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In part (I) ofthistw o paper series on stripe fractionalization, we argued that In principle the Yom ain
wallness’ of the stripe phase could persist in the soin and charge disordered superconductors, and
we dem onstrated how this physics is In oneto-one correspondence w ith Ising gauge theory. Here
we focus on yet another type of order suggested by the gauge theory: the quantum spin nem atic.
A Ihough it is not easy to m easure this order directly, we argue that the superconducting vortices
act as perturbations destroying the gauge sym m etry locally. T his tums out to give rise to a sin ple
exam ple of a gauge-theoretical phenom enon known as topological interaction. A s a consequence,
at any nite vortex density a globally ordered antiferrom agnet em erges. This o ers a potential
explanation for recent observations in the underdoped 214 system .

I. NTRODUCTION

Among others, stripe order m eans that the charge
stripes are dom ain walls In the stripe antiferrom agnet.
In part I ofthis series of tw o papers rg:] we explained that
the physics of this dom ain wallkness in the case that the
stripes form a quantum liquid is form alized in tem s of
them ost elem entary eld theory controlled by localsym —
m etry: the Ising gauge theory. W e show ed that the gauge

elds have a geom etrical m eaning. These param etrize
the wuctuations of sublattice parity, the property that a
bipartite space can be subdivided in two ways in tw o sub—
lattices: A B or B A
language, the ordered (decon ning) state of the gauge
theory corresponds w ith the stripes being intact as do—
m ain walls, m plying that space is either A B
or B A
corresponding w ith the destruction of the stripe dom ain
wallness, such that space tums non-bipartite (con ne-
m ent) . Rem arkably, the gauge theory insists that this is
a garden-variety quantum phase transition, which could
bebehind the quantum criticality ofthe optin ally doped
cuprate superconductors.

W e conclided part I wih the observation that this
topological (dis)order can only be probed directly by
topological means: non-local, multipoint correlation
functions W ilson loops) which seem to be out of reach
of even the m ost fancifiil experin entalm achine. At the
sam e tim e, direct experin ental evidence is required be-
cause theoretically one can only argue that it can hap-—
pen. If it happens is a m atter of m icroscopic details,
w hich cannot be analyzed In generaltem s. T his part IT
is dedicated to a potentialway out of this problem . A c—
cording to the theory there is yet another state ofm atter
to be expected: the quantum spin nem atic. This cor-
resgoonds w ith a superconductor carrying a special type
of anti-ferrom agnetian characterized by an staggered or—
derparam eterw hich ism inus itself (section II).A lthough
such an order cannot be cbserved by the standard probes

of anti-ferrom agnetisn (like neutron scattering and m ag—
netic resonance) it isnot ashidden asthe pure topological
order of part I.

By principle, superconducting order is required to pro—
tect the local Ising sym m etry. In the type IT state of the
superconductor, the superconducting order is destroyed
Iocally, In the vichiy of the vortices. A coordingly, the
vortices correspond w ith Yauge defects’ where the lo-—
cal Ising symm etry tums into a global one In isolated
regions In space. These gauge defects are quite inter-
esting theoretically : they correspond w ith an elem entary
exam ple ofthe principle of topological interaction’, non—
dynagdsel in  uencesm ediating inform ation over in  nite
distances (section ITI). In the stripe interpretation this
Just m eans that at the m om ent that vortices appear a
piece of the spin—nem atic tums into a long range ordered

. T he theory predicts a phase transit@ptiferrom agnet. In the nal section we give a recipe to

study experim entally the soin nem atic, m aking the case
that it m ight wellbe that the recently ocbserved m agnetic

eld induced antiferrom agnet in the Lg .9Sry.,.Cu0 4 E_Z]
is of this kind.

