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A unitary transformation is applied to the Hubbard model, which maps the Hubbard interaction
to a single particle term. The resulting Hamiltonian consists of unconstrained fermions, which is then
mapped to a Hamiltonian of spinless fermions coupled to pseudospins. The fermions are integrated
out using second order perturbation theory in 1/U, resulting in an effective spin Hamiltonian.
An order parameter is identified, stabilizing d-wave superconductivity. The groundstate energy of
classical spin configurations is minimized at a finite value of this order parameter after a critical
chemical potential, resulting in d-wave superconductivity at non-zero doping. This suggests, that
the onset of high-T. superconductivity is governed by the groundstate of a classical spin system.

I. INTRODUCTION

The Hubbard model in the strong coupling regime is
believed to describe the emergence of high-T, supercon-
ductivity in cuprates [1]. The pairing in these compounds
is further believed to be d-wave[2]. There have been
numerous previous theoretical studies of the Hubbard
model [3-5]. This paper shows a perturbative approach
to observing this superconductivity in the strongly re-
pulsive Hubbard model at finite doping. The first step,
a unitary transformation, is similar to [6], where auxil-
iary spins are coupled to the original Hamiltonian via a
unitary Schrieffer-Wolff transformation. Unlike this ap-
proach, here the unitary transformation is applied ex-
actly. This results in a Hamiltonian with unconstrained
fermions, unlike the t-J model [7]. The interaction terms
now scale with ¢,y instead of U, so perturbative ap-
proaches in 1/U are viable. This is also not given in
the t-J model, where interactions are of the same order
as the free part of the Hamiltonian, due to the correlated
hopping terms. Therefore, in the t-J model, one must
resort to uncontrolled slave-boson approaches[7]. The
Hamiltonian is then mapped to a system of fermions cou-
pled to pseudospins. In this form, unlike [6], the Hilbert
space is not artificially expanded. It is solved using vari-
ational second order perturbation theory and spins are
replaced with classical spins. Beyond [8], this perturba-
tive expansion can be done at finite doping. An order
parameter is identified, which stabilizes d-wave super-
conductivity. The groundstate energy as a function of
this order parameter shows a second order phase transi-
tion at a critical chemical potential, resulting in the de-
velopment of d-wave superconductivity. The flow of the
approach described in this paper is shown schematically
in Fig. 1, which we also apply to the Hubbard model with
t’ = —0.3t, showing characteristics of cuprate supercon-
ductivity.

Notable similar approaches are ones based on strong
coupling expansions [9, 10] around the atomic limit of the
Hubbard model. Methods like these, in which class for
example Dynamical Mean Field Theory (DMFT) [11-13],
Self-Energy Functional Theory [14] and Cluster Pertur-
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Figure 1. Flow diagram of the 1/U perturbative approach
described in this paper.

bation Theory [14, 15] belong to, capture the local corre-
lations of a given system, while it is a challenge to incor-
porate non-local self-energies [16, 17]. The unitary trans-
formation defined in this manuscript is applied exactly,
so no correlations are lost there. The perturbative expan-
sion following can in principle capture any non-locality,
since no diagrams are discarded and this series can be
carried out to higher order than the one in this paper, as
it has been done in studies using DiagMC [18]. Although
there, the expansion is carried out in the weak coupling
regime, while here we offer to do the same at strong cou-
pling (using for example ordinary diagrammatics in the
case of the Hamiltonian with unconstrained fermions).
Other weak coupling expansions include [19, 20].

II. LOCAL UNITARY TRANSFORMATION

The square lattice repulsive Hubbard model with U >
0 and ¢ < 0 is given by

H = Z t(CI,aCrM,o +CI~+6,UCM)

r,0,0
1 1
+2.U <”m - 2) (”r,l - 2) + ) g (1)

In this convention half filling is at ;4 = 0 and the system
is hole doped with g > 0. 8 runs over the two vectors
(1,0), (0,1). We apply a unitary transformation

u=11[u (2)



to the Hamiltonian (1), which decomposes into a series
of local unitaries U,. We consider the following unitary

Upr=1—np2 —Nr2Cr16r 3 (3)

where we relabeled ¢;1 = ¢ 1, ¢r2 = ¢, ). We have
introduced a third fermion species c; 3 at every lattice
site, which has no contribution in the original Hamilto-
nian (1). It does not contribute to any observables. This
auxiliary fermion is necessary to construct a parity con-
serving unitary operation. Parity conservation is needed
to form a local U, (a non-parity conserving version of this
transformation, dropping the third fermion species, can
still be used in 1D).
We used the following definitions in Eq. (3)

Crn = Cl,n — Cryn, (4)
Crn = clm + Crop- (5)

The unitary transformation (3) performs the following
mapping from the original basis [|fermions,ng) to the
|1, na2, n3) basis

|0,0) - 10,0,0), |1,0)—|1,0,0), (6)
1,00 > (1,1,1), |11,0)—10,1,1), (7)
|0,1) = 10,0,1), |1,1)—|1,0,1), (8)
1,1 = 1,1,0p, [14,1)~10,1,0). 9)

Notice, that all, at large U and half filling, prohibited
states, so double and 0 occupancy states, are mapped to
a vacuum state of fermion species 1, while all low energy
states are mapped to ones, where fermion 1 is fully occu-
pied. This allows us, to effectively integrate out double
and 0 occupancies by perturbation theory. With
G.=-1 &,=1 (10)
we can show that U] = U, and that UJU, = 1 = U2. So
U is unitary UTU = 1. Because U, is parity conserving, it
commutes with itself at any other site (and on the same
site) [Uy,Uyp] = 0.

