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W e review the resuls of the spin—fermm ion m odel for correlated electron m aterials that are su —
ciently close to an antiferrom agnatic instability that their staggered static m agnetic susceptibility
in the nom alstate is Jarge com pared to that found in a conventionalFerm iliquid. W e dem onstrate
that for such m aterials m agnetically-m ediated superconductivity, brought about by the exchange
of spin uctuations, is a viable altemative to conventional phonon-m ediated pairing, and leads to
pairing in the dy2 2 channel. If the dom nant interaction between quasiparticles is of electronic
origin and, at energies m uch sm aller than the ferm ionic bandw idth, can be viewed as being due to
the em ission and absorption of a collective, soft spin degree of freedom , the low -energy physics of
these m aterdals is accurately described by the spin—ferm ion m odel. T he derived dynam ic m agnetic
susceptibility and quasiparticle interaction coincide w ith the the phenom enonological form s used to

t NM R experim ents and in earlier E liashberg calculations. In discussing nomm al state properties,
the pairing instability and superconducting properties, we focus our attention on those m aterials
that, lke the cuprate, organic, and som e heavy electron superconductors, display quasi-two din en—
sionalbehavior. In the absence of superconductiviy, at su ciently low tem peratures and energies,
a nearly antiferrom agnetic Fem i liquid is unconventional, in that the characteristic energy above
which a Landau Fem i liquid description is no longer valid is not the Femm ienergy, but is the m uch
an aller spin— uctuation energy,! sr. For energies (or tem peratures) between ! and the Fem ien-
ergy, the system behavior is quite di erent from that in a conventionalFem iliquid. Im portantly, it
isuniversalin that it is govemed by jist two Input param eters -an e ective spin—ferm ion Interaction
energy that sets the overall energy scale, and a dim ensionless spin—ferm ion coupling constant that
diverges at the antiferrom agnetic quantum critical point. W e discuss the pairing instability cased
by the spin— uctuation exchange, and " ngerprints" of a soin m ediated pairing that are chie y as—
sociated w ith the em ergence of the resonance peak in the soin response of a d-w ave superconductor.
W e dentify these ngerprints in spectroscopic experim ents on cuprateb superconconductors. W e
conclude w ith a discussion of open questions associated prin arily w ith the nature of the psesudogap
state found In underdoped cuprates.
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vbrations. G enerally there are tw o distinct classesofthe—
ordes ofunconventionalpairing. The rst, and m ore con—
servative approach is to replace phonons by another col-
Jective bosonic excitation ofthe solid. T hisappyoach suc—
cessfillly describes the physics of super uid *H &%, where
the intem ediate bosons are failed ferrom agnetic spin



uctuations (ferrom agnetic param agnons); a large valie
of the ferrom agnetic correlation is not required in
view ofthe K ohn-Luttinger e ect®h. This m agnetically—
m ediated Interaction causes pairing in a state w ith an-
gulrmomentum 1= 1 (p-wave pairing) and leads to a
rich phase ddagram and a large class ofnew physicalphe—
nom ena? %4, M agnetically-m ediated superconductivity
hasbeen proposed for various organic and-heavy ferm ion
superconductors by a num ber of authord 323 .

A second approach to unconventional pairing is m ore
phenom enological, and is based on the assum ption that
the superconducting condensation energy is not deter—
m ined by the attractive interaction m ediated by som e
boson but rather by the energy gain due to feedback ef-
fects associated w ith pairing. T he latter m ay, in princi-
ple, occur even for a purely repulsive pairing interaction.
In general, this approach assum es a non-Fem iliquid be—
havior In the nom al state. T yo,exam ples are the inter-
layer tunneling m odel of R efs 2423 and the m d-infrared
m odel of R ef. :_2-4 . In both m odels, the expectation value
of the H am ittonian is drastically di erent in the super-
conducting and the nom al states, and the energy gain
due to pairing apparently cannot be traced back to som e
boson-m ediated attraction.

T he two approaches to unconventional pairing are not
necessarily in contradiction with each other. First, at
strong coupling, the pairing interaction m ediated by a
Jow -energy bosonicm ode ishighly retarded and isa com —
plex function of frequency, so it is not straightforw ard to
determm ine whether it is repulsive or attractive. Second
the pairing obviously changes the form of the fermm ionic
selfenergy and hence a ects the kinetic energy. And
third, if the bosonicm ode is itself m ade out of ferm jons,
then the propagator of thism ode also changes when the
system becom es superconducting. This change a ects
the potential energy of the system . W hich of the two
e ects is larger depends on the details of the system be-
havior, but in any case, there are clear sin ilarities be-
tween a strong-coupling theory which involves a pairing
boson, and a scenario based entirely on energy gain due
to feedback from pairing.

In what follow swe adopt the rst approach and investi-
gate the role of failed antiferrom agnetic spin uctuations
(antiferrom agnetic param agnons) as a possble cause or
both anom alous nom al state behavior and unconven-—
tional ie. non s-wave superconductivity. T his approach
is chie y m otivated by the physics of the high tem per-
ature cuprate superconductors which have been shown
to exhibit both highly anom alous nom al state behavior
and an unconventional pairing stafe with angular m o-—
mentum 1= 2 (d-wave paj:cing)gf’:{gf. Asmay be seen
in Figil, the m aterials w ith the highest T. are located
reasonably close to an antiferrom agnetic state and have
been shown in nuclear m agnetic resonance and inelastic
neutron scattering experin ents to exhbit signi cant ap=
tiferrom agnetic correlations in the param agnetic state 83
W ew il show,n agreem ent w ith the calculationsofM on—
thoux et al8%22, that in a quasitw o-din ensionalm aterdal

w here those correlations are signi cant (e€g. a soin cor-
relation length largerthan a lattice constant) the nom al
state behavior is anom alous whilk for Fem i surface pa—
ram eters appropriate for the cuprates, one alw ays gets a
dy> 42 superconducting pairing state. W e discuss other
m aterials below , ©llow Ing a brief historical overview of
the developm ents in the goin— uctuation approach over
the last decade. R eferences to earlier w orks can be found
In the papers cited below .
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FIG .1. Generic phase diagram ofhigh tem perature super-
conducting cuprates. T he them odynam ic phases (antiferro—
m agnetic at low doping and superconducting at higher dop—
ing) are depicted by the shaded regions. T he rem aining lines
are either phase transitions or crossovers, visble in a variety
of experin ents.

A dy> 2 pairing state in two din ensions due to the
exchange of nearantiferrom agnetic spin uctuationswas
found in the detailed Hubbard model calculations of
B ickers et altd. For param eters believed to be rele-
vant for cuprates in 1987, the superconducting transi-
tion tem perature was com paratively low (< 40K ) under
w hat seem ed to be optin al conditions. Furthem ore, T
decreased as one increased the planar hole concentration
from a low level, In contrast to experim ent. T hese resuls,
w hen taken togetherw ith the early penetration-depth ex—
perin ents that supported an swave pairing state, were
responsble orthe fact that them agneticm echanisn and
dy2> 42 pairing had been abandoned by m ost of the high
tem perature superconductivity com m unity by the end of
1989 Bedellet ald). o

At about, this tin e, theoretical groups in T okyd2$2%
and U tbanat’®? independently began developing a sem i+
phenom enological, m acroscopic theory of spin-m ediated
pairing. Both groups assum ed that the m agnetic inter—
action between the planar quasiparticles was responsible
for the anom alous nom al state properties and found a
superconducting transition to a dy: 2 pairing state at



a signi cantly higher tem perature than these.achieved
using the Hubbard model. M oriya et al2%8¢ used a
self-consistent renom alization group approach to char-
acterize the dynam ic soin susceptibility. The resulting
e ective m agnetic interaction between the planar quasi-
particles was then used to calculate T and the nom al
state resistivity. M onthoux et al®? did not attempt a
rst-principles calculation of the planar quasiparticle in—
teraction. R ather, they tumed to experin ent and used
quasiparticles whose spectra was determ ined by ts to
band structure calculations and angular resolved pho—
toem ission spectroscopy ARPES) experin ents. T he ef-
fective m agnetic Interaction between these quasiparticles
was assum ed to be proportionalto amean eld dynam ic
soin susceptbility ofthe form developed by M illiset a
that had been shown to provide an excellent description
OfNM R experin ents on the YBa,Cus0,  systemS3ed .

Both groups Pllowed up their initial weak coupling
caloylations with strong coupling € liashberg) calcula-
tion£4{84 that enabled them to take into account lifetin e
e ectsbrought about by the strong m agnetic interaction.
These calculations showed that dy» 2 superconductiv-
iy athigh T. is a robust phenom enon. M onthoux and
P ineg! also ound i a strong coupling calaulation that
they could obtain an approxin ately correct m agnitude
and tem perature dependence of the planar resistivity of
optim ally doped YBa;Cuz0 7  using the sam e coupling
constant (and the sam e param eters to characterize the
quasiparticle and spin spectrum ) that had yielded a T.
of approxin ately 90K . They conclided that they had
established a \proof of concept" for a nearly antiferro—
m agnetic Ferm iliquid WA FL) description ofthe anom a-
Jous nom al state behavior and a spin uctuation m ech—
anisn forhigh tem perature superconductiviy. R eferring
back to Fig. 1, these calculations should apply to the
right ofthe T.,-line, w here the nom alstate is an uncon—
ventionalFem iliquid in which the characteristic energy
above which quasiparticles loose their Fem i liquid be-
havior is of order of the spin uctuation energy and low
com pared to the ferm ionic bandw idth.

Since their calculations unambiguously predicted a
dy2 2 pairing state, M onthoux and P ines challenged the
experim entalcom m uniy to nd unam biguously the sym —
m etry ofthe pairing state. Atthattim e (1991-1992),only
NM R Knight shift and C u spin<dattice relaxation rate re—
sults supported d,2 2 pairing?d{44 . H owever w ithin the
next year or so, the tide tumed dram atically aw ay- from
sw ave pairing, w ith ARRES3, penetration depth?? and
new NMR experim ent1{84 on the oxygen spin-lattice
relaxation tim e and the anisotropy of the copper soin—
lattice relaxation tin e all supporting a dyz 2 state. The
decisive experin ents w ere the direct phase-sensitive tests
of pairing sym m etry; carried out by Van Harlingen and
his group in U ﬂoapa'_sz as well as by K irtley, T suei, and
their collaborator=i .

In subsequent work on the spin— uctuation m echanism
am icroscepic, H am iltonian approach to the problem was
developed®d®3 . T was shown that the low -energy physics

ofspin-m ediated pairing is fiilly captured by am odelthat
describes the Interaction of low energy ferm ionic quasi-
particles w ith their aw,n collective goin excitations (the
soin—frm ion m ode))%%L. In particular, it was dem on—
strated that the phenom enological interaction between
quasiparticles could be derived in a controllable w ay, even
at strong coupling, by expanding either in the inverse
num ber of hot spots in the Brillouin zone < 8 for the
physical case), or in the inverse num ber of fermm ionic a-
vors. W e discuss this theory in detail in Section 4. As
w illbe seen there, the spin—ferm ion m odel contains only
a sn all number of param eters. These uniquely deter—
m ine system behavior that is fully universal in the sense
that it doesnot depend on the behavior ofthe underlying
electronic system at energies com parable to the ferm ionic
bandw idth. It isthereforepossible to verify itsapplicabil-
ity by rstusihga few experim ental resuls to detem ine
these param eters, and then com paring the predictions of
the resulting param eter-free theory w ith the larger sub-
set of experin ental results obtained at tem peratures and
frequencies which are much sm aller than the ferm ionic
bandw idth. A m a prprediction ofthe soin form ion m odel
is that the upper energy scale for the Femm i liquid behav—-
Jor progressively shifts down as the system approachesa
quantum —critical point at T = 0, and there em erges a
large intemm ediate range of frequencies w here, on the one
hand, the system behavior is still a low -energy one and
universal, and on the other hand, it is quantum -critical
and not a Ferm i liquid.

40

Pl
30

AF

U-SC

200 400 600

ofF T T T T T T T T T T Igr T [ T T T T TT

P (bar)

FIG .2. The phase diagram of the layered organic super-
conductor —(ET),CulN (C_N_)z IC 1in the units of tem perature
and pressure (from Ref. %3). PI refers to a param agnetic
insulating regine, M to a m etallic regin e, AF to an antifer—
rom agnetic regin e, and SC to a superconducting regin e. In
the region AF -SC, superconductivity and antiferrom agnetisn
co-exist. In the region U -SC, the system is an unconventional
superconductor



Cuprate superconductors are not the only candidate
materials for spin uctuation mediated pairing and
non-Fermm i liquid quantum protectorates. A number
of organic superconductors are anisotropic quasitwo—
din ensionalm aterials that exhibit m any of the anom a—
lies typical of a system with an unconventional pairing
state. T he phase diagram ofa quasitwo-din ensional or-
ganic compound -BEDT-TTF isshown in Fig. -2 One
can see that, as In the case of the cuprates, the super—
conducting phase is found In the ;uc;mty of an antifer—
rom agnetic phase. Several group£2 {63 have used soin—

uctuation theory to predict the position ofnodes ofthe
superconducting order param eter of these m aterials. An
unconventional order-param eterw ith nodes of the gag is
indeed supported by NM Re4 {88, them al conductivi®9,
m illin eter tranam ission®% and STM ¥4 experin ents. H ow —
ever, the last two experin ents seem to com e to di erent
conclusions as far as the position of the nodes is con-
cemed. Ref®d also nds nodes, but at a position that
is not consistent w ith the prediction of a spin uctua—
tion induced- pamng state. Finally, penetratjon depth
experim ent$? and recent speci c heat data®’ appear to
support a conventional swave gap. G iven those contra-—
dictory experim ents, w hether quasitw o dim ensional or—
ganic superconductors exhibit an unconventionalpairing
state is, as of this w riting, an open question.
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FIG .3. The phase diagram of Celns in the units of tem -
perature and pressure (fom Ref.67).

C erium based heavy electron superconductors repre—
sent another class of strongly correlated electron su-
perconductors or which a spin— uctuation induced n-
teraction between quasiparticles is a strong candidate
for the superconducting m echanisn . Exam ples include

CeCuzs:lgﬁ(% CePd,Si, CeIn3 and the newly discov=
ered 1-1-5 m aterials CeX Ins with X = Co, Rh and Tr?%
or m ixtures thereof. Asmay be seen In the phase di-
agram s ofFjg;_ﬂ and Fjg:_ll, all these m aterdals are close
to antiferrom agnetian , w ith superconductivity occurring
close to the critical pressure or alloy concentration at
w hich them agnetic ordering disappears. M oreover, ther—
m al conductivity m easurem ents of CeC olng, which be-
com es superconducting at 24K at am bient pressures -
the highest known value of T, for a heavy ferm ion based
system - strongly support a superconducting gap w ith
nodes along the ( ; ) directions,asfound nag 2

pairing statd’. A nother exciting aspect ofthese system s
is that by changing the relative com posiions of Ir and
Rh in 1-1-5 m aterdals CeRh; 4 Ir Ins, one can m ove the
system from an antiferrom agnetic to a superconducting
state at am bient pressure.

FIG .4. The phase diagram of CeX Ins wih X=Co, Rh,
and @:Jn the units of tem perature and doping (from P agliiso
eta]f%)

Another widely studied materdal in which pair-
Ing is passbly due to spin  uctuation exchange ,is
SpRUO0 473174, where NM R Knight shift experim ent<'3
and spin-polarized neutron scattering m easurem entd4
revealthat the soin susoeptibility is unchanged upon en-—
tering the superconducting state, consistent with soin—
triplet superconductivity.

In summ ary, the cuprates, the 1-1-5 heavy ferm ion
m aterials and the layered organic superconductors are



strongly correlated m aterials that exhib it unconventional
nom alstate and superconducting behavior, w hile the su—
perconducting phases are located in the vichiy ofm ag—
netic nstabilities in their corresponding phase diagram s.
Tt is then quite naturalto assum e that In all three cases
m agnetic interactionsplay a dom inant role in the pairing.

T he presence of antiferrom agnetic and superconduct—
Ing regions in the phase diagram raises the question
of whether antiferrom agnetism and superconductivity
should be treated on equal footing in a spin uctuation
approach. If they should, the theoretical analysis would
be com plex. Fortunately, this is not the case, at least as
long as the characteristic energy scales for the m agnetic
Interactions are am aller than the ferm ionic bandw idth.
T he point is that superconductivity is generally a low —
energy phenom enon associated w ith ferm jons in the near
vicinity ofthe Fem isurface. O n the other hand, antifer—
rom agnetism originates in ferm onsw ith energies com pa-—
rable to the bandw idth. Perhaps the easiest way to see
this is to fomm ally com pute the static spin susceptibil-
iy in the random phase approxin ation RPA).An RPA
analysisyields @) / 1 g @ () whereg. @)
is som e e ective Interaction, and (q) is the static spin
polarization operator (@ particlke-hole bubble wih Pauli
m atrices In the vertices) . For an antiferrom agnetic Insta-
bilty weneed g @) Q) = 1. One can easily m ake
sure, by evaluating Q) for free ferm ions, that them o—
m entum /frequency integration In the particle-hole bub-
bl is dom inated by the upper energy lim it that is the
ferm jonic bandw idth. This in plies that whether or not
a system orders antiferrom agnetically is prin arily deter—
m ined by high-energy ferm ions that are located far away
from the Fem isurface, and hence the antiferrom agnetic
correlation length, that m easures the proxin iy ofa m a-
terial to a nearby antiferrom agnetic region in the phase
diagram , should not be calculated but rather be taken
as an Input for any low -energy analysis. W e discuss the
practicalm eaning ofthis separation ofenergies in Section
4.

A m ore subtle but in portant issue is w hether the dy-
nam ical part of the spin susceptibility should be con—
sidered sinply as an nput for a low-energy m odel (@s
In the case for phonons), or whether the soin dynam ics
is produced by the sam e electrons that are responsble
for the superconductivity and hence needs to be deter—
m ined consistently within the low-energy theory. The

rst issue one has to consider here is whether a one—
band description is valid, ie., whether localized elec—
trons rem ain quenched near the antiferrom agnetic in—
stability and form a single large Fem i surface together
w ith the canduction electrons to which they are strongly
ooup]ed'zz;Lq , or whether the m agnetic instability is ac—
com panied by the un-quenching of localm om ents. In the
latter case, the volum e of the Fem i surface changes dis—
continuously at the m agnetic transition and could eg.,
cause a jmp I the Hall coe cient?%. The quenching
versus un-quenching issue is currently a-sub fct of inten—
sive debate in heavy form ion m aterial? 424, T cuprates

the quenching versus un-quenching issue does not seem
to play a rolk; it is widely acoepted that the form ation
of ZhangR ice singlkt£} gives rise to a singlke electronic
degree of freedom . Sim ilarly, in organic m aterials, the
charge transport in the metallic and superconducting
parts of the phase diagram is due to the same m iss—
ing electrons in otherw ise closed Iled m olecular orbital
states. W hether or not the soin dynam ics originates in
low -energy ferm ions then reduces to the geom etry of a
single, large Ferm isurface. For a Fem isurface w ith hot
spots, connected by the wave vector at which the soin

uctuation spectrum peaks, the low -energy soin dynam —
ics is dom inated by a process In which a collective spin
excitation decays into a particlke-hol pair. By virtue of
energy conservation, this process nvolves ferm ions w ith
frequencies com parable to the frequency of a soin exci-
tation. C onsequently, the spin dynam ics is not an input.
If, how ever, the Fermm isurface doesnot contain hot spots,
soin dam ping is orbidden at low -energies and spin  uc-
tuations are m agnon-lke propagating excitations. It is
easy to show that in the latter situation, the full form of
the soin propagator com es from particle-hole excitations
at energies com parabl to the bandw idth and therefore
should be considered as an input for the low -energy the—
ory.

In this chapter we consider in detail the scenario In
w hich the Fem i surface contains hot spots and the spin
dam ping by quasiparticles is allowed. O ur approach to
the cuprates is largely jasti ed by the results ofextensive
ARPES and NM R and neutron m easurem ents that indi-
cate that the Fem isurface possesses hot spots, and that
soin excitations are overdam ped in the nom al state.

W hether or not spin uctuations are overdam ped is
also of signi cant conceptual in portance for spin m edi-
ated pairing, since this m echanisn requires that quasi-
particles be strongly coupled to the collective spin exci-
tation mode. At rst glance, the undam ped (m agnon)
form of the spin propagator appears m ore favorable for
soin-m ediated pairing than the overdam ped form . In-
deed, ifone assum esthat the soin-m ediated interaction is
Just proportional to the spin susoeptibiliyy, the m agnon—
like form is preferable. By the G oldstone theorem , in
the antiferrom agnetically ordered state, the transverse
soin susceptbility (g) (that yields an attraction in the
dy2 42 channel) even diverges as q approaches the anti-
ferrom agnetic m om entum Q , hence the d wave attrac—
tion appears to be the strongest. This reasoning, hoy=—
ever, is ingopect. Schrie er and his collaboratorst483
and other£4%4 have shown that the G oldstone m odes of
an ordered antiferrom agnet cannot give rise to a strong
d wave pairing because the full soin m ediated Interac—
tion is the product of the spin susceptbility and the
square of the fully renom alized coupling constant be—
tween ferm ions and m agnons. T he latter vanishes in the
ordered SDW stateatg = Q and thise ect exactly com —
pensates the divergence of the static susoeptbility. The
vanishing ofthe e ective coupling is a consequence ofthe
Adlr principle which states that true G oldstone m odes



always decouple from other excitations in a system g,

Schrie er later argued®d that the near cancellation be—
tween the enhancem ent of the soin susceptibility and
the reduction of the e ective m agnon-ferm ion interac—
tion persists In the param agnetic state as long as spin

uctuations rem ain propagating excitations, T hiswould
substantially reduce (@although not elin natef’) the spin—
m ediated d-wave attraction. This argum ent is however
napplicable to overdam ped soin uctuations. These are
not G oldstone m odes although they becom e gapless at
the m agnetic instability. G oldstone m odes appear only
in the ordered state at the smallest g Q valie€i. For
neargapless, but overdam ped soin excitations, the Adler
principle does not work. A fter all, the dam ping itself
is due to the strong coupling of the collective m ode to
ferm Jons. C onsequently, the spin—ferm ion vertex doesnot
vanish at the m agnetic transition and hence cannot can—
celout the enhancem ent ofthe d-w ave interaction due to
the Increase ofthe soin susogptbility nearQ . T hus, over—
dam ped soin uctuations are better for soin-m ediated
pairing than m agnon-lke excitations.

A nother aspect of the fact that soin dynam ics ism ade
out of low -energy fermm ions is that the retarded interac—
tion which causes the pairing changes when ferm ions ac—
quire a superconducting gap. T his feedback from quasi-
particle pairing on the form ofthe pairing interaction dis—
tinguishes pairing m ediated by overdam ped spin uctu-
ations from conventionalphonon induced pairing. In the
latter the bosonic propagator is an nput and is only very
weakly a ected by the opening of the gap in the quasi-
particle spectrum . W e w illdiscuss in detailhow feedback
forces one to go beyond an approach in which one sokly
replacesa phonon by a spin  uctuation, and requiresthat
one consistently calculates the spin dynam ics at low en-—
ergies. W hilk doing this is a theoretical challenge, the
approach is appealing since it reduces the num ber of un-
known param eters In the problm . In particular, we w i1l
see that In the superconducting state, the propagator of
soin  uctuations acquires the sam e form as for optical
phonons, but the collective m ode that is the analog of
the phonon frequency is fully determ ined by the super-
conducting gap and the nom alstate spin dam ping. This
gives rise to new , unique " ngerprints" of soin m ediated
pairing, whose presence can be checked experim entally.

W hat is the role of dim ensionality? A s noted above,
m any of the candidates for spin-m ediated pairing are
strongly anisotropic, quasitwo dim ensional system s.
This not only holds for the cuprates, but also ora large
class of organic superconductors. A Iso, heavy fermm ion
superconductors such as CeColns disolay a considerable
spatial anisotropy. O n the other hand, Celn; and to a
Jesser extent CeCu, S do not display appreciable quasi
tw o-dim ensionality In their electronic properties. T he di-
m ensionality of the electronic system is im portant to the
soin  uctuation m odel for both nom al state and super—
conducting behavior. W e will see that the dynam ics of
the ferm ions in the nom al state is very di erently af-
fected by antiferrom agnetic spin  uctuations in two and

In three din ensional system s. W hilke in the latter case
only amall (ogarithm ic) corrections to the ideal Fermm i
gas behavior occur in the vicinity ofhot spots, we shall
see that In 2d system s, the strong interaction between
ferm jons and spins gives rise to non-Fem i liquid, dif-
fusive behavior of Iow energy fem ions as the quantum

critical point is approached. T he in portance of dim en—
sionality for superconductivity has been em phasized by
M onthoux and Lonzarich?4 w ho have shown that it exerts
a considerable in uence on the superconducting transi-
tion tem perature. They pointed out that in three di-
m ensions one cannot avoid repulsive contributions to the
pairing Interaction in choosing a pairing state w ith nodes,
so that the sam e spin-m ediated quasiparticle interaction
is far less e ective In bringing about superconductivity
In three dim ensions than in two.

