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W e study the sensitivity of Tc and the pseudogap onset tem perature, T , to low
elds, H , for cuprate superconductors, using a BC S-based approach extended to
arbitrary coupling. W e ndthatT and Tc,which are ofthe sam e superconducting
origin, have very di erent H dependences. T he sm all coherence length m akes T
rather insensitive to the eld. H owever, the presence ofthe pseudogap at T m akes
T. m ore sensitive to H . O ur results for the coherence length twellw ith existing
experin ents. W e predict that very near the insulator w ill rapidly increase.

T he pseudogap phenom ena have been a great challenge to condensed m at—
ter physicists since last century. Yet there hasbeen no consensus on the origin
of the pseudogap and its relation to the superconducting order param eter.
T heordes about the pseudogap physics fall into two categories: (1) precursor
versus (2) non-precursor superconductivity. For the form er, pseudogap form s
as a consequence of precursor superconducting pairing, and therefore, shares
the sam e origin as the order param eter. In contrast, for the latter categoryy,
pseudogap hasa di erent origin, eg.,ahidden DDW (d-density wave) order#

O n the other hand, experin ent has revealed di erent behaviors of T, and
the pseudogap onset tem perature T inm agnetic elds? H ow ever, there is still
no proper theoretical explanation. T his di erence has been used as evidence
against precursor superconductivity scenarios. Here we show that it,qan be
well explained w ithin the present precursor superconductivity theory 2%

Our calculation is based on an extension of BC S theory which incorpo-
rates incoherent pair excitations. T hese pair excitations becom e ncreasingly
In portant at lJarge coupling g, and lead to a pseudogap in the singleparticle
excitation spectrum , as seen in the cuprates. A s the tem perature increases
from T = 0, these pairs can survive a higher tem perature (> T.) than the
condensate, until they are com pletely destroyed by the them ale ect at T
In agreem ent w ith experim ent, we ndthatT and T. havevery di erent eld

(H ) dependences. The am allooherence length () makesT rather insensitive
to the eld. However, the presence of the pseudogap at T, (at optim aland
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under-doping) m akes T, relatively m ore sensitive to H . O ur results for the
coherence length twellw ith existing experin ents. Furthemm ore, we predict
that very near the insulator will rapidly increase.

W e rst consider the zero m agnetic eld case. W e nclude, n addition to
tin ereversalstate pairing, nite center-ofm assm om entum pairexciationsin
the problem and then treat the interrelated single-and tw o-particle propaga—
tors selfconsistently. W e truncate the in nite series of equation ofm otion at
the three-particle level, and then factorize the three-particle G reen’s function
G5 Into singleparticle G ) and two-particle G,) G reen’s fiinctions!®

Here we consider an electron system near half 1ling on a quasitwo di-
m ensional (2D ) square lattice, w ith tightdbinding dispersion . T he electrons
Interact via a separable potential Vi xo = g’ ' xo; where ’ = cosky cosk,
(ordwave). W e use a T -m atrix approxin ation for the selfenergy, and have

X
K)=G, ®K) G'EK)= tQ)GoQ K)'% @

jscf g
- e T)+ ————— ; 2
T Q) (& ) 13 Q) 2)

P
where 4. istheorderparameter,and Q)= G K )GoQ K )’]2( q=2
ForamallQ & 0, tQ) can belgvrjtten In a standard propagat&r form . The
A - -

pseudogap is given by gg o £Q), the totalgapl by = et 5gr

tQ) =

and the quasiparticle dispersion by Ey = P 2y 2z

T. isdetem ined by the superconducting Jnstabﬂg;y condition 1+ g (0) =
0, In conjunction w ith ;the number constraintn = 2, G K ). W e cbtain a
set of three equations® Taking into account that the cuprates is close to the
M ott Insulator and thus inplane hopping t k) = tH (1 n)= §x,wherex is
the doping concentration, we solve for T, , chem icalpotential ,and 4.
The results or T, pg (Tc),and (T = 0) asa function ofx are sum m arized
In Fig.1l(@). Our predictions t experiment wellwih g=4f = 0:045 and
t 0:6 €V .Form ore details, see Refs. 3{5.

