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The G utzw iller proected m ean eld theory, also called P lain Vanilla orRM F'T, is explained and
its successes and possib ke extensions In describing the phenom enology ofthe cuprate superconductors
are discussed. T hroughout, we em phasize that while this is a H artree Fock based BCS theory, it
em bodies findam entaldi erences from conventional perturbative m any body theory which m ay be
characterized by calling it a theory of the doped M ott insulator.

I. HISTORICAL NOTE

In early 1987, just as the rem arkable Bednorz-M uller
discovery was becom ing w idely know n, the basis for the
theory of the m aterials which they had discovered was
laid downH. Tt was observed that the CuO, planes on
which they are based were plausbly describable by a
particularly sin ple version of the Hubbard m odel, the
case of a single non-degenerate band, and that the \sto-
ichiom etric" case where the nom inalvalnce isCu** is
well described as a M ott Insulator. The superconduc—
tors are obtained when, In the "reservoir" layersbetween
the planes, substitutional in purities of low er valence are
Introduced, thus doping extra holes into the Cu d-shell
Which is of course strongly hybridized with the O p—
shells, according to the welkknown principles of ligand

eld theory. A1 of the plausble theories about these
m aterdals describe them as\doped M ott insulators".

A mechanisn for electron pairing in m ixed valence
system s, which are som eyyhat sin ilar, already had been
suggested by two groups?, nam ely using the antiferro—
m agnetic \superexchange" interaction between spins as
a pairing force. In Ref. -'_]:, T lkened this pairing force to
the valence bonding e ect for which it is essentially re—
soonsible, and pointed out that the old idea ofa quantum
Jicquid of valence bonds resonating around am ong di er-
ent pairings of atom s had a great sim ilarity to supercon—
ductivity. In fact, I proposed an explicit form for such a
state In term sofa G utzw illerpro cted BC S paired wave
function, and in a serdes of papers in 1987 elaborated on
form aliam s for getting continuously from the M ott insu-
Jator to the superconductor.

U nfortunately, through a serdes ofm isjudgm entsonmy
part, which are perm anently recorded in an unfortunately
tin ed book?, my group and I thereupon fllo the cor-
rect trailto a solution, only to retum to the correct path
ten years later once we had absorbed the unequivocal
experin ental evidence that my \interlayer" theory was
w rong. But fortunately, at least two separate groupshad
In the m eantin e built a theory on the 1987 fundations
which tumed out to be basically correct?? . Tn this article
Iwill ollow the second of these references but they are
equivalent. T he in portant thing about both is that they
realized that the correct solution ofthe orighalundoped
RVB problkm was not the isotropic \extended s" which
Thad been discussing but a m ore com plex one w ith both

s-like and d-like gaps, w hich K otliar called \s+ id". Both
of these papers predicted the reald-w ave gap w ith nodes
w hich was eventually observed, and In addition a num ber
ofother results which were to be con m ed one by one in
the com Ing years. It has been our perverse fate that the
theory, properly handled, hasm ade one after another cor—
rect prediction, well ahead of the experim ents, but that
these have been obscured by irrelevancies and m isinter-
pretations until the m istaken im pression has arisen that
the whole sub ct is utterly m ysterious.

Tt wasnot for another 5 years that the d-wave gap was
veri ed, and by that tin e the eld had su ered from a
proliferation of proposed theories of greater or lesser de—
grees of plausibility. T he gradual experin ental unveiling
of the facts about the cuprates som etin es m eant that
each experin ent cam e with a built-n theory and that
theories w hich had predicted the result long before were
not su ciently \up-to-date" to enter the public discus-
sion. For instance, the d-w ave cam e to be identi ed w ith
the idea of propagating \antiferrom agnetic spin  uctua-
tions", which was a popular fad at the tim e of its ver-
i cation, rather than with its earliest, and much m ore
natural, prediction in Ref. -j,:fi Another exam pl of this
phenom enon was the cbservation of the \spin gap" or
\pseudogap" in underdoped m aterials above the super—
conducting "dom e", again an obviousconsequence in Ref.
34, but as it revealed itself it received a congeries of
faddish explanations from local theorists: a m ysterious
\quantum critical point", a \soin nem atic", again AF
soin  uctuations, the \d-density wave", you nam e i.

In any case, these early theories only cam e to be re—
vived In the early 2000’sby groupsw hich were able to use
them asthebasis for accurate quantum M, gnte C arlo cal-
culationsusing realistic param eter valueg2€, and brought
forw ard w thout too m uch m odi cation som e of the pre—
dictions w hich had looked so surprising in 1988 but had
been very close to correct. A group of us summ arized
the successes of the theory, adding a sm all am ount of
further physical ideas, in a review paper which we called
the \P lain Vanilla" theory ofhigh T . H ere Iw ill review
that theory and the subsequent developm ents, ncliding
particularly the explanation and calculation ofasymm et—
ric tunneling spectra using i, and the recent theory of
the pseudogap phase which throw s a great deal of light
on the overall physics of the phase diagram .

