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Q uasiparticle undressing in a dynam ic H ubbard m odel: exact diagonalization study
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D ynam ic Hubbard m odels have been proposed as extensions ofthe conventionalHubbard m odel

to describe the orbitalrelaxation thatoccurs upon double occupancy ofan atom ic orbital. These

m odels give rise to pairing ofholes and superconductivity in certain param eter ranges. Here we

explore the changesin carrier e�ective m ass and quasiparticle weight and in one-and two-particle

spectralfunctionsthatoccurin a dynam ic Hubbard m odelupon pairing,by exactdiagonalization

of sm allsystem s. It is found that pairing is associated with lowering of e�ective m ass and in-

creaseofquasiparticleweight,m anifested in transferofspectralweightfrom high to low frequencies

in one-and two-particle spectralfunctions. This ’undressing’phenom enology resem bles observa-

tions in transport,photoem ission and opticalexperim ents in high Tc cuprates. This behavior is

contrasted with thatofa conventionalelectron-hole sym m etric Holstein-like m odelwith attractive

on-site interaction,where pairing isassociated with ’dressing’instead of’undressing’.

I.IN T R O D U C T IO N

The conventionalunderstanding ofsuperconductivity

startsfrom a norm alstate com posed ofweakly interact-

ing’dressed’Landau quasiparticles[1].W hen thesystem

goessuperconducting these quasiparticlesbecom ecorre-

lated in Cooper pairs. As a function ofincreasing cou-

plingstrength,theCooperpairsundergoacrossoverfrom

weakly bound with a long coherence length to strongly

bound with a shortcoherencelength.Becauseofthein-

creased correlation ofthe quasiparticles in the Cooper

pairtheire�ectivem assincreasesand theirquasiparticle

weightdecreasescom pared to thenorm alstate,them ore

so the strongerthe coupling. In otherwords,the quasi-

particle ’dressing’is largerin the superconducting than

in the norm alstate.

Instead, the theory of hole superconductivity [2{4]

proposes a new paradigm to describe superconductiv-

ity which isexactly oppositeto whatisdescribed above.

It also starts from a Ferm iliquid ofweakly interacting

dressed quasiparticles,and Cooperpairsarealso form ed

asthe system goessuperconducting. However,here the

quasiparticles’undress’and resem blem ore freeparticles

when they arebound in theCooperpairthan when they

are unbound in the norm alstate,with the e�ect being

largest precisely in the strong coupling short coherence

length regim e.

This paradoxicalscenario isdescribed by a new class

ofm odelHam iltonians recently introduced to describe

correlated electrons,’dynam ic Hubbard m odels’.[2,5,6]

Itisargued thatthesem odelscapturean essentialaspect

ofthephysicsofcorrelated electronsin atom s,m olecules

and solids,which isleftoutin otherm odelslikethecon-

ventionalHubbard m odel. W hether these new m odels

describe superconductivity in any or allrealm aterials

rem ainsto be established.Thefundam entalfeature dis-

tinguishing these from conventionalm odelsisthatthey

describe ’undressing’instead of’dressing’when carriers

pair. The undressing should be m ost apparent for su-

perconductors with high criticaltem perature. In sup-

port of these m odels over conventionalm odels we re-

m ark that m any aspects ofthe phenom enology ofhigh

Tc cuprate superconductors,to be reviewed later,indi-

cate that quasiparticles undress when they pair [7{12].

O fcourse there could be other unconventionalm odels

describing sim ilarphysics.

In a recent paper we have begun a num ericalstudy

ofa particularrealization ofa dynam ic Hubbard m odel

with auxiliary spin degrees offreedom .[13]W e studied

the pair binding energy and lowering ofkinetic energy

thatoccurswhen carrierspairasfunction ofthe param -

etersin them odelby exactdiagonalization ofsm allclus-

tersand quantum M onteCarlosim ulations,and obtained

the approxim ate phase diagram ofthe m odelin one di-

m ension. The purpose of this paper is to learn m ore

aboutthepropertiesofthism odelbystudyingfrequency-

dependentspectralfunctions.Thereason fordoing so is

thatthe propertiesofthissim ple m odelare likely to be

generic forthe entire classofdynam ic Hubbard m odels

and,asargued elsewhere[6],representativeofthe prop-

ertiesofcorrelated electronsin solids. W e calculate the

frequency dependentconductivity and thesingleparticle

spectralfunction in thism odelby exactdiagonalization

ofsm allclusters,aswellasthe quasiparticleweightand

e�ectivem ass,and exam inetheirbehaviorasfunction of

param eters. The resultssupportthe generalscenario of

’undressing’in these m odels indicated by m ore approx-

im ate treatm ents and qualitative argum ents. W e con-

trastthe behaviorofthis m odelwith that ofa conven-

tional(electron-hole sym m etric) m odelwhere ’dressing’

rather than ’undressing’occurs upon pairing. Finally,

we discuss the connection ofour results to experim en-
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talobservationsin spectroscopic experim entsin high Tc
m aterials.

II.M O D ELS

A .D ynam ic H ubbard m odel

Thedynam icHubbard m odelofinteresthereisde�ned

by the Ham iltonian [6,13]

H =
X

i

H i� t
X

i;�

[c
y

i�ci+ 1;� + h:c:] (1)

where the localHam iltonian H i in electron representa-

tion is

H i = !0�
i
x + g!0�

i
z + [U � 2g!0�

i
z]ni"ni# (2a)

and in hole representation

H i = !0�
i
x + g!0[2(ni" + ni#)� 1]�iz

+ [U � 2g!0�
i
z]ni"ni# (2b)

and �ix;�
i
z arePaulim atricesassociatedwith an auxiliary

spin-1/2 degree offreedom ateach site.In whatfollows

the Ham iltonian in hole representation willbe used. U

isthe e�ective on-site interaction. Briey,the auxiliary

spin isintroduced to allow forthefactthattwo electrons

on a site can be in m ore than one state: depending on

the orientation of the auxiliary spin, they willexperi-

encem oreorlessCoulom b repulsion and in turn pay less

or m ore in kinetic and single-electron potentialenergy,

described by the energy ofthe auxiliary spin. A m ore

detailed justi�cation ofthe site Ham iltonian Eq. (2)to

describethephysicsofrealatom sisdiscussed in ref.[13].

