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We investigate the ground-state properties of a correlated model for the double-chain structure
in cuprates. We consider the t-J model, in which the nearest-neighbor spin interaction J1 is smaller
than the next-nearest-neighbor interaction J2 corresponding to the CuO double-chain structure.
We vary J1 from antiferromagnetic to ferromagnetic values and calculate the correlation functions
including the superconducting pair correlation function. Employing the density-matrix renormaliza-
tion group method, we show that the ground state for antiferromagnetic J1 exhibits the hallmarks of
the Luther–Emery liquid phase, in which the spin-singlet pair and charge-density-wave correlations
exhibit power-law decays against distance, and the spin correlation function decays exponentially.
Its signatures are gradually dismissed as J1 approaches the ferromagnetic regime. Our findings
suggest that the antiferromagnetic double-chain structure without ferromagnetic bonds is favorable
for superconductivity.

I. INTRODUCTION

Low-dimensional correlated electron systems are one of
the most attractive research fields in condensed matter
physics. One representative example is high-temperature
superconductivity (SC) in cuprates. The unconventional
superconducting properties of cuprates have been inves-
tigated in the doped Mott insulators described by the
Hubbard and t-J models [1–4]. Density-matrix renor-
malization group (DMRG) calculations enable us to ob-
tain nearly unbiased numerical results, which have re-
cently revealed, e.g., robust d-wave-like SC on a square
lattice [5, 6] and possible topological SC on a frustrated
triangular lattice [7–9]. In systems belonging to one-
dimensional (1D) structures (e.g., cylinders used in these
DMRG simulations), a hallmark of SC is given by the
emergence of the Luther–Emery (LE) liquid state [10],
which has the gapped-spin and gapless-charge modes
with quasi-long-range SC pair correlations. Although the
SC correlation competes with the charge-density-wave
(CDW) correlation, a finding of the LE liquid phase may
provide helpful insights into the material design of un-
conventional superconductors.

SC on the CuO2 layer, which consists of corner-sharing
square-planar units, has been investigated extensively.
On the other hand, cuprates containing edge-sharing
square-planar units also have the potential to show SC.
For example, Pr2Ba4Cu7O15−δ composed of multiple
copper oxide chain structures shows SC with a moder-
ate number of oxygen defects [11–20], where a double-
chain structure (see Fig. 1) is expected to be responsible
for SC [21–28]. The electronic properties in the edge-
sharing structure have crucial differences from those in
the corner-sharing structure. In the double-chain struc-
ture shown in Fig. 1, whereas the hopping t2 between
next-nearest-neighboring (NNN) Cu sites is composed of
the Cu-O-Cu (d-p-d) process as in the corner-sharing
structure, the hopping t1 between nearest-neighboring

(NN) Cu sites has no d-p-d contribution when the px and
py orbitals in the shared O site are orthogonal. Hence,
|t2| > |t1| [22, 23], i.e., two CuO chains are weakly con-
nected via a small t1.

As for magnetism, the double-chain (zigzag chain)
model at half-filling can be mapped to the frustrated
J1-J2 Heisenberg chain [26]. Because edge-sharing NN

clusters have the ferromagnetic contribution J
(FM)
1 me-

diated by the spin interaction at the ligand site [29–32],
the Heisenberg model with ferromagnetic J1 and anti-
ferromagnetic J2 for quasi-1D cuprates has been studied
in detail [33–38]. In the double-chain structure shown
in Fig. 1, the superexchange mechanism attributed to
the straight-line d-p-d process gives a large antiferromag-
netic J2. On the other hand, the direct d-d and de-
touring d-p-p-d processes (included in t1) can lead to

the antiferromagnetic contribution J
(AFM)
1 . Hence, the

competing J
(AFM)
1 and J

(FM)
1 may result in a small J1

(= J
(AFM)
1 + J

(FM)
1 ), and J2 > J1 is expected in the

zigzag chain structure. The magnetism and possible SC
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FIG. 1. CuO double-chain structure and zigzag chain.

ar
X

iv
:2

40
7.

