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We study the contribution of the electron-spin fluctuation coupling to the superconducting state
of the two dimensional Hubbard model within dynamical cluster approximation (DCA) using a
numerical exact continuous time Monte Carlo solver. By analyzing the frequency dependence of the
self energy, we show that only about half of the superconductivity can be attributed to a “pairing
glue” arising from treating spin fluctuations as a pairing boson in the standard one-loop theory.

A. Introduction

Superconductivity arises from the pairing of charge e
electrons into charge 2e bosons (“Cooper pairs”) and
their condensation into a coherent quantum state. In
conventional superconductors such as lead, a compari-
son of the frequency dependence of the superconducting
gap function to the frequency spectrum of the phonons
(quantized lattice vibrations) [1, 2] establishes that the
electron-phonon interaction provides the “pairing glue”
that binds electrons into Cooper pairs. Many “un-
conventional” superconductors are now known [3–6] in
which the pairing glue is believed not to be provided
by phonons. Substantial indirect evidence indicates that
in many cases the relevant interaction is the exchange
of spin fluctuations [7–9], but direct evidence has been
lacking and many other mechanisms have been proposed
[10–15].

The theoretical study of the unconventional supercon-
ductivity that is believed to arise from strong electron-
electron interactions requires a model that captures the
essentials of the correlated electron physics, and can be
studied non-perturbatively. The Hubbard model [16, 17]
has been proposed as the minimal theoretical model of
quantum materials such as the copper-oxide based high-
Tc superconductors [18]. This model describes electrons
hopping among sites of a lattice (here we consider the
two dimensional square lattice case with nearest-neighbor
hopping of amplitude t) and subject to a site-local repul-
sive interaction U .

To have non-perturbative access to both the static
phase diagram and dynamical properties, we use the dy-
namical cluster approximation (DCA) [19] method. In
DCA, the electron propagator and spin fluctuation spec-
trum are computed within the same formalism and at
the same level of approximation, enabling a quantitative
analysis of the electron-spin fluctuation interaction. The
resulting solution [20, 21] produces a good qualitative
description of the physics of the high-Tc copper oxide
superconductors, including a high-doping Fermi liquid
regime, a Mott insulator, a low doping pseudogap and
an intermediate-doping dome of d-wave superconductiv-
ity. The extent to which a stripe magnetic phase pre-
empts the superconducting phase found in the DCA is

currently under debate [17, 22], but we emphasize that
the superconductivity found in DCA is well defined and
locally stable, with properties that we study in this pa-
per.

We quantify the strength of the electron-spin fluctu-
ation coupling in the model by analysing the frequency
dependence of the computationally determined electron
self energy, superconducting gap function and spin fluc-
tuation spectrum. Our analysis shows that at intermedi-
ate interaction and slightly overdoped regime, about half
of the superconductivity is attributable to spin fluctu-
ations in the one-loop spin fluctuations, with the other
half coming from higher energy processes.

B. Results

We investigated several different dopings and interac-
tion strengths. We present here results obtained for dop-
ing x ∼ 0.10 (carrier concentration n = 1−x per site) and
temperatures as low as T = t/50. For this carrier concen-
tration at U = 6t, the normal state is a momentum-space
differentiated Fermi liquid outside the pseudogap regime,
corresponding to the overdoped side of the cuprates. The
superconducting state, which we explicitly construct, ap-
pears below a transition temperature Tc ≈ t/40. The
choice of parameters is influenced by the following consid-
erations: for higher U , calculations become more difficult
[23], while for lower U they are less relevant for strong
correlation superconductivity. Higher dopings reduce Tc,
whereas lower dopings enhance the effects of the nearby
pseudogap and the effects of the AFM state around half
filling, making one-loop spin fluctuation theory less likely
to succeed. We will comment briefly on the results for
different dopings in the conclusions.

We calculate the normal (N) and anomalous (A) com-
ponents of the electron self energy. Using recent algorith-
mic developments [24] we also calculated the impurity
model spin susceptibilities χ in both normal and super-
conducting states.

