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A bstract

U sing renom alization group w ith included selfenergy e ects and exact diagonalization of sm all
clisters we Investigate the ground state phase diagram of a two-din ensional extended Hubbard
m odelw ith nearest-neighbor exchange interaction J, In addition to the localCoulomb repulsion U .
Them ain instabilities are antiferrom agnetisn  close to half- lling and d,2 2 superconductivity in
the doped system . W e nd that selfenergy e ects are fatal for superconductivity in the repulsive
Hubbard model (ie. J = 0,U > 0). The superconductivity is triggered by nite J. T he com bined
action of J and U interactions provide a rem arkably e cient m echanisn to enhance both d 42 2

superconducting and antiferrom agnetic correlations.
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INTRODUCTION

O ne of the m ost striking features cbserved in the phase diagram of the high T, super-
conducting cuprates is the proxin ity between the insulating state wih long—range anti-
ferrom agnetic order and the superconducting phase. This ram arkable issue and the fact
that at optin um doping the antiferrom agnetic coherence length ram ains nite ( 4a for
La, 4 S1,Culy), have been the source of nspiration form any theoretical works n which the
pairing m echanisn is proposed to be origihated in the uctuations of the spin-density wave
phase. A nother peculiarity of these m aterials is that the superconducting order param eter
hasd,> ,2 symmetry. T he reason for this property is also thought to be the closeness to the
antiferrom agnetic phase as the lines of nodes of the superconducting gap allow s for the ex—
istence of gapless spin excitations and superconductivity can coexist w ith spin-density wave

uctuations. Very recently, the proxim ity between these two phases supplem ented w ith the
e ect of disorder hasbeen the basic lngredient in a phenom enologicalm odel to suggest that
colossale ects can be expected In the phase diagram of the cuprates [L].

T he fact that the ground-state ofthe undoped m aterials is antiferrom agnetic In m ediately

suggests that the Hubbard m odel could be a good candidate for a m icroscopic description
of these com pounds. Instead, the explanation of the superconducting m echanian in the
fram ew ork of this m odel rem ains very controversial. A superconducting solution is found
when the model is tackled with some many-body techniques, 3, 4, §, 4, 71, &, 9, 10Q1.
H owever, all the num erical works devoted to search Indications of superconductivity in the
repulsive Hubbard m odel have been negative so far {11, 12, 13, 14]. Another candidate
m odel to provide the basis for the theoretical investigation of the high T . superconductors
isthet J model, which coincides w ith the Hubbard Ham iltonian In the Iimit ofU ! 1
(correspondingto J ! 0). In thecaseofthet J m odel, m any-body m ethods and num erical
results seam to be in agreem ent conceming the possibility of a superconducting state w ith
de g2 symmetry {15, 16,17, 18]. The range of J at which it may occur is, however, not
precisely detemm ined and it is lkely to lie beyond the region where the m apping from the
Hubbard m odel is valid.

Thism otivates the study ofthet J U model
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which, In addition to the Coulom b repulsion U ofthe usualH ubbard H am iltonian, contains
a nearest-neighbor exchange nteraction J asthet J model. In such a way, we can expect
to retain appealing features ofboth m odels, like the charge uctuations introduced by U but
forbidden In the constrained t J m odeland the robust superconducting correlations intro—
duced by the exchange interaction and explore the Interplay between both e ects. Beside
these heuristic argum ents, thet J U modelis closely related to the extended Hubbard
m odelw ith correlated hopping, which hasbeen derived from the threeband extended Hub—
bard m odel as an e ective oneband Ham iltonian to describe the low energy properties of
the Cu-© planes of the high-T. m aterials [19]. The latter m odel is characterized by three
di erent nearest-neighbor hopping am plitudes taa jtars ;s depending on the occupation of
the two sites Involved, as well as the usualCoulomb repulsion U,
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E ach ofthe param eters of the above m odel depends on the param eters of the orighalthree-
band Ham iltonian and there is a degree of uncertainty in their precise values. The rele-
vant property is that reasonabl estin ates Indicate that .y is Jarger than the other two
f19]. The analysis of the di erent hopping processes n @) reveals that the one driven
by thg m ediates antiferrom agnetic correlations. In particular, in the strong coupling lim it
U >> taitasitss , the exchange interaction obtained by treating @) wih second order
perturbation theory is J = 4t =U . Furthem ore, when this process is suppressed, antifer-
rom agnetic correlations are com plktely elin inated and a m etalinsulator transition can take
place at nite U in the half- Iked system [0, 21, 22]. For weak coupling, the Ham iltonian
@) can be treated w ith m ean- eld HartreeFock and BC S-lke techniques .n 2D R3] and
w ith operator product expansion and bosonization n 1D R4]. It tums out that, close to
half- Iling, the predicted phase diagram is equivalent to that cbtained starting from an ef-
fectivet J U model PY]. In summ ary, the relevance ofthet J U modelto describe
the P hysics of the cuprates can be also supported by its closeness to the correlated H ubbard

m odel derived from the m ore detailed threeband Hubbard m odel for the Cu-O planes.



Com Ing back to the phenom enology ofthe superconducting cuprates, thet J U model
provides the fram ework for recent suggestions based on a combined order param eter w ith
superconducting and bond-density-w ave com ponents w ith dy> 2> symm etries to explain the
intriguing pssudogap phenom ena R§]. In general, extended H ubbard m odels in Iow din en—
sions are of Interest in the context of high-T. m aterdals R7, 28, 29] and also to understand
the rich structure cbserved in the phase diagram s of organic m aterials like (TM T SF),PFg,

and (TMTSF),C10, 2,24,3d, 31,132,133, 34, 35,36,37], which can not be explained on
the basis the IocalCoulomb Interaction of the usualH ubbard m odel

Thet J U model has an explicit e ective attraction m ediated by J that enables
a superconducting solution even within a sin ple BC S—-lke description. Num erical studies
of this m odel In ladders indicate that superconducting correlations with d,z 2 symm etry
are enhanced in com parison to those of the usual Hubbard m odel 3§]. M ore recently, an
analysisbased on the Landau Fem iliquid picture hasbeen adopted to argue that the pairing
Interaction m ediated by J combined by a strong renom alization of the e ective density
of states caused by U results in a signi cant enhancem ent of the superconducting order
param eter whilke quantum M onte Carlo sinulations based on a variational wave function
wih a BCS structure support this picture B9]. Investigations of the weak coupling phase
diagram at van Hove Illings of the two dim ensional version of thism odel supplem ented by
a nearest-neighbor Coulomb repulsion and nextnearest neighbor hopping am plitude have
also been reported K(].

