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Superconductivity from the repulsive electron
interaction | from 1D to 3D

H ideo A oki

An overview is given on how superconductivity with anisotropic pair-
Ing can be realised from repulsive electron-electron interaction. (i) W e start
from the physics in one dim ension, where the Tom onaga-Luttinger theory
predicts that, while there is no superconducting phase for the repulsive case
for a single chain, the phase does exists In ladders w ith the num ber of legs
equalto or greaterthan two, as shown both by analytically (renomm alisation)
and num erically (quantum M onte Carl). (i) W e then show how this pair-
ing has a natural extension to the two-dim ensional case, where anisotropic
(usually d) pairing superconductivity arises m ediated by spin  uctuations
(usually antiferrom agnetic), as shown both by analytically (renom alisation)
and num erically (quantum M onte Carlo). (ili) W e nally discuss how the su—
perconductivity from the electron repulsion can be \optim ised" (ie., how T¢
can be raised) In 2D and 3D, where we propose that the anisotropic pairing
ismuch favoured in system s having disconnected Ferm i surfaces where T¢
can be alm ost an order ofm agnitude higher.

1 Introduction

T here isa grow Ing realisation that the high-T ¢ superconductivity found in the
cuprates n the 1980’s has an electronic m echanisn | nam ely, anisotropic
pairing from the repulsive electron-electron interaction. Superconductivity
from electron repulsion is conceptually interesting in its own right, and has
Indeed a long history of discussion. In fact, in the eld of electron gas, ie.,
electron system w ith the C oulom bic electron-electron interaction, K ohn and
Luttjnger@'] pointed out, asearly as in the 1960’s, that the electron gas should
becom e superconducting w ith anisotropic pairing (having nonzero relative
angularm om enta) at su ciently low tem peratures in a perturbation theory.

This becom es an exact statem ent for diite enough electron gas, where p—
wave W ith the relative angularm om entum = 1) should arise, as far as the
static interaction is concerned B J1.

W hilke these have to do w ith the long-range Coulomb interaction where
the dom nant uctuation is charge uctuation, the problem we would lke
to address here is the opposite lim it of short-range repulsion, as appropriate
for strongly-correlated system s such as transition m etal oxides. T here, the
dom inant uctuation is the spin uctuation. The m ost widely used m odel is
the H ubbard m odelhaving the on-site repulsion, U . If the oneband H ubbard
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m odel, the sim plest possblem odel for repulsively correlated electron system s,
superconducts, the interest is not only generic but m ay be practical as well,
which hasindeed been a challenge in the physicsofhigh Tc superconductivity.

To develop a theory forthat, it is lnstructive to start w ith one-din ensional
(1D ) system s.W hen the system ispurely 1D, we have an exact e ective the—
ory, which is the Tom onaga-Luttinger theory and is exactly solvable in tem s
of the bosonisation and renomm alisation. So we start with this, where no
superconducting phase is shown to exist when the interaction is repulsive.
W hen there arem ore than one chains, which is called ladders, superconduct—
ing phase appears. If one closely looks at the pairing wavefunction, this is a
pairing having opposite signs across tw o bands w here the key process is the
Interband pair hopping.

W e then show that this physics has a very natural extension to two-
dim ensional(@D ) system s. T here, anisotropic (usually d having the relative
angular m om entum of 2) pairing superconductivity can arise. If one looks
at the pairing wavefunction, this is a pairing having opposite signs across
the key Interband pairhopping processes. T he key process is dictated by the
peak In the spin structure (usually antiferrom agnetic).

W e nally ook at how this kind of anisotropic pairing superconductivity
can be \optin ised", nam ely how we can m ake T¢ higher.W e rst note that
\Tc isvery low iIn the electron m echanism " in that T¢ isusually two orders
ofm agnitude lower than the electronic energy. The m ain reason is the node
in the gap function, which has to exist for the anisotropic pairing, intersects
the Femm i surface. So we can propose, and show , that system s that have
disconnected Fem i surface hasmuch higher Tc .

2 1D | Tom onaga-Luttinger theory and the physics
of ladders

2.1 Tom onaga-Luttinger theory

Tt was Tom onaga who pioneered the m any-body physics in 1D . In his 1950
paperifi] the essence of the whole idea is already there, although the theory
is now often called Tom onaga-Luttinger.W hen the system is 1D, the Fem i
energy, Er , intersects the band at two points, left-m oving branch (L) and
the right-m oving one R; F jga'}' @)). The dispersion around these pointsm ay
be approxin ated as linear functions ofthe wavenum ber, k. W hen we do this,
every electron-hole excitation across Er becom es a creation operator of a
sound wave Wwhich is a boson).

A s for the electron-electron Interaction, the m atrix elem entsm ay be clas-
si ed into four categordes: (i) backward scattering, w here one electron at R
Jmps to L while another from L to R, (i) forward scattering, where R
Jmpsto R, L jumps to L, (il um klapp scattering, where (R ;R ] jum ps
to L;L] or vice versa), (v) forward scattering w ithin each branch (R ;R ]
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Fig.l. (@) Tom onaga-Luttingerm odel, In which the low -energy excitations around
the Fem ienergy (shaded) at k = kr are considered for 1D system s. (o) W eak—
coupling result for the phase diagram against the on-site repulsion, U, and the
o -site repulsion, V , for the 1D extended Hubbard m odel at half lling. SS: spin—
singlet superconductiviy, T S: triplet superconductivity.

to R;R]or L;L]to L;L]).Tomonaga-Luttinger theory E,::/:,:-g,:_é,:_l-(_]' _-11'] is
a weak-coupling theory (ie., theory for the case when the electron-electron
Interaction is weak enough), where only question low-energy processes. For
that we can integrate out the higher-energy processes in the perturbational
renom alisation-group sense.W e can then look at the ow of the renom al-
isation equation, and its end point called the xed point. To discuss the
nature of the xed-point Ham iltonian, it is convenient to bosonise (ie., to
write everything in tem s of boson operators). The nal result for the ef-
fective H am iltonian is written in tem s of two boson elds, soin phase ( )
and charge phase ( ), whose sti ness (coe cientsof @ )?; @ F) isgiven ;n
tem s of only two quantities, K ;K , which detem ine everything, Including
w hether the ground state is superconducting. To bem ore precise, In 1D even
a \longrange" order can only have a tw o-point correlation that decays w ith
apowerlaw (/ 1=r ) where the exponent isdictated, for each of the order
param eters considered, by K ;K