Sihce a great deal of em phasis has been put on the
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problem ofthe epistem ics of com plex phases like the high
T c cuprates, and whether a m eaningfiil solution to the
accom panying puzzles can be found , I'd lke to spend
a few sentences on that aspect. First, a bit about the
nature of condensed m atter physics. Am ong the sciences
this one is alm ost uniquely overdeterm ined, experin en—
tally because of the variety and precision of the probes
w hich can be applied,and theoretically because the quan-—
tum physics ofatom s and electrons is so wellunderstood.
I have alwaysm aintained that the correctness of a theo-
retical hypothesis is assured in this eld ifit can nd a
way to tin with allthese constraints: that there is lkely
tobeonly onepossblkway to taltoreven am a prity-of
the observations together, and not to violate any theo—
retical In possbilities. In this process of tting things
together there is no room for oneexperin ent theories,
doctrinal conservatism (the older generation and som e
younger scientists won'’t lt go of phonons), or yet un-
tram m eled in aghhation (anyon superconductiviy, SO (5),
Q CP'’s, perhaps interlayer tunneling) . T he naked reality
is strange enough.

A nalword. Theway you know you are right iswhen
you wake up and realize that you have the answers to
deep, findam ental questions that you didn’t really know
to ask or expect to answer. For the old superconduc—
tors, such a question was \why are polyelectronic m etals
favored?"-the question P ines, M orel, myselfand M d1 i
lan answered w ith dynam ic screening for the phonon the—
ory. Here there are at least two such questions: \W hy
the cupratesw hat is unique about copper?"; and, \W hy
d-wave and why is the gap persistently real? That is,
why the striking nodes?" The second is the question T
didn't think to ask, but i is profound-any other sim ple
m echanism which leads to a d-wave can lad also to an
Xy Or isotropic sym m etry, which will appear In quadra—
ture n order to 1l in the nodes, which are intrinsically
unstable n a BCS theory. The m echanian by which the
A phase of3He acquires nodes was, or instance, crucial
to our understanding of that system .

II. THE PLAIN VANILLA (RMFT)  THEORY

The underlying concept of the plain vanilla theory
is very smpl. In fact, i Pllows as closely as possi-
ble the precedent of the BCS theory. The BCS the-
ory In its origihal form is a generalization of H artree—
Fock theory to allow for not only the direct and ex—
change mean elds, which appear in the one-electron
mean eld Ham iltonian asV () 0= v (r) (r), and
A@r) @@ (r),butalso the \anom alous" selfenergy,

r% @ %+ hrc. These resuk from the three
possible ways to factorize the interaction energy,
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BC S theory isbasically a variationaltheory: the assum ed
wave function is a sin ple product of onequasiparticle

operators creating quasiparticles from the vacuum , and
the \gap" equations, equivalently to them ean eld equa—
tions, determm ine that the quasiparticle creation opera—
tors allhave positive energies, so that allpossible single—
particle excitations increase the energy.

Sin ple H artree theory won’t work fora H ubbard m odel
in which the on-site interaction engrgy is the largest en—
ergy in the problem . Very early onf, it was realized that
the solution to that problem was to transform to a rep—
resentation in which the on-site interaction energy U has
been renom alized to 1 as opposgd to the conventional
schem e well described by Shankar? where the idea is to
transform to som e system ofnoninteracting entities. W e
em ploy a canonical transform exp iS to elim nate allm a—
trix elem ents ofthe H am iltonian which lead into the sub—
space In which two electrons sin ultaneously occupy the
sam e site; ie., those which have the largeenergy U . This
transform ation? can be derived perturbatively as a series
n inverse powers of U . That is, we start from the \real"
Ham iltonian
X X

t-ljc&i’ c + hc:+ U
hiji i

Ho= NinNiy ; 1)

along w ith direct exchange and sn aller temm s, and trans—

om it into thet J Ham iltonian;Hy ! eSHoe ¥ =

Heg + 0 (=U2%)+ ::; whereH 5 isgiven by,

X X
tisPg C ¢ Pg+host

hiji hiji

Heg = Jij (SiSj Zninj) :
@)
In the above equation, we have ignored tem s Inclid-
Ing longer-range C oulom b and phonon interactions-w hich
latterare not particularly sm all, but clearly are lncapable
of causing the gigantic superconducting gaps which are
observed. Here, P isthe ullG utzw iller pro ctorw hich

hereafterwe willcallP :
Y
P = 1

i

NyeNgy) : (3)

That (::2:) is really a correct description of the electyonics
of the cuprates was tested rst by Schluter et al%%, o
1988, who found that the calculated energies of low -lying
states In sm all clusters of the cuprate structure, using
the 11l H am iltonian, were well reproduced by the trun—
cations in plicit in equations @') and @'_2) . A nother early
discovery long since forgotten.)

