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We study the electronic spectral function of a metal in the vicinity of an antiferromagnetic (AFM)
quantum critical point, focusing on a situation where the bare bandwidth of the spin fluctuations
is significantly smaller than the Fermi energy. In this limit, we identify a range of energies where
the fermionic quasiparticles near the “hot spots” on the Fermi surface are strongly scattered by the
quantum critical fluctuations, whereas the damping of the AFM fluctuations by the electrons is
negligible. Within a one-loop approximation, there is a parameter range where the T = 0 spectral
function at the hot spots has a “precursor gap” feature, with a local maximum at a finite frequency.
However, the ratio of the bare spin wave velocity to the Fermi velocity required to obtain a precursor
gap is probably too small to explain experiments in the electron-doped cuprate superconductors [1].
At lower frequencies, the Landau damping of the AFM fluctuations becomes important, and the
electronic spectral function has the familiar ω−1/2 singularity. Our one-loop perturbative results are
supported by a numerical Monte Carlo simulation of electrons coupled to an undamped, nearly-critical
AFM mode.

I. INTRODUCTION

Continuous antiferromagnetic (AFM) transitions are
common among many strongly correlated metals, includ-
ing heavy fermions, cuprates, and iron-based superconduc-
tors. Despite decades of intense research [2–14], the subtle
interplay between low-energy magnetic fluctuations and
electronic quasi-particles keeps producing surprises. A
particularly important question is whether the transition
from a metal to a metallic antiferromagnet occurs directly,
or are there intermediate phases that separate the simple
Fermi liquid (FL) and the AFM metal.

The electron-doped cuprates [15] exhibit a broad regime
of strong AFM fluctuations, with long AFM correlation
lengths [16] and clear evidence for hot spots in the elec-
tronic spectrum [17]. A recent angle-resolved photoemis-
sion spectroscopy (ARPES) study [1] in Nd2−xCexCuO4

revealed that, surprisingly, a gap-like feature appears in
the electronic spectrum at the AFM hot spots already at
doping levels where long-range antiferromagnetic order is
absent. The experiment was performed at low tempera-
ture, such that thermal AFM fluctuations are not likely
to play an important role. These results are particularly
intriguing, since a Fermi surface (FS) reconstruction at
T = 0 without long-range order would imply that the
ground state violates Luttinger’s theorem [18, 19], and is
hence not a simple FL [20, 21].

Conversely, the experimental results raise the question
whether such a “precursor gap” feature may appear in the
non-AFM side of a more conventional, direct quantum
phase transition from an AFM to a simple metal [22].
Such a precursor gap in the electronic spectrum is known
to arise in the magnetically disordered phase due to ther-
mal (static) fluctuations [23, 24]. Whether a similar fea-
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ture can appear upon approaching the AFM quantum
critical critical point (QCP) at zero temperature is un-
clear. At asymptotically low frequencies, the conventional
one-loop treatment [25] predicts that the fermion spectral

function diverges as ∣ω∣−1/2 in the limit of small frequency,
with no local maximum at ω > 0.

In this work, we examine the electronic spectral func-
tion of a nearly-AFM metal, described by the spin-fermion
model [23]. We focus on the case where the bare speed
characterizing the magnetic fluctuations, vs, is signifi-
cantly smaller than the Fermi velocity at the hot spots,
vF . In the limit vs ≪ vF , we show that there is a range of
energies where the effects of the Landau damping of the
spin fluctuations by the electrons are small. To address
this regime, we study the spectral properties of electrons
coupled to undamped AFM fluctuations. The electron
spectral function is computed either perturbatively in the
coupling between electrons and AFM fluctuations, or nu-
merically, within the “quenched approximation” [26, 27],
where the electron self-energy is computed to all orders,
but the feedback of the electrons on the dynamics of the
spin fluctuations is neglected. At sufficiently low ener-
gies, the feedback effects of the electrons on the AFM
fluactuations (Landau damping) become significant even
for vs ≪ vF , and the system crosses over to the more
conventional regime where the electronic and the AFM
degrees of freedom have to be taken into account on equal
footing.

In the undamped case, the one-loop T = 0 electronic
spectral function in the disordered side of the QCP can
exhibit a “precursor gap” feature at the hot spots, with
a local maximum at finite frequency. However, within
the one-loop approximation, obtaining a precursor gap
at the hot spots requires quite small values of vs/vF –
about an order of magnitude smaller than the ratio in the
electron-doped cuprates. Conventional quantum AFM
fluctuations are therefore unlikely to explain the low-
temperature precursor gap observed in this system [1].

To go beyond the one loop level, we perform Monte
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Carlo simulations of the imaginary-time Green’s function
of fermions coupled to undampled AFM fluctuations. The
numerical results are found to agree qualitatively with the
one-loop calculations up to ξ ≈ 5a, where ξ is the AFM
correlation length and a is the lattice spacing.

This paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II we set
up the spin-fermion model for a nearly-antiferromagnetic
metal. Sec. III describes the different energy scales of the
model, and identifies the regime where the antiferromag-
netic fluctuations can be treated as undamped. In Sec.
IV we describe the electronic spectral function within
a one-loop approximation, followed by numerical Monte
Carlo results in the quenched approximation, described
in Sec. V. The results are discussed in Sec. VI.

II. MODEL

Metallic AFM phase transitions are characterized by
hot spots on the FS, at which the quasiparticles can
scatter resonantly off the critical spin fluctuations. Here,
we consider the widely studied spin-fermion model [23],
which captures the key feature of the interplay between
the fermionic gapless modes and the spin collective modes.
The model is defined on a square lattice, with an action
given by S = Sψ + Sint + Sφ, where

Sψ =
ˆ
k,ω

∑
s

ψ†
k,ω,s (iω − εk)ψk,ω,s,

Sint = g
ˆ
ω,Ω,k,q

∑
s,s′

φ⃗q,Ω ⋅ (ψ†
k,ω,sσ⃗s,s′ψk+q+Q,ω,s′ + h.c) ,

Sφ =
ˆ

Ω,q

[(Ω2

v2
s

+ q2 + ξ−2
0 ) ∣φ⃗q,Ω∣2] . (1)

For convenience, we have adopted the short hand nota-

tion
´
x1,x2...xn

= ∏
i=1,2...n

ˆ
dxi
2π

. Here, k,q are crystal

momenta, s ∈ {↑, ↓} denotes spin, and σ⃗ is the vector of
Pauli matrices. Sψ is the kinetic part of the fermions,
whose dispersion is denoted by εk. The FS, determined by
the condition εk = 0, includes pairs of hot spots connected
by the ordering vector Q = (π,π). Sφ is the action of the

bosonic collective mode φ⃗, which is a three-component vec-
tor field (we neglect spin-orbit coupling). The bosonic fluc-
tuations are coupled to the spin operator of the fermions
by Sint. The bare spin wave velocity is denoted by vs.
ξ0 is the bare (unrenormalized) correlation length. The
actual AFM transition occurs when ξ0 reaches a certain
critical value, which we denote by ξc. An illustration of
the FS reconstruction in the AFM ordered phase is shown
in Fig. 1.

