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Q uasiparticle Fom ation and O ptical Sum Rule V iolation in C uprate Superconductors
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U sing a sin ple m odel for the frequency dependent scattering rate, we evaluate the in-plane optical integral
for cuprate superconductors in the nom aland superconducting states. In the overdoped region, this integral
is conserved. In the optin aland underdoped region, though, the optical integrals di er, in plying a lowering
of the in-plane kinetic energy in the superconducting state. This sum rule violation, due to the di erence of
the non Fem i liquid nom al state and the superconducting Fem 1 liquid state, has a m agniude com parable

to recent experim ental resuls.

PACS numbers: 7425, 7425G z, 74.72+h

In superconductors, there is a dram atic change in the

conductivity due to opening of an excitation gap in the

nite frequency resoonse, and the fom ation of a zero
frequency fiinction peak representing the dissipationless
response of the condensate. The change is such as to
preserve the opticalsum rule, in that the nite frequency
weight rem oved by the opening of the excitation gap is
recovered by the condensate peak ﬂ].

In cuprate superconductors, though, there is experi-
m ental evidence that the sum rule is violated for caxis
conductivity E]. O ver the measured frequency range,
m ore weight is present in the condensate peak than can
be acocounted for by the loss of nie frequency weight.
Since the total optical sum rule must be preserved, the
extra weight in the condensate peak is com ing from out—
side this frequency range. T his is unusual, since in clas—
sic superconductors, the change in the optical integral
is exhausted over a frequency range of order 4 , where

is the superconducting gap. A nderson Eﬂ has stressed
that such sum rule violations are connected to the lack of
quasiparticle poles in the nom al state, and their em er-
gence In the superconducting state. This is unlke the
prem ise 0ofBC S theory, w here quasiparticles are assum ed
to exist In the nom alstate.

A though the sum rule violation for the caxis response
is profound, its contribution to the condensation energy
is an all due to the an allness of the caxis kinetic energy
In the cuprates. If kinetic energy e ects are to play a
role In the condensation energy, then they m ust be com —
Ing from the n-plane response, since the in-plane kinetic
energy is quite large, of order an &V E]. T his Jargeness,
though, m eans that the violation isdi cul to see. That
is,a 1 m &V change in the kinetic energy would represent

1% change In the optical ntegral. Recently, though,
tw o groups have clain ed to observe such a change. E -
lipsom etry data on optin al and underdoped B 2212 E]
have been quanti ed as corresponding to a change in the
kinetic energy of 1 m €V . T he sam e kinetic energy change
has been inferred from re ectance data ] on an under-
doped Bi2212 Im, though no such change could be re-

soled in an overdoped In . These results are intrigu—
ng, sihce a 1 m €V kinetic energy savings per plane is in
excess of the condensation energy inferred from speci c
heat data f]1.

In this paper, usinhg a sin ple m odel for the frequency
dependent scattering rate based on angle resolved pho—
toam ission ARPES) and infrared data, we calculate the
change In the optical integral from the nom alto the su—
perconducting state, and nd is sign and m agnitude to
be com parable to these recent ndings.

The full optical integral, integrating over all energy
bands, is proportional to the bare carrier density over
the bare electron m ass, and thus m ust be conserved. O £
greater interest here is the optical response of the band
around the Ferm ienergy, correlating w ith the experin en—
taldata which are typically integrated out to an energy
of order the plasmna frequency (1 V). This kads to a
consideration of the single band sum rule E]
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w here the restriction of to the single band response is
In plicit, and where a is the Inplane lattice constant, V
the uni cell volum e, and
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w ih N the num ber ofk vectors, x thebare dispersion as
de ned by the e ective single band H am iltonian E], and
ny the momentum distrbution fiinction. For a Ham i~
tonian w ith near neighbor hopping H], Fx is equivalent
to m inus the kinetic energy € kin « kDx),but in
general these two quantities di er.

