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A comparison of microscopic theories for superconductivity in the limit of
strong electron correlations is presented. We consider the results for the
two-dimensional ¢-J model obtained within a projection technique for the
Green functions in terms of the Hubbard operators and a slave-fermion
representation for the RVB state. It is argued that the latter approach re-
sulting in an odd-symmetry p-wave pairing for fermions is inadequate.
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1. Introduction

A mechanism of high-temperature superconductivity in cuprates is still unre-
solved since strong electron correlations in copper-oxygen planes prevent us from
applying the well established methods of band structure calculations developed for
conventional metals. An important role of electron correlations in cuprates was ini-
tially stressed by Anderson [1] who suggested to consider them within the framework
of the Hubbard model or the so-called ¢-J model which follows from the Hubbard
model in the limit of strong correlations. To study these models, a lot of numer-
ical work have been done [2,3] though the obtained results are still controversial.
For instance, a robust d-wave pairing was observed for the ¢-J model [4], while a
long-range order was not found in the original Hubbard model [5].

In analytical approaches, mostly a mean-field theory (MFA) was applied in the
studies of the Hubbard or the ¢-J models. The resonating valence bond (RVB) state
in the t-J model was proposed by Baskaran et al. [6] where superconductivity was
obtained as a result of spin correlations induced by the superexchange interaction.
Similar results were found by Cyrot [7] for a superconducting pairing mediated by
superexchange interaction. To overcome the problem of strong correlations in the ¢-J
model and nonfermionic commutation relations for the physical electron operators, a
number of auxiliary field representations were proposed (see, e.g., [8-32]). However,
in these methods, a spin-charge separation is usually assumed for spinon and holon
fields which violates rigorous restrictions imposed by nonfermionic commutation
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relations as the “no double occupancy” constraint which may result in unphysical
conclusions.

A reliable analytical approach to deal with strong correlations in the Hubbard
or the ¢-J model is based on the Green function methods in terms of the Hubbard
operators which rigorously preserve the non-fermionic commutation relations [33].
Here, we may mention our results based on the Mori-type projection technique for
the Green functions [34-36] and the diagram technique calculations by Izyumov et
al. [37,38]. These approaches enable one to go beyond MFA by taking into account
self-energy corrections. For instance, a numerical solution of the Dyson equation
in [36] revealed a non-Fermi-liquid behavior in the normal state at low doping and
the d-wave superconductivity mediated by the exchange and spin-fluctuation pairing.
In the recent paper [39] a microscopical theory of superconductivity in CuO, layer
within the effective two-band p-d Hubbard model in the strong correlation limit
was developed. It has been proved that the MFA for the Hubbard model results
in the antiferromagnetic exchange d-wave pairing which is equivalent to the pairing
observed in the t-J model in MFA.

In the present paper we compare the results for the ¢-.J model obtained within the
Green function method in terms of the Hubbard operators [34-36] and by applying
the slave-fermion hard-boson representation [27] for the RVB state. It will be shown
that the latter approach results in an odd-symmetry p-wave pairing for the spinless
fermions as in the path-integral representation in [32] which contradicts the known
numerical and analytical calculations. It casts doubts on the validity of spin-charge
separation approach in studying the superconducting pairing in the ¢-J model.

In the next section we briefly present the results of the projection technique for
the Green functions [36] for the ¢-J model. In section 3 superconducting pairing
within the slave-fermion representation for the Hubbard operators is considered.
Results and discussions are given in section 4. Concluding remarks are in section 5.

2. Green function method

2.1. Dyson equation for the ¢t-J model

In the present section we consider the superconducting pairing in the ¢-J model
by applying the Green function technique [34-36]. The t-J model in the standard
notation [1,42] reads:

Hy_j=—t Z a’zaa’JU + ‘]Z TL n]) (1)

1#£],0

where EL?; = a; (1 — n;_,) are the projected operators for physical electrons, n; =
> Gilip is the number operator and S = (1/2) 37, a;,0% a4y are spin-1/2 op-
erators. Here, ¢ is the effective transfer integral and J i is antlferromagnetic exchange
energy for a pair of the nearest neighbor spins, (ij), i > j.

To take into account the projected character of electron operators on a rigorous

basis we employ the Hubbard operator technique. The Hubbard operators (HO) are
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defined as X = |i,a)(i, 8] for three possible states |i, ) at a lattice site 4: for an
empty site |i,0) and for a singly occupied site |i, o) by an electron with the spin o /2
(0 ==+1, 6 = —0). They obey the completeness relation

X043 xr =1, ®

which rigorously preserves the constraint of no double occupancy. The spin and
density operators in equation (1) are expressed by HO as

5o = X7 §F= %Z:JX;"’, ni=>» X7°. (3)

g

The HO obey the following multiplication rule XX = 65, X% and commutation
relations

[Xf‘ﬁ> X]é} L =% <5ﬂsz‘a§ + 550‘X]6) ’ W

where the upper sign stands for the Fermi-like HO (as, e. g., X?7) and the lower sign
stands for the Bose-like operators (as the spin and number operators in equation (3)).