In the antiadiabatic lim it !0 ! 1 the e�ective low

energy Ham iltonian forlow holeconcentration is[13]

H eff = �
X

i;�

[t2 + �t(n i;�� + ni+ 1;�� )](c
y

i�ci+ 1� + h:c:)

+ U
X

i

ni"ni# (3a)

t2 = S
2
t (3b)

�t= tS(1� S) (3c)

S =
1

p
1+ g2

: (3d)

which describesground-stateto ground-statetransitions

ofthespin degreeoffreedom ateach sitewhen theholes

hop.ThisHam iltonian givesrise to pairing oftwo holes

in a fullband ifthe condition

U

4t
�

g2

1+ g2
(4)

issatis�ed.Asshownin Ref[13],theconditionforpairing

for�nite !0 isconsiderably lessstringentthan Eq.(4).

B .Electron-hole sym m etric H olstein-like m odel

Conventionalelectron-boson m odels involve coupling

ofa boson (e.g. phonon)degree offreedom to the elec-

tronic charge density,and are electron-hole sym m etric.

W e willcontrastthe behavior ofthe dynam ic Hubbard

m odelwith thatofa m odelwith site Ham iltonian

H i = !0�
i
x + g!0�

i
z[ni" + ni# � 1]+ U0ni"ni# (5)

asageneric’conventional’m odel.Som epropertiesofthis

Ham iltonian werediscussed in ref.[13].Thee�ectiveon-

siteinteraction is

U = U0 � 2!0(
p
1+ g2 � 1): (6)

Thelow energye�ectiveHam iltonian in theantiadiabatic

lim it with !0 ! 1 ,g �xed and U �xed (i.e. U 0 ! 1

also)is

H eff = � teff

X

i;�

(c
y

i�ci+ 1� + h:c:)+ U
X

i

ni"ni# (7a)

with

teff = tS
2 (7b)

S = < 0j1 > = < 1j2> =

s

1

2
(1+

1
p
1+ g2

) (7c)

and itgivesriseto pairing only ifU < 0 (attractiveHub-

bard m odel).For�nite!0 we�nd thatthecondition for

pairing is even m ore stringentthan U < 0. In contrast

to thedynam icHubbard m odel,hereS doesnotbecom e

sm allasg ! 1 .

III.SP EC T R A L FU N C T IO N S

A .O pticalconductivity

W ewillcom putetheopticalconductivityin thesem od-

elsatzero tem perature,given by

�1(!)= �
X

m

j< 0jJjm > j2

E m � E 0

�(! � (Em � E 0)) (8)

with the currentoperatorgiven by

J = it
X

i

[c
y

i+ 1�ci� � c
y

i�ci+ 1�] (9)

It is easily shown following the steps in M aldague’s

derivation [14]thatthe sum rule

Z 1

0

d!�1(!)=
�

2
< 0j� Tj0> (10)
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holds for these m odels,with T the bare kinetic energy

operator

T = � t
X

i;�

[c
y

i�
ci+ 1;� + h:c:]: (11)

W hen the frequency !0 is not very sm allthere is a

naturalseparation ofenergy scalesin the Ham iltonians.

A low-lying subm anifold ofstates in the Hilbert space

corresponds to states where each site spin is at its site

ground state,which is di�erent depending on the elec-

tronic occupation [13]. The e�ective Ham iltonian Eq.

(3)orEq.(7)describesthe coupling between thoselow-

lyingstates,wheretheelectronshop from sitetositeand

the spins m ake ground-state to ground-state (diagonal)

transitions.ThispartoftheHilbertspacecorrespondsto

thequasiparticleband,and theopticalabsorption involv-

ing transitionsbetween thosestatesisthelow frequency

’intraband’partof�1,corresponding to the Drude part

ofthe opticalconductivity.W e can then decom pose the

integralofthe opticalconductivity as

Z 1

0

d!�1(!)=

Z !m

0

d!�1(!)+

Z 1

!m

d!�1(!)� A l+ A h

(12)

where A l is the intra-band absorption and !m is a fre-

quency cuto�thatrestrictsopticaltransitionstothesub-

set ofintraband states. O n the other hand,an optical

sum rulealso holdsforthe e�ectiveHam iltonians

Z 1

0

d!�
eff

1
(!)=

�

2
< 0j� Teffj0 > (13)

where

Teff = �
X

i;�

[t2 + �t(n i;�� + ni+ 1;�� )](c
y

i�ci+ 1� + h:c:)]

(14)

forthe site Ham iltonian Eq.(2)and

Teff = � teff

X

i;�

(c
y

i�ci+ 1� + h:c:) (15)

forthesiteHam iltonian Eq.(5),and where�
eff

1
iscom -

puted from Eq. (8) with the eigenstates and eigenval-

uesofthe e�ective Ham iltonians.Because the low-lying

spectrum and eigenstatesofthe fullHam iltonianscoin-

cidewith thoseofthee�ectiveHam iltonianswecan write

Eq.(13)asa ’partial’conductivity sum ruleforthelow-

lying eigenstatesand eigenvaluesofthefullHam iltonian

Z !m

0

d!�1(!)= A l=
�

2
< 0j� Teffj0 > (16)

Theground statej0 > on therightsideofEq.(16)isthe

ground stateofthe e�ectiveHam iltonian Eq.(3)orEq.

(7).

Forthee�ectiveHam iltonian ofthedynam icHubbard

m odelEq. (3) it can be seen within BCS theory [15],

aswellasfrom the exactsolution in thedilute lim it[16]

thatwhen pairing occurstheright-hand sideofEq.(16)

increases.Thisextraspectralweightsignalsaloweringof

kineticenergy and e�ective m assreduction in thequasi-

particle band. In a realphysicalsystem the totalinte-

grated opticalspectralweightis conserved,so that any

extraspectralweightatlow frequency hastocom eatthe

expenseofspectralweightin anotherfrequency range.In

tight binding m odels however the totalopticalspectral

weightisnotconserved,becausethe currentand kinetic

energy operatorsdo notdescribe transitionsto statesin

other bands. As a consequence,the totalintegralEq.

(12) does not rem ain constant but also increases upon

pairing in our m odel. Nevertheless,we willsee in the

num ericalresults that the dom inante�ect ofpairing in

thedynam icHubbard m odelisalargeincreasein thelow

frequency ’intra-band’spectalweightA l and an overall

shiftin opticalspectralweightfrom higherto lowerfre-

quencies.

In contrast,we willsee thatin the electron-hole sym -

m etric m odel,the behavior is exactly opposite: in the

paired state the e�ective m ass ofthe carriers increases

henceopticalspectralweightistransfered from thequasi-

particleband to higherfrequencies.