For free electrons, the Inversem ass tensor isa constant
In mom entum , and thus this integral is conserved due to
charge conservation. T his is not generally the case, since
the sum of the inverse m ass tensor over the B rillbuin
zone vanishes @]. W hen considering the change in this
Integralbetween di erent electronic states, the em phasis
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In the past hasbeen on a possible change in the nverse
m ass tensor E,@] In general, though, we expect  to
be nvariant, and therefore the change should instead be
due to changes In ny . A sinplk case is BCS theory ﬂ],
w here the kinetic energy increases in the superconducting
state due to particle-holem ixing. Ifa nearneighbortight
bindingm odelapplied, the BC S optical integralwould be
an aller In the superconducting state than in the nom al
state, opposite to the recent experim ental resuls.

The BCS model, though, assum es the existence of
quasiparticle poles In the nom al state. It is straightfor-
ward to dem onstrate that the kinetic energy can indeed
be Iowered In the superconducting state if the nom al
state isa non Fem iliquid and the superconducting state
aFerm iliquid E]. Thisoccursifthee ect ofquasiparticle
formm ation on sharpening ny is larger than the an earing
due to particle-hole m ixing. This e ect is anisotropic in
m om entum , due to anisotropies in the scattering rate and
the d-wave order param eter. G iven these anisotropies
and the anisotropy of the m ass tensor, it is not obvious
what the e ect of the kinetic energy lowering w ill be on
the optical integral, since a near neighbor tight binding
m odel is inadequate to describe y . In addition, ARPES
m easuram ents indicate a substantial doping dependence
of the scattering rate, which in plies that the sum rulke
violation w ill also be doping dependent.

W e start by considering a simple m odel for the fre—
quency dependent scattering rate, based on ts to
ARPES data at the ( ;0) point ]. Thiswas used In
work on the condensation energy [4] and the caxis sum
rule E]. Them odel assum es a large frequency indepen—
dent scattering rate in the nomm al state, consistent w ith
the broad Lorentzian lineshapes. In the superconducting
state, the broad peak is replaced by a sharp peak at the
superconducting gap energy, followed at higher binding
energy by a spectral dip, then a broad m aximum (the
\hum p"). This change ism odeled by cuttingo Im at
the energy of the spectraldip. The resulting is
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where ! is the spectral dip energy. This selfenergy is
then used in the spectral finction @]
1 zZ!+
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where Z = 1 =! . For this orm of , the spectral
function hastwo functions located at E ,whereE sat—
is esthepole condition (denom inator ofEqg. 4 vanishes).
Such poles always exist or E < ! because of the log
divergence of Re at ! o. The weight of the poles are
detem ined as [I] #A ' ( E)=d!j In addition, there
are Inocoherent pieces for ! §> .

For now, we assume is k independent. ! is also
assum ed to be k Independent, as In plied by ARPES ex—
perin ents E]. x Is taken from a six param eter tight

binding t to nom al state ARPES data [L]]. For the
order param eter, the d-wave form coskya) coskya) is
assumed. The k sum is done using a 100 by 100 grid
In the irreduchble quadrant of the zone. T he quasiparti-
cle pole weight contrdbution to ny is analytic @]. The
Incoherent contrbution is evaluated by trapezoidal in—
E%gratjon. W e consider the T=0 lim it, and thus ny =

1 A (!)d!. In practice, the lower cut-o is taken to
be 10 eV . In the nom al state wih no lower cuto ,
ng=1=2 tan ! (=)=
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FIG.1. E g versus (a) isotropic scattering rate and ()

antinodal scattering rate (for various nodal scattering rates).
lo=7lm eV and pax=32mev.

InFig.la, Ex E} E; (whereN denotesnom al
state and S superconducting state) is plotted as a func-
tion of . The strong dependence on is expected, since
as increases, the change inny (nx n} n}) be-
com es Increasingly pronounced, lading to a larger sum
rule violation. This in plies that the sum rule violation
becom es larger as the doping decreases, since  from
ARPE S m easurem ents increases w ith underdoping.

