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W e study by Variational M onte Carlo an extended Hubbard m odel away from half llked band
density which contains two com peting nearest-neighbor interactions: a superexchange J favoring
d-w ave superconductivity and a repulsion V opposing against it. W e nd that the on-site repulsion
U e ectively enhances the strength of J m eanw hile suppressing that of V , thus favoring supercon—
ductivity. T his result show s that attractions which do not involve charge uctuations are very well
equipped against strong electron-electron repulsion so m uch to get advantage from it.

PACS numbers: 7420Mn, 71.10Fd, 71.10Pm , 7127+ a

The interplay between strong correlation and super—
conductiviy is one of the m a pr problam s raised by the
discovery of cuprate H igh-T . m aterials.

Indeed, wihin the conventional BCS theory for
phonon-m ediated weak ooupling superconductivity,
a strong elctron-elctron short range repulsion,
param etrized by an Hubbard U, can only depress T..
Landau Fem i liquid theory identi es two m ain sources
for this reduction; nam ely, as U increases, the quasipar-
ticle wave function renomm alization Z 1 dim inishes,
meanwhile the e ective massm Increases. Thus each
Interaction am plitude, ncliding the phonon-m ediated
attraction g, acquires a renom alization factor Z? tin es
a vertex renom alization. If the latter is negligble, the
bare am plitude is reduced to g = Z2g. Therefore, as U
Increases, the dim ensionless coupling w hich param etrizes
thebare attraction, (= o3Pjbeing ( theuncorrelated
density of states at the Fem i level, is renomm alized into

.. m
= }J]=22? 0< o7

being usually Z m =m On the other hand the
Coulomb pseudopotential Increases, so that
din inishes even m ore pushing T, down.

By solving a m odel for alkali doped fiillerenes w ithin
dynam ical mean eld theory, it has been recently
argued'g:] that there exist attractive channels for which
vertex corrections may com pensate the wave-function
renom alization factor leading to

, m
0+ — 0> o7
m

which m ay indeed lead to an enhancem ent of T by in—
creasing U . The main ingredient was identi ed into a
pairing m echanisn not nvolving the charge density op—
erator, which is m ostly sub gct to the renomm alization
Induced by U, but other iIntemaldegrees of freedom , lke
the spin (or the orbital index, if orbital degeneracy is

present), unveiling a kind of spin-charge separation even
w ithin Landau Fem i liquid theory.

Thisproposalisnot far in spirit from the originalR es—
onating Valence Bond (RVB) scenario for High-T. su-
perconductivity in the tJ model'g]. T here supercon—
ductivity occurs naturally upon doping since the par-
ent insulating state is well descrlbbed by an RVB state:
the spin-singlet valencebond pairs naturally evolre into
Cooper pairs. They can propagate around the lattice
only through the em pty sites kft behind by the holes.
T his constraint easily explains a super uid densiy pro—
portional to the hole doping. M oreover, although at
an alldoping superconductivity is suppressed, the energy
scale associated to the binding energy of the valence—
bond pairs rem ains nite, which is advocated to explain
the experim entally observed pseudogap phase ofH igh-T .
m aterialsf, 4.

W ithin the Fem i liquid fram ework, the constraint of
no double occupancy appears to renom alize the quasi-
particle hoppingtoavalieZt’ 2 t, being the doping,
w hile leaving untouched the quasiparticle attraction, here
provided by the superexchange J. T he superconducting
phase ofthe t-J m odelcan be approached either from the
half- lled antiferrom agneticM ott insulatorupon increas—
Ing doping orat nite doping by decreasing tem perature.
In both cases, even though the T = 0 superconductor
m ight still be described in tem s of Landau-B ogoliubov
quasiparticles, in the RVB Jlanguage spinon-holon con—

ned ob gcts, the relevant excitations above T . or in the
close vicinity to the half- lled antiferrom agnet do not
necessarily look as conventional quasiparticles.

For this reason, In this work we shall try to under—
stand w hether this strongly correlated d-w ave supercon—
ductor can be approached at zero tem perature starting
from a weakly correlated regin e, w here standard m any—
body techniques and the well established Landau Fem i
licquid theory should apply.

