the elastic energy Ku^2_i /2, with K being the spring constant. Here u_i’s are the normalized displacements which we treat as classical variables, and these are to be determined self-consistently to minimize the free energy of the system.

First, let us analyze this model within the bosonization scheme^{18, 19)} following the treatment of Yoshioka et al.^{10)} The lattice distortion can be parametrized as u_i = u_d cos (πx_i/a) + u_t cos (πx_i/2a + χ_t),^{14)} where x_i and a are the position of the ith site and the lattice constant, respectively, and χ_t is a phase factor which is determined in the following. We only consider the lattice dimerization u_d and lattice tetramization u_t, which will be confirmed afterwards in the numerical calculations that only these modulations are relevant in the ground state. The resulting phase Hamiltonian for the low-energy properties of this model is given by H = H_ρ + H_σ + H_{1/4} + H_d + H_t + H_{el}, where

H_ρ = v_ρ 4π ∫ dx { 1 K_ρ (∂_xθ_+)^2 + K_ρ (∂_xθ_−)^2 } , (2)

H_σ = v_σ 4π ∫ dx { 1 K_σ (∂_xϕ_+)^2 + K_σ (∂_xϕ_−)^2 } , (3)

H_{1/4} = g_{1/4} ∫ dx cos 4θ_+, (4) H_d = −g_d u_d ∫ dx sin 2θ_+, (5) H_t = −g_t u_t ∫ dx cos ( θ_+ − χ_t − π 4 ) cos ϕ_+, (6) and H_{el} is the elastic energy term. θ_+ and ϕ_+ are the phase variables for the local density fluctuations of the charge and spin with a long wavelengh, respectively, and Π_θ = −∂_xθ_−/2π and Π_ϕ = −∂_xϕ_−/2π are the corresponding “momenta” satisfying [θ_+(x), Π_θ (x^′)] = iδ(x − x^′) and [ϕ_+(x), Π_ϕ(x^′)] = iδ(x − x^′). Here, we neglected higher order nonlinear terms for the phase variables as in ref. 10, since these terms have higher scaling dimensions.

The first two terms, H_ρ and H_σ, describe the Tomonaga-Luttinger liquid where v_ρ, K_ρ and v_σ, K_σ are the so-called Tomonaga-Luttinger parameters for the charge and spin parts, respectively. The SU(2) symmetry of the nondistorted model with u_i = 0 requires K_σ = 1.

The next two terms, H_{1/4} and H_d, are the quarter-filled and the half-filled Umklapp scattering terms, which are potential energies in favor of the phase variable to be fixed at θ_+ = 0 (or π/2) corresponding to the CO state and at θ_+ = π/4 to the DM state, respectively.^{11)} The coupling constants are calculated in refs. 10 and 11 perturbatively from the weak-coupling regime as g_{1/4} ∝ U^2(U − 4V )/t^2 and g_d ∝ U − AU(U − 2V )/t where A is some numerical constant, thus they become prominent in the strongly correlated regime. The DM state is analogous to that in strongly dimerized quarter-filled organic compounds such as κ-ET_2X, where the dimerization results in an effectively half-filled band.^{20)} However we should note that our DM state is possible only when the spontaneous dimerization u_d is finite,^{21)} thus it is a consequence of both the strong correlation and the 1D instability toward lattice distortion.

The H_t term is derived directly from the kinetic energy term in the presence of the lattice tetramization u_t, where the coupling constant g_t is proportional to t.^{19)} In the small U/t and V/t limits, this term produces the conventional weak coupling 2k_F-CDW state due to Peierls instability, which fixes the phase variables at θ_+ = π/4, ϕ_+ = 0, and χ_t = 0.^{14, 19, 22)}

Therefore in the case of large U/t and V/t limits, which we are interested in, there occurs a competition between H_{1/4} and H_d, i.e., between the CO state and the DM state. Once the phase variable θ_+ is fixed we may substitute its value into H, which result in an effective spin Hamiltonian,

