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Extensive ARPES and low-energy inelastic neutron scattering studies of cuprate superconductors
can be successfully described using a weak-coupling theory in which quasiparticles on a square
lattice interact via scalar and spin-dependent effective interactions. In this article we point out
that in BizSraCai—zY5>Cu20s (Bi2212) both probes are consistent with dominant near-neighbour
Heisenberg interactions. We discuss the implications of this finding for the mechanism of high-T¢

superconductivity.

PACS numbers:

Introduction— It is evident from many experiments!:2:3

that high-T,. superconductors can be described at low
energies by a weak coupling theory with effective inter-
actions between square-lattice quasiparticles that lead
to short-coherence-length d-wave superconductivity. Af-
ter many years of study, the source of this effec-
tive interaction has still not been established with cer-
tainty. The d-wave property is naturally associated
with near-neighbor interactions, but these could be
spin-independent (V) and possibly lattice mediated or
Heisenberg-like (J) and possibly antiferromagnetic spin-
fluctuation mediated. The resonance feature in inelas-
tic neutron scattering?, which appears to be generic in
cuprates but absent in conventional superconductors, can
be explained®8.78 if interaction parameters are chosen so
that the system is close to an antiferromagnetic instabil-
ity, possibly one driven by strong-on site repulsion U.

In this paper we attempt to draw conclusions about
these interactions from the numerical arcana of cuprate
superconductivity by requiring quantitative consistency
between weak-coupling descriptions of neutron and
ARPES data in BisSrsCai;_;Y,CusOg. From ARPES
antinodal gap values we conclude that 3J/2 — 2V ~
250meV, while from the ocurrence of the INSR phe-
nomenon we conclude that 2J + U ~ 350meV. The
proximity of these two energy scales strongly suggests
that the Heisenberg interaction J dominates and, as we
will discuss, this in turn suggests that superconductivity
is mediated by short-range antiferromagnetic interactions
which are a remnant of the parent Mott-insulator.
Effective Hamiltonian— We consider a low-energy effec-
tive Hamiltonian for underdoped Bi2212,

H=Y e(k)—p+ Hy + Hy + H, (1)
E

where e(E) is the band energy and the interaction terms
are

Hy =UY iy, Hy =V Y fighijor,
3 . . <i,j>oo’ (2)
Hy=J7Y 8-S

<i,j>

We do not view this phenomenological Hamiltonian as

microscopic, but as what remains after incoherent high-
energy electronic fluctuations are integrated out. In
view of the Luttinger theorem, the chemical potential
1 is nevertheless fixed by the doping concentration x =
1-3 1570(0%0050). The effective interaction parameters
U, V,and J are assummed to be at least weakly doping
dependent.

Antinodal Gap— The order parameter for the d-wave
superconducting state is (circirzy) = (—)TA, where
(=) = +1 for 7 = £& and —1 for 7 = +7, ac-
counting for the d-wave character. Applying BCS mean-
field theory to Eq.([) leads to a gap function A(E) =
VpA (cos ky — cosky) and to band energies e — € which
are modified by interactions. Here V}, = 3J/2 — 2V has
contributions from both of interactions which can induce
d-wave superconductivity. Mean-field ground state prop-

erties are completely determined by ¢ (k) and Vp. The

—.

BCS Hamiltonian yields quasiparticles energies £ E(k) =
+(e”2(k) + A2(k))Y/2 which are measured in ARPES ex-

periments. For ¢’ (k) we use the experimental Bi2212 nor-
mal state quasiparticle band structure?. Given this, the
pairing potential V,, of the d-wave superconductor is fixed
by setting the mean-field maximum gap Ay = 2|V,|A
equal to the ARPES antinodal gapi®ll. Table [l sum-
marizes V},, values obtained in this way for several un-
derdoped Bi2212 samples. For concreteness we focus our
discussion of numerical consistency between ARPES and
INSR on the case of doping = = .144, reserving a discus-
sion of doping dependence to the end of the paper. For
x = .144, V,, ~ 250meV; the central question of cuprate
superconductivity is whether this pairing is due to spin-
independent attraction or due to antiferromagnetic spin-
dependent effective interactions.

