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Them ain feature In the elastic neutron scattering ofLa; x S Cu0 4 isthe existence of ncom m en—
surate peaks w ith positions that jump from 45 to 0 at 5% doping. W e show that the spiral state
ofthet t° t* J modelwith realistic param eters describes this data perfectly. W e explain why
in the insulator the peak isat 45 while it switchesto 0 precisely at the insulatorm etal transition.
T he calculated positions of the peaks are in agreem ent w ith the data in both phases.

PACS numbers: 74.72Dn, 75.10.Jm , 7530Fv, 7550 Ee

Introduction. The phase diagram of La, x Sr,CuO 4
(LSCO ) show s that the m agnetic state changes dram at—
ically with Sr doping. The parent com pound Lap,CuO 4
exhibits three-din ensional long-range antiferrom agnetic
AF) order below 325K 'E.']. T he N eel order disappears
at Sr concentration x 0:02, however two-din ensional
(2D ) shortrange AF correlations exist at any doping '_Q]
(see also Ref. ] ora review). At x  0:055 the system
exhibits only hopping conductivity and behaves lke an
Anderson nnsulator, whilke the usual dc conductiviy as
well as superconductivity appear at x > 0:055 '_[2, :_3].

Static m agnetic ordering at very low tem peratureshas
been observed both for x < 0055 and x > 0:055. The
elastic neutron scattering peak is close to the AF position
Qo = (; ), but is shifted from this position by Q :
Q =Qpt+ Q. We set the Iattice spacinga = 1. This
shift indicates a one-dim ensional incom m ensurate spin
m odulation. T he dependence of the shift on doping has
been studied In the superconducting phase t_4], as well
as In the insulating phase E, :§, :_1]. T hese studies have
revealed the follow ing rem arkably sin ple dependence of
the elastic peak shift on doping x (seeFig.7 In B]):

0:055< x< 0:12: Q
0:02< x< 0055 : Q

2x( ;0)or Q 2x (0;

Thusthe 1D incom m ensurate spin m odulation is propor—
tional to doping and the direction jim ps from 45 to O
exactly at the point of the lnsulatorm etal transition.

O ne ofthe early proposalsm ade by Shrain an and Sig—
gia in Ref. @], and later explored in the context of the
Hubbard and the t-J m odels [, 116, 13, 14, 13, 14, 15],
was that for an all doping the collinear N eel order gives
way to a non-collinear spiral state. There is a gain in
energy since the holes can hop easier in a spiral back—
ground. H owever the issue of stability ofthe spiral state
rem ained rather controversial. U sing chiral perturbation
theory f_l-é] w e have recently revisited the problem of sta-
bility of the spiral state in the extended t £ £ J
m odel [I5], and have und that the unifom (1,0) spiral

P_
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state is stable (at low doping) above som e critical val-
ues of t%t%. The stability is due to quantum uctuations
(order from disordere ect). Even m ore in portantly, su—
perconductivity coexistsw ith the spiralorder. T he start-
Ing point of the approach f_l-lél] is the ground state of the
H eisenberg m odel which incorporates all spin quantum

uctuations. T he chiralperturbation theory allow sa reg—
ular calculation of all physical quantities in the lading
order approxin ation In powers of doping x. Sublead-
Ing powers of x depend on the short-range dynam ics and
hence cannot be calculated w thout uncontrolled approx—
In ations. T herefore the approach is param etrically well
Justi ed in the lim i x 1. The phase diagram of the
t € € Jmodelobtaied in Refs. |1b] is presented
in Fig.1l. From the Raman data [I1]J  125meV and
we set t=J = 3:, follow Ing the calculations of A ndersen
et al t_l-g]. T he values t° 053,% 037 rLsco
and t° 087, 067 HrYBCO are taken from the
sam e calculation. From now on we m easure all energies
in units of J (J = 1). The matrix elments t° and t®
are an all com pared to t, but nevertheless are crucially
In portant for the stability because they in uence sub-
stantially the hole dispersion. T he pitch of the unifom

) isuperconducting spiral state is [15]

Zt
Q =— x (1;0)

S

58 x (1;0) ; 2)

where g 0:8 is the son sti ness of the Heisenberg
model and Z 034 is the quasiparticle residue. The
residue dependsweakly on t° and t*, and 034 isthe value
forLSCO [_1-5'»] Notice that Eq. (:_2) is In very good agree—
ment w ith the data (&) in the m etallic phase, x > 0:055.
However di erent analysis is needed to explain the data
@) I the hsulating region, x < 0:055.