Since the nonFem i-liquid behavior of ferm ionic quasi-
particles extends down to progressively low er frequencies
as one approaches the m agnetic transition at T = 0, one
can inquire whether pairing near this quantum —critical
point is caused by the ferm ions at the low est energiesthat
are still coherent, or com es from those at higher energies

(that are still sm aller than the bandw idth) that display
non-Fem i-liquid behavior. Iffonly coherent ferm ions are
hvolved In the pairing, then, according to M A1 illan’s
extension of the BCS theory‘izq, the resulting supercon-—
ducting transition tem perature, TF*, is com parable to
the upper energy cuto of the Fem i liquid regin e, and

thus w ill be of the order of the spin uctuation energy.
T his energy vanishes at the critical point, and therefore
m agnetic criticality is una ected by pairing (see the kft
panelin F jg:_ﬂ) . If, how ever, \non-Fem Hiquid" ferm ions
can give rise to a pairing instability, then the onset tem —
perature of this instability in the particle-particle chan—
nel, that we w ill identify with T., In the phase diagram

ofFjg;;', generally scales w ith the upper cuto energy
for the ~ritical behavior and rem ains nite at
criticalityt2%L23e0 | Tn this situation, the quantum crit—
ical point is necessarily surrounded by a dom e beneath
w hich pairing correlations cannot be neglected as shown
In the central panel of F jg:_§ . The critical behavior in—
side and outside the dom e isdi erent, and the \prin ary"

criticalbehavior which gives rise to pairing) can only be
detected outside the dom e. W e w ill dem onstrate below

that the incoherent pairing tem perature saturatesata -
nite value when the m agnetic correlation length diverges.
Furthem ore, for param eters relevant to cuprates at low

doping, this tem perature is of order of the m agnetic ex—
change interaction J, ie., i isnot sm all.

A related issue is whether the pairing instability at
T., Inplies the onset of true superconductivity (ie.,
Ter T.), or whether it m arks the onset of psesudogap
behavior. In the latter scenario, for which we will see
there is considerable experin ental support, uctuations
prevent a super uid density s from developing a nonzero
valie untilone reachesam uch am aller T, and the paired
Inooherent ferm ons do not participate in superconduc—
tivity. The phase between T, and T. would then be a



nep. state of m atter, the pseudogap state. Abanov et
all%® con-‘pctured that a pseudogap regin e is a univer—
sal feature of the spin  uctuation scenario, asbelow T,
quasiparticles that are paired into singlets still rem ain
Incoherent and cannot carry a supercurrent. T rue super—
conductivity isreached only atm uch sn aller T where the
system s recovers coherent, Ferm iHliquid behavior (see the
right panel in Figi).

additional order parameter

fluctuations
cr

as obtained within
Eliashberg theory

cr T
T

doping

pairing of Fermi liquid
quasiparticles only

Temperature

-
g.c. point

FIG .5. The candidate phase diagram s in the units of tem -
perature and doping of a oneband electronic system near an
antiferrom agnetic quantum critical point. Left panel — the
phase diagram for the hypothetical situation when only co—
herent, Fem i liquid quasiparticles contrbute to the pairing
(the M aM illan theory applied to spin uctuations). T he anti-
ferrom agnetic and superconducting regions are com pletely de—
coupled. Centralpanel —the solution ofthe coupled set ofthe
E liashbargequations for the onset of spin-m ediated pairing in—
stabﬂjty!iz-z' . The solution show s that at strong coupling, the
the pairing instability is predom inantly produced by incoher—
ent ferm ions, and the instability tem perature rem ains nite
at = 1 . Right panel, the proposed phase diagram based
on the solution of the E liashberg equations below the pair-
ing instabilityand general argum ents about superconducting

uctuationst®? .

The term pseudogap was introduced by Friedel®d to
describe the fact that In the underdoped regin e of the
cuprates, the planar quasiparticles begin to develop a
gap-lke structure wellabove T.. Thisbehaviorwas st
seen In K mght shift m easurem ents of the uniform spin
susoepubﬂjty-“, and later detected in aln ost allm ea—
sured properties of underdoped cuprates. At present,
the physics of the pseudogap phase in the underdoped
cuprate superconductors is not yet fiully understood and
its origin continues to be an open question. W e be-
lieve that the \m agnetic scenario" for the psesudogap pro—
vides a reasonable explanation, but m any details still
need to be worked out. Som e researchers on the other
hand have suggested that the pseudogap phase em erges
due to strong uctuations.ofthe phase of the supercon—
ducting orderparam eter {118 5 thers suggest that the
pseudogap phasem ay actually be a new phase ofm atter
w ith ,a hidden order param eter associated w ith bond cur-
rent£9#% n ost recently, this idea has been explored i
detail by Chakravarty et al®d ). A som ewhat m ore gen—
eralphenom enologicalpossibility discussed by several re—
searchers is that there exists an additional quantum crit—

ical pqint, of yet unknown origin slightly above optin al
dopjr1<j_9:§ {04 (@ num ber of experim ents suggest that this

point is at doping concentration x 0:19). The pseu-
dogap and Fem i liquid phases are assum ed to be to the

kft and to the right of this new quantum critical point,

respectively.

Our main goal is to discuss in detail the \prim ary"
quantum -critical behavior w ithin the m agnetic scenario
and how it gives rise to pairing at T., . A detailed theory
ofthe pseudogap state ofhigh tem perature superconduc—
tors isbeyond the scope ofthis C hapter. H owever, in the
Interest ofproviding a base line against w hich to com pare
both experim ent and future theoreticaldevelopm ents, we
sum m arize the predictions of the spin—ferm ion m odel for
the pseudogap in Section 6 and discuss otheralematives.

To spellout the expected regions of applicability to the
superconducting cuprates ( in doping and tem perature)
ofthe spin— uctuation theory w thout pseudogap physics
hvolved, we retum to the candidate generic phase dia—
gram in Fjg;j. The two lines, T, and T detem ine dis—
tinct regin es ofphysicalbehavior. Above T, pseudogap
physics plays no role; the theory of a nearly antiferro-
m agnetic Ferm iliquid NAFL) presented in this C hapter
should be applicable for both the nom al state and the
superconducting state. Since T, crosses T nearthe opti-
m aldoping concentration, the theory w ith no pseudogap
nvolved is roughly applicable at and above optim aldop—
Ing (from an experim ental perspective, optim ally doped
m aterials do show som e pseudogap behavior, but only
over a very lin ited tem perature regin e). For the over-
doped and nearly optin ally doped cuprates the transi-
tion is then from a nearly antiferrom agnetic Ferm i liquid
to a BC S superconductorw ith d,z 2 -pairing sym m etry.
W e will argue In Section 6 that there is a great deal of
experim entalevidence that at and above optim aldoping
the nom al state is indeed a NAFL, and that the pair-
Ing is ofm agnetic origin. It is also lkely that the theory
can also be extended into @ so=—called \weak pseudogap"
regin ebetween T., and T 2897 but we w illnot discuss
this issue here.

In Section 2 we introduce and motivate the spin
ferm ion m odel that we use to study spin  uctuation in-
duced pairing. W e discuss the weak coupling approach
to the pairing problem and the symm etry of the m ag—
netically m ediated pairing state. In Section 3 we re—
view the maih results and argum ents used to TJustify
E liashberg theory for conventionalphonon superconduc—
tors. In particular, we discuss the physical origin of
the M igdal theoram that allows a controlled approach
to phonon-induced pairing. In Section 4 we then ana—
Iyze In detail the strong coupling theory for the spin—
ferm ion m odel. W e rst discuss the nom al state prop—
erties of thism odel and calculate the low frequency dy—
nam ics of quasiparticles and spin uctuations. W e next
consider spin— uctuation induced superconductiviy. W e
show that for m agnetically-m ediated superconductiviy
one can again analyze the pairing problem in controlled
calculations that on the level of the equations involved



resam ble the E ligshherg equations for electron-phonon
superconductivity®¥8% . W e dem onstrate that the actual
physicalorigin ofthe applicability ofa generalized E liash—
berg approach or spin m ediated pairing is qualitatively
di erent from the phonon case, and is associated w ih
the overdam ped nature ofthe spin exciations. W e solve
the resulting equations In certain lim its and investigate
the role of quantum critical pairing. In Section 5 we
present a general discussion of som e of the observable

ngerprints of spin  uctuation induced superconductiv—
iy, and In Section 6 we com pare our results with ex—
perin ents and discuss to what extent the ngerprints of
soin m ediated pairing have already been seen in opti-
m ally doped cuprate superconductors. In our concluding
Section 7 we sum m arize our results and com m ent on sev—
eraltopicsthat are of interest fora furtherunderstanding
of soin m ediated pairing, Including the extent to which
our theory can be extended to address the physics of the
pseudogap state In underdoped cuprates.

II.SPIN+ERM ION M ODEL
A .Physicalm otivation of the spin ferm ion m odel

W e rstdiscussthe form alstrategy onehasto follow to
derive an e ective low-energy m odel from a m icroscopic
Hubbard-type Ham iltonian w ih a four ferm ion interac—
tion:

X
— y
H = "k k; k; (l)
k;
X
+ 17 27 37 4 y Yy
kikaiksiks k1; 1 kao; 2 X3i 3 Kkai s
kii 3
HereU, '/ ?7 °/ * isthe fourfem ion interaction, [, is
kikoiksiky k;

the creation operator for fem ions wih spin and m o—
mentum k, and "y is the band-structure dispersion. For
a one band Hubbard m odelw ith localCoulom b interac-
tion,

17 27 37 4
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In a perturbation theory for Eq:}' nvolving U and the
ferm on band width, the contrbutions from large and
an all ferm ionic energies are m ixed. However, near a
m agnetic instability much of the non-trivial physics is
associated (@t any U ) w ih the system behavior at low
energies. To single out this low-energy sector, one can
borrow a strategy from eld theory: introduce a charac—
teristic energy cut o , , and generate an e ective low
energy m odelby elim inating alldegrees of freedom above
In the hope that som e of the system propertiesw illbe
universally determ ined by the low -energy sector and as
such w illnot depend sensitively on the actualchoice of .
E lin nating these high energy degrees of freedom is the

central theoretical di culty in the eld of strongly cor-

related electron system s. In our case, except for a poorly
controlled RPA analysis, there are no known ways to per-
form such a renomm alization procedure. Furthem ore, the
separation between high energies and low-energies can
be rigorously justi ed only if the Interaction is an aller
than the ferm jonic bandw idth. For larger interactions,
the critical exponents very lkely will rem ain the sam e,
but the pre-factors w ill depend on system properties far
from the Fem isurface.

Still, it is possible to assum e that the sgparation of
scales ispossible, ie., that the interaction is sm aller than
the bandw idth and to pursue the consequences ofthat as—
sum ption. This is the strategy we adopt. By iself, this
does not guarantee that there exists a universal physics
con ned to low energies. This we will have to prove.
This also does not m ean that the system is In the weak
coupling regin €, as near the antiferrom agnetic transition
we will nd a strong, neardivergent contribution to the
ferm ionic selfenergy that comes from low frequencies.
W hat the separation of scales actually inplies (to the
extent that we nd universal, low -energy physics) is that
M ott physics does not play a m a pr role. In particular,
In our analysis the Fem isurface in the nom al state re—
m ains large, and is volum e satis es Luttinger theoram .
How wellthis approxin ation is satis ed depends on dop-—
Ing for a given m aterial and also varies from one m ate—
rial to another. M ost of our experin ental com parisons
w ill be m ade w ith the cuprates. In cuprates, the Hub—
bard U in the e ective onedband m odel for CuO , unit @
charge transfer gap) is estin ated to be between 1 and 2
eV . T he bandw idth, m easured by ARPES and resonant
Ram an experin ents, roughly has the sam e value. This
suggests that lattice e ects, beyond a universal low en-—
ergy theory, do, indeed, play som e role. At half- lling,
lattice e ects are crucial as evidenced by the fact that
half- Iled m aterials are both M ott insulators and anti-
ferrom agnets w th local (hearest-neighbor) spin correla-—
tions. D oping a M ott insulator alm ost certainly initially
producesa an allFem isurface hole orelectron pockets).
This an allFermm i surface evolves as doping increases and
eventually transfom s into a lJarge, \Luttinger" Ferm isur-
face. How this evolution actually occurs is stilla sub fct
of debate. From our perspective, it is essential that at
and above optim aldoping, allARPE S data indicate that
the Fem i surface is large. Correspondingly, m agneto—
oscillation experim ents in BED T-T TF based organic su—
perconductors also show that the Fem i surface of these
m aterials is large. W e believe that in this situation, lat-
tice e ects change the system behavior quantitatively but
not qualitatively, and the neglect of Jattice e ects is jus—
ti ed. W e em phasize how ever that our analysis certainly
needs to be m odi ed to incorporate M ott physics close
to half- 1ling.

Several aspects of our approach have a close sim ilar-
iy to the uctuation exchange approxin ation EF@LEX),
which in case of a sihglk band Hubbard m odel corre—
soonds to a self consistent summ ation of bubbl and



ladder diagram goifod Speci cally, the em ergence of
a sharp gapless resonance m ode in the spin excitation
spectrum of a d-wave superconductor, the feedback of
this mode on the femm ions and the anom alous nor-
m al state behavior of low energy fem ions close to an
antiferrom agnetic instability are very sin ilar in both
approachest?®{l%  on the other hand, the FLEX ap-
proach attem pts to determm ine the static spin response
and thus the actual position of the quantum critical
point In term s of the bare param eters of the m odel such
as the local or additional nonlocal Coulomb repulsions
as well as the band structure "y . A s discussed above,
the static spin response, characterized by the correlation
length , strongly depends on the behavior of ferm ions
w ith large energy. D etails of the underlying m icroscopic
m odelwhich are hard to specify uniquely aswell as un-—
controlled approxin ations in the treatm ent of the high
energy behavior strongly a ect the static soin response
w ithin the FLEX approach, m aking i hard to discrim —
nate m odel dependent aspects from universalbehavior.
Tt is this Jatter aspect which is resolved in our approach
which concentrates exclisively on the universal low en—
ergy physics for a given

W hat should be the form of the low-energy action?
C learly, i should involve ferm ions which live near the
Fem i surface. It also should involve collective spin
bosonic degrees of freedom wih momenta near Q , as
these excitations becom e gapless at the m agnetic transi-
tion. Them ost straightforw ard way to obtain this action
is to introduce a soin-1 bose eld S and decouple the
four-ferm ion i ction using the H ubbard-Stratonovich
proceduratt® i This yields

kiqi i

where the are Paulim atrices and we assum ed that
the four ferm ion interaction only m akes a contribution in
the soin channel w ith m om entum transfer g. Integrat-
ing om ally over energies larger than  we obtain the
e ective action in the form (seeeg., 21_8':)

e X; Sq+ 0 (8%): @)

kiq

The last tem is a sym bolic notation for all tem s w ith
higher powers of S. Fortunately, in din ensions d 2
these higher order temm s are irreleyant (M arginal for
d= 2) and can therefore be neglected? 174

T he Integration overk and g jn:fl isover2+ 1 dinen—
sional vectors g = (g;1i!, ) with M atsubara frequency
'n . In explicit form , the Integrals read
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dd X
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in the boson case, and
Z Z &k X
= 3T (6)
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In the ferm ion case. Further, g is the e ective coupling
constant, G (k) is the bare low-energy ferm ion propa—
gator, and ¢ (@) is the bare low-energy collective spin
boson propagator. A s we have em phasized, a controlled
derivation ofg, G k),and ¢ () isinpossble. W e there—
fore will not try to calculate g, etc. Rather, we use the
fact that antiferrom agnetisn predom inantly com es from

high-energy ferm ions and fiirther assum e that the inte—
gration over high energies does not produce singulariies
In both bosonic and ferm ionic propagators. T hen, quite
generally, G g k), and ¢ (@ should have Ferm iliquid and
O msteinZemike form s, respectively
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Here, ( is the bare value of the soin correlation length,
and the other notations are selfexplanatory. The ac—
tual generally di ers from the bare one because the low
energy fermm ions that damp the spin  uctuation m odes
m Ight change as well their static properties. acquires
an additional tem perature dependence due to soin-spin
Interactions. W e retum to this question later. It is es—
sential that the bare spin propagator does not contain a
tem linear n ! . The latter will only appear when we
consider the interaction within the low-energy m odel.

W e also assum e that (i) the m om entum dependence
of the e ective coupling g is non-singular and can be
neglcted (recall that we are only interested in a nar-
row range of bosonic m om enta near Q ), (i) the low-—
energy ferm ionic dispersion can be lnearized nk Kk :
k £k, and (@) that the Fem ivelocity is
non-singular near hot soots and to rst approxin ation
its m agnitude can be approxin ated by a constant. In
doing this we neglect e ects due to a van Hove singular-
iy in the densiy of states. Finally, the exact values of
zo and are not relevant, as both can be absorbed into
an e ective coupling w ith din ension of an energy

g= oz ;

w ill alw ays appear only in the com bina—

k = Vr

©)

while v and
tion A%l 1 .
W e see therefore that the input param eters in E q.:fl are
the e ective coupling energy g, the typical quasiparticle
energy vv 1, and theuppercuto .An additionalpa—
ram eter is the angle ( between the Fem i velocities at



the tw o hot spots separated by Q , but thisangle doesnot

enter the theory In any signi cant m anner as long as i

isdi erent from 0 or .W hen hot spots are located near

0; ) and ( ;0) points, as In optin ally doped cuprates,
o Iscloseto =2, the value we use in what follow s.

A s we have em phasized, we w ill dem onstrate that the
low -energy properties of the m odel are universal and do
not depend on , which then can be set to In nity. Out
of the two param eters that are left, one can construct a
doping dependent dim ensionless ratio

g

Vr

10)

3
=T -
which willtum out to be the e ective din ensionless cou—
pling constant of the problem (the factor 3=4 is intro—
duced for further convenience). The fact that scals
wih inmediately implies that close enough to a m ag—
netic transition > 1, ie., the system w illnecessarily be
In a strong coupling lin it. Besides the only other free
param eter of the theory is an overall energy scale, ie.,
g (or atematively the quasiparticle energy v *). All
physical quantities that we discuss w ill be expressed in
term s of these tw o param eters only.

Eqs:'fﬂé determ ne the structure of the perturbation
theory of the m odel. The interaction between ferm ions
and oollective spin excitations yields self energy correc—
tions to both bosonic and ferm ionic propagators. W e w ill
show below that at strong coupling, the ferm ionic self-
energy strongly depends on frequency and also displays
som e dependence on them om entum along the Ferm isur-
face. However, is dependence on the m om entum trans—
verse to the Fem isurface can be neglected togetherw ith
vertex corrections. T he ferm ionic and bosonic propaga—
tors are then given by the G or'’kov expressions, w hich for
generality we present in the superconducting state,

1l 1l "
G (i) = il + k2(l. )+ "k ; )
(@ + @) 2@y
‘1
Fy (il)= — k@) i a2
@+ k@) Zdr)y %
2
@)= 13)
: 1+ 2@ QF o @)
Here ¢ (i!')and o (@!) are form onic and bosonic self-

energies (k stands for the com ponent along the Fem i
surface), and Fy ') and  (i!) are the anom alous
G reen’s function and the anom alous selfenergy, respec—
tively. In the next sectionswe compute  1!), o @d!)
and i @d!).

O ne can also m otivate the spin ferm ion m odelby ol
low ing the apprpach developed by Landau in his theory
of Femm i liquids?, ie., by assum ing that the in uence of
the other ferm ionic quasiparticleson a given quasiparticle

11

can be descrbed in temm s ofa set ofm okcular eldstaB?l.
In the present case the dom nantm olecular eld isan ex—
change eld produced by the Coulomb interaction U (q).
However, one has to consider this eld as dynam ic, not
static. T he corresponding part of the action contains

Hint

: a4)

&

with ferm fonic spin density s = ]ZJrq; k; -AsS

In the Landau theory of Fem i liquids, we assum e that
the molecular eld H g“t is given by the linear response
function,

int
Hq

=g
T his expression is valid as long as one is not In a region
s0 close to am agnetic instability that nonlinearm agnetic
e ects play an In portant rol. Fom ally, this expression
can be obtained from Eq:ff by integrating out the col
Jective degrees of freedom S. A relation between this
purely ferm ionic approad1 and the bosonic spin suscep—
tbility (q) of EQ. 13 can be established by evaluating
the reduchble four point vertex in the spin channelin the
Jow est order of perturbation theory. W e nd

15)
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where the e ective quasiparticle interaction is pIopor-

tionalto the renom alized spin propagator ofEq.i13:
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B .W eak coupling approach to the pairing instability

One of the most appealing aspects of the spin—
uctuation theory is that it nevitably yields an attrac—
tion in the d,> 2 channel. Asw ith any unconventional
pairing, this attraction is the result ofa speci cm om en—
tum dependence of the interaction, not of its overall sign
which for spin uctuation exchange is positive, ie., re—
pulsive in the s-wave channel. Thisdi erentiates spin in—
duced pairing from the pairing m ediated by phonons. In
the Jatter case, the e ective Interaction between ferm ions
is negative up to a D ebye frequency. In con guration
space the spin— uctuation interaction, Eq117:, can easily
seen to be repulsive at the origin and altemate between
attraction and repulsion as one goes to nearest neighbors.
Tt isalways repulsive along the diagonals, and this iswhy
a dyz 42 state, In which the nodes of the gap are along
the diagonals, is the energetjcaﬂy preferred pairing state
due to spin— uctuation exchange.lq
Suppose rst that the spin—ferm ion coupling is am all
enough such that conventional perturbation theory is
valid. To second order In the soin-ferm ion coupling, the
soin m ediated interaction has the ollow ing form , Eqg. .16



T he total antisym m etry of the interaction in plies that
the orbital part is sym m etric when the soin part is anti-
symm etric and vice versa. The orbital part of the in—
teraction at low frequencies has the same sign as the
propagator of opticalphonons at ! < !p . However, the
spin part involves a convolution of the Paulim atrices,

and is di erent from phononic . Using
=2 we nd

; @= J @ @ 33 ;) @s)

where T = + )=2 and S =

( )=2 are triplet and sihglt spin con gu—
rations, respectively. W e see that there is an extra m inus
sign in the singlet channel. T his ocbviously In plies that in
distinction to phonons, the isotropic s wave com ponent

ofthe interaction is repulsive, ie., isotropics wavepair-

Ingdueto soin uctuation exchange is in possble. T here
are tw o otherpossibilities: unconventionalsinglet pairing
for which we willneed a partialcom ponent of () to be

negative, or triplet pairing, for which the corresponding
(@) should be positive.

partial com ponent of

FIG.6. A representative Brillouin zone and Fem i sur-
face for a nearoptin ally doped cuprate superconductor. T he
hot spots are connected by the antiferrom agnetic w ave vector
Q (; ).Foraweakly ncom m ensurate m agnetic response,
the num ber of hot spots doubles but sin ulaneously the in—
tensity ofthem agnetic response at m om enta connecting pairs
ofhot spots drops by a factor of two. The net e ect then re—
m ains the sam e as for the com m ensurate response. The gure
is taken from 1.

Tt tums out that for a spin susceptbility peaked at
or near the antiferrom agnetic m om entum Q , the triplet
com ponents are all negative, and triplet pairing is in —
possbl. W e therefore focus on singlet pairing. T he lin—

earized equation for the pairing vertex Fy (1!, ) In the
sihglet channel is
Z
F&)= 3g F&) k KGokIGo( ¥): @9)
kO
I k ¥)= , po@d!n i0) was independent ofm o-

m entum , a solution of this equation would not exist. In
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our situation, how ever, the interaction predom inantly oc—
curs between fermm ions that are separated in m om entum
spaceby 0 = ( ; ) (e Fig).

Since both k and k + Q should be near the Fem isur-
face, the pairing predom inantly involves fermm ions near
hot spots kps and kys+ O . As the hot spoots are well
separated in m om entum space, we can change the sign
In the rhs. oqu.l9 by requiring that the pairing gap
changes sign between kys and kps+ Q . Indeed, substi-
tuting Fyio ln )= Fk @'y ) Into Eq.'_19 we nd that
both sides of this equation have the sam e sign. T he pair-
Ing problem then becom es alm ost identical to that for
phonons, and the gap equation has a solution at som e
T..