Competing Orders— The conclusions reached in this pa-
per depend critically on using the same weak-coupling
Hamiltonian to consistently describe ARPES quasipar-
ticle data and the INSR feature in neutron scattering
experiments. As we explain in more detail below, the
emergence of the INSR well below*2 the particle-hole con-
tinuum signals an incipient instability in cuprates, almost
certainly the instability toward the antiferromagnetic
state. In a weak-coupling generalized random-phase ap-
proximation (GRPA) theory the energy cost of static an-
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TABLE I: Singlet-pairing potential V,, for several underdoped
Bi2212 samples. The doping x is extracted from experimental
T data, assuming the parabolic relation proposed by Presland
et al 22,

z T. (K) Vp (meV) p (meV)
0.144 92 250 -116.467
0.126 85 256 -111.358
0.11 75 278 -105.584
0.099 65 284 -102.369

tiferromagnetic fluctuations K* is the sum of quasiparti-
cle and interaction energy contributions. The quasiparti-
cle contribution K is a property of the mean-field state
and based on ARPES data is ~ 400meV. We find below
that K* = K;, —2J — U and conclude from qualitative
and quantitative aspects of the INSR phenomenon that
K* < Kg,; more quantitatively a value close to ~ 50meV
seems likely. It follows that 2J+U ~ 350meV. This con-
clusion is consistent with many experiments which hint at
a close competition! between spin and superconducting
order in cuprates. To explain this assessment more com-
pletely, it is necessary to describe the weak-coupling the-
ory of spin and superconducting fluctuations in d-wave
superconductors in greater detail.

Weak Coupling INSR Theory— Because the interactions
in our model Hamiltonian are either on-site or nearest-
neighbor, fluctuations at wavevector ¢ = @, where @ is
the ordering wavevector of the parent antiferromagnetic
Mott insulator, can be expressed in terms of a small num-
ber of coupled channels®?. Specializing to the S, = +1
projection of the triplet fluctuation spectrum, we iden-
tify seven operators whose fluctuations are influenced by
interactions:

2

(A1_4), which decouple from the d-wave spin and s-wave
pair fields (A5_7) and are responsible for the INSR.
The GRPA Greens functions can be derived by ex-
panding the Hamiltonian to quadratic order around the
mean-field state and solving the equation-of-motion for
Xab(Q,w). We find that
XHAw) = Xgp (Qw) =V (5)
where V = diag(—U — 2.J,J/2 =2V, V + J/4,V + J/4) is
the interaction kernel and
) (6)

)A(qp,ab(Qu W)
1
N Z <w —F
E
is the bare mean-field-quasiparticle response function. In
Eq.(B) & = Q -k, the factor (—1)2*? specifies the sim-
ple relationship between quasiparticle pair-creation and

pair-annihilation matrix-elements’ at ¢ = Q, and the
form factors f, are:

(=D)*** fafo
w+ B(k) + E(K)

fuls
(k) — B(k)

(7)

In the GRPA the w dependence of ¥ ! comes from the

w-dependence of )Zq’pl, which depends only on the band-

structure, on the doping x, and on V,,. Typical numerical
results for x,.' (Q) are summarized in Fig. [[].

Since the INSR frequency is well below the particle-

N 1 A 1 . . N =
A= — St Ay = —— 5=8T hole continuum, it is useful to expand Xgpa(Q,w) to
VN ; P V2N ; nr leading order in w:
. 1 _ . 1 _
As=—= ) di (Dy+Dy) As=—== > dy(Dyp— Dy . =
’ 2m§ Db m§ PP an(@) =~ Roa) = Rafa, b + O(w?)
L jo = L : ~fufs [L+ (<))
As = — dﬁS;f Ag = —— Zsﬁ (Dﬁ-f— Dﬁ) Ry(a,b) = a4 ba —
VAN 2N 5 2y + B(F) -
A — _— ~ D . 1 — (—1)atb
Az QWZSP(DP Dy) Rl(ajb)zszb[ﬂ ( 2 ]
P = [E(k) + E(K))?