III. UNDAMPED BOSON REGIME

We now show that when the bare spin wave velocity vs
is much smaller than the Fermi velocity at the hot spots
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Figure 1. An illustration of the Fermi surface (FS) in both
phases. (a) The disordered phase with no expectation value
for the bosonic order parameter, where The FS is singly con-
nected. (b) The ordered phase, where the FS (1, black) and
the shifted FS by Q = (π,π) (2, red), are hybridized. The FS
is reconstructed into electron and hole pockets (blue).

(which we denote by vF ), there is a range of energies
where the Landau damping of the spin fluctuations by
the electrons is negligible, i.e., the spin fluctuations are
underdamped. In the same regime, the scattering of
electrons at the hot spots by the AFM fluctuations is
significant, as we shall explore in detail next.

As is well known, the damping of the AFM fluctuations
by electrons at the hot spots modifies qualitatively the
dynamics of the former, and changes the properties of the
quantum critical point. Within a one-loop approximation,
the renormalized boson propagator takes the form

D (q, iΩn) = (ξ−2 + q2 +Ω2/v2
s + γ ∣Ω∣)−1

(2)

where ξ is the renormalized AFM correlation length such
that ξ−2 = ξ−2

0 − ξ−2
c , and the Landau damping coefficient

γ is given by

γ = Ng2

πv2
F sin θ

, (3)

where θ ∈ [0, π] is the angle between the Fermi velocities at
the hot spot (see Fig. 1), and N is the number of hot spot
pairs (here N = 4). At low energies, the Landau damping
term dominates the frequency dependence, changing the
dynamical critical exponent from z = 1 to 2 [28]. By
comparing the two frequency-dependent terms in Eq. (2),
we obtain an energy scale

ΩB = v2
sγ =

Ng2v2
s

πv2
F sin θ

(4)

where the crossover between z = 1 and z = 2 occurs. For
frequencies ω ≪ ΩB, the Landau-damping term domi-
nates, and the dynamics is overdamped. Interestingly, in
the limit where vs ≪ vF , ΩB can be made much smaller
than the Fermi energy EF . In this work, we assume
that this is the case, such that there is a frequency win-
dow ΩB ≪ Ω ≪ EF in which the AFM fluctuations are
essentially undamped.
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Figure 2. An illustration of the diagrams which participate in
the quenched approximation, compared to the exact sum.

Naively, one may expect that at sufficiently high fre-
quency, ω ≫ ΩB, the fermionic self-energy can be calcu-
lated using the undamped form of the bosonic propagator
(setting γ to zero in Eq.(2)). A careful analysis shows,
however, that this approximation is only valid for a more
restricted range of frequency, ΩB

vF
vs

≪ ω ≪ EF . In this

regime we find a new energy scale, λ, given by

λ = 3vsg
2

4πvF
, (5)

such that the spectral function at the hot spot is a function
of ω, λ, andEF . Note that λ and vF

vs
ΩB are parametrically

the same.

IV. ONE-LOOP FERMION SELF ENERGY IN
WEAKLY DAMPED BOSON REGIME

We now examine the fermion self-energy due to scat-
tering off the AFM fluctuations. The leading order self-
energy diagram, shown in Fig. 2b, in the vicinity of the
hot spots is given by

Σ (δk + kHS , iω) = (6)

3g2

ˆ
q,Ω

G0 (q +Q + δk + kHS , iω + iΩ)D (q, iΩ) .

where kHS is the hot spot wavevector, and G0(k, iω) =
(iω − εk)−1 is the bare electron Green’s function. The
factor 3 of the SU(2) dimension, is due to identical con-

tribution of φ⃗ in each direction.
We start by focusing on the T = 0 spectral function

A (kHS, ω) within the undamped regime, where effectively
γ = 0. To this end, we consider a linearized model with
two bands. The different bands represent the dispersion
around each of the two points which form together a hot
spot pair, kHS and Q + kHS . As we approach criticality,

the physics is dominated by the hot spots and hence we
should consider only the dispersion around these points.
The rest of the FS is “cold” and can be disregarded. As
we expand near the hot spots, we assume ∣δk∣, ∣q∣ ≪ Λ,
where Λ is the momentum cut off (of the order of kF ).
The bare Green’s function is therefore

G0 (δk +Q + kHS , iω + iΩ) = (iω − vF,Q+kHS ⋅ (δk + q))−1
,

(7)
and the full Green’s function is

G (δk + kHS , iω) = (8)

(iω − vF,kHS
⋅ δk −Σ (δk + kHS , iω))−1

.

It can be shown that from symmetry considerations

∣vF,kHS
∣ = ∣vF,Q+kHS ∣

∆= vF . As mentioned above, the
angle between vF,kHS

and vF,Q+kHS is θ.
We compute Im Σ(k, ω) From Eq.(6) in the disordered

phase (1/ξ > 0) and at criticality (1/ξ → 0). We then
obtain the spectral function by using the Kramers-Kroning
relations. A detailed derivation of our analytical results
is presented in Appendix A. At the hot spot and in the
disordered phase, we find

Im Σ(kHS, ω > 0) ≈ (9)

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

0, if 0 < ω < vs/ξ

−λ ln [ vs
√
ω2+(vF /ξ)

2

vF (ω−
√
ω2−(vs/ξ)

2)
] , if vs/ξ < ω < vsΛ̃

−λ ln [
√
ω2+(vF /ξ)

2

−ΛvF+
√

ω2+(vF Λ̃)
2
] , if vsΛ̃ < ω < EF .

Here Λ̃ =
√

Λ2 + ξ−2, where in the vicinity of criticality,

Λ̃ ≈ Λ. In addition, we have defined EF = vFΛ. As we
have mentiond above, Eq.(9) is valid only for ω ≫ vF

vS
ΩB ,

where the undamped approximation is justified. However,
for systems not too close to the QCP such that ΩB ≪ vs/ξ,
the Landau damping term can be neglected even for
ω ≪ ΩB. In this case, D−1 (q, iΩn) is dominated by the
Ω2/v2

s term at high frequencies, and by the static term ξ−2

at low frequencies. Assuming in addition that 1/ξ ≪ Λ,
We find that

∂Re Σ(kHS, ω)
∂ω

∣
ω=0

= 1

π

ˆ ∞

∞

Im Σ (kHS, ω̃)
ω̃2 dω̃ ≈ −λξ

vs
.

(10)

This implies that the spectral function at the hot spot
contains a quasi-particle piece at ω = 0, A(kHS, ω) ∼
Zδ (ω), with a quasi-particle weight Z = vs

ξλ
that vanishes

as 1/ξ when approaching the QCP. Interestingly, the
opposite (overdamped boson) limit, vs ≫ vF , gives the
same parametric dependence of Z on ξ (see Appendix A 5).
.