Spin fluctuation theories yield the spin fluctuation (SF)
contribution to the normal (N) and anomalous (A) self
energies in terms of the spin susceptibility and normal

and anomalous components of the Green function G
N/A
K
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as [1, 7, 9, 25] (see Fig. 1)

Σ
SF ;N/A
K (ω) = g2 1

βN

∑
Q,Ω

χQ(Ω)G
N/A
K−Q(ω − Ω). (1)

We assess the relevance of spin fluctuations by using our
calculated G and χ, along with an estimated coupling
constant g to compare ΣSF (Eq. 1) to our numerically
calculated self energies.

<latexit sha1_base64="ABT9+gwtlOCtsHgoz8eps5XXPLI="></latexit>

FIG. 1. Spin-fluctuation diagrams for normal and anoma-
lous self energy. Solid lines: Normal or anomalous Green’s
function; Wavy lines: Magnetic susceptibility.

The method to estimate g2 is explained in detail in the
method section. In general, we partition the imaginary
part of the real frequency self energy into a low frequency
part that we suppose arises mainly from spin fluctuations
and a higher frequency part that represents all of the
other processes contributing to the imaginary part of the

self energy: ImΣNK(ω) = ImΣSF ;N
K (ω) + ImΣhigh;N

K (ω).
We take ΣSF ;N to have the functional form of Eq. 1 and
determine g2 by requiring consistency with our numer-
ically computed self energies. We have computed the
self energies in all momentum tiles but focus here on the
self energies corresponding to the tiles centered on the
antinode points (π, 0)/(0, π), where the superconducting
gap is maximal and the normal component of the self
energy is largest. We consider consistency both directly
on the Matsubara axis (avoiding the ambiguities associ-
ated with analytical continuation) and on the real axis.
For the imaginary axis analysis we note that the quan-

tity ZNK =
∂[ReΣN

K(ω)]
∂ω related to the normal state mass

enhancement may be estimated from Matsubara axis re-

sults as ZNK =
Im(ΣN

K(iω1)−ΣN
K(iω0))

ω1−ω0
(see inset of Fig. 2)

and cannot be larger than the contribution from the spin
fluctuation sector.

The upper panel of Fig. 2 shows the Matsubara anal-
ysis of the normal component of the antinode self energy
and the lower panel shows the real axis fits. Both cases
are consistent with a value of g2 = 3.8 implying that
about 2/3 of ZN comes from the electron-spin fluctua-
tion interaction.

With the spin fluctuation spectrum and the electron-
spin fluctuation coupling constant in hand, we next deter-
mine the extent to which superconductivity arises from
spin fluctuations by solving the anomalous component of
Eq. 1 and comparing the result to the numerically exact
CTQMC solution which gives dx2−y2 symmetry super-
conductivity. We begin with the equation for the transi-
tion temperature Tc, obtained by linearizing Eq. 1 in the
anomalous component of the self energy. The resulting
equation is a linear eigenvalue equation for eigenvector
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FIG. 2. Upper panel: Imaginary part of the normal compo-
nent of the Matsubara self energy for the antinode (0, π) at
U = 6, β = 35, and µ = −1.0 compared to spin fluctuation
self energy computed with g2 = 3.8. Inset: ImΣNK(iωn)/ωn.
Lower panel: Negative of the analytically continued real-axis
the antinode (0, π) self-energy and spin-fluctuation contribu-
tion computed with g2 = 3.8. Inset: Self energy over a wide
frequency range.

ΣA(iωn); the largest eigenvalue λ increases as tempera-
ture decreases, and Tc is the temperature at which the
leading eigenvalue equals unity [see Eq. 16]. A dx2−y2
symmetry gap yields a non-negative eigenvalue. Using
our estimated g2 = 3.8, we find that at temperature
T = t/40 the leading eigenvalue λ is about 0.5 [see inset
of Fig. 3], so that increasing the net pairing strength by
a factor of about two would be needed to bring the lead-
ing eigenvalue up to 1 (in fact a larger increase would
be required because the coupling constant of the normal
state self energy means the transition temperature does
not vary linearly with the coupling).