3)
where S; = C;Tcﬁﬂii is a spin-flip operator and Dy =
Lol
Q-pt PT
creation operators. In Eq.([B) s; = cosk, + cosk, and
di; = cosk, — cosk, are extended-s and d-wave form fac-
tors. The two-particle Greens functions which capture
the fluctuations of these operators are:

CG—p,CPL and Dﬁ =c are pair annihilation and

—

Ran( @) = —i / de0(8) ([Aq (1), ALO))).  (4)

5

We focus!® on the s-wave spin and d-wave pair fields

The leading coupling between even and odd a operators
is the Berry-phase coupling which appears at first order
in w; the most important>7-# of these is the coupling
between spin (¢ = 1) and d-wave-pair phase (a = 4).
Even-even and odd-odd fluctuations are coupled in the
static limit. x;pl has a similar low-frequency expansion
in which even-even and odd-odd fluctuations have rela-
tively little frequency-dependence until w approaches the
particle-hole continuum closely as seen in Fig.[[]. The
even-even and odd-odd elements of —xy~! = K specify
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FIG. 1: )A(;p{ab(@,w) for w < Qo where Qo is the gap
in the quasiparticle-pair excitation spectrum at ¢ = Q es-
tablished by d-wave order. For each channel a, the solid,
dotted, dashed, and dash-dotted lines represent respectively
Rap-at> Xapoa2: Xapass a0d X as- (Qo A~ T0meV for x=0.144
using the V), value listed in Table[ll)

the energy cost of the corresponding density-fluctuations
while the even-odd elements, approximately linear in fre-
quency, specify how the collective fluctuation energy is
quantized. The even-odd elements satisfy Xq_pl,ab ~ wCgp.
Magnetic Plasmon— The INSR energy E"° solves

det|y 7! = det|x° ! = V| =0. (9)

The results for E"* obtained from Eq[ are repre-
sented by black dots in Fig.[ B]; the same values of
E"%® can be obtained by the time-dependent mean-
field theory described in our ealier work®. To achieve
a qualitative understanding of these results we ne-
glect the (a = 2) extended-s spin-density fluctuations
which are much stiffer than other fluctuation modes, as
shown in Fig.[ di(b)], and the weak frequency depen-
dence of the fluctuation energy contributions. With these

approximationst®
ETe ~ KquﬁKam_qu(Kilg)Q VKSK¢
- K“m0124 + KSC§4 - 2Kf§Cl4C34 Cia

(10)
where K% = K{¥ — U —2J, K" = K% +V + J/4,
and K¢ = K& +V + J/4 are spin, m amplitude mode,
and 7 phase mode stiffnesses respectively. Since C4 ~ 2
and the experimental value of E"*° ~ 40meV is small
compared to K{¥ ~ 400meV and KJ§ ~ 200meV, it
is clear that interactions must substantially reduce the
values of either K or K¢, or both.

To understand the implications of this property more
fully we start by discussing two extreme scenarios. We
first assume that d-wave pairing is due entirely to

the Heisenberg near-neighbor interaction so that J =
2V,/3 ~ 180meV. This choice is already consistent with
the INSR experiments, even without invoking an addi-
tional on-site interactions, since it reduces K; — 40meV
and E"*® —~ 50meV, in agreement with experiment.
Near-neighbor Heisenberg interactions are therefore able
to account simultaneously for pairing and for the INSR
character. The dependence of the INSR position on dop-
ing obtained from the full GRPA theory after setting
J = 2V, /3 is shown in Fig.[[2]. The good agreement
across the full doping range strongly suggests that J is
the only large coupling constant in the low-energy effec-
tive theory, with J ranging from = 166 meV for x=0.144
to =~ 190 meV for x=0.099.