A Ytogether, there are N = 8 hot goots in the B rillouin
zone; these form 4 pairs separated by Q , between which
the gap should change sign. This still does not specify
the relative sign of the gap between ad-pcent hot spots.
H ow ever, if the hot spotsare close to (0; ) and symm e-
try related points, as In optim ally doped cuprates, the
gap isunlkely to change sign between them . This leaves
as the only possibility a gap that vanishes along diagonal
directions k, = k;, ie. it obeysd,> .2 symm etry.

W e em phasize that although we found that the pairing
gap necessarily should haved,: 2 symm etry, tsm om en—
tum dependence is generally m ore com plex than sim ply
cosky cosk, . To understand _thJs, we consider how
one can generally analyze Eq,'l9-.22' A standard strategy
is to expand both the pairing vertex and the interac—
tion in the eigenfiinctions of the representations of the
D4, symmetry group of the square lattice. There are
four singlet representations ofD 4, labeled A 14;B 147B 24
and A ,4 . T he basic eigenfiunctions in each representation
are 1 In A4, cosky cosk, in B4, sinky sink, In By
and (cosky cosk; ) sinky sink, In A,y. Other eigen—
functions in each representation are obtained by com —
bining the basic eigenfiinction w ith the full set of eigen—
functions w ith fullD 4, symm etry. O bviously, the eigen—
functions w ith d,> 2 symm etry belong to B 14 channel.
T he orthogonal functions in the set can be chosen as
dn (k)= cosnky  cosnk,.

One can easily m ake sure that the pairing problm
close to T decouples between di erent representations.
As ! 1 ,theB;y components of the spin susceptibil-
ity diverge whilke other com ponents rem ain nite. Obvi-
ously, the pairing is in the B 14 channel. At m oderate ,
all com ponents are generally of the sam e order, but nu—
m erical calculations show that B ;4 com ponents continue
to be the largest. W e therefore neglect other channels
and focus only on B4 pairing. Still, there are an in —
nite num ber ofB ;4 eigenfunctions, and the pairing prob—
Jem does not decouple between them . Ind@d, expand-—
NG Fx (tm)and kiln)indy k) asFy = Fpdp k),
ko;i!

i19 =

13 _— J_'Odp(lc_)dp(ko)andsub—
stituting the result into (19) we obtainiZ
X
Fo@n)= 39T  Fpllno) n@ln mo) np ©0)
pim ©



where
&k° dy kOd, &°)
42 (19)2+ (D)2

njp

@1)

W e seethatall ,, arenonzero for arbitrary n and p as
the productsd, k)dp k) andGo k)G ( k) = 1=(( )*+
(x %) are symm etricunderD 4, . Asa resﬂi:,Eq.:_Z-(_?} cou-—
ples together an In nite num ber of partial com ponents
F, . As ong as the partial com ponents of the suscepti-
bility are dom inated by m om enta relatively far from Q ,
all , and hence F,, are ofthe sam e order. In som e par—
ticular lattice m odels, eg. in the Hubbard m odel w ith
nearest neighbor interaction, U = 4t and 2,an RPA
analysis show sthat ; is num erically signi cantly larger
than allother ,%7%. In this situation, F, ~ Fyd; k), ie.,
the m om entum dependence of the gap should closely re—
semblethe cosky cosk, form . In realspace, this im plies
that the pairing (even though non-local in tim e) is local
and involves ferm ions from the nearest neighbor sites on
the lattice. In m odels w ith di erent high-energy physics,
other , may dom inate. C learly, the m om entum depen-
dence of the gap is not universalas long as the pairing is
localin real space.

Universality is recovered when the susceptibility be—
com es strongly peaked at Q . In this lm i (in which
we can also rigoropsly jastify restricting our attention
to the B4 channel??), all partial com ponents , scale
as log and dier only in sub-lkading non-logarithm ic
term s. A straightforward trigonom etric exercise show s
that for nearequal ., the pairing gap is very di erent
from cosky,  cosk, : it is reduced near the nodes and en—
hanced nearthem axin a at hot spotsw ih the ratio ofthe
gap m axin um and the slope near the nodes increasing as

2. In this sitnation the pairing problem is con ned to
hot spots, and the pairing sym m etry is nevitably d,> 2 .

ITII.SUMM ARY OF STRONG COUPLING
THEORY FOR ELECTRON PHONON PAIRING

For phonon-m ediated superconductivity, E liashberg
theory o ers a successful approach to study the system
behavior at strong coupling. It is justi ed by M igdals
theorem which states that the vertex corrections, g=g
and (I=v )d ;1! )=dk, are an all due to the sm allness
of the ratio of sound velocity and Fem i velocity stem —
m ing from the sm allness of the ratio of the electronic
and ionic m asses. E liashberg has dem onstrated that for

k;il) @') and gtor = g+ g’ g, the phonon—
m ediated pairing problem can be solved exactly. A re—
view ofE liashberg tl'_le_qry for the electron-phonon prob—
Ien isgiven n Ref.]119. Aswe already pointed out, for
soin  uctuation induced pairing there is no M igdal the-
oram sin ply because the soin propagator ism ade out of
electrons and hence a typical spin velocity is ofthe sam e
order as the Fem ivelocity. It is therefore naturalto n—
quire w hether this in plies that an E liashberg-type treat—
m ent is inapplicable to the soin problem . To properly
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address this issue, we review the case ofelectron—phonon
Interactions and exam ine why the an allness of the m ass
ratio a ectsd (k;i! )=dk butnotd (;i!)=d!.

T he electron-phonon interaction is generally rather ipn—
volved and hasbeen discussed in detail in the literature? .
For our purposes, it is su clent to consider the sim —
plest Frohlich-type m odel of the electron-phonon inter—
action in which low -energy electrons are coupled to opti-
calphononsby a m om entum , frequency and polarization
independent interaction g, . D espite its sim plicity, this
m odel captures the key physics of phonon-m ediated pair-
ing.

T he propagator of an opticalphonon has the form

Yo

2 .
16+ 12 + ()2

D @iiln )= @2)

Here !y is a typical phonon frequency, which is of the
order of the D ebye frequency, and vy is the sound veloc—
iy. Both !y and vs are Input param eters, unrelated to
ferm dons. The ratio ve=v scalesas m =M )'™? where M
is the ionic m ass, and m is the electron m ass. In prac—
tice, vo=v¢ 10 ? §. This isa realphysically m otivated
an all param eter for the electron—phonon problem .

Far from structural instabilities, !, %a where a is
the distance between ions. To m ake the analogy wih
soin  uctuations m ore transparent, we w ill consider be—
low the casewhen ! vsa, ie., the correlation length
for opticalphonons is large. T his last assum ption allow s
us to sin plify the calculations but w ill not change their
conclusions.

In the presence of two di erent velocities, i is not a
priori obvious what is the best choice of a din ension—
Jess expansion param eter in the theory. Two candidate
din ensionless param eters are

= Go=0 (wvr)) ©3)

(the factor 4 is chosen for further convenience), and

ep = @4)

ep Vs=VF (gp:VF )2 :
For sin plicity, we set the lattice constant a = 1. Obvi-
ously, & “ep - In practice, T 1 for all reasonable
Jep While ¢, can be either sm all or large.

W hich of the two dim ensionless couplings appears in
perturbation theory? Consider rst the lowest-order di-
agram for the soin—ferm ion vertex at zero extemal fre—
quency and zero bosonic m om entum with all ferm ionic
m om enta at the Fem i surface. Choosing T = 0 and the
X axis along the direction of v of an extemal ferm ion,
we obtain the vertex correction in the form :

Z
%o

8 3

d!'n Fg o )
Al )2 12+ 12 + (vsq)?

@5)
Yep

T he evaluation ofthem om entum and frequency integrals
is straightforward . O n perform ing the integration we ob—
tain or !y Vr ,



Vs
ep
VF

So _
Fep

ep

(@6)

W e see that the vertex correction scales as "¢, and is
an all. For !y g, the expression is m ore com plex but
still is of order ~. O ne can easily check that higher-order
diagram s yield higher pow ers of "¢, ~1ie., are also sn all.
This result, rst cbtaied by M igdat??, isM igdal's the-
orem .

T he physics behind this resul is transparent and can
be directly deduced from an analysis of the integrand in
Eq:_2-§ W e see that the product of the two fem ionic
G reen’s functions yields a doubk pok at g, = il =w
'o=v¢ . The integraloverq, isthen nie only due to the
presence of the pole In the bosonic propagator which is
located at a much largerm om entum ¢ ily=vs. This
In plies that the electrons that contrbute to the vertex
correction are oscillating not at their own fast frequen-
cies but at much slower phonon frequencies. At van—
ishing vs=v¢ , ferm ions can be considered as static ob-
Bcts with a typical g, q lo0=vs. The two din en—
sional m om entum integration over the product of two
ferm Jonic propagators then yields O (1=v2 ). Sinultane-
ously, the frequency integralover the bosonic propagator

yieldsD (g lo=vs;0) = O (1). Combjnjng_ the two re—
sults, we cbtain  gp=g.p = O (*) as :n Eq.126.
g,
KO k+g, Q+w
] »

FIG.7. A Feynm an diagram for the electronic self energy
due to electron phonon interaction in the E liashberg theory.

W e next oonsjder'the ferm ionic selfenergy. Evaluating
the diagram In F jg::/! and subtracting the contribution at
! = 0; k= kr,weobtain

kiiln)= @Aln KIIkiily) @7)
w here
d . Fq o
I(k;i! = 28
kiiln)= g 55 7% 2+ war 2O
1 1
i m \qui(!m + m) k ¥ Ok

W e again have chosen the g, axisalong the Ferm ivelociy
VF .

Suppose or a mom ent that I k;i!, ) is non-singular
nthelmi k! Oand !, ! 0. Then the wave func-
tion renom alization and the velocity renom alization are
both expressed via I(0;0). This quantity can be evalu—
ated In exactly the sam e way as the vertex correction.
Perform ing the integration, we nd
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I0;00= T @9)

Substituting this into Eqgd we nd v, 'd =dk
d=d@!)= "e-.-As"g 1, this resul, iftrue, would
In ply that both derivatives of the selfenergy are an all,
ie., the system is fully In the weak coupling regin e. The
physical interpretation of this result would parallel that
for the vertex correction: fast electrons vibrate at slow
phonon velociies, and this wellout-ofresonance vibra-
tion cannot substantially a ect electronic properties.
However, this resul is incorrect —d =d! is of order
epr NOt Tgp . The answer lies in the singular behavior of
I(k;i!y ) In the Iim jtofvanjshjngk_and 'n - To seethis,
we need to compute I (k;i!) in Eq:_2§' at snallbut nite
! and x .An explicit com putation yields
iln

ep+

Ikiiln )= i 30)

Filn &
dem onstrating that I(0;0) and the lm i of T k;i!) at
'y« !0 Eio not coincide. The additional contribu-—
tion in Eq:_3§i com es from the regularization of the dou-
bl polk In the Integrand In EqZE_iI and is In fact m ath—
em atically sin ilax to the chiral anom aly in quantum

chrom odynam icst4.

Tt is clear from Eq30 that I (k;i!, ) has singular low
frequency and small momentum lim its. Substituting
Eq:_ic_i nto Eq:_Z-Z', we nd that the actual selffenergy is
k): (31)

(k;i!m)ziep 'n ep(i!m

W eseethatd =d! scaleswih o, whereasv, 'd =dk is

proportional to ¢, . At strong coupling, ep 1, this
selfenergy gives rise to a strong renom alization ofboth

the quasiparticle m ass and the quasiparticle wave func—
tion. Still, vertex corrections and the renomn alization of
the Femm ivelocity scale w ith ~¢, and are am all

T o understand the physicalorigin ofthe distinction be-
tween the frequency and m om entum dependence of the
form Jonic selfenergy, it is essential to realize that the
second, O ( &), tem in Eq. :_39' is not caused by real
electron-phonon scattering. Rather, a carefil exam ina—
tion ofthe structure ofthe expression forI k; !, ) shows
that this tem accounts for the pole in the ferm ionic par-
ticle hole polarization bubbl at sn all m om entum and
frequency. T his pol is known to describe a zero sound
bosonic collective excitation { a vbration of the Ferm i
surface in which it changes its form but preserves its
volum e #3934 T his in plies that the fm ionic selfenergy
is actually caused by coupling of ferm ions to their own
zero-sound collective m odes, w hile phonons jist m ediate
this coupling.

T he neglect of vertex corrections and v 'd =dk leads
to thewellknown E liashberg equations for @i n)
and (in the superconducting state) the pairing selfenergy

n = (@' y) that also depends only on frequency. For
phonon-m ediated superconductors, these equations have
the fom



TX (1,+ D (!
o= e}2> (qn n) !'n n) 32)
n 24 (1t o)
TX D @!
o — e;) q n ( m 1'1) (33)
n 24 (o)

T his set of equations is solved fora given D (1!, ) which
by iself is only very weakly a ected by fermm ions. In
the nom al state and at ! ! o, the selfenergy Eq:_éz_i
reduces to the rst temm in Eqi}l:

W e have reviewed the derivation of these well known
equations to underline the physical origin of the appli-
cability of the E liashberg approach. W e see that the
electron-phonon interaction gives rise to two physically
distinct classes of interaction processes that contrbute
very di erently to the fermm ionic selfenergy and vertex
corrections. In the rst class, fast electrons are forced to
vbrate at slow phonon frequencies (ie., phonons are in
resonance, but electrons are far from resonance). This
gives rise to both vertex and selfenergy corrections,
but these are anall (/ vs=v ) and are neglected in the
E liashberg theory. In the second class, phonons m ediate
an e ective coupling between ferm ions and their zero—
sound collective m odes. T his process involves ferm ions
w ith energies near resonance and phonons far away from
resonance, and yields a strong renom alization of the
ferm jonic propagator. The applicability of the E liash-
berg approach is then based on the fact that one has to
Include the In uence of phonon-m ediated scattering on
zero-sound vibrations, but can neglect the direct scatter—
Ing of electrons by phonons.

T hese Insights into the origin ofthe applicability ofthe
E liashberg theory willnow be used to justify a general-
ized E liashberg approach for soin m ediated pairing.

IV.STRONG COUPLING APPROACH TO
SPIN FERM ION INTERACTION

A s shown in the previous section, for electron phonon
Interactions the an allness of vertex and velocity renor-
m alizations is caused by the sm all ratio of the Bose ve-
lociy and the Ferm ivelociy. T he spin problem is quali-
tatively di erent. T he bare spin— uctuation propagator,
Eq:_d, describes propagating m agnons whose velocity ¢
is expected to be of the sam e order as the Fem i veloc—
iy. There is then no a priori reason to neglect vertex
and velocity renom alizations. Fortunately, this argu-
m ent is not correct for the follow ng reasons: First, as
we just found in case of electron-phonon interaction, the
ferm ionic selfenergy In the E liashberg theory is insen—
sitive to the ratio of sound and Fem i velocities. The
an allratio ofvs=v¢ isonly necessary to elim nate reqular
term s in the selfenergy, which are due to real scattering
by phonons. For these termm s to be an all it is su clent
that bosons are slow m odes com pared to ferm ions. Sec—
ond, the dynam ics of the spin uctuations is drastically
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m odi ed, com pared to the ballistic behavior of Eq.§. A

strong spin—ferm jon interaction at low -energies changes
the bosonic dynam ics from propagating to di usive. D if-
fusivem odeshave a di erent relationship between typical
m om enta and energies com pared to ballistic ones, m aking
them slow m odes com pared to electrons. Consequently,
regular temm s in the ferm ionic selfenergy again becom e
an aller than singular ones.

W e will show that in dim ensions between d = 2 and
d= 3,d (1)=d! scaksas 3 Ywhere,werecall, / is
the dim ensionless spin-ferm ion coupling, w hile v, 'q =dk
rem ains non-singular at 1 Ind> 2 and only log-
arithm ically increases for d = 2. This in plies that an
E liashberg-type approach near a m agnetic instability is
fully justi ed ford > 2 and is\alm ost" justi ed ford = 2.
In the latter case (which is the m ost Interesting because
ofthe cuprates), we w illhave to invoke an extra approx—
In ation (an extension to large N ) to be able to perform
calculations in a controllable way.

O ur strategy is the follow ng. W e st establish that
one can indeed develop a controlled approach to the soin
_uctuation problem in the nom al state, see also Ref.
99. Next we apply this theory to the pairing problkm
and show that there is indeed d wave superconductiviy
caused by antiferrom agnetic spin uctuations. W e dis—
cuss the value of T, near optim al doping and the prop-—
erties of the superconducting state, particularly the new
e ects associated w ith the feedback from superconduc—
tivity on the bosonic propagator, since these distinguish
betw een spin-m ediated and phonon-m ediated pairings.

A . Nom alstate behavior

For our nom al state analysis we ollow Ref. 5]_} and
perform com putations assum ing that the E liashberg the—
ory isvalid, analyze the strong coupling resuls, and then
show that vertex corrections and v; 1q x (! = 0)=dk are
relatively an all at strong coupling.

W e begin by obtaining the full form of the dynam i-
cal spin susogptbility as it should undergo qualitative
changes due to interactions with ferm ions. The self-
energy for the soin susceptibility (that is the soin po—
larization operator) is given by the convolution of the
tw o ferm ionicpropagatorsw ith them om entum di erence
nearQ and the Paulim atrices in the vertices. C ollecting
all com binatorial factors, we obtain:

Z 5
" - gg2 d°kd .
g @) = g WGk(J—m)
Gk+q (l!m + 1 m ) (34)
Here Gy (i!y ) isa full f&rm ionic propagator
Gy Ay ) = (35)
RN+ @) %

and (! p ) isthe selfenergy which rem ainsto be deter-
m ined. In principle, even In E liashberg theory, this self-



energy depends on the m om entum com ponent along the
Fem i surface. However, for com putations of o !y )
this dependence can be safely neglected; both ferm ions
In the ferm ion polarization bubble should be close to the
Fem i surface, and hence the m om entum integration is
necessarily con ned to a narrow region around hot soots.
The2+ 1din ens:onalmtegraloverm om entum and fre—
quency mEqg. 34 isultraviolkt divergent; this in pliesthat
its dom inant piece com es from highest energieswhich we
have chosen to be O (). This contrbution, however,
should not be counted as it is already incorporated into
the bare susceptbility. In addition, ¢ (!, ) contains
a universal piece which rem ains nite even if we extend
them om entum and frequency integration to in nity. The
m ost straightforw ard w ay to obtain this contribution isto
rst Integrate overm om entum and then over frequency,
ie. perform com putations assum ing an in nie m om en—
tum cuto butkeeping energiesstill nite. O ne can easily
m ake sure that for this order of Ilim is, the high-energy
contridbution is absent due to a cancellation of n nities,
and the ull 4 (i!y ) coincides w ith the universalpart.
T he Integration is straightforward and on perform ing it
we obtain
_ 3Fn

Q (l!m) )
- sf

(36)

w here the characteristic energy scale is the spin  uctua-—
tion frequency,
1,2
V7
P /R 37)
4 gsih o
W erecallthat ( isthe anglkbetween theFem ivelocities
at the two hot spots separated by g Q . In optin ally
doped cuprates, o =2 and weakly depends on g as
long asone is far from m om enta connecting Ferm ipoints
alng the zone diagonal. T his in plies that we can safely

st o= =2 and obtajn,onmakjnguseoqu:;L@,
vz o2 3 v 1 9
lyg=——F— =L = —g 2 38
st i g 16 64 g9 (38)

An analytical continuation of Eq:_§§‘ to the real fre-
quency axisyields o (!)= i F!.Aswe anticipated,
the coupling to low -energy ferm ions gives rise to a nite

decay rate fora spin uctuation. A stypicalsoin frequen-—
1

cles are oforder vy c 1,at strong coupling, 1,
the nduced dam ping term ! =! 4¢ l=(¢ ') islarge
com pared to the frequency dependent !?=(c !)? tem

In the bare susoeptibility, ie., the Interaction with low
energy fermm ions changes the form of the spin dynam ics
from a propagating one to a relaxationalone. N eglecting
the bare frequency tem , we obtain

2

1+ i0*

q (39)

1+ 2@ QoF il=ty
The sam e purely relaxational dynam ic spin susceptibil-

ity was Introduced phenom enologically by M illis, M onien
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and P ined to descrbe the soin dynam ics observed in
NM R experin ents on the cuprates. _

W e em phasize that the polarization operator, E q:_3§‘, is
Independent of the actual orm of the ferm ionic self en—
ergy ,. (!). Theexplanation ofwhy ak Independent
ferm ionic selfenergy does not a ect the polarization
bubblke at.a nite momentum transfer was given by
K adano 1% who analyzed a sin ilarproblem frphonons.
He pointed out that the linearization of the femm ionic
energy around kr is equivalent to in posing an approxi-
mateM Igdalsum rule on the spectralfunction A k;!) =
I= ) ImG k;!)

Z
dxA k;!)

=1; (40)

where |, the bare ferm ionic dispersion relation, = vy
k k) ih our case. Expressing G ;!) In term s of
A k;!) via the K ram ersK ronig relation and m aking use
oqu:_i(_i, one nds

il

- sf

dr° +0 (1?%);

1

@i!)=

of (! O)
a (41)

where £ (19 is the Fem i finction. Eq36 then Hlows
from the fact that £(!1% is 1 at !°= 1 and 0 at
10=4+1 .
W e next detem ine the ferm ionic self energy
In E liashberg theory it is given by
z

3

x @)

d2 qd"
@)y

x @Wa)= aq (i")Gk+q iy + 1"

4z2)

Consider rst the selffenergy at a hot spot. Introducing

i€h = iy + ,, @a)andg Q = g, weobtain from
Eqdd
Z 2
, 3g d!n o d°y
Khs iln) = 3 —
(2 ) q2 + 2 1+ J-Imf]
1
) 43)
Chine ¥ qg

with g = ¢ + o . The integration over the com ponent

e , parallel to the velocity vy, at kns, is elem entary and
yields

Z
35 ) 1
K. (dln) = A0 deg pe— :
! 8 *v; " Z+¢ @ i)
44)
L. 1=2
whereqp= ! 1+ j,ij and g = €4 4mo=vr .

W e next assum g, and then verify, that a typical e
d - q% In the rst tem can then be ignored, and the
m om entum Integration yields
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(45)

O n substituting this result into Eq:_4-ff and splitting the

frequency integral into several pieces, depending on the

sign of I, + !0, we cbtain
Z g

dr o !

mp:;

(46)
'n 1+ 39 Flae

kps W) =1

where isgiven by qu_l-g. T he rem aining frequency In—
tegration is elem entary and yields

, : 2lm
K ({ln) =1 —g=——: @7
1+ 1+ 2nJ

Ysr

W e now retum to the approxin ation we m ade above,
that a typicales o . Since the tprcalvaJues fore, ,
ie. those which dom inate the Integralin E q.45 are ofor-
der ¢ , the approxin ation is valid if g ¢ . Further, a
typicalintemal frequency !0 isoforder !y, , hence g

I+ (n)F% and g (!sg 2) ! O 3+ !sf)1=2
g2 (I m I+ 'e)i=w . At weak coupling, 1, the
condition oy g Inmplies that ! g= , ie., at en—

ergies am aller that g, the approxin ation is well justi-

ed. At strong coupling and ! Vser Ok =g,
@D 's&=vr , and the criterion g ¢ is agaln satis—

ed. Finally, at strong coupling and ! > !g¢, G g (
g'n )= . In this Iim i, the approxin ation wem ade is
qualitatively but not quantitatively correct. In order to
develop a well contyalled theoretical fram ew ork for this
lin i, Abanov et all79423 developed a controllable 1=N
approach by extending the m odel to a lJarge num ber of
hot spots, N , iIn the Brillouin zone N = 8 in the physical
case). This allow s an expansion in term s of 1=N . A ter-
natively, one can extend the m odelto a lJarge num ber of
ferm ion  avors, M , and expand In 1=M . For large N,
D=k N?, ie. the approxin ation g g Is jasti

ed. Another appealing feature of this Ni expansion is
that w thin i, vertex corrections and the dependence of
the selfenergy of the m om entum com ponent transverse
to the Fem isurface are also an allin Ni and can be com —
puted system atically together w ith the corregtionsto the
frequency dependent part of the self enexgy'@:I . To keep
our discussion focused on the key results, we w illnot dis-
cuss further the details of the 1=N approach. Rather,
we just em phasize that (i) Eq,47 is quantitatively cor—
rect even if g G and (i) num erically the di erence
betw een approxin ate and m ore involved \exact" results
©rthe ferm fonic . (1) isonly fow percent2h.

W e next analyze the functional form ofE q'47 W e see
that , @{!) scaleswith and at strong coupling ex—
ceeds the bare 1! term in the Inverse ferm ion propagator
Gkhls @)= il k.. @!):A swasthe case w ith phonons,
it originates in the scattering on zero-sound vibrations of
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the electronic subsystem , w hile spin— uctuationsm ediate
the interaction between electrons and their zero-sound

uctuations. Further, ,_ ({!) evolvesat the sam e typi-
calenergy ! as the bosonic selfenergy. T his intercon—
nection betw een bosonic and ferm ionic propagators isone
of the key \ ngerprints" of the spin-ferm ion m odel.