B .O ne-particle spectralfunction

The changesin the opticalconductivity upon pairing

areintim ately related tochangesin theone-particlespec-

tralfunctions.W econsiderherethespectralfunction for

holedestruction in a system ofn+ 1 holes,de�ned as[6]

A n+ 1;n(!)=
X

l

j< lnjck�j0n+ 1 > j
2
�(! � (Enl � E

n
0
))

(17a)

as wellas the spectralfunction for hole creation in a

system ofn holes:

A n;n+ 1(!)=
X

l

j< ln+ 1jc
y

k�
j0n > j

2
�(! � (En+ 1

l
� E

n
0
))

(17b)

Here,jln > denotesthe l� th excited state ofthe system

with n holes.In theexactdiagonalization calculation we

willstudyclusterswith oneholeand twoholesofopposite

spin.Therelevantm om entum isthen k = 0.

Consider these functions for a single site in the dy-

nam icHubbard m odel.They aregiven by

A 21(!)= A 12(!)= �(!) (18a)

A 10(!)= A 01(!)= S
2
�(!)+ (1� S

2)�(! � 2!0

p
1+ g2)

(18b)
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with S given by Eq. (3d). The ! = 0 partcorresponds

tothequasiparticlecontribution,and itscoe�cientisthe

quasiparticleweightz.Itcan be seen thatforthe single

site,z = 1 for the spectralfunction involving one and

two holes and z < 1 for the spectralfunction involving

zero and one hole. In an extended system ,when z < 1

therewillbe an ’incoherent’contribution to thespectral

function represented in thesiteby thesecond term in Eq.

(18b). Hence we expect in an extended system that in

theunpaired statethequasiparticleweightwillbesm all,

and thatwhen pairing occursspectralweightin the sin-

gle particlespectralfunction willbe transfered from the

high frequency incoherentpartto the ! = 0 quasiparti-

cle peak. Correspondingly,opticaltransitions involving

transitionsbetween singly and doubly occupied siteswill

havelargerlow energy spectralweightthan thoseinvolv-

ing em pty and singly occupied sites,and opticalspectral

weightshould betransfered from high frequenciesto low

frequencieswhen pairing occurs.

In contrast,in the electron-hole sym m etric m odelthe

spectralfunctionsforcreation ofa holein a singly occu-

pied site and destruction ofa hole in a singly occupied

site areboth given by

A 12(!)= A 10(!)= S
2
�(!)+ (1� S

2)�(! � 2!0

p
1+ g2)

(19a)

and the spectralfunctionsfordestruction ofa hole in a

doubly occupied site and creation ofa hole in an em pty

site aregiven by

A 21(!)= A 01(!)= S
2
�(!)+ (1� S

2)�(! � 2!0) (19b)

where S is given by Eq. (7c). It can be seen that the

quasiparticle weight is the sam e for all these spectral

functions (z = S2),whether the site is initially em pty,

singly ordoubly occupied.Hence wecannotextractany

conclusions about changes in the quasiparticle weight

upon pairing from ’single site’physicsin thism odel. In

an extended system howeverbecause ofthe m ore corre-

lated nature ofthe wavefunction in the paired state we

willsee that pairing is associated with decrease ofthe

quasiparticleweight,i.e.increased ’dressing’,in contrast

to the behavior in the dynam ic Hubbard m odel. Sim i-

larly onewould expecttransferofopticalspectralweight

from low frequenciesto high frequenciesupon pairing in

this m odel,in contrast to the behavior in the dynam ic

Hubbard m odel.

IV .N U M ER IC A L R ESU LT S

W e diagonalize exactly the Ham iltonian Eq. (1)with

site Ham iltonians Eq. (2b) (dynam ic Hubbard m odel)

and Eq. (6) (electron-hole sym m etric m odel) for four

sites in the subspaceswith zero-,one-and two-hole oc-

cupation. W e choose units so that t = 1. For a �nite

chain,the opticalsum rule Eq. (10) holds iffree ends

boundary conditionsare use,butnotifperiodic bound-

ary conditionsareused;in thelattercase,an extra term

proportionalto a zero-frequency �-function isneeded to

satisfy the sum rule [17]. W e willuse free ends bound-

ary conditions to calculate the opticalconductivity,so

thatthe totalopticalspectralweightisobtained in the

num ericalcalculation. The lowest frequency peak then

occursata �nite frequency !D (’Drude ’precursor’)[17]

thatgoesto zero asthe sizeofthe system increases.

A .D ynam ic H ubbard m odel

To obtain a clearseparation ofenergy scalesthatillus-

tratesclearly thephysicsofthem odelwechooseastrong

coupling case,with g = 3.The single holee�ective hop-

ping Eq.(3b)in the antiadiabaticlim itisthen t2 = 0:1,

and �t= 0:216.Thesite energiesforn holes(excluding

the U term )aregiven by

�(n)= � �(�n)= � !0

p
1+ g2 (20)

with �(n);�(�n)the energiesofthe site ground state and

excited state. Hence the di�erence �(n)� �(�n)= 6:3!0
ism uch largerthan thee�ectivebandwidth fortheholes

exceptforvery sm all!0.Even so,forthecaseof2 holes

thee�ectiveHam iltonian Eq.(3)isnotan accuraterep-

resentation for�nitefrequenciesbecauseofthecontribu-

tionsfrom ’verticaltransitions’asdiscussed in ref.[13];

the e�ectiveinteraction

Ueff = E (2)+ E (0)� 2E (1) (21)

(E (n)= energywith n holes)isconsiderablym oreattrac-

tive for �nite frequency than in the antiadiabatic lim it

!0 ! 1 wherethee�ectiveHam iltonian Eq.(3)isvalid.

W e willuse!0 = 1 here.

Figure1 showsthe e�ective interaction versusthe on-

site repulsion U .For!0 = 1 itisattractiveforU < 5:9,

while in the antiadiabatic lim it it is attractive only for

U < 3:6.

Itisinterestingto considerthestructureofenergy lev-

els,shown in Figure 2. W e show the energy levelsfora

single hole in the system and for two holesin the cases

U = 8 and U = 0.Thee�ectiveinteraction forthesetwo

cases is Ueff = 0:056 and Ueff = � 0:715 respectively.