H^′_σ = H_σ − g_tu_t ∫ dx cos ϕ_+ + H_{el}, (7)

where we have optimized χ_t so as to gain the energy the most, i.e., χ_t = π/4 for the CO state and χ_t = π/2 for the DM state. This Hamiltonian is identical to the phase Hamiltonian for the SP problem in the 1D Heisenberg model, where the spin singlet formation due to lattice distortion occurs even for infinitesimal spin-lattice coupling.^{12)} Thus in our case, the lattice tetramization u_t always occurs once the electron-lattice coupling (and consequently, spin-lattice coupling) is included, then the phase variable of the spin is fixed at ϕ_+ = 0 and the spin gap opens. Namely, the CO state and the DM state result in the CO-SP state and the DM-SP state, respectively. We note that additional 2k_F-CDW appears in the presence of finite u_t where the order parameter is proportional to cos(2k_Fx_i + θ_+) cos ϕ_+,^{19)} which is equal to cos(πi/2) and cos(πi/2 + π/4) for the CO-SP state and the DM-SP state, respectively.

To compare the relative stability of these states, the above bosonization procedure is not appropriate, not only since the coupling constants are obtained perturbatively from the weak coupling regime, but also because the treatment of the three nonlinear terms together with the lattice degree of freedom is a very subtle problem. Instead, we use the numerical density matrix renormalization group (DMRG) method^{23)} directly to model (1), which is essentially exact. The periodic boundary condition is adopted and the lattice distortions u_i are calculated self-consistently as in ref. 14. We take the number of the states kept in the DMRG method, m, up to 250 and check that the m-dependence is very small in this region.

The obtained results are summarized in Fig. 2, which shows the ground-state phase diagram on the plane of U/t and V/t for fixed values of 1/K = 1. For comparison, the phase diagram for the case of 1/K = 0 corresponding to the purely electronic extended Hubbard model^{8)} is also shown, where there are two phases, the Tomonaga-Luttinger liquid metallic phase and the CO insulating phase.^{8, 10)} The presence of the finite electron-lattice coupling 1/K = 1 makes three phases appear, the weak coupling CDW state, the DM-SP state, and the CO-SP state. One can see that the CO-SP state is stabilized in a rather wide range of parameters. We have noticed that the relative values of the ground-state energies for these states, and consequently their phase boundaries, are rather sensitive to the cluster size N when it is small such as N <∼ 20 as in refs. 14 and 15. Thus we show in Fig. 2 the result for N = 36 where such finite size effect is almost negligible, which provides qualitatively different results from those in the literature, especially in terms of the stability of the CO-SP state.

Fig. 2. Phase diagram of the extended Peierls-Hubbard model calculated by the DMRG method in the plane of U/t and V /t, for fixed values of 1/K = 0 (dotted line) and 1 (filled line). For definitions of CO-SP, DM-SP, and CDW phases, see text.

To observe the property of the CO-SP state in more detail, we show the lattice tetramization u_t (u_d is 0), and the electron density on each site in the CO-SP state as a function of V/t for a fixed value of U/t = 6 in Fig. 3 (a), and as a funcition of U/t for fixed V/t = 5 in Fig. 3 (b), both with 1/K = 1. The electron density is parametrized as ⟨n_i⟩ = 1/2 + n_{4kF} cos(πx_i/a) + n_{2kF} cos(πx_i/2a), where n_{4kF} and n_{2kF} are the order parameters for the 4k_F CDW, i.e., the Wigner crystal-type CO and the 2k_F CDW, respectively. One can see that in the both cases of increasing the value of V/t and U/t, n_{4kF} increases while u_t and n_{2kF} decrease. These results can be interpreted as follows. It is natural that the degree of CO is enhanced when the degree of correlation, U/t or V/t is increased, thereby increasing n_{4kF} . In such a case, the decrease in u_t and n_{2kF} , representative of the spin singlet formation due to the SP state, can be explained by the strong U/t limit, where the effective spin exchange is proportional to the expectation value for both the nearest-neighbor sites to be occupied, ⟨n_in_{i+1}⟩.^{24)} Then the spin singlet formation energy decreases as the tendency toward CO is increased, since in the CO state the electron tends to occupy every other site. This result that n_{4kF} and u_t vary in an opposite way is consistent with the experimental observation that the CO and SP states ‘compete’ with each other, which is deduced from the variation of their transition temperatures as the pressure is applied.^{6)}

Fig. 3. Plot of the lattice tetramization ut, and the order parameter for CO and 2kF CDW, n_{4kF} and n_{2kF} , respectively, for the CO-SP state, as a function of (a) V /t for a fixed value of 1/K = 1 and U/t = 6, and (b) U/t for a fixed value of 1/K = 1 and V /t = 5.

