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Understanding the origin of electron incoherence is the first step toward a theoretical description
of the non-Fermi liquid behavior of the high-Tc cuprate superconductors. Such electron incoherence
manifests itself most evidently in the non-Drude behavior of the optical response of the system
and the anomalous density fluctuation behavior in the long wave length limit. The spectral weight
transfer related to such dissipative response, which is absent in conventional Fermi liquid metal,
has direct consequence on the dc transport property of the system in the normal state and the
superfluid stiffness in the superconducting state. It is found that such electron incoherence remains
significant even in the clean limit and at low temperature and thus must be attributed to the strong
electron correlation effect in the cuprate superconductors. Here we study such an intrinsic effect in
the 2D t− J model through the variational calculation of its optical conductivity σ(ω). We assume
a resonating valence bond ground state as our starting point and find that a significant portion of
the total optical spectral weight remains incoherent throughout the phase diagram. The optical
absorption is found to extend all the way to an energy of the order of the bare band width. We
find that both the total optical weight K̄ and the integrated incoherent optical weight I increase
monotonically with doping, with their ratio Rincoh = I/K̄ decreasing monotonically with doping.
Our results indicate that the majority part of electron incoherence in the 2D t − J model can be
attributed to the electron fractionalization mechanism assumed in such a treatment. We also find
that the Drude weight deduced from D = K̄ − I scales linearly with hole doping, without any sign
of a non-monotonic behavior in the overdoped regime. Our results form an estimate of the lower
bound for electron incoherence in the 2D t − J model as the multi-spinon excitation processes are
neglected in our treatment.

PACS numbers:

I. INTRODUCTION

A systematic understanding of the non-Fermi liquid
behavior is believed to be the key step to resolve the
mystery of the high Tc superconductivity in the cuprate
superconductors. The most well known example of such
non-Fermi liquid behavior in the cuprate superconduc-
tors is the perfect linear-in-T dc resistivity from very
high temperature all the way down to extremely low
temperature1–5. While it is generally believed that the
strong electron correlation effect in the cuprate super-
conductors is essential in the origin of such a non-Fermi
liquid behavior, other more extrinsic mechanisms such
as the electron-phonon coupling and disorder effect, to-
gether with their interplay with the electron correlation
effect, may also be indispensable to fully account for such
a non-Fermi liquid behavior in the dc limit6. This greatly
complicates the theoretical analysis of such non-Fermi
liquid behaviors.

At a more microscopic time scale, the non-Fermi liq-
uid behavior also manifests itself in various electron spec-
trums. For example, even at the early stage of the high-
Tc era people had already noticed that the electronic Ra-
man spectrum of the cuprate superconductors is anoma-
lous in that it features an extremely broad continuum
extending to the energy scale of the band width7,8. This
is very different from what one would expect in a con-
ventional Fermi liquid metal, in which the generalized
density fluctuation in the electronic Raman excitation

should be restricted to an energy window of the order of
vF q. Here vF and q are the Fermi velocity and the wave
vector of the photon respectively. More recently, anoma-
lous density fluctuation has been directly inferred from
the electron energy loss spectrum(EELS) measurement
on the cuprate superconductors9, in which a momentum
and energy independent broad continuum(when normal-
ized by q2) has been reported. This is totally different
from what we would expect from the particle-hole exci-
tation around the Fermi surface in a conventional Fermi
liquid. Beside the density fluctuation, the non-Fermi liq-
uid behavior also manifests itself clearly in the optical
absorption spectrum of the cuprate superconductors10,11,
which is found to extend all the way to the energy scale of
the band width. The optical conductivity of the cuprate
superconductors is found to exhibit a very slow decay
in frequency of the form ω−α, with α generally an irra-
tional number less than one. Such an anomalous behav-
ior, which is usually called the non-Drude behavior in
the literature, signifies the importance of electron inco-
herence in the optical excitation process.

Unlike the non-Fermi liquid behavior in the dc limit,
the non-Fermi liquid behavior in the optical response and
the density fluctuation spectrum is believed to be more
intrinsic, since neither the electron-phonon coupling nor
the impurity scattering is expected to contribute to elec-
tron incoherence at the energy scale comparable to the
band width. It is thus hopeful that such non-Fermi liq-
uid behaviors can be understood from model study of
the cuprate superconductors involving only electron de-
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gree of freedom, for example, the study of the 2D t − J
model. We note that a study of electron incoherence at
the energy scale of the band width can also shed im-
portant light on the dc transport behavior of the sys-
tem. More specifically, the integrated incoherent optical
weight, denoted below as I, is nothing but a measure of
the reduction in the spectral weight participating the dc
transport from the total optical spectral weight K̄. It
thus determines directly the dc resistivity in the normal
state. In the superconducting state, I measures the re-
duction of the superfluid density from K̄. The transfer
of spectral weight between the high energy and the low
energy regime is believed to be a major mechanism for
the emergence of the non-Fermi liquid behavior in doped
Mott insulators5.