At criticality and for higher frequencies, such that
vF
vs

ΩB , vsΛ ≪ ω ≪ EF , a simple analytical expression
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Figure 3. The self energy at the hot spot for ξ →∞. We mark
the well known

√

ω singularity in the overdamped regime, and
the log behaviour we have found in the undamped regime. Here
λ = 4 ⋅10−3EF ,ΩB = 1.6 ⋅10−3EF corresponding to vs/vF = 0.02.

can be derived for A(kHS, ω)

A(kHS, ω) ≈ −π−1 Im
1

ω + π
2
λsgn (ω) + iλ ln (EF

∣ω∣
)
. (11)

For λ ≪ EF , A(kHS, ω) has a local maximum (see Ap-
pendix A 4) at

ωmax = λ
⎛
⎜
⎝

¿
ÁÁÀ ln EF

λ

2
− π

4

⎞
⎟
⎠
+O

⎛
⎜
⎝

1
√

ln EF
λ

⎞
⎟
⎠
. (12)

For consistency, the existence of such a local maximum
requires that vsΛ < ωmax ∼ λ, up to logarithms. Notice
that, for not too large EF /λ, ωmax is at the border of the
underdamped regime (recall that λ ∼ ΩBvF /vs). To check
whether a local maximum obtains for reasonable values
of λ/EF , we need to numerically evaluate the spectral
function without neglecting the damping term.

The overdamped regime at criticality (ω ≪ ΩB) has
been well studied, and the spectral function is of the form
A (kHS , ω) ∼

√
ΩB/ (λ

√
ω)[25]. To illustrate the behav-

ior of the self energy at higher frequency, we present the
full Σ(kHS, ω) (evaluated numerically, see Appendix A)
in Fig. 3. In the underdamped regime, ω ≫ vFΩB/vs,
ImΣ(ω) ≈ λln(2EF /∣ω∣), as expected from Eq. (9). The
corresponding spectral function at the hot spot is shown
in Fig. 4a at criticality, for different values of vs/vF . For
vs/vF ≈ 0.02, the spectral function exhibits a local maxi-
mum at finite frequency – a “precursor gap” feature. How-
ever, the local maximum disappears for vs/vF = 0.2. At
lower frequency, ω ≲ ΩB ∼ vsλ/vF , the spectral function
always diverges as 1/

√
ω. A similar plot in the away from

the QCP (1/ξ > 0, i.e., in the disordered phase) is shown in
Fig. 4b. In this case, a delta function quasi-particle peak
appears at zero frequency, with a quasi-particle weight of
vs/(λξ).
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Figure 4. The spectral function at the hot spot, with damping
(blue and purple) and without damping (orange). (a) The
behaviour at the critical point (ξ →∞). For sufficiently ω ≪

ΩB we reproduce the known results of ∼ 1/
√

ω divergence when
finite damping is included (purple and blue). For sufficiently
small vs/vF ≈ 0.02 we see a local maximum behaviour at
ωmax ∼ λ (blue). (b) The behaviour with a finite correlation
length ξ, with damping (blue) and without damping (γ = 0,
orange). The quasi-particle weight vanishes as 1/ξ in both
cases.

V. NUMERICAL RESULTS IN THE
QUENCHED APPROXIMATION

The results reviewed above were obtained from leading
order perturbation theory. There is no obvious reason to
trust these results all the way to the smallest frequencies
and temperatures, especially near criticality (ξ →∞). In
order to substantiate our conclusions, we have simulated
the undamped model and calculated the Green’s function
in imaginary time. The simulation was done within the
quenched approximation, in which we neglect fermionic
corrections to the bosonic propagator [27]. Within this
approximation, a space-time configuration of the bosonic
field φ⃗(r, τ) is drawn at random from a Gaussian distri-
bution given by e−Sφ . The fermion Green’s function is
calculated numerically for each such configuration. The
results are then averaged over many configurations (see
Appendix B 1).

It is important to note that the class of diagrams
summed within the quench approximation is larger than
the standard “rainbow diagrams” (which are not sufficient
in this case, see Appendix A 6) . We illustrate some of the
relevant diagrams in Fig. 2. The quenched approximation
diagrams can be summed exactly if the AFM fluctuations
are treated as static (only the Ωn = 0 component is kept
in the bosonic propagator) [23]. However, here, we are
interested in the low-temperature limit, where this ap-
proximation is not justified. We also note that in the
case of Q = 0 ordering, e.g. at a ferromagnetic or nematic
QCP, the fermionic self energy can be calculated ana-
lytically within the quenched approximation [27]. This
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is because in that case, the problem becomes effectively
one-dimensional upon linearizing the FS. This method
does not generalize easily to our case, since the FS meet at
the hot spot at a non-zero angle, and hence the problem
is inherently two-dimensional.

In our simulations, we have used a lattice version
of Eq.(1) with a tight binding dispersion, given by
εk = 2tA [cos(kx) + cos(ky)] + 4tB cos(kx) cos(ky) − µ (we
set the units such that the lattice spacing is equal
to unity). In Sφ, q2 is replaced by its lattice form:

4 [sin2(qx/2) + sin2(qy/2)]. We have used the following
values for the microscopic parameters: tA = −0.85 for
the nearest neighbour (NN) hopping, tB = −0.45 for the
next nearest neighbour (NNN) hopping, and µ = 1. The
purpose of including also NNN hopping is to avoid per-
fect nesting by Q = (π,π). We also set g = 1.5 for the
interaction strength, and vs = 0.1. At the hot spot, we
find that for the above parameters, vF ≈ 2, and there-
fore λ = (3g2vs)/(4πvF ) ≈ 0.03 and vs/vF ≈ 0.05. We
carry out most of our simulations at T = 0.002. This
temperature is sufficiently small such that the results are
representative of the behavior at T = 0.

In the simulations, the imaginary time axis is discretized
with a spacing of ∆τ = 0.5. We have checked that the
resulting Trotter error in the fermion self-energy is small
for ωn ≲ µ. In Appendix B 3, We present further details
regarding the simulation, and provide an analysis of the
Trotter errors and finite size effects in both the spatial
and Euclidean time axes.

In Fig 5a we compare the numerically exact
Im Σ (iωn,k ≈ kHS) to the self-energy obtained from
leading-order lattice perturbation theory for different val-
ues of ξ. We find an overall qualitative match between
the two calculations, even at low frequencies such that
ωn ≲ Im Σ(iωn, k ≈ kHS), beyond the formal range of
applicability of perturbation theory. The deviation be-
tween the perturbative results and the exact ones becomes
substantial only at the largest value of ξ and the lowest
frequencies, where the exact self-energy is significantly
larger than the perturbative one.

We find a linear behavior of ImΣ(iω,kHS) at the low-
est Matsubara frequencies. From the slope at ωn → 0
we can estimate the quasi-particle weight, Z, according
to Z = [1 − ∂ω Re Σ(iωn = 0)]−1 (see Appendix B 1). We
summarize our results for Z(kHS) in Fig 5b. The sim-
ulation results are very close to the perturbative ones
for ξ < 2a (Z ≥ 0.6). Closer to the critical point, the
exact quasi-particle weight deviates downward from the
perturbative one.