Figure. 3 compares the QMC anomalous self energy to

the spin fluctuation self energy ΣSF ;A
K at K = (0, π). We

note that the spin fluctuation interaction has two compo-
nents, one from fluctuations near the antiferromagnetic
wavevector (π, π) and one from fluctuations at small mo-



3

menta near Q = (0, 0). The small momentum fluctua-
tions make a negative contribution to ΣAK . At the lowest

Matsubara frequency the ΣSF ;A
K produced by the spin

fluctuation theory is approximately half of the QMC self
energy, again indicating that spin fluctuation theory [1]
alone cannot account for the superconductivity.
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FIG. 3. Total measured anomalous self-energy ΣAK and es-
timated spin-fluctuation contribution ΣSF ;A

K of K = (0, π) at
U = 6, β = 50 and µ = −1.0 (n = 0.90). Also shown are the
individual contributions to ΣSF ;A from transferred momenta
Q = (π, π) and Q = (0, 0). Inset: Leading eigenvalues com-
puted from the linearized self energy equation Eq. 16. The
value of g2 is chosen to be 3.8 for all temperatures. Dotted
line: Linear fit to β = 30, 35, 40.

We now examine in Fig. 4 the frequency dependence
of the gap function ∆(ω), a complex function of real fre-
quency defined in terms of the normal and anomalous
self energies at K = (0, π) as [26, 27]

∆(ω) = ΣAK(ω)
/[

1− ΣNK(ω)− ΣNK(−ω)

2ω

]
. (2)

Following Ref. [1] we compare the frequency dependence
of the spin fluctuation spectrum, the imaginary part of
the DCA-computed gap function, and the estimated gap
function computed by solving Eq. 1 using the CT-QMC-
computed ΣA and χ. The real frequency quantities are
obtained from maximum entropy analytical continuation
of imaginary frequency data obtained at T = t/50, well
below the superconducting transition temperature. As
noted in Ref. [1] the presence of a gap in the electron
Greens function means that a peak in χ at a frequency
ωpeak implies a peak in ∆ at ω + ωpeak so we shift χ by
the zero frequency gap function in the comparison.

We emphasize that the uncertainties in the analytical
continuation are not small; while areas are reliably es-
timated, peak heights and widths are subject to some
uncertainty. We see from Fig. 4 that while the peaks
in the gap function and shifted χ roughly coincide, the
spin fluctuation contribution to the imaginary part of the
gap function is concentrated at low frequencies, decaying

much more rapidly than the DCA-computed gap func-
tion, further demonstrating the importance of a high-
frequency non-spin-fluctuation contribution to the elec-
tron self energy.
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FIG. 4. Comparison of the true gap function, gap func-
tion from spin fluctuation, the AFM susceptibility Imχω+∆0

m,(π,π)

and the FM susceptibility Imχω+∆0
m,(0,0) shifted by the ∆0 =

Re∆(ω = 0) = 0.057 at U = 6, β = 50 and µ = −1.0
(n = 0.90). Upper panel: Imaginary part. Inset: Integral
of Im∆(ω)/ω starting from ω = 0. Lower panel: Real part.

C. Discussion

Spin fluctuation theories, in which the spin fluctua-
tions (as parametrized by the susceptibility) are treated
as a pairing boson within the one loop approximation,
are widely considered to be promising candidates for the-
ories of superconductivity. Here we have performed a
quantitative study, in a well defined, numerically con-
trolled theory, of the extent to which this is actually the
case. The theory produces a superconducting state and
a spin fluctuation spectrum, which (taking advantage of
recent developments [24]) we can obtain numerically ex-
actly. Access to the spin fluctuation spectrum enables us
to compare the spin fluctuation theory calculation of the
normal state self energies to numerically exact results for
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the same quantities, thereby allowing an estimate of the
electron-spin fluctuation coupling constant. Knowledge
of the coupling constant then enables a quantitative anal-
ysis of the contribution of spin fluctuations to the super-
conducting transition temperature and to the magnitude
and form of the superconducting gap function. In qual-
itative consistency with previous results [9] we find that
low-frequency spin fluctuations contribute to the super-
conductivity, but we find that quantitatively only about
half of the pairing can be attributed to these fluctuations.
The other half of the pairing therefore arises from higher
frequency fluctuations, whose nature and precise physical
origin remains to be determined.