By using the Hubbard operator representation, we write the Hamiltonian of the
t-J model (1) in a more general form:

Hey == 3 XX —p X074 1 300y (XXPT - X7XTT) L (9)
i#j,0 io i#j,0

The electron hopping energy for the nearest neighbors, ¢;; = ¢, and the second
neighbors, ¢;; = ¢, on a 2D square lattice, and the exchange interaction J;; = J
for the nearest neighbors! can be considered as independent parameters if, starting
from a more realistic for copper oxides three-band p-d model [43], we reduce it to
the t-J model [42]. In that case the parameters ¢, ¢’ and J can be evaluated in terms
of the original parameters of the p-d model (see, e.g., [44,45]). We also introduced
the chemical potential @ which can be calculated from the equation for the average

number of electrons
n=(n;) =Y (X7). (6)

g

To discuss the superconducting pairing within the model (5), we introduce the
Nambu notation for HO:

Oc
Vo= (N ) W= xP).

and consider the matrix Green function (GF)

~ / / Gzl’la Gil'20
Gualt—1) = (a0 = (oo o ).

ijo ijo

(7)

!Sometimes a coefficient (1/2) instead of (1/4) is written in the last sum in equation (5) that
results in two times larger values of contributions given by the exchange energy J (see, e.g., [34]).
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where Zubarev’s notation for the anticommutator GF is used [46].
By differentiating the GF (7) over the time ¢ we get for the Fourier component
the following equation

N

wWGija(W) = 0Q0 + (Zia|Vjo o, (8)

where

Zio:[\lliaaH]a QJ: ( %U Cga )7 QJ:<XiOO+quU>'

Since we consider a spin-singlet state, the correlation function @, = Q =1 —n/2
depends only on the average number of electrons (6).
Now, we project the many-particle GF in (8) on the original single-electron GF

(Zio| ;) ZEM (Wi W) + (2571 ), (9)

where the irreducible (irr) part of the many-particle operator Zio is defined by the
equation

{2 Wi = ({Zio =Y EaoWip, UL, }) =0,
!

which results in the definition of the frequency matrix

A

EijU = <{[\IjioaH]7 \IJ;FJ > Qil' (1())

Now, we can introduce the zero-order GF in the generalized MFA which is given by
the frequency matrix (10)

G?]O’( ) Q{W%O(Sij - Eija}_1~ (11)

To derive the Dyson equation for the single-electron GF (7) we write down an
equation of motion for the irreducible part of the GF in (9) with respect to the
second time t’ for the right-hand side operator \IIJr (). Then, performing the same
projection procedure as in equation (9) we obtain the Dyson equation for the GF in
the form

GAZ‘]V( 2]0 + Z sza EklU ) GA’ZJ’U(W)7 (12>
where the self-energy operator Ekla(w) is defined by the equation

Tijo(w) = Sijo( +ZZW G (@) Tija (). (13)

Here, the scattering matrix is given by

Tolw) = Q71 (20 Z0m7y, Q1. (14)
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From equation (13) it follows that the self-energy operator is given by the irreducible
part of the scattering matrix (14) that has no parts connected by the single zero-
order GF (11):

Sijo(w) = Q7212 )0 Q7 (15)
Equations (11), (12) and (15) give an exact representation for the single-electron GF
(7). However, to solve the self-consistent system of equations, one has to introduce

an approximation for the many-particle GF in the self-energy matrix (15) which
describes inelastic scattering of electrons on spin and charge fluctuations.

2.2. Self-consistent equations

Here, we derive a self-consistent system of equations in MFA. To calculate the
frequency matrix (10) we use the equation of motion for the HO:

d ! ]_ !
( dt + ,LL) XiOU = - E tilBiJJ’ lOU + 5 Z Jil(BlUU/ - 600/)Xi00 ) (16)
l,o'/ l,O'/

where we introduced the operator
_ 1 _
Biver = (X® + X7 )01y + X705 = (1 — M + 057 )05 + 57005 - (17)

The Bose-like operator (17) describes electron scattering on spin and charge fluc-
tuations caused by the kinematic interaction (the first term in (16)) and by the
exchange spin-spin interaction (the second term in (16)).