Forevery Ham ilttonian origihally given, we can calculate the four scatter—
Ing param eters, and then renom alise them . Ifwe look at the phase diagram
(Fjg.:}' ©)) for the extended Hubbard m odel (where we have an o -site Inter—
action, V, on top of the on-site one, U ), there is no superconducting phase
when all the interactionsU and V are repulsive ¢ 0).
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Incidentally, there is no m agnetian , either, for a sihgl chain. T his isdue
to the wellkknown Lieb-M attis theoram , which dictates that electrons n 1D
are entirely non-ferrom agnetic. T he proofm akes use of the ferm Jon statistics
ofelectrons, where a key factor isno tw o electrons can passeach otherin 1D,
or, in the words in M attis’s textbook @], \neighbours ram ain neighbours till
death did them part".

2.2 Pairing in ladders,orl1+ 16 2

W hen there are m ore than one chain w ith inter<chain hopping and/or inter—
action, the physics can be, and is indeed, entirely di erent. T hem odel, then,
becom esm ultiband (ie. n-band system forn-leg ladder).T he Fem ienergy
can intersect the dispersion at 2n points (Fjgn'_j), so0 the m odel is what can
be called m ultland Tom onaga-Luttinger m odel. T he m ultiband Tom onaga—
Luttinger m odelhas been studied in various context, including the excitonic
phase In electron-hole system s[_l-é], transport properties [_1-3] and interband ex-—
cjtatjops In quantum w ires as detected by Ram an spectroscopy by Sassetti
et allid]

--
‘,.- e,

-k

Fig.2. M ultiband 1D model (right panel) for the Hubbard m odel on a ladder
(left) . An ovalon the ladder represents the interchain pairing.
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In the context ofthe high T , the idea of superconductivity In m ultichain
(or \ladder") system s was kicked o theoretically in 1986, when Schulz [I5]
proposed a possble relation between ladders at half- lling and Haldane's
conecture for spin chains. He m ade the follow Ing reasoning: If we consider
repulsively Interacting electrons on a ladder, the undoped system willbe a
M ott insulator, so that wem ay consider the system asan S = 1=2 antiferro—
m agnetic AF) Heisenbergm agnet on a Jadder for large H ubbard repulsion U .
Schulz’s analysis {15] isthatan AF S = n=2 single chain, which isexactly the
H aldane's system ﬂ16,17 issinilartoan S = 1=2 AF ladderw ith n-Jdegs.For
the soin chains, Haldane flG has conectured that the spin exciation should
be gapless for halfodd-integer spins (n: odd) or gapful for integer spins (n:
even). If the situation is sim ilar In ladders, a ladder having an even num —
ber of legs w ill have a soin gap, associated w ith a soin-liquid’ ground state
where the quantum uctuation is so large that the AF correlation decays
exponentially. _

D agotto et aLﬁ_l@l] and by Rice et aL[_igs], then suggested the possbility of
superconductivity associated w ith the soin gap. T he presence of a spin gap,
ie., a gap In the spn excitation which is Indicative ofa quantum spin liquid,
in the two-leg ladder (or, m ore generally, in even legs) is a good new s for
superconductivity, sihce an idea proposed by A nderson {_2-(_5] n the context of
the high-T. superconductivity suggests that a way to obtain superconductiv—
iy is to carrierdope spin-gapped systam s. T he superconductivity in even—leg
ladders is in accord w ith this. Subsequently superconductivity has been re—
ported for a cuprate w ith a lJadder structure IZL ], although it later tumed out
that thism aterialhas a rather strong tw o-din ensionality that m ay dom inate
the superconductiviy.

For doped system s, the confcture for superconductivity E[g] is partly
based on an exact diagonalisation study for nite t-J m odelon a two—leg lad—
der. BG] Thiswas then ©llowed by analytical (31] and num erical [32,33,34,35]
works on the doped t-J ladder, for which the region for the dom inant pairing
correlation appears at lower side of the exchange coupling J than in the case
ofa single chain. _

O n theotherhand the H ubbard m odelon a Jadderis ofgeneraljnterest.tjgl]
A though the Hubbard crosses over to the t-J model forU ! 1 , we have
only an in nitesim al J there, so the result for tJ m odel does not directly
answ ers this. Since there is no exact solution for the H ubbard ladder, we can
proceed In two ways: for an allU we can adopt an analytic m ethod, which
is the w eak-coupling renom alisation-group theory, w here the band structure
around the Ferm ipoints is linearised in the continuum lin it to treat the inter-
action w ith a perturbative renom alisation group. T he weak-coupling theory
w ith the bosonisation and renom alisation-group techniqueshasbeen applied
to the two-leg Hubbard ladder. £3:23,24,25,06.21]
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T he Ham iltonian of the two-leg H ubbard ladder is given in standard no—
tations as

X X
H= t c¥c,; +he) & (ciycﬁ + hwx)
hii i
X
+U  nung; @)
i
where & 1;2) speci es the chains, or In the m om entum space as
X X
H= 2t oosklg'c 28  q
k k
X
+U (Interaction of the om d'dcc); @)
where speci es the bonding ( = 0) and antibonding ( = ) bands, so

labelled since ky, = 0; , respectively.

T he part ofthe H am iltonian, H 4, that can be diagonalised in the bosoni-
sation nclidesonly ntra—and interband forw ard-scattering processes arising
from the intrachain forw ard-scattering tem s.W e can then de ne bosonic op—
erators as In the singlechain case. If we Introduce the phase variables as In
the sihglechain case, H 4, w ritten in temm s ofthenm , is separated into the spin—
part H o1 and the chargepart H charge - W hile H 1, is already diagonalised,
H charge Can be m ade so w ith a linear transform ation, and the diagonalised
H charge is written in term s of the correlation exponent K j;i= 1;2.Sowe
end up w ih the totalH am iltonian that reads

H = kineticenergy + H 4 + pairhopping tem s: 3)

Here, the pairhopping (or pairscattering) tem represents those part of the
interaction Ham ilttonian, n which a pair of electrons is scattered via the
Interaction to another pair of electrons.

