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General equations for the elastic constants associated with a crystal model in which the
energy is given by two-body atom-atom interactions and volume-dependent terms are derived
for monatomic solids. It is shown that noncentral interactions which require a choice of initial
coordinate system do not necessarily give rise to an energy function which is invariant to
homogeneous rotations. For central two-body forces, generalized Cauchy relations are de-
fined. Explicit applications of these equations are given for short-ranged central forces in an
hep lattice and noncentral forces in the fec lattice.

I. INTRODUCTION

A considerable effort has been expended on lat-
tice-defect calculations using two-body interatomic
forces and computer-simulation techniques.! Elas-
tic-constant data are commonly used as experi-
mental input for developing the interatomic poten-
tial for a particular material. The majority of
this work has been applied to cubic structures and
has used central forces to approximate atom-atom
interactions. The equations relating elastic con-
stants and interatomic potentials for these cases
are well known and of long standing? although some
subtleties pertaining to these equations are not
well understood. In the present paper, the general
relations between elastic constants and two-body
forces are developed, and the detailed relations
are then given for central forces in hexagonal ma-
terials and for noncentral forces in fcc monatomic
materials.

II. THEORY

The bond energy per unit undeformed volume in
a monatomic crystal is given by a sum over two-
body atom-atom interactions:

Eb=(1/290) Em‘i’(itm) ’ (1)

where Q4 is the undeformed atomic volume, ¢(F”‘)
is the potential-energy function for two atoms sep-
arated by the vector i""‘, and the sum is taken over
the position vector of all lattice atoms relative to
an atom at the origin. For small displacements,

a Taylor expansion of E, yields
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where 77 is a Cartesian component of r™, a™ is the
undeformed value of r™, u™ is the displacement
vector u™=r" —-a™, and summation is implied by
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repeated indices. The evaluation is at the unde-
formed lattice positions. For a homogeneous de-
formation, the nine strain parameters q;;= au}”/
da are constant, i.e., are independent of m, and
uj=dj ay,. Thus, for a homogeneous deformation,

Ep=A+aA+30,0,A gt (3a)
where
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The equilibrium conditions for a lattice with this
energy function are (9E/da; ,) lg=0, or, equivalent-
ly, that the energy is independent of terms linear
in the strain parameters. It is assumed that the
a;/s are zero or of the same order of magnitude.
Unless A;;=0, this energy function does not satisfy
the equilibrium conditions. Equilibrium can be at-
tained under more general conditions by adding a
volume-dependent energy contribution E,= P(V/V,)",
where P is a constant, V is the deformed and V, the
undeformed volume. As a function of the strain
parameters, E, is given by

E,=P(l+na,+intay, Q=N Qyy+ese) .
4)
The total energy E=E,+E, is then

E=A+P+a;;(A;+nPb;)
+3 0y Qpy (Am,+n2P6U Opy —MP8;; Byp)+ev e
(5)

with &§;; the Kronecker 5.
The resultant equilibrium conditions are

Ag+nP8y;=0 . (6)

These conditions impose restrictions on the po-
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tential: The diagonal terms of A;; must be equal
and the off-diagonal terms must be zero. If the
potential-energy function and lattice symmetry are
such that these conditions are not fulfilled, a simple
volume-dependent energy contribution cannot lead
to equilibrium. If these conditions are satisfied,
Eq. (6) can be used to determine the value of P re-
quired for equilibrium.

The nine independent strain parameters a,; can
be written as six symmetric parameters ¢, ,=%
X (044 + ;) corresponding to pure deformation and
three antisymmetric parameters Y= é(a” - a”)
corresponding to pure rotation. Since ay;=¢;,
+7, Eq. (5) is

E=A+P+ (e +7y) (A +nP0;))
+3 (€45+74g) (€1 + 7))

X(Aljhx"“”zpéuék;—nPGHG“)+... .M

Equilibrium with respect to pure rotation only re-
quires that A;; be symmetric, while equilibrium
with respect to pure deformation leads to the con-
ditions given by Eq. (6).