In a purely electronic model, electron incoherence is
conventionally attributed to the scattering with some col-
lective modes in the system, for example, the thermal or
quantum fluctuation in the spin or the charge channel.
However, such collective mode usually gain appreciate
spectral weight only when the system is close to the in-
stability toward some symmetry breaking phase and thus
has a small energy scale. It is thus unlikely that the
scattering with such collective modes to be responsible
for the electron incoherence at the energy scale of the
band width. To generate electron incoherence at such a
high energy scale, a broad spectral continuum is needed.
Such continuum should also be ubiquitous in the phase
diagram of the cuprate superconductors, since the non-
Fermi liquid behavior is not limited to any particular
doping5.

The fluctuation of the local moment in a doped Mott
insulator may just provide such a broad and ubiqui-
tous continuum. In a doped Mott insulator such as
the cuprate superconductor, the local moment remains
well defined even when the magnetic long range order
is eliminated, since its robustness is protected by large
energy scale, for example, the Hubbard interaction U in
the Hubbard model. Indeed, RIXS measurements in the
last decade12,13 find that spin-wave-like paramagnon fluc-
tuation exists ubiquitously in the phase digram of the
cuprate superconductors, with its energy scale and in-
tegrated intensity almost doping independent. This is
consistent with what we would expect for the fluctua-
tion of local moment in a quantum paramagnetic state,
or, a quantum spin liquid state. It is very likely that
the electron incoherence as manifested in the non-Drude
optical absorption behavior has its origin in such ubiqui-
tous paramagnetic fluctuation. Evidence for the strong
coupling of the electron with spectral weight of such a
spectral character has indeed be found in time resolved
optical measurement14.

A theoretical description of the local moment fluctu-
ation in a quantum spin liquid state is already a big
theoretical challenge, not to say its possible relevance
to the origin of electron incoherence. Here we try to
answer this question from the perspective of the resonat-
ing valence bond(RVB) theory of the 2D t− J model15.

Within the RVB theory, the doped cuprate superconduc-
tor is described by a doped quantum spin liquid, in which
the electron fractionalizes into charge neutral spinon and
spinless holon. The spinon is assumed to carry the spin
quantum number of an electron and describes the fluctu-
ation of the local moment in a quantum spin liquid. The
holon is assumed to carry the charge quantum number of
an electron and describes the charge backflow accompa-
nying spinon motion. Such charge backflow is necessary
as a result of the no double occupancy constraint on the
electron operator in the t− J model. The very fraction-
alization of electron provides a new mechanism of elec-
tron incoherence other than the scattering of electrons.
One advantage of the spin-charge separation mechanism
is that it naturally results in electron incoherence at the
energy scale of the electron band width.

However, a quantitative analysis of the spin-charge
separation effect on the electron incoherence of the
cuprate superconductor is difficult. As we will see in
the following, a self-consistent RVB mean field theory
treatment of the t− J model16 results in the unphysical
prediction of a negative Drude weight. To cure such a
problem, we have calculated the optical conductivity of
the 2D t − J model using a dynamical variational the-
ory. The theory calculate the dynamical behavior of a
strongly correlated model by diagonalizing the Hamilto-
nian within a variational subspace spanned by a chosen
set of strongly correlated basis functions17. For the 2D
t− J model studied here, the basis function is generated
by Gutzwiller projection of mean field excitation above
a RVB ground state. This requires the treatment of a
large number of strongly correlated basis function in the
computation. We have improved the algorithm to speed
up such a calculation.

Our calculation indicates that the spin-charge sepa-
ration mechanism is responsible for a majority part of
electron incoherence in the 2D t−J model. More specif-
ically, we find that both the total optical weight K̄ and
the integrated incoherent optical weight I increase mono-
tonically with doping, with their ratio Rincoh = I/K̄ de-
creasing monotonically with doping. More than half of
total optical weight remains incoherent throughout the
phase diagram. We also find that the incoherent spectral
weight constitutes a very broad continuum extending to
energy as high as the band width. The Drude weight
deduced from D = K̄ − I scales linearly with hole dop-
ing, without any sign of a non-monotonic behavior. This
implies that the decrease of the superfluid stiffness ob-
served in the overdoped regime may have some extrinsic
origin18,19.

The paper is organized as follows. In the next section,
we introduce the 2D t−J model studied in this paper and
the general formula for its optical conductivity. We then
present a self-consistent RVB mean field theory of the 2D
t− J model in the third section and show that the mean
field treatment fails to provide a consistent description
of the electron incoherence in this model. In the fourth
section, we present the dynamical variational theory for
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the optical conductivity of the 2D t− J model. We will
also introduce the algorithm improvement which makes
possible the real computation of these quantities. In the
last section, we discuss the implication of our result and
the possible extensions of it.

