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Super uid Suppression in d-W ave Superconductors due to D isordered M agnetism
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The in uence of static m agnetic correlations on the tem perature-dependent super uid density
s (T) is calculated for d-wave superconductors. In selfconsistent calculations, itinerant holes form
Incom m ensurate spin density waves (SDW ) which coexist w ith superconductivity. In the clean lim i,

the density of states is gapped, and s (T

T.) is exponentially activated. In inhom ogeneously—

doped cases, the SDW are disordered and both the density of statesand (T ) obtain form s indistin—
guishable from those in dirty but pure d-wave superconductors, In accordance w ith experim ents. W e

conclude that the observed collapse of s at x

035 in underdoped YB&Cu30 4+ x may plausbly

be attributed to the coexistence 0cf SDW and superconductivity.

I. NTRODUCTION

H igh tem perature superconductors HT S) are an ideal
class of m aterials w ith which to study electronic corre-
lations In superconductivity because the correlations can
be tuned from weak to strong via chem ical doping. A
consequence of strong-correlation physics isthat the BC S
theory of conventional superconductors fails to describe
HTS.Uenura dem onstrated that, unlke In BC S theory
w here the super uid density s and critical tem perature
T. are Independent, HT S exhbit an approxin ate scaling

s / T&. The physical origin of the Uem ura relation
is not known conclisively but is consistent w ith strong-—
correlation m odel?2# in which the quasiparticle spectral
weight, and consequently s, are proportionalto the hole
concentration p, where p ism easured relative to theM ott
Insulator phase. However, these m odels fail to explain
both the collapse of superconductivity at a nonzero dop—
Ingp. 0:05 and the breakdown of the Uem ura relation
near p., shown by recent experin ents n YBa,CuzO0 ¢+ x

(YBCO )2,

A number of authors’® have suggested that T is
govemed by phase uctuations, possbly in combina-
tion wih quasiparticle excitations’, and i particular
that the rapid collapse of 5 and T. at p. can be thus
explained!?. In this work, we exam ine a com pletely dif-
ferent m echanisn : the suppression of super uidity by
the form ation of static m agnetic m om ents. This ism o—
tivated by a substantial body of experin ental evidence
for the presence of quasistatic m agnetisn in underdoped
HTS11A213,14,151617,18.12 T here have been previous sug—
gestions that som e form of com peting order is in por—
tant In the underdoped HT $,22212223 and i particu—
lar there have been num erous studies of the com peti-
tion between d-wave superconductivity and com m ensu—
rate antiferrom agnetisn 2422282728 T hese are generally
di cult to reconcile with super uid density m easure—
m ents largely because the com peting order introduces
an identi abl energy scale. Calculations show that this
energy scale appears in the tem perature dependence of
the super uid densiy??2%3! but such an energy scalke
has not been observed experin entally>! . Thdeed, recent
m icrow ave conductivity m easurem ents® ofthe super uid

deplktion, (T) s©0) (), n high quality single
crystals of YBCO nd () / T wih a crossover to

s@T)/ T? when T T.. The linear T -dependence
is expected In a single-phase d-w ave superconductor and
the low -T crossover to T2 behavior has been attributed
to residual m purity scattering. It is therefore not a pri-
ori clear that the experin entally observed m agneticm o—
m ents have any signi cant e ect on the electronic spec-
trum . Here, we show that a phase of coexisting spin
density wave (SDW ) and d-wave superconducting (dSC)
order can, provided the SDW is disordered, have a goec—
trum indistinguishable from that ofa dirty dSC .W e con—
clude that the rapid collapse of super uid density near
Pe could indeed be due to m agnetian .

Our approach is sam iphenom enological. W e con-—
struct a mean— eld model in which the model pa—
ram eters are assum ed to have been dressed by elec—
tron interactions. The approach is motivated by a
variety of calculations?=2432:333% mostly for the tJ
model, n which mean—- eld theories are developed for
which the param eters are functions of p. In the sin —
plest G utzw iller approxin ation for the t-J m odel** for
exam ple, the renom alized kinetic energy operator T
is related to the bare kinetic energy operator TAO by
T = TA02p=(l + p): Other results are ound in other
approxin ations/?224:32:33 put all show the sam e qualita—
tive result that T is reduced as one approaches the M ott
Insulating phase. In dynam icalm ean— eld theory calcu—
lations, this derives from a selfenergy which renom al-
izes both the quasiparticle spectral weight and e ective
mass32 W e rem ark that thee ective nteractionsare also
expected to depend on the doping, generally increasing
asp is reduced. This is ignored In our calculations since
it will have a quantitative but not qualitative e ect on
the outcom e. T he essentialphysics In the current discus—
sion is that, near the m agnetic phase boundary a small
change In the mean— eld param eters produces a m uch
larger change in the m agnetic state. The progression
from pure dSC to pure m agnetic order depends only on
the general trend that the ratio of kinetic to interaction
energies decreases as p decreases.