4

3 () heay

ReZ
ImX

! (d(*y

0 4 8

FIG . 8. The frequency dependence ofthe nom alstate elec—
tron selfenergy due to spin  uctuation—fem ion interaction for
a quasiparticle at a hot spot (from Ref.’51).

InF jg:_§ we show thebehaviorofthe quasiparticle spec—
tralfinction A ( ;! ) atvarious x . W e see that the spec-
tralweight of the quasiparticle peak rapidly decreases as

x becom es Jarger than ! ..

For am all frequencies, ! ! s¢, the soIn susceptibility
can be approxin ated by its static form . For the ferm ionic
selfenergy we nd after analytical continuation

il 95
41

ks (1) = b+ i« Yse): (48)

W e see that the quasiparticle dam ping tem , although
quadratic n ! as i should be in a Fem i liquid, scales
nversely wih !, not wih the Ferm i energy as in con—
ventionalm etals. A s ! gf vanishesat the criticalpoint, the
w idth ofthe Fem iliquid region, where dam ping is amn all
com pared to !, progressively shrinksas increases. The
quasiparticle renom alization factord i, (! )=d! j-

/ Increases as the system approaches the m agnetic

quantum critical point. The quasiparticle z factor si-
m ultaneously decreases as
1
Zy,, = = 49)

@ ()

1+ o

1=0
and vanishes at criticality.

At frequencies above !, the in agihary part of the
ferm ionic selfenergy resambles a lnear function of !
over a substantial frequency range up to about 8! s, and
then eventually crosses over to
(39"

Ky, (1) = isign! 0)



w here

T=14214=—g:

1
16 &

Thus T ramains niteas ! 1 . At the crtical point
Yse ! O, the selfenergy displays the non-Ferm Higuid be-
havior ofEq50 down to ! = 0. A plt ofthe form jonic
selfenergy ispresented in F jg:_g . The Interm ediate quasi-
Iinear regim e is clearly visble. N ote also that the devia-
tions from Fem i liquid behavior starts already at am all

L2,
2 &= 20y
'E
>
>
g
5
o]

’§ &4y
& £=6
< g8y KN

-1

15
S

FIG.9. The nom al state spectral function. N ote the ab-
sence of a quasiparticle peak. This is the consequence of
the proxin ity to an antiferrom ggnetjc quantum criticalpoint.
The gure is taken from Ref 51L.

W e now consider how well the E liashberg approxin a—
tion is satis ed, ie., whether vertex corrections and the
m om entum dependent piece In the ferm ionic selfenergy
are relatively an all. To do this one needs to evaliate

x (! = 0) at k 6 kps and the vertex correction g=g.
T he details of the derivation can be found in Ref.:_Sl: .We
have

3
x (1 =0)= 4—bg "+ 0 (52)
and
—g=Q(O)]og ; 53)
g 8
where Q ( 9g) = 2 o= . For =2, 0 1. We see

that these two corrections depend only logarithm ically
on the coupling and at large are param etrically sm all
com pared to the frequency dependence of the selfenergy.
Furthem ore, at large N , both g=g and  contain an
extra factor of 1N , ie, scak as (1N )log . W e see
therefore that (1N ) log is the analog of the second
coupling constant 7, for the phonon case. Just as for
phonons, the applicability of the E liashberg theory is re—
lated to the fact that this second coupling constant is
much an aller than the prin ary coupling . In our case,
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this requires that (log )=N .W e howeverem phasize
that the sn allness ofthe two \couplings" isnot the result
ofthe an allness of the velocity ratio but the consequence
of the proxim ity to a critical point. A Iso, in distinction
to phonons, the second coupling still diverges at the crit—
icalpoint and therefore corrections to E liashberg theory
cannot be neglected close to the antiferrom agnetic tran—
sition. T hese corrections, however, have been analyzed
w ithin a renom alization group approach in Ref.:_iz-]_],:_éil
and found to be of m inor relevance at intem ediate cou—
pling discussed here.

Tt isalso instructive to explicitly com pute the ferm ionic
selfenergy in the sam eway aswe did In Section 3 for sys—
tem sw ith electron-phonon interaction and verify that the
reason for the dom inance of the frequency dependence of
the self energy is comm on to that for the phonon case.
To see this, we introduce, by analogy w ith Eq:_éj

kiil )= @Aln keo)Ik;ily ): (54)
In the present case, I k;1!y ) issingularask ! kps and
ln ! 0,and I(k = kpgjiln ! 0) 6 Ik ! khS;O)El.'.

Evaliating I kps;i!n ) In the sam e way as in the phonon
case,we nd at ! Vst

ily

ITKknsiilm) Lieg t+ 7 (55)

il m k+0Q

where I, = O (log ). Thj§_ﬁl3rm is the sam e as that
found for phonons (see Eg.130). The analogy implies
that the dom inant, O ( ), contrlbution to the fem ionic
selfenergy com es from m agnetically m ediated interac—
tions between ferm ions and their zero sound excitations,
whereas the actual soin—ferm ion scattering process in
which ferm ions at forced to vibrate at typical spin fre—
quencies yieldsa an aller O (log ) contrbution.

Finally, away from hot spotsbut stillat the Ferm isur-
face, the ferm ionic selfenergy is given by the sam e ex—
pression, Eq. :fl-j, as at a hot spot, but w ith a m om entum
dependent coupling constant x and energy scale ! sr (k)
which obey

=1+ k );
lee @+ k §;

k

lsek) = (56)
where k= J} kysjisthemomentum deviation from a
hot spot along the Fem isurface. W e see that the e ec—
tive coupling decreases upon deviation from a hot spot,
w hile the upper energy scale for the Fem i liquid behav-
jor ncreases. The Increase of ! i, however, is counter-
balanced by the fact that !¢ / sin o,and o, whichwe
had set to be =2, increases away from a hot spott2h .

W e see from qué that the w idth of the region where

x (1) is independent of k (ie. the \size" of a hot
spot) depends on frequency. At the lowest frequencies,

' < lgk), ()= !, and the hot spot physics is
con ned to a region of width ! which progressively
shrinks as Increases. However, at frequencies above



Yee®)r x (1) k(1 1se®)T2 = (! 1)1 is indepen-—
dent of k. A cocordingly, physical processes that happen
on these scales are isotropic (apart from the dependence
on ). In this sense the whole Fermm i surface acts as one
big \hot spot".

One can easily perform the above analysis in din en—
sions larger than d = 2. One nds that the quasparticle
spectralweight behaves for large and the lowest ener—
gies! < !¢ as

d 3

Z,. / (57)

for 2 < d < 3, and vanishes logarithm ically ford = 3.
C orrespondingly, In the quantum critical regine we nd
for the self energy along "hot lines"
d 3
CVEIE EE (58)
an expression that transforms into  ,  @!) /
il Iog (3 J ord= 3. Above d = 3 no non-Fem i liquid
e ects result from the proxim iy to the quantum critical
point. Thisdem onstratesthat m any ofthe e ects caused
by the incoherent nature of the f&rm ions are peculiar to
2d and are considerably less pronounced in three dim en—
sional system s.

B .The dy2 2 pairing instability tem perature

W e now consider the developm ent of the pairing nsta—
bility in the spin—ferm jon model. W e Hllow Ref.123. It
is custom ary in an analysis of the pairing problem to
Introduce an In nitesin ally sn all particleparticle ver-
tex O, (0 1) 2 (1) and study its renom aliza-
tion by the pairing interaction. The corresponding di-
agram s are presented In Fig. :_l-C_i The tem perature at
which the renom alized vertex diverges, ie., when the

equation for the full x (! ) has a nontrivial solution at

vanishing ]io) (! ), m arks the onset of pairing.

<« <

FIG,~10. Diagramm atic representation for the pairing
vertext??. The solid and wavy lines are ferm ionic and spin

uctuation propagators, respectively.

A s noted above, the spin-m ediated pairing interaction
gives rise to dy2 2 superconductivity. W e argued above
that near the m agnetic instability, the gap is m axin um
near the hot spots. One can check (see :ZLZZ_) that the
pairing problem iscon ned to the hot regions in the sense
that them om entum integration neverextendsto k Xk,sJ
wherethem om entum dependence ofthe selfenergy orin—

nitesin alpairing vertex becom es relevant. W e can then
assum e that the pairing vertex is at near the hot spots.
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The underlying d wave symm etry then im plies that the
gap changes sign between two hot regions separated by
the antiferrom agnetic Q . A sgparation into hot and cold
regions is indeed valid only iftypicalk ks k .We
w il see below that the d wave pairing problem is con—

ned to frequencies of order g. For these frequencies, the
w idth of the hot region is nite and is constrained only
by the requirem ent that ! ;¢ k) < g, a condition that in —
plies (@fteram ore accurate account ofthe overall factors)
that the e ective coupling is sm aller than the ferm ionic
bandw idth. A s discussed in the Introduction, the latter
is a necessary condition for the separation between high
and low energies, and we assum e i to hold. W e comm ent
below on what happens iftypical kx ks3> kg, ie., hot
and cold regions cannot be separated.

T he value of the transition tem perature depends sen—
sitively on the behavior of ferm ions that are paired by
the soin-m ediated interaction. O ur analysis of the nor-
m al state has shown that the character of the ferm jonic
degrees of freedom changes at energies of order ! 4¢. For
energies an aller than ! 4, frm ions display Fem 1 liquid
behavior, whilke at higher energies they display behavior
that is di erent from that In a Ferm i liquid. In the BC S
theory of superconductivity only Ferm i liquid degrees of
freedom contribute to the pairing. Let us suppose that
thisalso holds In the present case. T hen the pairing prob—
lem would be qualitatively sim ilar to that ofBC S, since
for frequencies an aller than !4, the soin susogptibility
that m ediates pairing can be approxim ated by is static
valie. T he linearized equation for the pairing vertex then
has the fom

9
TR (59)

)

where the 1 + factor n the denom inator is the re—
sul of m ass renom alization in the Fem i liquid regin e
() !'). The solution of this equation®? yields

TFL 1+

(¢}

lss exp (60)

At weak coupling, this is Just the BC S result. At strong
coupling, them ass renom alization com pensates the cou—
pling constant, and TF* saturatesat TS * lse. This re—
sul, if correct, would In ply that the pairing uctuations
becom e progressively less relevant as one approaches the
quantum critical point ' ! 0 (see the Jeft panel in
Fjg:_E;) . At a rst glance, this is what happensbecause
pairing ofnon Fem iHiquid degrees of freedom seem shard
to accom plish. Indeed, at frequencies largerthan ! ¢, the
pairing interaction decreasesas (1+ j F!<) 2, and this
apparently m akes the frequency integralultraviolet con—
vergent, ie., the \logarithm ic" pairing problem does not
appear to extend above !¢ . The aw in this argum ent
is that when the interaction decreases, the m ass renor-
m alization produced by the same interaction also de-
creases, and the large overall isno longer com pensated



by 1+ (!)=!. Indeed, for ! Veer ()= (112,
where, we recall, ! = (9=16 )g, and the m ass renom al-
ization s 1+ (1=!)172 = 1+ 2 (l4=!)1"2 . Fur-

them ore, we see that at frequenciesbetween ! and !,

the e ective m ass and e ective interaction both scale as

(') 2. The product of the two then scaks as 1=!, ie.

the \logarithm ic" pairing problem extends to frequen—

cies of the order of ! which, we recall, rem ains nite at
=1.

By itself, thise ect doesnot guarantee that the pairing
Instability tem perature is oforder ! as the pairing inter—
action depends on the transferred frequency ! 19, and
the linearized equation for the pairing vertex becom es an

Integral equation in frequency. In particular, or =1,
and hence ! = 0, we need to solve
Z
’ 0 o 1 1
= - art () p=p———: (61)
4. 131

O bserve that this equation does not have any adjistable
param eter and is therefore ﬁJJJy universalwhen T is ex—
pressed in unitsof! . Eq. '6]1 hasbeen anglyzed in detail
by Finkelstein, Abanov and one of ust?d. They ound
that it does have a nontrivial solution at

T 021: (62)
They also analyzed the pairing problem ata nie and
found that incoherent fermm ions dom inate pairing down
to a surprisingly am all
mula, Eq-6d becom es valid only_ at an aller
T.r versus ispresented in FJg.ll

. A pltof

0.18

Temperature (in unitsof W)
=
R

I
[

=3
Q
>

o
Q
o

141
Inverse coupling A

FIG .11. The resuls for the instability tem perature T, ob—
tained from the solution ofthe linearized E liashberg equations
for di erent va]u'e_s_ofthe coupling constant . The gure is
taken from Ref.i123.

Severalcom m ents are in orderhere. F irst, at these val-
ues of the coupling constant (@nd doping) T., does not
concide w ith the onset tem perature for superconductiv—
iy, Tc, but rather represents the onset tem perature for
pseudogap behavior; the actual T, is lower, as discussed
below . Second, we have neglected uctuation e ectsdue

0:5. The M av illan like for-
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to the quasitw o din ensionality. T he Jatter are expected
to yield K osterlitz-T houless physicsi%%. Third, Eql63, is
only valid when g < W where we recallW ¥ is the
ferm jonic bandw idth. In the opposite Iim it g > W , lat—
tice e ects are in portant and controlled analyticalcalcu—
lations are di cul to perform . O ne can, how ever, easily
estinate that .n thislin it Ty / V=g / !s¢ 2. Thises-
tin ate coincides w ith the result of M onthoux and P ines
who extracted Tey / !sr ¥ =g from their num erical
ana]ysjégq . Since v is proportional to the hopping m a—
trix elem ent, and g scales w ith the Hubbard U at large
, it ©llows that T., / J, where J is the m agnetic ex—
change integral of the corresponding H eisenberg m odel
which glescr_l'bes antiferrom agnetism at half- lling.

E q.164 dem onstrates that the d-w ave pairing instability
tem perature ofa two din ensional system at an antiferro—
m agnetic quantum criticalpoint is nite. It is interesting
to note that the sam e holds for p-w ave pairing at a fer-
rom agneticquantum critical point as shown by Roussev

and M illigt23 .

C . Superconducting state

W e next extend the E liashberg theory to the spin—- uc-
tuation induced superconducting state. The discussion
in this section llows Refl%, W e derive a generalized
set of E liashberg equations for the ferm ionic selfenergy
and the gap function that lnclide an additional coupled
equation forthe soin polarization operator. T he latter, as
discussed in the Introduction, is produced by low -energy
ferm ions and has to be determ ined self consistently.

A s discussed above, the In nitesin al pairing vertex
and the ferm ionic selfenergy in the nom al state depend
weakly on m om entum in the hot region ¥ kysj g=W
whereW / v isthe form jonic bandw idth. W e will see
that in the superconducting state, the m om entum inte-
gration isalso con ned to hot regions. W e can then safely
neglct the weak m om entum dependence of both (i!)
and @{!), aswe did above n calculating T ... Subtle
e ects due to this weak m om entum dependence w ill be
considered In the next section. W e w ill not attem pt to
discuss the behaviorofthe gap nearthe nodes. T he latter
is central for the interpretation ofthe experin entaldata
at the lowest tam peratures and frequencies, but not at
energies com parable or lJarger than them axin um pairing
gap. From our perspective it is not essential for the soin

uctuation induced pairing state.

1. Generalized E liashberg equations

T he derivation of the E liashberg equations is straight—
forward. In the superconducting state, the nom al
and anom alous ferm ionic G reen’s functions G, (1!, ) and
Fyx ({!,) and the dynam ical spin susceptibility are given



by Egsdl —13. It is convenient to rewrite Gy (i!,) and
Fy A!',) as

+ i®
Gy ln) = S
P+ S22+ @l'y)
. d!n)
Fi (iln) = i———————
k+en+ @d'y)
@)
N
Frig @n) 2 ierr @y (63)
k+Q n - n

wherei®, = il +
D+

kn, d!'n) (I realfrequencies, €(!) =
W ithout losing generality we can set

kns (1))
x = Ry + WK, and .o = %Ry + WK, where
K=k ks. The sign change between Fy and Fy4 g

isthe result ofdy> 2 symm etry. T he spin susceptibility,
we recall, is given by

of

W e need to obtain the equations for the ferm ionic self-
energy ,, (d!'n ), the anom alousvertex , @i!n ), and
the spin polarization operator o (1!y ). The spin polar-
ization operator is obtained in the same way as in the
nom al state, but now there are two particle-hole bub—
bles: one is the convolution ofG G+ o and the other is
the convolution ofFyFx. o . W e have

Z

q @n)= (64)

1+

* @ o @n)

X &’k
o @'n) = 8g°T 5 Gxig @Wnin) (65
n @)
Gk (l!m) Fk+Q (i!n+m )Fk (llm )]

(the negative sign betw een the tw o term soriginates in the
sum m ation over the soin com ponents). T he m om entum
Integration can be perfom ed explicitly and yields

4g 2 X
Q (lln) = V]:% T ) il g(l!m)g(l!n+m)
fEn)f @avn)l (66)
w here
em
gdln)= « 67)
€2+ Z(iln)
and
, @' w)
f@lln)=« (68)
2o+ 2@y

The rsttem In Eq."é(j is the resul of the reqularization
ofthe ultraviolt singularity. T he additional sign change
between gg and £f tem s in Eq:_é§ isdue to thed wave
form ofFy .
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Eq,'_6-§‘ takes Into account the change of the low en-
ergy spin dynam ics in the pairing state. In the case of
electron-phonon interaction a corresponding change of
the phonon dynam ics exists as well, causing a shift of
the phonon frequency and line width below T.. W hike
thise ect isonly a m inor correction to the phononic dy—
nam ics and is offen neglectedd24, it Jeads to a dram atic
change of the spin dynam ics in our case.

T he other two equations are form ally the sam e as for
phonon-m ediated superconductors. The ferm onic self-
energy (! ) is given by

Z

@' n)= 39°T @i'n )Grytg (nem)

(69)

Perform ing the m om entum integration along the sam e
lines as in the nom alstate calculationswe nd

3 X
39

11
@) 2

D iln)g@n+t iln) (70)

where D is the e ective bosonic propagator that is ob—
tained by integrating the dynam ical soin susceptibility
over the m om entum com ponent along the Fem i surface
and setting otherm om entum com ponentsto Q (the last
step is equivalent to the approxin ation we discussed be-
Iow Eq45). W e have

Z

d
D (n)= X (giiln)
2 d@ =Q
- (1)
2 1 g (ln)

An analogousequation isobtained forthe anom alousver-
tex
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X
@ a) T D Wp)f @p+ily): (72)

ZVF

Eqs.-'_6-§, ,'_7(_5, and :_7-2; constitute the full set of E liashberg
equations for the spin-m ediated superconductivity. A -
tematively to (! ) and (!) we can also introduce

() )
! )

1+

(
Z (!

zZ ()= (M) (73)
The com plex function (! ) reducesto the superconduct-
Inggap In BCS theory wherewe alsohavez (!)= 1.
In E lashberg theory, the superconducting gap, de ned
as a frequency where the density of states has a peak, is
the solution of (! y= 1.

W e again em phasize that the E liashberg equations are
valid for ferm ionicm om enta w hich deviate from hot spots
by less than g=v¢ . For these m om enta, the pairing ver-
tex can be approxim ated by a k-independent finction
w hich how ever changes sign betw een tw o hot regions sep—
arated by Q . For largerdeviations, the anom alous vertex
rapidly goes dow n and eventually vanishes along zone di-
agonals.



2. Solution of the E liashbergy equations:

W e discuss the general structure of the solutions of
the set of E liashberg equations, and then present the
results of their num erical solution. First, we see from
Eqg. :_éé that, as In the nom al state, (! 0) 0 for
any (!) and (!). This physically inplies that the
developm ent of the gap does not change the m agnetic
correlation length. This result becom es evident if one
notices that d-wave pairing nvolves ferm ions from op—
posite sub-lattices. Second, the opening of the super-
conducting gap changes the low frequency soin dynam —
ics. Now quasiparticles near hot spots are gapped, and a
soin uctuation can decay into a particle-hole pair only
when it can pull two particles out of the condensate of
C ooper pairs. This in plies that the decay into particle-
hole excitations is only possible if the extemal frequency
islargerthan 2 . At sm aller frequencies, we should have

©1)=0atT = O A9, This resul indeed read—
ily follows fnomREq. ._6§. The K ram ersX ronig relation

o)y = (=) 01 D ()= (x? 12)  then inplies that
because ofa drop n~ ©(!), the spin polarization oper—
ator n a superconductor acquires a real part, which at
low ! isquadratic in frequency and isoforder ! 2=( ! ).
Substituting this resul into Eq:_l-;)’, we nd that at low
energies, soin excitations in a d-w ave superconductor are
propagating, gapped m agnon-lke quasiparticles

(74)

w here

s (lsp) (75)
and & ¢ =g. The reem ergence of propagating spin
dynam ics in plies that the dynam ical soin susceptibility
acquires a resonance peak which at g = Q is located at
l= .

Eqi/4 is indeed meaningfil only if , ie.,
Vs . O therw ise the use of the quadratic form for
(!) isnot justi ed. To nd outhow dependson the
coupling constant, one needs to carefullly analyze full
set of Eqs$6+74. This analysis is rather Jnvo]yed-.zz"w?'
and isnot dJ:cecljy related to the goalofthisChapter. W e
skip the details and quote the resul. It tums out that
at strong coupling,
doped cuprates, the condition > ! 4 is satis ed: the
gap scaleswith ! and saturatesat 035! = 006g at

! 1 ,whike!,/ 2! 0.In thissiuation, the spin
excitationsin a superconductor are propagating, particle—
like modes wih a gap . However, In distinction to
phonons, these propagating m agnons get their identity
from a strong coupling feedback e ect in the supercon-—
ducting state.

At weak coupling, the superconducting problem is of
the BCS type, and ! ¢¢. This result is ntuitively
obvious as ! g plays the role of the D ebye frequency in

1, ie. for optim ally and under—
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the sense that the bosonicm ode that m ediatespairing de—
creases at frequencies above ! 4. For Vse, Q1)
does not have a pok at frequencies where (1) / ! 2.

Still,-a, Eo.]a;n?_ -P@Q ;!) does exist even at weak cou—
plingtZi 234279458 To see this, note thatat | 2 one
can sim ultaneously set both ferm ionic frequencies in the
bubbl to becloseto , and nbake both propagators sin—

~2

gulardue to the vanishing of 2 where, we recal],

= L+ (!).Substituting ~?(!) (1) / ! into
Eqg. @é and using the spectral representation, we obtain
for! =2 +
2 dx
©
() / : (76)
0 x( X)}):2

Evaluating the mntegral, we nd that ® undergoesa -
nite ymp at ! 2 . By the K ram ersX ronig relation,
this Jum p gives rise to a logarithm ic sihqularity in =~ °(!)
at ! 2 :

Z
2 Tt O ()
— dxi2 2
2 X !

Oy = 7)
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Thebehaviorof °(!')and @(!) is schem atically shown
in Figld. The fact that °(!) diverges logarithm i
cally at 2 Implies that no matter how small =! g« is,

@Q;!)hasapokat < 2 ,when @(!) isstill zero.
Sinple estin ates show that for weak coupling, where
Vs , the singularity occurs at s 2 1 Zs)
where Z5 / e '@ ) isalso the spectral weight of the
resonance peak in this Iim it.

|_|QA

o

FIG .12. Schem atic behavior of the real (dashed line) and
In aghary (solid line) parts of the particle hole bubble in the
superconducting state. D ue to the discontinuous behavior of

D@yat! = 2 ,the realpart °(!) is ogarithm ically di-
vergent at 2 . For an all !' , the real part behaves like ! 2=
The gure istaken from 149.

W e see therefore that the resonance in the spin suscep—
tbility exists both at weak and at strong coupling. At
strong coupling, the resonance frequency is ¢

, 1e., the resonance occurs in the frequency range w here
spin excitations behave as propagating m agnon-lke ex—
citations. At weak coupling, the resonance occurs very
near 2 due to the bgarithm ic singularity n =~ °('). Tn



practice, however, the resonance at weak coupling can
hardly be observed because the residue of the peak in
the spJn susoegptbility Z ¢ is exponentJaJJy an all.

FJg:13 show sthe results for @Q ;! ) obtained from the
full solution ofthe set ofthree coupled eq"uat:ons atT 0
and three di erent coupling constantsi%. For 1, the
soin susceptibility hasa sharp peak at ! s- Thepeak
gets sharperwhen it movesaway from 2 . At the same
tine, for = 05, corresponding to weak coupling, the
peak is very weak and is washed out by a an allthem al
dam ping. In this case, ® only displays a discontinuity
at2 .