II. THE OPTICAL CONDUCTIVITY OF THE
2D t− J MODEL

The 2D t − J model studied in this work is given by
the following Hamiltonian

H = − t
∑
i,δ,α

(c†i,αci+δ,α + h.c.)

− t′
∑
i,δ′,α

(c†i,αci+δ′,α + h.c.)

+ J
∑
i,δ

(Si · Si+δ −
1

4
nini+δ), (1)

Here α =↑, ↓ denotes the spin of the electron. t and
t′ denote the hopping integral between the nearest-
neighboring and the next-nearest-neighboring sites of
the square lattice. J is the Heisenberg exchange cou-
pling between nearest-neighboring spins. δ = x, y de-
notes the nearest-neighboring vector on the square lat-
tice. δ′ = x ± y denotes the next-nearest-neighboring

vector on the square lattice. The electron operator c†i,σ
satisfies the following constraint of no double occupancy∑

σ

c†i,σci,σ ≤ 1 (2)

Si and ni are the spin and electron number operator on
site i. In this study, we choose t′ = −0.3t, J = t/3. We
will use t as the unit of energy.
To calculate the optical conductivity of the system, we

couple the electron to a spatial uniform electromagnetic
potential A(t) through the Peierls substitution. We as-
sume that A(t) is directed along the x-direction of the
square lattice, namely, A(t) = (A(t), 0). The Hamilto-
nian then reads

H[ A(t) ] = − t
∑
i,δ,α

(eiA(t)·δc†i,αci+δ,α + h.c.)

− t′
∑
i,δ′,α

(eiA(t)·δ′
c†i,αci+δ′,α + h.c.)

+ J
∑
i,δ

(Si · Si+δ −
1

4
nini+δ), (3)

Here we have adopted the convention ℏ = e = c = a = 1
for convenience, in which a denotes the lattice constant of
the square lattice. Here we note thatA(t)·x = A(t)·δ′ =
A(t), A(t) · y = 0.
Expanding the Hamiltonian to the second order in

A(t), we have

H[ A(t) ] ≈ H − jxpA(t) +
1

2
KA2(t) (4)

in which

jxp = it
∑
i,α

(c†i,αci+x,α − h.c.)

+it′
∑
i,δ′,α

(c†i,αci+δ′,α − h.c.), (5)

is the paramagnetic current along the x-direction.

K = t
∑
i,α

(c†i,αci+x,α + h.c.)

+t′
∑
i,δ′,α

(c†i,αci+δ′,α + h.c.), (6)

is the kernel of diamagnetic response along the x-
direction.
Using the Kubo formula, the optical conductivity of

the model is given by

ℜσ(ω) = Dδ(ω) + σreg(ω) (7)

in which the regular part of the optical conductivity is
given by

σreg(ω) = −ℑΠ(ω + i0+)

ω
(8)

Here Π(ω+ i0+) is the Fourier transform of the retarded
green function of the current operator. It is defined by

Π(t) = −iθ(t)⟨[jxp (t), jxp (0)]⟩ (9)

in which jxp (t) is the Heisenberg operator of jxp . The
average is done in the ground state of the model. The
Drude weight D is given by

D = K̄ + ℜΠ(i0+) (10)

Here K̄ = ⟨K⟩ denotes the ground state expectation
value of K and is a measure of the total optical spectral
weight along the x-direction. Using the Kronig-Kramers
relation between ℑΠ(ω+ i0+) and ℜΠ(ω+ i0+), we have

D = K̄ − 2

∫ ∞

0+
dωσreg(ω) (11)

The meaning of this equation is self-evident: the Drude
weight is given by the difference between the total opti-
cal spectral weight in the x-direction and the integrated
spectral weight involved in optical absorption. In the
superconducting state, the Drude weight is just the su-
perfluid density of the system.
More specifically, we can define the fraction of the in-

coherent spectral weight I as follows

I = 2

∫ ∞

0+
dωσreg(ω) (12)

Using Eq.8 and the relation

−2ℑΠ(ω+i0+) = 2π
∑
n

|⟨n|jxp |g⟩|2δ[ω−(En−Eg)] (13)
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we have

I = 2π
∑
n

|⟨n|jxp |g⟩|2

En − Eg
(14)

Here |g⟩ denotes the ground state of the system. Eg is the
ground state energy, |n⟩ is the excited state with energy
En. From I we can define the incoherence ratio as follows

Rincoh =
I

K̄
(15)

It measures how much electron spectral weight is involved
in the optical absorption process.

In a free electron system, jxp is a conserved quantity
and is identically zero in the ground state. As a result,
the electron is entirely coherent and Rincoh = 0. There is
thus no optical absorption at any nonzero frequency and
D = K̄. For a translational invariant electron model,
any electron incoherence should thus be attributed to
interaction effect. In the t − J model studied here, jxp
is no longer a conserved quantity for two reasons. First,
the electron operator is now subjected to the no double
occupancy constraint and is not a free fermion operator.
Second, there is the scattering related to the Heisenberg
exchange coupling. In this work, we will treats both effect
in the fermionic RVB framework.