A Wways rem em bering that thet J modelwave func—
tion m ust be transform ed by exp iS In the end to repre—
sent Hubbard m odel reality, we proceed to try to nd a
variationalground state for (:g) . C learly, since the H am i~
tonian is now In block diagonal form , any low-energy
statem ust contain only am plitudes for the pro fcted sub—
space, so that,

=P (£iimiiiimw) ; (4)

where is a general N -particle wave function. The
essence of the \plain vanilla" approxin ation is to pro—
pose that we approxin ate , the wave function to be



progcted, using the HartreeFock-BC S ansatz that it is
a product of quasiparticles. I can see no reason that this
is apriori less reasonable than the BC S theory itself. If
there is a singleparticle-like representation ofthe ground
state, this is the way to derive one. In the event, there is
such a representation, experim entally-by now there isall
kinds of evidence that the state has gapped quasiparti-
clesneara large Fem isurface, overa fairly w ide range of
doping-the so—called \dom e" region of the phase diagram
of T vs doping. I can’t too much em phasize this: this
procedure is the natural, and probably the only, way to
derive a BC S-like superconductor from thet J Ham il
tonian.

A second, and less certain, fact is that the resulting
excitations m ay be reasonably sharp and wellde ned-
though, because of the profction operator, the same
m ay not be said of actual quasiparticles : P is not the
sam e as the single-particlelike excitation P c. But the
representation in term s of P ¢’s has som e as yet unre-
solved peculiarities: it is overcom plete, which m ay m ean,
am ong other things, that the excitations can scatter each
other very strongly. But the fact of overcom plteness
doesnotmuch a ect etther the variationalequations nor
the validity ofthem asgiving the energies ofapproxin ate
sihgleparticle excitations. In w riting out these equations
we follow Ref. 'ff,in self-consistently choosing a particu-
lar relative gaugell orthe J+em relative to the kinetic
energy. T his choice is discussed later.

OurAnsatz or inEq. (4) jthen, is

Y
= @y + Viegiu 'y ) PA ®)

In the recent papers by Param ekanti et al., the param -
eters u and v were evaluated varationally using Vari-
ationalM onte Carlo techniquest. But the resuls were
alm ost identical to those found In the earlier papers us—
ng a very sin ple approxin ation due to G utzw iller, which
is exact in the 1im it that the gap is sm all relative to the
Fem ienergy. In this approxin ation we assum e that the
correction to the probability of occupation of the sites
caused by profction is uncorrelated spatially, because,
obviously, the profction operates only site by sie, ig-
noring the occupancy of neighbors. T hus the correction
m ay be estin ated by sin ply calculating what happens
to the average occupancies. It is easily shown that the
change in the average num ber of neighbors w ith one site
em pty, the other sihgly-occupied, is a reduction by the
factor g = 2x=(1 + x), whilke the change in the num -
ber of pairs of singly-occupied sites is an ncrease by
gr = 4=(1+x)>= @2 gf.Thusthee ect ofthe kinetic
energy is reduced by the factor g, and that of J is in—
creased by gJ , but otherw ise, in this approxim ation, we
enply thet J Ham itonian :9‘2) In precisely the same
way as a realone. Thus we arrive at the \plain vanilla"
gap equations in the \G utzw iller approxin ation", ie

the Renom alized M ean Field T heory:

JX =
k = 97 k k?©
g 2E o
2 _ 2 2
Ey = ¢+ &
X KO0
k=9dkt & = gkt gsd k kO

2E o
6)

Here, J ¢ ko is the Fourier transform of the exchange
Interaction (assum ed nearest neighbor)  is the bare,
unrenom alized kinetic energy, and are the anom a—
lous and nom alselfenergies, , the renom alized kinetic
energy and E is the quasiparticle energy.

In Fjg.g.', we present results for the m agniude of the
d-wave gap, ,and the size ofthe order param gter from
Edegger et al’s solutions of the gap equatjoniz:, Just to
convince the reader that these track the cbserved m axi-
mum gap and dom e reasonably well. A generalized phase
diagram incorporating the resuls of a num ber of experi-
ments isshown In Fig. -2 (This guredi ers from a phase
diagram offten drawn forwhich the T line Intersects the
dom e and no trace ofthe pseudogap phase rem ains for op—
tin ally doped m aterials. O ng’sNemst e ect data am ong
others seem to unequivocally refct this interpretation.)
Since 1988, it seem s, the quantitative explanation ofhigh
T. superconductivity has been available.