The aimm ofthiswork isto investigate the two-din ensionalphase diagram ofthet J U
m odel w ith two com plem entary techniques: exact diagonalization ED ) of a an all cluster
wih 4 4 sites and the one-loop renom alization group RG ) technigue presented in Refs.
[6,41]. The latter are expected to provide reliable indications of them ain instabilities of the
Fem i liquid in the lin it of weak interactions. ED is an unbiased m ethod that consists in
the exact calculation of the ground state wave function, allow Ing for the direct evaluation of
the relevant correlation fiinctionsbut has the drawback that the size of the clusters that are
am enable to be treated is an all. Tn spite of that lim itation, in the case ofthet J model],
the conclusionsbased on num erical resuls on such sn all clusters are am ong them ost robust
ones regarding superconductivity [17]. It is therefore interesting to analyze the predictions
of these two m ethods and to com pare them w ith previous resuls.

T he article is organized as follow s, In section IT we provide som e technical details on the



m ethodswe em ploy. In particular, we describe the procedure ollowed to include self energy
corrections In the RG treatm ent. An Imn portant reference is the behavior of the rlevant
susceptibilities evaluated with this RG procedure for the usual Hubbard m odel. This is
discussed In Section ITI. In sections IV and V we present the results forthet J U model

using RG and ED , respectively. Section V I is devoted to sum m ary and conclusions.

TECHNICAL DETAILS
R enom alization group m ethod

T he basic hypothesis of the renom alization group m ethod is that the nom alstate iswell
described by the e ective action for quasiparticles near the Fermm isurface. T he description of
the m any body problem is done In tem s of the twobody e ective interaction Ui( 1; 25 3)
and the quasipparticle weight Z,( ). In the W ilson’s renom alization scheme, Ui ( 15 2; 3)
is the e ective interaction between electrons within the ring around the Fem i surface.
T his Interaction is renom alized by the scattering processes involring all electrons outside
the ring . A physical nterpretation ofthe cuto  isthat it plays the role ofan e ective
tem perature or the experin ental probe frequency. In previous versions ofRG [, 8, 9, 40Q],
Etwasassumed Z.( )=1. In what ollow s, we summ arize the in proved RG m ethod ofRef.
1] which also considers selfenergy corrections by taking into account the renom alization
of the quasiarticlke weight.

An inmportant issue to note is the fact that U ( 1; »; 3) and Z1( ) depend only on the
angles ; that param etrize the positions of the particles on the Fem i surface. This is
Justi ed by a sin ple power counting which tells us that only the angular dependence of
the e ective Interaction is m arginal (or m arginhally—relevant) and only tem s up to linear
in energy are to be kept in the renom alization of the angle-dependent selfenergy {@1].
In the renom alization group procedure, these finctions are continuously renom alized as
the energy cuto , param etrized by the scale 1as = 8texp ( 1) is reduced. The ensuing
equation for the evolution of U, within the one-Joop renomm alization group schem e has the
follow Ing structure:
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where X is the exchange operatorde ned asX U (1;2;3) = U 2;1;3). Onemust rem ember



FIG. 1l: From the lkft: Particleparticle (Cooper) and particke-hol (density-wave) dierential
bubbls (17 27 3) and oy (17 27 3). Propagators corresponding to degrees of freedom at

the Ferm i surface and outside the ring are indicated w ith a bar and a > , respectively.

that @) is a functional ow equation, ie. U; and alltemn s on the right-hand side depend
on three angles ( 1; 2; 3). Partickeparticke (Cooper) and particlke-holk (densiy-wave) dif-
ferentialbubbles ,, and g, are shown on gl.. To solve num erically Eq.(E) we discretize
the angle which de nes the socalled N patch m odel. The function U;( 1; 2; 3) is then
represented by a set of coupling constants labeled by three discrete Indexes. Forthet J U

m odel, the Initial condition is
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where (xi;y;) are com ponents of the wave vector k;, correspoonding to the angle ; at the
noninteracting Fem isurface. A llooupling constants are found to diverge at the sam e critical
scale 1. like

U (17 27
Ui(17 27 3) ! %; ®)

where the weights U are m odel dependent constants. This type of solution is called the
xed-pole solution in contrast to the m cbikpole solution, where di erent coupling con—

stants diverge at di erent critical scales. For realistic system s, where the initial coupling is

not extrem ely an all, only xed poles are relevant B2]. T he critical scale 1. depends on the
bare coupling constantsU and J and on theband 1ling param etrized by the chem icalpoten—
tial. The crticalcuto .= 8texp ( L) appears to be the characteristic tem perature ofthe
m odel. The m ost precise non-restrictive interpretation of . is that at this energy electrons
start to build bound states. N am ely, the poles in Eq§ are the tw o-particke propagator poks,



Indicating the on-set ofbound states. These bound states can be of charge, spin or super-
conducting kind and all of them renomm alize the one-particle weight. T his renomm alization

is angle dependent and is evolution is described by the follow Ing expression
Z
d®a (% )19 (6)

@1lgZ.( )= C 7

w ith the initial condition Z.( ) = 1. The function J ( ; ) is the angl dependent density
of states at the energy (m easured from the Fem ilevel). The quantity ;( ; % contains
particke-particke (Ep) and particke-hole (ph) contributions
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with all term s on the right-hand side taken with extemallgs (15 25 3) = ( ;% 9. The
interaction inserted in allbeta fiinctions obeysthe scaling equation @). T he relation between

interaction U; and the usualphysical interaction contains the rescaling Z -factors, B1]:
1132;3) = Z1()Z21Q)Z:13)Z1(4)]1 72 UL (1;2;3) = @®)