III. THE FAILURE OF A RVB MEAN FIELD
THEORY FOR THE OPTICAL CONDUCTIVITY

OF THE 2D t− J MODEL

In the RVB framework, we rewrite the electron oper-
ator in terms of the spinon and the holon operator as
follows

c†i,α = f†
i,αbi (16)

Here f†
i,α is the charge neutral fermionic spinon operator

with spin α on site i. bi is the spinless holon operator
carrying the charge. Such a representation is exact if the
following constraint is satisfied∑

α

f†
i,αfi,α + b†i bi = 1 (17)

In terms of the spinon and the holon operators, the t−J
Hamiltonian now reads,

H = − t
∑
i,δ,α

(f†
i,αfi+δ,αb

†
i bi+δ + h.c.)

− t′
∑
i,δ′,α

(f†
i,αfi+δ′,αb

†
i bi+δ′ + h.c.)

+
J

4

∑
i,δ,α,β,γ,η

(f†
i,ασα,βfi,β) · (f†

i+δ,γσγ,ηfi+δ,η)

− J

4

∑
i,δ,α,β

f†
i,αfi,αf

†
i+δ,βfi+δ,β , (18)

in which α, β, γ, η =↑, ↓. Here we have represented the
spin operator as

Si =
1

2

∑
α,β

f†
i,ασα,βfi,β (19)

in which σ is the usual Pauli matrix for electron spin.
In the RVB mean field theory, which is also called the

slave Boson mean field theory, we introduce the following
RVB order parameters for the spinon

χ = ⟨
∑
α

f†
i,αfi+x,α⟩ = ⟨

∑
α

f†
i,αfi+y,α⟩

χ′ = ⟨
∑
α

f†
i,αfi+x+y,α⟩ = ⟨

∑
α

f†
i,αfi+x−y,α⟩

∆ = ⟨
∑
α

sαf
†
i,αf

†
i+x,ᾱ⟩ = −⟨

∑
α

sαf
†
i,αf

†
i+y,ᾱ⟩ (20)

in which ᾱ denotes the inverse of α, s↑ = 1, s↓ = −1.
Here we have assumed that all these RVB order parame-
ters are translational invariant. We also assume that the
holon all condense into the q = 0 state at zero tempera-
ture. Thus we have

⟨bi⟩ = ⟨b†i ⟩ =
√
x (21)

Here x denotes the hole density in the CuO2 plane.
Decoupling the t − J Hamiltonian with the above or-

der parameters leads to the following RVB mean field
Hamiltonian for both the spinon and the holon

Hf =
∑
k,α

ϵfk f†
k,αfk,α −

∑
k

∆k(f
†
k,↑f

†
−k,↓ + f−k,↓fk,↑)

Hb =
∑
q

ϵbq b†qbq (22)

with

ϵfk = − 2(tx+
3Jχ

8
)(cos kx + cos ky)

− 4t′x cos kx cos ky − µf

∆k =
3J∆

4
(cos kx − cos ky)

ϵbq = − 2tχ(cos qx + cos qy)

− 4t′χ′ cos qx cos qy − µb (23)

Here µf denotes the chemical potential of the spinon. It
is determined by the following spinon density equation

⟨
∑
α

f†
i,αfi,α⟩ = 1− x (24)

µb is the chemical potential of the holon. It is determined
by the requirement of ϵbq=0 = 0. Thus in the RVB mean
field theory the no double occupancy constraint Eq.17
is relaxed to a constraint in the average sense. We will
see in the following that such a relaxation of the no dou-
ble constraint will result in inconsistency in the optical
conductivity of the system.
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FIG. 1: The mean field phase digram of the 2D t−J model ob-
tained from the solution of the self-consistent equations Eq.20
and Eq.24 in the RVB mean field ground state |MF⟩.

The spinon Hamiltonian Hf can be diagonalized by
the Bogliubov transformation of the form(

fk,↑
f†
−k,↓

)
=

(
uk vk
−vk uk

)(
γk,↑
γ†
−k,↓

)
(25)

γk,α is the quasiparticle operator with energy

Ek =

√
(ϵfk)

2 + (∆k)2 (26)

We then solve the self-consistent equation for the RVB
parameters χ, χ′ and ∆ from their defining equation
Eq.20 in the mean field ground state |MF⟩, which takes
the form of

|MF⟩ = 1√
Nb!

(b†q=0)
Nb |f − BCS⟩ (27)

Here Nb = xN is the number of doped holes, N is the
number of lattice site. |f − BCS⟩ denotes the ground
state of spinon Hamiltonian Hf . The details of the above
derivations can be found in Ref.[16]. In Fig.1, we present
the mean field phase diagram obtained from the solution
of the self-consistent equations Eq.20 and Eq.24.