ITI. EXTENSIONSOF THE RMFT
A . Spin-C harge Locking

Note that asg ! 0 (the \true" RVB), and & are
Interchangeabl. This represents a deep reality: that
for the half- Iled M ott Insulator, the representation of
the m agnetic state of the spins by ferm ionic variables -
the \soinons" of RVB theory-is doubly overcom pkte .
Onemay represent an " spin on site i either by creat—
ing an " spin, ¢, , or by destroying a # on that site,
Ci# , Orby any unitary superposition ofthe two. In tem s
of a hypothecated RVB state, descrbed as a G utzw iller
progcted BCS wave fiinction at half 1Iling, this m eans
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that the three Anderson-Nambu spinors ; 1= 1;2;3)
ofthe BC S state m ay be rotated at w ill, since they rep—
resent quantities which transform into each other when
the SU (2) transfom ation is applied. The constraint of
the G utzw iller pro ection also requires that only two of
the three vectors have nie selfenergies attached to
them , so that the symm etry is fully expressed as localro—
tation of a dyad of selfenergies and which must be

perpendicular to each other. A 1l of the various altema-
tive states which have been proposed-the \ ux phase",
the d-densiy wave, the staggered ux phase, etc., are
one or another of these totally equivalent states, in the
half- lled case. The two \gaps", orthem inin um -energy
solution of Eq. ('_6), are of m axin ally di erent symm e~
tries. In the half- lled case, and in the special case that
we have only nearest neighbor exchange so that is of
the form cosky + cosky , the two are equal in m agnitude
and of the form cosky cosk, . The only point where
both vanish is where both k’s are =2, which gives the
nodesw hich are the comm on feature ofallthe equivalent
\ghost states" Im entioned above.

It is irrelevant that the actualhalf- Iled band isnot the
RV B state but a comm ensurate antiferrom agnet, which
has slightly lower energy for the Heisenberg m odel. It
is still m eaningfiil to exam Ine the solutions of the full
gap equation by referring them back to the hypothetical
lim it g = 0. W hat happens is that, as we reintroduce
the kinetic energy by doping, the antiferrom agnetic state
does not gain kinetic energy as rapidly as the best RVB
state, and the latter prevails at a few percent doping.
A ctually, the equations ('_é) represent a goecial choice of
gauge, and we could in principle orient the kinetic energy
along any chosen axis in the -space, and m inim ize the
energy as a functional of thgt ordentation-the resulting
equations are given elsew herell. But it is clear that the
optimum kinetic energy is achieved when the \ " axis,
the function w ith the sym m etry cosky, + cosky, is chosen
as an ordinary selfenergy as In (:§) . Then the other form
of solution, the odd com bination cosky cosk,, acts in
the direction ; and servesasan anom alous selfenergy or
gap function. This is the principle I called \charge-spin
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FIG . 2: G eneralized phase diagram of the cuprate supercon—
ductors
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]oc:kjng"'ilaI . The locking energy was estin ated in that
reference as well as by K otliar and Liu and fund to be
large: of order gt or sm all dopings and com parable w ith
T for Jarger ones.

T his Jarge Jocking energy m eans that the gap structure
is established at tem peratures well above the supercon-—
ducting \dom e" of T.’s. The reason the system does
not becom e superconducting is that the phase sti ness
is weaker, at least for doping up to the optim um , than
the gap energy, in contrast to the BC S case. T, is deter—
m ined by the proliferation of vortices, not by the break-
down of pairing. Experin entally, n system s which are
basically two-dim ensional, one sees K osterlitz-T houless
transitions; and the cleanest m easurem ents for optimal
YBCO nd 3D X Y modelexponents, very accurate]yE‘g .
Both observations indicate that the order param eter am —
plitude rem ains nie above T, and In fact the observa-
tions 0f O ng an Nemst e ect and nonlinear diam agnetic
susceptibili 19 show that a vortex liquid state persists
well above the dom e, especially on the underdoped side.
From these m easurem ents, as well as theory, we are be—
gihning to establish that what hasbeen called the "vortex
licquid", ie., a disordered superconductor as opposed to
a nom alm etal, m ay be a distinct state ofm atter which
is particularly characteristic of the cuprates.

That T. enbodies a transition to a vortex liquid state
suggests a phenom enology of this m etallic state above
T. quite di erent from that ofa nom almetal. W emust
think of it aseveryw here superconducting, but lled w ith
a tangle of them ally-generated vortices (@t low elds.)
T he supercurrent is uctuating arbitrarily and the state
is characterized by a persistence tine  for the super-
currents: hJ (0)J (t)i= hi%?iexp t= .Onem ay estinate
that is selfgenerated by the vortices them selves and is
oforderh= = h?ny =m . The conductivity of such a vor-
tex tanglew illbe = gT.W em ay soeculate that when
h= drops below kT, or equivalently when the number
of vortices drops below a critical value where their en—
tropy no longer com pensates for their kinetic energy, the
vortices evaporate: this is T, descybed In a K osterlitz—
Thouless way as suggested by Ledd. This provides a
basis for the em pirical rule proposed by Hom ed}, aswell
as for the observations of T Inusk on anom alous Increase
of in the pseudogap J:egiorﬂq . An even m ore specula-
tive argum ent based on the vortex tangle can explain the
N emst observations. CFjg.:_I’: show s a heuristic rst at—
tem pt at a description of the N emst observations). The
fact that T, is controlled by the vortex liquid transition
nvalidatesm ost Intuiions about i from BC S theory-for
Instance, £ m akesthe d-wave T, insensitive to scattering.
Tt is from the locking principle that the two Insightsm en—
tioned in the Introduction arise. W hy the CuO , planes?
Because they have the feature that nearest-neighbor ex—
change w ith only four neighbors allow s the two aln ost
degenerate gap functions of even and odd symm etry in
x and y, of which one m ay be used to enhance the ki-
netic energy, the rem aining one giving a strong x? ¥
pairing energy. O £ course, there are other aspects, par-



