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Pairing occurs in conventional superconductors through a reduction of the electronic potential
energy accom panied by an Increase in kinetic energy, indicating that the transition is driven by a
pairing potential. In the underdoped cuprates, optical experin ents show that pairing is driven by a
reduction ofthe electronic kinetic energy. U sing the D ynam icalC luster A pproxin ation we study the
nature of superconductivity in a m icroscopic m odel of the cuprates, the two-dim ensional H ubbard

model. W e

nd that pairing is indeed driven by the kinetic energy and that superconductivity

evolves from an unconventional, spin-charge separated state, consistent with the RVB m odel of

high-tem perature superconductors.

The theory of superconductivity in the cuprates re-
m ainsone ofthem ost in portant outstanding problem sin
m aterials science. C onventionalsuperconductors are well
described by the Bardeen-€C ooperSchrie er BCS) the—
ory. Here, the transition is due to the potential energy
that electrons can reduce by form ing C ooper pairs. H ow —
ever, recent optical experin ents show that the transition
In the cuprates is due to a low ering ofkinetic energy, sug—
gesting that the m echanism for superconductivity in the
cuprates is unconventional.

In the BC S theory, pairing isa resul ofa Fem isurface
Instability that relies on the existence of quasiparticles
In a Ferm Hiquid. The electrons interact by exchanging
phonons, the quanta of ionic vibrations of the crystal.
Since this interaction leads to a net attractive force be—
tw een electrons, the system can low er itspotentialenergy
by form ing pairsw hich have s-wave sym m etry due to the
Jocal nature of the pairing interaction. T hese \C coper-
pairs" condense into a coherent m acroscopic quantum
state, Insensitive to in purities and in perfections, and as
a resul, electricity can be conducted w ithout resistance.

T he scattering of C ooperpairsm ediated by the attrac-
tive interaction leads to a reduction of its potential en—
ergy. To take advantage of this energy reduction, the
electrons form ing the pair have to occupy states outside
the Fem isea w ith an energy above the Fem ienergy. A s
a result, pairing In conventional superconductors is al-
ways associated w ith an increase in kinetic energy which
is overcom pensated by the lowering of potential energy.

H igh-tem perature cuprate superconductors HT SC)
are unconventional In various aspects and the pairing
m echanign rem ains controversial. The HT SC em erge
from their antiferrom agnetic parent com pounds upon
hole doping. In the nom al state of the weakly doped
cuprates no quasiparticles are found, undem ining the
very foundation of BCS theory. It is widely believed
that phonons cannot be responsible for pairing at tem —
peratures as high as 160K . C onsistently, the pairs have
d-w ave sym m etry, Instead of s-wave sym m etry. M ost sig—
ni cantly, new opticalexperin ents El:, ?.'] call for qualita—
tively di erent paradigm s or HT SC . T hese experin ents

have shown that pairing In high-tem perature supercon—
ductors is driven by a reduction ofthe kinetic energy, not
by an attractive potentialas in the BC S theory.

Early in the history of HT SC it was realized that the
tw o-din ensional (2D ) Hubbard m odel in the interm edi-
ate ocoupling regin e, w here the Coulom b interaction be-
tw een electrons is of the order of the bandw idth, should
capture the essential low -energy physics of the cuprates
E]. H ow ever, these m odels lack exact solutions and ap—
proxin ative m ethods have to be applied.