Applying U, to the Hubbard interaction maps it to a
single particle term

1 1 1 1
Ur (nT — 2) (ni — 2) Ur = 1 — 5711-71 (11)

where we used U] = U,. The chemical potential term is
mapped to

Uanr,aUr = Nr,1 + 2“1‘,2(1 - nr,1)~ (12)

Finally, the hopping term is mapped to

UpisUy 2(6;00,4_5,0 + CIM’UCRJ)UTUH_(; (13)

(o)

= I‘Jsci,lclré,l +(1+ Ar75)ci7lcr+5,1 + h.c. (14)

with
Kr,é = —Nr2 + Nr46,2
i i s~
- (Cr,20r+5,2 + Cr+6,2cr,2)cr,30r+573v (15)
Ar,& = —Nr2 — Nr46,2
T I
+ (el goris2 + ¢l 600020300163 (16)

Let’s apply U to the whole Hubbard model (1)

UHU = [UH] [ Us (17)
r’ r
=1 Z UI‘+5UI‘(CI70—C!‘+57O’ + Ci+5,gcr,a)UrUr+5
r,8,0
1 1
+ UE U, <nm - 2) (m.,l — 2) Ur
+ 1) U o U (18)

The order of the application of U, in the two products
above is not important, since U, commute. We further
used that for any bosonic or fermionic operators X,, Yy,
we have

[[v XY [ [ Vs (19)
= UpUaXaYoUalUp (20)

because [XaYp,Uy] =0 as long as a # r and b # r.
So the transformed Hamiltonian becomes

H =U'HU
= tZKPﬁCI,lCL&l +(1+ Ar,5)017lcr+571 +h.c.
r,8
U
+>] — 1+ (g 2w 2(1 = e ). (21)

Since the Hubbard interaction is mapped to just a chem-
ical potential of the fermion species 1, the interactions in
K, 5 and A, s now scale with ¢ instead of U. Also notice,
that, unlike the t-J model, Hamiltonian (21) describes
unconstrained fermions. Therefore, in this basis, the
large interaction limit U >» t can be studied perturba-
tively at p # 0. Further, the mapping we have done is
exact and works at any U, t, u.

Note that H’' commutes with any bond operator
iCr 3Cr .3, 50 one could block diagonalize it in the eigen-
basis of all ¢y 36y 3.

Ultimately, we would like to compute observables in
this Hamiltonian. To do so, we also need to transform
those too. The transformed magnetization is

Ur(ney — 1w, )Ur = e 1 (1 — 201 2). (22)
The transformed particle density is

Ur(nep + np, ) )Up = 204 2(1 — 1p 1) + N 1. (23)



A two site singlet pair operator transformed into the new
basis is

A =UpisU; 2(_1)U(Cr+5,60r,0)UrUr+5 = (24)
g
Cr1Cr16,1(—Cr2Cr3 + Cri62Cr163

— Ny 2Cr4+6,2Cr 46,3 + Nr45,2Cr 26 3)+

t ~ ~ ~
Cry5.1Cr1(Cr2Ce 3 + M 2Cr1:5,2Cr 46,3 — Mr16,2Cr,20r,3) +

! ( Cr 63 — Cr63 + Cr,3)+
Cr’10r+5,1 Cr+68,2Cr+6,3 Ny 2Cr+6,2Cr+6,3 Nr+6,2Cr,2Cr,3

i i ~ =
Cr+(§,1cr71 (nr,20r+6,26r+5,3 - nr+6,2cr,2cr,3) (25)

with 6 = —o, =0 and |= 1.

IIT. PERTURBATION THEORY

In the groundstate and at large U and g = 0, the
fermion species 1 is, due to the —% chemical potential,
fully occupied. In this limit, we can therefore perform
perturbation theory around |¥) =[], 0171 |0>.

