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Abstract. Alkali-doped fullerides are molecular-based superconductors with multiple
active orbitals. In this paper, using the Eliashberg theory with the retardation effect
of Jahn-Teller phonons, we study the response of the spin-singlet superconducting state
relevant to fulleride materials. The spin Zeeman field is not active for the singlet pairing
state, and the magnetic orbital field, which physically generates a circular electron motion
inside the fullerene molecule, is also shown to be inactive. On the other hand, the electric
orbital (or quadrupolar) field, which corresponds to a uniaxial distortion, remains active
across the superconducting phase transition. This is understood by the orbital-symmetric
structure of the Cooper pair, which is susceptible to the electric orbital field, while it is
not the case for the magnetic orbital field which tends to create an antisymmetric part.

1 Introduction
In molecular-based crystals, the relevant phonon contributions stem from local molecular vibrations, and
the interaction effect inside each molecule plays a significant role. A basic model to capture this is the
Holstein-Hubbard model where single-orbital electrons couple with spatially local Einstein phonons [1].
On the other hand, fulleride superconductors involve three degenerate molecular orbitals, t1u, which
are coupled to spatially local, anisotropic molecular vibrations (Jahn-Teller phonons) [2]. To understand
fulleride superconductors, it is essential to analyze the Jahn-Teller-Hubbard model, incorporating multiple
electron and phonon degrees of freedom [3, 4].

Because of the multiorbital nature, the fulleride superconductor has more degrees of freedom than
the standard BCS superconductor. In this paper, we aim to study the effect of molecular orbital degrees
of freedom on the superconducting state. More specifically, we apply the small but finite magnetic field
and directional stress and observe the conjugate physical quantities such as spin and orbital moments.

As for the theoretical framework, in three-dimensional fullerides, intersite correlations remain rela-
tively weak, making the dynamical mean-field theory (DMFT) a suitable method due to its ability to
account for local correlations [5]. In this paper, we combine DMT with the Eliashberg theory [6, 7, 8, 9, 10],
which is valid for the weak-coupling regime, to analyze the various spin and orbital susceptibilities in the
multiorbital electron-phonon coupled model [11, 12, 13, 14].

As demonstrated in the following, the spin susceptibility is quickly suppressed below Tc as in an ordi-
nary single-orbital superconductor. A similar behavior is also observed for the magnetic orbital field. On
the other hand, for the perturbation with respect to electric orbital degrees of freedom (i.e. quadrupole)
shows that their response is not influenced by the superconductivity although the single-particle spectrum
has a gaped structure. We interpret this result by focusing on the symmetric orbital structure of the
Cooper pair, which is affected by symmetric perturbation such as electric orbital distortion, but not the
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case for the magnetic orbital field which tends to create the antisymmetric part. We also analyze a simple
multiorbital BCS Hamiltonian with no retardation effects, which also supports our conclusion.

This paper is organized as follows. The next section describes the formalism of the Eliashberg equation.
Section 3 is devoted to the introduction of the susceptibilities and their method of evaluation. Section 4
shows the detailed numerical results and their interpretation based on a simplified BCS model without
retardation effects. We summarize our paper in Section 5.

2 Coupling to Jahn-Teller phonons
2.1 Model
We consider a multiorbital electron model coupled with anisotropic vibrational modes of the fullerene
molecules [14]. The total Hamiltonian is given by H = H0 +Hep, where the non-interacting part H0 is
given by

H0 =
∑
ij

∑
γγ′σ

(
tγγ

′

ij − µδijδγγ′

)
c†iγσcjγ′σ +

∑
i

∑
η=0,1,3,
4,6,8

ωηa
†
iηaiη, (1)

Each term corresponds to a kinetic energy of electrons and local phonons, respectively. For the electron
part, we have introduced site indices i, j, spin index σ =↑, ↓, and an index for t1u molecular orbitals
γ = x, y, z. For the phonon part, we have taken into account the isotropic Ag mode (η = 0) and
anisotropic Hg mode (η = 1, 3, 4, 6, 8), whose energies are represented as ωη. In this paper, we focus on
the electron-phonon coupling and neglect the Coulomb interaction among electrons for simplicity.