At half- 1ling, the system reduces to a spin-liquid insulator having both
charge and spin gaps Q-ﬁ] W hen carriers are doped to the two—Jeg H ubbard
ladder, on the other hand, the relevant scattering processes at the xed point
in the renomm alisation-group ow arethepairhopping acrossthe bonding and
antibonding bands Fig2), c.”c, ') + hxrc: in k space, and the backward-
scattering process w ithin each band. The in portance of the pairhopping
across the two bands for the dom lnance of pairing correlation in the two-
leg Hubbard ladder is rem iniscent of the Suh1K ondo m echanisn , which was
proposed back In the 1950s for superconductivity in a quite di erent context
of the s-d m odel for the transition m etals. 37,38]

T he renom alisation results in a form ation ofgaps in both ofthe two spin
m odes and a gap in one of the charge m odes. T his laves one charge m ode
m asskess, where the m ode is characterised by a critical exponent K . T hen
the correlation of the intraband singlt pairing,

Q@ <y, G Cy, )i @)
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decays lke 1=r'=@% ) whereK should be closeto unity in the weak-coupling
regin e.So this should be the dom inant phase, w hich is, expressed in realspace
asc d ¢, ¢ ,an interchain singlkt pairing.

2.3 How to detect pairing in quantum M onte C arlo studies?

T he perturbational renom alisation group is In principle guaranteed to be
valid only for su ciently sm all interaction strengths U t), so that its
validity for nite U ( t) has to be checked. To be m ore precise, the renor—
m alisation approach can tellw hether the interaction ow s into weak coupling
(W ith the relevant m ode gapless) or into strong-coupling regin e (gapfi1l) or
an all enough interactions, but the fram ework itself (ie., the perturbational
expansion) m ight fail for stronger interactions.

T his is where num erical studies com e in. N um erical calculations for nite
U have been perform ed w ith the exact diagonalisation, DM RG or quantum
M onte Carlo QM C) m ethods, [_3-?.&4-@,3-]_: ,:51-2_“_4-3,:;1_;] but in an earlier stage the
results are scattered, where som e of the results seem ed inconsistent w ith
the weak-coupling prediction:a DM RG study by Noack et al. for the doped
Hubbard ladder show s the enhancam ent of the pairing correlation over the
U = 0 resul strongly depends on the interchain hopping, t; [_2@,:@5] Quan-
tum M onteCarlo QM C) resuktsalso exhibitan absenoe[_iié] orpresenoe[_i:}] of
the enhancem ent depending on the hopping param eters _and/ orband Illing.

Recently, however, a QM C study by Kurokiet al Iﬁlé] has resolved the
puzzle, and has clearly detected an enhanced pairing correlation.A key fac—
tor found there in detecting superconductivity in any num erical calculation,
which also resolves the origin of the form er discrepancies is: we have to ques—
tion a very tiny energy scale ( starting electronic energy scale, t;U) In
detecting the pairing. T his In m ediately im plies that the discreteness of en—
ergy kvels In nite system s exam ned in QM C studies enom ously a ects
the pairing correlation | If the level separation is greater than the energy
scale we want to look at, any feature in the correlation fiinction w illbe easily
washed out. This can be circum vented if we tune the param eters so as to
m ake the separation between the levels just below and above Er tiny (ie.,
tom ake the LUM O -HOM O nearly degenerate in the quantum chem ical lan—
guage), which should be a reasonabl way to approach the buk lim it where
the levels are dense. T he in portance of an allo sets between the highest oc—
cupied and lowest unoccupied levels has also been stressed by YamaJiet al
for am all system s. Ifl-zl]

So we have applied the (profctor) M onte Carlo m ethod [_éig] to ook into
the ground state correlation function P (r) l'Oi .0 ii of this pairing for

nite valuesofU ( t).W e show In Fjg-r;B the result orP () ort = 098,

U = 1 and the band lling n = 0:867 = 52 electrons/ (30 rungs 2 sites).
TheU = 0 resul (dashed line) forthese two valuesoft;, are identicalbecause
the Fem i sea rem ains unchanged. If we tum on U, we can see that a large
enhancem ent over the U = 0 result em erges at large distances.
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Fig.3. The pairing correlation function plotted against the real space distance
r n a 30rung Hubbard ladder having 56 electrons or U = 1 with t» = 1:975
(square) [4_1@] T he dashed line is the non-interacting resul.

W e have delberately chosen the valie of t; = 0:98 to m ake the one-
electron energy lkevels of the bonding and antibonding bands lie close to
each other around the Fem i levelw ithin 0:004t. T his ismuch sn aller than
the energy scale we question (which is the soin gap in the present 1D case).
In fact, a 5% change in t; = 098 ! 1:03, Por which the LUMO-HOM O
separation blowsup to  0:t, washesout the enhancem ent In the correlation
function. In the latter case the renom alisation of higher energy m odes has
to stop at this energy scale, so that the interband pair hopping process w ill
not be renom alised Into a strong coupling, while in the w eak-coupling theory
the renom alisation all the way down to the Fem ilevel is assum ed.

W hilk it isdi cul to determ ine the decay exponent ofthe pairing correla—
tion P (r),wecan tthedata by assum ing a trial function expected from the
weak-coupling theory, P (r) / o= r+ (I ¢)=F+ [cos(k) r)+ cos(2k, r)Fr?
w here the overalldecay at Jarge distances isassum ed tobe / 1= T asdictated
in the weak-coupling theory. T his form reproduces the result surprisingly ac—-
curately.
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3 Three-leg ladder and 1D 2D crossover

N ow , the physics of lJadders can provide quite an instructive line of approach
for understanding the physics in two-din ensional system s via the crossover
from 1D to 2D (two-dim ensions).So ket us rst look at the three-leg ladder.