In section |IIT we Introduce the m odel and describe the
phasediagram . Them ost signi cant result ofthis section
is that it is possible to have substantial incom m ensurate
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m agnetic m om ents coexist with the superconductivity,
w ith very little suppression of the pair am plitude. This
is In contrast w ith the m ore w idely studied case of com —
m ensurate m agnetic order, which suppresses supercon—
ductivity rapidly2423282728 Tn section [III, we calculate
both the density of states and the super uid density for
the incom m ensurate phases. A s m entioned previously,
we nd the surprising result that when them agneticm o—
m ents are disordered, the spectrum is Indistinguishable
from that ofa dirty d-wave superconductor. W e conclide
brie y in section[IV].

II. MODEL AND PHASE DIAGRAM

The HTS consist of conducting tw o-din ensionalCuO ,
layers that are weakly coupled along the perpendicular
direction. W e m odel the lower H ubbard band ofa singke
tw o-din ensional layer w ith an extended H ubbard m odel,
treated at am ean— eld level. O ur num erical calculations
have found that the results are only weakly dependent on
the 1ing p but depend sensitively on the quasiparticle
bandw idth and Fem i surface curvature. A s discussed
above, we assum e that doping e ects occur indirectly
through a param eterw () which renom alizes the quasi-
particle dispersion. For sin plicity, and since the detailed
relationship between w and p is not established, we will
treat w asthe independent param eter, and keep allother
param eters xed.

Calculations are for an N -site two-din ensional tight—
binding lattice with periodic boundary conditions and
lattice constant ap = 1, sin ilar to one used previously to
study the local density of states in underdoped HT S3¢.
T he Ham iltonian is

X X X
I‘fH =Ww tijcij + U n; ny— + ij(f;.j+ flylj)
i3 i hi;ji
1)
where ti; are the hopping m atrix elem ents of the tight-
binding band, i and j are site-indices, is the electron
soin, and — Wetake 5 = § or i = j and

1;045; 0:lg gives
the Femm i surface shown in Fig.[d. The local electronic
density n; I i, wheret; = ¢ ¢ , is detem ined
selfconsistently and theholedensity isp; = 1 1ny . The
m agnetic orderparam eter isthenm ; = (ir 1ny)=2,and
the staggered m om ent jsm(.f = ( 1¥*Yim;wherery =
(%i;vi) Is the coordinate of site i. T he nearest neighbor
pairngtem i35 = %hfijirwjrh f;.j = (cpcin  groy)=2
is also determ ined selfconsistently and has pure dSC
sym m etry, 1y3 ¥i, in the nonm angetic phase.

To allow for inhom ogeneous doping we add dopant—
In puriy and Coulom b interaction tem s, also treated at
the m ean— eld level:

i3 = 7 (
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FIG.1l: (Coloronline) Phase diagram as a function ofkinetic
energy renom alization. O pen symbols are for the hom oge-
neously doped calculations, closed triangle and + symbolare
for inhom ogeneously doped calculations. Inset: Fem isurface
and CSDW nesting vector.

wih n; = F n; , Zz the mmpurity charge, R « the loca—
tions of the N: inpurities, and V (r) = &?e ™ =a; a
weakly-screened Coulomb interaction, w ith e®= ag = 1:5
and = 20ay. In the cuprate HT S, donor in purities
typically sit a few A above the CuO , layers, so we ran—
dom Iy choose values of R+ = Xv;yv;d) with d = ag.
The totalhole doping isp = ZN =N . W e study a ho—-
m ogeneously doped casewith Ny = N and Z = p, and
an Inhom ogeneously doped case at the same 1lling wih
N1 = N=4 and Z = 4p. The resulting Im puriy potential
is am oother than one expects In m any underdoped HT S
but is reasonable for underdoped YBCO where approxi-
m ately 35% ofchain oxygen sitesare lled. It isassum ed
that strong-correlation renom alizations ofV , J and U

are nclided in plicitly and rem ain constant over the nar—
row doping range explored here; for a given p, we choose
J and U such that w = 1 corresponds to a pure dSC

phase close to them agneticphaseboundary. W ethen fol-
low them agnetic phase diagram , F ig.[l, asw is reduced.
T he resultsdepend sensitively on the Ferm isurface shape
(le.on tp and t3), but depend only weakly on p which is
therefore chosen for com putationalconvenience. W e have
studied the param eter sets (;U;J) = (0:05;34;18) and
©E;U;J) = (0:35;32;15). The two agree sem iquanti-
tatively where we have been able to com pare; how ever,
it is di cul to obtain converged solutions forp = 0:05

when w is an all, and we have chosen to present results
forp= 035 where a full set of resuls is available.