The electron-phonon interaction parts Hep is given by

Hep =
∑
i

∑
η=0,1,3,
4,6,8

∑
γγ′σ

gηϕiηc
†
iγσλ̂

η
γγ′ciγ′σ =

∑
i

∑
η=0,1,3,
4,6,8

gηϕiηTiη, (2)

where ϕiη = aiη+a†iη is a displacement operator of the fullerene molecules. In Eq. (2), we have introduced

the charge-orbital moment Tiη =
∑

γγ′σ c
†
iγσλ̂

η
γγ′ciγ′σ [16] with Gell-Mann matrices λ̂η,

λ̂0 =

√
2

3

(
1 0 0
0 1 0
0 0 1

)
, λ̂1 =

(
0 1 0
1 0 0
0 0 0

)
, λ̂2 =

(
0 −i 0
i 0 0
0 0 0

)
, λ̂3 =

(
1 0 0
0 −1 0
0 0 0

)
, λ̂4 =

(
0 0 1
0 0 0
1 0 0

)
,

λ̂5 =

(
0 0 −i
0 0 0
i 0 0

)
, λ̂6 =

(
0 0 0
0 0 1
0 1 0

)
, λ̂7 =

(
0 0 0
0 0 −i
0 i 0

)
, λ̂8 =

√
1

3

(
1 0 0
0 1 0
0 0 −2

)
. (3)

The η = 0 component describes the charge degrees of freedom (irreducible representation Ag in point
group Ih). The anisotropic orbital or quadrupolar moments are characterized by η = 1 (xy type),
η = 6 (yz type), η = 4 (zx type), η = 8 (3z2 − r2 type) , η = 3 (x2 − y2 type), which belong to the
irreducible representation Hg. While there are several vibration modes coupled to t1u electron orbital,
we here consider the representative ones with the largest electron-phonon coupling [14]. We note that
the absence of η = 2 (z type), η = 5 (y type), and η = 7 (x type) components in the Hamiltonian,
which physically describe orbital angular momentum (or dipole moments), can be confirmed by using the
irreducible decomposition of the electronic degrees of freedom [14]. On the other hand, the antisymmetric
η = 2, 5, 7 matrices will be used for the external field part (see Sec. 3).

For later convenience, we introduce the Pauli matrices as follows:

σ0 =

(
1 0
0 1

)
, σ1 =

(
0 1
1 0

)
, σ2 =

(
0 −i
i 0

)
, σ3 =

(
1 0
0 −1

)
. (4)

The antisymmetric matrix is also defined by ϵ = iσy.

2.2 Local Green’s functions and self-energies
We include the electron-phonon interaction effect by using the perturbation theory, which is valid in
the Fermi liquid regime. Furthermore, we assume that the self-energy, which reflects the interaction
effect, is dominantly local in a three-dimensional fulleride superconductor. Hence we apply the DMFT
[5] combined with lowest-order perturbation theory.



We begin with the definition of the local Green’s function for electrons. We introduce the Nambu

spinors by Ψγ = (cγ↑, c
†
γ↓)

T and its conjugate by Ψ†
γ = (c†γ↑, cγ↓), and then the Green’s function is given

by

Ǧγγ′(τ) = −⟨T Ψγ(τ)Ψ
†
γ′(0)⟩, (5)

where the site index is omitted by assuming the translational invariance in solids. The 3 × 3 matrix in
orbital space is denoted by a hat symbol (ˆ), and the 6× 6 matrix in Nambu-orbital space is denoted by
a check symbol (ˇ). A(τ) = eτH Ae−τH is the Heisenberg representation with imaginary time, and T
represents the imaginary-time ordering operator.

The local Green’s function is obtained once the local self-energy matrix Σ̌(iωn) is given. The explicit
relation is written down as

Ǧ(iωn) =

∫ D

−D

dερ(ε)
[
iωn1̌− (ε− µ)τ̌3 − Ȟext − Σ̌(iωn)

]−1
, (6)

where τ̌3 = diag(1̂,−1̂). ωn = (2n+1)πT (n ∈ Z) is the fermionic Matsubara frequency, µ is the chemical
potential, and Ȟext is the external field part defined in the next section. The integral with respect to ε
corresponds to the wave-vector integral needed for obtaining the local Green’s function. For simplicity,
the density of states is chosen to be featureless semi-circular shape:

ρ(ε) =
2

πD2

√
D2 − ε2, (7)

where the bandwidth is given by 2D. The actual numerical calculation for ε integral is performed using
the Gauss-Legendre method.