We have similarly examined other doping values and
interaction strengths, including U = 6, µ = −0.9 (x ∼
0.088), U = 6, µ = −1.1 (x ∼ 0.12), and U = 5.5, µ =
−0.6 (x ∼ 0.066). For these parameters, our analysis
works. We found that as doping is decreased, spin fluc-
tuation theory rapidly becomes a much less satisfactory
description of the normal state, with the spin fluctuation
contribution to ΣN apparently decreasing, whereas the
transition temperature weakly increases. As the doping
is increased, the spin fluctuation contribution to the nor-
mal state self energy and gap function becomes larger,
but the transition temperature rapidly decreases. These
two results confirm that spin fluctuations do not fully ac-
count for the superconductivity exhbited by the model.

The theoretical model used in this work is the 8-
site cluster dynamical mean field approximation, in the
‘DCA’ implementation. The cluster size is chosen based
on previous literature to capture the pairing and mag-
netic fluctuations at reasonable computational expense.
Cluster dynamical mean field theory does not adequately
capture for example the stripe physics [17, 22, 28–30]
that may preempt superconductivity in some parame-
ter ranges, and the cluster sizes available, while large
enough to provide results that compare well to ex-
periment and more exact calculations, cannot capture
many of the interesting specifics of superconducting phe-
nomenology. However, it is important to emphasize that
the method provides a single internally consistent com-
putational scheme that produces a well defined locally
stable superconducting phase whose properties can be
studied, and that provides, at the same level of approx-
imation, normal and anomalous self energies and spin
fluctuation spectra, enabling a theoretically meaningful
comparison.

Our finding that spin fluctuations, as parametrized by
the spin-spin correlation function χ, and coupled to elec-
trons via the standard one-loop approximation, are not
the dominant form of superconductivity suggests more
generally that spin fluctuation theories of this type may
miss important aspects of correlated electron supercon-
ductivity. Our finding also suggests that if the nature of
the higher frequency contributions to the pairing could
be elucidated, tuning these degrees of freedom might be
an effective strategy for raising the transition tempera-
ture.

D. Methods

1. Hubbard model, self energy, and magnetic susceptibility

We study the two dimensional single band Hubbard
model in both the normal and the superconducting state

H =
∑
kσ

(εk − µ)c†kσckσ + U
∑
i

ni↑ni↓ , (3)

with µ the chemical potential, εk = −2t(cos kx + cos ky)
the dispersion with nearest neighbor hopping t. U is the
strength of the interaction, i labels a lattice site, k labels
the momentum, and n is the density operator.
We measure the Green’s function matrix G(k, iωn) in the
impurity solver, and the self energy can be computed
from the Dyson equation

Σ(k, iωn) = G−1
0 (k, iωn)−G−1(k, iωn) , (4)

with

G(k, τ) = −〈T

(
ck↑(τ)c†k↑(0) ck↑(τ)c−k↓(0)

c†−k↓(τ)c†k↑(0) c†−k↓(τ)c−k↓(0)

)
〉 , (5)

G(k, iωn) =

∫ β

0

dτeiωnτG(k, τ)

=

(
GNk↑(iωn) GAk↑(iωn)

GA∗k↑ (iωn) −GN−k↓(−iωn)

)
, (6)

G−1
0 (k, iωn) =

(
iωn − εk + µ 0

0 iωn + εk − µ

)
, (7)

Σ(k, iωn) =

(
ΣNk↑(iωn) ΣAk↑(iωn)

ΣA∗k↑ (iωn) −ΣN−k↓(−iωn)

)
. (8)

The SU(2) symmetry of the system gives GN↑ = GN↓ .
The magnetic susceptibility is defined with the correlator
of the magnetization in z direction Ŝz = n↑ − n↓

χm(q, τ) = 〈T Ŝz(q, τ)Ŝz(−q, 0)〉 − 〈Ŝz(q)〉2 , (9)

χm(q, iΩn) =

∫ β

0

dτeiΩnτχm(q, τ) . (10)

We measure χm(q, τ) on the Chebyshev-Gauss-Lobatto
collocation points and compute χm(q, iΩn) via spectral
transform [31, 32].