What does this suggest about the character of the low-
energy quasiparticles? First of all, the absence of a large
repulsion U suggests that strong correlations between op-
posite spin-electrons have very substantially reduced the
quantum amplitudes for double-occupation of the same
lattice site. The picture which appears appropriate is
that of a single-particle Greens function which maintains
Luttinger-theorem quasiparticle peaks near the Fermi en-
ergy, but has also developed incoherent lower and up-
per Hubbard band features in its spectral function. The
interaction J would then seem to be the remanant of
the parent Mott insulator’s superexchange interactions.
This picture is similar to the t — J model?®, except that
it does not start from rigid spin-charge separation. In-
deed, even the size of the interaction J is reasonably con-
sistent with antiferromagnetic-state exchange energies in
cuprates. The reduction of the experimental band-width
by approximately a factor of two compared to LDA es-
timates of bare bandwidths is also consistent with this
scenario for the character of the quasiparticles in the
weak-coupling theory. All this is just a picture and not
a theory, of course - but it may suggest a direction for
future work. It is remarkable that a single J can account
simultaneously for both the the doping dependences of
the antinodal gap and E"¢°.

The INSR position can also be accounted for by fine-
tuning both U and V" at fixed V},, although Occam’s razor
cosiderations suggest that this scenario is much less likely.
For example, if we first assume that d-wave pairing is due
entirely to attractive spin-independent effective interac-
tions, V = —V,,/2 = —130meV. This value of V results
in a small phase stiffness, K¢ ~ 70meV and would re-
quire that U ~ 300meV in order to reduce E"¢® into the
experimental range. This is a weaker correlation scenario
in which the effective value of U is still fairly large. The
INSR magnetic plasmon in this case has approximately
equal pair-phase and spin character; in the large J sce-
nario on the other hand the INSR mode has dominant
spin character because K* < K?. More plausible is the
choice V' = —J/4, commonly used in ¢t — J model calcula-
tions and motivated by the theory of the superexchange
mechanism. Compared to the J-only model, this choice
shifts J slightly, from J = 2V},/3 to V},/2, resulting in
slightly larger K* and smaller K¢ without shifting the
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FIG. 2: INSR energy E™*° calculated from Eq. [0l (solid dots)
with U =V =0 and J = %Vp. The long-dashed line plots
the empirical rule E™*° = 5.4kgT.. The triangles, white dots,
and the black squares show the doping dependencies of o,
2A¢ calculated from V), and the large-J model values for K°.

INSR position significantly.

Finally we comment briefly on the role of inter-channel
Berry phase coupling, which has often been neglected
in theoretical analyses, in determining the INSR po-
sition and character. When only the spin-channel is
included the equation for the resonance frequency is
K*(E™*) = 0. Because of the weak energy dependence

of K, below the particle-hole continuum we see that
when coupling is ignored, U + 2J has to be adjusted to
more than 90% of K p b0 explain the resonance position,
placing the system even closer to the antiferromagnetic
state instability point. For a given value of the inter-
action stregth, mode coupling substantially lowers the
resonance frequency. Mode coupling is therefore impor-
tant in explaining the experimental relationship between
the value of the resonance frequency and the proximity
of the antiferromagnetic state.

In summary, we have performed a weak-coupling anal-
ysis of ARPES and INSR experiments in Bi2212. We
find that the doping dependences of the superconducting
gap, and the INSR energy E"® can be consistently ex-
plained by a model with near-neighbor Heisenberg inter-
actions with a strength that is consistent with superex-
change interactions. This result suggests that strong
short-range repulsion and incoherent remnants of the an-
tiferromagnetic insulating parent compound are key to
high-temperature superconductivity.
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