Thereisa clearseparation between low-lying energy lev-

els,described byan e�ective’intraband’Ham iltonian and

higher-lying levelswherethespin degreesoffreedom are

in excited states. In the single particle case there are

4 low-lying states,in the two-particle case there are 16

low-lying states for U = 0 ,for U = 8 there are only

12 because 4 ’intraband’states are pushed high in en-

ergy due to the strong on-site repulsion. Note also that

the energy range ofthe low-lying states is considerably

largerforthe case U = 0 than forU = 8. This reects

thebandwidth expansion thatoccursupon pairingin this

m odel.
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Figure 3 showsthe frequency-dependentconductivity

for on-site repulsion U = 8 (solid line) and for U = 0

(dashed line). ForU = 8 the holesare notbound since

Ueff > 0, while for U = 0 the holes are bound with

Ueff = � 0:715. The low frequency ’intraband’conduc-

tivity isseen to increasesubstantially when theholesare

paired. Furtherm ore,the opticalabsorption atinterm e-

diate frequencies(!0 � 6)increasesupon pairing,while

theopticalabsorption atthehighestfrequencies(! > 10)

decreasesupon pairing.Thisshowsthatopticalspectral

weight is transfered from high to low frequencies when

pairing occurs. Interestingly, not only the ’intraband’

opticalspectralweightincreasesbutalso spectralweight

at interm ediate frequencies. This willbe discussed fur-

ther in the next section. Note that changes in optical

spectralweight occur at energies m uch higher than the

scaleofthe pairing energy,jUeffj� 0:7.

In Figure4a weshow theopticalspectralweightasso-

ciated with the intra-band opticaltransitionsA l aswell

as the totalopticalspectralweight A l+ A h versus on-

site repulsion U . As m entioned earlier the m odeldoes

notconservetotalopticalspectralweight,henceA l+ A h

is not a constant; nevertheless,the intraband spectral

weightincreasesfasterthan the totalspectralweightas

pairing occurs,and the ratio A l=A h increases as U de-

creases as shown in Figure 4b. Hence the m odeldoes

describe a transfer ofopticalspectralweight from high

frequenciesto low frequenciesaspairing occurs.

Figure4a also showstheopticalspectralweightin the

antiadiabatic lim it !0 ! 1 . As !0 increases the high

frequency opticalspectralweight m oves to higher fre-

quencies and decreases in am plitude, and vanishes for

!0 = 1 . However the low frequency �1(!) shows very

littledependenceon !0 and itstotalweightisalm ostthe

sam efor!0 = 1 and !0 = 1 asseen in Figure4a.

The ’undressing’process that occurs upon pairing is

also clearly seen in the one-particle spectralfunctions.

Figure 5 showsthe spectralfunctionsforsingle hole de-

struction in the system with one hole,A 10(!), and in

thesystem with two holes,A 21(!).Thelowestfrequency

peaksareactually�-functionsatzeroenergy,theirweight

is the quasiparticle weight. For the system with a sin-

gle hole,the quasiparticle weight is z = 0:174. This is

largerthan the quasiparticle weightfor a single site for

these param eters(z = 0:1);in the extended system ,�-

nite !0 givesrise to a largerquasiparticle weightdue to

retardation. The quasiparticle weight for the two-hole

system and large on-site U is very sim ilar to the single

hole spectralweight,z = 0:176. W hen U decreasesand

a pair is form ed,the quasiparticle weight increases,to

z = 0:422 when U = 0. As seen in Figure 5b,spectral

weight is transfered from the incoherent region of the

spectralfunction atenergiesaround ! � 6 to the quasi-

particle peak. This energy range corresponds to states

where one ofthe background spins in the system is in

a �nalexcited state. There is also a very sm allbut �-

nitespectralweightin theenergy region around ! � 12,

where two ofthe background spinsare in excited states

in the �nalstate.

Figure 6 showsthe spectralfunction forhole creation

in a system ofzero and one hole,A 01(!) and A 12(!).

Unlike the spectralfunctions for hole destruction they

satisfy the sum rule

Z 1

0

d!A n;n+ 1(!)= 1 (22)

(n = 0 or 1) because they have no negative frequency

com ponent. The quasiparticle weights extracted from

these spectralfunctionsare ofcourse the sam e asthose

obtained from Figure 5. Itisinteresting to note thatin

the intra-band energy range (! < 2)there isnow an in-

coherentcontribution to thespectralfunction A 12(!)for

param eterswhere the e�ective interaction is attractive.

The ’intraband’partofthe ground state pairwavefunc-

tion isofthe form

j	 > =
X

k

f(k)c
y

k"
c
y

�k#
j0 > (23)

and ithas�niteoverlapwith statesotherthan c
y

0"
c
y

0#
j0> .

Stilltheweightofthecoherentpartofthespectralfunc-

tion,i.e. the zero frequency peak (quasiparticle weight)

increasesstrongly asthe pairisform ed.

Thebehaviorofquasiparticleweightsasfunction ofon-

site repulsion is shown in Figure 7. For large repulsive

U ,thequasiparticleweightfora holeisthesam eforthe

system with two holes (dashed line) and with one hole

(fullline);astheon-siterepulsion decreasesand thepair

form s,the quasiparticle weight in the system with two

holesincreasing,indicating that’undressing’occurs.W e

also show the corresponding resultsin the ! = 1 lim it,

which show sim ilar behavior; the quasiparticle weights

in thiscasearesm allerthan for�nitefrequency.Forthe

single hole,the quasiparticleweigth in the antiadiabatic

lim itisthe sam easforthe singlesite,z = S2.

In sum m ary,these results show that in the dynam ic

Hubbard m odelthere is ’undressing’when pairing oc-

curs:spectralweightin both one-and two-particlespec-

tralfunctionsistransfered from high to low frequencies,

thequasiparticleweightincreasesand thekineticenergy

decreaseswhen pairing occurs. W e nextdiscussthe sit-

uation forthe electron-holesym m etric m odel.

B .Electron-hole sym m etric H olstein-like m odel

W e consider the electron-hole sym m etric (e-h sym )

m odelEq. (5),for param etersg = 3 and !0 = 1. The

siteenergiesforn holesin thiscaseare

�(n)= � �(�n)= � !0

p
1+ g2 (24a)

forn = 0 and n = 2,and

�(n)= � �(�n)= � !0 (24b)
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for n = 1. Because the excitation energy ofthe back-

ground spin is lower for the singly occupied site here

there is not such a clear separation ofenergy scales for

this m odelas for the dynam ic Hubbard m odelfor the

param etersused.

Figure 8 shows the e�ective interaction between two

holesin the four-site clusterversuson-site repulsion,as

wellas the results in the antiadiabatic lim it !0 = 1 .

Note that retardation is detrim entalto pairing in this

m odel.For!0 = 1,the e�ective interaction isattractive

foron-siterepulsion U sm allerthan � � 0:4.