We now turn to the calculation of the optical conduc-
tivity above the RVB mean field ground state |MF⟩. In
terms of the spinon and the holon operators, the param-
agnetic current operator jxp can be rewritten as

jxp =
1

N

∑
k,k′,q,α

vxq−kf
†
k,αfk′,αb

†
q+k′−kbq (28)

in which

vxk = 2t sin kx + 4t′ sin kx cos ky (29)

is the x-component of the band velocity. We now apply
jxp on the mean field ground state |MF⟩. After some

algebraic manipulation, we arrive at

jxp |MF⟩ =
∑

q̸=0,k

Φk,q γ†
k,↑γ

†
−(k+q),↓

× 1√
(Nb − 1)!

b†q(b
†
q=0)

Nb−1|f − BCS⟩ (30)

in which

Φk,q =

√
Nb

N
[vxkukvk+q − vxk+qvkuk+q] (31)

For later convenience, we define

|k,q⟩ = γ†
k,↑γ

†
−(k+q),↓

1√
(Nb − 1)!

b†q(b
†
q=0)

Nb−1|f−BCS⟩

(32)
we then have

jxp |MF⟩ =
∑

q̸=0,k

Φk,q|k,q⟩ (33)

We note that |k,q⟩ is a normalized mean field excited
state with energy ϵbq + Ek + Ek+q.
The optical conductivity is then given by

σreg(ω) = −ℑΠ(ω + i0+)

ω

= π
∑

q̸=0,k

|Φk,q|2

ϵbq + Ek + Ek+q
δ[ω − (ϵbq + Ek + Ek+q)]

(34)

As a result we have

I = 2π
∑

q̸=0,k

|Φk,q|2

ϵbq + Ek + Ek+q
(35)

On the other hand, the total optical spectral weight is
given by

K̄ = Nb(2tχ+ 4t′χ′) (36)

Fig.2 presents the result of the optical conductivity calcu-
lated from the RVB mean field theory at a typical doping
x = 0.15. It is found that the optical absorption extends
to a rather high energy of the order of the bare band
width. This can be attributed to the fractionalization
of the electron into the spinon and the holon degree of
freedom, each of which carry part of the momentum of
an electron.
However, a more quantitive analysis shows that there

is serious internal inconsistency in the mean field treat-
ment of the optical conductivity of the t − J model. As
can be seen from Fig.3, the integrated incoherent spec-
tral weight I calculated from the RVB mean field theory
is much larger than the total optical weight K̄. This
would imply a negative Drude weight, a result which is
obviously unphysical. On the other hand, the fractional-
ization of the electron should only provide an estimate of
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FIG. 2: The optical conductivity calculated from the RVB
mean field theory at a typical hole doping level of x = 0.15.
ω is measured in unit of t.

0 . 0 0 . 1 0 . 2 0 . 3 0 . 40 . 0
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1 . 0

1 . 5

x

 I
 K

FIG. 3: Evolution of the total optical spectral weight K̄ and
the integrated incoherent spectral weight I with x calculated
from the RVB mean field theory. Both K̄ and I are mea-
sured in unit of Nt. Note that I is much larger than K̄. This
is obviously an unphysical result and it implies the internal
inconsistency of the mean field treatment of the optical con-
ductivity in the 2D t− J model.

the lower bound of the electron incoherence. For exam-
ple, the spinon scattering caused by the Heisenberg ex-
change coupling which we have ignored in the RVB mean
field theory will generate additional electron incoherence.
Thus the electron incoherence is greatly overestimated in
the RVB mean field theory of the 2D t − J model. One
way to cure such a problem is to work in the projected
space of no double occupancy. We will now turn to the
discussion of such a variational description.
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0 . 4
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l p
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me
ter

s

x

 t ' v
 ∆v
 µv

FIG. 4: Evolution of the optimized RVB parameters of the
2D t−J model with the hole concentration x. The calculation
is done on a 12×12 cluster with periodic boundary condition.

IV. A DYNAMICAL VARIATIONAL THEORY
OF THE OPTICAL CONDUCTIVITY OF THE 2D

t− J MODEL

In the RVB theory, the ground state of the 2D t − J
model is given by the Gutzwiller projection of the mean
field ground state, namely

|Ψg⟩ = PG|MF⟩ (37)

Here PG denotes the Gutzwiller projection that enforces
the no double occupancy constraint Eq.17. The mean
field ground state |MF⟩ is generated from a mean field
ansatz of the form of Hf with