In what ©llow swe w ill consider m ostly the nsulating
phase. The possbility of spiral ordering in the nsula-—
tor has been stressed recently by Hasselm ann et al t_l-g']
However, the dynam ical origin of the spiral, the pich
of the spiral as well as the \jum p" of the spiral direc—
tion at the insulatorm etal transition still rem ain unex-—
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FIG .1: Thephasediagram ofthet £ t° Jmodelatt=J =
3:1 and snalluniform doping [L3]. P oints corresponding to
LSCO and YBCO are shown. The line separates the stable
spiral phase and the unstable region (labeled \?").

plained. It is the purpose of the present work to explain
all these phenom ena. In essence our idea is the follow -
Ing. The spiral (1,0)-state of the conductor has lower
energy than that ofthe (1,1)-state only due to the pres—
ence of the Ferm im otion energy @-5] O n the other hand
w ithout the Fem im otion contribution the (1,1)-energy
is lower than the (1,0)-energy. In the region x < 0:055
each hole is localized near its Sr ion, hence there is no
Pauliblocking (Fem ienergy) and the system inmedi-
ately crosses over to the (1,1) spiral state. Follow ing
this line of reasoning we w ill dem onstrate below that the
whole variety of experin ental data in the insulator and
across the insulatorm etalboundary can be consistently
explained. In the nsulator the ground state is strongly
non-unifom , w ith the holes trapped in the vichity of
the random Iy distrdbuted Sr ions, as con m ed by the
variable range hopping (VRH) behavior of the dc con—
ductivity for x < 0:055 E_'q’, 2-(_5] D ue to the presence of
the C oulom b potential (see below ) and disorder, it seem s
likely that the transition to the m etallic (uniform ) phase
at x = 0055 is of the density-driven percolation type.
Thus we adopt this point of view although the exact na-
ture of the transition is not crucially im portant for our
analysis.

Coulom b trapping of hoks. Let us consider rst a
single Sr jon wih a sihglk holk In an AF background.
The holk s trapped near Sr by the Coulomb poten-
tiale’=(, r*+ d?) €&é=(.r) whered is the distance
from the CuO, plane to the Sr ion and . is the ef-
fective dielectric constant. For zero doping o 30
and i increases wih doping, as discussed In E]. n
mom entum space the hol is localized near one of the
points ko = ( =2; =2), which are the centers of
the four faces of the m agnetic B rillouin zone M BZ). In
the viciniy of these points the dispersion is quadratic:

x  —ki+ ki, wherek isde ned with respect to kg,
and k; isperpendicular to the face oftheM BZ, whik k;,
isparallelto it. For values of t° and t° corresponding to

LSCO we nd that the dispersion is practically isotropic

e 22,[L6]. Since the Jattice spacing is about
385A thisvalue correspondsto an e ectivem assofabout
two free electron m asses, In agreem ent w ith the optical
conductivity data t_‘:’]. T he solution of the Schrodinger
equation

é=(.r) = 3)

r?=2

determ ines the ground state wave function and the
ground state energy of the localized hole:

W="2 e*; = = @)
where = 2&8=(. ). Ushg the hopping conductivity
data at very low doping x = 0:002) R1] we estinate
the inverse size 0:4. At higher doping (ut still
In the nsulator) the value of m Ight decrease slightly.
T hus throughout the insulating phase is sn alland this
Justi es the sam iclassical approxin ation we use below .
N ote that the sem iclassical approxin ation is used only
w ith respect to the kinetic energy ofthe hole but not for
the spin (we do notusethe 1/S expansion and account for
allspin quantum  uctuations via the chiralperturbation
theory [15)).

Spiral induced by a singe trapped hok. Equations @)
and (:ff) assum e a rigid antiferrom agnetic background.
However one can gain energy relaxing the background
Into the spiral state. In the goiral state there are still
two sublattices, sublattice \up" and sublattice \down",
but the spin at every site ofeach sublattice is rotated by
an angle ; wih respect to the ordentation at r= 1

i (mm  =2.w:

ji= e J"i; 12 \up" sublattice;
o= e ™™ =294i; 42 \down" sublattice: (5)
Herem = (cos ;sin ;0) with arbitrary is the \di-

rector" of the spiralwhich is orthogonal to the m agne—
tization plane. Note that directions in spin space are
com pletely ndependent ofdirections in coordinate space.
T he wave function ofthe hole (r) has two com ponents
corresponding to up and down sublattices. T he totalen—
ergy is of the form f_l-Zj, :_fg]

Z

n
E= dr Es(r P+ 6)
! )
? e’ 27tet e r )
Y@ pP=_ 2 T R ®
22tet @ r ) > =
where e = (pl—z; 91—5) is a unit vector orthogonal to a

given face ofthe M BZ.Let us search fora solution in the
form

@) = 19—E d (x) 7
where (r) is given by Eq. ('_4). Variation of the energy
6_6) with respect to  leads to the Pllow .ng equation
P-zt
r? = 227 rPwo: @®)

S



The solution of () is

1 e?*Ta+2 1 : ©9)