3.1 Three-leg ladder

Ifwe retum to ladders, one can naively expect that laddersw ith odd-num ber
(eg. 3) of legsw illhave no spin gap, which would then signify an absence of
dom inating pairing correlation (¥ven-odd con gcture for superconductivity’).
A s far as the spin gap In undoped ladders is concemed, experin ents on a
class of cuprates, S, 1Cu,02, 1 having n—leg ladders, have supported the
con fcture. 51;:_5-?:_5-3,'._51_}',‘,_5-5] So it was believed that odd-numbered lgs only
have the usual2ky soin-density wave (SDW ) rather than superconductivity.

Knuraet al[§§',:_5-j],how ever, show ed that that istoo sin plistic a view , and
that, whilke the even-odd con gcture for the spin gap is certainly correct, an
odd-num ber of legs does indeed superconduct by exploiting the spin-gapped
m ode. In that work the pairing correlation in the threeleg Hubbard ladder
hasbeen exam ined l_S-Q]

W e start w ith the weak-coupling theory for correlation functions for the
three—leg H ubbard ladder jg:fl) .A rrigonihas looked into a three-leg ladder
w ith w eak H ubbard-type Interactionsw ith the perturbationalrenom alisation—
group technique to conclude that gapless and gapfil spin excitations coexist
in three kgs. 58]

Hehasactually enum erated the num bers ofgapless charge and soin m odes
on the phase diagram spanned by the doping leveland the interchain hopping,
t; . He found that, at half- lling, one gapless spin m ode exists. For general
band 1lling, one gapless soin m ode rem ains In the region where the Ferm i
level intersects all the three bands in the noninteracting case. From this,
A rrigoniargues that the 2k SDW correlation should decay as a power law
asexpected from experin ents.A rrigoni’s resul indicates that two gapfiilspin
m odes exist In addition. The charge m odes, on the other hand, consists of
tw o gaplessm odes and one gapfiilm ode.

T he question we address then is what happens when gapless and gapfiil
SoIn m odes coexist. This is an Intriguing problem , since i m ay well be pos—
sible that the presence of gap (s) in som e out of m ultiple spin m odesm ay be
su clent for the dom inance ofa pairing correlation. Schulz [5_-9_i has indepen—
dently shown sim ilar resuls for a subdom inant 2k SDW and the interchain
pairing correlations.

P hysically, the picture that em erges as we shall describe below , is that
the two spin gaps, which are relevant to the pairing, arise as an e ect of
the pairhopping process that is the m any-body m atrix elem ent transferring
tw o electrons sin ultaneously across the outem ost bands (ie., the top and
bottom bands for a threeleg ladder) CE‘jg:ff) . In this sense the m echanian is
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Fig.4. Threeleg ladder (nset) and its dispersion. T he dashed arrow s represent
the pair-hopping process, and ovals represent the interchain pairing.

rem Iniscent of the situation in the two—leg case or the SuhlK ondo m echa-
nisn . B1.3¢)

T he correlation functions can be calculated w ith the bosonisation m ethod E_'i]
for the three-leg H ubbard m odel.

W e can de ne three bosonic operators, where we diagonalise H ¢harge In
tem s of the three correlation exponentsK ;;i= 1;2;3.A s A rrigonipointed
out E@l] the pairhopping processes across the top and bottom bandsbecom e
relevant as the renom alisation isperform ed.In orderto actually calculate the
correlation functions, we have to express the relevant scattering processes in
term s of the phase variables. The xed-point Ham iltonian density, H , takes
the form , in tem s of the phase variables,

H / Gax Q)oosk ' ®)]  Gaw B)cosk ** ®)]

+ 3+

+ 20paimopping 173)c0s[ 2 1 ®)lsin 7 &)sh T x); 6
where gyack (1);%ack (3) are negative lJarge quantities, and gpy (1;3) is a posi-
tive lJarge quantity. T his ndicates the ollow ng. Two spih phases, '*, 3%,
becom e Jong-range ordered and xed, respectively, while 2* isnot xed to
give a gapless spin m ode. Sin ilarly, the di erence in the charge phases, 1,
for the outemm ost bands,

1
! 1e—§<1 3); ®6)
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is ordered and xed, and the charge gap opens for this particular m ode.

Now we can calculate the correlation functions, since the gapless elds
have already been diagonalised, while the rem aining gapfiil elds have the
respective expectation values.

Am ong various order param eters, the dom inant one (w ith the longest tail
in the correlation) is the singlet pairing across the central and edge chains
Fig4), which is, In the band picture,

X
04 (1 303y, )

W e call this \d" for the follow ing reason. Since we have taken a continuum

Iim it along the chain, it is not straightforward to nam e the symm etry of a
pairing. However, we could call the above pair as d-wave-lke in that the
pairing, In addition to being o -site on the rung, is a linear com bination of
a bonding band and an antibonding band w ih opposie signs. Since the
relevant pair-hopping is across these bands, we can say that there is a node
in the pairwavefiinction along the line that bisects the relevant pair-hopping.

C alculation of the correlation fiinction ofO 4 gives

11 1
s E = )

g &®)Y040)1 x z i ®)

which is the dom inant ordering. In the weak-interaction limit U ! +0),
where alltheK ’stend to unity, the \d"-pairing correlation decays as slow Iy
as x 72, whik the other correlations decay lke x 2.W e can see that the
Interchain pairing explbits the charge gap and the spin gaps to reduce the
exponent of the correlation function, in contrast to the intrachain pairing.
Nam ely, we would have ( 1) In the exponent if the soin were gapless. This
alone would only result in a 1=r decay, but the chargemode ; is further
Jocked, which fiirther reduces the exponent (down to 1= r in the lim it U !
0).

Now, how the pairing correlation in the three-leg Hubbard ladder looks
lke when U is nie? Our QM C result for the threeleg Hubbard ladder
exhibits an enhancem ent of the pairing correlation even for nite coupling
constants, U=t= 1 2.:_[5_'7]Asjnthetﬂo—1egcasewjtha nite U, we have
taken care that levelsbelow and above the Fem i level are close.