By performing commutations in (10) we get the following for the normal and for
the anomalous parts of the frequency matrix:

Ej, = —pdij + 0 Z{tz‘KXfonOUVQ + %Jz‘z(Q 1+ x5/Q)}

—15(Q +x55/Q) — U<X"0X°">/Q, (18)
B = o= S XX X0
l

ijo

1 o o o o
— 5 XX - XX Q. (19)

Here, in the calculation of the correlation function for the normal component of the
frequency matrix:

1 z ]' z o Q0
Z<BZ'O'O'/B]'O"U> = <(1 — inz + O'Si )(1 - 571] -+ O'SJ) + SZ S]>

o—/

1

= (- G- g+ (S8 = @ + X

we introduce the charge- and spin-fluctuation correlation functions

cs 1
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with on; = n; — (n;). Further, we neglect the charge fluctuations, (dn;on;) ~ 0,
but take into account spin correlations given by spin correlation functions for the
nearest (y15) and for the next-nearest (y2s) neighbor lattice sites:

X1s = <SiSi+a1>7 X2s = <SiSi+a2>7 (2())

where a; = (£a,, £a,) and a; = £(a, £ a,). In a paramagnetic state assumed here
they depend only on the distance between the lattice sites.
In the k-representation for the GF

Gl(kw) = Gop(w) e™,

j
we get for the zero-order GF (11):
GPkw) = Q{wh — (e~ )75 — AL}

. QW%Q—F(Ek—ﬂ)%g—I—Aﬁ’ﬁ
= (e 2 — A7

(21)

where 7y, 71, 73 are the Pauli matrices. The quasiparticle energy ey and the renor-
malized chemical potential i = p — dp in the MFA are defined by the frequency
matrix (18)

= i -2 IR (22)
S = 5 O Ha) N — 2712~ x1,/Q), (23)
where
J(@) = 407(@),  Hk) = 4t9(K) + 4t (k)
with

v(k) = (1/2)(cos a,q. + cos ayqy), 7' (k) = cos a,q, cos a,q,

while the renormalized hopping integral is given by

t(k) = 4t y(k) Q (1 + x15/Q") + 4"y (k) Q (1 + x2s/ Q). (24)

The average number of electrons in equations (22), (23) in the k-representation is
written in the form:

Nko = <XIZOX120> = QNkO"

It should be pointed out that the renormalization of the hopping parameter (24)
caused by the spin correlation functions (20) is essential at low doping when short-
range antiferromagnetic correlations are strong. For instance, for the hole doping
0=1-—n=>~0.05 and @ = (1+49)/2 ~ 0.53 the correlation functions are estimated
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as [36]: x1s ~ —0.3, x2s =~ 0.2, which results in complete suppression of the nearest
neighbors hopping, while the next-neighbor hopping is quite large:

teg =t Q1 + x15/Q% ~ 0, e =t Q1+ xas/Q%] ~ 0.9t

For a large doping, the antiferromagnetic correlations are suppressed and the nearest
neighbor hopping prevails: teg/t'eg >~ t/t' > 1.

The superconducting gap A{ in equation (21) is defined by the anomalous com-
ponent of the frequency matrix (19):

A7 = NQ Z - —J k — q] (X% X0, (25)

There are two contributions in equation (25) given by the k-independent kinematic
interaction ¢(q) and the exchange interaction J(k — q). The kinematic interaction
gives no contribution to the d-wave pairing in MFA, equation (25) (see [34]), and
we disregard it in the subsequent equations.? The anomalous correlation function in
equation (25) can be easily calculated from the anomalous part of the GF (21):

AZ Eq

(X% XI7) = Qo 2q tanhﬁ (26)

which results in the BCS-type equation for the gap function:

g

ij A—t = (27)
q an 2T

where Ej = [(ex—f1)?+|A7|?]/? is the quasiparticle energy in the superconducting
state. As was proved in [39], the retardation effects for the exchange interaction are
negligible and therefore there is no restriction in integrating over the energy in
equation (27). It means that all electrons in the conduction band participate in
the superconducting pairing contrary to the BCS equation for the electron-phonon
model where the energy integration and pairing are restricted to a narrow energy
shell of the order of the phonon energy close to the Fermi energy.

The equation (27) is identical to the results in MFA of the diagram technique [37],
while the gap equation obtained in [40] has an additional factor @ = (1 — n/2)
which is spurious. This factor appears if we apply a simple decoupling procedure
in the equation of motion (16) for GF instead of the projection technique given
by equation (10). Writing the bosonic operators in the exchange interaction as a
product of two fermionic operators: X7? = X?°X% and performing a decoupling
of the fermionic operators:

(XTOX7 X7 = XPOXPP X7 IXT0))w = (X7 XD = XP7X07) ((XTPIXT))e s (28)

2Superconducting pairing mediated by the kinematic interaction was first proposed by Zaitsev
and Ivanov [47].
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we obtain the same equation (27) for the gap function but with the additional @-
factor at the right hand side. In the decoupling we miss the normalization factor for
the correlation functions in the denominator of the frequency matrix, equation (10),
which cancels out with @ in the numerator of the corresponding GF (21) and there-
fore there is no Q-factor in equation (27). So, a rigorous way to apply MFA with a
proper account of the projected character of HO is to use the projection technique
as discussed above.

The self-energy contribution (15) in the second order of the kinematic interaction
is considered in [36] while it is omitted in [37]. As discussed in [36,39], it mediates
the spin-fluctuation pairing and results in finite life-time effects for the quasiparticle
spectrum giving rise to an incoherent contribution to the single-particle density of
states. Here, we shall not further discuss these self-energy effects since to compare
the GF approach with the slave-fermion technique it will be sufficient to consider
only MFA for the gap equation (27).

