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The m agnetic susceptibility ofhigh-Tc superconductorsisinvestigated in the norm alstate using a

coupled bilayer m odel. W hile this m odeldescribes in a naturalway the norm al-state pseudogaps

seen in c-axisopticalconductivity on underdoped sam ples,itpredictsa weakly increasing suscepti-

bility with decreasing tem perature and cannotexplain the m agnetic pseudogapsexhibited in NM R

m easurem ents. O urresult,togetherwith som e experim entalevidence suggest thatthe m echanism

governing thec-axisopticalpseudogap isdi�erentfrom thatforthe a-bplane m agnetic pseudogap.

PACS num bers:74.80.D m ,74.25.Jb,74.72.-h,76.60.-k

Norm al-statepseudogapsofunderdoped sam pleshave

been oneofthe im portantsubjectsin thestudy ofhigh-

Tc cuprates in the past few years [1]. Experim entally

strong decreaseofNM R K nightshiftand spin-latticere-

laxation rate with decreasing tem perature hasbeen ob-

servedin variousnorm al-stateunderdoped sam plesbelow

som e cross overtem perature T � [2{6]. These decreases

have often been considered in term softhe opening ofa

\spin gap" due to the antiferrom agnetic (AF)spin uc-

tuations[7{9]or,alternatively,thenotion of\preform ed

Cooper pairs" in the case ofsigni�cant order param e-

ter phase uctuations [10]. M easurem ents on dc resis-

tivity for underdoped sam ples also revealthat the in-

plane resistivity �ab(T) deviates from a linear in tem -

perature behavior at som e tem perature consistent with

thecrossovertem peraturesT � in NM R experim ents[11].

O n theotherhand,thec-axisopticalconductivity �c(!)

[12{15]exhibitsa striking gap-likedepression atlow fre-

quency and thec-axisresistivity �c(T)displaysa upturn

sem iconducting feature [11]in the norm al-state under-

doped sam ples,characteristic ofthe form ation ofsom e

kindsofgap.

A centralquestion in the study ofpseudogapsis{ are

the pseudogaps seen in the c-axis opticalconductivity

related atall to the m agnetic pseudogapsseen in NM R

experim ents? O r,could there be two di�erent m echa-

nism s? W hile there is currently no consensus on this

point,webegin by com paring�rstsom eoftheproperties

ofthese two pseudogapsseen in experim ents. Consider

the m agnitude and anisotropy ofthese two pseudogaps:

(i)M agnitude{Although onedoesnotm easurethem ag-

neticpseudogap directly,an analysisdoneby W illiam set

al.[16]ofK night-shiftdata based on quasiparticle exci-

tation spectrum given by E k = [�2
k
+ � 2

k
]1=2 where � k

isthenorm al-statepseudogap showsthatthem agnitude

ofm agnetic pseudogap isstrongly dependenton doping

or carrier density (larger gap with lower doping) and

scales with the crossover tem perature T �. In contrast,

thec-axisopticalconductivity m easured by Hom esetal.

[13]on YB2C3O 6+ x (YBCO ) at di�erent doping x in-

dicates that the frequency rangeswhere conductivity is

suppressed (directm easurem entforthe size ofthe gap)

arealm ostindependentofdoping.M oreover,a com pari-

son [6]ofYBCO and Pb2Sr2(Y,Ca)Cu3O 8+ � (PSYCCO )

datagivesthattheopticalpseudogap doesnotscalewith

T �. (ii)Anisotropy { NM R [16]experim entsrevealthat

them agneticpseudogap hasd-wavelikeanisotropy (con-

sistent with the angular resolved photoem ission spec-

troscopy (ARPES) [17]result), while the at spectral

weight seen within the pseudogap region in c-axis op-

ticaldata im pliesthattheopticalpseudogap isisotropic

(s-wave like). The above com parison seem s to suggest

thatthe m agnetic pseudogap isintim ately connected to

the superconducting gap and reects the pairing m ech-

anism ,while the opticalpseudogap isdue to a di�erent

m echanism .

Recently Atkinson and Carbotte [18] and with W u

[19,20]have used a coupled bilayer m odelto calculate

variousc-axispropertiesofthehigh Tc cuprates.W ithin

thism odel,a m inim um energy di�erence� between two

non-degenerate bands (associated with two layers cou-

pled by a single-particlehopping t? )isintroduced.This

band gap � { turns out to be the pseudogap seen in

the c-axisopticalconductivity { and givesthe suppres-

sion ofthe jointdensity ofstatesin the interband tran-

sitions.The key feature ofthiscoupled bilayerm odelis

thatthec-axisopticalconductivity can begenerally sep-

arated intointraband (proportionalto t4? )and interband

(proportionalto t2? )parts. Therefore,when t? is sm all

which is the condition appropriate to the underdoped

regim e [21],interband contribution dom inates over the

usualintraband contribution and,asa result,the pseu-

dogap is visible (non-Drude like behavior). In contrast

in the larger t? optim ally-doped or overdoped regim e,

intraband dom inatesand oneretainsthem oreusualno-

pseudogap Drude-likebehavior.