T he foundation of the BC S theory relies upon a an all
param eter, the ratio ofthe D ebye-frequency to the Ferm i
energy !p =Er . One of the com plications of the purely
electronic m odels of HT SC is the lack of such a small
param eter since the Coulomb repulsion between elec—
trons is roughly equal to their bandw idth. Perhaps the
m ost natural expansion param eter for these system s is
the length scale of antiferrom agnetic spin correlations.
N eutron scattering experin ents con m the presence of
short—ranged antiferrom agnetic correlations in the doped
cuprates up to length scales roughly equal to the m ean
distance betw een holes, or roughly one lattice spacing in
the optin ally doped cuprates w ith the highest transition
tem perature [4]. In the dynam ical cluster approxin a—
tion i_E'a, :_6, -r_’z, g] O CA ) we take advantage of the short
length-scale of antiferrom agnetic correlations and use i
as a an allparam eter. The D CA reduces the com plexity
of the problem by coarsegraining the k-space on a scale
2 =L..Asa resul, dynam ical correlations up to a range

L =2 are treated accurately w hile the physics on longer
length scales is descridbed on a m ean— eld level. T he orig—
nal lattice problem is m apped onto a periodic cluster
of size No = LY in D dinensions enbedded in a host
which has to be detem ined selfconsistently. W e solve
the cluster problem using quantum M onte C arlo and ob—
tain dynam ics from the m axin um entropy m ethod E].

W e present results of DCA calculations for the con—
ventional2D Hubbard m odeldescribing the dynam ics of
electrons on a square lattice. The m odel is character—
ized by a hopping integral t between nearest neighbor
sites and a Coulomb repulsion U two electrons feelw hen


http://arxiv.org/abs/cond-mat/0211298v1

0.1
3 Te
>
T
0.08 - &% N
e T on
0.06 h
% . Fermi Liquid like
= “.
0.04 } Pseudogap L
AF 3
0.02 -
d-wave
superconductivity
O m L L L L o
0 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.25 0.3

4

FIG.1l: DCA temperaturedoping (T - ) phase diagram of
the 2D Hubbard m odelwhen the Coulom b repulsion is equal
to the bandwidth U = W = 2eV for the DCA cluster size
N¢ = Li = 4. Hol doping renders the antiferrom agnet near
zero doping ( = 0) superconducting at low tem peratures. In
the nom al state the electronic excitation spectrum shows a
pseudogap below the crossover tem perature T°. The error-
bars on T’ indicate the di culty at large doping in identify—
ing the m axinum in the soin-susceptbility which is used to
detem ine T”.

residing on the sam e site. A s the energy scale we set
t= 0256V so that the band-width W = 8t= 2&V, and
study the interm ediate coupling regine U = W . We
study the dynam ics on short length-scales by setting the
cluster size to N . = 4, the an allest cluster size which al-
Jow s for a superconducting phase w ith d-w ave order pa—
ram eter. T his cluster size is Jarge enough to capture the
qualitative low -energy physics of the cuprate supercon—
ductors [_1-(_5, :_Z[]_:], while the solution retains som e m ean—
eld behavior.

These results are summarized In the tem perature-
doping (T - ) phase diagram shown in Fjg.:_i. At Iow
doping the system isan antiferrom agnetic insulatorbe—
Iow the Neeltem perature Ty . At nite doping 03
we nd an nstability at the critical tem perature T, to
a superconducting state w ith a d-wave order param eter.
In the nom al state low-energy spin excitations becom e
suppressed below the crossover tem perature T°. Sinul-
taneously the electronic excitation spectrum represented
by the density of states displays a pseudogap, ie. a par-
tial suppression of low-energy spectral weight (see left
panelofFjg.:_j) .

In this Letter, we investigate the nature of this transi-
tion from the nom alto the superconducting state and in
particular study w hetherpairing in the H ubbard m odelis
driven by the existence of an attractive pairing potential
as in the BC S theory of superconductivity, or a low ering
of the kinetic energy. To this end we sim ulate the super—
conducting and corresponding nom al state solutions of
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FIG . 2: K inetic (top) and potential (pbottom ) energies of the
nom al (N S) and superconducting state (SC) as a function of
tem perature or low doping ( = 0:05, kft) and high doping
( = 020, rght). T he verticaldotted lines represent the value
ofT.. Pairing ism ediated by a reduction ofthe kinetic energy.

the H ubbard m odeldown to tem peratures T 0:5T. and
com pare their respective kinetic and potential energies.
To obtain the nom al state solution we suppress super—
conductivity by not allow ing for any sym m etry-breaking
In our representation.