To nd out which correlations are relevant and candidates for order param eter we m ust
allow the theory to choose between all possbl 2-particle correlations. For this reason
we have to follow the renomm alization of several angleresolved correlation fiinctions. The
superconducting correlation function $€ (1; ,) m easures correlations between the C ooper
pairs (1; 1+ )and (,; 2+ ),allstatesbeing at the Fermm isurface. T he antiferrom agnetic
correlation finction 1 (1; ;) correlates two nested electron-hok pairs ¢ |, G+ ;)
and G ) G, (;)- The charge density wave correlation function [°" (1; ;) correlates
the nested chargelke elctron-hok pairs. To get the renom alization group ow of all
correlation fiinctions we llow the procedure given in Ref.[§] but dressing the electronic
propagators w ith Z {factors as in Ref.4l]. W e get
1 I
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The function D ; ( ) writes

DI ()= J( ;) (10)



for the SC channel and

1J ;
DZfF = _w ; 11)
21+ 357 @
for the AF channelwhere only the negative shell ( = 1) contrdbutes to the ow.
The ow ofthe quantity z (,; ) that hasthe rok ofa triangular vertex w rites:
I
[, (1) ()12 (15 2)= d Z(; DIV (72): 12)
Themeaning of z (1; ,) isthat
Z (17 2) Z1(1)2Z (17 2)Z21(2)
so that the initial conditions for z, and for z, are the sam e:
Zoo(17 2)= o (1 2)7 (13)
where  istheD irac function. Initial conditions for susoeptibbilities are:
]_=O( 17 2)= 0: (14)

A fter discretization we integrate num erically equations ) and {12). T he relevant suscepti-
bility n each channel is the dom Inant eigenvalue of the angle—resolved correlation function.

T he corresponding eigenvector determm nes the angular dependence of the order param eter.

E xact diagonalization

This m ethod consists in the exact com putation, by recourse to Lanczos algorithm , of
the ground state (G S) wave function of the m odelHam iltonian () on a snall cluster. W e
consider a cluster containing 4 4 lattice sites.

D ueto the nite size of the cluster, is reciprocal Jattice contains just some few N = 16)
points. A s several nstabilities are expected to be com petitive in thism odel, the rough m esh
ofavailabl k-vectors can produce an in portant biasand kad to an arti cialenhancem ent of
som e kind of correlation. The only resort to m inim ize this drawback is to consider di erent
kinds of boundary conditions, which is equivalent to consider di erent choices of the 16
k-points. An aritrary choice of boundary conditions breaks the point group symm etry
of the original lattice. Exceptions are the periodic P) and antiperiodic AP) boundary



FIG .2: Reciprocal lattice of the 4 4 cluster assum ing (@) m ixed boundary conditions, (o) peri-
odic boundary conditions and (c) antiperiodic boundary condiions. G round state con gurations
corresponding to the llingsn = 0:75 (thik arrow s) and n = 0:875 (adding the thin arrow s to the

previous case) are also sketched.

conditions, which lead to the mesh indicated in FigsZb and ¢, regpectively. M ixed M )

boundary conditions (periodic in one direction and antjperiodic in the other) lead to the
pattem depicted in FigZa. The latter breaks som e of the symm etries of the C,4, group of
the original lJattice, the corresponding point group being C,, . Typically, these three choices
ofboundary conditions are the ones leading to the lowest energy. In our study, we com pute
the G S of (), considering all the three possbilities above m entioned w ithin the subspaces
corresponding to the di erent one-din ensional representations of the point group and total
k = (0;0). In the noninteracting system , it is easy to see that closed-shell con gurations
are those leading to the lowest energy. For som e densities of particles this condition is,
how ever, not possbl to be ful lled for any choice of the boundary conditions and the G S

is degenerate. The interactions nom ally lift m ost of the degeneracies. In som e cases, it is
cbserved that when the Interactions overcom e som e particular value, a change is produced
In the BC lading to the lowest energy. The latter e ect is an indication that Interactions
lead to som e qualitative change in the behavior of the GS. This is, of course, amere nie
size e ect but provides a valuable infomm ation, since i re ects that the system prefers a

change In the population of availabl k-points in order to take advantage of the Interactions



and thus lower the energy.
T o Investigate the superconducting correlations in the G S it isusefulto study the behavior
of the pair correlation function CF)

1 X
P () = N h oJ7Ri+t 1) Ri)I ois 15)

where j o1 is the ground-state wave function while Y R ;) = cl.c, for on-site s pairing,
YRy = F £f()E < c, #cz,]=p§, wih fs( ) = 1 for extended s pairing, and
fa()=1&()= 1)when = (1;0) ( = (0;1)) forg .- pairing. This finction
is nom alized in such a way that j ¥ 4)j oif = 1. A superconducting state w ith pairs of
a given symm etry is expected to have sizable correlations between pairs far ssparated by
arbitrary large distances. In the case ofthe 4 4 cluster, the largest available distance is
r= (2;2). The PCF between pairs ssparated by this m axinum distance is denoted P, .
A s even In the noninteracting lin it the PCF can be nite, we Interpret an enhancem ent
of the corresponding PCF rwhtive to its value at U = 0;J = 0 as an Indication of the
superconducting nstability.
To study the soin-density-wave (SDW ) correlations it is useful to com pute the soin—soin
correlation fiinction,

1 X
S () = N h oB*"Ri+ r)S*R1)J ols @e)
and to analyze the Fourer transfom
1 X
Sk) = e* %5 (n); ()

i

which provides Infomm ation on the nature of the correlations between soins.