16
32

5v
1 

 [
co

nd
-m

at
.s

tr
-e

l]
  2

3 
Ju

l 2
02

4



2

in the CuO double-chain structure have been investigated
in the t1-t2 Hubbard model [22, 26]. However, the simple
d-orbital-based Hubbard model does not consider the fer-
romagnetic contribution J

(FM)
1 attributed to the ligand

p orbitals. Although possible SC has also been studied
in the d-p model and its effective t-J model [21, 23, 25],
long-range properties of correlation functions have not
been explicitly investigated in large systems including the
case of ferromagnetic J1.
In this paper, we investigate the ground-state proper-

ties of the double-chain structure employing the DMRG
method. In particular, we consider the t-J model to in-
corporate the ferromagnetic contribution in J1. Our cal-
culations of the correlation functions including the SC
pair correlation function show that the ground state for
antiferromagnetic J1 exhibits the hallmarks of the LE liq-
uid phase, whereas the signatures of the LE liquid grad-
ually vanish as J1 approaches the ferromagnetic value.
Our DMRG calculations provide insights into the SC
state possibly emerging on the CuO double-chain struc-
ture.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In
Sect. II, we introduce the model and method. In Sect. III,
we present the results of our DMRG calculations, where
we show the spin, charge, and pair correlation functions
for various J1 values. Our conclusions are presented in
Sect. IV.

II. MODEL AND METHOD

The Hamiltonian of the t-J model on the zigzag chain
structure shown in Fig. 1 reads

Ĥ =− t1
∑
j,σ

(
ˆ̃c†j,σ

ˆ̃cj+1,σ+H.c.
)
− t2

∑
j,σ

(
ˆ̃c†j,σ

ˆ̃cj+2,σ+H.c.
)

+ J1
∑
j

(
Ŝj · Ŝj+1 −

1

4
n̂j n̂j+1

)

+ J2
∑
j

(
Ŝj · Ŝj+2 −

1

4
n̂j n̂j+2

)
. (1)

ˆ̃cj,σ = ĉj,σ(1 − n̂j,σ̄) is the constrained annihilation op-
erator of ĉj,σ for a fermion with spin σ (=↑, ↓) at site j,

where n̂j,σ = ĉ†j,σ ĉj,σ and σ̄ denotes the opposite spin of

σ. The constrained hopping using the operators ˆ̃c†j,σ and
ˆ̃cj,σ prohibits the creation of a doubly occupied site. Ŝj

is the spin operator, and n̂j (=
∑

σ n̂j,σ) is the number
operator. t1 and t2 are the transfer integrals of the NN
and NNN hoppings, respectively. t1 (t2) corresponds to
the interchain (intrachain) hopping (see Fig. 1). J1 and
J2 are the NN and NNN spin interactions, respectively.
In the L site zigzag chain, the filling of the N -particle
system is defined as n = N/L = (N↑ +N↓)/L, where Nσ

is the number of spin σ.
We consider the t-J model underlying the d-p structure

in the CuO double chains, e.g., in Pr2Ba2Cu7O15−δ [21–

23]. Although the electron filling of the double-chain
structure in Pr2Ba4Cu7O15−δ has not been specified in
experiments, it is expected to be slightly above quarter-
filling (n = 0.5) [21, 22]. Hence, in this paper, we set
n = 0.6. The hopping t2 between NNN Cu sites is
larger than t1 between NN Cu sites because the dx2−y2-
px–dx2−y2 network leads to a large effective d-d hopping
for t2 but it is absent in t1 (see Fig. 1). The superex-
change in the strong dx2−y2-px-dx2−y2 bond leads to a
large antiferromagnetic NNN interaction J2 (> 0). On
the other hand, the direct d-d hopping and detouring d-
p-p-d processes can yield the antiferromagnetic NN con-