II.THE QUANTUM SPIN NEM ATIC

In part I, we assum ed in plicitly that both the antifer—
rom agnetic order and the charge order of the stripeswere
both fiilly destroyed and we discussed the uctuating do—
m ain walkness in isolation. H ow ever, there is yet another
state possible E{:_ﬂ]. A s Iong as the stripe dislocations do
not proliferate, the soin system is not frustrated in es—
sentialways; it can be argued that the dom ain walkness
of the static stripes has everything to do w ith organizing
the m otions of the holes in such a way that the frustrat-
Ing e ect of the isolated hole m otions are avoided. T his
unfrustrating in uence of the stripes stays intact even
when the stripes are com pletely delocalized, as long as
they form connected dom ain walls. Hence, a state can
exist In principle where the charge is disordered whilke
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FIG .1. Thephysicalnature ofthe quantum spin-nem atic
(orH iggsphase ofthe O (3)=Z, theory) In tem sof uctuating
stripes. A s Iong as the dom ain walls are fully connected, the
soin system isprotected against frustration and onewould see
an antiferrom agnetic order (arrow s) upon taking a snapshot
on a tin e scale short com pared to the charge uctuation scale.
H owever, at long tim es the dom ain walls are delocalized w ith
the e ect thatthe uctuating strijpestum the staggered order
param eter into m inus itself: watch what happens at the black
dot.

next to the sublattice parity also the soin system m ain—
tains its antiferrom agnetic order. However, due to the
stripe uctuations this isnot a nom alantiferrom agnetic
but instead a spin-nem atic.

T he nature of this state is easy to understand. Take a
snapshot on a tim escale short as com pared to the charge

uctuations and we would see an ordered antiferrom ag—
net except for the fact that the staggered order param —

eter Ipsevery tine a domain wall is crossed ( g. 1).

At some later tine i will ook sim ilar except that all
dom ain walls w i1l have m oved. At long tin es, we can—
not say where the dom ain wallsare w ith the ram 1 cation
that the staggered order param eter becom esm nus iself:
M ()i h( 1)Es @)i WM (r)i. Hence, the order
param eter is no longer a O (3) vector but instead an ob—
“ect pointing on the sphere having no head or tail: this is
the director (or broctive plane’) order param eter well
known from nem atic liquid crystals, and it is therefore
called a spn nem atic i_d].

This can be easily form alized in tem s of a gauge the-
ory i_'/:]. The ( uctuating) antiferrom agnetic order can be
described in tem s of (coarse) grained O (3) quantum ro—
torsn, quantized by an angularm om entum L , such that
L ;n 1= 1" n . Ascompared to the usual quantum
non-lnear sigm a m odel description, the only di erence
is that the rotors are now m inin ally coupled to the Z,
gauge elds. W e ram ind the reader of the Ham iltonian
of the pure Ising gauge theory E_S], param etrizing the dy—
nam ics of the dom ain wallness (see part I),
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where 5;3 are P aulim atrices acting on Ising bond vari-
ables. 3 3 3 3 is the plaquette interaction, such
thatEqg. f_f) com m utesw ith the generator ofgauge trans-
fomationsP; = 5 j;. To couple in the matter elds,
put the rotors on the sites of the lattice of the gauge
theory, and de ne
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FIG.2. Construction of the soin nem atic state, and the
topological interactions between the spatially disconnected
gauge defects. The uniary gauge (@llbonds + ) is represen—
tative and for lJarge J the rotor degrees of freedom living on
the sites w ill also order (upper panel). By perform ing gauge
transfom ations (the dashed bonds and spins) the rotors tum
into directors, which are like vectors except that their heads
and tails are the sam e (owerpanel). By applying an extermal

eld B giving a de nite sense to the sign of isolated bonds the
gauge sym m etry isbroken at the 4 sites lJabeled by dots In the

gure. Rem arkably, one nds follow ing the sam e procedure
as for in the absence of the gauge sym m etry breaking that
the heads of the O (3) vectors at the gauge defects allpoint in
the sam e direction.
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Hence, the gauge eldsdetem ine the sign (Yerro’ or an-—
tiferrom agnetic’) of the ¥xchange’ interactions between
the rotors on neighboring sites. Consider the case that
both K and J are lJarge. The gauge sector w ill be de—
con ning and the uniary gauge x @Il bonds +1) is
representative ig]. Sihce J is also large the O (3) sym —
metry is also spontaneously broken and all rotors will
point in the sam e direction Fig. 2). Apply now a gauge
transform ation at som e site i; all bonds em erging from
this site w ill tum from ferrom agnetic In antiferrom agnet
and when one multiplies sin ultaneously n; by 1 the
energy w ill stay invariant. H ence, the gauge transform a—
tions take care of changing the (unphysical, non gauge
Invariant) antiferrom agnet into the physical (gauge in—
variant) spin-nem atic, characterized by a staggered order
param eter having no head or taill (actually, the pro gc-
tive plane). Eq. (:_2) is just the quantum interpretation
of the classical O (3)=Z, m odel studied in a great detail
Lamm ert, Rokhsar and Toner B]. T he phase diagram is
com pltely known, and the soin disordered decon ning
and con ning phase discussed in part I share a second
order 3D H eisenberg transitions-and a  rst order quan—
tum phase transition w ith the spin nem atic, respectively.