W e consider an extended Hubbard model in two—
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din ensions for the average num ber of electrons per site
1 < 1, namely away from half- lling,

X X X
g = t CZ cy +Hx: + 0 NinNjg
< ij> i
X 1 X
+J S S'j Zninj +V nins; @)
< i3> < i3>

where, In addition to the on-site repulsion, we add a
nearest neighbor spin-exchange and a charge-repulsion
tem , wih strengths J and V, respectively. These
nearest-neighbor interactions com pete, J favoring a d-
wave singlt pairing away from half- lling while V op-
posing against . ForV = 0 and U strictly equal to
1, (1) reduces to the standard tJ model, which also
corresponds to the large U 1l it of the pure Hubbard
model, in which case J ! 4%=U . However, contrary
to the Jatter, model (b) for J > V is undoubtedly a d-
wave superconductor at weak coupling U,V and J all
much an aller than t) also within the HartreeFock ap-—
proxin ation. For this reason m odel @:) ism ore suitable
to addressthe issue ofelectron-electron correlation e ects
on d-w ave superconductivity. M oreover, sihce V. involves
charge-density while J spin-density operators, the pres—
ence of both gives the opportunity to test if U indeed
Induces di erent renom alization factors on charge w ith
respect to spin vertices.

A variational approach which was shown to correctly
reproduce both the weak E] and the strong EG] cou-—
pling lim its of the Hubbard m odel appears well suied
for m odel (.'!.') too. It consists In searching by a varia-
tionalM onte Carlo (VM C) technique for the best wave
function of the form

P A A A . .
Ji= A PyPoastrowPc J Bcsl @)

where A is a nom alization factor, j scsia BCS wave-
function Ej.] pro gcted by PAN onto a xed number ofpar-
ticles, wih a dwave gap-function =  yar (COsky
cosky), being  yar & variational param eter. PAG is a
G utzw iller pro gctor:

R Y

Pg = @a

n
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w hereas PAJastrow a long-range Jastrow factor which en-
forces the correct long-w avelength behavior ofthe density

structure factor:
P P

N 1 ... ning 2 niny o
PJastrow = e < ij> < < ij> > ; (4)

where ":::" stands for the summ ation over next, next—
next, etc. nearest neighbor sites (1e. all those possbl
on a nite size sampl).

T hem ethod isbased on the StochasticR econ guration
(SR) technique fa], which allow s to m inin ize the energy

of a variational wave function containing even a large
num ber of param eters.

To get further insight from the num erics, we com pare
the results with those obtained by the Gutzw iller Ap-
proxim ation GA) E_d, :-?!] for the variationalw ave-function
w ithout both the long-range Jastrow factor and the pro—
Fctor onto a xed num ber of particles.

In Fjg.:g: we plot the vardationalparam eter ., asa
finction of U for J = 02¢t, 0:16 and for di erent
values ofV.ForJ > V, yar Starts nieatU = 0 and
ncreaseswih U. ForV > J, yar = 0OatsmallU, in
agream ent w ith the H artreeFock results. M ore rem ark—
ably above a criticalU. a nite ., appears. Namely,
the nom almetalat V > J tums Into a superconductor
by increasing the on-site repulsion. Both resuls can be
explained w ithin the Ferm iliquid picture provided by the
G utzw iller approxin ation, according to which the e ec—
tive J acting between the quasiparticles stays essentially
unrenom alized when U increases, contrary to the e ec—
tive V , which is substantially suppressed w ith respect to
its bare value V. Therefore, as U Increases orJ > V,
the quasiparticle bandw idth gets reduced, the attraction
staying unrenom alized, so that the din ensionless cou—
pling Increases, hence yar. IfJ < V,anom almetal
isstable untilv > J ’ J, after which superconductiv—
ity gets In. In ournum erical study we have found that the
Inclusion of the long range Jastrow factor {_4) consider—
ably in proves the sin pler G utzw iller w ave fiinction and
allow s larger values of .. However, as shown in Fig.
:;I:b the qualitative behavior of i vs. U is reproduced
already by GA .

W ithin the GA it is possbl to study explicitly the
com peting in uence ofboth J and V on superconductiv—
iy. Let us consider the superconducting contributions to
the uncorrelated expectation values for nearest neighbor
sites iand 7,

h gcsHinyj scsisc = 2 éc )

. . 3
h scsP:i S3J Bcsisc = 5 sci (6)

where sc = N pcs® C;/ J Bcsi]is the order pa-
ram eter of the uncorrelated w ave function. In the case of
Eq.(E), this temm derives from con gurations n which i
and j are both singly occupied, both doubly occupied or
one singly and the other doubly occupied, w ith weights

2, @ ¥ and 2 (1 ), respectively, where is the
doping. O n the contrary, E q.(:é') has contribution only by
con gurations where both sites are singly occupied. In
the lim it of very lJarge U , the con gurationsw ith doubly
occupied sites are progcted out, hence only the contri-
butions from sihgly occupied sites survive In Egs. z:“;)
and {4). This in plies that () gets a reduction factor 2
relatively to ('_6), so that the actual condition for super—
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FIG .1: Variationalgap as function ofU for di erent valies of V w ithin variationalM onte Carlo a) and GA b).