In a nite eld, the G nzburg-Landau free energy functionalnear T. can
be expanded to quadratic order in the order paran'1 eter c:

2

2 r 2el . 2
F o)+ - — J scTd i 3)
i c
T 1 dT. 2 , 2 °
where ¢T)= o 1 — ,and — = — “= ——_, Asan es-
Te TcdH 4 _, 0 0 0
tim ate, one has H ¢, (0) o=@ 2). ( o= hc=2e isthe ux quantum ).
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Figure 1. (a) Calculated cuprate phase diagram . T was estin ated using the BC S m ean—

eld solution. E xperin entaldata aretaken from : ( ) Ref.7; ( ) Ref.8; (4 ) Ref.9. Form ore
details see Ref. 4. Note here (0) has been multiplied by 2 to com pare w ith experim ent,
since 'y = 2 atk = ( ;0). (b) M agnetic length scales associated with Tc and T as a
function of doping concentration in the cuprates.

For 3D weak ooupling BCS), o = N (0) and the phase sti ness
2 = N (0)7 (3)=48 ? (v =T.)*. Therefore N (0) is canceled n 2.4 =
7 (3)=48 ? (& =T.)?>. In general, ¢ and 2 can be detem ined from the ex-

pansion oft ! ©Q):

1 , 13—
o= =+ (0;0); = = det @@, Q) : @)
g 2 0=0
In weak eld, T eH =m ¢, we use sam iclassical phase approxin ation

to treat the singleparticke and pair propagators. Both the singleparticle
and pair m om enta can be m odi ed by the interaction wih the eld. But
form ally, the D yson’s equation rem ains the sam e, and the superconducting
transition is still determ ined by the pairing instability (T houless) condition:
gt+20)=0 o+ ? 2H ,where ~(Q) isthe pair susceptibility in the
eld. To linear order n H , we can evaluate o and 2 atH = 0.
AtT pr the pseudogap is zero, only the bare G reen’s function is involved,

0Q)= { GoK)IGoQ K)'iq=2.Wehave
1 dr 22 ) 2
— === =—; ©)
T dH

H=0 0 0 0
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X, d T 1 2f()

where = P+ —— + £9 )
. dT 2y -
At weak Eoup]jng (or swave 'y, = 1), we recover the BCS Iim it:
Er, o = CECCO)TE N O, N (0). And ? is detem ined by

X 1 f £
) (kq)’iq=2 to the o order.

expanding o (q;0) =
k1t x g

k

At large g (for the underdoped cuprates), pq (Tc) is Jarge. N oticing that

T isvery weakly H dependent in the strong pseudogap regin e [seeFig.1 ()],

andthatT / pg nzero eld,weassume p4 isonly weakly H dependent.

In other words, only the supercondugtjng order param eter is strongly coupled

to the eld. Then wecbtain o . " 2£°Eyx), which decreases rapidly as
og Increases. ? is obtained by expanding to the o order

X 1 f £ £ £
E(Ek+) (k q )U}Z( CEk) (k q )V]% ,}2{ a2 . (6)
k k g

@;0) =

E
K k k g

Atweak coupling, and gcs coincide. Butthey split apart asg increases
and the pseudogap opens (see Ref. 10 for details). In Fig. 1 ), we plot the
doping dependence of the calculated and . At large x (overdoping, weak
coupling), the two are nearly equal. But for underdoping, while  continues
to decrease w ith decreasing x, rem ains nearly at for a broad range of x
until its nal rapid increase toward the insulator lim it. Since dT=dH / 2,
T israther insensitive and T. is relatively m ore sgpsitive to H . These results
are in agreem ent w ith experin ental observations?21
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