tribution J
(AFM)
1 (> 0). The NN interaction J1 also in-

cludes the ferromagnetic contribution J
(FM)
1 (< 0) be-

cause of Hund’s coupling between the px and py orbitals

at a shared O site [29–32]. Hence, J1 = J
(AFM)
1 + J

(FM)
1 ,

i.e., the antiferromagnetic and ferromagnetic contribu-

tions are competing in the NN interaction. If |J (FM)
1 | >

J
(AFM)
1 , J1 can be negative. In this paper, assuming

|t2| > |t1| and J2 > J1, we investigate the ground-state
properties at various J1 values. We set J2 (> 0) as the
unit of energy and use t2 = 3J2. Referring to the values
of hoppings used in previous studies [22, 23], we set t1/t2
= 0.2 (t1 = 0.6J2).
We employ the DMRG method [39, 40] to obtain the

ground state in the t-J model. We apply open boundary
conditions (OBCs) to the L site zigzag chain and perform
DMRG calculations in the Sz

tot = 0 (i.e., N↑ = N↓) sec-
tor. The bond dimension is up to m = 10000, where the
largest truncation error is on the order of 10−7. As dis-
cussed in Appendix A, the ground state at J1 < 0 can be
a ⟨Ŝ2

tot⟩ = Stot(Stot +1) > 0 state (where Ŝtot =
∑

j Ŝj)
depending on the system size and boundary conditions.
In this paper, we address the parameter regime, in which
the ferromagnetic contribution to J1 is small and small
differences in Stot do not change our main conclusion.
Unless otherwise noted, we show the results using the
L = 200 site zigzag chain at n = 0.6, in which Stot = 0
under OBCs.

To assess ground-state properties, we compute the lo-
cal charge density n(j) = ⟨n̂j⟩ and three types of corre-
lation function. The charge-density and spin correlation
functions are defined as

C(r) = ⟨n̂j0 n̂j0+r⟩ − ⟨n̂j0⟩ ⟨n̂j0+r⟩ , (2)

and

S(r) = ⟨Ŝz
j0 Ŝ

z
j0+r⟩ , (3)

respectively, where j0 is the reference site. In addition,
to obtain pairing properties, we calculate the pair corre-
lation function

P (r) = ⟨∆̂†
j0
∆̂j0+r⟩ , (4)

where ∆̂j is the spin-singlet pair operator defined as

∆̂j = (ĉj,↑ĉj+1,↓ − ĉj,↓ĉj+1,↑) /
√
2. In the model shown
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FIG. 2. Pair correlation function P (r) for various J1 values
at n = 0.6 filling, where the system size is L = 200 and the
reference site is j0 = L/4.

in Fig. 1, ∆̂j corresponds to a pair of fermions between
NN sites, i.e., an inter-CuO-chain pair. To avoid bound-
ary effects, we set j0 = L/4 as the reference site.

III. RESULTS

First, we show the pair correlation function P (r) for
various J1 values. As shown in Fig. 2, the pair correla-
tions show power-law decays. P (r) at J1/J2 = 0.4 ex-
hibits a large magnitude and a slow decay. However, the
pair correlation decreases as J1 decreases. All P (r) values
at J1/J2 = 0.2 and 0.4 are positive, whereas the corre-
lations at J1/J2 = −0.2 and 0.0 partially have negative
values. These J1-dependent properties suggest that the
antiferromagnetic (ferromagnetic) J1 regime is favorable
(unfavorable) for spin-singlet SC.

When the ground state is in the LE liquid phase,
the charge density potentially shows a CDW-like signa-
ture [41–44]. In Fig. 3, we plot the local charge density
n(j) for various J1 values. n(j) at J1/J2 = 0.4 exhibits
a clear density oscillation even around the center of the
chain, where the wavenumber of the oscillation is con-
sistent with q = πn. The amplitude of the oscillation
decreases as J1 decreases. Similarly to the pair correla-
tions, the CDW is unfavorable when J1 is ferromagnetic.
The tendencies of the pair correlation P (r) and the