ticularly the Jahn-Teller distortion which enhances the
energy scale, and the fact that Cu* ¥ * does not selftrap,
and allm ean that unfortunately the scenario is unlkely
to be repeated. W hy the nodes? Because the RVB can
only be a dyad: the soin interaction doesnot have a third
possbility forpairing. T husonly one finction can be left
overasa gap fiinction, and it m ust have nodallineswhich
do not lie along the Fem isurface.

B . Hole-Particle A sym m etry

One of the more signi cant experin ental anom alies
of the cuprates is the m arked holeparticle asym m etry
of the vacuum tunneling spectra. To those of us who
worked on BCS superconductivity theory, this is par-
ticularly striking because it is never cbserved In those
m aterdals. There is a large \peak-dip-hum p" structure
observed on the side on which holes are incted, be-
com Ing stronger as the sam pl is underdoped (see Fig.
:fi ). The underlying band structure is not responsble
since it is theoretically irrelevant and experim entally in —
plusble. In tunneling, a theorem of Schrie er rem oves
much of the e ects of quasiparticle interactions, so that
the broad spectra seen in ARPES are referred back to
the quasiparticle pole energies; the \hum p" structure in
fact has a strong resem blance to the incoherent part of
the ARPES EDC's. It is a rem arkable achievem ent of
\plain vanilla" that it can give a som etim es quantitative
acoount ofthese spectra. In orderto do so wem ust m od—
ify the ansatz Eq. ('_5) for in Eqg. (@b BCS functions
are wavepackets In the space of total electron num ber
and one m akes up non-num ber-conserving quasiparticles
by taking advantage of this fact. This grand canonical
approach is justi ed because the packet is centered at the
correct particle num ber and the am plitudes orN 2,N
and N + 2 are essentially identical. But the profction
process, while i does not change particle num ber, does
proEct out very di erent num bers of states, so that after
progction the wave packet is skewed In N —space. In or—
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FIG.3: A modelcalulation for the Nemst observations.
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FIG. 4: Tunneling spectrum in optin ally doped BSCCO .
Data from S.H .Pan (unpublished).

der to m ove the center of the packet back toN , wemust
Introduce a fugacity factor dependent upon N :

tg @rrnoT; )
and g tums out to be the fam iliar kinetic energy renor—
m alization factor 2x=(1 + x). A though In (-rj.) it is clear
that the factor g cannot change any energy calculation
sinhce the Ham iltonian and proction conserve particle
num ber, i is vital in understanding the process of tun—
neling where a particle is added or rem oved. Eq. aj)
m ay be rew ritten by distrbuting the factors of g am ong
the tem s of the product, appearing very di erent but
actually this is an obvious identity:

Y
= (Uk + vkc']{lvcyk# )j)l

k
Y

/ (o + WG Cyy )DL @®)
k

p—- p—

where, wy = gqug= g?uf + v and w = w= g?ul + v¢.
In {§), the mti of probabilities of zero and singlk occu-
pancies is correct for the pro fcted state and is thus not
altered by profction. W hat i m akes clear is that the
progcted state ismade up from singlkt pairs in which
the relative am plitude of paired holes (the u tem ) isde-
creased relative to that of paired electron spins (the v
term ) by the factor g. In a sense, there are two types
of condensed bosons, the valence bonds of the RVB and
the hole pairs, and in this theory we set their relative
am plitudes free, although they rem ain coherent: they
are \locked" together. The principl on which we cal-
culate the tunneling spectrum is the follow ing, Once we
have chosen the form @) for ,wem ay de ne the single-
particle excitations whose energies satisfy the gap equa-
tions in tem s of the wave functions, P ¢;

or equivalently, P o and P ci , and these are now
equivalently nom alized. But the m atrix elem ents of the

andPci ,



tunneling process insert a particle or a hol prior to the
progction operation, at a particular site e ectively, so
that they connect to the operators ¢ P and CZ P, and
we have to com m ute the ferm ion operator through the
pro gction operator to determm ine itse ect.
Wemay write & = P&+ 1 P)& where 1 P)

progcts onto states wih a doubly-occupied site which
are e ectively at in nite energy (@fter the canonical
transform ation). T huswhenever the inserted particle en—
counters an occupied site, the state is pro cted out, and
only w ith probability x does i encounter an em pty site,
ie, Pd. Butwhen it is P& it lJands in a lgitin ate
excitation, ie., PP = P . Thus when a particle en—
ters (w ith probability x) i does so coherently. The hol
problem is less obvious. cm ay be comm uted through P
w ith the resul,

P =P0 n g

1 X X
=P0 o d oo o :09)

k k6 kO

T he second termm , when acting on , is sin ply a num ber
tinesc:n; i= (1 x)=2. The third tem isgenuinely
Inooherent, creating three excitations; but these three can
com e from any energy in the spectrum so we expect this
term to be quite am alleveryw here and to rise only as the
square of the tunneling voltage for am all voltages. T he
net e ect of @:), then, is that

1+ x
2

Pc: 10)

T hus the ratio of the probabilities of tunneling of elec—
trons vs holes is (nho surprise!) g= 2x=(1 + x). At high
energies ! , where the quasiparticles are pure holes
or electrons, this is the expected asym m etry, and insofar
as experim ent is able to ascertain, apparently this ratio
agrees well (taking into account the am all error caused
by the canonical transform ation exp iS).