O ne issue w ith Fig. la is the rather large value of the
sum rule violation for realistic values of  (the antin—
odal scattering rate from ARPES is 100 meV for op-
tin al doping). It is known, though, that the scatter-
Ing rate from ARPES is a strong function ofm om entum
E]. W e consider a sim ple m odel for the anisotropy w ith

k= n [+ & (oskya) coskya))’=4], where y is
the nodal scattering rate and y (1 + & ) the antinodal
one. In Fig.1lb,wepbt E g versusx Prvarious y ,
and nd that i rapidly saturatesw ith cg , and thusw ith
the antinodal scattering rate. W e have also considered
the in uence ofthe anisotropic pseudogap on the nom al
state 1, and found thishad little e ecton E g .

To gain further insight, we plot in Fig. 2a the in-
tegrand of E ¢ as a function of momentum . Note
that the overall integral is negative, w ith negative re—
gions corresponding to unoccupied states nearthe d-wave
node ((0;0) ( ; ) Femn icrossing) and occupied states
near the ( =2;0) points, and positive regions to occu—
pied states near the node and unoccupied states near
the antinode (( ;0) ( ; ) Fem icrossing). To under—
stand this, we plot two curves on F ig. 2a, one the Ferm i



surface, the other the zero of the nverse m ass tensor.
In our model ny is equalto 1/2 on the Femn i surface,
and thus n x changes sign there. T herefore, the optical
iIntegrand, which is the product of the inverse m ass ten—
sor tines n i, changes sign each tin e one of these two
curves is crossed. From this, one can easily understand
the various sign regions in the plot.

FIG.2. (@) E x versusk (red is positive, green near zero,
blue negative). The curves are the Fem i surface and zero
of the lnverse m ass tensor. ®) (@Enyx r ) versusk (rad

is positive, blie near zero). =150m eV, !o=7ImeV, and
max= 32m €V .

P erhaps m ore Instructive is to convert the optical in—
tegralto the equivalent one nvolving rnyx rx (Using
G reens theorem for periodic functions [L4)). The result-
Ing integrand is plotted in Fig. 2b, and as expected, is
Jocalized about the Fem i surface. T he in portant point
is that the integrand peaks at the node. T his can be eas-
iky understood. In the superconducting state there are
quasiparticle poles, but at the node, x = 0, so there is
a true step discontinuity in ny there. A sonem oves aw ay
from the node, ( increases from zero, and so I ngJj
decreases in m agniude. From Fig. 2b, it is easy to ap—
preciate the result of Fig. 1 that the optical integral is
sensitive to the nodal scattering rate and not so sensitive
to the antinodal one. A s our m odel was m otivated by

tting ARPES data in the antinodal region of the zone,
this indicates that a m odel based directly on the nodal
region should be considered.

Nom al state ARPES data [L9] are consistent with a
scattering rate ofthe form -Im = ¢+ J jwhere |
has the anisotropy described above and  ism om entum
Independent @]. For sin plicity, we will assum e that
both of these term s have an infrared cuto at ! as
we did for the model. W hen determ ining Re , it is
In portant to provide an ultraviolet cuto to Im . A
hard cuto at!. leadsto a Iog shgularity n Re at ! ..
Rather, we take In to saturate at ! .. This gives
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where = + . The nom alstate is obtained by

setting !y = 0. !y is the energy of the dispersion kink
along the zone diagonal, which is the sam e energy as the
spectraldip at ( ;0) [[§], and thus !, isk independent.

For!., tsto ARPES are consistent w ith a value of 500

m eV @].
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FIG. 3. (a) E x
lo=7Ilm eV,

and () Ex versus
max=32m eV, and !.=500m eV .

=0.75,

Forillustrative purposes, we consider rstthe casew ith
no anisotropy in . In Fig. 3, we plot the sum rule vi-
olation versus for a typicalvalie of . The variation
wih  is sin ilar to Fig. la despite the presence of a
substantial tem . Thus for a \pure" m arghal Fem 1
licuid ( = 0), the sum rule violation is essentially zero.
The reason isthatwih = 0, the nom alstate posseses
quite sharp spectral peaks, and thus the change In ng
when going into the superconducting state is reduced.