Theopticalconductivity fortwo holesin theclusteris

shown in Figure9,foron-siterepulsion U = 2,wherethe

e�ective interaction isrepulsive,and forU = � 2 where

itisattractive.In thiscasea transferofopticalspectral

weightfrom low to high frequenciesoccursupon pairing,

oppositeto thebehaviorin thedynam icHubbard m odel

seen in Figure 3.Note also thatthe separation between

low and high energy regionsislessclearherethan in the

previouscase,asexpected.

Thedependence ofopticalspectralweightson theon-

site repulsion is shown in Figure 10a. The intra-band

spectralweightdecreasesby a factorof2 aspairsform ;

thisindicatesthatthe carriersare m ore heavily dressed

and havelargere�ectivem assin thepaired state,asone

would expect;in the ! ! 1 lim it this m odelbecom es

equivalent to an attractive Hubbard m odel,where the

pair m obility is always sm aller than the single particle

m obility [18];in particular in the strong coupling lim it

the pairhopping istp = 2t2=jU jm uch sm allerthan the

single particle hopping forlarge on-site attraction.This

m odelthen describesatransferofopticalspectralweight

from low to high frequencieswhen pairingoccurs;thera-

tio ofintra-band to inter-band opticalspectralweights

versuson-site U isshown in Fig. 10b,qualitatively dif-

ferent from the corresponding results for the dynam ic

Hubbard m odelFigure4b.

Thesingleparticlespectralfunctionsforholedestruc-

tion areshown in Figure11.Thequasiparticleweightfor

the system with a singlehole isz = 0:89,forthe system

with two holes it is z = 0:79 for the case U = 2 with

unpaired holes,and itdecreasesto z = 0:64 forU = � 2

when theholesarepaired.Notethatthisisnota single-

sitee�ect,asfora singlesitethe spectralweightforone

and two holesisidenticaldueto electron-holesym m etry

(Eq. (19)). Figure 11b showsthatspectralweightfrom

thequasiparticlepeak istransfered to higherfrequencies

around ! � 3 when pairs form . Sim ilarly, Figure 12

shows the single particle spectralfunction for hole cre-

ation in the system with zero and with one hole. For

the creation ofa hole in the em pty cluster the incoher-

ent part is here at lower frequencies due to the lower

excitation energy ofthe singly-occupied site,Eq. (24b).

Again,�gure 12b shows that as pairing occurs spectral

weightistransfered from thequasiparticlepeak tohigher

frequencies.

Figure 13 shows the variation ofquasiparticle weight

versus on-site repulsion in this m odel. Because for the

singlesitethequasiparticleweightisindependentofhole

occupation thevariation hereislessthan in thedynam ic

Hubbard m odel(Fig.7).Thequasiparticleweightin the

system with 2 holes decreases as the pair form ed,indi-

cating that the quasiparticle is m ore heavily dressed in

thepaired com pared to the unpaired state,qualitatively

di�erentto thesituation in thedynam icHubbard m odel.

Figure 13 also showsthe quasiparticle weightsin this

m odelin theantiadiabaticlim it,whereitisequivalentto

theHubbard m odel.Notethatthequasiparticleweights

for the system with 1 and 2 holes coincide for U = 0,

where the Ham iltonian describes non-interacting holes,

and areboth given bythesitevaluez = S2 = 0:658;both

forrepulsiveand attractiveU thequasiparticleweightis

sm allerin the two-hole system due to ’intra-band’hole-

holeinteraction.Thesuppression ofquasiparticleweight

howeverislargerfornegativethan forpositiveU .

C .Sum m ary

Thequalitatively di�erentbehaviorofthetwo m odels

considered issum m arized in Figure14.W eplotthee�ec-

tive m ass enhancem ent and the quasiparticle weight as

function ofthee�ectiveinteraction U eff in both m odels.

The ratio ofe�ective m asses for the single particle and

thepair,m �
s=m

�
p,isobtained from theratio oftheintra-

band opticalspectralspectralweightforthesystem with

twoholesand twicetheintra-bandopticalspectralweight

forthe system with one hole. Figure 14a showsthatin

the dynam ic Hubbard m odelthe pair becom es increas-

ingly lighter than the single particle as the interaction

becom esm oreattractive,whilein theelectron-holesym -

m etric m odelthe pair becom es increasingly heavier as

the interaction becom es m ore attractive. Sim ilarly,the

quasiparticle weight increases in the dynam ic Hubbard

m odelas the pair is form ed, while it decreases in the

electron-holesym m etricm odel.In sum m ary,thesystem

becom esm orecoherentin thepaired statein thedynam ic

Hubbard m odeland m oreincoherentin theelectron-hole

sym m etricm odel.

It is interesting to note that the quasiparticle weight

and thee�ectivem asschangeby approxim atelythesam e

factorin the dynam ic Hubbard m odelin the param eter

range considered,2.5 and 2.4 respectively. Thisiswhat

onewould expectifthephysicsofthem odelisdom inated

by ’single site’physics,where the quasiparticle weight

and e�ective hopping and hence e�ective m assare both

determ ined by the single site overlap m atrix elem entS.

M ore generally,in a m any body system the exactsingle

particleG reen’sfunction isgiven by [19]

G (k;!)=
1

w � �k � �(k;!)
=

zk

! � ~�k
+ G

0(k;!) (25)

with �(k;!)the self-energy,~�k the quasiparticle energy

and G 0 the incoherentpartofthe G reen’sfunction.The
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quasiparticle weightzk and e�ective m ass enhancem ent

aregiven by

zk = (1�
@

@!
�re(k;!))

�1 (26a)

m

m �
=
@~�k

@�k
= zk(1+

@�re(k;!)

@�k
) (26b)

(�re = realpart of�) so that ifthe self-energy is m o-

m entum independentthe quasiparticleweightand e�ec-

tive m ass renorm alization coincide. Hence our results

indicate that this is approxim ately the situation in the

dynam ic Hubbard m odel, and suggest that dynam ical

m ean �eld theory [20], which assum es a m om entum -

independent self-energy,should be a usefulapproach to

study these m odels. In contrast, the results for the

electron-hole sym m etric m odelin the param eter range

considered yield an e�ective m ass changing by a factor

1.9 with thequasiparticleweightchanging by a factorof

only 1.2 ,suggesting thatforthism odelthem om entum -

dependence ofthe self-energy issubstantial.