With AE given by E - A — P, and with the equi-
librium conditions satisfied, Eq. (7) becomes

AE=3€;; €4 Ay, +n°P5; 8, — 1P, 6 y)
+z (€ Yert Vij €e1) Aiger
+ %741 Va1 (Aygp —nPOyy 511:)+ cee . (8)

The energy will be independent of pure rotations
only if the sum of the last two terms is zero. This
requirement (which is discussed below) places a
condition on the potential that

Apger=Asin=nP6;;85, -5, 0;) . (9)

The question arises as to whether the condition of
invariance of the energy function to pure rotation
should be applied. The forces which produce an in-
teratomic potential in a crystal are fixed to the lat-
tice structure. Thus, when the lattice rotates as

a whole, physically the interactions rotate with the
lattice. The energy function in the present cal-
culation does not allow for this. The lattice is ro-
tated against the noncentral forces fixed at the ini-
tial coordinate frame. Therefore, the use of non-
central interactions implies that the noncentral po-
tential must be rotated with the lattice for a homo-
geneous rotation, and that the noncentral interac-
tions used for a given lattice orientation must only
be applied to situations in which the homogeneous
deformation does not produce rotation of the lat-
tice as a whole. In the present development, this
means that only pure deformation is considered,
i.e., 743;=0, €;=a,;=0a,, and Eq. (9) is not ap-
plied. Equation (8) is then simplified to
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AE=36€;; €, (A1 +1°P8 58, —nP8 ;5 ) 4+« o .
(10)
For a system initially in equilibrium classical
elasticity theory yields®

AE:%eijeklcijkl+"' N (11)

where C,,,; is the elastic-constant tensor. Recent
papers pertaining to the thermodynamics of elas-
ticity theory*® indicate that the Lagrangian strain
parameter 7;;= €;;+ 30, &, (the symmetric finite-
strain parameters introduced by Murnaghan®)
should be used rather than €;;, but, in the present
case, the same results are obtained with either
choice of deformation parameter. The elastic-
constant tensor is commonly given as

9AE

—_— (12)
9€ 45 9€,; |o

Ciju=
and it would appear that this result follows directly
from Eq. (11). This relation is misleading, how-
ever, and considerable care must be exercised in
the use of Eqs. (11) and (12). The difficulty arises
from the symmetry of the strain parameters, i.e.,
there are only six independent strain parameters,
not nine, and ¢;;=¢;;. For example,

8% AE

5z | = (Ci212+ C1a21+ Car21 + Cansa) -
2 o

The potential-energy function is related to the
elastic -constant tensor by setting Eqs. (10) and
(11) equal. With the above discussion in mind, and
With C, ;= Cpyy=Cjyip; and A= Apyyy, this equali-
ty leads to

Cipi=% (Aijkl + Ayt Ay + Agine)
+0%Pb;; 0y — 5P (01,045 +01,0,) . (13)

If the conditions given by Eq. (9) hold, Eq. (13) re-
duces to

Cukt=Autzt+”2P5u Opy —nPO;; By - (14)

This result, which appears to be a direct conse-
quence of equating Eqs. (10) and (11), is valid only
in the case in which the energy equation is inde-
pendent of pure rotations.

These equations can be readily extended to the
situation where there are several contributions to
the volume dependence, i.e., E,=3,P(V/Vy).
The equilibrium conditions are

Aij'*'éilzqnapqzo ’ (15)

and the elastic constants are given by

1
Cimi=1 A+ A+ Ajin +Ajin)

+Eq”§Pa5u Or1 —%Edncpa(éﬂalk+5¢k6.ﬂ) . (16)

These equations will be used in the examples in
Sec. IIL
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III. CENTRAL POTENTIAL

In the case of a central potential ¢ = ¢(7),

29 7 8 amn
8r; v 9r '’

_.___¢__ X4 (i _1_39'>+5 139 (18)
or, 0y, r2 \ar® v or ity by

With the notation ¢ =[8¢(r™)/87v™]|, and ¢
=[8%p(r™)/08¥™2]|,, it follows that

Ay= 29 E P omaia;, (19)

1 1 m _m m
szz Z[(am) (¢m"ﬁ (j):n)a}"aj a, 4

1
+8y P ¢o:,,a;"a,':] . (20)
Then, with the definition

1 1 1 m m
B“"‘E_ZFO %} W <¢'r:z -7 ¢:n>ai aj @y a7 ,
(21)
we have
A= By + 051 Ay, (22)

The matrix B, is symmetric with respect to all
changes of indices, and with the equilibrium condi-
tion Ay =~-3,n,P,6,,, the elastic constants are

- 2
Ciger=Bygy + 202 Py 84,5y,

—chqpq(51151k+5¢k5u) . (23)
As a generalization of the Cauchy conditions,

Cispr— Cikjl=zq g (g +1) Py (8;48,; - 61x641) 5
(24)
or in Voigt notation,

Ca3 = Cyy=Cgy - C55=Cyp ~ Cﬁszzqnq (n,+1) P,
(25)
14‘Css=czs-ce4=css‘c45=0 .