On the other hand, the phonon Green’s function is defined by the displacement operator ϕη

Dηη′(τ) = −⟨T ϕη(τ)ϕη′(0)⟩, (8)

which is 6× 6 matrix with respect to η, η′.
Once the local phonon self-energy matrix Π is given, the phonon Green’s function is obtained in the

frequency domain as

D−1(iνm) = D−1
0 (iνm)−Π(iνm), (9)

D0,ηη′(iνm) =
2ωη

(iνm)2 − ω2
η

δηη′ , (10)

where νm = 2mπT (m ∈ Z) is the bosonic Matsubara frequency. D0 is the non-interacting Green’s
function. Since we focus on the response of the electrons against external perturbations in this paper, we
do not consider the external field part for phonons.

2.3 Determination of self-energy: Eliashberg equation
In general, the self-energies introduced in the previous subsection are given by a functional of Green’s
functions. In the second-order perturbation theory with respect to the electron phonon coupling gη, we
obtain the following form of the self-energies for electrons and phonons [14, 15]:

Σ̌ep(τ) = −
∑
η,η′

gηgη′Dηη′(τ)
[
λ̌ηǦ(τ)λ̌η′

]
, (11)

Πηη′(τ) =
1

2
gηgη′ Tr

[
Ǧ(−τ)λ̌η′

Ǧ(τ)λ̌η
]
, (12)

where we have defined the Gell-Mann matrix extended to Nambu space as

λ̌η =

(
λ̂η 0

0 −λ̂ηT

)
. (13)

The equation system is thus closed. The actual calculation is performed in an iterative way until the
converged solution is obtained.



3 Susceptibility
3.1 General remarks
In this subsection, we explain the calculation method for the various susceptibilities. We denote the
physical quantity by O and its conjugate field is given by h. Then the susceptibility is defined by

χ = lim
h→0

∂⟨O⟩
∂h

= lim
h→0

⟨O⟩|h − ⟨O⟩|h=0

h
. (14)

The corresponding external perturbation Hamiltonian is given by

Hext = −hO =
∑
i

Ψ†
i ȞextΨi. (15)

In the actual calculation, we set a small but finite h and perform self-consistent calculation, and evaluate
the conjugate physical quantity. We then calculate the quantity at h = 0 and obtain the susceptibility
(⟨O⟩|h − ⟨O⟩|h=0)/h. Below, we consider both the diagonal and offdiagonal quantities.

3.2 Diagonal susceptibility: Spin response
For the magnetic moment, we consider the following quantities:

Sz =
∑
γ

∑
σσ′

c†γσσ
3
σσ′cγσ′ . (16)

The external field part, which is identical to the spin Zeeman effect, is given by

Ȟext = −h

(
1̂ 0̂
0̂ 1̂

)
. (17)

3.3 Diagonal susceptibility: Orbital response
We also consider other diagonal quantities related to the orbital degrees of freedom:

Lz =
∑
γγ′

∑
σ

c†γσλ̂
2
γγ′cγ′σ, (18)

Qx2−y2

=
∑
γγ′

∑
σ

c†γσλ̂
3
γγ′cγ′σ, (19)

each of which corresponds to the magnetic orbital, and electric orbital (or quadrupolar) moments, re-
spectively.

The corresponding external field matrix element for the above quantities is written as

Ȟext = −h

(
λ̂η 0̂

0̂ −λ̂η T

)
. (20)

3.4 Offdiagonal susceptibility: Spin-singlet pairing
In fulleride superconductors, the orbital-symmetric spin-singlet pair is known to be realized [12, 13, 14].
The order parameter is given by

ps−wave =
∑
γ

c†γ↑c
†
γ↓ +H. c. . (21)

The corresponding matrix element for the external field part is

Ȟext = −h

(
0̂ 1̂
−1̂ 0̂

)
. (22)

4 Results
In this section, we solve the Eliashberg equations within the framework of the weak coupling limit and
present the resulting susceptibility. The bandwidth is set to 2D = 1.0 eV, the chemical potential to
µ = 0 eV, and the test field to h = 0.001 eV. Because of the small but finite test field (h ̸= 0), the
susceptibilities are not divergent in numerical calculations. For simplicity, the phonon energy is taken to
be ωη = 0.25 eV, regardless of the type of vibrational mode. The dimensionless electron-phonon coupling
constants are set as λ0 = 0.1 and λ1,3,4,6,8 = λ1 = 0.03.



(a) (b) 

Offdiagonal susceptibility: Spin-singlet pairing

FIG 1: (a) Temperature dependence of the inverse susceptibility for spin-singlet pairing. (b) Temperature
dependence of the spin-singlet pair amplitude in the absence of an external field. Calculations in (a) and
(b) were conducted for different numbers of Matsubara frequencies N = 1024 and N = 2048 .