3. Slave-fermion approach

3.1. Slave-fermion representation

A number of auxiliary field representations have been proposed so far (see,
e.g., [8-32]). In the slave-boson method [8-10] the projected electron operator is
expressed as a product of auxiliary Bose field for charge degree of freedom (holon)
and Fermi field for spin degree of freedom (spinon). The main problem in this ap-
proach is the so-called constraint imposed by the projected character of electronic
operators in the ¢-J model which prohibits double occupancy of any lattice site. To
treat the constraint, a site-dependent Lagrange multiplier is introduced. However, to
solve the problem the MFA is usually applied and the Lagrange multiplier is taken
to be independent of the lattice site, so the local constraint is replaced by a glob-
al one with uncontrollable consequences. In the slave-fermion method, the charge
degree of freedom is represented by spinless fermion operators, while to describe
the spin degree of freedom the Bose field (Schwinger bosons [13-22] or spin opera-
tors [23-27]) is used. The Schwinger boson representation though being physically
meaningful for the Heisenberg model [11,12] gives poor results for the doped case:
the antiferromagnetic ground state persists up to a very high doping and it does not
reproduce the large Fermi surface as in the slave-boson method. In the slave fermion
and in the spin operator representation, the magnetic properties of the model are
described in a more reliable way (see, e.g., [25,29,31]).

Below, we consider the slave-fermion hard-core boson representation proposed
in [27] and later employed in [28-31] to investigate different physical properties of
cuprates within the ¢-J model. It has some advantages since the constraint of no
double occupancy can be fulfilled without introducing the Lagrange multiplier. To
decouple the charge and spin degrees of freedom for physical electrons, the HO in
the theory [27] is represented as a product of a spinless fermion h; for the charge
degree of freedom (holon) and a hard-core boson b;, for the spin degree of freedom
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(spinon):
X% = b by, X0 = h, b (29)

3 1 710 )

which have the following commutation relations:
h;rh] + hjh;r == (SiJ’ 5 bio-b;rg - b;rgbig == 5i,j(1 - Qb;;bw)

The hard-core bosons are Pauli operators which commute on different lattice sites
and anticommute on the same lattice site prohibiting double occupancy. The Pauli
operators can be also represented by the spin-lowering S; and spin-raising S;" op-
erators for spin-1/2:

bi=SF=0by, bi=8 =by, or bL=5, b,=5

K3 7 K3

The on-site electron local constraint

STXPOXY =37 X7 = b Y b big = hihi =1 hfh, <1 (30)

is satisfied here since, for the Pauli operators at any lattice site, we have the equation

Z@%:$$+$$:L (31)

and the spinless holon number ngh) = h}h, can be equal to 1 or 0.

However, the spin-charge separation imposed by the representation (29) results
in extra degrees of freedom: a spin 1/2 is assigned to any lattice site including an
empty site, while in the HO representation, equation (2), we have only 3 states:
an empty state and a filled state with spin £1/2. To cure this defect one should
introduce a projection operator to exclude the unphysical states [27]3. Otherwise the
commutation relations for the original HO, equation (4), and their representation,
equation (29), will give different results. For instance, for the physical electrons
which are described by HO we have

{XZ‘OJ’ quo} :Xz‘oo'f_ng =1 _Xf6’
ST XN =2 — (n) = 144, (32)

(e

where the hole doping concentration 6 = 1 — n. If we use the representation (29)
then we can write the commutation relations as

{X07, X7%) = {h big hyb} = B By + (1= 20 ha)bibis

1 70

S bio b} =1, (33)

where we have used equation (31). For the average value in equation (33) we get,
respectively,

Zo’ <{h;r bia ) hz b;;}> = 17 (34)

3The same applies to other slave-fermion spin operator representations as in [23-26].
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which contradicts the rigorous result for HO, equation (32). For the average number
of electrons in the representation (29) by using the definition (6) we can write

n=(n;) = Z<X50Xz‘oa> = Z(hib;;h;rbw) = <hz‘h;L> =1-9, (35)

o o

which coincides with the definition (6) if we take the definition X% = h;h; for the
hole number operator. However, this definition is not unique. For instance, we can
write: X0 = X7 X7 = X2 X7° which results in the equation: X° = (1/2)h; h;
if we use the representation (29) and the condition(31). Thus, the double counting
of empty sites results in a controversial equation for an average number of electrons

which is therefore valid only with accuracy of +9.