3.2 1D 2D crossover

W e have seen that the weak-coupling theory (perturbational renorm alisation
+ bosonisation) predicts that the interband pair hopping between the in-
nem ost and outem ost Fem ipoints (ky ;ky) ( RB;0);( k; ) becomes
relevant (le. Increasesw ith the renom alisation). T his concom itantly m akes
the tw o-point correlation ofthe interchain singlet decay slow Iy w ith distance.
In k-space the dom inant com ponent of this pair reads

X
G, o, G ,Cy, )t ©)
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Now,when Er intersectsthe outem ostband top and the Innem ostJand
bottom w ith kg ’ ik 70 (E'jg;_flz kft), intrachain nearest-neighbor singlet
pair also has a dom inant Fouriercom ponent equal to eqn.@) w ith a phase
shift relative to the interchain pairing. T hus, a linear com bination which
am ounts to the dy2 2 pairing should becom e dom Inant.W e shall see this is
exactly what happens In the 2D squre lattice around the half 1ling, Fjg;_S

right.

Fig.5. Band dispersion of the square lattice, on which the Fem i surface orEr
close to half 1ling and a typical pair-hopping process (dashed arrow s) are shown.
Sin ilar plot for a lJadder is attached for com parison.

4 Superconductivity from the repulsive interaction in
2D

A swehave seen, the tw oJeg and three-leg H ubbard Jadders do superconduct,
so what w ill happen if we consider n—leg ladders forn = 3;4;::531 to reach
the 2D square lattice. This view enables us to have a fresh look at the 2D
Hubbard m odel.

So we move on to the repulsive Hubbard m odel on the square lattice.
T he sem nalnotion that the high-T: conductivity In cuprates should be re—
lated the strong electron correlation was rst put forward by A nderson ﬂ§-];:]
T here the superconductivity is expected to arise from the pairing Interaction
m ediated by soin  uctuations (usually antiferrom agnetic) .A phenom enology
along this line such as the selfconsistent renom alisation {§2_i;_6-§’,:_él_i,:_6-5] has
sucoeeded In reproducing anisotropic d-wave superconductiviy. M icroscopi-
cally, the repulsive H ubbard m odel, a sin plest possible m odel or correlated
electrons, should capture the physics in cuprates.{_égl] Som e analytical calcu—
lations have suggested the occurrence of dy> 2 -wave superconductivity in
the 2D Hubbard m odel. {6-6,'6-"‘,:52;,:6-55,,'7-0'] In particular, uctuation exchange
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approxin ation FLEX ), developed by B ickerset al ﬁl:], has also been applied
to the Hubbard m odel on the square lattice t_7-gi,:_7-§r] to show the occurrence
of the superconductiviy.

N um erical calculations have also been perform ed extensively.F inite bind—
caloulations. VariationalM onte C arl caloulations show that a superconduct—
ing order lowers the variational energy[jf_i,:g(_]'] N evertheless, there had been
a reservation against the occurrence of superconductiviy in the Hubbard
m odel because the pairing correlation fiinctions do not show any sym ptom

exhbit sym ptom s of superconductivity if we take proper care of a small
energy scale involved, ie., the d-w ave pairing correlation becom es long-tailed
when the Fem ilevel lies betw een a narrow Iy separated levels residing on the
k-points across which the dom inant pair hopping occurs. An enhancem ent
of the pairing correlation has in fact been found by exact diagonalisation El]']
and by density m atrix renom alisation group i_4-5] when Er lies close to the
kpoints (0; ) and ( ;0).A lthough the d,> 2-lke nature ofthe pairing was
suggested,[_iﬁ] dy2> 2 pairing correlation itselfhasnotbeen calculated. So, in
our quest ©r2D ,we st calculate the correlation fiinction wih QM C .Here
w e em ploy the ground-state, canonicalensemble QM C ,[_éé] w here w e take the
free Femm 1 sea as the trial state.

4.1 Anisotropic pairing in 2D

First, Jet us ook at why the attractive interaction is by no means a nec—
essary condition for superconductivity, which can quite generally arise from

repulsive electron-electron interactions, which seem s to be still not realised
well enough. If we ook at the BCS gap equation, we can inm ediately see
that superconductivity can readily arise from repulsive interactions. T he gap
equation reads

X

1= v T tanh - K9 ;
) 2"K9) 2 ’
k
% ;o 0y
_ W kiKY &) & Ol 10)
h 2k)irs

where " (k) is the band energy m easured from the chem ical potential, =
1=kg Tc), V k;k% the pairhopping m atrix element, (k) the BCS gap
finction, and h:tdpg is the average over the Fem i surface. So, if (k) has
nodes acrossk $ k° (ie., changes sign before and after the pair hopping),
the originally repulsive V. > 0 acts e ectively as an attraction,

W k;k% &) & Yirg < O:
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This m ost typically happens for the dy2 2 pairing with () / cosky)
cos(ky) when the dom inant pair hopping occurs across k ©0; ) S ¥
(50).

W hen the spIn uctuation is antiferrom agnetic, m ost typically in bipartie
lattices such as a square lattice, the In portance of the interactions around
©0; ) and ( ;0) In the 2D Hubbard m odel has been suggested by various
authors. [F16,69,70,71 60 £3,86.6164

G roup theoretically, the square lattice has a tetragonal sym m etry, so that
everything, Including the gap fiinction, should be an irreducible represen—
tation of the tetragonal group. The d,» - pairing indeed belongs to B4
representation of this group.

y

4.2 Quantum M onte Carlo study for the 2D H ubbard m odel

In the context of our QM C study for the 2D Hubbard m odel, we have to
take nite system s that have the k-points around (0; ) and ( ;0) close in
energy. N am eley, our expectation from the study on ladders is that the pair
Boppjngprooessesacrossamund (0; )and ( ;0)mayresultind,;> 2 pairing,

K [cos(ky) cosk )l .C g, I 2D, but an enhanced pairing correlation
should be detected only when the level o set between the discrete levels
around those points is sm all.