RENORMALIZATION-GROUP RESULTS FOR HUBBARD MODEL W ITH RE-

PULSIVE AND ATTRACTIVE INTERACTION

In this section we present resuls forthe usualHl ubbard m odelobtained by the RG m ethod
described in the previous section. The m otivation is twofold. For the case ofthe U > 0
m odel, it was shown in Ref. §41]that selfenergy corrections included in the renomalization
ofZ ( ) are In portant to predict the antiferrom agnetic instability at half- lling in 2D and
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FIG .3: Cobronlne) AF (upperpanels) and d,- y 2 SC (lower panels) susceptibilities as finctions
of the scake 1 for Hubbard modelw ih U = 1:6t and densities determ ned by 1 = 1 (keft-hand
panels) and 1 = 3 (right-hand panels), corresponding, regoectively, to half- lling (parquet regin e)

and high doping W ihin the BCS regine). Thick and thin lines correspond to results w ith and
w ithout selfenergy corrections, respectively. T he noninteracting particle-particle and particke-hol
susceptibilities are shown in dashed lines. The critical scale I aswellas the scale 1 at which the
susceptibility departs from the behavior of the noninteracting one are indicated w ith m agenta and

cyan arrow s, regoectively.

to recover the correct expression for the jump at the Fem ipoints in 1D but the behavior
of the susoeptibilities away from half- 1ling has not been analyzed so far. O n another hand,
forU < 0 them odel is a paradigm atic exam pl of a superconductor and it is, therefore, an
In portant reference point to analyze the behavior of the superconducting correlations. T he
results shown correspond to a discretization of 32 patches.

W hen applied to the usual Hubbard m odelw ith repulsive Interactions U > 0), the RG
w tthout considering selfenergy corrections {6, 8, 9], predicts that at som e critical scake L,
the superconducting susceptibility with dye 2 symmetry together with AF susoeptibility
diverge w ithin the parquet regine (j j< ), even at half- lling. This feature is expected
to be an artifact of the approxim ation since forn = 1 um klapp prooesses are active and
they are expected to drive the system toward an insulating AF state. In Ref. f1] it was
shown that, due to the renom alization of the quasiparticle weight, the SC susosptibility is
suppressed below its noninteracting value, while the AF susceptibility rem ains enhancoed,
although weakly, relative to the noninteracting particlke-holk one.

11



Fig. 3 show s the behavior for the di erent susoeptbilities as functions of the scale 1, at
di erent densities de ned by the chem ical potential = 8texp( 1 ). The susceptibilities
w ih and w ithout selfenergy corrections are regpectively plotted In thin and thidk lnes.
The two lft-hand panels corresoond to half- Iling (1 = 1 ) and summ arize the results of
Ref. @1]. W ithout selfenergy correctionsboth SC and AF susosptibilities diverge at 1, AF
being dom inant. Selfenergy e ects suppress the divergence, decreasing the SC susceptibility
bellow its noninteracting value. The AF susceptibbility is also renom alized by selfenergy
e ectsbut rem ains Jarger than the noninteracting one. The scale 1 (seeFig.3d) at which the
AF susosptibility begins to depart from the behavior of the noninteracting one is, how ever,
not a ected by the selfenergy corrections. T his kind ofbehavior extends along the parquet
regin ¢, de ned by the condition j j<

The region at lower densities such that j j>  is usually called BCS regin e because
only Cooper channel has logarithm ic contrlbutions to the e ective interaction. The two
right-hand panels ofF g. § show how in this regin eboth AF and SC susceptibilities rem ain
slightly larger than their noninteracting values when selfenergy corrections are taken into
acocount.

These results need som e discussion. Up to now it was rather widely accepted that the
2D Hubbard modelhas a dy> 2 SC state away from half- Iling. On the contrary resuls
on the right-hand panels of F ig. 3 do not convincingly indicate a strong superconducting
Instability. The SC correlation functions being only weakly enhanced and the scale 1 being
strongly renom alized towards high values when selfenergy e ects are taken into acoount
(see right-hand Iower panel of Fig. 3). This indicates that the energy = 8texp ( 1)
at which superconducting correlations begin to m anifest them selves decreases when self-
energy e ects are considered. At . there is a creation ofbound states because the 4-points
vertex (3) haspoles. These bound states are the gaplessm odes that destroy the oneparticke
coherence via selfenergy corrections and the result isthat the phase transition is suppressed,
probably to som e nite lower energy.

To justify the above iInterpretation we calculated for com parison the RG  ow ofthe at-
tractive Hubbard m odel, for which the instabilities are better known. The U < 0 m odel
is a paradigm atic exam ple of s-wave type superconductor and is phase diagram has been
Investigated In detail by m ean— eld and num erical techniques. Unlike the repulsive coun-—
terpart, predictions by di erent m ethods agree about the m aln instabilities expected In its

12



100 T T 10

4

[

[ T |
3 4 5 6

FIG. 4: (Colr online) CDW (upper panels) and s-wave SC (lower panels) susceptbilities as
functions of the scale 1 for U = 08t and densities determ ined by 1 = 1 ;5;3, corresponding to
half- lling and two densitiesw ithin the BC S regin e (from left to right). O ther details are the sam e

asin Fig. 4.

phase diagram {43, 44]: At weak coupling, the explicit local negative interaction leads to
BC S-lke superconductivity away from half- lling. Forn = 1, ocalCDW is believed to be
degenerate w ith s-wave superconductivity in the GS K3]. In 1D, such degeneracy is exact
due to sym m etry reasons. T his isbecause the repulsive m odelhasdom inant AF correlations
w ih a power law decay. Since no breaking of the SU (2) symm etry is possible, the behavior
ofthe correlations in any of the spacial direction m ust behave In the sam e way. O n another
hand, there is an exact transform ation ¢, ! ( 1)'cw, &, ! c,, which m aps the repulsive
m odel Into the attractive one, whilk m aps the degenerate z and x;y com ponents of the
dom inant SDW correlations ofthe U > 0O model to the CDW and superconducting ones,
resoectively, of the U < 0 ocountermpart. The above reasoning can also be extended to the
2D case provided that no symm etry breaking in the ground state ofthe U > 0 m odel takes
place. Resuls obtained with RG for the attractive m odelin 2D shown in Fig4 are in very
good agreem ent w ith the description provided by num ericalm ethods @43,44]. At half- lling
@ = 1, see kft-hand panels of Fig. 4), the m ost rem arkabk feature is the degeneracy
observed between CDW and SC susceptibility with local s-wave symm etry, which rem ain

slightly larger than the noninteracting one when selfenergy corrections are considered. T his

13



should be rather expected since the present m ethod provides a description of the nom al
state and only the on-set of the instability tow ards the sym m etry broken state is captured.
Bellow half- lling 1 = 5;3, cf. m idd and right-hand panels ofFig4), CDW susceptibility
becom es weaker, approxin ately equal to the noninteracting one, w hilke the superconducting
susceptibility becom es m ore enhanced. Selfenergy e ects suppress the divergence of the
di erent instabilities but do not renom alize the scale 1 .