In addition, in order to verify that the behaviour of
the self energy in our simulations is not a result of a
nearby superconducting transition, we have measured nu-
merically the superconducting susceptibility. According
to the Berezinski-Kosterlitz-Thouless theory for a finite
temperature XY transition, when plotting χd,sL

−1.75 as a
function of T (where L is linear system size), the intersec-
tion between the results for different system sizes should
occur at Tc[29]. However no indication for this crossing
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Figure 5. A comparison of the lattice model results, be-
tween the undamped perturbation theory and the quenched
approximation simulation (for L = 16). (a) The results for
Im Σ(iωn,k ≈ kHS), for various ξ values, from perturbation
theory (dashed) and from the simulations of the quenched ap-
proximation (solid). (b) The results for the quasi-particle
weight, Z, at ω = 0 from perturbation theory and from
quenched approximation simulation

.

was found, and there is no signature of a rapid divergence
which typically indicates the presence of superconducting
fluctuations. We therefore conclude that the observation
of Z ∼ 1/ξ may be attributed to AFM fluctuations, as
the perturbative calculation suggests (see our results in
Appendix B 2).

VI. DISCUSSION

In this work, we have studied the electronic spectral
function in the vicinity of an AFM metallic quantum crit-
ical point at T = 0. We have found that, if the character-
istic speed of the critical AFM fluctuations is significantly
smaller than that of the electronic quasiparticles, the spec-
tral function at the hot spot displays a local maximum
at finite frequency – a feature that can be interpreted as
a precursor to the antiferromagnetic gap in the ordered
phase. Away from the critical point, a finite quasiparticle
peak, whose weight is inversely proportional to the AFM
correlation length, remains at ω = 0.

Our results can be understood qualitatively in terms of
a simple physical picture. In the limit vs ≪ vF , electrons
whose energy E is larger than the typical AFM fluctuation
frequency (of the order of vskF ) experience an essentially
static, spatially varying AFM order. If the magnetic corre-
lation length is larger than vF /E, we expect the electron
spectral function to resemble that of metal with static,
uniform AFM order. This can explain the appearance
of an AFM precursor gap at the hot spots. Note that
within our theory, the system is an ordinary FL obeying
Luttinger’s theorem all the way to the quantum critical
point; hence, at zero frequency there is a quasi-particle
peak at the hot spot, with a small but non-zero weight.

However, we find that observing a precursor gap at
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the hot spots requires a very small value of vs/vF , of the
order of 10−2. In the cuprate superconductors, vs can
be estimated from neutron and x-ray scattering measure-
ments in the magnetically ordered state, whereas vF can
be measured by angle-resolved photoemission. These esti-
mates indicate that vF /vs ≈ 3[30, 31]. It therefore seems
unlikely that simple antiferromagnetic fluctuations can
explain the precursor gap feature observed in Ref. [1].
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[27] B. Meszena, P. Säterskog, A. Bagrov, and K. Schalm,
Nonperturbative emergence of non-Fermi-liquid behavior
in d = 2 quantum critical metals, Physical Review B 94,
115134 (2016).

[28] In the ultimate infra-red fixed point, z flows back to 1 [13].
[29] A. Moreo and D. J. Scalapino, Two-dimensional negative-

u hubbard model, Phys. Rev. Lett. 66, 946 (1991).
[30] W. S. Lee, J. J. Lee, E. A. Nowadnick, S. Gerber,

W. Tabis, S. W. Huang, V. N. Strocov, E. M. Motoyama,
G. Yu, B. Moritz, H. Y. Huang, R. P. Wang, Y. B.

https://doi.org/10.1073/PNAS.1816121116
https://doi.org/10.1073/PNAS.1816121116
https://doi.org/10.1073/PNAS.1816121116
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.14.1165
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.14.1165
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.48.7183
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.48.7183
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.84.5608
https://doi.org/10.1080/0001873021000057123
https://doi.org/10.1080/0001873021000057123
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.93.255702
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.93.255702
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.82.075128
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.86.155123
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.86.155123
https://doi.org/10.1038/nphys2641
https://doi.org/10.1038/nphys2641
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.87.045104
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.115.186405
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.115.186405
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.92.155150
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.7.021010
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-conmatphys-031016-025531
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-conmatphys-031016-025531
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.82.2421
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.82.2421
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.88.257001
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.119.1153
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.119.1153
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.84.3370
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.84.3370
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.90.216403
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1720580115
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1720580115
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.60.667
https://arxiv.org/abs/2304.08623
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.47.1792
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.47.1792
https://doi.org/10.1103/PHYSREVB.94.115134
https://doi.org/10.1103/PHYSREVB.94.115134
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.66.946


7

Huang, W. B. Wu, C. T. Chen, D. J. Huang, M. Greven,
T. Schmitt, Z. X. Shen, and T. P. Devereaux, Asymme-
try of collective excitations in electron- and hole-doped
cuprate superconductors, Nature Physics 10, 883 (2014).

[31] P. Bourges, H. Casalta, A. S. Ivanov, and D. Petitgrand,
Superexchange Coupling and Spin Susceptibility Spectral
Weight in Undoped Monolayer Cuprates, Physical Review
Letters 79, 4906 (1997).

[32] F. F. Assaad, Depleted kondo lattices: Quantum monte
carlo and mean-field calculations, Phys. Rev. B 65,
115104 (2002).

[33] E. Berg, S. D. Huber, and N. H. Lindner, Sign reversal
of the hall response in a crystalline superconductor, Phys.
Rev. B 91, 024507 (2015).

https://doi.org/10.1038/nphys3117
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.79.4906
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.79.4906
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.65.115104
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.65.115104
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.91.024507
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.91.024507


8

Appendix A: Analytical calculation - perturbation theory

1. The full one-loop calculation

We begin with the calculation of the self energy to leading order, within the linearized model (Eq.(6)). As mentioned

in the text, ∣vF,kHS
∣ = ∣vF,Q+kHS ∣

∆= vF , and the one-loop integral takes the form

Σ (k + kHS , iω) = 3g2

ˆ
q,Ω

G0 (q +Q + k + kHS , iω + iΩ)D (−q,−iΩ) (A1)

= 3g2

ˆ
qx,qy,Ω

1

i(ω +Ω) − vF (kx + qx)
1

q2 + γ ∣Ω∣ +Ω2/v2
s + ξ−2

where the factor 3 comes from the trace over different Pauli matrices. In addition, we are expanding around the hot
spots, εk+q ≈ vF (kx + qx) as ∣k∣, ∣q∣ ≪ Λ . In the following derivation we have chosen for simplicity vF,Q+kHS ∣∣x̂. We
start our discussion with the full one loop calculation. When γ ≠ 0, we cannot directly integrate out Ω . In order to get

around the non anlaticity of D(q, iΩ) we use the bosonic spectral function representation D(q, iΩ) =
´
dΩ′

π
ImD(q,Ω′

)

iΩ−Ω′

where D(q, iΩ′) = (q2 + ξ−2 +Ω′2/v2
s + γ∣Ω′∣)−1

. A straightforward analytical continuation (on the upper half plain,

iΩ′ → Ω′ + iη) gives ImD(q,Ω′) = (γΩ′) / ((ξ−2 + q2 −Ω′2/v2
s)

2 + γ2Ω′2). Plugging this in the one loop integral yields

Σ (k + kHS , iω) = 6g2

ˆ
qx,qy,Ω′,Ω

1

i(ω +Ω) − vF (kx + qx)
1

iΩ −Ω′

γΩ′

(ξ−2 + q2 −Ω′2/v2
s)

2 + γ2Ω′2
. (A2)