=1

=2

Spin susceptibility

0 ‘ 1

wow 2

FIG .13. Im aghhary part ofthe dynam ical spin susceptibil-
ity In the superconducting state at T T. obtained from the
solution of the set of three E liashberg equations for coupling
constants = 05, = 1l,and = 2.The gure istaken from

143.

W e next show that the resonance peak does not exist
for s wave supe1:oonductor§3]1 In the latter case, the
soin polarization operator is given by alm ost the sam e
expression as in Eq. .66 but wih a di erent SJgn of the
ff-tem ; recall that the origihal sign In Eq.C_6§) origi-
nated from the fact that the two fem ions in the spin
polarization bubbl di er in m om entum by Q , and the
d-wave gap changes sign underk ! k+ Q .Onecan In -
m ediately check that fora di erent sign ofthe anom alous
tem, @ is conthuous at 2 . Accordingly, °(!') does
not diverge at 2 , and hence there is no resonance at
weak coupling. Still, how ever, one could expect the reso—
nance at strong coupling as at sn all frequencies °(!) is
quadratic in ! by virtue ofthe existence ofthe threshold
or ©. ktums out, how ever, that for s-w ave pairing the
resonance is precluded by the fact that (! = 0) changes
between the nom aland the superconducting states.

Onecanmake surethat n an s wave superconductor,

(! = 0) < 0, and that this negative term overshadow s
the positive !'? term in  (!) in such a way that for all
frequenciesbelow 2 , (!) < 0 and hence the resonance
sin ply does not exist. That (! 0)< 0ins wavesu—
perconductors can be easily explained: a negative (0)
In plies that the spin correlation length decreases as the
system becom es superconducting. This is exactly what
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one should expect as s-wave pairing involves fermm ions
both from di erent sub-lattices aswellas from the same
sub-lattice. T he pairing of form ions from the sam e sub—
lattice Into a spin-singlet state obviously reduces the an—
tiferrom agnetic correlation length.

A=2, T=0
Re®(w)
—  mP(w)
1 .
13
©
2
= 4
>
0 i i
ReX(w)
—_— mZ(w)
1 - .
I3
©
2
= L 4
=]
wWww
O L 1 L L L 1 L L L

0 1 2 3

FIG.14. The real and im agihary parts of the ferm lonic
selfenergy (!) and the pairing vertex (| ) for 2 and
the owest T . The resuls are from Ref. :L32:

W e also comm ent on the digpersion of the resonance
peak. In Eq. |74 we assumed that , is a constant. Tn
fact, s dependson g since orany givenq, 2/ (@)
where (q) isad wavegap at the points at the Femn 1
surface which are connected by g. In particular, ¢
should vanish at g = Qi which connects the nodal
pomnts. Thise ect accnu.nts.brthe \negative" dispersion
of the resonance peak“s'lwl' T he latter certainly over—
shadow s the positive dispersion dueto (@ Q f term for
g close t0 Q i and may do so even for g near Q if the
correlation length isnot largeenough. Thise ect is, how —
ever, not a part of the quantum —critical description (it
should becom e progressively less relevant for g € Q ; in
when Increases), and we ignore i In the subsequent
analysis. N ote, however, that the negative dispersion of
the peak in plies that the peak exists only fora anall
range of m om enta between Q and Q.,qm.. In optin ally
doped cuprates, Q n in 08 ;08 §¢5 and the m o-
mentum range for the peak does not exoeed 6% of the
B rillouin zone. T he actualqg region w here the peak is ob—
servable is even sn aller as the intensity of the peak also
decreaseswhen g approachesQ p in - T he am allness ofthe
g range for the peak accounts for an all overall spectral



intensity I = 5 S (g;!)dPqd! =2 )3 that tumsout to be
substantially sm allerthan S (S + 1)=3= 1=4. Still, atQ,
ghe Intensity of the peak is not small (experinentally,

s ;!)d! 15 in optinally doped YBCOLSMIEH),
and we have veri ed that for the frequencies that we
consider below , the typicalg Q that account for the
feedback on the ferm ions are wellw ithin the g range be—
tween Q and Q ;. In other words, the am all overall
Intensity of the resonance peak does not precluide strong
feedback e ects from the resonance peak on ferm ionic
variables.

o

units of w

o

o 3

FIG .15. The realand Im aginary parts of the e ective gap
(') and the quasiparticle renom alization factor 'Z_(!_) for

= 2 and the lowest T . The results are from Ref. 132}

For com pleteness, In Fi;s.'_l-él_: and :_1-5 we present results
for the ferm ionic selfenergy and the pairing vertex for
the snallest T . W e see that the realpartsof (!) and

(') are nie at ! 0 as should be the case In the
superconducting state. T he in aghary partsof (!) and

(!) @nd of (!) and Z (!)) vanish at an all frequen—
cies and appear only above the threshold frequency that
is precisely + s+ Furthem ore, all variables have a
com plex intemal structure at large frequencies. In the
next section we discuss the physical origin of the thresh—
od at + s and also show that one can extract 3
from the derivative of @(!).

Few words about the num bers. For = 2, 03!
and g 02!, ie, and s are com parable to
each other. For 1 a num erical solution of the
E liashberg equations lads to 2T o1 035!, and
025!=

S

24

V.FINGERPRINTS OF SPIN FERM ION
PAIRING

In this Section, we discuss the extent to which the
\ ngerprints" of spin-m ediated pairing can be extracted
from experin ents on m aterials that are candidates for a
m agnetically-m ediated superconductivity. D ue to strong
soin—ferm ion coupling, there is unusually strong feedback
from spin excitationson ferm ions, speci ctod wave su—
perconductors w ith a m agnetic pairing interaction. T he
origin of this feedback is the em ergence of a propagat-
Ing collective spin bosonic m ode below T.,. Thism ode
is present for any coupling strength, and s gap s is
an aller than the m ininum energy 2 that is nec—
essary to break a Cooper pair. In the vichiy of the
antiferrom agnetic phase, 5 / ! where isthemag-
netic correlation length. W e show that this propagating
soin m ode changes the onset frequency for single par-
ticle scattering, gives rise to the \peak-dijp-hum p" fea—
tures in the quasiparticle spectral function, the \dip—
peak" features in tunneling SIS and SIN conductances,
and to shgularities and ne structures in the optical
conductivity. In section 6, we apply these results to
cuprate superconductors and- a iﬂxa%g.%%ﬁ -

] I]:gul
tures have, been- pbslervedy]';y_.".l_ﬁ_l-, ._55"2
ARPESHMGLONISI  tunnelingt 241, and conductivity
datal4464 are consistent w ith each other, and (ifi) the
valie of § extracted from these variousexperin ents co—
incides w ith the resonance frequency m easured directly
n neutron scattering experin ents:&4 {163

A .The physicalorigin of the e ect

T he physical e ect that accounts for dips and hum ps
In the density of states and spectral function of cuprates
isnot new and is known for conyentignals wave super-
conductors as the Holstein e ect?64/L63

FIG.16. a) The exchange diagram for a boson m ediated
interaction. T he solid line stands for a propagating ferm ion.
The wiggly line is a phonon propagator In the case of elec—
tron—- phonon interaction, and a m agnon line in the case of
a spin— uctuation m ediated Interaction. b) The lowest or-
der diagram for the fem ionic self energy due to a direct four

ferm on Interaction, also represented by a wiggly line. The
T——
gure is taken from  iL49.

Considera clean s wave superconductor, and suppose
that the residual interaction between ferm ions occurs via
the exchange ofan E instein phonon. A ssum e for sim plic-
iy that the fully renom alized electron phonon coupling
is som e constant gy, and that the phonon propagator



D (g;!) is Independent of m om entum g and has a sin—
gk pole at a phonon frequency ! (the Holstein m odel)
164{1%4  phonon _exchange gives rise to a form jonic self-
energy (see Fig .l6a)

. X ko . .
(ilm)= 5T WG]‘ @'a)D @y ily) (78)
which is a convolution of D (1) = 1=(12 (1 + i0)%)

w ith the full ferm Jomcpropagatoer ('), which n a su—
perconductor is given by Eq.l]a

T+ "y
()

r (79)

k

A s before,

dispersion of the ferm ions. At T
(1) cbviously vanish for !

ferm Jonic spectral function Ay (!) jSﬁO(! )= forparti-

clesattheFem isurface k = ky) hasa function peak

at ! , le. is a sharp gap at zero tem perature.

T he ferm Jonic density of states in a superconductor

#

(!) is the pairing vertex, and "y isthe band
0both @) and
. This in plies that the

()

T2()

N (!)= Ny Im (80)

(2 1=2
vanishes for ! < and has a square-root singularity

My / ) ™2 for frequencies above the gap M o
is the nom al state density of states).

The onset of the imaghary part of the selfenergy,
E 478, can be easily obtained by using the spectral repre—
sentation for ferm ionic and bosonic propagators in E q,'jg
and re-expressing the m om entum Integration in term s of
an Integration over "y . At T = 0 we obtain

Z

D> 0)/ AN (9 Q¢
0

1 81)

Since for positive frequencies, D O 1) ( Do=2!p) (!
0), the frequency Integration is elem entary and yields
Pu >0/ N lo): 82)
W e see that the single particle scattering rate is di-
rectly proportionalto the density of states shifted by the
phonon frequency. C learly, the im aghary part of the
ferm jonic selfenergy em erges only when ! exceeds the
threshold
(83)

t S 07

the sum of the superconducting gap and the phonon
frequency. Right above this threshod, ~®() / (!

¢) 2. By the KramersK roniy relation, this non-
analyticity causes a square root divergence of ~o(!) at
! < . Combining the two ks, we nd that near
the threshold, “(!) = A + C= ! where A and C
are real numbers. By the sam e reasoning, the pairing
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vertex (! ) also possesses a squa{je—root shgularity at
te Near ! = tr (')_B+c_ t ! with realB .
Since +> ,wehaveA > B.

T he singularity in the ferm ionic selfenergy gives rise
to an extra dip-hum p structure of the ferm ionic spectral
function at k = ky . Below ., the spectral function
is zero except or | = , where it has a finctional
peak. Inm ediately above ¢, A (1) / Im (T(1)=(~2()

2(!))) takes the orm A (1) / (! ). At larger
frequencies, A (! ) passes through a m axin um , and even—
tually vanishes. Adding a sn all dam ping introduced by
either in purities or nite tem peratures, one obtains the
spectral function w ith a peak at ! ,adipat! tr
and a hump at a som ewhat larger frequency. This be-
havior is shown schem atically in Fig.\l1q.

A

3
<

FIG.17. The schem atic orm of the quasiparticle spectral
function in an s wave superconductor. Solid lihe-{ T = O,
dashed line { at niteT. ¢= + ! o (from Ref '),

The singularities in ~(!) and (!) a ect other ob—
servables such as the ferm ionic DO S, optical conductiv—
iy, Ram an xes.panse, and the SIS tunneling dynam ical
conductancel6aies

For a more com plx phonon propagator, which de—
pends on both frequency and m om entum , the singular-
ties in the ferm ionic selfenergy and other observables
are weaker.and m ay only show up In the derivatives over
ftequency"lI (= j. Still, the opening of the new relaxational
channelat  gives rise to sihgularities In the electronic
properties of a phonon-m ediated s wave superconduc—
tor.

B . Sim ilarities and discrepancies betw een d—-and
s wave superconductors

As we already discussed, for m agnetically m ediated
d wave superconductivity, spin uctuationsplay the roke
of phonons. Below T., spin excitations are propagating,
m agnon-lkem odes w ith thegap 5. This  obviously
plys the sam e rok as ! ( for phonons, and hence we ex—
pect that for spin-m ediated pairing, the spectral fiinction
should disgplay a peak-dip-hum p structure aswell. Fur-
them ore, we w illdem onstrate below that for cbservables



such asthe DO S, Ram an intensity and the optical con—
ductivity, which m easure the response averaged over the
Fem i surface, the angular dependence of the d wave
gap ) / cos (2 ) softens the singularities, but does
not wash them outovera nite frequency range. Indeed,
wewill nd that the positions of the singularities are not
determ ined by som e averaged gap am plitude but by the
maximum valie ofthed wavegap, nax , ile., the
Holstein e ect is stillpresent ora d wave superconduc—
tor.

Desgpite many sim ilarities, the feedback e ects for
phonon-m ediated s w ave superconductors, and m agnet—
ically m ediated d wave superconductors are not equiva—
lentaswenow dem onstrate. Theponnt isthat fors w ave
superconductors, the exchange process shown in F Jg.16a
is not the only possble source for the ferm ionic decay:
there exists another process, shown in andéb, in which
a ferm ion decays into three other ferm ions. This process
is due to a residual Hurerm jon interactiont$3164 . 0 ne
can easily m ake sure that this second process also gives
rise to the ferm ionic decay when the extemal ! exceedsa
mInimum energy of3 , necessary to pullall three inter-
m ediate particles out of the condensate of C ooper pairs.
At the threshold, the ferm ionic spectral function is non-
analytic, much lke that found at + ! (. This inplies
that In s-wave superconductors, there are tw o physically
distinct singularities, at + ! ( and at 3 , which come
from di erent processes and therefore are ndependent
ofeach other. W hich of the two threshold frequencies is
larger depends on the strength ofthe coupling and on the
shape ofthe phonon density of states. At weak coupling,

!y is exponentially lJarger than , hence the 3 thresh-
old com es rst. At strong oouphng, o and arecom pa-
rable, but calculations w ithin the E liashberg form alism
show that for realm aterials (eg. for lead or niobim ),
still3 <+ ! '124 . This result is fully congistent w ith
the photoem ission data for these m aterials®®.

Form agnetically m ediated d-w ave superconductorsthe
situation isdi erent. A swe discussed In Section 2, in the
one-band m odel for cuprates, w hich we adopt, the under—
Iying Interaction is a H ubbard-type four-ferm ion interac-
tion. The Introduction ofa spin uctuation as an extra
degree of freedom is just a way to acoount for the fact
that there exists a particular interaction channel, where
the e ective Interaction betw een ferm ions is the strongest
due to the proxin ity to a m agnetic instability. This in —
plies that the spin uctuation propagator ism ade out of
particle-hole bubbles lke those in FJg.le Then, to the
lowest order in the interaction, the ferm ionic selfenergy
is given by the diagram in FJg,'LGb H Jgher—order term s
convert a particlke-hole bubble in FJg:16b intoaw Jgg]y
Iine, and transform this diagram into the one in FJg.16a
C learly then, inclision ofboth diagram s would be dou—
ble counting, ie., there is only a singke process which
gives rise to the threshold In the ferm ionic se]f—energy
Note also that the fact that the diagram in Fig :16b is
a part of that in FJg:_lga In plies that the developm ent
of a singularity In the spectral function at a frequency
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di erent from 3 cannot be due to e ects outside the
soin—ferm ion m odel. Indeed, we w ill show that them odel
generates two singularities: at 3 ,and at + s< 3.
The fact that this is an intemale ect, however, In plies
that < depends on T he experin ental veri cation
of this dependence can then be considered as a \ nger-
print" of the spin— uctuation m echanisn . Furthem ore,
as the singularities at 3 and + s are due to the
sam e Interaction, their relative intensity is another gauge
of the m agnetic m echanisn for the pairing. W e willar-
gue below that som e experin ents on cuprates, particu-
larly m easurem ents of the optical conductiviyt®d, allow
one to detect both singularities, and that their calculated
relative intensity is consistent w ith the data.

W e now discuss separately the behavior of the elec—
tronic spectral function, the density of states, SIS tun-—
neling, the Ram an Intensity and the optical conductiv—
iy. To account for all features associated with d wave
pairing, we w ill keep the m om entum dependence of the
ferm Jonic selfenergy and the pairing vertex on m om enta
along the Fem i surface, although this dependence is In—
deed weak nearhot spots. For sim plicity, we assum e a cir-
cular Fem i surface. In this situation, the k-dependence
of the selfenergy and the pairing vertex reduces to the
angular dependence, ie. (;!)and (")

C . The spectral function

We st consider the spectral function Ay (!) =
1= )3$P(1)3 I the superconducting state, for quasi-
particles near the Ferm i surface

nw #
1 !+ s+ "

A (!> 0)= = In (2 1%

+ ) 2( ;) 8
(84)
By de nition, Ay ( =N (!)

In a Fem igas wih dwave pairing, ( ;!) = 0, and

(;!')= ) / cos (2 ). The spectral function then
has a function peak at ! = (2 ( )+ ")17%. Ik is ob-

vious, but essential for com parison w ith the strong cou-—
pling case, that the peak disperses w ith k and that far
away from the Fem i surface one recovers nom al state
digpersion.

For strong coupling we consider the spectral function,

x (1), for ferm jons located near hot soots, hs -
where the gap () (de ned as a solution of ~0(! =

i ns) = % = ; phe)) ismaxinum . As discussed
above, we expect the spectral function to possess a peak
at ! and a singularity at ! e= + s- The
behavior of A (! ) near the sihgularity is robust and can
be obtained w ithout a precise know ledge ofthe frequency
dependence of 7(!') and (!). Allwe need to know is
that near ! ~2) 2y /! . Substituting
this form into E q:_7-§ and converting to the realaxisusing
the spectral representation, we obtain for ! e+



dx

x))7?

¢ o &(

@®5)

This integral is the sam e as in Eq:_7-§, hence ~® under-

goesa nitejmpat! = ¢, ustasthe soin polarization
operatordoes at ! = 2 . By the K ram ersK ronig rela—

tion, this Jum p gives rise to a logarithm ic divergence of
~0, The sam e sngularbehavior holds for the pairing ver—
tex (!'),wih exactly the sam e prefactor In front ofthe

logarithm . The last result i plies that ~(!) () is

non—smqu]ar at ! = . Substituting these resuls into
Eq}34 we nd that the spectral filnction A (! ) behaves
at! > tasl= ]og (! t), ie., aln ost discontinuously.
Obviously, at a snallbut nite T, the spectral function
should have a dip very near ! = ¢, and a hump at a

som ew hat higher frequency.
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FIG . 18. Upper panel: the quasiparticle spectral function
determm ined by solving the coupled E liashberg equations for
1. The peak-dip-hum p structure ofA (! ) is clearly visble
but not dram atic. M iddl panel: real and in agihary parts of
the ferm ionic selfenergy (dashed and solid lines, respectively)
. Lower panel -the frequency derivative of D(1). The extra
struct':l,lr_e at 3 is clearly visble. The gure is taken from
Ref. 1149.

In Flg:_fgl we present the result forA (!') ocbtained from
a solution of the-set of three coupled E liashbery equa-
tionsat T T4, This solution is consistent w ith our
analytical estin ate. W e clearly see that the ferm ionic
spectral function has a peak-dip-hum p structure, and the
peak-dip distance equals . Wealso seein FJg.l8 that
the ferm ionic selfenergy is non—ana]yt:c at ! 3 .As
w e discussed above, this Jast non-analyticity originates in
the non-analyticity of the dynam ical spin susceptibility
at ! 2.

27

Another \ ngerprint" of the spin— uctuation scatter—
Ing can be found by studying the evolution of the spec—
tral function as onem oves away from the Fem isurface.
T he argum ent here goes as follow s: at strong coupling,
w here ! £, probing the ferm ionic spectral function
at frequencies progressively larger than , one even-—
tually probes the nom al state ferm ionic se]f—energy at
! !s¢. Substituting the self energy Eqgy 47 Jnto the
ferm jonic propagator, we nd that up to ! , the
spectral function in the nom al state does not have a
quasiparticle peak at ! "y . Instead, i only displays
a broad maxinum at ! "2=!. In other words, at
g < ! < I, the spectral function in the nom al state
displays non—Fe'J?n 1 Jiquid behavior w ith no quasiparticle
peak (see Fig. Q). The absence of a quasiparticle peak
In the nom al state In plies that the sharp quasiparticle
peak that we found at ! form om enta at the Ferm i
surface cannot sin ply disperse w ith k, as i does for non—
Interacting ferm onsw ith a d-wave gap. Speci cally, the
quasiparticle peak cannot m ove further in energy than

+ 5 since at lJarger frequencies, spin scattering rapidly
Increases, and the ferm ionic spectral function should dis—
ply roughly the sam e non-Fem i-liquid behavior as in
the nom alstate.
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FIG .19. a) Frequency dependence of the spectral function
in the superconducting state for di erent . The curve at
the bottom has a highest i . No coherent quasiparticle peak
occurs for energies larger than + . Instead, the spectral
function displays a broad m aximum , sin ilar to that In the
nom al state. (From Ref|l49 J)

In Fjg:_l-_ﬁa we present plots for the spectral function
as the m om entum m oves away from the Fem i surface.
W e see the behavior we Just describbed: the quasiparticle
peak does not m ove further than + s . Instead, when
k k Increases, i gets pinned at + s and grad-
ually looses is spectral weight. At the sam e tin g, the
hum p disperses with k and for frequencies larger than

+ )3 gradua]]y transform s nto a broad m aximum at
! = . The positions ofthe peak and the dip versus
k kF arepresented n Fig, 19b



D . The density of states

T he quasiparticle density of states, N
mentum integral of the spectral fiinction:

('), is the m o—

86)

Substituting Ag (!') from Eq}_B-Z_L' and integrating over "y,
one obtains
Z,

N (!)/ Im d

@®7)

0 2 3 WA

FIG . 20. Density of states of a noninteracting Femm i gas
with d-wave gap,-(solid line) and wih s-wave gap (dashed
line). From Reflt'?).

=

W e rstcoonsiderN (!) In a d-wave gas, and then dis—

cuss strong coupling e ects. In a d wave gas, = 0
and 4-=-, cos(2 ). Integrating in Eq.87-over we
obtaint2%i’:
" #
Pz d
N (!)=NgRe — P
2 o, 12 o)
_2Ng K (=!) for ! > ;
B ('=)K (I=) or ! < . ®8)

where K (x) is the elliptic ntegralof rst kind. W e see
that N (!) ! for! and diverges logarithm ic as
1= )nh@ =3 !9 for ! . At lJamger frequencies,
N (!) gradually decreasestow ardsthe frequency indepen—
dent, nom alstate value ofthe D O S, which we have nor-
m alized to unity. The plot of N (' nhad waveBCS
superconductor is presented in F ngZO

Forocom parison, in an s-w ave superconductor, theD O S
vanishesat ! < and divergesasN (') / (! )y 172
at ! . W e see that a d-wave superconductor is dif-
ferent in that (i) the DO S is nite down to the smallest
frequencies, and (i) the singularity at ! is weaker
(logarithm ic). Still, however, N (! ) is shgularonly at a
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frequency w hich equalsto the largest value ofthed wave
gap. This illustrates a point m ade earlier: the angular
dependence of the d-w ave gap reduces the strength ofthe
shgularity at ! = 4 ax () , but does not wash it out
overa nite frequency range.

dN(w)/dw

0 w 0 w

FIG.21. (@) The behavior of the SIN tunneling conduc-
tance (1e.,, DO S) In a strongly coupled d-wave superconduc—
tor. Main pictures - N (!), insets —dN (! )=d!. (@) The
schem aticbehavioroftheD O S fora atgap. (o) T he soluition
of the E liashberg-type equations for a at gap. The shaded
regions are the ones in which the at gap approxin ation is
incorrect as the physics is dom inated by nodalquasiparticles.
(c) The schem atic behavior of N (! ) for the quadratic varia-
tion of the gap near tsm axim a. (d) The expected behavior
ofthe DO S in a real situation when singularities are softened
outby niteT or Im purity scattering. T he position of + s
roughly corresponds to am ninum ofdN (! )=d!.The gure
is taken from Ref. 149.

W e now tum to strong coupling. W e rst dem onstrate
that the DO S possesses extra peak-dp features, associ
ated w ith the sihgularities in ~(!) and (!) at!
w hich for spin-m ediated pairing is

t

t= +t st (89)
P |
An analytical approach prooceeds as Hllow st 4. C onsider
rst a case when the gap is totally at near a hot spot.
At! ¢, ooth 7(1) and (!) diverge ]ogar:li:hm ically.
On substituting these om s into Eq. 87, we nd that

N (!) hasa logarithm ic singularity:

1
Nging (1) / bgjli 0)

]

This singularity gives rise to a strong divergence of
dN (! )—d' at ! t, @ behavior schem atically shown in
Fig. @la) In part () ofthis gurewepresent the result
orN_(!) obtained by the solution ofthe E liashberg-type
Egsp6+/3. A smallbut nite tem perature was used to
an ear out divergences. W e recall that the E liashberg set
does not Include the angular dependence of the gap near



hot Qots and hence the num ericalresult fortheDO S In
Fig.21lb should be com pared with Fig. 2la. W e clearly
see that N (! ) has a second peak at ! = . Thispeak
strongly a ects the frequency derivative of N (! ) which
becom e singular near .