The first order is zero. Second order is

1 /
Hy = *5<‘I’|H2 v (26)

The factor —% comes from the energy needed to excite

two ¢; fermions. Hy becomes

Hy = — %Zma + Nrys,2 — 2Nr 2NMrys2
r,8
- (CI,QCHJ,z - ci+5720r,2)6r,36r+6,3~ (27)
Consider the following composite particles
bl = Er,3ci,2 by = ¢r2Cr 3. (28)
We find
[br; b ] =0 (29)
[bf.b.] =0 (30)
[be, bL] = (1 = 2b]be) b - (31)

These are the commutation relations of hardcore bosons.
Eq. (28) is equivalent to the drone-fermion representation
of spins [21]. ny 2 can be written in b like so

~2

Ny 2 :CI,QCrQ = CI,QCr,2Cr,3 (32)
=Cr 30} 5Cr28es = Dby = npy (33)

where we used ¢ 3 = 1. Hy in hardcore bosons is

21
H2 = - 7 an,b + Nr4+8,b — 2nr,bnr+5,b
r,0

~ brabrisz —Upigabra (34)

Further, we can write hardcore bosons as spins

St =b, S =0b! (35)
1

S =5~ blb, (36)
1

Sy =5 b + bl) (37)
1

Y _ _pt
S¢ =57 (br = br) (38)

This reproduces the well known U >» 1 limit of the Hub-
bard model at half filling, that is the Heisenberg model

4t?

H, :7;;8‘" -Sris. (39)

Notice that the reverse transformation of a general spin
Hamiltonian, that is first to hardcore bosons and then
to the composite fermions containing ¢, 3 can always be
done and results in a Hamiltonian with unconstrained
fermions [21].

IV. VARIATIONAL PERTURBATION THEORY
AT FINITE DOPING

In this section, we perform perturbation theory at fi-
nite p with the goal of calculating the expectation value
of A. In terms of hardcore bosons, the A order parameter
in Eq. (25) transforms to

A= Crcr+6(_br + br+5
— Np pbrgs + Mg pbe)+

Ci+gcr(br + nr,bbr+6 - nr+6,bbr)+
Clcr+5(br+6 - nr,bbr+5 + nr+5,bbr)+

Ci+5CI(nr,bbr+6 - nr+6,bbr)- (40)
Hardcore bosons can be expressed as spin operators,
which in turn reduces the singlet order parameter A to a
spin wave order parameter. Note, that an uneven num-
ber of hardcore boson operators are present in A. When
the expectation value of A is computed, even at first or-
der in perturbation, an uneven number of hardcore boson
operators remain. Translated into the spin picture, this
means that to have a finite expectation value of A, that is
superconductivity in any way, pseudospin U(1) symmetry
must be broken. This U(1) symmetry breaking can also
be seen when A is multiplied with a global U(1) gauge
of the original fermionic operators ¢, , — exp(i6/2)cy -
The only place where this phase can consistently be ab-
sorbed to are the b, operators. A phase in exp(if)b,
translates to rotations around the z-axis of the pseu-
dospins cos(#)S, +sin(0) Sy, see Eq. (35). So charge U(1)
symmetry is transformed using the local unitary trans-
formation (3) to a pseudospin U(1) symmetry, which we
expect to be broken in a superconductor. We can trans-
form the Hamiltonian (21) into one containing hardcore



bosons

H = tZKr,chcL& +(1+ A“;)clcrﬂs +h.c.
r,0

U
+ Z e + p(ne + 2np p(1 — ny)). (41)

We dropped the 1 index for the ¢; fermions. The K and
A terms expressed in hardcore bosons are

Kes = —Tpp + Nersp — Dlbrys + bIﬂ;br (42)
Ars = Ty — Neysy + blbris — bl sbr (43)

Fourier transforming everything, we end up with the fol-
lowing interaction vertices

Vi = Y\ tKysclcl s +hec.
3
=D tbf, bi,cl, - (—k(0,0,6) + k(8,8,0)
[
— k(0,8,8) + k(5,0,9)) - cx, (44)

VA+/A = —2uny pnr + Z t<Ar,¢SCI~Cr+6 + A17501+5Cr)
[

= bf bi,e], - (—24a(0,0,0)
+1Ya(0,0,8) — a(8,4,0)
[

+a(0,8,8) — a(8,0,6)) - cx, (45)
with
0 ka8 o —iki 81 +ik28:
k(81,02,6) = <6ik356ik152+ik261 0
(46)
a(51,62)6) _ etkad—iki 81 +ika by + e—iksd—ikida+ikad1 ()
0 0
(47)

o <C?r—kk) “8)

We dropped the sum over r and k,, and the momentum
conserving d(k, +kp, +...) in all equations above. We see,
that the chemical potential term acts as a magnetic field
for the pseudospins, making it possible to break U(1)
symmetry of the pseudospins, as discussed before.

We continue to perform second order perturbation the-
ory on this Hamiltonian at finite u, to derive an effective
hardcore boson and therefore pseudospin Hamiltonian.
We note here, that there is in general an arbitrariness in
how one can perform perturbation theory. Usually, per-
turbations around Hjy only contain the interaction terms
V of the Hamiltonian H = Ho+ V. In principle it is pos-
sible to add and subract a non-interacting term V), like so
H = Hy—V\+V+V,. One can define anew H), = Hy—V),

4

and perturbation around it V' = V + V). This way it is
possible to describe symmetry broken phases using a per-
turbative expansion, as long as V) is much smaller than
Hy. The right V) is chosen variationally. A similar per-
turbative approach has been applied directly to the Hub-
bard model at weak coupling in [20], where it was possi-
ble to optimize the introduced fields via a self-consistency
equation and where a finite d-wave superconductive field
has been found at non-zero doping.