D .Finite tem peratures

W e have also studied the behaviorofthe opticalcon-

ductivity in the dynam ic Hubbard m odelat�nite tem -

peratures,given by

�1(!)=
�

Z

X

n;m

e��E n � e��E m

E m � E n

j< 0jJjm > j
2
� (27)

�(! � (Em � E n))

with Z =
P

n
e��E n the partition function. Figure 15

shows�1(!)fora case where the e�ective interaction is

attractive,Ueff = � 0:715. The intra-band part ofthe

opticalabsorption israpidly suppressed asthe tem pera-

ture increases,and the peak atinterm ediate frequencies

is also suppressed. Unfortunately because tight bind-

ing m odels do not satisfy the opticalsum rule the to-

talopticalspectralweightin the m odelisnotconserved

as the tem perature changes. Neverthelessit is interest-

ing to note that as T increases opticalspectralweight

is transfered to the very high frequency region ! > 10.

Thischangein high frequency spectralweightoccurson

a tem peraturescale(T � 1)thatisrelated to theenergy

scale ofthe pairing energy (Ueff) and unrelated to the

energy scale ofthe frequency where the opticalabsorp-

tion changeoccurs.

V .R ELA T IO N W IT H EX P ER IM EN T S

The dynam ic Hubbard m odeldescribes a coupling of

electronsto a background degree offreedom (the auxil-

iary spin)thatonly existswhen the site isdoubly occu-

pied by electrons.Henceitse�ectdecreaseswith increas-

ing localholeconcentration,on theaveragethecoupling

constantis

�(n)= g!0(2� n) (28)

with n theaverageholeconcentrationpersite.Thisleads

to a phenom enology whereby hole carriers ’undress’in

thepresenceofotherholecarriers.Theundressing m an-

ifestsitselfin transferofopticalspectralweightfrom high

to low frequencies and in transfer ofone-particle spec-

tralweightfrom the incoherent(high frequency)to the

coherent (low frequency) region; these spectralweight

transferslead to increasein thequasiparticleweightand

decrease in the quasiparticle e�ective m ass. Because a

holecom escloseto anotherholeboth when theholecon-

centration isincreased by doping in the norm alstate as

wellaswhen carrierspair,undressing willoccurboth for

increasing carrierconcentration and fordecreasing tem -

perature.

Thereissubstantialevidence forsuch phenom enology

in the high Tc cuprates. Johnson et al[9]extractfrom

photoem issionexperim entsin thenorm alstateacoupling

constantthatdecreasescontinuously asthe hole doping

increases,aswellasa m assenhancem entthatdecreases

with hole doping. In the overdoped regim e,Yusofet al

[21]�nd evidence from photoem ission for the existence

ofquasiparticlesin thenorm alstate,which appearto be

absentin theunderdoped regim e.Thisisconsistentwith

the phenom enology ofthe dynam ic Hubbard m odelin a

strongcouplingregim ewherethequasiparticleweightfor

low hole density would be sm allenough to be unobserv-

able. The quasiparticle weightin the dynam ic Hubbard

m odelasfunction ofholeconcentration isapproxim ately

given by

z(n)= S
2(1+

n

2
�)2 (29a)

� =
1

S
� 1 (29b)

Ifthe coupling strength g islarge S willbe sm all,z be-

com esvery sm allin the underdoped regim e,and atthe

sam e tim e the ’undressing param eter’� becom eslarge,

hencequasiparticlesundressrapidly with increasing n.

Ando et al[8]extract from transport m easurem ents

a hole m obility that increases m onotonically with hole

doping, consistent with the behavior predicted by the

dynam ic Hubbard m odel and its low energy e�ective

Ham iltonian Eq.(3),which leadsto an e�ectivedensity-

dependentholehopping

teff(n)= t2 + n�t (30)

which is equivalent for low n to the m ore fundam ental

relation

teff(n)= tz(n) (31)

7



describing the fact that the quasiparticle e�ective m ass

is inversely proportionalto the quasiparticle weight as

expressed by Eq.(26b)when the self-energy hasno m o-

m entum dependence.

Ding et al[7]m ake a com pelling description of the

undressing phenom enology of high Tc cuprates: from

their photoem ission data they extract a quasiparticle

weight that em erges from an incoherent background as

the tem perature islowered and the system becom essu-

perconducting.Thisisofcourseconsistentwith thephe-

nom enologyofthedynam icHubbard m odelin thestrong

couplingregim ewherezwillincreasestrongly when pair-

ing occurs,asseen in Figs. 5 and 7. Furtherm ore Ding

etal�nd thatz increasesasthe doping increases,again

consistent with the behavior expected in the dynam ic

Hubbard m odel.

In the �nite clustercalculationsreported here forthe

opticalconductivity we cannot distinguish whether the

opticalspectralweighttransferedtolow frequencieswhen

pairingoccursgoesintothezero-frequency�� function or

to �nite frequencies. Howeverthe e�ective Ham iltonian

forthedynam icHubbard m odelclearlydescribestransfer

ofspectralweighttothe�� function asthepairingam pli-

tude develops[15,16],since the average e�ective kinetic

energy

Teff = �
X

i;�

[teff(n)< c
y

i�
ci+ 1� + h:c:)> (32)

� 2�t(< c
y

i�
c
y

i�
> < ci�ci+ 1� > + h:c:]

has a contribution from anom alous expectation values,

whiletheintra-band opticalabsorption isunchanged ex-

ceptforthedepletion duetotheopeningofthesupercon-

ducting energy gap [22]. Thisindicatesthatthe optical

spectralweighttransfered intotheintra-band region goes

into the zero-frequency �� function,and willlead to an

apparentviolation oftheFerrell-G lover-Tinkham optical

sum rule [15]. This violation hasbeen observed experi-

m entally,both forin-plane aswellasc-axislightpolar-

ization by Santander-Cyro etal[11]and by Basov etal

[10]respectively.Thedecreasein high frequency spectral

weightpredicted by the dynam icHubbard m odel(range

above ! � 10 in Figs. 3 and 15)isalso consistentwith

recentexperim entalobservationsby M olegraafetal[12],

who report a decrease in opticalspectralweight in the

energy range between 1:25eV and 2:5eV which istrans-

fered to lower frequencies. This is also consistent with

earlierobservationsby Fugoletal[23].

Notethatourresultsforthe dynam icHubbard m odel

predictalsoan increasein opticalspectralweightatinter-

m ediatefrequencies,! � 6when theinteraction becom es

attractive (Fig. 3) or when the tem perature decreases

(Fig. 15),wellabove the ’intra-band’frequency range.

W e expectthis to be a generic feature ofthese m odels,

describing opticaltransitionswhere a hole is transfered

to a nearest neighbor site already occupied by another

hole,leavingtheauxiliaryspin behind in an excited state.