It is shown in Refs.[18,20]that the coupled bilayer

m odelexplains in a naturalway the pseudogap seen in

thec-axisopticalconductivity forunderdoped,and gives

an explanation ofwhy itisnotseen in optim ally-doped

oroverdoped sam ples(seeFig.1).Both tem peratureand

frequency dependence ofthe entirespectrum seen in ex-

perim ents[12,13]are welldescribed by thism odel. Itis

thusnotsurprisingly thatthesem iconductor-likeupturn

feature at low tem perature seen in the c-axis dc resis-

tivity is also understood in this m odel[20]. Since this
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FIG .1. Norm al-state c-axis conductivity as a function of

photon energy for a plane-chain bilayer at di�erent tem per-

atures with a sm allt? = 2m eV . The m inim um energy dif-

ference between the two bands for a given k in the �rst 2D

Brillouin zone is� = 20m eV (taken from Fig.1 in Ref.[20]).

m odelem phasizesthe band structure correlation arising

from twonon-degeneratecoupled layers,asim pletestcan

be im m ediately done forthe single-layerLa2� xSrxCuO 4

(LSCO )which isfound by Basov etal.[22]to exhibitno

pseudogap in the c-axis opticalconductivity or a very

weak pseudogap with large energy scale � 0:1eV by

Uchida et al. [23]. The latter case accom panied with

a sem iconducting upturn feature of�c(T) [24]strongly

suggests that while there is only one conducting layer,

in practice there are two bandsseparated by a large en-

ergy di�erence� � 0:1eV in LSCO .W enotethatin this

case Startseva etal.[25]�nd a strong in-plane pseudo-

gap with sm aller energy scale indicating no correlation

between in-plane and out-of-plane energy scale for the

pseudogap.

In thefollowing,weusethebilayerm odelto calculate

them agneticsusceptibility.W econsiderthespin raising

(+ )and lowering(� )operatorsforlayeri(i= 1,2)de�ned

by �
+

i;q
=
P

k
c
y

i;k+ q;"
ci;k;# and �

�
i;q
=
P

k
c
y

i;k+ q;#
ci;k;".

Thetransverse (parallelto a-bplane)m agneticsuscepti-

bility �ij which weshallconcentrateon,isthen given by

[26]

�ij(q;i!n)= 2�2e

Z �

0

d�e
i!n �hT��

�
i;q(�)�

+

j;� q(0)i; (1)

where �e is the Bohr m agneton, �11;�22 denote the

in-plane spin correlation,and �12;�21 denote the out-

of-plane (or cross) spin correlation. Due to its local

nature,an NM R experim ent is able to study the spin

susceptibility �ij(q;!) individually. For exam ple, the

K night shift (K s) for an atom in layer i is directly

proportional to the real part of the planar spin sus-

ceptibility, K s(T) � �0ii(q = 0;! = 0) and the spin-

lattice relaxation rate (per tem perature unit) is related

to im aginary-part susceptibility over a weighted sum ,

(1=T1T)i �
P

q
jA(q)j2�00ii(q;! ’ 0)=!. W hile,the in-

form ation contained in the cross spin susceptibility �12
can beprobed by aspin echodoubleresonance(SEDO R)

experim ent(see,forexam ple,Ref.[27]).

In term s ofa free electron system ,the susceptibility

(1)can be reduced to

�ij(q;i!n)= � 2�2e

X

k

1

�

X

�n

Tr[G 0(k;i�n)iG 0(k + q;i�n � i!n)j]; (2)

tracing over the two bands, where 1=
h
1 0

0 0

i

and

2=
h
0 0

0 1

i

arethe verticesand

G
� 1
0
(k;i�n)=

�
i�n � �1(k) � t(kz)

� t(kz) i�n � �2(k)

�

(3)

isthe G reen’sfunction m atrix. The param eter�i isthe

band structure forisolated layeriand tis the coupling

between thetwolayers.Consideringonly theq ! 0case,

the trace operatorin (2)enablesone to calculate �ij in

a convenientfram ein which theG reen’sfunction m atrix

isdiagonal.Consequently,

�ij(q = 0;i!n)= � 2�2e

X

k

1

�

X

�n

Tr[̂G 0(k;i�n )̂iĜ 0(k;i�n � i!n )̂j]; (4)

where

Ĝ
� 1
0
(k;i�n)=

�
i�n � �+ + i�+ sgn(�n) 0

0 i�n � �� + i�� sgn(�n)