T he calculations proceed as ollow s. T he H am ittonian,
written § = YHcwith &¥ = I 22:Q) we1y 21iqy 4] and
H aHem itian m atrix, is diagonalized num erically giving
theunitary m atrix U ofeigenvectorsand eigenvaluesE,, .
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FIG.2: (Color online) Typical selfconsistent solutions. T he
staggered m agnetization is shown for the CSDW phase at
085 (@b) and the DSDW phassatw = 08 (cd) wih
hom ogeneous (a,c) and and inhom ogeneous (o,d) doping; T he
m agnetization (e) and dSC gap (f) are shown orw = 0:78
w ith Inhom ogeneous doping. Inhom ogeneous resuls are ora
single dopant con guration.

w =

T he calculations

X
ny = Pin T (€)
n;E,<0
ng = 1 Pinnd @)
n;E <0
iy = d=2) UinUgenn + UsennUsn) )

n;E,<0

are ifterated until the largest di erence between succes-
sive valies of ;5 and n; is less than 10 *. At con-
vergence, the total energy is typically varying in the

tenth signi cant gure. Convergence is di cult to ob-
tain: rst, the charge density oscillates w ildly In sin ple—
Tteration schem es because of the Coulomb interaction

and, second, them agneticm om ent con gurationm ay fail
to converge because the energy near selfconsistency de—
pends only weakly on i. A signi cant e ort has been
m ade to address both these issues. First, we have gen-—
erated our initial guess for the local charge density us—
Ing a selfconsistent Thom asFem icalculation. In order
not to bias the outcom e of the calculation we have used

8-16 random ly seeded initial m agnetic m om ent con g-
urations for each param eter set, from which the lowest

energy selfconsistent solution is retained. Second, we
have adopted a T hom asFem P ulay ieration schem e,*’
w hich controlsthe feration instability in m ost cases. Re—
sults shown here have all converged.

The phase diagram is shown in Fig.[d. For large w,
there is a pure dSC phase. Asw is reduced, there is a
second order transition into a coexisting phase of dSC
and checkerboard SDW (CSDW ) orderatw 0:95, o1~
lowed by a rst order transition into a phase of coexist—
Ing dSC and diagonalSDW @O SDW ) orderatw 081;
both phases are illustrated in Fig.[d. Superconductiv—
ity is destroyed at w 0:76. From Fig.[2, one sees
that doping-induced inhom ogeneity disorders the SDW
and has a signi cant e ect on the phase diagram in the
dSC+DSDW phase: a typical solution for w = 0:78,
shown in Fig.[2 (e,f), consists of an inhom ogeneousm ix—
ture of pure SDW and dSC+ SDW orxder, w ith supercon—
ductivity preferentially form ing in holexich regions. The
spatially-averaged vardes considerably between dopant
con gurations, as seen in Fig.[, but within supercon—
ducting dom ains, the local order param eter is consis—
tently j 453 0:5; the destruction of superconductiviy
occurs inhom ogeneously.

W e can understand the origin ofm agnetic order in the
CSDW phase; the Fourder transform m (g) ofm; has a
set of our peaks at ( ; ) and the inset to Fig[dl
show s that the vector ( ; ) taken from the data
in Fig.[2@) connectsnodalpoints on the Fem isurface3®.
The CSDW , therefore, nests portions of the Fem i sur-
face where the pairing energy is sm all, and consequently
m inin izes com petition between m agnetic and dSC or-
der. This explainswhy  is roughly constant through-—
out the dSC+CSDW phase (cf. Fig.[D), and why the
transition to the dSC+D SDW phase appears to occur
only when the m agnetic energy scale M Umax (i)
isgreaterthan . It appears, then,asifCSDW ordering
is stabilized by superconductiviy. An analysis ofm (q)
for the DSDW , In contrast, does not reveal any nesting
ofhigh-sym m etry points, and  collapses rapidly In the
dSC+DSDW phase.