local charge density n(j) suggest that the ground states
at J1 > 0 are in the LE liquid phase and its signatures
gradually disappear as J1 approaches zero. To collect the
hallmarks of the LE liquid phase at J1 > 0, we present
other supporting quantities in Fig. 4. In Fig. 4(a), we
plot the spin correlation function S(r). At J1/J2 = 0.4,
S(r) exhibits an exponential decay, implying the pres-
ence of a spin gap, consistent with a property of the
LE liquid (i.e., C1S0) phase. To confirm the spin gap
opening, in the inset of Fig. 4(a), we show the spin
gap ∆s(L) = E0(L, S

z
tot = 1) − E0(L, S

z
tot = 0), where

E0(L, S
z
tot) is the lowest energy of the fixed system size
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FIG. 3. Local charge density n(j) for various J1 values.
Squares and circles indicate the densities at the odd (chain
1) and even (chain 2) sites, respectively. The thin gray line is
the fitting curve of Eq. (5) for J1/J2 = 0.4.

L with Sz
tot. Extrapolating the computed data of ∆s(L)

to the thermodynamic limit L → ∞, we indeed find that
the spin gap at J1/J2 = 0.4 is open.
The decaying behavior of the CDW correlation in the

LE liquid phase is often evaluated using the local charge
density n(j) [41–44]. In Fig. 4(b), we plot the calculated
n(j) and show a schematic figure of the charge density
distribution around the center of the zigzag chain. We
find that the charge density n(j) at J1/J2 = 0.4 can be
fitted by the function

n(j) = n+ δn
cos(πnj + ϕ)

[sin(πj/L)]
Kc/2

, (5)

where δn is the amplitude of the oscillating term and ϕ
is the phase shift. Kc may correspond to the decay ex-
ponent of the charge density correlation. Note that the
fitting function of Eq. (5) is modified from the function
used in the two-leg ladder [41, 42] because we label the
site index as in the 1D chain (see Fig. 1). As shown in
Fig. 3 (thin line) and Fig. 4(b) (lower panel), the calcu-
lated n(j) shows good agreement with the fitting curve
of Eq. (5). When the data at 50 < j ≤ 150 are used in
the fitting, we obtain Kc ≃ 1.05. In Fig. 4(c), we com-
pare the charge-density correlation function C(r) with
the decay line expected from the exponent Kc. The de-
cay of C(r) in the long-range part (at r ≫ 1) shows good
agreement with the r−Kc decay (black dashed line) when
using Kc extracted from n(j). Hence, Kc in Eq. (5) gives
a reasonable decay exponent for the correlation function
C(r).

The decay exponent of the pair correlation function
P (r) is evaluated by the function

P (r) =
A0

rκ0
+

A1 cos(πnr + ϕ1)

rκ1
. (6)

A0 is dominant in P (r), whereas a small A1 gives a
weak oscillation of P (r). Indeed, as shown in the in-
set of Fig. 4(c), the weak oscillation of the calculated



4

0.59

0.60

0.61

96 98 100 102 104 106
n(

j)

j

(b)(a)

10-7

10-6

10-5

10-4

10-3

10-2

10-1

20 40 60 80 100

J1 /J2 = 0.4

|S
(r

)|

r

0.1

0.2

0 0.01

Δs

1 / L

2

4

6

40 50 60

P(
r)

× 1
04

r
10-7

10-6

10-5

10-4

10-3

10-2

10-1

10 100

|C
(r

)|,
P

(r
)

r

Charge
Pair

(c)

FIG. 4. (a) Spin correlation function S(r) at J1/J2 = 0.4.
Squares and circles indicate the correlations at odd and even
distances, respectively, away from the reference site j0 = L/4.
Inset: system size dependence of the spin gap ∆s(L) measured
in units of J2. The line denotes the second-order polynomial
fit of ∆s(L). (b) Local charge density n(j) around the center
of the zigzag chain. The squares and circles in the lower
panel of (b) indicate the densities at the odd (chain 1) and
even (chain 2) sites, respectively. The upper figure of (b)
schematically represents the charge density distribution on
the zigzag chain. (c) Pair and charge correlation functions.
The solid and dashed lines indicate the power-law decays of
the pair and charge correlation functions, respectively. The
inset shows the pair correlation function P (r) and its fitting
line.