One of the terms we vary between Hy and V), is the
hopping term tcicy s + h.c. Without variational pertur-
bation theory (VPT), it is unclear if one has to put this
term in Hy or V', as it is of order ¢ while still being a
free particle term.

Before going on to the results of VPT, we describe
in the following the way VPT is implemented. We first
define Vi_g = 0, and Hj = Hy(A) such that Hy(A = 0) =
Hy. The zero and first order terms are

Hy = QUN)[Ho(A = 0) + Vi + Var, [V(A))  (49)

where |U(A)) is the groundstate of Hy(\). In second
order we must compute
1
VI®(A)) (50)

NV 0~

where V' = Vg + Va4, + V) and where we only consider
connected diagrams, such that we can drop the projection
operators to excited states. Due to the structure of all of
the present vertices, the computation of the second order
terms reduce to the evaluation of
1
Eo(A) — Ho())
1

=By Hoy AT e Brad) [TO) (1)

(A-c)(B-cw) (M)

with some vectors A and B and where we used that
CL = 0,C_k (52)

is the particle-hole transformation in the Nambu formal-
ism. With the commutation relation

[f[o7 (AO’z . C,k>(B . Ck/)] = (UszUzAO'm . C,k)<B . Ckl)
+ (AO’x . C,k)(UIH,k/UIB . Ck/)

(53)
where Hy is defined by H)
1
Ho(A) = §ZCLHk()\)Ck, (54)
k
we can show
(1—FEg+ Ho)(Aoz-c_x)(B-cp) |[T(N)) =
(O’mHk(TIAO'm . C_k)(B . Ck/)
+ (AO’x ~C_k)(O'xH_k/O'3;B . Ck/)
+ (Aoy-c_k)(B-c)|TN)). (55)



We can define a two particle space

(Ao, ®B)(c_k®cw) [¥1). (56)
Acting with 1 — Ey + Hj on this state gives
(1+0,Ho, ®1+1®0,H o)
Ao, ®B - c_x®c |T(N))). (57)
So
;AUZ ®B-c_x®c [T(N))
Ey— Hy

o8]
= > (1—Eo+ Ho)"Ao, ®B - c_x ®cie [T(N))
n=0

1
B 70’3&'Hkaac ® 1 - 1 ®0'3;H_k/0'x

(58)

0, Hyor, ®1+1® 0, H_yo, can be seen as the free two
particle Hamiltonian propagating two holes. In general,
vertices have a k,k’ dependence

AO';I; @ B- C_k ® Ck/ = C,k(O'va(k7 k/))Ck/. (59)
So in practice, to apply ﬁ to this vertex, —o, Hxo,®
1-1®o0,H o, is first diagonalized and o,V (k, k') is
transformed into a basis where the two particle propa-
gator is diagonal. Then it is straightforward to apply
Eoi ym and the transformation is reverted. Afterwards
we arrive at

1
Eo— Hy 7K

:C,k(O'zV(k, k/))ck/ |\I’()\)> .

(02V (k,K'))ew [U(A))
(60)

Then we only need to contract expectation values of the
following form

TN e, (Ve ka)ow)ely e (00 V (ks ka) e, [T(A))
(61)

which can be done using Wick’s theorem. Leaving only
connected diagrams, this results with Einstein summa-
tion in

(V(k4; k3)0'x)ab(0'xv(k37 k4))cd
Pp(ka)* Sk, 1o (—K3)" Oy s

—(Vi(ks, ka)0z)an(02V (ks, ka))ca

P(—K3)*Oky 1y (K1) 61 ks (62)
where p(k) = (c] ci) are the one particle density matrices
of %Hk. In the following, p is computed at a temperature
of T = 10~*. Note that for interacting vertices V con-
tains b operators, resulting in an effective hardcore boson
Hamiltonian, with terms of the form

D er(K)blbi
k

(63)

AJI ®B . C7k®Ck/ |\I/(A)>

and interactions

D op(k, K, Q)b bt qbl b —q- (64)
k

Both terms are Fourier transformed back to real space,
after which hardcore bosonic commutation relations are
applied to result in the simplest form of a given expres-
sion. For example

bl be, bl bey =0 (65)
and
bl by, bl be, = bl by, (66)

The resulting Hamiltonian is then transformed to a pseu-
dospin Hamiltonian using Eq.(35). To compute the
groundstate energy and expectation values, spins are re-
placed by classical spins of length 1/2. The spins are
chosen to minimize the classical groundstate energy. This
approximation is the first step of spin wave theory and
is valid in an ordered phase with low densities of excita-
tions around the classical groundstate. All of the above
steps are done algorithmically. Integrations over the BZ
are done on a regular grid and the minimization of the
classical spins energy is implemented using the Pytorch
library [22] and an Adam optimizer [23].