These results are n strking contrast to what one

nds for the case of commensurate magnetic or-
der. We show, in Fig. @ the results of calcula-
tions for the antiferrom agnetic moment m , and the
dSC order param eter determ ined selfconsistently
In the hom ogeneous lim . The calculation proceeds

as Pllows: Adopting a fHurcomponent notation?®
Ay b (CE";CYk#;O“Q";CYk Q#)T where o =
Bk1=2 ;6 exp( ik s, one can write H =

EAkyH A where the prine indicates a sum over
kyx > 0 and

2 X X M 0 3
k x 0 M 7
Hy = ; (§)
k 2 M 0 o o 5 (6)
0 M x40 k+0

w ith the band energy x = t + 2t (cosky + cosky) +
4ty cosky cosky and k= 5 (cosky cosk ) and M =
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FIG.3: (Color online) Phase diagram for com m ensurate or-
der. Here, U = 3:6 while other param eters are as given in the
text.

Um,. Ifthe 4 4 m atrix diagonalizing Hy is denoted
U x , then the selfconsistent equations for andm , are

g x X
= N (coskyx  ©osk)U14k Uz (7)
k =1 k;
Eic< 0
1 X X
m, = — U1k Uz + U5 Usggk It 8)
2Ny
Jj=1 k;
E 3 < 0

F igure[d show s that the dSC and antiferrom agnetic order
param eters are generally incom patble, w ith only a amall
coexistence region. M ore extensive studies of the phase
diagram w ith com m ensurate orderby K yung?® show that
the size of the coexistence region depends on the m odel
param eters, but that the antiferrom agnetic and dSC or-
deralw ays suppressone another. By contrast, the CSDW
order has very little e ect on the dSC phase.

ITII. DENSITY OF STATESAND SUPERFLU ID
DEN SITY

Because of the nodal nesting, the density of states
DbOS)

R n
N ()= Wunf

i=1n=1

En)+ Punnd (+E]

9)
develops a gap of width in the dSC+CSDW phase,
as shown in Fig.[4. In contrast, the dSC+DSDW phase
retains the characteristicdwaveDO S, N (!) / J jat low
!, but develops a resonance at ! which In m any cases
dom Inates the spectrum . In both cases, these qualitative
di erences from thepuredSC DOSarere ectedin s (T).
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FIG. 4: (Colr online) Density of states. N (!) is shown
for hom ogeneous (top row ) and lnhom ogeneous (pottom row)
doping. Inhom ogeneous resuls are for a single dopant con g-
uration, except forw = 0:78 which is averaged over 5 con g—
urations. The singleparticle gap and subgap resonance at
!o are indicated.

The super uid density is related to the m agnetic pene—

tration depth (T ) measured in experim entsby 5 (T)=
mc=4 e?> 2(T). In lnhearresponse theory, 2(T) =
4 e?=c)K () KPE™ (T)i_,, wih
di X 1
la __
K = M o EER) (10)
m
X £ £
Kpara _ . o ~ . (Em) (En) (ll)
m ;n Em En
w here
1 x x 1
M hn = ( l?Un{ i+ pN M ]ijUj+pN n
4;j p=0
X xt )
Flon = Ursn/ i+ pN [ ]ijUj+ PN n

ij p=0

whereM and ~ are the inverse e ective m ass tensor and
current vertex respectively, w ritten In the basis of eigen—
states of the Ham iltonian. On a tightbinding lattice,
M 'l;= &~ ry “and [ ly= i~ gy wih
~and ~theuni vectors® oryand rijy=r; 1. The
calculations are restricted to low T where we can use the
T = Ovaluesfor ;; andn; ;theT-dependenceof ¢ (T)
is due to them al pair breaking, as has been argued in
Ref. P]. W e discuss this assum ption below .

W e focus rst on hom ogeneous doping, Fig[3(@). The
super uid density at T = 0 is a strong function of w,
egpecially in the dSC+D SDW phase; s (0) is reduced to
10% of its initial valie with only small changes in the
coherence peak energy In the DO S. W hil this is con-
sistent w ith experim ents, the T -dependence of (T ) is
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FIG .5: (Coloronline) Super uid density. s (T ) isplotted for
hom ogeneous (@) and inhom ogeneous () doping. D i erent
curves forw = 0:78 In (b) correspond to di erent random ly—
generated In purity potentials. Inset: low -T behaviorof s (T)
for hom ogeneous (solid) and inhom ogeneous (dashed) doping.
Results In (o) are con guration-averaged over 2-4 sam ples,
except orw = 0:78 where resuls are shown for each con g-
uration.

not. In the dSC+CSDW phase, (T) is exponentially
activated: () / exp( T= ), where is the single—
particle gap shown in Fig.[4. In the dSC+DSDW phase,

s (T') is IInear in T, but also has an exponential contri-
bution from the resonanceat ! o, also shown in Fig.[4. In
m ost cases we have studied the exponential contribution
is dom inant.