Bellow half- 1ling, the s-wave type SC susceptibility is clearly larger than the noninter—
acting particle-particle one. A s expected, the CDW rem ains non renom alized. Com pared
to the repulsive Hubbard m odel [ ig3), the enhancem ent of SC correlations is m ore con—
vincing and In the present case we can indeed assign the divergence at 1. to the on-set ofthe
s-wave superconductivity. A fogether, the attractive H ubbard m odel away from half- 1ling
show s strong tendencies tow ards the s-wave superconductivity even when the selfenergy
corrections are taken into acoount. This is in contrast to the repulsive case where the self-
energy e ects have a m ore pronounced e ect against the d,: > superconductivity. The
reason for this behavior is rather sin ple: the swave superconductivity in the attractive
Hubbardm odelisan e ect of st order in U, whilk the selfenergy corrections are of second
order. A s long as the coupling is weak the BCS lke Instability is a good approxin ation.
Fom ally thism eans that them ean— eld and the K osterlitz-T houless transitions are close to
one another. In the case of the repulsive Interaction the d,» > superconductivity and the
selfenergy corrections are both of second order in U, so that by decreasing U one cannot

prom ote only superconductivity and m ake the uctuations subdom inant.

RENORMALIZATION GROUP RESULTSFOR THE t J UMODEL.

W e present results for the relevant susceptibilities in thet J U model in Fig. §.
The lft-hand panels corresoond to half- 1ling and the behavior is sin ilar to that of the
Hubbard case. Nam ely, SC susceptibility with dy: 2 symm etry evolves to values below of
the noninteracting one, whilke AF susosptibility rem ainshigherthan its noninteracting value,
Indicating thatatn = 1, the system owstowardsan AF insulating state. Upon doping the
dy2 2 superconductivity gets progressively stronger and becom es the dom inant instability
at about the crossover lne = , Just as In the Hubbard m odel. T he right-hand panels
show a typical ow of the susceptibility n the BCS regine ( < ) where the dom nant
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FIG .5: (Cobronlne) AF (upperpanels) and d,» y 2 SC (lowerpanels) susceptibilities as functions
ofthe scake 1 forHubbardm odelw ith U = J = 1:6t and densitiesdeterm nedby 1 = 1 (keft-hand
panels) and 1 = 3 (right-hand panels), corresponding, regoectively, to half- lling (parquet regin e)

and high doping (W ithin the BCS regin e). O ther details are the sam e as in FJgE&’

correlations are of superconductivity type.

T he above picture shares som e featuresw ith the behavior cbserved in the H ubbard m odel,
discussed In the previous section. Im portant issues to highlight are: (i) At half- Iling the
behavior of the relevant susceptibilities is very sim ilar to that of the repulsive Hubbard
m odel. However, the scale L at which the on-set of the AF instability takes place aswell
as the scale 1 are an aller than for the J = 0 case. The susceptibility is also signi cantly
larger than the noninteracting one, even when selfenergy corrections are inclided in the
RG proocedure. These features indicate that J contrdbutes to increase the AF correlations
and the N eel tam perature. (ii) At higherdopings, within the BCS regin e, AF susceptibility
coincides w ith the noninteracting one while SC correlations becom e signi cantly enhanced.
T his is In contrast to the behavior of the repulsive m odel (cf. F ig. ::3) where SC correlations
are only weakly enhanced. Tnstead, the behavior on the right panels of F ig.'§ resam bles the
one of the attractive Hubbard m odel, if we associate d,2 2 SC and AF susceptibilities in
Fig. § respectively to s-wave SC and CDW susceptibilities on m iddle and right panels ofF ig.
:-4 . A lso note that, as in the attractive m odel], the scale 1 ram ains una ected by selfenergy
e ects. In addition, the scale 1. at which the on-set of the superconducting instability is
observed isanallin thet J U model, Inplying a high critical tem perature. W e have

carried out a sin ilar analysis for other values of the param eters J and U and found that the
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FIG.6: (Colbr online) Phase diagram show ing combined action of U and J interactions. The
\critical tem perature" is de ned as T, c = 8texp( L) (see text). Left and right panels
correspond to J = 16t and J = 0#4t, respectively. P lots in blue circles correspond to U =
0;04t;,08t,t;16t;32t. The ones corresponding to the Iowest and highest U are drawn in open
and dark lkd symbols, respectively. The plot in red squares corresponds to the usual Hubbard
model J = 0and U = 16t). Thelne T = separates the regions where the SDW and d,z 2

superconducting (dSC ) instabilities are the dom Inant ones.

symm etry of the dom inant superconducting correlations is aways dy> 2. W € have veri ed
the reliability of these results upon increasing num ber of patches up to 64 patches. The
reason for the robustmess of the SC correlations is n the fact that the J Interaction has an
attractive d,» 2 SC com ponent, so that superconductivity exists already at rst order of U,
whilk the uctuations are only subdom inant, just as in the attractive H ubbard case.

In order to have a m ore quantitative representation ofthe role played by both interactions
we present the phase diagram I Fig.§. The \critical tem perature" pltted In the gure is
de ned as T, c where .= 8texp( l). Resuls for the repulsive Hubbard m odel are
also shown for com parison. By com paring theplots ford = 0;U = 1lw6tand J = 165U = 0
in the kft paneland for J = 0;U = lstand J = 045U = 1ot In the right panel (the
arrow s are draw n to ease the reading), it is ckear that J isa ram arkably e cient m echanian
to drive AF close to half- lling and dy2 > superconductivity in the doped system . A nother
in portant feature isthat at xed J, thee ect of U isto Increase the \critical tem perature”.
T hism eans that the two Interactions are not com petitive but, Instead, cooperate to ncrease
the strength of antiferrom agnetic and superconducting correlations.
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EXACTDIAGONALIZATION RESULTSFOR THE t J UMODEL IN THE 4 4

CLUSTER.