A. Pure Hubbard model at U =8

We apply the above described algorithms and the local
unitary transformation to study the pure Hubbard model
without ¢’ and investigate first the variation of ¢ in Hy,
SO

U

H0(>\) = t(l — Al)ZCICP+5 +h.c. + Z <2 + ,LL) Ny,
r,0 r

(67)

such that when A\; = 1, Hy contains no hopping terms
and at A\; = 0 it does. Therefore at Ay = 1, the vertex
Va = Ho(A = 0) — Hyo(\) contains the hopping whereas
at \; = 0 it does not, where V) = 0. In the following
we set t = —1. We consider the U = 8 strong interaction
regime relevant to cuprates. Computing the free energy
by minimizing the classical pseudospin groundstate en-
ergy we find at © = 0 an optimum at A\; = 1, see Fig. 2.
This optimum exactly replicates the Heisenberg model
Eq. (39). Even though this is a maximum, this ground-
state is chosen by the system, since there the sensitivity
(first derivative or second derivative of the energy) to
changes in Hy is minimized, see the principle of minimal
sensitivity [24]. At p = 1.5 (hole doping regime due to
the sign convention) this maximum persists, see Fig.3.
So in the following, we fix Ay = 1. Doing so, we find that
at any 0 < p < U/2 and T = 0, the system is unable
to fill in holes, see Eq. (23), since |¥(\)) remains a state
fully filled with ¢ fermions. We introduce a variational
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Figure 2. Groundstate energy over Ay for p = 0 and U = 8§,
which shows an optimum at A; = 1. Integrations for inter-
action vertices were done on a 16x16 grid BZ. For all other
integrations a 64x64 grid was used.
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Figure 3. Groundstate energy over A\; for u = 1.5 and U = 8.
The optimum adiabatically connected to the AFM ground-
state at p = 0 persists. At A1 = 0.4 a phase transition to a
long range pseudospin stripe groundstate appears, where no
optimum can be found. The resulting minimum at the phase
transition is discontinuous and therefore not stable. Integra-
tions for interaction vertices were done on a 16x16 grid BZ.
For all other integrations a 64x64 grid was used.

field into Hy and V), which at the same time breaks Cjy
symmetry and is able to introduce holes into the system

W, = Z )\gei(Q””‘sy)cicIﬂ; + h.c. (68)
r,8

with Q = (7, 7). We find that this field stabilizes d-wave
superconductivity. We note that in the pure Hubbard
model, we do not only expect to see superconductivity
but also for example magnetic stripe orders [25], which

are preferred by the system by 0.01¢ over superconduc-
tivity at a doping of 12.5% [26]. However, even if a dif-
ferent state is lower in energy, we still expect the sys-
tem to prefer d-wave superconductivity over pure AFM
and therefore to see an optimum appearing at a finite
Ao, which is exactly what we find, see Fig.4. A mexi-
can hat potential develops at a critical pu ~ 0.7 and re-
mains at any finite doping. This critical chemical po-
tential is comparable to the one found in[27] for the
same system parameters. We suspect that at higher dop-
ings, the approximation of classical spins no longer holds
and quantum fluctuations lead to the disappearance of
this phase. Nevertheless, the onset of superconductiv-
ity is well described by the classical groundstate of a
spin Hamiltonian. At p = 1.4, the optimal Ao = 0.37
corresponds to a doping of 2.4% (the expectation value
was computed up to first order in perturbation) and d-
wave superconductivity is preferred over pure AFM by
an energy of 0.011¢, so 163.4K at t = —1eV. We find
as expected, that a finite chemical potential acts as a
magnetic field for the pseudospins, resulting in a U(1)
symmetry breaking. The expectation value |[{(Ay 45, )]
is 1.9- 1072 in zeroth order on a bond in the z direction,
while (A r15,) = —(Arrts, ), realizing uniform d-wave
superconductivity. We have not yet found an order pa-
rameter implementing s-wave or stripe order. We note,
that the presented method severely undershoots ground-
state energies at higher dopings [26], which we attribute
to the missing energy from the groundstate quantum fluc-
tutations of the pseudospins.

To test the convergence, the same calculation, which
was done on a 16x16 BZ grid for the integration of inter-
action vertices, was carried out for p = 1.4 on a 32x32 BZ
grid. The average error between the 16x16 and the 32x32
calculation is 5 - 1075, meaning that the results are well
converged, even at a temperature of T = 10~% for the
density matrix computations. This signifies, that in all
integrations carried out here, no significant singularities
have been integrated over. This is the result of modes
being integrated out, that are with U/2 strongly gapped.
This suggests, that the perturbative series described in
this paper is controlled and convergent for large U and
that higher orders contribute less than the ones we ac-
counted for here.