P (r) at J1/J2 = 0.4 is well fitted by the second term
of Eq. (6), where ϕ1 = π/2 gives a reasonable fitting
curve. Since the dominant contribution is attributed to
the first term in Eq. (6), κ0 may correspond to the de-
cay exponent of the pair correlation Ksc [42–46]. When
the data at 30 ≤ r ≤ 100 are used in the fitting, we
obtain Ksc = κ0 ≃ 1.04. Compared with the calculated
P (r) shown in Fig. 4(c), the A0r

−Ksc term (black solid
line) reproduces the decay of P (r). As shown in Ap-
pendix B, the size dependence of P (r) at J1/J2 = 0.4 is
small, and thus the pair correlations may show the same
decaying behavior even in larger systems. In the LE liq-
uid phase, Kc and Ksc satisfy KcKsc = 1 [42–44]. This
relation is almost satisfied by Kc and Ksc extracted from
our finite-size DMRG calculation at J1/J2 = 0.4. Hence,
we conclude that the ground state of the zigzag chain at
J1/J2 = 0.4 is in the LE liquid phase.

On the other hand, the decaying behaviors of the cor-
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FIG. 5. Spin, charge, and pair correlation functions for
J1/J2 = −0.2. The dashed (black) line indicates a r−2 decay
as a guide to the eye.

relation functions at J1/J2 = −0.2 are different from
those at J1/J2 = 0.4. In Fig. 5, we plot the spin, charge,
and pair correlation functions at J1/J2 = −0.2. In addi-
tion to the charge and pair correlation functions, the spin
correlation function S(r) also shows a power-law decay.
As a guide to the eye, we plot a r−2 decay line (dashed
line) in Fig. 5. The decays of all functions are close to
the r−2 decay. This may be a signature of a gapless
Tomonaga–Luttinger liquid (i.e., both charge and spin
sectors are gapless) [43]. Therefore, the ground state in
the ferromagnetic J1 regime is no longer LE liquid and is
unfavorable for the substantial development of the spin-
singlet pair correlation.

IV. SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

We have investigated the correlation functions in the
t-J model for the CuO double-chain structure. In par-
ticular, we have focused on the roles of the NN, i.e., the
interchain, spin exchange interaction J1. Employing the
DMRG method, we have demonstrated that the ground
state for the antiferromagnetic J1 shows the signatures
of the LE liquid: the power-law decays of the pair and
charge correlations and the exponential decay of the spin
correlation. On the other hand, in the ferromagnetic J1
regime, the pair correlation and charge density oscillation
are suppressed, and the spin, charge, and pair correlation
functions show similar power-law decays, implying that
the ground state is no longer in the LE liquid phase.

Our numerical demonstrations suggest that the anti-
ferromagnetic NN interaction (J1 > 0) favors SC in the
CuO double-chain structure, e.g., in Pr2Ba4Cu7O15−δ.
To realize J1 > 0, the antiferromagnetic contribution
mainly originating from the electron exchange between
the NN Cu sites must be larger than the ferromagnetic
contribution mainly originating from Hund’s coupling
among the ligand p orbitals. In the structure consist-
ing of edge-sharing square-planar units, the direct d-d
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hopping and detouring d-p-p-d processes can contribute

to the antiferromagnetic J
(AFM)
1 , whereas the contribu-

tion of the d-p-d process to J
(AFM)
1 is zero. However, if

CuO4 in the double-chain structure is distorted (as in
Pr2Ba4Cu7O15−δ), the d-p-d process may contribute to

J
(AFM)
1 . The quantitative estimation of J1 including all

spin-exchange processes in a realistic structure is an open
issue for the future. As seen in our numerics in Fig. 4(c),
although the magnitude of P (r) is larger than that of
C(r), the decay exponents of P (r) and C(r) are compa-
rable (Ksc ∼ Kc) at r ≫ 1. These correlation properties
and local density in Fig. 4(b) imply that the SC pairing
appears on the weak charge density modulation (i.e., SC
coexists with CDW). This tendency can cause the sup-
pression of the critical temperature in the CuO double-
chain structure (e.g., Tc ∼ 20 K in Pr2Ba4Cu7O15−δ). A
finding of an SC dominant regime without charge den-
sity modulation is an important open issue that should
be addressed to obtain insights into high-temperature SC
in the CuO double-chain structure.
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Appendix A: Total spin Stot in the ground state