T he spectrum at lower energies is com plicated by the
fact that superconducting quasiparticles are m ixtures of
electrons and holes. At the Fem isurface, exactly at the
gap energy, they are equalm ixtures and the singularity
at the gap m ust be identical for the two sides. T he w ork—
ing out of the exact interpolation form ula for the tunnel
current is a little com plicated and I give here only the
form ulas: the tunneling density of states for electrons is

!
d _ u® N
Eg yu2+v2g2 + P

N.E; )= : A1)

v2 + u?g®

The g factor in this formula com es from the profction
factorwhich I em phasize does not multiply the m atrix
elem ent, it is essentially a relative num ber of open chan-—
nels. Aswe see, forv 1, at high volage, the 1im iting
value, 1, com es from the second factor and the tunnel-
Ing is suppressed by g. O n the other hand, for holes the

tunneling density is

d v u?

N ; =
nhE; ) E yu2+v2g2

: (12)

ind
v2 + u?g®

Here the g factor com es from the nom alized fugacity
factor, and at high voltage u 1, v 0 and g cancels
out, giving the ratio g between the two lim its. These
formulas t data surprisingly well

Thesecarethe fomulasfor xed .Notethatfor = 0,
at the Fem i level, u = v and the two are identical, the
\coherence factor" am ountingtog= 1+ g?. Thisagrees
with sum rule argum ents. T he asym m etry begins, how —
ever, w ith a vertical slope at , so cannot to be said to
be exclusively a background phenom enon, as is seen m ost
clearly in the fact that the peaks ofobserved spectra (see
Fig. :_4) appear to sit on background levels of di erent
heights. These form ulas m ust be Integrated over the d—
wave distrbution of gap values to give a prediction for
com parison with observed sp . This we have done
only roughly, usihgP () = 1= 1 2, as though the
Fem i surface were circular and not taking into account
the actual band structure, which does som ewhat a ect
the distribbution of wvalues. In Fig. 51; we give the pre—
dicted spectra for a number of values of g, using this
sim pli cation.

The t to experiment, at least in the m ain features,
is fuindam entally signi cant. O f course, i helps con—
m the basic structure of the theory, and the use of
superexchange as the m a pr pairing interaction. But it
has even deeper in plications. O ne is that even though
it isbasically a mean eld theory based on an Hartree—
Fock ansatz, it is not a Fem i liquid-based theory, that
is to say that in no way can i be adiabatically contin—
ued to a BC S-lkke m odi cation of Ferm i liquid theory.
The m ost fundam ental property of Fermm i liquid theory
is holeparticle symm ettygjr'; after all, how can one have
a theory based on a distribution of quasiparticles unless
that distrdbbution counts particles m inus hols, 1 for 1?
T his pro fctive theory has destroyed that symm etry in a
very fundam entalyet sim ple-way.

Yet the profctive feature is rooted In the realphysics
of the system . A s pointed out also by Capello et al,
once one is above the M ott critical U, there are what
we called \antibound states"? and what Ref. 21 calls
\holon-doublon bound states" which cannot be treated
perturbatively but m ust sim ply be procted out of the
problem . A result is that the spectrum is overcom plete
and the particle operators do not obey a sin ple ferm ion
algebra. I believe that the broad features seen in the
m om entum -resolved particle spectra are related to that
problem , but fortunately the tunneling spectrum is sin —
pli ed by thebenign resultsof\Schrie er’stheorem " and
is easier to Interpret.
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FIG . 5: Predicted tunneling spectra for various Z (= g).

C . Fluctuations ofthe A symm etry P aram eter g

T he asym m etry param eter, as I ram arked, plays a role
sim ilar to that ofa condensate ofhol pairbosons, w hich
is Jocked to the spinon pairs of the RVB by the charge—
soin locking process. ks average value is determ ined by
the doping and charge neutrality, but it is evident that
form ally we can allow it to vary either In space or in
mom entum space. M ore speculatively, we can allow it a
dynam ic character, and Ibelieve that is collectivem odes
do in fact give us extra degrees of freedom which play a
role In the non-Fem i liquid behavior m entioned above.
This and the other rem arks I will m ake in this rather
speculative section are ngoired m ore by suggestions from
experin ental observations than by apriori theory, but I
do believe that treating g as a physical ob fct can lead
to considerable insights.