In Fjg.::a’ we present the kinetic (top) and potential
(oottom ) energies as a function of tem perature at low
doping ( = 0:05) on the lkft panel and high doping
( = 020) on the right panel. The corresponding val-
ues of the critical tem peratures T. are indicated by the
vertical dotted lines. A s expected, below T. the ener-
gies of the nom al and superconducting state start to
di er. For both doping lkvels, the kinetic energy of the
superconducting state is lower than the kinetic energy
of the corresponding nom al state solution. This con—
tradicts the behavior expected from BCS theory where
the kinetic energy of the superconducting state is always
slightly increased com pared to the nom al state. In ad-
dition, the potential energies of the nom al and super—
conducting states are alm ost identical, indicating that
pairing is not driven by the potential energy. The m ag—
nitude ofthe kinetic energy lowering at low doping, m ea—
sured relative to the transition tem perature, is roughly
% 045, in good agreem ent w ith the experim ental
estin ate of <F&= RS = 0i15. At = 020, the
lowering of the kinetic energy is slightly less com pared
wih = 0:05. Thuswe conclide that superconductiviy
in the Hubbard m odel is driven by a lowering of the ki-
netic energy w ih a m agniude that decreases as doping
Increases.

W hat could be the underlying m icroscopic m echanism
for the observed kinetic energy driven pairing in HT SC




and our sim ulation? D ue to the vicinity of the supercon—
ducting phase to antiferrom agnetic ordering, it is w idely
believed that short-ranged antiferrom agnetic soin corre—
lations are responsble forpairing in the cuprates. This is
the essential idea behind two pairing m odels which pre—
dict the experin entally observed lowering in kinetic en—
ergy. The rstone relieson the existence ofquasiparticles
and ispartially based on studies [_1?,:}-3, :_l-é_Ju',:_l-E:] ofthem o—
tion of holes in an antiferrom agnetic background which
date back to the early work of Brinkm an and Rice {L6].
T hem otion ofa single hole is inhiited because it creates
a string ofbroken antiferrom agneticbonds. Based on this
picture, it is argued that two holes can decrease their ki~
netic energy by traveling together, In a coherent m otion,
ie. by fom ing Cooper pairs. Hirsch’s discussion of ki~
netic energy driven superconductivity [17] is consistent
w ith this picture. T he second idea, due to A nderson, in—
volves spin-charge separation w thin a resonating valence
bond RVB) picture t_lg'] D ue to strong antiferrom ag—
netic correlations, spins pair into short—ranged singlkts at
atemperature T much higher than the superconducting
transition tem perature T.. T his leads to a pseudogap in
the electronic excitation spectrum and consequently to
an increase in kinetic energy. C ontrary to the quasipar-
ticle picture, the elem entary exciations of this state are
soin 1=2 charge neutral ferm ions called spinons, and soin
0 bosonscalled holons. At T, the holonsbecom e coherent
and recom bine w ith the spinons, form ing electronsw hich
pair and render the system superconducting. Frustrated
kinetic energy is then recovered {_1-5_5]