Could there be such a spin nem atic phase around in the
context of cuprate superconductors? An obvious place
to Jook for it would be the underdoped 214 system w ith
is strong tendency tow ards antiferrom agnetic order. In
highly doped 2212 and 123 there are good reasons to be—
lieve that for other reasons the spin system is strongly
quantum disordered. T he spin nem atic shares the atti-
tude w ith the dom ain wallgauge eldsto hide itself from
detection In standard experin ents. H owever, it is not as
successfiilin thishiding gam easthepuregauge eldsare.
A ntiferrom agnets can be directly probed using neutron
scattering, NM R and SR, because these experin ents
m easure In one orthe otherw ay the two point (staggered)
spih correlator S (¥ r9 =MW )M (%i. Because in
the spin nem atic M (r) M (r), ndependently at ev—
ery r, f followsthatS = S,meaningthat it hasto van—
ish: S isnot gauge Invariant. Em ploying again the stripe
detectors’ ofpart I (~3 (r) acquiring values 1, + 1 when
a dom ain wall is detected ornot, respectively), the gauge
Invariant correlation fiinction which can see’ the spin ne—
maticorderisS;, (¥ rY =M1 ) I @M (95
ie. the h atter correlatorw ith the W ilson line inserted’.
Relative to the W ilson loopsofpart I, this doesnot seem
to add m uch to the com fort ofthe experim entalphysicist.

However, wih the m atter elds present there ism ore
to ook for. In the coarse grained O (3) language, al-
though n is not gauge invariant the traceless tensor
Q = nn 1=3 [_6,::/.] is a gauge singlt because
it transfom s ke n?. This tensor is actually m easured
In two m agnon Ram an scattering EB!]. T here is unfortu-
nately a practical problem . In agine that a spin nem atic
would be realized In, say, La, xSrxCuO,4. The S5mev
gap observed in the superconducting state in the spec—
trum of ncom m ensurate spin  uctuationswould then be
Interpreted as the charge uctuation scale. At energies
below the gap the structure factor vanishes because the
Soin nem atic sets n. However, at energies above the
gap the antiferrom agnetism becom es visible because the
neutrons are Just taking the snapshots’ as n Fig. 1.
On a side, this Interpretation actually o ersa sin ple in—
terpretation for the ocbservation that this gap disappears
above the superconducting T : when the phase order dis-
appears the charge uctuationsbecom e relaxationaland
there isno longera characteristic charge uctuation scale
protecting the gauge nvariance dynam ically flO,:L]J], al
though it m ight be still around in the statics [12] Th
order to naildown the soin nem atic one would lke to see
the characteristic behavior associated with spin waves
in the Ram an response (ntensity !®) at energies less
than 5m &V where the neutrons seem to Indicate there is
nothing. Unfortunately it seem s in possble to isolate the
two m agnon scattering from the Ram an signal at these
Iow energies '_ﬂ-g]

III.VORTICES AS GAUGE DEFECTS

Fortunately, there isa m uch less subtle way to look for
the soIn nem atic. Aswe explained In part I, the em er-
gence of the gauge invariance requires the presence of the
superconducting order. Hence, when superconductiviy
is destroyed the gauge invariance is destroyed and the
localZ, symm etry tums global. Upon applying a m ag—
netic eld to the superconductor, the Abrikosov vortex
lattice is created where the superconductivity is locally
destroyed in the vichhity of the vortices. This suggests
that we have to consider the general problem of what
happens w ith the gauge theory when the gauge invari-
ance tums into global Z, invariance at isolated regions
In space: the Yauge defects’. Let us st consider this
problem on an abstract level, using the lattice gauge the—
ory, to continue thereafter w ith a consideration what this
allm eans for stripes.