3.2. Mean-field approximation

Let us consider the resonating valence bond (RVB) state in the original Hamilto-
nian (5) as proposed by Baskaran et al. [6]. To this end we should write the Bose-like
spin operators in the exchange energy in H;_; (5) as a product of two single-particle
Fermi-like operators: X7? = X?°X9 and introduce the singlet operators

1 _ _
bl = by = E(XZFHXJQ — XX, (36)

Then, using MFA for the singlet operators in the exchange interaction of the ¢-J
model, we get the RVB effective Hamiltonian:

1 o L 1
Hy = 53 Jy (XX = XPPXG) = =5 3 Ty bighy
i#j 7

12

1
-3 Z Jij (Bfibi; + b Bij — |Byl?) (37)
i#£]

where we introduced the RVB order parameter:

1

N _ _ _

B = Bu = () = (XY X) - X)X)), (38)
Here, we should point out that MFA in equation (37) employs a decoupling of the
Hubbard operators on the same lattice site:

vt 0y 0— v—0v0 0y —0 0+ - 0—
XX = XPOXTXOXY = (XOXT0) X0 XD (39)

which is not unique and results in an uncontrollable approximation since the Hub-
bard operators obey the multiplication rule: X’ X" = X7 and any intermediate
state 0 can be used in the decoupling.

To obtain a self-consistent equation for the order parameter, we assume a spin-
charge separation as is usually done in the slave-particle methods by applying a
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decoupling of spinon and holon degrees of freedom introduced in equation (29):

1

Bj; = \/5<hf bit hf by — hi by B bjy)
1
~ (b h}) 7 (bit bjy — biy bjy) = (b b)) @i, (40)
1
bij = —=(hi by hj bjy — hi by hy bjy) =~ b hiwi;. (41)

V2

Within these approximations we obtain the effective Hamiltonian for holons
i#j i
1 7 + 4 + 4 + 14y |2
=5 2 iy ((hy h) By e BF) = (B RD)P), (42)
i#]
where the effective hopping parameter and the exchange energy are given by
tiy = tig (b by 4+ 07 b)) = ti; (i S; 4+ S7S)),

1
Jij = Tigleil” = Jij 5 (i bj = b by (43)

To obtain a phase diagram for the RVB order parameter B;; = ZJ; ©i; as a function
of temperature T" and hole doping ¢ one should solve a self-consistent system of
equations for the both order parameters, holon Fj; and spinon ¢;; ones. Here we
consider only the equations for the holon order parameter by suggesting that there
exists a region of (7, §) where the spinon order parameter is nonzero.

Introducing k-vector representation for the correlation functions:

Fy = (b= 30 o®0 (k) = 5™ sini — ) (ks (44)

1 1 i(k(i—j
v = (bit by — biy bjy) = N > D (k)
K

Sl

> sinfi(i — ) = (g b (45)

k

=z

the Hamiltonian (42) can be written in k-space as

1
Hy, = ; (e(k) = pn) Ing Iac = 5 ; {AQ) Wy e + AT () I hoa}, - (46)
where the chemical potential for holons u;, = —p and the holon spectrum e(k)

according to equation (43) is written in the form (cf. equation (24)):

e(k) = t(k) = 4ty(k) 2(S S7,,) + 4ty (k) 2(S S7a,) (47)
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Here, we assumed that the spin correlation functions have s-wave symmetry, e.i.,
Xijitas = Xijita, - We also introduced the holon gap function defined by the equation

A = ~A(K) = = 37 Tk~ a) {h ). (48)

In equations (47), (48) we used a notation e(k), A(k) for the holon spectrum and
the holon gap to distinguish them from those of physical electrons in section 2.2.

The normal and the anomalous correlation functions can be easily calculated for
the BCS-type Hamiltonian (46):

(hEhg) = % (1— 5(‘2(;)“" tanh E; ?), (49)
Fla) = (hahq) = D tann 219 (50)

2E(q) 2T

where the quasiparticle spectrum E(k) = [(e(k) — un)? + |A(k)[?]2. From these
equations there follow the self-consistent equations for the gap function and the
average number of holes § which defines the holon chemical potential pp,:

Ak) = % Y J(k—q) 2%((‘% tanh EQ(T) (51)

1 1 =1 - E
5 = W%:M:‘hq):N;Q(l_g(%)(TM) tanh%. (52)

These equations are identical to the results obtained in [32] where the path-integral
representation for the ¢-J model was applied and an effective BCS-type Hamiltonian
analogous to equation (46) was derived. Starting from the MFA for RVB order
parameter as in equation (37), the authors introduced MFA for the spinon auxiliary
field that resulted in the spin-charge separation as in our equation (41). Therefore, we
have proved that the results of the path-integral representation for the ¢-J employed
in [32] are equivalent to the MFA for the slave fermion — hard-core boson approach
considered in this section.