The relatively anall magniude of the singularity
In N (!) is a consequence of the linearization of the
ferm Jonic dispersion near the Femn i sprface. For an ac—
tual , chosen to t ARPES data £28, nonlinearities in
the ferm Jonic dispersion occur at energies com parable to

t. Thisisdue to the fact that hot spots are located close
to (0; ) and related points at which the Fem i velociy
vanishes. A s a consequence, the m om entum integration
in the spectral function should have a less pronounced
an earing e ect than found in our calculations, and the
frequency dependence ofN (! ) should m ore resem ble that
ofA (!) form om enta where the gap isatmaxinum .

For a momentum dependent gap, the behavior of
ferm jons near hot soots is the sam e as when the gap
is at,butnow { dependson asboth and g vary
as one moves away from a hot spot. The variation of

is obvious, the variation of ¢ is due to the fact that
this frequency scalesas '2. Sinceboth and ¢ are
maxin al at a hot spot, we can m odel the m om entum
dependence by replacing

2.
t! t a

1)

w here nss and a > 0. The shgular pieces of
the selfenergy and the pairing vertex then behave as

og( . ! &) !.Substiuting these orm s into Eq§i
and using the fact that ~(!) (') const at ! tr
we obtain
z h i
Neng(!)/ Re d® og(. ! &)°* 92)

A straightforw ard analysis ofthe integralshow sthat now
N (!) displays a one-sided non-analyticity at !

te

1=2
i 93)

Jlog (!

B t

Nsing () (! t)

)]

whereB > 0,and (x) 1 forx> 0,and )= 0 for

x < 0. Thisnon-analyticity givesriseto a cusp n N (!)

right above , and one-sided square—root divergence of
the frequency derivative of the DO S. This behavior is
shown schem atically in Fig. .'lec C om paring this be-
havior w ith that shown in Fig. Ziha fora at gap, we
observe that the angular dependence of the gap predom —
nantly a ects the form of N (!) at ! t. At these
frequencies, the angular variation of the gap com pletely
elin inates the singularity n N (! ). At the same tine,
above ¢, the angular dependence of the gap softens the
sihqularity, but, still, the D O S sharply dropsabove  In
such a way that the derivative ofthe D O S diverges on ap—
proaching  from above. W e seeagain thatinad wave
superconductor, the shgularity in theD O S is softened by
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the angular dependence of the gap, but still persists at a
particular frequency related to them axin um valie ofthe
gap. Thispoint isessentialas it enablesusto read o the
maxinum gap value directly from the experin entaldata
w ithout any "deconvolution" ofm om entum averages.

For realm aterials, In which singularities are rem oved
by eg. Impuriy scattering, N (!) lkely has a dip at
! ¢ and a hump at a larger frequency. This is
schem atically shown in Fig. {21)d. The bcation of . is
best descrbed as a point where the frequency derivative
of the DO S passes through a m inimum . The sihgular-
ity n dN (!)=d! at ¢, and the dip-hump structure of
N (!)at! + are additional\ ngerprints" ofthe spin—

uctuation m echanisn in the singl particle response.

E . SIS tunneling

M easurem ents of the dynam ical conductance dI=dv
through a superconductor — insulator — superconductor
(SIS) janction o er another toolto search for the nger—
prints of the spin— uctuation m echanism . The conduc—
tance through this janction is the derdvative over voltage
of the convolution of the two DO S%24: di=av / S (1)
where

.dN(! )@ N (): (94)

TheDOSinad wavegaSJngyen n Eq|8$ Substitut-
Ing this form nto Eqg. '94 and Jntegratjng over frequency
weobtain the result presented in FJg‘_22 Atsnall!,s (!)
is quadratic n "12(: . This is an obvious consequence of
the fact that the DOS islinearmn ! . At ! = 2 ,S(!)
undergoes a nite jymp. This Jmp is related to the
fact that near 2 , the integral over the two DO S in—
cludes the region around where both N () and
N (! ) are logarithm ically singular, and @ N ( ) di-
verges as 1=( ). The singular contribution to S (!)
from this region can be evaluated analytically and yields

Z 4 L.
dx log ¥kj

1.
2

2 2)

;. x+ !

(95)

O bserve that the am plitude of the Jim p in the SIS con—
ductance is a universal num ber which does not depend
on the value of . At larger frequencies, S (! ) contin—
uously goes down and eventually approaches a value of
s¢! 1)=1.
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FIG .22. (a) The schem atic behavior of the SIS tunneling
conductance, S (!), In a strongly coupled d-wave supercon—
ductor. M aln pictures - S (!), nsets —dS (! )=d! . @) The
schem atic behavior of S (! ) ora at gap. (o) The solution
of the E liashberg-type equations fora at gap using theDO S
from theprevious subsection. T he shaded regions are the ones
in which the atgap approxin ation is incorrect asthe physics
is dom inated by nodal quasiparticles. (c) T he schem atic be—
havior of S (!') for a quadratic variation of the gap near its
maxina. (d) The expected behavior of the SIS conductance
in a realsituation when singularities are softened out by nite
T orby im purity scattering. 2 + s oughly corresponds to
them axinum ofds (! )=d! . From Ref.:_LgQ).

In the case of strong coupling one nds again that the
quadratic behavior at low frequencies and the disconti-
nuity at 2 survive at arbitrary coupling. Indeed, the
quadratic behavior at low ! is jist a consequence of the
linearity of N (!) at low frequencies. Therefore, jist as
we did for the density of states we concentrate on behav—
Jor above 2 that is sensitive to strong coupling e ects.

Consider rsthow the singularity in (! ) at + a ects
S (!). From a physical perspective, we would expect a
singularity n S (! ) at ! + =2 4+ s. Indeed,
to get a nonzero SIS conductance, one hasto rst break
a Cooper pair, which costs an energy of2 . A fter a pair
is broken, one of the electrons becom es a quasiparticle
In a superconductor and takes the energy , while the
other tunnels. Ifthe tunneling voltage equals + ¢, the
electron which tunnels through a barrier has energy «,
and can em it a spin excitation and fall to the bottom of
the band (see F ig. 22_5) . This behavior is responsble for
the drop in dI=dV and is schem atically shown In FJg:_Z-g
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FIG .23. The schem atic diagram for the dip features in
SIN and SIS tunneling conductances ( gures a and b, re—
spectively) . For SIN tunneling, w hich m easures the ferm ionic
DO S, the electron which tunnels from a nom alm etal can
em it a propagating m agnon if the voltage eV = + s.-Af
ter em itting a m agnon, the electron falls to the bottom of
the band. This leads to a sharp reduction of the current and
produces a drop in dI=dV . For SIS tunneling, the physics
is sin ilar, but one rst has to break an elctron pair, which
costs energy 2 (taken from Ref. 1'_7_22

Consider thise ect in m ore detaill’#1%%. W e rst note
that ! + . is special Pr Eq. 94 because both
dN ()=d and N (! ) diverge at the sam e eneryy,

t. Substituting the general form s of N (! ) near

!' = ¢and ! = , we obtain after sin ple m anipula—
tionsthat fora atgap, S (! ) has a onesided divergence
at! = t+ = 2 + s
)
Ssing ( ) / P=— (96)
where = ! (¢ + ). This cbviously causes a di-

vergence of the frequency derivative of S (!) (ie. of
d”I=dV ?). T his behavior is schem atically shown in Fij.
:_2§a. In Fig. :_Zéb we present the results for S (!) ob-
tained by integrating theoreticalN (!) from Figelb. W e
clearly seethat S (! ) and its frequency derivative are sin—
gulrat ! = 2 + sy In agream ent w ith the analytical
prediction.

For a quadratic variation of the gap near the m axin a,
calculations sim ilar to those for the SIN tunneling yield

the result that S (! ) is continuous through 2 + s, but
is frequency derivative diverges as
das (1) dx (G
— /F : 1=2 : VO
4! o &jbogxi'? & ) I logi I
o7

0

T he singularity in the derivative in plies that near

S()=s80 C ( )77/ i

98
jog(  )J ©8)

where C > 0. This behavior is schem atically presented
n Fig. -_22:d W e again see that the angular dependence
of the gap softens the strength of the singularity, but



the singularity rem ains con ned to a single frequency
=2 + s
In realm aterials, the singularity in S (! ) is softened
and transformm s into a dip slightly below 2 + s, and
a hump at a frequency larger than 2 + s. The fre—
quency 2 + s roughly corresponds to a m aximum of
the frequency derivative of the SIS conductance.

F .O ptical conductivity and R am an response

Further phenom ena sensitive to + are the opticalcon—
ductivity, (!) and theRam an response,R (!).Both are
proportionalto the fiilly renom alized particlke-holkpolar-
ization bubble, but w ith di erent signs attributed to the
bubble com posed ofanom alous propagators. Speci cally,
after integrating in the particle-hol bubbl over ", one
obtains

Z

Im

dréd vA() ;1519
7

R (!)

i
'+ i

ar’a (19 (99)

where V () is a Ram an vertex which depends on the
scattering geom etry'&ﬂ, and
+

. +D,D

5 (119 = 100
s ( ) D.D 0.+D ) (100)
Here = 1 or ., and = 1 for . Also, ¥~ =
~(!' ) and = (! ),where! =19 1=2. We

also introduced D = ( 2 ~?)2_ Notethat ~and
depend on ! and

In a superconducting gas, the optical conductiviy van—
ishes dentically for any nonzero frequency due to the
absence of a physical scattering between quasiparticles
In a gas. The presence of a superconducting condensate,
how ever, gjyeer:ise to a ﬁmctjonaltem in at!

(1) ('y d dr°  (;0;1° ) .-This behavior is typ-
ical for any BCS superconductonﬂjs' T he behavior of

(') or a dwave gas with addiional in purities, caus—
Ing inelastic scattering, is m ore com plex and has been
discussed in Ref. 180.

The ormm ofthe Ram an Intensity depends on the scat—
tering geom etry. For the scattering in the B4 channel,
the Ram an vertex has the sam e anqular.dependence as
the d-wave gap, ie., V ( ) / cos @ §79ATH Straightfor-
ward com putations then show that at low frequencies,

(') / 1379, For a constant V ( ), we would have

(ty/ t.

Near! = 2 ,theB ;4 Ram an intensity issingular. For
this frequency, both D, and D vanish at !°= 0 and

= 0. This causes the integral forR (! ) to be divergent.
T he singular contribution to R (! ) can be obtained ana—
Itically by expanding in the integrand to leading order
in !%and in . Using the goectralrepresentation, we then
obtam, or! = 2 + &7k

0:

31

a~
0 + a2

o]

o)

+az?

okl

(101)

4
( +a™2+ + a%?)

where, as before, ~ = ns Fora atband @ = 0),

(')/ Rel(! 2 ) ™].Fora$ 0,ie. Pra quadratic
vanann ofthe gap near itsm axin um , the 2d integration
JnEqﬂOllee]anentary, and yieldsR (! ) / log i 2 3
At lawger frequencies R (! ) gradually decreases.

The behavior of R (! ) In a dwave gas is shown in
FJg.24 Observe that due to the interplay of num eri-
cal factors, the logarithm ic sihgularity show s up only In
the near vicinity of2 , whilke at som ewhat larger ! , the
angu]ar dependence of the gap becom es irrelevant, and

._)_behaves as (! 2 )72, ie. thesameas bra at

qap-”'

R(w)

0 4 5

WA

FIG .24. ThebehavioroftheRam an response n a BC S su-—
perconductorw ith a atgap (dashed line), and fora quadratic
variation of the gap near itsm aximum (solid line).

W e now oconsider strong coupling e ects. A nonzero
ferm jonic selfenergy m ostly a ects the optical conduc-
tivity for the sin ple reason that i becom es nite in the
presence of spin scattering which can relax ferm ionicm o—
menta. For a m om entum -independent gap, a nite con—
ductivity em erges above a sharp threshold. T his thresh—
old stam s from the fact that at least one of the two
ferm jons in the conductivity bubble should have a
nite ~®, ie,, its energy should be larger than . An-
other ferm ion should be ablk to propagate, ie., itsenergy
should be largerthan . The combination ofthe two re—
quirem ents yields the threshold for (! > 0)at2 + ¢,
ie., at the sam e frequency where the SIS tunneling con—
ductance is singular. O ne can easily dem onstrate that for
a at gap, the conductivity behaves above the threshold
as "?=log® ,where (+ g9=1! @+ 4.
T his singularity obviously causes a divergence ofthe rst
derivative of the conductivity at +0.

Tn Figph we show the resul Hr the conductivity ob—
tained by so]ymg the set ofcoupled E liashberg-type equa—
tions, Egs|66+/4109/181. W e see the expected singulariy
at2 + .T he nsert show s the behavior of the nverse
oonduct'jyji:y 1= (! ) Obsexve thatj._ (') is Iinear in !
over a rather w ide frequency ranget p8l
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FIG .25. The realpart of the optical conductivity 1 (!) at
the lowest T obtained using the self energy and the pairing
vertex from the solution oftheE liashberg equations for 1.
T he onset of the optical response is ! 2 + s. The con—
tributions from nodal regions (not inclided in calculations)
yield a nonzero conductivity at all ! . Inset —the bep:a\_zjor of
the inverse conductivity vs frequency. From Ref. 109).

For a true d wave gap, the conductivity is nite for
all frequencies sin ply because the angular integration in
Eqg.99 involves the region near the nodes, where ~® is
nonzero dow n to the low est frequencies. Still, the conduc—
tivity is shgularat ++ aswe now dem onstrate. In—
deed, asw e already discussed, at deviations from

hsr

where the gap isatmaxinum ,both and ¢ decrease,
hence ()=  a%,wher ~= ns and a > 0.
The sihgular pieces in (! ) and (!) then behave as
jlog( + !  a?)j. Substituting these form s into the

particle-hole bubbl and integrating over , we nd that
the conductivity and its rst derivative are continuous at
2 + s, but the second derivative of the conduc—
tivity diverges as & =d!? / 1=(j jlod ). W e see that
the singularity is weakened by the angular dependence of
the gap, but is still located exactly at ++ = 2 + s

The sam e reasoning can be applied to a region near
4 . The singularity at 4 is also weakened by the an-
gular dependence of the gap, but is not shifted and still
should show up in the second derivative of the conduc—

For the Ram an intensity, strong coupling e ects are
Jess relevant. First, one can prove along the sam e lines
as In previous subsections that the cubic behavior at low
frequencies for B4 scattering (and the linear behavior
for angular independent vertices), and the logarithm ic
shgularity at 2 , are general properties of a d wave
superconductor, which survive for all couplings. Thus,
analogous to the density of states and the SIS-tunneling
spectrum , the Ram an response below 2 isnot sensitive
to strong coupling e ects. Second, near !+ , sih—
gular contributions thch come from ~y T and 4
temsih , I Eqg. 99 canceleach other. A s a resul, for
a at gap, only the second derivative of R (! ) diverges
at + . For a quadratic variation of a gap near is
m axin um , the sihqularity is even weaker and show s up
only in the third derivative ofR (! ). O bviously, this is a
very weak e ect, and is experin ental determm ination is
di cuk.
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W e now argue that m easurem ents of the optical con—
ductivity allow one not only to verify the m agnetic sce—
nario, but also to detemm ine both ¢ and Indepen-—
dently In the sam e experin ent. In the m agnetic scenario,
the ferm ionic selfenergy is shgular at two frequencies:
at = + s, which is the onset frequency for spin—

uctuation scattering near hot spots, and at ! 3,
where fermm jonic dam ping near hot spots rst em erges
due to a direct urfem ion interaction. Since In the
soin- uctuation m echanisn , both singularities are due to
the sam e underlying interaction, their relative intensity
can be obtained w ithin the m odel.

In general, the shqgularity at 3 is much weaker at
strong coupling, and can be detected only In the analysis
of the derivatives of the ferm ionic selfenergy. W e recall
that the sihgularity n ~(! ) at  + gives rise to singularity
In the conductivity at + ¢, whilke the 3 singularity
In ~(!) obviously causes a singularity In conductiviy at
4 . In addition, we expect a singularity In =~ (!)
at 2 ¢, asat this frequency both ferm ions in the bubble
have a singular ~( ).

W(w)
®
l 2(A+As)

A N
7t

2N+As 9 n
w
FIG. 26 The calculated frequency dependence of

W ()= dz, ['Refl= (!))Jat T ! 0. This quantity is a sen—
sitive m easure of the ne structure In the optical response.
The locations of the extrem a are: (1) 2 + sr )4, 3
2 + 2 s.Observe that them aximum shifts to a lower tem —
perature, but them ininum remainsat2 + . From Ref.
109.)

For superconductors wih pairing due to electron—
phonon Interaction the ne structure of the optical con—
ductivity has been analyzed by st:udyjng the second
derivative of conductivity via W (1) = = ('Re (D))
which is proportionalto 2 (!)F (! ) where (!) isan ef-
fectme.e]ect:con—phonon coupling, and F (!) is a phonon

DOSLS, T Figle we preseni.the result of the strong
coupling calculations of W )203 T here is a sharp m ax—
num nW (!)near2 + S,thf::l'lJsﬁ)]Jowedbyadeep

minmum . Thisform isconsistent w ith our analyticalob—
servation that ora atgap which weused in ournum er-
icalanalysis), the rst derivative of conductivity diverges
at! =2 + s.Ata niteT (anecessary attrbute ofa
num erical solution), the sihgulariy is sm oothed, and the
divergence is transform ed into a m axin um . A ccordingly,
the second derivative of the conductivity should have a



maximum and a m ininum near 2 + s-. The num eri-
calanalysis show s that the m axim um shifts to lower fre—
quenciesw ith Increasing T , but them inin um m oves very
little from 2 + s, and is therefore a good m easure of
am agnetic \ ngerprint".

Second, we note from Fjg:_2-§ that In addition to the
maxinum and the m lninum near 2 + sy W (!) has
extra extrema at 4 and 2 = 2 + 2 4. Thes are
precisely the extra features that we expect: they are a
prin ary e ectduetoa sihqgularity n (! )at! = 3 and
a secondary e ectdueto a shgularity n (! )at! = .
T he experin entaldiscovery ofthese featuresw illbe a fur—
ther argum ent in favor of spin-m ediated pairing and the
applicability of the soin—ferm ion m odel.

VI.COMPARISON W ITH THE EXPERIM ENTS
ON CUPRATES

In this section we compare the theoretical results
for the spin—ferm ion m odel of the nearly antiferrom ag—
netic Fem 1 liquid w ith the experin ental data for op—
tin ally doped members of the BLSrCaCu,0g and
YBa;Cuz07 , fam ilies of cuprate superconductors. W e
m ake the assumption that at this doping lvel, ab-
sent the In uence of a superstructure and inper-
fections that m ake the NM R lines in B1SrnCaCuy0g
broad and di cul to interpret, the nom al state be-
havior of B3 Sr,CaCu,0g will resemble closely that of
YBa;Cuz07 . This enables us to take the two nput
param eters of them odel from tsto NM R in the latter
m aterial. W e then can com pare theory and experin ent
In thenom alstateand asT ! 0 in the superconducting
state. Finally, we discuss the general phase diagram of
the cuprates and the pseudogap physics of these m ateri-
als.

A .Param eters of the m odel

T he two Input param eters of the theory are the cou—
plhg constant and the overallenergy scale ! = 4 2.
A tematively, we can re-express as = 3w =(16!4)
and use v ! and ! as puts. The values of !
and can be extracted from the NM R m easurem ents
ofthe longitudinal and transverse soin-lattice relaxation
rates, and from neutron scattering data, which m easure
S@i!) / !'=(@+ @ QF %P+ (I=1x)?). Wewil
prin arily rely on NM R data for neap-eptin ally doped
YBa,CusO0¢s . The NMR analysist3t? yields a m od—
erately tem perature dependent ! ;s and  which take the
values ! ¢ 15 20m eV and 2a in the viciniy ofZ,
w hich for slightly overdoped m aterialsw illbe close to T...
T he neutron data from inelastic scattering (IN S) exper—
In ents on the nom al state arem ore di cul to analyze
because of the background which increasesthe m easured
w idth of the neutron peak and because of the possble
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In uence of weak intrinsic inhom pggneities on a global
probe such as INS. T he data show®’® that the dynam ical
structure factor in the nom al state is Indeed peaked at
aga=Q ( =a; =a), and that the width of the peak
Increases w ith frequency and at ! 50m eV reaches 135
of tsvalieat ! = 0. A straightforward t to the the-
ory yields !4 35 40m eV and a weakly tem perature
dependent a which are, as expected, larger than the
!'sr and am aller than the values extracted from NMR.
Wewillbe using !« 20m eV and 2a for further
estin ates.

The value of the Fem i velocity can be obtained
from the photoem ission data on BiSrCaCu,0g at
high frequencies, where the selfenergy corrections to
the ferm ionic dispersion becom e relatively m nor. W e
note that because of problem s related to the sur-
face reconstruction In YBa,Cu3zOe+ the vast ma-
Pprity of high quality angular resolved photoem ission
spectroscopy ARPES) experin ents are perform ed on
BiSrCaCu,0g, the material where there are much
lss reliable NM R expermments In part because of
superstructure induced line broadening. The three
groupsthat report M DC (m om entum distribution curve)
data r-BiSptaCu,0g and mom enta alng the zone
diagonall®¥2%id%3 211 agree that the value of the bare
Fem ivelocity along the diagonal (determ ined at higher
energies where m ass renom alization is assum ed to be
an all) isratherhigh: 2:5 3eVA,o0r0:{7 0:8eVa where
a '’ 38A isthe Cu Cu distance. W e can use the
t € tight binding model for the electronic disper—
sion to relate this velocity w ith that at hot spots. Us-
Ing the experin ental facts that the Fem i surface is lo—
cated at k 04 =a;04 =a) for mom enta along the
zone diagonaland at k ( =a;02 =a) Pbrk along the
zone boundary, we nd t 02 025ev, & 0:35t
and 1:1t. These numbers agree w ith those used
in num erical studiest?t. The hot spots are located at
kns = (016 ;084 ) and symm etry related points, and
the velocity at a hot spot is then approxin ately half of
that along zone diagonal. Thisyildsve 035 O0O4devVa.

Combining the results for v, and !sr, we obtain
15 2. This n tum yieds ! 02 0Bev. As

an independent check ofthe Intemal consistency of these
estin ates, we com pare theoretical and experin entalval-
ues of the resonance soin frequency . Aswe said at
the end of Section. 4, '’ 02! for = 2. Substiuting
the value of ! , we obtain § close to the experin ental
valie of 40m eV . A smaller ! s = 15m eV would require
a slightly larger , but varations of this m agnitude are
certainly beyond the quantitative accuracy of our theory.
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FIG .27. a. The theoretical result for the e ective velocity
of the quasiparticles v;,; = w=(1+ @ %(1)=@!). For de -
niteness we used !s¢ = 20m eV, = 1:7 and bare velociy
Vi 3eVA along the diagonal. b. Experin ental result oy
the e ective velocity, extracted from the M D C dispersiont®2
along the zone diagonal. O bserve the bum p In the frequency
dependence of the velocity at 70 80m eV in the data and at
about 3 4ls¢ In the theory.

Away from hot spots, the e ective coupling decreases
as (k) =0+ ( k 3™ where k isthemomentum
deviation from a hot spot along the Fem i surface. The
largest k is for k vectors along the zone diagonals. At
optm.all, doping, ARPES data yield K& 02 =a
0:6=at% . W e see that  is reduced by at m ost 1:7 as one
moves from hot spots to the zone diagonal. A predic-
tion of the m odel is that !4 (k) ncreases at deviations
from hot spots. This increase, however, should be at
least partly com pensated by the fact that !s / sin o,
where ; isthe angle between Femm ivelocities at k and
k+Q,wih o’ 3 in the vicinity of hot spots.
tends to  as k approaches the zone diagonal, and this
reduces !g. In view of this com peting e ect which we
cannot fllly control, we believe that the e ective ! ¢ (k)
can best be obtained from the t to the photoem ission
data, particularly from the M DC m easurem ents of the
electronic dispersion ! + °(!) InFng?weoom—
pareour (L+ @ °(1)=R!) with themeasured variation
of the e ective velocity yg,(!) of the electronic disper-
sion along zone diagonal®®d . W e see that the theoretical
dispersion has a bump at ! 3!lsf Kaiag) - The exper—
in ental curves_loak quite sim ilar and show a bump at

70 80m WS | Thisyields ! o kamg)  25m eV,
a value only slightly lJarger than that near hot soots.