(a) (b) (c) Magnetic moment Magnetic orbital moment Electric orbital moment 

Diagonal susceptibility: Spin & Orbital response

FIG 2: Temperature dependence of the susceptibilities for (a) magnetic moments, (b) magnetic orbital
moments, and (c) electric orbital moments. The calculations were conducted using the same parameters
as in Fig. 1.

4.1 Numerical simulation
To elucidate the impact of molecular orbital degrees of freedom on the superconducting state, we first
examine the temperature range in which the superconducting state emerges. Fig. 1(a) shows the tempera-
ture dependence of the inverse susceptibility of the spin-singlet pairing. At the temperature T = 0.01, the
inverse susceptibility reaches a minimum value and then increases gradually as the temperature decreases
further. In the figures, we show the two sets of data for different numbers of Matsubara frequencies
(N = 1024 and N = 2048), to validate our numerical results except in the low-temperature limit.

Fig. 1(b) shows the temperature dependence of the spin-singlet pair amplitude, i.e., the order pa-
rameter, in the absence of an external field. At high temperatures, the order parameter is zero, while
it becomes finite at the transition point T = 0.01 (denoted as Tc), and reaches a constant value at
lower temperatures. This behavior indeed represents a second-order phase transition characteristic of
superconductivity, confirming the emergence of the superconducting phase at temperatures below Tc.

Next, by applying conjugate external fields to the magnetic orbital, magnetic orbital moment, and
electric orbital moment, we investigate the behavior of these susceptibilities in the superconducting phase.
First, the temperature dependence of the spin susceptibility is shown in Fig. 2(a). At temperatures above
Tc, the spin susceptibility remains constant, while below Tc, it decreases and eventually reaches zero. This
behavior is similar to the temperature dependence of the spin susceptibility in conventional single-orbital
systems, where the magnetization below the superconducting transition temperature is proportional to
the Yoshida function.

Next, we discuss the behavior of the orbital moments in the superconducting phase. The temperature
dependence of the magnetic orbital susceptibility is shown in Fig. 2(b). Similar to the case of the magnetic
moment in Fig. 2(a), the susceptibility remains constant at temperatures above Tc, and decreases as the
temperature drops below Tc. However, in contrast to the magnetic moment case, the orbital susceptibility
remains finite at low temperatures. We will further discuss this point in Sec. 4.2 by comparing it with
BCS theory without the retardation effect of electron-phonon coupling.



Finally, the temperature dependence of the electric orbital susceptibility is shown in Fig. 2(c). In the
case of the electric orbital moment, the temperature dependence of the susceptibility remains constant
even inside the superconducting phase. This behavior is qualitatively different from that of the magnetic
moment and magnetic orbital moment. The unique behavior of the electric orbital moment is attributed
to the symmetric structure of the matrix element in Eq. (3). This will be analytically explained in the
next subsection (Sec. 4.2).

4.2 BCS theoretical analysis of spin and orbital susceptibilities
For comparison, let us consider the simple multiorbital BCS model for the spin and magnetic orbital
susceptibilities. We begin with the BCS model Hamiltonian given by

H =
∑
kγσ

ξkc
†
kγσckγσ +

∑
kγ

∆(c†kγ↑c
†
−k,γ↓ +H.c.), (23)

where we have assumed that the pair potential ∆ is real-valued. The structure of the Cooper pair is
interpreted as s-wave, orbital-symmetric, and spin-singlet (spin-antisymmetric). We add the external
perturbation by

Hext = −hηµ

∑
k

∑
γγ′

∑
σσ′

c†kγσλ
η
γγ′σ

µ
σσ′ckγ′σ′ . (24)

We choose (η, µ) = (0, 3) for the spin Zeeman field, (η, µ) = (2, 0) for the magnetic orbital field, and
(η, µ) = (3, 0) for the electric orbital field. The susceptibility is calculated by the linear response theory
[17] as

χηµ ≡
∑
kk′

∑
γ1γ′

1

∑
γ2γ′

2

∑
σ1σ′

1

∑
σ2σ′

2

∫ β

0

dτ
〈
T c†kγ1σ1

(τ)λη
γ1γ′

1
σµ
σ1σ′

1
ckγ′

1σ
′
1
(τ)c†k′γ2σ2

λη
γ2γ′

2
σµ
σ2σ′

2
ck′γ′

2σ
′
2

〉
0,conn

. (25)