Thomas” has pointed out that, with a model similar
to that used here, the commonly accepted rela-
tion® Cy,-Cyy = 2P does not necessarily hold for
short-ranged forces in fcc and bee materials. The
requirement for this relation to hold for a material
with central forces is that there be only one vol-
ume-dependent term with »=1. These equations
can be applied directly to obtain the relations be-
tween elastic constants and a central potential in
any lattice structure.

A. fcc

For the well-known case of a central potential

between nearest neighbors in an fcc lattice, 2
b: 1,

5; —a- b, (263.)

Apn=Agz=Ay=

A12=A23=A31=0 ) (26b)

where b is the lattice constant (a is the nearest-
neighbor distance) and the equilibrium condition is

S p--2 Lyt @7)
. et q Q a
The subscript denoting evaluation at the initial state
is dropped. The equations for the bulk modulus
B=3(Cy;+2Cy,) and the shears C=Cyy and C' =5(Cyy
- Cyp) are

B=(0%/3Q0)[¢" +(1/a) ¢'] + 2, nE P,, (28a)
C=(b%/49) [¢" +(3/a) ¢'] (28b)
C'=(b%/82) [¢" +(1/a) ¢"] . (28¢c)

The two shears are independent of the volume con-~
tribution, and the common form for B is obtained
for a single volume term with »=1. The two
shears are sufficient to determine the two potential
parameters ¢” and (1/a) ¢’

(1/a) ¢" = (2/0% (2C" -C), (29a)

¢" = (Qy/b% (1C -6C"), (29b)
and the volume-dependent terms are given by

2inP,=C-2C", (30a)

2iniP,=B-2C+%+C'. (30b)
If there is just one volume term,

P=(1/n)(C -2C") (31)

and there is a compatibility equation for the elas-
tic constants,

n(C-2C")=B-2C+%C' . (32)
If there are two volume terms,

- $_ ! _ ?
1=B 2C+3 C _nz(C 2C") , (33a)

ny(ny —ny) ny(ny —ny)

é_ ’

- B-2C+ 3 C nl(C 2C ) (33b)

ny(ng —ny) na(ng —ny)

B. hcp

Let 7, be the nearest-neighbor distance between
atoms in different basal planes, 7, the nearest-
neighbor distance between atoms in a basal plane,
and (9¢/87)1,,= ¢;. If these are the only interac-
tions considered,

az 1 ’ 3 ’
An:Aza:gﬁ; Y—1¢1+1,_2 oz), (34a)

3(;1 '

Agg= i0, 7 b1, (34b)
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A12=Az3=A31=0 . (340)
For equilibrium,

1 ( ¢ 1)_1_ /

e $2=\372 "3 " o1 . (35)

This condition is satisfied directly for an ideal c¢/a
ratio, but applies a constraint on the potential for
nonideal ratios. The elastic constants are

car i [ (3524 (-4

+22n2P,—22 n, P, , (36a)
e ]

a4 [ 1 ” 1 ’
012—2490 v} (¢1 n ¢1>
B (o1-L )] Tk, o0
2 q

2

Ces =3 (C11-Cya), (36c)
31 " ’
033_1690 ;f (¢1-—y ¢>1)+2n P, ZEn,, pP,,
(364d)
2.2
ge 1w 1 2
CS!_SQO ;f(‘f)l _7’1 ¢1> +§; nq-Pq ’ (366)

-1 ¢;) -2 n,P,, (36¢£)

and the Cauchy condition in this case gives

31— Cay=C13—Cgs OF C33—Cyy=3Cy3-3Cyy -

(37

In an analogous manner to the fcc case, the shear

parameters C,= Cgg=3(Cy —Cys), Cp=Cuy, and C,
= 3(Cy5 — Cgy) are defined, and are given by

_ at n 3(c?+a®) 1
Ca‘ 2490 [,’. (¢1 2 ¢’l)
+—z (¢z+2¢'z)] , (38a)

2.2 2 2
ac[1 » 3c*+2a° 1 ,
Cb 890 [;f (¢1 + Zaz " ¢1>] ’ (38Db)

Cl = (3¢%-2a% c? ( » 3c%+104% 1 ,)]
b~ 3290 b1+ 362_2a2 7 1 .
(38c)