N ote in passing that although k doesnot vary much
when k moves along the Fem i surface, the fact that
the Ferm ivelocity is fairly large ip plies that along the
zone diagonal, x,+q is oughly 2w 02 =a 08ev,
ie. i is com parabl to the bandwidth. This inplies
that the Fem isurface is very di erent from the near-
perfect square that one would obtain for only nearest
neighbor hopping. Furthem ore, the fact that the Fem 1
velocity is lJarge inplies the physics at energies up to
few hundred meV is con ned to the near viciniy of
the Fem i surface, when one can safely expand x to
linear order in k k. Fially, van-H ove-g larities
which we neglected) do play some ok%%2% but as
034t 85mev L¢, we expect that the van—

0; =a)
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H ove sinqularity softensdue to ferm ionic inocoherence and

should not substantially a ect the physics. T he value of
©; =a) M Ight however be a ected by an additional bi-

layer splitting which m oves one of the bands closer to
= 0; =a).

Finally, in the analysis of the spin—ferm ion m odel we
have neglected the tem perature dependence of the cor-
relation length, and thus of !g . Fis to NMR ex—
perin ents on the near optim ally doped m em ber of the
YBap,Cu30¢+ fam ily show thatatT.,.’ T.both ! and

display mean edbehaviorwih 27 2 1+ T=T)
and !4 2’ 70meV alm ost independent on T .

From a theoretical perspective, the leading tem pera—
ture dependence of ardses from an interaction between
soin— uctuationsand nearthe criticalpoint in two dim en—
sions has the orm 2@ )= 2T = 0)+ B 4T bogT
whereB = O (1), and 4 isthee ecfije fyrboson inter-
action that ism ade out of ferm ion</ WW4L73  The T IogT
factor isthe universalcontribution from thebosonic loop,
con ned to mom enta near Q . The fourboson Interac—
tion has two contributions: one com es from Ilow -energy
ferm jons and is universal; the other com es from high-
energy ferm ions and.d@pends on the ferm ionic bandw idth

W . One can showd’™ that the tem perature correction
to nvolves only the high-energy part of the interac—
tion (this is what we labeld as 4). The magnitude

of 4 can be easily estinated to be ¢?=W . A coord—
ingly, the tem perature correction to  scales asTE =W )3.
A s we have rem arked, the theory is universal as long
asg W . In this lm it, the tem perature dependence
of is obviously small and can be neglected. This is
what we will do. Notice however that in the oppo—
site lin i, when g W , the full urboson interaction
di ers from the lowest order tetmn iIn g and m ight be
estin ated wihin an RPA -type summ ation. Estin ates
show that in this lim it, the full , is fully determ ined
w ithin the low -energy sectorand scalesas O (1=J) where
J W ?=g is the m agnetic exchange integral. This i
tum yieldsam uch strongertem perature dependence of

2(T) 2(T=0) (=J)logT.Thisresult issin ilar
to that obtained using a nonJngar m odelapproach to
near antiferrom agnetisn 2 202{e04 e agreem ent becom es
obvious in the lin it of a large soin—ferm ion interaction
(W hich, we recall, isthe Hubbard U ifwe derive the spin—
ferm jon m odelw ithin the RPA ); double occupancy is en—
ergetically unfgyorable and the spin susceptibility obeys
the constraint ?qd! (g;i!) / 1  x. This is equiva-
lent to inposing a constraint-an the length of the spin

el in the nonlinear -m odeR04{204.

B .The nom al state

In this section we com pare the experin entaland theo—
retical form s of the ferm ionic spectral fiinction and opti-
calconductivity in the nom alstate. No free param eters
rem ain, since those which are needed to specify them odel



com pletely have been taken from NM R and ARPES ex—
perin ents. T he discussion w ill ollow Ref. .51

1. The spectral function:

The quasiparticle spectral function at various m o—
menta is measured In anglke resolved photoen ission ex-—
perin ents. In a sudden approxination (an electron,
hit by light, leaves the crystal without further inter-
actions with other electrons and wihout paying at-
tention to selection rules for the optical transition to
its nal state), the photoem ission intensity is given by
I (1) (! )nrp (!) where ng is the Fem i function
andAy ()= (1= )JmG (; )jisthe spectral function.
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FIG .28. A com parison between the theoretical results of
the spin fermm ion m odel and the photoem ission M D C data.
For the Lorentzian Iineshape oftheM D C signal, cbserved in
experim ents, the M DC hwhm equals to » . Upper panel
—the resuls for the MDC hwhm vs frequency at a given T .
T he experin ental results are taken from :}5_3 Lower panel -
the M DC fwhm vs tem perature at 0. The experim en—
tal resuls (r]ght gure and the points or;-the et gure) are
taken from l196' The gure is taken from ‘5]'
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W e rstuseour form ofthe ferm ionic selfenergy to t
M D C data which m easure the w idth ofthe photoem ission
peak as a function ofk at a given frequency. In Fig. 2§
we com pare the theoreticalresults or k=  P(k; )=vg,
with them easured k versus frequency at T 100K 153
and versus tem perature at ! 0L% . W e used 1:7
and ! s = 20m eV . The slope of k is chie y controlled
by . W e obtain rather good agreem ent w ith the data,
both for the frequency and tem perature dependence of
the selfenergy. O n the other hand, the m agnitude ofour

@ is sm aller than that ©ound in the experin ental data.
To acoount for the values of k, we had to add a con—
stant of about 70m eV to ®. The origin ofthis constant
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is unclear and explaining it is presently a challenge to
the theory.-Jt m ay be the e ect of elastic scattering by
in purities?®?, but the Jarge valie of this constant in plies
that i is m ore lkkely the contribution from scattering
channels that we ignored. It is essential, however, that
the fiinctional dependence of P( ;T) can be captured
In the spin—- uctuation approach.

InFig 2-9' we present the results for the halfwidth at
halfmaxinum of the EDC (energy distrbution curve)
which measures fefrmionic I, () = Ax ()ng () as a
function of frequency at a given k. For a Lorentzian line—
shape, theEDC hwhm isgivenby - 2( )=0+ °()=).
The data are taken at T = 115K553, W e see that the
theoretical slope agrees reasonab]y wellw ith the exper-
In entalone. T he visble discrepancy ism ost likely asso—
ciated w ith the fact that the experin ental lineshape is
not a perfect Lorentzian.
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FIG. 29. A com parison of the theoretical result for
Poy=a+ ¢ )= ) w ith the experin entalhwhm oftheED C
dispersion from 115?‘ The gure is taken from :51-

2. T he optical conductivity

In FJgB(] w_e com pare the theoretical results for the
conductivi .5;" with the experin ental data for ; and
» at di erent tem peraturest?. The theoretical results
are obtained using the sam e 17 and !'g = 20m eV
as In the t to the photoem ission data along zone di-
agonals. Changing a ects the ratio ,= ; at high
frequencies, but does-not change the functional form s
of the conductivitiest??. The value of the plasma fre—
quency was adjisted to m atch the d.c. conductivity and
® extracted from the M DC photoan ission data using
Ve 3eVA . This adjisment yields !p; 20000am .
This value is som ewhat larger than !p,;  16000am *

obtained ex] eptally by integrating ; up to about
2 25eVE39L%  however i agrees w ith the theoret—

ical result 299 that the sum rule Hr ; (!) is exhausted
only at extrem ely high frequenciesofabout 50! , that are
much larger than 2V .
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FIG .30. The theoretical and experim ental results for the
real and Jm agmary parts of optical conductNJty The data
are from |l9O The gure is taken from 51-

W e see that theoreticalcalculationsof 1 (!)and , (')
capture the essential features of the m easured fom s of
the conductivities. In particular, the curves of | at dif-
ferent tem peratures cross such that at the low est frequen-—
cles, the conductiviy decreases with T whik at larger
iilegge_ches it ncreases with T, a behavior seen in Ref.
193,191, The im aginary part of conductivity decreases
wih T at any frequency, and the peak in , (!) in—
Creases jn o fude and shifts to lower T w ith decreas—
ing T 19912489 | At frequencies above 1500an * both 1

and , depend weakly on T and are com parable in am —
plitude.
Theory Experiment
06 T T T T
—— T=100K
0.4 —— T=200K
3 : T=295K
o
C
S —_—— |
= 02 === |
0 frequency (cm’') frequency (cm')
1000 2000 3000 1000 2000 3000 4000
FIG. 31. The theoremcal and experim ental resu]i;s for
©(1)=4 ;1=12 (fom 51). The data are from 194.

To m ake the com parison m ore quantitative, n Fig :_?:1:
we present experim ental and theoretical resuls for the
In aghhary part of the full particle-hole polarization bub—
be ®()=4 ,!=!2. Theoretically, at T = 0, ¥(!)
saturates at a value of about 02 independently of and
rem ainsaln ost Jndependent of frequency overa very w ide
frequency range.°9' . The exper:m ental data also clearly
show a near saturation of ® at a value close to 02.
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FIG . 32. The theoretical and experin ental results for

1= = !Re =Im (from -#) T he data are from l_lS_)G

The agreem ent between theory and experin ent is,
however, not a perfect one. In Fig. '32. we show theo—
retical and experin ental results for 1= 1= 2.The
advantage of com paring 1=  is that this quantiy does
not depend on the unknown plasn a frequency. W e see
that while both experin ental and theoretical curves are
linear in frequency, the slopes are o roughly by a factor
of 3. Thisdiscrepancy is pOSSJbe related to the fact that
in the spin—ferm fonm odel, © (1) ath:gh enaugh frequen-—
cles is roughly 3 tin es lJarger than (! )109' and hence

2= 1 3, whereas experim entally ; and , are com —
parable n m agniude at high frequencies. T he discrep—
ancy n 1= indicates that either the averaging over the
Fem i surface, vertex corrections inside a parth]e—hoJe
bubble, or RPA -type corrections to the oonductJthy-
play som e role. Still, Figs. 30 and 31 indicate that the
general trends of the behavior of the conductivities near
optin al doping are reasonably well captured w ithin the
spin- uctuation approach.

C . The superconducting state

In this section, we apply our resuls from Section 5 to
cuprates and exam ine to what extent the \ ngerprints"
of spin— uctuation pairing have been detected in experi-
m ents on optin ally doped high T, m aterdials.

1. The spin susceptibility

The m apr prediction of the soin fermm ion m odel for
the spin susceptibility in the superconducting state is the
em ergence ofthe resonancepeak n ©Q ;!) at ! s if

s < 2 .Themagniude ¢ is fully detem ined within
the theory and is chie y set by the m agniude of the su—
perconducting gap aswellas the energy scale ofm agnetic

uctuations in the nom al state, ! . For am all doping
concentration g / ! m ust decrease as one approaches
the antiferrom agnetic state. T he resonance m ode is con—
ned to a an allregion in m om entum space (where it isof
high Intensity). Form om enta away from Q and its close
vicinity, m agnetic excitations couple to gapless, nodal



quasiparticles and becom e overdam ped, elin inating the
resonance m ode.

T Fig33 we show representative experin ental data
or PQ;!) showing the resonance peak at ! 41
meV for optinally doped YBa,Cuz0 g0 st. As noted
earlier, the position of the peak is consistent w ith the
prediction ofthe spin ferm don m odel. Sin ilarbehavior is
found n B1SrnCaCu,0 826_3; here thepeak isat 43 mev.
W ith_underdoping, the m easured resonance energy goes
downlé46d . strongly, underdoped YBa,CusO g6, it
is approxin ately 25 m eV 1%, The existence of the peak
and the downtum w ith underdoping agree w ith the pre—
dictions ofthe soin— uctuation theory. Further, them ea—
sured am plitude of Do ;) decreases, ahove the peak,
but increases again Hr60 80 m eV2i%L74 . Thism ight
Indeedbea 2 e ect, which appearsnaturally w ithin the
m odel.
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FIG . 33. Inelastic neutron scattering intensity form om en—
tum Q = (; ) as function of frequency for YBaCuzOe:s5 .
S
D ata from Ref.d6l.

The fiill analysis of the resonance peak requiresm ore
care as (i) the peak is only observed in two-layer m a-
terials, and only in the odd channel, (il) the m om en—
tum dispersion of the peak is m ore com plex than that
form zgnons 179, (i) the peak broadens w ith underdop-
ngté8  and (iv) i underdoped m aterials, the peak
em erges at the onset ofthe pseudogap and only sharpens
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up at Tt 63474 | A llthese features,already present on the
levelofa weak coupling approachEzj {...'12_?,. have been ex—
plained w ithin the spin—frm jon m odel 3420  The braad-
ening ofthe peak w as recently studied in detailin Refi39,
T he explanation of these e ects, how ever, requires care—
fl analysis of the details of the electronic structure and
is beyond the scope of this Chapter.
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FIG. 34. ARPES spectrum for near optim ally doped
B_j2_212 for m om enta close to the hot spots. D ata from Ref.
147,

2. The spectral function:

T he predictions of our approach are a peak-dip struc—
ture of the spectral function, wih a weakly dispersing
peak at ! and a peak-dip distance s. On the
other hand we expect a broad incoherent peak which dis-
perses lke ?=!. In Fig34 we present ARPES data for
near optin ally doped Bij212 with T. = 87K for mo-—
menta near a hot spott¥h. The intensity displays the
predicted peak/dip/hum p structure. A sharp peak is lo—
cated at 40m eV , and the dip isat 80m €V such that the
peak-dip distance is 42m eVidi. Tn the spin— uctuation
theory, the peak-dip distance.is the energy of the INS
resonance peak frequencyt2i’4 . The neutron scatteri
data on Bi2212 w ith nearly the same T = 91K yielditd

s = 43m eV, In excellent agreem ent w ith thisprediction.
Furthem ore, w ith underdoping, the peak-dip energy dif-
ference decreases and, w ithin error bars, rem ains equal
to .. Thisbehavior is illustrated in F ig35.



InF ng._3-_d w e present experim ental resuls for the vari-
ation of the peak and hum p positions w ith the deviation
from the Fem isurface. These show that the hump dis—
perseswith kK  k and eventually recovers the position
ofthe broad m axin um In the nom alstate. Atthe same
tin e, the peak show s little dispersion, and doesnotm ove
further in energy than + s. Instead, the am plitude
ofthe peak dieso ask movesaway from ky . Thisbe-
havior isagain fully consistent w ith the theoretical pre—
dictiong- 7483 |
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FIG . 35. The experim ental peak-dip distance at various
doping concentrations com pared w ith s extracted from neu-
tron m easurem ents. D ata from Ref.[30]. T he theoretical re—
sult is presented in Fig.19.
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FIG . 36. The dependence of the experim ental peak ( at
curve) and hump (dispersing curve) positions on the devi-
ation from the Femn i surface. The hump disperses w ith
k ke (dotted line) and eventually recovers the position of
the broad m axin um in the nom al state, while the peak po—
sition _cpa.nges little w ith the deviation from kr . D ata from
Ref.i147. The theoretical result is presented in Fig.19.

W e regard the presence ofthe dip at  + ss and the
absence ofthe digpersion ofthe quasiparticle peak astwo
mapr\ ngerprints" of strong soin— uctuation scattering
In the spectral density of cuprate superconductors.

3. The density of states:

The ferm ionic DO S N (!') is proportional to the dy—
nam ical conductance dI=dV through a superconductor—
nsulatornom alm etall.(SJN ) m easured at ! eV where
V isthe applied voltagat?t. T he key prediction ofour ap—
proach isthe occurrence ofa dip In theD O S at an energy

s away from the peak at ! _ . The drop in the
DOSat (= + . from Eq9 can be understood in
term s of SIN conductance as follow s: when the applied
volage, V, equals (=e an electron that tunnels from a
nom alm etal can em it a spin exciation and &2ll to the
bottom of the band, losing its group velociy. This loss
Jeads to a sharp reduction of the current and produces a
drop ‘jn dI=dV . This process is shown schem atically in
Fig23.

SIN tunneling experin ents_have been performed on
YBCO and B2212 materialsdt™. Sinilar results have
been recently cbtained by D avis et ali®%. At low and
m oderate frequencies, the SIN conductance displays a
behaviorwhich is generally expected In a d wave super—
conductor, ie., i is linear in voltage for am all voltages,
and has a peak at eV =- ,xhere is the maxinum
valie ofthe d wave ga@2i1%% The valie of extracted
from tunneling agrees well w ith the m axinm um -yadye of
the gap extracted from ARPES m easurem entat24 253 At
frequencies largerthan ,them easured SIN conductance
displays an extra dip-hum p feature which becom e visble
at around optin aldoping, and grow s In am plitnde w ith
underdoping £%4. At optin al doping, the distance be-
tween the peak at and the dip isaround 40m &V . This
is consistent with ¢ extracted from neutron m easure—
m ents.

4. SIS tunneling:

Them a prprediction ofthe spin—ferm ion m odelforthe
SIS tunneling conductance, S (! ), is the em ergence of a
shgularity at ! 2 + s+ Asmentioned above, this
sihqularity is lkely softened due to them al excitations
or non-m agnetic scattering processes and transform s into
a dip slightly below 2 + srand a hum p at a frequency
largerthan 2 + s
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FIG .37. SIS tunneling conductance nom alized by for
B 2212 m aterials ranging from ovexdo'p_eg (top curves) to un—
derdoped (bottom curves) from Ref.i157. The peak dip dis-
tance increases for increasing doping and saturates at around
3 asexpected In our theo_rz. T he corresponding theoretical
result is presented in F ig.22.

Recently, Zasadzinskiet al. obtained both new data
and carefully exam ined their previous SIS tunneling data
oora set of B212 m aterials ranging from overdoped to
underdoped--5_4 Their data, presented in Fig37 show
that In addition to the peak at 2 , the SIS conductance
displays the dip and the hum p at larger frequencies. The
distance between the peak and the dip Which, appxox1
mately equals ¢ in the spin uctuation m ode79448) s
closeto 2 in overdoped B 2212 m aterdals, but goesdown
w ith underdoping. N ear optin aldoping, this distance is
around 40m eV . For an underdoped, T. = 74K, m ate-
rial, the peak-dip distance is reduced to about 30m &V .
These results are iIn qualitative and quantitative agree—
ment wih ARPES and neutron scattering data, as well
as w ith the theoretical estin ates. The m ost in portant
aspect isthat w ith underdoping, the experim entally m ea—
sured peak-dip distance progressively shifts down from
2 . This downtum deviation from 2 is a key feature
ofthe spin— uctuation m echanian . W e regard the exper-
In ental veri cation of this feature in the SIS tunneling
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data as an additional strong argum ent in favor of the
m agnetic scenario for superconductivity.

5. Opticaland Ram an response:

T heoretical considerations show that opticalm easure—
ments are much better suited than Ram an m easure-
ments to.search for the \ ngerprints" of a m agnetic
soenano'.“q . For the optical conductivity we predict a
singular behavior at energies 2 + srd ,2 +2 4
which can be am pli ed ifone oonsjders the second deriva—
tive of conductivity via W (1) = dz, ('Re (). Ev-
dence for strong coupling e ects In the optical conduc—
tivity In superconducting cuprates has been reported in

Ref.158160183184.
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FIG .38. A com parison between theoreticaland exper_m en—

tal results for the optical condugt}@ty (from Ref. -109) The
experin ental data are from Refil58.
W e rstdiscussthe orm of 1 (!).-IjF :38weoom—

pare the theoretical result or (L) 103’-143 w ith the ex—
perin entaldata by P uchkov et allss or optin ally doped
YBap;Cu306+ In the superconducting state. The pa—
ram eters are the sam e as in the nom al state ts. As
the theoretical form ula does not include the contrbu-
tions from the nodes, the com parison ism eaningfiilonly
for! > 2 . W e see that the frequency dependence of
the conductivity at high frequencies agreeswellw ith the
data. Them easured conductivity dropsat about 100m €V
In rough agreementwih 2 + s which for 30m &V
and ¢ 40m eV is also around 100m eV . The good
agream ent between theory and experin ent is also sup—
portive of our argum ent that them om entum dependence
ofthe ferm jonic dynam icsbecom es irrelevant at high fre—
quencies, and ferm ions from all over the Fem i surface
behave as if they were at hot spots.

W e next consider the singularities In the frequency de—
pendence of the conductiviy in m ore detail and com —
pare the theoreticaland experin entalresults forw (!)

(!Re '(!)). Thetheoreticalresult orw (!)

d2| ]Spre_



sented In F1g26 The experin ental resut or W (1)
YBCO is shown in FJgB9 W e see that the theorethal
and experim entalplots ofW (! ) look rather sim ilar, and
the relative intensities of the peaks are at least qualita—
tively consistent w ith the theory. W e identify (see ex—
planations below) 2 + s with the deep m inimum in
W (!). This identi cation, that is consistent with the
analysisof 1 (!),yields2 + 4 100meV . Identifying
the extra extrema In the experimental W (!) with 4
and 2 + 2 g, respectively, we obtain 4 130mev,
and 2 + 2 ¢ 150m eV . W e see that three sets ofdata
are consistent w ith each other and yield 30m eV and
s 40 45m eV . The value of - -js In good agree-
ment wih tunneling m easurem ents &89 , and s agrees
well with the resonance frequency extracted from neu—
tron m easurem entst%! . Indeed, the analysis of a second
derivative of a m easured quantity is a very subtle proce—
dure. The good agreem ent between the theory and ex—
perin ent isprom ishgbut hasto beveri ed in further ex,
perin ental studies. Still, theoretical calculations 104749
clearly dem onstrate the presence and observability of
these "higher ham onics" of the optical response at 4
and 2 + 2
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FIG. 39. E xperi-
mental results or W (1) = S+ (IRe ' (1)) from Ref. L6(.
T he theoretical result is presented in Fig. 26. The position
ofthedeep m Ininum agreeswellwih 2 + s. The extrem a
at higher frequencies are consistent with 4 and 2 ( + s)
predicted by the theory.

Finally, we comm ent on the position of the.2. _+ s
peak and com pare the results of Abanov et aliodfiad o in
those by Carbotte et alt®¥. Theoretically, at T = 0 and
in clean lim it, themaximum and m ininum In W (!) are
located at the sam e frequency. At a nite T, however,
they quickly m ove apart (see Fig 26). C arbotte et alt®d
focused on themaximum in W (!') and argued that i is
locatedat +  Instead of2 + . W e see from Fig26
that themaximum in W (!) shjﬂ'sto a lower frequency
w ith Increasing tem perature and over som e T range is lo—
cated closeto + s - On the other hand, the m inin um
W (!)movesvery little w th Increasing T and virtually
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rem ains at the sam e frequency asat T = 0. This result
suggests that the m inimum In W (!) is a m ore reliable
feature or com parisons w ith experim ents. T his conclu—
sion is In agreem ent w ith, recent conductivity data on
optin ally doped B 2212199, W (1) extracted from these
data show s a strong dow ntum vardation ofthe m axim um

nW (!)wih increasing tem perature, but the m inin um

In W (!) is located at around 110m &V for all tem pera—
tures.

D . Experim ental facts that we cannot yet describe

T here are several experin ental results that we do not
understand. E :u:stare the resultsby A ndo, B oebingerand
collaboratorg 4218 on the behavior of the Lanthanum
and B igm uthate based superconductors in m agnetic elds
su ciently strong to (alm ost) destroy superconductiviy.
For doping levels close to the optim al one, they found
that the resistivity at low tem peratures continues to be
linear In T with the sam e slope seen at higher tem pera—
tures. Ifthe assum ption that the m agnetic eld destroys
superconductivity but otherw ise does not a ect the sys—
tem properties is correct, this result poses a problem for
the soIn— uctuation m odelas the latter yields a linear In
T resistivity over a w ide range of tem peratures, but only
for T larger than a fraction of ! s¢. To account for these
data one m ight have to invoke som e kind of quantum —
critical physics associated w ith the opening of the pseu-
dogap (see below ).

A nother experin ent that is not yet understood is the
m easurem ent of the Hall angle, g xy= xx~wWhich
show san incredibly sin ple behavior, cot y / 12207' and
also displays a particular frequency behaVJOJ:208 21021
T he orbitalm agnetoresistance also behavesin quite
an unusual way, violating K ohlr's rule, according to
which is a finction of H ?= 2, independent of T,
where H is the applied m agnetic eld. Some of this
physics is already captured in the sem iphenom enological
caloulations by Stokovich and P fnes*t4; how ever prob—
¥ms remain. In the description based on the spin—
ferm jon m odel the technical problem not yet solved is
how to Include In a controlled way vertex corrections
which are not sm all; in one of the vertices for the Hall
conductivity the momentum transfer is small. Some
progressw ith these calculations have been recently m ade
by K atam iand oo]JaboratorsElj' . Another explanation of
the Hall dats has recently been proposed by Abraham s
and Varm a2% .

Yet another unanswered question, already noted
above, isthe origin ofa Jarge (@alm ost 100m €V ), frequency
and tem perature independent contrbution to the self-
energy that one has to invoke in orderto t conductivity
and ARPES data. It could, In principle, be due to In-
elastic scattering by im purities, but its very large value
m akes this explanation problem atic.

E lectronic Ram an scattering reveals further puzzling



behavior: In all geom etries one observes a frequency in—
dependent behavior over a very large energy scale, fre—
quently referred to as the positive background. M ore—
over, the overall size ofthe background is very di erent
i di erent geom etriest 73 .