In Fig.5, hole densities and singlet Cooper pair ex-
pectation values on nearest neighbor bonds in x and y
direction are shown over chemical potential u, where at
every i a Ao is found to minimize the free energy up to
an error of 107*. Hole densities were computed up to
first and the singlet expectation values up to zero order
in perturbation theory. We find a critical u ~ 0.7 for
U = 8, where at the same time holes start to fill into
the system while d-wave superconductivity develops. At
smaller p, the system remains at half-filling.

We have identified the most crucial terms to see the
minimum in Ay at a non-zero value and therefore the
development of superconductivity. This simplified model
is described in Appendix A. A comparison of groundstate
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Figure 4. Groundstate energy over Ao for different p. We see
that at a critical 4 a new minimum at a finite A2 is developed,
leading to nonzero hole densities and d-wave superconductiv-

ity.

energies between the full algorithmically build model and
this simple model is shown in Fig.6. We see, that more
terms contribute significantly, so this simple model is just
a rough approximation of the full one.

B. Hubbard model at U = 8 with t' = —0.3t

We apply the same methods described in the previ-
ous sections to TBCO/YBCO hopping parameters with
t’ = —0.3t being the next nearest neighbor hopping am-
plitude [28]. U is set to 8. The Ay groundstate energy
potential is shown in Fig.7. The minimum in the free
energy remains at a finite value of Ay = 0.33. In Fig. 8,
hole densities and singlet pairing expectation values are
shown. The latter correspond to the development of d-
wave superconductivity. Fig.9 shows the singlet expec-
tation value with ¢/ = —0.3t and the groundstate en-
ergy difference between optimal Ao and Ay = 0 in Kelvin
at t = 0.43eV [28]. We see that this newly developed
energy scale is on the order of 7, in these compounds
and that the energy difference scales proportionally with
the superconducting order parameter. Energy differences
are likely overestimated as we expect that quantum fluc-
tuations in the pseudospins weaken the states found at
)\2 > 0.
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Figure 5. Hole densities 1 — n and expectation values of A
(singlet x/y) over p at optimized A2 for U = 8 in the pure
Hubbard model. Since the U(1) phase of both singlets is arbi-
trary, singlet x has been rotated to be purely real and positive.
The rotation has also been applied to singlet y. The imagi-
nary part of singlet y is numerically small. We see a phase
transition at p ~ 0.7 to a d-wave superconducting phase. At
smaller u, the hole densities remain at 0. For every u, A2 has
beeri optimized to minimize the free energy up to an error of
1077,

—— Simple model
Full model
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Figure 6. Comparison of groundstate energy over Ay for the
full and simplified model at p = 1.4. The terms left out still
contribute significantly. Nevertheless, the included terms are
enough to observe the development of an energy minimum at
a non-zero Az. See Appendix A for a description of the simple
model.

V. DISCUSSION

In this paper, we propose a new theoretical descrip-
tion of high temperature superconductivity, based on the
application of a unitary transformation to the Hubbard
model, which maps the Hubbard interaction to a single
particle term. This unitary transformation can be ap-
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Figure 7. Groundstate energy over order parameter Ao for
TBCO/YBCO hopping strengths ¢ = —1, ¢ = 0.3 and at
U = 8[28]. The minimum at a finite A2 remains, signifying
the development of superconductivity.
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Figure 8. Hole densities 1 — n and expectation values of A
(singlet x/y) over p at optimized A2 for U = 8 in the Hubbard
model with ¢ = 0.3, at TBCO/YBCO parameters [28]. The
development of d-wave superconductivity is observed.

plied exactly. The resulting Hamiltonian contains, unlike
the t-J model, unconstrained fermions and can be trans-
formed into one with a single fermion species coupled to
hardcore bosons/pseudospins, which suggests that this
transformation implements a spin charge separation in
any dimension, where the fermions carry charge and the
pseudospins spin information. The Hamiltonian is solved
by variational second order perturbation theory (VPT),
resulting in an effective pseudospin Hamiltonian. The
problem of fermions coupled to spins generating an ef-
fective spin-spin interaction is reminiscent of the RKKY
mechanism [29]. The breakdown of the phases found in
this paper might be equivalent to a Kondo-RKKY tran-
sition. To compute the groundstate energy, the spins are

—— singlet x
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Figure 9. Energy difference between the groundstate energy
at optimal A2 and A2 = 0 in Kelvin (for ¢ = 0.43eV [28])
and singlet pairing expectation values over hole doping for
TBCO/YBCO parameters.