3.3. Holon Green functions

To avoid uncontrollable approximation caused by the decoupling of the Hubbard
operators on the same lattice site in equation (39) used in MFA for RVB state in
the Hamiltonian (37), in the present section we consider a projection technique for
the holon GF for the spinon-holon model. By using the spinless fermion hard-core
boson representation (29) we write the Hamiltonian of the ¢-J model (5) as follows:

= =Y thihf (STS; ST ST ) —p Y hihf
1#£] 7

1 . .
- ZZ Jij hi by I B (S S7 — ST SH)(SF Sy — S5 S, (53)
i#]
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To obtain an equation for the holon GF, we apply the projection technique described
in section 2.1. By introducing the matrix GF for holon operators:

oo AR ()l ()
Gyl =) = ( (IR (i () (1)) )

we can obtain an equation of motion for the GF as discussed in section 2.1 (see
equations (8)—(11)). For the zero-order GF in MFA we get the following result:

_ wio+ (E(k) — pn) s + A7

GO (k, w) _ - : (54)
w? — (&(k) = pn)? — |AK)[?
where the holon dispersion and the gap function are given by the equations:
. ~ 1 ~ -
ék) = tk) -+ > AT (k—=q) = J(0)} (hg hq), (55)
q
~ 1 -
Ak) = + > T (k=) (hgh-q). (56)
q

In comparison with MFA for RVB state considered previously, in the GF approach
we obtain additional renormalization for the holon dispersion, equation (47), while
the gap equation has the same form, equation (48), but with a different renormalized
exchange interaction:

- 1 1

Jl-lj - Jz’j 5 Z
By using an equation of motion method instead of MFA for RVB state, we managed
to take into account spinon correlations in the effective holon interaction (57) and
obtained a simple formula for it by using the identities: S;" S;t =0, S; S;" = (1/2)—
S? in the last equation. From equation (57) we get the following estimation for the
effective exchange energy for the nearest neighbors: J' ~ (0.5—0.25) .J if we assume
the AFM Neél phase: (S7.S%7) = —1/4 or completely neglect AFM correlations:
(87 S5)=0

(1S5S = 87 Sf1%) = Jij (7 = (87 57)). (57)

4. Results and discussion

4.1. Spectral density

Spectral density for physical electron excitations in the lower Hubbard subband
within the ¢-J model which is defined by the equation

1
Ag(k,w) = ——Im{(X5 | X))ot (58)

satisfies the sum rule:

3 / dw Ay (k,w) = 3 (X%, X)) =2Q =1+6 (59)

[
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In the MFA for the GF in terms of the HO, equation (21), we get:

As(kyw) = Qukd(w — Ex) + Qukd(w + Ex), (60)

N Y (RS

In MFA, the spectral density (60) satisfies the sum rule (59) but it has no incoherent
background which appears if one takes into account the self-energy corrections as
shown in [36].

where

In the spinon-holon representation (29), the spectral density, as follows from
equation (34), does not obey the sum rule (59):

+00 +oo
e 1
> [ awaee) = 3 et f dw{——1m<<h+bw|hj N>>w+ig}

- Z <{hj bio ; h; b:;]’) (62)

(e

MFA for the spinon-holon GF in equation (62) results in the spin-charge separation
which defines the spectral density (62) as a convolution of the anticommutator holon
and the commutator spinon GF [28]:

+00 400

tanh(w; /2T") + coth(ws/2T)
( h _ 1
AU N Z 27r2/ /dwlde W — W — Wy
x Im((@ R n I{(SE_g|SK_g))evs - (63)

In this representation, the spectral density of physical electron excitations is given
by a superposition of the spectral density for spinless fermion (holon) excitations
and a background produced by spin excitations [28]. In MFA, the holon spectral
density in the paired state below Tt is defined by the GF (54):

AB) I ) = TG | )usse = e b+ B() + bl — B0, (64)

where the quasiparticle energy E(k) = [(6(k) — pn)? + |A(K)[?]Y? and @y, @ are
given by equation (61) but with quasiparticle energies for holons. The spectral densi-
ty of electron excitations is measured in the angle-resolved photoemission (ARPES)
experiments which provide information concerning the symmetry of the gap func-
tion. As discussed below, the symmetry of superconducting gap function Ay defined
by equation (27) appears to be d-wave, while the holon gap function A(k) in equa-
tion (51) has an odd symmetry of the p-type as in the triplet pairing. This p-wave
gap symmetry has never been observed in ARPES experiments in cuprates.
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4.2. Gap symmetry

For the models with strong electron correlations, the s-wave component of su-
perconducting gap should be strongly suppressed due to the on-site Coulomb corre-
lations. For the ¢-J model it follows from the constraint of no double occupancy on
a single site given by the identity:

.. 1 ..
<Ci,aci,—a> = N ;<Ck,ac—k,—a> = 07 (65)

for the physical electron operators ¢; , = ¢; »(1 — n; ). Since the anomalous corre-
lation function (¢ ,C¢_j —) is proportional to the gap function A(k), equation (65)
imposes a certain constraint on the symmetry of the gap function. In particular, for
the solution (26) in MFA equation (65) reads [34,35]:

1 L Q< A E
0o v 0o\ __ 0o v 05 _ q q —
(X7 X7y = —NE (X X% =+ Eq 2 tanh - = 0. (66)

q

For a tetragonal lattice, the Fermi surface (FS) is invariant under the Cy-axis rotation
in the k-space and, therefore, to satisfy the condition (66) for E, > 0, the gap
function AZ should change its sign along the FS. Tt means that the symmetric s-
wave solution, Ag(k,,k,) o« (cosq, + cosg,), does not fit equation (66), while the
d-wave solution with By, or By, symmetry, Ay(k,, k) = —Aq4(ky, k), satisfies the
condition (66). In general, equation (66) should be considered as a constraint on the
symmetry of the gap function in the superconducting phase and the solutions which
violate this constraint should be disregarded.