The values of U/t for the actual compounds are believed to be approximately 5 ∼ 7.^{1, 2)} Therefore the critical value of V/t ∼ 4 in our calculations necessary to stabilize the CO-SP state is apparently very large. Actually, a reliable estimate yields V/t of about 2∼3,^{25)} which indicates the region of DM-SP in our phase diagram. However, this estimated value for V/t is the Coulomb interaction between the neighboring molecules of the intrachain. The interchain Coulomb interaction should also be large, since the distance between the chains are rather close, especially in TMTTF compounds,^{1)} although the interchain transfer integrals are small due to the anisotropy of the π-orbital. Thus, one should consider the parameter V/t in our 1D model to be an effective one, which is possibly large enough to stabilize the CO-SP state.

Finally, let us discuss some effects which we have not included in our model. Coupling to anions^{14)} and/or the so-called electron-molecular vibration (e-mv) coupling,^{15)} both of which result in the Holstein-type electron-lattice coupling modulating the on-site energy, help the stabilization of the CO-SP state as is studied in refs. 14 and 15. However, these effects should be small compared with the Coulomb interactions and also with the Peierls-type electron-lattice coupling due to the molecular displacements which we have studied. Therefore we believe that these effects are secondary.

As for the alternation in the transfer integral which exists in TMTTF compounds,^{1)} as t(1 + u_i) → t(1 + (−1)^iΔ_d)(1 + u_i), where Δ_d is the degree of alternation, we expect it to be slightly disadvantageous for the CO-SP state. This is because the alternation results in modifying H_d in Eq. (5), as u_d → u_d + Δ_d for the first order, and the gain in the energy by H compared to the loss in the lattice elastic energy Σ_iu^2_d becomes larger for the DM-SP state.

On the other hand, the value of 1/K has been chosen to be fairly large in the DMRG calculations, in order to stabilize the numerical convergence. When we choose realistic values of 1/K, the phase boundary in Fig. 2 approaches that for 1/K = 0. This indicates the stability of the CO-SP state. However, this again is a subtle problem so numerical calculations should be pursued to be conclusive.

In summary, we have argued that the coexistence of charge order and spin-Peierls lattice distortion observed in quasi-1D organic compounds is naturally reproduced by the effects of onsite as well as nearest-neighbor Coulomb interaction, together with the electron-lattice coupling of Peierls-type. Our results show that there is a competition between another spin-Peierls state coexisting with the spontaneous dimer Mott insulating state and that showing the existence of the charge order of Wigner crystal-type. The parameters for the actual compounds seems to be in the region near the phase boundary between the two states, so that by applying external fields such as pressure the ground state is expected to vary, from one to another, which is actually observed in TMTTF_2AsF_6.^{6)}

We thank S. E. Brown, T. Itoh, K. Kanoda, M. Saito, K. Yonemitsu, and H. Yoshioka for valuable comments and discussion. We also appreciate M. Nakamura for kindly providing us with the numerical data used in Fig. 2.

1) For review, D. Jérome: in Physics and Chemistry of Low-Dimensional Inorganic Conductors, ed. C. Schlenkler,

Jean Dumas, and Martha Greeblatt (Plenum Press, New York, 1996), p. 141. 2) K. Hiraki and K. Kanoda: Phys. Rev. B 54 (1996) 17276; Phys. Rev. Lett. 80 (1998) 4737. 3) Y. Nogami, K. Oshima, K. Hiraki, and K. Kanoda: J. Phys. IV 9 (1999) 357. 4) H. Seo and H. Fukuyama: J. Phys. Soc. Jpn. 66 (1997) 1249.

5) F. Nad, P. Monceau, and J. M. Fabre: Phys. Rev. B 62 (2000) 1753; J. Phys. Cond. Matter 12 (2000) L435; P.