W e take 78 electrons in 10 10 sites @ = 0:78) with { = 0:999 wih
periodic boundary condition in both directions.W e have taken t, = 0:999,
because the num ber of electrons considered here would have an open shell
(wih a degeneracy in the freeelectron Fem i sea) or t, = 1, which will
destabilise QM C convergence. Taking t, = 0:999 lifts the degeneracy to give
atiy (< 001)but nite "°.InFighweplbtthed,. .. pairing correlation,
de ned as

X
P = WY&+ x;y+ y)0 &;y)i;

JxjFJjyFr
X

0 &;y) Gery; S+ iy Gy Gyt 5 )i 1)

= 1;

where the correlation for U = 1 is clearly seen to be enhanced over that for
U = 0 especially at large distances.
W e can readily show that when the level spacing becom es too large (g.,
n0 0:), the enhancem ent iswashed out. In the present choice the energy
Jevels around (0; ); ( ;0) are close (K 0:01t), while the other levels lie m ore
than 01t away from ES .One m ight thus raise a criticism that the scat—
tering processes involving the states away from E S are unduly neglected.W e
can however show (not digplayed here) that when other levels exist around
Er an enhanced d,: 2 correlation is obtained aswell
How about the band- lling ) Lglependenoe? W e have calculated the long-
range part of the correlation, S . 3P (r), orvariousvalies ofn keeping
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Fig.6. QM C result rthed,, ,. pairing correlation fora 10 10 square lattice
with 78 electrons forU = 1l and t, = 0:999 (square) Iflg:] T he dashed line represents
the noninteracting case. Inset depicts the square lattice w ith the ovals representing
a d-wave pair.

"0 < 001t throughout. T he result, displayed in Fjg:'j, show s that the en—
hancement n S ©rU = 1 hasamaximum around a nie doping. T hus the
m essage here is that the dy: 2 pairing is favoured near, but not exactly at,
half- lling. The fact that the better nesting does not necesarrily in ply the
m ore enhanced pairing correlation has also been shown in another num erical
work in the contex of an organic superconductivity. B3]

5 W hich ism ore favourable for superconductivity, 2D
or 3D ?

T he theoretical results described so far indicate that the superconductiviy

nearthe AF instability In 2D hasa Yow Tc¢ '’ O (001t) (t:transfer integral),
ie., two orders of m agnitude sn aller than the origihalelctronic energy, but

still high T¢ ’ O (100 K) fort O (1 eV). So, dentifying the conditions
for higher Tc in the repulsive H ubbard m odel is one of the m ost fascinating

goals of theoretical studies. For instance, while the high-T: cuprates are

layertype m aterials with Cu, planes in which the supercurrent ows, the

question is whether the two-din ensionality is prom oting or degrading the

superconductivity.

HenceAritaet al[_9-g] have questioned: (i) Is2D system m ore favourable for
soin— uctuation m ediated superconductivity than in three dim ensions(3D )?
(i1) Can other pairing, such as a triplt ppairing in the presence of ferro—
m agnetic spin uctuations, becom e com petitive? W e take the singleband,
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Fig.7. The integrated pairing correlation pJotted agaJnst the band llingn fora
10 10 latticewith U = 0 ( ) orU = 1 (square) [48]

repulsive Hubbard m odel as a sin plest possible m odel, and look into the
pairing w ith the FLEX m ethod In ordinary (ie. square, trianglr, foc, bec,
etc) lattices In 2D and 3D .TheFLEX m ethod has an advantage that system s
having Jarge spin uctuations can be handled.

As for 3D system s, Scalapino et al[_9-1:] showed for the Hubbard m odel
that param agnon exchange near a spin-density wave instability gives rise to
a strong singlet d-wave pairing interaction, but Tc was not discussed there.
N akam ura et alI_§gi] extended M oriya’sspin uctuation theory of superconductivity [_6-25]
to 3D system s, and concluded that Tc is sim ilar between the 2D and 3D
cases provided that comm on param eter valies (scaled by the band w idth)
are taken. However, the param eters there are phenom elogical ones, so we
w ish to see whether the result rem ains valid form icroscopic m odels.

A s forthe triplet pairing, the possibility oftriplet pairing m ediated by fer—
rom agnetic uctuations hasbeen investigated or super uid °H ep3 a heavy
ferm ion system UPt3 [94], and m ost recently, an oxide SrnRuUO 4 [95] Tt was
shown that ferrom agnetic uctuations favour triplet pairing st by Layzer
and Fayﬁ before the experim ental observann of p-wave pairing h *He.
For the elctron gas m odel, Fay and Layzerp.] and later C hubukov I96 has
extended the K ohn-Luttinger theorem [i] to ppairing for 2D and 3D elc-
tron gas In the dilute lim it. Takada[97 discussed the possbility of p-wave
superconductJthy In the dilute electron gas w ith the K ukkonen-O verhauser
m odell98] A s for Jattice system s, 2D Hubbard m odelw ith lJarge enough next—
nearest-neighbor hopping (°) has been shown to exhbit ppairing for am all
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band lings.d] H ubina fL0G] reached a sin ilar conclusion by evaliating the
superconducting vertex In a perturbative w ay.[L01] H ow ever, the energy scale
of the ppairing in the Hubbard m odel, ie., Tc , has not been evaluated so
far.

Herewe show that (i) d-wave Instability m ediated by AF soin  uctuation
In 2D square lattice ismuch stronger than those in 3D, whilke (i) p-wave in—
stability m ediated by ferrom agnetic spin uctuations In 2D are m uch weaker
than the d-instability. T hese results, which cannot be predicted a priord, sug—
gest that forthe H ubbard m odelthe best’ situation forthe pairing instability
isthe 2D case w ith dom lnant AF uctuations.

W e consider the singleband Hubbard m odel wih the transfer energy
tiy = tE 1 hereafter) for nearest neighbors along with 5 = t? or second-
nearest neighbors, w hich is included to incorporate the band structure depen—
dence. The FLEX starts from a set of skeleton diagram s for the Luttinger-
W ard functionalto generate a (k-dependent) selfenergy based on the idea of
Baym and K adano Q(_)ZE]. Hence the FLEX approxin ation isa selfconsistent
perturbation approxin ation w ith respect to on-site Interaction U .