�

; (5)

with �� introduced asthe totalscattering rate in band

� .The two renorm alized bandsare

�� =
�1 + �2

2
�

s
�
�1 � �2

2

� 2

+ jtj2 (6)

and the rotated verticesare

̂1 =

�
�11 �12
�12 �22

�

; ̂2 =

�
�22 � �12
� �12 �11

�

; (7)

where�11 � (�1 � �� )=(�+ � �� ),�22 � (�+ � �1)=(�+ �

�� ),and �12 � jtj=(�+ � �� ). Substituting (5) and (7)

into (4),weobtain

�11(i!n)= � 2�2e

X

k

1

�

X

�n

h�

�
2

11
G 11G

0
11
+ �

2

22
G 22G

0
22

�

+ �
2

12

�

G 11G
0
22
+ G 22G

0
11

�i

;

�22(i!n)= � 2�2e

X

k

1

�

X

�n

h�

�
2

22
G 11G

0
11
+ �

2

11
G 22G

0
22

�

2



+ �
2

12

�

G 11G
0
22
+ G 22G

0
11

�i

;

�12(i!n)= �21(i!n)= � 2�2e

X

k

1

�

X

�n

h

�11�22

�

G 11G
0
11

+ G 22G
0
22

�

� �
2

12

�

G 11G
0
22
+ G 22G

0
11

�i

; (8)

where G ii � Gii(k;i�n)and G 0
ii � Gii(k;i�n � i!n)are

theelem entsof(diagonal)G reen’sfunction m atrixin (5).

Clearly for each �ij in (8), the �rst term corresponds

to an intraband contribution and the second term cor-

responds to an interband contribution. O ne sees that

the in-plane �ii and cross �ij (i 6= j) have equalbut

opposite-sign interband contributions.

The frequency sum in (8) can easily be transform ed

into an integralsuch as(using (5))

"

1

�

X

�n

G ii(k;i�n)G jj(k;i�n � i!n)

#0

=

Z 1

� 1

dx

2�

2�

[(x � �i)
2 + �2][(x � ! � �j)

2 + �2]

�

h

f(x)(x � ! � �j)+ f(x � !)(x � �i)

i

; (9)

where f(x) is the Ferm i distribution function and we

have rede�ned �1 � �+ and �2 � �� . The scattering

ratesaresim ply assum ed to beidenticalforboth bands,

�+ = �� � �. To obtain analyticalresults,we consider

thetwo isolated layersto havethefollowing sim pleband

structures

�1(kx;ky)=
�h
2

2m
k
2

k � � + �

�2(kx;ky)=
�h
2

2m
k
2

k � �; (10)

wherekk � (k2x + k2y)
1=2 isthe2D layerm om entum ,� is

thechem icalpotential,and � correspondsto theenergy

di�erence between these two layerbands(in general,�

correspondstoam inim um energydi�erencebetween two

bands).ForYBCO ,weconsidertheCuO 2 planeaslayer

1 which has generally m ore (hole)carriers(or less elec-

trons)than the CuO chain which is layer2. W hile the

band structure(10)isoversim pli�ed,ithascaptured the

essentialphysicsbuiltin thiscoupled bilayerm odel.Tak-

ingintoaccounttheperiodicityofcrystals,thelayer-layer

coupling ischosen to bet(kz)= 2t? cos(kzd=2),with the

param eters t? the coupling strength and d the spacing

between twolayers.W hen t? issm all(jtj� �),onem ay

expand �11 ’ 1� t2=� 2,�22 ’ t2=� 2,and �12 ’ jtj=�.

Thisin turn im pliesthatforthe planarspin susceptibil-

ities �11 and �22,the intraband term is oforder 1 and

the interband term is proportionalto t2? ,while �12 has

both intraband and interband term sproportionalto t2? .

W ith the above sim pli�cations, the realpart of the

m agnetic susceptibilitiesin (8)atzero frequency can be

found to be (keeping only second orderterm sin t? )
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FIG .2. Tem perature dependence ofthe theoreticalplanar

m agneticsusceptibility �
0

11(0)given in (11).Thecurvesfrom

top to bottom correspond to � = 400,200,and 100m eV with

�xed � = 20m eV ,t ? = 3m eV ,and �(T)= 20m eV at100K

and islinearin tem perature.

�
0
11
(0)= �

2

eN (0)

�
1

2
+
1

�
arctan

�
� � �

�

�

+
4

�

t2?

� 2
(� � )

�

�
0
22
(0)= �

2

eN (0)

�
1

2
+
1

�
arctan

�
�

�

�

+
4

�

t2?

� 2

�
� � �

�
� � 

��

�
0
12
(0)= �

0
21
(0)= �

2

�

t2?