2. Numerical method

We use the dynamical cluster approximation (DCA) to
compute the single particle Green’s function and the sus-
ceptibility. The DCA [19] proceeds by tiling the Brillouin
zone into N equal-area non-overlapping tiles a centered
at momentum points Ka and approximating the electron
self energy as Σk(iωn)→ ΣKa

(iωn) for k in tile a, so that
the momentum dependence is approximated as a sum of
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piecewise constant functions and the full frequency de-
pendence is retained. The ΣKa

(iωn) are obtained from
the solution of a N -site quantum impurity model with
the same interaction U as in the original model and single
particle parameters obtained by a self-consistency condi-
tion. We have chosen N = 8 which provides sufficient
momentum resolution while allowing for calculation of
the detailed dynamical information needed here.

The impurity model is solved with the continuous-time
quantum Monte Carlo methods [23, 33].

3. Coupling constant

We compute the one-loop spin fluctuations in Matsub-
ara frequency space via

Σ
SF ;N/A
K (iωn) =

g2

βN

∑
Q,iΩn

χQ(iΩn)G
N/A
K−Q(iωn − iΩn).

(11)

To estimate the coupling constant g2, we partition the
exact normal self energy from DCA into a a low fre-
quency part that is supposed to arise mainly from spin
fluctuations, and a higher frequency part that represents
contributions from all other processes

ImΣNK(iωn) = ImΣSF ;N
K (iωn) + ImΣhigh;N

K (iωn) , (12)

where the high frequency process is fitted by a minimal
two-parameter equation

ImΣfit;N
K (iωn) = −A

π

ωn
ω2
n + x2

0

, (13)

with A and x0 being two fitting parameters. The other
relation we impose in the fitting procedure is that the

quasi-particle weight
[
1− ∂[ReΣN

K(ω)]
∂ω

]−1

given by the ex-

act self energy and the approximated self energy from
the spin fluctuation plus the high frequency fitting are
approximately the same.

ZNK = Zfit;N
K + ZSF ;N

K , (14a)

ZNK =
Im(ΣNK(iω1)− ΣNK(iω0))

ω1 − ω0
. (14b)

The fitting procedure is as follows:

• For a given g2, compute ΣSF ;N
K (iωn) as in Eq. 11.

• Compute ImΣhigh;N
K (iωn) as in Eq. 12.

• Fit ImΣfit;N
K (iωn) to ImΣhigh;N

K (iωn) by computing
the two fitting parameters A and x0 from the max-

imum of ImΣhigh;N
K (iωn).

• Compute ḡ2 from the requirement of Eq. 14.

The value of g2 is decided by requiring g2 = ḡ2 in
the above procedure, under the constraint A > 0,

−ImΣSF ;N
K (iωn) ≤ −ImΣNK(iωn), ∀n, −ZSF ;N

K ≤ −ZNK .
4. Linearized self energy equation

From the matrix form of the Dyson equation, the lin-
earized anomalous Green’s function can be computed as

GAK(iωn) =
ImGNK(iωn)

ωn − ImΣNK(iωn)
ΣAK(iωn) . (15)

In an eight-site DCA simulation with d-wave supercon-
ductivity, the anomalous Green’s function and self en-
ergy will only be non-zero at K = (0, π) and (π, 0) and
GA(0,π)(iωn) = −GA(π,0)(iωn), GN(0,π)(iωn) = GN(π,0)(iωn).

The one-loop spin fluctuations Eq. 11 can then be rewrit-
ten as

ΣA(0,π)(iωn)

=
g2

βN

∑
ω′

n

[
χ(0,0)(iωn − iω′n)− χ(π,π)(iωn − iω′n)

]
×

ImGN(0,π)(iω
′
n)

ω′n − ImΣN(0,π)(iω
′
n)

ΣA(0,π)(iω
′
n)

=
∑
ω′

n

F (iωn, iω
′
n)ΣA(0,π)(iω

′
n) , (16)

where F (iωn, iω
′
n) is a matrix in ωn and ω′n. The lead-

ing eigenvalue λ of this matrix should cross one at Tc,
if spin-fluctuations of this form cause superconductivity,
and otherwise denotes the fraction of superconductivity
given by one-loop spin fluctuations.
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