Now we consider the symmetry of the spinon and the holon order parameters.
The condition (65) for the RVB order parameter reads

B 3 3 B9 = 3 olke—a) Fla) = (67)

k,q

which also imposes a constraint on the symmetry of the spinon and holon order
parameters. Since the symmetry of the holon pairing order parameter, equation (44),
for spinless fermions is odd, being imposed by their anticommutation relations, it
results in the odd symmetry of the gap A(k) in equation (48). For a tetragonal
lattice, the symmetry is given by the odd two-dimensional irreducible representation
E, which can be modelled by the function: A(k) o< 7, (k) = (sink, * sink,) as
in the p-wave triplet pairing. The same holds for the spinon order parameter in
equation (45), p(k) o< n (k).

The RVB order parameter B;; = (b;;) = gpijF;jr as a product of two antisym-
metric order parameters with £, symmetry has either A (s-wave) or By, (d-wave)
symmetry. Namely, if we adopt only the nearest neighbor pairing for both the order
parameters:

Gij = Piitaal (0jivar — ji-a,) £ (jiray, = jiay)}s
Fp = FliiadGhiva, = 0ica.) £ (0jiva, — 0jiay)}s (68)
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then, for the Fourier transform of the RVB order parameter, we get

B(k) = Z p(k —q) F"(q) = 2b Z {sin(k, ) £sin(k, — ¢,)} {sing, £sing,}
q
= —b(cosk, £ cos k), (69)

where b = ©; iiq, Ffz +a, and the sign + (—) in the last line corresponds to the same
(different) signs in the first line. The solution (69) satisfies the condition (67) for
both the s- and d-wave symmetry: >, B(k) o< >, (cosk, & cosk,) = 0.

However, the explicit solution for the holon order parameter (50) shows its more
complicated k-dependence which proves that the frequently used model for the near-
est neighbor pairing, equations (68), is inadequate. For the solution (50), the condi-

tion (67) for the RVB order parameter reads:

S etk —a) e = X el @) G S Y o 0

which also imposes a requirement on the symmetry of the singlet (RVB) order pa-
rameter which should have only the d-wave symmetry, B(k,,k,) = —B(ky, k;), to
satisfy this condition.

It is interesting to compare the results for the gap equation derived in MFA for
the ¢t-J model and that one for the Hubbard model. By applying the projection
technique for the GF for the Hubbard model, one can get the following equation for
the gap function (see, e.g., [39]):

Ajjo o< (XP2N;) = (ei 1 N;), (71)

where we have used the identity for the Hubbard operators, X% = XM x1? =
¢y - From equation (71) it follows that the pairing occurs on one lattice site
but in the different Hubbard subbands. By using the equation of motion for the
GF ((XP2(t)|N;(t"))), the anomalous correlation function (X?N;) can be calculat-
ed without any decoupling that results in the same gap equation as in the MFA
for the ¢-J model [39]): Ay = Ji; (X7 X)7)/Q where we have used the notation
of the present paper. Therefore, the symmetry constraint considered above is also
applicable to the gap solutions obtained in the Hubbard model.

4.3. Superconducting 7.

In the present section we compare the pairing temperature T, defined by the
gap equation for physical electrons (27) and that one for holons, equation (51). We
study T, as a function of a corresponding chemical potential v = u/W for a given
value of the pairing interaction A = J/W where all energies are measured in units
of the renormalized half bandwidth for pairing fermions W = 4+¢:

Ak

e(k) = % =v(k) + T’}//(k), T = Z—g, d(k) = V) (72)
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The gap equations (27), (51) (or (56)) can be written in the form

4\ 7(k —q)d(q) [(e(a) = v)? + d(q)]"?
dk)=— tanh 73
W =N 2 oetw) v + d@? o7 - B)
Let us consider T,(v) for different pairing symmetry, d(k) = d, 1. (k):
s-wave:  1,(k) = (cosk, + cos k),
d-wave:  n4(k) = (cosk, — cosk,),
p-wave: 1. (k) = (sink, +sink,). (74)

By integrating equation (73) with the corresponding symmetry parameter 7, (k) we
obtain equation (73) for T'= T in the same form for any symmetry:

1 1 9 1 e(k) —v
- = — Na(K))*————— tanh ———
A N < (1a (k) 2(e(k) —v) o)
1 [T de €E—v
= = N, (€) tanh ——
5 /_1 — «(€) tan T (75)

if we introduce an effective density of state (DOS) for the corresponding symmetry,

a=s,d,p:
Nue) = 5 3 (1000 8(e — e(k) (76)

which is normalized

+1 1
/ de N,(e) =1, since N Z (n.(k))? = 1.