conductivity at U ! 1 reads approxin ately

3 2 1
-J > \% =-J
4 4

Since, In the sam e 1im i, the wave finction renom al-
ization 2 ' 2 , we indeed recover the desired Fem 1 lig—
uid result that interactions involring the charge density
operators get renom alized down by a factor Z ? w ith re—
spect to those nvolving spin operators. The above dis—
cussion also show s that not all the pairing m echanian s
are equally equipped against on-site repulsion. Indeed a
weak coupling d-wave superconductivity m ight be stabi-
lized even by a negativeV at J = 0: an explicit attraction
betw een charges. H ow ever, for increasing U , the e ective
strength of this attraction would decrease as % ? so that

Z o,hence T, would go down.

T he behavior of the variationalgap yar as shown in
Fjg.-'_]: suggests a crossover from weak to strong coupling
superconductivity as U Increases. This is m anifest by
com paring F ig. :_Za w ith FJg:_Zb In the latter the varia-
tionalenergy gap is digplayed for severalU ‘s, while In the
form erw e plot the true long range orderparam eter 1ro
in the correlated wave function. pro is estin ated on
a nite cluster through the pairpair correlation fnction
f as ollow s:

w here

£ <c oL o.C > )

being evaluated near to the maxinum distance & vj
available on a given size. N otice that £ includes nom al
contributions f;, o , Which nevertheless vanish in the in—

nie size Iim . In order to Im prove the quality of any

nie size analysis, one should estin ate f,orm to get a
m eaningfiil value of the true long range order param e-
ter. W e decided to approxim ate £, o by the value of £

calculated w ith the optin ized wave function having the
sam e form é'_Z) w ith the variationalparam eter ., equal
to zero (see inset Fjgn'_Z.’a) . A fter this subtraction, size ef-
fects are acoeptable, at least for our qualitative analysis
(seeFig :_Za) .

T he crossover region where thegap var rapidly m oves
from sm all BC S-lke values to much larger values corre—
soondsto am axin um ofthe true orderparam eter, asone
would expect in the interm ediate region betw een weak to
strong coupling superconductivity. The notably di er-
ence with the latter is that in our m odel the crossover
does not occur by varying the bare attraction , but by
Increasing the repulsion U .

The di erent behavior of the variational gap w ith re-
spect to the true order param eter, which has been asso—
ciated w ith the behavior of the pseudogap versus T. In
the cupratesf_ﬂ,:_él], hasa clearexplanation w ithin the GA,
where 1gro is suppressed by the factor Z w ith respect
to the uncorrelated ¢ . Indeed, as shown in Fjg.-'_I%a,
the quasiparticle residue Z , de ned as the jmp in the
m om entum distribbution function along the nodal direc—
tions, is a decreasing function of U tending to Z 2 as
u'! 1.

However, as shown In Fig. '@'b, Z is not the reduction
factorofthe fullquasiparticlke bandw idth, w hich gets con—
trbbutions also from J and V. Agaln, this is an ocbvi-
ous result in the GA where the H artree¥ock decoupling
of the nearest neighbor interactions e ectively generate
hopping tem s. In spite ofthat, the charge current vertex
is still determ ined by the true hopping t, hence gets sup—
pressed by a factorZ ’ 2 . On the contrary, soin current
vertex does Include a contrbution from J and survives
against the strong wave fiinction renom alization Z .

In conclusion, we have shown that strong short range
correlations enhance or suppress pairing correlations if
they prin arily involve soin or charge degrees of freedom ,
respectively. This behavior is m anifest at strong U, In
agreem ent w ith slave boson approaches I_l-(_)'] and num er—
ical calculationsfi, 4, {L1], but starts to appear already
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Panel a): wave-fnction renom alization Z as calculated through the jum p in the m om entum distrdbbution along the

nodal direction. F inite size scaling from 50 to 162 is used to evaluate the jymp Z in the them odynam ic lin it for the VM C .

Panelb):

e ectsare small. V = 0 and J=t= 02 forboth gures.

at weak coupling. Indeed, a recent calculation within
the Random P hase A pproxin ation Eﬁ] show s that the d-
w ave superconducting phase ofm odel (-L) atVv = 0 gains
m ore exchange-correlation energy than a nom alm etal,
thus supporting the resuls here cbtained by variational
M onte Carlo.

Note added. W hen this work was com pleted we be-
cam e aware of a preprint by F C . Zhang l_l-Z_i] w hich con-
siders the H am ittonian @:) wihV = Owithin theGA, In
the context of the gossam er superconductiviy scenario
recently proposed by R . Laughlin [_ié] The results of
Ref. f_l-é] qualitatively agreesw ith our VM C data.
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