We can now perform the integral dΩ using Cauchy’s theorem and analytically continue to the upper half plain
(iω → ω + iη). Doing so, together with applying Dirac identity for the imaginary part, we are left with the following
integral

Im Σ(k,ω) = 6πg2

ˆ
qx,qy,Ω′

D(Ω′,q) [Θ (−εk+q) −Θ (−Ω′)] δ (−εk+q + ω +Ω′) (A3)

= 3g2

ˆ
qx,qy

D(εk+q − ω,q) [Θ (−εk+q) −Θ (ω − εk+q)]

= 3g2

ˆ Λ

−Λ

dqy

4π2

ˆ ω̃/vF

−kx

dqx
γ (ω̃ − vF qx)

[q2
x + q2

y −
(ω̃−vF qx)

2

v2s
]
2

+ γ2 (ω̃ − vF qx)2

= −3g2 Im

ˆ Λ

−Λ

dqy

4π2

ˆ ω̃/vF

−kx

dqx
1

[q2
x + q2

y −
(ω̃−vF qx)

2

v2s
] + iγ (ω̃ − vF qx)

.

From now on, we will focus on studying the behaviour at the hot spot (k = 0).We perform the qy integral analytically
(the remaining integral over qx is also doable but too complicated be useful). We find that

Im Σ(0, ω) = 3g2c

4π2

ˆ ω/vF

0

dqxIm

⎛
⎜⎜⎜
⎝

tan−1 ( vsΛ√
−(vF qx−ω)2+v2s(ξ

−2+q2x−iγω+iγvF qx)
)

√
−(vF qx − ω)2 + v2

s (ξ−2 + q2
x − iγω + iγvF qx)

⎞
⎟⎟⎟
⎠
. (A4)

Note that for ω ≈ vsΛ and small damping constant, such that vsγ ≪ Λ, the numerator takes the form of
tan−1(

√
vsΛ/

√
−vsΛ + 2vF qx) in the vicinity of qx = 0. Crossing qx = 0 leads to discontinuity that originates from the

jump in phase when the sign of the tan−1 argument is reversed. This leads to a cusp behaviour at ω ≈ vsΛ.
At the small ω regime (ω ≪ Λ2/γ, vsΛ) and close to criticality (Λξ ≫ 1) it can be shown that the integral over qx

boils to

Im Σ(0, ω) = 3g2

4π
Im

ˆ ω

0

dqx√
D −Ci

(A5)
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with C ≡ γ (vF qx − ω),D ≡ ξ−2 + q2
x − [C/(vsγ)]2. This dqx integral is doable, and we get

Im Σ(ω, k) = 3g2

4π
Im

⎧⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎩

1√
1 − v2

F /v2
s

ln [2 (q +
√
β + q (α + q)) + α]

⎫⎪⎪⎬⎪⎪⎭

RRRRRRRRRRR

q=ω/vF

q=0

(A6)

where α ≡ 2ωvF−iγvF v
2
s

v2s−v
2
F

and β ≡ v2s(iωγ+ξ
−2
)−ω2

v2s−v
2
F

. Expanding for small ω, we find the standard quadratic term of a FL

Im Σ(0, ω) ≈ −3γg2ξ3ω2

8πvF
(A7)

Expanding for small ω at the QCP (ξ →∞), we find the well known form of the self energy[25]

Im Σ(0, ω) = −λ
√

2∣ω∣
ΩB

(A8)

with λ ≡ 3g2

4πvF
. Since this is a power law behaviour we can find directly the Matsubara form and the real part. We

conclude that

Σ(0, iω) = 2iλ

√
∣ω∣
ΩB

sgn (ω) (A9)

Σ(0, ω) = −λ
√

2∣ω∣
ΩB

(i + sgn(ω)) (A10)

Let us now study the crossover to the undamped regime. We start from the bottom line in Eq. (A3).
We integrate over qx first, yielding

Im Σ(0, ω > 0) = −3g2c

2π2
Im

ˆ
dqy

⎛
⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜
⎝

tan−1
⎛
⎝

vF
vs
(ω−iΩB)

√

4ΩBω−4ω2+(
vF
vS

ΩB)
2
+4(v2s−v

2
F
)q2y

⎞
⎠

√
ΩBω − ω2 + (vF

vS
ΩB)

2
+ 4(v2

s − v2
F )q2

y

⎞
⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟
⎠

−

⎛
⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜
⎝

tan−1
⎛
⎝

vs
vF
(ω−i(

vF
vS
)
2
ΩB)

√

4ΩBω−4ω2+(
vF
vS

ΩB)
2
+4(v2s−v

2
F
)q2y

⎞
⎠

√
ΩBω − ω2 + (vF

vS
ΩB)

2
+ 4(v2

s − v2
F )q2

y

⎞
⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟
⎠

(A11)

where ΩB = v2
sγ as in the main text. Note that we can ignore the second term for vs ≪ vF .

Despite the complicated integrand, we can understand the behaviour at large ω. First, we now clearly see that in
order to be able to neglect all the γ-dependent terms, we must require

ω ≫ vFΩB
vs

. (A12)

At this large ω regime and together with vF /vs ≫ 1, we find that the integral becomes very simple

Im Σ(0, ω > 0) ≈ −3g2c

8π

ˆ Λ

Λ

dqy√
ω2 + v2

F q
2
y

= −λ ln(2EF
ω

) (A13)

yielding exactly the dependence we are expecting to have in the undamped regime (see Eq.(11)).

2. Undamped model: Im(Σ)

We now focus on the limit in which we can neglect damping, taking γ = 0. As mentioned in the main text, this
assumption is not fully justified as the crossover to the undamped regime and the local maximum in the spectral
function occur the same energy scale. As we approach criticality, we have no parametric separation between the two
and we cannot describe the pseudo-gap behaviour analytically. However, if ΩB ≪ λ, damping effects become less
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important, and at least qualitatively we find a similar behaviour to the undamped case (see Fig. 3). Inspired by that,
we turn to study this case in more details.

The one-loop integral takes the form

Σ (k + kHS , iω) = 3g2

ˆ
qx,qy,Ω

1

i(ω +Ω) − vF (kx + qx)
1

q2 +Ω2/v2
s + ξ−2

. (A14)

Since damping is neglected, the Cauchy integration over Ω is straightforward. Once we perform the frequency integral
we can perform an analytical continuation. We can then apply Dirac identity, and obtain the imaginary part of Σ in
real frequency

Im Σ(k, ω) = −3πg2vs
2

ˆ
qx,qy

δ (ω − vs ⋅ sgn (kx + qx)
√
q2 + ξ−2 − vF (kx + qx))

1√
q2 + ξ−2

(A15)

where for simplicity of notation we have placed the origin at kHS, and therefore k + kHS → k as before. We integrate over
qy first. Note that it is enough to study the case ω > 0 since the calculation is exactly the same for kx → −kx & ω → −ω
from particle hole symmetry (it can be seen by changing variables qx,y → −qx,y in the integral). We therefore focus on
the case ω > 0. Solving the δ function gives

ω̃ − vF qx
sgn (kx + qx)