� 2
�
2

eN (0)

�
2� � �

�
� � 2

�

(11)

where N (0) = m =��h
2
is the 2D (constant) density of

statesforfreeelectron gasand wehavede�ned

�(T)=
�

�

�

arctan

�
�

�

�

� arctan

�
� � �

�

��

(T)=
�

2�
ln

�
�2 + �2

(� � �)2 + �2

�

: (12)

In deriving (11), we have m ade use of the fact that

� @f(x)=@x � �(x), which is appropriate for not too

high tem peratures. In Fig.2,we plot the tem perature-

dependent layer-1 K night shift (proportionalto �0
11
(0)

in (11)) using the param eters which is appropriate to

and hassuccessfully described thec-axisopticalpseudo-

gap forunderdoped YBa2Cu3O 6:6:� = 100 to 400m eV,

� = 20m eV,t? = 3m eV,and �(T)= 20m eV at100K

and islinearin tem perature.Itisclearly shown in Fig.2

that the K night shift increases only slightly as tem per-

ature decreasesand doesnotexhibitthe decreasing fea-

ture characterizing the m agnetic pseudogap seen in ex-

perim ents.Sincein YBCO ,� � �,� 0
22
(0)isfound to be

sim ilarto �0
11
(0)ofFig.2.Apartfrom them agnitudeof

t? ,itcan beshown quitegenerally thatwhen �(T)< �,

� �  � � �5=[�3(�2 + �2)]which issm all. Thism eans

that the last term in �0
11
(0) or �0

22
(0) in (11) does not
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contributem uch and oneexpectsa sim ilartem perature-

dependentK nightshiftasgiven in Fig.2,even forover-

doped YBa2Cu3O 7 forwhich t? ism uch larger.Naively

ifoneappliestheresult�0
11
(0)in (11)toboth YBCO with

sm aller � = 20m eV and LSCO with larger � � 0:1eV

and assum es� and �identicalforboth cases,oneexpects

m oresigni�cantincreasing K nightshiftswith decreasing

tem perature in overdoped LSCO com pared to those in

overdoped YBCO which seem s consistent with experi-

m ents[28].

In contrastto the c-axisconductivity wherethe inter-

band term (/ t2? ) dom inates over the intraband term

(/ t4? )in the sm allt? underdoped case,for the planar

spin susceptibility,the interband term (/ t2? )is alm ost

canceled by an equalcontribution arisingfrom intraband

term s.Consequently,theplanarspin susceptibility isnot

very m uch dependent on the interband transition (or,

equivalently,the m agnitude oft? ),and,asa result,also

not very dependent on tem perature. Thus the K night

shiftderived from the sim ple coupled bilayerm odelhas

only a weak tem perature dependence m ainly due to im -

purity scattering e�ect(i.e.,�(T)).

In principle one can m easure directly the e�ectoft?
with SEDO R [27].An e�ectivecouplinga existsbetween

spinson thetwolayers aI1� I2.In term sofourm odela �

�hA 2�12=�
2

B where A isthe hyper�ne coupling constant.

In orderto obtain an estim ate fora wetakeA to bethe

isotropic transferred hyper�ne constantforCu atom sin

the CuO 2 planes ofYBCO where A=63 = 82 kO e and

takeN (0)= 2 states/eV{Cu.Evaluating �12 atT = 300

K with � = 100 m eV yields�0
12
=�2B N (0)= 0.0016.Thus

thee�ectivecoupling rateisa ’ 15 s� 1 which isabout3

ordersofm agnitudetoo sm allto observeexperim entally

[29].

W hile the theory given in Eq.(11)does not describe

the m agnetic pseudogaps for underdoped sam ples,sev-

eralpredictions and conclusions can be drawn in con-

nection with experim ental data. First, there exists a

m echanism (not the interband e�ect) which operates

m ost profoundly in the underdoped sam ples and leads

to the suppression of K night shifts (m agnetic pseudo-

gaps).Secondly,thism echanism probably contributesto

the pseudogap e�ectsseen in allthe a-b plane m easure-

m ents,including the charge-associated in-planedc resis-

tivity �ab(T),ARPES,in-planescattering rate1=�(!;T)

in theinfrared reectivity,and thespin-associated NM R

m easurem entsand isofonly secondary im portancein c-

axistransport.Thirdly,the interband e�ectwe propose

should dom inate in the c-axistransportand is strongly

associated with thepseudogap e�ectsseen in c-axisopti-

caland dcresistivitym easurem ents.Fourth,asindicated

in experim enton YBa2Cu4O 8 [4],the m agnetic pseudo-

gap m echanism hasa m uch strongere�ecton the CuO 2

plane(deepernorm al-stateK night-shiftdrop)than CuO

chain (weakeroralm ostno drop).

In sum m ary,whileatpresentonecannotruleoutthata

singlem echanism m ay govern both thec-axisopticaland

a-b plane m agnetic pseudogaps,we have shown through

ourtheoreticalstudiesaswellaswith experim entaldata

thata two-m echanism pictureisfavored.
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