T here are also uncertainties associated w ith reconcil-
ing the incom m ensurability of the-m agnetic response in
the nom alstate of 214 m aterialst¥d w ith the com m ensu—
rate peaks required to obtain a consistent explanation of
170 and ®3Cu NM R experin ents, but these are not likely
to pose fipdap ental problem s to the spin- uctuation
approacht39213

Finally, the clain of universality of the low-energy
behavior relies heavily on the existence of a quantum
critical point at which the antiferrom agnetic correlation
length diverges. In realm aterials there are indications
that the transition to antiferrom agnetian is actually of

rst order. In this situation, the theory we described
is valid only if there still exists a substantial region in
param eter space where the system is critical before it
changes is behavior discontinuously. NM R and neutron
scattering experin entson optin ally doped cuprates seem
to support such behavior. A nother reason for concem is
the role of disorder and inhom ogeneities. D espite enor—
m ous progress In sam ple Bbrication, cuprates often tend
to be very heterogeneous m aterials. It has been estab-—
lished In several cases that these aspects are actually
intrinsic, forcing one to include e ects due to inhom o-
geneities and disorder into the theoretical descriptionh.

E . P hase diagram

In this section we discuss In detail the experin ental
phase diagram of cuprate superconductors and com m ent
on the origin of the pseudogap behavior found for an all
charge carrier concentrations.

From a generalperspective, the key to understanding
of cuprate superconductors is identifying the nature of
the protected behavior of the novel states of m atter en—
countered in the insulating, conducting, and supercon-—
ducting states as one varies doping and tem perature,
Incliding the possble existence of one or m ore quan-—
tum critical points. Consider rst the YBa,Cusz04
system on- which the generic phase diagram of Fjg.'!:
was based33. A somewhat s ilar diagram based on
transport m eagurem ents w as independently proposed by
Hwang et alt39, while onebased on speci c heat and sus-
oeptibility m-egsurem ents has been proposed recently by
Tallon et al+3A. A s discussed in the Tntroduction, in ad-
dition to the T. line, there are two crossover or phase
transition lines in FJgill The upper IIne T = T Is
de ned experim entally by a maximum In the tem pera—
ture dependent uniform m agnetic susceptibility, o. Ik
has been firther characterized!33 as the tem perature at
w hich the antiferrom agnetic correlation length  is ofthe
order Cu-Cu lattice spacing B arzykin and P Inesused a
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criterion (L.p) = 2a). The lower line T T may be
de ned experin entally as the tem perature at which the
product of the copper spin-lattice relaxation time,®3T;
and the tem perature,T , reaches ftsm ninum valuie. In
the B3 SrCaCuy0 g counterparts of the YBa,Cus0 4
system , it corresponds to the tem perature at which the
lading edge gap found In ARPE S experin ents for quasi-
particles near ( ;0) becom es fully open, e ectively gap—
ping that portion of the quasiparticle Fem isurface. To
a rst approxin ation, on m aking use of the experin en—
tal results for optin ally and underdoped YBa,Cus0 4

m aterials one nds that

T —Ter:

3

T he superconducting T in F'i. :-;' is obtained using the
em pirical relation 34

(102)
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where x is the doping kvel, and T #* is the m axin al

transition tem perature fora given class ofm aterials. T he

Jocation of Ty can wellbe tted by another em pirical re—

lation.

b4
1250K 1 — ;

Xer

Ter (104)

where X, 0:19. Sin ilar expressions are found for the
La, xS CuO4 and B SrCaCuy0 g m aterials. This ex—
pression for T, is, In both itsm agniude and doping de—
pendence, close to the pseudogap tem perature obtained
by Loram and his collaboratorst®* from an analysis of
speci ¢ heat experin ents. A rem arkable result of this
purely phenom enological analysis is that the crossover
tem perature T, extrapolates at zero doping to the know n
valie ofthe antiferrom agnetic superexchange interaction
J.

The tto T, by Eq. Eli){l raises the issue of w hether
T and Ty are Independent of T, and would extrapolate
to the origin at a doping level x = x., if superconduc—
tivity was absent. The system then would have an ad-
ditional quantum critical point at x = X wih a new
kind of ordered state for x < =Xcr. This issue is cur-
rently open and is a sub Fct of active research. Support
for a phase diagram w ith an additional quantum critical
point at x = x., com es fivm _‘Iche work of Loram , Tallon,
and their collaborators:¥#34, who have proposed such
behavior based on a detailed analysis of their speci c
heat experim ents on underdoped and overdoped system s.
M oreover, as Loram , Tanner, P anagopoulos and others
have em phasized 23.{{33_4, in the superconducting state
of the low doping side of T., one has "weak" supercon-—
ducting behavior, w ith a super uid density s decreasing
w ith decreasing doping, whilke on the high doping side
one has a \conventional" superconductivity, and a value
of s that is nearly independent of the doping concen-
tration. Further support for the idea of an additional



quantum -critical point com es from the well established
fact that optin ally doped cuprates are the ones forw hich
the extension ofthe Inear resistivity to T = 0 yieldsvery
an all residual resistivity, and from the experim ents of
Refs. éié,@if} which, we recall, show that in the absence
of superconductivity the linear tem perature dependence
of the resistivity extends to lower T indicating that at
som e doping the resistivity can be Iineardown to T = 0.
As Laughlin et al2% have em phasized, the presence of
a quantum critical point wih a large domain of In u-
ence, together w ith superconductivity, serves to conceal
the nature of the non-superconducting ground states on
either side ofthe quantum criticalpoint. O nem ight hope
that ARPE S experin entsnear optin aldoping would dis—
tinguish between a quantum criticalbehaviorw ith quan—
tum critical point at around optin al doping and a spin
ferm jon scenario w ith antiferrom agnetic quantum criti-
cal point at considerably sm aller doping concentration.
However, a recent analysis of H aslinger et al’?h showed
that tsto current experim entsw ith eitherm odel is pos—
sible and requires in both casesthe introduction ofa large
tem perature and frequency independent scattering rate,
as noted earlier.

T he variety of experin ental resuls for the pssudogap
allow s one to understand it phenom enologically, w ithout
nvoking a particular m icroscopic m echanism . First, as
T and T, scale with each other, it is natural to at-
tribute both T and T, to di erent aspects of the sam e
physical phenom enon which begins at T, and gains full
strength at T . This idea is fully consistent wih NM R
data w hich show theonset ofchangesin T1 T at T, ,which
eventually give rise to a sign change of the tem perature
derivative of 3T, T at T . Second, ARPES data on the
lading edge gap clearly dem onstrate that the pseudogap
physicsbelow T is associated w ith the redistribution of
the spectral weight for hot quasiparticles; quasiparticles
near the nodes are alm ost una ected by the developm ent
of the pseudogap. In the ARPE S literature, thise ect is
described as a progressive developm ent of the arcs of the
Fem i surface centered around nodal points. The evo—
ution of the full Fem i surface into the arcs begins at
around T , and at T, the whole Fem i surface becom es
gapped. T he \gapping" ofhot ferm ions cbviously a ects
NM R relaxation rates dom inated by m om enta near Q
(such as ®3Cu T1T) as a spectral weight transfer would
lead to a reduction of a de,cay rate of a spin  uctua—
tion into a pa.tUc]e—ho]e pantd®d _ NM R experin ents by
Curro et alt¥ and Haase et all%h show that this is in—
deed the case. T he gapping of hot quasiparticles should
also lead to a tem peraturedependent reduction in the
unifom m agnetic susceptbilid .

The phenom enological description is of course not
enough as it leaves open the key question, nam ely what
causes the spectralweight transfer for hot quasiparticles.
W enow discusshow the experim entalphase diagram ts
Into the spin— uctuation scenario.

F irst ofalla generalphase diagram based on spin uc-
tuation approach should distinguish between weakly and
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strongly antiferrom agnetic m aterials. W eakly antiferro-
m agneticm aterials are those to the right of T, orwhich
the dim ensionless coupling constant  is am aller than
unity, which corresponds to a correlation length am aller
than a few lattice constants. For these m aterials, the
nom al state is a renom alized Fem 1 liquid, the nearly
antiferrom agnetic Fem i liquid, and T. signals a transi-
tion to a BC S-lke superconducting state with a dyz 2
order param eter. For strongly antiferrom agnetic m ateri-
als, on the other hand, the din ensionless coupling con—
stant 1 and 2a. In this situation, the nom al
state behavior deviates from a Femn i liquid already at
com paratively anall! and T although at the lowest fre—
quencies the system stillwould display a Ferm 1 liquid be-
havior if indeed one could extend the nomm al state down
to T = 0. Forthese system s, we also know that the pair-
Ing Instability tem perature T., Increases w ith decreasing
doping and for large enough coupling saturatesat a value
com parable to the m agnetic J. Applying this to the ex—
perin ental phase diagram , we see that optim ally doped
m aterials are at the borderline betw een being weakly and
strongly antiferrom agnetic: on the one hand the dim en—
sionless coupling is already not am all, on the other hand,
the pseudogap phase extendsatbest overa T rangew hich
isonly a fraction of T.,.

A s we have noted above, these results of the soin—
ferm jon m odelm ake it a strong candidate for the m icro—
scopic description of the pseudogap phase: T, saturates
T.r saturates at a nie valie at the m agnetic transi
tion; for 1, the pairing Involves non-Fem i liquid
ferm ions; at T 0 there are two distinct energy scales
n the problem , a frm ionicgap / T . and a bosonic
gap s/ Ter '  Ter. Thecentralissue iswhetherthe
pairing of ncoherent ferm ions only gradually changesthe
ferm ionic selfenergy, or whether it creates a feedback
on ferm ions which inm ediately gives rise to a coherent
quasiparticle behavior at the low est frequencies, as hap—
pens in dirty superconductors where (!) i in the
nom al state transform s below T. Into a m ass renom al-

ization at the sm allest !
1 |

(!)=17(!2 2)1=2' —+0

13 (105)

TIfthe feedback is gradual, then the pairing createsbound
states of Incoherent ferm ionswith S = 0. In this situa—
tion, there is a reduction in the density of states below
Tp, but a full superconducting gap does not develop un-—
tila an aller tem perature, T.. A sinple toy m odelw hich
describes this physics would be ond?d i which form ions
In the nom al state display a quantum critical behav—
orwih ~(!) (")y= @{!'!)*¥?, and pairing creates a
nonzero at pairing vertex but doesnota ect (!).
In this situation, the ferm ionic propagator acquires a gap
at a nie but In agihary frequency:

il +

|
Gk (1) / E

(106)
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Ey= ( %+ 2)=!: 1o7)
T he spectral function at k = ky and the form ionicDO S
both have broad m axim a at ! 2=1, but the
spectralweight is nie atany nite !, although reduced
at low frequencies. W ithin this m odel, the transition to
the true superconducting state_can be understood as a
rotation of the pole In Eg. {10€) from the in aginary to
the real frequency axis such that at the lowest frequen—
cies the i! tem becom es purely real. T he frequency up
towhich N (! ) = 0 then give an estin ate for the actual
T..

Tt isunclearto w hat extent the resultsofthistoy m odel
re ect the physics of the soin-ferm ion m odelbelow T...
W ithout elaborating on this sub fct of current resesarch
we mention that as long as an E liashberg approach is
Justi ed, phase uctuations of the superconducting or-
der param eter cannot substantially reduce T. com pared
to Ter. Behavior di erent from that in dirty supercon-—
ductors could em erge only if ongitudinal uctuations of
the superconducting order param eter are soft and ablk
to destroy the supercondueting coherence at-T. Ter-
W e have both num erical®@ and analytical 2% evidence
that such degeneracy does exist in the lim it 1 .stil,
this sub ct is far from being fiilly understood and clearly
requires further study.

A nother subtle issue isw hether the soin—ferm ion m odel
disgplays quantum critical behavior at x = Xcr. Phys-
ically, this would inply that the pairing of lncoherent
ferm jonsat T, and the pairing of coherent ferm ionsat T
are uncorrelated phenom ena —the rst gives rise only to
the pseudogap, whik the latter yields BC S-type super—
conductivity. Since the pairing of incoherent ferm ions
is not a perturbative phenom enon and requires the In—
teraction to exceed a threshold valua?3, the pairing of
Incoherent ferm ions nvolves only quasiparticles in som e

nite region around a hot spot and would form a dome
on top of a m agnetic quantum critical point and vanish
at a nie x. It is not clear how well one can separate
coherent and Inooherent pairings.

Another issue related to the possble explanation of
the pseudogap w ithin the spin—ferm ion m odel is w hether
one can an oothly interpolate between the lin it g W
W is the ferm Jonic bandw idth), where one can perform
calculations in a controlled fashion, and g W where
M ott physics becom e relevant. In essence the issue is
w hether or not there is a qualitative di erence between
lim its in which the e ective interaction is either much
larger or much smn aller than the ferm ionic bandw idth.
In the latter case, it is appealing to con ecture that the
pseudogap is associated w ith the fact that i is di culkt
for hot quasiparticles to be both itinerant and localized.
T.r then would m ark the onset of nsulating behavior as-
sociated w ith such localization, and the pseudogap phase
would represent a kind ofpartialM ott insulator. A sign
that these two lim its m ay describe som e aspects of the
basic physics sin ilarly isthat, as shown earlier, T, scales
wih g or g < W , but crosses over to W ?=5 / J fr
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g>W .Atthesametine, thelmit g> W isprobably
more rich than the sanall g lin it as the physics associ-
ated with the localization in the M ott insulator is not
Included Into our analysis. W e speculate that due to this
M ott physics, bound singlet pairsof ferm ionsthat em erge
below T, could order for exam ple In codup nar fashion as
suggested by Sachdev and collaborator?3% w ho arrived at
a colum narphase by studying weakly doped M ott antifer—
rom agnets. T his ordering In tum would in ply that T, is
a true phase transition line below which Z, symm etry is
broken. C olum nar ordering also opens a link betw een our
approach and the approachesw hich depart from M ott In—
sulator at half- lling. In particular, colum nar ordering of
bound electron pairs naturally kads to stripe physic#39.
An alemative posgihility isthat singlet pairs rem ain spa—
tially disordered?t8220 | Tn any event, the rolke of localiza—
tion e ects certainly increases as the system approaches
half- lling. W hether they rem ain strong near optin al
doping in the nom al state is a sub gct of debate, but
still, strong localization e ects should reduce the num ber
of Iow energy carriers and therefore change the volim e
of the Ferm i surface or increase theirm ass. ARPES ex—
perin ents on the other hand indicate that in the nom al
phase, the Fem i surface is Jarge and obeys Luttinger’s
theorem w ithout dram atic m ass renom alizations. W e
therefore believe that near optim al doping localization
e ects are at best m oderate.

W e conclude this discussion of the phase diagram by
m entioning two altemative scenarios for the pseudogap
and anom alous nom al state properties. The rst sce-
nario, picneered by P It ..IA.ng:lersongl-a, X G .Wen and
P.A.Let and others24{e2% and latermodi ed chie y
by M P A .Fisherand T . Senthif2%, assum es spin-charge
separation at half- lling and explains the whole phase
diagram as a result of weak doping of a M ott nsula—
tor. A second scenario, on the contrary, assum es that
one can understand the phasg diagram w ithin m ean— eld
theory; as Chakravarty et al®3 have proposed the pseu-—
dogap m ight then be a new protected state ofm atterthat
is the result of the breaking of a hidden sym m etry.

VII.CONCLUSION S

In this Chapter we have dem onstrated that supercon—
ducting pairing m ediated by the exchange of spin uc—
tuations is a viable altemative to conventional phonon—
m ediated pairing. W e discussed in detail the nom al
state properties, the pairing instability and the super—
conducting behavior of a m aterial near an antiferrom ag—
netic instability, w hen the dom inant interaction between
quasiparticles is ofelectronic origin and, at energiesm uch
an aller than the fermm ionic bandw idth, can be viewed as
being due to the em ission and absorption of a collective,
soft spin degree of freedom . W e argued that the spin—

uctuation exchange yields an attraction In the d,:
channel in agreem ent w ith what nearly all researchers
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now believe is the pairing sym m etry in the cuprates.

W e dem onstrated that the physics is qualitatively dif-
ferent depending on whether or not Ferm i surface geom —
etry allow s a process in which a collective m ode decays
Into a particle and a hole. For this to be possible, the
Fem i surface should contain hot spots. W e focused on
the case n w hich the Ferm isurface doescontain hot spots
(@s the photoen ission experin ents in cuprates indicate)
and showed that spin uctuations are then overdam ped
and that their di usive dynam ics should be analyzed in
a consistent m annerw ith the low energy dynam ics ofthe
ferm ions. W e further argued that contrary to naive ex—
pectations, this case is better for d wave pairing than
one n which spin uctuations are propagating, m agnon—
like quasiparticles.

W e show ed that the low -energy theory for ferm ions in—
teracting w ith overdam ped collective spin excitations is
universal, independent of the details of the underlying
lattice H am iltonian and is characterized by only two in—
put param eters: the dim ensionless coupling constant, ,
and an overallenergy scale, T, proportionalto the e ec—
tive soIn—ferm ion Interaction g. In so doing, we have de—
veloped the m icroscopic justi cation for the NAFL.The
coupling constant, , scalesw ith them agnetic correlation
Jength, so that close enough to a m agnetic transition, the
system falls nto a strong coupling regine. A universal
description isvalid ifg is sm aller than the ferm ionicband-
width W (thatwould correspond to a weak coupling lim it
if the system was far away from a m agnetic instability).
In the opposie lin it which we did not discuss in detail,
lattice e ects becom e in portant, and the universality is
lost.

At su ciently low temperatures and energies, the
nearly antiferrom agneticFerm iliquid WAFL) isa Fem 1
licuid quantum protectorate, according to Landau’s
criterion {that one can obtain a oneto-one correspon-—
dence between the low-lying states of a Fem i gas and
the Fem 1 liquid, as though the particle interaction was
tumed on adisbaticalk3i. However, because of the
closeness to an antiferrom agnetic instability, it is an un-
conventional Fem i liquid, In that the characteristic en—
ergy above which this description is no longer valid is
not the Fem ienergy, but is the much much lower spin—

uctuation energy !¢ = !=@ ?) that is typically two
orders of m agniude an aller than the Fem ienergy. For
energies (or tem peratures) between ! ¢ and the Ferm ien—
ergy, we have seen using the spin—ferm ion m odel that the
system behavior is again universal and depends only on
a very lin ited num ber of phenom enological param eters.
So In this sense, the behaviorofan NAFL at energiesand
tem peratures above ! gr is also protected, and one nds,
In the NAFL, two distinct protected states of m atter,
depending on the energy or tem perature one encounters.

W e com pared In detail the spin uctuation approach
w ith the E liashberg approach to phonon superconductors
and showed that despite the absence of the an all elec—
tron to ionic m ass ratio that justi ed E liashberg theory
for phonons, an E liashberg-type approach to the spin—
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ferm ion m odel is still justi ed, but only at strong cou—
pling 1.

W e showed that at large , there are two distinct
energy scales for the nom al state problem : Aq,
A O (1), which at g W is of the order of (even
though num erically an aller by about an order of m ag—
niude than) the Femm i energy, and a much smnaller
lge= 1=(4 ?) ! . ConventionalFem i liquid behavior
with ®/ 124 ( T)®> and an aln ost tem perature inde—
pendent static spin susceptbility exists only at frequen—
cies and team peratures sn aller that ! . At frequencies
between ! ;s and T, the systam crosses over into a regin e
in which sphh susceptibility isdiusiveand ©/ ! .We
found that %, while the behavior in the crossover
region from Ferm i liquid to non Fem i liquid behavior
resambles a lnear In frequency dependence. In the dif-
fusive regin e, both soin and ferm ionic propagators be—
com e independent of , ie., the system displaysm agnetic
quantum -critical behavior. Fially, at ! > T, the self-
energy gets sn aller than the bare ! , although ®©/ 1172
still holds.

W e next argued that the existence of the two dis-
tinct energy scales has a strong in pact on the pairing
problem : the pairing instability tem perature T., is pre—
dom nantly determm ined by incoherent, non-Fem i liquid
ferm ionsw ith energiesbetween ! and T. W e then con—
sidered the superconducting state, found the pairing gap

/ Ter @=T¢q 4 for 1), and argued that one
of the signatures of the spin- uctuation m echanisn is
the change of the low -frequency spin dynam ics from re—
laxational to propagating due to the feedback from the
pairing. T his give rise to the em ergence of the resonance
peak in the spin propagator at a frequency s which at
large scalsas ¢ 15T,= .Foranaller ,the reso-
nance frequency goes up but always rem ain an aller than
2 . This restriction (not found for phonon superconduc-
tors) is a consequence of feedback between ferm ionic and
bosonic dynam ics.

W e discussed how the em ergence of the resonance
mode a ects ferm ionic properties and identi ed sev—
eral\ ngerprints" ofthe strong coupling spin— uctuation
scenario. These nclude, but are not lim ited to, the
peak/dip/hump in the spectral function, the near—
absence of the dispersion of the quasiparticlke peak, the
peak/dip features in the SIN and SIS tunneling conduc—
tances, and in the second derivative of the optical con—
ductivity.

Finally, we com pared the theoretical resuls w ith the
nom alstate data ornear optin ally-doped cuprates, and
found that a Jarge num ber of experin ental results can be
understood w ithin the spin— uctuation scenario. In par—
ticular, we argued that the tunneling, photoem ission and
opticaldata for the superconducting state display the ex—
pected \ ngerprints" of the spin— uctuation m echanism
for superconductivity in the cuprates.

The spin— uctuation theory should be equally appli-
cable to quasi two din ensional organic superconductors
or com pounds of the fam ily CeX Ins wih X=Co, Rh,



Ir, if the Fem i surface of these system s possesses hot
spots. A detailed experin ental investigation of spectro—
soopic properties of these system s in the superconducting
state w ill provide in portant clies on whether they are
Indeed m agnetically m ediated superconductors.

Degpite the successfiill identi cation of the " nger-
prints" of spin m ediated pairing in the cuprates, we listed
In Section 6.4 som e properties of these m aterials which
we have not explained within the spin— uctuation sce—
nario. Perhaps the m ost in portant rem aining question
is to w hat extent the spin— uctuation theory explains the
pseudogap physics In underdoped cuprates. The exis-
tence ofthe tw o distinct energy scales in the spin—ferm ion
m odel and the presence of ferm ionic incoherence In the
nom al state m ake this m odel a good candidate m odel
for the pseudogap . T he plausble argum ent here is that
w hile the pairing of the incoherent ferm ions w ill create
sodn singlets, ferm ions w ill still behave incoherently and
hence not superconduct until a smaller T, is reached
when feedback from the pairing restores ferm ionic co—
herence. Particularly relevant here is whether or not
there exists an additional critical point on the phase di-
agram at around x = 0:19. This critical point em erges
In the spin— uctuation theory if the pairing of incoherent
ferm ions from frequencies above ! ¢ and the pairing of
coherent ferm ions from frequencies below ! s are sepa-
rate phenom ena (the rst then de nitely gives rise to a
pseudogap physics while the second yields a true super—
conductivity). The pairing of incoherent ferm ions is a
threshold phenom enon and thus occurs at T, X) . We
stillhow everneed to understand w hether incoherent pair-
Ing and ooherent pairing can be totally separated from
each other.

Another unresolved issue is to what extent the fact
that the parent com pounds ofthe cuprates (La,CuO 4 or
YBa,Cuz0¢) are M ott nsulators and nearest-neighbor
Heisenberg antiferrom agnets a ects the behavior of
doped m aterials. For the spin—ferm ion m odel, this ques—
tion could be reform ulated as whether the Iim it g W,
In which we can separate low and high energies and per-
form controlled calculations, and the lm it g W , are
only quantitatively di erent or are qualitatively di er—
ent. An encouraging sign that the two lim ftsm ay not be
very di erent is the resul that T, an oothly interpolates
between 0 (g) Brg W to O W 2=g) org W , M
the latter case T., becom es of order of a m agnetic ex—
change integral J. On the other hand, the localization
e ectswhich accom pany a transition to a M ott lnsulator
are not Inclided in the theory presented here. In partic—
ular, we cannot predict what would happen w ith singlet
pairs below T, if i Indeed is the onset of the pseudo-—
gap —w hether they rem ain disordered-or form colum nar
stripes as Sachdev and collaborator®23% suggested.

T he enduring presence and richness of unsolved prob—
lem s n the eld of unconventional superconductivity
m akes us optim istic that we w ill continue to see unex-—
pected experin ental cbservationsand new , creative theo—
retical concepts in this eld of research. W e have en pyed
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over a num ber of years our respective collaborations on
the spin uctuation approach because of its clarity and
ability tom ake 2lsi able predictions forexperin ent. W e
hope that the readers of this C hapter w ill share our ex—
citem ent for this approach to m agnetically m ediated su—
perconductivity.
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