To m ake quantitative com parisons to experim ent, re—
alistic values of x and as a function of doping are
needed. W e can obtaln them from the optics data. In
Fig.4a,weplbtl= (!) for fourBi2212 sam ples in the su-
perconducting state extracted from re ectivity data [@].
T he linearhigh frequency behavior is ofthe form a+ b!.
Let us relate these param etersto  and .The tem
is easy to obtain, since it isk independent. At T=0, 1=
is an average of 2Im over a frequency range of 0 to !
E]. Since the tem islnearin !,then = b.

The § tem is a di erent story. If i were isotropic,
then = a=2. For the anisotropic case, these two quan-—
tities are related by a Fem i surface integral. W e can
do this analytically by replacing the anisotropy temm
by cof 2 ), where is the Fem i surface angle (the
node is at = =4). We nd that the Fem i ve-
locity along the Fem i surface can also be t to the
sam e anisotropic form = The resu]rjngRttansport Inte-
gral is E]2 0 = [dv()= ()F dv() where
v()=wy L+ vg cof (2 )] (v is the m odulus of the ve-
ocity) and ()= y [+ & o 2 )]. From ARPES
E]CR = 3, and from the tight binding t, v = 0:72.
Solving,we ndthat ,'= 34 ().

For the other param eters, we note that the deviation
ofl= (!) from linearity setsin atan energy nax+ !os
where ! is the singlk particle scattering rate gap. This
is easily shown from the Kubo bubbl by dressing one
of the two lines. From ARPES and tunneling, !( =

max T !res, Where ! o5 is the energy separation of the
peak and the dip [1324R]. This is und to vary with



doping as 5T E], and we use thisto extract  ax from
the optics scattering rate gap. The resulting  a.x val
ues are consistent with ARPES @] and tunneling @]
m easurem ents.
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FIG.4. @) 1= (!) versus ! for various Bi2212 sam ples

from Ref. E] ©OD overdoped, OPT optin aldoped, UD un-—
derdoped). () Calculated sum ruleviolation ( E ¢ ) versus
doping, x. The curve is T.. T he param eters (m eV ) extracted
from (@) are ~ (@, 22,27,37), (65,.75, 88, 98), !, (54,
71, 76, 83), and nax (24, 32, 41, 54) r OD 70, OPT 90,
UD 82, and UD 67 respectively. A lso shown in (o) are the ex—
perin entalresuls (open squares from Ref. [§], open diam onds
from Ref. [{)). The theoretical doping trend in () is due to
the increasing o set in 1= seen In (@).

T hese values are used to determ ine the sum rule viola—
tion versusdoping, shown n Fig.4b. W e ndnosum rule
violation for the overdoped sam ple. T his is the expected
BC S like behavior, and is consistent w ith the experin en—
talresult on an overdoped In E]. Forthe other sam pls,
we nd a sum rul violation which increases from 1.5 to
22 meV as the doping decreases. The doping trend is
consistent w ith the reported experin ental results (@lso
shown in Fig. 4b), although the valies are perhaps too
large by a factor oftwo. Thism ay be due to the approx—
In ation ofusing a hard nfrared cut-o on the scattering
rate in the superconducting state. Still, given the sim —
plicity ofourm odel, and the substantialexperin entaler—
ror bars, the agreem ent w ith experim ent is surprisingly
good. The doping trend in our m odel is due to the in-
crease In y wih underdoping. W e also note that the
kinetic energy change isabout twice E g .

A s for where the extra condensate weight is com ing
from , we note that the the experin ental optical integrals
balance at an energy cuto of about 2 &V [ﬂ]. This
valie is com parable to the M ott gap of the mnsulator,
0 we speculate that the extra weight com es from the
upper and low erH ubbard bands. T hiswould be in accord
w ith the m ore delocalized nature of the electrons In the
superconducting state.

In conclusion, using a sin ple m odel for the frequency
dependent scattering rate, we can understand recently
reported resuls for the sum rule violation for the in-
plane conductivity. T he e ect is due to the form ation of
quasiparticles In the superconducting state, and con m s
earlier speculations by A nderson E]. A s the doping In—

creases into the overdoped region, we nd the sum rule
violation goes aw ay, consistent w ith the m ore Fem 1 lig—
uid lke nature of the nomm al state.
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