B reaking the gauge sym m etry, even in isolated spots
In space, is a brutal operation. In  rst instance it does
not m atter how one breaks it. Let us therefore take the
Ham ilttonian Eq.’si_]:;'_ﬁ) and add the sin plest ‘mm puriy’
term breaking the local sym m etry,

X
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wherewepick som ebondsklasthe ‘m purity sites’. T his
term Yem oves’ the gauge from the bond, and the gauge
Invariance is destroyed on the tw o sites connected by the
klbond when B 6 0. For a single in purity, the symm e~
try tums locally Into a globalO (3) symm etry. C onsider
now the case that spin nem atic order ispresent and insert
two gauge defects with B > 0, separated by som e large
distance Fig. 2). Take the unitary gauge: allbonds + 1
Incliding the in purity bonds. Obviously, when K and
J are both large this is a representative gauge, regard-
Jess the presence of the two + 1 globalbonds, and In this
gauge all rotors point in the sam e direction. In a next
step, perform gauge transform ations everyw here except
forthe four sitesw here the gauge sym m etry broken. T his
willtum them ediim Into a spn nem atic EFig. 2). W hat
has happened? A though the two Im puriy sites are sep—
arated by a mediim which seem to have no know ledge
about w here the heads and the tails of the rotors at the
In purity site are, there seam s to be a rem arkable action
at a distance’: although the two in purity sites can be In—
nitely apart the spinsknow that they have to stick their
heads in the sam e direction! It is easily checked that the
unitary gauge stays representative also in the presence of
virtualvison pairs and it isonly when the visons prolifer—
ate, destroying the spin nem atic order, that this action
at a distance’ is destroyed. The conclusion is that a lo-
calbreaking of the gauge nvariance su ces to cause an
global Z, headness’ ong range order of the rotors, so
that they together break the ungauged O (3) symm etry.



In this sense the localsymm etry is In niely fragile with
regard to global violations. It is noticed that the above

isan elem entary exam ple ofa topological interaction, ie.

an inform ation carrying In uence which is entirely non—
dynam icaland not m ediated by propagating excitations.

These are known to occur In much less trivial theordes,

lke for instance 2+ 1 din ensionalgravity [L14].

In fact, the above is not quie representative yet for
the stripe case, because we have to build in com m unica—
tion w ith the translationalsym m etry. A llwe have in the
gauge theory is the sinpl auxiliary’ lattice on which
the theory is de ned, and the m ininal way to lt the
spin system know about this lattice is by incorporating
a sense of antiferrom agnetisn . Upon breaking the gauge
this is easily achieved by taking for the gauge defects a
negative ®xchange’ B < 0. The action at a distance’
for this case can be constructed in a sim ilar way as or
the Yerrom agnetic’ case. Start again w ith unitary gauge
(everyw here + 1 bonds) and perform gauge transform a—
tions producing a negative bond at the in purity bonds,
to subsequently restore the gauge invariance away from
the Inpurity sites. One now encounters an am biguity.
O ne can perform the gauge transform ation on the site to
the Yeft’ or the Yight’ ofa in purity bond, and one nds
that pending this choice the ordentation of the staggered
order reverses relative to a reference Impurity. At rst
sight it seem s that for staggered con gurations the ac—
tion at a distance’ fails, because the heads and the tailsof
the local staggered order param eters point in arbitrary
directions. However, this is not the case: this indeter-
m Inedness has nothing to do w ith the topological gauge
force’ but Instead with a lkeft-over translational invari-
ance. The generators of gauge transfom ations live on
the sites and by breaking the gauge invariance on a sin—
gl bond, the gauge invariance is broken on the two sites
connected by this bond which rem ain therefore transla—
tionally equivalent. This transltion is responsble for
the ipping of the staggered order. O ne should instead
center the gauge symm etry breaking on a site. Apply
fr nstance the symm etry breaking B ; ;;, xingall
bonds com Ing out of the site k, to nd that In this case
the gauge action-at-a-distance acts in exactly the sam e
way for the staggered order param eter as it does for the
uniform case.

Sum m arizing, using an elem entary argum ent, we iden—
ti ed a ghostly, non-dynam icalaction at a distance order—
Ing the rotors at spatially disconnected Yauge in purities’
w hich requiresnothing m ore than soin nem aticorder. A s
a caveat, we found that in orderto nd the sam e global
order for staggered soin we have to add as an extra re—
quirem ent also the translational symm etry breaking by
the Inpurities. W e will now argue that these general
features of the gauge theory acquire a quite m undane
Interpretation in termm s of the stripes.

FIG.3. A cartoon picture of the charge com ing to rest
at the vortex cores, w ith the e ect that the sublattice parity
stops uctuating locally. This autom atically tums the spin
nem atic into a nom al anti-ferrom agnet.