replaced by classical spins and their classical energy is
minimized. We find that in zero order, the introduction
of a chemical potential p acts as a magnetic field for the
pseudospins, breaking U (1) symmetry. Mapping back to
the original system, this U(1) symmetry breaking corre-
sponds to the U(1) symmetry breaking found in a super-
conducting state, assuming the superconducting state is
the one minimizing the free energy. An order parameter
is proposed which at the same time fills in holes into the
system and breaks Cy symmetry. The free energy is min-
imized at a finite value of this order parameter, resulting
in a finite expectation value of the d-wave superconductor
pairing operator. This perturbative approach is possible,
because the fermionic modes that are integrated out are
strongly gapped with a gap of U/2. We therefore encour-
age further studies of Hamiltonians (21) or (41) with non-
perturbative calculations (for example DMFT [11-13] or
DMRG [30]), which should even increase the accuracy of
the presented results. Future work also involves explor-
ing similar unitary transformations like (3), for example
ones that map a whole cluster of sites to single parti-
cle terms. It can also be interesting to vary different
and more variational parameters than just one in VPT,
like the chemical potential. It is also possible to connect
auxiliary bath sites with VPT. Exploring the influence of
quantum fluctuations around the classical spin ground-
state found in this paper should also give more insights.
This is especially important for studying magnetism in
the models found in this paper, since classical spins can
not describe paramagnetic states at 7' = 0, which is why
we did not explore magnetism here. In light of numerous
potential paths for future work, this paper already sug-
gests that the emergence of high-T, superconductivity is
governed by the ground state of a classical spin system,
showcasing promising directions for further research.
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APPENDIX A: Simplest effective pseudospin model

We have identified the most crucial terms of the effec-
tive pseudospin Hamiltonian in second order perturba-
tion theory to observe the development of d-wave super-
conductivity. The spin Hamiltonian takes on this form

Hg = (U(A)|[Ho(A = 0)[¥(A)) (A1)
—(W(A = 0)| Ho(A = 0) [¥ (A = 0)) (A2)
r 23] (5 5%) (1= o) (43)
+ X1+ Xot? Y (1 — 48, - Spys) (A4)
r,0

+ (—2X3p + 4X 4 10%) Z (; - S§> (A5)

1 1
+4X5p° 5= 5% )55 A6
) (5-5) (5-555) @0
+ X6t2 Z W!‘17I‘2,!'3 (A7)

with

X1 :<‘I’(>\)|Vl
Xy = (W(\)| clef

X3z = (¥(N)|V,

Eo(A) — Ho())
1
X4 = UN)|ny s PN All
1
X5 = (U(N)| ne Ners |[T(A Al12
= U me s mesa [FA) (A12)
1
Xo =¥\ ], cf rsCry |¥ Al
6 < (A)|Crlcr2E0()\)_H (}\)CZC?" (A)> ( 3)
and
W!‘17I‘27I‘3 = Kl‘hl‘zKrTg,rg (A14)
1
= _1 + Sr; - Sr; + Sr, - Siy
— Sy, +Sey =20 . €nmpSESISE . (Al5)
nmp
€nmp 18 the Levi-Civita tensor and the sum > runs

over all nearest-neighbor L shaped 3 spin clusters, where
r1 and r3 are the furthest apart. All X, are isotropic in
r and &, so it does not matter where they are evaluated.
The term (A2) is not necessary and is applied to measure
relative energies. You arrive at the Heisenberg term (A4)

by KesK] 5 =1—14S; - Suys.

[1] P. W. Anderson, Science 235, 1196 (1987),

[10] S. Pairault, D. Senechal, and A.-M. Tremblay, The Eu-

https://www.science.org/doi/pdf/10.1126 /science.235.4793.1196. ropean Physical Journal B-Condensed Matter and Com-

[2] C. C. Tsuei, J. R. Kirtley, C. C. Chi, L. S. Yu-Jahnes,
A. Gupta, T. Shaw, J. Z. Sun, and M. B. Ketchen, Phys.
Rev. Lett. 73, 593 (1994).

[3] M. Qin, T. Schéfer, S. Andergassen, P. Corboz, and
E. Gull, Annual Review of Condensed Matter Physics
13, 275 (2022).

[4] D. P. Arovas, E. Berg, S. A. Kivelson, and S. Raghu,
Annual Review of Condensed Matter Physics 13, 239
(2022), https://doi.org/10.1146 /annurev-conmatphys-
031620-102024.

[5] D. J. Scalapino, Rev. Mod. Phys. 84, 1383 (2012).

[6] D. Chowdhury, A. Georges, O. Parcollet, and S. Sachdev,
Reviews of Modern Physics 94, 035004 (2022).

[7] P. A. Lee, N. Nagaosa, and X.-G. Wen, Rev. Mod. Phys.
78, 17 (2006).

[8] A. H. MacDonald, S. M. Girvin, and D. Yoshioka, Phys.
Rev. B 37, 9753 (1988).

[9] S. Pairault, D. Sénéchal, and A.-M. Tremblay, Physical
review letters 80, 5389 (1998).

plex Systems 16, 85 (2000).

[11] W. Metzner and D. Vollhardt, Phys. Rev. Lett. 62, 324
(1989).

[12] A. Georges and G. Kotliar, Phys. Rev. B 45, 6479 (1992).

[13] A. Georges, G. Kotliar, W. Krauth, and M. J. Rozen-
berg, Rev. Mod. Phys. 68, 13 (1996).

[14] M. Potthoff and M. Balzer, Physical Review B 75, 125112
(2007).