The m ost obvious is the possbility of allow Ing g to
vary along the Fem i surface, jist by m aking i a func-
tion ofk in ('g). Themean vallex = hg=(2 g)imust
be m aintained for charge neutrality. T he phenom enon
of \Fem i arcs" is observed by ARPES in underdoped
system s, w here the regions of the Fermm i surface near the
nodes ram ain sharply de ned while the antinodalregions
an ear out and disappear. The nodal regions are also
those where the kinetic energy is greatest, so that one
could gain energy by m aking g large at the nodes and
an all at the zone comers. No calculation of this pro-
posed e ect yet exists.

Tt has also been proposed that the hole percentagem ay
vary spatially, in particular that at low doping g could
form a kind of charge density wave or \superconducting
electron s0lid"24. Them otivation could be M adelung en—

ergy ofthe pairs; or it ispossible that there is a tendency
to bistability near the low -doping quantum criticalpoint.

F inally, there is the question ofphase uctuationsofg
Wwhich is the appropriate variable to assign a phase to,
sihce i controls the charge carriers.) It is known that
the phase transitiop_at T. is of \X Y " character both
fr optin al dopind*4 and for very Iow doping near the
quantum critical point?d , and that above T. there is
a large region in which the state is best descrbed as a
\vortex liquid" rather than a nom alm etal, ie., there is
a uctuating superconducting order param eter. (see Ref.
19) Thishasbeen described asa regin e in which  is still
locked to the kineticenergy but , ie., the phase ofg,
is freely uctuating®i. There is a very in portant open
question here as to whether or not there is a transition
Into a stillhigher T phase which hasan RVB but is not
a vortex liquid2.

IV. DISCUSSION :ALTERNATIVE
APPROACHES

TheRMFT theory works, based on t J physics and
superexchange as the interaction, and can account sam i-
quantitatively for the basic phenom ena of cuprate su—
perconductivity, and qualitatively form any m ore. W hy
then are contradictory theories being prom oted? The
m ost popular theories reect the M ott-A nderson physics
entirely and go In contrary directions. There seem s to
be a psycho-socialneed am ong physicists for an explana—
tory boson, som e kind of tangble glie to hold the pairs
together, I suppose because of the ok m em ory of taks
about the BC S m echanisn and the analogy of two bod-
ies on a m attress; or else a sin pli ed view of Feynm an
diagram s. It is flt, I suppose, that the M ott theory
is based on purely repulsive forcesbut those of us who
actually worked on BC S recognize that the phonon inter-
action is not literally an attraction either, m erely a par—
tial screening of the electrons’ Coulom b repulsion. W hy
a superexchange integral universally agreed and experi-
m entally m easured to be of order 1000 degrees is thought
to be nadequate for pairing has alw ays escaped m €; but
it is. The two m ost popular glues are phonons and anti-
ferrom agnetic spin  uctuations.

Phonons start out w ith a big disadvantage: the BC S
conospt Is irrevocably based on an on-site, local Interac—
tion; and is ncom patbl w ith d-wave. In the cuprates,
the phonons are undoubtedly optical ones involving the
oxygen octahedron (oh, there are other suggestions, but
even lessplausble) and there are perhapsw ays ofdistort—
Ing these in order to give a d-w ave, but I have never seen
a plausble one. Intrinsically, E instein optical phonons
lead to local interactions. But, experin ent is the best
teacher. T he isotope e ect m easurem entsofK eller®’ nd
a reasonably-sized isotope e ect on T, apparently con—

m ing the phonon hypothesis; but K eller w as thorough
enough to also m easure the isotope shift of o, the su—
per uid density, / 2 ; and he nds that this shifts by



the sam e fractional am ount. TIt, was pointed out very
early in the gam e by Fisheret aL,EEf that unlike the poly—
electronic m etals or which BC S theory works and the
isotope shift com es entirely from the pairing interaction,
oxides are best understood as tightfoinding system sw ith
Interactions which depend exponentially on interatom ic
distances. T hus zero-point vibrationsw illhave an appre—
ciable e ect on nom alstate properties such as the band
m ass which detem ines 5. Since T, is an X Y tran—
sition as already rem arked, is value is expected to be
directly proportionalto 5, the coupling in the xX Y
m odel, as observed, so that apparently there is no experi-
m ental isotope shift ascribable to the pairing interaction.
In fact, even if there were, T, is Insensitive to the actual
valie of , as we explained above. Extensive ARPES
studies have catalogued what m ay be phonon e ects on
the quasipartick dispersion?d but these seem to be irrele-
vant to the pairing m echanisn . J, of course, iself varies
In a sin iflarway as t w ith interatom ic distance and m ay
provide a partial source of the observed isotope shifts
In dispersions. It seem s that calculating phonon e ects,
w hile worth doing for its own sake, isnot them ost urgent
task.