T he results of the previous section suggest that the combined e ect of the interactions
J and U drives superconductivity w ith d,2 2> symmetry In the doped system , lading to a
signi cant enhancem ent ofthe superconducting correlations. A s in the case ofthe pure H ub—
bard m odelnum ericalm ethods fail to detect the tendency towards d,: 2 -Superconductivity,
it is Interesting to analyze the case of nite J.

W e show bellow resuls obtained by follow ng the strategy explained in Section IT.W e
com puted the exact GS energy and wave function n a 4 4 cluster and calculated the
correlation functions between pairs w ith local and extended s-wave and d,2 > symm etries.
W e focused our attention on the study of three di erent Ilings (h = 0:625;0:75;0875),
corresponding to N = 10;12;14 particles in the cluster.

Let usbegin w ith the analysis ofthe boundary conditions leading to the lowest energy. For
the casen = 0:625, the G S is cbtalned for PBC . In the noninteracting lim i, it corresoonds
to a closed-shell con guration and for all the explored values of the Interactions, it lies in
the subspace associated to the representation of the point group w ith s-wave lke character.
The k-points Iying on the Fem i surface of the noninteracting system are ( =2;0) and the
symm etry related points. For these points, the structure factors fos k) = cosky) + cos(ky)
and f4 k) = cosky) cos(k,), corresponding to BCS gapsw ith extended s and dy2 ,2-wave
sym m etries have exactly the sam e strength 3= fesj= 1.

For Illingsn = 0:{/5 and n = 0875, the Iowest energy in the noninteracting case is
achieved by consideringM BC . In this Iim it, the only ingredient playing a rok in the energetic
balance is the kinetic energy gain. A s interactions are sw itched on, the G S corresoonds to
APBC Prsu cintly large J and U . This Indicates that the k-points tuned by APBC are
able to take advantage of som e e ect of the interactions, com pensating the loss of kinetic
energy. For the latter boundary conditions, the Fem ipoints of the noninteracting system
lie on the lines of nodes of f.s. Therefore, it is lkely that the m ost favored instability by
such a change of population In the k-space is d,:  :-wave superconductivity. Som e values
ofthe G S energy per site are shown in tables I and Ti.

It is Interesting to note that, forthedensity n = 0:75, the G S belongs to the representation

of the point symm etry group w ith s-wavelke character wihin the region where the G S
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U J=0J=0250J=05JdJ=05 J=1 J=15J=1J5 J=2

0 15607 -1.5940 -1.6298 -1.6681 -1.7092 -1.8006 -1.8514 -1.9057
2 13233 13651 -14101 -1.4584 -1.5100 -1.6239 -1.6864 -1.7526
4 11607 12094 -126l6 13176 13772 15075 -1.5803 -1.6619
6 -1.0516 -1.1045 -1.1615 12225 12874 14291 -15125 -1.5975
8 09774 10326 -1.0924 -1.1565 12247 13773 -1.4630 -1.5503
10 0.9255 -0.9818 -1.0430 -1.1089 -1.1792 13385 -1.4258 -1.5145
12 08878 -0.9445 -1.0065 -1.0735 -1.1451 13087 -1.3969 -1.4867
14 08596 0.9162 0.9786 -1.0463 -1.1187 12852 -13741 -1.4645
16 08377 -0.8%942 -0.9567 -1.0247 -1.0977 12662 -1.3556 -1.4465
18 08204 08765 -0.9391 -1.0073 -1.0807 12505 -1.3403 -1.4315

20 0.8063 -0.8621 -0.9246 -0.9929 -1.0666 12375 -13275 -1.4189

TABLE I:G round state energy per site forthe 4 4 cluster w ith particle density n = 0:75. Stars
Indicate statesw ith APBC and the representation of the point group that transform s lke s-wave.

O therw ise the states correspond to M BC .

corresoondsto APBC . Instead, forn = 0:875 and also w thin the region ofparam etersw here
the G S corresponds to APBC, the character of the point-group representation isd,: 2-wave
like. Since In the present cluster n = 0875, di ers from n = 0775 In two particks, this
change of representation is consistent with the idea that a pair of particles with dy: 22—
wave symm etry was added to a m any-particle background w ith total s-wave symm etry. W e
actually speculate that such a background is also m ade up of paired particles.

The behavior of P, , the pair correlation function {15) corresponding to pairs ssparated
by the m axin um possble distance of the cluster, for a particle density n = 0:625 is shown
in Figl]. The correlation function corresponding to local pairs w ith s-wave symm etry is
much weaker and is not shown. The corresponding values for the noninteracting system
are Indicated in dot-dashed lines to ease the com parison. In the latter lim it, correlations
of pairs with dyz 2 symmetry ram ain weaker than those of the noninteracting case whilke
s-wave ones are slightly enhanced for am allenough U . The e ect ofJ is to produce a weak
enhancem ent of P, wihin the two symm etry channels in com parison to the pure Hubbard

case. In particular, dy2 2 ones becom e stronger than those of the noninteracting case for
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U J=0J=02JdJ=05J=0{5 J=1
0 16339 -1.6690 -1.7074 -1.7496 -1.7967
2 12936 13404 -1.3937 -1.4547 -1.5240
4 10473 11091 -1.1812 12625 -1.3514
6 0.8805 -0.9571 -1.0445 -1.1394 -12404
8 -0.7712 -0.8580 -0.9540 -1.0566 -1.1685
10 -0.6978 -0.7897 -0.8908 -0.9991 -1.1154
12 0.6460 -0.7406 -0.8446 -0.9568 -1.0751
14 -0.6079 -0.7037 -0.8095 -0.9239 -1.0437
16 05788 -0.6752 -0.7819 -0.8979 -1.0186
18 05560 -0.6524 -0.7598 -0.8768 -0.9982

20 05376 0.6338 -0.7417 -0.8594 -0.9812

TABLE II: Ground state energy per site for the 4 4 cluster w ith particle density n = 0:875.
Stars indicate states with APBC and the representation of the point group that transform s lke

dy2 2-wave. O therw ise the states correspond toM BC .