IV.MAGNETIC FIELD INDUCED
ANTIFERROM AGNETISM

Anything in the gauge theory should be in one-to-one
correspondence to som ething in stripe physics. This is
also true for the gauge defects and in fact it becom es so
sin ple In the stripe interpretation that the latter is an
ideal toolto convince the gauge theory student that the
ghostly action at a distance’ is actually not a big deal.

G iven that the soin nem atic exist, it hasto be that the
com petitor ofthe superconductor is a fully ordered stripe
phase. A swe w illdiscuss in m ore detail, it is reasonable
to expect that In the proxin ity of the vortex cores the
charge density order of the stripe phase w ill re-em erge,
and i m ight be that this is already observed In the form
ofthe stripy halo’s’ surrounding the vortex cores as seen
by Ho m an and cow orkersby STM :_[-l_S] Charge isbound
to the dom ain wallkness and when charge orders the do—
m an walls com e to rest, and the spin-nem atic tums into
a stripe antiferrom agnet which can be seen by conven-
tional m eans lke neutron scattering, see Fig. 3. The
charge order is the gauge defect, m aking the m agnetic
order visble which already preexisted in the supercon-—
ductor. The am ount of antiferrom agnetic order is ex—
pected to be proportional to the volum e taken by the
charge-ordered halo’s, because this corresoonds to the
volum e of the system where the Iocal sym m etry tumed
global. W hat detem ines the correlation length of this
antiferrom agnet? W e rem ind the reader of the transla-
tionalsym m etry breaking required for staggered order as
discussed In the previous section. In the stripe context
it has the follow ng m eaning. A though the spins always
becom e static, a full stripe antiferrom agnetic order also
needs a full translational order of the sublattice parity
which is the sam e as translational order In the charge
sector: the antiferrom agnetic correlation length is iden—
tical to the charge-order correlation length.

W ih regard to the them al phase transition one ex—
pects that the spin nem atic behaves sin ilar to the anti-



ferrom agnet. In strictly 2D one cannot have true spin—
nem atic long range order (LRO) t_l-é] However, due to
weak 3D couplings, etcetera, one expects nevertheless a
true LRO at Iow tem peratures. A di cult question is if
the soin nem atic com pletely disorders at this nie tem —
perature transition or that a topologically ordered phase
can be realized. In the st case, the transition has to be

rst order but it is lkely so weakly rst order that it is
hard to distinguish from a second order transition. O ur
m ost striking prediction is that when an externalm ag-
netic eld isapplied, the tem perature w here this therm al
phase transition occurs should at least initially be eld
Independent. T he reason is sin ple. In the absence ofthe

eld the spin—nem atic order is already well developed,
protected by a large cohesive energy of order of the ob—
served transition tem perature 40K . Since the external

eld couples in through its energy, and since the eld en-
ergy (@ few Tesla’s) is am allcom pared to the spin—nem atic
cohesive energy, the eld cannot change the transition
signi cantly. Hence, the specialy of the quantum soin
nem atic, which we believe is unique to this form ofm at-
ter, is that it causes an apparent dissin flarity between
the sensitivity ofthe zero-tem perature antiferrom agnetic
order as induced by the m agnetic eld and the Insensi-
tivity ofthe them alphase transition tem perature to the
sam e eld. Them agnetic order is already strongly devel-
oped at zero eld but it cannot bem easured by neutrons,
etocetera. Upon applying the eld, the soin nem atic tums
In part into an antiferrom agnet, becom ing visble in m ag—
netic experim ents w th a m agniude detem ined by the
Induced charge order. This is to be strongly contrasted
w ith the tonventional interpretation that the the m ag—
netic eld creates the antiferrom agnetic order.

Zhang, D em ler and Sachdev E!] have developed a gen—
eralphenom enological theory, dealing w ith the case that
the antiferrom agnetic order is created by the eld, ar-
riving at a num ber of strong predictions. T heir starting
point isa soft-spin, G nzburg-Landau-W ilson description
of the antiferrom agnetic order param eter eld and the
superconducting eld . The lowest order coupling be—
tween the two elds is Bj ¥j ¥. They arrive at the
counter-intuiive result that, starting with a quantum
disordered antiferrom agnet, one has to exceed a criti-
cal strength of the magnetic eld before LRO antifer—
rom agnetian sets in which is delocalized over the sys—
tem . The reason is the selfinteraction of the antifer—
rom agnetic order param eter eld preventing i from lo—
calizing itself in the viciniy of the vortex cores. Com —
paring it to the data by Lake et al. [g.’], they argue that
La, xS1xCul 4 show salready antiferrom agnetic order in
zero— eld in plying that this superconductor coexistsw ith
an antiferrom agnet. A worry is that this zero eld an—
tiferrom agnetisn hasa com pletely di erent tem perature
dependence (not show ing signs of a nite tem perature
phase transition) whilke it is apparently varying strongly
from sam ple to sam ple, suggesting that i isa dirte ect.