T he inhom ogeneously-doped calculations are qualita—
tively di erent. The elctronic potential produced by
doping is itself weakly scattering and has little direct ef-
foct on nodal quasiparticles’? ; however, it disorders the
SDW , and Indirectly doeshave a signi cante ect on the
low—! DOS.As seen in Fig.[d, characteristic features of
the di erent SDW phasesarewashed outand N (! ) uni-
versally obtains a dirty-d-wave form . T his is one of the
main resuls of this work. Not surprisingly, s (T) also
obtains the dirty dSC fom ; as shown in Fig.[J @) and in
the gure nset, L(T)/ T2 rT T., and is linear
In T at arger T. In general, < (T ) varies weakly be-
tween disorder con gurations. T he notable exception is
near the superconducting phase boundary (e.w = 0:78)
where ¢ (0) depends strongly on disorder con guration,
although s(T) remains quadratic n T. In macro—
soopic sam ples, this will be re ected as a sensitivity to
both sam pl quality and doping. T he rem arkable aspect
of Fig.[H () is that, even for a m agnetic energy scale
M 2 (@t which point 5 (0) is near zero), (T) has
the appearance of a dirty but pure dSC, as seen In ex—
perin ents. This constitutes ourm ain  nding.

The m echanisn by which the super uid density is de—
plkted is quite interesting. The diam agnetic response,
K 9%, is aIn ost independent ofboth w and the m agnetic

m om ent: how ever, the param agnetic response at T = 0,
K P27 (0), is a strong function of the m agnetic m om ent.
T his is rem iniscent of the response to disorder in d-wave
superconductorsw here C ooper pairbreaking by in purity
scattering m anifests as a nonzero K P2 (0). In this case,
how ever, the broken C ooper pairs are also apparent as a

nie residual density of states at the Fem ilevel. A dis—
order level su cient to cause a 90% reduction in §(0),
as we have found here, would produce a residual density
of states com parable to that of the nom al state. The
fact that such a residualdensity of states is not observed
In our case illustrates that the SDW correlations are not
sin ply breaking C ooper pairs.

R ather, it isthe fact that C ooperpairs In the m agnetic
phase do not have a welkde ned chargecurrent which is
responsble for the suppression of ¢ (0). In the comm en—
surate (Pburband) case, the current operator is

Vx(k)o 0

x ) = 0 vk+0Q)o

1z)

wih vy, = @ =Rk, and o thePaulim atrix. T hism atrix
is not diagonal in the basis of B ogoliubov quasiparticles
(le. ~ k) is not diagonal), m eaning that the current is
not conserved. Physically, this is because the Bogoli-
ubov quasiparticles are orm ed from m ixtures of states
wih crystalmomenta k and k + Q . Then, because
~¢ (k) hasnonzero o -diagonalm atrix elem ents, there isa
nonzero interband contribution in Eq. [Il) which reduces
the overall super uid density. W e stress that thism ech—
anisn is distinct from either pairbreaking or quasipar-
ticle renom alization (. strong-correlation) m echanisn s
for reducing the super uid density.

W e nish wih a comm ent on the relationship between
T. and 5(0). An estin ate of T as the tem perature at
which a straight line, tted to the region T > 01 In
Fig.[({), crosses the T-axis yields T,  0:36, orallw .
This is surprising, as i indicates that even for strongly
Inhom ogeneous cases T is determm ined by the m axin um ,
rather than average, . It also suggests that two physi-
calprocesses neglected in our calculations, phase uctu-
ations and glassy SDW dynam ics, m ay play an in por—
tant role at higher T . In particular, phase uctuations
are expected to be pronounced at sm allw where the su-
perconductivity is spatially inhom ogeneous. G lassy spin
dynam ics, provided they rem ain slow on electronic tim e
scales, behave as quenched disordering of the SDW , and
should not change our results qualitatively. An inter—
esting question, outside the scope of this work, is how
the SDW dynam icsa ect 5 (T) at higher doping, where
a gap In the spin-wave spectrum begins to appear. In
summ ary, it seem s lkely that, as suggested .n Ref?2, T,
is ultin ately determ ined by a com bination of phase and
quasiparticle excitations.



Iv.. CONCLUSIONS

In conclusion, we have shown that incomm ensurate
m agnetic correlations w hich nest the nodalpoints of the
Fem isurfacem ay coexist w ith d-w ave superconductivity
w ith essentially no suppression ofthe superconducting or-
der. Furthem ore, the form ation of quasistatic m om ents
is a plusbl explanation for the rapid suppression of
super uid density nearp in YBCO .W e nd that, pro—
vided the spin density waves are disordered, both the
sihgleparticle spectrum and ¢ (T) are indistinguishable

from the dirty d-wave case.
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