1

The results of calculation of the effective DOS, equation (76), for different symmetry
a = s,d,p is presented in figure 1 for # = 0. From this dependence it is easy
to draw a conclusion that the T.(v) function will follow the dependence N,(v)
for a corresponding symmetry since the effective coupling constant V' ~ AN, (v)
reaches its maximum value at the maximum value of N,(v). In the logarithmic
approximation a solution for T,(u), equation (75), can be written in the conventional
BCS form:

Te ~ /(W — p)exp(—1/V), V ~JN,, (77)

but with the prefactor proportional to the Fermi energy, © = Er which can result
in high-7.. The highest T.(v) appears for the d-wave pairing and the lowest T, (v)
— for the p- wave pairing since in the former case the van Hove singularity gives a
strong contribution for DOS ( [n4(k = (&7,0))]> = 4), while in the latter case it
is completely suppressed ( [n,(k = (£m,0))] = 0). This estimation can be checked
by a direct numerical solution of equation (75) (see, e.g. [35,36] and [48] for p-wave
symmetry).
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Figure 1. Effective density of states (76) for s (solid line,) d (dot-dashed line)
and p (dashed line) symmetry.

5. Conclusion

In the present paper we consider a superconducting pairing mediated by the
exchange interaction which is generic for the system with strong electron correlations
such as cuprates. The mechanism of the exchange pairing is the lowering of kinetic
energy of electron pairs due to their coherent hopping between different Hubbard
subbands. Since the excitation energy of this hopping is much larger than the Fermi
energy the retardation effects in the exchange interaction are negligible [39] which
results in the pairing of all electrons (holes) in the conduction band and a high-T
proportional to the Fermi energy, equation (77).

To obtain the estimation for the superconducting T, it is tempting to use a
mean-field approximation for the exchange interaction within the ¢-J model. How-
ever, meaningful physical results can be obtained only if one takes into account
strong electron correlations on a rigorous basis which is provided by the Hubbard
operator (HO) technique. Any auxiliary field representations applied within MFA
inevitably violate rigorous commutation relations for HO which may result in un-
physical conclusions. In the present paper we have proved this by comparing the
results for superconducting gap equation derived within the slave fermion — hard-
core boson representation, equation (29), and HO technique for the Green functions
(section 2.1). In the former method, the projected character of physical electron
operators is neglected that results in a double counting of empty states and in vi-
olation of the sum rule, equation (62). The spin-charge separation which occurs in
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MFA, equations (40), (41), results in separate equations for two order parameters
for spinons and holons instead of one equation for physical electrons as in the GF
method. The gap equation (51) for spinless fermions has only antisymmetric solu-
tions which results in an unphysical p-wave gap for the quasiparticle excitations in
superconducting state never observed in ARPES experiments and much lower T,
than for the d-wave pairing given by equation (27) for physical electrons.

The obtained results within MFA for the spinless fermion — hard-core bosons in
section 2 appear to be identical to the path-integral representation for the ¢-J model
employed in [32]. Therefore, the latter results have the same flaws as discussed above
which casts doubts on the approaches based on the idea of spin-charge separation
treated in MFA which results in violation of the local constraint. Violation of the
local constraint in the two-band Hubbard model may also lead to unphysical results,
as shown in [49].
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HapgnposigHicTb B t-J Mmoaeni

M.M.lMnakiga

O6’enHaHUI IHCTUTYT saepHUX gocnioxeHb, Pocia, 141980 m. lyoHa
OTpumaHo 2 BepecHs 2002p.

MpencraBieHo NOPIBHAHHA MIKPOCKOMNIYHMX TEOPIM A9 HaaNpPOBIAHOCTI
B rpaHuLi CUJIbHUX eNeKTPOHHUX Kopensuin. Mu po3rmsgaemMo pesyiib-
TatTn ona OBOBUMIPHOI t-J mMoaeni, OTPUMaHOoi B paMkKax MmeTtony npo-
eKTyBaHHA ana GyHkuin piHa Ha MOBi onepaTtopiB Mabbappa, a Takox
npeacTaBneHHi LONOMIKHUX PEePMIOHIB 019 CTaHYy PE30OHYIOHYUX BANIEHT-
HUX 3B’'A3KiB. CTBEPOXKYETLCS, LLLO OCTAHHE HAONVXEHHS, sike NPUBOAMTb
[0 HenapHoi CMMETPIT p-XBMUIIbOBOIO CMaptoBaHHA ons GepMioHIiB € He-
NnPUOATHUM.

Knio4oBi cnoBa: cuibHIi e/1IEKTPOHHI KOpesisiLii, BACOKOTEMNEPAaTypHi
HaanpoBigHuKkn, yHKUIi TpiHa, 4ONOMIKHI pepMioHN

PACS: 74.20.-z, 74.20.Mn, 74.72.-h
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