FIG .7: (Colr online) Pair correlation fiinction at the m aximum distance, P, , of the cluster for
a density of particles n = 0:625. B lue circles correspond to pairs with d,2 2 and red diam onds
to extended s symm etry. D ierent plots correspond to J = 0;025;05;0:75;1. Open and lkd
dark sym bols correspond to the lowest and highest value ofJ, respectively. T he dotted-dashed lne

Indicates the value of P, in the noninteracting I it.
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FIG .8: (Color online) Pair correlation fiinction at them axim um distance ofthe 4 4 cluster, P, ,
for a density ofparticlesn = 0:75. D i erent plots corresoond to J = 0;025;0:5;0:75;1;1:5;1:75;2.

U pper and low er panels corresoond to APB and M BC regpectively. O ther details are as in Fig. -‘_2

an allenough U .

The pairing function P,, for the density n = 0:75 is shown In Figi§. W e have analyzed
the behavior using the two boundary conditions kading to the lowest energy. In the case of
APBC shown in the upperpanelofF 4. §, only the correlation ofpairsw ith d,- y2 symm etry
is shown, since those w th local s-and extended s-wave are negligbly an all in com parison.
In the case of M BC shown In the lower panel, correlations in both, extended s-wave and
de2 y2-symm etry channels are only slightly enhanced for som e values of J and suppressed
for others. Instead, or APBC, a clear enhancam ent of the correlations of pairs with dyz 2
is cbserved as J is sw itched on. Note that, In contrast to the case J = 0, the correlation
function P, lies above the lne indicating the m agnitude of P, In the noninteracting case.

Sin {lar rem arks apply to the behavior of P, at the density n = 0875, shown In Figg.
The enhancem ent of d,: : pairing correlations for the case of APBC is related to the fact
that the avaibbl k vectorsm ainly populated in the ground state contrlboute w ith a sizable
structure factor to a pairing interaction at the Femm isurface w ith d,: 2 symm etry.

If, for the Jatter densities, we plot the pair correlation function in the G S corresponding
to the optin alboundary condition (ie. that lading to the lowest energy), we obtain the

picture shown in F ig. 1. In good agreem ent w ith the analysis done n the discussion about
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FIG.9: (Coloronline) Pair correlation finction at them axin um distance ofthe 4

for a density of particlkes n = 0:875. O ther details are as In FJg::g

n=0.75 4

o
o
T

4 cluster, Pp, ,

FIG.10: (Colr online) Pair correlation function at the m axinum distance ofthe 4 4 cluster,

Ppn , or pairs wih d,z 2 symmetry corresponding to the optim al boundary conditions for the

ground state. U pper and low er panels corresoond to densities of particlkesn = 0:75 and n = 0875,

respectively. O ther details are as in F igs. [_-7: a.nd::S.
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M BC . D ierent panels correspond to dierent U. Open and lked dark symbols correspond to
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FIG .12: Cobronlne) The same asFi. :_1-2_1: forn = 0875.

the behavior of the G S energy, we see that the change In the boundary condition lading to
the Jow est energy, isacoom panied w ith an enhancem ent ofthed,: 2 -w ave pairing correlation
function. T he pairing correlation fiinctionsw ith extended s sym m etry are, instead, vanishing
an allw ithin all the range of param eters. This could be an unfortunate consequence of the
an all size of the cluster and to the fact that them ost populated k-pointswhen the boundary
conditions change, lie on the lines ofnodes ofthe structure factor £ . H owever, thisbehavior
is in agreaem ent w ith the results predicted by RG .

To nalize, we present som e results on the behavior of spin-soin correlation functions.
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Fig. 11 and Fig 12 show som e typical plots corresponding to the GS in the cluster w ith
MBC . In the case of Fig. 11 the latter boundary condition corresponds to the one kading
to the owest energy w ithin the range of param eters shown. In Fig. 12 this is not aways
the case but we found that there are only slight quantitative di erences between the resuls
ofthe gure and the corresponding onesw ith APBC . The In portant feature to note is that
the e ect of J isto increase the peak ofS ( ; ). By com paring the height of the latter peak
for the two densities it is clear that AF correlations Increase as the system approaches to
half- lling. Forn = 0:75, S () show s a w ide structure or the usualH ubbard m odel, and for
large U the peak isplaced at incomm ensurate positionsk € ( ; ) (cf. lower panels of F i.
11). Rem arkably, the e ect of J is to shift these peaksto the AF vectors. A 1l these features
are consistent w ith the idea that J drives an enhancam ent of AF correlations relative to the
usualH ubbard case. T he an all size of the cluster does not allow s us to have an estim ate of
the AF correlation length. Tt can be, however, noted that for the Iower density (cf. Fig. 11)
S (k) spreads out on a w ide range ofk vectors surrounding ( ; ), consistent w ith a picture
of shortrange AF correlations. Instead, for lower doping, the structure evolves to a sharper
peak around ( ; ) suggesting larger coherence lengths. It is also interesting to note that
the ncrem ent of AF correlations (from n = 0:75 ton = 0:875) isaccom panied by a decrease
of the pairing correlations (see Fig. 6), In agreem ent w ith the RG resuls from the previous

section.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The m ain result of the present study is that the cooperative e ect between the nearest
neighbor exchange interaction J and the on-site Coulomb repulsion U Increases In a larger
than sin ply additive way the antiferrom agnetic and d,> > superconducting tendencies in
2D .Forour analysis we used the anglk resolved renom alization group incluiding selfenergy
corrections and the exact diagonalization m ethods.