With the equilibrium conditions and these relations,

the potential parameters are determined, and,
again as in the fcc case, are independent of the
volume terms:

l [ 49& 2 2 2 A7
7y ¢1_9cz(c ~ 24 [3c”~24%)C, -4a°Cy]
(39a)

1, 29y(3c°-2
;;¢a ﬁﬁ%zc(—cz—a‘){ [(3¢c%-24% C, -4d?Cy)
(39b)
mro—?' [2(3¢%+24°) C; - (3c%+104%) Cy] ,
(39c)

29,
”_ g 22 o2
P2=mFc (c® - 24 [36c%(c” ~2a%) C

+44%(9¢® - 24%) Cy— (9¢% - 104 (3c%+ 2a%) Cy] .
(39d)
The volume-dependent terms are related by

Z nyP,= ETCT}EE [4a%C, - (3¢% - 24%) Cy]
(40a)
Enspa"'zana:Bu'g_ C,= B, _%CII; -Gy,
(400)
where the bulk moduli are defined by B,=3(Cyy
+2Cyp) and B, =% (Cy3+Cyy). If there is just one
volume term,

- 1 2~ 2 o 2
P—m [4a®Cy - (3% - 2a°)Cy] 41)

and there is a compatibility equation for the elastic
constants in addition to that arising from the
Cauchy condition:

3—(&_’-15?7 [4a%C}, - (3¢? - 2a%) G|
=B, -§ C,+3C, -2C,

=B,+2C,-% ¢, . (42)

The equality on the right-hand side of the two ex-
pressions in Egs. (40b) and (42) expresses the re-
lation imposed by the Cauchy condition.

For an ideal ¢/a ratio, these relations simplify
to

2
_ a ” l?_ ?
C“—I_ZQO (5¢1 + ’Vl 4)1) 5 (433)
Cpm it or s g (43b)
b 90 1 7 1)
2
,__g__ ” §_ !
Cheger (6143 01 ), (43c)
1 , ’
7, 91735 (3G, —2Cy) (442)
91 =30% (10C; - 9C,) , (44b)
20 ngP,=2Cy-3Cy, (452)
q

2 niP,=B, -} C,+3Cy —2Cy=B,+2C, -§ Cy .
¢ (45b)
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In the case of just one volume term and an ideal tions. A noncentral potential of the form
¢/ a ratio, -
/ ’ ¢(x)=p () +q(r) w(8, ¢) (48)
P=(1/n) (2C, -30,) (46) has been used in several point-defect calculations
and the compatibility equation is for cubic materials®* where w(6, ¢) is the cubic
harmonic, !
n(2Cy - 3Cy) = B, -+C,+3C, - 2C,
, x“+y4+z4 3\_ 3 49)
=B,+2C,-%C, . G w, o)== -5 )55 -5 -

V. . . .
IV. NONCENTRAL POTENTIAL This potential is discussed in the present section.

Very little has been reported in the literature In the following paragraphs, summation is not
pertaining to the use of noncentral interactions in implied by repeated indices. Differentiation of the
the construction of potentials for defect calcula- noncentral potential yields

]
29 7 (2 B_q) s
or, v \or TWar) T o7, ’ (50a)
2 2

¢ _mm[ (8, g\ _Ll(o 3 1(8p, ., % 8 8\ 1ag 3%

or,; 07, 7 WH”# 7oy o) [P0y o W ey ) T\ or, ory) ¥ a'r+a'r,81',
(50b)
With 3
s 4r; 4v;s
871—74-—7‘2— ) (51a)
0% 12¢% 4s 167, 7,(ri+7% 24r;7,s
87, 87, TR % e b5 - 78 T (51b)

and with the same notation for evaluated derivatives with respect to » as in the discussion of the central
potential,

1 ’ ’ 4 2 m m
Au=35; T {Zﬁ (ot ) + 5 [('Z‘y":) 's'"] }“* “ o

1 , 1 !
AHM=2 mz<(p:r,l+wmq:n)"—r-n_(p:n+wmq:n)_83m gﬁ+24sm qm E) a;na;na;na;n
- \ (@™ a a am

1 'y, 4q, [L/ap\? 1 [al\? nom
+{'a.ri'(pm+wmqm)+(a—gtz)%[§<?;n-) +§(£{n?) "'sm] } 8ja7 ap

@)+ (a])?