Substitution of this solution togetherw ith 1) and @) in
Eqg. 6_6) gives the follow ing total energy

z¢ , &
E= - 2— (10)
2 4 e

M Inim Izing this energy one nds = ==
7Z2=@2 4)]. However we do not use directly this ex—
pression since the e ective dielectric constant . is not
known accurately enough. Instead we rely on estin ates
for which directly follow from the hopping conductiv—
iy as discussed afterEq. (ff). A s can be easily seen from
Egs. ("94;_9), at distances r 1= our solution describes
a (1; 1) spiral, while in the opposite lin it an e ective
dipole is form ed (see discussion below ). The solution is
a variational one because we have used the ansatz (:4) .
E ven though one can easily derive an exact equation for

which can be solved num erically, this is not necessary
since for our purposes the details of the charge distrdbu-—
tion are not im portant.

W e em phasize that the Coulom b trapping of the hole
is crucially in portant. W ithout such trapping the hole
is delocalized and a single delocalized hole does not gen—
erate a static spiral. This is qualitatively di erent from
the argum ents of Ref. f_Z-g:] The solution (-'_9.) does not
carry any topological num bers, and consequently, un—
like the m odel used in Ref. l_2-§], our solution is not a
skym fon. O ther topological reasons for \selftrapping”
of holes have also been given I_24_i], however we pursue
the C oulom b trapping picture since it unam biguously ol
low s from the param etrically Jjusti ed analysis of the t-J
m odel.

T he solution {_5),(:_5%) depends on the spiral \director"
which is a purely classical variabl and the energy is in—
dependent of it. Tt isunlkely that a nite system hasan
exactly degenerate ground state (spontaneous violation
of symm etry). This m eans that higher orders in ~ ( *-
corrections to the sam iclassical solution) m ay give rise to
a kinetic energy forthe directorm and hence to quantum
rotations ofm , lifting the degeneracy. A nother quantum
e ect istunneling from onepocket In m om entum space to
another. However, the quantum corrections are not in -
portant for understanding the properties of LSCO since
at nite concentration of in purities the interaction be-
tween them ismuch m ore Im portant than the quantum
corrections to the sam iclassical lim it.

E ective dipok m om ent of the In purity and destruc-
tion of the Neel order at 2% doping. It is convenient
to rewrite Eqg. {g) using the notation ofthe non-linear -
m odel. Far from the in purity core, r 1= ,the solution

reads
o
— __ e 1 27t
n=mm =mM ;M o= 82 (1)
2 r? s
wheren = n + ny is the uni vector of antiferrom ag—
netism ,ng=n@E=1),m = [y m ], and m isthe di-

rector ofthe in purity. HereM isthee ective dipolem o—
m ent of the Im purity. N ote that i is very large, M 1.

The idea of destruction of the Neel order by ran—
dom ¥ quenched dipols was put forward by G lazm an
and Ioselevich Q-ﬁ] D etailed renomm alization group cal-
culations based on this picture have been perform ed by
Cherepanov et al [_ig] and w e use their results. In partic-
ular an analysis of the experin ental data by Keim er et
al [_Z] for the n-plane correlation length at x < 0:02 was
perform ed in [26]. This analysis show s that in order to
explain the data and hence the destruction of the Neel
order at x 002 one needs to have a value ofM which
satis es the follow Ing condition {_Z-é]

A= —=2001 03): 12)

Hered = 2 isthe din ensionality ofthe problem and N is
the din ensionality ofthe vectorm . In ourtheory N = 2
bgcause m  is orthogonalto ng. Hence we conclide from
{12) thatM c,p = 8:9(1  0:5). This agreeswellw ith the
theoretical value (11).

Structure ofthe insulating (spin glass) region and tran—
sition into the m etallic phase. H ere w e consider the range
of doping 002 < x < 0:055 where the insulating spin
glass state is realized. Since elastic Incom m ensurate neu-
tron peaks have been observed in this regim e E_E;, :_6, ::/.],
there are two characteristic length scales: & / 1=x, re—
lated to the incom m ensurability, and the m agnetic cor-
relation length 3y > 1L, related to the spin glass disorder
(random ness) and re ected In the (nverse) w idth of the
elastic neutron peaks.