To obtain T¢ , we solve the eigenvalue E liashberg) equation,

@ ) = D KYB KYFV Pk K); 12)

T

N X0
where @ (k) istheanom alousselfenergy,k  (k;il,)wih !, = @n 1) T
being M atsubara frequencies, and the pairing interaction, V ', com prises
contrbutions from the transverse spin uctuations, longitudinal spin uctu—
ations and charge uctuations, nam ely,

v@gik)= U é wk K

“k ¥+ k+ kY

_ Ul Lk K U2 ik + KO
1 w2k ¥ 1 U pk+ kO
Here 4, is the charge susceptbility, **( ) the longitudinal (transverse)
Soin susceptibility, and
X
irr (@) IT=N) G &Gk+ q

k

the irreducible susceptibility constructed from the dressed G reen’s function.
T he dressed G reen’s function, G (k), obeys the D yson equation,

1

Gk ‘=Gk) ®k); (13)
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where G° is the bare G reen’s fiinction, and  the self energy w ith

1 X )
K= Gk v @: 14)
q
Ifwe take RPA -type bubble and ladder diagram s for the interaction v &, we
have

VO Q=102 g ——
2° 1+ U @
3 2 1 2
+ ZU0° @ ———— U% e @7
2 1 U@
which com pletes the set of equations.
Since we have @ (k) = @ ( k) fr the spih-shglt pairing whereas
@ k)= @ (k) Porthe spin-triplet pairing, V@ (k;k°% becom es a fiinc—
tion ofk  ¥= gqwih
3 U? 1 u?
V(Z)(q)= =z A + = 733@ (15)
21 U 4@ 2 1+U0 @
for the singlet pairing, and
1 U2 irr 1 U2 irr
v@ == U =@ 1 U =@ (16)
21 U p@ 2 1+U0 4@

for the triplet pairing. T = T is identi ed as the tem perature at which the
maxinum eigenvalie y .x reachesunity.
Let us start with the 2D case having strong AF uctuations. W e have
rst obtained grpa @ = o=@ U () as a function of the m om entum for
the Hubbard m odelon a nearly half- lled (n = 0:85) square lattice, where a
dom nant AF soin uctuation is seen as RPA_peaked around ( ; ).W ecan
then plug this into the E liashberg equation (13) to plot in Figi§l @) u ax as
a function of tem perature T .
Tc is identi ed as the tem perature at which |y ,x becom es unity, which
occursatT 002 forthe square Jattice, in accord w ith previous resu]rs:_[-7:2:5-l_5_i]
Ifwe move on to the case wih ferrom agnetic spin uctuations where
triplet pairing is expected, this situation can be realised for relatively large
t2¢ 0:5) and away from half- lling in the 2D Hubbard m odel. P hysically, the
van Hove singularity shifts toward the band bottom with t°, and the large
density of states at the Fem i level for the dilute case favours the ferrom ag—
netisn .W e have found that y ,x becom es lJargest forn = 03, = 0s5.
rpa Isihdeedpeakedat (k= (0;0)).Thequestion then isthebehavior
of uax @sa function of T, which show sthat y ax ismuch sm aller than that
In the AF case.
A ow T. for the ferrom agnetic case contrasts w ith a naive expectation
from the BCS picture, n which the Fem i level located around a peak in
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Fig.8. (@) Themaxinum eigenvalue of the E liashberg equation against tem pera-
ture for the Hubbard m odel on a square lattice with n = 0:85 and U = 4 and on
a cubic lattice with n = 0:8, the second-neighbour hopping t®= 02andU = 8.

k;0) () as a function of wavenumber and In (ky ax;!) (€) (mom alised by its
maxinum ) as a function of '=t at T = 0:03t are also shown for the two lattices.
Top right panel schem atically show s the regions, in respective dim ensions, that
contribute to the pairing.

the density of states favours superconductivity. W e m ay trace back two-fold
reasons w hy this does not apply. F irst, if we look at the dom inant (/ 1=[L

U (@] tem of the pairing potentialVv @ itself ;n egs. (L5) and {l6), the
triplet pairing interaction is only one-third ofthat for singlkt pairing. Second,
the factor 5 ¥ for the ferrom agnetic case is sm aller than that in the AF
case, which Inplies that the selfenergy correction is larger in the fom er.
Larger selfenergy (samaller 5 §) works unfavourably for superconductivity
as seen in the E liashberg equation C_lé) W hen we take a larger repulsion
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U to increase the triplet pairing attraction (susogptibility), this m akes the
selfenergy correction even stronger.

Let us now move on to the case of d-wave pairing in the 3D Hubbard
m odel, ©r which FLEX was rst applied by A rita et alﬂ90 In sin plecubic
system s, we nd that the 3 representation of 0y group BL has the largest

M ax - W € have found that y ax for this sym m etry becom es largest forn =
08,°= 02 03andU = 8 10.In Fig. 8 @), we SUperposey ax as
a function of T, where we can Inm ediately see that the pairing tendency in
3D ismuch weaker than that in 2D .

W hy is the d-superconductivity m uch stronger in 2D than in 3D ? W e can
pihpoint the origin by looking at the various factors nvolved in the E liashberg
equation. Nam ely we question the height of V? and 5 F along with the
width of the region, both iIn the m om entum sector and in the frequency
sector, over which V @ (k) contrbutes to the summ ation over k k;ily).
W e fund that the maxinum of 5 ¥ is in fact lJarger in 3D than i 2D .
The width of the peak In rpa on the frequency and m om entum axes is
surprisingly sim ilar between 2D and 3D as displayed in Fjgﬁ(b ) ©). Note
that if the frequency soread of the susoepUbJJJty scaled not w ith t but with
the band width, asN akam ura et al{92i haveassum ed, u ax would havebecom e
larger.Now, iIn the E liashberg equation C_lg) is/ @=L)° ,where L isthe
linear dim ension of the system and a the width in the m om entum space for
the e ective attraction, this factor ism uch an aller in 3D than in 2D as faras
them ain contrdoution ofV ? to the pairing occurs through specialpoints n
the k-space €g., ( ; )or ( ; ; ) forthe antiferrom agnetic spin uctuation
exchange pairing) . So we can conclide that this is the m ain reason why 2D
ism ore favourable than 3D .

To summ arise this section, dpairing n 2D is the best situation for the
repulsion origihated (ie. soin uctuation m ediated) superconductivity in the
Hubbard m odel. M onthoux and Lonzarich @(}4] have also concluded for 2D
systam s, by m aking use of a phenom enological approach, that the d-wave
pairing is much stronger than p-wave pairing, which is consistent w ith the
present result. In this sense, the layer+type cuprates do seem to hi upon the
right situation.