! 4 7 | 4 m 1 1( m

The second term in the summation for A,,,, is 36,,(4,,+A4,,), so that, with the equilibrium conditions and
with £ (7) = p(») + w(6, ¢)lqq(7),

1 s 1 b 1 . @P+@P?\ (qn 4 I
Auu=z_§0‘§ W{[fm—;,; fm—8Sp q—+24sm %+4<%§1)—>(h_(a2)>]a‘ avar ]

a™ a™

+ :I_ZTZ 051 [3(‘1}")2 -z (a?)z - %(a?)z] ay al’:} "?"cpq 8404 - (54)

The general form for the elastic constants is then

1 1 D D N n 2qh [ (@D%+(@?+ (@™)2+ (a™)? m m m
C”’“?Z‘S_ZEZM; (a'm)z{(fm—ﬁ fm)ai a;"a,’z"a1+—3ﬁ< * j(am)zk —— —4s, ) a] a; ay aj
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(a)?+(a])?+ (ak 2+ (aM?

D)) | oy ap

- ﬁ% {85 aray [(@M?+ (a])?] + 64, af ar[(am?+ (@] + 65 @l al (a7 + (a])?)]

+6,, a7 ar*[(a]) +(a,)z]}} +27 2P 5y 5, ~ En P (54164+5404) .  (55)

For the case of a noncentral potential between
nearest neighbors in a fcc lattice

b2 1,
Ay =Agp=Agg = o a (56a)
0
App=Apn=A451=0, (56b)

where b is the lattice constant (@ is the nearest-
neighbor distance), and the equilibrium condition is

Z)nP--——f' (57)

The subscrlpt denoting evaluation at the initial
state is dropped. The equations for the bulk modu-
lus B = $(Cy, + 2C;,) and the two shears C=C, and
C'=3(Cyy - Cyp) are

bz( ; )
B= " = f) + 25 nEP 58
390 f af +q q ( a)
0, 8. 4
c_mo(f +af)-90, (58b)
2 7
c'= 8?)g(f"+gf’>+;—i. (58¢)

These equations are very similar to those from
the central-potential case [Eq. (28)]. The depen-
dence on the radial factor f is the same here as for
the central potential ¢, the shears are independent
of the volume contribution, and the dependence of
the bulk modulus on the volume contribution is the
same. The noncentral terms do not enter into the
equation for the bulk modulus, but do affect the
shears, as would be expected.

V. DISCUSSION

Equations have been derived which can be applied
to a monatomic crystal of any symmetry to obtain

the relations between elastic constants and poten-
tial-energy functions for a model which contains
two-body interactions and arbitrary volume depen-
dence. The primary results are given by Eqs.
(15) and (16), which express an equilibrium con-
dition which imposes a constraint on the potential,
and the explicit relationship between the elastic
constants, the potential-energy function (which may
be central or noncentral), and the volume-depen-
dent terms. Examples for central and noncentral
potentials in a fcc lattice and central potentials in
a hcp lattice are given.

Wallace® has recently presented a detailed dis-
cussion of the thermoelasticity of stressed materi-
als including a review of various expansions which
have been used for the energy density in a stressed
elastic media. The present treatment, which is
similar to that given by Huang, ‘2 is not as general
as the theory developed by Wallace, but the defining
equations are consistent with those given by Wallace
at zero initial stress and proposed earlier by
Brugger.? The basic difference in the present
treatment is that rotational-invariance conditions
are not applied to the energy function arising from
bond interactions, It should be emphasized that,
for potentials which do give rise to rotational
invariance of the energy function, the same results
are obtained here as if the rotational-invariance
condition were applied. The only difference exists
for noncentral interactions which require a choice
of initial coordinate system.

ACKNOWLEDGMENT

1t is a pleasure to acknowledge stimulating dis-
cussions leading to many helpful suggestions with
David Brudnoy during the course of this work.

*Work supported by the United States Atomic Energy
Commission under Contract No. AT-(40-1)-3108 and the
Center for Advanced Studies at the University of Virginia.

IFor the present status of this field, see Intevatomic
Potentials and Simulation of Lattice Defects, edited by
P. C. Gehlen, J. R. Beeler, Jr., and R. I. Jaffee
(Plenum, New York, 1972).

K. Fuchs, Proc. Roy. Soc. (London)A153, 622 (1936);
A157, 444 (1936).

H. B. Huntington, in Solid State Physics, edited by F.

Seitz and D. Turnbull (Academic, New York, 1958), Vol.
7, p. 213.