Monceau, F. Ya. Nad, and S. Brasovskii: Phys. Rev. Lett. 86 (2001) 4080.

6) D. S. Chow, F. Zamborsky, B. Alavi, D. J. Tantillo, A. Baur, C. A. Merlic, and S. E. Brown, Phys. Rev. Lett.

85 (2000) 1698; F. Zamborsky, W. Yu, W. Raas, S. E. Brown, B. Alavi, C. A. Merlic, and A. Baur: Phys. Rev. B 66 (2002) 081103.

7) A. A. Ochinnikov: Sov. Phys. JETP 37 (1973) 176; P. A. Lee, T, M. Rice, and R. A. Klemm: Phys. Rev. B 15 (1977) 2984; J. Kondo and K. Yamaji: J. Phys. Soc. Jpn. 43 (1978) 424; J. Hubbard: Phys. Rev. B 17 (1978) 494;

8) F. Mila and X. Zotos: Europhys. Lett. 24 (1993) 133; M. Nakamura: Phys. Rev. B 61 (2000) 16377. 9) S. Nishimoto, M. Takahashi, and Y. Ohta: J. Phys. Soc. Jpn. 69 (2000) 1594; Y. Shibata, S. Nishimoto, and Y.

Ohta: Phys. Rev. B 64 (2001) 235107.

10) H. Yoshioka, M. Tsuchiizu, and Y. Suzumura: J. Phys. Soc. Jpn. 69 (2000) 651; ibid. 70 (2001) 762. 11) M. Tsuchiizu, H. Yoshioka, and Y. Suzumura: J. Phys. Soc. Jpn. 70 (2001) 1460.

12) H. Fukuyama and S. Inagaki: in Magnetic Properties of Low-Dimensional Systems, ed. L. M. Falikov and J. L.

Morán-López (Springer-Verlag, Berlin, 1986), p. 156.

13) J. P. Pouget and S. Ravy: Synth. Metals 85 (1997) 1523; F. Nad, P. Monceau, and J. M. Fabre: Eur. Phys. J.

B 3 (1998) 301; Y. Nogami and T. Nakamura: in press.

14) J. Riera and D. Poilblanc: Phys. Rev. B 62 (2000) 16243; ibid. 63 (2001) 241102. 15) R. T. Clay, S. Mazumdar, and D. K. Cambell: preprint (cond-mat/0112278).

16) In refs. 14 and 15, this state is called the D2 state and BCDW state, respectively. In addition, we use the terms dimer Mott (DM) insulator and spin-Peierls (SP) distortion for the 4kF and 2kF bond-ordered-wave (BOW), often used in the literature, to make their origin more clear.

17) S. Huizinga, J. Kommandeur, G. A. Sawatzky, B. T. Thole, K. Kopinga, W. J. M. de Jonge, and J. Roos: Phys.

Rev. B 19 (1979) 4723; K. C. Ung, S. Mazumdar, and D. Toussaint: Phys. Rev. Lett. 73 (1994) 2603. 18) V. J. Emery: in Highly Conducting One-Dimensional Solids, ed. J. Devresse, R. Evrard, and V. Van Doren (Plenum, New York, 1979), p. 247.

19) H. Fukuyama and H. Takayama: in Electronic Properties of Inorganic Quasi-One-Dimensional Compounds, ed.

P. Monceau (D. Reidel Publishing Company, Dordrecht/Boston/Lancaster, 1985), p.41. 20) K. Kanoda: Hyperfine Interact. 104 (1997) 235; H. Kino and H. Fukuyama: J. Phys. Soc. Jpn. 65 (1996) 2158. 21) J. Bernasconi, M. J. Rice, W. R. Schneider, and S. Strässler: Phys. Rev. B 12 (1975) 1090. 22) In ref. 14, this state is called the D1 state.

23) S. R. White: Phys. Rev. Lett. 69 (1992) 2863; Phys. Rev. B 48 (1993) 4788. 24) for example, M. Ogata and H. Shiba, Phys. Rev. B 41 (1990) 2326. 25) F. Mila: Phys. Rev. B 52 (1995) 4788.