= vs
√
q2 + ξ−2 (A16)

where we have defined ω̃ ≡ ω − vF kx. Respecting the constraint of a positive LHS in Eq.(A16), given that ω > 0, leads
to the requirement −kx < qx < −kx + ω/vF . One finds that the solution of the δ function for qy is

q∗y = ±

¿
ÁÁÀ( ω̃ − vF qx

vs
)

2

− q2
x − ξ−2. (A17)

In order to have a real solution for qy, a positive argument for the square root in Eq.(A17) is also needed. One finds
that after performing the δ function integral over qy we are left with

Im Σ(k, ω) = −3g2

4π

ˆ q2

q1

dqx
∣q∗y ∣

. (A18)

In order to determine q1, q2 we carefully consider the conditions which guarantee a well-defined solution for q∗y , as
mentioned above. We should also bring into account the momentum cutoff off Λ. Practically, we find the overlap of
the following constrains: (1) −kx < qx < −kx + ω/vF , (2) (q∗y)2 > 0 (3) ∣qx,y ∣ < Λ. Combining all three conditions gives
the suitable integration limits q1, q2 (for a given kx, ω). An illustration of the integration area in the different regimes

of ω, kx is presented in Fig. 6. For example, if ω < vs
√
k2
x + ξ−2 one can see that for any qx ∈ [−kx,−kx + ω/vF ] there is

no real solution for Eq.(A17). On the other hand, ω is bounded from above by the cutoff restriction for qy. For fixed
q1, q2 we find that the integral yields

Im Σ(k, ω) = −3g2

4π

ˆ q2

qx=q1

dqx
∣q∗y ∣

= − 3g2

4π
√
v2
F − v2

s

ln [(2
√
q2
x +Aqx +B + x) +A]

RRRRRRRRRRR

qx=q2

qx=q1

(A19)

where we define A ≡ − 2ω̃vF
v2
F
−v2s

,B ≡ ω2
−(vs/ξ)

2

v2
F
−v2s

. From here, one can obtain the imaginary part for any k, ω. We summarize

our final results under the assumption vs ≪ vF :

Im Σ(kx, ω > 0) ≈

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

0, if 0 < ω < ω1

−λ ln [
vs
√
ω̃2+(v2

F
−v2s)ξ

−2

ω̃vF+(v2F−v
2
s)kx−

√
v2
F
−v2s
√
ω2−(vskx)2−(vs/ξ)2

] , if ω1 < ω < ω2

−λ ln

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

√

ξ−2+ ω̃2

v2
F
−v2s

−Λ+

√

ξ−2+Λ2+ ω̃2

v2
F
−v2s

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦
, if ω2 < ω < ω3

−λ ln [
(v2F−v

2
s)Λ+

√
v2
F
−v2s
√
ω̃−vΛ)2−(cΛ)2−v2s−ω̃vF

−vs
√
ω̃2+(v2

F
−(vs/ξ)2)(ξ−2+Λ)2+vs

√
v2
F
−v2sΛ

] , if ω3 < ω < ω4

0 if ω4 < ω

(A20)
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Figure 6. Panels (a-e) describe schematically the different integration limits q1, q2 in Eq.(A19). In red, we mark the constrains
on q∗y from the δ function (dashed line and solid line for the conditions obtained from Eq.(A16) and Eq.(A17) respectively) . In

addition, the dashed pink square denotes the cutoff restriction. As we change ω, k, we have a different q∗
2

y , and the integration
area is changed accordingly. The exact expressions for ω1,2,3.4 which separate between the regimes are mentioned in Eq.(A21)
and can be deduced from the Intermediate cases between the different panels.

where we have used the following definitions

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

ω1 = vs
√
ξ−2 + k2

x

ω2 = vs
√
k2
x +Λ2 + ξ−2

ω3 = vF kx +EF + vs
√

Λ2 + ξ−2

ω4 = vF kx +EF + vs
√

2Λ2 + ξ−2

, (A21)

and EF ≡ vFΛ as in the text. Focusing on the most interesting case, at the hot spot (kx = 0), one can easily show
that we reproduce the analytical results from the main text (Eq.(9)). In addition, for ω2 < ω < ω3 and ω ≪ EF it

can be shown that Im Σ(kx, ω > 0) ≈ −λ ln( 2EF
ω

) in agreement with the results for Im Σ(0, ω) that one can read from
Eq.(11).

3. Undamped model -Re Σ and quasi-particle weight at ω = 0

To study the spectral function, we need also the real part of Σ(k, ω). This was obtained numerically using the
Kramers-Kroning relations. Nevertheless We can study Re Σ(k, ω) close to the FS and close to criticality (1/ξ ≪ Λ )
in the undamped case. We find the quasi particle weight according to

∂Re Σ(0, ω)
∂ω

∣
ω=0

= 1

π

ˆ ∞

∞

Im Σ (0, ω′)
ω′2

dω′ ≈ −λξ
vs
. (A22)

Where the assumption of ξ−1 ≪ Λ allows us to use only the regime ω1 < ω < ω2 where the imaginary part is the most

singular when approaching to criticality (for vs/ξ ≲ ω ≪ vsΛ, Im Σ(0, ω) ∼ −λ
√

ω−vs/ξ
vs/ξ

).
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4. Spectral function at the hot spot

Let us focus on the hot spot results in Eq. 11. Finding the local maxima by equating the derivative to zero yields
(for simplicity we look for ω > 0 solution as the function is even)

λ2 ln2 (EF
ω

) = 2ω (ω + π
2
λ) ln(EF

ω
) + (ω + π

2
λ)

2

(A23)

As Eq.(11) is valid only for ω ≪ EF , the logarithm must be a large number. If we neglect the second term in the
RHS, we are left with the following equation

λ2 ln(EF
ω

) = 2ω (ω + π
2
λ) (A24)

therefore ωmax ∼ λ
√

ln (EF
λ

) and the assumption regarding Eq.(A23) is indeed self consistent (i.e, all terms have power

α = 1.5 or α = 2 in lnα ( EF
ωmax

) except the the neglected one with α = 1). Solving the quadratic equation. A24 we find

ω =
−πλ +

√
(πλ)2 + 8λ2 ln (EF

ω
)

4
= λ

⎛
⎜
⎝

¿
ÁÁÀ ln (EF

ω
)

2
− π

4
+O

⎛
⎝

¿
ÁÁÀ 1

ln (EF
ω

)
⎞
⎠

⎞
⎟
⎠

(A25)

Where the last equality is nothing but applying the self consistent assumption that led to Eq.(A24) (including higher
order terms, can generate powers of α ≤ 1 in Eq.(A23) ). We solve Eq.(A25) iteratively, staring from ω1 = λ. The
second step includes only logarithmic corrections. A straightforward substitution yields

ω2 = ωmax = λ
⎛
⎜
⎝

¿
ÁÁÀ ln (EF

λ
)

2
− π

4
+O

⎛
⎝

¿
ÁÁÀ 1

ln (EF
λ

)
⎞
⎠

⎞
⎟
⎠
. (A26)

We can go further to ω3 with ln ln (EF
λ

) corrections. However, in this case we cannot ignore any more higher order
corrections in the original equation (Eq.(A23)). Furthermore, we assume λ ≪ EF and hence ω2 is already a good
estimation for the maximum.