The total spin in the ground state at J1 < 0 (ferro-
magnetic) has the potential to be Stot > 0 [48]. Here,
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FIG. 6. (a) Stot for L = 20 and 30 at n = 0.6 under PBCs.
(b) Pair correlation function P (r) at J1/J2 = −0.2 for various
system size L and boundary conditions. j0 = 7 is used as the
reference site when L = 30, whereas j0 = L/4 is used when
L = 20 and L = 200.

we examine the total spin Stot obtained by calculating
⟨Ŝ2

tot⟩ = Stot(Stot + 1). The ground states for L = 200
with OBCs used in the main text have Stot = 0 even at
J1/J2 = −0.2. However, Stot at J1 < 0 can be nonzero
depending on the conditions in finite-size systems. In
Fig. 6(a), we plot Stot as a function of J1 for L = 20
and L = 30 (at n = 0.6) under periodic boundary con-
ditions (PBCs). Note that the DMRG calculations un-
der PBCs are more expensive than those under OBCs,
and the largest truncation error in the calculations un-
der PBCs is on the order of 10−6 (when the bond di-
mension is up to m = 10000). As shown in Fig. 6(a),
Stot = 0 for L = 20, whereas Stot > 0 at J1/J2 ≤ −0.1
when L = 30. Note that Stot at J1/J2 = −0.2 is also
nonzero when L = 30 under OBCs. Although the results
are not presented, for L = 16 and L = 32 at n = 0.625,
Stot > 0 under PBCs, whereas Stot = 0 under OBCs at
J1/J2 = −0.2. In finite-size systems, Stot at J1 < 0 is
sensitive to the system size, filling, and boundary condi-
tions.

Although Stot has the potential to be nonzero at
J1 < 0, the small difference in Stot in the ground state
around J1 = 0 may not improve the pair correlation.
In Fig. 6(b), we plot the pair correlation functions at
J1/J2 = −0.2 with different system sizes and boundary
conditions, where Stot = 1 when L = 30 and Stot = 0 oth-
erwise. Although the accessible range is limited in small
systems, the decaying behavior of P (r) in the Stot = 1
state (L = 30) is not markedly different from that in
the Stot = 0 state. Hence, even in the Stot = 1 state,
the ferromagnetic J1 regime is unfavorable for develop-
ing P (r). This is consistent with our main conclusion.
A large ferromagnetic J1 (< 0) may lead to the strongly
spin-polarized ground state (with Stot ≫ 1). However, if
Stot is small around J1 = 0, the ground-state properties
are not markedly modified from those in the Stot = 0
state.

10-4

10-3

10-2

10 100

J1/J2 = 0.4

P
(r

)

r

L = 200
L = 160
L = 120

FIG. 7. Pair correlation function P (r) at J1/J2 = 0.4 for
L = 120 (green squares), L = 160 (blue pentagons), and
L = 200 (red circles) under OBCs.
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Appendix B: Size dependence of the pair correlation
function in the LE liquid phase

In Fig. 7, we present the pair correlation function
P (r) at J1/J2 = 0.4 for various system sizes to exam-
ine a finite-size effect in the LE liquid phase. The devia-
tion of the pair correlations between the smaller systems
(L < 200) and the L = 200 system used in the main text

is barely changed, indicating the convergence of our nu-
merical calculation. Therefore, the improvement of the
decay exponent Ksc in larger (L > 200) systems is small.
Although Ksc can vary depending on the choice of the
system size, reference site, and fitting range of data [44],
the results in the L = 200 system used in the main text
reasonably capture the characteristic of the LE liquid
phase.
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