This is as far as oneband m odel having sin ple Fem i surfaces are con—
cemed. Indeed, ifwe tum to heavy ferm ion superconductors, for instance, In
which the pairing is thought to be m editated by spin uctuations, the T¢,
when nom alized by theband w idth W , isknow n to be ofthe orderof0:001W .
Since the present result indicates that Tc , nom alized by W , is 0:0001wW
at best In the 3D Hubbard m odel, we m ay envisage that the heavy ferm ion
system m ust exploit other factors such as the m ultiband. N everthless, recent
experin ental ndJngE_LOS] that a heavy-ferm ion com pound Ce®h,Ir,C 0)Ins
has the higher T, for the m ore two-din ensional lattice (W ith larger c=a) is
consistent w ith our prediction.
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6 How to realise higher T in anisotropic pairing |
disconnected Fem i surfaces

Tronically, them ain question about the superconductiviy from the electronic
m echanisn is \why is Tc so low ?", which has been repeatedly raised in lit—
eratures. N am ely, one ram arkable point is T, O (0:01t), esitm ated for the
repulsive H ubbard m odel In the two-dim ensional (2D ) square lattice, is two
orders of m agnitides sn aller than the starting electronic energy (ie., the
hopping integralt), although this gives the right order for the curates’ T..
W e have seen that even the best case, as far as these ordinary lattices are
concemed, has T. O (0:01t).A s discussed in Ref. [L06], there are good rea—
sonswhy T, is so low : O ne reason is the e ective attraction m ediated by soin

uctuations is m uch weaker than the origihal electron-electron interaction,
U .Another in portant reason is the presence ofnodes in the superconducting
gap function greatly reduces T.:W hile them ain pair-scattering, acrossw hich
the gap function has opposite signs to m ake the e ective interaction attrac—
tive, there are other pair scatterings around the nodes that have negative
contributions to the e ective attraction by connecting k-points on which the
gap has the sam e sign.

So a next In portant avenue to explore is: can we in prove the situation
by going over to m ultdband system s.K urokiand A rita EL@@] have shown that
this is Indeed the case if we have disconnected Ferm i surfaces. In this case T
is dram atically enhanced, because the sign change in the gap function can
avoid the Fem ipockets, where all the pair-scattering processes contribute
positively. @QG:,:_lQ?:] This has been num erically shown to be the case for the
triangular lattice (r spin-triplet pairing) @Qé] and a squre lattice wih a
period-doubling @(_)6:], where T, asestin ated with FLEX isashigh asO (0:1t).

To bem ore precise, the key ingredients are: (@) when the Fem isurface is
nested, the soin susceptdbility (g;!) hasapeak. ) W hen a m ultiband sys—
tem w ith a disconnected Fermm isurfacehasan interpocket nesting (ie., strong
Interpocket pair scattering and weak intra-pocket one) the gap function has
the sam e sign (s-wave sym m etry) w ithin each pocket, and the nodal lines can
happily run in between the pockets. T he estim ated T, for two-din ensional
(2D ) Hubbard m odelon such lattices is indeed alm ost an order ofm agnitude
higher, T.  0:lt, as displayed in F igup along w ith the lattice structure.

A s or the din ensionality of the system , we have shown above that 2D
systam s are generally m ore favourable than 3D system s as far as the soin—

uctuation-m ediated superconductivity In ordinary lattices (square, triangu-—
lar, foc, beg, etc) are concemed .N ow , if one puts the idea for the disconnected
Fem isurface on the above cbservation on the din ensionality, a naturalques—
tion is: can we conceive 3D lattices having disconnected Ferm i surfaces that
have high T.’s. M ore speci cally, can the disconnected Fem i surface over-
com e the disadvantage 0of 3D ? Ifwe express our idea m ore explicitly, what we
have In m ind is the interland nesting (or SuhIX ondo process in its broader
context) in the 3D disconnected Fem i surface as depicted in FigilQ.
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Fig.9. The Tc estin ated for the lattice depicted in the top lft panel having
disconnected Femn i surface Gaotf,gm_ left) as a function of the weak transfer (thin
Iines In the top left panel; t.1).[108] The arrow indicates typical Tc for ordinary
(eg. square) lattices.
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Fig.10. Interband nesting (arrow in the right panel) in 3D on a disconnected
Fem i surface, which is exem pli ed here for the stacked bond-altemating lattice
(left) .
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T here, the nesting vector runs across the tw o bands, and this is envisaged
to give the attractive pair-scattering Interaction. So the gap function should
be nodeless w ithin each band, while the gap has opposite signs between the
tw o bands.

In ourm ost recent study [_l-Q- 9‘] wehave found that a stacked bond-altemating
lattice jg:_l-(_j) hasa com pact and disconnected (ie., a pairofbaltlike) Fermm i
pockets.W e have shown that T, isO (0:01t), which is the sam e order of that
for the square lattice, and rem arkably high fora 3D system .W e have further
found that the T, can bem ade even higher ( 0 (0:lt)) in a m odel in which
the original K urokiA rita 2D system having disconnected Fem i surface is
stacked. So the nalm essage obtained here, starting from 1D and ending up
w ith 3D, isthat 3D m aterialw ith considerably high T. can be expected ifwe
consider appropriate lattice structures.

7 C losing rem arks

So we have seen the electronic properties of electron system s with short-
range repulsive Interactions, starting from 1D up to 3D system s.W hile the
quasilD ladders already contain seeds for the d-wave pairing, anisotropic
pairing hasm ore degrees of freedom in 2D and 3D where the topology (€g.,
disconnected Fem i surfaces) of the Fem i surface can greatly favour higher
T c.F nally it would be needless to stressthat the electron correlation issuch a
fascinating sub fct that there arem any open questionsto be explored .Am ong
them , a question we can ask is what would happen to the superconductivity
from the repulsive electron interaction when disorder is introduced in the
system . Then we have a problem of dirty superconductors, ie., an interplay
of interaction and disorder. For ladders there are som e discussions on this.
For instance, K inura et aL113] have looked at the dirty doublk wire (ie.,
tw oband Tom onaga-Luttinger system w ith in purities), and noted that in the
phases w here the pairing correlation is dom inant, the A nderson localisation
is absent despite the system being quasilD .How this would be extended to
higher dim ensions is an interesting issue.
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