ϵfk = −2(cos kx + cos ky)− 4t′v cos kx cos ky − µv

∆k = 2∆v(cos kx − cos ky) (38)

in which t′v, µv and ∆v are dimensionless parameters
to be determined by the optimization of the variational
ground state energy. Fig.4 presents the results of the
optimized variational parameters as functions of x. The
calculation is done on a 12 × 12 cluster with periodic
boundary condition.
Since the variational ground state of the 2D t−J model

is constructed by the Gutzwiller projection of the RVB
mean field ground state, it is natural to construct its
variational excitations by Gutzwiller projection of the
mean field excited states. This is however not quite right
since the Gutzwiller projected mean field excited states
are in general not orthonormal any more. In some cases
the Gutzwiller projected excited states may even become
linearly dependent. Nevertheless, we can interpret the
Gutzwiller projected mean field excited states as the ba-
sis vectors of a variational subspace with a given quantum
number. We can then re-diagonalize the Hamiltonian
within such a variational subspace. This is the essence
of the dynamical variational theory of the t − J model
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proposed in Ref.[17]. Such a theory has been success-
fully applied in the study of dynamical behavior of many
correlated electron systems20–30.
Here we take |k,q⟩ = PG|k,q⟩ as the working basis

in the study of the optical conductivity of the 2D t − J
model. Since

[PG, j
x
p ] = 0 (39)

we have

jxp |Ψg⟩ = jxpPG|MF⟩ = PGj
x
p |MF⟩

=
∑

k,q̸=0

Φk,qPG|k,q⟩

=
∑

k,q̸=0

Φk,q|k,q⟩ (40)

Here we have used Eq.33.
In the variational subspace spanned by |k,q⟩, a general

eigenstate of the 2D t− J model has the form

|Ψ(n)⟩ =
∑
k,q

φ
(n)
k,q|k,q⟩ (41)

in which the coefficient φ
(n)
k,q satisfies the following gen-

eralized eigenvalue equation∑
k′,q′

Hk,q;k′,q′φ
(n)
k′,q′ = E(n)

∑
k′,q′

Ok,q;k′,q′φ
(n)
k′,q′ (42)

Here

Hk,q;k′,q′ = ⟨k,q|H|k′,q′⟩
Ok,q;k′,q′ = ⟨k,q| |k′,q′⟩ (43)

are the Hamiltonian matrix element and the overlap ma-
trix element in the correlated basis. E(n) denotes the
n-th eigenenergy of the Hamiltonian. In the following we
will use H and O to denote the Hamiltonian matrix and
the overlap matrix. We will also use φ(n) and Φ to denote
the vector corresponding to |Ψ(n)⟩ and jxp |Ψg⟩. We note
that both H and O are Hermitian matrix. In addition,
O is positive semi-definite.
The matrix elements of H and O can be efficiently

evaluated by the variational Monte Carlo(VMC) method
using a highly parallelized re-weighting trick. The key
to the re-weighting trick is the observation that any two
correlated basis |k,q⟩ differ from each other by at most a
pair of spinon states and a single holon state. In practi-
cal calculation we will also perform a particle-hole trans-
formation on the down-spin spinon. More details on the
re-weighting trick and the VMC simulation of the Hamil-
tonian matrix and the overlap matrix can be found in
Ref.[17,28].

With the eigenstate |Ψ(n)⟩ in hand, we can then con-
struct the variational optical spectrum of the model.
More specifically, we have

−ℑΠ(ω + i0+) = π
∑
n

|⟨Ψ(n)|jxp |Ψg⟩|2δ[ω − (E(n) −Eg)]

(44)

Here

Eg =
⟨Ψg|H|Ψg⟩
⟨Ψg|Ψg⟩

(45)

denotes the variational ground state energy. Using Eq.39
and Eq.40, we have

⟨Ψ(n)|jxp |Ψg⟩ = (φ(n))†OΦ

=
∑

k,q;k′,q′

φ
(n)∗
k,q Ok,q;k′,q′Φk′,q′ (46)

An advantage of such a dynamical variational theory is
that the following ground state sum rule on the optical
conductivity is automatically satisfied∫ ∞

0+
ωσreg(ω)dω =

∫ ∞

0+
−ℑΠ(ω + i0+)dω

=
⟨Ψg|jxp jxp |Ψg⟩

⟨Ψg|Ψg⟩
(47)

In practical calculation, the number of the correlated
basis functions increases rapidly with the system size.
For example, on the N = 12 × 12 cluster that will be
adopted in the following calculation, there will be N(N−
1) = 20592 basis functions. This number can be reduced
to N(N − 1)/2 = 10296 if we impose the spin rotational
symmetry on the basis functions, or, by working with the
symmetrized basis functions of the form

|k,q⟩s =
1√
2
(|k,q⟩+ |−(k+ q),q⟩) (48)