5. Re Σ with damping

Similar to Section A 3 for γ = 0, we can also find the quasi particle weight at finite γ (to leading order in ξ−1). As
before, we use Kramers-Kroning integral for the most singular part. Here the singular part is at ω = 0. Using Eq.(A6)
in the vicinity of ω = 0 (and then expanding to leading order in 1/ξ), and following the same calculation we find

∂Re Σ(0, ω)
∂ω

∣
ω=0

= 1

π

ˆ ∞

∞

Im Σ (0, ω′)
ω′2

dω′ ≈ −λξ
vs
. (A27)

Although the perfect agreement between the undamped and overdamped cases seems surprising, it can be justified
from scaling arguments. Considering Eq.(A1), and rescaling everything with respect to ω in order to have a unit-less
integral, leads to

Σ(0, iω) = ∣ω∣
1
2 f(ξ2ω) (A28)

for small enough ω. The scaling function f satisfies f(x→∞)→ const., in agreement with Eq A9. On the other hand,
for the case f(x→ 0) we have a FL and hence a linear behavior in Re Σ and quadratic behaviour in Im Σ, as a function

of real ω, is expected. When switching to Matsubara frequencies, this leads to Im f(x→ 0) ∼
√
x and Re f(x→ 0) ∼ x 3

2 .
This immediately yields the powers of ξ3 and ξ obtained in Eq.(A7, A27) respectively. The factors of vF , γ can then
be deduced by dimensional analysis.
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6. Failure of the rainbow summation for undamped bosons (γ = 0)

Here, we demonstrate briefly how the ‘rainbow” summation of self-energy diagrams fails close to criticality and
predicts an incorrect spectral function. For simplicity, we study a case where the system is at the QCP (ξ → ∞),
but the bosonic propagator has no dynamics. Let us consider a toy model with the same Sψ, Sint as in Eq.(1) and a
bosonoic propagator D(q,Ω) = δ(q −Q,Ω). The fermions tend to an AFM order with Q = (π,π). The self consistent
(Eliashberg) equation for Σ (k, iω) is given by

Σ (k, iω) =
ˆ
k′,ω′

G (k′, iω′)D (k − k′, iω − iω′) (A29)

Using the above definition for D and G (k′, ω′) = (iω′ − εk′ −Σ(k′, ω′))−1
, we can solve for Σ at the hot spot (k = 0).

Σ(0, iω) = g2/(iω −Σ)

⇒ Σ(0, iω) = i ⋅
ω ±

√
ω2 + 4g2

2
. (A30)

After analytical continuation, we find that

A(0, ω) =
⎧⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎩

√
4g2−ω2

2πg2
, if ∣ω∣ ≤ 2g

0, if ∣ω∣ ≥ 2g.
(A31)

On the other hand, this simple case can be solved exactly. For a given configuration φ, finding Gφ(k, iω) is
straightforward. We find that at the hot spot

G(0, iω) = (iIω + gσ↔φ⃗)
−1

= −iIω + gσ↔φ⃗
ω2 + g2 ∣φ∣2

. (A32)

We therefore find the following spectral function (after analytical continuation, iω → ω + iη)

Aφ(0, ω) = −π−1 ImGφ,↑↑ (0, ω) =
1

2
(δ (ω − g ∣φ∣) + δ (ω + g ∣φ∣)) . (A33)

Integrating out the field φ(q) at q =Q yields

´
A(kHS, ω)e−φ

2

φ2 sin θdφdθdϕ´
e−φ2φ2 sin θdφdθdϕ

= 2ω2

g3
√
π
e
−ω

2

g2 . (A34)

These two results are qualitatively different (see Fig 7). We therefore deduce that when having a bosonic propagator
which is sharply peaked at q =Q,Ω = 0, summing over the rainbow diagrams only (ignoring vertex corrections) is not
sufficient (unlike the overdamped case, where the rainbow summation is known to give a good approximation for the
self-energy).

Appendix B: Simulations

In this section, we will review the main technical steps of the numerical calculations, and present an analysis of
finite size and finite Trotter step effects

1. Numerical algorithm: single particle properties

Since our simulations were performed for γ = 0, the bosons are not affected by the femionic determinant. Hence, we
sample φ directly from a Gaussian distribution with zero expectation and with the following standard deviation:

σ =
⎛
⎝

2
⎛
⎝
ξ−2 + 4 sin 2 (qx

2
) + 4 sin 2 (

qy

2
) +

4 sin 2 (Ωn∆τ)
2

(vs∆τ)2

⎞
⎠
⎞
⎠

− 1
2

, (B1)
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Figure 7. Comparison between two calculations of the spectral function, with a bosonic propagator : D = δ(q −Q, ω)

which originates from the lattice version of the continuous bosonic propagator, D (q, iΩn) (see Eq.(1)). Here, the
lattice spacing is a = 1 and ∆τ is the imaginary time step.

We can easily obtain φ(r, τ) by a Fourier transform and use it for Hint (by the proper real space form of Eq.(1) on a
lattice). Our free Hamiltonian Hψ was written in real space, with chemical potential µ and tight binding nearest and
next-nearest neighbours hopping amplitudes: tA, tB respectively. For a given system size L2 and time steps Nτ = β/∆τ ,
the single-particle action matrix os of dimension 2L2Nτ × 2L2Nτ . The factor 2 is due to spin.

The Green’s function is then obtained by the matrix inversion

(−∂τ +Hψ +Hint)Gφ(τ, r, τ ′, r′) = δ(r − r′)δ(τ − τ ′). (B2)

Using translational symmetry (after the averaging ⟨Gφ⟩), it is enough to find G (r + r′, τ + τ ′; r′, τ ′) for a given r′. We
can therefore solve a system of equations (for a specific column r′, τ ′ ) rather than inverting the entire matrix.

Having found the Green’s function, we can find Im Σ(k ≈ kHS, iω), shown in Fig.5.

The quasi-particle weight at ω = 0 is then obtained from Z = 1/ (1 − ∂ Im Σ(k,iω)
∂ω

∣
ω=0

) . We estimate the

derivative ∂ Im Σ(k,iω)
∂ω

∣
ω=0

by using the anti-symmetric property of Im Σ(k, iω) as follow: We take the smallest

Matsubara frequencies (±πT,±3πT,±5πT ) and perform a polynomial fit ax3 + bx. The coeffcient b is our estimate for
∂ Im Σ(k,iω)

∂ω
∣
ω=0

.