The quantum statistical average ⟨· · ·⟩0,conn is taken by the Hamiltonian without external field, where only
the connected diagram contribution is considered. We use the normal and anomalous Green’s function
of the form

Gk,γσ,γ′σ′(τ) = −⟨T ckγσ(τ)c
†
kγ′σ′⟩ = Gk(τ)δγγ′δσσ′ , (26)

Fk,γσ,γ′σ′(τ) = −⟨T ckγσ(τ)c−k,γ′σ′⟩ = Fk(τ)δγγ′ϵσσ′ , (27)

F †
k,γσ,γ′σ′(τ) = −⟨T c†−k,γσ(τ)c

†
kγ′σ′⟩ = F ∗

k,γ′σ′,γσ(τ) = −Fk(τ)δγγ′ϵσσ′ . (28)

All of these Green’s functions are assumed to be real-valued in imaginary-time representation. Then we
obtain

χηµ = −
∑
k

∫ β

0

[
Gk(τ)Gk(−τ)tr (λ̂η)2 tr (σµ)2 − Fk(τ)

2tr (λ̂ηλ̂ηT) tr (σµϵσµϵ)
]

= −4T
∑
kn

[
Gk(iωn)Gk(iωn)− sηsµFk(iωn)Fk(−iωn)

]
, (29)

where we have performed the Fourier transformation. The signatures are defined by

sη = tr (λ̂ηλ̂ηT)
/
tr (λ̂η)2, (30)

sµ = tr (σµ ϵ σµ ϵ)
/
tr (σµ)2. (31)

The sign in front of the anomalous function is an important factor in determining the susceptibility
behavior: (i) For the spin field, (η, µ) = (0, 3), we have sη = 1 and sµ = 1; (ii) For the magnetic orbital
field, (η, µ) = (2, 0), we have sη = −1 and sµ = −1; (iii) For the electric orbital field, (η, µ) = (3, 0), we
have sη = 1 and sµ = −1. Hence the cases (i) and (ii) show the same response with sηsµ = 1, while
the case (iii) is different from the others due to the reversed sign sηsµ = −1. The origin of the sign is
understood by focusing on the symmetric or antisymmetric structure of each matrix.



Let us evaluate the susceptibility further. The explicit forms of the Green’s functions are given by

Gk(iωn) =
iωn + ξk

(iωn)2 − (ξ2k +∆2)
=
∑
α=±

akα
iωn − αEk

, (32)

Fk(iωn) =
∆

(iωn)2 − (ξ2k +∆2)
=
∑
α=±

bkα
iωn − αEk

, (33)

where the single particle excitation energy for the Bogoliubov quasiparticles is given by Ek =
√
ξ2k +∆2 >

0. Utilizing partial fraction decomposition to derive the coefficients results in

ak± =
1

2

(
1± ξk

Ek

)
, (34)

bk± = ± ∆

2Ek
. (35)

Therefore, at zero temperature limit, we have

χηµ = −4
∑
k

∑
αα′

(akαakα′ − sηsµbkαbkα′)T
∑
n

1

(iωn − αEk)(iωn − α′Ek)

T→0−−−→ 4
∑
k

1

Ek
[ak+ak− − sηsµbk+bk−)]

= 2(1− sηsµ)
∑
k

∆2

2E3
k

≃ 2(1− sηsµ)
D(0)

2

∫ D

−D

dε
∆2

(ε2 +∆2)3/2

≃ 2(1− sηsµ)D(0), (36)

where D(0) is the density of states at the Fermi level. Namely, the susceptibility remains if sηsµ =
−1. This result is qualitatively consistent with the numerical calculation of the Eliashberg equation.
Quantitatively, since the magnetic orbital susceptibility is not fully suppressed in the Eliashberg approach
as shown in Fig. 2(b), the retardation effect is more effective for the magnetic orbital moment than the
spin moment.

5 Summary
We constructed a multiorbital Eliashberg equation based on the Jahn-Teller Hubbard model and an-
alyzed fulleride superconductors. Focusing on the effect of electron-phonon coupling, we examined the
temperature dependence of the susceptibilities for spin-singlet pairing, magnetic moment, magnetic orbital
moment, and electric orbital moment. Our results reveal that the magnetic orbital field suppresses the
superconducting susceptibility, while the electric orbital susceptibility remains unaffected by the super-
conducting phase transition. The difference in these behaviors arises from the distinct orbital structures
of the electric orbital field and the magnetic orbital field.
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