‘K. Brugger, Phys. Rev. 133, A1611 (1964).

D. C. Wallace, Phys. Rev. 162, 776 (1967).

6F, D. Murnaghan, Finite Defomatzon of an Elastic
Solid (Wiley, New York, 1951).

'J. ¥. Thomas, Jr., Scripta Met. 5, 787 (1971).

8In principle, this relation is given by A. E. H, Love
[Mathematical Theory of Elasticity (Dover, New York,
1944), p. 619). The present form is expressed by D.



2100

Lazarus [Phys. Rev. 76, 545 (1949)] and discussed by
H. B. Huntington [in Solid State Physics, edited by F.
Seitz and D. Turnbull (Academic, New York, 1958), Vol.
7, p. 234].

SW. D. Wilson and R. A. Johnson, Phys. Rev. B1,
3510 (1970).

R, A. Johnson and W. D. Wilson, in Interatomic

R. A. JOHNSON

o

Potentials and Simulation of Lattice Defects, edited by
P. C. Gehlen, J. R. Beeler, Jr., and R. 1. Jaffee
(Plenum, New York, 1972), p. 301.

g, C. Von der Lage and H. A. Bethe, Phys. Rev. 1,
612 (1947).

g, Huang, Proc. Roy. Soc. (London) A266, 1 (1962).

PHYSICAL REVIEW B

VOLUME 6,

NUMBER 6 15 SEPTEMBER 1972

Cyclotron Resonance in Tellurium

M. v. Ortenberg* and Kenneth J. Button
Francis Bittev National Magnet Labovatovy, t Massachusetts Institute of Technology,
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139

G. Landwehr and D. Fischer
Physikalisches Institut dev Universitit, t Wirzburg, Germany
(Received 12 April 1972)

A study of the temperature dependence of the position, shape, and width of the submilli- -
meter cyclotron-resonance absorption line has provided data which have been compared with

the predictions of several theoretical models.

The data favor the valence-band structure of

tellurium as proposed by Weiler. This shows that the Landau levels are not parallel in the

k, direction. It also shows that the transitions between Landau levels at low temperature oc-
cur at the valence-band maximum on the camel back and not at k,=0. Previous experiments,
two other theoretical models, and previous attempts to fit band parameters are reviewed and

evaluated.

I. INTRODUCTION

The structure of the upper valence band of tel-
lurium has a camel-back shape for its E(%,) de-
pendence as first proposed by Betbeder-Matibet
and Hulin! and rigorously derived by Doi, Nakao,
and Kamimura?~* using the k- p method. Attempts
to determine the valence-band parameters of the
camel-back model have generated a number of dif-
ferent theoretical approaches which differ in their
higher-order terms and also in the values of their
constants. It was not possible to decide from the
available experimental data which of the models
is the most realistic.

Therefore, the principal objective of the present
experiments was to carry out a careful study of
submillimeter cyclotron resonance as a function
of temperature and to compare the results with the
temperature dependence predicted by each of the
models. We measured position, width, and shape
of the cyclotron-resonance line at temperatures
from a few degrees to 120 K. Consistent results
could only be obtained by eliminating extraneous
influences which had been present in previous ex-
periments®!? owing to specimens of insufficient
purity. So we selected very pure, Czochralski-
grown specimens in which impurity absorption and
changes in the transmission, caused by a variation

of the refractive index with the magnetic field, are
practically absent and therefore do not interfere
with the study of the cyclotron absorption line.

Our spectrum therefore consisted of a single ab-
sorption line when the magnetic field was parallel
to the trigonal axis of the crystal. Thus we were
able to obtain precise data and to compare these
data with the theoretical predictions. The ad-
ditional details of the experimental conditions and
results are described in Secs. II and III.

The comparison of our low-temperature ex-
perimental results with three theoretical approaches
described in Secs. IV and V does not favor model
W2° nearly as well as model W1.!® We conclude
that for the magnetic field parallel to the ¢ axis of
the crystal the energy separation of the Landau
levels is not constant, but a function of the wave
vector parallel to the magnetic field; i.e., the
Landau levels are not equidistant as a function of
k,. Both model W1 and model J'° predict non-
equidistant Landau levels but the quantitative com-
parison favors model W1, which seems to be the
most realistic one so far. However, further im-
provements in the theoretical approach are de-
sirable.

From our detailed calculations we can also as-
sert that the transitions between Landau levels at
low temperatures occur at the valence-band maxi-