Such a ’vertical’transition willhavea largeweightin the

paired state (proportionalto 1 rather than to S ifthe

neighboring siteisunoccupied)and enhancestheoptical

absorption atfrequenciescorrespondingtotheexcitation

energy ofa single site. G iven the correspondence dis-

cussed above between the range ! > 10 in ourexam ple

and the visible frequency range,the interm ediate region

! � 6 would correspond to them id-infrared rangeoffre-

quencies in the cuprates. Indeed,G ao et al[24]report

observationofextraopticalspectralweightappearingbe-

low Tc in the m id-infrared region.

TableIsum m arizesthem atrixelem entsforthevarious

opticaltransitions in the dynam ic Hubbard m odelcon-

sidered hereforthecaseofasingleholeversusthecaseof

two holeson neighboring sites. The weightratiosgiven

in the last colum n sum m arize the expected qualitative

behaviorofspectralweightchangeswhen holedoping in-

creasesin the norm alstate or when the tem perature is

lowered and the system goes superconducting. W e ex-

pectthefrequency rangeofthesecond and third rowsto

correspond to m id-infrared and thatofthefourth row to

visiblefrequenciesin thecuprates.BecauseS+ 1=S > 2S

forany S,theopticalspectralweightin them id-infrared

rangeshould alwaysincreaseupon pairing.

V I.D ISC U SSIO N

W e have studied in this paper the behavior ofspec-

tral functions in a dynam ic Hubbard m odel by exact

diagonalization. The results obtained are exact for the

sm allcluster studied. They support a scenario for the

physics of this class of quantum m any-body system s

thatisexpected from qualitativeargum entsand approx-

im ate treatm ents. Nam ely,thatquasiparticles’undress’

in these m odels when the localhole concentration in-

creases,which occursboth when holesare added to the

system (doping) and when holes pair and form Cooper

pairs. Thisscenario is obtained from the exactcalcula-

tionsin thispaperwithoutuncontrolled approxim ations.

The physicsofdynam ic Hubbard m odelsisespecially

transparentin theantiadiabaticlim it,wherethee�ective

Ham iltonian is a Hubbard m odelwith correlated hop-

ping. The results ofref.[13]as wellas the results in

this paper indicate that the ’intra-band’physics ofthe

m odeldescribed by the antiadiabatic lim it!0 ! 1 re-

m ainsessentially unchanged with !0 decreasingtorather

sm allvalues.In addition to thecase!0 = 1 discussed in

this paper we also studied the m odelfor !0 = 0:5 and

obtained qualitatively sim ilar results. W hat changesas

!0 decreases is that the energy scale ofnon-intraband

excitations decreases up to a point where there is no

longera clearseparation between ’intra-band’and ’non-

intraband’regions. Neverthelessthe low energy physics

rem ainsessentially unchanged.

In a m ore realistic description ofa realsystem there

willpresum ably beasetofexcitation energies!idescrib-

ing the bosonicexcitationsthatdressthe hole quasipar-
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ticles.Stillwedonotexpectthephysicsin such acaseto

be qualitatively di�erent. These excitations would cor-

respond to localelectronic excitations with scale up to

eV’s. Such energy scalesare consistentwith experim en-

talobservationsin cupratesthatopticalspectralweight

in the visible rangeistransfered to low frequenciesboth

when the system goes superconducting [12]as wellas

when it is hole-doped in the norm alstate [25]. O urre-

sults in this paperaswellasearlierresults[26]dem on-

strate thatdynam ic Hubbard m odelsnaturally describe

transferofspectralweightfrom high energiesunrelated

to the scale ofsuperconductivity down to low frequen-

cieswhen superconductivity setsin,asobserved [12,23],

hencethey provideanaturalexplanation fortheorigin of

thehigh energy scaleobserved in theopticalexperim ents

ofM olegraafetal[12].The detailed description ofsuch

apparently counterintuitive physics rem ains a challenge

forotherproposeddescriptionsofthephysicsofhightem -

perature superconductors that also propose that super-

conductivity isdriven by kineticenergy lowering [27,28].

The dynam ic Hubbard m odel and the electron-hole

sym m etric m odeldiscussed in this paper are represen-

tative of two classes of m odelHam iltonians, of which

there are m any di�erentrealizations.In particular,itis

notessentialthat the coupling ofthe boson in a m odel

in the class ofdynam ic Hubbard m odels be to the on-

site double occupancy; a m odelwith coupling only to

theon-sitechargedensity willalso belong to thisclassif

itisnotelectron-hole sym m etric [2]. Also the auxiliary

boson m ay be an oscillator rather than a spin,or the

m odelcould have only electronic degreesoffreedom [6].

W hatdistinguishesthesetwo classesofm odelsiswhatis

the driving energeticsfor pairing: in dynam ic Hubbard

m odelspairingiskineticenergy driven,and thepotential

energy increases upon pairing,and the opposite is true

in the otherclassofm odels,which m ay be term ed ’con-

ventional’or’electron-holesym m etric’.Theconventional

electron-phonon m odelsused todescribeconventionalsu-

perconductorsbelong to thissecond classofm odels.W e

believe that these two classes ofm odels represent very

generalparadigm s. In the class of dynam ic Hubbard

m odels the ’undressing’ofquasiparticles is essentialto

lead to kinetic energy lowering;instead,in the ’conven-

tional’classofm odelsthe dressing ofthe quasiparticles

m ay rem ain unchanged upon pairing ifthe coupling is

weak,orincreasein a strong coupling regim e.

Dynam ic Hubbard m odelsand theirlow energy e�ec-

tive Ham iltonians can describe superconductivity over

the entire range ofcoupling strengths. The physics is

determ ined by thescaleofexcitation energies!0 and by

the strength ofthecouping g orequivalently the m agni-

tude ofthe ’undressing param eter’� (Eq.(28b).Aswe

have seen in this paper and in ref.[13]the low energy

physics is notstrongly dependent on the scale !0. The

m agnitude ofTc and the superconducting gap ism ainly

determ ined by the strength ofthe dim ensionlessparam -

etersg or� and thesingleelectron hopping param etert,

aswellofcourse ascom peting Coulom b repulsionssuch

asU . These param eterscannothoweverbe tuned sepa-

ratelyatwill,in arealsystem they areallclosely interde-

pendentand determ ined principally by the ionic charge

Z asdiscussed in refs.[5,6].Forincreasingg,Tc becom es

large,the coherencelength in the superconducting state

becom esshortand thesystem becom esincoherentin the

norm alstate for low hole concentration as the m agni-

tudeofS and thequasiparticleweightdecrease;the’un-

dressing’phenom enology becom esparticularly apparent

in this regim e. For sm allg ,Tc becom es sm all,the co-

herencelength can becom ethousandsoflatticespacings

and the norm alstate becom es coherent;in this regim e,

even though itisstillthe sam e’undressing physics’that

drives the transition to superconductivity, the anom a-

lous spectralweight transfers signaling undressing will

becom e alm ostinvisible. W e suggestthat it is possible

thatthissam e physicalm echanism can describe the su-

perconducting phenom enology ofm aterialsasdistinctas
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FIG .1. E�ective interaction Eq. (21) versus on-site re-

pulsion U for the dynam ic Hubbard m odelwith g = 3 and

!0 = 1 (full line) and in the antiadiabatic lim it !0 = 1

(dashed line).The sam e param eters(g = 3;!0 = 1)are used

in the following �gures.