T

FIG .4. Left panel: the expected m agnetic eld dependence
of the induced m agnetism as function of tem perature in the
com peting order fram ework. The m agnetic transition tem —
perature is expected to be strongly dependent on the applied

eld. R ight panel: assum ing that a spinnem atic is present,
the transition tem perature should barely depend on the eld,
because the order is already present in the absence of the

eld, to becom e just cbservable in the neutron scattering
In the presence of the eld. The data of Lake et al. for
Lai:oSra1Cul, look like the right panel.

At the same tin e, the eld Induced antiferrom agnetism
seem s to com e up an oothly with the eld and there is
no sign of a critical threshold. Even m ore worrisom e is
the fact that the tem perature where the eld induced
antiferrom agnetism appears is rather independent of the
applied eld and this is very hard to understand in this
com peting order fram ew ork. Since the antiferrom agnetic
order is created by the eld, it isvery weak when the eld
is sm all and accordingly one would expect that initially
Ty is very sm all, increasing rapidly w ith the increase of
the zero tem perature staggered order param eter. In fact,
assum Ing that Ty is due to 3 din ensional couplings and
Spin anisotropies, one expects Ty to be linearly propor—
tionalto M ¢ [_iﬁ], the zero tem perature staggered m ag—
netization for anallM . Instead, Ty is in the Lake ex—
perin ents rather eld independent and we take this as
strong evidence in favor of the soin nem atic Fig. 4).

C an the fraction ofthe soin nem atic tuming into anti-
ferrom agnetic order as fiinction of the m agnetic eld be
quanti ed? In fact, this is possbl although the solu—
tion is only available right now in num erical form . The
problem ofthe pinning ofthe charge density wave by the
vortex lattice isalso addressed in som edetailby Zhang et
al E_4]. The crucialdi erence w ith the antiferrom agnet is
that the charge density w ave com m unicates directly w ith
the vortex lattice because both elds break translational
Invariance. A s a resul, the vortex-lattice acts as a spa—
tially varying potential on the charge-ordering eld EJ.
(1.12) n ref. fff]) w ith the consequence that charge order
directly accum ulates in the vicinity ofthe vortex coresat
any valie ofthe extermal eld. Zhangetal present som e
num erical results on the behavior of the charge order in
the magnetic ed Fig. 15, 16 in ref..l4)). A caveat is
that these are calculated in the presence of a low lying
m agnetic exciton and it isnot inm ediately clear if these
results are directly applicable to the spin nem atic case.
A related issue is to what extent the com m ensuration ef-
fects associated w ith the stripe charge order versus the



vortex lattice can give rise to strong charge order corre—
lationsbetween the halo’s’ centered at di erent vortices.
A s we discussed, such correlations are a necessary con-—
dition to nd correlations in the spin system exceeding
the vortex distance. N otice, how ever, that these theoret—
icaldi culties can be circum vented using experim ental
Inform ation: when the spoin nem atic is present, the anti-
ferrom agnet order should closely follow the charge order,
In strong contrast w ith the expectations follow ing from
the com peting order ideas.

In conclusion, we have presented the hypothesis that
In underdoped La, xSr,CuO, a new state of quantum
m atter m ight be present: a superconductor which is at
the sam e tin e show Ing spin nem atic order. W e have ar-
gued that i should be possble to proof or disoroof the
presence of such a state using conventional experin ental
m eans, w hile existing experin ents already strongly argue
In favor of this possbility. W hat really m atters is that,
ifthe spin nem atic is indeed realized, the proofofprinci-
pl is delivered that the dom ain walkness of the ordered
stripe phase can persist in the quantum  uid. Thiswould
add credibility to the possibility that the stripe topolog—
ical order could even persist In the absence of any spin
order, which In tum could be responsible for the anom a-
lies of the best superconductors.
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