The rst picture relies on the existence of quasiparti-
cles, which in the Ferm iHiquid conoept corresoond one to
one to wih those of a Fem i gas and thus have charge
and soin. Anderson’s RVB scenario on the other hand is
based on the concept of spin-charge separation and pre—
dicts quasifree charge excitations, the holons. To dis—
tinguish between these two m odels we investigate the
low —energy quasiparticle and charge excitations in the
Hubbard m odel by calculating the singleparticle den—
sity of states and the dynam ic charge susceptibility, re—
spectively. Our result for the density of states in the
weakly doped system ( = 0:05) for di erent tem pera—
turesabove the criticaltem perature T, ispresented in the
kft panel of F ig. -_3 . A s the tem perature decreases below
the crossover tem perature T ?, a pseudogap develops in
the density of states near the Ferm ienergy (! = 0). This
partial suppression of low -energy spectralweight clearly
Indicates that no quasiparticles are present in the nom al
state close to the superconducting transition. In the right
panelofF jg.:g’ we show the In agihary part ofthe localdy—
nam ic charge-susceptbilty 2 divided by the frequency
for di erent tem peratures. The low frequency behavior
ofthis quantity provides insight in the low energy charge
excitations. A s the tem perature decreases, this quantity
develops a strong peak at zero frequency, indicating the
em ergence of coherent charge excitations.
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FIG . 3: The density of states (left) near the Fem i level and
the in aginary part of the local charge susceptibility over the
frequency (right) at weak doping ( = 0:05) fordi erent tem —
peratures. W hen the pseudogap em erges in the density of
states, a peak develops at zero frequency in the charge sus—

ceptibility.

Since the density of states represents quasiparticle ex—
citationsw hich haveboth charge and soin, it follow s from
the sin ultaneous em ergence of a pseudogap in the den-
sity of states and the developm ent of coherent charge
excitations that the low energy soin excitations must
be suppressed. And indeed, our resuls for the spin—
susceptibility at the antiferrom agnetic wave-vector ( ; )
(not shown) display this suppression of spin-excitations.
T hus, at tem peratures below the crossover tem perature
T? spin and charge degrees of freedom behave qualita—
tively di erent, indicating spin and charge separation. It
is interesting to note that a weak shoulder appears in the
charge susceptbility at ! = 04 zJ,where z isthe coor-
dination num ber. T hiscbservation m ight be interpreated
as a ram anence of a residual spin-charge coupling.

Fig. 4 shows the behavior of the density of states
(left panel), charge— (centerpanel) and spin-susceptibility
(right panel) at 5% doping as the tem perature decreases

below the superconducting transition tem perature T. =
00218. The density of states and the spin-susceptibility
change sn oothly across the superconducting phase tran—
sition. The pseudogap in both quantities changes to a
superconducting gap I_Z-(_?i] below T.. However, since the
charge susceptbility is peaked at zero frequency even
slightly above T., i changes abruptly upon pairing to
show the sam e behaviorasthe spin-susceptibility, nclid—
Ing the superconducting gap at low frequencies. Rem ark—
ably, well below T. all quantities display narrow peaks
at ! 0:1eV delm iting the superconducting gap. This
clearly indicates the form ation ofquasiparticlesbelow T..

These resuls can thus be interpreted within a spin-
charge separated picture asdescribbed in Anderson’sRV B

theory. The pairing of spins in singlets below the



crossover tem perature T® results in the suppression of
Jow -energy spin excitations and consequently in a pseu—
dogap in the density of states. T he holons, or charge ex—
citations are free as Indicated by the zero-frequency peak
In the charge susceptibility. W ell below the transition
soin and charge degrees of freedom recom bine, form ing
electrons which pair. Frustrated kinetic energy is recov—
ered as indicated by the reduction of the kinetic energy
as the systam goes superconducting.

Using the dynam ical cluster approxin ation we nd
a kinetic energy driven instability in the 2D Hubbard
model from an RVB state to a d-wave superconducting
state consistent w ith recent optical experin ents.
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R0] Note that due to the nite resolution In m om entum
space, the DCA underestin ates low-energy spectral
weight in superconductors where the gap has nodes on
the Femm i surface. As a result we nd a flly developed
gap at low tem peratures Instead of a density of states
that vanishes linearly in frequency as expected for a d—
w ave superconductor.
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FIG . 4: The density of states (right), local dynam ic charge susceptibility (center), and the local dynam ic spin susceptibility

(right) when = 0:05, T. = 0:0218. Note that for T T., all quantities display a narrow peak delim iting the superconducting
gap, indicating the form ation of quasiparticles.