[15] D. Sénéchal, D. Perez, and D. Plouffe, Physical Review
B 66, 075129 (2002).

[16] T. Maier, M. Jarrell, T. Pruschke, and M. H. Hettler,
Rev. Mod. Phys. 77, 1027 (2005).

[17] G. Rohringer, H. Hafermann, A. Toschi, A. A. Katanin,
A. E. Antipov, M. I. Katsnelson, A. I. Lichtenstein, A. N.
Rubtsov, and K. Held, Rev. Mod. Phys. 90, 025003
(2018).

[18] F. Simkovic, Y. Deng, and E. Kozik, Phys. Rev. B 104,
1020507 (2021).


https://doi.org/10.1126/science.235.4793.1196
http://arxiv.org/abs/https://www.science.org/doi/pdf/10.1126/science.235.4793.1196
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.73.593
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.73.593
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-conmatphys-031620-102024
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-conmatphys-031620-102024
http://arxiv.org/abs/https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-conmatphys-031620-102024
http://arxiv.org/abs/https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-conmatphys-031620-102024
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.84.1383
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.78.17
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.78.17
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.37.9753
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.37.9753
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.62.324
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.62.324
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.45.6479
https://doi.org/ 10.1103/RevModPhys.68.13
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.77.1027
https://doi.org/ 10.1103/RevModPhys.90.025003
https://doi.org/ 10.1103/RevModPhys.90.025003
https://doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevB.104.L020507
https://doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevB.104.L020507

[19] F. Simkovic, X.-W. Liu, Y. Deng, and E. Kozik, Phys.
Rev. B 94, 085106 (2016).

[20] A. Neumayr and W. Metzner, Phys. Rev. B 67, 035112
(2003).

[21] G. Khaliullin, Journal of Experimental and Theoretical
Physics 79, 473 (1994).

[22] A. Paszke, S. Gross, F. Massa, A. Lerer, J. Bradbury,
G. Chanan, T. Killeen, Z. Lin, N. Gimelshein, L. Antiga,
A. Desmaison, A. Kopf, E. Yang, Z. DeVito, M. Raison,
A. Tejani, S. Chilamkurthy, B. Steiner, L. Fang, J. Bai,
and S. Chintala, in Advances in Neural Information Pro-
cessing Systems 32 (Curran Associates, Inc., 2019) pp.
8024-8035.

[23] D. P. Kingma and J. Ba, arXiv preprint arXiv:1412.6980
(2014).

[24] P. Stevenson, Physical Review D 30, 1712 (1984).

10

[25] M. Qin, C.-M. Chung, H. Shi, E. Vitali, C. Hubig,
U. Schollwock, S. R. White, and S. Zhang (Simons Col-
laboration on the Many-Electron Problem), Phys. Rev.
X 10, 031016 (2020).

[26] B.-X. Zheng, C.-M. Chung, P. Corboz, G. Ehlers,
M.-P. Qin, R. M. Noack, H. Shi, S. R. White,
S. Zhang, and G. K.-L. Chan, Science 358, 1155 (2017),

https://www.science.org/doi/pdf/10.1126 /science.aam7127.

[27] S. Akiyama, Y. Kuramashi, and T. Yamashita,
Progress of Theoretical and Experimental Physics 2022,
023101 (2022), https://academic.oup.com/ptep/article-
pdf/2022/2/023101,/42931059 /ptac014.pdf.

[28] E. Pavarini, I. Dasgupta, T. Saha-Dasgupta, O. Jepsen,
and O. Andersen, Physical review letters 87, 047003
(2001).

[29] M. A. Ruderman and C. Kittel, Phys. Rev. 96, 99 (1954).

[30] S. R. White, Phys. Rev. Lett. 69, 2863 (1992).


https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.94.085106
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.94.085106
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.67.035112
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.67.035112
http://papers.neurips.cc/paper/9015-pytorch-an-imperative-style-high-performance-deep-learning-library.pdf
http://papers.neurips.cc/paper/9015-pytorch-an-imperative-style-high-performance-deep-learning-library.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.10.031016
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.10.031016
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aam7127
http://arxiv.org/abs/https://www.science.org/doi/pdf/10.1126/science.aam7127
https://doi.org/10.1093/ptep/ptac014
https://doi.org/10.1093/ptep/ptac014
http://arxiv.org/abs/https://academic.oup.com/ptep/article-pdf/2022/2/023I01/42931059/ptac014.pdf
http://arxiv.org/abs/https://academic.oup.com/ptep/article-pdf/2022/2/023I01/42931059/ptac014.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.96.99
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.69.2863

	Perturbative description of high-Tc superconductivity in the Hubbard model via unitary transformation and classical spins
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Local unitary transformation
	Perturbation theory
	Variational perturbation theory at finite doping
	Pure Hubbard model at U=8
	Hubbard model at U=8 with t'=-0.3t

	Discussion
	Acknowledgements
	Simplest effective pseudospin model
	References