FIG .2. Energy levels for the dynam ic Hubbard m odel.

Theenergy levelsfora single holein thefour-siteclusterand

for two holes with on-site repulsion U = 8 and U = 0 are

shown.

FIG .3. Frequency-dependent conductivity for dynam ic

Hubbard m odelwith two holes and on-site repulsion U = 8

and U = 0. The �-functions in Eq. (8) are broadened

to lorentzians with width � = 0:5. The lowest frequency

�� function atfrequency !D (’D rude precursor’)isshifted to

! = 0and represented by aD rudeform (sem i-lorentzian)with

width � = 0:5.

FIG .4. (a) K inetic energies for dynam ic Hubbard m odel

versuson-siteU ,obtained from integration of�1(!)from Eqs.

(12)and (16).The cuto� frequency to de�ne the ’intraband’

spectralweightA l is!m = 2.The dash-dotted line givesthe

results for twice the totalopticalspectralweight A l + A H

for a single hole in the cluster,which coincides with the re-

sults for two holes in the cluster for large U . The dotted

linegivestwicetheintra-band opticalspectralweightforone

hole,which isapproxim ately equalto theintra-band spectral

weightfortwoholesin theclusterforlargeU .Theintra-band

spectralweightsfortwo holesare shown both for!0 = 1 and

in the antiadiabatic lim it !0 = 1 ;for one hole in the antia-

diabaticlim ittheresultsareindistinguishable from thevalue

for !0 = 1. (b) Ratio of intra-band to inter-band optical

spectralweightversusU for!0 = 1.

FIG .5. O ne-particle spectralfunction forhole destruction

in the system with one hole (a)and with two holes(b).The

�� functionsarebroadened tolorentzianswith width � = 0:1.

Thespectralweightatfrequenciesabove! = 10 isvery sm all

and isam pli�ed in the �gure by a factor50.

FIG .6. Sam e as �gure 5 for hole creation in the system

with zero holes(a)and with one hole (b).

FIG .7. Q uasiparticleweightsversusU forthesystem with

two holes (dashed line) and with one hole (fullline). The

corresponding quasiparticleweightsin theantiadiabaticlim it

are shown asthe dash-dotted and dotted linesrespectively.

FIG .8. E�ectiveinteraction Eq.(21)versuson-siterepul-

sion U for the electron-hole sym m etric m odelEq. (5),with

g = 3 and !0 = 1 (fullline) and in the antiadiabatic lim it

!0 = 1 (dashed line). The sam e param eters(g = 3;!0 = 1)

are used in the following �gures.

FIG .9. Frequency-dependent conductivity for the elec-

tron-hole sym m etric m odelwith two holesand on-site repul-

sion U = 2 and U = � 2.

FIG .10. (a) K inetic energies for electron-hole sym m etric

m odelversus on-site U . The cuto� frequency to de�ne the

’intraband’spectralweight A l is !m = 2. The dash-dotted

linegivestheresultsfortwicethetotalopticalspectralweight

A l+ A H for a single hole in the cluster,and the dotted line

gives the corresponding intra-band value. (b) Ratio of in-

tra-band to inter-band opticalspectralweightversusU .

FIG .11. O ne-particlespectralfunction forholedestruction

in the electron-hole sym m etric m odelwith one hole (a) and

with two holes(b).

FIG .12. Sam e as�gure 11 forhole creation in the system

with zero holes(a)and with one hole (b).

FIG .13. Q uasiparticle weights versus U for the elec-

tron-hole sym m etric m odel with two holes (dashed line)

and with one hole (fullline). The corresponding quasipar-

ticle weights in the antiadiabatic lim it are shown as the

dash-dotted and dotted linesrespectively.

FIG .14. (a)Ratio ofe�ective m assofa single hole to the

e�ectivem assofa hole in a pair,calculated from the ratio of

intra-band kinetic energies,versus e�ective interaction U eff

(Eq.(21))forboth m odels.Forthedynam icHubbard m odel

thisratioincreasesasUeff decreasesand thepairform s,while

for the electron-hole sym m etric m odelit decreases. (b) Ra-

tio ofquasiparticle weights ofa hole in the system with two

holesto the quasiparticle weightofthe single hole,versusef-

fectiveinteraction.In thedynam icHubbard m odelthisratio

increases as Ueff decreases and the pair form s,in the elec-

tron-hole sym m m etric m odelitdecreases.
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FIG .15. O ptical conductivity of the dynam ic Hubbard

m odelfor two holes and on-site repulsion U = 0 for vari-

ous tem peratures (in units ofthe bare hopping t). Note the

transferofspectralweightfrom high frequencies(! > 10)to

low frequenciesasthe tem perature islowered.

TABLE I. O pticaltransitions,possiblestatesofauxiliary spin.Theground stateand excited stateoftheauxiliary spin ata

site with n holesare denoted by jn > and j�n > respectively.The fourleftcolum nscorrespond to transitionsinvolving a single

hole hopping between neighboring sites,j"> j0 > ! j0 > j"> ;the fourrightcolum nscorrespond to transitionsinvolving two

holesatneighboring sites,j"> j#> ! j0 > j"#> .

initialstate �nalstate weight energy initialstate �nalstate weight energy weightratio

j"> j0 > j0 > j"> j"> j#> j0 > j"#>

j1 > j0 > j0 > j1 > S
2

intra-band j1 > j1 > j0 > j2 > S intra-band 1=S > 1

j�0 > j1 > S !0

p
1+ g2 j�0 > j2 > 1 !0

p
1+ g2 1=S > 1

j0 > j�1 > S !0

p
1+ g2 j0 > j�2 > S

2
!0

p
1+ g2 S < 1

j�0 > j�1 > 1 2!0
p
1+ g2 j�0 > j�2 > S 2!0

p
1+ g2 S < 1
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