Tt is clear that in order to m inim ize the dipoledipole
interaction energy at nite im purity concentration (and
at zero tem peratuire), the dipolkes (1) willalign in such
a way that allvectors e and m are the sam e. Such an
alignm ent ispossible In spite of the random positions and
generates an average spiral f_lgl] Certainly around each
dipole there are deviations from the average described
by @) . One can oconsider the average spiral as a self-
consistent eld created by alldipoles. To nd the average
pitch ofthe spiral ket us considera shgle dpolew ith eld

n given by :g-l_‘l) in a background ed n, = no+ 1y
where
= Tplp 1): 13)
HeJF_ Ny, J'Spﬂ;le selfconsistent eld of the dipolks, e, =
(1= 2; 1= 2) is a uni vector orthogonal to the face
of MBZ, and is a parameter. The J'nteractj@p of the
dipole w ith the b@:kground eld is gi%fen by:5 @ n+
r n)’dr £ @« nfdr 2+ ¢ n)’dr, which



sin ply am ounts to SR(r n)c p)dr= M @
my) e ©. Clarly the interaction energy has a m ini-
mum atm = m, ande= g,. Thetotalenergy ata nie
concentration x consists of the energy of each particu-
Jar in purity (10), the interaction energy, and the elastic

energy of the background:

E =Ex CM x+§2: 14)
In the interaction energy tem we have introduced the
nite-size correction constant C. Indeed, Eq. C_l]_.:) is
valid only at very large distances from the inpuriy.
However at a nite distance the e ective dipol mo-
ment is reduced, according to Eq. 6'_55), by the am ount
C= 1 e?*(@1+2r) .Substiutihgr= 1= x and
04,we nd orx = 003

M inin izing {14) with respect to we nd = CM x.
Hence the average pitch is
Zt
Q= g=C—x(1; 1): 15)

S

T his expression determ ines the incom m ensurate shift of
the neutron peak and agrees wellw ith the experin ental
data () shceCzZt=, 4d.

The last question we want to discuss is the m icro—
scopic origin ofthe correlation length 3, . First we notice
that w ithout random ness we would autom atically have
v = 1 , whereas experin entally this quantity is about
. 25 48 [1]. Ehasbeen suggested in Ref. [19]that
topologicaldefects related to the random positionsofin —
purities can destroy the long-range spiral order. This is
a possible scenario, howeverwe suggest a di erent m ech—
anisn . In our opinion even random ly distributed dipoles
C_l-]_}) would create a true longrange spiral order, sim i~
larly to a 2D ferroelectric. However, our m ain observa-—
tion is that the situation is not fully describbed by the
pointlike dipoles. Each Inpurity has a nite size core
(sce Eq. (@) with diam eter 1= 3
ngs (depending on doping). T herefore, given a random
distrbbution of positions, there is always a nite prob—
ability of Im purity overbhp. A s soon as the im purities
overlap, a two-holk \m okcule" is form ed and the situa-—
tion changes dram atically. In the \m olcule" the Pauli
blocking starts to play a role and in order to m inim ize
the energy the holes prefer to occupy di erent pockets in
m om entum space. If two podkets are occupied the (1,0)
spiralhas lower energy, and this is exactly what happen
In the conducting phase t_l-g:] Hence such a \m oleculk"
hasa localspiralalong (1,0) or (0,1) direction. This so+
ral frustrates the (1,1) background and there is always
a nite concentration of such frustrating dipoles. Hence
the \m olecule" dipoles destroy the (1,1) background sin —
ilarly to theway the \atom ic" (single) dipoles destroy the
N eel background at x < 0:02. One can consider these
\m olecules" as a precursor to the transition to the con—
ductor where the (1,0) spiral is realized. A ccording to

0:05 the value C 0:7.

5 lattice spac—

this picture the spinglass correlation length 1y is large
but always nite) at very am allx and it should decrease
dram atically towards the percolation point x 0055
w here the \m olecular" con gurations are becom ing m ore
In portant. This is exactly what is observed In experi-
ment, as seen In Fig. 6 ofRef. E:/.]. In the superconduct—
Ing phase them agnetic correlation length should increase
very rapidly, since theoretically it is in nity in the fully
uniform , m etallic phase Ll-g‘p] Indeed, experin entally the
correlation length quickly approaches the uniform lm it
i1 @ is> 2008 ; x = 0:2).

In conclusion, we have developed a description of
the m agnetic properties of underdoped La, x S, CuO 4,
based on the extended t J m odel. T he theory descrbes
the Incom m ensurate elastic neutron scattering above and
below them etalsnsulatortransition at x = 0:055. In par-
ticular it explainsw hy the lncom m ensurate peak position
rotates by 45 exactly at the insulatorm etal transition.
T he theory does not contain any tting param eters, and
the positions ofthe neutron peaksboth in the conducting
@'g') and in the nsulating d_l§l) phases, aswell as the crit—
ical concentration for destruction of the N eel order, ©l-
low from the calculated param etersofthe extended t J
model. W ealso notethat in La; 4 Sr,Cu0 4 static charge
m odulation (stripes) hasnot been directly observed, sug—
gesting that it is very weak ornot present at all. W e thus
believe that a theory based on spiral m agnetic correla—
tions and no charge order is fully su cient to describe
the phenom ena in thism aterial.
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