However, the number of such symmetrized basis func-
tions is still prohibitively large and a full diagonalization
of the generalized eigenvalue problem in this basis is still
extremely expensive. Another concern with the direct
diagonalization of the generalized eigenvalue problem in
such a large variational subspace is the problem of numer-
ical stability. As we have mentioned above, although the
mean field excitation |k,q⟩ are orthonormal, the corre-

lated basis function |k,q⟩ after the Gutzwiller projection
are in general not orthonormal any more. In fact, some
of the correlated basis function may even become linearly
dependent after the Gutzwiller projection. The overlap
matrix O is thus in general singular.
To solve these problems, we have developed the follow-

ing generalized Lanczos methods. As the first step, we
regularize the overlap matrix O by adding to it a small
positive constant matrix

Õ = O + ϵI (49)

Here I denotes the identity matrix and ϵ is a tiny pos-
itive number to guarantee the numerical stability of the
algorithm. We then perform the Cholesky decomposition
of the shifted overlap matrix Õ

Õ = LL† (50)
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FIG. 5: Evolution of the optical conductivity with the hole
concentration x calculated from our dynamical variational
theory for the 2D t − J model. The calculation is done on
a 12×12 cluster with periodic boundary condition. ω is mea-
sured in unit of t. Here we have neglected the antiferromag-
netic ordering at low doping.

in which L is a lower triangular matrix. Defining

ϕ(n) = L†φ(n) (51)

the generalized eigenvalue problem Eq.39 can be ex-
pressed as

H̃ϕ(n) = E(n)ϕ(n) (52)

Here H̃ = L−1H(L†)−1 is a Hermitian matrix whose
eigenvectors ϕ(n) are orthonormal. Instead of solving
this standard eigenvalue problem directly, we adopted the
Lanczos method to compute the spectrum of jxp . Defining

ϕ0 = L†Φ (53)

we have

⟨Ψ(n)|jxp |Ψg⟩ ≈ (φ(n))†ÕΦ

= (φ(n))†LL†Φ = (ϕ(n))†ϕ0 (54)

Thus we have

−ℑΠ(ω + i0+) = π
∑
n

|(ϕ(n))†ϕ0|2δ[ω − (E(n) − Eg)]

(55)
This is nothing but the spectrum of the excitation ϕ0 with
respect to the Hamiltonian H̃. It can be computed by
the standard Lanczos iteration starting from the initial
vector ϕ0. The detail of such a Lanczos iteration can be
found in Ref.[31].

In Fig.5, we present the optical conductivity calculated
from the dynamical variational theory at four different
doping across the phase diagram. Since the main focus
of our discussion is on the mechanism of electron incoher-
ence in the optimal and the overdoped system, we have

0 . 0 0 . 1 0 . 2
0 . 0

0 . 1

0 . 2

x

 I
 K

FIG. 6: Evolution of the total optical spectral weight K̄ and
the integrated incoherent spectral weight I with hole doping
in the 2D t − J model calculated from the dynamical vari-
ational theory. Both K̄ and I are measured in unit of Nt.
Note that I is now always smaller than K̄. The calculation is
done on a 12 × 12 cluster with periodic boundary condition.
Here we have neglected the antiferromagnetic ordering at low
doping.

neglected possible antiferromagnetic long range order in
the low doping regime. Similar to the mean field spec-
tra presented in Fig.2, here the optical absorption also
extends to a rather high energy of the order of the band
width. The overall spectral shape of σreg(ω) is similar to
that of the mean field spectra, with the exception that
the low energy optical absorption is now strongly sup-
pressed.

In Fig.6, we plot the evolution of the total optical
weight K̄ and the integrated incoherent optical weight
I with hole concentration calculated from the dynamical
variational theory. Both K̄ and I are found to increase
monotonically with doping. It should be emphasized that
I is now always smaller than K̄. The dynamical varia-
tional theory presented here thus indeed solve the incon-
sistency in the mean field treatment.

In Fig.7, we present the evolution of the ratio of the
incoherent spectral weight with hole doping. Rincoh is
found to decrease monotonically with hole doping but
remains larger than 60% for x > 0.2. Thus, most part of
the electron spectral weight remains incoherent through-
out the phase diagram. This implies that the electron
fractionalization mechanism studied in this paper has al-
ready accounted for a major part of the origin of electron
incoherence in the 2D t− J model. The evolution of the
Drude weight D = K̄ − I is plotted as a function of x in
Fig.8. Interestingly, we find that D scales almost linearly
with x.
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I / 
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x
FIG. 7: Evolution of the ratio of the incoherent spectral
weight with hole doping in the 2D t−J model calculated from
the dynamical variational theory. The calculation is done on
a 12× 12 cluster with periodic boundary condition. Here we
have neglected the antiferromagnetic ordering at low doping.

0 . 0 0 . 1 0 . 2
0 . 0 0

0 . 0 2

0 . 0 4

0 . 0 6

0 . 0 8

D

x
FIG. 8: Evolution of the Drude weight with hole doping in
the 2D t−J model calculated from the dynamical variational
theory. The calculation is done on a 12 × 12 cluster with
periodic boundary condition. Here we have neglected the an-
tiferromagnetic ordering at low doping.

V. CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSIONS

For a translational invariant electron system, the op-
tical absorption at finite frequency is a direct measure
of the electron incoherence induced by electron corre-
lation effect. In this work, we have studied the opti-
cal conductivity of the 2D t − J model from both the
slave Boson mean field theory and a dynamical varia-
tional theory. The dynamical variational theory is con-
structed following the mean field excitation picture and
it treats the Gutzwiller projected mean field excitations
as the basis function of a variational subspace. We find
that the electron fractionalization inherent in such a the-

oretical framework can generate strong electron incoher-
ence. However, a mean field treatment of such an effect
results in the unphysical prediction of a negative Drude
weight. We find that such an inconsistency in the slave
Boson mean field theory can be cured by working in the
variational subspace spanned by the Gutzwiller projected
mean field excitations.

We find that both the total optical weight K̄ and the
integrated incoherent optical weight I increase monoton-
ically with doping, with their ratio Rincoh = I/K̄ de-
creases monotonically with doping. Such a doping evolu-
tion is consistent with the general expectation for a doped
Mott insulator. We note that most part of the optical
spectral weight remains incoherent throughout the phase
digram. In particular, Rincoh > 0.6 even for x > 0.2. We
thus believe that the majority part of the electron inco-
herence in the 2D t − J model can be attributed to the
electron fractionalization mechanism. In the slave Boson
mean field picture, the electron fractionalization mani-
fests itself in the current excitation process in the form
of holon backflow accompanying the excited spinon.

We find that the Drude weight deduced fromD = K̄−I
scales linearly with x throughout the phase diagram.
Since we are working in the superconducting state, D is
also the superfluid density ρs. From our calculation, we
do not see any trend of a non-monotonic doping depen-
dence in the superfluid density. We feel that such a non-
monotonic behavior in ρs should be attributed to disorder
effect. In a related work, we do find that small amount of
Zinc impurity can already generate non-monotonic dop-
ing dependence in the superfluid density.

We note that while the dynamical variational theory
presented in this paper can provide a satisfactory descrip-
tion on the absolute scale and its doping evolution of
integrated incoherent optical weight, the spectral shape
of σreg(ω) is less reliable. In particular, the theory fails
to produce the well known ”conformal tail” feature in
the optical conductivity, namely, the scale invariant form
σreg(ω) ∼ ω−α in the large ω regime10? . We think that
the multi-spinon excitation processes that are neglected
in our variational treatment may be responsible for the
generation of such a ”conformal tail” feature. Such multi-
spinon excitation processes are expected to play an essen-
tial role in the physics of the cuprate superconductors as
recent RIXS measurements find that spin-wave-like para-
magnon fluctuation persists even in strongly overdoped
cuprate systems12,13, which implies the importance of
spinon interaction effect. It is a big theoretical challenge
to integrate such strong paramagnon fluctuation into the
standard fermionic RVB scheme.

Beside the optical conductivity, the electron incoher-
ence also manifests itself in other observation channels
such as the single particle spectrum and density fluctua-
tion spectrum. In particular, recent EELS measurement
indicates that the density fluctuation in the cuprate sys-
tem is qualitatively different from what would expect
for a standard Fermi liquid metal9. More specifically,
while the density fluctuation in a Fermi liquid metal is
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restricted to a small energy window of the order of vFq in
the long wave length limit, the observed density fluctua-
tion spectrum is almost featureless and extends to energy
as high as 1 eV . Qualitatively similar broad spectrum
continuum had been reported in early Raman scattering
measurements.

In principle, the density fluctuation spectrum of the
2D t − J model can be calculated in the same dynam-
ical variational scheme as presented in this paper. The
density fluctuation spectrum of the system is defined by

S(q, ω) = −2ℑD(q, ω + i0+) (56)

Here D(q, ω + i0+) is the Fourier transform of the re-
tarded green function of the density operator defined as

D(q, t) = −iθ(t)⟨[ρq(t), ρ−q(0)]⟩ (57)

in which

ρq =
∑
i

nie
iq·ri (58)

In the long wavelength limit, the density fluctuation can
be related to the current fluctuation through the conti-
nuity equation

∂ρ

∂t
+∇ · j = 0 (59)

Thus the density fluctuation spectrum constitute an im-
portant complementary information on the origin of the
electron incoherence in the cuprate systems. However,
we note that different from the current operator, the den-
sity operator at q = 0 is a strictly conserved quantity and
can not generate any excitation. For q ̸= 0, the density
fluctuation is composed of the contribution from both co-
herent quasiparticle excitations and incoherent electron
continuum. The contribution from the coherent quasi-
particle is expected to exhibit strong momentum and en-
ergy dependence. Currently it is not clear if the observed
density fluctuation spectrum is consistent with prediction
from the calculation on a translational invariant 2D t−J
model.
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