There are other phonon schem es, m ost notoriously
the bipolaron theory. O ne understands the Inpulse to
ook this way, since polaron phenom ena are so ubigui-
tous In oxides. But very early on it becam e clar that
one reason the cuprates are so favored is that this case
is gloriously free of polaron e ects, presum ably because
cu** and Cu'** have sinilar Jahn-Teller displace—
ments. The ram arkably detailed tunneling and ARPES
spectra dem onstrating wellcharacterized quasiparticles
exclude am all polaron phenom enology. I believe that
Baskaran’s theory?q explaining the electron-doped case
as dom inated by sm allpolaronsm ust be essentially cor-
rect, and the contrast w ith hole doping illustrates well
w hat phenom enology polaronsm ight lead to.

A second putative source of the \glue" boson is \anti-
ferrom agnetic spin  uctuations". T his idea sounds sin i~
lar to the M ott-based theory but is not at all so, in fact
proceeds on exactly the opposite principle: that in the
end the physics is to be obtained by \summ ing all the
diagram s" starting from a Fem i liquid®%. Another way
to say i is that the assum ption is that the theory ts
under the general schem e of Ref. :_S%, where all interac-
tion tem s are renom alized dow nw ards, w hile the plain
vanilla theory m akes the assum ption that onem ust start
by renom alizngU ! 1 ,wih theR ice canonicaltrans—
form ation. I feel that U., the M ott critical U, m arks
a fundam ental separatrix between basins of attraction,
and that the cuprate case ison the large U side. T he key
question isw hetherthe frequency associated w ith m ost of
the pairing Interaction isabove aM ottH ubbard gap, and
therefore cannot be represented by a boson whose spec—
trum extends continuously to zero frequency. In that case
it m ight aswellbe represented by a sin ple our¥em ion
vertex J. T he idea of antiferrom agnetic spin uctuations
is that the opposite is the case, and that som ehow if

one can sum enough diagram s the M ott gap w ill disap—
pear from the problem and interactions w ill proceed by
the exchange ofa putative low -frequency spin— uctuation
boson.

Sihce, In fact, one cannot com e close to summ Ing all
the diagram s, papers based on this idea have tended
to contain about one param eter per experim ental fact,
and therefore to \explain" great num bers of these facts.
Apparently recent advances in experin ental detail have
kd to exhaustion of invention, and m any rather cru-—
cial discoveries rem ain unexplained, for exam ple Fem i
arcs, tunneling asym m etry, the vortex liquid phase, the
checkerboard, Hom es’ dentity.

There are a number of m ore m ysterious suggested
sources for the \glue boson", m any of which invoke the
equally opaque concept of a hidden "quantum critical
point"; their variety exclides detailed explication.

Perhaps no longer worthy of m ention is the \stripe
theory", the problem ofwhich was that it never seem ed
to be a theory ofthe superconductiviy, but only a theory
of the stripes them selves. Since stripes are not com m on
to m any of the cuprate superconductors, and as tine
goeson to fewer and fewer, it ishard to understand their
relevance.

V. CONCLUSIONS AND ANTICIPATIONS

M any ofm y conclusions w ere rather strongly stated in
the Introduction. It seem s that the G utzw iller m ethod
works perhaps even better than we had any right to ex—
pect. It also has the added feature that it brings out
the deep di erence in principle between a Fem Hiquid
based approach and the actualbehavior of the cuprates
In a relatively sin ple and straightforward way, both In
dem onstating the holeparticle asym m etry ofthe G reen’s
functions and in the \locking" phenom enon.

Quite understandably, there are other ways to ap—
proach the sam e physicalm odel, and som e of them have
a good chance ofbeing m ore accurate or rigorous—for in—
stance gauge and slave boson theordies, one of which T
quoted here. One can certainly di er on the applicabil-
ity of the crude approxin ations m ade In P lain Vanilla
to m ake it soluble; and it is very m eaningfil to try to
add in further tem s to the interactions used, and to
study the various accom panying phenom ena such as co—
existence w ith antiferrom agnetian . Them a prpuzzle re—
m ains that of the Strange M etal, the m ysterious phase
above T , and the strange quantum critical point where
the d-wave gap goes to zero. The linear T, lnear in
electron-electron scattering m echanisn which pervades
the high-energy region is still a puzzl,but must be a
characteristic of the purest M ott physice3.

Ishould not failto m ention the accum ulation of recent
direct or sem idirect calculationalresultsallofwhich are
now tending to converge on the conclusion that d-wave
superconductivity undoubtedly appears in the Hubbard
andt Jmodels. Iam surethesew illbe represented well



elsew here In this volum e; and of course, Thave absolutely
no problm w ih them ; it isam atter oftaste w hetherone
prefers approxin ations such asP lain Vanilla which allow
understanding of the phenom enology, orm ore exact but
only sem itransparent calculations.

T hroughout the paper I have alluded to avenues for
further exploitation ofthem ethod, speci cally the possi-
ble explanation ofthe \Fem iarcs" as a k-dependence of
g, and of nanoscale structures as spacialm odulations of
i; but both w ill require m ore detailed calculations than
we are yet capable of.
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