2. Superconducting susceptibility

In Sec. B 2 a, we present our results for the superconducting susceptibility. Technical details of the calculation,
including finite size and finite time step effects, are discussed in Sec. B 2 b.

a. results

Fig. 8 shows the results for the d-wave and s-wave susceptibilities, defined as:

χs,d =
ˆ β

0

dτ∑
i

⟨∆†
s,d (ri, τ)∆s,d (0,0)⟩ , (B3)

where ∆d (ri) = ∑j ηi,j (ψi,↑ψj,↓ − ψi,↓ψj,↑), and ∆s (ri) = ψi,↑ψi,↓. Here, ηi,j = 1
4

if ri − rj = ±x̂, ηi,j = − 1
4

if ri − rj = ±ŷ
and ηi,j = 0 otherwise. The susceptibilities are scaled by L1.75, where L is the linear system size. We find no intersection
between the different system sizes; moreover, the superconducting susceptibility does not exhibit a strong enhancement
at low temperature, which may indicate the present of significant superconducting fluctuations. We therefore conclude
that the observation of Z ∼ 1/ξ may be attributed to AFM fluctuations, as the perturbative calculation suggests.
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Figure 8. The results of the paring susceptibility, divided by L1.75, for various system sizes and: 0.001 < T < 0.2 (a) for d-wave
superconductivity (b) for s-wave superconductivity.

b. Technical details of the calculation of the SC susceptibilities

It is well known that inserting an artificial orbital magnetic field that vanishes in the thermodynamic limit can
dramatically improve the convergence with system size[32]. However, reading single particle properties when introducing

flux becomes problematic. When a magnetic flux is included, the operator c†i,σcj,σ is not gauge invariant and is therefore
not physical. On the other hand, operators such as the superconducting susceptibility χs, χd, can be defined in a gauge
invariant way even in the presence of magnetic flux. It is convenient to introduce the fictitious magnetic field such that
it couples with an opposite sign to spin up and spin down electrons. The flux is implemented by a Peiels substitution,
adding a phase to the hopping amplitudes - such that we accumulate a phase of 2π/(L2) along the orbit of one unit
cell. For the purpose of calculating the superconducting susceptibility, we choose the magnetic flux to couple with
an opposite sign to spin up and spin down electrons, such that spin-singlet Cooper pairs are not subject to the flux.
The process of choosing the proper phases Ai,j for tij,σe

Aσi,j on each bond is explained in details in [33]. We restrict
ourselves to a subclass of gauges such that A↑ = −A↓. Hence the hopping amplitudes satisfy tij,↑ = t∗ij,↓.

We define the d-wave susceptibility χd in the presence of flux as:

∆d (ri) =∑
j

ηi,j (ψi,↑ψj,↓eiA
↓

i,j − ψi,↓ψj,↑eiA
↑

i,j) . (B4)

In the thermodynamic limit, Aσi,j → 0 (since there is only one flux quantum in the entire system), and Eq.(B4) coincides
with Eq.(B3). Following the same logic for χs leads to the original definition with no dependence in Ai,j (as in Eq.(B3))
due to cancellation of phases as the pairing is onsite. Hence for χs we can stick to the definition in Eq.(B3) without
flux.

In addition, we have to consider the effect of flux on the field φ⃗. Note that, since the flux couples to the z-components
of the spin (i.e., it couples oppositely to electrons with opposite spin), the bosonic action needs to be modified such
that it is gauge invariant. The appropriate continuum form of the bosonic action in the presence of a flux is

Sφ =
ˆ
dτdr [ 1

v2
s

(∂τ φ⃗2) + ∣(∇ − 2iA↑(r)σy)(φx
φy

)∣
2

+ (∇φz)2 + ξ−2] . (B5)

Then, the entire action is invariant under spin-dependent gauge transformations of the form:

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

(ψr,↑

ψr,↓
)→ eiα(r)σz (ψr,↑

ψr,↓
)

A↑(r)→ A↑(r) +∇α(r)
A↓(r)→ A↓(r) −∇α(r)

(φx(r)
φy(r)

)→ e2iα(r)σy (φx(r)
φy(r)

)

φz(r)→ φz(r)

, (B6)



16

0 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2

T

4

6

8

10

12

14

@d

L1:75

#10-3 @d!wave

L=16 ("== 0.5)
L=16 ("== 0.25)
L=18 ("== 0.5)
L=18 ("== 0.25)

0 1 2 3 4 5

!n=7

0

0.05

0.1

0.15

!
Im

('
)

"= = 0:25
"= = 0:5

Figure 9. Size effects in imaginary time for the d-wave susceptibility (a) and for the self energy (b) , for the maximal ξ value
(ξΛ ≈ 16) at T = 0.002. It is clear that at the limit T /µ,ωn/µ≪ 1 , it is sufficient to have ∆τ = 0.5 in order to avoid substantial
size effects.

Note that in Eq.(B5) , the vector potential does not couple to φz, since this component is invariant under spin rotations
around the z axis. The lattice version of the action can be obtained in a similar manner when considering the discrete
version of the bosonic action.

3. Finite size and finite imaginary time step effects

In our simulations, we have used imaginary time steps of µ∆τ = 0.5. Although this is a relatively large time step, it
is sufficiently small when studying the behaviour at small frequencies. The results for χd and ImΣ(k ≈ kHS, iωn) are
shown in Fig. 9 for two values of ∆τ (χd was computed with flux, according to Eq.(B4)). We find that for the lowest
temperatures and frequencies, the results are essentially independent of ∆τ . At low T , the SC susceptibility exhibits a
non-monotonic behavior (Fig. 8). Both χd(T ) and χs(T ) show a maximum at finite T ; in χd(T ), it is apparent that the
maximum shifts towards lower temperature as the system size increases .We believe that this non-monotonic behavior
is a finite size effects in the presence of a flux. To demonstrate this, we have calculated the finite size non-interacting
superconducting susceptibility, with and without flux (see Fig. 10). The non-monotonic behavior is visible in χd(T )
without interactions; nevertheless, at temperatures above the maximum in χd(T ), the results for systems with flux
converge much more rapidly to the thermodynamic limit than those without flux.

In addition, in Fig. 11, we also show −ImΣ with µ∆τ = 0.5 for different system sizes: L = 12, 14, 16, 18. We can design
our momentum grid by using twisted boundary conditions (TBC). In particular, we use TBC such that the grid includes
one hot spot pair for every system size. From the lattice dispersion εk = 2tA (coskx + cosky) + 4tB coskx cosky − µ,

The hot spots can be found analytically. We easily find that one of the points is kHS,x = 1
2
(π + cos −1 (1 + µ

2tB
)) and

kHS,y = π − kHS,x.
When the momentum grid includes a point at the hot spot (Fig. 11(d)), −Σ(kHS, iω) exhibits a low frequency upturn

at a system size-dependent ω. It is not clear if this behavior survives in the thermodynamic limit. To test this, we
have examined −ImΣ(k ≈ kHS, iωn) at a point near the hot spot, at k = kHS − dk ŷ with dk = 2π/L. In addition, we
have used an alternative boundary conditions such that the grid point closest to the hot spot is at k = kHS − dk/2ŷ.
The results for −ImΣ(k ≈ kHS, iω) near the hot spot for these two choices of the boundary conditions are presented in
Fig. 11(b) and (c). As can be seen from the figure, near the hot spot, −ImΣ(k ≈ kHS, iω) is weakly size dependent. The
low-frequency upturn is absent, and the behavior of −ImΣ(k ≈ kHS, iω) is qualitatively similar to the behavior expected
from perturbation theory (solid line). We therefore conclude that the low-frequency upturn in −ImΣ(k = kHS, iω) is
likely to be a finite size effect, and the behavior seen in Fig. 11(b,c) is more representative of the L→∞ limit.
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Perturbation
theory at: kHS

&: kHS !
dk
2 ŷ
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