W e have rst considered the repulsive and the attractive Hubbard m odels and we have
calculated the selfenergy-dressed dom nant correlation functions at half- 1ling and at nite
doping. In the rpulsive U > 0) case selfenergy e ects reduce radically all two-particle
correlations and destroy their divergences near the critical scale. At half- 1ling the SC

correlation function is below its U = 0 value, whik the AF one ram ains stronger than
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its value for U = 0, but loses the divergence. This behavior, discussed .n Ref.81], is a
signature of the M ott localization tendencies w ith sim ultaneous build-up of short ranged
AF correlations. At nite doping, surprisingly and contrary to previous predictions m ade
by the RG theory w ithout selfenergy corrections Ref.f§]), the superconducting instabilities
are strongly reduced by selfenergy corrections even desply In the BCS regine, ie. when
the Fem isurface isbadly nested and um klapps are irrelevant. In the case of the attractive
interaction (U < 0) ourRG resulsare in com plete agreem ent w ith previous studies §43,44].
At half- lling the s-wave superconductivity and the charge density wave correlations are
degenerate. The ow of the two correlation functions looks sim ilar to the one of the AF
correlation function for repulsive H ubbard m odel at half- 1ling. Just as in the repulsive
case, the sslfenergy e ect reqularizes the ow of correlation functionsnear . athalf 1ling
and no phase transition occurs at this scale. The e ective action of the regin e below
was discussed by Schulz §3]. Contrary to the half- lled case, at nite doping the attractive
Hubbard m odel show s a convincing on-set of the superconductivity. In com parison to the
repulsive case where d,2 2 SC susosptibility is only weakly enhanced, in the attractive
case the swave SC ocorrelations at . are not destroyed by the selfenergy, whilke CDW
susoeptibility rem ains stuck to s U = 0 value. At this point som e general rem arks are
In order. W e have seen that there are fundam ental di erences between RG  ow s of the
repulsive and of the attractive Hubbard m odels. The uctuations in the repulsive m odel
arem uch stronger and probably fatal for superconductivity. T hey tend not only to decrease
the m agniude of the SC susceptibility but also to decrease the energy = 8texp( 1) at
which it begins to depart from the behavior of the noninteracting one. O ur present study
isunable to say if the superconductivity is stabilized or not at som e energy lower than ..
However, the absence of all divergences Indicates that the socenarios w ith pre-fom ed pairs
of AF and SC type are relevant even In the weak coupling lin it. These RG resuls agree
w ith the ED analysis for the intermm ediate-to-strong couplings, w here no superconductivity
was detected. The situation is fundam entally di erent in the attractive H ubbard m odel,
where the superconducting nstability is robust upon selfenergy corrections. This is the
RG wversion of the well known fact that the inooherent preform ed pairs can live only at
interm ediate-to-strong interaction @4].

T he study of the two Hubbard m odels was a necessary introduction to the RG analysis

ofthet J U model. The question that we answer is if the superconductivity of the
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t J U modelisenhanced or reduced w ith respect to the smple casesJ = 0 and U = 0.
The answer is that J and U oooperate to a) increase the critical cuto b) kesping the
renomalized susosptibility enhanced relative to the noninteracting one. W e also found that
the lJatter e ect is cbserved not only on the superconducting side of the phase diagram but
also on the antiferrom agnetic one. W e thus have an evidence forthe U-J synergy e ect. The
phase diagram on Fig. £6 show s in particularthe cases U = 16t;J = 0), U = 0;J = 1:6t)
and U = 16t;J = 16t). The crtical tem perature of the third case is mudh higher than
for the rst two, while the onset ofdy2 2 SC ram ains convincingly large in the ow ofthe
correlation function.

E xact-diagonalization resuls support the above picture. In fact, for lJarge enough J and
U,we ndbelow half- Iling a clarenhancam ent ofthe SC correlationsw ith d,2 2 symm etry
which is accom panied by a change in the type ofboundary conditions leading to the lowest
energy. T his behavior is consistent w ith the idea that the large Coulomb repulsion spreads
out the Fem i surface towards sectors of the B rillouin zone where the Interaction J has the
largest am plitude in the BCS channelw ith d,> 2 symmetry. In such a way, we can think
that particles are pushed to a region of the phase space, where the attractive interaction is
m ost e cient to organize them into pairs. Sin ilar argum ents can be proposed to explain the
enhancem ent of AF correlations at half- 1ling since the J interaction has com ponents along
AF and SC channels. Tn particular, in Ref. @1] it has been found that the angle-resolved
quasiparticle weight Z ( ) renom alizes In such a way that it digplaysa m axinum In regions
of the Fem i surface that are ssparated by the m agnetic vectorQ = ( ; ). W e have not
found strong di erences between the behavior ofZ ( ) n the usualH ubbard m odel and the
t J U oneneitherathalf- llingnorfor nitedoping. T herefore, them ost lkely scenario at
half- 1ling is that the lJargerpopulation of convenient regions ofthe k-sgpace becom e available
to be exploited by the com ponent of the J Interaction along the AF channel.

W e have not found any indication ofbond-order-like instability. T his is in disagreem ent
w ith som e m ean— eld predictions Pg] but in f1ll agreem ent w ith other RG studies on van-—
Hove llingsofthet t° J U models Q). Ourconclusion regarding the combined J U
m echanisn to drive large superconducting correlations is also in agreem ent w ith previous
investigations based on Fem 1 liquid argum ents and quantum M onte C arlo sinulations 33].
W ithin the repulsive Hubbard m odel, we obtained by renom alization group that the self-
energy corrections are fatal for superconductivity and by exact diagonalization that the
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superconductivity is unlikely. T his result is in portant because it reconciles the N -patch RG
w ith exact diagonalization and w ith a num ber of other approaches. O ur results show that
while the d,» (2 pairing exists in the Hubbard m odel (because vertex indeed diverges), the
onset of m acroscopic superconductivity is suppressed. This result is In agreem ent w ith the
very recent ndings by P kkhanov and co-workers @7].

A 1l above ram arks indicate that the J interaction is vital for the superconductivity whike
the U interaction increases considerably the tendency towards pair form ation. They also
suggest that m Inin alm icroscopic m odels supporting recent phenom enological proposals for
colossal e ects in the phase diagram of the high T. com pounds fl]m ay be based on these
two Interactions. In fact, our resuls indicate that the interaction J provides a kick to the
potential or weak antiferrom agnetic and superconducting tendencies of the H ubbard m odel,
that triggers a gigantic regponse in the systam . T his picture resem bles the behavior ofm an—
ganieswhere colossalm agnetoresistance e ects take place In response to extemalm agnetic

elds and this analogy is behind the proposal of Ref. [Ij]. The appropriate m icroscopic
approach should bebased on a recently developed N -patch renom alization group theory for
disordered and interacting in perfectly nested system [48]. O n the other hand, as discussed
In our introductory section, derivations starting from the three band m odel for the cuprates
also support the idea thatthet J U modelisa good candidate for a m Inin al oneband

H am ittonian for these m aterials.
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